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Abstract. In this work we show a compactness Theorem for discrete functions on Pois-
son point clouds. We consider sequences with equibounded non-local p-Dirichlet energy:
the novelty consists in the intermediate-interaction regime at which the non-local energy is
computed.

1. Introduction

In this paper we prove a compactness property for sequences of discrete functions defined
on Poisson point clouds. We show (Theorem 2.3) that a sequence with uniformly bounded
p-Dirichlet non-local energy admits a converging subsequence, in a suitable topology (see Def-
inition 2.2). Non local energies on discrete systems have been intensively treated, under the
variational point of view, in the last two decades, as a way of modelling several phenomena:
from fracture mechanics to image denoising and crystallization. Typical discrete variational
energies have their natural definition on regular or stochastic lattices (see for instance [5], [6],
[7], [11], [13], [14], [15], [18], [21], [22], [24], [3], [4] and references therein). In some situations
we need to account in the model for a randomness component. This leads towards a natural
extension of classical models on lattices to a more general point cloud framework. Among
other interesting features, variational energies on point clouds have been proposed also as
a tool to implement supervised or semi-supervised learning algorithms, clustering problem,
data denoising and image denoising (as a partial list of literature on the topic we refer the
reader to [19], [20], [26], [32], [33] and references therein).

We here consider point clouds as realizations of a random variable η called Poisson point
process (we refer to Subsection 2.2 for a detailed definitions). This formalism allows to account
for point clouds that are Poisson distributed, in the sense that

P(#(points in A) = m) = Po(γ|A|,m) = e−γ|A|
(γ|A|)m

m!

where Po(t,m) is the probability mass function of the Poisson distribution of parameter t
(we refer to Definition 2.2 for a more accurate Definition of a Poisson point process). The
parameter γ is called the intensity of the process. By introducing a parameter ε we act on
the intensity of the process, obtaining a sequence of processes ηε whose realizations converge
(almost surely) to a continuum set as ε goes to 0 (in the sense that the normalized discrete
measure induced by the process ηε, weak*-converges to the Lebesgue measure). For any
realization ω of the process, and for ε > 0, we have a point cloud ηε(ω). For sε > 0 the energy
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at scale ε is then defined for u : ηε(ω)→ R on A ⊆ Rd as:

Fωε (u;A) := εd
∑

x∈ηε(ω)∩A

εd

sdε

∑
y∈ηε(ω)∩Bsε (x)

(
|u(y)− u(x)|

sε

)p
. (1.1)

Notice that the energy can be rephrased as

Fωε (u;A) :=
ε2d

sdε

∑
x,y∈ηε(ω):
|x−y|≤sε

(
|u(y)− u(x)|

sε

)p

which express the fact that we are summing up the finite differences of u, up to a distance of
sε: the scale of averaging. The scale {sε}ε>0 is taken as a sequence sε → 0 that, here and in
the sequel, will satisfy the decay property:

lim inf
ε→0

sε

ε(log(ε−d))1/d
= β > 0 (1.2)

with β < +∞.

The novelty of this work relies exactly in the assumption on the decay of sε in terms of
ε, expressed by (1.2) with 0 < β < +∞. The typical approach for energies defined on point
clouds (as for instance in [20], [23], [34], [35]) makes use of the hypothesis β = +∞ in order
to study the asymptotic behavior as ε→ 0. In the long-range regime β = +∞, the topology
of convergence is the strong one induced by the TL1 distance (see for instance [25] or [35]).
In contrast to the case β = +∞ we can consider the case β = 0. In the recent works [12],
[17] the authors deal with the short-range regime, where sε ≈Mε or where nearest neighbors
interactions are the only interactions involved. In the short-range regime it is still possible,
at least in the planar case, to deduce the compactness of equibounded sequences (and thus
the asymptotic behavior of Fε) but in a much weaker topology than the TL1. In particular
the analysis that seems to be missing in literature, and that we aim to fill for what concerns
a compactness property, is when 0 < β < +∞. As we state and prove in Theorem 2.3, when
0 < β < +∞, sequences with equibounded energy will be compact in the topology yielding the
convergence of Definition 2.2: a stronger topology than the one accessible in the β = 0 case
but still weaker than the TLp topology (attainable in the β = +∞ case). These differences
in the underlying topologies, arising in the asymptotic behavior analysis, are related to the
different behavior of the stochastic geometry of the point cloud when looked at different scales.

The specialty of the comparison scale σε := ε log(ε−d)1/d can be naively explained in this
way. Given a stochastic Poisson point process ηε, and denoted by ηε(A) the number of points
of the point cloud that fall in A ⊂ Rd, the expected value of ηε(A) is (cf. Remark 2.1)

E[ηε(A)] ≈ |A|
εd
.

