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CONFORMALLY INVARIANT METRICS AND LACK OF HOLDER
CONTINUITY

RAHIM KARGAR* AND OONA RAINIO

ABSTRACT. The modulus metric between two points in a subdomain of R™,n > 2, is defined
in terms of moduli of curve families joining the boundary of the domain with a continuum
connecting the two points. This metric is one of the conformally invariant hyperbolic type
metrics that have become a standard tool in geometric function theory. We prove that the
modulus metric is not Holder continuous with respect to the hyperbolic metric.

1. INTRODUCTION

In the geometric function theory, one of the important subjects of study is the modulus of
a curve family in R? introduced in 1950 by L. Ahlfors and A. Beurling. Its definition was
extended to the Euclidean space R™ with dimension n > 2 by B. Fuglede, after which it was
quickly adopted as a standard tool to study mappings during the early 1960s by F.W. Gehring
[] and J. Véiséla [17]. This conformal invariant has numerous applications in the current
research, see [3, 6, 8, 10].

Due to its invariance properties, the conformal modulus of a curve family is often used to
study the distortion of distances between points under quasiconformal mappings. At times,
it is enough to use crude estimates for simple curve families combined with majorization or
minorization. However, the use of crude estimates has two drawbacks: Firstly, it requires
experience with the moduli of curve families and, what is more unfortunate, crude estimates
lead to loss of information.

Instead of using crude estimates, it is often useful to reduce the estimation problem to
classical extremal problems and to use these systematically. We now discuss two classical
extremal problems which have been applied in this way. Namely, these two problems have
already been studied by H. Grotzsch and O. Teichmiiller, who both were pioneers of conformal
invariant from 1920s and 1930s on.

Let G be a domain in the extended real space R* = R™ U {co} such that card (R"\G) > 2.
Our first extremal problem is [0, (10.2), p. 174]

(1.1) pe(x,y) = icnf M(A(Cyy, 0G; G)),

where the infimum is taken over all continua C,,, joining the points x and y in G, A(E, F; G) is
the family of all such curves in G that join E and F', and M(I") denotes the conformal modulus

File: mod20231221.tex, printed: 2024-1-26, 2.38
2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 51M09; 30F45.
Key words and phrases. Conformal modulus; Hyperbolic metric; Modulus metric; Hélder continuity.



2 R. KARGAR AND O. RAINIO

of a curve family I' in G. The second extremal problem is

(12) Aol,y) = nf M(A(C, Cyi G)),

where infimum is taken over all pairs of continua C, and C, in G such that x € C,, y € C,,
C,NIG # @ and C, N IG # 2.

By Ahlfors [I, p. 72|, the extremal problem (1.1) was studied with n = 2 and G = B?
by H. Grétzsch while the problem (1.2) was considered with n = 2 and G = R*\{0} by O.
Teichmiiller. For further notes on the literature, see |6, 10.30, p. 186], where the contributions
of I.S. Géal, T. Kuusalo and J. Lelong-Ferrand are cited. As stated in the following two theorems
[6, 19, 20], the functions pug and Ag of the extremal problems (1.1) and (1.2) can also be used
to define metrics, out of which the first one is called the modulus metric.

Theorem 1.3. (1) If cap (0G) > 0, then ug is a metric.
(2) N¢, is a metric if and only if p € [-1/(n —1),0).

The proof of Theorem 1.3(1) is straightforward, whereas part (2) has an interesting history.
It was proved with p = —1/n by Ferrand [10] and in the special case G = B? by G.D. Anderson,

M.K. Vamanamurthy and M. Vuorinen [2]. As an open problem, part (2) was formulated in
[18, p. 193] and J. Ferrand, J.A. Jenkins, and A.Y. Solynin found solutions independently; see
[6, p. 453].

Theorem 1.3 has numerous applications, based on the next two theorems.

Theorem 1.4. For D € {H",B"} and all distinct points x,y € D,

(1) pp(z,y) = va(1/th(pp(z,y)/2));
(2) Ap(x,y) = 27" yu(ch(pp (7, y)/2)),

where p stands for the hyperbolic metric and v, s a special function called the Grotzsch capacity.

Theorem 1.5. Let f: G — G be a K-quasiconformal homeomorphism. Then for all distinct
T,y €G,

pa(,y) /K < pe(f(2), f(y) < Kpa(z,y)
and

/\G(xay)/K < /\G’(f(x)7f<y>> < KAg<l',y)

In other words, written as mappings between metric spaces,
[1(Goie) = (Goir), or (G = (@ AUNT)

the mapping f is bi-Lipschitz. For the case of ug, we assume that cap (0G) > 0 and, for the
case of \g, let card (R"\G) > 2.

