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V-STATIC METRICS AND THE

VOLUME-RENORMALISED MASS

STEPHEN MCCORMICK

Abstract. V-static metrics generalise the notion of static metrics, and

stem from the work of Miao and Tam [19], and Corvino, Eichmair and

Miao [7] on critical points of the volume functional over the space of com-

pact manifolds with constant scalar curvature. In this article we show

that these V-static metrics arise naturally in the context of asymptoti-

cally hyperbolic manifolds as critical points of the volume-renormalised

mass, recently introduced by Dahl, Kröncke and the author [8].

In particular, we show that critical points of the volume-renormalised

mass over the space of constant scalar curvature asymptotically hyper-

bolic manifolds without boundary, or satisfying appropriate boundary

conditions, are exactly V-static metrics. This is directly analogous to

the relationship between critical points of the ADM mass and static

metrics for asymptotically flat manifolds.

1. Introduction

In recent work, Dahl and Kröncke and the author introduced a new geo-

metric quantity defined for asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds, which we

call the volume-renormalised mass [8]. It is essentially a linear combination

of the renormalised volume and a surface integral at infinity closely resem-

bling the ADM mass for asymptotically flat manifolds (see Definition 2.4

below for the precise definition).

Among other results, in [8] we showed that on the set of complete con-

stant scalar curvature asymptotically hyperbolic metrics without boundary,

critical points of the volume-renormalised mass correspond exactly to Ein-

stein metrics. In this article, critical points and local extremisers of the

volume-renormalised mass are further explored, and we characterise them

more generally as V-static metrics (see Definition 1.1, below). These V-

static metrics should be viewed as a generalisation of static metrics in the

context of initial data for general relativity.

It should be remarked that the class of asymptotically hyperbolic mani-

folds we consider here impose slower decay conditions than what is usually

considered in the context of mathematical general relativity, as the volume-

renormalised mass is defined for metrics with slower decay than the standard

asymptotically hyperbolic mass [5, 21]. In particular, under our decay as-

sumptions, the standard asymptotically hyperbolic mass is not well-defined.

Roughly speaking, we are interested in metrics that are asymptotic to a
1
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2 S. MCCORMICK

fixed conformally compact asymptotically hyperbolic Einstein manifold at

a rate of o(ρ(n−1)/2), where ρ is the boundary defining function and n is the

dimension of the manifold. See Section 2 for the precise definitions.

These V-static metrics that we are interested in stem from the work of

Miao and Tam [19], and Corvino, Eichmair and Miao [7] as critical points

of the volume functional over the space of compact manifolds with constant

scalar curvature. We give a definition now.

Definition 1.1. A V-static metric is Riemannian metric g admitting a non-

trivial solution (f, λ) to

Dscal∗g(f) = λg (1.1)

where λ ∈ R and the adjoint of the linearised scalar curvature operator is

given by

Dscal∗g(f) = −∆g(f)g +∇2
g(f)− fRicg. (1.2)

We call such an f the static potential for g.

In the case of asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds, which we consider

here, we will further ask that a V-static potential be bounded. Analogous

to static metrics on asymptotically flat manifolds, this then implies that f

must be asymptotic to a constant, which depends on λ (see Corollary 4.3,

below).

Clearly rescaling a solution to (1.1) by a constant results in another so-

lution to (1.1) with λ rescaled by the same constant. For this reason we

can assume without loss of generality that bounded V-static potentials are

asymptotic to 1 at infinity, which corresponds to fixing λ = n−1. Note that

V-static metrics generalise the notion of static metrics, which are solutions

with λ = 0 (and asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds cannot have the static

potential f asymptotic to a constant in this case). For complete asymptot-

ically hyperbolic manifolds without boundary, the metric is V-static if and

only if it is Einstein (Proposition 3.2, below). In this case the equivalence of

V-static metrics with critical points of the volume-renormalised mass on the

space of constant scalar curvature metrics simply recovers the result of Dahl,

Kröncke and the author [8] equating critical points with Einstein metrics.

For comparison, recall that the critical points of the ADM mass on the space

of scalar flat, complete asymptotically flat manifolds without boundary are

exactly Ricci flat metrics. However, it is now well-known that minimisation

of the ADM mass is closely related to boundary static metrics, which in the

case of a complete asymptotically flat manifold without boundary coincide

with Ricci flat metrics.

We now state a simplified version of the main results of this article. For

more precise statements of Theorems A and B, the reader is directed to

Theorems 4.6 and 5.4, respectively.

Theorem A (Theorem 4.6). Let (M,g) be an asymptotically hyperbolic

manifold without boundary. The following three statements are equivalent:
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I) (M,g) is a local extrema of the volume-renormalised mass on the

space of constant scalar curvature metrics,

II) (M,g) is a V-static,

III) (M,g) is Einstein.

The above result in fact is straightforward to establish from [8] and the

work of Corvino, Eichmair and Miao [7] since the only V-static potential

in this case is the constant function 1. However, we prove it in such a way

that emphasises the role of the V-static potential and readily generalises to

the case of a manifold with boundary (Theorem B). In that case, when the

manifold has boundary, V-static metrics are distinct from Einstein metrics.

Natural boundary conditions for this problem are to fix the Bartnik bound-

ary data, (∂M, g∂M ,H), where g∂M is the induced metric and H is mean

curvature of the boundary. We show the following.

Theorem B (Theorem 5.4). Let (M,g) be an asymptotically hyperbolic

manifold with boundary. The following two statements are equivalent:

I) (M,g) is a local extrema of the volume-renormalised mass on the

space of constant scalar curvature metrics with fixed Bartnik data,

II) (M,g) is a V-static.

The general procedure we use to prove both Theorem A and B is a now

somewhat standard Lagrange multipliers argument [1, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18],

originally due to Bartnik in the study of critical points of the ADM mass

[3]. The main technical aspect in carrying out this type of argument lies

in proving that the linearised scalar curvature operator (augmented with a

boundary map in the case of Theorem B) is surjective. Conveniently, this

has already been addressed in the case of a manifold without boundary by

Huang, Jang and Martin [13] (and [8] for the precise asymptotics we use).

