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BOUNDARY AND SCATTERING RIGIDITY PROBLEMS IN
THE PRESENCE OF A MAGNETIC FIELD AND A POTENTIAL

YERNAT M. ASSYLBEKOV AND HANMING ZHOU

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we consider a compact Riemannian manifold with
boundary, endowed with a magnetic potential a and a potential U. For brevity,
this type of systems are called MP-systems. On simple MP-systems, we con-
sider both the boundary rigidity problem and scattering rigidity problem, see
the introduction for details. We show that these two problems are equivalent
on simple MP-systems. Unlike the cases of geodesic or magnetic systems,
knowing boundary action functions or scattering relations for only one energy
level is insufficient to uniquely determine a simple MP-system, even under
the assumption that we know the restriction of the system on the bound-
ary OM, and we provide some counterexamples. These problems can only be
solved up to an isometry and a gauge transformations of o and U. We prove
rigidity results for metrics in a given conformal class, for simple real analytic
MP-systems and for simple two-dimensional MP-systems.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Posing the problems. Given a Riemannian manifold (M, g) of dimension
n > 2 with boundary, endowed with a magnetic field €2, that is a closed 2-form, we
consider the law of motion described by the Newton’s equation

Vid =Y(§) = VU(y), (1)

where U is a smooth function on M, V is the Levy-Civita connection of g and
Y : TM — TM is the Lorentz force associated with €2, i.e., the bundle map
uniquely determined by

Q&) = (Ya(£),m) (2)
forall x € M and &,n € T, M. A curve v : [a,b] = M, satisfying (1) is called an
MP-geodesic. The equation (1) defines a flow ¢ on T'M that we call an MP-flow.
These are not standard terms in general. Note that time is not reversible on the
MP-geodesics, unless §2 = 0.

When 2 = 0 the flow is called potential flow; while if U = 0 we obtain the
magnetic flow. Therefore, the equation (1) describes the motion of a particle on a
Riemannian manifold under the influence of a magnetic field €2 in a potential field
U. Magnetic flows were firstly considered in [1, 2] and it was shown in [3, 11, 15, 16,
17, 19] that they are related to dynamical systems, symplectic geometry, classical
mechanics and mathematical mechanics.

When € is exact, i.e. 2 = da for some magnetic potential «, the MP-flow also
arises as the Hamiltonian flow of H(z,p) = 3 (p+ 0‘)3(95) + U(x) with respect to the
canonical symplectic form of T M.

For MP-flow the energy E(z,§) = 1[¢[*> 4+ U() is an integral of motion. By
the Law of Conservation of Energy, for every M'P-geodesic the energy is constant
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along it. Unlike the geodesic flow, where the flow is the same (up to time scale)
on any energy levels, MP-flow depends essentially on the choice of the energy
level. Throughout the paper we assume the energy level k > sup,c,, U(z) with
SEM = E~Y(k), the bundle of energy k. Note that it is necessary for k to be strictly
greater than the supremum of U. Because otherwise we would get that at some
x € M any vector £ € S¥M has non-positive length.

We define the action A(z,y) between boundary points as a minimizer of the
appropriate action functional, see (4) and Appendix A.1l. In the case Q = 0 and
U = 0, the function A(x,y) coincides with the boundary distance function d,(z, y).
In this case, we cannot recover g from d, up to isometry, unless some additional
assumptions are imposed on g, see, e.g., [4]. One such assumption is the simplicity
of the metric, see, e.g., [12, 21, 22, 23]. We consider below the analog of simplicity
for MP-systems.

Let A denotes the second fundamental form of OM, and v(z) denotes the inward
unit vector normal to OM at xz. We say that OM is strictly MP-convez if

Az, €) > (Ya(§), v(z)) — dU (v(2)) (3)
for all (z,¢) € S¥(OM).
For z € M, we define the MP-exponential map at x to be the partial map
expP : T,M — M given by

expp P (t€) = wo ¢(€), >0, £ € SyM.

It is not hard to show that, for every z € M, expM

on T, M which is C*°-smooth on T,,M \ {0}.

We say that M is simple w.r.t. (g,Q,U) if OM is strictly MP-convex and the
MP-exponential map exp7” : (expMP)~H(M) — M is a diffeomorphism for every
x € M. In this case, M is diffeomorphic to the unit ball of R™. Therefore 2 is
exact, and we let a be a magnetic potential, i.e. « is a 1-form on M such that

da = €.
Henceforth we call (g,a,U) a simple MP-system on M. We will also say that
(M, g,c,U) is a simple MP-system. It is easy to see that the simplicity is stable

under a small perturbation of the energy level.
First, we state the boundary rigidity problem. Given z,y € M, let

P is a C'-smooth partial map

Clz,y) ={7:[0,T] > M :T >0,v0) =z,v(T) =y, ~ is absolutely continuous}.
The time free action of a curve v € C(z,y) w.r.t. (g,«,U) is defined as

Mﬂz%A|wMMH%T—/m+U)

For a simple MP-system, MP-geodesics with energy k minimize the time free
action (see Appendix A.1)

A(z,y) == inf A(y)=2kT,, —/ (a+20), (4)
y€EC(z,y) Yoy
where v, : [0,T%,,] is the unique MP-geodesic with constant energy & from x to
y. The function A(z,y) is referred to as Mané’s action potential (of energy k), and
we call the restriction Algarxans the boundary action function.
We say that two MP-systems (g,a,U) and (¢’,’,U’) are gauge equivalent if
there is a diffeomorphism f : M — M, which is the identity on the boundary, and
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a smooth function ¢ : M — R, vanishing on the boundary, such that ¢’ = f*g,
o = f*a+dp and U = U o f. Observe that given two gauge equivalent MP-
systems, if one is simple, then the other one is also simple. Moreover, if two
simple MP-systems are gauge equivalent, then they have the same boundary action
function.

