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Abstract

Rational homology ellipsoids are certain Liouville domains diffeomorphic to ra-
tional homology balls and having Lagrangian pin-wheels as their skeleta. From the
point of view of almost toric fibrations, they are a natural generalisation of usual
symplectic ellipsoids. We study symplectic embeddings of rational homology ellip-
soids into the complex projective plane and we show that for each Markov triple, this
problem gives rise to an infinite staircase. A key ingredient in the proof is the result
that any two such embeddings are Hamiltonian isotopic. We also prove constraints
on sizes for pairs of disjoint embeddings.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Old questions for new domains

Let (X,ω) be a symplectic 4-manifold. By Darboux’s theorem, small enough patches of X
are symplectomorphic to subsets of the standard symplectic vector space (C2, ω0). In
particular one can always symplectically embed small enough symplectic ellipsoids

E(α, β) =

{
(z1, z2) ∈ C2 :

π|z1|2

α
+
π|z2|2

β
≤ 1

}
(1.1)

into (X,ω). This raises several natural questions:

(Q1) Isotopy problem. Given two such embeddings of the same size, are they ambiently
isotopic?

(Q2) Embedding problem. For which values of the parameters α, β > 0 do symplectic
embeddings of E(α, β) exist?

(Q3) Ellipsoid packing problem. Given several embeddings of differently-sized ellip-
soids, when can they be made disjoint?

In the case of symplectic balls B(α) = E(α, α), these questions were raised in Gromov’s
foundational work [22], and, ever since, the idea of using such embeddings to measure
the symplectic sizes and quantitative properties of (X,ω) has been a central theme in
symplectic topology. In the work of McDuff and Schlenk [37], it was shown that the set
of pairs (α, β) for which there is a symplectic embedding of E(α, β) into the ball takes
the shape of an infinite staircase, whose step-sizes are related to the sequence of odd-
indexed Fibonacci numbers. Since then, the ellipsoid embedding question into various
target spaces X has attracted a lot of attention, see for instance the survey [42]. In this
paper, instead of looking at new target spaces, we consider new domains.

Our goal is to study symplectic embedding questions for a family of domains we call
pin-ellipsoids Ep,q(α, β), where p and q are positive coprime integers with q ≤ p. See
Definition 1.2.1 for their definition. These domains arise naturally (1) in Milnor fibres of
smoothings of certain surface singularities called cyclic quotient T-singularities, and (2) as
building blocks of almost toric fibrations. The name pin-ellipsoid is derived from the fact
that every pin-ellipsoid contains a so-called Lagrangian pin-wheel. The case p = q = 1
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corresponds to the case of the standard ellipsoid in Equation (1.1), whereas E2,1(α, β) can
be identified with a neighbourhood of the zero-section of T ∗RP2. We address the above
questions (Q1)–(Q3) for all pin-ellipsoid embeddings intoX = CP2. Theorem 1.4.1 affirma-
tively answers the isotopy question (Q1), Theorem 1.5.2 solves the embedding problem (Q2)
in the “visible range” (see Remark 1.2.2 (d)), and Theorem 1.6.1 solves the multiple pin-
ellipsoid problem (Q3) for the special case of pin-balls where α = β, analogous to Gromov’s
Two Ball Theorem [22, § 0.3.B]. We begin by defining pin-ellipsoids and also quickly recall
the Markov numbers, which will play a key role in the statements of all of our theorems.

1.2 Pin-ellipsoids, pin-balls and pin-wheels

Our definition of the pin-ellipsoid Ep,q(α, β) uses the theory of almost toric fibrations
(ATFs), where the symplectic geometry of a 4-manifold is encoded in a 2-dimensional
almost toric base diagram. These diagrams were introduced by Symington [46]; see the
book [16] for more details about how to decode these diagrams.

Definition 1.2.1. Given positive integers 1 ≤ q ≤ p with gcd(p, q) = 1 and positive
real numbers α, β, let the pin-ellipsoid Ep,q(α, β) be the compact symplectic manifold
corresponding to the almost toric base diagram Ap,q(α, β) shown in Figure 1. This base
diagram has a slanted edge pointing in the (p2, pq − 1)-direction, having integral affine
length α, and a vertical edge having integral affine length β; it has a single focus-focus
fibre joined to the origin by a branch cut parallel to the (p, q)-direction. The top side, drawn

is included in the diagram but it is not part of the toric boundary; the preimage of this
side under the almost toric fibration is the boundary of Ep,q(α, β), which is a 3-manifold
diffeomorphic to the lens space L(p2, pq − 1).

β α

(αp2, α(pq − 1))

×

Figure 1: The almost toric base diagram Ap,q(α, β) for Ep,q(α, β). The branch cut is parallel
to the (p, q)-direction. The toric boundary comprises the two solid edges (not the top side),
whose affine lengths are α and β; these are two segments of an unbroken straight line with
respect to the integral affine structure on the base diagram.

Remark 1.2.2. (a) We distinguish between edges of an almost toric base diagram (which
we draw as thick, unbroken lines ) which are part of the toric boundary (that
is, the fibre over a point of an edge is a circle or a point), and sides (drawn as thick,
long-dashed lines ) which are not part of the toric boundary (that is, the fibre
over a point of a side is a 2-torus). Thin, short-dashed lines on the interior of
the polygon will represent branch cuts.
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(b) Note that Ep,q(α, β) is symplectomorphic to Ep,p−q(β, α): the almost toric base dia-
grams are related by an integral affine transformation with determinant −1, which
lifts to a symplectomorphism of the total spaces. It follows that pin-ellipsoid embed-
ding problems in the case (p, q) = (2, 1) will be symmetric with respect to swapping
α and β, just like for standard ellipsoids. For other (p, q) this will no longer hold
true, as will be evident from Theorem 1.5.2. Compare also Remark 1.5.3.

(c) We call the pin-ellipsoid Ep,q(α, α) the pin-ball Bp,q(α).

(d) Given an almost toric base diagram which contains a subset integral-affine equivalent
to Ap,q(α, β), its preimage under the almost toric fibration is an embedded copy of
Ep,q(α, β) in the associated almost toric manifold. We refer to these as visible pin-
ellipsoids.

Definition 1.2.3. Inside Ep,q(α, β) there is an immersed Lagrangian disc Lp,q which lives
over the branch cut. This immersion fails to be an embedding along its boundary circle
which meets the toric boundary; here it is p-to-1 and modelled on a standard model im-
mersion, described in [28, Equations (3.4) and (3.5)] or [16, Example 5.14]. This immersed
disc is called a Lagrangian (p, q)-pin-wheel.

Remark 1.2.4. More generally, we call any immersed Lagrangian disc which is embedded
away from its boundary and modelled on Lp,q along its boundary a Lagrangian pin-wheel.
Khodorovskiy [28, Lemma 3.4] shows that any Lagrangian pin-wheel admits a neighbour-
hood symplectomorphic to Ep,q(α, β) for any sufficiently small α, β > 0. We will call
a Lagrangian pin-wheel visible if it projects to an arc in the base of some almost toric
fibration.

1.3 Markov numbers and their companions

Definition 1.3.1. Integer solutions to the Markov equation

p21 + p22 + p23 = 3p1p2p3

are called Markov triples. One can produce new Markov triples from a given one by three
mutations, each of which substitutes a member of the triple by another Markov number.
For example the mutation (p1, p2, p3) → (p1, p2, 3p1p2 − p3) replaces p3 by p′3 = 3p1p2 − p3.
All Markov triples are obtained in this way from iterated mutations of (1, 1, 1). Thus they
are naturally arranged according to the graph depicted in Figure 2.

Definition 1.3.2 (Companion numbers). Let p be a Markov number. A number q is called
companion number of p if there exists a Markov triple (p, p2, p3) such that

q ≡ ±3p2p
−1
3 mod p. (1.2)
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(1, 1, 1)

(1, 2, 1)

(1, 5, 2)

(1, 13, 5)

(1, 34, 13)

(1, 89, 34) (34, 1325, 13)

(13, 194, 5)

(13, 7561, 194) (194, 2897, 5)

(5, 29, 2)

(5, 433, 29)

(5, 6466, 433) (433, 37666, 29)

(29, 169, 2)

(29, 14701, 169) (169, 985, 2)

Figure 2: The beginning of the Markov graph, where we have omitted the repetitions at
the first two Markov triples.

Remarks 1.3.3. (a) For a fixed triple, Equation (1.2) defines two companion numbers
with 1 ≤ q ≤ p which are related to one another by q → p− q. If p ∈ {1, 2}, then the
two companion numbers are both equal to 1, and for all other Markov numbers they
differ and are strictly less than p. Mutations of Markov triples containing p preserve
its companion numbers.

(b) Conversely, there is a unique mutation branch in the Markov tree in which p appears
with companion number q, see for example [5, Proposition 3.15]. It is conjectured
that each Markov number has only one pair of companion numbers (see [5, §2.3]), but
since this conjecture is famously open, we need to specify both p and q in everything
that follows.

As was noticed by Vianna [50], the almost toric base diagrams of CP2 (up to integral
affine equivalence and nodal slides) are in bijection with unordered Markov triples. This
is closely related to the fact – due to Hacking–Prokhorov [23] – that the singular fibre of
any Q-Gorenstein degeneration of CP2 is (a partial smoothing of) a weighted projective
plane P(p21, p22, p23) where (p1, p2, p3) is a Markov triple. Given a Markov triple, let us
write D(p1, p2, p3) for the corresponding almost toric base diagram. We call these almost
toric base diagrams Vianna triangles: see Section 2.3 for a full description. For now, the
important feature is that Vianna triangles allow us to see visible pin-ellipsoids

Epi,qi (αi, βi) ⊂ CP2 for any αi <
pi+2

pipi+1

, βi <
pi+1

pipi+2

, (1.3)

where qi is the companion number 3pi+1p
−1
i+2 mod pi. Note that reordering the Markov

triple by swapping pi+1 and pi+2 will swap the order of the bounds on αi and βi and also
swap the companion numbers; this is consistent with Remark 1.2.2(b).
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1.4 The isotopy problem

Evans and Smith [17] showed that Ep,q(α, β) admits a symplectic embedding into CP2 for
some α, β > 0 if and only if p is a Markov number and q is one of its companion numbers.
Provided that α < p3

pp2
and β < p2

pp3
for some Markov triple (p, p2, p3) with q = 3p2p

−1
3

mod p, there is a visible embedding Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ CP2 coming from the Vianna triangle
D(p, p2, p3). But there exist symplectic embeddings also outside the visible range; for
instance, symplectic folding can be used to show that for any α > 0 there exists β > 0
such that Ep,q(α, β) symplectically embeds into CP2.

Theorem 1.4.1 (Isotopy Theorem). Any two symplectic embeddings of a pin-ellipsoid
Ep,q(α, β) into CP2 are isotopic through symplectic embeddings.

In other words, the space of symplectic embeddings of a pin-ellipsoid into CP2, if non-
empty, is path-connected.

Remarks 1.4.2. (a) The problem whether the space of symplectic embeddings of Ep,q(α, β)
into CP2 is non-empty is addressed in § 1.5.

(b) Since H1(Ep,q(α, β);R) vanishes, it follows that any two embeddings which are sym-
plectically isotopic are related by a Hamiltonian diffeomorphism of CP2.

(c) In fact, we will reprove the results of Evans and Smith [17] along the way, avoiding
the use of orbifold holomorphic curves. See Section 5.4.

Corollary 1.4.3. Lagrangian (p, q)-pin-wheels in CP2 are unique up to Hamiltonian iso-
topy.

Proof. Indeed, Khodorovskiy [28, Lemma 3.4] shows that a Lagrangian pin-wheel has a
standard neighbourhood symplectomorphic to an embedded pin-ellipsoid. Therefore, two
pin-wheels yield two embedded pin-ellipsoids. If we choose them sufficiently small and of
equal sizes α, β, Theorem 1.4.1 shows that these pin-ellipsoids are Hamiltonian isotopic, and
the restriction of this isotopy to the pin-wheel gives the desired isotopy of pin-wheels.

Since the (2, 1)-pin-wheel is RP2, this generalises the known result about the uniqueness of
Lagrangian RP2s in CP2 due to Hind [26] and Li–Wu [30, Section 6.4.1], see also Borman–
Li–Wu [7, Theorem 1.3] and Adaloglou [3] for an approach closer to ours.

Remark 1.4.4. Every Lagrangian pin-wheel L ⊂ CP2 is a non-trivial Lagrangian barrier
in the sense of Biran [6]: the Gromov width of the complement CP2 \L is strictly less than
the Gromov with of CP2. Indeed, by Corollary 1.4.3 any pin-wheel in CP2 is Hamiltonian
isotopic to one of the visible Lagrangian pin-wheels studied by Brendel and Schlenk [9],
who proved that these are barriers and moreover computed the Gromov width of the
complement.
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1.5 The embedding problem

Notation 1.5.1. Answering the embedding problem (Q2) for pin-ellipsoid embeddings
into CP2 means determining the set

Ap,q :=
{
(α, β) ∈ R2

>0 : Ep,q(α, β)
s
↪→ CP2

}
, (1.4)

where p is a Markov number and q one of its companion numbers. By the definition of
symplectic embedding, the set Ap,q is open in R2

>0. Let (p,m0,m1) be a Markov triple with
q ≡ 3m0m

−1
1 mod p and consider the recursion

mi+2 = 3pmi+1 −mi, (1.5)

defining a sequence {mi}i∈Z. The set {(p,mi,mi+1) | i ∈ Z} consists of all Markov triples
which can be obtained from (p,m0,m1) by mutations preserving p: in the Markov tree in
Figure 2 this set forms a

∧
-shaped tree. Let

□i(p, q) :=

(
0,
mi+1

pmi

)
×
(
0,

mi

pmi+1

)
, Stair(p, q) :=

⋃
i∈Z

□i(p, q), (1.6)

and

σp :=
1

2

(
3 +

√
9− 4

p2

)
.

Theorem 1.5.2 (Staircase Theorem). Let p be a Markov number and q one of its com-
panion numbers. Then

Ap,q ∩ (0, σp)
2 = Stair(p, q). (1.7)

Remarks 1.5.3. (a) Since vol(Ep,q(α, β)) =
1
2
p2αβ, the volume constraint for the sym-

plectic embedding problem yields that Ap,q lies below the curve {p2αβ = 1}.

(b) All the pin-ellipsoids in this staircase can be realised as visible pin-ellipsoids coming
from Vianna triangles (compare with Equation (1.3)) and by Theorem 1.4.1 are
isotopic to a visible pin-ellipsoid. Conversely, all visible embeddings of Ep,q(α, β)
satisfy max{α, β} < σp. It is striking that visible constructions are often sharp for
such quantitative problems.

(c) The sets in Equation (1.7) are infinite staircases whose outer corners lie on the volume
constraint and accumulate at the boundary of the square (0, σp)

2 ⊂ R2, see Figures 4
and 5. The first such staircase, which we recover as the case (p, q) = (1, 1), was
found by McDuff and Schlenk [37]. Since then, similar staircases have been found for
many different target spaces – we refer to [42] and the references therein for more on
this and related problems. The usual convention is to use the normalisation freedom
to reduce to the case E(1, β) ↪→ CP2(A), where A > 0 is the symplectic area of
the line. In our case, we prefer the normalisation convention E(α, β) ↪→ CP2(1).
This is in part justified by the fact that the staircases we find in Theorem 1.5.2
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are not symmetric with respect to swapping α and β, making it more natural to
keep α and β on equal footing. In fact, the set obtained by swapping coordinates in
Stair(p, q) describes Ap,p−q, the staircase associated to the second companion number
p− q, by Remark 1.2.2(b).

(d) We do not know the set Ap,q for α ≥ σp or β ≥ σp, except for p = q = 1 where it
can be derived from [37, Sections 4 and 5]. For p ≥ 2 we even do not know whether
the intersection of the closure Ap,q with the vertical segment at α = σp is a point or
an interval of positive length. For p = 1 this intersection is a point, since the upper
boundary of A1,1 on {τ 2 ≤ α ≤ 21

8
} is given by β = 3− α.

For many (though not all, [13, Remark 5.1]) symplectic 4-manifolds (X,ω), there are full
symplectic fillings E(α, β) ↪→ (X,ω) by standard ellipsoids whenever α

β
is sufficiently large

or sufficiently small. For instance, the boundary of A1,1 over {17
6
≤ α < ∞} is given by

β = 1
α
. Is this so for all Markov numbers p? More precisely:

Question 1.5.4. Let (p, q) be as above. Are there full symplectic fillings Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ CP2

for all sufficiently small and all sufficiently large α
β
?

Example 1.5.5. Let us illustrate Theorem 1.5.2 by the example p = 2, q = 1, see Figures 3
and 4. We start with the Vianna triangle D(1, 1, 1) appearing as the image of CP2 under
the standard toric moment map. After one mutation, we obtain the triangle D(2, 1, 1),
containing a vertex which is integral affine equivalent to the cone spanned by the vectors
(0,−1) and (4,−1) adjacent to edges which both have integral affine length 1

2
. Thus

we deduce the existence of a volume filling embedding E2,1(
1
2
, 1
2
) ↪→ CP2. This domain

is symplectomorphic to the codisc bundle D∗
1/2πRP

2 of radius 1
2π

in the round metric of

curvature 1 on RP2. One more mutation at another vertex yields the triangles D(2, 1, 5)
and D(2, 5, 1) and hence volume filling embeddings of E2,1(

5
2
, 1
10
) and E2,1(

1
10
, 5
2
) into CP2,

respectively. This generates three steps of the (2, 1)-staircase, as illustrated in Figure 4.

