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Keijo Mönkkönen

ii

List of included articles
This dissertation consists of an introductory part and the following seven
articles:
[A]

J. Ilmavirta and K. Mönkkönen. Unique continuation of the normal operator of the
x-ray transform and applications in geophysics. Inverse Problems, 36(4):045014,
2020.

[B]

G. Covi, K. Mönkkönen and J. Railo. Unique continuation property and Poincaré
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Abstract
In this thesis we study inverse problems in integral geometry and non-local
partial differential equations. We will study these rather different areas of
mathematical inverse problems by using the theory of non-local fractional
operators. This thesis mainly focuses on proving different kind of unique
continuation results of fractional operators which are then used to prove
uniqueness results for fractional Calderón problems and partial data problems in scalar and vector field tomography.
The introductory part of the thesis contains a general introduction and
review of inverse problems arising in medical and seismic imaging. The
included articles are divided into three classes which are then presented in
their own sections and studied in different levels of detail.
In the articles [A, B, C, G] we consider partial data problems in the
X-ray tomography of scalar and vector fields. In the first article [A] we
prove unique continuation for certain Riesz potentials and apply it to partial
data problems of scalar fields. In the second article [B] we prove unique
continuation results for higher order fractional Laplacians which are then
used in proving uniqueness for partial data problems of d-plane transforms.
In the third article [C] we study partial data problems of vector fields and
we prove unique continuation of the normal operator of vector fields which
implies uniqueness for the partial data problems. In the seventh article [G]
we generalize the unique continuation result of fractional Laplacians proved
in [B] and use it to prove uniqueness for partial data problems of scalar and
vector fields, extending the partial data results of the articles [A, B, C] to
more general cases.
In the articles [B, D] we consider higher order fractional Calderón problems. In the second article [B] we use the unique continuation of higher order
fractional Laplacians to prove uniqueness for the Calderón problem of the
higher order fractional (magnetic) Schrödinger equation. In the fourth article [D] we generalize the uniqueness result proved in [B] to include general
lower order local perturbations of the fractional Laplacian.
In the articles [E, F] we consider the travel time tomography problem and
its different linearized versions. In the fifth article [E] we study mixing ray
transforms which are generalizations of the geodesic ray transform. We prove
solenoidal injectivity results for them in various different cases. In the sixth
article [F] we study the boundary rigidity problem on certain non-reversible
Finsler manifolds which are also called Randers manifolds. We prove that
if the Randers metric consists of a boundary rigid Riemannian metric and
a closed 1-form, then the boundary distances determine the Randers metric
uniquely up to a natural gauge.
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Tiivistelmä
Tässä väitöskirjassa tutkitaan integraaligeometrian ja epälokaalien osittaisdifferentiaaliyhtälöiden inversio-ongelmia. Näitä melko erilaisia matemaattisia inversio-ongelmia tutkitaan käyttämällä apuna epälokaalien fraktionaalisten operaattoreiden teoriaa. Väitöskirja keskittyy pääosin todistamaan fraktionaalisten operaattoreiden erilaisia yksikäsitteisen jatkon tuloksia, joita käytetään todistaessa yksikäsitteisyyttä fraktionaalisille Calderónin ongelmille sekä skalaari- ja vektorikenttien tomografian osittaisen
datan ongelmille.
Väitöskirjan johdantokappale sisältää yleisen tason johdatuksen sekä kirjallisuuskatsauksen lääketieteellisessä ja seismisessä kuvantamisessa esiintyviin inversio-ongelmiin. Väitöskirjaan sisällytetyt artikkelit on jaettu kolmeen luokkaan, jotka esitellään omissa kappaleissaan ja joita tarkastellaan
yksityiskohtien osalta monella eri tasolla.
Artikkelit [A, B, C, G] käsittelevät osittaisen datan ongelmia skalaari- ja
vektorikenttien röntgentomografiassa. Ensimmäisessä artikkelissa [A] todistetaan yksikäsitteinen jatko tietyille Rieszin potentiaaleille ja sitä sovelletaan
skalaarikenttien osittaisen datan ongelmiin. Toisessa artikkelissa [B] todistetaan yksikäsitteisen jatkon tuloksia korkeamman kertaluvun fraktionaalisille Laplace-operaattoreille ja niitä käytetään d-tasomuunnosten osittaisen
datan ongelmien yksikäsitteisyyden todistamisessa. Kolmannessa artikkelissa [C] tutkitaan vektorikenttien osittaisen datan ongelmia ja todistetaan
vektorikenttien normaalioperaattorin yksikäsitteinen jatko, josta seuraa yksikäsitteisyys osittaisen datan ongelmille. Seitsemännessä artikkelissa [G]
yleistetään artikkelissa [B] todistettu fraktionaalisen Laplace-operaattorin
yksikäsitteisen jatkon tulos ja sitä käytetään skalaari- ja vektorikenttien
osittaisen datan ongelmien yksikäsitteisyyden todistamisessa, laajentaen artikkeleiden [A, B, C] osittaisen datan tuloksia yleisempiin tapauksiin.
Artikkelit [B, D] käsittelevät korkeamman kertaluvun fraktionaalisia Calderónin ongelmia. Toisessa artikkelissa [B] käytetään korkeamman kertaluvun fraktionaalisten Laplace-operaattoreiden yksikäsitteistä jatkoa todistaessa yksikäsitteisyyttä korkeamman kertaluvun fraktionaalisen (magneettisen) Schrödingerin yhtälön Calderónin ongelmalle. Neljännessä artikkelissa [D] yleistetään artikkelin [B] yksikäsitteisyystulos fraktionaalisen Laplaceoperaattorin yleisille alempiasteisille lokaaleille perturbaatioille.
Artikkelit [E, F] käsittelevät matka-aikatomografiaa ja sen linearisoituja versioita. Viidennessä artikkelissa [E] tutkitaan sekoitussädemuunnoksia,
jotka ovat geodeettisen sädemuunnoksen yleistyksiä. Niille todistetaan solenoidisia injektiivisyystuloksia monissa eri tilanteissa. Kuudennessa artikkelissa [F] tutkitaan reunajäykkyysongelmaa tietyillä ei-reversiibeleillä Finslermonistoilla, joita kutsutaan myös Randers-monistoiksi. Artikkelissa todistetaan, että jos Randers-metriikka koostuu reunajäykästä Riemannin metriikasta ja suljetusta 1-muodosta, niin Randers-metriikka määräytyy reunaetäisyyksistään luonnollista mittaa vaille yksikäsitteisesti.
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1. Introduction
This thesis is about mathematical inverse problems and the main focus is
in proving uniqueness results for different problems arising in tomography.
As the title of the thesis suggests, some of the inverse problems appear in
integral geometry. However, there are also included inverse problems which
do not strictly fit under this category, but they are related to problems in
integral geometry via unique continuation principles of non-local operators.
The inverse problems studied in this thesis can be roughly divided into
three classes:
(I1) The travel time tomography problem and its linearized versions
(I2) Partial data problems in X-ray tomography
(I3) Fractional Calderón problems.
The classes (I1) and (I2) belong to integral geometry. In fact, problems
in (I2) are linearized travel time tomography problems in Euclidean background with partial data. Hence (I2) can be seen as a subset of (I1). The
class (I3) belongs to non-local partial differential equations and at first sight
has nothing to do with the classes (I1) and (I2). But there is a way to get
from (I3) to (I1), namely using the “intermediate step” (I2).
A unifying theme between fractional Calderón problems (I3) and partial data problems in X-ray tomography (I2) is the use of unique continuation properties of non-local operators in proving uniqueness results. The
central operator of this thesis is the fractional Laplace operator (−∆)s ,
s ∈ (−n/2, ∞) \ Z, and many of the main theorems of this thesis are unique
continuation results of (−∆)s or corollaries of them. The unique continuation of (−∆)s is used to prove Runge approximation and hence uniqueness
for fractional Calderón problems. As a special case of fractional Laplacians
we have the normal operators of different X-ray transforms whose unique
continuation properties are then used to prove uniqueness for various partial
data problems arising in the X-ray tomography of scalar and vector fields.
This introductory part is organized in the following way. We first discuss
in section 1.1 how the different articles of this thesis are related to each
other. Then we give a gentle introduction to inverse problems and forward
problems in section 1.2, and in sections 1.3–1.5 we review the main three
classes of inverse problems (I1)–(I3) which are studied in this thesis. In
sections 2–4 we go through the main theorems of the included articles. In
the beginning of each section we first introduce the inverse problem and give
the main results in a general level. We then go through the needed notation
in sections 2.1–4.1 before giving the main theorems with all technical details
in sections 2.2–4.2. Section 4 can be read independently of sections 2 and 3.
Section 3 can also be read independently of section 2 if one first goes through
the notation in section 2.1.
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1.1. On the articles of this thesis. In figure 1 we have illustrated the
connection between the different articles of this thesis. In most of the articles we study inverse problems with partial data: these include fractional
Calderón problems (articles [B, D]), X-ray tomography with partial data
(articles [A, B, C, G]) and linearized travel time tomography with “halflocal” data (article [A]). Unique continuation of fractional Laplacians has a
crucial role in proving uniqueness for partial data problems studied in this
thesis. Fractional Laplacians arise in fractional Calderón problems and also
in X-ray tomography in the form of different normal operators. Problems in
X-ray tomography in turn can be seen as linearized travel time tomography
problems in Euclidean background.

Figure 1. A graph illustrating the relation between the different articles
of this thesis.
In fractional Calderón problems the task is to recover the potential (and
more generally a perturbation) of the fractional Schrödinger equation in
a bounded domain by doing measurements in the exterior of the domain.
These problems are studied in the articles [B, D] and treated in section 3.
In X-ray tomography we want to determine a scalar field (or a vector field)
when we know its integrals over lines which intersect a given nonempty open
set. This is studied in the articles [A, B, C, G] and treated in section 2. In
travel time tomography one wants to recover the speed of sound (and more
generally Riemannian metric or Finsler norm) by measuring travel times (geodesic distances) on the boundary of a compact manifold. This problem and
its linearized versions (the geodesic ray transform and its generalizations)
are studied in the articles [A, E, F] and treated in sections 2 and 4.
A remark from the point of view of graph theory: the (connected) graph
presented in figure 1 has a Hamilton cycle, i.e. a closed walk such that every
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vertex is visited exactly once. The graph also has an Euler trail, i.e. a walk
such that every edge is traversed exactly once. Formally, this “proves” that
the articles of this thesis are closely related to each other. However, the
graph does not admit an Euler tour (a closed walk which is an Euler trail)
since not every vertex has even degree [14].
1.2. Inverse problems and forward problems. Inverse problems are
practical or abstract problems which arise for example in medical and seismic
imaging [62, 70, 78, 108, 112, 113, 114, 129, 157]. Inverse problems are often
encountered when making indirect measurements. In such situations we
have an object we cannot or do not want to access by invasive methods.
In medical imaging the object can be a patient we want to study without
doing surgical operations, and in seismic imaging the object can be the
planet Earth whose deep interior we cannot reach by any practical means.
The common task in both cases is that one wants to deduce the interior
features of some object by making measurements on the boundary or in the
exterior of the object. Usually we have some physical model which tells us
how the interior properties of the object affect the measurements we make
on the boundary or in the exterior. The goal is to use this physical model to
deduce the interior properties of the object from the boundary or exterior
measurements. The boundary and exterior measurements are often called
just data.
Inverse problems are opposite to what we call direct problems or forward
problems. Let us consider an example from X-ray tomography to illustrate
the difference. In X-ray tomography one shoots X-rays through an object
and studies the attenuation pattern of the X-rays. The attenuation of the
X-rays is determined by the interior properties (the position-dependent attenuation coefficient) of the object. In the direct problem one knows the
attenuation of the object and wants to determine the attenuation pattern
of the X-rays. When the initial intensity of the X-rays is known, then one
can easily calculate the final intensity of the X-rays by using a simple physical model [112]. Roughly saying, the direct problem corresponds to putting
values for parameters in an equation and computing the result.
Inverse problems are much harder since they “operate” in the opposite
direction. For example, in medical imaging one wants to determine the
attenuation of the object instead of the attenuation pattern of the X-rays
which can be easily measured. Since one also can control the initial intensity
of the X-rays we have indirect information about the attenuation, i.e. we
know the total attenuation of the X-rays and want to determine the attenuation of the object from that data. It turns out that the total attenuation
corresponds to the integrals of the attenuation function along lines which
intersect the object [112]. The inverse problem is to invert this integral
transform which is also called the X-ray transform. The inversion of the
X-ray transform is a much harder task than solving the forward problem
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where we already know the interior features of the object (the attenuation)
and just have to calculate the end result (the final intensity of the X-rays).
Uniqueness, stability and reconstruction are important properties in the
study of inverse problems. Uniqueness means that the inverse problem has a
unique solution. In other words, if two objects produce the same boundary
or exterior data, then they must have the same interior features. Reconstruction means that there is some way (e.g. an algorithm or formula) so
that one can compute the desired physical quantity related to the interior
properties of the object from the boundary or exterior data. Stability is related to how much measurement errors affect uniqueness or reconstruction.
Since in practice there is always some noise in measurements, stability is
important in showing that the reconstructed quantity is not too far away
from the true value of that quantity. These three properties are not independent of each other since uniqueness usually follows from reconstruction
and stability.
Uniqueness and stability have a connection to Hadamard’s formulation of
a well-posed problem [59, 60]. A mathematical problem related to a physical
phenomenon is called well-posed, if the problem has unique solution which is
stable with respect to the measured data (the solution depends continuously
on the data) [62, 78, 108, 112, 129]. If the solution fails to exist, the solution
is not unique or the solution does not depend continuously on the data, the
problem is said to be ill-posed. Forward problems are often well-posed, but
inverse problems tend to be ill-posed. Usually the reason for ill-posedness
of inverse problems is that they lack stability which causes difficulties in
numerical reconstruction [78, 80, 108, 114, 129].
In this thesis we mainly focus on uniqueness, i.e. in most of our theorems we show that the inverse problem has unique solution. Even if we do
not get stability or a reconstruction formula for the problem, uniqueness is
important in practical applications. Uniqueness for example increases the
reliability of the results obtained in X-ray tomography when we only have
a “small amount” of measurement data available.
1.3. X-ray tomography of scalar and vector fields.
1.3.1. X-ray tomography of scalar fields. X-ray tomography is a commonly
used method in medical imaging to study interiors of objects. The main
goal is to determine the attenuation of the object when one knows the initial and final intensities of X-rays, i.e. the total attenuation of the X-rays.
The attenuation can be modelled as a scalar function f : Rn → R. If the
rays propagate parallel to x-axis, then the intensity I of the X-rays satisfies the differential equation I 0 (x) = −f (x)I(x) and the total attenuation
corresponds to the line integral [112]
  Z
I0
(1)
ln
= f ds
I1
γ
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where I0 is the initial intensity and I1 is the final intensity of the X-rays,
and γ is a line along which the X-ray beam propagates. The inverse problem
in X-ray tomography is to solve f in equation (1) using different lines γ when
the left-hand side of the equation is known.
The previous discussion motivates us to define the operator X0 as
Z
(2)
X0 f (γ) = f ds
γ

