arXiv:2407.06307v1 [math.FA] 8 Jul 2024

OPTIMAL FUNCTION SPACES AND SOBOLEV EMBEDDINGS

DAVID KUBICEK

ABSTRACT. We establish equivalence between the boundedness of specific supremum operators and the optimality
of function spaces in Sobolev embeddings acting on domains in ambient Euclidean space with a prescribed
isoperimetric behavior. Our approach is based on exploiting known relations between higher-order Sobolev
embeddings and isoperimetric inequalities. We provide an explicit way to compute both the optimal domain
norm and the optimal target norm in a Sobolev embedding. Finally, we apply our results to higher-order Sobolev
embeddings on John domains and on domains from the Maz’ya classes. Furthermore, our results are partially
applicable to embeddings involving product probability spaces.

1. INTRODUCTION

Sobolev embeddings have been closely studied for several decades, ever since the period in which they were

pioneered in the works of Sobolev [29], Gagliardo [11], and Nirenberg [24]. Parallel to this research, isoperimetric
inequalities were explored by De Giorgi [9] and Federer and Fleming [10]. Some time later, Sobolev embeddings
have been connected with isoperimetric inequalities in the works of Maz’ya [17, 18]. The study of the mentioned

connection has been rapidly developing ever since, and in 2015 a comprehensive paper [7] presented a unified
approach to the topic, and, moreover, a technique suitable for finding optimal target spaces in the Sobolev
embeddings on fairly general underlying measure spaces.

Optimality of function spaces with respect to various classes of function spaces has been under scrutiny for
a long time, and a wide variety of various points of view has been taken. This research is clearly motivated by
the pure fact that one wants to have the results as sharp as possible in order to get strongest possible outcome
in applications. On the other hand, the approach necessarily leads to interesting technical obstacles. For one
thing, an optimal space does not have to exist. It has been noticed that when optimality is restricted to classes
of spaces such as Lebesgue spaces, Lorentz spaces, Orlicz spaces, etc., then there is no guarantee that the
optimal object will be found. On the other hand, the research in the last 25 years shows that when one settles
for working in the (wider) environment of the so-called rearrangement-invariant spaces (called also symmetric
spaces in some older literature), then it is almost certain that an optimal space (on either domain or target
position) exists. This approach however brings new difficulties, the pivotal one being the fact that the optimal
spaces are often described in a very implicit way, as they involve operations such as taking the associate space,
or taking suprema over all equidistributed functions etc.

Consequently, a lot of effort has been spent on making the description of optimal function spaces as ‘explicit’
as possible. These activities paved way to discoveries of certain interesting phenomena such as, for instance, a
surprising connection between optimality of function spaces, their interpolation properties, and boundedness of
certain nonlinear operators. Applications of these advances to sharp Sobolev embeddings exist, but exclusively
restricted to domains with a Lipschitz boundary. However, as is widely known, it is desirable to have Sobolev-
type embeddings for domains with much ‘worse’ isoperimetric behavior such as domains with cusps, and also
domains endowed with product probability measures whose typical example is the Gauss measure. These
domains are typically characterized by their isoperimetric profile, or isoperimetric function, denoted I. Let us
recall, for instance, that the best possible isoperimetric behavior occurs for John domains (whose subclass is

that of Lipschitz domains) when I(t) = tﬁ, where n is the dimension and n’ is the conjugate index, while the

domains with power cusps have I(t) = t* with a < %, and the Gauss measure leads to I(t) ~ t4 /log% near
Zero.
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The aim of this paper is to obtain explicit description of optimal rearrangement-invariant partner spaces in
Sobolev embeddings acting on domains with a general isoperimetric profile. We will achieve this by combining
the ideas concerning optimality of spaces for integral operators with the approach to Sobolev embeddings via the
isoperimetric profile of an underlying domain. We begin by carefully constructing relevant nonlinear operators
and prove their connection to the question of optimality of function spaces. More precisely, we shall exploit the
equivalence of Sobolev embeddings and isoperimetric inequalities in order to connect Sobolev embeddings on a
domain having the isoperimetric profile I with boundedness of two supremum operators, S; and 17, defined as
I(t) s

sup I(s)f*(s) and Trf(t) = —= sup

Sif(t) = I(t) ges<t t p<s<1 1(s)

f*(s)

for f € M4(0,1) and ¢t € (0,1), in a manner similar to that in [14] and [15]. We will prove in particular
that the boundedness of Sy is related to the optimality of domain spaces, and 17 corresponds to that of target
spaces. Boundedness of operators similar to 77 and S; was previously studied for example in [13], but only for
the case when I is a power. There, the operators were considered in the context of Orlicz L4 and Gamma I'y, 4.
Hence, once the equivalence between the optimality of spaces and boundedness of 17 and S; is established, it
will enable us to recover and considerably extend these results.

The fair isoperimetric generality will bring some unavoidable restrictions on the function /. The main setting
in the paper will be that I is a quasiconcave function as this allows us to work with both operators S; and 717
the way we need. There are two main conditions concerning I appearing throughout the paper. The first one
reads as

t

(1.1) / @ ds < I(t), te(0,1).

0
We will see that, for example, the isoperimetric functions of product probability spaces do have this property.
This condition allows us to state our first principal result. Given a rearrangement-invariant domain space X,
we denote by Yy the smallest rearrangement-invariant target space in the relevant Sobolev embedding. We
similarly denote by Xy the largest rearrangement-invariant domain space when the target space Y is fixed.
Detailed definitions are given below.

Theorem 1.1. Let I be a quasiconcave function satisfying (1.1) and let X be an r.i. space. Then

1
Ifllve ~  sup /0 IO () AF ) + [ fl f e My(0,1).

1519l x/ <1

Furthermore, using this condition we show the boundedness of the operator 77 on the associate spaces of the
optimal target spaces. However, in order to prove an analogous result for the operator S7, we further require
a condition similar to (1.1),

(1.2) /0 %5%, t € (0,1),

which we will refer to as the average property of I. It is easy to see that this condition enforces integrability of
+ and is thus more restraining than (1.1) in this way.
The main theorem of the paper connects the boundedness of supremum operators and optimality of spaces

with respect to the operator Hj, which is defined as

L f(s)
H [ft = / ——~ds
() ¢ 1(s)
for f € M4(0,1) and t € (0,1). In this theorem, however, we will need a few more technical assumptions.
In particular, we will require I belong to a certain class, denoted Q, which will be defined below. Then, the
second main result reads as
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Theorem 1.2. Let I € Q. Then an r.i. space X 1is the optimal domain space under the map Hj for some
r.4. space Y if and only if Sy is bounded on X'. In that case,

(1.3 I~ | Lo - o)+ 7 e o,

Vice versa, an r.i. space Y is the optimal target space under the map Hy for some r.i. space X if and only
if Tr is bounded on Y'. In that case,

(14) i = | [ £ as

The principal achievement of Theorem 1.2 is the explicitness of formulae for norms governing the optimal
spaces. This fact becomes particularly useful in applications when particular function spaces are in question
and their optimal partner spaces are to be nailed down.

Let us recall that the quantity f**(¢) — f*(¢), which appears in (1.3), is known to measure, in a certain sense,
the symmetrized oscillation of a function. It has been regularly surfacing in various parts of analysis since early
1980’s when it was first used in order to introduce the weak version of L and some other related function
classes in [2]. The importance of this quantity partly follows from the classical inequality

1

) = f7() S (V) ()i,
which holds, with a dimensional constant, for every smooth function f with compact support on R™ and every
positive t. The same quantity was utilized several times in various contexts, for example in order to obtain

, feML(0,1).
Y

a sharper form of a Sobolev embedding in [!], see also [22, 26, 16], and it is of importance in the theory of
classical Lorentz spaces and their applications, see [6, 4]. Its indispensability was beautifully explained by
Sinnamon in [28, Section 3.5]. On the other hand, one has to be careful when working with it since it does not

possess any reasonable general monotonicity property, and structures built upon it are notoriously known to
lack linearity and normability.

Utilizing Theorem 1.2, we prove the intimate relation between Sobolev embeddings and the action of supre-
mum operators for Maz’ya class of domains 7, for a € [%, 1). This will be done in the last section of the
paper. However, if one can prove the equivalence of the Sobolev embeddings and isoperimetric inequalities for
a function I of one’s choice satisfying the assumptions of Theorem 1.2, one then gets the mentioned equivalence
even on domains with isoperimetric profile of I. In our case, we use the equivalence of Sobolev embeddings and
the isoperimetric inequalities for the domains from the Maz’ya class J,,« € [%, 1). In particular, we recover
the result for Lipschitz or, more generally, John domains from [15].

As the results rely on the boundedness of the Hardy-type operator f +— % fg f(s)ds, they are not generally
applicable to J7, as the function % is not integrable near zero. We will see that the norm of the optimal target
space cannot be expressed as in (1.3) for certain functions I € J;.

The paper is organised as follows. The second and preliminary section covers background results and is
divided into four subsections. First we recall the notion of the nonincreasing rearrangement and so-called
rearrangement-invariant Banach function spaces, which will form our main framework. It will, however, be
necessary to delve a bit deeper and work with quasi-Banach function spaces, such as the weak Lebesgue space
LY. In the second subsection we introduce a few properties of functions and name typical examples of
functions possessing them. The third subsection covers Sobolev spaces built upon rearrangement-invariant
spaces and their connection to isoperimetric inequalities. The fourth subsection is devoted to the interpolation
theory and, in particular, to the theory of the K-functional.

In the third section we study the basic properties of the supremum operators S; and 17 and. Here, we will
start with a very general function I, requiring it only to be nondecreasing, and we will demand certain other
properties as we work through the section. It is mainly due to the operator Sy, and the relevant Marcinkiewicz
type space my, that we are forced to work with quasi-Banach function spaces. However, the condition (1.2)
characterizes when the mj is in fact a Banach space, and implies subadditivity of S;. The end of the section
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then calls into play the condition (1.1) and we show its equivalence to two other statements which will play a
crucial role in the main, fourth section.

The fourth section finally connects optimal spaces with the boundedness of supremum operators. In its first
subsection we present an alternative description of the associate optimal norm via a functional which admits
boundedness of the operator S;. This is in turn used to describe the optimal target norm. Starting with
the second subsection, we find an alternative description of the optimal target norm under the assumption of
boundedness f — % fg f(s)ds. The culmination of the section is then the third subsection which establishes
equivalence between optimal spaces and boundedness of T7 or S; on their associate spaces.

The fifth section connects the results we obtained in the previous sections with Sobolev embeddings. We show
that the product probability spaces satisfy the main condition (1.1). We then use Theorem 1.2 to demonstrate
a few examples both on the domain part and the space part.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Throughout the paper, we write A < B if A is dominated by a constant multiple of B, independent of all
quantities involved; these quantities will usually be evident from the context. By A ~ B we mean that both
A< Band AZ B.

