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A GEOMETRIC APPROACH TO POINCARÉ INEQUALITY AND
MINKOWSKI CONTENT OF SEPARATING SETS

EMANUELE CAPUTO AND NICOLA CAVALLUCCI

Abstract. The goal of this paper is to continue the study of the relation between the
Poincaré inequality and the lower bounds of Minkowski content of separating sets, initiated in
our previous work [4]. A new shorter proof is provided. An intermediate tool is the study of
the lower bound of another geometric quantity, called separating ratio. The main novelty is
the description of the relation between the infima of the separating ratio and the Minkowski
content of separating sets. We prove a quantitative comparison between the two infima in
the local quasigeodesic case and equality in the local geodesic one. No Poincaré assumption
is needed to prove it. The main tool employed in the proof is a new function, called the
position function, which allows in a certain sense to fibrate a set in boundaries of separating
sets. We also extend the proof to measure graphs, where due to the combinatorial nature
of the problem, the approach is more intuitive. In the appendix, we revise some classical
characterizations of the p-Poincaré inequality, by proving along the way equivalence with a
notion of p-pencil that extends naturally the definition for p = 1.
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1. Introduction

Doubling metric measure spaces satisfying a p-Poincaré inequality for some p ≥ 1 are natural
objects to study problems in geometric measure theory and potential theory on metric measure
spaces. This was particularly clear after the theory developed in [6] and [14]. As such, this
class has widely spread and is by now very common in works on analysis in metric spaces.
Although the Poincaré inequality has an analytical formulation, it has been realised that it
is in fact a profoundly geometric condition. Under the standing doubling assumption, it can
be characterized in purely geometric terms (see [17], [18], [12], [9], [7], [4]). In this paper
we continue the study of the geometric condition formulated by the authors in [4] in terms
of energy associated to separating sets, for the case p = 1. In particular, among the several
energies studied in [4], we focus on the Minkowski content with respect to the measure weighted
with the Riesz potential. To be precise we recall the definition of separating sets and of Riesz
potential.

Definition 1.1. Let (X, d,m) be a metric measure space and let x, y ∈ X. A closed set Ω is
a separating set from x to y if there exists r > 0 such that Br(x) ⊆ int(Ω) and Br(y) ⊆ Ωc.
The class of all separating sets from x to y is denoted by SStop(x, y).

Definition 1.2. Let (X, d,m) be a metric measure space. Given x, y ∈ X and L ≥ 1, the
L-truncated Riesz potential with poles at x, y is

RL
x,y(z) := χBL

x,y
(z)

(

d(x, z)

m(Bd(x,z)(x))
+

d(y, z)

m(Bd(y,z)(y))

)

,

where BL
x,y = B2Ld(x,y)(x) ∪B2Ld(x,y)(y). Its associated measure is m

L
x,y = RL

x,ym.

Given a couple of points x, y ∈ X, we formulate the following condition.

(BMC)x,y ∃c > 0, L ≥ 1 such that (mL
x,y)

+(Ω) ≥ c for every Ω ∈ SStop(x, y),

where (mL
x,y)

+(Ω) denotes the Minkowski content of the set Ω with respect to the measure

m
L
x,y, see Section 2.4 for the details. The notation (BMC)x,y stands for ‘big Minkowski content

of separating sets at x, y’. We recall that, according to [4, Theorem 1.2], a doubling metric
measure space has a 1-Poincaré inequality if and only if (BMC)x,y holds for every x, y ∈ X
with uniform constants. This statement is a quantification of the well-known heuristic intuition
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that the validity of the Poincaré inequality is obstructed by the presence of bottlenecks in the
metric space. The Minkowski content computed via the reference measure weighted with the
Riesz potential is the correct energy to measure the size of boundaries of separating sets.

Typically, all the other geometric characterizations of the Poincaré inequality in literature are
expressed in terms of properties of curves connecting two points. One of the goals of this paper
is to investigate thoroughly the relation between these classical approaches and the (BMC)x,y
property. With this in mind we consider a definition similar to the one used in [11] (originated
from previous contributions in [2] and [10]) for which we need an auxiliary quantity. We define
the width of a set A ⊆ X with respect to the points x, y ∈ X as

widthx,y(A) := inf
γ∈Γx,y

ℓ(γ ∩A),

where Γx,y is the set of rectifiable paths connecting x to y. The quantity widthx,y(A) measures
the width of the set A in the following sense: we consider all the curves (with finite length)
connecting x to y and we look at the one whose length inside A is minimal.

Definition 1.3. Let C > 0 and L ≥ 1. We say that (X, d,m) is (C,L) 1-set-connected at
x, y ∈ X if

(1) widthx,y(A) ≤ Cm
L
x,y(A) for all A ⊆ X Borel.

This definition is inspired by [11], however there are two main differences. In [11] the
definition that the authors use can be rephrased as

(2) widthΛ
x,y(A) ≤ Cd(x, y)

(

MLd(x,y)χA(x) +MLd(x,y)χA(y)
)

for all A ⊆ X Borel,

where Mρ(f)(x) is the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function of a function f ≥ 0 computed at

the point x up to scale ρ > 0 (see [14]) and where in the definition of widthΛ
x,y(A) one only

considers Λ-quasigeodesics connecting x and y, see Section 3 for details. The first difference is
in the class of curves used for defining the width. Notice that in [11], the finiteness of Λ in (2)
is crucial to prove that this condition for every couple of points and with uniform constants
implies a p-Poincaré inequality for all p > 1 (see [11, Theorem 2.19 & Lemma 2.20]). The
second difference is in the right hand sides. They reflect the two equivalent classical pointwise
estimates of Heinonen (see [15, Sec. 9])

• |u(x)− u(y)| ≤ C
∫

lipu dmL
x,y for all u ∈ Lip(X) and for every x, y ∈ X,

• |u(x)− u(y)| ≤ C d(x, y) (MLd(x,y)(lipu)(x) +MLd(x,y)(lipu)(y)) for all u ∈ Lip(X) and
for every x, y ∈ X,

whose validity characterizes the 1-Poincaré inequality in doubling setting. We recall that
lip u(x) denotes the local Lipschitz constant of the function u at x ∈ X.
The first result of this paper shows that the pointwise estimates à la Heinonen for a fixed
couple of points x, y ∈ X, the (BMC)x,y condition and Definition 1.3 are all equivalent, if X
satisfies mild connectedness assumptions.
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Theorem 1.4. Let (X, d,m) be a doubling metric measure space which is path connected
and locally Λ-quasiconvex. Let x, y ∈ X. Then the following conditions are quantitatively
equivalent:

(i) there exist C > 0, L ≥ 1 such that

|u(x)− u(y)| ≤ C

∫

lipu dmL
x,y for all u ∈ Lip(X);

(ii) there exist C > 0, L ≥ 1 such that

|u(x)− u(y)| ≤ C

∫

g dmL
x,y for all u Borel and all g ∈ UG(u);

(iii) the space (X, d,m) is (C,L) 1-set-connected at x, y;
(iv) there exist C,L such that (1) is satisfied by every closed subset A ⊆ X;
(v) the space (X, d,m) satisfies (BMC)x,y.

Some remarks are in order. First of all, the equivalence between items (i) and (v) in the
statement above is true even dropping the assumption that the metric space is complete (this
will be proved in our forthcoming work [5]). Secondly, in Theorem 1.4 we just work with two
fixed x, y at the price of assuming local connectivity properties of the metric space. By looking
at the previous statement for every couple of points, we achieve the next result, which is new
and improves the mentioned result of [11].

Corollary 1.5. Let (X, d,m) be a doubling metric measure space. Then it satisfies a 1-
Poincaré inequality if and only if there exist C > 0 and L ≥ 1 such that

widthx,y(A) ≤ Cm
L
x,y(A)

for every x, y ∈ X and every A ⊆ X Borel.

Indeed using the same language we introduced above, we can rephrase the results in [11]
for general p ≥ 1 in terms of our definitions. Their results read as follows: if X satisfies a
p-Poincaré inequality, then X is (C,L,Λ) p-set-connected. Conversely, if X is (C,L,Λ) p-set-
connected, then it satisfies a q-Poincaré inequality for every q > p. We refer to Section 3 for
the definition of (C,L,Λ) p-set-connectedness and the proof of this statement. Corollary 1.5
states the full equivalence between the two conditions (even with infinite Λ) in case p = 1.

The proof of Theorem 1.4 is relatively elementary, as it uses classical tools in analysis on
metric spaces and the coarea inequality for the Minkowski content. We just want to sketch the
proof of (iii) implies (v). Given a set Ω, we apply (iii) to the sets Br(Ω) \ Ω for r sufficiently
small getting

widthx,y(Br(Ω) \ Ω) ≤ Cm
L
x,y(Br(Ω) \ Ω).

It is straightforward to check that widthx,y(Br(Ω) \ Ω) ≥ r if Ω ∈ SStop(x, y). The conclusion
follows by dividing by widthx,y(Br(Ω) \ Ω) and taking the limit as r → 0.
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As suggested by the idea above, to compare the 1-set-connectedness and the Minkowski
content computed with respect to m

L
x,y it is natural to introduce the following notion, which

has the same dimensionality of the Minkowski content. The separating ratio between x and y
of a set A ⊆ X is

SRx,y(A) :=
m

L
x,y(A)

widthx,y(A)
.

With this notation the proof of (iv) implies (v) in Theorem 1.4 gives

inf
A⊆X closed

SRx,y(A) ≤ inf
Ω∈SStop(x,y)

(mL
x,y)

+(Ω)

and Theorem 1.4 says that a positive lower bound for one of the two infima is equivalent
to a positive lower bound for the other one. However, inspired by the proof given above,
it seems possible to approach directly the equivalence between (iv) and (v). Indeed we can
quantitatively relate, with explicit constants, the infima of the two functionals. This is the
content of the next result.

Theorem 1.6. Let (X, d,m) be a doubling, path-connected, locally Λ-quasiconvex metric mea-
sure space and let x, y ∈ X. Then

(3) Λ−1 inf
Ω∈SStop(x,y)

(mL
x,y)

+(Ω) ≤ inf
A⊆X closed

SRx,y(A) ≤ inf
Ω∈SStop(x,y)

(mL
x,y)

+(Ω).

In particular, if (X, d) is path connected and locally geodesic we have

inf
A⊆X closed

SRx,y(A) = inf
Ω∈SStop(x,y)

(mL
x,y)

+(Ω).

Let us remark that (3) follows by the application of Theorem 1.4 as well, with a non explicit
control of the constant in the first inequality. Moreover, the second statement in Theorem
1.6 does not follow from Theorem 1.4. Besides the discussion about the constants, we believe
that the importance of the statement relies on its proof, which is more geometrical rather
than analytical, does not use neither the results nor the methods of Theorem 1.4 and allows
a better understanding of the separating ratio and the Minkowski content. We discuss it in
detail in the next subsection.

1.1. The position function and the proof of Theorem 1.6. We start the discussion on
the proof of Theorem 1.6 with a toy example. We warn the reader that the sketch of the
proof in this example is informal and a bit imprecise. Let us consider the two dimensional
Euclidean space and a couple of points, say x and y. Let us compute the infimum of the
separating ratio between x and y. The choice of the dumbbell-shaped domain D as in Figure
1 as a competitor is not convenient for the minimization of the separating ratio. Indeed, we
can reduce the volume of the set (with respect to m

L
x,y) by keeping unaltered its width. This

procedure leads to the rectangle R in Figure 1. The next step is to chop R in N slimmer
rectangles Ri of width equal to the N -th fraction of the width of R. We then select one of
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such slimmer rectangles, say R1, with the property that its separating ratio is less than or
equal the separating ratio of R. This is a consequence of the following formula:

1

N

N
∑

i=1

SRx,y(Ri) = SRx,y(R).

This formula is trivial in such a case and can be regarded as a discrete version of coarea formula.
By iterating this procedure we find slimmer and slimmer rectangles whose separating ratio is
smaller and smaller such that they converge to a line L. The half-plane with boundary L and
containing x is a topological separating set between x and y and its Minkowski content can
be estimated from above by the separating ratio of the converging rectangles.

