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POLYNOMIAL CONVEXITY OF COMPACTS THAT LIES IN

CERTAIN LEVI-FLAT HYPERSURFACES IN C2

SUSHIL GORAI AND GOLAM MOSTAFA MONDAL

Abstract. In this paper, we first prove that the totally real discs lying in

certain Levi flat hypersurfaces are polynomially convex. As applications we

prove that the totally real discs lying in the boundary of certain polynomial

polyhedra are polynomially convex. We also provide an if and only if condition

for polynomial convexity of totally real discs lying in the boundary of Hartog’s

triangle. We also provide sufficient conditions on general compact subsets lying

on those hypersurfaces for polynomial convexity.

1. Introduction

Let K be a compact subset of the complex Euclidean space Cn. Let C(K) be
the space of continuous complex valued functions on K and P(K) be the space of
all uniform limits of polynomials on K. The polynomial convex hull of a compact
set K is denoted by K̂ and define by K̂ := {z ∈ Cn : |p(z)| ≤ supK |p|, ∀p ∈

C[z1, · · · , zn]}. K is said to be polynomially convex if K̂ = K. We say a compact
K ⊂ Cn is rationally convex set if K = {z ∈ Cn : |f(z)| ≤ supK |f |, ∀f ∈ Rat(K)},
where Rat(K) is the collection of all rational functions in Cn with poles outside
K.

One of the fundamental question in the theory of uniform algebras is to charac-
terize compact subset K of Cn for which

P(K) = C(K). (1.1)

Note that P(K) and C(K) both are commutative Banach algebra and if P(K) =
C(K) then their maximal ideal spaces are also same. From the theory of uniform
algebra, we know that the maximal ideal space of C(K) can be identified with K,

and that of P(K) can be identified with K̂. From the above discussion we can see
that polynomial convexity arises naturally in the study of uniform approximation.

Lavrentiev [10] showed that for K ⊂ C, P(K) = C(K) if and only if K̂ = K and
int(K) = ∅. No such characterization is known in the higher dimension, and it is
generally challenging to decide which compacts of Cn satisfy (1.1). So it is natural
to consider the problem for particular classes of compact sets. In this paper, we
consider compact subsets of totally real submanifolds of C2.

Recall that a C1-smooth submanifold M of Cn is said to be totally real at
p ∈ M if TpM ∩ iTpM = {0}, where the tangent space TpM is viewed as a real
linear subspace of Cn. The manifold M is said to be totally real if it is totally real
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at all points of M . Totally real submanifolds play an important role because of
the following reasons.

(i) Such manifolds are locally polynomially convex (see [11]).
(ii) Let K be a compact subset of a totally real manifold M. Then any contin-

uous function on K can be uniformly approximated by a holomorphic (in a
neighborhood of K) function on K. If K is polynomially convex, then the
holomorphic function can be replaced by the polynomial (see [8]). Hence,
(1.1) holds in this case.

For polynomially convex set K, there are several papers, for instance see [2, 3, 14,
18, 20], that describe situations when (1.1) holds.

A closed totally real disc is a compact subset of a C1 totally real submanifold,
diffeomorphic to the closed planar disc. A totally real disc in C2 may not be
polynomially convex as the following example shows.

Example 1.1 (Wermer [8]). Let M := {(z, f(z)) ∈ C2 : z ∈ C}, where

f(z) = −(1 + i)z̄ + izz̄2 + z2z̄3.

Then M is totally-real. Let K := {(z, f(z)) ∈ C2 : z ∈ D} ⊂ M. Then K is not
polynomially convex.

Studies of polynomial convexity of totally-real discs which are of graph form
is done by Wermer [20], O’Farrell and Preskenis [12, 13] and Duval [5]. Duval’s
theorem is particularly interesting. We mention it here:

Result 1.2 (Duval). Let M = {(z, f(z)) ∈ C2 : z ∈ D}, where f is C1-smooth

in a neighbourhood of D. Assume

∣∣∣∣
∂f

∂z
(a)

∣∣∣∣ >
∣∣∣∣
∂f

∂z
(a)

∣∣∣∣ for all a ∈ D. Then M is

polynomially convex.

The study of totally real discs, which are not, in general, of graph form, appeared
in the context of removable singularities of CR-functions. A deep result in this
direction is due to Jöricke [9].

Result 1.3 (Jöricke). Any C2-smooth totally real disc in the boundary of the unit
ball in C2 is removable.

Combining a result due to Lupacciolu and Stout (see [17]) it is evident that any
C2-smooth totally real disc in ∂B2 is polynomial convex. Stout mentioned in [17]
that a similar argument will work for the C2-smooth totally real discs that lie in
the boundary of a strictly pseudoconvex domain Ω such that Ω is polynomially
convex. In [1] Alexander proved the following result:

Result 1.4 (Alexander). Any C2-smooth totally real disc contained in {(z1, z2) ∈
C2 : |z1| = 1} is polynomially convex

After the works [9] and [1] were done, Jöricke, in the problem book [7], asked the
following question:

Question 1.5. Which closed, totally real discs in C2 are polynomially convex?
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The hypersurface that Alexander considered in [1] is Levi flat. This motivates us
to look at some more examples of Levi-flat hypersurfaces and totally real discs
lying in them. Recall that A hypersurface is said to be Levi flat if its Levi form
vanishes identically. We also give partial answers to Jöricke’s question in some
cases. Our first result demonstrates a class of totally real discs in C2, lying in
certain nonsingular Levi-flat hypersurfaces, that are polynomially convex. These
generalizes Alexander’s result. More precisely, we present:

Theorem 1.6. Let Ω be a Runge domain in C2 and h be a holomorphic function
on Ω. Let M := {z ∈ Ω : |h(z)| = 1} with dh(z) 6= 0 for all z ∈ M. Then every
totally real disc in M is polynomially convex.

We now mention a corollary which is somewhat interesting.

