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FIRST INTEGRALS OF HOMOGENEOUS VECTOR FIELDS
AND THE EIGENMIRROR PROBLEM OF GEOMETRIC OPTICS

R. ANDREW HICKS
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ABsTrRACT. The eigenmirror problem asks: “When does the reflection of a
surface in a curved mirror appear undistorted to an observer?” We call such a
surface an eigensurface and the corresponding mirror an eigenmirror. The
data for an eigenmirror problem consists of a homogeneous transformation
H : R3 — R3 that encodes what it means for two observers to see a surface in
the “same way.”

A solution to this problem is a differentiable 2-manifold that (1) satisfies
a first-order partial differential equation called the anti-eikonal equation,
and (2) satisfies certain side inequalities that ensure that a ray reflecting off
the mirror behaves in a physically meaningful way. Although these side in-
equalities initially seem like an ad hoc global restriction, we show that under
reasonable conditions, an integral curve of the characteristic flow of the anti-
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eikonal equation may not intersect the boundary of an eigenmirror. Thus, in
those cases, the eigenmirror is invariant under the characteristic flow. We give
several examples exhibiting our results.
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1. INTRODUCTION: THE EIGENMIRROR PROBLEM

When gazed at, most curved mirrors create distorted reflections. For example,
consider the reflection of the striped cylinder in the spherical mirror depicted on
the left of Fig. 1. The eigenmirror problem asks, roughly: If one views a surface

FIGURE 1. On the left, the reflection of a cylinder in a spherical
mirror. On the right, we see a rough schematic of the general
eigenmirror problem. Our observers have monocular vision, which
functions as a pinhole camera.

S in a reflector M, when does it appear undistorted?” When M and S have this
property, we call S an eigensurface, and the mirror, M, the eigenmirror. We
require that M be a differentiable 2-manifold, and that the observer’s and mirror’s
locations be fixed.

The use of the term “undistorted” is what causes some difficulty in stating our
problem. In what follows, let’s identify observers with their locations.

Initially, we want to state that, as shown on the right in Fig. 1, an observer p
looking into M sees a reflection of the surface S. And that S appears to p in this
reflection just as S appears to an observer q who looks directly at S.

p may or may not equal q, but here we will mostly focus on the case of p = q.
How do we formalize this?
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Screen

Seating

FI1GURE 2. Two friends go to a movie, but one must sit close to the
screen. We may consider the rays entering the eyes of the friends
to be in 1-to-1 correspondence. For example, the two dotted rays
are associated with each other.

Suppose two mathematicians go to see a movie in a crowded theater. Only two
seats are left: one in the front row, close to the screen, and another, much better
seat, in a middle row.

The first mathematician, grumbling, takes the front row seat, while the second
argues, “It will be fine - you’ll see the entire screen, just as I will, since there is a
nice 1-to-1 correspondence, H, between the sets of rays that will enter our eyes.”
We will refer to sets of rays as bundles of rays, and for our movie watchers we
mean that all the rays entering the eye of an observer go through a single fixed
point.

The details don’t matter, but the point is that the transformation between two
ray bundles is determined in this situation.

As in the movie theater example, the transformation is determined for the prob-
lem with a single mirror, as shown on the right of Fig. 1. If that transformation
is equal to a prescribed H, then M is an eigenmirror and S an eigensurface, with
respect to H.

History and Motivation This work arose from the related problems of panoramic
vision for robot soccer [7] and the problem of blindspots in automotive mirrors [8].
A driver with blind spots in their side-view mirrors seeks a wider, undistorted view.
One way to model this is by saying that the driver, p, desires to see the surface of
an approaching car, S, in their mirror M, in the same way a person, g, lying on
the hood of their car would see S - see Fig. 3.

A second source of motivation is the topic of optical fabrication, which largely
refers to the creation of mirrors and lenses. The challenges are numerous, but
one must get the geometry right and also polish these components to a degree
of smoothness dictated by the application of interest. This history is long and
complex, but traditionally, optical designers have been restricted to using mostly
spherical or flat components. Of course the Newtonian reflector is a parabola but
is well-approximated by a sphere. As a teenager taking a telescope making class,
the author was told by his teacher that a parabola was a “deepened” sphere, and
the class was instructed to grind the glass blanks a bit more in the center.
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FIGURE 3. A passenger side mirror (US) may have a blindspot.
Treating the surface of an oncoming car as S, the driver desires
a sideview mirror M, so that their view of S in the mirror is the
same view that the person laying on the hood has.

Another historical example was the Schmidt telescope reflector plate, invented
in 1930, was rotationally symmetric but aspherical [10]. Remarkably, the first
successful product employing fully asymmetric surfaces was the Polaroid SX-70
Land camera, which debuted in 1972 and took instant photos [16]. Elaborate
methods needed to be invented to produce it, and the cost was $100 million dollars
at the time [1]. The current commercial landscape of asymmetric surfaces is vast -
see [4].!

Rotationally symmetric components can be made on a computer controlled lathe,
but it wasn’t until the 1980s that aspherical rotationally symmetric surfaces began
to become economically feasible. (At the time of writing this paper aspheres are
still more expensive.) However, surfaces that were not rotationally symmetric were
practically unheard of since they could not be fabricated. As a result, no one
was going to start looking at problems modeled with partial differential equations
(PDESs) if the solutions were asymmetric.

