
ar
X

iv
:2

40
8.

14
66

6v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

FA
] 

 2
6 

A
ug

 2
02

4

A LATTICE APPROACH TO MATRIX WEIGHTS

ZOE NIERAETH

Abstract. In this paper we recontextualize the theory of matrix weights within the
setting of Banach lattices. We define an intrinsic notion of directional Banach function
spaces, generalizing matrix weighted Lebesgue spaces. Moreover, we prove an extrapola-
tion theorem for these spaces based on the boundedness of the convex-set valued maximal
operator. We also provide bounds and equivalences related to the convex body sparse
operator. Finally, we introduce a weak-type analogue of directional Banach function
spaces. In particular, we show that the weak-type boundedness of the convex-set val-
ued maximal operator on matrix weighted Lebesgue spaces is equivalent to the matrix
Muckenhoupt condition, with equivalent constants.

1. Introduction

1.1. Matrix weighted Lebesgue spaces. Given a Calderón-Zygmund operator T and
a space of functions X modeling the initial data of a given partial differential equation, the
question whether T maps X to itself is fundamental to the theory of singular integrals.
This question has been fully answered when X is a weighted Lebesgue space Lp

w(Rd).
Here, w is an a.e. positive measurable function, and we say that f ∈ Lp

w(Rd) if
∫

Rd

|wf |p dx <∞.

Then we have T : Lp
w(Rd) → Lp

w(Rd) precisely when 1 < p < ∞, and w satisfies the
Muckenhoupt Ap condition, i.e.,

[w]p := sup
Q

( 1

|Q|

∫

Q

wp dx
) 1

p
( 1

|Q|

∫

Q

w−p′ dx
) 1

p′

<∞,

see, e.g., [Gra14]. Here the supremum is taken over all cubes Q in Rd, and p′ is the Hölder
conjugate of p. Note that our normalization of the constant is due to us having introduced
our weights using the multiplier approach, see [LN24].

In the ‘90s, this theory has been extended to the setting of so-called matrix weights. We
let F denote either the field R or C. A matrix valued mapping W : Rd → Fn×n is called
a matrix weight if it is Hermitian and positive definite. For an exponent 0 < p ≤ ∞,
we define Lp

W (Rd;Fn) as the space of measurable functions f : Rd → Fn for which

|Wf | ∈ Lp(Rd), i.e., for which

‖f‖Lp
W

(Rd;Fn) :=
( ∫

Rd

|W (x)f(x)|p dx
) 1

p
<∞,

where the integral is replaced by an essential supremum when p = ∞. We have normalized
the weight as a natural extension of the multiplier notation in the scalar-valued case;
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see also [BC23]. For a linear operator T acting on functions taking values in F and a
measurable function f = (f1, . . . , fn) : R

d → Fn, we define

T̃ f(x) := (Tf1(x), . . . , T fn(x)).

When T is a Calderón-Zygmund operator, finding an alternative to the Muckenhoupt
condition for matrix weights was initiated by Nazarov, Treil, and Volberg in the ‘90s, see
[NT96, Tre89, TV97a, TV97b, Vol97]. In these works, they studied the boundedness of

H̃ on Lp
W (R;Rn), where H is the Hilbert transform. The theory was extended to general

Calderón-Zygmund operators by Christ and Goldberg [CG01]. Though usually written in
a more involved way using function norms, the matrix Ap condition can be formulated by
saying that there is a constant C > 0 such that for every cube Q and for every u ∈ Fn

there is a non-zero v ∈ Fn such that

(1.1)
( 1

|Q|

∫

Q

|W (x)u|p dx
) 1

p
( 1

|Q|

∫

Q

|W−1(x)v|−p′ dx
) 1

p′

≤ C|u · v|,

where u · v =
∑n

k=1 ukvk is the standard scalar product in Fn. We denote the optimal
constant C by [W ]p.

In [NPTV17] it was shown that Calderón-Zygmund operators satisfy a so-called convex
body domination. More precisely, if T is a Calderón-Zygmund operator, then there is a
constant CT > 0 such that for every bounded function f with bounded support there is a
sparse collection of cubes S for which for a.e. x ∈ Rd we have

T̃ f(x) ∈ CT

∑

Q∈S

⟪f⟫Q 1Q(x),

where

(1.2) ⟪f⟫Q :=
{ 1

|Q|

∫

Q

hf dx : ‖h‖L∞(Rd) ≤ 1
}
,

where scalar multiples of a set are considered pointwise, and where the sum of the sets is
interpreted as a Minkowski sum. Using this, they showed the bound

(1.3) ‖T̃ f‖L2
W

(Rd;Fn) . [W ]32‖f‖L2
W

(Rd;Fn).

for the Hilbert transform T = H, which was later generalized to all Calderón-Zygmnd
operators by Culiuc, Di Plinio, and Ou in [CDO18]. When n > 1, the third power
dependence of [W ]2 was very recently shown to be sharp for the Hilbert transform by
Domelevo, Petermichl, Treil, and Volberg in [DPTV24]. This is in stark contrast with the
n = 1 case, where sparse domination yields the sharp square dependence of [w]2:

(1.4) ‖Tf‖Lp
w(Rd) . [w]22‖f‖Lp

w(Rd),

see, e.g., [Ler13]. Furthermore, one can apply the sharp version of the Rubio de Francia
extrapolation theorem of [DGPP05] to (1.4) to obtain the sharp bound

‖Tf‖Lp
w(Rd) . [w]max{p,p′}

p ‖f‖Lp
w(Rd),

valid for every 1 < p < ∞. This extrapolation theorem was very recently extended to
the matrix weight setting n > 1 by Bownik and Cruz-Uribe in [BC23]. Their quantitative
bounds match the one of the scalar-valued case n = 1. Due to the failure of the bound
(1.4) when n > 2, applying their result to (1.3) yields

‖T̃ f‖Lp
W

(Rd;Fn) . [W ]
3
2
max{p,p′}

p ‖f‖Lp
W

(Rd;Fn),

which does not recover the known bound

‖T̃ f‖Lp
W

(Rd;Fn) . [W ]p+p′−1
p ‖f‖Lp

W
(Rd;Fn)
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by Cruz-Uribe, Isralowitz, and Moen in [CIM18, Corollary 1.16]. Thus, finding the sharp
bounds outside of p = 2 remains open. We refer the reader to [Cru24] for an overview of the
history of this problem. Qualitatively, the paper [BC23] marks a significant development
in the theory of matrix weights. They fully develop the theory of convex-set valued
mappings to define an analogue of the Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator adapted to
matrix weights.

Denote the collection of non-empty, closed, convex, and symmetric subsets of Fn by K.
Given a mapping F : Rd → K, one can define its set of measurable selections

S0(Rd;F ) := {f ∈ L0(Rd;Fn) : f(x) ∈ F (x) a.e.},

where L0(Rd;Fn) denotes the space of measurable functions f : Rd → Fn. Moreover, we
can define the average 〈F 〉Q through the so-called Aumann integral as

〈F 〉Q :=
{ 1

|Q|

∫

Q

f dx : f ∈ S0(Rd;F )
}
.

This generalizes (1.2) in the sense that if K(f)(x) denotes the smallest set in K containing
the vector f(x) ∈ Fn, then

〈K(f)〉Q = ⟪f⟫Q.

One can now defineMKF : Rd → K by lettingMKF (x) be the smallest set in K containing
⋃

Q∋x

〈F 〉Q.

Defining Lp
W (Rd;K) as the space of those F : Rd → K for which the function

h(x) := sup
u∈F (x)

|W (x)u|

satisfies h ∈ Lp(Rd), it was shown in [BC23, Theorem 6.9] that

‖MKF‖Lp
W

(Rd;K) . [W ]p
′

p ‖F‖Lp
W

(Rd;K)

for all 1 < p ≤ ∞. This completely recovering Buckley’s sharp bound [Buc93] when n = 1.
Moreover, defining TQF (x) := 〈F 〉Q 1Q(x), they showed in [BC23, Proposition 6.6] that
for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ we have

(1.5) sup
Q

‖TQ‖Lp
W

(Rd;K)→L
p
W

(Rd;K) h [W ]p.

Even beyond the setting of weighted Lebesgue spaces, this condition of uniformly bounding
the averaging operators over all cubes serves as a useful generalization of the Muckenhoupt
condition. We refer the reader to [Nie24] and references therein for an overview.

