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Journey to the Center of the Earth

Gunther Uhlmann*and Hanming Zhou'

Abstract

We survey some results on travel time tomography. The question is whether we can
determine the anisotropic index of refraction of a medium by measuring the travel times of
waves going through the medium. This can be recast as geometry problems, the boundary
rigidity problem and the lens rigidity problem. The boundary rigidity problem is whether we
can determine a Riemannian metric of a compact Riemannian manifold with boundary by
measuring the distance function between boundary points. The lens rigidity problem problem
is to determine a Riemannian metric of a Riemannian manifold with boundary by measuring
for every point and direction of entrance of a geodesic the point of exit and direction of exit
and its length. The linearization of these two problems is tensor tomography. The question
is whether one can determine a symmetric two-tensor from its integrals along geodesics. We
emphasize recent results on boundary and lens rigidity and in tensor tomography in the
partial data case.

1 Introduction

The question of determining the sound speed or index of refraction of a medium by measuring
the first arrival times of waves arose in geophysics in an attempt to determine the substructure
of the Earth by measuring at the surface of the Earth the travel times of seismic waves. An early
success of this inverse method was the estimate by Herglotz [27] and Wiechert and Zoeppritz
[69] of the diameter of the Earth and the location of the mantle, crust and core. The assumption
used in those papers is that the index of refraction (which is inverse proportional to the speed)
depends only on the radius. A more realistic model is to assume that it depends on position,
the case of an heterogeneous medium. The travel time tomography problem can be formulated
mathematically as determining a Riemannian metric on a bounded domain (the Earth) given
by ds? = Wlm)de, where ¢ is a positive function, from the length of geodesics (travel times)
joining points in the boundary.
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More recently it has been realized, by measuring the travel times of seismic waves, that
the inner core of the Earth exhibits anisotropic behavior, that is the speed of waves depends
also on direction there with the fast direction parallel to the Earth’s spin axis [II]. Given the
complications presented by modeling the Earth as an anisotropic elastic medium we consider
a simpler model of anisotropy, namely that the wave speed is given by a symmetric, positive
definite matrix g = (g;j)(x), that is, a Riemannian metric in mathematical terms. The problem
is to determine the metric from the lengths of geodesics joining points in the boundary (the
surface of the Earth in the motivating example). Other applications of travel time tomography
are to imaging the Sun’s interior [29], medical imaging [64] and to ocean acoustics [39] to name
a few.

A general and geometric formulation of the travel time tomography problem is the question
of whether given a compact Riemannian manifold with boundary one can determine the Rie-
mannian metric in the interior knowing the lengths of geodesics joining points on the boundary,
i.e. the boundary distance function. This is a problem that also appears naturally in rigidity
questions in Riemannian geometry and it is known as the boundary rigidity problem. Notice
that the boundary distance function is unchanged under any isometry which fixes the boundary,
thus one can only expect to recover the metric up to this natural obstruction.

The boundary distance function takes into account only length minimizing geodesics, one
can consider the behavior of all geodesics going through the manifold. This induces another type
of rigidity problems: the lens rigidity problem and scattering rigidity problem, which concerns
the determination of a Riemannian metric up to the natural obstruction, from the scattering
relation or lens data. The scattering relation, introduced by Guillemin [25], is a map which sends
the point and direction of entrance of a geodesic to point and direction of exit. The scattering
relation together with information of lengths of geodesics gives the lens data. Again, lens data
is unchanged under an isometry fixing the boundary.

There is another closely related problem, the geodesic X-ray transform, where one integrates
a function or a tensor field along geodesics of a Riemannian metric. The integration of a
function along geodesics is the linearization of the boundary rigidity problem and lens rigidity
problem in a fixed conformal class. The standard X-ray transform [26], where one integrates a
function along straight lines, corresponds to the case of the Euclidean metric and is the basis
of medical imaging techniques such as CT and PET. The case of integration along a general
geodesic arises in geophysical and ultrasound imaging. The case of integrating tensors of order
two along geodesics, also known as deformation boundary rigidity, is the linearization of the
general boundary rigidity problem and lens rigidity problem. One important inverse problem
for the geodesic X-ray transform is whether one can recover a function or a tensor field from its
integrals over geodesics, this is the tensor tomography problem.. We review in this article some
recent results on the boundary and lens rigidity problem as well as tensor tomography when
one has data on part of the boundary, the partial data problem [67], [62], [63]. The partial data
results have led to new global results for the lens rigidity problem.

In section 2 we review results on the boundary rigidity problem with data on the whole



boundary. This is mostly based on [46] and [56]. In section 3 we review results on tensor
tomography and in section 4, lens rigidity with full data. In section 5 we consider partial data
for boundary and lens rigidity and tensor tomography, in particular we give new results on the
lens rigidity problem with full data.

In this paper we only consider the case of transmission tomography. For the case of reflection
tomography see for instance [32] and [§].
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2 Boundary rigidity in the full data case

In this section we formulate precisely the boundary rigidity problem and survey some of the
main results.

Let (M, g) be a compact Riemannian manifold with boundary M. Let d4(z,y) denote the
geodesic distance between z and y, two points in the boundary. This is defined as the infimum
of the length of all sufficiently smooth curves joining the two points. The function d, measures
the first arrival time of waves joining points of the boundary. One of the inverse problems we
discuss in this section is whether we can determine the Riemannian metric g knowing dg(x,y)
for any z € OM, y € OM. This problem also arose in rigidity questions in Riemannian geometry
[35], [12], [23]. The metric g cannot be determined from this information alone. We have
dy+y = dg for any diffeomorphism ¢ : M — M that leaves the boundary pointwise fixed, i.e.,
Y|op = 1d, where Id denotes the identity map and 1*g is the pull-back of the metric g. The
natural question is whether this is the only obstruction to unique identifiability of the metric.
It is easy to see that this is not the case. Namely one can construct a metric g and find a point
wo in M so that dy(xo,0M) > sup . condy(x,y). For such a metric, dy is independent of a
change of g in a neighborhood of zy. The hemisphere of the round sphere is another example.
Therefore it is necessary to impose some a-priori restrictions on the metric. One such restriction
is to assume that the Riemannian manifold (M, g) is simple, i.e., any geodesic has no conjugate
points and M is strictly convex. M is strictly convex if the second fundamental form of the
boundary is positive definite at every boundary point. R. Michel conjectured in [35] that simple
manifolds are boundary distance rigid, that is d, determines g uniquely up to an isometry which
is the identity on the boundary. This is known for simple subspaces of Euclidean space (see
[23]), simple subspaces of an open hemisphere in two dimensions (see [36] ), simple subspaces of
symmetric spaces of constant negative curvature [3], simple two dimensional spaces of negative
curvature (see [I3] or [40]). If one metric is close to the Euclidean metric boundary rigidity was
proven in [33] that was improved in [7]. We remark that simplicity of a compact manifold with



boundary can be determined from the boundary distance function. In the case that both g; and
g2 are conformal to the Euclidean metric e (i.e., (gx)ij = axdij, & = 1,2 with J;; the Kronecker
symbol), as mentioned earlier, the problem we are considering here is known in seismology as the
inverse kinematic problem. In this case, it has been proven by Mukhometov in two dimensions
[37] that if (M,g;),i = 1,2 is simple and dg, = dg,, then g; = go. More generally the same
method of proof shows that if (M, g;),i = 1,2, are simple compact Riemannian manifolds with
boundary and they are in the same conformal class then the metrics are determined by the
boundary distance function. More precisely we have:

Theorem 2.1. Let (M, g;),i = 1,2 be simple compact Riemannian manifolds with boundary of
dimension n > 2. Assume g1 = pga for a positive, smooth function p,ploy = 1 and dg, = dg,
then g1 = go.

This result and a stability estimate were proven in [37]. We remark that in this case the
diffeomorphism 1 that is present in the general case must be the identity if the metrics are
conformal to each other. For related results and generalizations see [4], [2], [12], [21], [38].

In [46] it was proven Michel’s conjecture in the two dimensional case:

Theorem 2.2. Let (M, g;),i = 1,2 be two dimensional simple compact Riemannian manifolds
with boundary. Assume

dg,(z,y) = dg,(x,y) Y(x,y) € OM x OM.
Then there exists a diffeomorphism v : M — M, ¥|sn = Id, so that
92 =P g1.

The proof of Theorem involves a connection between the scattering relation defined in
section 4 and the Dirichlet-to-Neumann map (DN) associated to the Laplace-Beltrami operator
[66]. define the scattering relation. A sketch of the proof of 2.2 can be found in [66]

3 Boundary Rigidity and Tensor Tomography

We review here the general results obtained in [53] for boundary rigidity and tensor tomography.