However, in the late 1990s, technology became available that allowed for the
optical fabrication of essentially any surface, polished to the smoothness of the best
telescope mirrors. A lovely asymmetric mirror problem that was solved around this
time is the single-source illumination problem, which employs the Monge-Ampére
equation - see [12, 11]. This was the beginning of the development of deep connec-
tions between optimal transport and geometric optics - see [18, 13, 15].

Conic sections answer many optical questions, but many fundamental questions
with polynomial answers have likely been left unexamined due to fabrication re-
strictions. As a result, there is little theory that addresses asymmetric surfaces.

The idea of an eigenmirror was pointed out to the author by his colleague R.
Perline over 20 years ago, but then put aside since the author found the problem
difficult to formulate. Eventually, it was revisited in [17, 9]. In some sense, the
eigenmirror problem is like the rigid body problem of mechanics, where first in-
tegrals play an important role. For this reason, the author’s thinking has been
influenced by [6, 14, 5].

LThe optical community refers to asymmetric surfaces as freeform surfaces.
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2. Two ELEMENTARY EXAMPLES

Throughout this paper, we will always treat rays as emanating out of the eye of
observer. This is fine, because geometric optics is reversible.

Example 1. Let’s consider the case of a flat mirror in the plane, as in Fig. 4A.
An observer at p views a mirror M and sees the reflection of S, while an observer
at q views S directly, ignoring any possible obstruction by M. We will refer to the
observers as p and q. Here, we will see that there is a flip between two ray bundles.

In 4B, we see a ray r exiting p. We denote the corresponding ray from q by
H(r). In 4C we have a different setting, where p and q have different fields of view.
Thus H expands the bundle leaving p.

Thus we see from these diagrams that there is a transformation H at work here.
For both of these configurations S is an eigensurface of M, given the appropriate
H.

So the notion of p and q seeing the same thing is a bit subtle. Probably for
humans taking H to be linear is reasonable (think of the movie theater), but the
author is reluctant to commit. Instead of debating what the correct definition is of
“the same”, one can simply work under the assumption that H is given.

N
’ X

&gﬁs‘

B C.

FIGURE 4. A. Observer p views S reflected in a mirror M, and
q views S directly (ignoring the obstruction by M). B. Ray r
corresponds to the ray H(r). C. Here p and q have different fields
of view, so H will need to contract the bundle leaving p.

Example 2. Let’s consider a problem with p = q. Take S and M be the parabolas
given by y = (22 — 1)/2 and y = (—2? + 1)/2 respectively, on the interval (—1,1),
as in the left of Fig. 5. Each has focus at p = (0,0), so a ray emanating from
(0,0) that strikes M will be redirected downward by reflection. Suppose that we
are given a bundle of rays B with common source (0,0) that strike M. An observer
at p can look up along any of the rays in B. Let r be one such ray and H be the
reflection
H(.’E,y) = (J), _y)a

which flips the entire bundle down, so that p can also look down along the rays of
H(B) (which is colored light green). Thus p’s view through B and H(B) are “the
same”.

For example, in Fig. 5A, when the observer gazes down along H(r) they see a
red dot. But when they gaze up along r, they also see a red dot, since the reflection
of r off of M, which is a vertical ray that we denote as T, intersects with H(r) at
the red dot. This is the key property of all eigenmirror/surface pairs (M, S). Let’s
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FIGURE 5. On the left, an observer looking along a ray H(r) sees a
red point on S. But, if the observer gazes up along r at the mirror
M, they also see the red dot. On the right is plot of the eye, i.e.,
the surface swept out by revolving either of the parabolas about
the horizontal axis.

refer to a point x € M as physical if it has this property, i.e., a ray r from p that
strikes x will reflect and intersect a positive multiple of H.

To extend this example to R?, we rotate y = (2% — 1)/2 about the x-axis,
obtaining a surface of revolution which we refer to as the eye - see the right of Fig.
5. Note that the rotation fixes the focus at (0,0,0). Reusing names, let M be the
upper half of P, and let S be the lower half, and take

H(LL', Y, Z) = ($> -y, _Z)7
Then P can be represented implicitly as
(1) Vi + 2+t + 2+ 22 =1

Raytracing simulations of a portion of M and S appear in Fig. 6. Here one can
see what an observer at p inside the eye would see.

Remarks.

(1) In example 1, we have p # q and in example 2, p = q. In this paper we
will mostly consider the case of p = q. The case of p # q is considered in
[9].

(2) We require that the rays H(r) and T intersect, although of course the cal-
culations we will perform below involve intersecting the lines that contain
these rays. Thus we run the risk of getting mock solutions? if we are

2We call them mock solutions instead of false solutions because we will see that they are not
entirely nonsense.
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FIGURE 6. Two raytracing simulations (POV-Ray) of a portion of
M and S in a cubical test room with checkerboard walls. On the
left, we see the surfaces from the side. The upper surface is M and
the lower surface S has a pink and blue texture. On the right the
observer views M and S from the origin, which demonstrates that
S is in fact an eigensurface of M. Above S, the mirror M appears
to be identical to S, except for the action of the orthogonal map
H.

Mock
Eigenmirror

?