1.2. Banach function spaces. The theory of singular integrals in more general spaces
of functions has received considerable attention in the past years. A space X is called
a Banach function space if it is a complete normed subspace of the space L0(Rd) of
measurable F-valued functions, and satisfies:

• The ideal property: if f ∈ X and |g| ≤ |f | a.e., then g ∈ X with ‖g‖X ≤ ‖f‖X ;
• The saturation property: if E ⊆ Rd satisfies |E| > 0, then there is a subset F ⊆ E
with |F | > 0 and 1F ∈ X.

The saturation property is equivalent to the existence of a function ρ ∈ X satisfying ρ > 0
a.e., or to the non-degeneracy property that if

∫

Rd

fg dx = 0

for all f ∈ X, then g = 0. A detailed survey of why these are the right assumptions to make
in the definition of a Banach function space can be found in the survey of Lorist and the
author in [LN24]. This framework allows one to tackle the theory of singular integrals in
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spaces such as weighted Morrey spaces and weighted variable Lebesgue spaces, which are
spaces that respectively appear as boundary data of elliptic PDEs, or as non-homogeneous
date of PDEs within areas such as image processing and quasi-Newtonian fluids.

In order to extend this framework to the setting of matrix weights, one can define a
space XW as the space of those f ∈ L0(Rd;Fn) for which |Wf | ∈ X for a given matrix
weightW . Exactly as was done in [BC23] for X = Lp(Rd), one can study the boundedness
properties of singular integrals in these spaces by extending them to spaces of convex-set
valued functions. We can define the space XW [K] as those F : Rd → K for which

h(x) := sup
u∈F (x)

|W (x)u|

belongs to X. While this allows one to define spaces such as matrix weight analogues
of Morrey spaces and variable Lebesgue spaces, it is unsatisfactory in the sense that
the definition of a function space should be intrinsic, i.e., it should not be defined in
terms of a given matrix weight. Even in the case n = 1, studying properties such as the
Muckenhoupt condition and boundedness of singular integrals has a very rich theory in
intrinsically defined spaces, see [Nie24] and references therein for an overview.

In the scalar-valued case n = 1, the ideal property states that a Banach function space
X is a Banach lattice in the sense that the norm preserves the a.e. partial ordering of
functions |g(x)| ≤ |f(x)|. When n > 1, however, there are many natural partial orderings
one can give to Fn. To create a theory compatible with matrix weights, we need to
partially order Fn in such a way that a vector u dominating a vector v should imply
that |Av| ≤ |Au| for every matrix A ∈ Fn×n. As it turns out, this has a very elegantly
characterization in terms of convex bodies. Given u ∈ Fn, define

K(u) := {λu : λ ∈ F, |λ| ≤ 1},

which is the smallest set in K containing u. As a (non-strict) partial ordering, we interpret
the inclusion K(v) ⊆ K(u) as u dominating v. This can be extended to functions f, g ∈
L0(Rd;Fn) through writing K(f)(x) := K(f(x)), and asking that

K(g)(x) ⊆ K(f)(x)

for a.e. x ∈ Rd. This ordering can be characterized as follows:

Proposition. Let f, g ∈ L0(Rd;Fn). The following are equivalent:

(i) K(g)(x) ⊆ K(f)(x) for a.e x ∈ Rd;
(ii) g(x) ∈ K(f)(x) for a.e. x ∈ Rd;
(iii) |g · u| ≤ |f · u| a.e. for all u ∈ Fn;
(iv) g = hf for some h ∈ L∞(Rd) with ‖h‖L∞(Rd) ≤ 1.

For a proof, see Proposition 2.4 below. In essence, the ordering K(g)(x) ⊆ K(f)(x)
means that for a.e. x ∈ Rd, g(x) points in the same direction as f(x), but with a smaller
magnitude. We propose the following definition of an Fn-directional Banach function
space:

Definition. We say that X is an Fn-directional Banach function space if it is a complete
normed subspace of L0(Rd;Fn) and satisfies the following properties:

• The directional ideal property: For all f ∈ X and g ∈ L0(Rd;Fn) satisfying K(g) ⊆
K(f) a.e., we have g ∈ X with ‖g‖X ≤ ‖f‖X;

• Non-degeneracy: If g ∈ L0(Rd;Fn) satisfies
∫
Rdf · g dx = 0 for all f ∈ X, then g = 0.

The non-degeneracy property allows us to define the Köthe dual X′ of X through

‖g‖X′ := sup
‖f‖X=1

∫

Rd

|f · g|dx,
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which again satisfies the directional ideal property. We call X Köthe reflexive if X′′ = X.
When n = 1, Köthe reflexivity is characterized by the Fatou property through the Lorentz-
Luxemburg theorem. A similar assertion is true for Fn-directional quasi-Banach function
spaces under a stronger saturation condition, see Theorem 3.4.

These spaces can be naturally extended to spaces of convex-set valued mappings F :
Rd → K. We define L0(Rd;K) as the space of F : Rd → K that are measurable in the
sense that for every measurable E ⊆ Fn, the set

F−1(E) := {x ∈ Rd : F (x) ∩ E 6= ∅}

is also measurable. Then we define X[K] as the space of those F ∈ L0(Rd;K) for which
its space of measurable selections S0(Rd;F ) is a bounded subset of X, with

‖F‖X[K] := sup
f∈S0(Rd;F )

‖f‖X.

This space naturally contains X through the isometric embedding f 7→ K(f), see Proposi-
tion 3.5 below. Working with the general definition of X[K] in terms of the selections
S0(Rd;F ) is facilitated by the so-called Filippov selection theorem. It states that if
φ : Rd × Fn → R is measurable in its first coordinate and continuous in its second,
then for any h ∈ L0(Rd) for which for a.e. x ∈ Rd, h(x) is of the form φ(x, u) for some
(x, u) satisfying u ∈ F (x), then there is a selection f ∈ S0(Rd;F ) for which

h(x) = φ(x, f(x)).

For example, this can be used to show that if F (x) is a bounded set for a.e. x ∈ Rd, then,
for a given matrix weight W : Rd → Fn×n, there is a selection f0 ∈ S0(Rd;F ) such that

|f0(x)| = sup
u∈F (x)

|W (x)u|.

As a consequence, when X is a Banach function space with the Fatou property, the space
XW [K] coincides exactly with our earlier defined space of F ∈ L0(Rd;K) for which the
function

h(x) := sup
u∈F (x)

|W (x)u|

belongs to X, see Proposition 3.10 below.

1.3. Main results. Our first main result is a generalization of the extrapolation theorem
of Bownik and Cruz-Uribe [BC23] to Fn-directional Banach function spaces.

Theorem A. Let 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and suppose

T :
⋃

W∈Ap

Lp
W (Rd;Fn) → L0(Rd;Fn)

is a map for which there is an increasing function φ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) such that for all
W ∈ Ap and all f ∈ Lp

W (Rd;Fn) we have

‖Tf‖Lp
W

(Rd;Fn) ≤ φ([W ]p)‖f‖Lp
W

(Rd;Fn).

Let X be a Köthe reflexive Fn-directional Banach function space for which

MK : X[K] → X[K], MK : X′[K] → X′[K].

Then Tf is well-defined for all f ∈ X, and

‖Tf‖X .n φ(Cn‖M
K‖

1

p′

X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖

1
p

X′[K]→X′[K])‖f‖X.

If p = ∞ or p = 1, we can omit the bound MK : X′[K] → X′[K] or MK : X[K] → X[K]
respectively.
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This result is proven in a more general pairs of functions setting in Theorem 6.1 below.
Our proof is new, and distinct from the one of Bownik and Cruz-Uribe in how we use our
Rubio de Francia extrapolation theorem. In their work, they apply the Rubio de Francia
algorithm to an auxiliary operator

TF (x) := sup
u∈MKF (x)

|W (x)u|W (x)−1B,

where B is the closed unit ball in Fn. Moreover, they explicitly use the fact that this
operator maps the space of scalar function multiples of the ellipsoid W (x)−1B to itself.
As we have no matrix weight to work with, our proof of Theorem A instead relies on the
Filippov selection theorem and a function norm approach, yielding a very elegant intrinsic
argument. When n = 1, our approach is similar to the one used for Lebesgue spaces in
[CMP11]; in particular, it does not recover the sharp extrapolation theorem for matrix
weighted Lebesgue spaces. We do emphasize that our approach can be adapted to give
an intrinsic proof of the extrapolation theorem of [BC23]. We also note that when n = 1,
our result recovers the sharpest result known in the literature for general Banach function
spaces of [CMM22], see also [Nie23, Section 4.7].