Corollary 1.7. Let Ω be a Runge domain in C2 and g be a holomorphic function
on Ω. Let M := {z ∈ Ω : Reg(z) = 0} with dg(z) 6= 0 for all z ∈ M. Then every
totally real C2-smooth smooth disc in M is polynomially convex.

Here we give another class of domains in C2, which lies outside the class of
strictly pseudoconvex domains for which the totally real discs are polynomially
convex. If p1, · · · , pl are holomorphic polynomials in Cn, then

Dl := {z ∈ Ω : |p1(z)| < 1, · · · , |pl(z)| < 1}, l ∈ N,

is known as a polynomial polyhedron in C2. Let us define

• Σj := {z ∈ Cn : |pj(z)| = 1};
• ΣJk := Σj1 ∩ · · · ∩ Σjk , where Jk = {j1, · · · , jk}.

Clearly, the topological boundary ∂Dl of Dl is contained in ∪jΣj . The polynomial
polyhedron Dl is said to be complex non-degenerate if for any increasing collection
j1 < j2 < · · · < jk, k ≤ n,

dpj1 ∧ · · · ∧ dpjk(z) 6= 0 ∀z ∈ ΣJk .

Corollary 1.8. Any totally real disc that lies in the non-singular part of the bound-
ary of a complex non-degenerate polynomial polyhedron in C2 is polynomially con-
vex.

The following is also a simple corollary of Theorem 1.6. It deals with compact
subsets that lies in the zero set of pluriharmonic functions. This needs simple
connectedness of the domain as an assumption.

Corollary 1.9. Let Ω be a simply connected Runge domain in C2 and h be a real
valued pluriharmonic function on Ω. Let M := {z ∈ Ω : h(z) = 0} with dh(z) 6= 0
for all z ∈M. Then every totally real C2-smooth disc in M is polynomially convex.

Another situation which quite different from the above is as follows:

Theorem 1.10. If h : C → R be a smooth map and Eh := {x+ iy ∈ C : h(x, y) =
0}. If dh 6= 0 on Eh, then every C2-smooth totally real disc in M := Eh × C is
polynomially convex.

In Corollary 1.7 if we take Ω = C2 and g(z, w) = iz then we get:
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Corollary 1.11. Let M = R×C. Then every totally real C2-smooth disc in M is
polynomially convex.

Corollary 1.11 also follows from Corollary 1.9 and Theorem 1.10 independently.

In the second part of the paper, we will consider general compact subsets that lie
inside certain Levi-flat hypersurfaces. The compacts now may not be totally real.
We need some definition to state our results in this part. The following definitions
can be found in Stolzenberg [16].

Definition 1.12. Let K be a compact subset of Cn. If f : K → C \ {0} is of the
form f = exp(ψ) for some map ψ : K → C we say that ln(f) is defined and ψ is a
branch of ln(f).

Definition 1.13. Let K be a compact subset of Cn. K is said to be simply-
coconnected if, for every map f : K → C \ {0}, ln(f) is defined.

Remark 1.14 (Stolzenberg). K is simply-coconnected if and only if Ȟ1(K;Z) = 0.

Hence, any contractible set is simply coconnected.

Definition 1.15. Let V be an analytic variety in Cn. V is said to be a Runge
variety if for every K ⊂ V, K̂ ⊂ V.

Definition 1.16. K is said to be polynomially convex in dimension one if, for
every one-dimensional Runge variety V such that K ∩ V is compact, K ∩ V is
polynomially convex.

We are now in a position to present our first theorem in this part.

Theorem 1.17. Let P be a holomorphic polynomial in C2. Let M := {(z1, z2) ∈
C2 : |P (z1, z2)| = 1} with dP (z) 6= 0 for all z ∈ M, and K ⊂ M be compact,
simply-coconnected. If P−1{c} ∩K is polynomially convex for all c ∈ ∂D, then K
is polynomially convex.

We also present a result analogous to Theorem 1.10 for general compact sets.

Theorem 1.18. Let h : C → R be a smooth map and Eh := {x+iy ∈ C : h(x, y) =
0} with dh 6= 0 on Eh. Let K be a connected simply-coconnected compact subset
of M := Eh × C such that each fiber Kc = {w ∈ C : (c, w) ∈ K} is polynomially
convex. Then K is polynomially convex.

We now turn our attention to singular Levi-flat hypersurfaces. A singular hy-
persurface is said to be Levi flat if its regular part is Levi flat. We now provide
an example of a non-polynomially convex compact subset which totally real ex-
cept the singular point of the hypersurface. It shows that the singularities in the
Levi-flat hypersurface have a role in determining polynomial convexity.

Example 1.19. Let us consider M := {(z, w) ∈ C2 : |z| = |w|}, K := {(z, w) ∈
C2 : |z| = Rew, 0 ≤ Rew ≤ 1, Imw = 0} ⊂ M. Then K is not polynomially

convex because {(z, w) ∈ C2 : |z| ≤ 1,Rew = 1, Imw = 0} ⊂ K̂. Note that K is
contractible.
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Let Ω be a Runge domain in C2 and h : Ω → C be a holomorphic function and
M := {z ∈ Ω : |h(z)| = 1}. Let M∗ := {z ∈ G : |h(z)| = 1} be the regular part
of M, where G := Ω \ {z ∈ Ω : |h(z)| = 1, dh(z) = 0}. By Msing, we denote the
singular part of M.

Theorem 1.20. Let K be a totally real disc inM∗. Then K is polynomially convex

if and only if K̂ ∩Msing = ∅.

As an application of Theorem 1.20 we provide a necessary and sufficient condition
for totally real discs in a particular type of Levi-flat hypersurface of the form
{(z1, z2) ∈ C2 : Re(zm1 + zn2 ) = 0}, m,n ≥ 2, to be polynomially convex. For
n = 2, m = 2 it is one of the normal form of the Levi-flat quadrics in the list given
in [4].

