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We explore the distinctions between L? convergence of metric tensors on
a fixed Riemannian manifold versus Gromov-Hausdorff, uniform, and in-
trinsic flat convergence of the corresponding sequence of metric spaces. We
provide a number of examples which demonstrate these notions of conver-
gence do not agree even for two dimensional warped product manifolds with
warping functions converging in the L? sense. We then prove a theorem
which requires L? bounds from above and C° bounds from below on the
warping functions to obtain enough control for all these limits to agree.
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1. Introduction

When mathematicians have studied sequences of Riemannian manifolds arising
naturally in questions of almost rigidity or when searching for solutions to geometric
partial differential equations, they have obtained bounds on the metric tensors
of these Riemannian manifolds. When the bounds they obtained on (M", g;)
guaranteed a subsequence, g; — g« converging in the C O sense or stronger, then
the Riemannian manifolds, (M, g;), viewed as metric spaces, (M, d;), converge
uniformly to (M, d) Where d, is defined as the infimum of the lengths of curves
between points measured using g... After observing this, Gromov [1981] introduced
the Gromov-Hausdorff distance between metric spaces, proving that uniform con-
vergence implies Gromov—Hausdorff convergence of metric spaces. The advantage
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of Gromov—Hausdorff convergence is that one may allow the spaces themselves
to change (M}, d;) and one may obtain a limit metric space which is not even
a manifold. Gromov [1981] proved that if (M}, g;) have uniform lower bounds
on Ricci curvature and uniform upper bounds on diameter then a subsequence
converges in the Gromov—Hausdorff sense to a metric space, and since then many
people have analyzed the properties of these limit spaces.

More recently Sormani and Wenger [2011] introduced the intrinsic flat distance
between oriented Riemannian manifolds which need not be diffeomorphic. Roughly
the intrinsic flat distance is measuring a filling volume between two manifolds. A
standard sphere and a sphere with a thin deep well are very close in the intrinsic
flat sense based on the filling volume of the well, while they are far apart in
the Gromov—Hausdorff distance based on the depth of the well. As soon as this
notion was introduced people began asking whether L? convergence of the metric
tensors might in some way be related to intrinsic flat convergence of the metric
spaces. After all, a uniform L" bound on metric tensors implies a uniform upper
bound on volume. Wenger [2011] proved that as long as a sequence of oriented
Riemannian manifolds has a uniform upper bound on volume and on diameter it
has a subsequence converging in the intrinsic flat sense. However it is not known
whether the limit space is in anyway related to (M, go,) even when go, was smooth.
In joint work with Lakzian [Lakzian and Sormani 2013], and work of Lakzian
alone [2016] it was shown that even when g; — g~ smoothly away from a singular
set, the Gromov—Hausdorff and intrinsic flat limits need not be closely related to
(M, goo) unless one controls volumes, areas, and distances near the singular set.

In this paper we provide a number of examples demonstrating that when metric
tensors g; converge in the L? sense to a metric tensor g, then uniform, intrinsic
flat and Gromov—Hausdorff limits need not converge to a metric space which is
defined by g~ using the infimum of lengths over all curves. Our examples include
very simple two dimensional warped product Riemannian manifolds whose metric
tensors are of the form dr? + fi (r)?do>.

In Example 3.4 we find a sequence of warping functions f;j(r) which converge
in the L? sense to a constant function, f.,, but the uniform, Gromov—Hausdorff,
and intrinsic flat limit of the sequence is not even a Riemannian manifold. In this
example the f; < f but have an increasingly narrow dip downward about r =0
so we say the sequence of manifolds is “cinched” at 0. This is an example with
smooth convergence away from a singular set that was not seen in [Lakzian and
Sormani 2013]. The limit metric space is described in detail within the example
and a proof is given afterwards. In Example 3.5 the f; < fo and L? converge to
Jfoo again, but the cinch moves around so that the f; do not converge pointwise
almost everywhere. This example has no uniform, Gromov—Hausdorff, or intrinsic
flat limit unless one takes a subsequence where the cinch’s location converges.
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In Examples 3.7-3.9 we also consider warping functions, f;, that L? converge
to a constant function, fs,, but now f; > fo. In Example 3.7 we have a single
increasingly narrow peak about » = 0. We say there is a “ridge” at 0. This is another
example with smooth convergence away from a singular set that was not studied in
[Lakzian and Sormani 2013]. We observe how the shortest paths between points on
the ridge, do not lie on the ridge in Lemma 3.6. In Example 3.8 we have a sequence
of manifolds with moving ridges, so there is no pointwise convergence almost
everywhere. In Example 3.9 we have increasingly many increasingly dense ridges.
In all three of these examples we prove uniform convergence of the distances, d;,
to d of the isometric product Riemannian manifold with metric tensor go, =
dr? + fi (r)? d6%. We obtain intrinsic flat and Gromov—Hausdorff convergence to
this limit as well.

In Example 3.12 we have f; > fo with f constant and f; = fo on an
increasingly dense set. However, now our f; do not converge in L” to fu,. For
the particular sequence we chose, we obtain uniform, intrinsic flat and Gromov—
Hausdorff convergence to a non-Riemannian Finsler manifold we call a minimized
R-stretched Euclidean taxi metric space. This metric is defined as an infimum over
an interpolation between a Euclidean metric stretched by R in one direction and a
taxi metric. Our example demonstrates that the L? convergence was crucial in the
prior examples. As discussed in Remark 3.13, this example shows the necessity of
scalar curvature bounds in the statement of the scalar compactness conjecture of
Gromov and Sormani (see [Gromov 2018]) to conclude that the limit has Euclidean
tangent cones almost everywhere. This conjecture was recently verified in the
rotationally symmetric case by Park, Tian, and Wang [Park et al. 2018].

We then prove the following general theorem concerning warped product mani-
folds M" = [rg, r1] X y X where X is an n—1 dimensional manifold including also
M without boundary that have f periodic with period r; —ry as in (1)):

Theorem 1.1. Assume the warping factors, f; € C O(ro, r1), satisfy the following:
1
0< foor) === fi(r) <K < and fi(r) = foor)>0 in L2,
F 4
where f € C%ro, 7).
Then we have GH and F convergence of the warped product manifolds,
Mj=[r0,r1] ij Y—>M =[r0,r1] X foo 2,
Nj=S'xj T > Now=S"xp, 2,
and uniform convergence of their distance functions, d; — dx.

Remark 1.2. In our theorem we assume L? convergence but since we are assuming
that the f; are uniformly bounded this is equivalent to L?, p € [1, 00) convergence.
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The proof of this theorem and indeed the proof of all the examples relies on a
theorem of the second author with Huang and Lee in the appendix of [Huang et al.
2017] which is reviewed in the background section of this paper. The theorem in
[Huang et al. 2017] states that if one has uniform upper and lower bounds on the d;,
a subsequence of the Riemannian manifolds converges in the uniform, Gromov—
Hausdorff, and intrinsic flat convergence sense to some common limit space. Thus
we need only prove pointwise convergence of the original sequence of d; to our
proposed d,. The method applied to control d; is different in each proof in this
paper. For the theorem, we apply the C° lower bound to bound d ; from below and
the L? upper bound is all that is needed to bound d; from above pointwise. Note
that the hypothesis of the theorem immediately implies a uniform upper bound on
diameter (Lemma 4.2). We end the paper with Theorem 5.1 concerning warped
product manifolds where the warping function depends on two variables.

Applications of these theorems will appear in a paper by the first author with
Hernandez-Vazquez, Parise, Payne, and Wang [Allen et al. 2019] on a conjecture of
Gromov concerning the almost rigidity of the scalar torus theorem. The first author
hopes to apply the techniques developed here in combination with his prior work
in [Allen 2018a; 2018b] to prove a special case of Lee and Sormani’s conjecture
[2014] on almost rigidity of the positive mass theorem. Additional applications to
conjectures involving scalar curvature that were raised by the second author at the
Fields Institute and described in [Sormani 2017] will be explored with other teams
of students and postdocs in the near future. Anyone interested in joining one of
these teams should contact the second author.

2. Review

In this subsection we review what we mean by a warped product space even with
a noncontinuous warping function and what one needs to know about Gromov—
Hausdorff and intrinsic flat convergence to prove all examples and theorems in
this paper. The reader does not need any prior knowledge of these two notions
of convergence. Readers who are experts in these notions of convergence are
recommended to read just the first and last subsections of this review section of the
paper, particularly Theorem 2.4 which combines results of Gromov [1981] and the
second author with Huang and Lee [Huang et al. 2017]. All examples and theorems
in this paper apply that theorem to prove convergence.

2A. Warped product spaces. Let ("', o) be a compact Riemannian manifold

and
filr,rnl—RY

and define the warped product manifolds

(1) M=[r,rn]x;X and N=S'x,;3%
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with warped product metrics defined by

2 =dr*+ f?

() g=dr + f°(r)o,

where either r € [r], r2] or r € S'. On such a manifold we define lengths of curves
to be

1 1
(3) Lg(C)= fo g(C'(), C'(t)'*dt = /0 VIFOP + £ )10 @) dt

which is well defined even when f is only L'. We then define distances d} (p, ¢)
and dév (p,q) on M and N respectively as

4 dg(p,q) =inf{Lg(C):C(0) = p, C(1) =¢q}

where the value is different on M and N because the selection of curves between
points within these two spaces are different.

Remark 2.1. Note that we do not need f to be smooth or even continuous to define
a warped product metric space. As long as the function is bounded above, we
can define lengths using (3). Following the text of Burago, Burago, and Ivanov
[Burago et al. 2001], the distance d defined by (4) is symmetric and satisfies the
triangle inequality. It is positive definite as long as f is bounded below by a positive
number. Such a metric space is then compact and there are geodesics whose lengths
achieve the infimum in (4). Even more general warped products of metric spaces
are explored by Alexander and Bishop [2004].