If T is a Calderón-Zygmund operator, then we can apply Theorem A for p = 2 to (1.3)
to conclude that

(1.6) ‖T‖X→X . ‖MK‖
3
2

X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖

3
2

X′[K]→X′[K].

This, however, is certainly not sharp. Our second main theorem shows how the power 3
2

can be reduced to 1 in this estimate using convex body domination.
For a collection of cubes P and a locally integrably bounded F : Rd → K, we define

the averaging operator TP as

TPF (x) :=
∑

Q∈P

〈F 〉Q 1Q(x),

where scalar multiples of a set are considered pointwise, and the sum is interpreted as a
Minkowski sum. When F = K(f) for a function f integrable over the cubes in P, we have

TP(K(f))(x) =
∑

Q∈P

⟪f⟫Q 1Q(x).

A collection of cubes S is called sparse if for all Q ∈ S we have∣∣∣
⋃

Q′∈S
Q′⊆Q

Q′
∣∣∣ ≤ 1

2 |Q|.

The boundedness properties of TS in X[K] for sparse collections S dictate precisely on
which spaces X an operator satisfying convex body domination is bounded. Indeed, if

T̃ f(x) ∈ CT

∑

Q∈S

⟪f⟫Q 1(x),

then, since ‖K(f)‖X[K] = ‖f‖X,

(1.7) ‖T̃ f‖X . ‖TS(K(f))‖X[K] ≤ ‖TS‖X[K]→X[K]‖f‖X.

Thus, to study bounds for T in X, we need to study the behavior of TS in X[K]. We have
the following result on the relationship between the boundedness of the sparse operator
TS and of MK:

Theorem B. Let X be a Köthe reflexive Fn-directional Banach function space. Then the
following are equivalent:

(i) TS : X[K] → X[K] and TS : X′[K] → X′[K] uniformly for all sparse collection S;
(ii) MK : X[K] → X[K] and MK : X′[K] → X′[K].
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Moreover, in this case we have

‖MK‖X[K]→X[K] .d,n ‖TS‖X[K]→X[K];

‖MK‖X′[K]→X′[K] .d,n ‖TS‖X′[K]→X′[K]

max{‖TS‖X[K]→X[K], ‖TS‖X′[K]→X′[K]} .n ‖MK‖X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖X′[K]→X′[K].

The proof of this result can be found in Section 7. Surprisingly, it is not clear if the
two bounds in (i) are equivalent. This is in stark contrast with the fact that they are
equivalent when viewing the operator TS as a linear operator on X and X′ instead of their
convex-set valued variants. Moreover, when S is pairwise disjoint, this symmetry is true
in X[K], see Theorem 4.4 below.

To prove Theorem B we need to establish a convex body domination result for MK,
which is interesting in its own right. Here, for a collection of cubes P, we define MK

P in

the same way as MK, but with the union
⋃

Q〈F 〉Q 1Q(x) taken only over the Q ∈ P.

Theorem C. Let D be a dyadic grid and let F ⊆ D be finite. For each F ∈ L0(Rd;K)
satisfying F 1Q ∈ L1(Rd;K) for all cubes Q, there is a sparse collection S ⊆ F for which

MK
F F (x) ⊆ CnM

K
S F (x)

for a.e. x ∈ Rd.

This theorem can be found below as Theorem 7.2. As a consequence of Theorem B and
(1.7), we obtain the following improvement of (1.6):

Corollary D. Let T be an operator for which there is a constant CT > 0 such that for
every f ∈ L∞

c (Rd;Fn) there is a sparse collection S for which

Tf(x) ∈ CT

∑

Q∈S

⟪f⟫Q 1Q(x).

Let X be a Köthe reflexive Fn-directional Banach function space for which

MK : X[K] → X[K], MK : X′[K] → X′[K].

Then, for all f ∈ L∞
c (Rd;Fn) ∩X we have

‖Tf‖X . CT ‖M
K‖X[K]→X[K]‖M

K‖X′[K]→X′[K]‖f‖X.

Finally, we initiate a study into the boundedness of averaging operators related to the
Muckenhoupt condition in Fn-directional Banach function spaces X. As we noted in
(1.5), the matrix Ap condition can be recovered through the uniform boundedness of the
averaging operators

TQF (x) := 〈F 〉Q 1Q(x)

in Lp
W (Rd;K). Intriguingly, one does not need to bound TQ on Lp

W (Rd;K) to recover the

matrix Ap condition. Indeed, if we define TQf := 〈f〉Q 1Q for f ∈ L0(Rd;Fn), then we
already have

sup
Q

‖TQ‖Lp
W

(Rd;Fn)→L
p
W

(Rd;Fn) = [W ]p,

this time with a strict equality. In general, given a pairwise disjoint collection of cubes P
and TPf :=

∑
Q∈P〈f〉Q 1Q, then, by a proof based on the John ellipsoid theorem, we have

TP : X → X ⇔ TP : X[K] → X[K]

with comparable operator norm, up to a constant depending only on n, see Theorem 4.4
below.

When n = 1, the Muckenhoupt condition X ∈ A is defined as

[X]A := sup
Q

|Q|−1‖1Q ‖X‖1Q ‖X′ <∞,
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and the quantity |Q|−1‖1Q ‖X‖1Q ‖X′ is precisely the operator norm of TQ : X → X,
see [Nie24, Section 3]. Generalizing this to n > 1, we say that an Fn-directional Banach
function space X satisfies the Muckenhoupt condition X ∈ A if

[X]A := sup
Q

‖TQ‖X→X <∞.

As is the case for n = 1, we can determine a more or less exact expression for the operator
norm ‖TQ‖X→X in terms of indicator functions. If X is Köthe reflexive, then we have
X ∈ A precisely if for all cubes Q we have 1Q u ∈ X,X′ for all u ∈ Fn, and there is a
constant C > 0 such that for every u ∈ Fn and every cube Q there is a non-zero v ∈ Fn

for which

‖1Q u‖X‖1Q v‖X′ ≤ C|u · v|.

Moreover, the optimal C coincides with [X]A, see Section 4 below. WhenX = Lp
W (Rd;Fn),

then this is precisely the Muckenhoupt condition W ∈ Ap. Several further characteriza-
tions of X ∈ A are given in Theorem 5.2 below.

To study the relationship between the boundedness of MK in X[K] and the Mucken-
houpt condition X ∈ A, we also define an analogue of the strong Muckenhoupt condition.
We say that X satisfies the strong Muckenhoupt condition X ∈ Astrong if

[X]Astrong
:= sup

P
‖TP‖X→X <∞

where the supremum is taken over all pairwise disjoint collections of cubes P. As noted
in the above discussion, we have

[X]A hn sup
Q

‖TQ‖X[K]→X[K], [X]A hn sup
P

‖TP‖X[K]→X[K].

Thus, it is not surprising that the (strong) Muckenhoupt condition is related to the bounds
of MK in X[K]. We say that MK : X[K] → Xweak[K] if there is a constant C > 0 such
that for all f ∈ X[K] we have

sup
u∈Fn

‖1{x∈Rd:u∈MKF (x)} u‖X ≤ C‖F‖X[K].

Moreover, we denote the optimal constant C by ‖MK‖X[K]→Xweak[K]. Weak-type bounds

for MK in Lp(Rd;Fn) were also considered in [BC23], but their definition of a weak-type
space differs from ours: they considered the condition that the function

h(x) := sup
u∈MKF (x)

|u|

satisfies h ∈ Lp,∞(Rd). It seems that our weak-type bound is better suited for the theory.
Indeed, we have the following result extending [Nie24, Theorem B]:

Theorem E. Let X be a Köthe reflexive Fn-directional Banach function space. Consider
the following statements:

(a) MK : X[K] → X[K];
(b) X ∈ Astrong;
(c) MK : X[K] → Xweak[K];
(d) X ∈ A.

Then (a)⇒(b)⇒(c)⇒(d) with

[X]A ≤ ‖MK‖X[K]→Xweak[K] .d,n [X]Astrong ≤ ‖MK‖X[K]→X[K].