D

x y y x yx

R R1 R4

R2 R3

Figure 1. The picture gives an informal explanation of the proof of the Theo-
rem in the the toy example of the two dimensional Euclidean case for a specific
choice of x, y and D in the definition of separating ratio.

The same ideas can be formalized in the general setting. The main ingredient is a specific
function we defined for such a purpose, called the position function.
For A ⊆ X and γ ∈ Γx,y we define

posγ,A(z) := inf
s∈γ−1(z)

ℓ(γ ∩A, s), and posA(z) := inf
γ∈Γx,y

posγ,A(z),
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where ℓ(γ ∩ A, s) :=
∫ s

0
χA(t)|γ̇(t)| dt is the length spent by γ inside A up to time s. See

Section 5 for a precise discussion. The steps sketched in the example above can be formally
formulated as follows.

• Reduction to rectangles. Let A ⊆ X be such that widthx,y(A) > 0. Then A′ :=
A ∩ {0 < posA(z) < widthx,y(A)} satisfies SRx,y(A

′) ≤ SRx,y(A). A proof of this fact
can be obtained with the same methods of Proposition 5.3.

• Reduction to the Minkowski content. Let A ⊆ X be such that widthx,y(A) > 0.
Then there exists t ∈ (0,widthx,y(A)) such that Ω := {posA ≤ t} is a topological
separating set from x to y and m

+(Ω) ≤ ΛSRx,y(A). This is the way we prove Theorem
1.6.

We remark that ∂Ω ⊆ {posA = t} plays the role of the line L in the toy example. These
and other procedures will be investigated in detail in Section 5.
The key observation of the position function is that it allows to fibrate a separating set into
separating sets by looking at its level sets. Note indeed that this is the most delicate point:
considering again the toy example of the Euclidean space, it is easy to find an example of a
couple of points and separating set for which for many choice of Lipschitz functions their level
sets are not in general separating sets.

Since we believe that the argument in Section 5 is technical, in order to isolate the main
ideas behind the proof, we propose a similar argument in the case of measure graphs. This
is the content of Section 6. Since the objects are discrete and the argument is more combi-
natorial, we explain more in detail how the continuous argument reduces in this case. To be
more precise, we define the discretized version of separating sets, size, separating ratio and
Minkowski content. Finally, we provide an explicit procedure, that takes in input a discretized
separating set and gives as output another discretized separating set with no larger separating
ratio but with smallest possible discretized width. For such sets the computation of the dis-
cretized separating ratio coincides with the computation of the discretized Minkowski content.
This provides the exact equality of the minima of the two discretized functionals, see Theorem
6.5.

An open question is if the equality of infima on measure graphs in Theorem 6.5 could be
used to prove equality of the infima in the continuous setting. Every metric space can be
approximated by a suitable locally finite graph by looking at a δ-net for δ ≪ 1 and associating
to this set of points a structure of measure graph (see for instance the construction in [13] and
Remark 6.4). It would be interesting to understand the convergence of the discrete separating
ratio and Minkowski content of the approximations to their continuous versions, but this is
yet to be understood.

1.2. Structure of the paper. The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we recall
definitions and properties we will need in the presentation. We recall preliminaries about
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curves, doubling measures, Poincaré inequality and Minkowski content. In Section 3 we in-
troduce the concept of p-set-connectedness and p-set-pencil and we prove some relations with
the p-Poincaré inequality. We also show the complete equivalence for p = 1 using Theorem
1.4. In Section 4, we prove Theorem 1.4 and Corollary 1.5 following the scheme described
in the introduction. In Section 5 we study the relation between the separating ratio and the
Minkowski content of separating sets. The position function is introduced, its properties are
studied and Theorem 1.6 is proved. In Section 6 we introduce the discretized version of sep-
arating ratio, Minkowski content and position function and study the equivalent version of
Theorem 1.6 in the setting of measure graphs. This section is self-contained and contains all
the needed definitions for the discrete case. Finally, Appendix A contains a revised version of
already known characterizations of Poincaré inequality via a curvewise approach, but formu-
lated for a fixed couple of points. We also prove that all these conditions can be formulated
equivalently either in terms of quasigeodesics with fixed bounded length or rectifiable curves.

1.3. Acknowledgments. The first author was supported by Academy of Finland, grants
no. 321896. He currently acknowledges the support by the European Union’s Horizon 2020
research and innovation programme (Grant agreement No. 948021). The first named author
wishes to thank David Bate for fruitful discussions. We thank Tommaso Rossi and Pietro
Wald for their comments on a preliminary version of the manuscript.

2. Preliminaries

In this paper a metric measure space (X, d,m) is a complete and separable metric space
(X, d) equipped with a nonnegative Borel measure m that is finite on bounded sets. Given
A ⊆ X and r ≥ 0 we set Br(A) := {x : d(x,A) < r} and Br(A) := {x : d(x,A) ≤ r}, they are
respectively the open and closed r-neighbourhood of A. For instance the open ball of center
x ∈ X and radius r is Br(x). We denote by B(X) the class of Borel subsets of X.
We denote by Lip(X) the space of Lipschitz functions on X with values in R. A function
u : X → R is locally Lipschitz if for every x ∈ X there exist rx > 0 and Λx ≥ 0 such that
u|Brx(x)

is Λx-Lipschitz. The set of maps that are locally Lipschitz is denoted by Liploc(X).

Every locally Lipschitz map is Lipschitz on a compact set.

Lemma 2.1 ([3, Theorem 4.2]). Let (X, d) be a metric space, K ⊆ X be compact and u ∈
Liploc(X). Then u|K is Lipschitz.

The local Lipschitz constant lipu : X → R of a function u : X → R is

lipu(x) := lim
y→x

|u(y)− u(x)|

d(y, x)
= lim

δ→0
sup

y∈Bδ(x)

|u(y)− u(x)|

d(y, x)

with the convention that lipu(x) = 0 if x is an isolated point.
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2.1. Curves in metric spaces. Let C([0, 1],X) be the space of continuous curves γ : [0, 1] →
X endowed with the sup distance d∞, i.e. d∞(γ, γ′) := supt∈[0,1] d(γ(t), γ

′(t)) for γ, γ′ ∈
C([0, 1],X). Since (X, d) is complete and separable, so (C([0, 1],X), d∞) is. The length of
a curve is defined as

ℓ(γ) := sup

{

N−1
∑

i=0

d(γ(ti), γ(ti+1)), {ti}
N
i=1 ⊆ [0, 1], N ∈ N, 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tN = 1

}

.

A curve γ ∈ C([0, 1],X) is said to be rectifiable if ℓ(γ) < ∞. Every rectifiable curve admits a
Lipschitz reparametrization, i.e. there exists an increasing map φ : [0, 1] → [0, 1] with φ(0) = 0
and φ(1) = 1 such that γ̃ := γ ◦ φ is ℓ(γ)-Lipschitz.
Given x, y ∈ X and Λ ≥ 1 we define the set of Λ-quasigeodesics from x to y as

ΓΛ
x,y := {γ ∈ C([0, 1],X) : γ(0) = x, γ(1) = y, γ is Λd(x, y)-Lipschitz}.

Observe that, by definition, every γ ∈ ΓΛ
x,y satisfies ℓ(γ) ≤ Λd(x, y). Moreover every curve

γ satisfying ℓ(γ) ≤ Λd(x, y) admits a reparametrization belonging to ΓΛ
x,y. The set ΓΛ

x,y is
compact if X is a proper metric space, as follows by Ascoli-Arzelà Theorem. We also define
Γx,y :=

⋃

Λ≥1 Γ
Λ
x,y. Notice that every rectifiable curve from x to y admits a reparametrization

belonging to Γx,y.
The concatenation of two curves γ, η ∈ C([0, 1],X) with η(0) = γ(1) is the curve γ ⋆ η ∈
C([0, 1],X) defined as (γ ⋆ η)(t) = γ(2t) if 0 ≤ t ≤ 1

2
and (γ ⋆ η)(t) = η(2t− 1) if 1

2
≤ t ≤ 1.

The concatenation of two Lipschitz curves is still Lipschitz. In particular if x 6= y 6= z 6= x are
points of X then γ⋆η ∈ Γx,y for every γ ∈ Γx,z and every η ∈ Γz,y. Given a curve γ ∈ C([0, 1],X)
we define its reverse as −γ ∈ C([0, 1],X), where (−γ)(t) = γ(1 − t). If γ ∈ C([0, 1],X) and
0 ≤ s1 ≤ s2 ≤ 1 then the restriction of γ to [s1, s2] is the curve γ|[s1,s2] ∈ C([0, 1],X) defined

by γ|[s1,s2](t) = γ(s1 + t(s2 − s1)) if s1 ≤ s2. If γ is Lipschitz then also γ|[s1,s2] is Lipschitz.

For every Lipschitz curve γ : [0, 1] → X the function |γ̇(·)| : [0, 1] → [0,∞) defined as

|γ̇(t)| := limh→0
d(γ(t+h),γ(t))

|h|
∈ [0,∞) is almost everywhere well defined and it is called the

metric speed of γ. In particular this holds for all curves in Γx,y, for every x, y ∈ X. Given a
Borel function g : X → [0,∞) and γ : [0, 1] → X Lipschitz we define

∫

γ

g ds :=

∫ 1

0

g(γ(t)) |γ̇(t)| dt.

This quantity does not depend on the possible Lipschitz reparametrizations of γ.
Let u : X → R be a function. A function g : X → [0,+∞] such that

|u(γ(1))− u(γ(0))| ≤

∫

γ

g ds
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for every rectifiable curve γ is called an upper gradient of u. The integral on the right is made
along any Lipschitz reparametrization of γ. The set of upper gradients of u is denoted by
UG(u).

2.2. Connectivity properties. In the sequel we will use often assume that our metric space
(X, d) satisfies some connectivity properties that we now define in detail. The metric space
(X, d) is said to be

- path connected if for every x, y ∈ X there exists a continuous path γ : [0, 1] → X with
γ(0) = x, γ(1) = y;

- rectifiable path connected if Γx,y 6= ∅ for every x, y ∈ X;
- Λ-quasigeodesic if ΓΛ

x,y 6= ∅ for every x, y ∈ X;
- pointwise rectifiable path connected if for every x ∈ X there exists rx > 0 such that
Γx,y 6= ∅ for every y ∈ Brx(x);

- pointwise quasigeodesic at x ∈ X if there exist rx > 0 and Λx ≥ 1 such that ΓΛx
x,y 6= ∅

for every y ∈ Brx(x);
- pointwise quasigeodesic if it is pointwise quasigeodesic at every x ∈ X;
- locally Λ-quasigeodesic if for every x ∈ X there exist rx > 0 such that ΓΛ

y,z 6= ∅ for
every y, z ∈ Brx(x).

There are other possible variants but we will not need them. If Λ = 1 in the definitions involv-
ing quasigeodesics, then we say that the space is (pointwise or locally or globally) geodesic.
There are trivial relations among the conditions. For instance if (X, d) is pointwise quasi-
geodesic then it is pointwise rectifiable path connected. Another easy one is the following.

Lemma 2.2. Let (X, d) be a path connected, pointwise rectifiable path connected metric space.
Then it is rectifiable path connected.

Proof. Let x, y ∈ X and γ : [0, 1] → X be a continuous path such that γ(0) = x and γ(1) =
y. For every t ∈ [0, 1] let rγ(t) > 0 be the number provided by the definition of pointwise
rectifiable path connectedness. By compactness of [0, 1] we can find a finite set of points
{t0 = 0, t1, . . . , tN = 1} such that d(γ(ti), γ(ti+1)) ≤ rγ(ti). For every i = 0, . . . , N − 1 let
ηi ∈ Γγ(ti),γ(ti+1) and define η = η0 ⋆ η1 ⋆ · · · ⋆ ηN−1. Then η ∈ Γx,y. �

Observe that there are locally geodesic spaces that are no connected.

2.3. Measure properties and Poincaré inequality. A metric measure space is said to be
doubling if there exists CD > 0 such that for every x ∈ X and r > 0 we have

m(B(x, 2r)) ≤ CDm(B(x, r)).

