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Maz’ya’s Φ-inequalities on domains
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Abstract

We find necessary and sufficient conditions on the function Φ for the inequality

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(K ∗ f)
∣

∣

∣
. ‖f‖p

L1(Rd)

to be true. Here K is a positively homogeneous of order α − d, possibly vector valued, kernel, Φ is

a p-homogeneous function, and p = d/(d − α). The domain Ω ⊂ R
d is either bounded with C1,β

smooth boundary for some β > 0 or a halfspace in R
d. As a corollary, we describe the positively

homogeneous of order d/(d− 1) functions Φ: Rd → R that are suitable for the bound

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(∇u)
∣

∣

∣
.

∫

Ω

|∆u|.

1 Introduction

This paper contains development of the theory of Maz’ya’s Φ-inequalities given in [11] and [12]. These
inequalities might be thought of as corrections of the invalid endpoint Hardy–Littlewood–Sobolev in-
equality

‖ Iα[f ]‖Lp(Rd) . ‖f‖L1(Rd), p =
d

d− α
. (1.1)

The symbol Iα denotes the Riesz potential of order α:

Iα[f ] = cd,α

∫

Rd

f(y)

|x− y|d−α
dy, f ∈ C∞

0 (Rd). (1.2)

For the classical Hardy–Littlewood–Sobolev inequality and its applications, see the original paper [7]
or modern presentation in Subsection VIII.4.2 of [9]. The counterexample to (1.1) is provided by a
sequence of functions f approximating a delta measure. Linear corrections of the Hardy–Littlewood–
Sobolev inequality at the endpoint are sometimes called Bourgain–Brezis inequalities. Usually, one adds
translation and dilation invariant constraints for the function f that exclude the delta measures. We
refer the reader to the pioneering paper [1], to more recent studies [3], [10], [14], and to the surveys [8]
and [15].

In [4], Vladimir Maz’ya suggested a modification of the Hardy–Littlewood–Sobolev inequality for p = 1
that allowed substitution of a delta measure (see also Problem 5.1 in the problem book [5] as well). He
conjectured that the inequality

∣

∣

∣

∫

Rd

Φ(∇u(x)) dx
∣

∣

∣
. ‖∆u‖d/(d−1)

L1(Rd)
(1.3)
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holds true for all smooth compactly supported functions u with a uniform constant, provided the posi-
tively d/(d− 1) homogeneous function Φ: Rd → R satisfies the cancellation condition

∫

Sd−1

Φ(ζ) dσ(ζ) = 0. (1.4)

By σ we denote the Hausdorff measure on the unit sphere. The necessity of this condition follows
from substitution of u that mimics the fundamental solution of the Laplace equation, i.e. ∆u mimics
a delta measure (see Section 2 below for details on such arguments). By a positively q-homogeneous
function we mean a function Ψ defined on a Euclidean space such that Ψ(λy) = λqΨ(y) for any y and
any λ ∈ R+. Note that the inequality (1.3) is non-linear; there is no hint to convexity in it as well. The
cases where p = 2 and Φ is a quadratic form were considered in [6], with sharp constants established.
Maz’ya’s conjecture was proved in [11]. We cite the main result of that paper.

Theorem 1.1. Let d be a natural number and let α ∈ (0, d). Assume the kernel K : Rd → Rℓ is
positively (α − d)-homogeneous and Lipschitz on the unit sphere. Assume the function Φ: Rℓ → R is
positively p-homogeneous, p = d/(d− α), and Lipschitz on the unit sphere. The inequality

∣

∣

∣

∫

Rd

Φ
(

K ∗ f(x)
)

dx
∣

∣

∣
. ‖f‖p

L1(Rd)
(1.5)

holds true for all smooth compactly supported functions f with zero mean if and only if
∫

Sd−1

Φ(K(ζ)) dσ(ζ) = 0 and

∫

Sd−1

Φ(−K(ζ)) dσ(ζ) = 0. (1.6)

Theorem 1.1 implies Maz’ya’s conjecture (1.3) via the representation

∇u(x) = cd

∫

Rd

(x− y)∆u(y)

|x− y|d dy, u ∈ C∞
0 (Rd), (1.7)

here cd is a certain constant. The classical Sobolev inequalities are valid for functions on domains.
Since the companion Bourgain–Brezis inequalities were adjusted to this setting in [2] and [3], it is also
desirable to find analogs of Maz’ya’s Φ inequalities for functions on domains. Here the main results
are. In these theorems, we assume that K : Rd → Rℓ and Φ: Rℓ → R are Lipschitz on the unit sphere
and positively (α − d) and p homogeneous, respectively. We always have the homogeneity relation p =
d/(d− α). The number β belongs to (0, 1).

