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DISINTEGRATED OPTIMAL TRANSPORT FOR METRIC FIBER BUNDLES

JUN KITAGAWA AND ASUKA TAKATSU

Abstract. We define a new two-parameter family of metrics on a subspace of Borel probability
measures on a metric fiber bundle, called the disintegrated Monge–Kantorovich metrics. We then
prove the disintegrated Monge–Kantorovich metrics are complete, separable (except an endpoint
case), geodesic spaces, with a dual representation. Additionally, we prove existence and duality for
an associated barycenter problem, and provide conditions for uniqueness of a barycenter. These
results on barycenter problems for the disintegrated Monge–Kantorovich metrics also yield the cor-
responding existence, duality, and uniqueness results for classical Monge–Kantorovich barycenters
in a wide variety of spaces, including a uniqueness result on any connected, complete Riemannian
manifold, with or without boundary, with no restriction on the geometry of any kind.
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1. Introduction

For a complete, separable metric space (X, dX), let P(X) denote the space of Borel probability
measures on X . For 1 ≤ p <∞, also let Pp(X) denote the set of elements in P(X) with finite pth
moment. For µ ∈ P(X) and a Borel map T from X to a measurable space Y , the pushforward
measure T♯µ ∈ P(Y ) is defined for a Borel set A ⊂ Y by

T♯µ(A) := µ(T−1(A)).
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Then MKX
p will denote the well-known p-Monge–Kantorovich metric on Pp(X), from optimal

transport theory. To be precise, let πi : X ×X → X be the projection onto the ith coordinate for
i = 1, 2. For µ, ν ∈ Pp(X), we define

Π(µ, ν) : = {γ ∈ P(X ×X) | π1♯γ = µ, π2♯γ = ν},

MKX
p (µ, ν) : = inf

γ∈Π(µ,ν)
‖dX‖Lp(γ) = inf

γ∈Π(µ,ν)

(
ˆ

X×X

dX(x, y)
pdγ(x, y)

) 1
p

.
(1.1)

The infimum above is always attained (see [35, Theorem 4.1], for instance) and a minimizer is
called a p-optimal coupling between µ and ν.
It is well-known that MKX

p is a metric on Pp(X) and provides a rich geometric structure, laying
the groundwork to name a few examples, for the theory of synthetic Ricci curvature, PDEs on
singular spaces, and a wide variety of applications (see, for example, [35, Parts II and III], [32,
Chapters 4, 7, and 8], and [13]).
We now introduce a two parameter family of metrics on subsets of Borel probability measures

on metric fiber bundles, which encapsulate transportation along individual fibers. We begin by
recalling some basic definitions.

Definition 1.1. Let G be a group.

• A left action of G on a set Y is called effective if gy = y for all y ∈ Y implies that g is the
identity element in G.

• A left action of G on a metric space (Y, dY ) is isometric if dY (gy1, gy2) = dY (y1, y2) for
y1, y2 ∈ Y and g ∈ G.

• G is called a topological group if G is also endowed with a topological structure such that
the map G×G→ G defined by (g1, g2) 7→ g1g

−1
2 is continuous.

• A topological group G acts continuously on a metric space (Y, dY ) if the map G× Y → Y
defined by (g, y) 7→ gy is continuous.

Definition 1.2. A metric fiber bundle is a triple of metric spaces (E, dE), (Ω, dΩ), and (Y, dY ),
along with a continuous, surjective map π : E → Ω, and a topological group G acting effectively,
continuously, and isometrically on Y such that the following properties hold. There exists an open
cover {Uj}j∈J of Ω and corresponding maps Ξj : Uj × Y → π−1(Uj) (called local trivializations)
such that for each j ∈ J ,

(1) Ξj is an isometry from Uj × Y (endowed with the product metric) to π−1(Uj) with the
restriction of dE .

(2) π(Ξj(ω, y)) = ω for all (ω, y) ∈ Uj × Y .
(3) Write Ξj,ω(y) := Ξj(ω, y) for ω ∈ Uj . Then for any j′ ∈ J with Uj ∩ Uj′ 6= ∅, there exists

a continuous map gj
′

j : Uj ∩ Uj′ → G (which is well-defined since G is effective) such that

Ξ−1
j′,ω(Ξj,ω(y)) = gj

′

j (ω)y for (ω, y) ∈ (Uj ∩ Uj′)× Y.

As an example, we suggest the reader keep in mind the case when E = Ω×Y is a trivial bundle
(i.e., G is the trivial group, and there is only one local trivialization map with a cover of Ω by
only one set).

Note for any j ∈ J and any subset Ũj ⊂ Uj , the restriction of Ξj is an isometry between π−1(Ũj)

and Ũj × Y . In particular, for each ω ∈ Ω, the space (π−1({ω}), dE) is isometric to (Y, dY ). For
brevity, we will denote a metric fiber bundle by (E,Ω, π, Y, G).
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Throughout the paper, we fix a metric fiber bundle (E,Ω, π, Y, G) where (E, dE) and (Ω, dΩ)
are metric spaces, with E complete and separable, and Ω complete.1 Then (Ω, dΩ) is a Lindlöf
space by its separability, and is paracompact since it is metric, hence there is a countable, locally
finite subcover {Uj}j∈N of {Uj}j∈J , with the associated local trivializations {Ξj}j∈N. Additionally,
we can find a (continuous) partition of unity {χj}j∈N subordinate to {Uj}j∈N. Furthermore, we
make the assumption that

for each y ∈ Y , the orbit {gy | g ∈ G} is a bounded subset of Y .(1.2)

Examples satisfying this assumption include trivial bundles (E = Ω×Y with G the trivial group),
the tangent bundle of any n-dimensional Riemannian manifold (G = O(n)), and any bundle where
Y has bounded diameter or G is compact. We also fix a Borel probability measure σ on Ω, and
define

Pσ(E) :=
{
m ∈ P(E)

∣∣ π♯m = σ
}
.(1.3)

Next recall a form of disintegration of measures which can be found, for example, in [9, Chapter
III-70 and 72].

Disintegration Theorem. Let X, Ω be complete, separable metric spaces, π : X → Ω a Borel
map, and fix a probability measure m ∈ P(X). Then there exists a map m• : Ω → P(X), uniquely
defined π♯m-a.e., such that if A ⊂ X is Borel, the real valued function on Ω defined by

ω 7→ mω(A)

is Borel, and

m(A) =

ˆ

Ω

mω(A)dπ♯m(ω).

Moreover, for π♯m-a.e. ω,

mω(X \ π−1({ω})) = 0.

We refer to this as the disintegration of m with respect to π and by an abuse of notation, write
m = m• ⊗ (π♯m).

Then we define for 1 ≤ p <∞,

Pσ
p (E) := {m = m• ⊗ σ ∈ Pσ(E) | mω ∈ Pp(π

−1({ω})) for σ-a.e. ω},(1.4)

where the disintegration is taken with respect to the map π.
We are now ready to define our second family of metrics. Fix some y0 ∈ Y and for any Borel

A ⊂ E, define

(δ•E,y0 ⊗ σ)(A) :=
∑

j∈N

ˆ

Ω

χj(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯δ
Y
y0(A)dσ(ω).(1.5)

If we define δωE,y0
∈ P(E) by

δωE,y0 :=
∑

j∈N

χj(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯δ
Y
y0 ,(1.6)

from Lemma 2.5 below we find (1.5) is an element of Pσ
p (E) whose disintegration with respect to

π is actually given by δ•E,y0
⊗ σ.

1(Y, dY ) inherits separability and completeness, while (Ω, dΩ) inherits separability from (E, dE).
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We also define the function on Ω×E by

dp
E,y0

(ω, u) :=
∑

j∈N

χj(ω) dE(Ξj,ω(y0), u)
p for (ω, u) ∈ Ω× E.(1.7)

Definition 1.3. Let 1 ≤ p <∞ and 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞. Given m, n ∈ Pσ
p (E), we define

MKσ
p,q(m, n) :=

∥∥MKE
p (m

•, n•)
∥∥
Lq(σ)

,(1.8)

and call MKσ
p,q the disintegrated (p, q)-Monge–Kantorovich metric. We set

Pσ
p,q(E) :=

{
m ∈ Pσ

p (E)

∣∣∣∣∣MKσ
p,q(δ

•
E,y0 ⊗ σ,m) <∞

}
.(1.9)

A few comments are in order. First by [3, Lemma 12.4.7], for m, n ∈ Pσ
p (E) the function

ω 7→ MKE
p (m

ω, nω) is Borel, hence MKσ
p,q as above is well-defined. Second, the definition of Pσ

p,q(E)
actually does not depend on the choice of y0 ∈ Y , nor on the choices of the countable family
{Uj}j∈N, associated local trivializations {Ξj}j∈N, and subordinate partition of unity {χj}j∈N; the
proofs of these claims will be postponed to Lemmas 2.5 and 2.6 respectively.
Recall also:

Definition 1.4. For a locally compact Hausdorff space X , a real valued function φ on X is said
to vanish at infinity if {

x ∈ X
∣∣ |φ(x)| ≥ ε

}

is compact for any ε > 0. We let C0(X) and Cb(X) stand for the space of continuous functions
on X vanishing at infinity and the space of bounded continuous functions on X respectively, both
equipped with the supremum norm.

To state the properties of MKσ
p,q, we fix y0 ∈ Y and define

Xp : =

{
ξ ∈ C(E)

∣∣∣
ξ

1 + dp
E,y0

(π, ·)
∈ C0(E)

}
, ‖ξ‖Xp

:= sup
u∈E

|ξ(u)|

1 + dp
E,y0

(π(u), u)
,(1.10)

Ap,E,σ :=

{
(Φ,Ψ) ∈ Cb(E)× Cb(E)

∣∣∣∣∣
−Φ(u)−Ψ(v) ≤ dE(u, v)

p

for all u, v ∈ E such that π(u) = π(v)

}
,(1.11)

Zr′,σ :=
{
ζ ∈ Cb(Ω)

∣∣ ‖ζ‖Lr′(σ) ≤ 1, ζ > 0
}
, r′ ∈ [1,∞];(1.12)

again the space Xp will not depend on the specific choices of {Uj}j∈N, {Ξj}j∈N, {χj}j∈N, and
y0 ∈ Y , which we will show below in Lemma 2.15. Additionally, for λ ∈ (0, 1] and ξ ∈ Xp, we
denote by Sλ,pξ : E → (−∞,∞],

Sλ,pξ(u) := sup
v∈π−1({π(u)})

(−λ dE(u, v)
p − ξ(v)) for u ∈ E;(1.13)

in the case λ = 1 we will simply write Spξ for Sλ,pξ. As a supremum of continuous functions, we
see Sλ,pξ is Borel on E for any ξ ∈ Xp.
We also recall the following definitions.

Definition 1.5. Let (X, dX) be a metric space. A curve ρ : [0, 1] → X is called a minimal geodesic
if

(1.14) dX(ρ(τ1), ρ(τ2)) ≤ |τ1 − τ2| dX(ρ(0), ρ(1))
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for any τ1, τ2 ∈ [0, 1].
We say a metric space (X, dX) is geodesic if any two points in X can be joined by a minimal

geodesic.
We also say a geodesic space (X, dX) is ball convex with respect to a point x0 ∈ X if for any

minimal geodesic ρ : [0, 1] → X and τ ∈ [0, 1]

dX(ρ(τ), x0) ≤ max{dX(ρ(0), x0), dX(ρ(1), x0)}.

Due to the triangle inequality, equality holds in (1.14) for a minimal geodesic.
Our main results on disintegrated metrics are as follows.

Theorem 1.6. Let 1 ≤ p < ∞, 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞. Let (E,Ω, π, Y, G) be a metric fiber bundle
satisfying (1.2), with (E, dE) complete and separable, and (Ω, dΩ) complete, and let σ ∈ P(Ω).
Then:

(1) (Pσ
p,q(E),MKσ

p,q) is a complete metric space. It is also separable when q <∞.
(2) If (Y, dY ) is a geodesic space that is ball convex with respect to some point in Y , then

(Pσ
p,q(E),MKσ

p,q) is geodesic.
(3) Let p ≤ q, set r := q/p, and denote by r′ the Hölder conjugate of r. Then if (Y, dY ) is locally

compact, for m, n ∈ Pσ
p (E) we have

MKσ
p,q(m, n)

p = sup

{
−

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)Φdm−

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)Ψdn

∣∣∣∣∣ (Φ,Ψ) ∈ Ap,E,σ, ζ ∈ Zr′,σ

}

If (E, dE) is locally compact, we also have

MKσ
p,q(m, n)

p = sup

{
−

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)(SpΨ)dm−

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)Ψdn

∣∣∣∣∣ Ψ ∈ Xp ∩ Cb(E), ζ ∈ Zr′,σ

}
.

In the second portion of this paper, we consider barycenter problems related to the disintegrated
Monge–Kantorovich metrics. First we define some notation and terminology.

Definition 1.7. Fix K ∈ N with K ≥ 2 and write

ΛK :=

{
Λ = (λ1, . . . , λK) ∈ (0, 1)K

∣∣∣∣
K∑

k=1

λk = 1

}
.

Take Λ ∈ ΛK and κ ≥ 0. For a complete, separable metric space (X, dX), also fix a collection

M = (xk)
K
k=1 in X . We define BdX ,κ

Λ,M : X → [0,∞) by

BdX ,κ
Λ,M (x) :=

K∑

k=1

λk dX(xk, x)
κ,

with the convention 00 := 0.
We call any minimizer of BdX ,κ

Λ,M on X a dX-barycenter. For simplicity, we write

Bp,κ
Λ,M := B

MKY
p ,κ

Λ,M , B
p,q,κ
Λ,M := B

MKσ
p,q,κ

Λ,M ,

where Y and (E,Ω, π, Y, G) will be understood.

We now state our main results on MKσ
p,q-barycenters.
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Theorem 1.8. Fix any K ∈ N with K ≥ 2, Λ ∈ ΛK, 1 ≤ p < ∞, and p ≤ q ≤ ∞. Also let
(E,Ω, π, Y, G) be a metric fiber bundle satisfying (1.2), with (E, dE) complete and separable, and
(Ω, dΩ) complete, and let σ ∈ P(Ω). Furthermore, suppose that (E, dE) is locally compact. Let
M = (mk)

K
k=1 ∈ Pσ

p,q(E)
K .

(1) If (Y, dY ) has the Heine–Borel property, then for κ ≥ 0, there exists a minimizer of Bp,q,κ
Λ,M in

Pσ
p,q(E).

(2) It holds that

inf
n∈Pσ

p,q(E)
B

p,q,p
Λ,M(n)

= sup

{
−

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω

ζk(ω)

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
ω
kdσ(ω)

∣∣∣∣∣ (ζk, ξk) ∈ Zr′,σ × Xp,

K∑

k=1

ζkξk ≡ 0

}
.

(3) Suppose p > 1, q < ∞, and let Y be a complete, connected Riemannian manifold, possibly
with boundary.
Also suppose for some index 1 ≤ k ≤ K, for σ-a.e. ω there exists j ∈ N with ω ∈ Uj such

that the measure (Ξj,ω)♯m
ω
k is absolutely continuous with respect to the Riemannian volume

measure on Y . Then minimizers of Bp,q,p
Λ,M in Pσ

p,q(E) are unique, if they exist.

Remark 1.9. It can be seen that when p = q (i.e. r′ = ∞), ζ ≡ 1 attains the maximum in the
duality result Theorem 1.6 (3), hence the supremum over ζ is not actually needed in this case.
Since the proof of Theorem 1.8 (2) is based on Theorem 1.6 (3) through Proposition 3.4, the
supremums over ζk are also not needed there when p = q.

Finally, we can use Theorem 1.8 to obtain results for classical MKY
p -barycenters in a wide

variety of spaces. In particular, we can extend the duality result of [1, Proposition 2.2] to any
locally compact metric space, and the uniqueness result to all complete, connected Riemannian
manifolds with or without boundary, with no restriction on geometry (for example, regarding
injectivity radius or curvature bounds).

Corollary 1.10. Fix K ∈ N, Λ ∈ ΛK, 1 ≤ p < ∞. Let (Y, dY ) be a complete, separable metric
space and fix M = (µk)

K
k=1 in Pp(Y ).

(1) If (Y, dY ) satisfies the Heine–Borel property, for any κ ≥ 0 there exists a minimizer of Bp,κ
Λ,M(ν)

in Pp(Y ).
(2) If (Y, dY ) is locally compact,

inf
ν∈Pp(Y )

Bp,p
Λ,M(ν) = sup

{
−

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Y

φ
λk dpY
k dµk

∣∣∣∣∣
|φk|

1 + dY (y0, ·)p
∈ C0(Y ),

K∑

k=1

φk ≡ 0

}
.

(3) If p > 1 and Y is a complete, connected Riemannian manifold, possibly with boundary, and
µk is absolutely continuous with respect to the Riemannian volume measure on Y for some
1 ≤ k ≤ K, then there is a unique minimizer of Bp,p

Λ,M(ν) in Pp(Y ).

1.1. Motivation and existing literature. Our disintegrated Monge–Kantorovich metrics are
the first such construction on truly general fiber bundles. In [30], the authors introduce the fibered
quadratic Wasserstein distance, which corresponds to ourMKσ

2,2 on the trivial bundle E = Rn×Rn.
When E = Ω × Y is a trivial bundle, it is possible to view (Pσ

p,q(Ω × Y ),MKσ
p,q) as the metric

space valued Lq space on (Ω, σ) where the range is (Pp(Y ),MK
Y
p ) (i.e., elements are of the form

ω 7→ mω). Properties such as completeness for such spaces are claimed in various works, but do
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not appear to come with proofs in the literature except when the range is a Banach space (i.e., for
Bochner–Lebesgue spaces), which is not the case here. No such identification with a metric space
valued Lq space is available when E is a general metric fiber bundle, hence the jump from product
structure to general fiber bundle is highly nontrivial, and in particular the methods of [30] cannot
be extended to the general case. However, already in their greatly simplified setting on Rn × Rn,
there are a multitude of applications to analysis of gradient flows with heterogeneous structure,
such as the Kuramoto–Sakaguchi equation and the multi-species Patlak–Keller–Segel model. Our
metric will open up the possibility of considering such evolutions on manifolds, or more singular
metric spaces.
When E = Ω × Ω where Ω ⊂ R

n is a suitable set, σ ∈ Pp(Ω) is absolutely continuous with
respect to n-dimensional Lebesgue measure, and m, n are p-optimal couplings between σ and
measures µ, ν ∈ Pp(Ω) respectively, it can be seen that MKσ

p,p(m, n) coincides with (an extension
from the case p = 2 of) the linearized optimal transport metric introduced in [36] between the right
marginals of m and n. This can be used to obtain properties of the linearized optimal transport
metric, for example, Proposition 2.27 below yields that the linearized optimal transport metric
is complete. This claim is nontrivial, as it shows that the subset of optimal mappings from σ is
closed in Lp(σ). We also note there is a somewhat similar notion of layerwise Wasserstein distance
introduced in [23].
Aside from pure mathematical interest, we also note that our metrics MKσ

p,q are related to a
notion of measure differential equation introduced by Piccoli in [31]. There, a notion of flows
generated by probability measure fields (as opposed to vector fields) is introduced and analyzed
in a systematic way; among other applications, they are raised as natural candidates for mean-
field limits in the setting of multi-particle systems. A quantity W(V1, V2) between probability
measures V1 and V2 on the tangent bundle of Rn is defined in [31, Definition 4.1]. Piccoli notes
that W is in general not a metric, but in the special case when V1 and V2 have the same marginal
when projected onto the base space, W exactly equals our MKσ

1,1, hence does give a metric. In
particular, MKσ

p,q can be used as a pointwise metric between probability measure fields as defined
in [31, Definition 2.1], hence could be of use in the analysis of the stability of families of measure
differential equations.
Regarding the results in Theorem 1.8 on barycenters, the instability of disintegration of measures

under weak convergence means we are unable to prove existence of MKσ
p,q-barycenters by direct

compactness methods, thus we have taken the route of using duality in the disintegrated metric
setting to prove existence of barycenters. The uniqueness result relies on extracting an appropriate
limit of a maximizing sequence in the dual problem, which is by far the most involved proof of
the paper. The proof relies on a novel assortment of techniques, which we hope can be of use
in other variational problems. Finally, Corollary 1.10 comes from a quick application of the
corresponding results in Theorem 1.8 where Ω is a one point space. We note that the requirement
that Y be a Riemannian manifold in Theorem 1.8 (3) and Corollary 1.10 is only really necessary
to obtain Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8, the remainder of the proof is possible if Y is a space where there
is a distinguished class of measures for which all p-optimal couplings with left marginals from this
class are supported on the graph of an a.e. single valued mapping that can be uniquely determined
from a dual potential. Some existing results on barycenters in similar settings include the results
in [19, 21, 22, 28]. We note existing results in the non-manifold setting involve other geometric
restrictions (such as Aleksandrov curvature bounds), whereas our result, although restricted to
the smooth setting, do not.
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1.2. Outline of paper. We present the proofs of Theorems 1.6 in Section 2, and Theorem 1.8
and Corollary 1.10 in Section 3 respectively, with the proofs further broken down into subsections.
We also present some supplementary results on the disintegrated Monge–Kantorovich metrics that
do not directly fall under Theorem 1.6 in subsection 2.4.

1.3. Notation. We close this section by summarizing some notation.

Notation Meaning Definition
P(X) Borel probability measures on X
Pp(X) Borel probability measures on X with finite pth moment
Π(µ, ν) Couplings between µ and ν (1.1)
MKX

p (µ, ν) p-Monge–Kantorovich distance between µ and ν (1.1)
Cb(X) Bounded continuous functions on X
C0(X) Bounded continuous functions on X vanishing at infinity Definition 1.4

φdpX dp
X-transform of φ Definition 2.17

G(X) Minimal geodesics on X defined on [0, 1] Definition 2.9
dG(X) Supremum metric on G(X) Definition 2.9
eτ Evaluation map on G(Y ) sending ρ to ρ(τ) Definition 2.9
Hi i-dimensional Hausdorff measure
(E,Ω, π, Y, G) Complete separable metric fiber bundle Definition 1.2
{Uj}j∈J Locally finite open cover of Ω p.3
{Ξj}j∈N the associated local trivializations with {Uj}j∈J p.3
{χj}j∈N Partition of unity {χj}j∈N subordinate to {Uj}j∈N p.3
{Vj}j∈N Mutually disjoint cover of Ω (2.1)
dp
E,y0

Auxiliary function on Ω×E (1.7)
δωE,y0

Auxiliary Borel probability measure on E (1.6)
dy0(t) Distance between y0 and t, i.e., dY (y0, t)
σ Fixed Borel probability measure on Ω
σj Restriction of σ to Uj

Pσ(E) Borel probability measures on E with π-pushforward σ (1.3)
Pσ

p (E) m = m•⊗σ ∈ Pσ(E) s.t. mω ∈ Pp(π
−1({ω})) for σ-a.e. ω (1.4)

Pσ
p,q(E) m = m• ⊗ σ ∈ Pσ(E) with MKE

p (δ
•
E,y0

,m•) ∈ Lq(σ) (1.9)
MKσ

p,q(m, n) Disintegrated (p, q)-Monge–Kantorovich distance of m, n
Xp φ ∈ C(E) with φ/(1 + dp

E,y0
(π, ·)) ∈ C0(E) (1.10)

Ap,E,σ (Φ,Ψ) ∈ Cb(E)× Cb(E) s.t. −Φ−Ψ ≤ dp
E fiberwise (1.11)

Zr′,σ ζ ∈ Cb(Ω) with ζ > 0 and ‖ζ‖Lr′(σ) ≤ 1 (1.12)

Yp φ ∈ C(Y ) with φ/(1 + dp
y0) ∈ C0(Y ) (2.12)

Bp,κ
Λ,M MKY

p -barycenter on Pp(Y ) Definition 1.7
B

p,q,κ
Λ,M MKσ

p,q-barycenter on Pσ
p,q(Ω× Y ) Definition 1.7

Sλ,pξ Fiberwise λ dpE-transform of ξ (1.13)

2. Disintegrated Monge–Kantorovich metrics

In this section, we prove various properties of the disintegrated Monge–Kantorovich metrics as
claimed in Theorem 1.6. For the remainder of the paper (E,Ω, π, Y, G) is a metric fiber bundle
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where (E, dE) is a complete, separable metric space, (Ω, dΩ) a complete metric space, G satisfies
assumption (1.2), and σ ∈ P(Ω), with other conditions added as necessary.
First, we recall here the following properties of the usual Monge–Kantorovich metrics for later

use. If (X, dX) is a metric space we will write BX
r (x) for the open ball centered at x ∈ X of radius

r > 0 with respect to dX .

Theorem 2.1 ([35, Theorem 6.9, Theorem 6.18]). Let (X, dX) be a complete, separable metric
space and 1 ≤ p <∞. Then (Pp(X),MKX

p ) is also a complete, separable metric space.
For a sequence (µℓ)ℓ∈N in Pp(X) and µ ∈ Pp(X), the following four conditions are equivalent

to each other.

• limℓ→∞MKX
p (µℓ, µ) = 0.

• (µℓ)ℓ∈N converges weakly to µ and

lim
ℓ→∞

ˆ

X

dX(x0, x)
pdµℓ(x) =

ˆ

X

dX(x0, x)
pdµ(x)

holds for some (hence all) x0 ∈ X.
• (µℓ)ℓ∈N converges weakly to µ and

lim
r→∞

lim sup
ℓ→∞

ˆ

X\BX
r (x0)

dX(x0, x)
pdµℓ(x) = 0.

• For any φ ∈ C(X) with |φ| ≤ C(1 + dX(x0, ·)p) for some C ∈ R and x0 ∈ X,

lim
ℓ→∞

ˆ

X

φ(x)dµℓ(x) =

ˆ

X

φ(x)dµ(x).