We refer to CD as the doubling constant or we say that (X, d,m) is CD-doubling. A consequence
of the definition of the doubling assumption is that (X, d) is proper, i.e. closed and bounded
sets are compact.
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We recall the definition of the (local) Hardy Littlewood maximal function. Given f ∈ L1
loc(X)

and R > 0, we define

MRf(x) := sup
0<r<R

−

∫

Br(x)

|f | dm

A metric measure space (X, d,m) satisfies a (weak) p-Poincaré inequality if there exists CP ≥ 1
and λ ≥ 1 such that

−

∫

Br(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

u−−

∫

Br(x)

u dm

∣

∣

∣

∣

dm ≤ CP r

(

−

∫

Bλr(x)

(lipu)p dm

)
1
p

for every u ∈ Lip(X). This is equivalent to the following condition: there exists CP ≥ 1 and
λ ≥ 1 such that

−

∫

Br(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

u−−

∫

Br(x)

u dm

∣

∣

∣

∣

dm ≤ CP r

(

−

∫

Bλr(x)

gp dm

)
1
p

for every u : X → R Borel and every g ∈ UG(u). The equivalence between these two different
conditions is proved in [17, Theorem 2].

The Poincaré inequality on a doubling metric measure space has several equivalent defini-
tions that will be studied in big detail in the Appendix. Most of them are expressed in terms
of the Riesz potential. Let (X, d,m) be a metric measure space. Given x, y ∈ X, the Riesz
potential with poles at x and y Rx,y : X → [0,∞) is defined for every z ∈ X \ {x, y} as

Rx,y(z) : =
d(x, z)

m(Bd(x,z)(x))
+

d(y, z)

m(Bd(y,z)(y))
=: Rx(z) +Ry(z).

Moreover, we define Rx,y(x) = Rx,y(y) = 0. For L ≥ 1 we set BL
x,y := B2Ld(x,y)(x)∪B2Ld(x,y)(y)

and B
L

x,y := B2Ld(x,y)(x) ∪B2Ld(x,y)(y). The L-truncated Riesz potential with poles at x, y is

RL
x,y(z) := χBL

x,y
(z)Rx,y(z)

for every z ∈ X \ {x, y}. The corresponding Riesz measure is defined as

m
L
x,y = RL

x,y m.

It is a measure on X which is supported on B
L

x,y. It has been studied for instance in [15], [17]
and [4]. We recall one of its basic properties.

Lemma 2.3 ([15, p. 72], [4, Prop. 2.2]). Let (X, d,m) be a CD-doubling metric measure space
and fix x, y ∈ X and L ≥ 1. Then m

L
x,y(X) ≤ 8CDLd(x, y). In particular m

L
x,y is a finite Borel

measure.

We state the pointwise version of the Poincaré inequality for doubling metric measure spaces.

Proposition 2.4 ([15, Theorem 9.5], [17, Theorem 2]). Let (X, d,m) be a doubling metric
measure space. The following are quantitatively equivalent:
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(i) (X, d,m) satisfies a p-Poincaré inequality;
(ii) ∃C > 0, L ≥ 1 such that for every x, y ∈ X and every u : X → R Borel it holds

(4) |u(x)− u(y)|p ≤ C d(x, y)p−1

∫

X

gp dmL
x,y

for every g ∈ UG(u).
(iii) ∃C > 0, L ≥ 1 such that for every x, y ∈ X and every u : X → R Lipschitz it holds

(5) |u(x)− u(y)|p ≤ C d(x, y)p−1

∫

X

lipup dmL
x,y.

The pointwise estimate (4) remains quantitatively equivalent to (5) even if we require it
only for a fixed couple of points. But for that we need to assume some connectivity property
of the space, which are ensured for instance when a global Poincaré inequality holds. The
proof will be given in Appendix A.

Lemma 2.5. Let (X, d,m) be a locally Λ-quasiconvex metric measure space and let x, y ∈ X.
Then the following conditions are quantitatively equivalent:

(i) there exist C > 0, L ≥ 1 such that |u(x) − u(y)|p ≤ Cd(x, y)p−1
∫

X
gp(z) dmL

x,y(z) for
every u Borel and every g ∈ UG(u);

(ii) there exist C > 0, L ≥ 1 such that |u(x)− u(y)|p ≤ Cd(x, y)p−1
∫

X
lipu(z)p dmL

x,y(z) for
every u ∈ Lip(X).

2.4. Minkowski content. We recall the definition of Minkowski content of a set.

Definition 2.6. Let (X, d,m) be a metric measure space and let A ⊆ X be Borel. The
Minkowski content of A ⊆ X is

m
+(A) := lim

r→0

m
(

Br(A) \ A
)

r
.

The Minkowski content satisfies a coarea type inequality.

Proposition 2.7 ([1, Lemma 3.2]). Let (X, d,m) be a metric measure space and suppose m is
finite. Then for every bounded u ∈ Lip(X) we have

(6)

∫ ∞

−∞

m
+({u ≥ t}) dt ≤

∫

X

lipu dm.

3. The p-set-connectedness and the p-set-pencil

The goal of this section is to introduce new natural conditions on a metric measure space
and show their relation with the Poincaré inequality. These conditions are inspired by the one
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studied in [10] and [11]. Let (X, d,m) be a metric measure space. Given a set A ⊆ X and a
rectifiable curve γ : [0, 1] → X we define the length of γ in A as

ℓ(γ ∩ A) :=

∫

γ

χA ds.

Let x, y ∈ X, x 6= y and A ⊆ X Borel. We define the Λ-width and the width of A as

widthΛ
x,y(A) := inf

γ∈ΓΛ
x,y

ℓ(γ ∩ A), and respectively widthx,y(A) := inf
γ∈Γx,y

ℓ(γ ∩ A),

where Λ ≥ 1. We use the usual convention inf ∅ = +∞. In order to simplify the notations we
will often consider widthx,y as the limit case of widthΛ

x,y with Λ = ∞. The same convention is
used in the following definition.

Definition 3.1. Let C > 0, L ≥ 1 and Λ ∈ [1,+∞]. We say that (X, d,m) is (C,L,Λ)
p-set-connected at x, y ∈ X if

(7)
(

widthΛ
x,y(A)

)p
≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

m
L
x,y(A) for all A ⊆ X Borel.

If Λ = +∞ we will simply say that (X, d,m) is (C,L) p-set-connected at x, y ∈ X.
We say that (X, d,m) has a (C,L,Λ) p-set-pencil between x, y ∈ X if there exists α ∈ P(ΓΛ

x,y),

i.e. α is a probability measure on the space ΓΛ
x,y, such that

(
∫

ℓ(γ ∩ A) dα(γ)

)p

≤ Cd(x, y)p−1
m

L
x,y(A) for all A ⊆ X Borel.

Also in this case if Λ = +∞ we will simply say that (X, d,m) has a (C,L) p-set-pencil between
x, y ∈ X.

These definitions are special cases of properties that are equivalent to the pointwise Poincaré
inequality as studied in Appendix A. For instance the (C,L,Λ) p-set-connectedness property
correspond to condition (ii) of Theorem A.3 applied to the functions χA, when Λ < +∞.
When Λ = +∞ it is related to condition (iii) of Theorem A.3, which is formulated in terms
of 1-Lipschitz functions. A similar relation holds between the p-set-pencil conditions and
conditions (iv) and (v) of Theorem A.3.
There are easy relations between the notions introduced above and the validity of the pointwise
estimate (4).

Lemma 3.2. Let (X, d,m) be a path connected, pointwise quasiconvex doubling metric measure
space. Let x, y ∈ X. Then

(i) if (X, d,m) has a (C,L,Λ) p-set-pencil between x, y then it has a (C,L) p-set-pencil
between x, y;

(ii) if (X, d,m) has a (C,L,Λ) p-set-pencil between x, y then it is (C,L,Λ) p-set-connected
at x, y;

(iii) if (X, d,m) is (C,L,Λ) p-set-connected at x, y then it is (C,L) p-set-connected at x, y;
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(iv) if (4) holds at x, y ∈ X then (X, d,m) has a (C,L,Λ) p-set-pencil between x, y, quanti-
tatively.

Proof. The statements (i), (ii) and (iii) are trivial, so we just focus on (iv). We assume that
(4) holds at x, y. By item (iv) in Theorem A.3, we can find C > 0, L ≥ 1 and α ∈ P(ΓL

x,y)
such that

(
∫ ∫

γ

χA ds dα(γ)

)p

≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

χp
A dmL

x,y = Cd(x, y)p−1
m

L
x,y(A),

for every A ⊆ X Borel. This gives the (C,L, L) p-set-pencil between x and y. �

As a corollary, we have the following statement.

Corollary 3.3. Let (X, d,m) be a doubling metric measure space. If (X, d,m) satisfies a
p-Poincaré inequality then there exists C > 0, L,Λ ≥ 1 such that (X, d,m) has a (C,L,Λ)
p-set-pencil between x, y and it is (C,L,Λ) p-set-connected at x, y, for every x, y ∈ X.

Proof. Since (X, d,m) satisfies a p-Poincaré inequality then (4) holds for every couple of points
x, y ∈ X with constants depending only on the constants of the Poincaré inequality and the
doubling constant, as recalled in Proposition 2.4. The thesis follows by Lemma 3.2. �

There is a partial converse of this corollary, essentially due to [11].

Proposition 3.4. Let (X, d,m) be a doubling metric measure space. Suppose that there exist
C > 0, L ≥ 1 such that it is (C,L, L) p-set-connected at x, y for every x, y ∈ X. Then it
satisfies a q-Poincaré inequality for all q > p.

Observe that the assumption L = Λ in the statement is not restrictive.

Proof. We claim that (X, d,m) is (L′, C ′, p)-max connected in the sense of [11, Definition 2.12],

where L′ = 2L+ 1 and C ′ = (7CCDL)
1
p .

Let us take A ⊆ X with max{M(2L+1)d(x,y)(χA)(x),M(2L+1)d(x,y)(χA)(y)} < τ , τ ∈ (0, 1]. For

every ε > 0 we can find, by (7), a curve γε ∈ ΓL
x,y such that ℓ(γε∩A) ≤ C

1
pd(x, y)

p−1
p m

L
x,y(A)

1
p +

ε. We recall the classical bound (see [15, p.72]): for every Borel 0 ≤ g and ρ > 0, we have
∫

Bρ(x)
g Rx dm ≤ ρMρg(x) for every x ∈ X. Applying it, we can estimate

m
L
x,y(A) =

∫

BL
x,y

χA(z)(Rx(z) +Ry(z)) dm

≤

∫

B(2L+1)d(x,y)(x)

χA(z)Rx(z) dm+

∫

B(2L+1)d(x,y)(y)

χA(z)Ry(z) dm

≤ CD(2L+ 1)d(x, y)
(

M(2L+1)d(x,y)(χA)(x) +M(2L+1)d(x,y)(χA)(y)
)

≤ 2CD(2L+ 1)d(x, y)τ.
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So we get ℓ(γε ∩ A) ≤ (6CCDL)
1
p τ

1
pd(x, y) + ε, where we used that L ≥ 1 so 2L + 1 ≤ 3L.

Choosing ε small enough we get ℓ(γε ∩ A) ≤ (7CCDL)
1
p τ

1
pd(x, y). Set γ := γε for this

particular choice of ε. Then we have γ ∈ ΓL
x,y ⊆ ΓL′

x,y and ℓ(γ ∩A) ≤ C ′τ
1
p d(x, y). This shows

that (X, d,m) is (L′, C ′, p)-max connected.
The fact that (X, d,m) satisfies a q-Poincaré inequality for all q > p follows by [11, Theorem
2.19 & Lemma 2.20]. �

Remark 3.5. For the proof of the q-Poincaré inequality using the methods of [11] two things
are needed: a bound to the length of the curves involved in the max-connectedness property
of [11], which corresponds to consider the version of our p-set-connectedness with Λ < ∞,
and the validity of (7) for all couple of points x, y ∈ X. Both these properties are in contrast
with the equivalences we show in Appendix A. It is unclear to us if these two properties
are necessary to infer the validity of (4) for q > p at fixed points x, y ∈ X. There are two
difficulties in adapting the proof of Theorem A.3 in this setting. First of all it is not clear how
to get a p-set-pencil from a p-set-connectedness. Secondly it is not clear if the existence of a
p-set-pencil between x, y implies (4) for q > p at x, y.

