arXiv:2308.04510v2 [math.MG] 29 Feb 2024

GROMOV–HAUSDORFF CONVERGENCE OF METRIC PAIRS AND METRIC TUPLES

ANDRÉS AHUMADA GÓMEZ^A AND MAURICIO CHE^B

Contents

1. Introduction 1 2. Gromov–Hausdorff convergence of metric pairs 4 3. Main results 20 4. Convergence of tuples 24 5. Applications 27 References 29

Abstract. We study the Gromov–Hausdorff convergence of metric pairs and metric tuples and prove the equivalence of different natural definitions of this concept. We also prove embedding, completeness and compactness theorems in this setting. Finally, we get a relative version of Fukaya’s theorem about quotient spaces under Gromov–Hausdorff equivariant convergence and a version of Grove–Petersen–Wu’s finiteness theorem for stratified spaces.

1. Introduction

The Gromov–Hausdorff convergence is a way to quantitatively study metric spaces. It was introduced by M. Gromov in [11, 12, 13] (cf. [8]). It has been used to measure the rigidity and stability of several different geometric and topological properties. Some remarkable theoretical results involving the Gromov–Hausdorff convergence include Gromov’s compactness theorem [11, 12, 13] and Grove–Petersen–Wu’s finiteness theorem [14, 15] which, in turn, have motivated the development of very fruitful theories of synthetic curvature bounds for metric spaces, namely, the study of Alexandrov spaces [3, 4] and RCD spaces [1, 20, 25, 26]. In a more applied spirit, the Gromov–Hausdorff convergence has also been used in the recognition of point-cloud data sets [21] and in Topological Data Analysis as a

Date: March 1, 2024.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 53C23, 53C20.

Key words and phrases. Metric pairs, metric tuples, Gromov–Hausdorff convergence, embedding theorem, completeness theorem, compactness theorem, stratified spaces, equivariant convergence, Alexandrov spaces, extremal sets.

ASupported by CONACYT Doctoral Scholarship No. 734952. BSupported by CONACYT Doctoral Scholarship No. 769708. 1

way to measure the stability of persistence diagrams and other topological and geometric signatures of metric spaces [5, 7].

In this paper, we study the Gromov–Hausdorff convergence of metric pairs. This notion was introduced in [6], where the authors studied a family of functors that produce generalised spaces of persistence diagrams and prove the continuity of the bottleneck functor under their definition of convergence for metric pairs. The Gromov–Hausdorff convergence of metric pairs is an extension of the pointed Gromov–Hausdorff convergence, which can be formulated in several different ways, such as those considered in [3, 17, 18]. We gather the natural generalisations of these different formulations to the setting of metric pairs, prove the equivalence between the resulting definitions, and carry some well-known basic properties of the pointed case to our framework. Moreover, we prove that this notion of convergence is metrisable by defining Gromov–Hausdorff distance functions on the space of metric pairs that induce such convergence. In particular, this implies that the bottleneck functor D_∞ considered in [6, Theorem A] is continuous and not only sequentially continuous. This is the content of section 2.

The embedding, completeness, and compactness theorems are fundamental results in the classical theory of Gromov–Hausdorff convergence [3, 13]. Based on [17], in section 3 we prove versions of these theorems for the class of metric pairs. Moreover, we establish analogous results for a larger class, namely, the class of metric tuples. We do this in section 4. Here we include the statements of these results in the setting of metric pairs.

Theorem 1.1 (Embedding theorem). Let {(X_i, A_i)}_{i∈N} be a sequence of proper metric pairs. Suppose that ∞∑ i=1 d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (X_{i+1}, A_{i+1})) < ∞.

Then there exist a non-complete locally complete metric space Y and a closed subset W ⊂ Y \ Y =: Z, where Y is the metric completion of Y , with the following properties:

(1) For each i, the space X_i naturally isometrically embeds into Y . (2) The space Y is proper. (3) (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (Z, W ).

(4) For all R > 0, there are R_i > R such that R_i → R and B_{Ri} (W )∩X_i^H−→ B_R(W )∩Z.

Moreover, if all X_i are length, then Z is a geodesic, and in this setting, (5) For all R > 0, B_R(A_i) ∩ X_i^H−→ B_R(W ) ∩ Z.

Theorem 1.2 (Completeness theorem). The space of all isometry classes of proper metric pairs (GHPair, d_{GH}) is a complete metric space.

Theorem 1.3 (Compactness theorem). For any collection X of (isometry classes of) proper metric pairs that is uniformly bounded in the sense of pairs, that is, if there exists some C > 0 such that diam(A) ≤ C for any (X, A) ∈ X , the following assertions are equivalent:

(1) X is precompact with respect to d_{GH}. 2

(2) There exists π : (0, ∞) → (0, ∞) such that for all ε > 0, P (ε, B_{1/ε}(A)) ≤ π(ε) for all (X, A) ∈ X , where P is the packing number function (see Definition 2.28).

(3) There exists ν : (0, ∞) → (0, ∞) such that for all ε > 0, N(ε, B_{1/ε}(A)) ≤ ν(ε) for all (X, A) ∈ X , where N is the inner covering number function (see Definition 2.28).

The extension of the theory of Gromov–Hausdorff convergence to the class of metric pairs allows for a finer study of classes of metric spaces where distinguished subsets arise naturally. In this direction, and as an application of our scheme, in section 5 we obtain a formulation of the convergence of extremal sets of Alexandrov spaces under the usual Gromov–Hausdorff convergence [23] using the language of convergence of tuples. Theorem 1.4. Let {X_i}_{i∈N} and X be elements in A(n, k), the class of n-dimensional Alexandrov spaces with curvature bounded below by k ∈ R, such that X_i^{GH}−−→ X. Let E^m_i ⊇ · · · ⊇ E^0_i be nested sequences of extremal sets in X_i and E^m ⊇ · · · ⊇ E^0 be sets in X such that E^l_i → E^l for each l ∈ {1, . . . , m}. Then each E^l is an extremal set in X and (X_i, E^m_i , . . . , E^0_i )^{GH}−−→ (X, E^m, . . . , E^0). We also prove a relative version of Fukaya’s theorem on the convergence of quotient spaces under equivariant convergence [9].

Theorem 1.5. Let {X_i}_{i∈N} be a sequence in M(n, k, D), the class of closed n-dimensional Riemannian manifolds with sectional curvature bounded below by k ∈ R and diameter bounded above by D > 0, and X in A(n, k, D), the class of closed n-dimensional Alexandrov spaces with curvature bounded below by k ∈ R and diameter bounded above by D > 0. Let G be a Lie group acting by isometries on each X_i and on X. Let H_0 ≤ · · · ≤ H_m be a sequence of subgroups of G. If (X_i, G)^{eGH}−−−→ (X, G) then (X_i/G, X^{H0}_i /G, . . . , X^{Hm}_i /G)^{GH}−−→ (X/G, X^{H0} /G, . . . , X^{Hm} /G). In the case where {X_i}_{i∈N} is a sequence in N (n, k, D, v), the class of closed n-dimensional Riemannian manifolds with the absolute value of the sectional curvature bounded above by k > 0 and diameter bounded above by D > 0, and X is also in N (n, k, D, v) such that (X_i, G)^{eGH}−−−→ (X, G) then (X_i, X^{H0}_i , . . . , X^{Hm}_i )^{GH}−−→ (X, X^{H0} , . . . , X^{Hm} ). Finally, we get a relative version of Grove–Petersen–Wu’s finiteness theorem [15] for tuples induced by stratified manifolds with extremal strata. 3

Theorem 1.6. The class S(n, k, D, v) of n-dimensional stratified manifolds with curvature bounded below by k ∈ R in the sense of Alexandrov, diameter bounded above by D > 0, and volume bounded below by v > 0 is precompact in GHTuple_n. Moreover, the subclass S^e(n, k, D, v) of stratified manifolds satisfying the same conditions as before, where additionally all the strata are extremal sets, contains only finitely many relative topological types.

2. Gromov–Hausdorff convergence of metric pairs

Let us recall some basic definitions from the theory of metric spaces.

Definition 2.1. A map d: X × X → [0, ∞] is an extended metric on X if it is symmetric and satisfies the triangle inequality, and if d(x, y) = 0 if and only if x = y. A pair (X, d) where X is a set and d is an extended metric on X is an extended metric space. An extended metric d on X is a metric if Im(d) ⊂ [0, ∞), in which case (X, d) is a metric space. We denote B^d_r (x) = B_r(x) := {y ∈ X : d(x, y) < r} the open ball of radius r around x, whereas B^d_r (x) denotes the corresponding closed ball.

A metric space (X, δ) is a length space if

δ(x, y) = inf {L(γ) : γ is a continuous curve from x to y} , where L(γ) denotes the length of the curve γ.

A metric space (X, δ) is proper if every closed ball B_r(p) is compact for every r > 0 and p ∈ X. Let us also remind the definition of the Hausdorff distance between subsets of a metric space.

Definition 2.2. For subsets A and B of a metric space (Z, δ), the Hausdorff distance of A and B is defined as

d^δ_H(A, B) := inf {ε > 0 : A ⊂ B_ε(B) and B ⊂ B_ε(A)}

where B^δ_ε (B) = B_ε(B) := {x ∈ X : exists b ∈ B such that δ(x, b) < ε}. Here, we have used the convention that the infimum of an empty set is +∞.

We now define metric pairs, the objects we will deal with in the remainder of the article.

Definition 2.3. A metric pair consists of a metric space X and a closed non-empty subset A ⊂ X. We will say that a metric pair (X, A) is an extended metric pair if X is an extended metric space. We will denote such metric pair by (X, A).

In [6], the authors introduced the following definition of convergence for metric pairs. It is a natural extension of the definition of Gromov–Hausdorff convergence for pointed metric spaces (cf. [3, 13, 17]).

Definition 2.4. A sequence {(X_i, A_i)}_{i∈N} of metric pairs converges in the Gromov–Hausdorff topology to a metric pair (X, A) if there exist sequences {ε_i}_{i∈N} and {R_i}_{i∈N} of positive numbers with ε_i ↘ 0, R_i ↗ ∞, and maps ϕ_i : B_{Ri} (A_i) → X satisfying the following three conditions: 4

(1) |d_{Xi} (x, y) − d_X (ϕ_i(x), ϕ_i(y)| ≤ ε_i for any x, y ∈ B_{Ri} (A_i); (2) d^{dX}_H (ϕ_i(A_i), A) ≤ ε_i;

(3) B_{Ri} (A) ⊂ B_{εi} (ϕ_i(B_{Ri} (A_i))).

We will denote the Gromov–Hausdorff convergence of metric pairs by (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (X, A).

In the setting of metric spaces, the definition of Gromov–Hausdorff convergence is usually introduced as the convergence corresponding to the Gromov–Hausdorff distance between metric spaces. Let us recall the definition of this distance.

