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Abstract

In this paper we consider Monge—Ampere equations on compact Hessian manifolds,
or equivalently Monge—Ampere equations on certain unbounded convex domains in
Euclidean space, with a periodicity constraint given by the action of an affine group.
In the case where the affine group action is volume preserving, i.e., when the manifold
is special, the solvability of the corresponding Monge—Ampere equation was first
established by Cheng and Yau using the continuity method. In the general case we set
up a variational framework involving certain dual manifolds and a generalization of the
classical Legendre transform. We give existence and uniqueness results and elaborate
on connections to optimal transport and quasi-periodic tilings of convex domains.

Keywords Affine geometry - Hessian manifolds - Monge—Ampere equations -
Optimal transport

Mathematics Subject Classification 53C25 - 58J99

1 Introduction

Let €2 be an open convex subset of R”. Let IT be a group that acts freely on €2 by affine
transformations in such a way that there is a compact E C 2 satisfying Q = I1E,
ie., M = Q/II is a smooth compact manifold. Assume also that €2 admits a proper
convex function, @, such that its Hessian tensor
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is IT-invariant. The action on € C R” induces an action on d®y(2) C (R")*, where
ddg : 2 — (R")* is the usual derivative of ®¢. This action is defined by the relation

d®g(x) = p & dPo(y (x)) = y.p, (D

where p € d®(2) and y € II. Let u and v be locally finite [1-invariant measures
(throughout this paper all measures are assumed to be Borel) on €2 and d® (£2), respec-
tively. Assuming p has a density f and v has a density g, we will consider the equation

g (d®(x)) det (P (x)) = cf (x), @

for a suitable constant ¢ > 0. We will demand of a solution that it is convex and that its
Hessian tensor is invariant under IT. We will say that an absolutely continuous measure
W = pdx is non-degenerate if for any compact E C Qitholdsthat p > cg > 0.Recall
also that a convex (not necessarily smooth) function, ®, is an Alexandrov solution of
(2) if the multivalued map d® satisfies

e
A dd(A)

for all measurable A C 2. Note that in this setting 1 and v does not have to be
absolutely continuous. Our main theorem is

Theorem 1.1 Let , 1, and ®q satisfy the conditions above. Assume that . and v
are locally finite T1-invariant measures on 2 and d®(2), respectively. Then there
is a unique constant ¢ > 0 such that (2) admits an Alexandrov solution of the form
® = &g + u for a M-invariant function u. If v is absolutely continuous with full
support, then the solution is unique up to an additive constant. Moreover if u and v
are both absolutely continuous with non-degenerate C*¢ densities, then ® is Ck+>.

See the end of Sect. 2.1 for examples of €2, IT, and ® satisfying the assumptions
of Theorem 1.1. For now, we just note that Theorem 1.1 covers the class of flat
Riemannian manifolds. In dimension two, this class contains the Two-Torus and the
Klein Bottle. In dimension three the number of examples is ten. Moreover, with the
extensions to the orbifold case given in Sect. 7, Theorem 1.1 cover the class of Space
Groups of which there are 17 examples in dimension two and 230 in dimension three
[1]. For examples where the affine transformations are not volume preserving, see [22,
p- 287].

1.1 Geometric Formulation

Theorem 1.1 is a reformulation of a geometric result (Theorem 1.2) regarding Monge—
Ampere equations on compact Hessian manifolds. To state it we will need some
terminology from affine geometry. An affine manifold is a topological manifold M
equipped with a distinguished atlas (U;, x*) such that the transition maps x* o (x/)~!
are affine. Equivalently, an affine manifold is a smooth manifold equipped with a flat
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torsion-free connection V on 7' M. The coordinates in the distinguished atlas are often
referred to as affine coordinates on M. A function, f, on M is said to be affine (or
convex) if it is affine (convex) in the affine coordinates or, equivalently, its second
derivative with respect to V

2

d
Vdf = f
dx,- Xj

dx; ® de 3)

vanishes (is semi-positive). A Hessian metric on an affine manifold M is a Riemannian
metric g which is locally of the form (3). In other words, there is a covering {U;} of
M and smooth functions {¢; : U; — R} such that

g = Vdg. “

A Hessian manifold, (M, {¢;}), is an affine manifold M together with a Hessian metric
{¢:}. For short we write ¢ instead of the collection {¢;}. Note that as a consequence
of (4), we have that ¢; — ¢; is locally affine where it is defined. We will explain in
Sect. 2 how the data {¢; — ¢} define a principal R-bundle L — M that respects the
affine structure on M (affine R-bundle for short). We will say that Hessian metrics
defining the same affine R-bundle lie in the same Kdhler class, and will occasionally
refer to a Hessian manifold only using the data (M, L) without giving reference to a
specific Hessian metric.

An affine manifold is special if the transition maps preserve the Euclidean vol-
ume form on R” or, equivalently, if the holonomy associated to V sits in SL(n, R).
An important property of special Hessian manifolds is that the real Monge—Ampere
measure of the Hessian metric

2

MA(¢) = det (dd ¢

Xidx;

)dxlA“-Ad)Cj 5)

is invariant under coordinate transformations and globally defines a measure on M.
Indeed, differential equations involving this operator have been studied in a number of
papers. Existence and uniqueness for associated Monge—Ampere equations on special
Hessian manifolds were first given by Cheng and Yau [8], and Delanog [12] extends
the result to general Hessian manifolds, under smoothness assumptions. Further, also
using the continuity method, in [5] it is shown that f € C%¢ along with a two-sided
bound on f suffices. A key point of this paper is that a variational approach yields
existence of weak solutions for a wider class of measures; in particular, we do not need
to assume that f > 0. Further the variational approach also generalizes in a straight-
forward manner to equations with a Kéhler—FEinstein-like structure. In this paper we
will explain that, although the expression in (5) is only well defined as a measure when
M is special, it is possible to, by fixing an absolutely continuous measure v on a certain
dual manifold, define a Monge—Ampere operator on general Hessian manifolds. This
is in contrast to the approach in [5] where the operator in (5) is generalized to a non-
special setting by considering 2-densities. More precisely, we will explain that the data
(M, L) defines a dual Hessian manifold M*. This is essentially the same construction
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found in the literature on the Strominger—Yau—Zaslow picture of mirror symmetry
(see for example [2, pp. 428-429]). Given a measure v on M* and a Hessian metric
¢ on M, we define a v-Monge—Ampere measure MA, (¢) (see Definition 2.22) and
consider the equation

MA,(¢) = u Q)

for measures p on M. We will also introduce a concept of weak solutions to this
equation. The majority of Sect. 3 is devoted to the proof of the following main theorem.

Theorem 1.2 Let (M, ¢g) be a compact Hessian manifold. Let v and v be probability
measures on M and M*, respectively. Then there is a continuous function u on M, such
that ¢ = ¢o + u solves (6) in the weak sense. If v is absolutely continuous and ¢ and
¢o are solutions to (6), then ¢po — @1 is constant. If, in addition, ( and v are absolutely
continuous with non-degenerate C**-densities for some k € N and a € (0, 1), then
the solution is Ck+2<

Remark 1 The constant ¢ in Theorem 1.1 is determined by the fact that u and cv should
define measures of equal mass on ©/IT and 2*/I1. In Theorem 1.2 this obstruction
is handled by demanding that both i and v are probability measures.

Remark 2 In [5] Caffarelli and Viaclovsky consider a certain type of Monge—Ampére
equations on non-special Hessian manifolds, namely equations of the form

det(¢j) = p°,

where p is a density on M. In other words, they consider equations involving the
expression det(¢;;) which transforms as the square of a density on M. We stress that
our approach is different. The v-Monge—Ampere defines a measure on M regardless
if M is special or not.

It will follow from the construction that if M is special then M* is special. If
we choose v as the canonical V-parallel measure on M*, then (6) reduces to the
standard inhomogenous Monge—Ampere equation on special manifolds considered in
the literature.

While Theorem 1.1 considers affine actions on domains in Euclidean space respect-
ing a convex exhaustion function, Theorem 1.2 considers abstract Hessian manifolds.
These two points of view are equivalent by a theorem of Shima (See [20, Theorem B,
p- 386]). An important aspect of this work is that most of the paper is set in the
setting of abstract Hessian manifolds and that we adapt the framework of optimal
transport to suit this setting. Our motivation for this comes from Mirror Symmetry
and tropical geometry (in particular the framework of the Strominger—Yau—Zaslow,
Gross—Wilson, and Kontsevich—Soibelman conjectures [2]). In this framework dual
affine (singular) manifolds appear as the “’large complex limits” of mirror dual” com-
plex/symplectic manifolds and the corresponding Kihler—Einstein metrics (solving
complex Monge—Ampere equations) are expected to converge to solutions of real
Monge—-Ampere equations on the singular affine manifolds in question. Hopefully,
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the present approach can in the future be extended to such singular (and possibly
non-compact) affine manifolds where Shima’s theorem does not hold.

Finally, we remark that the local geometry of smooth measured metric spaces of
the form (M, Vd¢, i) where ¢ and p are related as in Theorem 1.2 has recently been
studied by Klartag and Kolesnikov [16]. It is interesting to note that our approach
shows that a pair of measures (i, v) with smooth densities on M and M* determines a
pair of measured metric spaces (M, Vd¢, 1) and (M*, V*d¢*, v) of the form studied
in [16] related by Legendre transform.

1.2 Optimal Transport Interpretation

The connection between optimal transport and solutions to Monge—Ampere equation
on R” was discovered independently by Brenier on one hand [4] and Knott and Smith
on the other hand [17]. Two generalizations of this that provide an important back-
ground for the present paper are Cordero-Erausquin’s paper on optimal transport of
measures on R” invariant under the additive action by Z" [10] and McCann’s theorem
on optimal transport on general Riemannian manifolds [18].

