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BIHOLOMORPHISM RIGIDITY FOR TRANSPORT

TWISTOR SPACES

JAN BOHR, FRANÇOIS MONARD, AND GABRIEL P. PATERNAIN

Abstract. We prove that biholomorphisms between the transport twistor
spaces of simple or Anosov surfaces exhibit rigidity: they must be, up to
constant rescaling and the antipodal map, the lift of an orientation preserv-
ing isometry.

1. Introduction

Transport twistor spaces are degenerate complex 2-dimensional manifolds,
which can be associated with any oriented Riemannian surface (M, g). The
complex geometry of these spaces is intricately linked to the geodesic flow of
the surface.

For an oriented Riemannian surface (M, g), possibly with a non-empty
boundary ∂M , the transport twistor space is defined as the 4-manifold

Z = {(x, v) ∈ TM : g(v, v) ≤ 1},

endowed with a natural complex structure. This structure turns the interior
Z◦ into a classical complex surface, though it degenerates at the unit circle
bundle SM ⊂ ∂Z, encoding the geodesic vector field in the process.

In recent years, these twistor spaces have emerged as valuable tools for
organising and reinterpreting various questions in geometric inverse problems
and dynamical systems [3, 1, 2].

This note examines biholomorphisms between such transport twistor spaces,
establishing rigidity results in two distinct contexts: simple surfaces and Ano-
sov surfaces. A simple surface is a compact Riemannian surface (M, g) with a
strictly convex boundary, no trapped geodesics, and no conjugate points. An
Anosov surface is a closed, oriented Riemannian surface (M, g) whose geodesic
flow is Anosov—equivalently, g belongs to the C2-interior of the set of metrics
without conjugate points.

Consider two oriented Riemannian surfaces (Mi, gi) (for i = 1, 2) and their
associated twistor spaces Z1 and Z2. A map Φ: Z1 → Z2 is called a biholo-
morphism if it is a diffeomorphism that restricts to a biholomorphism between
the complex surfaces Z◦

1 and Z◦
2 . If two twistor spaces are biholomorphic,

Date: October 10, 2024.
1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2410.06359v1


2 J. BOHR, F. MONARD, AND G.P. PATERNAIN

the underlying real surfaces must be diffeomorphic. Therefore, without loss
of generality, we may fix the surface M and consider different Riemannian
metrics on it. Biholomorphisms from Z to itself are called automorphisms and
the group of automorphisms is denoted Aut(Z).

Obvious examples of biholomorphisms arise from the lifting of isometries: if
ϕ : (M, g1) → (M, g2) is an orientation preserving isometry, then the lift

ϕ♯ : Z1 → Z2, ϕ♯(x, v) = (ϕ(x), dϕx(v)),

is a biholomorphism. Moreover, the geodesic flow being reversible implies that
the antipodal map a(x, v) = (x,−v) is an automorphism. Constant rescalings
also produce biholomorphisms: if g2 = Cg1 for a constant C > 0, then also
the map sc(x, v) = (x, C−1/2v) is a biholomorphism sc : Z1 → Z2.

A simple yet illustrative example of a biholomorphism that is not of the
aforementioned types arises for M = R2 with its standard Euclidean metric.
Here, Z can be identified with C× D, where D is the closed unit disc. Using
standard coordinates (z, µ) ∈ C × D, the holomorphic structure is described
in terms of T 0,1Z = C(∂z̄ + µ2∂z)⊕ C∂µ̄. One can verify that the map

(z, µ) 7→

(

z +
isµ

1 + |µ|2
, µ

)

is an automorphism of Z for any s ∈ R. However, for s 6= 0 this cannot be
expressed in terms of the antipodal map and lifts of isometries. Note that this
automorphism commutes with the lifts of translations, allowing it to descend
to an automorphism of the transport twistor space of the 2-torus.

Our primary results demonstrate that biholomorphism rigidity holds for
both simple and Anosov surfaces:

Theorem 1. Let g1 and g2 be two simple metrics on M with Vol(∂M, g1) =
Vol(∂M, g2). If Φ: Z1 → Z2 is a biholomorphism, then there exists an orien-
tation preserving isometry ϕ : (M, g1) → (M, g2) such that:

Φ = ϕ♯ or Φ = ϕ♯ ◦ a.

Theorem 2. Let g1 and g2 be two Anosov metrics on M with Vol(M, g1) =
Vol(M, g2). If Φ: Z1 → Z2 is a biholomorphism, then there exists an orienta-
tion preserving isometry ϕ : (M, g1) → (M, g2) such that

Φ = ϕ♯ or Φ = ϕ♯ ◦ a.

Remark 1. If C = Vol(∂M, g1)/Vol(∂M, g2) 6= 1, then Theorem 1 still holds
with ϕ being an isometry between g1 and Cg2, and Φ(x, v) = (ϕ(x), C1/2dϕx(v)),
possibly composed with the antipodal map. Theorem 2 can be modified anal-
ogously, with C being a ratio of areas.

The proofs of these theorems rely on several key ingredients:
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• Ideas from the proof of boundary rigidity for simple surfaces by Pestov
and Uhlmann [17], and the recent proof of marked length spectrum
rigidity for Anosov surfaces [7].

• A characterisation of biholomorphisms Φ: Z1 → Z2 as orientation pre-
serving diffeomorphisms that are fibrewise holomorphic and induce an
orbit equivalence φ = Φ|SM1

: SM1 → SM2 between geodesic flows.

• The identity principle for holomorphic maps, as established in [2, Corol-
lary 1.7], which asserts that two holomorphic maps Φ,Ψ: Z1 → Z2 such
that Φ|SM1

= Ψ|SM1
must agree everywhere.

1.1. Relationship to inverse problems. The question of biholomorphism
rigidity naturally comes up in geometric inverse problems. Given metrics g1
and g2 on M , recall that a diffeomorphism φ : SM1 → SM2 is called

◦ a conjugacy, if it intertwines the geodesic flows;
◦ an orbit equivalence, if it intertwines geodesic flows up to a time change.