Definition 2.5. Let (X, d_X ) and (Y, d_Y ) be two metric spaces. The Gromov–Hausdorff distance between X and Y is

d_{GH}(X, Y ) := inf { d^δ_H(X, Y ) : δ is an admissible metric on X ⊔ Y } , where a metric δ on the disjoint union X ⊔ Y is admissible if δ|_{X×X} = d_X and δ|_{Y ×Y} = d_Y .

The previous definition allows for spaces with infinite Gromov–Hausdorff distance. However, when restricted to compact spaces, one obtains a finite distance function (cf. [3]). When dealing with non-compact spaces, though, it is customary to use the pointed Gromov– Hausdorff distance (cf. [3, 17]).

One goal of this article is to prove that the convergence of metric pairs in Definition 2.4 can also be metrised. In order to do this, we consider two cases: when metric pairs are compact and when they are not.

2.1. Compact case. Let us first consider the case where the metric spaces are compact. Definition 2.6. Let (Z, δ) be a metric space, X, Y ⊂ Z subsets and A ⊂ X, B ⊂ Y non-empty closed subsets. The Hausdorff distance between (X, A) and (Y, B) is given by d^δ_H((X, A), (Y, B)) := d^δ_H(X, Y ) + d^δ_H(A, B) Definition 2.7. The Gromov–Hausdorff distance between two compact metric pairs (X, A) and (Y, B) is defined as

d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) := inf{d^δ_H((X, A), (Y, B)) : δ admissible on X ⊔ Y }. One typically studies the Gromov–Hausdorff distance from a quantitative point of view through approximations. We now define the corresponding notion for metric pairs. Definition 2.8. Let X and Y be metric spaces and ε > 0. A pair of maps f : X → Y and g : Y → X (not necessarily continuous) is an ε-(Gromov–Hausdorff) approximation if for every x, x_1, x_2 ∈ X and y, y_1, y_2 ∈ Y , |d_X (x_1, x_2) − d_Y (f(x_1), f(x_2))| < ε, d_X (g ∘ f(x), x) < ε, |d_Y (y_1, y_2) − d_X (g(y_1), g(y_2))| < ε, d_Y (f ∘ g(y), y) < ε.

The set of all such pairs is denoted by Appr_ε(X, Y ). In the case of metric pairs, one restricts to pair maps as follows: For metric pairs (X, A) and (Y, B), we let Appr_ε((X, A), (Y, B)) := {(f, g) ∈ Appr_ε(X, Y ) : d_H(f(A), B) < ε and d_H(g(B), A) < ε}. 5

Remark 2.9. In the literature, Gromov–Hausdorff approximations often are not defined as pairs of maps but as one map f : X → Y where f has distortion less than ε, i.e. for all x_1, x_2 ∈ X the map f satisfies |d_Y (f(x_1), f(x_2)) − d_X (x_1, x_2)| < ε, and B_ε(f(X)) = Y (compare with the maps ϕ_i in Definition 2.4). Observe that (f, g) ∈ Appr_ε(X, Y ) already implies that f has these properties (for the same ε). In the following, we will see that Gromov–Hausdorff distance less than ε corresponds to the existence of ε-approximations (up to a factor). The next proposition shows that (up to another factor) the definition of Gromov–Hausdorff approximations used here can be replaced by the one described in this remark.

Proposition 2.10. Let f : (X, d_X ) → (Y, d_Y ) be a map between metric spaces with distortion smaller than ε > 0. Then there exists a map g : f(X) → X satisfying (f, g) ∈ Appr_ε(X, f(X)). Moreover, if Y = B_ε(f(X)) and d_H(f(A), B) < ε, then there exists a map h: Y → X such that (f, h) ∈ Appr_{3ε}((X, A), (Y, B)).

Proof. We define g choosing some g(y) ∈ f^{−1}(y) for y ∈ f(X). We note that f ∘g = Id|_{f(X)}. For y_1, y_2 ∈ f(X),

|d_X (g(y_1), g(y_2)) − d_Y (y_1, y_2)| = |d_X (g(y_1), g(y_2)) − d_Y (f(g(y_1)), f(g(y_2)))| < ε, and for x ∈ X, d_X (x, g ∘ f(x)) = |d_X (x, g ∘ f(x)) − d_Y (f(x), f(g ∘ f(x)))| < ε. These two inequalities are satisfied because f has distortion less than ε. The remaining two inequalities are satisfied trivially. Thus, (f, g) ∈ Appr_ε(X, f(X)).

If Y = B_ε(f(X)), we define

h(y) := { g(y) if y ∈ f(X), g(y^′) if y ∉ f(X) and y^′ ∈ f(X) is such that d_Y (y, y^′) < ε.

We have that h ∘ f = g ∘ f and then for all x ∈ X, d_X (h ∘ f(x), x) < ε. Now for y ∈ Y , using f ∘ g = Id|_{f(X)} or f ∘ h(y) = f ∘ g(y^′) = y^′ for y^′ ∈ f(X) ∩ B_ε(y) as in the definition of h, we get d_Y (f ∘ h(y), y) = d_Y (y^′, y) < ε. Regarding the distortion of h for every y_1, y_2 ∈ Y ,

|d_X (h(y_1), h(y_2)) − d_Y (y_1, y_2)| ≤ |d_X (h(y_1), h(y_2)) − d_Y (f(h(y_1)), f(h(y_2)))| + |d_Y (f(h(y_1)), f(h(y_2))) − d_Y (y_1, y_2)| < ε + d_Y (f ∘ h(y_1), y_1) + d_Y (f ∘ h(y_2), y_2) < 3ε. Finally we can prove that d_H(h(B), A) < 3ε as follows: if b ∈ B then we know there is some a ∈ A such that d(f(a), b) < ε because d_H(f(A), B) < ε, therefore we get d(h(b), a) < ε + d(f ∘ h(b), f(a)) ≤ ε + d(f ∘ h(b), b) + d(f(a), b) < 3ε 6

since f has distortion less than ε. On the other hand, if a ∈ A then d(a, h ∘ f(a)) < ε as we have seen previously. Thus, we have h(B) ⊂ B_{3ε}(A) and A ⊂ B_ε(h(B)) which implies the claim. □ Proposition 2.11. Let (X, A) and (Y, B) be metric pairs and ε > 0. Then the following assertions hold:

(1) If d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) < ε, then Appr_{2ε}((X, A), (Y, B)) ≠ ∅. (2) If Appr_ε((X, A), (Y, B)) ≠ ∅, then d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) ≤ 4ε.

Proof. To prove the first claim, we take a number θ such that 0 < θ < ε−d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)). By the definition of infimum, we have an admissible metric δ with d^δ_H((X, A), (Y, B)) < d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) + θ < ε. Then d^δ_H(X, Y ) < ε and d^δ_H(A, B) < ε. These inequalities imply the following:

(1) For every x ∈ X, there exists y_x ∈ Y such that δ(x, y_x) < ε. (2) For every a ∈ A, there exists b_a ∈ B such that δ(a, b_a) < ε. (3) For every y ∈ Y , there exists x_y ∈ X such that δ(y, x_y ) < ε. (4) For every b ∈ B, there exists a_b ∈ A such that δ(b, a_b) < ε.

With these properties in hand, we define f : X → Y and g : Y → X by setting f(x) = { b_x if x ∈ A, y_x if x ∈ X ∖ A,

g(y) = { a_y if y ∈ B, x_y if y ∈ Y ∖ B. By the definition of f, δ(f(x), x) < ε for every x ∈ X. Thus, | d_Y (f(x), f(x^′)) − d_X (x, x^′) | ≤ δ(f(x), x) + δ(f(x^′), x^′) < 2ε for every x, x^′ ∈ X. Analogously, | d_X (g(y), g(y^′)) − d_Y (y, y^′) | < 2ε, for every y, y^′ ∈ Y . Now, d_X (g ∘ f(x), x) = δ(g ∘ f(x), x) ≤ δ(g ∘ f(x), f(x)) + δ(f(x), x) < 2ε, because δ(g(y), y) < ε by definition. Also, d_Y (f ∘ g(y), y) < 2ε.

Finally, we notice that f(A) ⊂ B ⊂ B_ε(B) and B ⊂ B_{2ε}(f(A)) because for any b ∈ B we have d_Y (b, f(g(b))) < 2ε due to the previous argument. Therefore, d_H(f(A), B) < 2ε and, in a similar way, we can prove that d_H(g(B), A) < 2ε. Thus, (f, g) ∈ Appr_{2ε}((X, A), (Y, B)). 7

In order to prove the second claim, we take (f, g) ∈ Appr_ε((X, A), (Y B)). We define an admissible metric δ : (X ⨆ Y ) × (X ⨆ Y ) → R by setting

δ(y, x) := δ(x, y) := d_X (x, y) if x ∈ X, y ∈ X, d_Y (x, y) if x ∈ Y, y ∈ Y, ε 2 + inf {d_X (x, x^′) + d_Y (f(x^′), y) : x^′ ∈ X} if x ∈ X, y ∈ Y.

By definition, δ is symmetric and positive definite. To prove the triangle inequality, first we take x_1, x_2 ∈ X and y ∈ Y . Then

δ(x_1, x_2) + δ(x_2, y) = d_X (x_1, x_2) + ε 2 + inf { d_X (x_2, x^′) + d_Y (f(x^′), y) : x^′ ∈ X } = ε 2 + inf { d_X (x_1, x_2) + d_X (x_2, x^′) + d_Y (f(x^′), y) : x^′ ∈ X } ≥ ε 2 + inf { d_X (x_1, x^′) + d_Y (f(x^′), y) : x^′ ∈ X } = δ(x_1, y) and δ(x_1, y) + δ(y, x_2) = ε + inf { d_X (x_1, x^′) + d_X (x_2, x^{′′}) + d_Y (f(x^′), y) + d_Y (f(x^{′′}), y) : x^′, x^{′′} ∈ X } ≥ ε + inf { d_X (x_1, x^′) + d_Y (f(x^′), f(x^{′′})) + d_X (x_2, x^{′′}) : x^′, x^{′′} ∈ X } ≥ ε + inf { d_X (x_1, x^′) + (d_X (x^′, x^{′′}) − ε) + d_X (x_2, x^{′′}) : x^′, x^{′′} ∈ X } ≥ inf { d_X (x_1, x_2) : x^′, x^{′′} ∈ X } = δ(x_1, x_2).

