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ON THE MAXIMAL EXTENSION IN THE MIXED ULTRADIFFERENTIABLE
WEIGHT SEQUENCE SETTING

GERHARD SCHINDL

ABSTRACT. For the ultradifferentiable weight sequence setting it is known that the Borel map
which assigns to each function the infinite jet of derivatives (at 0) is surjective onto the corre-
sponding weighted sequence class if and only if the sequence is strongly nonquasianalytic for both
the Roumieu- and Beurling-type classes. Sequences which are nonquasianalytic but not strongly
nonquasianalytic admit a controlled loss of regularity and we determine the maximal sequence
for which such a mixed setting is possible for both types, hence get information on the controlled
loss of surjectivity in this situation. Moreover, we compare the optimal sequences for both mixed
strong nonquasianalyticity conditions arising in the literature.

1. INTRODUCTION

The study of the injectivity and surjectivity of the Borel map B : f +— (f)(0));en in the ultradif-
ferentiable setting has a long tradition and these properties have been fully characterized in terms
of the defining weight sequence M = (M;); € Rlio, assuming some standard growth and regularity
properties (and similarly for weight functions w as well). We recall some facts, for more detailed
definitions and conditions see Section 21 B is defined on classes £y resp. &y of Roumieu-type
resp. Beurling-type and the target spaces of weighted sequences of (complex) numbers are denoted
by A{ay resp. Aay. We denote by [] ultradifferentiable classes either of Roumieu-type or of
Beurling-type, but not mixing the cases, and similarly for the weighted sequence classes.

For our results we will assume the following basic properties for M: 1 = My < M, log-convexity
for M and lim;_, oo (M;)'/7 = +oo (for short we write M € ZC| for this class).

For the injectivity of B, characterized in the Denjoy-Carleman Theorem, we refer to [9, Theorem
1.3.8] and to [14, Theorem 4.2]. The ultradifferentiable class is quasianalytic, i.e. B defined on
this class is injective, if and only if the defining sequence M is quasianalytic, i.e. condition
in Section [Z3] is violated. Characterizing surjectivity has been treated in [I6], here the crucial
condition is also known as ”"strong nonquasianalyticity condition”. Both characterizations are
valid for both the Roumieu- and Beurling-type classes and nonquasianalyticity characterizes the
nontriviality for the test function space Djps([—1,1]) (see again Section 2] for definition).

Moreover, it has turned out that in the quasianalytic setting where the function class strictly
contains the real analytic functions, for both the Beurling- and Roumieu-type classes the Borel
map can never be surjective onto the corresponding sequence classes (e.g. see [27, Theorem 3] and
[20]). In [7] and [8] it has been shown that the image of B is small and the "size of the failure”

Date: February 4, 2022.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 26E10, 46A13, 46E10.

Key words and phrases. Spaces of ultradifferentiable functions, weight sequences, Borel map,
(non)quasianalyticity, maximal extension, mixed setting.

G. Schindl is supported by FWF-Projects P32905-N and P33417-N.

1


http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.00103v2

2 G. SCHINDL

has been measured by using different concepts; for more details we refer to the introductions and
citations in those papers. However, it is still an open question to give a full characterization of the
image of B in this setting, i.e. deciding whether a given sequence of complex numbers belongs to
the image or not.

When the sequence N is nonquasianalytic but not strongly nonquasianalytic, (in which case the real-
analytic functions are always strictly contained in the function class), from the known results it
follows that B is neither injective nor surjective (for both types). However, it is also known that for
this case a controlled loss of regularity is possible ("mixed settings”) meaning that B(Dynj([—1,1])) 2
Apag for a different weight M < N. In this context, when N is fixed, it is natural to ask for the
mazximal sequence M admitting this inclusion and this is the main problem studied in this article.
In [26] a precise characterization of the inclusion B(Dyy)([—1,1])) 2 A, given in terms of two
sequences M and N, has been obtained. The crucial condition reads

)\M,N 1
Js€Nyo: sup 22 Z—<—|—oo,
pENso p E>p Vi
1/(p—3)
with A%S’N = SUPg<jcp SQ/I—NPJ and vy = N]Z:' In the following this requirement is de-

noted by (M, N)gy. In [II] the results from [26] have been generalized by involving a ramification
parameter 7 € N5 and dealing with special classes of ultradifferentiable ramification spaces in-
troduced in [25] and needed for the study of the surjectivity of the (asymptotic) Borel map in the
ultraholomorphic setting, see Section [3.41

But in the literature there exists a second relevant and in general stronger mixed condition given
in terms of M and N, namely

denoted by (M, N),, in this work (with p; = %) (M, N),, is easier to handle and a "more
natural” generalization of [(1)] It has been introduced in [5] and also used in [19]. Finally, in [11]
and [12] a ramified generalization of this condition appeared, see again Section 3.4l

Note that in (M, N),, the sequence of quotients of M, denoted by (u;);, appears whereas (M, N)gv
is connected with the sequence of roots (Mj)l/ J and these sequences are comparable (up to a
constant) if and only if M satisfies the technical assumption of moderate growth (by [19, Lemma

2.9)).

By the construction from [I9, Sect. 4.1] the optimal (i.e. largest) sequence M < N expressed in
terms of (M, N),,, when N is fixed, is already known; it is called the descendant, see Section Bl
However, the main results of [26] (and [II]) show that (M, N)gy is the correct (but more technical)
characterizing condition in the mixed setting, and the optimal sequence expressed in terms of this
condition has not been computed so far; this is the main goal of this article. The main result in
this context reads as follows, see Theorem [3.4}

Theorem 1.1. Let N LCl Then the set of sequences M € RY satisfying

M <N,

lim inf, 4 oo (M, /p)}/? > 0 resp. lim,_, 4 oo (M,/p))'/? = 400 and
B(Dyny([—1,1]) 2 Apary. resp. B(Dwvy([-1.1])) 2 Ay,

has a mazimal element (which is given by (B1)).
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The knowledge of this optimal sequence will provide more information on the difference between
the relevant conditions and give an answer to the following question: Given a nonquasianalytic
sequence N, which (strictly smaller) sequence M is maximal among all sequences allowing a mixed
setting? This also gives a first piece of information related to the following problem: How far
is the Borel map from being surjective in the nonquasianalytic but not strongly nonquasianalytic
setting? Unfortunately, it seems that for the proofs from [7] and [§] the quasianalyticity of the
weight sequence is indispensable; but can we transfer the results to this situation? This question
has been asked by Prof. Javier Sanz after a talk of the author about the results from [8] during a
research stay at the Universidad de Valladolid.

However, the optimal sequence for (M, N)gy turns out to be quite technical and involved, and so
we are also interested in comparing it with the descendant which has much better regularity and
growth properties. We prove that when, roughly speaking, the function p — %’) > k>p V—lk is not "too
irregular”, then no difference occurs on the level of weighted sequence spaces between both optimal
sequences, see Theorem [B.11]

For completeness let us also mention the following: In the mixed weight function setting there exists
only one relevant mixed condition for the Borel map for both types, see [3] (for the more general
Whitney jet mapping for the Roumieu-type see |21, [22]). However, the approach from [3] has
been inspired by [4] and [6] where the mixed weight sequence case has been treated by involving
the so-called associated weight functions. More comments are given in Remark 2.3 which has been
motivated by the observations by one of the anonymous referees.

Let us also emphasize that in the literature there exist different approaches and techniques in order
to study the image of the Borel map, e.g. by using summation methods. In this context we refer to
the very recent paper [I3]; the crucial function L there is connected to M via L(p) = (M, /p!)*/?.

We summarize now the structure of this article: After collecting and recalling necessary basic
notation in Section 2l in Section B we compute and study the optimal sequence for (M, N)gy (in
Sect. B.2)) and compare it with the descendant, see Theorem B.ITlin Sect. In Section B4l we give
some comments on the results of Section [3] for the r-ramified setting. In Section [d] we construct an
(involved) example which shows that in general there is a difference between the optimal sequences.