2.1. Rearrangement invariant spaces. In this section we recall some basics from the theory of rearrange-
ment invariant spaces. Proofs and more details can be found in first two chapters of [3].
Let (2, 1) be a nonatomic o-finite measure space. We set

M(Qu)={f: Q= [-00,00]: f is p-measurable in Q},
My (Qp) ={f e M(Qp): f >0}
and
Mo(Q,u) ={f € M(Q,u): fis finite p-a.e. in Q}.

We will often, for brevity, write only M () if there is no risk of confusion, and similarly for the other two
sets. When 2 C R is measurable, unless stated otherwise, we will consider the Lebesgue measure which we
will be denoted by A. When considering a unit interval (0, 1), which will be of particular interest to us, we will
simply write M(0,1).

Given f € M(Q), we define its nonincreasing rearrangement, denoted f*, by

fr@) =inf{A > 0: p({[f| > A}) <t}, t€0,00).
The nonincreasing rearrangement is monotone i.e.
[fI <lgl prae. implies f* <g".

The nonincreasing rearrangement satisfies Hardy-Littlewood inequality

1) | ir@s@lan@ < [ 7 g oa. foem@,
The operation f +— f* is not subadditive and only satisfies the weaker condition
(2.2) (f+9)"(t+1t2) < fH(t) + 9" (t2), ta,t2>0.

It turns out that passing to the so called mazimal nonincreasing rearrangement, defined by

U0 =1 [ Feds 1 em@ute 0.0,

we gain subadditivity. To be precise, it holds that (f + ¢)** < f** + ¢** for f,g € M(Q2). The maximal
nonincreasing rearrangement is also nonincreasing and we have f* < f**.

Having defined the nonincreasing rearrangement, we are ready to define the notion of a rearrangement-
invariant (r.i.) Banach function norm.
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Definition 2.1. A mapping p: M4 (0,1) — [0,00] is called rearrangement invariant Banach function norm,
or r.i. norm for short, if it satisfies the following conditions:

(P1) p(f) =0 <= f=0ae,
plaf) =ap(f), f€M4(0,1),a>0,
p(f+9) <p(f)+p9), [f,g€ M4(0,1),
f g a.e. — p(f) < p(g)v f).g € M+(07 1)7
fn/lfae = p(fn)/lp(f)7 f,fn€M+(0,1),n€N,
P X( 1) )
fo f t)dt<p(f), fEM-i-(O? 1)7
) o) = p(f7), f € M4(0,1).

Sometimes we will work with a functional which is not a norm, but still satisfies rearrangement invariance —
so-called r.i. quasinorm.

(P2)
(P3)
(P4)
(P5)
(P6

Definition 2.2. A mapping p: M4 (0,1) — [0,00] is called rearrangement-invariant quasi-Banach function
norm, or r.i.q. norm for short, if it satisfies conditions (P2), (P3), (P4), (P6) and

Q1) p(f) =0 < f=0ae,
plaf) =ap(f), feM(0,1),a>0,
30 >1p(f +9) <Cp(f) +p(9), f,9€ M4(0,1).

When p is an r.i.q. norm, we define its associate functional, p’, by
= sup / f®)gt)dt, feMi(0,1).
An immediate consequence of the deﬁmtlon of the associate functional is Hélder’s inequality

/f Bdt < p(f)(e). f.g € M (0,1),

under the convention 0 - 0o = 0 on the right-hand side.
When p is an r.i. norm, its associate norm p’ is an r.i. norm as well and obeys the principle of duality, that
is,

Given f,g € M4 (0,1), Hardy’s lemma asserts that

1
(2.3) PR < g™ (0, e (0,1) —> / £t dt</0 g (DRt dt

for every h € M, (0, 1) nonincreasing. An important consequence of Hardy’s lemma and the principle of duality
is the Hardy-Littlewood-Pdlya (HLP) principle, which reads as follows:

(24) ) < g7 (), te(0,1) = p(f) < p(g)
whenever p is an r.i. norm.

For an r.i.q norm p we further define X = X(p) as a collection of all f € M(0,1) such that p(|f|) < oco.
Equipping X with a quasinorm defined by || f||x = p(|f]) for f € X, we immediately see that X = (X, || - ||x)
is a quasinormed linear space. By [23, Corollary 3.8|, (X, || - ||x) is a complete metric space, and spaces defined
in this manner are called rearrangement-invariant quasi-Banach function spaces or, as we will often say for
brevity, r.i.q. spaces. If p is in fact an r.i. norm, the space X = X(p) is called rearrangement-invariant Banach
function space or briefly r.i. space. By X’ we denote the space corresponding to p’ and call it the associate
space of X.

By X we denote the closure of simple functions in the space X.

The fundamental function corresponding to an r.i.q. space X, ¢x, is defined by

px(t) = lIxopllx, te(0,1).
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The fundamental function of r.i. space X satisfies

ox(t) - px(t)=t, te(0,1).
A consequence to this is that if X is an r.i. space, then ¢x is a quasiconcave function, that is

t
t — px(t) is nondecreasing, t— (’DXT() is nonincreasing

and px(t) =0 < t=0.
Whenever ¢ is a quasiconcave function, there exists its least concave majorant, say ¢, which satisfies

S9(0) < plt) <30, 1€ (0,1)

Furthermore, every r.i. space X can be equivalently renormed so that ¢x is a concave function — we will from
now on assume that every r.i. space has been renormed in this fashion.

Let now X and Y be two r.i.q. spaces. We write X C Y if f € X = f € Y. When T is an operator on
M (0,1), we say that T is bounded from X to Y if

ITflly S 1fllx,  feX,

and denote this fact by T: X — Y. If X =Y, we say that T is bounded on X. In the particular case when
T = Id, an inclusion operator, we have [23, Corollary 3.10]

XCY «<— Id: X =Y.

In other words, inclusions between r.i.q. spaces are always continuous. The fact that Id: X — Y will be
denoted as X — Y.
We say that an operator 77 on M, (0,1) is an associate operator of T if

/Ol(Tf)(t)g(t) dt = /01 fO(T'g)(t)dt,  f,g € M4(0,1).
For two r.i. spaces X and Y one sees that
(2.5) T:X =Y <—= T:Y = X
and [T = [|7"].
For s > 0 the dilation operator Fs defined for f € M(0,1) by

ENO = 1 (1) xomntoan(@) 1€ 0.2)

It is proved in [3, Chapter 3, Proposition 5.11] for r.i. spaces and, more generally, in [23, Theorem 3.23] for
r.i.q. spaces, that F is bounded on every r.i.q. space.

Definition 2.3. Let T" be an operator on M, (0,1) and X and Y be r.i. spaces. We say that Y is an optimal
target space for X under the mapping T, if T: X — Y and for every r.i. space Z the following implication
holds:

T: X —>7 — Y << Z.

Vice versa, we say that X is an optimal domain space for Y under the mapping 7', if T: X — Y and for
every r.i. space Z the following implication holds:

T Z =Y = Z—=X.
In the main section we will use the level function which is closely related to the nonincreasing rearrangement.

Definition 2.4. Let f € M, (0,1). Then the level function of f, denoted f°, is the derivative of the least
concave majorant of t — fg f(s)ds,t € (0,1).
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. . . ¢ . .
Take note that, as f* is nonincreasing, ¢t — fo f*(s)ds is a concave function, and so

(2.6) / Fo(s)ds < / Fos)ds, [ e Ma(0,1),¢ € (0,1).
G. Sinnamon proved in [27, Corollary 2.4] that
(2.7) 1F°lxr = 1fllxy f e My(0,1).
Here, | - || X! refers to the down dual associate norm of an r.i. space X, which is defined by

1
Ifllx, = sup /0 FOg (B dt, € Mi(0,1).

llgllx <1

Evidently | f[[x, < [[f|lx/ for every f € M(0,1). Observe, however, that [ f|x, = |fllx» whenever f is
nonincreasing.

Classical examples of r.i. spaces would be Lebesgue LP(0, 1) spaces, where 1 < p < 0o, whose norm is defined
by

(28) 1= ( | Fop dt)é

if 1 <p < ooand
[flloc = esssup | f].
We use the convention that _- =000 = 0. Defining p’ = 25 for p € [1, 00|, one has (LF)' = v,

Classical examples of r.i.q. spaces, which are not normed nor embedded in L', are Lebesgue’s LP spaces with
€ (0,1), whose quasinorm is defined as in (2.8), or the weak Lebesgue space L"* with a quasinorm defined
as

[f1l1,00 = sup £f*(t).
0<t<1
There is the largest and the smallest r.i. space. To be precise, it holds true that
L® — X — L*

for every r.i. space X.

One possible generalization of Lebesgue spaces, which we will be particularly interested in, are Lorentz-
Zygmund spaces. Let p,q € [1,00] and 8,7 € R. The Lorentz-Zygmund spaces LP*%%7 are defined by the
functional

”f”p .8,y —

EIREOGOF O] L fe M),

Here, £1(t) = 1 + [log(t)| and fo(t) = 1 + log ¢1(t). When v = 0, we write LP%# and if 8 = v = 0, we simply
write LP4. It is known the functional || - ||, 4,5 is equivalent to an r.i. norm if and only if p=¢ =1, > 0, or if
€ (1,00),q € [1,00], or if p = 00,q € [1,0), 5 + % <0,orif p=¢g=o00,8 <0. We will, when working with
these spaces, assume that the parameters satisfy one of the mentioned conditions.
Let us finally define the function spaces which will be used abundantly throughout the paper.

Definition 2.5. Let I: (0,1) — (0,1) be a nondecreasing function. We introduce two functionals defined on
M (0,1) with values in [0, co] by

£l = sup 1(5)7°(5),
o<t<1
e,
Il = | “2(0as

We further denote my := {f € My(0,1): ||f||m; < oo}. Analogously we define the space A;.

To simplify notation, by the symbol I we mean a function I (t) = ﬁ, te(0,1).
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2.2. Properties of isoperimetric functions. In this subsection we list some properties of functions, which
we will use throughout the paper. For the remainder of the subsection fix 7: (0,1) — (0,1) nondecreasing.

Definition 2.6. We say that [ satisfies Ay condition if

12t ~I(t), te (0, %) :

and denote this fact as I € As.

Let us now discuss the average property (1.2). First observe that, as I is nondecreasing, the average property
implies that the function I is equivalent to a quasiconcave function. Classical examples of functions satisfying
the average property are the polynomials ¢ — ¢t € (0,1) for a € (0,1). Functions which do not possess this

property include for example ¢ +— t or t — t4/log % for t € (0,1) or any function I such that % is not integrable

near zero for that matter.

We leave the discussion concerning (1.1) to the fifth section where we present examples of functions satisfying
this property.

In the fourth section we will use the following condition

1 t
I(s) 1 [ 1(s)
2. —~2ds < — —d t 1).
(29) | SFassq [ Fas reo
Note that if I is additionally quasiconcave and satisfies (1.1), condition (2.9) is equivalent to
L I(t
(190,10 o
P t

The classical examples of a function satisfying (2.9) are I(t) = t*, o € (0,1). Functions which do not
satisfy this condition include I(t) = tlog® %, o € [0, %] The condition (2.9) will become particularly handy in
connection with boundedness of the maximal nonincreasing rearrangement on suitable function spaces.