Remark 2.2. Throughout this paper we will assume that our warping function
f is continuous. Annegret Burtscher has proven that if a Riemannian manifold
has a continuous metric tensor then the distance between points is achieved by an
absolutely continuous curve (See Proposition 4.1 and Theorem 4.11 in [Burtscher
2015]). This is achieved by showing that the length of absolutely continuous curves
defined by (3) is equivalent to the induced length (see [loc. cit., Definition 2.1])
defined by d, in [loc. cit., Theorem 4.11]. This will be important for us because we
will repeatedly use the fact that the distance between points of M can be achieved
by an absolutely continuous curve C(¢) and hence we can reparametrize C(t) so
that |C'(¢)|, = 1 almost everywhere.

For warped products we can show that L? convergence of metrics g j > &oo
is equivalent to L? convergence of the warping functions fi = foo. For this we
fix the background metric 8 = dr? 4+ o and an orthonormal basis for this metric
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{0,, dg,, ..., 0p,} and compute

M M2

r rn
=n/fm—foo|2dudr=n|z|/ = fool2dr,
r JX r

1
where dm is the measure on M induced by §, du is the measure on X from o
and |X| is n-dimensional volume of X. This shows that we can just work with L?
convergence of the warping functions for the sake of this paper.

2B. Gromov-Hausdorff convergence. Gromov-Hausdorff convergence was intro-
duced by Gromov [1981]. See also the text of Burago—Burago—Ivanov [Burago
et al. 2001]. It measures a distance between metric spaces. It is an intrinsic version
of the Hausdorff distance between sets in a common metric space Z:

d%(Ay, Ay) = inf{r: A| C T,(A;) and A; C T, (A))},

where T, (A) ={x € Z:3a € A s.t. dz(x, a) <r}. Since an arbitrary given pair of
compact metric spaces, (X;, d;), might not lie in the same compact metric space,
we use distance preserving maps:

@i : Xi > Z suchthat dz(¢i(p),¢i(q)) =di(p,q) forall p,geX;

to map them into a common compact metric space, Z.
The Gromov—Hausdorff distance between two compact metric spaces, (X;, d;),
is then defined to be

dou((X1, d1), (X2, dy)) = infl{df (91 (X1), 92(X2)) - i : Xi — Z},

where the infimum is taken over all compact metric spaces Z and all distance
preserving maps, ¢; : X; > Z.

2C. Warped products as integral current spaces. Intrinsic flat convergence is de-
fined for sequences of integral current spaces in [Sormani and Wenger 2011]. An
integral current space is a metric space, (X, d), endowed with a current structure, 7T,
where T is defined by a collection of bi-Lipschitz charts with weights. If we start
with an oriented smooth Riemannian manifold, M, then (X, d) is the standard
metric space defined by M using lengths of curves as in (3) and 7T is defined by the
orientation of M,

&) T(f,m,...,rrm):/ fdm A Admy,.
M

Here we are considering warped product spaces, M and N, as in (1) allowing our
function, f :[ry, r2] = R™, to simply have a maximum and a positive minimum and
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do not require it to be smooth. In order to confirm that we still may use (5) to define
the integral current structure on our space, we need only verify that our standard
oriented charts on the isometric product manifold are bi-Lipschitz to the metric d
we obtain as in (3)—(4). This is confirmed by showing the identity map between
the isometric product manifold, M; = [ry, r2] X1 X, and our warped product space,
M =[ry, ] x s X, is bi-Lipschitz:

Lemma 2.3. Suppose the warping function is bounded
f@r)ela,b] forallr e l[r,rl,
then the identity map
FZM] = [rl,rz] X1 > — M=[r1,r2] XfE

is bi-Lipschitz:
du(F(p), F(q)) _

du,(p.q)
Proof. This can be seen by observing that

0 <min{a, 1} < (max{1, b}).

1
Lo(C) = /0 VIFOPR + 1 )10 ) d

1
< (max{1, b}) f JFOP 10 OPdi
0

< (max{l, b})L,, (C).
Thus
du(F(p), F(g)) < (max{1, b)) dum, (p, q).

For the other direction we have

1
L, (C) 2/0 VIFOP2+160' ()2 dt

1
< (minfa, 1) fo JIFOP+1£ @) PIe 0P dr

< (minfa, 1}) 'L, (C).
Thus
du, (p, q) < (min{a, 1)) ~'du (F(p), F(q)). O

2D. Key theorem we apply to prove GH and F convergence. The following the-
orem was proven by the second author jointly with Huang and Lee in [Huang et al.
2017] building upon earlier work of Gromov [1981]. This theorem allows us to
prove GH and intrinsic flat convergence using only information about the sequence
of distance functions. Note that it is a compactness theorem, providing the existence
of a converging subsequence once one simply has uniform bi-Lipschitz control
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on the metrics. The convergence is not bi-Lipschitz convergence but instead it is
uniform convergence of the distance functions and also GH and F convergence of
the spaces.

Theorem 2.4. Fix a precompact n-dimensional integral current space (X, dy, T')
without boundary (e.g., 0T = 0) and fix A > 0. Suppose that d; are metrics on X
such that

AZdj(p,q) 21.
do(p.q) —

Then there exists a subsequence, also denoted d;, and a length metric d, satisfying
(6) such that d; converges uniformly to dw:

(6)

¢j =sup{ld;j(p,q) —doc(p, @)1 p,q € X} — 0.
Furthermore
lim dgu((X, d;)), (X, ds)) =0
j—>00

and
lim dz((X,d;, T), (X, dos, T)) =0.
j—o00

In particular, (X, dw, T) is an integral current space and set(T) = X so there are
no disappearing sequences of points x; € (X, d;).
In fact we have
dou((X, dj), (X, dwo)) < 2€;
and
dr((X,d;, T), (X, dso, T)) < 20D/ 126 M x40 (T).

Remark 2.5. In order to apply this theorem we will use the following method
repeatedly. We will demonstrate that a sequence has pointed convergence of the
distance functions and also satisfies the bi-Lipschitz bound in (6). Then by this
theorem there is a converging subsequence. However by the pointed convergence
we will see that all the subsequences must in fact converge to the same limit space.
Thus we obtain F and GH convergence of the original sequence.

3. Examples

In this section we present our examples. Each example contains a sequence of
smooth warped product manifolds which converge in various ways to warped
product metric spaces. We first study distances on warped product spaces with deep
valleys. We apply this to present our cinched warped product example. We then
observe what happens to distances on warped product spaces with peaks.
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3A. Distances on warped products with valleys. First let us develop the intuitive
picture first. Consider a warped product manifold [—m, 7] X, S! as in Figure 1
with a warping function

1, rel[—m —-1/j],
fitry=h(jr), rel-1/j,1/j],
1, rell/j, ],

where £ is a smooth even function defining a valley with 2(—1) = 1 with 4'(—1) =0,
decreasing to 2 (0) = hg € (0, 1] and then increasing back up to (1) =1, A’(1) =0.
Keep in mind that the distance between the level sets, r~Y(a) and r=1(b) is |a — b|
and so we have evenly spaced levels drawn in the figure.

A minimizing geodesic, draw in red in Figure 1, will proceed diagonally towards
the valley, climb down into the valley, run along the valley, then climb out and
proceed diagonally away from the valley. The climbing parts are very short if the
change in r is small (which is true for large j). Since it is more efficient to travel
around inside the valley (for the change in 0), it is more efficient to travel almost
directly to the valley as in the geodesic in the figure. Observe that the length of this
geodesic is bounded above by the length of a curve which goes directly to the valley
and straight down, then turns a right angle to stay along the bottom of the valley,
and then makes a right angle to climb out and move directly to the end point. Thus

d((=r,01), (r,02)) <[ —r =0l + f(0) ds1 (61, 62) +10—r|.
In the following lemmas we use this same basic idea to bound distances in warped
products with a wide variety of warping functions.

Lemma 3.1. Given a warped product space M (or respectively N) defined as in (1),
suppose f(r) > f(ro) forall r € [r1, 2] (or respectively r € S'). If x1, x2 € r 1 (rg)
then

dg(x1, x2) = f(ro)ds (62, 01).

Figure 1. The geodesic will cut across the valley.
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Proof. Let C(t) = (r(t), 6(t)) be any curve joining x; = (g, 61) to x2 = (rg, 62).
Then

1
L(C[O0, 1]) = /0 VIFOPR +1f )10 ) d

1
z/ VIO + 1 £ Gro) 216’ (1) 2 dt
0

1
— fr0) /0 6 (1)) di

= f(ro) Lx(0[0, 1])
> f(ro) ds (62, 01).

However if we take the curve C () = (rg, 6(¢)), where 6 (¢) is a minimizing geodesic
in ¥ from 6, to 6,, we have equality everywhere above. So the infimum over all
lengths is achieved:

dg(x1, Xx2) =iIC1fL(C[0, 1) = f(ro)ds (62, 01). U

Lemma 3.2. Given a warped product space M defined as in (1) and a pair of points
x1 = (r1, 01) and xy = (r2, 0;) with r| < rp then the distance between those points
is bounded by

dﬁf(xl,xz) <|ro=ril+ Dj(r1,r2)ds (62, 01),
where
Dj(ri,r2) = min f;(r)
relry,rl
and d is the distance on (2, o).

Proof. Let 7j € (r1, rp) be chosen so that fj(7;) = Dj(r,r;). Construct the
following curve between the points x1, x, € M;, where a C X is a geodesic with
respect to (X, 0), «(0) =6; and a (1) = 6,,

(r1 +3F; —rt, 01), teo, 1],
Ci(t) = (7, a(3t — 1)), te[1. 3],
(Fi+3r—F)(t—3).6,). te[3.1],

and then
dyl(x1,x2) < Lj(C)) = ra = |+ f;(7))dy (62, 61) + |Fj — 1. O
Almost the same proof can be applied to show the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Given a warped product space N defined as in (1) and a pair of points
x1 = (r1, 01) and xy = (2, 62) then the distance between those points is bounded by

dx(xl» x2) <dsi(r1,r2) + Dj(r1,r2)ds (62, 01),
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where
Dj(ri,r2) = min _ fj(r),
rearc(ry,r)
where arc(ry, r2) is the minor arc between ry and ry in S' and where d, is the
distance on (X, o).

