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Abstract. In this paper, we prove a self-improvement result for (θ, p)-fractional Hardy inequal-
ities, in both the exponent 1 < p < ∞ and the regularity parameter 0 < θ < 1, for bounded
domains in doubling metric measure spaces. The key conceptual tool is a Caffarelli-Silvestre-type
argument, which relates fractional Sobolev spaces on Z to Newton-Sobolev spaces in the hyperbolic
filling Xε of Z via trace results. Using this insight, it is shown that a fractional Hardy inequality
in an open subset of Z is equivalent to a classical Hardy inequality in the filling Xε. The main re-
sult is then obtained by applying a new weighted self-improvement result for p-Hardy inequalities.
The exponent p can be self-improved by a classical Koskela-Zhong argument, but a new theory
of regularizable weights is developed to obtain the self-improvement in the regularity parameter
θ. This generalizes a result of Lehrbäck and Koskela on self-improvement of dβΩ-weighted p-Hardy
inequalities by allowing a much broader class of weights. Using the equivalence of fractional Hardy
inequalities with Hardy inequalities in the fillings, we also give new examples of domains satisfying
fractional Hardy inequalities.

1. Introduction

The main theorem of this paper is a self-improvement result for fractional Hardy inequalities. In
the process, we develop a Caffarelli-Silvestre-type [13] approach which relates fractional Hardy
inequalities to classical Hardy inequalities via trace results. For classical Hardy inequalities, we
also give a new weighted self-improvement result. All results are stated for general metric measure
spaces, but apply more classically in sub-Riemannian spaces, manifolds and, Euclidean spaces. Even
in these classical settings, the results are new.
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1.1. Fractional Hardy inequalities. We say that a p-Hardy inequality holds for a non-empty
open subset Ω in a metric measure space (X, d, µ) if for some Cp ∈ (0,∞) we have

(1.1)
ˆ
Ω

|u(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
dµ(x) ≤ Cp

ˆ
Ω
gpudµ,

for all Lipschitz functions u ∈ Lipc(Ω) that are compactly supported in Ω, where gu is its minimal
p-weak upper gradient of u, see [30,32] for details. Here, dΩ(x) = d(x,X \Ω). In Euclidean spaces,
with (X, d, µ) = (Rn, | · |,Ln), the p-Hardy inequality can be equivalently stated for all continuously
differentiable functions u ∈ C1

0 (Ω) with compact support in Ω and with |∇u| replacing gu. For more
detailed definitions, see Section 2. Both the Euclidean inequality, and the general metric measure
variant, have been extensively studied, see [12, 14, 24, 33, 42, 44, 46, 47, 56] and references therein.
Good surveys on the topic are [16,45,52].

It is natural to also consider the fractional version of the previous inequality, where the Dirichlet-
type energy on the right is replaced by a fractional energy. The (θ, p)-fractional Hardy inequality
is:

(1.2)
ˆ
Ω

|u(x)|p

dΩ(x)θp
dµ(x) ≤ Cθ,p

ˆ
X

ˆ
X

|u(x)− u(y)|p

d(x, y)θpµ(B(x, d(x, y)))
dµ(y)dµ(x).

The energy on the right is one of the definitions of a fractional Sobolev energy used in the definition
of Besov spaces, see e.g. [1, 5, 13, 26]. The fractional Hardy inequality has previously been studied
in e.g. [18,19,36,45,48].

Hardy inequalities enjoy self-improvement phenomena: if a given open set Ω satisfies a p-Hardy
inequality, then it also satisfies a q-Hardy inequality with q ∈ (p − ϵ, p + ϵ) for some ϵ > 0. This
was first shown by Koskela and Zhong [44], and was further studied and reproved in [22,23,43,47].
Such self-improvement results were known earlier for Muckenhoupt weights [55] and for Poincaré
inequalities [39]. There are also weighted self-improvement results, see [45, 47]. Such improvement
results are important in applications to partial differential equations and regularity of quasiconformal
maps, see [44] for further discussion and references.

Our main theorem gives a self-improvement result for fractional Hardy inequalities in doubling
metric measure spaces.

Theorem 1.3. Let (Z, d, ν) be a complete, doubling metric measure space. Let E ⊂ Z be a closed
set such that Z\E is bounded and satisfies a (θ0, p0)-Hardy inequality, with constant Cθ0,p0 , for some
0 < θ0 < 1 and 1 < p0 < ∞. Then there exists ε0 > 0, depending only on θ0, p0, Cθ0,p0, and Cν ,
such that Z\E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality for all θ ∈ (θ0−ε0, θ0+ε0) and p ∈ (p0−ε0, p0+ε0).

Here, Cν is the doubling constant of ν, see Section 2.
Self-improvement results of the above form were recently obtained in [36] for a pointwise ver-

sion of (θ, p)-Hardy inequalities under the additional assumptions that Z is geodesic and reverse
doubling, that E ⊂ Z satisfies a fractional (θ, p)-capacity density condition, see Definition 7.10,
and under some restrictions on the parameters θ and p. In fact, the results there were obtained
for pointwise (θ, p, q)-Hardy inequalities, where the right hand side of (1.2) is replaced with a F θ

p,q-
Triebel-Lizorkin energy. In their argument, the authors show that the fractional capacity density
condition is equivalent to a pointwise fractional Hardy inequality. In conjunction with results from
[48], they then obtain a deep self-improvement result for the fractional capacity density condition.
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The pointwise fractional Hardy inequality implies the (integral) fractional Hardy inequality under
some restrictions of the parameters, and thus [48] implies Theorem 1.3 under the additional as-
sumption of a pointwise Hardy inequality. While our results are limited to the case that p = q, our
different approach allows us to remove the pointwise fractional Hardy inequality assumption, and so
our results apply to domains such as the Euclidean punctured unit ball, see Examples 7.8 and 7.11,
for which this condition fails. Moreover, as we utilize the trace and extension relationship between
Sobolev and Besov functions via the hyperbolic filling, described below, we do not need to assume
that Z is geodesic or reverse doubling, and so we are able to obtain our results for a full range of
parameters 0 < θ < 1 and 1 < p < ∞. For more on pointwise Hardy inequalities and capacity
density conditions, see for example [22,23,28,41,43,48]. See also the classical work of Lewis on the
self-improvement of the p-capacity density condition [49]. We now describe the crucial tools that
lead to a proof of Theorem 1.3.

1.2. Equivalence with p-Hardy inequalities in the hyperbolic filling. As mentioned above,
there are a number of known results on the self-improvement for the p-Hardy inequality, [44,46,47].
Motivated by this, one might seek to prove self-improvement for the fractional Hardy inequality by
either mimicking the proofs of these results, or by reducing the fractional Hardy inequality results
to those for Hardy inequalities. Here, we take the latter approach, which is motivated by the
Caffarelli-Silvestre theory [13] (see also [3, 21] for more general versions) and the trace theory of
Sobolev spaces [5] using hyperbolic fillings.

The technique of hyperbolic fillings was introduced in [9–11] and has origins in a construction
from Gromov [27, P.99 (b)]. Since this technique has mainly been developed for compact spaces,
we will now focus on the case where Z is additionally assumed to be compact. This assumption is
removed later through a localization argument. In this approach, given (Z, d) one constructs another
metric space, a uniformized hyperbolic filling (Xε, dε), whose boundary is bi-Lipschitz equivalent
with (Z, d). In [5], the authors considered (Z, d, ν) to be a compact, doubling metric measure space,
and equipped the uniformized hyperbolic filling of Z with a family of measures µβ induced from ν.
The main result in [5] shows that Besov spaces on Z - functions for which the right hand side of
(1.2) is finite - arise as traces of Newton-Sobolev functions, in the sense of [15, 32, 54], on Xε. The
Dirichlet energy of Newton-Sobolev functions is the right hand side of the p-Hardy inequality (1.1).
Thus, the trace theory forms a bridge between the Dirichlet energies in (1.1) with the fractional
energies in (1.2). Utilizing this, we prove that the fractional (θ, p)-Hardy inequality in (Z, d, ν) is
equivalent to a p-Hardy inequality in (Xε, dε, µβ). While this is simple to state, the proof involves
several nontrivial estimates.

Theorem 1.4. Let (Z, d, ν) be a compact, doubling metric measure space, with diam(Z) < 1. Let
E ⊂ Z be a closed set, and let 1 < p < ∞, 0 < θ < 1, and β > 0 be such that β/ε = p(1 − θ).
Then, Z \ E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality if and only if Xε \ E satisfies a p-Hardy inequality
with respect to µβ.

The interlinking of the parameters β, θ, and p given by

(1.5)
β

ε
= p(1− θ)
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relates to the trace theory in [5], see Theorem 4.2 below. Here ε > 0 is a fixed parameter from the
hyperbolic filling construction.

Theorem 1.4 is conceptually simple, and it reinforces the general idea that non-local problems
can be studied through proving equivalences with local problems in hyperbolic fillings. By the self-
improvement results for p-Hardy inequalities established in [44], we see that a p-Hardy inequality
in the space (Xε, dε, µβ) implies a q-Hardy inequality for q ∈ (p− ϵ, p+ ϵ). Using the equivalence in
Theorem 1.4, it then follows that a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality in Z gives us a (q, θ′)-Hardy inequality
for some other value θ′. The reason for this is that altering p to q in (1.5) results in θ changing, as
the results of [44] keep β fixed. This gives self-improvement along a single curve, see Figure 1 in
Section 6.

Theorem 1.4 also provides a method to readily obtain results pertaining to fractional Hardy
inequalities directly from known corresponding results for p-Hardy inequalities. We illustrate this
in Section 7 with Proposition 7.2, which gives a sufficient condition for (θ, p)-Hardy inequalities in
terms of Assouad codimensions. Such a result was established for p-Hardy inequalities in [46], and
Theorem 1.4 allows us to easily obtain the fractional analog. Using this proposition, we show that
the punctured unit ball in Rn satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality when θp < n, see Example 7.8.

1.3. Towards full improvement: regularizable weights. In order to use the hyperbolic filling
to get full self-improvement of the fractional Hardy inequality, that is, with respect to the parameters
θ and p independently, (1.5) requires that we are able to change the β-parameter. Changing the β-
parameter in (Xε, dε, µβ) corresponds to adjusting the reference measure µβ with a doubling weight
w. Thus, one needs a weighted self-improvement result for p-Hardy inequalities. The only general
result of this type that we are aware of is [46], where certain distance weights are used. However,
the weight w is not of this type. This prompts us to show a weighted self-improvement for a more
general class of weights, which includes the weights needed to alter µβ to µβ′ .

The weighted self-improvement result may be of general interest. The general question is the
following. Under which assumptions on w ∈ L1

loc(X,µ) (and the space X) does (1.1) imply

(1.6)
ˆ
Ω

|u(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
wdµ ≤ Cp

ˆ
Ω
gpuwdµ?

We give a sufficient condition with two assumptions. The assumptions are a bit technical, but can
be summarized as follows.

(1) p-admissibility: The measure wdµ is doubling and supports a (1, p)-Poincaré inequality.
(2) δ-regularizability (in Ω): Whenever Bx = B(x, dΩ(x)/8) and By = B(y, dΩ(y)/8) are two

close enough balls, then
|wBx − wBy | ≤ δwBx .

Here wA = 1
µ(A)

´
Awdµ for any Borel set A with µ(A) > 0.

The latter of these is a natural condition involving Whitney scales, i.e. balls B(x, dΩ(x)/C) for
C > 1. The details are given in Definition 2.3 and Definition 3.1. In terms of these conditions, we
obtain the following weighted self-improvement result; see also Remark 3.13.

Theorem 1.7. Let (X, d, µ) be a complete, doubling metric measure space, and let 1 < p < ∞.
Suppose that an open set Ω ⊂ X satisfies a p-Hardy inequality with respect to µ, with constant
Cp ≥ 1. Then there exists a constant δp > 0, such that if w is
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(i) p-admissible,
(ii) δ-regularizable in Ω for some 0 < δ ≤ δp,

then Ω satisfies a p-Hardy inequality with respect to w dµ, with constant depending only on p, Cµ,
and the p-admissibility constants of w.

We may take δp = p
2C0

(2Cp)
−1/p, where C0 is the constant from Lemma 3.4 which depends only

on Cµ.

While the above theorem is stated for p-admissible weights, this assumption can be weakened
to require that the weighted measure supports a Poincaré inequality on Whitney balls in Ω, see
Definition 2.3. Theorem 1.7, with this slightly weaker admissibility condition, then recovers the
weighted self-improvement result [46, Theorem 1], given for weights of the form dβΩ, see Remark 3.13.

We use this theorem to obtain the full self-improvement in Theorem 1.3. However, this result is
also new for the classical p-Hardy inequality, and it strengthens the main results of [47] by allowing
more general weights. In the one dimensional Euclidean case, weighted Hardy inequalities and
characterizations thereof have appeared in [51].

The condition of δ-regularizability arose from examining the proofs in [18, 46, 47]. The rough
idea is that the Hardy inequality contains two levels of estimates: estimates at Whitney scales,
and estimates at large scales. The Whitney scale information relates to p-admissibility. The
self-improvement of the large scale estimates is related to δ-regularizability – morally since a δ-
regularizable weight will not alter the large scale estimate too drastically. A close examination of
the proofs in [18,46,47] shows that the same phenomenon has been used previously. The appearance
of Whitney scales is also natural from the perspective of characterizations for Hardy inequalities
that have appeared in the literature such as [34].

Using Theorem 1.7, it follows that a p-Hardy inequality in the hyperbolic filling (Xε, dε, µβ)
persists when changing the measure from µβ to µβ′ . Theorem 1.4 then gives us that a (θ, p)-Hardy
inequality on Z implies a (θ′, p)-Hardy inequality, with θ′ arising from the perturbation of β′ in
(1.5). Combining this argument with the self-improvement results from [44], we are able to pass
from the one-parameter self-improvement, see Figure 1 in Section 6, to the full self-improvement
result, see Figure 2, which gives us Theorem 1.3.

1.4. Organization of the paper. We will first present the necessary background in Section 2.
Then, in Section 3 we give a proof of the weighted self-improvement of p-Hardy inequalities from
Theorem 1.7. This section is independent and a reader interested only in weighted self-improvement
results can read this independent of the other parts of the paper. Hyperbolic fillings are defined
in Section 4, and Theorem 1.4 on equivalences is proved in Section 5. The pieces are put together
in Section 6, where we first present a localization argument, allowing us to reduce the proof of
Theorem 1.3 to the case of a compact metric measure space. We then use weighted self-improvement
and [44] to improve the p-Hardy inequality in the hyperbolic filling, and by passing through the
equivalence, we obtain the self-improvement for fractional (θ, p)-Hardy inequalities in Z. Finally, in
Section 7, we present some applications of Theorem 1.4, by proving Proposition 7.2 and Example 7.8.
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2. Preliminaries

In this section we provide the necessary background information and definitions used throughout
the paper. In Section 4, we will introduce particular notation to denote the uniformized hyper-
bolic filling (Xε, dε, µβ) of a compact metric measure space (Z, d, ν). To avoid confusion with this
particular notation, however, we will present the general background notions in this section using
(X, d, µ) to denote a generic metric measure space.

