arXiv:2406.17683v1 [math.PR] 25 Jun 2024

ASYMPTOTIC PROPERTIES OF RANDOM HOMOLOGY INDUCED BY DIFFUSION PROCESSES

ARTEM GALKIN AND MAURO MARIANI

Abstract. We investigate the asymptotic behavior, in the long time limit, of the random homology associated to realizations of stochastic diffusion processes on a compact Riemannian manifold. In particular a rigidity result is established: if the rate is quadratic, then the manifold is a locally trivial fiber bundle over a flat torus, with fibers being minimal in a weighted sense (that is, regarding the manifold as a metric measured space, with the invariant probability being the weight measure). Surprisingly, this entails that at least for some classes of manifolds, the homology of non-reversible processes relaxes to equilibrium slower than its reversible counterpart (as opposed to the respective empirical measure, which relaxes faster).

1. Introduction

The asymptotic behavior of invariants of random curves on manifolds is a classical subject, a famous example being the Cauchy asymptotic of the winding number of a Brownian motion in R^2 due to Spitzer, see [38]. Manabe, Lyons & McKean, and Pitman & Yor further investigated winding numbers in a well-known series of papers throughout the ’80s, [28, 29, 33–35], with some large deviations bounds provided in [2]. It is not possible to mention all the literature starting from the ’90s, even when considering just Brownian winding numbers. A geometrical approach to the problem has been developed by the Japanese school of stochastic calculus, an explanatory reference being Watanabe’s [40], where the asymptotic behavior of windings around points and windings around topological ”holes” is investigated on Riemannian surfaces.

Results and motivations. This paper is mostly motivated by this approach, in particular it studies the qualitative behavior of the fluctuations of the random homology associated to diffusion processes on compact manifolds. We focus on the long time limit T → ∞, of the random homology h_T associated to paths of general diffusion processes. While precise definitions are given in Section 2, this should be thought ash a finite-dimensional random variable that describes the number of windings per unit time of a stochastic continuous curve (X_t)_{t≤T} . It is easy to show that in the sense of large deviations, as T → ∞

P(h_T ≃ h) ≃ exp (−T G(h)) (1.1)

where G(h) ∈ [0, ∞] is a positive rate function defined on the space of DeRham homologies h ∈ H_1(M; R), see Section 2.2. For a fixed compact Riemannian manifold M, the law of the diffusion process X_t is identified by the Riemannian metric g and a tangent vector field b on M. Thus G(·) is itself determined by g and b (while it is independent of the initial condition X_0), and our goal is to establish for which

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 58J65, 60H10,60F10,53C43.

Key words and phrases. Random homology, Asymptotic of diffusion processes, Albanese map, Gallavotti-Cohen symmetry, Weighted harmonic maps. 1

triples (M, g, b), the rate G features some qualitative properties. To fix the ideas, consider the SDE on a flat d-dimensional torus

Ẋ = h̄ + Ḃ (1.2)

where h̄ ∈ R^d is a constant and B is a standard (Gaussian) Brownian motion. Then the vector h_T := (X̃_T − X̃_0)/T describes exactly the time-normalized number of times the process winded around holes of the torus, where X̃ is the lift of X to R^d (see Remark 2.2 about the fact that (X_t) is not a closed curve). In this case h_T is a Gaussian random variable with expected value h̄, and it is easily seen that as T → ∞ it satisfies a large deviations principle with a quadratic rate G(h) =^1_2 ‖h − h̄‖^2 for a suitable norm ‖ · ‖. In general, on any manifold, as T → ∞, h_T converges to some deterministic h̄ ∈ H_1(M; R), and G(h) describes the asymptotic of h_T and in particular it quantifies how unlikely it is to fluctuate away from h̄ (thus particular G(h) = 0 only for h = h̄).

Our main achievement is a rigidity result stating that if G is quadratic, then the manifold M is not too different from a flat torus with a random dynamic of type (1.2). While the precise statement of Theorem 3.4 requires some preliminaries, it basically states that a triple (M, g, b) featuring a quadratic rate functional G(·) for the associated random homology h_T , is necessarily a locally trivial fiber bundle over a flat torus T^{b1} (where b_1 is the first Betti number), moreover fibers are minimal in a suitable sense (which corresponds to minimality on the metric measured space (M, g, m) where m is in the invariant measure of the process, see Section 4.3), and some weak reversibility property should finally hold. While there are trivial examples of such manifolds and diffusion processes (e.g. (1.2) or a product of (1.2) and a simply connected manifolds with independent random dynamics), also nontrivial examples exists. In particular, we deduce that a Brownian motion on formal manifolds, see [20], features such a quadratic rate; or more in general one may build weighted formal manifolds with such a property.

Our result has a nontrivial consequence. As discussed in detail in Remark 3.5, one usually expects that non-reversible Markov processes present a faster convergence to equilibrium (and thus smaller fluctuations and larger deviations rates), when compared to their reversible counterpart (that is, the process associated to the symmetric part of their generator). This folklore idea can be made rigorous in various contexts, for instance: through spectral analysis on finite graphs; or, exactly in the aforementioned sense of large deviations, for the occupation measure of diffusion processes, see [36, 37]. This is a rather significant phenomenon in applications, since it may be used to speed-up the convergence rate of MCMC algorithms. The actual rigorous result is that the large deviations rate of observables that are functions of the occupation measure of a Markov process, is larger than the rate of the same observables associated to their reversible part, thus yielding smaller fluctuations and faster convergence in the non-reversible case.

Random homologies provide a counterexample to this phenomenon. The occupation measure of a diffusion process can be recovered from the action of the stochastic current, see (2.3) on exact forms; however the random homology associated to a process is obtained by the action of the same random current on closed forms. Surprisingly, as soon as one extends in such a minimal way (from exact to closed) the set of observables considered, the previously described inequality on deviations rates is broken, and even more, when considering the quotient closed/excact, the opposite inequality actually holds. In a suitable sense reversible processes (or more in general homologically reversible processes, see Definition 3.1) are the ones presenting the fastest convergence rates. This is a straightforward consequence of

Theorem 3.4, and while not in contradiction with [36], it is certainly unexpected, see Remark 3.5.

A second set of results, see Proposition 3.2, computes the expansion of G(h) around its minimizer h̄, that is we compute lim_{ε→0} ε^{−2}G(h̄ + εh), a global explicit bound G(h) ≤ Q(h), and we establish a Gallavotti-Cohen symmetry for G in some cases. Informally speaking, the large deviations rate functions of the pair measurecurrent are the out-of-equilibrium counterpart of thermodynamic potentials in the context of equilibrium Statistical Mechanics and Dynamical Systems, see e.g. [4] and references there in. In this context, the significance of Gallavotti-Cohen symmetries for the rate function of the pair measure-current for non-reversible processes has been a subject of interest, likely after [24]. More recently, such symmetries have been noticed (to hold, or often not to hold) for some observables informally related to discrete homologies, [13, 14].

In Section 3.3 we further discuss some deeper motivations that require some additional preliminaries to be properly discussed.

Plan of the paper. The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the main notation and recall some results concerning random currents. In Section 3 we state our main results, namely Proposition 3.2 and Theorem 3.4, and discuss some open problems. In Section 4 we introduce some mathematical tools that may have an independent interest, in particular weighted Albanese maps, the relation between weighted minimality and weighted harmonicity and the lift of Markov generators. In Section 5-6 we prove the main results together with some additional statements which may have a broader interest.

Acknowledgement. We are thankful to Domenico Fiorenza for pointing out Corollary 3.6.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Notation. Let (M, g) be a smooth closed compact, connected Riemannian manifold. D^k ≡ D^k(M) denotes the space of smooth k-forms on M, d and d^∗ the differential and codifferential. In particular we mostly consider D^0 (smooth functions) and D^1 (smooth 1-forms). P(M) denotes the space of Borel probability measures on M endowed with the standard narrow topology, and J (M) the space of 1-currents regarded as the dual of D^1. ⟨·, ·⟩ stands for the pairing between vector fields and 1-forms on M. In particular we understand, as standard in the probabilistic notation, ⟨b, df⟩ as the action bf of the vector field b on f ∈ D^0. μ(f) denotes the integral of f w.r.t. μ, and j(ω) the action of a current j on ω.

Since we have fixed a Riemannian tensor g, we denote without further notice | · | the associated norms both on tangent and cotangent spaces. For instance, with this notation, |ω|^2(x) = ⟨g^{−1}ω, ω⟩(x). With an abuse of notation, ‖ · ‖_μ denotes the induced L^2(μ)-norms both on μ-square integrable 1-forms and currents, e.g. ‖ω‖^2_μ := μ(|ω|^2).