Rn

Rn

where γ is a line in
and f :
→ R is a scalar field. The operator X0
is called the X-ray transform of scalar fields and in two dimensions X0 is
also known as the Radon transform. The inverse problem is to invert the
operator X0 in equation (2) and it was first studied by Johann Radon [126].
Theoretical and practical applications to computerized tomography were
studied by Cormack and Hounsfield [27, 28, 112]. There are formulas for
the inversion of X0 some of which involve the normal operator N0 of the
X-ray transform [64, 112, 129, 149]. The normal operator N0 = X0∗ X0 is
defined as first applying the X-ray transform and then back-projecting X0 f
from the space of all lines to a function in Rn using the adjoint X0∗ of the Xray transform. Hence N0 is a useful auxiliary operator which maps functions
on Rn to functions on Rn and one can study the X-ray transform X0 using
its normal operator N0 .
The inversion formulas for X0 assume that we know the integrals of f
over all lines in Rn . In practical applications we only have access to a small
subset of lines, and in that case we have a partial data problem. One such
partial data problem is to uniquely determine f everywhere in Rn from
its X-ray data on all lines intersecting a given open set V ⊂ Rn . The
integrals alone cannot determine f uniquely and one has to make additional
assumptions [79, 112]. The partial data problem has unique solution, if
f |V vanishes [29, 79], f |V is piecewise constant or piecewise polynomial [79,
162] or if f |V is real analytic [77]. A complementary partial data result is
the Helgason support theorem where one has access to lines which do not
intersect a given compact and convex set and the problem is to determine
the scalar field uniquely outside that set [64]. Partial data problems are
in general much harder to treat than problems with full data because the
reconstruction is not stable anymore and there can be artefacts in the images
even if the problem admits a unique solution. In such cases we have “invisible
singularities” [83, 84, 112, 124, 125].
We can generalize the transform X0 from lines to affine d-dimensional
planes where 0 < d < n. The d-plane transform Rd is defined as [64]
Z
(3)
Rd f (A) =
f (x)dm(x)
A

where A is an affine d-dimensional plane, m is the d-dimensional Hausdorff measure and f : Rn → R is a scalar field. The case d = 1 corresponds to the X-ray transform X0 and the case d = n − 1 is often called
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the Radon transform which coincides with the X-ray transform in two dimensions [64, 112, 129]. As before, the inverse problem is to invert the
transform Rd in equation (3). There is an inversion formula in terms of the
normal operator Nd of the d-plane transform which is defined in a similar
way as in the case of the X-ray transform [64]. One example of partial data
results for d-plane transforms is the Helgason support theorem where one
knows the integrals of the scalar field over all d-planes which do not intersect
a given compact and convex set [64].
The d-plane transform (also called the k-plane transform in some works)
has been extensively studied after the pioneering work by Fuglede [49] and
Helgason [63]. See for example [2, 55, 64, 68, 85, 127] and the works by
Rubin [130, 131, 132, 133, 134].
1.3.2. X-ray tomography of vector fields. X-ray tomography is also used in
the imaging of moving fluids which is based on Doppler backscattering or
acoustic travel time measurements. If h : Rn → Rn is a vector field which
represents the flow field of a moving fluid, then after a linearization procedure one ends up studying the transform [115, 116]
Z
(4)
X1 h(γ) = h · ds.
γ

The operator X1 is called the X-ray transform of vector fields and it has
applications for example in medical ultrasound imaging [73, 75, 140, 148].
The inverse problem is to invert the operator X1 in equation (4).
Unlike in the scalar case we have a natural gauge: the gradients of scalar
fields which vanish at infinity are always in the kernel of X1 . For this reason
one can determine the vector field h only up to potential fields from its
X-ray transform, i.e. one can only determine the solenoidal part hs in the
Helmholtz decomposition h = hs + ∇φ where hs : Rn → Rn is a vector field
such that div hs = 0 and φ is a scalar field [140, 143, 149]. The solenoidal
part can be uniquely determined from the full X-ray data and there is an
inversion formula in terms of the normal operator N1 = X1∗ X1 of the Xray transform of vector fields where X1∗ is the adjoint operator (or backprojection) [75, 115, 143, 148, 149].
Like in the scalar case, one can also study X-ray tomography of vector
fields with partial data. The main goal in such problems is to determine the
solenoidal part of the vector field from its partial X-ray data. Examples of
such partial data results include cases where one knows the integrals of the
vector field over lines which intersect a certain type of curve [42, 128, 159]
or which are parallel to a finite set of planes [75, 139, 142]. There is also
a vectorial version of the Helgason support theorem where one knows the
integrals of the vector field over all lines not intersecting a given convex and
compact set [149].
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1.4. Electrical impedance tomography and its non-local versions.
1.4.1. The Calderón problem. Electrical impedance tomography (EIT) is
an imaging method which has applications in geophysics and medical imaging [78, 108, 157]. EIT is based on the conductivity equation and the inverse
problem is known as the Calderón problem. In the Calderón problem we
have an object whose electrical properties we want to deduce by making
boundary measurements. In particular, we want to determine the conductivity inside the object by applying voltages on the boundary and measuring
the induced currents on the boundary which depend on the electrical properties of the interior of the object.
We can model the object as a bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rn with sufficiently
regular boundary ∂Ω. The conductivity equation is [157]

∇ · (η∇u) = 0 in Ω
(5)
u|∂Ω = f
where f is the potential on the boundary, u is the induced potential in Ω
and η is the electrical conductivity of Ω which is assumed to be sufficiently
smooth positive function. The measurements are encoded in the Dirichletto-Neumann (DN) map Λη which tells how the electrical properties of the
interior induce normal currents on the boundary when one applies the voltage f on the boundary. More specifically, one can write Λη f = (η∂ν u)|∂Ω
where ν is the outer unit normal on ∂Ω. The inverse problem is to determine the conductivity η in equation (5) by applying different boundary
values f (voltages) and measuring the induced currents Λη f . In particular,
the uniqueness problem is the following: if Λη1 f = Λη2 f for all boundary
values f , does it follow that η1 = η2 ? This problem was first studied mathematically by Alberto Calderón and the inverse problem is therefore known
as the Calderón problem [19].
√
Using the substitution ũ = ηu one can convert the conductivity equation (5) to the following Schrödinger equation [110, 154, 157]

(−∆ + q)ũ = 0 in Ω
(6)
ũ|∂Ω = f˜.
√ √
Here q = (∆ η)/ η now corresponds to the electric potential in Ω and
√
f˜ = ηf . The DN map Λq for equation (6) can be written as Λq f˜ = ∂ν ũ|∂Ω
assuming ∂Ω is regular enough. The interpretation of the DN map is as
in the conductivity equation: the DN map tells how the applied voltage
on the boundary induces normal currents on the boundary via the electrical properties of the interior of the object. The inverse problem now is to
determine the potential q in equation (6) by applying different boundary values f˜ (voltages) and measuring the induced currents Λq f˜. The uniqueness
problem is as for the conductivity equation: if Λq1 f˜ = Λq2 f˜ for all boundary values f˜, does it follow that q1 = q2 ? One standard tool in proving
uniqueness for the Calderón problem of the conductivity equation (5) and
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Schrödinger equation (6) is the construction of complex geometrical optics
solutions [8, 19, 153, 154, 157].
1.4.2. The fractional Calderón problem. One can study the non-local version
of the Schrödinger equation (6) as follows. One replaces the Laplacian −∆
with the fractional Laplacian (−∆)s which is the pseudodifferential operator
(−∆)s u = F −1 (|·|2s û),

s ∈ (−n/2, ∞) \ Z.

The fractional Laplacian is a non-local operator in contrast to the ordinary
Laplacian: the value (−∆)s u(x) depends on the values of u everywhere in Rn
while −∆u(x) depends only on the values of u in a small neighborhood of
x ∈ Rn . For example, the normal operator of the X-ray transform N0 (and
more generally the normal operator of the d-plane transform Nd ) is the
fractional Laplacian (−∆)−1/2 (more generally (−∆)−d/2 ) up to a constant
factor. In addition to integral geometry fractional Laplacians arise also in
non-local diffusion [16, 45, 54] and in fractional quantum mechanics [90, 91].
Replacing −∆ with (−∆)s where s ∈ (0, 1) we obtain the fractional
Schrödinger equation introduced in [54]