The boundary rigidity problem in the presence of a magnetic field and a potential
studies that to which extend an MP-system (g, a, U) on M is determined by the
boundary action functions. By the above observation, one can only expect to obtain
the uniqueness up to gauge equivalence. For the zero potential, i.e. U = 0, we
obtain the boundary rigidity problem for the magnetic systems that was considered
by N. Dairbekov, G. Paternain, P. Stefanov and G. Uhlmann in [6]. In the absence of
both magnetic fields and potentials, i.e. 2 =0 and U = 0, we come to the ordinary
boundary rigidity problem for the Riemannian metrics. For the recent surveys on
the ordinary boundary rigidity problem see [5, 24]. Tt also worths to mention that
recently P. Stefanov, G. Uhlmann and A. Vasy [25] proved the boundary rigidity
with partial data for metrics in a given conformal class, this is so far the only local
boundary rigidity result.

Next, we define a scattering relation and state the scattering rigidity problem in
the presence of a magnetic field and a potential. Let 0, S*M and 0_S*M denote
the bundles of inward and outward vectors of energy k over OM

0+ S M = {(2,6) € S*M : 2 € OM, +(¢,v(z)) > 0}

where v is the inward unit vector normal to M. For (x,&) € 9,5%M let 7(z,€)
be the time when the MP-geodesic v, ¢, such that v, ¢(0) = x, §2,£(0) = &, exits.
By Lemma A.5 the function 7 : 94 S*M — R is smooth.

The scattering relation S : 9, S¥M — 0_S*M of an MP-system (M, g, a,U) is
defined as

S(Iag) = (¢T+(I,f)(x7§)) = (7$7§(T+(Ia€))v':YI,E(TJr(xv&)))'

Observe that two gauge equivalent M'P-systems have the same scattering rela-
tion. Is this the only type of nonuniqueness? In other words, the scattering rigidity
problem studies whether a simple MP-system (M, g,a,U), up to gauge equiva-
lence, is uniquely determined by the scattering relations. In the Euclidean space
this problem was considered by R. G. Novikov [18], in the absence of magnetic field,
and by A. Jollivet [10]. On Riemannian manifolds endowed with magnetic fields,
scattering rigidity problem was studied by N. Dairbekov, G. Paternain, P. Stefanov
and G. Uhlmann in [6], by P. Herreros in [8], and by P. Herreros and J. Vargo in
[9]. The reconstruction of both the Riemannian metrics and magnetic fields from
the scattering relations was considered by N. Dairbekov and G. Uhlmann [7] for
simple two-dimensional magnetic systems.

For simple MP-systems, the boundary rigidity and the scattering rigidity prob-
lems are equivalent, see Lemma 4.2 and Theorem 4.3. Therefore, we formulate all
rigidity results in terms of the boundary rigidity problem. However, not like the
boundary rigidity problems for simple manifolds or simple magnetic systems ( with
energy 1/2), the boundary rigidity problem for simple MP-systems needs the in-
formation of the boundary action functions for two different energy levels, see the
counterexamples in Section 3 and the proofs of the main results in Section 5 for
details.
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We consider these problems under various natural restrictions: simple M7P-
systems with metrics in a given conformal class, simple real-analytic MP-systems
and simple two-dimensional MP-systems.

1.2. Structure of the paper. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion 2, we show by doing the change of metrics, one can reduce a simple MP-system
to a simple magnetic system with the same boundary action function. Section 3
provides counterexamples which show that knowing the boundary action function
for only one energy level is insufficient for solving the boundary rigidity problem,
even under the assumption that the restriction of the system on the boundary M
is known. In Section 4, we demonstrate the equivalence between the boundary
rigidity problem and the scattering rigidity problem for a simple MP-system. Sec-
tion 5 is devoted to the proofs of the boundary rigidity for various systems, namely,
simple MP-systems with metrics in a given conformal class, simple real-analytic
MP-systems and simple two-dimensional MP-systems. We give a final remark on
the case that we only know the boundary action function for one energy level in
Section 6.

1.3. Acknowledgements. The authors thank their advisor Prof. Gunther Uhlmann
for helpful suggestions and reading an earlier version of this paper. The authors
also thank Prof. Nurlan Dairbekov for the suggestion on the possible approach for
this problem. The work of both authors was partially supported by NSF.

2. RELATION BETWEEN MP-SYSTEMS AND MAGNETIC SYSTEMS

2.1. Reduction to the magnetic system. For a fixed energy level k > sup,,, U(x),
let o(t) be an MP-geodesic with the constant energy k. Consider the time change

s(t):/o 2(k — U(o)) dt.

Then s is the arclength of v(s) = o(t(s)) under the metric G = 2(k — U)g. The
following version of Maupertuis’ principle says that v(s) = o(t(s)) is a unit speed
magnetic geodesic of the magnetic system (G, «).

