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Abstract

We propose a generalization, where negative weights are allowed,
of the Wasserstein barycenter of n probability measures. The barycen-
ter is found, as usual, as a minimum of a functional. In this paper, we
prove existence of a minimizer for probability measures on a separa-
ble Hilbert space and uniqueness in the case of one positive coefficient
and n − 1 negative ones. In the one-dimensional case, we character-
ize the quantile function of the unique minimum as the orthogonal
projection of the L2-barycenter of the quantiles on the cone of nonin-
creasing functions in L2(0, 1). Further, we provide a stability estimate
in dimension one and a counterexample to uniqueness in R

2.

Keywords: optimal transport, Wasserstein distance, barycenter, extrapo-
lation

MSC Classification: 49J27, 49J45, 49Q22

1 Introduction and main results

In this paper, we introduce an extension of the barycenter problem studied
by Agueh and Carlier [1] in the Wasserstein space P2(X). Throughout the
article, X will denote a separable Hilbert space. Let n ≥ 2 be a given integer
and for i = 1, . . . , n let νi be given probability measures on X with finite
second moments and let λi be real numbers such that

∑n
i=1 λi > 0. Denoting

W 2
2 the squared 2-Wasserstein distance, we study the following minimization

problem:

inf
µ∈P2(X)

n
∑

i=1

λiW
2
2 (νi, µ), (1.1)
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which we call the generalized barycenter problem of the measures νi with
weights λi. In the usual barycenter problem, the weights λi satisfy 0 < λi < 1
and

∑n
i=1 λi = 1, while here we allow for negative λi’s, as long as the total

sum is positive. This condition is necessary since, for xi ∈ X , if
∑n

i=1 λi < 0,
then

inf
x∈X

n
∑

i=1

λi|x− xi|2 = −∞.

We prove the existence of a solution of problem (1.1) and, in the particular
case of one positive weight and n − 1 negative ones, we are able to show
uniqueness of the solution.

Theorem 1.1. Let X be a separable Hilbert space and let n ≥ 2 be a given
integer. For i = 1, . . . , n, let νi ∈ P2(X) be given and let λi be real numbers
such that

∑n
i=1 λi > 0. Define E : P2(X) → R by

E (µ) =
n
∑

i=1

λiW
2
2 (νi, µ).

Then: (i) There exists a solution µ̄ ∈ P2(X) of the problem

min
µ∈P2(X)

E (µ).

(ii) If, in particular, λ1 > 0 and λi < 0 for i = 2, . . . , n, then there exists a
unique minimizer µ̄ ∈ P2(X) of E .

It should be noticed that uniqueness is false, in general, in the classical
barycenter problem with positive weights in X = R

d.
Moreover, in the case X = R, we provide an explicit characterization

of the minimizer. Indeed, in the 1-dimensional case any probability measure
µ ∈ P2(R) can be represented by its quantile function (see, e.g., [13, Theorem
2.18]), i.e., the pseudo-inverse Xµ of its distribution function Fµ:

Fµ(x) := µ((−∞, x]), ∀ x ∈ R,

Xµ(w) := inf{x : Fµ(x) > w}, ∀w ∈ (0, 1).

The map µ 7→ Xµ is an isometry between P2(R), endowed with the 2-
Wasserstein distance, and the convex cone K of nondecreasing functions in
the Hilbert space L2(0, 1). We denote by PK the orthogonal projection op-
erator, PK : L2(0, 1) → K. Our main result, in the 1-dimensional case, is the
following.
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Theorem 1.2. Let n ≥ 2 be a given integer. For i = 1, . . . , n, let νi ∈ P2(R)
be given and let λi be real numbers such that m =

∑n
i=1 λi > 0. Then there

exists a unique solution µ̄ ∈ P2(R) of

inf
µ∈P2(R)

n
∑

i=1

λiW
2
2 (νi, µ),

and it is characterized by

Xµ̄ = PK

(

n
∑

i=1

λi

m
Xνi

)

, (1.2)

where Xνi ∈ K is the pseudo-inverse function of (the distribution function
of) νi.

1.1 Literature review and related problems

Wasserstein barycenters

The barycenter of two probability measures, with positive weights adding to
1, is well-known as McCann’s interpolation [8], while a complete study of
the Wasserstein barycenters of n measures in R

d was done in [1], where, in
particular, it was shown the existence of a minimizer and the uniqueness,
in the case where one of the νi’s vanishes on small sets. In the present
paper we do not require the absolute continuity of one of the measures, but
in order to obtain uniqueness we need n − 1 negative coefficients. In the
one-dimensional case, if all weights λi are positive and all measures νi are
nonatomic, our characterization (1.2) reduces to the one-dimensional formula
in [1, Section 6.1].

Metric extrapolation

The barycenter of two measures, with weights α > 1 and β = 1−α < 0, was
studied in [7] and [6] in the context of metric extrapolation for the Backward
Differentiation Formula of order 2 (BDF2). This connection requires some
explanation. Given a metric space (X, d) and a functional Φ : X → R ∪
{+∞}, the gradient flow of Φ with respect to the metric d is formally given
by the solutions u : [0, T ] → X of

d

dt
u(t) = −∇Φ(u(t)),
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or by its time-discrete equivalent (uk
τ) ∈ X

uk
τ − uk−1

τ

τ
= −∇Φ(uk

τ ), (1.3)

for a small time-step τ > 0. A rigorous metric framework for the deriva-
tives that appear in these equations was established in [2]. The minimiz-
ing movement scheme (also referred to as Implicit Euler method or Jordan-
Kinderlehrer-Otto (JKO) stepping) provides, under suitable assumptions, a
discrete approximation of the gradient flow equation, by solving a sequence
of minimization problems defined by

uk = argmin
w∈X

{

1

2τ
d2(uk−1

τ , w) + Φ(w)

}

.

The BDF2 scheme is a second-order discretization scheme, well-known for
ODEs in R

d since the 1950’s (see, e.g., [5]), which was recently proposed to
approximate gradient flows in metric spaces [7]. In the Euclidean setting,
the time-discrete approximation (1.3) is substituted by

3uk
τ − 4uk−1

τ + uk−2
τ

2τ
= −∇Φ(uk

τ ),

which leads, in a JKO step, to the minimization of

Ψ(τ, uk−2
τ , uk−1

τ ;w) :=
1

τ
d2(uk−1

τ , w)− 1

4τ
d2(uk−2

τ , w) + Φ(w).