Next, some notation and conventions. Throughout this paper, we will take 1 ≤ p < ∞ and
1 ≤ q ≤ ∞ unless stated otherwise. We also denote by 1A the characteristic function of a set A.
Finally, we will write δYy to denote the delta measure at the point y on a space Y .
Recall that for m ∈ Pσ(E), we write

m = m• ⊗ σ

where mω ∈ P(π−1({ω})) for each ω ∈ Ω, following from Disintegration Theorem, and we have
fixed some countable, locally finite open cover {Uj}j∈N of Ω, with associated local trivializations
{Ξj}j∈N, along with a partition of unity {χj}j∈N subordinate to {Uj}j∈N; using these and some
fixed point y0 ∈ Y , we define δωE,y0

by (1.5). We also define the cover {Vj}j∈N of Ω consisting of
mutually disjoint sets by

V1 := U1, Vj := Uj \

j−1⋃

j′=1

Vj′, j ≥ 2.(2.1)

For ease of notation we will write dy0(t) := dY (y0, t) for t ∈ Y . Finally, if µ is any Borel measure
on a topological space X , we will denote by Bµ the completion of the Borel σ-algebra over X with
respect to µ.
We begin with some measure theoretical preliminaries. First recall the following definitions.

Definition 2.2. If X is any space, we say a map f : Ω → X is simple if there are finite collections
{Ωi}Ii=1 ⊂ Bσ and {xi}Ii=1 ⊂ X , such that the Ωi form a partition of Ω and

f(ω) = xi whenever ω ∈ Ωi.
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We will denote such a function by

f =
I∑

i=1

1Ωi
xi.

If (X, dX) is a metric space, a map f : Ω → X is σ-strongly measurable if there exists a sequence
of simple functions that converges σ-a.e. pointwise to f .
Also if Z is any measurable space with a σ-algebra FZ , we will say a map f : Z → X is

FZ-measurable if f−1(O) ∈ FZ for any open set O ⊂ X . If Z is equipped with a topology and FZ

is the Borel σ-algebra on Z, then we simply say f is Borel.

We will write L0(σ;X) for the collection of maps from Ω to X which are strongly σ-measurable.
Note the above definitions do not actually require any vector space structure on the range X ,
since the sets Ωi in the definition of simple are assumed mutually disjoint.

Remark 2.3. By [34, Theorem 1] if (X, dX) is separable, a Bσ-measurable map f : Ω → X is σ-
strongly measurable. In the converse direction, since the inverse image of any set under a simple
function is a finite union of elements of Bσ, a σ-strongly measurable map is always Bσ-measurable
(regardless of separability of the range).
Now by [2, Proposition 2.26]2, if a map µ• : Ω → Pp(X) for some metric space (X, dX) satisfies

that ω 7→ µω(A) is a Borel function for any open A ⊂ X , this property is satisfied for any
Borel A ⊂ X . Since each µω is a probability measure, it is clearly also equivalent to have the
above condition hold for any closed A ⊂ X as well. Then by the proof of [3, Theorem 12.4.7],
ω 7→ µω is Borel as a map from (Ω, dΩ) to (Pp(X),MKX

p ). Since (Pp(X),MKX
p ) is separable by

Theorem 2.1, the map is also σ-strongly measurable. On the other hand, it is easy to see that a
σ-strongly measurable map into (Pp(X),MKX

p ) satisfies that ω 7→ µω(A) is Borel for all open (and
closed) sets A, thus the above are equivalent characterizations of measurability.
Additionally, if µ• is a map satisfying any of the equivalent characterizations of measurability

in the previous paragraph, we can define the function

µ(A) :=

ˆ

Ω

µω(A)dσ(ω)

for any Borel A ⊂ X . Then for any disjoint collection {Aℓ}ℓ∈N of Borel sets in X , we have

µ

(
⋃

ℓ∈N

Aℓ

)
=

ˆ

Ω

µω

(
⋃

ℓ∈N

Aℓ

)
dσ(ω) =

ˆ

Ω

∑

ℓ∈N

µω(Aℓ)dσ(ω) =
∑

ℓ∈N

µ(Aℓ)

by monotone convergence. Clearly µ(∅) = 0 and µ(X) = 1, with µ(A) ≥ 0 for any Borel set
A ⊂ X , hence we see µ ∈ P(X). These facts will be used freely throughout the remainder of the
paper.

Remark 2.4. Note that if γi ∈ Π(µi, νi) for 1 ≤ i ≤ N , then

N∑

i=1

λiγi ∈ Π

(
N∑

i=1

λiµi,

N∑

i′=1

λi′νi′

)
for

N∑

i=1

λi = 1 with λi > 0.

2Although this proposition is stated for measures on R
n, it is easy to see the proof holds in general metric spaces.
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Thus for any metric space (X, dX) and 1 ≤ p <∞, we have

MKX
p

(
N∑

i=1

λiµi,

N∑

i′=1

λi′νi′

)p

≤
N∑

i=1

λi MK
X
p (µi, νi)

p.

Also since each map Ξj,ω is an isometry, for any 1 ≤ p <∞ and measures µ, ν ∈ Pp(Y ), we have

MKY
p (µ, ν) = MKE

p ((Ξj,ω)♯µ, (Ξj,ω)♯ν) for ω ∈ Ω.

We will freely use these properties in the sequel.

First we show a lemma on measurability.

Lemma 2.5. If µ ∈ Pp(Y ) for some 1 ≤ p <∞, the functions on the Borel sets of E defined by

A 7→
∑

j∈N

ˆ

Ω

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯µ(A)dσ(ω)(2.2)

and

A 7→
∑

j∈N

ˆ

Ω

χj(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯µ(A)dσ(ω)(2.3)

are elements of Pσ
p,q(E) for any 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, with disintegrations

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(Ξj,•)♯µ⊗ σ and

∑

j∈N

χj(Ξj,•)♯µ⊗ σ

respectively, with respect to π.

Proof. Fix any µ ∈ Pp(Y ) and open set A ⊂ E. Then by Fatou’s lemma the function

ω 7→

ˆ

Y

1A(Ξj,ω(t))dµ(t)

is lower semi-continuous, in particular Borel, on Uj for any j ∈ N. Thus we immediately see

ω 7→
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯µ(A) =

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)

ˆ

Y

1A(Ξj,ω(t))dµ(t)

is Borel for any open set A ⊂ E, hence for any Borel set. Thus (2.2) is well-defined for any Borel
A ⊂ E, and by Remark 2.3,

m =
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(Ξj,•)♯µ⊗ σ

is a nonnegative probability measure, which we easily see belongs to Pσ(E). Also, if ω ∈ Ω and
u0 ∈ π−1({ω}) are fixed,

ˆ

E

dE(u0, u)
pdm(u) =

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)

ˆ

E

dE(u0, u)
pd(Ξj,ω)♯µ(u)

=
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)

ˆ

Y

dE(u0,Ξj,ω(t))
pdµ(t)

=
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)

ˆ

Y

dY (Ξ
−1
j,ω(u0), t)

pdµ(t) <∞,
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where the finiteness follows since µ ∈ Pp(Y ), and the sum above is finite from disjointness of the
sets Vj, thus m ∈ Pσ

p (E). The same proof holds replacing each 1Vj
with χj , the local finiteness

taking the place of disjointness of the sets Vj, hence the expression in (2.3) also defines an element
of Pσ

p (E); in particular, taking µ = δYy0 we also see δ•E,y0
⊗ σ defined by (1.5) belongs to Pσ

p (E).
Next, fix ω ∈ Ω, then using the local finiteness property of the partition of unity {χj}j∈N and

recalling Remark 2.4, we have

MKE
p (δ

ω
E,y0

,mω)p = MKE
p

(
∑

j∈N

χj(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯δ
Y
y0
,
∑

j′∈N

1Vj′
(ω)(Ξj′,ω)♯µ

)p

≤
∑

j,j′∈N

χj(ω)1Vj′
(ω)MKE

p ((Ξj,ω)♯δ
Y
y0 , (Ξj′,ω)♯µ)

p

=
∑

j,j′∈N

χj(ω)1Vj′
(ω)MKY

p (g
j′

j (ω)♯δ
Y
y0 , µ)

p

≤ 2p−1
∑

j,j′∈N

χj(ω)1Vj′
(ω)

(
MKY

p (δ
Y
y0
, µ)p +MKY

p (δ
Y
y0
, gj

′

j (ω)♯δ
Y
y0
)p
)

= 2p−1
∑

j,j′∈N

χj(ω)1Vj′
(ω)

(
MKY

p (δ
Y
y0
, µ)p + dY (y0, g

j′

j (ω)y0)
p
)
,

which is bounded independent of ω ∈ Ω since µ ∈ Pp(Y ) and by (1.2). Thus m ∈ Pσ
p,q(E); an

analogous proof applies for (2.3) and the lemma is proved. �

Next we show that the definition of Pσ
p,q(E) does not depend on the choices of cover, local

trivializations, partition of unity, nor choice of point in Y .

Lemma 2.6. Let (E,Ω, π, Y, G) be a metric fiber bundle with open cover {Uj}j∈J of Ω and asso-
ciated local trivializations {Ξj}j∈J . Then, the definition of Pσ

p,q(E) is independent of the choices
of subcover {Uj}j∈N, {Ξj}j∈N, partition of unity {χj}j∈N, and y0.

Proof. To see this, suppose {Ũj}j∈N, {Ξ̃j}j∈N, {χ̃j}j∈N are another choice of open subcover, asso-
ciated local trivializations, and partition of unity, take some other point ỹ0 ∈ Y , and let δ•E,ỹ0

⊗ σ
denote the construction (1.5) made with these choices. Then, for each ω ∈ Uj ∩Uj′ with j, j

′ ∈ N,

there exists γj
′

j (ω) ∈ G such that Ξ̃−1
j′,ω(Ξj,ω(y)) = γj

′

j (ω)y for y ∈ Y . By the triangle inequal-
ity from Theorem 1.6 (1) below, (which does not rely on this lemma) it is sufficient to show
MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0

⊗ σ, δ•E,ỹ0
⊗ σ) <∞. To this end, fix ω ∈ Ω, then

MKE
p (δ

ω
E,y0, δ

ω
E,ỹ0)

p = MKE
p

(
∑

j∈N

χj(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯δ
Y
y0 ,
∑

j′∈N

χ̃j′(ω)(Ξ̃j′,ω)♯δ
Y
ỹ0

)p

≤
∑

j,j′∈N

χj(ω)χ̃j′(ω)MK
E
p

(
(Ξj,ω)♯δ

Y
y0
, (Ξ̃j′,ω)♯δ

Y
ỹ0

)p

=
∑

j,j′∈N

χj(ω)χ̃j′(ω) dY (γ
j′

j (ω)y0, ỹ0)
p,

which is bounded independent of ω ∈ Ω due to assumption (1.2) and since {χj}j∈N is a partition
of unity.
Thus we see that Pσ

p,q(E) is well-defined. �
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Finally, we make a quick calculation that will be of use later. By (1.2),

C̃ := sup
ω∈Ω

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(ω, u)dδωE,y0
(u) = sup

ω∈Ω

∑

j,j′∈N

χj′(ω)χj(ω) dY (y0, g
j′

j (ω)y0)
p <∞.

Now for ω ∈ Ω fixed, suppose mω ∈ Pp(π
−1({ω})) and γω ∈ Π(δ•E,y0

,mω) is a p-optimal coupling
(with respect to dE). Then we calculate

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(ω, v)dmω(v) =

ˆ

E2

dp
E,y0

(ω, v)dγω(u, v)

≤ 2p−1

ˆ

E2

(
dp
E,y0

(ω, u) + dE(u, v)
p
)
dγω(u, v)

= 2p−1

(
ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(ω, u)dδωE,y0
(u) +

ˆ

E2

dE(u, v)
pdγω(u, v)

)

≤ 2p−1(C̃ +MKE
p (δ

ω
E,y0

,mω)p).

(2.4)

2.1. Complete, separable, metric. We are now ready to prove that (Pσ
p,q(E),MKσ

p,q) is a com-
plete metric space, and separable when q < ∞. It is easy to show MKσ

p,q is a metric, however
completeness and separability will be more involved proofs, as there is no direct comparison be-
tween MKσ

p,q and the usual Monge–Kantorovich metrics (however, note Proposition 2.26 below).
Additionally, since our setting is on fiber bundles, (Pσ

p,q(E),MKσ
p,q) can not be identified with a

metric space valued Lq space, hence all proofs must be done “by hand.”
Our proof of separability when q <∞, is inspired by the arguments in [34, Theorem 1] and [18,

Remark 1.2.20].

Remark 2.7. We note that Pσ
p,∞(E) is not separable with respect to MKσ

p,∞ for any p if Y is not
a single point and σ is such that there exists an uncountable family {Ωa}a∈A ⊂ Ω of Borel sets in
Ω such that σ(Ωa1 \ Ωa2) > 0 for all distinct a1, a2 ∈ A. Indeed, fix two distinct points y1, y2 ∈ Y
and let

ma :=

(
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(1Ωa(Ξj,•)♯δ

Y
y1 + 1Ω\Ωa(Ξj,•)♯δ

Y
y2)

)
⊗ σ.

Then {ma}a∈A is uncountable but

MKσ
p,∞(ma1 ,ma2) ≥ dY (y1, y2) > 0

whenever a1 6= a2. As an example, if E is a metric bundle whose base space Ω is a Riemannian
manifold and σ is absolutely continuous with respect to the Riemannian volume, then for the sets
Ωa one can take geodesic balls of sufficiently small radius, centered at an uncountable collection
of points.

Remark 2.8. As a consequence of the triangle inequality for MKσ
p,q that we will show below, we

see if m, n ∈ Pσ
p,1(E), we have

MKE
p (m

ω, nω) ∈ [0,∞) for σ-a.e. ω.

Also a simple application of Hölder’s inequality shows that

p ≤ p′, q ≤ q′ ⇒ MKσ
p,q ≤ MKσ

p′,q′, P
σ
p,q(E) ⊂ Pσ

p′,q′(E).

We are now ready to prove the claims in Theorem 1.6 (1).
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Proof of Theorem 1.6 (1).

(Metric): Let m, n ∈ Pσ
p,q(E). From the definition, it is immediate that

MKσ
p,q(n,m) = MKσ

p,q(m, n) =
∥∥MKE

p (m
•, n•)

∥∥
Lq(σ)

≥ 0,

and equality holds if and only if MKE
p (m

•, n•) = 0, σ-a.e. Since MKE
p is a metric when restricted

to Pp(π
−1({ω})) for each ω ∈ Ω, we see MKσ

p,q(m, n) = 0 if and only if mω = nω for σ-a.e. ω,

that is, m = n by Disintegration Theorem. Using the triangle inequality for MKE
p together with

Minkowski’s inequality, we have for m1, m2, m3 ∈ Pσ
p,q(E),

MKσ
p,q(m1,m3) =

∥∥MKE
p (m

•
1,m

•
3)
∥∥
Lq(σ)

≤
∥∥MKE

p (m
•
1,m

•
2) + MKE

p (m
•
2,m

•
3)
∥∥
Lq(σ)

≤
∥∥MKE

p (m
•
1,m

•
2)
∥∥
Lq(σ)

+
∥∥MKE

p (m
•
2,m

•
3)
∥∥
Lq(σ)

= MKσ
p,q(m1,m2) +MKσ

p,q(m2,m3).

By the above triangle inequality, we also see

MKσ
p,q(m, n) ≤ MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0 ⊗ σ,m) +MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0 ⊗ σ, n) <∞

for all m, n ∈ Pσ
p,q(E).

(Separability): Assume q < ∞. Let {νm}m∈N be a MKY
p -dense subset in Pp(Y ) (recall that

(Pp(Y ),MKY
p ) is separable, see Theorem 2.1). Since (Ω, dΩ) is separable, there exists a countable

algebra Q ⊂ 2Ω of mutually disjoint sets which generates the Borel σ-algebra on Ω. Now given
I ∈ N and a finite collection {Qi}Ii=1 ⊂ Q, by Lemma 2.5 if we define

(n•{Qi}Ii=1
⊗ σ)(A) :=

∑

j∈N

ˆ

Ω

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯

(
I∑

i=1

1Qi
(ω)νi + 1Ω\

⋃I
i=1 Qi

(ω)δYy0

)
(A)dσ(ω),

we see that n•
{Qi}Ii=1

⊗ σ ∈ Pσ
p,q(E). Now we claim that

D :=

{
n•{Qi}Ii=1

⊗ σ

∣∣∣∣∣ {Qi}
I
i=1 ⊂ Q for I ∈ N

}

is MKσ
p,q-dense in Pσ

p,q(E). Since D is countable this will prove separability.
To this end, for m ∈ N and ω ∈ Ω, define

nωm :=
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯νm ∈ Pp(E),

supported on π−1({ω}), by Lemma 2.5, for a fixed Borel A ⊂ E the map ω 7→ nωm(A) is Borel.
Now fix m = m• ⊗ σ ∈ Pσ

p,q(E), then we can define a function fm : Ω → R by

fm(ω) := MKE
p (n

ω
m,m

ω),

which is then Borel for each m ∈ N by [3, Lemma 12.4.7]; note that if ω ∈ Vj for some j, then
fm(ω) = MKY

p (νm, (Ξ
−1
j,ω)♯m

ω). For ℓ, m ∈ N, define the Borel set

Ωℓ,m := f−1
m ([0, ℓ−1)) ∩

(
m−1⋂

i=1

f−1
i ([ℓ−1,∞))

)
,
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note {Ωℓ,m}m∈N is a cover of Ω consisting of mutually disjoint sets for each ℓ ∈ N. Let us also
write

δ̃ωE,y0 :=
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯δ

Y
y0 ,

again by Lemma 2.5 the measure (whose disintegration with respect to π is given by) δ̃ωE,y0
⊗ σ

belongs to Pσ
p,q(E). For each ℓ ∈ N, since

∥∥∥MKE
p (δ̃

•
E,y0,m

•)
∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

≤ MKσ
p,q(δ̃

•
E,y0 ⊗ σ, δ•E,y0 ⊗ σ) +MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0 ⊗ σ,m) <∞,

there exists Iℓ ∈ N such that
∥∥∥MKE

p

(
δ̃•E,y0

,m•
)
1
Ω\∪

Iℓ
i=1Ωℓ,i

∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

< ℓ−1.(2.5)

Now for ω ∈ Ω and ℓ ∈ N, define the measures mω
ℓ ∈ P(E) by

mω
ℓ : =

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯

(
Iℓ∑

i=1

1Ωℓ,i
(ω)νm

)
+ 1

Ω\
⋃Iℓ

i=1 Ωℓ,i
(ω)δ̃ωE,y0

.

By Lemma 2.5, we have mℓ := m•
ℓ ⊗ σ ∈ Pσ

p,q(E), and for any ℓ ∈ N and 1 ≤ i ≤ Iℓ, we have
mω

ℓ = nωi whenever ω ∈ Ωℓ,i. Then using (2.5),

MKσ
p,q(mℓ,m) =

∥∥∥∥∥

Iℓ∑

i=1

MKE
p (m•

ℓ ,m
•)1Ωℓ,i

+MKE
p (m•

ℓ ,m
•)1

Ω\
⋃Iℓ

i=1 Ωℓ,i

∥∥∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

≤

∥∥∥∥∥

Iℓ∑

i=1

MKE
p (n•i ,m

•)1Ωℓ,i

∥∥∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

+
∥∥∥MKE

p

(
δ̃•E,y0

,m•
)
1
Ω\

⋃Iℓ
i=1 Ωℓ,i

∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

<

∥∥∥∥∥ℓ
−1

Iℓ∑

i=1

1Ωℓ,i

∥∥∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

+ ℓ−1

≤2ℓ−1.

Fix ε > 0, and let ℓ0 ∈ N be such that

MKσ
p,q(mℓ0,m) < ε.(2.6)

We now construct an element of D approximating mℓ0 . Let

M := max
1≤i,i′≤Iℓ0

{
max

{
MKY

p (νi, νi′)
q,MKY

p (δ
Y
y0
, νi′)

q
}}

.

By [18, Lemma A.1.2], for each 1 ≤ i ≤ Iℓ0 there exists a set Q̃i ∈ Q with the property that

σ(Q̃i∆Ωℓ0,i) < εq/(MIℓ0), using these define

Q1 := Q̃1, Qi := Q̃i \
i−1⋃

i′=1

Qi′ for 2 ≤ i ≤ Iℓ0 .
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We observe from Remark 2.4 that

MKE
p

(
δ̃ωE,y0

,
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯νi

)
≤
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)MKE

p

(
(Ξj,ω)♯δ

Y
y0
, (Ξj,ω)♯νi

)

=
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)MKY

p

(
δYy0 , νi

)
= MKY

p

(
δYy0 , νi

)
.

Similarly, for each 1 ≤ i′ ≤ Iℓ0, we have

MKE
p

(
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯νi′ ,

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯νi

)
≤ MKY

p (νi′ , νi) .

Together, these imply that for each 1 ≤ i ≤ Iℓ0,

ˆ

Qi

MKE
p

(
m•

ℓ0
,
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(Ξj,•)♯νi

)q

dσ

=

Iℓ0∑

i′=1

ˆ

Qi∩Ωℓ0,i
′

MKE
p

(
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(Ξj,•)♯νi′,

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(Ξj,•)♯νi

)q

dσ

+

ˆ

Qi\
⋃Iℓ

i′=1
Ωℓ0,i

′

MKE
p

(
δ̃•E,y0

,
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(Ξj,•)♯νi

)q

dσ

≤
∑

i′ 6=i,1≤i′≤Iℓ0

ˆ

Qi∩Ωℓ0,i
′

MKY
p (νi′ , νi)

qdσ +

ˆ

Qi\∪
Iℓ0
i′=1

Ωℓ0,i
′

MKY
p

(
δYy0 , νi

)q
dσ

≤M · σ(Qi \ Ωℓ0,i)

<
εq

Iℓ0
.

(2.7)

On the other hand, setting

Ω′ :=


Ω \

Iℓ0⋃

i=1

(Q̃i ∪ Ωℓ0,i)


 ,

we can see that

Ω \

Iℓ0⋃

i=1

Qi = Ω′ ∪






Iℓ0⋃

i=1

Ωℓ0,i


 \




Iℓ0⋃

i=1

Q̃i




 ⊂ Ω′ ∪




Iℓ0⋃

i=1

(
Ωℓ0,i \ Q̃i

)

 .
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Since mω
ℓ0
= δ̃ωE,y0

for ω ∈ Ω′ we find
ˆ

Ω\
⋃Iℓ0

i=1 Qi

MKE
p (m

ω
ℓ0
, δ̃ωE,y0

)qdσ(ω)

≤

ˆ

Ω′

MKE
p (m

ω
ℓ0
, δ̃ωE,y0

)qdσ(ω) +

Iℓ0∑

i=1

ˆ

Ωℓ0,i
\Q̃i

MKE
p (m

ω
ℓ0
, δ̃ωE,y0

)qdσ(ω)

≤

Iℓ0∑

i=1

ˆ

Ωℓ0,i
\Q̃i

(
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)MKE

p ((Ξj,ω)♯νi, (Ξj,ω)♯δ
Y
y0
)

)q

dσ(ω)

≤

Iℓ0∑

i=1

MKE
p (νi, δ

Y
y0
)q · σ(Ωℓ0,i \ Q̃i)

≤M ·

Iℓ0∑

i=1

σ(Ωℓ0,i∆Q̃i) < εq.

(2.8)

Thus if we take

n• :=
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(Ξj,•)♯

(
I∑

i=1

1Qi
νi + 1Ω\

⋃I
i=1 Qi

δYy0

)
=
∑

j∈N

1Vj

Iℓ0∑

i=1

1Qi
(Ξj,•)♯νi + 1

Ω\
⋃Iℓ0

i=1 Qi

δ̃ωE,y0,

we find for n := n• ⊗ σ ∈ D, using (2.6), (2.7), and (2.8) that

MKσ
p,q(n,m) ≤ MKσ

p,q(n,mℓ0) +MKσ
p,q(mℓ0 ,m) <

(
1 + 2

1
q

)
ε,

finishing the proof of separability.
(Completeness): Let (mℓ)ℓ∈N be a Cauchy sequence in (Pσ

p,q(E),MKσ
p,q). Then there exists

Ωp,q ⊂ Ω such that σ(Ωp,q) = 1 and (mω
ℓ )ℓ∈N is Cauchy in MKE

p for any ω ∈ Ωp,q. Indeed, if q = ∞,
then the claim is trivial. In the case q <∞, for any ε1, ε2 > 0, there exists some L ∈ N such that
whenever ℓ1, ℓ2 ≥ L, we have MKσ

p,q(mℓ1 ,mℓ2) < ε1ε2. It follows from Chebyshev’s inequality that

σ
(
{ω ∈ Ω | MKE

p (m
ω
ℓ1 ,m

ω
ℓ2) ≥ ε1}

)
≤ε−q

1

ˆ

Ω

MKE
p (m

ω
ℓ1 ,m

ω
ℓ2)

qdσn−1(ω)

=ε−q
1 MKσ

p,q(mℓ1 ,mℓ2)
q

<εq2,

for ℓ1, ℓ2 ≥ L. Now we can take a subsequence of (mℓ)ℓ∈N (not relabeled) such that for all ℓ ∈ N,

σ(
{
ω ∈ Ω | MKE

p (m
ω
ℓ ,m

ω
ℓ+1) ≥ 2−ℓ

}
) ≤ 2−ℓ.