((−∆)s + q)u = 0 in Ω
(7)
u|Ωe = f
where Ωe = Rn \ Ω is the exterior of the bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rn . For
such non-local equation (7) it is more natural to consider exterior values
u|Ωe = f instead of boundary values. The DN map Λq maps the “nonlocal voltage” f to a non-local version of the normal current [54]: under
stronger assumptions one can write Λq f = (−∆)s u|Ωe . In the fractional
Calderón problem one wants to determine the potential q in equation (7)
by applying different exterior values f and measuring the induced “exterior
currents” Λq f . The uniqueness problem is similar as in the local case: if
Λq1 f = Λq2 f for all exterior values f , does it follow that q1 = q2 ? The
fractional Calderón problem for equation (7) was first studied by Ghosh,
Salo and Uhlmann [54].
In fractional Calderón problems instead of constructing complex geometrical optics solutions one can exploit the non-locality of the equation and especially the non-local behaviour of the operator (−∆)s . One has the following unique continuation property of fractional Laplacians [54]: if s ∈ (0, 1)
and (−∆)s u|V = u|V = 0 for some nonempty open set V ⊂ Rn , then u = 0.
Clearly such property cannot hold for local operators such as −∆. The
unique continuation of (−∆)s is in essential role in proving uniqueness for
fractional Calderón problems [13, 21, 30, 54].
After the seminal work [54] there have been numerous results for different variants of the fractional Calderón problem: these include stability and
instability results [135, 136], uniqueness under single measurement [53], magnetic versions of the fractional Schrödinger equation [30, 96, 97, 98], lower
order local and non-local perturbations [13, 21], semilinear equations [87, 88],
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fractional conductivity and heat equations [31, 89, 137] and equations arising
from a non-local Schrödinger-type elliptic operator [20, 52].
1.5. Travel time tomography and its linearization.
1.5.1. The boundary rigidity problem. In seismic travel time tomography the
objective is to study the interior properties of the Earth by measuring travel
times of seismic waves on the surface of the Earth [22, 62, 144, 152]. It is
impossible to access the deep interior of the Earth by any practical means
and the only way to obtain information is by doing indirect measurements
on the surface. The travel times of seismic waves depend on the speed of
sound in the medium where the wave propagates. Therefore the travel times
contain indirect information about the physical properties of the Earth.
The Earth can be modelled as a three-dimensional compact manifold M
with boundary ∂M (e.g. a closed ball). Assuming that the medium is
isotropic the speed of sound depends only on position and it becomes a
positive scalar function c : M → (0, ∞). The travel time of a seismic wave
or ray can be expressed as the line integral [22]
Z
ds
(8)
T =
γ c
where γ is the ray path. The travel time tomography problem or inverse
kinematic problem is to solve the speed of sound c in equation (8) when the
travel times T measured on the surface are known.
The travel time tomography problem was studied first in 1900s by Herglotz, Wiechert and Zoeppritz [65, 160]. They solved the problem assuming
that the speed of sound is radial c = c(r) and satisfies the Herglotz condition


r
d
> 0.
(9)
dr c(r)
Under these assumptions the solution reduces to the inversion of an Abeltype integral transform [117, 144]. The Herglotz condition (9) is equivalent
to the condition that the travel times in equation (8) are finite [36]. In
geometrical terms, the Herglotz condition (9) means that one can foliate the
manifold M with strictly convex hypersurfaces (i.e. spheres) [152].
The travel time tomography problem can be formulated in a more geometrical way. The speed of sound c determines the Riemannian metric
gc = c−2 (x)e where e is the Euclidean metric. By Fermat’s principle the
rays propagate along geodesics of the metric gc and the travel times correspond to lengths of these geodesics [22]. The inverse problem is to determine
the scalar function c, or equivalently the metric gc , from the lengths of all
geodesics connecting points on the boundary ∂M . One sees that the problem is highly non-linear since the geodesics depend on the function c (or the
metric gc ).
One can study the above geometric problem in a more general case: if g
is a Riemannian metric, determine g from the distances between boundary
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points (boundary distances) given by g. This geometric inverse problem is
known as the boundary rigidity problem [152]. In particular, one problem
of interest is the uniqueness problem: if two Riemannian metrics g1 and g2
give the same boundary distances, does it follow that g1 = g2 ? The answer
is no in general since there is a gauge: if g2 = Ψ∗ g1 where Ψ : M → M is a
diffeomorphism which is identity on the boundary, then g1 and g2 give the
same boundary distances [152]. Hence without further restrictions one can
determine the metric only up to a boundary preserving diffeomorphism.
The boundary rigidity problem is a difficult non-linear inverse problem
and it has been solved only in certain special cases where the manifold admits strictly convex foliation [150, 152] or the manifold is known to be simple
(a generalization of a Euclidean ball). Boundary rigidity holds for simple
subspaces of Euclidean space [57] and simple subspaces of symmetric spaces
of constant negative curvature [12]. In two dimensions examples include
simple subspaces of the open hemisphere [104] and simple spaces of negative
curvature [33]. If the Riemannian metrics on a compact simple Riemannian
manifold are in the same conformal class, then the distances between boundary points determine the metric uniquely, i.e. the diffeomorphism Ψ becomes
identity in this case [34, 109, 152]. In general, compact simple Riemannian
manifolds are known to be boundary rigid in two dimensions [122], but it
is conjectured that boundary rigidity holds for compact simple Riemannian
manifolds of any dimension [103].
In the travel time tomography problem one usually assumes that the speed
of sound c is isotropic, i.e. it only depends on position. However, anisotropies
have been observed in the shallow crust, upper mantle and inner core of the
Earth [32, 46, 144]. Therefore it is reasonable to consider c as a function on
the tangent bundle c : T M → (0, ∞) so that the dependence on the direction
of propagation can be taken into account. If the sound speed is anisotropic,
then the seismic rays propagate along geodesics of a Finsler norm and we
need Finsler geometry to treat the anisotropies [7, 161]. The travel time
tomography problem can then be expressed as a boundary rigidity problem
on Finsler manifolds where the fiberwise inner product depends not only on
position but also on direction.
The boundary rigidity problem is much harder in the Finslerian case
since there are non-isometric Finsler norms which give the same boundary
distances [17, 25, 26, 72]. This means that in general Finsler norms are
not rigid in the same way as Riemannian metrics. However, some rigidity
results are known in certain special cases. Projectively flat Finsler norms on
compact convex domains of R2 are uniquely determined by their boundary
distances [4, 5, 86]. When we restrict ourselves to Finsler norms which are
relevant in seismology, we can expect more rigidity: one can use the collection of boundary distance maps to determine the differential and topological
structures of Finsler manifolds [38], and the broken scattering relation determines the isometry class of reversible Finsler manifolds which admit strictly
convex foliation [37].
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1.5.2. Linearized versions of the boundary rigidity problem. Let us study the
linearization of the boundary rigidity problem. Let  > 0 and s ∈ (−, ).
Assume that g s is a family of Riemannian metrics which all give the same
boundary distances where g 0 corresponds to a known “background metric”.
When we linearize the boundary rigidity problem, we calculate the derivative
of the boundary distances at s = 0. Since these distances do not depend on
the parameter s we obtain [143]
Z b s
∂gij (γ0 (t))
0=
γ̇0i (t)γ̇0j (t)dt
∂s
a
s=0
where γ0 : [a, b] → M is a geodesic of the base manifold (M, g 0 ) connecting
two boundary points. If the variations g s are conformal, i.e. g s = fs g0
where fs : M → R is a family of positive scalar functions such that f0 = 1,
then the linearization leads to
Z
0=
a

b

∂fs (γ0 (t))
∂s

dt.
s=0

The previous observations motivate us to study the kernel of the geodesic
ray transform of symmetric m-tensor fields where m ≥ 0. The geodesic ray
transform of a scalar field f : M → R (or 0-tensor field) on a Riemannian
manifold (M, g) is defined as
Z τγ+
(10)
I0 f (γ) =
f (γ(t))dt
τγ−

where γ : [τγ− , τγ+ ] → M is a geodesic defined on the maximal interval [τγ− , τγ+ ]
which can be finite or infinite. More generally, the geodesic ray transform
of a symmetric (covariant) m-tensor field h is (m ≥ 1)
Z τγ+
hi1 ...im (γ(t))γ̇ i1 (t) · · · γ̇ im (t)dt
(11)
Im h(γ) =
τγ−

where hi1 ...im (x) are the components of the m-tensor field h in local coordinates and we have used the Einstein summation convention (repeated indices
which appear both as a subscript and superscript are implicitly summed
over). The geodesic ray transform Im can be seen as a generalization of
the Euclidean X-ray transform since in Euclidean space geodesics are lines.
However, Funk studied the geodesic ray transform of scalar fields on the
sphere S 2 ⊂ R3 (also known as the Funk transform) before Radon introduced the Euclidean X-ray transform or Radon transform [50, 51, 64].
The inverse problem in geodesic ray tomography is to determine the mtensor field h (or the scalar field f ) from its integrals along geodesics, i.e.
we want to invert the operator Im in equation (11) (or in equation (10)).
As in the case of vector fields in Rn there is a gauge for m-tensor fields of
order m ≥ 1: if h is the symmetrized covariant derivative of an m − 1-tensor
field which vanishes on the boundary (or at infinity), then h is in the kernel
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of Im . Therefore one can only determine the solenoidal part of the m-tensor
field from its geodesic ray transform [69, 120, 143]; if this can be done we
say that Im is solenoidally injective (or s-injective) on m-tensor fields.
The solenoidal injectivity of Im has been widely studied and we list only
some special cases here: comprehensive treatment can be found in the reviews [69, 120]. If (M, g) is a compact simple Riemannian manifold, then
the geodesic ray transform is injective on scalar fields and s-injective on 1forms [6, 109]. Solenoidal injectivity is known for tensor fields of any order
on two-dimensional compact simple manifolds [119], on simply connected
compact manifolds with strictly convex boundary and non-positive curvature [118, 123, 143] and on non-compact Cartan–Hadamard manifolds under
certain decay conditions on the tensor fields and on the curvature [94, 95].
If n ≥ 3 and m = 0, 1, 2, 4, then solenoidal injectivity follows from foliation
condition by strictly convex hypersurfaces [41, 151, 158]. There are also
some partial data results for scalar and tensor fields under restrictions on
the Riemannian metric [81, 151, 158]. We also mention that one of the basic
general tools in studying solenoidal injectivity of Im is an energy estimate
also known as the Pestov identity [69, 109, 120].
An interesting generalization of the geodesic ray transform in two dimensions is the mixed ray transform [40, 143]
(12)
Z τγ+
Lk,l h(γ) =
hi1 ...ik j1 ...jl (γ(t))(γ̇(t)⊥ )i1 · · · (γ̇(t)⊥ )ik γ̇ j1 (t) · · · γ̇ jl (t)dt
τγ−

where γ̇(t)⊥ denotes the rotation of γ̇(t) by 90 degrees counterclockwise and
k + l = m. The mixed ray transform Lk,l arises in the linearization of the
elastic travel time tomography problem [39, 40, 143]. If k = 0, then Lk,l reduces to the geodesic ray transform Im . When l = 0, we have the transverse
ray transform [143]
Z τγ+
⊥
hi1 ...im (γ(t))(γ̇(t)⊥ )i1 · · · (γ̇(t)⊥ )im dt.
(13)
Im h(γ) =
τγ−