In [7] several examples of metric spaces (X, d) are given, such that a sequence
of piecewise-constant interpolations of the discrete solutions (uk

τ) converges,
locally uniformly in time, to a solution u ∈ AC2([0,∞), X) of the gradient
flow of Φ, in the sense of the following Evolutionary Variational Inequality
(EVI)

1

2
d2(u(t), w)− 1

2
d2(u(s), w) ≤

∫ t

s

[

Φ(w)− Φ(u(r))− λ

2
d2(u(r), w)

]

dr,

for all 0 ≤ s < t, where λ ∈ R is the λ-convexity modulus of Ψ ([7, Theorem
5.1]). In the case (X, d) = (P2(R

d),W2), minimizing the distance part of the
JKO functional Ψ is a Wasserstein barycenter problem like (1.1), with two
assigned measures (corresponding to uk−2

τ and uk−1
τ ) and real coefficients. It

should be remarked that the negative sign of one of the weights is crucial for
the λ-convexity of Ψ and thus for the existence and uniqueness of a minimizer.
Indeed, we are going to exploit exactly [7, Theorem 3.4] for the uniqueness
part of our Theorem 1.1.
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Sticky particles

In [6, Remarks 4.6 and 4.13], an interesting connection was pointed out, be-
tween metric extrapolation and the one-dimensional pressureless Euler sys-
tem

{

∂tρ+ ∂x(ρv) = 0
∂t(ρv) + ∂x(ρv

2) = 0
(1.4)

in R×(0,+∞), with initial density and velocity conditions ρ|t=0 = ρ0, v|t=0 =
v0, for the evolution of a system of particles that share their trajectories after
a collision (also called “sticky particle system” (SPS)) (see also [3]). Here,
we exploit the characterization of the solutions to the (SPS) given in [10],
in order to show a direct connection with the minimizer of a generalized
Wasserstein barycenter functional. Let (ρt, ρtvt) be the solution of the (SPS)
at time t > 0, corresponding to a discrete initial datum

ρ0 =
N
∑

i=1

miδxi
, ρ0v0 =

N
∑

i=1

miviδxi
, mi > 0,

N
∑

i=1

mi = 1, xi, vi ∈ R.

Denoting X0 (resp. Xt) the pseudo-inverse function of ρ0 (resp. ρt), by [10,
Theorem 2.6 - II] it holds

Xt = PK(X0 + tV0), (1.5)

where K, as above, is the convex cone of nondecreasing functions in L2(0, 1),
PK is the orthogonal projection operator on K, and V0 is the piecewise-
constant function such that V0(x) = vi if X0(x) = xi. Let δ > 0 be the first
collision time of the evolution, then, for all 0 < s ≤ δ

Xs = PK(X0 + sV0) = X0 + sV0,

and owing to (1.5), for all t > s

Xt = PK(X0 + tV0)

= PK

(

X0 + t
Xs −X0

s

)

= PK

((

1− t

s

)

X0 +
t

s
Xs

)

.

By (1.2), we immediately see that the solution ρt = (Xt)♯L1
x(0,1) of the

sticky particle system (1.4) at time t is also the minimizer of the generalized
barycenter functional

E (ρ) =

(

1− t

s

)

W 2
2 (ρ0, ρ) +

t

s
W 2

2 (ρs, ρ),
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where the fixed measures are the initial density ρ0 of the (SPS), with negative
weight 1 − t/s and the solution of the system at time s, that is, ρs, with
positive weight t/s.

1.2 Plan of the paper

In Section 2 we study the one-dimensional case. After recalling the main
definitions and notation, we state and prove the result concerning existence,
uniqueness, and characterization of generalized barycenters between n prob-
ability measures on the real line. In Subsection 2.3, we provide a stability
result and in Subsection 2.4 an example where the generalized barycenter be-
tween one-dimensional Gaussian distributions is not a Gaussian. In Section
3 we prove the existence part of Theorem 1.1, for measures on a separable
Hilbert space, while in Section 4 we prove uniqueness, in the case of one
positive and n − 1 negative weights. Finally, in Subsection 4.3, we provide
an example of non-uniqueness.

2 The one-dimensional case

2.1 Setting and notation

We collect here the minimal definitions needed to state our problem. For an
in-depth treatise on optimal transport and Wasserstein distances we refer to
the textbooks [2], [14].

Wasserstein distance

We denote by P2(X) the space of Borel probability measures µ on X with
finite second moments:

∫

X

|x|2dµ(x) < +∞.

For a general Borel map f : X → Y and a Borel measure µ ∈ P(X), the
push-forward measure of µ through f is defined as

f♯µ(A) = µ(f−1(A)), for every Borel set A ⊆ Y.

For i = 1, 2, let πi : X × X → X denote the projection operator on the
ith variable, πi(x1, x2) = xi. Given two measures µ, ν ∈ P2(X), the set of
admissible transport plans between µ and ν is

Γ(µ, ν) =
{

γ ∈ P(X ×X) : π1
♯ γ = µ, π2

♯ γ = ν
}

.
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The Wasserstein-Rubinstein-Kantorovich distance of order 2 between two
measures µ, ν ∈ P2(X) is defined as

W2(µ, ν) = min

{

(
∫

X×X

|x− y|2dγ(x, y)
)

1

2

: γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν)

}

.

We denote by Γo(µ, ν) the set of optimal transport plans between µ, ν ∈
P2(X). That is, if γ ∈ Γo(µ, ν), then γ ∈ Γ(µ, ν) and

W 2
2 (µ, ν) =

∫

X×X

|x− y|2dγ(x, y).

Isometry between P2(R) and K
We restrict to the one-dimensional setting because in this case there is a stan-
dard isometry between P2(R) and the subset K of (essentially) nondecreasing
functions in the Hilbert space of square-integrable functions L2(0, 1). This
relation allows us to exploit the properties of scalar products and projections
in Hilbert spaces, which are crucial in our proof. We denote by ‖ · ‖ the
standard norm in L2(0, 1):

‖f‖ =

(
∫ 1

0

f 2(x)dx

)

1

2

.