In the special case p = 1 we can answer completely in the affirmative to the questions raised
in the previous remark, and the situation is completely similar to what we see in Appendix A.
In particular in the next theorem, which is the setwise analogous of Theorem A.3, we see how
the equivalences work if we only know the conditions at two points x, y. This is completely
new since, as recalled above, the methods of [11] do not provide a 1-Poincaré inequality under
a (L,C, 1)-max connectedness assumption, but only a q-Poincaré inequality for every q > 1.
The other difference, as already remarked, is that we do not need that the assumption holds
for every couple of points, but just for a fixed one.

Theorem 3.6. Let (X, d,m) be a path connected, locally Λ-quasiconvex, doubling metric mea-
sure space and let x, y ∈ X. The following conditions are quantitatively equivalent:

(i) (X, d,m) satisfies (4) at x, y for p = 1;
(ii) (X, d,m) is (C,L,Λ′) 1-set-connected at x, y;
(iii) (X, d,m) is (C,L) 1-set-connected at x, y;
(iv) (X, d,m) has a (C,L,Λ′) 1-set-pencil between x, y;
(v) (X, d,m) has a (C,L) 1-set-pencil between x, y.

The proof is a consequence of Theorem 1.4.

Proof. By Lemma 3.2 we know that (i) implies (iv), (iv) implies (v) and (ii), (v) implies (ii)
and (v) implies (iii). So it is enough to show that (iii) implies (i). For this it is enough to use
Theorem 1.4. �
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4. The proof of Theorem 1.4

In this section we prove Theorem 1.4. The 1-set connectedness can be rephrased in the
following way. For every subset A ⊆ X we define its Λ-separating ratio between x, y as

SRΛ
x,y(A) :=

m
L
x,y(A)

widthΛ
x,y(A)

.

We also use the conventions that SRΛ
x,y(A) = 0 if widthΛ

x,y(A) = +∞, that happens if and only

if ΓΛ
x,y = ∅, and that SRΛ

x,y(A) = +∞ if widthΛ
x,y(A) = 0. As usual when Λ = ∞ we simply

omit it from the notation.
So (X, d,m) is (C,L,Λ) 1-set-connected if and only if

(8) inf
A⊆X

SRΛ
x,y(A) ≥

1

C
.

On the other hand in [4, Thm. 1.2] the authors showed that the 1-Poincaré inequality is
equivalent to a lower bound on the Minkowski content of all separating sets. For the definition
of separating sets we refer to Definition 1.1. More precisely it is there proved that a 1-Poincaré
inequality holds if and only if there exists c > 0 and L ≥ 1 such that for every x, y ∈ X one
has

(9) inf
Ω∈SStop(x,y)

(mL
x,y)

+(Ω) ≥ c.

The same statement is true if the condition hold only at two fixed points x, y. This is the
content of Theorem 1.4 that we reproduce here for the reader’s convenience.

Theorem 1.4. Let (X, d,m) be a path connected, locally Λ-quasiconvex, doubling metric mea-
sure space and let x, y ∈ X. Then the following conditions are quantitatively equivalent:

(i) there exist C > 0, L ≥ 1 such that

|u(x)− u(y)| ≤ C

∫

lipu dmL
x,y for all u ∈ Lip(X);

(ii) there exist C > 0, L ≥ 1 such that

|u(x)− u(y)| ≤ C

∫

g dmL
x,y for all u Borel and all g ∈ UG(u);

(iii) the space (X, d,m) is (C,L) 1-set connected at x, y, i.e. infA⊆X SRx,y(A) ≥ C−1;
(iv) there exist c > 0, L ≥ 1 such that infA⊆X, A closed SRx,y(A) ≥ C−1;
(v) the space (X, d,m) satisfies (BMC)x,y, i.e. infΩ∈SStop(x,y)(m

L
x,y)

+(Ω) ≥ c for some L ≥ 1
and c > 0.

Proof. The equivalence between (i) and (ii) is proved in Theorem A.3, see also Lemma 2.5.
By Lemma 3.2 we know that (ii) implies (iii). It is also clear that (iii) implies (iv). We
assume (iv) and we take a separating set Ω ∈ SStop(x, y). If (mL

x,y)
+(Ω) = +∞ there is
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nothing to prove, so we suppose (mL
x,y)

+(Ω) < +∞, which implies m
L
x,y(∂Ω) = 0. Consider

the set Ar := Br(Ω) \ int(Ω), which is a closed subset of X. Observe that widthx,y(Ar) ≥ r
if r < min{d(∂Ω, x), d(∂Ω, y)}. Indeed every curve γ ∈ Γx,y has to go from the inside of Ω to
the outside of Br(Ω), because of our choice of r. Therefore its length inside Ar is at least r.
We can now compute

(mL
x,y)

+(Ω) = lim
r→0

m
L
x,y(Br(Ω) \ Ω)

r
= lim

r→0

m
L
x,y(Ar)

r
≥ lim

r→0

m
L
x,y(Ar)

widthx,y(Ar)
≥ inf

A⊆X
A closed

SRx,y(A) ≥ c.

The second equality follows by the fact that m
L
x,y(∂Ω) = 0, while the last inequality follows

by our assumption (iv). Since this is true for every Ω ∈ SStop(x, y) we get (v).
The proof of (v) implies (i) is exactly the proof of the last implication in [4, Theorem 6.1]. For
reader’s convenience we report it here. Let u ∈ Lip(X) and let x, y ∈ X. We can assume that
u(x) < u(y) otherwise there is nothing to prove. The sets Ωt := {u ≥ t} belong to SStop(x, y)
for all t ∈ (u(x), u(y)). We can apply the coarea inequality (6) with respect to the measure
m

L
x,y to get

c |u(x)− u(y)| ≤

∫ u(y)

u(x)

(mL
x,y)

+({u ≥ t}) dt ≤

∫

X

lipu dmL
x,y.

Therefore (i) follows with C = 1/c. �

Remark 4.1. We stress that the assumption that the metric space (X, d) is path connected
and locally Λ-quasiconvex only enters in the proof of (i) implies (ii) and (ii) implies (iii).

Proof of Corollary 1.5. If (X, d,m) satisfies a 1-Poincaré inequality then (X, d) is Λ-quasiconvex
([16, Proposition 8.3.2]) and (4) holds. So (X, d,m) is (C,L) 1-set-connected at every couple
of points by Theorem 1.4. Viceversa by the proof of Theorem 1.4 and Remark 4.1 we con-
clude that if (X, d,m) is (C,L) 1-set-connected at every couple of points then it satisfies (5)
at every couple of points. By Proposition 2.4 this implies that (X, d,m) satisfies a 1-Poincaré
inequality. �

5. Relation between Minkowski content and separating ratio

In the previous section, in particular in Theorem 1.4, we proved the equivalence between
the pointwise estimate (4) at two fixed points x, y and a positive lower bound on either the
separating ratio as expressed in (8) or the Minkowski content of topological separating sets as
expressed in (9). In particular a key step in the proof of Theorem 1.4 was to show that the
following inequality is always true:

inf
Ω∈SStop(x,y)

(mL
x,y)

+(Ω) ≥ inf
A⊆X closed

SRx,y(A).

The goal of this section is to study in detail these two infima. In this section we do not need
assumptions on the measure m, except that it has compact support. So we will deal with the
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following general situation: (X, d,m) is a metric measure space and, for given x, y ∈ X and
A ⊆ X, we set

SRx,y(A) :=
m(A)

widthx,y(A)

with the same conventions as above, i.e. SRx,y(A) = 0 if widthx,y(A) = +∞ and SRx,y(A) =
+∞ if widthx,y(A) = 0. The relevant application is when the measure is mL

x,y for some doubling
measure m and some L ≥ 1.

5.1. Path separating sets. In order to proceed in this direction it is useful to define another
class of separating sets that we call path-separating sets. It is the class

SSpath(x, y) := {A ⊆ X : A ∩ γ 6= ∅ for all γ ∈ Γx,y}.

For completeness we discuss the relation between topological separating sets and closed path-
separating sets. This is not strictly necessary for the proof of the equivalence between the
minima of the two functionals in Section 5.3.

Lemma 5.1. Let (X, d) be a metric space and let x, y ∈ X. If Ω ∈ SStop(x, y) then ∂Ω ∈
SSpath(x, y).

Proof. Let Ω ∈ SStop(x, y) and let γ ∈ Γx,y. The sets int(Ω) and Ωc are open, so are [0, 1] ∩
γ−1(int(Ω)) and [0, 1] ∩ γ−1(Ωc). They cannot cover the whole [0, 1] by connectedness. So
there exists t ∈ [0, 1] such that γ(t) ∈ ∂Ω. This shows that ∂Ω ∩ γ 6= ∅ for all γ ∈ Γx,y, i.e.
∂Ω ∈ SSpath(x, y). �

The next is a partial converse of this statement.

Proposition 5.2. Let (X, d) be a pointwise quasiconvex metric space and let x, y ∈ X. If A ∈
SSpath(x, y) is closed and satisfies min{d(x,A), d(y, A)} > 0 then there exists Ω ∈ SStop(x, y)
such that ∂Ω ⊆ A.

Proof. We claim that the set Ω defined as the closure of

Ω̃ := {z ∈ X : ∃γ ∈ Γx,z such that γ ∩A = ∅}

satisfies the thesis. First of all Ω̃ is open. Indeed let z ∈ Ω̃, let γ ∈ Γx,z such that γ ∩ A = ∅
and let r = d(z, A) > 0 since A is closed. Let Λz and rz be the constants of the pointwise
quasiconvexity at z. We claim that Br′(z) ⊆ Ω̃ if r′ < min{rz,

r
Λz
}. For this take w ∈ Br′(z)

and a curve γw ∈ ΓΛz
z,w. Observe that γw ∩ A = ∅ since d(γw(t), z) ≤ ℓ(γw) ≤ Λzr

′ < r, so
γw(t) /∈ A for every t. The concatenation γ ⋆ γw belongs to Γx,w and does not intersect A, i.e.

w ∈ Ω̃.
Secondly x ∈ Ω̃ because d(x,A) > 0, so Ω̃ contains a small ball around x since it is open.
Hence the claim follows if we prove that ∂Ω = ∂Ω̃ ⊆ A. Indeed if this is the case then y ∈ Ω̃c

and d(y, ∂Ω) ≥ d(y, A) > 0, showing that there is a small ball around y contained in Ωc.
It remains to prove that ∂Ω̃ ⊆ A. Let z be a point of ∂Ω̃. By definition we can find
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points zn ∈ Ω̃ and wn ∈ Ω̃c converging to z. Let rz,Λz be the constants of the pointwise
quasiconvexity at z. We can suppose that n is big enough to have zn, wn ∈ Brz(z). Hence
for every n we fix a curve γn ∈ Γx,zn such that γn ∩ A = ∅, a curve ηn ∈ ΓΛz

zn,z and a curve

ξn ∈ ΓΛz
z,wn

. Finally we consider the concatenation βn = γn ⋆ ηn ⋆ ξn. By definition βn ∈ Γx,wn,
so βn∩A 6= ∅. Since γn∩A = ∅ we can find a point vn of A on the curve ηn ⋆ ξn. By definition
d(z, vn) ≤ Λz max{d(z, zn), d(z, wn)} → 0 as n goes to infinity. This implies that z ∈ A since
A is closed. �

5.2. The position function. For us, the main object associated to a set is its position
function. For a given set A ⊆ X, a Lipschitz curve γ ∈ C([0, 1],X) and two parameters
s1 ≤ s2 ∈ [0, 1], we define

(10) ℓ(γ ∩A, s1, s2) := ℓ(γ|[s1,s2] ∩ A) =

∫ s2

s1

χA(γ(t))|γ̇(t)| dt.

The second equality follows from the definition of γ|[s1,s2]. Also the next useful property follows

directly from the definitions:

ℓ((γ⋆η)∩A, s1, s2) = ℓ(γ∩A,min{1, 2s1},min{1, 2s2})+ℓ(η∩A,max{0, 2s1−1},max{0, 2s2−1}).

For simplicity, we also define ℓ(γ ∩ A, s) := ℓ(γ ∩ A, 0, s). In this case the formula above
reduces to

(11) ℓ((γ ⋆ η) ∩ A, s) = ℓ(γ ∩A, 0,min{1, 2s}) + ℓ(η ∩A, 0,max{0, 2s− 1}).