One of the key points of the present paper is to show that Eq. (6), defined on Hessian
manifolds, also fits nicely into the theory of optimal transport. Recall that an optimal
transport problem is given by two probability spaces (X, u) and (Y, v) together with
a cost function ¢ : X x ¥ — R. We will explain in Sect. 4 how the data (M, L)
determines a cost function ¢ = ¢,y : M x M* — R. This means a Hessian
manifold (M, L) together with two measures p and v on M and M*, respectively,
determines an optimal transport problem. Moreover, by construction, the differentials
of {¢;}, x — d¢;|y, induce a diffeomorphism, which we will denote d¢, from M to
M*. We have the following theorem with respect to this interpretation.

Theorem 1.3 Let (M, L) be a compact Hessian manifold. Let (v and v be probability
measures on M and M*, respectively. Assume ¢ is a smooth strictly convex section of
L such that

MA,(9) = p.

Thend¢ is the optimal transport map determined by M, M*, (1, v, and the cost function
induced by (M, L).

In the classical case of optimal transport, when X = R” and ¥ = (R")*, the
cost function is given by —(-, -) where (-, -) is the standard pairing of R” with (R")*.
Our setting is a generalization of this in the sense that the cost function induced by
a Hessian manifold (M, L) is induced by a pairing-like object [, -]. However, [-, -]
will not be a bi-linear function on M x M*. Instead it will be a (piecewise) bi-linear
section of a certain affine R-bundle over M x M*. We suspect that this might turn out
to be important when setting up a similar framework in the setting of the Strominger—
Yau—Zaslov, Gross—Wilson, and Kontsevich—Soibelman conjectures explained above.

While the results of Cordero-Erausquin and McCann'’s cited above are concerned
with optimal transport with respect to a cost function given by the squared distance
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function of a Riemannian metric (in the case of Cordero-Erausquin: the Euclidean
metric on R"), we stress that in the present setting the cost function is not a priori
related to any Riemannian metric. However, we will explain in Sect. 4 that if (M, L)
is special then L determines a flat Riemannian metric on M that is compatible with
the affine structure. Moreover, it turns out that when (M, L) is special, M and M*
are equivalent as affine manifolds. We will show that under this identification the
induced cost function (defined on M x M*) is given by the squared distance function
determined by a certain flat Riemannian metric on M, hence proving

Theorem 1.4 Let (M, L) be a compact special Hessian manifold, i and v probability
measures on M and M*, respectively. Then the cost function determined by (M, L)
is the squared distance function d* |2 of the flat Riemannian metric on M induced by
L. Hence, equation (6) is equivalent to the optimal transport problem determined by
i, v, and d? /2, where d is the flat Riemannian metric on M induced by L.

Remark 3 We make a remark here about whether or not Theorem 1.2 in the setting
of special Hessian manifolds follow from McCann’s theorem on optimal transport on
Riemannian manifolds. In the light of Theorem 1.4, and given the existence of a flat
Riemannian metric on M compatible with the affine structure, Theorem 1.2 in the
setting of special Hessian manifolds follows from McCann’s theorem. However, the
existence of of a flat Riemannian metric on M compatible with the affine structure is
only evident after solving the Monge—Ampere equation in Theorem 1.2 (see the proof
of Proposition 4.8 for details).

1.3 The Legendre Transform

To formulate the Kantorovich type functional, we generalize the Legendre transform
from R” to the setting of Hessian metrics on affine manifolds. A Legendre transform of
Hessian metrics on manifolds has appeared elsewhere in the literature, see, e.g., [2,22].
In this setting, the Legendre transform is formulated in terms of the flat torsion-free
connection V of the tangent bundle 7 M. It is shown that the connection V* = 2V, —V,
where V4 denotes the Levi—Civita connection defined by the Hessian metric which is
also a flat torsion-free connection on 7'M, defining a dual affine structure on M.

We attempt to take a more global approach to constructing the Legendre transform
on a Hessian manifold (M, ¢). The crucial observation is that the affine structure on
M allows one to define local affine functions (or more generally, affine sections to the
principal R-bundle L — M defined by ¢») on M, which in turn can be used to define the
Legendre transform by a supremum formula. A difficulty lies in that generally an affine
manifold does not allow any global non-trivial affine sections. In this paper this is dealt
with by passing to universal cover of the compact Hessian manifold (M, ¢), which
by [20] can be realized as a convex set 2 C R” with a convex exhaustion function .
The key advantage of this approach, compared to that of [2,22], is that the supremum
formula allows the definition of a projection operator P mapping continuous sections
to convex sections. To illustrate this point, we note that the Legendre transform in
[2,22], being defined as a change of connection on T M, is purely local, and in R
reduces to the expression (for a smooth strictly convex ¢ : R — R)
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9" (@' (1) = ¢'(V)x — p(x). (N

However, issues arise when attempting to take the Legendre transform of a non-convex
function f, the one immediately relevant for our purposes being that f** does not
define a projection operator from the space of continuous functions on R to convex
functions. However, the slight modification (sometimes called the Legendre—Fenchel
transform) of the above expression to

¢*(p) = sup px — $(x) ®)

allows immediately the definition of the projection f +— f**. A main contribution
of this paper is that we generalize (8) instead of (7), giving us such a projection
operator. It is this projection operator that allows us to give a variational formulation
of the Monge—Ampére equation, formulated in terms of a Kantorovich functional with
continuous functions as domain.

Using the variational formulation, the existence and uniqueness of solutions are
reduced to a question regarding existence and uniqueness of minimizers of functionals,
and a main result in this (which implicitly can also be found in [8]) is a compactness
result for Hessian metrics in a fix Kéhler class.

Theorem 1.5 Let (M, L) be a compact Hessian manifold. Then the space of
convex sections of L modulo R is compact, in the topology of uniform convergence
modulo R.

1.4 Further Results

Using Theorem 1.5, we outline in Sect. 5 how functionals mimicking the Ding- and
Mabuchi functionals in complex geometry can be shown to have minimizers, this
also giving existence and uniqueness results for a Kihler—Einstein-like equation on
Hessian manifolds. The main theorem in this regard can be formulated as follows.

Theorem 1.6 Let (M, L, ¢g) be a compact Hessian manifold, let v be an absolutely
continuous probability measure of full support on M*, let i be a probability measure
on , and let A € R. Then the equation

MA,¢ = e~y ©)

has a solution.

We wish to point out that in contrast to the complex setting, solutions to (9) do
not define Einstein metrics, in the sense that (9) is not a reformulation of the Ein-
stein equation Ricg = Ag. However, as mentioned above the geometric properties of
solutions to Eq. (9) have very recently been studied by Klartag and Kolesnikov [16].
Moreover, when M = R", (9) has been studied as a twisted Kihler—Einstein equation
on a corresponding toric manifold (see [3,26]) and strong existence results has been
given in [11]. When M is the real torus with the standard affine structure, (9) has been
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studied as an analogue of a twisted singular Kédhler—Einstein equation in [15]. In the
case when A > 0 we will also show uniqueness of solutions to (9). When A < 0, solu-
tions are not unique in general. Nevertheless, with the variational approach outlined
here one gets a set of distinguished solutions, namely the minimizing ones.

Further, although this paper is chiefly concerned with the case where M = Q/I1
is a manifold, we in Sect. 7 outline how the results can be extended to an orbifold
setting.

1.5 Atomic Measures

We also include a section on atomic measures, and show that the only convex sections
¢ where the Monge—Ampére operator has finite support are the piecewise affine ones
(Theorem 1.7).

Corresponding to a piecewise affine section of L is a (locally) piecewise affine
function ® on 2. The singular locus of @ defines a quasi-periodic tiling of € (with
respect to IT) by convex polytopes. This means that solving Monge—Ampére equations
with atomic data corresponds to finding quasi-periodic tilings of the covering space.
In the case of real tori M = R"/Z", for n = 2, 3 this is related to the computational
work in [6,7,27].

The main points of this section are the following theorems.

Theorem 1.7 We call a probability measure p on M atomic if u = ZIN=1 Aidy;. Let v
be an absolutely continuous probability measure of full support on M*. Then

MA, ¢ is atomic < ¢ is piecewise affine. (10)

Theorem 1.8 Any Hessian metric ¢o on a compact Hessian manifold (M, L, ¢o) can
approximated uniformly by a piecewise affine section.

Remark 4 We point out that the above two theorems seem to be a phenomenon specific
to the compact Hessian setting, in the sense that the corresponding statements are false
both in R"” and on compact Kihler manifolds. In R”, n > 2 we may take ¢ = ||x||,
which is not piecewise affine, but where MA¢ = §.

Further, if the Monge—Ampére measure of a w-plurisubharmonic function u on a
compact Kéhler manifold (X, w) is discrete, (see [9]), the current @ + dd“u does not
necessarily vanish. To see this, one can take X to be complex projective space P", and
letting  correspond to dd€ log |z|> on a dense embedding C” C P"*. Then w is C*
invariant, and descends to the Fubini—Study form on P"~!. Hence w # 0 on the dense
set C" C P" away from the origin, but the Monge—Ampére mass is concentrated on
0.

Also note that Theorem 1.8 can be seen as analogous to an approximation result
in [13], stating that an w-plurisubharmonic function on a compact Kéihler manifold
(X, w) can be written as a decreasing sequence of w-plurisubharmonic functions with
analytic singularities. However we obtain uniform convergence instead. To the best of
our knowledge this is the first such result in the setting of Hessian manifolds.
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2 Geometric Setting

Definition 2.1 (affine R-bundle) An affine R-bundle over an affine manifold M is
an affine manifold L and a map t : L — M such that the fibers of t have the
structure of affine manifolds isomorphic to R and such that there is a collection of local
trivializations {(U;, p;)} such that the transition maps p; opj_l :UNU; xR — U; xR
are of the form

(x,y) = (&', y +a;j(x)
for some affine transition functions «;; on U; N U;.

Remark 5 1t follows that an affine R-bundle is a principal R-bundle compatible with
the affine structure on M.

A sections : M — L of an affine R-bundle is affine (or convex) if it is represented
by affine (convex) functions in the trivializations.