The metrics pp, pup and )\1D/(1—n) in D € {H",B"} are all conformally invariant, so it is
natural to ask whether they are comparable in some other fashion. Theorem 1.5 implies that
quasiconformal mappings satisfy a version of the Schwarz lemma, according to which mappings
are Holder continuous with respect to the hyperbolic and the Euclidean metrics. As well known
[6, Thm 16.3, Thm 16.21] for dimensions n > 3, both the variants of the Theorem 1.5 yield
different Holder exponents, while Theorem 1.5 itself speaks for bi-Lipschitz continuity in the
respective two metric spaces.
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The above two theorems show that quasiconformal mappings are bi-Lipschitz in the respective
metric spaces. However, because the local structure of these spaces depends on the special
function 7,, it is desirable to compare metrics to Euclidean and hyperbolic metrics and this is
what we will do here. Surprisingly, it turns out that the pug2 metric is not Holder equivalent
to the hyperbolic metric pg2, but nevertheless we can conclude sharp modulus of continuity
estimates from the above theorems. We also prove various other results for these metrics.

Theorem 1.6. The up metric, D € {H? B2}, is not Holder continuous with respect to pp.

Here, it should be noted that the same result holds for A5 (z, y) metric as proven in Corollary

3.14. For the Hoélder non-equivalence of pp and, )xlD/(l_") see |2, 16.6].
Very recently, ug isometries were thoroughly studied by D. Betsakos- S. Pouliasis [3], X.
Zhang |21], and S. Pouliasis- A. Solynin [11]. In this case, it turns out that u¢g isometries are,

in fact, conformal mappings. One might expect that a similar result also holds for the )\10/ (1=n)
metric, but this seems to be an open problem. Isometries of some other metrics were studied
by P. Hésto, Z. Ibragimov, D. Minda, S. Ponnusamy, and S. Sahoo [7].

The structure of this article is as follows. In Section 2 we give some necessary definitions
and notations. In Section 3 we prove that the modulus metric is not Holder continuous with
respect to the hyperbolic metric.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Let us first introduce our notations. For all points x € R™ and any radius r > 0, we can
define an open Euclidean ball B"(z,7) = {y € R* : |z —y| < r} and its boundary sphere
S z,r) = {y € R® : |r —y| = r}. For the unit ball and sphere, we use the simplified
notations B" = B"(0,1) and S"~' = S"71(0,1). Denote also the (n — 1)-dimensional surface
area of S"! by w,_; and define the following constant ¢, (see Ref. [2, p. 41]):

9 /2 - 1-n
o ==, ¢p=2"wy o / sinn—1 t dt for n > 2.
0

™

The hyperbolic metric p can be defined in the unit ball with the formula [0, (4.16), p. 55]

pgn (,y) |z — y|?
sh? ( ) = , z,yeB"
2 (1—[z]?)(1—|y?)

and, by the conformal invariance of this metric, we can compute its value in any such domain

that can be mapped conformally onto the unit ball. A hyperbolic ball B,(x, M) defined in the

unit ball B™ is equal to the Euclidean ball B"(y,r), where [0, (4.20), p. 56]
1—t 1— |z]*)t
ZE( ) r= ( ‘l’| ) t:th<M/2).

T 1 |z 1— |22’

The modulus of a curve family I in R™ is [0, (7.1), p. 104]

M(T) = inf nd
() pé%r)/wp m,
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where F(T') consists of all non-negative Borel-measurable functions p : R” — R such that
f7 pds > 1 for each locally rectifiable curve v € I" and m stands for the n-dimensional Lebesgue
measure. Denote the family of all curves joining two non-empty sets £ and F in a domain G
by A(E, F;G). Now, for the annular ring D = B’ (0,0)\B"™(0,a) with 0 < a < b, it holds that
[6, (7.4), p. 107]

M(A(S"(0,a), S™1(0,b); D)) = w, 4 (log g) _n.

Any domain G and its compact subset F' C G form a condenser (G, F') and the capacity of this
condenser is [0, Thm 9.6, p. 152]

cap (G, F) = M(A(F, 0G; Q)).
A compact set F in R" is said to be of capacity zero, denoted cap(E) = 0, if there exists a
bounded open set A containing £ with the capacity of the pair (A, F) is equal to zero. A
compact set £ C R". E #+ R" is said to be of capacity zero if E' can be mapped by a Mdbius
transformation onto a bounded set of capacity zero. If cap(E) = 0 does not hold, we express it
as cap(FE) > 0.