For A ⊆ X and γ ∈ Γx,y we define the position function along the path γ of the set A as

posγ,A : X → [0,∞], posγ,A(z) := inf
s∈γ−1(z)

ℓ(γ ∩ A, s).

with the usual convention that posγ,A(z) = ∞ if z /∈ Im(γ). In other words posγ,A(z) is the
length spent by γ inside A before reaching for the first time the point z. We define the position
function with respect to the set A as

posA : X → [0,∞], posA(z) := inf
γ∈Γx,y

posγ,A(z).

Therefore the quantity posA(z) denotes the minimal length that a curve between x and y has
to spend inside A before passing through z.
The position function satisfies an interesting property: it allows to naturally fibrate a set
into path-separating subsets by looking at its level sets. In order to prove it we introduce the
following useful notation. Let A and γ ∈ Γx,y, in particular γ is Lipschitz. For τ ∈ [0, ℓ(γ∩A)],
we define (γ ∩ A)τ ∈ X as

(γ ∩ A)τ = γ(s̄), where s̄ := min{s : ℓ(γ ∩ A, s) ≥ τ}.

We remark that, since γ is Lipschitz then the function s 7→ ℓ(γ ∩ A, s) is continuous and
the minimum above is well defined. In the next proposition we will use the properties of the
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function [0, ℓ(γ∩A)] ∋ τ 7→ posA((γ ∩A)τ ) ∈ [0,∞]. Figure 2 illustrates the behaviour of this
function in a specific example.

γ

x y

A

δ1 δ2

δ1

δ1 + δ2

δ1 2δ1 3δ1 + δ2

posA((γ \ A)τ )

Figure 2. Let us consider γ and A ⊆ R
2 as in the picture. In such a case the

width of A with respect to x, y is equal to δ1+ δ2 and in particular is realized by
the straight curve connecting x to y. The function posA((γ∩A)τ ) computes the
position of the point reached when the curve travels a piece of length τ inside
A. Its graph is reported in the picture. In this case the level set of the position
function posA fibrates the set A by straight vertical lines.

Proposition 5.3. Let (X, d) be a metric space and let x, y ∈ X. Let A ∈ SSpath(x, y) be closed.
Then the sets {posA = t} ∩A belong to SSpath(x, y) for all t ∈ [0,widthx,y(A)].

We will see in the proof that the assumption A ∈ SSpath(x, y) is needed in order to guarantee
that {posA = t} ∩A is not empty for all t ∈ [0,widthx,y(A)]. The assumption that A is closed
is made in order to simplify the proof. A similar statement holds for every separating set.

Proof. If Γx,y = ∅ then every subset of X is a path separating set, thus the statement is trivial.
So we can assume that Γx,y 6= ∅. Let A ∈ SSpath(x, y) be closed and posA : X → [0,+∞] be
its position function.

Claim 1: For every γ ∈ Γx,y there exists z ∈ γ ∩ A such that posA(z) ≥ widthx,y(A).
We define smax := max{s : s ∈ γ−1(A)}, which is well defined since γ ∩ A 6= ∅ and A
is closed. We prove that the point z := γ(smax) verifies the claim. By contradiction we
suppose that posA(z) < widthx,y(A). For every ε > 0 we consider a path γε ∈ Γx,y such that
posγε,A(z) ≤ posA(z) + ε. By definition z = γε(sε) for some sε such that

ℓ(γε ∩ A, sε) < posγε,A(z) + ε.

We define ηε = γε|[0,sε] ⋆ γ|[smax,1]
∈ Γx,y. We compute, using (10) and (11),

ℓ(ηε ∩ A) = ℓ(ηε ∩A, 0, 1) = ℓ(γε|[0,sε] ∩ A) + ℓ(γ|[smax,1]
∩A) ≤ posA(z) + 2ε,
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because ℓ(γ|[smax,1]
∩A) = 0 by definition of smax. Therefore

widthx,y(A) ≤ ℓ(ηε ∩A) ≤ posA(z) + 2ε.

If ε is chosen to be sufficiently small, we have that posA(z) + 2ε < widthx,y(A), thus giving a
contradiction.

Claim 2: for every γ ∈ Γx,y we have

|posA((γ ∩ A)τ1)− posA((γ ∩A)τ2)| ≤ |τ1 − τ2|, for 0 ≤ τ1, τ2 ≤ ℓ(γ ∩A).

We fix τ1, τ2 ∈ [0, ℓ(γ ∩ A)] and we assume that τ1 ≥ τ2. By definition (γ ∩ A)τ1 = γ(s̄1) and
(γ∩A)τ2 = γ(s̄2) for some s̄1 ≥ s̄2 ∈ [0, 1]. We split the claim in two parts. We first prove that
posA((γ ∩A)τ1)− posA((γ ∩A)τ2) ≤ τ1 − τ2. For every ε, we consider ηε ∈ Γx,y and sε ∈ [0, 1]
such that (γ ∩ A)τ2 = ηε(sε) and

ℓ(ηε ∩A, sε) ≤ posA((γ ∩A)τ2) + ε.

We define γε = ηε|[0,sε] ⋆ γ|[s̄2,1] ∈ Γx,y. We now define t̄1 := s̄1−s̄2
1−s̄2

. It satisfies γ|[s̄2,1](t̄1) =

γ(s̄1) = (γ ∩ A)τ1 . Finally if we set t̃1 = 1+t̄1
2

we get γε(t̃1) = (γ ∩ A)τ1 . Now we compute,
using again (11) and the definition of the points (γ ∩ A)τ1 , (γ ∩A)τ2 ,

posA((γ ∩A)τ1) ≤ ℓ(γε ∩ A, 0, t̃1) = ℓ(ηε ∩ A, 0, sε) + ℓ(γ ∩A, s̄2, s̄1)

≤ posA((γ ∩ A)τ2) + ε+ τ1 − τ2.

By taking the limit as ε → 0, we conclude that posA((γ ∩ A)τ1)− posA((γ ∩ A)τ2) ≤ τ1 − τ2.
For the other inequality the procedure is similar and we just sketch it. For every ε > 0 we
consider ηε ∈ Γx,y and sε ∈ [0, 1] such that (γ ∩ A)τ1 = ηε(sε) and

ℓ(ηε ∩A, sε) ≤ posA((γ ∩A)τ1) + ε.

This time we define the curve γε = ηε ⋆ (−γ|[s̄2,s̄1]) ⋆ γ|[s̄2,1] ∈ Γx,y and arguing as above we

arrive to

posA((γ ∩A)τ2) ≤ posA((γ ∩ A)τ1) + ε+ τ1 − τ2.

By taking ε → 0 we conclude the proof of the claim.

Claim 3: {posA = t} ∈ SSpath(x, y) for every t ∈ [0,widthx,y(A)].
Let us fix t0 ∈ [0,widthx,y(A)]. We have to prove that γ ∩ {posA = t0} 6= ∅ for every γ ∈ Γx,y.
If t0 = 0 the claim is true because every γ ∈ Γx,y intersects A, since A ∈ SSpath(x, y) and
(γ ∩ A)0 satisfies posA((γ ∩ A)0) = 0. The function

[0, ℓ(γ ∩ A)] ∋ τ 7→ posA((γ ∩A)τ ) ∈ [0,∞)

is 1-Lipschitz by Claim 2. Moreover, by Claim 1, there exists a point z ∈ γ ∩ A such that
posA(z) ≥ widthx,y(A), in particular there exists τmax ∈ [0, ℓ(γ ∩ A)] such that posA((γ ∩
A)τmax) ≥ widthx,y(A). Thus, by mean value theorem, there exists a τ ∈ [0, τmax] such that
posA((γ ∩ A)τ ) = t0. �
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In general we cannot use this decomposition unless we know more properties of the position
function of separating sets. The next proposition shows that it is more regular under some
connectedness properties of the space.

Proposition 5.4. Let (X, d) be a rectifiable path connected metric space and let x, y ∈ X. Let
A ⊆ X. Then

(i) posA(z) < +∞ for every z ∈ X;
(ii) if X is pointwise Λz-quasiconvex at z ∈ X then lip(posA)(z) ≤ Λz;
(iii) if X is pointwise quasiconvex then posA is continuous and lip(posA) = 0 on A

c
;

(iv) if X is (locally) Λ-quasiconvex then posA is (locally) Λ-Lipschitz.

Proof. The first assertion is trivial, so we move to the second one. Let us fix z ∈ X and
rz > 0 such that ΓΛz

z,w 6= ∅ for every point w ∈ Brz(z). Let us fix w ∈ Brz(z) and ε > 0. Let
ηε ∈ Γx,y and sε ∈ [0, 1] be such that z = ηε(sε) and posA(z) ≤ ℓ(ηε ∩A, sε) + ε. We also take
a curve γw ∈ ΓΛz

z,w. We define the curve γ = ηε|[0,sε] ⋆ γw ⋆ (−γw) ⋆ ηε|[sε,1] ∈ Γx,y. By the usual

application of (11) we get

posA(w) ≤ ℓ(ηε ∩ A, sε) + Λzd(z, w) ≤ posA(z) + Λzd(z, w) + ε,

and, by the arbitrariness of ε,

posA(w) ≤ posA(z) + Λzd(z, w).

Similarly we also obtain

posA(z) ≤ posA(w) + Λzd(z, w).

Therefore we can prove (ii) since

lip(posA)(z) = lim
r→0

sup
w∈Br(z)

|posA(w)− posA(z)|

d(z, w)
≤ Λz.

The same technique shows (iv). The continuity statement in (iii) can be proved exactly as in
[8, Lemma 2.2]. It remains to show that lip(posA)(z) = 0 if z ∈ A

c
, in case X is pointwise

quasiconvex. Let rz,Λz be as in the definition of pointwise quasiconvexity at z. For every
ε > 0 let γε ∈ Γx,y and sε such that z = γε(sε) and ℓ(γ ∩ A, sε) ≤ posA(z) + ε. Take

r < min{rz,
d(z,A)
Λz

}. For every w ∈ Br(z) take a curve γw ∈ ΓΛz
z,w. By construction γw avoids

A and so, arguing as in the first part of the proof, we deduce that posA(z) = posA(w). Since
this is true for every w ∈ Br(z) we conclude that lip(posA)(z) = 0. �

5.3. Equivalence of minima via the position function. In this section we use the prop-
erties of the position function of a path separating set to show the equivalence of the minima
of the separating ratio and the Minkowski content. Observe that this result, especially in the
locally geodesic setting, sharpens Theorem 1.4. If we apply it to the measure m

L
x,y, where m

is doubling, we get Theorem 1.6.
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Theorem 5.5. Let (X, d,m) be a path connected, locally Λ-quasiconvex metric measure space
and suppose supp(m) is compact. Let x, y ∈ supp(m). Then

Λ−1 inf
Ω∈SStop(x,y)

m
+(Ω) ≤ inf

A⊆X closed

m(A)

widthx,y(A)
≤ inf

Ω∈SStop(x,y)
m

+(Ω).

In particular, if (X, d) is path connected and locally geodesic we have

inf
Ω∈SStop(x,y)

m
+(Ω) = inf

A⊆X closed

m(A)

widthx,y(A)
.

Proof. We reproduce here the proof of the right inequality. Let Ω ∈ SStop(x, y). We can sup-
pose m

+(Ω) < +∞ otherwise there is nothing to prove. In particular we have m
+(Ω) < +∞,

which implies m(∂Ω) = 0. We consider the sets Ar := Br(Ω) \ int(Ω), which is a closed subset
of X. As in the proof of Theorem 1.4 we get widthx,y(Ar) ≥ r if r < min{d(∂Ω, x), d(∂Ω, y)}.
Therefore

m
+(Ω) = lim

r→0

m(Br(Ω) \ Ω)

r
= lim

r→0

m(Ar)

r
≥ lim

r→0

m(Ar)

widthx,y(Ar)
≥ inf

A⊆X
A closed

SRx,y(A).

