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Sharp geometric rigidity of isometries on

Heisenberg group

Daria Isangulova∗

Abstract

We prove quantitative stability of isometries on the first Heisenberg
group with sub-Riemannian geometry: every (1+ε)-quasi-isometry of
the John domain of the Heisenberg group H is close to some isometry
with order of closeness

√
ε+ ε in the uniform norm and with order of

closeness ε in the Sobolev norm L
1
2. Homogeneous dilations show the

asymptotic sharpness of the results.
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1 Introduction

Geometric rigidity or, stability of isometries, states that for a deformation F
the distance of DF to a suitably chosen proper rotation Q ∈ SO(n) is dom-
inated by the distance function of DF to SO(n). Both distances can be
measured in different norms. Also we can estimate distance from the map-
ping F to some isometry. Geometric rigidity plays a central role in models
in nonlinear elasticity, it can be considered as a suitable nonlinear version of
Korn’s inequality.

In 1961 F. John proved geometric rigidity in Rn, n > 2 [14]: for a locally

(1 + ε)-bi-Lipschitz mapping F : U → Rn, where U is an open set in Rn and

ε < 1, there exist a rotation A and a vector a ∈ Rn satisfying

‖DF −A‖p,U 6 C1pε|U |1/p (1)

∗The research was carried out within the framework of a state assignment of the Min-
istry of Education and Science of the Russian Federation for the Institute of Mathematics
of the Siberian Branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences (project no. FWNF–2022–
0006).
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and

sup
x∈U

|F (x)− (a+ Ax)| 6 C2 diam(U)ε. (2)

F. John established (2) for domain U of a special kind, now called a John
domain, and (1) on cubes. Later Yu. G. Reshetnyak [19] established (1) and
(2) on John domains without constraints on ε using a different method.

Friesecke, James and Müller showed geometric rigidity in L2-norms for
arbitrary Sobolev mapping on a bounded Lipschitz domain U [8]: for each
F ∈ W 1

2 (U,R
n) there is an associated rotation A ∈ SO(n) such that

‖DF −A‖2,U 6 C3‖ dist(DF, SO(n))‖2,U .

Recently Conti, Dolzmann and Müller established analogous estimate under
mixed growth conditions [6].

The geometric rigidity problem can be formulated on any manifold with
a notion of differential whose tangent space carries an action of a “model”
isometry group. In this paper, we study the geometric rigidity problem on
the Heisenberg group H with sub-Riemannian metric.

Heisenberg group H is 3-dimensional nilpotent contact Lie group. Qua-
siconformal analysis on the Heisenberg group was developed by A. Korányi
and H. M. Reimann [15]. Theory of mappings with bounded distortion was
built in the papers of S. K. Vodopyanov [22], L. Capogna [4], N. S. Dairbekov
[7], et al. Introduction to Heisenberg group can be found in the book [5].

N. Arcozzi and D. Morbidelli [1] investigated the geometric rigidity prob-
lem for locally (1 + ε)-bi-Lipschitz mappings of the Heisenberg group H fol-
lowing the idea of John’s paper [14]. We should note, however, that the
proximity orders (ε2

−11

in the uniform norm and ε2
−12

in the Sobolev norm)
obtained in [1] are obviously far from being optimal.

S. K. Vodopyanov and D. V. Isangulova proved sharp quantitative geo-
metric rigidity of isometries on Heisenberg groups Hn, n > 1 [24, 25]. The
method of their proof follows the Reshetnyak’s scheme [19] of the proof of
stability in the Liouville theorem and essentially uses coercive estimates for
a differential operator of the first order with constant coefficients whose ker-
nel coincides with the Lie algebra of the isometry group. Unfortunately, on
the first Heisenberg group, such an operator has terms with second-order
derivatives [11], so it’s impossible to apply it to the mappings of the Sobolev
class W 1

1,loc. In this work we rely on the P. P. Belinsky’s idea for proving the
stability of conformal mappings in Rn in the uniform norm [2].

Elements of Heisenberg group can be identified with the elements of R3

with the following group law:

(x, y, t) · (x′, y′, t′) = (x+ x′, y + y′, t+ t′ − 2xy′ + 2x′y).
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Vector fields X = ∂
∂x

+ 2y ∂
∂t
, Y = ∂

∂y
− 2x ∂

∂t
, T = ∂

∂t
= −1

4
[X, Y ] form left-

invariant basis of the Lie algebra. Subbundle HH of tangent bundle spanned
by X and Y is called horizontal. We introduce such a scalar product on
HH that vector fields X and Y are orthonormal. Carnot – Carathéodory

distance d is defined as infimum of lengths of all horizontal curves joining two
points (piecewise-smooth curve is horizontal, if its tangent vector belogns to
HH almost everywhere).

A bounded open proper subset U of H with a distinguished point x∗ ∈ U
is called a (metric) John domain [14, 3] if it satisfies the following “twisted
cone” condition: there exist constants β > α > 0 such that for all x ∈ U ,
there is a curve γ : [0, l] → U parameterized by arclength such that γ(0) = x,
γ(l) = x∗, l 6 β, and dist(γ(s), ∂U) > α

l
s. The numbers α and β are inner

and outer radii of U respectively.
For a Sobolev mapping F = (f1, f2, f3) : U → H, U ⊂ H, a linear mapping

DhF (x) =

(
Xf1(x) Y f1(x)
Xf2(x) Y f2(x)

)
: HxH → HF (x)H

is called an approximate horizontal differential. (Definition of Sobolev map-
pings is given in Section 2.1.)

Definition 1 ([25]). Let L > 1, U be an open set of H, F : U → H be a
nonconstant mapping of the Sobolev class W 1

1,loc(U,H). The mapping F is
said to be a L-quasiisometry (F ∈ QIL(U)), if L

−1|ξ| 6 |DhF (x)ξ| 6 L|ξ|
for all vectors ξ ∈ HxH for almost all x ∈ U .

The main result of the paper is the following

Theorem 1. Let ε > 0, U be a John domain with inner radius α and outer

radius β on the Heisenberg group H. Then, for any F ∈ QI1+ε(U), there

exists an isometry ϕ for which

sup
x∈U

d(F (x), ϕ(x)) 6 N1
β2

α
(
√
ε+ ε) (3)

and ∫

U

exp
((β

α

)5N2|DhF (x)−Dhϕ(x)|
ε

)
dx 6 16|U |. (4)

Here the constants N1 and N2 are independent of U and F .

The example of dilations δ1+ε(x, y, t) = ((1+ε)x, (1+ε)y, (1+ε)2t) shows
that the proximity orders in Theorem 1 are asymptotically sharp.
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Theorem 1 entirely closes the problem of sharp geometric rigidity on
Heisenberg groups. Geometric rigidity on Hn, n > 1, is formulated absolutely
analogously, see Theorem 1 in [25].

