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Abstract. We study the topological obstructions of dynamical convexity on contact manifolds focusing on
fillability by cotangent bundles and subcritical surgeries. Using links to algebraic geometry, we motivate
and define a stronger version of dynamical convexity, and investigate the topology of these manifolds. More
precisely, we show that strongly dynamically convex contact manifolds cannot arise as a unit cotangent bundle
(𝑆𝑇∗𝑀, 𝜆𝑠𝑡𝑑) of a closed manifold 𝑀 and in particular that dynamically convex contact manifolds cannot arise
as the unit cotangent bundle (𝑆𝑇∗𝑀, 𝜆𝑠𝑡𝑑) of a simply connected manifold 𝑀 . We also show obstructions to
dynamical convexity that arises from studying different kinds of subcritical surgeries.

1. Introduction

One of the main themes in symplectic topology and symplectic dynamics is the relation between the topology
of a symplectic manifold and the dynamics on its boundary; particularly when this boundary is a contact
manifold. In this paper, we study constraints on the topology of the boundary and the interior, coming from
the dynamics.

A key notion for the dynamics on a contact boundary, introduced by Hofer, Wysocky and Zehnder to
generalize the concept of affine convexity is dynamical convexity. In particular, they proved that the
boundary of any affine convex domain in R2𝑛 is dynamically convex. It was proven recently that the converse
is not true [CE22, DGZ24, CE25].

The assumption of being dynamically convex is key in many results in dynamics, for instance, [HWZ99,
GK16, AM17, GM21, HSS22],and for existence of some invariants, for instance in [HN17, Zho21, Cha24].
We also highlight its relations to algebraic geometry, motivated by [McL16]. The question we study in this
paper is

Question 1.1. Which manifolds admit a dynamically convex contact structure?

A contact manifold (𝑀, 𝜉) is a smooth 2𝑛−1 dimensional manifold endowed with a maximally non-integrable
hyperplane distribution. If we write 𝜉 as the kernel of a 1-form 𝜉 = ker𝛼, the condition is 𝛼 ∧ 𝑑𝛼𝑛−1 ≠ 0.
If 𝛼 is globally defined, which we shall always assume, we call 𝛼 a contact form. Given a contact form 𝛼 on
(𝑀, 𝜉), there exists a unique vector field on 𝑀 called Reeb vector field 𝑅𝛼 defined by

𝑅𝛼 ∈ ker(𝑑𝛼) and 𝛼(𝑅𝛼) = 1.

Let 𝜙𝛼 be the flow generated by the Reeb vector field. We denote the set of closed orbits of this flow, called
Reeb orbits by P(𝛼). Given a Reeb orbit 𝛾 ∈ P(𝛼), we can associate a number to 𝛾 based on how much
the flow of 𝑅𝛼 winds around 𝛾. This number is called the Conley Zehnder index of 𝛾, 𝜇𝐶𝑍 (𝛾). More
precisely, in a symplectic trivialization of 𝛾★𝑇𝑀 , the flow 𝜙𝛼 gives a path of symplectic matrices to which
we can associate a number; see [CZ84, RS93, Gut12].
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A priori, the Conley Zehnder index depends on the choice of trivialization. This is not the case if the Reeb
orbit is contractible and 𝑐1(𝜉) = 0. We can also have a well-defined Conley Zehnder index (independent
of the trivialization) valued in Q denoted by 𝜇

Q
𝐶𝑍

if 𝑐1(𝜉) is torsion. This latter index admits a lower
semi-continuous extension 𝜇Q

𝐿𝐶𝑍
of 𝜇Q

𝐶𝑍
[McL16].

Definition 1.2. Given a 2𝑛 − 1 dimensional contact manifold (𝑀, 𝜉) with 𝑐1(𝜉,Q) = 0. A contact form 𝛼 is
dynamically convex if 𝜇Q

𝐿𝐶𝑍
(𝛾) ≥ 𝑛 + 1 for all 𝛾 contractible Reeb orbits. A contact manifold(𝑀, 𝜉) is said

to be dynamically convex if there exists a contact form 𝛼 with 𝜉 = ker𝛼 which is dynamically convex.

It was proved in [HWZ99], that if a contact 3-manifold admits a dynamically convex contact form, then the
contact structure is tight and the second fundamental group of the manifold vanishes, thereby constraining its
topology. Recently, [KO24] proved that if a contact manifold is dynamically convex, and simply connected,
then it is contactomorphic to the standard sphere, provided the manifold admits a flexible Weinstein filling.
This gives a characterisation of standard contact spheres.

A very natural question is, which contact manifolds can be equipped with a dynamically convex contact form
and what are the topological obstructions to do so?

We prove that a large class of examples cannot admit such contact forms. Most notably, unit cotangent
bundles of simply connected manifolds cannot admit dynamically convex contact forms.

Theorem 1.3 (Theorem4.10). The unit cotangent bundle 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 of a simply connected closed manifold 𝑀
cannot be dynamically convex.

Dynamical convexity is a condition defined only on contractible Reeb orbits. In [McL16], Mclean showed
that the Reeb dynamics on a the link of a singularity of an affine variety is related to an algebro-geometric
invariant of the singularity called the minimal discrepancy. Using Mclean’s results, a conjecture in birational
geometry concerning this invariant naturally leads to a stronger version of dynamical convexity which we
call strong dynamical convexity (Definition 4.12). Motivated by these results we want to also study the
topology of strongly dynamically convex contact manifolds.

We recall some definitions and results from [McL16]. Given an irreducible affine variety 𝑉 of complex
dimension 𝑛 inC𝑁 with an isolated singularity at 0 (including the case where𝑉 is smooth), the intersection of
𝑉 with a sphere 𝑆2𝑁−1(𝜖) centered at 0 for small enough 𝜖 , is a 2𝑛−1 differentiable manifold 𝐿 = 𝑉∩𝑆2𝑁−1(𝜖).
𝐿 naturally inherits a contact structure 𝜉𝐿 = 𝑇𝐿 ∩ 𝑖(𝑇𝐿).

The singularity of 𝑉 at 0 is called smooth if 𝑉 is smooth at 0 and topologically smooth if the link 𝐿 is
diffeomorphic to 𝑆2𝑛−1. Note that if a singularity is smooth then it is topologically smooth. Mumford
[Mum61] proved that in complex dimension 2, a singularity is smooth if and only if it is topologically
smooth. However, in complex dimension 3 and higher there are examples of non-smooth singularities
which are topologically smooth. Therefore, the smoothness of the singularity can be determined by the
diffeomorphism type of the link 𝐿 only in dimension 2.

However, if we consider 𝐿 with its inherited contact structure 𝜉𝐿 , Mclean proved that in complex dimension
3, a singularity of a normal variety𝑉 is smooth if and only if the link (𝐿, 𝜉𝐿) is contactomorphic to (𝑆5, 𝜉𝑠𝑡𝑑).

If the variety 𝑉 is normal and the singularity is numerically Q−Gorenstein, then we can define an invariant
of this singularity called minimal discrepancy denoted by min. disc(𝑉, 0). Mclean relates this invariant to a
contact invariant of the link called hmi (highest minimal index).
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Definition 1.4. For a contact manifold (𝑀, 𝜉) with 𝑐1(𝜉,Q) = 0 and 𝐻1(𝑀,Q) = 0, the highest minimal
index is defined as

hmi := 𝑠𝑢𝑝{𝛼 | 𝜉=𝑘𝑒𝑟 𝛼}𝑖𝑛 𝑓{𝛾∈P(𝛼) }
(
𝜇
Q
𝐿𝐶𝑍

(𝛾) + 𝑛 − 3
)

Theorem 1.5. (Mclean[McL16]) Given 𝐻1(𝐿,Q) = 0, and 𝑉 , an affine normal variety with an isolated
numerically Q−Gorenstein singularity, then

(1) if min. disc(𝑉, 0) ≥ 0, 2 min. disc(𝑉, 0) = hmi(𝐿)

(2) if min. disc(𝑉, 0) < 0, hmi(𝐿) < 0

A conjecture that relates minimal discrepancy to the smoothness of the singularity was formulated by
Shokurov and is open for varieties of complex dimension greater than 3.

Conjecture 1.6 (Shokurov). For a normal and affine variety 𝑉 of complex dimension 𝑛 with an isolated
singularity at 0 which is numerically Q-Gorenstein,

min. disc(𝑉, 0) ≤ 𝑛 − 1
with the singularity being smooth if and only if min. disc(𝑉, 0) = 𝑛 − 1.

For links of singularities as in Shokurov conjecture, assuming min. disc(𝑉, 0) > 0, we have, using 1.5 that

𝑠𝑢𝑝{𝛼:𝜉=𝑘𝑒𝑟 𝛼}𝑖𝑛 𝑓{𝛾∈P(𝛼) } (𝜇Q𝐿𝐶𝑍
(𝛾)) ≤ 𝑛 + 1.