Eye (true eigenmirror)

™,

| Mock
. Eigenmirror

Mock
Solution Point

FIGURE 7. A. If one extends the domain of the parabolas to R,
and the red dot is moved on y = (22 — 1)/2 to have = coordinate
> 1, then H(r) N'T = (. In this diagram, the H(r) NT = 0, i.e.,
physicality fails. B. The full surface of revolution. The eye in the
center is a true solution to the problem, but the “wings” attached
to it are mock solutions. C. An abstract depiction of how mock
solutions can occur.

not careful - see Fig. 7A for an example. One may be tempted to remove
the radicals from 1, to obtain a polynomial representation: (952 — 1)2 =
41y? + 422 In the process, mock solutions are introduced - see Fig. 7B.
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(3) This example is extremely special, since M and S are geometrically con-
gruent. In fact, we could take the M and S to be all sorts of subsets of the
eye.

(4) We do not distinguish between the “front” or “back” of S. One can think
of S as a thin fabric with the same texture on both sides.

(5) In R3, if we are given H and an asymmetric M, then it unlikely that that
H(r) intersects T - see Fig. 8. Therefore, we turn our attention to the
problem of finding all pairs (M, S) for a given H.

N
T
H(r)

FIGURE 8. In R?, given M and H, if M has no symmetry then
the probability that ¥ and H(r) intersect is zero.

3. SOME DEFINITIONS AND NOTATIONS

Here, we will err on the side of giving some definitions that might be familiar to
the reader.

Definition 3. If d € Z and f : W — U is a map between vector spaces with the
property that

(2) FOx) =X f(x)
for all x € W and A # 0, then f is said to be homogeneous of degree d.

Remarks.

(1) fi,es fmn : R™ — R are homogeneous of degree d iff the map R” — R™,
x = (f1(x), ..., fm(x)), is homogeneous of degree d.

(2) We may apply the adjective “homogeneous” when f is defined on a subset
of W and f satisfies (2).

Definition 4. For q,v € R3, we define a ray with source q and direction v to be
[q,v]={a+Av|A >0}

Of course [q,v] = [q, Av] for A > 0.

In diagrams, the ray [q,v] will be depicted as a point labeled q and an arrow
coming out of it labelled v.

Regarding optics, we need only the law of reflection, which says that reflection
of v.€ R" about N € R® — {0} is

v-N

(3) reflect(v,N) = —v + 2N : NN.
Some useful facts are
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a. reflect(—v,N) = —reflect(v,N),
b. reflect(v, AN) = reflect(v,N), A # 0,
c. If |[v| = |w| > 0, then

(4) reflect(v,v+w) =w and reflect(w,v+w)=v.
Equation (4) expresses the fact that the reflection of light is reversible.

Definition 5. Let N C R? — {0} be a differentiable 2-manifold, x € N.

a. We write n(x) for a normal to N at x, i.e., n is a vector field on N. (We
don’t require continuity.)

b. In(x) = —x.

c. Outy(x) = reflect(In(x), n(x)).

Thus, n(x), In(x), and Outy (x) are vectors, while, for example, [x, Outy(x)]
is the ray that reflects off of IV - see Fig. 9. Mostly, the manifold N will be clear
from context, so we will write Out(x). Technically, n(x) and Outy(x) only make
sense in the presence of a given N. In(x) is independent of N.

FIGURE 9. Given a 2-manifold N, In(x) may be reflected about
n(x) to define Out(x).

4. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Definition 6. Given a homogeneous map H : R? — R?, we define
E=Em={veR®| ANeR)(H(v) = \v)},

Definition 7. Given a homogeneous map H : R? — R? and a 2-manifold N C

R? — &, x € N is a physical point of N if [0, H(x)] and [x, Out(x)] intersect in a

single non-zero point.

Remarks.

(1) It does not make sense to discuss physical points in the absence of a differ-
entiable 2-manifold, since one need a normal to reflect light, i.e., Out(x) is
undefined without N.

(2) Of course no points of € are ever physical for any N since N C R? — €.

Definition 8. A single observer eigenmirror problem is a homogeneous map
H :R3 — R3. A solution to an eigenmirror problem, also known as an eigenmirror
of H, is a differentiable 2-manifold M CR? — &, all of whose points are physical.

We will write
H(.’b, Y, Z) = (hl(xa Y, Z)a hg(l', Y, Z)a h3(£L’, Y, Z))

The observer, is, of course, at 0.
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While M is not a manifold with boundary, it may have boundary points, e.g.,
M could be diffeomorphic to an open disk.

The requirement that [0, H(x)]N[x, Out(x)] be a single point is what we referred
to as the physicality of x when discussing the red dot in example 2.

If M is an eigenmirror of H, then for x € M

(5) Ax)H(x) = x + v(x)Out(x),

for one and only one pair of numbers A(x),y(x) > 0 - see Fig. 10. These are the
side inequalities mentioned in the introduction.

AGOH ()~

FIGURE 10. M is a solution to our problem, if for each x € M,
there are A(x), v(x) > 0 such that A(x)H(x) = x + 7(x)Out(x).
Thus the vectors In(x), H(x), Out(x), n(x) all lie in the same two
dimensional subspace.

It’s worth putting down a short summary of how our vector fields are related.

Lemma 9. Suppose H is given, along with an eigenmirror M C R? — £. Then for
x € M, n(x) and Out(x) lie in span{In(x), H(x)}.