Note thatif g is a Hessian metric on M induced by {¢; }, then (4) implies that ¢; — ¢ ;
is affine for any i, j. Putting o;; = ¢; — ¢; defines an affine R-bundle over M in which
{¢:} is a convex section. We will often refer to a Hessian manifold as (M, L, ¢) where
L is the affine R-bundle associated to {¢; } and ¢ is the convex section in L defined by
{#i}. We will also refer to ¢ both as a weak Hessian metric, and as a convex section
to L interchangeably. We will say that L is positive if it admits a smooth and strictly
convex section. This is consistent with the terminology used in the complex geometric
setting, as well as the tropical setting [19] Also, in analogy with the setting of Kéihler
manifolds we make the following notational definition.

Definition 2.2 If ¢ and ¢ are convex sections to the same affine R-bundle L — M,
we say that ¢ lies in the Kéhler class of ¢q.

Let # : @ — M be the universal covering of M. By pulling back V with the
covering map we get that Q2 is also an affine manifold. The pullback of L defines an
affine R-bundle over Q2. Let us denote this bundle K and let 7w *¢ be the pullback of ¢
to K. Let I'(€2, K) be the space of global affine sections in K. We have the following
basic

Proposition 2.3 Any local affine section of an affine R-bundle over a simply connected
manifold Q may be uniquely extended to a global affine section.

Proof Assume s is defined in a neighborhood of x € . To define s(y) for y € €, let
y be a curve in Q2 from x to y. Cover y with open balls B; each contained in a some
local trivialization of L. In each ball there is a unique way of extending s. Moreover,
replacing y with a perturbation of y allows us to use the same cover, { B;}. This means,
since €2 is simply connected, that s(y) does not depend on y. O

Proposition 2.3 says that I'(€2, K) is isomorphic (as an affine manifold) to the
space of affine functions on R”, which is isomorphic to (R")* x R, (see Remark 8).
In particular I'(€2, K) is non-empty.
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Remark 6 1f y; and y; are two points in the same fiber of an affine R-bundle, then,
since the structure group acts additively, their difference, y; — y», is a well-defined real
number. Consequently, if s; and s, are sections of an affine R-bundle over a manifold
M, then s1 — s» defines a function on M. Generalizing this observation to sections
s1, s2 of the affine R-bundles L;, Ly, we see that the set of affine R-bundles over M
naturally carries the structure of an R vectorspace.

Taking ¢ € '(2, K) we may consider the pullback 7*¢ of ¢ to K and

Since both 7*¢ and ¢ are sections of K, ®, is a well-defined function on 2. Moreover,
Vdd, = Vdé. This means the Hessian of @, is strictly positive and defines the
same metric as the one given by the pull back of the Hessian metric Vd¢ on M.
We conclude that any Hessian metric on an affine manifold may be expressed as the
Hessian of a global function on the covering space. Now, by a theorem by Shima (See
[20, Theorem B, p. 386]), the covering space of any compact Hessian manifold may
be embedded as a convex subset in R”. Convexity of the covering space implies that
®, is convex. Moreover, it readily follows from the proof in [20] that, for some choice
of go, ®y, is an exhaustion function of £2.

2.1 A Dual Hessian Manifold

In the notation of the previous section we have

K — Q

Lok

L Y5 M,

where 2 is the universal covering space of M and K is the pullback of L under the
covering map. In this section we will define a dual diagram

K* — QF
! |

L* — M*

with dual objects K*, Q*, L*, and M* where M* will turn out to give (under suitable
assumptions) another Hessian manifold which we will refer to as the dual Hessian
manifold.

Definition 2.4 Let K™* be the subset of I'(£2, K) given by all ¢ € I'(€2, K) such that
®, : @ — Ris bounded from below and proper.

Remark7 1f M = R" and L is the trivial affine R-bundle R” x R, then ¢ is a strictly
convex function on R” and K* is given by the affine functions on R” such that their
derivative is in the gradient image of ¢.
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Lemma 2.5 The set K* C T'(2, K) is non-empty and open. Moreover, it does only
depend on (M, L).

Proof As mentioned in the end of the previous section, by [21], @, is an exhaustion
function for a suitable choice of ¢. This means K* is non-empty. To see that K* is
open, assume ¢ € K* and note that since @, is bounded from below and proper
it admits a minimizer xo € 2. Let U be a neighborhood if x¢. Since ®, is strictly
convex, ®,(x) > €|x — xo| — C outside U. We have that for any ¢’ close to ¢,
lg —¢q'| < €|lx — xo|/2 + C’ for some C’. This means

€ 1
qu/=d>q+q—q/><I>q—§|x—xo|—C’>ECDQ—C/Z—C/

outside U. Since @, /2 is proper and bounded from below if and only if ®, is proper
and bounded from below, it follows that @ is proper and bounded from below; hence
q € K*.

Finally, let ¢ and i be two Hessian metrics of the same affine R-bundle. Then
&, — ¥, = n*¢p — ™ is a continuous function on 2 that descends to M. This
means it is bounded. We conclude that ®, is bounded from below and proper if and
only if ¥, is bounded from below and proper. O

Note that, given C € R, we may consider the map on I'(£2, K) given by
q+—>q+C. (11)

This defines a smooth, free, and proper action by R on I'(€2, K). Moreover, &, is
proper if and only if ®,,c = ®, — C is proper, hence the action preserves K*.

Definition 2.6 We define Q* to be the quotient K*/RR.

Remark 8 We here give a way to explicitly identify €2 and Q* with compatible embed-
dings in R"” and (R")*, respectively. Fixing a point g9 € K*, we may write any
qg € K*¥as q = qo + (¢ — qo). Since g — qo is an affine function this yields
an identification I'(R2, K) L I'(£2, 0), where 0 denotes the trivial affine R-bundle
over 2. Further, choosing a point xo € €2 and a basis for 7,2 yields an identifi-
cation of 2 with an embedding to i; : 2 — R”, and thus also an identification

T2
re,o0) B (R, 0) ~ (R™)* x R. This provides an embedding i; : Q* — (R")*.
In fact, as will be explained later, d (7 *¢) yields a map Q2 — Q*, and the identification
can be summarized as saying that the following diagram commautes.

o 4T, o

b, b

& 2N 5@,

Lemma 2.7 The quotient map K* — Q* gives K* the structure of an affine R-bundle
over Q.

@ Springer



1964 J. Hultgren, M. Onnheim

Proof First of all, note that the fibers of the quotient map are affine submanifolds of K*
isomorphic to R. Moreover, there is a global affine trivialization of K* over Q*. To see
this, recall that by Remark 8 K* is isomorphic to a subset of (R")* x R. The action on
K* given by (11) extends to all of (R")* x R where it is given by (a, b) — (a, b+ C).
In particular, the quotient map is the same as the projection map on the first factor. We
conclude that the identification of K* with the subset of (R”)* x R defines a global
trivialization of K* over Q*. O

Now, let IT be the fundamental group of M, acting on €2 by deck transformations.
This action extends to an action on K. To see this, note that the total space of K can
be embedded in 2 x L as the submanifold

{(x,y) e X L:7mx =1y}

The action by IT on K is then given by y (x, y) = (yx, y). If g is an affine section of
K, then its conjugate y o ¢ o ¥ ! is also an affine section of K. We get an action of
IT on I'(2, K) defined by

yq=yoqoy .

Lemma 2.8 The action by Il on ' (2, K) commutes with the action by R. Moreover,
if ¢ is a convex section of L and q € I'(R2, K), then the action satisfies

d,, =D, 0y .

Finally, ¢ € K* if and only if y.q € K*.
Proof First of all, if we have two points in the same fiber of K, (x, y;) and (x, y2),
then

v, y) =y, y2) = (yx,y1) — (yx, y2) = y1 — y2 = (x, y1) — (x, y2). (12)

In particular, if g1, g2 € T'(2, K), theng; = g2 + C ifand only if y.q1 = y.q2 + C.
This proves the first point of the lemma. Note that this implies

yo(m*g) —yoq=(n1"¢)—q.

Since m*¢ descends to a convex section of L, we have y o (7*¢) o y ~! = 7*¢. This
means

be.q:ﬂ*(p—yoqoy*l

=yo@* P oy ' —yogoy =@ oy —goy =0y
proving the second point of the lemma. For the last point of the lemma, note that ®,
is bounded from below if and only if ®, o y ! is bounded from below. Moreover, any

invertible affine transformation of R” is proper and has proper inverse. This means
@, is proper if and only if ®, o y ! is proper. O
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Form the first and third point of Lemma 2.8, we have that IT acts on K* and ©*.
Definition 2.9 We define

L* = K*/T1
M* = Q*/TI.

Remark 9 1t is clear from the definition that the actions by IT on K* and Q* are affine.
However, at this point it is not clear that they are free. We will prove in the next section
that K and K* are diffeomorphic and that the action on K and the action on K* are
the same up to conjugation. This will imply that the quotients in Definition 2.9 are
affine manifolds.

In alot of examples 2 and &, are explicit. The action of IT on K* is then explicitly
described by

Lemma2.10 Lety € 1 and g € K*. Then

y.qg=q+d;— g0y L.

Proof From the second point of Lemma 2.8 we get
b, — Doy =0, — 0, =y.q—q

proving the lemma. O

Example 2.11 Let M = R”", L be the trivial affine R-bundle, R" x R over M, and ¢
be any smooth strictly convex function on M. Then IT is trivial, M* = Q* = d¢ (M)
and L* is the trivial affine R-bundle, M* x R, over M*.