Throughout this paper, we let C > 0 denote a constant which, unless otherwise specified, depends
only on the structural constants of the metric measure space, such as the doubling constant for
example. Its precise value is not of interest to us, and may change with each occurrence, even
within the same line. Furthermore, given quantities A and B, we will often use the notation A ≃ B
to mean that there exists a constant C ≥ 1 such that C−1A ≤ B ≤ CA. Likewise, we use A ≲ B
and A ≳ B if the left and right inequalities hold, respectively.

2.1. Doubling measures. For x ∈ X and r > 0, we denote by B(x, r) the ball {y ∈ X : d(x, y) <
r}. Given a ball B := B(x, r) ⊂ X, and a constant C > 0, we denote by CB the ball B(x,Cr).
Given x ∈ X and E,F ⊂ X, we also denote by d(E,F ) and d(x,E), the distance between sets E
and F , and the distance between x and E, respectively, as induced by the metric d.

We say that a Borel measure µ is doubling, if there exists a constant Cµ ≥ 1 such that

0 < µ(B(x, 2r)) ≤ Cµµ(B(x, r)) < ∞

for all x ∈ X and r > 0. By iterating this condition, there exist constants Q > 0 and C ≥ 1,
depending only on Cµ, such that for all x ∈ X, 0 < r ≤ R, and y ∈ B(x,R), we have

µ(B(y, r))

µ(B(x,R))
≥ C−1

( r

R

)Q
.

Here, we may take Q = log2Cµ. If µ is doubling, many classical results from harmonic analysis hold
in (X, d, µ), such as the Lebesgue differentiation theorem and Hardy-Littlewood maximal function
theorem, see [30] for example. Such metric measure spaces also admit the following Whitney
decomposition of an open set. For proof of the following lemma see [32, Section 4], for example.

Lemma 2.1. Let (X, d, µ) be a doubling metric measure space, and let Ω ⊂ X be open, with
X \ Ω ̸= ∅. Then there exists a countable collection of balls WΩ := {B(xi, ri) =: Bi}i∈N such that

Ω =
⋃
i

Bi

and that ∑
i

χ6Bi ≤ C,

with

ri =
1

8
dΩ(xi).

Here the constant C ≥ 1 depends only on the doubling constant of µ. Moreover, there exists a
Lipschitz partition of unity {φi}i subordinate to WΩ. That is, each φi is C/ri-Lipschitz, with
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0 ≤ φi ≤ χ2Bi , and ∑
i

φi(x) = 1

for each x ∈ Ω. Furthermore, there exists C ≥ 1, depending only on the doubling constant of µ,
such that φi|Bi ≥ C−1 for each i.

2.2. Newton-Sobolev and Besov classes. Let 1 ≤ p < ∞. Given a family Γ of non-constant,
compact, rectifiable curves, we define the p-modulus of Γ by

Modp(Γ) := inf
ρ

ˆ
X
ρp dµ,

where the infimum is over all non-negative Borel functions ρ : X → [0,∞] such that
´
γ ρ ds ≥ 1 for

all γ ∈ Γ. Given a function u : X → R, we say that a Borel function g : X → [0,∞] is an upper
gradient of u if the following holds for all non-constant, compact, rectifiable curves γ : [a, b] → X:

|u(γ(b))− u(γ(a))| ≤
ˆ
γ
g ds

whenever u(γ(b)) and u(γ(a)) are both finite, and
´
γ g ds = ∞ otherwise. We say that g is a p-weak

upper gradient of u if the family of curves where the above inequality fails has p-modulus zero.
We define Ñ1,p(X,µ) to be the class of all functions in Lp(X,µ) which have an upper gradient

belonging to Lp(X,µ). We then define

∥u∥
Ñ1,p(X,µ)

:= ∥u∥Lp(X,µ) + inf
g
∥g∥Lp(X,µ),

where the infimum is taken over all upper gradients g of u. Defining the equivalence relation ∼
in Ñ1,p(X,µ) by u ∼ v if and only if ∥u − v∥

Ñ1,p(X,µ)
= 0, we then define the Newton-Sobolev

space N1,p(X,µ) to be Ñ1,p(X,µ)/ ∼, equipped with the norm ∥ · ∥N1,p(X,µ) := ∥ · ∥
Ñ1,p(X,µ)

. We
can similarly define N1,p(Ω, µ) for any open Ω ⊂ X. Each u ∈ N1,p(X,µ) has a minimal p-weak
upper gradient, denoted gu, which is unique µ-a.e., see [32, Chapter 6]. For more background and
historical references on modulus, upper gradients and Sobolev spaces see [5, 15,30,32,54].

For 0 < θ < 1 and 1 ≤ p < ∞, we define the Besov energy of a function u ∈ L1
loc(X,µ) by

(2.2) ∥u∥p
Bθ

p,p(X,µ)
:=

ˆ
X

ˆ
X

|u(x)− u(y)|p

d(x, y)θpµ(B(x, d(x, y)))
dµ(y)dµ(x).

The Besov space Bθ
p,p(X,µ) is then defined as the set of all functions in Lp(X,µ) for which this

energy is finite. If X = Rn and µ = Ln is the standard n-dimensional Lebesgue measure, then
Bθ

p,p(X,µ) corresponds to the fractional Sobolev space W θ,p(Rn). It was shown in [26] that when
(X, d, µ) is a doubling metric measure space supporting a (1, p)-Poincaré inequality, defined below,
Bθ

p,p(X,µ) coincides with the real interpolation space (Lp(X,µ),KS1,p(X,µ))θ,p, where KS1,p(X,µ)
is the Korevaar-Schoen space. See the nice survey [17] and [1, 5, 13, 21, 26, 37] for more discussion
and references.
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2.3. Poincaré inequalities and p-admissible weights. Let 1 ≤ p, q < ∞. We say that (X, d, µ)
supports a (q, p)-Poincaré inequality if there exist constants CPI , λ ≥ 1 such that the following
holds for all balls B ⊂ X and function-upper gradient pairs (u, g):( 

B
|u− uB|q dµ

)1/q

≤ CPI rad(B)

( 
λB

gp dµ

)1/p

.

Here and throughout the paper, we use the notation

uB :=

 
B
u dµ =

1

µ(B)

ˆ
B
u dµ.

If (X, d, µ) is a geodesic space supporting a (q, p)-Poincaré inequality, then we may take λ = 1,
as shown in [29]. We note that if (X, d, µ) is doubling and supports a (1, p)-Poincaré inequality,
then Lipschitz functions are dense in N1,p(X,µ), see [32, Theorem 8.2.1].

By a weight, we mean a non-negative function w ∈ L1
loc(X,µ). To such a weight, we associate

the weighted measure µw := w dµ. We say w is a doubling weight if the measure µw is doubling.
Moreover, we say that a weight w is p-admissible if µw is doubling and supports a (1, p)-Poincaré
inequality. The terminology is due to the classic reference of Heinonen, Kilpeläinen and Martio
[31]. While Theorem 1.7 is stated in terms of p-admissible weights, the result holds true under a
slightly weaker p-admissibility condition, namely that µw supports a Poincaré inequality on balls at
Whitney scales, see Remark 3.13. In terms of Lemma 2.1 above, we give the following definition:

Definition 2.3. Let Ω ⊂ X be open, and let 1 < p < ∞. We say that a non-negative function
w ∈ L1

loc(X,µ) is p-admissible at Whitney scales in Ω if the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) µw := w dµ is doubling,
(ii) there exist C, λ ≥ 1 such that for all x ∈ Ω, 0 < r ≤ 3dΩ(x)/4, and function-upper gradient

pairs (u, g), we have

 
B(x,r)

|u− uB(x,r)|dµw ≤ Cr

( 
λB(x,r)

gp dµw

)1/p

,

where here uB(x,r) :=
1

µw(B(x,r))

´
B(x,r) u dµw.

Any Muckenhoupt Ap-weight is a p-admissible weight. In Euclidean spaces, this was shown in
[31, Section 15.22]. For metric measure spaces that satisfy a (1, 1)-Poincaré inequality this is an
unstated folklore result, and can be obtained by applying the proof from [31, Section 15.22] together
with a Riesz-potential characterization of the Poincaré inequality from e.g. [38]. Alternatively, a
more direct argument is to modify the proof of [6, Theorem 4] which uses the equivalent charac-
terization of the Poincaré inequality using a pointwise condition, see [29, Theorems 3.1 and 3.2].
Thus, Muckenhoupt weights give a large class of examples of admissible weights, see e.g. [6, 7, 40].
Muckenhoupt weights on the other hand are often constructed as distance weights, see [2, 20]. In
our case, we will also construct p-admissible weights using distance functions, but the Poincaré
inequality in our case can be checked more directly than through the Muckenhoupt condition.
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2.4. Hardy inequalities.

Definition 2.4. Let Ω ⊂ X be open, and let 1 < p < ∞. We say that Ω satisfies a p-Hardy
inequality (with respect to µ) if there exist a constant Cp ≥ 1 such that the following holds for all
u ∈ Lipc(Ω): ˆ

Ω

|u(x)|p

d(x,X \ Ω)p
dµ(x) ≤ Cp

ˆ
Ω
gpu dµ.

As shown by Koskela and Zhong in [44], p-Hardy inequalities possess the following self-improvement
property:

Theorem 2.5. [44, Theorem 1.2] Let (X, d, µ) be a doubling metric measure space supporting a
(1, p)-Poincaré inequality. Let Ω ⊂ X be an open set, and suppose that Ω satisfies a p-Hardy
inequality with respect to µ. Then there exists ε1 := ε1(p, Cp, Cµ, λ, CPI), such that Ω satisfies
a q-Hardy inequality with respect to µ for all q ∈ (p − ε1, p + ε1). Moreover, there exists C1 :=
C1(p, Cp, Cµ, λ, CPI) such that Cq = C1 for all such q.

In addition to the above self-improvement result, p-Hardy inequalities also self-improve with
respect to weights of the form d(·, X \ Ω)β , as shown by Lehrbäck in [47, Theorem 1] and [46,
Proposition 6.4].

Theorem 2.6. [47, Theorem 1] Let (X, d, µ) be a doubling metric measure space supporting a (1, p)-
Poincaré inequality. Let Ω ⊂ X be an open set, let β0 ∈ R, and suppose that Ω satisfies a p-Hardy
inequality with respect to d(·, X \Ω)β0 dµ. Then there exists ε := ε(p, β0, Cp, Cν , λ, CPI) such that Ω
satisfies a p-Hardy inequality with respect to d(·, X \Ω)β dµ for all β ∈ (β0−ε, β0+ε), with constant
independent of β.

In Section 3, we generalize this result to apply to a larger class of weights, see Theorem 1.7.
The main object of our study is the following fractional Hardy inequality:

Definition 2.7. Let Ω ⊂ X be open, let 1 < p < ∞, and let 0 < θ < 1. We say that Ω satisfies a
(θ, p)-Hardy inequality if there exists Cθ,p ≥ 1 such that the following holds for for all u ∈ Lipc(Ω):ˆ

Ω

|u(x)|p

d(x,X \ Ω)θp
dµ(x) ≤ Cθ,p

ˆ
X

ˆ
X

|u(x)− u(y)|p

d(x, y)θpµ(B(x, d(x, y)))
dµ(y)dµ(x).

We note that the right-hand side of the (θ, p)-Hardy inequality is given by the Besov energy of u.
As this energy is nonlocal, it receives some contribution from the region where u vanishes. That is,
the regions X \Ω contribute to the energy of the right-hand side. This is in contrast to the p-Hardy
inequality, for which the energy on the right-hand side is local: since u vanishes on X \Ω, it follows
that gu = 0 there. For sufficient conditions allowing for integration over Ω in the right-hand side of
above inequality, see [35].

3. Regularizable weights and weighted p-Hardy inequalities

In this section, we consider a metric measure space (X, d, µ), with µ a doubling measure, and an
open set Ω ⊂ X. Throughout this section, we use the notation

dΩ(·) := d(·, X \ Ω).
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We show that if Ω satisfies a p-Hardy inequality with respect to µ, then it also satisfies a p-Hardy
inequality with respect to the weighted measure w dµ whenever w is a p-admissible weight which is
δ-regularizable, defined below, for sufficiently small δ > 0. Our result, Theorem 1.7, generalizes the
self-improvement result Theorem 2.6 obtained in [46, 47] by Lehrbäck for weights of the form dβΩ,
see Remark 3.13. We will use Theorem 1.7 in Section 6 to prove self-improvement of the fractional
Hardy inequality.

Recall that we define a weight to be a non-negative function w ∈ L1
loc(X,µ). We associate to such

w a weighted measure dµw = wdµ, and call w doubling if µw is doubling. To simplify notation, we
use w in place of µw and write w(A) = µw(A) for the weighted measure of a measurable set A. We
now define δ-regularizable weights, roughly speaking, as those whose average values do not change
much at Whitney scales:

Definition 3.1. Let δ > 0. We say that a doubling weight is δ-regularizable (in Ω) if whenever
x, x′ ∈ Ω and Bx := B(x, dΩ(x)/8) and Bx′ := B(x′, dΩ(x

′)/8) are such that 2Bx′ ∩ Bx ̸= ∅, we
have

(3.2) |wBx − wBx′ | ≤ δwBx .

Here we again use the notation

wB :=

 
B
w dµ =

w(B)

µ(B)
.

Let WΩ = {Bi}i and {φi}i be the Whitney decomposition of Ω ⊂ X and associated Lipschitz
partition of unity, respectively, given by Lemma 2.1. We define the discrete convolution w̃ of a
weight w by

(3.3) w̃(x) =
∑
i

wBiφi(x).

The key property of δ-regularizable weights is the following estimate for the upper gradient of the
discrete convolution of a δ-regularizable weight:

Lemma 3.4. Let Ω ⊂ X be an open set. There exists a constant C0 ≥ 1, depending only on Cµ,
such that if w is a δ-regularizable weight in Ω, then

gw̃ ≤ C0δd
−1
Ω w̃

a.e. in Ω.