3B. Cinched spaces. Here we see examples of spaces whose warping functions
converge in the L? sense but the GH and SWIF limits do not agree with the L? limit
due to the existence of deep canyons or cinching. See Figure 1 and now imagine
that the valley remains equally as deep but becomes very narrow.

Example 3.4. Consider the sequence of smooth functions f;(r) : [—m, 7] — [1, 2]

1, rel—m —1/j],
fitry=h(jr), rel-1/j,1/j],
1, rell/j,xl,

where & is a smooth even function such that A(—1) = 1 with 2’(—1) =0, decreasing
to 1(0) = hg € (0, 1] and then increasing back up to 2(1) = 1, A’(1) = 0. Note that
this defines a sequence of smooth Riemannian metrics, g;, as in (2), with distances,
dj, as in (4) on the manifolds,

Mj=[-m,7]lx; % or N;=S'x;Z

for any fixed Riemannian manifold ¥. Consider also M, and N, defined as above
with foo(r) =1 for all r.
Despite the fact that

fi— foo in L?,
we do not have M; converging to My, nor N; to N in the GH or F sense. In fact
Mngo and MjiMo

and
N B Ny and N D N,

where M, and Ny are warped metric spaces defined as in (1) with warping factor

1, rel—m,0),
Jor)={ho, r=0,
1, re0,m].

Proof. First we verify our claim about L? convergence

/4 1/p 1/j 1/p 1/
(/ |fj—1|pdr) =</ |hj—1|Pdr) 5(3) "o,
-7 —1/j J



12 BRIAN ALLEN AND CHRISTINA SORMANI

where we use the fact that |2; — 1|” < 1 by construction.
Let us consider (M;, d;). Since we have

0<ho =< fi(r) < for) < foo(r) =1
then
(70)* 800 < 8j < 80 < oo
and
ho doo(x1, X2) < dj(x1, x2) < dp(x1, x2) < doo(x1, X2).

Using d as our background metric we can apply the theorem in the appendix of
[Huang et al. 2017] to see that a subsequence of the d; converges uniformly to
some limit, d, such that

N ho doo(x1, x2) < d(x1, x2) <do(x1, X2) < doo(x1, X2).

In addition the subsequences converge in the Gromov—Hausdorff and intrinsic flat
sense:

(M;.dp) 5 (M.d) and  (M;,d;. T) 5 (M. d, T).

We need only prove d = dj for then no subsequence was necessary and we have
proven our example.
Consider x1, xo € M such that

d(x1,x2) <min{d(x1, p) +d(p.x2): p €r~ (0)}.
So there exists § > 0 depending on these two points such that
d(x1,x2) +8 <min{d(x1, p) +d(p, x2) 1 p €7~ (0)}.
Then for N sufficiently large, and all j > N (in our subsequence) we have
d;(x1, x2) +8/2 <min{d;(x1, p) +d;(p, x2): p € r 1 (0)}.

Thus the L gj—shortest curve, y;, between x; and x; avoids r=1(=$ /4,68/4). Here
we have g; = go = goo 80 its length is the same with respect to all three metrics:

ng (Vj) = Lgo(yj) = LgOO (Vj)-
So
dj(x1, x2) > do(x1, x2)

and taking the limit we have
d(xy, x2) > do(x1, x2)
and combining this with (7) we have

d(x1, x2) =do(x1, x2).
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In fact for any L4-shortest curve y,

3 y(t, D Nr ' 0) =2 = d(y (), y (1) = do(y (1), ¥ (12)).

We need only confirm that d(x1, x3) = do(x1, x2) for x1, xo € M such that

d(x1, x2) = min{d(x1, p) +d(p, x2): p € r~ ()}
Taking the L -shortest curve y between x; and x;, we know that s; < s
sy =inf{t:y () € ril(O)} and sy =supf{t:y(t) € r*I(O)}.
We have
d(x1,x2) = Lg(y) =d(y(0), y(s1)) +d(y(s1), y(s2)) +d(y(s2), y (1))
By (8) if 51 > O then for all § > 0 we have
d(y(0), y(s1 —§)) =do(y(0), y(s1 —9))
SO
d(y(0), y(s1)) = do(y(0), y(s1)).

Similarly
d(y(s2), y (1)) = do(y (52), ¥ (1)).

Thus we need only confirm that d(x;, x2) = do(x1, x3) for xq, xp € r~1(0). This
easily follows by applying Lemma 3.1 to both f; and fj since both functions have
minimum = hg at r =0:

d(x1,x2) = jli)ngo dj(x1, x2)= hods (01, 02) = do(x1, x2).

To prove the case where we have a warped product of the form N as in (1) the
proof is almost the same. (]

3C. Moving cinches. Here we explore what happens when the warping functions
converge in L” but not pointwise almost everywhere.

Example 3.5. We first construct a classical sequence of smooth functions f; :
[—m, r] — (O, 1] which converge L? to f = 1 but do not converge pointwise
almost everywhere without taking a subsequence. Let

1, elsewhere,

fj(r)={

where & is a smooth even function as in Example 3.4 such that h(—1) = 1 with
h'(—1) =0, decreasing to 2(0) = h € (0, 1] and then increasing back up to 2(1) =1,
h'(1) =0, and where

. _ 010120123
{tj']EN}_{1719272’2, }
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and

Then the cylinders, N;, defined as in (1) will not converge in the GH or F sense
without taking a subsequence. The tori M; will converge since each torus in this
sequence is isometric to a torus in the sequence of tori in Example 3.4 via an
isometry which moves ¢; to 0.

Proof. First we check that f; converges in L? but not pointwise almost everywhere.
To this end we check that

n I/p 1j+5; 1/p
(/ |fj—1|pdr) =(/ |h0—1|pdr> =(28)"" -0
- 1j=8;

since |hg— 1|7 <1 by construction. Of course we do not find pointwise convergence
for any r € [0, 1] since for every choice of J > 0 one can find a j; > J and a
r € [—m, ] so that fj (r) = ho and another j, > J so that fj,(r) = 1.

Now if we take a subsequence where ¢;, = 0, then exactly as in Example 3.4
we see that N;, converges in the GH and F sense to Ny of that example. On the
other hand, if we take a subsequence where 7;; = 1, then imitating the proof in
Example 3.4 we see that Nj; converges in the GH and 7 sense to N/, which is a
warped product whose warping function is 1 everywhere except at r = 1 where it
is ho. Thus the original sequence of N; of this example has no GH nor F limit. []

3D. Avoiding ridges. The cinched spaces of Example 3.4 did not converge to their
L? limit because their warping functions, f;, all had a minimum uniformly below
the level of their L? limit, f.,. Here we will see there is no corresponding problem
when the f; have a maximum uniformly above the level of their L? limit.

In the following lemma, we have a ridge as in Figure 2, the minimal geodesic
between points, p, g lying on that ridge, will not run along the ridge. In the
following we consider f; with a maximum at r, and thus there is a ridge along the
level set fj*l(r*).

Lemma 3.6. Given r,, 7 € [ro, r1], the distance between x; = (ry, 61) and x, =
(74, 62) in a warped product space is bounded above by

d(xy1, x2) < 2|F —ril + f;(F)dy (01, 62).
Thus for a fixed ry € [ro, r1], if there exists an ¥ € [rg, r1] such that

|’¢_r*|

9 fj(f)<fj(”*)—2m

then the minimizing geodesic from x| = (ry, 01) to Xy = (14, 61), 01,0, € X, 0] £0,,
cannot be a curve with constant r-component, r (t) = r.
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Figure 2. A curve y from p to ¢ on a ridge, which first cuts down
to p’ and then runs across to ¢’ before cutting up to ¢ is shorter
than curve running along the ridge between p and ¢ if the ridge is
narrow enough.

See Figure 2 taking p = x; = (r4,01) and ¢ = xo = (r4, 6») and p’ = (7, 6))
and ¢ = x2 = (7, 62). Sod(p,q) < L(y) =d(p, p") +d(p'.q') +d(q’, q), where
d(p,p)=d(q.q") =rs—Fl.

Proof. Let x1, x, € M; with coordinates x| = (ry, 01) to x2 = (ry, 02), 01,62 € I,
61 # 6, so that (9) is satisfied for r,. Let « C X be a curve between 0y, 8, with
length Ly () = d, (61, 62) and consider the curve

(re +3GF —rt, 60), t €0, 1],
y(®) = F, aBr—1)), te[l. 3],
(F+30r—P)(t—3).6)), te[31],

as depicted in Figure 2. Then
Li(y)=2|F —ri|+ fj(7)do (61, 62).
So if we consider B(t) = (74, «(¢)) and use the assumption (9) then we find that
Lj(y) <L;j(B)
and hence B(¢) cannot be the minimizing geodesic. ([
3E. A single ridge disappears. Here we see that a sequence of warped product

spaces with a consistently high ridge that is increasingly narrow converges in the
L?, pointwise a.e., GH, and F sense to an isometric product manifold as if the
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ridge simply disappears despite the fact that the warping functions do not converge
pointwise to the constant function 1. See Figure 2.

Example 3.7. Consider the sequence of functions f;(r) : [—m, w] — [1, 2] with

1, rE[—n,_l/j],
fir)y=h(r), rel=1/j1/j],
1, rell/j, =],

where 1t = h,jqq. is a smooth even function such that 2(—1) = 1 with 4’'(—1) =0,
increasing to h(0) = hg € (1, 2] and then decreasing back down to h(1) = 1,
h'(1) = 0. Note that this defines a sequence of smooth Riemannian metrics, g;, as
in (2), with distances, d;, as in (4) on the manifolds,

Mj=[-m xlx; % or N;=S'xy %,

for any fixed Riemannian manifold ¥. Consider also M, and N, defined as above
with foo(r) = 1 for all r. Here we have

fi = foo=1 in L” but not pointwise
and yet M; — M, and N; — N in both the GH and F sense.
Proof. First we check that f; converges in L? to f. To this end we check that

T 1/p 1/j 1/p
(/ m—fooV’dr) _ </ |h<jr>—1|f’dr) <@/ >0
—n 1))

since |h; — 1|? < 1 by construction. Observe that f; does not converge pointwise
to foo because fj(0) =ho > 1 = fou(0). Let

(10) Js=1/8
so that fj(r) = foo(r) on [0, —1/j1U[1/], 1] for all j > Js.