Example 2.12 Let M be the standard torus R”/Z". Let ¢ and L be the data defined
by the Euclidean metric on M, in other words ®,, = |x|2 /2 for some q¢ € I'(2, K).
Now, any g € I'(2, K) is given by gg + A for some affine function A = (x,a) + b
on Q (@ € R", b € R). This means &, = &, — (x,a) — b is bounded from
below and proper for all ¢ € I'(Q2, K) and we get that K* = I'(Q2, K) = R" x R.
The deck transformations acts by lattice translations. Given a deck transformation
Ym : X > x +m form € 7", we calculate y,,.q by

Vm-QZQ+®q_q>qoy_l

2 _ 2
=q+%—(x,a)—b—(%—(x—m,a)—b)
Im |*
:q—i—(x,m)—T—(m,a).
Im
=q0+(x,a+m)+b—7—(m,a).

In particular IT acts on 2* = K*/R by translations and M* is isomorphic (as a smooth
manifold) to the standard torus R" /Z".
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The manifolds in the above two examples are special; however as the example
below illustrates, our definitions work out also for non-special manifolds.

Example 2.13 Consider the action by Z on the positive real numbers generated by
y > 2y. Let M = R, /27 be the quotient and ¢ and L be the data defined by the
metric dy ® dy/y* on M, in other words @4, = —log(y) for some go € I'(2, K).
We see that —logy — (y, a) — b is bounded from below and proper if and only if
a < 0. This means Q* consists of all ¢ = g + (y, a) + b where a < 0. Given a deck
transformation y,, : y — 2™y, we calculate y.g by

Ym-g = Pg — Py 0 y_l
=q—logy—{a,y)—b—(=log2™y—(a,27"y) = b)
=qo+ (y,27"a)+b—mlog2.

In particular, if we identify an element ¢ = g + (v, a) + b in Q* with a < 0, then
the action by IT on Q* is described by y,, : @ — 27"a and M* = R_ /2%,

2.2 Legendre Transform

We begin by defining the Legendre transform of a section of L — M as a section of
—K* — Q*. In Proposition 2.15 we show that it is equivariant, in other words that it
descends to a section of —L* — M*.

Definition 2.14 (Legendre transform on the cover) Let (M, L) be a Hessian manifold.
Then the Legendre transform of a continuous section ¢ of L is the convex section of
the affine R-bundle —K* — Q* defined by

¢*(p) == —q +supq(x) — p(x) = —q + sup —Py(x), (13)

xeQ xeQ
where g € K* is any point in the fiber over p € Q*.

To see that the Legendre transform is well defined, we must verify that it is inde-
pendent of choice of g, but this follows immediately since any other choice can be
written as ¢’ = g + m for some m € R, and thus

—q'+supq’'(x) —q'p(x) = —q —m + supq(x) + m — p(x) = ¢ (p).
xeQ x€Q2

Also note that the sup in (13) is always attained, since p € Q* means that ® is
bounded from below and proper.

Remark 10 Note that over a simply connected manifold €2, any point g € I'(2, K)
defines a global affine trivialization of the affine R-bundle K — . Since ¢ =
¢ —q+q, the representation of ¢ as function in this trivialization is simply &, = ¢ —q.
Thus the Legendre transform over a simply connected manifold can be viewed as taking
the sup in different trivializations of the affine R-bundle K — €.
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Remark 11 AsinRemark 8 fix xo € €2, abasis of 7,2 and gp € K*. Foreach p € Q*,
let L(p) be the unique element ¢ in the fiber above p such that go(xg) = g (xp). Then
L defines an affine section of K*. Moreover, using the identification of  with a subset
of R", L(p) — go may be identified with an element in (R")*. Letting ¢ = L(p) and
plugging this into (13) gives
¢*(p) = L(p) + sup @1 ) = L(p) + sup(q — q) — Py,
xeR xe
= L(p) + @5 (L(p) — q0), (14)

where <I>’,“7 denotes the Legendre transform of &, seen as a bona fide convex function
on a convex domain in R”. We conclude that

¢* — L=

Proposition 2.15 The Legendre transform ¢* is Tl-equivariant, i.e., ¢*(y.p) =
y.¢*(p) forall y € T1.

Proof Fix y € I1. By Lemma 2.8, we have ®, , = ®, o y~!. Thus

¢ (y.p) = —y.q + sup —®; o y l'=—yq+ sup — @

=—y.(q + sup ) =y.¢"(p). (15)

]

We will now defineamap d¢ : Q — Q*. Itturns out thatif M is acompact manifold,
and ¢ is smooth, then this map is a diffeomorphism. The map will also be equivariant.
This will guarantee that the action of IT on Q* induces a smooth quotient manifold
Q*/I1 = M*. Moreover, the map will also provide a diffeomorphism between M and
M* proving that they are equivalent as smooth manifolds.

Definition 2.16 Let (M, L, ¢) be a Hessian manifold and x € Q. Locally there is a
unique affine section tangent to 7 *¢ at x. By Proposition 2.3 this extends to a global
affine section ¢ € K* (thus satistfying @, (x) = d®,(x) = 0). We define d(7*¢)(x)
as the image of ¢ in Q*.

Lemma 2.17 Let (M, L, ¢) be a compact Hessian manifold. Then d(n*¢) : Q@ — Q*
is a diffeomorphism.

Proof As in Remark 8, we may identify d (7 *¢) with the map d®,. But since @ is
smooth and strictly convex, this yields an diffeomorphism. O

Moreover, we have

Lemma 2.18 The map d(w*¢p) : Q@ — Q* is equivariant. In other words
d(q ) (y (x)) = y.d(g*d)(x).

@ Springer



1968 J. Hultgren, M. Onnheim

Proof By Lemma 2.8 &, , = ®, o y 1. Hence, if ¢ is tangent to 7*¢ at x, then y.q
is tangent to 7w *¢ at y (x). O

Theorem 2.19 The quotient M* = Q /11 is an affine manifold and d¢ : M — M* is
a diffeomorphism.

Proof By Lemma 2.18 there is an equivariant diffeomorphism between 2 and Q*. If
the action by IT on €2 induces a smooth quotient manifold, so does the action by IT on
Q*. This means M* is an affine manifold. Moreover, we get the following commutative
diagram:

Q % o

= s

d

M 22 m,
and since the top row is a diffeomorphism, so is the bottom. This means M and M*
are equivalent as smooth manifolds. O

Using this diffeomorphism we also get an analogue of the real Legendre transform,
in the sense that we can affinely identify the bidual M** with M.

Lemma2.20 Let (M,L,¢$) be a compact Hessian manifold. Then the bidual
(M**, ¢**) and (M, ¢) are isomorphic as Hessian manifolds.

Proof Using the identification of Remark 8 twice, we have the following commutative
diagram:

Q 9P, ogr D o

b b b

ir
h© 2 5 @n 20 e,

where z( is some choice of affine section zg € I'(2*, K*). But taking z¢ as in Remark
11, we have that &,; = (Py)*. By standard properties of smooth strictly convex
functions, we have that d®7 o ddy, = Id. But this shows that the identity map
from i (2) — i3(2**) is equivariant, and hence M and M™* are equivalent as affine
manifolds. Further, since GD;;‘ = ®,, as convex functions, the equivalence indeed
holds also in the Hessian category. O

Note that by the above identification with the classical Legendre transform on the
cover €2, we immediately inherit several properties from the corresponding properties
of the Legendre transform in R”. In particular the above identification yields an identi-
fication of the bidual M** = M. By taking the double Legendre transform CID,’;(T asareal
function, we get a convex function on €2 such that its Hessian tensor is [1-invariant. This
descends to a Hessian metric on M, and CDZ; = @, Furthermore, this construction
is valid for any continuous section s, and hence we may define a projection operator
taking continuous sections of L — M to convex sections of L — M. By slight abuse
of notation (i.e., identifying the bidual M** = M, see Lemma 2.20), we denote this
projection by double Legendre transformation, and the following proposition follows.
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Proposition 2.21 Let (M, L) be a compact Hessian manifold and ¢ a convex section
of L. Then

P (x) = sup q(x) (16)
g€l (Q,K),®,>0

™ (x) = ¢ (x), 7)

where on the right-hand side we have identified x with an arbitrary point over x in
the cover. Furthermore, for any continuous section of L, we have that

s <y (18)

pointwise.

Moreover, by standard properties of convex functions, for any convex (not nec-
essarily strictly convex) section ¢, d®,, has an inverse defined almost everywhere,
namely d (dJ;O). This means that, under the identification above, d(¢*) is an inverse
of d¢ defined almost everywhere on M*. We will denote this map 7. Moreover, by
standard properties for convex functions, for any continuous IT-invariant function v
(see for example Lemma 2.7 in [3])

d * *
E((bqo +t) =—-vo (dCDqO).
It follows that

d
E(¢> +1v)*(p) = —v(Ty(p)). 19)

We end this section with the following definition.

Definition 2.22 Let (M, L) be a Hessian manifold and v a probability measure on M*.
We define the v-Monge—Ampere measure of a convex section ¢ in L as

MA,(¢) = (T¢)*V-

Remark 12 1t is interesting to note that there is no apparent complex geometric ana-
logue of the v-Monge—Ampere unless in the case when M is special and v is the unique
parallel probability measure, in which case MA, reduces to the standard Monge—
Ampere operator considered in [8].

3 Solvability of Monge-Ampeére Equations

We are now ready to give proofs the Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. We begin by

Definition 3.1 For a Hessian manifold (M, L, ¢y), the affine Kantorovich functional
is the functional F : C°(M) — R defined by
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F(u):/ udu—f—/ [+ ¢0)* — @] dv. (20)
M M*

By abuse of notation, if ¢ is a convex section of L, we also write

F(p) = / (¢ — ¢o)du +f (@ — ¢p)dv. 2
M M*

Remark 13 Note that (21) only depends on ¢ up to a constant. In particular the mini-
mizers of (21) are independent of ¢g. We stress that this is not the classical Kantorovich
functional induced by the Riemannian metric Vdgg. Rather, it is determined by the
affine structure on M together with L.

