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Abstract

This paper is the second in a series by the author and collaborators devoted to the study of geometric and analytic
properties of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces, that is, Lp spaces of mappings taking values in arbitrary metric spaces. The
present article formalizes the pointwise description of their geometric properties—their length structure, bounds on
their Alexandrov curvature as well as the definition of a speed for absolutely continuous curves despite the lack of
differential structure. To obtain this pointwise description, we first prove a nonlinear analogue of the Fubini–Lebesgue
theorem, which yields an identification of Lp curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces to mappings taking values in the
space of Lp curves. This identification of Lp curves then enables a similar identification for absolutely continuous
curves, from which the pointwise description of the geometric properties of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces follows.

Keywords: Nonlinear Lebesgue spaces, Absolutely continuous curves, Càdlàg curves of bounded variation, Length
structure, Geodesics, Curvature bounds, Finsler manifolds
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1. Introduction

Physical phenomena inherently involve noncontinuous signals with values in nonlinear spaces. For instance, in
medical imaging the images cannot be assumed continuous due to the multiphase nature of anatomy and can be valued
in non-Euclidean spaces, such as the space of symmetric positive definite matrices (as in diffusion tensor imaging,
to measure the diffusion of water in tissues [BML94]), the probability simplex (to account for uncertainty in the
identification of the nature of tissues [AF05] or to construct probabilistic atlases of organs [MTE+95]) or the space of
probability measures on the sphere (as encountered in Q-ball imaging [Tuc04] or constrained spherical deconvolution
[TCGC04]). When working with this type of data, be it for reconstruction or statistical analysis purposes, there is a
stake on the choice of a meaningful metric on the space of values, which usually makes it nonlinear. In addition, while
images are signals supported on flat spaces, signals supported on curved spaces such as functional shapes [Cha13,
Definition 2.1.1.] are also commonly encountered. For all those reasons, studying merely measurable mappings
defined on measurable spaces with values in arbitrary metric spaces is of importance from an applicative viewpoint.

From a more theoretical perspective, Lp spaces of measurable mappings taking values in arbitrary metric spaces,
which we call nonlinear Lebesgue spaces, first emerged in the study of Sobolev spaces of measurable mappings
taking values in arbitrary metric spaces and, in particular, of harmonic mappings, starting with the seminal work
of N. J. Korevaar and R. M. Schoen [KS93] followed by the works of K.-T. Sturm [Stu01, Stu02] and J. Jost
[Jos94, Jos97a, Jos97b]. Nonlinear Lebesgue spaces typically model the space of transport maps in optimal trans-
port theory [AGS05, Section 5.4], but are also useful to study curves in arbitrary metric spaces such as Wasserstein
spaces, as studied by S. Lisini [Lis07, Section 2.3], and recently emerged in a generalization, proposed by M. Bauer,
F. Mémoli, T. Needham and M. Nishino [BMNN25, Section 2.1.3], of the Gromov–Wasserstein metric to measure
spaces equipped with a kernel taking values in an arbitrary metric space instead of a standard metric. The analytical
properties of these spaces derived in particular cases in the mentioned works—the characterizations of their complete-
ness and separability, as well as the density of the spaces of simple, continuous, and smooth mappings—are gathered
and generalized under a unified exposition in a recent work by the author and A. Trouvé [ST25]. The main behaviour
of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces that emerge from these previous studies is the fact that their properties are essentially
pointwise in nature, in the sense that they are mostly determined by the properties of the space of values and vice
versa. This is particularly true for their geometric properties, as first highlighted by K.-T. Sturm [Stu01, Stu02] and
J. Jost [Jos94, Jos97a, Jos97b], who derived curvature properties when the target space is nonpositively curved (in the
sense of Alexandrov, see [BBI22, Chapter 4] for a definition) through the construction of geodesics using geodesics
in the space of values. Yet, this pointwise behaviour is, to the best of our knowledge, not rigorously formalized, so
that the study of the geometry of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces is limited by a lack of a proper characterization of their
curves. In fact, one would expect a behaviour that is analogous to that of curves in Wasserstein spaces, studied by
S. Lisini [Lis06, Lis07], who exhibited a superposition principle for absolutely continuous curves (i.e., any such curve
can be identified to a probability measure on absolutely continuous curves in the space supporting the measures). Let
us conclude with a note on terminology. As highlighted in [Bou13, TVS V.86], Lp spaces of real-valued mappings
were first introduced by F. Riesz in [Rie10]. Yet, they are commonly referred to as “Lebesgue” spaces [DS88, Chapter
III, Section 3] or “Bochner” spaces when mappings are valued in a Banach space [HVNVW16, Section 1.2.b]. For
consistency with the literature, we use the terminology of “nonlinear Lebesgue spaces” to designate Lp spaces of
mappings taking values in arbitrary metric spaces, terminology that was first used by M. Bačák in [Bac14, p. 18].
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In this article, we formalize the pointwise description of the geometric properties of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces
resulting from a characterization of absolutely continuous (a.c.) curves, thus providing a complementary perspective
to the analytic properties of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces studied in [ST25]. To do so, we first prove a nonlinear ana-
logue of the Fubini–Lebesgue theorem (Theorem 3.9) that allows for the characterization of Lp curves in nonlinear
Lebesgue spaces through the identification of a canonical isometry (Theorem 3.13). Using Theorem 3.13, we char-
acterize a.c. curves (Theorem 3.19) as well as càdlàg curves of bounded variation (Theorem 3.23), depending on the
value of the parameter p of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces. The characterization of a.c. curves given by Theorem 3.19
notably allows for the pointwise description of the length structure of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces (Theorem 4.9), for
the definition of a notion of speed for a.c. curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces despite the lack of a differential struc-
ture (Theorem 4.44), and for the identification of geodesics as mappings into the space of geodesics (Theorem 4.2).
This particular characterization of geodesics then enables the pointwise description of the curvature, in the sense of
Alexandrov, of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces (Theorem 4.15). To put it visually:

Theorem 3.9
(Fubini–Lebesgue)

Theorem 3.13
(Lp curves)

Theorem 3.19
(a.c. curves)

Theorem 4.2
(geodesics)

Theorem 3.23
(càdlàg curves of b.v.)

Theorem 4.44
(speed of a.c. curves)

Theorem 4.9
(length structure)

Theorem 4.15
(curvature bounds)

p> 1

p= 1

The paper is structured as follows:
• Section 2 introduces the basic setting of this article regarding minimal assumptions and introduces the core

definitions and results needed to construct and study nonlinear Lebesgue spaces (Section 2.1) as well as Sobolev
curves and curves of bounded variation in metric spaces (Section 2.2).
• Section 3 gathers the main results of this article, including the characterization of Lp curves in nonlinear

Lebesgue spaces (Section 3.1) and its consequence for the characterization of a.c. curves (Section 3.2) and
càdlàg curves of bounded variation (Section 3.3) in these spaces.
• Section 4 exposes applications of the main results established in Section 3, including the consequences of

Section 3.2 for the pointwise characterization of the geometry of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces (Section 4.1) as
well as the definition of a notion of speed for a.c. curves in these spaces (Section 4.2.1).

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Nonlinear Lebesgue spaces

This section introduces notations, definitions and results that were presented in the paper [ST25] by the author and
A. Trouvé, only keeping the ones that will be needed in the present article. The reader already familiar with [ST25]
may skip to Section 2.2.

2.1.1. Basic assumptions

Let us first introduce the basic assumptions of this article.

Assumption 2.1 (Basic assumptions). Throughout this article, we consider mappings from a nonempty set M, called
the base space, to a nonempty set N, called the target space. M and N are assumed to carry the following structures:

(i) (M,ΣM , µM) is a measure space, that is, the set M is paired with a σ-algebra ΣM on M and a measure µM :
ΣM → [0,∞] on (M,ΣM).

(ii) (N, dN) is a metric space with finite metric dN : N2 → [0,∞).

Throughout this article, we shall not recall these basic assumptions in the statements of the results; yet, any
additional assumption relative to Assumption 2.1 will be specified.

Notation and terminology are progressively introduced throughout the article and are also gathered in a dedicated
section (p. 42) at the end of this article.
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2.1.2. Measurable mappings

In this section, we introduce several classes of mappings that will serve as core ingredients in the construction of
nonlinear Lebesgue spaces, namely, the set of measurable mappings and its variant.

Definition 2.2 (Measurable mappings). Define:
(i) L0(M,N) the set of measurable mappings, that is, all mappings f : M → N such that for all set B in B(N), the

Borel σ-algebra of N, it satisfies f −1(B) ∈ ΣM .
(ii) L0

s (M,N) the set of separably valued measurable mappings, that is, all mappings f ∈ L0(M,N) such that its
range, denoted by f (M), is separable.

Remark 2.3 (“Borel measurable” mappings). When M is a topological space with ΣM = B(M), the Borel σ-algebra
of M, a mapping belonging to L0(M,N) is usually called “Borel measurable”.

A first well-known result on this class of mappings is that the pointwise limit of measurable and separably valued
mappings, when it exists, is itself measurable and separably valued [ST25, Proposition 2.6].

Proposition 2.4 (L0
s (M,N) is closed under pointwise limit). Let ( fn)n∈N be a sequence inL0

s (M,N) and assume that

f (x) ≔ limn→∞ fn(x) exists in N for all x ∈ M. Then, f ∈ L0
s (M,N).

In particular, Proposition 2.4 holds for sequences of simple mappings, that is, measurable mappings with a finite
range.

Definition 2.5 (Simple mappings). Define E(M,N) the set of simple mappings, that is, all mappings f ∈ L0(M,N)
such that | f (M)|, the cardinality of the range of f , is finite.

Showing that a mapping belongs to L0
s (M,N) thus usually comes down to verifying that it is the pointwise limit

of a sequence of simple mappings.
Now, one can define an equivalence relation on the set of measurable mappings.

Proposition 2.6 (Equivalence relation on L0(M,N)). The relation f ∼ f ′ if and only if f (x) = f ′(x) holds for

µM-a.e. x ∈ M is an equivalence relation on L0(M,N).

Using this equivalence relation, one can define the sets of equivalences classes of measurable and simple mappings.

Definition 2.7 (Equivalence classes of measurable mappings). Define:
(i) L0(M,N) ≔ L0

s (M,N) /∼ the set of equivalence classes of separably valued measurable mappings, that is, all
[ f ] ≔ { f ′ ∈ L0(M,N) : f ∼ f ′} with f ∈ L0

s (M,N).
(ii) E(M,N) ≔ E(M,N) /∼ the set of equivalence classes of simple mappings.

From these first building blocks, we move on to the construction of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces.

2.1.3. Lebesgue mappings

Before defining nonlinear Lebesgue spaces, let us first define the Lp semi-metrics (see [BBI22, Definition 1.1.4]
for a definition of the notion of semi-metric).

Definition 2.8 (Lp semi-metrics). Let p ∈ [1,∞]. Then, define the mapping Dp : L0
s (M,N)2 → [0,∞] as Dp( f , f ′) ≔

‖dN( f , f ′)‖p,µM
, where dN( f , f ′)(x) ≔ dN( f (x), f ′(x)). Precisely, for p ∈ [1,∞),

Dp( f , f ′) =

(∫

M

dN( f (x), f ′(x))p dµM(x)

)1/p

and, for p = ∞,
D∞( f , f ′) = µM- ess sup

x∈M

dN( f (x), f ′(x))

with the µM-essential supremum defined as

µM- ess sup
x∈M

dN( f (x), f ′(x)) ≔ inf
{
C ∈ R : dN( f (x), f ′(x)) ≤ C for µM-a.e. x ∈ M

}
.
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At this point, Dp satisfies the symmetry and triangle inequality axioms of a metric on L0
s (M,N) thanks to the

symmetry of dN and the fact that both dN and ‖·‖p,µM
satisfy the triangle inequality for p ∈ [1,∞]. However, Dp is not

necessarily finite and cannot distinguish two distinct measurable mappings that agree µM-almost everywhere. In fact,
Dp separates equivalence classes in L0(M,N).

Proposition 2.9 (Lp semi-metrics separate equivalence classes). Let p ∈ [1,∞] and ( f , f ′) ∈ L0
s (M,N). Then,

Dp( f , f ′) = 0 if and only if f ∼ f ′.

Remark 2.10 (Lp semi-metrics metrize L0(M,N)). Note that L0(M,N) equipped with Dp, for any choice of p ∈

[1,∞], satisfies all the axioms of a metric space, but with a metric Dp that might be infinite.

First, to make Dp finite, consider its restriction to Lp mappings, which are defined as mappings at a finite Dp-
distance from a base mapping h in L0(M,N).

Definition 2.11 (Lp spaces). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) (recall that h has a representative with separable range by Defini-
tion 2.2) and p ∈ [1,∞]. Then, define the set of measurable mappings at a finite Dp-distance from h as

L
p

h
(M,N) ≔ { f ∈ L0

s (M,N) : Dp( f , h) < ∞}.

Remark 2.12 (Choice of the base mapping in the linear case). When N is a normed vector space, the base mapping
h is usually taken as h ≡ 0N , with 0N the identity element of N.

Then, (Lp

h
(M,N),Dp) satisfies all axioms of a metric space, except separation: it is a semi-metric space (see

[BBI22, Definition 1.1.4] for a definition). We will often write Lp

h
(M,N) instead of (Lp

h
(M,N),Dp).

Now, to make it a metric space, µM-a.e. identical mappings should be identified through the equivalence relation
defined in Proposition 2.6.

Definition 2.13 (Nonlinear Lebesgue spaces). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞]. Then, the nonlinear p-Lebesgue
space L

p

h
(M,N) is defined as the quotient space

L
p

h
(M,N) ≔ Lp

h
(M,N) /∼,

where we recall that f ∼ f ′ if and only if Dp( f , f ′) = 0 (Proposition 2.9). Also, we will usually omit p when referring
to nonlinear p-Lebesgue spaces and call “Lebesgue mappings” the elements of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces.

Remark 2.14 (Extension to µM-measurable mappings). Nonlinear Lebesgue spaces can equivalently be defined
using µM-measurable mappings, that is, mappings f satisfying for all B in B(N) that f −1(B) belongs to ΣM , the
completion of the σ-algebra ΣM under µM [ST25, Proposition 2.22].

The construction of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces developed above eventually yields that they are metric spaces
[ST25, Proposition 2.25].

Proposition 2.15 (Nonlinear Lebesgue spaces are metric spaces). Let p ∈ [1,∞]. When equipped with Dp,

L
p

h
(M,N) becomes a metric space with finite metric. Also, we will usually only write L

p

h
(M,N) when referring to

the metric space (Lp

h
(M,N),Dp).

We highlight the fact that we will frequently not distinguish representatives from their associated equivalence class,
so that we can write f ∈ L

p

h
(M,N) while treating f as a Lp mapping when it is clear from the context. Also, to ensure

that our notation remains consistent with the literature on linear Lebesgue spaces, we denote Lp(M,N) ≔ Lp

h
(M,N)

and Lp(M,N) ≔ L
p

h
(M,N) when N is a normed vector space and the base mapping is set to h ≡ 0N with 0N the identity

element of N.
An important matter to know about nonlinear Lebesgue spaces is whether they are reduced to the equivalence class

of their base mapping, that is, L
p

h
(M,N) = {h} for h ∈ L0(M,N). In such cases, nonlinear Lebesgue spaces are called

trivial. Nonlinear Lebesgue spaces are then called nontrivial when they are strictly bigger, in the sense of inclusion,
than the equivalence class of the base mapping. This is the case if and only if µM is not purely infinite, that is, the
range of µM is not reduced to {0,∞}, and |N| > 1 [ST25, Proposition 3.3].
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Proposition 2.16 (Nontrivial nonlinear Lebesgue spaces). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞]. Then, the following

assertions are equivalent:

(i) µM is not purely infinite and |N| > 1.

(ii) L
p

h
(M,N) is nontrivial.

Also, nonlinear Lebesgue spaces inherit completeness from their target space (see [ST25, Proposition 4.1] or
[Stu01, Proposition 3.3]).

Proposition 2.17 (Completeness of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose that N

is complete. Then, L
p

h
(M,N) is complete.

A subsidiary result of the proof of Proposition 2.17 is that the set of equivalence classes of measurable mappings
also inherits completeness from the target space.

Corollary 2.18 (Completeness of the space of measurable mappings). Let p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose that N is complete.

Then, (L0(M,N),Dp) is complete.

In addition, when µM is not purely infinite, the target space is isometric to a closed subset of nonlinear Lebesgue
spaces [ST25, Corollary 3.8].

Proposition 2.19 (Closed isometric image of the target space into nonlinear Lebesgue spaces). Let h ∈ L0(M,N)
and p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose that µM is not purely infinite. Then, there exists an isometric (up to a scaling factor) mapping

ι : N → L
p

h
(M,N) such that ι(N) is closed in L

p

h
(M,N) and there exists a measurable set A with µM(A) ∈ (0,∞) for

which ι(y)|A ≡ y and ι(y)|M\A = h|M\A for all y ∈ N.

Remark 2.20 (On a stronger conclusion when µM is finite and h is bounded). When it is additionally assumed that
µM is finite and that h is bounded, we can actually choose A = M, so that ι(y) ≡ y for all y ∈ N [ST25, Proposition
3.7].

Finally, a class of mappings that will play an important role in propagating properties to nonlinear Lebesgue spaces
through density arguments is the set of almost simple mappings, that is, measurable mappings that are simple on a
measurable set of finite µM-measure and (µM-a.e.) equal to the base mapping otherwise.

Definition 2.21 (Almost simple mappings). Let h ∈ L0(M,N). Then, define:
(i) Eh(M,N) the set of almost simple mappings, that is, all mappings f ∈ L0

s (M,N) such that there exists B ∈ FµM
,

that is, a measurable set of finite µM-measure, for which f satisfies f |B ∈ E(B,N) and f |M\B ∼ h|M\B.
(ii) Eh(M,N) ≔ Eh(M,N) /∼ the set of equivalence classes of almost simple mappings.

Indeed, almost simple mappings are dense in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces for p ≥ 1 [ST25, Proposition 3.10].

Proposition 2.22 (Density of almost simple mappings for p ≥ 1). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞). Then,

Eh(M,N) ∩ L
p

h
(M,N) is a dense subspace of L

p

h
(M,N).

We now move to a reminder on curves in metric spaces.

2.2. Curves in metric spaces

2.2.1. Basic assumptions

Before delving into the study of curves in metric spaces, we clarify the assumptions on the set representing time.

Assumption 2.23 (Time interval). In the rest of the article, the nonempty set I, representing time, is such that
I = [a, b] with (a, b) ∈ R2 satisfying a < b.

We also clarify the assumptions on the generic metric space used in this section.

Assumption 2.24 (Generic metric space). In this section only, the generic nonempty set X is assumed to carry the
structure of a metric space with finite metric dX : X2 → [0,∞).

Throughout this article and this section, we shall not recall these assumptions in the statements of the results; yet,
any additional assumption relative to Assumption 2.23 or Assumption 2.24 will be specified.
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2.2.2. Sobolev curves and continuous representations

This section follows [Lis07, Section 2.4], but with slight relaxations on the assumptions of the results that are used
in the present article. A first important class of curves in metric spaces is the set of Sobolev curves.

Definition 2.25 (Sobolev curves). Let p ∈ (1,∞). Then, the set of Sobolev curves is defined as

W1,p(I, X) ≔

{
c ∈ Lp(I, X) : sup

0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

(∆X,τc(t))p dt < ∞

}
,

where ∆X,τc(t) ≔ dX(c(t), c(t + τ))/τ. Also, define the finite metric dp : Lp(I, X)2 → [0,∞) as

dp(c, c′) ≔

(∫

I

dX(c(t), c′(t))p dt

)1/p

.

Remark 2.26 (On the definition of Lp(I, X)). Note that unlike in [Lis07, Section 2.4], the definition of Lp(I, X) used
in Definition 2.25 is the one of Definition 2.13, so that we can always pick a separably valued representative instead
of assuming that X is separable in most proofs. Also, the base mapping is a mapping constant equal to some z0 ∈ N

and thus any y ∈ N, since I has finite L
1-measure.

Remark 2.27 (W1,p(I, X) is a Borel subset of Lp(I, X)). Let p ∈ (1,∞). As a direct consequence of Definition 2.25

and the fact that the functional c 7→ sup0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a
(∆X,τc(t))p dt is lower semi-continuous from Lp(I, X) to [0,∞],

W1,p(I, X) is a Borel subset of Lp(I, X).

We will see that Sobolev curves are related to another important class of curves in metric spaces, namely the set
of absolutely continuous curves, whose definition is recalled below and borrowed from [AGS05, Definition 1.1.1].

Definition 2.28 (Absolutely continuous curves). A curve c : I → X belongs to ACp(I, X), for p ∈ [1,∞], if and
only if there exists m ∈ Lp(I) such that for all (s, t) ∈ I2 such that s ≤ t we have

dX(c(s), c(t)) ≤
∫ t

s

m(r) dr. (1)

Absolutely continuous curves have the nice property of being almost everywhere differentiable in the metric sense
[AGS05, Theorem 1.1.2].

Theorem 2.29 (Metric derivative). Let p ∈ [1,∞]. Then, if c ∈ ACp(I, X), the limit

|c′|X(t) ≔ lim
s→t

dX(c(s), c(t))
|s − t|

exists for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I. In addition, the mapping t → |c′|X(t) belongs to Lp(I), is an admissible integrand for the

right-hand side of Equation (1) and is minimal in the sense that for all m ∈ Lp(I) verifying Equation (1) it satisfies

|c′|X(t) ≤ m(t) for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I.

Now, when p ∈ (1,∞) and X is complete, the set of absolutely continuous curves is isometric to the set of Sobolev
curves for the metric dp.