Setting

Ωp,q := Ω \

(
∞⋂

m=1

∞⋃

ℓ=m

{
ω ∈ Ω

∣∣∣ MKE
p (m

ω
m,m

ω
m+1) ≥ 2−ℓ

})
,

we have

σ(Ωp,q) = 1− σ

(
∞⋂

m=1

∞⋃

ℓ=m

{
ω ∈ Ω

∣∣∣ MKE
p (m

ω
m,m

ω
m+1) ≥ 2−ℓ

})
= 1
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by the Borel–Cantelli lemma, and we can see that the sequence (mω
ℓ )ℓ∈N is Cauchy in MKE

p whenever
ω ∈ Ωp,q.
Since MKE

p is complete on Pp(E), for every ω ∈ Ωp,q, there exists mω ∈ Pp(E) such that

(2.9) lim
ℓ→∞

MKE
p (m

ω
ℓ ,m

ω) = 0.

Then, for φ ∈ Cb(E), it follows from Theorem 2.1 that
ˆ

E

φ(u)dmω(u) = lim
ℓ→∞

ˆ

E

φ(u)dmω
ℓ (u),

which is a Bσ-measurable function in ω by Disintegration Theorem. For any open set A ⊂ E, the
sequence {min{1, m dE(·, E \ A)}}m∈N ⊂ Cb(E) of nonnegative functions monotonically increases
pointwise everywhere to 1A, hence by monotone convergence we see the map

ω 7→ mω(A)

is Borel for all open A ⊂ E. Thus if we define the function m on Borel sets A ⊂ E by

m(A) :=

ˆ

Ω

mω(A)dσ(ω),

using Remark 2.3 we see m ∈ P(E). Also for φ ∈ Cb(E) since each mω
ℓ and σ are probability

measures, the dominated convergence theorem yields
ˆ

E

φdm =

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

φ(u)dmω(u)dσ(ω) = lim
ℓ→∞

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

φ(u)dmω
ℓ (u)dσ(ω),

thus m ∈ Pσ(E); the uniqueness in Disintegration Theorem implies that m = m• ⊗ σ.
Now fix ε > 0, then there exists ℓ0 such that for all ℓ, m ≥ ℓ0 we have MKσ

p,q(mm,mℓ) < ε.
Then using Fatou’s lemma when q <∞ and directly by definition for q = ∞, and recalling (2.9),

∥∥MKE
p (m

•
ℓ ,m

•)
∥∥
Lq(σ)

=
∥∥∥lim inf

m→∞
MKE

p (m
•
ℓ ,m

•
m)
∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

≤ lim inf
m→∞

∥∥MKE
p (m

•
ℓ ,m

•
m)
∥∥
Lq(σ)

< ε,(2.10)

which ensures MKE
p (m

•
ℓ ,m

•) ∈ Lq(σ). Since we have

MKE
p (δ

ω
E,y0

,mω) ≤ MKE
p (δ

ω
E,y0

,mω
ℓ0
) + MKE

p (m
ω
ℓ0
,mω) for ω ∈ Ωp,q,

σ(Ωp,q) = 1, and mℓ0 ∈ Pσ
p,q(E), we conclude m ∈ Pσ

p,q(E). It also follows from (2.10) that

lim
ℓ→∞

MKσ
p,q(mℓ,m) = lim

ℓ→∞

∥∥MKE
p (m

•
ℓ ,m

•)
∥∥
Lq(σ)

= 0

for the particular chosen subsequence. Since the original sequence is Cauchy, the full sequence
also converges in MKσ

p,q to m. This proves completeness. �

2.2. Existence of geodesics. We now prove that (Pσ
p,q(E),MKσ

p,q) is a geodesic space.

When p > 1 on a more general space Y , a minimal geodesic in (Pp(Y ),MK
Y
p ) can be obtained

as a family of pushforwards of what is known as a dynamic optimal coupling. More specifically,
we start by recalling the following space (which will also be used in the proof of Theorem 1.6 (2)).

Definition 2.9. Suppose (Z, dZ) is complete, separable, and a geodesic space. We let G(Z)
denote the space of minimal geodesics ρ : [0, 1] → Z with respect to dZ , and define the metric
dG(Z) on G(Z) by

dG(Z)(ρ1, ρ2) : = sup
τ∈[0,1]

dZ(ρ1(τ), ρ2(τ)).

Also for τ ∈ [0, 1] the evaluation map eτ : G(Z) → Z is defined by eτ (ρ) := ρ(τ).
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We can see that (G(Z), dG(Z)) is complete and separable since it is a closed subset of C([0, 1];Z)
with the same metric dG(Z), which is also separable by [33, Theorem 2.4.3]. Then it is known that

MKZ
p minimal geodesics have the following description.

Proposition 2.10 ([35, Corollaries 7.22, 7.23, and Theorem 7.30(i)]). Let (Z, dZ) be a complete,
separable geodesic space and p > 1. Then, for µ0, µ1 ∈ Pp(Z), there exists Γ ∈ P(G(Z)) such that
(e0 × e1)♯Γ is an p-optimal coupling between µ0 and µ1, and

e•♯Γ : [0, 1] → P(Z)

is a minimal geodesic from µ0 and µ1 in (Pp(Z),MK
Z
p ). Moreover, for τ1, τ2 ∈ [0, 1] the measure

(eτ1 × eτ2)♯Γ ∈ Π(eτ1♯ Γ, eτ2♯ Γ) is a p-optimal coupling. Conversely, for any Γ ∈ P(G(Z)) such that

(e0 × e0)♯Γ is a p-optimal coupling between e0♯Γ and e1♯Γ,

e•♯Γ : [0, 1] → P(Z)

is a minimal geodesic from µ0 and µ1 in (Pp(Z),MK
Z
p ).

We will take MKY
p minimal geodesics connecting each pair mω

1 andmω
2 , then use these to construct

a minimal geodesic for MKσ
p,q. However, in order to do so we must make sure the dependence on

ω is Bσ-measurable, hence we will have to use the Kuratowski and Ryll-Nardzewski measurable
selection theorem which we will now recall.

Definition 2.11. Let (X,FX) be a measurable space and (Z, dZ) be a metric space. A set-valued
function F from X to 2Z is said to be FX-weakly measurable if

{x ∈ X | F (x) ∩ O 6= ∅} ∈ FX

for any open O ⊂ Z.

Remark 2.12. By [26, Corollary 1] it is equivalent to replace “open” by “closed” in the above
definition; it is then clear that if Z is σ-compact then it is also equivalent to replace “open” by
“compact.”

Theorem 2.13 ([26, Main Theorem]). Let (X,FX , µ) be a measure space and (Z, dZ) a complete,
separable metric space. For a map F : X → 2Z, if F (x) is nonempty and closed for µ-a.e. x ∈ X,
and F is FX-weakly measurable, then there exists an FX-measurable map f• : X → Z such that
fx ∈ F (x) for µ-a.e. x ∈ X. Such a map is called a measurable selection of F .

We now show a preliminary lemma on convergence of dynamic optimal couplings and their
pushforwards.

Lemma 2.14. Let (Z, dZ) be a complete, separable, and geodesic space. Then for any fixed

τ ∈ [0, 1], the map eτ♯ : P(G(Z)) → P(Z) is both weakly and MKG(Z)
p -to-MKZ

p continuous. In

particular, if (Γℓ)ℓ∈N converges to Γ with respect to MKG(Z)
p , the sequence (eτ♯Γℓ)ℓ∈N converges to

eτ♯Γ with respect to MKZ
p .

Proof. Let (Γℓ)ℓ∈N be a weakly convergent sequence in P(G(Z)) with limit Γ. For φ ∈ Cb(Z), we
have φ ◦ eτ ∈ Cb(G(Z)) and

lim
ℓ→∞

ˆ

Z

φ(t)deτ♯Γℓ(t) = lim
ℓ→∞

ˆ

G(Z)

φ(eτ (ρ))dΓℓ(ρ) =

ˆ

G(Z)

φ(eτ (ρ))dΓ(ρ) =

ˆ

Z

φ(t)deτ♯Γ(t),
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which shows weak continuity of eτ♯ . Now if (Γℓ)ℓ∈N converges to Γ in MKG(Z)
p , the above implies

(eτ♯Γℓ)ℓ∈N converges weakly to eτ♯Γ. Then if ρ0 ∈ G(Z) is identically z0 ∈ Z, by Theorem 2.1

lim sup
ℓ→∞

ˆ

Z\BZ
r (z0)

dZ(z0, z)
pdeτ♯Γℓ(z) = lim sup

ℓ→∞

ˆ

G(Z)

dZ(z0, ρ(τ))
p
1Z\BZ

r (z0)(ρ(τ))dΓℓ(ρ)

≤ lim sup
ℓ→∞

ˆ

G(Z)\B
G(Z)
r (ρ0)

dG(Z)(ρ0, ρ)
pdΓℓ(ρ)

r→∞
−−−→ 0,

hence by another application of Theorem 2.1 we see (eτ♯Γℓ)ℓ∈N converges to eτ♯Γ in MKZ
p . �

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.6 (2).

Proof of Theorem 1.6 (2). Recall we assume that (Y, dY ) is a geodesic space that is ball convex
with respect to some y0 ∈ Y . If p = 1, it is easy to see that ((1− τ)m0 + τm1)τ∈[0,1] is a minimal
geodesic with respect to MKσ

1,q for any 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞ (see for example [24, Lemma 2.10]3) thus we
assume p > 1.

As previously mentioned, (Pp(Y
2),MKY 2

p ) is a complete, separable metric space. For t, s ∈ Y ,
since we have

dY (t, s)
p =

(
dY (t, s)

2
) p

2 ≤ 2
p
2 (dy0(t)

2 + dy0(s)
2)

p
2 = 2

p
2 dY 2((y0, y0), (t, s))

p,

Theorem 2.1 yields that the function on Pp(Y
2) defined by

C(γ) := ‖dp
Y ‖L1(γ)

is continuous with respect to MKY 2

p .

Now there exists a set Ω′ ∈ Bσ with full σ measure such that mω
0 , m

ω
1 ∈ Pp(π

−1({ω})) for all
ω ∈ Ω′. For i = 1, 2, let us write

µω
i :=

∑

j∈N

χj(ω)(Ξ
−1
j,ω)♯m

ω
i

which belongs to Pp(Y ) for ω ∈ Ω′. Now define F : Ω → 2Pp(G(Y )) by

F (ω) :=

{
Γ ∈ Pp(G(Y ))

∣∣∣∣∣ e
•
♯Γ is an MKY

p minimal geodesic from µω
0 to µω

1

}
;

note that if Γ ∈ F (ω) then (e0× e1)♯Γ ∈ Π(µω
0 , µ

ω
1 ) is a p-optimal coupling by [35, Corollary 7.22].

We now show that F satisfies the hypotheses of the Kuratowski and Ryll-Nardzewski selection
theorem, Theorem 2.13.
Claim 1. F (ω) is nonempty and closed for σ-a.e. ω.
Proof of Claim 1. By Proposition 2.10, for any ω ∈ Ω′ there is a Γ ∈ P(G(Y )) such that e•♯Γ
is a minimal geodesic from µω

0 to µω
1 . Additionally, if ρ0 ∈ G(Y ) is identically equal to y0, since

3The result there is on P1(R
n), but the exact same proof holds for general Y .
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Proposition 2.10 also yields that (e0 × e1)♯Γ is a p-optimal coupling between µω
0 and µω

1 , we have

ˆ

G(Y )

dG(Y )(ρ, ρ0)
pdΓ(ρ) =

ˆ

G(Y )

(
sup

τ∈[0,1]

dY (ρ(τ), ρ0(τ))

)p

dΓ(ρ)

≤ 2p−1

ˆ

G(Y )

sup
τ∈[0,1]

(dY (ρ(0), y0)
p + dY (ρ(0), ρ(τ))

p) dΓ(ρ)

= 2p−1

ˆ

G(Y )

sup
τ∈[0,1]

(dy0(ρ(0))
p + τ p dY (ρ(0), ρ(1))

p) dΓ(ρ)

= 2p−1

ˆ

Y

dy0(t)
pde0♯Γ(t) + 2p−1

ˆ

Y 2

dY (t, s)
pd(e0 × e1)♯Γ(t, s)

= 2p−1

ˆ

Y

dy0(t)
pdµω

0 (t) + 2p−1MKY
p (µ

ω
0 , µ

ω
1 ) <∞,

hence Γ ∈ Pp(G(Y )), thus we have F (ω) 6= ∅. Now given ω ∈ Ω′, if (Γℓ)ℓ∈N ⊂ F (ω) converges

in (Pp(G(Y )),MK
G(Y )
p ), by Lemma 2.14 the sequence (eτ♯Γℓ)ℓ∈N converges to eτ♯Γ in MKY

p for each
τ ∈ [0, 1]. Thus for τ1, τ2 ∈ [0, 1] we have

MKY
p (e

τ1
♯ Γ, e

τ2
♯ Γ) = lim

ℓ→∞
MKY

p (e
τ1
♯ Γℓ, e

τ2
♯ Γℓ)

= lim
ℓ→∞

|τ1 − τ2|MK
Y
p (e

0
♯Γℓ, e

1
♯Γℓ)

= |τ1 − τ2|MK
Y
p (e

0
♯Γ, e

1
♯Γ),

hence Γ ∈ F (ω); in other words F (ω) is closed in (Pp(G(Y )),MK
G(Y )
p ). ♦

Claim 2. F is Bσ-weakly measurable.
Proof of Claim 2. For Γ ∈ Pp(G(Y )), define ΦΓ : Ω′ → R3 by

ΦΓ(ω) : =
(
MKY

p

(
e0♯Γ, µ

ω
0

)p
,MKY

p

(
e1♯Γ, µ

ω
1

)p
,
∣∣C
(
(e0 × e1)♯Γ

)
−MKY

p (µ
ω
0 , µ

ω
1 )

p
∣∣) .

We see ΦΓ is Bσ-measurable by combining Lemma 2.5 and [3, Lemma 12.4.7]. Since (G(Y ), dG(Y ))

is complete and separable, the space (Pp(G(Y )),MKG(Y )
p ) is complete and separable. Fix a closed

set K in (Pp(G(Y )),MK
G(Y )
p ), then there exists a countable set {Γℓ}ℓ∈N that is MKG(Y )

p -dense in K.
Set

B :=
∞⋂

m̃=1

∞⋃

ℓ=1

Φ−1
Γℓ

([
0, m̃−1

)3)
, ΩK := {ω ∈ Ω′ | F (ω) ∩K 6= ∅},

by the Bσ-measurability of each ΦΓℓ
, we find B ∈ Bσ. We will now show that ΩK = B.

If ω ∈ ΩK , there exists Γ ∈ F (ω) ∩ K, and a sequence (Γℓm)m∈N taken from (Γℓ)ℓ∈N that

converges to Γ with respect to MKG(Y )
p . Then by Lemma 2.14, the sequence (ei♯Γℓm)m∈N converges

in MKY
p to µω

i = ei♯Γ, for i = 0, 1. Similarly, the convergence of (Γℓm)m∈N to Γ in MKG(Y )
p implies

convergence of ((e0 × e1)♯Γℓm)m∈N to (e0 × e1)♯Γ in MKY 2

p , hence the continuity of C implies that

lim
m→∞

∣∣C((e0 × e1)♯Γℓm)−MKY
p (µω

0 , µ
ω
1 )

p
∣∣ = lim

m→∞

∣∣C((e0 × e1)♯Γℓm)− C((e0 × e1)♯Γ)
∣∣ = 0.

Thus for any m̃ ∈ N, if m is sufficiently large, we have ΦΓℓm
(ω) ∈ [0, m̃−1)3 which yields ω ∈ B.
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Now assume ω ∈ B. For each m̃ ∈ N, there is ℓ(m̃) ∈ N such that ΦΓℓ(m̃)
(ω) ∈ [0, m̃−1)3, that

is,

MKY
p (e

0
♯Γℓ(m̃), µ

ω
0 )

p < m̃−1, MKY
p (e

1
♯Γℓ(m̃), µ

ω
1 )

p < m̃−1,
∣∣C((e0 × e1)♯Γℓ(m̃))−MKY

p (µ
ω
0 , µ

ω
1 )

p
∣∣ < m̃−1.

(2.11)

Since {e0♯Γℓ(m̃)}m̃∈N∪{µω
0} and {e1♯Γℓ(m̃)}m̃∈N∪{µω

1} are compact in (Pp(Y ),MKY
p ), by [35, Corollary

7.22] there exists a subsequence of (Γℓ(m̃))m̃∈N (not relabeled) that converges weakly to some Γ ∈
P(G(Y )). Since (Y, dY ) is ball convex with respect to y0, recalling that ρ0 ∈ G(Y ) is identically y0,

lim sup
r→∞

lim sup
m̃→∞

ˆ

G(Y )\B
G(Y )
r (ρ0)

dG(Y )(ρ, ρ0)
pdΓℓ(m̃)(ρ)

≤ lim sup
r→∞

lim sup
m̃→∞

ˆ

{ρ∈G(Y )|max{dy0(ρ(0)),dy0(ρ(1))}≥r}

max{dy0(ρ(0)), dy0(ρ(1))}
pdΓℓ(m̃)(ρ)

≤ lim sup
r→∞

lim sup
m̃→∞

ˆ

{ρ∈G(Y )|dy0(ρ(0))≥r}

dy0(ρ(0))
pdΓℓ(m̃)(ρ)

+ lim sup
r→∞

lim sup
m̃→∞

ˆ

{ρ∈G(Y )|dy0(ρ(1))≥r}

dy0(ρ(1))
pdΓℓ(m̃)(ρ)

= lim
r→∞

lim sup
m̃→∞

ˆ

Y \BY
r (y0)

dy0(t)
pde0♯Γℓ(m̃)(t) + lim

r→∞
lim sup
m̃→∞

ˆ

Y \BY
r (y0)

dy0(t)
pde1♯Γℓ(m̃)(t) = 0

by (2.11) and Theorem 2.1, hence Γℓ(m̃) → Γ in MKG(Y )
p as m̃ → ∞. Since K is MKG(Y )

p -closed,

this implies Γ ∈ K. From (2.11) we see (e0 × e1)♯Γ is a p-optimal coupling between µω
0 and µω

1 ,
hence from Proposition 2.10 we have that Γ ∈ F (ω). Thus ω ∈ ΩK , proving ΩK = B ∈ Bσ, and
in particular F is Bσ-weakly measurable. ♦
As mentioned previously (Pp(G(Y )),MKG(Y )

p ) is complete and separable, hence we can apply
Theorem 2.13, to find a Bσ-measurable selection Γ• : Ω → Pp(G(Y )) of F , defined σ-a.e. By
Lemma 2.14, as the composition of a continuous map eτ♯ with an Bσ-measurable map Γ•, the map
eτ♯Γ• : Ω → Pp(Y ) is Bσ-measurable for each τ ∈ [0, 1].
Thus we can argue again as in Remark 2.3 to see the linear functional

mτ (A) :=

ˆ

Ω

(
∑

j∈N

χj(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯e
τ
♯Γω(A)

)
dσ(ω)

is a nonnegative probability measure on E, and whose disintegration satisfies σ-a.e.,

m•
τ =

∑

j∈N

χj(Ξj,•)♯e
τ
♯Γ•.
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Now fix 0 ≤ τ1 < τ2 ≤ 1. By the construction of Γ•,

MKσ
p,q(mτ1 ,mτ2) =

∥∥∥∥∥MK
E
p

(
∑

j∈N

χj(Ξj,•)♯e
τ1
♯ Γ•,

∑

j′∈N

χj′(Ξj′,•)♯e
τ2
♯ Γ•

)∥∥∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

≤

∥∥∥∥∥
∑

j∈N

χj MK
E
p ((Ξj,•)♯e

τ1
♯ Γ•, (Ξj,•)♯e

τ2
♯ Γ•)

∥∥∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

=

∥∥∥∥∥
∑

j∈N

χj MK
Y
p (e

τ1
♯ Γ•, e

τ2
♯ Γ•)

∥∥∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

= |τ1 − τ2|

∥∥∥∥∥MK
Y
p

(
∑

j∈N

χj(Ξ
−1
j,•)♯m

•
0,
∑

j′∈N

χj′(Ξ
−1
j′,•)♯m

•
1

)∥∥∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

≤ |τ1 − τ2|

∥∥∥∥∥
∑

j∈N

χj MK
Y
p ((Ξ

−1
j,•)♯m

•
0, (Ξ

−1
j,•)♯m

•
1)

∥∥∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

= |τ1 − τ2|
∥∥MKE

p (m
•
0,m

•
1)
∥∥
Lq(σ)

= |τ1 − τ2|MKσ
p,q(m0,m1).

Finally, from this we see for any τ ∈ [0, 1],

MKσ
p,q(δ

ω
E,y0 ⊗ σ,mτ ) ≤ MKσ

p,q(δ
ω
E,y0 ⊗ σ,m0) +MKσ

p,q(m0,mτ )

≤ MKσ
p,q(δ

ω
E,y0 ⊗ σ,m0) + τMKσ

p,q(m0,m1) <∞,

hence mτ ∈ Pσ
p,q(E). Thus τ 7→ mτ is a minimal geodesic with respect to MKσ

p,q. �

2.3. Duality. We now work toward a duality result for disintegrated Monge–Kantorovich metrics.
We begin by showing the space Xp in (1.10) is well-defined.

Lemma 2.15. The space Xp is a Banach space, independent of the choices of {Uj}j∈N, {Ξj}j∈N,
{χj}j∈N, and y0 ∈ Y , and the associated norm ‖·‖Xp

will be bi-Lipschitz equivalent under a different

choice of the above.

Proof. Again let {Ũj}j∈N, {Ξ̃j}j∈N, {χ̃j}j∈N, ỹ0 ∈ Y , dp
E,ỹ0

be alternate choices of the relevant

objects. For each ω ∈ Uj ∩ Uj′ with j, j
′ ∈ N, there exists γj

′

j (ω) ∈ G such that Ξ̃−1
j′,ω(Ξj,ω(y)) =

γj
′

j (ω)y for y ∈ Y . Then for any u ∈ E and ω ∈ Ω, we have

dp
E,ỹ0

(ω, u) =
∑

j∈N

χj(ω) d
p
E,ỹ0

(ω, u)

≤ 2p−1
∑

j∈N

χj(ω)
(
dp
E,ỹ0

(ω,Ξj,ω(y0)) + dE(Ξj,ω(y0), u)
p
)

≤ 2p−1
∑

j,j′∈N

χ̃j(ω)χj′(ω) dE(Ξ̃j′,ω(ỹ0),Ξj,ω(y0))
p + 2p−1 dp

E,y0
(ω, u)

≤ 2p−1
∑

j,j′∈N

χ̃j(ω)χj′(ω) dY (ỹ0, γ
j′

j (ω)y0)
p + 2p−1 dp

E,y0
(ω, u)
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The first term above is bounded independent of u and ω (depending only on y0 and ỹ0) by (1.2),
hence there is some constant C > 0 such that

1 + dp
E,ỹ0

(π(u), u) ≤ C(1 + dp
E,y0

(π(u), u)),

for all u ∈ E, which proves the lemma. �

Next we define a subspace of C(Y ) assuming (Y, dY ) is locally compact, by

Yp :=

{
φ ∈ C(Y )

∣∣∣
φ(t)

1 + dY (y0, t)p
∈ C0(Y ) for some (hence all) y0 ∈ Y

}
(2.12)

equipped with the norm defined by

‖φ‖Yp,y0
:= sup

t∈Y

∣∣∣∣
φ(t)

1 + dY (y0, t)p

∣∣∣∣ for φ ∈ C(Y ).

Since all (Yp, ‖·‖Yp,y0
) for y0 ∈ Y are equivalent to each other, we simply denote this normed space

by Yp and write the norm as ‖·‖Yp
with the convention that we have fixed some y0 ∈ Y , when

there is no possibility of confusion. It is easy to see that (Yp, ‖ · ‖Yp) is a Banach space.

We now recall the classical duality for MKX
p on a metric space (X, dX), also known asKantorovich

duality, which will be the basis of a duality theory for MKσ
p,q.

Theorem 2.16 ([35, Theorem 5.10]). Let (X, dX) be a complete, separable metric space, and
1 ≤ p <∞, then for µ, ν ∈ P(X),

MKX
p (µ, ν)

p = sup

{
−

ˆ

X

φdµ−

ˆ

X

ψdν

∣∣∣∣∣
(φ, ψ) ∈ Cb(X)2,
−φ(t)− ψ(s) ≤ dX(t, s)

p for (t, s) ∈ X2

}

= sup

{
−

ˆ

X

ψdpXdµ−

ˆ

X

ψdν
∣∣∣ φ ∈ Cb(X)

}
.

Also recall the following definition.

Definition 2.17. For a function φ on a metric space (X, dX) and s ∈ X , the dp
X-transform of φ

is defined by

φdpX (s) := sup
t∈X

(− dX(t, s)
p − φ(t)) ∈ (−∞,∞].

Next we show a few lemmas on the dp
Y -transform of a function in Yp. The continuity below is

an analogue of [14, Appendix C], but in spaces other than Rn and for functions in the restricted
class Yp.

Lemma 2.18. If φ ∈ Yp, then φ
dpY is locally bounded and continuous on Y , and belongs to L1(µ)

for all µ ∈ Pp(Y ).

Proof. We first show local boundedness. Note by definition,

φdpY (s) ≥ − dY (s, s)
p − φ(s) = −φ(s) > −∞

for all s ∈ Y . To see local boundedness from above, fix y0, s ∈ Y . Since compact sets are bounded
and φ ∈ Yp, there exists an R > 0 such that if dy0(t) > R, then

|φ(t)|

1 + dy0(t)
p
≤ 2−p,
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we calculate for such t,

− dY (t, s)
p − φ(t) ≤ − dY (t, s)

p + 2−p (1 + dy0(t)
p)

≤ − dY (t, s)
p + 2−p

[
1 + 2p−1 (dY (t, s)

p + dy0(s)
p)
]

= −
1

2
dY (t, s)

p +
1

2p
+

1

2
dy0(s)

p ≤
1

2p
+

1

2
dy0(s)

p.