Next observe that since 2 foo (r) > fj(r) > foo(r) atall r € [, ], we have
(11) d(p,q) <dj(p,q) <2ds(p,q) forall p,q.

Since our limit space, M, is an isometric product space, any pair of points
x1 = (51, 61) to x5 = (852, 62) with 51 < s7 is joined by a smooth L, minimizing
geodesic, C : [0, 1] - My, such that

doo(P+ q) = Loo(C).

In fact C(t) = (r(¢), 6(¢)) where r : [0, 1] — [r1, r2] is strictly increasing from s
to 52, and 6 : [0, 1] — X is a geodesic from 6, to 6, with respect to (X, o). Let
Ts C [0, 1] be defined as the possibly empty interval

Ts ={t:r(t) €[4, 6]}
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Observe that the length of C restricted to the interval T satisfies
Loo(C(T5)) <28 Loo(C) < 28doo(x1, X2).

For j > Js as in (10), we have
1
d;(x1.x62) < L;(C) = / ¢,(C' (1), C' (1) dr
0

< / 2800(C' (1), C'(t)'/* + f 200 (C' (1), C'(1))'?
Ts [

0,1\T;s
<2L(C(T5)) + Lo (C[O, 1])

< (1 +28)doo(x1, x2).

Thus for x; and x; lying on different levels of r we have pointwise convergence
dj(xy, x2) = doo(x1, X2).

Taking points that lie on the same level, x; = (s, 61) to x; = (s, 6»), we know
that the minimizing geodesic, C, in our isometric product will have the form
C(t) = (s, 6(¢)). If the points do not lie on the ridge, s % 0, and so

dj(x1,x2) < Lj(C) = Loo(C) =doo(x1,x2) forall j = Js.

So again we have pointwise convergence d;(x1, x2) = doo (X1, X2).
If the points both lie on the ridge x; = (0, 81) to xo = (0, 6,) then by Lemma 3.6
we have

dj(X],XZ) <1dx (01, 0,) +26 = doo(x1, x2) +28 forall j > Js.

And again we have pointwise convergence d;(x1, X2) —> doo (X1, X2).

By Theorem 2.4 combined with (11) we know a subsequence d;, converges uni-
formly to some limit distance. Since we have pointwise convergence to d,, we know
in fact that the d; thus converge uniformly to d, without even taking a subsequence.
Furthermore we have Gromov—Hausdorff and intrinsic flat convergence.

The proof when we have warped around S! to create N; is very similar. ([

3F. Moving ridges. Here we see a sequence of spaces which have f; converging
to foo = 1 in the L” sense and f; > 1. The sequence does not converge pointwise
almost everywhere unless one takes a subsequence. Nevertheless by Theorem 1.1
there is a GH and a SWIF limit without taking a subsequence and indeed the limit
is the space warped by fwo.

Example 3.8. We first construct a classical sequence of smooth functions f; :
[—m, m] — [1, 2] which converge L?” to f5, = 1 but do not converge pointwise
almost everywhere without taking a subsequence. Let

- 010120123
{sj‘.]GN}={T’T5EafaijyZ’ZaZa---}
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and
{8j JEN}={%9%7%’%a%a}P%7%’%, }
Let
h((r—s-) 5)5 rG[S'—a',S'-‘rS‘],
f](’,.): J / J J J> 2] J
1, elsewhere,

where 4 is a smooth even function such that 2(—1) = 1 with 4’(—1) =0, increasing
up to h(0) = hg € (1, 2] and then decreasing back down to A(1) =1, #'(1) = 0.
Note that this defines a sequence of smooth Riemannian metrics, g;, as in (2), with
distances, d;, as in (4) on the manifolds,

(12) Mj=[-m nlx; % or N;=S'xy %,

for any fixed Riemannian manifold X. Consider also M, and N, defined as above
with fo(r) =1 for all . Here we have

(13) fi = foo=1 in L? but not pointwise
and yet M; — M, and N; — N in both the GH and F sense.

Proof. First we check that f; converges in L? but not pointwise almost everywhere.
To this end we check that

([~

since |hj — 1|7 < 1 by construction. Of course we do not find pointwise convergence
for any r € [—m, 7] since for every choice of J > 0 one can find a j; > J so that
fj (r) =0 and another j, > J so that f;,(r) > 0.

The proof of the Gromov—Hausdorff and intrinsic flat convergence follows almost

Sj+8; 1/p
/ |hj—1|”dr) =@28p"" -0

j=8j

exactly as in Example 3.7 except that we must choose J; and T; differently. We
skip this proof since the convergence follows from Theorem 1.1 anyway. (|

3G. Many ridges. Here we see a sequence of spaces which have f; converging to
foo =1inthe L? sense and f; > 1. The sequence converges pointwise to a nowhere
continuous function. Nevertheless by Theorem 1.1 there is a GH and a SWIF limit
without taking a subsequence and indeed the limit is the isometric product space.

Example 3.9. We first construct a classical sequence of smooth functions f; :
[—m, m] — [1, 2] as in Figure 3 which converge L? to f- = 1 but do not converge
pointwise almost everywhere without taking a subsequence. Let

S={sij=—-m+2mi/2:i=1,2,...,2/ = 1), jeN}

:{_ﬂ+27n7_n+27”,_n+¥7_n+274r_37_n+%7“‘}



CONTRASTING VARIOUS NOTIONS OF CONVERGENCE IN GEOMETRIC ANALYSIS 19

N N

-7 l T - l T

Figure 3. The warping functions of Example 3.9.

which is dense in [—, r] and
(5= () s N = {4 fo b ).
Let

h((r—s,-,j)/ch), re [Si,j—(sj,si,j‘i‘(sj] fori =1, ...,2j —1,
1, elsewhere,

fj(r)={

where & is a smooth even function such that 4(—1) = 1 with 4’(—1) = 0, increasing
up to h(0) = hg € (1, 2] and then decreasing back down to (1) = 1 with A'(1) = 0.
Note that this defines a sequence of smooth Riemannian metrics, g;, as in (2), with
distances, d;, as in (4) on the manifolds,

Mj=[-m,w]xs; X or szglejz

for any fixed Riemannian manifold X. Consider also M., and N, defined as above
with foo(r) =1 for all r. Here we have

fi = foo=1 in L? but not pointwise

and yet M; — M, and N; — N in both the GH and F sense.

Proof. First we check that f; converges in L”

T 1/p 271 i j+8; 1/p .
(/ |fj—1|pdr> =<Zf |fj—1|"dr> = (2 —1)@s;)"/P
-7 i=1 s,-,_,~—8_,~

= (@' -D(H)¥)"" - 0.

Next observe that f; converges pointwise on S to /¢ and pointwise to 1 elsewhere.
Since S is dense and /¢ > 1 the pointwise limit is continuous nowhere.

The proof of the Gromov—Hausdorff and intrinsic flat convergence follows almost
exactly as in Example 3.7 except that we must choose Js and T differently. We
skip this proof since the convergence follows from Theorem 1.1 anyway. U
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3H. Converging to Euclidean-taxi spaces. In Theorem 1.1 we will prove that if
fi=1land f; — 1in the L? sense then we have Gromov—Hausdorff and intrinsic
flat convergence to the isometric product space just as in Examples 3.7, 3.8 and 3.9.
We now investigate what might happen if f; does not converge to 1 in the L” sense
but does have a dense collection of points where f; converges pointwise to 1. In
the example below we see that this does not suffice to prove GH or intrinsic flat
convergence to the isometric product space.

Here we will construct a sequence of warped product spaces with increasingly
many cinches. The limit metric we obtain in this example is not a Riemannian
metric but a metric of the following form:

Definition 3.10. Let M and N be product manifolds as in (1). For any R > 1, we
define the minimized R-stretched Euclidean taxi metric (R-ET metric) between
x1 = (s1, 601) and xp = (52, 6») to be

aM X)) = i — 52+ R2O2 +ds (0,0, — O,
RET (X1, X2) @E[O’I[gl(%l’ez)]\/m s21* + +dx (01, 62)

dN (e, x)=  min  Vdsi(s1, 522 + RO +ds (6, 6,) — ©.
©€[0,ds(01,0,)]

Note that the R-ET metric is smaller than the isometric product metric with the
6 direction scaled by R (achieved at ® = dx (01, 65)), and it is also smaller than the
taxi product (achieved at ® = 0). One may view the R-ET metric as an infimum
over lengths of all curves which are partly line segments of the form 6 = ms + 6y
(whose lengths are measured by stretching the Euclidean metric by R in the 6
direction) and partly vertical segments purely in the 6 direction (whose lengths are
not rescaled). Without stretching, taking R = 1, we see the minimum is achieved
going purely diagonal with the standard Euclidean metric.

It is not immediately obvious that R-ET metrics are true metrics satisfying
positivity, symmetry and the triangle inequality. We prove this in the following
lemma.

Lemma 3.11. When

Is1 — s2]
(14) ds(61,0,) < ———.
RVR?Z -1
the metric is an isometric product
(15) dilgr((s1,01), (52, 02) = VIs1 =21 + R2dz (61, 62)2,

and otherwise the metric is a stretched taxi product:

VR?—1

(16) A er((s1, 61), (52, 62)) = |1 —Szl< =

>+dz(91,92)-



CONTRASTING VARIOUS NOTIONS OF CONVERGENCE IN GEOMETRIC ANALYSIS 21

Figure 4. The concentric balls of radius r =2, 4, and 6 in an R-ET
space with R = 2 are unions of diamonds, |s| + “/7§|9| < r, and
ellipses, s +2602 < r2.