For x ∈ X and y_1, y_2 ∈ Y ,

δ(x, y_1) + δ(y_1, y_2) = ε 2 + inf { d_X (x, x^′) + d_Y (f(x^′), y_1) : x^′ ∈ X } + d_Y (y_1, y_2) = ε 2 + inf { d_X (x, x^′) + d_Y (f(x^′), y_1) + d_Y (y_1, y_2) : x^′ ∈ X } ≥ ε 2 + inf { d_X (x, x^′) + d_Y (f(x^′), y_2) : x^′ ∈ X } = δ(x, y_2) and δ(x, y_1) + δ(x, y_2) = ε + inf { d_X (x, x^′) + d_Y (f(x^′), y_1) : x^′ ∈ X } + inf { d_X (x, x^{′′}) + d_Y (f(x^{′′}), y_2) : x^{′′} ∈ X } = ε + inf { d_X (x, x^′) + d_Y (f(x^′), y_1) + d_X (x, x^{′′}) + d_Y (f(x^{′′}), y_2) : x^′, x^{′′} ∈ X } ≥ ε + inf { d_X (x^′, x^{′′}) + d_Y (f(x^′), y_1) + d_Y (f(x^{′′}), y_2) : x^′, x^{′′} ∈ X } ≥ ε + inf {( d_Y (f(x^′), f(x^{′′})) − ε ) + d_Y (f(x^′), y_1) + d_Y (f(x^{′′}), y_2) : x^′, x^{′′} ∈ X } ≥ inf { d_Y (y_1, y_2) : x^′, x^{′′} ∈ X } = δ(y_1, y_2). 8

Using the metric δ, we get, for x ∈ X, δ(x, f(x)) = ε 2 + inf { d_X (x, x^′) + d_Y (f(x^′), f(x)) : x^′ ∈ X } = ε 2 using x^′ = x. For y ∈ Y , we have δ(y, g(y)) ≤ δ(y, f ∘ g(y)) + δ(f ∘ g(y), g(y)) < ε + ε 2 = 3 ε 2 by the previous inequality and the definition of an ε-approximation. We note that these two inequalities are true when we take x ∈ A and y ∈ B, respectively. Since d_H(f(A), B) < ε and d_H(g(B), A) < ε, we obtain A ⊂ B^δ_{ε/2}(f(A)) ⊂ B^δ_{3ε/2}(B) and B ⊂ B^δ_{3 ε/2}(g(B)) ⊂ B^δ_{5 ε/2}(A). It is also true that X ⊂ B^δ_{ε/2}(f(X)) ⊂ B^δ_{ε/2}(Y ) and Y ⊂ B^δ_{3 ε/2}(X). Putting all together, we obtain

d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) ≤ d^δ_H((X, A), (Y, B)) = d^δ_H(X, Y ) + d^δ_H(A, B) ≤ 3 ε 2 + 5 ε 2 = 4 ε. □ Definition 2.12. Two metric pairs (X, A) and (Y, B) are isometric if there exists an isometry f : X → Y with f(A) = B.

Theorem 2.13. On the space of isometry classes of compact metric pairs, d_{GH} defines a metric.

The proof of this theorem is the same as [18, Proposition 1.6] using Lemma 2.11. We can compare the usual Gromov–Hausdorff distance with its metric pair analogue as follows.

Proposition 2.14. Let X and Y be compact metric spaces. Then the following assertions hold:

(1) d_{GH}(X, Y ) ≤ d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) for any non-empty closed sets A ⊂ X and B ⊂ Y . (2) For any non-empty closed subset A ⊂ X and for any n ∈ N, there exists B_n ⊂ Y such that d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B_n)) ≤ 2d_{GH}(X, Y ) + 2 n . Proof. We get both statements from the definitions. For the first one, we take closed subsets A ⊂ X and B ⊂ Y and we obtain

d_{GH}(X, Y ) = inf { d^δ_H(X, Y ) : δ is an admissible metric on X ⊔ Y }

≤ inf { d^δ_H(X, Y ) + d^δ_H(A, B) : δ is an admissible metric on X ⊔ Y } = d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)). Now, to prove the second assertion, we let r = d_{GH}(X, Y ). For any n ∈ N, there exists an admissible metric δ_n on X ⊔ Y satisfying

d^{δn}_H (X, Y ) < d_{GH}(X, Y ) + 1 n = r + 1 n . 9

Thus, X ⊂ B^{δn}_{r+1/n}(Y ). Now, if we fix a non-empty closed subset A ⊂ X, then for any a ∈ A there exists b^a_n ∈ Y such that δ_n(a, b^a_n) ≤ r + 1 n . If B_n := {b^a_n : a ∈ A}, then d^{δn}_H (A, B_n) ≤ r + 1 n . Thus d^{δn}_H ((X, A), (Y, B_n)) = d^{δn}_H (X, Y ) + d^{δn}_H (A, B_n) ≤ r + 1 n + r + 1 n = 2r + 2 n . and d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B_n)) ≤ 2d_{GH}(X, Y ) + 2 n . □ Corollary 2.15. Let X and X_i, i ∈ N, be compact metric spaces.

(1) If (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (X, A) for some A_i ⊂ X_i and A ⊂ X, then X_i^{GH}−−→ X as well. (2) If X_i^{GH}−−→ X and A ⊂ X, then there exist A_i ⊂ X_i such that (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (X, A). We now prove that the Gromov–Hausdorff convergence of compact metric pairs can be metrised.

Proposition 2.16. If (X, A) and {(X_i, A_i)}_{i∈N} are compact metric pairs, (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (X, A) is equivalent to (2.1) lim_{i→∞} d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (X, A)) = 0.

Proof. Let us assume that X is compact and (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (X, A). Then we have ε_i ↘ 0, R_i ↗ ∞ and f_i : B_{Ri} (A_i) → X as in Definition 2.4. Since X is compact, we know that X = B_{Ri} (A) for i ∈ N sufficiently large. By the triangle inequality and the conditions (1) and (2) in Definition 2.4, we get | diam(B_{Ri} (A_i)) − diam(B_{Ri} (A))| ≤ 3ε_i.

Thus, there exists C > 0 such that diam(B_{Ri} (A_i)) < C for all i ∈ N. This condition implies that X_i = B_{Ri} (A_i) for i ∈ N sufficiently large; otherwise, we would have that diam(X_i) > R_i for arbitrarily large i ∈ N, which due to the fact that f_i has distortion less than ε_i implies diam(X) > R_i − ε_i, and this is not possible if X is compact. In particular, f_i : X_i → X satisfies the hypothesis of Proposition 2.10 for sufficiently large i ∈ N, which implies that Appr_{3εi} ((X_i, A_i), (X, A)) ≠ ∅. Thanks to Proposition 2.11 we get d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (X, A)) → 0. 10

Conversely, by (2.1) and Proposition 2.11, we have Appr_ε((X_i, A_i), (X, A)) ≠ ∅ for any ε > 0 and sufficiently large i ∈ N. In particular, if we take R_i = diam(X) + i, any sequence ε_i ↘ 0 such that d_{GH}((X, A_i), (X, A)) ≤ ε_i/2, and f_i : B_{Ri} (A_i) → X such that there exists g_i : X → X_i with (f_i, g_i) ∈ Appr_{εi} ((X_i, A_i), (X, A)), we get that (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (X, A). □

2.2. Proper length spaces. In general, the distance function d_{GH} is not well-defined for non-compact metric pairs. However, we can use the distance between metric pairs of the form (B_r(A), A) to describe the convergence of proper length metric pairs.

Lemma 2.17. Let (X, δ) be a proper length space, A ⊂ X a closed subspace and r, s > 0. Then B_r(B_s(A)) = B_{r+s}(A).

Proof. Let q ∈ B_r(B_s(A)). There exists x ∈ B_s(A) with δ(x, q) < r. Then δ(q, A) ≤ δ(q, x) + δ(x, A) < r + s. Thus, B_r(B_s(A)) ⊂ B_{r+s}(A).

Conversely, we take q ∈ B_{r+s}(A). Because B_s(A) ⊂ B_r(B_s(A)), we can assume without loss of generality that q ∈ B_{r+s}(A) ∖ B_s(A). We set l = δ(q, A) and we note that s < l < r + s. Since A is closed and X is proper, we can take a shortest geodesic γ from A to q, i.e. γ : [0, l] → X with γ(0) ∈ A and γ(l) = q. We define

ε := 1 2 min {s, r + s − l} > 0 and t := s − ε ∈ (0, s) ⊂ [0, l]. Then δ(γ(t), A) = t < s and δ(γ(t), q) = l − t = l − s + ε < l − s + r + s − l = r. Therefore, γ(t) ∈ B_s(A) and q ∈ B_r(γ(t)), and finally, B_{r+s}(A) ⊂ B_r(B_s(A)). □

Lemma 2.18. Let (X, δ) be a proper length space, A, B ⊂ X be closed subsets, and let r, s > 0. Then d^δ_H(B_r(A), B_s(B)) ≤ d^δ_H(A, B) + |r − s|. Proof. We start by defining ε := d^δ_H(A, B) + |r − s| ≥ 0. We have two cases.

If ε = 0, then d^δ_H(A, B) = 0 and r = s. Then, for any ε^′ > 0 we have

B_r(A) ⊂ B_ε′_{+r}(B) = B_ε′ (B_r(B)) and B_r(B) ⊂ B_ε′_{+r}(A) = B_ε′ (B_r(A)), so d^δ_H(B_r(A), B_r(B)) = 0 as well.

If ε > 0, we apply Lemma 2.17, and obtain B_r(A) ⊂ B_dδ_{H(A,B)+r}(B) ⊂ B_dδ_{H(A,B)+|r−s|+s}(B) ⊂ B_{ε+s}(B) ⊂ B_ε(B_s(B)) and B_s(B) ⊂ B_dδ_{H(A,B)+s}(A) ⊂ B_dδ_{H(A,B)+|r−s|+r}(A) ⊂ B_{ε+r}(A) ⊂ B_ε(B_r(A)).

Therefore, d^δ_H(B_r(A), B_s(B)) = d^δ_H(B_r(A), B_s(B)) ≤ ε since d_H(B_r(A), B_r(A) = 0. □ Corollary 2.19. Let (X, δ) be proper length spaces and A, B ⊂ X be closed subsets. Then (1) d_{GH}((B_r(A), A), (B_s(A), A)) ≤ |r − s|, and (2) d_{GH}((B_r(A), A), (B_r(B), B)) ≤ 2d^δ_H(A, B).

Observe that Lemmas 2.17 and 2.18 and Corollary 2.19 also hold if, instead of assuming that X is proper, one asks that the subspaces A, B ⊂ X are compact. Proposition 2.20. If (X, A) and {(X_i, A_i)}_{i∈N} are proper metric spaces then (2.2) lim_{i→∞} d_{GH}((B_R(A_i), A_i), (B_R(A), A)) = 0 for all R > 0.

implies (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (X, A). If in addition {X_i}_{i∈N} and X are length spaces, then the converse also holds.

Proof. If condition (2.2) holds, then, by [18, Lemma 2.8], there exists R_i ↗ ∞ such that

sup{d_{GH}((B_{Ri} (A_j ), A_j ), (B_{Ri} (A), A)) : j ≥ i} ≤ 1 R_i . Therefore, taking ε_i = 2/R_i, we have

d_{GH}((B_{Ri} (A_i), A_i), (B_{Ri} (A), A)) ≤ ε_i 2 which, due to Proposition 2.11, implies that there exists some (f_i, g_i) ∈ Appr_{εi} ((B_{Ri} (A_i), A_i), (B_{Ri} (A), A)).

Such choice of ε_i, R_i and f_i clearly satisfies Definition 2.4.