Theorem 2.1. Let (g, o, U) be an MP-system on M and let k be a constant such
that k > sup,; U. Suppose o(t) is an MP-geodesic of energy k. Then v(s) =
o(t(s)) is a unit speed magnetic geodesic of the magnetic system (G, ).

Proof. Tt is immediate to check that v has unit speed with respect to G. Let p
denote the arclength of the metric g. Since we fix the energy to be k, the parameter
t of o must be proportional to the length, i.e. dt = dp/\/2(k — U). We denote by
4 the derivative of v with respect to s and by ¢ the derivative of o with respect to
t. By the Maupertuis’ principle, the M"P-geodesic is an extremal of the action

/O_g—;(mff)didt—/lj\/mdp—/aa( ,Z—D dp

= [ @ [0
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Hence the Lagrangian L(z,§) = |£|q(2)—0au () satisfies the Euler-Lagrange equation
with respect to s which has the form

d sz’y 1 1 8GU viii 80&1 i
—ag | =-—
RIE 2Rl oot " T aak
Since s is the arclength of G, for which |¥|¢ = 1, this equation takes the form

d v 100Gy ;.5 Oa;
E(GW —ay) = 3o Y gt

Taking the derivative with respect to s and multiplying by G™* we have

0Gri  10Gi;\ ... Oar  Oay )\ ..
m mk - J 29 mk _ T i
G <8:vj +28w’“>’yﬁy ¢ (Baci (’996’“)77

which is the equation of magnetic geodesics of the magnetic system (G, «). O

We give an alternative proof of Theorem 2.1 based on the flow equation itself.

Proof. Given an MP-geodesic o(t) with energy k and a positive smooth function ¢,
let G = ¢g, ds = \/2¢(k — U)dt, so s will be the arclength of v(s) = o(t(s)) under
the metric G. If we denote the Christoffel symbols and the covariant derivative
under the new metric G by I G, and D respectively, then

i 09 (b

18
k6x3+5

=Tl + = ¢ Y — ¢ gjk)-
So B
Dy ., 0 ki O
—L =A— I .
ds v ozt T rre

2 2
=5 (%) o' s+ (PO Tt 50 Gl 48,35~ a0

ds) ozt " ds? dxi ¥ O Ozl
dt , D& dt d2
= (P 4 (V67 (V,0)y0 — 56 1612V0) + T30
Here 3—25 =—3 (2¢v(k17U))2 d(w(dkt_U)) =—3()? 2<;5(k17U) (2¢(dkt =
dt 5 1, , 1
(G597 V0 8)s + 5 (V= U),6)1,
thus B
DA d
DL (Y (6) ~ VU(0) + 67 (V6,6),6 — 7 (k— U)o
1, , 1 s
—(§¢ (Vg,0)g + mW(k —U),6)g)0}.

Now we let ¢ = 2(k — U), so ds = 2(k — U)dt (Actually all ¢ = c(k —U),c € RT

will work for our argument), we get

D”y dt dt
Y (o) = —Y(%).
= = ()Y (6) = 2Y()
This indeed gives us the magnetic flow with the Lorentz force Yo = ﬁl’.

Moreover, one can see that the magnetic potential & associated to (G, Y ) is « too,
i.e. the new magnetic system is (G, ). (]
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2.2. Simplicities of two systems. The next result says that the simplicity of
(g, , U) implies the simplicity of (G, «), and vice versa. A simple magnetic system
is a special case of simple MP-systems by assuming the potential U = 0 and the
energy k = 1, see[6] for more details.

Proposition 2.2. The MP-system (g, ,U) on M (of energy k) is simple if and
only if so is the magnetic system (G, ) (of energy 3 ).

Proof. Since the trajectories of these two systems coincide, for every x € M the
MP-exponential map expM” : (expMP)~1(M) — M is a diffeomorphism if and
only if the magnetic exponential map exp¥ : (exp”)~!(M) — M is a diffeomorphism
(The definition of exp# is similar to exp” by replacing the MP-flow with a
magnetic flow of energy %) Hence, it is sufficient to prove that dM is strictly
MP-convex if and only if it is strictly magnetic convex with respect to (G, «).

First, we introduce some notations. The inward unit vector normal to OM with
respect to the metric G is indicated as n, thus n = (2(k — U))"2v (G is conformal
to ¢). The unit sphere bundle of the metric G is denoted by SM. By Ag we denote
the second fundamental form of OM with respect to metric G. From the definition
of the second fundamental form and using the formula for connection of GG in terms
of connection of g, we obtain the following formula:

d,U

Ao(2.€) = VAT~ U@ 6) + —2W) e o c oM. € TOM. (5)
2(k —U(z))

The Lorentz force of the magnetic field da with respect to the metric G is indicated

as Yg. The next formula is obvious,

1
Ya(€).n)ge) = ——=%(&),v), x€IM,§eT,0M. 6
06 (&) o) = s (VO 1) ¢ )
Now, suppose that OM is strictly MP-convex. Take any x € OM and v €
S.(OM) for the metric G. We substitute the vector £ = 2(k — U)v € Sk(OM) for
the metric ¢ in formulas (5-6) to obtain

Ag(z,v) = (2(k — U())) "2 (A(z,€) + dU(v)),
(Ya(v),n)aw = (2(k - Ux) 2 (Y (€),v),

which implies that M is strictly magnetic convex with respect to (G, a) by (3).
By similar arguments one can show that 0M is strictly MP-convex whenever it
is strictly magnetic convex with respect to (G, ). 0

2.3. Boundary action functions of the two systems. Here we show that the
boundary action functions of the two simple systems (g, «,U) and (G, «) coincide.
Assuming the potential U = 0 and the energy k = %, the corresponding boundary
action function of (4) is the one for a simple magnetic system.