In fact dﬁ”_ET is a minimum of these two metrics and is a length metric whose balls
are the unions of diamonds and ellipses (as in Figure 4). It is a true metric satisfying
positivity, symmetry and the triangle inequality.

Proof. To locate the minimum in the definition of the ET metric, we take the
derivative

d
—g Vs 9P+ RO +ds (61, 60) - © = 3(In — 52/ + K20 T 2R0) ~ 1.

This derivative is negative at ® = 0 so the minimum is not achieved by the taxi
product metric. The derivative becomes O at

ls1 — 82|
RVR?2—1

and is then positive for ® > @g. If (14) holds then ®( does not lie in (0, dx (01, 87)),
so the minimum is achieved at ® = dx (0, 6,) and we have (15).
Otherwise, the minimum is achieved at ® . Since

(17) © =

R*®) =|s; —s2/*/(R*—=1) and 14 (1/(R*—1))=R*/(R*—1)
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we have

dM (51, 01), (52, 02)) < V|51 — 52> + R2@% +dx (61, 63) — Oy

ls1 —s2] - |R] ls1 — 52|
= ————+ds(01,6) - ———
RI_1 > RVRI—1
ls1 —s2|(R*—1)
= +ds (61, 60)
RVRI—1 =

VR =1
= |51 —Sle +dx (01, 602).

Thus we have (16).
We also see that d;‘?/{ET((Sl’ 01), (s2, 02)) is the minimum of the two metrics in

(15) and (16). We know that both these metrics are length metrics. Indeed the
metric in (15) is the infimum of the lengths of curves, C(¢) = (s(¢), 6(¢)) where

1
Le(C) = / VS0P + Rgn(® (1), 0/ (1)) dt
0

and the metric in (16) is the infimum of the lengths of curves C(¢) = (s(#)6(¢))
where

! VR -1
Lr(C) = / 'S/(”'T +g5(0'(2),0'(1))' dt.
0
Thus
dM o (x1, x2) = min{infc L (C), infc L7(C)} = infc Lrgr(C),

where L gr(C) = min{Lg(C), L7(C)}. Thus we have positivity and symmetry
(which was easy to see) and now the triangle inequality as well (which was not). [

We now present our example: a sequence of warped product spaces with increas-
ingly many cinches which converges in the uniform, GH and F sense to a produce
space with a minimized R-stretched Euclidean taxi metric. Here we have R =35,
but we could easily construct similar sequences converging to any R-ET metric
with R > 1.

Example 3.12. Let

S={si,j=—m+2mi/2:i=1,2,....,2' =1), jeN}
SR T e N R A

which is dense in [—u, 7r] and

2j .
{6i=0)"jeNt={3 % 5.}
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Figure 5. The warping functions of Example 3.12.

Define the functions f; as in Figure 5 as follows:

h((l’ —Si,j)/Bj), r e [S,‘,j —(Sj, S,"j +3j] fori = 1, ey 2j — 1,
5, elsewhere,

f,~<r>={

where & is a smooth even function such that A(—1) =5 with 2’(—1) =0, decreasing
down to 2(0) = 1 and then increasing back up to i(1) =5 with A'(1) = 0.

Then f;(r) > 1 converges pointwise to 1 on the dense set, S.

If we define M; and N; as in (1) then they do not converge to isometric products
with warping function 1. Instead they converge in the GH and F sense to a product
manifold with an R-ET metric with R = 5.

Proof. First we check that f; — 5 in L by using the fact that | f; — 5[ < 47:

T 1/[7 Zj_l S,',j+5j l/p
(/ |fj—5|1’dr> =<Z/ 8 |fj—5|pdr>
- i=1 V5i.i 79

< (@ =1)@span'’r
—4(@ -n(HM)"" > 0.
Now observe that since
(18) 1< fi(r)<5 forallre[-m, 7]
we have

di(p,q) <dj(p,q) <5di(p,q),

where d; is the warped product metric with warping function 1. Thus by [Huang
et al. 2017], a subsequence of the warped product manifolds converges in the
uniform, GH and intrinsic flat sense to some limit metric space with limit metric
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doo
di(p,q) <dx(p,q) <5d\(p,q) forall p,q.

We will show that the pointwise limit of the d; is ds.gr, thus proving that the original
sequence of warped product manifolds converges in the uniform, GH and intrinsic
flat sense to the Euclidean taxi space.

Let us consider an arbitrary pair of points, x; = (s;, 6;). If 6; = 6, then

dj(x1,x2) = |s1 — 82| =dsgr(s1, 52).
In general, if 6, # 6, let Sf,j € fj_l(l) with
Is; j—sil <2m/2), x| ;=(s] .60

By the triangle inequality applied two ways we have

(19) |dj(x1, x2) —dj(xy ;5 x5 ) < dj(x1, x) ;) +dj(x5 5, x2)
<lsi—si 14155 — 2l <4m/2!

and

(20)  |dsEr(x1, x2) —dsEr(x] j, X5 )| < dsgr(xi, x; ;) +dser(x) ;, x2)

<ls1—si 14155 ; —s2l < 4m/2/.
Recall that to complete the proof we must prove the pointwise limit:
lim d;(xy, x2) = dsgr(x1, x2).
J—>00
By (19) we need only show
lim dj(x] ;, x5 ;) = dspr(x1, x2).
j—>00

Applying the triangle inequality again, with x; ¢ ; = (si’ i 0), where 6 € ¥ so
that dx (6,, 0) € [0, dx (61, 6>)], we have
dj(xy ;x5 ;) <dj(xy ;,x16.5) +dj(x16.5, %3 ;)

<dz(61,0)+VIs| ; —s3 ;I +25d5 (6. 6)°,

where we have used (18) in the last line. Since this is true for any 6 € X such that
ds (02, 0) € [0,dx (61, 62)] we find

dj(x) j, x5 ;) < dsgr(x] j, %5 ).
Thus taking the limsup and applying (20) we have

(21)  limsupd;(x] ;, x5 ;) <limsupdspr(x| ;, x5 ;) = dspr(x1, X2).

j—o0 j— 00
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So now we need only show

(22) liminfd;(x; ;, x5 ;) > dsr(x1, x2).
n %2,

j—

By (20) we need only show

(23) lim inf(d; (x] j, %5 ;) = dsEr(x] . 3, 7)) = 0.
If s} ; =5 ; then

dj(x ;%3 ;) = ds (01, 62) = dspr(x) ;, X5 ;).

If si’j #+ séyj, then the L; shortest path, C;(r) = (r(t), 6(t)), from xi’j to xé’j
must pass from one valley over to the other, possibly passing through many valleys
in between. Observe that

Q4 dj(x] x5 ) =Li(C)=L;i(C;iNf SN +L;i(C;\ 5.

The segments of C; which intersect fj*l (5) lie in an product space warped by
the constant function 5 so

(25) Li(CiN f7'(5) =V R} +2507,

where R; is the sum of changes in r on these segments and where ©; is the sum of
distances in X between the theta values of the endpoints of these segments.
Let Ry = |s1 — 52| which is the total change in r along C;. By the definition
of 8]' .
278; =2/(3)" — 0.
Since we have at most 2/ intervals where fi <5, we see that as

(26) lim Ry— R; =0,

j—oo

the total change in r for the segments in C; \ f ~1(5) is converging to 0.

Let ®) = dx (01, 62). Then ®9 — ©; is the sum of distances in X between the
theta values of the endpoints of the segments in C; \ f ~1(5). Since the warping
factors fj(r) > 1 everywhere, the distance between the endpoints of each segment
is > distance in ¥ between the theta values of the endpoints of the segment. Thus

27) Li(Ci\f'(5) =0 —0;.
Combining this together with (24) and (25) we have
(28) dj(x;,j,xg‘j)zLj(cj)zvR§+25®§+®o—@j

> inf \/R§+25®2+®0—®.

T 9€[0,dx (61,62)]
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Since

(29)  lim ( inf  VR}+250%+ 0 — @) :jli)n;o dser(X] . X5 ;)

Jj—00\ ©€[0,ds (61,62)]
we are done by combining (28) and (29) which shows (23). O

Remark 3.13. If we take the isometric product of Example 3.12 with a standard
circle, N3 = N? x S', £ = S/, then we have a sequence of 3-manifolds satisfying
all the hypotheses of the scalar compactness conjecture of Gromov and Sormani
(see [Gromov 2018]), recently proved in the rotationally symmetric case by Park,
Tian, and Wang [Park et al. 2018],

Vol(N ;) <5Vol(T?), Diam(N ;) < 5Diam(T%), minA(N;) > minA(T?),

except for the scalar curvature bound. Therefore, this example demonstrates that
the conclusion of the scalar compactness conjecture, that the SWIF limit have
Euclidean tangent cones almost everywhere, requires the scalar curvature bound.
We note that the volume and diameter bound follow since f; <5 and the minA
bound follows since f; > 1.

4. Proof of the main theorem

The goal of this section is to prove our main theorem, Theorem 1.1.

In this theorem, M; = [ro, r1] X g X, where X is an n—1 dimensional manifold
including also M; without boundary that have f; periodic with period r| —ro as
in (1). We assume that the warping factors, f; € C O([ro, r1]), satisfy the following:

0<foo_}§fj(r)§K and  fj(r) = foo(r) inL?

where foo € CO([ro, r1]).
The proof of Theorem 1.1 proceeds as follows. In Lemma 4.1 we use the C°
lower bound to show that

liminfd;(p, q) > d(p,q) pointwise.
j—o0

We use the L2 convergence of f; — foo in Lemmas 4.3 and 4.6, combined with
the estimate of Lemma 4.4, to show that the lengths of fixed curves with respect to
M; and M, converge. We apply this result to a fixed geodesic with respect to g,
to prove that

limsupd;(p,q) <dw(p,q) pointwise.

j—00



CONTRASTING VARIOUS NOTIONS OF CONVERGENCE IN GEOMETRIC ANALYSIS 27

Thus in Proposition 4.8 we have the pointwise limit
lim d;(p,q) = doo(p. q)-
j—o00

To complete the proof of uniform, GH and SWIF convergence using Theorem 2.4,
as is done in the examples in Section 3, we need uniform bounds on d; proven in
Lemma 2.3.