Let us now assume that X and {X_i}_{i∈N} are proper length spaces such that (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (X, A). Then we have ε_i ↘ 0, R_i ↗ ∞ and f_i : B_{Ri} (A_i) → X ε_i-approximations as in Definition 2.4. Now, if we fix R > 0 and take i sufficiently large such that R_i > R, we can define a metric δ_i on B_R(A_i) ⊔ B_R(A) just as in the proof of Proposition 2.11:

δ_i(x, y) := d_{Xi} (x, y), x ∈ B_R(A_i), y ∈ B_R(A_i), d_X (x, y), x ∈ B_R(A), y ∈ B_R(A), ε 2 + inf { d_{Xi} (x, x^′) + d_X (f_i(x^′), y) : x^′ ∈ B_R(A_i) } , x ∈ B_R(A_i), y ∈ B_R(A), δ_i(y, x), x ∈ B_R(A), y ∈ B_R(A_i). Clearly, δ_i is an admissible metric on B_R(A_i) ⊔ B_R(A).

We can see that A_i ⊂ B^{δi}_{3εi/2}(A) as follows: if x ∈ A_i then δ_i(x, f_i(x)) = ε_i/2, and we also know there is some y ∈ A such that δ_i(f_i(x), y) ≤ ε_i, so δ_i(x, y) ≤ 3ε_i/2.

On the other hand, we can also check that A ⊂ B^{δi}_{3εi/2}(A_i): if y ∈ A then there is some x ∈ A_i such that δ_i(y, f_i(x)) ≤ ε_i. Therefore δ_i(y, x) ≤ ε_i/2 + δ_i(f_i(x), y) ≤ 3ε_i/2. 12

Now we can see that B_R(A_i) ⊂ B_{5εi/2}(B_R(A)): if δ_i(x, A_i) ≤ R then, using the triangle inequality and the properties of f_i, we can verify that δ_i(f_i(x), A) ≤ R + 2ε_i, and since X is a length space, there is some y ∈ B_R(A) such that δ_i(f_i(x), y) ≤ 2ε_i, so δ_i(x, y) ≤ δ_i(x, f_i(x)) + δ_i(f_i(x), y) ≤ 5ε_i/2. Let us now prove that B_R(A) ⊂ B_{9εi/2}(B_R(A_i)). Therefore, for any y ∈ B_R(A) there is some x ∈ B_{Ri} (A_i) such that d_X (y, f_i(x)) < ε_i. Since d_H(f(A_i), A) ≤ ε_i and the distortion of f_i is less than ε_i, we get that |d(x, A_i) − d(y, A)| ≤ |d(x, A_i) − d(f(x), f(A_i))| + |d(f(x), f(A_i)) − d(y, f(A_i))| + |d(y, f(A_i)) − d(y, A)| ≤ 3ε_i. Therefore, d(x, A_i) ≤ d(y, A) + 3ε_i ≤ R + 3ε_i, which due to the fact that X_i is a length space implies that there is some x^′ ∈ B_R(A_i) such that δ_i(x, x^′) ≤ 3ε_i. Then δ_i(y, x^′) ≤ ε_i 2 + d_{Xi} (x^′, x) + d_X (f_i(x), y) ≤ 9ε_i 2 . We conclude then that d^{δi}_H (A_i, A) ≤ 3ε_i/2 d^{δi}_H (B_R(A_i), B_R(A)) ≤ 9ε_i/2. Therefore,

d_{GH}((B_R(A_i), A_i), (B_R(A), A)) ≤ 9ε_i 2 , which proves that condition (2.2) holds. □

2.3. Non-compact case. The Gromov–Hausdorff distance between non-compact metric spaces is not well-defined in general. However, it is possible to define the Gromov–Hausdorff distance between non-compact pointed metric spaces (see [13] and cf. [3]), which is slightly different from the corresponding definition in the compact case. This notion is thoroughly studied in [17, 18]. We extend this definition to the setting of metric pairs. Definition 2.21. Given ε > 0 and metric pairs (X, A), (Y, B), an admissible distance function δ on X ⊔ Y is (ε; A, B)-admissible provided d^δ_H(A, B) < ε, B^δ_{1/ε}(A) ⊂ B^δ_ε (Y ), B^δ_{1/ε}(B) ⊂ B^δ_ε (X). Definition 2.22. Let (X, A) and (Y, B) be metric pairs. The (truncated) Gromov–Hausdorff distance between (X, A) and (Y, B) is

d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) = min { 1 2 , ~d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) } , where ~d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) = inf{ε > 0 : there exists a (ε; A, B)-admissible distance δ on X ⊔ Y }

Remark 2.23. It is important to notice that both definitions of Gromov–Hausdorff distance between metric pair induce the same topology in the case of compact metric pairs. 13

Definition 2.24. Let f : X → Y be a map between metric spaces, let ε > 0, and A ⊂ X, and B ⊂ Y closed subsets. We say that f is an ε-rough isometry from (X, A) to (Y, B) if it satisfies d^{dY}_H (f(A), B) < ε, it has distortion less than ε and Y ⊂ B^{dY}_ε (f(X)). Lemma 2.25. Let (X, A) and (Y, B) be metric pairs.

(1) If d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) < ε < 1/2, then there exists a 2ε-rough isometry f : B^{dX}_{1/ε}(A) → Y from (B^{dX}_{1/ε}(A), A) to (B^{dY}_{1/ε−2ε}(B), B). (2) Conversely, let R > ε > 0 and suppose that there is an ε-rough isometry f : B^{dX}_R (A) → Y from (B^{dX}_R (A), A) to (B^{dY}_{R−ε}(B), B). Then d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) < max { 3ε,^1_{R−ε} } . Proof. (1) We suppose that d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) < ε < 1/2 and we take δ a (ε, A, B)- admissible distance on X ⊔ Y . We define f : B^{dX}_{1/ε}(A) → Y by setting f(x) ∈ Y with δ(x, f(x)) < ε. First, we prove that the distortion of f is less than 2ε. Let x, y ∈ B^{dX}_{1/ε}(A). Then |d_Y (f(x), f(y)) − d_X (x, y)| ≤ |δ(f(x), x) + d_X (x, y) + δ(y, f(y)) − d_X (x, y)| ≤ δ(f(x), x) + δ(f(y), y) < 2ε. Let y ∈ B^δ_{1/ε−2ε}(B). Since B^δ_{1/ε}(B) ⊂ B^δ_ε (X), we take x such that δ(x, y) < ε.

Then δ(x, A) ≤ δ(x, y) + d_Y (y, B) + d^δ_H(A, B) < 2ε + d_Y (y, B) ≤ 2ε + 1 ε − 2ε = 1 ε . Also, d_Y (f(x), y) ≤ δ(x, f(x)) + δ(x, y) < ε + ε = 2ε, and, therefore, B^{dY}_{1/ε−2ε}(B) ⊂ B^{dY}_{2ε} (f(B_{1/ε}(A))). (2) Let R > ε > 0 and let f : B^{dX}_R (A) → Y be an ε-rough isometry from (B^{dX}_R (A), A) to (B^{dY}_{R−ε}(B), B). We define δ : X ⊔ Y × X ⊔ Y → R 14

by

δ(y, x) := δ(x, y) := d_X (x, y) if x ∈ X, y ∈ X, d_Y (x, y) if x ∈ Y, y ∈ Y, inf u∈B^{dX}_R (A), v∈Y d_Y (v,f(u))≤ε

{ d_X (x, u) + 3ε 2 + d_Y (y, v) } if x ∈ X, y ∈ Y.

We will show that δ is a (t; A, B)-admissible distance on X⊔Y , where t = max { 3ε,^1_{R−ε} } . Note that for x ∈ B^{dX}_R (A) and y ∈ Y , we have δ(x, y) ≤ 3ε/2 + d_Y (f(x), y).

It is clear that δ is symmetric and positive definite. The triangle inequality is valid where the three points lie in X and or in Y . Now, we have several cases to check. The first is where there is one point in X. Suppose that x ∈ X and y, z ∈ Y . Let u ∈ B^{dX}_R (A) and v ∈ Y with d_Y (v, f(u)) ≤ ε. Then, by definition,

δ(x, z) ≤ d_X (x, u) + 3ε 2 + d_Y (v, z) ≤ d_X (x, u) + 3ε 2 + d_Y (v, y) + d_Y (y, z)

= d_X (x, u) + 3ε 2 + d_Y (v, y) + δ(y, z).

The preceding inequality implies, after taking the infimum over u ∈ B^{dX}_R (A) and v ∈ Y such that d_Y (v, f(u)) < ε, the triangle inequality δ(x, z) ≤ δ(x, y) + δ(y, z).

Now suppose that z ∈ X and x, y ∈ Y . Let u ∈ B^{dX}_R (A) and v ∈ Y with d_Y (v, f(u)) ≤ ε. Then

δ(z, x) ≤ d_X (z, u) + 3ε 2 + d_Y (v, x) ≤ d_X (z, u) + 3ε 2 + d_Y (v, y) + d_Y (y, x)

= d_X (z, u) + 3ε 2 + d_Y (v, y) + δ(y, x).

Taking the infimum over u ∈ B^{dX}_R (A) and v ∈ Y such that d_Y (v, f(u)) < ε, we have δ(z, x) ≤ δ(z, y) + δ(y, x). 15

Suppose that y ∈ X and x, z ∈ Y . Let u, p ∈ B^{dX}_R (A) and v, q ∈ Y such that d_Y (v, f(u)) ≤ ε and d_Y (q, f(p)) ≤ ε. Then δ(x, z) ≤ d_Y (x, v) + d_Y (v, f(u)) + d_Y (f(u), f(p)) + d_Y (f(p), q) + d_y(q, z) ≤ d_Y (x, v) + d_Y (f(u), f(p)) + 2ε + d_Y (q, z) ≤ d_Y (x, v) + d_X (u, p) + |d_Y (f(u), f(p)) − d_X (u, p)| + 2ε + d_Y (q, z) ≤ d_Y (x, v) + d_X (u, p) + 3ε + d_Y (q, z) ≤ ( d_X (y, u) + 3ε 2 + d_Y (x, v) ) + ( d_X (y, p) + 3ε 2 + d_Y (q, z). )

Taking the infimum over u ∈ B^{dX}_R (A) and v ∈ Y such that d_Y (v, f(u)) < ε, we have δ(x, z) ≤ δ(y, x) + δ(y, z). The case where we have two points in X and therefore one point in Y is analogous. We see now that it is admissible. Let u ∈ A and v ∈ B, then d^δ_H(A, B) < 5ε/2 < t. If x ∈ B^δ_{1/t}(A) ⊂ B^δ_R(A), then δ(x, f(x)) ≤ 3ε/2 < t. Thus,

B^δ1_t (A) ⊂ B^δ_t (Y ).

Let y ∈ B^{dY}_{1/t}(B) ⊂ B^{dY}_{R−ε}(B). Since B^{dY}_{R−ε}(B) ⊂ B^{dY}_ε (f(B^{dX} (A))), there exists x ∈ B^{dX}_R (A) such that d_Y (f(x), y) < ε. Taking x = u and y = v, we get δ(x, y) < 3ε/2 < t.