The rest of the p = 2, q = 1 staircase comes from the sequence:

{mi}i∈Z = {. . . , 29, 5, 1, 1, 5, 29, 169, . . .}

of odd-index Pell numbers, which yields the staircase depicted in Figure 4. This staircase
is symmetric with respect to swapping the coordinate axes.

Example 1.5.6. For (p, q) = (5, 1), we obtain

{mi}i∈Z = {. . . , 433, 29, 2, 1, 13, 194, 2897, . . .},

yielding the staircase depicted in Figure 5. This staircase is not symmetric with respect to
swapping the coordinate axes.
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(a) D(1, 1, 1) (b) D(2, 1, 1)

×

(c) D(2, 5, 1)

×
×

Figure 3: The first three Vianna triangles (a) D(1, 1, 1), (b) D(2, 1, 1) and (c) D(2, 5, 1)
together with the first two visible pin-ellipsoids (shaded in (b) and (c)) for the p = 2, q = 1
staircase. These visible embeddings can be made to fill an arbitrarily large portion of the
triangle; in case (c) you need to use a nodal slide to shrink the other branch cut.

·

·

·

·

· ·

·

(
1
2
, 1
2

)

(
5
58
, 29
10

)
(

1
10
, 5
2

)
···

σ2 = 2.914 · · ·

(
29
10
, 5
58

)(
5
2
, 1
10

)

Figure 4: The staircase for p = 2, q = 1.

Remark 1.5.7. In particular, for a Markov number p with companion number q, Theo-
rem 1.5.2 computes the largest (p, q)-pin-ball that symplectically embeds into CP2:

sup{α > 0 : Bp,q(α)
s
↪→ X} = min

{
p2
pp3

,
p3
pp2

}
where (p, p2, p3) denotes the Markov triple in which p appears as largest entry with com-
panion number q. The only pin-balls admitting volume-filling embeddings into CP2 are
therefore those with (p, q) = (1, 1) and (p, q) = (2, 1).

1.6 Pin-ball packing problem

The following result generalizes Gromov’s Two Ball Theorem in dimension four.

Theorem 1.6.1 (Two Pin-Ball Theorem). Let p1, p2 be Markov numbers appearing in the
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··

·

· · ·

(
2
5
, 1
10

)
· ·

(
29
10
, 2
145

) (
433
145
, 29
2165

)

σ5 = 2.987 · · ·

Figure 5: The staircase for p = 5, q = 1.

same Markov triple1, and let p3 be the smaller of the two Markov numbers completing the
triple. Let qi = ±3pi+1p

−1
i+2 mod pi for i = 1, 2 be companion numbers. Then there exists

a symplectic embedding
Bp1,q1(α1) ⊔Bp2,q2(α2) ↪→ CP2, (1.8)

if and only if α1 <
p2
p1p3

and α2 <
p1
p2p3

and α1 + α2 <
p3
p1p2

.

Remark 1.6.2. Note that one of the inequalities on the αjs is implied by the bound on
α1 + α2. To see this, assume that p2 = max{p1, p2, p3}; the case p1 = max{p1, p2, p3}
follows by exactly the same argument. Then, assuming that α1 + α2 < p3/(p1p2), we get

α1 < α1 + α2 <
p3
p1p2

≤ p2
p1p3

,

which proves the inequality for α1. Moreover, Theorem 1.5.2 proves that α2 <
p1
p2p3

. This
means that to establish the necessity of the inequalities in Theorem 1.6.1, we only need to
prove the bound on α1 + α2.

Remark 1.6.3. The embeddings in Theorem 1.6.1 again appear as visible embeddings
in Vianna triangles, see Figure 6. In general, if an embedding of the form (1.8) exists
and p1, p2 ≥ 2, then p1 and p2 are necessarily Markov numbers appearing in the same
Markov triple and q1 and q2 are companion numbers of p1 and p2, respectively, see [17,
Theorem 1.2]. However if, say, p1 = 1, then Bp1,q1(α1) is a standard ball and embeddings
of the type (1.8) exist even if the Markov numbers 1, p2 do not appear in the same triple.
In that case, constraints on α1 and α2 can be derived by the same methods as in [9].

1Whenever such a triple exists, there are precisely two such triples, and they are related by a single
mutation.
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×

×
×

p2
p3p1

= |e2| |e3| = p3
p1p2

p1
p2p3

= |e1|

Bp1,q1(α1)

Bp2,q2(α2)

(a)

×

×
2
5

1
10

5
2

B5,1(α)

B2,1(β)

B(γ)

(b)

Figure 6: (a) The Vianna triangle D(p1, p2, p3) and an illustration of the constructive
side of the Two Pin-Ball Theorem 1.6.1. (b) The Vianna triangle D(5, 2, 1) and the pin-
balls for the constructive side of the Two Pin-Ball Theorem for {p1, p2} = {1, 5} and for
{p1, p2} = {2, 5} and of the Three Pin-Ball Theorem 1.6.4.

Corollary 1.6.4 (Three Pin-Ball Theorem). Let (p1, p2, p3) be a Markov triple with com-
panion numbers q1, q2, q3. Then there exists a symplectic embedding

Bp1,q1(α1) ⊔Bp2,q2(α2) ⊔Bp3,q3(α3) ↪→ CP2, (1.9)

if and only if α1 + α2 <
p3
p1p2

, α1 + α3 <
p2
p1p3

and α2 + α3 <
p1
p2p3

.

Proof. If p1 = p2 = p3 = 1, the claim follows directly from Theorem 1.6.1 (or also from
Gromov’s 2-ball theorem). We can therefore assume that p3 ≤ p2 < p1. By Theorem 1.6.1,

α1 + α2 <
p3
p1p2

.

If we mutate (p1, p2, p3) at p2, then p
′
2 = 3p1p3 − p2 > p2. Hence Theorem 1.6.1 applied to

p1, p3 yields

α1 + α3 <
p2
p1p3

.

Finally, if we mutate (p1, p2, p3) at p1, then p′1 = 3p2p3 − p1 < p1. Hence Theorem 1.6.1
applied to p2, p3 yields

α2 + α3 <
p′1
p2p3

<
p1
p2p3

.

Remark 1.6.5. Note that, by [17, Theorem 1.2], it is impossible to pack more than three
pin-balls with pi ≥ 2.

1.7 Idea of proof for Theorem 1.4.1

Our proof builds on the idea of Hind [26] and Li–Wu [30, § 6.1.1] who showed the La-
grangian uniqueness of RP2 in CP2 by turning this problem into the uniqueness problem of
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symplectic −4-spheres in S2 × S2 obtained by a symplectic cut on the boundary of small
codisc-bundle of an embedded RP2 in CP2. Suppose we have two symplectic embeddings
ι1, ι2 : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ CP2. We shall perform a rational blow-up along each of these pin-

ellipsoids; this yields two 4-manifolds X̃1 and X̃2 containing configurations C1 and C2 of
embedded symplectic spheres. We show that, for i = 1, 2, X̃i is ruled, and that:

• in each case, one of the curves from Ci is a section of this ruled surface,

• the other curves of Ci (together with some additional curves) form one or two broken
rulings.

• the configuration Ti consisting of Ci and these additional curves (and possibly one
or two additional smooth rulings) is completely determined by p, q and the choice
of data of the rational blow-up. In other words T1 and T2 have symplectomorphic
neighbourhoods ν1 ∼= ν2.

• the common boundary ∂νi is contactomorphic to S1 × S2 and the complement of νi
in X̃i is minimal. In particular, uniqueness of symplectic fillings of these manifolds
tells us that the symplectic completion of X̃i \ νi is symplectomorphic to either R4

or T ∗S1 × C.

Since X̃1 and X̃2 are essentially obtained by gluing together symplectomorphic pieces, and
there is only one way to glue these together, we find that X̃1 and X̃2 are symplectomorphic
via a symplectomorphism taking C1 to C2. This descends to give a symplectomorphism
of the rational blow-down CP2 → CP2 taking one pin-ellipsoid to the other. Finally,
this symplectomorphism is Hamiltonian due to Gromov’s classical result stating that the
symplectomorphism group of CP2 is connected.

1.8 Idea of proof for Theorems 1.5.2 and 1.6.1

To explain the proof of the Staircase Theorem (Theorem 1.5.2), let p be a Markov number
and q a companion number. As mentioned in Remark 1.5.3 (b), the points in Stair(p, q)
are realised by visible embeddings coming from Vianna triangles. It is therefore enough
to show that for all i ∈ Z, Ep,q (α, β) does not symplectically embed into CP2 whenever
α > mi

pmi−1
and β > mi

pmi+1
. Here mi denote the members of the sequence defined in (1.5).

Note that these points correspond to the inner corners of the staircase Stair(p, q).

Assuming that such an embedding ι : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ CP2 exists, we construct a one-

parameter family of symplectic manifolds (X̃, ω̃t) by rational symplectic blow-up2 of a
small neighbourhood of ι (tEp,q (α, β)), where the parameter t ∈ (0, 1] measures the size of
the blow-up. For small enough t, we can assume, by Theorem 1.4.1, that the embedding
coincides with the visible embedding coming from the Vianna triangle D(p,mi−1,mi). In

that case, we construct a visible symplectic −1-sphere in the base diagram of (X̃, ω̃t), see

2Technically, we need to take a blow-up of the rational blow-up which we refer to as a pavilion blow-up.
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Figure 22.3 Hence we find a class S ∈ H2(X̃;Z) whose Gromov invariant is one. Further-
more, homological computations show that the symplectic area of S as measured by ω̃t
becomes negative for t close enough to 1. However, the Gromov invariant is a deforma-
tion invariant, meaning that S should be represented by a holomorphic curve for all ω̃t.
If α > mi

pmi−1
and β > mi

pmi+1
for some i then we show that t can be chosen large enough

that the symplectic area of S is negative. Since holomorphic curves have positive area, we
obtain a contradiction.

This idea of using visible curves to obstruct embeddings of standard ellipsoids can be
found in McDuff–Siegel [38, Figure 4.2.1 and Corollary 6.1.4], so the main new input here
is the Isotopy Theorem. Note that in the proof we only use a weak version of the Isotopy
Theorem 1.4.1, namely that two pin-ellipsoid embeddings can be made to agree on an
arbitrarily small pin-subellipsoid. For symplectic embeddings of balls (p = 1, where the
pin-wheel becomes a point) this is an elementary fact; as a consequence, the proof of the
Fibonacci staircase (in the visible range, below the aspect ratio ϕ4) is immediate from
almost toric geometry: the optimal embeddings are visible and the obstructions come from
visible curves. This is implicit in [38].

The proof of the Two Pin-Ball Theorem (Theorem 1.6.1) also comes from positivity of area
for a pseudoholomorphic curve, and can be seen as an elaborate version of Gromov’s proof
of his Two Ball Theorem. Suppose we have disjoint symplectically embedded pin-balls
Bp1,q1(α1) and Bp2,q2(α2) in CP2. In this case, we rationally blow-up both pin-balls; this

produces a manifold X̃ containing two chains of symplectic spheres. We find a symplectic
−1-sphere C̃ in X̃ which connects these chains and whose symplectic area is bounded by
p3
p1p2

where p3 is the smaller Markov number making (p1, p2, p3) a Markov triple. Contracting

the chains yields an orbifold with two orbifold points, and the image of C̃ passes through
both of them. We then lift to the uniformising cover of each orbifold chart and apply the
monotonicity formula for areas of minimal surfaces to get a lower bound of α1 + α2 on
the symplectic area of C̃. In the case when the pin-balls are simultaneously visible, the
sphere C̃ is also visible as part of the toric boundary; see Figure 7. One could prove the
existence of C̃ in general by proving an isotopy theorem for pairs of pin-balls, but to save
space we instead appeal to the paper of Evans and Smith [17, Theorem 4.16].

1.9 Outline of the paper

In Section 2, we introduce the basic constructions from almost toric geometry which are
needed for the rest of the paper, including the Vianna triangles (almost toric base diagrams
for CP2) which allow us to see the visible pin-ellipsoids, the pavilion blow-up (a mild
generalisation of rational blow-up) and the culet curve (a distinguished curve in the pavilion
blow-up of a pin-ellipsoid in CP2). In Section 3, we explain in detail how to equip the
pavilion blow-up with a symplectic structure and compatible almost complex structure

3In the case p = 1 this curve corresponds to the unicuspidal curve in CP2 used in [38, Figure 4.2.1],

but here it is found directly in X̃ and hence it is a smoothly embedded −1-curve.
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×

×

B5,1(α)

B2,1(β) • • • • •

•

•

C̃

C5,1

C2,1
rational

blow-up

Figure 7: C̃ is the exceptional curve used to prove the obstructive side of the Two Pin-Ball
Theorem 1.6.1. The situation above is the visible situation for the (5, 2)-case. The Wahl

chains C5,1 and C2,1 are connected by the exceptional curve C̃. In general we will find the

curve C̃ by a neck stretching procedure.

and how to perform computations in the homology after blowing up. In Section 4, we
collect some basic results about ruled symplectic 4-manifolds which will be used in the
main argument. Section 5 contains the proofs of the main results:

• The main technical results are: the existence of a square zero holomorphic sphere
in the rational blow-up (Theorem 5.1.1, proved in Section 5.4) and the description
of how this sphere can degenerate to give broken rulings (Theorem 5.1.4, proved in
Section 5.6).

• The proofs of the Isotopy Theorem 1.4.1 and the Staircase Theorem 1.5.2, assuming
these technical results, are given in Section 5.2 and 5.3 respectively.

• The Two Pin-Ball Theorem (Theorem 1.6.1) is proved in Section 5.5.
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for helpful conversations.

JB is supported by SNSF Ambizione Grant PZ00P2-223460.

JE is supported by EPSRC Standard Grant EP/W015749/1.

2 Notation and definitions

2.1 Wahl singularities and their resolutions

Definition 2.1.1 (Triangle ∆p,q(α, β)). If we ignore the node and branch cut for the almost
toric base diagram Ap,q(α, β) from Definition 1.2.1 then we get a triangle (see Figure 8):

∆p,q(α, β) :=
{
x ∈ R2 | ρ0 · x ≥ 0, ρm+1 · x ≥ 0, γ · x ≥ −αβp2

}
(2.1)
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where ρ0, ρm+1 and γ are the vectors

ρ0 = (1, 0), ρm+1 = (1− pq, p2), and γ = (αpq − α− β,−αp2).

We use the index m+ 1 here because we will soon add further edges with inward normals
ρ1, . . . , ρm; see Definition 2.1.7.

Definition 2.1.2 (Girdled orbifold Op,q(α, β)). This triangle is the moment map image
of a compact toric orbifold Op,q(α, β) with boundary. As in Remark 1.2.2(a), the top side
of ∆p,q(α, β) with inward normal γ is considered to be part of the boundary, not the toric
boundary4. We refer to the top side as the girdle5 and we call this bounded toric orbifold
the girdled orbifold.

β α

(αp2, α(pq − 1))

ρ0

ρm+1

γ

Figure 8: The moment image ∆p,q(α, β) of a toric orbifold. The toric boundary comprises
the two solid edges, not the top side; the orbifold point is at the vertex of the polygon. We
have also labelled the inward normals ρ0 and ρm+1 of the toric boundary and γ of the top
side.

The girdled orbifoldOp,q(α, β) has a singularity x living over the vertex of ∆p,q(α, β), locally
modelled on the cyclic quotient singularity 1

p2
(1, pq− 1). This is the quotient of C2 by the

action of µp2 = {ξ ∈ C× | ξp2 = 1} where ξ · (x, y) = (ξx, ξpq−1y). Singularities of this form
are called Wahl singularities. These are precisely the cyclic quotient singularities which
admit aQ-Gorenstein smoothing of Milnor number zero. The Milnor fibre of this smoothing
is a pin-ellipsoid, so whenever a smooth surface admits a Q-Gorenstein degeneration with
Wahl singularities, we can find symplectically embedded pin-ellipsoids in the smooth fibres.

Definition 2.1.3 (Resolutions). A resolution of Op,q(α, β) is a smooth complex manifold

(Ũ , J̃) together with a holomorphic map π : Ũ → Op,q(α, β) satisfying the following prop-

erty. There exists a configuration C of complex curves C ⊂ Ũ such that π(C) = x for all

C ∈ C and such that π restricts to a biholomorphism Ũ \
⋃
C∈C C → Op,q(α, β) \ {x}. We

say that the resolution is chain-shaped if the curves C ∈ C are embedded spheres and form
a chain, that is, C = {C1, C2, . . . , Cm} with

Ci · Cj =

{
1 if |i− j| = 1

0 otherwise.
4The boundary has real codimension 1; the toric boundary is a divisor, with complex codimension 1.
5The terminology we introduce in this paper (girdle, pavilion, culet) is standard for cut gems [10].
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Definition 2.1.4 (Girdled resolution Ũρ). There is a standard family of chain-shaped
resolutions of Op,q(α, β) which are themselves toric. They arise from subdivisions of the
inward normal fan for the girdled orbifold. Recall that the inward normals to the two
edges of ∆p,q(α, β) are ρ0 and ρm+1. A subdivision ρ is a sequence of primitive integer
vectors ρ1, . . . , ρm in the convex sector bounded by ρ0 and ρm+1 with the property that
ρi ∧ ρi+1 ≥ 1 for i = 0, 1, . . . ,m. Here, v ∧w denotes the determinant of the 2-by-2 matrix
with columns v and w. If the subdivision ρ satisfies ρi ∧ ρi+1 = 1 the subdivided fan ρ
determines the resolution as a normal toric variety, see for example [20, Section 2.6]. Since

we are resolving a girdled orbifold, we will call this the girdled resolution Ũρ associated
to ρ.