Therefore, if conjecture 1.6 is true, there cannot exist a contact form for links such that

𝑖𝑛 𝑓{𝛾∈P(𝛼) } (𝜇Q𝐿𝐶𝑍
(𝛾)) > 𝑛 + 1.

Furthermore, min. disc = 𝑛 − 1 is equivalent to the link (𝐿, 𝜉𝐿) admitting a contact form 𝛼 such that
𝑖𝑛 𝑓{𝛾∈P(𝛼) } (𝜇Q𝐿𝐶𝑍

(𝛾)) = 𝑛 + 1. This naturally lead us to the definition of strong dynamical convexity.

Definition 1.7. Given a 2𝑛 − 1 dimensional contact manifold (𝑀, 𝜉) with 𝑐1(𝜉) torsion and 𝐻1(𝑀,Q) = 0.
A contact form 𝛼 is strongly dynamically convex if

𝜇
Q
𝐿𝐶𝑍

(𝛾) ≥ 𝑛 + 1

for all Reeb orbits 𝛾. (𝑀, 𝜉) is said to be strongly dynamically convex1 if there exists a strongly dynamically
convex contact form 𝛼 with ker𝛼 = 𝜉.

Remark 1.8. In contrast with dynamical convexity, strong dynamical convexity is defined taking into account
all Reeb orbits, not just contractible ones. The topological conditions placed on the manifold are precisely
those that allow us to do so. Note that when 𝜋1(𝑀) = 0, the notions of dynamical convexity and strong
dynamical convexity coincide.

Shokurov’s conjecture, if true, implies that 𝐿 is diffeomorphic to a sphere if 𝐿 is strongly dynamically convex
and arises as a link of a normal numerically Q−Gorenstein singularity. Furthermore, using

𝑠𝑢𝑝{𝛼:𝜉=𝑘𝑒𝑟 𝛼}𝑖𝑛 𝑓{𝛾∈P(𝛼) } (𝜇Q𝐿𝐶𝑍
) (𝛾) ≤ 𝑛 + 1

Shokurov’s conjecture also implies that such links cannot support a contact form with

𝑖𝑛 𝑓{𝛾∈P(𝛼) }𝜇
Q
𝐿𝐶𝑍

(𝛾) ≥ 𝑛 + 2.

1This definition of strong dynamical convexity is different from the one introduced in [GM21]
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It is natural to ask whether these questions hold more generally?

Question 1.9. If a contact manifold (𝑀, 𝜉) is strongly dynamically convex, then is it diffeomorphic to 𝑆2𝑛−1?

Question 1.10. Does there exist a contact manifold (𝑀, 𝜉) supporting a contact form 𝛼, such that
𝑖𝑛 𝑓{𝛾∈P(𝛼) }𝜇

Q
𝐿𝐶𝑍

(𝛾) ≥ 𝑛 + 2?

Remark 1.11. An immediate observation in the direction of 1.10 is that if a contact manifold admits a contact
form 𝛼, such that 𝑖𝑛 𝑓{𝛾∈P(𝛼) }𝜇

Q
𝐿𝐶𝑍

(𝛾) ≥ 𝑛 + 2, then it cannot admit fillings 𝑊 with vanishing symplectic
homology, in particular flexible fillings. This follows from the long exact sequence in symplectic homology
3.5 and the fact that 𝑆𝐻+

𝑛+1(𝑊) = 0 which would force 𝐻0(𝑊) = 0, a contradiction.

Remark 1.12. Conjecture 1.6 is proven for toric varieties and up to complex dim 3. Mclean uses 1.5 and
the proof of Shokurov’s conjecture in complex dim 3 to show that a singularity is smooth if and only if it
is contactomorphic to the standard sphere in complex dimension 3. Therefore strongly dynamically convex
contact manifolds that arise as links are not just diffeomorphic but contactomorphic to the standard sphere
up to real dimension 5. We can thus strengthen our Question 1.9 to ask whether strongly dynamically convex
manifolds are contactomorphic to standard spheres? Note that this is related to the problem of charaterizing
(𝑆2𝑛−1, 𝜉𝑠𝑡𝑑). Since strong dynamical convexity and dynamical convexity coincide on a sphere, this would
imply that the assumption of flexible fillability can be removed from the assumptions of [KO24, theorem A].

Question 1.10 would imply that strong dynamical convexity is the “limit case” for highest minimal index. A
proof of 1.9 for links of singularities would thus prove a strong implication of conjecture 1.6.

Our main result is about strongly dynamically convex unit cotangent bundles.

Theorem 1.13 (Corollary4.12). The unit cotangent bundle 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 of a closed manifold 𝑀 cannot be strongly
dynamically convex.

Remark 1.14. A consequence of theorem 1.13 is that simply connected unit cotangent bundles cannot be
dynamically convex. Note that this is not the same as 1.3, which states that unit cotangent bundles over
simply connected manifolds cannot be dynamically convex.

Another application of Theorem 1.13 is to check conjecture 1.6 for varieties with links of singularities that are
contactomorphic to unit-cotangent bundles. A toy example is given by the affine variety𝑉 (𝑧21 + 𝑧

2
2 + · · · + 𝑧2𝑛)

with singularity at origin whose link is contactomorphic to (𝑆𝑇∗𝑆𝑛−1, 𝜉𝑠𝑡𝑑). [KVK16].

In a positive step towards Question 1.9, we have

Theorem 1.15. If a simply connected contact 3 manifold𝑀 is dynamically convex, then𝑀 is contactomorphic
to (𝑆3, 𝜉𝑠𝑡𝑑)

Proof. If M is dynamically convex, then by [HWZ99, Theorem 1.5] 𝜉 is tight. By Poincaré’s theorem
𝑀 is diffeomorphic to a sphere 𝑆3. The uniqueness of tight contact structure on 𝑆3 [Eli92] implies 𝑀 is
contactomorphic to the standard tight contact sphere (𝑆3, 𝜉𝑠𝑡𝑑). □

Corollary 1.16. If a contact 3-manifold 𝑀 is strongly dynamically convex, then 𝑀 is a rational homology
sphere
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Proof. Note that 𝐻1(𝑀,Q) = 0. The universal coefficients theorem implies that 𝐻1(𝑀,Q) = 0 and Poincaré
duality implies 𝐻2(𝑀,Q) = 0. Therefore, we have that 𝑀 is a rational homology sphere. □

Note that there exists examples of dynamically convex contact manifolds which are not spheres. We provide
some of these examples in the next section.

In another direction, we looked at building dynamically convex manifold using flexible/subcritical surgeries
(see [Wei91, Cie02, Fau16, Laz20]). This did not present new examples but obstructed large classes of
manifolds from being dynamically convex, and hence strongly dynamically convex .

Remark 1.17. Throughout the paper, when we refer to surgery, we use the framework of contact surgery as
in [Wei91, Fau16, Gei08] with the same framings.

The following is a list of the obstructions we obtain.

Theorem 1.18 (Theorem 5.2). Let 𝑀 be a dynamically convex Weinstein fillable contact manifold of
dimension greater than 5. Let 𝑀 ′ be the manifold that is obtained from 𝑀 by subcritical or flexible surgery,
then 𝑀 ′ cannot be dynamically convex.

Theorem 1.19 (Theorem 5.4). Let 𝑀 ′ be the manifold obtained by contact 0−surgery on a Weinstein -fillable
contact manifold 𝑀 with vanishing rational first chern class. Then 𝑀 ′ cannot be dynamically convex.

Theorem 1.20 (Corollary 5.9). Let Λ be the class of manifolds that admit fillings with non-vanishing
symplectic homology, then for 𝑌1, . . . 𝑌𝑘 ∈ Λ, 𝑘 > 1, the connected sum #𝑘𝑌𝑖 and the manifolds obtained by
subcritical/flexible surgeries on this class of connected sums cannot be dynamically convex.

Theorem 1.21 (Theorem 5.10). Let 𝑊2𝑛 be a Weinstein domain which is a rational homology ball , that is
𝐻𝑘 (𝑊, 𝜕𝑊) = Q for 𝑘 = 2𝑛 and 0 otherwise. Assume 𝑛 ≥ 3, then attaching a flexible/subcritical handle
produces a manifold𝑊 ′ such that 𝜕𝑊 ′ cannot be dynamically convex.

Theorem 1.22 (Theorem 5.12). The connected sum of any Weinstein fillable contact manifold and a unit
cotangent bundle 𝐷𝑇∗𝑁 of a simply connected manifold 𝑁 cannot be dynamically convex

Organization of the paper. In section 2, we recall the definitions of dynamical and strong dynamical
convexity,providing examples and counterexamples of these manifolds. In section 3, we review symplectic
homology needed for the rest of the paper. We then prove theorem 1.13 and 1.3 using Serre spectral sequences
and Viterbo’s isomorphism in section 4. In section 5, we prove the list of obstructions to dynamical convexity
using subcritical surgery, more specifically theorems 1.18,1.19,1.20,1.21,1.22.