In the final Section [5l we provide some information on the extent of the failure of the injectivity and
surjectivity of B for sequences which are nonquasianalytic but not strongly nonquasianalytic, see
Propositions and 5.4l The problem of injectivity, treated in Section [B.1] gives information on
the size of the kernel of B (resp. on the quantity of ultradifferentiable flat functions). This question
is somehow ”dual” to the problem of the failure of surjectivity. It has been motivated by a question
asked by Prof. Fernando Sanz (also from the Universidad de Valladolid).

Acknowledgements. The author wishes to thank Armin Rainer and David N. Nenning, both
from the University of Vienna, for interesting and helpful discussions during the preparation of this
article and for their careful reading of a preliminary version.

The author also thanks the two anonymous referees for their careful reading and valuable suggestions
which have improved and clarified the presentation.
2. NOTATION

We start by collecting all conditions on weights and ultradifferentiable spaces needed in the main
results below. Throughout this article we will write N :={0,1,2,...} and Nyq:={1,2,...}.
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2.1. Weight sequences. Given a sequence M = (M;); € RY | we also use m = (m;); defined by
mj = % and p; := %, o = 1. The sequence M is called normalized if 1 = My < M;, which
can always be assumed without loss of generality. For any r > 0 we denote the r-th power of M by
M" = (M])jen.
M is called log-conver if

VjeNsg: M? <M 1My,
equivalently if (p;); is nondecreasing. If M is log-convex and normalized, then both j — M; and
j + (M;)'/7 are nondecreasing and (M;)'/7 < y; for all j € Nx.
If m is log-convex, then M is called strongly log-convez, denoted by (slc). For our purposes it is
convenient to consider the set of sequences

LC:={M € RY,: M is normalized, log-convex, (M;)V7 = +o0}.

lim
J—+oo
We see that M € LCif and only if 1 = po < p1 < ..., limj_ 4o p1; = +00 (see e.g. [I7, p. 104])
and there is a one-to-one correspondence between M and p = (u;); by taking M; := [T/ ps.

M has moderate growth, denoted by (mg), if
3O >1Vj, ke N: My, < CFM; M.

In [I4] it is denoted by (M.2) and called stability under ultradifferential operators. We can replace
in this condition M by m by changing the constants. It is known (see e.g. [19, Lemma 2.2]) that for
any given M €Ll condition|(mg)|is equivalent to sup, ey % < 400 and to sup;ey., (Mfﬁ < +o0.
The latter condition shows that sequences of quotients and roots are comparable up to a constant.
M satisfies (y1) (see [16]) if
i 1
sup & Z — < +o0.
j€Nso J k>j MKk

In the literature [(y1)|is also called "strong nonquasianalyticity”, see [16], and in [14] it is denoted
by (M.3). In [16] the surjectivity of B has been characterized in terms of |(v; )|

NV
Let M,N € RY; be given, we write M < N if sup;cy_, (% < +oo. We call M and N
J

equivalent, written M ~ N, if M[XIN and NM=XM. This equivalence preserves |(mg)l Finally, write
M < N if M; < Nj for all j € N.

We mention that in [16, Prop. 1.1] it has been shown that [(y;)| for log-convex M implies that there
exists an equivalent sequence N having |(slc)| so|(v1)|"implies” |(slc)|

We denote by M!® the log-convex minorant of M, i.e. M is the largest sequence among all
sequences L which are log-convex and satisfy L < M. For concrete formulas computing M'® we
refer to [9], alternatively M'® can be obtained by using the so-called associated weight function of
M, see [14], (3.2), Prop. 3.2] and [I5], Chapitre I, 1.8].

2.2. Ultradifferentiable sequence and function spaces. Let M € R§0 and h > 0 be given,
for a sequence a := (a,), € CN we put

a
|a|M7h = sup | pl AM,h = {(Gp)p S (CN : |a|M7h < +OO}

)
peN hP M,
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Furthermore we set

A(M) = {(ap)p eCVN:vh>0: |a|M7h < +OO},
and

A{M} = {(ap)p S (CN :dh>0: |a|M7h < +OO}
Aary is a weighted sequence space of Beurling-type, and Agysy of Roumieu-type. We endow Ay
resp. Agpry with a natural projective, respectively inductive, topology via

Aary = Tm Aps s Apary = lim Apg .
h>0 h>0

If MEM’, then clearly App; € Apagr, so equivalence of weight sequences preserves the associated
weighted sequence spaces.

Analogously, the (local) ultradifferentiable class of Roumieu-type is given by
Enn(R,C) =
{f€ER,C): VK CRcompactIC,h>0VjeNVzeK: |f9()<ChiM;},
and the Beurling-type by
Ean(R,C) ==
{fEER,C): YK CRcompactVh>03C,>0VjeNVzecK: |fU(x)<CphiM;}.

If MIRIM', then clearly £y € Epar is valid. Moreover, lim infy_ 100 (my)'/? > 0 implies Eqaney =
Emy and limy 4 o0 (my) /P = 400 implies Eaney = &y, see [IT, Theorem 2.15]. However, in
general one has only Ajppe; C Appg).-

Finally, for each h > 0 and we define the Banach space

L= . _ 117 )]
Dun([=1,1]) := | f € ER,C) + supp(f) S [-1,1], sup == < +oo.,
peN,zeR P

and the ultradifferentiable test function class of Roumieu-type
D{M}([_lv 1]) = hg DM,h([_lv 1])7
h>0
which is a countable (LB)-space, and of Beurling-type
D(M)([_lv 1]) = }ll&r(l) DM,h([_lv 1])7
>

which is a Fréchet space.
Then for the Borel map B (at 0) we get

B:Dug([—1,1)),Epn(R,C) — Ay, B(f) = (f%(0))pen.

The nontriviality of the classes Djy([—1,1]) is characterized in terms of M by the nonquasianalyt-
icity condition, see [9, Theorem 1.3.8] and [I4, Theorem 4.2].
If N d.LC| then Dyyy([—1,1]) # {0} if and only if N is nonquasianalytic, denoted by (nq), which

means that
+oo 1

Z—<+oo.

v
p=1"F
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Clearly, each N satisfyingis nonquasianalytic and it is known that implies limy, 4 oo (np)l/ P =
limy, 400 Vp/p = 400, see e.g. |14, Lemma 4.1], which does imply that both types of ultradiffer-
entiable functions contain the class of real-analytic functions, see e.g. [I7, Prop. 2.12 (4),(5)].
Equivalence of sequences belonging to [LC] preserves

For given N d L] we introduce the sets of sequences

Nig:={MecRY,: 1igl+inf(mp)1/17 >0, MZEN},
P o0

Nzp:={MecRY,: pgrfoo(mp)l/p =400, MEZN}.

Obviously N< 5 € N< r; N € N< g provided that liminf,_, o (n,)'/? > 0; and finally N € N< p
provided that lim;,_, o (np)l/P = +00. We also introduce the smaller sets

Nj,LC,R = {M S NjﬁR M ém},
and

Nj)[,c)B = {M ENj,B M EIIZI}
Note that by normalization the relation M[X]N means preciAsEzly M, < CPN, for some CNE 1 and
all p € N. Hence replacing M by the equivalent sequence M := (M, /CP),en we get MC < N.
This shows that, since both the weighted sequence spaces Ajy and the ultradifferentiable (test)

function classes are stable w.r.t. = for our purposes instead of treating N< r, N< g, equivalently
we could also consider the set

Ner:={MecRY,: 1i§inf(m,,)1/fo >0,3C>1: M <CN},
p

—+o0
resp.
Nep:={MeRsy: lim (my)"? =400,3C>1: M <CN},

p—+oo

and similarly N< ¢ r, N< cc,B, see also |11, Remark 3.1 (7)]. Analogously also the relevant mixed
conditions are not affected by such a modification, see (#i7) in Remark[2Z1l Note that M is (strongly)

log-convex if and only if MC is so for some/each C' > 0.