In order to show the first inequality we proceed as follows. First of all notice that Γx,y 6= ∅
because (X, d) is rectifiable path connected, so widthx,y(A) < +∞ for every A ⊆ X. Now we fix
an arbitrary closed subset A ⊆ X. We can suppose widthx,y(A) > 0, otherwise SRx,y(A) = +∞
and there is nothing to prove. In particular A ∈ SSpath(x, y). Let posA be the position function
associated to A. It is locally Λ-Lipschitz by Proposition 5.4. Therefore it is Lipschitz when
restricted to the compact set supp(m) because of Lemma 2.1. By the coarea inequality of
Proposition 2.7 we get

∫ widthx,y(A)

0

m
+({posA ≤ t}) dt ≤

∫

X

lip(posA) dm.

We notice that, for t ∈ (0,widthx,y(A)), the sets {posA ≤ t} belong to SStop(x, y) because posA
is Lipschitz on supp(m), x, y ∈ supp(m) and posA(x) = 0, posA(y) = widthx,y(A). Moreover
lip(posA) = 0 on Ac since A is closed, by Proposition 5.4. Hence, again by Proposition 5.4,
we have

∫ widthx,y(A)

0

m
+({posA ≤ t}) dt ≤

∫

A

lip(posA) dm ≤ Λm(A).

Dividing by widthx,y(A) we conclude that we can find some t ∈ (0,widthx,y(A)) such that

m
+({posA ≤ t} ≤ Λ

m(A)

widthx,y(A)
= Λ · SRx,y(A).

By the arbitrariness of A we finally have

1

Λ
inf

Ω∈SStop(x,y)
m

+(Ω) ≤ inf
A⊆X closed

m(A)

widthx,y(A)
.
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�

The proof of Theorem 5.5 relies on the coarea inequality for the Minkowski content and a
special role is played by the position function. In the next section we will show an analogous
statement in case of discrete metric measure spaces, where one can use directly the properties
of the discrete analogous of the position function. We believe that the proof in the discrete
setting highlights the main geometric intuitions behind the equivalence of the minima of the
two functionals.

6. The equivalence of the infima on measure graphs

Let us consider a graph, i.e. a couple (V, E), where V is a set, called the set of vertices
and E ⊆ (V × V)/S2 is called the set of edges. S2 is the permutation group of order 2 and
its non-trivial element acts on V × V as (v, w) 7→ (w, v). We say that two points v, w are
adjacent, and we write v ∼ w, if (v, w) ∈ E. We say that (V, E) is a countable graph if V is
countable. A path in V is an element of the set

P :=
{

{qi}
N
i=0 : N ∈ N, qi ∈ V, (qi, qi+1) ∈ E

}

.

The set of paths connecting two points v, w ∈ V is

Pv,w :=
{

{qi}
N
i=0 ∈ P : q0 = v, qN = w

}

.

The concatenation of two paths c = {qi}
N
i=0 ∈ Pv,w and c

′ = {q′i}
N ′

i=0 ∈ Pw,z is the path

c ⋆ c′ = (q0, . . . , qN = q′0, q
′
1, . . . , qN ′) ∈ Pv,z .

Given c ∈ P and a subset A ⊆ X, the set (c∩A) is naturally ordered by the order of elements
of c. Given j ∈ N, we denote by (c∩A)j the j-th element of (c∩A) with respect to this order.
We define the analogous version in the discrete setting of the width.

Definition 6.1 (Discrete width and discrete separating sets). Let (V, E) be a graph and let
v, w ∈ V. The width with respect to v, w of a subset A ⊆ V is

disc-widthv,w(A) := inf{#(c ∩A) : c ∈ Pv,w}

with the convention that disc-widthv,w(A) = 0 if Pv,w = ∅. A set A ⊆ V is a separating set
between v and w if disc-widthv,w(A) ≥ 1, i.e. if every path between v and w intersects A. The
class of separating sets between v and w is denoted by disc-SS(v, w). For instance if Pv,w = ∅
then every subset of V is separating, in particular ∅ ∈ Pv,w.

Given a countable graph (V, E), we consider a set function µ : V → (0,+∞). We extend µ
to a measure on 2V in the natural way by summing up over the singletons. A measure graph
is a triple (V, E, µ) as above. The analogous of the separating ratio is defined as follows.
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Definition 6.2 (Discrete separating ratio). Let (V, E, µ) be a measure graph and let v, w ∈ V.
The discrete separating ratio of a subset A ⊆ V with respect to v, w is

disc-SRv,w(A) :=
µ(A)

disc-widthv,w(A)

with the convention that disc-SRv,w(A) = 0 if disc-widthv,w(A) = +∞, i.e. if Pv,w = ∅, and
disc-SRv,w(A) = +∞ if disc-widthv,w(A) = 0, i.e. if A /∈ disc-SS(v, w).

Remark 6.3. We first remark that our construction and our result do not require a metric
on a graph; in this way, we highlight the combinatorial aspect of the theory in this discrete
setting.

Remark 6.4. A classical example of a graph is given by an approximation of a metric space in
terms of nets. Let (X, d) be a metric space. For every r > 0, let Xr be a maximal r-separated
subset of X: this means that the distance of every two points of Xr is at least r and that Xr

is maximal with this property. It is standard that such a set is 2r-dense, i.e. every point of
X is at distance at most 2r from a point of Xr. Let us construct the graph (Vr, Er) in the
following way: Vr = Xr as a set and v ∼ w if and only if d(v, w) ≤ 3r. This discretization
procedure of a metric space is standard.
Assume now that (X, d,m) is a doubling metric measure space and let (Vr, Er) be as above.
Now consider µr : Vr → (0,+∞) defined by µr(v) := m(B3r(v)). This defines a measure graph
(Vr, Er, µr). For every A ⊆ X one can define the set Ar := {v ∈ Vr : d(v, A) < 2r}. Observe
that, as subsets of X, we have Ar ⊆ B2r(A) and A ⊆ B2r(Ar). In particular

m(Br(A)) ≤ m(B3r(Ar)) ≤
∑

v∈Ar

m(B3r(v)) = µr(Ar) ≤ C2
D

∑

v∈Ar

m(Br(v)) ≤ C2
Dm(B3r(A)).

Therefore, if for simplicity we restrict to the sets with m(A) = 0, the last computation implies
that

µr(Ar)

r
≈ m

+(A)

as r goes to 0. Similarly, at least if (X, d) is Λ-quasigeodesic, we have

r · disc-widthx,y(Ar) ≈ widthx,y(A).

Those are qualitative relations between the quantities defined in the discrete and the contin-
uous settings. We will discuss the construction also later in Remark 6.10.

In view of the observations above, it is clear that the next result is the discrete analogous
of Theorem 5.5.

Theorem 6.5. Let (V, E, µ) be a measure graph and let v, w ∈ V. Then:

inf
A⊆V

disc-SRv,w(A) = inf
A∈disc-SS(v,w)

µ(A).
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The proof uses the analogous of the position function in the discrete setting. Let A ⊆ X
and c = {qi}

N
i=0 ∈ Pv,w be a path. The position function with respect to the set A and the

path c is the function posc,A : V → N ∪ {∞} defined by

pos
c,A(z) := min

i0∈N : z=qi0

#({qi}
i0
i=0 ∩ A).

If z /∈ c then pos
c,A(z) = +∞. The position function with respect of the set A is

posA : V → N ∪ {∞}, z 7→ min
c∈Pv,w

pos
c,A(z).

For instance posA(z) = 1 if there exists c ∈ Pv,w such that z is the first point of intersection
of c with A. Figure 3 gives an intuition about this definition.

v
w

z1

z2

A

v
w

z1

z2

A

Figure 3. For the given set A made of red points, the point z1 has position 1,
i.e. posA(z1) = 1, while posA(z2) = 2. Indeed z1 has position 2 with respect to
the blue path, but it has position 1 with respect to the green one. Instead there
are no paths for which z2 is the first intersection point with A.

The analogous of Proposition 5.3 allows to fibrate a set A by means of level sets of the position
function associated to A. Figure 4 shows such a procedure for the graph and the set A in
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Figure 3. This is is the key step in the proof of Theorem 6.5. Notice that, unlike the continuous
case, we do not need additional properties of the position function related to the connectivity
properties of the metric space.

v
w

A1

A2

Figure 4. The construction of the sets Ai’s as in the proof.

Proof of Theorem 6.5. If Pv,w = ∅ then the thesis is true. Indeed for every subset of A we
have disc-SRv,w(A) = 0 by definition. On the other hand ∅ ∈ disc-SS(v, w), so also the right
hand side is zero. We can now suppose Pv,w 6= ∅. The central step is to show that

(12) inf
A⊆V

disc-SRv,w(A) = inf
A⊆V

disc-widthv,w(A)=1

disc-SRv,w(A).

Indeed, if (12) holds, then the thesis follows by the definition of disc-SRv,w(A), since

disc-SRv,w(A) = µ(A) if disc-widthv,w(A) = 1.

It is clear that the right hand side of (12) is always bigger than or equal to the left hand side,
so it is enough to show the other inequality.
Let us take A ⊆ V. If A /∈ disc-SS(v, w) then disc-SRv,w(A) = +∞ and there is nothing
to prove. Hence we can suppose that A ∈ disc-SS(v, w). It is enough to prove that there
exists A′ ∈ disc-SS(v, w) with disc-widthv,w(A

′) = 1 such that disc-SR(A) ≥ disc-SR(A′). We
consider the sets

Ai := {z ∈ A s.t. posA(z) = i}.

Similarly to what we did in the proof of Proposition 5.3 we claim that Ai ∈ disc-SS(v, w) and
that disc-widthv,w(Ai) = 1 for i = 1, . . . , disc-widthv,w(A).

Claim 1. For every c ∈ Pv,w there exists z ∈ c ∩ A such that posA(z) ≥ disc-widthv,w(A).
Let z be the last point of the set c ∩ A. Suppose pos(z) < disc-widthv,w(A) and take a path
cz ∈ Pv,w such that poscz ,A(z) = posA(z). Consider the concatenation of cz up to z and c after
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z. This is a path belonging to Pv,w that intersects A in at most posA(z) < disc-widthv,w(A)
points, a contradiction.

Claim 2. For every c ∈ Pv,w we have pos((c ∩A)j+1) ≤ pos((c ∩ A)j) + 1 for every j.
Call z := (c ∩ A)j and p := pos((c ∩ A)j). Let cz ∈ Pv,w be such that z = (cz ∩ A)p.
Consider the concatenation of cz up to z and c after z. This new curve belongs to Pv,w and
pos((c ∩ A)j+1) ≤ p+ 1 by construction.

Claim 3. Ai ∈ disc-SS(v, w) for all i = 1, . . . , disc-widthv,w(A).
Let c ∈ Pv,w. Since disc-widthv,w(A) ≥ 1 then the set c ∩ A is not empty. The first point of
intersection (c∩A)1 clearly satisfies posA((c∩A)1) = 1. By Claim 1 we can find a point z ∈ c

with posA(z) ≥ disc-widthv,w(A). The function posA can increase along consecutive points of
c ∩ A by at most 1 by Claim 2. So for every i = 1, . . . , disc-widthv,w(A) there must be some
point of c ∩ A with position i, i.e. c ∩Ai 6= ∅.

Claim 4. disc-widthv,w(Ai) = 1 for all i = 1, . . . , disc-widthv,w(A).
Let c ∈ Pv,w be arbitrary and i ∈ {1, . . . , disc-widthv,w(A)}. Call z the last point of intersection
of c ∩ Ai: it exists because of Claim 3. Let cz ∈ Pv,w be such that z = (cz ∩ A)i. Consider
the concatenation of cz up to z and c after z. This is a path belonging to Pv,w that intersects
Ai only in z. Indeed in the part of c after z there are no more intersections with Ai by
hypothesis. On the other hand it is clear that pos((cz ∩A)j) ≤ j < i for all j < i. This shows
that disc-widthv,w(Ai) = 1.

The sets Ai, i = 1, . . . , disc-widthv,w(A), are disjoint and contained in A, so there exists one

of them with µ(Ai) ≤
µ(A)

disc-widthv,w(A)
. Setting A′ = Ai for such value of i we get

disc-SRv,w(A
′) = µ(Ai) ≤

µ(A)

disc-widthv,w(A)
= disc-SRv,w(A).