Proposition 2.30 (Absolutely continuous representations of Sobolev curves). Let p ∈ (1,∞). Suppose that X is

complete. Then, the restriction of the quotient mapping

q :

{
L0

s(I, X) −→ L0(I, X)
c 7−→ [c]

toACp(I, X), denoted by qp, is an isometry between (ACp(I, X), dp) and (W1,p(I, X), dp).
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Proof. Let p ∈ [1,∞).
Step 1: Definition of qp. Note that qp is well-defined since any curve in ACp(I, X) has separable range as the
continuous image of a separable set and since Borel measurability follows from continuity. Also, the fact that
qp(ACp(I, X)) ⊂ W1,p(I, X) follows from the first part of the proof of [Lis07, Lemma 1].
Step 2: Bijectivity of qp. The bijectivity of qp fromACp(I, X) to W1,p(I, X) follows from the second part of the proof of
[Lis07, Lemma 1] which shows that to each element c ∈ W1,p(I, X) we can associate a unique element c̃ ∈ ACp(I, X)
such that qp(c̃) = c. The only variation in our case is that, instead of assuming that X is separable, the proof can
be carried out the same way by using the fact that elements of W1,p(I, X) have separably valued representatives
(Remark 2.26).
Step 3: Isometric property of qp. The isometric property of qp for dp follows from the invariance of dp to variations
on L 1-null sets.

Proposition 2.30 and Definition 2.25 yield an equivalent definition of the set of absolutely continuous curves, when
p ∈ (1,∞) and X is complete.

Corollary 2.31 (Equivalent definition of absolutely continous curves for p > 1). Let p ∈ (1,∞). Suppose that X is

complete. Then, the set of absolutely continuous is equivalently defined as

ACp(I, X) =

{
c ∈ C(I, X) : sup

0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

(∆X,τc(t))p dt < ∞

}
.

Remark 2.32 (ACp(I, X) is a Borel subset of C(I, X)). Let p ∈ (1,∞). As a direct consequence of Corollary 2.31

and the fact that the functional c 7→ sup0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a
(∆X,τc(t))p dt is lower semi-continuous from C(I, X) to [0,∞],

ACp(I, X) is a Borel subset of C(I, X).

Finally, note that the evaluation mapping is measurable on the set of absolutely continuous curves equipped with
the metric dp as soon as p ∈ (1,∞) and X is complete and separable.

Proposition 2.33 (Measurability of the evaluation mapping for dp). Let p ∈ (1,∞). Suppose that X is complete

and separable. Then, for all t ∈ I, the restriction of the evaluation mapping

et :

{
C(I, X) −→ X

c 7−→ c(t)

toACp(I, X), denoted by et,p, is Borel measurable from (ACp(I, X), dp) to X.

Proof. Let p ∈ [1,∞].
Step 1: Borel measurability of et,p for d∞. Since et is continuous, its restriction toACp(I, X), denoted by et,p, is Borel
measurable from (ACp(I, X), d∞) to X for all t ∈ I.
Step 2: Coincidence of the Borel sets of (ACp(I, X), dp) and (ACp(I, X), d∞). Recall that W1,p(I, X) and ACp(I, X)
are Borel sets of Lp(I, X) and C(I, X), respectively (see Remarks 2.27 and 2.32). As such, they are Lusin sets, hence
Suslin sets as soon as X is Polish (i.e., complete and separable), since, under such assumptions on X, Lp(I, X) and
C(I, X) become Polish (see [Sch73, Theorem 2, p. 95] for the proof that a Borel subset of a Lusin space is Lusin).
Furthermore, (ACp(I, X), dp) being isometric to (W1,p(I, X), dp) by qp (Proposition 2.30), it is also Suslin. Hence, the
conclusion follows from the fact that dp induces onACp(I, X) a Suslin topology that is weaker than the one induced
by d∞ [Sch73, Corollary 2, p. 101].

We now continue with another important class of curves in metric spaces beyond continuous curves, namely the
curves of bounded variation.

2.2.3. Curves of bounded variation and càdlàg representations

This section follows [ALS24, Section 2.2], but with slight relaxations on the assumptions of the results that are
used in the present article. First, let us recall the definition of the variation of curves.
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Definition 2.34 (Variation of curves). The variation of a curve c : I → X on any subset J ⊂ I is defined as

VarX(c; J) ≔ sup


n∑

i=0

dX(c(ti), c(ti+1)) : {ti}0≤i≤n+1 ⊂ J and t0 < . . . < tn+1



and its essential variation is defined as

ess VarX(c; J) ≔ inf{VarX(c̃) : c̃ = c L
1-a.e.}.

Using Definition 2.34, the set of curves of bounded variation can be defined.

Definition 2.35 (Curves of bounded variation). The set of curves of bounded variation, which we call BV-curves
for short, is defined as

BV(I, X) ≔
{
c ∈ L1(I, X) : ess Var(c) < ∞

}
.

Also, define the finite metric d1 : L1(I, X)2 → [0,∞) as

d1(c, c′) ≔
∫

I

dX(c(t), c′(t)) dt.

Remark 2.36 (On the definition of L1(I, X)). Note that unlike in [ALS24, Section 2.2], the definition of L1(I, X)
used in Definition 2.35 is the one of Definition 2.13, so that we can always pick a separably valued representative
instead of assuming that X is separable in most proofs. Also, the base mapping is a mapping constant equal to some
z0 ∈ N and thus any y ∈ N, since I has finite L 1-measure.

Remark 2.37 (BV(I, X) is a Borel subset of L1(I, X)). As a direct consequence of Definition 2.35 and the fact that the
essential variation is lower semi-continuous from L1(I, X) to [0,∞] [ALS24, Lemma 2.7], BV(I, X) is a Borel subset
of L1(I, X).

Using the definition of the essential variation of a curve, one can define the variation measure associated to a
BV-curve.

Definition 2.38 (Variation measure). The variation measure of a BV-curve c ∈ BV(I, X) is defined as the Lebesgue–
Stieltjes measure |Dc|X on I induced by the non-decreasing function V : I → R defined as V(t) ≔ ess VarX(u; (0, t))
(see [SS09, Chapter 6, Section 3.3] for the construction of |Dc|X), that is, |Dc|X is the unique measure on I satisfying
for all (s, t) ∈ I2 with s < t that

|Dc|X((s, t]) = lim
u→t−

V(u) − lim
u→s+

V(u).

Now, when X is complete, we have an equivalent definition of the set of BV-curves.

Proposition 2.39 (Equivalent definition of BV(I, X)). Suppose that X is complete. Then, the set of curves of bounded

variation is equivalently defined as

BV(I, X) =

{
c ∈ L1(I, X) : sup

0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

∆X,τc(t) dt < ∞

}

and for all c ∈ BV(I, X) we have for all (s, t) ∈ I2 with s < t that

|Dc|X((s, t)) = ess VarX(c; (s, t)) = sup
0<τ<t−s

∫ t−τ

s

∆X,τc(t) dt.

Proof. The only variation with respect to the proof of [ALS24, Theorem 2.17] is the fact that, instead of assuming that
X is separable, we can use the fact that elements of BV(I, X) have separably valued representatives (Remark 2.36), so
that, rather than taking a dense set in X in the proof that (4) =⇒ (1), it is sufficient to take a dense set in the range of a
separably valued representative.
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We will see that BV-curves are related to another important class of curves in metric spaces, namely the set of
càdlàg curves of bounded variation. Let us first recall the definition of càdlàg curves.

Definition 2.40 (Càdlàg curves). A curve c : I → X belongs to D(I, X) if it is right continuous with left limits,
that is, for all t ∈ I it satisfies c(t) = lims→t+ c(s) and lims→t− c(s) exists in X. This set becomes a metric space when
equipped with the Skorokhod metric dS k : D(I, X)2 → [0,∞) defined as

dS k(c, c′) ≔ inf
λ

max{‖λ‖B, d∞(c, c′ ◦ λ)},

where the infimum is taken over all increasing homeomorphisms λ : I → I and

‖λ‖B ≔ sup
(s,t)∈I2,s<t

∣∣∣∣∣∣log

(
λ(t) − λ(s)

t − s

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ .

Then, one can define the set of càdlàg curves of bounded variation.

Definition 2.41 (Càdlàg curves of bounded variation). A curve c : I → X belongs to BV(I, X) if it is càdlàg,
continuous on the left at t = b and has finite variation, that is, c ∈ D(I, X), c(b) = limt→b− c(t) and VarX(c) < ∞.

Remark 2.42 (On the condition of left-continuity at t = b). Note that unlike [ALS24, p. 16] we define BV(I, X)
by adding the condition of left-continuity at t = b. Indeed, for notational consistency, we argue that it makes more
sense for BV(I, X) to denote the set that is in bijection with BV(I, X) via the quotient mapping on L0

s (I, X) (Proposi-
tion 2.44), rather than a strictly larger set. In addition, using the definition of BV(I, X) from Definition 2.41 instead
of the one from [ALS24, p. 16] does not affect the exposition of this section since the definition of BV(I, X) from
Definition 2.41 is closed under limits for the Skorokhod metric, so that the results on the set of all càdlàg curves of
finite variation mentioned in [ALS24] all hold for this definition.

Remark 2.43 (BV(I, X) is a Borel subset of D(I, X)). As a direct consequence of Definition 2.41 and the fact that
the variation is lower semi-continuous from D(I, X) to [0,∞] [ALS24, Lemma 2.13], BV(I, X) is a Borel subset of
D(I, X).

When X is complete, the set of BV-curves is isometric to the set of càdlàg curves of bounded variation for the
metric d1 [ALS24, Lemma 2.5].

Proposition 2.44 (Càdlàg representations of BV-curves). Suppose that X is complete. Then, the following asser-

tions hold:

(i) for all c ∈ D(I, X) and all (s, t) ∈ I2 we have

|Dc|X((s, t)) = ess VarX(c; (s, t)) = VarX(c; (s, t)).

(ii) the restriction of the quotient mapping

q :

{
L0

s (I, X) −→ L0(I, X)
c 7−→ [c]

to BV(I, X), denoted by q1, is an isometry between (BV(I, X), d1) and (BV(I, X), d1).

Finally, note that the evaluation mapping is measurable on the set of càdlàg curves of bounded variation equipped
with the metric d1 as soon as X is complete and separable.

Proposition 2.45 (Measurability of the evaluation mapping for d1). Suppose that X is complete and separable.

For all t ∈ I, the restriction of the evaluation mapping

et :

{
D(I, X) −→ X

c 7−→ c(t)

to BV(I, X), denoted by et,1, is Borel measurable from (BV(I, X), d1) to X.
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Proof. Step 1: Borel measurability of et,1 for dS k. The mapping et being Borel measurable from (D(I, X), dS k) to
X for all t ∈ I [ALS24, Proposition 2.15], its restriction to BV(I, X), denoted by et,1, is Borel measurable from
(BV(I, X), dS k) to X for all t ∈ I.
Step 2: Coincidence of the Borel sets of (BV(I, X), d1) and (BV(I, X), dS k). Recall that BV(I, X) and BV(I, X) are
Borel sets of L1(I, X) and D(I, X), respectively (see Remarks 2.37 and 2.43). As such, they are Lusin sets, hence
Suslin sets as soon as X is Polish (i.e., complete and separable), since, under such assumptions on X, L1(I, X) and
D(I, X) become Polish (see [Sch73, Theorem 2, p. 95] for the proof that a Borel subset of a Lusin space is Lusin and
[ALS24, Theorem 2.10] for the proof that D(I, X) is Polish when X is). Furthermore, (BV(I, X), d1) being isometric
to (BV(I, X), d1) by q1 (Proposition 2.44), it is also Suslin. Hence, the conclusion follows from the fact that d1 induces
on BV(I, X) a Suslin topology that is weaker than the one induced by d∞ [Sch73, Corollary 2, p. 101].

To characterize the behaviours of all the classes of curves presented in Section 2.2 for the particular case of
nonlinear Lebesgue spaces, we will need to characterize Lp curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces since Sobolev and BV
curves are defined using Lp curves (Definitions 2.25 and 2.35). The next section thus present such a characterization of
Lp curves and its consequence for the characterization of absolutely continuous curves and càdlàg curves of bounded
variation in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces.

3. Main results

3.1. Characterization of Lp curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces

We first clarify some recurrent notation used in this section and thereafter.

Notation 3.1. Let h ∈ L0(M,N), p ∈ [1,∞) and L 1 ⊗µM be the product measure obtained using Carathéodory’s
process [DiB02, Chapter II]. From thereon:

(i) h̄ denotes the mapping from I to L
p

h
(M,N) defined as h̄ ≡ h.

(ii) h denotes the mapping from M to Lp(I,N) defined as h ≔ ι ◦ h, which is measurable from M to Lp(I,N) as the
composition of the measurable mapping h and the isometric mapping ι defined in Remark 2.20. The mapping h

is also measurable from M to (E(I,N), dp) since the range of ι is closed in Lp(I,N) and included in E(I,N).
(iii) ĥ denotes the mapping from I × M to N defined as ĥ(t, x) = h(x) for L 1 ⊗µM-a.e. (t, x) ∈ I × M.
(iv) Lp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) denotes the nonlinear Lebesgue space with base mapping set as h̄.

(v) dp,p denotes the finite metric on Lp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) defined as

dp,p(c, c′) ≔

(∫

I

Dp(c(t), c′(t))p dt

)1/p

.

(vi) Dp,p denotes the finite metric on L
p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)) defined as

Dp,p( f , f ′) ≔

(∫

M

dp( f (x), f ′(x))p dµM(x)

)1/p

.

(vii) D̂p denotes the finite metric on L
p

ĥ
(I × M,N) defined as

D̂p(ĉ, ĉ′) ≔

(∫

I×M

dN(ĉ(t, x), ĉ′(t, x))p d L
1 ⊗µM(t, x)

)1/p

.

Establishing a characterization of Lp curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces essentially consists in the identification
of a canonical isometry of spaces of simple mappings that extends to nonlinear Lebesgue spaces through a density
argument. To identify such a canonical isometry, a core ingredient is the set of rectangular almost simple mappings

defined below.

Definition 3.2 (Rectangular almost simple mappings). Let h ∈ L0(M,N). Then, define:
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(i) Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) the set of rectangular almost simple mappings, that is, all mappings ĉ ∈ L0(I × M,N) such that
there exist a finite collection (yJ) j∈J of elements of N and a finite collection (I j × M j) j∈J of disjoint measurable
rectangles of finite L 1 ⊗µM-measure such that ĉ|I j×M j

≡ y j for all j ∈ J and ĉ|(I×M)\R ∼ ĥ|(I×M)\R with R ≔

∪ j∈J I j × M j.
(ii) Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) ≔ Eĥ,σ(I × M,N)\ ∼ the set of equivalence classes of rectangular almost simple mappings.

Note that, by definition, Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) ⊂ Eĥ(I × M,N).

On the set of rectangular almost simple mappings, the section mappings on I and M define isometries.

Proposition 3.3 (Isometries induced by the section mappings on I and M). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞).
Then, the following assertions hold:

(i) the section mapping on I

secI,p :

{
Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) ∩ L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N) −→ E(I, Eh(M,N) ∩ L

p

h
(M,N))

[ĉ] 7−→ [t 7→ [ĉ(t, ·)]]

is an isometry between those sets equipped with the metrics D̂p and dp,p, respectively.

(ii) the section mapping on M

secM,p :

{
Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) ∩ L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N) −→ Eh(M, E(I,N)) ∩ L

p

h
(M, Lp(I,N))

[ĉ] 7−→ [x 7→ [ĉ(·, x)]]

is an isometry between those sets equipped with the metrics D̂p and Dp,p, respectively.

Remark 3.4 (On the choice of product measure L 1 ⊗µM). The choice of product measure L 1 ⊗µM does not matter,
since we can always reduce to integration over measurable rectangles on which all product measures coincide.

Proof. Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞).
(i) Step 1: Definition of secI,p. Let ĉ ∈ Eĥ,σ(I×M,N)∩L

p

ĥ,σ
(I×M,N). Then, there is c̃ ∈ Eĥ,σ(I×M,N)∩Lp

ĥ
(I×M,N)

such that D̂p(c̃, ĉ) = 0. By definition of c̃, there exists n ∈ N, a collection (yi)0≤i≤n of elements of N and a
collection (Ii × Mi)0≤i≤n of disjoint measurable rectangles of finite µM-measure such that c̃|Ii×Mi

≡ yi for all
0 ≤ i ≤ n and c̃|(I×M)\R = h|(I×M)\R with R ≔ ∪n

i=0(Ii ×Mi). Then, t 7→ [c̃(t, ·)] is simple from I to (Eh(M,N),Dp)
and, since c̃ ∈ L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N) and R is the finite union of measurable rectangles of finite L

1 ⊗µM-measure,

we have, by the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1], that Dp(c̃(t, ·), h) < ∞ for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I,

hence [c̃(t, ·)] ∈ Eh(M,N) ∩ L
p

h
(M,N) for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I. This shows that secI,p(ĉ) = [t 7→ [c̃(t, ·)] belongs to

E(I, Eh(M,N) ∩ L
p

h
(M,N)).

Step 2: Isometric property of secI,p. Let (ĉ, ĉ′) ∈ (Eĥ,σ(I × M,N)) ∩ L
p

ĥ
(I × M,N))2. Since ĉ and ĉ′ differ on

the finite union of measurable rectangles of finite L 1 ⊗µM-measure, we have, by the Fubini–Tonelli theorem
[Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1], that

dp,p(secI,p(ĉ), secI,p(ĉ′)) = D̂p(ĉ, ĉ′).

Step 3: Surjectivity of secI,p. Let c ∈ E(I, Eh(M,N) ∩ L
p

h
(M,N)). Then, there is c̃ ∈ E(I,Eh(M,N) ∩ Lp

h
(M,N))

such that dp,p(c̃, c) = 0. By definition of c̃, there exists a finite indexing set Ic such that c̃(I) = {s̃i ∈ Eh(M,N) ∩
L

p

h
(M,N) : i ∈ Ic}. Also, define Ii ≔ c̃−1({s̃i}) for all i ∈ Ic. In addition, there exist Bi ∈ FµM

on which s̃i differs
from h and a finite indexing set Ji such that s̃i(Bi) ≔ {yi, j ∈ N : j ∈ Ji} and s̃i|M\Bi

= h|M\Bi
. Then, define Bi, j ≔

s̃−1
i

({yi, j}) ⊂ Bi for all j ∈ Ji. Thus, assuming without loss of generality that the Ji’s are disjoint and defining the
finite set J ≔ ∪i∈Ic

Ji, we observe that (Ii × Bi, j)(i, j)∈Ic×J is a finite collection of disjoint measurable rectangles of
finite L 1 ⊗µM-measure and we can define the mapping ĉ : I × M → N as ĉ|Ii×Bi, j

≡ yi, j for all (i, j) ∈ Ic × J

and ĉ(t, x) = h(x) for all (t, x) ∈ (I × M) \ P with P ≔ ∪(i, j)∈Ic×J Ii × Bi, j. By construction, Dp(ĉ(t, ·), c(t)) = 0
for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I and ĉ differs from ĥ on the finite union of measurable rectangles of finite L 1 ⊗µM-measure,
hence, by the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1], D̂p(ĉ, ĥ) = dp,p(c, h̄) < ∞. Thus, up to the
identification with its equivalence class, ĉ belongs to Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) ∩ L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N) and c = secI,p(ĉ), that is, c

belongs to the range of secI,p.
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(ii) The proof follows from the same arguments as the proof of (i), but using almost simple mappings.

Remark 3.5 (On relaxing the assumptions on I). Note that the proof of Proposition 3.3 does not rely on any
specific property of I other than the finiteness of the measure on it to ensure that Eh(M, E(I,N)) ∩ L

p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)) is

nonempty. Hence, Proposition 3.3 holds for a measure space (I,ΣI , µI) such that µI is finite. Alternatively, to ensure
that Eh(M, E(I,N)) ∩ L

p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)) is nonempty, we can replace the finiteness assumption on µI by the assumption

that h ∈ E(M,N). In that case, Eh(M, E(I,N))∩L
p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)) should be replaced by Eh(M, E(I,N))∩L

p

h
(M, L0(I,N))

in assertion (ii) of Proposition 3.3, with L
p

h
(M, L0(I,N)) denoting the set of equivalence classes of separably valued

measurable mappings from M to (L0(M,N),Dp) at a finite Dp,p-distance from h. If h is not only simple, but constant,
the assertion (ii) of Proposition 3.3 holds as is. The assertion (i) of Proposition 3.3 even holds when (I,ΣI , µI) is just a
measure space, with no further assumptions, by reasoning with almost simple mappings instead of simple mappings.

As a direct consequence of Proposition 3.3, we can define an isometry between the target spaces of secI,p and
secM,p.

Corollary 3.6 (Isometry between the target spaces of secI,p and secM,p). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞). Then,

the isometries secI,p and secM,p defined in Proposition 3.3 induce the isometry

ip ≔ secM,p ◦ sec−1
I,p : E(I, Eh(M,N) ∩ L

p

h
(M,N))→ Eh(M, E(I,N)) ∩ L

p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)).

Let us now identify the closures of the target and base spaces of secI,p and secI,p.

Proposition 3.7 (Closures of the base and target spaces of secI,p and secM,p). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞).
Then, the following assertions hold:

(i) the closure of the base space of secI,p and secM,p is

Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) ∩ L
p

ĥ
(I × M,N)

D̂p

= L
p

ĥ
(I × M,N).

(ii) the closure of the target space of secI,p is

E(I, Eh(M,N) ∩ L
p

h
(M,N))

dp,p

= Lp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)).

(iii) the closure of the target space of secM,p is

Eh(M, E(I,N)) ∩ L
p

h
(M, Lp(I,N))

Dp,p

= L
p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)).

Proof. Let h ∈ L0
s (M,N), p ∈ [1,∞) and ε > 0.