H^1(M; R) and H_1(M; R) denote the space of De Rham cohomology and its dual, the real homology group of the manifold M. [c] stands for the space of closed ω ∈ D^1 in cohomology class c, and ⟨h, c⟩ denotes the homology-cohomology duality^1.

Recall that a Riemannian metric is defined on M, let Δ be the associated Laplace-Beltrami operator and b a smooth vector field on M. Let (X_t)_{t≥0} be

1As various scalar products are used in this paper, we use a notation which is more common

in the probabilistic literature but somehow unusual in differential geometry. Angled brackets ⟨·, ·⟩ are used for dualities that are independent of the metric g, while (·, ·), (·, ·)_r , (·, ·) denote scalar products that do depend g.

the M-valued Feller process with generator L defined on smooth functions as

Lf =^1_2 Δf + ⟨b, df⟩ (2.1)

There exists a unique probability measure m such that m(Lf) = 0 for any f ∈ D^0, referred to as the invariant measure. With a little abuse of notation, hereafter we still denote by L the closure of L both in C(M) and L^2(m). Finally, for μ ∈ P(M), we denote j_μ ∈ J (M) the typical current defined by

j_μ(ω) := μ(^1_2 d^∗ω + ⟨b, ω⟩) (2.2)

2.2. Rate function for random homologies. In this section we define the rate function G for random homologies. As it is easily derived from known results, we define it rigorously but concisely, and refer to Section 4 for further details. Recall that the operator L defined in (2.1) generates a Markov process. The empirical measure π_T ∈ P(M) and the empirical current J_T ∈ J (M) are then defined pathwise as (∘ denotes the Stratonovich integral)

π_T (f) :=^1_T ∫_T 0 f(X_s) ds, f ∈ D^0 J_T (ω) =^1_T ∫_T 0 ω(X_s) ∘ dX_s, ω ∈ D^1 (2.3)

To be precise, (2.3) does not immediately identify a random element J_T ∈ J (M), since the definition holds only a.e. for each ω ∈ D^1, but D^1 is uncountable. This technicality can be overcome in various equivalent ways, either defining J_T for every X ∈ C^α(M) as a geometric rough path, see e.g. the seminal [27], or using a classical result by Mitoma [6, page 358]. In any case (2.3) provides a well-posed definition of random current. Sharper results of well-posedness J_T in stronger space are possible, see for instance [15, 16].

Large deviations results, in the limit T → ∞, can be established for the pair (π_T , J_T ) with standard tools. In the last decades, sharper techniques strengthened the topology in which large deviations hold, in the same way as rough paths techniques strengthened the topology for the well-posedness of J_T , see [21, 22] with the full results for generic diffusions in [17, 23]. These results motivate the following definitions.

Definition 2.1 (Large Deviations Rates). H denotes the space of pairs (μ, j) ∈ P(M) × J (M) such that

• j is a closed current, namely j(df) = 0 for all f ∈ D^0.

• μ has finite Fisher information w.r.t. the invariant measure m, namely μ is absolutely continuous μ = ϱm and √ ϱ ∈ W^{1,2}(M, m). The large deviations rate of the pair empirical measure-current is defined as I : P(M) × J (M) → [0, ∞] I(μ, j) := {_1

2 ‖j − j_μ‖^2_μ if (μ, j) ∈ H +∞ otherwise

(2.4)

The large deviations rate G of the random homology associated to the generator L in (2.1) is defined as

G: H_1(M; R) → [0, ∞]

G(h) := inf { I(μ, j) : j(ω) = (c, h), ∀ ω ∈ [c] } (2.5)

As discussed before, the law of (π_T , J_T ) satisfies a large deviations principle with speed T and rate I, see the aforementioned [17, 21, 22] for details. However, since paths of diffusion processes are not closed, the restriction of J_T to closed 1- forms does not identify a random homology. Fix however any linear isomorphism H^1(M, R) ∋ c → ξ_c ∈ D^1, associating to each cohomology class c ∈ H^1(M, R) a closed 1-form ξ_c ∈ [c]. Then a random homology h_T ∈ H_1(M; R) is naturally associated to the Markov process X by the relation

⟨h_T , c⟩ := J_T (ξ_c), c ∈ H^1(M; R) (2.6)

The following remark is an immediate consequence of the contraction principle [9, Chapter 4.2.1] and standard properties of geometric rough paths/Stratonovich integrals, and it is quickly proved below.

Remark 2.2. Regardless of the isomorphism c → ξ_c, the law of h_T satisfies a good large deviations principle with speed T and rate function G.

The main results of our paper concern the qualitative behavior of the rate function G(·) in terms of the topological properties of the manifold M and the reversibility and curvature properties of the generator L in (2.1).

3. Main result

In this section we state our main results, Proposition 3.2 and Theorem 3.4.

3.1. Quadratic bounds and symmetries. Recall that g denotes the metric tensor and m the invariant measure. It is a standard fact that the invariant measure has a smooth, strictly positve density w.r.t. to the volume measure on M and we write m = e^{−V} Vol

r := b +^1_2 ∇V

(3.1)

r may be interpreted as the non-reversible part of the drift b, see Definition 3.1.

The metric-measure triple (M, g, m) induces a scalar product on real homologies and cohomologies as follows. For each c ∈ H^1(M; R), there exists a unique closed 1-form η_c ∈ [c] that is orthogonal to exact forms in L^2(m) (see Section 4.2). Then (c, c^′) := m(⟨g^{−1}η_c, η_c′ ⟩) defines a scalar product on H^1(M; R) and (h, h^′) denotes the dual scalar product on H_1(M; R). Similarly, for each c ∈ H^1(M; R), there exists a unique L-harmonic form ω_c ∈ [c], see Definition 4.1 and Remark 4.2, and we can introduce a second scalar product (c, c^′)_r := m(⟨g^{−1}ω_c, ω_c′ ⟩) on H^1(M; R), and (h, h^′)_r denotes the dual scalar product on H_1(M; R). The index r stresses the dependence on the non-reversible field r, see (3.1). In general, see Remark 4.2, (h, h)_r ≤ (h, h) and the two scalar products coincide in the reversible case r = 0.

We start defining some relevant extensions of reversibility.

Definition 3.1. The generator L (and the vector field b) is called (a) reversible: if it is self-adjoint in L^2(m). Equivalently, if the 1-form gb is exact, or yet equivalently if the non-reversible field r vanishes, see (3.1).

(b) quasi-reversible: if gb is closed. Equivalently, if the gr is m-harmonic. (c) homologically reversible: if the scalar products introduced above coincide, (c, c) = (c, c)_r. Or equivalently, if r satisfies ⟨r, η_c⟩ = const, for all c ∈ H^1(M; R). Here const means that the scalar product is independent of x ∈ M. (d) typically reversible: if m(⟨r, η_c⟩) = 0 for every c ∈ H^1(M; R); namely if the restriction of J_T to closed 1-forms vanishes as T → ∞.

Of course reversibility implies quasi-reversibility, homological and typical reversibility. On the other hand (b) + (c) + (d) is actually equivalent to reversibility (as easy to show but not needed for the following). One may check that (b) implies

(c) on the same class of manifolds characterized by the conditions in Theorem 3.4- (2).

Proposition 3.2. There exists h̄ ∈ H_1(M, R), that only depends on g and b, such that

G(h) ≤ Q(h) :=^1_2 (h − h̄, h − h̄) (3.2) and lim_{ε↓0} ε^{−2} G(h̄ + ε h) =^1_2 (h, h)_r (3.3)

Moreover in the quasi-reversible case (see Definition 3.1-(b)), for c̄ ∈ H^1(M; R) the cohomology class of gb, G satisfies G(h) − G(−h) = Q(h) − Q(−h) = −2⟨h, c̄⟩ (3.4) The last proposition shows in particular that

• For quasi-reversible processes, G enjoys a Gallavotti-Cohen symmetry, actually the same Gallavotti-Cohen symmetry that Q trivially satisfies.

• For homologically reversible processes, Q provides both a global upper bound and the small-homology limit of G, and also in this case (3.2) writes G(h) ≤^1_2 ⟨G^{′′}(h̄)(h − h̄), h − h̄⟩. • G(h) = 0 if and only if h = h̄ = lim_{T →∞} h_T /T . h̄ is actually the rotation number of the current mr, see Remark 5.2.

• For typically reversible processes, G is minimized at h = 0 and it is quadratic around 0.

More generally the quadratic bound in (3.2) can be interpreted as a sub-gaussian bound for the large deviations of the random homology h_T introduced in (2.6). In the next Section 3.2 we fully characterize the cases where equality holds, the motivation for such a question is briefly explained in Section 3.3 below.