2.3. Strong nonquasianalyticity conditions in the mixed setting. For any given nonquasi-
analytic N €ZCland M € RY we now recall the mixed conditions: First (M, N)sy means

M,N 1

A
ds&Nsg: sup LZ—<+OO,
pENso p klzpyk

, and second

1
sup Hp Z — < 400,
pENso p k>p 145

M, )U(P*j)

: M,N ._
with A7 i= supg< o, (SpNj

denoted by (M, N),,. Next we summarize consequences for these conditions when M belongs to
some sets introduced before.

Remark 2.1. Inspecting the proof of [I1l Lemma 2.4] (see also [26, 2(a)]) we get the following
(translated into the notation from the previous section):
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(i) If M € N< g resp. M € N< g, then
(2.1) Vp,se€Nsp: /\%S’N < Cup,

C denoting the constant from M < CN.
(17) If M € N< rc.r resp. M € N< cc.B, then even

Vp,s€Nsp: /\S/fs’N < C'min{up, vp},

with C denoting the constant from M < CN. Hence in this situation (M, N),, implies
(M, N)sv. If M in addition satisfies|(mg)} which is in this case equivalent to sup;ey._, (M’jﬁ <

+o00, then also the converse is true and so (M, N),, is equivalent to (M, N)sy .
(i4i) (M, N), resp. (M,N)gy is valid iff (M©,N)., resp. (M ,N)sy holds for some/any

M = (M,/CP)pen, C > 1 (we can take C € Nxg). The parameter s € Nsq in (M, N)sy
is then multiplied by C.

Now we recall the main results [II, Thm. 3.2, Thm. 4.2] (with » = 1 there) in our notation, see
also [26].

Theorem 2.2. Let N € LCl and M € N< g resp. M € N< g. Then the following properties are
equivalent:

(1) By (=1,1)) 2 Agary resp. By (=1,11) 2 A,

(1i) (M, N)gy is valid.
Consequently, if (i) or (i) holds true, then N has to be nonquasianalytic.

In fact, in [II] the assumption on M has been M € N< ¢ g resp. M € N< ¢ p and we point out:

(a) For the Roumieu case, a careful inspection of the proof of [I1, Thm. 3.2] (with » = 1) shows
that the assumption log-convexity on M is superfluous and the estimate (2] suffices to
conclude.

(b) For the Beurling case |11}, Thm. 4.2] we give more details: In the proof of [11, Thm. 4.5]
the technical result of [5, Lemme 16] has been applied in order to reduce this situation to
the Roumieu case. We have to avoid the choice v := #Lk since k — p is not necessarily

nondecreasing any more. In order to conclude, take e.g. vx := % or any other nonincreasing
sequence of positive real numbers tending to 0 as k — +o00. Then the constructed sequence
R will not necessarily be log-convex, i.e. (¢) on [II, p. 562] will fail. However, the other
properties of the sequences R and S listed there are still valid and sufficient to conclude
since, as pointed out above for the Roumieu case, the log-convexity of the smaller sequence
is not required necessarily.

(¢) The same is true for the more general ramified case mentioned in in Section B4

We close this section with the following observation. It has been motivated by a question asked
by one of the anonymous referees who has also pointed out the literature references [4] and [6] and
their strong connection to the topics and problems studied in this article.

Remark 2.3. Indeed, we have a third mized relevant condition for weight sequences; mot given
directly by M and N but by involving the so-called associated weight functions.

(i) Given M €Ll the associated function wy : R>g — RU {+o0} is defined by

tp
wr(t) := suplog <—> fort >0, wpr(0) =0,
peEN M,
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we refer to [I5, Chapitre I], see also [14] Definition 3.1]. The given sequence can be expressed
in terms of wyr by

P
2.2 M,=sup— =, peN.
22 P (D)
With this notation the mized condition reads
wn (ty)

+oo
(2.3) (@rts N Jong 10 IC > 0V > 0 / dy < Ceont (1) + C.
1

Y2

(13) &3)) has been used in [A] for the Roumieu-type and in [6l Sect. XIIL.3] for the Beurling-
type in order to treat extensions (i) in Theorem[22. And later, when taking general weight
functions (in the sense of Braun-Meise-Taylor) o = wyr and w = wy, for this setting in 3]
a precise characterization in the spirit of Theorem[2.2 has been given.

(i4i) In [A] only the sufficiency of 23) is obtained, in [0, Theorem 13.17] also the necessity is
shown, and the proofs in [4] and [0, Theorem 13.17] are using different methods, see also
the discussion in [0, Rem. 13.8, p. 487].

However, for [6, Theorem 13.17| in the preparatory result [6, Lemma 13.16] on p. 480
an assumption is made on the associated weight function. In fact, by [14, Prop. 3.6] this
requirement precisely means for N which is not needed in our general considerations
in Sect. below. Therefore note that the function X\ in [6] is corresponding to exp(wn)
in our notation, see [0, p. 163] and [23, Thm. 19.11] (and take also into account the
equivalence shown in [3, Lemma 3.3]).

Requirement seems to be indispensable when involving weight function techniques
in order to prove results for the weight sequence setting. This fact is indicated by the
comparison results obtained in [2], see also [17].

(iv) In any case, it seems to be a natural and interesting question how 23)) is related to con-

ditions (M, N)~,, (M,N)sv, how the optimal (minimal) weight K, (t) = 1+°° wNy—(;y)dy
(see again [3]) can be used to compute a sequence K by involving [22)) and how K is in
general connected to the optimal sequences for (M, N),,, (M,N)sv.

Note that in |21, Lemma 5.7| it is shown that for M, N €[LC| with ;. < v we have that

(M, N),, implies (war,wN)snq, see also [12] Lemma 4, Rem. 6] (forr =1).

Motivated by these observations the author has started to study this question by dealing
with abstractly given weight matrices M; this will be considered in another paper.

3. OPTIMAL SEQUENCES IN THE MIXED SETTING

3.1. The mixed strong nonquasianalyticity condition. In [I9, Section 4.1], which is based
on an idea arising in the proof of [I6, Proposition 1.1|, it has been shown that to each N & LC|
satisfying [(nq)| we can associate a sequence S with good regularity properties denoted by the
descendant.

We recall the construction of SV defined by its quotients

N._Tp N ._
o, = —, pENsy, oy =1,
Tp

with

p 1
Tp = ]/_ “+ E ;, p Z 1,
P ; J
jzp
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and SY satisfies the following properties (see [19) Lemma 4.2]):

(i) o)) > 1forall pe N and sV (SN/p )pen €LLC (so S is strongly log-convex),
(i) there exists C' > 0 such that o) < Cyp forall p € N,
(iii) (SN, N)n,,
(1) if N enjoys [(mg)] then so does S,
(v) SV is optimal /maximal in the followmg sense: If M dZClis given with u, < Cv, for some
C >1and (M,N),,, then u, < Doév follows for some constant D > 1.
We also have that

3B>1VpeN: B 'o) <v, < Bo),

(which implies SNMEIN) if and only if N satisfies [(7;)|resp. if and only if (N, N) gy, see [11]
Theorem 5.2].

Remark 3.1. By the previous comments (i) and (ii), SN € N< ce.p. We can replace SN by
the equivalent sequence (“modified descendant”) SN defined by its quotients as follows: We put
(;Tvp = UZJ)V/C' for C denoting the constant fmm (ii) (we can assume C € Nsg) and for allp > pe,
with pc € N chosen minimal to ensure o, N > C. This is possible by having limy_, o 0’ = +o00.
Finally, for all 1 <p < pc we put 57\7,, =1(=od <uy).

So oN < v, SN ¢ N< ce.s and (5’7\7,N)Vl holds by combining comment (iii) above and (iii) in
Remark 2l By (i1) in Remark 21l also (SA'J/V,N)SV holds true and by (iii) there finally property
(SN, N)sy follows.

This shows that for any N € LC| satisfying the set of all sequences belonging to N< cc.g (hence
to Nz ce.r) and satisfying (-, N)sy is never empty.