Furthermore, the inclusion of a boundary satisfying the boundary conditions

we consider here has been recently established by Huang and Jang [12],

although they impose decay conditions that are too strong for studying

the volume-renormalised mass. Thankfully, their work only requires minor

modifications to be extended to the natural decay rates for the volume-

renormalised mass so we do not need to repeat the full analysis here. Instead

we can directly use the results to apply the Lagrange multipliers theorem.

The structure of this article is as follows. In Section 2, we recall some

basic definitions and set up the function spaces used throughout. Section 3

then motivates the relationship between V-static metrics and the volume-

renormalised mass with some elementary results that follow directly from

the study of V-static metrics on compact manifolds. In Section 4, we prove

Theorem 4.6 (Theorem A) and outline the Lagrange multipliers argument

from which the main theorems follow. Finally, in Section 5, the proof of

Theorem 5.4 (Theorem B) is given.
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2. Preliminaries

Throughout this article we will use n ≥ 3 to denote the dimension of the

asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds on which we work. When we speak of

mean curvature, we take it to be the trace of the second fundamental form

with respect to the normal ν pointing towards the asymptotic end of our

manifold. We take the Laplacian to be the trace of the Hessian, which we

remark differs from [8] wherein we defined the volume-renormalised mass,

but appears more common in the literature on static metrics.

We begin by defining a suitable notion of reference manifold.

Definition 2.1. Let (N,h) be a closed (n − 1)-dimensional manifold and

k ∈ {−1, 0, 1} a constant. An asymptotically hyperbolic reference manifold

will be taken to be a manifold M̂ = (rk,∞) × N equipped with a metric

ĝ = 1
r2+k

dr2 + r2h that is conformally compact with all sectional curvature

asymptotic to −1 at infinity, where rk = 0 if k = 0 or k = 1 and rk = 1 if k =

−1. Furthermore, we will ask that a reference manifold be asymptotically

Poincaré Einstein (APE) in the sense of Definition 2.2 (below).

This definition follows that of [12] as we rely heavily on their analysis.

However, a major point of difference between this and the work there –

and indeed the majority of the work related to asymptotically hyperbolic

manifolds – is the rate at which g decays to ĝ. It is standard to ask that

(g− ĝ) = O(r−τ ) for some τ > n
2 , as this is required for the usual definition

of the mass of an asymptotically hyperbolic manifold to be well-defined.

However, the volume-renormalised mass only requires τ > n−1
2 to be well-

defined (and a weaker integrability condition for the scalar curvature) [8].

In order to make the decay rates precise, we make use of weighted Hölder

spaces Ck,α
δ = r−δCk,α, equipped with the standard norm

‖u‖k,α,δ = ‖rδu‖Ck,α .

This follows the convention that a function in Ck,α
δ is O(r−δ). Weighted

Hölder spaces of sections of bundles are defined analogously (see Lee [16],

for example). Throughout this article we fix some τ ∈ (n−1
2 , n), which will

serve as the rate of decay of a metric g towards a fixed reference metric.

The lower bound suffices to ensure that the volume-renormalised mass is

well-defined, and the upper bound is a requirement to ensure that (∆ − n)

is an isomorphism from Ck,α
τ to Ck−2,α

τ [15, 16].

Definition 2.2. We will say a reference manifold (M̂ , ĝ) is asymptotically

Poincaré–Einstein (APE) if |Ricĝ + (n− 1)ĝ|ĝ ∈ Ck−2,α
τ .

It is required that the reference manifold be APE in order to ensure

that the volume-renormalised mass with respect to that manifold is well-

defined under the appropriate scalar curvature integrability condition. We

will therefore impose this additionally throughout, on the fixed (M̂ , ĝ).
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Definition 2.3. A smooth connected Riemannian manifold (M,g) is said

to be asymptotic to the reference manifold (M̂, ĝ) if there exist compact sets

K ⊂ M and K̂ ⊂ M̂ and a diffeomorphism ϕ : M̂ \ K̂ → M \K, such that

ϕ∗g − ĝ ∈ C2,α
τ (S2T ∗(M̂ \ K̂)),

where S2T ∗(M̂ \ K̂) is the bundle of symmetric bilinear forms on M̂ \ K̂

Throughout this article we will slightly abuse notation while we work on

by omitting reference to this diffeomorphism when working with g and ĝ on

the asymptotic end.

The space of asymptotically hyperbolic Riemannian metrics on M that

we consider throughout will be denoted by

Rk,α
τ = {g|g − ĝ0 ∈ C2,α

τ (S2T ∗M), g > 0} (2.1)

where ĝ0 denotes some extension of ĝ to the whole manifold M .

Definition 2.4 ([8]). The volume-renormalised mass of a Riemannian man-

ifold (M,g) that is asymptotic to a reference manifold (M̂, ĝ) is defined as

mV R,ĝ(g) = lim
R→∞

(∫

SR

(
∇̂i(gij)− ∇̂j(ĝ

ikgik)
)
νj dSĝ

+2(n− 1)

(∫

BR

dVg −
∫

B̂R

dVĝ

))
,

(2.2)

where SR is a sphere of radius R in M \K ∼= M̂ \ K̂, and BR and B̂R are

the regions bounded by SR in M and M̂ respectively.

It was shown in [8] (Theorem 3.1 therein) that mV R,ĝ(g) is well-defined

and finite for g ∈ R2,α
τ provided that scalg+n(n−1) ∈ L1(M). Assuming the

manifolds are conformally compact and a mild assumption on the conformal

boundary, the volume-renormalised mass was also shown to be independent

of the diffeomorphism used to define it (Theorem 3.18 of [8]).