Furthermore, if X there is a C ≥ 1 such that for all pairwise disjoint collections of cubes
P and all f ∈ X, g ∈ X′ we have

(1.8)
∑

Q∈P

‖1Q f‖X‖1Q g‖X′ ≤ C‖f‖X‖g‖X′ ,
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then (b)-(d) are equivalent, with

[X]Astrong h ‖MK‖X[K]→Xweak[K] h [X]A.

This result can be found as Theorem 5.6 below. The condition (1.8) when n = 1 is
often denoted as X ∈ G. Moreover, if X ∈ G, then for any matrix weight W , the estimate
(1.8) is satisfied by XW . An application of Hölder’s inequality shows that it holds for
X = Lp(Rd) with C = 1. This yields the following corollary:

Corollary F. Let 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and let W : Rd → Fn×n be a matrix weight. Then the
following are equivalent:

(i) W ∈ Ap;

(ii) MK : Lp
W (Rd;K) → Lp

W (Rd;K)weak.

Moreover, we have

[W ]p h ‖MK‖Lp
W

(Rd;K)→L
p
W

(Rd;K)weak
.

Further examples of spaces X satisfying X ∈ G include variable Lebesgue spaces with
global log-Hölder regular exponents. We refer the reader to [Nie24] and references therein
for a further overview of this condition.

Organization. This paper is organized as follows:

• In Section 2 we define the preliminary notions of convex bodies and convex-set valued
functions that we will require throughout this work.

• In Section 3 we introduce directional quasi-Banach function spaces and their convex-
set valued analogues, and prove basic equivalences and results for these spaces. The
directional analogue of the Lorentz-Luxemburg theorem is proven in Appendix A.

• In Section 4 we discuss the boundedness of averaging operators in directional Banach
function spaces and their convex-set valued analogues in general σ-finite measure
spaces.

• In Section 5 we discuss the Muckenhoupt condition and its relations to the bounds of
the convex-set valued maximal operator.

• In Section 6 we prove Theorem A.
• In section 7 we prove Theorem B and Theorem C.

Notation. Throughout this work, d, n ≥ 1 are fixed integers denoting dimension. We
let F denote either the field R or the field C. For u, v ∈ Fn we write u = (u1, . . . , un),
v = (v1, . . . , vn), and we define the standard scalar product and norm

u · v :=

n∑

k=1

ukvk, |u| := |u · u|
1
2 .

We write A . B to mean that there is some constant C for which A ≤ CB. If the constant
C depends on parameters α1, α2, . . ., then we write A .α1,α2,... B. Moreover, A & B and
A &α1,α2,... B are defined similarly. We write A h B when both A . B and A & B, and
similarly with parameter subscripts.

2. Convex bodies

Definition 2.1. We let C denote the collection of non-empty closed sets K ⊆ Fn. More-
over, we denote by K the subcollection of C of sets K that satisfy the following additional
properties:

• Convexity: If u, v ∈ K, then for all 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 we have (1− t)u+ tv ∈ K;
• Symmetry: If u ∈ K, then λu ∈ K for all λ ∈ F with |λ| = 1;

We let Kb denote the bounded sets in K.



A LATTICE APPROACH TO MATRIX WEIGHTS 10

For K,L ∈ C and λ ∈ F we define K + L and λK through

K + L := {u+ v : u ∈ K, v ∈ L} ∈ C, λK := {λu : u ∈ K} ∈ C.

Taking the closure in the definition of K + L is necessary, unless one of the K or L is
compact, in which case the Minkowski sum is closed.

As K is closed under arbitrary intersections, given a set B ⊆ Fn, we define

K(B) :=
⋂

{K ∈ K : B ⊆ K} ∈ K,

i.e., K(B) is the smallest set inK containing B. Note that ifB is bounded, thenK(B) ∈ Kb.
Given a vector u ∈ Fn, we write K(u) := K({u}).

Proposition 2.2. Let u ∈ Fn. Then K(u) = {λu : λ ∈ F, |λ| ≤ 1}.

Proof. Since K := {λu : λ ∈ F, |λ| ≤ 1} ∈ K and u ∈ K, we have K(u) ⊆ K. Conversely,
if v ∈ K, then v = λu for some |λ| ≤ 1. Since u ∈ K(u), symmetry implies that also
|λ|−1v,−|λ|−1v ∈ K(u). Hence, setting t := 1

2(1 − |λ|) ∈ [0, 1], by convexity of K(u) we
have

v = (1− t)|λ|−1v − t|λ|−1v ∈ K(u).

The result follows. �

The space Cb of closed and bounded subsets of Fn is a complete metric space with
respect to the Hausdorff distance

dH(K,L) := max{sup
u∈K

inf
v∈L

|u− v|, sup
v∈L

inf
u∈K

|u− v|}.

Moreover, Kb is a closed subset of Cb with respect to this metric.

2.1. Convex-set valued mappings. Given a σ-finite measure space (Ω, µ), we define
L0(Ω; C) as the space of mappings F : Ω → C (modulo mappings a.e. equal to {0}) which
are measurable in the sense that for every measurable set E ⊆ Fn the set

F−1(E) := {x ∈ Ω : F (x) ∩ E 6= ∅}

is also measurable. We let L0(Ω;K) denote the subset of L0(Ω; C) consisting of the map-
pings F : Ω → K, and similarly for Kb. Measurability can be characterized as follows:

Proposition 2.3. Let F : Ω → C. Then the following are equivalent:

(i) F ∈ L0(Ω; C);
(ii) x 7→ infu∈F (x) |u− v| is measurable for all v ∈ Fn;

(iii) F−1(U) is measurable for all open U ⊆ Fn;

(iv) F (x) = {fk(x) : k ≥ 1} a.e. for a sequence (fk)k≥1 in L0(Ω;Fn).

Moreover, if F : Ω → Kb, then the above are also equivalent to

(v) F is measurable as a function from Ω into Kb equipped with the Borel σ-algebra
induced by the Hausdorff distance.

The equivalences (i)-(iv) can be found in [AF09, Theorem 8.1.4]. For the equivalence
with (v), see [CV77, Theorem III.2].

The partial ordering with respect to inclusion of sets of K can be extended to L0(Ω;K)
as follows: for F,G ∈ L0(Ω;K) we say that F dominates G if

G(x) ⊆ F (x)

for a.e. x ∈ Ω. Moreover, given a function f ∈ L0(Ω;Fn), we define K(f) : Ω → K by

K(f)(x) := K(f(x)).

This is a measurable mapping, since for a countable dense subset (λk)k≥1 of the set of
{λ ∈ F : |λ| ≤ 1} we have

K(f)(x) = {λkf(x) : k ≥ 1}.
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For f, g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) we say that f dominates g if

K(g)(x) ⊆ K(f)(x)

for a.e x ∈ Ω. Note that this is not a strict partial ordering, since K(g) = K(f) a.e. does
not imply that g = f a.e. When n = 1, this partial ordering is precisely the relation
|g| ≤ |f | a.e. For general n, f dominates g if and only if |g · u| ≤ |f · u| a.e. for all u ∈ Fn.
This follows from the following result:

Proposition 2.4. Let f, g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn). The following are equivalent:

(i) K(g)(x) ⊆ K(f)(x) a.e;
(ii) g(x) ∈ K(f)(x) a.e.;
(iii) |g · u| ≤ |f · u| a.e. for all u ∈ Fn;
(iv) g = hf for some h ∈ L∞(Ω) with ‖h‖L∞(Ω) ≤ 1.

For the proof we use the following lemma:

Lemma 2.5. Let v,w ∈ Fn. Then the following are equivalent:

(i) |v · u| ≤ |w · u| for all u ∈ Fn;
(ii) K(v) ⊆ K(w).

Proof. For (ii)⇒(i), note that by Proposition 2.2 there is a |λ| ≤ 1 for which v = λw.
Hence, for all u ∈ Fn we have

|v · u| = |λ||w · u| ≤ |w · u|,

as desired.
For (i)⇒(ii), note that the inequality implies that w⊥ ⊆ v⊥, and, hence,

span{v} = (v⊥)⊥ ⊆ (w⊥)⊥ = span{w}.

Thus, there is a λ ∈ F such that v = λw. Then

|λ||v|2 = |λ||v · v| ≤ |λ||w · v| = |v|2,

so |λ| ≤ 1, proving the result by Proposition 2.2. �

Proof of Proposition 2.4. The equivalence (i)⇔(iii) follows from Lemma 2.5. Moreover, for
(i)⇔(ii), note that g(x) ∈ K(f)(x) implies, per definition of K(g), that K(g)(x) ⊆ K(f)(x).