(Of course, N € N< rc.p is valid automatically, but (N, N)gy if and only if N satisfies )

3.2. Optimal sequence for the mixed Schmets-Valdivia-condition. The aim is now to de-
termine the maximal sequence L belonging to the set N< g resp. N< p and satisfying (L, N)sv,
i.e. the maximal sequence such that Theorem is valid and hence admitting the maximal pos-
sible control of loss of regularity within the ultradifferentiable weight sequence setting. So L will
determine the largest possible sequence space A[z) which is contained in the image of the Borel map
B when being considered on Dyyj([—1,1]) (with N fixed).

Lemma 3.2. Let N d.LCl and assume that N is nonquasianalytic. For any s € Nsq define the
sequence L° = (L;)peN as follows:

p—j

. p
3.1 Lj:=1, L} :=sP” min —_ N; 3, p€Nyg.
( ) 0 p 0<j<p—1 (Zk>p Vlk > J p >0

For convenience we will always write L = L.
Then:
(i) (L, N)gy holds true for all s € Nsg (note that LY=L for all s,t € Nxg),

(1) MIRL® for any M € RY satisfying (M, N)sy and for all s € N>0,

(i7i) LN for all s € Nsg.
Since there exists M € N< cc.r resp. M € N< re.p with (M, N)gy, e.g. take the descendant SN
(see Remark[31)), assertions (i), (ii) and (iii) hold true for the log-convex minorant (L*)'¢ as well
(with (i) restricted to log-convexr sequences M ).
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Proof. (i) Let s,p € Nyg and 0 <! <p— 1. Then

p—J -
: ) p )
sPming<j<p—1 (ZDP,}) N;

Ls \ Y@-D
() sty
- N Y
=J

hence (L*, N)gy follows.
(i) (M, N)gy precisely means that

p—j
s eNsgdC>1VpeN,(VO<j<p—1: MpgsgCﬁN .
Zk>pyk

So M, < CPL;? follows for all p € N> for this value sg € N>g. Since LEL! for all s,t € Nyg, we
are done.

(#4¢) By choosing j = p — 1 we have

p

VpeNso: L}
Zk>p Vi

SNp 1,

and so for LIV it is sufficient to show

3021VPGN>0 SNp 1<CNP7

Zk>p Vi
or equivalently
p 1
3C>1VpeNag: (i) <y
¢ b= Vk
P

For € > 0 small enough, and for all p € N>0,

ﬁzi _1 Vp Lol

p k>p Vg k>p+1 Vg p T
since ﬁ — 1 as p — +o00. Hence the desired estimate is valid by choosing C' sufficiently large
(depending on N and given s).

Given M € N< cc g resp. M € N< ce g with (M, N)sy by (ii) we have lim inf,_, oo (L5 /p!)!/? > 0
resp. 1impﬁ+oo(L§/p!)1/p = +oo for all s € Nyg. (i) and (iii) for (L®)' follow from (L)' < L*.
For (ii) we apply [17, Lemma 2.6]: here M'¢ = M[F|L® implies M'® = M[R|L*)'*. O

Remark 3.3. Let N dLCl be a nonquasianalytic sequence.
By definition we get
1 1 1
by 1w 1 () oy

a. a. 14
P p/p L p 1 p isp Uk

which means that the growth of p — %p EkZp V—lk measures and restricts the size of the difference

between N and its descendant S.
In particular, when N satisfies[(y1)], then sup,ey_, 2= < +00 and so SNEIN (as expected).
P
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Similarly, for the sequences L® we get when taking j = 0 in BI) that

Np 1/p 1 l/pZ
Ly s

)l/p

so here the growth behavior of p —
N and L°. Note that

Zk>p — can be used to determine the difference between

Z— szy—k

i>p UF k>p

(Np)'/?
p
is valid by log-convexity.

Next we summarize some more consequences of Lemma

(a) For any given M € N< gresp. M € N< g with (M, N)gy we see that M[S|L* for some/each
s € Nyo. By Remark B} this holds true for the descendant SV = M, which implies
L* € N< g C N< R, too. Consequently, some/each L* is[Rlmaximal among all M € N< g
(resp. among all M € N< g) and having (M, N)sy, i.e. L® is the maximal sequence such
that Theorem [2.2] can be applied.

(b) The same holds true for (L*)' instead of L® by using again S and (L®)'¢. Note that
formally (L*)!¢ € N< rc.p is not clear since normalization might fail for (L*)!¢. However,

(L%)' is equivalent to a sequence (L5)'c € N< ¢ p, which is Rlmaximal among all M €
N< cep resp. M € N< ceB.

By combining Theorem [2.2] Remark B and Lemma we immediately get the following result:
Theorem 3.4. Let N € LCl. Then the set of sequences M € N< g resp. M € N< g and satisfying
B(Dny([-1,1])) 2 Aqary,  resp. B(Dwy([-1,1])) 2 Ay,

has a mazimal element which is given by some/each L*.

Alternatively, we can use (L®)'¢ which is RFmazimal among all M € N< rc g resp. M € N< rc 5.

Note that for this result it is not necessary to assume that N is nonquasianalytic; more precisely
we give the following remark:
Remark 3.5. Let N dLCl

(a) If there exists M € N< g resp. M € N< g satisfying (M, N)sy, then nonquasianalyticity
for N follows from the very definition of property (M, N)gv .
(b) On the contrary, if there exists M € N< g resp. M € N< g and satisfying

B(Dny([=1,1]) 2 Apary resp. B(Dwy([=1,1])) 2 Ay,

then N has to be nonquasianalytic: Otherwise, by the Denjoy-Carleman theorem we would
get Diny([—1,1]) = {0}, but Ajapy contains at least all sequences with finitely many nonva-
nishing entries, a contradiction (the analogous argument has been given in [11] ).

By involving a second parameter C' we get some more information on the technical sequence(s) L.

Remark 3.6. In the following let C > 1.
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(i) First we observe that instead of L* given by B.Il) we can consider for any C' > 1 the
sequence

Cp
1
EkZP vk
Then L < LZS;C < CPLy, i.e. LEL*C, and the conclusions shown in Lemmal3Q are valid

for L% in place of L® as well.
(1i) The expression appearing in the minimum in [B.2)) is nondecreasing if and only if

p—j—1 p—J
Cp Cp
1 Nj+1 Z 1 va
ZkZP Vi ZkZP vk

p=j
(3.2) L(Sfc =1, LZS”C = 0<?1<izrvl—1 ( ) A

which is equivalent to vjiq > p .
ZkZP v
Consequently, the minimum is attained either at j € N minimal such that vj 41 > Zipi
k>p vy
is valid, if this happens for some j+1 <p—1&j<p—2,0ratj=p—1if Vp,,’l ZkZp V_lk <

C.
(113) If N e[ L satisfies (i.e. (N,N),, or equivalently (N, N)gy, see |11, Theorem 5.2]),
then by choosing C' sufficiently large, i.e. take

v, 1
C > sup —pZ—,
pENso p B> Vk

we will note for all p € Nsg that above the second case holds true, which means that

C
(3.3) L3¢ = =L s"N,1, VpeNs,
ZkZZD v
By using this last observation we can prove the following result which shows that our approach is
consistent with the characterization in [16].

Lemma 3.7. Let N d Ll
(i) If N satisfies[(y1)} i.e. N is strongly nonquasianalytic, then NEEL*C for all s € Nsg and
C>1.
(13) Conversely, if NEIL® for some/each s € Nsg, then N satisfies|(y1)|

Proof. (i) By (i) and (ii) in Lemma [32] it remains to show NEL>C. By (B3) this means that,
when C > 1 is chosen sufficiently large, i.e.

v, 1
C> sup £ —,
pENso p k>p 145

then for some D > 1 and all p € N5y we want to have
C 1
<2 "N, > N, & C(Dsy > 23—

DPL:?C — DP
k>p vy, sl

This last estimate is clearly satisfied for any D > 1 and s € Ny by and the choice of C. Since
LY=L C for all C,Cy > 1 and s,t € Ny we are done.
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(7i) First, by the equivalence we see that N has to be nonquasianalytic: Otherwise, the definition
of L* given in ([B) would fail (one could set L; = 0 for any p > 1 which would be consistent
with Remark above but which would contradict N € LC)). Second, this equivalence implies
1impﬁ+oo(L§/p!)1/p = +o0 because lim,_, o (n,)"/? = 400 holds true by the nonquasianalyticity
of N. Then [I7, Thm. 2.15] yields &rsye] = Er«) = &) and this identity implies NE=(L*)'. (Al-
ternatively this equivalence follows by using [I7, Lemma 2.6] and the assumption NEL®.) Lemma
yields ((L®)!, N)sy and Theorem [ZZimplies (N, N)gy because the verified equivalence implies
ANy = Aypoye- Thus for N follows, see |11, Theorem 5.2]. O

By Lemmas [3.2] 3.7 Remark and the comments on SV we find that SNEIL*“EIN if and only
if N satisfies |(~7)]

The next statement shows that L can be "relatively” near given N even if [(y7)|is violated for this
sequence.