The next definition specifies a certain class of quasiconcave functions that will be of use to us in the second
part of the fourth section.

Definition 2.7 (Class Q). Let I: (0,1) — (0,1) be a quasiconcave bijection. Let

(2.10) c:sup{)\EO:)\<%—l> g/tl%ds foreverytE(O,l)}.

We say that I € Q if I satisfies (1.1), (1.2), (2.9) and (1 — ¢)d < ¢, where d denotes the smallest positive
number such that

' I(t
() ds <d ®) for every t € (0,1).
P t

1

Remark 2.8. It can be shown that for the constant ¢ from (2.10) we have ¢ € [5,

showing that the function
It b1
OB P
t

1). This can be seen by

t2 53

is nonincreasing and using the fact that if a quasiconcave function is continuous at zero, then it is absolutely
continuous and I'(t) < @ at points at which the derivative exists.

The examples of a functions which belong to class Q are I(t) = t* for a € (0,1).
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2.3. Sobolev spaces over r.i. spaces and isoperimetric function. Let 2 C R" be a domain, that is, a
connected open set. We equip ) with a finite measure g which is absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure with density w. More precisely,

du(z) = w(z)de,

where w is a Borel measurable function satisfying w(x) > 0 for a.e. x € 2. Thus, the measure of an arbitrary
measurable set £ C ) is given by

Throughout the paper we will assume, for simplicity, that u is normalized in such a way that u(Q) = 1. We now
recall the definition of the perimeter of a set with respect to our space (€2, ) and the isoperimetric function.

Definition 2.9. Let £ C R" be measurable. We define the perimeter of E in (2, u) by
P,(E,Q) :/ w(z) dH" " (z).
QNOME
Here, H"~! stands for the n — 1 dimensional Hausdorff measure on R” and 0™ E denotes the essential

boundary of E in the sense of the geometric measure theory [19, 31].

Definition 2.10. The isoperimetric function of (€, u) is a mapping Ig ,: [0,1] — [0, 0o] defined by
1 1
I, (t) = inf {PH(E, N): ECQt<pk)< 5} for t € [0, 5]

and Io ,(t) = Io,(1 —t) for t € (3,1].
An easy consequence of this definition is the isoperimetric inequality
Io (W(E)) < P,(E,Q), FE CQ is measurable.

It is evident from the definition that Ig , is a nondecreasing function on [0, %] Further, by [7, Proposition

4.1], we know that I ,(t) < tar for t sufficiently small.
Given an r.i. space X, we define X (Q) = X (€2, u) as the collection of all u € M() such that

lullx @) = llu*llx

is finite. The functional || - ||x(q) defines a norm on X (€2). The space X (Q2) endowed with this norm is also
called rearrangement-invariant space, and the space X is called its representation space.

The space X'(2) is then defined analogously via || - ||x-.

Throughout the paper we will, for the most part, not distinguish between X (€2) and its representation space,
as it will be evident whether we work in X () or in X.

Let m € N and X (€, 1) be an r.i. space. We define the m-th order Sobolev space V"X (Q, 1) as

VT X(Q, ) = {u: u is m-times weakly differentiable in
and |[V™ul € X(, 1)}

The results of [7] do not require one to work exactly with I ,. It suffices to have a lower bound in terms
of a nondecreasing function. To be precise, we work with a nondecreasing function I: [0,1] — [0, c0) satisfying
Io,(t) > cl(ct),t € [0,3] for some ¢ > 0. In view of [7, Proposition 4.2], it is natural to assume that
I(t) = t,t € (0,1), as this guarantees that V1LY(Q) C LY(Q) and, consequently, that V1X(Q) c L'(Q) for
every r.i. space X.

We continue by introducing a pair of integral operators, Ry and Hy, on M4 (0,1) which are defined by

mmz%émmmamx
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and
L f(s
me = [ 104, ccon)

Further, for m € N we set
7""=Rro...oR; and H"=Hjo...0oHj.
N—— N——
m-times m-times
Using Fubini’s theorem we see that R; and H; are mutually associate. Hence, R}* and H}" are also mutually
associate for every m € N.
The operator Gy is then defined by
Glf(t) = Ssup le*(s)v f€M+(071)7t € (071)
t<s<1
Therefore, for every f € M(0,1), G;f is a nonincreasing function and R;f < Ryf* < Gyf and so

(R1f)* < Grf.
It holds true that

(2.11) IG1fllx = IR f* ]l x,  f e My(0,1),

whenever X is an r.i. space [7, Theorem 9.5].

Unless stated otherwise, by Yx we will mean the optimal target space of X under the mapping H;, and
by Xy we mean the optimal domain space of ¥ under the mapping Hy (if it exists). By the symbol Y} we
understand (Yy)" and the symbol Yx, stands for Y(x,,).

The existence of the optimal target space Yx is justified in [7, Proposition 8.3]. We will leave the question
of the optimal domains to the beginning of the Section 4.

2.4. Interpolation theory.

Definition 2.11. Let Xy and X; be quasi-Banach spaces. We say that (Xo, X;) is a compatible couple of
quasi-Banach spaces if there exists a Hausdorff topological vector space H such that X¢g — H and X; — H.

We now recall few results from the interpolation theory that we will need at some proofs. Let us note that
these theorems are stated in [3, Chapter 5] in the context of Banach spaces. However, it is not hard to see that
extending the results together with relevant definitions over quasi-Banach spaces does not create any problems
and their proofs would only need minor, if any, modifications. Let us also note that by [23, Theorem 3.4] for
every r.i.q. space X we have X < M, where M, is equipped with the (metrizable) topology of convergence
in measure on the sets of finite measure. Consequently, any two r.i.q. spaces form a compatible couple.

Definition 2.12. Let (X, X;) be a compatible couple of quasi-Banach spaces. We define the K-functional on
Xo+ X7 by

K(f,t, X0, X1) =inf{llgllx, +tl|Allx,: f=9+h,g € Xo,h € X1}, t€(0,00).
The next theorem will be of use to us, especially when combined with Theorem 2.14.
Theorem 2.13. Let (X, X1) be a compatible couple of quasi-Banach spaces. Then for every f € Xo+ X1 the
map t — K(f,t, X9, X1) is nonnegative, nondecreasing and concave on (0,00). Consequently,

t
(212) K(f7t7X07X1) :K(f70+7X07X1)+/ k(f737X07X1)d37
0

where t — k(f,t, Xo, X1) is the uniquely determined nonincreasing and right-continuous function.

Following characterization states when the first term of the righthand side of (2.12) can be omitted. Note
that since the spaces involved need not be normed, one should be familiar with a generalised Riesz—Fischer
theorem [23, Theorem 3.3].
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Theorem 2.14. Let (Xo, X1) be a compatible couple of quasi-Banach spaces. Then
K(f,0+,X0,X1) =0, feXo+Xy
if and only if Xo N X1 is dense in Xo.
Theorem 2.15. Let (Xo,X1) and (Yp, Y1) be two compatible couples of quasi-Banach spaces. Let T be a

sublinear operator such that
T: Xo—Yy and T:X;— Y.

Then there is ¢ > 0 such that
K(Tf,t,}/o,yl)SK(f,Ct,XQ,Xl), f€X0+X1,t>0.

In many theorems, we will use a certain elementary decomposition of f, to which we will refer as the optimal
decomposition.

Definition 2.16 (optimal decomposition). Let f € M(0,1) and t € (0,1) be given. We define the optimal
decomposition of f at point ¢t by
Jo(s) = min{[f(s)[, f*(t)} sgn [ (s),
and
Ji(s) = max{|f(s)| — f*(¢),0} sgn f(s).
Then f = fo + f1 and it further satisfies
fo(s) = min{f"(s), f*(£)},
(219) F(8) = ((5) ~ £ () xi0n (5)

and f* = f5 + f.

Definition 2.17. Let Xy, X; and X be quasi-Banach spaces which all embed to a Hausdorff topological vector
space ‘H and satisfy Xg C X C X;. We say that X is an interpolation space between Xy and X7, the fact being
denoted X € Int(Xy, X1), if for any linear operator 7' the following holds:

T: Xo—>Xo and T: X7 —-X3 = T:X—X.

The next theorem appears to be indispensable in the proof of Theorem 4.5 and follows from [3, Chapter 5,
Theorem 1.19].

Theorem 2.18. Let (Xo,X1) and (Yy,Y1) be two compatible couples of quasi-Banach spaces and A be an
r.i. norm. Suppose Xo N X1 is dense in Xo and that Yo N'Y7 is dense in Yy. Set a(f) = Ak(f,t, Xo,X1)) and
B(f) = Ak(f,t,Yo,Y1)) for f € M4(0,1). Then for any linear operator T satisfying

T: XO —)Yb and T: Xl —)Yl,
we have

B(Tf) S alf), feMi(01).

Remark 2.19. It is important that the functional A in the theorem above is an r.i. norm, so that we have the
HLP principle at our disposal.

3. OPERATORS INVOLVING SUPREMA

In this section we introduce two operators involving suprema, S; and 17, and explore their boundedness and
interpolation properties. These operators will be defined in terms of a nondecreasing function I: (0,1) — (0, 1).
Most theorems concerning operator Sy in this section will work in a very general setting, essentially requiring
only As condition. This condition guarantees us that the spaces we will work with are at least quasinormed,
as the following proposition suggests.

Proposition 3.1. Let I: (0,1) — (0,1) be a nondecreasing function. Then my is an r.i.q. space if and only if
IeA,.
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Proof. “=” Let t < § and put f = x(os) and g = X(z21). Then g* = f* = f and (f + 9)* = X(0.20)- AS || [m;
is a quasinorm, we have
12t) = |lf + gllm; SN llmp + 11gllm, = 1(2).
< We check axioms of r.i.q. norms. From axiom (Q1), only the triangle inequality requires some comment.
To this end, let f,g € M;(0,1) be given. Then

e [t £\ L. [t £\ L[t
I +allns < s 160 (1 (5) 0 (5)) 5 swo 1(5) 77 (5) + s 1(5) 0 (5) < Ul + gl
te(0,1) te(0,1) te(0,1)

If 0 < f <g, then f* < g* and so ||f|lm; < ||gllm;- The fact that I is bounded implies x (g 1) € m;. Finally, if
0< fn /7 f then fi 7 f* and so || fullm; 7 1 llm;- =

Regarding the operator T7, we will consider an average-type condition (1.1), which, combined with quasi-
concavity of I, in fact implies boundedness of said operator on L'. Moreover, the assumption of quasiconcavity
allows us to work around the supremum appearing in its definition.

For the remainder of the paper, whenever we mention a quasiconcave function I, we implicitly assume that
I:(0,1) — (0,1) is a bijection with I(0+) = 0 and I(1—) = 1. Note that this implies that I(t) > ¢,t € (0,1).

We proceed by defining two supremum operators.