Acknowledgements. I am indebted to both of my advisors, Jean François Barraud and Jean Gutt for all the
discussions and advice and for their meticulous help with the exposition of this article. I would also like to
acknowledge the financial support provided by EUR-MINT at the Institut de Mathématiques de Toulouse.

2. Dynamical Convexity

Let (𝑀, 𝜉) be a 2𝑛 − 1 dimensional contact manifold. Let 𝜙𝛼 be the Reeb flow and recall that we denote the
set of closed orbits of this flow on 𝑀 to be P(𝛼).

Given a path in 𝑆𝑝(2𝑛 − 2) that starts at 𝑖𝑑 and ends in a matrix 𝐴 ∈ 𝑆𝑝(2𝑛 − 2) such that 𝑑𝑒𝑡 (𝐴 − 𝑖𝑑) ≠ 0,
one can associate an integer called Conley Zehnder index 𝜇𝐶𝑍 .(cf[McL16],[Gut12] for details). The Conley
Zehnder index 𝜇𝐶𝑍 has a lower semicontinous extension in 𝑆𝑝(2𝑛 − 2) called 𝜇𝐿𝐶𝑍cf [McL16].
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For a contact manifold (𝑀, 𝜉) and a Reeb orbit 𝛾, a trivialization of 𝛾∗𝜉 gives a path in 𝑆𝑝2𝑛−2 to which
we can associate 𝜇𝐿𝐶𝑍 . However 𝜇𝐿𝐶𝑍 depends on this trivialization. Note that a trivialization of 𝑑𝑒𝑡C𝜉
suffices to define Conley-Zehnder indices of all the orbits and we can show that the indices is independent
of the trivialization for null-homologous or contractible orbits. The assumption 𝑐1(𝜉) = 0 is needed to show
that such a global trivialization exists.

In order to have a well defined canonical grading, we can assume that 𝑐1(𝜉) is torsion , which suffices to define
rational Conley Zehnder index 𝜇Q

𝐶𝑍
of contractible Reeb orbits taking values in Q. When 𝐻1(𝑀,Q) = 0, we

can obtain a well defined 𝜇Q
𝐶𝑍

for not just contractible orbits but all orbits. (see[McL16, Lemma 4.3],[LZ25]
for details) .

Remark 2.1. The rational index 𝜇Q
𝐿𝐶𝑍

(𝛾) of a Reeb orbit 𝛾 coincides with the integer index 𝜇𝐿𝐶𝑍 (𝛾) when
the first chern class 𝑐1(𝜉) is 0.

We say that a Reeb orbit 𝛾 of period 𝑇 of contact form 𝛼 is non-degenerate if 𝑑𝑒𝑡 (𝑑𝜙𝛼
𝑇 − 𝑖𝑑) ≠ 0. We say

that 𝛼 is non-degenerate if all of its Reeb orbits are non-degenerate. In [McL16], 𝜇Q
𝐿𝐶𝑍

of an orbit is defined
to be the infimum of non-degenerate nearby pertubations. Therefore 𝜇Q

𝐿𝐶𝑍
(𝛾) coincides with 𝜇Q

𝐶𝑍
(𝛾) when

𝛾 is non-degenerate. Therefore we can equivalently define dynamical convexity by using 𝜇Q
𝐶𝑍

instead of
𝜇
Q
𝐿𝐶𝑍

by restricting to non-degenerate contact forms.

Remark 2.2. The definition of dynamical convexity that is prevalent in literature, for instance in [KO24][HWZ99],
usually includes the condition that the first chern class 𝑐1(𝜉)=0 instead of 𝑐1(𝜉,Q) = 0. Note however that
by 2.1, we have that normal definition is the same as ours when 𝑐1(𝜉) = 0.

We recall the definiton 4.12 of strong dynamical convexity.

Definition 2.3. Strong Dynamical Convexity: Let (𝑀, 𝜉) be a 2𝑛−1 dimensional contact manifold with 𝑐1(𝜉)
torsion and 𝐻1(𝑀,Q) = 0 . A contact form 𝛼 (𝜉 =ker 𝛼) is strongly dynamically convex if 𝜇Q

𝐿𝐶𝑍
(𝛾) ≥ 𝑛+ 1

for 𝛾 a Reeb orbit of 𝛼. (𝑀, 𝜉) is said to be strongly dynamically convex if 𝜉 supports a strongly dynamically
convex contact form 𝛼

Remark 2.4. Strong dynamically convexity by definition implies dynamical convexity. Note that when
𝜋1(𝑀) = 0, this would imply by Hurewicz and universal coefficients theorem that 𝐻1(𝑀,Q) = 0. Therefore
dynamical convexity and strong dynamical convexity coincide for simply connected manifolds.

The only example known to us of a strongly dynamically convex manifold is (𝑆𝑛−1, 𝜉𝑠𝑡𝑑) and we conjecture
that strongly dynamically convex manifolds are diffeomorphic to spheres. However we can find examples of
dynamically convex manifolds, which are not strongly dynamically convex.

Proposition 2.5. Let (𝑀, 𝜉) be a contact manifold with a dynamically convex contact form 𝛼, 𝑐1(𝜉) = 0 and
suppose a discrete group 𝐺 acts on 𝑀 such that the action is free and proper and 𝛼 is 𝐺−invariant. Then
𝑀/𝐺 with the induced contact form 𝛼̂ is dynamically convex if 𝑐1(𝑘𝑒𝑟𝛼̂,Q) = 0.

Proof. We obtain a covering map 𝑀
𝑝
−→ 𝑀/𝐺 since the action is free and proper. Now a contractible orbit

𝛾 in 𝑀/𝐺 lifts to a contractible Reeb orbit 𝛾̂ in 𝑀 by using the lifting lemma with respect to a filling of 𝛾
by a disk 𝐷 and the the fact that 𝑝∗𝛼̂ = 𝛼. Now around a neighbourhood of a lift of 𝐷, say 𝐷̂, we have a
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strict contactomorphism induced by 𝑝, which would imply that the 𝜇𝐿𝐶𝑍 (𝛾̂) = 𝜇𝐿𝐶𝑍 (𝛾). This would imply
𝑀/𝐺 is dynamically convex as 𝜇𝐿𝐶𝑍 (𝛾̂) ≥ 𝑛 + 1. □

Example 2.6. 2.5 would imply that lens spaces 𝐿 (𝑝, 𝑞) with the standard contact structures they inherit
from 𝑆3 are dynamically convex. However, note that lens spaces arise as links of singularities[Mic20],
therefore conjecture 1.6 which has been proved for links in dimension 3 would imply that they are not
strongly dynamically convex.

Example 2.7. Note that strongly dynamically convex 3−manifolds are necessarily rational homology spheres
by 1.16, thereby apart from lens spaces, a natural candidate to examine is the Poincare homology sphere
(𝑃, 𝜉) with its standard contact structure. However 𝑃 being a brieskorn manifold arising as the link of
a Brieskorn polynomial implies that its not strongly dynamically convex by the proof of 1.6 upto complex
dimension 2.

Definition 2.8 ([BGMZ22]). A contact manifold (𝑀, 𝜉) is said to be algebraically tight if its contact
homology algebra 𝐶𝐻 (𝑌,Λ) over Novikov field Λ doesn’t vanish.

Proposition 2.9. Let (𝑀, 𝜉) be a dynamically convex contact manifold. Then (𝑀, 𝜉) is (algebraically) tight.

Proof. [BGMZ22, Proposition 3.2] states that every contact manifold (𝑀2𝑛−1, 𝜉) with rational first chern
class and supporting a contact form with no contractible orbit of conley zehnder index 4 − 𝑛 is algebraically
tight. Algebraic tightness of a contact manifold implies tightness [CMP19] . □

3. Symplectic Homology

In this section we recall basic facts about symplectic homology. We refer to the the following surveys and
papers for a nice introduction with more details, [CO18],[Laz20],[Oan04],[Sei08]. We follow sign and
grading conventions as in [Laz20].

Definition 3.1. A Liouville domain (𝑊, 𝜆) with a Liouville 1-form 𝜆 is an exact symplectic manifold with
symplectic form 𝑑𝜆 such that the Liouville vector field 𝑋𝜆 defined by 𝑖𝑋𝜆

(𝑑𝜆) = 𝜆 that points transversely
outward to 𝜕𝑊

Definition 3.2. A Weinstein domain (𝑊, 𝜆) is a Liouville domain that can support a Morse function 𝜑 which
has maximal level set 𝜕𝑊 and such that 𝑋𝜆 is a gradient-like vector field for 𝜑.