Theorem 1.2. Let Ω ⊂ Rd be a bounded domain whose boundary is C1,β smooth. The inequality
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ
(

K ∗ f(x)
)

dx
∣

∣

∣
. ‖f‖p

L1(Rd)
(1.8)

holds true for any bounded compactly supported function f on Rd if and only if for any ξ ∈ Sd−1

∫

ζ∈Sd−1,
〈ζ,ξ〉>0

Φ(K(ζ)) dσ(ζ) = 0 and

∫

ζ∈Sd−1,
〈ζ,ξ〉>0

Φ(−K(ζ)) dσ(ζ) = 0. (1.9)

We note that the new cancellation condition (1.9) implies (1.6). The main difference of the Φ-
inequalities from classical estimates in the spirit of Sobolev is that there is no monotonicity of the
estimated quantity with respect to domain. In other words, it is completely unclear how to bound

∫

Ω Φ(K∗
f) with

∫

Rd Φ(K∗f); seemingly, there are no such bounds. In the classical case, however,
∫

Ω
|f |p ≤

∫

Rd |f |p.
We have also considered the case where Ω is a half-space.
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Theorem 1.3. Fix ξ ∈ Sd−1. Let Ω = {x ∈ Rd | 〈x, ξ〉 > 0}. The inequality
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ
(

K ∗ f(x)
)

dx
∣

∣

∣
. ‖f‖p

L1(Rd)
(1.10)

holds true for any bounded compactly supported function f on Rd with zero mean if and only if (1.6)
and (1.9) hold true (with the specific vector ξ).

The requirement that the boundary of Ω is C1,β smooth in Theorem 1.2 means the following. In a
neighborhood of any boundary point, Ω coincides with the subgraph of a differentiable function whose
gradient is β-Hölder. In particular, if we choose the coordinates in the way that in a neighborhood of the
origin

Ω = {x ∈ R
d | xd ≥ h(x1, x2, . . . , xd−1)}, h(0) = 0, and ∇h(0) = 0, (1.11)

then
|h(y)| ≤ C|y|1+β (1.12)

for sufficiently small y ∈ Rd−1 and an absolute constant C = C(Ω).
The assumption that f has zero mean appearing in the Theorems 1.1 and 1.3 is necessary, since

without them K ∗ f decays as |x|α−d at infinity, and there is no hope for the bound in question unless
we regularize the integral on the left hand side of the inequality; this requirement might be thought of
as a condition of compact support for functions in Sobolev inequalities. The proofs of the two theorems
above rely on the circle of ideas developed in [11] and [12] and form, in a sense, a natural continuation of
that papers. We also present corollaries in the spirit of the original Maz’ya’s setting (1.3).

Corollary 1.1. Let Φ: Rd → R be a positively d/(d− 1)-homogeneous function whose restriction to the
unit sphere is Lipschitz. Assume for any ξ ∈ Rd \ {0} the cancellation condition

∫

ζ∈Sd−1,
〈ζ,ξ〉>0

Φ(ζ) dσ(ζ) = 0 (1.13)

holds true. Then, for any bounded domain Ω with smooth boundary and any smooth function u : Ω̄ → R,
the estimate

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(∇u(x)) dx
∣

∣

∣
. ‖∆u‖L1(Ω) +

∥

∥

∥

∂u

∂n

∥

∥

∥

L1(∂Ω)
(1.14)

is also true with a uniform constant.

We have used the notation Ω̄ to denote the closure of Ω. The boundary ∂Ω is equipped with the
Hausdorff measure of dimension d−1. The second summand on the right hand side of (1.14) is unavoidable
as it can be seen from considering harmonic functions u.

Corollary 1.2. Let Φ: Rd → R be a positively d/(d− 1)-homogeneous function whose restriction to the
unit sphere is Lipschitz. Let ξ ∈ Sd−1. Assume the cancellation condition

∫

ζ∈Sd−1,
〈ζ,ξ〉>0

Φ(ζ) dσ(ζ) = 0 (1.15)

holds true. Then, the estimate
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(∇u(x)) dx
∣

∣

∣
. ‖∆u‖L1(Ω) +

∥

∥

∥

∂u

∂n

∥

∥

∥

L1(∂Ω)
(1.16)

is also true for any compactly supported smooth function u : Ω → R with a uniform constant, where Ω is
the halfspace {x ∈ Rd | 〈x, ξ〉 > 0}.
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Remark 1.3. The cancellation conditions in the two corollaries above are not only sufficient, but also
necessary. The proof of this assertion is similar to the proofs of necessity in Theorems 1.2 and 1.3
presented in Section 2 below.

Remark 1.4. Though the smoothness assumptions on the boundary of Ω in Corollary 1.1 seem superflu-
ous, our proof uses the theory of pseudodifferential operators, and so we do not see and immediate way
to remove them.

While Corollary 1.2 follows from Theorem 1.3 almost immediately, the derivation of Corollary 1.1
from Theorem 1.2 requires some efforts. The strategy is to extend u to a compactly supported function
on Rd in such a way that the L1-norm of the Laplacian is controlled by the right hand side of (1.14)
and then apply Theorem 1.2 via (1.7). A similar strategy was used in [3] in the context of classical
Bourgain–Brezis inequalities. Here we need a specific extension theorem, see Proposition 5.1.

In the forthcoming Section 2, we prove the necessity of cancellation conditions in Theorems 1.2 and 1.3.
Section 3 is devoted to reduction of our inequalities to Theorem 3.1 below; the latter theorem might be
informally thought of as the Besov space version of Maz’ya’s inequalities. Section 4 contains the proof of
the latter theorem. The concluding Section 5 finishes the proofs of Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 and provides
derivation Corollaries 1.1 and 1.2.