Let µ ∈ P2(R), the cumulative distribution function of µ is the function
Fµ : R → [0, 1]

Fµ(x) := µ((−∞, x]) ∀ x ∈ R.

Its pseudo-inverse (also called: ‘monotone rearrengement’ or ‘quantile func-
tion’) is the nondecreasing function Xµ : (0, 1) → R

Xµ(w) := inf {x : Fµ(x) > w} ∀w ∈ (0, 1).

Observe that Xµ(Fµ(x)) ≥ x and that, if m > Fµ(x), then Xµ(m) > x.
Therefore, denoting by λ the Lebesgue measure on (0, 1):

(Xµ)#λ((−∞, x]) = λ(X−1
µ ((−∞, x])) = λ((0, Fµ(x)]) = Fµ(x).

In other words, (Xµ)#λ = µ.
Moreover, given two measures µ, ν ∈ P2(R), γ = (Xµ, Xν)#λ is the unique

monotone transport in Γ(µ, ν); it follows that γ ∈ Γo(µ, ν) ([12, Theorem
2.9]). Therefore

W 2
2 (µ, ν) =

∫

R2

|x−y|2d(Xµ, Xν)#λ =

∫

R2

|Xµ(x)−Xν(x)|2dλ = ‖Xµ−Xν‖2.
(2.6)

7



We have shown that the mapping φ : P2(R) → L2(0, 1), φ(µ) = Xµ satisfies
the following properties (see also the Hoeffding-Fréchet characterization of
distributions with given marginals [11, Sec. 3.1])):

(i) for all µ, ν ∈ P2(R) ‖φ(µ)− φ(ν)‖ = W2(µ, ν),

(ii) for all f ∈ K the measure µ = f♯λ ∈ P2(R) satisfies φ(µ) = f .

Therefore, the metric spaces (P2(R),W2) and (K, ‖ · ‖) are isometric. We
recall that the orthogonal projection operator PK : L2(0, 1) → K can be char-
acterized by the following property ([4], Theorem 5.2): for all x ∈ L2(0, 1),
PK(x) is the unique element in K such that

‖PK(x)− x‖ ≤ ‖z − x‖, ∀z ∈ K. (2.7)

We can therefore give the following equivalent statement of Theorem 1.2,
where, without loss of generality, we can rescale by a positive quantity and
assume that the weights sum is 1.

Theorem 2.1. Let n ≥ 2 be a given integer. For i = 1, . . . , n, let xi ∈ K be
given and let λi be real numbers such that

∑n
i=1 λi = 1. Then, there exists a

unique minimizer x∗ ∈ K of the functional

E : L2(0, 1) → R, E(x) =

n
∑

i=1

λi‖x− xi‖2

and it is characterized by

x∗ = PK

(

n
∑

i=1

λixi

)

.

The solution of Theorem 1.2 in the Wasserstein space can then be recov-
ered by

µ∗ = φ−1(x∗) = x∗
♯λ.

Remark 2.2. Since the proof of Theorem 2.1 only relies on the Hilbert
structure of the space L2(0, 1) and on the closedness and convexity properties
ofK, the same characterization of the solution holds in a more general setting.
Precisely: let (X, | · |X) be a real Hilbert space and let H ⊂ X be a closed
and convex subset. Let xi ∈ X be given for i = 1, . . . , n and let λi ∈ R be
such that

∑n
i=1 λi = 1. Then there exists a unique minimizer x∗ ∈ H of the

functional

F : X → R, F (x) =

n
∑

i=1

λi|x− xi|2X

8



and it is characterized by

x∗ = PH

(

n
∑

i=1

λixi

)

.

Remark 2.3. Theorem 3.1 in [10] gives a useful characterization of the or-
thogonal projection PK : L2(0, 1) → K, which may be employed for explicit
computations: given f ∈ L2(0, 1), let F (t) =

∫ t

0
f(s)ds be its integral func-

tion; let F ∗∗ be the lower semi-continuous convex envelope of F , i.e., the
greatest lower semi-continuous convex function which is lower or equal to F .
F ∗∗ may also be defined by

F ∗∗(t) = sup{at+ b : a, b ∈ R, as + b ≤ F (s) for a.e. s ∈ (0, 1)}.

Being convex, in every point F ∗∗ admits a left derivative d−

dt
F ∗∗ and a right

derivative d+

dt
F ∗∗. The projection may then be characterized by

PK(f)(t) =
d+

dt
F ∗∗(t).

2.2 Proof of Theorem 2.1

We state the intermediate computations on a general real Hilbert space
X , endowed with the scalar product ‘ · ’ and norm |u| = √

u · u. In the
present Section, for an integer n ≥ 2, we are given a collection of elements
x1, . . . , xn ∈ X and weights λ1 . . . , λn ∈ R such that

∑n
i=1 λi = 1. The proof

of Theorem 2.1 relies on the following two elementary computations.

Lemma 2.4. It holds

n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2 −
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

n
∑

i=1

λixi

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

=
∑

i<j

λiλj|xi − xj |2. (2.8)
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Proof.

n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2 −
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

n
∑

i=1

λixi

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

=

n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2 −
n
∑

i,j=1

λiλjxi · xj

=
n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2 −
n
∑

i,j=1

λiλj (xi · (xj − xi) + xi · xi)

=

n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2 −
n
∑

j=1

λj

n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2

−
∑

i 6=j

λiλjxi · (xj − xi)

= −
∑

i<j

λiλj(xi − xj) · (xj − xi)

=
∑

i<j

λiλj |xi − xj |2.

Lemma 2.5. Let x̄ =
∑n

i=1 λixi. Then

n
∑

i=1

λi|x− xi|2 = |x− x̄|2 +
∑

i<j

λiλj|xi − xj |2. (2.9)

Proof. Using
∑n

i=1 λi = 1 and (2.8) we compute

n
∑

i=1

λi|x− xi|2 =
n
∑

i=1

λi

(

|x|2 − 2x · xi + |xi|2
)

= |x|2 − 2x · x̄+
n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2

= |x|2 − 2x · x̄+ |x̄|2 +
n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2 − |x̄|2

= |x− x̄|2 +
∑

i<j

λiλj|xi − xj |2.