It was shown in [47] that the linearization of the boundary rigidity problem is given by
the following integral geometry problem: recover a symmetric tensor of order 2, which in any
coordinate system is given by f = (f;;), by the geodesic X-ray transform

1,f(7) = / F () (03 (1) .



using the Einstein summation convention, known for all geodesics «v in M. In this section we
denote by I, the geodesic X-ray transform of tensors of order two. It can be easily seen that
I,dv = 0 for any vector field v with v|gps = 0, where dv denotes the symmetric differential

[d?)}ij = (Vi'l)j + Vj'l)z') , (3.1)

N

and Vv denote the covariant derivatives of the vector field v. This is the linear version of
the fact that d, does not change on (9M)? := M x OM under an action of a diffeomorphism
as above. The natural formulation of the linearized problem is therefore that I,f = 0 implies
f = dv with v vanishing on the boundary. We will refer to this property as s-injectivity of I,.
More precisely, we have.

Definition 3.1. We say that I, is s-injective in M, if I,f = 0 and f € L?*(M) imply f = dv
with some vector field v € H}(M).

Any symmetric tensor f € L?(M) admits an orthogonal decomposition f = f* + dv into a
solenoidal and potential parts with v € H}(M), and f* divergence free, i.e., §f = 0, where &
is the adjoint operator to —d given by [§f]; = ¢’*Vfi; [47]. Therefore, I, is s-injective, if it
is injective on the space of solenoidal tensors. The inversion of I, is a problem of independent
interest in integral geometry, also called tensor tomography. We first survey the recent results
on this problem. S-injectivity, respectively injectivity for 1-tensors (1-forms) and functions is
known, see [47] for references. S-injectivity of I, was proved in [45] for metrics with negative
curvature, in [47] for metrics with small curvature and in [51] for Riemannian surfaces with no
focal points. A conditional and non-sharp stability estimate for metrics with small curvature is
also established in [47]. In [54], stability estimates for s-injective metrics were shown and sharp
estimates about the recovery of a 1-form f = f;da’ and a function f from the associated I, f
which is defined by

I f () :/fi(v(t))"yi(t) dt.

The stability estimates proven in [54] were used to prove local uniqueness for the boundary
rigidity problem near any simple metric g with s-injective I;. Similarly to [65], we say that f
is analytic in the set K (not necessarily open), if it is real analytic in some neighborhood of
K. The results that follow in this section are based on [56]. The first main result we discuss is
about s-injectivity for simple analytic metrics.

Theorem 3.2. Let g be a simple, real analytic metric in M. Then 1, is s-injective.
By proving an stability estimates in [53] it was shown the following generic result:

Theorem 3.3. There exists ko such that for each k > ko, the set GF(M) of simple CKM)
metrics in M for which 1, is s-injective is open and dense in the CH(M) topology.



Of course, G¥(M) includes all real analytic simple metrics in M, according to Theorem
Theorem [3.3]allows us to prove the following local generic uniqueness result for the non-linear
boundary rigidity problem.

Theorem 3.4. Let kg and G*(M) be as in Theorem . There exists k > kg, such that for any
go € G, there is € > 0, such that for any two metrics g1, g2 with ||gm — gollery <&, m=1,2,
we have the following:

dg, = dg, on (OM)? implies g2 = .qn (3.2)

with some C*TY(M)-diffeomorphism 1) : M — M fizing the boundary.

4 Lens rigidity

For non-simple manifolds in particular, if we have conjugate points or the boundary is not strictly
convex, we need to look at the behavior of all the geodesics and the scattering relation encodes
this information. We proceed to define in more detail the scattering relation for non-convex
manifolds and the lens rigidity problem and state our results. We note that we will also consider
the case of incomplete data, that is when we don’t have information about all the geodesics
entering the manifold. More details can be found in [58], [59].
The scattering relation
X:0_-SM — 0,.SM (4.1)

is defined by X(z,€) = (y,n) = ®(x, &), where ®t is the geodesic flow, and ¢ > 0 is the first
moment, at which the unit speed geodesic through (z,&) hits M again. If such an ¢ does
not exists, we formally set / = oo and we call the corresponding initial condition and the
corresponding geodesic trapping. This defines also ¢(x,§) as a function ¢ : _SM — [0, 00].
Note that ¥ and ¢ are not necessarily continuous.

It is convenient to think of ¥ and ¢ as defined on the whole dSM with ¥ = Id and £ = 0 on
01 SM. We parametrize the scattering relation in a way that makes it independent of pulling
it back by diffeomorphisms fixing OM pointwise. Let k4 : 0+.SM — B(0M) be the orthogonal
projection onto the (open) unit ball tangent bundle that extends continuously to the closure of
0+SM. Then k4 are homeomorphisms, and we set

oc=#kyoXok ':B(OM) — B(OM). (4.2)
According to our convention, ¢ = Idon 9(B(0M)) = S(OM). We equip B(0M ) with the relative
topology induced by T(OM), where neighborhoods of boundary points (those in S(OM)) are
given by half-neighborhoods, i.e., by neighborhoods in T'(0M) intersected with B(9M). It is
possible to define o in a way that does not require knowledge of g|r@gar) by thinking of any
boundary vector £ as characterized by its angle with OM and the direction of its tangential

projection. Let D be an open subset of B(9M). A priori, the latter depends on g|rgar). By the




remark above, we can think of it as independent of g\T(aM) however. The lens rigidity problem
we study is the following;:

Given M and D, do o and £, restricted to D, determine g uniquely, up to a pull back of a
diffeomorphism that is identity on OM ?

The answer to this question, even when D = B(0M), is negative, see [16]. The known
counter-examples are trapping manifolds. The boundary rigidity problem and the lens rigidity
one are equivalent for simple metrics.

Vargo [68] proved that real-analytic manifolds satisfying an additional mild condition are
lens rigid. Croke has shown that if a manifold is lens rigid, a finite quotient of it is also lens
rigid [I4]. He has also shown that the torus is lens rigid [I5]. Of course the torus is trapping.
P. Stefanov and G. Uhlmann have shown lens rigidity locally near a generic class of non-simple
manifolds [59]. In a recent very interesting work, Guillarmou [24] proved that in two dimensions,
one can determine from the lens relation the conformal class of the metric if the trapped set is
hyperbolic and there are no conjugate points. He also proved deformation lens rigidity in higher
dimensions under the same assumptions.

4.1 Boundary determination of the jet of ¢

The lens rigidity in the real-analytic category was studied by Vargo [68]. A key ingredient of
the proof is a boundary determination result proved by Stefanov and Uhlmann in [59] that we
proceed to state. This result shows that one can determine all derivatives of g on M from the
lens data under some non-conjugacy condition. The theorem is interesting by itself. Notice that
g below does not need to be analytic or generic.

Theorem 4.1. Let (M,g) be a compact Riemannian manifold with boundary. Let (x9,&) €
S(OM) be such that the mazimal geodesic Yy, ¢, through it is of finite length, and assume that
xo 15 not conjugate to any point in Yy, ¢, NOM. If o and £ are known on some neighborhood of
(z0,&0), then the jet of g at x¢ in boundary normal coordinates is determined uniquely.

4.2 The microlocal condition

To state the results of [56] and [59] we need some definitions.

Definition 4.2. We say that D is complete for the metric g, if for any (z,() € T*M there exists
a maximal in M, finite length unit speed geodesic v : [0,l] — M through z, normal to ¢, such
that

{((8),4(8)); 0 <t <1} 1 S@M) < D, (43)
there are no conjugate points on 7. (4.4)

We call the C* metric g regular, if a complete set D exists, i.e., if B(OM) is complete.



If z € OM and ( is conormal to M, then v may reduce to one point.
Topological Condition (T): Any path in M connecting two boundary points is homotopic to
a polygon ¢; Uy Uca Uy U -+ U~y Ucpyq with the properties that for any j, (i) ¢; is a path
on OM; (ii) v; : [0,1;] — M is a geodesic lying in M with the exception of its endpoints and
is transversal to OM at both ends; moreover, £_(7;(0),7;(0)) € D; Notice that (T) is an open

condition w.r.t. g, i.e., it is preserved under small C? perturbations of g. To define the C* (M)
norm below in a unique way, we choose and fix a finite atlas on M.

4.2.1 Results about tensor tomography

We refer to [58] for more details about the results in this section. It turns out that a linearization
of the lens rigidity problem is again the problem of s-injectivity of the ray transform I. Here
and below we sometimes drop the subscript g. Given D as above, we denote by Ip (or I, p)
the ray transform I restricted to the maximal geodesics issued from (z,£) € x~!(D). The first
result of this section generalizes Theorem [3.2

Theorem 4.3. Let g be an analytic, reqular metric on M. Let D be complete and open. Then
Ip s s-injective.

The theorem above allows us to formulate a generic result:

Theorem 4.4. Let G C CF(M) be an open set of reqular Riemannian metrics on M such that
(T) is satisfied for each one of them. Let the set D' C OSM be open and complete for each
g € G. Then there exists an open and dense subset Gs of G such that I, pr is s-injective for any
g € Gs.

Of course, the set G, includes all real analytic metrics in G.

Corollary 4.5. Let R(M) be the set of all reqular C* metrics on M satisfying (T) equipped
with the C*(My) topology. Then for k> 1, the subset of metrics for which the X-ray transform
I over all simple geodesics through all points in M is s-injective, is open and dense in R(M).