Proposition 3.2 Let (M, L, ¢o) be a compact Hessian manifold. Let p and v be prob-
ability measures on M and M*, respectively. Then F admits a convex minimizer. If
v is absolutely continuous with full support and if ¢o and ¢ are minimizers of F,
then ¢1 — ¢ is constant. If, in addition, p and v are absolutely continuous with non-
degenerate C** densities for some k € N and a € (0, 1), then any minimizer is in
o€ Ck+2,a'

Before we prove this we will explain how it implies Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. The main
point is given by the following characterization of the minimizers of F.

Proposition 3.3 Let (M, L, ¢o) be a compact Hessian manifold, and let ;v and v be
probability measures on M and M*. Assume v is absolutely continuous and let ¢ be
a convex minimizer of (21). Then

(Tqb)*‘) =M,
where Ty is the map defined at the end of the previous section.

Proof Let v be a continuous function on M. First of all, we claim that

sup (¢ +1v)"(p) — ¢*(p)| < sup [tv(x)]. (22)
peM* xeM

We defer the proof of this claim to the end of the proof of the existence part Proposi-
tion 3.3. The dominated convergence theorem and (22) then give

d d .
EF((ﬁ—i-tv) = /M UM+/M*E(¢+IU) dv. (23)

By (19) and since v is absolutely continuous, we have that v-almost everywhere

d
E(‘p +1v)*(p) = —v(Ty(p)).
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Applying this to the second integral above and performing the change of variables
formula x = Ty(p), we get

d
GF@+ = [ v @,
t M

Since ¢ is a minimizer of F, this has to vanish for any v, and hence p — (Ty)«
v =0. O

Combining Propositions 3.2 and 3.3, Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 follow by the following
arguments. Note that since 7, 77 are covering maps, we may consider the pullbacks
¥, T*v as invariant measures on €2, %, and moreover any invariant measures on
2, Q* arise in this way. Moreover, by definition, Ty : M* — M is induced by the
(equivariant) partially defined inverse of d®,,2 — Q*. It then follows that

¥ = (ddg); 7ty (24)
if and only if
w=(Typ)xv.

Under the assumption that v is absolutely continuous, (24) is equivalent to ®, being
an Alexandrov solution to (2) (see for example Lemma 4.2 in [24]). This means
Theorem 1.1 is a direct consequence of Propositions 3.2 and 3.3.

We now turn to the proof of Proposition 3.2. To establish existence of minimizers
we will need a C-estimate and a Lipschitz bound on (normalized) convex sections of
L, which together imply the following theorem, using Arzela—Ascoli.

Theorem 1.5 Let (M, L) be a compact Hessian manifold. Then the space of convex

sections of L modulo R is compact, in the topology of uniform convergence modulo
R.

Proposition 3.4 (Uniform CY estimate). Ler (M, L, ¢0) be a compact Hessian man-
ifold. Then any ¢ in the Kdhler class of ¢o, normalized such that sup¢ — ¢o = 0
satisfies |¢ — ¢o| < C for some constant depending only on ¢y.

Proof Fix ¢, and let u = ¢ — ¢g € cOm). Being the difference of two convex
sections, u has a Hessian in the Alexandrov sense. Fix E C R” as a relatively compact
convex set containing a fundamental domain of M in Q2. Then the affine curve x, =
(1 —1)xo+1tx; € E, where we identify xo, x; with any lift to E. Letting f(t) = u(x;)
we have f/(0) = f/(1) = 0, and thus, letting V? denote the Alexandrov Hessian
given by the embedding 2 € R" endowed with the Euclidean metric, we have
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f(t)=f(0)+/0 (fo f”(l)dl) ds

t s
= £(0) + / ! V2ul, /dl)d
£(0) /O(Om ulyx))dl ) ds 03)
t s
> £(0) — /0 ( fo (x/, v2¢o|x,x;>dl)ds
> £(0) — Cr?,

where the first inequality follows since V?u = V2¢—V?¢o and V2¢ > 0by convexity.
The constant C depends only on ¢ and the (bounded) diameter of E. For t = 1 this
yields that supu — inf u < C, and the proposition follows. O

Virtually the same proof can be used to give a locally uniform Lipschitz bound.

Proposition 3.5 Let (M, L, ¢g) be a compact Hessian manifold, and let ¢ be a convex
section of L. Then for u := ¢ — ¢o we have ||ul||Lip < C on any compact E C L,
for some constant depending only on (M, L, ¢o) and E, where |.||Lip denotes the
Lipschitz constant with respect to the Euclidean metric on R”".

Proof Fix acompactset E C 2. We may without loss of generality assume that E is a
convex set containing a fundamental domain. For any x € E there is a Euclidean open
ball B(x, r) of radius r such that B(x,r) C €2, and by compactness a finite number
of such balls cover E, and we let U = UfV: 1 B(x;, r;) be their union. It follows that
x+tveUforallx € E,t € [-2,2]and ||[v]| <6 :=minr;/3 > 0. Now fixx € E
arbitrarily and fix v arbitrarily such that ||v]| < §. Consider the function

@) :=u(x +tv) (26)

as a function of ¢, twice differentiable in the Alexandrov sense, and defined on some
open interval V such that [0, 1] C V. Now assume that du, (v) = A > 0 for some A,
or equivalently, f/(0) = A. We then have

t s
F() = fO) + /0 [f/(0)+ /O f”((»dr} ds

t s
= £(0) +tA+/ / (vV2ulv)drds
0 JO

t s (27)
> £(0) +1A +/ f —Cyydeds
0 Jo
t2C¢
= fO) +14——*
for some constant Cy, depending only on ¢ and §. Then setting = 1 we get
A< f(1) = f(0)+ Cy, <supu —infu + Cg,, (28)
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and by Proposition 3.4 we get an uniform upper bound on A. Replacing v by —v yields
also a uniform lower bound, which then gives the desired bound on ||u]|z;p. m]

Using these a priori estimates the existence of a minimizer can be established.

Proof of the existence part of Proposition 3.3 Let ¢y be an infimizing sequence of F,
and define uy = ¢r — ¢ € CO(M). First we note that the functional F is invari-
ant under the map ¢ — ¢ + C, and hence we may assume that the sequences are
normalized such that f (@ — do)du = f » 4kdp = 0. Second we note that since
F(¢*) < F(¢), we may assume that ¢; lie in the Kahler class of ¢g. Then, since
ur € Co(M) it follows that supy ux > 0 > infyx ug, and hence by Proposition 3.4
llll co(ar) 18 uniformly bounded. Furthermore, ||u|| ;) is uniformly bounded by Propo-
sition 3.5. By the Arzela—Ascoli theorem we can thus extract a subsequence converging
as uy — u in Co(M), and thus also convergence ¢y — ¢. To show that ¢ is indeed a
minimizer of F it remains to show that F is continuous as amap Co(M) — R. To show
this it suffices to show that ¢* = lim(¢y)™*. But this follows from the general claim that
|inf f—inf g| < sup|f —gl, since [$*(p) =} (p)] = | infreq Py (x) —infreq Prgl.
To show the claim, assume that inf f < inf g, let x. be such thatinf f > f(x.) — €.
Then we have that

—linf f —inf g| =inf f —inf g > f(x¢) — € — g(xe) > —€ —sup|f — gl.
(29)

Letting € — 0 yields the claim. O

Proof of regularity part of Proposition 3.2 Fix a point x € 2, a point p € Q* and a
small open ball B(x,r) > x. Then, since ¢ solves a Monge—Ampere equation it
follows thatd®, : B(x,r) — d®,(B) is a Brenier map for an optimal transportation
of restrictions of pu and v. By Caffarelli’s regularity theory [25, Thm 4.14], since
d®,(B) is aconvex domain, it then follows that we have that @, € C%>%(B(x,r)),and
thus also that 7*u = ®, — &g , € C>“(B(x, r)). But fixing a relatively compact set
E, covering E with B(x, r/2), and passing to a finite subcover yield that u € C>%(E).
The same argument yields the C¥+2¢ result. O

Uniqueness of minimizers follows from a convexity argument.

Proof of uniqueness part of Proposition 3.2 Assume that there are two minimizers
Yo, Y1, both normalized such that f(wl- —¢o)pu =0, and let Y, = (1 — )Y + .
Then

inf W, , = inf [(1 — 1)(q" Yo — p) +t(g*¥1 — p)] = (1 — 1) inf Wy, + ¢ inf Wy ,
(30)

and hence ¥ < (1—1)y5+(1—1)y; holds pointwise. It follows that F'(v;) < F ().
Now assume that ¥*(p) < v (p) in some point p. By continuity this then holds also
for some open set U € M*. But using the pointwise inequality on M\U and strict
inequality on U we get that [, (¥ — ¢)dv < [, (¥ — @g)dv, contradicting the
minimality of ¥o. Hence v/ = v for all ¢, and uniqueness follows. O
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Using the uniqueness result we are also able to show continuity of the inverse
Monge—Ampere operator.

Theorem 3.6 Let (M, L, ¢g) be a compact Hessian manifold, and let v be a fixed
absolutely continuous probability measure on M*, with full support. Then if u; — i
are probability measures converging in the weak* topology, the solutions ¢; — ¢ of
MA,¢; = i, normalized such that |, 1y (@ —é5)u = 0, converge in the C O_topology,
where MA, ¢ = L.

Proof We claim that Theorem 1.5 yields that up to subsequence ¢; — ¢ in the C°
topology. Indeed, as in the existence proof of Proposition 3.2, we have that ¢ has
a converging subsequence, and the claim then follows from the continuity of the
Legendre transform. Furthermore, note that in fact f e (¢* — ¢5)dv = 0.