A general prescription for finding resolutions of a cyclic quotient singularity 1
n
(a, 1) works

as follows. The exceptional set of the minimal resolution is a chain of holomorphic spheres
C1, . . . , Cm with C2

i = −bi where [b1, . . . , bm] is the Hirzebruch–Jung continued fraction
expansion of n/a, that is:

[b1, . . . , bm] := b1 −
1

b2 − 1

...− 1
bm

.

Remark 2.1.5. Girdled resolutions all dominate a unique minimal resolution, meaning
that they are obtained from it by a sequence of complex blow-ups. For the minimal
resolution, the curves Ci are embedded spheres with self-intersection C2

i = −bi where
[b1, . . . , bm] is the Hirzebruch–Jung continued fraction expansion of p2/(pq − 1). Non-
minimal resolutions are obtained from the minimal one by blowing up at intersection
points between the exceptional spheres Ci.

Definition 2.1.6 (Wahl chains and duals). In the special case of Wahl singularities, we call
[b1, . . . , bm] a Wahl chain. Recall that the dual of the singularity 1

n
(1, a) is the singularity

1
n
(1, a) where aa = 1 mod n; the continued fraction of n/a is [bm, . . . , b1], the dual of the

chain for n/a.

Definition 2.1.7 (Pavilion). Let ρ be a subdivision and, for each ρi ∈ ρ, choose a positive
real number λi > 0. We then consider the polygon

Pavρ,λ (∆p,q(α, β)) := {x ∈ ∆p,q(α, β) | ρi · x ≥ λi for i = 1, . . . ,m} , (2.2)

see Figure 9. We require that ρi · x > λi for all points x on the girdle (recall that this is
the top side of the moment triangle). A choice of ρ and λ satisfying this requirement is
called a pavilion. If, moreover, for every i = 1, 2, . . . ,m we have that (a) ρi ∧ ρi+1 = 1
and (b) there is an edge fi of the polygon with inward normal ρi and positive length, then
we call the pavilion Delzant. We call a pavilion minimal if the corresponding toric girdled
resolution Ũρ is the minimal resolution.
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girdle

v
wβ α

(a)

f1
f2

u1
u2

ρ1 = 0

ρ1 = λ1

ρ2 = 0

ρ2 = λ2

(b)

Figure 9: (a): ∆p,q(α, β) with its girdle. (b): A pavilion Pavρ,λ (∆p,q(α, β)) for ∆p,q(α, β).

If we choose a Delzant pavilion and a strictly convex function ψ on it (with suitable be-
haviour along the edges of the polygon) then we get a toric Kähler metric on the resolution
constructed using the Hessian of ψ (see [1, Eq. (2.1)]; the boundary behaviour along edges is
obtained from [1, Eq. (2.8)] by taking Legendre transform). Therefore, Pavρ,λ (∆p,q(α, β))

is the moment image for a toric Kähler structure on the girdled resolution Ũρ. We write
ω̃ρ,λ,ψ for the Kähler form.

Definition 2.1.8 (Pavilion blow-up). We call the symplectic manifold
(
Ũρ, ω̃ρ,λ,ψ

)
the

pavilion blow-up of Ep,q(α, β).

Remark 2.1.9. The specific choices of α, β and λ will be important for some of the
quantitative questions we consider. The freedom to choose non-minimal resolutions will
help with finding holomorphic curves which give obstructions to pin-ellipsoid embeddings.

Remark 2.1.10. Although we construct the symplectic form in this way, one could also
think of the pavilion blow-up as coming from a sequence of symplectic cuts. This would
have the disadvantage that different choices of λ would yield symplectic forms on different
manifolds (all diffeomorphic, but still different) making it harder to compare almost com-
plex structures. Nonetheless, we will sometimes abuse language and talk about “making a
pavilion cut”; we just mean picking a particular ρ and λ.

2.2 Offcuts

Definition 2.2.1. Given a pavilion ρ,λ for ∆p,q(α, β), we can think of the pavilion as a
subset of the almost toric base diagram Ap,q(α, β), and nodally slide so that the focus-focus
singularity lies below Pavρ,λ (∆p,q(α, β)). Define the offcut

Offρ,λ (Ap,q(α, β)) := Ap,q(α, β) \ Pavρ,λ (∆p,q(α, β)) .

We call the associated almost toric domain the almost toric offcut Offρ,λ (Ep,q(α, β)); see
Figure 10.
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(a) Ap,q(α, β)

×
(p, q)

β α

Offρ,λ (Ap,q(α, β))

×

(c)

(b) Pavρ,λ (∆p,q(α, β))

Figure 10: (a): The almost toric base diagram Ap,q(α, β). (b): The moment image of the

pavilion blow-up Ũρ. (c): The almost toric offcut Offρ,λ (Ep,q(α, β)).

2.3 Vianna triangles

Let D(1, 1, 1) be the triangle with vertices v1 = (0, 0), v2 = (1, 0) and v3 = (0, 1). This
is the moment image of a Hamiltonian torus action on CP2. We can make nodal trades
at the three corners to get an almost toric base diagram with three nodes n1, n2, n3 where
ni is connected to the vertex vi by a branch cut bi. The result is the base of an almost
toric fibration on CP2. We can perform mutations of this almost toric base diagram and
we obtain a sequence of almost toric base diagrams called Vianna triangles. For a general
introduction to Vianna triangles and their elementary properties see [16, Appendix I]. We
continue to write v1, v2, v3 for the vertices (ordered anticlockwise) and bi for the branch
cut connecting vi to the node ni. Recall that the determinant6 at the vertex vi is equal to
p2i for some positive integer pi, and together, (p1, p2, p3) form a Markov triple. Recall that
(p1, p2, p3) is called a Markov triple if

p21 + p22 + p23 = 3p1p2p3. (2.3)

We will writeD(p1, p2, p3) for the Vianna triangle corresponding to (p1, p2, p3). If we mutate
D(p1, p2, p3) at the vertex p2, say, then the result is D(p′1, p

′
2, p

′
3) where

p′1 = p1, p′2 = p3, p′3 = 3p1p3 − p2. (2.4)

Label the edges of D(p1, p2, p3) as e1, e2, e3, where ei is opposite vertex vi. The affine length
of ei is

pi
pi+1pi+2

, see [16, Corollary I.13].

If we ignore the nodes and branch cuts, then D(p1, p2, p3) is the moment image for the toric

6If the primitive integer vectors along the edges emanating from vi are u and v, then the determinant
of vi is defined to be |u ∧ v|, that is the absolute value of the determinant of the matrix whose columns
are u and v.
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orbifold surface P(p21, p22, p23) which has a 1
p2i
(p2i+2, p

2
i+1) cyclic quotient singularity

7 living over

the vertex vi. Note that (taking indices modulo 3) 1
p2i
(p2i+2, p

2
i+1)

∼= 1
p2i
(p2i+1p

−2
i+2, 1), where

the inverse is computed modulo p2i . Equation (2.3) tells us that p2i+1p
−2
i+2 = 3pip

−1
i+2pi+1 − 1

mod p2i . Furthermore, p2i+1p
−2
i+2 = piqi−1 mod p2i since the singularity is Wahl. Therefore,

qi = +3pi+1p
−1
i+2 mod pi. (2.5)

×

×
×

n1

n2

n3

b1

b2

b3

|e1| = p1
p2p3

v1, p1

v2, p2

v3, p3

ℓ

β|e 2
|=

p
2

p
3
p
1

α

|e 3
| =

p 3

p 1
p 2

×

×
×

v′1, p
′
1 = p1

v′2, p
′
2 = p3

v
′
3
, p

′
3
= 3p3

p1−
p2

Figure 11: A Vianna triangle and its mutation at v2; quantities for the mutated triangle
are written with primes. The darker shaded region bounded by the line ℓ is the visible
Ap1,q1(α, β). Next to each vertex vi we also give the Markov number pi with det(vi) = p2i .

Lemma 2.3.1. Given a Markov triple (p1, p2, p3), take the companion number qi = 3pi+1p
−1
i+2

mod pi for i = 1, 2, 3 (indices taken modulo 3). Then CP2 contains a visible symplectic
Epi,qi(α, β) for any α < pi+2

pipi+1
and β < pi+1

pipi+2
.

Proof. The constraints on α and β mean that we can pick the points pi+2 on ei+2 an affine
length α from vi and pi+1 on ei+1 an integral affine length β from vi. Connect them with
a straight line ℓ; nodally slide ni so that it lives on one side of ℓ and ni+1 and ni+2 so that
they live on the far side of ℓ. The line ℓ divides D(p1, p2, p3) into two pieces; the piece
containing ni is integral-affine equivalent to Api,qi(α, β), so we obtain a visible embedding
of Epi,qi(α, β) as required; see Figure 11.

7Note that there is a confusing ordering issue here. The conventions we are using for the moment
polygon ensure that the Hirzebruch–Jung chain appears in order if you read the self-intersections off
anticlockwise. However, with this convention, the moment-preimage of the vertical edge in ∆p,q(α, β) is
contained in the x-axis and the moment-preimage of the slanted edge is contained in the y-axis. Indeed,
the affine change of coordinates in [16, Example 3.21] which finds the moment polygon for an orbifold
singularity has negative determinant. This is why we write 1

p2
i
(p2i+2, p

2
i+1) rather than

1
p2
i
(p2i+1, p

2
i+2).
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2.4 The culet

Once again, ignore the almost toric data and consider D(p1, p2, p3) as the moment image of
the toric orbifold P(p21, p22, p23). Suppose that p1 is the biggest number in the Markov triple
(p1, p2, p3) and use an integral affine transformation to make the edge e1 of D(p1, p2, p3)
horizontal, with the rest of the triangle below.

Definition 2.4.1. Let us subdivide the fan of inward normals for the Vianna triangle by
adding a ray pointing vertically upwards. This gives partial resolution of the 1

p21
(p22, p

2
3)

singularity introducing a single exceptional curve which we call the culet curve.8 If we fix
a sufficiently small λ then we get a (non-Delzant) pavilion with a new horizontal edge at
the bottom, which we call the culet; see Figure 12.

There are still (up to) two orbifold singularities on this edge at the new vertices v′1 and v′′1;
these are toric, with their moment images modelled on the alternate angles for the corners
v2 and v3 and so are dual to these Wahl singularities [41, Proposition 6]. We can further
(minimally) resolve these singularities by completing our subdivision to a Delzant pavil-
ion ρ. Corresponding to these new rays in the fan, we have a chain of exceptional curves
of the form [W∨

0 , w,W
∨
1 ] where W

∨
i are dual Wahl chains and −w is the self-intersection

of the culet curve. By a theorem of Urzúa and Zúñiga [49, Proposition 4.1], this is only
possible if:

• both W∨
i are nonempty chains and w = 10,

• precisely one of the W∨
i is nonempty and w = 7, or

• both of the W∨
i are empty and w = 4.

Hence the chain [W∨
0 , w,W

∨
1 ] does not contain any (−1)-spheres and is therefore minimal.

Remark 2.4.2. If we pick a non-minimal resolution, it dominates the minimal resolution.
We will still refer to the proper transform of the culet curve as the culet curve, so the
notion makes sense for arbitrary resolutions.

Definition 2.4.3. Given a chain-shaped resolution of the 1
p21
(p22, p

2
3) singularity, we write

C1, . . . , Cm for the exceptional curves of this resolution and write iculet for the index of the
culet curve.

Definition 2.4.4. Let w be −C2
iculet

for the minimal resolution. We call this the Manetti
weight of the pin-ellipsoid (note that it only makes sense when p is a Markov number and
q a companion of p).

8We will continue to refer to the proper transform of this curve as the culet curve in any resolution
dominating this one.
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Remark 2.4.5. Recall that w ∈ {4, 7, 10} by the aforementioned result of Urzúa and
Zúñiga [49, Proposition 4.1]. The Manetti weights depend on the pairs (p, q) as follows.
The pair (p, q) = (2, 1) is the only one which yields w = 4. The Manetti weight is w = 7
if and only if (p, q) comes from a Markov triple containing a 1. In every other case it is
w = 10. Note that the square of the culet curve in a non-minimal resolution will be bigger
than the weight if our non-minimal resolution is obtained from the minimal one by blow
up of points on the culet curve.

v3 v2

culet, Ciculet

v1

e1

Figure 12: The culet cut is horizontal, parallel to the edge e1 of affine length p1/(p2p3).
The new corners are integral-affine dual to the corners at v2 and v3.

Since the edge e1 is parallel to the culet, there is a visible symplectic sphere in the sense of
Symington [48, Definition 7.2] having square zero and living over a vertical arc connecting
e1 and the culet. One of the main ideas in what follows will be to find the analogue of this
square zero sphere for an arbitrary symplectic embedding Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ CP2.

3 Geometry and topology of pavilion blow-ups

In Section 3.1, we explain in detail the almost complex and symplectic structures with
which we will equip pavilion blow-ups. In Section 3.2, we explain how to compute in the
cohomology ring of the pavilion blow-up.

3.1 Pavilion blow up and its geometric structures

Notation 3.1.1. Given a symplectic manifold (W,ω) with a convex (respectively concave)
boundary, let W denote its symplectic completion, obtained by gluing on copies of the
positive (respectively negative) half of the symplectisation of the boundary. If J is an
ω-compatible almost complex structure on W which is cylindrical near the ends then let J
denote the unique almost complex structure on W extending J cylindrically to the ends.
If W has both convex and concave ends then define W+ (respectively W−) to be the result
of completing only the convex (respectively concave) ends.

Definition 3.1.2. A neighbourhood N of the boundary of Ep,q(α, β) is symplectomorphic
to a neighbourhood of the boundary of the girdled orbifold Op,q(α, β), namely the moment-
preimage of the shaded region in ∆p,q(α, β) shown in Figure 13. Since this toric orbifold is

21



a finite quotient of a compact set in C2, it has a complex structure. Let JN be the pullback
of this complex structure to N .

β α

(αp2, α(pq − 1))

ρ0

ρm+1

γ

Figure 13: The moment image ∆p,q(α, β) of a toric orbifold. The preimage under the
moment map of the shaded region is symplectomorphic to a neighbourhood of ∂Ep,q(α, β)
in Ep,q(α, β). The toric boundary comprises the two solid edges, not the top side; the
orbifold point is at the vertex of the polygon. We have also labelled the inward normals
ρ0 and ρm+1 of the toric boundary and γ of the top side (girdle).

Definition 3.1.3. Let (X,ω) be a symplectic manifold and suppose that we have a sym-
plectic embedding ι : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ X. Let JN be the space of compatible almost complex
structures on X which coincide with ι∗JN on ι(N).

These almost complex structures are adjusted to the neck region N in the sense of [8,
Section 2.2] and so amenable to neck-stretching. Neck-stretching (or splitting) is a specific
one-parameter deformation of the almost complex structure introduced in [15, Section
1.3]; neck-stretching for pin-ellipsoids is discussed in detail in [51, Sections 3.2–3.3] and
[17, Section 3.1].

Definition 3.1.4. Given a J ∈ JN , we get a neck-stretching sequence of compatible almost
complex structures Jt on X with J0 = J ; let us write U = ι(Ep,q(α, β)) and V = X \ U
and U , V for the symplectic completions. Since (N−, JN) is isomorphic to a punctured
neighbourhood of the origin in C2/G, we can compactify (V , J) by adding in a point x to

obtain an almost complex orbifold (X̂, Ĵ). Let N̂ := N− ∪ {x}; this is an embedded copy
of the girdled orbifold Op,q(α, β).

We will now resolve X̂ using a pavilion as in Definition 2.1.8. We will need to choose a
Delzant pavilion such that the image of the neck N under the moment map is contained
in Pavρ,λ (∆p,q(α, β)); in practice, we will fix the choice of pavilion first, and then choose
N sufficiently close to the girdle that it satisfies this condition.

Definition 3.1.5 (Pavilion blow-up). Given a Delzant pavilion ρ,λ for Ep,q(α, β) and a

symplectic embedding ι : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ X, we obtain a resolution X̃ of X̂ by replacing

N̂ ⊂ X̂ with the girdled resolution Ũρ of Op,q(α, β).

(i) Let J̃ be the almost complex structure on X̃ which coincides with J on V and agrees

with the complex structure on Ũρ.
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(ii) Note that if J ∈ JN , the associated almost Kähler metric ω(−, J−) is flat on N .
Let ψ0 be the convex function on the moment-image of N which encodes the Kähler
potential of ω|N . Given a convex function ψ on Pavρ,λ (∆p,q(α, β)) which coincides
with ψ0 on the shaded region (moment-image of N) and has the correct behaviour

along the edges, we obtain a symplectic form ω̃ on X̃ which coincides with ω on V
and ω̃ρ,λ,ψ on Ũρ; this is well-defined because ψ is chosen to coincide with ψ0 on the
moment-image of N .