Thus, for a point x ∈ ηε, the expected number of point y ∈ ηε that will interact with x at
scale sε is approximately sdε/εd (≈ ηε(Bsε(x))). By invoking some well known properties of
Poisson distribution it is easy to see that the probability that a point x interacts, at a scale
sε, with either too much, or too few points is approximately

pε := P
(
ηε(Bsε(x)) ≥ 2

sdε
εd

or ηε(Bsε(x)) ≤ 1

2

sdε
εd

)
≈ e−Cd

sdε
εd .
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Therefore depending on the behavior of sε compared to σε several phenomena can occur. If
sε >> σε then pε tends to zero fast enough to guarantee that, almost surely, each point x
will always interact with approximately sdε/εd points, resulting in no lack of information when
approaching the continuum limit as ε → 0. This is precisely the approach that has been
implemented in [20], [25] to investigate energies on point clouds and that allows to deduce
convergence in TLp. If sε ≈ Mε then pε ≈ e−CdM and thus we expect to see a fixed per-
centage of points that have the wrong number of interactions at scale Mε resulting in a loss
of information. In particular, a uniform bound on the energy Fε, might not contain enough
information to deduce convergence, up to a subsequence, in a strong topology. Heuristically
speaking, the geometry of the point cloud at this scale, becomes closely related to the geome-
try of perforated domains: all the points with few interactions act as holes in the domain. For
the planar case, in [12] and [17], a fine analysis of the geometry of the point clouds, and the
identification of regular subclusters, is required in order to describe the asymptotic behavior

of Fε. In the intermediate-regime, given by (1.2), the probability pε ≈ εdβ
d

vanishes as ε→ 0,
but not fast enough to guarantee that any point x will be well connected to its neighbors at
scale sε (as in the case β = +∞). However it is still fast enough to deduce that the number of
wrong points remains under control (see Proposition 3.7). This is now similar to the study of
energies on perforated domain, where we have some controls on the size of the holes (see for
instance [8], [16]). In this sense we can deduce convergence, up to subsequences, in a stronger
way than in the case β = 0 but in a weaker sense than in the case β = +∞.

The paper is organized as follows. We briefly introduce the main ingredient of our analysis
and the main Theorem 2.3 in Section 2. We then proceed to the study of the stochastic
geometry of a general realization of the Poisson point process in Section 3. Technically this
analysis is implemented in this way: we divide Rd in boxes of size sε and we consider the
family of “bad boxes” that contains either too few or too many points. We show an upper
bound on the number of these boxes (Proposition 3.7) and on the volume of each connected
component of the union of the boxes (Lemma 3.6). Finally, in Section 4, we present the proof
of our main result 2.3. For uε : ηε ∩Q→ R we consider the averaged function

uIε :=
1

ηε(Qsε(I))

∑
x∈ηε∩Qsε (I)

u(x)

where Qsε(I) does not belong to the set of “bad boxes”. We then have a function

ûε(x) :=
∑

Qsε (I) not a
“bad box”

uIε1Qsε (I)(x).

We use the results of Section 3, on the stochastic geometry of the process, to build an extension
operator that extends the function ûε also on the “bad boxes” by keeping under control the
finite differences (Lemma 4.6). We then use a compactness Theorem for functions on lattices
to prove compactness for the extended functions. Notice that this argument fails as soon as
we loose control on the size of the family of bad boxes, namely if β = 0.

Acknowledgment. The author is grateful to Professor Andrea Braides for the many fruitful
discussions on the topics here contained. The author is grateful also to the anonymous referee
for his/her very precise report and for all the observations that helped enrich the contribution
here contained.
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2. Preliminaries and main result

2.1. General notation. Given x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rd, r > 0 we denote by

Qr(x) := [x1 − r/2, x1 + r/2]× . . .× [xn − r/2, xn + r/2]

the closed cube centered at x and with side length r. When r = 1 and x0 = 0 we simply
write Q. For a Borel set E, the notation |E| stands for the Lebesgue measure of E. For a
discrete set S := {a, b, c, . . .} the notation #(S) stands for the cardinality of S. We will set,
for A ⊂ Rd,

Is(A) := {J ∈ sZd ∩A}.

The notation 1A(x) stands for the characteristic function of the set A. In all the estimates
that follow, C will be a constant independent of the crucial quantities under analysis and
that might change from line to line.

2.2. Poisson point process. Given a probability space (Ω,F ,P), a point process is a random
variable η : Ω→ Ns(Rd), where Ns(Rd) is the space of simple measures of Rd

Ns(Rd) :=

{∑
n∈N

δxn

∣∣∣∣∣ {xn}n∈N ⊂ Rd any family of distinct points xn 6= xk, k 6= n

}
.

In particular, for any ω ∈ Ω, we have that η(ω) is a measure concentrated on a countable
family of points. A Poisson point processes, or Poisson point cloud, of intensity γ is a point
process η : Ω→ Ns(Rd) such that

a) for all k ∈ N it holds P(ηω(A) = k) := e−γ|A| (γ|A|)
k

k! ;
b) for all B1, . . . , Bk essentially disjoint borel sets, the random variable Xj : Ω → N,

Xj(ω) := η(ω)(Bj) are independent.

For further details on Poisson point processes we refer the reader to [28]. Given η a Poisson
point process we define

ηε(ω)(B) := η(ω)(ε−1B).

Notice that ηε is just a Poisson point process with intensity γε−d. Also, for any realization,

spt(ηε(ω)) = ε spt(η(ω)).

We write, with a slight abuse of notation, x ∈ ηε(ω), meaning x ∈ spt(ηε(ω)).

Remark 2.1. Observe that, for a generic Borel set A ⊂ Rd,

E[ηε(A)] =
+∞∑
k=0

kP(ηε(A) = k) = e−γε
−d|A|

+∞∑
k=0

k

(
γε−d|A|

)k
k!