Corollary 1.21. Every totally real disc K in the singular Levi-flat hypersurface
M := {(z1, z2) ∈ C2 : Re(zm1 + zn2 ) = 0} is polynomially convex if and only if

(0, 0) /∈ K̂.

Next we come back to the Levi-flat hypersurface {(z, w) ∈ C2 : |z| = |w|}
and provide an if and only if condition for a totally real disc lying there to be
polynomially convex. This hypersurface also provides another normal form of
Levi-flat quadrics in C2 in the list of [4].

Theorem 1.22. Every totally real disc K in M := {(z, w) ∈ C2 : |z| = |w|} \

{(0, 0)} is polynomially convex if and only if K̂ ∩ {zw = 0} = ∅.

We now state a corollary in the setting of the boundary of Hartogs triangle.

Corollary 1.23. Every totally real disc K in the nonsingular part of the boundary
of the Hartogs triangle {(z1, z2) ∈ C2 : |z1| < |z2| < 1} is polynomially convex if

and only if (0, 0) /∈ K̂.

A proof of Corollary 1.23 follows from Result 1.4 and Theorem 1.22.

2. Technical Results

In this section we first collect some results from the literature those will be used
in our proofs. The following result can be found in [16, Corollary 27].

Result 2.1 (Stolzenberg). Every rationally convex simply-coconnected set is poly-
nomially convex in dimension one.

We also make use of the following result [16, Page 269, assertion (12)].

Result 2.2 (Stolzenberg). Let K be a compact subset of the purely one-dimensional

analytic variety V in Cn such that K̂ ⊂ V. Then K is rationally convex.

The following result is also from Stolzenberg [16].

Result 2.3 (Stolzenberg). Let X be a compact subset of Cn. If X is simply-

coconnected and there is a function, f , holomorphic in a neighborhood of X̂ such

that f(X) ∩ f(X̂ \X) = ∅, then X is polynomially convex.
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The following is due to Stolzenberg (see [6, Lemma 2.3]).

Result 2.4 (Stolzenberg). Let E be a compact subset of Cn. Assume that P(E)
contains a function φ such that φ(E) has empty interior and C\φ(E) is connected.
Then E is polynomially convex if and only if φ−1(c)∩E is polynomially convex for
each c ∈ φ(E).

The following result from Stout’s book will also be useful in our proofs.

Result 2.5. ([19, Lemma 1.6.18]) Let X be a compact, polynomially convex subset
of C. Then every point of ∂X(boundary of X) is a peak point for the algebra P(X).

The following result is due to Samuelsson and Wold [15, Proposition 4.7]. We will
use this result crucially in our proofs.

Result 2.6 (Samuelsson-Wold). Let X be a compact subset of Cn and F : Cn →
Cm be the uniform limit on X of entire functions. Let K = F (X). If α ∈ K is a
peak point for the algebra P(K), then

F−1{α} ∩ X̂ = ̂F−1{α} ∩X.

Next we mention couple of standard result from the theory of ordinary differen-
tial equations. Consider the system of differential equation

{
dx
dt

= F (x, y)
dy

dt
= G(x, y).

(2.1)

Result 2.7 (Poincaré). Every closed path of the system (2.1) necessarily surrounds
at least one critical point.

Result 2.8 (Poincaré-Bendixson). Let Ω be a bounded region of the phase plane
together its boundary, and assume that Ω does not contain any critical points of
the system (2.1). If V := (x(t), y(t)) is a path of (2.1) that lies in Ω for all t ≥ t0,
then V is either itself a closed path or it spirals toward a closed path as t → ∞.
Thus in either case the system (2.1) has closed path in Ω.

Next we state and prove a few lemmas that will be used in our proofs. The first
one is easy but useful in our context.

Lemma 2.9. Let Ω be a Runge domain in Cn and f be a holomorphic function
on Ω. Then every level set of f is a Runge variety.

Proof. Let Zc := {z ∈ Ω : f(z) = c}, where c ∈ ∂D. Let K be any compact

subset of Zc. We claim that the polynomial convex hull K̂ of K is also subset of
Zc. Since, Ω is Runge, K̂ ⋐ Ω. Suppose that α ∈ Ω \ Zc. Then, f(α) 6= c. Define
g(z) := f(z)− c. Therefore,

|g(α)| > 0 = sup
K

|g|.

Since Ω is Runge, g can be approximated by holomorphic polynomials on K. Hence

α /∈ K̂ i.e. K̂ ⊂ Z. �
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Let M be a three-dimensional smooth submanifold of C2 and N be a two-
dimensional totally real submanifold of M with (possibly empty) boundary. A
field of lines on N is defined as follows: for every p ∈ N,

Lp = TpN ∩ TC
p M.

Here, TC
p M is the unique complex line through p that is tangent to M (where

TC
p M = TpM ∩ iTpM). The curves that are always tangent to the lines Lp are the

leaves of the foliation of N that is defined by this line field. In other words, a curve
γ : (a, b) →M is included in a leaf of the foliation if and only if the derivative γ′(t)
falls on the line Lγ(t) for every t ∈ (a, b). This gives a foliation of class C1 of N, also
known as the characteristic foliation of N (see Stout [19, Page 258] for details).

Lemma 2.10. Let Ω ⊂ C2 be a domain and ρ : Ω → R is C2-smooth and dρ 6= 0
on M := {z ∈ Ω : ρ(z) = 0}. Let K be a totally real C2-smooth disc in the
3-dimensional manifold M. Then there exists a characteristic foliation on K.

Proof. Since K is a totally real disc in M, there exists a neighborhood U of D
and a totally real smooth submanifold N of C2 and a C2-smooth diffeomorphism
φ : U → N such that φ(D) = K. By shrinking U (if necessary), we can assume
U is also contractible and we take △ := φ(U). Therefore, △ is also a C2-smooth
totally real disc in M which contains K. We take

φ(t, s) = (φ1(t, s), φ2(t, s), φ3(t, s), φ4(t, s)).