3.2. Asymptotically Gaussian homologies. We say that the diffusion process X associated to the generator L has asymptotically Gaussian homology if equality holds in (3.2), that is

G(h) = Q(h) :=^1_2 (h − h̄, h − h̄) (3.5)

This wording is due to the fact that, whenever the restriction of J_T to harmonic 1-forms is Gaussian (for instance on a flat torus), the equality in (3.2) holds indeed. In this section we characterize asymptotically Gaussian homologies via a topological rigidity condition and an equivalent stochastic interpretation. Informally speaking, an asymptotically Gaussian homology can only rise from an underlying diffusion on flat tori.

The metric-measure space (M, g, m) is naturally associated to the generator L: indeed one can recover g from L, see e.g. [1,3], while m is just the invariant measure of L. We then borrow the notion of m-weighted minimality from such a metricmeasure context, see [7, 8], and we conveniently rephrase it here in our framework.

Definition 3.3. For e^{−V} the density of m w.r.t. the volume measure on M as above, and for N a submanifold with induced volume σ, N is called m-minimal if any of the following equivalent conditions is satisfied

(1) N is a stationary point of the m-volume functional N → ∫ N e^{−V} dσ. (2) The m-mean curvature H_m := H + ∇V^⊥ vanishes, where H is the usual mean curvature and ∇V^⊥ is the normal (to N) projection of ∇V .

If the dimension d ≠ 1, 2, the previous conditions are also equivalent to (1) N is minimal w.r.t. the conformally equivalent metric g^′ = e^{2V /d}g.

We finally state our main result. In the following theorem and hereafter, b_1 ≡ b_1(M) is the first Betti number of M.

Theorem 3.4. The following are equivalent.

(1) The generator L has asymptotically Gaussian homology, see Section 3.5. (2) M is a locally trivial fiber bundle over a flat torus T^{b1} , with m-minimal fibers, and b is homologically reversible.

(3) There exists a smooth map ϕ: M → T^{b1} and^2 h̃ ∈ H_1(T^{b1} ; R) such that Y = ϕ(X) is a solution to the SDE

dY_t = h̃ dt + dW_t (3.6)

where W is a Brownian motion on T^{b1} w.r.t. a flat metric on T^{b1} . In particular b_1 ≤ dim(M) and if b_1 = dim(M) then M is a flat torus and X solves (3.6) with h̃ = h̄.

In some sense, the previous theorem contains two statements. The first one is purely geometrical: asymptotic gaussianity of the homology is equivalent to the metric measure space (M, g, m) being a locally trivial fiber bundle over a flat torus in a way depending specifically on the weight m. The second states that only homologically reversible processes can have asymptotically gaussian homologies. For instance, in the reversible case, the theorem boils down to a differential geometric characterization: a reversible process has asymptotically gaussian homology if and only if M is a locally trivial fiber bundle over a flat torus T^{b1} , with m-minimal fibers.

We remark that there exist non-trivial examples of manifolds M endowed with a diffusion generator L satisfying any of the equivalent conditions of Theorem 3.4. A trivial example is a product of a flat torus with diffusion as in Thoerem 3.4-3 with a simply connected manifold and an independent random dynamics. However, even in the case of Brownian motion b = 0, one can show non-trivial examples such as formal manifolds, see [20]. Indeed harmonic forms on formal manifolds have constant length, a property which implies Theorem 3.4-2 (provided b = 0), as proved in [32, Proposition 5].

Remark 3.5. It is folklore knowledge that non-reversible processes converge to equilibrium faster than their symmetric (reversible) part. In our framework, this means that as t → ∞, one expects the process X_t with generator (2.1) to converge in law to its stationary limit, faster than a process, say Y_t, with generator L^′f = 1 2 Δf − ⟨∇V, df⟩, where V is defined as in (3.1). In other words, X and Y have the same invariant measure and quadratic variation (informally speaking, the same simulation complexity), but the presence of the m-divergence free drift r ≠ 0 speeds up the convergence to ’equilibrium’.

This idea has been used to speed up sampling of measure in high-dimension using non-reversible MCMC. There are few rigourous results proving such a phenomenon, in particular when considering the convergence of the empirical measure^1_T ∫_T 0 δ_{Xs} ds to the invariant measure. One way to establish this speed-up effect, consists in proving that the large deviations rate of the empirical measure of X is larger than the one of Y , meaning that it is less likely for the empirical measure of X to fluctuate away from the invariant measure. This is rigorously established for diffusions in [36].

To our surprise, Theorem 3.4 provides a counterexample to this floklore expectation. Empirical measures may be recovered calculating empirical currents on exact

2It follows from the proof that h̃ is characterized by h̄ introduced in Section 3.1, up to a linear

transformation. In particular h̃ = 0 for typically reversible processes, see Definition 3.1.

forms, a well-known feature of geometric rough paths. Yet, as soon as one enriches the considered set of observables to include the action of currents on closed forms, the picture is actually reversed, at least for manifold with some form of flatness (in the sense of Theorem 3.4-(2)). Indeed, reversible or more in general homologically reversible processes may achieve equality in (3.2), which is instead a strict inequality for non-homologically reversible processes, see Theorem 3.4, (1) ⇒ (2).

To make a trivial example^3, fix h̄ ∈ R^d and consider the two processes on a standard flat torus

Ẋ = h̄ + Ẇ

Ẏ = r(Y ) + Ẇ

(3.7)

where r is a divergence-free vector field with ∫ r(y) dy = h̄. Theorem 3.4 guarantees that the large deviation rate (in the long time limit) of the random homology associated to X is strictly larger than the homology associated to Y , while the situation is exactly reversed for the deviations of the empirical measure. This shows that in general non-reversible perturbations may fail to provide a speed-up when sampling invariant observables that are not functions of the empirical measure; otherwise stated Y would in this case be a better choice to sample the volume measure, while X would be a better choice to sample h̄. The authors found this phenomenon nontrivial, unexpected and of some interest for the MCMC community.

3.3. Open problems. In this section we present two open questions. The second one in particular was one of our initial motivations to investigate the problem.

To state the first open question, we start by a corollary that is an easy consequence of [30, page 57] and (3.3).

Corollary 3.6. If d = 2 and b = 0, there is a one-to-one mapping between Riemannian tensors g on M, up to a normalized conformal transformation, and the rate function G. Namely, observing the random homology, one can reconstruct the generator of the process up to a random time change of average 1.

In the general reversible case, one may wonder what information one gets on the metric-measure space (M, g, m) by the knowledge of G(·). To answer this question, one may need some weighted version of Torelli’s theorem in the form presented by McMullen.

A second question concerns the maximization of G(·) within classes of Riemannian metrics. First one should rule out trivial transformations, as for instance multiplying the metric by a constant just scales G quadratically. However, once trivial transformations are factored out, one may wonder whether manifolds obtained as some rigid extension of manifolds with constant curvature maximize G. That would mean, even in the case b = 0, that breaking the symmetry of loops of a Brownian motion is the least likely on manifolds with constant curvature. Theorem 3.4 is a result in this direction, although limited to the case of zero curvature. Indeed such a theorem states that G(h)/Q(h) ≤ 1, with equality holding on flat tori, or manifolds were fluctuations of the homology only arises from a random dynamic on flat tori. Normalizing by Q(h) can be interpreted here as factoring out trivial transformation of the metric. The question however remains open: how to state and prove some maximal properties of manifold with constant curvature, even in the case of (possibly punctured) hyperbolic surfaces?

3In this explicit example, it is easily seen that one may reduce to the reversible case h̄ = 0 via a

rotation that does not effect the convergence speed. That is why we can compare the convergence speed as in [36] even if the process X is homologically reversible but not reversible for h̄ ≠ 0

4. Technical preliminaries

4.1. Lifted generator. d^∗ : D^1 → D^0 denotes the usual deRham codifferential, and recalling that m is the invariant measure and V was defined in (3.1), we let d^∗_m : D^1 → D^0 be the m-weighted codifferential which we can define by duality:

m(f d^∗_mω) := −m(⟨∇f, ω⟩), for all f ∈ D^0 (4.1)

or equivalently, as it can be verified via an integration by parts d^∗_mω = d^∗ω − ⟨∇V, ω⟩ (4.2) Recall the definition of the generator L in (2.1). Define the lifted generator L: D^1 → D^0 as

Lω := 1 2 d^∗ω + ⟨b, ω⟩ =^1_2 d^∗_mω + ⟨r, ω⟩ (4.3)

With this notation the condition that the measure e^{−V} Vol is invariant, reads after a straightforward computation as

d^∗_m(gr) = 0 (4.4)

Moreover, whenever I(μ, j) < ∞ and thus in particular μ = ϱ m with √ ϱ ∈ W^{1,2}(m), the typical current j_μ as defined at the end of Section 2.1 is written as j_μ(ω) = μ(Lω) = m ( − ⟨∇ √ ϱ, √ ϱ ω⟩ ) + μ(⟨r, ω⟩) (4.5) where the integral in m in the right hand side makes sense as both sides of ⟨·, ·⟩ are in L^2(m).