Proof. Suppose that x ∈ Bi. Then by the partition of unity, it follows that

w̃(x) = wBi +
∑
j

(
wBj − wBi

)
φj(x) = wBi +

∑
j: 2Bj∩Bi ̸=∅

(
wBj − wBi

)
φj(x).

Since w is δ-regularizable, and by bounded overlap of WΩ and the properties of the Lipschitz
partition of unity, we then have that

gw̃(x) ≲
∑

j: 2Bj∩Bi ̸=∅

∣∣wBj − wBi

∣∣ r−1
j ≲ δwBidΩ(x)

−1 ≲ δdΩ(x)
−1w̃(x),

with constant depending only on the doubling constant of µ. □
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We now prove Theorem 1.7, the main result of this section. It establishes a weighted self-
improvement for the p-Hardy inequalities in terms of δ-regularizable weights which are p-admissible.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Let w be p-admissible and δ-regularizable in Ω for some 0 < δ ≤ δp, with δp
to be chosen later. Since (X, d) is complete, and since w dµ is doubling and supports a p-Poincaré
inequality, it follows from [39] that there exists 1 ≤ q < p such that w dµ supports a (1, q)-Poincaré
inequality, with constants depending only on p-admissibility constants of w. By choosing q < p
sufficiently close to p such that p/max{log2Cµ, 2p} ≥ p − q, it follows from [4, Theorem 4.21]
for example, that w dµ also supports a (q, p)-Poincaré inequality with constants depending only
on the p-admissibility constants of w. Moreover, letting λ ≥ 1 be the dilation constant of this
(1, q)-Poincaré inequality, it follows that the (p, q)-Poincaré inequality has dilation constant 2λ.

Let WΩ = {Bi}i and {φi}i be the Whitney cover of Ω and Lipschitz partition of unity given by
Lemma 2.1. For each i ∈ N, let

uBi :=
1

w(Bi)

ˆ
Bi

uwdµ,

and define the discrete convolution ũ of u by

ũ =
∑
i

uBiφi.

We then have thatˆ
Ω

|u(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) ≤ 2p

∑
i

ˆ
Bi

|u(x)− ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) + 2p

∑
i

ˆ
Bi

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x).(3.5)

To estimate the first term of the right-hand side of (3.5), we note that for x ∈ Bi, we have

u(x)− ũ(x) = u(x)− uBi +
∑
j

(uBj − uBi)φj(x).

Thus, it follows that

|u(x)− ũ(x)| ≤ |u(x)− uBi |+
∑

j: 2Bj∩Bi ̸=∅

|uBj − uBi |.

We note that if 2Bj ∩ Bi ̸= ∅, then Bj ⊂ 6Bi and Bi ⊂ 5Bj . Since w dµ is doubling and supports
a (1, q)-Poincaré inequality, it follows that

|uBj − uBi | ≲
1

w(6Bi)

ˆ
6Bi

|u− u6Bi |wdµ ≲ ri

(
1

w(6λBi)

ˆ
6λBi

gquwdµ

)1/q

.(3.6)

Hence, we have that

|u(x)− ũ(x)| ≲ |u(x)− uBi |+ ri

(
1

w(6λBi)

ˆ
6λBi

gquw dµ

)1/q

,

where we have used bounded overlap of WΩ. The comparison constant depends only on the doubling
constant of µ and the p-admissibility constants of w. Furthermore, as w dµ supports a (p, q)-Poincaré
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inequality, and since dΩ(x) ≃ ri for each x ∈ Bi, we then obtainˆ
Bi

|u(x)− ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x)

≲
ˆ
Bi

|u(x)− uBi |p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) + rpi

(
1

w(6λBi)

ˆ
6λBi

gquwdµ

)p/q ˆ
Bi

w(x)

dΩ(x)p
dµ(x)

≲ w(Bi)

(
1

w(6λBi)

ˆ
6λBi

gquwdµ

)p/q

≤
ˆ
Bi

(Mwgqu)
p/qwdµ.

Here Mw is the (uncentered) Hardy-Littlewood maximal function, defined with respect to the
measure w dµ. As w dµ is doubling, Mw is bounded from Lp/q(X,wdµ) to Lp/q(X,wdµ). Using this
fact and the bounded overlap of WΩ, see Lemma 2.1, we estimate the first term on the right-hand
side of (3.5) as follows:∑

i

ˆ
Bi

|u(x)− ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) ≲

∑
i

ˆ
Bi

(Mwgqu)
p/qwdµ

≲
ˆ
Ω
(Mwgqu)

p/qwdµ ≲
ˆ
Ω
gpuwdµ.(3.7)

Here the comparison constant depends only on p, Cµ, and the p-admissibility constants of w.
To estimate the second term on the right-hand side of (3.5), we see thatˆ

Bi

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) ≲

ˆ
Bi

|ũ(x)− uBi |p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) +

ˆ
Bi

|uBi |p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x).(3.8)

By using (3.6), and a similar argument to above, we estimate the first term on the right-hand side
of the previous expression byˆ

Bi

|ũ(x)− uBi |p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) ≲

1

rpi

∑
j: 2Bj∩Bi ̸=∅

ˆ
Bi

|uBj − uBi |pwdµ ≲
ˆ
Bi

(Mwgqu)
p/qwdµ.(3.9)

We note that w(Bi) ≃ w̃(Bi), with comparison constant depending only on the doubling constant
of µ coming from the Lipschitz partition of unity. Since dΩ ≃ ri on Bi, we then estimate the second
term on the right-hand side of (3.8) as follows:ˆ

Bi

|uBi |p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) ≲

ˆ
Bi

|uBi |p

dΩ(x)p
w̃(x)dµ(x)

≲
ˆ
Bi

|ũ(x)− uBi |p

dΩ(x)p
w̃(x)dµ(x) +

ˆ
Bi

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w̃(x)dµ(x).

The first term on the right-hand side of the above expression can be estimated using (3.6) in a
manner similar to (3.9), and so we then obtainˆ

Bi

|uBi |p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) ≲

ˆ
Bi

(Mwgqu)
p/qwdµ+

ˆ
Bi

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w̃(x)dµ(x).
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Combining this inequality with (3.8) and (3.9), we then haveˆ
Bi

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) ≲

ˆ
Bi

(Mwgqu)
p/qwdµ+

ˆ
Bi

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w̃(x)dµ(x).

Thus, by bounded overlap of WΩ and boundedness of Mw from Lp/q(X,wdµ) to Lp/q(X,wdµ), we
estimate the second term on the right-hand side of (3.5) by∑

i

ˆ
Bi

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) ≲

ˆ
Ω
gpuwdµ+

ˆ
Ω

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w̃(x)dµ(x).

Combining this estimate with (3.7) and (3.5), we then obtainˆ
Ω

|u(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) ≲

ˆ
Ω
gpuwdµ+

ˆ
Ω

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w̃(x)dµ(x),(3.10)

with comparison constants depending only on p, Cµ, and the p-admissibility constants of w.
Define the function v := |ũ|w̃1/p. By the Leibniz rule and chain rule for upper gradients, see for

example [4, Theorem 2.15, Theorem 2.16], and Lemma 3.4, we then have that

gv ≤ gũw̃
1/p +

1

p
gw̃w̃

1/p−1|ũ| ≤ gũw̃
1/p +

C0

p
δd−1

Ω w̃1/p|ũ|

where C0 ≥ 1 is the constant from Lemma 3.4 which depends only on Cµ. Applying the p-Hardy
inequality to the function v gives usˆ

Ω

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w̃(x)dµ(x) =

ˆ
Ω

|v(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
dµ(x)

≤ Cp

ˆ
Ω
gpv dµ ≤ 2pCp

ˆ
Ω
gpũw̃dµ+ 2pCp

(
C0δ

p

)p ˆ
Ω

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w̃(x)dµ(x),

where Cp ≥ 1 is the constant from the p-Hardy inequality. Therefore, if w is δ-regularizable for
0 < δ ≤ δp :=

p
2C0

(2Cp)
−1/p, we have thatˆ

Ω

|ũ(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w̃(x)dµ(x) ≤ 2p+1Cp

ˆ
Ω
gpũw̃dµ,

and so from (3.10) we obtainˆ
Ω

|u(x)|p

dΩ(x)p
w(x)dµ(x) ≲

ˆ
Ω
gpuwdµ+

ˆ
Ω
gpũw̃dµ,(3.11)

with comparison constant depending only on p, Cµ, and the p-admissibility constants of w.
Finally, for x ∈ Bi, we have that

ũ(x) = uBi +
∑

j: 2Bj∩Bi ̸=∅

(uBj − uBi)φj(x),

and so by (3.6), we have

gũ(x) ≲
1

ri

∑
j: 2Bj∩Bi ̸=∅

|uBj − uBi | ≲
(

1

w(6λBi)

ˆ
6λBi

gquwdµ

)1/q

,
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where we have used the bounded overlap of WΩ. Using the fact that w̃(Bi) ≃ w(Bi), along with
bounded overlap of WΩ and boundedness of Mw on Lp/q(X,wdµ), we then obtain

ˆ
Ω
gpũw̃dµ ≤

∑
i

ˆ
Bi

gpũw̃dµ ≲
∑
i

w̃(Bi)

(
1

w(6λBi)

ˆ
6λBi

gquwdµ

)p/q

≲
∑
i

ˆ
Bi

(Mwgqu)
p/qwdµ ≲

ˆ
Ω
(Mwgqu)

p/qwdµ ≲
ˆ
Ω
gpuwdµ.

Here the constant depends only on p, Cµ, and the p-admissibility constants of w. Combining this
estimate with (3.11) completes the proof. □

Remark 3.12. If in addition (X, d) is assumed to be geodesic, then the above theorem can be
proven in a slightly simpler manner. If w is p-admissible in this case, we can take λ = 1 to be the
dilation constant of the (1, p)-Poincaré inequality supported by the measure w dµ, as shown in [29].
In this case, we do need not be concerned about the possible lack of bounded overlap of the collection
{6λBi}i, and so we can use the (1, p)-Poincaré inequality directly, rather than calling upon the deep
Poincaré inequality self-improvement result of Keith and Zhong [39]. To prove Theorem 1.3 in
Section 6, we will apply Theorem 1.7 in the setting of a uniformized hyperbolic filling (Xε, dε, µβ)

of a compact doubling metric measure space (Z, d, ν). The space (Xε, dε, µβ) will be constructed
such that it geodesic, see Section 4.

Remark 3.13. We see that for all δ > 0, there exists β0 > 0 such that if β ∈ R with |β| < β0, then
w := dβΩ is δ-regularizable in Ω. Indeed, if x, x′ ∈ Ω are such that B(x′, dΩ(x

′)/4)∩B(x, dΩ(x)/8) ̸=
∅, then for all y ∈ B(x, dΩ(x)/8)) =: Bx and z ∈ B(x′, dΩ(x

′)/8)) =: Bx′ , we have that dΩ(y) ≃
dΩ(z). Thus, it follows that∣∣wBx − wBx′

∣∣ ≤  
Bx

 
Bx′

|dΩ(y)β − dΩ(z)
β|dµ(z)dµ(y)

≤ |1− Cβ|
 
Bx

dΩ(y)
βdµ(y) = |1− Cβ|wBx

for some C > 0. Therefore, if |β| is sufficiently small, then (3.2) is satisfied.
An examination of the proof of Theorem 1.7 shows that the same conclusion holds if the p-

admissibility assumption on w is weakened to q-admissibility at Whitney scales in Ω for some
1 < q < p, see Definition 2.3. In the case that X is geodesic, w can be assumed to be p-admissible
at Whitney scales in Ω, by the same explanation as in Remark 3.12. While weights of the form
dβΩ may not be p-admissible in general without additional assumptions on Ω, see [8] for example,
we note that if (X, d, µ) supports a (1, p)-Poincaré inequality, then such weights are necessarily q-
admissible at Whitney scales in Ω for some 1 < q < p. From this, we see that Theorem 1.7 recovers
the self-improvement result [47, Theorem 1]. As we show below in Proposition 3.16, however, δ-
regularizable weights form a larger class, including powers of distance weights to porous sets, for
example.

Definition 3.14. Let 0 < c ≤ 1. We say that a set E ⊂ X is c-porous if for all x ∈ X and
0 < r < diam(E), there exists y ∈ B(x, r) satisfying B(y, cr) ⊂ X \ E.
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The measure of the ρ-neighborhood of a porous set decays in a controlled manner, as shown by
the following lemma:

Lemma 3.15. [8, Theorem 2.8] If E ⊂ X is c-porous, then there exist κ > 0 and C ≥ 1, depending
only on c and Cµ, such that for all x ∈ X and 0 < ρ ≤ r < diam(E), we have

µ ({y ∈ B(x, r) : d(y,E) < ρ}) ≤ C
(ρ
r

)κ
µ(B(x, r)).

Proposition 3.16. Let Ω ⊂ X be an open set and let E ⊂ X be c-porous. Then for all 0 < δ < 1,
there exists σ0 > 0, depending only c, Cµ, and δ, such that for all σ ∈ R, dist(·, E)σ is δ-regularizable
in Ω whenever |σ| < σ0. Furthermore, the dependence of σ0 on δ is continuous.

Proof. Let δ > 0, and let x, x′ ∈ Ω and r, r′ > 0 satisfy the conditions of Definition 3.1. Let
B := B(x, r) and B′ := B(x′, r′). Let σ ∈ R and set w := d(·, E)σ. We consider four cases,
depending on the sign of σ and the distance of x to E relative to r.

Case I: Suppose that σ ≥ 0 and d(x,E) ≥ 7r. Since 2B′ ∩ B ̸= ∅, it follows that d(x′, E) > 2r′,
and so we have that (

6

7
d(x,E)

)σ

≤ wB ≤
(
8

7
d(x,E)

)σ

and also that (
1

2
d(x′, E)

)σ

≤ wB′ ≤
(
3

2
d(x′, E)

)σ

.

Since 2B′ ∩B ̸= ∅, it also follows that
3

7
d(x,E) ≤ d(x′, E) ≤ 11

7
d(x,E).

Combining these estimates, we have that

|wB′ − wB| = |wB′/wB − 1|wB

≤ max

{(
11

4

)σ

− 1, 1−
(

3

16

)σ}
wB(3.17)

Hence (3.2) holds in this case if

0 ≤ |σ| < min

{
log(δ + 1)

log(11/4)
,
log(1/(1− δ))

log(16/3)

}
=: σ1.

Case II: Suppose now that σ ≥ 0 and d(x,E) < 7r. In this case, we also have that d(x′, E) < 14r′

since 2B′ ∩B ̸= ∅. Since σ ≥ 0, we have that

w(B) ≤ (d(x,E) + r)σµ(B) < (8r)σµ(B).