Let F;, F denote the Kantorovich functionals corresponding to u;, i, and let ¢ be
the solution to MA,¢ = u, normalized such that |’ 1+ (@* — ¢g)dv = 0. Then we by
minimality of ¢; for F; have that

Fi¢i) < Fi(¢) = / ¢ — do)dus

M 31)

- / (¢ — do)du + / (¢ — o) (i — o).
M M

Since u; — w and ¢ — ¢g is bounded and continuous, taking limits we obtain
lim sup F;(¢;) < F(¢). On the other hand we have

Fi(¢i) = / (¢i — Po)dp;
M
_ / @ — do)du + / (@i — $)dpi + / @ — 0 i —d) (32)
M M M
_F@) + / 6 — B)dus + / @ — do)(dus — du).
M M

Since ¢; — ¢ and 14; is of mass 1, we have that | [}, (¢; — ¢)dpu;| < supy I — | —
0, and by weak-* convergence we have that f M (d_> —¢o)(du; —du) — 0. Taking limits
we thus obtain that F(¢) = lim F;(¢;) < F(¢), which shows that ¢ is a minimizer of
F. By the uniqueness part of Proposition 3.2 it follows that ¢ = ¢, and consequently

o —> ¢ o
4 The Pairing and Optimal Transport

Let M| and M> be two affine manifolds. Consider their product M; x M» and let q;
and g be the projections of M| x M3 onto M| and M>, respectively. Assume L and
L, are affine R-bundles over M| and M>, respectively. Then there is a natural affine

R-bundle over M| x M, given by

LBL*=qg{Li +g5L>.
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Given a Hessian manifold (M, L, ¢) we will show that L BB —L* has a canonical
section. We will use the notation [-, -] for this section and it will play the same role as
the standard pairing between R” and (R")* in the classical Legendre transform. The
definition will be given in terms of a section in K H — K *. We will then show that this
section defines a section in L 8 —L*. Indeed, the actions of IT on K and K* defines
an action by IT x ITon K x —K™* given by

1, vy = q) =) = r2q
and we may recover L HH —L* as the quotient K HH —K*/IT x II.

Definition 4.1 Let (M, L, ¢) be a Hessian manifold and K — Q2 and K* — Q* be
the associated objects defined in the previous section. Given (x, p) € Q2 x Q*, let q
be a point in the fiber of K* over p. We define

[x, p] = sup y.g(x) — q.
yell

Remark 14 To see that this is well defined we must verify that it is independent of the
choice of g. But this follows immediately since any other choice can be written as
q' = g+ C for some C € R and thus y.q'(x) — ¢’ = y.q(x) — q.

Lemma 4.2 The pairing [-, -] descends to a section of L B —L*.
Proof We need to prove that [-, -] is equivariant, in other words that
[v1(x), y2.p] = (y1, v2)x, p]

forall y;,y, € I, x € M and p € M*. Now,

[(yi(x), p] = sup y.q(y1(x)) — ¢q
yell
= sup ni(y; 'y.q(x) — g
yell
= sup y1(y.q(x))) —¢q
yell

(r1,id)[x, p],

where the second equality follows from

yqi@) =yogoy oy =yiooy) ogoly loy) i)
=y1(y; 'v.q(x))
and the third equality follows from the substitution of y by yfl y. Moreover,

[x, y2.p] = sup y.¥2.q(x) — v2.q = sup y.q(x) — y2.q = (id, y2)[x, pl,
yell yell
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where the second equality is given by substituting y by yy». This proves the
lemma. o

Lemma 4.3 Assume (M, L) is a compact Hessian manifold and ¢ is a continuous
section of L, then

¢*(p) = SuAr;[x, pl— o). (33)

Moreover, d¢ is defined at a point x € M and d¢ (x) = p if and only if p is the unique
point in M* such that

¢*(p) =[x, pl — $(x).

Proof The right-hand side of (33) is given by

sup sup y.q(x) —q — ¢(x) = —q + sup sup — P, 4 (x)

xeM yell xeM yell
= —q + sup sup —Py(y "' (x))
xeM yell
= —q +sup =P, (x) = ¢*(p),
xeQ

where, as usual, ¢ is a point in the fiber above p. To prove the second point, note that
d¢(x) = p if and only if there is X € Q2 above x and ¢ € K* above p such that

do,(x) =0.
By standard properties of convex functions this is true if and only if
7(0) = =Dy (X).
Since CI>; (0) = —®,(x) for any x" € Q, we get

®}(0) = — sup Dy 0y~ (¥) (34)
yell

Using the notation in Remark 11, we have CD;; = ¢* + L. Putting ¢ = L(p) we get,
using that ®, o y = ®,, 4, that (34) is equivalent to
¢*(p) = —q + sup @, 4 (%)
yell
= sup —q +y.q(X) = ¢ (x)

yell

[x. p] = & (x).
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4.1 Recap: Kantorovich Problem of Optimal Transport

Let X and Y be topological manifolds, . and v (Borel) probability measures on X
and Y, respectively, and ¢ be a real-valued continuous function on X x Y. Then the
associated problem of optimal transport is to minimize the quantity

I.(y) =f c(x,y)y
XxY

over all probability measures y on X x Y such that its first and second marginals
coincide with p and v, respectively. A probability measure y with the above property
is called a transport plan. Under regularity assumptions (see [25]) on u, v, and c, I,
will admit a minimizer y which is supported on the graph of acertainmap 7 : X — Y
called the optimal transport map. If this is the case, then y is determined by T and

y =0d®T)xp,
where id is the identity map on X,

Remark 15 See the introductions of [24,25] for very good heuristic interpretations of
transport plans and transport maps.

Remark 16 Assume two cost functions ¢ and ¢’ satisfy

e, y) =clx,y)+ fx)+ g0y, (35)

where f € L () and g € L'(v) are functions on X and Y, respectively. Then they
determine the same optimal transport problem in the sense that

Icf(y)=/ cy =
XxY
=/cy+/fy+/gy
X Y
=/C)/+ffu+/gv
X Y

=1.+C,

where C is a constant independent of y. In particular, /. and I have the same mini-
mizers. Motivated by this we will say that two cost functions ¢ and ¢’ are equivalent
if (35) holds for some integrable functions f and g on X and Y, respectively.

Two important cases is worth mentioning. The first is when X = Y is a Riemannian
manifold and c(x, y) = d?(x, y)/2 where d is the distance function induced by the
Riemannian metric. The other, which can in fact be seen as a special case of this, is
when X = R" and ¥ = (R")* and c(x, y) = —(x, y), where (-, -) is the standard
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pairing between X and Y. Now, let d be the standard Riemannian metric on R”. This
induces an isomorphism of X and Y and

dx, y)2/2 = |x —yI?/2 = xI*/2 — (x, y) + |¥?1/2.

In other words — (-, -) and d (-, ~)2 /2 are equivalent as cost functions, as long as @ and
v have finite second moments.

To see the relation between our setup and optimal transport we need to consider the
Kantorovich dual of the problem of optimal transport. Let f be a continuous function
on X. Its c-transform is the function on Y given by

fe() =sup —c(x,y) — f(x).

xeX

Moreover, if x € X satisfies

fEO) = —clx, y) = f(x)

for aunique y € Y, then the c-differential of f, d° f, is defined at x and d° f (x) = y.
The dual formulation of the problem of optimal transport above is to minimize the
quantity

J(f)=/Xf/L+fyf‘“v

over all continuous functions on X. Let I[T(u, v) be the set of transport plans. We have
the following:

Theorem 4.4 (See theorem 5.10 in [25]). Let X, Y, u, v, and ¢ be defined as above.
Then, under certain regularity conditions (see [25] for details)

inf I(y) = —inf J(f). (36)
v f

Moreover, both I and J admit minimizers and the minimizer of I is supported on the
graph of T = d° f where f is the minimizer of J.

4.2 Affine R-Bundles and Cost Functions

Definition 4.5 Let (M, L, ¢p) be a compact Hessian manifold. We say that the asso-
ciated cost function on M x M* is

c(x,y) = =[x, yI + ¢o(x) + o5 (»).
Remark 17 Let ¢ be another convex section of L. Then ¢ — ¢g and ¢* — ¢; are

continuous functions on M and M*, respectively. Let ¢’ be the cost function induced
by (M, L, ¢). Then
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(x,y) =c(x,y) — (@ — ¢o) — (@™ — ¢7).
Thismeans (M, L, ¢o) and (M, L, ¢) determine equivalent cost functions (in the sense
of Remark 16). We conclude that under this equivalence the induced cost function on

a Hessian manifold only depends on the data (M, L).

Now, ¢ — f = ¢ — ¢ defines a map from the space of continuous sections of L
to the space of continuous functions on M.

Lemma 4.6 Let

f=¢—do.
Then

ff=9"-9;

Moreover, d€ f is defined if and only if d¢ is defined and d¢ f (x) = d¢ (x) for all x
where they are defined.

Proof Using the first point in Lemma 4.3 We have

f€(p) = sup —c(x, p) — f(x) = sup[x, p] — ¢(x) — ¢5(p)
xeX xeM
=¢"(p) — ¢5(P)
proving the first part of the lemma. For the second part note that

fX)+ f9(p)+clx, p)=d(x)+¢™(p) — [x, pl;

hence f¢(p) = —c(x, p) — f(x) if and only if $*(p) = [x, p] — ¢*(x). Combining
this with the second point of Lemma 4.3 proves the second part. O

Theorem 1.3 Let (M, L) be a compact Hessian manifold. Let . and v be probability

measures on M and M*, respectively. Assume ¢ is a smooth strictly convex section of
L such that

MA,(¢) = p.

Thend¢ is the optimal transport map determined by M, M*, 11, v, and the cost function
induced by (M, L).

Proof Let ¢ be a convex section of L and ¢ be the cost function induced by (M, L, ¢o).
By the first part of Lemma 4.6, if

f =& — o,
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then F(¢) = I.(f). If ¢ is a minimizer of F, then f is a minimizer of I.. By the
second part of Lemma 4.6 d¢ = d° f which by Theorem 4.4 is the optimal transport
map determined by w, v, and c. To see that our setting satisfies the conditions in
Theorem 5.10 in [25], note that ¢ is continuous and M and M* are compact manifolds
(hence Polish spaces). By compactness and continuity the integrability properties in
5.10(1) and 5.10(iii) are satisfied. Moreover, by Lemma 4.6 the c-gradient of f€ is
defined (as a single valued map) almost everywhere. O

Now, when (M, L) is special we may take u and v to be the unique parallel proba-
bility measures on M and M*, respectively. By Theorem 1.2 there is a smooth, strictly
convex section ¢ of L satisfying

Then &, for some g € K* defines a convex exhaustion function on a convex subset
of R" and det(®;;) is constant. By Jorgens theorem [23] &, is a quadratic form and
= R". This means @ induces an equivariant flat metric on 2 and hence a flat metric
on M. We conclude that any positive affine R-bundle over a special Hessian manifold
M induces a flat Riemannian metric on M.