Thus, d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) < t. □

Since we have a distance function for metric pairs, we can talk about convergence of sequences. We have the following characterisation.

Proposition 2.26. Let {(X_i, A_i)}_{i∈N} be a sequence of metric pairs. The following are equivalent:

(1) d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (X, A)) → 0.

(2) For all R > 0, there exist R_i > R, ε_i > 0 and maps f : B^{dXi}_{Ri} (A_i) → X such that R_i → R, ε_i → 0, and f_i are ε_i-rough isometries from ( B^{dXi}_{Ri} (A_i), A_i ) to ( B^{dX}_R (A), A ) . (3) For all R > ε > 0 there is an I ∈ N such that for all i ≥ I there are maps f_i : B^{dXi}_R (A_i) → X that are ε-rough isometries from ( B^{dXi}_R (A_i), A_i ) to ( B^{dX}_{R−ε}(A), A ) . Proof. From Lemma 2.25, part (2), we have that assertion (3) implies assertion (1).

We suppose that assertion (1) holds. Let R > 0. We take I ∈ N such that

ε_i := 2 d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (X, A)) < min { 1 2 , 1 R + 1 } 16

for every i ≥ I. For 1 ≤ i < I, we define R_i := R + 1 and t_i := 4R. For i ≥ I, we define R_i := R + t_i, where t_i := 2ε_i. Then R_i → R and t_i → 0. Also, for i ≥ I, 1 ε_i ≥ R + 1 ≥ R + 2ε_i = R + t_i = R_i

and there are (ε_i; A_i, A)-admissible distances δ_i on X_i ⊔ Z.

For 1 ≤ i < I, we define the constant maps f_i : B^{dX}_{Ri} (A_i) → X by f_i(x) = a ∈ A. For i ≥ I, let f_i(x) ∈ A be any point with δ_i(x, f_i(x)) < ε_i for x ∈ A_i and f_i(x) ∈ X ∖ A be any point with δ_i(x, f_i(x)) < t_i with x ∈ B^{dXi}_{Ri} (A_i) ∖ A. These points always exist because B^{δi}_{Ri} (A_i) ⊂ B^{δi}_{1/εi} (A_i) ⊂ B^{δi}_{εi} (X) and d^{δi}_H (A_i, A) < ε_i.

The maps f_i are clearly t_i-rough isometries for 0 ≤ i < I. We assume that i ≥ I. Since δ_i(x, f_i(x)) < ε_i for all x ∈ B^{dXi}_{Ri} (A_i), we have |d_X (f_i(x), f_i(y)) − d_{Xi} (x, y)| ≤ δ_i(f_i(x), x) + δ_i(f_i(y), y) ≤ 2ε_i = t_i. Since B^{δi}_R (A) ⊂ B^{δi}_{1/εi} (A) ⊂ B^{δi}_{εi} (X_i), if we take y ∈ B^{δi}_R (A), there exists a point x ∈ X_i such that δ_i(x, y) < ε_i. Then d_{Xi} (x, A_i) ≤ δ_i(x, y) + d_X (y, A) + d^{δi}_H (A, A_i) < R + 2ε_i = R_i.

Therefore, x ∈ B^{dXi}_{Ri} (A_i) and d_X (f_i(x), y) ≤ δ_i(x, f_i(x)) + δ_i(x, y) < 2ε_i = 2t_i.

Finally, we suppose that assertion (2) holds and let R > ε > 0. We choose R_i > R, t_i and f_i as in assertion (2). Therefore, we have maps f : B^{dXi}_{Ri} (A_i) → X whose distortion is less than t_i and d^{dX}_H (f_i(A_i), A) < t_i. We choose I ∈ N such that, for all i ≥ I, t_i < ε/3.

We take i ≥ I. We have to see that f_i is a ε-rough isometry from (B^{dXi}_R (A_i), A_i) to (B^{dX}_{R−ε}(A), A) and it is left to prove that B^{dX}_{R−ε}(A) ⊂ B^{dX}_ε (f(B^{dXi}_R (A_i))). Let y ∈ B^{dX}_{R−ε}(A). Then y ∈ B^{dX}_R (A) ⊂ B^{dX}_{ti} (f_i(B^{dXi}_{Ri} (A_i)). Hence, there exists x ∈ B^{dXi}_{Ri} (A_i) with d_X (f_i(x), y) < t_i. Thus, d_{Xi} (x, A_i) < d_X (f_i(x), f_i(A)) + t_i ≤ d_X (f_i(x), y) + d_X (y, A) + d^{dX}_H (A, f_i(A_i)) + t_i < 3t_i + (R − ε) < R. Therefore, y ∈ B^{dX}_ε (f(B^{dXi}_R (A_i))). □ The following lemma provides another useful method for estimating the truncated Gromov– Hausdorff distance between metric pairs. 17

Lemma 2.27 (cf. Lemma 3.3 in [17]). Let (X, A), (Y, B) be metric pairs and ε > 0. Suppose there are {x_1, . . . , x_n} ⊂ X and {y_1, . . . , y_n} ⊂ Y such that

B 1_{2ε} (A) ⊂ n⋃ i=1 B_ε(x_i),

B 1_{2ε} (B) ⊂ n⋃ i=1 B_ε(y_i),

A ⊂ k⋃ i=1 B_ε(x_i), A ∩ B_ε(x_i) ≠ ∅ ∀ 1 ≤ i ≤ k, B ⊂ k⋃ i=1 B_ε(y_i), B ∩ B_ε(y_i) ≠ ∅ ∀ 1 ≤ i ≤ k, and for all i, j, |d_X (x_i, x_j ) − d_Y (y_i, y_j)| ≤ ε. Then d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) ≤ 3ε.

Proof. We define an admissible metric on X ⊔ Y by setting δ(x, y) := δ(y, x) = min_{1≤i≤n} {d_X (x, x_i) + d_Y (y, y_i)} + ε. This is an actual metric and the proof is the same as in [17, Lemma 3.3]. Moreover, if x ∈ A, then there is some i ∈ {1, . . . , k} such that x ∈ B_ε(x_i). Then, for any y ∈ B ∩ B_ε(y_i), we have δ(x, y) ≤ d_X (x, x_i) + d_Y (y, y_i) + ε < 3ε, which implies that A ⊂ B^δ_{3ε}(B). Analogously, we have B ⊂ B^δ_{3ε}(A), thus d^δ_H (A, B) < 3ε. Finally, B 1_{3ε} (A) ⊂ B^δ_{3ε}(Y ) and B 1_{3ε} (B) ⊂ B^δ_{3ε}(X) can be easily verified by an analogous argument to the one in [17, Lemma 3.3]. □ We introduce the following definitions to understand several results from now on.

Definition 2.28. Let X be a metric space. A subset S ⊂ X is ε-separated if its cardinality is greater than 1 and for all distinct x, y ∈ S, we have d_X (x, y) ≥ ε. For A ⊂ X and r > 0 we define outer and inner covering numbers via M(r, A) := min {m ∈ N : there exist x_1, . . . , x_m ∈ X such that A ⊂ B_r(x_1) ∪ · · · ∪ B_r(x_m)} , N(r, A) := min {n ∈ N : there exist a_1, . . . , a_n ∈ A such that A ⊂ B_r(a_1) ∪ · · · ∪ B_r(a_n)} , and packing and separation numbers via P (r, A) := max {p ∈ N : there exist a_1, . . . , a_p ∈ A such that B_r(a_1), . . . , B_r(a_m) are disjoint} , S(r, A) := max {s ∈ N : there exist {a_1, . . . , a_s} ⊂ A such that it is r-separated} .

The proof of the following lemma is analogous to the proof of [17, Lemma 3.9]. 18

Lemma 2.29. Let (X, A) and (Y, B) be metric pairs with d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) < ε < 1/2. Then for any (ε; A, B)-admissible metric δ on X ⊔ Y and all R > 0 and r > 0: R ≤ 1/ε ⇒ M(r + 2ε, B_R(B) ∩ Y ) ≤ N(r, B_R(A) ∩ X) and R + r ≤ 1/ε ⇒ P (r + 2ε, B_{R−2ε}(B) ∩ Y ) ≤ P (r, B_R(A) ∩ X) We also get an analogous version of [17, Corollary 3.10].

Corollary 2.30. Let d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (X, A)) → 0. If each X_i is a proper space and X is complete, then X is proper too.

The proof of the previous corollary is the same as in [17, Corollary 3.10] after fixing some a ∈ A and observing that whenever d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (X, A)) < ε < 1/2 then we can find δ_i a (ε; A_i, A)-admissible metric on X_i ⊔ X and a_i ∈ A_i such that δ_i(a_i, a) < ε.

Corollary 2.31. Let X be a proper metric space and Y be a complete metric space such that d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) = 0. Then Y is proper.

Proposition 2.32. Let (X, A) and (Y, B) be metric pairs. Suppose that one space is proper and the other is complete. Then d_{GH}((X, A), (Y, B)) = 0 if and only if (X, A) and (Y, B) are isometric.

The proof of the preceding proposition is the same as that of [17, Proposition 3.12]. We only notice that the balls B_r(A) are separable since B_r(A) is proper and is the countable union of compact balls B_s(p). This fact allows us to construct the isometry between (X, A) and (Y, B) along the lines of the construction in [17].

Corollary 2.33. Let GHPair denote the collection of all isometry classes of proper metric pairs (X, A). Then (GHPair, d_{GH}) is a metric space.

Proof. Clearly, d_{GH} is symmetric and non-negative, and satisfies the triangle inequality. From Proposition 2.32, d_{GH} is positive definite. Therefore, (GHPair, d_{GH}) is a metric space. □ Proposition 2.34. Let {(X_i, A_i)}_{i∈N} and (X, A) proper metric pairs. Then (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (X, A) is equivalent to lim_{i→∞} d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (X, A)) = 0.

Proof. Let us assume that (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (X, A), that is, we have ε_i ↘ 0, R_i ↗ ∞ and maps f_i : B_{Ri} (A_i) → X as in Definition 2.4. If R > ε > 0, take i ∈ N sufficiently large such that R_i > R > ε > 3ε_i. It is clear that the restriction of f_i gives an ε_i-rough isometry from (B_{Ri} (A_i), A_i) to (B_{Ri} (A), A). Now, this implies that f_i restricted to B_R(A_i) still has distortion less than ε_i and d_H(f_i(A_i), A) ≤ ε_i. Moreover, for any y ∈ B_{R−ε}(A) ⊂ B_{Ri} (A), we know there is some x ∈ B_{Ri} (A_i) such that d_X (y, f_i(x)) < ε_i, and by the triangle inequality and the fact that f_i has distortion less than ε_i and d^{dX}_H (f_i(A_i), A) ≤ ε_i, we have |d_{Xi} (x, A_i) − d_X (f_i(x), A)| ≤ 2ε_i, 19

which in turn implies

d_{Xi} (x, A_i) ≤ d_X (f_i(x), A) + 2ε_i ≤ d_X (f_i(x), y) + d_X (y, A) + 2ε_i ≤ 3ε_i + R − ε < R.