For 0 < ρ < r, we have by Lemma 3.15 that

w(B) ≥ w(B \ {y ∈ X : d(y,E) < ρ}) ≥ ρσµ(B \ {y ∈ X : d(y,E) < ρ})
≥ ρσ (1− C(ρ/r)κ)µ(B),
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where C ≥ 1 and κ > 0 are the constants from Lemma 3.15. Combining these estimates, we have
that

ρσ (1− C(ρ/r)κ) ≤ wB ≤ (8r)σ.

By the same argument for 0 < ρ < r′, we also have

ρσ
(
1− C(ρ/r′)κ

)
≤ wB′ ≤ (15r′)σ.

Thus for 0 < ρ < min{r, r′}, it follows that

|wB′ − wB| = |wB′/wB − 1|wB

≤ max

{
(8r)σ

ρσ(1− C(ρ/r′)κ)
− 1, 1− ρσ(1− C(ρ/r)κ)

(15r′)σ

}
wB.(3.18)

If ρ = τ1r, where

τ1 :=
7

10

(
C−1

(
1− 1

1 + δ/2

))1/κ

,

then
(8r)σ

ρσ(1− C(ρ/r′)κ)
− 1 =

(
8

τ1

)σ 1

1− C(τ1r/r′)κ
− 1 ≤

(
8

τ1

)σ 1

1− C(10τ1/7)κ
− 1

=

(
8

τ1

)σ

(1 + δ/2)− 1.

Likewise, if ρ = τ2r
′, where

τ2 :=
2

3

(
δ

2C

)1/κ

,

we have that

1− ρσ(1− C(ρ/r)κ)

(15r′)σ
= 1−

( τ2
15

)σ (
1− C(τ2r

′/r)κ
)
≤ 1−

( τ2
15

)σ
(1− C(3τ2/2)

κ)

= 1−
( τ2
15

)σ
(1− δ/2) .

Hence, from these estimates and (3.18) it follows that (3.2) holds in this case if

0 ≤ |σ| < min

{
log((1 + δ)/(1 + δ/2))

log(8/τ1)
,
log((1− δ/2)/(1− δ))

log(15/τ2)

}
=: σ2.

Case III: Suppose now that σ < 0 and d(x,E) ≥ 7r. In this case, by repeating the computations
from Case I, we obtain (

8

7
d(x,E)

)σ

≤ wB ≤
(
6

7
d(x,E)

)σ

as well as (
3

2
d(x′, E)

)σ

≤ wB′ ≤
(
1

2
d(x′, E)

)σ

.
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We note that since σ < 0, these are the reverse of the inequalities obtained in Case I. From these
estimates, it then follows that

|wB′ − wB| = |wB′/wB − 1|wB

≤ max

{
1−

(
11

4

)σ

,

(
3

16

)σ

− 1

}
wB.

Thus, (3.2) holds in this case if

0 < |σ| < min

{
log(1/(1− δ))

log(11/4)
,
log(1 + δ)

log(16/3)

}
=: σ3.

Case IV: Suppose now that σ < 0 and d(x,E) < 7r. In this case, we have that

w(B) ≥ (8r)σµ(B),

and since d(x′, E) < 14r′, it follows that

w(B′) ≥ (15r′)σµ(B′).

Let 0 < ρ ≤ r, and for each k ∈ N ∪ {0}, let

Nk := {y ∈ X : d(y,E) < 2−kρ}.
We then have that

w(B) =

ˆ
B∩N0

d(·, E)σdµ+

ˆ
B\N0

d(·, E)σdµ

≤
∞∑
k=0

ˆ
B∩Nk\Nk+1

d(·, E)σdµ+ ρσµ(B \N0)

≤
∞∑
k=0

(2−k−1ρ)σµ(B ∩Nk) + ρσµ(B).

By Lemma 3.15, we have that

µ(B ∩Nk) ≤ C

(
2−kρ

r

)κ

µ(B),

and so substituting this into the previous expression, we obtain

w(B) ≤ C2|σ|
(ρ
r

)κ
ρσµ(B)

∞∑
k=0

2−k(κ−|σ|) + ρσµ(B).

Thus, for 0 < |σ| < κ/2, and setting

C1 := C
2κ/2

1− 2−κ/2
,

we have that

w(B) ≤ ρσµ(B)

(
C1

(
ρ

ri

)κ

+ 1

)
.
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Recall that the C ≥ 1 and κ > 0 are the constants from Lemma 3.15. For 0 < ρ < r′, the same
computation, with 0 < |σ| < κ/2 gives us

w(B′) ≤ ρσµ(B′)
(
C1

( ρ
r′

)κ
+ 1
)
.

Combining these two estimates with the corresponding lower bound estimates above, we obtain for
0 < ρ ≤ min{r, r′},

(8r)σ ≤ wB ≤ ρσ
(
C1

(ρ
r

)κ
+ 1
)

and

(15r′)σ ≤ wB′ ≤ ρσ
(
C1

( ρ
r′

)κ
+ 1
)
.

It then follows that

|wB′ − wB| = |wB′/wB − 1|wB

≤ max

{( ρ

8r

)σ (
C1

( ρ
r′

)κ
+ 1
)
− 1, 1−

(
15r′

ρ

)σ (
C1

(ρ
r

)κ
+ 1
)−1

}
wB.(3.19)

Let ρ := min{τ3r′, τ4r}, where

τ3 :=

(
δ

2C1

)1/κ

and

τ4 :=

(
C−1
1

(
1

1− δ/2
− 1

))1/κ

.

Note that ρ ≤ min{r, r′}, and by the assumptions on x, x′, r, and r′, we also have that ρ ≥
min{7τ3/10, τ4}r, and ρ ≥ min{τ3, 2τ4/3}r′. From these choices, it then follows that( ρ

8r

)σ (
C1

( ρ
r′

)κ
+ 1
)
− 1 ≤

(
8

min{7τ3/10, τ4}

)|σ|
(1 + δ/2)− 1.

Similarly, we have that

1−
(
15r′

ρ

)σ (
C1

(ρ
r

)κ
+ 1
)−1

≤ 1−
(
min{τ3, 2τ4/3}

15

)|σ|
(1− δ/2).

From (3.19), we then see that (3.2) holds in this case if

0 < |σ| < min

{
log((1 + δ)/(1 + δ/2))

log(8/min{7τ3/10, τ4})
,
log((1− δ/2)/(1− δ))

log(15/min{τ3, 2τ4/3})

}
=: σ4.

Having exhausted all cases, we complete the proof by taking σ0 := min1≤i≤4 σi. We note that
in addition to depending on δ, the constant σ0 depends only on the constants C and κ from
Lemma 3.15, which depend only on the porosity constant of E and the doubling constant of µ. □
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4. The hyperbolic filling of a compact, doubling metric measure space

We now turn our attention towards the fractional Hardy inequality. Recall from Definition 2.7
that for 0 < θ < 1 and 1 < p < ∞, the right-hand side of the (θ, p)-Hardy inequality is given by
the Besov energy (2.2). The Besov spaces, defined by (2.2), arise naturally in both the Euclidean
and metric settings as traces to the boundary of Sobolev functions defined on a domain, provided
the domain satisfies certain geometric assumptions, see for example [25,37,50]. It was shown in [5]
that Besov spaces on a compact, doubling metric measure space (Z, d, ν) always arise as traces of
Newton-Sobolev functions on an auxiliary metric measure space which has Z as a boundary. We
now outline the construction from [5], as well as some properties of the resulting space, which will
allow us in the subsequent sections to relate (θ, p)- and p-Hardy inequalities.

Throughout this section, we let (Z, d, ν) be a compact, doubling metric measure space and assume
that diam(Z) < 1. Fix α, τ > 1, and fix z0 ∈ Z. Let A0 := {z0}, and for each i ∈ N, let Ai be
a maximally α−i-separated subset of Z, constructed inductively so that Ai ⊂ Ai+1. For each
i ∈ N ∪ {0}, we define the i-th level vertices by

Vi :=
⋃
z∈Ai

(z, i),

and define the vertex set

V =
∞⋃
i=0

⋃
z∈Ai

(z, i).

Given (z, i), (y, j) ∈ V , we say that (z, i) and (y, j) are neighbors, denoted (z, i) ∼ (y, j), if and only
if |i − j| ≤ 1 and in addition, either i = j and BZ(z, τα

−i) ∩ BZ(y, τα
−j) ̸= ∅, or i = j ± 1 and

BZ(z, α
−i) ∩ BZ(y, α

−j) ̸= ∅. We then turn the vertex set V into a metric graph X by gluing a
unit interval [v, w] between each pair of neighboring vertices v, w. We denote by dX the path metric
on X.

For ε > 0, we consider the uniformized metric on X, given by

dε(x, y) := inf
γ

ˆ
γ
e−εdX(·,v0)ds,

where the infimum is taken over all paths γ in X with endpoints x and y. We denote by Xε the
completion of X with respect to the metric dε, and we set ∂εX := Xε \X. We refer to (Xε, dε) as
the uniformized hyperbolic filling of (Z, d, ν). For clarity, balls in Z, taken with respect to the d,
are denoted by BZ , while balls in Xε taken with respect to dε are denoted by Bε.

For β > 0, we define the vertex weights µ̂β by

µ̂β((z, i)) = e−βiν(BZ(z, α
−i)).

We then define the measure µβ on X by

µβ(A) :=
∑
v∈V

∑
w∼v

(µ̂β(v) + µ̂β(w))H1(A ∩ [v, w]).

From this definition, we see that if σ ∈ R is such that |σ| < β, then

(4.1) µβ+σ ≃ dε(·, Z)σ/εdµβ.
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That is, perturbing the parameter β is equivalent to weighting the measure µβ , see [5, Section 10].
The following summarizes the fundamental properties of (Xε, dε, µβ), obtained in [5]:

Theorem 4.2. [5, Theorem 1.1] Let (Z, d, ν) be a compact metric measure space, diam(Z) < 1,
with ν a doubling measure. Let α, τ > 1 and let ε := logα. Then for all β > 0, (Xε, dε, µβ) satisfies
the following:

(1) (Xε, dε) is a geodesic space.
(2) (Z, d) is bi-Lipschitz equivalent to (∂εX, dε), with bi-Lipschitz constant depending only on α

and τ .
(3) (X, dε, µβ) and (Xε, dε, µβ) are doubling and support a (1, 1)-Poincaré inequality.
(4) For all z ∈ Z and 0 < r < 2 diam(Z), we have that

ν(Bε(z, r) ∩ Z) ≃
µβ(Bε(z, r))

rβ/ε
.

(5) If 1 ≤ p < ∞ and 0 < θ < 1 are such that β/ε = p(1 − θ), then there exist bounded trace
and extension operators

T : N1,p(Xε, µβ) → Bθ
p,p(Z, ν) and E : Bθ

p,p(Z, ν) → N1,p(Xε, µβ),

such that T ◦ E = Id. Moreover, for all u ∈ N1,p(Xε, µβ) and f ∈ Bθ
p,p(Z, ν), we have

∥Tu∥p
Bθ

p,p(Z,ν)
≲
ˆ
Xε

gpu dµβ,

ˆ
Xε

gpEf dµβ ≲ ∥f∥p
Bθ

p,p(Z,ν)
.

In the above results, the constants depend only on α, τ , β, and Cν .

The trace and extensions operators above have the following explicit constructions: for u ∈
N1,p(Xε, µβ) and z ∈ Z, we have

Tu(z) = lim
r→0+

 
Bε(z,r)

u dµβ.

Likewise, for f ∈ Bθ
p,p(Z, ν), Ef is first defined on the vertices of X by

(4.3) Ef((z, i)) =

 
BZ(z,α−i)

f dν.

To define Ef on all of X, these values are then extended piece-wise linearly (with respect to dε) to
the edges of X.

Balls centered at vertices of Xε form a Whitney-type covering of X, as shown in the following
lemma. We first note that if α > 1 and ε = logα, then for all i ∈ N∪ {0} and z ∈ Ai, we have that

(4.4) dε((z, i), Z) = dε((z, i), z) =
α−i

logα
.

This can be shown by direct computation using the definition of dε, along with the fact that
(z, i+ j) ∈ V for all j ∈ N, see [5, Section 4].

Lemma 4.5. Let α = e1/4, and let ε := logα. Then the following hold:
(1) For all i ∈ N ∪ {0} and z ∈ Ai, we have that dε((z, i), Z) = 4α−i.
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(2) X =
⋃∞

i=0

⋃
z∈Ai

Bε((z, i), α
−i).

(3)
∑∞

i=0

∑
z∈Ai

χBε((z,i),α−i) ≤ C := C(α, τ, Cν).

Proof. Claim (1) follows directly from (4.4). To prove Claim (2), let v, w ∈ V be such that v ∼ w.
Without loss of generality, we may assume that v = (z, i) and w = (y, j) with j ∈ {i, i + 1}. If
j = i, then by the definition of dε along with [5, Proposition 4.4], we have that

α−i

2τα
≤ dZ(z, y)

2τα
≤ dε(z, w) ≤ ℓε([v, w]) = α−i.

If j = i+ 1, then we have from the definition of dε and choice of α = e1/4 that

dε(v, w) = ℓε([v, w]) = α−i

(
α− 1

α logα

)
< α−i.

In either case, it follows that [v, w] ⊂ Bε(v, α
−i)∪Bε(w,α

−j). By our choice of α = e1/4, it follows
from (4.4) that distε(v, Z) = 4α−i. Thus, Bε(v, α

−i) ∩ Z = ∅, and so (2) holds.
To prove (3), we first claim that if v = (z, i) and w = (y, j) are vertices such that j = i + k for

some k ≥ 3, then Bε(v, α
−i) ∩ Bε(w,α

−j) = ∅. Indeed, if γ is a path in X joining v to w, then
γ must contain a vertical edge joining the (i + l − 1)-th level of vertices to the (i + l)-th level of
vertices for each 1 ≤ l ≤ k. Thus, it follows that

dε(v, w) ≥
ˆ i+k

i
e−εtdt =

α−i(1− α−k)

logα
.

Since k ≥ 3, and since α = e1/4, it follows that

dε(v, w) ≥
α−i(1− α−k)

logα
> α−i + α−j ,

hence Bε(v, α
−i) ∩Bε(w,α

−j) = ∅, and the claim follows.
Now, let x ∈ X. Then, there exists i ∈ N ∪ {0} and z ∈ Ai such that x ∈ Bε((z, i), α

−i). If
j ∈ N ∪ {0} and y ∈ Aj are such that x ∈ Bε((y, j), α

−j), then we know from the above claim that
|i− j| ≤ 3. If z ̸= y, then since z, y ∈ Ai+3, it follows from [5, Proposition 4.4] that

α−(i+3) ≤ dZ(z, y) ≤ 2ταdε((z, i), (y, j)) ≤ 2τα(α−i + α−j) ≤ 2τα(1 + α3)α−i.