Proposition 2.3. Let A be the Mané’s action potential (of energy k) for a simple
MP-system (g,,U) and Ag be the Mané’s action potential (of energy 1/2) for
the simple magnetic system (G, ), then Aloprxon = Aclomxon -

Proof. Take x,y € OM and consider the unique MP-geodesic o from z to y. Then
Theorem 2.1 implies that v(s) = o(t(s)) is a unit speed magnetic geodesic (from x
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to y) of the system (G, «) and s is the arclength of v under the metric G. Thus,

Az, y) = 2kT (z,y) — /(a(a, o) +2U(0))dt

o

_/02(k—U(a))dt—/ga(a,d)dt_/’yds—/’ya(fy,ﬁ)ds

We are done. O

3. COUNTEREXAMPLES

Before moving to the detailed study of the boundary and scattering rigidity
problems of simple MP-systems, we provide some counterexamples which show
that knowing the boundary action function for only one energy level is insufficient
for solving the boundary rigidity problem, even under the assumption that we know
the restriction of the system on the boundary 0M. More precisely, there are sim-
ple MP-systems (g,«,U) and (¢', o/, U’) with the same boundary action function
for some energy level k, whose restrictions onto the boundary are the same (i.e.
glose = 9'loar, alomr = & |onr, Uloar = U'lanr), but are not gauge equivalent. This
makes one turn to considering boundary action functions of two different energy
levels.

Counterexamples: Given some simple magnetic system (g, &) on a compact man-
ifold M with boundary, we define two MP-systems (%g,a,Ul) and (%g,a,Ug),
where U3y =1 on M and Uy =2 on M. We fix the energy k£ = 3, then it is easy to
see that these two MP-systems reduce to the same magnetic system (g, «). Since
(g, ) is simple, Proposition 2.2 implies that both (%g,a,Ul) and (%g,a, Us) are
simple MP-systems. Moreover, appling Proposition 2.3, we conclude that they
have the same boundary action function for the energy k = 3. Obviously these two
MP-systems are not gauge equivalent, since the metrics % g and %g, potentials Uy
and Uy are even not equal on the boundary 0M.

Next, by modifying the two M'P-systems near the boundary, we can make them
equal on the boundary. Let ¢ and ¥ be two smooth functions on M, and p =9 =1
for points away from a small tubular neighborhood of the boundary OM. We assume
1<p< % in the interior of M and ¢ = % on OM; % < 1 <1 in the interior of M
and ¢ = % on M. Then ¢ = pU; < % < YUy = 29 in the interior of M. We define
g = ﬁg and g’ = MQ. Then it is easy to check that the MP-systems
(g, a, ) and (g, a, 2¢h) reduce to the same magnetic system (g, a) for the energy
k = 3. Applying Proposition 2.2 and 2.3 again, these two MP-systems (g, v, )
and (g',a,21) are simple with the same boundary action function. Moreover,
Jlove = 3'lom = %g,g@|aM = 2¢|om = %, i.e. these two systems are equal on the
boundary. However, they are still not gauge equivalent, there is no diffeomorphism
f+ M — M such that 2¢) = o f (since ¢ < 3 < 2¢) in the interior of M).

4. BOUNDARY ACTION FUNCTION AND SCATTERING RELATION

4.1. Boundary determination. Here we show that up to gauge equivalence the
boundary action functions of two different energy levels completely determine the
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Riemannian metric, magnetic potential and potetial on the boundary of the mani-
fold under study. As mentioned in the Section 3, the boundary action function of
one energy level is insufficient for determining the restriction of the system on the
boundary.

Lemma 4.1. If (9,a,U) and (¢',&/,U’) are simple MP-systems on M with the
same boundary action functions for both energy k1 and ks , then

g=1"¢, TTa=1"qd', Uoir=U"oy, (7)
where 1 : OM — M is the embedding map.
Proof. Given x € OM and & € T,(OM), let 7(s), —e < s < &, be a curve on M
with 7(0) = 2 and 7(0) = £. Let G = 2(k; — U)g, by Theorem 2.1 and Proposition
2.2, (G, ) is a simple magnetic system of energy % Applying Proposition 2.3 it is
easy to see that

i 276D AG(‘T;T(S)) = ¢l — () = 2k — U)I€l, — al6).

s—0 S s—0

A similar equality holds for the system (¢, o/, U’). Therefore,

V2(k = U)[Ely = () = V2(ky = U)[€lgr — &/ (€)

Changing £ to —¢&, we get

V2(k = U)[Elg + a(§) = V2(ky = U")[Ely + &/ (8),

whence we infer the second equation in (7). Notice that we also get that
(kr = U)Igl5 = (k1 = UIEL-

Similarly, for energy ks, we obtain
(k2 = U)IE] = (k2 — U")IE[5, -

Since k1 # ko, by taking the difference of above two equations, we have [{|, = €]y,
thus +*g = 1*¢’. This also implies that U o1 = U’ o 1. O

Now we prove that the boundary action functions of two different energy levels
actually determine the full jets of the metric g, magnetic potential o and potential
function U on the boundary.