Further, we have

Lemma4.7 Let (M, L) be a compact special Hessian manifold. Then M and M* are
equivalent as affine manifolds.

Proof Let u and v be the unique parallel probability measures on M and M*, respec-
tively, and let ¢ be the solution to

By Jorgens theorem ®, is a quadratic form. In particular, d®, : 2 — Q* is an affine
map. This means d¢ : M — M™ is affine and since it is also a diffeomorphism (by
Theorem 2.19) this proves the lemma. O

In the following proposition and corollary, we use the isomorphism in Lemma 4.7 to
identify M and M*.

Proposition 4.8 Let (M, L) be a compact special Hessian manifold. Let u and v be

the unique parallel probability measures on M and M*, respectively, and let ¢ be the
smooth strictly convex section of L satisfying

MA,(¢) = 1.

Then the cost function induced by (M, L, @) is the squared distance function induced
by the flat Riemannian metric determined by L.
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Proof Fixing go € K* and letting g = L(p) as in Remark 11, we get

—c(x, p) =[x, pl = ¢(x) — ¢™(p)
= sup y.q(x) —q — ¢(x) — ¢™(p)

yell

= sup y.q(x) — y.qo(x) — Py 4, (x) — Py (p)
yell

= sup =P, (y ' (x) + (v (x), p) — P} ().
yell

By Jorgens theorem [23] 2 = R” and for a suitable choice of g9 € I'(X, L), we
have

Dy (x) = xT%x

for some symmetric real n x n matrix Q. This means Q* = (R")* and

-1

o 7
@, (p) = p——r-

Under the identification p = d®,(x;) = sz 0, we get

-1

0 0
=@, (x) + (x, p) — D (p) = —xlTEXI + px1 — yTpT

x]T%xl —sz Oxq +x2T%x2

—(x1 — Xz)T%(M — X2).

In other words

e(x, p) = = sup —(y (1) = 1) Ly ep) — x2) = ~d(x, /2.
yell

This proves the proposition. O

Theorem 1.4 Let (M, L) be a compact special Hessian manifold, i and v probability
measures on M and M*, respectively. Then the cost function determined by (M, L)
is the squared distance function d* /2 of the flat Riemannian metric on M induced by
L. Hence, Eq. (6) is equivalent to the optimal transport problem determined by |, v
and d? /2, where d is the flat Riemannian metric on M induced by L.

Proof By Proposition 4.8 d?/2 is the cost function induced by (M, L, ¢). The theorem
then follows from Theorem 1.3. O
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5 Einstein-Hessian Metrics

To illustrate that the use of the Legendre transform is not limited to the inhomogeneous
Monge—-Ampére equation considered in the preceding section, we here consider an
analogue of the Kéhler—Einstein equation on complex manifolds, and give a variational
proof of the existence of solutions.

We first give some brief background on Kéhler—Einstein metrics in the complex
setting as motivation. For a Kihler manifold (X, w), let w, denote the form w, =
®+dd°@, which we assume to be a Kéhler form. We call w,, a Kihler—Einstein metric
if the equation

Ricw, = Aw, (37)

holds for some real constant A. Taking cohomology, we see that for (37) to hold for
some ¢ we must have A[w] = ¢1(X), where ¢ (X) denotes the first Chern class of X,
and hence (by the dd¢-lemma) we have that Ricw — Ao = dd° f for some function
f + X — R. One can show that (37) is then equivalent to solving the complex
Monge—-Ampére equation

(0 +ddp)" = e/ 0", (38)

We here consider an analogue of (38) in the setting of a compact Hessian manifold.

Theorem 1.6 Let (M, L, ¢o) be a compact Hessian manifold, let v be an absolutely
continuous probability measure of full support on M*, let u be a probability measure
on u, and let A € R. Then the equation

MA,¢ = e HP=0)y ©

has a solution.

To prove Theorem 1.6 we will define a functional analogous to the Ding functional
in complex geometry. It will be a modified version of the affine Kantorovich functional
used in previous sections and solutions to (9) are stationary points of this functional.
Moreover, we will provide an additional proof of Theorem 1.6 using an alternative
functional, analogous to the Mabuchi functional in complex geometry.

Definition 5.1 Fix uo € P(M) and v € P(M*), where M : P(M) — R, where
P(M) denotes the space of probability measures on M. We let D : COYM,L) > R
and M : P(M) — R, be defined by

1
D(¢) = f (¢" — &5) dv — ~log f e MO g (39)
M* M
Mgy =i inf  F.@)+ / log 2. (40)
$eCO(M,L) M Ho

where F), , denotes the affine Kantorovich functional (21).
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Remark 18 Note that the term || 1 log Hﬁodu is precisely the relative entropy of u with
respect to wg. Thus, the functional M is finite only when w has a density with respect
to . In the following we will denote this density by p, i.e., © = puo.

We proceed by analyzing the two functionals D and M separately in the following

two subsections. The key point in both subsections is that existence of minimizers to
D and M will follow from the compactness result of Theorem 1.5.

5.1 The Ding Functional
Lemma 5.2 D descends to a functional on CO(M, L)/R.

Proof It is immediate to verify that D is invariant under the action ¢ — ¢ + ¢ for any
ceR O

Using the above lemma, in what follows we may choose a normalization of ¢ such
that [, e @90 o = 1.

Lemma 5.3 D is continuous as a map CO(M,L) — R, and thus also as a map
C'%(M,L)/R — R.

Proof Let ¢; — ¢ in the C%-topology. The continuity of the first term was established

in Proposition 3.2, and continuity of the second term follows from the dominated

convergence theorem. O
Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3 then immediately give the following corollary.

Corollary 5.4 D has a convex minimizer.

Proof The existence of a continuous minimizer follows from compactness and con-

tinuity. To show that the minimizer can be taken convex, it suffices to show that

D(¢**) < D(¢). But the first term of D is unchanged by double Legendre transform,
by the equality ¢™** = ¢™*. Further, since ¢** < ¢ for any section of L, we also have

-1 - -1
_log/ O =00) 0 < _log/ =)
A M A M

for any A # 0. O

To show that (9) has a solution it thus suffices to show that minimizers of D are
characterized by (9).

Proposition 5.5 Let ¢ be a convex section of L. Then D : C°(M) is Gateaux differ-
entiable at ¢ and

dD|g = —MA,¢ + e @79 . (41)
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Proof The Gateaux differential of the first term was established in 3.3. Consider the
perturbation of =1 log [,, e (=% 114 by a continuous function ¢ > ¢ + rv, where
we normalize || M e @=%) 1y = 1. Since M is compact, the dominated convergence
theorem gives that

d b— d A —a(h—
d_|t=010g/ oM@ ¢0+tv)u0=/ d—|z=0€ Mo ¢0+tv)’u0=/ ve @0 10
! M M ar M
(42)
and the proposition follows. O
We now have the necessary ingredients to give a

Proof of Theorem 1.6 Note that the case where A = 0 is Theorem 1.2. When A # 0,
the theorem follows from Corollary 5.4 and Proposition 5.5. O

Uniqueness of solutions to (9) when A < 0 are also quite easy to show.
Proposition 5.6 The solution to (9) is unique modulo R, for & < 0.
Proof For simplicity assume that A = —1, let ¥, 1| be convex sections of L, and let

Y, = (1 — t)yg + try for ¢t € (0, 1). Note that e¥* =% e LP(ug) for any p € [1, oo],
by continuity. Using Holders inequality we have that

1—t t
/e(l—t)(1//0—¢0)+t(1//1—¢0)d'u0E(/ e¢°‘¢0du> </ evn—:bodm) 43)
M M M

and taking logarithms shows that 1 — [}, e!!=W0=00)+1(W1=¢0)q, is convex in ¢.
But, by the uniqueness part of Proposition 3.2 [, .. (" — ¢§)dv is strictly convex in
t unless Y9 — v is constant, and hence uniqueness follows. m|

5.2 The Mabuchi Functional
We also outline how to achieve the same results as above using the Mabuchi functional.
Proposition 5.7 If v has full support, then M is lower semicontinuous.

Proof By Theorem 3.6, the first term is continuous. Further the lower semicontinuity
of relative entropy is well known. O

Proposition 5.8 If v has full support and | has a density p with respect to (o, then
M is Gateaux differentiable, and

dM|, = i(¢ — ¢o) +logp, (44)

where ¢ is the unique solution to MA,¢ = 1.
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Proof The Gateaux differential of relative entropy d (f,, p log pduo) = log p is well
known.

For the first term, let & be a perturbation of u, i.e., a measure such that f M n =
0. Consider the function f(¢) = infy F4s4,0(¢p) = infy F;(¢), i.e., the Mabuchi
functional along the one-parameter family of measures given by /i, defined on some
open interval around + = 0. Then F; is convex (indeed, linear) in ¢, and since the
space of convex sections modulo R is compact we have by Danskins theorem that
f has directional derivatives at # = 0. In fact f(0) = f (p+ — ¢Po)dse where ¢+
are some minimizers of Fj. But by the uniqueness part of Proposition 3.2, Fj has a
unique convex minimizer ¢, and thus f/(0) = f (¢ — ¢0)d 11, by which the proposition
follows. O

Proof of Theorem 1.6 First we note that since M is compact, by Prokhorovs theorem
P(M) is also compact. Hence, by lower semicontinuity and since M (u) is not iden-
tically oo (e.g., M (ip) < 00), there is some minimizer p. Further we have that p is
absolutely continuous with respect to u, since otherwise M (i) = oo. Thus u = pug,
and by Proposition 5.8 we have that MA,¢ = puo and —A(¢ — ¢o) = log p. Taking
exponentials yields the theorem. O

6 Atomic Measures and Piecewise Affine Sections

Definition 6.1 We call a convex section ¢ : M — L piecewise affine if for any
compact set K C €2, it holds that @, |k is piecewise affine.