Therefore, since dZ is doubling, there exists a constant C := C(α, τ, Cν , diam(Z)) such that the set

{y ∈ Ai+3 : ∃j ∈ {i− 3, . . . , i+ 3} s.t. x ∈ B((y, j), α−j)}
contains at most C elements. For each y in this set, the only possible vertices (y, j) for which
Bε((y, j), α

−j) may contain x are {(y, i− 3), (y, i− 2), . . . , (y, i+ 3)}. Thus, it follows that the set

{(y, j) : j ∈ N ∪ {0}, y ∈ Aj , x ∈ Bε((y, j), α
−j)}

contains at most 7C elements, and so (3) follows. □

Recall the definition of a porous set given in Definition 3.14.

Lemma 4.6. Let α, τ > 1, and let ε := logα. Then there exists 0 < c < 1, depending only on α,
such that Z ⊂ Xε is c-porous.
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Proof. Let z ∈ Z and let 0 < r ≤ diam(Z). Let K := 2(1 + 1/ logα). Let i ∈ N ∪ {0} be the
smallest non-negative integer such that α−i < r/K. Then there exists z′ ∈ Ai ∩ Bε(z, r/K). Let
v := (z′, i) ∈ V . We then have from (4.4) that

dε(z, v) ≤ dε(z, z
′) + dε(v, z

′) <
r

K
+

α−i

logα
<

r

K
(1 + 1/ logα) = r/2.

Thus, v ∈ Bε(z, r/2). Since dε(v, Z) = α−i/ logα from (4.4), it follows that Bε(v, α
−i/(2 logα)) ⊂

Xε \ Z. By our choice of i, we then have that

Bε(v, r/(4α(1 + logα))) ⊂ Bε(v, α
−i/(2 logα)) ⊂ Xε \ Z.

Thus, Z is c-porous in Xε with c := (4α(1 + logα))−1. □

Remark 4.7. The assumption that diam(Z) < 1 is not overly restrictive. If diam(Z) ≥ 1, then we
may rescale the metric, replacing d with d/(2 diam(Z)). In this case, analogs of the above results
hold for (Z, d, ν); the only difference is that the constants present in (some of) the above results
will depend additionally upon diam(Z).

5. Fractional Hardy inequalities and the hyperbolic filling

In this section, we assume that (Z, d, ν) is a compact metric measure space, with ν a doubling
measure. By rescaling the metric d if necessary, we may assume without loss of generality that
diam(Z) < 1, see Remark 4.7. We fix parameters α = e1/4, τ = 2, and we let ε := logα = 1/4. For
each β > 0, we consider the uniformized hyperbolic filling (Xε, dε, µβ) of (Z, d, ν) as constructed
in Section 4. The main result of this section is the following, which relates the validity of (θ, p)-
Hardy inequalities on Z to p-Hardy inequalities on Xε. This theorem is proven by combining
Proposition 5.6 and Proposition 5.15 below.

In what follows, we denumerate the α−i-separated set Ai used in the construction of (Xε, dε, µβ)
by

Ai := {zi,j}j∈Ii .
For ease of notation, we set

I := {(i, j) : i ∈ N ∪ {0}, j ∈ Ii},
and for each (i, j) ∈ I, we set

Bi,j := Bε((zi,j , i), α
−i).

By Lemma 4.5, the collection {Bi,j}(i,j)∈I covers X and has bounded overlap. For each (i, j) ∈ I,
we denote by Ui,j the set

Ui,j := BZ(zi,j , α
−i) ∩ Z.

Recall that we denote balls in Z taken with respect to the metric d by BZ , while balls in Xε, taken
with respect to dε, are denoted by Bε. For a constant C > 0 we also denote by CUi,j the set
BZ(zi,j , Cα−i) ∩ Z. We now show that given a closed set E ⊂ Z, there exists a subcollection of
{Ui,j}(i,j)∈I which forms a Whitney-type cover of Z \ E.

Lemma 5.1. Let E ⊂ Z be a closed set. Then there exists IE ⊂ I such that the following hold:
(1) Z \ E =

⋃
(i,j)∈IE Ui,j,

(2) For each (i, j) ∈ IE, we have that 6α−i ≤ d(Ui,j , E) ≤ (8α)α−i,
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(3)
∑

(i,j)∈IE χ3Ui,j ≤ C := C(α,Cν).

Proof. For each i ∈ N ∪ {0}, let

(5.2) Ni := {z ∈ Z \ E : 8α−i ≤ d(z, E) < 8α−(i−1)},

and let
Ii,E := {j ∈ Ii : Ui,j ∩Ni ̸= ∅}.

We then define

IE :=
∞⋃
i=0

{(i, j) ∈ I : j ∈ Ii,E}.

For z ∈ Z\E, there exists a unique i ∈ N∪{0} such that z ∈ Ni. As Ai is a maximally α−i-separated
subset of Z, there zi,j ∈ Ai such that x ∈ BZ(zi,j , α

−i) = Ui,j . Thus, (i, j) ∈ Ii,E , and so it follows
that Z \ E ⊂

⋃
(i,j)∈IE Ui,j .

For (i, j) ∈ IE , we have that there exists y ∈ Ui,j ∩ Ni. For any z ∈ Ui,j , it follows from the
triangle inequality that d(z, E) ≥ d(y,E)− d(y, z) ≥ 8α−i − 2α−i = 6α−i, and so we have that

(5.3) d(Ui,j , E) ≥ 6α−i.

This completes the proof of (1), as well as the first inequality of (2). Since y ∈ Ui,j ∩ Ni, we also
have that

d(Ui,j , E) ≤ d(y,E) ≤ (8α)α−i,

which gives us the second inequality in (2).
Now, let (i, j) ∈ IE , and let z ∈ 3Ui,j . Since there exists y ∈ Ui,j ∩Ni, it follows from the triangle

inequality that
d(z, E) ≤ d(z, y) + d(y,E) < (6 + 8α)α−i

and also that
d(z, E) ≥ d(y,E)− d(y, z) > 2α−i.

Hence we have that
2α−i < d(3Ui,j , E) < (6 + 8α)α−i.

From this and the choice of α = e1/4, it follows that if l ∈ N is such that l > 7, then 3Ui,j∩Ni+l = ∅,
and if l > 5, then 3Ui,j ∩ Ni−l = ∅. Hence, 3Ui,j ⊂

⋃7
l=−5Ni+l. From this, we see that if

i1, i2 ∈ N ∪ {0} are such that |i1 − i2| > 12, then

(5.4)

 ⋃
j∈Ii1,E

3Ui1,j

 ∩

 ⋃
j∈Ii2,E

3Ui2,j

 = ∅.

Let ζ ∈ Z \ E. There is a unique i0 ∈ N ∪ {0} such that ζ ∈ Ni0 , and so from (5.4), it follows
that ∑

(i,j)∈IE

χ3Ui,j (ζ) =

i0+12∑
i=i0−12

∑
j∈Ii,E

χ3Ui,j (ζ).
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Since {zi,j}j∈Ii,E is an α−i-separated set and ν is doubling, there exists C := C(α,Cν) such that∑
j∈Ii,E χ3Ui,j ≤ C. Therefore, substituting this into the previous expression, we have that∑

(i,j)∈IE

χ3Ui,j (ζ) ≤ 24C,

which completes the proof of (3). □

Given (i, j) ∈ I, the structure of the hyperbolic filling also gives us a natural collection of balls
with which to chain Bi,j to Ui,j , as we show with the following lemma.

Lemma 5.5. Let (i, j) ∈ I, and let z ∈ Ui,j. For each k ∈ N ∪ {0}, k ≥ i, there exists jk ∈ Ik such
that the collection {Bk(z) := Bk,jk}∞k=i satisfies the following properties for all k ≥ i:

(1) Bi(z) = Bi,j,
(2) rad(Bk(z)) = α−k ≃ dε(z,Bk(z)),
(3) Bk+1(z) ⊂ 2Bk(z) for all k ≥ i,
(4) Bk(z) ⊂ 5Bi,j,
(5) µβ(Bk(z)) ≃ α−kβ/εν(Bε(z, α

−k)),
(6) If u ∈ Lip(Xε), then Tu(z) = limk→∞ uBk(z).

Here T is the trace operator given in Theorem 4.2.

Proof. Set ji := j, and for all k ∈ N, k > i, choose jk ∈ Ik such that d(z, zk,jk) < α−k. Such a
jk exists, as Ak is a maximally α−k-separated set. Setting vk := (zk,jk , k) ∈ V , it follows from the
definition of the neighborhood relationship between vertices of X, given in Section 4, that vk ∼ vk+1

for all k ≥ i.
For each k ≥ i, set

Bk(z) := Bk,jk = Bε(zk,jk , α
−k).

By (4.4), it follows that
dε(z,Bk(z)) ≥ dε(Bk(z), Z) ≥ 3α−k.

Likewise, by the bi-Lipschitz equivalence of d and dε, as well as (4.4), we have

dε(z,Bk(z)) ≤ dε(z, zk,jk) + dε(zk,jk , vk) ≃ d(z, zk,jk) + α−k ≲ α−k.

Thus, (1) and (2) hold.
Since vk ∼ vk+1, it follows from the definition of dε and choice of α = e1/4 that

dε(vk, vk+1) ≤ ℓε([vk, vk+1]) =

ˆ k+1

k
e−εt dt = 4(1− 1/α)α−k < α−k.

Thus, vk+1 ∈ Bk(z), and so we have have that Bk+1(z) ⊂ 2Bk(z), proving (3).
If x ∈ Bk(z), then by (4.4), we have that

dε(vi, x) ≤ dε(vi, vk) + dε(vk, x) < 4α−i + α−k ≤ 5α−i,

and so we have that Bk(z) ⊂ Bi,j , proving (4).
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To prove (5), we note that by the bi-Lipschitz equivalence of d and dε, there is a constant
C := C(α, τ) ≥ 1 such that dε(z, zk,jk) < Cα−k. From (4.4) and our choice of α = e1/4, it then
follows that

Bk(z) ⊂ Bε(zk,jk , 5α
−k) ⊂ Bε(z, (5 + C)α−k).

Since µβ is doubling, we then have that

µβ(Bk(z)) ≤ µβ(Bε(z, (5 + C)α−k) ≃ µβ(Bε(z, α
−k)).

Likewise, by (4.4), we have that Bε(z, α
−k) ⊂ B(zk,jk , (1 + C)α−k) ⊂ (5 + C)Bk(z), and so again

by the doubling property of µβ , we obtain

µβ(Bε(z, α
−k)) ≤ µβ((5 + C)Bk(z)) ≃ µβ(Bk(z)).

From these two inequalities and the β/ε-codimensional relationship between µβ and ν given by
Theorem 4.2, we have that

µβ(Bk(z)) ≃ α−kβ/εν(Bε(z, α
−k)),

proving (5).
Finally, if u ∈ Lip(Xε), then Tu is given by the restriction of u to Z, and is thus also Lipschitz.

Moreover, for each x ∈ Bk(z), it follows that

dε(x, z) ≤ dε(x, vk) + dε(vk, zk,jk) + dε(zk,jk , z) < 6Cα−k.

Hence,

|Tu(z)− uBk(z)| ≤
 
Bk(z)

|u(z)− u(x)|dµβ(x) ≲ α−k → 0

as k → ∞. This proves (6). □

We now show that a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality on Z implies a p-Hardy inequality with respect to
µβ on Xε, for an appropriate choice of θ, p, and β.

Proposition 5.6. Let E ⊂ Z be a closed set, let 1 < p < ∞, 0 < θ < 1, and β > 0 be such that
β/ε = p(1− θ), and suppose that Z \ E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality. Then Xε \ E satisfies a
p-Hardy inequality with respect to µβ, with constant depending only on θ, p, Cν , and Cθ,p.

Proof. Let u ∈ Lipc(Xε \ E), and for ease of notation, let µ := µβ . For (i, j) ∈ I, let Bi,j and Ui,j

be as defined above. From Lemma 4.5, we then have thatˆ
Xε\E

|u(x)|p

dε(x,E)p
dµ(x) ≤

∑
(i,j)∈I

ˆ
Bi,j

|u(x)|p

dε(x,E)p
dµ(x)

≲
∑

(i,j)∈I

|(Tu)Ui,j |p
ˆ
Bi,j

dµ(x)

dε(x,E)p
+
∑

(i,j)∈I

ˆ
Bi,j

|u(x)− (Tu)Ui,j |p

dε(x,E)p
dµ(x),(5.7)

where T is the trace operator given by Theorem 4.2.
To estimate the first term of (5.7), we decompose the collection {Bi,j}(i,j)∈I in the following

manner. Let IE ⊂ I be the indexing set given by Lemma 5.1, and for each (i, j) ∈ IE , let

Ii,j := {(k, l) ∈ I : k > i, l ∈ Ik, Uk,l ∩ Ui,j ̸= ∅}.
Let I1 :=

⋃
(i,j)∈IE Ii,j , and let I2 := I \ I1.
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For (k, l) ∈ I1, we have from the bi-Lipschitz equivalence of d and dε, along with (4.4) that

d(Uk,l, E) ≃ dε(Uk,l, E)(5.8)
≤ dε(Uk,l, Bk,l) + dε(Bk,l, E) ≲ dε(Bk,l, Z) + dε(Bk,l, E) ≲ dε(Bk,l, E).

Here the comparison constants depend only the bi-Lipschitz constants between d and dε, which
depend only on α and τ , see [5, Proposition 4.4]. Moreover, if (k, l) ∈ I1, then there exists (i, j) ∈ IE
such that (k, l) ∈ Ii,j , and so there exists y ∈ Uk,l ∩ Ui,j . Thus, for z ∈ Uk,l, it follows from (5.3)
and Lemma 5.1 (2) that

d(z, E) ≥ d(Ui,j , E)− d(y, z) ≥ 6α−i − 2α−k ≥ 4α−k ≥ (2α)−1d(Uk,l, E),(5.9)

where we have used the fact that k > i, since (k, l) ∈ I1. Using (5.8), the β/ε-codimensional
relationship between µ and ν given by Theorem 4.2, as well as (5.9), we then obtain∑

(k,l)∈I1

|(Tu)Uk,l
|p
ˆ
Bk,l

dµ(x)

dε(x,E)p
≤

∑
(i,j)∈IE

∑
(k,l)∈Ii,j

|(Tu)Uk,l
|p
ˆ
Bk,l

dµ(x)

dε(x,E)p

≲
∑

(i,j)∈IE

∑
(k,l)∈Ii,j

µ(Bk,l)

ν(Uk,l)

ˆ
Uk,l

|Tu(z)|p

d(Uk,l, E)p
dν(z)

≲
∑

(i,j)∈IE

∑
(k,l)∈Ii,j

α−kβ/ε

ˆ
Uk,l

|Tu(z)|p

d(Uk,l, E)p
dν(z)

≲
∑

(i,j)∈IE

∑
(k,l)∈Ii,j

α−kβ/ε

ˆ
Uk,l

|Tu(z)|p

d(z, E)p
dν(z).