= γε−d|A|e−γε−d|A|
+∞∑
k=1

(
γε−d|A|

)k−1

(k − 1)!
= γε−d|A|.
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2.3. p-Dirichlet energy. Given a Poisson point cloud η : Ω→ Ns(Rd) with intensity γ and
{sε}ε>0 a sequence converging to zero, we consider the p-Dirichlet energy on A of u : ηε(ω)→
R+ at scale sε to be

Fωε (u;A) := εd
∑

x∈ηε(ω)∩A

|gradsεu(x)|p

where

|gradsεu(x)|p :=
εd

sdε

∑
y∈ηε(ω)∩Bsε (x)

(
|u(y)− u(x)|

sε

)p
.

In the sequel we omit to specify the dependence of F and ηε on the realization when there is
no ambiguity.

2.4. Main result. For x ∈ η we consider the Voronoi cell to be

V (x; η) := {y ∈ Rd | |y − x| ≤ |y − z| for all z ∈ η \ {x}}.
For a function uε : ηε ∩Q→ R we set ûε : Vε(ηε) ∩Q→ R

ûε(x) :=
∑

y∈ηε∩Q
uε(y)1V (y;ηε)(x).

Set
ηα :=

{
x ∈ η : In(V (x; η)) > α, diam(V (x; η) < α−1

}
being

In(E) := sup
r>0
{there exists Br ⊂ E}.

We refer the reader to Figure 2.1. The subcloud ηα has been firstly introduced in [17], where
the authors derive the continuum limit of an interface-type energy on Poisson point clouds.

For α, ε > 0 we set also ηαε := (ηε)αε, (observe that ηαε = εηα) and, for a general subcloud
of points ϑ ⊂ ηε, we define

Vε(ϑ) :=
⋃
x∈ϑ

V (x; ηε).

We are in the position to introduce the next Definition.

Definition 2.2 (Convergence). We say that a sequence uε
p−→ u in A if for any α > 0 it

holds

lim
ε→0

ˆ
Vε(ηαε )∩A

|ûε − u|p dx = 0.

With this notion of convergence we state our main result.

Theorem 2.3. Let {uε : ηε → R}ε>0. Let A ⊃ Q be any open set containing Q and assume
that sε is a sequence satisfying (1.2). Then for almost all realization ω ∈ Ω the following
holds. Suppose that

sup
ε>0

Fωε (uε;A) +
∑

x∈ηε(ω)∩Q

uε(x)pεd

 < +∞. (2.1)

Then there exists a subsequence {uεn}n∈N ⊂ {uε}ε>0 and a function u ∈ W 1,p(Q) such that

uεn
q−→ u in Q for all q < p, in the sense of Definition 2.2.

5



Figure 2.1. An illustration of a Poisson point cloud ηε(ω) on the left. On
the right an illustration of Vε(ηαε ) (generated by a sub-cluster ηαε ) depicted in
dark grey.

Remark 2.4. Notice that, since the energy is non local, to have compactness on Q we need
some control also on the interactions between x ∈ Q, y ∈ Qc with |x − y| ≤ sε. This is why
we require that the energy bound in (2.1) to hold on a slightly bigger open set A ⊃ Q. As
it will be clear from the proof, Theorem 2.3 holds as well if we replace the cube Q with a
generic open set.

3. Stochastic geometry of the point cloud

For any realization ω, given s > 0 and 0 < κ < 1 a parameter we set

Iκ,ωs (Q) :=

{
J ∈ Is(Q) :

∣∣∣∣ηε(ω)(Qs(J))− γ s
d

εd

∣∣∣∣ ≥ κγ sdεd
}

(3.1)

Eκs (ω) :=
⋃

Iκ,ωs (Q)

Qs(J). (3.2)

The next Lemma is a standard concentration inequality for random variables (see for instance
[10, Corollary 2.11]). Again we will omit the dependence on ω to lighten the notation.

Lemma 3.1 (Cramer-Chernoff concentration bounds). If X is a random variable with Pois-
son distribution then

P(|X − E[X]| > t) ≤ exp

(
− 2t2

(t+ E[X])

)
.

We also employ the well-known Borel-Cantelli Lemma (see [29]).

Lemma 3.2 (Borel-Cantelli Lemma). If {En ⊆ Ω}n∈N is a sequence of events such that∑
n∈N

P(En) < +∞

6



then

P
(

lim sup
n→+∞

En

)
= P

+∞⋂
n=1

⋃
k≥n

Ek

 = 0.

Remark 3.3 (Chebishev inequality). Given X : Ω → R a random variable, a useful way to
estimate the probability of the event A := {ω ∈ Ω : X(ω) ≥ t} is the so-called Chebishev
inequality

P(A) =

ˆ
A

dP(ω) ≤ 1

t

ˆ
A
X(ω) dP(ω) ≤ 1

t

ˆ
Ω
X(ω) dP(ω) =

E[X]

t
.

Let {XJ : J ∈ Is(Rd)} be a countable family of independent Bernoulli random variables
taking value XJ = 1 with probability p. The probability Pp is defined

Pp(XJ1 = 1, . . . , XJk = 1) := pk

and then extended to the σ-algebra generated by the cylinders

A(J1, . . . , Jk) = {XJ1 = 1, . . . , XJk = 1}.

Definition 3.4. We say that a subset of indexes J ⊂ Is(Rd) is path connected if for any
J, J ′ there exists a family (called a path in J ), {J1, . . . , Jk} with

a) J1 = J, Jk = J ′;
b) Ji ∈ J for all i = 1, . . . k;
c) |Ji − Ji+1| = s for all i = 1, . . . , k − 1.