(2.13)

Thus

φdpY (s) ≤ max

{
1

2p
+

1

2
dy0(s)

p, sup
t∈BY

R (y0)

(− dY (t, s)
p − φ(t))

}
,

since φ ∈ Yp implies φ is bounded on bounded, open balls, the expression on the right is locally

bounded in s, hence we see φdpY is locally bounded. Since µ has finite pth moment, the above
bounds give φdpY ∈ L1(µ).
To see continuity, fix a convergent sequence (sℓ)ℓ∈N in Y with limit s0 and fix ε > 0. Then since

φdpY is locally bounded from above, there exists t0 ∈ Y such that φdpY (s0) ≤ − dY (t0, s0)
p−φ(t0)+ε,

thus

φdpY (s0)− φdpY (sℓ) ≤ − dY (t0, s0)
p + dY (t0, sℓ)

p + ε

≤ p ·max{dY (t0, sℓ)
p−1, dY (t0, s0)

p−1} |dY (t0, sℓ)− dY (t0, s0)|+ ε

≤ p ·max{dY (t0, sℓ)
p−1, dY (t0, s0)

p−1} dY (sℓ, s0) + ε

< 2ε

(2.14)

if ℓ is sufficiently large. Similarly, for any ℓ ∈ N, we have

φdpY (sℓ)− φdpY (s0) ≤ pmax{dY (tℓ, sℓ)
p−1, dY (tℓ, s0)

p−1} dY (sℓ, s0) + ε,(2.15)

where tℓ ∈ Y satisfies φdpY (sℓ) ≤ − dY (tℓ, sℓ)
p−φ(tℓ)+ε. Now suppose by contradiction that (after

passing to some subsequence) limℓ→∞ dy0(tℓ) = ∞, then since φ ∈ Yp, for all ℓ sufficiently large
we can apply (2.13) to obtain

−φdp
Y (sℓ) ≤ − dY (tℓ, sℓ)

p − φ(tℓ) + ε

≤ −
1

2
dY (tℓ, sℓ)

p +
1

2p
+

1

2
dy0(sℓ)

p + ε
ℓ→∞
−−−→ −∞,

as (sℓ)ℓ∈N is bounded. This contradicts that φdpY is locally bounded, since sℓ → s0 as ℓ → ∞.
Thus for ℓ sufficiently large,

φdpY (sℓ)− φdpY (s0) ≤ pmax{dY (tℓ, sℓ)
p−1, dY (tℓ, s0)

p−1} dY (sℓ, s0) + ε < 2ε,

and we see φdpY is continuous at s0. �

Next we prove stability of dp
Y -transforms under the norm of Yp. Note we do not claim that φ̃dpY

belongs to Yp in (2) below.

Lemma 2.19. Let φ ∈ Yp and µ ∈ Pp(Y ). Then:

(1) φ ∈ L1(µ) and
ˆ

Y

|φ| dµ ≤ ‖φ‖Yp

ˆ

Y

(1 + dy0(t)
p)dµ(t).
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(2) Let Rφ > 0 be such that if dy0(t) > Rφ, then

|φ(t)|

1 + dy0(t)
p
≤ 2−p−1.

Then for all φ̃ ∈ Yp with ‖φ− φ̃‖Yp < 2−p−1 and s ∈ Y ,

|φ̃dpY (s)− φdpY (s)| ≤
∥∥∥φ− φ̃

∥∥∥
Yp

(
1 + max{Rp

φ, 2
p+1(1 + ‖φ‖Yp

)(1 + dy0(s)
p)}
)
.

Proof. Assertion (1) follows from the inequality

|φ(t)| ≤ ‖φ‖Yp(1 + dy0(t)
p) for all t ∈ Y.

Assertion (2) is more involved. Fix ε > 0, then if φ̃ ∈ Yp by Lemma 2.18, φ̃dpY is finite on all of
Y . Thus for any s ∈ Y , there exists tφ̃ ∈ Y such that

φ̃dpY (s) ≤ − dY (tφ̃, s)
p − φ(tφ̃) + ε.

Then,

φ̃dpY (s)− φdpY (s) ≤ − dY (tφ̃, s)
p − φ̃(tφ̃) + dY (tφ̃, s)

p + φ(tφ̃) + ε

≤
∥∥∥φ− φ̃

∥∥∥
Yp

(1 + dy0(tφ̃)
p) + ε,

and switching the roles of φ, φ̃ yields

|φ̃dpY (s)− φdpY (s)| ≤
∥∥∥φ− φ̃

∥∥∥
Yp

(
1 + max{dy0(tφ)

p, dy0(tφ̃)
p}
)
+ ε.(2.16)

Now suppose φ̃ ∈ Yp with ‖φ− φ̃‖Yp < 2−p−1, then if dy0(t) > Rφ,∣∣∣φ̃(t)
∣∣∣

1 + dy0(t)
p
≤ ‖φ− φ̃‖Yp +

|φ(t)|

1 + dy0(t)
p
< 2−p.

If s, t ∈ Y satisfy dy0(t) ≥ max{Rφ, 2 dy0(s)}, by the triangle inequality,

dY (t, s) ≥ |dy0(t)− dy0(s)| = dy0(t)− dy0(s) ≥
1

2
dy0(t),

then from (2.13) we obtain that

− dY (t, s)
p − φ̃(t) ≤ −

1

2
dY (t, s)

p +
1

2p
+

1

2
dy0(s)

p ≤ −
1

2p+1
dy0(t)

p +
1

2p
+

1

2
dy0(s)

p,

Thus if s ∈ Y is such that dy0(tφ̃) ≥ max{Rφ, 2 dy0(s)}, we have

−
∥∥∥φ̃
∥∥∥
Yp

(1 + dy0(s)
p) ≤ −φ̃(s) ≤ φ̃dpY (s) ≤ − dY (tφ̃, s)

p − φ̃(tφ̃) + ε

≤ −
1

2p+1
dy0(tφ̃)

p +
1

2p
+

1

2
dy0(s)

p + ε

or rearranging,

dy0(tφ̃)
p ≤ 2p+1

∥∥∥φ̃
∥∥∥
Yp

(1 + dy0(s)
p) + 2 + 2p dy0(s)

p + 2p+1ε

≤ 2p+1(2−p−1 + ‖φ‖Yp
)(1 + dy0(s)

p) + 2 + 2p dy0(s)
p + 2p+1ε

≤ 2p+1
[
(1 + ‖φ‖Yp

)(1 + dy0(s)
p) + ε

]
.
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Thus in all cases, we have

dy0(tφ̃)
p ≤ max

{
Rp

φ, 2
p+1
[
(1 + ‖φ‖Yp

)(1 + dy0(s)
p) + ε

]}
.

We can obtain the above estimate when φ̃ = φ as well, hence combining with (2.16) and taking ε
to 0 finishes the proof. �

Our approach will be to apply the classic Kantorovich duality for each ω ∈ Ω, and appeal to
the Kuratowski and Ryll-Nardzewski measurable selection theorem (Theorem 2.13) to obtain the
necessary measurability. However, care must be taken to utilize this measurability since we are
not in the trivial bundle case. To this end, given m, n ∈ Pσ

p (E), and ε > 0, for each j ∈ N we

define a set-valued function F
m,n

j,ε from Uj to 2Yp by

F
m,n

j,ε (ω) :=

{
φ ∈ Yp

∣∣∣∣∣ −

ˆ

Y

φd(Ξ−1
j,ω)♯m

ω −

ˆ

Y

φdpY d(Ξ−1
j,ω)♯n

ω > MKE
p (m

ω, nω)p − ε

}‖·‖Yp

,

where A
‖·‖Yp denotes the closure of A ⊂ Yp with respect to the norm ‖·‖Yp

.
For the remainder of the section, for j ∈ N we denote

σj := σ|Uj
.

Lemma 2.20. Assume (Y, dY ) is locally compact and let m, n ∈ Pσ
p (E). Then for each ε > 0

and j ∈ N, we find F
m,n

j,ε is Bσj
-weakly measurable and F

m,n

j,ε (ω) is closed and nonempty for σ-a.e.
ω ∈ Uj.

Proof. Since m, n ∈ Pσ
p (E), j ∈ N, and ε > 0 are fixed, we write F in place of F

m,n

ε . We first show

F (ω) 6= ∅ for σj-a.e. ω ∈ Uj . Since (Ξ−1
j,ω)♯m

ω, (Ξ−1
j,ω)♯n

ω ∈ Pp(Y ) for σj-a.e. ω, for such ω we have

MKE
p (m

ω, nω) = MKY
p ((Ξ

−1
j,ω)♯m

ω, (Ξ−1
j,ω)♯n

ω) <∞

and by the classical Kantorovich duality Theorem 2.16 for MKY
p , there exists φε ∈ Cb(Y ) ⊂ Yp

such that

MKE
p (m

ω, nω)p − ε < −

ˆ

Y

φ
dpY
ε d(Ξ−1

j,ω)♯m
ω −

ˆ

Y

φεd(Ξ
−1
j,ω)♯n

ω,

thus φε ∈ F (ω) 6= ∅. By definition, F (ω) is closed.
Next, we prove the Bσj

-weak measurability of F . Define

F (ω) :=

{
φ ∈ Yp

∣∣∣∣∣ −

ˆ

Y

φdpY d(Ξ−1
j,ω)♯m

ω −

ˆ

Y

φd(Ξ−1
j,ω)♯n

ω > MKE
p (m

ω, nω)p − ε

}
.

First, for any open set O ⊂ Yp and any set A ⊂ Yp, it is clear that A
‖·‖Yp ∩ O 6= ∅ if and only if

A ∩ O 6= ∅, thus it is sufficient to prove that F is Bσj
-weakly measurable. To this end, fix φ ∈ Yp

and define the function Gφ : Ω → [−∞,∞) by

Gφ(ω) := −

ˆ

Y

φdpY d(Ξ−1
j,ω)♯m

ω −

ˆ

Y

φd(Ξ−1
j,ω)♯n

ω −MKE
p (m

ω, nω)p,

then φ ∈ F (ω) if and only if Gφ(ω) > −ε, hence

{ω ∈ Ω | F (ω) ∩O 6= ∅} =
⋃

φ∈O

G−1
φ ((−ε,∞)).(2.17)
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Since (Y, dY ) is locally compact and separable, by combining [20, (5.3) Theorem ii) and iv)],
and [8, Chapter V.5, Exercise 2(c)] we find C0(Y ) is separable, hence there exists a countable set

{φ̃ℓ}ℓ∈N ⊂ C0(Y ), dense in the supremum norm, then

{φℓ}ℓ∈N := {(1 + dp
y0)φ̃ℓ}ℓ∈N ⊂ Yp

is dense in ‖·‖Yp
; we may throw out some elements to assume {φℓ}ℓ∈N ⊂ O while remaining dense

in O. We now claim that

⋃

φ∈O

G−1
φ ((−ε,∞)) =

∞⋃

ℓ=1

G−1
φℓ
((−ε,∞)).(2.18)

Since {φℓ}ℓ∈N ⊂ O, it is clear that

∞⋃

ℓ=1

G−1
φℓ
((−ε,∞)) ⊂

⋃

φ∈O

G−1
φ ((−ε,∞)).

On the other hand, suppose ω ∈ G−1
φ ((−ε,∞)) for some φ ∈ O. From Lemma 2.19 combined

with the fact that (Ξ−1
j,ω)♯n

ω ∈ Pp(Y ), and the density of {φℓ}ℓ∈N in Yp, for any δ > 0, there exists
ℓδ ∈ N such that

Gφ(ω)−Gφℓδ
(ω) = −

ˆ

Y

(φdpY − φ
dpY
ℓδ
)d(Ξ−1

j,ω)♯m
ω −

ˆ

Y

(φ− φℓδ)d(Ξ
−1
j,ω)♯n

ω < δ,

thus taking δ = Gφ(ω) + ε > 0, we have

Gφ(ω)−Gφℓδ
(ω) < Gφ(ω) + ε,

consequently Gφℓδ
(ω) > −ε. Thus ω ∈ G−1

φℓδ
((−ε,∞)) and the opposite inclusion is proved.

By [3, Lemma 12.4.7] and Disintegration Theorem, we see G−1
φℓ
((−ε,∞)) ∈ Bσj

for each ℓ ∈ N,
hence

∞⋃

ℓ=1

G−1
φℓ
((−ε,∞)) ∈ Bσj

.

Thus combining (2.17) and (2.18), this shows F is Bσj
-weakly measurable. �

We now prove some auxiliary lemmas.

Lemma 2.21. For j ∈ N, if f ∈ L0(σj ;Yp), then for m, n ∈ Pσ
p (E), the functions defined by

(2.19) ω 7→

ˆ

Y

f
dpY
ω d(Ξ−1

j,ω)♯m
ω, ω 7→

ˆ

Y

fωd(Ξ
−1
j,ω)♯n

ω

are Bσj
-measurable on Uj.

Proof. Since f is σj-strongly measurable, for each ℓ ∈ N there exist Iℓ ∈ N, {φi,ℓ}
Iℓ
i=1 ⊂ Yp, and a

partition {Ai,ℓ}
Iℓ
i=1 ⊂ Bσj

of Uj such that for σj-a.e. ω, the sequence

f ℓ
ω :=

Iℓ∑

i=1

1Ai,ℓ
(ω)φi,ℓ
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converges to fω in ‖·‖Yp
. The probability measures (Ξ−1

j,ω)♯m
• and (Ξ−1

j,ω)♯n
• have finite pth moment

σ-a.e., fix ω such that this holds. For each ℓ ∈ N, since {Ai,ℓ}
Iℓ
i=1 is a disjoint collection there exists

a unique 1 ≤ iℓ ≤ Iℓ such that ω ∈ Aiℓ,ℓ, then
ˆ

Y

f ℓ
ωd(Ξ

−1
j,ω)♯n

ω =

Iℓ∑

i=1

1Ai,ℓ
(ω)

ˆ

Y

φi,ℓ(t)d(Ξ
−1
j,ω)♯n

ω(t),

ˆ

Y

(f ℓ
ω)

dpY d(Ξ−1
j,ω)♯m

ω =

ˆ

Y

[
sup
t∈Y

(
− dY (t, s)

p −

Iℓ∑

i=1

1Ai,ℓ
(ω)φi,ℓ(t)

)]
d(Ξ−1

j,ω)♯m
ω(s)

=

ˆ

Y

[
sup
t∈Y

(− dY (t, s)
p − φiℓ,ℓ(t))

]
d(Ξ−1

j,ω)♯m
ω(s)

=

ˆ

Y

φ
dpY
iℓ,ℓ
d(Ξ−1

j,ω)♯m
ω =

Iℓ∑

i=1

1Ai,ℓ
(ω)

ˆ

Y

φ
dpY
i,ℓ d(Ξ

−1
j,ω)♯m

ω,

which are Bσj
-measurable functions of ω ∈ Uj by Disintegration Theorem. Thus from Lemma 2.19,

we observe each of the functions in (2.19) is a σ-a.e. pointwise limit of Bσj
-measurable functions,

hence is Bσj
-measurable itself. �

Lemma 2.22. If f ∈ L0(σj ;Yp), there is a sequence (fℓ)ℓ∈N ⊂ Cb(Uj;Yp) which converges point-
wise σj-a.e. to f .

Proof. By Remark 2.3, f is a Bσj
-measurable map. Then since Yp is complete and separable, for

each ℓ ∈ N, we may apply [4, Theorem 7.1.13], where Bµ(X) in the reference is our Bσj
, to f to

find a compact set Kℓ ⊂ Uj such that σj(Uj \ Kℓ) < 2−ℓ and f restricted to Kℓ is continuous;
we may also assume Kℓ ⊂ Kℓ+1 for each ℓ ∈ N. Since Yp is a normed space it is locally convex,
hence the Tietze extension theorem [10, Theorem 4.1] applies and there is a continuous function
fℓ : Uj → Yp such that fℓ = f on Kℓ. Moreover since Kℓ is compact and f restricted to it is
continuous, the image f(Kℓ) is also compact, hence bounded in Yp. Then [10, Theorem 4.1] also
ensures that the image fℓ(Uj) is contained in the convex hull of f(Kℓ), consequently fℓ is bounded.
Since σj(Kℓ) → σj(Uj) as ℓ→ ∞, it is clear that fℓ converges pointwise σj-a.e. to f , finishing the
proof. �

We are now ready to prove the duality result. Note carefully that we do not require m and n

to belong to Pσ
p,q(E), but only to Pσ

p (E). This will be relevant for Corollary 2.24 below.

Proof of Theorem 1.6 (3). Recall r = p/q, m, n ∈ Pσ
p (E), and we first assume (Y, dY ) is locally

compact. Let (Φ,Ψ) ∈ Ap,E,σ. Since mω, nω ∈ Pp(π
−1({ω})) for σ-a.e. ω, by the Kantorovich

duality Theorem 2.16 for MKE
p restricted to π−1({ω}), and the dual representation for the Lr norm

again ([12, Proposition 6.13]) we have

−

ˆ

Ω

ζ(ω)

(
ˆ

E

Φ(u)dmω(u) +

ˆ

E

Ψ(v)dnω(v)

)
dσ(ω) ≤

ˆ

Ω

ζ(ω)MKY
p (m

ω, nω)pdσ(ω)

≤
∥∥MKE

p (m
•, n•)p

∥∥
Lr(σ)

=
∥∥MKE

p (m
•, n•)

∥∥p
Lq(σ)

= MKσ
p,q(m, n)

p.

To show the reverse inequality, fix ε > 0 and let Ω′ be the set of ω ∈ Ω such that both of mω, nω

have finite pth moment. By Lemma 2.20, for each j ∈ N the set-valued mapping F
m,n

j,ε on Uj

is nonempty and closed valued σ-a.e., and Bσj
-weakly measurable. Since Yp is separable, by
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Theorem 2.13 we can find maps f j
• : Uj → Yp that are Bσj

-measurable such that f j
ω ∈ F

m,n

j,ε (ω) for

σ-a.e. ω ∈ Uj , and by Remark 2.3, this implies f j
• ∈ L0(σj ;Yp). By Lemma 2.19 for ω ∈ Ω′ ∩ Uj

−

ˆ

Y

(f j
ω)

dpY (t)d(Ξ−1
j,ω)♯m

ω(t)−

ˆ

Y

f j
ω(s)d(Ξ

−1
j,ω)♯n

ω(s) ≥ MKE
p (m

ω, nω)p − ε.

If MKσ
p,q(m, n) <∞, it is easy to see there exists ζ ∈ Zr′,σ satisfying

ˆ

Ω

ζ(ω)MKE
p (m

ω, nω)pdσ(ω) >MKσ
p,q(m, n)

p − ε;

thus combining with the inequality above and using the properties of a partition of unity we obtain

∑

j∈N

ˆ

Ω

χj(ω)ζ(ω)

(
−

ˆ

Y

(f j
ω)

dp
Y (t)d(Ξ−1

j,ω)♯m
ω(t)−

ˆ

Y

f j
ω(s)d(Ξ

−1
j,ω)♯n

ω(s)

)
dσ(ω)

>MKσ
p,q(m, n)

p − 2ε;

(2.20)

in the case p = q we may take ζ ≡ 1.
Now for ℓ ∈ N and z ∈ R, let

Tℓ(z) := max{min{z, ℓ},−ℓ} :=

{
min{z, ℓ}, if z ≥ 0,

max{z,−ℓ}, if z < 0.

A simple calculation yields that for each z1, z2 ∈ R, the sequence (Tℓ(z1) + Tℓ(z2))ℓ∈N is non-
negative and non-decreasing if z1+z2 ≥ 0, and non-positive and non-increasing if z1+z2 ≤ 0 with
limit z1 + z2, and in particular

(
Tℓ(−(f j

ω)
dpY (t)) + Tℓ(−f

j
ω(s))

)
≤ dY (t, s)

p(2.21)

for each t, s ∈ Y , j ∈ N, and ω ∈ Uj. For each ω ∈ Uj define the sets

Ej
±(ω) :=

{
(t, s)

∣∣∣ ±
(
f j
ω(t) + (f j

ω)
dpY (s)

)
≤ 0
}

then we can see
(
±
∑

j∈N

χj(ω)

ˆ

Ej
±(ω)

(
Tℓ(−(f j

ω)
dpY (t)) + Tℓ(−f

j
ω(s))

)
d((Ξ−1

j,ω)♯m
ω ⊗ (Ξ−1

j,ω)♯n
ω)(t, s)

)

ℓ∈N

are non-negative, non-decreasing sequences for each ω ∈ Ω′. Thus integrating against ζσ and
using monotone convergence (and using Tℓ(−(f j

ω)
dp
Y (t)) + Tℓ(−f j

ω(s)) = 0 on Ej
+(ω) ∩ Ej

−(ω)),
by (2.20) if ℓ0 is large enough we obtain

−
∑

j∈N

ˆ

Ω

χjζ

(
ˆ

Y

[−Tℓ0(−f
j
• )]

dpY (t)d(Ξ−1
j,•)♯m

•(t) +

ˆ

Y

[−Tℓ0(−f
j
• (s))]d(Ξ

−1
j,•)♯n

•(s)

)
dσ

≥
∑

j∈N

ˆ

Ω

χjζ

(
ˆ

Y

Tℓ0(−(f j
• )

dpY (t))d(Ξ−1
j,•)♯m

•(t) +

ˆ

Y

Tℓ0(−f
j
• (s))d(Ξ

−1
j,•)♯n

•(s)

)
dσ

>MKσ
p,q(m, n)

p − 2ε,

(2.22)

where the inequality in the second line follows from (2.21), and the integration against σ is justified
by the measurability from by Lemma 2.21. Let us fix such a ℓ0.
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By Lemma 2.22, for each j ∈ N there exists a sequence (Ψj,m)m∈N ⊂ Cb(Uj ;Yp) converging
pointwise σj-a.e. to −Tℓ0 ◦ (−f

j
• ) in ‖·‖Yp

; we may truncate to assume ‖(Ψj,m)ω‖Cb(Y ) ≤ 2ℓ0, for

all ω ∈ Uj , and by [24, Lemma 2.14], the sequence (Ψ
dp
Y

j,m)j∈N also satisfies the same bound. Thus

−
∑

j∈N

χj(ω)ζ(ω)

(
ˆ

Y

(Ψ
dpY
j,m)ωd(Ξ

−1
j,ω)♯m

ω +

ˆ

Y

(Ψj,m)ωd(Ξ
−1
j,ω)♯n

ω

)
≥ −4ℓ0ζ(ω),(2.23)

for each ω ∈ Ω. Also by Lemma 2.19 and the local finiteness of the χj, we have that

− lim
m→∞

∑

j∈N

χjζ

(
ˆ

Y

(Ψ
dpY
j,m)•d(Ξ

−1
j,•)♯m

• +

ˆ

Y

(Ψj,m)•d(Ξ
−1
j,•)♯n

•

)

= −
∑

j∈N

χjζ

(
ˆ

Y

[−Tℓ0(−f
j
• )]

dpY (t)d(Ξ−1
j,•)♯m

•(t) +

ˆ

Y

[−Tℓ0(−f
j
• (s))]d(Ξ

−1
j,•)♯n

•(s)

)
,

(2.24)

holds σ-a.e. Since Cb(Ω;Yp) ⊂ L0(σ;Yp) by Remark 2.3, all functions involved can be integrated
against σ again by Lemma 2.21; by (2.23) and since ζ ∈ Lr′(σ) ⊂ L1(σ) we may apply Fatou’s
lemma, thus combining with (2.22) and (2.24) we have

lim inf
m→∞

[
−
∑

j∈N

ˆ

Ω

χjζ

(
ˆ

Y

(Ψ
dpY
j,m)•d(Ξ

−1
j,•)♯m

• −

ˆ

Y

(Ψj,m)•d(Ξ
−1
j,•)♯n

•

)
dσ

]

≥ −

ˆ

Ω

ζ lim inf
m→∞

(
ˆ

E

∑

j∈N

χj(Ψ
dpY
j,m)• ◦ Ξ

−1
j,•dm

• +

ˆ

E

∑

j∈N

χj(Ψj,m)• ◦ Ξ
−1
j,•dn

•

)
dσ

>MKσ
p,q(m, n)

p − 2ε.

Let

Φ(u) : =
∑

j∈N

χj(π(u)) · (Ψ
dpY
j,m)π(u)(Ξ

−1
j,π(u)(u)),

Ψ(v) : =
∑

j∈N

χj(π(v)) · (Ψj,m)π(v)(Ξ
−1
j,π(v)(v)),

(2.25)

for an m sufficiently large, then since mω, nω are supported in π−1({ω}) for each ω ∈ Ω, we have

−

(
ˆ

E

ζΦdm+

ˆ

E

ζΨdn

)

= −
∑

j∈N

ˆ

Ω

χjζ

(
ˆ

Y

(Ψ
dpY
j,m)•d(Ξ

−1
j,•)♯m

• −

ˆ

Y

(Ψj,m)•d(Ξ
−1
j,•)♯n

•

)
dσ

>MKσ
p,q(m, n)

p − 3ε.