Lemma 4.2. If (9,«,U) and (¢',a/,U") are simple MP-systems on M with the
same boundary action functions for both energy k1 and ka2, then (¢',a’,U’) is gauge
equivalent to some simple MP-system (g, &, U) such that in any local coordinate
system we have 9™glanr = 0™Glonr, 0™ alon = 0™ alonr and 0™U |onr = 0™U o
for every multi-index m.

Proof. Let G; = 2(k; — U)g and G = 2(k; — U’)¢’, i = 1,2 by Theorem 2.1 and
Proposition 2.2, (G;, ) and (G}, o) are simple magnetic systems of energy % Let
Ag, and Ag, denote the Mafié’s action potentials (of energy 1/2) for (G;,a) and
(G?, ') respectively. Then by Proposition 2.3 we have Ag, [arrxon = Ay |onrxan-
Then [6, Theorem 2.2] implies that there is (G, @;), gauge equivalent to (G, o),
such that in any local coordinate system 0™Glonr = 0™ Gilon and 0™alon =
0" @;|on for every multi-index m. Thus there is some diffeomorphism f; with
filoasr = Id, and some smooth function ; with ¢;|sas = 0, such that G; = f*G’ =
2(k; = U’ o fi)fFg and a; = ffa' + dp;. Actually by Lemma 4.1 Ulapr = U'lonr,
the proof of [6, Theorem 2.2] showes that near the boundary OM, one can choose
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J1 = fa = expyy o(exply,,) ! where expy,, and exply,, are the “usual” boundary
exponential maps w.r.t. g and ¢’ respectively. Thus f7¢' = f3¢’, U o f1 =U'o f
near the boundary. We define § = ff¢’,a@ = ay, U = U’ o f;, by Lemma 4.1,
Ulom = Uhpy = Ulanr. Thus Gilon = Gilanr implies glomr = glonm-

Now we prove the equality of derivatives on the boundary by introducing bound-
ary normal coordinates (z’,2") w.r.t. ¢ near arbitrary zo € dM. Since gloyp =
Jloar, the same coordinates are boundary normal coordinates w.r.t. g. Thus locally
the metrics are of the form

g = gijdxiday + da?,
g = gijdxiday + da?,

where 4, j vary from 1 to n — 1. It suffices to prove that the normal derivatives are
equal, i.e.

67Tgij|m:wo = 57T§ij|z:m0, 87TU|$:LE() = 87TU|$:LE() VYm = 07 17 e ;iuj = 17 e 7n_1'

We prove above equalities by induction, the case m = 0 is granted. Assume for some
nonnegative integer [ and all 0 < m < I, 07 Gijlo=zo = O Gijlo=a0, On'Ulz=z, =
OMU | y=zy- Since 0G| pmuy = O5TL G| i=sy, then

(=0, U)gij + (k1 = U0 giy = (=04, 0)giy + (k1 — U)0 gy (8)
at wg. Similarly for energy ks, since g = f5g’, U = U’ o fo near M, we have at x
(=0, U gij + (k2 = U)0, gij = (=051 0)gsj + (ko — U)O G- 9)
Taking difference of above two equalities, we arrive
(k1 = k2)05 gijlomse = (k1 — k2)05 Gijlomo-

Since ki # ko, we obtain 051 gijleesy = 051 Gij| om0 Now return to the equa-
tion (8), since gloar = gloar is positive definite, Ulans = Ulaar, we eventually get
O U ympy = OLF1U | 1=, . This finishes the proof. O

4.2. Scattering relation. Now we show that for simple MP-systems, the bound-
ary rigidity problem is equivalent to the problem of restoring a Riemannian metric,
a magnetic potential and a potential from the scattering relations. Thus we will
formulate all rigidity results in terms of the boundary rigidity problem in the next
Section.

Theorem 4.3. Suppose that (g,,U) and (¢’,a/,U’) are simple MP-systems on
M of the same energy k such that glapr = 9'lonr, Ulom = U'|loam and 1 = 2%
Then the boundary action functions Algyrxan and A|arrxon of both the systems
coincide if and only if the scattering relations S and S of these systems coincide.

Proof. First, we introduce some notations. Let G =2(k—U)g, G' = 2(k—=U")g’, by
Theorem 2.1 and Proposition 2.2, (G, a) and (G',a’) are simple magnetic systems
of energy 3. We denote by S¢ and S the scattering relations of (G, a) and (G, o)
respectively (The definition of the scattering relation for a simple magnetic system
is similar to that for a simple MP-system by considering the magnetic flow of
energy %) The notation 9+ SM denotes the bundle of inward unit vectors at M
with respect to metric G (and also of G/, since Gloy = G’ |onr)-
Suppose Alavxom = A'|amxonr, then by Proposition 2.3 we have

Aclomxam = Agrlomxonm-
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Then [6, Lemma 2.5] implies that S = S¢v. Now we prove that this implies S = §.
Since the trajectories of (g, a, U) and (G, @) coincide, for any (z,&) € 04S*M the
scattering relation S can be expressed in terms of Sg in the following way

sto) =2 1= (s (= 57="75)) 52 (= 7o)

where s¢ = m o Sg ( Here we define ¢(z,v) = (z,cv) ). Exactly in the same way
S’ can be expressed in terms of Sg/. Since Sg = S, these expressions imply that
s=¢.