Lemma 3.8. Let N LC and assume that

1
(3.4) lmint 23— <1,

p—+0o0 D > Vi
2p

Then Ny, < Ly, is valid for infinitely many numbers p € Ns.

Proof. By (ii) in Remark B.6 (with C' = 1) we get L, = ﬁNp_l for infinitely many values
k>p vy
p € N5 (see (33)) and so N, < L, is equivalent to %’) D k>p i < 1 for all such p. O

Note that (3.4) can be satisfied for sequences violating[(v1)} In this case p — % 2 k>p % has to be

“irregular” (strongly oscillating). For such sequences, having (34 but violating Lemmas 3.7
and yield:

(1) NEL fails, which means that NMX|L is violated but, on the other hand,
(i7) L is "relatively close” to N in the sense that even L, > N, for infinitely many p. In

1/p
particular, in this case L cannot be strictly smaller than NV, i.e. limp,, o (%) =0
P
fails.
(i4i) Consequently, the failure of B from being surjective can be viewed as "relatively small”

within the (mixed) ultradifferentiable weight sequence setting.

3.3. Comparison of the optimal sequences L and S". In this section we will compare the
optimal sequence L from the previous section with the descendant S¥. The aim is to show that for
many cases there is no difference between both optimal sequences which is an advantage because
the descendant automatically has good regularity properties and its definition is not as technical
as that of L.

First, we introduce the following conditions for given nonquasianalytic N & Lt

v 1
(3.5) liminf £ Y~ — >0,
poee P =5, vk
and
v 1
3.6 lim inf £ — > 0.
(3.6) im in Z A >

portoc p k>p
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Note that (3.5) implies [B.6]) and B3] precludes condition (y2) of [I6] with the choice & = 2 there,
while (0] precludes (y2) with k = 1.

Recall that for any given N € L(| condition is equivalent to sup,cy 'f—; < +00 (see e.g. [19,
Lemma 2.2]). Using this we can prove the following:

Lemma 3.9. Let N d.LC| be nonquasianalytic. If N satisfies[(mg)], then [B.3) holds true, but the
converse fails in general.

Proof. We prove that liminf, 4 %’ > k>2p V—lk = 0 precludes |(mg)| (If liminf is replaced by lim
this implication follows by combining [16, Prop. 1.1. (b), Prop. 1.6 (a)] and the comments between
Example 1.7 and Example 1.8 in [16].)

If liminf, 4 % Zkz% % =0, then

1
Ve<13p. € Nyg: Upe Z — <eg,

De k>2p Vi
and so Zk>2p V—lk < P2, Since
—“re Pe
4p.—1
1 1 1 1 2 2

Sloy LNl e Ll

keop. K kzap. R k=ap. MR kzap MR VARe Vape
we arrive at ';‘ZT”: > 2. But this contradicts SUp,en 'f—: < +00 as € — 0, hence |(mg)| cannot hold
true.
The converse fails in general, see [12, Example 1]. |

These arising conditions are related to the technical assumption |(mg)| for the descendant.

Remark 3.10. Let N dLC] be nonquasianalytic.

(a) In [12, Lemma 6] a precise characterization has been given when S™ satisfies[(mg)|
(b) There it has also been shown that [B.5) for N implies [(mg)| for S™.
(¢) However, [12, Example 1| provides an example for a sequence N not satisfying [(mg)| but

such that BX) holds true (and hence is valid for SN ).

Using this observation, in the next result we prove that for many sequences there is no difference be-
tween the optimal but technical sequence(s) L*® introduced in this paper and the known descendant
SN,

Theorem 3.11. Let N dLCl satisfy [3.5) (which implies nonquasianalyticity). Then the following
equivalent assertions are satisfied:

(i) For all s € Nsg we have SMEIL®.
(ii) S™N is[Rrmazimal among all M € N< g resp. M € N< g (and also among all M € N< cc.r
resp. M € N< ce.) satisfying (M, N)svy .
(4ii) The inclusions B(Diny([=1,1])) 2 Argny resp. B(Dny([—1,1])) 2 Agny are optimal in
the ultradifferentiable setting.
In particular, this statement holds true for all nonquasianalytic N €[Z(] satisfying [(mg)|
Proof. By Remark 3] and Lemma it remains to show LS. By (B3) the descendant SV
satisfies |(mg)| and so, by Stirling’s formula, it suffices to show that
N

ID>1VpeNsy: (Li/p)7r < D%.
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Then B.1]) implies for p € N5

1-j/p
1 - 1
L /pP)Y/P = s min —_ “IP(NHYP < g
( p/p ) 0<j<p—1 <Zk>py_1k> p ( J) = kzpy_lk

by choosing j = 0. By Stirling’s formula it is enough to prove

v, v S v v, S
Pk>p k k>p k P k>p
1 v, 1
Dt/ 1~ ,
T1/8 — 1%
1 p i>p Uk

The last equivalence holds true if and only if D71/s—1 > 0 and so if and only if D > s/7;. Finally,
B3) implies [B.6]), thus by choosing D > 1 sufficiently large (depending on given N and s) we are
done. 0

Conclusion:

Remark B, Lemma [3.7 and Theorem [B.11] show that we have
VseNsoVC>1: SVNmIL»C

whenever

.Y 1 1% 1
lim inf £ Z — >0, or sup —pz—<—|—oo,
p—+oo p K>2p Vi pENsg P k>p Vi

and in the latter case we even have SVNEILS“E=IN.

3.4. The ramified case. For completeness, we now give some comments on the ramified framework
as well, with a ramification parameter r > 0. This setting and the corresponding conditions become
meaningful when treating (nonstandard) ultradifferentiable ramification classes from [25] which
are needed for the study of the surjectivity of the (asymptotic) Borel map and to prove (mixed)
extension results in the wltraholomorphic setting. The parameter r is then used to introduce the
(mixed) growth index ~y(-) which measures the opening of the sector under consideration. For more
details we refer to [I1], [10] and [12] and the references therein.

We have the crucial mixed conditions

AM,N 1/r 1 1/r
dseNsg: sup M <—> < 400,
pENso p k>p

denoted by (M, N)gy,, and

1/r

sup M Z (i)l/r < 409,

1%
pEN=o p >p k
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denoted by (M, N),,. For each h > 0 and r € N5 one considers the Banach space
DT,M,h([_lu 1]) :{f € g(Ra (C) : Supp(f) g [_17 1]7

(rp+3) _ . |f(rp) ({E)|
f 0)=0VpeN,Vje{l,...,r—1}, sup —> <400y,
peN,zeR hpMp
and the r-ramified ultradifferentiable test function class of Roumieu-type by
Dy oy ([=1,1]) = lim Dy n([=1,1]),
h>0
respectively the Beurling-type by
Dy, () ([=1,1]) := Jm Dy arn([=1,1)).
h>0

Finally, the ramified Borel map (at 0) is given by

B":Drpn (L) — Apy, BY(f) = (F77(0)per.
When applying the above definitions and techniques to N'/7 (instead of N), all results can be
transferred in an obvious and straightforward way to this framework. The optimal sequence for
(M,N)gy, is given by L™ := (LNl/T;S)T, with LV := L*, whereas the optimal sequence for
(M, N)., is MV := (SV7)" with SV denoting the descendant of N''/".