Define next two decreasing homeomorphisms called the Grotzsch capacity v, : (1,00) —
(0,00) and the Teichmiiller capacity 7, : (0,00) — (0, 00) with the following formula [0, (7.17),
p. 121]:

Yu(s) = M(A(B", [se1, 00;R™)), s> 1
and
To(s) = M(A([—e1, 0], [ser, o0]; R™)), s >0,
where e; = (1,0,...,0) is a unit vector in R™. For s > 1, 7,(s) = 2" '7,(s* — 1). If n = 2, the
capacities can be computed with the formula [0, (7.18), p. 122],

2.1) (1) = =

—) O<r<1,
()
where

7 K(VI—72) 1 dx
wr) =55y ad X0 :/0 VA=) —r2a?)
 (7:20)]

Moreover, for s > 1 |

(22) mum(“*)zg,

s+1

and for 0 < r <1 (see, |2, 5.30])

2

™ /
T M=V
4 arth/r’ " "

For approximation of u(r), see |9]. The Grotzsch capacity has the following well-known esti-
mates [0, Thm 9.17(2), p. 160]

1 -1 1
(2.4) 2" ¢, log (S * 1> < a(s) < 2" teyp (8—> < 2" ¢, log (48 i ) :

s — s+ 1 s—1

(2.3) arth v’ < pu(r) <
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where the second inequality holds as an identity for n = 2 by (2.2).
A homeomorphism f : G — G’ between two domains G,G C R", n > 2, is called K-
quasiconformal with some constant K > 1, if the two-sided inequality

M(T)/K < M(f(I')) < KM(T)

holds for every curve family I" in G.

J. Ferrand [10] posed the question whether ug bi-Lipschitz homeomorphisms are quasicon-
formal. This question was studied in [1]| where it was proved that these mappings are locally
Holder continuous, but they need not be quasiconformal and thus Ferrand’s question was solved
in the negative in [1]. Furthermore, the radial mapping ¢ : B” — B" defined as

jz[*" e, @ € B"\{0};

0, x =0,

is quasiconformal, as noted in |17, 16.2], and Holder continuous but not Lipschitz with respect
to the Euclidean metric. Thus, the bi-Lipschitz condition of the modulus metric under K-
quasiconformal mappings does not imply the same property for the Euclidean metric.

3. UPPER AND LOWER BOUNDS FOR MODULUS METRIC

Recently, the modulus metric pg has been studied in [16] where a characterization of its
completeness is given. Also in [16], a new lower bound for ¢ was found in terms of the Mo6bius
invariant metric dg (also, dg is called the Seittenranta metric [6, p. 75 & p. 199]): If the
boundary OG is uniformly perfect, then

(3.1) pe(z,y) > cda(z,y),

where the constant ¢ only depends on the dimension n and the parameters of the uniform
perfectness. The estimates in (2.4) also yield

(32) 2" 'eupp(w,y) < pplw,y) < 27 eap(1/ePY)) < 27 e, (pp(w, y) + log 4),
where D € {H",B"}. A similar inequality can be also written for Ap:

cnlog(t) < Ap(z,y) < 5 K (t7?) < cylog(2t), with t=

Because pgn = dpn, the lower bound in (3.2) is compatible with (3.1) up to a constant factor,
but it can be still improved for small values of the hyperbolic distance pgz(x,y) in the two-
dimensional case. Note that, for n = 2, it follows from the inequality (3.2) that

erp(®y)/2 — 17

4 4
(3:3) —pp(2,y) < po(z,y) < —(pp(w,y) +log4),
and consider the following preliminary result:

Lemma 3.4. For all t > 0 and p > 0, the expression [arth ((tht)"/?)]P is strictly increasing
with respect to p.



6 R. KARGAR AND O. RAINIO

Proof. Since we are interested in the expression above with respect to p only, we can substitute
u = tht and study [arth (u'/?)]? for 0 < u < 1 and p > 0 instead. By differentiation,

u'/? log(u
(3:5) g[al"th (/PP = [arth (u'/7)]? (log(arth(ul/p)) - log(u) ) -0

p (1 — uz/p)arth(ul/p)
(h(u?) log arth(u7)) — /710800
< arth(u/?) log(arth(u'/?)) — m -
1
& arth(y) log(arth(y)) — ?Jl O_g(yyz) 0,

where 0 < y < 1. Again, by differentiation,
(3.6)
d ylog(y) B 1 5 5
—— | arth(y) log(arth(y)) — == yQ)g((l —y°) log(arth(y)) — (1 +y~)log(y)) > 0