(2.26)

As ε > 0 is arbitrary, we will obtain the first equality in Theorem 1.6 (3) when MKσ
p,q(m, n) <∞,

if we can verify that (Φ,Ψ) ∈ Ap,E,σ. First, let (vn)n∈N be a sequence in E converging to some
v∞ ∈ E. Then by the local finiteness of {Uj}j∈N, there is a finite set J ⊂ N such that

{π(vn)}n∈N ∪ {π(v∞)} ⊂
⋃

j∈J

Uj .
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Hence

|Ψ(vn)−Ψ(v∞)| ≤
∑

j∈J

(
|χj(π(vn))− χj(π(v∞))| ·

∣∣∣(Ψj,m)π(vn)(Ξ
−1
j,π(vn)

(vn))
∣∣∣

+ |χj(π(v∞))| ·
∣∣∣(Ψj,m)π(vn)(Ξ

−1
j,π(vn)

(vn))− (Ψj,m)π(v∞)(Ξ
−1
j,π(vn)

(vn))
∣∣∣

+ |χj(π(v∞))| ·
∣∣∣(Ψj,m)π(v∞)(Ξ

−1
j,π(vn)

(vn))− (Ψj,m)π(v∞)(Ξ
−1
j,π(v∞)(vn))

∣∣∣

+ |χj(π(v∞))| ·
∣∣∣(Ψj,m)π(v∞)(Ξ

−1
j,π(v∞)(vn))− (Ψj,m)π(v∞)(Ξ

−1
j,π(v∞)(v∞))

∣∣∣
)

≤
∑

j∈J

(Ij,n + IIj,n + IIIj,n + IVj,n),

where

Ij,n := 2ℓ0 |χj(π(vn))− χj(π(v∞))| ,

IIj,n :=
∥∥(Ψj,m)π(vn) − (Ψj,m)π(v∞)

∥∥
Yp

(1 + dy0(Ξ
−1
j,π(vn)

(vn))
p),

IIIj,n :=
∣∣∣(Ψj,m)π(v∞)(Ξ

−1
j,π(vn)

(vn))− (Ψj,m)π(v∞)(Ξ
−1
j,π(v∞)(vn))

∣∣∣ ,

IVj,n :=
∣∣∣(Ψj,m)π(v∞)(Ξ

−1
j,π(v∞)(vn))− (Ψj,m)π(v∞)(Ξ

−1
j,π(v∞)(v∞))

∣∣∣ .

By continuity of the χj , π, Ξ
−1
j,π(v∞), and (Ψj,m)π(v∞), we see

lim
n→∞

(Ij,n + IVj,n) = 0

for each j ∈ J . Since (vn)n∈N is a convergent sequence,

dy0(Ξ
−1
j,π(vn)

(vn)) = dE(Ξj(π(vn), y0), vn)

is bounded uniformly in n by the continuity of the Ξj and π, then combining with the fact that
(Ψj,m)• ∈ Cb(Ω;Yp) we see

lim
n→∞

IIj,n = 0

for each j ∈ J . Also,

dY (Ξ
−1
j,π(vn)

(vn),Ξ
−1
j,π(v∞)(vn)) = dE(vn,Ξj(π(vn),Ξ

−1
j,π(v∞)(vn)))

n→∞
−−−→ 0

by the continuity of π, Ξj , and Ξ−1
j,π(v∞), hence

lim
n→∞

IIIj,n = 0.

Again by the local finiteness of {χj}j∈N, the sum in the bound for |Ψ(vn)−Ψ(v∞)| is actually

finite, hence we see Ψ ∈ C(E). Since Lemma 2.19 (2) implies (Ψ
dpY
j )• is continuous with respect to

‖·‖Yp
, a similar argument shows Φ ∈ C(E), and the uniform boundedness of the (Ψj,m)• implies

Φ, Ψ ∈ Cb(E). Finally, if ω := π(u) = π(v), then

−Φ(u)−Ψ(v) =
∑

j∈N

χj(ω)(−(Ψ
dpY
j,m)ω ◦ Ξ−1

j,ω(u)− (Ψj,m)ω ◦ Ξ−1
j,ω(v))

≤
∑

j∈N

χj(ω) dY (Ξ
−1
j,ω(u),Ξ

−1
j,ω(v))

p

= dE(u, v)
p,
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thus (Φ,Ψ) ∈ Ap,E,σ as desired.
If MKσ

p,q(m, n) = ∞, we can replace MKσ
p,q(m, n) in the above proof starting at (2.20) by an

arbitrary positive number to obtain that the supremum in the first equality of Theorem 1.6 (3)
takes the value ∞.
Now let us assume that (E, dE) is locally compact. To show the second equality in Theo-

rem 1.6 (3), fix ε > 0 and take (Φ,Ψ) ∈ Ap,E,σ defined by (2.25), satisfying (2.26) as above. By
definition of Sp and since mω, nω are supported on π−1({ω}) we see that for σ-a.e. ω,

−

ˆ

E

Φdmω −

ˆ

E

Ψdnω ≤ −

ˆ

E

SpΨdm
ω −

ˆ

E

Ψdnω ≤ MKE
p (m

ω, nω)p,

hence

−

ˆ

Ω

ζ(ω)

(
ˆ

E

SpΨdm
ω +

ˆ

E

Ψdnω
)
dσ(ω) = −

ˆ

E

ζSpΨdm−

ˆ

E

ζΨdn

∈
(
MKσ

p,q(m, n)
p − 3ε,MKσ

p,q(m, n)
p
]
.

Since Φ and Ψ are uniformly bounded from below, we can view

−ζ

(
ˆ

E

Ψdn• +

ˆ

E

SpΨdm
•

)
σ

as a (signed) Borel measure with finite total variation on Ω, then from [4, Theorem 7.1.7] we can
find a compact set K ′

ε ⊂ Ω such that
∣∣∣∣−
ˆ

Ω\K ′
ε

ζ

(
ˆ

E

Ψdn• +

ˆ

E

SpΨdm
•

)
dσ

∣∣∣∣ <
ε

2
.(2.27)

Since Ω is locally compact, we may cover K ′
ε with a finite number of open sets whose closures

are compact. Writing Kε for the union of the closures of these neighborhoods, we see Kε is also
compact and (2.27) holds with K ′

ε replaced by K◦
ε . Now define for δ > 0

ψδ,ε(ω) : = min{1, δ−1 dΩ(ω,Ω \Kε)}, ξδ,ε(v) := ψδ,ε(π(v))Ψ(v).

Since Ψ is bounded on E by 2ℓ0, so is SpΨ, hence for any u ∈ E and ε̃ > 0 there exists vε̃ ∈
π−1({π(u)}) such that SpΨ(u) ≤ − dE(u, vε̃)

p −Ψ(vε̃) + ε̃. Thus

SpΨ(u)− Spξδ,ε(u) ≤ − dE(u, vε̃)
p −Ψ(vε̃) + ε̃+ inf

v∈π−1({π(u)})
(dE(u, v)

p + ξδ,ε(v))

≤ ξδ,ε(vε̃)−Ψ(vε̃) + ε̃

≤ 2ℓ0(ψδ,ε(π(vε̃))− 1) + ε̃

= 2ℓ0(ψδ,ε(π(u))− 1) + ε̃.

Taking ε̃→ 0 and by an analogous argument reversing the roles of Ψ and ξδ,ε, we obtain
∣∣∣∣
ˆ

K◦
ε

ζ

(
ˆ

E

Spξδ,εdm
• −

ˆ

E

SpΨdm
•

)
dσ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2ℓ0

∣∣∣∣
ˆ

K◦
ε

ζ |1− ψδ,ε| dσ

∣∣∣∣

≤ 2ℓ0
∥∥ζ1{ω∈K◦

ε |0≤dΩ(ω,Ω\Kε)<δ}

∥∥
Lr′(σ)

.

We also find ∣∣∣∣
ˆ

K◦
ε

ζ

(
ˆ

E

ξδ,εdn
• −

ˆ

E

Ψdn•
)
dσ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2ℓ0
∥∥ζ1{ω∈K◦

ε |0≤dΩ(ω,Ω\Kε)<δ}

∥∥
Lr′(σ)

,
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thus if δ > 0 is sufficiently small, combining with (2.27) and using the definition of Sp implies that

−

ˆ

Ω

ζ

(
ˆ

E

ξδ,εdn
• +

ˆ

E

Spξδ,εdm
•

)
dσ ∈ (MKσ

p,q(m, n)
p − 4ε,MKσ

p,q(m, n)
p].

Since ε is arbitrary, we need only verify that ξδ,ε ∈ Xp; note it is clear that ξδ,ε ∈ Cb(E).
Now since {Uj}j∈N is locally finite, the compact set Kε can only intersect a finite number of

sets {Uji}
JI
i=1. Thus for any fixed ε̂ > 0, using that ξδ,ε ≡ 0 outside of π−1(Kε),

{
v ∈ E

∣∣∣∣
|ξδ,ε(v)|

1 + dp
E,y0

(π(v), v)
≥ ε̂

}

⊂




v ∈ π−1(Kε)

∣∣∣∣
I∑

i=1

χji(π(v)) ·
ψδ,ε(π(v))

∣∣∣(Ψji,m)π(v)(Ξ
−1
ji,π(v)

(v))
∣∣∣

1 + dp
E,y0

(π(v), v)
≥ ε̂






⊂
I⋃

i=1

Ai,

(2.28)

where

Ai :=




v ∈ π−1(Kε)

∣∣∣∣ χji(π(v)) ·

∣∣∣(Ψji,m)π(v)(Ξ
−1
ji,π(v)

(v))
∣∣∣

1 + dp
E,y0

(π(v), v)
≥
ε̂

I




 .

For 1 ≤ i ≤ I fixed, let (vℓ)ℓ∈N be a sequence in Ai. Then if ωℓ := π(vℓ), by compactness of Kε

there exists a subsequence such that ωℓ converges to some ω∞ ∈ Kε. Also since χji(π(vℓ)) > 0 we
have ωℓ ∈ Uji, hence we may define yℓ := Ξ−1

ji,ωℓ
(vℓ). Then we have

χji(ωℓ) |(Ψji,m)ωℓ
(yℓ)| ≥

ε̂

I

(
1 + dp

E,y0
(ωℓ, vℓ)

)

>
ε̂

I
(χji(ωℓ) + χji(ωℓ) dy0(yℓ)

p) ,

since we must have χji(ωℓ) > 0, this implies

|(Ψji,m)ω∞
(yℓ)|

1 + dy0(yℓ)
p

≥
|(Ψji,m)ωℓ

(yℓ)|

1 + dy0(yℓ)
p

−
|(Ψji,m)ωℓ

(yℓ)− (Ψji,m)ω∞
(yℓ)|

1 + dy0(yℓ)
p

≥
ε̃

I
− ‖(Ψji,m)ωℓ

− (Ψji,m)ω∞
‖Yp

≥
ε̃

2I

if ℓ is large enough. Since (Ψji,m)ω∞
∈ Yp there exists a subsequence of yℓ converging to some

y∞ ∈ Y . Thus by continuity of Ξji, we see (the corresponding subsequence of) vℓ converges to
v∞ := Ξji(ω∞, y∞) which we easily see belongs to Ai. Thus as a closed subset of a finite union
of compact sets, the first set in (2.28) is compact, in particular we see ξδ,ε ∈ Xp, finishing the
proof. �

2.4. Further properties of disintegrated Monge–Kantorovich metrics. In this subsection,
we prove some further properties of the metrics MKσ

p,q.
First, we prove that convergence in MKσ

p,q implies weak convergence.
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Proposition 2.23. For any 1 ≤ p <∞ and 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, if (mℓ}ℓ∈N ⊂ Pσ
p,q(E) converges in MKσ

p,q

to some m ∈ Pσ
p,q(E), then the sequence converges weakly.

Proof. Any subsequence of (mℓ)ℓ∈N has a further subsequence (not relabeled) such that the sequene
(MKE

p (m
ω
ℓ ,m

ω))ℓ∈N converges to zero for σ-a.e. ω. Then for any φ ∈ Cb(E), by Theorem 2.1 we
have

lim
ℓ→∞

ˆ

E

φdmω
ℓ =

ˆ

E

φdmω,

then by dominated convergence,

lim
ℓ→∞

ˆ

E

φdmℓ =

ˆ

E

φdm.

Since this holds for arbitrary subsequences, we have weak convergence of the whole original se-
quence to m. �

Next, duality will yield that MKσ
p,q is lower-semicontinuous with respect to weak convergence

on Pσ
p (E), at least when E is locally compact.

Corollary 2.24. If (E, dE) is locally compact, p ≤ q, and (mℓ)ℓ∈N and (nℓ)ℓ∈N are sequences
in Pσ

p (E) that weakly converge to m and n ∈ Pσ
p (E) respectively, then

MKσ
p,q(m, n) ≤ lim inf

ℓ→∞
MKσ

p,q(mℓ, nℓ).

Proof. Fix ζ ∈ Zr′,σ and (Φ,Ψ) ∈ Ap,E,σ, then since (ζ ◦ π)Φ, (ζ ◦ π)Ψ ∈ Cb(E) we have

(
−

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)Φdm−

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)Ψdn

) 1
p

= lim
ℓ→∞

(
−

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)Φdmℓ −

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)Ψdnℓ

) 1
p

≤ lim inf
ℓ→∞

MKσ
p,q(mℓ, nℓ),

where we have used Theorem 1.6 (3) in the last line. Taking a supremum over ζ ∈ Zr′,σ and
(Φ,Ψ) ∈ Ap,E,σ and using Theorem 1.6 (3) again yields the desired lower-semicontinuity. �

Now we show that MKσ
p,p can be recognized as coming from a certain optimal transport problem

on E2.

Definition 2.25. For 1 ≤ p <∞, define cp : E
2 → [0,∞] by

cp(u, v) :=

{
dE(u, v)

p, if π(u) = π(v),

∞, else.

For m, n ∈ Pσ
p (E), set

Cp(m, n) := inf
Γ∈Π(m,n)

‖cp‖Lp(Γ) ∈ [0,∞].

Proposition 2.26. For m, n ∈ Pσ
p,p(E), Cp(m, n) is finite and

Cp(m, n) = MKσ
p,p(m, n)

p.

Proof. Fix m, n ∈ Pσ
p,p(E). For any (Φ,Ψ) ∈ Ap,E,σ, by definition we have Φ, Ψ ∈ Cb(E) and

−Φ(u)−Ψ(v) ≤ cp(u, v).
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Since (E, dE) is a complete, separable metric space, the Kantorovich duality Theorem 2.164 yields

Cp(m, n) = sup
(Φ,Ψ)∈Ap,E,σ

(
−

ˆ

E

Φdm−

ˆ

E

Ψdn

)

= sup
(Φ,Ψ)∈Ap,E,σ

ˆ

Ω

(
−

ˆ

E

Φdm• −

ˆ

E

Ψdn•
)
dσ

≤

ˆ

Ω

MKE
p (m

ω, nω)pdσ(ω) = MKσ
p,p(m, n)

p <∞.

Thus Cp(m, n) is finite and Cp(m, n) ≤ MKσ
p,p(m, n)

p.
On the other hand, since cp is lower semi-continuous and non-negative, by [35, Theorem 4.1]

there exists γ ∈ Π(m, n) such that

Cp(m, n) =

ˆ

E2

cpdγ,

since Cp(m, n) <∞ by above, we find that

γ({(u, v) | π(u) 6= π(v)}) = 0.

Let π2 : E2 → Ω2 be defined by π2(u, v) := (π(u), π(v)), then by the above, for Bσ-measurable
sets A, A′ ⊂ Ω we have

π2
♯ γ(A×A′) = γ({(u, v) | π(u) ∈ A, π(v) ∈ A′, π(u) = π(v)})

= γ({(u, v) | π(u), π(v) ∈ A ∩ A′})

= γ(π−1(A ∩ A′)× E)

= m(π−1(A ∩A′)) = σ(A ∩ A′) = (IdΩ× IdΩ)♯σ(A×A′),

hence π2
♯ γ = (IdΩ × IdΩ)♯σ. Consider the disintegration of γ with respect to π2 given by

γ = γ(•,∗) ⊗ π2
♯ γ = γ(•,∗) ⊗ (IdΩ × IdΩ)♯σ.

For φ ∈ Cb(E
2), the function on Ω2 (resp.Ω) defined by

(ω, ω′) 7→

ˆ

E2

φdγ(ω,ω
′)

(
resp. ω 7→

ˆ

E2

φdγ(ω,ω)
)

is Borel by Disintegration Theorem, and
ˆ

Ω2

ˆ

E2

φdγ(ω,ω
′)dπ2

♯ γ(ω, ω
′) =

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E2

φdγ(ω,ω)dσ(ω).(2.29)

Now for any Borel set E ′ ⊂ E and Ω′ ∈ Bσ, since γ ∈ Π(m, n) we have
ˆ

Ω′

m•(E ′)dσ =

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

1Ω′(π(u))1E′(u)dm•(u)dσ =

ˆ

E

1Ω′(π(u))1E′(u)dm(u)

=

ˆ

E2

1Ω′(π(u))1E′(u)dγ(u, v) =

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E2

1Ω′(π(u))1E′(u)dγ(ω,ω)(u, v)dσ(ω)

=

ˆ

Ω′

ˆ

E2

1E′×E(u, v)dγ
(ω,ω)(u, v)dσ(ω) =

ˆ

Ω′

γ(ω,ω)(E ′ ×E)dσ(ω).

4We have stated Theorem 2.16 only for cost functions of the form dpY , however the same result holds for any
lower-semicontinuous cost function bounded from below, hence for cp, see [35, Theorem 5.10].
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Since E ′ and Ω′ are arbitrary (and using a similar argument for n) this implies that for σ-a.e. ω ∈ Ω,
we have γ(ω,ω) ∈ Π(mω, nω).
Finally, using this claim with the disintegration (2.29), we have

MKσ
p,p(m, n)

p =

ˆ

Ω

MKE
p (m

ω, nω)pdσ(ω)

≤

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E2

dE(u, v)
pdγ(ω,ω)(u, v)dσ(ω)

=

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E2

cp(u, v)dγ
(ω,ω)(u, v)dσ(ω)

=

ˆ

E2

cp(u, v)dγ(u, v) = Cp(m, n),

completing the proof of the lemma. �

We also show that in the case of a trivial bundle where the fiber equals the base space, the set
of p-optimal couplings is closed in MKσ

p,q for p ≤ q.

Proposition 2.27. Suppose (Ω, dΩ) is a complete, separable metric space, we have the trivial
bundle E = Ω× Ω. Fix 1 ≤ p < ∞ and some σ ∈ Pp(Ω), and let us denote by Πopt(σ) the set of
all p-optimal couplings between σ and any other measure in Pp(Ω). Then if p ≤ q ≤ ∞, the set
Πopt(σ) is closed with respect to MKσ

p,q in Pσ
p,q(Ω× Ω).

Proof. Let (µℓ)ℓ∈N ⊂ Pp(Ω) and suppose γℓ is a p-optimal coupling between µℓ and σ, note that
γ ∈ Pσ(E). In the calculations below we will consider each γ•ℓ as a measure on Ω. Since p ≤ q <∞,
for some ω0 ∈ Ω we can calculate using Jensen’s inequality that

MKσ
p,q(δ

•
E,ω0

⊗ σ, γℓ) = ‖MKΩ
p (δ

Ω
ω0
, γ•ℓ )‖Lq(σ) =

∥∥∥∥∥

(
ˆ

Ω

dΩ(ω0, ω)
pdγ•ℓ (ω)

) 1
p

∥∥∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

≤

(
ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

dΩ(ω0, ω)
pdγω

′

ℓ (ω)dσ(ω′)

) 1
p

=

(
ˆ

Ω2

dΩ(ω0, ω)
pdγℓ(ω

′, ω)

) 1
p

=

(
ˆ

Ω

dΩ(ω0, ω)
pdµℓ(ω)

) 1
p

<∞.

Taking q → ∞ also yields that MKσ
p,∞(δ•E,ω0

⊗ σ, γℓ) < ∞. Now suppose (γℓ)ℓ∈N converges in
MKσ

p,q to some γ ∈ Pσ
p,q(Ω× Ω). Again since p ≤ q, by Hölder’s inequality,

ˆ

Ω2

dΩ(ω
′, ω)pdγℓ(ω

′, ω) ≤ 2p−1

(
ˆ

Ω

dΩ(ω0, ω
′)pdσ(ω′) +

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Ω

dΩ(ω0, ω)
pdγω

′

ℓ (ω)dσ(ω′)

)

≤ 2p−1

(
ˆ

Ω

dΩ(ω0, ω
′)pdσ(ω′) +

∥∥∥∥
ˆ

Ω

dΩ(ω0, ω)
pdγ•ℓ (ω)

∥∥∥∥
Lq/p(σ)

)

= 2p−1

(
ˆ

Ω

dΩ(ω0, ω
′)pdσ(ω′) +MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,ω0

⊗ σ, γℓ)
p

)
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which is bounded uniformly in ℓ. By Proposition 2.23 the sequence converges weakly, hence
by [35, Theorem 5.20] we see γ ∈ Πopt(σ) as well. �

Finally, we note there is also a relationship between the sliced Monge–Kantorovich metrics
which we defined in our previous work [24], and our disintegrated Monge–Kantorovich metrics.

Definition 2.28 ([24, Definition 1.1]). For n ∈ N, let σn−1 be the standard Riemannian volume
measure on Sn−1, normalized to have unit mass, and for ω ∈ Sn−1 define the map Rω : Rn → R

by Rω(x) := 〈x, ω〉. Then for 1 ≤ p <∞, 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, and µ, ν ∈ Pp(R
n), the sliced (p, q)-Monge–

Kantorovich metric is defined by

MKp,q(µ, ν) :=
∥∥MKR

p (R
•
♯µ,R

•
♯ν)
∥∥
Lq(σn−1)

.

Recall these include the well-known sliced Wasserstein (p = q) and max-sliced Wasserstein (q =
∞) metrics. As shown in [24, Main Theorem], each (Pp(R

n),MKp,q) is a complete, separable metric
space, but is not geodesic (when p > 1). The relationship between the sliced and disintegrated
Monge-Kantorovich metrics is as follows.

Proposition 2.29. Let 1 ≤ p < ∞, 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞ and n ∈ N. If (E,Ω, π, Y, G) is taken to be
the trivial bundle E = Sn−1 ×R, then there exists an isometric embedding of (Pp(R

n),MKp,q) into
(Pσn−1

p,q (E),MKσn−1
p,q ) defined by sending µ ∈ Pp(R

n) to the element of the form R•
♯µ⊗ σn−1.

Proof. Let µ ∈ P(Rn). For φ ∈ Cb(S
n−1 × R), by dominated convergence the function on Sn−1

defined by

ω 7→

ˆ

R

φ(ω, t)dRω
♯ µ(t) =

ˆ

Rn

φ(ω, 〈x, ω〉)dµ(x)

is continuous, and

Lµ(φ) :=

ˆ

Sn−1

ˆ

R

φ(ω, t)dRω
♯ µ(t)dσn−1(ω) =

ˆ

Sn−1

ˆ

Rn

φ(ω, 〈x, ω〉)dµ(x)dσn−1(ω)

is well-defined. Since Sn−1 ×R is locally compact, by [4, Theorem 7.11.3] we can identify Lµ with
a Borel probability measure mµ ∈ Pσn−1(Sn−1 × R) and m•

µ = R•
♯µ.

Noting that for the choice y0 = 0 in R, we have δωE,y0
= δR0 for all ω ∈ S

n−1, for µ ∈ Pp(R
n) a

direct calculation combined with [24, Lemma 2.3] gives
∥∥MKR

p (δ
R

0 , R
•
♯µ)
∥∥
Lq(σn−1)

= MKp,q(δ
Rn

0 , µ) ≤Mmax{p,q},nMK
Rn

p (δR
n

0 , µ) <∞,

hence mµ ∈ Pσn−1
p,q (Sn−1 × R). Finally, for µ, ν ∈ Pp(R

n), we have

MKσ
p,q(mµ,mν) =

∥∥MKR

p (m
•
µ,m

•
ν)
∥∥
Lq(σn−1)

=
∥∥MKR

p (R
•
♯µ,R

•
♯ν)
∥∥
Lq(σn−1)

= MKp,q(µ, ν),

showing that the map µ 7→ mµ is an isometry. �

Remark 2.30. By the completeness from [24, Main Theorem], the image of (Pp(R
n),MKp,q) under

µ 7→ mµ is closed in (Pσn−1
p,q (Sn−1 × R),MKσn−1

p,q ). However, also by [24, Main Theorem] the
embedded image is not geodesically convex in (Pσn−1

p,q (Sn−1 ×R),MKσn−1
p,q ) when n ≥ 2 and p > 1.

This shows that (Pp(R
n),MKp,q) can be viewed as a sort of “submanifold” embedded into the

geodesic space (Pσn−1
p,q (Sn−1 × R),MKσn−1

p,q ), but MKp,q is in actuality utilizing the ambient metric
from the larger space rather than the intrinsic metric generated from itself. In fact, it is proved
in [7, Lemma 2.6 and Lemma 2.8] that the intrinsic metric on Pp(R

n) induced by MKp,p between
discrete measures with compact supports is MKRn

p .
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Remark 2.31. Recall that P2(R
n) can be viewed as the quotient space of L2([0, 1];Rn) under the

equivalence relation ∼, where S ∼ T if and only if T♯H1|[0,1] = S♯H1|[0,1]. In particular, if p = 2, the

map from L2([0, 1];Rn) to (P2(R
n),MKRn

2 ) sending T to T♯H1|[0,1] formally becomes a “Riemannian
submersion” (for instance, see [29, Section 4]). This Riemannian interpolation is recovered for a
complete, separable, geodesic space by the use of absolutely continuous curves ([3, Chapter 8],
for instance). This enables one to discuss the notion of differentiability on (P2(R

n),MKRn

2 ), see
also [16] for various notions of differentiability. It may be possible to apply such an approach to
the spaces (Pσ

p,q(E),MKσ
p,q) in certain settings, which is left for a future work.

3. Disintegrated barycenters

In this section, we prove our various claims regarding MKσ
p,q-barycenters.

3.1. Existence of disintegrated barycenters. Next we prove Theorem 1.8 (1), that is, the
existence of MKσ

p,q-barycenters. Compared to the case of MKp,q-barycenters, we lack the continuity
need to apply the direct method, hence we must appeal to the dual problem for MKσ

p,q to show
existence. We will require the fiber (Y, dY ) to be locally compact to apply the duality result
Theorem 1.6 (3), but will actually need the stronger Heine–Borel property on (Y, dY ). Note that
the Heine–Borel property is strictly stronger than local compactness on a complete, separable
metric space: the metric space (R,min{1, |x− y|}) has the same topology as the usual Euclidean
one on R and is complete and locally compact, but the ball of radius 2 is all of R and hence not
compact.