First, we prove geometric rigidity in the uniform norm, that is inequal-
ity (3). The proof is based on the local rigidity of isometries for the following
pseudometric dH : H×H → [0,∞):

dH((x, y, t), (x′, y′, t′)) =
√

(x− x′)2 + (y − y′)2.

The function dH(·, ·) satisfies all the axioms of the metric except that it can
vanish on two different points.

Theorem 2. Let ε > 0, F ∈ QI1+ε(B(0, 4)), B(0, 4) = {x ∈ H | d(x, 0) <
4}. There exists an isometry ψ for which

sup
x∈B(0,1)

dH(F (x), ψ(x)) 6 N3ε.

Here the constant N3 is independent of F .

We apply Proposition 1 from Section 2 in order to pass from local result
of Theorem 2 to global inequality (3). In addition, we obtain the following

Corollary. Let ε > 0, U be a John domain with inner radius α and outer

radius β on the Heisenberg group H, F ∈ QI1+ε(U). Then

sup
x∈U

dH(F (x), ϕ(x)) 6 N4
β2

α
ε,

where ϕ is the isometry from Theorem 1. Constant N4 is independent of U
and F .

To prove inequality (4) from Theorem 1 we establish local geometric
rigidity in the Sobolev norm L1

2.

Theorem 3. Let ε > 0, F ∈ QI1+ε(B(0, 4)), ψ is an isometry from Theo-

rem 2. Then
‖DhF (x)−Dhψ(x)‖2,B(0,9/10) 6 N5ε.

Here the constant N5 is independent of F , ‖ · ‖2,B(0,9/10) is L2-norm in

B(0, 9/10).

The proof of Theorem 3 is based on the coercive estimate for some dif-
ferential operator (Lemma 11) and self-improving integrability property of
mappings with bounded oscillation (Lemma 12). Local result of Theorem 3
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means that DhF is a BMO mapping. Proposition 2 of Section 5 helps us to
deduce global inequality (4) from local one. It shows that BMO mapping is
exponentially integrable. This finishes the proof of Theorem 1.

The work is built as follows. In Section 2 we give definitions and auxiliary
results. Sobolev spaces, isometries and quasi-isometries are defined there
with necessary properties. Proposition 1 shows how to pass from local to
global results both in Carnot–Carathéodory metric and pseudometric dH .
Section 3 is a preparatory chapter to the proof of Theorem 2. We introduce
there measurement of closeness between quasi-isometry and the group of
isometries. Theorem 2 is proved in Section 4. Section 5 is devoted to rigidity
in the Sobolev norm.

Results of the paper were announced in [12].
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2 Definitions and Auxiliary Results

Homogeneous norm ρ(x, y, t) = ((x2 + y2)2+ t2)1/4 defines a Heisenberg met-

ric ρ: ρ(a,b) = ρ(a−1 ·b) for any a,b ∈ H. (Further, we will denote elements
of H by the bold symbols.)

Metrics d and ρ are equivalent [18]: there is a constant c0 > 1 such that
1
c0
ρ(a,b) 6 d(a,b) 6 c0ρ(a,b) for all a,b ∈ H.

For a ballB(a, r) = {u ∈ H : d(a,u) < r}, we have |B(a, r)| = r4|B(0, 1)|,
where | · | is the Lebesgue measure on R3. The latter is the bi-invariant Haar
measure on H.

Sometimes we will use complex notation: x = (z, t), z = x + iy. In the
complex notation the following vector fields

Z =
1

2
(X − i Y ) =

∂

∂z
+ iz

∂

∂t
, Z =

1

2
(X + i Y ) =

∂

∂z
− iz

∂

∂t

constitute left-invariant basis of the horizontal subbundle HH.

2.1 Sobolev spaces on Heisenberg group

Let Ω be a domain in H. A Sobolev space W 1
q (Ω) (L

1
q(Ω)), 1 6 q 6 ∞, con-

sists of locally-summable functions f : Ω → R having generalized derivatives
Xf and Y f and a finite norm (seminorm)

‖f‖W 1
q (Ω) = ‖f‖q,Ω + ‖∇Lf‖q,Ω

(
‖f‖L1

q(Ω) = ‖∇Lf‖q,Ω
)
,
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where ∇Lf = (Xf, Y f) ∈ HH is a subgradient of the function f . If f ∈
W 1

q (U) for each open bounded set U , U ⊂ Ω, then f ∈ W 1
q,loc(Ω).

Definition 2. Let Ω be a domain in H. A mapping F = (f1, f2, f3) : Ω → H

belongs to the Sobolev class W 1
q,loc(Ω,H), if

1) f1, f2 and f3 are ACL along a. e. horizontal coordinate integral lines,
2) f1 and f2 belong to the Sobolev class W 1

q,loc and
3) vector fields XF, Y F belong to the horizontal subbundle HH almost ev-
erywhere.

The requirement XF (x), Y F (x) ∈ HF (x)H almost everywhere yields so
called contact condition:

Xf3 = 2f2Xf1 − 2f1Xf2 and Y f3 = 2f2 Y f1 − 2f1 Y f2. (5)

Next lemma shows that pseudometric dH is sufficient to measure distance
between Sobolev mappings in the following sense: dH-distance from F to Φ
controls the Heisenberg distance between them.

Lemma 1. Let F,Φ ∈ W 1
∞(B(a, r),H) and

sup
x∈B(a,r)

dH(F (x),Φ(x)) 6 εr.

Then there is b = (0, 0, β), β ∈ R, such that

sup
x∈B(a,r)

ρ(b · F (x),Φ(x)) 6
(
ε+

√
2ε‖DhF +DhΦ‖∞,B(a,r)

)
r.

Proof. Consider F = (f1, f2, f3), Φ = (ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3), and x = (x1, x2, x3) ∈
B(a, r). Denote b = (0, 0, β), β = −((Φ(a))−1 · F (a))3 that is (Φ(a))−1 ·
F (a) = (∗, ∗,−β).

For the mapping G(x) = (Φ(x))−1 · b · F (x) we have

G = (g1, g2, g3) = (f1 − ϕ1, f2 − ϕ2, f3 + β − ϕ3 + 2ϕ1f2 − 2ϕ2f1).

Contact condition (5) for F and Φ yields

Xig3 = 2(Xif1 +Xiϕ1)(f2 − ϕ2)− 2(Xif2 +Xiϕ2)(f1 − ϕ1), i = 1, 2.