dy 1—y?
& (1 —y?) log(arth(y)) — (1 +y*)log(y) > 0
log(arth(y)) 1+ 3?2
log(y) 1—y?
provided that 0 < y < 1. Since log(arth(y))/log(y) is strictly decreasing on (0,1) and (1 +
y?)/(1 — y?) is strictly increasing on (0, 1), their difference is strictly decreasing on (0, 1) and
the following holds:
1 h 1 2 1 h 1 2
oglarth(y)) 1+y° .~ (loglarth(y)) 14+y") . .
log(y) L—y? w0+ \ log(y) 1 —y?
Consequently, the derivative (3.6) is positive on (0, 1), the differentiated expression in (3.6) is
therefore strictly increasing on this interval, and we have the following lower bound:

< 0,

1 1
arth(y) log(arth(y)) — yl (ig;(yyz) > yl_if(r)ﬂr (arth(y) log(arth(y)) — yl O_g:(yyz)) = 0.
Thus, the derivative (3.5) is positive for 0 < u < 1 and p > 0 and the original expression
[arth(ul/ p)}p is strictly increasing with respect to p > 0, from which our lemma follows. O

Corollary 3.7. For all z,y € D € {H? B?}, the inequality

1/4

pp(z,y) >

Proof. If x = y, the result holds trivially, so let us assume that x # y below. By Lemma 3.4,
the expression [arth ((th )Y p)]p is strictly increasing with respect to p for all ¢ > 0 and p > 0,
SO

[arth ((th¢)"*)]* > arth(th(t)) = ¢ < arth(th(t)/*) > /4.
Combining this result to Theorem 1.4, the formula (2.1) and [2, (5.29)], we have

xr = 2m §ar (T 1/4 § DT 1/4
o (T, y) T (on (2 2)/2) >~ th((th(pp(z,y)/2)"") > —(p (z,9)/2)"".
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0

Remark 3.8. Corollary 3.7 gives a better lower bound for the modulus metric than the in-
equality (3.3) if and only if the hyperbolic distance pgz(x,y) is less than 2. See Figure 1 for
more details. We note that in Figure 1(a), pg2(z,0) < 2 if and only if 0 < 2 < 0.75. Also, in
Figure 1(b), pp2(x,0) > 2 if and only if 0.75 < z < 1.

FIGURE 1. (a): The graph of ug2(z, 0), its lower bound in Corollary 3.7 (dashed),
and its lower bound in (3.3) (dotted) when pgz(z,0) < 2, where 0 < z < 0.75.
(b): The graph of ug2(z,0), its lower bound in (3.3) (dotted), and its lower bound
in Corollary 3.7 (dashed) when pgz(x,0) > 2, where 0.75 < z < 1.

In article [11], the Euclidean midpoint rotation was introduced as a new way to find upper
and lower bounds for the triangular ratio metric. This metric was originally introduced in 2002
by P. Héasto [3] and recently studied in [12, 13, 15]. In the midpoint rotation, two distinct

points x,y € B? are rotated around their Euclidean midpoint (z + y)/2 so that the smaller
angle v between lines L(z,y) and L(0, (z 4+ y)/2) varies on the interval [0,7/2]. See Figure
2. Here, we assume that x # —y, because otherwise the midpoint (z + y)/2 is the origin and
the hyperbolic distance pge(x,y) is invariant under rotations around the origin. As explained
in Theorem 3.9, the hyperbolic distance of the rotated points is decreasing with respect to v
and, since v = 0 when the rotated points are collinear with the origin and v = 7/2 when their
absolute values are equivalent, the Fuclidean midpoint rotation yields upper and lower bounds
for the hyperbolic metric.

Theorem 3.9. For all distinct points x,y € B? such that x # —y, the hyperbolic distance
pp2(z,y) decreases as x and y are rotated around their Fuclidean midpoint so that the smaller
angle between the lines L(z,y) and L(0, (z +y)/2) increases from 0 to w/2. Furthermore,

2|z —y| < mPmy) eyl ’
Vi—52-y+ (2P + PP 2 S1l-a-y
where equality holds in the first inequality if and only if |x| = |y| and in the second inequality if

and only if x,y are collinear with the origin. Note also that |x — y|/(1 —x -y) < 1 if and only
if lt+yl+ |z —y| <2.
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0 Yy

FIGURE 2. In the Euclidean midpoint rotation, two distinct points x,y in the
unit disk B? are rotated around their midpoint (z+1%)/2 so that the smaller angle
v between the lines L(z,y) and L(0, (z + y)/2) increases from 0 to /2.