I wish to thank Vladimir Maz’ya for asking me the question that motivated the paper (the question
was whether Corollary 1.1 holds true). I am also grateful to Alexander Nazarov, Mikhail Novikov, Bogdan
Raiţă, and Alexander Tyulenev for discussions concerning extension of smooth functions (results around
Proposition 5.1).

2 Necessity

We first verify the necessity of (1.9) in Theorem 1.2 and then explain the modifications needed to justify
necessity in Theorem 1.3.

Let ξ ∈ Sd−1. Choose a point zξ ∈ ∂Ω such that the inward pointing normal vector to ∂Ω at zξ equals ξ.
For example, we may choose zξ as follows: let it be the point z ∈ cl Ω such that 〈z, ξ〉 is the smallest
among all z ∈ Ω. By rotating and shifting Ω, we may, without loss of generality, assume ξ = (0, 0, . . . , 0, 1)
and zξ is the origin.

Let f0 be a smooth function with unit integral supported in the unit ball. Consider its dilations fn:

fn(x) = ndf(nx), x ∈ R
d, n ∈ N. (2.1)

We will be using the homogeneity relation

K ∗ fn(x) = nd−αK ∗ f(nx), x ∈ R
d, (2.2)

and the asymptotic formula

K ∗ f(x) = K(x) +O(|x|α−d−1), x → ∞. (2.3)

This formula follows from the homogeneity and smoothness assumptions on the kernel K. Recall
Lemma 6.5 in [11]:

∣

∣Φ(a+ b)− Φ(a)
∣

∣ . |a|p−1|b|, provided 2|b| ≤ |a|, a, b ∈ R
ℓ. (2.4)

Then, by (2.3) and (2.4),

Φ(K ∗ f(x)) = Φ(K(x)) +O
(

|K(x)|p−1|x|α−d−1
)

= Φ(K(x)) +O
(

|x|−d−1
)

, x → ∞. (2.5)
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We plug the function x 7→ fn(x1, x2, . . . , xd−1, xd−2/n) into (1.8); note that such a function is supported
in Ω provided n is sufficiently large. Then, by (2.2), the left hand side of (1.8) equals

∣

∣

∣

∫

nΩ

Φ(K ∗ f(x1, x2, . . . , xd−1, xd − 2)) dx
∣

∣

∣
. (2.6)

Let Br(x) be the open Euclidean ball of radius r centered at x. Note that K ∗ f is a continuous function.
Therefore, by the asymptotic formula (2.5), the integral (2.6) differs by a uniformly (w.r.t. n) bounded
quantity from

∣

∣

∣

∫

nΩ\B4(0)

Φ(K(x)) dx
∣

∣

∣
. (2.7)

Now let

I =

∫

ζ∈Sd−1

ζd>0

Φ(K(ζ)) dσ(ζ); M =

∫

ζ∈Sd−1

∣

∣

∣
Φ(K(ζ))

∣

∣

∣
dσ(ζ). (2.8)

We wish to show I = 0, this will prove the necessity of the first identity in (1.9) (the necessity of the
second is obtained by plugging a similar function generated by f whose integral is −1). We rewrite (2.7)
using a change of variables and homogeneity:

∫

nΩ\B4(0)

Φ(K(x)) dx =

∞
∫

4

rd−1

∫

Sd−1∩n
r Ω

Φ(K(rζ)) dσ(ζ) dr =

∞
∫

4

r−1

∫

Sd−1∩n
r Ω

Φ(K(ζ)) dσ(ζ) dr. (2.9)

Note that, in fact, the domain of integration for the outer integral is bounded by n diamΩ, we will use
this fact slightly later. Let

Ψ(ρ) =

∫

Sd−1∩ρ−1Ω

Φ(K(ζ)) dσ(ζ), ρ ∈ (0,∞). (2.10)

This function satisfies the bounds

|Ψ(ρ)| ≤ M; (2.11)

Ψ(ρ) = I+O(ρβ), (2.12)

for all ρ ∈ (0,∞); the second formula follows from (1.12). Let γ ∈ (0, 1) be a parameter. Then, (2.9)
equals

∞
∫

4

r−1Ψ(r/n) dr =

nγ
∫

4

r−1Ψ(r/n) dr +

O(n)
∫

nγ

r−1Ψ(r/n) dr. (2.13)

The absolute value of the second integral is bounded by M(1−γ) logn+O(1) by (2.11), whereas the first
equals I γ logn+O(1 + n(γ−1)β) via (2.12). If I 6= 0, we may choose γ such that the whole integral tends
to infinity as n → ∞, which contradicts the initial inequality. We have proved necessity in Theorem 1.2.