Thus,

∇Lg3 = 2(DhF +DhΦ)
tJ

(
f1 − ϕ1

f2 − ϕ2

)
, where J =

(
0 1
−1 0

)
,
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and |∇Lg3(x)| 6 2‖DhF (x) +DhΦ(x)‖dH(F (x),Φ(x)).
By construction g3(a) = 0 and we obviously have

|g3(x)| 6 sup
y∈B(a,r)

{|∇Lg3(y)|} d(a,x) 6 2‖DhF +DhΦ‖∞,B(a,r)εr
2.

Finally, we obtain

ρ(πb ◦ F (x),Φ(x)) = ρ(G(x)) 6 dH(F (x),x) +
√

|g3(x)|

6

(
ε+

√
2ε‖DhF +DhΦ‖∞,B(a,r)

)
r.

2.2 Isometries

In this subsection it is convenient to consider a point x = (x, y, t) ∈ H as
x = (z, t) where z = x+ iy ∈ C.

Every isometry Φ (denoted as Φ ∈ Isom) is the finite composition of the
following mappings [16, p. 35] (both in Carnot–Carathéodory and Heisenberg
metrics):

1) left translation πa(x) = a · x, a ∈ H;

2) rotation RA(z, t) = (eiAz, t), A ∈ [0, 2π);

3) reflection ι(z, t) = (z,−t).

Lemma 2. Let Φ ∈ Isom and dH(Φ(x),x) 6 rε for all x ∈ B(a, r). Then

sup
y∈B(a,sr)

dH(Φ(y),y) 6 (2s+ 1)rε for any s > 1

and

|DhΦ(x)− I| 6 2ε for all x ∈ H.

Proof. Put ψ = δ 1

r
◦πa−1 ◦Φ◦πa ◦δr. Obviously, a mapping ψ is an isometry,

Dhψ(y) = DhΦ(w) and dH(ψ(y),y) = 1
r
dH(Φ(w),w) 6 ε for all y ∈ B(0, 1)

(here w = a · δry ∈ B(a, r)).
The isometry ψ can be written as ψ = (ι◦)RB ◦ πb, where b = (b, β),

b ∈ C, β ∈ R, B ∈ [0, 2π). It is easy to see that |b| = dH(ψ(0), 0) 6 ε.
1) Suppose ψ = ι ◦RB ◦ πb. Then dH(ψ(z, t), (z, t)) = |e−iBz+ b− z| 6 ε

and, hence,
|e−iBz − z| 6 2ε for any z ∈ C, |z| 6 1.
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Therefore

dH(ψ(y),y) = dH(ψ(δsx), δsx) = |e−iB(b+ sz)− sz| 6 ε+ 2sε

for all y = δsx ∈ B(0, s), x = (z, t) ∈ B(0, 1). Since

2ε > sup
|z|61

|e−iBz − z| = sup
z=eiA,A∈[0,2π)

|e−i(B+2A) − 1| = 2

it follows ε > 1. We have

Dhψ =

(
cosB − sinB
− sinB − cosB

)
and |Dhψ − I| = 2 6 2ε.

2) Suppose now ψ = RB ◦ πb. We have

dH(ψ(1, 0), (1, 0)) = |eiB(b+ 1)− 1| 6 ε.

Therefore,

|Dhψ − I| ≡ |eiB − 1| 6 |eiB(b+ 1)− 1|+ |b| 6 2ε.

Finally,

dH(ψ(y),y) = dH(ψ(δsx), δsx) = |eiB(b+ sz)− sz| 6 ε+ 2sε

for all y = δsx ∈ B(0, s), x = (z, t) ∈ B(0, 1).
Now we return to the initial isometry Φ = πa ◦ δr ◦ ψ ◦ δ 1

r
◦ πa−1 and the

lemma follows.

2.3 Quasiisometries. Local qualitative rigidity

Every quasiisometry F of the class QIL(U) is locally L-Lipschitz on U [25,
Lemma 1]. If in addition F is a local homeomorphism then F is locally L-bi-
Lipschitz. Conversely, every locally L-bi-Lipschitz mapping of an open set U
belongs to QIL(U).

If L equals 1 then F is an isometry. Obviously, each mapping of the class
QIL(U) is a Sobolev mapping of the class W 1

p,loc(U,H) for any p ∈ [1,∞].
Lemma 1 for quasiisometry F and identity mapping Φ is the following:

Lemma 3. Let F ∈ QIL(B(a, r)) and

sup
x∈B(a,r)

dH(F (x),x) 6 εr.

Then there is b = (0, 0, β), β ∈ R, such that

sup
x∈B(a,r)

ρ(πb ◦ F (x),x) 6 (ε+
√

2(L+ 1)ε)r.
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Next lemma asserts qualitative local rigidity both in the uniform and
Sobolev norms. This result is valid for all Heisenberg groups Hn, n > 1 [25].

Lemma 4 ([25, Lemma 6]). For every q ∈ (0, 1), there exist nondecreasing

functions µi(·, q) : [0,∞) → [0,∞), i = 1, 2, such that

(1) µi(t, q) → 0 as t→ 0, i = 1, 2;
(2) for each mapping f of class QI1+ε(B(0, 1)), where B(0, 1) ⊂ H, there

exists an isometry Φ satisfying

ρ(F (x),Φ(x)) 6 q µ1(ε, q) for all x ∈ B(0, q),

‖DhF −DhΦ‖2,B(0,q) 6 |B(0, q)|1/2µ2(ε, q).

Remark. For the smaller class of bi-Lipschitz mappings, Lemma 4 is an easy
consequence of the results of the paper [1] where the quantitative estimates
for µi is given. In [1] it is shown that µ1 = Cε2

−11

and µ2 = Cε2
−12

.

2.4 KR-orientation

Consider Sobolev mapping F : Ω → H. The horizontal differential DhF
is defined almost everywhere and generates a morphism Df of graded Lie
algebras [23].

Since Df is a homomorphism of graded Lie algebras, it follows that for
almost every x ∈ Ω there exists a number η(x, F ) such that

DF (x)T = η(x, F )T.

Furthermore [16], η(x, F ) = detDhF (x) and η(x, F )2 = detDF (x). Con-
sequently, there are no Sobolev mappings changing the topological orienta-
tion. We now give the definition of orientation introduced by A. Korányi and
H. M. Reimann in [16]. This orientation considers the sign of the determinant
of horizontal differential DhF instead of the whole differential DF .

Definition 3. A mapping F of the Sobolev class W 1
1,loc(Ω,H) preserves

(changes) KR-orientation if detDhF (x) > 0 (detDhF (x) < 0) for almost all
x ∈ Ω.

Lemma 5 ([10, Proposition 3]). There is a number ε0 > 0 such that each

quasi-isometry F ∈ QI1+ε(Ω) on a connected open set Ω ⊂ H with ε < ε0
either preserves KR-orientation on the whole Ω or changes KR-orientation
on Ω.