Proof. We have that

(6) Out(x) = reflect(In(x), n(x))
g 4 0G0 m)
We claim that In(x) - n(x) # 0, because otherwise Out(x) = —In(x), which is

impossible since x ¢ €. Thus
n(x) € span{In(x), Out(x)}.
Additionally, A(x)H(x) = x + 7(x)Out(x) = —In(x) + v(x)Out(x), so

Out(x) € span{In(x), H(x)}
and
n(x) € span{In(x), H(x)}.

|
Notice that if x € M, n(x) = 7x, 7 > 0, x # 0, then
Out(x) = reflect(—x,x) = x + 2(—x - x)/(x - X)x = —x.
Therefore, [x, Out(x)] = [x, —x] intersects [0, H(x)] at 0. Thus it can never be

that n(x) = 7x for x on an eigenmirror. In other words, if 0 is a source light, then
an eigenmirror can never reflect light directly back at 0
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Writing Out(x) = (01(x),02(x),05(x)), if (5) holds, then we can solve for
v(x), A(x):
_ 91 (X)y — GQ(X)I
(8) ’Y(X) - _hl(X)ez(X) — h2(
_ hi(x)y — ha(x
¥ M0 00 0x) — o

Thus, if M is known, Out is known, and  and X are given by (9) and (8).

Lemma 10. If x lies on an eigenmirror of H, then
In(x) |+ (x) [In(x)[> [H(x)|A(x).

Proof. This is just the triangle inequality for the triangle of Fig. 10, along with
the facts that |Out(x)|= |In(x)|, and that the triangle cannot be degenerate since
x € R? - €. [ |

Definition 11. Corresponding to the eigenmirror M, we define the eigensurface
S to be the parametrized surface given by
x — A(x)H(x), x € M.

Note that if we had not excluded € from our problem domain, we could have
H(x) = —x, which would result in |[0, H(x)] N [x, Out(x)]| being infinite, and so
making the definition of S ambiguous. We will see below other reasons for putting
€ aside.

A natural concern at this point is that M and S may obstruct rays. We ignore
this issue, but the reader may take some solace, though, in the fact that if M is an
eigenmirror of H, and N C M is a submanifold of M, then N is an eigenmirror of

H. Thus one is free to shrink M, possibly obtaining a surface that is close to a flat
disk.

5. THE ANTI-EIKONAL EQUATION
Given H and M, x € M, we know that n(x) lies in span{In(x), H(x)}. Thus,
(10) (In(x) x H(x)) - n(x) = 0.

What this equation is telling us, is whether two parametric lines ¢ — tH(x) and
s — x + sOut(x) intersect.
Now suppose that we are given a differentiable ¢ : R?® — & — R, and

MC{xeR>—¢&|¢(x)=C)
Then for x € M we have
(AEE) [In(x) x H(x)] - Vo(x) = 0.

This is the anti-eikonal equation (AEE) - see Fig. 11.
On the other hand, if we are given H, but not M, and treat ¢ in the AEE as
unknown, then the AEE is a linear PDE for ¢.® In coordinates, the AEE is

(11) (zhg — yh3) ¢ + (xhg — zh1) ¢y + (yh1 — xha)@. = 0.

3If one prefers the eigenmirror to be given as the graph of a function, u(z,y), then the AEE
becomes quasilinear, as the x in in In(x) x H(x) is now (z,y,u(z,y)).
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However, solving the AEE does not necessarily yield an eigenmirror of H, since
the AEE only detects if lines intersect, not rays.

Thus a solution of the AEE may be a mock solution, like the degree four poly-
nomial (332 - 1)2 = 442 + 422, that includes both the eye and the wings, from
example 2. That discussion led to the requirement that A(x),~(x) > 0. Now that
we have proper definitions though, we can see that a mock solution is simply a
solution to the AEE that is not an eigenmirror of H.

a

FIGURE 11. On the left, the derivation of the one-point anti-
eikonal equation, and on the right the two-point equation.

Observe that if ¢ is a solution to the AEE, then so is ¢ — C, C € R. Also,

(20, Y0, 20) € Po(zg y0,70)-
The characteristic equations for the AEE are x = In(x) x H(x), i.e.,

T = Zh2 - yhg,
(12) y = xzhg — zhq,
z = yhl — fEhQ.

For example, if H is linear then the above system is quadratic and homogeneous.
We define the characteristic vector field of H to be

V(X) = III(X) X H(X) = (Zhg — yh3,$h3 — Zhl,yhl — .rhg)

V is homogeneous and V(x)-x = 0. Thus R(z,y, z) = 22 +y?+2? is a first integral
of x = In(x) x H(x).* V is of course naturally defined on all of R, and V never
vanishes on R? — €.

V is tangent to every sphere S?(r), r > 0, but also to all the eigenmirrors of H.
In fact, if one is careful about choosing a curve of initial conditions for V, examples
can be generated by flowing off of that curve in the direction of V - see [9].

Remark. Here we only consider the one-point problem, with the observer at O.
It is possible, as in Fig. 1, to formulate a two-point problem. We include here
the two-point anti-eikonal equation for comparison. The derivation is similar
to the derivation of the AEE, except that we can’t simply take a dot product with
V¢ - instead it must be with Out(x), which leads to the equation being nonlinear:

(AEE2) (A x H(x)) - Out(x) = 0.

4Just as the total kinetic energy and the total angular momentum are for the free rigid
body.
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See the right of Fig. 11 for the geometric explanation. In coordinates, we may,
with no loss of generality take p = 0 and q = (0,0, 1), so that (AEE2) becomes
(2xyhs — 2xzhs + xhy + yhy) [

+ (72 z2hs + 2x2hy + 2 y2h3 —2yzhy —2xhy + 2 yhg) faly
(13) + (2x2h2 — 2xyhy 4+ 2yzhg —22%h, +2hgz) fzof-

+ (—2xzyhs + 2yzhy — xhe — yhq) fy2

+ (2 xyhe — 2xzhs — 2y2h1 +22%h — 2hlz) fufz

+ (22zhy — 2yzhy — xhy + yhq) f.2=0.