Therefore,

dφ|(t,s) =




∂φ1

∂t
(t, s) ∂φ1

∂s
(t, s)

∂φ2

∂t
(t, s) ∂φ2

∂s
(t, s)

∂φ3

∂t
(t, s) ∂φ3

∂s
(t, s)

∂φ4

∂t
(t, s) ∂φ4

∂s
(t, s)




4×2

=


A(t, s) B(t, s)


 ,

where

A(t, s) =




∂φ1

∂t
(t, s)

∂φ2

∂t
(t, s)

∂φ3

∂t
(t, s)

∂φ4

∂t
(t, s)




and B(t, s) =




∂φ1

∂s
(t, s)

∂φ2

∂s
(t, s)

∂φ3

∂s
(t, s)

∂φ4

∂s
(t, s)




.

Let λ = a(t, s) ∂
∂t
+ b(t, s) ∂

∂s
be a non-vanishing vector field on U.

Now we compute, for smooth f on K,

dφ(λ)(f) = λ(f ◦ φ) =

(
a(t, s)

∂

∂t
+ b(t, s)

∂

∂s

)
(f ◦ φ). (2.2)
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Now, by chain rule, we get that

∂(f ◦ φ)

∂t
=

(
∂φ1

∂t

∂

∂x

∣∣∣∣
φ(t,s)

+
∂φ2

∂t

∂

∂y

∣∣∣∣
φ(t,s)

+
∂φ3

∂t

∂

∂u

∣∣∣∣
φ(t,s)

+
∂φ4

∂t

∂

∂v

∣∣∣∣
φ(t,s)

)
(f),

and

∂(f ◦ φ)

∂s
=

(
∂φ1

∂s

∂

∂x

∣∣∣∣
φ(t,s)

+
∂φ2

∂s

∂

∂y

∣∣∣∣
φ(t,s)

+
∂φ3

∂s

∂

∂u

∣∣∣∣
φ(t,s)

+
∂φ4

∂s

∂

∂v

∣∣∣∣
φ(t,s)

)
(f).

Since λ is a non-vanishing vector-field on U and φ is a diffeomorphism, therefore,
ν = a(t, s)A(t, s) + b(t, s)B(t, s) is also a non-vanishing vector field on △.

Now we will see that the above vector field ν gives a C1-smooth characteristic
foliation on K. To see this we do some computations here: Let να ∈ TC

αM. Then

〈J(a(t, s)A(t, s) + b(t, s)B(t, s),∇ρ)〉 = 0 ,

=⇒ a(t, s)〈JA(t, s),∇ρ〉+ b(t, s)〈JB(t, s),∇ρ〉 = 0,

where J is the standard complex structure on C2, and 〈, 〉 is the standard real inner
product. A natural choice for the functions a and b is the following:

{
a(t, s) = 〈JB(t, s),∇ρ〉 and

b(t, s) = −〈JA(t, s),∇ρ〉.
(2.3)

From (2.3), we get that

a(t, s) = −
∂φ2

∂s

∂ρ

∂x
+
∂φ1

∂s

∂ρ

∂y
−
∂φ4

∂s

∂ρ

∂u
+
∂φ3

∂s

∂ρ

∂v
and

b(t, s) =
∂φ2

∂t

∂ρ

∂x
−
∂φ1

∂t

∂ρ

∂y
+
∂φ4

∂t

∂ρ

∂u
−
∂φ3

∂t

∂ρ

∂v
.

Since φ is C2-smooth and ρ is C∞ smooth, therefore from the above calculation we
get that a(t, s) and b(t, s) are smooth functions. We assign each point α ∈ K to
να ∈ Lα := TαK ∩TC

αM. Since K is totally real disc in three dimensional manifold
M, dimension of dimR Lα = 1 ∀α ∈ K. Therefore, the above assignment is smooth
one dimensional distribution on △. Since every one dimensional distribution is
integrable and hence gives the characteristic foliation on K. �

Lemma 2.11. If ρ(z) := |h(z)|2 − 1, where h is a holomorphic function in a
neighborhood of K in the Lemma 2.10, then h is constant along each leaf of the
characteristic foliation of K.

Proof. Let the integral curve γ(t) := (γ1(t) + iγ2(t), γ3(t) + iγ4(t)) : (a, b) → △ in
△ be a leaf of the characteristic foliation on △. Then γ′(t) ∈ Tγ(t)K ∩ TC

γ(t)M ∀t ∈

(a, b). Note that ∇ρ|γ(t) =
(

∂ρ

∂x
, ∂ρ
∂y
, ∂ρ
∂u
, ∂ρ
∂v

)
|γ(t) is the normal to M at γ(t). Since

γ′(t) ∈ TC
γ(t)M, iγ′(t) ∈ Tγ(t)M. Therefore,

〈γ′(t),∇ρ|γ(t)〉 = 0 = 〈iγ′(t),∇ρ|γ(t)〉.
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Hence 〈γ′(t),∇ρ|γ(t)〉 = 0 implies

γ′1(t)
∂ρ(γ(t))

∂x
+ γ′2(t)

∂ρ(γ(t))

∂y
+ γ′3(t)

∂ρ(γ(t))

∂u
+ γ′4(t)

∂ρ(γ(t))

∂v
= 0, (2.4)

and 〈iγ′(t),∇ρ|γ(t)〉 = 0 implies

− γ′2(t)
∂ρ(γ(t))

∂x
+ γ′1(t)

∂ρ(γ(t))

∂y
− γ′4(t)

∂ρ(γ(t))

∂u
+ γ′3(t)

∂ρ(γ(t))

∂v
= 0. (2.5)

We get from (2.4) and (2.5) that

(γ′1(t) + iγ′2(t))
∂ρ(γ(t))

∂z
+ (γ′3(t) + iγ′4(t))

∂ρ(γ(t))

∂w
+ (γ′1(t)− iγ′2(t))

∂ρ(γ(t))

∂z̄

+ (γ′3(t)− iγ′4(t))
∂ρ(γ(t))

∂w̄
= 0

and

i (γ′1(t) + iγ′2(t))
∂ρ(γ(t))

∂z
+i (γ′3(t) + iγ′4(t))

∂ρ(γ(t))

∂w
−i (γ′1(t)− iγ′2(t))

∂ρ(γ(t))

∂z̄

− i (γ′3(t)− iγ′4(t))
∂ρ(γ(t))

∂w̄
= 0.