As ‖ω‖^2_μ := μ(|ω|^2) denoted the L^2(μ) norm (depending on g) for 1-forms, the dual norm on currents, still denoted by ‖ · ‖_μ as remarked in Section 2.1, is given by ‖j‖^2_μ = sup_ω 2j(ω) − ‖ω‖^2_μ (4.6)

For a measure μ ∈ P(M) and a μ-integrable vector field E, we usually denote μE the current defined by (μE)(ω) = μ(⟨E, ω⟩), in other words μE is the current with Radon-Nikodym derivative w.r.t. μ given by E in the sense of [10, Chapter 3]. With this notation, the scalar product (·, ·)_μ inducing the norm ‖·‖_μ on currents satisfies

(j, μ g^{−1}ω)_μ = j(ω) (4.7)

In particular if I(μ, j) < ∞ then, see (4.5)

(j, j_μ)_μ = j(−^1_2 d log ϱ + gr) = j(gr) (4.8)

4.2. Weighted harmonic forms. In this section we discuss some straightforward tilted version of the Hodge decomposition.

Definition 4.1. A 1-form ω ∈ D^1 is m-harmonic if dω = 0 and d^∗_mω = 0. It is L-harmonic if dω = 0 and dLω = 0, see (4.3).

It is easily checked that m-harmonic means that ω is in the kernel of a mweighted Hodge laplacian, from which the name. On the other hand, notice that whenever r = 0, namely whenever the invariant measure m is reversible, the notion of L-harmonicity reduces to the one of m-harmonicity. Indeed by definition, if ω is L-harmonic, Lω is constant, and thus it equals m(Lω). However if r = 0 then Lω = d^∗_mω and m(d^∗_mω) = 0 for ω ∈ D^1 and thus d^∗_mω = 0.

As a weighted version of the Hodge decomposition, it is easy to check that the space of 1-forms can be decomposed as a direct sum

D^1 = D^{1,exact} ⊕ D^{1,m−harm} ⊕ ( D^{1,closed} )_⊥ (4.9)

the three components of the direct sum represent respectively exact forms, mharmonic forms and forms that are orthogonal in L^2(m) to closed forms. The three components are orthogonal in L^2(m).

Similarly, we can decompose

D^1 = D^{1,exact} ⊕ D^{1,L−harm} ⊕ ( D^{1,closed} )_⊥ (4.10)

where now however the decomposition is not, in general, orthogonal in L^2(m). The relation between the weighted Hodge decomposition (4.9) and (4.10) is uniquely given as follows. If ω = df + η is closed with η m-harmonic, then by Fredholm alternative we can solve in the unknown u ∈ D^0 (u is smooth, a standard fact by elliptic regularity, see [18]) −Lu = ⟨r, η⟩ − m(⟨r, η⟩) (4.11) which uniquely determines an exact 1-form du, and ω = (df − du) + (η + du) gives the decomposition (4.10) for closed forms since L(η + du) = ⟨r, η⟩ + Lu = m(⟨r, η⟩) is constant.

Remark 4.2. There are two linear isomorphisms H^1(M; R) ∋ c → η_c ∈ D^{1,m−harm} H_1(M; R) ∋ h → η^h ∈ D^{1,m−harm} (4.12)

associating to a cohomology class c a unique m-harmonic form η_c in class c, and to each homology class h a unique m-harmonic form η^h such that m(⟨g^{−1}η^h, η_c⟩) = ⟨h, c⟩ for all c ∈ H^1(M; R). Such isomorphisms are isometries when D^{1,m−harm} is regarded as a finite-dimensional subspace of L^2(m) and H^1(M; R), H^1(M; R) are equipped with the scalar products defined at the beginning of section 3.1.

Similarly there are two linear isomorphisms

H^1(M; R) ∋ c → ω_c ∈ D^{1,L−harm} H_1(M; R) ∋ h → ω^h ∈ D^{1,L−harm} (4.13)

associating to a cohomology class c a unique L-harmonic form ω_c in class c, and to each homology class h a unique L-harmonic form η^h such that m(⟨g^{−1}ω^h, ω_c⟩) = ⟨h, c⟩ for all c ∈ H^1(M; R). Such isomorphisms are isometries when D^{1,m−harm} is regarded as a finite-dimensional subspace of L^2(m) and H^1(M; R), H^1(M; R) are equipped with the scalar products defined at the beginning of section 3.1.

4.3. Weighted minimality and harmonicity of submersions. In this section we introduce some basic notions of harmonicity and minimality in the context of weighted Riemannian manifolds. Minimality in this sense has been extensively studied in the last decades, see e.g. [8], however the authors are not aware of any established connection with harmonicity w.r.t. Witten Laplacians of Riemannian submersions. Such a connection is well-established in the case without weight, we refer to [12] for a classical introductory text. See also [11] and [7, 19], for weighted harmonic maps, and [25, 31, 39] for Albanese maps.

In this section, (M, g, m) is a smooth compact weighted Riemannian manifold, where the weight m is a measure on M with strictly positive density, m = e^{−V} Vol. Of course, for us m is to be thought as the invariant probability associated to (2.1). (N, g^′) on the other hand is just a smooth Riemannian manifold with no weight associated.

4.3.1. Weighted tension field. We say that a smooth map φ : M → N is mharmonic if it is a critical point of the energy functional (which depends on m, g and g^′)

E_m(φ) = ∫ |dφ|^2 dm (4.14)

This means that if Φ: [0, 1) × M → N is smooth with Φ(0, ·) = φ(·), then d dt E_m(Φ(t, ·))|_{t=0} = 0 (4.15)

When V = 0, this is sometimes called harmonic in the Eells-Sampson sense. Notice also that if d := dim(M) ≥ 3, then the notion of m-harmonicity can be regarded as a standard notion of harmonicity for the conformal equivalent metric ĝ = e^{− 2d−2 V} g, see e.g. [26, page 189]. However, we do not pursue this point of view here for reasons that will become apparent later.

As a straightforward generalization of the definition of the tension field in the case without weight, define the m-tension field

τ_m(φ) := τ(φ) − dφ(∇V ) (4.16)

where τ(φ) is the usual tension field of φ, see [12, Chapter I.2]. As in the standard case V = 0, it is not hard to check that φ is m-harmonic if and only if τ_m(φ) = 0, see [12, page 116].

4.3.2. Weighted minimality of submersions. In this section, we quickly establish the equivalence of m-minimality and m-harmonicity for Riemannian submersions, a well-known fact when m = Vol.

Definition 4.3. Let Σ be a smooth compact manifold and ı : Σ → M a smooth immersion. Let H be the mean curvature normal field of the immersion, and let (∇V )^⊥(x) be the orthogonal projection of ∇V (x) ∈ T_xM to the normal bundle of ı(Σ) in x.

The weighted mean curvature is the normal field

H_m = H + (∇V )^⊥ (4.17)

The immersion ı is m-minimal if H_m vanishes identically. If Σ ⊂ M, Σ is called m-minimal whenever the inclusion map is m-minimal.

The previous definition is motivated by the fact that ı is m-minimal if and only if it is a critical point of the volume of the immersion, see [7, Proposition 2]. In particular, this is the usual notion of minimality if m is the volume measure.

Recall that a surjective submersion φ: M → N is a Riemannian submersion if for all x ∈ M, the restriction of its differential (dφ)_x : (ker dφ_x)^⊥ → T N_{φ(x)} is an isometry. The following lemma generalizes propositon in [12, Chapter 4-C, page 127] to the weighted case, and we indeed rely on the proof of the standard case. However, one may also check the statement in coordinates fixing an orthonormal frame on the tangent and normal spaces to the fibers.