6. INVARIANCE, VECTOR FIELDS, AND PHYSICALITY

Recall, from equation (10), that for a given H and eigenmirror M, for x € M,
n(x) is perpendicular to both In(x) and H(x). Putting aside M, if one has a vector
field Q(x) : R? — R? of the form

(14) Q(x) = w1 (x)In(x) + we (x)H(x)

with curl @ = 0, w; : R? — R and wy : R® — R differentiable, then there exists
a potential ¢ : R® — R such that V¢ = Q [2]. Here there is no topology to trip
one up when seeking a global potential, even though when defining eigenmirrors
we worked in R® — €. For example, in computational experiments performed by
the author, wy(x), wa(x), and H(x) are usually taken to be polynomials, so 2 is a
polynomial vector field and there is no issue with finding ¢ as long as curl €2 = 0,
because we will end up restricting these quantities to R? — &.

In what follows, if we mention (H, 2) then it should be assumed that the above
notations and definitions are in effect.

Example 12. Continuing with example 2, we had the degree four singular surface
6= (22— 1)° —4y? — 422 =0,

with corresponding gradient
Vo = (4a (2® — 1), -8y, —8z).

Since H(x,y,2) = (z,—y, —2) in this example, it must be that w; = —22% + 6,
wo = 222 + 2.

Definition 13. Given (H,Q), let
Oy = {x € R® | wy(x) = 0}.

Definition 14. Given (H,Q), let ®¢c = {x € R® — (EU O3) | ¢(x) = 0}. Then an
eigenmirror of (H, ) is an eigenmirror M of H with M C ®¢ for some C.

Observe that both € and O, are closed in R3.
Lemma 15. If M is an eigenmirror of (H, ), then M N Oy = 0.

Proof. If x € Oq, then (x) is a multiple of In(x), so x cannot be physical. R

Lemma 16. ) does not vanish on R? — (& U Og).



14 R. A. HICKS

Proof. Suppose that for some x € R? — (€ U Oy) we had
(15) w1 (x)In(x) = —wa (x)H(x).
Say both sides of (15) are zero. Then wy(x) = 0 or H(x) = 0. Both of those
possibilities are forbidden since x € R3 — (€ U O5).

On the other hand, if both sides of (15) are not zero then H(x) is a non-zero
multiple of x, which is impossible since x € R? — (£ U O5). [ |

Example 17. (Continuation of example 12) Recall that in example 12, we saw
that Q = [4x(m2 71) ,—8y,—82] and w; = —22% 4+ 6, wy = 22% + 2. Here &
is the z-axis and Qs is empty. On &, Q = (4z (x2 — 1) ,0,0), which vanishes at
(0,0,0),(—1,0,0) and (1,0,0). So certainly €2 can vanish on &.

Since Q does not vanish on R? — (€ U 03), each ®¢ is a 2-manifold [3]. Also,
every ¢ is a solution of the AEE since

(In(x) x H(x)) - V¢ = (In(x) x H(x)) - (w1 (x)In(x) + w2 (x)H(x)) = 0.

Therefore, every ®¢ is a candidate for containing an eigenmirror.

For x € ®¢, since {Q(x), Out(x), In(x), H(x)} all lie in the same 2D subspace
and there is a reasonable chance that [x, Out(x)] will have non-zero intersection
with [0, H(x)]. This means the situation may be as in Fig. 12A, as opposed to
12B, C, D.

Out(x)

FIGURE 12. A. For a fixed x, the situation is planar. In (A)
[x, Out(x)] intersects [0, H(x)]|, and so x is physical, but in the
three other cases x is not physical.

Definition 18. For a given H we define the bisector field on R? — & to be

B In(x) H(x)
B0 = ] T HET
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B. 0 In(x)

FiGUurReE 13. A. x will be a physical point as long as Q(x) lies
between In(x) and B(x), the bisector at x. B. The reflection of
In(x) about 2(x) lies in the open cone at x determined by In(z)
and H(x). This follows from the “two reflections is a rotation”
theorem.

The idea here is that x is physical iff Q(x) lies in the interior of the cone with
vertex at x that is determined by In(x) and B(x) - see Fig. 13A. This might also
be guessed by examining Fig. 12.

Lemma 19. For (H, ), suppose that for x € R? — (& U O2), we write
Q(x) = a1(x)In(x) + a2(x)B(x).
Then x € R? — (€ U O7) is a physical point of ®¢ if and only if
g (x)az(x) > 0.

Proof. If a;(x)as(x) > 0, then either a;(x), az(x) > 0 or a;(x), az(x) < 0.
Let’s say ag(x), az(x) > 0.

By (4), reflect(H(x),B(x)) = In(x). Therefore the reflection of In(x) about
Q(x) is the composition of a reflection of H(x) about B(x) followed by a reflection
about 2(x) - see Fig. 13B. Such a product of reflections is equal to a rotation by
twice the angle between Q(x) and B(x). But the angle between Q(x) and B(x) is
less than one-half the angle between In(x) and H(x), so In(x) is rotated into the
cone determined by In(x) and H(x).