By Lemma 2.5, using equivalence (2.9), the projection property (2.7), and
exploiting the independence of the right-hand side summation from PK(x̄),
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for all z ∈ K

E (PK(x̄)) =

n
∑

i=1

λi|PK(x̄)− xi|2

= |PK(x̄)− x̄|2 +
∑

i<j

λiλj |xi − xj |2

≤ |z − x̄|2 +
∑

i<j

λiλj |xi − xj |2 = E(z).

Therefore, PK(x̄) is the unique minimum of E on K.

2.3 Stability

The explicit characterization of the Wasserstein barycenter entails a stability
result, with respect to perturbations of the fixed measures:

Lemma 2.6. Let ν1, . . . , νn and ν̃1, . . . , ν̃n be probability measures in P2(R);
let λ1, . . . , λn be weights such that

∑n
i=1 λi = 1 and consider the barycen-

ters µ, µ̃ with respect to the measures ν1, . . . , νn and ν̃1, . . . , ν̃n, with weights
λ1, . . . , λn. Then

W 2
2 (µ, µ̃) ≤

(

n
∑

j=1

λ2
j

)(

n
∑

i=1

W 2
2 (νi, ν̃i)

)

.

Proof. For ρ in P2(R), let Xρ be its monotone rearrangement. Then, using
(2.6), the last statement in [10, Theorem 3.1] and the elementary inequality
(
∑n

i=1 |aibi|)2 ≤ (
∑n

j=1 a
2
j )(
∑n

i=1 b
2
i ), we obtain

W 2
2 (µ, µ̃) =

∫

(0,1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

PK

(

n
∑

i=1

λiXνi

)

− PK

(

n
∑

i=1

λiXν̃i

)
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

dx

≤
∫

(0,1)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

n
∑

i=1

λi(Xνi −Xν̃i)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

dx

≤
(

n
∑

j=1

λ2
j

)

∫

(0,1)

n
∑

i=1

|Xνi −Xν̃i|2dx

=

(

n
∑

j=1

λ2
j

)(

n
∑

i=1

W 2
2 (νi, ν̃i)

)

.
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Remark 2.7. Since discrete measures comprised of a finite number of atoms
are dense in P2(R) with respect to the Wasserstein distance, we may ap-
proximate any barycenter by a barycenter of finite atomic measures with an
arbitrary error.

2.4 An example in the case of two Gaussian measures

While the (standard) barycenter of two Gaussian measures is always a Gaus-
sian, it is possible to choose the parameters of the measures and a negative
weight so that the generalized barycenter of two Gaussians is a Dirac delta.

Remark 2.8. If µ1, µ2, µ3 are three probability measures on R and µ2 is the
barycenter of µ1 and µ3 with parameters 0 < λ < 1 and 1−λ, then µ3 is the
generalized barycenter for µ1 and µ2 with parameters (λ − 1)/λ, 1/λ (and,
likewise, µ1 is a generalized barycenter for µ2, µ3 with parameters 1/(1− λ)
and −λ/(1− λ)). This remark follows directly from the equation

Xµ2
= (1− λ)Xµ1

+ λXµ3

since then

Xµ3
=

1

λ
Xµ2

+
λ− 1

λ
Xµ1

and no projection on K is needed (even if (λ− 1)/λ < 0).

Let µ1 ∼ N (m1, σ
2
1), µ2 ∼ N (m2, σ

2
2) be two Gaussian measures, and

suppose that σ1 > σ2: then it is possible to choose z̄ ∈ R such that µ2 is the
barycenter between µ1 and the Dirac delta δz̄. Owing to Remark 2.8, δz̄ is
then the generalized barycenter between the Gaussians µ1 and µ2. In order to
choose z̄, we proceed as follows. For z ∈ R, the monotone rearrangement of
the Wasserstein barycenter µ̄ between µ1 and an atomic measure δz satisfies

Xµ̄ = (1− λ)Xµ1
+ λz.

Using the relation (aX + b)−1(x) = X−1((x − b)/a), valid for all invertible
functions X : (0, 1) → R and all a, b in R with a 6= 0, we obtain

Fµ̄(x) = Fµ1
((x− λz)/(1 − λ)),

so that the density of µ̄ is given by

F ′
µ̄ =

1

1− λ
fµ1

((x− λz)/(1− λ)) = K exp

(

−(x− ((1− λ)m1 + λz))2

2((1− λ)σ1)2

)

12



where K doesn’t depend on x, so µ̄ ∼ N ((1−λ)m1+ λz, ((1−λ)σ1)
2). Now

we look for particular values λ̄ and z̄ for which µ̄ = µ2: setting
{

(1− λ̄)m1 + λ̄z̄ = m2,

(1− λ̄)σ1 = σ2,

yields

λ̄ =
σ1 − σ2

σ1
, z̄ =

σ1m2 − σ2m1

(σ1 − σ2)
.

With this choice of parameters, we have

Xµ2
= (1− λ̄)Xµ1

+ λ̄z̄,

and therefore, owing to Remark 2.8, the Dirac measure δz̄ is the generalized
barycenter of the Gaussian measures µ1 and µ2, with weights 1/λ̄ > 0 and
(λ̄− 1)/λ̄ < 0.

3 Existence in Hilbert spaces

In this section, we prove the existence part of Theorem 1.1.

3.1 Setting and notation

We collect here a few results needed for the proof of the existence of a mini-
mizer. For general statements with proofs and in-depth discussion, we refer
again to the textbooks [2] and [14].

Here n ≥ 1 is a fixed integer, ν1, . . . , νn are given probability measures
with finite second moments on the separable Hilbert space X , and λ1, . . . , λn

are real numbers such that
∑n

i=1 λi = 1. The scalar product in X is denoted
by ‘ · ’ and the norm by |x| = √

x · x.

Definition 3.1 (Narrow convergence). We say that a sequence (µj)j∈N ⊂
P(X) is narrowly convergent to µ ∈ P(X) if

lim
j→+∞

∫

X

f(x) dµj(x) =

∫

X

f(x) dµ(x) ∀f ∈ Cb(X).