We call the manifold X̃ := V ∪ Ũρ, equipped with the almost complex structure J̃ and the
symplectic form ω̃ the pavilion blow-up of X along the embedded pin-ellipsoid U . If we
want to keep the dependence of X̃ on the various choices explicit, we will write Pavιρ,λ(X)

for X̃. We will sometimes abusively drop the subscript on Ũ .

Remark 3.1.6. A pavilion blow-up with minimal Delzant pavilion is just the usual sym-
plectic rational blow-up established by Symington [46, 47], which was elaborated upon by
Khodorovskiy [28]. It is the inverse operation of the rational blow-down, introduced in the
smooth category by Fintushel and Stern [19]; see also [16, Section 9.2] for an exposition
in the symplectic category. In the last decade the symplectic rational blow-up was used
by many authors to study Lagrangian pin-wheels and pin-ellipsoids. See for example the
work of Borman–Li–Wu [7], Shevchishin–Smirnov [43] and Adaloglou [2, 3] on Lagrangian
embeddings of RP2; the work of Khodorovskiy [27] and Evans–Smith [18] on bounding
Wahl singularities; the work of Brendel–Schlenk on Lagrangian barriers [9] generalising
Biran’s work [6]; and the work of Adaloglou [2] and Adaloglou–Hauber [4] on symplectic
embeddings of Bn,1.

Figure 14 illustrates the spaces X,V , X̂, X̃, the subspaces U, V, Ũ , N,N−, N̂ , and the rela-
tions between them all.

N

V

U

(X, J0)

N−

(V , J)

•

(X̂, Ĵ)

•̂
N

x

(X̃, J̃)

C1 Cm· · ·

V

Ũ
πstretch

Jt

Figure 14: The spaces defined in Section 3.1

Lemma 3.1.7. There are bijections between the following collections of objects:

• irreducible finite energy punctured J-holomorphic curves C in V ,

• irreducible orbifold Ĵ-holomorphic curves Ĉ in X̂,
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• irreducible J̃-holomorphic curves C̃ in X̃ other than C1, . . . , Cm.

Proof. Given a finite energy punctured J-holomorphic curve C ⊂ V , we write Ĉ for its
closure in X̂. The inverse operation is puncturing (removing x). Given an orbifold curve Ĉ

in X̂, write C̃ for the proper transform in X̃. The inverse operation is projection along π,
which sends any curve other than C1, . . . , Cm to an orbifold curve.

Lemma 3.1.8. (a) Any irreducible J̃-holomorphic curve in X̃ which is not one of the
Ci must enter the interior of V .

(b) By choosing J generically on V , we can ensure that all curves which enter V are reg-

ular9, so that the only irregular J̃-holomorphic curves are amongst10 the C1, . . . , Cm.

Proof. (a) If C̃ ⊂ X̃ is a J̃-curve other than C1, . . . , Cm which does not enter the interior
of V then the associated punctured curve C is contained inN−. Since the positive boundary
of N− is convex, this contradicts the maximum principle.

(b) This follows from [36, Proposition 3.2.1 and Remark 3.2.3].

Remark 3.1.9. Note that everything that was introduced and discussed within this section
makes sense in the case where there are several disjoint pin-ellipsoids.

3.2 Topology of the pavilion blow-up

Given a symplectic embedding ι : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ X and a choice of pavilion, we will need

to understand how to compute intersection numbers of curves in the pavilion blow-up X̃
by computing locally in Ũ and V = X \ Ũ separately, and adding. In what follows, if A
is a class in integral homology, we will write AQ for the corresponding class in rational

homology. Denote the interface between Ũ and V by Σ and recall that Σ is topologically
a lens space L(p2, pq − 1).

Lemma 3.2.1. We have H1(U,Σ;Z) = H3(U,Σ;Z) = 0 and H2(U,Σ;Z) ∼= Zp.

Proof. This follows immediately from the long exact sequence of the pair (U,Σ):

9A curve is called regular if its linearised Cauchy–Riemann operator is surjective; see [36, Section 3.1].
For an embedded holomorphic sphere C in a 4-manifold, [36, Lemma 3.3.3] implies that regularity is
equivalent to the condition C2 ≥ −1.

10If the resolution is minimal then all the Ci are irregular (C2
i ≤ −2). Otherwise there are also some

−1-spheres amongst them.
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· · · H3(U ;Z) H3(U,Σ;Z)

H2(Σ;Z) H2(U ;Z) H2(U,Σ;Z)

H1(Σ;Z) H1(U ;Z) H1(U,Σ;Z) 0.
mod p

0 =

0 = 0 =

Zp2 = Zp=

Lemma 3.2.2. Given a class A ∈ H2(X̃;Z), there exist rational numbers a1, . . . , am and
a class AX ∈ H2(X;Z) such that

AQ =
1

p
AX +

m∑
i=1

ai[Ci]. (3.1)

Here we are identifying H2(X;Q) as a subset of H2(X̃;Q) using the fact that H2(X;Q) ∼=
H2(V ;Q). Moreover, the class pAX is an integral class which can be represented by a cycle
contained in V .

Proof. The Mayer–Vietoris sequence says:

0 = H2(Σ;Z) → H2(Ũ ;Z)⊕H2(V ;Z) → H2(X̃;Z) → H1(Σ;Z) = Zp2 → · · · ,

so if A ∈ H2(X̃;Z) then p2A can be written as A′
Ũ
+ A′

V . Therefore AQ = 1
p2
A′
Ũ
+

1
p2
A′
V . We will take AŨ := 1

p2
A′
Ũ
=
∑m

i=1 ai[Ci] for some rational numbers ai ∈ 1
p2
Z. To

understand A′
V , consider the exact sequence of the pair (X,V ):

0 = H3(U,Σ;Z) → H2(V ;Z) → H2(X;Z) → H2(X, V ;Z) = H2(U,Σ;Z) = Zp,

where we used excision to identify H2(X, V ) with H2(U,Σ). This means that A′
V = pAX

for some AX ∈ H2(X;Z).

Remark 3.2.3. We can calculate the numbers aj as follows if we know how A intersects
the curves Cj. Let αj = A · [Cj] ∈ Z and let α = (α1, . . . , αm)

T and a = (a1, . . . , am).
Then

αj =
m∑
i=1

aiCi · Cj, or α =Ma,

where M is the m-by-m matrix with entries Mij = Ci · Cj. Therefore a = M−1α. It will
be useful to have formulas for the entries of M−1.
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Lemma 3.2.4. Suppose that the Wahl chain for the minimal resolution of our singularity
is

[b1, . . . , bm], with bi = −C2
i ,

and fix an index i. Consider the continued fractions ei/ei−1 = [bi−1, . . . , b1] and fi/fi+1 =
[bi+1, . . . , bm]. The entries of M−1

ij are

M−1
ij =

{
−(eifj)/p

2 if i ≤ j

−(ejfi)/p
2 if i > j

.

Proof. The continued fractions are computed as

ei+1

ei
= bi −

1

[bi−1, . . . , b1]

fi−1

fi
= bi −

1

[bi+1, . . . , bm]

=
biei − ei−1

ei
, =

bifi − fi+1

fi
,

so

ei+1 + ei−1 = biei, fi+1 + fi−1 = bifi,

which are Fibonacci-like recursions with initial conditions

e0 = 0, e1 = 1, f0 = p2, f1 = pq − 1.

For the matrix M−1 as postulated in the lemma, the off-diagonal entries (M−1M)ij above
the diagonal are11

− 1

p2
(eifj−1 − eibjfj + eifj+1) = 0.

Those below the diagonal are

− 1

p2
(ej−1fi − ejbjfi + ej+1fi) = 0.

Those on the diagonal are

− 1

p2
(ei−1fi − bieifi + eifi+1) =

1

p2
(eifi−1 − ei−1fi) .

We can show that eifi−1 − ei−1fi = p2 by induction: it holds when i = 1 and

ei+1fi − eifi+1 =

∣∣∣∣ei+1 fi+1

ei fi

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣biei − ei−1 bifi − fi−1

ei fi

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ ei fi
ei−1 fi−1

∣∣∣∣
by subtracting bi times row 2 from row 1 and swapping the rows.

This shows that M−1M is the identity matrix, as required.
11The entries in the first and last column have only two terms, but the formula still holds true if we

decide to set e0 = fm+1 = 0.
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Remark 3.2.5. We will only be concerned with the case when X = CP2. In this case, we
write E for the rational class 1

p
H ∈ H2(X;Q), where H is the class of the line, so p2E can

be represented by a cycle in V . We can write any class A ∈ H2(X̃;Q) in the form

A = a0E +
m∑
i=1

ai[Ci]. (3.2)

The square of A is then given by the formula

A2 =
a20
p2

+ aTMa. (3.3)

Remark 3.2.6. In the case of multiple embeddings ι :
⊔ℓ
j=1Epj ,qj(αj, βj) ↪→ X we define

∆ :=
∏ℓ

j=1 pj. Then, by performing a pavilion blow-up on all the ℓ embedded pin-ellipsoids,

we obtain spaces X̃, Ṽ and V , and Equation (3.1) becomes

AQ =
1

∆
AX +

ℓ∑
j=1

mj∑
i=1

aj,i[Cj,i].

Similarly, in the case that X = CP2, Equations (3.2) and (3.3) become:

A = a0E +
ℓ∑

j=1

mj∑
i=1

aj,i[Cj,i] and A2 =
a20
∆2

+
ℓ∑

j=1

aTjMjaj. (3.4)

4 Ruled 4-manifolds

The results of this section are well-known to experts; we thank Weiyi Zhang for informing
us that the methods of his paper [52] for irrational ruled surfaces can be adapted to the
rational case.

4.1 Regulations and rulings

Definition 4.1.1. Given a stable J-holomorphic curve S, write S =
∑

i∈I miSi where Si
are the non-constant irreducible components of S, indexed by a set I, andmi their covering
multiplicities. The dual graph of S is the labelled graph ΓS:

• whose vertex set is I,

• whose vertex i is labelled by the self-intersection number S2
i ,

• and where there are Si · Sj edges between the vertices i ̸= j.
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Definition 4.1.2. Let (Y, J) be a tamed almost complex 4-manifold. Given a homology
class A ∈ H2(Y ;Z), let M0,n(A, J) denote the moduli space of J-holomorphic stable maps
in the class A having n marked points. We say that Y admits a J-holomorphic regulation12

in the class A if all the following conditions hold:

(a) A2 = 0 and c1(Y ) · A = 2

(b) the evaluation map ev : M0,1(A, J) → Y has degree 1.

The curves in the moduli space M0,0(A, J) are called rulings. Smooth curves correspond-
ing to points of the (possibly empty) subspace M0,0(A, J) we call smooth rulings; by
the adjunction formula, these are embedded spheres. Curves corresponding to points of
∂M0,0(A, J) = M0,0(A, J)\M0,0(A, J) we call broken rulings. We call the regulation of Y
non-degenerate if there is at least one smooth ruling.

Example 4.1.3. (1) The simplest example of a ruled surface is CP1 ×CP1: this admits
two non-degenerate regulations, one in the class [CP1 × {p}] and one in the class
[{p} ×CP1]. This ruled surface arises as a quadric surface in CP3 and the rulings in
both regulations are lines.

(2) If we degenerate the quadric to a nodal quadric then there is still a regulation (but
now only one) consisting of lines {Ft | t ∈ CP1} passing through the node: the two
regulations of the smooth surface degenerate onto this regulation. If we resolve the
node (introducing a −2-curve σ∞) then the result is the Hirzebruch surface F2. The
proper transforms F̃t of the rulings of the nodal quadric yield the standard non-
degenerate regulation of F2; there is another, degenerate, regulation whose rulings
are F̃t + σ∞.

Theorem 4.1.4. If Y contains a smoothly embedded J-holomorphic curve C with [C]2 = 0
then C is part of a non-degenerate J-holomorphic regulation in the class [C].

Proof. We get that c1(Y ) · [C] = 2 by adjunction. Since c1(Y ) · [C] > 0, automatic transver-
sality guarantees that the moduli space M0,1([C], J) is a smooth manifold of dimension
4 and the evaluation map ev : M0,1([C], J) → Y is a pseudocycle. The degree of this
pseudocycle must be 1 because there is at most one smooth J-holomorphic sphere in the
class [C] passing through any point (by positivity of intersections because [C]2 = 0) and
for all points in a neighbourhood of C there is precisely one (namely C or its small de-
formations, which exist by automatic transversality). In particular, ev : M0,1([C], J) → Y
has degree 1.

12This would ordinarily be called a ruling, but ruling can also mean one of the curves in the regulation
and this is how we will use it. Regulation is to regula (Latin for rule) as a triangulation is to triangle.
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4.2 Broken rulings

Proposition 4.2.1. Let (Y, J) be a tamed almost complex manifold admitting a non-
degenerate regulation in the class A ∈ H2(Y ;Z). Let C be a smooth ruling, and let
S =

∑
miSi be a broken ruling of the regulation.

(a) The curves Si are embedded rational curves disjoint from C.

(b) The dual graph ΓS is a tree.

(c) The irreducible components Si have [Si]
2 < 0.

(d) At least one irreducible component is a sphere of square −1.

Proof. (a) and (b). The existence of a smooth ruling of the regulation implies that the
class A is J-nef in the sense of Li and Zhang [31, Lemma 2.8]. This implies that the dual
graph is a tree and all the components are embedded spheres [31, Theorem 1.5]. Note that
the components Si are disjoint from any smooth ruling C, since 0 = A2 = C ·

∑
miSi =∑

mi(C · Si) and C · Si ≥ 0 for all i, so C · Si = 0 for all components Si.

(c) To see why S2
i < 0 for all i, we adapt the proof of [35, Lemma 3.3.1]. Suppose that Si

is a component which appears with multiplicity mi in S. Since the curves
∑

j ̸=imjSj and
C +miSi are geometrically distinct, they intersect non-negatively; in fact, since the dual
graph is connected with at least two vertices, Si must intersect at least one Sj with j ̸= i,
so they have positive intersection. Therefore

0 <
∑
j ̸=i

mjSj · (A+miSi) = (A−miSi) · (A+miSi) = −m2
iS

2
i ,

which implies that S2
i < 0.

(d) Since c1(A) = 2, there must be at least one Si with c1(Si) > 0; since c1(Si) = S2
i + 2

by adjunction and S2
i < 0, this must be a −1-sphere.

Remark 4.2.2. We thank Weiyi Zhang for pointing out that this proposition can also be
deduced from [31, Lemma 4.10 and Corollary 4.11].

Lemma 4.2.3. In a non-degenerate regulation, two broken rulings are either identical or
disjoint.

Proof. Suppose that S and S ′ are broken rulings of a non-degenerate regulation. Since
[S] = [S ′] and [S] · [S ′] = [S]2 = 0, the only way for S and S ′ to intersect is if they
share a common component. Suppose that they are not identical (but share a common
component). Take a component T of S that is adjacent to a shared component, but is not
contained in S ′. Then T · S ′ > 0. But non-degeneracy means that S ′ is homologous to
a smooth ruling C, and T · C = 0 by Proposition 4.2.1(a), so T · S ′ = 0. This yields a
contradiction.

29



Remark 4.2.4. The existence of a smooth ruling is necessary (see Example 4.1.3(2)). We
thank Weiyi Zhang for pointing out [29, Theorem 1.7] which guarantees the existence of
regulations with at least one smooth ruling on any rational symplectic 4-manifold other
than CP2.

In the sequel, we look at spheres without marked point. Note that by Gromov compactness,
there is a finite number of broken rulings of a non-degenerate regulation.

Definition 4.2.5. Given a broken ruling S ∈ M0,0(A, J), pick a contractible neighbour-
hood of S in M0,0(A, J) which contains no other broken rulings and let N ⊂ Y be the
union of all rulings from this neighbourhood in the moduli space. We call such an N a
tubular neighbourhood of S.

Lemma 4.2.6. Let S be a broken ruling of a non-degenerate regulation in a class A and let
N be a tubular neighbourhood of S. Let J ′ be a new tame almost complex structure which
coincides with J outside N and for which S is still J ′-holomorphic. Then there is still a
non-degenerate J ′-holomorphic regulation in the class A and it has no new broken rulings.

Proof. Since the smooth rulings outside N are unaffected by the modification of the almost
complex structure, they are still part of a non-degenerate J ′-holomorphic regulation and
so is S (because it is still part of the moduli space M0,0(A, J

′)). If there are any new
broken rulings then they must be disjoint from both S and from the rulings outside N ,
and so they must be contained in N \S. But N \S is a sphere bundle over a non-compact
surface (the punctured neighbourhood of S ∈ M0,0(A, J

′)) and hence H2(N \ S;Z) = Z,
generated by the class A. Therefore there are no homology classes into which the rulings
can break (since A has minimal area amongst multiples of A).

Proposition 4.2.7. Let (Y, J) be an almost complex 4-manifold tamed by a symplectic
form ω. Suppose Y admits a non-degenerate J-holomorphic regulation in the class A. Let
U ⊂ Y be a subset on which J is integrable. We can find another almost complex structure
J ′ tamed by ω satisfying:

(i) J ′|U = J |U .