We note that for each k, the collection {Uk,l}l∈Ik has bounded overlap since ν is doubling and
{zk,l}l∈Ik is α−k-separated. Furthermore, by our choice of α, if (k, l) ∈ Ii,j , then Uk,l ⊂ 3Ui,j . From
Lemma 5.1, it also follows that if (i, j) ∈ IE and z ∈ 3Ui,j , then d(z, E) ≥ 4α−i. From these facts,
as well as the bounded overlap of {3Ui,j}(i,j)∈IE , also given by Lemma 5.1, we have that∑
(i,j)∈IE

∑
(k,l)∈Ii,j

α−kβ/ε

ˆ
Uk,l

|Tu(z)|p

d(z, E)p
dν(z) =

∑
(i,j)∈IE

∞∑
k=i+1

∑
l s.t.

(k,l)∈Ii,j

α−kβ/ε

ˆ
Uk,l

|Tu(z)|p

d(z, E)p
dν(z)

≲
∑

(i,j)∈IE

∞∑
k=i+1

α−kβ/ε

ˆ
3Ui,j

|Tu(z)|p

d(z, E)p
dν(z)

≃
∑

(i,j)∈IE

α−iβ/ε

ˆ
3Ui,j

|Tu(z)|p

d(z, E)p
dν(z)

≲
∑

(i,j)∈IE

ˆ
3Ui,j

|Tu(z)|p

d(z, E)θp
dν(z) ≲

ˆ
Z\E

|Tu(z)|p

d(z, E)θp
dν(z).

Note that we have used the assumption that β/ε = p(1− θ) to obtain the second to last inequality.
Since u ∈ Lipc(Xε \ E), it follows that Tu ∈ Lipc(Z \ E). Since Z \ E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy
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inequality, and by boundedness of the trace operator given by Theorem 4.2, we therefore obtain∑
(k,l)∈I1

|(Tu)Uk,l
|p
ˆ
Bk,l

dµ(x)

d(x,E)p
≲
ˆ
Z

ˆ
Z

|Tu(z)− Tu(w)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z) ≲

ˆ
Xε

gpudµ.(5.10)

For (k, l) ∈ I2, we have that dε(Bk,l, E) ≥ dε(Bk,l, Z) ≥ 3α−k by (4.4), and so it follows that∑
(k,l)∈I2

|(Tu)Uk,l
|p
ˆ
Bk,l

dµ(x)

dε(x,E)p
≲

∑
(k,l)∈I2

µ(Bk,l)

ν(Uk,l)

ˆ
Uk,l

|Tu(z)|p

α−kp
dν(z)

≲
∑

(k,l)∈I2

ˆ
Uk,l

|Tu(z)|p

α−kθp
dν(z) =

∑
(k,l)∈I2

ˆ
Z\E

|Tu(z)|pχUk,l
(z)

α−kθp
dν(z).

Here we have again used the β/ε-codimensional relationship between µ and ν as well as the fact
that β/ε = p(1− θ).

For (k, l) ∈ I2, we have that (k, l) ̸∈ IE , and so by the definition of IE given in the proof of
Lemma 5.1, it follows that Uk,l∩Nk = ∅, where Nk is given by (5.2). Hence, either d(Uk,l, E) < 8α−k

or d(Uk,l, E) ≥ 8α−(k−1). If d(Uk,l, E) ≥ 8α−(k−1), then there exists (i, j) ∈ IE with i > k such that
Uk,l ∩Ui,j ̸= ∅, and so (k, l) ∈ I1. However, this is a contradiction by the definition of I2, and so it
follows that d(Uk,l, E) < 8α−k. Thus, for all z ∈ Uk,l, we have that

d(z, E) < 10α−k,

from which it follows that
k ≤ − logα(d(z, E)/10) =: m(z).

Therefore, by Tonelli’s theorem and bounded overlap of {Uk,l}l∈Ik , we obtain∑
(k,l)∈I2

ˆ
Z\E

|Tu(z)|pχUk,l
(z)

α−kθp
dν(z) =

ˆ
Z\E

|Tu(z)|p
∑

(k,l)∈I2
s.t. z∈Uk,l

1

α−kθp
dν(z)

≤
ˆ
Z\E

|Tu(z)|p
⌈m(z)⌉∑
k=−∞

∑
l∈Ik

s.t. z∈Uk,l

1

α−kθp
dν(z)

≲
ˆ
Z\E

|Tu(z)|p
⌈m(z)⌉∑
k=−∞

αkθpdν(z)

≃
ˆ
Z\E

|Tu(z)|pαm(z)θpdν(z) ≃
ˆ
Z\E

|Tu(z)|p

d(z, E)θp
dν(z) ≲

ˆ
Xε

gpudµ,

where the last inequality follows as Z \ E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality and by boundedness
of the trace operator, given by Theorem 4.2. Combining this with (5.10), we obtain the following
estimate for the first term of (5.7):

(5.11)
∑

(i,j)∈I

|(Tu)Ui,j |p
ˆ
Bi,j

dµ(x)

dε(x,E)p
≲
ˆ
Xε

gpudµ.
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Here, the comparison constant depends only on p, θ, α, τ , diam(Z), Cν , and Cθ,p.
We now estimate the second term of (5.7). We have that∑

(i,j)∈I

ˆ
Bi,j

|u(x)− (Tu)Ui,j |p

dε(x,E)p
dµ(x)

≲
∑

(i,j)∈I

ˆ
Bi,j

|u(x)− uBi,j |p

dε(x,E)p
dµ(x) +

∑
(i,j)∈I

|uBi,j − (Tu)Ui,j |p
ˆ
Bi,j

dµ(x)

dε(x,E)p
.(5.12)

As (Xε, dε, µβ) is doubling and supports a (1, 1)-Poincaré inequality, it also supports a (p, p)-
Poincaré inequality, see [29], and also [32, Theorem 9.1.2] for example. Using this fact along with
(4.4), we estimate the first term on the right-hand side of (5.12) by

∑
(i,j)∈I

ˆ
Bi,j

|u(x)− uBi,j |p

dε(x,E)p
dµ(x) ≲

∑
(i,j)∈I

µ(Bi,j)

α−ip

 
Bi,j

|u− uBi,j |pdµ ≲
∑

(i,j)∈I

ˆ
Bi,j

gpudµ ≲
ˆ
Xε

gpudµ.

(5.13)

We note that (Xε, dε) is a geodesic space, and so the (p, p)-Poincare inequality has scaling factor λ =
1, see [29]. Thus, we obtain the last inequality by bounded overlap of {Bi,j}(i,j)∈I , see Lemma 4.5.

To estimate the second term on the right-hand side of (5.12), we have from (4.4) that

∑
(i,j)∈I

|uBi,j − (Tu)Ui,j |p
ˆ
Bi,j

dµ(x)

dε(x,E)p
≲
∑

(i,j)∈I

µ(Bi,j)

α−ip

( 
Ui,j

|Tu(z)− uBi,j |dν(z)

)p

.(5.14)

For each z ∈ Ui,j , consider the chain of balls {Bk(z)}∞k=i given by Lemma 5.5. Since β/ε = p(1− θ),
we can choose q > 1 and δ > 0 such that β/ε < q < p and q(1 − δ) > β/ε. Using Lemma 5.5
Claims (1), (6), and (3), and applying the (1, q)-Poincaré inequality and Hölder’s inequality twice,
we obtain

 
Ui,j

|Tu(z)− uBi,j |dν(z) ≤
 
Ui,j

∞∑
k=i

|uBk(z) − uBk+1(z)|dν(z)

≲
 
Ui,j

∞∑
k=i

α−kδ−k(1−δ)

( 
2Bk(z)

gqu dµ

)1/q

dν(z)

≲ α−iδ

 
Ui,j

( ∞∑
k=i

α−k(1−δ)q

 
2Bk(z)

gqudµ

)1/q

dν(z)

≤ α−iδ

( 
Ui,j

∞∑
k=i

α−k(1−δ)q

 
2Bk(z)

gqudµ dν(z)

)1/q

.

By Lemma 5.5 Claim (2), there exists a constant C ≥ 1, depending only on the bi-Lipschitz constant
between d and dε, such that 2Bk(z) ⊂ Bε(z, Cα−k). Using this, as well as Lemma 5.5 Claims (4)
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and (5), we then obtain 
Ui,j

|Tu(z)−uBi,j |dν(z)

≲ α−iδ

( 
Ui,j

∞∑
k=i

α−k(1−δ)q+kβ/ε

ν(Bε(z, α−k))

ˆ
10Bi,j

gu(x)
qχBε(z,Cα−k)(x) dµ(x) dν(z)

)1/q

.

By Tonelli’s theorem and our choice of q and δ, we then obtain 
Ui,j

|Tu(z)−uBi,j |dν(z)

≲
α−iδ

ν(Ui,j)1/q

(ˆ
CBi,j

gu(x)
q

∞∑
k=i

α−k(1−δ)q+kβ/ε

ˆ
Ui,j

χBε(z,Cα−k)(x)

ν(Bε(z, α−k))
dν(z) dµ(x)

)1/q

≲
α−i+iβ/(εq)

ν(Ui,j)1/q

(ˆ
CBi,j

gqu dµ

)1/q

.

Substituting this into (5.14) and using the β/ε-codimensionality between µ and ν, we have that

∑
(i,j)∈I

|uBi,j − (Tu)Ui,j |p
ˆ
Bi,j

dµ(x)

dε(x,E)p
≲
∑

(i,j)∈I

(αiβ/ε)p/qµ(Bi,j)

ν(Ui,j)p/q

(ˆ
10Bi,j

gqu dµ

)p/q

≲
∑

(i,j)∈I

µ(Bi,j)
1−p/q

(ˆ
10Bi,j

gqu dµ

)p/q

≤
∑

(i,j)∈I

µ(Bi,j)
1−p/q

(ˆ
Bi,j

Mgqu dµ

)p/q

≤
∑

(i,j)∈I

ˆ
Bi,j

(Mgqu)
p/q dµ ≲

ˆ
Xε

(Mgqu)
p/q dµ.

Here M is the uncentered Hardy-Littlewood maximal function, and we have used Hölder’s inequality
and the bounded overlap of the {Bi,j}(i,j)∈I to obtain the last two inequalities, see Lemma 4.5. By
boundedness of the maximal function from Lp/q(Xε, µ) to Lp/q(Xε, µ), see [32, Theorem 3.5.6] for
example, we obtain the following estimate of the second term in (5.12):∑

(i,j)∈I

|uBi,j − (Tu)Ui,j |p
ˆ
Bi,j

dµ(x)

dε(x,E)p
≲
ˆ
Xε

gpu dµ.

Combining this with (5.13) and (5.12), the second term of (5.7) is now estimated by∑
(i,j)∈I

ˆ
Bi,j

|u(x)− (Tu)Ui,j |p

dε(x,E)p
dµ(x) ≲

ˆ
Xε

gpu dµ,
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and so, with (5.11), we obtain the desired inequality:
ˆ
Xε\E

|u(x)|p

dε(x,E)p
dµ(x) ≲

ˆ
Xε

gpu dµ.

Here, the comparison constant depends only on θ, p, α, τ , Cν , and Cθ,p. □

We now show that for an appropriate choice of θ, p, and β, a p-Hardy inequality with respect to
µβ on Xε implies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality on Z.

Proposition 5.15. Let E ⊂ Z be a closed set, let 1 ≤ p < ∞, 0 < θ < 1, and β > 0 be such that
β/ε = p(1 − θ), and suppose that Xε \ E satisfies a p-Hardy inequality with respect to µβ. Then
Z \ E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality, with constant depending on θ, p, Cν , and Cp.

Proof. Let u ∈ Lipc(Z \ E), and let IE ⊂ I be the indexing set given by Lemma 5.1. For ease of
notation, we again set µ := µβ . We then have that
ˆ
Z\E

|u(z)|p

d(z, E)θp
dν(z) ≤

∑
(i,j)∈IE

ˆ
Ui,j

|u(z)|p

d(z, E)θp
dν(z)

≲
∑

(i,j)∈IE

|(Eu)Bi,j |p
ˆ
Ui,j

dν(z)

d(z, E)θp
+

∑
(i,j)∈IE

ˆ
Ui,j

|u(z)− (Eu)Bi,j |p

d(z, E)θp
dν(z).(5.16)

Here Eu ∈ N1,p(Xε, µβ) is the extension of u given by Theorem 4.2, see (4.3).
By Lemma 5.1 and (4.4), we have that

d(Ui,j , E) ≃ α−i ≃ dε(Bi,j , Ui,j).

Using this, along with the β/ε-codimensionality between µ and ν, the assumption that β/ε =
p(1− θ), and bounded overlap of {Bi,j}(i,j)∈I , we estimate the first term on the right-hand side of
(5.16) as follows:∑

(i,j)∈IE

|(Eu)Bi,j |p
ˆ
Ui,j

dν(z)

d(z, E)θp
≲

∑
(i,j)∈IE

ν(Ui,j)

α−iθp

 
Bi,j

|Eu|pdµ

≃
∑

(i,j)∈IE

ν(Ui,j)

µ(Bi,j)

ˆ
Bi,j

|Eu(x)|p

dε(x,E)θp
dµ(x)

≃
∑

(i,j)∈IE

1

α−iβ/ε

ˆ
Bi,j

|Eu(x)|p

dε(x,E)θp
dµ(x)

≃
∑

(i,j)∈IE

ˆ
Bi,j

|Eu(x)|p

dε(x,E)p
dµ(x) ≲

ˆ
Xε\E

|Eu(x)|p

dε(x,E)p
dµ(x).