As claimed at the beginning this is enough to conclude. �

Remark 6.6. In the discrete argument the coarea inequality has been replaced by the easier
mean estimate at the end of the proof above. Moreover the proof of Theorem 6.5 suggests
that the infimum of the discrete separating ratio should be realized by ’slim’ subsets. However
notice that a discrete separating set with discrete width equal to 1 is not necessarily ‘slim’.
For instance one can consider the graph V = Z

2 with [(v, w)] ∈ E if and only if v − w ∈
{(±1, 0), (0,±1)}. Let v := (−5, 0) and w := (5, 0). Define A := {(x, y) ∈ V : |y| ≥ |x|}. In
such a case, disc-widthv,w(A) = 1 by simply considering the horizontal path, but the set is
‘thick’.

In Proposition 6.9 we show that the infimum of the discrete separating ratio can be always
computed among slim discrete separating sets, where for us ’slim’ means that every point has
position 1. In other words a discrete separating set A is slim if for every z ∈ A there exists a
path c ∈ Pv,w such that z = (c ∩ A)1. These sets resemble the boundaries of separating sets
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in the continuous case, that should be thought as model of slim sets. Let us first discuss the
definition of slim sets.

Definition 6.7 (Slim separating sets). Let (V, E) be a graph, v, w ∈ V. A subset A ⊆ V is
called a slim separating set if

(a) A ∈ disc-SS(v, w);
(b) for every z ∈ A there exists a path c ∈ Pv,w such that z = (c ∩A)1.

Recall that the connected component of a point v ∈ V is the maximal subset C of V
satisfying Pv,w 6= ∅ for every w ∈ C. A graph is connected if it has only one connected
component. Observe that if A ∈ disc-SS(v, w) then also its intersection with the connected
component containing v and w is a discrete separating set with same width and smaller
measure. So it is not restrictive to suppose that a separating set is contained in the connected
component of v and w. By definition a slim separating set is contained in the connected
component of v and w.

Lemma 6.8. Let (V, E) be a graph, v, w ∈ V and A ∈ disc-SS(v, w). Suppose Pv,w 6= ∅ and
that A is contained in the connected component of v and w. Then the following conditions are
equivalent:

(i) A is slim;
(ii) the function posA restricted to A is constantly equal to 1;
(iii) the function posA takes value in {0, 1,+∞};
(iv) for every point z of the connected component of v, w there exists a path c ∈ Pv,w such

that z ∈ c and #(c ∩ A) ∈ {0, 1}.

In particular condition (iv) says that A is slim if and only if every point of the connected
component of v and w lies inside a path joining v to w that intersects A in exactly one point.

Proof. Suppose A is slim and let z ∈ A. By definition we get posA(z) ≤ 1. On the other hand
it is also clear from the definition that posA(z) ≥ 1 since z ∈ A. Therefore (ii) holds.
Suppose now that (ii) holds and take z ∈ X. If z does not belong to the connected component of
v and w then posA(z) = +∞ by definition. Otherwise there exists a path c = {qi}

N
i=0 ∈ Pv,w

containing z, say z = qi0 . Consider the set {qi}
i0
i=0 ∩ A. If it is empty then posA(z) = 0.

Otherwise let z′ be the biggest element of {qi}
i0
i=0 ∩ A. By (ii) we can find a path cz′ ∈ Pv,w

such that (cz′ ∩ A)1 = z′. Let us consider the concatenation c̃ of cz′ up to z′ and c from z′.
This is a path in Pv,w and, by construction, posc̃,A(z) = 1, so posA(z) ≤ 1. This shows (iii).
We notice that (iv) is just a reformulation of (iii). It is also clear that (iv) implies (i),
completing the equivalences. �

Proposition 6.9. Let (V, E, µ) be a measure graph and let v, w ∈ V. Suppose Pv,w 6= ∅.
Then:

inf
A⊆V

disc-SRv,w(A) = inf
A slim

disc-SRv,w(A).
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Proof. It suffices to prove the inequality ≥. We recall that for sets A ∈ disc-SS(v, w) with
disc-widthv,w(A) = 1 we have disc-SR(A) = µ(A). Because of the proof of Theorem 6.5
and our assumption Pv,w 6= ∅, it suffices to prove that for every A ∈ disc-SS(v, w) with
disc-widthv,w(A) = 1, there exists A′ slim with µ(A′) ≤ µ(A). Let posA be the position
function associated to A and take A′ := {z ∈ V : posA(z) = 1}. Then A′ belongs to
disc-SS(v, w) as we already showed in the proof of Theorem 6.5. It is also contained in the
connected component of v and w since the position function is finite on A′. It is also slim since
posA′(z) ≤ posA(z) = 1 for every z ∈ A′, while on the other hand we always have posA′(z) ≥ 1
for z ∈ A′. So posA′ is constantly equal to 1 on A′ and we can apply Lemma 6.8. Since it is a
subset of A it is clear that µ(A′) ≤ µ(A). �

Remark 6.10. Let (X, d,m) be a doubling metric measure space. Let x, y ∈ X and let
(Vr, Er, µr) be the graph at scale r > 0 introduced in Remark 6.4 with the requirement that
x, y ∈ Vr. It would be interesting to study the Γ-convergence of the functionals on graphs to
the functionals in the continuous case. The goal would be to prove the following relations:

lim
r→0

inf
A⊆Vr

disc-SRx,y(A)

r
≈ inf

A⊆X closed
SRx,y(A)

and

lim
r→0

inf
A∈disc-SS(x,y,Vr)

µr(A)

r
≈ inf

Ω∈SStop(x,y)
m

+(A).

We do not know what are the conditions on (X, d,m) to ensure this kind of estimates and we
do not insist in this direction.

Appendix A. Revision of conditions equivalent to the Poincaré inequality

There are many equivalent characterizations of the Poincaré inequality in terms of other
geometric or analytical quantities, all involving curves connecting two points. However there
is an asymmetry in these conditions: some of them are expressed in terms of Γx,y, while some
of them in terms of ΓL

x,y for a suitable L < ∞. The scope of this appendix is twofold: first we

want to show that there is no difference in considering ΓL
x,y or Γx,y in all of these conditions

and secondly we will see that the equivalence is still valid for the pointwise version of the
conditions, without requiring them for every couple of points, assuming some regularity of the
space. Furthermore we show that, given p ∈ [1,∞), the p-Poincaré inequality is equivalent to
the existence of a p-pencil of curves, a result which is new for p > 1 (thus generalizing the
previous works [7] and [12]).
For the scope of this appendix the pointwise p-Poincaré inequality at x, y ∈ X is the following
condition: there exist C > 0 and L ≥ 1 such that for every Borel function u and every
g ∈ UG(u) it holds

(13) |u(x)− u(y)|p ≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

X

gp(z) dmL
x,y(z).
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A.1. Keith’s module characterization. The first characterization is due to Keith (see
[17]). In order to state it we need to recall the notion of p-modulus of a family of curves. Let
(X, d,m) be a metric measure space and let p ≥ 1. Let Γ be a family of rectifiable curves of
X. The set of admissible densities for Γ is

Adm(Γ) := {ρ : X → [0,+∞) Borel, such that

∫

γ

ρ ds ≥ 1 for all γ ∈ Γ}.

The p-modulus of the family Γ with respect to the measure m is

Modp(Γ,m) := inf

{
∫

ρp dm, : ρ ∈ Adm(Γ)

}

.

Keith’s characterization reads as follows.

Proposition A.1. Let (X, d,m) be a doubling metric measure space. Let x, y ∈ X. Then the
following conditions are quantitatively equivalent:

(i) (13) holds;
(ii) there exist c > 0, L ≥ 1 such that Modp(Γx,y,m

L
x,y) ≥ cd(x, y)1−p for all x, y ∈ X;

(iii) there exist c > 0, L ≥ 1 such that Modp(Γ
L
x,y,m

L
x,y) ≥ cd(x, y)1−p for all x, y ∈ X.

The equivalence between (i) and (ii) is essentially proved in [17], we will write it in order
to show that the pointwise version still works. The equivalence between (ii) and (iii) is
consequence of the next lemma (see also the discussion at the beginning of the proof of [7,
Theorem 3.7]).

Lemma A.2. Let (X, d,m) be a CD-doubling metric measure space, let x, y ∈ X and L,Λ ≥ 1.
Then

Modp(Γx,y \ Γ
Λ
x,y,m

L
x,y) ≤

8

Λp
CDLd(x, y)

1−p.

Proof. The function ρ = 1
Λd(x,y)

is admissible for the family Γx,y \Γ
Λ
x,y, i.e. ρ ∈ Adm(Γx,y \Γ

Λ
x,y).

So

Modp(Γx,y \ Γ
Λ
x,y,m

L
x,y) ≤

∫

ρpdmL
x,y ≤

1

Λp

1

d(x, y)p
m

L
x,y(X) ≤

8

Λp
CDLd(x, y)

1−p.

The last inequality follows from Lemma 2.3. �

Proof of Proposition A.1. It is known that in every metric measure space the p-modulus of
the family Γx,y coincides with the p-capacity of the sets {x} and {y} (see [15, Theorem 7.31]).
Namely

Modp(Γx,y,m
L
x,y) = inf

{
∫

ρp dmL
x,y : ρ ∈ UG(u), u : X → R, u(x) = 0, u(y) = 1

}

.

For every u : X → R such that u(x) = 0 and u(y) = 1 we get, by (13),
∫

ρp dmL
x,y ≥

1

C
d(x, y)1−p.
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This shows that (i) implies (ii).
We now show the converse. Let u : X → R and let ρ ∈ UG(u). If u(x) = u(y) there is nothing
to prove. Otherwise we define the function

ū(z) =

∣

∣

∣

∣

u(z)− u(x)

u(z)− u(y)

∣

∣

∣

∣

and ρ̄(z) = ρ(z)
|u(y)−u(x)|

. By triangle inequality of the absolute value we obtain that ρ̄ ∈ UG(ū).

Since ū(x) = 0 and ū(y) = 1 we can use ρ̄ in the estimate of the p-capacity. Namely we have

c d(x, y)1−p ≤ Modp(Γx,y,m
L
x,y) ≤

∫

ρ̄p dmL
x,y =

1

|u(y)− u(x)|p

∫

ρp dmL
x,y,

which is (13).
Finally, since it is clear that (iii) implies (ii), it is sufficient to prove that (ii) implies (iii).
Suppose (ii) holds with constants c, L. Fix Λ ≥ 1 such that 8

ΛpCDL ≤ c
2
. Notice that Λ

depends only on CD, L, p and c. By Lemma A.2 we get

Modp(Γ
Λ
x,y,m

L
x,y) ≥

c

2
d(x, y)1−p.

Setting c′ = c
2

and L′ = max{Λ, L} we get the thesis. Indeed

Modp(Γ
L′

x,y,m
L′

x,y) ≥ Modp(Γ
Λ
x,y,m

L
x,y) ≥ c′d(x, y)1−p.

�

A.2. Pencil and Ap-connectedness characterizations. We now move to other character-
izations that are known in the literature with the name of Ap-connectedness (see [9]) and
p-pencil (see for instance [12] or [7] for the case p = 1). We recall that given a complete and
separable metric space (Y, dY) we denote by P(Y) the set of Borel probability measures on
Y. We will always consider the topology induced by the weak convergence on P(Y). We
recall that a sequence of probability measures αn ∈ P(Y) converges weakly to a probability
measure α ∈ P(Y) if

∫

u dαn →
∫

u dα for every bounded, continuous function u : Y → R.
This is the sequential convergence induced by a topology on P(Y) that makes it a Polish
space. Moreover P(Y) is compact if Y is. We recall also that every family of continuous
curves with values in a metric space X is endowed with the supremum distance. In particular
if (X, d) is a complete metric space and x, y ∈ X are two points then the sets ΓL

x,y are compact
for every L ≥ 1 and Γx,y is closed. Finally we denote by Lip1(X) the set of 1-Lipschitz maps
u : X → R.

Theorem A.3. Let (X, d,m) be a path connected, pointwise quasiconvex, doubling metric
measure space. Let x, y ∈ X. Then the following conditions are quantitatively equivalent.

(i) (13) holds;
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(ii) there exist C > 0 and L ≥ 1 such that for every g ≥ 0 Borel there exists γ ∈ ΓL
x,y such

that
(
∫

γ

gds

)p

≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

gpdmL
x,y;

(iii) there exist C > 0 and L ≥ 1 such that for every g ≥ 0 bounded, g ∈ Lip1(X), there
exists γ ∈ Γx,y such that

(
∫

γ

gds

)p

≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

gpdmL
x,y.