Let now (M, g0) be a simple surface and consider

Ms = {g : simple metric such that g = g0 on TM |∂M}

Each g ∈ Ms induces a diffeomorphism αg ∈ Diff(∂SM), called the scattering
relation (cf. Section 2). Any two metrics g1, g2 ∈ Ms are related by an orbit
equivalence1 φ and any such orbit equivalence satisfies

αg2 ◦ (φ|∂SM) = (φ|∂SM) ◦ αg1 on ∂SM.

Imposing the boundary condition φ|∂SM = Id implies that αg1 = αg2 and
vice versa, if the scattering relations agree, then the metrics are related by a
boundary fixing conjugacy — as a consequence of the scattering rigidity proved
in [17], this enforces that g1 and g2 are isometric via a boundary fixing isometry.
Our first theorem demonstrates that this rigidity phenomenon persists, if the
boundary condition is replaced by the requirement that φ holomorphically
extends to transport twistor space.

While our result relies on ideas from [17], the knowledge that no information
is lost by focusing on transport twistor spaces suggests that conjugacy rigidity
problems (cf. [8, Section 4.6]) might be amenable to using complex geomet-
ric methods on twistor space. However, such an approach requires a better
understanding of which orbit equivalences admit holomorphic extensions.

Besides proving rigidity, it is of interest to understand the structure of the
range A = {αg : g ∈ Ms} ⊂ Diff(∂SM) of the scattering map. In analogy to
the range characterisations in [19, 16, 3], one might hope that A is of the form

AH = {ψ−1 ◦ αg0 ◦ ψ : ψ ∈ H}, H ⊂ Diff(∂SM),

1One constructs φ by flowing back along the first geodesic flow and forward along the
second, achieving smoothness by moving slightly across ∂SM — see e.g. [2, Section 5.3].
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where H is a suitable class of diffeomorphisms. Note that if H = Diff(∂SM),
the aforementioned intertwining relation implies that A ⊂ AH, however the
latter set also contains scattering data of non-simple metrics. Guided by the
just cited articles, where it was key to respect the complex structure of M and
its transport twistor space, one is tempted to consider

H = {Φ|∂SM : Φ: Zg → Zg0 biholomorphism, g ∈ Ms}.

A consequence of Theorem 1 is that such a guess fails: the orbit AH then only
contains scattering data of metrics that are isometric to g0. In particular, new
ideas are needed in order to obtain a range characterisation for the scattering
relation akin to those found in the Calderón- and (linear and non-linear) X-ray
tomography problems.

Organisation of the article. Section 2 provides preliminaries on transport
twistor spaces and properties of biholomorphisms. Section 3 offers three gen-
eral rigidity results, one for diffeomorphisms preserving the canonical contact
1-form, one for geodesic equivalences and another one for time changes. The
proof of Theorem 1 is presented in Section 4, and the proof of Theorem 2 is
given in Section 5.

Acknowledgements. FM was partially supported by NSF-CAREER grant
DMS-1943580 and GPP was partially supported by NSF grant DMS-2347868.

2. Preliminaries

Let (M, g) be a connected and oriented surface, possibly with a non-empty
boundary ∂M . We also view (M, g) as Riemann surface and write

µ · v = (Reµ)v + (Imµ)v⊥, v ∈ TxM,µ ∈ C

for the associated complex multiplication on TxM , with v⊥ being the rotation
by π/2, counterclockwise according to the orientation. If ∂M 6= 0, we write ν
for the inward pointing unit normal to ∂M and define ν⊥ = −ν⊥.

The unit tangent bundle SM is a 3-manifold, possibly with a non-empty
boundary ∂SM . The geodesic flow on SM is denoted with (ϕt). The tangent
bundle TSM comes with a natural frame

{X,H, V },

where X generates the geodesic flow, V generates the vertical flow (x, v) 7→
(x, eitv), and H = [V,X ] is defined as commutator. The Sasaki metric on SM
is defined by requiring this frame to be orthonormal.

If ∂M 6= ∅ is strictly convex, the scattering relation of g is the set
{

(

(x, v), (y, w)
)

∈ ∂SM × ∂SM :
(y, w) = ϕt(x, v) for some t 6= 0
or x = y and v = w ∈ Tx(∂M)

}

.
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If g is simple, this is the graph of a smooth diffeomorphism α ∈ Diff(∂SM)
that we also refer to as scattering relation. We have α2 = Id and further α
has the glancing region ∂0SM = S(∂M) as fixed point set.

2.1. Transport twistor space. We equip the total space of the unit disk
bundle Z → M with an involutive complex 2-plane bundle D ⊂ TCZ (also
referred to as involutive structure [21]), having the following properties:

(a) D ∩ D̄ =

{

CX SM

0 Z\SM

Away from SM this implies that D = ker(J + i) for a complex struc-
ture J . In particular, (Z◦, J) is a classical complex surface.

(b) Let π : Z → M be the projection map. Equipping the fibres Zx =
π−1({x}) with their standard complex structure (induced by g and the
orientation), the embedding Zx →֒ Z is holomorphic.

(c) The orientation induced by J is the canonical one on TM .

For the construction of D see [3]; in fact, D is uniquely characterised by these
three properties. For M = R2 and Z = {(z, µ) ∈ C2 : |µ| ≤ 1}, the interested
reader may check at once that D = C(∂z̄ + µ2∂z)⊕ C∂µ̄.

Remark 2. The construction of transport twistor space is inspired by the more
classical projective twistor space ZP, which has been used in the context of Zoll
structures [10, 11, 18] and projective structures [12, 13].

2.1.1. Holomorphic functions. For U ⊂ Z open, we denote with

A(U) = {f ∈ C∞(U) : df(D) = 0}

the algebra of holomorphic functions on U , understood to be smooth up to
the boundary, if U ∩ ∂Z 6= ∅. The restriction f 7→ f |SM is an isomorphism

A(Z)
∼
−→ {u ∈ C∞(SM) : Xu = 0 and u is fibrewise holomorphic} ,

where u being fibrewise holomorphic means that for all x ∈ M the function
u(x, ·) : SxM = ∂Zx → C extends to a holomorphic map on the fibre Zx, or
what is equivalent, all negative Fourier modes vanish (cf. [3, Proposition 4.4]).