As u ∈ Lipc(Z \ E), it follows that Eu ∈ Lipc(Xε \ E), see (4.3). Since Xε \ E satisfies a p-Hardy
inequality with respect to µβ , and by the boundedness of the extension operator, see Theorem 4.2,
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we have that∑
(i,j)∈IE

|(Eu)Bi,j |p
ˆ
Ui,j

dν(z)

d(z, E)θp
≲
ˆ
Xε

gpEudµ

≲
ˆ
Z

ˆ
Z

|u(z)− u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z).(5.17)

We now estimate the second term on the right-hand side of (5.16). If x ∈ Bi,j , for (i, j) ∈ IE ,
then there exist vertices v1 = (y1, i1) and v2 = (y2, i2) such that x ∈ [v1, v2], and i1 ≃ i ≃ i2. Thus,
by the definition of E given by (4.3), for z ∈ Ui,j and x ∈ Ui,j , there exists k ∈ {1, 2} such that

|u(z)− Eu(x)| ≤

∣∣∣∣∣u(z)−
 
BZ(yk,α

ik )
u dν

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
 
BZ(yk,α

ik )
|u(z)− u(w)|dν(w).

Since x ∈ Bi,j and since ik ≃ i, there exists C := C(α, τ, Cν) such that

|u(z)− Eu(x)| ≲
 
CUi,j

|u(z)− u(w)|dν(w),

where CUi,j = BZ(zi,j , Cα−i)∩Z, and we have used the doubling property of ν. Thus, by Hölder’s
inequality, we have thatˆ

Ui,j

|u(z)− (Eu)Bi,j |p

d(z, E)θp
dν(z) ≤ 1

α−iθp

ˆ
Ui,j

 
Bi,j

|u(z)− Eu(x)|pdµ(x)dν(z)

≲
1

α−iθp

ˆ
Ui,j

 
Bi,j

 
CUi,j

|u(z)− u(w)|pdν(w) dµ(x) dν(z)

=
1

α−iθp

ˆ
Ui,j

 
CUi,j

|u(z)− u(w)|pdν(w) dν(z)

≲
ˆ
Ui,j

ˆ
CUi,j

|u(z)− u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z)

≤
ˆ
Ui,j

ˆ
Z

|u(z)− u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z).

By bounded overlap of the collection {Ui,j}(i,j)∈IE , we then obtain∑
(i,j)∈IE

ˆ
Ui,j

|u(z)− (Eu)Bi,j |p

d(z, E)θp
dν(z) ≲

ˆ
Z

ˆ
Z

|u(z)− u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z).

Combining this estimate with (5.16) and (5.17) completes the proof. Here, the comparison constants
depend only on θ, p, α, τ , Cν , and Cp. □

6. Localization and proof of Theorem 1.3

In this section, we combined the results of the previous sections with a localization argument in
order to prove Theorem 1.3.
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6.1. Localization. We now let (Z, d, ν) be a complete doubling metric measure space. In order to
apply Theorem 1.4, which is proven for a compact doubling metric measure space, in the proof of
Theorem 1.3, we first need to show that if E ⊂ Z is a closed set, with Z \ E bounded satisfying
a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality, then we can find a compact set Z0 ⊂ Z such that the ν|Z0 is doubling,
Z0 \ E = Z \ E, and that Z0 \ E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality. The basic step is finding an
exhaustion of Z by sets ZR, R > 0, so that ZR equipped with the restricted measures are doubling.
This is a much simplified version of an exhaustion by uniform domains constructed by Rajala in
[53]. The restricted measure is given by ν|ZR

(A) = ν(ZR∩A) and the restricted distance is d|ZR×ZR
.

For simplicity, we will use d to denote the distance in both the subset and entire space.

Proposition 6.1. Let (Z, d, ν) be complete and doubling and z0 ∈ Z. For every R > 0, there exists
a compact set ZR ⊂ Z for which

(1) B(z0, R) ⊂ ZR ⊂ B(z0, 2R), and
(2) (ZR, d|ZR×ZR

, ν|ZR
) is doubling.

Proof. Define recursively the following sets

Ω0 = B(z0, R), Ωi+1 = {y ∈ Z : d(y,Ωi) ≤ 4−i−1R).

Let

ZR =

∞⋃
i=0

Ωi.

The set ZR is closed by definition, and to show that it is compact it suffices to prove that it is
bounded. By induction on i ∈ N one shows that

Ωi ⊂ B(z0,
i∑

k=0

R4−k) ⊂ B(z0, 4/3R).

Thus, ZR ⊂ B(z0, 2R) and ZR is compact. It is also direct that B(z0, R) = Ω0 ⊂ ZR.
Next, we prove that ZR equipped with the restricted measure ν|ZR

is doubling. Let z ∈ ZR and
let r > 0. First, if r > 4R, then

ν|ZR
(B(z, r)) = ν(B(z, 2r) ∩ ZR) = ν(ZR) ≥ ν|ZR

(B(z, 2r)).

Since ν(ZR) ≥ ν(B(z0, R)) > 0, we get doubling for all radii r > 4R.
Thus, we are left to consider r < 4R. For this, we prove a version of the corkscrew condition from

[8]. Let c = 1/48. The corkscrew condition is: For every z ∈ ZR there exits an zr ∈ ZR ∩B(z, r/3)
so that B(zr, cr) ⊂ B(z, r) ∩ ZR.

First, choose k ∈ N so that R4−k < r ≤ R41−k. By induction, for every p ∈ Ωi and all i ∈ N
we have d(p,Ωk) ≤ 4−kR/3. This follows directly for i ≤ k, and induction step follows from the
definition. Thus, d(z,Ωk) ≤ 4−kR/3.

Pick zr ∈ Ωk so that d(zr, z) ≤ 4−kR/3 ≤ r/3. Then,

B(zr, cr) ⊂ B(zr, R4−1−k) ⊂ ZR

by construction, and B(zr, cr) ⊂ B(z, r) by the choice of c.
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With the corkscrew condition established, the doubling condition is fairly direct. First, by con-
struction:

ν|ZR
(B(z, 2r)) ≤ ν(B(z, 2r)),

and

ν|ZR
(B(z, r)) = ν(ZR ∩B(z, r)) ≥ ν(B(zr, cr)) ≥ Cν(B(z, 2r)),

where C is some constant from the doubling bound. It is also direct that ν|ZR
(B(z, r)) > 0, and

thus doubling follows. □

Remark 6.2. The proposition above can often be much simplified. If Z is geodesic, then it suffices
to define ZR = B(z0, R). Thus, exhaustions by balls work for example in all Euclidean spaces.

Given this exhaustion, we can prove the following localization argument.

Proposition 6.3. Let (Z, d, ν) be complete and doubling, let 0 < θ < 1 and 1 < p < ∞, and let
E ⊂ Z be a closed set such that Z \ E is bounded. Let z0 ∈ Z \ E, and let ZR be the exhaustion
constructed in Proposition 6.1.

(i) If Z \E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality, then there exists an R > 0 so that Z \E = ZR \E
and ZR \ E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality.

(ii) Conversely, if R > 0 is such that Z \ E = ZR \ E and ZR \ E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy
inequality, then Z \ E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality.

Proof. Consider the inequality for the open set Ω = Z \ E in the space X = Z:

(6.4)
ˆ
Z\E

|u(z)|p

d(z, Z \ E)θp
dν(z) ≤ Cθ,p

ˆ
Z

ˆ
Z

|u(z)− u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z)

for all Lipschitz functions u with compact support in Z \E. If R > 0 is such that Z \E = ZR \E,
then replacing Z by ZR in (6.4) inequality does not alter the left hand side, but potentially decreases
the right hand side. This shows immediately that the fractional Hardy inequality for Ω = ZR \ E
and X = ZR implies the same for Ω = Z \ E and X = Z. This gives us (ii).

We now prove (i). Suppose that Z\E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality, and let R > 2 diam(Z\E)
be such that Z \ E = ZR \ E. We will show that the conclusion holds for R sufficiently large. To
this end, we estimate the right hand side of (6.4) as follows:
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ˆ
Z

ˆ
Z

|u(z)− u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z)

=

ˆ
ZR

ˆ
ZR

(· · · ) dν(w)dν(z) +
ˆ
ZR

ˆ
Z\ZR

(· · · )dν(w)dν(z) +
ˆ
Z\ZR

ˆ
ZR

(· · · )dν(w)dν(z)

≤
ˆ
ZR

ˆ
ZR

|u(z)− u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z) +

ˆ
Ec

ˆ
B(z0,R)c

|u(z)|pdν(w)dν(z)
d(z, w)θpµ(B(z, d(z, w)))

+

ˆ
B(z0,R)c

ˆ
Ec

|u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpµ(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z).

≤
ˆ
ZR

ˆ
ZR

|u(z)− u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z)

+ (1 + Cν)

ˆ
Ec

ˆ
B(z0,R)c

|u(z)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z).

Writing B(z0, R)c =
⋃∞

k=0B(z0, 2
k+1R)\B(z0, 2

kR), we see that if z ∈ Ec and w ∈ B(z0, 2
k+1R)\

B(z0, 2
kR) then d(z, w) ≥ d(z0, w)−d(z0, z) ≥ 2kR−R/2 = 2k−1R. We also have that B(z, d(z, w)) ⊂

B(z0, d(z, w) + d(z0, z)) ⊂ B(z0, 2
k+2R). Using this and doubling, we get for z ∈ Ec,

ˆ
B(z0,R)c

1

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w) ≤

∞∑
k=0

ˆ
B(z0,2k+1R)\B(z0,2kR)

1

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)

≤ R−θp
∞∑
k=0

ν(B(z0, 2
k+1R) \B(z0, 2

kR))

2(k−1)θpν(B(z, 2k−1R))

≤ C1R
−θp,

where C1 ≥ 1 is a constant depending only on Cν , θ, and p. Hence, if R > (2Cθ,pC1(1 + Cν))
1
θp ,

then together with the previous bounds, we obtainˆ
Z\E

|u(z)|p

d(z, Z \ E)θp
dν(z) ≤ Cθ,p

ˆ
Z

ˆ
Z

|u(z)− u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z)

≤ Cθ,p

ˆ
ZR

ˆ
ZR

|u(z)− u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpµ(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z) +

1

2

ˆ
Z\E

|u(z)|p

d(z, Z \ E)θp
dν(z).

Absorbing the second term to the left hand side yields the fractional Hardy inequality for ZR \ E
in ZR, which establishes (i). □

6.2. Proof of Theorem 1.3. The localization argument above reduces the proof of self-improvement
in (possibly unbounded) Z to the self-improvement result in the compact and doubling space ZR

for some R > 0, where we are able to apply Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. By Proposition 6.3, we may assume without loss of generality that Z is
compact. We also note that the (θ, p)-Hardy inequality is invariant under scaling of the metric.
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That is, for all λ > 0, Z \ E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality with respect to d if and only if it
does so with respect to λd, with the same constant. Therefore, replacing d with d/(2 diam(Z)) if
necessary, we may assume without loss of generality that diam(Z) < 1.

Fix α = e1/4 τ = 2, and let ε := logα = 1/4. Choose β0 > 0 satisfying

β0
ε

= p0(1− θ0),

and consider the uniformized hyperbolic filling (Xε, dε, µβ0) of (Z, d, ν) as constructed in Section 4.
As Z \ E satisfies a (θ0, p0)-Hardy inequality, it follows from Theorem 1.4 that Xε \ E satisfies a
p0-Hardy inequality with respect to µβ0 , with constant Cp0 := Cp0(θ0, p0, Cθ0,p0 , Cν).

Note that by Theorem 4.2, (Xε, dε, µβ0) is doubling and supports a (1, 1)-Poincaré inequality,
with doubling constant Cµβ0

and Poincaré inequality constants depending only on θ0, p0, and Cν .
As such, it follows from Theorem 2.5 that there exists

ε1 := ε1(θ0, p0, Cθ0,p0 , Cν) < min{θ0p0/2, p0 − 1}

and C1 := C1(θ0, p0, Cθ0,p0 , Cν) such that Xε \E satisfies a p-Hardy inequality with respect to µβ0 ,
with constant Cp = C1, for all p ∈ (p0 − ε1, p0 + ε1).

For such p, let

θp := 1− p0(1− θ0)

p
.

Note that our choice of ε1 < min{θ0p0/2, p0 − 1} ensures that p > 1 and 0 < θp < 1. Since

β0
ε

= p(1− θp),

it follows from Theorem 1.4 that Z\E satisfies a (θp, p)-Hardy inequality for all p ∈ (p0−ε1, p0+ε1),
with constant Cθp,p depending only on p, θ0, p0, Cθ0,p0 , and Cν , see Figure 1.

Now, let p ∈ (p0 − ε1, p0 + ε1). Since Xε \ E satisfies a p-Hardy inequality with respect to µβ0 ,
it follows from Theorem 1.7 that Xε \E also supports a p-Hardy inequality with respect to w dµβ0

for any p-admissible weight w which is δp-regularizable in Xε \ E, with

(6.5) δp :=
p

C0
(2C1)

−1/p.

Here, C0 is the constant from Lemma 3.4, which depends only on Cµβ0
, which itself depends only

on θ0, p0, and Cν . As Z is a c-porous subset of Xε by Lemma 4.6, with c depending only on α, it
follows from Proposition 3.16 that there exists

0 < σp := σp(θ0, p0, Cν , δp) < min{θ0p0/2, p0(1− θ0)}

such that if σ ∈ R satisfies |σ| < σp, then dε(·, Z)σ is δp-regularizable in Xε \ E. As

(6.6) dε(·, Z)σ dµβ0 ≃ µβ0+εσ,

see (4.1), it follows from Theorem 4.2 that dε(·, Z)σ is a p-admissible weight. Thus, from Theorem 1.7
and (6.6), it follows that Xε \E satisfies a p-Hardy inequality with respect to µβ0+εσ for all σ ∈ R
such that |σ| < σp.
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p0

θ0

p0 + ε1p0 − ε1 p

θp

Figure 1. For each point (θ, p) lying on the above curve in the (θ, p)-plane, Z \ E
satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality.

For such σ, we have that
β0 + εσ

ε
= p(1− (θp − σ/p)).