Note that the above definition simply means that & can locally be written as the
sup of finitely many affine sections p; € I'(2, K). Note however that is not a priori
clear that this is equivalent to taking the sup over all deck transformations of finitely
many p; € L*; however, this is essentially the content of the following theorem.

Theorem 1.7 We call a probability measure 1 on M atomic if u = ZlN:l Aily;. Let v
be an absolutely continuous probability measure of full support on M*. Then

MA, ¢ is atomic < ¢ is piecewise affine. (10)

Note that the although the measure MA, ¢ depends on the choice of reference v,
the condition that MA, ¢ = 0 outside a finite set is in fact independent of v as long as
v has a non-vanishing density. To see this, one can use the same identification (2) to
identify the Monge—Ampére measure with a measure on the cover 2. But this implies
that MA,¢ = 0 if and only if det(®,);; = 0, which is independent of v.

In the section that follows we will, by abuse of notation, use u to denote both the
measure on M, and its periodic lift to the universal cover M , which we identify with a
fix convex domain in R”. We also identify K* with a fix convex domain in (R")* x R
by fixing g0 € K*, and letting p correspond to go — p. We further let & := ®,, and
®, =0 —p.
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Proof Fix an atomic measure p, and let ¢ be the solution to (6). Further fix compact
set K C 2, we aim to show that ®|g is piecewise affine on K. First we note that we
may write

®(x)= sup p(x). (45)
p affine, p<®

We claim that it suffices to restrict the sup to

®(x)= sup px) (46)
pxi)<®(x;)

as a sup over all points x; € suppu. To see this, let ® be the function defined in the
right-hand side of (46). We immediately have that ) > @, by which we have that
®* < &*. But for any point x; € suppu, we also have the reverse inequality, i.e.,
D(x;) < D(x7). Combining these observations yields that F (®) < F(P), and by the
uniqueness result in Proposition 3.2, since ® is a minimizer, we have that o= .

Next we observe that since P is a continuous convex function, for any x € K the
sup is attained at some p € L* satisfying ®(x) = p(x), by the Hahn—Banach theorem.
More precisely, the sup is attained precisely when p € d®(x). It follows that we may
further restrict the sup to, for any x € K,

P(x) = sup p(xi). (47)
Pei)<®(x). pedP(K)

Furthermore, the subdifferential image d® (K) is compact in K*, by [14], Remark
6.2.3. Now fix p € L*, i.e., p such that ®, exhausts Q2. Then there is an open set
Vp > p such that infqevp @, (x) also exhausts 2 (Lemma 6.2), and by compactness
we may cover 9P (K) by a finite collection V),; of such open sets. It follows that the
function

= inf inf @ > inf @ 48
f» ;Ielee% ® p(y)_p elblv,,j »() (48)

also exhausts Q2. But for any y € @, p € d®(K) we have that p(y) < ®(y) — f(y),
and hence we may for x € K restrict the sup of (46) to

d(x) = sup p(x). 49)
Pxi)<®(x;),ped®(K),x;e{ f<1}

But the set { f < 1} is compact, since f exhausts €2, so {x € suppu, f < 1} is finite,
and thus & is piecewise affine on K. O

We provide below a Lemma for convex functions in R”, which was used in Theo-
rem 1.7
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Lemma 6.2 Let f : 2 — R be aconvex exhaustion function from an open set 2 < R".
Assume that Q* = {f*(p) < oo} is an open set. Then for any py € Q*, there is an
open set U > pg such that

gx) = iI(l]f f@x) = px) (50)

exhausts Q.

Proof Without loss of generality, we assume that pgp = 0 € Q*. Further we denote
Sp(x) = f(x) — p(x). We claim that we may take U = Bs(0), where § > 0 is small
enough that Bys(0) is relatively compact in *. The lemma follows if we can show
that {g(x) < c} is a closed bounded set and that {g(x) < ¢} N IR = @ for every c,
since then {g < x} is a compact setin R” contained in the open set 2. We thus proceed
by showing the following three claims.

1. g has bounded level sets.
2. g is continuous.
3. {g(x) <c}nNo =4a. O

Claim 1 Fix p € Bs(0), and fix xo € Q2 arbitrarily, and for simplicity we assume that
x0 = 0 € Q. Let x € Q be arbitrary, and let r be the linear function r(y) = § <ﬁ‘)’£ﬂ).
Note that g +r € Bas(0), and hence by assumption f*(q+r) < Cs for some constant

Cs depending only on 8, by continuity of f*. We then have

fq(x) = fq+r(x) +rx) = fq+r(x) + Sllx|l

. 61V
> 8llx|l +inf fgir (v) = 8llxll — f*(g +7) = llx]| — Cs,

and the first claim follows.

Claim 2 Let C be the closure of Bs(0), and note that g(x) = min,ec f,(x) by conti-
nuity and compactness. Thus g(x) = fp (x) for some px € C. Fix x € Q, and let x;
be any sequence converging x; — x. Then g(x;) = [, (x;) for some p; € C, and by
compactness we have that p; — p for some p € C, up to subsequence. But then we
also have that

g) = fp(x) =lim fp, (x;) = lim g (x;), (52)

by continuity of f in (p, x). Hence g is lower semicontinuous in x. Upper semiconti-
nuity follows from the fact that g is defined as an inf of a family of convex functions.

Claim 3 The first two claims show that {g(x) < c} is a compact set in R". To show
the third claim it suffices to show that g(x;) — oo for any sequence such that x; —
x € 02, where we may assume that x; is bounded. But for any p € Bs(0) we have
that fp(xij) = f(xi) — p(xi) = f(xi) = 8lxill = f(xi) — Cs, since ||x;| is bounded.
It follows that g(x;) — oo.

]
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Theorem 1.8 Any Hessian metric ¢o on a compact Hessian manifold (M, L, ¢o) can
approximated uniformly by a piecewise affine section.

Proof We fix the reference measure v = vol(¢;) as the Riemannian volume form
corresponding to ¢, and approximate w by atomic measures i; — . Then the
solutions to MA,¢; = u; are piecewise affine, and by Theorem 3.6 we have that
¢ — ¢ uniformly. O

We also note a geometric consequence of Theorem 1.7, in that any piecewise affine
convex function ® : Q — R” corresponds to a tiling of 2 by convex polytopes. Hence
solving to MA, ¢ = p for an atomic measure p yields a quasi-periodic tiling of €2.

7 Orbifolds

In this section we present an outline of a generalization of the main results to the setting
of orbifolds. Throughout this section the setup is that of a compact affine manifold
(M) and the properly discontinuous affine action by a finite group G on M. We let
X = M/G as a Hausdorff topological space, but since the group action G is not
assumed to be free X is not in general a manifold.

We call X = M /G a Hessian orbifold if M comes equipped with a G-equivariant
Hessian metric ¢ on M. Note that given such a metric, the affine R-bundle L — M
yields a principal R-bundle L/G — M /G, and we denote a Hessian orbifold by the
data (M, L, G).

Note that sections of L/G — M /G are simply G-equivariant sections of L — M.
By letting (M*, L*) denote the dual manifold of (M, L), we as in the manifold setting
may define a dual action of G on (M*, L*) and can in precisely the same way as in
the manifold setting construct a dual compact Hessian orbifold (M*, L*, G*). Note
that G* = G as groups; however, we use a superscripted * to indicate that G acts
differently on (M*, L*).

The extension of Theorem 1.2 can be formulated as follows:

Theorem 7.1 Let w,v be probability measures on the compact Hessian orbifolds
(M, L, G), (M*, L*, G*), respectively. Then the equation

MA, ¢ = 11 (53)

has a solution. Equivalently, given G, G*-invariant probability measures |, v on
M, M*, respectively, there is a G-equivariant solution ¢ : M — L

MA,¢ = L. (54)

The technique used to prove the above theorem follows the same principle as that in
the manifold setting. Instead of producing solutions to (53) directly, one may look for
equivariant solutions to a Monge—Ampere equation on the covering manifolds M, M*.
The key point to note is the correspondence in the manifold setting of Hessian metrics
on M with equivariant convex exhaustion functions on the universal cover €2, and the
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extension to the orbifold setting can be seen as also requiring equivariance with respect
to G. However, a subtle point is that to guarantee that the Kantorovich functional is
somewhere finite, it is crucial that we are integrating against finite measures on M, M*,
whereas the corresponding measures on 2, Q* are only locally finite. In the manifold
setting this correspondence between locally finite measures and probability measures
is given by pushing forward under the local homeomorphisms given by the covering
map 2 — M. However in the orbifold setting the quotient map M — M /G is not a
covering map, and does not give local homeomorphisms near the fixed points of the
action of G. Thus, there seems to be no obvious way to construct a probability measure
on X given a locally finite measure on 2. This lack of correspondence for probability
measures is also the reason why we are not capable of dealing with non-finite groups
G.

Anyway, since we make the assumption that X = M /G is the quotient of a compact
Hessian manifold by a finite, we may push forward any probability measure on M by
the quotient map to yield a probability measure on X (and similarly on M*), and any
probability measure on X arises in this way. Hence, given two G-equivariant measures
w, von M, M*, pushing forward to probability measures wx, vy yields a Kantorovich
functional

F@ = [ @i+ | @ = o 59)

The arguments in the manifold setting can then be repeated, mutatis mutandis, to yield
the existence of a convex minimizer to F, corresponding to a convex minimizer of the
Kantorovich functional on M, M* under the constraint of G-equivariance.

Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 Interna-
tional License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution,
and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.
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