Thus Out(x) = k1In(x) + keH(x) and k1, k2 > 0. In order for [x, Out(x)] to
intersect [0, H(x)] we must have that AH(x) = x + yOut(x) for v, A > 0. That is,

(16) AH(x) = x + 7Out(x)

(17) =x + vk1In(x) + vk H(x),

(18) = —In(x) + yx1In(x) + vk H(x),
(19) = (yk1 — 1)In(x) + yroH(x)

Since In(x) and H(x) are linearly independent, yx1 —1 = 0. Thus v = 1/k; > 0
and A\ = ka/k1 > 0, establishing the physicality of x.

If a1, ag < 0, then reflect(In(x), Q(x)) = reflect(In(x), —€2(x)), which gives the
result.

In the other direction, say x € ®¢ is a physical point. Hence, there are A,y > 0
with
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AH(x) = x + 7O0ut(x),
AH(x) 4 In(x) = yreflect(In(x), Q(x)),

AH(x) + In(x) = v (In(x) +2

x)

In(x) -
AH(x) + (14 7)In(x) = QWWQ(X)’
H(x) N n(x) = In(x) - Q(x) N
7‘H<X)|)\|H( )I+(1 4+ 7)In(x) 277()() ) Q(x)
Adding

_H[ o HEL
= )] ")~ i M)

to the left hand side and regrouping gives

[H(x)|A In(x) - Q(x)

[H(x)AB(x) + |1+~ — () n(X):%m

Q(x).

The positivity of the coefficient of In(x) on the left hand side is the form of the
triangle inequality in lemma 10. On the right hand side, the coefficient of Q(x) is
positive because In(x) - Q(x) is positive. Thus the coefficients of In(x) and B(x)
are positive. |

In practice, 2(x) usually has the form Q(x) = w; (x)In(x) + wa(x)H(x), so we
wish to express the above physicality condition in terms of w; and ws.

Lemma 20. Given (H, (), x € R?® — (£ U 3) is a physical point of ®¢ if and only

if

wi(x)  [H(x)|

@) G|

Proof. Since In(x) # 0 and H(x) # 0,
(20) Q(x) = wiIn(x) + woH(x)
(21) = ayIn(x) + asB(x)
o In(x) + o In(x) H(x)

22) = autno)-+o: (5 + )
(29) = (o0 + ey ) 160+ e B0
Thus
(24) w1 =0+ Hﬁéﬁ’
(25) Wy = =2
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Therefore

_ oy w2 HE)]
20 M e
(27) ay = ws [H(x)|,

giving our condition for the physicality of x as

Thus x € R3 — (€ U Oy) is physical iff

£
%
b=
%

(28)

&
N
X
|
=
=
X

|

Therefore, if wq(x0) = 0, then xg is not a physical point. On the other hand, by

definition O U € can’t be physical. The above formula makes no sense on O, but

it might for some elements of €. Despite that, the points of € remain non-physical.

One just needs to be careful when using equation (28). Nevertheless, V(x) =

In(x) x H(x) is defined on all of R?, which has some interesting consequences as
we will see in our examples below.

Definition 21. Given (H,{2), we define the physicality function
p:R*—(EU0O) =R

* wi(x)  [HX)

wa(x)  [In(x)]’

p(x) =

Clearly p is differentiable on R? — (€ U O3). Also, if M C ®¢ is an eigenmirror
of H, then M C p=1(0, c0).
Lemma 22. Given (H, ), for all x € Oq,

Vws(x) - V(x) = 0.

Proof. Since V x [wy(x)In(x) + wa(x)H(x)] = 0, we have

Vwi (x) x In(x) + w1 (x)V x In(x) + Vwa(x) x H(x) + wa(x)V x H(x) = 0.
If x € Oy, then wse(x) =0, so

(29) Vwi(x) x In(x) + Vwa(x) x H(x) = 0.

Using (29), we have

(30) V() - [In(x) x HE)| = [In(x) - [V () x H)Jl,

(31) — [n(x) - [ Veor (x) % Tn(x)]],

(32) =0.

Thus Vws(x) - [In(x) x H(x)] = Vws(x) - V(x) = 0 for x € Os. |

Lemma 23. Given (H, ), suppose that

M =®cnp 1(0,00)

is non-empty. Then
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(A) M is a maximal eigenmirror.
(B) If xo € R? is a boundary point of M, then either (1) xo € ®¢ and p(xg) = 0
or (2) xg € EUOs.

Proof. (A) p=1(0,00) is open in R? — (EU0O,), and so, since @c C R? — (EUO,)
is a differentiable 2-manifold, it follows that M = ®¢ N p~1(0,00) is a differentiable
2-manifold. Additionally, if N C ®¢ is an eigenmirror, then N C p~1(0,00). Thus
N C ®cnp=1(0,00) = M, ie., M is maximal.

(B) Say xg is a boundary point of M. Then xq lies in the closure of ®¢, and so
X9 € Do U E U 04, since P U E U Oy is closed.

If xg € ¢ , then either p(xg) > 0, p(x0) < 0, or p(x¢) = 0.

Suppose that p(x¢) > 0. There is a disk D C ®¢, open in the topology of ®¢,
containing xg, on which p is positive. Thus D contains points outside of M on Pc,
and D U M would be an eigenmirror. This contradicts the maximality of M , SO
p(x0) > 0 is impossible.

If p(xg) < 0, there on a disk D about x¢ on which p < 0, and so there would be

points in M for which p < 0, a contradiction. Thus p(xg) = 0, because we know
that p is defined on ®¢.
Of course, if xg € ®¢, then xg € € U Os, so the result follows. [ |
In example 28, all three types of points occur.