The mixed and transverse ray transforms in equations (12) and (13) can
be extended to higher dimensions n > 2, but they become tensor-valued
transforms [39, 143]. On two-dimensional orientable manifolds one can study
the mixed ray transform by reducing it to the geodesic ray transform using
rotations [40, 143].
The transverse ray transform was first studied by Braun and Hauck in
two-dimensional Euclidean space with applications to flame analysis [15,
113, 141, 147]. Other applications of the transverse ray transform include
diffraction tomography [99], polarization tomography [143] and photoelasticity [61]. The kernel of the transverse ray transform is known in R2 and on
⊥ is even injective under certain conhigher dimensional manifolds (n ≥ 3) Im
ditions [43, 113, 143]. There are also partial data results for the transverse
ray transform [1, 82]. For the mixed ray transform some results related
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to solenoidal injectivity are known in R2 , on two- and three-dimensional
compact simple manifolds, and on manifolds satisfying certain curvature
estimates [39, 40, 43, 143].
2. X-ray tomography with partial data: [A, B, C, G]
In the articles [A, B, C, G] we study partial data problems arising in the Xray tomography of scalar and vector fields. The basic question in such problems is the following: can we say something about the scalar field f : Rn → R
if we know the integrals of f (the X-ray transform X0 f ) on all lines intersecting a given nonempty open set V ⊂ Rn ? We have focused in the uniqueness
problem: if X0 f = 0 on all lines intersecting V , does it follow that f = 0?
In general, the knowledge of the integrals is not enough to determine f
uniquely [112] and therefore one has to put additional assumptions on f .
We have studied the partial data problem under different assumptions. In
the most general case we assume that f satisfies a constant coefficient partial
differential equation in V in a weak sense. If P is a polynomial, we let P (D)
be the constant coefficient partial differential operator induced by P , i.e.
we consider the partial derivatives D as variables in P . For example, the
polynomial P (ξ) = ξ12 + . . . + ξn2 corresponds to the Laplacian P (D) = −∆.
The main idea of the partial data problem is illustrated in figure 2: if
X0 f = 0 on all lines intersecting V and P (D)f |V = 0 for some constant
coefficient partial differential operator P (D), does it follow that f = 0
everywhere? Using the linearity of X0 and P (D), and the commutativity of distributional derivatives we see that this is indeed a uniqueness
problem in the following sense: if f1 and f2 are scalar fields such that
P1 (D)f1 |V = P2 (D)f2 |V = 0 and X0 f1 = X0 f2 on all lines intersecting V ,
does it follow that f1 = f2 in all of Rn ? The partial data problem can
be reduced to a unique continuation problem of the normal operator N0 of
the X-ray transform: if N0 f |V = P (D)f |V = 0, does it follow that f = 0
everywhere?
More generally, one can replace lines with d-planes in the partial data
problem of scalar fields. In this way we obtain a partial data problem for
the d-plane transform Rd : if Rd f = 0 on all d-planes intersecting V and
P (D)f |V = 0, is it true that f = 0? The partial data problem for vector
fields is formulated analogously as in the scalar case. However, for vector
fields the problem is naturally formulated in terms of the curl (or the exterior
derivative) of the vector field: if X1 h = 0 on all lines which intersect V and
P (D)(dh) = 0 where h is a vector field and dh its curl, does it follow that
dh = 0? By the Poincaré lemma this is equivalent to that the solenoidal
part of h vanishes [67, 100, 143]. As in the case of the X-ray transform of
scalar fields, the partial data problems for Rd and X1 can be reduced to the
corresponding unique continuation problems of the normal operator Nd of
the d-plane transform and the normal operator N1 of the X-ray transform
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Figure 2. The partial data problem for the X-ray transform
of scalar fields in its most general form as we have studied.
Here V ⊂ Rn is a nonempty open set, P (D) is a constant
coefficient partial differential operator and γ is a line which
intersects V .
of vector fields. We focus on studying the partial data problems from the
point of view of the unique continuation of the different normal operators.
In the article [A] we study the partial data problem for X0 under the assumption f |V = 0. The main result of the article [A] is a unique continuation
property of Riesz potentials which correspond to fractional Laplacians with
negative exponents. The Riesz potential of a scalar function f : Rn → R is
defined as the convolution Iα f = f ∗ |·|−α where α < n (see section 2.1).
The main theorem is the following: if Iα f vanishes to infinite order at some
point x0 ∈ V where the exponent α satisfies some conditions and f |V = 0,
then f = 0. This implies a unique continuation result for the normal operator N0 : if N0 f |V = f |V = 0, then f = 0. The unique continuation of N0 can
then be used to prove uniqueness for the partial data problem: if X0 f = 0
on all lines intersecting V and f |V = 0, then f = 0. We also provide an
application of the partial data result to linearized travel time tomography
in Euclidean background.
In the article [B] we study the partial data problem for the d-plane transform Rd in the case f |V = 0. This is a generalization of the problem studied
in the article [A] where we considered the case d = 1. As in the article [A],
the partial data problem is studied using the normal operator Nd of the
d-plane transform. One of the main results of the article [B] is a unique continuation property of fractional Laplacians: if (−∆)s f |V = f |V = 0 where
s ∈ (−n/2, ∞) \ Z, then f = 0. When d is odd, this implies a unique continuation result for Nd : if Nd f |V = f |V = 0 and d is odd, then f = 0.
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The unique continuation of Nd then implies uniqueness for the partial data
problem: if d is odd, Rd f = 0 on all d-planes intersecting V and f |V = 0,
then f = 0. When d is even and Rd f = 0 on all lines which intersect V , we
can locally invert the d-plane data to obtain that f |V = 0.
The article [C] considers the partial data problem for X1 under the assumption dh|V = 0. The approach is similar as in the scalar case, and the
main result of the article [C] is a unique continuation property of N1 : if N1 h
vanishes to infinite order at some point in V and dh|V = 0, then dh = 0.
This unique continuation result is proved by reducing it to a unique continuation problem of N0 treated in the article [A]. The unique continuation
of N1 can then be used to prove uniqueness for the partial data problem: if
X1 h = 0 on all lines which intersect V and dh|V = 0, then dh = 0. This is
equivalent to that h = dφ for some scalar field φ by the Poincaré lemma, or
to that the solenoidal part of h vanishes. In the article [C] we also obtain
partial data results for the matrix-weighted X-ray transform of vector fields
which special case, the Euclidean transverse ray transform, we study in two
dimensions.
The article [G] is a continuation of the articles [A, C] and the integral
geometry part of the article [B]. In particular, we extend the assumptions f |V = 0 and dh|V = 0 in the partial data problems of scalar and
vector fields to the more general cases P (D)f |V = 0 and P (D)(dh)|V = 0
where P (D) is a constant coefficient partial differential operator induced by
the polynomial P as above. The main result of the article [G] is a unique
continuation property of fractional Laplacians which generalizes the unique
continuation result proved in the article [B]: if (−∆)s f |V = P (D)f |V = 0
where s ∈ (−n/2, ∞) \ Z and P (D) is any constant coefficient partial differential operator, then f = 0. This unique continuation result directly implies a corresponding unique continuation property for Nd : if d is odd and
Nd f |V = P (D)f |V = 0, then f = 0. Using reduction to the scalar case one
also obtains a unique continuation result for N1 : if N1 h|V = P (D)(dh)|V =
0, then dh = 0. These unique continuation results for Nd and N1 then imply
uniqueness for the most general partial data problems we have studied: if
Rd f = 0 on all d-planes intersecting V where d is odd and P (D)f |V = 0
(or X1 h = 0 on all lines intersecting V and P (D)(dh)|V = 0), then f = 0
(respectively dh = 0).
2.1. Notation. Let us first introduce some notation before giving the main
theorems. We will follow the notation conventions of the references [64, 102,
106, 112, 143, 149, 155].
We write f for a scalar function or distribution. The space of tempered
distributions is denoted by S 0 (Rn ). We let OC0 (Rn ) ⊂ S 0 (Rn ) be the space
of rapidly decreasing distributions. It contains as a subset all compactly supported distributions E 0 (Rn ) ⊂ OC0 (Rn ) and all continuous functions which
decrease faster than any polynomial at infinity C∞ (Rn ) ⊂ OC0 (Rn ). The
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fractional L2 -Sobolev space of order r ∈ R is defined as
H r (Rn ) = {f ∈ S 0 (Rn ) : F −1 (h·ir fˆ) ∈ L2 (Rn )}
where hxi = (1 + |x|2 )1/2 , fˆ = F(f ) is the Fourier transform of tempered distributions and F −1 is the inverse Fourier transform. These spaces
are nested, i.e. H r (Rn ) ,→ H t (Rn ) continuously when r ≥ t, and one
−r
n
can identify H
the dual (H r (Rn ))∗ for every r ∈ R. We let
S (R )r with
−∞
n
n
H
(R ) = r∈R H (R ) so that OC0 (Rn ) ⊂ H −∞ (Rn ) ⊂ S 0 (Rn ). The
fractional Laplacian is defined via Fourier transform
(−∆)s f = F −1 (|·|2s fˆ), s ∈ (−n/2, ∞) \ Z.
We have that (−∆)s f defines a tempered distribution for f ∈ OC0 (Rn ) when
s ∈ (−n/2, ∞) \ Z, and for f ∈ H r (Rn ) when s ∈ (−n/4, ∞) \ Z.
The fractional Laplacian has a connection to Riesz potentials. Let α ∈ R
such that α < n. We define the Riesz potential Iα : OC0 (Rn ) → S 0 (Rn ) as
Iα f = f ∗ hα where the kernel is hα (x) = |x|−α . If in addition 0 < α < n,
then Iα = (−∆)−s up to a constant factor with s = (n − α)/2. On the other
hand, if −n/2 < s < 0, then we can write (−∆)s f = I2s+n f up to a constant
factor. We say that Iα f vanishes to infinite order at a point x0 ∈ Rn , if Iα f
is smooth in a neighborhood of x0 and ∂ β (Iα f )(x0 ) = 0 for all multi-indices
β ∈ Nn .
We let P be the set of all polynomials on Rn with complex coefficients
excluding the zero polynomial P ≡ 0. If P ∈ P is a polynomial of degree m ∈
N, then it can be identified with the constant coefficient
Ppartial differential
α
operator P (D) of order m ∈ N by writing P (D) =
|α|≤m aα D where
α1
α
α
aα ∈ C, D = D1 · · · Dn n , Dj = −i∂j and α = (α1 , . . . , αn ) ∈ Nn is a
multi-index so that |α| = α1 + . . . + αn . If V ⊂ Rn is a nonempty open set,
we define the set of admissible functions AV by setting
AV = {f ∈ H −∞ (Rn ) : P (D)f |V = 0 for some P ∈ P}.
One can see that the set AV ⊂ H −∞ (Rn ) forms a vector space.
The X-ray transform of scalar fields is denoted by X0 and it takes a
function f and integrates it over lines. The normal operator is N0 = X0∗ X0
where X0∗ is the adjoint of X0 . If f is a distribution, then X0 f and N0 f are
defined by duality. More generally, we denote by Rd the d-plane transform
of scalar fields. The transform Rd takes a scalar field f and integrates it
over d-dimensional planes where 0 < d < n. The normal operator of the
d-plane transform is Nd = R∗d Rd where R∗d is the adjoint of Rd . If f is a
distribution, then Rd f and Nd f are defined by using duality.
We denote by h a vector field or vector-valued distribution. We write
h ∈ (E 0 (Rn ))n if h = (h1 , . . . , hn ) where hi ∈ E 0 (Rn ) for all i = 1, . . . , n. The
exterior derivative or curl of h is a matrix whose components are (dh)ij =
∂i hj − ∂j hi . The X-ray transform of vector fields is denoted by X1 and it
maps a vector field to its line integrals. The normal operator is N1 = X1∗ X1
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where X1∗ is the adjoint of X1 . If h is a vector-valued distribution, then
both X1 h and N1 h are defined by duality.
2.2. Main results. The following two theorems are the main results of the
article [A]. The first one is a unique continuation result for Riesz potentials
and the second one is a partial data result for the X-ray transform of scalar
fields.
Theorem 2.1 ([A, Theorem 1.1]). Let α = n − 1 or α ∈ R \ Z and α < n
where n ≥ 2. Let f ∈ E 0 (Rn ), V ⊂ Rn any nonempty open set and x0 ∈ V .
If f |V = 0 and Iα f vanishes to infinite order at x0 , then f = 0.
Theorem 2.2 ([A, Theorem 1.2]). Let V ⊂ Rn be any nonempty open set
where n ≥ 2. If f ∈ E 0 (Rn ) satisfies f |V = 0 and X0 f vanishes on all lines
that intersect V , then f = 0.
Theorem 2.1 is proved by showing that one can obtain all the polynomials
in a certain form by taking finite linear combinations of the derivatives of
the integral kernel hα in Iα f = f ∗ hα . The density of polynomials in the
space of smooth functions then gives the claim since f ∈ E 0 (Rn ) belongs
to the dual of that space. We give multiple proofs for theorem 2.2. Two
proofs reduce the partial data problem to a unique continuation problem of
normal operator: if X0 f = 0 on all lines intersecting V , then N0 f |V = 0.
The normal operator N0 can be seen as the Riesz potential In−1 up to a
constant factor, or equivalently, as the fractional Laplacian (−∆)−1/2 up to
a constant factor. The partial data result then follows from theorem 2.1, or
by using the unique continuation of fractional Laplacians which is proved
in [54]. The third proof works directly at the level of the X-ray transform
and is based on angular Fourier series and density of polynomials.
In addition, we provide an application of theorem 2.2 to linearized travel
time tomography in Euclidean background. In particular, we show how one
can use global shear wave splitting data to uniquely determine the difference
of the S-wave speeds in weak anisotropy. We also show in the article [A] how
one can use “half-local” measurements of travel times to uniquely determine
the conformal factor in the linearization; this is a partial data result where
we measure travel times of seismic waves in a small open subset of the surface
of the Earth, but the waves can emanate from anywhere on the surface.
In the article [B] we generalize the unique continuation and partial data
results proved in [A] for scalar fields to d-plane transforms. The following two
theorems are the main results of the integral geometry part of the article [B].
Theorem 2.3 ([B, Corollary 1]). Let n ≥ 2 and let f belong to either E 0 (Rn )
or C∞ (Rn ). Let d ∈ N be odd such that 0 < d < n. If Nd f |V = 0 and
f |V = 0 for some nonempty open set V ⊂ Rn , then f = 0.
Theorem 2.4 ([B, Corollary 2]). Let n ≥ 2, V ⊂ Rn a nonempty open set
and f ∈ C∞ (Rn ) or f ∈ E 0 (Rn ). Let d ∈ N be odd such that 0 < d < n. If
f |V = 0 and Rd f = 0 for all d-planes intersecting V , then f = 0.
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Theorem 2.3 is proved by using a unique continuation property of fractional Laplacians which is proved in the same article [B] (see theorem 3.1).
Unique continuation of fractional Laplacians can be used since the normal
operator Nd of the d-plane transform corresponds to the fractional Laplacian (−∆)−d/2 up to a constant factor. The unique continuation of Nd is
then used to prove theorem 2.4. For this reason we have to assume that d
is odd: theorem 2.3 does not hold if d is even since in that case Nd is the
inverse of a local operator. However, if d is even, then the partial data problem for the d-plane transform is locally uniquely solvable: if Rd f = 0 on all
lines intersecting V and d is even, then f |V = 0.
In the article [C] we generalize the above partial data results to vector
fields. The following two main theorems of the article [C] are similar to
theorems 2.1 and 2.2.
Theorem 2.5 ([C, Theorem 1.1]). Let h ∈ (E 0 (Rn ))n and V ⊂ Rn some
nonempty open set where n ≥ 2. If dh|V = 0 and N1 h vanishes to infinite
order at x0 ∈ V , then h = dφ for some φ ∈ E 0 (Rn ).
Theorem 2.6 ([C, Theorem 1.2]). Let h ∈ (E 0 (Rn ))n and V ⊂ Rn some
nonempty open set where n ≥ 2. Assume that dh|V = 0. Then X1 h vanishes
on all lines intersecting V if and only if h = dφ for some φ ∈ E 0 (Rn ).
Instead of assuming that N1 h vanishes to infinite order in theorem 2.5 we
could require that d(N1 h) vanishes componentwise to infinite order at some
point x0 ∈ V . This weaker condition implies the claim since theorem 2.5
is proved by using theorem 2.1 and the fact that d(N1 h) = N0 (dh) holds
componentwise up to a constant factor. We provide two alternative proofs
for theorem 2.6. The first proof directly uses the unique continuation of the
normal operator N1 in theorem 2.5. The second proof is based on Stokes’
theorem and theorem 2.2. Both proofs use the same idea: from the assumptions we deduce that dh = 0 and the Poincaré lemma implies that h = dφ
for some scalar field φ.
In the article [C] we also study the matrix-weighted X-ray transform of
vector fields XA = X1 ◦ A where A is a smooth invertible matrix field.
Similar results as in theorems 2.5 and 2.6 are obtained for the transform XA .
As a special case of the transform XA we obtain results for the Euclidean
transverse ray transform in two dimensions.
In the article [G] we generalize the partial data and unique continuation
results obtained in the articles [A, B, C]. The partial data results are proved
by using the following unique continuation property of fractional Laplacians
which is a generalization of the unique continuation result we proved in the
article [B].
Theorem 2.7 ([G, Theorem 1.1]). Let n ≥ 1, s ∈ (−n/4, ∞)\Z and f ∈ AV
where V ⊂ Rn is some nonempty open set. If (−∆)s f |V = 0, then f = 0. If
f ∈ OC0 (Rn ) ∩ AV , then the claim holds for s ∈ (−n/2, ∞) \ Z.
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The condition f ∈ AV means that f ∈ H r (Rn ) for some r ∈ R and
P (D)f |V = 0 for some constant coefficient partial differential operator P (D).
Theorem 2.7 is proved by using the unique continuation result of fractional Laplacians proved in [B] (see theorem 3.1) for the scalar field P (D)f .
The assumptions and locality of P (D) imply the conditions P (D)f |V =
(−∆)s (P (D)f )|V = 0 and hence f has to satisfy the global partial differential equation P (D)f = 0 which has only trivial solutions in the class of
admissible functions AV .
As before, the unique continuation of fractional Laplacians in theorem 2.7
can be used to prove partial data results for scalar and vector fields. The
following two theorems of the article [G] are generalizations of theorems 2.2
and 2.6.
Theorem 2.8 ([G, Theorem 1.4]). Let n ≥ 2 and f ∈ E 0 (Rn ) ∩ AV or
f ∈ C∞ (Rn ) ∩ AV where V ⊂ Rn is some nonempty open set. If X0 f = 0
on all lines intersecting V , then f = 0.
Theorem 2.9 ([G, Theorem 1.7]). Let n ≥ 2 and h ∈ (E 0 (Rn ))n such that
(dh)ij ∈ AV for all i, j = 1, . . . , n where V ⊂ Rn is some nonempty open
set. If X1 h = 0 on all lines intersecting V , then dh = 0. Especially, h = dφ
for some φ ∈ E 0 (Rn ).
Theorems 2.8 and 2.9 are proved in the following way. Theorem 2.7 implies a corresponding unique continuation result for the normal operator N0 .
The unique continuation of N0 is then used to prove the partial data result
in theorem 2.8. Further, using again the fact that d(N1 h) = N0 (dh) holds
componentwise up to a constant factor we can prove a unique continuation
property for N1 , which in turn implies the partial data result in theorem 2.9.
When d is odd, theorem 2.7 implies a corresponding unique continuation result for the normal operator Nd , which in turn implies a similar partial data
result as in theorem 2.8 for the d-plane transform Rd .
3. Higher order fractional Calderón problems: [B, D]
In the articles [B, D] we study uniqueness for higher order fractional
Calderón problems. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be an open bounded set, Ωe = Rn \ Ω
its exterior and s ∈ (0, ∞) \ Z. We consider the Calderón problem for the
fractional Schrödinger equation