In [10] it is proved for mappings with bounded distortion. We can use
this result because quasi-isometries are mappings with bounded distortion.

9



Lemma 6. Suppose F ∈ QI1+ε(B(0, 3/2)) and

sup
x∈B(0,1)

dH(F (x),x) 6 1/4.

There is a number ε1 > 0 such that F preserves KR-orientation provided

ε < ε1.

Proof. By Lemma 5 quasi-isometry F either preserves KR-orientation on the
ball B(0, 3/2) or reverses KR-orientation on the whole ball if ε < ε0.

In view of Lemma 4 there is an isometry Φ such that

ρ(F (x),Φ(x)) 6 µ1(ε, 2/3) for all x ∈ B(0, 1),

‖DhF −DhΦ‖2,B(0,1) 6 |B(0, 1)|1/2µ2(ε, 2/3).

Take ε1 < ε0 such that µ1(ε1, 2/3) 6 1/4 and µ2(ε1, 2/3) 6 1. We have

dH(Φ(x),x) 6 dH(F (x),Φ(x)) + dH(F (x),x) 6 µ1(ε, 2/3) + 1/4 6 1/2

for all x ∈ B(0, 1) if ε < ε1. Lemma 2 yields

|DhΦ− I| 6 1.

Therefore, Φ preserves KR-orientation. (Here we use an easy fact that |A−
I| > 1 for every 2× 2-matrix with detA < 0.)

Suppose F reversesKR-orientation on B(0, 1). Then Φ−1◦F also reverses
KR-orientation and

|Dh(Φ
−1 ◦ F )(x)− I| > 1 for almost all x ∈ B(0, 1).

We get a contradiction since

‖Dh(Φ
−1 ◦ F )− I‖2,B(0,1) = ‖DhF −DhΦ‖2,B(0,1)

6 |B(0, 1)|1/2µ2(ε, 2/3) 6 |B(0, 1)|1/2

if ε < ε1.

2.5 John domains

In this subsection we demonstrate how to pass from local stability on balls
to stability on John domains for the uniform norm (see Proposition 1). The
analog of this result for functions on Carnot groups can be found in [17,
Lemma 4.2].

For a domain U ⊂ H, denote a distance from a point x ∈ U to a boundary
∂U by dU(x) = dist(x, ∂U) = inf{d(x,y) : y ∈ ∂U}.

The following lemma is an easy technical exercise.
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Lemma 7 ([13, Lemma 6]). Suppose κ > 1, U is a John domain in H with

inner radius α and outer radius β. Then for each point x ∈ U there is a

chain of balls B0, . . . , Bk satisfying the following conditions:
(1) Bi = B(xi, ri), κBi = B(xi,κri) ⊂ U , i = 0, . . . , k, x0 = x∗ and

xk = x, and d(x,xi) 6
κβ
α
ri, i = 0, . . . , k − 1;

(2) 2κ−1
2κ+1

ri+1 6 ri 6
2κ+1
2κ−1

ri+1, i = 0, . . . , k − 1, and
k−2∑
i=0

ri + rk 6 2β;

(3) there is a ball Di = B(yi, ρi) ⊂ Bi ∩ Bi+1 with ρi =
1
2
min{ri, ri+1},

yi ∈ 1
2
Bi ∩ 1

2
Bi+1 and Bk ⊂ (3 + 2 (κ+1)β

α
)Di for all i = 0, . . . , k − 1.

Proposition 1. Suppose U is a John domain in H with inner radius α, outer
radius β and distinguished point x∗, κ > 1, σ > 0. Consider a mapping

F ∈ QIL(U) such that for each ball B = B(a, r), B(a,κr) ⊂ U , there is an

isometry ΦB meeting the condition

sup
x∈B

dH(ΦB ◦ F (x),x) 6 σr.

Consider an isometry Φ∗ = π(0,0,s) ◦ ΦB0
with B0 = B(x∗, dU(x∗)/κ) and

Φ∗(x∗) = (∗, ∗, 0) (s = −(x−1
∗ · (ΦB0

◦ F (x∗)))3). Then

sup
x∈U

dH(Φ∗ ◦ F (x),x) 6 c1σβ (6)

and

sup
x∈U

ρ(Φ∗ ◦ F (x),x) 6 (c1σ +
√

2(L+ 1)c1σ)β (7)

with constant c1 =
8κ

2κ−1

(
4Lκ β

α
+ 2L+ 1

)
6 56Lκ β

α
.

Proof. First we prove (6). Fix a point x ∈ U . Consider a chain of balls
B0, . . . , Bk from Lemma 7. Denote Φi = ΦBi

, Gi = Φi ◦ F , i = 0, . . . , k, and
Φi+1 = Ψi+1 ◦ Φi, i = 0, . . . , k − 1. Notice that Φ0 = ΦB0

is independent of
the choice of the point x.

We have

dH(Φ0 ◦ F (x),x) 6 dH(Φk ◦ F (x),x) +
k−1∑

i=0

dH(Φi+1 ◦ F (x),Φi ◦ F (x))

6 σrk +
k−1∑

i=0

dH(Ψi+1(Gi(x)), Gi(x)). (8)

Estimate dH(Ψi+1(Gi(x)), Gi(x)), i = 0, . . . , k − 1. Since

dH(Ψi+1(y),y) 6 dH(Ψi+1(Gi(y)),y) + dH(Ψi+1(Gi(y)),Ψi+1(y))

6 (ri + ri+1)σ 6 2σ
(
1 +

2κ + 1

2κ − 1

)
ρi =

8κ

2κ − 1
σρi

11



for all y ∈ Di = B(yi, ρi), Lemma 2 yields |DhΨi+1− I| 6 16κ
2κ−1

σ. Denote by
gi : U → C the first complex coordinate of the mapping Gi, and by ψi : C → C

the first complex coordinate of the isometry Ψi. Then

dH(Ψi+1(Gi(x)), Gi(x))

6 |ψi+1(gi(x))− ψi+1(gi(yi))− gi(x) + gi(yi)|+ dH(Ψi+1(Gi(yi)), Gi(yi))

6 |DhΨi+1 − I|dH(Gi(x), Gi(yi)) + dH(Ψi+1(Gi(yi)),yi) + dH(Gi(yi),yi)

6
16κ

2κ − 1
σLd(x,yi) + σ(ri + ri+1) for i = 0, . . . , k − 1.

We have

d(x,yi) 6 d(x,xi) + d(xi,yi) 6
β

α
κri +

ri
2
, i = 0, . . . , k − 2,

and
d(x,yk−1) 6

rk
2
.