Proposition 4.4. Let φ: M → N be a Riemannian submersion. Then φ is mharmonic if and only if all fibers of the submersion are m-minimal submanifolds in M. Proof. Given a point y ∈ N, let Σ_y be the fiber φ^{−1}(y), and let ı_y : Σ_y → M be the inclusion map. As well known and easy to check, there is a trivial relation between the tension of the submersion φ and the tension of the inclusions of fibers, [12, Chapter 4-C]. That is, for all x ∈ M

τ(φ)(x) = −dφ_x(τ(i_{φ(x)})(x)) (4.18)

Now notice that (since φ is a submersion) the kernel of dφ_x consists of vectors tangent to Σ at x, so that dφ(∇V ) = dφ((∇V )^⊥). Therefore by (4.16) τ_m(φ)(x) = τ(φ)(x) − dφ(∇V )(x) = −dφ_x(τ(i_{φ(x)})(x)) − dφ_x((∇V )^⊥(x)) = −dφ_x ( τ(i_{φ(x)})(x) + (∇V )^⊥(x)

) (4.19)

Now, τ(i_{φ(x)}) = H(x) from [12, Chapter 2-D, page 119], and therefore τ_m(φ) = −dφ(H + (∇V )^⊥). However, since H + (∇V )^⊥ = H_m is normal, namely it is orthogonal to the kernel of dφ_x at any x, we have τ_m(φ) = 0 iff H_m = 0. □

4.4. Weighted Albanese map. In this section we introduce a weighted Albanese map a_m defined on a weighted Riemannian manifold (M, g, m), consistently with the above notation. We quickly follow the standard construction of Albanese maps, carefully considering the dependance on the weight m ∈ P(M).

Let M̃ be universal cover of M with canonical projection p: M̃ → M, p^∗ denoting the pullback of 1-forms via p. Fix x̃_0 ∈ M̃, set x_0 = p(x̃_0). Denote the action of the fundamental group on M̃ by (s, ỹ) ∋ π_1(M, x_0) × M̃ → sỹ ∈ M̃.

For ω ∈ D^{1,closed}, p^∗ω is exact on M̃, namely there exists a unique smooth u_ω : M̃ → R such that du_ω = p^∗ω and u_ω(x̃_0) = 0. For s ∈ π_1(M, x_0), it holds u_ω(sỹ) − u_ω (ỹ) is independent of x̃_0 and ỹ, since its differential vanishes. Moreover, u_{df} (sỹ) − u_{df} (ỹ) = 0, and ω → u_ω is linear. This entails that there exists an abelian representation π_1(M) ∋ s → h_s ∈ H_1(M; R) such that u_{df +ηc} (sỹ) − u_{df +ηc} (ỹ) = ⟨h_s, c⟩ (4.20) for ỹ ∈ M̃, f ∈ D^0, c ∈ H^1(M; R) and η_c the unique m-harmonic form in class c, see Remark 4.2.

Recalling Remark 4.2 one can define

ã_m : M̃ → (D^{1,m−harm})^† ≃ H_1(M; R) ã_m(ỹ)(η_c) := u_{ηc} (ỹ) − u_{ηc} (x̃_0)

(4.21)

It follows from (4.20) that for if ỹ, ỹ^′ ∈ M̃ cover the same point, namely ỹ^′ = sỹ, it holds (J̃(ỹ^′) − J̃(ỹ))(η_c) = ⟨h_s, c⟩. Now G = (h_s)_{s∈π1 (M)} is a discrete lattice of full rank of H_1(M; R), so that H_1(M; R)/G ≃ T^{b1} is a flat torus, where b_1 is the first Betti number of M.

Therefore there is a map a_m such that the following diagram commutes

M̃ H_1(M; R)

M T^{b1} ã_m p /G a_m

Remark 4.5. The weighted Albanese map a_m : M → T^{b1} is m-harmonic (in the weighted Eells-Sampson sense).

Proof. In this proof we denote by m̃ the lift of m to M̃, and d, d^∗_{m̃} the corresponding operators on M built as in (4.1). Whenever the arrival space N of a map φ as in Section 4.3.1 is a flat torus, the m-harmonicity equation τ_m(φ) = 0 is actually linear (since Christoffel symbols vanish, as one may easily check with similar computations as in [12, page 109]) and can be checked componentwise. So it is enough to show that ã_m is m̃-harmonic as a R^{b1} -valued function.

For u_ω as above, notice that d^∗_{m̃}du_ω(x̃) = (d^∗_mω)(p(x̃)). In particular ω is mharmonic iff u_ω is m̃-harmonic. So that the m̃-harmonicity of ã_m follows straightforwardly from its definition (4.21). □

We refer to a_m as the m-weighted Albanese map.

5. Quadratic bounds

In this section we prove Proposition 3.2, although we start with showing a simple statement claimed in Section 3.

Proof of Remark 2.2. Fix an isomorphism c → ξ_c as above and consider the map (μ, j) → h^j ∈ H_1(M; R) defined by duality as

⟨h^j , c⟩ = j(ξ_c), ∀c ∈ H^1(M; R) (5.1)

Since (ξ_c)_{c∈H}1_{(M;R)} is finite-dimensional, this map is continuous and moreover h_T ≡ h^{JT} , see (2.6). By contraction principle [9, Chapter 4.2.1] we get that the law of h_T satisfies a large deviations principle with speed T and rate given by

H^1(M; R) ∋ h → inf { I(μ, j), (μ, j) : h^j = h } (5.2)

However, since we can restrict to (μ, j) with I(μ, j) < ∞, it follows that j is closed, and thus the relation h^j = h in (5.2) is equivalent to j(ω) = ⟨h, c⟩ for all ω ∈ [c], regardless of the original linear isomorphism c → ξ_c used to define h_T . □

Recall that I and G were introduced in Definition 2.1. Recall that H was introduced in Definition 2.1, and for h ∈ H_1(M; R), denote

H_h := { (μ, j) ∈ H : j(ω) = ⟨h, c⟩, for all ω ∈ [c] and c ∈ H^1(M; R) } (5.3)

So that G(h) = inf_{(μ,j)∈Hh} I(μ, j).

The following remarks are immediate.

Remark 5.1. Recall that P(M), respectively J (M), are equipped with the weakest topology such that μ → μ(f) is continuous for all f ∈ D^0, respectively ω → j(ω) is continuous for all ω ∈ D^1. Then the set {(μ, j) ∈ P(M) × J (M) : I(μ, j) ≤ k} is compact for each k ≥ 0. In other words, I is good in the sense [9, Chapter 1.2].

Remark 5.2. Since m(⟨r, df⟩) = 0 for f ∈ D^1, it remains defined the rotation number of the current mr, namely an element h̄ ∈ H_1(M; R) such that

m(⟨r, ω⟩) = ⟨h̄, c⟩ for all ω ∈ [c] and c ∈ H^1(M; R) (5.4)

Lemma 5.3. For h ∈ H_1(M; R), let J_h(M) be the space of closed currents with rotation number h, that is

J_h(M) := { j ∈ J (M) : j(ω) = ⟨h, c⟩, for all ω ∈ [c] and c ∈ H^1(M; R) } (5.5)

For Q(·) as defined in (3.2), it holds

Q(h) := inf_{j∈Jh (M)} I(m, j) (5.6)

Proof. For j ∈ J_h(M), (m, j) ∈ H and thus by (2.4) and (4.5) with ϱ ≡ 1

I(m, j) = sup_{ω∈D1}(j − j_m)(ω) −^1_2 m(|ω|^2)

= sup_{ω∈D1} j(ω) − m(⟨r, ω⟩) −^1_2 m(|ω|^2)

= sup

ω∈D^{1,m−harm}⊕(D^{1,closed})^⊥ j(ω) − m(⟨r, ω⟩) −^1_2 m(|ω|^2) (5.7)

where the second equality follows from m(d^∗_mω) = 0, while the last equality follows from the orthogonality of the direct sum (4.9) in L^2(m), and j(df) = m(⟨r, df⟩) = 0, so that the supremum is attained on 1-forms ω with vanishing exact term in the decomposition. Recalling that η_c is the unique m-harmonic form in cohomology class c and that (η_c)_{c∈H}1_{(M;R)} = D^{1,m−harm} we obtain

I(m, j) = sup c∈H^1(M;R) j(η_c) − m(⟨r, η_c⟩) −^1_2 m(|η_c|^2)

+ sup

ξ∈(D^{1,closed} )^⊥ j(ξ) − m(⟨r, ξ⟩) −^1_2 m(|ξ|^2) (5.8)

Now, for h̄ as in Remark 5.2, and since d^∗_mη_c = 0 we actually have ⟨h̄, c⟩ = m(⟨r, η_c⟩) = m ( ⟨−^1_2 ∇ϱ −^1_2 ∇V + r, η_c⟩ ) = j_m(η_c) (5.9)

so h̄ is nothing but the rotation number of the typical current in the invariant measure j_m.