4A. Assuming a C° lower bound. We have seen in Section 3 that in order to get
Gromov—Hausdorff convergence to agree with L? convergence we will need a C°
lower bound on f; and so now we see the consequence of this assumption for the
distance between points.

Lemma 4.1. Let p, q € [ro, 1] X X and assume that

fi(r) = foo— % >0, Diam(M;) <D.

Then

liminfd;(p, q) = doo(p, q)
J—>0

and furthermore we find the uniform estimate

_«/imax[r(m] V foo D
Ming, ] fj(r)\/j

Proof. Let C;(t) = (r;j(¢),0;(t)) be the absolutely continuous curve in M;, pa-
rametrized so that |C;|, = 1 a.e., realizing the distance between p and g. Then
compute

dg_/ (p,q) —dg (P, q) =

Lj(C))
(30) dy;(p,q) = /O VO + £ )00 di

L;(Cy) > IR, 5
Z/o Vi 4 (folr ) = 850 P d

L))
= / (102 + foolr 0016} ()
° ; ) 20 a2y ) 2
— (@D Sl )16, OF = (1/)16} 1)) dr

Now we use the inequality «/[a — b] > |/a — v/b| = /a — +/b in succession,

employing the fact that the last integrand in (30) is positive and the square roots
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that follow are of positive quantities by the assumptions of the lemma.

dg;(p,q)

> /

L€y
> f Vi + foolrs (021051 di
0

VIO 4 foolr )05 — ﬁe;-(zw (2 foo(rj (1)) — 5)] di

L;(Cj

. 0O @ty @)~ 1)
~7 ), 05OV (2 foo (rj (1)) — 5) dt

Lj(C))
2L @)= [ G0N R0~ ar

Now we notice that

VIO + [, 10,0P =1 ae. = 16,0)] < ae.

min f;

which allows us to compute

«/ﬁmax[rwl] N foo D
Mgy, f50)V7

where the diameter bound from the hypotheses is used to conclude that L ; (C;) < D.
The desired result follows by taking limits. U

dg;(p,q) = dg, (p,q) —

4B. L? convergence and convergence of lengths. In this section we would like
to observe the consequence of L? convergence of fi = foo for convergence of
lengths of curves and distances between points in M; culminating in an estimate on
the pointwise limsup of the distance functions (Proposition 4.7).

We start by proving we have uniform bounds on the diameter.

Lemma 4.2. If || /i — foollp2 <8, and M; are warped products as in (1) then

(31) Diam(M;) < 2|ri — rol + (Il foollc, + 8 /+/r1 — ro ) Diam(X)

Proof. Let p, g € M;. Recall that the distance between these points is the infimum
over lengths of all curves. For any r € [rg, r1] we can take a first path from p
radially to the level r, then a second path around that level », and then a third path
from that level to ¢g. The first and third paths each have length < |r; — rg|, and the
middle path has length bounded above by the diameter of the level. Thus we have

dj(p,q) <2|ri —rol + fj(r) Diam(%)
<2|r1 —rol + (foo (r) + 1.fj(r) = foo(r)|) Diam().
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Choosing an r such that

1
1) = ool < /Ifj(s)—foo(s)lzds
ry—ro
we have
o I fi — foollL,
| fj (r) foo(r)|f—m
and foo (r) < || foollco- O

Recall that in warped product manifolds with continuous warping functions we
have absolutely continuous curves whose length achieves the distance between two
points (Remark 2.2).

We next consider the length of a fixed curve which is monotone in .

Lemma 4.3. Fix an absolutely continuous curve C(t) = (r(t),0(t)), t € [0, 1],
which is monotone inr. If || fj — foollp2 <8 =6, and M; are warped products as
in (1) then

IL;(C) — Loo(C)] < (8 + 4 foll32)8'20(C)

where

r(1) 1/2
(32) OC) = < / |9’(r)|2dr) )
r(0)

Note also that
£ + fooll7o < (8 + 2 foollz2)%.

If C is not monotone in r but one knows it has at most N monotone subsegments
then we can sum up the segments applying this lemma to each subsegment.

Proof. Since C(t) = (r(t),0(t)) is such that r'(t) > 0 everywhere then we can
reparametrize so that r(t) = r. Now by comparing two lengths and taking advantage

of the inequality /[a — b > |/a — +/b| we find

r(l)

L€ = La(Ol = [ VT 00 0P V14 20007 ar

r(0)

r(1)
< / o) VIO = ol

r(1) 1/2 r(l) 172
5( f |J32<r)—f;<r>|dr) ( / |9/<r>|2dr> :
r(0) r(0)

where we used Holder’s inequality in the last line.
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Now we notice that
|7 = 2l =117 = fifoot [ foo = [2]
=|fi(fi = foo) + foo (i — foo)l
= |(f] +foo)(fj - foo)| = |f] +foo”f] _foo|

Combining this with Holder’s Inequality we obtain

r(1) 1/4 r(1) 1/4
|Lj<C>—Loo(C>|s(/(O) Ifj+fooI2dr) (/«)) |fj—foo|2dr> 0(0).

Lastly, we notice that

£+ fooll32 = 11 fj — foo +2foll 2
< (If; = foollL2 + 21 fooll12)? < 8+ 21l fooll 12)?

which gives us the desired uniform bound. O

Now that we have obtained a bound on fixed geodesics which are monotone in r
we would like to gain some control on the term ®(C) from Lemma 4.3 in the case
where C is a fixed geodesic with respect to the metric g;. We note that we will use
Lemma 4.4 only in the case where C is a fixed geodesic with respect to g, which
is monotone in r but we state it in more generality below since it could be useful
for future results.

Lemma4.4. Let M; be a warped product manifold as in (1). Let C;(t) = (r(t), 6(1))
be a unit speed absolutely continuous geodesic in M; which is nondecreasing in r

and define

mj= min f;(r) > 0.
réelro,ril

Then © of (32) satisfies:

0(C)) =

Vn—1L;(C))'?
mj '
Proof. We can estimate ® (C;) by rewriting the line integral which defines ®(C;):

r() 1/2 Li(Cj) 1/2
O(C) = ( / |0’(r)|2dr> = ( / |e’(z)|2r’<t>dt> .
r(0) 0

Now by the assumption that |C}|o; = /r'(t)* + f;(r(1))*|6;(1)]* = 1 a.e. and
r'(t) > 0 we find that 0 < »'(¢) < 1 which yields

Li(Cj) 1/2
0(C)) < </ |9’(:)|2dz> :
0
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Note that [C}|g, =~/r'(t)* + £;(r(1))*|6;(1)]* =1 a.c. implies that |§j’. O1<1/f
a.e. which yields the estimate

Li(C)) 172 (C:H1/2
OC) < (/ %dr) §M. ]
0 Jir(@)) mj

Corollary 4.5. If the length minimizing absolutely continuous geodesic between
P, q € M with respect to goo is monotone in r and we let § = || f; — fooll 2 and
Moo = min foo(r) > 0 then we find the uniform estimate

relro,ril
n Diam(M )

iy (0. @) — g (p. ) = (67 44 o L1812 Y PR M)
o0

Proof. We note that by the fact that C is the length minimizing geodesic between
P, q € M with respect to g, we find

dg;(p.q) —dg, (P, q) = Lj(C) = Loo(C).

Now if we combine Lemmas 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 then we find

n Diam(M )
ey (9 @) = d (9, @) = 5%+ 4 fo | 28222 Mo0)
Moo
where § = || fj — fxollz2 and mog = min foo(r) > 0. -
relro,ri]

The uniform control of Corollary 4.5 will be used in the proof of Theorem 1.1
below. Now we would like to control the length of geodesics with respect to geo
which are constant in r.

Lemma 4.6. Let p, g € [ro, r1] X X and assume that the absolutely continuous
geodesic C between p and q with respect to g, is parametrized as C = (7, 6(t)),
t € [0, 11, for some fixed 7 € [ro, r1]. If fj = foo in L? then

limsupd,, (p, q) <dg (P, q)-

j—oo
Moreover, we can find an approximating curve Cj between p and q so that

L(C) <485+ Loo(C) +€ds (0(0), 6(1)),

where
|f] - fooliz

8¢ <
J 2

Proof. Since f; — fxo in L?, if we define

Se] ={x elro, r]: |fJ(x) — fo(X)| = €}



32 BRIAN ALLEN AND CHRISTINA SORMANI

then we know that there exists a §; > 0 such that 18! < 8j, where §; — O as j — oo.
This follows since if |S!| > ¢ > 0 then

b
/ |ﬁ—fw|2dVZ[,Ifj—fOQIZerCGZ
st

—7T

which leads to a contradiction. In fact,

1/2
€lSs] < /S | fi = fooldr < '55'1/2</Se i = foofdr)
J J

T 1/2
< |S;|”2</ - foo|2dr) ,
—TT

15y = fooly

€2

which implies

8j<

This implies that we can choose an r; € (7,7 +28;) or rj € (F —28;,7) so that
[ fi(rj) — foo(r;)| < € and so by combining with Lemmas 3.2 and 3.6 we find a
curve C]? between p and ¢ such that

dg;(p,q) < L;(C;)
<48;+ fj(rj)d;(6(0), 6(1))
<48+ foo(rj)ds(0(0), 0(1)) + | fj(r;) — foo(rj)ds (0(0), 6(1)).

Now by taking limits as j — oo and using that f, is continuous we find

limsupdy; (p, q) = foo(F)ds (0(0), 0(1)) + €d5 (6(0), 6(1)).

j—oo
Since this is true for all € > 0 and dy_(p, ¢) = foo(7)d(0(0), 6(1)) the desired
result follows. [l

We now combine these lemmas into:

Proposition 4.7. If f; and f are positive continuous functions, f; — foo in L?,
and M; = M are warped products as in (1) then

limsupd;(p,q) <ds(p,q) pointwise.
Jj—00 '
Proof. Fix p and g in M; = M. Let C(¢) be a minimizing curve between p and ¢
with respect to goo:

Loo(C) =doo(p. q).

