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Abstract

We propose a new strong Riemannian metric on the manifold of (parametrized) embedded
curves of regularity H*, s € (3/2,2). We highlight its close relationship to the (generalized)
tangent-point energies and employ it to show that this metric is complete in the following
senses: (i) bounded sets are relatively compact with respect to the weak H® topology;
(ii) every Cauchy sequence with respect to the induced geodesic distance converges;
(ii1) solutions of the geodesic initial-value problem exist for all times; and (iv) there are
length-minimizing geodesics between every pair of curves in the same path component (i.e.,
in the same knot class). As a by-product, we show C*-smoothness of the tangent-point
energies in the Hilbert case.

MSC-2020 classification: 58B20; 58D10; 58E10

1 Introduction

Maintaining the topology of objects under the influence of certain forces or deformations is a
crucial aspect in modeling that occurs in all fields of engineering science and in particular in
computer graphics. For instance, in elasticity theory it is essential to avoid interpenetration of
matter [3, 36]. This can be realized via regularization by nonlocal self-repulsive terms, see for
example [37]. Similar approaches have been proposed in [38] and [28]; these operate on already
discretized domains and surfaces in R* and their barrier functions are based on logarithmized
distances between mesh elements.

These approaches are aimed at obtaining static equilibrium configurations or at simulating
the dynamics of elastic bodies. In the present work we are more interested in finding continuous
families of deformations that are in some sense “optimal”. One motivation for this is key frame
animation, where one seeks a smooth interpolation between several given poses. For aesthetic
reasons and for the sake of plausibility it is desirable to avoid “singular” phenomena such as
pinching, breaking, and self-intersection. Moreover, this type of motion should appear “natural”



Figure 1: A shortest path between a figure-eight knot (outmost left) and its mirror image (outmost right) with
respect to the metric G for s = 7/4. This illustrates that this knot is amphichiral, i.e., it is isotopic to its mirror
image. The color coding indicates the parameterization; the markings are equidistant in the coordinate domain.

in the sense that it avoids any detour while connecting the two configurations in an appealing
and plausible way.

In order to illustrate this idea, we consider a curve belonging to the figure-eight knot class
(see Fig. 1). It is well-known that it is ambient isotopic to its mirror image, i.e., both curves can
be continuously deformed into each other without self-intersections or pulling-tight of knotted
loops. However, it is not quite obvious a priori how this could be done, let alone in an “cost
efficient” way. It is not even clear what “cost” should actually mean in this context.

The purpose of this paper is to provide such a concept of “cost” and “natural motions”
by proposing a suitable Riemannian metric G on the (infinite dimensional) manifold M of
embeddings into the Euclidean space R”. Throughout this paper, the term embedding will
denote an immersion that is also a homeomorphism onto its image. Requiring embeddedness is
our operationalization of impermeability of the parameterized geometric objects.

For the sake of simplicity we limit ourselves to one-dimensional submanifolds without
boundary, i.e., closed curves embedded in R™. These can be represented by parametriza-
tions y: T — R™, where T = R/Z. The metric G assigns a “cost” to any path in the space M;
the so-called path length. Among other properties, we will show that there is a path of minimal
path length between any two given configurations within the same isotopy class. Finite element
discretization and numerical optimization of the variational problem yield a motion as shown
in Fig. 1 and Fig. 3.

In order to realize shortest distances, we study paths I” mapping an interval [0, T) to the
space M of closed embedded curves. Generally speaking, there are plenty of failure modes
for extending I" to [0,T]: Ast /' T the curves I'(z) could (i) lose regularity and fail to be
tame (e.g., develop kinks); (ii) blow up locally, i.e., |01 (f)(x)| — oo; (iii) collapse locally,
eventually failing to be immersed , i.e., |0, (¢)(x)| — 0; (iv) travel wildly through the ambient
space R™, e.g., the center of mass of I"(#) might diverge; (v) develop pull-tights (a small knotted
arc shrinking to a point, see Fig. 2); or (vi) develop self-intersections. In particular, in R? the
last two failure modes may cause the isotopy type of I"(¢) to change as ¢ varies.

Figure 2: Pull-tight of the trefoil knot. The limiting curve is an unknot. As we will show, this cannot happen for a
path of finite length with respect to the metric G.




Figure 3: A shortest path between a (=3, 2) torus knot (outmost left) and a (2, —3) torus knot (outmost right) with
respect to the metric G for s = 7/4. The color coding indicates the parameterization; the markings are equidistant
in the coordinate domain.

According to an impressive series of papers authored by Bauer, Bruveris, Harms, Heslin, Kolev,
Maor, Michor, Mumford, and Preston in different collaborations (see [8, 12, 13, 21, 40] and
references therein) all of these failor modes except the last one (formation of self-intersections)
can be addressed by choosing a Riemannian metric that builds on geometrified versions of
inner products on the Sobolev space H*, s > 3/2. They investigate the space Imm(S'; R™) of
immersions which actually includes all embeddings by the above definition. It also contains
the group of diffeomorphisms of the circle Diff(S!), which in some sense serves as a model
case for Imm(S'; R"™). Especially, L2- and H'-metrics on the aforementioned spaces have been
studied intensively, see [7, 14, 15, 23, 26, 27, 34].

The H'-metrics are also referred to as “elastic metrics”; they are particularly appealing for
applications because their geodesics can be written in closed form via their square-root velocity
representation, see [10, 41, 47].

Higher-order Sobolev metrics and their geodesic properties have also been studied for
immersed manifolds, see [12, 11]. In [32] a metric Gpenq Of flavor H? on the space of immersed
surfaces is deduced from membrane and bending energies of thin elastic shells. The associated
path length is the integral over the elastic strain rates. So this path energy is akin to the amount
of work one has to invest to plastically deform the surface as prescribed by the path. As a result,
geodesics with respect to this metric look particularly plausible and efficient.

However, dealing with paths of immersed submanifolds is not sufficient for modeling
impermeability of physical objects. Instead, one has to guarantee that each submanifold along
such a path stays embedded. To our knowledge, there is only one construction for this so
far: In [45] the elastic shell metric Gpepg from [32] is augmented by a rank-one modification
Grep = Goend + DE ® DE, where E is the so-called tangent-point energy of surfaces. The
tangent-point energy is repulsive in the sense that self-intersections cannot happen as long as
the energy is bounded; see Section 1.3 below for details. The metric G makes E globally
Lipschitz-continuous, so a path of finite length with respect to Gep cannot exihibit failure
mode (vi) above.

The metric G that we will investigate here also involves the tangent-point energy E, albeit
in a more subtle way. While Gpeng has fairly little to do with E, the metric G 1s specifically
tailored to be a good preconditioner for E by resembling the essential features of the Hessian
of E. In particular, G metricizes the energy space of E. In fact, the idea for G is inspired by
experiences made with numerical optimization of self-avoiding energies, see [35, 44, 52, 53].
We would like to stress that the feature of self-avoidance automatically leads us to working with
fractional Sobolev spaces.



Before we go into further detail on the tangent-point energy E and the Riemannian metric G,
some general words on infinite-dimensional manifolds are in order.

1.1 Complete Riemannian metrics in infinite dimensions

In finite dimensions, the Hopf—Rinow theorem states that the following three properties of a
finite-dimensional smooth Riemannian manifold M are equivalent:

(i) Heine—Borel property: Bounded subsets of M are relatively compact.

(i) Metric completeness: The metric space M equipped with the geodesic distance is
complete.

(ii1) Geodesic completeness: For any point p € M and any direction v € T, M there is a
long-time solution I” to the geodesic flow with initial conditions 7" (0) = p and I'(0) = v.

Moreover, the theorem states that any of these three conditions implies that the following
statement is true:

(iv) Minimal geodesics: Every pair of points in the same path component of M is connected
by at least one length-minimizing geodesic.

The situation of infinite-dimensional manifolds differs quite a lot from this classical setting.
For instance, Riesz’s lemma applied to an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space demonstrates that
a ball of positive radius cannot be relatively compact anymore. So the Heine—Borel property
cannot hold true without modifications. The failure of the Hopf—Rinow theorem in infinite
dimensions has also been illustrated by Grossman’s ellipsoid; see McAlpin [39], Grossman [30],
and Schmeding [46, Example 4.43]. Further counterexamples have been provided, e.g., by
Atkin [1, 2]. In certain instances, H! metrics on immersions may fail to be metrically complete,
in fact, their metric completion turns out to be in W1 instead, see [10].

Consequently, the best we can hope for in infinite dimensions—and what we actually achieve
in this paper—is showing all the four statements of the Hopf-Rinow theorem separately: a
relaxed version of the Heine—Borel property (which we call the Banach—Alaoglu property),
metric completeness, geodesic completeness, and existence of minimal geodesics.

1.2 Regularity

The results on metrics on the space of immersions that have been cited above reveal the crucial
role of regularity. In fact, counter-intuitive phenomena may occur if the metric employed
is too weak, see [40] for L?-metrics. Sobolev metrics of higher order have been found
suitable to establish (metric and geodesic) completeness [20, 21]. Recently also fractional
Sobolev H*-metrics have been studied [8, 12, 13]. These are defined in terms of Fourier
series and conjugation of Fourier multipliers with reparametrization operators. Effectively,
this corresponds to fractional powers (—A,)* of the geometric Laplace—Beltrami operator —A,,,
y € Imm(S',R™). A full picture of the current knowledge about Diff(S') and Imm(S', R™) is
provided in Bauer et al. [13, Table 1]. Here the threshold s = 3/2 plays a special role; it can be



Figure 4: Numerical simulations of the initial value problem for geodesics. Top row: A few snapshots of an
H'-geodesic starting at a (3, 2)-torus knot. The current velocity fields along the curves are indicated by arrows.
After finite time, a collision arises and the knot type changes to the unknot’s. Bottom row: Snapshots of the
G-geodesic for s = 7/4 with the same initial state and initial velocities. Note that the velocities on the strands in
the center are more and more reduced as the strands approach each other. Consequently, the movement in this
region stops and a collision is prevented.

traced back to a heuristic argument for diffeomorphism groups by Ebin and Marsden [25]. In
this light, it is no surprise that we will also require regularity H* with s > 3/2.

We circumvent using fractional powers of —A, by employing integro-differential or Gagliardo-
like inner products for several reasons: Firstly, our metric is inspired by the tangent-point
energies whose energy spaces are much closer related to Gagliardo norms “with variable
coeflicients” than to Fourier multipliers; details can be found below. Secondly, we prefer a
situation that does not involve reparametrization operators (while still being reparametrization
invariant). This results in a conceptionally less involved and more flexible setting at the expense
of being analytically more intricate. Thirdly, avoiding fractional powers of —A,, is crucial for
numerical applications because forming fractional powers of a positive-definite matrix is very
expensive: Our inner products of Gagliardo type can be seen as compact perturbations of the
operator (—A,)*. They are non-local and thus their discretized Gram matrices are dense, even
though the finite-element discretization of the Laplacian —A, is sparse. Fortunately, the action
of these matrices can be approximated efficiently with so-called tree codes like the Barnes—Hut
method or the Fast Multipole Method; and the attendant linear equations can be solved quickly
by iterative methods and sophisticated preconditioning strategies; see [52, 53]. So our results
here are not only of purely theoretical relevance; they can also be implemented and simulated,
see Fig. 1, Fig. 3, Fig. 4, and Fig. 5.

1.3 Tangent-point energies

Before we present our metric G, we should first familiarize ourselves with the notion of the
generalized tangent-point energies, as this is paramount for our construction of G. From the
perspective of applications, the main feature of the tangent-point energies is that they can be
used to model impermeability, see [4, 5, 6, 45, 52, 53].



Figure 5: A nontrivial geodesic loop in the space of embedded Borromean rings, illustrating that the fundamental
group of this embedding space is nontrivial. We thank Jason Cantarella for bringing this fact to our attention. For
more details on the homotopy type of this space see [31], in particular, Corollary 5.4 therein (the Borromean link
is hyperbolic). The Borromean rings form a multiple-component link. So, strictly speaking, this is not within the
realm of the present paper. However, with some ample modifications, our theory can be extended to cover this
more general case as well.

The classical tangent-point energy was defined by Gonzalez and Maddocks [29] in an attempt
to construct functionals on the space of knots that blow up when a knot approaches the boundary
of its path component. The special case g = 2 already appears in an earlier paper by Buck and
Orloff [22]. Let

T:=R/Z = S!

denote a unit length periodic interval or, equivalently, the circle of arc length one. The tangent-
point energy with parameter g € [1, co) of an absolutely continuous embedding y: T — R™
is given by the g-th power of the (natural) L?-norm of the so-called inverse tangent-point
radius Rtp, more precisely,

1 4 /7
TPY(y) = /T /T i YOI Y 0l 4w,

where A denotes the Lebesgue measure. Here Rtp(x, y) is defined as the radius of the smallest
sphere that passes through y(x) and y(y) and that is tangent to y’(x) at y(x). In particular, the
energy does not depend on the parametrization of the curve. It is often convenient to express

the inverse tangent-point radius in terms of the normal projector P, (x) := idgm —%i
L, [Py (x) (y(y) — y(x))]
Rrp(x,y) ly(y) —y()>

Abbreviating also the line element by dw, (x) := |y’(x)| dA(x), the tangent-point energy takes
the form

[Py (x) (y(y) —y(x))|4
q(~) — 4
TP) =2 /T/T o) —y(ope C@r) dey ().

Indeed, one can show for g > 2 that every closed rectifiable curve with finite length and finite
tangent-point energy needs to be embedded, see [49, Theorem 1.1]. Moreover, its reparametriza-
tion by arc length is continuously differentiable, see [49, Theorem 1.3]. Generalizations of TP



for n-dimensional submanifolds, n > 1, can also be defined; then this self-avoiding property
holds for g > 2 n; see [50].

However, the requirement ¢ > 2 is somewhat unfortunate as will become clear soon. In fact,
it disallows us to work in Hilbert spaces and thus to work with strong Riemannian metrics.
With this very problem in mind, Blatt and the second author [18] introduced the generalized
tangent-point energy with two decoupled parameters g € [1,00) and p € [1, o0):

[Py (x) (y(y) = y(x))|?
4-P () = 74
TP =2 /]r T () -y@IP

dw, (y) dw, (x).

Forg > 1 and g+ 2 < p < 2¢q + 1, this energy still features the self-avoidance property:
The distortion (i.e., the worst-case ratio between intrinsic and extrinsic length; for a precise
definition see (23) below) of every embedded absolutely continuous curve y can be bounded
in terms of TP??(y). For g + 2 = p the energy TP?7 is scale-invariant, which involves some
further subtleties. In particular, questions of existence and regularity of minimizers require
more sophisticated techniques (see [19]) than we are willing to invest here.

The energies of TPY? have also regularizing properties: When reparametrized by constant
speed, finite-energy curves belong to the Sobolev—Slobodeckij space W*4(T;R™), where
s = (p—1)/q (see [17] for the classical case p = 2 ¢ and [18] for the generalized case). Note
that for s, g, p as above there is a continuous Morrey embedding W54 (T;R") — C La (T, R™),
where @ = s —1/g = (p —2)/q > 0. In particular, every y € W54(T;R") is also of class C1?.

By means of the additional parameter we may work in Hilbert spaces while maintaining the
self-avoidance property. As observed by Blatt and the second author [18], this also turns the
Euler-Lagrange equations for problems involving TP?? for ¢ = 2 into quasi-elliptic equations.
This allows for elliptic boostrapping to show that critical points of TP?"? (subject to suitable
constraints) are smooth. Subsequently, Steenebriigge and Vorderobermeier [48] improved the
latter result by proving that critical points are even real analytic.