Moreover m(|η_c|^2) = (c, c), see Remark 4.2, j(η_c) = ⟨h, c⟩ for all j ∈ J_h(M). Thus we deduce from (5.8) inf j∈J_h (M) I(m, j) = sup c∈H^1(M;R) ⟨h − h̄, c⟩ −^1_2 (c, c) + inf j∈J_h (M) sup ξ∈(D^{1,closed} )^⊥ j(ξ) − m(⟨r, ξ⟩) −^1_2 m(|ξ|^2) (5.10)

Now, since the scalar products induced on H^1(M; R) and H_1(M; R) are in duality, the r.h.s. in the first line of (5.10) is exactly^1_2 (h − h̄, h − h̄). On the other hand, the second line is nonnegative (as one can always take ξ = 0 in the sup) and equals 0 for any current whose restricition to (D^{1,closed})^⊥ coincides with m r. (5.6) is thus proved, the infimum being achieved at the current j given by j(df + η_c + ξ) = ⟨h, c⟩ + m(⟨r, ξ⟩), where df + η_c + ξ represents the decomposition of a generic 1-form in D^1 as in (4.9). □

Proof of Proposition 3.2, formula (3.2). The inequality (3.2) is an immediate consequence of Lemma 5.3 since G(h) = inf_{(μ,j)∈Hh} I(μ, j) ≤ inf_{j∈Jh (M)} I(m, j) = Q(h) (5.11) □ Proof of Proposition 3.2, formula (3.3). We start with the proof of the ≤ inequality in (3.3). Fix h ∈ H_1(M; R) and for ω^h as in Remark 4.2, let u ≡ u^h ∈ D^0 be the unique solution to Lu − 2⟨r, du⟩ = d^∗_mω^h (5.12) with m(u) = 0. The operator L^†u := Lu − 2⟨r, du⟩ is the adjoint of L in L^2(m), so that the well-posedness of the equation (5.12) is a consequence of the Freedholm alternative and the fact that the r.h.s. integrates to 0 w.r.t. m.

For ε > 0 such that ε‖u‖_{C(M)} < 1, 1 + εu is a smooth probability density, since m(u) = 1. Then define ν^{ε,h} = (1 + εu)m ∈ P(M) ı^{ε,h}(ω) = j_νε,h (ω) + ε m ( ⟨g^{−1}ω^h, ω⟩ ) (5.13)

By these definitions ı^{ε,h}(df) = ν^{ε,h}(Lf) − ε m(fd^∗_mω^h) = ε ( m(uLf − d^∗_mω^h) ) = ε m ( f(L^†u − d^∗_mω^h) ) = 0 ı^{ε,h}(ω_c) = ν^{ε,h}(Lω_c) + εm(⟨g^{−1}ω^h, ω_c⟩) = ⟨h̄, c⟩ + ε⟨h, c⟩ (5.14)

where in the first identity we used (4.1), (4.5), the invariance of m and (5.12); in the second identity we used (Lω_c)(x) = m(⟨r, ω_c⟩) = ⟨h̄, c⟩ for every x ∈ M and the definition of ω^h in Remark 4.2.

(5.14) imply that (ν^{ε,h}, ı^{ε,h}) ∈ H¯_{h+εg} and therefore by the very definition of G (2.5) and (2.4) G(h̄ + εh) ≤ I(ν^{ε,h}, ı^{ε,h}) = ε^2 2 ∫ |ω^h|^2 (1 + εu)^2 dν^{ε,h} = ε^2 2 ∫ |ω^h|^2 (1 + εu) dm (5.15)

so that, taking the limit inside the integral by bounded convergence lim_ε ε^{−2}G(h̄ + εh) ≤^1_2 m(|ω^h|^2) = (h, h)_r (5.16)

We next turn to the ≥ inequality in (3.3). Since I(·, ·) has compact sublevel sets, see Remark 5.1, for each h ∈ H_1(M; R) and ε > 0, there exists a (μ^{ε,h}, j^{ε,h}) ∈ H¯_{h+εh} such that I(μ^{ε,h}, j^{ε,h}) = G(h̄ + εh) ≤ ε^2ε^{−2}Q(h̄ + εh) = ε^2 2 (h, h) (5.17)

where in the last inequality we used (3.2). In particular (μ^{ε,h}, j^{ε,h})_{0<ε<1} lies in a compact set and any limit point (μ, j) as ε ↓ 0 satisfies I(μ, j) ≤ lim_ε I(μ^{ε,h}, j^{ε,h}) = 0 by (5.17). Since (m, j_m) is the unique zero of I, it follows μ^{ε,h} → m as ε ↓ 0. Therefore, recalling that η^h is defined in Remark 4.2, and (4.6), (2.4), we get for any c ∈ H^1(M; R) and f ∈ D^0 G(h̄ + εh) =I(μ^{ε,h}, j^{ε,h}) = sup_{ω∈D1}(j − j_με,h )(ω) −^1_2 μ^{ε,h}(|ω|^2) ≥(j − j_με,h )(ε(η_c + df)) −^1_2 μ^{ε,h}(|ε(η_c + df)|^2) =⟨h̄ + εh, εc⟩ − εj_με,h (η_c + df) −^{ε2}_2 μ^{ε,h}(|η_c + df|^2) (5.18)

where in the inequality we just chose ω = ε(η_c + df), and we used j ∈ J¯_{h+εh} in the last line.

Now notice that j_με,h (η_c + df) = μ^{ε,h}(⟨r, η_c⟩ + Lf), ⟨h̄, c⟩ = j_m(η_c) and m(Lf) = m(⟨df, η_c⟩) = 0 to get from (5.18) ε^{−2}G(h̄ + εh) ≥⟨h, c⟩ − ε^{−1}μ^{ε,h} ( ⟨r, η_c⟩ + Lf ) + ε^{−1}m ( ⟨r, η_c⟩ + Lf ) −^1_2 μ^{ε,h} ( |η_c + df|^2 ) (5.19)

We then choose f ∈ D^0 as the unique solution to −Lf = ⟨r, η_c⟩ − m(⟨r, η_c⟩) (5.20) with m(f) = 0, namely (4.11) with η_c in place of η. With such a choice eof f the terms in ε^{−1} in (5.19) vanish in view of μ^{ε,h} (( ⟨r, η_c⟩ + Lf )) = m(⟨r, η_c⟩) = m (( ⟨r, η_c⟩ + Lf )) (5.21)

Moreover, as Remarked after (4.11), for f as in (5.20), η_c + df = ω_c. Thus by the very definition of (·, ·)_r, see the discussion at the beginning of Section 3.1,

m(|η_c + df|^2) = (c, c)_r (5.22)

Finally recalling that μ^{ε,h} converges weakly m as proved after (5.17), since |ω_c|^2 is smooth lim_ε μ^{ε,h} ( |η_c + df|^2 ) = m ( |η_c + df|^2 ) = (c, c)_r (5.23)

Thus passing to the limit in (5.19), and using (5.21)-(5.23) lim_ε ε^{−2}G(h̄ + εh) ≥⟨h, c⟩ −^1_2 (c, c)_r (5.24)

As we optimize over c ∈ H^1(M; R) we get the ≥ inequality in (3.3). □

Proof of Proposition 3.2, formula (3.4). Let H̃ ⊂ H be the set of pairs (μ, j) with μ = ϱ m, j = μE for some smooth, strictly positive density ϱ and smooth tangent vector field E. Then, with the notation introduced at the beginning of Section 4 j_μ(ω) = −^1_2 m(⟨∇ϱ, ω⟩) + μ(⟨r, ω⟩) = −^1_2 μ(⟨∇ log ϱ, ω⟩) + μ(⟨r, ω⟩) (5.25) that is j_μ = μ g^{−1}ω̄_ϱ for ω̄_ϱ = −^1_2 d log ϱ + gr ∈ D^1. Thus (see also (4.8)) I(μ, j) − I(μ, −j) = 1 2 ‖j − j_μ‖^2_μ − 1 2 ‖ − j − j_μ‖^2_μ = −2(j, j_μ)_μ = −2 j(ω̄_ϱ) = j(d log ϱ) − 2j(g r) = −2j(g r)

(5.26)

where in the last line we used (4.7) and the fact that j is closed.

It is easy to check that H̃ is I-dense in H, namely that for (μ, j) ∈ H there exists a sequence (μ_n, j_n) → (μ, j) with (μ_n, j_n) ∈ H̃ and lim_n I(μ_n, ±j_n) = I(μ, ±j). Indeed, I is nothing but the lower-semicontinuous envelope of its restriction to H̃. Therefore (5.26) holds on H and not just on H̃.