4. A (COUNTER)-EXAMPLE ON THE OPTIMAL SEQUENCE

The aim is to show that in general SMEIL*>C will fail, by constructing an appropriate N. Thus
L is in general more optimal than S~. The previous conclusion and Lemma [3.8 indicate that the
oscillation or irregularity of p — %’) ZkZp i has to show up in order to destroy the equivalence.
First we record the following easy observation:

Lemma 4.1. Let N d.ZC If SNEIL>C is violated, then for N does not hold and L>“E=IN
fails.

Proof. We can assume that N is nonquasianalytic, otherwise the definition of L®¢ would not
make sense (see also Remark B.Al). If now N satisﬁes then SMEIN follows and so SVIIL*“=ENV
implies SNEIL*C.

Hence, if SNEIL*C is violated thenhas to fail and, by Lemma[3.7, L% “EIN cannot be valid. O

To come up with an example, we need some preparation and have to recall some statements.

The starting idea has been suggested by Armin Rainer. Since sV := (S;)V/p!)peN d L ie. the
descendant SV is normalized and satisfies the ultradifferentiable classes £y gnvy and Egny are
closed under composition and have important stability properties, see [I7] and [I8].

Since sV is normalized and log-convex, the mapping p — (sév )1/ P is nondecreasing and consequently
for each sequence M € RI§O with SMEIM, which is equivalent to sVEIm, we get

JC>1V1<j<k: %(mj)l/j < (sM)MI < (stYE < O (my) VR

Thus each M which is equivalent to SV has to satisfy
(4.1) 3C>1V1<p<q: (my)YP < C(my)9,
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i.e. the sequence (m;l/p)pzl has to be almost increasing.

Applying this information to M = L*, the equivalence SVEIL® implies (with Stirling’s formula)
that the sequence ((Lfo/pp)l/p)pzl has to be almost increasing. Since LT=L! for all s,t € Nsg we
see that in this situation ((L,/p?)/?),>1 has to be almost increasing and

1 1-j/p
p\1/p _ ; —i/p(N\1/P
(Lp/p") oD <Zk2p V_1k> p PN
Givenp € Nypand 0<j<j+1<p—1 we get

1 1-j/p 1 1-(G+1)/p
< ) pfj/p(Nj)l/p > < - ) pf(jJrl)/p(NjH)l/p

ZkZZD V_lk

k>p vy
1/P 1 1/20 1
s1z(22) (T 2) erzZay L
b k=p Py vk
Thus, if
Vp—1 1
4.2 1> 2 -,
(42 >ty

k>p

then by log-convexity (i.e. j — v; is nondecreasing) we get

1—j/p 1/p
@) Lo = min (<) a2 ] EE
’ 0<i<p=1 \ Xhzp 3y ’ Yhzp o p

Jj=p—1
Hence, in order to show that (£I)) is violated for L, it suffices to prove that for any C' > 1 large we
can find an integer p satisfying ([€2]) and some other integer ¢ > p such that
(4.4)

) 1 o ) Y ) )
(Lp/p")MP = ( ) — (Np1)'/P > C( ) T(Nq—l) /9(> C(Lq/q")M9).

D k>p % p Dk>q %
If
2 1
4.5 lim inf £ — <1
(49) lmint 7 >, <1
>p
then (Z2) and so ([@3) holds true for infinitely many p and for each such p we have p!/? W >
k>p T
(vp)'/P. Hence, the left-hand side in ([@3) yields, for such p(> 2)
1/p
1 pl/P (vp)H/P (N,)Y/P
L,/pP)/P = ——— £ (N, VP >R (N, )P =P
(p/) Zkz;ny_lk p(pl) p(pl) D

(&3 is connected to condition (B3 as follows:
Lemma 4.2. Let N d L] be nonquasianalytic. Then

1
liminf 2 3 — =0,
p—+oo P K>2p Vi
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i.e. —([B3), implies liminfp_,+oo D k>p Ui <1

Proof. If liminf, | %’) D ksp % > 1, then

v 1
3e>03p.eNVp>p.: 2 —>1+e
Pk
>p
Hence, for all p > p.
, 5 V2p—11 y 1 L2l
O N DO IR D e o
v k> = o Pl ™
>p 2p k=p k>2p k=p
and
2p—1 v 2p711
l4e—L2Y —>ee=1>L2)" —,
P = Vk p = Vk
P k=p
2p—1L

which holds true because %p hep o S V; IZ = 1. Consequently, we get = Ek>2p L >¢e>0for

all p > p. which proves (33). O

Similarly, when

limsup — Yq —>A>1
g—+oo q Z Vg

then for infinitely many integers ¢,

and for each such ¢ we get

1/q
1 /4 1 (vy)'/9 1 (N,)YVe
a\1/q 4 1/q q 1/q _ q
(Lq/q") S( k>q%> g WNa-)"0 s g = — (No) 7 = g — —

Summarizing, by recalling that by Stirling’s formula p!*/? and p grow similarly up to a constant,
we have shown the following:

Lemma 4.3. Let N €[L(] be nonquasianalytic. Assume that for all i € Nsq (or more generally for
all i > ig € Nxg) there are p;, q; € Nsg with pit1 > qi > pi, and constants A; > 1, C; > 0, with
lim; 400 % = +o00, such that
1) 5 o LD ks l,lk <1
(an ey, Lo,
(I11) C. (np P> (g, )%
(

Then ((Ly,/pP)'/?)p>1 is not almost increasing, hence SNEIL® cannot hold true.

We now construct N satisfying the requirements of Lemma [£3]l N will be defined in terms of the
sequence of quotients (v;);>1 and for this let (a;);jen.,, (b;)jen., be strictly increasing sequences
such that a; > 1 for all j > 1 and lim;_, 1 a; = lim;_, o b; = +00.
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The required sequences (p;); and (g;); (in Nsg) will be defined iteratively with p;11 > ¢; > p; and
increasing fast enough to guarantee at least (for given p;)

(4.6) p1>2, VieNsg: qiz2pi—1<:>‘”;p1iz1.
pi —
For the sequence (a;); we require that
. Pi+1 —2 _ qi—Dpi Dit1 — ¢ _ ¢ — Di
4.7 VieNsg: < a; = < as,
.7 - pi — 2 pi—2 " pi — 2 pi—2 "

i.e. a; depends on p;, ¢; and p;+.
We make the ansatz

N, v N... qi/pi v N... qi/pi .
(4.8) _q; =Ng; = (npi)qi/piczgl = <—p;) Ci' <= Ny, = q! (_p;) ci,

with C; > 1, C; — 400 as i — 400 such that

(pll)(th —p1)/(Pra1)
4.9 Cy > )
) D
and such that (we have p; > py > 2,7 > 2)

i (4341 —Pit1) . . (gi+1—pit+1)/a:
(4.10) Ciy1 > quif—ﬁqi—ppﬁ ( (pig1 ) /P41 (Np,) /P git2 ditl ~ pz‘+1) L
) i1 > C,

’ (pi!)l/pi (Npi+1)1/pi+l Di+1 — 2
Consequently, by taking into account (48], we get
9i(2i4+1—Pit1) ( (pi+1!)1/pi+1 (Npi)l/pi ) (gi+1—Pi+1)/qi+1

1> 1.

) -

' (pi!)l/pi (N;Di+1 )1/pi+1

(4.11) Ciyy > ¢, mrrtary i>1.