Lemma 24. Given (H, (), suppose that xg € ®c C R? — (£ UO3) and p(xg) = 0.
Then Q(xg) is a non-zero multiple of B.

Proof. For xq € R3 — (€ U O3), p(x¢) = 0 means that
w1 (o) /w2(x0) = [H(x0)|/[In(x0)|.
Since xg € R? — (€ U 02), H(xq) # 0, we have
wa(x0) = w1 (x0)In(xo)|/[H(x0)|-
Therefore,
In(xo)|
(%0)-
[H(x0)|
We cannot have that wi(xg) = 0, because it implies that H(xq) = 0, which is
impossible since xg € R? — (£ U O3). Thus,

Q(Xo) = |IH(X0)|W1 (Xo)'B(Xo).

Q(xg) = w1(x0)In(xg) + wi(xo)

Lemma 25. Given (H, (), suppose that M is a non-empty maximal eigenmirror

of ®¢ as in lemma 23, and that xg is a boundary point of M. Then Q(xg) is a
non-zero multiple of B(xg) or a multiple of In(x¢). (See Fig. 14.)

Proof. We know that xg € & U € U Os.
If xg € ®¢, then by lemma 23, p(xg) = 0. Then by lemma 24, Q(xg) is a
non-zero multiple of B(xg).
If xg € &, then H(xg) = sx¢ for some s € R. Thus
Q(XO) = W1 (Xo)In(Xo) + (.L)Q(X())SXO = (w1 (Xo) — LUQ(X())S)III(XQ).

If xg € Oz, then wa(x¢) = 0, so Q(x0) = w1(x0)In(xg).
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The above tells us that there are threes ways to “leave” an eigenmirror - one
must cross a boundary point where 2 points towards the origin, or 2 points in
the direction of B, or 2 vanishes. We will see below that in the first case, integral
curves of V will be repelled.

FIGURE 14. At a boundary point x of a maximal eigenmirror M ,
Q(x) must be 0, or point in the direction of In(x) or B(x). We
depict the latter two cases.

Lemma 26. Given (H, ), suppose Vws does not vanish on Q3. Then an integral
curve of V either lies in Oy or never intersects it.

Proof. In brief, Qs is a manifold tangent to a non-vanishing vector field, so an
integral curve starting off of Oy cannot intersect it, or the uniqueness of integral
curves is violated. [ |

Theorem 27. Given (H, ), suppose Mis a non-empty maximal eigenmirror of
de, that OM C Oy and that Vws does not vanish. Then no integral curve of V
starting in M contains a point of M.

Proof. Let x : (a,b) — ®¢ be an integral curve of V, with a < tg < t; < b,
x(to) € M and x(t1) € M. Then x(t;) € O,. But by lemma 26 the trace of ¥
cannot intersect Q. [ |

This is not an uncommon situation, as we will see in our examples.

7. MORE EXAMPLES

In these examples, we are going to work backwards to find examples. Rather
than starting with given H, we are going to treat H, wi, wy as symbolic entities
(unknowns). These computations were done with a symbolic computing system
that could solve our polynomial systems in a short time, but the resulting output
was often challenging to manage by a human. The main equation was curl €2 = 0.
Generally when solving such a polynomial system we obtained large number of
solutions, and what is presented here barely scratches the surface of the results.
For the first example below, 81 solutions were found. Excluding complex solutions
reduced this to 60, and then excluding singular solutions gave 40, and lastly ex-
cluding complex solutions gave 21. Each of these had free parameters that needed
assignments. While these parameters were free, it was easy to create divisions by
zero. This was avoided by assigning values that were ratios like az = %. The only
drawback to this was the awkward appearance on paper.
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It was also fairly easy to create an (2 that contained a rich collection of eigen-
mirrors simply by using the fact that
_wi(x)  [H)
X)) =
wz(x)  [In(x)|
and then assign values to wy that were an order of magnitude bigger than ws.

Since we can’t reasonably include all of the data associated with the below ex-
amples, any missing information here or elsewhere is available upon request.

Example 28. In this example, M lies on a compact connected component of a
real algebraic variety of degree 3. Let’s assume that H is linear with matrix

ap a2 ag
H=| b by bs
1 C2 C3

and wy = a2 + i3y + oz + p1 and wy = vi0x? +vory + vz + Uy +Usyz + vz +
vrx + vay + oz + v1. That is, H, w1, and ws contain symbolic values. We then
considered the equation curl 2 = 0 and applied a symbolic solver. This resulted
in 81 solutions which are parametrized by some of the symbolic values from above.
One solution is

(33)
{al = (2a§b3uf — 4akcovi + Tasbibsvovy — 2a3bicavovy — 4b2bsvs + 2b3covs —
18bg1/22 + 33b§czl/22 + 9b§<331/21/4 — 2Obgc§1/22 — 12bgcocsovy + 4031/22 + 403031/21/4) /