Proof. Fix distinct points =,y € B? such that z # —y. Denote d = |z —y|/2 and k = |z + y|/2,
and note that k,d € (0,1). Let v € [0,7/2] be the magnitude of the smaller angle between the
lines L(z,y) and L(0, (z 4+ y)/2). Now, we have,

thipes(z.9)/2) = 2
- 2d
|1 — (k +d(cos(v) + sin(v)i))(k + d(— cos(v) + sin(v)i)]
2d 2d

T L@k = 2kdsin()i] 1+ & - K2 1 AR sind(v)

Trivially, the quotient above is decreasing with respect to v and it attains its minimum
2d/+/(1 4+ d? — k?)2 + 4k2d? at v = 7/2 and its maximum 2d/(1 + d* — k?) with respect to
vat v=0. Given |z — y|? = |z[* + |y|* — 2z - y, we can easily show that

2d B 4|z — y|
VAT ERPARE e gP [ty s e -yl P
2|z —y|

CVA=sr ey (P )2

and
2d B 4|z —y| =yl

L+d2—k2 d+|z—yP—|r+y2 1-z-y

Note that the points always stay in B? if the rotation is done so that v increases on the
interval [0, 7/2] whereas a rotation decreasing v might move one of the points outside of B? if
k+d>1. OJ
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By [2, 7.64(26-27), p. 156],

[z —y pE2(2,y)
: 2 2 < th
min{lz — y| + /1 = [2[2y/1 = [y, 1 + [z]ly[} 2
< |z — 9|
~ max{lz —y|+ (1 — |z[)(1 = [y]), 1 = [=]|y[}
Compared to these bounds, the bounds of Theorem 3.9 are better in some cases but not always.

For instance, if x = 0.6 4+ 0.37 and y = 0.1 + 0.14, both the upper and lower bound of Theorem
3.9 are better than those of inequality (3.10), but the bounds of Theorem 3.9 are worse for

(3.10)

xr=—0.74 0.7 and y = 0.65 — 0.6¢:. We summarize our observations in the following table.
x Y L.H.S Thm 3.9 | L.H.S (3.10) | R.H.S Thm 3.9 | R.H.S (3.10)
0.6+03¢ | 0.140.12 0.575624 0.491855 0.591776 0.594959
—0.74+0.7¢ | 0.65 — 0.6¢ 0.997999 0.999183 0.999555 0.999381

Corollary 3.11. For all distinct points x,y € B? such that x # —y, the distance pgz(x,vy)
decreases as x and y are rotated around their Fuclidean midpoint so that the smaller angle
between lines L(x,y) and L(0, (x + y)/2) increases from 0 to w/2. Furthermore, if |x + y| +

|$_y|<27
4—8x-y+ (Jz]*>+ |y[*)? l—z-y
Vo v (e + lyP) < pg2(r,y) <y | —— |,
2| — y| |z —y]

where equality holds in the first inequality if and only if |x| = |y| and in the second inequality
if and only if x,y are collinear with the origin. If |z +y|+ |x —y| > 2, only the first inequality
above holds.

Lemma 3.12. The modulus metric defined in the unit disk is not Holder continuous with respect
to the Euclidean metric.

Proof. First, fix w > 0 and z € (0,1) C B? By Theorem 1.4, the formula (2.1), and the
inequality [0, (7.21), p. 122],

p2 (2, 0)  7a(1/th(pe:(,0)/2)) _ 7a(1/]z]) r 2

] [ el aludel) = 2 U(al)

where U(r) = log(2(14++/1 —r2)/r). Since lim, o4 U(r) = oo = lim, o4 r~* and (9/0r)r " =
—wr~®~1 > 0 for all » > 0, it follows from L’Hopital’s rule that

U U’ —1/(rv1—1r? w
lim r“U(r) = lim ﬁ = lim — (r) = lim /r 1T ) = lim S 0.
r—0+ r—0+ % r—0+ Er*w r—0+ —wr—v" r—0+ wm
Consequently,
0 2 2
li M > lim n T = 0.

=0r oo T esor o[ U(J]) — Tim, oy [2[U (Ja])
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Thus, the quotient ugz(x,0)/|z|* approaches infinity as  — 0+ for all w > 0, from which our
result follows. O]

3.13. Proof of Theorem 1.6. The proof follows from Lemma 3.12. 0

Corollary 3.14. The metric Aﬁ%(w,y) defined in the unit disk is not Holder continuous with
respect to the hyperbolic metric.

Proof. The result follows from Lemma 3.12 and the identity pgz(x,y)Agz(x,y) = 4, see [2,
16.7(1)]. O
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