)

Moreover we set

(412) A; = (Cz . bi)m, 1€ N>Q,

which yields lim; , o A" = f o0,

Then, by @), i

N, 0 @i (Np, )7:/Pe ;! —a)/ps —pi) /s

ey — G it Y o | L A (Pi—ai)/pi (N \(ai—pi)/Pi

Vpi+1 Vg, Npi i (pz')ql/pl Npi % pz' (p ) ( Pz) )

and so, when taking v, 1 = --- = 1,,, we have to put

(413)  vpy1 = =g = Cgi/(qrpi)(Nm)l/piW((Pi +1)--q) @R i e Ny

Moreover, we set

(4.14) Vgitl = "+ = Vp, oy = Q4 - Vg, = G " Vp,41, & € Ny,

and finally, in order to complete the definition of N:

(4.15) vy =+ =1vp =L

Note that by (@I0) the choice of C;11 only depends on given values C;, ¢;, Git1, Pis Pit1, OD a;

(related to p;, ¢; and piy1 via @1)) and finally on N,, and N, ., involving again only terms

depending on a;, C;, ¢; and p;. Hence this choice of C; 1 is then possible and used to determine
Ny,., via [&8)), hence vp,, 41, Vg i1>Vgisi+1s-- - Vgiso Via the above definitions.
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Claim: N €LC holds true. Normalization, i.e. 1 = Ny < Ny, follows because 1 = vy = vy (recall
p1 > 1). For k — vy, to be nondecreasing, first by ([13) and (@IH), we need to check v, < vy 41,
SO

1< Ci]l/(Ql_pl)(Npl)l/pl (pr41)--- ql)l/(qrm)

(pr!)1/m

= cn/(@=r) ((p1 4+ 1) qq) /(@ —P1),

(pr})t/m

because Np, =1 by (@I5). This is valid by the choice of C; in ().
Second, by ([@I3) and ([@I4) and because a; > 1 it suffices to check v}, 41 > vp,,,, 7 > 1, which
is equivalent to

1
(pi1!) /P

i/(qi—Pi 1/p;
> Vg 41 = iV, 11 = a;C? /(gi=p )(Npi) /p

C;Iiﬁl/(qiﬂfpwl)(]\]

)1/Pi+1
Pit1

((pi+1 + 1) .- -ql-Jrl)l/(qz'H—Pz‘ﬂ)

1 PR .
W((pi 1) g/ @),
We get

((pi+ 1)+ qo) /(@72 < g{@ PGP = g <) 4 1< (pigr + 1) - )V (@02 7Pi00)

and by taking into account [@II]) we have shown this inequality. Again, by [@I3) and (ZI4) and
since lim; o a; = +00 we obtain lim,_, o, ¥, = +00, hence lim,,_, o (N,)/? = 400 as well.
Claim: Requirement (I11) holds true (with equality for all i € N5). This is immediate by (ZS]).

Claim: Requirement (I7) holds true. First, we get

Vg, 1 1 v, 1 1 Aiqi — 1
Py~ ——— % N s a e Y N
4 = Vk ai 4 S, Vk ~ . Vk Vg;
24q >qi+1 k>q;+1

By [@I4) we see that Y5, -, ) i > Piti % holds and because all the arising further summands

—  Vgi+1

are positive it suffices to show (see [@I2))) that

Vi€ Nag: Piv1 =i Ajqi — 1 _ (0:Ci)%q; — 1,
Vai+1 Vi Vai

which is equivalent to

1 (bCy)Tigs — 1
Vie Nsg: pi+1>yql+1(( S) a )+1.
i

k3

This can be done by choosing p; 1 large enough (depending on given ¢;, b; and C;). For this recall
that C; only depends on given C;_1, ¢;—1, qi, pi—1, Pi, on a;—1 (related to p;, ¢; and p; via ([@1))
and on N, , and N, via (LI0). Finally, v,,11 also only depends on these values, see (I13) and
E1D).
Claim: Requirement (I) holds true. We see that
V. 1 1
wyd 1
bi k>ps Vi Di

N =

V. 1
_bi E — <
- v
Pigspia vk

1 pi—2
vk — 2vp; "

and this is equivalent to >, )
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For the series on the left-hand side we see by ([@I3) and ([@I4]) that

VESi>1: Z 1 ZQk_pk Zpk—i-l_q}’c Zak-l-ZBk-

Vi

k>pi+1 k>i Upetl k>i  Jaktl k>i k>i

Thus, in order to conclude it suffices to verify
1 pi—2 1 pi—2

<
1 ’ Bk k+1 )
2 Vp; 2 Vp;

(4.16) VE>i>2: o<

because then

Viz2: Z ——Zaﬁzﬁkd% 2Z2k1-i-1§;ply_2

k>pi+1 k>1 k>1 pi k>1

First let k =4 > 2. Then (recall that p; > py > 2)

21

1 pi—1 q—pi 1 pi—2 i1 —Pi qu Di
Qi < 9i+1 Vp, = Vpi 41 9i+1 Vp, &2 i — 2 =2 9 Ai—1Vp, 1+1 < Vp;+1
. o . 1 o
i —Z; a;—1(Ci_y) @1/ (@i )(N, )P (pi—!)V/Piz1 ((pim1 + 1)+ giy) /(@i 7Pi0)
11—

e —p 1 .
< (Ci)qz/(‘h pz)(Npi)l/pl (p')l/pl ((p’L + 1) e qi)l/(‘h Pz)_

This holds true by the choice of C; in (Z10) and because

(Pic1 + 1)+ qic) V@ 7P) < gy < pi+ 1< ((ps+ 1) i)/ TP

For ; we have

1 pi—2 Pi+1 — Gi 1 p—2
Bi < = =
2z+1

Vp; Vgi+1 2i+1 Vp;
- 2i+1mf17__2qiypi _ 2”1pi+.17__2qi&i71vpi,1+1 < Vg1 = Q41
1Pi+1 i—1/(qi—1—pi— 1/pi_ 1 1/(gi—1—pi—
o 9it 11%7_2 Oq 1/ qi—1—Di 1)( pz—l) /p IW((Z)FI +1)- i) /(qi—1—pi-1)

) . ) 1 o
< a/iclflt/(qz pt)(Npi)l/PzW((pi_*_ 1)”.qi)1/(q1 pl),

which holds because
(pic1 + 1)+ qim) V@7 P) < gy < pi+ 1< ((pi+1) -+ i)/ 7P,

in view of #-=ta; 1 < L=Bla;_1a; (see (1)) and finally again by (@I0).

Hence we have checked (LI6) for all K =4 > 2 and so, in order to verify ([@I6]), we now prove, for

all ¢ > 2,

=2 P2 P =2 =2
(4.17) Pl m 2 BiZ 2 P S, oy, e BT
Vpi1 Vp; pi—2 pi — 2

k3

i—1Vp;_1+1 < QiVp;+1,
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ie.
1

W((I)Fl +1)-qi1)

1 L .
W((pi—kl)-.-qi)l/(% P,

i 2 i —Di .
which follows from 2227=a; 1 < L=ELq;_1a; (see (@) and once again from (I0).

i1 — 2
p+1_2 Gt Oth 1/(gi—1—pi— 1)(]\]1)1;1

)1/Pz’—1 1/(qi—1—pi-1)

< aicgi/((h_pi) (Np- )1/;Di

5. FAILURE OF INJECTIVITY AND SURJECTIVITY IN THE NONQUASIANALYTIC SETTING

5.1. Failure of injectivity. The aim of this section is to study the failure for B to be injective in
the nonquasianalytic ultradifferentiable weight sequence setting. We show that this failure is large
when measured by vector space dimension.

We call a given smooth function f flat (at z = 0) if f*)(0) = 0 for all k € N.

First we recall [16] Theorem 2.2], which follows from [9 Theorem 1.3.5], for a proof see also [24]
Lemma 5.1.6].

Lemma 5.1. Let N d.LCl and assume that a := ;fo o < F00, i.e. N is nonquasianalytic. Then
there exists a smooth function @ with support in [—a,al], such that 0 < ¢(x) <1 for all x € [—a,al,

and ¢ (0) = 8;0 (Kronecker delta). Furthermore, Hgo(j)H < 2INj; for all j € N.
So ¢ is a nontrivial function (p(0) = 1) with compact support and v € Epy (R, C) (take h = 2).
In fact, by inspecting the proof of |24, Lemma 5.1.6] we see that supp(¢) = [—a, a].

We put ¢.(x) := ¢(cx) and b := £. So the support of ¢, equals [-2,2] = [~b,b] and cp(J)( ) =

W) (cx) for all x € [—b,b], which implies cp(J)( 0) =0 for j > 1 and ¢.(0) = ¢(0) = 1, ie.