Definition 3.2. Let I be a nondecreasing function. We define supremum operators Sy and 77 on M, (0, 1) by

(S1F)(t) = ﬁ swp I (), fe M), t€ (0.1),

I(t) s
Trf)(t) = —= sup —
L) == 1<s<1 1(s)
Observe that f* < Trf and f* < S;f for every f € M, (0,1). We also see that both of these operators are
monotone — if f,g € M(0,1) are such that f < g, then S;f < Srg and T7f < Trg.
If we assume that a function I is quasiconcave, ¢ — T7 f(t) is a nonincreasing function for every f € M, (0, 1).
Using (2.2) and assuming [ to satisfy A condition, we see that

(3.) s+ S 601 (5) + ) (3) . Fe M@0 O)

and

fi(s), feM4(0,1),t€(0,1).

2

and

(T +0)® £ (0f) (5) + M) (5 ) 7 e MO D€ 0.1,

Before we begin exploring the mapping properties of the operator S7, let us observe that t — S;f(t) is a
nonincreasing function for every f € M, (0,1).

Lemma 3.3. Let I be a nondecreasing function and f € M (0,1). Then Sif is a nonincreasing function on
(0,1).

Proof. Put Rf(t) = supg.s<; 1(s)f*(s) for t € (0,1). Let 0 < t; <t < 1 be given. We consider two cases:
If Rf(t1) = Rf(t2), then (Srf)(t2) < (Srf)(t1) because t ﬁ is nonincreasing. If Rf(t1) < Rf(t2), we

consider a function
*(s), s<t,
fi(s) = f*( ) !
ff(ty), t1<s<l

Then f; = f1 and f* < f;. Hence, as Rf(t1) < Rf(t2), we have
Rf(t2) = sup [ (s)f"(s)

and, consequently,
Rfi(ts) = sup I(s)f1(s).

t1<s<ta
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We estimate

(S1f)(t2) < (Sifi)(t2) = w7 sup I(s)fi(s)

( t1<s<ta

)
= L) fi(te) = fi(0) = £ (1) < (SiF) ().

0

Theorem 3.4. Let I be a nmondecreasing function. Then the operator St has the following endpoint mapping
properties:

(i) Sr: L>® — L*°,

ﬁj) 5&: mrp— my.
Proof. (i) Given f € L™ we estimate

1 . 1
151 flloc = sup —— sup I(s)f"(s) <|[flloc sup —— sup. I(s) = [ flloc sup ——-1I(t) = [|f||c-
o<t<1 I(t) o<s<t o<t<1 I(t) 0<s< o<t<1 1(t)

(ii) Let f € ms be given. By Lemma 3.3 we have

1 RS 1
15y = 510 10) (7 75 s 16)7°(6)) (8= sup 1) i sup 1)) =
0<t<1 I(T) 0<s<t 0<t<1 I(t) 0<s<t
]
Theorem 3.5. Let I be a quasiconcave function. Then the following holds:
(i) Tr: my — my
(i) Tr: L1 — L1 z'f and only sz 8 1) g4 < I(t) fort e (0,1).
Proof. (i) The proof is similar to the proof of (ii) of the previous theorem.
(ii) Follows from [12, Theorem 3.2] with weights u(t) = ﬁ, w =1 and v =1 in their notation. O

Proposition 3.6. Let I be a nondecreasing function. Then I satisfies the average property if and only if

(3.2) sup I(s)f*™(s) ~ Oiligtl(s)f*(s), feMi(0,1), te(0,1).

0<s<t
In this case, we have m; = My with equivalent norms, where My is the Marcinkiewicz space with norm given
by
[fllar, = sup I(2)f™(t).
o<t<1
Proof. “=" Fix f € M4(0,1) and ¢ € (0,1). Denoting

M = sup I(s)f"(s),
0<s<t

which we can without loss of generality assume to be finite, we have for every s € (0,t) that

. 1
Thus
. I(s) (* dr
T < M g 532 [ S

where the second inequality is exactly the average property. The converse inequality holds trivially, as f* < f**.
“<” Follows from (3.2) by choosing f = % O
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Remark 3.7. One might ask whether it is truly necessary to work with the space mj, whether the classical
M7 space would do the job. It can be shown that the boundedness of S; on M enforces the average property
of I; it suffices to test the inequality by f = x(o,),” € (0,1). Consequently, if one wants to work with more
general functions in the fashion we do, the quasi-Banach spaces cannot be avoided.

It is evident that the operator S; and the space mj are intertwined in a sense that Sy f is finite if and only if
f € my. Next theorem provides us with a result which essentially says that S; is the greatest operator which
is bounded simultaneously on L*° and mj. To prove this, we require a K-functional related lemma first. The
proof is carried out in the spirit of [21], but we need a slightly stronger result, and, moreover, we work on a
space of finite measure. We note that a result in a similar manner appeared recently in [30, Proposition 2.3]

Lemma 3.8. Let I € Ay be an increasing bijection on (0,1). Then
K(f,t,mp, L®)~ sup  I(s)f*(s), fempte(01)

0<s<I—1(t)
Proof. Let f € myand t € (0,1) be given. Write f = fo+ f1, where fy € my and f; € L*™°. By Proposition 3.1
my is an r.i.q. space and so, using the boundedness of the dilation operator, the monotonicity of || - ||,,, and

(2.2), we estimate

sup  I(s)f*(s) = lf " x0,r-1@)llms SINF(28)x(0,1-1(8))(28) I
0<s<I—1(t)

<15 C)xa-10p Sl S [Fx0 o], + [ X0z

< W follmy + 11lloe - [x(0,0-1 ) llmr = [l follmy + tllf1lloc-
On taking infimum over all such decompositions we obtain

sup  I(s)f*(s) S K(f,t,my,L>).
0<s<I—1

my

To prove the converse inequality, let fo and fi be the optimal decomposition of f at point I~!(¢) from (2.13).
Then

K(f,t,mr, L) < || fillm, +tlfollsc = sup  I(s)f7(s) +tf (17 (1)
0<s<I—1(t)
< sup I(s)f(s)+tfFUTHE) <2 sup  I(s)f(s).
0<s<I-1(¢) 0<s<I-1(t)

O

Theorem 3.9. Let I € Ay be an increasing bijection on (0,1) and let S be a sublinear operator defined on my.
If S is bounded on L* and on my, then

If, in addition, I has the average property, then

(3.3) (SF(t) < (SthHE),  feM4(0,1),t€(0,1),
and so
(3'4) (Sff)**(t) 5 (Slf)(t)7 f € M+(O, 1)7t € (07 1)'

In particular, for an r.i. space X C mj we have X € Int(L*°,my) whenever St is bounded on X.

Proof. By Lemma 3.8, we have
K(f,t,mp, L)~ sup  I(s)f*(s).

0<s<I-1(t)
Fix f € my and t € (0,d), where d = min{%, cl (%)} and ¢ > 1 is a constant from Theorem 2.15. We estimate
(3.5) sup  I(s)(Sf)*(s) S sup  I(s)f"(s).

0<s<I—1(t) 0<s<I—1(ct)
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Passing from ¢ to I(t) we arrive at
sup I(s)(Sf)*(s) S sup  I(s)f"(s).
0<s<t 0<s<I—1(cI(t))
Thus, choosing s =t on the left-hand side and dividing by I(¢) gives us
1 N _
(St < sup  I(s)f*(s) ~ (Stf)I (el (1)) < (S1f)(t),
I(t) o<ser—1(er(e)

where the last inequality stems from Lemma 3.3 and ¢ being no less than one.
Next, assuming S is bounded on X we estimate using the boundedness of the dilation operator:

1S llx = (S x0,a)llx SIS X0allx = 151 fllx S fllx-

Now, regarding the “in addition” part of the theorem, we only need to show (3.3) and (3.4), as the rest follows
from the previous part. First, (3.3) is a direct application of Proposition 3.6 on the left-hand side of (3.5).
Second, (3.4) holds true, because of (3.1) and the boundedness of the dilation operator on r.i.q. spaces. ([l

Remark 3.10. Should we assume that I satisfies the average property, then X € Int(L>°, M) if and only if
Sr: X — X. The “if” part is exactly Theorem 3.9. The “only if” part is proved in [8, Theorem 1].

Theorem 3.11. Let I € Ay be an increasing bijection on (0,1) and let X be an r.i. space. Define ||f||z =
IS1fllx for f € M(0,1). Then || - |z is an r.i.q. norm and, denoting by Z the r.i.q. space corresponding to
|- ||z, we have that

S[: Z — 7.

If I satisfies the average property, then || - ||z is equivalent to an r.i. norm, and so Z is an r.i. space.

Proof. The only property of (Q1) that requires some comment is the quasi-triangle inequality. To this end, let
fyg € M(0,1) be given. Using (3.1) and the boundedness of the dilation operator on r.i. spaces we calculate

1 +9llz=1S1(f +9)llx < ‘Sff < ) o G) L

<lsur (5)]_+[si0 (5)] = vsuste + g = 1712+

Property (P2) obviously holds.
Let fn, f € M4(0,1) be such that f, / f a.e. Then f; 7 f*. Fixt € (0,1) and let K < supgs<; 1(s)f*(s).
We find tg € (0, t] such that I(to)f*(to) > K. Then

I(to) fn(to) / I(to) f" (to)
and so (Srfx)(t) / (Srf*)(t). As X is an r.i. norm, we get that || f.|lz 7 ||f]|z and (P3) holds.
Regarding (P4), we have |[x(o,1)llz = [S1x0,0)llx = lIx01llx < oc.
Thus, functional || - ||z is an r.i.q. norm.

Since || - ||x possesses property (P5), we can say the same about || - ||z, because || - ||x < - z-
Next, for every f € M(0,1), we estimate

1St fllz=151(S1f)llx =

i s 1) (7 1 s 10070 (9

0<s<t I(T) 0<r<r

X

H sup 1(s) - — sup 1) f* ()| = 1Srflx = 1)1z

0<s<t I(S) 0<r<s

X
where the inequality comes from Lemma 3.3.
If I satisfies the average property, Proposition 3.6 tells us that

Ifllz = IS1fllx = 1S/~ lx = 1, f e My (0,1).
It follows from the previous and subadditivity of both f — f** and supremum, that | - || is an r.i. norm and
I llz =1l O
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Let us point out that the space Z defined in such a manner is the largest r.i.q. space contained in the space
X which admits boundedness of S;.

Theorem 3.12. Let I be a quasiconcave function satisfying (1.1). Then
(36) (Tff)**(t) 5 (Tlf**)(t)7 f € M+(07 1)7t € (07 1)

Proof. Fix f € M4(0,1) and ¢t € (0,1). Let fo and f; be the optimal decomposition (2.13) of f at point ¢.
Then, as 17 f is nonincreasing and supremum is subadditive, we have

@miro -1 [ 19 Gp ey ds

t S s<7’<1 I(’r’)
1 [t I(s) r 1 [ I(s)
Z/O TsiiElme( )ds—i_g/() Ts<7"<11( )fl()

1 11

IN

As for I, we estimate

= [ S, iy M), (@)}
= ) {0 e s} o
= [ e g s = T g [T s gt 0
<1 s ) = (W)

Next, using Theorem 3.5, (ii), we estimate

t (s Lr1(s
Hzl/& sup —fl() %/OQSUP ——f1(r)ds

s<r<1 I( ) S s<r<1 [( )

/ fds=1 [ - roas < 0
Putting everything together, we arrive at what we wanted:
(Trf)=(t) < (Trf@) + f7 @) < (Trf)(@).
O

Remark 3.13. Notice that in the proof we used both (1.1) and the boundedness of T; on L', which we know
are equivalent. Now, taking the limit ¢ — 17 in (3.6), we get

1
/0 @n®de < im 2 p (me ) / e

t—1— t t<s<1
In other words, (3.6) is equivalent to the boundedness of Ty on L!.
We shall finish this section with an important consequence of the previous theorem.