4.2.2 Results about the non-linear lens rigidity problem

Using the results above, it was proven in [59] the following about the lens rigidity problem on
manifolds satisfying the assumptions at the beginning of Section More details can be found
in [59]. Theorem below says, loosely speaking, that for the classes of manifolds and metrics
we study, the uniqueness question for the non-linear lens rigidity problem can be answered
locally by linearization. This is a non-trivial implicit function type of theorem however because
our success heavily depends on the a priori stability estimate that the s-injectivity of I'p implies;
and the latter is based on the hypoelliptic properties of Ip. We work with two metrics g and g;
and will denote objects related to g by &, £, etc.



Theorem 4.6. Let (M, go) satisfy the topological assumption (T), with go € C*(M) a regular
Riemannian metric with k > 1. Let D be open and complete for go, and assume that there exists
D' € D so that Iy, pr is s-injective. Then there exists € > 0, such that for any two metrics g, g
satisfying
19 = gollexary + 119 — gollerary < & (4.5)
the relations
c=0, (= { onD

imply that there is a C*T1 diffeomorphism 1) : M — M fizing the boundary such that
g=1v"y.

By Theorem [4.4] the requirement that I, pr is s-injective is a generic one for go. Therefore,
Theorems [4.6] and combined imply that there is local uniqueness, up to isometry, near a
generic set of regular metrics.

Corollary 4.7. Let D' € D, G, Gs be as in Theorem[{.4 Then the conclusion of Theorem [/.d
holds for any gy € Gs.

Bao and Zhang have proved in [I] a stability estimate for the lens rigidity problem under
some microlocal conditions.

5 Boundary and lens rigidity with partial data

Now we consider the boundary rigidity problem with partial (local) data, that is, we know
the boundary distance function for points on the boundary near a given point. Partial data
problems arise naturally in applications since in many cases one doesn’t have access to the
whole boundary. We first study the corresponding linearized problem with partial data in
section In section [5.4] we consider the partial data boundary and lens rigidity problem
through a pseudolinearization. Section [5.5|is devoted to the applications of the various partial
data results to global problems under a geometric foliation condition.

5.1 The linearized problem for conformal metrics

It is well-known that the linearization of the boundary rigidity and lens rigidity problem is the
geodesic ray transform of symmetric 2-tensors. In particular, if one restricts the linearization
in a fixed conformal class, it reduces to the geodesic ray transform of smooth functions on the
manifold. In this section, we discuss the local geodesic ray transform of functions in dimension
> 3.



Let X be a strictly convex domain in a Riemannian manifold ()Z' ,g) of dimension > 3 with
boundary defining function p (so p € C*°(X), p > 0 in X, < 0 on X \ X, vanishes non-
degenerately at 0X). We recall that strict convezity means that geodesics which are tangent to
0X are only simply tangent, curving away from X, or more explicitly in terms of Hamiltonian
dynamics, with G the dual metric function on 7 X, if for some 8 € T; X, p € X, B # 0, one
has (Hgp)(B) = 0 where H¢ is the Hamiltonian vector field associated with G, then necessarily
(HZp)(B) < 0. For an open set O C X, we call geodesic segments 7 of g which are contained
in O with endpoints at 0X O-local geodesics; we denote the set of these by Mp. Thus, Mg is
an open subset of the set of all geodesics, M. We then define the local geodesic transform of a
function f defined on X as the collection (If)(y) of integrals of f along geodesics v € Mo, i.e.
as the restriction of the X-ray transform to Mo.

The main result of this section is an invertibility result by Uhlmann and Vasy [67] for the
local geodesic transform on neighborhoods of p € X in X of the form {Z > —c}, ¢ > 0, where
Z is a function with Z(p) = 0, dz(p) = —dp(p), see Figure below.

Theorem 5.1. For each p € 0X, there exists a function T € C"X’()Z') vanishing at p and with
dz(p) = —dp(p) such that for ¢ > 0 sufficiently small, and with O, = {T > —c} N X, the local
geodesic transform is injective on H*(Op), s > 0. Further, let H*(Mo,) denote the restriction
of elements of H*(M) to Mo, , and for F >0 let

H(0p) = M /CTIH® = {f € Hj, (0p) : e /FH f € HY(0,)}.
Then for s > 0 there exists C > 0 such that for all f € H} (O,),
1FlLz5-10, < CIE Flato, las(rto

Remark. Here the constant C' is uniform in ¢ for small ¢, and indeed if we consider the regions
{p > po} N{z > —c} with |pg| and || sufficiently small and such that this intersection is non-
empty, the estimate is uniform in both ¢ and pg. Further, the estimate is also stable under
sufficiently small perturbations of the metric g, i.e. the constant is uniform. (Notice that the
hypotheses of the theorem are satisfied for small perturbations of g)

We remark that for this result one only needs to assume convexity near the point p. This
local result is new even in the case that the metric is conformal to the Euclidean metric. We
also point out that we also get a reconstruction method in the form of a Neumann series. See
[67] for more details. These results generalize support type theorems to the smooth case for the
geodesic X-ray transform given in [30] for simple real-analytic metrics.

For the rest of this section, we give a sketch of the proof of Theorem In order to motivate
the proof, recall that Stefanov and Uhlmann [58] have shown that under a microlocal condition
on the geodesics, one can recover the singularities of functions from their X-ray transform,
and indeed from a partial X-ray transform (where only some geodesics are included in the X-
ray family M’). (In fact, they also showed analogous statements for the transforms on tensors.)
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Roughly speaking what one needs is that given a covector v = (z, (), one needs to have a geodesic
in M’ normal to ¢ at z such that in a neighborhood of v a simplicity condition is satisfied. Indeed,
under these assumptions, a microlocal version of the normal operator, (QI)*(QI), where Q
microlocalizes to M’ roughly speaking, is an elliptic pseudodifferential operator.

Now, in dimension > 3, if the boundary 90X is strictly convex, one can use geodesics which
are almost tangent to X to give a family M’ which satisfies the above conditions for v with z
near 0.X. Concretely, let p be a boundary defining function of X, i.e. p > 0in X, p =0 at 0X,
and dp # 0 at 0X; we assume that in fact p is defined on the ambient space X as above. First
we choose an initial neighborhood U of p in X and a function 7 defined on it with zZ(p) = 0,
dz(p) = —dp(p), dz # 0 on U with convex level sets from the side of the sublevel sets and such
that O, = {Z > —c} N {p > 0} satisfies O, C U is compact. One example of such 7 is

(2) = —p(2) — ez = pI*,

whose level sets are slightly less convex, see Figure below.

X

=N

Figure 1: The functions p and  when the background is flat space X. The intersection of p>0
and z. > 0 (where . = Z + ¢, so this is the region = > —c) is the lens shaped region O,.
Note that, as viewed from the superlevel sets, thus from O,,  has concave level sets. At the
point z, one only considers integrals over geodesics in the indicated small angle. As z moves to
the artificial boundary z. = 0, the angle of this cone shrinks like C'xz. so that in the limit the
geodesics taken into account become tangent to z. = 0.

We consider geodesics 7, : I — X parameterized by v = (z,() € SX (the sphere bundle of X

realized as a subbundle of T X, e.g. via a Riemannian metric; we actually use a slightly modified
identification) with 4/,(0) = v, if v is tangent to a level set of T in O, i.e. if %(fo Y )|t=0 = 0,
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then a(v) = j—;(% 0 v)|t=0 = C > 0. The lower bound on the second derivative is a concavity
statement for the level sets of T from the side of the superlevel sets. Let x = x. = T+ ¢ as above.
Thus, z is a boundary defining function for {Z > —c}; for the time being we regard c as fixed.
A consequence of the uniform concavity statement is that, with A = %(x °Yy)|e=0, if C1 > 0 is
sufficiently small and |\| < Cy+/x, then 7, remains in > 0. Rather than using this range of
A, we instead use the stronger bound |A| < Coex, and define A, which is essentially a ‘microlocal

normal operator’ for the geodesic ray transform, to be an average:
Af:) =7 [ 1) du),

where p is a non-degenerate smooth measure on SX , and x > 0 has compact support. Then it
is routine to check that the principal symbol of A at (z, () is a multiple of

¢! /  =Z)ol(z,2)dZ
|Z|=1,ZL¢

for a positive density o. As observed in [58] this gives a recovery of singularities for the local
problem we are considering, it yields no invertibility or reconstruction. Indeed for the latter
we would like to have an invertible operator on a space of functions on O.; in particular, as
one approaches x = 0 one would need to only allow integrals over geodesics in a narrow cone,
becoming tangent to x = 0, which takes one outside the framework of standard pseudodifferential
operators.