For J ⊂ Is(Q), J ∈ J the set

U(J) := {J ′ ∈ J : J ′ is connected to J through a path in J }

is called the connected component of J ⊂ Is(Rd) containing J . Clearly if J ′ ∈ U(J) then
U(J ′) = U(J) (see Figure 4.1).

We will also employ the following Bernoulli bond percolation result. Lemma 3.5 summarizes
a combination of standard results in Bernoulli bond percolation theory (see [1], [2], [9], [27],
[31]). We underline that the choice of the origin J = 0 in the following statement plays no
role. In particular (3.3),(3.4) remain valid for a generic J .

Lemma 3.5. Let {XJ : J ∈ Is(Rd)} be a countable family of independent Bernoulli random
variables taking value XJ = 1 with probability p. Then if p < pc(d), being pc a critical
value depending on the dimension only, the set {J ∈ Is(Rd) : XJ = 0} is almost surely path
connected. Moreover, there exists ψp depending on p only such that, setting U(0) to be the

(possibly empty) connected component of {J ∈ Is(Rd) : XJ = 1} containing J = 0, it holds

Pp(#(U(0)) > N) ≤ e−ψpN for all N ≥ 1. (3.3)

Finally for all p < p′.

Pp(#(U(0)) > N) ≤ Pp′(#(U(0)) > N). (3.4)

We now prove a statistical estimate which allows us to obtain information on those regions
of the point cloud having the wrong number of interactions.

7



Lemma 3.6. Suppose that

lim sup
ε→+∞

ε

sε
= 0.

Then there exists a subsequence {εn}n∈N and a constant Λ such that almost surely the following
hold. For all κ ∈ (0, 1) we can find n0 (depending on κ and the realization only) for which
(setting for shortness sn = sεn), Isn(Q)\Iκsn(Q) is path connected for any n ≥ n0 and it holds

sup
{

#(U) : U conn. comp. of Iκsn(Q)
}
≤ Λ log(s−1

n ) for all n ≥ n0. (3.5)

Proof. For any J ∈ Iκsε(Q) consider U(J) to be the (possibly empty) connected component
of Iκsε(Q) containing J . Setting, for J ∈ Isε(Q),

Xε
J :=

{
1 if J ∈ Iκsε(Q)
0 otherwise.

(3.6)

we have, by invoking Lemma 3.1, that

pε(κ) = P(Xε
J = 1) ≤ e−

2κ2

1+κ

sdε
εd .

In particular, for any κ > 0, pε(κ) → 0. Thus, for any κ we can find ε0 = ε0(κ, d) such that
pε(κ) ≤ p0 < pc(d) and Isε(Q) \ Iκsε(Q) is almost surely path connected for all ε ≤ ε0. In
particular

Ppε(κ)(#(U(0)) ≥ N) ≤ Pp0(#(U(0)) ≥ N) ≤ e−ψp0N .
for some ψp0 . Fix Λ′ > d and consider the subsequence {εn}n∈N such that

sΛ′−d
εn ≤ 1

n2
.

Setting sn := sεn , let us then consider the events

An :=

{
ω ∈ Ω : exists J ∈ Isn(Q) s.t. #(U(J)) ≥ Λ′

ψp0
log(s−1

n )

}
.

Then

P(An) ≤ P

 ⋃
J∈Isn (Q)

{
ω ∈ Ω : #(U(J)) ≥ Λ′

ψp0
log(s−1

n )

}
≤

∑
J∈Isn (Q)

P
({

ω ∈ Ω : #(U(J)) ≥ Λ′

ψp0
log(s−1

n )

})

=
∑

J∈Isn (Q)

Ppεn (κ)

(
#(U(J)) ≥ Λ′

ψp0
log(s−1

n )

)
≤ sΛ′

n #(Isn(Q)) ≤ CsΛ′−d
n ≤ Cn−2.

By invoking Borel-Cantelli Lemma 3.2 we conclude that the probability that An occurs infin-
itely many time is 0. Thus, naming Λ := Λ′

ψp0
we conclude. �

We will also make use of the following Proposition, providing bounds on the cardinality of
Iκsε(Q) (up to select a subsequence {εn}n∈N).
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Proposition 3.7. Let sε be a sequence satisfying

lim inf
ε→0

sε

ε log(ε−d)1/d
= β > 0. (3.7)

Then the following hold:

a) If β > 1
γ1/d

, there exists 0 < κ0 < 1 and a subsequence {εn}n∈N such that, setting

sn = sεn, for all κ0 ≥ κ < 1 and almost surely we can find n0 for which

#(Iκsn (Q)) = 0 for all n ≥ n0;

b) If 0 < β ≤ 1
γ1/d

there exist two constants κ0 > 0, %0 > 0 depending on β, d, γ only and

a subsequence {εn}n∈N such that, setting sn := sεn, for all κ0 ≤ κ < 1 and almost
surely we can find n0 for which

#(Iκsn(Q)) ≤ ε%0n
sdn

for all n ≥ n0.

Proof. Set σε := ε log(ε−d)1/d. We can select a subsequence such that, setting βn = β − 1
n ,

σn := σεn , we have
sn ≥ βnσn.

Notice that (cf. Remark 2.1)

E[ηε(Qs(J))] = γ
sd

εd
.

In particular, Lemma 3.1 yields

pn := P
(
|ηεn(Qsn(J))− E[ηεn(Qsn(J))]| > κγ

sdn
εdn

)
≤ exp

(
− 2κ2γ

(1 + κ)

sdn
εdn

)
≤ exp

(
− 2κ2γ

(1 + κ)
log ε−dβ

d
n

n

)
= ε

βdndγ
2κ2

(1+κ)
n .