Conversely, assume that S = §’. Since the trajectories of these two systems
coincide, for any (z,£) € 0;1SM the scattering relation Sg can be expressed in
terms of S in the following way

S(z,2(k — U())§)
(k= Ul(s (z,2(k = U(2))8)))’
where s = 7 0 S. Exactly in the same way Sg/ can be expressed in terms of S'.

Since § = &', these expressions imply that S¢ = Sgr. Then [6, Lemma 2.6] implies
that

SG(«TE,&) = 2

Aclomxam = Agrlomxonm-

Applying Proposition 2.3 we come to Algrrxonm = A |orrxon- O

Remark: Theorem 4.3 together with the counterexamples of the previous section
shows that for generally a simple MP-system, knowing the scattering relation of
only one energy level is also insufficient for solving the scattering rigidity problem.

5. MAIN RESULTS

5.1. Rigidity in a given conformal class. Here we give the proof of our first
main result which is a rigidity theorem in a fixed conformal class of a metric. The
theorem below generalizes the corresponding well-known results for the ordinary
boundary rigidity problem, see [4, 13, 14], and for the magnetic boundary rigidity
problem, see [6].

Theorem 5.1. Let (g,a,U) and (¢', o/, U’) be simple MP-systems on M with the
same boundary action functions for both energy k1 and ko. If ¢’ is conformal to g,
then ¢’ =g, &’ =a+dp and U' = U for some smooth function ¢ on M vanishing
on OM, hence (¢', ', U’) is gauge equivalent to (g,c,U).

Proof. Let G; = 2(k; — U)g, G} = 2(k; — U")g’, i = 1,2, by Theorem 2.1 and
Proposition 2.2, (G;, ) and (G}, o), for i = 1,2, are all simple magnetic systems of
energy 3. Let Ag, and Ag; denote the Mané’s action potentials (of energy 1/2) for
(G;, ) and (G, a') respectively. Then by Proposition 2.3 we have Ag,|omxom =
Agrlomxonm. By the assumption ¢’ = wg for some strictly positive function w €
C*°(M), therefore

Gl =wk; = Uk —U)'G,.
Applying [6, Theorem 6.1], we get G} = G, i.e.
w(ki —UN(k; —U)t =1, (10)



BOUNDARY AND SCATTERING RIGIDITY PROBLEMS FOR MP-SYSTEMS 11

and that there are ¢, € C°°(M), with ¢;|opr = 0, such that o/ = « + dy;. But
w(k; —U")(k; —U)"t =1, i =1,2 also impies that

ki~ U ks U

k1 —U — ko —=U"
Thus U = U’ on M (since k1 # ko ), together with (10) this gives w = 1. On
the other hand, dy1 = dys with ¢1|an = @2]om = 0 implies 1 = w2 = ¢, thus
o' = a+ dyp for some p € C°°(M) with plam = 0. O

Remark: In Jollivet’s paper on the scattering rigidity problem [10], the metrics g
and ¢’ are the same, namely the Euclidean metric, which means w = 1 under the
setting of Theorem 5.1. Thus we have (k—U’)(k—U)~! = 1, which implies U = U’
on M. That’s why one fixed energy level is sufficient for Euclidean case. However,
for general simple MP-systems we need the information of two energy levels, as
can be seen from the counterexamples and the proof above.

5.2. Rigidity of real-analytic systems. Our next result says that rigidity also
holds in a class of real-analytic simple MP-systems. This generalizes the corre-
sponding result for the magnetic boundary rigidity problem in [6].

Theorem 5.2. If M is a real-analytic compact manifold with boundary, and (g, ., U)
and (¢', o/, U") are simple real-analytic MP-systems on M with the same boundary
action functions for both energy k1 and ka2, then these systems are gauge equivalent.

Proof. Let G = 2(ky — U)g, G' = 2(k1 — U")¢’, by Theorem 2.1 and Proposition
2.2, (G,«a) and (G', ') are simple real-analytic magnetic systems of energy % Let
Ag and Agr denote the Mané’s action potentials (of energy 1/2) for (G, a) and
(G', ) respectively. Then by Proposition 2.3 we have Ag|onrxon = Acr|onmrxon -
Then [6, Theorem 6.2] implies that (G,«) and (G, a’) are gauge equivalent, i.e.
there are some real-analytic diffeomorphism f : M — M with f|sa = Id and some
real-analytic function ¢ on M with ¢|gar = 0, such that G' = f*G = 2(k; — U o
f)f*g, o = f*a + dp. In particular, ¢’ is conformal to f*g.

Now we consider the systems (¢', o/, U’) and (f*g,o/,Uo f). Let A, and A} , i =
1,2, denote the Mafié’s action potentials (of energy k;) for simple real-analytic MP-
systems (g, «,U) and (¢’,a’,U’) respectively. By our assumption, Al|orrxon =
Ailorrxon = Ailorrxonr,i = 1,2, where A;|garxonr is the boundary action funciton
of (f*g,a’,Uof) for energy k; (the second equality comes from the fact that (g, «, U)
and (f*g,a’,Uof) are gauge equivalent) . Then, Theorem 5.1 impies that U’ = Uo f
and ¢’ = f*g. O

5.3. Rigidity of two-dimensional systems. We show that two-dimensional sim-
ple MP-systems are always rigid. Our result generalizes the boundary rigidity the-
orem for simple Riemannian surfaces [20] and for simple two-dimensional magnetic
systems [6].