Therefore,

dH(Ψi+1(Gi(x)), Gi(x)) 6
16κ

2κ − 1
σL

(β
α
κri +

1

2
ri

)
+

4κ

2κ − 1
σri

=
4κ

2κ − 1

(
4Lκ

β

α
+ 2L+ 1

)
σri =

c1
2
σri for i = 0, . . . , k − 2

and

dH(Ψk(Gk−1(x)), Gk−1(x)) 6
8κ

2κ − 1
σLrk +

4κ

2κ − 1
σrk

=
4κ

2κ − 1
(2L+ 1)σrk 6

(c1
2
− 1

)
σrk.

In view of (8) and assertion 2 of Lemma 7 we obtain

dH(Φ0 ◦ F (x),x) 6 σrk +
(c1
2
− 1

)
σrk +

c1
2
σ

k−2∑

i=0

ri 6 c1σβ.

Set Φ∗ = π(0,0,s) ◦ Φ0 where s = −(x−1
∗ · (Φ0 ◦ F (x∗)))3. Obviously,

dH(Φ∗ ◦ F (x),x) = dH(Φ0 ◦ F (x),x) 6 c1σβ

and (6) follows.
Now we prove (7). As in the proof of Lemma 3 denoteH = (h1, h2, h3) : y 7→

y−1 · (Φ∗ ◦ F (y)). Then

|∇Lh3(y)| 6 2(L+ 1)dH(Φ∗ ◦ F (y),y) 6 2(L+ 1)c1σβ

12



for all y ∈ U and

|h3(x)| 6 sup
y∈γ

{|∇Lh3(y)|} l 6 2(L+ 1)c1σβ
2

for a curve γ joining x and x∗ from definition of John domain. (Here we used
h3(x∗) = 0.) Finally,

ρ(Φ∗ ◦ F (x),x) = ρ(H(x)) 6 dH(Φ∗ ◦ F (x),x) +
√

|h3(x)|
6 (c1σ +

√
2(L+ 1)c1σ)β.

3 Measurement of closeness and normaliza-

tion

In this section we build background for proving local quantitative rigidity
(Theorem 2). First of all we introduce a function λ which measures the dis-
tance between quasi-isometries and isometries with respect to pseudometric
dH . Then we construct a normalized mapping FN which is close in some
sense to the “optimal” one.

Definition 4. For a mapping F : B(0, 1) → H define

λF = inf
Φ∈Isom

sup
x∈B(0,1)

dH(Φ ◦ F (x),x).

Given L, γ > 1 put

λγL = sup{λF | F ∈ QIL(B(0, γ))}.

In the rest of the paper we will estimate λ4L in the terms of L−1. Denote
λL = λ4L.

Properties of λ:
1) If the set F (B(0, 1)) is bounded then λF is obtained on some Φ ∈ Isom;
2) λγL → 0 as L→ 1 (λγL 6 µ1(L− 1, 1/γ) in view of Lemma 4);
3) λγ1L 6 λγ2L if γ1 > γ2;
4) λγ2L 6 56Lγ1

γ2
λγ1L if γ1 > γ2 by Proposition 1 (since a ball B(a, r) is a

John domain with α = β = r);
5) For any mapping F ∈ QIL(U), there is an isometry Φ such that dH(Φ◦

F (x),x) 6 rλγL for all x ∈ B(a, r) if B(a, γr) ⊂ U .

13



Lemma 8. Let F ∈ QIL(B(0, 4)) and

sup
x∈B(0,1)

dH(F (x),x) 6 cλL, c > 1.

Then

sup
x∈B(0,3/2)

dH(F (x),x) 6 (7c+ 4)λL.

Proof. Fix a point x ∈ B(0, 3/2) \ B(0, 1). Consider a ball B(x0, 1/2) con-
taining x such that x0 ∈ ∂B(0, 1) (d(x0, 0) = 1). Notice that B(x0, 2) ⊂
B(0, 4). There is an isometry Φ such that

sup
y∈B(x0,1/2)

dH(Φ ◦ F (y),y) 6 1

2
λL.

Consider a ball G of radius 1/4 in the intersection B(0, 1) ∩ B(x0, 1/2).
For y ∈ G, we have

dH(Φ−1(y),y) 6 dH(Φ−1(y), F (y)) + dH(F (y),y)

= dH(Φ ◦ F (y),y) + dH(F (y),y) 6 λL

(1
2
+ c

)

In view of Lemma 2 it follows dH(Φ−1(y),y) 6 7λL(
1
2
+ c) for all y ∈ 3G.

We obtain

dH(F (x),x) 6 dH(Φ ◦ F (x),x) + dH(Φ−1(x),x)

6
1

2
λL + 7λL

(1
2
+ c

)
6 (7c+ 4)λL

since x ∈ B(x0, 1/2) ⊂ 3G.

Lemma 9. Suppose F ∈ QIL(B(0, 4)) and sup
x∈B(0,3/2)

dH(F (x),x) 6 cλL.

Consider a number r, 0 < r < 3/8, and a point x0 satisfying B(x0, 4r) ⊂
B(0, 3/2). Then

dH(x−1 · F (x),x−1
0 · F (x0)) 6 2

(
1 +

(r + c)

r2
dH(F (x), F (x0))

)
rλL

for every x ∈ B(x0, r).

Proof. Consider a ball B0 = B(x0, r), B(x0, 4r) ⊂ B(0, 3/2). Then there is
an isometry Φ such that

sup
y∈B0

dH(Φ ◦ F (y),y) = rλF 6 rλL.

14



We have

dH(Φ(y),y) 6 dH(Φ ◦ F (y),y) + dH(Φ ◦ F (y),Φ(y)) 6 (r + c)λL, y ∈ B0.

In view of Lemma 2 it follows |DhΦ− I| 6 2 r+c
r
λL.

Therefore,

dH(x−1F (x),x−1
0 F (x0)) 6 dH(Φ ◦ F (x),x) + dH(Φ ◦ F (x0),x0)

+ dH(F (x)−1 · Φ(F (x)), F (x0)
−1 · Φ(F (x0)))

6 2rλL + |DhΦ− I| dH(F (x), F (x0))

6 2rλL

(
1 +

r + c

r2
dH(F (x), F (x0))

)

for every x ∈ B(x0, r).

Consider now a point x ∈ H in complex notation: x = (z, t), z ∈ C,
t ∈ R.

Definition 5. Suppose F : B(0, 1) → H is a continuous mapping, f : B(0, 1) →
C is the first complex coordinate function of F . Set a = F (0)−1 and
A = − arg(f(1, 0)− f(0, 0)).

The mapping FN = RA ◦ πa ◦ F is a normalization of the mapping F .