(i) Let ĉ ∈ L
p

ĥ
(I × M,N). Then, ĉ differs from ĥ on a measurable set P̂ of σ-finite L

1 ⊗µM-measure, that is, there

exists a sequence (Pn)n∈N of measurable sets, which can be assumed increasing, such that P̂ = ∪n∈NPn.
Step 1: Approximation by a Lebesgue mapping such that the set where it differs from ĥ is contained in a

measurable set where ĥ is bounded. Let z0 ∈ N and Hn ≔ {x ∈ M : dN(z0, h(x)) ≤ n} for all n ∈ N, so that, dN

being assumed finite, M = ∪n∈NHn. Also, define the mapping ĉn : I × M → N as

ĉn(t, x) ≔


ĉ(t, x), if x ∈ Hn

ĥ(t, x), otherwise

Then, since (Hn)n∈N is an increasing sequence of sets in M, we have for all (t, x) ∈ I × M that ĉn(t, x) → ĉ(t, x)
as n → ∞ and dN(ĉn(t, x), ĉ(t, x)) ≤ dN(ĥ(t, x), ĉ(t, x)) for all n ∈ N. Since ĉ ∈ L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N), we have, by

Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem [Coh13, Theorem 2.4.5], that D̂p(ĉn, ĉ) → 0 as n → ∞. Hence,
there exists n0 ∈ N such that D̂p(ĉn0 , ĉ) < ε/4. In addition, ĉn0 differs from ĥ on a measurable set contained in
the measurable rectangle I × Hn0 .
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Step 2: Approximation by a Lebesgue mapping such that the set where it differs from ĥ is contained in a

measurable set of finite L
1 ⊗µM-measure. For all n ∈ N, define the mapping ĉ′n : I × M → N as

ĉ′n(t, x) ≔


ĉn0 (t, x), if (t, x) ∈ Pn

ĥ(t, x), otherwise

Then, since (Pn)n∈N is an increasing sequence of sets in P̂, we have for all (t, x) ∈ I × M that ĉ′n(t, x)→ ĉn0 (t, x)
as n → ∞ and dN(ĉ′n(t, x), ĉn0(t, x)) ≤ dN(ĥ(t, x), ĉn0 (t, x)) for all n ∈ N. Since ĉn0 ∈ L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N), we have, by

Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem [Coh13, Theorem 2.4.5], that D̂p(ĉ′n, ĉn0 ) → 0 as n → ∞. Hence,
there exists n1 ∈ N such that D̂p(ĉ′n1

, ĉn0 ) < ε/4. In addition, ĉ′n1
differs from ĥ on a measurable set contained in

P′n1
≔ Pn1 ∩ (I × Hn0 ), which has finite L 1 ⊗µM-measure.

Step 3: Approximation by an almost simple mapping such that the set where it differs from ĥ is contained in a

measurable set of finite L 1 ⊗µM-measure. Using Proposition 2.22, we can construct ŝ ∈ Eĥ(I ×M,N) such that
it differs from ĥ on a measurable set Ŝ contained in P′n1

and D̂p(ĉ′n1
, ŝ) < ε/4. Hence, we can assume that there

exists a finite indexing set J such that ŝ(Ŝ ) = {y j ∈ N : j ∈ J} and let Ŝ j ≔ ŝ|−1
P̂

({y j}) for all j ∈ J. Also, define

C ≔ max

{
max

i, j
dN(yi, y j),max

j∈J
{dN(y j, z0) + n0}

}
.

Step 4: Approximation by a rectangular almost simple mapping. For all j ∈ J, Ŝ j has finite L 1 ⊗µM-measure,
hence, by construction of L 1 ⊗µM , there exists a countable collection of measurable rectangles (Î j,n × M̂ j,n)n∈N

such that, defining R̂ j ≔ ∪n∈N(Î j,n × M̂ j,n)n∈N, it satisfies Ŝ j ⊂ R̂ j and L
1 ⊗µM(R̂ j \ Ŝ j) < εp/(2|J|Cp4p)

[DiB02, Chapter II, Proposition 10.2]. In addition, since Ŝ ⊂ I × Hn0 , it can be assumed that M̂ j,n ⊂ Hn0 for
all ( j, n) ∈ J × N since the intersection of measurable rectangles remains a measurable rectangle. Then, define
R̂ j,n ≔ ∪

n
k=0(Î j,k × M̂ j,k), so that (∪ j∈JR̂ j,n)n∈N is an increasing sequence of sets in ∪ j∈JR̂ j. Hence, J being finite,

there exists n2 ∈ N such that
∑

j∈J L 1 ⊗µM(R̂ j \ R̂ j,n2) < εp/(2Cp4p). Since (R̂ j,n2) j∈J is a finite collection of
finite unions of measurable rectangles and since the set of all measurable rectangles is a semi-algebra [DiB02,
Chapter III, Section 12], the R̂ j,n2’s can be assumed disjoint, up to replacing them with the collection (R̂′

j,n2
) j∈J

such that, assuming that J = {0, 1, . . . ,m} for some m ∈ N, R̂′0,n2
≔ R̂0,n2 and R̂′

j,n2
≔ R̂ j,n2 \ (∪ j−1

k=0R̂k,n2), which
can be decomposed in the finite union of measurable rectangles, for all 0 < j ≤ m. Now, define the mapping
ŝn2 : I × M → N as ŝn2 |R̂ j,n2

≡ y j for all j ∈ J and ŝn2 |(I×M)\R̂ = ĥ|(I×M)\R̂ with R̂ ≔ ∪ j∈JR̂ j,n2 . Since R̂ is the finite
union of measurable rectangles, it can be decomposed into the finite union of disjoint measurable rectangles.
Hence, by construction, ŝn2 belongs to Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) and satisfies

D̂p(ŝ, ŝn2 )p ≤ Cp
∑

j∈J

L
1 ⊗µM(Ŝ j∆R̂ j,n2 )

≤ Cp
(∑

j∈J

L
1 ⊗µM(R̂ j \ R̂ j,n2) +

∑

j∈J

L
1 ⊗µM(R̂ j \ Ŝ j)

)
< (ε/4)p.

Finally, we have, by the triangle inequality, that

D̂p(ĉ, ŝ′) ≤ D̂p(ĉ, ĉn0) + D̂p(ĉn0 , ĉ
′
n1

) + D̂p(ĉ′n1
, ŝ) + D̂p(ŝ, ŝn2 ) < ε.

(ii) Let c ∈ Lp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)).

Step 1: Approximation by a simple mapping. By Proposition 2.22, there exists s ∈ E(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) such that

dp,p(c, s) < ε/2. Up to its identification with an appropriate representative, we can assume that s is a simple
mapping, hence there exists a finite indexing set Is such that s(I) ≔ {si ∈ L

p

h
(M,N) : i ∈ Is} and define

Ii ≔ g−1({si}).
Step 2: Approximation of the values of the simple mapping by almost simple mappings. For each i ∈ Is, still
using Proposition 2.22, there exists s̃i ∈ Eh(M,N) ∩ L

p

h
(M,N) such that Dp(si, s̃i) < ε/(2p|Is| L

1(Ii))1/p. Then,
define the mapping s̃ : I → Eh(M,N) ∩ L

p

h
(M,N) as s̃|Ii

≡ si for all i ∈ Is, so that we get

dp,p(s, s̃)p
=

∑

i∈Is

Dp(si, s̃i)
p
L

1(Ii) < (ε/2)p.
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Finally, we have, by the triangle inequality, that

dp,p(c, s̃) ≤ dp,p(c, s) + dp,p(s, s̃) < ε.

(iii) The proof follows from the same arguments as the proof of (ii), but using almost simple mappings.

Remark 3.8 (On relaxing the assumptions on I). Note that, similarly to what was highlighted in Remark 3.5 for
Proposition 3.3, the proof of Proposition 3.7 does not rely on any specific property of I other than the finiteness of the
measure on it to ensure that Eh(M, E(I,N))∩L

p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)) is nonempty. Hence, the result holds for a measure space

(I,ΣI , µI) such that µI is finite. The assumption of finiteness of µI can be replaced by the assumption that h ∈ E(M,N).
In that case, the assertion (iii) of Proposition 3.7 should be replaced by Proposition A.1. If h is not only simple, but
constant, the assertion (iii) of Proposition 3.7 holds as is. The assertions (i) and (ii) of Proposition 3.7 even hold when
(I,ΣI , µI) is just a measure space, with no further assumptions, by reasoning with almost simple mappings instead of
simple mappings.

Using Proposition 3.7, the isometries defined in Proposition 3.3 can be uniquely extended to nonlinear Lebesgue
spaces as soon as N is complete. The latter statement actually yields a nonlinear analogue of the Fubini–Lebesgue
theorem (see Remark 3.12 for a further discussion on that matter).

Theorem 3.9 (Extension of secI,p and secM,p). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞). Suppose that N is complete. Then,

the following assertions hold:

(i) the isometry secI,p defined in (i) of Proposition 3.3 extends uniquely to the isometry

secI,p :

{
L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N) −→ Lp(I, Lp

h
(M,N))

[ĉ] 7−→ [t 7→ [ĉ(t, ·)]]
.

(ii) the isometry secM,p defined in (ii) of Proposition 3.3 extends uniquely to the isometry

secM,p :

{
L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N) −→ L

p

h
(M, Lp(I,N))

[ĉ] 7−→ [x 7→ [ĉ(·, x)]]
.

Remark 3.10 (On relaxing the finiteness assumption on dN). Theorem 3.9 extends to the case where dN might take
infinite values (see Assumption 2.1 for the assumption on dN) by assuming that h is constant equal to some z0 ∈ N. In
that case, we can define the open set, hence Borel set, N0 ≔ {y ∈ N : dN(z0, y) < ∞} in N on which dN is finite. Then,
any mapping in L

p

ĥ
(I×M,N) takes its values L

1 ⊗µM-a.e. in N0 and L
p

ĥ
(I×M,N) can be identified with L

p

ĥ
(I×M,N0).

Hence, when h is constant, the extension to the case where dN might take infinite values reduces to Theorem 3.9 by
replacing N with N0.

Proof. Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞).
(i) Step 1: Extension of secI,p. Recall that secI,p is an isometry from (Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) ∩ L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N), D̂p) to

(E(I, Eh(M,N)∩L
p

h
(M,N)), dp,p). Now, L

p

ĥ
(I×M,N) being the completion of Eĥ,σ(I×M,N)∩L

p

ĥ
(I×M,N), by (i)

of Proposition 3.7 and Proposition 2.17, and Lp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) being the completion of E(I, Eh(M,N)∩L

p

h
(M,N)),

by (ii) of Proposition 3.7 and Proposition 2.17, we get that secI,p extends uniquely to an isometry secI,p from
L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N) to Lp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) by setting secI,p(ĉ) ≔ secI,p(ĉ) for all ĉ ∈ Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) ∩ L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N) and

secI,p(ĉ) ≔ limn→∞ secI,p(ĉn) for all ĉ ∈ L
p

ĥ
(I × M,N) \ (Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) ∩ L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N)) with (ĉn)n∈N being

any sequence in Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) ∩ L
p

ĥ
(I × M,N) converging to ĉ, since, secI,p being an isometry, the choice of

sequence does not matter.
Step 2: Explicit expression of the extension of secI,p. Let ĉ ∈ L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N). Then, there is ĉ′ ∈ L

p

ĥ
(I × M,N)

such that D̂p(ĉ, ĉ′) = 0. By (i) of Proposition 3.7, there is a sequence (ĉ′n)n∈N in Eĥ,σ(I × M,N) ∩ Lp

ĥ
(I × M,N)

such that D̂p(ĉ′n, ĉ
′) → 0 as n → ∞ and define ĉn ≔ [ĉ′n] as well as cn ≔ secI,p(ĉn). By definition of the ĉ′n’s

(Definition 3.2), the union of the sets on which the ĉ′n’s differ from ĥ is contained in the countable union of a
collection (Im × Mm)m∈N of measurable rectangles of finite L 1 ⊗µM-measure. Thus, the set M̂ ≔ ∪m∈NMm has
σ-finite µM-measure. In addition, since D̂p(ĉ′n, ĉ

′)→ 0 as n→ ∞, we get that
∫

I×(M\M̂)
dN(ĥ(t, x), ĉ′(t, x))p d L

1 ⊗µM(t, x) = 0,
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so that, up to the modification on a L 1 ⊗µM-null set, we can assume that ĉ′(t, x) = ĥ(t, x) for all (t, x) ∈
I × (M \ M̂). Now, define c : t 7→ ĉ′(t, ·) for which we know that c(t) ∈ L0

s (M,N) for all t ∈ I. Then, since
I has finite L 1-measure and M̂ has σ-finite µM-measure, we have, by the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13,
Proposition 5.2.1], that dp,p(cn, c) = D̂p(ĉ′n, ĉ

′) → 0 as n → ∞, so that, up the extraction of a subsequence, we
can assume for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I that Dp(cn(t), c(t)) → 0 as n → ∞. Finally, using the triangle inequality and the
definition of secI,p, we get that for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I

Dp(secI,p(ĉ)(t), ĉ′(t, ·)) ≤ Dp(secI,p(ĉ)(t), secI,p(ĉn)(t)) + Dp(cn(t), c(t))

holds for all n ∈ N. Thus, using the definition of secI,p and up to the further extraction of subsequence to obtain
for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I that Dp(secI,p(ĉ)(t), secI,p(ĉn)(t))→ 0 as n→ ∞, we get that

Dp(secI,p(ĉ)(t), [ĉ′(t, ·)]) = 0 for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I.

(ii) The proof follows from the same arguments as the proof of (i), but using (iii) of Proposition 3.7 instead of (ii)
of Proposition 3.7.

Remark 3.11 (On relaxing the assumptions on I). Since the proof of Theorem 3.9 only relies on the additional use
of Proposition 3.7 relatively to Proposition 3.3 and we can define, if necessary, Î ≔ ∪m∈NIm to use the Fubini–Tonelli
theorem in step 2 of the proof of assertion (i) of Theorem 3.9, the relaxations of Propositions 3.3 and 3.7 given by
Remarks 3.5 and 3.8 ensure that Proposition 3.7 holds when (I,ΣI , µI) is just a measure space and either µI is finite
or h is simple while replacing L

p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)) with L

p

h
(M, L0(I,N)) (see Remark 3.5 for a definition of this space) in

assertion (ii) of Theorem 3.9 for that last case and recalling that (L0(I,N), dp) is complete when N is (Corollary 2.18).
If h is not only simple, but constant, the assertion (ii) of Theorem 3.9 holds as is. The assertion (i) of Theorem 3.9
even holds when (I,ΣI , µI) is just a measure space, with no further assumptions.

Remark 3.12 (Related results in the literature). Theorem 3.9 is a well-known result for linear Lebesgue spaces in
the case where N is a Banach space, h is constant, and both µI (see Remark 3.11 for the definition of this measure) and
µM are assumed σ-finite [HVNVW16, Proposition 1.2.24]. When (I,ΣI , µI) is just a measure space, with no further
assumptions, dN is non-finite and h is constant (Remarks 3.10 and 3.11), Theorem 3.9 is actually a nonlinear version
of the Fubini–Lebesgue theorem that requires neither that µI and µM are both σ-finite [Coh13, Theorem 5.2.2], nor
that they are both complete [DiB02, Chapter II, Theorem 14.1].

As a direct consequence of Theorem 3.9, the isometry defined in Corollary 3.6 extends uniquely to an isometry
yielding a characterization of Lp curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces.

Theorem 3.13 (Characterization of Lp curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞).
Suppose that N is complete. Then, the isometry ip defined in Corollary 3.6 extends uniquely to the isometry

īp ≔ secM,p ◦ sec−1
I,p : Lp(I, Lp

h
(M,N))→ L

p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)).

Remark 3.14 (On relaxing the finiteness assumption on dN). Thanks to Remark 3.10, the conclusion of Theo-
rem 3.13 holds when dN is not assumed finite (see Assumption 2.1 for the assumption dN), but requires h being
constant in that case.

Remark 3.15 (On relaxing the assumptions on I). Thanks to Remark 3.11, the conclusion of Theorem 3.13 holds
when (I,ΣI , µI) is just a measure space such that either µI is finite or h is simple while replacing L

p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)) with

L
p

h
(M, L0(I,N)) (see Remark 3.5 for a definition of this space) in that last case. If h is not only simple, but constant,

the conclusion of Theorem 3.13 holds as is.

Remark 3.16 (Related results in the literature). This result is well-known in the context of linear Lebesgue spaces
where N is a Banach space and h is constant [HVNVW16, Corollary 1.2.23].

Let us end this section with a discussion on a edge case to better understand the scope of application of Theo-
rems 3.9 and 3.13.
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Example 3.17 (Edge case for Theorems 3.9 and 3.13). One sometimes encounters the claim that the Fubini–
Lebesgue theorem, like the Fubini–Tonelli theorem, requires the measures to be σ-finite. In this context, the indi-
cator function of the diagonal with the Lebesgue and counting measures is frequently mentioned as an edge case
[HVNVW16, Remark 1.2.8]. In fact, this example contradicts neither Theorem 3.9 nor Theorem 3.13, but remains
an interesting edge case to better understand the scope of application of Theorems 3.9 and 3.13. Indeed, suppose that
I = M = [0, 1] with its standard topology and its Borel σ-algebra, that µI = L 1 |I , that µM = #, that N = R with its
standard topology and that h ≡ 0. Also, let D ≔ {(x, x) : x ∈ [0, 1]} be the diagonal, which is a Borel set, and let
f ≔ 1D. Then, we have

∫

I

(∫

M

1D(t, x) dµM(x)

)
dµI(t) =

∫

I

(∫

M

1{t}(x) dµM(x)

)
dµI(t) =

∫

[0,1]
#({t}) d L

1
I(t) = 1

and ∫

M

(∫

I

1D(t, x) dµI(t)

)
dµM(x) =

∫

M

(∫

I

1{x}(t) dµI(t)

)
dµM(x) =

∫

[0,1]
L

1 |I({x}) d#(x) = 0.

Hence, we get ∫

I

(∫

M

1D(t, x) dµM(x)

)
dµI(t) ,

∫

M

(∫

I

1D(t, x) dµI(t)

)
dµM(x).

However, the above conclusion contradicts neither Theorem 3.9 nor Theorem 3.13. Indeed, the diagonal D, which is
uncountable, has infinite µI ⊗ µM-measure, as, otherwise, D would be contained in the countable union of measurable
rectangles of finite µI ⊗ µM-measure [DiB02, Chapter II, Proposition 10.2]; hence, it would be countable since µM

is the counting measure, which yields a contradiction. Thus, the equivalence class of the indicator function of D

does not belong to L1(I × M,R) and neither secI,p nor secM,p are defined on f (Theorem 3.9). Furthermore, fI :
t 7→ f (t, ·) = 1{t} does not have a separable range in L1(M,R) since the familly {1{t} : t ∈ [0, 1]} is uncountable and∫

M
|1{t}(x) − 1{s}(x)| dµM(x) = 2 > 0 as soon as s , t, so that 1{t} and 1{s} cannot belong to the same equivalence class.

Also, fI does not admit an equivalent mapping with separable range in L1(M,R) since the counting measure imposes
a pointwise equality on M for the values of fI , so it cannot be approximated by simple mappings and sec−1

I,p is actually
not defined on the equivalence class of fI (Theorem 3.9). On the contrary, fM : x 7→ f (·, x) = 1{x} does satisfy the
conditions of Theorems 3.9 and 3.13. Indeed, Dp,p( fM , h) = 0, so that fM is assimilitated to the equivalence class
of h whose image by sec−1

M,p is the equivalence class of the mapping constant equal to 0 on I × M and by ī−1
p is the

equivalence class of the mapping constant equal to h on I. The mappings f and fI are thus in fact not related to fM

through the sections mappings on I and M defined in Theorem 3.9.

We now continue with the characterization of curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces using the isometry defined in
Theorem 3.13.

3.2. Characterization of absolutely continuous curves for p > 1

We first clarify some recurrent notation used in this section and thereafter.

Notation 3.18. Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ (1,∞). From thereon:
(i) L

p

h
(M,ACp(I,N)) denotes the set of equivalence classes of separably valued measurable mapping from M to

(ACp(I,N), dp) at a finite Dp,p-distance from h (see Notation 3.1 for the definition of h).
(ii) |c′|p ≔ |c′|Lp

h
(M,N) denotes the metric derivative of the curve c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) (Theorem 2.29).

(iii) Qp denotes the restriction toACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) of the quotient mapping

Q :

{
L0

s (I, Lp

h
(M,N)) −→ L0(I, Lp

h
(M,N))

c 7−→ [c]
.

Then, the isometry given by Theorem 3.13 yields a characterization of absolutely continuous curves in nonlinear
Lebesgue spaces for p > 1.
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Theorem 3.19 (Characterization of absolutely continuous curves for p > 1). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ (1,∞).
Suppose that N is complete. Then, the isometry īp defined in Theorem 3.13 induces the isometric mapping

ĩp ≔ (q−1
p )∗ ◦ īp ◦ Qp : (ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)), dp,p)→ (Lp

h
(M,ACp(I,N)),Dp,p)

whose inverse mapping on its range is ĩ−1
p ≔ Q−1

p ◦ ī−1
p ◦ (qp)∗ and satisfies

ĩ−1
p ( f )(t) = (et,p)∗( f ) for all t ∈ I and f ∈ ĩp(ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N))). (2)

In addition, ĩp satisfies for all c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) that

|c′|
p
p(t) =

∫

M

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dµM(x) for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I (3)

and its range is the set of all f ∈ L
p

h
(M,ACp(I,N)) such that

∫

M

∫

I

| f (x)′|p
N

(t) dt dµM(x) < ∞.

Remark 3.20 (On the definition of pushforwards for equivalence classes). The pushforward of an equivalence
class by a mapping is meant as the equivalence class of the composition of the given mapping with a compatible
representative of the input equivalence class.