As mentioned in the Introduction, the main results here rely on a La-

grange multipliers argument. The Lagrange multiplier Theorem for Banach

manifolds is a classical textbook result, however we state explicitly the ver-

sion we use here for reference. A proof of which can be found in Appendix

D of [14], for example.

Theorem 2.5 (Lagrange multipliers for Banach spaces). Let X and Y be

Banach spaces and R : X → Y a C1 map. Assume that for each x ∈ R−1(0),

the linearisation DxR : X → Y is surjective. Then if DxH[v] = 0 for all

v ∈ ker(DxR) for some x ∈ R−1(0) and C1 functional H : X → R, there

exists λ ∈ Y ∗ such that DxH[v] = λ(DxR[v]) for all v ∈ X.
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3. Properties of V-static metrics

This section contains essentially a reinterpretation of some results due to

Corvino, Eichmair and Miao [7], which although were obtained in the case

of compact manifolds, in fact shed some light on the connection between

V-static metrics and the volume-renormalised mass.

The following proposition, proven in [7], follows the same argument as

the static case [6], and importantly, is a local argument so applies also to

asymptotically hyperbolic manifolds.

Proposition 3.1 (Proposition 2.1 of [7] (cf. Theorem 7 (i) of [19])). If

(M,g) admits a non-trivial weak solution f ∈ H1
loc to (1.1), then scalg is

constant. That is, an asymptotically hyperbolic V-static manifold has scalar

curvature equal to −n(n− 1).

Still following the compact case (cf. example 1.3 of [7]), taking the trace

of (1.1) then implies that a V-static potential f must satisfy

(−∆g + n)(f − 1) = 0. (3.1)

Since (−∆g + n) : C2,α
δ → C0,α

δ is an isomorphism for δ ∈ (−n, 1) [15, 16],

we have u ≡ 0. That is, we have the following.

Proposition 3.2. Let f satisfy (1.1) with f − 1 ∈ C2,α
δ for δ ∈ (−n, 1)

on some asymptotically hyperbolic manifold (M,g) without boundary. Then

f ≡ 1 and Ricg = (1− n)g.

Note that the converse is also true. That is, if Ricg = (1 − n)g then

f ≡ 1 solves (1.1). Note that if M has an interior boundary then this

argument no longer holds, and V-static is distinct from Einstein, just as

with the equivalence between static asymptotically flat and Ricci flat. That

is, unless we impose additional restrictions such as f ≡ 1 on the boundary.

In this case, Dirichlet boundary conditions ensure that (−∆g + n) is still

an isomorphism between weighted Hölder spaces [15], so we also have the

following.

Proposition 3.3. Let f satisfy (1.1) with f − 1 ∈ C2,α
δ for δ ∈ (−n, 1)

on some asymptotically hyperbolic manifold (M,g) with boundary. Assume

further that f ≡ 1 on ∂M , then f ≡ 1 and Ricg = (1− n)g.

A key result of [7] is a local deformation result (see Theorems 1.1 and 1.2

therein), demonstrating that if a metric g is not V-static then g can deformed

locally on an open set in such a way to make small prescribed changes to

scalar curvature and volume simultaneously. We don’t need the full power

of the result here, and the precise statement is somewhat technical. For this

reason we do not explicitly state the full theorem. However, we do state the

following corollary of their main result.
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Corollary 3.4. If g ∈ R4,α
τ minimises the volume-renormalised mass with

respect to (M̂ , ĝ) on some asymptotically hyperbolic manifold M (with or

without interior boundary), then g must be V-static.

Proof. Let (M,g) be asymptotically hyperbolic with well-defined volume-

renormalised mass with respect to (M̂ , ĝ). If g were not V-static then we

can take some open domain U ⊂⊂ M where g is not V-static. By Theorem

1.2 of [7] we can find a new metric g̃ satisfying the following properties:

(1) g̃ exactly agrees with g outside of U ,

(2) scalg̃ ≡ scalg everywhere on M , and

(3) the volume of U with respect to g̃ is strictly less than the volume of

U with respect to g.

It immediately follows that g̃ would have strictly smaller volume-renormalised

mass than g, and therefore g cannot minimise the volume-renormalised mass

if it is not static. �

The above corollary is already a first demonstration of the volume-renormalised

mass-minimising property of V-static metrics. It is worth remarking that

the proof is somewhat more straightforward than the analogous result for

the ADM mass and static asymptotically flat manifolds (cf. Theorem 8 of

[6]), as we can decrease the volume-renormalised mass without affecting the

boundary term at infinity. In this article, we aim to understand this connec-

tion analogously to Bartnik’s variational approach to ADM mass minimisers

[3].

4. The case of no boundary – Einstein metrics are mass

minimisers

As discussed, the relationship between V-static metrics and the volume-

renormalised mass can be viewed analogously to the relationship between

static metrics and the ADM mass. In fact, it is not only true that many

results have direct analogues but also the proofs follow by essentially the

same arguments too. Following Bartnik’s approach to the ADM [3], we

define an analogue of the Regge–Teitelboim Hamiltonian and will apply

a Lagrange multipliers argument to it. This modified Regge-Teitelboim

functional is given by

H(g) = mV R,ĝ(g) −
∫

M
f (scalg + n(n− 1)) dVg (4.1)

where f is a function asymptotic to 1 at infinity and we have suppressed

reference to ĝ and f in the notation. Although neither term in (4.1) is finite

for general g ∈ R2,α
τ , in light of the renormalised Einstein–Hilbert action

defined in [8], we can quickly convince ourselves that the dominant terms

in each should cancel out resulting in something finite when appropriately

formulated (see Theorem 4.5 below).
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It should be noted that while the standard Regge–Teitelboim Hamiltonian

generates the correct equations of motion for the Einstein equations, H
defined by (4.1) cannot be viewed as a genuine Hamiltonian. However, H
is closely related to a reduced Hamiltonian first developed by Fischer and