Proof of Theorem 1.8 (1). If κ = 0, we see B
p,q,κ
Λ,M is constant on Pσ

p,q(E) and the claim holds

trivially, thus assume κ 6= 0. Since each mk ∈ Pσ
p,q(E) and B

p,q,κ
Λ,M is nonnegative, it has a finite

infimum and we may take a minimizing sequence(nℓ)ℓ∈N, that is

lim
ℓ→∞

B(nℓ) = B
p,q,κ
Λ,M (nℓ)

and B
p,q,κ
Λ,M (nℓ) is uniformly bounded in ℓ. Since we have

λ1MKσ
p,q(nℓ,m1)

κ ≤ B
p,q,κ
Λ,M (nℓ)

and λ1 > 0, we have

sup
ℓ∈N

MKσ
p,q(δ

•
E,y0

⊗ σ, nℓ)
κ ≤ 2κ

(
MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0

⊗ σ,m1)
κ + sup

ℓ∈N
MKσ

p,q(nℓ,m1)
κ

)

≤ 2κ
(
λ−1
1 sup

ℓ∈N
B

p,q,κ
Λ,M (nℓ) +MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0

⊗ σ,m1)
κ

)
.

(3.1)

We now show that (nℓ)ℓ∈N is tight. Fix an ε > 0, since σ is a Borel measure, there exists a
compact set KΩ ⊂ Ω such that σ(Ω\KΩ) < ε/2. If q <∞, using Jensen’s inequality in the second
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line below, by (2.4) and (3.1) we obtain

(
ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(v), v)dnℓ(v)

)κ
p

=

[
ˆ

Ω

(
ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(v), v)dn•ℓ(v)

)
dσ

] q
p
·κ
q

≤

∥∥∥∥∥

(
ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(v), v)dn•ℓ(v)

) 1
p

∥∥∥∥∥

κ

Lq(σ)

=
∥∥∥2

p−1
p

(
C̃

1
p +MKE

p (δ
•
E,y0

, n•ℓ)
)∥∥∥

κ

Lq(σ)

≤ 2
(p−1)κ

p

(
C̃

κ
p +MKσ

p (δ
•
E,y0

⊗ σ, nℓ)
κ
)

(3.2)

which has a finite upper bound, uniform in ℓ ∈ N by (3.1). If q = ∞, then we can use the trivial
inequality

(
ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(v), v)dn•ℓ(v)dσ

)κ
p

≤

∥∥∥∥
ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(v), v)dn•ℓ(v)

∥∥∥∥

κ
p

L∞(σ)

in place of Jensen to obtain a uniform upper bound. Thus in all cases, by Chebyshev’s inequality,
for R > 0 large enough we have

nℓ
({
v ∈ E

∣∣ dp
E,y0

(π(v), v) > R
})

<
ε

2
,

hence we find that defining

KE :=
{
v ∈ π−1(KΩ)

∣∣ dp
E,y0

(π(v), v) ≤ R
}
,

we have

sup
ℓ∈N

nℓ(E \KE) <
ε

2
+ sup

ℓ∈N
nℓ(π

−1(Ω \KΩ)) =
ε

2
+ σ(Ω \KΩ) < ε.

We now show that KE is a compact subset of E. Let (vℓ)ℓ∈N be any sequence in KE and write
ωℓ := π(vℓ). By compactness of KΩ, we may pass to a convergent subsequence (ωℓ)ℓ∈N (not
relabeled) with limit ω∞ ∈ KΩ. By local finiteness of {Uj}j∈N and passing to another subsequence,
we may assume all ωℓ belong to an open neighborhood of ω∞ that only meets a finite number of
the sets {Uji}

I
i=1. Passing to another subsequence (and possibly increasing I), we may also assume

that all ωℓ belong to a common set Uji0
for some 1 ≤ i0 ≤ I and χji0

(ωℓ) ≥ I−1. Then we have
for any ℓ ∈ N

1

I
dY (y0,Ξ

−1
ji0 ,ωℓ

(vℓ))
p =

1

I
dE(Ξji0

(ωℓ, y0), vℓ)
p ≤

∑

j∈N

χj(ωℓ) dE(Ξj(ωℓ, y0), vℓ)
p

= dp
E,y0

(π(vℓ), vℓ) ≤ R,

thus (Ξ−1
ji0 ,ωℓ

(vℓ))ℓ∈N is a bounded sequence in Y . Since Y satisfies the Heine–Borel property, we

may pass to one final subsequence to assume Ξ−1
ji0 ,ωℓ

(vℓ) converges to some point in Y . Thus by

continuity of Ξji0
we see vℓ converges to some point in E, which again by continuity lies in KE.

Hence we see KE is compact.
Now by Prokhorov’s theorem we may pass to a subsequence and assume (nℓ)ℓ∈N converges

weakly to some n in Pσ(E). Since Y is locally compact, we may apply Theorem 1.6 (3) to obtain
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for any ζ ∈ Zr′,σ and (Φ,Ψ) ∈ Ap,E,σ,

−

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)Φd(δ•E,y0
⊗ σ)−

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)Ψdn = lim
ℓ→∞

(
−

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)Φd(δ•E,y0
⊗ σ)−

ˆ

E

(ζ ◦ π)Ψdnℓ

)

≤ lim inf
ℓ→∞

MKσ
p,q(δ

•
E,y0

⊗ σ, nℓ)
p,

where the last term is uniformly bounded in ζ by (3.1). Thus taking a supremum over ζ ∈ Zr′,σ

and (Φ,Ψ) ∈ Ap,E,σ and using Theorem 1.6 (3) again, we see MKσ
p,q(δ

•
E,y0

⊗ σ, n) < ∞, hence
n ∈ Pσ

p,q(E).
Finally, we can apply Corollary 2.24 to obtain

B
p,q,κ
Λ,M (n) ≤ lim inf

ℓ→∞
B

p,q,κ
Λ,M (nℓ),

that is, n minimizes Bp,q,κ
Λ,M . �

3.2. Duality for MKσ
p,q- barycenters. We now work toward duality for disintegrated barycen-

ters, in the spirit of [1, Proposition 2.2] in the classical Monge–Kantorovich case with p = 2.
For λ ∈ (0, 1] and ξ ∈ Xp, recall that we denote by Sλ,pξ : E → (−∞,∞],

Sλ,pξ(u) := sup
v∈π−1({π(u)})

(−λ dE(u, v)
p − ξ(v)) for u ∈ E.

Remark 3.1. It is well-known (see [12, Theorem 7.17]) that if X is a locally compact Hausdorff
space, elements of the dual of C0(X) equipped with the supremum norm can be identified with
integration against elements of M(X), the space of (signed) Radon measures on X , moreover the
total variation norm is equal to the operator norm. Then we can see

X ∗
p = {m ∈ M(E) | (1 + dp

E,y0
(π, ·))m ∈ M(E)},

Y∗
p = {µ ∈ M(Y ) | (1 + dp

y0)µ ∈ M(Y )},

which are normed spaces.

Definition 3.2. Let m ∈ Pσ(E) with 1 ≤ p < ∞, 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, and λ ∈ (0, 1]. Recalling that
r = p/q and r′ is its Hölder conjugate, for η ∈ Xp we define

Hλ,p,q,m(η) := inf

{
ˆ

Ω

ζ

(
ˆ

E

Sλ,pξdm
•

)
dσ
∣∣∣ (ζ, ξ) ∈ Zr′,σ × Xp, η = (ζ ◦ π)ξ

}
.

Lemma 3.3. If 1 ≤ p <∞, 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, and λ ∈ (0, 1], for any m ∈ Pσ
p,1(E) the function Hλ,p,q,m

is proper and convex on Xp.

Proof. We first prove that Hλ,p,q,m is proper. Since

Hλ,p,q,m(0) ≤ 0(3.3)

we see Hλ,p,q,m is not identically ∞. Also, for any ξ ∈ Xp and ζ ∈ Zr′,σ we have η = (ζ ◦ π)ξ ∈ Xp

and using (2.4) in the third line below,
ˆ

Ω

ζ

ˆ

E

Sλ,pξ(u)dm
•(u)dσ ≥

ˆ

Ω

ζ

ˆ

E

(−ξ(u))dm•(u)dσ = −

ˆ

E

ηdm

≥ −‖η‖Xp

ˆ

E

(
1 + dp

E,y0
(π(u), u)

)
dm(u)

= −2p−1 ‖η‖Xp
(C̃ +MKσ

p,1(δ
•
E,y0

⊗ σ,m)) > −∞,

hence Hλ,p,q,m is proper.
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Next we show Hλ,p,q,m is convex. Fix η0, η1 ∈ Xp, and for i = 0, 1, let (ζi, ξi) ∈ Zr′,σ ×Xp satisfy
ηi = (ζi ◦ π)ξi. For τ ∈ (0, 1), let

ζ := (1− τ)ζ0 + τζ1, ξ :=
1

(ζ ◦ π)
· [(1− τ)(ζ0 ◦ π)ξ0 + τ(ζ1 ◦ π)ξ1],

then (1− τ)η0 + τη1 = (ζ ◦ π)ξ. Moreover, it is clear that ζ ∈ Zr′,σ and ξ ∈ C(E). Since

|ξ| =

∣∣∣∣
(1− τ)(ζ0 ◦ π)ξ0 + τ(ζ1 ◦ π)ξ1
(1− τ)(ζ0 ◦ π) + τ(ζ1 ◦ π)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ max{|ξ0| , |ξ1|}

we have ξ ∈ Xp as well. This yields

Hλ,p,q,m((1− τ)η0 + τη1)

≤

ˆ

Ω

ζ

(
ˆ

E

Sλ,pξdm
•

)
dσ

=

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

sup
v∈π−1({π(u)})

(−λ dE(u, v)
p(ζ ◦ π)− ξ(v)(ζ ◦ π)) dm•(u)dσ

=

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

sup
v∈π−1({π(u)})

{−λ dE(u, v)
p [(1− τ)(ζ0 ◦ π) + τ(ζ1 ◦ π)]

− [(1− τ)(ζ0 ◦ π)ξ0(v) + τ(ζ1 ◦ π)ξ1(v)]} dm
•(u)dσ

≤ (1− τ)

ˆ

Ω

ζ0

ˆ

E

sup
v∈π−1({π(u)})

(−λ dE(u, v)
p − ξ0(v)) dm

•(u)dσ

+ τ

ˆ

Ω

ζ1

ˆ

E

sup
v∈π−1({π(u)})

(−λ dE(u, v)
p − ξ1(v)) dm

•(u)dσ

= (1− τ)

ˆ

Ω

ζ0

(
ˆ

E

Sλ,pξ0dm
•

)
dσ + τ

ˆ

Ω

ζ1

(
ˆ

E

Sλ,pξ1dm
•

)
dσ.

(3.4)

Taking an infimum over admissible ζi, ξi proves the convexity of Hλ,p,q,m. �

For n ∈ X ∗
p , recall the Legendre–Fenchel transform of Hλ,p,q,m is defined by

H∗
λ,p,q,m(n) := sup

η∈Xp

(
ˆ

E

ηdn−Hλ,p,q,m(η)

)
.

Proposition 3.4. Let m ∈ Pσ
p,q(E) with 1 ≤ p < ∞, 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, and λ ∈ (0, 1]. If (E, dE) is

locally compact, for n ∈ X ∗
p , we have

H∗
λ,p,q,m(−n) :=

{
λMKσ

p,q(m, n)
p, if n ∈ Pσ

p,q(E),

∞, else.
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Proof. First suppose n ∈ Pσ(E), then by Theorem 1.6 (3),

H∗
λ,p,q,m(−n) = sup

η∈Xp

(
−

ˆ

E

ηdn−Hλ,p,q,m(η)

)

= sup
η∈Xp

sup
(ζ,ξ)∈Zr′,σ×Xp,

η=(ζ◦π)ξ

ˆ

Ω

(
−

ˆ

E

η(v)dn•(v)− ζ

ˆ

E

Sλ,pξ(u)dm
•(u)

)
dσ

= sup
(ζ,ξ)∈Zr′,σ×Xp,

η=(ζ◦π)ξ

[
−

ˆ

Ω

ζ

(
ˆ

E

ξ(v)dn•(v) +

ˆ

E

Sλ,pξ(u)dm
•(u)

)
dσ

]

= λMKσ
p,q(m, n)

p,

note that since m ∈ Pσ
p,q(E), we have MKσ

p,q(m, n) = ∞ if n 6∈ Pσ
p,q(E).

We now handle the case of n /∈ Pσ(E). First suppose n ∈ X ∗
p and π♯n 6= σ. In this case, there

exists some φ ∈ Cb(Ω) such that
ˆ

Ω

φdσ 6=

ˆ

E

φ(π(v))dn(v).

For C ∈ R, define ηCφ ∈ Xp by ηCφ(u) := −Cφ(π(u)). Then we have

Sλ,pηC,φ(u) = sup
v∈π−1({π(u)})

(−λ dE(u, v)
p + Cφ(π(v)))

= sup
v∈π−1({π(u)})

(−λ dE(u, v)
p + Cφ(π(u))) = Cφ(π(u)).

Since we can decompose ηC,φ = (ζ ◦ π)ξ where ζ ≡ 1 and ξ = ηC,φ, we calculate

H∗
λ,r,m(−n) ≥ sup

C∈R

(
−

ˆ

E

ηCφdn−

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

Sλ,pηCφdm
ωdσ(ω)

)

= sup
C∈R

C

(
ˆ

E

φ(π(v))dn(v)−

ˆ

E

φ(π(u))dm(u)

)

= sup
C∈R

C

(
ˆ

E

φ(π(v))dn(v)−

ˆ

Ω

φdσ

)
= ∞.

Now suppose n ∈ X ∗
p is not nonnegative. Here, n is said to be nonnegative if n(E ′) ≥ 0 for any

measurable set E ′ ⊂ E, hence there exists some η ∈ Xp such that η ≥ 0 everywhere and

−

ˆ

E

ηdn > 0.

Then it is clear from the definition that −Sλ,p(Cη) ≥ 0 on E for any constant C > 0, hence we
can again calculate

H∗
λ,p,q,m(−n) ≥ sup

C>0

(
−

ˆ

E

Cηdn−

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

Sλ,p(Cη)dm
ωdσ(ω)

)

≥ sup
C>0

(
−C

ˆ

E

ηdn

)
= ∞.

�

We are now ready to prove our duality result for MKσ
p,q-barycenters.
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Proof of Theorem 1.8 (2). Let n ∈ Pσ
p,q(E) and (ηk)

K
k=1 a collection in Xp such that

K∑

k=1

ηk ≡ 0.

For each k fix (ζk, ξk) ∈ Zr′,σ ×Xp such that ηk = (ζk ◦π)ξk (which is always possible, for example
by taking ζk ≡ 1, ξk ≡ ηk). Since MKE

p (δ
ω
E,y0

, nω) <∞ for σ-a.e. ω, for all k, using (2.4) we have
∣∣∣∣
ˆ

E

ξk(u)dn
ω(u)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ‖ξk‖Xp

ˆ

E

(
1 + dp

E,y0
(π(u), u)p

)
dnω(u)

≤ ‖ξk‖Xp
(1 + 2p−1(C̃ +MKE

p (δ
ω
E,y0

, nω)p)) <∞.

Then for such ω ∈ Ω and 1 ≤ k ≤ K, we can first integrate the inequality

λk dE(u, v)
p ≥ −Sλk ,pξk(u)− ξk(v)

which holds for any u, v ∈ E such that π(u) = π(v), against a p-optimal coupling between mω
k

and nω, then multiply by ζk(ω) and integrate in ω against σ to obtain

λkMKσ
p,q(mk, n)

p ≥ λk

ˆ

Ω

ζk(ω)MK
E
p (m

ω
k , n

ω)pdσ(ω)

≥ −

ˆ

Ω

ζk(ω)

ˆ

E

Sλk ,pξkdm
ω
kdσ(ω)−

ˆ

Ω

ζk(ω)

ˆ

E

ξkdn
ωdσ(ω)

= −

ˆ

Ω

ζk(ω)

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
ω
kdσ(ω)−

ˆ

E

ηkdn.

Since
∑K

k=1 ηk ≡ 0, taking a supremum over all such pairs (ζk, ξk), then summing over 1 ≤ k ≤ K
in the above inequality gives

K∑

k=1

λkMKσ
p,q(mk, n)

p ≥ −
K∑

k=1

Hλk,p,q,mk
(ηk)−

ˆ

E

K∑

k=1

ηkdn = −
K∑

k=1

Hλk,p,q,mk
(ηk).

Thus it follows that

inf
n∈Pσ

p,q(E)
B

p,q,p
Λ,M(n) ≥ sup

{
−

K∑

k=1

Hλk,p,q,mk
(ηk)

∣∣∣
K∑

k=1

ηk ≡ 0, ηk ∈ Xp

}
.(3.5)

Let us now show the reverse inequality. It follows from Proposition 3.4 that

inf
n∈Pσ

p,q(E)
B

p,q,p
Λ,M(n) = inf

n∈Pσ
p,q(E)

K∑

k=1

λkMKσ
p,q(mk, n)

p = inf
n∈Pσ

p,q(E)

K∑

k=1

H∗
λk,p,q,mk

(−n).

Define the function H on Xp as the infimal convolution of {Hλk,p,q,mk
}Kk=1, that is, defined for

η ∈ Xp by

H(η) := inf

{
K∑

k=1

Hλk,p,q,mk
(ηk)

∣∣∣
K∑

k=1

ηk ≡ η, ηk ∈ Xp

}
.

Then (3.5) implies

inf
n∈Pσ

p,q(E)
B

p,q,p
Λ,M(n) ≥ −H(0).(3.6)
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Note that H is convex since each of {Hλk,p,q,mk
}Kk=1 is proper and convex by Lemma 3.3, and then

by [5, Lemma 4.4.15] the Legendre–Fenchel transform of H satisfies

H∗(n) =

K∑

k=1

H∗
λk,p,q,mk

(n) for n ∈ X ∗
p .(3.7)

Let X ∗∗
p be the dual of X ∗

p and regard Xp as a subset of X
∗∗
p under the natural isometric embedding.

For f ∈ X ∗∗
p , the Legendre–Fenchel transform of H∗ on X ∗∗

p is given by

H∗∗(f) := sup
n∈X ∗

p

(f(n)−H∗(n)) .

Then we observe from Proposition 3.4 and (3.7) that

−H∗∗(0) = inf
n∈X ∗

p

H∗(−n) = inf
n∈X ∗

p

K∑

k=1

H∗
λk,p,q,mk

(−n)

= inf
n∈Pσ

p,q(E)

K∑

k=1

λkMKσ
p,q(mk, n)

p = inf
n∈Pσ

p,q(E)
B

p,q,p
Λ,M(n).

(3.8)

Thus by (3.6) and (3.8) it is enough to show H∗∗(0) = H(0).
To this end, first note by Proposition 3.4 combined with (3.7) we see

H∗(−δ•E,y0
⊗ σ) =

K∑

k=1

λkMKσ
p,q(δ

•
E,y0

⊗ σ,mk) <∞.

Thus since its Legendre–Fenchel transform is not identically ∞, we see H never takes the value
−∞. At the same time using (3.3),

H(0) ≤
K∑

k=1

Hλk,p,q,mk
(0) ≤ 0,

hence H is not identically ∞, in particular it is proper.
Recall each λk is strictly positive by assumption. Suppose η ∈ Xp with

‖η‖Xp
≤ 21−p ·K · min

1≤k≤K
λk.

Then, using that

21−p dp
E,y0

(ω, v)− dE(u, v)
p ≤ dp

E,y0
(ω, u),
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followed by (2.4) in the calculation below,

H(η) ≤
K∑

k=1

Hλk,p,q,mk
(K−1η)

≤
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

Sλk,p

(
K−1η

)
dmω

kdσ(ω)

≤
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

sup
v∈π−1({π(u)})

(
−λk dE(u, v)

p +K−1 ‖η‖Xp
(1 + dp

E,y0
(π(v), v))

)
dmω

k (u)dσ(ω)

≤
K∑

k=1

λk

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

sup
v∈π−1({π(u)})

(
− dE(u, v)

p + 21−p(1 + dp
E,y0

(π(v), v))
)
dmω

k (u)dσ(ω)

≤
K∑

k=1

λk

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

sup
v∈π−1({π(u)})

(
21−p + dp

E,y0
(π(v), u)

)
dmω

k (u)dσ(ω)

≤
K∑

k=1

λk

[
21−p + 2p−1

(
C̃ +MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0 ⊗ σ,mk)

p
)]

<∞,

proving that H is bounded from above in a neighborhood of 0. Thus by [5, Proposition 4.1.4 and
Proposition 4.4.2 (a)], we obtain H∗∗(0) = H(0), finishing the proof. �

3.3. Uniqueness of disintegrated barycenters. In this final subsection, we prove MKσ
p,q-

barycenters are unique under some absolute continuity conditions, when p > 1 and q <∞.
We start by noting that in the case q = ∞, it is possible to construct many examples where

MKσ
p,∞-barycenters are not unique; the next examples includes all cases when σ is not a delta

measure and the fiber Y is a connected, complete Riemannian manifolds of any kind (with or
without boundary).

Example 3.5. Let 1 < p < ∞ (the case p = 1 may have nonuniqueness for other reasons, see
Example 3.6 below), make the same assumptions as in Theorem 1.8 (1), and also assume (Y, dY )
is any geodesic space. Also take two distinct elements µ0, µ1 ∈ Pp(Y ), and assume there exists a
measurable Ω′ ⊂ Ω with 0 < σ(Ω′) < 1, and define for any Borel A ⊂ E,

(m•
k ⊗ σ)(A) : =






∑

j∈N

ˆ

Vj

(Ξj,•)♯µ0(A)dσ, if 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1,

∑

j∈N

(
ˆ

Vj∩Ω′

(Ξj,•)♯µ0(A)dσ +

ˆ

Vj\Ω′

(Ξj,•)♯µ1(A)dσ

)
, if k = K,

where we recall that {Vj}j∈N is defined by (2.1). By Lemma 2.5, each of these are elements of
Pσ

p,∞(E), with disintegrations with respect to π given by mk = m•
k ⊗ σ where

mω
k : =





∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯µ0, if 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1,

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯

(
1Ω′(ω)µ0 + 1Ω\Ω′(ω)µ1

)
, if k = K.
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For n ∈ Pσ
p,∞(E), and any κ = 0 we calculate

B
p,∞,κ
Λ,M (n) =

K∑

k=1

λkMKσ
p,∞ (mk, n)

κ

= (1− λK)MKσ
p,∞ (m1, n)

κ + λKMKσ
p,∞ (mK , n)

κ

≥ (1− λK) ess sup
ω/∈Ω′

MKE
p (m

ω
1 , n

ω)κ + λK ess sup
ω/∈Ω′

MKE
p (m

ω
K , n

ω)κ

for Λ ∈ ΛK and M := (mk)
K
k=1.

Let ν ∈ Pp(Y ) be a minimizer of Bp,κ
(1−λK ,λK),(µ0,µ1)

, then for each ω /∈ Ω′, if j0 is the unique index

such that ω ∈ Vj0,

(1− λK)MK
E
p (m

ω
1 , n

ω)κ + λK MKE
p (m

ω
K , n

ω)κ

=(1− λK)MK
Y
p (µ0, (Ξ

−1
j0,ω

)♯n
ω)κ + λK MKY

p (µ1, (Ξ
−1
j0,ω

)♯n
ω)κ

≥(1− λK)MK
Y
p (µ0, ν)

κ + λK MKY
p (µ1, ν)

κ

hence if µ ∈ Pp(Y ) satisfies

MKY
p (µ0, µ)

κ ≤ (1− λK)MK
Y
p (µ0, ν)

κ + λK MKY
p (µ1, ν)

κ,

the measure ∑

j∈N

1Vj
(Ξj,•)♯

(
1Ω′µ+ 1Ω\Ω′ν

)
⊗ σ,

(which belongs to Pσ
p,q(E) by Lemma 2.5) is a minimizer of Bp,∞,κ

Λ,M . Thus since λK 6= 0, 1, this
yields infinitely many possible minimizers.

Also, we can see that MKσ
1,q-barycenters may not be unique due to nonuniqueness of MKY

1 -
barycenters.

Example 3.6. LetM = (µk)
K
k=1 in Pp(Y ) to be determined and define M = (mk)

K
k=1 in Pσ

p,q(E) by

mk := (
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(Ξj,•)♯µk)⊗ σ.

For Λ ∈ ΛK , by convexity of the Lq(σ) norm, for any n ∈ Pσ
p,q(E) we have

K∑

k=1

λkMKσ
p,q(mk, n) ≥

∥∥∥∥∥λk
K∑

k=1

MKE
p

(
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(Ξj,•)♯µk, n

•

)∥∥∥∥∥
Lq(σ)

.

For any measure of the form n := (
∑

j∈N 1Vj
(Ξj,•)♯ν0) ⊗ σ where ν0 ∈ Pp(Y ), if j0 is the unique

index such that ω ∈ Vj0 we have

MKE
p

(
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(Ξj,ω)♯µk, n

ω

)
= MKE

p ((Ξj0,•)♯µk, (Ξj0,•)♯ν0)) = MKY
p (µk, ν0).

Hence if ν0 is a minimizer of Bp,p
Λ,M (i.e., an MKY

p -barycenter), we see n will be a MKσ
p,q-barycenter,

thus if (µk)
K
k=1 can be chosen in a way that there exist nonunique MKY

p -barycenters, this will lead
to nonuniqueness of MKσ

p,q-barycenters as well.
For p = 1, it is strongly suspected that such configurations yielding nonunique barycenters exist

for various Λ, we give such an example in the case of Y = R with the measures µk absolutely
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continuous, and λk ≡ K−1 where K is even, which incidentally, relies on our duality result
Corollary 1.10. Define

ν0 := H1|[−2,−1], ν1 := H1|[1,2], µk :=

{
ν0, if k even,

ν1, if k odd.