(ii) Y still admits a J ′-holomorphic regulation, and has exactly the same broken rulings
(identical as point sets) as the original regulation.

(iii) J ′ is integrable on a neighbourhood of all the broken rulings.

Proof. Sikorav [45, Theorem 3] shows that one can make J ′ integrable on a neighbourhood
of any given holomorphic curve; Chen and Zhang [11, Appendix A] modified this argument
to produce a tamed J ′. Since we are modifying the almost complex structure only on a
tubular neighbourhood of the broken rulings, Lemma 4.2.6 guarantees that we do not
produce any new broken rulings.
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Corollary 4.2.8. The dual graph of a broken ruling in a non-degenerate regulation is

obtained from the graph •0 by a sequence of the following moves (combinatorial blow-ups):

(1) Add a new vertex labelled −1 connected by a single edge to an existing vertex i, whose
label drops by 1.

(2) Add a new vertex labelled −1 at the middle of an edge connecting two vertices i and
j, whose labels both drop by 1.

Proof. We know from Proposition 4.2.1(d) that any broken ruling S contains an embedded
−1-sphere E. Once we have made the almost complex structure integrable near S, we
can blow down E holomorphically to obtain a new almost complex manifold with a non-
degenerate regulation. Iterate this procedure until the ruling becomes smooth; then its
dual graph is a single vertex labelled 0. Inverting this process, at each step we blow up
a point which either lives at a smooth point of the ruling or a node of the ruling, which
changes the dual graph by a combinatorial blow-up of type 1 or 2 respectively.

The possible dual graphs with at most three vertices are shown in Figure 15.

Remark 4.2.9. Note that by [32, Lemma 2.2] chain-shaped dual graphs obtained from
iterated combinatorial blow-up are precisely the zero continued fractions; for example

2− 1

1− 1
2

= 0.

•0 •−1 •−1 •−1 •−2 •−1 •−2 •−1 •−2

Figure 15: The dual graphs for broken rulings with at most three irreducible components.

Corollary 4.2.10. If S is a broken ruling of a non-degenerate regulation and S has pre-
cisely one −1-sphere amongst its irreducible components, then the same is true of all

its blow-downs until we reach •−1 •−1 . Blowing back up, the next dual graph must be

•−2 • •−1 −2 , and all subsequent ones are obtained from this by combinatorially blowing-

up a point on the −1-sphere; for example the next step might be • • • •−2 −2 −1 −3 or

•−2 • •
−2

−2

•−1

.
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5 Pin-ellipsoids in the complex projective plane

5.1 Goal and strategy

In what follows, we specialise to the case where X = CP2 equipped with the Fubini–Study
form giving a line area 1. In this preliminary section, we will outline the key technical
results needed to prove Theorems 1.4.1, 1.5.2, 1.6.1 and Corollary 1.6.4.

Assume that we have a symplectic embedding ι : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ X for some p, q, α, β, write U
for the image of this embedding and V = X \U . Choose a Delzant pavilion ρ,λ and equip

the pavilion blow-up X̃ := Pavιρ,λ (X) with an almost complex structure J̃ and symplectic
form ω̃ as in Definition 3.1.5. Let C1, . . . , Cm be the exceptional curves of the pavilion.

Theorem 5.1.1. Assume that J̃ is chosen generically on V and that the Delzant pavilion
is minimal. Then there exists a smoothly embedded J̃-holomorphic sphere C̃ ⊂ X̃ with

C̃2 = 0 and C̃ · Cj =

{
0 unless j = iculet,

1 if j = iculet.

Remark 5.1.2. Note that Theorem 5.1.1 is obvious for a visible embedding ιvis: one
can then find C̃ over a segment perpendicular to the line of Ciculet and to the edge e1,
cf. Figure 12. Theorem 5.1.1 follows easily from the results of Evans and Smith [17,
Theorem 4.15], as we will explain in Appendix 6, but we will give an alternative proof
below which avoids working with orbifold holomorphic curves. As a consequence we will
give a more direct, orbifold-free proof of the fact that p is a Markov number and q is one
of its companion numbers (though, upon comparison with the orbifold proof from [17], it
is clear that the two proofs are doing the same thing in different language).

Remark 5.1.3. In the case of two disjointly embedded pin-ellipsoids, we perform a pavilion
blow-up as above at both of them to obtain a space X̃. By similar arguments, we obtain
the existence of a holomorphic sphere C̃ satisfying:

• C̃2 = −1,

• C̃ = c0E +
∑
c1,iC1,i +

∑
c2,iC2,i where c0 is the smaller of the two solutions to

c20 + p21 + p22 = 3c0p1p2.

• C̃ intersects each Wahl chain in the pavilion blow-up once transversely at a point
belonging to one of the curves at the end of the chain.

This curve will be used in Section 5.5 to prove Theorem 1.6.1 and Corollary 1.6.4. Again,
this curve is visible (living over an edge) if both pin-ellipsoids are visible.

Theorem 5.1.1 implies that X̃ admits a regulation. The next result gives some properties
of this regulation.
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Theorem 5.1.4. Assume that J̃ is chosen generically on V and that the Delzant pavilion
is minimal. Then the curve C̃ from Theorem 5.1.1 is part of a J̃-holomorphic regulation
with the following properties:

(a) The culet curve Ciculet is a section.

(b) (i) If C2
iculet

= −4 then there are no broken rulings.

(ii) If C2
iculet

= −7 then iculet = 1 (or m) and there is one broken ruling consisting
of C2 ∪ · · · ∪Cm ∪E (respectively C1 ∪ · · · ∪Cm−1 ∪E) where E is an embedded
−1-sphere intersecting precisely one of the curves Ci in the broken ruling once
transversely.

(iii) If C2
iculet

= −10 then there are two broken rulings:

C1 ∪ · · · ∪ Ciculet−1 ∪ E1 and Ciculet+1 ∪ · · · ∪ Cm ∪ E2

where E1 and E2 are embedded −1-spheres which intersect precisely one of the
curves Ci in the broken ruling once transversely.

In all cases, the curves Ci which hit the −1-curves E, E1 and E2 are completely determined
by the numbers p and q.

Corollary 5.1.5. If the pavilion is not minimal then we will still find a regulation with at
most two broken rulings. The possible structures of the broken rulings is described in the
proof and illustrated in Figure 18.

Proof. Recall from Remark 2.1.5 that a non-minimal pavilion is obtained from a minimal
one by a sequence of toric blow-ups, corresponding to adding further rays to the fan ρ.
Since these blow-ups occur at intersection points between the curves C1, . . . , Cm, they are
disjoint from a general ruling of the regulation, so the proper transform of a general ruling
is still a holomorphic curve of square zero, so the result is still ruled and the culet curve13

is still a section.

The broken rulings are given by taking the total transforms of either an existing broken
ruling (we call this Type I) or of a smooth ruling (which we call Type II). Since the blow-
ups are toric, the Type II broken rulings are chain-shaped and their dual graphs correspond
to zero continued fractions as in Remark 4.2.9. The dual graphs for Type I broken rulings
still have the form of a tree comprising a chain of spheres from the pavilion together with
a −1-sphere attached somewhere along the chain, but now the resolution curves from the
pavilion can be −1-curves. See Figure 18 for an example of a non-minimal pavilion blow-up
with one Type I and one Type II broken ruling.

Definition 5.1.6. We will define a tree T of symplectic curves in X̃ as follows.

13Recall from Remark 2.4.2 that the culet curve for a non-minimal resolution is the proper transform of
the culet curve from the minimal resolution.
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Figure 16: Examples illustrating the structure of the regulation described in Theorem 5.1.4
for the cases (a) weight 4 (p = 2, q = 1), (b) weight 7 (p = 5, q = 1) and (c) weight 10
(p = 29, q = 7). Curves are labelled with their name and self-intersection, except vertical
straight lines (which represent smooth rulings with square 0) and −2-spheres whose self-
intersection is omitted.

• If there are two broken rulings then T consists of Ciculet and the broken rulings.

• If there is precisely one broken ruling then we choose an unbroken ruling F and take
T to be the union of F , Ciculet and the broken ruling.

• If there are no broken rulings (which can happen only if w = 4 and the pavilion is
minimal) then we choose two unbroken rulings F1 and F2 and take T to be the union
F1 ∪ F2 ∪ C1.

Denote this splitting of T into three parts by T = F1 ∪ Ciculet ∪ F2.

Corollary 5.1.7. Let T be the tree of curves from Definition 5.1.6. The complement X̃ \T
is a minimal symplectic manifold.
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Figure 17: An almost toric base diagram for a minimal pavilion blow-up of a visible
E29,7(α, β) ⊂ CP2. This is almost toric representation of Figure 16 (c).

Proof. The space X̃ is obtained from a Hirzebruch surface by a sequence of blow-ups, since
by Corollary 4.2.10 we can consecutively blow down the −1-curves contained in the broken
rulings until we arrive at a situation in which there are no broken rulings. Then, X̃ \ T is
identified with a subset in the complement of a section in a Hirzebruch surface. Since we can
always arrange the consecutive blow-downs to happen away from the culet curve, X̃ \ T
lives in the normal neighbourhood of a symplectic sphere with positive self-intersection
number. Therefore, X̃ \ T is minimal.

Remark 5.1.8. It is possible to compute the minimal model that we mentioned in the
proof of Corollary 5.1.7: it is diffeomorphic to the Hirzebruch surface Fw whose negative

section has square −w. This is diffeomorphic to either S2 × S2 (if w is even) or CP2#CP2

(if w is odd).

In the next few sections, we will show how Corollary 5.1.5 implies the Isotopy and Stair-
case Theorems 1.4.1 and 1.5.2 from the introduction. In Section 5.4, we will prove Theo-
rem 5.1.1. In Section 5.5, we will modify the proof to handle multiple pin-balls and also give
a proof of the Two Pin-Ball Theorem. Finally, in Section 5.6 we will prove Theorem 5.1.4.

5.2 Proof of the Isotopy Theorem (Theorem 1.4.1)

In this section, we explain how Corollary 5.1.5 solves the isotopy problem for pin-ellipsoids
in CP2. We begin by stating a further corollary of Corollary 5.1.5.

Corollary 5.2.1. Let ι : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ CP2 be a symplectic embedding, let ρ,λ be a (possibly

non-minimal) choice of pavilion and let X̃ be the pavilion blow-up along ι. Let T be the tree

of symplectic spheres from Definition 5.1.6. Then the complement X̃ \ T is diffeomorphic
to a disc bundle over the annulus and the self-intersections and symplectic areas of the
spheres in T depend only on p, q and the choice of pavilion.
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Figure 18: An example illustrating the structure of the regulation for a non-minimal pavil-
ion blow-up, as described in Corollary 5.1.5. This example is obtained from Figure 16(b)
by blowing up four times: once where the original broken ruling intersects the culet curve
(yielding the Type I broken ruling) and three more times on a general smooth ruling (yield-
ing the Type II broken ruling). Curves are labelled with their name and self-intersection,
except vertical straight lines (which represent smooth rulings with square 0) and−2-spheres
whose self-intersection is omitted.

Proof. Since T consists of a section and two rulings of the regulation on X̃, including all
broken rulings, the restriction of the regulation to X̃ \ T exhibits this complement as a
disc bundle over the annulus.

The tree comprises the linear chain C1 ∪ . . . ∪ Cm together with some additional curves.
These additional curves are of the following types:

• a proper transform of a smooth ruling in the minimal model, coming from a broken
ruling of Type II;

• a −1-curve attached to one of the curves Ci in the chain, coming from a broken ruling
of Type I;

• a smooth ruling, if there are fewer than two broken rulings.

The dual graph of the linear chain is determined by the choice of pavilion, as are the
positions in the dual graph where the additional curves attach. The symplectic areas of
the curves Ci are also determined by the pavilion. Writing the additional curves in the
form given by Equation (3.2), we can find the coefficients by computing their intersection
numbers with the curves Ci and with a smooth ruling; then their symplectic areas can be
computed using the fact that

∫
E ω̃ = 1/p2 and the knowledge of the symplectic areas of

the Ci coming from the pavilion.

For the rest of this subsection we assume that ι, ι′ : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ CP2 are symplectic
embeddings. Let ρ,λ be a choice of pavilion for Ep,q(α, β). As before we denote the
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symplectic manifolds obtained by performing the pavilion blow-up along these embeddings
by X̃ = Pavιρ,λ(CP

2) and X̃ ′ = Pavι
′

ρ,λ(CP
2).

Corollary 5.2.2. There exists a symplectomorphism

Ψ:
(
(X̃, ω), T

)
→
(
(X̃ ′, ω′), T ′)

which carries the tree T of symplectic spheres in X̃ coming from Corollary 5.2.1 to the
tree T ′ of symplectic spheres in X̃ ′.

Proof. Since the symplectomorphism type of the trees T , T ′ of symplectic spheres depends
only on the pavilion, the symplectic neighbourhood theorem gives symplectic embeddings
ψ : ν ↪→ X̃ and ψ′ : ν ↪→ X̃ ′ of a plumbing ν of symplectic disk bundles over symplectic
spheres into both pavilion blow-ups X̃, X̃ ′. Our goal is to extend the symplectomorphism
ψ′ ◦ ψ−1 : ψ(ν) → ψ′(ν) to a symplectomorphism Ψ: (X̃, ω) → (X̃ ′, ω′). Recall from
Definition 5.1.6 that the trees split as a union T = F1∪Ciculet∪F2 and T ′ = F ′

1∪C ′
iculet

∪F ′
2

of two rulings and the culet curve (a section). By the proof of Corollary 5.1.5, not only
the two trees but also these two decompositions are homeomorphic. In particular, ψ′ ◦ψ−1

takes C := Ciculet to C
′ := C ′

iculet
.

Step 1: Choice of regulations. Recall that the regulation of X̃ was constructed with
respect to an almost complex structure J . Denote the restriction of this almost complex
structure to ψ(ν) by j. Extend (ψ′ ◦ψ−1)∗j to an almost complex structure J ′ on X̃ ′ and

consider the regulation of X̃ ′ associated to J ′. Note that ψ′ ◦ ψ−1 takes rulings to rulings
in a neighbourhood of F1 and F2.

Step 2: Splitting X̃ by splitting C. Since C is a section, the regulation determines
a continuous projection map π : X̃ → C that is smooth away from the rulings F1, F2.
Let p1, p2 be the images under π of F1 and F2. Choose small disjoint embedded closed
curves γ1, γ2 in C around p1, p2. They decompose C into a closed disc D1 around p1, an
annulus A, and a closed disc D2 around p2. Since π is continuous, we can choose the γi so
close to pi that both π

−1(Di) are contained in ψ(ν). In this way we obtain a splitting

X̃ = π−1(D1) ∪ π−1(A) ∪ π−1(D2).

Choosing γ′i to be the curves (ψ′ ◦ ψ−1)(γi) in the section C ′ of X̃ ′, we obtain analogous
splittings C ′ = D′

1 ∪ A′ ∪D′
2 and

X̃ ′ = (π′)−1(D′
1) ∪ (π′)−1(A) ∪ (π′)−1(D2).

Note that ψ′ ◦ψ−1 restricts to a fibre-preserving map π−1(Di) → π−1(D′
i) and in particular

to a fibre-preserving map π−1(γi) → (π′)−1(γ′i).

Step 3: A good chart for ω near π−1(γi). Fix i ∈ {1, 2}. The S2-bundle π : π−1(γi) →
γi is the trivial S

2-bundle over the circle γi, because the monodromy around γi is symplectic
and hence preserves the orientation of the fibre. The same argument proves the first of the
following two assertions.
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(i) The monodromy of the bundle γi × S2 → γi in π0(Diff(S
2)) is trivial.

(ii) The symplectic normal bundle N → γi × S2 with fibre {θ} × (TqS
2)⊥ω over (θ, q) ∈

γi × S2 is trivial.

Proof of (ii): If Fi is a broken ruling we successively blow down the exceptional divisors
of the broken ruling π−1(pi) as in § 4.2. The blow-downs are supported away from the
wall π−1(γi). Furthermore, the broken ruling π−1(pi) becomes one smooth fibre, and so
the regulation over π−1(Di) becomes a trivial symplectic sphere bundle over a disc. This
implies assertion (ii).

The following lemma gives a one-sided normal form neighbourhood for the above loops of
symplectic spheres.

Lemma 5.2.3. Consider the closed disc D with symplectic form ωD = dx ∧ dy, the
sphere S2 with an area form ωS2 whose total area agrees with the ω-area of a smooth
fibre of π, and take the product symplectic form ωD ⊕ ωS2 on D × S2. Then there exists a
neighbourhood U of ∂D×S2 in D×S2 and a diffeomorphism α from U to a neighbourhood
of π−1(γi) in π

−1(Di) that pulls back ω to ωD ⊕ ωS2.

Proof. The claim would be well-known if we only had to deal with one sphere {θ} × S2

instead of γi × S2. In our case, we use assertions (i) and (ii) above to construct a smooth
embedding α : ∂D × S2 → X onto π−1(γi) such that α∗ω = (ωD ⊕ ωS2)|T (∂D×S2). The
neighbourhood theorem for hypersurfaces from [21] (or also Exercise 3.4.17 in [39]) now
implies that α extends to the claimed diffeomorphism α on a neighbourhood U .