The implication (iv)⇒(iii) follows by noting that |g · u| = |h||f · u| ≤ |f · u| a.e. for
all u ∈ Fn. Finally, for (ii)⇒(iv), note that by Proposition 2.2 for a.e. x ∈ Ω there is
a λx ∈ F, |λx| ≤ 1, such that g(x) = λxf(x), with λx = 0 if f(x) = 0. It remains to
check that h(x) := λx is measurable. Writing f = (f1, . . . , fn), g = (g1, . . . gn), we have

supp(f) =
⋃n

k=1 supp(fk) and h(x) =
fk(x)
gk(x)

whenever x ∈ supp(fk). Define E1 := supp(f1)

and iteratively define Ek := supp(fk)\
⋃k−1

j=1 Ej for k = 2, . . . , n. Then

h(x) =
n∑

k=1

gk(x)

fk(x)
1Ek

,

which is measurable. The assertion follows. �

Remark 2.6. Denoting the standard basis of Fn by (ek)
n
k=1, the map

ι : L0(Ω × {1, . . . , n}) → L0(Ω;Fn), f 7→

n∑

k=1

f(·, k)ek,

gives a natural one-to-one correspondence between L0(Ω;Fn) and L0(Ω × {1, . . . , n}),
where {1, . . . , n} is equipped with the counting measure, and Ω × {1, . . . , n} with the
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product measure. One could be tempted to define f ≤ g on L0(Ω;Fn) by asking for the
component-wise ordering

(2.1) |f(x) · ek| ≤ |g(x) · ek|

for a.e. x ∈ Ω. By Proposition 2.4, this partial ordering is weaker than the one we assume.
The biggest advantage of ordering vectors the way that we have, is that if K(u) ⊆ K(v),
then |Au| ≤ |Av| for any matrix A ∈ Fn×n. This fails under (2.1).

We can extend the set operations on K to L0(Ω;K) pointwise. That is, for F,G ∈
L0(Ω;K) and λ ∈ F we can define F +G and λF by

(F +G)(x) := {u+ v : u ∈ F (x), v ∈ G(x)}, (λF )(x) := λF (x).

Definition 2.7. Let F ∈ L0(Ω;K). We define the space of measurable selections of F by

S0(Ω;F ) := {f ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) : f(x) ∈ F (x) for a.e. x ∈ Ω}.

Proposition 2.8. Let F ∈ L0(Ω;K). Then the set S0(Ω;F ) is a non-empty, convex, and
symmetric subset of L0(Ω;Fn) that is closed with respect to convergence in measure.

Proof. To see that S0(Ω;F ) is non-empty, note that it contains the 0 selection f = 0. For
convexity, if f, g ∈ S0(Ω;F ), then for a.e. x ∈ Ω and all 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 we have (1− t)f(x) +
tg(x) ∈ F (x), since F (x) is convex. Thus, (1 − t)f + tg ∈ S0(Ω;F ). Symmetry is proven
analogously.

To see that S0(Ω;F ) is closed, let (fk)k≥1 be a sequence in S0(Ω;F ) that converges in
measure to a function f ∈ L0(Ω;Fn). Then there is a subsequence (fkj )j≥1 that converges
pointwise a.e. to f . Hence, for a.e. x ∈ Ω,

f(x) = lim
j→∞

fkj(x) ∈ F (x) = F (x),

since F (x) is closed. Thus, f ∈ S0(Ω;F ), proving the assertion. �

Definition 2.9. We define L1(Ω;K) as the space of F ∈ L0(Ω;K) for which S0(Ω;F ) is
a bounded subset of L1(Ω;Fn), with

‖F‖L1(Ω;K) := sup
f∈S0(Ω;F )

‖f‖L1(Ω;Fn).

For F ∈ L1(Ω;K) we define the Aumann integral of F as
∫

Ω
F dµ :=

{∫

Ω
f dµ : f ∈ S0(Ω;F )

}
.

If F ∈ L1(Ω;K) then, since the embedding L1(Ω;Fn) ⊆ L0(Ω;Fn) is continuous, it
follows from Proposition 2.8 that S0(Ω;F ) is a non-empty, closed, convex, and symmetric
subset of L1(Ω;Fn).

We say that F is integrably bounded if there exists a 0 ≤ k ∈ L1(Ω) for which for a.e.
x ∈ Ω we have

F (x) ⊆ {k(x)u ∈ Fn : |u| ≤ 1}.

It is shown in [BC23, Theorem 3.15] that if F is integrably bounded, then
∫
ΩF dµ ∈ Kb.

This is the case for any F ∈ L1(Ω;K):

Proposition 2.10. Let F ∈ L0(Ω;K). Then the following are equivalent:

(i) F ∈ L1(Ω;K);
(ii) F is integrably bounded;
(iii) h ∈ L1(Ω), where h(x) := supu∈F (x) |u|.

Moreover, in this case we have ‖F‖L1(Ω;K) = ‖h‖L1(Ω).
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Note that the function h is measurable, as it satisfies h(x) = supk≥1 |fk(x)| for any

sequence (fk)k≥1 in L0(Ω;Fn) satisfying

F (x) = {fk(x) : k ≥ 1}.

For the proof, we will need [BC23, KNV24, Lemma 3.9]:

Lemma 2.11. Let F ∈ L0(Ω;Kb). Then there is a f0 ∈ S0(Ω;F ) for which for a.e. x ∈ Ω
we have |f0(x)| = supu∈F (x) |u|.

Proof of Proposition 2.10. For (iii)⇒(ii), note that for any v ∈ F (x) we have

|v| ≤ h(x).

Hence, for u := 1supp(h) h(x)
−1v, we have |u| ≤ 1 and v = h(x)u. We conclude that

F (x) ⊆ {h(x)u ∈ Fn : |u| ≤ 1}.

As h ∈ L1(Ω), this proves the assertion.
For (ii)⇒(i), note that for any f ∈ S0(Ω;F ) we have |f(x)| ≤ k(x). Hence, f ∈

L1(Ω;Fn) with ‖f‖L1(Ω;Fn) ≤ ‖k‖L1(Ω). We conclude that F ∈ L1(Ω;K) with

‖F‖L1(Ω;K) ≤ ‖k‖L1(Ω),

as desired.
To prove (i)⇒(iii), define

Fk(x) := {u ∈ F (x) : |u| ≤ k}.

Then Fk ∈ L0(Ω;Kb), so by Lemma 2.11 there is a selection fk ∈ S0(Ω;Fk) for which

hk(x) := |fk(x)| = sup
u∈Fk(x)

|u|.

Note that hk(x) ↑ h(x) := supu∈F (x) |u| a.e., and that

sup
k≥1

‖hk‖L1(Ω) = sup
k≥1

‖fk‖L1(Ω;Fn) ≤ ‖F‖L1(Ω;K) <∞.

Hence, by the monotone convergence theorem, h ∈ L1(Ω) with

‖h‖L1(Ω) = sup
k≥1

‖hk‖L1(Ω) ≤ ‖F‖L1(Ω;K).

The result follows. �

Corollary 2.12. Let F ∈ L1(Ω;K). Then there is an f0 ∈ S0(Ω;F ) such that

‖F‖L1(Ω,K) = ‖f0‖L1(Ω;Fn).

Proof. By Proposition 2.10 the function h(x) = supu∈F (x) |u| lies in L1(Ω). This implies

that |h(x)| <∞ a.e., and, hence F ∈ L0(Ω;Kb). If we let f0 be as in Lemma 2.11. Then,
by Proposition 2.10,

‖F‖L1(Ω;K) = ‖h‖L1(Ω) = ‖f0‖L1(Ω;Fn).

This proves the result. �

3. Directional quasi-Banach function spaces

We say that X is a quasi-Banach function space over Ω if it is a complete quasi-normed
vector space X ⊆ L0(Ω) that satisfies:

• The ideal property : for all f ∈ X and g ∈ L0(Ω) with |g| ≤ |f | a.e. we have g ∈ X
with ‖g‖X ≤ ‖f‖X ;

• The saturation property : for every E ⊆ Ω with µ(E) > 0 there is an F ⊆ E with
µ(F ) > 0 and 1F ∈ X.
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We let KX denote the optimal constant in the quasi-triangle inequality

‖f + g‖X ≤ KX(‖f‖X + ‖g‖X ).