To prove necessity in Theorem 1.3, we follow a similar route. Without loss of generality, we may
assume ξ = (0, 0, . . . , 1) and plug the function

x 7→ fn(x1, x2, . . . , xd−1, xd − 1/n)− f(x1, x2, . . . , xd−1, xd − 1) (2.14)
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into (1.10). We need to subtract the second term to obtain a function with zero mean. Applying the
tricks we have used to pass from (1.8) to the uniform boundedness of (2.7) to remove the contribution of
the second term to the left hand side of the inequality, we arrive at the integral

∣

∣

∣

∫

|x|<n
xd>0

Φ(K(x)) dx
∣

∣

∣
. (2.15)

The uniform boundedness (w.r.t n) of this integral leads to (1.9) via the same change of variable.
The necessity of (1.6) in Theorem 1.3 is proved by considering the function

x 7→ fn(x1, x2, . . . , xd−1, xd − 1)− f(x1, x2, . . . , xd−1, xd − 1). (2.16)

3 Preliminary estimates

We split the kernel into parts:

Kn(x) =

{

K(x), |x| ∈ [2−n−1, 2−n);

0, otherwise.
(3.1)

Then, K =
∑

n Kn and Kn(x) = 2(d−α)nK0(2
nx). We will also use the notation

K≤n(x) =
∑

k≤n

Kk(x). (3.2)

The condition (1.6) implies
∫

Rd

Φ(Kn(x)) dx =

∫

Rd

Φ(−Kn(x)) dx = 0, (3.3)

while (1.9) yields
∫

〈x,ξ〉≥0

Φ(Kn(x)) dx =

∫

〈x,ξ〉≥0

Φ(−Kn(x)) dx = 0. (3.4)

The following lemma is a simpler variation of Lemma 2.4 in [11].

Lemma 3.1. Let p ∈ [1,∞). If Ω is a bounded domain, then
∫

Ω

|K≤0 ∗ f(x)|p dx . ‖f‖p
L1(Rd)

, f ∈ L1(R
d). (3.5)

Proof. The inequality follows from

‖K≤0 ∗ f‖L∞ ≤ ‖K≤0‖L∞‖f‖L1 . ‖f‖L1, (3.6)

and the boundedness of Ω.

The function Mp : R+ ×R+ → R originated in [12] in this context and played the pivotal role in [11]
(see formulas (2.17) and (5.4) of that paper):

Mp(x, y) =

{

min(xp−1y, xyp−1), p ∈ (1, 2];
1
2 (x

p−1y + xyp−1), p ∈ (2,∞),
x ≥ 0, y ≥ 0. (3.7)

The lemma below is completely similar to Lemma 2.6 in [11], we omit its proof.

6



Lemma 3.2. The inequality

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(K≤n+1 ∗ f)− Φ(K≤n ∗ f)
∣

∣

∣
.

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn+1 ∗ f)
∣

∣

∣
+

∫

Ω

Mp

(

|K≤n ∗ f |, |Kn+1 ∗ f |
)

(3.8)

holds true for any bounded compactly supported f and n ∈ N.

Since Mp is a non-negative function, the estimate

∑

n∈Z

∫

Ω

Mp

(

|K≤n ∗ f |, |Kn+1 ∗ f |
)

. ‖f‖p
L1(Rd)

(3.9)

follows from Theorem 2.3 in [11]. A companion estimate cannot be reduced to Theorem 2.2 in [11] since
now we need more cancellation conditions on the kernel K.

Theorem 3.1. Assume Ω is a bounded domain with C1,β-smooth boundary and (1.9) holds true. Then,

∑

n∈Z

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn ∗ f(x)) dx
∣

∣

∣
. ‖f‖pL1

(3.10)

for any compactly supported bounded f .

4 Sufficiency: proof of Theorem 3.1

Let {Qk,j} be the grid of dyadic cubes:

Qk,j =

d
∏

i=1

[

2−kji, 2
−k(ji + 1)

)

, j = (j1, j2, . . . , jd) ∈ Z
d, k ∈ Z. (4.1)

If Q is a cube, c(Q) denotes its center, ℓ(Q) its sidelength, and λQ is the cube with center c(Q) and
sidelength λℓ(Q), λ > 0.

Definition 4.1. We say that a cube Q is a boundary cube, provided (d+ 2)Q ∩ ∂Ω 6= ∅. The collection
of all boundary cubes is denoted by B.

Lemma 4.2. Let Q be a dyadic cube of generation n, Q /∈ B. Let f be a summable function supported
in Q. Then,

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn ∗ f(x)) dx
∣

∣

∣
. 2n‖f‖p−1

L1(Q) infc∈Q

∫

Q

|x− c||f(x)| dx. (4.2)

Proof. The function Kn∗f is supported in (d+2)Q. Since Q /∈ B, either (d+2)Q∩Ω = ∅, or (d+2)Q ⊂ Ω.
In the first case, the integral on the left hand side of (4.2) vanishes. In the other case,

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn ∗ f(x)) dx =

∫

Rd

Φ(Kn ∗ f(x)) dx. (4.3)

The desired inequality follows from Corollary 3.2 in [11] and the observation that

inf
c∈Q

∫

Rd

|x− c||f(x)| dx = inf
c∈Rd

∫

Rd

|x− c||f(x)| dx (4.4)

since supp f ⊂ Q.
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Lemma 4.3. Let Q be a boundary dyadic cube of generation n ≥ 0. Let f be supported in Q. Then,

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn ∗ f(x)) dx
∣

∣

∣
. 2n‖f‖p−1

L1(Q) inf
c∈∂Ω

∫

Q

|x− c||f(x)| dx + 2−βn‖f‖pL1(Q). (4.5)

Proof. Let y ∈ ∂Ω be an arbitrary point. Then,

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn ∗ f(x)) dx
∣

∣

∣

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn ∗ f(x)) dx −
∫

Ω

Φ
(

Kn(x− y) ·
∫

f
)

dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ
(

Kn(x − y) ·
∫

f
)

dx

∣

∣

∣

∣

. (4.6)