Gluing Lemma

([2], Lemma 5.3.2) Let ν ∈ P2(X) and γ0 i ∈ Γ(ν, νi) for i = 1, . . . , n. Then
there exists γ ∈ P (Xn+1) such that

(π0, πi)♯γ = γ0 i

13



for i = 1, . . . , n. An example of such a γ is given by the measure whose
disintegration with respect to ν is

γ =

∫

X

(

γ0 1
ν × . . .× γ0n

ν

)

dν,

where γ0 i =
∫

Rd γ
0 i
ν dν are the disintegrations of the transport plans γ0 i with

respect to ν.

Definition 3.2. As a consequence of the Gluing Lemma, the following sets
are not empty.

(i) Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) is the set of probability measures γ onX×Xn such that
πi
♯γ = νi for all i = 1, . . . , n, while the first marginal (corresponding to

the variable x0) is not fixed;

(ii) Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) is the subset of Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) such that (π0, πi)♯γ ∈
Γo(π

0
♯γ, νi) for all i = 1, . . . , n.

We consider the multimarginal functional F : P
(

Xn+1
)

→ R ∪ {+∞}

F (γ) =

∫

Xn+1

n
∑

i=1

λi|x0 − xi|2dγ(x0, . . . , xn).

The relation between the functionals F and

E (µ) =
n
∑

i=1

λiW
2
2 (νi, µ)

is made clear by the following computation.

Lemma 3.3.

inf {E (µ), µ ∈ P2(X)} = inf
{

F (γ), γ ∈ Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn)
}

.

Proof. Let γ ∈ Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn), by optimality of the transport plans between
the first and the ith marginal

F (γ) =

∫

Xn+1

n
∑

i=1

λi|x0 − xi|2dγ(x0, . . . , xn)

=
n
∑

i=1

λiW
2
2 (π

0
♯γ, π

i
♯γ)

=

n
∑

i=1

λiW
2
2 (π

0
♯γ, νi) = E (π0

♯γ),
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and therefore

inf
{

F (γ), γ ∈ Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn)
}

≥ inf
µ∈P2(X)

E (µ).

On the other hand, for all µ ∈ P2(X), by the gluing Lemma there exists
γ ∈ Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) such that π0

♯γ = µ, and thus

inf
µ∈P2(X)

n
∑

i=1

λiW
2
2 (µ, νi) = inf

µ∈P2(X)
inf
{

F (γ), γ ∈ Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn), π0
♯γ = µ

}

≥ inf
{

F (γ), γ ∈ Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn)
}

.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 1.1-(i)

We are going to split the proof of Theorem 1.1 into several steps, correspond-
ing to the usual boundedness, compactness, and lower-semicontinuity of the
direct method of the calculus of variations. We first show that, on the set
Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn), the functional F is bounded from below and that its sublevel
sets have bounded first marginal π0

♯γ in P2(X).

Lemma 3.4. There exists a constant M ∈ R, depending on {νi} and {λi}
only, such that, ∀γ ∈ Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn)

(i) F(γ) ≥ M

and

(ii) F(γ)−M ≥ 1

2

∫

X

|x0|2d(π0
♯γ).

The explicit expression of M is

M =

n
∑

i=1

[

(

λi − 2nλ2
i

)

∫

X

|xi|2dνi
]

.

Proof. Let x̄ =
∑n

i=1 λixi. By Young’s inequality

x0 · x̄ ≤ |x0|2
4

+ |x̄|2 ≤ |x0|2
4

+ n
n
∑

i=1

|λixi|2,
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and thus ∀γ ∈ Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn)

F (γ) =

∫

Xn+1

n
∑

i=1

λi|x0 − xi|2dγ

=

∫

Xn+1

n
∑

i=1

λi

(

|x0|2 − 2x0 · xi + |xi|2
)

dγ

=

∫

Xn+1

(

|x0|2 − 2x0 · x̄+
n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2
)

dγ

≥
∫

Xn+1

(

|x0|2
2

− 2n

n
∑

i=1

λ2
i |xi|2 +

n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2
)

dγ.

For i = 1, . . . , n, the ith marginal of γ is the assigned measure νi ∈ P2(X)
and therefore

F (γ) ≥
∫

Xn+1

|x0|2
2

dγ +

n
∑

i=1

∫

X

|xi|2
(

−2nλ2
i + λi

)

dνi

≥
∫

X

|x0|2
2

dπ0
♯γ(x0) +M,

where M only depends on λi and on the fixed quantities
∫

X
|xi|2dνi, for

i = 1, . . . , n.

Next, we address the compactness of sublevel sets in Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) and
Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn). We recall the following useful criteria.

Tightness criteria

([2], Lemma 5.2.2 and Remark 5.1.5)

(i) Let K ⊂ P(Xn+1) be such that Ki := πi
♯(K) is tight in P(X) for

i = 0, . . . , n, then also K is tight in P(Xn+1).

(ii) A subset Ki ⊂ P(X) is tight if and only if there exists a function
ϕ : X → [0,+∞], with compact sublevels, such that

sup
µ∈Ki

∫

X

ϕ(x) dµ(x) ≤ C < +∞.
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Lemma 3.5. Let (γj)j∈N ⊂ Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) be such that F (γj) ≤ C, for
some C ∈ R. Then, there exists a subsequence (γjk

)k∈N and a measure
γ ∈ Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) such that

γjk
⇀ γ narrowly in P(Xn+1).

Moreover, if γj ∈ Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) for all j, then γ ∈ Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn).

Proof. By Lemma 3.4

sup
j

∫

X

|x0|2dπ0
♯γj ≤ 2(F (γj)−M) ≤ 2(C −M) < +∞,

and therefore, by the second tightness criterion, (π0
♯γj) is tight in P(X).

Since all other marginals are fixed, i.e.,

sup
j

∫

X

|xi|2dπi
♯γj =

∫

X

|xi|2dνi < +∞

for i = 1, . . . , n, by the first tightness criterion we deduce that (γj) is tight
in P(Xn+1), and by Prokhorov’s Theorem we conclude that there exists a
subsequence (γjk

) and a measure γ ∈ P(Xn+1) such that γjk
⇀ γ. In

particular, for all f ∈ Cb(X), for all i = 1, . . . , n,

∫

Xn+1

f(xi)dγ(x0, . . . , xn) = lim
k→+∞

∫

Xn+1

f(xi)dγjk
(x0, . . . , xn)

=

∫

X

f(xi)dνi(xi),

and therefore γ ∈ Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn). Finally, we recall that the condition of
optimality of transport plans is stable with respect to narrow convergence
([2], Proposition 7.1.3). Precisely, if (π0, πi)♯γj ∈ Γo(π

0
♯γj , νi) and γj con-

verges narrowly to γ, then also (π0, πi)♯γ ∈ Γo(π
0
♯γ, νi), for all i = 1, . . . , n

(and, thus, γ ∈ Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn)).