Note that the boundary (𝜕𝑊, 𝜆 |𝜕𝑊) of a Liouville domain (𝑊, 𝜆) is a contact manifold by definition
with contact form 𝛼 = 𝜆 |𝜕𝑊 and we call 𝑊 , the Liouville filling of 𝜕𝑊 . Given a Liouville domain
(𝑊, 𝜆), we can attach the positive part of the symplectization [1,∞) × 𝜕𝑊 to 𝑊 at 𝜕𝑊 to get the manifold
𝑊̂ := 𝑊

⊔
𝜕𝑊 [1,∞) × 𝜕𝑊 which is called the Liouville completion of 𝑊 . We extend the Liouville form

𝜆 on 𝑊 by 𝑟𝜆 |𝜕𝑊 on the symplectization [1,∞) × 𝜕𝑊 . Here 𝑟 denotes the cylindrical coordinate of the
symplectization and the identification between the symplectization and the Liouville domain is made by the
diffeomorphism induced by the Liouville flow near the boundary.

We say that a Hamiltonian 𝐻 on 𝑊̂ is admissible if 𝐻 is 𝐶2−small in 𝑊 and 𝐻 = 𝑠𝑟 + 𝑐 in 𝑊̂\𝑊 , where
𝑠 denotes the slope and 𝑐 ∈ R. We denote the set of admissible Hamiltonians by 𝐻𝑎𝑑𝑚. We also specify a
class of admissible almost complex structures 𝐽𝑎𝑑𝑚 on 𝑊̂ such that for 𝐽 ∈ 𝐽𝑎𝑑𝑚, we have 𝐽𝑘𝑒𝑟𝛼 = 𝑘𝑒𝑟𝛼,
𝐽 |𝑘𝑒𝑟𝛼 is a compatible almost complex structure on the bundle ker𝛼 and independent of 𝑟, 𝐽 (𝑟𝜕𝑟 ) = 𝑅𝛼 on
𝑊̂\𝑊 and 𝐽 is compatible with the symplectic form on 𝑊̂ .
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For our choice of 𝐻 ∈ 𝐻𝑎𝑑𝑚, the periodic trajectories P(𝐻)of the Hamiltonian vector field 𝑋𝐻 correspond
to Morse critical points on 𝑊 and Reeb orbits on a level 𝑟 in 𝑊̂/𝑊 of period 𝑠 since 𝑋𝐻 = 𝑠𝑅𝛼. The
Hamiltonian orbits are degenerate at the cylindrical end and we consider a small time-dependent pertubation
of 𝐻, so that each 𝑆1 family degenerates into two orbits[BO09].

Given 𝐻 ∈ 𝐻𝑎𝑑𝑚 and 𝐽 ∈ 𝐽𝑎𝑑𝑚, we define 𝑆𝐶 (𝑊, 𝐻, 𝐽) :=
⊕

𝛾∈P(𝐻 ) Z where the Hamiltonian is
considered after a small-time dependent pertubation. When 𝑐1(𝑊,Q) = 0, we can associate a rational
grading 𝜇

Q
𝐶𝑍

to orbits in P(𝐻) and therefore to 𝑆𝐶 (𝑊, 𝐻, 𝐽). We can define a differential 𝜕 : 𝑆𝐶𝑘 →
𝑆𝐶𝑘−1 such that 𝜕𝛾 =

⊕
𝑥∈𝑆𝐶𝑘−1

|M(𝑥, 𝛾, 𝐻, 𝐽)/R|𝑥. After a small-time dependent pertubation of (𝐻, 𝐽),
M(𝑥, 𝛾, 𝐻, 𝐽) can be shown to be a compact 1−dimenisonal manifold , where M(𝑥−, 𝑥+, 𝐻, 𝐽) := {𝑢 :
R × 𝑆1 → 𝑊̂ ; lim𝑠→±∞ 𝑢(𝑠, .) = 𝑥±, 𝜕𝑠𝑢 + 𝐽𝜕𝑡𝑢 − 𝐽𝑋𝐻 = 0}. After quotienting with R and then considering
0−dimensional moduli spaces we can show 𝜕 ◦ 𝜕 = 0 and obtain the homology group of the chain complex
which we denote by 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊, 𝐻, 𝐽).

When slope of 𝐻1 is less than the slope of 𝐻2, there exists a continuation map 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊, 𝐻1, 𝐽1) →
𝑆𝐻 (𝑊, 𝐻2, 𝐽2) and these maps form a directed system. We define the symplectic homology 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊) of
W to be direct limit lim−−→

𝑠𝑙𝑜𝑝𝑒 (𝐻 )
𝑆𝐻 (𝑊, 𝐻, 𝐽).

Note that the main difference between symplectic homology and Hamiltonian Floer homology is the fact
that the underlying manifold is non-compact. Hence we need to use a maximum principle to ensure the
compactness of moduli spaces. However for the maximum principle to work in the moduli spaces involved
in the continuation map, we need the Hamiltonians to have non-decreasing slope.

We have a canonical filtration on symplectic homology induced by the action functional A𝐻 for a small-
time dependent perturbation of 𝐻 ∈ 𝐻𝑎𝑑𝑚. Given 𝛾 ∈ L𝑊 , the action functional is defined by A𝐻 (𝛾) =∫
𝑆1 𝛾

∗𝜆 −
∫
𝑆1 𝐻 (𝛾(𝑡))𝑑𝑡. Note that, following the convention in [Laz20], we consider the positive gradient

flow in Floer trajectories which increases the action and therefore the differential decreases the action. This
implies the existence of a well-defined filtered subcomplex 𝑆𝐶<𝑘 (𝑊, 𝐻, 𝐽) of 𝑆𝐶 (𝑊, 𝐻, 𝐽) whose homology
is denoted by 𝑆𝐻<𝑘 (𝑊, 𝐻, 𝐽). Taking direct limits we can define the filtered symplectic homology groups
𝑆𝐻 (𝑊)<𝑘 := lim−−→

𝑠𝑙𝑜𝑝𝑒 (𝐻 )
𝑆𝐻 (𝑊, 𝐻, 𝐽)<𝑘 .

For a small time dependent perturbation of 𝐻 and 𝜖 > 0 small enough, we have that all the Hamiltonian orbits
of 𝑊̂ correspond to the Morse critical points in 𝑊 as 𝐻 is 𝐶2−small. That is 𝑆𝐶<𝜖 (𝑊, 𝐻, 𝐽) is the Morse
complex with a grading shift. Now the subcomplex 𝑆𝐶+,<𝜖 := 𝑆𝐶/𝑆𝐶<𝜖 is generated by Hamiltonian orbits
corresponding to the Reeb orbits in the symplectization. We obtain an invariant by taking the direct limit of
the homology 𝑆𝐻+,<𝜖 of this chain complex which is called positive symplectic homology 𝑆𝐻+.

(3.3) 𝑆𝐻+(𝑊) = lim−−→
𝑠𝑙𝑜𝑝𝑒 (𝐻 )

𝑆𝐻 (𝑊, 𝐻, 𝐽)+,<𝑘

By construction the short exact sequence of chain complexes 0 → 𝑆𝐶<𝜖 → 𝑆𝐶 → 𝑆𝐶+ → 0 gives an exact
triangle between the Morse homology, symplectic homology and the positive symplectic homology.

Remark 3.4. The symplectic homology groups or positive symplectic homology groups do not depend on
the contact form of 𝜕𝑊 (cf [Rit10, section 3.9] ). More precisely, for a contact form 𝛼 on 𝜕𝑊 , one can show
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that 𝑊 is Liouville isomorphic to a Liouville domain 𝑊 ′ which induces the contact form 𝛼 on 𝜕𝑊 ′ upto a
strict contactomorphism.

Proposition 3.5. For a Liouville domain𝑊2𝑛, there exists a long exact sequence of groups

... 𝐻∗+𝑛 (𝑊, 𝜕𝑊) 𝑆𝐻∗(𝑊) 𝑆𝐻+
∗ (𝑊) 𝐻∗+𝑛−1(𝑊, 𝜕𝑊) ...

Remark 3.6. The grading shift occurs because the morse index of a critical point is related to the Conley
Zehnder index by a difference of 𝑛.

Remark 3.7. The positive symplectic homology groups although being generated by Reeb orbits are not in
general invariants of the contact boundary. It depends on the filling as the Floer trajectories can enter the
filling. However it can be shown that for contact manifolds that admit dynamically convex or more generally
𝐴𝐷𝐶−contact forms as in [Zho20], the positive symplectic homology is independent of fillings𝑊 such that
𝜋1(𝜕𝑊) → 𝜋1(𝑊) is injective and 𝑐1(𝑊,Q) is torsion.

Remark 3.8. For a strongly dynamically convex contact manifold 𝑀2𝑛−1, 𝑆𝐻+
𝑘
(𝑀) = 0 for 𝑘 < 𝑛 + 1 since

there are no generators in these groups.

Note that for a Liouville domain 𝑊 with contact boundary (𝜕𝑊, 𝜉), 𝑐1(𝜉,Q) = 𝑖∗𝑐1(𝑇𝑊,Q). Therefore
𝑐1(𝑇𝑊,Q) = 0 would imply 𝑐1(𝜉,Q) = 0. For Weinstein domains of dimension greater than 6, the converse
is also true and we replicate the argument in [Laz20] with rational coefficients.