This implies

(γ′1(t) + iγ′2(t))
∂ρ(γ(t))

∂z
+ (γ′3(t) + iγ′4(t))

∂ρ(γ(t))

∂w
= 0

=⇒ (γ′1(t) + iγ′2(t))
∂h(γ(t))

∂z
+ (γ′3(t) + iγ′4(t))

∂h(γ(t))

∂w
= 0

=⇒ d(h ◦ γ)(t) = 0

=⇒ h ◦ γ = c, where c is some constant.

Therefore, we can say that each integral curve of ν in K lies in h−1{c} ∩ K for
some constant c. �

3. Nonsingular Levi-flat hypersurfaces

In this section we provide proofs of Theorem 1.6, Corollary 1.7, Corollary 1.8,
Corollary 1.9, Theorem 1.17, Corollary 1.11 and Theorem 1.18. We first define
ρ(z) := h(z)h(z)− 1 and K be a smooth totally real disc in M := {z ∈ Ω : ρ(z) =
0}. Since dh(z) 6= 0, M is a real 3-dimensional submanifold of Ω ⊂ C2. Then the
complex dimension of the complex tangent space TC

αM of M is 1 for each α ∈M.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. We break our proof of Theorem 1.6 into the following steps.

Step I: Showing that each fiber h
−1{c} ∩K is polynomially convex.

Since dh|α 6= 0 on h−1{c}, {z ∈ Ω : h(z) = c} is a complex manifold of pure
dimension 1. In view of Lemma 2.9, we can say that h−1{c} is a Runge variety for
each c ∈ ∂D, and we denote Kc := h−1{c} ∩K. The following two cases hold.

Case I: Ȟ1(Kc,Z) = 0. This implies Kc is simply-coconnected (see Remark 1.14).
Since h−1{c} is a Runge variety, by using Result 2.2, we get that Kc is rationally
convex. Therefore, by using Result 2.1, we can say that Kc is polynomially convex
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in dimension one. Since h−1{c} is a one-dimensional Runge variety, therefore,
Kc ∩ h

−1{c} = Kc is polynomially convex.

Case II: Ȟ1(Kc,Z) 6= 0. The leaves of the characteristic foliation of △ are curves
η such that for all t, η′(t) ∈ Tη(t)K ∩ TC

η(t)M. On the disc △, there are nowhere

vanishing vector fields V (see Lemma 2.10) such that the vector Vx is tangent to
the leaf through x of the characteristic foliation at all points x ∈ △. Thus, the
solution curves of the differential equation x′ = Vx are contained in leaves of the
foliation. According to the Poincaré-Bendixson theorem (Result 2.8), all of the
integral curves for this foliation are arcs, homeomorphic to the interval [0, 1], with
endpoints on ∂△. In fact, let γ be a integral curve for this foliation. If γ lies in

△, then there exists a closed integral curve γ̃ for a non-vanishing vector field Ṽ
on U, (where φ(U) = △). Therefore, by Result 2.8, either γ̃ is closed or it spirals
toward a closed path as t → ∞. Therefore, by Result 2.7, there exists a critical
point in U. This is a contradiction because Ṽ is nowhere vanishing vector field on
U. Note that △ contain all fibers h−1{c} ∩K. Since Ȟ1(Kc,Z) 6= 0, △ \Kc is not
connected. Take α ∈ K \Kc and γ is integral curve passing through α. We claim
that γ ∩Kc = ∅ : if possible, assume that γ ∩Kc 6= ∅ and ξ ∈ γ ∩Kc. Since each
integral curve lies in h−1{c1} for some constant c1 ∈ ∂D, let γ ⊂ h−1{c1}. Then
we have h(α) = c1. On the other hand h(ξ) = c and ξ ∈ γ. But we know that h
is constant along each integral curve (by Lemma 2.11). This is a contradiction to
the assumption that γ ∩ Kc 6= ∅. Therefore, γ ∩ Kc = ∅. This proves the claim.
Next we claim that γ ∩ Kc = ∅ is not possible. By Poincaré-Bendixson theorem
(Result 2.8) each integral curve γ through α joins α to the boundary of △. But
△\Kc is not connected, hence γ∩Kc = ∅ is not possible. Therefore, Ȟ1(Kc,Z) 6= 0
is not possible, i.e. Case II can not happen.

Step II: Completing the proof.

We claim that h(K)∩h(K̂\K) = ∅. If possible, assume that h(K)∩h(K̂\K) 6= ∅.

Let α ∈ h(K)∩h(K̂\K). Then there exist η ∈ K and ξ ∈ K̂\K such that h(η) = α

and h(ξ) = α. We claim that ξ ∈ ̂h−1{α} ∩K that is the fiber ̂h−1{α} ∩K is not
polynomially convex. Let Y = h(K). Since h(K) ⊂ ∂D, each point of Y is a peak
point for the uniform algebra P(Y ), then by Result 2.6, we obtain that

h−1{α} ∩ K̂ = ̂h−1{α} ∩K.

Therefore,

ξ ∈ h−1{α} ∩ K̂ = ̂h−1{α} ∩K.