Moncrief [10, 11], as indicated in a forthcoming article of Dahl, Kröncke and

the author [9]. Nevertheless, H still plays the role of a Lagrange function

for extremising mV R,ĝ subject to the constraint scalg + n(n − 1) = 0, and

the Lagrange multiplier we find in this process corresponds to the V-static

potential that the minimiser admits. In this section we consider the case

where (M,g) has no interior boundary, and then in the following section

deal with an interior boundary separately although the argument in both

cases is essentially the same. We will make use of the following densitised

and normalised scalar curvature

R(g) = (scalg + n(n− 1)) dVg

so that we can write (4.1) as

H(g) = mV R,ĝ(g) −
∫

M
f R(g). (4.2)

This form of the Lagrange function emphasises the role of f as the La-

grange multiplier, and R as the constraint map. We will be interested in

the constraint set

Co = R
−1(0) = {g ∈ R2,α

τ |scalg = −n(n− 1)}
of constant scalar curvature asymptotically hyperbolic metrics, asymptotic

to (M̂ , ĝ). We omit reference to α and τ ∈ (n−1
2 , n) for the sake of notational

brevity and the subscript o is used to differentiate the constraint set from

when we consider a similar set for a manifold with boundary.

As mentioned in the introduction, the key ingredients for this work come

from the work of Huang, Jang, and Martin [13] who used similar arguments

to prove rigidity of the standard asymptotically hyperbolic mass, and the

work of Huang and Jang [12] carrying out an analogous analysis for the case

with boundary. Unfortunately, since the standard asymptotically hyperbolic

mass requires faster decay than we consider here, the metrics considered

in [13] and [12] decay to the reference metric at a rate τ > n
2 , which is

too strong for our purposes. However, there are fortunately no obstacles

preventing their arguments from applying to the case we considered here.

In fact, the proofs of most results we require here follow unchanged for our

decay rates.

In this section we consider the case where (M,g) has no interior boundary,

and then in the following section deal with an interior boundary separately

although the argument in both cases is essentially the same. Crucial to ap-

plying the method of Lagrange multipliers is that the linearisation of the

constraint map – in this case scalg + n(n− 1) – is surjective. This is where
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the technical difficulty lies, however in the case considered here this was

established already by Huang, Jang, and Martin [13] for asymptotically hy-

perbolic manifolds with the standard decay (τ ∈ (n2 , n)) and Dahl, Kröncke

and the author [8] for the decay rates considered here. In particular we have:

Proposition 4.1. For g ∈ Co, the map DRg : TgCo → C0,α
τ

(
Λ3T ∗M

)
is

surjective.

Proof. Surjectivity of the linearised scalar curvature operator was estab-

lished in the aforementioned work of Huang, Jang, and Martin [13] assum-

ing the standard decay for g, namely τ ∈ (n2 , n). However, this is one of

the results mentioned above that apply in our case by the same proof given

there, verbatim (the case considered here is also demonstrated in [8]). Since

g ∈ Co and we have

DgR[h] = Dgscal[h]dVg +
1

2
trg(h) (scalg + n(n− 1)) dVg, (4.3)

surjectivity of DRg follows immediately from the surjectivity of the lin-

earised scalar curvature operator. �

We will also need the following result of Huang, Jang and Martin to

control the decay of a V-static potential.

Theorem 4.2 (Theorem 3.5 of [13]). Let g ∈ R2,α ∩C∞
loc and V ∈ C ,α

loc(M \
K), for some compact set K ∈ M , satisfy

Dscal∗g[V ] = Z,

for Z ∈ C0,α
−s (M \K), where s > 0. Then one of the following holds:

(1) there is some cone U ⊂ M \K and a constant C > 0 such that

C−1|x| ≤ |V (x)| ≤ C|x|, for all x ∈ U , or

(2) there are constants C > 0 and 0 > d ≤ 1 such that

|V (x)| ≤ C|x|−d for all x ∈ M \K.

Note that in [13], Z is taken to be in a specific weighted Hölder space

with decay relayed to the rate τ at which g decays. However, this too is

only because it is the decay required there so we state the result in the

generality that the proof provides. Note that we need to require that g be

smooth in the above. This is because the proof relies on standard elliptic

regularity theory, and for the same reason we will need it for our main

results.

We have the following straightforward corollary of Theorem 4.2 that shows

V-static potentials are either asymptotically constant of grow linearly on a

cone analogous to static potentials on asymptotically flat manifolds [20].
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Corollary 4.3. Let g ∈ R2,α∩C∞
loc and V ∈ C ,α

loc(M \K), for some compact

set K ∈ M , satisfy

Dscal∗g[V ]− λg = Z,

for Z ∈ C0,α
−s (M \K), where s > 0. Then one of the following holds:

(1) there is some cone U ⊂ M \K and a constant C > 0 such that

C−1|x| ≤ |V (x)| ≤ C|x|, for all x ∈ U , or

(2) there are constants C > 0 and 0 > d ≤ 1 such that

|V (x)− λ

n− 1
| ≤ C|x|−d for all x ∈ M \K.

In particular, a V-static potential either grows linearly on a cone or is

asymptotically constant with the constant given by λ/(n − 1) with λ as in

equation (1.1).

Proof. Set u = V − λ
n−1 then note that we have

Dscal∗g[u] = Z +
λ

n− 1
(Ricg + (n− 1)g) .

Since g is APE, The result follows directly from Theorem 4.2 applied to

u. �

We are now ready to carry out the main proofs of this section, beginning

by demonstrating the that the modified Regge–Teitelboim Hamiltonian is

well-defined when suitably regularised.

Theorem 4.4. The functional H defined by (4.1) with (f − 1) ∈ C0,α
τ (M)

can be extended to a functional that is defined on all R2,α
τ , given by

H(g) =

∫

M

(
∇̂i∇̂jgij − ∆̂(ĝijgij) + 2(n − 1)

(√
g√
ĝ
− 1

)

− f (scalg + n(n− 1))

√
g√
ĝ

)
dVĝ,

(4.4)

where
√
g√
ĝ
is defined by dVg =

√
g√
ĝ
dVĝ.