Set, for J ∈ Isn(Q)

Xκ,n
J :=

{
1 if J ∈ Iκsn(Q)
0 otherwise.

(3.8)

Notice that each Xκ,n
J is a Bernoulli random variable attaining value 1 with probability pn

and 0 with probability 1− pn (Here we are omitting the dependence of pn on κ to lighten the
notation). Setting then

T κn :=
∑

J∈Isn (Q)

Xκ,n
J = #(Iκsn(Q))

we have that

E[T κn ] = #(Isn(Q))pn ≤ C
ε
βdndγ

2κ2

(1+κ)
n

sdn
for a constant C depending on the dimension only (that in the sequel may vary from line to
line). Setting

%n(κ) := βdndγ
2κ2

(1 + κ)

the previous estimate writes

E[T κn ] ≤ C ε
%n(κ)
n

sdn
.
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Proof of assertion a). If βd > 1
γ then, for some n0, βdn >

1
γ for n ≥ n0. Then, for some

0 < κ0 < 1 we have %n(κ0) > d whenever n ≥ n0. Also recalling that, from the very definition

of σε, it holds that
(
sn
εn

)d
≥ 1

d
βdn

log(ε−1
n )

we have

E[T κ0n ] ≤ C ε
%n(κ0)−d
n

log(ε−1
n )

.

Consider the subsequence {εnj}j∈N such that

ε
(%j(κ0)−d)/2
nj ≤ 1

j2

where we abbreviate %j := %nj for the sake of clarity. Define the events

Aj(κ0) :=

{
ω ∈ Ω : T κ0nj (ω) ≥

ε
(%j(κ0)−d)/2
nj

log(ε−1
nj )

}
.

Then Chebishev inequality (cf. Remark 3.3) yields

P(Aj(κ0)) ≤
E[T κ0nj ] log(ε−1

nj )

ε
(%j(κ0)−d)/2
nj

≤ Cε(%j(κ0)−d)/2
nj ≤ C 1

j2
.

In particular ∑
j∈N

P(Aj(κ0)) < +∞.

Borel-Cantelli Lemma 3.2 now implies that

P

⋂
j∈N

⋃
m≥j

Am(κ0)

 = 0.

Set Ω′ := Ω \
⋂
j∈N

⋃
m≥j Am(κ0). We now observe that if ω ∈ Ω′ then there exists j0 such

that

#(Iκ0snj (Q)) <
ε

(%j(κ0)−d)/2
nj

log(ε−1
nj )

for all j ≥ j0.

Since %j(κ0)− d > 0 we conclude that

#(Iκ0snj (Q)) = 0 for all j big enough.

Since, for κ > κ0 we have Iκsnj (Q) ⊂ Iκ0snj (Q) we conclude the proof of assertion a).

Proof of assertion b). If 0 < βd ≤ 1
γ we have (for all n big enough)

d > %n(κ) >

(
β

2

)d
dγ

2κ2

(1 + κ)
= %(κ) > 0

for all κ ∈ (0, 1) and then

E[T κn ] ≤ C ε
%(κ)
n

sdn
.
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Fix κ0 ∈ (0, 1) and consider the subsequence {εnj}j∈N such that

ε%(κ0)/2
nj ≤ 1

j2
.

We define the events

Aj(κ0) :=

{
ω ∈ Ω : T κ0nj (ω) ≥

ε
%(κ0)/2
nj

sdj

}
.

Then Chebishev inequality (cf. Remark 3.3) again yields

P(Aj(κ0)) ≤
E[T κ0nj ]sdj

ε
%(κ0)/2
nj

≤ Cε%(κ0)/2
nj ≤ 1

j2
.

In particular ∑
j∈N

P(Aj(κ0)) < +∞.

By invoking again Borel-Cantelli Lemma 3.2 we achieve

P

⋂
j∈N

⋃
m≥j

Am(κ0)

 = 0.

Set Ω′′ := Ω \
⋂
j∈N

⋃
m≥j Am(κ0). We now observe that if ω ∈ Ω′′ then there exists j0 such

that

#(Iκ0,ωsnj
(Q)) ≤

ε
%(κ0)/2
nj

sdn
for all j ≥ j0.

Since, for κ > κ0, we have Iκsnj (Q) ⊂ Iκ0snj (Q) we conclude by setting %0 := %(κ0)/2. �

4. Proof of Compactness Theorem 2.3

Let us introduce some notation needed in the proof of the extension Lemma 4.6. Given
U ⊂ J a connected component of a subfamily of indexes J ⊂ Isε(Q) we denote

∂U :=
{
J ∈ Isε(Q) \ J | ∃ J ′ ∈ U : ∂Qsε(J

′) ∩ ∂Qsε(J) 6= ∅
}
.

Notice that we allow also paths that can walk in diagonal, since our energy allows us to control
also the diagonal direction. In particular, for J ∈ Isε(Q) we define the set of neighbors of J
as

Nε(J) := {J ′ ∈ (Q3sε(J) \ {J}) ∩ Isε(Q)}.

Definition 4.1 (diagonal paths). We say that t(J, J ′) = {J1, . . . , Jk} ⊂ Isε(Q) is a diagonal
path connecting J to J ′ if J1 = J , Jk = J ′ and Ji+1 ∈ Nε(Ji) for all i = 1, . . . , k − 1.