((−∆)s + q)u = 0 in Ω
(14)
u|Ωe = f
and for the more general equation involving lower order local perturbations
of the fractional Laplacian

((−∆)s + P (x, D))u = 0 in Ω
(15)
u|Ωe = f
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where P (x, D) is a variable coefficient partial differential operator of order
m ∈ N. We can write P (x, D) as
X
aα (x)Dα
P (x, D) =
|α|≤m

where the coefficients aα = aα (x) are functions in Ω (or more generally
Sobolev multipliers in Rn ). We assume that m < 2s so that P (x, D) can
be considered as a lower order perturbation to (−∆)s . We see that equation (14) is a special case of equation (15) and the potential q can be treated
as a zeroth order perturbation to (−∆)s .
The inverse problem for equations (14) and (15) is illustrated in figure 3.
Formally, we put some “non-local voltage” in the open set W1 ⊂ Ωe and
measure “non-local currents” in the open set W2 ⊂ Ωe . More precisely, the
fractional Calderón problem for equation (15) is formulated as follows: if
the DN maps ΛP1 and ΛP2 agree in W2 for all exterior values f ∈ Cc∞ (W1 ),
does it follow that the partial differential operators P1 and P2 are equal
in Ω? This problem was first introduced by Ghosh, Salo and Uhlmann in
their seminal work [54] where the authors studied equation (14) in the case
s ∈ (0, 1). We can think the inverse problem as a partial data problem:
instead of having data in the full exterior Ωe we only have information or
make measurements in the (possibly small) open subsets W1 , W2 ⊂ Ωe .

Figure 3. The fractional Calderón problem in its most general form as we have studied. Here Ω ⊂ Rn is a bounded open
set and Ωe = Rn \ Ω its exterior. The “measurements” are
done in the (possibly disjoint) subsets W1 , W2 ⊂ Ωe of the
exterior.
The basic tools in proving uniqueness for fractional Calderón problems are
the unique continuation property and fractional Poincaré inequality for the
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fractional Laplacian (−∆)s . We already saw the importance of unique continuation of fractional Laplacians in partial data problems of scalar and vector fields. In fractional Calderón problems the unique continuation of (−∆)s
implies Runge approximation: one can approximate functions in certain
Sobolev spaces arbitrarily well by solutions of the fractional equation under
study (see section 3.2). The fractional Poincaré inequality is a norm estimate
involving the L2 -norms of a function and its fractional Laplacian, and it is
an important inequality in proving well-posedness for the forward problem
(the coercivity of the bilinear form). These basic tools (unique continuation
and Poincaré inequality) were proved in [54] in the case s ∈ (0, 1).
In the article [B] we study the higher order fractional Calderón problem
for equation (14) when s ∈ (0, ∞) \ Z. We prove higher order unique continuation result for fractional Laplacians: if (−∆)s u|V = u|V = 0 for some
nonempty open set V ⊂ Rn and s ∈ (−n/2, ∞)\Z, then u = 0. This generalizes the result proved in [54]. We also prove higher order fractional Poincaré
inequality for s ∈ (0, ∞)\Z which says that the L2 -norm of u can be bounded
from above by the L2 -norm of (−∆)s u. We provide five possible proofs for
the Poincaré inequality and some of the proofs also give information about
the constant in the inequality. Using the Poincaré inequality we prove wellposedness of the forward problem, and unique continuation of (−∆)s implies
Runge approximation for equation (14). Using Runge approximation and
the so-called Alessandrini identity (see section 3.2) for suitable test functions we prove uniqueness for the inverse problem: if W1 , W2 ⊂ Ωe are some
open sets such that the DN maps satisfy Λq1 f = Λq2 f in W2 for all exterior
values f ∈ Cc∞ (W1 ), then q1 = q2 in Ω. This is done for certain singular
potentials q which can be viewed as Sobolev multipliers. We also study
the magnetic counterpart of equation (14) (the higher order fractional magnetic Schrödinger equation) in the article [B] and prove uniqueness (up to a
gauge) under certain assumptions on the electric and magnetic potentials,
generalizing the results in [30] to higher order cases.
The article [D] is a continuation of the article [B] in the sense that we
replace the potential q in equation (14) with a general lower order local
perturbation P (x, D). In the article [D] we study the fractional Calderón
problem for equation (15) when s ∈ (0, ∞) \ Z and m < 2s. We consider two different classes of coefficients aα of the partial differential operator P (x, D): coefficients which belong to certain L∞ -Bessel potential spaces,
and coefficients which are certain Sobolev multipliers. The same tools that
we develop in the article [B], i.e. the higher order unique continuation property and fractional Poincaré inequality for (−∆)s , are applicable in proving
uniqueness in the article [D]. In addition to the Poincaré inequality we also
need the Kato–Ponce inequality in proving well-posedness of the forward
problem. The Kato–Ponce inequality is a fractional Leibnitz rule in terms
of Lp -norms [56, 58, 76]. As in the article [B], the unique continuation
of (−∆)s implies Runge approximation for equation (15). Using the Runge
approximation and the corresponding Alessandrini identity for suitable test
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functions we prove uniqueness for the inverse problem: if W1 , W2 ⊂ Ωe are
some open sets such that the DN maps satisfy ΛP1 f = ΛP2 f in W2 for all
exterior values f ∈ Cc∞ (W1 ), then P1 = P2 in Ω. This uniqueness result
is shown for both classes of coefficients aα , i.e. coefficients with bounded
fractional derivatives and coefficients which are Sobolev multipliers.
3.1. Notation. We use the same notation that we introduced in section 2.1,
but we also introduce some additional notation. We follow the notation
conventions of the references [11, 23, 101, 102, 106, 156].
If 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, we define the fractional Lp -Bessel potential space of order
r ∈ R as
H r,p (Rn ) = {u ∈ S 0 (Rn ) : F −1 (h·ir û) ∈ Lp (Rn )}
and we equip it with the norm
kukH r,p (Rn ) = F −1 (h·ir û)

Lp (Rn )

.