Remark 3.21 (On relaxing the finiteness assumption on dN). The conclusion of Theorem 3.19 holds when dN is not
assumed finite (see Assumption 2.1 for the assumption on dN) by assuming that h is constant equal to some z0 ∈ N. In
that case, we can define the open set, hence Borel set, N0 ≔ {y ∈ N : dN(z0, y) < ∞} in N on which dN is finite. Then,
any mapping in L

p

h
(M,N) takes its values µM-a.e. in N0 and L

p

h
(M,N) can be identified with L

p

h
(M,N0). Hence, when

h is constant, the extension to the case where dN might take infinite values reduces to Theorem 3.19 by replacing N

with N0.

Proof. The proof follows the same approach used in [Lis07, Theorems 4 and 5] for Wasserstein spaces, which consists
in using piecewise constant approximations of absolutely continuous curves to prove inequalities and propagate the
results to absolutely continuous curves by passing to the limit.
Let h ∈ L0

s (M,N), p ∈ (1,∞).
Step 1: Reduction to the case where N is separable. Let us first reduce the proof to the case where N is separable.
Indeed, when c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)), the set N0 ≔ ∪t∈Q∩Ic(t)(M) is separable as the closure of the countable union

of separable sets. Then, since c is continuous, we have for all t ∈ I that c(t) = lims→t,s∈Q∩I c(s) in L
p

h
(M,N), hence,

up to the extraction of a subsequence, c(t)(x) = lims→t,s∈Q∩I c(s)(x) in N for µM-a.e. x ∈ M, that is, c(t)(x) ∈ N0 for
µM-a.e. x ∈ M. Thus, we can replace N with N0 in the rest of the proof, so that L0(M,N) = L0

s (M,N).
Step 2: Definition of ĩp. Let c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)). Then, Qp(c) belongs to W1,p(I, Lp

h
(M,N)), by Proposition 2.30,

hence (īp ◦ Qp)(c) belongs to L
p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)), by Theorem 3.13. Define for all n ∈ N∗ the set In ≔ {0, 1, . . . , 2n}

and the sequence (tn,i)i∈In
such that tn,i ≔ a + L 1(I)i2−n. Also, define the simple mapping cn : I → L

p

h
(M,N) as

cn|[tn,i ,tn,i+1) ≡ c(tn,i) for all i ∈ In−1 and cn(b) ≔ c(b). Since the set of dyadic rationals (scaled by L 1(I) and translated
by a) is dense in I and c is continuous on [a, b) and L 1({b}) = 0, we have for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I that cn(t) → c(t) in
L

p

h
(M,N) as n→ ∞. In addition, if t ∈ [tn,i, tn,i+1),

Dp(cn(t), c(t)) = Dp(c(tn,i), c(t)) ≤
∫ t

tn,i

|c′|p(u) du ≤

∫

I

|c′|p(u) du.

Hence, we get, using Hölder’s inequality, that

Dp(cn(t), c(t))p ≤ L
1(I)p−1

∫

I

|c′|
p
p(u) du for all (t, n) ∈ I × N∗.
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Since I has finite L 1-measure, the mapping constant equal to L 1(I)p−1
∫

I
|c′|

p
p(u) du < ∞ on I is integrable, so that, by

Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem [Coh13, Theorem 2.4.5], we have dp,p(cn, c)→ 0 as n→ ∞. In addition,
for all n ∈ N∗ and all i ∈ In there is cn,i ∈ L

p

h
(M,N) such that Dp(cn,i, c(tn,i)) = 0, so we can define c′n : I → L

p

h
(M,N)

as c′n|[tn,i ,tn,i+1) ≡ cn,i for all i ∈ In−1 and c′n(b) ≔ cn,2n , which satisfies Dp(cn(t), c′n(t)) = 0 for all t ∈ I. Thus, we can
define ĉ′n : I × M → N as ĉ′n(t, x) ≔ c′n(t)(x), which belongs to Lp

ĥ
(I × M,N) (simple on I and by definition of the

cn,i’s) and satisfies Dp(ĉ′n(t, ·), cn(t)) = 0 for all t ∈ I. Hence, secI,p being an isometry (Theorem 3.9), we get that
D̂p(ĉ′n, sec−1

I,p(cn)) = 0. Now, defining the mapping f ′n : M → Lp(I,N) as f ′n(x) ≔ ĉ′n(·, x) and recalling that secM,p

is an isometry (Theorem 3.9), we get that Dp,p( f ′n , īp(cn)) = 0, hence that dp( f ′n(x), īp(cn)(x)) = 0 for µM-a.e. x ∈ M.
Then, define for all n ∈ N∗ the functional ψn : Lp(I,N)→ [0,∞] as

ψn(η) ≔ sup
L 1(I)2−n<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

(∆N,τη(t))p dt,

so that ψn(η) ≤ ψn+1(η) for all (n, η) ∈ N∗ × Lp(I,N) and let ψ∞(η) ≔ limn→∞ ψn(η), which is lower-semicontinuous.
Now, observe that for all (m, n) ∈ (N∗)2 such that m ≥ n we have for µM-a.e. x ∈ M that

ψm(īp(cn)(x)) = sup
L 1(I)2−m<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

(∆N,τ īp(cn)(x)(t))p dt

≤ sup
L 1(I)2−n<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

(∆N,τ īp(cn)(x)(t))p dt

= sup
L 1(I)2−n<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

(∆N,τ f ′n(x)(t))p dt.

Then, take the integer k ≥ 1 such that k L
1(I)2−n ≤ τ ≤ (k + 1) L

1(I)2−n and define un,i(t) ≔ t +L
1(I)i2−n, so that,

using the triangle inequality, we get

dN( f ′n(x)(t), f ′n(x)(t + τ)) ≤
k∑

i=0

dN( f ′n(x)(un,i(t)), f ′n(x)(un,i+1(t)))

=

k∑

i=0

dN(c′n(un,i(t))(x), c′n(un,i+1(t))(x)).

Hence, Hödler’s discrete inequality yields that

dN( f ′n(x)(t), f ′n(x)(t + τ))p ≤ (k + 1)p−1
k∑

i=0

dN(c′n(un,i(t))(x), c′n(un,i+1(t))(x))p.

Thus, we get

∫ b−τ

a

(∆N,τ f ′n(x)(t))p dt ≤ τ−p

∫ b−k L 1(I)2−n

a

dN( f ′n(x)(t), f ′n(x)(t + τ))p dt

≤ τ−p

∫ a+(2n−k) L 1(I)2−n

a

(k + 1)p−1
k∑

i=0

dN(c′n(un,i(t))(x), c′n(un,i+1(t))(x))p dt

= τ−p(k + 1)p−1
k∑

i=0

L
1(I)2−n

2n−k−1∑

j=0

dN(cn,i+ j(x), cn,i+ j+1(x))p.

Since dN(cn,i+ j(x), cn,i+ j+1(x))p is counted at most k + 1 times, we get

∫ b−τ

a

(∆N,τ f ′n(x)(t))p dt ≤ ( k+1
τ

)p
L

1(I)2−n

2n−1∑

i=0

dN(cn,i(x), cn,i+1(x))p.

19



The latter inequality together with the fact that L 1(I)2−n ≤ (L 1(I)2−n)1−p τp

kp yields that

ψm(īp(cn)(x)) ≤

(
k + 1

k

)p

(L 1(I)2−n)1−p

2n−1∑

i=0

dN(cn,i(x), cn,i+1(x))p

≤ 2p(L 1(I)2−n)1−p

2n−1∑

i=0

dN(cn,i(x), cn,i+1(x))p

= 2p(L 1(I)2−n)1−p

2n−1∑

i=0

dN(cn,i(x), cn,i+1(x))p.

Then, passing to the limit when m→ ∞ and integrating over M, we get for all n ∈ N∗ that

∫

M

ψ∞(īp(cn)(x)) dµM(x) ≤ 2p(L 1(I)2−n)1−p

∫

M

2n−1∑

i=0

dN(cn,i(x), cn,i+1(x))p dµM(x)

= 2p(L 1(I)2−n)1−p

2n−1∑

i=0

Dp(c(tn,i), c(tn,i+1))p

≤ 2p(L 1(I)2−n)1−p

2n−1∑

i=0

(∫ tn,i+1

tn,i

|c′|p(t) dt

)p

≤ 2p

2n−1∑

i=0

∫ tn,i+1

tn,i

|c′|
p
p(t) dt

= 2p

∫

I

|c′|
p
p(t) dt,

where Hölder’s inequality was used in the second to last inequality. Now, īp being isometric and using the definition
of Qp (Notation 3.18), we also have Dp,p(īp(cn), (īp ◦ Qp)(c)) → 0 as n → ∞. Then, up to the extraction of a
subsequence, we can assume for µM-a.e. x ∈ M that īp(cn)(x) → (īp ◦ Qp)(c)(x) in Lp(I,N) as n → ∞, so that, by
lower-semicontinuity of ψ∞ and using Fatou’s lemma [Coh13, Theorem 2.4.4], we get

∫

M

ψ∞((īp ◦ Qp)(c)(x)) dµM(x) ≤
∫

M

lim inf
n→∞

ψ∞(īp(cn)(x)) dµM(x)

≤ lim inf
n→∞

∫

M

ψ∞(īp(cn)(x)) dµM(x)

≤ 2p

∫

I

|c′|
p
p(t) dt < ∞.

This yields that for µM-a.e. x ∈ M

ψ∞((īp ◦ Qp)(c)(x)) = sup
0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

(∆N,τ(īp ◦ Qp)(c)(x)(t))p dt < ∞,

which implies that (īp ◦ Qp)(c)(x) belongs to W1,p(I,N) (Definition 2.25). Hence, W1,p(I,N) being a Borel subset of
Lp(I,N) (Remark 2.27), (īp ◦ Qp)(c) belongs to L

p

h
(M,W1,p(I,N)). Therefore, the isometric mapping

ĩp ≔ (q−1
p )∗ ◦ īp ◦ Qp : ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N))→ L

p

h
(M,ACp(I,N))

is well-defined and its inverse mapping on its range is ĩ−1
p ≔ Q−1

p ◦ ī−1
p ◦ (qp)∗.

Step 3: Proof of Equation (2). Let f be in the range of ĩp. Then, there is a unique c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) such that

f = ĩp(c) and define
f̂ ≔ (sec−1

I,p ◦ ī−1
p ◦ (qp)∗)( f ) = (sec−1

M,p ◦ (qp)∗)( f ).
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Also, note that f̂ = (sec−1
I,p ◦ Qp)(c) since ĩp = (q−1

p )∗ ◦ īp ◦ Qp. Now, there is f ′ ∈ L
p

h
(M,ACp(I,N)) such that

Dp,p( f ′, f ) = 0, which implies that f ′(x) = f (x) in C(I,N) for µM-a.e. x ∈ M (Proposition 2.30). Thus, we can
define the mapping f̃ : I × M → N as f̃ (t, x) ≔ f ′(x)(t) = (et,p ◦ f ′)(x). To show that f̃ is measurable, consider
for all n ∈ N∗ the mapping f̃n : I × M → N defined as f̃n(t, x) ≔ (etn,i ,p ◦ f ′)(x) if t ∈ [tn,i, tn,i+1) with i ∈ In−1 and
f̃n(b, x) ≔ (eb,p ◦ f ′)(x), so that f̃n belongs to L0(I × M,N) since et,p ◦ f ′ ∈ L0(M,N) for all t ∈ I (Proposition 2.33).
Then, the set of dyadic rationals (scaled by L 1(I) and translated by a) being dense in I and f ′(x) being continuous on
[a, b) for all x ∈ M, we have f̃ (t, x) = limn→∞ f̃n(t, x) for all (t, x) ∈ I×M. Therefore, f̃ is measurable as the pointwise
limit of measurable mappings (Proposition 2.4). In addition, Dp( f̃ (t, ·), (et,p)∗( f )) = 0 for all t ∈ I since f̃ (·, x) = f (x)
in C(I,N) for µM-a.e. x ∈ M. Then, using the definitions of f̂ , secM,p (Theorem 3.9) and qp (Proposition 2.30), we
have dp( f̃ (·, x), f̂ (·, x)) = 0 for µM-a.e. x ∈ M. Hence, secM,p being an isometry, we get D̂p( f̃ , f̂ ) = 0. Thus, using
the definitions of f̂ , secI,p (Theorem 3.9) and Qp (Notation 3.18), we get Dp( f̃ (t, ·), c(t)) = 0 for L

1-a.e. t ∈ I, which
yields ĩ−1

p ( f )(t) = (et,p)∗( f ) in L
p

h
(M,N) for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I. It remains to prove the equality for all t ∈ I. To do so,

define the set

A ≔ {I × M : |ĩp(c)(x)′|N(t) does not exist}

= {I × M : lim sup
τ,τ′→0

|gτ(t, ĩp(c)(x)) − gτ′(t, ĩp(c)(x))| > 0},

which is measurable since ĩp(c) is measurable from M to (ACp(I,N), d∞) and the mappings

gτ :

{
I ×ACp(I,N) −→ [0,∞)

(t, u) 7−→ ∆N,τu(t)

are continuous, hence Borel measurable, for all τ > 0, so that (t, x) 7→ |ĩp(c)(x)′|N(t) is measurable from I × M to N,
as the pointwise limit of compositions of measurable mappings. In addition, L 1(Ax) = 0 since ĩp(c)(x) ∈ ACp(I,N)
for µM-a.e. x ∈ M. Then, recalling that dp separates elements of ACp(I,N) (Proposition 2.30) and defining the
measurable set

Mc ≔ {x ∈ M : dp(ĩp(c)(x), h(x)) > 0} = {x ∈ M : d∞(ĩp(c)(x), h(x)) > 0}

of σ-finite µM-measure, we have |ĩp(c)(x)′|N(t) = 0 for all (x, t) ∈ (M \Mc)× I since h(x) is constant over I. Thus, A is
a subset of the measurable rectangle I × Mc and, Mc having σ-finite µM-measure and I having finite L 1-measure, we
get, by the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1], that L 1 ⊗µM(A) = 0 and µM(At) = 0 for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I.
Hence, for all (s, t) ∈ I2 such that s < t, we have

Dp((es,p)∗(ĩp(c)), (et,p)∗(ĩp(c)))p
=

∫

M

dN(ĩp(c)(x)(s), ĩp(c)(x)(t))p dµM(x)

≤

∫

M

(∫ t

s

|ĩp(c)(x)′|N(t) dt

)p

dµM(x)

≤ |t − s|p−1
∫

M

∫ t

s

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dt dµM(x)

= |t − s|p−1
∫

Mc

∫ t

s

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dt dµM(x)

= |t − s|p−1
∫ t

s

∫

Mc

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dµM(x) dt

= |t − s|p−1
∫ t

s

∫

M

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dµM(x) dt,

where the second to last equality follows from the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1]. The lat-
ter inequality yields that t 7→ (et,p)∗(ĩp(c)) belongs to ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)), hence, dp,p separating the elements of

ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) (Proposition 2.30), we get ĩ−1

p ( f )(t) = (et,p)∗( f ) in L
p

h
(M,N) for all t ∈ I, which ends the proof

of Equation (2).
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Step 4: Proof of Equation (3). Let c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)). Using Lebesgue’s differentiation theorem [DiB02, Theorem

11.1] in the previous inequality, we obtain that

|c′|
p
p(t) ≤

∫

M

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dµM(x) for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I. (4)

In addition, using Fatou’s lemma [Coh13, Theorem 2.4.4] and recalling that c(t) = ĩ−1
p (ĩp(c))(t) = (et,p)∗(ĩp(c)) in

L
p

h
(M,N) for all t ∈ I, we have for all (s, t) ∈ I such that s ≤ t

∫ t

s

∫

M

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(u) dµM(x) du =

∫ t

s

∫

M

lim inf
τ→0

(∆N,τ ĩp(c)(x)(u))p dµM(x) du

≤

∫ t

s

lim inf
τ→0

∫

M

(∆N,τ ĩp(c)(x)(u))p dµM(x) du

=

∫ t

s

lim inf
τ→0

∫

M

(∆N,τc(u)(x))p dµM(x) du

=

∫ t

s

|c′|
p
p(u) du.

Therefore, using Lebesgue’s differentiation theorem [DiB02, Theorem 11.1], we get that
∫

M

|ĩp(c)(x)′|pp(t) dµM(x) ≤ |c′|pp(t) for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I.

Together with Equation (4), this yields the equality

|c′|
p
p(t) =

∫

M

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dµM(x) for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I ,

so that Equation (3) is proved.
Step 5: Characterization of the range of ĩp. By the previous step and the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Theorem
2.4.4], we have for all c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N) that

∫

M

∫

I

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(u) du dµM(x) ≤
∫

I

|c′|
p
p(u) du < ∞.

Hence, the range of ĩp is contained in the set of all f ∈ L
p

h
(M,ACp(I,N)) such that

∫

M

∫

I

| f (x)′|p
N

(t) dt dµM(x) < ∞.

Let us now prove the reverse inclusion. Thus, let f ∈ L
p

h
(M,ACp(I,N)) such that

∫

M

∫

I

| f (x)′|p
N

(t) dt dµM(x) < ∞.

We already know that ī−1
p ◦ (qp)∗( f ) ∈ Lp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)), by Proposition 2.30 and Theorem 3.13, and, by Theorem 3.9,

that
f̂ ≔ (sec−1

I,p ◦ ī−1
p ◦ (qp)∗)( f ) = (sec−1

M,p ◦ (qp)∗)( f )

belongs to L
p

ĥ
(I×M,N). Also, by the definitions of secM,p, secI,p and qp (Theorem 3.9 and Proposition 2.30), we have

f̂ (·, x) = f (x) in Lp(I,N) for µM-a.e. x ∈ M and f̂ (t, ·) = (ī−1
p ◦ (qp)∗)( f )(t) in L

p

h
(M,N) for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I. However, f

differs from h on a measurable set M f of σ-finite µM-measure, so that f̂ differs from ĥ on a measurable set contained
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in the measurable rectangle I × M f . Hence, we get, using the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1] and
Hölder’s inequality, that

sup
0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

(∆p,τ(ī
−1
p ◦ (qp)∗)( f )(u))p du = sup

0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

∫

M f

(∆N,τ f̂ (u, x))p dµM(x) du

= sup
0<τ<b−a

∫

M f

∫ b−τ

a

(∆N,τ f̂ (u, x))p du dµM(x)

= sup
0<τ<b−a

∫

M

∫ b−τ

a

(∆N,τ f (x)(u))p du dµM(x)

≤

∫

M

sup
0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

(∆N,τ f (x)(u))p du dµM(x)

≤

∫

M

sup
0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

τ−p

(∫ u+τ

u

| f (x)′|N(θ) dθ

)p

du dµM(x)

≤

∫

M

sup
0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

τ−1
∫ u+τ

u

| f (x)′|p
N

(θ) dθ du dµM(x)

=

∫

M

sup
0<τ<b−a

∫

I

| f (x)′|p
N

(θ)τ−1

(∫ b−τ

a

1{u≤θ≤u+τ}(θ) du

)
dθ dµM(x)

=

∫

M

sup
0<τ<b−a

∫

I

| f (x)′|p
N

(θ)τ−1

(∫ b−τ

a

1{θ−τ≤u≤θ}(u) du

)
dθ dµM(x),

where the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1] was used to interchange the order of integration over u

and θ. Now, we have the following

∫ b−τ

a

1{θ−τ≤u≤θ}(u) du =



θ − a, if a ≤ θ < a + τ

τ, if a + τ ≤ θ ≤ b − τ

b − θ, if b − τ < θ ≤ b

.

In any case, we get that τ−1
∫ b−τ

a
1{θ−τ≤u≤θ}(u) du ≤ 1 for all τ ∈ (0, b − a) and θ ∈ I, so that we eventually get the

following inequality

sup
0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

(∆p,τ(ī
−1
p ◦ (qp)∗)( f )(u))p du ≤

∫

M

∫

I

| f (x)′|p
N

(θ) dθ dµM(x) < ∞.

Thus, (ī−1
p ◦ (qp)∗)( f ) belongs to W1,p(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) (Definition 2.25) and we can define c ≔ (Q−1

p ◦ ī−1
p ◦ (qp)∗)( f ),

which belongs to ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) and satisfies f = ĩp(c). Hence, f belongs to the range of ĩp. We thus proved that

the range of ĩp is the set of all f ∈ L
p

h
(M,ACp(I,N)) such that

∫

M

∫

I

| f (x)′|p
N

(t) dt dµM(x) < ∞.

In the next section, we show that, when p = 1, the appropriate class of curves is the set of càdlàg curves of
bounded variation.

3.3. Characterization of càdlàg curves of bounded variation for p = 1

We first clarify some recurrent notation used in this section and thereafter.

Notation 3.22. Let h ∈ L0(M,N). From thereon, it is assumed that:
(i) L1

h
(M,BV(I,N)) denotes the set of equivalence classes of separably valued measurable mapping from M to

(BV(I,N), d1) at a finite D1,1-distance from h (see Notation 3.1 for the definition of h).
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(ii) Var1 ≔ VarL1
h
(M,N) denotes the variation of curves in L1

h
(M,N) (Definition 2.34).

(iii) |Dc|1 ≔ |Dc|L1
h
(M,N) denotes the variation measure of the curve c ∈ BV(I, L1

h
(M,N)) (Definition 2.38)

(iv) Q1 denotes the restriction to BV(I, L1
h
(M,N)) of the quotient mapping Q (see Notation 3.18 for the definition

of Q).

Then, the isometry given by Theorem 3.13 yields a characterization of càdlàg curves of bounded variation in
nonlinear Lebesgue spaces for p = 1.

Theorem 3.23 (Characterization of càdlàg curves of bounded variation for p = 1). Let h ∈ L0(M,N). Suppose

that N is complete. Then, the isometry ī1 defined in Theorem 3.13 induces the isometric mapping

ĩ1 ≔ (q−1
1 )∗ ◦ ī1 ◦ Q1 : (BV(I, L1

h(M,N)), d1,1)→ (L1
h(M,BV(I,N)),D1,1)

whose inverse mapping on its range is ĩ−1
1 ≔ Q−1

1 ◦ ī−1
1 ◦ (q1)∗ and satisfies

ĩ−1
1 ( f )(t) = (et,1)∗( f ) for all t ∈ I and f ∈ ĩp(BV(I, L1

h(M,N))). (5)

In addition, ĩ1 satisfies for all c ∈ BV(I, L1
h
(M,N)) that

|Dc|1 =

∫

M

|Dĩ1(c)(x)|N dµM(x) (6)

and its range is the set of all f ∈ L1
h
(M,BV(I,N)) such that

∫

M

|Dĩ1(c)(x)|N(I) dµM(x) < ∞.