Step 4: Extending ψ′ ◦ ψ−1. We first extend the symplectomorphism

ψ′ ◦ ψ−1 : π−1(D1) ∪ ν(C) ∪ π−1(D2) → π−1(D′
1) ∪ ν(C ′) ∪ π−1(D′

2)

to a diffeomorphism Ψ0 : X̃ → X̃ ′. (This is possible since X̃ \ T and X̃ ′ \ T ′ are both disc
bundles over an annulus by Corollary 5.2.1. We could assume that Ψ0 preserves the fibres
of π and π′, but this is not needed in the sequel.) We then have the two symplectic forms

ω and Ψ∗
0ω

′ on X̃, that agree on π−1(D1)∪ ν(C)∪ π−1(D2). We are left with showing that

there exists a diffeomorphism ρ of X̃ that maps T to T ′ and satisfies ρ∗Ψ∗
0ω

′ = ω.

View S2×S2 as C×S2 = (D1∪A∪D2)×S2 where C is equipped with the symplectic form
pulled back from ω. By Lemma 5.2.3 we can construct two symplectic forms ω1 and ω2

on S2 × S2 by taking on A× S2 the forms ω and Ψ∗
0ω

′, but taking on (D1 ∪D2)× S2 the
split form ωD × ωS2 . By a Moser argument, we can find smaller closed discs D<

i ⊂ Di and
a diffeomorphism µ of S2 × S2 such that:

• µ is the identity on (D<
1 ∪D<

2 )× S2,

• µ preserves C ⊂ S2 × S2, and
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• µ∗ω1 is a split form near C. Since ω1 and ω2 coincide near C, this is also true of
µ∗ω2.

Choose a closed neighbourhood K of C that is contained in this neighbourhood, and
choose smaller closed discs D≪

i ⊂ D<
i around pi. By Theorem 5.2.4 below, there exists a

diffeomorphism Φ of S2 ×S2 that is the identity on K ∪ ((D≪
1 ∪D≪

2 )×S2) and pulls back

µ∗ω2 to µ
∗ω1. We now take the diffeomorphism ρ of X̃ to be µ◦Φ◦µ−1 on X̃\π−1(p1∪p2) =

(S2 × S2) \ ({p1 ∪ p2} × S2) and equal to the identity on the broken rulings π−1(p1 ∪ p2).
Then Ψ0 ◦ ρ still takes T to T ′, and it pulls back ω′ to ω.

We are left with proving the following improvement of the Gromov–McDuff Theorem [36,
Theorem 9.4.7 (ii)].

Theorem 5.2.4. Let ωa,b be the usual split symplectic form on S2 × S2 that gives the first
factor area a and the second factor area b. Represent (S2 × S2, ωa,b) by its moment image
as in Figure 19. Let pN and pS the North and South poles of S2, and consider the three
spheres

S1 = S2 × {pS}, SN2 = {pN} × S2, SS2 = {pS} × S2

in S2×S2. Let ω be a symplectic form on S2×S2 that agrees with ωa,b on a neighbourhood
of S1 ∪SN2 ∪SS2 . Then there exists a symplectomorphism Φ: (S2×S2, ωa,b) → (S2×S2, ω)
that is the identity on a neighbourhood of S1 ∪ SN2 ∪ SS2 .

Φ̃
(
SN2
)

SN2SS2

S1

•z

Figure 19: The moment rectangle for the manifold S2 × S2, illustrating the proof of The-
orem 5.2.4. The symplectomorphism Φ̃ coming from the Gromov–McDuff Theorem, fixes
the shaded region pointwise. We must isotope it to something fixing a neighbourhood
of SN2 by first isotoping Φ̃

(
SN2
)
back to SN2 , then fixing the symplectic normal bundle

of SN2 , and finally straightening the symplectomorphism in a neighbourhood of SN2 .

We note that this theorem (and in fact also a stronger version with four spheres taken out)
has been proved independently in [14, Lemma 3.1.3].

Proof of Theorem 5.2.4. According to [36, Theorem 9.4.7] there exists a symplectomor-

phism Φ̃: (S2×S2, ωa,b) → (S2×S2, ω) that is the identity on a neighbourhood of S1∪SS2 .
Set z = (pN , pS) = S1 ∩SN2 . For t ∈ [0, 1] choose a smooth path Jt of ω-compatible almost
complex structures such that

(i) S1 and SS2 are Jt-holomorphic for all t,
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(ii) Φ̃(SN2 ) is J0-holomorphic,

(iii) SN2 is J1-holomorphic.

Such a path exists since S1, S
S
2 , S

N
2 , Φ̃(S

N
2 ) are embedded ω-symplectic spheres and since

SS2 is disjoint from Φ̃(SN2 ) and S1 intersects SN2 and Φ̃(SN2 ) transversely, positively, and
only in z.

Let St2 be the unique Jt-holomorphic sphere in class A := [SN2 ] ∈ H2(S
2 × S2;Z) passing

through z. This exists because A2 = 0 so the Gromov–Taubes invariant counting holo-
morphic spheres in this class with a single point constraint is equal to 1 and curves in this
class cannot bubble, SS2 being Jt-holomorphic.14

The spheres St2 depend smoothly on t, because the path Jt is smooth in t and each St2
is automatically regular (being a square zero sphere). Now {St2} is a smooth path of

embedded ω-symplectic spheres such that S0
2 = Φ̃(SN2 ) and S1

2 = SN2 . By (i), each sphere
St2 intersects S1 transversally at z and is disjoint from SS2 . We can therefore modify the
path {St2} near z such that all St2 coincide with SN2 near z, and such that the St2 are still
disjoint from SS2 and intersect S1 only in z.

By [44, Proposition 0.3] or [40, Lemma 5.16] there exists a Hamiltonian isotopy φt of
(S2×S2, ω) whose support is contained in any given neighbourhood of

⋃
t∈[0,1] S

t
2 such that

φt(S0
2) = St2. In particular, we can assume that the support of φt is disjoint from SS2 . Since

the St2 already agree near z, we can also assume that the support is disjoint from S1. Hence

φ1 ◦ Φ̃ is still the identity near S1 ∪ SS2 and takes SN2 to itself. Let σ be the restriction of

φ1 ◦ Φ̃ to SN2 . Since σ fixes a neighbourhood of z, it is the time-1 map of a Hamiltonian
isotopy σt of SN2 that fixes a neighbourhood of z. Extend σt to a Hamiltonian isotopy σ̂t
of (S2×S2, ω) that has support near SN2 and is the identity near z. Then Φ̂ := σ̂−1

1 ◦φ1 ◦ Φ̃
is a symplectomorphism (S2 × S2, ωa,b) → (S2 × S2, ω) that is the identity near SS2 ∪ S1

and is the identity along SN2 .

The differential of Φ̂ at a point p ∈ SN2 with respect to the symplectic splitting of Tp(S
2×S2)

is of the form

dpΦ̂ =

(
id2 B
02 D

)
: TpS

N
2 ⊕ (TpS

N
2 )ω → TpS

N
2 ⊕ (TpS

N
2 )ω.

Since dpΦ̂ is symplectic, it leaves (TpS
N
2 )ω invariant. Hence B = 02 and D is symplectic.

The space Symp(2;R) deformation retracts onto U(1) = S1. Since the space of pointed

maps from the 2-sphere to the circle is connected, we can isotopy dΦ̂|SN
2

at the bundle

level to the identity along SN2 . Using Moser’s method as in the proof of the symplectic

14This is because a Jt-holomorphic bubble curve will necessarily remain disjoint from SS
2 , because z is

not contained in SS
2 and by positivity of intersection, and must therefore live in a homology class which

is a positive multiple of A. But the area cannot be larger than that of SN
2 , so there can be only one

irreducible component.
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neighbourhood theorem, we can then find a symplectic isotopy from Φ̂ to the identity near
SN2 . Since the tubular neighbourhood of SN2 has trivial first homology, we can make this
isotopy Hamiltonian. We finally multiply the Hamiltonian function Ht, that we may choose
to vanish near z, with a function χ that is 1 on a small tubular neighbourhood of SN2 and

vanishes outside a slightly larger tubular neighbourhood. The composition Φ := ϕχH ◦ Φ̂
is then a symplectomorphism (S2 × S2, ωa,b) → (S2 × S2, ω) that is the identity near SN2 .
The proof of Theorem 5.2.4 is complete.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.4.1, that we restate as:

Corollary 5.2.5 (Hamiltonian uniqueness of pin-ellipsoids). Given two symplectic embed-
dings ι, ι′ : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ CP2 there exists a Hamiltonian diffeomorphism Φ of CP2 such
that ι = Φ ◦ ι′.

Proof. We first give the idea of the proof. Two embeddings ι, ι′ as in the corollary yield
splittings of CP2, namely

CP2 =
(
CP2 \ U

)
∪ U

for U = ι(Ep,q(α, β)), and analogously for ι′. By Corollary 5.2.2 the two complements can
be symplectically identified, and the embedded ellipsoids are trivially symplectically identi-
fied through the embeddings. We will adjust the first identification near the boundaries so
that it agrees with the second one, and hence obtain a symplectomorphism Φ of (CP2, ωFS)
that intertwines the ellipsoid embeddings. This symplectomorphism is Hamiltonian thanks
to Gromov’s result from [22] that the symplectomorphim group of (CP2, ωFS) is connected.

We now come to the actual proof. By definition of “symplectic embedding”, there exist
α̂ > α, β̂ > β such that the maps ι, ι′ are restrictions of symplectic embeddings

ι̂, ι̂′ : Ep,q(α̂, β̂) ↪→ CP2.

Choose the almost toric offcut Offρ,λ(Ep,q(α̂, β̂)) such that

Ep,q(α, β) ⊂ Offρ,λ(Ep,q(α̂, β̂)) ⊂ Ep,q(α̂, β̂)

and such that Offρ,λ(Ep,q(α̂, β̂)) ⊂ Int
(
Ep,q(α̂, β̂)

)
.15 Doing the pavilion blow-up, as in-

troduced in Definition 3.1.5, we obtain two closed symplectic manifolds, which we denote
by (X̃, ω̃) and (X̃ ′, ω̃′). Denote by Cvis the linear chain of symplectic spheres in the pavilion
blow-up Pavρ,λ

(
Ep,q(α̂, β̂)

)
, and letN (Cvis) be a neighbourhood of Cvis in Pavρ,λ

(
Ep,q(α̂, β̂)

)
.16

15Even though the edges of the offcut have rational slopes, we can clearly choose ρ,λ such that the
offcut has these properties.

16The chain of spheres Cvis is visible in the almost toric diagram as in Figure 10 (b). The combinato-
rial data of Cvis is exactly that of T and T ′, except that T and T ′ may in addition contain one or two
(−1)-spheres, depending on the Manetti weight. Recall that these (−1)-spheres stem from the “ambient”
topology of CP2 and are not contained in the linear chain corresponding to the choice of pavilion. There-
fore, the “interface” between the embeddings of the pin-ellipsoids and the symplectomorphism of their
complements will exactly be Cvis.
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In the following we denote the linear subchains of T and T ′ corresponding to Cvis by C
and C ′. Trivially, the complements of the trees T and T ′ of symplectic spheres in these
pavilion blow-ups are identified with the complement of the offcuts “downstairs” in CP2.
We write

ȷ : CP2 \ ι̂
(
Offρ,λ(Ep,q(α̂, β̂))

)
→ (X̃ \ C, ω̃)

and analogously ȷ′ for these identifications. By Corollary 5.2.2, there exists a symplecto-
morphism ψ : (X̃ ′, ω̃′) → (X̃, ω̃) that takes T ′ to T . In particular, ψ takes C to C ′. Now
consider the diagram of symplectic maps shown in Figure 20. Since the embedding ι̂ is
defined on all of Ep,q(α̂, β̂), the embedding

ȷ ◦ ι̂ : N (Cvis) \ Cvis ↪→ X̃

uniquely extends to a smooth embedding σ : N (Cvis) ↪→ X̃. Since ȷ ◦ ι̂ is symplectic, σ
is also symplectic, and σ(Cvis) = C. Using in addition that ψ is a symplectomorphism C ′

to C, we see in the same way that

ψ ◦ ȷ′ ◦ ι̂′ : N (Cvis) \ Cvis ↪→ X̃ (5.1)

extends to a symplectic embedding σ′ : N (Cvis) ↪→ X̃ that also takes Cvis to C.

Ep,q(α̂, β̂)

CP2 \ ι̂′
(
Offρ,λ(Ep,q(α̂, β̂))

)
∩

CP2

∪
ι̂′(Ep,q(α̂, β̂))

CP2 \ ι̂
(
Offρ,λ(Ep,q(α̂, β̂))

)
∩

CP2

∪
ι̂(Ep,q(α̂, β̂))

(
(X̃ ′, ω̃′), C ′)

(
(X̃, ω̃), C)

ι̂′ ι̂

ȷ′ ȷ

ψ

Figure 20: The diagram of symplectic maps used in the proof of Corollary 5.2.5.

Lemma 5.2.6. There exists a compactly supported Hamiltonian diffeomorphism h of a
neighbourhood N (C) such that near C,

h ◦ σ′ = σ. (5.2)

Proof. Set τ = σ ◦ (σ′)−1|C. Then τ(Cj) = Cj for all spheres Cj in C, and τ fixes the trans-
verse intersection points Cj∩Cj+1. The group of orientation preserving diffeomorphisms of
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a sphere that fix one or two points is connected. We therefore find a smooth path τt from
idC to τ . By Moser’s deformation argument, we can assume that the τt are symplectic.
Using Weinstein’s symplectic neighbourhood theorem, we can extend τt to a smooth path
of symplectic embeddings τ̂t : Nt → N (C) of tubular neighbourhoods Nt of C that starts
at the inclusion. Since H1(Nt) = 0, this path is generated by a Hamiltonian vector field.
Multiplying the Hamiltonian function by a cut-off function that is 1 near C and 0 outside
a small neighbourhood of C, we obtain a Hamiltonian diffeomorphism h supported near T
that agrees with σ ◦ (σ′)−1 near C.

In view of Equations (5.1) and (5.2) we can define the symplectomorphism Φ ∈ Symp(CP2, ωFS)
by

CP2 \ ι̂′
(
Offρ,λ(Ep,q(α̂, β̂))

ȷ−1◦h◦ψ◦ȷ′−−−−−−→ CP2 \ ι̂
(
Offρ,λ(Ep,q(α̂, β̂))

and

ι̂′(N )
ι̂◦(ι̂′)−1

−−−−→ ι̂(N ),

where N is a sufficiently small neighbourhood of Offρ,λ(Ep,q(α̂, β̂)) in Ep,q(α̂, β̂). By
Lemma 5.2.6 this symplectomorphism is well-defined. Due to Gromov’s theorem from [22]
that Symp(CP2, ωFS) is connected, Φ is a Hamiltonian diffeomorphism, and hence the map
we were looking for.

5.3 Proof of the Staircase Theorem (Theorem 1.5.2)

In this section, we will use Corollary 5.2.5 to prove the Staircase Theorem, which we restate
in the following form:

Theorem 5.3.1 (Markov staircases). Let (p1, p2, p3) be a Markov triple with q1 := 3p2p
−1
3

mod p1 and let (p′1, p
′
2, p

′
3) = (p1, p3, 3p3p1−p2) be its mutation at p2. There is no symplectic

embedding Ep1,q1(α, β) ↪→ CP2 if both α > p3
p1p2

and β >
p′2
p′3p

′
1
.

Fix the triple (p1, p2, p3), companion q1 and mutant triple p′1, p
′
2, p

′
3 as in the statement of

Theorem 5.3.1. Consider the Vianna triangles D(p1, p2, p3) and D(p′1, p
′
2, p

′
3) whose edges

ei and e′i have affine integral lengths

|e1| =
p1
p2p3

|e2| =
p2
p3p1

|e3| =
p3
p1p2

|e′1| =
p′1
p′2p

′
3

|e′2| =
p′2
p′3p

′
1

|e′3| =
p′3
p′1p

′
2

.

It suffices to show that if Ep1,q1(α, β) admits a symplectic embedding and α > |e3| then
β ≤ |e′2|. If we draw the two Vianna triangles D(p1, p2, p3) and D(p′1, p

′
2, p

′
3) superimposed

then we can see they both contain Ap1,q1(|e3|, |e′2|) (Figure 21).

Lemma 5.3.2. Consider the triangle Ap1,q1(|e3|, |e′2|) and recall that its girdle is the top
side.
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×

×

× ×
b2

|e′2|

|e2|

|e3| |e′3|

Ap1,q1(|e3|, |e′2|)

D(p1, p2, p3) D(p′1, p
′
2, p

′
3)

Figure 21: The Vianna triangles D(p1, p2, p3) and D(p′1, p
′
2, p

′
3) superimposed. The dark

shaded region is a copy of Ap1,q1(|e3|, |e′2|) in their intersection.

(a) The primitive integer vector pointing along the girdle is

(
p′3

(p′3q1 − 3p′2)/p1

)
.

(b) The affine length of the girdle is equal to p1p3
p2p′3

.

(c) The affine displacement between the girdle and the vertex v1 is equal to p3/p1.