Moreover, it has been shown in [18] that the tangent-point energies are continuously
differentiable functionals; as a byproduct of our analysis we will strengthen this result and show
that the energies TP>? are smooth (see Theorem 4.6).

1.4 Definition of the metric

In order to define the Riemannian metric, we first introduce the following y-dependent operator
that maps a C'-mapping u: T — R™ to a measurable mapping Ryu: TXT — R™

: () ~ 1) = Dyux) (1) ~Y()
R 5 = s
) RN W

where the differential operator O, is defined by

— p_ W@ YY)
Dyu(x) = du(x)dy(x)' = Ol @l (2)




Figure 6: Various downward gradients of the tangent-point energy E for s = 7/4 plotted as arrows along the same
four-tangle. (a) The L>-gradient is very sensitive to local changes, which makes explicit gradient descent methods
instable unless tiny step sizes are used. It has particularly high magnitude in tight or highly curved spots. (b) The
H'-gradient and (c) the H*-gradient; these lead to sightly more stable gradient steps since they smooth out the
L*-gradient. Nonethess, the magnitude can still be large in tight spots such as the left-hand twisting. (d) The
G-gradient adapts to local features, as the terms B2 and B> (see (8) and (9)) add some penalty for variations that
have unfavorable behavior where the tangent-point energy density is high.

Here + denotes the Moore—Penrose pseudoinverse which takes the form A™ = (ATA)"'AT if A
is injective (and has closed range). It happens so that

(idpm —=Dyy(x)) (¥(y) — v (x)) _ Py(x) (y(y) = y(x))
ly(y) —y()I* ly(y) = y(®)I*

Ryy(x,y) =

Hence, we may rewrite

dwy (y) dw, (x)
ly(y) =y

TP () = 24 / / RSy (. )¢
TJT

In order to keep notation brief, we also introduce the y-dependent measure u,,

dw, (y) dwy (x)

NOEIG ©)

d/’t)’(x’ y) =

From here on we restrict our attention to ¢ = 2 and fix an s € (3/2,2). Omitting the factor of
24 in the energy, we define

1
E(y) =, TP>P(y) = /]T /T RSy (x, v duy (x, y). 4
Now we are finally in the position to define our Riemannian metric on the smooth manifold
M = {y e H*(T;R™) )y is an embedding}. (5)

Because H® embeds continuously to C I'and because the set of embeddings is open in C 1 (see,
e.g. [33, Thm. 2.1.4]), the set M is an open subset of H*. Aty € M and for tangent vectors u,
v € T, M = H*(T;R™) we define the metric G in terms of five bilinear forms whose precise
definitions will be detailed out next:

Gy(u,v) = 2B, (u,v) + (25 + 1) B3 (u,v) + B (u,v) + (U, V() + U, V) 2y (6)



The main ingredients here are the following three bilinear forms:

B;(u,v) = /T‘/T<Rj,u(x,y),72;v(x,y)>d,u,,(x,y), (7)
B2 - 5 2 [ u(y) —u(x)  v(y) —v()
yiny) /T/quﬂﬂ(x’ I (e ToT ) e ). ®)

B = [ [ Ry (D), D,0(0) + D), D) ity (). O

Here and in the following, || and (, -) refer to the Euclidean norm and the Euclidean inner
product for vectors—or to the Frobenius norm and the Frobenius inner product for tensors.

As we will see later in Theorem 4.6, all the terms B}, B3 and B} appear very naturally in
the first variation of E. Among these, the term B}y is the one that topologizes H*(T; R™), so
it is responsible for making this a strong Riemannian metric (see Theorem 4.1). Moreover,
one can show that B;(u, v) is the weak formulation of a compact perturbation of the fractional
Laplacian (- A,)* = (=D} D,)* (see [18, Proposition 4.1]).

The terms Bf, and Bi have the responsibility to push curves with self-intersections “towards
infinity”. Metrics very similar to B; + B% have been used as preconditioners for numerical
optimization via gradient descent for the Mobius energy of curves [44], for the tangent-point
energy of curves [53], and for the tangent-point energy of surfaces [52]. In fact, these numerical
works are the main motivation for considering this particular metric G: Not only do we know
that G is an excellent preconditioner for £ (and compact perturbations of it); we also observed
in these experiments that including the term B% made collision detection during the line search
almost obsolete when we used (a second order approximation of) the Riemannian exponential
map as update routine. In a nutshell: In which direction you ever go; you never bounce into
the boundary of M. This boundary is of course the set of curves with self-intersections (or
some other singularities like kinks or cusps). This observation lead us to wonder whether the
employed metric (or some minor modification thereof) could be geodesically complete. The
present paper is the affirmative answer to this.

Alas, the three B-terms are not enough: Note that B}y(u, u) + Bf,(u, u) + B?Y(u, u) vanishes if
u is a constant function, hence Bi, + B% + B?Y is not positive-definite. This can be coped with in

various way, but the easiest one is to add also the geometric L>-term

U, V)12(y) = /T(u(x),v(x))da)y(x). (10)

This assigns a non-vanishing “cost” to constant vectors fields which generate the translations in
R™. Finally, we also add the geometric H ! term

u’ (x)
Iy’ ()l
is the derivative of u with respect to arc length. Adding (u, v)y1 ) to the metric grants some

good control over the arc length functional (see Lemma 4.9). In principle, Sobolev inequalities
allow for bounding (u, u)y(y) in terms of BJ(u,u) + B3 (u,u) + B} (u,u) (and actually in

U, VI (y) = /T(Dyu(x),Dyv(x»dwy(x), where  Dyu(x) = (11)



terms of B;(u, u) alone). However, the constants in these inequalities depend on 7y in such an
infavorable way that this prevents us from using Gronwall inequalities for showing geodesic
completeness unless we introduce some artificial control over the arc length functional (e.g., by
a hard constraint).

1.5 Main results and outline of the paper

We strive to make the exposition as self-contained as possible. To this end, we require some
thorough preparation before we can prove the main results in Section 5—Section 8. Thus, this
paper is organized as follows.

In Section 2 we first introduce the Sobolev—Slobodeckij spaces which form the domains for
the generalized tangent-point energies. We limit our attention to the Hilbert case. We also
define y-dependent Sobolev—Slobodeckij spaces along with corresponding inner products based
on certain geometric quantities. Later on it will become apparent that these y-dependent spaces
fit very well to the tangent-point energies and to the geodesic equation. The induced norms turn
out to be equivalent to the classical y-independent notion (see Lemma 2.1). Finally we prove a
geometric Morrey inequality (see Theorem 2.4) and quote the uniform distortion estimate (see
Theorem 2.5) from [ 18], which will play a central role in all of our analysis.

The next section is devoted to studying the family of operators R* that has been introduced
in (1). It constitutes the main building block of our metric G. We start by proving some
elementary results on reparametrizations. These demonstrate that our metric G is actually
a geometric entity (see Theorem 3.2). Subsequently, we derive bounds on R* in terms of
Sobolev-Slobodeckij norms and distortion (see Lemma 3.4). Paying particular attention to
deriving quantitative bounds is fundamental for later applications, e.g., for proving that R’ is
uniformly bounded on small H*-balls and later on for establishing completeness properties of G.
In the third part of the section we show that R* is actually a smooth operator (see Theorem 3.10).

In Section 4 we derive several foundational properties of the metric G: First we prove that
G is a strong metric (see Theorem 4.1), i.e., it is a Riemannian metric such that the induced
norm ||ullg, = /Gy (u,u) for u € T, M generates the right topology on the tangent space
T, M. Subsequently, we show that the functionals (7)—(9) depend smoothly on y. Consequently,
both the metric G and the tangent-point energy E are smooth operators (see Theorem 4.5 and
Theorem 4.6).

Afterwards we introduce the geodesic distance o and the path energy functional &. We prove
that both the square root of the tangent-point energies and the square root of the length functional
are globally Lipschitz continuous with respect to oG (see Theorem 4.8 and Lemma 4.9). In
particular, this shows that they are bounded on G-bounded sets. Furthermore, we establish a
lower bound on the geodesic distance in terms of the H* distance (see Lemma 4.18). This has
several consequences. In particular, it implies that the metric G is in fact definite. An opposite
bound is not feasible in general, but at least on sufficiently small sets (see Lemma 4.23).

By then we will have layed the ground for proving our main results, namely the three Hopf—
Rinow properties and the existence of minimal geodesics. These proofs constitute the remainder
of the paper: Section 5 contains our proof of the Banach—Alaoglu property (see Theorem 5.1)
and in Section 6 we present the short proof of metric completeness (see Theorem 6.1).
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Section 7 on geodesic completeness begins with the derivation of the geodesic equation (59).
Rewriting it as a system of first-order ordinary differential equations with a locally Lipschitz
continuous vector field yields short-time existence of its solutions (see Theorem 7.1). The same
line of reasoning also applies to geodesics in a constraint manifold N' c M. This way we could,
e.g., constrain the curves to be parameterized by arc length or to be contained in the unit sphere
$3 c R*. (The latter was frequently asked in our discussions with topologists.) Afterwards we
establish long-time existence (see Theorem 7.3), which implies geodesic completeness.

Finally, Section 8 on length-minimizing geodesics features the existence proof (see The-
orem 8.1), which relies on the weak sequential lower semicontinuity of the path energy
functional & (see Theorem 8.3).

2 Preliminaries

To start on solid ground, let us briefly pin down a couple of definitions and some notation that
we are going to use throughout this paper.

2.1 Sobolev-Slobodeckij spaces

Here we introduce the Sobolev—Slobodeckij space H*(T; R™) for 3/2 < s < 2 and fix a norm
that topologizes it.
First we define the following bilinear forms for measurable mappings u, v: T — R™:

(U, v)p2 = fT (u(x),v(x)ydA(x) and (u,v)y =W, v')2 = /T(u’(x),v’(x)) dA(x).

On top of that, we denote the distance function in T by or: T X T — [0, co] and for o € [0, 1]
define the operator D and the measure y on T X T by

_u(y) —ux)

d d
rate ) = M1 _ 40 di)

and du(x,y):
or(y,x)

(12)

We denote the L’-inner product with respect to u by (u, v) 12(u)- This notation allows us to
write down the Gagliardo product of order s — 1 in the following way:

._ u(y) —u@) v) v\ \dAG) dAx) - sr sty
WVt = /T/T<QT()’,X)S_1 ’ QT()’,X)S_1> orrn) 0P

We obtain the Gagliardo product of order s by chaining the above with the classical weak
derivative D:
(u, vygs == W', v'ygs = (D*"'Du, DS_IDV>L2(#).

Let us denote the corresponding (semi)norms by

lluell 2 = NCu,u) 2, [ulg = N, u)gr, [ulgs-1 = (U, u)gs—r, and [u]pgs == U, u) gs.

Finally, we define the inner product and norm

Cu,vims = Cu,uyp2 + iy + Cuwyps - and - ullgs = v, v) s
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and the Sobolev—Slobodeckij space
HY(T;R™) = {u: T - R"||Jullpgs < oo}

As it is well-known, H*(T;R™) together with ((u,v))ys is a separable Hilbert space in
which C*(T;R™) is a dense subset. The Morrey inequality Theorem A.3 implies that
HS(T;R™) c C'(T;R™).

2.2 Geometric operators and norms

In the context of the geometry of the space M of H*-embeddings it will often be convienient
to work with geometric operators and norms that depend on a particular point y € M. For
example, we have seen already the operators O,, D, and the measure u,, (cf. (2), (11), and (3)).
Now we introduce for x, y € T the arc length distance ¢, (x,y), the arc length of the shorter arc
of y(T) between y(x) and y(y). Assuming that x and y are represented by 0 < ¥ < y < 1, we
have

0y(x.y) = min{ [T 1y ()l dz, [ Iy ()] dz.

Morever, we introduce the y-dependent measure v, and the fractional difference operator DY:

dw, (y) dwy (x)
0y(y,x)

_u(y) —ux)

and DZu(x,y) = foro € [0,1]. (13)
L4 Q’}/(y,x)o—

dv’}/(xa )’) =

For measurable maps U, V: T x T — R the measure v, generates the following L?-inner
product:

UV = [ f UG ),V ) dvy(x,y) and Ul = VKO, 012y, -

For 1 < s < 2, we define the y-dependend bilinear form and seminorm:

<M,V>Hs(7) = <D§,_1D7M,D§,_1D7V>L2(Vy) and [u]HS(y) = \/(M,M)Hs(y). (14)

This gives rise to the y-dependend inner product and norm

<<l/t, V»H“(y) = <M, V>L2(y) + <l/t, V>H1(y) + <Ll, V)Hs(y) and ||I/t||1_15(y) = <<Ll, V»H"(’y)' (15)

The point of introducing these y-dependent quantities is that they are covariant or geometric,
i.e., they transform “in the right way” under reparametrizations. This will frequently allow us
to change the parameterization and assume that 7y is in arc length parameterization, i.e., that
lv'(x)] = 1forall x € T.

Let us make this more precise and briefly analyze how these entities transform under a
H’-diffeomorphism ¢: S — T, S = R/({Z) for £ > 0. Since do(x): T,:S — Tyy)T is
invertible and dy(x): 7,T — R™ is injective, we have for u: T — R™ that

Diyop) (0 @) (x) = (d(u 0 ¢)(x)) (d(y 0 ) (x))"

# . (16)
= du(p(x)) dp(x) (de(x) ™" dy(p(0))" = Dyu(p(x)),
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or in short: Dyep) (1 0 @) = (D,u) o ¢. In the same way one checks that D (,04) (1 © ) =
+(Dyu) o ¢:

' (p(x)) ¢'(x)
[y (¢(x)) ¢’ (x)]
The sign flip will not be of concern, because ¢ will usually be orientation-preserving. (Besides,

the terms involving D,, will always come in pairs.) Also the fractional difference operator is
covariant and statisfies D?'-yogp)(u o) =DJuo (pXxe):

;(f:)y();(_y;if(g)))g = DJule(). (). (1%

The norms and inner products of mappings are defined in terms of integrals. By the chain rule
we have dw(,0) (x) = |y (¢(x))| [¢’(x)| dA(x). Hence, we may use the transformation formula
for the Lebesgue integral to compute:

D (yop) (0 9) (x) = = sgn(¢’(x)) Dyu(p(x)). (17

DY, (o @)(x,y) =

(U0, 0 @) 2(yp) = [ (U(9(x)), (@(x))) dw (o) (x)
= [Lim) @), v Y (el ¢/ ()] dAx)  (19)
= [ @), ()Y (@) dAE) = (w,v)12(y).

Together with (16) this immediately implies that the inner product (-, )1, from (11) is
invariant under reparametrization, too. In the same vein one derives the following:

<U ° (()0 X 90)’ Vo (QO X 90)>L2(V(yw,)) = <U, V>L2(vy) and (20)
(Uo(exe),VoleXoizpg,.,) = UV, 21

Combined with (18), this shows us that the bilinear form y +— (:,-)ys(,), the seminorm
¥ = [-]#s(y) and the norm y + ||-||gs(,) are covariant in the following sense:

(U 0@,V 0 QY (yop) = Uy VIHS ()
[t 0 lhs(yop) = [U]hs (), (22)
lluw o @llus(yog) = llull s ()
Although the covariant norms ||-|| s (,) are very compelling, at some point we have (i) to show
that they generate the correct topology on H*(T; R™) and (ii) to quantify their deviation from

||-||zzs. We decided that this point should be here. A central ingredient in these proofs are the
following notions of bi-Lipschitz constant and distortion of a curve y: T — R

BiLip(y) := ess sup M and distor(y) := esssup M,

ryer [Y(y) —y(x)] vyer [7(y) —y(x)]

We would like to emphasize that distor(y) and BiLip(y) coincide if y is parameterized

by arc length. In general they differ: distor(y) is a purely geometric quantity of y(T)

(i.e., invariant under reparametrizations), whereas BiLip(y) is a rather analytic quantity of the
mapy : T — R™.