Theorem 3.14. Let X be an r.i. space and let I be a quasiconcave function satisfying (1.1). Then

%(Tm**(t)HX <[ 5o

In other words, operator Ty is bounded on Yy whenever X is an r.i. space.

’ f€M+(0, 1)
X
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Proof. For f € M, (0,1) we estimate, owing to Theorem 3.12,

ool <ol =l o], = lmwro,

where the “~” is (2.11). O

4. OPTIMALITY OF FUNCTION SPACES

What follows is the main section of the paper. First two subsections are devoted to expressing the norm
of the optimal target space in a more explicit manner. At the end of Subsection 4.1 we present the proof of
Theorem 1.1. Finally, the third subsection deals with a simplification of the optimal domain norm and contains
the proof of Theorem 1.2.

4.1. Optimal target space. We now explore the norm of the optimal target space in a general setting,
requiring only the condition (1.1).

As we said in the preliminary section of the paper, given an r.i. space X, its optimal target space Yx under
the map H (in our setting) always exists. Moreover, the following inclusions hold:

(4.1) Y« CYx C YLl.
The situation with optimal domain spaces is a bit different. The following statement is a specification of a

result in [20, Proposition 3.3] to the situation suitable for our purposes.

Proposition 4.1. Let I be a quasiconcave function and let Y be an r.i. space. Then the functional

If1:= }Slug\lehlly, fe My (0,1),

is an r.i. norm if and only if Hrl € Y. In that case || - ||x, = | - || is the optimal domain norm for Y under
the mapping Hr.

From this proposition it follows that if % is integrable, then Xy exists for every r.i. space Y and, moreover,
we have the inclusions
Xreo C Xy C Xp1.
We shall now reveal the important relation between boundedness of 77 and interpolation property of a

function space.

Proposition 4.2. Let I be a quasiconcave function, X C Ay be an r.i. space and assume that Tr: X' — X'.
Then X € Int(L*°, Ay). If I in addition satisfies (1.1), then Yx: € Int(L*>, Aj).

Proof. Let f € M4(0,1) and t € (0,1) be given. Let fy and f; be the optimal decomposition (2.13) of f at
point t. Let T be a linear operator bounded on both L* and A;. Using the subadditivity of f — f** and
Hardy’s lemma (2.3), we estimate

/ @(Tf)*(S) ds = / 1) —=(T'(fo+ f1))"(s)ds < / @ ((Tfo)*(s) + (Tf1)"(s)) ds
0 0 0

S S

:/ I(S)(Tfo) (s )d8+/ @(Tfl)*(s)ds = +1I.
0 o 7

S

Now, for I, we estimate

1(5) (5 1(5) [,
[ amreas< [irpieass [ iplaas= [ g0

As for the 11, we compute

/Ot@( / (Th)* )ds</01@ff(3)ds:/ot@ *(s) ds.
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Combining the last two estimates yields

[ apr@as [Trmas
0 0

S

Applying Hardy’s lemma (2.3) to h(s) = sups<;<; ﬁg*(t),g € M4(0,1),s € (0,1), we obtain

1 1
[ s hp@@nrass [ 1w Lo
0 0

S s<t<1 I() S s<t<1 I()

which is nothing else than

1 1
| @@ s [ @
0 0
Finally,

1 1 1
/O(Tf)*(t)g*(t)dté/o (Tf)*(t)(ng)(t)dtS/o FrO(Tig) () dt < [ flix N Tiglx < I1fl1x gl x -

Division by ||g||x/,g # 0, followed by taking supremum over ||g||xs < 1 provides us with | Tf||x < ||fllx,f €
M(0,1).

Assume now that [ satisfies (1.1). Theorem 3.14 guarantees that
1T fllyy, S fllvy, £ € Ma(0,1).

It therefore remains to show that Yx/ C A; holds for every r.i. space X. This is by (4.1) equivalent to showing
that Y71 C A;. We show that, in fact, Y1 = A;. We know

t
flly:. = IR1f oo = sup —f" () = | fllar-, f € My(0,1).
1Fllys, = 1R loo S T (t) = [If1laz; +(0,1)
Observe that the condition (1.1) simply states that I satisfies the average property. Consequently, Proposi-
tion 3.6 asserts that M7 = my, from whence it follows that Y71 = Aj. 0

Our next objective is to describe the norm of the optimal target space Yx. The first step in this direction
is to describe the norm of Y% via a functional, || - ||z, such that S; is bounded thereon. We begin by exploring
the mapping properties of the operator R;.

Lemma 4.3. Let I be a quasiconcave function satisfying (1.1). Then the operator Ry has the following mapping
properties:

(i) Ry: my— L,

(’l"i) R]Z L1 — my,
(iii) Rr: L' — (mp)p.

Proof. Let f € my and estimate

t
|Rr flloo = sup —=f"(t) = sup —
o<t

<1 1) o<t<1 I(t) SO = 1l

where the approximation follows from the assumption that I satisfies the average property.
We take care of (i) and (iii) in one fell swoop. Let f, — f in L!. Then, for every t € (0, 1), we have

(Ref)(®)] < ||f||w% /O ds = | me%

from whence it follows that if f,, is a sequence of bounded functions, then R;f, is a sequence of bounded
functions. Now,

S [[f1loos

1
1(t)

1

/0 (Fals) = F(s))ds| < =< F — full

(R fa)(t) — (R1F)(1)] = ' 0
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and so,
N 1
(s = [(R1fn)(s) = (R f)(s)])" (£) < W”f — Jall1-
Multiplying through by I(¢) and taking supremum over ¢ € (0,1) finish the proof. g

Proposition 4.4. Let I be a quasiconcave function. Then
. I=1(t) s

K(f,t,L",ms SJ/ ff(s)ds+t sup —=

( 7 0 (s) I-1(H)<s<1 I(s)

Proof. Let f € M4(0,1) and t € (0,1) be given. Let fy and f; be the optimal decomposition (2.13) of f at
point I=1(¢) in place of t. Using the rearrangement invariance of both L' and my, we estimate

K(f,t, L', X) < |fill + tll follm; = 15 x 0,010 1L+ 155 I
= I/ x,-1eplls = 1S AHE) + T E)xo, -1 + L xa-10),0)
S X, -1 epll = 1S THE) + tom (T O) L TH®)) + L * X -1y,

[*(s), feMy(0,1),te(0,1).

I74(t) s
= lf"x0, + [ x m~§/ fr(s)ds+t  sup = f*(s).
175X 0,1 I+ EHLf X (-1, Iy ; (s) Iieser 1(s) (®)

0

Theorem 4.5. Let I be a quasiconcave function satisfying (1.1) and let X be an r.i. space. Define ||f||z =
ISt fllx: for f € My(0,1). Then
1 t
~l|l—= | f'(s)ds
X H[(t) /0

v = |75 | " 0

and Sy is bounded on Z.

) f € M+(071)
A

Proof. We define three functionals
AC) =L@
a(f) = Ak(f,t, L', my))

and
B(f) = Ak(f,t, (mp)p, L))

for f € M(0,1). We check that A is an r.i. norm. The triangle inequality follows from the subadditivity of
f— f* and the triangle inequality of || - || x/. The rest of (P1) obviously holds. The same goes for (P2). When
0< fn 7 f,then f;* / f* and so f*(I(t)) / f*(I(t)) for every ¢t € (0,1). Hence (P3) for A follows from
(P3) of X'. Regarding (P4), we note that the maximal nonincreasing rearrangement of a constant function is
the function itself, and so the required property follows from its counterpart in X’. As for (P5), we estimate

A0 = 1O = [0y o] = |7 (7(5)) xoy

~ (I <%>> ~ 1 <%> ~ | flh f € Mi(0,1).

As )\ is obviously rearrangement invariant, depending only on the nonincreasing rearrangement of f, we conclude
that X is an r.i. norm.

In general, if we have a compatible couple of quasi-Banach spaces (X, X;) such that Xy N X is dense in
Xo, Theorem 2.14 combined with the definition of A\ give us

1

1(t)
m/o k(f7t7X07X1)

>

X/

(4.2) A(k(f,t, X0, X1)) =

_ H%K(f, 1(t), Xo, X1)

X/ X!
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Since L' N my is dense in L', by Proposition 4.4 we have

n=|mgrurostm)| =g ([ roesmo e zro)|

t
< / _ T < /
< g+ 765 mHX/ <fllvs.
where the last estimate comes from Theorem 3.14.
Next, (my), N L™ is dense in (mj) . Using (4.2) once more we have

B(f) = K(f, LX), (mr)p, L)

(4.3)

) X/

T

0<s<t

(4.4)
= fllz,

X/

where the first inequality follows from enlarging the space (my);, to m; and hence allowing more decompositions.
The approximation is an application of Lemma 3.8.
Adding Lemma 4.3 to the kettle we see that all the assumptions of Theorem 2.18 are satisfied. Therefore

(4.5) B(Rif*) S alf?).

Finally, chaining (4.4), (4.5) and (4.3) together, we arrive at

(4.6) IR f*lz S BRif*) S alf*) S 1fllyy-

This finishes the proof, as the reverse inequality holds trivially. O

We now introduce two functionals and exhibit their equivalence.