Proof. The vertices of Ap,q(|e3|, |e′2|) are at(
0
0

)
, |e3|

(
p21

p1q1 − 1

)
,

(
0
|e′2|

)
,

so the vector pointing along the girdle is(
|e3|p21

|e3|p1q1 − |e3| − |e′2|

)
=

p3
p1p2p′3

(
p′3p

2
1

p′3p1q1 − p′3 − p2

)
=

p3
p2p′3

(
p′3p1

p′3q1 − 3p3

)
,

where we used the facts that p′1 = p1, p
′
2 = p3 and p′3 + p2 = 3p1p3.

Since no Markov number is divisible by 3, and since the numbers in a Markov triple are
always pairwise coprime, gcd(p′3, p

′
3q1 − 3p3) = gcd(3p1p3 − p2, 3p3) = gcd(p2, p3) = 1.

We also have gcd(p1, p
′
3q1 − 3p3) = gcd(p1, (3p1p3 − p2)q1 − 3p3) = gcd(p1, p2q1 + 3p3) = p1

since17 q1 = 3p2p
−1
3 = −3p3p

−1
2 mod p1. Therefore the vector along the girdle is

p1p3
p2p′3

(
p′3

(p′3q1 − 3p3)/p1

)
17Note that p22 + p23 = 3p1p2p3 − p21 = 0 mod p1 so p2p

−1
3 = −p3p

−1
2 mod p1.
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where p1p3
p2p′3

is the integral affine length and u :=

(
p′3

(p′3q1 − 3p3)/p1

)
is a primitive integer

vector. The affine displacement between the girdle and the vertex at the origin is therefore

u⊥ ·
(

0
|e′2|

)
=

(
−(p′3q1 − 3p3)/p1

p′3

)
·
(

0
p3/(p1p

′
3)

)
= p3/p1.

Lemma 5.3.3. If α > |e3| and β > |e′2| then there exists a Delzant pavilion for Ep1,q1(α, β)
(which introduces new edges f1, . . . , fm with inward normals ρ = (ρ1, . . . , ρm) corresponding
to curves C1, . . . , Cm) and an index i such that:

(a) the edge fi is parallel to the branch cut b2 in the Vianna triangle D(p1, p2, p3);

(b)
∫
Ci
ω̃ > p1p3

p2p′3
;

(c) if we define

bi = −C2
i , ei/ei−1 = [bi−1, . . . , b1] and fi/fi+1 = [bi+1, . . . , bm]

then ei = p′3 and fi = p2.

Proof. The fact that α > |e3| and β > |e′2| means that the almost toric base diagram
Ap1,q1(|e3|, |e′2|) is strictly contained in Ap1,q1(α, β). The top side of this subdiagram is
precisely where the branch cut b2 would run in the Vianna triangle D(p1, p2, p3) (see Fig-
ure 21). Since the containment of the subdiagram is strict, this means that we can make
a pavilion cut parallel to b2 just above this top side (with further very small cuts near the
ends of this side to ensure the pavilion is Delzant). The symplectic area of the correspond-
ing curve Ci is given by the affine length of the side. Since our cut is slightly above the
top side of Ap1,q1(|e3|, |e′2|) (whose affine length is p1p3

p2p′3
by Lemma 5.3.2) and since we can

take our remaining cuts to be arbitrarily small, we can ensure that
∫
Ci
ω̃ > p1p3

p2p′3
.

Finally, since the integer vector along the girdle is

(
p′3

(p′3q1 − 3p3)/p1

)
, we can compute ei

and fi as

ei =

(
p′3

(p′3q1 − 3p3)/p1

)
∧
(
0
1

)
= p′3,

fi =

(
p′3

(p′3q1 − 3p3)/p1

)
∧
(

p21
p1q1 − 1

)
= p′3(p1q1 − 1)− p1(p

′
3q1 − 3p3) = 3p3p1 − p′3 = p2.

We now complete the proof. Let ρ be the normal vectors and λ the choice of constants
giving the pavilion from Lemma 5.3.3. Let λt = (tλ1, . . . , tλm) for t ∈ [0, 1] and consider
the family of pavilion cuts

(
Pavιρ,λt

(CP2), ω̃t
)
. When t is sufficiently small, there is a
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visible symplectic embedding ιvis : Offρ,λt(Ep,q(α, β)) ↪→ CP2 given by the neighbourhood
of a vertex of a Vianna triangle. By Corollary 5.2.5, the restriction

ι|Offρ,λt
(Ep,q(α,β)) : Offρ,λt(Ep,q(α, β)) ↪→ CP2

is Hamiltonian isotopic to ιvis, so Pavιρ,λt
(CP2) is symplectomorphic to Pavιvisρ,λt

(CP2). In

the pavilion blow-up Pavιvisρ,λt
(CP2) along the visible offcut, there is a visible symplectic

−1-sphere St, living over an arc in the almost toric base diagram which connects the node
coming out of v2 to the edge fi corresponding to Ci. This is because fi is parallel to b2; see
[16, Example 9.1 and Figure 9.1] and Figure 22.

t small

×

×

×

St

b2

|e3|
|e′2| fi

t increasing

×

×

×

St

b2

|e3|
|e′2| fi

Figure 22: The pavilion blow-up Pavιvisρ,λt
(CP2) along a visible Ep,q(α, β) in CP2 for two

different values of t. The visible sphere St lives over an arc connecting a node to the
edge fi. As t increases, the pavilion cuts move upwards and the symplectic area of S gets
smaller. If α > |e3| and β > |e′2|, we could push fi up above the branch cut b2 and St would
end up with negative area.

This symplectic sphere St intersects Ci and none of the other curves Cj. As in Equation
(3.2), we can write

[St] = s0 E +
m∑
j=1

sj[Cj] ∈ H2(Pav
ι
ρ,λt

(CP2);Q)

and σj := [St] · [Cj], so σ = (σ1, . . . , σm) = (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0) with the 1 in the ith
place. Since St is a symplectic −1-sphere, the spherical Gromov–Taubes invariant Gr([St])
counting holomorphic spheres in Pavιρ,λt

(CP2) in the class [St] is equal to 1, see for instance
[34, Proposition 4.1]. Since Gromov–Taubes invariants are deformation invariant, there is
still a holomorphic sphere in this homology class for Pavιρ,λ1

(CP2). This means that

0 <

∫
[S1]

ω̃1 = s0

∫
E
ω̃1 +

m∑
j=1

sj

∫
Cj

ω̃1.
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Since s =M−1σ, and since by Lemma 3.2.4 the entries of M−1 are all negative, we get

0 < s0

∫
E
ω̃1 + si

∫
Ci

ω̃1.

Recall from Remark 3.2.5 that p21E can be represented by a cycle in V (the complement
of our embedding). Hence s0

∫
E ω̃t is constant in t; in particular, it is equal to the limit

of the areas of the visible ω̃t-symplectic spheres St as t → 0; by [48, Proposition 7.8], this
equals the affine displacement p3

p1
between the girdle and the bottom vertex computed in

Lemma 5.3.2(c). Therefore,

0 <
p3
p1

+ si

∫
Ci

ω̃1.

By Lemma 5.3.3(b), this tells us that

−si
p1p3
p2p′3

<
p3
p1
.

But si =M−1
ii = − eifi

p21
= −p2p′3

p21
by Lemma 3.2.4 and Lemma 5.3.3(c), so we get

p3
p1
<
p3
p1
,

which is a contradiction. This shows that we cannot have both α > p3
p1p2

and β >
p′2
p′3p

′
1
, as

required.

5.4 Proof of Theorem 5.1.1 (Evans–Smith sans orbifolds)

Recall the notation from Definitions 3.1.4–3.1.5: given a symplectic embedding

ι : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ X := CP2,

we let U = ι(Ep,q(α, β)), let V = X \ U , and let U and V be the symplectic completions
of U and V ; we also write Σ = ∂U . We pick a neck-stretching sequence of almost complex
structures Jt as in Definition 3.1.4.

Lemma 5.4.1. For each t, pick a Jt-holomorphic line Lt in the class H ∈ H2(CP2;Z).
As t → ∞, there is a subsequence ti → ∞ such that the sequence Lti converges (in the
sense of Gromov–Hofer convergence [8, Section 9.1]) to a holomorphic limit building with
a nonempty component in U and a nonempty component in V (and potentially components
in intermediate symplectisation levels).

Proof. Convergence to a limit building is the content of the SFT compactness theorem
[8, 12]. There must be a component in V because U is exact and therefore unable to contain
a closed holomorphic curve. There must be components in U because the anticanonical
bundle of X restricted to the complement of a line can be trivialised, whilst the first Chern
class of U is nontrivial (though it is torsion; see [17, Lemma 2.13]).
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Let C be one of the components of the SFT limit curve living in V . Fix a minimal Delzant
pavilion ρ,λ, let X̃ be the pavilion blow-up and let Ũ ⊂ X̃ be the girdled resolution with
complement V . Let C̃ be the corresponding closed curve in X̃ given by Lemma 3.1.7. Our
strategy will be to carefully analyse the adjunction formula for C̃, using the discrepancies
of the singularity to compute K · C̃ where K = −PD(c1(X̃)) is the canonical class.

For that purpose, we write KQ and C̃Q, as in Equation (3.2), in the form

KQ = −3pE +
∑

kiCi, C̃Q = c0E +
∑

ciCi.

The coefficient of E in KQ comes from the facts that KCP2 = −3H and H = pE . The
numbers ki are called the discrepancies of the singularity and can be computed to be
ki = −1 + ei+fi

p2
, see [24, Section 2.1]. Here, ei and fi are defined as in Lemma 3.2.4.

Note that these all lie in the interval (−1, 0) since we have taken the minimal resolution;
if we had taken a non-minimal resolution then some of the discrepancies would have been
positive.

Lemma 5.4.2. We have 0 < c0 ≤ p.

Proof. The symplectic form on V extends to a closed 2-form ϖ on X̃ which vanishes
on
⋃m
i=1Ci (this is essentially the form on the pavilion blow-up with λ = 0). The integral∫

C̃
ϖ agrees with the symplectic area of C ⊂ V , which is bounded above by the symplectic

area of a line in CP2 (which we are normalising to be 1). We have
∫
C̃
ϖ = c0/p since

the symplectic area of the line (which is homologous to pE) is 1. Note that ϖ is non-

negative on J̃-complex lines in tangent spaces and vanishes only on points of
⋃m
i=1Ci, so

c0/p =
∫
C̃
ϖ > 0.

Proposition 5.4.3. The curve C̃ is an embedded sphere of self-intersection C̃2 ≤ 0.

Proof. The curve C̃ has arithmetic genus zero (since we obtained it by stretching a holo-

morphic sphere). The adjunction formula for C̃ is

∑
x∈Sing(C̃)

δx =
C̃2 +K · C̃

2
+ 1

where δx is the multiplicity of the singular point x ∈ C̃. We have:

C̃2 = c20/p
2 +

(
m∑
i=1

ciCi

)2

C̃ ·K =
−3c0
p

+
m∑
i=1

χiki,
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where χi = C̃ · Ci. Since the intersection matrix Mij = Ci · Cj is negative definite,

(
∑m

i=1 ciCi)
2 ≤ 0. By positivity of intersections, χi = C̃ · Ci ≥ 0 for all i, so negativity of

the discrepancies implies
∑m

i=1 χiki ≤ 0. Therefore the adjunction formula becomes

∑
x∈Sing(C̃)

δx ≤
c20 − 3pc0

2p2
+ 1.

Since c0 satisfies 0 < c0 ≤ p by Lemma 5.4.2, we find that c20 − 3pc0 is strictly negative.

Since the numbers δx are positive integers, we deduce that Sing(C̃) = ∅. This shows that
C̃ is an embedded sphere.

The self-intersection of C̃ is c20/p
2 + (

∑m
i=1 ciCi)

2
. Since Mij is negative definite, and since

c0 ≤ p, this is ≤ 1. Therefore C̃2 ≤ 1 and C̃2 ≤ 0 unless c0 = p and c = 0. In the latter
case, C̃ would be homologous to H. The following shows that this is impossible. Recall
that U = ι(Ep,q(α, β)) deformation-retracts onto a CW complex called a pin-wheel, which
has a fundamental class in homology with coefficients in Zℓ for any prime ℓ dividing p
(note that, despite the name, p is not assumed to be prime). The pin-wheel has nonzero
self-intersection, so the fundamental class of this pin-wheel has nonzero Zℓ intersection
number with a line (which generates Zℓ-homology). This shows that C̃ cannot be both

homologous to H and disjoint from
⋃m
i=1Ci, which concludes the proof that C̃2 ≤ 0.

Remark 5.4.4. Choosing the almost complex structure on V generically, we can ensure
that the curve C̃ has square 0 or −1, because the expected dimension of the moduli space
is only positive in these two cases.

Proposition 5.4.5. At least one of the components C of the SFT limit yields a curve
C̃ ⊂ X̃ which has square zero.

Proof. We can impose an arbitrary point constraint on the line before we stretch, so that
we find SFT-limit curves through every point of V . If all of these were to lift to curves of
negative square then, since there is only a countable number of such curves (at most one in
each homology class), we could not find one through every point. This is a contradiction.

To summarise, we have found an embedded C̃ ⊂ X̃ with C̃2 = 0. Recall that we write
C̃ = c0E +

∑
ciCi with 0 < c0 ≤ p, and we define χi = C̃ · Ci, cT = (c1, . . . , cm),

χT = (χ1, . . . , χm) and Mij = Ci · Cj, so that χ = Mc. A formula for M−1
ij was given in

Lemma 3.2.4 in terms of the numbers ei, fi defined there. The fact that C̃2 = 0 implies

0 = C̃2 =
c20
p2

+ χTM−1χ.
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Finally, the adjunction formula tells us that

0 =
C̃2 +K · C̃

2
+ 1,

that is

1 =
3pc0 − c20

2p2
− 1

2
χTM−1χ− 1

2
kTχ (5.3)

where kT = (k1, . . . , km) is the vector of (negative) discrepancies defined by K = −3pE +∑
kiCi.

Lemma 5.4.6. We have (a) χi ≤ 1 for all i and (b) χi = 1 for precisely one i.

Proof. All the entries of −M−1 are positive and also χi ≥ 0, so the second and third terms
on the right-hand side of Equation (5.3) contribute at least

m∑
i=1

(
1

2p2
χ2
i eifi +

1

2
χi

(
1− ei + fi

p2

))
(5.4)

to a sum whose total is 1.

If χi ≥ 2 then

1

2p2
χ2
i eifi +

1

2
χi

(
1− ei + fi

p2

)
≥ 1 +

1

p2
(2eifi − ei − fi) ≥ 1,

since ei, fi ≥ 1. This is not possible, since the first term in Equation (5.3) is positive.
Therefore χi ≤ 1 for all i. This proves (a).

If χi = 1 then

1

2p2
χ2
i eifi +

1

2
χi

(
1− ei + fi

p2

)
=

1

2

(
1 +

1

p2
(eifi − ei − fi)

)
≥ 1

2
(1− 1/p2).

Let r be the number of indices i with χi ̸= 0. Then Equation (5.3) implies

1 ≥ 1

2p2
(
3pc0 − c20

)
+
r

2

(
1− 1

p2

)
.

The function 3pc0 − c20 is an increasing function of c0 on the interval 1 ≤ c0 ≤ p and with
minimum 3p− 1, so

1 ≥ r

2

(
1− 1

p2

)
+

3p− 1

2p2
.

If r = 2, the right hand side is > 1. If r ≥ 3, the right hand side is also > 1, since then
(using p ≥ 2) we have r

2
− r

2p2
≥ 3

2
− 3

8
= 9

8
> 1. The only possibility is that r = 1, which

proves (b).
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Lemma 5.4.7. There exist integers p2, p3 such that (p, p2, p3) is a Markov triple.

Proof. We now know that the curve C̃ intersects precisely one of the curves Ci (and does
so once transversely), that is χi = 1 and χj = 0 for j ̸= i. Therefore,

0 = C̃2 =
c20
p2

+ χTM−1χ =
1

p2
(
c20 − eifi

)
,

so
c20 = eifi.

Equation (5.3) becomes

1 =
3pc0 − c20

2p2
+
eifi
2p2

+
1

2
− ei + fi

2p2
,

that is,
p2 + ei + fi = 3p

√
eifi.

Set w0 = p2, w1 = ei and w2 = fi; we find

(w0 + w1 + w2)
2

w0w1w2

= 9.

Now [25, Lemma 2.8] implies that w0, w1, w2 is a squared Markov triple, that is ei = p22
and fi = p23 for some Markov triple (p, p2, p3).

Corollary 5.4.8. The singularity 1
p2
(1, pq − 1) has the form 1

p2
(p23, p

2
2), so q = ±3p2p

−1
3

mod p, and the curve Ci which C̃ hits is the culet curve.

Proof. Consider the toric singularity 1
p2
(1, pq − 1), whose cone is bounded by the rays

R≥0(1, 0) and R≥0(1 − pq, p2). The curve Ci in the minimal resolution corresponds to a
ray in this cone, say R≥0(−t, s). Add the opposite ray R≥0(t,−s) into the fan, and instead
of getting a resolution, we get a compactification of the toric singularity (the fan is now
complete). In terms of the moment polygon, this is equivalent to making a symplectic cut
parallel to the (s, t)-direction whose inward normal points downwards. See Figure 23.