These spaces are nested, i.e. H r,p (Rn ) ,→ H t,p (Rn ) continuously when r ≥ t.
We see that H 0,p (Rn ) = Lp (Rn ). If Ω ⊂ Rn is an open set, then we define
the spaces H r,p (Ω) as restrictions
H r,p (Ω) = {u|Ω : u ∈ H r,p (Rn )}
and we use the quotient norm
kwkH r,p (Ω) = inf{kukH r,p (Rn ) : u ∈ H r,p (Rn ) such that u|Ω = w}.
It follows that the inclusions H r,p (Ω) ,→ H t,p (Ω) are continuous when r ≥ t.
The spaces H r,p (Ω) are not to be confused with the Sobolev-Slobodeckij
spaces W r,p (Ω) which are defined by using weak derivatives of Lp -functions
and which in general are different from the Bessel potential spaces we have
introduced [44]. If r ≥ 0 and p = 2, then H r,2 (Rn ) = W r,2 (Rn ) and
H r,2 (Ω) = W r,2 (Ω) when Ω is a Lipschitz domain.
The following spaces are special cases of the above Bessel potential spaces
HFr,p (Rn ) = {u ∈ H r,p (Rn ) : spt(u) ⊂ F }
e r,p (Ω) = closure of C ∞ (Ω) with respect to the norm k·k r,p n
H
c
H (R )
H0r,p (Ω) = closure of Cc∞ (Ω) with respect to the norm k·kH r,p (Ω)
e r,p (Ω) ⊂ H r,p (Rn ) and
where F ⊂ Rn is some closed set. Observe that H
r,p
e r,p (Ω) ⊂ H r,p (Ω) and H
e r,p (Ω) ⊂
H0 (Ω) ⊂ H r,p (Ω). One also sees that H
0
r,p
n
r,2
n
r
n
HΩ (R ). When p = 2, we simply write H (R ) = H (R ), H r,2 (Ω) =
e r (Ω))∗ = H −r (Ω) and (H r (Ω))∗ =
H r (Ω) and so on. It follows that (H
e −r (Ω) for any open set Ω ⊂ Rn and r ∈ R. If in addition Ω is a Lipschitz
H
e r (Ω) = H r (Ω).
domain and r ≥ 0 such that r ∈
/ { 1 , 3 , 5 . . . }, then H
2 2 2

0

We define the space of Sobolev multipliers M (H r → H t ) ⊂ D0 (Rn ) by
saying that the distribution f ∈ D0 (Rn ) belongs to M (H r → H t ) if the
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multiplier norm
kf kr,t = sup{|hf, uvi| : u, v ∈ Cc∞ (Rn ), kukH r (Rn ) = kvkH −t (Rn ) = 1}
is finite. We let M0 (H r → H t ) be the closure of Cc∞ (Rn ) in M (H r → H t )
with respect to the norm k·kr,t . The elements of the space M (H r → H t )
are called Sobolev multipliers since each f ∈ M (H r → H t ) induces a map
mf : H r (Rn ) → H t (Rn ) defined as
hmf (u), vi = hf, uvi
for all u ∈
and v ∈ H −t (Rn ). As a special case of multipliers we
write Z −s (Rn ) = M (H s → H −s ) and Z0−s (Rn ) = M0 (H s → H −s ) whose
elements we also call singular potentials.
We say that 0 is not a Dirichlet eigenvalue of the operator (−∆)s + q, if
the following condition holds:
H r (Rn )

(16) If u ∈ H s (Rn ) solves ((−∆)s + q)u = 0 in Ω and u|Ωe = 0, then u = 0.
Analogously, we say that 0 is not a Dirichlet eigenvalue of the operator
(−∆)s + P (x, D) if condition (16) holds when q is replaced with the partial differential operator P (x, D). When the forward problem for equation (14) is well-posed, we can define the DN map Λq : H s (Ωe ) → (H s (Ωe ))∗
as hΛq f1 , f2 i = Bq (uf1 , f2 ) where Bq (·, ·) is the bilinear form associated to
equation (14) and uf1 is the unique solution to equation (14) with exterior
value u|Ωe = f1 . The DN map ΛP for equation (15) is defined similarly.
3.2. Main results. One of the main theorems of the article [B] is the following unique continuation property of fractional Laplacians.
Theorem 3.1 ([B, Theorem 1.1]). Let n ≥ 1, s ∈ (−n/4, ∞) \ Z and
u ∈ H r (Rn ) where r ∈ R. If (−∆)s u|V = 0 and u|V = 0 for some nonempty
open set V ⊂ Rn , then u = 0. The claim holds also for s ∈ (−n/2, −n/4] \ Z
if u ∈ H r,1 (Rn ) or u ∈ OC0 (Rn ).
Theorem 3.1 is proved by reducing the claim to the case s ∈ (0, 1) and
using the unique continuation result proved in [54]. The reduction can be
done by using the simple relation (−∆)k (−∆)s = (−∆)s (−∆)k = (−∆)s+k
when k ∈ N and s ∈ (−n/2, ∞)\Z. The assumptions on s in theorem 3.1 are
put so that (−∆)s is a non-local operator and (−∆)s u is well-defined as a
tempered distribution. We also prove in the article [B] many other versions
of the unique continuation of (−∆)s in different Sobolev spaces, including
homogeneous Sobolev spaces and certain Bessel potential spaces.
The next theorem of the article [B] is called the (fractional) Poincaré
inequality. It has an essential role in proving well-posedness for the forward
problems of equations (14) and (15).
Theorem 3.2 ([B, Theorem 1.2]). Let n ≥ 1, s ≥ t ≥ 0, K ⊂ Rn a compact
s (Rn ). There exists a constant c = c(n, K, s) > 0 such that
set and u ∈ HK
(17)

(−∆)t/2 u

L2 (Rn )

≤ c (−∆)s/2 u

L2 (Rn )

.
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In well-posedness we only need the cases t = 0 and s ∈ (0, ∞) \ Z of
theorem 3.2. Note that the inequality (17) holds for all exponents s ≥ t ≥ 0,
not just fractional ones. The interpretation of theorem 3.2 is that the norms
of lower order derivatives of u are bounded from above by the norms of
higher order derivatives of u. When t = 0 and s = 1, then the inequality (17)
reduces to the classical Poincaré inequality.
We provide five different proofs for theorem 3.2. Two of the simplest
proofs are based on Fourier analysis: the first uses splitting of frequencies on
the Fourier side and the second uses uncertainty inequalities proved in [48].
Two other proofs are based on a reduction argument similar to what we did
in proving the unique continuation of higher order fractional Laplacians. The
fifth proof considers the case s ≥ 1 and it uses interpolation in homogeneous
Sobolev spaces and the classical Poincaré inequality. This proof also gives
e s (Ω), then
an explicit constant for the inequality: if s ≥ 1 and u ∈ H
in theorem 3.2 we can take c = C s−t where C is the classical Poincaré
constant. This is expected since on the left-hand side of equation (17) we
take t derivatives and on the right-hand side we take s derivatives.
The next theorem of the article [B] gives uniqueness for the higher order
fractional Schrödinger equation with a singular potential.
Theorem 3.3 ([B, Theorem 1.3]). Let n ≥ 1, Ω ⊂ Rn a bounded open set,
s ∈ (0, ∞)\Z, and q1 , q2 ∈ Z0−s (Rn ) such that 0 is not a Dirichlet eigenvalue
of the operators (−∆)s + qi . Let W1 , W2 ⊂ Rn \ Ω be open sets. If the DN
maps for the equations (−∆)s u+mqi (u) = 0 in Ω satisfy Λq1 f |W2 = Λq2 f |W2
for all f ∈ Cc∞ (W1 ), then q1 |Ω = q2 |Ω .
The proof of theorem 3.3 follows from Runge approximation for equation (14) and choosing suitable test functions in the Alessandrini identity.
e s (Ω)
The Runge approximation says that we can approximate functions in H
arbitrarily well by solutions of the fractional Schrödinger equation (14), and
it can be proved by using the unique continuation of (−∆)s in theorem 3.1
and the well-posedness of the forward problem. The Alessandrini identity is
an integral identity showing how the DN maps Λqi and the corresponding
potentials qi are related in terms of exterior values f and solutions uf of
equation (14).
The article [D] generalizes the higher order fractional Schrödinger equation studied in the article [B] to include more general lower order local
perturbations. The following two theorems are the main results of the article [D].
Theorem 3.4 ([D, Theorem 1.1]). Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded open set where
n ≥ 1. Let s ∈ (0, ∞) \ Z and m ∈ N be such that 2s > m. Let
X
Pj =
aj,α Dα , j = 1, 2,
|α|≤m
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be partial differential operators of order m where aj,α ∈ M0 (H s−|α| → H −s )
such that 0 is not a Dirichlet eigenvalue of the operators (−∆)s + Pj . Given
any two open sets W1 , W2 ⊂ Rn \ Ω, suppose that the DN maps ΛPj for the
equations ((−∆)s + Pj )u = 0 in Ω satisfy
ΛP1 f |W2 = ΛP2 f |W2
for all f ∈ Cc∞ (W1 ). Then P1 |Ω = P2 |Ω .
Theorem 3.5 ([D, Theorem 1.2]). Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz
domain where n ≥ 1. Let s ∈ (0, ∞) \ Z and m ∈ N be such that 2s > m.
Let
X
aj,α (x)Dα , j = 1, 2,
Pj (x, D) =
|α|≤m

be partial differential operators of
where
(
0
rα = |α| − s + δ
|α| − s

order m with coefficients aj,α ∈ H rα ,∞ (Ω)
if
|α| − s < 0,
if |α| − s ∈ {1/2, 3/2, ...},
if
otherwise

for any fixed δ > 0 and assume that 0 is not a Dirichlet eigenvalue of the
operators (−∆)s + Pj (x, D). Given any two open sets W1 , W2 ⊂ Rn \ Ω,
suppose that the DN maps ΛPj for the equations ((−∆)s + Pj (x, D))u = 0
in Ω satisfy
ΛP1 f |W2 = ΛP2 f |W2
for all f ∈

Cc∞ (W1 ).

Then P1 (x, D) = P2 (x, D).