For specific y ∈ ∂Ω, the first summand is bounded by 2n‖f‖p−1
L1(Q) infc∈∂Ω

∫

Q |x − c||f(x)| dx similar to

the proof of Lemma 3.1 in [11] and we only need to show that

sup
y∈∂Ω

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn(x− y)) dx
∣

∣

∣
. 2−βn. (4.7)

Fix y ∈ ∂Ω and introduce ξ = ~ny — the inward pointing normal to ∂Ω at the point y. Then,

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn(x− y)) dx
∣

∣

∣
≤

∣

∣

∣

∫

x : 〈x−y,ξ〉
≥0

Φ(Kn(x− y)) dx
∣

∣

∣
+

∫

x/∈Ω,
〈x−y,ξ〉≥0

|Kn(x− y)|p dx+

∫

x∈Ω,
〈x−y,ξ〉≤0

|Kn(x − y)|p dx. (4.8)

The first summand is zero by (3.4). To bound the second and the third summands, we use (1.12) and note
that the volume of the domains of integration is O(2−(d+β)n), while the integrands do not exceed 2p(d−α)n

in absolute value. Therefore, the second and the third terms are O(2−βn) as desired.

We formulate an analog of Theorem 3.1 in [11].

Theorem 4.1. For any n ≥ 0, the inequality

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn+1 ∗ f)
∣

∣

∣
. 2n

∑

j∈Z
d

3Qn,j /∈B

‖f‖p−1
L1(3Qn,j)

inf
cn,j

∫

3Qn,j

|x− cn,j||f(x)| dx

+ 2n
∑

j∈Z
d

3Qn,j∈B

‖f‖p−1
L1(3Qn,j)

inf
cn,j∈∂Ω

∫

3Qn,j

|x− cn,j ||f(x)| dx+ 2−βn
∑

j∈Z
d

3Qn,j∈B

‖f‖pL1(3Qn,j)
(4.9)

holds true.

Theorem 4.1 is derived from Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 in the same way as Theorem 3.1 in [11] is deduced
from Lemma 3.1 of that paper. We will provide a slight simplification of the argument.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Recall that Kn+1 is supported in the ball of radius 2−n−1. We split the whole
space into the strips

Πj =
{

x ∈ R
d
∣

∣

∣
x1 ∈ [2−nj, 2−n(j + 1))

}

, j ∈ Z. (4.10)

Let fj = fχΠj . We observe a useful pointwise identity

Φ(Kn+1 ∗ f) =
∑

j∈Z

Φ(Kn+1 ∗ (fj + fj+1))−
∑

j∈Z

Φ(Kn+1 ∗ fj), (4.11)
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which leads to the bound

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn+1 ∗ f)
∣

∣

∣
≤

∑

j∈Z

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn+1 ∗ (fj + fj+1))
∣

∣

∣
+
∑

j∈Z

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn+1 ∗ fj)
∣

∣

∣
. (4.12)

Performing a similar splitting procedure for the other (d− 1) coordinates, we bound the integral on the
left hand side of (4.9) with

∑

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(Kn+1 ∗ f̃)
∣

∣

∣
, (4.13)

where each function f̃ is supported in a cube 3Qn,j for some j, and each cube 3Qn,j is chosen by at

most 2d functions f̃ . We also note that each f̃ is nothing but f multiplied by an indicator. Thus, the
desired bound indeed follows from Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3.

Thus, the proof of Theorem 3.1 is naturally split into three estimates:

∑

n≥0

2n
∑

j∈Z
d

3Qn,j /∈B

‖f‖p−1
L1(3Qn,j)

inf
cn,j

∫

3Qn,j

|x− cn,j ||f(x)| dx . ‖f‖p
L1(Rd)

; (4.14)

∑

n≥0

2n
∑

j∈Z
d

3Qn,j∈B

‖f‖p−1
L1(3Qn,j)

inf
cn,j∈∂Ω

∫

3Qn,j

|x− cn,j ||f(x)| dx . ‖f‖p
L1(Rd)

; (4.15)

∑

n≥0

2−βn
∑

j∈Z
d

3Qn,j∈B

‖f‖pL1(3Qn,j)
. ‖f‖p

L1(Rd)
. (4.16)

The estimate (4.14) was proved in [11], see formula (4.11) of that paper. The proof of (4.16) is relatively
simple:

∑

n≥0

2−βn
∑

j∈Z
d

3Qn,j∈B

‖f‖pL1(3Qn,j)
.