Remark 3.24 (On the definition of pushforwards for equivalence classes). The pushforward of an equivalence
class by a mapping is meant as the equivalence class of the compositions of the given mapping with a compatible
representative of the input equivalence class.

Remark 3.25 (On relaxing the finiteness assumption on dN). Using the same arguments as Remark 3.21, the
conclusion of Theorem 3.23 holds when dN is not assumed finite (see Assumption 2.1 for the assumption dN), but
requires h being constant in that case.

Proof. The proof follows the same approach used in [ALS24, Theorems 3.1 and 3.3] for Wasserstein spaces, which
itself follows the approach of [Lis07, Theorems 4 and 5]. It consists in using piecewise constant approximations
of càdlàg curves of bounded variation to prove inequalities and propagate the results to càdlàg curves of bounded
variation by passing to the limit.
Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and let c ∈ BV(I, L1

h
(M,N)).

Step 1: Reduction to the case where N is separable. Let us first reduce the proof to the case where N is separable.
Indeed, when c ∈ BV(I, L1

h
(M,N)), the set N0 ≔ ∪t∈Q∩Ic(t)(M) is separable as the closure of the countable union

of separable sets. Then, since c is right-continuous on [a, b) and left-continuous at t = b, we have for all t ∈ I

that c(t) = lims→t+,s∈Q∩I c(s) and c(b) = lims→b−,s∈Q∩I c(s) in L
p

h
(M,N), hence, up to the extraction of a subsequence

c(t)(x) = lims→t+ ,s∈Q∩I c(s)(x) and c(b)(x) = lims→b− ,s∈Q∩I c(s)(x) in N for µM-a.e. x ∈ M, that is, c(t)(x) ∈ N0 and
c(b)(x) ∈ N0 for µM-a.e. x ∈ M. Thus, we can replace N with N0 in the rest of the proof, so thatL0(M,N) = L0

s (M,N).
Step 2: Definition of ĩ1. Let c ∈ BV(I, L1

h
(M,N)). Then, Q1(c) belongs to BV(I, L1

h
(M,N)), by Proposition 2.44,

hence (ī1 ◦ Q1)(c) belongs to L
p

h
(M, Lp(I,N)), by Theorem 3.13. Define for all n ∈ N∗ the set In ≔ {0, 1, . . . , 2n}

and the sequence (tn,i)i∈In
such that tn,i ≔ a + L

1(I)i2−n. Also, define the simple mapping cn : I → L1
h
(M,N) as

cn|[tn,i ,tn,i+1) ≡ c(tn,i) for all i ∈ In−1 and cn(b) ≔ c(b). Since the set of dyadic rationals (scaled by L 1(I) and translated
by a) is dense in I and c is right-continuous on [a, b) and L 1({b}) = 0, we have for all L 1-a.e. t ∈ I that cn(t) → c(t)
in L1

h
(M,N) as n→ ∞. In addition, if t ∈ [tn,i, tn,i+1),

D1(cn(t), c(t)) = D1(c(tn,i), c(t)) ≤ Var1(c; I).
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Hence, we get that Dp(cn(t), c(t))p ≤ Var1(c; I) for all (t, n) ∈ I × N∗. Since I has finite L 1-measure, the mapping
constant equal to Var1(c; I) < ∞ on I is integrable, so that, by Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem [Coh13,
Theorem 2.4.5], we have d1,1(cn, c) → 0 as n → ∞. In addition, for all n ∈ N∗ and all i ∈ In there is cn,i ∈ L

1
h
(M,N)

such that D1(cn,i, c(tn,i)) = 0, so we can define c′n : I → L1
h
(M,N) as c′n|[tn,i ,tn,i+1) ≡ cn,i for all i ∈ In−1 and c′n(b) ≔ cn,2n ,

which satisfies D1(cn(t), c′n(t)) = 0 for all t ∈ I. Thus, we can define ĉ′n : I × M → N as ĉ′n(t, x) ≔ c′n(t)(x),
which belongs to L1

ĥ
(I × M,N) (simple on I and by definition of the cn,i’s) and satisfies D1(ĉ′n(t, ·), cn(t)) = 0 for

all t ∈ I. Hence, secI,1 being an isometry (Theorem 3.9), we get that D̂1(ĉ′n, sec−1
I,1(cn)) = 0. Now, defining the

mapping f ′n : M → L1(I,N) as f ′n(x) ≔ ĉ′n(·, x) and recalling that secM,1 is an isometry (Theorem 3.9), we get that
D1,1( f ′n , ī1(cn)) = 0, hence that d1( f ′n(x), ī1(cn)(x)) = 0 for µM-a.e. x ∈ M. Then, let (s, t) ∈ I2 such that L 1(I)2−n < t−s

and define ks ≔ max{k ∈ N : a +L
1(I)k ≤ s}, kt ≔ min{k ∈ N : a +L

1(I)k ≥ t} as well as the mapping

ψs,t : γ 7→ sup
0<τ<t−s

∫ t−τ

s

∆N,τγ(u) du.

Then, we have
∫

M

ψs,t(ī1(cn)(x)) dµM(x) =
∫

M

ψs,t( f ′n(x)) dµM(x)

=

∫

M

sup
0<τ<L 1(I)2−n

∫ t−τ

s

∆N,τ f ′n(x)(u) du dµM(x)

=

∫

M

kt−1∑

i=ks

dN( f ′n(x)(tn,i), f ′n(x)(tn,i+1)) dµM(x)

=

kt−1∑

i=ks

∫

M

dN(c′n(tn,i)(x), c′n(tn,i+1)(x)) dµM(x)

=

kt−1∑

i=ks

D1(cn(tn,i), cn(tn,i+1))

=

kt−1∑

i=ks

D1(c(tn,i), c(tn,i+1))

≤ Var1(c; (s, t)) = |Dc|1((s, t)) < ∞,

where the second equality follows from [ALS24, Lemma 2.18] and the last equality follows from assertion (i) of
Proposition 2.44. When L 1(I)2−n ≥ t − s, there is nothing to prove since

∫

M

ψs,t(ī1(cn)(x)) dµM(x) =
∫

M

ψs,t( f ′n(x)) dµM(x) = 0 ≤ |Dc|1((s, t)).

The mapping ī1 being isometric, we also have D1,1(ī1(cn), (ī1 ◦ Q1)(c))→ 0 as n→ ∞. Hence, up to the extraction of
a subsequence, we can assume for µM-a.e. x ∈ M that ī1(cn)(x) → (ī1 ◦ Q1)(c)(x) in L1(I,N) as n → ∞. Therefore,
recalling that ψs,t is lower-semicontinuous on L1(I,N) and using Fatou’s lemma [Coh13, Theorem 2.4.4], the latter
inequality yields that

∫

M

ψs,t((ī1 ◦ Q1)(c)(x)) dµM(x) ≤
∫

M

lim inf
n→∞

ψs,t(ī1(cn)(x)) dµM(x)

≤ lim inf
n→∞

∫

M

ψs,t(ī1(cn)(x)) dµM(x)

≤ |Dc|1((s, t)) < ∞.

This yields that for µM-a.e. x ∈ M

ψa,b((ī1 ◦ Q1)(c)(x)) = sup
0<τ<b−a

∫ b−τ

a

∆N,τ(ī ◦ Q1)(c)(x)(t) dt < ∞,
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which implies that (ī1 ◦ Q1)(c)(x) belongs to BV(I,N) (Proposition 2.39). Hence, BV(I, X) being a Borel subset of
L1(I, X) (Remark 2.37), (ī1 ◦ Q1)(c) belongs to L1

h
(M, BV(I,N)). Therefore, the isometric mapping

ĩ1 ≔ (q−1
1 )∗ ◦ ī1 ◦ Q1 : BV(I, L1

h(M,N))→ L1
h(M,BV(I,N))

is well-defined and its inverse mapping on its range is ĩ−1
p ≔ Q−1

1 ◦ ī−1
1 ◦ (q1)∗. In addition, the last inequality yields

that ∫

M

|Dĩ1(c)|N dµM(x) ≤ |Dc|1. (7)

Step 3: Characterization of the range of ĩ1. By Equation (7), we know that the range of ĩ1 is contained in the set of all
f ∈ L1

h
(M,BV(I,N)) such that

∫

M

|D f (x)|N(I) dµM(x) < ∞.

Let us now prove that the reverse inclusion. Thus, let f ∈ L1
h
(M,BV(I,N)) such that

∫

M

|D f (x)|N(I) dµM(x) < ∞.

We already know that ī−1
1 ◦ (q1)∗( f ) ∈ L1(I, L1

h
(M,N)) and, by Theorem 3.9, we know that

f̂ ≔ (sec−1
I,1 ◦ ī−1

1 ◦ (q1)∗)( f ) = (sec−1
M,1 ◦ (q1)∗)( f )

belongs L
p

ĥ
(I × M,N). Also, by the definitons of secM,1, secI,1 and q1 (Theorem 3.9 and Proposition 2.44), it satisfies

f̂ (·, x) = f (x) in L1(I,N) for µM-a.e. x ∈ M and f̂ (t, ·) = (ī−1
1 ◦ (q1)∗)( f )(t) in L1

h
(M,N) for L

1-a.e. t ∈ I. However, f

differs from h on a measurable set M f of σ-finite µM-measure, so that f̂ differs from ĥ on a measurable set contained
in the measurable rectangle I ×M f . Hence, we get, using the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1], that
for all (s, t) ∈ I2 such that s < t

sup
0<τ<t−s

∫ t−τ

s

∆1,τ(ī
−1
1 ◦ (q1)∗)( f )(u) du = sup

0<τ<t−s

∫ t−τ

s

∫

M f

∆N,τ f̂ (u, x) dµM(x) du

= sup
0<τ<t−s

∫

M f

∫ t−τ

s

∆N,τ f̂ (u, x) du dµM(x)

≤

∫

M

sup
0<τ<t−s

∫ t−τ

s

∆N,τ f (x)(u) du dµM(x)

=

∫

M

|D f (x)|N((s, t)) dµM(x) < ∞.

This yields that (ī−1
1 ◦ (q1)∗)( f ) ∈ BV(I, L1

h
(M,N)) (Proposition 2.39) and we can define c ≔ (Q−1

1 ◦ ī−1
1 ◦ (q1)∗)( f ),

which belongs to BV(I, L1
h
(M,N)) and satisfies f = ĩ1(c). Hence, f belongs to the range of ĩ1. We thus proved that

the range of ĩ1 is the set of all f ∈ L1
h
(M,BV(I,N)) such that

∫

M

|Dĩ1(c)(x)|N(I) dµM(x) < ∞.

In addition, we get, from the previous inequality, that for all c ∈ BV(I, L1
h
(M,N))

|Dc|1 ≤

∫

M

|Dĩ1(c)(x)|N dµM(x). (8)

Step 4: Proof of Equation (6). As a consequence of Equations (7) and (8), we get that for all c ∈ BV(I, L1
h
(M,N))

|Dc|1 =

∫

M

|Dĩ1(c)(x)|N dµM(x).
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Step 5: Proof of Equation (5). Let f be in the range of ĩ1. Then, let c ∈ BV(I, L1
h
(M,N)) be the unique curve such

that f = ĩ1(c) and define
f̂ ≔ (sec−1

I,1 ◦ ī−1
1 ◦ (q1)∗)( f ) = (sec−1

M,1 ◦ (q1)∗)( f ).

Also, note that f̂ = sec−1
I,1◦Q1(c) since ĩ1 = (q−1

1 )∗◦ ī1◦Q1. Now, there is f ′ ∈ L1
h
(M,BV(I,N)) such that D1,1( f ′, f ) =

0, which implies that f ′(x) = f (x) in D(I,N) for µM-a.e. x ∈ M (Proposition 2.44). Thus, we can define the mapping
f̃ : I ×M → N as f̃ (t, x) ≔ f ′(x)(t) = (et,1 ◦ f ′)(x). To show that f̃ is measurable, consider for all n ∈ N∗ the mapping
f̃n : I × M → N defined as f̃n(t, x) ≔ (etn,i ,1 ◦ f ′)(x) if t ∈ [tn,i, tn,i+1) with i ∈ In−1 and f̃n(b, x) ≔ (eb,1 ◦ f ′)(x), so
that f̃n belongs to L0(I × M,N) since et,1 ◦ f ′ ∈ L0(M,N) for all t ∈ I (Proposition 2.45). Then, the set of dyadic
rationals (scaled by L 1(I) and translated by a) being dense in I and f ′(x) being right-continuous on [a, b) for all
x ∈ M, we have f̃ (t, x) = limn→∞ f̃n(t, x) for all (t, x) ∈ I × M. Therefore, f̃ is measurable as the pointwise limit
of measurable mappings (Proposition 2.4). In addition, D1( f̃ (t, ·), (et,1)∗( f )) = 0 for all t ∈ I since f̃ (·, x) = f (x) in
D(I,N) for µM-a.e. x ∈ M. Then, using the definitions of f̂ , secM,1 (Theorem 3.9) and q1 (Proposition 2.44), we have
d1( f̃ (·, x), f̂ (·, x)) = 0 for µM-a.e. x ∈ M. Hence, secM,1 being an isometry, we get D̂1( f̃ , f̂ ) = 0. Thus, using the
definitions of f̂ , secI,1 (Theorem 3.9) and Q1 (Notation 3.22), we get D1( f̃ (t, ·), c(t)) = 0 for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I, which
yields ĩ−1

1 ( f )(t) = (et,1)∗( f ) in L1
h
(M,N) for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I. Together with the equality of Equation (6), this implies

that the curve t 7→ (et,1)∗( f ) belongs to BV(I, L1
h
(M,N)) and since d1,1 separates BV(I, L1

h
(M,N)) (Proposition 2.44),

ĩ−1
1 ( f )(t) = (et,1)∗( f ) in L1

h
(M,N) for all t ∈ I, which ends the proof of Equation (5).

To better understand why Theorem 3.19 fails when p = 1, we provide a simple counter-example.

Example 3.26 (Counter-example to Theorem 3.19 when p = 1). Let I = M = (0, 1) with ΣI = ΣM = B((0, 1))
and µI = µM = L 1 |(0,1), let N = R with the standard topology, and let h ≡ 0. Then, define f ≡ 0 and f ′ ≡ 1,
which both belong to L1((0, 1),R). Also, c : (0, 1) → L1((0, 1),R) as c(t) ≔ 1(0,t). Then, for any (s, t) ∈ (0, 1)2,
D1(c(s), c(t)) = |

∫ s

t
dx| = |s − t|D1( f , f ′), since D1( f , f ′) = 1, so that c ∈ AC1((0, 1), L1((0, 1),R)). However, it holds

for L 1-a.e. x ∈ (0, 1) that ĩ1(c)(x) = 1(x,1), which is clearly not a continuous curve.

In the next section, we show that Theorem 3.19 allows for the pointwise characterization of the geometry of
nonlinear Lebesgue spaces for p > 1 and that, in these spaces, a notion of speed can be defined for absolutely
continuous curves despite the lack of differential structure outside the case where the target space N is linear.

4. Applications

4.1. Geometry of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces for p > 1

4.1.1. Characterization of geodesics

Let us first recall the definition of constant speed geodesics.

Definition 4.1 (Geodesics). Let X be a metric space with metric dX : X2 → [0,∞]. A curve c : I → X is called a
constant speed geodesic if and only if it satisfies dX(c(a), c(b)) < ∞ and for all (s, t) ∈ I2

dX(c(s), c(t)) =
∣∣∣∣∣
t − s

b − a

∣∣∣∣∣ dX(c(a), c(b)).

The set of all such curves is denoted by G(I, X) and is a subset ofACp(I,N) for all p ∈ [1,∞].

Then, Theorem 3.19 yields a characterization of constant speed geodesics in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces for p > 1.

Theorem 4.2 (Characterization of geodesics for p > 1). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ (1,∞). Suppose that N is

complete. Then, the isometric mapping ĩp defined in Theorem 3.19 satisfies

ĩp(G(I, Lp

h
(M,N))) ⊂ L

p

h
(M,G(I,N)).

Remark 4.3 (On relaxing the finiteness assumption on dN). As highlighted in Remark 3.21, Theorem 3.19 holds
when dN is not assumed finite, but h is assumed constant. In that case, Theorem 4.2 also holds.
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Proof. Let h ∈ L0
s (M,N) and p ∈ (1,∞). Let c ∈ G(I, Lp

h
(M,N)). By Theorem 3.19, ĩp(c) belongs to L

p

h
(M,ACp(I,N))

since G(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) is a subset ofACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)). Then, defining the measurable set

Mc ≔ {x ∈ M : dp(ĩp(c)(x), h(x)) > 0} = {x ∈ M : d∞(ĩp(c)(x), h(x)) > 0}

of σ-finite µM-measure, we have that |ĩp(c)(x)′|N(t) = 0 for all (x, t) ∈ (M \ Mc) × I since h(x) is constant over I.
Therefore, using the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1], we get that for all (s, t) ∈ I2 such that s < t

∫

M

dN(ĩp(c)(x)(s), ĩp(c)(x)(t))p dµM(x) = Dp(c(s), c(t))p

= |t − s|p−1
∫ t

s

|c′|
p
p(u) du

= |t − s|p−1
∫ t

s

∫

M

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(u) dµM(x) du

= |t − s|p−1
∫ t

s

∫

Mc

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(u) dµM(x) du

= |t − s|p−1
∫

Mc

∫ t

s

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(u) du dµM(x)

= |t − s|p−1
∫

M

∫ t

s

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(u) du dµM(x).

Therefore, together with the triangle inequality and Hölder’s inequality, this yields that for µM-a.e. x ∈ M

dN(ĩp(c)(x)(a), ĩp(c)(x)(b)) =
∫ b

a

|ĩp(c)(x)′|N(t) dt = |b − a|p−1
∫ b

a

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dt < ∞.

Thus, for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I

|ĩp(c)(x)′|(t) =
dN(ĩp(c)(x)(a), ĩp(c)(x)(b))

|b − a|
.

Hence, for µM-a.e. x ∈ M we have that for all (s, t) ∈ (Q ∩ I)2 such that s < t

dN(ĩp(c)(x)(s), ĩp(c)(x)(t)) =
∣∣∣∣∣
t − s

b − a

∣∣∣∣∣ dN(ĩp(c)(x)(a), ĩp(c)(x)(b)).

By uniform continuity of ĩp(c)(x) and density of Q ∩ I in I, this holds for all (s, t) ∈ I2 such that s < t, hence
ĩp(c)(x) ∈ G(I,N) for µM-a.e. x ∈ M and ĩp(c) ∈ L

p

h
(M,G(I,N)).

In the next two sections, we show that Theorem 4.2 allows for the pointwise characterization of the geometry of
nonlinear Lebesgue spaces for p > 1.

4.1.2. Characterization of the length structure

Before delving into the length structure of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces, let us point out that a reminder on length
spaces is provided in Appendix Appendix B.1. Now, for p ∈ [1,∞], denote by Lp the length induced by the metric
Dp on L

p

h
(M,N) (Definition B.1). Thus, the intrinsic metric induced by Dp (Definition B.2) is defined, for all ( f , f ′) ∈

L
p

h
(M,N)2, as

D̂p( f , f ′) ≔ inf
{
Lp(c) : c ∈ AC(I, Lp

h
(M,N)), c(a) = f , c(b) = f ′

}
.

A first notable result on the length structure (see Definition B.3 for a definition of length spaces) of nonlinear
Lebesgue spaces is that it is induced by the length structure of the target space.

Proposition 4.4 (Length structure of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose

that L
p

h
(M,N) is trivial (Proposition 2.16) or that N is a complete and separable length (resp. geodesic) space. Then,

L
p

h
(M,N) is a length (resp. geodesic) space.

28



Proof. The proof follows the same approach used in [Lis07, Proposition 1] for Wasserstein spaces, which essentially
consists in constructing a curve whose length is controlled by the distance between its endpoints from the measurable
selection of pointwise curves satisfying such a constraint.
Let p ∈ [1,∞], h ∈ L0

s (M,N), ( f , f ′) ∈ Lp

h
(M,N)2 and κ > 1. In addition, let h2(x) ≔ (h(x), h(x)) and define the

mapping π : M → N2 as π(x) ≔ ( f (x), f ′(x)) which belongs toLp

h2 (M,N2) since ( f , f ′) ∈ Lp

h
(M,N)2. When L

p

h
(M,N)

is trivial, that is, L
p

h
(M,N) = {[h]}, it is also a geodesic space as it contains a single element. Therefore, assume that

L
p

h
(M,N) is nontrivial and that N is a complete and separable length space.

Step 1: Reduction to the case where µM is σ-finite. The mappings f and f ′ both differ from h on a measurable set of
σ-finite µM-measure [ST25, Proposition 3.4]. Hence, f and f ′ differ on a set of σ-finite µM-measure, so that we can
assume that µM is σ-finite in the rest of the proof. Now, since µM is assumed σ-finite, there exists a finite measure
which has the same null sets, for instance, νM : A 7→

∑
n∈N 2−n µM (A)

µM(Bn)+1 where (Bn)n∈N is a sequence of measurable sets
of finite µM-measure such that M = ∪n∈NBn

Step 2: Construction of a Borel measurable selection of curves connecting pairs of points in N. Then, define the
multi-valued application Γκ : N2 → 2C(I,N) as follows

Γκ(y, y
′) ≔

{
γ ∈ C(I,N) : γ(a) = y, γ(b) = y′,Lip(γ)|b − a| ≤ κ dM(y, y′)

}
.