(iv) there exist C > 0, L ≥ 1 and α ∈ P(Γx,y) such that
(
∫ ∫

γ

gdα

)p

≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

gpdmL
x,y

for all g ∈ Lip1(X), g ≥ 0 and bounded;
(v) there exist C > 0, L ≥ 1 and α ∈ P(ΓL

x,y) such that
(
∫ ∫

γ

gdα

)p

≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

gpdmL
x,y

for all g ≥ 0 Borel.

If moreover (X, d) is locally Λ-quasiconvex then the conditions above are also equivalent to:

(vi) there exist C > 0, L ≥ 1 such that

|u(x)− u(y)|p ≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

X

(lipu(z))p dmL
x,y(z)

for every u ∈ Lip(X).

Some connectivity assumption on X is necessary since the nice behaviour of every functions
at just x and y as expressed by (13) is not enough to guarantee the existence of many curves
in the space.
Condition (ii) is very similar to the Ap-connectedness condition of [9]. Of course we just ask
it for a fixed couple of points. Condition (iii) is a weakening of (ii) since it requires the same
condition for less functions and it allows to use more curves.
Conditions (iv) and (v) are closely related, at least in case p = 1, to the so called pencil of
curves. The formulation and the proof in case p > 1 is new. The difference between these two
conditions is similar to the difference between (ii) and (iii). Finally observe that in (ii) and
(iii) it is required that for every function g in a certain class there exists a curve, depending
on the function g, for which the estimate holds. In conditions (iv) and (v) we ask for a class
of curves on which the same condition holds in average for every function g in the class. This
step is made, as in [7], with the help of the following well known min-max theorem.
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Proposition A.4 ([19, Thm. 9.4.2] (original proof in [20])). Let X be a vector space and Y
be a topological vector space. Let G ⊆ X and K ⊆ Y be convex subsets, with K compact. Let
F : G×K → R be such that

a) F (·, y) is convex on G for every y ∈ K;
b) F (x, ·) is concave and upper semicontinuous in K for every x ∈ G.

Then

max
y∈K

inf
x∈G

F (x, y) = inf
x∈G

max
y∈K

F (x, y).

Proof of Theorem A.3. We start assuming (i) and we show (iii). We tailor the argument in
[9, Thm. 1.5] to our situation. First of all we recall that X is rectifiable path connected by
Lemma 2.2. For every g ∈ Lip1(X), g ≥ 0 bounded, we define the map u(z) := infγ∈Γx,z

∫

γ
g ds.

Observe that u(z) < +∞ for every z ∈ X since X is rectifiable path connected. We claim that
u is continuous, hence Borel. Indeed let zn ∈ X be points converging to z. Let ε > 0 and
let γn ∈ Γx,zn be a curve such that

∫

γn
g ds ≤ u(zn) + ε. Let also Λz, rz be the constants of

pointwise quasiconvexity at z. Since d(zn, z) < rz for n big enough, then we can find curves
ηn ∈ ΓΛn

zn,z for every such n. The curve γn ⋆ ηn ∈ Γx,z satisfies

u(z) ≤

∫

γn⋆ηn

g ds ≤ u(zn) + ε+ Λzd(zn, z)‖g‖∞.

For n → +∞ and ε → 0 we get u(z) ≤ limn→+∞ u(zn). Arguing similarly we get also the

other inequality, namely u(z) ≥ limn→+∞ u(zn). Thus u is Borel and g is clearly an upper
gradient of u. By (i) and the definition of u we find γ ∈ Γx,y such that

(
∫

γ

gds

)p

≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

gp(z)dmL
x,y.

The next step is to prove that (iii) implies (v). We fix n ∈ N and we observe that Lip1(X, [0, n])
is a convex subset of the vector space (C0(X,R), ‖·‖∞). Moreover P(ΓΛ

x,y) is a compact, convex

subset of the vector space of all measures of ΓΛ
x,y endowed with the weak convergence. For

every Λ ≥ 1 we consider the functional:

F n
Λ : P(ΓΛ

x,y)× Lip1 (X, [0, n]) , (α, g) 7→ C1/p
d(x, y)

p−1
p

(
∫

gpdmL
x,y

)1/p

−

∫ ∫

γ

gdα.

Observe that the functional has always the same expression, the only dependence on Λ and n is
in the domain of definition. We notice also that F n

Λ (·, g) is concave and upper semicontinuous
because it is linear, while F n

Λ (α, ·) is convex because it is a Lp-norm plus a linear term. By
applying Proposition A.4 we have

Mn
Λ := max

α∈P(ΓΛ
x,y)

inf
g∈Lip1(X,[0,n])

F n
Λ (α, g) = inf

g∈Lip1(X,[0,n])
max

α∈P(ΓΛ
x,y)

F n
Λ(α, g)
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for every Λ ≥ 1. We claim that limΛ→+∞Mn
Λ ≥ 0, for n fixed. Suppose it is not the case. Then

we can find ε > 0, a sequence Λj → +∞ and a sequence of functions gj ∈ Lip1(X, [0, n]) such

that for every α ∈ P(Γ
Λj
x,y) it holds F n

Λj
(α, gj) ≤ −ε < 0. By Ascolì-Arzela we can suppose

that gj converges uniformly to a limit function g∞ ∈ Lip1(X, [0, n]). By assumption (iii) we
can find γ ∈ Γx,y such that

(
∫

γ

g∞ds

)p

≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

gp∞dmL
x,y.

By definition we have that γ ∈ Γ
Λj
x,y if j ≥ j0, for some j0. Therefore, denoting by δγ ∈

P(Γx,y) the atomic measure concentrated on γ, we get F n
Λj0

(δγ , g∞) ≥ 0. Since γ has finite

length and m
L
x,y is finite and since gj converges uniformly on compact subsets to g∞, we have

that F n
Λj
(δγ, gj) = F n

Λj0
(δγ , gj) converges to F n

Λj0
(δγ, g∞), which is a contradiction. Therefore

limΛ→+∞Mn
Λ ≥ 0. This means that for all ε > 0 there exist Λn

ε ≥ 1 and αn
ε ∈ P(Γ

Λn
ε

x,y) such

that F n
Λn
ε
(αn

ε , g) ≥ −ε for all g ∈ Lip1(X, [0, n]). We consider only ε < (8CCDL)
1
pd(x, y). We

claim that if Λ0 = 4(8CCDL)
1
p then αn

ε (Γ
Λ0
x,y) ≥

1
2
. Indeed if not then α(Γx,y \ Γ

Λ0
x,y) >

1
2
. We

apply the condition above to g = 1 getting F n
Λn
ε
(αn

ε , 1) ≥ −ε, which means

C
1
pd(x, y)

p−1
p m

L
x,y(X)

1
p −

∫

ℓ(γ)dαn
ε (γ) ≥ −ε.

This implies

Λ0

2
d(x, y) <

∫

ℓ(γ)dαn
ε (γ) ≤ C

1
pd(x, y)

p−1
p m

L
x,y(X)

1
p + ε ≤ 2(8CCDL)

1
pd(x, y),

which is a contradiction. In the last inequality we used Lemma 2.3. Renormalizing the restric-
tion of αn

ε to ΓΛ0
x,y we obtain the following. For every ε > 0 define βn

ε := αn
ε (Γ

Λ0
x,y)

−1 αn
ε |

Γ
Λ0
x,y

∈

P(ΓΛ0
x,y) and

(
∫ ∫

γ

g ds dβn
ε

)p

≤ 2pCd(x, y)p−1

∫

gpdmL
x,y + ε

for all g ∈ Lip1(X, [0, n]). The family {βn
ε }ε>0 is relatively compact. Hence we take a limit

point βn of the sequence βn
ε for ε going to zero. We have that βn ∈ P(ΓΛ0

x,y) and
(
∫ ∫

γ

g ds dβn

)p

≤ 2pCd(x, y)p−1

∫

gpdmL
x,y

for all g ∈ Lip1(X, [0, n]), by the properties of weak convergence, since the map ΓΛ0
x,y ∋ γ 7→

∫

γ
g ds ∈ [0,∞) is bounded and lower semicontinuous. We now take a limit point β ∈ P(ΓΛ0

x,y)

of the sequence βn for n going to +∞. Then we have that
(
∫ ∫

γ

min{g,M} ds dβ

)p

≤ 2pCd(x, y)p−1

∫

min{g,M}pdmL
x,y
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for all g ∈ Lip1(X, [0,+∞)) and all M ∈ N, again by weak convergence. The right hand side
measure is concentrated on a compact subset of X, while the left hand side one is concentrated
of curves of bounded length, so whose image lives in a compact subset of X. This means that
for a fixed g ∈ Lip1(X, [0,+∞)) we have min{g,M} = g if M is big enough. Therefore we get

(14)

(
∫ ∫

γ

g ds dβ

)p

≤ 2pCd(x, y)p−1

∫

gpdmL
x,y

for all g ∈ Lip1(X, [0,+∞)). So the same estimate holds for all g ∈ Lip(X, [0,+∞)). A
standard approximation argument (see [16, Corollary 4.2.3 and the theorem below]) gives
that (14) holds for all g ≥ 0 Borel. In particular, if we set C ′ = 2pC and L′ = Λ0 we get

(
∫ ∫

γ

g ds dβ

)p

≤ C ′
d(x, y)p−1

∫

gpdmL′

x,y

for all g ≥ 0 Borel, and β ∈ P(ΓL′

x,y). This is property (v).
It is clear that (v) implies (iv), that (v) implies (ii) and that (ii) implies (iii). Moreover (iv)
implies (iii), so (ii)-(v) are equivalent. To conclude the cycle of equivalences we need to show
that (v) implies (i) estimating the p-modulus of Γx,y. For a given ρ which is admissible for the
definition of Modp(Γx,y,m

L
x,y) we get

1 ≤

(
∫ ∫

γ

ρ ds dα

)p

≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

ρpdmL
x,y,

so Modp(Γx,y,m
L
x,y) ≥

1
C
d(x, y)1−p, which implies (i) by Proposition A.1.

Assume now that X is locally quasiconvex. It is always true that if u ∈ Lip(X) then lipu ∈
UG(u). So if (i) holds then (vi) holds as well. On the other hand we adapt the proof of
(i) implies (iii) to show that (vi) implies (iii). Let g ∈ Lip1(X), g ≥ 0 bounded and define
u(z) = infγ∈Γx,z

∫

γ
g ds. Let rz be such that every two points belonging to Brz(z) can be joined

by a Λ-quasigeodesic. Arguing exactly as above we deduce that u is (Λ‖g‖∞)-Lipschitz on

Brz(z). Therefore u ∈ Liploc(X). By Lemma 2.1 we have that the restriction of u to B
L

x,y is
Lipschitz. By McShane Extension Theorem we can find a map ũ ∈ Lip(X) that coincides with

u on B
L

x,y. Applying (vi) to ũ we get

|u(x)− u(y)|p = |ũ(x)− ũ(y)|p ≤ Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

X

(lipũ)p dmL
x,y = Cd(x, y)p−1

∫

X

(lipu)p dmL
x,y,

where the last equality holds because m
L
x,y is concentrated on the open set BL

x,y where u and
ũ coincide. The missing step is the following estimate: we claim that lipu ≤ Λg. Indeed let
z ∈ X and take 0 < r < rz. For every w ∈ Br(z) we can find a curve γ ∈ ΓΛ

z,w. By definition
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of upper gradient we have

|u(z)− u(w)| ≤

∫

γ

g ≤ Λd(z, w)max
Br(z)

g.

Since g is continuous we get

g(z) = lim
r→0

max
Br(z)

g ≥
1

Λ
lim
r→0

sup
w∈Br(z)

|u(z)− u(w)|

d(z, w)
= lipu(z).

Combining this fact with the estimate above we conclude that

|u(x)− u(y)|p ≤
C

Λp
d(x, y)p−1

∫

X

g dmL
x,y.

Then by definition of u we find γ ∈ Γx,y such that
(
∫

γ

gds

)p

≤
C

Λp
d(x, y)p−1

∫

gp(z)dmL
x,y,

i.e. (iii) holds. �
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