For simple surfaces more can be said.

Proposition 3. If (M, g) is simple, then f 7→ f |∂SM is an isomorphism

A(Z)
∼
−→ {u ∈ C∞(∂SM) : u = u ◦ α and u is fibrewise holomorphic} .

Proof. By [15, Theorem 5.1.1] every α-invariant function u ∈ C∞(∂SM) ex-
tends to a smooth solution of Xu = 0 on SM and the proof of [15, Lemma
11.5.3] shows that u|∂SM being fibrewise holomorphic implies that u is fibre-
wise holomorphic on all of SM . By the discussion above, this implies that the
restriction map f 7→ f |∂SM is onto. Injectivity is obvious. �
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Equipping M with the complex structure induced by g and the orientation,
the zero section embedding M →֒ Z is holomorphic, and hence there is a
restriction map as follows:

A(Z) → A(M), f 7→ f |M

Here A(M) is the algebra of holomorphic functions on M , smooth up to the
boundary. A classical result of Pestov–Uhlmann [17] can then be rephrased as
a type of Cartan extension theorem:

Proposition 4 (Pestov–Uhlmann extension – Corollary 4.7 in [3]). If (M, g)
is simple, then the restriction map A(Z) → A(M) is onto. �

More generally, for fixed x ∈ M there is a Taylor expansion f(x, v) =
f(x, 0) + θx(v) + O(|v|2) about v = 0 and holomorphicity of f(x, ·) : Zx →
C implies that θ is a (1, 0)-form on M . In fact, θ ∈ H1(M), the space of
holomorphic 1-forms, again understood to be smooth up to the boundary.

Proposition 5 (Pestov–Uhlmann extension for holomorphic 1-forms). If (M, g)
is simple, then the map A(Z) → H1(M), f 7→ θ is onto. (And the preimage
of θ may be chosen such that f ◦ a = −f).

Proof (using the notation from Section 6.1 in [15]). By [15, Theorem 12.2.4],
given any g ∈ Ωm we can find a smooth solution u to Xu = 0 whose mth
Fourier mode um is given by g. Giving an element θ ∈ H1(M) is equivalent to
giving g ∈ Ω1 with η−g = 0. Thus v :=

∑

k≥0 u2k+1 is fibrewise holomorphic
such that Xv = 0 and with v1 = g. Its unique extension f to Z is the required
function. �

For closed Anosov surfaces, where A(Z) ∼= A(M) ∼= C, there are suitable
replacements [1, Theorem 1.2] – here, we will not need this directly, however.

2.1.2. Holomorphic maps. A holomorphic map Φ: (Z,D) → (Z ′,D ′) into an-
other transport twistor space (or a into classical complex manifold with D ′ =
T 0,1Z ′) is per definitionem a map that is smooth up to the boundary of Z and
that satisfies

dΦ(x,v)(D(x,v)) ⊂ D
′
Φ(x,v) for all (x, v) ∈ Z.

As this is a closed condition, it suffices to verify holomorphicity in the interior
Z◦, where it corresponds to the familiar notion from complex geometry.

Proposition 6. Let Φ: Z → Z ′ be an orientation preserving diffeomorphism
between transport twistor spaces. If Φ is a biholomorphism, then:

(i) Φ restricts to a diffeomorphism φ : SM → SM ′ such that

φ∗X ∈ RX ′ and φ∗V ∈ RX ′ ⊕ RV ′.

(ii) the map Φ(x, ·) : Zx → Z ′ is holomorphic for all x ∈M .
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Remark 3. Using that D is uniquely characterised by the above three proper-
ties, one can show that the conditions (i) and (ii) are also sufficient for Φ to
be a biholomorphism, but we will not need this here.

Proof. Consider (x, v) ∈ SM and

A = dΦ(x,v) : (TCZ)(x,v) → (TCZ
′)Φ(x,v).

This maps D(x, v) into D ′(Φ(x, v)) and, being the complexification of a real
linear map, satisfies A(w̄) = Aw. Thus X(x, v) is sent to a nonzero real vector
inside D ′(Φ(x, v)), which enforces

Φ(x, v) ∈ SM ′ and Φ∗X(x, v) ∈ RX ′(Φ(x, v)).

Hence φ = Φ|SM is a smooth map SM → SM ′ and satisfies the first condition
in (i); repeating the argument with Φ−1 shows that φ is a diffeomorphism.

Next, we claim that

(D ⊕ D̄) ∩ TSM = RX ⊕ RV. (1)

Indeed, the inclusion Zx →֒ Z being holomorphic implies that TZx = T 0,1Zx⊕
T 1,0Zx ⊂ D ⊕ D̄ and thus on SM both V and V⊥ (the normal vector to
SM ⊂ TM) lie in D ⊕ D̄ . Thus, on SM we have CX ⊕CV ⊕CV⊥ ⊂ D ⊕ D̄ ;
for dimension reasons we must have equality, and intersecting with the real
tangent bundle TSM yields (1).

Using (1) on both SM and SM ′ we conclude that A sends V (x, v) into
RX ′ ⊕ RV ′, which the second half of (i). Property (ii) is obvious. �

In [2] we showed that D is locally integrable, also near points on SM , where
the Newlander–Nirenberg theorem cannot be applied due to the degeneracy of
D . This has the following consequence:

Proposition 7 (Corollary 1.7 in [2]). Let Φ1,Φ2 : Z → Z ′ be two holomorphic
maps with Φ1 = Φ2 on SM . Then Φ1 = Φ2 everywhere.

2.2. Radó-Kneser-Choquet theorem. Consider the Hardy space

H = {h ∈ L2(S1) : hk = 0, k < 0}

of L2-functions on S1 with vanishing negative Fourier modes. Any function
ψ ∈ C∞(S1) ∩ H has a unique holomorphic extension Ψ ∈ C∞(D) and the
Radó–Kneser–Choquet theorem (see e.g. [5, Chapter 3.1]) asserts that

ψ ∈ Diff(S1) ⇒ Ψ ∈ Diff(D).