Thus, B_{R−ε}(A) ⊂ B_ε(f_i(B_R(A))). This means that f_i induces an ε-rough isometry from (B_R(A_i), A_i) to (B_{R−ε}(A), A) for sufficiently large i ∈ N. Using Proposition 2.26, we conclude that d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (X, A)) → 0.

Conversely, if we assume that

d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (X, A)) → 0

and we consider sequences ε_i ↘ 0 and R_i ↗ ∞ with R_i > ε_i, then we have ε_i-rough isometries f_i from (B^{dXi}_{Ri} (A_i), A_i) to (B^{dX}_{Ri−εi} (A), A), by assertion (3) of Proposition 2.26. This is exactly Definition 2.4. □

3. Main results

This section is devoted to the embedding, completeness and compactness theorems for the Gromov–Hausdorff distance of metric pairs. These results are the counterparts of the main results in [17]. The proofs are natural generalisations of the arguments given in [17] but we include most of the details for the sake of completeness.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. We can construct the space Y and prove it is a non-complete and locally complete metric space satisfying item 1 just as in the proof of the Embedding Theorem in [17]. Moreover, we define ε_n, R_n and δ_n in the same way as in the proof of the Embedding Theorem in [17]. Namely, we choose ε_n > d_{GH}((X_n, A_n), (X_{n+1}, A_{n+1})) such that ∑_∞ n=1 ε_n < ∞. We also set R_n = 1/ε_n and choose δ_n a (ε_n; A_n, A_{n+1})-admissible metric on X_n ⊔ X_{n+1}.

It is clear that any sequence {a_i}_{i∈N} ⊂ Y such that a_i ∈ A_i and d(a_i, a_{i+1}) < ε_i for sufficiently large i ∈ N is a Cauchy sequence, therefore it converges to some a ∈ Y . We can then define W = { lim_{i→∞} a_i ∈ Y : {a_i}_{i∈N} ⊂ Y, a_i ∈ A_i and d(a_i, a_{i+1}) < ε_i } . This set is non-empty, since each A_i is non-empty and we can construct at least one limit of a sequence as in the definition of W . It is also a closed subset of Y by a standard diagonal argument.

We will now prove that (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (Z, W ). The argument is very similar to the one used in [17]. We give the details for the convenience of the reader.

Fix ε ∈ (0, 1/2) and set R = 1/ε. Take N ∈ N such that ∑_∞ i=n ε_i < ε/4 for n ≥ N. Claim 3.1. d^d_H(A_n, W ) < ε for n ≥ N. 20

If a ∈ W then choose any sequence {a_i}_{i∈N} ⊂ Y such that a_i ∈ A_i, d(a_i, a_{i+1}) < ε_i and lim_{i→∞} a_i = a. In particular, if n ≥ N then d(a_n, a) = lim_{i→∞} d(a_n, a_i) ≤ lim_{i→∞} i−1∑ k=n d(a_k, a_{k+1}) ≤ ∞∑ k=n ε_k < ε 4 < ε. Therefore W ⊂ B^d_ε (A_n).

On the other hand, if a_n ∈ A_n then we can inductively construct a sequence {a_i}^∞_{i=n} ⊂ Y such that a_i ∈ A_i and d(a_i, a_{i+1}) < ε_i for all i ≥ n, therefore this sequence is convergent in Y , with some limit a ∈ W and clearly d(a_n, a) < ε. Thus A_n ⊂ B^d_ε (W ), which proves the claim.

Claim 3.2. B^d_R(A_n) ∩ X_n ⊂ B^d_ε (Z) for n ≥ N.

The following is a simple consequence of the definition of ε_n: B^{δn}_R (A_n) ∩ X_n ⊂ B^{δn}_{εn} (B^{δn}_{R+2εn} (A_{n+1}) ∩ X_{n+1}), B^{δn}_R (A_{n+1}) ∩ X_{n+1} ⊂ B^{δn}_{εn} (B^{δn}_{R+2εn} (A_n) ∩ X_n) for any R ∈ (0, R_n].

Given any x_n ∈ B^d_R(A_n) ∩ X_n, we can then construct a sequence {x_i}^∞_{i=n} with x_i ∈ X_i and d(x_i, x_{i+1}) < ε_i just as in [17]. Such a sequence is Cauchy and converges to some x ∈ Z with d(x_n, x) < ε. This implies the claim. Claim 3.3. B^d_R(W ) ∩ Z ⊂ B^d_ε (X_n) for n ≥ N.

By an analogous argument to the one in [17, Section 4.1.3], we can prove the following Engulfing Conditions: for any T > 0 and N ∈ N such that

T + 2 ∞∑ k=N ε_k < R_n for any n ≥ N, we have

B^d_T (A_m) ∩ X_m ⊂ B^d∑_{n−1k=m εk} (X_n) if n > m ≥ N, B^d∑_{m−1k=n εk} (X_n) if m > n ≥ N. In particular, if T = R + 2ε and N ∈ N is such that ∑_∞ k=N ε_k < ε/4 then T + 2 ∞∑ k=N ε_k < 1 ε + 2ε + ε 2 < 7 2ε < R_n for any n ≥ N. Therefore we have B^d_{R+2ε}(A_m) ∩ X_m ⊂ B^d_{ε/2}(X_n) 21

for any m, n ≥ N. In particular, since B^d_{R+ε}(A_N ) ⊂ B^d_{R+2ε}(A_m) for m ≥ N, which can be easily verified by the definition of N, we get that B^d_{R+ε}(A_N ) ∩ X_m ⊂ B^d_{ε/2}(X_n) for m, n ≥ N, therefore B^d_{R+ε}(A_N ) ∩ ∞⨆ m=N X_m ⊂ B^d_{ε/2}(X_n)

for n ≥ N. This implies

B^d_{R+ε}(A_N ) ∩ Z ⊂ B^d_{R+ε}(A_N ) ∩ (_∞ ⨆ m=N X_m ) ⊂ B^d_ε (X_n). Now if we fix z ∈ B^d_R(W ) ∩ Z then there is some w ∈ W such that d(z, w) ≤ R, and since w ∈ W then w = lim_{n→∞} a_n for some sequence {a_n}_{n∈N} with a_n ∈ A_n and d(a_n, a_{n+1}) < ε_n. In particular, d(z, a_N ) ≤ d(z, w) + d(w, a_N ) ≤ R + lim_{m→∞} m−1∑ k=N d(a_k, a_{k+1}) ≤ R + ∞∑ k=N ε_k < R + ε. Therefore B^d_R(W ) ∩ Z ⊂ B^d_{R+ε}(A_N ) ∩ Z ⊂ B^d_ε (X_n) and the claim follows.

Combining claims 1, 2 and 3 we can conclude that (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (Z, W ). We prove the properness of Y by applying the same argument as in the proof of the Embedding Theorem in [17] after fixing some w ∈ W and some sequence {a_i}_{i∈N} such that a_i ∈ A_i, d(a_i, a_{i+1}) < ε_i and w = lim_{i→∞} a_n, and observing that (X_i, a_i)^{GH}−−→ (Z, w) in the sense of [17].

For part 4, let R > 0 and, for each i ∈ N, set R_i := R + 2h_i where h_i := 2d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (Z, W )).

Then R_i > R and R_i → R. Moreover, for i sufficiently large, we have h_i < 1/R and B_R(W ) ∩ Z ⊂ B_{hi} (B_{R+2hi} (A_i) ∩ X_i). In particular, for each point w ∈ B_R(W ) ∩ Z there are points x_i ∈ B_{Ri} (A_i) ∩ X_i ⊂ B_{Ri} (W ) ∩ X_i with d(x_i, w) < h_i.

On the other hand, if {x_i}_{i∈N} is any sequence such that x_i ∈ B_{Ri} (W ) ∩ X_i for all i ∈ N and {x_{ik} }_{k∈N} is a subsequence that converges to x ∈ Z, we can prove that d(x, W ) ≤ R as follows: if ε > 0, pick N ∈ N such that whenever k ≥ N then R_{ik} < R + ε/3, d^d_H(A_{ik} , W ) < ε/3, and d(x_{ik} , x) < ε/3, which implies that there exist a_{ik} ∈ A_{ik} and w_{ik} ∈ W such that d(x, W ) ≤ d(x, w_{ik} ) ≤ d(x, x_{ik} ) + d(x_{ik} , a_{ik} ) + d(a_{ik} , w_{ik} ) < R + ε. Taking ε → 0, we get the claim. 22

By the same argument as in [17], we conclude that B_{Ri} (W )∩X_i Kuratowski converges to B_R(W ) ∩ Z, which implies that it also Hausdorff convergence since the spaces are proper.

Finally, for part 5, we get that Z is geodesic whenever the spaces X_i are length spaces by the same argument as in [17], and regarding the convergence of the closed sets B_R(A_i) in Y , we observe that they eventually lie in B_{2R}(A), and since Y is proper, it is enough to prove that B_R(A_i) Kuratowski converge to B_R(A). The details are analogous to those in [17]. □

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let {(X_i, A_i)}_{i∈N} be a Cauchy sequence in GHPair an take a subsequence {(X_{ik} , A_{ik} )}_{k∈N} such that ∞∑ k=1 d_{GH}((X_{ik} , A_{ik} ), (X_{ik+1} , A_{ik+1} )) < ∞.

Then Theorem 1.1 implies that (X_{ik} , A_{ik} )^{GH}−−→ (Z, W ) for some proper metric pair (Z, W ). Thus, the isometry class of (Z, W ) belongs to GHPair and (X_i, A_i)^{GH}−−→ (Z, W ). □

Proof of Theorem 1.3. As in the preceding theorems in this section, the proof is analogous to the one in the pointed case (see [17]). We give the details for convenience of the reader.

The implication (2) ⇒ (3) follows directly from the fact that N(ε, B_{1/ε}(A)) ≤ P (ε/2, B_{1/ε}(A)) ≤ P (ε/2, B_{2/ε}(A)) ≤ π(ε/2), so we can define ν(ε) = π(ε/2).

On the other hand, if we assume (1) and X is precompact with respect to d_{GH} and uniformly bounded in the sense of pairs, then in particular X is totally bounded. Therefore for a fixed ε ∈ (0, 1) there is a minimal N ∈ N (which only depends on ε) such that there exist (X_1, A_1), . . . , (X_N , A_N ) ∈ X that make up a (ε/5)-net for X . We then define π(ε) = max_{1≤n≤N}{P (ε/2, B_{2/ε}(A_n) ∩ X_n)}, which is finite since each A_n is compact. We can verify that π(ε) satisfies item (2) by applying Lemma 2.29 and an analogous argument to the one used in [17].

Finally, we prove that (3) ⇒ (1). Let us assume there is some function ν as in (3) and fix ε > 0 and a sequence {(X_n, A_n)}_{n∈N} ⊂ X . We will prove that there is a subsequence {(X_i, A_i)}_{i∈N} such that d_{GH}((X_i, A_i), (X_k, A_k)) < 2ε for all i, k ∈ N and the conclusion follows as in [17].