Proposition 3.9. For a Weinstein domain𝑊 of dimension 2𝑛 and contact boundary (𝜕𝑊, 𝜉) with 𝑛 ≥ 3, we
have 𝑐1(𝜉,Q) = 0 iff 𝑐1(𝑇𝑊,Q) = 0.

Proof. For the inclusion 𝑖 : 𝜕𝑊 → 𝑊 we have 𝑐1(𝜉,Q) = 𝑖∗𝑐1(𝑇𝑊,Q). This shows that 𝑐1(𝑇𝑊,Q) = 0
implies 𝑐1(𝜉,Q) = 0. To prove the converse, note that any Weinstein domain 𝑊2𝑛 has the homotopy
type of a CW complex of dimension at most 𝑛.Therefore 𝐻2𝑛−2(𝑊,Q) = 0 if 2𝑛 − 2 > 𝑛. Now by
Poincare-Lefshetz duality, we have 𝐻2(𝑊, 𝜕𝑊,Q) � 𝐻2𝑛−2(𝑊,Q) = 0 when 𝑛 ≥ 3. Therefore the long
exact sequence in cohomology 𝐻2(𝑊, 𝜕𝑊,Q) → 𝐻2(𝑊,Q) 𝑖∗−→ 𝐻2(𝜕𝑊,Q) implies that 𝑖∗ is injective and
therefore 𝑐1(𝑇𝑊,Q) = 0 if 𝑐1(𝜉,Q) = 0. □

Remark 3.10. Note that the vanishing of positive symplectic homology is an invariant of dynamically convex
contact manifolds when the manifold is simply connected. This is a consequence of the fact that a manifold
that is simply connected and dynamically convex is by definition strongly ADC and therefore linearized
contact homology is well defined for the contact manifold (it has a unique augmentation) [Cha24], which
vanishes if and only if the positive symplectic homology vanishes for fillable manifolds due to the existence
of the Gysin sequence after identifying linearized contact homology with positive 𝑆1−equivariant symplectic
homology.

Proposition 3.11 ([Vit99]). Given a Liouville subdomain 𝑊 ′ of a Liouville domain 𝑊 , there exists a map
called the Viterbo transfer map 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊) → 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊 ′)

The above maps are used to show that attaching a subcritical handle induces an isomorphism in 𝑆𝐻. For
more details see [Fau16] or [Cie02].
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For cotangent bundles 𝑇∗𝑀 , Viterbo showed that there is an isomorphism between the 𝑆𝐻 (𝑇∗𝑀) and the
homology of the loop space 𝐻∗(L𝑀) with Z/2Z coefficients. In fact this isomorphism can be lifted to Z
coefficients after twisting by a suitable local system([Abo13]). However, the isomorphism with Z/2Z suffices
for us. Note that for a cotangent bundle 𝑇∗𝑀 of a manifold 𝑀 , we have 𝑐1(𝑇∗𝑀) = 0 and conventions are
chosen so that the gradings match.

Theorem 3.12 ([Vit99]). (Viterbo) Given 𝑇∗𝑀 the cotangent bundle of 𝑀 , we have 𝑆𝐻𝑘 (𝑇∗𝑀,Z/2Z) �
𝐻𝑘 (L𝑀,Z/2Z).

Corollary 3.13. (Viterbo) For 𝑇∗𝑀 , we have 𝑆𝐻+
𝑘
(𝑇∗𝑀,Z/2Z) � 𝐻𝑘 (L𝑀, 𝑀,Z/2Z).

Remark 3.14. Note that it is common to consider only contractible orbits in the definition of symplectic
homology. Since the differential preserves the homotopy class of orbits, we get a decomposition 𝑆𝐻 =⊕

𝛾∈𝜋1
𝑆𝐻𝛾 where 𝑆𝐻𝛾 denotes the subgroup generated by orbits in the homotopy class of 𝛾. Proposition

3.5 would go through if we restrict to contractible orbits as all the Morse critical points are included in this
class of orbits. Furthermore this would imply 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊)𝛾 � 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊)+𝛾 for 𝛾 ≠ 0 in 𝜋1(𝑊).

4. Unit Cotangent bundles and dynamical convexity

In this section, we prove theorem 1.13, which states that unit cotangent bundles cannot be strongly dynamically
convex. The main idea of the proof is to use Viterbo’s isomorphism 3.12 and dynamical convexity to obtain
topological information on the free loop space L𝑀 of the base manifold 𝑀 . More precisely, using Viterbo
isomorphism, dynamical convexity would imply that 𝜄∗ : 𝐻𝑘 (𝑀,Z/2Z) → 𝐻𝑘 (L𝑀,Z/2Z) induced by the
inclusion of constant loops, is an isomorphism for 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛 − 1. We can then use the Serre spectral sequence
for the loop-loop fibration and the path-loop fibration to find a contradiction from this fact. A key point in
the proof is that the spectral sequence retains information about the map being an inclusion.

The first result implies that we can use the Leray-Serre spectral sequence without local coefficients.

Theorem 4.1. If the unit cotangent bundle 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 of a smooth manifold 𝑀 is strongly dynamically convex ,
then 𝜋1(𝑀) = 0.

Proof. Let 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 be strongly dynamically convex and assume that 𝜋1(𝑀) ≠ 0. Let 𝑀̂ be a Liouville filling
of 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 such that the Liouville form restricts to a dynamically convex contact form on 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 and 𝑀̂ is
Liouville isomorphic to 𝐷𝑇∗𝑀 (see remark 3.4). Then the invariance of positive symplectic homology for
Liouville isomorphic manifolds implies that 𝑆𝐻+(𝑀̂) � 𝑆𝐻+(𝑇∗𝑀).Strong dynamical convexity implies
that 𝑆𝐻+

𝑘
(𝑇∗𝑀) = 0 for 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛 (3.8). Since 𝑀 is not simply connected, L(𝑀) has more than one

connected component, so 𝐻0(L𝑀, 𝑀) ≠ 0. Now using the positive Viterbo isomorphism theorem 3.13,
𝑆𝐻+

𝑘
(𝑇∗𝑀) � 𝐻𝑘 (L𝑀, 𝑀) we get that 𝑆𝐻+

0 (𝑇
∗𝑀) ≠ 0. This would imply the existence of degree 0 Reeb

orbits and therefore a contradiction. □

The next lemma is the backbone for the contradiction we are going to derive. We use Z2 coefficients so that
we can use the Viterbo isomorphism for all closed manifolds irrespective of whether they are not spin or
orientable.

Lemma 4.2. If the unit cotangent bundle 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 of a simply connected manifold 𝑀 admits a non-degenerate
dynamically convex contact form 𝜆, then the map 𝜄∗ : 𝐻𝑘 (𝑀;Z2) → 𝐻𝑘 (L𝑀;Z2) induced by the inclusion
of constant loops, is an isomorphism for 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛 − 1.
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Proof. We consider a Liouville filling (𝑀, 𝜆) of 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 such that 𝜆 |𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 = 𝜆 and (𝑀, 𝜆) is Liouville
isomorphic to the disc cotangent bundle. Now since positive symplectic homology of dynamically convex
contact manifolds is an invariant of Liouville manifolds, we get that 𝑆𝐻+(𝐷𝑇∗𝑀) � 𝑆𝐻+(𝑀).

The long exact sequence from proposition 3.5 in the case of the disc cotangent bundle 𝐷𝑇∗𝑀 is
· · · → 𝑆𝐻+

𝑘+1(𝐷𝑇
∗𝑀;Z2) → 𝐻𝑘+𝑛 (𝐷𝑇∗𝑀, 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀;Z2)→ 𝑆𝐻𝑘 (𝐷𝑇∗𝑀;Z2) → 𝑆𝐻+

𝑘 (𝐷𝑇
∗𝑀;Z2) → · · ·

Now, 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 being dynamically convex implies that the groups 𝑆𝐻+
𝑘
(𝐷∗𝑇𝑀;Z2) vanish for 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛. Therefore,

the exact sequence gives
𝐻𝑘+𝑛 (𝐷𝑇∗𝑀, 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀;Z2) � 𝑆𝐻𝑘 (𝐷𝑇∗𝑀,Z2) for 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛 − 1.

By Thom isomorphism we have
𝐻𝑘+𝑛 (𝐷𝑇∗𝑀, 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀;Z2) � 𝐻𝑘 (𝑀;Z2)

and Viterbo’s isomorphism implies that
𝑆𝐻𝑘 (𝐷𝑇∗𝑀,Z2) � 𝐻𝑘 (L𝑀,Z2).