Here Diff(·) denotes the diffeomorphisms of a manifold. From this we deduce
a rigidity result:

Lemma 8. Suppose ψ ∈ Diff(S1) satisfies the following properties:

(i) ψ(1) = 1;
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(ii) ψ(−µ) = −ψ(µ) for all µ ∈ S1;
(iii) ψ∗(H) ⊂ H.

Then ψ = Id.

Proof. Consider ψ as function ψ : S1 → C, then applying (iii) to f(µ) = µ gives
that ψ ∈ H. Consequently, there is a holomorphic map Ψ: D → C with Ψ = ψ
on S1. By the Radó–Kneser–Choquet theorem, Ψ: D → D is a biholomorphism
and thus there are (a, u) ∈ D◦ × S1 such that Ψ(µ) = u(µ − a)/(1 − āµ).
Property (ii) can be analytically continued to Ψ(−µ) = −Ψ(µ) for all µ ∈ D

and thus a = −ūΨ(0) = 0. Further, u = Ψ(1) = 1, hence ψ = Id. �

The Radó–Kneser–Choquet theorem can also be leveraged to Riemannian
surfaces (M, g). Denote A(∂M, g) ⊂ C∞(∂M) the space of boundary values
of g-holomorphic functions.

Lemma 9. Suppose M is diffeomorphic to a disk and g1 and g2 are two Rie-
mannian metrics. Then any ϕ ∈ Diff(∂M) with ϕ∗A(∂M, g2) ⊂ A(∂M, g1)
can be extended to a biholomorphism ϕ : (M, g1) → (M, g2).

Proof. By the Riemann mapping theorem, for k = 1, 2, there is a biholo-
morphism χk : (M, gk) → D which restricts to a diffeomorphism ∂M → S1

satisfying (χk|∂M)∗(H ∩ C∞(S1)) = A(∂M, gk). Thus the composition ψ =
(χ2|∂M) ◦ϕ ◦ (χ1|∂M)−1 belongs to Diff(S1) and preserves H∩C∞(S1). Viewed
as a C-valued map, this ensures that ψ ∈ H and by the Radó–Kneser–Choquet
theorem, ψ extends to an automorphism Ψ ∈ Aut(D). The sought after ex-
tension of ϕ is then given by χ−1

2 ◦Ψ ◦ χ1 ∈ Diff(M). �

2.3. A boundary determination lemma. In this subsection we assume
that ∂M 6= ∅ and consider flows on SM generated by the vector fields

F = X + λV, λ ∈ C∞(SM,R).

We assume that the flow (φt) = (φλ
t ) of F is non-trapping, such that the

scattering relation αλ : ∂SM → ∂SM is well-defined. We also assume that
∂M is strictly F -convex, meaning that

Πλ
x(v, v) := Πx(v, v)− λ(x, v)V (µ) > 0, (x, v) ∈ ∂0SM.

Here µ(x, v) := 〈ν(x), v〉 and Π is the second fundamental form of ∂M . The
scattering relation is then a diffeomorphism of ∂SM , given by

αλ(x, v) = φτ̃λ(x,v)(x, v), (x, v) ∈ ∂SM.

Here τ̃λ ∈ C∞(SM) is a function that vanishes on ∂0SM and satisfies F τ̃λ =
−2 on SM (analogous to τ̃ in [15, Section 3.2], see also [9]). The following
identity is easy to check and left as an exercise for the interested reader:

Πλ
x(v, v)V (τ̃λ)(x, v) = ±2, (x, v) ∈ ∂0SM (2)
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In particular, V τ̃λ 6= 0 on ∂0SM .

Lemma 10. Suppose αλ = α0 on ∂SM . Then

λ|∂0SM ≡ 0 and V λ|∂0SM ≡ 0.

In particular, if λ(x, v) = θx(v) for a 1-form θ on M , then θ|∂M ≡ 0.

Proof. Since αλ = φτ̃λ , for all (x, v) ∈ ∂SM it holds that

dαλ(ξ) = dτ̃λ(ξ)F ◦ αλ + dφτ̃λ(ξ), ξ ∈ T(x,v)∂SM. (3)

For (x, v) ∈ ∂0SM this implies that RF (x, v) is an eigenspace of dαλ with
eigenvalue −1. Further, T (∂0SM) is eigenspace with eigenvalue +1, hence:

αλ = α0 ⇒ RF (x, v) = RX(x, v) ⇒ λ(x, v) = 0.

To access higher order derivatives, let ξ ∈ T(x,v)SM and write dφt(ξ) =
x(t)F + y(t)H + z(t)V . For a given initial datum ξ the behaviour of the
coefficients is governed by the system of ODE

ẋ = λ y; (4)

ẏ = z; (5)

ż = V (λ)ẏ − κy, (6)

where κ := Kg − Hλ + λ2 and Kg is the Gaussian curvature (one can easily
derive these equations using an argument analogous to that of [15, Proposition
3.7.8]). We now specify to ξ = V (x, v) and denote the first two coefficients by

aλ(x, v, t) = 〈dφt(V (x, v)), X〉 and bλ(x, v, t) = 〈dφt(V (x, v)), H〉.

Then by (3), we have for all (x, v) ∈ ∂SM that

fλ(x, v) := 〈dαλ(V (x, v)), X〉 = V τ̃λ(x, v) + aλ(x, v, τ̃λ(x, v)),

gλ(x, v) := 〈dαλ(V (x, v)), H〉 = bλ(x, v, τ̃λ).

These must agree with the corresponding expressions for α0, denoted with f0
and g0, respectively. Applying V to the identity fλ = f0 yields

(V 2τ̃λ − V 2τ̃0)(x, v) = (V aλ)(x, v, τ̃λ(x, v)) + ȧλ(x, v, τ̃λ(x, v))(V τ̃λ(x, v)).