We need to show that, in the quasi-reversible case see Definition 3.1-(b), it holds (H_h is defined in (5.3)) inf (μ,j)∈H_h I(μ, j) = inf_{(μ,j)∈H−h} I(μ, j) − ⟨h, c̄⟩ (5.27) Notice that (μ, j) ∈ H_h iff (μ, −j) ∈ H_{−h}. Therefore G(−h) = inf_{(μ,j)∈H−h} I(μ, j) = inf_{(μ,j)∈Hh} I(μ, −j) = inf (μ,j)∈H_h I(μ, −j) − 2j(gr) + 2j(gr) = inf_{(μ,j)∈Hh} I(μ, j) + 2j(gr) (5.28)

where in the last line we used (5.26). By hypotheses of quasi-reversibility, the vector field b is such that gb is closed, thus gb ∈ [c̄] for some cohomology class c̄. However, since r = b +^1_2 ∇V , it holds gr ∈ [c̄] as well. Therefore, for each (μ, j) ∈ H_h, the quantity 2j(gr) in the last line of (5.28) equals 2⟨h, c̄⟩ and so it gets out of the inf to get (3.4) (which trivially holds for Q). □

6. Asymptotically Gaussian homology

In this section we prove Theorem 3.4. Recall that L has asymptotically Gaussian homology if G(h) = Q(h), see (3.2).

Lemma 6.1. Assume that L has asymptotically Gaussian homology. Then L is homologically reversible, and moreover m-harmonic forms have constant length. That is |η_c| is constant (independent of x) for all c ∈ H^1(M; R).

Proof. Recall the definition (5.3) of H_h. From Lemma 5.3, G = Q iff for all h ∈ H_1(M; R), there exists j^h ∈ J_h such that I(m, j^h) ≤ I(μ, j) for all (μ, j) ∈ H_h. Indeed, the minimizer of the coercive functional Q(·) = I(m; ·) over the closed set J^h exists, so that equality holds iff

G(h) = inf_{(μ,j)∈Hh} I(μ, j) = I(m, j^h) = Q(h) (6.1)

In such a case, since j_m = m r, it holds necessarily that j^h = m(r + g^{−1}ξ^h) for some ξ^h ∈ D^1, ξ^h ∈ L^2(m). Moreover, ξ^h has to be orthogonal to exact forms in L^2(m) since j^h(df) = m(⟨r, df⟩) = 0‘’. Now take in (6.1) μ = m(1 + u) for u ∈ D^0 with u ≥ −1 and ∫ u dm = 0, and j of the form j^h + mg^{−1}ζ for some ζ ∈ D^1 with mg^{−1}ζ ∈ J_0. To get from (2.4)-(4.5), for all u’s and ζ’s as just described I(m, j^h) ≤ I(m(1 + u), j^h + mg^{−1}ζ) = 1 2 ∫ |ξ^h + ζ −^1_2 du − u r|^2 1 + u dm (6.2)

Now, changing u to εu, ζ to ε^′ζ, since we chose u and ζ smooth, it is easily seen that the r.h.s. of (6.2) is differentiable in ε, ε^′, and imposing that the derivatives must vanish at ε = ε^′ = 0 one gathers m(⟨ξ^h, ζ⟩) = 0 m ( −|ξ^h|^2u + ⟨∇u + 2ur, ξ^h⟩ ) = 0 (6.3)

The first equation holds for all smooth ζ with mg^{−1}ζ ∈ J_0, so that this equation implies that ξ^h is closed. And since ξ^h is orthogonal in L^2(m) to exact forms, it must hold ξ^h = η^h, for η^h as in Remark 4.2. In particular the term m ( ⟨∇u, η^h⟩ ) vanishes and we get from the second equation, recalling that ∫ u dm = 0 |η^h|^2 + 2⟨r, η^h⟩ = constant for all h ∈ H_1(M; R) (6.4)

By polarization, then one easily gets that the quadratic term and the linear one in η^h must be independently costant. As h spans H^1(M; R), η^h spans D^{1,m−harm} so that we get that ⟨r, η⟩ is constant (thus L is homologically reversible) and |η| are constant for all m-harmonic η’s. □

Lemma 6.2. Let (M, g, m) be a weighted Riemannian manifold as in Section 4.3. If every m-harmonic form on M has constant length, then the weighted Albanese map a_m defined in Section 4.4, is a Riemannian submersion with m-minimal fibers, according to Definition 4.3.

Proof. a_m is always m-harmonic, see Remark 4.5. On the other hand, m-harmonic submersions have m-minimal fibers, see Proposition 4.4. So it is enough to check that if every m-harmonic form has constant length, a_m is a Riemmanian submersion. If every m-harmonic form on M has constant length, by polarization, all pointswise scalar products ω · ω^′ = ⟨g^{−1}ω, ω^′⟩ in T^∗_x M are constant in x for ω, ω^′ m-harmonic forms. Fix an orthonormal base of the b_1-dimensional space of m harmonic equipped with the Hilbert norm ‖ω‖_m = √ (m(|ω|^2)). Since scalar products are constant, it follows that the base is pointwise orthonormal on each T^∗_x M, not just in L^2(m). Since a_m pulls back harmonic forms on T^1 to m-harmonic forms on M, orthonormal coframes are pulled back to orthonormal coframes in L^2(m), and thus pointwise orthonormal coframes. This is equivalent to a_m being a Riemannian submersion. □

Lemma 6.3. Let ψ : M → T^d be of class C^2, and suppose that ψ pushes forward the Riemannian metric on M to a flat metric on the torus T^d. Then the semimartingale Y_t := ψ(X_t) has quadratic variation [Y, Y ]_t = S t for some constant (symmetric, positive definite) matrix S and Y_t − ∫ B(X_s) ds is a martingale, where B(x) ∈ T_{ψ(x)}T^d is characterized as follows. For O ∋ x a small enough open ball in M, one can write on O, using an orthonormal (w.r.t. the induced flat metric) frame on ψ(O): B = (B^1, . . . , B^d), ψ = (ψ^1, . . . , ψ^d). Then B^k = Lψ^k where L is the generator (2.1).

Proof. Let us compute in coordinates in O using the orthonormal frame as in the statement of the lemma. The statement on the quadratic variation is trivial, since Y satisfies, using standard semimartingale notation, d[Y^h, Y^k]_t = S^{h,k}(X_t) dt, with S^{h,k}(x) = g^{i,j} (x)∂_iψ^h(x)∂_j ψ^k(x). This is constant in x, since it is nothing but the pushforwarded metric on T^d, which is flat by hypotheses. On the other hand, the bounded variation term in the Doob decomposition can be carefully computed in coordinates to get that Y_t − ∫_t 0 B(X_s)ds is a martingale for

B^k(x) = Lψ^k(x) −^1_2 √ |S(x)|∂_i ( 1 √_{|S(x)|} S^{i,k}(x) ) (6.5) where |S| denotes the determinant. As already noticed, ψ being a submersion implies that S(·) is constant (actually the identity in our coordinates). Therefore the Riemannian correction term in the last formula (the last term involving derivatives of S) vanishes. □

We are finally ready to prove the main theorem.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. (1) ⇒ (2). From Lemma 6.2, the map a_m that we defined in Section 4.4, is a Riemannian submersion with minimal fibers. A result by Hermann, see [5, Theorem 9.3], states that Riemannian submersions whose total space is complete are locally trivial fiber bundles. Since M is compact, thus geodesically complete, (M, T^{b1} , a_m) is a locally trivial fiber bundle. Fibers are then m-minimal still from Lemma 6.2, while the homological reversibility of L comes from Lemma 6.1.

(2) ⇒ (3). By hypotheses there exists a smooth ϕ: M → T^{b1} and a flat metric on T^{b1} such that (M, T^{b1} , ϕ) is a locally trivial fiber bundle and ϕ is a submersion with m-minimal fibers, see Section 4.3. In particular, by Proposition 4.4, ϕ is m-harmonic^4, in the weighted Eells-Sampson sense, see Section 4.3.1. Since T^{b1} is flat (in particular Christoffel’s symbols vanish), using a orthonormal frame as in Lemma 6.3, it is easily seen that the components ϕ^k are m-harmonic in the sense Δ_mϕ^k = 0. In particular from Lemma 6.3 applied with ψ = ϕ, we get that locally B^k(x) = Lϕ^k =^1_2 Δ_mϕ^k + ⟨r, dϕ^k ⟩ = ⟨r, dϕ^k ⟩, for k = 1, . . . , b_1. Now locally dϕ^k is an m-harmonic form, being the differential of a m-harmonic function. In particular, since b is homologically reversible by hypotheses (2), ⟨r, dϕ^k ⟩ =: h̃^k is constant in x in any small enough open set, and thus everywhere on M, since M is connected. In other words, still by Lemma 6.3, Y_t − h̃t is a continuous martingale with quadratic variation coinciding with the quadratic variation of a standard (flat) Brownian motion. Namely the statement.