As in [17], we first get some N ∈ N ∩ (0, ν(ε/2)] and a subsequence {(X_i, A_i)}_{i∈N} of {(X_n, A_n)}_{n∈N} such that N(ε/2, B_{2/ε}(A_i)) = N for all i ∈ N. In particular, there exist distinct points {x_{i1}, . . . , x_{iN} } ⊂ B_{2/ε}(A_i) such that B_{2/ε}(A_i) ⊂ N⋃ j=1 B_{ε/2}(x_{ij} ) 23

for all i ∈ N. Moreover, up to taking a subsequence and relabelling, we may assume there is some 1 ≤ k ≤ N such that A_i ⊂ k⋃ j=1 B_{ε/2}(x_{ij} ) and A_i ∩ B_{ε/2}(x_{ij} ) ≠ ∅ for all 1 ≤ j ≤ k and for all i ∈ N.

Now, by observing that

d_{Xi} (x_{im}, x_{in}) ≤ diam(B_{2ε}(A_i)) ≤ C + 4 ε for all i ∈ N and 1 ≤ m < n ≤ N (where C > 0 comes from the fact that X is uniformly bounded in the sense of pairs) we can apply the same argument as in [17, Lemma 3.3] to extract a subsequence {(X_j , A_j )}_{j∈N} of {(X_i, A_i)}_{i∈N} (therefore a subsequence of {(X_n, A_n)}_{n∈N} ) such that, for all j, k ∈ N and all 1 ≤ m < n ≤ N, |d_{Xj} (x_{jm}, x_{jn}) − d_{Xk} (x_{km}, x_{kn})| < ε/2. Applying Lemma 2.27, we get that d_{GH}((X_j , A_j ), (X_k, A_k)) < 2ε. □

4. Convergence of tuples It is easy to extend the definitions and results in the previous section to the more general setting of tuples of metric spaces.

Definition 4.1. A metric tuple consists of a metric space X and a finite nested sequence of subsets X ⊇ X^N ⊇ X^{N−1} ⊇ · · · ⊇ X^1 ⊋ ∅, where each X^i is a closed subset of X. We say that (X, X^N , . . . , X^1) is an extended metric tuple if the metric space X is an extended metric space. We denote such metric tuple by (X, X^N , . . . , X^1). First, we have the analogous notion of Gromov–Hausdorff convergence for tuples.

Definition 4.2. A sequence {(X_i, X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i )}_{i∈N} of metric tuples converges in the Gromov– Hausdorff topology to a metric tuple (X, X^N , . . . , X^1) if there exist sequences {ε_i}_{i∈N} and {R_i}_{i∈N} of positive numbers with ε_i ↘ 0, R_i ↗ ∞, and ε_i-approximations from B_{Ri} (X^N_i ) to B_{Ri} (X^N ) for each i ∈ N, i.e. maps ϕ_i : B_{Ri} (X^N_i ) → X satisfying the following three conditions:

(1) |d_{Xi} (x, y) − d_X (ϕ_i(x), ϕ_i(y)| ≤ ε_i for any x, y ∈ B_{Ri} (X^N_i ); (2) d^{dX}_H (ϕ_i(X^k_i ), X^k) ≤ ε_i for k ∈ {1, . . . , N}; (3) B_{Ri} (X^k) ⊂ B_{εi} (ϕ_i(B_{Ri} (X^k_i ))).

We will denote the Gromov–Hausdorff convergence of metric tuples by (X_i, X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i )^{GH}−−→ (X, X^N , . . . , X^1). We can also define the Hausdorff distance between metric tuples that lie in the same metric space. 24

Definition 4.3. Let (Z, δ) be a metric space, X, Y ⊂ Z bounded subsets and tuples (X, X^N , . . . , X^1), (Y, Y^N , . . . , Y^1). The tuple Hausdorff distance of (X, X^N , . . . , X^1) and (Y, Y^N , . . . , Y^1) is given by

d^δ_H((X, X^N , . . . , X^1), (Y, Y^N , . . . , Y^1)) := d^δ_H(X, Y ) + N∑ k=1 d^δ_H(X^k, Y^k)

We can now define the Gromov–Hausdorff distance of metric tuples in the compact case, just as we did for metric pairs.

Definition 4.4. The tuple Gromov–Hausdorff distance between two compact metric tuples (X, X^N , . . . , X^1) and (Y, Y^N , . . . , Y^1) is defined as

d_{GH}((X, X^N , . . . , X^1), (Y, Y^N , . . . , Y^1)) := inf{d^δ_H((X, X^N , . . . , X^1), (Y, Y^N , . . . , Y^1))}, where the infimum is taken over all admissible metrics δ on X ⊔ Y .

For the non-compact case, we proceed as in the case of metric pairs by considering a suitable notion of admissible metrics in the disjoint union of metric tuples.

Definition 4.5. Given ε > 0 and metric tuples (X, X^N , . . . , X^1), (Y, Y^N , . . . , Y^1), an admissible distance function δ on X ⊔ Y is (ε; (X^N , . . . , X^1), (Y^N , . . . , Y^1))-admissible provided d^δ_H(X^i, Y^i) < ε, B^δ_{1/ε}(X^N ) ⊂ B^δ_ε (Y ), B^δ_{1/ε}(Y^N ) ⊂ B^δ_ε (X) for i ∈ {1, . . . , N}. Definition 4.6. The tuple Gromov–Hausdorff distance between not necessarily compact tuples (X, X^N , . . . , X^1), (Y, Y^N , . . . , Y^1) is given by

d_{GH}((X, X^N , . . . , X^1), (Y, Y^N , . . . , Y^1)) = min { 1 2 , ~d_{GH}((X, X^N , . . . , X^1), (Y, Y^N , . . . , Y^1)) } , where ~d_{GH}((X, X^N , . . . , X^1), (Y, Y^N , . . . , Y^1)) is the infimum of the set {ε > 0 : there exists a (ε; (X^N , . . . , X^1), (Y^N , . . . , Y^1))-admissible distance δ on X ⊔ Y }.

Remark 4.7. Also in this case, both definitions of tuple Gromov–Hausdorff distance induce the same topology on the space of compact tuples.

Just as in the case of metric pairs, we get some equivalences between the previous definitions.

Proposition 4.8. Let {(X_i, X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i )}_{i∈N} and (X, X^N , . . . , X^1) proper metric tuples. Then:

(1) The convergence (X_i, X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i )^{GH}−−→ (X, X^N , . . . , X^1) is equivalent to the condition d_{GH}((X_i, X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i ), (X, X^N , . . . , X^1)) → 0. 25

(2) If (X, X^N , . . . , X^1) and {(X_i, X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i )}_{i∈N} are compact, (X_i, X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i )^{GH}−−→ (X, X^N , . . . , X^1) is equivalent to the condition (4.1) d_{GH}(X_i, X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i ), (X, X^N , . . . , X^1)) → 0.

In general, (4.2) d_{GH}(B_r(X^N_i ), X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i ), (B_r(X^N ), X^N , . . . , X^1)) → 0 for all r > 0 implies (X_i, X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i )^{GH}−−→ (X, X^N , . . . , X^1). If in addition {X_i}_{i∈N} and X are length spaces, then the converse also holds.

We can also have versions of the Theorems 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3 in the setting of metric tuples. We omit the proofs of these results since they are completely analogous to those in the case of metric pairs.

Theorem 4.9. Let {(X_i, X^N_i , . . . X^1_i )}_{i∈N} be a sequence of proper metric tuples. Suppose that_∞ ∑ i=1 d_{GH}((X_i, X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i ), (X_{i+1}, X^N_{i+1}, . . . , X^1_{i+1})) < ∞.

Then there exists a non-complete locally complete metric space Y and a metric tuple (Z, Z^N , . . . , Z^1), where Z = ∂Y , with the following properties:

(1) for each i the space X_i naturally isometrically embeds into Y . (2) the space Y = Y ∪ Z is proper. (3) (X_i, X^N_i , . . . , X^1_i )^{GH}−−→ (Z, Z^N , . . . , Z^1).

(4) For all R > 0 there are R_i > R such that R_i → R and, for all j ∈ {1, . . . , N}, B_{Ri} (W^j) ∩ X_i^H−→ B_R(W^j ) ∩ Z.

Moreover, if all X_i are length, then Z is a geodesic, and in this setting, (5) For all R > 0 and all j ∈ {1, . . . , N}, B_R(X^j_i ) ∩ X_i^H−→ B_R(W^j ) ∩ Z.

Theorem 4.10. Let GHTuple_N denote the collection of all isometry classes of proper metric metric tuples (X, X^N , . . . , X^1). Then (GHTuple_N , d_{GH}) is a complete metric space. Theorem 4.11. For any collection X of (isometry classes of) proper metric tuples such that {(X, X^N )}_{X∈X} is uniformly bounded in the sense of pairs, the following are equivalent:

(1) X is precompact with respect to d_{GH}.

(2) There exists π : (0, ∞) → (0, ∞) such that for all ε > 0, P (ε, B_{1/ε}(X^N )) ≤ π(ε) for all (X, X^N , . . . , X^1) ∈ X . 26

(3) There exists ν : (0, ∞) → (0, ∞) such that for all ε > 0, N(ε, B_{1/ε}(X^N )) ≤ ν(ε) for all (X, X^N . . . , X^1) ∈ X .

5. Applications

In this section we apply our framework in different settings where metric pairs and metric tuples naturally emerge. Our first two applications pertain to the theory of Alexandrov spaces with curvature bounded below. We refer the reader to [3] for an introduction to this subject.

We use the following notation throughout the section. Given n ∈ N, k ∈ R, v > 0 and D > 0, define M(n, k, D) = X : X is an n-dimensional closed Riemannian manifold with diam(X) ≤ D and sec_X ≥ k ,

N (n, k, D, v) = X : X is a closed n-dimensional Riemannian manifold with diam(X) ≤ D, vol(X) > v and |sec_X | ≤ k

(for k > 0),

A(n, k, D) = X : X is an n-dimensional closed Alexandrov space with diam(X) ≤ D and curv(X) ≥ k . For the first application, let us recall what extremal subsets of Alexandrov spaces are.

Namely, given an Alexandrov space X, we say that a closed subset E ⊂ X is extremal if for any q ∈ X \ E, whenever d_X (q, ·)|_E has a local minimum at p ∈ E, p is a critical point of d_X (q, ·) (see [23] for details). Theorem 1.4 is a natural extension of [23, Lemma 4.1.3] to tuples of extremal sets.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. In [23, Lemma 4.1.3], the author proved that if E_i ⊂ X_i is a sequence of extremal sets such that E_i → E for some set E ⊂ X under the convergence X_i^{GH}−−→ X (i.e. the sets ϕ_i(E_i) converge to E with respect to the Hausdorff distance in X for some fixed ε_i-approximations ϕ_i : X_i → X with ε_i ↘ 0), then E is an extremal set in X. The result follows by applying this result and Definition 4.4. □

For the next application, we recall there is a notion of equivariant Gromov–Hausdorff convergence for isometric actions on metric spaces which was introduced by K. Fukaya in [9]. Roughly speaking, we say that the actions by isometries {(X_i, G_i)}_{i∈N} converge in the equivariant Gromov–Hausdorff sense to the action by isometries (X, G), which we denote by (X_i, G_i)^{eGH}−−−→ (X, G), if there exist Gromov–Hausdorff approximations between the X_i and X that get closer and closer to be equivariant isometries as i goes to infinity.