As aλ(x, v, 0) = ȧλ(x, v, 0) = 0 for all (x, v) ∈ ∂SM , restricting to the glancing
region, where τ̃λ(x, v) = 0, we obtain

V 2τ̃λ(x, v) = V 2τ̃0(x, v), (x, v) ∈ ∂0SM.

Next, applying V twice to gλ yields (with (x, v) suppressed from the notation):

V 2gλ = V 2bλ(τ̃λ) +
(

2V ḃλ(τ̃λ) + V τ̃λ · b̈λ(τ̃λ)
)

V τ̃λ + ḃλ(τ̃λ)V
2τ̃λ.
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Again, as bλ(x, v, 0) = 0 and ḃλ(x, v, 0) = 1 on ∂SM , all but two terms disap-
pear at the glancing and we obtain:

V 2gλ(x, v) =
(

V τ̃λ(x, v)
)2
b̈λ(x, v, 0) + V 2τ̃λ(x, v), (x, v) ∈ ∂0SM.

Since gλ = g0 on ∂SM and V τ̃λ = V τ̃0 6= 0 (by virtue of (2)) and V 2τ̃λ = V 2τ̃0
on ∂0SM , we deduce

b̈λ(x, v, 0) = b̈0(x, v, 0), (x, v) ∈ ∂0SM.

Finally, using (5) and (6) to compute the second derivative, this gives V λ(x, v) =
0 for (x, v) ∈ ∂0SM , as desired.

For the assertion about 1-forms note that for (x, v) ∈ ∂0SM we have θx(v) =
λ(x, v) = 0 and θx(v

⊥) = −V λ(x, v) = 0 and thus θx = 0 by linearity. �

3. Three general instances of rigidity

In this section we discuss when diffeomorphisms preserving the canonical
contact 1-form, geodesic equivalences and time changes extend as biholomor-
phisms.

3.1. Diffeomorphisms preserving the contact 1-form. Let gk (k = 1, 2)
be two metrics onM and consider SMk as a contact manifold with its canonical
contact 1-form αk.

Proposition 11. Let φ : SM1 → SM2 be a diffeomorphism such that φ∗
α2 =

α1. Then φ extends to a biholomorphism Zg1 → Zg2 if and only if it is the lift
of an orientation preserving isometry ϕ : (M, g1) → (M, g2).

Proof. The lift of an orientation preserving isometry always extends as a bi-
holomorphism between twistor spaces and it preserves contact 1-forms.

Assume now that φ extends as a biholomorphism. By Proposition 6, there
are functions a, b ∈ C∞(SM2,R) such that φ∗(V1) = aX2 + bV2. Since φ
preserves the contact 1-form, α2(φ∗(V1)) = α1(V1) = 0. Thus a = 0 and φ
preserves the vertical fibres. This means that we can write φ as

φ(x, v) = (ϕ(x), ψx(v)),

where ϕ : M → M is a diffeomorphism and ψx ∈ Diff(SxM1, Sϕ(x)M2). We
now use that φ∗

α2 = α1 by writing

(φ∗
α2)(x,v)(ξ) = 〈dπ2 ◦ dφ(x,v)(ξ), ψx(v)〉2

= 〈dϕx ◦ dπ1(ξ), ψx(v)〉2

= 〈dπ1(ξ), v〉1 = (α1)(x,v)(ξ),

where ξ ∈ T(x,v)SM1. Since any u ∈ TxM can be written as dπ1(ξ) for ξ ∈
T(x,v)SM1 we have

〈dϕx(u), ψx(v)〉2 = 〈u, v〉1 for all u ∈ TxM.
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This yields

ψx(v) = ((dϕx)
∗)−1(v).

Since ψx(v) has norm one it follows that dϕx is an isometry and ψx(v) =
dϕx(v) as desired. Since φ extends as a biholomorphism, ϕ must be orientation
preserving. �

3.2. Geodesic equivalences. We say that two metrics g1 and g2 are geodesi-
cally equivalent, if the scaling map

φ : SM1 → SM2

given by φ(x, v) = (x, v/|v|2) satisfies φ∗(X1) = aX2, where a is a (positive)
smooth function. Since φ preserves the vertical fibration it is a candidate to
extend as a biholomorphism of transport twistor space. However, we show
next that if that is the case then g1 is a constant multiple of g2.

Proposition 12. Suppose that g1 and g2 are geodesically equivalent and that
the scaling map φ extends as a biholomorphism between transport twistor spaces.
Then g1 is a constant multiple of g2.

Lemma 13. Let a, b,∈ C and define f : S1 → S1 by f(µ) = (aµ+ bµ̄)/|aµ+ bµ̄|.
Then f extends to a holomorphic map D → D if and only if b = 0.

Proof. Assume without loss of generality that a = 1, then for µ ∈ S1 we have
f(µ)2 = (µ2 + b)/(b̄µ2 + 1). This has a meromorphic extension to C ∪ {∞}
with two poles of modulus |b|−1/2 and two zeroes of modulus |b|1/2, both of
order 1, unless b = 0. If f extends holomorphically to D, the poles must lie
outside of D, which enforces |b| < 1. Further, the zeroes of the square of a
holomorphic function must be of order 2, hence b = 0. �

Proof of Proposition 12. Step 1 (fixed conformal class): If g2 = e2σg1 for some
σ ∈ C∞(M,R), then the Levi-Civita connections are related by

∇g2
ξ ξ −∇g1

ξ ξ = −g1(ξ, ξ) gradg1σ + 2(dσ(ξ))ξ, ξ ∈ C∞(M,TM).

Being geodesically equivalent forces this expression to be a multiple of ξ, which
implies dσ(ξ⊥) = 0 (see [12] for details). Hence σ is constant, as desired.

Step 2 (fixed fibre): Assume Φ is a holomorphic extension of φ that sends fibres
into fibres. For fixed x ∈ M , we then get a holomorphic map Φ(x, ·) : Z1,x →
Z2,x between disks that is of the form v 7→ v/|v|g2 at the boundary ∂Z1,x.
Lemma 13 thus implies that Id : (TxM, g1) → (TxM, g2) is conformal. Hence
the two metrics lie in the same conformal class, and Step 1 applies.