The following norm equivalence will be pivotal for our analysis of the metric G. In

Lemma 4.14 we will make these estimates uniform on sets that are bounded with respect to the

geodesic distance induced by G. This is why we keep precise track of the equivalence constants.

(23)
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Lemma 2.1 There are continuous functions fys, Fgys: M — (0, c0) such that the following
chain of inequalities holds true:

Jus () Nlullas < Nlullasyy < Fas(y) lulles for all w € H? (T; R™).

Proof. We abbreviate o := s — 1 and define &, (x) := |y’(x)| and H,(x) := 1/|y’(x)|. In order
to bound [u] gs(y) from above, we observe

= Hy(x)u'(x)
ly(y) —y(x)|“
< BiLip(y)”

|DY Dyu(x, y)| =

"(y) = Hy(x) u'(x)
or(y,x)”

o o u'(y) —u'(x) H,(y)-H,(x)|, ,
< BiLip(y) (H,(») e [l ()

= BiLip(y)” (H, () ID7W (x, )| + D" Hy (x, )| 1’ (0)]).

Together with u, < BiLip(y) ||h7||2m wand (a + b)? < 2 (a® + b?), this leads us to

(), = IDSDull?

HS (y < BiLip(y) [l |7 1D Dyull;

L2(uy L2(p)

<2 BlLlp(y>2"+l 1y 3 (I T s+ L 12 13 ).

Using the Morrey inequality Theorem A.3 we obtain

(1131 < 2 BiLip(0) >~y I3 (I1Hy I3 + O [Hy 1) [l 24

For the lower order terms, we can find the following estimates:
2 2 2
sy = [ 1P 1100 < Wyl i, and

'
1Dyl = /T LA e I

Combined with (24), this implies ||u||2 < Fus ()2 ||lul|%,,, where

)~
Fus(7)? = Iyl + 1Hy = + 2 BiLipO)> ™y I3 (I1Hy I3 + Cuior [Hy 12 ). 25)

Now we move on to the reverse inequality. For the higher order terms, we observe o, (y, x) <
1Yl L7 (¥, x), which implies
1 < Iyl .
or(y,x) — 0y(y,x)
Furthermore, we find the following estimate:

D7 (x,y)| = ‘W'(y)lDyu(y) — Iy (x)|Dyu(x)

or(y,x)”
/ Dyu(y) = Dyu)| |y Ol - )

< VN7 1Y ODIHDY Dyu(x, y)| + ID”hy(x,y)l |Dyu(x)].
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Together with (a + b)? < 2 (a” + b*) and the Morrey inequality Lemma 2.3, this leads to

i < 20132 [ WO 1D D (e 3) P duCe5) + 2107y s 1D

— 2y / / Y O D 1DT D P vy (5, 3) +.2 Uy e 1Dyl

<20y IZZ2 Hy llzs ('] +2[h Vo IDyull7e

H7(y)
< (20 3% 1l +2 Gy L [y ) [l

For the lower order terms, we find
2, = / jul? Hy [y/1d2 < [|Hy ||z llull2,,,  and
|2, = / IDyul 1y P da < |yl 1Dyl .
Combined, we obtain [lull3s < firs (¥) 72 llull3;s ., where

frs ()72 =yl + (142 1y 1 75) | Hyllze +2Cy o LN 7 [yl (26)
This concludes the proof. O

As side effect, the techniques from the previous proof reveal that all the measures u, v, and
1y give rise to the same Lebesgue spaces:

Corollary 2.2 Let 1 < p < co. Fory € M we have

M WUNerwy < NUNlLr v,y < C ) Ul Lp ()
) U zrwy < NUNlLr(uy) < Cu¥) UL )

- -2
forallU € Li(T X T;R™). The constants are ¢, (y) = c,(y) = |lhy|l}« Lp IIH,,IILw/p, C(y) =

2 1
1Ay 1222 W H 1L, and Cu(y) = |1y |72 BiLip(y)'/?.

2.3 Geometric inequalities

These covariant quantities allow us to geometrify some well-known inequalities that were
original derived only in special choices of coordinates. The inequalities have to be adjusted if
one has more components, i.e. if one wants to work with links.

Lemma 2.3 (Morrey inequality)
Let s € (3/2,2) and @ := s — 3/2. Then there is a C\p5—1 > 0 such that

IDyullz < Cm,s-1 L(y)*! [u]ms(y) holds true for all y € M, u € H*(T;R™).
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Proof. First we rescale the curve 17(x) := L(y)~! y(x). This is a curve of arc length L(n) = 1.
Now we reparametrize 1 by an appropriate, orientation preserving H*-diffeomorphism ¢: T —
T to obtain an curve & := i o ¢! in parametrization by arc length. With v := u o ¢! we have

w(x) —_ w(x)
Y (OI/Ly) Iy (0]

Now the classical Morrey embedding Theorem A.3 implies

L(y) Dyu(x) =

Dyu(x) = Dev(e(x)) = v'(p(x)).

Vil < Cyo [V ]gs1
By the transformation behavior of the embedding-dependend H* seminorms (see (22)), we have
[V ps-1r = Vlas = [lwse) = (Ul
Because of Dyu = L(y) D,u and dw,, = L(y)™! dw,, we have

2 dw, (y) dwy(x) '
= )

Dyu(y) — Dyu(x)

Qn(y’x)s_l Qn()’»x)
. Dyu(y) - Dyu(x) |* dwy (y) dw, (x)\ '/
= (> / / Y = LO)® [ul .
( TJT Q’}’(y’x)s_l Q)’(y’x) " ()/)
Finally, we have
IDyullze = L(y) IV |le < Cvis—1 L(y)* " [u] s y)- m

In the proof of [18, Proposition 2.5] a geometric Morrey inequality was sketched for for
curves in arc length parametrization. It translates into our covariant setting as follows:

Theorem 2.4 (Geometric Morrey inequality)
Let s € (3/2,2). Then there is a constant Cyiorrey = 0 such that the following holds true for
each injective curve y € C'(T;R™):

|IDyy(y) = Dyy(x)] £ CMorey VE(Y) 0y(y,x)*  where «a :=s-3/2.

Proof. We reuse the rescaling 17 and the reparametrized curve & from Lemma 2.3. Note that
D,y, Dyn and &’ are all unit tangent vectors. In particular, we have

|Dyy(y) = Dyy(x)| = [Dyn(y) = Dyn(x)] = 1€ (9(¥)) — €' (@(x))].

Now we apply [18, (2.7)] to & to get

€' (¢ () = €' (e(X))] < Cmorrey VE (&) 01(2(¥), 9(x))* = CMorrey VE (£) 05 (v, )"

Recall that E is invariant under reparametrization, thus E(¢) = E() = L(y)*3E(y) =
L(y)**E(y). Moreover, we have on = L(y)'o,. Plugged into the above, we get

|D77’(y) - D)/y(x)l < CMorreyW\/E(')’)WQy(y,x)w. O
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Translating [ 18, Proposition 2.7] into our covariant language, we get the following theorem:

Theorem 2.5 (Uniform distortion estimate)

Let s € (3/2,2). Then there is a constant 0 < Cgistor < o0 such that the following holds true for
each injective curve y € C'(T;R™):

3 a+1

, X
distor(y) = sup w < Clistor L(?’)(QH)/QE(V)ﬁ Jora=s—-=, B:= 2"
xyet 17 (y) =y (x)] 2 2a

Proof. Once more, we reuse the rescaling n7 and the reparametrized curve & from Lemma 2.3.
Note that the rescalling does not affect the distortion, hence we have distor(r7) = distor(y).
Since L, distor, and E are invariant under parameterization, we have

L(¢) = L(y) = 1, distor(¢) = distor(n) = distor(y), and E(&¢) = E(n) = L(y)>** E(y).

Now we can apply [ 18, Proposition 2.7], which implies (if one meticulously collects the powers
from the proof) that there is a constant 0 < Cyigor < 00 such that

distor(&) = sup _or:0) < Caistor E(£)P.

x,yeT |€:()7) - é:(x)| B

Thus, we have

. . s X
dlStOI'(’y) = dlStOI'(f) = sup M < Clistor E(Ef)ﬁ = Clistor L(,y)Zaﬁ E(y)ﬂ- O
xyet [Y(¥) =y (x)]

We briefly state an immediate consequence of the previous result:
Corollary 2.6 Lets € (3/2,2) and a = s—3/2. Then fory € M andu € H*(T;R™) we have

|u(y) —u(x)|

< Ciicar Cri o1 L(W)¥VO E (a+1)/(2a?) .
ly(y) = ()] aistor Cut.s—1 L(Y) () [l hs )

H
(% .

Proof. By the fundamental theorem of calculus, we have |u(y) — u(x)| < [[Dyul[z= 0,(y,x).
Now the statement follows from combining Lemma 2.3 with Theorem 2.5. O

3 The operator R*®

From now on we assume that 3
el=, 2).
ve s
An essential ingredient for our metric G 1is the family of operators

R*: M — L(H'(T;R"™), L>(T x T;R™)), R'(y) =R;.

Many properties of G relate to properties of R*. The fact that R}, is always a bounded linear
operator (and thus that R* is well-defined) will be an essential ingredient when we show that G
is a strong Riemannian metric (see Theorem 4.1). As we will see soon, this is already a quite
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involved task (see Lemma 3.3). Later we will show that G is a smooth Riemannian metric (see
Theorem 4.5). That will require us to show that R* is a smooth map (see Section 3.3). Ironically,
we will be able to reduce its Fréchet differentiability on the slightly stronger fact Lemma 3.4:
that R*® is uniformly bounded on small H*-balls. This is why we—maybe to the dismay of the
reader—put quite some effort in quantifying the bounds. Precise knowledge on these bounds
will also be required when we discuss the completeness properties of the metric G.

But before we dive deeper into these technical aspects, we first analyze how R* transforms
under reparametrizations.

3.1 Covariance

The considerations below show that the operator R* and the metric G are geometric objects,
i.e., that they transform geometrically meaningfully under reparameterizations.

Lemma 3.1 Let M and N be two one-dimensional smooth manifolds. Let ¢: M — N be a
diffeomorphism of class H®, let u € H*(N;R™), and let y € H(N;R™) be an embedding.
Then we have:

Riyog) (U0 @) = (Ryu) o (¢ X p).

Proof. We merely write down the definition of R* and employ (16):

E . _u(e(y) —u(p(x)) = Diyoy) (1 0 @) (x) (¥ (0(y)) = ¥(p(x)))
Riyap it 0 @)x.3) = o) — (@)l @7

_u(e(y) —u(p(x) = Dyule(x)) (v(e(y) —v(ex) ¢
B ly(e(y)) = v(p(x))|* = Ryu(p(x), o(y)). O

We can combine this with our observations in Section 2.2 to see that also B%,, B%, and Bg, are
invariant under reparametrization. Thus, we have shown that G is geometric:

Theorem 3.2 Let M and N be two one-dimensional closed smooth manifolds. Let o: M — N
be a diffeomorphism of class H® and let y € H*(N;R™) be an embedding. Then we have:

G (yog) (o @, v o) =Gy(u,v) forallu,veH (N;R™).

3.2 Boundedness

The next lemma is required for the norm bounds like Lemma 3.4 and Lemma 4.4. The precise
form of the bound becomes also important when we have to bound DG in Theorem 7.3.

Lemma 3.3 There is a continuous function Cy: M — (0, 00) such that
IR ullz2(y,) < Cs(y) [ulhs(y).-

More precisely, we have

B B 12
s 1/2 L(,y)s(a+1)/a/ E(,y)sﬁ (1 + C]%/[’s_l L(,y)Zs 5 [7]2 ) )

Cs (’)/) < Cj H5(y)

istor
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Proof. Since all entities involved are covariant (see also (27)), we may put £ := L(y) and
S := R/(€Z) and assume that y: S — R is parameterized by arc length. Moreover, we pull
all functionson S X S = (R X R)/(£Z X € Z) back to the fundamental domain

Z={(xy)|0<x<Candx-£/2 <y <x+¢/2}. (28)

For x, y € X we have 0, (y,x) = |y — x|, Dyu = u’, and dw, (x) = dx, hence

2s
Rs 22 — Q)’(y"x) )
IRyl ,,, [l(woo—yun

We can bound the first factor of the integrand by distor(y)?*. To bound the second factor, we
exploit that we can work in X c R? now:

u(y) —u(x) —u'(x) (y'(x),v(y) = y(x))
= (u(y) —u(x) —u'(x) (y =x)) +u'(x) (¥ (x), y(y) =y (x) =¥ (x) (y = x)).

Together with the inequality |a + b|? < 2 |a|*> + 2 |b|* we obtain

u(y) = u(x) —u'(x) (y'(x),y(») = y(s) [* dxdy
ly —x|*® ly — x|

||7esu|| < 2 distor(y)* B(u, u) + 2 distor(y)* ||Dyul|3« B(y,7y), (29)

L2(vy)

B(u,u) = //

In order to bound B(u, u) in terms of [u]? s () W employ a technique established by Blatt in
[17, Section 2]. First we use the fundamental theorem of calculus:

u(y) —u(x) —u'(x) (y —x) = (y = x) fol (' (x +6(y —x)) —u'(x)) d6.

Next we substiute X = y — x and use Jensen’s inequality and Fubini’s Theorem to obtain

where )
u(y) —u(x) —u'(x) (y —x)|” dydx
ly —x|* ly — x|

B(l/t I/l) _/\‘/f/z (X+9X) —u ()C) d9 dedx ///[/2 ,(X+9X) _u/(x) 2dydx 49
€2 | x5! |1X| 2 |X]5-1 x|
Now we substitute z = x + 6 X, leading to X = 6~! (z — x) and dX = 67! dz:
Blu.u) < ///x+0€/2 W (z) —u'(x) [* dzdx 46 < /// g1 |u "(2) — ' (x)|? dzdx 40
x=6(/2 H“WZ—M“‘ 67z~ x| o= x| e x|

1

2s5—1 1 _
(AHSdQMYl)me 2J]mm

Substituing this bound for B(u, ) and B(y, y) back into (29) leads us to

1 1
1Rl < = distor()™ [ulye(,) + < distor()® 1Dyulife Y1y

The proof is concluded by employing the Morrey inequality Lemma 2.3 to bound || D ul| e
and Theorem 2.5 to bound distor(y). O
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Finally, combining Lemma 3.3 with (24) leads us immediately to the following bound.
Lemma 3.4 There is a continuous function Fgs: M — R such that
||ﬂ;M||L2(vy) < Frs (y) [u] gs-

More precisely, we have

B 20+1 2 2 2 12
Fre(y) = Co() (2 BiLip) ™™y I3 (1Hy e + Cunt 1 113,0))

where hy(x) = |y'(x)|, Hy(x) := 1/|y'(x)| and C,(y) is the function from Lemma 3.3.

3.3 Smoothness

In this section we show that y — R is smooth. More precisely, our main goal is Theorem 3.10
below. But before we come to that, we first establish smoothness of a couple of auxiliary
mappings.