Since N is a length space (Definition B.3), Γκ(y, y′) is non-empty for each (y, y′) ∈ N2. Now, using the lower semi-
continuity of the Lipschitz constant, we can show that the graph of Γκ defined as

G(Γκ) ≔
{
(y, y′, γ) ∈ N2 × C(I,N) : γ ∈ Σκ(y, y

′)
}

is closed. Indeed, taking a sequence ((yn, y
′
n, γn))n∈N in G(Γκ) that converges to (y, y′, γ) ∈ G(Γκ), we have that

dN(yn, y) → 0, dN(y′n, y
′) → 0 and d∞(γn, γ) as n → ∞. Hence, by uniqueness of the limit, γ(a) = y and γ(b) = y′

and, by lower semi-continuity of the Lipschitz constant [BBI22, Proposition 2.3.4. (iv)], we can pass to the limit in
Lip(γn)|b − a| ≤ dN(yn, y

′
n), so that Lip(γ)|b − a| ≤ dN(y, y′), which yields that γ ∈ Γκ(y, y′) and thus that (y, y′, γ) ∈

G(Γκ). Since (C(I,N), d∞) is complete and separable and G(Γκ) is closed, we have, by Aummann’s measurable
selection theorem (Theorem B.9), that there exists a π∗νM-measurable mapping (see Remark 2.14 for a definition)
S κ : N × N → C(I,N) such that S κ(y, y′) ∈ Γκ(y, y′) for all (y, y′) ∈ N2. Since, C(I,N) is separable and π∗µM has
the same null sets as π∗νM , there exists a Borel measurable mapping S̃ κ such that S̃ κ(y, y′) = S κ(y, y′) for π∗µM-a.e.
(y, y′) ∈ N2 [ST25, Proposition 2.12].
Step 3: Construction of a curve in L

p

h
(M,N) from the Borel measurable selection. Define c(t) ≔ et ◦ S̃ κ ◦ π for all

t ∈ I. Since we have (π, S̃ κ, et) ∈ L0(M,N2) × L0(N2,C(I,N)) × L0(C(I,N),N) with the Borel σ-algebras on N2 and
C(I,N), we get, by composition, that c(t) ∈ L0(M,N) for all t ∈ I. Now, recalling that S̃ κ( f (x), f ′(x)) ∈ Γκ( f (x), f ′(x))
for µM-a.e. x ∈ M, we have, for all (s, t) ∈ I2, that

Dp(c(s), c(t))p
=

∫

M

dN(S̃ κ( f (x), f ′(x))(s), S̃ κ( f (x), f ′(x))(t))p dµM(x)

≤

∫

M

Lip(S̃ κ( f (x), f ′(x)))p|s − t|p dµM(x)

≤

∫

M

κp dN( f (x), f ′(x)))p

∣∣∣∣∣
s − t

b − a

∣∣∣∣∣
p

dµM(x)

= κp Dp( f , f ′)p

∣∣∣∣∣
s − t

b − a

∣∣∣∣∣
p

.

Since c(a) = f ∈ L
p

h
(M,N), this yields that c(t) ∈ Lp

h
(M,N) for all t ∈ I and that, up to the identification with an

equivalence class for each t ∈ I, c determines a curve inAC(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) such that Lp(c) ≤ κDp( f , f ′). Since we can

construct such a curve for an arbitrary κ > 1, this yields that D̂p( f , f ′) = Dp( f , f ′), that is, L
p

h
(M,N) is a length space.

When N is a geodesic space, the proof works with κ = 1.

Remark 4.5 (On the separability assumption on N). Note that the proof of Proposition 4.4 only requires the
completeness and separability assumptions on N to ensure that the pointwise selection of curves is measurable. When
N is uniquely geodesic and dN is jointly convex, for instance, when N is a global NPC space (Definition 4.10), N need
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not be separable for the conclusion of Proposition 4.4 to hold since there is no measurable selection of geodesics to
construct as any pair of points in N is joined by a unique geodesic and geodesics in N are continuous with respect
to their endpoints thanks to the joint convexity of dN . The question of whether the assumptions of completeness and
separability on N remains open.

Remark 4.6 (Related results in the literature). We emphasize that while the conclusion of Proposition 4.4 in the
geodesic case already appeared in a work (under the assumption that h is constant) by J. Jöst [Jos97b, Lemma 4.1.2],
the proof seemed incomplete as it selected pointwise geodesics without checking the measurability with respect to
endpoints, which is precisely what is done in the proof of Proposition 4.4, hence missing the key assumptions of
completeness and separability on N. As highlighted in Remark 4.5, the question of whether the completeness and
separability assumptions on N could be relaxed remains open.

The reverse implication holds when restricting to p ∈ (1,∞) and a measure µM that is not purely infinite, but does
not require N being separable.

Proposition 4.7 (Length structure of the target space). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ (1,∞). Suppose that µM is not

purely infinite and that N is complete. Then, if L
p

h
(M,N) is a length (resp. geodesic) space, so is N.

Remark 4.8 (Why it fails when µM is purely infinite). When |N| = 1, L
p

h
(M,N) is trivial (Proposition 2.16), hence

a geodesic space, but so is N (since it contains a single element). Thus, the conclusion of Proposition 4.7 holds in
that case. However, when µM is purely infinite and |N| > 1, we know that L

p

h
(M,N) remains trivial (Proposition 2.16),

hence a geodesic space, regardless of the nature of the target space N.

Proof. Let (y, y′) ∈ N2 and suppose there exists κ > 1 such that for all γ ∈ ACp(I,N) such that γ(a) = y and γ(b) = y′

we have

L
1(I)p−1

∫

I

|γ′|
p

N
(t) dt > κ dN(y, y′)p.

Since the measure µM is not purely infinite, we have, by Proposition 2.19, that there exists an isometric mapping
ι : N → L

p

h
(M,N), so that ι(y) and ι(y′) belong to L

p

h
(M,N). In addition, there exists a measurable set A with

µM(A) ∈ (0,∞) such that ι(z)|A ≡ z and ι|M\A = h|M\A for all z ∈ N. Now, since L
p

h
(M,N) is a length space, there exists

c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) such that c(a) = ι(y), c(b) = ι(y′) and L 1(I)p−1

∫
I
|c′|

p
p(t) dt ≤ κDp(ι(y), ι(y′))p (Proposition B.7).

Then, by Theorem 3.19, ĩp(c) ∈ L
p

h
(M,ACp(I,N)) with ĩp(c)(a) = ι(y) and ĩp(c)(b) = ι(y′), so that for µM-a.e. x ∈ A

the curve ĩp(c)(x) ∈ ACp(I,N) is such that ĩp(c)(x)(a) = y and ĩp(c)(x)(b) = y′. Hence, by assumption, we have that
for µM-a.e. x ∈ A

L
1(I)p−1

∫

I

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dt > κ dN(ι(y)(x), ι(y′)(x))p.

Integrating over A and using the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1] since A has finite µM-measure,
we get that

L
1(I)p−1

∫

I

∫

A

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dµM(x) dt = L
1(I)p−1

∫

A

∫

I

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dt dµM(x)

> κ

∫

A

dN(ι(y)(x), ι(y′)(x))p dµM(x).

Thus, recalling that |c′|pp(t) =
∫

M
|ĩp(c)(x)′|p

N
(t) dµM(x) and that ι(y)|M\A = ι(y′)|M\A, we have that

L
1(I)p−1

∫

I

|c′|
p
p(t) dt > κDp(ι(y), ι(y′))p,

hence a contradiction. The conclusion that dN coincides with the induced intrinsic metric d̂N (Definition B.2), that
is, that N is a length space, then follows from the fact that the intrinsic metric can be equivalently defined as the
infimum over the p-energy of curves (Proposition B.7). When N is a geodesic space, the above proof works with
κ = 1. Alternatively, the geodesic space case can be proved using Theorem 4.2 since, if L

p

h
(M,N) is a geodesic space,

ι(y) and ι(y′) can be connected by a geodesic c in L
p

h
(M,N), so that, by Theorem 4.2, the curve ĩp(c)(x) is a geodesic

connecting y and y′ for µM-a.e. x ∈ A. Also, note that the proof does not require the separability assumption on N.
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As a direct consequence of Propositions 4.4 and 4.7, the length structure of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces is charac-
terized by the length structure of the target space.

Theorem 4.9 (Characterization of the length structure). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ (1,∞). Suppose that µM is not

purely infinite and that N is complete and separable. Then, the following assertions are equivalent:

(i) L
p

h
(M,N) is a length (resp. geodesic) space.

(ii) N length (resp. geodesic) space.

In the next section, we prove that the geodesic case of Theorem 4.9 has some implications on the characterization
of curvature bounds in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces using curvature bounds in the target space.

4.1.3. Characterization of curvature bounds for p = 2
A notable consequence of Theorems 4.2 and 4.9 is that the curvature of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces, in the sense of

Alexandrov (see [BBI22, Chapter 4] for a definition), depends solely on the Alexandrov curvature of the target space
for p = 2. Before stating the result, recall that in a complete metric space, the local and global Alexandrov curvatures
are equivalent, so that we can evaluate it through triangle comparisons.

Definition 4.10 (Alexandrov curvature). Let X be a complete geodesic space (Definition B.5). X is said to be of
global nonnegative curvature (NNC), respectively of global nonpositive curvature (NPC), in the sense of Alexandrov
if and only if, for any point z ∈ X and constant speed geodesic γ : I → X (Definition 4.1), the inequality (see [LP10]
or [Stu23, Theorem 4.4] for global NNC)

dX(z, γ(t))2 ≥ (1 − t) dX(z, γ(a))2
+ t dX(z, γ(b))2 − (1 − t)t dX(γ(a), γ(b))2

holds for all t ∈ I and the converse inequality in the NPC case (see [Stu99, Corollary 1.5] for global NPC). A complete
geodesic space of global NNC (resp. NPC) in the sense of Alexandrov is thus called a global NNC (resp. NPC) space.

Then, the Alexandrov curvature of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces for p = 2 is determined by the Alexandrov curvature
of the target space.

Proposition 4.11 (Alexandrov curvature of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces). Let h ∈ L0(M,N). Then, either L2
h
(M,N)

is trivial (Proposition 2.16), hence is trivially both a global NNC space and a global NPC space, or the following

assertions hold:

(i) if N is a separable and global NNC space, L2
h
(M,N) is also a global NNC space.

(ii) if N is a global NPC space, L2
h
(M,N) is also a global NPC space.

Proof. Let h ∈ L0(M,N). When L2
h
(M,N) is trivial, that is, L2

h
(M,N) = {[h]}, it is both a global NNC space and a

global NPC space as it contains a single element. Therefore, assume that L2
h
(M,N) is nontrivial.

(i) Step 1: L2
h
(M,N) is complete and geodesic. First note that, N being complete, separable and geodesic, we have,

by Proposition 4.4, that L2
h
(M,N) is complete and, by Proposition 4.4, that it is geodesic. The proof then comes

down to verifying that every geodesic triangle satisfies the condition of NNC (Definition 4.10).
Step 2: NNC triangle comparison. Let c ∈ G(I, L2

h
(M,N)) and f ∈ L2

h
(M,N). Then, by Theorem 4.2, ĩp(c)(x)

belongs to G(I,N) for µM-a.e. x ∈ M and, since N is a global NNC space, we get for µM-a.e. x ∈ M that the
inequality

dN( f (x), ĩp(c)(x)(t))2 ≥(1 − t)dN( f (x), ĩp(c)(x)(a))2
+ tdN( f (x), ĩp(c)(x)(b))2

− (1 − t)t dN(ĩp(c)(x)(a), ĩp(c)(x)(b))

holds for all t ∈ I. Hence, integrating over M and recalling that c(t) = (et,2)∗(ĩp(c)) for all t ∈ I (Theorem 3.19),
we get that the inequality

D2( f , c(t))2 ≥ (1 − t) D2( f , c(a))2
+ t D2( f , c(b))2 − (1 − t)t D2(c(a), c(b))2

holds for all t ∈ I. We thus proved that L2
h
(M,N) is a global NNC space.
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(ii) The NPC case follows from the same arguments as (i), but with reverse inequalities. In that case, the proof
does not require the use of Proposition 4.4, so that the conclusion holds without assuming that N is separable
(Remark 4.5).

Remark 4.12 (Related results in the literature). We emphasize that while assertion (ii) of Proposition 4.11 already
appeared in works (under the assumption that h is constant for some) by J. Jöst (see [Jos94, Section 2] and [Jos97b,
Corollary 4.1.1]), K.-T. Sturm (see [Stu01, Proposition 3.3.]) and M. Bačák (see [Bac14, Proposition 1.2.18]), their
proofs seemed incomplete as they lacked a result stating that all geodesics are, up to an identification, pointwise
geodesics, that is, mappings from M to the space of geodesics in N, which is precisely the statement of Theorem 4.2.
Indeed, all mentioned works construct geodesics in L2

h
(M,N) from pointwise geodesics to prove the NPC inequality

in L2
h
(M,N), but this inequality should be satisfied for every geodesic, so that it remains to show that every geodesic

in L2
h
(M,N) can be identified to a pointwise geodesic, as done in Theorem 4.2.

The reverse implication holds when restricting to a measure µM that is not purely infinite, but does not require N

being separable.

Proposition 4.13 (Alexandrov curvature of the target space). Let h ∈ L0(M,N). Suppose that µM is not purely

infinite. Then, if L2
h
(M,N) is a global NNC (resp. NPC) space, so is N.

Remark 4.14 (Why it fails when µM is purely infinite). When |N| = 1, L2
h
(M,N) is trivial (Proposition 2.16),

hence both a global NNC and NPC space, but so is N (since it contains a single element). Thus, the conclusion of
Proposition 4.13 holds in that case. However, when µM is purely infinite and |N| > 1, we know that L2

h
(M,N) remains

trivial (Proposition 2.16), hence both a global NNC and NPC space, regardless of the nature of the target space N.

Proof. We only prove the NNC case since the NPC case follows from the same arguments, but with reversed inequal-
ities.
Step 1: N is complete and geodesic. First note that, L2

h
(M,N) being geodesic and µM not being purely infinite, we

have, by Proposition 4.7, that N is geodesic. In addition, since L2
h
(M,N) is complete and µM is not purely infinite, N

is complete, by [ST25, Proposition 4.2]. The proof then comes down to verifying that every geodesic triangle satisfies
the condition of NNC (Definition 4.10).
Step 2: NNC triangle comparison. Let γ ∈ G(I,N) and z ∈ N. By Proposition 2.19, there exists an isometric mapping
ι : N → L2

h
(M,N), so that the curve c : t → ι(γ(t)) belongs to G(I, L2

h
(M,N)) and f ≔ ι(z) ∈ L2

h
(M,N). Since,

L2
h
(M,N) is NNC, we have for all t ∈ I that

D2( f , c(t))2 ≥ (1 − t) D2( f , c(a))2
+ t D2( f , c(b))2 − (1 − t)t D2(c(a), c(b))2.

Hence, ι being isometric,

dN(z, γ(t))2 ≥ (1 − t) dN(z, γ(a))2
+ t dN(z, γ(b))2 − (1 − t)t dN(γ(a), γ(b))2.

We thus proved that N is a global NNC space.

As a direct consequence of Propositions 4.11 and 4.13, the Alexandrov curvature of nonlinear Lebesgue spaces
for p = 2 is characterized by the Alexandrov curvature of the target space.

Theorem 4.15 (Characterization of the Alexandrov curvature). Let h ∈ L0(M,N). Suppose that µM is not purely

infinite and that N is separable. Then, the following assertions are equivalent:

(i) L2
h
(M,N) is a global NNC (resp. NPC) space.

(ii) N is a global NNC (resp. NPC) space.

Remark 4.16 (On the separability assumption on N). Note that, in the NPC case, the conclusion of Theorem 4.15
holds without the separability assumption on N (Proposition 4.11).

In the next section, we prove that, when the target space has a differential structure satisfying appropriate condi-
tions, a notion of speed can be defined for absolutely continuous curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces despite the lack
of differential structure.
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4.2. Speed of absolutely continuous curves for p > 1

4.2.1. Measurable and Lebesgue sections

First, recall the definition of a section of a surjective mapping.

Definition 4.17 (Sections). Let E and B be sets and πE : E → B be a surjective mapping. Then, a mapping s : B→ E

is called a section of πE if πE ◦ s = idB. The set of all sections of πE is denoted by S(πE).

Asking for a metric on E might be a bit restrictive, so we only require it to be a topological space in the following
sections and try to exploit its fibered structure. One can then define the set of measurable sections.

Definition 4.18 (Measurable sections). Suppose that E is a topological space, that (B,ΣB) is a measurable space and
that πE : E → B is a surjective mapping. Then, a mapping s : B→ E is called a measurable section of πE if it belongs
to S(πE) ∩ L0(B, E). Then, define:

(i) S0
s (πE) the set of all measurable sections of πE with separable range.

(ii) S 0(πE) the set of all equivalence classes of measurable sections of πE with separable range.

Remark 4.19 (On the definition of measurability). Note that the definition of measurable mappings given in Def-
inition 2.2 holds when the target space is just a topological space, so that L0(B, E) makes sense in Definition 4.18
despite E being only a topological space.

Similarly, we can define Lebesgue sections given that we only have a fibered metric on the topological space E,
that is, a Borel measurable mapping mE : E2 → [0,∞) such that its restriction mx ≔ mE |π−1

E
({x})2 , for some x ∈ B, is a

metric on the fiber π−1
E

({x}) which induces the topology of the fiber.

Definition 4.20 (Lebesgue sections). Let h ∈ S 0(πE) and p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose that E is a topological space, that
(B,ΣB, µB) is a measure space, that πE : E → B is a surjective mapping and that mπE

is a fibered metric on E. Then, a
mapping s : B→ E is called p-Lebesgue section if it belongs to S0

s (πE) and Dp,πE
(s, h) < ∞ with

Dp,πE
(s, h) ≔



(∫
B

mx(s(x), h(x))p dµB(x)
)1/p

, if p ∈ [1,∞)

µB- ess supx∈B mx(s(x), h(x)), if p = ∞
.

Then, define:
(i) Sp

h
(πE) the set of all p-Lebesgue sections of πE with h as base mapping.

(ii) S
p

h
(πE) the set of all equivalence classes of p-Lebesgue sections of πE with h as base mapping.

Hence, Dp,πE
induces a finite metric on S

p

h
(πE). When mE is a metric on E which induces its topology, S

p

h
(πE) is a

subset of L
p

h
(B, E) (Definition 2.13) and Dp,πE

= Dp (Definition 2.8).

Remark 4.21 (On the choice of h for vector bundles). When πE : E → B is a vector bundle, that is, the fibers
(π−1

E
({x}))x∈B are vector spaces, h is usually taken as the zero section (if it is measurable) of πE , that is, h maps to each

x ∈ B the identity element of π−1
E

({x}). In that case, we denote Sp(πE) ≔ Sp

h
(πE) and S p(πE) ≔ S

p

h
(πE).

In the next section, we show that the speed of absolutely continuous curves in differentiable manifolds satisfying
suitable conditions can be defined as Lebesgue sections.

4.2.2. Speed of absolutely continuous curves in Finsler manifolds

Let us first recall the definition of Finsler manifolds introduced by R. S. Palais [Pal66, Definition 2.1] (see
[JSSG11, Definition 2.1] for a more recent exposition and a comparison with other existing definitions of Finsler
manifolds).

Definition 4.22 (Finsler manifolds). Let k ∈ N∗ ∪ {∞}. A Ck manifold X modelled on a banach space (B, ‖·‖B)
(Definition B.12) is called Finsler when it is equipped with a mapping bX : T X → [0,∞) such that:

(i) for every x ∈ X, the restriction bx ≔ bX |TxX : TxX → [0,∞) is a norm on the tangent space TxX which induces
the manifold topology, that is, for every chart (U, ϕ) such that x ∈ U, the norm bx(dϕ−1(ϕ(x))(·)) is equivalent
to ‖·‖B.
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(ii) for every x0 ∈ X, ε > 0 and chart (U, ϕ) such that x0 ∈ U, there is an open neighborhood V ⊂ U of x0 such that
if x ∈ V and v ∈ B

1
1 + ε

bx0 (dϕ−1(ϕ(x0))(v)) ≤ bx(dϕ−1(ϕ(x))(v)) ≤ (1 + ε) bx0(dϕ
−1(ϕ(x0))(v)).

Remark 4.23 (On the continuity of bX). Note that, when (X, bX) is a Finsler manifold as defined in Definition 4.22,
the mapping bX : T X → [0,∞) is continuous [Pal66, Theorem 2.7].

A Finsler structure induces a metric space structure [Pal66, Theorem 3.3].

Proposition 4.24 (Metric space structure of Finsler manifolds). Suppose that (X, bX) is a C1 Finsler manifold.

Then, X is metric space when equipped with the metric dX : X2 → [0,∞] defined as

dX(x, x′) ≔ inf

{∫

I

bX(ċ(t)) dt : c ∈ C1(I, X), c(a) = x, c(b) = x′
}
.

In addition, the induced metric is locally equivalent to the norm [JJSSG14, Lemma 1.3].

Proposition 4.25 (Local equivalence of the norm and the metric). Let (X, bX) be a C1 Finsler manifold. Then, for

every x0 ∈ X, ε > 0 and chart (U, ϕ) such that x0 ∈ U, there exists an open neighborhood V ⊂ U of x0 such that for

all (x, x′) ∈ V we have

1
1 + ε

dX(x, x′) ≤ bx0(dϕ
−1(ϕ(x0))(ϕ(x) − ϕ(x′))) ≤ (1 + ε) dX(x, x′).

We will see that Proposition 4.25 is usefull to show that the norm of the speed and the metric derivative coincide
for absolutely continuous curves. To define a notion of speed, let us first recall a definition of absolutely continuous
curves in Banach spaces that is stronger than Definition 2.28.