Step 3 (general case): We will reduce to Step 2 by showing that every holomor-
phic extension preserves fibres. For this we use the projective twistor space
ZP obtained as the quotient of Z by the antipodal map a. This is another
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(degenerate) complex surface such that the projection map Z → ZP is a 2–1
branched cover over the zero section of Z (see Remark 2).

Suppose φ extends as a biholomorphism Φ: Z1 → Z2. Then a ◦ Φ ◦ a is
a biholomorphism such that a ◦ Φ ◦ a|SM1

= φ. By the identity principle for
biholomorphisms (Proposition 7) we deduce that a◦Φ◦a = Φ everywhere and
thus Φ descends to a biholomorphism Φ̃ : ZP,1 → ZP,2. On the other hand, it is
well known that φ always induces a biholomorphism ΦP between the projective
twistor spaces simply by extending it in the obvious way on each fibre. By the
identity principle again (this time applied to projective twistor space (cf. [2])

we see that Φ̃ = ΦP and thus Φ̃ sends fibres into fibres. The same property
follows for Φ and we are done. �

3.3. Time changes. Next we consider maps φ = ϕτ : SM → SM of the form

φ(x, v) = ϕτ(x,v)(x, v), (x, v) ∈ SM,

where (ϕt) is the geodesic flow and τ : SM → R is a smooth map satisfying
Xτ +1 > 0. If ∂M 6= 0 we additionally assume that τ = 0 on ∂SM . We refer
to φ as a time change.

Lemma 14. The map φ = ϕτ is a diffeomorphism of SM (with φ = Id on
∂SM) such that φ∗(qX) = X, where 1/q = 1 +Xτ .

Proof. We compute

dφ(X(x, v)) = dϕτ(x,v)(X(x, v)) + dτ(X(x, v))X(φ(x, v))

= X(φ(x, v)) + dτ(X(x, v))X(φ(x, v))

= (1 + dτ(X(x, v)))X(φ(x, v)),

which gives the desired formula for q. That φ is indeed a diffeomorphism can
be proved by standard arguments that we omit. �

Proposition 15. Suppose the time change φ = ϕτ : SM → SM extends to an
automorphism of transport twistor space. Assume either of the following:

(i) ∂M = ∅ and M is complete and free of conjugate points
(ii) ∂M 6= ∅ and M is compact (and τ = 0 on ∂SM)

Then τ ≡ 0 and thus φ ≡ Id.

Proof. Assume first that M is complete and without boundary. Analogous to
the proof of Lemma 14 one computes

dφ(V (x, v)) = dϕτ(x,v)(V (x, v)) + V τ(x, v)X(φ(x, v)).

Using Proposition 6 we obtain 〈dϕτ(x,v)(V (x, v)), H(x, v)〉 = 0 and thus there is
a dichotomy: either τ(x, v) = 0 or the pair of points x and y = π ◦ϕτ(x,v)(x, v)
are conjugate to each other. If M is free of conjugate points, only the first
option is available and thus τ = 0 everywhere.
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Next assume that M is compact with non-empty boundary. We may embed
this isometrically into a closed surface N . By the dichotomy above, τ(x, v) = 0
or τ(x, v) ≥ inj(N) (the injectivity radius) for any (x, v) ∈ SM . Hence SM =
{τ < inj(N)/2} ∪ {τ > inj(N)/2} is an open cover and by connectedness only
one of the inequalities occurs. Since τ |∂SM = 0, we have τ = 0 everywhere. �

4. Biholomorphism rigidity for simple surfaces

In this section we prove Theorem 1. We assume throughout that g1 and g2
are simple metrics on M with Vol(∂M, g1) = Vol(∂M, g2).

Since the boundary lengths match up, there is an isometry (∂M, g1) →
(∂M, g2) and upon extending this to a diffeomorphism of M , we may assume
that g1 = g2 on T (∂M). Further putting the metrics into a normal gauge
(cf. [15, Proposition 11.2.1]), it can be arranged that

g1 = g2 on TM |∂M

and we will make this assumption from now on. As a consequence, both the
normal vector ν and the boundary ∂SM are independent of the metric.

4.1. Boundary action. By the following proposition, biholomorphisms are
determined by their action on ∂SM .

Proposition 16. If Φ,Φ′ : Z1 → Z2 are two biholomorphisms with Φ = Φ′ on
∂SM , then Φ = Φ′ everywhere.

Proof. Assume first that g1 = g2 and drop subscripts. Consider Ψ = (Φ′)−1 ◦
Φ ∈ Aut(Z), which satisfies Ψ = Id on ∂SM . By Proposition 6, the restriction
ψ = Ψ|SM satisfies ψ∗(qX) = X for a smooth function q : SM → (0,∞), which
implies that ψ(x, v) = ϕτ(x,v)(x, v) for a function τ : SM → R with τ |∂SM = 0.
One readily checks that along each orbit of the geodesic flow τ is smooth and
satisfies Xτ = 1/q − 1, such that [15, Theorem 5.3.6] implies τ ∈ C∞(SM).

Hence ψ = ϕτ is a time change and since it extends to an automorphism,
Proposition 15 implies that ψ = Id. By the identity principle (Proposition 7),
we must have Ψ = Id and thus Φ = Φ′, as desired.

The proof carries over to distinct metrics, with SM replaced by SM1. �

The next result describes this boundary action. Recall that αk ∈ Diff(∂SM)
is the scattering relation of gk (k = 1, 2).