Under these identifications, the map 𝐻𝑘+𝑛 (𝐷𝑇∗𝑀, 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀;Z2) → 𝑆𝐻𝑘 (𝐷𝑇∗𝑀;Z2) is the map induced by
inclusion of constant loops 𝜄∗ : 𝐻𝑘 (𝑀;Z2) → 𝐻𝑘 (L𝑀;Z2) which is an isomorphism in the case 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛−1 □

To derive the contradiction we work with the path-loop fibration and loop-loop fibration to compute the ho-
mology groups 𝐻𝑘 (Ω𝑀;Z2), 𝐻𝑘 (L𝑀;Z2) and 𝐻𝑘 (𝑀;Z2) using the above lemma. We recall the definitions
of these fibrations, the Leray-Serre exact sequence in homology and several of its properties which we shall
use.

The path space P𝑥𝑋 of a manifold 𝑋 is given by P𝑥𝑋 = {𝛾 : [0, 1] → 𝑋, 𝛾(0) = 𝑥}.

Theorem 4.3. The evaluation map 𝑝 : P𝑥𝑋 → 𝑋 given by 𝑝(𝛾) = 𝛾(1) is a Serre fibration with fibre the
based loop space Ω𝑥𝑋 = {𝛾 : [0, 1] → 𝑋, 𝛾(0) = 𝛾(1) = 𝑥}

Theorem 4.4. The evaluation map 𝑝 : L𝑋 → 𝑋 given by 𝑝(𝛾) = 𝛾(0) is a Serre fibration with fibre Ω𝑥 (𝑋).
Furthermore 𝑝 ◦ 𝑖 = 𝐼𝑑 where 𝑖 : 𝑋 → L𝑋 is the inclusion of constant loops.

Remark 4.5. The fibration in 4.3 is called the path-loop fibration and the fibration in 4.4 is called the
loop-loop fibration

Theorem 4.6 ([Ser51][Ler50]). Leray-Serre Spectral Sequence Let 𝐹 𝑖−→ 𝐸
𝑝
−→ 𝐵 be a fibration with 𝐵

simply connected. Then, there exists a collection of differential bi-graded abelian groups {𝐸𝑟
𝑝,𝑞, 𝑑𝑟 } such

that

(1) 𝑑𝑟 : 𝐸𝑟
𝑝,𝑞 → 𝐸𝑝−𝑟 ,𝑞+𝑟−1 satisfies 𝑑𝑟 ◦ 𝑑𝑟 = 0 and 𝐸𝑟+1

𝑝,𝑞 = 𝑘𝑒𝑟𝑑𝑟/𝐼𝑚𝑑𝑟
(2) 𝐸𝑟

𝑝,𝑞 converges to 𝐻𝑝+𝑞 (𝐸)

Corollary 4.7 ([McC01]Example 5D). Serre exact sequence: Let 𝐹 𝑖−→ 𝐸
𝑝
−→ 𝐵 be a fibration with 𝐵 simply

connected. Suppose 𝐻𝑖 (𝐵) = 0 for 0 < 𝑖 < 𝑝 and 𝐻 𝑗 (𝐹) = 0 for 0 < 𝑗 < 𝑞. Then there exist an exact
sequence

𝐻𝑝+𝑞−1(𝐹) → 𝐻𝑝+𝑞−1(𝐸) → 𝐻𝑝+𝑞−1(𝐵) → 𝐻𝑝+𝑞−2(𝐹) → · · ·𝐻1(𝐸) → 0
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Proposition 4.8. Let 𝑀 be a simply connected manifold and let 𝜄∗ : 𝐻𝑘 (𝑀;Z2) → 𝐻𝑘 (L𝑀;Z2) be the map
induced by inclusion of constant loops. If 𝜄∗ is an isomorphism for 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛 − 1, then

𝐻𝑘 (𝑀;Z2) = 0 for 1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛 − 1,

𝐻𝑘 (L𝑀;Z2) = 0 for 1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛 − 1,
and,

𝐻𝑘 (Ω𝑀;Z2) =
{
Z2 for 𝑘 = 𝑛 − 1
0 for 1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛 − 2.

Proof. Note that 𝜋1(𝑀) = 0 implies 𝐻1(𝑀) = 0 and therefore 𝐻1(L𝑀) = 0. Let 𝜋 : L𝑀 → 𝑀 be the
fibration map, then 𝜋 ◦ 𝜄 = 𝐼𝑑 =⇒ 𝜋∗ ◦ 𝜄∗ = 𝐼𝑑. Therefore, 𝜄∗ being an isomorphism for 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛 − 1 implies
that 𝜋∗ is an isomorphism for 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛 − 1.

Throughout the proof, we work with Z2 coefficients which we omit from the notations for the sake of brevity.
This choice of coefficients also resolves any problems regarding extensions in the limiting page. We use the
Serre spectral sequences for the path-loop fibration and the loop-loop fibration as well as an induction to
prove our claim.

𝐻2(Ω𝑀)

𝐻1(Ω𝑀)

Z 0 𝐻2(𝑀) 𝐻3(𝑀) 𝐻𝑛−1(𝑀) Z

𝑑2

· · ·

Figure 1. Page 2 of the spectral sequence for the loop-loop fibration

Since the edge homomorphism 𝐻2(L𝑀) → 𝐸∞
(2,0) → · · · → 𝐸2

(2,0) = 𝐻2(𝑀) in the spectral sequence
for the loop-loop fibration coincides with the fibration map 𝜋∗ [Mil21, Proposition 64.2] , we have that
𝐸2
(2,0) = 𝐻2(𝑀) persists till the limiting page. This implies that 𝑑2 = 0. The fact that the differential

𝑑2 vanishes forces 𝐸2
(0,1) = 𝐻1(Ω𝑀) to persist until the last page. The isomorphism 𝐻2(L𝑀) = 𝐻2(𝑀)

implies that in the limiting page 𝐻2(𝑀) is the sole contributor to 𝐻2(L𝑀). Therefore, 𝐻1(Ω𝑀) = 0.

We have the Serre exact sequence 4.7 in low degrees for the path-loop fibration,

𝐻2(P𝑀) → 𝐻2(𝑀) → 𝐻1(Ω𝑀) → 𝐻1(P𝑀) → 𝐻1(𝑀) → 0
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The contractibility of the path space P𝑀 implies 𝐻2(𝑀) � 𝐻1(Ω𝑀) and therefore

𝐻2(𝑀) = 𝐻2(L𝑀) = 0

Now, assume by induction, that for 0 < 𝑖 < 𝑝 < 𝑛, 𝐻𝑖 (𝑀) = 0 and𝐻𝑖−1(Ω𝑀) = 0. The edge homomorphism
𝐻𝑝 (L𝑀) → 𝐸∞

(𝑝,0) → · · · → 𝐸2
(𝑝,0) = 𝐻𝑝 (𝑀) coincides with the fibration map 𝜋∗ and this implies that

𝐸2
(𝑝,0) = 𝐻𝑝 (𝑀) would remain until the limiting page. Therefore 𝑑𝑝 = 0. This forces 𝐻𝑝−1(Ω𝑀) to persist

until the limiting page.

𝐻𝑝−1(Ω𝑀)

...

0
...

0 0 · · ·

Z 0 0 0 · · · 𝐻𝑝 (𝑀)

𝑑𝑝

Figure 2. 𝑝th page of the spectral sequence for the loop-loop fibration

The fact that 𝐻𝑝−1(Ω𝑀) persists and that 𝐻𝑝−1(L𝑀) =
⊕

𝐸∞
(𝑖, 𝑝−1−𝑖) implies 𝐻𝑝−1(Ω𝑀) = 0.

Using the Serre exact sequence for path-loop fibration, we have

→ 𝐻2𝑝−2(Ω𝑀) → · · · → 𝐻𝑝 (Ω𝑀) → 𝐻𝑝 (P𝑀) → 𝐻𝑝 (𝑀) → 𝐻𝑝−1(Ω𝑀) → 0 → · · ·

The contractibility of P𝑀 implies that 𝐻𝑝 (𝑀) � 𝐻𝑝−1(Ω𝑀) = 0. Therefore 𝐻𝑝 (L𝑀) � 𝐻𝑝 (𝑀) = 0.

Finally, we have to show 𝐻𝑛−1(Ω𝑀) = Z2 but this follows directly from the Serre exact sequence of the
path-loop fibration and the fact that the path space is contractible. □

Remark 4.9. To prove proposition 4.8, we used the extra information that the isomorphism in 4.2 is induced
by the inclusion of constant loops.

Theorem 4.10 (Theorem 1.3). The unit cotangent bundle 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 of a simply connected closed manifold 𝑀
(not necessarily orientable) with standard contact structure cannot be dynamically convex.