Properties of normalization:

1) FN(0) = 0;
2) FN(1, 0) = (b, β), Re b > 0, Im b = 0, β ∈ R;
3) If Ψ ◦ F (0) = 0, Ψ ◦ F (1, 0) = (b, β), Re b > 0, Im b = 0, β ∈ R,

for some isometry Ψ, then either Ψ ◦ F = FN or Ψ ◦ F = ι ◦ FN where ι is
reflection, ι(z, t) = (z,−t).

Lemma 10. There is a number ε2 > 0 such that

sup
x∈B(0,1)

dH(FN (x),x) 6 6λF

for every F ∈ QI1+ε(B(0, 3/2)) provided ε < ε2 and F preserves KR-
orientation.

Proof. Assume λF = sup
x∈B(0,1)

dH(Ψ ◦F (x),x), Ψ ∈ Isom, and put G = Ψ ◦F .

Let GN = Φ ◦ G. We have Φ = RB ◦ πb with b = (b, β) = G(0)−1 and
g(1, 0)− g(0, 0) = re−iB. (Here g is the first complex coordinate function of
the mapping G.)
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Obviously, |b| 6 λF and |re−iB − 1| 6 2λF . It follows

|e−iB − 1| 6 |re−iB − 1|+ |r − 1| 6 2|re−iB − 1| 6 4λF .

From here dH(Φ(x),x) = |eiB(b + z) − z| 6 |b| + |eiB − 1| 6 5λF for any
x = (z, t) ∈ B(0, 1). Thus, for any x ∈ B(0, 1) we have

dH(GN(x),x) 6 dH(Φ ◦G(x),Φ(x)) + dH(Φ(x),x) 6 λF + 5λF = 6λF .

In view of the property 3 of normalization, either GN = FN or GN = ι ◦ FN .
Suppose our lemma is incorrect and

sup
x∈B(0,1)

dH(ι ◦ FN(x),x) 6 6λF .

Recall λF 6 λ
3/2
1+ε → 0 as ε → 0. There is ε2 < ε1 such that λF < 1/24

for F ∈ QI1+ε(B(0, 3/2)), ε < ε2. Therefore, by Lemma 6 ι ◦ FN preserves
KR-orientation. We come to a contradiction, since detDhF = detDhFN > 0
and detDhι < 0.

4 Proof of Theorem 2

To prove Theorem 2 it suffices to show that λL 6 C(L− 1) as L tends to 1.
Recall

λL = sup{λF | F ∈ QIL(B(0, 4))},
where

λF = inf
Φ∈Isom

sup
x∈B(0,1)

dH(Φ ◦ F (x),x).

Consider G ∈ QIL(B(0, 4)) with λG = sup
x∈B(0,1)

dH(G(x),x) > 9λL/10.

4.1 Step 1

Let Lm 6 Λ < Lm+1, m ∈ N. A number Λ < min{1 + ε2, 3/2} is such that
λΛ 6M . Quantity M < 1/4 we will choose later.

We have

sup
x∈B(0,1)

dH(G(x),x) = λG 6 λL 6 λΛ < 1/4 and L < 1 + ε2 < 1 + ε1.

Then by Lemma 6 G preserves KR-orientation. Denote F = GN . Lemma
10 implies

9

10
λL 6 sup

x∈B(0,1)

dH(F (x),x) 6 6λL. (9)
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Lemma 8 implies

sup
x∈B(0,3/2)

dH(F (x),x) 6 c3λL with c3 = 46. (10)

We have F l is locally Ll-Lipschitz and F l(0) = 0. Therefore,

d(F l(x), 0) = d(F l(x), F l(0)) 6 Lld(x, 0) < Λd(x, 0) <
3

2
d(x, 0)

for all l 6 m and every x ∈ B(0, 1). It follows F l(B(0, 1)) ⊂ B(0, 3/2).
Take x ∈ B(0, 1) and l 6 m, l ∈ N. Inequality (10) implies

dH(F l(x),x) 6 dH(F l(x), F l−1(x)) + · · ·+ dH(F (x),x) 6 c3lλL (11)

and

dH(F l+1(x), F (x)) 6 dH(F l+1(x), F l(x)) + · · ·+ dH(F 2(x), F (x)) 6 c3lλL.

Lemma 3 yields

d(F l(x),x) 6 c0(c3lλL +
√

2(Ll + 1)c3lλL)

where c0 is the coefficient of equivalency between Heisenberg metric ρ and
Carnot–Carathéodory metric d. If c3lλL < 1/4 and Ll < Λ < 1.1 then

(c3lλL +
√
2(Ll + 1)c3lλL) 6 2

√
c3lλL.

Fix some r, 0 < r < 3/8. Suppose

2c0
√
c3lλL 6 r. (12)

Then

d(F l(x),x) 6 r and dH(F l+1(x), F (x)) 6
r2

4c20
.

By Lemma 9 we have

dH
(
(F l(x))−1 · F l+1(x),x−1 · F (x)

)

6 2
(
1 +

(r + c3)

r2
dH(F l+1(x), F (x))

)
rλL 6 NrλL (13)

where N = 2(1 + (1 + c3)/4) = 25.5.
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4.2 Step 2

Fix l < m, l ∈ N. Denote by fl : B(0, 3/2) → C the first complex coordinate
function of F l, l = 1, . . . , m. Set fl(1, 0) = rle

iθl. In this subsection we will
estimate |eiθl+1 − eiθl |.

Recall c3lλL 6 r2

4c2
0

< 1
4
by (12). Relation (11) at the point (1, 0) gives

|rleiθl − 1| 6 c3lλL < 1/4.

This yields
|rl − 1| 6 |rleiθl − 1| 6 c3lλL < 1/4

and
|eiθl − 1| 6 |rleiθl − 1|+ |rl − 1| 6 2c3lλL < 1/2.

Since FN = F we have θ1 = 0 and f1(1, 0) = r1. In view of (9) it follows
|r1 − 1| 6 6λL.

Write down equation (13) at the point (1, 0):

|fl+1(1, 0)−fl(1, 0)−f(1, 0)+1| = |rl+1e
iθl+1 −rleiθl −r1+1| 6 NrλL. (14)

Obviously,

| Im(rl+1e
iθl+1 − rle

iθl)| = |rl+1 sin θl+1 − rl sin θl| 6 NrλL

and
|rl+1 sin θl+1| 6 NrλL + |rl sin θl| 6 · · · 6 lNrλL.

Define 3 points in the complex plane (see Figure 1):

A = fl(1, 0) = rle
iθl ,

B = fl(1, 0) + f1(1, 0)− 1 = rle
i(θl+ξl),

C = r̂le
iθl such that BC⊥OA.

x

y

O

A

θl

ξl

B

C
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Figure 1.

We have
|AB| = |f1(1, 0)− 1| = |r1 − 1| < 6λL,

|OB| = rl > rl−|r1−1| > 3/4−6λL > 3/4−6M > 1/2 provided M < 1/24.