Lemma 3.5 Fors > 3/2 the following maps are smooth:

M — H N (T;R), y e hy =1y, (30)
M — H YT, R), y— H, =1/]y], (31)
M — L(H*(T;R™); H* ' (T; R™)), y = D, (32)
M — L(H*(T;R™); H*~(T; L(R™; R™))), y > D, (33)

Proof. Note that s > 3/2 implies that H*(T;R™) < C!'(T;R™) embeds continuously (see
Theorem A.3). Thus, for each y € M we find a neighborhood U € M and0 <r < R < o0
such that the derivative &’ of each ¢ € U maps T into the open set V := Bg(0) \ B,(0). The
maps @: V — R, &(X) = |[X|and ¥: V — R, ¥(X) = 1/|X| are smooth and all their
derivatives D¥® and D*¥, k € N U {0} are bounded. Thus, the chain rule in H*~! implies that
Yy |y | =®oy andy — 1/|y’| = ¥ oy’ are smooth as maps into H*~!(T;R). This shows
the smoothness of (30) and (31). Now the identities

Dyu=H,-u' and Dyu = (Dyu)-(D,y)" forue H(T;R"™)
and the fact that H*~! (T;R) is a Banach algebra imply the smoothness of (32) and (33). O

Remark 3.6 The derivatives of the the maps in the previous lemma are now readily computed by the chain rule
and product rule. We just state them here for reference:

D(y = hy)(y)v =Hy,(y',v') = hy (Dyy,D,v), (34)

D(y — Hy)(y)v = —H; (y'.V') = =H, (D,y. Dyv), (35)

D(y = Dyu)(y)v = =Hy (y' V') u' = =(Dyy, Dyv)Dyu, (36)

D(y = Dyu)(y) v = (Dyu) (Dy)" (idgm —Dyy) = (Dyu) (Dyv), 37)

for all u, v € H*(T; R™). &
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Lemma 3.7 For s > 3/2 and for every 3 € R the following function is smooth:

B
AP M- L®(T x T;R™), Aﬂ(')’)(xa)’) = (%) '

Proof. First we observe that A'(y) and A~!(y) are bounded because y is an embedding of
class C'. Let y and 5 be two curves in M. Forx € T, y € T, x # y, we have

-1 e _ Ir®) =y = In(y) = n(x)|
A7 )0 y) = AT ()| = (=X

< ‘ &) =n() = (v = n)) ‘
a or(y,x)

<Y =7l

Taking the essential supremum over (x, y) € T'x T yields [|[A~'(y) = A~ ()|l < 1Y =7 |l 1,
hence A~! is continuous. To show that A is continuous, we start with

1A' (y) = ATl = 1A () A () (A () = A7 )l
< A D)z 1A @l 11y =7l
So it suffices to show that ||A'(17)]|.~ stays bounded for  — y in H*. Indeed, for 5 sufficiently

close to y in H®, we may assume that u = n — y satisfies Lip(u) < %BiLip(y)_l. Then for x,
y € T, x # y we have

In(y) = ()| > |ly(y) = y(@)| = lu(y) = u(x)l| > ly(y) = y(x)| - Lip() or(y,x)

> Iy () = Y()] = Iy ()~ y ()] Lip(w) 20

> |y(y) —yx)| = ly(y) = y(x)| Lip(u) BiLip(y) = %Iy(y) -y

This shows that ||A!(5)||z= < 2||A'(y)||z~ < oo stays bounded as n — 7y, and that A! is
continuous. So both A! and A~! are continuous, and we may raise each of them to an arbitrary
nonnegative power without breaking continuity. Thus, A# is continuous for each 8 > 0.

The Gateaux derivative of AP in direction v € H*(T;R™) is given by

s LI o

Since both y and v are of class C!, we have DA#(y)v € L*(T x T;R). The mappings

Y=y () V(3)-v(x)
Y oo andv e SoEns

are linear and bounded. Together with the continuity of A#*2, this implies that DA®: M —
L(H*, L™ (T x T;R™)) is continuous. Hence, A? is Fréchet differentiable. Finally, arbitrarily
high Fréchet derivatives of A# can be computed recursively using (38) and the product rule.O

are smooth as mappings into L= (T x T;R™) since they

Remark 3.8 As a byproduct, we have shown that y ~— BiLip(y) = ||A!(y)||z~ is continuous and that M C
H*(T;R™) is indeed an open set. o

Corollary 3.9 For s > 3/2 the following map is smooth:
= L{H(T:R™): L7 e e e 2=y
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Finally, we have aggregated all requirements for showing the main theorem in this section.
Theorem 3.10 For s € (3/2,2) the map R*: M — L(H*(T;R™), Lz (T x T;R™)) is smooth.

Proof. Let n: T — R™ be the standard embedding of the round circle (or any other fixed
n € M) and let u € H*(T;R™). First we show that we can write

S A S S
Rou = & EV; (RS = (Dyu o pr)) Roy). (39)

The crucial observation here is that dy(x)"dy(x) = id(r, ). Hence, we have
Dyu(x) = du(x) dn(x)" = du(x) dy(x)Tdy(x) dp(x)" = Dyu(x) Dyy(x).
Now we have

ly(¥) =y ()P Ry (x, y) = u(y) —u(x) = Dyu(x) (y(x) —y(y))
= u(y) — u(x) — Dyu(x) (n(x) = n(y))
+ (Dyu(x) Dyy (x) (n(x) =n(y)) = Dyu(x) (y(x) = ¥(»)))

In(y) =n()° (Ryu(x,y) = Dyu(x) Ryu(x,y)).
Hence, (39) follows from dividing this by |y(y) — y(x)|* and observing that

In(y) —n)I* _ A*(y)

ly») —y()ls A’
Now formula (39) makes it now easy to show the smoothness of R*: By Lemma 3.4, the
operator R} : H*(T;R™) — Li (T x T;R™) is bounded, so y — R,y is smooth as a map to
L/21 (T x T;R™). From Lemma 3.5 we know that y — D,u o pr; is smooth as a map into
L*(T x T; Hom(R™; R™)). And Lemma 3.7 shows that y — A*(y) is smooth as a map into
L=(T x T;R). So the smoothness of y > R u follows from the product rule in L and Lft.El

Remark 3.11 With (39) we can readily compute the derivative of R*. This will be useful later, e.g., when we
compute the derivative of the tangent-point energy (see Theorem 4.6). Let u, v € H*(T;R™) and abbreviate
U(y) = Dyuopr, V(y) = Dyvopr, Ay =y(y) —vy(x), Av = v(y) —v(x), and W(y) := D,y opr;. Now the
product rule implies

(DR*(y)v)u = D(£ — R‘}u)(y) v

AS .
- LA (R - U Ri) -

Plugging in (38) and (37), which takes the form
DU(y)v ==Uy) V(y) +U(y) V(y)" (idpm = W(y)),

and rearranging terms leads to

A*(y) A*(y)
asp R "

s Ay Av \A%(y)
(PR ¥)u <|Ay| |A7I>/\S(n) Ry =U) Ry)
A*(y) s s AW
- A5 (n) (R,,v—V(y) Rrﬂ’) As(1) (R Y — W(?’)'R )
Finally, using (39) in reverse shows that

Ay Av

Ayl |Ay|> (Dyu o pry) R;V - (Dyuopr) (Dyvo pry)’ R;y, (40)

(DR*(y)v)u = —s Ru <
o
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4 The metric

We have introduced the metric G on M already in Equation (6) in the introduction. In this
section we collect several important properties of the metric.

In Section 4.1 we show that G is a strong Riemannian metric on M, i.e., it is positive-definite
and its induced norm generates the topology of 7, M = H*(T;R™). In Section 4.2 we show
that G, depends smoothly on y. Afterwards, we introduce the geodesic distance function o of
G (see Section 4.3) and show that it makes several important functionals globally Lipschitz
continuous. Most importantly, this applies to the tangent-point energy E (see Theorem 4.8) and
to the arc length functional L (see Lemma 4.9). We then show that that quantities like E, |y’|,
and 1/|y’| are bounded on G-bounded sets (see Lemma 4.16).

Consequently, the Riemannian metric G has sufficient control to keep curves away from
various modes of degeneration. We will use this particular feature later when we discuss
compactness properties of bounded sets (see Section 5) and geodesic completeness (see
Section 7).

Furthermore, we compare our distance to the normal H*-distance, quantify their relation, and
show that the identity map id: (M, og) — (M, ops) is locally bi-Lipschitz continuous (see
Lemma 4.18, Lemma 4.23, and Corollary 4.24). This will be crucial for estabilishing metric
completeness in Section 6.

4.1 The metric is strong

Our aim here is to show the following theorem:

Theorem 4.1 The metric G defined in (6) is a strong Riemannian metric on M.
In particular, the Riesz isomorphism

Jy: M > TM,  (Jyu,v) = Gy(u,v)

is an isomorphism between the tangent space T, M = H*(T;R™) and the continuous cotangent
space T)M = (H*(T;R™)) = H™*(T; R™).

Proof. To this end we have to show that the induced norm ||ul|g, = /G, (u, u) foru € T, M
generates the right topology on T, M = H*(T;R™). By Lemma 2.1 we already know that
|-l (y) generates this topology. So it suffices to show that the norms ||-||gs(,) and |||, are
equivalent for fixed y. As this is very technical and because we will later need also some
detailed information on the proportionality factors in this norm estimates, we delegate this task
to Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4 below.

The norm bounds imply that G, is a bounded and coercive symmetric bilinear form on
H*(T;R™). So the Lax-Milgram theorem shows that J,,: H*(T;R™) — (H*(T;R™))" is indeed
an isomorphism of Hilbert spaces. O

We spend the remainder of this section on showing Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4. To this

end we heavily rely on the techniques established in [18, Theorem 2.5]. The following is a
preparation for Lemma 4.3.
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Lemma 4.2 Let s € (3/2,2) andy € M. Put §(y) = (2 CMorrey\/E(y))_l/a. Then for all
(x,y) € T x T satisfying 0,(y,x) < 6(y) we have

KDy (x),y(y) —y(x))| 2 %Iy(y) —y(®)| and

" (41)
(KDyy (), 7y () =yDl 2 5 ly(y) = y()l.

Proof. Letx,y € T be two distinct points. We denote by I C T the shorter arc with respect to
w,. By swapping x and y if necessary, we may assume that x is the left end point and that y is
the right end point of / with respect to the orientation chosen on T. Let € I. (In particular, n
could be x or y.) Now we exploit [y(y) — y(x)| < 0,(y,x) (the chord length is less or equal to
the arc length), |[D,y(n)| = 1 for any 5 € I, and the inverse triangle inequality:

(2. 228 = (2. 222200 2 1[0y 0. Dy - 2220

By construction of 7, we have y(y) — y(x) = fID,,y(z) dw,(z) and 0,(y,x) = fldwy(z).
Now the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the Jensen inequality, and the geometric Morrey inequality
Theorem 2.4 imply:

) —y() 7)) —y()
KDw(n), Dy (n) o o) >( < |Dy7(77) o 0n)

= ‘f; (Dyy(n) — Dyy(2)) da)y(z)‘ < £|D77(77) - Dyy(z)|da)y(z)

=~ 1
< 'fICMorrey VE(')/)Qy(y’x)a dw}/(z) < CMorrey E()’) 5(7)0[ < 5
Inserting this into the above leads to
D ’Y(y)—Y(X) >‘21_1:1.
(X0 () =yl 272 0

Lemma 4.3 There is a constant 0 < C < oo depending on s € (3/2,2) such that the following
holds true for ally € M and u € H*(T;R™):

[u]%ls(,y) <32 B;(u, u) + 128 Bi(u, u) + C L(y) E(y)@*D/e [u]il(y). (42)

Moreover, we have

lullsyy < 32+ C L) EQ) @D/ Jullg,. 43)
Proof. Leté = 6(y) as in Lemma 4.2 and define
U = {(x,y) € TXT|Qy(y,x) < (5} and U° = {(x,y) € TXT| 0y(y,x) > 6}

as follows:

[M]lzqs(y) :”//lD;_lDyuldey"'// |D;,_1Dybl|2dvy.
U Uc
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Using (a — b)? < 2a* + 2 b? and the definition of U¢, we can bound the integral over U¢ by

//UC |D§,_1D7u|2 dv,

/ |Dyu(y) _Dyu(x)lz dwy(y) dwy(x)

0y (3, )21 0y (y,%)
2
< [ (D +1D,0 )P oy () dor ) o
UC
4L(y) 2 (a+1)/ 2
< 22Dl ) = CLOYEQ) D [l

Next we deal with the integral over U. Let (x,y) € U and abbreviate 7 = D,y, Ay =
v(y) —v(x),and Au := u(y) — u(x). We have

|D7”(Y)_D7u(x)|

45
< ‘Dyu(y)— “3)

Au A

_ u ‘ + A
(r(y),Ay) (7(x),Ay)

(t(x), Ay)

=D u(x)|.

Au | +
(t(y),Ay)

Using D, u(x) (t(x), Ay) = Dyu(x) Ay, we get for the last summand:

Au Au - Dyux) Ay | Ju(y) - u(x) - Dyu(x) (y(y) - y(x))]
-D — 4 — Y
(t(x), Ay) y“(x)‘ (t(x), Ay) ‘ KDy (), 7(y) — y ()]
Now (41) implies
o = Dy < 21y () = YOI IRy, ).
t@).ayy Y= Y

Likewise we obtain for the first summand in (45):

[Dyu(y) - 21y (y) ~y @) 1R, y)l.

L’ <
(t(y),Ay)

For the center term in (45) we use (41) once more:

Au_— Au ‘ _ [(T(0), Ay)= (7 (), A)| |Au| < 4 1T(). Ay)—(7(¥). Ay)| |Au|
Ty, ay) (), An 1 Kr(), Ay 7 (x), Ay)l B | Ayl Ayl

Because of D,y = 7(x) 7(x), we may proceed with the numerator as follows:

(T (x), Ay) = (T(y), AY)| = [|Dyy(x) Ay| = |Dyy (y) Ay
< |Dyy(x) Ay — Dyy () Ay| = |(Ay = Dyy(y) Ay) — (Ay — Dyy(x) Ay)|
< ly(x) =y () = Dyy(y) (y(x) =y + |y (y) = ¥(x) = Dyy(x) (¥ (y) — ()]
= ly(y) =y IRy .0+ [y (y) =y IRy ¥ (x, ).

Now we insert all this into (45) and divide by g, (y,x)*™1 > |y(y) — y(x)|*"":

- A A
D57 Dy )| < 2 [Ryu(y. )] +4 1Ry (v 1) 5 +4 1Ry () |5 + 2 1Ryu(x, )l
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Squaring and the inequality (a + b + ¢ + d)? < 4 (a® + b + c? + d?) lead us to

5= N Aul?
DY Dyulx, y)I” < 161Ru(y, x)|* + 64 [Ry (v, x )|2||Au||2
+64[Ryy (x, y) P12 s +16 |R3u(x, y)I*.

|AyI?

Now we integrate against dv, < du, and exploit that U is symmetric w.r.t. (x,y) = (y,x):

//U|Df/_1D7u|2dvyS//UlD;_IDqudyy
s so2| Au
s32//U|72yu|2d#y+128//U|7zyy|2‘ﬁ( dty < 32 BY(u, u) + 128 B (u, u).

Combined with (44), this shows (42). Recalling the definition (15) of [[u||gs (), we have

lull3ysy) < 32 By (u, D+ G (2s+1)B2(u u)+(1+C L(y) E(y) ™) [u]2 | +|lul|?

H'(y) L*(y)

Recalling also the definition (6) of ||u||2G = G, (u,u), Equation (43) follows by (25 + 1) > 4.0
Y

Lemma 4.4 Let y € M be an embedding. Then there exists a Fg(7y) > 0 such that

lullc, < Fo(y) lullasy) holds true for allu € H*(T; R™).