Proposition 17. If Φ: Z1 → Z2 is a biholomorphism, then φ = Φ|∂SM ∈
Diff(∂SM) satisfies the following properties:

(i) α2 ◦ φ = φ ◦ α1;
(ii) φ∗V = pV for some p ∈ C∞(∂SM);
(iii) if u ∈ C∞(∂SM) is fibrewise holomorphic and α2-invariant, then also

φ∗u is fibrewise holomorphic (and by (i) automatically α1-invariant).
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Proof. Property (i) follows immediately from Proposition 6(i). This also yields
φ∗(V ) = qX + pV for smooth functions p, q ∈ C∞(∂SM) and since X is
transversal to ∂SM\∂0SM (which is a dense subset), we must have q ≡ 0
and obtain property (ii). Since Φ∗ : A(Z2) → A(Z1), the third property is an
immediate consequence of Proposition 3. �

4.2. Rigidity of the conformal class.

Proposition 18. Suppose φ ∈ Diff(∂SM) extends to a biholomorphism Z1 →
Z2 (or, just satisfies properties (i),(ii) and (iii) of Proposition 17). Then there
exists a biholomorphism ϕ : (M, g1) → (M, g2) such that

φ(x, µ · ν⊥(x)) = (ϕ(x), µ · ν⊥(ϕ(x)), x ∈ ∂M, µ ∈ S
1,

possibly after composing φ with the antipodal map. Moreover, writing ϕ∗g2 =
e2σg1 for some σ ∈ C∞(M,R), the function eσ − 1 has zero average on ∂M .

Remark 4. One can further show that σ|∂M = log(π1/ϕ
∗π2), where πk(x) =

Πk,x(ν⊥(x), ν⊥(x)) and Πk is the second fundamental form of ∂M . If π1 and
π2 are both constant, it then follows immediately that σ|∂M = 0. In Lemma
20 below this condition on the second fundamental forms is removed.

As preparation we need a lemma. Recall from Section 2.2 that H ⊂ L2(S1)
is the Hardy space and, for x ∈ ∂M , denote with ιx : S

1 → Z the map ιx(µ) =
µ · ν⊥(x).

Lemma 19. If (M, g) is simple and x ∈ ∂M , then the range of ι∗x : A(Z) → H

is dense in the weak topology.

Proof. We construct an element A = ι∗x(A(Z)) ∈ H such that

A(µ) = µ+ A3µ
3 + . . .

Let a : M → C be holomorphic with dax(ν⊥(x)) = 1. Then da ∈ H1(M) and
by Proposition 5 there is function â ∈ A(Z) with â(x, µ ·ν⊥(x)) = µ+O(|µ|3).
By the Cauchy integral formula, A = ι∗xâ has the desired Fourier modes.

It is easy to check that the linear span of {1, A, A2, A3, . . . } ⊂ H is weakly
dense and from this the lemma follows. �

Proof of Proposition 18. By property (ii) the diffeomorphism φ is of the form
φ(x, v) = (ϕ(x), ψx(v)), where ϕ ∈ Diff(∂M) and ψx ∈ Diff(SxM,Sϕ(x)M).
Due to (i), φ must map the glancing region ∂0SM into itself and thus either

ψx(ν⊥(x)) = ν⊥(ϕ(x)) or ψx(ν⊥(x)) = −ν⊥(ϕ(x)), x ∈ ∂M,

with a consistent choice of sign due to continuity. After applying the antipodal
map if necessary, we may assume that we are in the first case.
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Step 1 (Oddness) We claim that ψx is odd in the sense that ψx(−v) = −ψx(v)
for all (x, v) ∈ ∂SM . To this end, put (y, w) = α1(x, v) and u± = ψx(±v) ∈
Sϕ(x)M . We have to show that u+ = −u−. Applying (i) to (x,±v) yields:

α2(ϕ(x), u±) = (ϕ(y), ψy(±w)) ⇒ π ◦ α2(ϕ(x), u+) = π ◦ α2(ϕ(x), u−)

Hence the g2-geodesics through (ϕ(x), u+) and (ϕ(x), u−) have the same start-
ing and end point and due to simplicity of g2 they must agree, which enforces
u+ = u− or u+ = −u−. The first case is ruled out by the injectivity of ψx.

Step 2 (Holomorphicity). Let x ∈ ∂M and define ψ ∈ Diff(S1) such that

φ ◦ ιx = ιϕ(x) ◦ ψ on S
1

We claim that ψ is holomorphic in the sense that ψ∗H ⊂ H. Suppose that
h ∈ H is given as h = f ◦ ιϕ(x) for some f ∈ A(Z2), then due to (iii) we
have ψ∗h = ι∗xφ

∗f ∈ H. Now for general h ∈ H we can apply Lemma 19 to
obtain a sequence h(N) = f (N) ◦ ιϕ(x) with f (N) ∈ A(Z2) and h(N) ⇀ h. By the

preceding considerations, ψ∗h(N) ∈ H and since the pull-back ψ∗ : H → L2(S1)
is weak-weak continuous we must have ψ∗h(N) ⇀ ψ∗h in L2(S1). Finally, every
norm-closed subspace of L2(S1) is also weakly closed and hence ψ∗h ∈ H.

Step 3 (Fibrewise rigidity). We keep focusing on the diffeomorphism ψ ∈
Diff(S1) for a fixed x ∈ ∂M . By construction, ψx(µ · ν⊥(x)) = ψ(µ) · ν⊥(ϕ(x))
and ψ(1) = 1. Further, oddness of ψx implies oddness of ψ and since we have
just shown that ψ is also holomorphic, we must have ψ ≡ Id by Lemma 8.

Step 4 (Extension). It suffices to show that ϕ satisfies the assumption of
Lemma 9. To this end, let h ∈ A(∂M, g2). We can first extend this g2-
holomorphically to M and then by Proposition 4 to a function u ∈ A(Z2).
Then u|∂SM is α2-invariant and fibrewise holomorphic and property (iii) en-
sures that also φ∗(u|∂SM) ∈ C∞(∂SM) is fibrewise holomorphic (and α1-
invariant). Hence it can be extended to a function w ∈ A(Z1). By con-
struction, if x ∈ ∂M, µ ∈ S1,

h(ϕ(x)) = u(ϕ(x), 0) and u(ϕ(x), µ · ν⊥(ϕ(x))) = w(x, µ · ν⊥(x))

The second equation can be analytically continued to |µ| ≤ 1 and plugging in
µ = 0 yields ϕ∗h = w(·, 0)|∂M ∈ A(∂M, g1), as desired.