By Remark 2.2, C is an absolutely continuous curve. It can be broken down into
possibly infinitely many segments, each of which is either monotone in r or has
constant » component. Let C = {C*:« € I}, where [ is an indexing set, be the
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segments which are constant in » with endpoints (r%, 67), (r%, 6) € [ro, r1] x &
then we can estimate

Loo(C) = > Loo(C*)
ael
= foolr)do (B, 05) = (milyfrg.ry) foo(r)) Yges do (O, 65),

ael

and hence
Diam (Mo,
(33) S d, 07, 05) < —m M)
acl (mlnre[rg,rl] foo(r))

Similarly, if we let C = {C® : & € I} be the collection of segments of C which are
monotone in r, with endpoints (r{', 67), (r5, 05) € [ro, r1] x X, then

Loo(C) = Y Loo(CH =) SV o0

ael ael "
r
=3 [Car=Y -,
ael Y ael
which implies
(34) > Iy —r§| < Diam(Moo).
ael

So, by combining (33), (34), and Lemma 3.2 we find for any 5 > 0, we can choose
I,ClI, I\I,=K €N, so that

(35) Y Loo(C)+ Y Loo(C)
acly aely,

<Y =5l +2( max]foo(r))Zda(ef‘,eg) <

relro,r
aely aely

and hence by replacing all but finitely many subsegments of C with finitely many
taxi minimizing curves whose g, length is smaller than n we can obtain another
curve C" such that

Loo(C") < Lo(C) —21.

This can be done so that C” can be broken down into finitely many segments, each
of which is either monotone in » or has constant » component. By Lemma 4.6, for
each monotone segment C¥, k € N, k < K we can find an approximating curve,
5’;’5, such that

(36) L;j(CY<) <465 + Loo(CY) + €d,y (6, 65),
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where 8¢ < | fj — fol7./€%. B
Then by Lemmas 4.3, 4.4 and 4.6 we can find a curve C?’g, € > (0 between p
and g, by possibly adjusting the monotone segments as in (36), such that

. =n.e Diam(Myo)
(37) llmsupLj(Cj’ )< Ls(C)—2n+e€— .
j—o00 (mmre[ro,rl] foo(r))

Since (37) is true for all n, d;(p, q) < Lj(E?’e) and Loo(C) = dxo(p, q) we
have

. Diam(M )
limsupd;(p,q) <dw(p,q) +€-— )
o0 (mlnre[ro,rl] foo(r))

which is true for all € > 0 and hence the desired result follows. O

4C. Proof of Theorem 1.1. Recall that in the statement of Theorem 1.1 we have a
sequence of warping functions f;(r) > foo(r) — % and f;(r) = foo(r) in L?. We
will prove:

lim dj(p,q) =doo(p. q)

]—>00

uniformly by first showing it converges pointwise on a subsequence and then
applying Theorem 2.4 which implies uniform convergence, GH and F convergence
to the same space.

Proposition 4.8. Under the hypothesis of Theorem 1.1 we have pointwise conver-
gence of the distance functions:

lim dj(p, q) = doo(p. ).
J— 00

Proof. Let p, q € [ro, r1] x . Applying the C” lower bound and Lemma 4.1 we
have

liminfd;(p, q) = deo(p, q)-
J‘)OO

Applying the L? upper bound and Proposition 4.7 we also have
limsupd;(p, q) < do(p, q)-
j—o0o
Thus we have pointwise convergence. ([

Proof of Theorem 1.1. By the assumption that 0 < ¢ < fx — % < fj < K we can use
Lemma 2.3 and choose A = max(1/min(c, 1), max(1, K)) > 0 so that for j large

enough we find
4 1

~di(p,g) T A
where d; is the distance defined with warping factor 1.
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Now can apply Theorem 2.4 to conclude that there exists a length metric d.
and a subsequence d, such that d;, converges uniformly to d’, and hence GH and
SWIF converges as well. By the pointwise convergence proven in Proposition 4.8,
we know that d_ ) = dw, and hence d, must uniformly converge to d. Since this is
true for all the subsequences, we see that d; uniformly converges to do,. Appealing
again to Theorem 2.4 we see it converges in the Gromov—Hausdorff and intrinsic
flat sense as well. U

5. Warping functions with two variables on tori

In this section we give a short exploration of more general warped product manifolds.
There are a wealth of new directions one might explore and this section demonstrates
how some of our techniques do extend easily. Here we prove the following theorem:

Theorem 5.1. Let g; = dx* +dy* + filx, v)? dz? be a metric on a torus M; =
sl xs! X f; S! with coordinates (x, y,2) €[—m, 7], fi€ COo([—m, w1?). Assume
that

1
fi—= fo=c>0 inL? 0<fox—~<f<K<o.
J
Then M; converges uniformly to Mo, as well as
M B M, ML M

This theorem will be applied in upcoming joint work of a team of doctoral
students who are working with the first author: Lisandra Hernandez-Vazquez,
Davide Parise, Alec Payne, and Shengwen Wang. Various members of this team
which first began working together at the Fields Institute in the Summer of 2017
will explore further theorems in this direction using similar techniques.

The proof of this theorem will be similar to the proof of Theorem 1.1, however
we have some additional difficulties arising. The main difficulty is that f; — f
in L?([—n, 71%) does not imply that fj — fx on curves and hence we will not
be able to prove the corresponding results to Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 for this setting.
Instead in Lemmas 5.4, 5.5, and 5.6 we will build approximating sequences of
curves to a geodesic with respect to g, and show lim sup 00 di(p,q) <ds(p,q).
The C° control on fj works similarly to Section 4 and hence we are able to
show liminf; ., d;(p, q) > d(p, q) in Lemma 5.2. This will imply pointwise
convergence of distances which when combined with Theorem 2.4 will show
uniform, GH and SWIF convergence, similar to the examples in Section 3.

5A. A lower C° bound. We now prove a lemma which shows the consequence of
a C” lower bound which we have seen is important by the examples in Section 3.
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Lemma 5.2. Let p, g € M; and assume that

1
fix,y) = foolx,y) == >0 and Diam(M;) < D.
J
Then
liminfd;(p, q) = doo(p, q)
J—>00

Proof. Let Cj(t) = (x(1), y;(t), z;(t)) be the minimizing absolutely continuous
geodesic in M;, parametrized so that |CJ/. (M)lg; = 1 a.e., realizing the distance
between p and ¢g. Then compute

g (Ci(1), Cj(1)) = x;(1)* + Y1) + fi(x; (1), y; (1)) 1)
> X507 + (0 + (foox (1), y; (1) = 1125 (02
=x[(1)7 4+ Y1) + foolx; (1), y; ()1, (D)
— (@/) foo (xj (1), (NI (OF = A/ ().

Note that the terms here are positive by the assumptions of the lemma, so that when
we take the square root we can apply the inequality

V0a—b| > |Va—~b| > a— /b,

before integrating to obtain

L;(Cy)
dg,(p.q) = Ve (i), Chr)) di

0

L;(Cp)
> fo VXG0 + Y0 + foolj (0, 3 )21 (0) P di

L;i(Cy)
- /O V1) fooxj (0), YOO = (/DN (1) P di

L;(Cj)
=L @)= [ 0N @0, 5w = ) ar
Now we notice that
i), = VX[ + Y0 + f; (1), y; )P =1 ae.
= |25l < 7

1
————ae.
(xj (1), y;j (@)
and hence we can then conclude that

\/imax[_,m]z NV foo D
ming_ . fivJ
The desired result follows by taking limits. U

dg,(p,q) = dg. (P, q) —
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We now prove that we have uniform bounds on the diameter which was used in
Lemma 5.2:

Lemma 5.3. If || i — foollL2 <8, and M; are warped products as in Theorem 5.1
then

Diam(M;) < 4v/ 27 + 27 (|| follc, +8,/(27)).

Proof. Let p,q € M; with p = (x1, y1, z1) and g = (x2, y2, z2). Recall that the
distance between these points is the infimum over lengths of all curves. For any
(x0, y0) € [—m, 7]? we can take a first path from p to (xg, yo, z1) Which stays in a
plane parallel to the xy—plane, then a second path from (xg, yo, z1) to (xo, Yo, 22)
parallel to the z axis, and then a third path from (xg, Yo, z2) to (x2, ¥2, z2) which
stays in a plane parallel to the xy—plane. The first and third paths each have length
< 2+/27, and the middle path has length bounded above by 27 with respect to the
flat metric. Thus we have

dj(p,q) < 427 + 27 £; (X0, ¥0)
<427 + 27 ( foo (x0, Y0) + | £ (X0, ¥0) — foo (X0, Y0)I).

Choosing an (xg, yo) such that

l T m
|fj(xo,yo)—foo(x0,y0)|25m/ / (60 ) = foo (s )P dx dy

we have

|f}'(X0, Y0) — foo(X0, Yo)| < M
T

and foo (50, 50) < || faollc. H

5B. L2 convergence and convergence of distances. In this section we will build
sequences of curves whose length approximates the length of a fixed geodesic with
respect to g.o whose warping function is a constant.

We start by approximating a geodesic which has constant z component which is
simple since g; agrees with g, in the x and y directions.

Lemma 54. Let p,q € [—m, 71? so that p = (x1, y1, 20) and g = (x2, y2, 20). If
foo = ¢ > 0 then we have that

limsupd;(p, q) < doo(p, q).

j—oo

Proof. Let y be a minimal geodesic with respect to g from p to g. Since g 1s a
Euclidean metric it is a straight line segment:

y (@) = (x1(1 = 1) +x21, yi1 (1 — 1) + yat, 20).
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Note that we can choose coordinate so that this is the minimal geodesic with respect
t0 goo. Then we can compute

1
di(p,q) <L;(y) =/O V= x)? + (2 — y)? dt = doo(p. q).

since g; agrees with g in the x and y directions, by which the result follows by
taking limits. ([

We now construct a sequence of curves which approximates a fixed geodesic
with respect to g, which is constant in x and y.