Then we calculate

B
1,q,1
Λ,M(ν0 ⊗ σ) =

1

K

K∑

k=1

MKR

1 (µk, ν0) ≤
1

K

∑

k odd

ˆ 2

1

|t− (t− 3)| dt =
3

2
,

B
1,q,1
Λ,M(ν1 ⊗ σ) =

1

K

K∑

k=1

MKR

1 (µk, ν1) ≤
1

K

∑

k even

ˆ −1

−2

|t− (t + 3)| dt =
3

2
.

Now define φ : R → R by

φ(t) :=





−4− t, if − 4 ≤ t < −2,

t, if − 2 ≤ t < 2,

4− t, if 2 ≤ t ≤ 4,

0, else.

Since φ is 1-Lipschitz, it is classical that φdR = −φ, then if we define

φk(t) : =





−
φ(t)

K
, if k even,

φ(t)

K
, if k odd,

we have

K∑

k=1

φk ≡ 0,

−
K∑

k=1

ˆ

R

φλk dR
k dµk = −

∑

k even

ˆ −1

−2

φ(t)

K
dt+

∑

k odd

ˆ 2

1

φ(t)

K
dt =

1

2

(
ˆ 2

1

tdt−

ˆ −1

−2

tdt

)
=

3

2
.

By Corollary 1.10 (2) we see that both ν0 and ν1 are MKR

1 -barycenters.

For the remainder of the section Y will be a complete, connected Riemannian manifold, pos-
sibly with boundary, and dY (resp.VolY ) will be the Riemannian distance function (resp. volume
measure). We will also write

inj1(y) : = min{1, sup{r > 0 | expy is a diffeomorphism on BTy(Y \∂Y )
r (0)}} for y ∈ Y \ ∂Y,

inj(A) : = inf
y∈A

inj1(y) for any A ⊂ Y \ ∂Y,

and B
Y

r (y) for the closed ball of radius r centered at y. Although Y \ ∂Y may not be complete,
by [6, Lemmas 10.90 and 10.91], we have inj(K) > 0 for any compact K ⊂ Y \ ∂Y .
First we show a very simple lemma on covering boundaries of geodesic balls.
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Lemma 3.7. For any compact set K ⊂ Y \ ∂Y and 0 < r < inj(K)/2, there exists an N ∈ N

depending only on K and r such that for any y ∈ K, there exists a set of points {yi}Ni=1 ⊂

B
Y

5r/4(y) \B
Y
3r/4(y) such that {BY

r/2(yi)}
N
i=1 is a cover of ∂BY

r (y).

Proof. Suppose the lemma does not hold, then there is a sequence (ỹℓ)ℓ∈N ⊂ K such that no

collection of ℓ or fewer open balls of radius r/2 with centers in B
Y

5r/4(ỹℓ) \ B
Y
3r/4(ỹℓ) is a cover of

∂BY
r (ỹℓ). By compactness of K, we may pass to a convergent subsequence (ỹℓ)ℓ∈N (not relabeled)

with limit ỹ∞ ∈ K. Now, also by compactness, for some N ∈ N there is a cover {BY
r/2(yi)}

N
i=1

of B
Y

9r/8(ỹ∞) \ BY
7r/8(ỹ∞) with yi ∈ B

Y

9r/8(ỹ∞) \ BY
7r/8(ỹ∞) for 1 ≤ i ≤ N . Since r < inj(K)/2

and ỹℓ ∈ K, we see that y ∈ ∂BY
r (ỹℓ) implies dY (ỹℓ, y) = r. Then by the triangle inequality,

for ℓ > N satisfying dY (ỹℓ, ỹ∞) < r/8, we have ∂BY
r (ỹℓ) ⊂ B

Y

9r/8(ỹ∞) \ BY
7r/8(ỹ∞) while each

yi ∈ B
Y

5r/4(ỹℓ) \B
Y
3r/4(ỹℓ), a contradiction. �

It is well known that local boundedness for a λ dpY -convex function translates to a Lipschitz
bound. To show convergence of a maximizing sequence in the disintegrated barycenter dual
problem from Theorem 1.8 (2), we will need to consider sequences of averages constructed from
the maximizing sequence. When p = 2, the average of d2

Rn-transforms is also a d2
Rn-transform,

but this does not hold for p 6= 2 or on more general manifolds Y . Thus in the next lemma, we
will prove that under certain conditions, local Lipschitzness of the average of dp

Y -transforms also
follows from boundedness. The following lemma is stated in more generality than will be needed
later.

Lemma 3.8. Fix λ ∈ (0, 1], R > 0, and suppose (gm)m∈N is a sequence such that the functions

fm := g
λdpY
m are bounded uniformly in m ∈ N on B

Y

R(y0). If there exists an increasing sequence
(Mℓ)ℓ∈N ⊂ N, and λℓ,m ≥ 0 for each ℓ ∈ N and 1 ≤ m ≤Mℓ, and C1, C2 > 0 such that

sup
ℓ∈N

1

Mℓ

Mℓ∑

m=1

λℓ,m ≤ C1, sup
t∈B

Y
R(y0)

1

Mℓ

Mℓ∑

m=1

λℓ,m |fm(t)| ≤ C2,

then the sequence
(

1

Mℓ

Mℓ∑

m=1

λℓ,mfm

)

ℓ∈N

is uniformly Lipschitz on {y ∈ B
Y

R/2(y0) | dY (y, ∂Y ) ≥ 2R−1}.

Proof. We can assume that λ = 1 as

g
λ dpY
m = λ(λ−1gm)

dpY .

Since the result follows from [32, Proposition 3.1] when p = 1, assume 1 < p <∞. Let N ∈ N be
from applying Lemma 3.7 with the choice of the set

K := {y ∈ B
Y

R(y0) | dY (y, ∂Y ) ≥ 2R−1},

compact in Y \ ∂Y , and r := min{inj(K), R}/2. Now let us write

BR/2 := {y ∈ B
Y

R/2(y0) | dY (y, ∂Y ) ≥ 2R−1}.
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Fix t ∈ BR/2 and ε > 0, then since each fm is finite on B
Y

R(y0), for each m there exists sm,t ∈ Y
such that

fm(t) ≤ − dY (t, sm,t)
p − gm(sm,t) + ε.

Then for any t′ ∈ Y , we have

fm(t
′) + ε ≥ − dY (t

′, sm,t)
p − gm(sm,t) + ε

≥ − dY (t
′, sm,t)

p + dY (t, sm,t)
p + fm(t)

≥ p dY (t
′, sm,t)

p−1(dY (t, sm,t)− dY (t
′, sm,t)) + fm(t).

(3.9)

Now let {BY
r/2(yi)}

N
i=1 be a cover of ∂BY

r (t) where each yi ∈ B
Y

5r/4(t) \B
Y
3r/4(t), which exists from

the application of Lemma 3.7 above. By completeness and connectedness, there is at least one
minimal, unit speed geodesic γm,t from t to sm,t. For 1 ≤ i ≤ N , define

Bi : =






BY
r/2(y1), if i = 1,

BY
r/2(yi) \

i−1⋃

i′=1

BY
r/2(yi′), if 2 ≤ i ≤ N,

Ii : = {m ∈ N | γm,t(r) ∈ Bi and sm,t 6∈ BY
2r(t)}.

Then for m ∈ Ii, using that r < inj(K)/2 and t ∈ K we have

dY (t, sm,t)− dY (yi, sm,t) ≥ dY (t, sm,t)− dY (γm,t(r), sm,t)− dY (γm,t(r), yi)

≥ dY (t, γm,t(r))−
r

2
=
r

2
.

Using this we can calculate for each 1 ≤ i ≤ N , by taking t′ = yi in (3.9) and noting that each

yi ∈ B
Y

R(y0),

C2 + ε ≥
1

Mℓ

Mℓ∑

m=1

λℓ,m |fm(yi)|+ ε

≥
1

Mℓ

∑

1≤m≤Mℓ,
m∈Ii

λℓ,m
[
p dY (yi, sm,t)

p−1 (dY (t, sm,t)− dY (yi, sm,t)) + fm(t)
]

≥
pr

2Mℓ

∑

1≤m≤Mℓ,
m∈Ii

λℓ,m dY (yi, sm,t)
p−1 −

1

Mℓ

Mℓ∑

m=1

λℓ,m |fm(t)|

≥
pr

2Mℓ

∑

1≤m≤Mℓ,
m∈Ii

λℓ,m
[
2−p+1 dY (t

′′, sm,t)
p−1 − dY (t

′′, yi)
p−1
]
− C2

≥
pr

2Mℓ

∑

1≤m≤Mℓ,
m∈Ii

λℓ,m
[
2−p+1 dY (t

′′, sm,t)
p−1 − (2R)p−1

]
− C2
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for any t′′ ∈ BR/2. Hence, for t1, t2 ∈ BR/2, we find

1

Mℓ

Mℓ∑

m=1

λℓ,mfm(t1)−
1

Mℓ

Mℓ∑

m=1

λℓ,mfm(t2)

≤
1

Mℓ

Mℓ∑

m=1

λℓ,m (dY (t2, sm,t1)
p − dY (t1, sm,t1)

p + ε)

≤
p

Mℓ

Mℓ∑

m=1

λℓ,mmax{dY (t1, sm,t1)
p−1, dY (t2, sm,t1)

p−1} |dY (t2, sm,t1)− dY (t1, sm,t1)|+ εC1

≤
2p

r
(2C2 + ε+ 2p−2prRp−1C1) dY (t1, t2) + εC1,

thus taking ε to 0 and then reversing the roles of t1 and t2 yields the uniform Lipschitz bound
on BR/2. �

The above lemma also immediately gives an analogue of [14, Corollary C.5] which we will have
use for later.

Corollary 3.9. Fix λ ∈ (0, 1] and suppose R > 0. For a function g on Y , if f := gλdpY is bounded

on B
Y

R(y0), then it is uniformly Lipschitz on {y ∈ B
Y

R/2(y0) | dY (y, ∂Y ) ≥ 2R−1}.

Proof. Simply apply Lemma 3.8 with fm ≡ f and λℓ,m ≡ 1. �

We are now ready to prove uniqueness of MKσ
p,q-barycenters under appropriate conditions.

Proof of Theorem 1.8 (3). By Theorem 1.8 (2), for 1 ≤ k ≤ K and m ∈ N, we can take

(ζk,m, ξ̂k,m)
K
k=1 ∈ (Zr′,σ × Xp)

K which satisfy

K∑

k=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)ξ̂k,m = 0,

−
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω

ζk,m

(
ˆ

E

Sλk,pξ̂k,mdm
•
k

)
dσ ≤−

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω

ζk,m+1

(
ˆ

E

Sλk ,pξ̂k,m+1dm
•
k

)
dσ

m→∞
−−−→ inf

n∈Pσ
p,q(E)

B
p,q,p
Λ,M(n),

where this limit is also the value of the supremum for the dual problem in Theorem 1.8 (2). Define

ξ̃k,m :=





Sλk,p(Sλk ,pξ̂k,m), if 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1,

−
1

(ζK,m ◦ π)

K−1∑

i=1

(ζi,m ◦ π)ξ̃i,m, if k = K,

then
K∑

k=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)ξ̃k,m ≡ 0.

For 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1, it is classical that

Sλk ,pξ̃k,m = Sλk,p(Sλk,p(Sλk,pξ̂k,m)) = Sλk ,pξ̂k,m,

ξ̂k,m ≥ ξ̃k,m ≥ −Sλk ,pξ̂k,m.(3.10)
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This yields

ξ̃K,m = −
1

(ζK,m ◦ π)

K−1∑

k=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)ξ̃k,m ≥ −
1

(ζK,m ◦ π)

K−1∑

k=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)ξ̂k,m = ξ̂K,m,

hence −SλK ,pξ̃K,m ≥ −SλK ,pξ̂K,m. For 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1, since (3.10) holds and ξ̂k,m ∈ Xp, by

Lemma 2.18 we see ξ̃k,m is bounded on bounded subsets of π−1({ω}) when ω ∈ Ω is fixed. Thus

composing with Ξj,ω for some appropriate j, by Corollary 3.9, we have that ξ̃k,m|π−1({ω}) is contin-

uous for all 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1 and ω ∈ Ω, this also implies ξ̃K,m|π−1({ω}) is also continuous. Finally,
for 1 ≤ k ≤ K and v ∈ E, define

ξk,m(v) : = ξ̃k,m(v)−
∑

j∈N

χj(π(v))ξ̃k,m(Ξj(π(v), y0)), ηk,m(v) := ζk,m(π(v))ξk,m(v),

then
∑

j∈N

χj(ω)ξk,m(Ξj(ω, y0)) =
∑

j∈N

χj(ω)ηk,m(Ξj(ω, y0)) = 0(3.11)

for all k, m, and ω ∈ Ω and we can calculate

Sλk,pξk,m(u) = Sλk ,pξ̃k,m(u) +
∑

j∈N

χj(π(u))ξ̃k,m(Ξj(π(u), y0)),

K∑

k=1

ηk,m ≡ 0,(3.12)

for all m. Since

−
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω

ζk,m

(
ˆ

E

Sλk,pξk,mdm
•

)
dσ = −

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω

ζk,m

ˆ

E

(
Sλk,pξ̃k,m +

∑

j∈N

χj ξ̃k,m(Ξj(·, y0))

)
dm•dσ

= −
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω

ζk,m

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξ̃k,mdm
•dσ,

we see that

lim sup
m→∞

(
−

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω

ζk,m

(
ˆ

E

Sλk,pξk,mdm
•
k

)
dσ

)
≥ inf

Pσ
p,q(E)

B
p,q,p
Λ,M .(3.13)

If p < q, then we have 1 < r′ < ∞ hence Lr′(σ) is reflexive. Since (ζk,m)m∈N is bounded in
Lr′(σ) for each 1 ≤ k ≤ K, we can pass to a subsequence which can be assumed to converge
weakly in Lr′(σ) to some ζk. If p = q, then by Remark 1.9 we may assume that each ζk,m ≡ 1,
hence we still have weak convergence, this time to ζk ≡ 1.
Claim 1. There exists a Borel set Ω′ ⊂ Ω with σ(Ω′) = 1, and for each 1 ≤ k ≤ K, subsequences
of (ηk,m)m∈N, (ζk,m)m∈N (not relabeled), such that there is a Borel function ηk : E → R whose
restriction to π−1({ω}) is continuous for all ω ∈ Ω′, and writing

ηavgk,M(v) : =
1

M

M∑

m=1

ηk,m(v) ζavgk,M(ω) :=
1

M

M∑

m=1

ζk,m(ω),
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we have

lim
M→∞

ηavgk,M(v) = ηk(v), for all v ∈ π−1(Ω′),(3.14)

lim
M→∞

ζavgk,M(ω) = ζk(ω), for all ω ∈ Ω′.(3.15)

Moreover, the convergence of ηavgk,M to ηk is uniform on the sets

Bω,ℓ := {Ξj(ω, y) | y ∈ B
Y

ℓ (y0), dY (y, ∂Y ) ≥ 2ℓ−1},

for each ℓ ∈ N and ω ∈ Ω′, where j ∈ N is the unique index such that ω ∈ Vj,

K∑

k=1

ηk ≡ 0,(3.16)

and ζavgk,M converges to ζk in Lr′(σ) for each 1 ≤ k ≤ K.
Proof of Claim 1. For any 1 ≤ k ≤ K, m ∈ N, and fixed u ∈ E, using (3.11) we have

−Sλk ,pξk,m(u) = inf
v∈π−1({π(u)})

(λk dE(u, v)
p + ξk,m(v))

≤
∑

j∈N

χj(π(u))
(
λk dE(u,Ξj,π(u)(y0))

p + ξk,m(Ξj,π(u)(y0))
)

= λk d
p
E,y0

(π(u), u).

(3.17)

Also by (3.13) we may pass to a subsequence to assume

inf
m∈N

(
−

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω

ζk,m(ω)

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξk,mdm
ω
kdσ(ω)

)
≥ inf

Pσ
p,q(E)

B
p,q,p
Λ,M − 1,

thus for any m ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ K,

−

ˆ

Ω

ζk,m

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξk,mdm
•dσ

≥ inf
Pσ
p,q(E)

B
p,q,p
Λ,M − 1−

∑

i 6=k

(
−

ˆ

Ω

ζi,m

ˆ

E

Sλi,pξi,mdm
•
i dσ

)

≥ inf
Pσ
p,q(E)

B
p,q,p
Λ,M − 1−

∑

i 6=k

λi

(
ˆ

Ω

ζi,m

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(·, u)dm•
i (u)dσ

)

≥ inf
Pσ
p,q(E)

B
p,q,p
Λ,M − 1−

∑

i 6=k

λi ‖ζi,m‖Lr′(σ)

∥∥∥2p−1(C̃ +MKE
p (δ

•
E,y0

,m•
i )

p
∥∥∥
Lr(σ)

≥ C,

(3.18)

where we set

C := inf
Pσ
p,q(E)

B
p,q,p
Λ,M − 1− 2p−1

K∑

i=1

λi(C̃ +MKσ
p,q(δ

•
E,y0 ⊗ σ,mi)

p) > −∞

and used ‖ζi,m‖Lr′(σ) ≤ 1 for all i and (2.4) in the last line.

Now for a fixed ω ∈ Ω and u, v ∈ π−1({ω}) we can integrate the inequality

ηk,m(v) ≥ −ζk,m(ω)Sλk,pξk,m(u)− λkζk,m(ω) dE(u, v)
p

≥ −ζk,m(ω)Sλk,pξk,m(u)− 2p−1ζk,m(ω)(d
p
E,y0

(ω, u) + dp
E,y0

(ω, v))
(3.19)
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with respect to mω
k ⊗ nω(u, v) for any n ∈ Pσ

p,q(E), then integrate against σ with respect to ω,
and using that each nω is nonnegative and has total mass one along with (2.4) and (3.18) we thus
obtain

ˆ

E

ηk,mdn ≥ −

ˆ

Ω

ζk,m

ˆ

E

Sλk ,pξk,mdm
•
kdσ

− 2p−1

(
ˆ

Ω

ζk,m

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(·, u)dm•
k(u)dσ +

ˆ

Ω

ζk,m

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(·, v)dn•(v)dσ

)

≥ C − 22p−2 ‖ζk,m‖Lr′(σ)

∥∥∥2C̃ +MKE
p (δ

•
E,y0

,m•
k)

p +MKE
p (δ

•
E,y0

, n•)p
∥∥∥
Lr(σ)

≥ C − 22p−2

(
2C̃ + max

1≤i≤K
MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0

⊗ σ,mi)
p +MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0

⊗ σ, n)p
)
.

Thus by (3.12), there exists a constant Cp,q,K(M) depending on p, q, K, and M such that
∣∣∣∣
ˆ

E

ηk,mdn

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Cp,q,K(M) + 22p−2(K − 1)MKσ
p,q(δ

•
E,y0

⊗ σ, n)p.(3.20)

Now recall the partition {Vj}j∈N of Ω into Borel sets defined by (2.1), and define for δ > 0,
1 ≤ k ≤ K, j, m ∈ N, and ω ∈ Ω,

Iδ,ωk,ℓ,m

:=

{
t ∈ B

Y

ℓ (y0)

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)ηk,m(Ξj,ω(t)) ≥ sup

t′∈B
Y
ℓ (y0)

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)ηk,m(Ξj,ω(t

′))− δ

}
.

Since

t 7→
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)ηk,m(Ξj,ω(t))

is continuous on Y for any fixed ω, we must have VolY (I
δ,ω
k,ℓ,m) > 0, so we can define

µω
δ,k,ℓ,m : =

1Iδ,ωk,ℓ,m

VolY (I
δ,ω
k,ℓ,m)

VolY ∈ P(Y ).

By the continuity of each Ξj and ηk,m, we can see the set {(ω, t) ∈ Ω × Y | t ∈ Iδ,ωk,ℓ,m} is a Borel
subset of Ω× Y . Thus the function

(ω, t) 7→ 1Iδ,ωk,ℓ,m
(t)

is Borel on Ω × Y , and by Tonelli’s theorem the function ω 7→ VolY (I
δ,ω
k,ℓ,m) is Borel on Ω. Now

fix any Borel A ⊂ E, then as a composition of a Borel function 1A with a continuous map Ξj,
(ω, t) 7→ 1A(Ξj,ω(t)) is Borel on Uj × Y (endowed with the subspace metric), then the function

(ω, t) 7→
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)1Iδ,ωk,ℓ,m

(t)1A(Ξj,ω(t))

is Borel on Ω× Y . Thus combining the above, if we define

nωδ,k,ℓ,m :=
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)(Ξj,ω)♯µ

ω
δ,k,ℓ,m
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again by Tonelli’s theorem we see ω 7→ nωδ,k,ℓ,m(A) is Borel on Ω for any Borel A ⊂ E, hence
nδ,k,j,ℓ,m := n•δ,k,j,ℓ,m ⊗ σ is well-defined and belongs to Pσ(E) by Remark 2.12. Also if ω ∈ Vj,

MKE
p (δ

ω
E,y0, n

ω
δ,k,ℓ,m)

p

≤
∑

j′∈N

χj′(ω)MK
E
p ((Ξj′,ω)♯δ

Y
y0
, (Ξj,ω)♯µ

ω
δ,k,ℓ,m)

p

≤2p−1

(
∑

j′∈N

χj′(ω)MK
E
p ((Ξj′,ω)♯δ

Y
y0
, (Ξj,ω)♯δ

Y
y0
)p +MKE

p ((Ξj,ω)♯δ
Y
y0
, (Ξj,ω)♯µ

ω
δ,k,ℓ,m)

p

)

=2p−1

(
∑

j′∈N

χj′(ω) dY (y0, g
j′

j (ω)y0)
p +VolY (I

δ,ω
k,ℓ,m)

−1

ˆ

Iδ,ωm,k,ℓ

dy0(t)
pdVolY (t)

)

≤2p−1

(
∑

j′∈N

χj′(ω) dY (y0, g
j′

j (ω)y0)
p + ℓp

)
,

(3.21)

which is bounded independent of ω and j by (1.2), hence nδ,k,ℓ,m ∈ Pσ
p,q(E). Then we find

ˆ

Ω

sup
t∈B

Y
ℓ (y0)

(
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)ηk,m(Ξj,ω(t))

)
dσ(ω)− δ

≤

ˆ

Ω

1

VolY (I
δ,ω
k,ℓ,m)

ˆ

Iδ,ωk,ℓ,m

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)ηk,m(Ξj,ω(t))dVolY (t)dσ(ω)

=

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

ηk,mdn
ω
δ,k,ℓ,mdσ(ω)

≤ C ′

for some C ′ > 0 independent of k, m, and δ by (3.20) and (3.21). We may replace max with min

and sup with inf, then change the direction of the inequality in the definition of Iδ,ωk,m,ℓ to obtain
the analogous inequality

ˆ

Ω

inf
t∈B

Y
ℓ (y0)

(
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)ηk,m(Ξj,ω(t))

)
dσ(ω) + δ ≥ −C ′.

Taking δ to 0 in the two resulting inequalities above and using Hölder’s inequality yields

ˆ

Ω

∥∥∥∥∥
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)(ηk,m ◦ Ξj,ω)

∥∥∥∥∥
L2(B

Y
j (y0))

dσ(ω)

≤ VolY (B
Y

j (y0))
1
2

ˆ

Ω

sup
t∈B

Y
j (y0)

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)ηk,m(Ξj,ω(t))

∣∣∣∣∣ dσ(ω)

≤ C ′ VolY (B
Y

j (y0))
1
2 ,

(3.22)

where the reference measure on L2(B
Y

j (y0)) is VolY . This implies that for each ℓ ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤
K, the sequence (ω 7→

∑
j∈N 1Vj

(ω)(ηk,m ◦ Ξj,ω))m∈N is bounded in the Bochner–Lebesgue space

L1(σ;L2(B
Y

ℓ (y0))). Since L2(B
Y

ℓ (y0)) is a Hilbert space, we may repeatedly apply [17, Theorem



56

3.1] along with a diagonalization argument to obtain a subsequence of (ω 7→
∑

j∈N 1Vj
(ω)(ηk,m ◦

Ξj,ω))m∈N (which we do not relabel) with property that: there exists a function

η̃k : Ω× Y → R with ω 7→ η̃k(ω, ·)|BY
ℓ (y0)

∈ L1(σ;L2(B
Y

ℓ (y0)))

for each ℓ ∈ N, and for any further (not relabeled) subsequence there is a σ-null Borel set N1 ⊂ Ω
such that for all ℓ ∈ N and ω ∈ Ω \ N1,

lim
M→∞

∥∥η̃avgk,M(ω, ·)− η̃k(ω, ·)
∥∥
L2(B

Y
ℓ (y0))

= 0,(3.23)

where

η̃avgk,M(ω, t) :=
1

M

M∑

m=1

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)ηk,m(Ξj,ω(t)).

By (3.22) and since

sup
m∈N

‖ζk,m‖L1(σ) ≤ sup
m∈N

‖ζk,m‖Lr′(σ) ≤ 1

we can apply the real valued Komlós’ theorem (see [25, Theorem 1a]) for each 1 ≤ k ≤ K and

ℓ ∈ N to the sequences (ω 7→ sup
t′∈B

Y
ℓ (y0)

∣∣∣
∑

j∈N 1Vj
(ω)ηk,m(Ξj,ω(t

′))
∣∣∣)m∈N and (ζk,m)m∈N, and make

yet another diagonalization argument to assume there exists a σ-null Borel set N2 such that for
all ℓ ∈ N, 1 ≤ k ≤ K, and ω ∈ N2,

lim
M→∞

1

M

M∑

m=1

sup
t′∈B

Y
ℓ (y0)

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(ω)ηk,m(Ξj,ω(t

′))

∣∣∣∣∣ converges,

and (3.15) holds. If p < q, by the Banach–Saks theorem we may pass to another subsequence of
(ζk,m)m∈N to assume that ζavgk,M also converges in Lr′(σ), necessarily to ζk, while if p = q we already

have ζavgk,M ≡ 1 for all M .
With this setup, fix an arbitrary increasing sequence (Mℓ′)ℓ′∈N ⊂ N and ω ∈ Ω′ := Ω\(N1∪N2),

which is Borel. By (3.23) we may pass to yet another subsequence to assume for some VolY -null
set N (ω) ⊂ Y ,

lim
ℓ′→∞

η̃avgk,Mℓ′
(ω, t) = η̃k(ω, t), for all t ∈ Y \ N (ω).