Lemma 4.6. Let I be a quasiconcave function and let X be an r.i. space. Define a functional ||f||z =
1S1fllx, f € M4L(0,1). Then

(4.7) u(f) = sup /f )desupI()g"(s) + Fh, S € Ma(0.1)
|||£|7!|]||<|>f<<olo

is an r.i. norm. Here, csup(s) stands for the least concave majorant of t — supg_.<; ¢(s).
0<s<t -

Proof. Denote hy(t) = csupl(s)g*(s) for g € M, (0,1). Let us observe that ¢ — supg,<;I(5)g*(s) is a
0<s<t -
quasiconcave map for every g € Z and so hy is a finite concave function. Indeed, for such functions g the

supremum is finite, as Z C mj, and with increasing ¢ the supremum is nondecreasing. It thus remains to check
that for 0 < t; < t5 < 1 the inequality

D<oz, 1(5)9°(5) _ sWpocper, 1(5)6° (5
to - t1

holds. We calculate

« ta |
SUDy, <5<ty I(s)g*(s) - g*(tl)SUP0<s§t1 I <t1 3)
to - i_? ‘1
_ W 199" (1) _ suPcyer, ()9 (5)
- 3] - tq

where in the second inequality we used the quasiconcavity of I. For H gllz <1 we therefore have

/f £) dhy /f

)
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Ast— dhst(t) is nonincreasing, Hardy’s lemma (2.3) gives us a triangle inequality of the functional p. Property
(P2) is obvious. (P3) follows from the monotone convergence theorem. To check (P4), let ||g||z < 1 be given.
Using the fact that Z < my, we estimate
1

desupI(s)g™(s) < csup I(s)g™(s) = sup I(s)g"(s) = lgllm, < llgllz < 1.
0 0<s<t 0<s<1 0<s<1

Thus p(x(0,1)) < oo. Regarding (P5), |[f[l1 < u(f),f € M4 (0,1), follows from the definition of x. Finally,
1 is rearrangement invariant, as the first expression in its definition (4.7) depends only on the nonincreasing
rearrangement of a function and the second term, || - |1, is rearrangement invariant. O

Proposition 4.7. Let I be a quasiconcave function and let X be an r.i. space. Put ||f|lz = ||Sifl|x for
f € M4(0,1). Then the functional A on M (0,1) defined by

1
A(f) = sup /0 —IWg O AF @) + Ifl f e M(0,1),

llgllz<1
s equivalent to an r.i. norm.
Proof. We show that A = p, where p is the functional from Lemma 4.6. First observe that, by the monotone
convergence theorem, it suffices to consider only bounded functions over which we take the supremum in the
definition of the functional A. Also, without loss of generality, it suffices to consider only the functions which
are finite a.e.

We show their equivalence in three steps. Let first f € M (0,1) be such that f*(0+) < oo and f*(1—) =0
and pick g € M4 (0,1) bounded such that ||g||z < 1. Then

lim f*(t)csupI(s)g*(s) = lim f*(¢t)csupI(s)g*(s) =0.
t—07F 0<s<t t—1- 0<s<t

Consequently, integration by parts yields

1 1
/ f*(t)dcsup[(s)g*(s):/ —csupI(s)g*(s)df*(t).
0 0

0<s<t 0<s<t

We therefore have

1 1
sup /0 () desup I(s)g"(s) = sup /0 —esupI(s)g* (s) df* (1)

llgllz<1 0<s<t llgllz<1 0<s<t
[lglloo <oo llg]loo <oo
1 1
~ sup / — sup I(s)g"(s)df*(t) = sup / C1(t)(Srg)(8) df* (8)
lgllz<1 Jo 0<s<t llgllz<1 Jo
[lglloo <o0 [lglloo <oo
1 1
— s / _I0)(S19) () dfF(6) = sup / _I(8)g" (1) df (D).
[|S1gllz<1J0 lgllz<1 Jo
[lg]lco <oo [lg]lco <oo

and so u(f) = A(f). Here we used the fact that ||g||z = ||Srg||z for every g € M(0,1) and Theorem 3.4, (i),
which says that if g is bounded, so is Sg.

Second, let f € M (0,1) satisfy f*(1—) = 0. Let {t,} € (0,1)Y be a sequence of points of continuity of
f* such that ¢, N\, 0. For every n € N we set f,, = f = min{f*, f*(t,)}. We now infer that A(f,)  A(f).
Indeed, by the monotone convergence theorem we have

1
A(fa) = sup /0 ~I®g ) A + |l

llgllz<1

1
~ s / —I(®)g* () df* (1) + [ ful 7 ).

lgllz<1Jtn
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Finally, let f € M4(0,1) be such that f*(1—) < co. Then, using the previous step, we have

1
A(f) = sup /0 —I(8)g" (1) A (1) + 111l

llgllz<1

1
= sup /0 —I(t)g" (1) d(f* = f*(1=))@) + [If* = F (A=)l + f(1=)

llgllz<1

~u(ft = (=) + (=) = ),

since
p(f* = A=)+ (=) < p(f) + p(f7 (1) + f7(1-)
~ u(f) + 1A < plf) + (1 flh = p(f)
and
u(f) < p(f* = f71=)) +u(f~ (=) = p(f = (1) + f7(1-).
g
Remark 4.8. Both functionals 1 and A contain || - [|; in their definitions. For the functional p it guarantees

that X (u) < L', while for X it guarantees that A(f) =0 <= f =0 a.e.

Before we establish an alternative description of the optimal target space norm, we require a technical lemma
which extends (2.11) to our setting.

Lemma 4.9. Let I be a quasiconcave function and X be an r.i. space. Put ||fllz = ||Sifllx,f € M4+(0,1).
Then
IR Nz = |G1fllz, fe€M4(0,1).

Proof. We show that S;Grf = G1f for every f € M4 (0,1). To this end, fix f € M (0,1) and t € (0,1). We
calculate

1
SrG —— sup I(s) su /
(S1GLH1 = 755 o 1) sup 75 ), I
1 1
—— sup sup I(s *(
~ T e, 22 O ) R

—L ax{sup sup I(S) f* )dz, sup sup /f }

I(t) o<s<ts<r<t 1(T) Jo O<s<t t<r<l f

sup sup 1(s) f* )dz, sup /f }

{0<r<t 0<s<r (T) 0 t<r<1 I
1 I(t
= —— max{ sup z)dz, sup / }
- I(t) {0<r<t reret 1(r) e
1 03 ), o)
_ dz,
{ t<r<1 I ) f

I(t max

- {15 /f s s g1 [0 }

— sup /f )dz = Gr/(b).

t<r<1 I

1

1™

Therefore, by (2.11),
IGrfllz = 1S1Gifllx = |G fllx = |Rif*llx < ISiRif*[|x = [[Rif"]| 2.
We know Ry f* < G f and so SyR;f* < S;G;f. Furnishing this last inequality with ||-||x finishes the proof. [
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We will now use results of the last two sections to prove Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Put ||f|lz = ||S1fllx» for f € M4(0,1). We need to show that | f|ly, ~ A(f) for
f € M4(0,1), where X\ is the functional from Proposition 4.7. Let f,g € M(0,1) be given and assume
f*(0+) < o0 and f*(1—) = 0. Then

/f ds—/o—g()/df ds-/ / s)dsdf*(t)

_/0 [(t)/o “(s) ds d f* <t>_/0 1(8)(Grg) (1) df*(2)
loly,
—I(1)(Grg)(t) (1)
NEN / I
lgllvy

Gl
1
< lglyy - sup /O (9" (£ dF (1) < llgllys - AP,

llgllz<1

/0 I()(Grg) (1) df* (1)

where the first approximation is Theorem 4.5 and in the second approximation we used Lemma 4.9. Dividing
by [|glly; and taking supremum over g € M, (0,1) with [|lglly; <1 gives us || fllvx < A(f).
In the other direction, let f € M (0,1) be arbitrary. As

)

X/

t
1£llyy = H%/ f

there exists h € M (0,1) with ||a||x <1 and

1 ) [t
sl < [ 5 [ s

ds. For k € M, (0,1) satisfying ||k||z < 1 we have

Put g(t) = g*(t) = J;' 13
/

1 1
IOk (t) dg* (t) = /0 I(t)k*(t)% dt

1
- /0 K (Oh(t) dt < [kl IBlx < [FIZlAlx < 1.

By Fubini’s theorem we estimate

/ / / j o dt‘/ol’l@)%d%/olh(s)dssuhux51.

The last two estimates tell us that A(g)
We further have

| ragwa= [ f(t)/t Toydsat= [ 58 [ p@atas = iy

Finally, putting everything together yields

N

Sl < / ()" (0)dt < N(PHA) S N(f)

or, equivalently, A(f) < || fllyy- O
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4.2. Alternative norm in the optimal target space. The goal of this section is to express the optimal
target norm using the maximal nonincreasing rearrangement. We will need to strengthen the assumptions we
impose on the function I and in turn obtain a helpful tool in the proof of the main theorem and a new way to
describe the norm of functions. In view of Proposition 4.2 we will need boundedness of f — f** on Aj.

Proposition 4.10. Let I be a quasiconcave function satisfying (1.1) and (2.9). Let X be an r.i. space. Put
1fllz = ISt fllx:, f € M4(0,1). Then
[fllyx = sup ; — (@) = @) @) dt + [ fll,  f e My(0,1).

lgllz<1 t

Proof. Thanks to the fact that I satisfies (2.9), we can use [25, Theorem 10.3.12] to establish that the mapping

f— f* is bounded on A;. This implies that the map fri fo s)ds is, too, bounded on A;. Proposition 4.2

tells us that Yx € Int(L>, A7). Therefore f — 1 fo s)ds and consequently, f— f* are bounded on Y.
Now, for every ¢ € (0, 3) and g € M (0,1) we have

[ ] [ o

= [T |5 [ 0o - rena] soa

Thus, passing to the limit and using Fubini’s Theorem, we have

- [rogwal; [ o] = [ [ e - renase e

_ II(S *k * S ll(t) *
= [ AR e - rengs [ e oas

s (s)
= [ 2 - rene)
Here, the operator H is defined as
s LI

(48) Hg(S) - m/s t—29(t) dt, g€ M+(07 1)73 € (07 1)
Observe that, on one hand, we have

s L1t s L1t
4.9 * - _° S\ % < g* 2 £\ < ¥
(49) () = 5 [ o0 <o 0S| Rasg )
and, on the other hand,

s s s 1(t) s I(s)

4.1 Hg) (=) 2 — (t)—5=dt 2 ——g*(s)—5> - s = g*(s).
(410) (g (3) 2 (3)/§g<t> B2 g (@5 s =00
Finally, using Theorem 1.1, we get

1 ! Kk

Il |7 [ 70 (0)as
0 Yy

(4.11) Ui
~ sup /O BO) ey — @) (Hg*) (@) dt + |1 1.

llgllz<1 t
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To finish the proof we need to show that

()

() = ()" (1) dt.

sup /O HO) ey — pre) (Hg) (B dt = sup /O

llgllz<1 t llgllz<1

The inequality “<” immediately follows from (4.9).

The boundedness of the dilation operator followed by (4.11) and the fact that (f*(2-))™*(¢) =

substitution and (4.10) yield

1
Wl <17 G0l = un | % “(2t) — £1(20) (Hg") () dt + [ £l
llgllz<1J0
1I(t . N7
““||5||‘?11/0 g <t>><H9><2)dt+uful
1I(t
) o |
IIQSIIIQEI/O t = [ (@)g" () dt + [ £l

Theorem 4.11. Let I € Q. Let X be an r.i. space such that Sy is bounded on X'. Then

25

fr(2t),

I t ok *
(1.12) I~ |20 - £rap| e £eaio,
X
Proof. Since S; is bounded on X', we have ||S;g||x ~ llg|x/,g9 € M4+(0,1). Therefore, by Proposition 4.10,
(2.7) and the fact that || - ||x = || - || x», we obtain
[fllyx = sup — (7@ = 1 @®)g" () dt + || f]lx
I1S1gllx/ <10
~ s [0 - g a1,
<ot
(4.13) 100)
- |- f*(t))H Al

— | (%o - f*<s>>>° )

+ 1 fll,  f € My (0,1).