Proof. We examine the Serre exact sequence 4.7 of the loop-loop fibration

(4.11) 𝐻𝑛 (Ω𝑀) → 𝐻𝑛 (L𝑀)
𝑝∗−−→ 𝐻𝑛 (𝑀) 𝛿−→ 𝐻𝑛−1(Ω𝑀) 𝑖∗−→ 𝐻𝑛−1(L𝑀) → 0

Note that 𝑝 ◦ 𝑖𝑀 = 𝐼𝑑 (where 𝑖𝑀 is inclusion of constant loops) implies 𝑝∗ ◦ 𝑖𝑀∗ = 𝑖𝑑 and therefore 𝑝∗
is surjective. By exactness, we have 𝛿 = 0 and hence 𝑖∗ : 𝐻𝑛−1(Ω𝑀) → 𝐻𝑛−1(L𝑀) is injective. Then,
𝐻𝑛−1(Ω𝑀) = Z2 and 𝐻𝑛−1(L𝑀) = 0, gives us a contradiction. □
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Corollary 4.12 (Theorem 1.13). The unit cotangent bundle 𝑆𝑇∗𝑀 of a closed manifold 𝑀 cannot be strongly
dynamically convex.

Proof. Theorem 4.1 implies 𝑀 is simply connected and since strongly dynamically convex manifolds are
dynamically convex, we obtain the result, using theorem 4.10. □

5. Dynamical convexity and surgery

The idea to obstruct dynamical convexity after surgery on Weinstein fillable contact manifolds is to observe
the changes in 𝑆𝐻+ and in the homology after performing surgery. We refer to [Fau20] for details on how
attaching a handle induces maps on the canonical long exact sequence of symplectic homology. In particular,
the author shows that, after handle attachment, the Viterbo transfer map 3.11 still respects the action filtration
and therefore induces a map on the long exact sequence 3.5.

Note that 𝑆𝐻 =
⊕

𝛾∈𝜋1
𝑆𝐻𝛾 where 𝑆𝐻𝛾 denotes the subgroup generated by orbits in the homotopy class

of 𝛾. In this section we only consider the subgroup generated by contractible orbits and denote it by 𝑆𝐻
or 𝑆𝐻+ for the sake of brevity. We also only consider 𝑆𝐻, 𝑆𝐻+ and homology/cohomology groups over Q
coefficients but omit the coefficients from the notation.

If𝑊 ′ is the domain obtained from attaching an index-𝑘 handle to a Weinstein domain𝑊 we have that

𝐻∗(𝑊 ′,𝑊) � 𝐻∗(𝐷𝑘 , 𝑆𝑘−1).

Therefore the long exact sequence in cohomology

· · · 𝐻∗(𝑊 ′,𝑊) 𝐻∗(𝑊 ′) 𝐻∗(𝑊) 𝐻∗+1(𝑊 ′,𝑊) · · ·

implies that 𝐻𝑛 (𝑊 ′) � 𝐻𝑛 (𝑊) when 𝑛 ≠ 𝑘, 𝑘 − 1. The following part of the long exact sequence

0 𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊 ′) 𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊) Z 𝐻𝑘 (𝑊 ′) 𝐻𝑘 (𝑊) 0

implies that

either

{
rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊) = rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊 ′)) + 1
rk(𝐻𝑘 (𝑊 ′)) = rk(𝐻𝑘 (𝑊))

or

{
rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊 ′)) = rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊)
rk(𝐻𝑘 (𝑊 ′)) = rk(𝐻𝑘 (𝑊)) + 1

Remark 5.1. The following proofs in this also hold for non-Weinstein fillable contact manifolds if the fillings
have vanishing rational first chern class.

Theorem 5.2 (Theorem 1.18). Let 𝑀 be a dynamically convex Weinstein fillable contact manifold of
dimension greater than 5. Let 𝑀 ′ be a manifold that is obtained by subcritical or flexible surgery on 𝑀 , then
𝑀 ′ cannot be dynamically convex.

Proof. Assume 𝑀 ′ is dynamically convex. Let𝑊 and𝑊 ′ be the Weinstein fillings of 𝑀 and 𝑀 ′ respectively.
By propositon [3.9], 𝑐1(𝑀,Q) = 0 and 𝑐1(𝑀 ′,Q) = 0 implies that 𝑐1(𝑊,Q) = 0 and 𝑐1(𝑊 ′,Q) = 0
respectively. Therefore, we have a rational grading for the symplectic homology groups.
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The maps induced by surgery on the canonical long exact sequence [Fau20, section 2.8] are
· · · 𝑆𝐻+

𝑛−𝑘+2 (𝑊
′) 𝐻𝑘−1 (𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−𝑘+1 (𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻+

𝑛−𝑘+1 (𝑊
′) 𝐻𝑘 (𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−𝑘 (𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻+

𝑛−𝑘 (𝑊
′)

· · · 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛−𝑘+2 (𝑊) 𝐻𝑘−1 (𝑊) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−𝑘+1(𝑊) 𝑆𝐻+

𝑛−𝑘+1(𝑊) 𝐻𝑘 (𝑊) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−𝑘 (𝑊) 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛−𝑘 (𝑊)

In the above diagram, the induced maps on 𝑆𝐻 are isomorphisms as subcritical handle attachment preserves
symplectic homology. By dynamical convexity, the positive symplectic homology groups 𝑆𝐻+ are 0 for 𝑊
and𝑊 ′ in degree less than 𝑛 + 1.

Assume the index 𝑘 of the handle is greater than one, then the 5 lemma implies that the homology groups at
level 𝑘 and 𝑘 − 1 are isomorphic. This is a contradiction since attaching a handle changes the rank of one
of the above groups by 1. If the handle is of index 1, 𝐻0(𝑊) � 𝐻0(𝑊 ′), since connectedness is preserved.
Therefore the ranks of 𝐻1(𝑊 ′) and 𝐻1(𝑊) differ by 1 but the 5 lemma implies they are isomorphic. Hence
a contradiction. □

Corollary 5.3. Let 𝑀 be a Weinstein fillable contact manifold of dimension greater than 5. Assume 𝑀 is
strongly dynamically convex. Let 𝑀 ′ be a manifold obtained from 𝑀 by a subcritical or a flexible surgery,
then 𝑀 ′ cannot be strongly dynamically convex.

Proof. Since strong dynamical convexity implies dynamical convexity, 5.2 implies the corollary. □

Theorem 5.4 (Theorem 1.19). Let 𝑀 ′ be a manifold obtained by a contact 0−surgery on a Weinstein -fillable
contact manifold with vanishing rational first chern class. Then 𝑀 ′ cannot be dynamically convex.

Proof. Let 𝑊 and 𝑊 ′ be the Weinstein fillings of 𝑀 and 𝑀 ′ respectively. Assume that 𝑀 ′ is dynamically
convex. We have by 3.9, that the chern classes of the fillings vanish. Dynamical convexity of 𝑀 ′, implies
that 𝑆𝐻+

𝑘
(𝑊 ′) = 0 for 𝑘 < 𝑛+1. Now, observing the diagram induced by surgery on the long exact sequence,

𝐻0(𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛 (𝑊 ′) 𝐻1(𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−1(𝑊 ′)

𝐻0(𝑊) 𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊) 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛 (𝑊) 𝐻1(𝑊) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−1(𝑊)

we note that, since attaching a 1-handle is subcritical, the second and last arrows on symplectic homology
are isomorphisms. Also note that since connectedness is preserved 𝐻0 remains invariant and therefore
rk(𝐻1(𝑊 ′)) = rk(𝐻1(𝑊)) + 1. The map 𝐻1(𝑊 ′) → 𝐻1(𝑊), induced by inclusion, is surjective by the long
exact sequence in cohomology in section 5. Therefore, by the 4-lemma ([Mac12, Chapter 12 Lemma 3.1]),
the map 𝑆𝐻+

𝑛 (𝑊 ′) → 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛 (𝑊) is a surjection. The vanishing of 𝑆𝐻+

𝑛 (𝑊 ′) implies that 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛 (𝑊) vanishes.

Since the second, third and fifth vertical maps are isomorphisms, the 4−lemma implies that the fourth vertical
map is injective which is a contradiction. □

Corollary 5.5. Let 𝑀 ′ be a manifold obtained by performing 0−surgery on a Weinstein -fillable contact
manifold with vanishing rational chern class. Then 𝑀 ′ cannot be strongly dynamically convex.

Theorem 5.6. Let 𝑀2𝑛−1, 𝑛 ≥ 2, be a dynamically convex manifold which admits a Liouville filling 𝑊2𝑛.
Then either𝑊 is a homology sphere or 𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊) = Z.
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Proof. We examine part of the canonical long exact sequence,

𝐻0(𝑊) → 𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊) → 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛 (𝑊).

Since 𝑀 := 𝜕𝑊 is dynamically convex, 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛 (𝑊) = 0. This implies that the map 𝐻0(𝑊) → 𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊) is

surjective. Note that if we work with coefficients over any field 𝑘 , we have that 𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊) = 𝑘 or 0. Using the
universal coefficients theorem, we have 𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊) = Z or 0. If 𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊) = 0, then 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊) = 0, since the unit
is in 𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊). In fact, 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊) = 0 and 𝑆𝐻+

𝑘
(𝑊) = 0 for 𝑘 < 𝑛 + 1 implies that 𝐻𝑞 (𝑊, 𝜕𝑊) = 0 for 𝑞 < 2𝑛.