It is not known whether the spaces M0 (H s−|α| → H −s ) and H rα ,∞ (Ω) are
contained in each other. If this is not the case, then theorems 3.4 and 3.5
are distinct and neither claim implies the other. In theorem 3.4 we consider
multipliers which can be approximated in the multiplier norm by smooth
compactly supported functions and for this reason we do not need to assume anything about the boundary of Ω. In theorem 3.5 we have put some
conditions on ∂Ω and for the exponent rα which are needed in proving wellposedness in the case of coefficients with bounded fractional derivatives. The
assumptions that 0 is not a Dirichlet eigenvalue and 2s > m (i.e. we consider
perturbations to (−∆)s ) are also crucial in both theorems when proving wellposedness of the forward problem. It follows that M (H s−|α| → H −s ) = {0}
if s − |α| < −s. Partly because of this reason theorem 3.4 is formulated only
for 2s > m since the multiplier coefficients for higher order derivatives are
zero, i.e. aα = 0 for all |α| > 2s.
Theorems 3.4 and 3.5 are proved in the same way, even though the exact details are a little bit different. The proofs follow the same ideas as in
the article [B] where we proved uniqueness for zeroth order perturbations,
and we see that theorem 3.3 is in fact a special case of theorem 3.4. The
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well-posedness of the forward problem is proved by using the higher order fractional Poincaré inequality in theorem 3.2 and interpolation inequality in non-homogeneous Sobolev spaces. In the case of coefficients with
bounded fractional derivatives we also need the Kato–Ponce inequality in
proving well-posedness. The higher order unique continuation of (−∆)s in
theorem 3.1 together with well-posedness implies Runge approximation for
equation (15) (and for the adjoint equation of (15)): one can approximate
e s (Ω) arbitrarily well by solutions of equation (15). We can
functions in H
prove uniqueness for the inverse problem by using the Runge approximation
and suitable test functions in the Alessandrini identity which gives the relation between the DN maps ΛPi and the partial differential operators Pi in
terms of exterior values f and solutions uf of equation (15) (and the adjoint
equation of (15)). It is important to notice that in theorems 3.4 and 3.5 we
recover the coefficients aα uniquely and there is no gauge in contrast to the
perturbed local Schrödinger equation [71, 111, 138].
Note that even though we consider partial differential operators in theorems 3.4 and 3.5, the results apply for more general local linear operators. In fact, Peetre’s theorem implies that any local linear operator
L : Cc∞ (Ω) → Cc∞ (Ω) which satisfies spt(Lf ) ⊂ spt(f ) for all f ∈ Cc∞ (Ω) can
be identified with a partial differential operator [105, 121]. Hence our results
hold for any such local operator satisfying the assumptions in theorems 3.4
and 3.5.
4. Travel time tomography on Riemannian and Finsler
manifolds: [E, F]
In the articles [E, F] we study the travel time tomography or boundary
rigidity problem and its linearized versions on Riemannian manifolds and
more general Finsler manifolds where the fiberwise inner product depends
on direction. The basic idea of the boundary rigidity problem is illustrated
in figure 4. Suppose we have two Finsler norms F1 and F2 (which can be for
example two Riemannian metrics) on a manifold M with boundary ∂M . We
assume that between any two boundary points x, x0 ∈ ∂M there is unique
geodesic γi of the Finsler norm Fi going from x to x0 . The length of the
geodesic γi with respect to Fi is denoted by LFi (γi ) and it gives the (not
necessarily symmetric) distance from x ∈ ∂M to x0 ∈ ∂M . The boundary
rigidity problem is the following: if the Finsler norms F1 and F2 give the
same distances between all boundary points x, x0 ∈ ∂M , does it follow that
F1 = F2 up to a natural gauge?
If the Finsler norms Fi are induced by Riemannian metrics gi (the fiberwise inner product does not depend on direction), then the natural gauge is
a boundary preserving diffeomorphism: if g2 = Ψ∗ g1 where Ψ : M → M is a
diffeomorphism such that Ψ|∂M = Id, then g1 and g2 give the same boundary
distances. For a special class of non-reversible Finsler norms called Randers
metrics the gauge is similar: if F1 = Fg + β where Fg is a Finsler norm
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Figure 4. An illustration of the boundary rigidity problem
on Finsler manifolds (M, F ). Here x, x0 ∈ ∂M are two boundary points, γ1 and γ2 are the unique geodesics of the Finsler
norms F1 and F2 connecting x to x0 , and LFi (γi ) denotes the
length of the geodesic γi with respect to Fi (adapted from [F,
Figure 1]).
induced by the Riemannian metric g and β is a 1-form whose norm with
respect to g is small, then F1 and F2 = Ψ∗ F1 + dφ give the same boundary distances where Ψ : M → M is a diffeomorphism which is identity on
the boundary and φ is a scalar field vanishing on the boundary (and dφ is
considered as a small perturbation to Ψ∗ F1 ).
On Riemannian manifolds (M, g) the linearization of the boundary rigidity problem leads to the geodesic ray transform Im of symmetric (covariant)
m-tensor fields [143]: if h and h0 are two symmetric m-tensor fields such
that Im h = Im h0 , does it follow that h = h0 up to a natural gauge? When
m ≥ 1, the gauge is given by the derivative of a lower order tensor field:
if h0 = h + σ∇v where h is symmetric m-tensor field, v is an m − 1-tensor
field vanishing on the boundary (or at infinity) and σ∇ is the symmetrized
covariant derivative, then Im h = Im h0 . Since the problem is linear (Im is a
linear operator) it is enough to study the kernel of Im : if h is a symmetric
m-tensor field such that Im h = 0, does it follow that h = σ∇v where v is
an m − 1-tensor field vanishing on the boundary (or at infinity)? If this is
true for all sufficiently regular symmetric m-tensor fields, we say that Im is
solenoidally injective (or s-injective).
In the article [E] we study the mixed ray transform and more general mixing ray transforms on Riemannian manifolds. These integral transforms are
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generalizations of the geodesic ray transform and they arise in the linearization of the elastic travel time tomography problem [39, 40, 143]. The main
focus in the article [E] is on the algebraic properties of mixing ray transforms
and decompositions of tensor fields with respect to these transforms. We
have various corollaries of a main idea how to study the kernel characterization and solenoidal injectivity of the mixing ray transforms using correct
notion of symmetry and reduction.
The mixing ray transform of m-tensor fields (m ≥ 1) is defined as the
composition IA h = (Im ◦ A)h where Im is the geodesic ray transform of mtensor fields and A is a smooth linear invertible map on m-tensor fields (see
section 4.1). If A is the identity map, then IA reduces to the geodesic ray
transform Im . One can think that the transform IA first rotates the tensor
field h and then takes the geodesic ray transform of the rotated m-tensor
field Ah.
The mixing ray transforms are matrix-weighted geodesic ray transforms
and they have a different kind of kernel than the geodesic ray transform.
We prove in the article [E] that every m-tensor field h can be written as
the direct sum h = σ
bA h + (h − σ
bA h) where σ
bA is the symmetrization map
with respect to the transform IA (see section 4.1) and h − σ
bA h ∈ Ker(IA ).
Here σ
bA h is the “symmetric part” of h and h − σ
bA h is the “trivial part”
of h from the point of view of the transform IA . We show that if Im is
s-injective on symmetric m-tensor fields and IA h = 0, then σ
bA h = σ
bA ∇A v
for some m − 1-tensor field v vanishing on the boundary (or at infinity)
where ∇A = A−1 ◦ ∇ is the weighted covariant derivative associated to IA .
This property is referred as the solenoidal injectivity of IA and it allows us
to write the kernel of IA as the direct sum Ker(IA ) = Im(H) ⊕ Im(b
σA ∇A )
where H = Id − σ
bA is the projection onto the “trivial part” of Ker(IA ) (see
sections 4.1 and 4.2).
In addition to solenoidal injectivity results we prove in the article [E] numerous corollaries of the algebraic approach to mixing ray transforms and
related transforms such as the mixed ray transform and the light ray transform. For example, we show that previous results for the light ray transform
on Lorentzian manifolds and the mixed ray transform on simple Riemannian manifolds in [40, 47] can be seen as solenoidal injectivity results when
we have a correct notion of symmetry. We also prove some stability results
for the mixed ray transform, and show that the geodesic ray transform and
the transverse ray transform together determine 1-forms uniquely on certain
two-dimensional compact and non-compact manifolds.
In the article [F] we study the boundary rigidity problem for certain
non-reversible Finsler norms called Randers metrics. Finsler norms are nonnegative functions on the tangent bundle F : T M → [0, ∞) so that for every
x ∈ M the map y 7→ F (x, y) is a positively homogeneous norm in Tx M .
The Finsler norm F is reversible, if F (x, −y) = F (x, y) for all x ∈ M
and y ∈ Tx M . In this case the map y 7→ F (x, y) defines a norm in Tx M .
In general, the distance function given by F is not necessarily symmetric
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in contrast to the Riemannian distance function. Finsler norms induce a
fiberwise inner product which depends not only on position but also on
direction. Riemannian metrics are a special case of reversible Finsler norms
where the inner product does not depend on direction.
Randers metrics are Finsler norms of the form F = Fg + β where Fg is a
Finsler norm induced by the Riemannian metric g and β is a 1-form whose
norm with respect to g is small enough. Randers metrics are non-reversible
since F (x, −y) = F (x, y) for all x ∈ M and y ∈ Tx M if and only if β ≡ 0.
Randers metrics arise naturally in Zermelo’s navigation problem [10, 146].
Roughly saying, Zermelo’s problem asks what is the shortest path in time
for a moving object to travel from point A to point B when an external
force field is acting on the object. Basic example is a ship which is sailing
on a sea under the influence of wind or current.
In the article [F] we prove two boundary rigidity results. If F is a Finsler
norm and x, x0 ∈ ∂M , denote by dF (x, x0 ) the (non-symmetric) geodesic
distance from x to x0 (see section 4.1). The first theorem is the following:
if F1 and F2 are Finsler norms of the form Fi = Fr,i + βi where Fr,i is
a reversible Finsler norm and βi is a closed 1-form (dβi = 0) such that
dF1 (x, x0 ) = dF2 (x, x0 ) for all x, x0 ∈ ∂M , then β2 = β1 + dφ where φ
is a scalar field vanishing on the boundary and dFr,1 (x, x0 ) = dFr,2 (x, x0 )
for all x, x0 ∈ ∂M . This is done by using projective equivalence of the
Finsler norms Fi and Fr,i : since the 1-form βi is closed Fi and Fr,i have
the same geodesics as point sets, and the geodesics of Fi remain geodesics
(as point sets) if their orientation is reversed. The second theorem is a
boundary rigidity result for Randers metrics and it is a corollary of the first
theorem: if F1 = Fg1 + β1 and F2 = Fg2 + β2 are Randers metrics where g1
and g2 are boundary rigid Riemannian metrics, βi is a closed 1-form and
dF1 (x, x0 ) = dF2 (x, x0 ) for all x, x0 ∈ ∂M , then F2 = Ψ∗ F1 + dφ where φ is a
scalar field vanishing on the boundary and Ψ : M → M is a diffemorphism
which is identity on the boundary. In other words, the equality of the
boundary distances implies that the Randers metrics F1 and F2 are equal
up to the natural gauge. Using Zermelo’s navigation problem we provide
an application of the second theorem to seismology where the seismic wave
propagates in a moving medium.
4.1. Notation. Let us first go through the notation used in the article [E].
We follow the notation conventions of the references [92, 93, 95, 120, 143].
We will use the Einstein summation convention so that every repeated index
appearing both as a subscript and superscript is implicitly summed over.
Let M be an n-dimensional smooth manifold where n ≥ 2. We usually assume that M is compact and has a boundary ∂M or that M is non-compact
without boundary. If (M, g) is a Riemannian manifold, we denote by K(x)
the Gaussian curvature at x ∈ M . We say that a compact Riemannian manifold (M, g) with boundary is simple (or that the Riemannian metric g is
simple) if it is non-trapping (maximal geodesics have finite length), geodesics

31

have no conjugate points and the boundary ∂M is strictly convex with respect to g (the second fundamental form on ∂M is positive definite). A
compact simple manifold is always diffeomorphic to a ball. We say that
a non-compact manifold (M, g) without boundary is a Cartan–Hadamard
manifold if it is simply connected, complete and its sectional curvature is
nonpositive. Cartan–Hadamard manifolds are diffeomorphic to Rn and basic
examples are the Euclidean space and hyperbolic spaces.
Let m ≥ 1. We denote by X(Tm M ) the space of all covariant m-tensor
fields and Sm M ⊂ X(Tm M ) is the space of symmetric covariant m-tensor
fields. The notations C ∞ (Tm M ) := C ∞ (X(Tm M )) and C ∞ (Sm M ) mean
that the corresponding tensor fields p
are smooth. The pointwise norm of a
covariant m-tensor field h is |h|gx = gx (h, h) where gx (·, ·) is the fiberwise
inner product of m-tensor fields. We define the following sets of polynomially
and exponentially decaying tensor fields which are mainly used on Cartan–
Hadamard manifolds
Eη (Tm M ) = {h ∈ C 1 (Tm M ) :
|h|gx ≤ Ce−ηd(x,o) for some C > 0},
Eη1 (Tm M ) = {h ∈ C 1 (Tm M ) :
|h|gx + |∇h|gx ≤ Ce−ηd(x,o) for some C > 0},
Pη (Tm M ) = {h ∈ C 1 (Tm M ) :
|h|gx ≤ C(1 + d(x, o))−η for some C > 0},
Pη1 (Tm M ) = {h ∈ C 1 (Tm M ) :
|h|gx ≤ C(1 + d(x, o))−η and
|∇h|gx ≤ C(1 + d(x, o))−η−1 for some C > 0}
where o ∈ M is a fixed point and η > 0.
Let (M, g) be a non-trapping compact Riemannian manifold with boundary ∂M . Let x ∈ ∂M and ξ ∈ Tx M be an inward-pointing unit vector.
Denote by γx,ξ the geodesic starting at x in the direction ξ and let τ (x, ξ)
be the first time when the geodesic hits the boundary again. The geodesic
ray transform of a sufficiently regular m-tensor field h is defined as
Z τ (x,ξ)
i1
im
Im h(x, ξ) =
hi1 ...im (γx,ξ (t))γ̇x,ξ
(t) · · · γ̇x,ξ
(t)dt.
0