∑

n≥0

2−βn‖f‖p
L1(Rd)

. ‖f‖p
L1(Rd)

. (4.17)

It remains to justify (4.15). Let Q be a cube. By Dm(Q) we mean the collection of all dyadic subcubes
of generation m of the cube Q (Q itself is of generation 0). Consider the quantity

Eb

Q,m[f ] =
∑

Q′∈B

Q′∈Dm(Q)

(

∫

Q′

|f(x)| dx
)p

, (4.18)

which is the boundary modification of the quantity

EQ,m[f ] =
∑

Q′∈Dm(Q)

(

∫

Q′

|f(x)| dx
)p

, (4.19)

which played an important role in [11]. Note that Eb

Q′,1[f ] ≤ Eb

Q′,0[f ] for any cube Q′; here we use that a

parent of a boundary cube is also a boundary cube. In particular, Eb

Q,m+1[f ] ≤ Eb

Q,m[f ] for any m ≥ 0.
Therefore,

∑

m≥0

(

Eb

Q,m[f ]− Eb

Q,m+1[f ]
)

≤ ‖f‖pL1(Q), (4.20)

and all the summands in this sum are non-negative.
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Lemma 4.4. Fix some ε ∈ (0, 1/2). Let Q be a boundary cube. Then,

‖f‖p−1
L1(Q)

ℓ(Q)
inf

c∈∂Ω

∫

Q

|x− c||f(x)| dx .
∑

m≥0

(1− ε)m
(

Eb

Q,m[f ]− Eb

Q,m+1[f ]
)

. (4.21)

This lemma is similar to Lemma 4.2 in [11], the proof is also similar. We provide it for completeness.
Lemma 6.6 from [11] says

(

n
∑

j=1

zj

)p

−
n
∑

j=1

zpj &
(

n
∑

j=1

zj

)p−1

min
i

∑

j 6=i

zj (4.22)

for any collection of non-negative numbers zj . We will need a slight modification.

Lemma 4.5. Let z1, z2, . . . , zn, and Z be non-negative numbers. Then,

(

Z +

n
∑

j=1

zj

)p

−
n
∑

j=1

zpj &
(

Z +

n
∑

j=1

zj

)p−1(

Z +min
i

∑

j 6=i

zj

)

. (4.23)

Proof. Without loss of generality, let z1 be the largest of the zj. Consider two cases: z1 ≥ Z and Z > z1.
The first case follows from (4.22) (applied to all the numbers z1, z2, . . . , zn, and Z):

(

Z +

n
∑

j=1

zj

)p−1(

Z +min
i

∑

j 6=i

zj

)

.
(

Z +

n
∑

j=1

zj

)p

−
n
∑

j=1

zpj − Zp ≤
(

Z +

n
∑

j=1

zj

)p

−
n
∑

j=1

zpj . (4.24)

For the second case, we may, having in mind the homogeneity of the inequality in question, assume
without loss of generality that Z = 1 and, therefore zj < 1 for j = 1, 2, . . . , n. We note that in such a
case the left hand side of (4.23) is at least 1 (by Hölder’s inequalty), whereas the right hand side does
not exceed (n+ 1)p.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. We will construct the cubes Rm starting with R0 = Q. Assume R0, R1, . . . , Rm are
already constructed. Then, we define Rm+1 by the rules

Rm+1 ∈ D1(Rm), Rm+1 ∈ B,

∫

Rm+1

|f(x)| dx = max
R∈D1(Rm)∩B

∫

R

|f(x)| dx. (4.25)

In other words, if the boundary cube Rm has kids that are also boundary cubes, we choose the one among
them that has the maximal possible mass. Note that there may be no boundary cubes in D1(Rm). In such
a case, the process terminates (this means, in particular, that the initial cube Q does not intersect Ω).
Let c0 be the common point of the cubes Rm if there are infinitely many of them, or the closest point
of ∂Ω to the smallest of the cubes if there is only a finite number of cubes. Then,

∀m ∀x ∈ Rm |x− c0| . 2−mℓ(Q). (4.26)

Pick a small number δ to be chosen later. Now let M be the smallest possible non-negative integer
number m such that

∫

Rm+1

|f(x)| dx < (1 − δ)

∫

Rm

|f(x)| dx. (4.27)

If such a number m does not exist, then we set M = ∞. We estimate

∫

Q

|x− c0|
ℓ(Q)

|f(x)| dx
(4.26)

.

∫

RM+1

2−M−1|f(x)| dx+

M
∑

m=0

∫

Rm\Rm+1

2−m|f(x)| dx. (4.28)
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The choice of M allows to disregard the first summand since it is bounded by the second one (the
multiplicative constant is O(1/δ), however, this does not harm since we will fix δ momentarily). By the
choice of M ,

‖f‖L1(Q) ≤ (1− δ)−m‖f‖L1(Rm), m = 0, 1, . . . ,M. (4.29)

Thus,

‖f‖p−1
L1(Q)

ℓ(Q)
inf

c∈∂Ω

∫

Q

|x− c||f(x)| dx
(4.28),(4.29)

.

M
∑

m=0

(1 − δ)−m(p−1)‖f‖p−1
L1(Rm)

∫

Rm\Rm+1

2−m|f(x)| dx. (4.30)

Let R′
1, R

′
2, . . . , R

′
n be the kids of Rm that are boundary cubes; let Rm+1 = R′

1. We apply Lemma 4.5
with with Z =

∫

Rm\∪jR′
j
|f |, and zj =

∫

R′
j
|f |. Then, the right hand side in (4.30) is bounded by

M
∑

m=0

2−m(1 − δ)−m(p−1)
(

Eb

Rm,0[f ]− Eb

Rm,1[f ]
)

≤
∑

m≥0

(1− ε)m
(

Eb

Q,m[f ]− Eb

Q,m+1[f ]
)

, (4.31)

provided (1 − ε) ≥ 1
2 (1 − δ)−(p−1) (this defines the choice of δ).