The next step regards the lower-semicontinuity of F , where we are going
to use the framework of the strong-weak topology on measures in product
spaces described in [9]. In order to highlight the role of the different topolo-
gies, as is done in [9], we slightly change the notation with respect to the rest
of the section. Since the base space for the multimarginal functional is Xn+1,
here we let Y = X be the Hilbert space corresponding to the first X in the
product and to the free marginal in Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) and we denote X = Xn
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for the n spaces with fixed marginals ν1, . . . , νn; we equip Y with the weak
topology and X with the strong topology. Let Z = Y ×X and

P2(Z) :=

{

µ ∈ P(Z) :

∫

Z

(

|y|2 + |x|2
)

dµ(y,x) < +∞
}

.

We consider the space Csw
2 (Z) of test functions ζ : Z → R such that:

• ζ is sequentially continuous with respect to the weak-strong product
topology on Z;

• ∀ε > 0 ∃Aǫ ≥ 0 : |ζ(y,x)| ≤ Aε (1 + |x|2) + ε|y|2.
We endow Csw

2 (Z) with the norm

‖ζ‖Csw

2
(Z) := sup

(y,x)

|ζ(y,x)|
1 + |x|2 + |y|2 .

Definition 3.6. We endow P2(Z) with the initial topology induced by the
functions

µ 7→
∫

Z

ζ(y,x) dµ(y,x), ζ ∈ Csw
2 (Z);

we call Psw
2 (Z) the topological space (P2(Z), σ(P2(Z), C

sw
2 (Z))).

Proposition 3.7 ([9], Proposition 3.4). A sequence (µj)j∈N ⊂ Psw
2 (Z) and

a measure µ ∈ Psw
2 (Z) satisfy

(i) µj ⇀ µ narrowly in P(Z);

(ii) lim
j→+∞

∫

Z

|x|2 dµj →
∫

Z

|x|2 dµ;

(iii) sup
j∈N

∫

Z

|y|2 dµj < +∞,

if and only if
µj → µ in Psw

2 (Z).

We can now address the lower-semicontinuity of F .

Lemma 3.8. Let (γj)j∈N ⊂ Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) and γ ∈ Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) be such
that F (γj) ≤ C, for some C ∈ R, and

γj ⇀ γ narrowly in P(Z).

Then
lim inf
j→+∞

F (γj) ≥ F (γ).
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Proof. In view of Proposition 3.7, we notice that hypothesis (ii) is verified
because the ith marginals of γj are fixed, for i = 1, . . . , n and hypothesis (iii)
is satisfied by Lemma 3.4-(ii). Denoting x = (x1, . . . , xn), we observe that
the function

ζ : Y ×X → R, ζ(y,x) = −2
n
∑

i=1

λiy · xi = −2y · x̄

belongs to Csw
2 (Z): by Young’s inequality, for all ε > 0

|ζ(y,x)| ≤ ε|y|2 + 4

ε
|x̄|2 ≤ ε|y|2 + Aε|x|2,

where Aε = 4nmax{|λi|2}/ε; moreover, given sequences

yj ⇀ y in Y, xj → x in X,

setting xj =
∑n

i=1 λix
i
j , we have xj → x and so

|yj · xj − y · x| = |yj · (xj − x) + (yj − y) · x|
≤ |yj||xj − x|+ |(yj − y) · x|;

since supj |yj| < +∞, |xj − x| → 0 and (yj − y) · x → 0, ζ is sequentially
continuous. Therefore

lim
j→+∞

∫

Z

ζ(y,x) dγj(y,x) =

∫

Z

ζ(y,x) dγ(y,x). (3.10)

Finally, by the standard lower-semicontinuity of second moments ([2], Lemma
5.1.7), with respect to narrow convergence of measures, we know that

lim inf
j→+∞

∫

Z

|y|2 dγj(y,x) ≥
∫

Z

|y|2 dγ(y,x). (3.11)

In conclusion, by (3.10) and (3.11), taking into account that the last n
marginals are fixed, we obtain

lim inf
j→+∞

F (γj) = lim inf
j→+∞

∫

Z

(

n
∑

i=1

λi|y − xi|2
)

dγj(y,x)

= lim inf
j→+∞

∫

Z

(

|y|2 − 2y · x̄+
n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2
)

dγj(y,x)

≥
∫

Z

(

|y|2 − 2y · x̄+
n
∑

i=1

λi|xi|2
)

dγ(y,x)

= F (γ).
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We have now all the elements to prove existence of a minimizer for E .

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Since Γ̃ := Γ̃(∗, ν1, . . . , νn) ⊂ Γ := Γ(∗, ν1, . . . , νn), by
Lemma 3.4

F := inf
γ∈Γ̃

F (γ) ≥ inf
γ∈Γ

F (γ) ≥ M > −∞.

Now, let (γj)j∈N ⊂ Γ̃ be a minimizing sequence, that is

lim
j→+∞

F (γj) = F .

Owing to Lemma 3.5, there exists a subsequence (γjk
)k∈N and γ ∈ Γ̃ such

that γjk
⇀ γ narrowly in P(Xn+1). By Lemma 3.8

F = lim inf
k→+∞

F (γjk
) ≥ F (γ)

and, therefore, γ satisfies

F (γ) = min
µ∈Γ̃

F (µ).

Finally, by Lemma 3.4-(ii) and Lemma 3.3, the first marginal of γ, that is,
µ̄ := π0

♯γ satisfies

µ̄ ∈ P2(X) and E (µ̄) = min
µ∈P2(X)

E (µ).

4 Uniqueness in Hilbert spaces for one posi-

tive coefficient

In this section we specialize to the case where there is only one positive
coefficient and k negative ones. In this case, uniqueness of the solution holds,
even in contrast to the case of regular barycenters. X will, again, denote a
separable Hilbert space.