Definition 4.26 (Strongly absolutely continuous curves in Banach spaces). Let p ∈ [1,∞]. When B is a Banach
space, define the setACp

s (I,B) of strongly absolutely continuous curves, that is, the of all continuous curves c : I → B

such that there is η ∈ Lp(I,B) satisfying

c(t) − c(s) =
∫ t

s

η(u) du for all a ≤ s ≤ t ≤ b ,

where the latter integral is meant in the sense of Bochner (see [HVNVW16, Section 1.2.a] for a complete exposition).

Definition 4.26 extends to Banach manifolds through the use of local charts [Sch16, Definition 1.2].

Definition 4.27 (Strongly absolutely continuous curves in Banach manifolds). Let p ∈ [1,∞]. When X is a C1

Banach manifold (Definition B.12), define the set ACp
s (I, X) of all continuous curves c : I → X such that there

is a partition a = t0 < t1 < . . . < tn = b and charts (Ui, ϕi) of X for 1 ≤ i ≤ n such that c([ti−1, ti]) ⊂ Ui and
ϕi ◦ c|[ti−1,ti] ∈ AC

p
s ([ti−1, ti], ϕi(Ui)).

Remark 4.28 (On the invariance to the choice of partition and charts). As pointed out in [Glo15, Lemma 3.21],
once a curve satisfies the conditions of Definition 4.27 for a partition of I and a collection of charts, the conditions are
also satisfied for every other partition a = t0 < t1 < . . . < tn = b of I and collection of charts (Ui, ϕi)1≤i≤n of X such
that c([ti−1, ti]) ⊂ Ui for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n.

One can then define a Banach bundle of Lp speeds over the set of strongly absolutely continuous curves in Finsler
manifolds.

Proposition 4.29 (Vector bundle over AC
p
s (I, X) in Finsler manifolds). Let p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose that (X, bX) is a

C1 Finsler manifold. Then, the set Lp(I, T X) ≔ ∪c∈AC
p
s (I,X)S

p(πc∗T X) forms a Banach bundle

πLp(I,T X) ≔ (πT X)∗ : Lp(I, T X)→ ACp
s (I, X),

where c∗T X ≔ {(t, v) ∈ I × T X : πT X(v) = c(t)} is the pullback by c of the tangent bundle T X and the projection

πc∗T X : c∗T X → I is given by the canonical projection on the first coordinate πc∗T X ≔ proj1.
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Remark 4.30 (On the structure of Lp(I, T X)). We emphasize that this result says nothing about a potential differen-
tiable structure of Lp(I, T X). This question is left open for now and will be further investigated in future work. Calling
πLp(I,T X) a “Banach bundle” is thus a slight abuse of notation since it is only a surjective mapping having Banach fibers.

Proof. Let p ∈ [1,∞]. For each c ∈ AC
p
s (I, X), the zero section of πc∗T X is continuous, hence Borel measurable, as it

is given by the composition of the zero section of πT X , which is C1, and of c, which is continuous. Hence, S p(πc∗T X)
is defined without ambiguity using the norm bp,πc∗T X

: S p(πc∗T X)→ [0,∞) defined as

bp,πc∗T X
(v) ≔



(∫
I
bc(t)(v(t))p dt

)1/p
, if p ∈ [1,∞)

L 1 - ess supt∈I bc(t)(v(t)), if p = ∞
.

In addition, S p(πc∗T X) is a Banach space. Indeed, πc∗T X being a Banach bundle, S p(πc∗T X) inherits its vector space
structure from the pointwise operations of addition and scalar multiplication and is complete by performing the same
proof as Proposition 2.17. Then, we can define

Lp(I, T X) ≔ ∪c∈AC
p
s (I,X)S

p(πc∗T X).

Furthermore, the mapping
πLp(I,T X) ≔ (πT X)∗ : Lp(I, T X)→ ACp

s (I, X)

is surjective and its fibers are given by π−1
Lp(I,T X)({c}) = S p(πc∗T X) for all c ∈ AC

p
s (I, X). Hence, πLp(I,T X) is a Banach

bundle.

The mapping that associates its speed to each strongly absolutely continuous curve in a Finsler manifold is then
defined as a section of the Banach bundle given by Proposition 4.29.

Proposition 4.31 (Speed of strongly absolutely continuous curves in Finsler manifolds). Let p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose

that (X, bX) is a C1 Finsler manifold modelled. Then, the mapping

∂X :

{
AC

p
s (I, X) −→ Lp(I, T X)
c 7−→ ċ ≔ ∂Xc

is a section of πLp(I,T X).

Proof. Let p ∈ [1,∞] and c ∈ AC
p
s (I, X). Thus, there exists a partition a = t0 < t1 < . . . < tn = b and charts (Ui, ϕi)

of X for 1 ≤ i ≤ n such that c([ti−1, ti]) ⊂ Ui and ϕi ◦ c|[ti−1,ti] ∈ AC
p
s ([ti−1, ti], ϕi(Ui)). Hence, denoting B the Banach

space on which X is modelled, there exists ηi ∈ Lp([ti−1, ti],B) such that for all (s, t) ∈ [ti−1, ti]2 satisfying s < t we
have

(ϕi ◦ c)(t) − (ϕi ◦ c)(s) =
∫ t

s

ηi(u) du.

Then, we can define for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I

ċ(t) ≔
n∑

i=1

1[ti−1,ti](t) dϕ−1
i (ϕi(c(t)))(ηi(t)) ∈ Tc(t)X,

which does not depend on the choice of charts. Therefore, ċ is measurable with separable range as the sum of
measurable mappings with separable ranges and is a section of πc∗T X . Thus, up to the identification with its class of
equivalence, ċ belongs to S p(πc∗T X).

Remark 4.32 (Related results in the literature). Proposition 4.31 was proved by W. P. A. Klingenberg [Kli95,
Proposition 2.3.16] in the case of finite-dimensional Riemannian manifolds and by A. Schmeding [Sch16, Proposition
2.8] in the case of (strong) infinite-dimensional Riemannian manifolds. Both results are corollaries of Proposition 4.31
since any Hilbert manifold with a (strong) continuous Riemannian metric is a Finsler manifold [Pal66, Theorem 2.12].
However, we emphasize that, unlike [Kli95, Proposition 2.3.16] and [Sch16, Proposition 2.8], Proposition 4.31 tells
nothing about the regularity of the section which maps any absolutely continuous curve to its Lp speed. This question
is left open for now and will be further investigated in future work as it is related to Remark 4.30.
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Now, one could ask under which conditions on X can the above construction transpose to absolutely continuous
curves in the sense of Definition 2.28. To answer this question, let us first recall that, when X is a Banach space satisfy-
ing the Radon–Nikodým property (see [Lis06, Section 1.6.2] for a definition), the set of absolutely continuous curves
defined in Definition 2.28 coincides with the set of strongly absolutely continuous curves defined in Definition 4.26
[Lis06, Theorem 1.16].

Proposition 4.33 (Coincidence ofACp(I, X) andAC
p
s (I, X) in RNP Banach spaces). Let p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose that

X is a Banach space satisfying the Radon–Nikodým property. Then,ACp(I, X) = ACp
s (I, X).

Then, Proposition 4.33 extends to Finsler manifolds modelled on a Banach space satisfying the Radon–Nikodým
property trough the use of local charts, so that the notion of strongly absolutely continuous curves given by Defini-
tion 4.27 and the notion of absolutely continuous curves given by Definition 2.28 also coincide.

Proposition 4.34 (Coincidence of ACp(I, X) and AC
p
s (I, X) in RNP Finsler manifolds). Let p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose

that (X, bX) is a C1 Finsler manifold modeled on a Banach space B satisfying the Radon–Nikodým property. Then,

ACp(I, X) = ACp
s (I, X).

Proof. Let p ∈ [1,∞]. The inclusion ACp
s (I, X) ⊂ ACp(I, X) follows from Proposition 4.25. Let us prove the

reverse inclusion. Let c ∈ ACp(I, X). Since I is compact and c is continuous, there exist a partition a = t0 <

t1 < . . . < tn = b and charts (Ui, ϕi) of X for 1 ≤ i ≤ n such that c([ti−1, ti]) ⊂ Ui. By Proposition 4.25, the fact
that c ∈ ACp(I, X) implies that ϕi ◦ c|[tī1 ,ti] ∈ AC

p([ti−1, ti], ϕi(Ui)) and, since B has the Radon–Nikodým property,
ϕi ◦ c|[tī1 ,ti] ∈ AC

p
s ([ti−1, ti], ϕi(Ui)), by Proposition 4.33. Hence, c ∈ AC

p
s (I, X).

As a consequence of Propositions 4.25 and 4.34, the mapping that associates its speed to each absolutely contin-
uous curves is defined as in Proposition 4.31 and the norm of the speed coincide with the metric derivative, when X

has a Finsler structure and is modelled on a Banach space satisfying the Radon–Nikodým property.

Theorem 4.35 (Speed of absolutely continuous curves in RNP Finsler manifolds). Let p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose that

(X, bX) is a C1 Finsler manifold modelled on a Banach space satisfying the Radon–Nikodým property. Then, the

mapping

∂X :

{
ACp(I, X) −→ Lp(I, T X)

c 7−→ ċ ≔ ∂Xc

is a section of πLp(I,T X) and satisfies for all c ∈ ACp(I, X) that

|c′|X(t) = bc(t)(ċ(t)) for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I, (9)

Proof. The proof follows by identifying absolutely continuous curves and strongly absolutely continuous curves using
Proposition 4.34, repeating the arguments in the proof of Proposition 4.31 to construct the speed and using Proposi-
tion 4.25 to show that the norm of the speed and the metric derivative coincide.
Step 1: Construction of the speed. Let p ∈ [1,∞] and c ∈ ACp(I, X). By Proposition 4.34, c ∈ AC

p
s (I, X). Hence,

there exists a partition a = t0 < t1 < . . . < tn = b and charts (Ui, ϕi) of X for 1 ≤ i ≤ n such that c([ti−1, ti]) ⊂ Ui

and ϕi ◦ c|[ti−1,ti] ∈ AC
p
s ([ti−1, ti], ϕi(Ui)). Thus, denoting B the Banach space on which X is modelled, there exists

ηi ∈ Lp([ti−1, ti],B) such that for all (s, t) ∈ [ti−1, ti]2 satisfying s < t we have

(ϕi ◦ c)(t) − (ϕi ◦ c)(s) =
∫ t

s

ηi(u) du.

Then, we can define for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I

ċ(t) ≔
n∑

i=1

1[ti−1,ti](t) dϕ−1
i (ϕi(c(t)))(ηi(t)) ∈ Tc(t)X,

which does not depend on the choice of charts. Therefore, ċ is measurable with separable range as the sum of
measurable mappings with separable ranges and is a section of πc∗T X . Thus, up to the identification with its class of
equivalence, ċ belongs to S p(πc∗T X).
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Step 2: Proof of Equation (9). Finally, thanks to Proposition 4.25, we get that for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I it holds for all ε > 0
that

1
1 + ε

|c′|X(t) ≤ bc(t)(ċ(t)) ≤ (1 + ε)|c′|X(t).

Hence, we have
|c′|X(t) = bc(t)(ċ(t)) for L

1-a.e. t ∈ I.

Remark 4.36 (Related results in the literature). Theorem 4.35 was proved by A. Burtscher [Bur15, Theorem 2.2.,
Proposition 4.10] in the case of finite-dimensional manifolds equipped with continuous Riemannian metrics. This
result is a corollary of Theorem 4.35 since any Hilbert manifold with a continuous Riemannian metric is a Finsler
manifold [Pal66, Theorem 2.12]. Also, since every Banach space is trivially a Finsler manifold, we get back from
Theorem 4.35 the well-known fact that the norm of the speed of an absolutely continuous curves in a Banach space
satisfying the Radon–Nikodým property coincides with its metric derivative (see [Lis07, Theorem 1.16] or [AGS05,
Remark 1.1.3]).

In the next section, we define the speed of absolutely continuous curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces in a similar
manner as Theorem 4.35, when the target space is a Finsler manifold and despite the lack of differential structure on
nonlinear Lebesgue spaces outside the linear case.

4.2.3. Speed of absolutely continuous curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces

Let us first define a notion of tangent bundles over nonlinear Lebesgue spaces.

Proposition 4.37 (Tangent bundles on nonlinear Lebesgue spaces). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞]. When (N, bN)
is a C1 Finsler manifold, define the tangent bundle of L

p

h
(M,N) as the disjoint union

T L
p

h
(M,N) ≔ ∪ f∈L

p

h
(M,N)S

p(π f ∗T N),

where f ∗T N ≔ {(x, v) ∈ M × T N : πT N(v) = f (x)} is the pullback by f ∈ L
p

h
(M,N) of the tangent bundle T N and the

projection π f ∗T N : f ∗T N → M is given by the canonical projection on the first coordinate π f ∗T N ≔ proj1. In addition,

the mapping

πT L
p

h
(M,N) ≔ (πT N)∗ : T L

p

h
(M,N)→ L

p

h
(M,N)

forms a Banach bundle over L
p

h
(M,N) and we can define the mapping Bp : T L

p

h
(M,N) → [0,∞) such that for all

f ∈ L
p

h
(M,N) it induces a norm on the tangent space T f L

p

h
(M,N) ≔ S p(π f ∗T N) defined as

Bp|T f L
p

h
(M,N)(z) ≔



(∫
M

b f (x)(z(x))p dµM(x)
)1/p

, if p ∈ [1,∞)

µM- ess supx∈M b f (x)(z(x)), if p = ∞
,

which we also denote by B f ≔ Bp|T f L
p

h
(M,N) for short and refer as Lp fibered norm.

Remark 4.38 (On the structure of T L
p

h
(M,N)). Recall that L

p

h
(M,N) does not have a differential structure despite N

having one. Similarly, T L
p

h
(M,N) has a priori no differential structure, so that calling it a “tangent bundle” is a slight

abuse of notation since it is only the disjoint union of Banach spaces and πT L
p

h
(M,N) is just a surjective mapping with

Banach fibers.

Proof. Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞]. For each f ∈ L
p

h
(M,N), the zero section of π f ∗T N is measurable as it is

given by the composition of the zero section of πT X , which is C1, and of f , which is measurable. Hence, S p(π f ∗T N) is
defined without ambiguity using the norm Bp,π f ∗T N

: S p(π f ∗T N)→ [0,∞) defined as

Bp,π f ∗T N
(z) ≔



(∫
M

b f (x)(z(x))p dµM(x)
)1/p

, if p ∈ [1,∞)

µM- ess supx∈M b f (x)(z(x)), if p = ∞
.
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In addition, S p(π f ∗T N) is a Banach space. Indeed, π f ∗T N being a Banach bundle, S p(π f ∗T N) inherits its vector space
structure from the pointwise operations of addition and scalar multiplication and is complete by performing the same
proof as Proposition 2.17. Then, we can define

T L
p

h
(M,N) ≔ ∪ f∈L

p

h
(M,N)S

p(π f ∗T N).

Furthermore, the mapping
πT L

p

h
(M,N) ≔ (πT N)∗ : T L

p

h
(M,N)→ L

p

h
(M,N)

is surjective and its fibers are given by π−1
T L

p

h
(M,N)

({ f }) = S p(π f ∗T N) for all f ∈ L
p

h
(M,N). Hence, πT L

p

h
(M,N) is a

Banach bundle. Furthermore, the mapping Bp : T L
p

h
(M,N) → [0,∞) is defined as Bp|T f L

p

h
(M,N) ≔ Bp,π f ∗T N

for all
f ∈ L

p

h
(M,N).

There is a priori no guarantee that the mapping Bp defined in Proposition 4.37 is measurable in any sense, hence
we might not be able to integrate functionals over T L

p

h
(M,N) involving Bp. To define a topology on T L

p

h
(M,N) and

make Bp continuous on it, we will need a metric on T N, which will also be required to apply Theorem 3.19 in order
to define the speed of absolutely continuous curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces. Such a metric can be defined as
soon as N is equipped with a spray or, equivalently, with a connection (see [Lan12, Chapter IV, §3] for the definitions
of the notions of sprays and connections).

Proposition 4.39 (Splitting norm on T N). Suppose that (N, bN) is a C2 Finsler manifold with a spray S N (or,

equivalently, a connection). Then, if KN denotes the connector associated to S N (see [Lan12, Lemma 4.4] for a

definition) and TπT N the tangent map of πT N (see [Lan12, Chapter III,§2] for a definition), the C1 Banach manifold

T N can be equipped with the splitting norm mT N : TT N → [0,∞) defined for all v ∈ T N and ξ ∈ TvT N as

mT N |TvT N(ξ)2
≔ bπT N (v)(TπT N(ξ))2

+ bπT N (v)(KN(ξ))2, (10)

so that T N becomes a metric space when equipped with the induced metric dT N : T N2 → [0,∞] defined as

dT N(v, v′) ≔ inf

{∫

I

mT N|TvT N(u̇) dt : u ∈ C1(I, T N), u(a) = v, u(b) = v′
}
.

Proof. The result is a consequence of Dombrowski’s splitting theorem [Lan12, Theorem 4.5], which states that the
mapping

(πT N , TπT N ,KN) : TT N → T N ⊕ T N ⊕ T N

is an isomorphism of fiber bundles over N. Indeed, the conclusion of Proposition 4.39 follows from the same ar-
guments exposed at the end of [Lan12, Chapter V, §4] or in [Sch16, Section 2.1], but defining the splitting norm as
in Equation (10) using bN instead of a Riemannian metric. In addition, the induced metric is compatible with the
topology of T N.

Remark 4.40 (Borel measurability of the zero section of πT L
p

h
(M,N)). When T N is equipped with the splitting norm,

its zero section s0,N is isometric from N to T N, so that the zero section of πT L
p

h
(M,N) defined as s0,p ≔ (s0,N)∗ is

isometric from L
p

h
(M,N) to T L

p

h
(M,N)

As a direct consequence of Proposition 4.39, the tangent bundles over nonlinear Lebesgue spaces defined in
Proposition 4.37 become metric spaces as soon as N is equipped with a spray or, equivalently, a connection.

Corollary 4.41 (Metric on T Lp(M,N)). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose that (N, bN) is a C2 Finsler

manifold with a spray (or, equivalently, a connection). Then, T L
p

h
(M,N) is a metric space when equipped with the

finite metric Dp,T N : T L
p

h
(M,N)2 → [0,∞) defined as

Dp,T N(z, z′) ≔



(∫
M

dT N(z(x), z′(x))p dµM(x)
)1/p

, if p ∈ [1,∞)

µM- ess supx∈M dT N(z(x), z′(x)), if p = ∞
.
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Similarly to Proposition 4.29 and using both Proposition 4.37 and Corollary 4.41, one can define a Banach bundle
of Lp speeds over the set of absolutely continuous curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces.

Proposition 4.42 (Vector bundle overACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N))). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞]. Suppose that (N, bN) is

a C2 Finsler manifold with a spray (or, equivalently, a connection). Then, the set

Lp(I, T L
p

h
(M,N)) ≔ ∪c∈ACp(I,Lp

h
(M,N))S

p(πc∗T L
p

h
(M,N))

forms a Banach bundle

πLp(I,T L
p

h
(M,N)) ≔ (πT L

p

h
(M,N))∗ : Lp(I, T L

p

h
(M,N))→ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)),

where c∗T L
p

h
(M,N) ≔ {(t, z) ∈ I × T L

p

h
(M,N) : πT L

p

h
(M,N)(z) = c(t)} is the pullback by c of the tangent bundle

T L
p

h
(M,N) and the projection πc∗T L

p

h
(M,N) : c∗T L

p

h
(M,N) → M is given by the canonical projection on the first

coordinate πc∗T L
p

h
(M,N) ≔ proj1.

Remark 4.43 (On the structure of Lp(I, T L
p

h
(M,N))). As in Remark 4.30, we emphasize that this result says nothing

about a potential topological manifold structure of Lp(I, T L
p

h
(M,N)). This question is left open for now and will be

further investigated in future work. Calling πLp(I,T L
p

h
(M,N)) a “Banach bundle” is thus a slight abuse of notation since it

is only a surjective mapping having Banach fibers.

Proof. Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞]. For each c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)). The zero section of πc∗T L

p

h
(M,N) is continuous,

hence Borel measurable, as the composition of the zero section of πT L
p

h
(M,N), which is continuous (Remark 4.40), and

of c, which is also continuous. Hence, S p(πc∗T L
p

h
(M,N)) is defined without ambiguity using the norm Bp,π

c∗T L
p
h

(M,N)
:

S p(πc∗T L
p

h
(M,N))→ [0,∞) defined as

Bp,π
c∗T L

p
h

(M,N)
(z) ≔



(∫
I

Bc(t)(z(t))p dt
)1/p

, if p ∈ [1,∞)

L 1 - ess supt∈I Bc(t)(z(t)), if p = ∞
.

In addition, S p(πc∗T L
p

h
(M,N)) is a Banach space. Indeed, πc∗T L

p

h
(M,N) being a Banach bundle, S p(πc∗T L

p

h
(M,N)) inherits

its vector space structure from the pointwise operations of addition and scalar multiplication and is complete by
performing the same proof as Proposition 2.17. Then, we can define

Lp(I, T L
p

h
(M,N)) ≔ ∪c∈AC

p
s (I,Lp

h
(M,N))S

p(πc∗T L
p

h
(M,N)).

Furthermore, the mapping

πLp(I,T L
p

h
(M,N)) ≔ (πT L

p

h
(M,N))∗ : Lp(I, T L

p

h
(M,N))→ ACp

s (I, Lp

h
(M,N))

is surjective and its fibers are given by π−1
Lp(I,T L

p

h
(M,N))

({c}) = S p(πc∗T L
p

h
(M,N)) for all c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)). Hence,

πLp(I,T L
p

h
(M,N)) is a Banach bundle.

Then, similarly to Theorem 4.35, the mapping that associates its speed to each absolutely continuous curve in a
nonlinear Lebesgue space is defined as a section of the Banach bundle given by Proposition 4.42 and the norm of the
speed coincide with the metric derivative.