If KX = 1, i.e., the quasi-norm of X is a norm, then we call X a Banach function space
over Ω. The saturation property is equivalent to the property that the seminorm

‖g‖X′ := sup
‖f‖X=1

∫

Ω
|fg|dx

is a norm, or to the existence of a weak order unit, i.e., a function ρ ∈ X satisfying ρ(x) > 0
for a.e. x ∈ Ω. See [LN24] for an overview.

Definition 3.1. We say that X is an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space over Ω if
it is a complete quasi-normed subspace of L0(Ω;Fn) and satisfies the following properties:

• The directional ideal property: For all f ∈ X and g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) satisfying K(g)(x) ⊆
K(f)(x) a.e., we have g ∈ X with ‖g‖X ≤ ‖f‖X;

• Non-degeneracy: If g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) satisfies
∫
Ωf · g dµ = 0 for all f ∈ X, then g = 0.

We let KX denote the optimal constant in the quasi-triangle inequality. If KX = 1, i.e.,
the quasi-norm of X is a norm, then we call X an Fn-directional Banach function space
over Ω. Completeness is equivalent to the Riesz-Fischer property, i.e., for every (fk)k≥1

for which C :=
∑∞

k=1K
k
X
‖fk‖X < ∞, the partial sums

∑K
k=1 fk have a limit f ∈ X with

‖f‖X ≤ KXC.
For verifying the directional ideal property, one can use any of the equivalences of

Proposition 2.4.
Given an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space X over Ω, we define X′ as the

space of g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) for which

‖g‖X′ := sup
‖f‖X=1

∫

Ω
|f · g|dµ <∞.

The non-degeneracy property is equivalent to the assertion that the seminorm ‖ · ‖X′ is a
norm. This follows from the following proposition:

Proposition 3.2. Let X be an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space over Ω. Then
we have g ∈ X′ if and only if there is a C ≥ 0 such that for all f ∈ X we have

∣∣∣
∫

Ω
f · g dµ

∣∣∣ ≤ C‖f‖X.

Moreover, in this case the smallest possible C satisfies ‖g‖X′ = C.

Proof. If g ∈ X′, we have
∣∣∣
∫

Ω
f · g dµ

∣∣∣ ≤
∫

Ω
|f · g|dµ ≤ ‖g‖X′‖f‖X,

so it remains to prove the converse. Let f ∈ X and define

f̃ := 1supp(f ·g)
|f · g|

f · g
f.

Then, for all v ∈ Fn, we have |f̃(x)·v| ≤ |f(x)·v|, so that, by the directional ideal property

of X, we have f̃ ∈ X with ‖f̃‖X ≤ ‖f‖X. Hence,
∫

Ω
|f · g|dµ =

∣∣∣
∫

Ω
f̃ · g dµ

∣∣∣ ≤ C‖f̃‖X ≤ C‖f‖X.

We conclude that g ∈ X′, with ‖g‖X′ ≤ C. The assertion follows. �
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We prove several characterizations of non-degeneracy in Proposition A.1 in Appendix A.
Given a complete quasi-normed subspace X ⊆ L0(Ω;Fn) and g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn), we define

Xg as the space of functions h ∈ L0(Ω′), with Ω′ := supp(g), for which hg ∈ X, and set

‖h‖Xg
:= ‖hg‖X.

Saturation of these spaces is equivalent to the directional saturation property:

• Directional saturation: For all non-zero g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) there is a measurable set
E ⊆ supp(g) with µ(E) > 0 such that 1E g ∈ X.

When n = 1, directional saturation and non-degeneracy coincide. However, for n > 1, the
directional saturation property is stronger. We have the following characterizations:

Proposition 3.3. Let X be an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space over Ω. The
following are equivalent:

(i) X satisfies the directional saturation property;
(ii) Xg is a quasi-Banach function space over supp(g) for all non-zero g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn);
(iii) For all g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) there is a sequence (fk)k≥1 in X for which |fk · u| ↑ |g · u|

a.e. for all u ∈ Fn.

Proof. For (i)⇒(ii), let g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) be non-zero and let E ⊆ supp(g) with µ(E) > 0.
Then 1E g is non-zero, so there is an F ⊆ E with µ(F ) > 0 and 1F g = 1F 1E g ∈ X.
Thus, 1F ∈ Xg, proving that Xg is saturated and, hence, a quasi-Banach function space
over supp(g).

To see (ii)⇒(iii), for g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) it follows from [LN24, Proposition 2.5(ii)] that
there is an increasing sequence of sets (Ek)k≥1 with

⋃∞
k=1Ek = supp(g) and 1Ek

∈ Xg

for all k ≥ 1. The result then follows by setting fk := 1Ek
g ∈ X and noting that

|fk · u| = 1Ek
|g · u| ↑ |g · u| a.e. for all u ∈ Fn.

Finally, for (iii)⇒(i), let g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) be non-zero, and pick (fk)k≥1 as in (iii). Then,
by Proposition 2.4(iv), there is a sequence (hk)k≥1 in L∞(Ω) with 0 ≤ |hk| ↑ 1supp(g) a.e.

and fk = hkg. This means that for K large enough, the set E := {|hK | > 1
2} has positive

measure. Since

|1E g · u| ≤ 2|hK ||g · u| = |2fK · u|

a.e. for all u ∈ Fn, it follows from the directional ideal property of X that 1E g ∈ X. The
assertion follows. �

We say that an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space X over Ω satisfies the Fatou
property if:

• For all (fk)k≥1 in X for which there is an f ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) such that fk → f a.e. and
lim infk→∞ ‖fk‖X <∞, we have f ∈ X, with

‖f‖X ≤ lim inf
k→∞

‖fk‖X.

We say that X satisfies the monotone convergence property if:

• For all (fk)k≥1 in X with K(fk) ⊆ K(fk+1) a.e. for all k ≥ 1, supk≥1 ‖fk‖X <∞, and

∞⋃

k=1

K(fk) = K(f)

for f ∈ L0(Ω;Fn), we have f ∈ X with ‖f‖X = supk≥1 ‖fk‖X.

Moreover, we say that X is Köthe reflexive if X′′ = X with equal norm.
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When n = 1, the Fatou and monotone convergence properties coincide and, if X is a
Banach function space, then these notions coincide wit Köthe reflexivity by the Lorentz-
Luxemburg theorem. However, for n > 1, the Fatou property is stronger than the mono-
tone convergence property: the Fatou property is defined through pointwise a.e. conver-
gence and, hence, this includes sequences for which fk and f do not share a direction at
any point.

Note that for any Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space X over Ω, the space X′

satisfies the Fatou property by Fatou’s lemma of integration theory.
The following result is an Fn-directional analogue of the Lorentz-Luxemburg theorem:

Theorem 3.4 (The directional Lorentz-Luxemburg theorem). Let X be an Fn-directional
Banach function space over Ω with the directional saturation property. Then the following
are equivalent:

(i) X satisfies the Fatou property;
(ii) X is Köthe reflexive.

The proof of this result can be found below as Theorem A.2 in Appendix A.

3.1. Convex-set valued quasi-Banach function spaces. Let X be an Fn-directional
quasi-Banach function space over Ω. We define X[K] as the space of F ∈ L0(Ω;K) for
which S0(Ω;F ) is a bounded subset of X. Moreover, we set

‖F‖X[K] := sup
f∈S0(Ω;F )

‖f‖X.

The space X[K] satisfies the ideal property in the sense that if F ∈ X[K], then for any
G ∈ L0(Ω;K) for which

G(x) ⊆ F (x)

for a.e. x ∈ Ω, we have G ∈ X[K] with ‖G‖X[K] ≤ ‖F‖X[K]. This follows from the

observation that S0(Ω;G) ⊆ S0(Ω;F ).
The space X[K] naturally contains X through the embedding f 7→ K(f). Indeed, we

have the following result:

Proposition 3.5. Let X be an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space over Ω. Then
f ∈ X if and only if K(f) ∈ X[K], with

‖K(f)‖X[K] = ‖f‖X.

Proof. If K(f) ∈ X[K], then, since f ∈ S0(Ω;K(f)), we have f ∈ X with

‖f‖X ≤ sup
g∈S0(Ω;K(f))

‖g‖X = ‖K(f)‖X[K].