It follows from (2.6) and the HLP principle (2.4) that || f°|| < || f]| for every f € M4(0,1) and every r.i. norm

|| - ||. We have therefore obtained “<” in (4.12).
From the definition of the level function, for every f € M (0,1), we have

[ 220w - renas< [ (R0 - 1)) @ds e 0.
Using Hardy’s lemma we get to
[ 2200 - o eass [(F20w - ) @

for every t € (0,1), f,g € M4+(0,1). Using Fubini’s theorem, we rewrite the last inequality as

z

aw [oo [Lew-roZes [vo [ (Loeo-re) ol

Y Y Y
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For f € M(0,1) we calculate
by d
| e - e

1 1 1
[ [ oawrwaas - [ 1
1 S 1 S
119 = [ o) [ Ehaneasa - [ rea

52
/f d/ ds+/ £ )/yl%dsdy—/tl%f*(s)ds.

11

In what follows, let ¢ and d be the constants from Definition 2.7. For I we estimate

1
(4.16) I= tf**(t)/t Lf)) ds > ctf*(t) (ﬂ - 1) = c@f**(t) —ctf* ().

12 t
As for 11, using that ¢ < 1 (Remark 2.8), we estimate

H>/ f(y <——1> y—/tli‘g)f*(y)dy
1

:/t (c—1)F( >%dy‘ , T
(4.17) >(C_1)f*(t)/1Mdy_c 1f*(y)dy
> . y? ¢

1
> -0 rw e [ rwan

Deploying the assumption (1 — ¢)d < ¢, estimates (4.16), (4.17) and (4.15), we arrive at

(0~ £ @)~ el
19 peett) 4 (e~ a0y — el

=M o) et (1) + (e - 1a D e / Iy
<rri= [T pp®,

Therefore we obtain

1O (0 - ) 5 / M (pro(s) = DS 17, S e My1) 1€ (0,1),

Hence, for every f € M, (0,1) we have

Wi ro)| <
S

,_.
~

—
V)

1 S S
| 20 -rent

I(Y) | o o) (o ds
(P20 - 7)) 0%
4) by

taking ¢ = 1 and supremum over all g € M4 (0,1) with

+If1h
X

X

J

1
where the second inequality comes from (4.1
lgllx < 1.

(4.18)

+I £l
X
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As I has the average property, by Proposition 3.6 f — % fot f(s)ds is bounded simultaneously on L
and mj. Since the operator S; is bounded on X', Theorem 3.9 asserts that X’ € Int(L°,my). Therefore

f— %fot f(s)ds is bounded on X’ and so, by duality (2.5), its associate operator, f ftl @ ds, is bounded
on X. We therefore have

F(IG) ey _ g > ds
[ (2w -rwn) ©f
Adding this estimate to (4.18) and using (4.13) we have

' 1) 1)
t Y

<[ (B2 - ron)

X X

(1) - f*(t))HX <[ (B2 - o)

A~ 1 v
X

which concludes the proof. O

Remark 4.12. Observe that the average property was only used in Theorem 3.9 to guarantee us the validity
of the theorem for an arbitrary r.i. space. Therefore, if the map f — % fg f(s)ds is bounded on the associate
space of a certain r.i. space X, we may drop this assumption and still obtain validity of (4.12).

Also, we can view the condition about I having the average property as the property of the operator H; to
push the optimal target space Y71 far enough from L', so that f + f** is bounded on Y.

Since we assume condition (1.1), estimate (4.12) reads as

111, ~ S0 - 720

+ 1 fll
1

From here it is evident, that in order to have the right-hand side majorized by the left-hand side, the bound-
edness of f +— f** on A is necessary. This, as we remarked, is not satisfied for example by I(t) = tlog® %, a €

[0,3]:
Corollary 4.13. Let I € Q and let X be an r.i. space. Put ||f|lz = ||Stf**||x:. Then

I~ |20 - 200

+ £l
Z/

Proof. By virtue of Theorem 3.11, Z is an r.i. space which admits boundedness of the operator S;. Thus, by
Theorem 4.11, we have

1(t)

1flly, =~ HT(f**(t) — () p + 11 £l
However, by Proposition 4.10,
1
i~ s [T - o) a+

ISrgllz<1J0

1
A sup @(f**(t) = A @®)g" @) dt + || fllx = [ fllvx -

llglz<1J0

O

4.3. Optimality and supremum operators. This section presents characterization of optimal spaces by the
boundedness properties of supremum operators S; and T7. We require two preliminary results regarding the
optimal domain norm.

Next proposition is an analogue of Theorem 3.14 for the operator Sj.

Proposition 4.14. Let Y be an r.i. space and assume that a quasiconcave function I satisfies (1.1) and the
average property. Then the operator Sy is bounded on X, .
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Proof. By virtue of Proposition 4.1, the optimal domain space under the map Hj, Xy, exists for every r.i. space
Y and is optimal in

HHIfHY S ”f”Xy7 f € M+(07 1)'
This means, by duality, that X, is optimal in

(4.19) IR g, S Wfllyrs f € M4(0,1).
From the definition of the norm of the space Yy , it easily follows that Y. is optimal in
(4.20) 1B f xy, S W f Mg, > f € M4 (0,1).

Let us check that X7, too, is optimal therein. Assume that
IR F Nz S Wfllvy, € Mi(0,1),

for some 1.i. space Z. We need to show that Xi — Z. Optimality of Yy in (4.20) and inequality (4.19) tell
us that Y < Yy, which in turn implies that

IRrf Nz S 1 flly-

Finally, optimality of space X{, in (4.19) yields X{ — Z as we wanted.
Now, let us set || f||lz = [|S1f|x; for f € M4 (0,1). By virtue of Theorem 3.11, Z is an r.i. space. Then, by
(4.6), for the space Xy instead of X, we obtain

1Rz S U fllvy,
Optimality of X{ in (4.20) therefore tells us that || f||z < [|f[x; - In other words, Sy is bounded on Xj.. [

In the final theorem of the section, we will need an alternative description of the optimal domain norm.
Boundedness of the operator T plays essential role in there.

Theorem 4.15. Let I be a quasiconcave function satisfying (1.1). Let Y be an r.i. space such that Hil € Y.
If Tt is bounded on Y', then

EU?HHIhHY ~ [ Hif ly,  f € My (0,1).

In other words, for the optimal domain space we have
[fllxy = 1 Hef ly,  f e M4(0,1).
Proof. First, as Hf1 €Y, | - ||x, is an r.i. norm by Proposition 4.1. Next, as 77 is bounded on Y, we have

lglly: = | Trglly:, g€ M4(0,1).
We need to check that
SU? |Hrhlly SIHif ly, feM4(0,1).

To this end, fix f € M, (0,1). We estimate

f 5) B )

) Y_ngﬁlf)q/ / T(s) At
(s)
B (s dtd
||gﬁli})<1/o I(s /0 “(t)dtds
1f s s
(s) dtd
<||gﬁEP<1/ I(s)/o( 9)(t) dtds

A~ sup / e /Tjg)()dtds
lglly<1Jo [ Iﬁ
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||9||y/<1/ fs I(TT’ d?"/ Tlg)( )dtds
A su f*(s) )
- ||ng||£§1/0 (Tig)(®) /t ORa
I L L p(s)
- IIQIIYPgl/o g°(®) /t T(s)

Here, the first and second “~” is the assumption that I(t) ~ fg (%) 4s. Tn the second inequality we used the
Hardy-Littlewood inequality (2.1), and the fact that

o [(@owa = —— [ s g ar

L
o T Tt Jo ST

A0

is nonincreasing, being the integral mean of a nonincreasing function with respect to the measure @ dt. 0O

We are finally prepared to prove the main theorem of the paper.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Since % is integrable, the optimal domain space X, exists for every r.i. space Z by
Proposition 4.1. By Proposition 4.14, St is bounded on X{,. This, by Theorem 4.11, means that

(4.21) I, ~ [ 2270 - o)

+ 1 fll, f € M4 (0,1).
Xy

Now, given an r.i. space Z, operator Tt is bounded on Y, by virtue of Theorem 3.14. Hence, by Theorem 4.15,
we have

(4.22) 1£1lxy, =~ H/tl J;*(f’)) d

Assuming now that X is optimal for some Y, we have that X = Xy. Consequently (4.21) turns into (1.3)
and Sy is bounded X’.

On the contrary, assuming S7 is bounded on X', we obtain validity of (1.3) by Theorem 4.11. We show that
Xy, = X. To this end, let f € M, (0,1) be given. Then

1f*(S)
T)< //f /tlf*(is))ds>’X—k/ol/tl‘);*(is))dsdt

1 1 prx
=[5 [ g erar X+/OZ Ty st

because, by Fubini’s theorem,
1/t/1f*(r) /1f*(8) 1/t 5
- ds=- | —f*(s)ds.
t o )T L T T )y T
Further,

1 1 rx 1 1 S 1 1 S
azy [ IS aas o [ sas [ roa [ g5 <<

Observe that the operator R defined by

1(t)

Rf(t):t—2/0 % (s)ds, feM.(0,1),t€ (0,1),

) fEM-i-(O? 1)
Yz

11y, =

(4.23)

&Q
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is associate to the operator H defined in (4.8). Now, quasiconcavity of I implies that

t o 2
/Omdswm, t€(0,1).

Therefore, for the operator R’ defined by

, _ 1 tos
Rf(t)_fgﬁds/o Fo /(s FEMLO.D.tE O.D),

we have
Rf(t)~ R f(t), feMy(0,1),te€(0,1).

The advantage of the operator R’ is that R’ f* is nonincreasing for every f € M, (0,1), being the integral mean

of f* with respect to the measure ﬁ dt. Hence, using (4.9), we have

1 1
IRfIx ~ R f*llx = sup /R'f*(t)g*(t)dt~ sup /()Rf*(t)g*(t)dt

lgll x <170 gl xr <1

1 1
~ swp /0 FOHG () dt < sup /0 £ (g (&) dt = [l

llgllxr <1 llgllxr<1

for every f € M4(0,1).
We also see that

I(t) ' r * * I(t) ! r * I(t) t r ~ pk
t—z/o mf (rydr > f (t)'t—z/o I—erf (t).t—z/; mdrw (t),
as I € Ay. Thus

I t

‘%/0 %f*(r) drHX ~|fllx, f€My(0,1).

Combining this with (4.23) and (4.24) yields

1l = £l

Turning our attention to the second part, the assumption on optimality of Y for some space X implies
Y = Yx. Hence 17 is bounded on Y’ and (4.22) turns into (1.4).

In the other direction, let us assume that 77 is bounded on Y’. We show that Y = Yx,, which shows
optimality of Y for some space — Xy in fact.