Proof of Theorem 3.1. By Theorem 4.1, it suffices to justify (4.14), (4.15), and (4.16), of which only (4.15)
remains unverified. Without loss of generality, we may assume Ω lies inside a dyadic cube Q of gener-
ation 0. The three lattice theorem (see the explanation right after formula (4.11) in [11]) says we may
replace the cubes 3Qn,j with simply Qn,j in our estimates. We apply Lemma 4.4 to each of the dyadic
cubes on the left hand side of (4.15) and obtain

∑

n≥0

2n
∑

j∈Z
d

Qn,j∈B

‖f‖p−1
L1(Qn,j)

inf
cn,j∈∂Ω

∫

Qn,j

|x− cn,j ||f(x)| dx

.
∑

n≥0

∑

j∈Z
d

Qn,j∈B

∑

m≥0

(1− ε)m
(

Eb

Qn,j,m[f ]− Eb

Qn,j ,m+1[f ]
)

=

∑

k≥0

(

∑

l≤k

(1− ε)l
)

(

Eb

Q,k[f ]− Eb

Q,k+1[f ]
)

(5.1)

. ‖f‖pL1(Q). (4.32)

5 End of proof and concluding remarks

Proof of Theorem 1.2. We have already proved necessity of (1.9) (see Section 2). Assume now (1.9) holds.
Then, (1.6) holds as well. We wish to prove (1.8). Fix some compactly supported bounded function f .
We start with the bound

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(K ∗ f)
∣

∣

∣
≤

∑

n≥0

∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(K≤n+1 ∗ f)− Φ(K≤n ∗ f)
∣

∣

∣
+
∣

∣

∣

∫

Ω

Φ(K≤0 ∗ f)
∣

∣

∣
, (5.1)

which is true since Φ(K≤n+1 ∗ f) → Φ(K ∗ f) pointwise, and this sequence of functions is uniformly
bounded (recall f is bounded and has compact support). The second summand on the right hand side
of the above inequality was estimated in Lemma 3.1. The series in the first summand is bounded with
the help of Lemma 3.2, inequality (3.9), and Theorem 3.1.
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Proof of Theorem 1.3. We have already proved necessity of (1.9) (see Section 2). Let us prove sufficiency.
Without loss of generality, ξ = (0, 0, , . . . , 0, 1), (1.9) holds true with this particular ξ and (1.6) is true as
well. By dilation invariance of the problem, we may also assume that f is supported in the unit ball. We
apply the same telescopic summation trick (5.1).

In this case, we need the condition
∫

f = 0 to bound the second term in (5.1); this is done with the
help of Lemma 2.4 in [11]. To bound the series, we apply Lemma 3.2, use (3.9), and only need to justify
a version of Theorem 3.1 for the case where Ω is the halfspace. Specifically, we need to prove

∑

n∈Z

∣

∣

∣

∫

xd>0

Φ(Kn ∗ f(x)) dx
∣

∣

∣
. ‖f‖p

L1(Rd)
. (5.2)

In fact, the proof in this case is the same as in the case of bounded Ω (recall f is supported in the unit
ball and all the functions f ∗Kn are supported in the ball of radius two centered at the origin), however,
in Lemma 4.3, we will use (1.9) only for ξ = (0, 0, . . . , 0, 1) since there are no other normal vectors to the
boundary.

Proof of Corollary 1.2. Without loss of generality, let ξ = (0, 0, . . . , 0, 1). Consider the symmetric exten-
sion of the function u:

ũ(x) =

{

u(x), xd ≥ 0;

u(−x), xd < 0.
(5.3)

The function ũ is then compactly supported and its distributional gradient satisfies

∥

∥∆ũ
∥

∥

M
≤ 2

(

∫

Ω

∣

∣∆u(x)
∣

∣ dx+

∫

Rd−1

∣

∣

∣

∂u

∂xd
(x1, x2, . . . , xd−1, 0)

∣

∣

∣
dx1 dx2 . . . dxd−1

)

. (5.4)

The norm ‖ ·‖M is the total variation of a (signed) measure. We apply Theorem 1.3 to the function ∆ũ in
the role of f (the details about substituting a measure instead of an L1 function into Theorem 1.3 are left
to the reader; note that here ∇ũ is a uniformly bounded function). More specifically, we use (1.7) and
represent ∇ũ as K ∗ f , where K(ζ) = cdζ, ζ ∈ Sd−1, and f = ∆ũ. It remains to say that the cancellation
condition (1.9) reduces to (1.15) in this case.

The proof of Corollary 1.1 is based on several results about harmonic functions. Though they seem to
be folklore, the author did not manage to find transparent references and provides some details of proofs.

Proposition 5.1. Let Ω be a bounded subdomain of Rd with smooth boundary. For any smooth function u
on Ω̄ there exists a continuous compactly supported function v : Rd → R such that ∇v = ∇u on Ω and

‖∆v‖M . ‖∆u‖L1(Ω) +
∥

∥

∥

∂u

∂n

∥

∥

∥

L1(∂Ω)
; (5.5)

the implicit multiplicative constant in the inequality above does not depend on the particular choice of u.