Proof. Both ||u||é7 and ||u|? 5(y) have the summands [u]?{l( - ||u||L2( ) in common. Hence,

the proof boils down to bounding Bf;(u, u), k € {1,2,3} in terms of [u]? HS ()" Fortunately, we
have done the most difficult part of this already: in Lemma 3.3 in we found C,(y) such that

B, (u,u) = ||7€Vu||L2( ) < C(y) [u U315 ()

Because of |u(y) — u(x)| < ||Dyul[z~05(y,x), we may bound Bf, as follows:

2
B2 _ Q)’(y X) s' 2
y(u) = / / o) R

Closer inspection of the definition of B} reveals that B3 (u,u) < 2 E(y) ||Dyul|7. Finally

we apply the Morrey inequality Lemma 2.3 to bound ||D,ul|;~ and Theorem 2.5 to bound
distor(7y):

u(y) —u(x) ?
0y(y,x)

duy (x, y) < distor(y)* E(y) I Dyul|7«.

2 3 2 25-5 2 2
Recalling the definition of C,(7y), we conclude that
- 2042
Fo(y)* = Cy = EM) L) (24 Chgor L)@ E(0)¥)

(a/+1)
Cﬁ‘fm L(y)”« EM>F (1+Cy o L™ [y]500).- 0
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4.2 Smoothness

We are now ready to collect the fruits from the previous sections. Next we prove smoothness of
the metric. Some amount of regularity of the metric is crucial for the existence of geodesics,
since the argument relies on the Picard—Lindeloff theorem. Since proving smoothness does not
pose any extra problems, we prove the stronger statement. As a byproduct, we also prove the
smoothness of E.

Theorem 4.5 The metric G in M is smooth.

Proof. We can write B, (u,v) = fT fT b’ (u,v)(x,y) du(x, y) with the densities

by (1) (. 3) = 2 (Ryu(x. ), Ryv(x, ) A (v 3) Y () Y 0L,
B (1) (x,y) = (254 1) [Ryy (x, ) (F2E HO M) A3) e, ) by (0] 1Y ()1,
B3 (1.v)(.3) = IR}y ((Dyu(x). Dyv()) + (Dyu(3). Dyy(m)) A' ) Y @) )1

Combining Lemma 3.5, Lemma 3.7, Corollary 3.9, and Theorem 3.10 with the well-known
rules of differentiation and the Holder inequalities, it becomes now apparent that each of the
maps (y,u,v) = b!,(u,v) is a smooth map with values in L) (T X T;R). O

As a consequence of this, we can reproduce the following result about the first derivative of
the enery E. Fréchet differentiability and the formula for the derivative have of course been
shown before (see [18]). However, the formula that we obtain involves the terms B., Bf,, Bi,
and this is a major reason why we included them into the metric:

Theorem 4.6 The tangent-point enery E: M — R is smooth. Its first derivative is given by
DE(y)u = ZB;()/, u)—p Bf,(y, u) + Bf,(y, u) with p=2s+1.

Proof. Smoothness follows from

E(y) = /T /T RS (. ) PAG) (5 3) [y )] 1y ()] dax, ).

To compute the derivative, we notice that the product rule implies

DE(’y)uz‘/T/T2<R§,y,D(n|—>R;n)(y)u>duy+AA|R;|2D(n|—>d,u,7)(’y)u.

Once again, we abbreviate Ay = y(y) — y(x) and Au = u(y) — u(x). It is straightforward to
check that

D(n v duy)(y)u = —< Ly A

Ayl M> dpy + (<Dy7, Dyu) o pry +(Dyy, Dyu) o Prz) duy.
Using (40) with v = vy, we obtain
D(n = Ron)(y) u

; § S Ky A A
= Ryu = (Dyy o pry) Ryu = (Dyy o pry) (Dyu o pry)" Ryy — sRy7< Ty >

Ayl Ay
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Now observe that D,y (x) is tangent to ¥'(x), and that R}y (x, y) is perpendicular to y’(x).
Hence, Ay Au
— 2
2(Ryy.D (1 += Ryr) (v) ) = 2 (Ryy. Ryu) = 25 [Ryy[? (52 2.
Combining all this leads directly to the stated formula for DE(y) u. O

Remark 4.7 The same techniques can be applied to the other tangent-point energies TP?-?, since they take the
form

TPYP (y) = 24 /T /T RSy (e ) TAD) ) Y DY @l duCey), s =221

If g is an even integer, then TP?>? is smooth. Otherwise, it has at least [¢ — 1] continuous derivatives. We leave
the details to the reader. O

4.3 Geodesic distance

With a strong Riemannian metric at disposal, we may introduce the geodesic distance
06: MXxXM — [0, 00].

To this end, let v and y; be two points in M. Suppose there is a path I" connecting them,
ie,amapl € C'([0,1]; M) such that I"(0) = yo and I"(1) = y;. Note that M only contains
curves of class C!, hence fame knots. Moreover, these paths themselfs are also of class C 1
Thus, by definition, a path is always an isotopy.

For a “time” ¢ € [0, 1] we denote the velocity by I'(t) = %F (t). We define the path length
L of the path I” by

1
L(IN) ::/O\/G(F(t))(f(t),F(t))dt. (46)

Then the geodesic distance between 7y and 7y is defined as the infimum over the lengths of all
paths connecting yg and y;:

oGy y0) = inf { L) | T e 'O M), T(O) = yo. T(D) =m}. @)

Of course, if no such path exists, the geodesic distance is co.

Clearly yg = vy, implies oG (y,y) = 0. Moreover, we have oG (o, Y1) = 06(Y1,Yo) because
we can just reverse every path from 7y to y; to get a path from y; to yp. One can also show
that o satisfies the triangle inequality og(v2,v0) < 06(v2,v1) + 06(¥1,Y0): one merely
has to concatenate two C!-paths from vy to y; and from y; to y, and to smooth them ever so
slightly around the junction. Thus, og: M X M — [0, o] is what is sometimes called an
extended pseudometric or extended semimetric. “Extended” because the value co may indeed
be attained when g and vy lie in distict path components or knot classes. And “pseudo” or
“semi” because we have not yet shown that o is definite, i.e., that oG (yo,y1) = 0 implies
vo = y1. In Corollary 4.20 we will obtain definiteness of o as a byproduct of our analysis.

In what follows we will frequently talk about subsets of U C M that are bounded with
respect to 0¢, 1.e., sets U for which there is ay € M and 0 < r < oo such that

U c {neMloc(n.y) <r}.

For the sake of brevity we will call such sets G-bounded.
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4.4 Lipschitz continuity

As we mentioned in the introduction, we chose the constituents of G carefully to allow the
metric G to control the tangent-point energy E and the arc length functional L. We make this
more precise now.

Theorem 4.8 The function VE: (M, og) — R is globally Lipschitz-continuous:
IVE(y1) = VE(yo) | < V1+p/4 06(y1,70), p=2s+1, forallyy y1 € M.

In particular we learn: E is bounded on G-bounded sets.

Proof. Let I' be an arbitrary path. Using the fundamental theorem of calculus, the chain rule,
and the well-known formula for the derivative of L, we obtain

1 1 .
e . | s

We now bound the integrand. To this end, let us fix some ¢ for the moment and abbreviate
v = 1I(t)and u := I'(t). From Theorem 4.6 we know that

— 1 2 2
DE(y)u =2B,(y,u) — p B,(y,u) + B, (y,u).

Using the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality first for each of the B; and then for the Euclidean inner

(48)

product on R3, and the definition (6) of G, we obtain:
IDE(y) ul < 2B, (y,u)| + |p By (v, w)| +|B; (7, )]
< V2 BL(y,y)V2 BL (w, 1) + Vp B2 (v, y)Vp B (u, 1) + VB3 (7, ) VB (1, )

<V2BL(y,7) +p B2(7.7) + B3 (v, v)V2 BL(u, 1) + p B2 (u,u) + B2 (u, ).

Most curiously, each of the terms ny(y, v) is tightly connected to the energy E (), Indeed,
when we insert the identities

Yy —vyx) vy -y \ _ _
<|y<y) ek |y<y>—y(x)|> =1 and (Dyy(@). Dyy(n) = 1.

into the definitions (7), (8), and (9), then we can make the following observations:

B)(y.y) =E(y), Bi(y.y)=E(y), and B)(y.y) =2E(y). (49)

Hence, it turns out that

IDE(y) ul < V&+ pVE()V2 BL (u, 1) + p B2 (u,u) + B3 (u, u)

(50)
< V4 + p\/E(y)\/Gy(u, u).
When we subsitute this back into (48), the square root of the energy cancels and we get
1
[VE(y1) = VE(y0)| < V1 +p/4/ NGray (I'(1), I'(1)) dt = V1 + p/a L(I).
0
Finally, taking the infimum over all such paths leads to the statement of the theorem. O
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Note that this theorem holds true for every Riemannian metric that includes at least the terms
B, B3, and B;. Neither the L-term nor the H'-term are needed for this.

This theorem’s proof is very much in spirit as the following result’s. The latter is of course
well-known for metrics that contain the H'-term, see for example [9, Section 7.4]. It is also the
reason why we included the H'-term in our metric. We include a short proof for the reader’s
convenience.

Lemma 4.9 The function VL: (M, 0og) — R is globally Lipschitz-continuous:

[VL(y1) = VL(y0) | < 3 06(y1,70) forall yo, y1 € M.

In particular we learn: L is bounded on G-bounded sets.

Proof. Let I' be a path from 7y to y;. In the same way as in the previous proof one shows:

1 .
< | LA

Now we have:
12
DL(y)u = [.(Dyy(x), Dyu(x)) dw, (x) < (f]rlDyﬂzdwy(x)) ([T|Dyu|2dwy(x))

12
_ ( /Tldwy(x)) Vi uy i) < IDyullZe ., VE) Vit ) 1) < VLIVG ().

12

Sowe get VL(y1) — VL(yo) < /01\/ G (u, u) dt, and the lemma follows from taking the infimum
over all such paths. O

4.5 Norm equivalences

Theorem 4.8 and Lemma 4.9 show that the metric G has good control on L and E. Both
these quantities appear in the norm bounds Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4. Our next aim is to
make the resulting norm equivalence uniform on G-bounded sets (see Lemma 4.13). However,
closer inspection of the constants in Lemma 4.4 reveals that also negative powers of L appear
there. Hence, we first need to find a way to control 1/L. To this end, we employ a result by
Volkmann (see [51, Corollary 5.12]) for curves of length 1 and exploit the scaling behavior of
the tangent-point energy E: If we scale the curve y by a factor 4 > 0, then the energy is scaled
by 3% e, E(1-y) = 32E(y).

Lemma 4.10 For s € (3/2,2) every embedding y € H*(T,R™) satisfies ™ < E(y) L(y)*7.

Proof. Lety € M and rescale it to n := y/L(7y). This is a curve of length 1. Its tangent-point
energy is given by E (1) = E(y) L(y)*73. From [51, Corollary 5.12] we know that

: 1 P (0 = )P
475 [ [ iy dendont) =4 [ [ S don ) don )

Because of |n(x) —n(y)| < 1, we obtain

P _ 2
™ //T | "ﬁﬁﬁﬁ’(-ylu?éf”' n(y) = n(0)* 7 duy(x,y) < E() = E(y) L(»*™. D
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Corollary 4.11 The function y +— 1/L(y) is bounded on G-bounded sets.

Proof. Let U c M be G-bounded. By Theorem 4.8 and Lemma 4.9, there is 0 < Eppx < 00
such that
E(y) < Enmax  holds true for all y € U.

Now Lemma 4.10 and 2 s — 3 > 0O imply
L(y) > i/ DE@y) @3 5 e 22573 E;};ﬁ(zs%). 0

Note that this approach for bounding 1/L fails in the scale-invariant case s = 3/2. Indeed,
for s = 3/2 the tangent-point energy does not penalize scaling down and therefore does not
prevent the embedding from shrinking to a single point. Note also that it is crucial here that all
the curves in M are closed. In particular, the tangent-point energy vanishes on straight line
segments.

Remark 4.12 In the same vein one may show, relying on E(y) > 7>L(y)32%, that the function y > 1/E(y) is
bounded on G-bounded sets. This fact might be of interest on its own. However, in what follows we only require
upper bounds on E, no lower bounds. &

Now we are in the position of making the norm equivalence from Lemma 4.4 uniform on
G-bounded sets:

Lemma 4.13 For each G-bounded set U C M there are 0 < ¢ < C < oo such that
cllullg, < llullasiyy < Cllullg, hold true for all y € U and all u € H*(T; R™).

Proof. From Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4 we know that there are continuous functions Fi,
F>: (0,00) X [0, 00) — [0, c0) such that

lullasyy < Fr(L(y), E(Y)) llullg, and lullg, < F2(L(y), E(Y)) lullsy)-

By Theorem 4.8, Corollary 4.11, and Lemma 4.9 there are 0 < Lyjn < Lmax < oo and
0 < Emax < oo such that L(y) € [Lmin, Lmax] and E(y) € [0, Enax] hold true for all y € U.
The set [ Limin, Lmax] X [0, Emax] € (0, 00) X [0, 00) is compact; hence the continuous functions
F and F, are bounded on this set. This completes the proof. O

Our next aim is to make also the norm equivalence Lemma 2.1 uniform on G-bounded sets.
Lemma 4.14 For each G-bounded set U C M there are 0 < ¢ < C < oo such that

c|lullgs < lullgsyy < Cllullgs — hold true for all y € U and all u € H*(T; R™).

Proof. From Lemma 2.1 we know that fys(y) lullgs < lullgsy) < Frs(y) ||ul|ps. Closer
inspection of fgs(y) and Fps(y) reveals that we also need control over ||Ay ||z, [Ay]gs-1,
| ||z=, and [Hy]gs-1. This will be provided in Lemma 4.16 and Lemma 4.17 below. O

The remainder of this subsection will be devoted to completing the proof of Lemma 4.14.
We start with the following auxiliary lemma.
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Lemma 4.15 For each G-bounded set U c M there is 0 < K < oo such that
IDyullL= < K |lullg, holds true for all y € U and all w € H*(T; R™).

Proof. From combining the above arguments with the Morrey inequality (Lemma 2.3), we infer
552 . s=5/2
1Dyl < Ot L) [l < Gt (inf L)) Cllullg,. o

The second statement of the following lemma reveals why G prevents immersions from
degenerating into curves with vanishing velocity.

Lemma 4.16 The maps y v ||hy||1~ and y — ||H, ||~ are bounded on G-bounded sets.

Proof. Let U c M be a G-bounded set. Then there are yp € M and 0 < R < oo such that
U c Bg (o). Fory; € U, we may pick apath I € C'([0, 1]; M) of length < 2 R that connects
vo with y;. Note that I"'([0, 1]) C Bch(yo). We define the functions f, g: [0,1] Xx T — R by

J(t.x) = hrqy(x) = 0:I'(¢,x)| and  g(1,x) = Hrqy(x) = 1/]0:0°(2, x)|.
We intend to apply a Gronwall argument to bound f and g. From (34) and (35) we infer
10, f (t,%)] < g(t,x) IDr(y (D= and  19,g(t, )| < g(t,x) 1Droyl (1)L

Employing Lemma 4.15 on the bounded set BgR (v0) with y = I'(t), and u = I'(¢) yields a
0 < K < oo such that

|al‘f(t’x)| < Kf(l’ x) ”Dr(t)f(t)”Gr(,) and |al‘g(t’ X)l < Kg(t,X) ||Dr(l)f(t)”GF(t)'
Now the Gronwall inequality (Theorem A.1) leads us to

f(1,x) < £(0,x) exp([(/o1 I, dt) and g(1,x) < g(0,x) exp([(fo1 I |G, dt).

Substituting the definitions of f and g and recalling that the path length of I" in M is bounded
by 2 R, we obtain

hy, (x) < e*®Rpy (x) and  H,, (x) < R H, (x).
Passing to the suprema over x € T proves the claim. O
Lemma 4.17 The maps y +— [hy]ys-1 and y — [Hy]ys-1 are bounded on G-bounded sets.