Note that our choice of σp < min{θ0p0/2, p0(1 − θ0)} ensures that 0 < θp − σ/p < 1 for all such
σ. From Theorem 1.4, it then follows that Z \ E satisfies a (θp − σ/p, p)-Hardy inequality for all
σ ∈ R with |σ| < σp. We note from Proposition 3.16 and (6.5) that σp is continuous in p on the
interval (p0 − ε1, p0 + ε1). Since θp is also continuous in p on this interval, there exists 0 < ε0 ≤ ε1,
depending only on θ0, p0, Cθ0,p0 , and Cν such that Z \ E satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality for all
θ ∈ (θ0 − ε0, θ0 + ε0) and p ∈ (p0 − ε0, p0 + ε0), see Figure 2. □

7. Examples and Applications

As mentioned in the introduction, self-improvement results for the pointwise (θ, p)-Hardy in-
equality were recently obtained in [36] for domains in doubling metric measure spaces whose com-
plements satisfy the (θ, p)-capacity density condition, see Definition 7.10 below. However, our self-
improvement result Theorem 1.3 applies to bounded domains which satisfy the weaker condition of
a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality. In this subsection, we provide an example of such a domain, namely the
punctured unit ball B(0, 1)\{0} ⊂ Rn, and show that it satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality whenever
0 < θ < 1 and 1 < p < ∞ satisfy θp < n. Rather than proving this inequality directly, we first show
that a sufficient condition for the (θ, p)-Hardy inequality, given in terms of Assouad codimensions,
follows from Theorem 1.4 and an analogous result due to Lehrbäck [46] for the p-Hardy inequality.
In addition to justifying the example of the punctured ball, we provide this sufficient condition,
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p0

θ0

p0 + ε1p0 − ε1 p

θp

θp + σp/p

θp − σp/p

Figure 2. For each point (θ, p) lying in the shaded region of the (θ, p)-plane, Z \E
satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality.

Proposition 7.2 below, in an attempt to illustrate how results for fractional Hardy inequalities can
be readily obtained from their p-Hardy inequality counterparts by using Theorem 1.4.

We first recall the definitions of the upper and lower Assouad codimensions. Given a metric
measure space (X, d, µ), a set E ⊂ X, and r > 0, we denote the r-neighborhood of E by

Er := {x ∈ X : d(x,E) < r}.

The lower Assouad codimension of E, denoted codimµ
A(E), is the supremum of all t ≥ 0 for which

there exists C ≥ 1 such that
µ(B(x,R) ∩ Er)

µ(B(x,R))
≤ C

( r

R

)t
for all x ∈ E and all 0 < r ≤ R < diam(X). Likewise, the upper Assouad codimension of E,
denoted codim

µ
A(E), is the infimum of all s ≥ 0 for which there exists c > 0 such that

µ(B(x,R) ∩ Er)

µ(B(x,R))
≥ c

( r

R

)s
for all x ∈ E and all 0 < r ≤ R < diam(E). If diam(E) = 0, then the upper bound on R is omitted
in the definition. When the lower Assouad codimension equals the upper Assouad codimension we
simply call it the Assouad codimension.

The following sufficient condition for p-Hardy inequalities is due to Lehrbäck [46]:

Proposition 7.1. [46, Proposition 7.1] Let (X, d, µ) be a doubling metric measure space supporting
a (1, p)-Poincaré inequality. Let Ω0 ⊂ X be an open set satisfying codim

µ
A(X \ Ω0) < p. If F ⊂ Ω0
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is a closed set satisfying codimµ
A(F ) > p, then Ω := Ω0 \F satisfies a p-Hardy inequality with respect

to µ.

Notice that the metric space Z has Assouad codimension β/ε = (1− θ)p in its hyperbolic filling
(Xε, dε, µβ). By a similar calculation, a set A ⊂ Z of Assouad codimension θp will have Assouad
codimension θp + β/ε = p in Xε. We will make these arguments precise with the aid of covering
arguments by balls in the proof of the following statement. Applying this observation and the
previous result in conjunction with Theorem 1.4, we obtain the following fractional analog of the
previous proposition.

Proposition 7.2. Let (Z, d, ν) be a complete doubling metric measure space, and let 0 < θ < 1,
and 1 < p < ∞. Let Ω0 ⊂ Z be a bounded open set satisfying codim

ν
A(Z \Ω0) < θp. If F ⊂ Ω0 is a

closed set satisfying codimν
A(F ) > θp, then Ω := Ω0 \ F satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality.

Proof. Let z0 ∈ Ω0. By Proposition 6.1, there exists a compact set Z0 with

B(z0, 4 diam(Ω0)) ⊂ Z0 ⊂ B(z0, 8 diam(Ω0))

such that (Z0, d0, ν0) is doubling, where d0 := d|Z0×Z0 and ν0 := ν|Z0 .
We first show that codim

ν0
A (Z0 \ Ω0) < θp. To this end, let E := Z \ Ω0, let z ∈ E ∩ Z0,

and let 0 < r ≤ R < diam(E ∩ Z0). Consider the case that z ∈ B(z0, 3 diam(Ω0)). Then since
R < diam(E ∩Z0) ≤ 16 diam(Ω0), it follows that B(z,R/16) ⊂ Z0. If r ≤ R/16, we then have that

(7.3)
ν(B(z,R) ∩ Er ∩ Z0)

ν(B(z,R) ∩ Z0)
≥ ν(B(z,R/16) ∩ Er)

ν(B(z,R))
≳

ν(B(z,R/16) ∩ Er)

ν(B(z,R/16))
,

where we have used the doubling property of ν in the last inequality. If r > R/16, then B(z,R/16) ⊂
Er, and so we have that

ν(B(z,R) ∩ Er ∩ Z0) ≥ ν(B(z,R/16) ∩ Er) = ν(B(z,R/16)) ≳ ν(B(z,R)) ≥ ν(B(z,R) ∩ Er).

Hence, we have that

(7.4)
ν(B(z,R) ∩ Er ∩ Z0)

ν(B(z,R) ∩ Z0)
≳

ν(B(z,R) ∩ Er)

ν(B(z,R))
.

In the case that z ̸∈ B(z0, 3 diam(Ω0)), it follows that B(z,R/16)∩Ω0 = ∅, and so B(z,R/16) ⊂ Er.
In the proof of Proposition 6.1, it was shown that Z0 satisfies the corkscrew condition with constant
c = 1/48. As such, there exists z′ ∈ B(z,R/16) such that B(z′, cR/16) ⊂ B(z,R/16) ∩ Z0, and so
it follows that

ν(B(z,R) ∩ Er ∩ Z0) ≥ ν(B(z′, cR/16)) ≳ ν(B(z,R)) ≥ ν(B(z,R) ∩ Er),

where we have used the doubling property of ν. Thus, we have

(7.5)
ν(B(z,R) ∩ Er ∩ Z0)

ν(B(z,R) ∩ Z0)
≳

ν(B(z,R) ∩ Er)

ν(B(z,R))

in this case as well. Since codim
ν
A(E) < θp, it then follows from (7.3), (7.4), and (7.5) that

codim
ν0
A (Z0 \ Ω0) < θp.

Let F ⊂ Ω0 be a closed set such that codimν
A(F ) > θp. We then have that codimν0

A (F ) > θp.
Indeed, let z ∈ F , and let 0 < r ≤ R < diam(Z0). As Z0 satisfies the corkscrew condition, there
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exists z′ ∈ B(z,R) such that B(z′, cR) ⊂ B(z,R) ∩ Z0. Thus, by the doubling property of ν, we
have that

ν(B(z,R) ∩ Fr ∩ Z0)

ν(B(z,R) ∩ Z0)
≤ ν(B(z,R) ∩ Fr)

ν(B(z′, cR))
≲

ν(B(z,R) ∩ Fr)

ν(B(z,R))
.

As codimν
A(F ) > θp, it then follows that codimν0

A (F ) > θp as well.
Let α = e1/4, τ = 2, and let ε = logα. Choosing β > 0 such that β/ε = p(1−θ), consider the uni-

formized hyperbolic filling (Xε, dε, µβ) of the compact, doubling metric measure space (Z0, d0, ν0),
as constructed in Section 4. Let E0 := Z0 \ Ω0 ⊂ Xε.

We claim that codim
µβ

A (E0) < p. Let x ∈ E0, and let 0 < r ≤ R < diamε(E0). We denote the
r-neighborhood of E0 with respect to the metric dε by (E0)r,ε. We note that by Theorem 4.2, there
exists a constant C ≥ 2, depending only on α and τ such that

C−1d0(z, w) ≤ dε(z, w) ≤ Cd0(z, w)(7.6)

for all z, w ∈ Z0. Suppose first that 0 < r ≤ R/(2C). In this case, we have that Bε(x,R/2)∩ (E0)r,ε
is covered by the collection {Bε(y, r)}y∈Bε(x,R/2)∩E0

, and so by the 5-covering lemma, there exists
a disjoint subcollection {Bε

i := Bε(yi, r)}i∈I⊂N such that

(E0)r,ε ∩Bε(x,R/2) ⊂
⋃
i

5Bε
i .

Note that by the assumption on r, we have that Bε
i ⊂ (E0)r,ε ∩ Bε(x,R) for each i ∈ I. Thus, by

(7.6) and the β/ε-codimensionality between ν0 and µβ given by Theorem 4.2, as well as the doubling
property of ν0, we have that

µβ(Bε(x,R) ∩ (E0)r,ε) ≥
∑
i∈I

µβ(B
ε
i ) ≃ rβ/ε

∑
i∈I

ν0(B
ε
i ∩ Z)

≃ rβ/ε
∑
i∈I

ν0(5B
ε
i ∩ Z)

≥ rβ/εν0(Bε(x,R/2) ∩ (E0)r,ε ∩ Z)

≥ rβ/εν0(B(x,R/(2C)) ∩ (E0)r/C),

where in the last expression, the r/C-neighborhood of E0 and the ball B(x,R/(2C)) are both with
respect to the metric d0. By the β/ε-codimensionality between ν0 and µβ as well as (7.6) and the
doubling property of ν0, it also follows that µβ(Bε(x,R)) ≃ Rβ/εν0(B(x,R/(2C)). By our choice
of β > 0, we then have that

(7.7)
µβ(Bε(x,R) ∩ (E0)r,ε)

µβ(Bε(x,R))
≳
( r

R

)p(1−θ) ν0(B(x,R/(2C)) ∩ (E0)r/C)

ν0(B(x,R/(2C)))
.

Suppose now that R/(2C) < r ≤ R. In this case, we have that Bε(x,R/(2C)) ⊂ (E0)r,ε, and so
it follows from codimensionality, (7.6), and the doubling property of ν0 that

µβ(Bε(x,R) ∩ (E0)r,ε) ≥ µβ(Bε(x,R/(2C)) ≃ rβ/εν0(Bε(x,R/(2C)) ∩ Z)

≃ rβ/εν0(B(x,R/C))

≥ rβ/εν0(B(x,R/C) ∩ (E0)r/C).
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Hence, by the choice of β > 0, we have in this case that

µβ(Bε(x,R) ∩ (E0)r,ε)

µβ(Bε(x,R))
≳
( r

R

)p(1−θ) ν0(B(x,R/C) ∩ (E0)r/C)

ν0(B(x,R/C))
.

We note that R/C ≤ diam(E0), where the diameter is with respect to d0. Therefore, since
codim

ν0
A (E0) < θp, it follows from combining this case with (7.7) that codim

µβ

A (E0) < p.
By a similar argument, using the β/ε-codimensionality between µβ and ν0, (7.6), the doubling

property of ν0, and the fact that codimν0
A (F ) > θp, we have that codim

µβ

A (F ) > p. By applying
Proposition 7.1, it then follows that Xε \ (E0 ∪ F ) satisfies a p-Hardy inequality with respect to
µβ . From Theorem 1.4, we then have that Z0 \ (E0 ∪ F ) satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality, and so
by possibly increasing only the right-hand side of the inequality, it follows that Ω := Z \ (E0 ∪ F )
satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality as well. □

Example 7.8. Let Ω := B(0, 1)\{0} ⊂ Rn, and let 0 < θ < 1 and 1 < p < ∞ be such that θp < n.
Letting ν = Ln, E := Rn \B(0, 1) and F := {0}, we have that

codim
ν
A(E) = 0 < θp and codimν

A(F ) = n > θp.

Thus, from Proposition 7.2, it follows that Ω satisfies a (θ, p)-Hardy inequality.

Using the hyperbolic filling, it is also straightforward to show that the complement of the domain
Ω above does not satisfy the (θ, p)-capacity density condition, as considered in [36]. We first recall
the definitions of this condition and the fractional relative capacity, stated here for a metric measure
space (Z, d, ν):

Definition 7.9. Let 0 < θ < 1 and 1 ≤ p < ∞, and let Λ ≥ 2. Let B ⊂ Z be a ball, and let E ⊂ B
be a closed set. We then write

capθ,p(E, 2B, ΛB) := inf
u

ˆ
ΛB

ˆ
ΛB

|u(z)− u(w)|p

d(z, w)θpν(B(z, d(z, w)))
dν(w)dν(z),

where the infimum is taken over all continuous functions u : Z → R such that u ≥ 1 on E and u = 0
on Z \ 2B.

Definition 7.10. [36, Definition 4.1] Let 0 < θ < 1, 1 < p < ∞, and let E ⊂ Z be a closed set.
We say that E satisfies the (θ, p)-capacity density condition if there are constants c0 > 0 and Λ > 2
such that

capθ,p(E ∩B(x, r), B(x, 2r), B(x,Λr)) ≥ c0 capθ,p(B(x, r), B(x, 2r), B(x,Λr))

for all x ∈ E and 0 < r < diam(E)/8.

Notice that capθ,p(B(x, r), B(x, 2r), B(x,Λr)) > 0 whenever Λ > 2 if Z is geodesic.

Example 7.11. Let Ω = B(0, 1)\{0} ⊂ Rn, and let 0 < θ < 1 and 1 < p < ∞ be such that θp < n.
We show that Rn \ Ω does not satisfy the (θ, p)-capacity density condition, due to the component
{0}.

Let Λ > 2, and let r > 0. Let Z = B(0,Λr), let d = dEuc, and let ν = Ln|Z . As above, let
α = e1/4, τ = 2, and ε = logα, and choose β > 0 such that β/ε = p(1 − θ). We then consider the
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uniformized hyperbolic filling (Xε, dε, µβ) of the compact, doubling metric measure space (Z, d, ν).
For each 0 < η < r, consider the continuous function uη : Xε → R given by

uη(x) :=

(
1− dε(x, {0})

η

)
+

.

Then uη is 1/η-Lipschitz in Xε, and if T is the trace operator given by Theorem 4.2, then Tuη = 1
on {0}, and Tuη = 0 in Z\B(0, 2r) for sufficiently small η, depending only the bi-Lipschitz constants
between d and dε. It then follows from Theorem 4.2 and our choice of β > 0 that

capθ,p({0}, B(0, 2r), B(0,Λr)) ≲
ˆ
Xε

gpuη
dµβ ≤ η−pµβ(Bε(0, η)) ≲ η−θpν(B(0, η)) ≃ ηn−θp.

As θp < n and since η > 0 is arbitrary, we have that capθ,p({0}, B(0, 2r), B(0,Λr)) = 0, and so
Rn \ Ω does not satisfy the (θ, p)-capacity density condition.
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