To remedy this, we introduce the artificial boundary = = 0, and work with pseudodiffer-
ential operators in x > 0 which degenerate at x = 0. The particular degeneration we end up
with is Melrose’s scattering calculus [34]. This is defined on manifolds with boundary, with
boundary defining function x, and is based on degenerate vector fields 220, and x0y,;, where
the (z,y1,...,yn—1) are local coordinates. This has the effect of pushing z = 0 ‘to infinity’
(these vector fields are complete under the exponential map). In particular, if we consider R”
the radial compactification of R, let ¥g, stands for the scattering calculus of Melrose, \I'QZZ(W)
corresponds to symbols a € S™! satisfying

(D2DLa)(z, Q)| < Caplz)7lol ()19,

To describe the Schwartz kernel of a scattering pseudodifferential operator, it is convenient
to introduce the scattering coordinates
- Y —y

y =
x2 x

x,y, X =

valid for z > 0. Then the Schwartz kernel of an element of vil({z > 0}) is of the form

K = 27'K(x,y,X,Y), where K is smooth in (z,y) down to x = 0 with values in conormal
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distributions on R y-, conormal to {X = 0, Y = 0}, which are Schwartz at infinity (i.e. decay
rapidly at infinity with all derivatives). Notice that the operator A does not have rapid decay
as (X,Y) — oo, to remedy this we introduce exponential weights and consider for F € R,

Ar = e T/mpel /.

It is not difficult to check that under scattering coordinates the Schwartz kernel of Ap takes the
form )
X —alY
6—FX/(1+zX)X<|;j||| + O(l’)) |}/|—n—HJ7 (5.1)
where the density factor J is smooth and positive with J|,—9 = 1. Thus the following result
holds for A, of which the ellipticity statement is essentially for the same reason as that for
operator A.

Lemma 5.2. For F >0, Ay is in U."'({z > 0}), and is elliptic in the sense that the standard
principal symbol is such near the boundary (up to the boundary, x =0).

However, even when this holds globally on a compact space, this ellipticity is not sufficient
for Fredholm properties (between Sobolev spaces of order shifted by 1), or the corresponding
estimates, due to the boundary z = 0. In general, scattering pseudodifferential operators also
have a principal symbol at the boundary, which is a (typically non-homogeneous) function on a
cotangent bundle; this needs to be invertible (non-zero) globally to imply Fredholm properties.
Similarly, estimates implying the finite dimensionality of localized (in O) non-trivial nullspace
as well as stability estimates, follow if this principal symbol is also invertible on O. (Note that
here localization does allow the support in {z > 0} to include points at x = 0!)

The main technical result is the following

Lemma 5.3. For F > 0 there exists x € C°(R), x > 0, x(0) = 1, such that for the corre-
sponding operator Ay = e~F/* Aef % the boundary symbol is elliptic; indeed, this holds for all x
sufficiently close in Schwartz space to a specific Gaussian.

Sketch of the proof: By (j5.1]) the restriction of the Schwartz kernel at x = 0 is

Ky, X,v) = e Xy |y ( 7

(5.2)
where Y = Y/|Y], the desired almost invertibility (up to compact errors) amounts to the Fourier
transformed kernel, Fx y K (y,.,.) being bounded below in absolute value by ¢((£,1))™, ¢ >0
(here (&, n) are the Fourier dual variables of (X,Y)).

In order to find a suitable x, we first make a slightly inadmissible choice for an easier
computation, namely we take x(s) = e/ 7' g0 Y(.) = ev/F Tae~ /2 for appropriate
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¢ > 0. Thus, x does not have compact support, and an approximation argument will be necessary
at the end.

As mentioned above, « (as the Hessian of x) restricting on the tangent plans of the level sets
of = has a positive lower bound. Moreover, in the case of geodesics a(zx,y, 0, 17) is a positive
definite quadratic form in }A/, thus one has a|Y'|? = Q(Y,Y), a quadratic form in Y. Writing
QY(Y,Y) for the dual quadratic form, we have that the X-Fourier transform of K is a none

multiple of
F71/2\/ayy|2*ne*f L2+ Q)Q(Y7Y)/27 (53)

where the last factor is a real Gaussian, thus is Schwartz in Y for F > 0. Taking into account
the formula of the Fourier transform of Gaussian functions, the Y-Fourier transform of (5.3) is
virtually a positive multiple of

& o/ (€)= Il I le(’) = Inl~ @& /Inl. 0 /1), (5.4)

where (£) = (€24 F2)'/2, 5 = n/(£), with ¢ a positive 0-th order symbol near 0 and & smooth
positive near 0 in the first argument. This assures lower bounds ¢{(£,7))71, ¢ > 0, i.e. elliptic
lower bounds. O

Lemma [5.3] implies that Ay is Fredholm on proper function spaces, i.e. A itself is Fredholm
on exponentially weighted spaces, where exponential growth is allowed at x = 0. We now recall
that x = z. depends on ¢, with all estimates uniform for ¢ remaining in a compact set, and
the argument is finished by showing that for ¢ > 0 sufficiently small one not only has Fredholm
properties but also invertibility, essentially as the Schwartz kernel has small support. This proves
the main theorem.

We remark that J. Boman has given in [5] counterexamples for local uniqueness for the X-
ray transform on a plane that integrates along lines with a dense family of smooth weights so
that we expect some restrictions on the family of curves for the uniqueness for the local X-ray
transform in dimension two.

5.2 More general curves

We note that the geodesic nature of the curves was only used in the crucial step of showing
that the principal symbol at the boundary is invertible. The result of the local invertibility of
the geodesic ray transform, Theorem [5.1] was extended by Zhou [67, Appendix| to the X-ray
transform on more general curves. N

Given a Riemannian manifold (X, g) of dimension > 3, we consider smooth curves v on X,
|| # 0, that satisfy the following equation

Vit =G(v,9), (5.5)

where V is the Levi-Civita connection, G(z,v) € T.X is smooth on TX. ¥ = 7z depends
smoothly on (z,v) = (7(0),7%(0)). We call the collection of such smooth curves on X, denoted
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by G, a general family of curves. For the sake of simplicity, we assume v € G are parameterized
by arclength (one can always reparametrize the curve to make this happen, and we will see later
that our method also works for curves with non-constant speed). Note that if G = 0, G is the
set of usual geodesics; if G is the Lorentz force corresponding to some magnetic field, then G
consists of magnetic geodesics. We consider the X-ray transform of smooth functions along a
general family of curves, i.e. (If)(7),v € G. X-ray transforms for general curves were studied in
e.g. [18, 20]. N

Let X be a domain in X with boundary defining function p, and p € 90X a boundary point.
We say that X (or 0X) is strictly convexr (concave) at p with respect to G if for any v € G
with v(0) = p, ¥(0) = v € T,(0X), we have %p(”y(t))]tzo < 0(> 0). It is easy to see that the
geometric meaning of our definition is similar to the usual convexity with respect to the metric
(geodesics).

Now assume X is strictly convex at p € 9X with respect to G. Similar to the settings in
Section [5.1], we obtain a smooth function z whose level sets are strictly concave with respect to
G from the super-level sets of z. In particular, if « is defined the same as in Section [5.1] as the
Hessian of = with respect to G, then a(z,y, (L?) > 0, i.e. « is positive on the tangent plane of
the level sets of z. It is known that «(z,y,0,Y") defines a positive definite quadratic form for the
usual geodesics, however for a general family of curves, it no longer has such special structure.

We consider the operator Ay = e~/ /% Aef /% introduced in Section Similar to Lemma
A is in \IJ;}’O({:E > 0}) for F > 0, with elliptic standard principal symbol. Now to show
the invertibility of A, , it suffices to establish the following lemma, analogous to Lemma for
a general family of curves.

Lemma 5.4. For f > 0 there exists x € C(R), x > 0,x(0) = 1, such that the boundary
principal symbol of corresponding Ar is elliptic.

Sketch of the proof: Similar to the strategy in the proof of Lemma we first analyze the
boundary principal symbol for the case x(s) = e=s%/(21 _10‘), a compact supported one follows
by approximation. It is not difficult to see that the Schwartz kernel of Ay and its boundary
restriction K on z = 0 have the same type as and respectively, except that the values
of a at Y and —Y are not equal in general. So the X-Fourier transform of K is a non-zero
multiple of

|Y‘2—n((F—1a+)%e—F71(§2+F2)04+|Y|2/2 + (F—lai)%e—F71(£2+F2)017|Y\2/2)’ (56)

where g = a(O,y,O,}/}), a_ = a(0,y,0, —}A/)
As mentioned previously, in general « is not a quadratic form in Y, which means the ex-
ponential term in (5.6) is not Gaussian in Y, thus we use polar coordinates to compute the

Y -Fourier transform of (5.6). We denote % by b, then the boundary principal symbol
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is a constant multiple of
e in-Y|Y |1y |2 1/2 —boy V]2 1/2_—ba_|Y|? 2 o
/ / eIy (ol 2e b V2 | g 12g=ba [V )y o2 qly | g9
0 sn—2
e / b1/ (eI TP by 0T P /abasy g
Sn—2

—d (e / 1V 400907 g 11y -1 / 1]~ 912 /1ca(05.0.9) g7
sn-2 sn-2 (£)

Here

/ |V /4ca030.9) 55 g / [l 15912 /aca0.0.9) 45
S§n—2 Sn—2

play the roles of ¢ and ¢ from . Now taking into account the positivity of «, this gives the
desired lower bound of the boundary symbol. O

We denote the set of O-local curves with respect to G by Gp, as a consequence of Lemma
[(.4] the following local invertibility result holds for a general family of curves.