Proof. We start by proving that y +— [h,]ys-1 is bounded on G-bounded sets. Let U, R, yo,
v1, and I" be as in the previous proof. Due to the reverse triangle inequality, we have

’ A 2 RN
ol = [ [0 gy < [ [T 00 gy = e
1JT TJT )

or(y,x)>2 or(y,x
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hence it suffices to bound the latter. In order to apply another Gronwall argument, we define
f(t) = [I'(t)]gs. Note that y — [y]gs is 1-Lipschitz with respect to the seminorm [-]gs,
hence f is weakly differentiable and we have

A AGIFS (51)
Using Lemma 4.13 on the bounded set B »(70), there exists a uniform C > 0 such that
||r(t)||Hs(r) <C ||I"(t)||Gr(t) for all r € [0, 1].
Next we use Lemma 2.1 to bound the stationary norm by the covariant norm:

IOl < Fus(FO) 1) las (rryy < € Fas(FO) 1T (O lGr,y»  Where

2s 2 2s=5 2 1/2
Fus () = (Ilhylls + (U 211y 35) 1By ll= + 2. G LY Iy 13

With our knowledge from Lemma 4.16, we can bound |4, || Loo and ||H, ||z~ uniformly in
v € B »(70). Moreover, we can also bound L(y) uniformly on B »(70) from above and below.
Thus, we can find O < kq, kp, K;, Kp < oo such that

Fs(I'(1) < (kv + k2 [hr)3,00) V2 <K+ K [F(0)]gs = Ky +Ka £(2).
Inserting this into (51) we obtain
F O < CKNT D6y, +C KN DG, (1) foralls € [0, 1].
Hence, the fundamental theorem of calculus implies
F@) < FO) + [ 1f(s)]ds

< f(0) +CKi JY T ()G, ds+ [y C K2 I ()l o(s) ds
< fO)+2CK R+ [y CK2 I (9) |Gy, f(s)ds  forallz e [0,1].

a(r) B(1)

This allows us to use the integral version of the famous Gronwall inequality (see Theorem A.2):

F(1) < a(1) exp (/0‘ B(s) ds) < (f(0) +2C K, R) eC KR,

This proves the first claim. Now we show that y — [H, ] ys-1 is bounded on G-bounded sets.
From

. @l oI| .
|H7(y) Hy(x)l Oy @) Hy(x)Hy(y)lhy(x) hy(y)l,

we obtain

“aueny) = 20 R
) 2 . (52

Hy e = (f |7

By the previous claim, y + [A,]ys-1 is bounded on G-bounded sets. Applying Lemma 4.16
once more completes the proof. O

or(y, X)S Cor(yx)l
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4.6 Distance bounds

The uniform norm equivalences Lemma 4.13 and Lemma 4.14 (uniform on G-bounded subsets)
finally allow us to derive estimates between the H’-Sobolev—Slobodeckij distance on the one
hand and the geodesic distance og on the other hand.

Lemma 4.18 For each G-bounded subset U C M there is 0 < K < oo such that

oms(¥1,70) = lly1 = yollus £ Kog(y1,y0) forall yo, y1 € U.

Proof. Lety € M and 0 < R < oo such that U C Bg(y). Clearly, we have og(v1,7v0) <
o6(v1,¥) + 06(v,v0) <2R. LetI' € C'([0, 1]; M) be an arbitrary path from yq to y; with
path length £(I") < 2 R. Note that we have oG (I'(1),y) < 0o6(I'(t),y0) + 06(v0,¥) < 3R
for all ¢ € [0, 1], so the image of the path lies in BgR (), which is of course a bounded set. By
Lemma 4.13 and Lemma 4.14 we find a0 < K < oo such that ||I"(¢)||gs < ||f(t)||Gm> holds
for all t € [0, 1]. The Jensen inequality yields

e < Jo W@l de < K [HIFP0G,, df = K L),

i = yollas = || I°(r) ]

Taking the infimum on the right-hand side over all paths with £(I") < 2 R (which is equal to
the infimum over all such paths), yields the claim. O

As direct consequences, we can state the following corollaries.

Corollary 4.19 Let (yi)ren be a sequence in M that converges to y € M with respect to the
geodesic distance, i.e., 0G(yk,y) =3 0. Then (yi)ren converges to y also in H*(T;R™).

Corollary 4.20 The geodesic distance og is definite, i.e., 0G(yo,y1) = 0 implies yo = y1.

Corollary 4.21 Every G-bounded set is also bounded in H".

Remark 4.22 Beware that the reverse statement does not hold true in general: Not every ||-||gs-bounded set
is G-bounded. To see this, consider some y € M and some n € H*(T;R™) that is not an embedding. Define
R :=2||n — y||lgs. Then the R-ball with respect to ||-||gs centered at y cannot be bounded with respect to o¢.

Assume it were. Then there would be a path of finite length £ with respect to G connecting y and 1. Theorem 4.8
would lead to E(n7) < E(y) ++/1 + p/4 € < oo, which would imply that 5 is an embedding. Contradiction. <

Nonetheless, we can show that oys can dominate oG on sufficiently small sets. This will be
relevant for our proof of metric completeness (see Theorem 6.1).

Lemma 4.23 For everyy € M thereisanr = r(y) > 0 and a C > 0 such that

06 (y1,v0) < Cons(y1,v0) forallyy, y1 € B.(y),

where B, (7y) denotes the open r-ball with respect to the H*-distance oys.
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Proof. Lety € M. Since M c H*(T;R™) is open, there is a radius r > 0 such B,(y) c M.
Because of continuity, we may shrink r such that the following holds true for every n € B, (y):

' ()| € [3inf 1y, 2sup y'[], lInllas € [5 Iylles, 2 lylles], and E(q) € [SE(y),2E(y)].

In particular, this also implies that each 57 € B, (y) has arc length L(n) € [3L(y),2L(y)]. By
Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 2.1, there are nonnegative functions Fg and Fys such that

lull, < Fo(m) llullasay and  |ullgsey < Fas (1) lull s

hold true for all € B,(y) and all u € H*(T;R™). Next we show that F and Fys are bounded
on B,(y). Recall the F; was explicitly stated in (14). Now, a closer inspection of Fg(n) reveals
that it depends continuously on L(n), 1/L(n), E(n), and [57]gs(;). The functions L, 1/L, and
E are bounded on B, (7y) by choice of . From

(M asay < mllasay < Fas) Inllas < Fas(m) (lyllas +7)

we infer that F; is bounded on B, (y) if Fys is. By (25), the latter is given by

Fus (1) = Whglli + [yl = + 2 BiLip(n> ™ g3 (1 I3 + Canoot [HyT2c)-

Again, by choice of r, the functions  +— ||hy,||z~ and n +— ||H,||.~ are bounded on B,(y).
Because of Theorem 2.5 and since L and E are bounded on B, (%), the function BiLip is also
bounded on B, (y). Moreover, with (52) we may bound

[Hylgsr < 21Hy P Tyl < 211Hyl2e [nlms < 21H e (lyllas + 7).
This shows that both F; and Fpys are bounded on B, (y). Hence, we may find a C > 0 such that
lullg, < C llullgs  holds true for all n € B,(y) and all u € H*(T;R™).

This uniform norm bound allows us to tackle the distance bound: Let yg, y; € B, (y). Since
B,(y) ¢ M c H*(T;R™) is convex, the path I"'(¢) := (1 —t)yo + ¢y is apath in B,(y) C M.
By construction, I is the shortest path from y( to y; with respect to ogs. Thus, we get

1, 1, -
26 (r1,70) < [i Il dt < C [ 1F ||ms dt = C lly1 = yollas- =

Corollary 4.24 The identity map id : (M, og) — (M, ogs) is locally bi-Lipschitz continuous.

We would like to close this section with the following observation on the quotient metric
with respect to the action of the reparametrization group. In view of [40], it is by no means
obvious that the quotient metric is definite.

This is why we deem the following affirmative result noteworthy. However, we will deal
solely with parametrized embeddings in the remainder of the paper; so this result is not required
for the forthcoming sections.
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Proposition 4.25 Denote by G the group of orientation-preserving diffeomorphisms T — T of
class H® and by 8 = MG the shape space of oriented unparameterized embeddings. Then
the quotient metric og given by

os([yl.[n]) = inf og(yow,no¢)=inf oGg(y,no¢) fory,neM
o, YeG veG
is definite.

Proof. Let y, n € M be two curves satisfying og([y],[n]) = 0. Choose an arbitrarily
0 <R < o. Let U = B§(y) and let 0 < K < oo as in Lemma 4.18. Because of
os([y], [n]) = O, the set Gr = {9 € G|oG(y,n o ¢) < R} must be nonempty. By oz
we denote the Hausdorff distance between compact subsets of R”. With Theorem A.3 and
Lemma 4.18 we obtain

o (y(T),n(T)) < inf |ly —nogllt~ < Cy inf [y —no¢|gs < CmK inf og(y,n0¢).
PEGR PEGR PEGR

By the construction of Gy, the infimum on the right-hand side is equal to o ([y], [7]) = 0. This
implies that oz (y(T),n(T)) = 0 and thus that y(T) = (T). Hence, themap ¢ =5 ' oyisa
well-defined diffeomorphism and of class H*. Thus, [n] = [y], showing that og is definite. O

We do not investigate the quotient metric og any further here. In particular, we do not
attempt to answer the very interesting question whether og([y], []) is realized by a particular
reparametrization ¢, nor do we try to give a characterization for such ¢.

5 Banach-Alaoglu property

As we have mentioned in the introduction, Riesz’s lemma tells us that we cannot expect the
Heine—Borel property to hold true in our infinite-dimenision Riemannian manifold (M, G).
The best we can hope for is some form of weak compactness. And indeed, our goal in this
section is to show the Banach—Alaoglu property which is the infinite dimensional analogue of
the Heine—Borel property.

We would like to emphasize that only the weak closure of bounded sets is weakly compact, not
the ordinary closure. One can see this in the following counterexample: Let H be a separable,
infinite-dimensional Hilbert space and let S C H be the unit sphere. The sphere S is closed in
the metric topology. Let e, €2, €2, ... be a complete orthognal system. Then ¢,, € § and we
have e, — 0, but 0 ¢ S. So S is not weakly compact. Its weak closure is the closed unit ball
B—which is weakly compact.

Now, we state our theorem.

Theorem 5.1 (Banach-Alaoglu property) Bounded sets in (M, o) are relatively compact
with respect to the weak topology in H*(T;R™).

Proof. We actually proof the following, equivalent statement: Every net (y;);cy in M that is
bounded with respect to o has a weakly convergent subnet with limit point y € M. Here
bounded means that there is a point yg € M and a radius r > 0 such that each y; of the net
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satisfies oG (y;,vo) < r. By Corollary 4.21, the net (y;);cr is bounded also in ||-||gs. Hence,
the Banach—Alaoglu theorem implies that there is a weakly convergent subnet with limit point
v € H*(T;R™). We are left to show that y is indeed in M, and for this we have to show
two things: 7y is an immersion, and vy is an embedding. To this end, we extract a convergent
subsequence y, := y; , n € N from (y;);er such that y, converges weakly to 7.

Claim 1. vy is an immersion. The sequence (y;)nen 1S G-bounded. By Lemma 4.16 and
Lemma 4.17, the sequence (H,,)sen, Hy,(x) = 1/]y,(x)| is bounded in ||-||gs-1. By the
Banach—Alaoglu theorem, there is a subsequence that weakly converges to H,. Because the
embedding H*~!(T;R) < C°(T;R) is compact, this subsequence is mapped to a sequence
that converges in C° to H,. Hence, H, must be a bounded function, showing that y is indeed
an immersion.

Claim 2. vy is an embedding. We prove this by showing that E(y) < co. We can write

E(y,) = fﬂ,fon(x,y) dA(y) dA(x) with integrand
_ 1) =% @) = 7 17 v () (), ¥ () = v ()P
[V (¥) = ¥u(x)|>5+1

We chose (y)qen to be weakly convergent to y in H*(T; R™). Since the Morrey embedding
H*(T;R™) — C!(T;R™) is compact, this sequence also converges strongly to y in C'. In
particular, this means that y, and v, converge pointwise to y and y’, respectively. So f,
converges pointwise to the integrand of E(y). Fatou’s lemma implies

E(y) = [pJplim inf £(x,y) dA(y) dA(x)
< lim inf Jo fo fu(x,y) day) da(x) = lim inf £(y,).

Ja(x,y) : Y2 Iy ()] = 0.

Because E is bounded on bounded sets (see Theorem 4.8) and since {y,, | n € N } is bounded,
this completes the proof. O

In passing, the Fatou argument also shows the following, which will be exploited in our proofs
of metric completeness (see Theorem 6.1) and geodesic completeness (see Theorem 7.3):

Lemma 5.2 The tangent-point energy E : M — R is lower semicontinuous in C'(T;R™) and

sequentially lower semicontinuous with respect to the weak convergence in H*(T; R™).

6 Metric completeness

We are now able to move on to the next of the Hopf—Rinow properties. Thanks to our careful
investigation before, this is less intricate than the other properties.

Theorem 6.1 (Metric completeness) With og: M X M — [0, 0], the geodesic distance
function from (47), the space (M, o) is a complete (extended) metric space.

Proof. Let (y,)nen be a Cauchy sequence in M with respect to oG, SO (Vn)nen must be
G-bounded. Hence, we are allowed to use Lemma 4.18, which now implies that (y,),en 18
Cauchy in H®. Thus, the sequence converges strongly in H* to some y € H*(T;R™). Next we
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show that y is an embedding. Since the sequence is contained in a G-bounded set, Lemma 4.16
implies that there are 0 < ¢ < C < co such that ¢ < |y (x)] < Cforallx € Tand all n € N.
Since convergence in H* implies convergence in C!, we also have ¢ < |y’ (x)| < C for all x € T.
Hence, 7y is an immersion. By Theorem 4.8, there is 0 < Ey < oo such that E(y,) < E for all
n € N. Since E is weakly sequentially lower semi-continuous (see Lemma 5.2), we deduce that
E(y) < Ey < oo. Hence, v is an embedding. We now have to show that (y,),en converges to
v also in G. We may apply Lemma 4.23 to find an r > 0 and a K > 0 such that

06(1n,€) < K ||ln—&|lgs foralln, & € B, (y).

Since (yn)nen converges to y with respect to ogs, we know that there is a N € N such that
Yn € B,(y) for all n > N. Therefore,

lim oG(y,yn) = lim oG(y,yn) <K lim |y, —yllas = 0.
n—oo N<n—oo N<n—oo

Thus, the sequence converges strongly in oG to y € M. O

7 Geodesic completeness

This chapter consists of the derivation of the geodesic equation and of showing short-time and
long-time existence of the initial value problem for geodesics, also referred to by geodesic
shooting.

7.1 The geodesic equation

Let yo € M and y; € M be two embeddings. Our aim is to find the shortest path between
them, i.e., we consider the problem:

Minimize £(I") among all I € C' ([0, 1]; M) s.t. I'(0) = yo, I'(1) = 1. (53)

As it is well-known, it is easier to use the Dirichlet or path energy &
o) =3 [ W, d
2 Jo ra
and to solve the following variational problem:
Minimize E(I") among all I" € H' ([0, 1]; M) s.t. I'(0) = yo, I'(1) = ;. (54)

Here we already relaxed the feasible set from the non-reflexive space C' ([0, 1]; M) to the
larger Hilbert space

H' ([0, 1]: M) = {r e H'([0, 1] H* (T;R™)) | I'(£) € M for almost all ¢ € [0, 1]}

that we equip with the norm

. /
Wl = (WO R+ 10013, dr)
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Minimizing the path energy will essentially lead to the same results for two reasons: The Holder
inequality implies

. 1/2 . 1/2
L(T) = [ POl de < (f 12de) (T IFOIE,, &)~ =V2ET)  (59)

with equality if and only if | (¢)||g () 18 constant, i.e., if the path " has constant speed. And as
we will see in the next paragraph, each minimizer of £ is indeed has constant speed. So each
minimizer of Problem (53), once reparameterized to constant speed, will be a minimizer of
Problem (54). And thus very minimizer of Problem (54) will be a minimizer of Problem (53).