Motivated by Lemma 3.6 and Proposition 3.7, we introduce the notion of controlled sub-
family of indexes {Jn ⊂ Isn(Q)}n∈N.

Definition 4.2. Let {sn}n∈N be a vanishing sequence. We say that {Jn ⊂ Isn(Q)}n∈N is a
controlled subfamily of indexes if there exists n0 ∈ N, %0 ∈ (0, 1), Λ ∈ R+ universal constants
such that the following are in force for all n ≥ n0:

a) Isn(Q) \ Jn is path connected in the sense of Definition 3.4;
b) there exists 0 < %0 < 1 such that #(Jn)sdn ≤ s

%0
n ;

c) for each connected component U ⊂ Jn it holds #(U) ≤ Λ log(s−1
n ).

11



Figure 4.1. On the left: The percolation properties of Iκsn(Q) stated in
Lemma 3.6 and Proposition 3.7. On the right: a depiction of a diagonal path
t∂U , a connected component U = U(J) of Iκsn(Q) and the boundary ∂U(J).

Remark 4.3. Up to extract a subsequence, by combining Lemma 3.6 and Proposition 3.7 we
can ensure that (for a suitable κ) the family Jn = Iκsn(Q) is a controlled subfamily of index
(we refer the reader to Figure 4.1).

Lemma 4.4. Let {Jn}n∈N be a controlled subfamily of indexes. There exists a universal
constant C such that for any U ⊂ Jn connected component of Jn, and for any J, J ′ ∈ ∂U ,
we can find a diagonal path t∂U (J, J ′) ⊂ ∂U such that

#(t∂U (J, J ′)) ≤ C#(∂U). (4.1)

Proof. Observe that the set

E(U) :=
⋃
J∈U

Qsn(J)

is connected and simply connected due to properties a), b), c) of Definition 4.2. In particular
the set ∂E(U) is connected and thus connected by arc. Fix J, J ′ ∈ ∂U and pick

xJ ∈ ∂Qsn(J) ∩ ∂E(U), yJ ′ ∈ ∂Qsn(J ′) ∩ ∂E(U).

Consider then an arc τ : [0, 1] → ∂E(U) such that τ(0) = xJ , τ(1) = y′J . Since τ ∈ ∂E(U)
we can find J1, . . . , Jk ∈ ∂U , t1, . . . , tk ∈ (0, 1) such that J1 = J , Jk = J ′ and τ(t) ∈ Qsn(Ji)
for t ∈ (ti, ti+1). By eventually reducing loops and repetition, without loss of generality we
can assume that τ is a simple arc and do not passes through each Ji more than once. Now
by defining t∂U (J, J ′) := {J1, . . . , Jk}, by construction we have that t∂U is a diagonal path.
The bound (4.1) is also immediate. �

Remark 4.5. Notice that, if property a) of Definition 4.2 fails then Lemma 4.4 is, in general,
false.

Lemma 4.6 (An extension Lemma). Let {sn}n∈N be a vanishing sequence. Let {Jn ⊂
Isn(Q)}n∈N be a controlled subfamily of indexes in the sense of Definition 4.2. Then, for

12



any sequence of functions {un : Isn(Q) \ Jn → R+}n∈N such that

sup
n∈N


∑

J,J ′∈Isn (Q)\Jn
J ′∈Nεn (J)

|un(J)− un(J ′)|psd−pn +
∑

J∈Isn (Q)\Jn

|un(J)|psdn

 < +∞ (4.2)

we can find a sequence of extended functions {Tun : Isn(Q)→ R+}n∈N such that

Tun = un on Isn(Q) \ Jn
and for all q < p

sup
n∈N


∑

J,J ′∈Isn (Q)
|J−J ′|=sn

|Tun(J)− Tun(J ′)|qsd−qn +
∑

J∈Isn (Q)

|Tun(J)|qsdn

 < +∞. (4.3)

Remark 4.7. Notice that we assume a bound (4.2) involving interaction also in diagonal
directions and we conclude a control on the energy of Tun (4.3) in terms of nearest neighbors.
Bound (4.3) could, in principle, be improved to a bound involving the full family of neighbors
Nεn(J) (consistently with (4.2)) by carrying a careful analysis of the diagonal interactions of
Tun’s. However, as clarified by Lemma 4.8, bound (4.3) is already strong enough to conclude
compactness for the sequence Tun.

Proof. We set, for U a connected component of Jn:

(un)U :=
1

#(∂U)

∑
J∈∂U

un(J).

We then set

Tun(J) =

{
un(J) if J ∈ Isn(Q) \ Jn,
(un)U if J ∈ U , for some U connected component of Jn.

(4.4)

We now estimate the energy of Tun.∑
J,J ′∈Isn (Q)
|J−J ′|=sn

|Tun(J)− Tun(J ′)|qsd−qn ≤C
∑

J,J ′∈Isn (Q)\Jn
|J−J ′|=sn

|un(J)− un(J ′)|qsd−qn

+ C
∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)− (un)U |qsd−qn . (4.5)

Let us treat the second sum separately. Fix U ⊂ Jn a connected component and observe, by
considering the paths given by Lemma 4.4, that∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)− (un)U |qsd−qn ≤ 1

#(∂U)

∑
J,J ′∈∂U

|un(J)− un(J ′)|qsd−qn

≤ 1

#(∂U)

∑
J,J ′∈∂U

(#(t∂U (J, J ′))q−1
∑

I∈t∂U (J,J ′)