For t € (0, ) we estimate

- 1) [ I(s
[ SFure-renas= [52 [rowes- 221 e

0 S
Lr(e) [t Lres) [ LI(s
- [ [ rmaras+ L [ prearas- [ e
LI(s) [t L I(s . LI(s) .,
z/t % i f (r)drds—i—/t S—g(s_t)f (S)ds_/t S—z)f (s) ds
1 s t 1 s
_/t % ; f(r)drds t/t %f*(s)ds
1 1
>t [ e [ Las

2t S
2t [ a0 - ey~ 1Y

g3
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Using this, (4.21) and Theorem 4.15, we have

v, ~| L@ - o) s
Xy
1 S
(4.25) S| Boe-renas  +isi
t Xy
~ ! 1 II(T) Y rds
[ 1] SR - renaras| wish

Now, for every h € M, (0,1), we have
[ o 20 [ e [0
e

where the first inequality is the average property of I. Further,

/ 32/ drds—/ / dyds+/ / r)drds
(4.27) < /0 h(y) dy /t S+ /t / 4 4y
g%/oth(r)dw/tl@dr,

Deploying (4.26) for h(r) = @(f**(r) — f*(r)) and (4.27) for h(r) = f*(r) in this order in (4.25) yields
! 1 k% *
b, < | [ 5076 = s +1s1n

Lo ds
2 ), r)drds—/t f (S)?
< My + 11

We now claim that T7: Y — Y’ implies Y C Az. In the proof of Proposition 4.2 we showed that A} = m5
whenever I satisfies (1.1). Therefore, we can equivalently show that Y/ D my. Now, for every f € my there

exists ¢ > 0 such that f*(t) < c@,t € (0,1). Thus, from the lattice property of the space Y’ it suffices to
show that ¢ — 2 € Y’. We observe that (Tr1)(t) = I(t)

£

operator 77 on Y’, we have

Hence, combining Proposition 4.2 with | Theorem 10.3.12] (note that (2.9) is satisfied), we conclude that
f— f* is bounded on Y. Adding this plece of information to (4.28), we obtain

[fllyxy S (LIl

As Yx, C Y holds trivially, the proof is complete. O

(4.26)

(4.28)

+ (£l
Y

t € (0,1), and so, using the boundedness of the

= [ITrlyr S [[Aflyr < oo

5. APPLICATIONS TO SOBOLEV EMBEDDINGS

In this section we come back to conditions which we used throughout the paper and see which functions satisfy
them. As the function I plays the role of the isoperimetric profile of a domain, we will be mainly interested in
two types of domains. Firstly, those whose isoperimetric profile is related to polynomials I(t) = t*, o € [ L. 1)
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and, secondly, product probability spaces. To this end, we check which conditions are satisfied. We have
already stated in the preliminary section that polynomials belong to class Q.
We shall first summarize relevant observations concerning polynomials.

Proposition 5.1 (Polynomials t* for a € (0,1)). Let o € (0,1) be given. Then I(t) =t belongs to class Q.
To be precise, for the constants ¢ and d from the Definition 2.7 we have ¢ = ﬁ and d = ﬁ Consequently,
the conclusion of Theorem 1.2 is valid for such a choice of function I.

We now show that the isoperimetric function of product probability spaces satisfy the condition (1.1). Let
us consider ®: [0,00) — [0,00). Assume ® is twice differentiable, strictly increasing and convex in (0, 00), V@
is concave and ®(0) = 0. Define further a measure on R by

dpe(z) = coe ®1#D dz,

where cg is such that ue(R) = 1.
We then define its product measure jigp , on R" as
Hon = e X - X [1p .
—_——
n-times

Then (R", e ) is a probability space.
It is further known by [7, Chapter 7] that

(51) 10 = Tao g, (0 = 20" (071 (1057) ) te (0.3).
1(t)

Note that I is quasiconcave function — I being nondecreasing is proved in [7, Lemma 11.1], while ¢t — =~ being

¢
nonincreasing follows from the fact that ® is increasing and convex. We now check that I'(t) ~ @ on some

right neighbourhood of 0. This implies that I satisfies condition (1.1).
First, we observe that ® € As. Indeed, to see this, recall that v/® is concave and so vV® € Ay. We estimate

a(20) = (VE@D) < (/3D = PB0). 1€ (0.00).

As @ is an increasing convex function with ®(0) = 0, we write

(1) :/0 ®'(s)ds, te€ (0,00).

Convexity tells us that ®’ is nondecreasing and so, for every t € (0, 00), we have

B(t) = /Ot B'(s) ds < 10/ (t) < /t% B'(s)ds < B(28).

Combining with the knowledge that ® € As, we obtain

P’ (t) ~ @, t € (0,00).

Plugging this new information into (5.1), we have
tlog 2 1
(5.2) I(t) ~ _7%, te <0, —> ,
-1 (log %) 2
and so we may as well consider the very last expression to be the representative of I. Differentiating, we get

(log? —1) @' (log 2) — W -4 - tlog §

(@1 (log }))”

I'(t) =
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log2 -1 log 2 1
8 (2! (log 7)) - (2 (log 7))
Alt) B(t)
As for A, we simply note that log f—-1= log% on some right neighbourhood of 0, because lim;_,q+ log% = o0.

Therefore, it follows that A(t) ~ g). Using both (5.1) and (5.2), we obtain
2
log 2
B@%o&,<uw>::uw'

2 2
@ tlog £ tlog £

Finally, observing that lim;_,q+ % = 0, we conclude that B is negligible.
We have therefore proved the following proposition.

Proposition 5.2. Let I be as in (5.1). Then I satisfies condition (1.1).
Recall that Maz’ya classes of domains J,, for o € [—,, 1) are defined as

To = {Q:Ig(t) >0t e [0, %H

Since I(t) = t* enjoys the average property, we have, by virtue of [7, Proposition 8.6],

" tm_l t
L e WICL VAR
It)™ Jo X
and .
7 fllx ~ ‘ SRl o fe Ma.)
X
for every r.i. space X. Define a function ( 1) — (0,00) by

J(t) = ( ) =¢l=mi=2) e (0,1).

From here, we see that whenever 1 —m/(1— a) > 07 then J(t) is an increasing, strictly concave bijection of (0,1)
onto itself. Proposition 5.1 therefore asserts that the function J € Q. Therefore, for this particular choice of
I, Theorem 1.2 reads as follows:

Theorem 5.3. Let o € [%, 1) be given and let m € N be such that 1 —m(1 — ) > 0. Put J(t) = tl=mi-a)
fort € (0,1). Then an r.i. space X is the optimal domain space under the map HJ* for some r.i. space Y if
and only if Sy is bounded on X'. In that case,

[fllvx =~ &(f**(t) - f*(t))‘ R + £l f € My(0,1).

t

Vice versa, an r.i. space Y is the optimal target space under the map H}* for some r.i. space X if and only
if Ty is bounded on Y'. In that case,

1f 1Ly =~

L)
T

) f€M+(071)'
Y

Recall that a bounded open 2 C R" is said to be a John domain, if there exists g € 2 and ¢ > 0 such that
for every x € Q there exists a rectifiable curve v, : [0,1] — Q, parametrized by its arclength, such that

dist(v,(t),002) > ct, t€]0,1].

It is known that for every John domain Q we have Ig(t) ~ tar

John domain.
Now, given 2 C R™ a John domain, [7, Theorem 6.1] asserts that

H}?Z:X—>Y — V"X =Y

. Note that every Lipschitz domain is also a
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whenever X and Y are r.i. spaces. Combining this with Theorem 5.3, we obtain the following.

m

Theorem 5.4. Let Q C R™ be a John domain. Let m € N,m < n be given and put J(t) = t'== fort € (0,1).
Then an r.i. space X () is the optimal domain space in the m-th order Sobolev embedding for some r.i. space
Y (Q) if and only if Sy is bounded on X'. In that case,

Il =~ 7 @ = @)+ 160, f € Ma(0,).

Vice versa, an r.i. space Y () is the optimal target space in the m-th order Sobolev embedding for some
r.i. space X (), if and only if Ty is bounded on Y', in which case

1
£l = | [ 551 0)ds| L feMio.)
t Y
Theorem 5.4 recovers [15, Theorem A] for Lipschitz domains and extends the result to John domains.
Now, the special case of [19, Section 5.3.3] exhibits existence of a particular domain 2, whose isoperimetric
profile satisfies Io, (t) ~ t*. Let a € [, 1) and define 7, : [0, ﬁ] — [0,00) by

1 a 1
na(r) = wnf{l (1 — (1 — a)r) (1-a)(n—1) , 1€ |:07 : :| ,
—

where w,,_; denotes the Lebesgue measure of the unit ball in R~
Define Q, C R" as

1
(5.3) Oy = {(m’,xn) eR": ' eR"L0<z, < T 2’| < na(xn)} .

Then |Q| = 1 and Iq, (t) ~ t*,t € [0, 3]. In particular, Q, € Jo.

Theorem 5.5. Let o € [5,1) and m € N be such that 1 — m(1 — a) > 0. Put J(t) = t!7™1=%) and let Q,
be as in (5.3). Then an r.i. space X (Qq) is the optimal domain space in the m-th order Sobolev embedding for
some r.i. space Y (Q) if and only if Sy is bounded on X'. In this case, V"X (Q) — Y (Q) for every Q € J,
and
1 vy m 70 (8) = @) Ix + 1l f € Me(0,1).

Vice versa, an r.i. space Y (€y) is the optimal target space in the m-th order Sobolev embedding for some

r.i. space X (Qq) if and only if Ty is bounded on Y'. In this case, V"X (Q) — Y (Q) for every Q € J, and
) f S M+(07 1)

1
/ Sm(l—a)—lf*(s) ds
t X

Proof. By [7, Theorem 6.4] H;: X — Y if and only if VQ € J,: V"X (Q) — Y (). Hence the result follows
from Theorem 1.2. O

”f”XY ~

We will now present a specification of our main results to Sobolev embeddings involving Lorentz—Zygmund
spaces to obtain a new way to compute the norm and compare it to the known results.

Theorem 5.6. Let o € [i,, 1) be given and let m € N be such that 1 — m(1 —a) > 0. Set X = LP%5. Then

n

for the optimal target space of X in the Sobolev embedding we have

(5.4) Hﬂwxm<[fﬁ‘%?@>KSHSﬂMPﬂMF%@—fVQU*aﬂqa>q+Hﬂn

Furthermore, the norm in (5.4) is equivalent to

U gmapm-a)—p / L
<At z )e?ax#w@dﬁ #p=q=Lﬁ20”pe<LEH?EQ’
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I q
</ t‘lfg(g_l)(t)(f*)q(t) dt) if p= #,6 <1l- é,
0

m(l —a)
! - a 1 1
</0 t_lel_l(t)@q(t)(f*)q(t) dt) ifp= maq € (1,00, 8=1- 57
f(0+) pr—m,,@>l—gOTp—m,q—175200rp>m.

Proof. The relation (5.4) is an immediate application of Theorem 5.5. The equivalence can be derived from

[

, Proposition 6.4]. O

Remark 5.7. We would like to point out that, although the equivalence does not seem surprising, relations
between spaces involving the quantity f** — f* to those involving just f* are quite difficult, and even the

qu

estion whether such spaces are linear is highly nontrivial, for details see, for example, [5].
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