(1/2 (3b3 — 202)2 1/4) ,

—a3b31/4 + 2(13621/4 + 2b1b3V2 - 2b1021/2

as =
2 Vo (3b3 — 202) ’
by — 20313 + bav? — cova — 20912 — 3y
2 — Volg ’
2a3b31/4 - 2(13C2V4 + 2b1b31/2 — b1621/2
c1 = ’
(3b3 - 262) |20
2b3v9 — ol — C3V4) U
Mo = —( 372 2V2 3 4) 2,/.&3 = —2b3vs + cova + C34,
4
—40,31)31/21/4 + 2(13621/21/4 + 2a3031/42 + 2b1b31/22 — 6102V§ — b163V2V4
H4 = 5
1220 (3b3 — 2C2)
20,3V4 - b1V2
v =0,v3=0,v5=0,v6 =017 = ——F——, 8 =0,19=0,110=0
3b3 - 262

Any of the above parameters that appear on a right hand side are free, so in a
quasirandom manner (and trying to avoid later divisions by zero) we take

o4 T se e 305 584
3T 700t T o430 T T4y T T o430 T Tog3 T
We intentionally took these values to be rational, since for many of our question

we desire exact answers. H is

38038834374205x 1546342y 434z 437x 1766201965y 362z 1169849z 362y 395z

3775648458897 1951533 729 7 243 2317770693 2437 865809 243

243
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Our homogeneous quadratic vector field is

1169849z 362y 395z ; 437z 1766201965y 362z
4 865809 243 243 243 2317770693 243 )’

865809 243 243

3775648458897 1951533 729

(_116984995 362y 3952) B ( 38638834374205x 1546342y 4342)

_(437x 1766201965y 362z _ 38638834374205x 1546342y 434z
"\ 243 2317770693~ 243 3775648458897 1951533 729

Also,
1937028553092 29339y | 78540503z = 584

w1 = —

152323508088 39366 140261058 243

and
6602231z 3563y 2677z

14250492 ' 13122 13122
Thus Vws never vanished. Since curl Q = 0, it is not hard to compute

Wo =

~ 126530246968627014551 9334067000777957359923
161414544474972081972 + 80707272237486040986
(—14826154874832 — 10279878336161y + 7723613333119z) x2
(34) * 12338204228028
217 (3563y — 26772)%z  2297789389y°
12804008013 + 12804008013
(—1915812 — 644903z) y? 484537y 2% 129710554923 29222
1594323 1594323 17041718547 243
Observe that ¢ is cubic, although not homogeneous (w; is not). We then choose
C =¢(1/2,1/2,1/2) - see Fig. 15A. In Fig. 15B we see ®¢ along with the surfaces
p(x,y,z) = 0 and Oy. In Fig. 15C we have hatched the eigenmirror, M. Let ¢;
denote the upper loop of OM, where p(z,y,z) = 0, and €5 = O3 N M, the lower
loop. In Fig. 15D we see some integral curves of V on ®¢, which don’t cross (s,
as was argued in lemma 26. No such argument can be made for ¢;. Additionally,
for x € M near ¢1, 2x is pointing nearly in the direction of B(x), and so Out(x) is
nearly parallel to H(x). Consequently the intersection of Out(x) and H(x) is far
away, and hence S is unbounded. Indeed, in this example, which comprises a finite
number of points, the diameter is large.

¢

Example 29. In this example, M lies on a compact connected component of a
real algebraic variety of degree 4. In this example, 9M C O, so by theorem 27,
M is invariant under the flow of V. We made same symbolic choices as in example
28, obtaining

265z 434y 362z 362y 395z

12437729 2437 243 243

We found (again using some quasirandom assignments) that one solution is

H

(84670282527 + 462225190y> — 2313256020y — 126206647522 + 15898047396)

23456171485373565600
B 10541212 ~ 211408yz 1284822 n 8595450631421967263
193185 64395 4293 733005358917923925
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FIGURE 15. A. A portion of ®¢ and €. B. &, the surface p(x) =0
in green, and Qs in violet. C. ®¢, where M is the blacked hatched
section bounded by the loops ¢; and 5. D. Some integral curves
of x = In(x) x H(x). They may cross ¢;, since there p(x) = 0, but
not #s.

In this case Vwsy vanishes only at the origin. Unlike our first example, here S is
bounded because, since 2 is bounded away from B on M.

Example 30. Taking
H=
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—17

-05 1
0
05 1

X

FIGURE 17. On the left we see a connected component of ®c.
The black hatched region represents the eigenmirror M, and the
magenta lines the eigenspaces of H. The black curve that bounds
the oviform region is where wo(x) = 0. (There is another such
oviform on the back side.) On the right we see ®¢, superimposed
with the orbits of x = V(x). Orbits may not cross the black curve,
and are colored blue if the start in M and cyan otherwise. Thus
this connected component of M is invariant under the flow of V.

[ac2a4 + TYyai + rzas + y2a5 + yzasz + 22a6,

22by + xyby + x2by + y2bs + y2zbs + 22bg,

:r204 + zycy + xzeg + y2C5 + yzcs + 2206]

and wy, wy of degree 1 and 2 as above, we obtain 32 solutions. One of which
leads to

the degree five potential

(35)
(—3624162637291139()5y2 + 595647951606298788y > + 14731616161553650522) z3 n
1241971345424369484
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FIGURE 18. On the left we have the eigensurface of M. On the
right we see a cutaway of M and S plotted together.

A portion of the ®¢ passing through (1/2,1/2,1/2) appears in Fig. 19. Again,
OM C s, so integral curves starting in M are trapped in M.

FIGURE 19. On the left we see some blue integral curves in a
degree five eigenmirror. As earlier, the black curves forming the
repelling boundary are part of ®c N O3. On the right we see the
corresponding eigensurface in the case of a quadratic H. S is close
to being flat.
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