Our next aim is to estimate ξl. Considering triangles ABC and OBC we
obtain

|BC| = |AB| sin∠CAB = |r1 − 1|| sin θl| 6 6λL
Nr(l − 1)λL

rl
6

2

c3
NrλL

and

sin∠COB = | sin ξl| =
|BC|
|OB| 6

2

c3rl
NrλL <

4

c3
NrλL < 4M <

1

2

if M < 1/8. Therefore,

|eiξl − 1| =
√

sin2 ξl + (cos ξl − 1)2 =
√

2(1− cos ξl) = 2
∣∣∣sin ξl

2

∣∣∣

6 2| sin ξl| <
8

c3
NrλL. (15)

Equation (14) yields

|rl+1e
iθl+1 − rle

i(θl+ξl)| 6 NrλL.

It follows
|rl+1 − rl| 6 |rl+1e

iθl+1 − rle
i(θl+ξl)| 6 NrλL

and

|eiθl+1 − ei(θl+ξl)| 6 |rl+1e
i(θl+1−θl−ξl) − rl|+ |rl+1 − rl|

rl+1

6
4

3
2NrλL. (16)

Finally, from (15) and (16) we derive

|eiθl+1−eiθl | 6 |eiθl+1−ei(θl+ξl)|+|eiξl−1| 6 8

3
NrλL+

8

c3
NrλL < 3NrλL. (17)
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4.3 Step 3

Denote by gl : B(0, 3/2) → C the first complex coordinate function of (F l)N ,
l = 1, . . . , m. Since F l(0) = 0 and fl(1, 0) = rle

iθl , it yields gl = e−iθlfl.
Obviously, g1 = f1.

At the point x = (z, t) ∈ B(0, 1) we have

|gl+1(x)− gl(x)− f1(x) + z| 6 |fl+1(x)− fl(x)− f1(x) + z|
+ |e−iθl+1fl+1(x)− e−iθlfl(x)− fl+1(x) + fl(x)|

6 NrλL + |e−iθl − 1| · |fl+1(x)− fl(x)|+ |e−iθl+1 − e−iθl | · |fl+1(x)|

6 NrλL + 2c3lλLc3λL + 3NrλL
3

2

6

(
N +

2c3r

4c20
+ 3N

3

2

)
rλL 6 KrλL, K = 6N = 153

(we used here (10), (12), (13), (17) and r < 3/8).
Summing over integers from 1 to l we obtain

|gl+1(x)− z − l(f1(x)− z)| 6 KlrλL =
2

5
lλL (18)

provided we take r = 2
5K

.

Let a point x0 = (z0, t0) ∈ B(0, 1) be the point of maximum deviation:

|f1(x0)− z0| = dH(F (x0),x0) = sup
x∈B(0,1)

dH(F (x),x) >
9

10
λL.

Take l ∈ N, l < m. Since F preserves KR-orientation, the mapping F l+1

also preserves it. F l+1 is Ll+1-quasi-isometry on B(0, 3/2) and Ll+1 < Λ <
1 + ε2. Therefore, by Lemma 10 and (18) we deduce

6λLl+1 > dH((F l+1)N(x0),x0) = |gl+1(x0)− z0|
> l|f1(x0)− z0| − |gl+1(x0)− z0 − l(f1(x0)− z0)|

>
9

10
lλL − 2

5
lλL =

1

2
lλL.

We immediately obtain

lλL 6 12λLl+1, l = 1, . . . , m− 1. (19)

Suppose m > 3. Since Lm 6 Λ < Lm+1 it follows

m >
ln Λ

lnL
− 1 and lnΛ− lnL >

ln Λ

2
.
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Therefore, (19) implies

λL 6
12λΛ

lnΛ
lnL

− 1
6

24λΛ
ln Λ

lnL 6 C(L− 1)

and Theorem 2 is proved provided inequality (12) is fulfilled.

4.4 Step 4

It rests to prove (12). Demonstrate by induction that inequality (12) is
fulfilled provided M = λΛ 6 r2

96c3c20
.

Since λL tends to 0 as L→ 1 there is a number ε3 > 0 such that ε3 < ε2,
ε3 < 0.1, and M = λΛ <

r2

96c3c20
if Λ = 1 + ε3.

Base of induction: c3λL 6 c3M < ρ2

96c2
0

. Let for some l, 1 6 l < m, we

have c3lλL 6 r2

4c2
0

. Then (19) implies

lλL 6 12λΛ 6 12M 6
12r2

96c3c
2
0

and, hence, c3lλL 6
r2

8c20
.

From here c3(l + 1)λL 6 r2

4c2
0

and inequality (12) holds for l + 1. We can

proceed till l = m− 1.
Therefore, Theorem 2 is proved for small ε (it is sufficient to consider

ε < ε3/3). Consider the case L > 1 + ε3/3. We obviously have

d(F (x),x) 6 d(F (x), F (0)) + d(x, 0) 6 (L+ 1) 6
(
1 +

6

ε3

)
(L− 1)

for all x ∈ B(0, 1).
Theorem 2 is proved.

5 Rigidity in the Sobolev norm

The aim of this section is to prove inequality (4) from Theorem 1. The main
difficulty is to prove local quantitative rigidity in Sobolev norm (Theorem
3). The proof is based on coercive estimate for special differential operator
(Lemma 11) and the connection between this operator and quasi-isometries,
see inequality (22). The already established quantitative rigidity in the uni-
form norm also plays an essential role in the proof. To pass from local result
of Theorem 3 to global one in Theorem 1 we use Proposition 2.

21



5.1 Coercive estimate

Let U be a domain in H. Denote by Q the homogeneous differential operator
acting on a mapping u : U → C by the following rule:

Qu =

(
1
2
(Zu+ Zu)

Zu

)
.

Lemma 11. Let p > 1, B = B(0, 1) ⊂ H. Then there is a constant C =
C(p) > 0 such that

‖Dhu‖p,B 6 C
(

sup
x∈B(0,1)

|u(x)|+ ‖Qu‖p,B
)

for every W 1
p (B,R

2).

Proof. By Lemma 4 of [25] the kernel of the operator Q on the Sobolev class
W 1

p,loc(H,C), p > 1, is 5-dimensional: u ∈ kerQ if and only if

u(z, t) = a + ikz + tb+ iz2b+ i|z|2b, where a, b ∈ C, k ∈ R.