We want to study the criticality equation of & and thus have to differentiate the map y — G,.
To this end it will be helpful to write G(y) instead stead of G,. Let I' € H 1([0,1]; M) be
a critical point of Problem (54). Then for every admissable variation W € C'([0, 1]; M),
ie., W(0) = 0 and W(1) = 0, has to satisfy DE(I') W = 0. Abbreviating y, := I'(¢) and
w, = W(t), we may use integration by parts as follows:

1
0= DEN W = /0 (GO Grsin) + 3 (DG w) (70, 7(1) ) e

1
= /(; (—G(%)(j}t, wi) = (DG (y0) i) (¥er wi) + % (DG (y;) wy) ()'/t,)'/,)) dr.  (56)

Thus, by virtue of the fundamental theorem of the calculus of variations, the following equation
must hold for almost all ¢ € (0, 1):

.. SN (e 1 Lo
G (y1) (¥1.w) + (DG (y1) Y1) (1. w) — 5 (DG (y) w) (¥4, %) =0 forallw € T, M.
With the linear map A, : T, M — L(T), M;T, M), implicity given by the Koszul formula

G(y)(Ay(u)v,w) = % ((DG(y) u)(v,w) + (DG (y) v)(u,w) = (DG (y) w)(u, v)), (57)
this can be simplified to
G(y) (51 + Ay, (7) 7o w) =0 forall w € Ty, M. (58)

In Riemannian geometry, the linear map A, called the Christoffel symbol of the so-called
Levi—Civita connection of G at point y. Equation (57) is referred to as Koszul formula.

Since G (y;) is a nondegenerate bilinear form and since w runs through all tangent vectors,
(58) implies: J; + Ay, (¥;) ¥: = 0. This must hold for almost all € (0, 1), hence the critical
point I" must satisfy the following geodesic equation:

Vil = I+ AR T =0, (59)

where V denotes the covariant derivative of the Levi—Civata connection associated to G. Finally,
we can also show that a critial path " must be parameterized with constant speed:

SO0, 10) = (D60 1) G170 + 260 (51, 7)

= (DG(%) 7t) (71, 7t) +2G(y:) (—Ayt (V) V15 7:) (60)
= (DG(%) 7t) (71’ 7;) -2 % (DG(%) 5’t) (71"}7t) =0.

So, indeed, the solutions of Problem (53) and Problem (54) coincide up to reparametrization.
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7.2 Short-time existence

Not only the boundary values problem (54) for geodesics is of interest. Finding a path
I': [0,T] —» M satisfying

IF+Ar(I)T'=0, I'0)=y, and I'(0)=vo (61)

for some time 7' > 0, some starting point yy € M, and some starting velocity vo € T, M is
referred to as the geodesic initial value problem or the geodesic shooting problem.

Theorem 7.1 (Short-time existence)
For every yo € M and every vy € T,,M = H*(T;R™) there is a T > 0 so that the initial value
problem (61) has a unique solution.

Proof. The differential equation (61) is of second order. Introducing V() := I'(¢), we can turn
it into a system of differential equations of first order:

(1) — V() ) _ (»
o) =m0 v = L aviyv) =0 (o) = () @

With the help of the Riesz isomorphism J,, : Ty M — T) M from Theorem 4.5, we can write
down the Christoffel symbol (57) a bit more explicitly:

Ar(DY I = J7)! ((DG(r) (I, - % (DG(I) ())(I", r’)). 63)
So the forcing term F: TM = M x H*(T;R™) — H*(T;R™) x H*(T; R™) looks as follows:

1%

Fly.v) = (J—l (% (DGy () (v,v) = (DG, v) (v, ‘))

r

. (64)

Because the metric G is smooth (see Theorem 4.5), the term ¥ is smooth as well. In particular,
D exists and it is continuous. Hence ¥ is locally Lipschitz-continuous. Now the Picard—
Lindeloff theorem on Banach spaces applies and shows that this system of ordinary differential
equations gives rise to a unique short-time solution. O

We would also like to point out that this can be generalized to submanifolds. This fact is
not required for the further line of argument. Therefore, we conclude this subsection with the
following remark, which may be skipped on first reading.

Remark 7.2 Suppose that @: M — X is some sufficiently smooth submersion with values in some Banach
space X. We denote the constraint submanifold by N := {y € M | @(y) = 0}. Atapointy € N the tangent space
is given be Ty N = ker(D®(y)). If one tests (56) only by admissable infinitesimal variations, i.e., by mappings
W: [0,1] — H*(T;R™) satistying W(z) € TrN forallt € (0,1), W(0) = 0 and W(1) = 0, then we are led to
the constrained geodesic equation

(id—Q(I)) VI = 0. (65)

Here, the linear operator Q(y): T, M — T, M is the G-orthogonal projection operator onto the G, -orthogonal
complement ker(D®(y))* of T, N. Our aim is to express this constrained geodesic equation as an unconstrained
ordinary differential equation of second order, so that we can apply the Picard-Lindeloff theorem once more. To
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this end, we recall the definition of the second fundamental form II of the submanifold N ¢ M: Fory € N, itisa
bilinear map II,,: T,N x TyN — (T, N)* c T, M defined by

ILy(u,v) = =(V,0)v == (DO u) v+ Q(y)Ay(u) v u,v e T,N.
The fact that II,, (u, v) € (T, N)* results from the projector property Q Q = Q:
(id-Q() (DQ(y) u) v = D((id=@)0)(y) u - (D (id-Q)(y) u) Q)7 = 0.

It is now remarkable that

. .. - d . d . Lo .o
Q) VI = Q(I)F+Q(I) Ap(NI = £ (QUPIT) = (301 I+ Q1) Ar(F) I = (. 1),
This allows us to rewrite (65) as

Vl—-f =l (I',I") orequivalently,as I' = I (I',I) = Ap(I')T. (66)

We have expressed I, already in terms of DQ(y). Next we express Q(y) in terms of D®(y). Since @ is a
submersion, the differential D®(y): T, M — X is surjective. Recall from Theorem 4.1 that we denoted the Riesz
isomorphism of Gy by J,: T, M — T7 M. Now it is straight-forward to check that

- 7 - ’ _1
DO(y)" = 15 DD(y) (DD(y) J, ' DD(y)) (67)
is a bounded right-inverse of D®(y). (In fact, if X is a Hilbert space, then D®(y)' is the Moore—Penrose

pseudoinverse of D®(y). Note that D®(y) is assumed to be surjective, not injective; so, this formula for the
pseudoinverse here differs from the one we mentioned earlier in (4).) In any case, we have the following identity:

0(y) = DO(y)" DD (y).

It allows us to compute the derivative of Q via product rule and the rule for the derivate of the inversion in a
Banach algebra. For u, v € Ty N = ker(D®(y)), it can be simplified to

(DQ(y) u)v = (D(n = DP(m)") () u) DyTV + DD(y)" D*D(y) (u,v).
Hence, (66) can be reformulated to
I'=-Do(N) D*o(N)(I', T — id—-Q(IN) Ap(I) T (68)

The analogue of (62) in this submanifold setting is

r v ~ v "
v =\, vy = aronyv] = \eparyt p2ary (v, vy - (d-0(r) Ar(v) V] (69)

If we suppose that @ is of class Clzoc1 , then the right-hand side is still locally Lipschitz-continuous. Thus, we obtain
short-time existence for the geodesic initial value problem in the constrained manifold N as well. o

7.3 Long-time existence

Theorem 7.3 (Geodesic completeness) The Riemannian manifold (M, G) is geodesically
complete.

Proof. We prove this theorem by contradiction. Let yp € M and let vy € T)y M = H*(T;R™)
be a vector with [[vol|G(,,) = 1. LetT > Oand I": [0,T) - M c H*(T;R™) be a maximal
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geodesic starting at I'(0) = g in direction I"(0) = vq. In particular, £(7) :== (I'(¢),I'(¢)) is a
solution of the geodesic equation

£(0) = (yo,v0) and £(r) = F(£(1)) forallr € [0,7),

where ¥ is the forcing term from (64).

Now assume T < oo.
We are using the “escape lemma” Theorem A.4 with X = H*(T;R™) x H*(T;R™) and
Q = M x H*(T;R™) to lead this to a contradiction. To this end, we have to check two things:

(1) &£([0,T)) c Q and
(ii) t — F(£(1)) is uniformly bounded on [0, T).

As we have checked in (60), solutions to the geodesic equations are parameterized by constant
speed, i.e., ||f(f)||cr(,) = 1forallz € [0,T). Hence, we have

o6(I(1),I'(0)) <t <T < oo, foreveryte [0,T)andallx €T,

showing that I"([0,7)) c M is G-bounded. By Theorem 4.8, Lemma 4.16, and Lemma 4.17,
there are 0 < Ejg < oo and 0 < ¢ < C < 0 such that

E(I'(t)) <Ey and c¢ < |0 (t,x)|<C forallre [0,T)andallx e T. (70)

To show the first claim, let (y,v) € £([0,T)). Then there is a sequence (#¢)kex in [0, T) such
that £(¢;) converges in norm to (y,v) € X as k — oo. In particular, we have I'(t;) — vy
in H°(T;R™) and C'(T;R™) as k — oo. In particular, we have pointwise convergence of
O (t,x) to Oyy(x), hence

[0y (x)| = klim |0, (tr,x)| € [¢,C] € (0,00) foreachx € T.

This shows that y is an immersion. Moreover, since E is sequentially weakly lower semi-
continuous (see Lemma 5.2), we also have

E(y) < lil?linfE(r(tk)) < Ey.

Thus, we have shown that y € M, hence (y,v) € Q.

Next we show the second claim. For this we have to look more closely into the forcing term:

F(E) = F(I(0). I (1)) = (Am) (; <(§>)) rm) ,

With Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 4.3 we find a C > 0 such that ||-||gs < C ||-||G -, forallz € [0,T).
Hence, we have

IFEO)x < 1@l + IAre) (FO) FOls
< € (IE O 670, + 1Arn ) D) l6r, )
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We already know that ||F'(t)||Gm) = lforall7 € [0,T). By Theorem 4.1, the map Jr(; is an
isometry with respect to ||I°(¢)||g (v and its dual norm. By the Koszul formula (57), we have

|(DG(F(I)) w) (u, v)|
sup

uv,wers (e (0 1ullG o VG, WG,

| W

IAro () T ()llG g, <

Next we bound |(DG(y)w)(u,v)|. Using the recursion formula (40), we can compute
(DB*(y) w)(u,v), k € {1,2,3} in a straight-forward, but lengthy computation. Then we
apply Holder’s inequality and simplify using the following:

IR Y220y = VED)s IR ull 2y = VBy (usu) < lullg,  foru € H'(T;R™),

IDyyllL= =1, and ”%Hw _

For the sake brevity we skip the details and just sketch the results. For k = 1 and u, v,
w e H(T;R™) we get:

1 »)=w(x)
(DB () w) (. v)] < 25+ 1 llullg, [Vllg, | 2022 ..

+C > wlle, walle, 1Dyslls Dyl s,
W123.44)

where the sums run over all permutations of { y,u,v,w }. For k = 2 and k = 3, we obtain:

2 () -u(x) v(y)=v(x)
(DB () w) () < CCow) |[gaales Il and
(DB (y) w)(u,v)| < CC'(y,w) [IDyull= |Dyvlz=,  where
C'(rw) = NED) Iwlig, + EQ) 1Dyl + E) ||l )-
For the lower order terms, we compute
ID(y = Cu,v)p20) W < IDywllze lullr2p) V22,  and
|D(y = (Dyu, Dyv)2i)) W) < IDywliz= IDyull 2y 1Dyvll2()-
From Lemma 2.3 and Corollary 2.6 we know that
1Dyl < Crsmt L) [l sy and

2
|||;8; :/(();;|||L°° < Cwm-1 Caisior L) ™V E() @V C [u] ey, @ = 5-3/2,

Combining these with Lemma 4.3, which states [u]ys(,) < V32 +C L(y) E(y)@*D/a lullg, .
we see that there are continuous functions ;| and F, such that

IDyulls < FI(L(y), E() llullg, and || A8 | < Fy(L(y), E()) lull,-

All together, we find a continuous function such that

(DG (y) w)(u,v)| < F3(L(y), E(y)) llullg, IVllg, IIwliG, -
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Due to ¢ < |0,I'(t,x)| < C and E(I'(t)) < Ey, we can bound the arc length of I"(¢) and its
energy uniformly from above and below for all r € [0, T). Since F3(L(y), E(y)) is uniformly
bounded forall y = I'(¢), t € [0, T), this proves our second claim. Finally Theorem A.4 implies
that the solution & can be extended a bit beyond T'. This is a contradiction to the assumption
that T < oo. O

Remark 7.4 In view of Remark 7.2 and in particular of (69), it is now straight-forward to identify some mild
and sufficient conditions for geodesic completeness of C>!-submanifolds N' ¢ M. For example, it suffices that

the second fundamental form /I is bounded on each G-bounded subset of NV. In particular, this is the case for
constraints @ with D®' and D@ being globally G-Lipschitz continuous. &

8 Minimal geodesics

In this section we consider many one-parameter families in functions spaces on the domains T
and T X T. So, for the sake of brevity, we write / := [0, 1] and use the following abbreviations
for general 1 < p,g < o0, 07, T € R and a finite-dimensional Euclidean space Z:

LPLY = LP(I;LY(T;Z)), H°H" :=H°(I;H"(T;Z)), LPL} :=LP(I;L}(TxT;Z)),
LPH" .= LP(I;H (T; Z)), HUL?:=H(I;LY(T;Z)), H’L} :=H?(I;L}(TXT;Z)).

Most of the time we will have Z = R™ or Z = R, but occasionally, we will also use
Z = Hom(R™;R™), the space of linear maps R” — R"™. The concrete choice will be clear
from the context.

Theorem 8.1 (Existence of minimal geodesics) Letyo € M andy; € M lie in the same path
component. Then there is a length-minimizing G-geodesic I" from vy to .

Proof. We use the direct method of calculus of variations to show that there exists a minimizer
of the variational problem (54) for the Dirichlet energy &. Let I,;, n € N, be paths such that
1,(0) = yo and I;(1) = y; and

(L) < &+ 1/n with & = inf &(I),

where the infimum is taken over all paths I € H!(I; M) c H'H?* satisfying I"(0) = o and
I'(1) = ;. The Holder inequality (55) implies the following bound on the path lengths:

L(I;L) < .l:() = \/280+2. (71)

So for each n € N and each ¢ € I we have

06 (In(1),v0) < L(Ip) < Lo,

showing that {I;;(¢) |n € N, t € I} is G-bounded. By combining Lemma 4.13, Lemma 4.14,
and Lemma 4.18 we can find 0 < K < oo such that

WOl < KIh(Dlloaey and  oms(I(1),y0) < K 06 (I:(1), yo)
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hold true for all n € N and all € I. We claim that (I;,),ey is bounded in H' H*. Indeed, we
have

11:(2) = yollus = ens(In(1), y0) < K 06(In(1),v0) < K L(I) < K Ly
and
1 1/2 Ly . 1/2
Ul = (o IO de) 2+ (I (011, dr) "
L 1/2
SU?HIZ(I)”HS + K (/] IIIZ(t)IIZG(Fn(,)) dr) /
te

lyollzs +sup I11:(1) = yollus + K Lo < llyollus +2 K Lo.
tel

IA

IA

Since the H'H® is a Hilbert space, and because of the Banach—Alaoglu theorem, there is
a subsequence ([, )ren that converges weakly to some " in H 'HS. We have to show that
I'(t) € M forallt € I and that I" is a minimizer of &.