If j0 is the unique index such that ω ∈ Vj0 and we define the set

Bℓ := {y ∈ B
Y

ℓ (y0) | dY (y, ∂Y ) ≥ 2ℓ−1},

we can then apply Lemma 3.8 with fm = ξk,m(Ξj0(ω, ·)) and λℓ,m′ = ζk,m(ω) independent of ℓ
′ ∈ N

(since the sequence (ζavgk,M(ω))M∈N converges, it is also uniformly bounded) for 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1 to

obtain that (η̃avgk,Mℓ′
(ω, ·))ℓ′∈N is uniformly Lipschitz on Bℓ for each ℓ ∈ N. Since η̃avgk,Mℓ′

(ω, y0) = 0

for all k we see this sequence is also bounded on Bℓ, thus we may apply the Arzelà–Ascoli theorem
to see a subsequence of η̃avgk,Mℓ′

(ω, ·) converges uniformly on Bℓ, necessarily to η̃k(ω, ·). By another

diagonalization argument, this implies there is a continuous extension of η̃k(ω, ·) to all of Y for
each ω ∈ Ω′; we continue to denote this extension by η̃k(ω, ·). Since we had started with an
arbitrary increasing sequence (Mℓ′)ℓ′∈N, we conclude that (for the full original sequence) η̃

avg
k,M(ω, t)
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converges to η̃k(ω, t) for any fixed ω ∈ Ω′, and this convergence is uniform in t when restricted
to Bℓ for any ℓ ∈ N. By (3.12),

K∑

k=1

η̃avgk,M ≡ 0,

hence we see the same limiting claim holds for k = K as well. Finally by disjointness of the Vj,

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(π(v))η̃avgk,m(Ξ

−1
j (v)) =

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(π(v))

(
1

M

M∑

m=1

∑

j′∈N

1Vj′
(π(v))ηk,m(Ξj′(Ξ

−1
j (v)))

)

=
1

M

M∑

m=1

∑

j∈N

1Vj
(π(v))ηk,m(v) =

1

M

M∑

m=1

ηk,m(v),

hence defining

ηk(v) := 1π−1(Ω′)(v) ·
∑

j∈N

1Vj
(π(v))η̃k(Ξ

−1
j (v))

yields the claim. ♦

Now, for 1 ≤ k ≤ K, we define

Ωk := {ω ∈ Ω′ | ζk(ω) 6= 0}, ξk(v) :=
ηk(v)

ζk(π(v))
1Ωk

(π(v)) for v ∈ E.

Claim 2. For any ε ∈ (0, σ(Ωk)) there exists a Borel set Ωk,ε ⊂ Ω \ Ωk with σ(Ωk,ε) < ε such
that ζavgk,M converges uniformly to zero on Ω \ (Ωk ∪ Ωk,ε), and for any n ∈ Pσ

p,q(E), the functions
defined on Ω by

ω 7→ −1Ω′(ω)

ˆ

E

ηkdn
ω,(3.24)

ω 7→

[
−ζk(ω)1Ωk

(ω)

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
ω
k + 1Ω\(Ωk∪Ωk,ε)(ω) inf

π−1({ω})
ηk

]
1Ω′(ω)(3.25)

are Bσ-measurable.
Proof of Claim 2. Fix 1 ≤ k ≤ K. For any ε > 0, by Egorov’s theorem there is a Borel set
Ωk,ε ⊂ Ω \ Ωk with σ(Ωk,ε) < ε such that ζavgk,M converges uniformly to zero on Ω \ (Ωk ∪ Ωk,ε).
We begin with the measurability of (3.24). Since ηk is Borel, the integral of its positive and

negative parts respectively against nω are Borel in ω, by Disintegration Theorem. Thus to obtain
measurability of (3.24), it is sufficient to show the integral is finite from below for σ-a.e. To this
end, for each 1 ≤ k ≤ K and ω ∈ Ω′, we observe from (3.19) that for any u, v ∈ π−1({ω}),

ηk(v) = lim
M→∞

1

M

M∑

m=1

ηk,m(v)

≥ lim sup
M→∞

1

M

M∑

m=1

[
−ζk,m(ω)Sλk,pξk,m(u)− 2p−1ζk,m(ω)

(
dp
E,y0

(ω, u) + dp
E,y0

(ω, v)
)]

≥ lim sup
M→∞

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

ζk,m(ω)Sλk,pξk,m(u)

)
− 2p−1ζk(ω)

(
dp
E,y0

(ω, u) + dp
E,y0

(ω, v)
)
.
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As mω
k and nω are supported on π−1({ω}), integrating against (mω

k ⊗ nω)(u, v) and using (2.4)
yields

ˆ

E

ηkdn
ω ≥

ˆ

E

lim sup
M→∞

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

ζk,m(ω)Sλk,pξk,m

)
dmω

k

− 22p−2ζk(ω)
(
2C̃ +MKE

p (δ
ω
E,y0,m

ω
k )

p +MKE
p (δ

ω
E,y0, n

ω)p
)

≥ lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

E

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

ζk,m(ω)Sλk,pξk,m

)
dmω

k

− 22p−2ζk(ω)
(
2C̃ +MKE

p (δ
ω
E,y0

,mω
k )

p +MKE
p (δ

ω
E,y0

, nω)p
)
;

(3.26)

here we are able to apply Fatou’s lemma to obtain the final inequality due to the fact that by (3.17),
we have

−
1

M

M∑

m=1

ζk,m(ω)Sλk,pξk,m(u) ≤

(
sup
M ′∈N

ζavgk,M ′(ω)

)
· λk d

p
E,y0

(π(u), u),

where the expression on the right belongs to L1(mω
k ) for σ-a.e. ω by (2.4) combined with mk ∈

Pσ
p,q(E). Also using (2.4),

ˆ

E

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

ζk,m(ω)Sλk,pξk,m

)
dmω

k ≤ 2p−1λk

(
sup
M ′∈N

ζavgk,M ′(ω)

)(
C̃ +MKE

p (δ
ω
E,y0,m

ω
k )

p
)

and the expression on the right belongs to L1(σ), again due to the fact that mk ∈ Pσ
p,q(E), thus

we may integrate the last expression in (3.26) against σ and apply Fatou’s lemma and Hölder’s
inequality to obtain

ˆ

Ω

[
lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

E

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)Sλk,pξk,m

)
dm•

kdσ

]

− 22p−2

ˆ

Ω

[
ζk ·
(
2C̃ +MKE

p (δ
•
E,y0

,m•
k)

p +MKE
p (δ

•
E,y0

, n•)p
)]
dσ

≥ lim sup
M→∞

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

ˆ

Ω

ζk,m

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξk,mdm
•
kdσ

)

− 22p−2 ‖ζk‖Lr′(σ)

(
2C̃ +MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0 ⊗ σ,mω

k )
p +MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0 ⊗ σ, nω)p

)

> −∞,

(3.27)

where the finiteness is from (3.18) with the fact that n, mk ∈ Pσ
p,q(E). Hence

ˆ

E

ηkdn
•

has a finite lower bound for σ-a.e. for each 1 ≤ k ≤ K, yielding the Bσ-measurability of (3.24).
Next we show the measurability of (3.25). Since Y is separable and ηk ◦Ξj,ω is continuous on Y

for each ω ∈ Uj , there exists a countable subset D of Y (independent of ω) such that

inf
v∈π−1({ω})

ηk(v) = inf
t∈Y

ηk(Ξj,ω(t)) = inf
t∈D

ηk(Ξj,ω(t)),
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hence the function

ω 7→ 1Ω′(ω) inf
π−1({ω})

ηk

is Bσ-measurable in ω. Again since Sλk,pξk is Borel, it suffices by Disintegration Theorem this
time to show that

−

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
ω
k <∞ for σ-a.e. ω.

This follows as by a calculation analogous to (3.17) applied to ξk in place of ξk,m, followed by (2.4),
we have

−

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
ω
k ≤ λk

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(u), u)dmω
k (u) ≤ λk2

p−1(C̃ +MKE
p (δ

ω
E,y0,m

ω
k )

p),

and the last expression is finite for σ-a.e. ω as mk ∈ Pσ
p,q(E). Thus we have the Bσ-measurability

of (3.25) for 1 ≤ k ≤ K as claimed. ♦

Now suppose n ∈ Pσ
p,q(E) is a minimizer of Bp,q,p

Λ,M , and for 1 ≤ k ≤ K, j ∈ N let Ωk,j be the

set obtained from Claim 2 with ε = j−1σ(Ωk) if σ(Ωk) > 0, and the empty set otherwise. If we
denote

ξavgk,M :=
ηavgk,M

(ζavgk,M ◦ π)
,

then since ξavgk,M(v) → ξk(v) as M → ∞ whenever π(v) ∈ Ωk, for all ω ∈ Ωk and u ∈ π−1({ω}) we
have

lim sup
M→∞

(
−ζavgk,M(ω)Sλk,pξ

avg
k,M(u)

)
= lim sup

M→∞

[
ζavgk,M(ω) inf

v∈π−1({π(u)})

(
λk dE(u, v)

p + ξavgk,M(v)
)]

≤ inf
v∈π−1({π(u)})

lim sup
M→∞

[ζavgk,M(ω)(λk dE(u, v)
p + ξavgk,M(v))]

= −ζk(ω)Sλk,pξk(u),

(3.28)

where we use that

lim sup
ℓ→∞

(aℓbℓ) =
(
lim
ℓ→∞

aℓ

)(
lim sup
ℓ→∞

bℓ

)

for any sequences (aℓ)ℓ∈N, (bℓ)ℓ∈N such that (aℓ)ℓ∈N converges to a positive number. Meanwhile for
ω ∈ Ω′ \ Ωk and u ∈ π−1({ω}) we have

lim sup
M→∞

(
−ζavgk,M(ω)Sλk,pξ

avg
k,M(u)

)
≤ inf

v∈π−1({π(u)})
lim sup
M→∞

(
λkζ

avg
k,M(ω) dE(u, v)

p + ηavgk,M(v)
)

= inf
v∈π−1({π(u)})

ηk(v).
(3.29)

Since ζavgk,M converges σ-a.e., it is bounded σ-a.e, and by (3.17),

−ζavgk,M(ω)Sλk,pξ
avg
k,M(u) ≤

(
sup
M ′∈N

ζavgk,M ′(ω)

)
· λk d

p
E,y0

(π(u), u)

for σ-a.e. ω. Again since mk ∈ Pσ
p,q(E), by (2.4) we have

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(u), u)dm•
k(u) ∈ Lr(σ) ⊂ L1(σ),(3.30)
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hence we may use Fatou’s lemma to obtain

lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

E

(
−ζavgk,M(ω)Sλk,pξ

avg
k,M

)
dmω

k ≤

ˆ

E

lim sup
M→∞

(
−ζavgk,M(ω)Sλk,pξ

avg
k,M

)
dmω

k(3.31)

for σ-a.e. ω. Since σ has finite total measure, Lr′(σ)-convergence of the ζavgk,M implies the restricted

sequence (ζavgk,M1Ωk
)M∈N converges in L1(σ), necessarily to ζk1Ωk

= ζk.

Next suppose ‖ζk‖L1(σ) > 0, then we have
∥∥ζavgk,M1Ωk

∥∥
L1(σ)

> 0 for all M sufficiently large, and

∥∥ζavgk,M1Ωk

∥∥−1

L1(σ)

ˆ

Ω′

ζavgk,M1Ωk
dσ

M→∞
−−−−→ ‖ζk‖

−1
L1(σ)

ˆ

Ω′

ζkdσ

for any Ω′ ∈ Bσ. Thus we can view (
∥∥ζavgk,M1Ωk

∥∥−1

L1(σ)
ζavgk,M1Ωk

σ)M∈N as a sequence in P(Ω) that

converges setwise to the probability measure ‖ζk‖
−1
L1(σ) ζkσ. Thus by (3.30), and using (2.4), the

L1(σ)- and Lr′(σ)-convergence of (ζavgk,M1Ωk
)M∈N to ζk yields

lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

Ωk

ζavgk,M∥∥ζavgk,M1Ωk

∥∥
L1(σ)

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(u), u)dm•
k(u)dσ

=
1

‖ζk‖L1(σ)

lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

Ωk

ζavgk,M

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(u), u)dm•
k(u)dσ

=
1

‖ζk‖L1(σ)

ˆ

Ωk

ζk

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(u), u)dm•
k(u)dσ

≤
2p−1

‖ζk‖L1(σ)

ˆ

Ω

ζk

(
C̃ +MKE

p (δ
•
E,y0

,m•
k)

p
)
dσ

≤
2p−1 ‖ζk‖Lr′(σ)

‖ζk‖L1(σ)

·
(
C̃ +MKσ

p,q(δ
•
E,y0 ⊗ σ,mk)

p
)
<∞.

Since

−

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξ
avg
k,Mdm

ω
k ≤ λk

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(u), u)dmω
k (u)

we may apply Fatou’s lemma for sequences of probability measures, [11, Theorem 4.1], with the
choices

µn =
ζavgk,n1Ωk

σ∥∥ζavgk,n1Ωk

∥∥
L1(σ)

, gn = −λk

ˆ

E

dp
E,y0

(π(u), u)dm•
k(u), fn =

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξ
avg
k,ndm

•
k

in the reference which yields
ˆ

Ωk

lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

E

(
−(ζavgk,M ◦ π)Sλk,pξ

avg
k,M

)
dm•

kdσ

= ‖ζk‖L1(σ)

ˆ

Ωk

ζk
‖ζk‖L1(σ)

lim sup
M→∞

(
−

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξ
avg
k,Mdm

•
k

)
dσ

≥ ‖ζk‖L1(σ) lim sup
M→∞

(
−

ˆ

Ωk

ζavgk,M∥∥ζavgk,M1Ωk

∥∥
L1(σ)

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξ
avg
k,Mdm

•
kdσ

)

= lim sup
M→∞

(
−

ˆ

Ωk

ζavgk,M

ˆ

E

Sλk ,pξ
avg
k,Mdm

•
kdσ

)
;

(3.32)
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above we have used that

lim
M→∞

ζavgk,M > 0 on Ωk.

If ‖ζk‖L1(σ) = 0, we would have σ(Ωk) = 0 and the same inequality (3.32) holds. By a calculation

analogous to (3.4), for any M ∈ N we have

−(ζavgk,M ◦ π)Sλk,pξ
avg
k,M ≥ −

1

M

M∑

m=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)Sλk ,pξk,m,(3.33)

thus combining the above with (3.31) and (3.32) we see

ˆ

Ωk

ˆ

E

lim sup
M→∞

(
−(ζavgk,M ◦ π)Sλk,pξ

avg
k,M

)
dm•

kdσ

≥ lim sup
M→∞

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

ˆ

Ωk

ζk,m

ˆ

E

Sλk ,pξk,mdm
•
kdσ

)
.

(3.34)

Now since {ζavgk,M}M∈N converges uniformly to 0 on Ω \ (Ωk ∪ Ωk,j) , for all M sufficiently large we
have

−ζavgk,M(π(u))Sλk,pξ
avg
k,M(u) ≤ λk d

p
E,y0

(π(u), u) for u ∈ π−1(Ω \ (Ωk ∪ Ωk,j)).

Since the expression on the right-hand side has finite integral with respect to mk, by Fatou’s
lemma and (3.33) we have

ˆ

Ω\(Ωk∪Ωk,j)

ˆ

E

lim sup
M→∞

(
−(ζavgk,M ◦ π)Sλk,pξ

avg
k,M

)
dm•

kdσ

≥ lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

Ω\(Ωk∪Ωk,j)

ˆ

E

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)Sλk,pξk,mdm
•
kdσ

)
,

thus combining with (3.34) we have

ˆ

Ω\Ωk,j

ˆ

E

lim sup
M→∞

(
−(ζavgk,M ◦ π)Sλk,pξ

avg
k,M

)
dm•

kdσ

≥ lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

Ω\Ωk,j

ˆ

E

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)Sλk,pξk,m

)
dm•

kdσ.

(3.35)

By the Lr′(σ)-convergence of {ζavgk,M}M∈N to 0 on Ωk,j and (3.30), we find

lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

Ωk,j

ˆ

E

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)Sλk,pξk,m

)
dm•

kdσ

≤ lim sup
M→∞

∥∥ζavgk,M1Ωk,j

∥∥
Lr′(σ)

·

∥∥∥∥∥

ˆ

E

λk
∑

j∈N

χj(π(u)) dE(Ξj,π(u)(y0), u)
pdm•

k(u)

∥∥∥∥∥
Lr(σ)

= 0,
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which in turn yields

lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

Ω\Ωk,j

ˆ

E

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)Sλk ,pξk,m

)
dm•

kdσ

≥ lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)Sλk,pξk,m

)
dm•

kdσ

− lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

Ωk,j

ˆ

E

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)Sλk,pξk,m

)
dm•

kdσ

≥ lim sup
M→∞

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

(
−

1

M

M∑

m=1

(ζk,m ◦ π)Sλk,pξk,m

)
dm•

kdσ

≥ inf
Pσ
p,q(E)

B
p,q,p
Λ,M = B

p,q,p
Λ,M(n),

by (3.13). Combining this with (3.28), (3.29), and (3.35) and since Ωk is disjoint with Ωk,j, we
obtain

B
p,q,p
Λ,M(n) ≤ −

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ωk

ζk(ω)

ˆ

E

Sλk ,pξkdm
ω
kdσ(ω) +

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω\(Ωk∪Ωk,j)

inf
π−1({ω})

ηkdσ(ω).

Although the elements do not necessarily belong to (Zr′,σ × Xp)
K , we do have ζk ∈ Lr′(σ) with

‖ζk‖Lr′(σ) ≤ 1, and ξk continuous on π−1({ω}) for σ-a.e. ω. By (3.16) and the measurability of

(3.24) and (3.25), we find

B
p,q,p
Λ,M(n)

≤ −
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ωk

ζk

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
•
kdσ +

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω\(Ωk∪Ωk,j)

inf
π−1({ω})

ηkdσ(σ)−
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

E

ηkdn
•dσ

=
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ωk

(
−ζk

ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
•
k −

ˆ

E

ηkdn
•

)
dσ −

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ωk,j

ˆ

E

ηkdn
•dσ

+

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ω\(Ωk∪Ωk,j)

ˆ

E

(
−ηk + inf

π−1({ω})
ηk

)
dn•dσ(ω)

≤ −
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ωk

ζk

(
ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
•
k +

ˆ

E

ξkdn
•

)
dσ −

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ωk,j

ˆ

E

ηkdn
•dσ

j→∞
−−−→ −

K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ωk

ζk

(
ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
•
k +

ˆ

E

ξkdn
•

)
dσ,

(3.36)

where the final limit follows because σ(Ωk,j) → 0 as j → ∞, and (3.16) combined with the
estimates (3.26) and (3.27) implies each ηk ∈ L1(n). Since

−ζk(ω)(Sλk,pξk(u) + ξk(v)) ≤ λkζk(ω) dE(u, v)
p(3.37)



63

for all ω ∈ Ω′ and u, v ∈ π−1({ω}), (3.36) implies

−
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ωk

ζk

(
ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
•
k +

ˆ

E

ξkdn
•

)
dσ

≥ B
p,q,p
Λ,M(n) =

K∑

k=1

λk
∥∥MKE

p (m
•
k, n

•)p1Ω\Ωk

∥∥
Lr(σ)

+

K∑

k=1

λk
∥∥MKE

p (m
•
k, n

•)p1Ωk

∥∥
Lr(σ)

≥
K∑

k=1

λk
∥∥MKE

p (m
•
k, n

•)p1Ωk

∥∥
Lr(σ)

≥ −
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ωk

ζk

(
ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
•
k +

ˆ

E

ξkdn
•

)
dσ,

hence for any 1 ≤ k ≤ K, for σ-a.e. ω ∈ Ω \Ωk, we have MK
E
p (m

ω
k , n

ω) = 0, in particular mω
k = nω.

Now the above also implies

−
K∑

k=1

ˆ

Ωk

ζk

(
ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
•
k +

ˆ

E

ξkdn
•

)
dσ =

K∑

k=1

λk
∥∥MKE

p (m
•
k, n

•)p1Ωk

∥∥
Lr(σ)

,

then by (3.37), each term in the sum on the left of the inequality above is less than or equal to
each term in the sum on the right, in particular we have termwise equality for each 1 ≤ k ≤ K.
Let k be the distinguished index in our hypothesis. Then again using the dual characterization

of the Lr(σ) norm ([12, Proposition 6.13]),

−

ˆ

Ωk

ζk

(
ˆ

E

Sλk ,pξkdm
•
k +

ˆ

E

ξkdn
•

)
dσ = λk

∥∥MKE
p (m

•
k, n

•)p1Ωk

∥∥
Lr(σ)

≥ λk

ˆ

Ωk

ζk MK
E
p (m

•
k, n

•)pdσ

≥ −

ˆ

Ωk

ζk

(
ˆ

E

Sλk,pξkdm
•
k +

ˆ

E

ξkdn
•

)
dσ.

In particular, for σ-a.e. ω ∈ Ωk we must have

−

ˆ

E

Sλk ,pξkdm
ω
k −

ˆ

E

ξkdn
ω = λk MK

E
p (m

ω
k , n

ω)p.

Fix ω ∈ Ωk where this equality holds, with ω ∈ Uj for some j ∈ N where the measure (Ξj,ω)♯m
ω
k

is absolutely continuous with respect to VolY . Suppose j0 is the unique index such that ω ∈ Vj0,
then if we define φω, ψω : Y → R and µω, νω ∈ Pp(Y ) by

ψω(s) : = ((Sλk ,pξk) ◦ Ξj0,ω)
λk dpY (s), φω(t) := ψ

λk dpY
ω (t), µω : = (Ξ−1

j0,ω
)♯m

ω
k , νω := (Ξ−1

j0,ω
)♯n

ω,

the above implies

−

ˆ

Y

φωdµω −

ˆ

Y

ψωdνω = λk MK
Y
p (µω, νω)

p.

Since µω = gj0j (ω)♯(Ξ
−1
j,ω)♯m

ω
k and gj0j (ω) is an isometry of Y , we also see µω is absolutely continuous

with respect to VolY . Let γω ∈ Π(µω, νω) be a p-optimal coupling between µω and νω. Then we
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obtain

−φω(t)− ψω(s) = λk dY (t, s)
p, γω-a.e. (t, s).(3.38)

Since
−λk dY (y0, t)

p − ψω(y0) ≤ φω(t) ≤ Sλk,pξk(Ξj0,ω(t)),

we see φω is bounded on any compact subset of Y , and since it is a λk d
p
Y -transform of some

function, by Corollary 3.9 φω is uniformly Lipschitz on any compact subset of Y \ ∂Y . Thus
by Rademacher’s theorem φω is differentiable VolY -a.e. on Y . Let t ∈ Y \ ∂Y be a point of
differentiability for φω such that there exists st ∈ Y satisfying (3.38); asmω

k is absolutely continuous
with respect to VolY , the set of such t has full m

ω
k measure. Let us denote by 〈·, ·〉Y the Riemannian

metric on Y , and write |·|Y = 〈·, ·〉1/2Y . If a function f on Y is differentiable at t ∈ Y \ ∂Y , then

f(expY
t (εV )) = f(t) + ε〈V,∇Y f(t)〉Y + o(ε) as ε → 0

for any unit tangent vector V to Y at t, where expY is the exponential map of Y and ∇Y f is the
gradient of f . This with the choice f = φω implies

dY (exp
Y
t (εV ), st)

p ≥ −φω(exp
Y
t (εV ))− ψω(st)

= −ε〈V,∇Y φω(t)〉Y − φω(t)− ψω(st) + o(ε)

= −ε〈V,∇Y φω(t)〉Y + dY (t, st)
p + o(ε) as ε → 0.

Thus the above shows t′ 7→ dY (t
′, st)

p is subdifferentiable at t′ = t, while since dp
Y = (d2

Y )
p/2 we

see that [27, Proposition 6] implies superdifferentiability when st 6= t, hence t′ 7→ dY (t
′, st)

p is
differentiable at t′ = t if st 6= t. Since p > 1, when st 6= t by taking the derivative of (3.38) with
respect to t, after some tedious but routine calculation we obtain that ∇Y φω(t) 6= 0 and

st = expY
t

(∣∣∣∣
∇Y φω(t)

pλk

∣∣∣∣

1
p−1

Y

∇Y φω(t)

|∇Y φω(t)|Y

)
,

and if either ∇Y φω(t) = 0 or φω is not superdifferentiable at t, we have st = t. This shows that
there is a µω-a.e. single valued map T ω on Y such that the pair (t, T ω(t)) satisfy the equality in
(3.38). Combining with [15, Lemma 2.4] necessarily we have that γω = (Id×T ω)♯µω. The map T ω

is entirely determined by ξk, hence so is the right marginal νω for σ-a.e. ω ∈ Ωk. All together this
implies nω is determined for σ-a.e. ω by ζk or ξk, thus we see the MKσ

p,q-barycenter is unique. �

Proof of Corollary 1.10. We can apply Theorem 1.8 (1), (2), and (3) with any value of q and Ω a
one-point space, and σ the associated delta measure and the claims follow immediately. Regarding
the duality result, also recall Remark 1.9. �
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