∑
I′∈Isn (Q)\Jn:
I′∈Nεn (I)

|un(I)− un(I ′)|qsd−qn

13



≤ C

#(∂U)

∑
J,J ′∈∂U

(#(t∂U (J, J ′))q−1
∑

I∈t∂U (J,J ′)

 ∑
I′∈Isn (Q)\Jn:
I′∈Nεn (I)

|un(I)− un(I ′)|ps
dp
q
−p

n


q/p

≤ Cs
d(p−q)
p

n

#(∂U)

∑
J,J ′∈∂U

(#(t∂U (J, J ′))q−1
∑

I∈t∂U (J,J ′)

 ∑
I′∈Isn (Q)\Jn:
I′∈Nεn (I)

|un(I)− un(I ′)|psd−pn


q/p

where we applied Jensen’s inequality with the function x 7→ xp/q. Call

Eun(I) :=
∑

I′∈Isn (Q)\Jn:
I′∈Nεn (I)

|un(I)− un(I ′)|psd−pn .

Then, an application of Holder’s inequality yields

∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)− (un)U |qsd−qn ≤ Cs
d(p−q)
p

n

#(∂U)

∑
J,J ′∈∂U

(#(t∂U (J, J ′))q−1
∑

I∈t∂U (J,J ′)

(Eun(I))q/p

≤ C s
d(p−q)
p

n

#(∂U)

∑
J,J ′∈∂U

(#(t∂U (J, J ′))
q−1+ p−q

p

 ∑
I∈t∂U (J,J ′)

Eun(I)

q/p

≤ Cs
d(p−q)
p

n #(∂U)
q+ p−q

p

(∑
I∈∂U

Eun(I)

)q/p
.

In the last inequality we applied (4.1). In particular, by applying again Holder inequality

∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)− (un)U |qsd−qn

≤ s
d(p−q)
p

n

∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

#(∂U)
q+ p−q

p

(∑
I∈∂U

Eun(I)

)q/p

≤ s
d(p−q)
p

n


∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

#(∂U)
pq
p−q+1


p−q
p


∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

∑
I∈∂U

Eun(I)


q/p

.
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By assumption (4.2) we have
∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

∑
I∈∂U

Eun(I)


q/p

< M.

Moreover, by Properties b), c) of Jn (Definition 4.2) we can infer (since #(∂U) ≤ C#(U) for
some universal constant C)

s
d(p−q)
p

n


∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

#(∂U)
pq
p−q+1


p−q
p

≤ C

log(s−1
n )

pq
p−q

∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

#(∂U)sdn


p−q
p

≤ C
(

log(s−1
n )

pq
p−q#(Jn)sdn

) p−q
p

≤ C
(

log(s−1
n )

pq
p−q s%0n

) p−q
p
.

This is enough to deduce that, for q < p,

lim
n→+∞

∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)− (un)U |qsd−qn = 0 (4.6)

which, combined with (4.5), (2.1) is enough to conclude a uniform bound

sup
n∈N


∑

J,J ′∈Isn (Q)
|J−J ′|=sn

|Tun(J)− Tun(J ′)|qsd−qn

 < +∞. (4.7)

The Lq norm part can be estimated in a similar way as follows.∑
J∈Isn (Q)

|Tun(J)|qsdn ≤
∑

J∈Isn (Q)\Jn

|un(J)|qsdn +
∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

#(U)

#(∂U)

∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)|qsdn.

Observe that, recalling the notation E(U) :=
⋃
J∈U Qsn(J), we have (for some constant C

depending on the dimension only)

C−1#(∂U)sd−1
n ≤ P (E(U)) ≤ C#(∂U)sd−1

n

C−1#(∂U)sdn ≤ |E(U)| ≤ C#(∂U)sdn

(being P (·) the distributional perimeter). Thus, by the isoperimetric inequality (see for
instance [30])

#(U)

#(∂U)
≤ C 1

sn

|E(U)|
P (E(U))

≤ C 1

sn
P (E(U))1/(d−1) ≤ C#(∂U)1/(d−1)
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where C is a universal constant depending only on the dimension. Thus∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

#(U)

#(∂U)

∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)|qsdn ≤ C
∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

#(∂U)1/(d−1)
∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)|qsdn.

Also ∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)|qsdn ≤ sdn#(∂U)(p−q)/p

(∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)|p
)q/p

≤ sd(p−q)/p
n #(∂U)(p−q)/p

(∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)|psdn

)q/p
.

Call

‖un‖`p(∂U) :=

(∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)|psdn

)1/p

hence ∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

#(U)

#(∂U)

∑
J∈∂U

|un(J)|qsdn ≤ Csd(p−q)/p
n

∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

#(∂U)
1
d−1

+ p−q
p ‖un‖q`p(∂U)

≤


∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

#(∂U)
p

(p−q)(d−1)
+1
sdn


p−q
p


∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

‖un‖p`p(∂U)


q/p

.

By assumption 
∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

‖un‖p`p(∂U)


q/p

< M.

Moreover, by properties b), c) of Jn (Definition 4.2) using again that #∂U ≤ C#U we have
∑
U⊂Jn

connected
component

#(∂U)
p

(p−q)(d−1)
+1
sdn


p−q
p

≤ C
(

log(s−1
n )

p
(p−q)(d−1) s%0n

) p−q
p
.