Due to a generalization of the Arzela—Ascoli theorem [42, Thm. 47.1], the embedding

H'H® — C°C' := C°(1;C'(T;R™))
is compact, hence (I;;, )rex converges in C°C!. This implies
r(0) = lim L, (0) =y, (1) = lim [,,(1) =y, and &7 (t,x) = lim .15, (1,%).
By Lemma 4.16, there are 0 < ¢ < C < oo such that

¢ <|0:I(t,x)| < C forallneN,tel xeT.

space of immersions. By Theorem 4.8, there is an Ey < oo such that E(I;) < E( for all n € N.
Because E is lower semi-continuous in C! (see Lemma 5.2) and since I, , () converges to I'(t)
in C', we conclude

So we obtain ¢ < |0,I'(t,x)| < C for all t € I and x € T, showing that I" is a path in the

E(I'(1)) < limint E([;, (1)) < Eq < oo.

This shows that I is indeed a path in the space M of embeddings.
Finally we show that I" is a minimizer of the path energy &. To this end, we employ
Theorem 8.3 below. It states that & is weakly sequentially lower semicontinuous, hence

&(I') < liminf &(1y,) = liminf (Eo + 1/n¢) = &.

Thus, I" is indeed a minimal geodesic. O

Remark 8.2 One can extend this proof also to the case of minimal geodesics in a differentiable submanifold
N c M (cf. Remark 7.2). The only point of failure here is that the weak limit /" of the minimizing subsequence
I, may not be contained in A anymore. So one needs some requirement that guarantees that H' (I; N') is weakly
closed in H'(I; H%). We give an example construction that often occurs in practice.

Suppose that AV is given as a zero set of a submersion @: M — X into some Banach space X. Morever,
suppose that @ factors through some H*~¢ := HS~¢(T;R™), € > 0, i.e., there is a continuous map ¥': H"¢ —» Y
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into some Banach space Y and that there is some continuous embedding ¢: X < Y such that the following
diagram commutes:

M—25x
[l
- X5y,

Then the minimizing subsequence satisfies
(P[0, (1) =D, (1)) =0 forallt € landall k € N.

Since ¢ is injective, this implies ¥ (7}, (1)) = 0. Because the embedding H'H® — C°H*~¢ is compact, and
because ¥ is continuous, this results in

P(I' (1)) = klglgo V([ (1)) =0 hence I'(t)e N foralltel.

For example, one canuse ¥ : H' — Y = R, ¥(y) = L(y) — Ly to constrain the arc length of curves. Or one may
require that curves are parameterized by arc length by using ¥ : H"¢ — C! —» Y = C%(T;R), ¥(y) = |y'|* - 1.
Moreover, we may constrain our curves to lie on a submanifold 2 ¢ R™ by representing 2" as a level set of a
function  and put ¥(y) = ¢ oy — ¢, where c is a regular value of  such that & = y~!({c}). In particular,
m =4and X = §3 c R* can be realized this way. O

8.1 Weak sequential lower semicontinuity of path energy

Theorem 8.3 Let vy, y1 € M and let let I,, n € N U {oo} be paths in M such that I;(0) = yq
and I;(1) = y1. Moreover suppose that I}, == I3, in H'H®. Then

E(I%) < liminf E(1).

Proof. The key idea is to write the Dirichlet energy &(I7) of a general path I as

4
; . 5 . 6 .
28() = ) AP TI, s + AP TI o + 1A T o, (72)
i=1
which is motivated by [20, Remark 5.4]. The expressions A(ri)f will be defined below. Since
the squared norms are weakly lower semicontinuous, this reduces the problem of showing weak
. .. . . (@)
lower semicontinuity of & to that of showing weak continuity of I" +— AT

There is nothing to show if &y := liminf,_. &(I;;) is infinite. So let us assume that &y < oo.
Hence, all curves I,,(1), n € N, ¢t € I lie in acommon G-bounded set (cf. (71)). By Theorem 4.8

and Lemma 4.17, there are 0 < Ep < 00,0 < Ly < 00, and 0 < C < oo such that

E(Ly(t)) < Eo, Ly' < L(I; (1)) < Lo, and C™' < |0, [;(1)| < Cforalln e N, t € I.  (73)

By Theorem 2.5 there is also a 0 < K < oo such that distor(/,(¢)) < K foralln e N, ¢t € I.
Analogously to Lemma 3.7, we define time-dependend functions

B ._ or(y, x) B or(y.x) \B( onmn(.x) \F
AT (., 3) “(|n,<r,y>—m(r,x>|) ‘(gm@,x)) (|1;<z,y)_r,,<t,x)|)
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Combining the bounds from (73) with the above identity, we obtain
AP(L)(t,x,y) < CPKP forallneN,rel, x,yeT. (74)

In order to use standard results from the calculus of variations, we model our energy as the sum
of stationary L?-norms squared and put all the I'-dependencies into the integrand. Therefore,
we define

1 ~(1/2
A(r)u(t,x, y) = :} / )(t,x,y) Ryu(t,x,y),

) — =(3/2) s u(t,y) —u(t,x) )T
A t,x, =X t,x, R t,x, (— s
ou(t,x,y) Tt x,y) REC(E,x,y) pr

A?)u(t,x, y) = E}l/z)(t,x,y) R (t,x,y) (Dru(x))’
A u(t,x,y) = EP(0x,y) REL(1x,y) (Dru(y)),
AV u(t,x) = V1o, (1,x)| Dru(x),
Au(t,x) = VIO, (1,x)| u(x),

. —(k .
with £ (1,x,y) = VIgT (6 )VIBT (@ )] AN () (v, ). Since 117, and |7, ., are
weakly lower semicontinuous, it suffices to show that
AL =2 AV, in L2L2 for k € {1,2,3,4}  and
AL == AT, in 2L for k € {5,6}.
Recall that the embedding H' H® < CYC! is compact due to the Arzela—Ascoli theorem (see

[42, Thm. 47.1]). This yields strong convergence V|d,I;| = V|0 I%| in L* L. Together with
the uniform distortion bound (74), this implies that

A(L) =3 A(T) in L¥LY and 50 =3 5% in L°LY

So, in light of Lemma 8.6, it suffices to show that

R} I =S R} Iy in L°L7, R} I =S R} I, in L¥L7,
AE! n—oo AI_'oo . 2700 S noog ol 270
— = —mnL°L Dpl, == Dr I, in L°L} .
oT oT K " ” K
We delegate this to Lemma 8.4 and Lemma 8.5 below. O
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8.2 Supplement
Lemma 8.4 Let0 < C < coandletI;, € H'(I; M) ¢ H'H*, n € NU {oo} satisfy
C'<|0L;| <C and I,"™==TI, in H'H

n—o9

For u, =2 u., in L>H® and for every 1/2 < T < s — 1 we have

A Ao
Diptty "= Dy ttee in LHT, Dyt "= Do in LPHT, =t 12x 202 Gy p 2100 (75)
oT oT
where Au(t,x,y) = u(t,y) — u(t x) denotes the difference operator in space.
Moreover, for v, = v in H'H* we have
A Ave
Dipvn =3 Dy veo in LYLS, Dyvy 25 Dpve in L¥L®, =2 225 222 jy [ (76)

oT oT

Proof. By assumption we have 0,1, == 0,13, in H'H*~'. The embedding H'H*~! «— L®HT
is compact, thus we have

Ol = 0l in LH".
The maps U: Q@ — Q, X — X/|X|2 and V: Q - R, X — 1/|X] on the compact set Q =
{X eR"| (2C)7! <|X| <2C} are smooth with each of their derivatives being uniformly
bounded. This implies that

U0y =S U(0:Is) in LH" N LYL” and V(01,) =S V(0:Is) in LH" N L*L*

Now the norm convergence results in (76) follow from the fact that the embedding H' H® —
C°C" is compact and from the identities D, v, = (0,v,) U(0,1;)" and D v, = (0,v,) V(0. 1;,).
Next we show the first statement for u,,. By assumption we have 0,u;,, == 0, in L2Hs!
Again, we write
DI;,un = (Oxun) U(ax[r'l(t’x))-r-

Since 1/2 < 7 < s — 1, the bilinear map

B: L°H™ x L’H*' — L*>(I; H"(T; Hom(R™;R™))), (¢, @) — @y'
is well-defined and continuous. Hence, Lemma 8.6 below shows that

Drun = B (0cttn, U(OxIy)) =2 B (Oytteo, U(0:15)) = D ttco.

The proofs of the other two statements in (75) are analogous; we leave them to the reader. O
Lemma 8.5 Let0 < C < coandlet I, € H' (I; M) ¢ H'H*, n € N U {0} satisfy

Cl <o <C, sup,; AS((1) <C, and L,"=XTI, in H H".
Suppose that u, “== uy, in L*H® and v, "=2 v, in H'H* . Then we have

Ky n—oo s . 2712 Ky n—oo s . oo 2
Rnun—\Rrum in L°Ly, and annéﬂrvm in L™L,.
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Proof. First we pick a smooth embedding £ : T — R, and define the following functions:

On(t,x,y) = LW ZEOF __ ALD)@Y) gy ey e T, neNU{oo}.

\n(2,y) = L(2, X)|° A% (§)(x,y)

Now with (39) we may write

R;;'un(tax’ )’) = Qn(ta-xa )’) Rz-; un(t,x, )’) - @I’l(t’-x7 )’) Dl—hun(tax) RS I;(t’x’ y)’ (77)

R vn(t,x,y) = On(t,x,9) Re va(t,x,y) = On(t,x,y) Dpva(t, x) R In(t, x, y). (78)
Since 7{2 is a bounded linear operator, we have
RY un =2 R o in L’L;, RS Vi Z2 R Voo, D H'L? and RE I =S RL I in H'L.
Compactness of H'H* < C%C! together with the bounds on A*(I;;) implies

0, = O in L7L}. (79)
Lemma 8.6 and continuity of the embedding H' LZ — L”Li imply that
O Rty 2 O Ritiw in L’L; and 60, Riv, 2 O Ri veo in LVL..

This handles the first summands in (77) and (78), respectively. By Lemma 8.4 we also have

Druty =2 Dr e in LPH* and  Dpv, =3 Dr ve in L°L,

Applying Lemma 8.6 to ¥, (¢, x,y) = O,(t,x,y) Dr,v,(t,x) and ¢,(t,x,y) = R; L(t,x,y)
handles the second summand of (78) so that we obtain

Ky n—oo s . oo 2
anv”—\Rrwvm in L™Ly,.

What remains to discuss is the second summand of (77). By (79) and Lemma 8.6 it suffices
to show that D u, (¢, x) Rg I,,(t,x,y) converges weakly in Lszl to Do (t,x) R I6(1,x,y).
For the sake of readability, we define

@n(t,x) = DI},un(tvx)’ Ya(t,x,y) = ﬂg[;z(t’x’y)’ and @D,(t,x) = fot wy(r,x) dr.

Because we gained one derivative in time direction, we now have @, =X @, in H'H".
The embedding H'H™ — C°(I; C°(T;R™)) = C%(I x T;R™) is compact, so we have norm
convergence

D, =3 ., in C°(I x T;R™).

To check weak convergence in Lszl it suffices to test against elements y from the dense subset
Cy’(I X T x T; R™), the set of smooth functions with support in (0, 1) X T x T. By integration
by parts in t we obtain

Pn¥on X)p2p2, = folqu[ﬂ&son Yn, x) dudr
oo o (@ B) x) dde = [ [ Dy, 8 x) dpede
oo O, @ x) ddt = [ [, B (8 1)) duedr.
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Now we have weak convergence
O =2 0o in L’LY, and ¢, =X in L°L7,
and norm convergence
Dy x =S Py, inLPL. and D] (dx) =3 DL, (dx) in L°L;.

By Lemma 8.6 (with Z = R, where weak convergence is equivalent to norm convergence) the
above integrals converge to

1 1
~ Jo Jo Jr (0o, L x) dpedt = [ [ 1 oo, BT (91X)) dpdt = (foo Yo X) 1213
This shows that ¢, /,, == @ ¥ In Lszt, which completes the proof of the lemma. O

We conclude this section with the following general result on convergence of bilinear maps.

Lemma 8.6 Let X, Y, Z be Banach spaces and let B: X X Y — Z be a bounded, bilinear
map. Let ¢, = ¢ in X and ¥r;, = Yoo in Y. Then B(pn, ¥y) == B(@oo, ¥) in Z.

Proof. The uniform boundedness principle implies that weakly convergent sequences are
bounded. Hence, C := sup, ¢y ||¢xl| is finite. Thus, for every continuous and linear functional
{ € 7' we have

|<{’ B(‘Pna 'ﬁn)) - <{’ B(‘poo’ 17[’00)>| < |<§, B((/?n, I/ l/’oo)>| + |<§aB((Pn - ¢m,¢w)>|
< C I IBI s = doll + G2 = 0] =50,

where & € X’ is the linear functional defined by (¢, ¢) = ({, B(¢, ¥)). O
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Appendix: Gronwall inequality, Morrey inequality, and Escape lemma

For the reader’s convenience, we provide precise statements of some well-known results that
are applied in this paper.
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Theorem A.1 (Gronwall inequality, differential version) Let I C R be an interval of the
form [a, ), [a,b], or [a,b) with a < b. Furthermore, let § € C(I,R). Suppose that
u € CU(I;R) is differentiable on the interior I° of I and that it satisfies

Sun) < pyulr) forallre I

Then t
u(t) < u(a)exp (fa B(s) ds) forallt e l.

Theorem A.2 (Gronwall inequality, integral version) Let I C R be an interval of the form
[a, ), [a,b], [a,b) witha < b. Furthermore, let 8 € C°(I;R) be nonnegative and c: I — R
be non-decreasing and such that min(0, @) € Llloc‘ Suppose that u € C°(I;R) satisfies

u(t) < a(r)+ fat/,v’(s) u(s)ds forallt eI

Then t
u(t) < a(r)exp (fa B(s) ds) forallt €l

A proof of the following result can be found, e.g., in [43, Thm. 8.2]. A careful inspection of
the cited argument reveals that Cy o = 1 + 2140,

Theorem A.3 (Morrey inequality) For every o € (1/2,1) there is a Cnv o > 0 such that the
following holds true:

lullz= < Cuio (//
TJT

Finally, we provide the following paraphrasation of the escape lemma from [24, Theorem
10.5.5] for autonomous systems:

2da(y) da(x)
QT()’, X)

u(y) —u(x)
or(y,x)”

12
) forallu € H? (T;R™).

Theorem A.4 (Extension of ODEs: Escape lemma) Let Q be an open set in the Banach
space X, and let F: Q — X be locally Lipschitz-continuous. Let T > Qand let¢: [0,T) — Q
be a solution of %f(l) = F(&(t)) fort € [0,T) that satisfies

(i) £(10,7)) c ©;
(ii) there is a0 < C < oo such that ||F(£(t))|| < C forallt € [0,T).

Then there is an € > 0 and an extension &: [0,T + &) — Q of & such that

E(t) = &(t) forallt € [0,T) and %f(t) = F(é(t)) forallt € [0,T +¢).
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