Proof. The expression (4.4) is exactly what one obtains by writing (2.2)

as a single combined integral over M via the divergence theorem, so we

need only demonstrate that the integral converges. To see this, first note

that (1 − f)(scalg + n(n − 1)) is O(r−2τ ) and therefore integrable. So it is

equivalent to show that H defined by (4.4) is finite when f ≡ 1. This is

essentially the renormalised Einstein–Hilbert action of [8], which was shown

to be finite therein and we see this is well-defined for the same reason. First

note that the volume form satisfies

dVg = dVĝ +
1

2
ĝij(gij − ĝij)dVĝ +O(r−2τ )dVĝ, (4.5)
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which follows from a Taylor expansion and using the fact that |g − ĝ|2 =

O(r−2τ ). Then since

Dĝscal[g − ĝ] = ∇̂i∇̂jgij − ∆̂(ĝijgij)− Ricijĝ (gij − ĝij)

we arrive at

H(g) =

∫

M

(
Dĝscal[g − ĝ] + Ricijĝ (gij − ĝij) + (n− 1)ĝij(gij − ĝij)

− (scalg + n(n− 1))

)
dVĝ + C

where C denotes a collection of finite terms obtained by integrating O(r−2τ ).

Then noting that we have

scalg = −n(n− 1) +Dĝscal[g − ĝ] +O(r−2τ ),

and since Ricĝ = −(n− 1)ĝ we see that H is well-defined. �

For what follows, it will be useful to first note that a direct computation

(see, for example, [3]) gives

fDgR[h]− h ·DgR
∗[f ]

= ∇i
(
f
(
∇jhij −∇i(g

jkhjk)
)
−
(
hij∇jf − gjkhjk∇if

))
dVg,

(4.6)

where DgR
∗ is the formal adjoint of DgR. For convenience we will write this

as ∇i(Bi)dVg, since this will result in boundary terms at infinity (and on

the inner boundary in the following section). We now compute the variation

of the Lagrange function.

Theorem 4.5. For all g ∈ R2,α
τ and (f − 1) ∈ C0,α

τ

DgH(h) = (n− 1)

∫

M

(
trg(h)dVg − h ·DgR

∗[f ]
)

(4.7)

for all h ∈ TgR = C2,α
τ (S2T ∗M).

Proof. We consider H as the limit of integrals over balls BR of radius R so

we can consider different terms separately. The variation of
∫
BR

f R(g) in

the direction h can be computed via (4.6) as
∫

BR

fDgR[h] =

∫

BR

h ·DgR
∗[f ] +

∫

SR

Biν
idSg,

where SR is the boundary of BR. Since ∇f and h are both O(r−τ ), then we

can write this as∫

BR

fDgR[h] =

∫

BR

h ·DgR
∗[f ] +

∫

SR

f
(
∇jhij −∇i(g

jkhjk)
)
νidSg + o(1)

=

∫

BR

h ·DgR
∗[f ] +

∫

SR

(
∇jhij −∇i(g

jkhjk)
)
νidSĝ + o(1),
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where we use the fact that (f − 1) and dVg − dVĝ are O(r−τ ). Since the

difference of connections tensor for ∇ and ∇̂ is also O(r−τ ), we can replace

∇ with ∇̂ and the integral over SR becomes
∫
BR

∇̂i∇̂jhij − ∆̂(ĝijhij)dVĝ,

which exactly cancels the variation of the first two terms in (4.4) coming

from the surface integral at infinity. The only remaining term in (4.4) to

linearise is ∫

BR

2(n− 1)

(√
g√
ĝ
− 1

)
dVĝ,

which in the direction h gives (n− 1)trg(h)dVg . That is, putting everything

together and taking the limit R → ∞ we arrive at (4.7). �

We are now prepared to prove the main result of this section. The La-

grange multiplier argument for critical points of a mass functional like this

is quite standard now, stemming from Bartnik’s work [3], however we closely

follow the argument of [13] in particular, as we rely on their analysis.

Theorem 4.6. Suppose g ∈ Co ∩ C∞
loc, then the following three statements

are equivalent:

I) For all h ∈ TgCo, we have DgmV R[h] = 0,

II) There exists f with (f−1) ∈ C2,α
τ satisfying DgR

∗[f ] = (n−1)g dVg,

III) g is Einstein with Ricg = −(n− 1)g.

Proof. The equivalence between (II) and (III) is precisely Proposition 3.2

(and the comment directly below it). So we need only consider the equiva-

lence between (I) and (II).

To this end, suppose first that (I) holds. This implies DgH[h] = 0 for all

h ∈ TgCo, so the hypotheses of Theorem 2.5 are satisfied. This then gives us

λ ∈ (C0,α
τ

(
Λ3T ∗M

)
)∗ satisfying

DgH[h] = λ(DgR[h]) for all h ∈ TgCo,
which from Theorem 4.5 gives

λ(DgR[h]) +

∫

M
h ·DhR

∗[f ] = (n − 1)

∫

M
trg(h)dVg , (4.8)

for all h ∈ C∞
c . In particular, as a distribution λ is a weak solution to

L[λ] = (n− 1)g − L[f ], (4.9)

where L is the de-densitised DgR
∗ operator, L[·]dVg = DgR

∗[·]. Note that

the right-hand side of (4.9) is given explicitly by

(n − 1)g −Dscal∗g(f) = (n− 1)g −∇2f +∆g(f)g + fRicg,

where we have used the fact that g ∈ Co. Tracing (4.9) results in the elliptic

equation

− (∆g − n)λ = (∆g − n) (f − 1) , (4.10)

which λ satisfies in the weak sense. However, Since we assume g ∈ C∞
loc,

we have by elliptic regularity, λ ∈ C2,α
loc . That is λ is a strong solution to
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(4.9). We next must show that λ has the desired decay at infinity. Since the

right-hand side of (4.9) is in C0,α
τ , Theorem 4.2 implies that λ either grows

linearly on a cone at infinity or is in C2,α
−d for some d ∈ (0, 1].