Lemma 5.5. Assume that f; — foo=c>0in L? and let p,q €l—m, 7)? so that
p = (x0, Yo, 21) and g = (xo, Yo, 22) then we have that
limsupd;(p. q) < doo(p. q).
J—>00

Proof. We claim that if

Sej = {(x, y) € [-m, 7]*: 1fi (e, y) = foo(x, W) = E}

then we must have that |Sej | <4, where §; — 0 as j — oo (| S| represents Lebesgue
measure of § C [, 7]? with respect to the Euclidean metric). If the claim were
false then |S!| > C > 0 and

| [ 1= e ardy= [ 1= fetxnPaaz cé

which contradicts f; — f in L2
Define the set

T/ = (B((x0, y0), 4/3)) \ 8!) N [=7, 7 |.
Since eventually
|B((x0. 0), 4V8))|
2 =
we see that Tej is nonempty. Hence we can choose a (xej , yej ) e Tej .

A minimal geodesic y from p = (xg, yo, 1) to ¢ = (x9, Yo, z2) With respect to
goo 18 purely vertical:

4m8; > |71,

y () = (x0, Yo, z0(1 — 1) + z20),
where the addition is mod 27. Note that doo (p, g) = c|z2 — z1]. Let
pP'=0lyl,z) and ¢'=/ v/, 2).
S0 doo(p, p) <4/8; and dws(q, q') < 4,/3;. Also

ds(p.q) =clzz— 21l =d(p'. q').
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G—=>q’

Figure 6. o' = a){j approximates the curve y between the points
p and q.

We can define a curve «/ as in Figure 6 which approximates y. This curve

runs minimally with respect to g, from p to p’ and then minimally to ¢’ and then
minimally to g as follows:

(xo(1 = 36) +3xZ1, yo(1 —31) +3yl1, z1), 0<r<},
al(t) = (xl, ¥l 212 =30) + 223t — 1)), l<t<?
(23 =30 +x0(31 —2), Y. 3—=30)+y(Br—2), z2), <11,

where the addition here is mod 2.
Now we can compute

di(p,q) < Lj(a))
1/3 : . 2/3 o
_ ¢|3xg—3xo|2+|3yg—3yo|2dz+/ 1322 — 3211, (cJ v d
0 1/3

1
+ | VI3xd = 3x0)* + 13y — 3y dt.
2/3

Combining this with the definitions of (xej , yg ) € Tej and using the continuity of
foo We find

d;(p»q) =2V 1x0— xI1>+ Iyo — y! P+ fi(xl, yD)lz2 — 21
<168, +1fi(xl, v = fooxl, yD 122 — 211+ foo (L, ¥D)|z2 — 21
<16\/8; +¢€lza — 21l +clza — 2l
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where we are using the hypothesis that foo =c > 0.
Now by noticing that d (p, g) = c|z2 — z1| and taking the limit as j — oo we
find

limsupd;(p, q) < €lz1 — 20l +clz1 — 20l = €|z1 — 20l +doo (P, q)

j—oo
and since this is true for all € > 0 the result follows. |

We now construct a sequence of curves which approximates a fixed geodesic
with respect to g, which does not fall under the hypotheses of Lemmas 5.4 or 5.5.

Lemma 5.6. Assume that fj — foo =c > 0in L? and let p, q € [—m, 7]’ so that
p =1, y1,21), g = (x2, y2, 22) and (x1, y1) 7 (x2, y2) then

limsupd;(p, q) < doo(p, q).

j—oo

Proof. Without loss of generality we may assume that y; # y». Let y be the geodesic
with respect to g, which runs from p to g. Since g is a Euclidean metric, we
can choose coordinates on S! x S! x S! such that

y(t) = (a(t), z1 (1 — 1) + 201),
where the addition is mod 27 and
a(t) = (x1(1 = 1) +xat, yi(1 — 1) + y2t) C [-7, 7]*.

Since goo = dx? +dy?* + c* dz?, we have

deo(p,q) = \/(xz —x1)*+ (2 — )

We construct a family of geodesics parallel to this geodesic running from p’ =
(x], y1, 21) to ¢' = (x2+x| —x1, ¥2, 22) where x| € B(xy, 1) C [—m, ], as follows:

Ve () = (e, (1), 21 (1 = 1) + 221),
where
oy (1) = (x{(1 = 1) + (x] +x2 — x)t, yi(1 = 1) + yat),

where the addition is mod 27 with values in [—7, 7). Observe that «: (x', 1) = (x, y)
defined by a(x’, t) = o (2) is

a(x’, 1) = (x"+ (x2 — xDt, y1 + (32 — y1)?)

SO

(38) dx Ady = (1dx"+ (xo —x1) dt) A(0dx’ + (y» — y1) dt) = (y2 — y1) dx' Adt.
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Since f; — foo in L? we define

(39) % =f i — fool .

X

We define the set

Sej = {x/ € [—n,n):f_j(x/) 26} Cl—m, m),
and the set

W ={av(t):x' €[-m, 7)and 1 € [0, 1]}.

By the definition of the line segments, oy, we have W C (—x, %
Note that the set

T/ = (B(x1,48)\ S)) C [-7, 7]

is nonempty where §; = |S€j |. We claim §; — 0 as j — oo. Indeed we have

€|S!| < .f(x’)dx’s/ fj(x/)dx/zf /|fj—foo|2dtdx’.

x'eS! /

Applying a change of variables as in (38), we have

8,:(6)—‘[/ | fi = fool*ly2 — 1|7 dy dx’
w

T T
< (6)_1|y2—)’1|_1/ f s = faoPdy dx,
- J—m

which converges to 0 by the hypothesis that f; — f in L.
Since T/ is nonempty, we can pick a x; € T.. We use this point to choose

(40) p=p,=Glyl.21) and ¢ =q)=xl ] 2).

41

We can define a sequence of curves ,B){j as in Figure 7 which run minimally with
respect to go, from p to p’ and then minimally to ¢” and then minimally to g as

follows:
(x1(1 =31) + 3xjt, y1,21), 0<r=<i,
BL® =1, Gr = 1), l<r<?,
((j+x2—x)B =30 +x03t=2),y2,22), 5=<t=<1.
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Figure 7. g’ = ﬁ,{j approximates the curve y between the points
p and q.

The sequence of curves ,BJ{j (t) is the approximating sequence to y which can be
used to estimate d;(p, g) as follows

dj(p,q) < Lj(Bx,)

1/3 2/3
=/ |3xj—3x1|dt’+/ \/|3Ax|2+|3Ay|2+|3Az|2sz(ozxj(3t'— 1) dt’
0 1/3

1
+ | VPBx—3G;+x—xpdr,
2/3

where Ax =[x, —x1|, Ay =|y2—y1l|, and Az = |zp — z1|. Integrating the first and
last term, and taking ¢ = 3t — 1 we have

d;(p,q) < (£ =0)13x; — 3511+ (1 = 2)V|3x, — 3x; — 3x, + 3x))

1
b [ VB 1Ay P 1A e 0 de
0

1
<ly =l =l [ VA AT+ AT [, () de
0

1
<2 — i)+ /0 VAR T AV + AL 12+ AP (e, (0) — ) di

1 1
545,~+/ \/Ax2+Ay2+AZ2fozodt+/ Azx/ﬁ(ax,.(t))—ffodf-
0 0
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Since g is Euclidean, the middle term is d (p, q). Applying Holder’s inequality
to the last term of yields

1 1/2
1) dj<p,q>s45j+doo<p,q>+Az(/o |f,~2<ax‘,.<r>>—f§o|dr> .

Recall that we chose x; € ng near x so that x; ¢ Sej . Thus (39) implies that
] -
/ |fi — foo|2dt/ | fi (e, (1)) = fooldt = fj(x)) <€
Oy . 0
J

We can apply this to control the final term in (41) by factoring and the applying
Holder’s inequality and the triangle inequality

1/2 1/2

(f |]32—f§o|dt) 5(/ m—foonmfoomr)
: 1/4 1/4
5(/ - foo|2dr) (/ Ifj+foo|2dt>

/4

1/4
— foo +2 fool dt)

1/4
< el f (1f; = fool + 21 foo ) dr)

1/4
el/4 e+4cf foo|dt+4c>
1/2 1/4
e—|—4c< — fool dt) +4c2)

1/4
< 61/4(6 —|—4c€1/2—|—4c2> .

1/4
1/4(f |fi = fool? + 41 — fool | fool + 4 foxl dr)

Substituting this into (41) we have

d;(p, q) < 48; +doo(p, @) + Aze' /(e + dce P +4c) .

Now by taking limits as j — oo we find

limsupd;(p, q) <dws(p,q) + AZ€1/4(€ +4cel/? +4cz)1/4.

j—00
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Since this is true for all € > 0 the lemma follows. O

5C. Proof of Theorem 5.1. In this section we finish the proof of Theorem 5.1,
which follows by the results of the last two subsections combined with Theorem 2.4.

Proof. Let p,q € [—m, 7]. Then by Lemma 4.1 we have
(42) lijn_l)g.gfdj(p,q) > doo(p, q)-
By Lemmas 5.4, 5.5 or 5.6 we have

limsupd;(p, q) <dx(p, q).

j—oo
So by combining with (42) we conclude
(43) lim d;(p,q) =doo(p, q),
j—00

which gives pointwise convergence of distances.
Now by the assumption that 0 < ¢ — % < fj < K we can apply Lemma 2.3 and
choose & = max(1/min(c/2, 1), max(1, K)) > 0 so that for j chosen large enough

we find
oo ditpa) 1

~di(p.g) T A

where d; is the distance defined with warping factor 1.

Hence we can apply Theorem 2.4 to conclude that there exists a length metric d/,
and a subsequence d, such that d;, converges uniformly to d , and GH and SWIF
converges as well. By the pointwise convergence (43) we know that d, = d, and
hence d, must uniformly converge to d,. Since this is true for all the subsequences,
we see that d; uniformly converges to do, and hence Gromov—Hausdorff and intrinsic
flat converges as well. (]
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