Hence, h−1{α} ∩ K is not polynomially convex. This is a contradiction to Step

I. Hence, h(K) ∩ h(K̂ \ K) = ∅. Therefore, by Result 2.3, K is polynomially
convex. �

Proof of Corollary 1.7. Proof of Corollary 1.7 follows from Theorem 1.6. To see
this, we define h(z) := eg(z) on Ω. Then {z ∈ Ω : |eg(z)| = 1} = {z ∈ Ω : Reg(z) =
0} = M. Since Ω is Runge and eg(z) is holomorphic on Ω, therefore every totally
real smooth disc contained in {z ∈ Ω : |eg(z)| = 1} is polynomially convex. This
proves the theorem. �
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Proof of Corollary 1.9. Proof of Corollary 1.9 easily follows from Corollary 1.7.
Since Ω is simply-connected, there exists a holomorphic function P on Ω such
that h(z) = ReP (z). Using Corollary 1.7, we can say that every smooth totally
real disc in {z ∈ Ω : ReP (z) = 0} is polynomially convex. Hence, every smooth
totally real disc in {z ∈ Ω : h = ReP (z) = 0} is polynomially convex. �

Proof of Theorem 1.17. SinceK is polynomially convex in dimension one, h−1{c}∩

K is polynomially convex for all c ∈ ∂D. Hence h(K) ∩ h(K̂ \ K) = ∅ (see Step

II of the proof of Theorem 1.6). Again K is simply-coconnected, therefore, by
Result 2.3, we can say that K is polynomially convex. �

Proof of Theorem 1.10. First, we claim that integral curves for the characteristic
foliation for M are the curves contained in P−1{c} for some c, where P : C2 →
C, (z, w) 7→ z is the projection map. To see this, let (x, y, u, v) be the coordinates
of R4 = C2. Let us define ρ : C2 → R by ρ(x, y, u, v) = h(x, y), then M = ρ−1{0}.
The normal vector to M at (x, y, u, v) is given by

∇ρ|(x,y,u,v) =

(
∂ρ

∂x
,
∂ρ

∂y
,
∂ρ

∂u
,
∂ρ

∂v

) ∣∣∣∣
(x,y,u,v)

=

(
∂h

∂x
,
∂h

∂y
, 0, 0

)
. (3.1)

Let γ(t) = (x(t), y(t), u(t), v(t)) be a integral curve for the characteristic foliation
for M. Since γ′(t) ∈ TC

γ(t)M, iγ′(t) ∈ Tγ(t)M, therefore,

〈γ′(t),∇ρ|γ(t)〉 = 0 = 〈iγ′(t),∇ρ|γ(t)〉.

Hence 〈γ′(t),∇ρ|γ(t)〉 = 0 implies

∂h

∂x
x′(t) +

∂h

∂y
y′(t) = 0, (3.2)

and 〈iγ′(t),∇ρ|γ(t)〉 = 0 implies

−
∂h

∂x
y′(t) +

∂h

∂y
x′(t) = 0. (3.3)

From (3.2) and (3.3), we get that
(

∂h
∂x

∂h
∂y

∂h
∂y

−∂h
∂x

)(
x′(t)
y′(t)

)
=

(
0
0

)
.

Since
(
∂h
∂x

)2
+
(

∂h
∂y

)2
6= 0 on M, therefore x′(t) = 0 = y′(t). This implies x(t) =

c1, y(t) = c2 for some (c1, c2) ∈ Eh. Hence γ ⊂ P−1{c} which proves our claim.

Let K be a smooth totally real disc in M. Following the proof of Theorem 1.6,
we can prove that each fiber Kc = P−1(c) ∩K = ({c} × C) ∩ K is polynomially
convex. To see this, let us define Kc := P−1{c}∩K and Vc = {(z, w) ∈ C2 : z = c}.

Case I: Ȟ1(Kc,Z) = 0. This implies Kc is simply-coconnected (see Remark 1.14).
Since Vc is a Runge variety, by using Result 2.2, we get thatKc is rationally convex.
Therefore, by using Result 2.1, we can say that Kc is polynomially convex in
dimension one. Since Vc is a one-dimensional Runge variety, therefore, Kc∩Vc = Kc

is polynomially convex.
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Case II: Ȟ1(Kc,Z) 6= 0. By the similar argument as Theorem 1.6 (Step I, Case

II), Ȟ1(Kc,Z) 6= 0 can not happen.

Therefore, Kc = P−1{c} ∩ K is polynomially convex. K is polynomially convex
then follows from Result 2.3. �

Proof of Corollary 1.11. Let Ω = C2 and f(z1) = e−iz1 , Then M := {(z1, z2) ∈
C2 : |e−iz1 | = 1} := R×C. Proof of Corollary 1.11 now follows from Theorem 1.6.

Alternatively, if we take h(z1, z2) = Imz1, then R × C = {z ∈ C2 : h(z) = 0}.
Now proof follows from Theorem 1.10. �

Proof of Theorem 1.18. Let P : C2 → C, P (z, w) = z be the projection map. Since
K is polynomially convex in dimension one, P−1{c} ∩ K is polynomially convex
for all c ∈ C. We now claim that each point of Y := P (K) is a peak point for the
algebra P(Y ). First, we show that Y ⊂ {α ∈ C : h(α) = 0} : Let α ∈ Y, then there
exists (ξ, η) ∈ K ⊂ Eh × C such that P (ξ, η) = α. This implies ξ = α and since
(ξ, η) ∈ Eh × C, h(ξ) = 0 i.e., h(α) = 0. Therefore, Y ⊂ {α ∈ C : h(α) = 0}.

Since dh 6= 0 on Eh, hence Eh is a smooth submanifold of C of real dimension one.
Note that Y = P (K) is a connected subset of Eh.

Case I: C\P (K) is connected, then P (K) is polynomially convex. By Result 2.5,
we can say that each point of ∂P (K) = P (K) is a peak point for the algebra
P(P (K)).

Case II: C \ P (K) is not connected. Then P̂ (K) is the union of P (K) with all

bounded components of C\P (K). Since P (K) is connected, hence ∂P̂ (K) = P (K).
By Result 2.5, we can say that each point of P (K) is a peak point for the algebra
P(P (K)).