Assume for the sake of contradiction that λ does grow linearly on M \K
for some compact K, and then without loss of generality we take λ > 0 on

M \K. Now consider a family of test functions ui ∈ C∞
c (M \K) converging

in C0,α
τ to a non-negative function u that is exactly equal to |x|−τ outside

of a compact set. Since λ is continuous we have

λ(u) = lim
i→∞

λ(ui) = lim
i→∞

∫

M
λui dVg,

where we continue to abuse notation slightly using λ to denote the linear

functional and its representation by the L2 inner product. By the monotone

convergence theorem we have

λ(u) =

∫

M
λu dVg,

which blows up to infinity since τ < n and λ ≥ C|x|, contradicting the fact

that λ is bounded. That is, we have λ ∈ C2,α
−d for d ∈ (0, 1].

We next observe that the right-hand side of (4.10) belongs to C0,α
τ ⊂ C0,α

−d .

Then since −(∆g+n) : C2,α
−d → C0,α

−d is an isomorphism, we have f+λ−1 ≡ 0.

That is, by (4.9), we have

L[f + λ] = L[1] = (n− 1)g,

or g is a V-static metric with V-static potential identically equal to 1. That

is we have (I) =⇒ (II) ⇐⇒ (III), and it remains to prove (II) =⇒ (I).

To this end, assume (II) holds, that is a V-static potential f exists.

Defining H with this choice of f , Theorem 4.5 implies DgH[h] = 0 for all

h. From the expression (4.2) for H we immediately see that this implies

DgmV R[h] = 0 for all h ∈ TgCo. �

Remark 4.7. The equivalence (I) ⇐⇒ (III) was already established in [8]

(Corollary 4.4 therein) by different methods, and the inclusion of (II) was

the straightforward part of the above proof. However, the proof presented

here illuminates the connection between the volume-renormalised mass and

V-static metrics. Furthermore, when we consider the case with boundary,

where (III) is no longer equivalent to (II), the equivalence (I) ⇐⇒ (II)

continues to hold (Theorem 5.4 below).

5. Bartnik boundary conditions – V-static metrics are

volume-renormalised mass minimisers

We now turn to the case where (M,g) has an interior boundary. If we do

not impose boundary conditions then it seems unreasonable to expect any

situation where the volume-renormalised mass can be minimised, so we must

choose appropriate boundary conditions. It is natural to impose that the
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boundary itself is fixed, that is the induced metric on the boundary should

be fixed. However, it is also a natural condition that the mean curvature

of the boundary be fixed in addition to this, which essentially corresponds

to insisting that the scalar curvature be constant right up to and including

and distributional contributions on the boundary.

We are therefore interested in the set

C = {g ∈ R̃2,α
τ | R(g) = 0, gΣ = γ,H(Σ) = H0}

where γ is some fixed (n − 1)-dimensional Riemannian metric on Σ, H(Σ)

is the mean curvature of Σ and H0 is a fixed function on Σ. We use the

notation R̃2,α
τ to denote the space R2,α

τ defined by (2.1) in the case where

the underlying manifold has a boundary, to distinguish it from the preceding

sections.

In order to conclude that C is a Banach manifold, which is a key re-

quirement for the argument we use here, we need surjectivity of the map T

defined by

T (h) = (Dscalg(h), hΣ,DHg(h))

T : R̃2,α
τ → C0,α

τ (S2T ∗M)× C2,α(S2T ∗Σ)× C1,α(Σ).
(5.1)

In the preceding section, surjectivity of the linearised constraint map for the

decay rates we consider here were readily available. However, as mentioned

in the introduction, in the case with boundary we do not have this immedi-

ately available. Fortunately, Huang and Jang [12] prove surjectivity of this

map for the standard decay of τ ∈ (n2 , n), and after a careful examination

of their proof, it is clear that this choice of τ is not essential but rather it is

a choice made because they study the usual asymptotically hyperbolic mass

and this rate is required for it to be well-defined. In fact, their proof goes

through verbatim except in only one proposition where the decay rate is

explicitly required. Furthermore, only a superficial modification is required

to extend to the values of τ we work with. Since the full proof is rather

involved, and the modification is straightforward, we do not repeat their

entire argument here and instead explain the minor adaptation required to

cover the case we require. Like many results of this flavour, the proof hinges

on a coercivity estimate for Dscal∗g, which in this case is precisely where the

range of τ is explicitly used. The proof is given in Sections 3 and 4 of [12],

and the following Proposition is the only part of it requiring modification.

Proposition 5.1 (Proposition 3.1 of [12]). Let (M,g) be asymptotically

hyperbolic at a rate of τ ∈ (n2 , n). Then there exist constants R0, C > 0 such

that for all R > R0 and any u ∈ C∞
c (M), we have

‖uρ1/2‖H2(M\BR) ≤ C‖Dscal∗g(u)ρ
1/2‖H2(M\BR), (5.2)

where ρ = r−2τ+n−δ for some δ < 1 sufficiently close to 1, and C depends

on n and δ.
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We briefly explain how this proposition is proved and how that proof can

be modified to extend the range of permissible values of τ .

The proof in [12] follows by a direct computation, after several simplifi-

cations are made taking note of the fact that several error terms are small.

First, g is taken to be identical to the reference metric ĝ = 1
r2+k

dr2 + r2h

since taking R0 sufficiently large renders the difference negligible. For the

same reasons, we set k = 0 in the reference metric and introduce the operator

Lu = Dscal∗ĝ(u)−
1

n− 1
trhg(Dscal∗ĝ(u))ĝ + (ĝ +

1

n− 1
scalĝĝ − Richg)

= ∇2u− uĝ.