We conclude that

lim
n→+∞

∑
J∈Isn (Q)

|Tun(J)|qsdn ≤ C
∑

J∈Isn (Q)\Jn

|un(J)|psdn. (4.8)

In particular, by combining (4.8), (4.2) and (4.7) we conclude (4.3). �
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The last ingredient required to the proof of Theorem 2.3 is the following Lemma 4.8, which
comes as a consequence of [5, Theorem 3.1].

Lemma 4.8. Let {us : Is(Q)→ R}s∈R+ be a sequence of function such that

sup
s∈R+


∑

J,J ′∈Is(Q):
|J−J ′|=s

|us(J)− us(J ′)|qsd−q +
∑

J∈Is(Q)

|us(J)|qsd

 < +∞.

Then there exists a function u ∈ W 1,q(Q) and a subsequence {sl}l∈N such that the piecewise
constant extension of usl :

ûsl(x) :=
∑

J∈Isl (Q)

usl(J)1Qsl (J)(x)

converges to u in Lq(Q).

We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.3.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. Define s′ε := sε
4
√
d
. Notice that with this choice we have

Q3s′ε(J) ⊆ Bsε(x) for all x ∈ Qsε′ (J). (4.9)

Notice that s′ε still satisfies (3.7). By invoking Lemma 3.6 and Proposition 3.7 we can find
κ and extract a subsequence (still denoted by εn, s

′
n) for which Jn := Iκs′n is a controlled

subfamily of indexes in the sense of Definition 4.2. Without loss of generality we can also
assume that

lim
n→+∞

s′n

εn log
(
ε−dn
)1/d

= β0 < +∞.

Define un : Is′n(Q) \ Jn → R+

un(J) :=
1

ηεn(Qs′n(J))

∑
x∈ηεn∩Qs′n (J)

uεn(x) for all J ∈ Is′n(Q) \ Jn.

If J, J ′ ∈ Is′n(Q) \ Jn, J ′ ∈ Nεn(J) then we have

|un(J)− un(J ′)|p(s′n)d−p ≤C ε
2d
n

s2d
n

∑
x∈ηεn∩Qs′n (J)

∑
y∈ηεn∩Q3s′n

(J)

|uεn(x)− uεn(y)|psd−pn

≤Cεdn
∑

x∈ηεn∩Qs′n (J)

|gradsnuεn(x)|p

where the prefactor εdn
sdn

appears because of double-counting and where we exploited (4.9).

Henceforth ∑
J,J ′∈Is′n (Q)\Jn:

J ′∈Nεn (J)

|un(J)− un(J ′)|p(s′n)d−p < CFεn(uεn ;A). (4.10)

In the same way ∑
J∈Is′n (Q)\Jn

|un(J)|p(s′n)d ≤ C
∑

x∈ηεn∩Q
|uεn(x)|pεdn. (4.11)
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By invoking the extension Lemma 4.6 we can find a Tun : Is′n(Q)→ R+ which has (thanks to

Lemma 4.8 ) piecewise constant extension T̂ un precompact in Lq for each q < p. In particular,

due to Sobolev embeddings we conclude that T̂ un → u in Lp where u ∈W 1,q(Q) for all q < p.
Notice that (recall the notation 3.1, 3.2) by weak compactness we also infer that

(∇T̂ un)1Q\Eκ
s′n

Lp
⇀ V, for some V ∈ Lp.

Observe that

|Eκs′n | = #(Iκs′n(Q))(s′n)d

If we are in situation a) of Proposition 3.7 (namely β0 > γ−1/d) then |Eκs′n | = 0 for n big

enough. If instead case b) is in force then

|Eκs′n | = #(Iκs′n(Q))(s′n)d ≤ ε%0n → 0.

In both cases |Eκs′n | → 0. Thus 1Q\Eκ
s′n
→ 1Q strongly in Lq and (∇T̂ un)

Lq
⇀ ∇u then

(∇T̂ un)1Q\Eκ
s′n

Lq
⇀ ∇u

yielding that ∇u = V ∈ Lp. In particular u ∈W 1,p(Ω) and T̂ un → u in Lp(Q). Alsoˆ
V(ηαε )∩Q\Eκ

s′n

|ûεn(x)− T̂ un(x)|p =
∑

J∈Is′n (Q)\Iκ
s′n

(Q)

ˆ
V(ηαε )∩Qs′n (J)

|ûεn(x)− un(J)|p dx

≤ Cεdn
∑

J∈Is′n (Q)\Iκ
s′n

(Q)

∑
x∈ηαε ∩Qs′n (J)

|uεn(x)− un(J)|p

≤ C ε
2d
n

sdn

∑
J∈Is′n (Q)\Iκ

s′n
(Q)

∑
x,y∈ηαε ∩Qs′n (J)

|uεn(x)− uεn(y)|p

≤ CspnFεn(uεn ;Q)→ 0. (4.12)

Hence ˆ
Vεn (ηαεn )∩Eκ

s′n

|ûεn(x)− T̂ un(x)|q dx

≤

ˆ
Vεn (ηαεn )∩Eκ

s′n

|ûεn(x)− T̂ un(x)|p dx

q/p

|Eκs′n |
(p−q)
p → 0 (4.13)

for all q < p. Observe that, due to the property (4.3) of the extended function Tun, to the
bound (2.1) and to the very definition of ηα we can inferˆ

Vεn (ηαεn )∩Eκ
s′n

|ûεn(x)− T̂ un(x)|p dx

q/p

< C (4.14)

By collecting (4.12), (4.13) and (4.14) we conclude that uεn
q−→ u ∈W 1,p(Q) in the sense of

Definition 2.2 for all q < p. �
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