Conversely, if f ∈ X, then for any g ∈ S0(Ω;K(f)) we have g(x) ∈ K(f)(x) for a.e.
x ∈ Ω. Thus, by Proposition 2.4 and the directional ideal property of X, we have g ∈ X

with ‖g‖X ≤ ‖f‖X. Taking a supremum over all g ∈ S0(Ω;K(f)), we conclude that
K(f) ∈ X[K] with

‖K(f)‖X[K] = sup
g∈S0(Ω;K(f))

‖g‖X ≤ ‖f‖X.

The assertion follows. �

Given an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space X over Ω, for a sequence (Fk)k≥1

in X[K] we write Fk ↑ F , if Fk(x) ⊆ Fk+1(x) a.e. for all k ≥ 1, and if

F (x) =

∞⋃

k=1

Fk(x).
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Note that F ∈ L0(Ω;K). Indeed, for any open U ⊆ Fn we have

F−1(U) =

∞⋃

k=1

F−1
k (U),

which is measurable by measurability of the Fk.

Proposition 3.6. Let X be an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space X over Ω with
the monotone convergence property. If (Fk)k≥1 is a bounded sequence in X[K] and Fk ↑ F ,
then F ∈ X[K] with

‖F‖X[K] = sup
k≥1

‖Fk‖X[K].

Proof. Let f ∈ S0(Ω;F ). Since K(f) ∩ Fk ∈ L0(Ω;Kb), by Lemma 2.11 there is an
fk ∈ S0(Ω;Fk) for which |fk(x)| = supu∈K(f)(x)∩Fk(x)

|u|. Note that

K(fk) = K(f) ∩ Fk ↑ K(f) ∩ F = K(f).

Hence, by the monotone convergence property of X, f ∈ X with

‖f‖X = sup
k≥1

‖fk‖X ≤ sup
k≥1

‖Fk‖X[K].

We conclude that F ∈ X[K], with

‖F‖X[K] ≤ sup
k≥1

‖Fk‖X[K].

This proves the assertion. �

3.2. Matrix weights. A measurable mapping W : Ω → Fn×n is called a matrix weight
if for a.e. x ∈ Ω the matrix W (x) is Hermitian and positive definite, i.e., for all non-zero
u ∈ Fn we have W (x)u · u > 0.

Given a matrix weight W : Ω → Fn×n and a quasi-Banach function space X over Ω,
we define the Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space XW as the space of functions
f ∈ L0(Ω : Fn) for which

|Wf | ∈ X,

and set

‖f‖XW
:= ‖|Wf |‖X .

Then ‖ · ‖XW
is indeed a norm, since ‖f‖XW

= 0 is equivalent to Wf = 0 a.e., which
is equivalent to f = W−1Wf = 0 a.e. To see that XW satisfies the directional ideal
property, suppose that f ∈ XW and g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) satisfies K(g) ⊆ K(f) a.e. Then, by
Proposition 2.4, there is a h ∈ L∞(Ω) with ‖h‖L∞(Ω) ≤ 1 such that g = hf . Hence,

|Wg| = |h||Wf | ≤ |Wf |

a.e., so that by the ideal property of X we have g ∈ XW , with

‖g‖XW
= ‖|Wg|‖X ≤ ‖|Wf |‖X = ‖f‖XW

.

The non-degeneracy property follows from the fact that (XW )′ = (X ′)W−1 :

Proposition 3.7. Let W : Ω → Fn×n be a matrix weight, and let X be a quasi-Banach
function space over Ω. Then (XW )′ = (X ′)W−1.

In particular, note that if X is a Banach function space with the Fatou property, then
(XW )′′ = (X ′′)W = XW by the Lorentz-Luxemburg theorem.
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Proof. First, suppose that g ∈ (X ′)W−1 . Then for all f ∈ XW we have
∫

Ω
|f · g|dµ =

∫

Ω
|Wf ·W−1g|dµ ≤

∫

Ω
|Wf ||W−1g|dµ

≤ ‖|Wf |‖X‖|W−1g‖X′ = ‖f‖XW
‖g‖(X′)

W−1
.

Hence, g ∈ (XW )′ with ‖g‖(XW )′ ≤ ‖g‖(X′)
W−1

. Conversely, suppose g ∈ (XW )′. Let

k ∈ X and define

h :=

{
k W−1g
|W−1g|

if W−1g 6= 0;

0 if W−1g = 0.

Then |h| ≤ |k| a.e., so |h| ∈ X by the ideal property of X. Setting f := W−1h ∈ XW , we
have

‖f‖XW
= ‖|h|‖X ≤ ‖k‖X .

Hence, ∫

Ω
|k||W−1g|dµ =

∫

Ω
|h ·W−1g|dµ =

∫

Ω
|f · g|dµ

≤ ‖f‖XW
‖g‖(XW )′ ≤ ‖k‖X‖g‖(XW )′ .

Thus, g ∈ (X ′)W−1 with ‖g‖(X′)
W−1

≤ ‖g‖(XW )′ . The result follows. �

As a matter of fact, XW satisfies the directional saturation property. Indeed, for any
non-zero g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) we have

‖h‖(XW )g = ‖hg‖XW
= ‖h|Wg|‖X = ‖h‖X(|Wg|),

showing that (XW )g = X(|Wg|). Here, for a function u ≥ 0, we define X(u) through
‖h‖X(u) := ‖hu‖X . Since |Wg| > 0 a.e. on supp(g), the space (XW )g is saturated by
[LN24, Proposition 3.17]. The directional saturation property of XW now follows from
Proposition 3.3.

A very useful result for matrix weighted spaces is Filippov’s selection theorem. The
following version can be found in [AF09, Theorem 8.2.10]:

Theorem 3.8 (Filippov). Let F ∈ L0(Ω; C) and φ : Ω × Fn → R a function for which
for all u ∈ Fn the function x 7→ φ(x, u) is measurable and for a.e. x ∈ Ω the function
u 7→ φ(x, u) is continuous. For each h ∈ L0(Ω) satisfying

h(x) ∈ {φ(x, u) : u ∈ F (x)}

for a.e. x ∈ Ω, there is a selection f ∈ S0(Ω;F ) for which

h(x) = φ(x, f(x))

for a.e. x ∈ Ω.

As a consequence, we can show that if X satisfies the Fatou property, then any F ∈
XW [K] satisfies F (x) ∈ Kb a.e.

Proposition 3.9. Let X be a quasi-Banach function space over Ω with the Fatou property,
and let W : Ω → Fn×n be a matrix weight. Then XW [K] ⊆ L0(Ω;Kb).

Proof. Define
Fk(x) := {u ∈ F (x) : |u| ≤ k}.

Then, by applying Theorem 3.8 with

φ(x, u) := |W (x)u|, hk(x) = sup
u∈Fk(x)

φ(x, u),

there is a selection fk ∈ S0(Ω;Fk) such that

hk(x) = |fk(x)| = sup
u∈Fk(x)

|W (x)u|.
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Since

sup
k≥1

‖hk‖X = sup
k≥1

‖fk‖XW
≤ ‖F‖XW [K],

it follows from the Fatou property of X that h(x) = supk≥1 hk(x) = supu∈F (x) |W (x)u|
satisfies h ∈ X with

‖h‖X = sup
k≥1

‖hk‖X ≤ ‖F‖XW [K].

This implies that h(x) <∞ a.e. and, hence,

sup
u∈F (x)

|u| ≤ |W (x)−1|h(x) <∞

a.e., as desired. �

We can also prove the following result:

Proposition 3.10. Let X be a quasi-Banach function space over Ω, let W : Ω → Fn×n

be a matrix weight, and let F ∈ L0(Ω;Kb). Then the following are equivalent:

(i) F ∈ XW [K];
(ii) h ∈ X, where h(x) := supu∈F (x) |W (x)u|.

Moreover, in this case there is an f0 ∈ S
0(Ω;F ) such that

‖F‖XW [K] = ‖f0‖XW
= ‖h‖X .

Note that if X satisfies the Fatou property, then any F ∈ XW [K] satisfies F ∈ L0(Ω;Kb)
by Proposition 3.9.