In order to highlight the different role of the positive and negative weights,
we use the following notation. Fix k+1 measures ν0, ν1, ..., νk in P2(X), and
k + 1 weights λ0, . . . , λk > 0, such that

λ0 −
k
∑

j=1

λj = 1.

We study

E : P2(X) → R, E (µ) = λ0W
2
2 (µ, ν0)−

k
∑

i=1

λiW
2
2 (µ, νi). (4.12)
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4.1 λ-convexity

We will use the concept of λ−convexity along geodesics, as defined in [2,
Definition 9.2.4]; the argument, which we briefly expose below, is essentially
the same as [7, Theorem 4.1]: we adapt it to our functional. Let (M, d)
be a complete metric space, and suppose we have an appropriate concept of
connecting curve γ(s) = γs : [0, 1] → M between two points γ0, γ1 in M , that
we call generalized geodesic. We say that a functional F : M → R ∪ {+∞}
is λ−convex along generalized geodesics (with λ > 0) if for every γ0, γ1 in
M , for every generalized geodesic γs connecting γ0 and γ1, and for every s in
[0, 1], the inequality

F (γs) ≤ (1− s)F (γ0) + sF (γ1)− λs(1− s)d2(γ0, γ1)

holds. If F is λ−convex for some λ > 0 and some class of generalized
geodesics, if it is bounded from below, and it is lower-semicontinuous with
respect to the metric topology of M , then F admits a minimum in M . This
is true because, taken a minimizing sequence (µi)i∈N in M , we have

d2(µm, µn) ≤ 4/λ

[

1

2
(F (µm) + F (µn))− F (γ1/2)

]

where γs is a generalized geodesic connecting µm and µn and we have taken
s = 1/2. Since the right-hand side term tends to 0 as m,n → ∞, the
sequence is Cauchy; by completeness of M and lower semi-continuity of F
we conclude that limµn is a minimum point for F .

Note that λ−convexity is stronger than strict convexity: if we have a
minimum for F , it must also be unique.

If we specialize to the case (M, d) = (P2(X),W2), the right concept of
generalized geodesic has been introduced in [2, Definition 9.2.2]: we report
here the definition and the basic properties.

Definition 4.1. Let γ0, γ1 and γ2 be in P2(X). Choose optimal transports
γ02 in Γo(γ0, γ2) and γ12 in Γo(γ1, γ2). By the Gluing Lemma, we can glue
γ02 and γ12 along the common marginal γ2, obtaining a measure γ in P(X3)
such that (π0,2)#γ = γ02 and (π1,2)#γ = γ12. For t ∈ (0, 1), denote by π0→1

t

the interpolating projection (1−t)π0+tπ1 : X3 → X . A generalized geodesic
γt connecting γ0 to γ1, with basepoint γ2, is the curve t 7→ (π0→1

t )#γ ∈ P2(X)
(see Fig. 1).
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γ2

γ0

γ1

γt

Figure 1: Generalized geodesic with basepoint γ2 (dotted). The continuous lines
denote regular geodesics induced by the optimal transports (π0,2)#γ = γ02,
(π1,2)#γ = γ12, and an optimal transport between γ0 and γ1; the dotted line is
the curve induced by the (not necessarily optimal) transport (π0→1

t )#γ. In our
case, we are going to choose γ2 to be the only fixed measure associated with a pos-
itive coefficient.

Notation: Following [2], we set

πi→j
t := (1− t)πi + tπj , γi→j

t := (πi→j
t )#γ.

We will show that, when there’s only one positive coefficient λ0, the functional
E is 1−convex; from this fact it will follow immediately that E has exactly
one minimizer in P2(X). Our proof is just an iteration of the λ-convexity
proof given in [7, Theorem 3.4] in the case of metric extrapolation, i.e., with
one positive and one negative coefficient. Nonetheless, it should be noted
that extending that theorem to a higher number of measures should be done
carefully, since there are precise constraints on the conditions that can be
imposed on the marginals, in order for a common product measure to exist
(see also Remark 4.4 below).

We need the following lemma, where we adapt the notation to our case
(see Fig. 2).

Lemma 4.2 (Curve extension lemma; [2], Proposition 7.3.1). Given α ∈
P2(X

2), β ∈ P2(X), and t ∈ [0, 1], there exists νt ∈ P2(X
3) such that

(π0,1)#νt = α and (π0→1
t , π2)#νt ∈ Γo((π

0→1
t )#α, β).

ν0

γ0

γ1

γt νj

22



Figure 2: Here’s how we will use the lemma: with the same notation we used to
define the generalized geodesic γt, α will be (π0,1)#γ, the base point γ2 will be ν0,
i.e., the fixed measure associated with the positive coefficient λ0, β will be one of the
fixed measures νj associated with a negative coefficient and t will be a fixed time in

(0, 1). This lemma yields a measure ν
j
t in P(X3) such that (π0,1)#ν

j
t = (π0,1)#γ

and (π0→1
t , π2)#ν

j
t ∈ Γo(γt, νj).

Theorem 4.3. For j = 0, . . . , k, let νj ∈ P2(X) be fixed and let λj > 0

be such that λ0 −
∑k

j=1 λj = 1. Then the functional E defined in (4.12) is
1−convex along generalized geodesics with basepoint ν0.

Proof. We need the inequality, valid in Hilbert spaces:

|(1−t)x0+tx1−x2|2 = (1−t)|x0−x2|2+t|x1−x2|2−t(1−t)|x0−x1|2. (4.13)

Let γ0, γ1 be in P2(X) and γ2 := ν0; let γ02 be in Γo(γ0, γ2) and γ12 be
in Γo(γ1, γ2). Let γ be a measure in P2(X

3) obtained by gluing the optimal
transports along the common marginal γ2 and let γt = (π0→1

t )#γ be the asso-
ciated generalized geodesic. Using (4.13) and the optimality of the marginals
of γ we have

W 2
2 (γt, γ2) ≤

∫

X2

|y1 − y2|2d(π0→1
t , π2)#γ(y1, y2)

=

∫

X3

|(1− t)x0 + tx1 − x2|2dγ(x0, x1, x2)

= (1− t)W 2
2 (γ0, γ2) + tW 2

2 (γ1, γ2)

− (1− t)t

∫

X3

|x0 − x1|2dγ(x0, x1, x2).