Theorem 5.5. Assume X is strictly convex at p € 0X with respect to a general family of curves
G, with Op = {x > 0} N X, then the local X-ray transform for Go, is injective on H*(Op), s > 0
with the stability estimate

£l s5-10,) < CIE Flgo i, )

Remark. If we add a non-vanishing weight w € C'OO(T)N() to the X-ray transform, i.e.

(Lnf)(7) = / Wy (1), 4(0) £ (1 (1)) d,

a slight modification of the proof of Lemma allows one to conclude the local invertibility of
I,, for a general family of curves. Notice that given a curve v with |§| # 0, a reparametriza-
tion exactly introduces a non-vanishing weight to the integral, thus local invertibility of X-ray
transform also holds for general families of curves with non-constant speed.

5.3 Linearized problem in general

In this section we discuss the linearized problem in general, i.e. the geodesic ray transform of
symmetric tensor fields. Let (M, g) be a compact Riemannian manifold with boundary. The
problem we study is the invertibility of I. It is well known that potential vector fields, i.e., f
which are a symmetric differential d®v of a symmetric field of order m — 1 vanishing on oM
(when m > 1), are in the kernel of I. We prove the local invertibility, up to potential fields, and
stability of the geodesic X-ray transform on tensor fields of order 1 and 2 near a strictly convex
boundary point, on manifolds with boundary of dimension n > 3. We study the m = 1, 2 cases
for simplicity of the exposition but the methods extend to any m > 1.
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We set this up in the same way as in Section by considering a function x with strictly
concave level sets from the super-level set side for levels ¢, |c| < cp, and letting

xe=2+¢, Qc={x.>0, p>0}.
The main result is the following, see [63] for more details.

Theorem 5.6. With Q = Q. as above, there is co > 0 such that for ¢ € (0,co), if f € L*()
then f = u + d*v, where v € H} (Q\ {z = 0}), while w € L _(Q\ {z = 0}) can be stably
determined from I f restricted to Q-local geodesics in the following sense. There is a continuous
map If + u, where for s >0, f in H*(Q), the H*~! norm of u restricted to any compact subset
of Q\ {z = 0} is controlled by the H® norm of 1 f restricted to the set of Q-local geodesics.

Replacing Qe ={Z > —c} "M by Qe ={7>T > —c+ 7} N M, ¢ can be taken uniform in
T for T in a compact set on which the strict concavity assumption on level sets of T holds.

The uniqueness part of the theorem generalizes Helgason’s type of support theorems for
tensors fields for analytic metrics [30} 31} [6]. In those works however, analyticity plays a crucial
role and the proof is a form of a microlocal analytic continuation. In contrast, no analyticity is
assumed here. We also present an inversion formula.

Idea of the proof:

We introduce a Witten-type (in the sense of the Witten Laplacian) solenoidal gauge on the
scattering cotangent bundle, S°T* X or its second symmetric power, Sym?°T*X . Fixing F > 0,
our gauge is

62F/3663672F/xfs =0,

or the e~ 2 /*_solenoidal gauge. (Keep in mind here that 0° is the adjoint of d° relative to a

scattering metric.) We are actually working with
fr=etlty
throughout; in terms of this the gauge is
SefE=0, oL =e /Ty,
Rephrasing Theorem in terms of the solenoidal gauge we get

Theorem 5.7. There exists F o > 0 such that for F > Fq the following holds.

For Q = Q., ¢ > 0 small, the geodesic X-ray transform on e /*-solenoidal one-forms and
symmetric -tensors f € el /*L2(Q), i.e. ones satisfying 0°(e =2/ /% f) = 0, is injective, with a
stability estimate and a reconstruction formula.

In addition, replacing Qe = {z > —c} N M by Qrc={7>7T > —c+ 7} N M, ¢ can be taken
uniform in T for T in a compact set on which the strict concavity assumption on level sets of

holds.
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With v a locally defined function on the space of geodesics, for one-forms we consider the
map L

Lu(z) = /X()\/a:)v('yg;’y,A7w)gSC()\ Oy + w 0y) dX dw, (5.7)

while for 2-tensors
Lo(z) = a2 / XO2)0 (Vo) Gse (A B + w By) @ goc(A By + w By) dA duw, (5.8)

so in the two cases L maps into one-forms, resp. symmetric 2-cotensors, where gg. is a scattering
metric used to convert vectors into covectors. The proof of Theorem relies on the next
proposition on the ellipticity of some scattering pseudodifferential operator analogous to the
operator Ay of Section [5.1

Proposition 5.8. First consider the case of one forms. Let F > 0. Given ?2, a neighborhood of
XNM = {z >0, p>0}inX, for suitable choice of the cutoff x € C°(R) and of M € ¥ (X),
the operator

Ap = Np +di M3, Ny =eH/oL1M 7 dp =e ! ogsel /7,

is elliptic in WM (X 5°T* X, 5T*X) in Q.

On the other hand, consider the case of symmetric 2-tensors. Then there exists F o > 0 such
that for F > F o the following holds. Given ﬁ, a neighborhood of XN M = {x >0, p >0} in X,
for suitable choice of the cutoff x € C(R) and of M € ‘~I/s_(33’0(X;SCT*X7 sT*X), the operator

Ap = Np +d; Ms;, Ny =e t/oLrel /=, di =e ! /ogsel /7,
is elliptic in We"(X; Sym?°T* X, Sym?>*T*X) in Q.

5.4 The non-linear result for conformal metrics

We move to the non-linear problem. In this section, we consider the boundary rigidity problem
in the class of metrics conformal to a given one and with partial (local) data, that is, we know the
boundary distance function d, for points on the boundary near a given point. In [62] Stefanov,
Uhlmann and Vasy show that one can recover uniquely and in a stable way a conformal factor
near a strictly convex point where we have the information. In particular, this implies that we
can determine locally the isotropic sound speed of a medium by measuring the travel times of
waves joining points close to a convex point on the boundary.

We assume that 0M is strictly convex at p € OM w.r.t. g. Then the boundary rigidity and
the lens rigidity problems with partial data are equivalent: knowing d near (p,p) is equivalent
to knowing L in some neighborhood of S,0M. The size of that neighborhood however depends
on a priori bounds of the derivatives of the metrics with which we work. This equivalence was
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first noted by Michel [35], since the tangential gradients of d(x,y) on M x OM give us the
tangential projections of —v and w, see also [52] sec. 2]. Note that local knowledge of ¢ is not
needed for the lens rigidity problemﬂ and in fact, £ can be recovered locally from either d or L.

5.4.1 Pseudolinearization

The starting point is an identity in [53]. We will repeat the proof.

Let V, V be two vector fields on a manifold M (which will be replaced later with S*M).
Denote by X (s, X)) the solution of X = V(X), X(0) = X and we use the same notation
for V' with the corresponding solution are denoted by X. Then we have the following simple

statement.

Lemma 5.9. For any t > 0 and any initial condition X(©) if)?(-,X(O)) and X(‘,X(O)) exist

on the interval [0,t], then

X (t, X<0>) e <t, X(0>)

- Ot a‘z;((o) (t — 5, X(s, X(O))) (17 - V) (X(s, X(0>)) ds.
Proof. Set
F(s) = )?(t —s, X(s,X<0>)) .
Then
Fl(s) = — v(ff(t - s,X(s,X<0>)))

. ﬁ;(t 5. X (5, X)) V(X (5, X))

The proof of the lemma would be complete by the fundamental theorem of calculus

if we show the following

~ (= 0X ~
V(X =5, X(5. X)) = 5 (1= 5, X (5, X)) V(X (s, X))
Indeed, follows from
O—d X(T X(r,2)) =-V(X(T,Z 0xX T,2)V(Z vT
=, (T —7X(r, 2)) = -V(X(T, 2)) + 55 (1. 2)V(Z), ,

after setting T =t — s, Z = X (5, X)),

'If L is given only, then the problem is called scattering rigidity in some works

19

(5.9)

(5.10)



Let ¢, ¢ be two speeds. Then the corresponding metrics are ¢ = ¢ 2dz?, and § = ¢ 2dx>.
The corresponding Hamiltonians and Hamiltonian vector fields are

15 4 - 1
H= §CQQOJ€i€j7 V= <C2go 1€7 _5650 (02|€’§0)> )

and the same ones related to ¢. We used the notation |§]§0 = géj&gj.

We denote points in the phase space T*M, in a fixed coordinate system, by z = (z,£). We
denote the bicharacteristic with initial point z by Z(¢,z) = (X(¢, z), Z(t, 2)). We can naturally
think of the scattering relation L and the travel time ¢ as functions on the cotangent bundle
instead of the tangent one. Then we get the following.