By Result 2.6, we get that

P−1{c} ∩ K̂ = ̂P−1{c} ∩K

for all c ∈ C. Therefore, P (K) ∩ P (K̂ \ K) = ∅. Since K is simply-coconnected,
by Result 2.3, K is polynomially convex. �

4. Singular Levi-flat hypersurfaces

In this section we provide the proofs of the theorems concerning singular Levi-flat
hypersurfaces. First we give a proof of Theorem 1.20.

Proof of Theorem Theorem 1.20. If K is polynomially convex, then obviously K̂ ∩
Msing = ∅.

We now prove the converse part. Since dh|α 6= 0, on h−1{c} ∩G, then {z ∈ G :
h(z) = c} is a complex manifold of pure dimension 1. By Lemma 2.10, there exist
characteristic foliation K, and by Lemma 2.11, we get that the function h(z, w) is
constant along each leaf of the characteristic foliation of △.

Step I: Showing that each fiber h
−1{c} ∩G∩K is polynomially convex.
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We defineKc := P−1{c}∩G∩K and Vc = {z ∈ C2 : h(z) = c}. SinceK∩Msing =
∅, therefore Kc = Vc ∩K. Hence, it is enough to show that Vc ∩K is polynomially
convex.

Case I: Ȟ1(Kc,Z) = 0. This implies Kc is simply-coconnected (see Remark 1.14).
It is easy to see that Vc is a Runge variety. Then by using Result 2.2, we get
that Kc is rationally convex. Therefore, by using Result 2.1, we can say that Kc

is polynomially convex in dimension one. Since Vc is a one-dimensional Runge
variety, therefore, Kc ∩ Vc = Kc is polynomially convex.

Case II: Ȟ1(Kc,Z) 6= 0. By the similar argument as Theorem 1.6 (Step I, Case

II), Ȟ1(Kc,Z) 6= 0 can not happen.

Therefore, Kc = P−1{c} ∩K is polynomially convex.

Step II: Completing the proof:

Now we show that K is polynomially convex. Note that h is holomorphic in C2.

We claim that h(K) ∩ h(K̂ \K) = ∅. If possible, assume that h(K̂ \K) 6= ∅. Let

α ∈ h(K) ∩ h(K̂ \K). Then there exist η ∈ K and ξ ∈ K̂ \K such that h(η) = α

and h(ξ) = α. We claim that ξ ∈ ̂h−1{α} ∩K that is the fiber ̂h−1{α} ∩K is not
polynomially convex. Let Y = h(K). Since h(K) ⊂ ∂D, each point of Y is a peak
point for the uniform algebra P(Y ), then by Result 2.6, we obtain that

h−1{α} ∩ K̂ = ̂h−1{α} ∩K.

Therefore,

ξ ∈ h−1{α} ∩ K̂ = ̂h−1{α} ∩K.

Hence ̂h−1{α} ∩K is not polynomially convex. This is a contradiction. Hence

h(K) ∩ h(K̂ \K) = ∅. Therefore, by Result 2.3, K is polynomially convex. �

Proof of Corollary 1.21. We define the holomorphic function h : C2 → C by
h(z1, z2) := ez

m

1
+zn

2 . Then {(z1, z2) ∈ C2 : |h(z1, z2)| = 1} = M and Msing =
{(0, 0)}. Now the proof follows from Theorem 1.20. �

We now give a proof of Theorem 1.22.

Proof of Theorem 1.22. If K is polynomially convex, then obviously K̂ ∩ {zw =
0} = ∅.

We now prove the converse part. Consider the domain G := C2 \ {(z, w) ∈
C2 : zw = 0} and holomorphic function P (z, w) = z

w
. Then M := ρ−1{0}, where

ρ(z, w) = z
w

z
w
−1. Note that since dP |α 6= 0, on P−1{c}, then {z ∈ G : P (z) = c} is

a complex manifold of pure dimension 1. By Lemma 2.10, there exist characteristic
foliation K, and by Lemma 2.11, we get that the function h(z, w) = z

w
is constant

along each leaf of the characteristic foliation of △.

Step I: Showing that each fiber P
−1{c} ∩ K is polynomially convex.
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We define Kc := P−1{c} ∩ K and Vc = {(z, w) ∈ C2 : z = cw}. Since K ∩
{(z, w) ∈ C2 : zw = 0} = ∅, therefore Kc = Vc ∩K. Hence, it is enough to show
that Vc ∩K is polynomially convex.

Case I: Ȟ1(Kc,Z) = 0. This implies Kc is simply-coconnected (see Remark 1.14).
Since Vc is a Runge variety, by using Result 2.2, we get thatKc is rationally convex.
Therefore, by using Result 2.1, we can say that Kc is polynomially convex in
dimension one. Since Vc is a one-dimensional Runge variety, therefore, Kc∩Vc = Kc

is polynomially convex.

Case II: Ȟ1(Kc,Z) 6= 0. By the similar argument as Theorem 1.6 (Step I, Case

II), Ȟ1(Kc,Z) 6= 0 can not happen.

Therefore, Kc = P−1{c} ∩K is polynomially convex.

Step II: Completing the proof:

Now we show that K is polynomially convex. By assumption, we have K̂ ∩
{(z, w) ∈ C2 : zw = 0} = ∅, therefore, P is holomorphic in a neighborhood of K̂.

We claim that P (K)∩ P (K̂ \K) = ∅. If possible, assume that P (K̂ \K) 6= ∅. Let

α ∈ P (K)∩ p(K̂ \K). Then there exist η ∈ K and ξ ∈ K̂ \K such that P (η) = α

and P (ξ) = α. We claim that ξ ∈ ̂p−1{α} ∩K that is the fiber ̂P−1{α} ∩K is not
polynomially convex. Let Y = P (K). Since P (K) ⊂ ∂D, each point of Y is a peak
point for the uniform algebra P(Y ), then by Result 2.6, we obtain that

P−1{α} ∩ K̂ = ̂P−1{α} ∩K.