Now let 1 ≤ j ≤ k and let t ∈ [0, 1]. The curve extension lemma yields a mea-
sure νj

t such that (π0,1)#ν
j
t = (π0,1)#γ and (π0→1

t , π2)#ν
j
t ∈ Γo((π

0→1
t )#γ, νj).

We have

W 2
2 (γt, νj) =

∫

X3

|(1− t)x0 + tx1 − x2|2dνj
t(x0, x1, x2)

= (1− t)

∫

X3

|x0 − x2|2dνj
t

+ t

∫

X3

|x1 − x2|2dνj
t − t(1− t)

∫

X3

|x0 − x1|2dγ

≥ (1− t)W 2
2 (γ0, νj) + tW 2

2 (γ1, νj)− t(1− t)

∫

X3

|x0 − x1|2dγ.
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Using the two inequalities and the fact that the coefficients λ0 and −λj sum
to 1, we obtain

E (γt) ≤ (1− t)E (γ0) + tE (γ1)− t(1− t)

∫

X3

|x0 − x1|2dγ

≤ (1− t)E (γ0) + tE (γ1)− t(1− t)W 2
2 (γ0, γ1)

which proves that E is 1−convex along generalized geodesics with basepoint
ν0.

Remark 4.4. Note that having only one positive weight is crucial: if we
were to try to generalize the argument to n ≥ 2 positive weights, we would
have to construct n different generalized geodesics γt with basepoints equal
to the different measures associated with the positive weights.

4.2 Proof of Theorem 1.1-(ii)

Now we repeat the informal argument presented above to show that E admits
a unique minimizer.

Corollary 4.5. Let (µi)i∈N be a minimizing sequence for E . Then it is
Cauchy with respect to W2.

Proof. We have already shown that inf E > −∞. Let l = inf E so that
E (µi) → l. Pick µm, µn and let γs be a generalized geodesic connecting
them. For s = 1

2
we obtain

E (γ1/2) ≤
1

2
(E (µm) + E (µn))−

1

4
W 2

2 (µm, µn)

so that

1

4
W 2

2 (µm, µn) ≤
1

2
(E (µm) + E (µn))− E (γ1/2) ≤

1

2
(E (µm) + E (µn))− l

and, since the right-hand term tends to 0 as m,n → +∞, it follows that
(µi)i∈N is Cauchy.

Since E is continuous with respect to the metric W2, we finally obtain
the desired result:

Theorem 4.6. For j = 0, . . . , k, let νj ∈ P2(X) be fixed and let λj > 0 be

such that λ0 −
∑k

j=1 λj = 1. Then the functional E : P2(X) → R

E (µ) = λ0W
2
2 (µ, ν0)−

k
∑

i=1

λiW
2
2 (µ, νi).

admits exactly one minimizer in P2(X).
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Proof. Pick a minimizing sequence (µi)i∈N: by Corollary 4.5, it is a Cauchy
sequence with respect to the metric W2; since (P2(X),W2) is a complete
metric space, there is a limit µ. Then, by continuity of E ,

inf E = lim
i→∞

E (µi) = E (µ).

Now suppose that there are two minimum points η1 and η2 for E . Let γs
be a generalized geodesic with basepoint ν0. Then, for s = 1/2,

1

4
W 2

2 (η1, η2) ≤
1

2
(E (η1) + E (η2))− E (γ1/2) ≤ 0

so that W2(η1, η2) = 0: therefore η1 = η2.

4.3 Counterexample to uniqueness in the case of two
positive weights

We look at a particular example in P2(R
2): let

ν0 = δ(0,0), ν1 =
1

2
(δ(−1,−1) + δ(1,1)), ν2 =

1

2
(δ(1,−1) + δ(−1,1)),

and consider the functional

E (µ) = −W 2
2 (µ, ν0) +W 2

2 (µ, ν1) +W 2
2 (µ, ν2).

Owing to Theorem 1.1, E admits a minimizer in P2(R
2); we are going to

prove that uniqueness does not hold.
The argument will employ the symmetry of the problem; for convenience,

we define the matrix

R =

(

0 1
1 0

)

and the subsets

V =
{

(x, y) ∈ R
2 : |y| > |x|

}

and U =
{

(x, y) ∈ R
2 : |x| > |y|

}

.

ν0

ν1

ν2ν1

ν2
V

U

V

U

Figure 3: The fixed measured ν0, ν1, and ν2 (left); the subdivision of R2 using U

and V (right).
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Consider the functions S, T : R2 → R
2,

S = −R1V + 1V c , and T = R1U + 1Uc,

where, for A ⊂ R
2, 1A is the characteristic function of the set A and Ac =

R
2 \A. Let µ be a minimizer of E ; we assume that µ is unique and argue by

contradiction. Owing to the symmetry of ν0, ν1, and ν2, (see Fig. 3), it can
be easily checked that

E (S♯µ) = E (µ) = E (T♯µ).

By the uniqueness of µ, we infer that S♯µ = µ, and therefore

supp(µ) = supp(S♯µ) ⊂ V c.

Similarly T♯µ = µ, and therefore supp(µ)=supp(T♯µ) ⊂ U c. In conclusion,

supp(µ) ⊂ V c ∩ U c =
{

(x, y) ∈ R
2 : |x| = |y|

}

.

For all points p in {|x| = |y|} let us consider the function

f(p) = min
{

|p− (−1, 1)|2, |p− (1,−1)|2
}

+min
{

|p− (−1,−1)|2, |p− (1, 1)|2
}

− |p|2.

Then
∫

R2

f(p)dµ ≤ E (µ).

Assume that p has the form p = (x, x), then

|p− (−1, 1)|2 = |p|2 + 2 = |p− (1,−1)|2.

The same computation, with respect to the support of ν1, holds if p lies on
y = −x. Therefore, for all measures µ concentrated on {|x| = |y|},

E (µ) ≥
∫

R2

(

|p|2 + 2− |p|2
)

dµ(p) = 2.

On the other hand, if we take η = 1
2
δ(0,1) +

1
2
δ(0,−1), we have E (η) = 1, which

contradicts the assumption of µ being the minimizer of E . We conclude that
E does not admit a unique minimizer.
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