Proposition 5.10. Assume
L(0,€") = L(w0,€°),  €(0,€") = l(ax0, ") (5.11)
for some zy = (x9,£°) € O_S*M. Then

U(=0) g7 -

/U 5(6(20) —8,7Z(s,20))(V = V)(Z(s,20))ds = 0. (5.12)
Introduce the exit times 7(z,£) defined as the minimal (and the only) ¢ > 0 so that

X(t,z,§) € OM. They are well defined near S,0M, if OM is strictly convex at p. We take

the second n-dimensional component on @ and use the fact that c|¢ \30 = 1 on the bichar-

acteristics related to c to get, with f = ¢? — ¢2,

516 = [ (4000, 20)0. HEXW) + BXOZO)F(X@) dt =0 (5.13)

for any bicharacteristic v = (X (¢),Z(t)) (related to the speed ¢) in our set, where

A (2.6) == 552 (@), (2. ) (),
B (2,€) =02 (2, 8), (. ))i ()6 (5.14)
10%;

30 (7(2,), (2,) (D gy ' ()€ - €.

The arguments above lead to the following linear problem:

Problem. Assume holds with some f supported in M, for all geodesics close to the
ones originating from Sy M (i.e. initial point xg and all unit initial co-directions tangent to
OM). Assume that OM is strictly convex at zp w.r.t. the speed c. Is it true that f = 0 near z(?

We show below that the answer is affirmative.

20



5.4.2 Non-liner result for conformal metrics

We continue by generalizing (5.13)) to regard the functions 0, f and f entering into it as inde-

pendent unknowns, while restricting the transform to the region of interest 2 = Q.. So let J;
be defined by

Ji(uo,ul,.. . ,un)(,ﬁ)
:_/ (Ag(x(t),z(t))uj()((t)) +B¢(X(t),5(t))uo(X(t))) dt,
V8

where 73 is the geodesic with lift to S having starting point 8 € SQ. Let J = (jl, e jn)
This is a vector valued version of the geodesic X-ray transform considered in [67], and described
above, sending functions on Q with values in C**! to functions with values in C™.

The following local invertibility result holds, the proof is in the spirit of section [5.1

Proposition 5.11. There isco > 0 such that for0 < c < cq, if f € H () and J(f,01f,...,0nf) =
0, then f =0.

In fact, for F >0, s > 1, there exist cog > 0, k and € > 0 such that the following holds. For
§ > 0 there is C > 0 such that if 0 < c < cg, '+ is e-close to TY. in C*, X is e-close to Xo in CF,
then

||f||e(f+5)/xHS(Qc) S C||J(f7 alf? e 78nf)”ef /XHS(_/\/[C)'

Moreover, with Q¢ = Qcn {p > po}, and Mc,, being defined analogously to M. with
OM = {p = 0} being replaced by {p = po}, we have: for F > 0 and s > 1 there exist cg > 0,
po < 0, k and € > 0 such that the following holds. For § > 0 there is C > 0 such that if
0 < c < cg, Iy is e-close to T in CF, X is e-close to Xg in C¥, then f € H5Y Qe ) implies
that

Hf||e(F+5)/XHS(Qc,p0) S CHJ(f? alf? cee ,8nf)||€F/XHS(MC’pO)'

Based on the pseudolinearization process, Proposition implies the following results for
the non-linear problem in a fixed conformal class.

Theorem 5.12. Let n = dim M > 3, let ¢ > 0, ¢ > 0 be smooth and let OM be strictly convex

with respect to both g = c~2gy and § = ¢ 2go near a fived p € M. Let d(p1,p2) = d(p1,p2) for
p1, p2 on OM near p. Then ¢ =¢ in M near p.

This is the only known result for the boundary rigidity problem with partial data except
in the case that the metrics are assumed to be real-analytic [33]. The latter follows from
determination of the jet of the metric at a convex point from the distance function known near
.

We have an immediate corollary of our main result for the lens rigidity problem. To reduce
this problem to Theorem directly, we need to assume first that ¢ = ¢ on M near p to make
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the definition of 0+SM independent of the choice of the speed but in fact, one can redefine the
lens relation in a way to remove that assumption, see [59].

Theorem 5.13. Let M, ¢, ¢ be as in Theorem with ¢ = ¢ on OM near p. Let L = L near
Sp,OM . Then ¢ = ¢ in M near p.

We also prove Holder conditional stability estimates related to the uniqueness theorems
above. In case of data on the whole boundary, such an estimate was proved in [56], section 7] for
simple manifolds and metrics not necessarily conformal to each other. Below, the C* norm is
defined in a fixed coordinate system. The next theorem is a local stability result, corresponding
to the local uniqueness result in Theorem [5.12

Theorem 5.14. There exists k > 0 and 0 < p < 1 with the following property. For any
0<co€CHM), pecdM, and A > 0, there exists eg > 0 and C > 0 with the property that for
any two positive ¢, ¢ with

le = collc2 + [l — collcz < 0, and lcllor + [Iellor < A4, (5.15)
and for any neighborhood I' of p on OM , we have the stability estimate
le = ellezwy < Clld = Al oy (5.16)
for some neighborhood U of p in M.

5.5 Global result under the foliation condition

Above linear and non-linear partial data results have immediate applications in the global prob-
lems under some global geometric condition. We first give the definition of the geometric con-
dition necessary for our global theorems.

Definition 5.15. Let (M, g) be a compact Riemannian manifold with boundary. We say that
M satisfies the foliation condition by strictly convex hypersurfaces if M is equipped with a
smooth function p : M — [0,00) which level sets ¥, = p~'(¢), t < T with some T' > 0 are
strictly convex viewed from p~1((0,t)) for g, dp is non-zero on these level sets, and ¥g = OM
and M \ Ugejo,7)2¢ has empty interior.

The global geometric condition that we are imposing is a natural analog of the condition

o r

ar o) > 0, (5.17)

with % = é—| - 0, the radial derivative, proposed by Herglotz [27] and Wiechert and Zoeppritz
[69] for an isotropic radial sound speed ¢(r). In this case the geodesic spheres are strictly convex.

In fact [62], Sec. 6] extends the Herglotz and Wiechert & Zoeppritz results to not necessarily
radial speeds c(z) satisfying (5.17). Let B(0, R), R > 0 be the ball in R", n > 3 centered at the

origin with radius R > 0. Let 0 < ¢(z) be smooth in B(0, R).
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Proposition 5.16. The Herglotz and Wieckert €& Zoeppritz condition forO<r=|z| <R
is equivalent to the the condition that the Euclidean spheres S, = {|xz| = r} are strictly convex
in the metric ¢~ 2dz? for 0 < r < R.

Other examples of non-simple metrics that satisfy the foliation condition are the tubular
neighborhood of a closed geodesic in negative curvature. These have trapped geodesics. Also
the rotationally symmetric spaces on the ball with convex spheres can be far from simple. It
follows from Lemma 1 of [19] that a simply connected manifold which has one point such that
any geodesic emanating from that point is free of focal point satisfies the foliation condition.
Such foliation condition also holds on complete noncompact manifolds with positive curvature
[22]. It would be interesting to know whether this is also the case for simple manifolds. As it was
mentioned earlier manifolds satisfying the foliation condition are not necessarily simple. In [60],
[28] one can find a microlocal study of the geodesic X-ray transform with fold caustics. A similar
condition of foliating by convex hypersurfaces was used in [61] to satisfy the pseudoconvexity
condition needed for Carleman estimates. See [67, 62} [63] for more details about the foliation
condition.

5.5.1 Global linear result

The global linearized problem, tensor tomography problem, has been extensively studied in the
literature for both simple and non-simple manifolds [37, 17, [42], 411, [45], (50, 148, 49, [54), 58, (601, 11, [44].
See the book [47] and [43] for a recent survey. In this section, we consider the global invertibility
of the geodesic ray transform on manifolds satisfying the foliation condition. Assume n = dim
M > 3.

Theorem 5.17. For X and p as above, if X \ Uselo,7) 2t has 0 measure, the global geodesic
transform is injective on L?(X), while if it has empty interior, the global geodesic transform is
injective on H*(X), s > n/2.

Proof. This global result is an immediate consequence of Theorem Indeed, if If = 0 and
fe€H s>n/2, f#0,then supp f has non-empty interior since f is continuous by the Sobolev
embedding, while if f € L?, f # 0, then supp f has non-zero measure. On the other hand, let
7 = infgupp s p; if 7 > T we are done, for then supp f C X\Ute[O,T)Zt- Thus, suppose 7 < T', so
f=0o0nY; fort < 7, but there exists ¢ € X, Nsupp f (since supp f is closed and X is compact).
Now we use Theorem on p~1(7,00) to conclude that a neighborhood of ¢ is disjoint from
supp f to obtain a contradiction. O

In fact, in this global setting we can even take £ = —p, and the uniformity of the constants
in terms of ¢ and pg, as stated in the remark after Theorem directly yields that if ¢t < T
then there exists 6 = ¢; > 0 such that if ¢, pg € (¢t — 0, + ;) then a stability estimate holds
(with a reconstruction method!) for the region p~!([po,c)). Now in general, for 77 < T, one
can take a finite open cover of [0,7"] by such intervals (¢7,t), j = 1,...,k (with, possibly
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after some reindexing and dropping some intervals, ¢} < 0, t; > T", t] € (t},,,t7,,)), and
proceed inductively to recover f on U772t from its X-ray transform, starting with the
outermost region. More precisely, first, using the theorem, one can recover the restriction of f
to p~1((—o0,t/)). Then one turns to the next interval, (5, #4), and notes there is a reconstruction
method for the restriction to p=1((t5,t4)) of functions fy supported in p=1((t}, +00)) (no support
condition needed at the other end, ¢5). One applies this to fo = @af, where ¢y identically 1
near p~1([t], +o0)), supported in p~1((th, +00)); since f = (1 —p2)f + a2 f, and one has already
recovered (1 — ¢2)f, one also knows the X-ray transform of ¢of, and thus Theorem is
applicable. One then proceeds inductively, covering p~1([0,T"]) in k steps. This gives a global
stability estimate, and indeed a reconstruction method doing a reconstruction layer by layer;
that is, we have (in principle) developed a layer stripping algorithm for this problem.