Theorem 5.3. If dim M =2 and (g,,U) and (¢', &', U’) are simple MP-systems
on M with the same boundary action functions for both energy k1 and ko, then these
systems are gauge equivalent.

Proof. Let G = 2(ky — U)g, G' = 2(k1 — U")¢’, by Theorem 2.1 and Proposition
2.2, (G,a) and (G', ') are simple magnetic systems. Let Ag and Ags denote the
Maiié’s action potentials (of energy 1/2) for (G, ) and (G’, ) respectively. Then
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by Proposition 2.3 we have Aglomxon = Agr|lomxon. Applying [6, Theorem 7.1]
we find some diffeomorphism f: M — M with f|sa = Id, and a smooth function
o : M — R, with p|lpps = 0, such that ¢ = (k1 — U o f)(k1 — U')"1f*g (ie.
¢’ is conformal to f*g) and o = f*a + dp. Let A; and A} denote the Mané’s
action potentials (of energy k;) for simple MP-systems (g,,U) and (¢’,o’,U’)
respectively. By our assumption, A!|anrxan = Ajlanrxon = Ailorrxon,i = 1,2,
where A;|oarxaon is the boundary action funciton of (f*g,a/,U o f) for energy k;
(the second equality comes from the fact that (g, o, U) and (f*g,a’, Uo f) are gauge
equivalent) . Then, Theorem 5.1 impies that U’ = U o f and ¢’ = f*g. O

6. FINAL REMARK

Our main results and the counterexamples have shown that it’s necessary to con-
sider two different energy levels for the boundary and scattering rigidity problems
of simple MP-systems. However, assuming the boundary action functions A = A’
for some fixed energy k, we still can obtain some weak version of boundary rigidity.

After reviewing the proof of the main results, if two simple MP-systems (g, o, U)
and (¢’,/,U’) have the same boundary action function for some energy k, then
there exists a diffecomorphism f: M — M with f|oa = Id, and a smooth function
©: M — R with p|lsar = 0, such that ¢/ = (k—U")"Y(k—Uo f)f*g and o =
f*a+dp. Thus at least we can show that the magnetic potentials of these two MP-
systems are gauge equivalent, and the metrics of the two M'P-systems are gauge
equivalent up to some conformal factor (k — U’)~1(k — U o f), which is determined
by the potentials of the two systems. In particular, f = Id when ¢ is conformal
to ¢’, and for the real-analytic MP-systems, f and ¢ are both real-analytic. In
some sense, this can be regarded as a weak boundary rigidity result, but the two
systems may have different boundary action functions for energy levels other than
k. However, if two simple MP-systems are gauge equivalent, they must have the
same boundary action functions for all k > sup,, U = sup,, U’.

Similar situation occurs for the scattering rigidity problem of simple MP-systems.

APPENDIX A.

A.1. Mané’s critical values. Here we adapt a certain part of the theory of con-
vex superlinear Lagrangians to the case of manifolds with boundary, see also [6,
Appendix A.1].

Let M be a compact Riemannian manifold with boundary and let L : TM — R
be a C*° Lagrangian satisfying the following hypotheses:

e Convezxity: For all x € M the restriction of L to T,M has everywhere
positive definite Hessian.
o Superlinear growth:

lim ————= =400
|[v]—o0 |’U|

uniformly on z € M.

The action of L on an absolutely continuous curve « : [a,b] — M is

b
Ar(y) = / Li(£).4(2)) dt.
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For each A € R, the Mané action potential Ay : M x M — RU {—o0} is defined
by

Ax(z,y) = inf Apria(y),
v€eC(z,y)

where C(z,y) = {v:[0,T] = M : v(0) = =, v(T) =y, ~ is absolutely continuous}.
The critical level ¢ = ¢(L) is defined as
¢(L) =sup{A € R: Ap;x(v) < 0 for some closed curve v}
=inf{A € R: Ary,(y) > 0 for every closed curve v}.

Recall that the energy function E: TM — R for L is defined by
oL
E(z,v) = %(:v,v) -v — L(z,v),

and that the energy function is constant on every solution z(t) of the Euler—
Lagrange equation

d 0L ) oL .

E%(:c(t),x(t)) = 8—36(%(75),15(75))- (11)

Let ot : TM — T'M be the Euler-Lagrange flow, defined by ¥ (z,v) = (v(t),5(t)),
where « is the solution of (11) with v(0) = « and 4(0) = v. For z € M and
k € R, the exponential map at x of energy A is defined to be the partial map
exp, : To M — M given by
exp(tv) = Topt(v), t>0, veET,M, E(x,v) =\

Then exp is a Cl-smooth partial map on T, M which is C*°-smooth on T, M \ {0}.
The next two propositions were proved in [6, Appendix A.1].

Proposition A.1. If exp) : (exp))~ (M) — M is a diffeomorphism for every
x € M, then X > ¢(L).

Proposition A.2. If A > ¢(L) and z,y € M = # y, then there is v € C(x,y) such
that

Ax(z,y) = Apa(y).
Moreover, the energy of v is E(v,5) = .