Therefore,

ξ ∈ P−1{α} ∩ K̂ = ̂P−1{α} ∩K.

Hence ̂P−1{α} ∩K is not polynomially convex. This is a contradiction. Hence

P (K) ∩ P (K̂ \K) = ∅. Therefore, by Result 2.3, K is polynomially convex. �

Let h : C → R be a smooth function and Eh := {z ∈ C : h(z) = 0}. Let
E∗

h := {z ∈ G : h(z) = 0} be the regular part of Eh, where G := C \ {z ∈ C :
h(z) = 0, dh(z) = 0}. By (Eh)sing, we denote the singular part of Eh.

Theorem 4.1. Let K be a totally real disc in the singular hypersurface E∗

h ×C ⊂
C2. Then K is polynomially convex.

Proof. Proof follows from Theorem 1.10. �

Remark 4.2. Let M := {z ∈ C2 : ρ(z) = 0} be a singular Levi-flat quadratic real
hypersurface in C2 with the following normal form (see [4]):

(i) ρ(z) = (z21 + 2z1z̄1 + z̄21)
(ii) ρ(z) = (z21 + 2λz1z̄1 + z̄1) λ ∈ (0, 1)
(iii) ρ(z) = Rez1Rez2
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In the first case, M is non singular. In the second case the singular set is {o} ×C

and in the third case the singular set is {(iy1, iy2) ∈ C2 : yj ∈ R}. If a totally real
disc lie inM∗, the non-singular part ofM , then, by Theorem 4.1, it is polynomially
convex.

5. Examples and concluding remarks

In this section we provide some examples supporting the theorems in this paper.

Example 5.1. Let Ea,b := {z ∈ C : a2x2+ b2y2 = 1} (a, b ∈ R), andM = Ea,b×C

be a hypersurface C2. Then, by Theorem 1.10, every totally real smooth disk in
M is polynomially convex.

Example 5.2. Let us consider M := {(z1, z2) ∈ C2 : |z2 + φ(z1)| = 1}, K :=

{(z1, z2) ∈ C2 : z2 = ei(Rez1)
2

− φ(z1), |z1| ≤ 1} ⊂ M, where φ is a polynomial
in z1. Using Theorem 1.17, we can show that K is polynomially convex. Note
that K is not totally real (at (0, 1− φ(0)). K is the image of the closed unit disc

under the smooth map ξ → (ξ, ei(Reξ)
2

− φ(ξ)), which is essentially the graph of
ei(Rez1)

2

− φ(z1) over the closed unit disc. Hence, K is simply-coconnected (in
fact, contractible). It remains to show that each fiber P−1{c}∩K is polynomially
convex, where P (z1, z2) = z2 + φ(z1). We compute:

P−1{c} ∩K ={(z1, z2) ∈ C
2 : z2 + φ(z1) = c, w = ei(Rez1)

2

− φ(z1), |z1| ≤ 1}

={(z1, z2) ∈ C
2 : z2 + φ(z1) = c, ei(Rez1)

2

= c = eit, |z1| ≤ 1, t ∈ [0, 2π]}

={(z1, z2) ∈ C
2 : z2 + φ(z1) = c,Rez1 = ±t, |z1| ≤ 1}

=Grh(L1 ∪ L2),

where h = c− φ(z1), L1 ∪ L2 is polynomially convex. Therefore, being a graph of
a polynomial over polynomially convex set, P−1{c} ∩K is polynomially convex.

Example 5.3. Let P (z1, z2) =
1
2
(z1 + z2) and M := {(z1, z2) ∈ C2 : |P (z1, z2)| =

1}. Let us consider φ : D → C2 be a map defined by φ(t, s) = (cos t + t, sin s +
s, cos t− t, sin s−s). Then φ is a diffeomorphism and hence K := φ(D) is a simply-
coconnected compact subset ofM. Note that P−1{c}∩K = {(c+ξ, c−ξ) : |ξ| ≤ 1}
is polynomially convex. Using Theorem 1.17, we conclude that K is polynomially
convex.

Example 5.4. Let h : C → R be defined by h(x, y) = x2+y2−1 and φ : D → C2 be
defined by φ(t, s) = (cos t, sin t, (t−3)3, (s−2)3). Then φ is a diffeomorphism. Hence
K := φ(D) is a simply-coconnected compact subset of Eh × C. Let P (z, w) = z
be the projection map. Then P−1{c} ∩ K = {(z, w) : z = c, w = ((t − 3)3, (s −
2)3)), t2 + s2 ≤ 1} is polynomially convex for all c ∈ C. Using Theorem 1.18, we
conclude that K is polynomially convex.

We now make some concluding remarks. The hypersurfaces considered in this
paper are all globally Levi-flat, i.e. pseudoconvex from both sides. In all the non-
singular hypersurfaces considered here, any totally real disc lying in them turned
out to be polynomially convex. This encourages us to make our first conjecture:
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Conjecture 5.5. Any totally real disc lying in a non-singular Levi-flat hypersur-
face in C2 is polynomially convex.

In view of Corollary 1.21, Theorem 1.22 and Remark 4.2 we infer that the totally
real discs lying in the Levi-flat quadrics, which are the normal form given by Burns
and Gong [4], are polynomially convex if the polynomial hull of a totally real disc
does not have an intersection with the singular set. This allows us to make the
next conjecture.

Conjecture 5.6. Any totally real disc that K lying in a singular Levi-flat hyper-
surface is polynomially convex if K̂ does not have a non-empty intersection with
the singular set.

In the third hypersurface of Remark 4.2 the singular set is of the form S :=
{(iy1, iy2) ∈ C2 : yj ∈ R}, which is a totally real subspace of maximal di-
mension in C2. Hence, any compact subset lying in S is polynomially convex. A
totally real disc can lie there. Hence, we ask the following question:

Question 5.7. Characterize the totally real discs in singular Levi-flat hypersur-
faces in C2 which are polynomially convex.
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