Lemma 5.2. Let F : Ω → R be a harmonic function continuous up to the boundary, let f be its boundary
values. Let u : Ω → R be another function with the same boundary values f . Then,

∥

∥

∥

∂F

∂n

∥

∥

∥

L1(∂Ω)
≤ ‖∆u‖L1(Ω) +

∥

∥

∥

∂u

∂n

∥

∥

∥

L1(∂Ω)
. (5.6)

Proof. Fix small ε > 0. Let ϕ be a smooth function on ∂Ω such that ‖ϕ‖L∞ ≤ 1 and

∥

∥

∥

∂F

∂n

∥

∥

∥

L1(∂Ω)
≤ (1 + ε)

∫

∂Ω

ϕ
∂F

∂n
. (5.7)
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Let Φ: Ω → R be the solution of the Dirichlet problem with the boundary data ϕ. Then, by Green’s
formula

∫

∂Ω

ϕ
∂F

∂n
= −

∫

∂Ω

f
∂Φ

∂n
= −

∫

∂Ω

ϕ
∂u

∂n
+

∫

Ω

∆uΦ. (5.8)

By the maximum principle, ‖Φ‖L∞ ≤ 1. Therefore, by the above,

∫

∂Ω

ϕ
∂F

∂n
≤ ‖∆u‖L1(Ω) +

∥

∥

∥

∂u

∂n

∥

∥

∥

L1(∂Ω)
. (5.9)

It remains to take arbitrarily small ε.

Proof of Proposition 5.1. We consider the Dirichlet problem on the domain Rd \ Ω with the boundary
data u|∂Ω (see §23 and §26 in [16] for the correct conditions at infinity). Denote its solution by U . We
claim that

∫

∂Ω

∣

∣

∣

∂U

∂n

∣

∣

∣
. ‖∆u‖L1(Ω) +

∥

∥

∥

∂u

∂n

∥

∥

∥

L1(∂Ω)
. (5.10)

We hope that identical notation for the inward and outward pointing normal vectors does not lead to
ambiguity. Let us assume this bound for a while and construct the desired function v. Let Ω ⊂ BR/2(0).
Denote by R the spherical layer B2R(0) \BR(0). We will need the standard bound

‖∇U‖L∞(R) .

∫

∂Ω

∣

∣

∣

∂U

∂n

∣

∣

∣
. (5.11)

Let Ψ be a smooth function that equals 1 on BR(0) and zero outside B2R(0); set

W (x) =

{

U(x), x /∈ Ω;

u(x), x ∈ Ω,
(5.12)

and finally define v by the rule

v(x) = (W (x) −W (x0))Ψ(x), x ∈ R
d, (5.13)

where x0 is an arbitrary point in R. Then,

∆v(x) = (W (x) −W (x0))∆Ψ(x) + 2〈∇W (x),∇Ψ(x)〉+∆W (x)Ψ(x). (5.14)

Let us estimate the total variation of each summand individually:

1)

∫

Rd

|W (x)−W (x0)||∆Ψ(x)| dx .

∫

R

|W (x)−W (x0)| dx .

∫

R

|∇U(x)| dx

(5.11),(5.10)

. ‖∆u‖L1(Ω) +
∥

∥

∥

∂u

∂n

∥

∥

∥

L1(∂Ω)
; (5.15)

2)
∫

Rd

∣

∣

∣
〈∇W (x),∇Ψ(x)〉

∣

∣

∣
dx .

∫

R

|∇U(x)| dx . ‖∆u‖L1(Ω) +
∥

∥

∥

∂u

∂n

∥

∥

∥

L1(∂Ω)
; (5.16)
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3)
∥

∥Ψ∆W
∥

∥

M
≤

∫

Ω

|∆u(x)| dx +

∫

∂Ω

∣

∣

∣

∂u

∂n

∣

∣

∣
+

∫

∂Ω

∣

∣

∣

∂U

∂n

∣

∣

∣
. ‖∆u‖L1(Ω) +

∥

∥

∥

∂u

∂n

∥

∥

∥

L1(∂Ω)
. (5.17)

Thus, it remains to prove (5.10). Let DNout and DNin be the outer and inner Dirichlet-to-Neumann
operators. By Subsection 7.10 in [13], both these are pseudodifferential elliptic operators of order 1;
their principal symbols are equal to

√
∆∂Ω, where ∆∂Ω is a (positive) Laplacian on ∂Ω (for example, the

Laplace–Beltrami operator). In the light of Lemma 5.2, the inequality (5.10) may be restated as

‖DNout f‖L1(∂Ω) . ‖DNin f‖L1(∂Ω), where f = u|∂Ω. (5.18)

By the information above, DNin admits a left parametrix, which has the principal symbol (
√
∆∂Ω)

−1. By
and the standard calculus of pseudodifferential operators (Subsections 7.3 and 7.4 of [13]), this implies

DNout f = DNin f + ErDNin f, (5.19)

where Er is a pseudodifferential operator of order −1; since ∂Ω is compact, it maps L1 to itself. The
inequaltiy (5.10) is proved.

Proof of Corollary 1.1. We apply Proposition 5.1 and construct the function v. Then, by (1.7), ∇u(x) =
K ∗∆v(x) for x ∈ Ω, for K(ζ) = cdζ, ζ ∈ Sd−1. It remains to apply Theorem 1.2.
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