Now, we apply the above to the case of MP-systems. For a simple M'P-system
(M, g,c,U), the MP-flow can also be obtained as the Euler-Lagrange flow with
the corresponding Lagrangian defined by

1
L(z,v) = §|v|§ —ag(v) = U(z).
Lemma A.3. Let (g,a,U) be a simple MP-system on M. For x,y € M, x # vy,

Ap(r,y) = ALJrk("Yz,y) =2kTy,y — / (a+2U),

Yo,y
where vy 4 : [0, Ty ] — M is the MP-geodesic with constant energy k from x to y.

Proof. 1t is easy to see that the simplicity assumption implies that for this La-
grangian the assumptions of Proposition A.1 hold for all A sufficiently close to k.
Therefore, the proposition gives k > ¢(L). Then Proposition A.2 shows that, given
x # yin M, there is v € C(z,y) with energy k such that A(x,y) = A(y). Using
simplicity, one can then prove that v is a MP-geodesic with constant energy k, i.e.,
Y= Vay- U
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A.2. MP-convexity. Let M be a compact manifold with boundary, endowed with
a Riemannian metric g, a closed 2-form 2 and a smooth function U. Consider a
manifold M; such that Mi** 5 M. Extend g, Q and U to M; smoothly, preserving
the former notation for extensions. We say that M is MP-convex at x € OM
if there is a neighborhood O of = in M; such that all MP-geodesics of constant
energy k in O, passing through z and tangent to M at z, lie in M; \ M. If, in
addition, these geodesics do not intersect M except for x, we say that M is strictly
MP-convez at x. It is not hard to show that these definitions depend neither on
the choice of M7 nor on the way we extend g,  and U to M;.

As before, we let A denote the second fundamental form of OM and v(x) the
inward unit vector normal to OM at x.

Lemma A.4. If M is MP-convez at x € OM, then
Az, v) > (Yo(v),v(2)) — dU(v(z)) for allv € SE(OM). (12)
If the inequality is strict, then M is strictly MP-convex at x.

Proof. Suppose M is MP-convex at x. Choosing a smaller O if necessary, we
may assume that there is a smooth function p on O such that |gradp| = 1 and
OM N O = p~1(0). Further we may assume that all the above MP-geodesics lie in
O~ ={z:p(x) <0}
Let v € S¥(OM) and ~(t) be the MP-geodesic with v(0) = =z, 4(0) = v. By
assumption, p o y(t) < 0 for all small ¢. Therefore,
d2

el [pory(t)] <0.

t=0

Since
@ 1p07(0)] = % (arad p(a(1)), (1)
= (V500 grad p(y(1)),3(0)) + {grad p(x(1). (1)
= Hess, iy p(3(1),3(1)) + {grad p(3(1), Y (3(4)) — VU (1(1))

and since A(z,v) = — Hess, p(v,v) and grad p(z) = v(x) when (x,v) € S¥(OM),
we arrive at (12).
Now, assume that (12) is strict. Then there is ¢ > 0 such that for every MP-
geodesic v in My with v(0) = 2 and 5(0) = v € S¥(OM),
d2

p7E) [por(t)] ‘t:O < -0

Thus, there is a small € > 0 such that
1
por(t) < —16t2 for all t € (—¢,¢).
This implies the second statement. O

A.3. Scattering relation. For (z,¢) € 0,S*M, let 7(x,&) be the time when
the MP-geodesic 7z, such that v, ¢(0) = x, ¥,,6(0) = &, exits. Clearly, the
function 7(z,¢) is continuous and, using the implicit function theorem, it is easily
seen to be smooth near a point (z,§) such that the MP-geodesic v, ¢(t) meets
OM transversally at t = 7(z,£). By (3) and Lemma A.4 in Appendix A, the last
condition holds everywhere on 9, S* M \ S¥(0M). Thus, 7 is a smooth function on
04 S*M\ S*(OM).
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Lemma A.5. For a simple MP-system, the function 7 : 0, S¥M — R is smooth.

Proof. Let p be a smooth nonnegative function on M such that M = p~*(0)
and |gradp| = 1 in some neighborhood of OM. Put h(z,&,t) = p(ya.e(t)) for
(7,€) € 0S¥ M. Then

h(z,¢&,0) =0,

oh

E(xvgvo) = <I/(£L‘),§>,

0%h

W(xvgvo) = Hess, p(f,f) + <I/(J:),Y(§) - VU(‘T»

Therefore, for some smooth function R(z,¢&,t),

Wz, &, t) = (v(z),§)t + % (Hess, p(€,€) + (v(x),Y () = VU(2))) * + R(x, &, 1)t°.

Since h(z, &, 7(x,§)) = 0, it follows that L = 7(x, &) is a solution of the equation

F(z,¢, L) = <u(a:),g>+% (Hessg p(&,€) + (v(x),Y (€) — VU(2))) L+R(x,&,t) L* = 0.
(13)
By (3), for (z,¢) € S*(OM)
O (r,6,0) = 3 (Hesse pl&,€) + (v(a), Y (€) — VU(@)))

(=A(z,8) + (v(2), Y (§) = VU(x))) < 0.

N = N —

Now, the implicit function theorem yields smoothness of 7(x, &) in a neighborhood
of S¥(OM). Since 7 is also smooth on 9, S*M \ S¥(OM), we conclude that 7 is
smooth on 0, S*M. O
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