Since the kernel of Q is finite-dimensional the coercive estimate of [20, 21]
is valid (see also [13, Theorem 1]). Let p > 1. There are a constant C =
C(p) > 0 and a projection P : W 1

p (B,C) → kerQ such that

‖Dhu−DhPu‖p,B ≤ C‖Qu‖p,B

for any u ∈ W 1
p (B,C). By standard way, we can use any projection operator

in the coercive estimate (see, for example, [10, Proposition 2]). Construct a
projection P on the kernel of Q. Let u1, . . . , u5 : H → C be the orthonor-
mal basis of ker(Q) with respect to the scalar product 〈·, ·〉 in the space
L2(B(0, 1),C). Then set

Pu =
5∑

i=1

〈u, ui〉ui.

Obviously,
‖DhPu‖p,B 6 C sup

x∈B
|u(x)|.

The lemma follows.
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5.2 Mappings with bounded specific oscillation

Here we give one result from [9] about mappings with bounded specific os-
cillation.

Lemma 12 ([9, Corollary to Theorem 1]). Let U ⊂ H be open, q > 1. Sup-

pose a mapping f maps U to the space of 2 × 2-matrices and for every ball

B ⊂ U there is orthogonal matrix φB ∈ SO(2) such that

∫

B

|f(x)− φB|qdx 6 σq

∫

B

|φB|qdx = σq|B| (20)

with some constant σ > 0.
Then there is σ0 > 0 s.t. f ∈ Lp,loc(U) for all p ∈ [q, 2σ0/σ) if σ < σ0.

Moreover, if q < p < (2−δ)σ0

σ
, δ > 0, then

∫

B′

|f(x)− φB|pdx 6 Cσp−q

∫

B′

|f(x)− φB|qdx

for every ball B = B(x, r) ⊂ U , B′ = B
(
x, 9

10
r
)
. Constant C depends on

p, q, δ.

Relation (20) means that f is a mapping with bounded specific oscil-
lation in Lq with respect to SO(2) (f ∈ BSOq(SO(2))). Mappings with
bounded specific oscillation have common features with well-known BMO
class. Lemma 12 shows that, similar to BMO, mappings of BSOq(SO(2))
class have some self-improving integrability property.

5.3 Local quantitative Sobolev rigidity. Proof of The-

orem 3

In this subsection we will prove local quantitative Sobolev rigidity formulated
in Theorem 3.

We have F = (f1, f2, f3) ∈ QI1+ε(B(0, 4)). Denote B = B(0, 1). Theo-
rem 2 implies

sup
x∈B

dH(F (x), ψ(x)) 6 N3ε

for some isometry ψ. Without loss of generality we may assume that ψ = id.
Otherwise, we take ψ−1 ◦ F instead of F .

We also have qualitative rigidity in view of Lemma 4:

sup
x∈B

ρ(F (x),Φ(x)) 6 µ1(ε, 1/2), ‖DhF −DhΦ‖2,B 6 |B|1/2µ2(ε, 1/2)
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for some isometry Φ. Here µi(ε, 1/2) → 0 as ε → 0, i = 1, 2.
Since sup

x∈B
dH(x,Φ(x)) 6 N3ε+ µ1(ε, 1/2), Lemma 2 states

|DhΦ− I| 6 2(N3ε+ µ1(ε, 1/2))

and, therefore,

‖DhF − I‖2,B 6 |B|1/2
(
µ2(ε, 1/2) + 2N3ε+ 2µ1(ε, 1/2)

) df
= |B|1/2µ̃2(ε).

Denote B′ = B(0, 9/10), u(x) = (f1(x) − x1, f2(x) − x2) ∈ W 1
2 (B

′,R2),
x = (x1, x2, x3). Obviously, Dhu = DhF − I and |u(x)| = dH(x, F (x)).
Applying Lemma 11 to u, we obtain

‖Dhu‖2,B′ 6 C(sup
x∈B′

|u(x)|+ ‖Qu‖2,B′) 6 Cε+ C‖Qu‖2,B′. (21)

Estimate ‖Qu‖2,B′ . The inequality

|Q(x−1 · F (x))| 6 ε(ε+ 2)

2

(
|DhF (x)− I|+ 2

)
+

1

2
|DhF (x)− I|2 (22)

holds almost everywhere in B(0, 4) [25, Lemma 3] provided F preserve KR-
orientation. Lemma 6 guarantees that F preserves KR-orientation if ε < ε1
and

sup
x∈B

dH(F (x),x) 6 N3ε < 1/4.

Take ε < min{ε1, (4N3)
−1}. Then F preserves KR-orientation and in-

equality (22) is valid. Taking L2-norm of both sides of (22), we obtain

‖Qu‖2,B′ 6 Cε+
1

2

(∫

B′

|Dhu(x)|4dx
)2

. (23)

It rests to estimate ‖Dhu‖24,B′. Lemma 4 allows us to apply Lemma 12.
Indeed, Lemma 4 states that for every ball G ⊂ B(0, 2) there is an isometry
ΨG such that

‖DhF −DhΨG‖2,G 6 µ2(ε, 1/2)|G|1/2 6 µ̃2(ε)|G|1/2.

Recall ΨB = I. Lemma 12 implies

‖Dhu‖24,B′ = ‖DhF−I‖24,B′ 6 Cµ̃2(ε)‖DhF−I‖2,B′ = Cµ̃2(ε)‖Dhu‖2,B′ (24)

if µ̃2(ε) < σ0/3.
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Relations (21)–(24) imply

‖Dhu‖2,B′ 6 C1ε+ C2µ̃2(ε)‖Dhu‖2,B′.

Finally, ‖Dhu‖2,B′ 6 2C1ε provided ε is close enough to 0. It suffices to take
ε < ε4 where ε4 < min{ε1, (4N3)

−1}, C2µ̃2(ε4) < 1/2, and µ̃2(ε4) < σ0/3.
If ε > ε4 then the theorem is obvious:

‖DhF − I‖2,B′ 6 (2 + ε)|B′|1/2 6 ε
( 2

ε4
+ 1

)
|B′|1/2.

5.4 Global quantitative Sobolev rigidity

To pass from local to global we use the following proposition.

Proposition 2 ([25]). Suppose U is a John domain in H with inner radius

α, outer radius β and distinguished point x∗, κ > 1, σ > 0. Let a mapping

F ∈ QIL(U) be such that for each ball B = B(a, r), B(a,κr) ⊂ U , there is

an isometry ΦB meeting the condition
∫

B

|DhF (x)−DhΦB(x)|2dx 6 σ2|r|4.

Then ∫

U

exp
((β

α

)5 c2|DhF (x)−DhΦ0(x)|
σ

)
dx 6 16|U |,

where Φ0 = ΦB0
, B0 = B(x∗, dU(x∗)/κ). Constant c2 is independent of U

and F .

Proposition 2 shows that BMO function DhF is exponentially integrable.
The difference from well-known result is that we follow the coefficients of John
domain.

The proof of Proposition 2 follows word-by-word the part of the proof of
Theorem 1 in [25, Section 5].
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