We also remark that our approach is a completely new one to uniqueness for the global
problem for the geodesic ray transform. The only method up to now, except in the real-analytic
category [57], has been the use of energy type equalities one introduced by Mukhometov [37]
and developed by several authors which are now called “Pestov identities”.

Similar global result holds for the geodesic ray transform of symmetric tensor fields. To state
this, assume that T is a globally defined function with level sets ¥; which are strictly concave
from the super-level set for t € (=T, 0], with < 0 on the manifold with boundary M. Then we
have the following immediate consequence of Theorem :

Theorem 5.18. Suppose M is compact. The geodesic X-ray transform is injective and stable
modulo potentials on the restriction of one-forms and symmetric 2-tensors f to —1((—T,0])
in the following sense. For all T > —T there is v € HL (Z71((7,0])) such that f — d°v €
L% (Z7Y((7,0)])) can be stably recovered from I1f. Here for stability we assume that s > 0, f is
in an H®-space, the norm on If is an H*-norm, while the norm for v is an H*~*-norm.

Remark 5.19. This theorem, combined with Theorem 2 in [59] (with a minor change — the
no-conjugate condition there is only needed to guarantee a stability estimate, and we have it in
our situation), implies a local, in terms of a perturbation of the metric, lens rigidity uniqueness
result near metric satisfying the foliation condition.

5.5.2 Global non-linear result

Now we use the layer stripping type argument to obtain a global result on lens rigidity problem
which is different from Mukhometov’s for simple manifolds.

Theorem 5.20. Let n =dim M > 3, let ¢ > 0, ¢ > 0 be smooth and equal on OM, let OM be
strictly convex with respect to both g = ¢ 2go and g = ¢ 2gg. Assume that M can be foliated by
strictly convex hypersurfaces for g. Then if L =L on 0_SM, we have c =¢ in M.

Proof of Theorem[5.20. Theorem is now an easy consequence of Theorem using a layer
stripping argument. Let f = ¢ — ¢2. Assume f # 0, then supp f has non-empty interior. On
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the other hand, let 7 = infgupp s p; if 7 = T we are done, for then supp f C M \ Usejo 1) %s-
Thus, suppose 7 < T', so f = 0 on ¥ for ¢ < 7, but there exists x € ¥, Nsupp f (since supp f
is closed). We will show below how to use Theorem on M, := p~1(7,00) to conclude that
a neighborhood of z is disjoint from supp f to obtain a contradiction.

All we need to show is that the scattering relations L, and L, on X, coincide. Note that
Y, = OM; is strictly convex for g as well because the second fundamental form for g can be
computed by taking derivatives from the exterior p < 7, where g = g. Fix (x,,v;) € 0_SM,, see
Figure [2 The geodesic 7, 4, (s) cannot hit 3, again for negative “times” s because otherwise,
we would get a contradiction with the strict convexity at ;, where t corresponds to the smallest
value of p on that geodesic between two contacts with 3. Since ¢ = ¢ outside M, V5, v, (5)
and 7, 4, (s) coincide outside M, for s < 0. It is not difficult to see that this negative geodesic
ray must be non-trapping, i.e., ¥, ,, would hit OM for a finite negative time s at some point
and direction (z,v) € 0_SM. In the same way, we show that the same holds for the positive
part, s > 0, of a geodesic issued from L.(z;,y;) =: (yr,w;) € 0;+5M;; and the corresponding
point on 94 SM will be denoted by (y,w). Then, since L(z,v) = (y,w), we would also get
L (zr,v:) = (Yr,wr) = Lr(z7,07). O

Figure 2: One can recover the scattering relation on Y, knowing that on OM.

A more general foliation condition under which the theorem would still hold is formulated
in [6I]. In particular, ¥y does not need to be M and one can have several such foliations with
the property that the closure of their union is M.

We have a Holder conditional stability estimates of global type as well, which can be con-
sidered as a “stable version” of Theorem [5.201 The C* norm below is defined in a fixed finite
atlas of local coordinate charts. In the same way we define d~ist(L,E) and its C(D) norm: in
any coordinate system we can just take the supremum of L — L and then the maximum over all
charts. They can be defined in an invariant way, in principle but we do not do that for the sake
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of simplicity.

Theorem 5.21. Assume that My C M can be foliated by strictly convexr hypersurfaces for
g = c2gg. Let D C O_SM be a neighborhood of the compact set of all f € O_SM N O_SMy
consisting of the initial points of all geodesics g tangent to the intersections of the strictly
convex hypersurfaces with My. Then with k, u, co, ¢, ¢, €9 and A as in Theorem |5.14), we have
the stability estimate B

le ~ Tz < Clldist(Z, ) (5.18)

for ¢, ¢ satisfying .

References

[1] G.Bao and H. Zhang. Sensitivity analysis of an inverse problem for the wave equation with
caustics. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 27(4):953-981, 2014.

[2] Bernstein, I.N. and Gerver, M.L., Conditions on distinguishability of metrics by hodographs.
Methods and Algorithms of Interpretation of Seismological Information, Computerized Seis-
mology 13, Nauka, Moscow, 50-73 (in Russian.)

[3] Besson, G., Courtois, G. and Gallot, S., Entropies et rigidités des espaces localement
symétriques de courbure strictment négative, Geom. Funct. Anal., 5(1995), 731-799.

[4] Beylkin, G., Stability and uniqueness of the solution of the inverse kinematic problem in
the multidimensional case, J. Soviet Math., 21(1983), 251-254.

[5] J. Boman, Local non-injectivity for weighted Radon transforms, Contemp. Math., 559
(2011), 39-47.

[6] Jan Boman and Eric Todd Quinto. Support theorems for real-analytic Radon transforms.
Duke Math. J., 55(4):943-948, 1987.

[7] Burago, D. and Ivanov, S., Boundary rigidity and filling volume minimality for metrics
close to a Euclidean metric, Annals of Math., 171(2010), 1183-1211

[8] Chung, Eric, Qian Jianling, Uhlmann, Gunther and Zhao, Hong-Kai, An Adaptive method
in phase space with application to reflection travel time tomography, Inverse Problems,
27(2011) 115002.

[9] Chung, Eric, Qian Jianling, Uhlmann, Gunther and Zhao, Hong-Kai, Phase-space for-
mulation for elastic-wave traveltime tomography, Journal of Physics: Conference Series,
124(2008), 012018.

[10] Chung, Eric, Qian Jianling, Uhlmann, Gunther and Zhao, Hong-Kai, A New Phase Space
Method for Recovering Index of Refraction from Travel Times, Inverse Problems, 23 (2007),
no. 1, 309-329.

[11] Creager, K. C., Anisotropy of the inner core from differential travel times of the phases
PKP and PKIPK, Nature, 356(1992), 309-314.

26



[12]
[13]

[14]

[15]

Croke, C., Rigidity and the distance between boundary points, J. Differential Geom.,
33(1991), 445-464.

Croke, C., Rigidity for surfaces of non-positive curvature, Comment. Math. Helv., 65(1990),
150-169.

C. B. Croke. Rigidity theorems in Riemannian geometry. In Geometric methods in inverse
problems and PDE control, volume 137 of IMA Vol. Math. Appl., pages 47-72. Springer,
New York, 2004.

Croke, C., Scattering rigidity with trapped geodesics. Ergodic Theory Dynam. Systems,
34(3):826-836, 2014.

Croke, C. and Kleiner, B., Conjugacy and Rigidity for Manifolds with a Parallel Vector
Field, J. Diff. Geom. 39(1994), 659-680.

Nurlan S. Dairbekov. Integral geometry problem for nontrapping manifolds. Inverse Prob-
lems, 22(2):431-445, 2006.

Dairbekov, N.S., Paternain, Stefanov, P. and Uhlmann, G., The boundary rigidity problem
in the presence of a magnetic field, Adv. Math., 216 (2007), 535-609.

Eberlein, P., When is a geodesic flow of Anosov type? 11, J. Differential Geometry, 8(1973),
565-577.

Frigyik, B., Stefanov P. and Uhlmann, G., The X-ray transform for a generic family of
curves, J. Geom. Anal., 18(2008), 81-97.

Gerver, M.L. and Nadirashvili, N., An isometricity conditions for Riemannian metrics in a
disk, Soviet Math. Dokl. 29 (1984), 199-203.