Then since (ĝ + 1
n−1scalhgĝ − Richg) goes to zero at infinity, we can prove

the estimate for L instead of Dscalg. The final reduction is to note that

‖∇2(u)ρ‖L2(M\BR) can be controlled by the L2(M \BR) norms of L(u) and

u, so one need only prove
∫

M\BR

(
u2 + |∇u|2

)
ra dVĝ ≤ C

∫

M\BR

|Lu|2ra dVĝ, (5.3)

where a = −2τ+n−δ. The proof goes on to consider two cases depending on

whether the exponent a is greater than or less than −2, which is equivalent

to whether τ is less than or greater than 1 + 1
2 (n − δ). In particular the

case we would like to extend is when a ≥ −2 (or τ ≤ 1 + 1
2(n − δ), since δ

will be chosen close to 1). The requirement that τ > n
2 in [12] implies also

that they work with a < −δ, that is a ∈ [−2,−δ). In order to replace the

conditions τ > n
2 with τ > n−1

2 , we therefore must carry out the argument

in the case a ∈ [−δ, 1−δ). This can be achieved by following “Case 1” of the

proof in [12], which obtains the estimate beginning from the nonnegativity

of the quantity ∫

SR

(β −∇ν(u))
2 ra dS,

where β ∈ R is to be chosen carefully later. This choice of β is precisely

the difference made here. After some direct computations Huang and Jang

obtain the inequality

0 ≤
∫

SR

(β −∇ν(u))
2 ra dS

≤
∫

M\BR

(
β(2n − β(a− 1 + n)) + β2 + 1− aβ

)
u2ra dV

+

∫

M\BR

(
2β − (a− 1 + n) + β2 + 1− aβ

)
|∇u|2ra dV

+

∫

M\BR

(2βutr(Lu)− 2(Lu)(∇u, ν)) ra dV,
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which relies on the fact that a ∈ [−2, 2]. The idea is to then show that for

some choice of β the quantities

c1(a, β) = β(2n − β(a− 1 + n)) + β2 + 1− aβ

and

c2(a, β) = (2β − (a− 1 + n) + β2 + 1− aβ

are negative, to give

0 ≤ −ε

∫

M\BR

(
u2 + |∇u|2

)
ra dV +

∫

M\BR

(βutr(Lu)− (Lu)(∇u, ν)) ra dV,

(5.4)

which eventually gives the desired estimate via Cauchy–Schwarz. They key

here is in choosing β in such a way that ensures c1 and c2 are negative for

all values of a in the range under consideration – in this case a ∈ [−δ, 1− δ)

where δ < 1 is very close to 1. For this, the choice β = a
2 used in [12] (in

Case 1 therein) does not work, however choosing β = a
2 − 1 will suffice. We

can readily see that c2(a,
a
2 − 1) < 0 since

c2(a, β) = (β − (
a

2
− 1))2 − a2

4
− n,

however we need to work a little to show c1(a,
a
2 − 1) < 0. First note that it

can be expressed as a third order polynomial in a,

p(a) = c1(a,
a

2
− 1) = −1

4
a3 + (1− n

4
)a2 + 2(n− 1)a+ 3(1 − n). (5.5)

For δ close to 1 we can readily check that p(δ) and p(1−δ) are both negative,

so we can simply check that p′(a) 6= 0 for any a ∈ (−1, 1+ ε) for some small

ǫ > 0. Differentiating (5.5) with respect to a and solving for p′(a) = 0 we

find the solutions to be

a± =
1

3
(4− n)± 2

3

√
(2− n

2
)2 + 3(n− 1).

For all n ≥ 3 we find that a+ > 0 and a− < −1, from which we can conclude

that for all a ∈ [−δ, 1− δ), for δ < 1 sufficiently close to 1, c1(a,
a
2 − 1) < 0.

In particular, we have that (5.4) holds, which suffices to establish the main

estimate as in the proof of Proposition 3.1 of [12]. That is, Proposition 5.1

holds for the range of value of τ required here, and have the following.

Proposition 5.1′ (Cf. Proposition 3.1 of [12]). Let (M,g) be asymptotically

hyperbolic at a rate of τ ∈ (n−1
2 , n). Then there exist constants R0, C > 0

such that for all R > R0 and any u ∈ C∞
c (M), we have

‖uρ1/2‖H2(M\BR) ≤ C‖Dscal∗g(u)ρ
1/2‖H2(M\BR), (5.6)

where ρ = r−2τ+n−δ for some δ < 1 sufficiently close to 1, and C depends

on n and δ.

As mentioned above, the rest of the proof that T , defined by (5.1), is

surjective (Theorem 4.1 of [12]) goes through identically as in [12]. That is,
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following the arguments in sections 3 and 4 therein verbatim from this point

onward, keeping the extended range of permissible values of τ , we arrive at

the following Theorem.

Theorem 5.2 (Cf. Theorem 4.1 of [12]). Let (M,g) be an asymptotically

hyperbolic manifold with compact inner boundary, asymptotic to (M̂, ĝ) at a

rate of τ ∈ (n−1
2 , n), then the map T defined by (5.1), is surjective.

We now carry out the Lagrange multiplier argument similar to the pre-

ceding section. For this, we again would like to use the function H defined

by (4.1). However, in this case when we regularise the functional via the

divergence theorem, we obtain some additional boundary terms on Σ, which

motivates the choice of boundary conditions we use.

Theorem 5.3. The functional H defined by (4.1) with (f − 1) ∈ C0,α
τ (M)

can be extended to a functional that is defined on all R̃2,α
τ . Furthermore, its

linearisation is given by

DgH(h) =

∫

M

(
(n− 1)trg(h)dVg − h ·DgR

∗[f ]
)

(5.7)

+

∫

∂M
f
(
∇jhij −∇i(trg(h))

)
−
(
hij∇jf − trg(h)∇if

)
νidSg.

for all h ∈ TgR̃ = C2,α
τ (S2T ∗M), where ν is the unit normal pointed towards

infinity.