Theorem 1.5 is a consequence of K. Fukaya results in [9] and [10] which can be formulated using our framework. This might be thought of as an example of the conclusion of the 27

previous Theorem 1.4, since X^H /G is an extremal subset in X/G whenever X ∈ A(n, k, D), G is a group of isometries of X and H is a subgroup of G [23].

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Observe that due to [9, Theorem 2-1], we know that (X_i, G)^{eGH}−−−→ (X, G) implies that X_i/G^{GH}−−→ X/G. Since the corresponding actions restrict to each X^{Hj}_i and X^{Hj} , we can also apply [9, Theorem 2-1] to get X^{Hj}_i → X^{Hj} , which implies the result.

For the second part, by [10, Theorem 6.9], since we have a non-collapsing convergence, we know that for sufficiently large i ∈ N there exists an equivariant homeomorphism f_i : (X_i, G) → (X, G) which is also a Gromov–Hausdorff approximation. In particular, f_i|: X^{Hj}_i → X^{Hj} is also a homeomorphism and a Gromov–Hausdorff approximation. This clearly implies the first convergence. □ The last application is related to the setting of stratified spaces. These are singular metric spaces where singularities are given by manifolds that are attached in a reasonable way. Examples of this notion are given by Riemannian singular foliations and quotient spaces of isometric actions on closed manifolds. There are many equivalent definitions of stratified spaces and we refer the reader to [2, 24] for an introduction to the analytic and geometric theory of stratified spaces.

We use the following notation: given n ∈ N, k ∈ R, D > 0 and v > 0, define S(n, k, D, v) = (X^n, . . . , X^0) ∈ GHTuple_n :

X^n = ⨆_n i=0 Σ^i is an n-dimensional closed stratified manifold, where Σ^i is the i-dimensional stratum, X^i = ⨆_i j=0 Σ^j, X^n ∈ A(n, k, D), and vol^n(X^n) ≥ v

where vol^n denotes the n-dimensional Hausdorff measure. Moreover, we define S^e(n, k, D, v) = { (X^n, . . . , X^0) ∈ S(n, k, D, v) : Σ^i is an extremal set of X^n, whenever Σ^i = X^i \ X^{i+1} is non-empty } . Observe that for the previous definitions we are sticking to the notation in [2].

Proof of Theorem 1.6. Let {(X^n_i , . . . , X^0_i )}_{i∈N} be a sequence of metric tuples in S(n, k, D, v), with X^n_i = ⨆_n j=0 Σ^j_i . In particular, {X^n_i }_{i∈N} ⊂ A(n, k, D, v), which is known to be precompact with respect to the usual Gromov–Hausdorff convergence (see [3, Proposition 10.7.3]). Therefore, up to passing to a subsequence, there exists X^n ∈ A(n, k, D) such that X^n_i^{GH}−−→ X^n (see [3, Corollaries 10.8.25, 10.10.11]). Moreover, by considering Gromov– Hausdorff approximations f_i : X^n_i → X^n, which are homeomorphisms for sufficiently large i ∈ N due to Perelman’s Stability Theorem [19, 22], and due to the compactness of X^n, we can assume (again, possibly after passing to a subsequence) that X^j_i^{GH}−−→ X^j for some closed set X^j ⊂ X^n, for each j ∈ {0, . . . , n}. Then, in particular,

(X^n_i , . . . , X^0_i )^{GH}−−→ (X^n, . . . , X^0).

Therefore, S(n, k, D, v) is precompact as claimed. 28

Now, if we assume that there are infinitely many relative homeomorphism types in S^e(n, k, D, v), we can consider a sequence {(X^n_i , . . . , X^0_i )}_{i∈N} in S^e(n, k, D, v) such that (X^n_i , . . . , X^0_i ) and (X^n_j , . . . , X^0_j ) are not homeomorphic as tuples (i.e. there is no homeomorphism X^n_i → X^n_j preserving the elements in the tuple) for any i ≠ j, i, j ∈ N. However, by the precompactness of S(n, k, D, v), up to passing to a subsequence, there exists some (X^n, . . . , X^0) ∈ GHTuple_n such that

(X^n_i , . . . , X^0_i )^{GH}−−→ (X^n, . . . , X^0).

Moreover, since vol^n(X^n) ≥ v > 0, and X^n_i^{GH}−−→ X^n, we know that X^n ∈ A(n, k, D) (again, see [3, Corollaries 10.8.25, 10.10.11]). Furthermore, due to [23, Lemma 4.1.3] and the fact that (X^n_i , . . . , X^0_i )^{GH}−−→ (X^n, . . . , X^0), we get that Σ^j_i → Σ^j and Σ^j is an extremal set in X^n, for each j ∈ {0, . . . , n}. By [16, Theorem 4.3], there exists a homeomorphism (X^n_i , . . . , X^0_i ) → (X^n, . . . , X^0) for sufficiently large i ∈ N, which is a contradiction. □

References

[1] L. Ambrosio, N. Gigli, and G. Savaré. Metric measure spaces with Riemannian Ricci curvature bounded from below. Duke Math. J., 163(7):1405–1490, 2014. doi:10.1215/00127094-2681605.

[2] J. Bertrand, C. Ketterer, I. Mondello, and T. Richard. Stratified spaces and synthetic Ricci curvature bounds. Ann. Inst. Fourier, 71(1):123–173, 2021. doi:10.5802/aif.3393.

[3] D. Burago, Yu. Burago, and S. Ivanov. A course in metric geometry, volume 33 of Grad. Stud. Math.

Providence, RI: American Mathematical Society (AMS), 2001.

[4] Yu. Burago, M. Gromov, and G. Perel’man. A. D. Alexandrov spaces with curvature bounded below.

Russ. Math. Surv., 47(2):1, 1992. doi:10.1070/RM1992v047n02ABEH000877.

[5] F. Chazal, D. Cohen-Steiner, L. J. Guibas, F. Mémoli, and S. Y. Oudot. Gromov-hausdorff stable signatures for shapes using persistence. Computer Graphics Forum, 28(5):1393–1403, 2009. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8659.2009.01516.x.

[6] M. Che, F. Galaz-García, L. Guijarro, and I. Membrillo Solis. Metric geometry of space of persistence diagrams. arXiv:2109.14697, 2022.

[7] D. Cohen-Steiner, H. Edelsbrunner, and J. Harer. Stability of persistence diagrams. Discrete Comput Geom, 37:103–120, 2007. doi:10.1007/s00454-006-1276-5.

[8] D. A. Edwards. The structure of superspace. Stud. Topol., Proc. Conf. Charlotte, N. C., 1974, 121-133 (1975)., 1975. doi:10.1016/B978-0-12-663450-1.50017-7.

[9] K. Fukaya. Theory of convergence for Riemannian orbifolds. Jpn. J. Math., New Ser., 12:121–160, 1986.

[10] Kenji Fukaya. Hausdorff convergence of Riemannian manifolds and its applications. Recent topics in differential and analytic geometry, Adv. Stud. Pure Math. 18-I, 143-238 (1990)., 1990.

[11] M. Gromov. Groups of polynomial growth and expanding maps. publications. Mathématiques de L’Institut des Hautes Scientifiques, 53:53–78, 1981. doi:10.1007/BF02698687.

[12] M. Gromov. Structures métriques pour les variétés riemanniennes. Rédigé par J. Lafontaine et P.

Pansu. Textes Mathématiques, 1. Paris: Cedic/Fernand Nathan. vii, 152 pp. (1981)., 1981. [13] M. Gromov, M. Katz, P. Pansu, and S. Semmes. Metric structures for Riemannian and non- Riemannian spaces, volume 152. Boston:Birkhäuser, 1999.

[14] K. Grove, P. V. Petersen, and J.-Y. Wu. Geometric finiteness theorems via controlled topology. Invent.

Math., 99(1):205–213, 1990. doi:10.1007/BF01234417.

[15] K. Grove, P. V. Petersen, and J.-Y. Wu. Erratum: Geometric finiteness theorems via controlled topology. Invent. Math., 104(1):221–222, 1991. doi:10.1007/BF01245073. 29

[16] John Harvey and Catherine Searle. Orientation and symmetries of Alexandrov spaces with applications in positive curvature. J. Geom. Anal., 27(2):1636–1666, 2017. doi:10.1007/s12220-016-9734-7.

[17] D. A. Herron. Gromov-Hausdorff distance for pointed metric spaces. J. Anal., 24(1):1–38, 2016.

doi:10.1007/s41478-016-0001-x.

[18] D. Jansen. Notes on pointed gromov-hausdorff convergence. arXiv:1703.09595, 2017. [19] V. Kapovitch. Perelman’s stability theorem. In Metric and comparison geometry. Surveys in differential geometry. Vol. XI., pages 103–136. Somerville, MA: International Press, 2007.

[20] J. Lott and C. Villani. Ricci curvature for metric-measure spaces via optimal transport. Ann. Math.

(2), 169(3):903–991, 2009. doi:10.4007/annals.2009.169.903.

[21] F. Mémoli and G. Sapiro. A theoretical and computational framework for isometry invariant recognition of point cloud data. Found. Comput. Math., 5(3):313–347, 2005. URL: purl.umn.edu/4035, doi:10.1007/s10208-004-0145-y.

[22] G. Perelman. Spaces with curvature bounded below. In Proceedings of the international congress of mathematicians, ICM ’94, August 3-11, 1994, Zürich, Switzerland. Vol. I, pages 517–525. Basel: Birkhäuser, 1995.

[23] A. Petrunin. Semiconcave functions in Alexandrov’s geometry. In Metric and comparison geometry.

Surveys in differential geometry. Vol. XI., pages 137–201. Somerville, MA: International Press, 2007. [24] M. J. Pflaum. Analytic and geometric study of stratified spaces, volume 1768 of Lect. Notes Math.

Berlin: Springer, 2001. doi:10.1007/3-540-45436-5.

[25] Karl-Theodor Sturm. On the geometry of metric measure spaces. I. Acta Math., 196(1):65–131, 2006.

doi:10.1007/s11511-006-0002-8.

[26] Karl-Theodor Sturm. On the geometry of metric measure spaces. II. Acta Math., 196(1):133–177, 2006.

doi:10.1007/s11511-006-0003-7.

(Ahumada Gómez) Facultad de Ciencias, Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México, Mex- ico Email address: andres.ahumada.gomez@ciencias.unam.mx

(Che) Department of Mathematical Sciences, Durham University, United Kingdom. Email address: mauricio.a.che-moguel@durham.ac.uk