Theorem 4.44 (Speed of absolutely continuous curves in nonlinear Lebesgue spaces for p > 1). Let h ∈ L0(M,N)
and p ∈ (1,∞). Suppose that (N, bN) is a connected and complete C2 Finsler manifold with a spray (or, equivalently,

a connection) and that N is modelled on a Banach space satisfying the Radon–Nikodým property. Then, the mapping

∂p :

{
ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) −→ Lp(I, T L

p

h
(M,N))

c 7−→ ċ ≔ ∂pc

is a section of πLp(I,T L
p

h
(M,N)) and satisfies for all c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)) that

|c′|p(t) = Bc(t)(ċ(t)) for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I, (11)
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Remark 4.45 (On relaxing the connectedness assumption on N). The assumption that N is connected in The-
orem 4.44 is solely made to ensure that both dN and dT N are finite in order to apply Theorem 3.19. However, as
remarked in Remark 3.21, the conclusion of Theorem 3.19 holds when dN is not assumed finite as long as h is as-
sumed constant. Hence, Theorem 4.44 holds without assuming that N is connected, but requires h being constant in
that case.

Proof. Let h ∈ L0
s (M,N) and p ∈ (1,∞).

Step 1: Construction of the speed. Let c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)). Then, by Theorem 3.19, ĩp(c) belongs to L

p

h
(M,ACp(I,N))

and is such that ∫

M

∫

I

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dt dµM(x) < ∞.

Also, the measurable set Mc ≔ {x ∈ M : d∞(ĩp(c)(x), h(x)) > 0} has σ-finite µM-measure and there is ĉ ∈ L0
s (I×M,N)

such that ĉ(t, ·) = c(t) in L
p

h
(M,N) for all t ∈ I and ĉ(·, x) = ĩp(c)(x) in C(I,N) for µM-a.e. x ∈ M (Theorems 3.9

and 3.19). Now, define the set

A ≔ {I × M : (∂N ĩp(c)(x))(t) does not exist}

= {I × M : lim sup
τ,τ′→0

dT N(gτ(t, ĩp(c)(x)), gτ′(t, ĩp(c)(x)) > 0}

which is measurable since ĩp(c) is measurable from M to (ACp(I,N), d∞) and the mappings

gτ :

{
I ×ACp(I,N) −→ T N

(t, u) 7−→ dϕ−1(ϕ(u(t))(ϕ(u(t + τ)) − ϕ(u(t)))/τ

are continuous, hence Borel measurable, for some (thus for any) chart (U, ϕ) such that u(t) ∈ U and all τ > 0 such that
u(t+τ) ∈ U. In addition, L 1(Ax) = 0 for µM-a.e. x ∈ M since ĩp(c)(x) ∈ ACp(I,N). Now, since ĩp(c)|M\Mc

= h|M\Mc
, A

is a subset of the measurable rectangle I×Mc and, Mc havingσ-finite µM-measure and I having finite L 1-measure, we
get, by the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1], that L 1 ⊗µM(A) = 0 and µM(At) = 0 for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I.
Thus, for L 1 ⊗µM-a.e. (t, x) ∈ I × M, we can define

η(t, x) ≔ (∂N ĩp(c)(x))(t) = (∂N ĉ(·, x))(t) ∈ Tĉ(t,x),

which is measurable and has separable range as the pointwise limit of such mappings. Then, by Theorem 4.35, we
get that for L 1 ⊗µM-a.e. (t, x) ∈ I × M

|ĩp(c)(x)′|N(t) = bĉ(t,x)(η(t, x)).

Finally, integrating over I and M and using the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1] yields that
∫

I×M

bĉ(t,x)(η(t, x))p d L
1 ⊗µM(t, x) =

∫

I×M

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) d L
1 ⊗µM(t, x)

=

∫

I×Mc

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) d L
1 ⊗µM(t, x)

=

∫

Mc

∫

I

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dt dµM(x)

=

∫

M

∫

I

|ĩp(c)(x)′|p
N

(t) dt dµM(x) < ∞.

Since N is equipped with a spray (or a connection), this even yields that
∫

I×M

dT N(η(t, x), (s0,N ◦ ĉ)(t, x))p d L
1 ⊗µM(t, x) < ∞

with s0,N the zero section of πT N . Thus, defining ĉ∗s0,N ≔ s0,N ◦ ĉ, we have that η ∈ L
p

ĉ∗ s0,N
(I × M, T N) and we can

define ċ : t 7→ η(t, ·). Then, ċ(t) belongs to L0(M, T N) for a L 1-a.e. t ∈ I. To prove the measurability of ċ from I to
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(L0(M, T N),Dp,T N), note that, by density of Eĉ∗ s0,N ,σ(I×M, T N)∩L
p

ĉ∗s0,N
(I×M, T N) in L

p

ĉ∗ s0,N
(I×M, T N) (see assertion

(i) of Proposition 3.7), there exists a sequence (ĝn)n∈N in Eĉ∗s0,N ,σ(I × M, T N) ∩ L
p

ĉ∗ s0,N
(I × M, T N) such that ĝn → η

in L
p

ĉ∗s0,N
(I × M, T N) as n → ∞. Thus, define gn : t 7→ ĝn(t, ·), which is measurable as an almost simple mapping

from I to (L0(M, T N),Dp,T N) with base mapping given by the mapping t 7→ ĉ∗s0,N(t, ·), which is Borel measurable
from I to (L0(M, T N),Dp,T N) since Dp,T N(ĉ∗s0,N(t, ·), c∗s0,p(t)) = 0 for all t ∈ I with c∗s0,p ≔ s0,p ◦ c the zero section
of πc∗T L

p

h
(M,N), which is continuous, hence Borel measurable, as the composition of s0,p ≔ (s0,N)∗, the zero section

of πT L
p

h
(M,N), which is continuous (Remark 4.40), and of c, which is also continuous. Then, noticing that the union

of the sets on which the ĝn’s and η differ from ĉ∗s0,N is contained in a measurable rectangle I × M̂ such that M̂ has
σ-finite µM-measure (see step 2 in the proof of assertion (i) of Theorem 3.9), we get, using the Fubini–Tonelli theorem
[Coh13, Proposition 5.2.1], that

dp,p(gn, ċ) = D̂p(ĝn, η) −→ 0

as n → ∞, so that, up to the extraction of a subsequence, we can assume for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I that Dp(gn(t), ċ(t)) → 0
as n → ∞. Hence, ċ is measurable as the pointwise limit of measurable mappings. In addition, since µM(At) = 0 for
L 1-a.e. t ∈ I, we have for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I that ċ(t)(x) = η(t, x) ∈ Tĉ(t,x)N = Tc(t)(x)N and s0,N(ĉ(t, x)) = s0,N(c(t)(x))
for µM-a.e. x ∈ M. Thus, ċ(t) ∈ Tc(t)L

p

h
(M,N) for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I and, using the Fubini–Tonelli theorem [Coh13,

Proposition 5.2.1], we have ċ ∈ L
p

c∗ s0,p
(I, T L

p

h
(M,N)). Hence, ċ belongs to S p(πc∗T L

p

h
(M,N)).

Step 2: Proof of Equation (11). Since µM(At) = 0 for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I, we get that for L 1-a.e. t ∈ I the equality

|ĩp(c)(x)′|N(t) = bc(t)(x)(ċ(t)(x))

holds for µM-a.e. x ∈ M. Hence, integrating over M, we have

|c′|p(t) =

(∫

M

bc(t)(x)(ċ(t)(x))p dµM(x)

)1/p

= Bc(t)(ċ(t)) for L
1-a.e. t ∈ I .

Finally, combining Proposition 4.4 and Theorem 4.44 shows that the metric Dp on nonlinear Lebesgue spaces
coincides with the metric induced by the infimum of the energy functional associated with the fibered norm Bp

(Proposition 4.37) over absolutely continuous curves. This is analogous to the situation on standard Finsler manifolds
(Proposition 4.24); the only difference being the class of curves over which the infimum is taken, since nonlinear
Lebesgue spaces lack a differential structure.

Corollary 4.46 (Lp metrics are induced by Lp fibered norms). Let h ∈ L0(M,N) and p ∈ (1,∞). Suppose that

(N, bN) is a connected, complete and separable C2 Finsler manifold with a spray (or, equivalently, a connection)

and that N is modelled on a Banach space satisfying the Radon–Nikodým property. Then, we have for all ( f , f ) ∈
L

p

h
(M,N)2 that

Dp( f , f ′) = inf

L
1(I)1−1/p

(∫

I

Bc(t)(ċ(t))p dt

)1/p

: c ∈ ACp(I, Lp

h
(M,N)), c(a) = f , c(b) = f ′

 .
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Notation and terminology

This section clarifies some recurrent notions and notation used in the present article:

Spaces

• N denotes the set of nonnegative integers (including 0).
• N∗ denotes the set of positive integers (excluding 0).
• R denotes the set of real numbers also referred to as real line.
• R+ denotes the set of nonnegative real numbers (including 0).
• R∗ denotes the set of nonzero real numbers (excluding 0).
• Q denotes the set of rational numbers.

Topology

• f (X) ≔ { f (x) : x ∈ X} denotes the range of a mapping f : X → Y between sets X and Y.
• A denotes the closure of the subset A ⊂ X in the topological space X, that is, the intersection of all closed

subsets of X that include A.
• A

dX
denotes the closure of the subset A ⊂ X in the metric space (X, dX).

• A set X is called countable if there exists a bijective mapping ϕ : N→ X.
• A subset S of a (semi-)metric space (X, dX) is called dense when for each element x of X and real number ε > 0

there exists an element s of S such that dX(x, s) < ε.
• A metric space (X, dX) is called separable when it has a countable dense subset.
• A sequence (xn)n∈N in a metric space (X, dX) is called Cauchy when for all real ε > 0 there exists an integer N

such that for all n ≥ N and m ≥ N, dN(xn, xm) < ε.
• A metric space (X, dX) is called complete when every Cauchy sequence converges to an element of X.
• Ac denotes the complement of a subset A of a set X, that is, Ac

≔ {x ∈ X : x < A}.
• A \ B ≔ A ∩ Bc denotes the set difference between two subsets A and B of a set X.
• A∆A′ ≔ (A \ A′) ∪ (A′ \ A) denotes the symmetric set difference between two subsets A and A′ of a set X.

Measure theory

• L d denotes the d-dimensional Lebesgue measure.
• # denotes the counting measure.
• A measure µM on a measurable set (M,ΣM) is called purely infinite if its range is reduced to {0,∞}.
• σ(C) denotes the smallest σ-algebra that contains a familly C of subsets of a set M.
• A subset of measurable space (M,ΣM) is called measurable when it belongs to ΣM .
• FµM

denotes the set of measurable subsets of a measure space (M,ΣM , µM) with finite µM-measure.
• ΣM |B ≔ {B ∩ A : A ∈ ΣM} denotes the restriction of a σ-algebra ΣM on a set M to subsets of B ∈ ΣM .
• µM |B denotes the restriction of a measure µM on a measurable space (M,ΣM) to ΣM |B for some B ∈ ΣM .
• B(M) denotes the Borel σ-algebra on a topological space M.
• A measure µM on a topological space M is called Borel when it is defined on B(M).
• A subset Z of a measure space (M,ΣM, µM) is called µM-null if there exists A ∈ ΣM such that Z ⊂ A and
µM(A) = 0.
• ZµM

denotes the set of all µM-null sets of a measure space (M,ΣM, µM).
• A property P that depends on the choice of point x of a measure space (M,ΣM, µM) is said to hold µM-almost

everywhere (µM-a.e. for short) if {x ∈ M : P(x)} is a µM-null set.
• In a measure space (M,ΣM, µM), ΣM denotes the completion of the σ-algebra ΣM with respect to µM and is

defined as ΣM ≔ σ(ΣM ∪ZµM
) = {A ∪ Z : (A, Z) ∈ ΣM ×ZµM

}.
• In a measure space (M,ΣM, µM), µM denotes the completion of the measure µM and is defined as the mapping
µ̄M : ΣM → [0,∞] such that µ̄M(A ∪ Z) = µM(A) for all (A, Z) ∈ ΣM × ZµM

. It is itself a measure on (M,ΣM).
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Appendix A. Omitted results

Appendix A.1. Omitted results of Section 3.1

Let us provide a proof of the alternative density result mentioned in Remark 3.8.

Proposition A.1 (Relaxation of the assumptions in (iii) of Proposition 3.7). Let h ∈ E(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞).
Suppose that (I,ΣI , µI) is a measure space, with no further assumptions. Then, the closure of the target space of

secM,p is

Eh(M, E(I,N)) ∩ L
p

h
(M, L0(I,N))

Dp,p

= L
p

h
(M, L0(I,N)).

Proof. Let h ∈ E(M,N) and p ∈ [1,∞). Then, we can assume that there exists a finite indexing set J such that h(M) =
{y j ∈ N : j ∈ J} and define B j ≔ h−1({y j}), so that M = ∪ j∈J B j and we have L

p

h
(M, L0(I,N)) �

∏
j∈J L

p

h
(B j, L

0(I,N))
since J is finite (othherwise the gluing map may produce non integrable mappings). However, on each B j, we get that
L

p

h
(B j, L

0(I,N)) = L
p

h
(B j, L

p

h j
(I,N)) with h j ≡ y j and the density of Eh(B j, E(I,N))∩L

p

h
(B j, L

p

h j
(I,N)) follows from the

same arguments as the proof of Proposition 3.7. Hence, we get that
∏

j∈J Eh(B j, E(I,N)) ∩ L
p

h
(B j, L

p

h j
(I,N)) is dense

in
∏

i∈J L
p

h
(B j, L

p

h j
(M0,N)) by [Eng77, Corollary 2.3.5]. Finally, by noticing that Eh(M, E(I,N)) ∩ L

p

h
(M, L0(I,N)) �

∏
j∈J Eh(B j, E(I,N))∩L

p

h
(B j, L

p

h j
(I,N)) since J is finite (otherwise the gluing map may produce mappings that are not

almost simle), we get that Eh(M, E(I,N)) ∩ L
p

h
(M, L0(I,N)) is a dense subspace of (Lp

h
(M, L0(I,N)),Dp,p).

Appendix B. Reminders

Appendix B.1. Length spaces

This section introduces the basic notions of metric geometry on length spaces (see [BBI22, Chapter 2] for a
complete exposition on that matter).

In a metric space X with metric dX : X2 → [0,∞), the length of an absolutely continuous curve (Definition 2.28)
is defined as

Definition B.1 (Length of a curve). The length of a curve c ∈ AC(I, X) induced by d is defined as

LX(c) ≔
∫

I

|c′|X(t) dt.

Taking the infimum over curves connecting two points happens to induce a metric, potentially infinite-valued,
when there is no absolutely continuous curve connecting the two points.

Definition B.2 (Intrinsic metric). The intrinsic metric, d̂X : X2 → [0,∞], induced by dX is defined as

d̂X(x, x′) ≔ inf{LX(c) : c ∈ AC(I, X), c(a) = x, c(b) = x′}.

A natural question arising from this construction is whether the intrinsic metric coincides with the original metric.
This is exactly the notion of length space.

Definition B.3 (Length spaces). X is called a length space if and only if dX = d̂X .

Remark B.4 (On showing that a metric space is a length spaces). Note that, by the triangle inequality, dX ≤ d̂X .
Hence, showing that a metric space is a length space usually comes down to showing that, for all (x, x′) ∈ X2 and
all ε > 0 (resp. κ > 1), there exists a curve c ∈ AC(I, X) connecting x and x′ such that LX(c) ≤ dX(x, x′) + ε
(resp. LX(c) ≤ κ dX(x, x′)).
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If the infimum is a minimum, X is called a geodesic space.

Definition B.5 (Geodesic spaces). X is called geodesic space if and only if for all (x, x′) ∈ X2 there exists c ∈

AC(I, X) connecting x and x′ such that dX(x, x′) = LX(c).

Curves minimizing the length between their endpoints are called minimizing geodesics of X and can be reparametrized
as constant speed geodesic, that is, as curves c : I → X satisfying for all (s, t) ∈ I2 that

dX(c(s), c(t)) =
∣∣∣∣∣

s − t

b − a

∣∣∣∣∣ dX(c(a), c(b)).

Note that a constant speed geodesic is necessarily a minimizing geodesic for its endpoints. Now, let us recall the
definition of the p-energy of a curve.

Definition B.6 (Energy of a curve). Let p ∈ [1,∞). Then, the p-energy of a curve c ∈ ACp(I, X) is defined as

Ep,X(c) ≔
∫

I

|c′|
p

X
(t) dt.

The 1-energy being the length, that is, LX(c) = E1,X(c).

Then, the infimum of the length over AC(I, X) can be shown to be equal to the infimum over ACp(I, X) of the
p-th root of the p-energy for all p ≥ 1.

Proposition B.7 (Energy minimizing distance). Let p ∈ [1,∞) and (x, x′) ∈ X2. Then,

d̂X(x, x′) = inf
{
L

1(I)1−1/pEp,X(c)1/p : c ∈ ACp(I, X), c(a) = x, c(b) = x′
}
.

Proof. The proof follows the same approach as the proof of (i) in [Tro95, Theorem 3.7] or [PT24, Proposition 3.8],
which consists in finding a constant-speed approximation for each absolutely continuous curve.
Let (x, x′) ∈ X2 be such that there exists c ∈ AC(I, X) connecting x and x′, and ε > 0. Then, define sε : I → I as

sε(t) ≔

∫ t

a
|c′|X(u) du + (t − a)εL 1(I)−1

∫
I
|c′|X(u) du + ε

L
1(I).

Its inverse map tε is L 1-a.e. differentiable, with derivative given, for L 1-a.e. s ∈ I, by

ṫε(s) =
L 1(I)−1(

∫
I
|c′|X(u) du + ε)

|c′|X(tε(s)) + εL 1(I)−1
> 0.

Now, setting c̃ ≔ c ◦ tε, we have, for L 1-a.e. s ∈ I,

|c̃′|X(s) = lim
t→s

dX(c ◦ tε(s), c ◦ tε(t))
|tε(s) − tε(t)|

|tε(s) − tε(t)|
|s − t|

= |c′|X(tε(s)) ṫε(s) ≤ L
1(I)−1

(∫

I

|c′|X(u) du + ε

)
.

Therefore, for all p ∈ [1,∞), c̃ ∈ AC∞(I, X) ⊂ ACp(I, X) and, by Hölder’s inequality,

LX(c) = LX(c̃) ≤ L
1(I)1−1/pEp,X(c̃)1/p ≤ LX(c) + ε.

Since ε is arbitrary, this yields the conclusion of Proposition B.7.

Remark B.8 (On showing that a metic space is length space with the energy). Thus, showing that X is a length
space also comes down to showing that, for all (x, x′) ∈ X2 and all ε > 0 (resp. κ > 1), there exists a curve c ∈

ACp(I, X) connecting x and x′ such that L 1(I)p−1EX,p(c) ≤ dX(x, x′)p
+ ε (resp. L 1(I)p−1EX,p(c) ≤ κ dX(x, x′)p).

An important consequence of this result is that, when X is a geodesic space, a curve minimizes the p-energy,
p ∈ [1,∞), if and only if it is a constant speed geodesic.
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Appendix B.2. Measurable multifonctions

We recall below the statement of Aummann’s measurable selection theorem [CVCV77, III-§4-28-2)] (see [AB06,
Corollary 18.27] for a more recent exposition).

Theorem B.9 (Aummann’s measurable selection theorem). Let (O,ΣO) be a measurable space, (X, dX) be complete

and separable metric space. Let Γ be a multifunction from P to non-empty subsets of X, whose graph G belongs to

ΣO ⊗ B(X). Then, there exists a (Σ̂O,B(X))-measurable mapping S such that S (o) ∈ Γ(o) for all o ∈ O, where Σ̂O

denotes the intersection of all completions of ΣO with respect to each finite measure on (O,ΣO). Such mapping S is

called (Σ̂O,B(X))-measurable selection.

Appendix B.3. Differentiable manifolds

This section briefly recalls the construction of differentiable manifolds modelled on Banach spaces (see [Lan12,
Chapter II] for a complete exposition on that matter).

Let us first recall a definition of atlases by paraphrasing [Lan12, Chapter II,§1].

Definition B.10 (Atlases). Let r ∈ N ∪ {∞}. An atlas of class Cr on a set X is a family of pairs {(Uα, ϕα)}α∈A indexed
by a set A satisfying the following conditions:

(i) each Uα is a subset of X and the Uα’s cover X.
(ii) each ϕα is a bijection from Uα onto an open subset ϕα(Uα) of some Banach space Bα and for all (α, α′) ∈ A2

the set ϕα(Uα ∩ Uα′ ) is open in Bα.
(iii) the mapping ϕα ◦ϕ−1

α′ : ϕα′ (Uα∩Uα′ )→ ϕα(Uα∩Uα′ ) is a Cr isomorphism for each pair of indices (α, α′) ∈ A2.
Two atlases {(Vβ, ψβ)}β∈B and {(Uα, ϕα)}α∈A on X indexed by some sets A and B are said to be compatible if each pair
(Vβ, ψβ) is such that the mapping ϕα ◦ψ−1

β
: ψβ(Uα ∩Vβ)→ ϕα(Uα ∩Vβ) is a Cr isomorphism for all pair (Uα, ϕα) and

conversely. This relation defines an equivalence relation between atlases on X.

Remark B.11 (On topologies induced by atlases). Note that an atlas uniquely defines a topology in which the charts
{(Uα, ϕα)}α∈A are such that the Uα’s are open sets and the ϕα’s are topological isomorphisms. This induced topology
is not required to be Hausdorff.

Using the equivalence relation of compatibility between atlases, Banach manifolds are then defined as follows:

Definition B.12 (Banach manifolds). Let r ∈ N∪{∞}. A Cr Banach manifold is a set X together with an equivalence
class of atlases of class Cr (Definition B.10) on this set.
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