Proof. First note that the inclusion of a boundary does not affect the well-

definedness of H. That is, the proof of Theorem 4.4 applies identically

except for the addition of some finite terms on the inner boundary which we

do not both to explicitly write out.

In order to establish (5.7), follow Theorem 4.5 and again consider the

difference

fDgR[h]− h ·DgR
∗[f ] = ∇i(Bi)dVg,

given by (4.6). The only term here that differs from the proof of Theorem

4.5 is that after the integration by parts, we gain the additional term
∫

∂M
Biν

i dVg, (5.8)

which is exactly the boundary term appearing in (5.7). �

We now aim to apply the Lagrange multipliers argument using the boundary-

augmented constraint map

T(g) =
(
R(g), g|∂M ,H

)
,

where H is the mean curvature of ∂M with respect to ν. Note that DgT

is a densitised version of the T operator defined by (5.1), and therefore is

surjective for g ∈ C by Theorem 5.2.
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Theorem 5.4. Suppose g ∈ C is C∞
loc, then the following two statements are

equivalent:

I) For all h ∈ TgC, we have DgmV R[h] = 0,

II) There exists V satisfying (V −1) ∈ C2,α
τ and DgR

∗[V ] = (n−1)g dVg.

Proof. Just as in the case with no boundary, we note that DgmV R[h] =

DgH[h] for all h ∈ TgC = ker(DgT). If we first assume (I) holds then the

hypotheses of Theorem 2.5 holds and we therefore have a Lagrange multiplier

(λ, α, β) ∈
(
C0,α
τ

(
Λ3T ∗M

))∗ ×
(
C2,α(S2T ∗∂M)

)∗ ×
(
C1,α(∂M)

)∗

that satisfies

DgH[h] = λ(DgR[h]) + α(h|∂M ) + β(DgH[h]).

Taking h ∈ C∞
c (Int(M)), we have

DgH[h] = λ(DgR[h]) =

∫

M

(
(n− 1)trg(h)dVg − h ·DgR

∗[f ]
)
,

just as in the proof of Theorem 4.6. That is, as a distribution λ is a weak

solution to

DgR
∗[λ] = (n− 1)g dVg −DgR

∗[f ], (5.9)

which as before is implies that λ ∈ C2,α
loc by elliptic regularity, as it satisfies

(4.10). Furthermore note that λ is of C2,α regularity up to the boundary

from (5.9) since Ricg is C0,α up the boundary. For the same reason as

the proof of Theorem 4.6, we get also see that λ → 0 at infinity. That is,

λ ∈ C2,α
−d (M) for some d ∈ (0, 1]. Now we can write (4.10) as

− (∆g − n)λ = F, (5.10)

for some F ∈ C2,α
τ (M) ⊂ C2,α

−d (M). Since −(∆g+n) : C2,α
−s → C0,α

−s equipped

with Dirichlet boundary conditions is an isomorphism for all s ∈ [d, τ ], we

have λ ∈ C2,α
τ . That is, V = f+λ is the required V-static potential satisfying

(II).

The reverse implication, (II) =⇒ (I), follows by again defining H with

respect to f = V , the given V-static potential. Then from Theorem 5.3, we

have

DgH[h] =

∫

∂M
f
(
∇jhij −∇i(trg(h))

)
−
(
hij∇jf − trg(h)∇if

)
νidSg

(5.11)

for all h ∈ TgR̃.

To show DgH[h] = 0, we first recall the linearisation of the mean cur-

vature. In its most convenient form for us, it can be expressed as (see, for

example, Lemma 5.1 of [12] or Proposition 3.1 of [2])

−2DgH[h] =
(
∇j(hij)−∇i(trg(h))

)
νi +KABh

AB +∇A(hiAν
i),

where A,B denotes indices for ∂M and K is the second fundamental form

of ∂M . We then note that the remaining terms in (5.11) can be expressed
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as (
hij∇jf − trg(h)∇if

)
νi = νihiA∇Af − gABhAB∇i(f)ν

i (5.12)

so after an integration by parts we have

DgH[h] =

∫

∂M
−2fDgH[h]− fKABh

AB + gABhAB∇i(f)ν
idSg. (5.13)

That is, for all h ∈ TgC we have

DgmV R[h] = DgH[h] = 0,

completing the proof.

�

We conclude with some remarks.

Remark 5.5. For metrics on M = R
3 \ B1(0) where B1(0) is the closed

unit ball, asymptotic to the standard hyperbolic metric at a rate τ ∈ (2, 3),

Brendle and Chodosh proved a (renormalised-) volume comparison theo-

rem [4]. Namely, letting (M,γm) be the AdS–Schwarzschild metric of mass

m > 0, they proved that among all metrics g with the same asymptotics and

boundary metric and mean curvature matching the minimal surface bound-

ary in the AdS–Schwarzschild manifold, the renormalised volume of (M,g)

is strictly larger than that of (M,γm) unless g = γm.

Under these decay conditions, the renormalised volume is exactly the

volume-renormalised mass (the ADM boundary integral vanishes), so this

result can be understood as a Riemannian Penrose inequality for the volume-

renormalised mass under stronger decay assumptions. That is, the AdS–

Schwarzschild manifold minimises the volume-renormalised mass among all

metrics with the same asymptotic decay rate, and minimal surface boundary

of the same area. Note that AdS–Schwarzschild metrics are V-static, for

if they were not then by the same argument as Corollary 3.4 we would be

able to perform a local perturbation that decreases the volume-renormalised

mass, which would contract the result of Brendle and Chodosh.

Combined with Theorem 5.4, this suggests that the volume-renormalised

mass should satisfy a Riemannian Penrose inequality.

Remark 5.6. Throughout this article we have tried to emphasise the analogy

with the ADM mass and static asymptotically flat metrics. It seems likely

that the volume-renormalised mass and V-static potentials on asymptoti-

cally hyperbolic manifolds share many other analogous properties, which

would be interesting to pursue further.
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