Greene, R.E.and Wu, H., C* convex functions and manifolds of positive curvature, Acta
Math. 137(1976), 209-245.

Gromov, M., Filling Riemannian manifolds, J. Differential Geometry 18(1983), no. 1, 1—
148.

Guillarmou, C.. Lens rigidity for manifolds with hyperbolic trapped set. arXiv:1412.1760,
2014.

Guillemin, V., Sojourn times and asymptotic properties of the scattering matrix. Proceed-
ings of the Oji Seminar on Algebraic Analysis and the RIMS Symposium on Algebraic
Analysis (Kyoto Univ., Kyoto, 1976). Publ. Res. Inst. Math. Sci. 12(1976/77), supplement,
69-88.

Helgason, S., Integral geometry and Radon transforms, Springer, 2010.

Herglotz, G., Uber die elastizitaet derErde bei beruecksichtigung ihrer variablen dichte,
Zeitschr. fur Math. Phys., 52(1905), 275-299.

Holman, S.; and Uhlmann, G., On the geodesic ray transform with conjugate points,
preprint, arXiv:1502.06545.

27


http://arxiv.org/abs/1412.1760
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.06545

[29]
[30]
[31]
[32]
33]
[34]
[35]
[36]
[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

Kosovichev, A.G., Tomographic imaging of the Sun’s interior, The Astrophysical Journal,
461(1996), L55-L57.

Krishnan, V., A support theorem for the geodesic ray transform on functions, J. Fourier
Anal. Appl., 15(2009), 515-520.

Krishnan, V., and Stefanov, P., . A support theorem for the geodesic ray transform of
symmetric tensor fields. Inverse Problems and Imaging, 3 2009), 453-464.

Kurylev, Y., Lassas, M. and Uhlmann, G., Rigidity of broken geodesic flow and inverse
problems, American Journal of Math, 132(2010), 529-562.

Lassas, M., Sharafutdinov, V. and Uhlmann, G., Semiglobal boundary rigidity for Rieman-
nian metrics, Math. Annalen 325(2003), 767-793.

Melrose, R.B., . Spectral and scattering theory for the Laplacian on asymptotically Fuclidian
spaces. Marcel Dekker, 1994.

Michel, R., Sur la rigidité imposée par la longueur des géodésiques, Invent. Math., 65(1981),
71-83.

Michel, R., Restriction de la distance géodésique a un arc et rigidité. Bull. Soc. Math.
France, 122(1994), 435-442.

Mukhometov, R. G., The reconstruction problem of a two-dimensional Riemannian metric,
and integral geometry (Russian), Dokl. Akad. Nauk SSSR,232(1977), no. 1, 32-35.

Mukhometov, R.G. and Romanov, V.G., On the problem of finding an isotropic Riemannian
metric in an n-dimensional space (Russian), Dokl. Akad. Nauk SSSR 243(1978), no. 1, 41—
44.

Munk, W. and Wunsch, C., Ocean acoustic tomography: a scheme for large scale monitor-
ing, Deep Sea Research, 26A(1979), 123-161.

Otal, J.P., Sur les longuer des géodésiques d’une métrique a courbure négative dans le
disque, Comment. Math. Helv. 65(1990), 334-347.

Paternain, G.P., Salo, M. and Uhlmann, G., The attenuated ray transform for connections
and Higgs fields, Geometric and Functional Analysis (GAFA), 22(2012), 1460-1489.

Paternain, G.P., Salo M. and Uhlmann, G., Tensor tomography on simple surfaces, Invent.
Math., 193(2013), 229-247.

Paternain, G.P., Salo, M. and Uhlmann, G., Tensor tomography: progress and challenges,
Chinese Annals of Math. Ser. B, 35(2014), 399-427.

Paternain, G.P. amd Zhou, H., Invariant distributions and the geodesic ray transform,
preprint, arXiv:1511.04547.

Pestov, L., and Sharafutdinov, V.A, Integral geometry of tensor fields on a manifold of
negative curvature, Siberian Math. J., 29(1988), 427-441.

Pestov, L. and Uhlmann, G., Two dimensional simple Riemannian manifolds with boundary
are boundary distance rigid, Annals of Math., 161(2005), 1089-1106.

28


http://arxiv.org/abs/1511.04547

[47]
[48]
[49]
[50]

[51]

Sharafutdinov, V., Integral Geometry of Tensor Fields, Inverse and Ill-Posed Problems
Series, VSP, Utrecht, 1994.

Sharafutdinov, V.A., v Integral geometry of a tensor field on a surface of revolution, Sibirsk.
Mat. Zh., 38(1997), 697-714.

Sharafutdinov, V.A., Variations of Dirichlet-to-Neumann map and deformation boundary
rigidity of simple 2-manifolds, J. Geom. Anal., 17(2007), 147-187.

Sharafutdinov, V., Skokan, M. and Uhlmann, G., Regularity of ghosts in tensor tomography,
Journal of Geometric Analysis, 15(2005), 517-560.

Sharafutdinov V. and Uhlmann, G., On deformation boundary rigidity and spectral rigidity
for Riemannian surfaces with no focal points, Journal of Differential Geometry, 56 (2001),
93-110.

Stefanov, P., Microlocal approach to tensor tomography and boundary and lens rigidity.
Serdica Math. J., 34(1998), 67-112.

Stefanov, P. and Uhlmann, G., Rigidity for metrics with the same lengths of geodesics,
Math. Res. Lett., 5(1998), 83-96.

Stefanov P. and Uhlmann, G., Stability estimates for the X-ray transform of tensor fields
and boundary rigidity, Duke Math. J., 123(2004), 445-467.

Stefanov, P. and Uhlmann, G., Stable determination of generic simple metrics from the
hyperbolic Dirichlet-to-Neumann map, International Math. Research Notices, 17(2005),
1047-1061.

Stefanov, P. and Uhlmann, G, Boundary rigidity and stability for generic simple metrics,
Journal Amer. Math. Soc., 18(2005), 975-1003.

P. Stefanov and G. Uhlmann, Boundary and lens rigidity, tensor tomography and analytic
microlocal analysis, in Algebraic Analysis of Differential Equations, Fetschrift in Honor of
Takahiro Kawai, edited by T. Aoki, H. Majima, Y. Katei and N. Tose, pp. 275-293 (2008).

Stefanov, P. and Uhlmann, G, Integral geometry of tensor fields on a class of non-simple
Riemannian manifolds, American J. of Math., 130(2008), 239-268.

Stefanov, P. and Uhlmann, G., Local lens rigidity with incomplete data for a class of non-
simple Riemannian manifolds, J. Differential Geometry, 82(2009), 383—409.

P. Stefanov and G. Uhlmann, The geodesic X-ray transform with fold caustics, Analysis
and PDE, 5 (2012), 219-260.

P. Stefanov and G. Uhlmann, Recovery of a source term or a speed with one measurement
and applications, Transactions AMS, 365(2013), 5737-5758.

Stefanov, P., Uhlmann, G. and Vasy, A., Boundary rigidity with partial data J. Amer.
Math. Soc, 23(2016), 299-332.

Stefanov, P., Uhlmann, G. and Vasy, A., , Inverting the local geodesic X-ray transform on
tensors, to appear in Journal d’Analyse Mathematique.

29



[64]

[65]

[66]
[67]

[68]

Stotzka, R., Wiirfel, J., Miiller, T. and Gemmeke, H., Medical imaging by ultrasound
computertomography, Proc. SPIE /687, Medical Imaging 2002: Ultrasonic Imaging and
Signal Processing, 110.

Treves, F., Introduction to Pseudodifferential and Fourier Integral Operators, Vol. 1. Pseu-
dodifferential Operators. The University Series in Mathematics, Plenum Press, New York—
London, 1980.

Uhlmann, G. Inverse Problems: seeing the unseen, Bulletin of Mathematical Sciences,
4(2014), 209-279

Uhlmann, G., Vasy A. with an Appendix by H. Zhou, The inverse problem for the local
geodesic ray transform, Invent. Math., DOI 10.1007/300222-015-0631-7.

J. Vargo. A proof of lens rigidity in the category of analytic metrics, Math. Research Letters,
16(2009), 1057-1069.

Wiechert E. and Zoeppritz K., Uber erdbebenwellen, Nachr. Koenigl. Geselschaft Wiss,
Goettingen, 4(1907), 415-549.

30



	1 Introduction
	2 Boundary rigidity in the full data case
	3 Boundary Rigidity and Tensor Tomography
	4 Lens rigidity
	4.1 Boundary determination of the jet of g
	4.2 The microlocal condition
	4.2.1 Results about tensor tomography
	4.2.2 Results about the non-linear lens rigidity problem


	5 Boundary and lens rigidity with partial data
	5.1 The linearized problem for conformal metrics
	5.2 More general curves
	5.3 Linearized problem in general
	5.4 The non-linear result for conformal metrics
	5.4.1 Pseudolinearization
	5.4.2 Non-liner result for conformal metrics

	5.5 Global result under the foliation condition
	5.5.1 Global linear result
	5.5.2 Global non-linear result