(3) ⇒ (1). First notice that the quadratic variation [ ϕ(X), ϕ(X) ] t equals I_{b1} t where I_{b1} is the identity (in orthonormal coordinates). This implies that b_1 ≤ dim(M) and that dϕ has maximal rank, that is b_1. Thus ϕ is a submersion (although not necessarily a Riemannian submersion).

If e is a smooth 1-form on T^{b1} , then denoting ϕ_∗ the pullback on forms ∫_t 0 e(Y_s) ∘ dY_s = ∫_t 0 (ϕ_∗e)(X_s) ∘ dX_s (6.6)

If e is harmonic on the flat torus T^{b1} and Y satisfies (3.6), it is easy to see that the l.h.s. of (6.6) is Gaussian for every t ≥ 0, since it coincides in law with cẆ_t + ⟨c, h̄⟩ where c is the cohomology class of e and W a standard Brownian motion on R^{b1} . On the other hand, ϕ_∗e is closed in M since pullbacks commute with differentials. As we have already noticed that ϕ is a submersion, any cohomology classes c ∈ H^1(M; R) have a representative closed 1-form ξ_c of the type ϕ^∗e for e harmonic on T^{b1} . Thus the random homology h_T defined by ⟨h_T , c⟩ = J_T (ξ_c) is Gaussian with covariance |c|^2T , and thus has Gaussian large deviations with rate Q(·), see (3.2). Since the large deviations rate of h_T does not depends on this choice of the isomorphism c → ξ_c, see Remark 2.2, we conclude. □

References

[1] Luigi Ambrosio, Nicola Gigli, and Giuseppe Savaré, Gradient flows: in metric spaces and in the space of probability measures, Springer Science & Business Media, 2005.

4In the statement of Theorem 3.4 we did not detail the smoothness assumptions on the projec-

tion map ϕ. In the literature, it may be sometimes assumed smooth or just differentiable. However notice that the harmonicity of ϕ guarantees that this two conditions are actually equivalent.

[2] Marco Avellaneda, Large deviation estimates and the homological behavior of brownian motion on manifolds (diffusion processes) (1985).

[3] Dominique Bakry, Ivan Gentil, and Michel Ledoux, Analysis and geometry of markov diffusion operators, Springer International Publishing, 2014.

[4] Lorenzo Bertini, Alberto De Sole, Davide Gabrielli, Giovanni Jona-Lasinio, and Claudio Landim, Macroscopic fluctuation theory, Reviews of Modern Physics 87 (2015), no. 2, 593.

[5] Arthur L. Besse, Einstein manifolds, Classics in Mathematics, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2008.

Reprint of the 1987 edition.

[6] René Carmona, Harry Kesten, and John B Walsh, An introduction to stochastic partial differential equations, Springer, 1986.

[7] Xu Cheng, Tito Mejia, and Detang Zhou, Stability and compactness for complete f-minimal surfaces, Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 367 (2015), no. 6, 4041–4059.

[8] Xu Cheng and Detang Zhou, Minimal submanifolds in a metric measure space, SN Partial Differential Equations and Applications 1 (2020), 1–15.

[9] Amir Dembo and Ofer Zeitouni, Large deviations techniques and applications, 2nd ed., Stochastic Modelling and Applied Probability 38, Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg, 2010.

[10] J. Diestel and J. J. Uhl Jr., Vector measures, Mathematical Surveys, vol. No. 15, American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 1977. With a foreword by B. J. Pettis. MR453964 [11] James Eells and Luc Lemaire, Two reports on harmonic maps, World Scientific, 1995. [12] James Eells and Joseph H Sampson, Harmonic mappings of riemannian manifolds, American journal of mathematics 86 (1964), no. 1, 109–160.

[13] Alessandra Faggionato and Daniele Di Pietro, Gallavotti–cohen-type symmetry related to cycle decompositions for markov chains and biochemical applications, Journal of Statistical Physics 143 (2011), no. 1, 11–32.

[14] Alessandra Faggionato and Vittoria Silvestri, Random walks on quasi one dimensional lattices: large deviations and fluctuation theorems, Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat. 53 (2017), no. 1, 46–78.

[15] Franco Flandoli, Massimiliano Gubinelli, Mariano Giaquinta, and Vincenzo M Tortorelli, Stochastic currents, Stochastic processes and their applications 115 (2005), no. 9, 1583–1601.

[16] Franco Flandoli, Massimiliano Gubinelli, and Francesco Russo, On the regularity of stochastic currents, fractional Brownian motion and applications to a turbulence model, Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat. 45 (2009), no. 2, 545–576.

[17] Artem Galkin and Mauro Mariani, Sharp topologies for tightness of stochastic currents, in preparation.

[18] Lars Hormander, Linear partial differential operators, Vol. 116, Springer Berlin, 1963. [19] Said Ilias and Abdolhakim Shouman, Some isolation results for f-harmonic maps on weighted riemannian manifolds with boundary, Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 471 (201810).

[20] D. Kotschick, On products of harmonic forms, Duke Math. J. 107 (2001), no. 3, 521–531.

MR1828300 [21] Shigeo Kusuoka, Kazumasa Kuwada, and Yozo Tamura, Large deviation for stochastic line integrals as lp-currents, Probability theory and related fields 147 (2010), no. 3, 649–674.

[22] Kazumasa Kuwada, Sample path large deviations for a class of random currents, Stochastic processes and their applications 108 (2003), no. 2, 203–228.

[23] Kazumasa Kuwada, On large deviations for random currents induced from stochastic line integrals, Forum Math. 18 (2006), no. 4, 639–676. MR2254389 [24] Joel L Lebowitz and Herbert Spohn, A gallavotti–cohen-type symmetry in the large deviation functional for stochastic dynamics, Journal of Statistical Physics 95 (1999), no. 1, 333–365.

[25] André Lichnerowicz, Applications harmoniques dans un tore, CR Acad. Sci., Sér. A 269 (1969), 912–916.

[26] André Lichnerowicz, Applications harmoniques et variétés kahleriennes: Conferenza tenuta il 14 aprile 1969, Rendiconti del Seminario Matematico e Fisico di Milano 39 (December 1969), no. 1, 186–195.

[27] Terry J Lyons, Differential equations driven by rough signals, Revista Matemática Iberoamericana 14 (1998), no. 2, 215–310.

[28] TJ Lyons and HP McKean, Winding of the plane brownian motion, Advances in Mathematics 51 (1984), no. 3, 212–225.

[29] Shojiro Manabe, Stochastic intersection number and homological behaviors of diffusion processes on riemannian manifolds, Osaka Journal of Mathematics 19 (1982), no. 2, 429–457.

[30] Curtis McMullen, Complex analysis on riemann surfaces, 2019.

[31] Tadashi Nagano and Brian Smyth, Minimal varieties and harmonic maps in tori, Commentarii Mathematici Helvetici 50 (1975), no. 1, 249–265.

[32] Paul-Andi Nagy and Constantin Vernicos, The length of harmonic forms on a compact riemannian manifold, Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 356 (2004), no. 6, 2501–2513.

[33] Jim Pitman and Marc Yor, Asymptotic laws of planar brownian motion, The Annals of Probability (1986), 733–779.

[34] Jim Pitman and Marc Yor, Further asymptotic laws of planar brownian motion, The Annals of Probability (1989), 965–1011.

[35] JW Pitman and M Yor, The asymptotic joint distribution of windings of planar brownian motion, Bulletin (New Series) of the American Mathematical Society 10 (1984), no. 1, 109–111.

[36] Luc Rey-Bellet and Konstantinos Spiliopoulos, Irreversible langevin samplers and variance reduction: a large deviations approach, Nonlinearity 28 (2015), no. 7, 2081.

[37] Luc Rey-Bellet and Konstantinos Spiliopoulos, Improving the convergence of reversible samplers, Journal of Statistical Physics 164 (2016), 472–494.

[38] F Spitzer, Some theorems concerning two–dimensional brownian motion, tran, Ams, 1958, pp. 197–197.

[39] Gabor Toth, Toroidal lie group actions on compact riemannian manifolds and their relations to the fibering problem., Banach Center Publications 12 (1984), 233–240.

[40] Shinzo Watanabe, Asymptotic windings of brownian motion paths on riemann surfaces, Acta Applicandae Mathematica 63 (2000), no. 1, 441–464.

Faculty of Mathematics, National Research University Higher School of Economics, 6 Usacheva St., 119048 Moscow, Russia.

Email address: agalkin@hse.ru

Faculty of Mathematics, National Research University Higher School of Economics, 6 Usacheva St., 119048 Moscow, Russia.

Email address: mmariani@hse.ru