Using the fact that W is compact with boundary 𝜕𝑊 , we have 𝐻2𝑛 (𝑊, 𝜕𝑊) = Z. □

Corollary 5.7. If 𝑀 is a simply connected fillable contact manifold of dimension at least 5, then 𝑀 is
diffeomorphic to a sphere or 𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊) = Z for any Liouville filling.

Proof. If 𝑀 is simply connected, dynamically convex and of dimension at least 5, then by [KO24] 𝑀 is
diffeomorphic to a sphere if the filling has vanishing 𝑆𝐻. This follows from the h-cobordism theorem. Note
that vanishing of 𝑆𝐻+ is independent of the filling by 3.10. □

Remark 5.8. Note that a simply connected dynamically convex contact manifold is strongly dynamically
convex, so all such manifolds that are non-diffeomorphic to spheres should have 𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊) = Z for any filling
if such manifolds exist.

Corollary 5.9 (Theorem 1.20). Let Λ be the class of manifolds that admit fillings with non-vanishing
symplectic homology, then for 𝑌1, . . . 𝑌𝑘 ∈ Λ, 𝑘 > 1, the connected sum #𝑘𝑌𝑖 and the manifolds obtained by
subcritical/flexible surgeries on this class of connected sums cannot be dynamically convex.

Proof. Let 𝐾 := #𝑘𝑌𝑖 . For a filling 𝑊 of 𝐾 , 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊1#𝑊2) = 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊1) ⊕ 𝑆𝐻 (𝑊2). This implies that
rk(𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝐾)) > 1. By 5.7, 𝐾 is not dynamically convex. Let 𝐾 ′ be the manifold obtained by subcritical
surgery on 𝐾 . Then since subcritical/flexible surgery induces a isomorphism on symplectic homology
groups, 5.7 implies that 𝐾 ′ cannot be dynamically convex. □

Theorem 5.10 (Theorem 1.21). Let 𝑊2𝑛, 𝑛 ≥ 3, be a Weinstein domain which is a rational homology ball,
that is 𝐻𝑘 (𝑊, 𝜕𝑊) = Q for 𝑘 = 2𝑛 and 0 otherwise. Then attaching a flexible/subcritical handle produces
a manifold𝑊 ′ such that 𝜕𝑊 ′ cannot be dynamically convex.

Proof. Assume 𝜕𝑊 ′ is dynamically convex. Since𝑊 is a rational homology ball, 𝐻2(𝑊) = 0 by Poincare-
Lefshetz duality which implies 𝑐1(𝜕𝑊,Q) = 0. Therefore by 3.9, the Chern classes vanish. Let 𝑘 be the
index of the handle. We examine the maps induced by surgery on the long exact sequence,

𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−𝑘+1(𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛−𝑘+1(𝑊

′) 𝐻𝑘 (𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−𝑘 (𝑊 ′)

𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−𝑘+1(𝑊) 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛−𝑘+1(𝑊) 𝐻𝑘 (𝑊) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−𝑘 (𝑊)

Since the index 𝑘 of the handle is less than 𝑛+1 and since subcritical/flexible surgery preserves 𝑆𝐻, we have
that the second and the fifth vertical maps are isomorphisms. As before, we have

either,

{
rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊)) = rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊 ′)) + 1 and
rk(𝐻𝑘 (𝑊 ′)) = rk(𝐻𝑘 (𝑊))

or,

{
rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊 ′)) = rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊) and
rk(𝐻𝑘 (𝑊 ′)) = rk(𝐻𝑘 (𝑊)) + 1

.
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Since 𝑊 is a rational homology ball, we cannot have rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊)) = rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊 ′)) + 1. Therefore
rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊 ′)) = rk(𝐻𝑘−1(𝑊) and rk(𝐻𝑘 (𝑊 ′)) = rk(𝐻𝑘 (𝑊)) + 1.

Since the map 𝐻𝑘 (𝑊,Q) → 𝐻𝑘 (𝑊,Q) is induced by inclusion, it is surjective. Therefore using the
4−lemma, we get that the map 𝑆𝐻+

𝑛−𝑘+1(𝑊
′) → 𝑆𝐻+

𝑛−𝑘+1(𝑊) is surjective. Since the maps 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛−𝑝+1(𝑊

′) →
𝑆𝐻+

𝑛−𝑝+1(𝑊) are epimorphisms, using the 4-lemma on the surgery diagram, we obtain that

rk(𝑆𝐻+
𝑞 (𝑊 ′)) ≥ rk(𝑆𝐻+

𝑞 (𝑊))
for all 𝑞 ∈ Z; in particular for 𝑞 ≤ 𝑛. If (𝑆𝐻+

𝑞 (𝑊)) ≠ 0 for some 𝑞 ≤ 𝑛, then 𝑆𝐻+
𝑞 (𝑊 ′) ≠ 0 and therefore 𝑀 ′

cannot be dynamically convex. Therefore we must have 𝑆𝐻+
𝑞 (𝑊) = 𝑆𝐻+

𝑞 (𝑊 ′) = 0 for 𝑞 ≤ 𝑛. The long exact
sequence 3.5 for 𝑊 implies 𝑆𝐻𝑞 (𝑊) � 𝐻𝑛−𝑞 (𝑊) = 0 for 𝑞 < 𝑛. Since subcritical/flexible surgery doesn’t
change 𝑆𝐻, we have 𝑆𝐻𝑞 (𝑊 ′) = 𝑆𝐻𝑞 (𝑊) = 0 for 𝑞 < 𝑛. The long exact sequence 3.5 for 𝑊 ′ thus implies
𝐻𝑖 (𝑊 ′) = 0 for 𝑖 ≠ 0 and 𝐻0(𝑊 ′) = 0. This is a contradiction since 𝐻𝑘 (𝑊 ′) ≠ 0. □

Corollary 5.11. Let 𝑀 ′ be a contact manifold obtained by subcritical/flexible surgery on a contact manifold
𝑀 admitting a Weinstein filling which is a rational homology ball. Then 𝑀 ′ cannot be strongly dynamically
convex.

Theorem 5.12 (Theorem 1.22). The connected sum of any Weinstein fillable contact manifold with any unit
cotangent bundle 𝐷𝑇∗𝑁 of a simply connected manifold 𝑁 cannot be dynamically convex.

Proof. Let 𝑀 denote the disjoint union of the unit cotangent bundle and the Weinstein fillable manifold and
𝑀 ′ denote their connected sum. Let𝑊 be the filling of 𝑀 and𝑊 ′ the Weinstein filling of 𝑀 ′. Assume that
𝑀 ′ is dynamically convex. Using proposition 3.9, the rational first chern classes of the fillings vanish.

We can consider the process of connected sum as attaching a one handle to two components of 𝑀 , thus
decreasing the rank of 𝐻0 by 1 and preserving the ranks of all the higher cohomology groups. 𝑆𝐻 remains
invariant as we are performing subcritical surgery.

Now, if 𝑆𝐻+
𝑘
(𝑊) = 0 for 𝑘 < 𝑛 + 1, then 𝑆𝐻+

𝑘
(𝐷𝑇∗𝑁) = 0 for 𝑘 < 𝑛 + 1. The proof of lemma 4.2 holds and

this would imply 𝐻𝑘 (𝑁,Z/2Z) ↩→ 𝐻𝑘 (L𝑁,Z/2Z) under inclusion is an isomorphism for 𝑘 < 𝑛 + 1. Since
𝑁 is simply connected the argument following Lemma 4.2 in section 4 using the Serre spectral sequence
would give a contradiction. Therefore there exists 𝑘 < 𝑛 + 1 such that 𝑆𝐻+

𝑘
(𝑊) = 0.

Therefore by analyzing the same induced sequence by surgery as above and using the five lemma we get that
if 𝑆𝐻+

𝑘
(𝑊) ≠ 0 for 𝑘 < 𝑛, then 𝑆𝐻+

𝑘
(𝑊 ′) ≠ 0 and therefore the connected sum is not dynamically convex.

When 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛 (𝑊) ≠ 0, we consider a part of the diagram of exact sequences

𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛 (𝑊 ′) 𝐻1(𝑊 ′) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−1(𝑊 ′)

𝑆𝐻𝑛 (𝑊) 𝑆𝐻+
𝑛 (𝑊) 𝐻1(𝑊) 𝑆𝐻𝑛−1(𝑊)

The first, third and fourth vertical maps are isomorphisms, therefore the 4-lemma implies that the second
map is surjective and therefore 𝑆𝐻+

𝑛 (𝑊 ′) ≠ 0. Thus,𝑊 ′ cannot be strongly dynamically convex. □

Corollary 5.13. The connected sum of a weinstein fillable contact manifold with the unit cotangent bundle
of a simply connected manifold cannot be strongly dynamically convex.
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