Step 5 (Boundary behaviour). The boundary lengths of g1 and e2σg1 agree,
and since the length element of the latter metric changes by a factor of eσ on
∂M , it follows that 1− eσ has zero average with respect to g1. �

4.3. Rigidity within a conformal class. The problem is now reduced to
determining a conformal factor. Indeed, starting with two simple metrics g1
and g2 with g1 = g2 on TM |∂M and a biholomorphism Φ: Z1 → Z2 between
their twistor spaces, Propositions 17 and 18 guarantee the existence of an
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orientation preserving diffeomorphism ϕ ∈ Diff(M) and σ ∈ C∞(D) such that
(possibly after composing with the antipodal map),

ϕ∗g2 = e2σg1 and Φ|∂SM = ϕ♯ ◦ scσ|∂SM .

Here scσ : SM → SMσ := {(x, w) ∈ TM : |w|e2σ = 1}, scσ(x, v) = (x, e−σ(x)v)
is the rescaling map. Hence, writing g = g1, the composition Ψ := ϕ−1

♯ ◦ Φ
defines a biholomorphism

Ψ: Zg → Ze2σg, Ψ|∂SM = scσ|∂SM . (7)

Our task is to prove that σ ≡ 0 on M , in which case Proposition 16 implies
that Ψ ≡ Id and the proof of Theorem 1 is complete.

To proceed, we translate the task into a scattering rigidity problem. Indeed,
(7) implies the following relation between scattering relations:

αe2σg ◦ scσ = scσ ◦ αg on ∂SM (8)

Assuming that σ|∂M = 0, Remark 11.3.5 and Theorem 11.4.1 in [15] imply
that σ ≡ 0, as desired. Given that eσ − 1 has zero average, it remains to
establish the following boundary determination result.

Lemma 20. Assume (M, g) and (M, e2σg) are both non-trapping with strictly
convex boundary. Then (8) implies that σ|∂M is constant.

Proof of Lemma 20. We introduce a thermostat flow on SM = SMg, gener-
ated by the vector field

F = X + λV, λ(x, v) = − ⋆ dσx(v).

On account of [4, Lemma B.1], we have (scσ)∗(F ) = e−σXeσg. and thus sc−1
σ ◦

αe2σg ◦ scσ equals the scattering relation αλ of the thermostat F (see Section
2.3). By Lemma 10 we must have dσ|∂M = 0, as desired. �

5. Biholomorphism rigidity for Anosov surfaces

In this section we prove Theorem 2. We start with a proposition that is
probably well known to experts, but we include it for completeness.

Proposition 21. Let g1 and g2 be two Anosov metrics on a closed surface
M with the same area and such that there exists a smooth diffeomorphism
φ : SM1 → SM2 with φ∗(qX1) = X2 for a positive smooth function q. Then

1/q = 1 +X1u

for some u ∈ C∞(SM1).

Proof. Let αi denote the canonical contact form of SMi for i = 1, 2. We know
that φ is a smooth orbit equivalence between geodesic flows and by transitivity
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there is a constant c such that φ∗dα2 = c dα1. Hence, there exists a closed
1-form ω on SM1 such that

φ∗
α2 = cα1 + ω. (9)

Next we observe that

φ∗(α2 ∧ dα2) = c2α1 ∧ dα1 + c ω ∧ dα1.

Since ω is closed, the form ω ∧ dα1 is exact, hence Stokes’ theorem gives
∫

SM1

φ∗(α2 ∧ dα2) = c2
∫

SM1

α1 ∧ dα1.

Since φ is a diffeomorphism and the surfaces have the same area, this implies
c2 = 1. We claim that c = 1. Contracting (9) with qX1 gives

1 = q(c+ ω(X1))

and integrating over SM1 against any invariant probability measure µ with
zero homology (of which there are many, like the Liouville measure, see [14,
Section 2.6]) one gets

c =

∫

SM1

q−1dµ > 0.

It follows that 1 = q(1 + ω(X1)). To complete the proof of the proposition we
will show that ω is exact and writing ω = du we obtain the desired result.

To kill the cohomology class [ω] we will use the well known fact that the
measure of maximal entropy of the geodesic flow has zero homology/winding
cycle (which is simply because the antipodal map conjugates the geodesic
flow ϕ1

t with ϕ1
−t, cf. [14, Section 2.6]). Consider the pressure function in

cohomology βX1
: H1(SM1,R) → R, given by

βX1
([ω]) = sup

µ

{

hµ +

∫

SM1

ω(X1)dµ

}

,

where µ runs over all invariant Borel probability measures and hµ denotes the
metric entropy of µ. Since the measure of maximal entropy has zero winding
cycle, we see that βX1

([ω]) ≥ htop(X1) = βX1
(0). The pressure function is

strictly convex, therefore it has a unique minimiser ξX1
called the Sharp min-

imiser, see [20]. Since βX1
(0) is the absolute minimum, the Sharp minimiser

for the geodesic flow must be zero.
Finally, since there is a time preserving conjugacy between Z := X1/(1 +

ω(X1)) and X2, the Sharp minimiser ξZ of Z is also zero and hence ω must
be exact. Indeed, [6, Proposition 4.4] (the geodesic flow is homologically full)
gives

ξZ = ξX1
+ PX1

(ξX1
(X1))[ω]

and PX1
(0) = htop(X1) 6= 0 (here PX1

(f) is the pressure of the potential f). �
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Proof of Theorem 2. By Proposition 6, the biholomorphism Φ induces a dif-
feomorphism φ : SM1 → SM2 such that φ∗(qX1) = X2 for some smooth,
non-vanishing function q : SM1 → R, and after correcting with the antipodal
map if necessary, we may assume that q is positive on SM1.

Proposition 21 and Lemma 14 imply thatX1 and X2 are smoothly conjugate
via the map φ ◦ (ϕ1

u)
−1. Now we can apply [7, Corollary 1.3] to obtain an

isometry F : (M, g1) → (M, g2) such that φ = F♯ ◦ ϕ
1
τ , where τ ∈ C∞(SM1).

But then Proposition 15 allows us to conclude that τ = 0 and by the identity
principle (Proposition 7), Φ = F♯ in all Z1, as desired. �
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