9)( 0) = do,j. If ¢ > a, then clearly ¢. € Dyny([—1,1]) (take h = 2¢). On the other hand, given

a nonquasianalytic N with a := j;’f Vi < 400, we can replace N by the equivalent sequence
J

N = (N;/a?); which satisfies +°(1° 171] =

For the Beurling type we recall that in the proof of [16, Theorem 2.1 (a)(4)] even a sequence (Xp)pen

of functions with compact support in £ (R, C) has been constructed which satisfies Xéj ) (0) = 6jp-
So all the above holds for the Beurling type classes D(y)([—1,1]) as well by choosing ¢ := xo and
rescaling. Note that in the proof of [16, Theorem 2.1 (a)(i)] Lemma [5.1] has been used for the
construction.

Proposition 5.2. Let N €[ LCl and M € RY, with M € N< g resp. M € N< p and such that
(M, N)sy holds true.

Then for any a € A there exist infinitely many functions in Diyy([—1, 1]) which are mapped onto
a by B. In fact, we can assume that these functions form an infinite-dimensional affine vector space
of dimension c.

—+oo

= 11, < 400, and

Proof. By Theorem 2.2] first we see that N is nonquasianalytic and so a :=
second B(Dyny([—1,1])) D Aqary resp. B(Dny([—=1,1])) 2 Aary-
Thus for each given a € Ay we can find some fa € Dpyj([—1,1]) such that B(fa) = a and for all

flat g € Dyyp([—1,1]) we get:
B(g+ fa) = (9(0) + £{7(0) ren = a.
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We consider ¢, with ¢ > 3a and set
33

hence 1. € Dyy([—1,1]) with supp(¢e) = [~2, 4] and each ¢ is flat at z = 0. We define the linear
span:

wla)i=ve(0-3) vel-g3h @ =0, ael-LIN-33)

l

V.= {Zaﬂ/}ci 1l €Nsg,; €C3a<cp <+ < cl},
i=1

which has all the required properties since the functions ., are linearly independent. O

Using . from Lemma [B.0] we can also prove a multiplicative variant of the previous statement.
Here, for given a = (ay)ren and any ¢ > 0 we note that B(p. - fa) = a because

veen: (e 0 = 3 () 204800 = 190 = a
0<j<k j}:’

Fix now ¢ > a. Then ¢. - fa € Dyj([—1,1]). Indeed, here b < 1 and since ¢, fa € Diny([—1,1])

the log-convexity for N implies stability under pointwise multiplication for this class, e.g. see the

proof of [24] Prop. 2.0.8].

Then define

1
V= {(pC—I—Z/\ﬂ/)Ci AN €e€CleNsp,3a<cg <+ < Cl}
i=1
and note that V; is only an affine space. When considering a = 0, then we can construct an
infinite-dimensional vector space as follows: We can find f € Djy)([~1,1]) such that B(f) = a.
Since N is nonquasianalytic, we can assume that f # 0 (e.g. take any function with compact
support contained in [—1, 1] and such that 0 ¢ supp(f)). Then the space

l
Vo = {Z)\i@cii)\iEC,ZEN>O,G<Cl < "'<Cl}
i=1

has all the required properties.

Remark 5.3. For completeness we mention that (the proof of) Proposition [5.3 can be transferred
to the r-ramified setting (r € Nxo) as well by taking functions o. € D, (n)([—=1,1]) (when this space
is montrivial) with @EJ)(O) = 0;,0. The existence of such functions is ensured by Lemmal51 applied
to the so-called r-interpolating sequence PN", see [11, Sect. 2.5, Lemma 3.5] and |25, Lemma 2.3].

However, the “multiplicative variant” seems to be unclear since in general D, n)([—1,1]) is not
closed under the pointwise product of functions.

5.2. Failure of surjectivity in the nonquasianalytic setting. Our aim is to show that in the
situation of Theorem the inclusion B(Dyny([—1,1])) D Aqasy is strict for all N which are not
strongly nonquasianalytic. More precisely, the complement B(Dyny([—1,1]))\Agasy is large in the
following sense, see [I, Def. 1.4] and the references therein:

A set £ in a vector space V is called lineable in V if £U {0} contains an infinite-dimensional vector
space.
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We start with the following preparation: Let N €(ZCl Then the function 6, defined by
+oo

N .
On(x):= Z ﬁ exp(2ivgz), =z €R,
k=0

satisfies the following conditions: On € Erny (R, C) and
(5.1) 9%)(0) = i’s; with 5]1 =s5;>N;, VjeN.

We refer to [27, Theorem 1]; for a detailed proof see also [24, Prop. 3.1.2] and [I7, Lemma 2.9]. It
is not difficult to see that f does not belong to the Beurling type class £ n)(R, C).
Using this function we can show the following:

Proposition 5.4. Let N € LC such that [(v1)] fails. Then for any sequence M € Nz r with
B(Dyny([—1,1])) 2 Aqary we have strict inclusion, more precisely the set

B(Dyny([=1, 1)\ U Agary

MGNj,R

is lineable in B(Diny([—1,1])) (the constructed vector space has dimension No ).

Proof. By Theorem 2.2, for any M € N< r with B(Dyny([—1,1])) 2 Ay condition (M, N)sy
is satisfied, hence N is nonquasianalytic and by Lemma in order to conclude it is sufficient to
show lineability of B(Dyyy([—1,1]))\A{r} for the maximal sequence L = L' (see 3))).

Take Oy € Eny(R,C) and ¢ € Dyny([—1,1]) such that ¥ (0) = 6, and supp(¥) C [-1,1] (e.g.
take ¥ = @, ¢ > a:= > L) and set

i=1v;
®N = 9]\[1/)

Then O € D¢y} ([—1,1]) because log-convexity of N implies that the class is closed under pointwise
multiplication (see e.g. the proof of |24, Prop. 2.0.8]). Moreover,

VieN: o)=Y <k> 89 (0)p* = (0) = 60 (0) = i*sy.

0<j<k

Claim I: B(On) € B(Dny([—1,1]))\Ary-
Clearly B(On) € B(Diny([-1,1])). Since N fails by Lemma B7 we know that [N is
violated. Now assume that there exists a = (a;); € Agzy with B(©y) = a. Then

3C,h>0VjeN: N; <|00(0) =|q| < CH L,
which implies NX|L. By Lemma this implies IJ=IN, a contradiction.
Claim II: B(Dyny([—1,1]))\A{zy is lineable in B(Dyy}([—1,1])).
First, for each h > 0 we set N" := (h/ N;) en. Obviously N'm=V, th = N]:;;Ll = hvj, j € Ny, and
vl == 1. Moreover each N" is clearly log-convex and normalized for all A > 1. So it makes sense
to consider Oyn and O nn := Onn - € Dyyny([—1,1]) = Dyny([—1,1]). By the previous comments
we get

Vh>13A,B,>1VjeN: hN; =N <[00 (0)] < A, BN = Ay(Byh)’ Ny,
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and
VieNVh>1: ©{)(0)=s", s">N"=nN;
We introduce iteratively a sequence of functions (®;);>1 and strictly increasing sequences of num-
bers (Aj)jzl’ (Bj)jzl’ (Oj>j21 such that Bj+1 > Cj > Bj(> maxj<i<;j—1 Bl) as follows: First
set
(1)1 = ®N(: @Nl),
which implies
3A,B>1vVieN: N <[80)=10V(0) < A BN,
Then we put iteratively
®jy1:=A;-Opc;, j €N,
satisfying
I Ajp1, B 2 1V1eN: AN = 4,00N, < [0l (0)] < Ajp1 Bl N,

The choices of the sequences yield

VIeNVjeNs: @) (0)= Ajegycj (0) = Ajils;”, s > N7 = CINy,

and @gl) (0) =ils; = i's}, s} > Nj. Finally, we define
k
V:i=1{> a;i®;,k€Nsg,a; €Coh,
i=1
so V C Dyny([—1,1]) and the functions ®; are linearly independent. It is then straightforward that
B(V)n A{L} ={0}.
O
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