Similarly, if (M, g) is a Cartan–Hadamard manifold and x ∈ M and ξ ∈ Tx M
has unit length, then we define
Z ∞
i1
im
Im h(x, ξ) =
hi1 ...im (γx,ξ (t))γ̇x,ξ
(t) · · · γ̇x,ξ
(t)dt
−∞

whenever the m-tensor field h decays rapidly enough at infinity. By completeness geodesics are defined on all times on Cartan–Hadamard manifolds.
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We define A : C ∞ (Tm M ) → C ∞ (Tm M ) as a smooth linear invertible map
on m-tensor fields which operates as
(Ah)x (ξ1 , . . . , ξm ) = hx (A1 (x)ξ1 , . . . , Am (x)ξm )
where ξi ∈ Tx M and each Ai (x) is a linear bijection in Tx M . Such map A is
called a mixing of degree m ≥ 1. If A is a mixing of degree m, we define the
mixing ray transform IA by setting IA = Im ◦ A where Im is the geodesic
ray transform of m-tensor fields. On orientable two-dimensional manifolds
an important special case of the mixing ray transforms is the mixed ray
transform Lk,l = Im ◦ Ak,l where the components Ai of the mixing Ak,l
satisfy Ai = ? when i = 1, . . . , k and Ai = Id when i = k + 1, . . . , k + l = m.
Here ? is the Hodge star operating on 1-forms (and hence on vector fields
via the musical isomorphisms) and on orientable two-dimensional manifolds
it corresponds to rotation by 90 degrees counterclockwise.
If A is a mixing of degree m, we define the generalized symmetrization
operator σ
bA = A−1 ◦ σ ◦ A where σ is the usual symmetrization of tensor
fields. Then σ
bA is a projection onto A−1 (Sm M ) and we have the direct
decomposition h = σ
bA h + (h − σ
bA h) where σ
bA h ∈ A−1 (Sm M ) and h −
A
σ
bA h ∈ Ker(IA ). We denote by ∇ the weighted covariant derivative ∇A =
A−1 ◦∇. We say that the mixing ray transform IA is s-injective on a compact
Riemannian manifold (M, g) with boundary, if for every h ∈ C ∞ (Tm M ) we
have that IA h = 0 if and only if σ
bA h = σ
bA ∇A v for some v ∈ C ∞ (Sm−1 M )
vanishing on the boundary.
Then we shortly introduce the additional notation used in the article [F];
these basic notions of Finsler geometry can be found in [3, 9, 24, 145].
Let F : T M → [0, ∞) be a Finsler norm and denote by Fr a reversible
Finsler norm, i.e. Fr (x, −y) = Fr (x, y) for all x ∈ M and y ∈ Tx M . If g is a
Riemannian
metric, then it defines a reversible Finsler norm Fg as Fg (x, y) =
p
gij (x)y i y j . We denote by β a smooth 1-form and say that β is closed, if
dβ = 0 where d is the exterior derivative of differential forms. We define
the dual norm of β as kβkF ∗ = supx∈M F ∗ (x, βx ) where F ∗ is the co-Finsler
norm in T ∗ M . More specifically, F ∗ (x, βx ) = supy∈Tx M,F (x,y)=1 βx (y). If F
is a Finsler norm and β is a 1-form such that kβkF ∗ < 1, then F + β also
defines a Finsler norm.
We define admissible Finsler norms as follows: F is admissible, if for any
two points x, x0 ∈ ∂M there exists unique geodesic γ of F going from x to x0
having finite length. When F is admissible, we define the map dF (·, ·) : ∂M ×
∂M → [0, ∞) as dF (x, x0 ) = LF (γ) where LF (γ) is the length of the geodesic γ with respect to F . In general the map dF (·, ·) is not symmetric.
We say that the Riemannian metrics g1 and g2 on M are boundary rigid,
if dg1 (x, x0 ) = dg2 (x, x0 ) for all x, x0 ∈ ∂M if and only if g2 = Ψ∗ g1 where
Ψ : M → M is a diffeomorphism which is identity on the boundary.
4.2. Main results. In the article [E] we study linearized travel time tomography. We have numerous corollaries of the algebraic approach to mixing ray
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transforms and here we only present the most important results considering
solenoidal injectivity. The first result says that s-injectivity of one mixing
ray transform implies s-injectivity for all mixing ray transforms.
Theorem 4.1 ([E, Corollary 3.4]). Let m ≥ 1 and (M, g) be a compact
Riemannian manifold with boundary so that the transform IA is s-injective
e of degree m.
for some A of degree m. Then IAe is s-injective for all A
Theorem 4.1 holds in all dimensions n ≥ 2 and it is proved by using the
definition of s-injectivity and the properties of mixings A and the corresponding projections σ
bA . The following theorem is a special case of theorem 4.1
in two dimensions.
Theorem 4.2 ([E, Corollary 4.1]). Let m ≥ 1. Let (M, g) be a compact two-dimensional orientable Riemannian manifold with boundary such
that the geodesic ray transform is s-injective on C ∞ (Sm M ) and let h ∈
C ∞ (Tm M ). Then Lk,l h = 0 if and only if σ
bAk,l h = σ
bAk,l ∇Ak,l v for some
v ∈ C ∞ (Sm−1 M ) vanishing on the boundary ∂M .
S-injectivity of the geodesic ray transform is known for example on compact simple surfaces [119] and on simply connected compact surfaces with
strictly convex boundary and non-positive sectional curvature [118, 143].
Hence we obtain many new s-injectivity results for the mixed ray transform
in two dimensions using theorem 4.2. The assumption that (M, g) is a twodimensional orientable manifold is needed so that the mixed ray transform
is well-defined, i.e. we can use the Hodge star ? to rotate vector fields.
The next theorem of the article [E] shows that s-injectivity holds for
the mixed ray transform also on certain non-compact Cartan–Hadamard
manifolds.
Theorem 4.3 ([E, Corollary 4.2]). Let (M, g) be a two-dimensional Cartan–
Hadamard manifold and let m ≥ 1. The following claims are true:
(a) Let −K0 ≤ K ≤ 0 for some K0 > 0 and h ∈ Eη1 (Tm M ) for some
√
bAk,l h = σ
bAk,l ∇Ak,l v for
η > 23 K0 . Then Lk,l h = 0 if and only if σ
some v ∈ Sm−1 M such that v ∈ Eη− (Tm−1 M ) for all  > 0.
(b) Let K ∈ Pκ (M ) for some κ > 2 and h ∈ Pη1 (Tm M ) for some η > 2.
Then Lk,l h = 0 if and only if σ
bAk,l h = σ
bAk,l ∇Ak,l v for some v ∈
Sm−1 M ∩ Pη−1 (Tm−1 M ).
Theorem 4.3 follows from the corresponding s-injectivity result for the
geodesic ray transform proved in [95]. Before we can use the results in [95]
we show that the mixing Ak,l in the mixing ray transform Lk,l = Im ◦ Ak,l
maps tensor fields in Eη1 (Tm M ) to tensor fields in Eη1 (Tm M ), and similarly
tensor fields in Pη1 (Tm M ) to tensor fields in Pη1 (Tm M ). We do not need to
assume orientability in theorem 4.3 since Cartan–Hadamard manifolds are
always orientable.
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Theorem 4.2 implies that we can write the kernel of the mixed ray transform on compact orientable surfaces with boundary admitting s-injectivity
of the geodesic ray transform as the direct sum
(18)

Ker(Lk,l |C ∞ (Tm M ) ) = Im(H|C ∞ (Tm M ) ) ⊕ Im(b
σAk,l ∇Ak,l |Y )

where H = Id − σ
bAk,l is the projection onto the trivial part of Ker(Lk,l ) and
∞
Y = {v ∈ C (Sm−1 M ) : v|∂M = 0}. Similar decomposition as in (18) holds
for non-compact Cartan–Hadamard manifolds by theorem 4.3 using the sets
of polynomially and exponentially decaying tensor fields.
In the article [F] we study the non-linear travel time tomography or
boundary rigidity problem. The following theorem is the first main result
of the article [F].
Theorem 4.4 ([F, Theorem 1.3]). Let M be a compact and simply connected
smooth manifold with boundary. For i ∈ {1, 2} let Fi = Fr,i +βi be admissible
Finsler norms where Fr,i is an admissible and reversible Finsler norm and βi
is a smooth closed 1-form such that kβi kF ∗ < 1. Then the following are
r,i
equivalent:
(i) dF1 (x, x0 ) = dF2 (x, x0 ) for all x, x0 ∈ ∂M .
(ii) There is unique scalar field φ vanishing on the boundary such that
β2 = β1 + dφ, and dFr,1 (x, x0 ) = dFr,2 (x, x0 ) for all x, x0 ∈ ∂M .
One can take Fr to be for example a simple Riemannian metric in theorem 4.4 since they are admissible and reversible. Since Fr is reversible
for
R
any curve γ we can obtain LFr (γ) from the symmetric part and γ β from
the antisymmetric part of the length functional LF (γ). In other words, the
data for β and Fr “decouple”. Closedness of the 1-form β is in essential
role in proving theorem 4.4: dβ = 0 implies that Fr and F = Fr + β have
the same geodesics up to orientation preserving reparametrizations, and
geodesics of F remain geodesics as point sets when their parametrization is
reversed. Simply connectedness of M implies that βi = dφi for some scalar
field φi and this fact also plays a role in the proof.
The next theorem is the second main result of the article [F] and it gives
a boundary rigidity result for certain Randers metrics.
Theorem 4.5 ([F, Theorem 1.5]). Let M be a compact and simply connected
smooth manifold with boundary. For i ∈ {1, 2} let Fi = Fgi +βi be admissible
Finsler norms where gi is an admissible Riemannian metric and βi is a
smooth closed 1-form such that kβi kgi < 1. Assume that (M, gi ) is boundary
rigid. Then the following are equivalent:
(a) dF1 (x, x0 ) = dF2 (x, x0 ) for all x, x0 ∈ ∂M .
(b) There is unique scalar field φ vanishing on the boundary and a diffeomorphism Ψ which is identity on the boundary such that β2 = β1 +dφ
and g2 = Ψ∗ g1 .
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(c) There is unique scalar field φ vanishing on the boundary and a diffeomorphism Ψ which is identity on the boundary such that β2 =
Ψ∗ β1 + dφ and g2 = Ψ∗ g1 .
Theorem 4.5 is proved by using theorem 4.4 and the rigidity assumption
on the Riemannian metrics gi . Theorem 4.5 part (c) implies that F2 =
Ψ∗ F1 + dφ. Finsler norms satisfying such relation are sometimes called almost isometric Finsler norms and the diffeomorphism Ψ : (M, F2 ) → (M, F1 )
is called an almost isometry [18, 35, 66, 74]. We note that Ψ cannot be an
isometry since this would require that Ψ∗ β1 = β2 . Theorem 4.5 can be
seen as a generalization of the Riemannian boundary rigidity results to nonreversible Randers manifolds. If n = 2, then one can take gi to be a simple
Riemannian metric in theorem 4.5 since in two dimensions simple Riemannian metrics are boundary rigid [122].
Theorem 4.5 has the following application in seismology. Assume that
M = B(0, R) ⊂ Rn is a closed ball of radius R > 0 equipped with the
Riemannian metric g = c−2 (r)e where c = c(r) is a radial sound speed
satisfying the Herglotz condition


d
r
> 0, r ∈ [0, R],
dr c(r)
and e is the Euclidean metric. In addition, let us assume that g has no
conjugate points so that g becomes a simple Riemannian metric [107, 152].
Suppose that the seismic wave propagates in a moving medium which velocity field is given by the vector field W . Using Zermelo’s navigation
problem and a first-order approximation we obtain that if the scaled flow
field W/c2 is irrotational (d(W/c2 ) = 0), then one can uniquely determine
the speed of sound c and the velocity field W up to potential fields from
travel time measurements of seismic waves which are done on the boundary
∂M = S n−1 (0, R) ⊂ Rn .
References
[1] A. Abhishek. Support theorems for the transverse ray transform of tensor fields of
rank m. J. Math. Anal. Appl., 485(2):123828, 2020.
[2] A. Abouelaz. The d-plane Radon transform on the torus Tn . Fract. Calc. Appl.
Anal., 14(2):233–246, 2011.
[3] T. Aikou and L. Kozma. Global aspects of Finsler geometry. In D. Krupka and
D. Saunders, editors, Handbook of Global Analysis, pages 1–39. Elsevier, Amsterdam,
2008.
[4] R. Alexander. Planes for which the lines are the shortest paths between points.
Illinois J. Math., 22(2):177–190, 1978.
[5] R. V. Ambartzumian. A note on pseudo-metrics on the plane. Z. Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie verw. Gebiete, 37(2):145–155, 1976.
[6] Y. E. Anikonov and V. G. Romanov. On uniqueness of determination of a form of
first degree by its integrals along geodesics. J. Inverse Ill-Posed Probl., 5(6):487–490,
1997.
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[85] Á. Kurusa. A characterization of the Radon transform’s range by a system of PDEs.
J. Math. Anal. Appl., 161(1):218–226, 1991.
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