Since the partial resolution corresponding to the ray R≥0(−t, s) would introduce the cyclic
singularities 1

ei
(1, e−1

i−1 mod ei) and 1
fi
(1, fi+1 mod fi) (by definition of ei and fi from

Lemma 3.2.4), the compactification will have dual singularities

1

ei
(1, ei − e−1

i−1),
1

fi
(1, fi − fi+1).

Since gcd(p2, ei, fi) = 1, the result is a weighted projective space P(p2, ei, fi). Since p2, ei, fi
is a Markov triple (p21, p

2
2, p

2
3), the original singularity is 1

p21
(p23, p

2
2) and the two new singu-

larities are dual to the Wahl singularities 1
p22
(p21, p

2
3) and

1
p23
(p22, p

2
1), so by the discussion in

Section 2.4, the curve Ci is the culet curve. The fact that q = ±3p2p
−1
3 mod p follows as

in Equation (2.5).
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(1, 0)

(1− pq, p2) (−t, s)

(t,−s)

Ci

Dual to 1
ei
(1, e−1

i−1 mod ei)
Dual to 1

fi
(1, fi+1)

Figure 23: Left: The fan for the compactification of the toric 1
p2
(1, pq − 1) singularity.

Right: The moment polygon for the compactification. The two new singularities (top left
and top right corners of the triangle) are dual to the singularities 1

ei
(1, e−1

i−1 mod ei) and
1
fi
(1, fi+1) that would be introduced by the partial resolution with exceptional locus Ci.

This completes the proof of Theorem 5.1.1 and also reproves the theorem of Evans and
Smith that Ep,q(α, β) can only embed in CP2 if p is a Markov number and q a companion.

5.5 Proof of the Two Pin-Ball Theorem (Theorem 1.6.1)

For this subsection we assume that we have a symplectic embedding of two pin-balls

ι : Bp1,q1(α1) ⊔Bp2,q2(α2) ↪→ CP2,

where 1 < p1 < p2, and we denote ∆ = p1p2. We take the same setup as in the beginning of
Section 5.4, that is, we take C to be a component of the SFT limit curve in V obtained by
the neck-stretching procedure and denote the corresponding closed curve in the minimal
resolution X̃ by C̃. As explained in Remark 3.2.6, we write

KQ = −3∆E +

m1∑
i=1

k1,iC1,i+

m2∑
i=1

k2,iC2,i and C̃Q = c0E +

m1∑
i=1

c1,iC1,i+

m2∑
i=1

c2,iC2,i. (5.5)

Repeating the proofs of Lemma 5.4.2 and Proposition 5.4.3 verbatim, we obtain 0 < c0 ≤ ∆
and that C̃ is an embedded sphere with C̃2 ≤ 0. Writing χj = Mj

(
cj,1, . . . , cj,mj

)
and
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kj =
(
kj,1, . . . , kj,mj

)
, the adjunction formula gives us an analogue of Equation (5.3):

1 =
3∆c0 − c20

2∆2
− 1

2

(
χT

1M
−1
1 χ1 + kT1 χ1

)
− 1

2

(
χT

2M
−1
2 χ2 + kT2 χ2

)
. (5.6)

In their proof of [17, Theorem 4.16] Evans and Smith show the existence of an orbifold

curve whose proper transform is the curve C̃ we want; it hits each Wahl chain precisely
once transversely: the first chain at a point of either C1,1 or C1,m1 , the second at a point
of either C2,1 or C2,m2 (this translates into the property that Kz = Kz′ = 0 in the notation
of that paper). As in the previous section, one could repeat all their arguments in the
minimal resolution, without referring to orbifolds, but we omit this derivation. Using this
we find that Equation (5.6) for C̃ is equivalent to

3c0p1p2 = c20 + p21 + p22, (5.7)

which is just the Markov equation. This means that there are exactly two solutions for
c0, and because c0 <

∆
3p1

= p2
3
by the proof of [17, Lemma 4.11.B], we know that c0 is the

smaller of the two solutions to (5.7).

Now the SFT-limit curve C has area
∫
c0E ω̃ = c0/(p1p2). For i = 1, 2, let N i be the negative

end of V coming from the neck around Bpi,qi(αi) and let Di be the unique non-compact
connected component of C ∩N i. Each Di is properly embedded.

Lemma 5.5.1. We have αi ≤ Area(Di) for i = 1, 2.

Proof. Add in the orbifold points x1 and x2 to obtain girdled orbifolds N̂i, which are locally
modelled on C2/Zp2i . For each i = 1, 2, take the uniformising cover C2 → C2/Zp2i and take

the preimage of Di; this is a union of punctured curves in a Euclidean ball B ⊂ C2. In
fact, the preimage consists of a single punctured curve D′

i: since C̃ intersects one of the
end-curves of the Wahl chain, Di is asymptotic to the quotient of either the punctured z1
or z2 axis in C2, so that π1(Di) maps surjectively to Zp2i .

Since D′
i is a finite-energy curve, removal of singularities tells us that it compactifies to give

a properly embedded holomorphic curve D′′
i ⊂ B ⊂ C2 passing through the origin. The

monotonicity formula for minimal surfaces now tells us that the area of this holomorphic
curve is at least the area of a complex line intersected with B. Therefore the area of Di

is bounded from below by the area of the projection of a complex line to the girdled
orbifold N̂i, which is αi.

As a corollary,

α1 + α2 < Area(C) =
c0
p1p2

,

because the curve C passes through the region between the two necks. As explained in
Remark 1.6.2, this proves the Two Pin-Ball Theorem (Theorem 1.6.1).
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5.6 Proof of Theorem 5.1.4

The strategy of the proof is to mimic, as closely as possible, an argument of Manetti [33] but
staying in the world of symplectic geometry. Given a symplectic embedding ι : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→
X for some p, q, α, β, choose a minimal pavilion in the sense of Definition 2.1.7.

By Theorem 5.1.1, there exists a square zero J̃-holomorphic sphere C̃ ⊂ X̃ which hits Ciculet
once transversely and is disjoint from the other curves Cj, j ̸= iculet. By Theorem 4.1.4, C̃

is part of a J̃-holomorphic regulation on X̃. By Lemma 3.1.8, we can choose J generically
on V so as to ensure that the only irregular genus zero J-curves are C1, . . . , Cm: all the
other embedded J-holomorphic spheres are either −1-spheres or have non-negative square.
By Proposition 4.2.1(c), the broken rulings can only involve spheres of negative square, so
the broken rulings are built out of the curves C1, . . . , Cm and some −1-spheres.

Lemma 5.6.1. Every curve Cj except the culet curve Ciculet appears as an irreducible
component in one of the broken rulings.

Proof. The curves Cj other than Ciculet are disjoint from C̃. Since C̃2 = 0, we can impose

an arbitrary point constraint x ∈ X̃ and find a ruling passing through x. If x ∈ Cj then

we find a ruling S intersecting Cj. Since [S] = [C̃], we find S ·Cj = 0, and thus the ruling
S must contain Cj as an irreducible component.

We now use Proposition 4.2.7 to ensure that J̃ is integrable in a neighbourhood of the
−1-curves in the broken rulings, keeping it integrable along C1, . . . , Cm (where it is already
integrable). Recall from Proposition 4.2.1(d) that every broken ruling contains at least
one −1-sphere. Now we can successively holomorphically contract −1-spheres in broken
rulings until we reach an almost complex 4-manifold Y with a non-degenerate holomorphic
regulation with no broken rulings. This must have second Betti number 2 (in fact, it must

be diffeomorphic to either S2 × S2 or CP2#CP2
, see Remark 5.1.8).

Lemma 5.6.2. The contraction from our resolved surface X̃ to the minimal model Y
contracts m− 1 curves.

Proof. Let k be the number of curves contracted in going from X̃ to Y . The second Betti
number of X̃ is k + 2. But the second Betti number of X̃ is equal to 1 + m since it is
obtained from CP2 by pavilion blow-up, introducing the chain of m spheres C1, . . . , Cm.
Therefore k + 2 = m+ 1 and k = m− 1.

Lemma 5.6.3. There are at most two broken rulings on X̃. More precisely,

• If iculet = 1 = m then there are no broken rulings.
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• If iculet = 1 < m (respectively 1 < iculet = m) then there is precisely one broken ruling

comprising C2, . . . , Cm (respectively C1, . . . , Cm−1) and one additional J̃-holomorphic
−1-sphere E.

• If 1 < iculet < m then there are precisely two broken rulings: one comprising
C1, . . . , Ciculet−1 and an additional −1-sphere E1, the other comprising Ciculet+1, . . . , Cm
and an additional −1-sphere E2.

Proof. By Proposition 4.2.1, each broken ruling is a tree of embedded J̃-holomorphic
spheres with negative self-intersection, which are therefore either amongst the curves
C1, . . . , Cm or else −1-spheres. All of the curves Ci other than the culet curve Ciculet
appear amongst the irreducible components of some broken rulings by Lemma 5.6.1.

If m = 1 then iculet = 1 and by Lemma 5.6.2 we have X̃ = Y , so there are no broken
rulings. This situation arises only for pin-ellipsoids with p = 2.

If iculet = 1 < m (respectively 1 < iculet = m) then by Lemma 4.2.3 the curves C2, . . . , Cm
(respectively C1, . . . , Cm−1) will belong to a single broken ruling. Since these curves all
have C2

i ≤ −2, Proposition 4.2.1(d) shows that this broken ruling must also contain a −1-
sphere E. We need to contract all but one of the curves in this ruling to get to the minimal
model Y . This is m− 1 curves, so there can be no other broken rulings by Lemma 5.6.2.
Moreover, the broken ruling is precisely E∪

⋃m
i=2Ci. See Figure 16(b) for an example; this

situation arises precisely for pin-ellipsoids with p ≥ 5 along the Fibonacci branch of the
Markov tree.

If iculet ̸= 1,m then there will be two broken rulings containing the subchains C1, . . . , Ciculet−1

and Ciculet+1, . . . , Cm. Each of these broken rulings will also contain a −1-sphere, say E1

and E2. In each broken ruling we need to contract all but one of the curves, which means
we contract a total of iculet− 1 curves in the first and m− iculet curves in the second ruling,
making a total of m − 1 curves. Again, Lemma 5.6.2 tells us there can be no further
rulings and the two rulings we have found contain no further curves. See Figure 16(c) for
an example.

Remark 5.6.4. Moreover, we can identify which of the curves C1, . . . , Cm intersect the −1-
spheres E1 and E2 in the broken rulings. Since the dual graph of the broken ruling is a tree,
E1 and E2 can each intersect at most one of the curves in the chain, and blowing down E1

(respectively E2) will turn the subchain C1, . . . , Ciculet−1 (respectively Ciculet+1, . . . , Cm) into
a zero continued fraction by Remark 4.2.9. Recall that C1, . . . , Ciculet−1 and Ciculet+1, . . . , Cm
form dual Wahl chains. It is well-known (see for example [49, Proposition-Definition 2.3
and Proposition 2.4]) that a dual Wahl chain has a unique position where it can be combi-
natorially blown down to obtain a zero-continued fraction, so this gives the positions where
E1 and E2 intersect the subchains.

This completes the proof of Theorem 5.1.4.
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6 Appendix

6.1 Alternative proof of Theorem 5.1.1

In this appendix, we explain how Theorem 5.1.1 follows from [17, Theorem 4.15]. Given
a symplectic embedding ι : Ep,q(α, β) ↪→ CP2, they found a Markov triple (p, b, c) and

constructed a Ĵ-holomorphic orbifold curve Ĉ in the orbifold X̂ (see Figure 14 for the
notation) satisfying the following properties:

(ES1) Near the orbifold point p ∈ X̂, Ĉ has precisely one branch (in the terminology of
[17], |Z| = 1).

(ES2) If we look at the lift of Ĉ to the local uniformising cover C2 → C2/G, there exist
local coordinates (z1, z2) transforming under the action of ζ ∈ G as (ζm1z1, ζ

m2z2)

with respect to which the lift is given by z 7→
(
zb

2
, a1z

c2
)
. In particular, the Puiseux

series has length one and the link of the singularity of the curve in the cover is a
(b2, c2)-torus knot.

(ES3) The real dimension of the moduli space containing Ĉ is equal to its virtual dimension
which equals 2.

Remark 6.1.1. We take this opportunity to correct [17, Remark 3.15]. Namely, as de-

scribed in [17, Section 3.3], the germ of the orbifold curve f : Ĉ → X̂ near an orbifold point

z ∈ Ĉ involves a choice of homomorphism ρz : Hz → Gz, where Hz is the isotropy group of
Ĉ at z and Gz is the isotropy group of X̂ near f(z); a lift f̃α of f to the local uniformising
cover near f(z) satisfies the equivariance condition [17, Eq. (2)]

f̃α(ζx) = ρz(ζ)f̃α(x).

In [17, Remark 3.15], this was applied to f̃α(x) =
(
xQ,

∑
aix

Ri
)
and the cyclic quotient

singularity 1
p2
(1, pq − 1) to say that(

ζQxQ,
∑

aiζ
RixRi

)
=
(
ζxQ, ζpq−1

∑
aix

Ri

)
and deduce that Q ≡ 1 mod p2, Ri ≡ pq − 1 mod p2 (or vice versa). However, this
assumes that ρz is the identity. More generally, ρz could have the form ρz(ζ) = ζn for some
n. If gcd(n, p2) = p2/d then at best we can deduce that

Ri/Q = (pq − 1)±1 mod d.

In fact, this is all that was used in what followed. It should have been clear that the
stronger conclusion is false from the fact that eventually Q = b2, R1 = c2, for example if
(p, b, c) = (2, 5, 29) then neither 22 nor 52 is congruent to 1 modulo 292.
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6.1.0.1 The uniformising cover. Make an integral affine transformation of the Vianna
triangle D(p1, p2, p3) as in 2.4 to make the edge e1 horizontal with the rest of the trian-
gle below. Let w2 and w3 be the primitive integer vectors pointing out of v1 along e2
and e3 respectively; note that w2 = (−u2, p23) and w3 = (u3, p

2
2) for some u2, u3, since

(p2w2)/(p3p1) and (p3w3)/(p1p2) must reach the same height p2p3/p1 (compare with [9,
Paragraph 2 of the proof of Proposition 2.5] for the computation of this height). Consider
the uniformising cover C2 → C2/G for the orbifold singularity 1

p21
(p22, p

2
3). The cover C2

is also toric, its moment polygon is the positive quadrant, and the uniformising cover is
induced by the integral affine map given by the matrix whose columns are w2 and w3.
Under this map, a symplectic cut along the (p22,−p23) direction in the moment image of C2

maps to a horizontal cut in the moment image of 1
p21
(p22, p

2
3), that is the culet cut.

Proposition 6.1.2. If Ĉ ⊂ X̂ is a curve with Properties (ES1–3) then the proper transform

C̃ ⊂ X̃ satisfies the following properties:

(a) C̃ is a smooth sphere which intersects the culet curve Ciculet once transversely and is
disjoint from the other curves Cj, j ̸= iculet.

(b) C̃ lives in a moduli space of real dimension equal to its virtual dimension, which equals

2. In particular, C̃ is a square zero J̃-holomorphic sphere, and therefore appears as
a smooth ruling in a J̃-holomorphic regulation.

Proof. (a) By Property (ES2), the germ of the lifted curve in the uniformising cover C2 →
C2/G is parametrised by z 7→

(
zb

2
, a1z

c2
)
. We can resolve the singularity of the germ by

performing a weighted blow-up. Consider the surface{
(z1, z2, [w1 : w2]) : zc

2

1 w
b2

2 = wc
2

1 z
b2

2

}
⊂ C2 × P1(b2, c2).

The total transform of our germ under the projection of this surface to C2 is given by the
equations zc

2

1 w
b2

2 = wc
2

1 z
b2

2 and zc
2

1 = zb
2

2 . In the chart w2 = 1, we have zc
2

1 = wc
2

1 z
b2

2 = zb
2

2 ,
so the proper transform becomes wc

2

1 = 1; this looks like a curve with c2 irreducible
components w1 = µ as µ runs over the set µc2 of c

2th roots of unity, but there is a residual
action of µc2 (the rescalings preserving the condition w2 = 1) which relates all of these,
so the proper transform of the germ has a single, smooth irreducible component in this
chart which intersects the exceptional curve z2 = 0 once transversely; we find the same
component in the other chart w1 = 1. This weighted blow-up corresponds to making
a symplectic cut of C2 along the hypersurface living over the line parallel to the vector
(b2,−c2) , which projects under the partial resolution of the uniformising cover to the culet
curve, as explained in 6.1.0.1.

(b) The same analysis applies to the proper transforms of the other curves Ĉt in the moduli

space of Ĉ, so that the proper transforms C̃t live in the same moduli space. Moreover,
if C̃s is in the same moduli space of C̃ then its projection to X̂ lives in the same moduli
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space as Ĉ, so the moduli spaces are diffeomorphic and the dimension computation follows
from Property (ES3). The fact that C̃ is a sphere of square zero follows from the fact that
a sphere of square n lives in a moduli space of virtual real dimension 2n+2 (which equals
the actual dimension as long as n ≥ −1 by automatic transversality).

This completes the alternative proof of Theorem 5.1.1.
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