Proof of Proposition 3.10. For (i)⇒(ii), we apply Theorem 3.8 to

φ(x, u) = |W (x)u|, h(x) = sup
u∈F (x)

φ(x, u),

to find an f0 ∈ S0(Ω;F ) for which

|f0(x)| = sup
u∈F (x)

|W (x)u|

a.e. Then f0 ∈ XW , so h = |Wf0| ∈ X, with

‖h‖X = ‖f0‖XW
≤ ‖F‖XW [K],

as desired. Conversely, for (ii)⇒(i), if f ∈ S0(Ω;F ), then |Wf | ≤ h a.e. Hence, by the
ideal property of X, we have f ∈ XW with ‖f‖XW

= ‖|Wf |‖X ≤ ‖h‖X . Thus, F ∈ XW [K]
with

‖F‖XW [K] = sup
f∈S0(Ω;F )

‖f‖XW
≤ ‖h‖X .

The assertion follows. �

3.3. Infinite sums of convex-set valued mappings. Since we are interested in con-
structing a version of the Rubio de Francia algorithm in X[K], we need to be able to define
infinite sums of convex-set valued mappings. We first show that if F,G ∈ L0(Ω;K), then
their closed Minkowski sum F +G is again in L0(Ω;K).

Proposition 3.11. Let F,G ∈ L0(Ω;K). Then

(F +G)(x) = {u+ v : u ∈ F (x), v ∈ G(x)}

satisfies F + G ∈ L0(Ω;K). Moreover, if h ∈ S0(Ω;F + G), then there are sequences
(fk)k≥1 and (gk)k≥1 respectively in S0(Ω;F ) and S0(Ω;G) such that

fk + gk → h
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a.e. Moreover, if X is an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space with the Fatou
property and F,G ∈ X[K], then F +G ∈ X[K] with

‖F +G‖X[K] ≤ KX(‖F‖X[K] + ‖G‖X[K]).

Proof. Let (fk)k≥1 and (gk)k≥1 be measurable selections of F and G respectively such that

F (x) = {fk(x) : k ≥ 1}, G(x) = {gk(x) : k ≥ 1}

for a.e. x ∈ Ω. Then the functions hj,k := fj + gk ∈ S0(Ω;F +G) satisfy

(F +G)(x) = {hj,k(x) : j, k ≥ 1}

a.e. As (hj,k)j,k≥1 is countable, we conclude that F +G ∈ L0(Ω;K).
Now, suppose h ∈ S0(Ω;F +G). By applying Theorem 3.8 to

φ(x, (u, v)) = |h(x) − (u+ v)|, hK(x) = min
j,k∈{1,...,K}

|h(x) − (fk(x) + gj(x))|,

we find a selection (f̃K , g̃K) ∈ S0(Ω;F ×G) = S0(Ω;F )× S0(Ω, G) for which

|h(x)− (f̃K(x) + g̃K(x))| = min
j,k∈{1,...,K}

|h(x) − (fk(x) + gj(x))|

a.e. Since the right-hand side converges to

inf
j,k≥1

|h(x)− (fk(x) + gj(x))| = 0,

we conclude that f̃K + g̃K → h a.e., as desired. If X has the Fatou property and F,G ∈
X[K], then also h ∈ X with

‖h‖X ≤ lim inf
k→∞

‖f̃K + g̃K‖X ≤ sup
K≥1

KX(‖f̃K‖X + ‖g̃K‖X

≤ KX(‖F‖X[K] + ‖G‖X[K]).

Hence, F +G ∈ X[K] with

‖F +G‖X[K] ≤ KX(‖F‖X[K] + ‖G‖X[K]),

proving the result. �

Given a sequence (Fk)k≥1 in X[K], their partial sums are defined through the closed
Minkowski sum

SK(x) :=
K∑

k=1

Fk(x) =
{ K∑

k=1

uk : uk ∈ Fk(x)
}
.

If SK ↑ F , then we write
∑∞

k=1 Fk := F . Per definition, this means that

∞∑

k=1

Fk(x) =
∞⋃

K=1

SK(x) =
∞⋃

K=1

{ K∑

k=1

uk : uk ∈ Fk(x)
}
.

By Proposition 3.11 we have SK ∈ L0(Ω;K). Hence, we also have
∑∞

k=1 Fk ∈ L0(Ω;K).

Theorem 3.12 (Directional Riesz-Fischer). Let X be a quasi-Banach function space over
Ω with the Fatou property, and let (Fk)k≥1 be a sequence in X[K] satisfying

∞∑

k=1

Kk
X‖Fk‖X[K] <∞.

Then F :=
∑∞

k=1 Fk ∈ X[K] with

‖F‖X[K] ≤

∞∑

k=1

Kk
X‖Fk‖X[K].
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Proof. By inductively applying Proposition 3.11, we find that SK ∈ X[K] with

‖SK‖X[K] ≤
K∑

k=1

Kk
X‖Fk‖X[K] ≤

∞∑

k=1

Kk
X‖Fk‖X[K].

Since SK ↑ F and the Fatou property of X implies the monotone convergence property, it
follows from Proposition 3.6 that F ∈ X[K] with

‖F‖X[K] = sup
K≥1

‖SK‖X[K] ≤

∞∑

k=1

Kk
X‖Fk‖X[K].

This proves the assertion. �

The space X[K] is not a quasi-normed vector space, as it lacks an additive structure
(there is no additive inverse to Minkowski summation of sets). Nonetheless, it is a quasi-
metric space with respect to

dX[K](F,G) := max{ sup
f∈S0(Ω;F )

inf
g∈S0(Ω;G)

‖f − g‖X, sup
g∈S0(Ω;G)

inf
f∈S0(Ω;F )

‖f − g‖X}.

Let Kb(X) denote the collection of closed, bounded, convex, and symmetric subsets of
X. Then dX[K] is exactly the Hausdorff quasi-distance inherited from Kb[X] through the
embedding

X[K] →֒ Kb[X], F 7→ S0(Ω;F ).

Note that dX[K](F, {0}) = ‖F‖X[K] and

(3.1) dX[K](F +H,G+H) ≤ dX[K](F,G), dX[K](λF, λG) = |λ|dX[K](F,G)

for all F,G,H ∈ X[K] and λ ∈ F.
In [BC23] the metric defined on Lp

W (Rd;K) is through a pointwise weighted Hausdorff
distance. In general, for matrix weighted spaces XW , this approach is equivalent. Indeed,
setting

dW (F,G)(x) := max{ sup
u∈F (x)

inf
v∈G(x)

|W (x)(u− v)|, sup
v∈G(x)

inf
u∈F (x)

|W (x)(u− v)|},

we have the following:

Proposition 3.13. Let X be a quasi-Banach function space over Ω and letW : Ω → Fn×n

be a matrix weight. Then

dXW [K](F,G) h ‖dW (F,G)‖X .

Proof of Proposition 3.13. Let f ∈ S0(Ω;F ) and apply Theorem 3.8 with

φ(x, v) = |W (x)f(x)−W (x)v|, h(x) = inf
v∈G(x)

φ(x, v)

to find a g ∈ S0(Ω;G) such that

|W (x)f(x)−W (x)g(x)| = dW (f,G)(x) := inf
v∈G(x)

|W (x)f(x)−W (x)v|

a.e. Hence, by the ideal property of X,

‖f − g‖XW
= ‖|W (f − g)|‖X ≤ ‖dW (f,G)‖X .

We conclude that

sup
f∈S0(Ω;F )

inf
g∈S0(Ω;G)

‖f − g‖XW
≤ ‖dW (f,G)‖X

Noting that dW (f,G) ≤ dW (F,G) a.e. and by repeating the same argument with the roles
of F and G reversed, we conclude that

dXW [K](F,G) ≤ ‖dW (F,G)‖X .
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For the converse inequality, apply Theorem 3.8 with

φ(x, u) = inf
v∈G(x)

|W (x)u−W (x)v|, h(x) = sup
u∈F (x)

φ(x, u),

where measurability of φ(·, u) follows from Proposition 2.2. This yields an f0 ∈ S0(Ω;F )
for which

inf
v∈G(x)

|W (x)f0(x)−W (x)v| = sup
u∈F (x)

inf
v∈G(x)

|W (x)(u− v)|

a.e. Thus, for any g ∈ S0(Ω;G) we have

sup
u∈F (x)

inf
v∈G(x)

|W (x)(u− v)| ≤ |W (x)f0(x)−W (x)g(x)|.

a.e. By the ideal property of X this implies

‖ sup
u∈F (x)

inf
v∈G(x)

|W (x)(u− v)|‖X ≤ ‖f0 − g‖X.

Taking an infimum over all g ∈ S0(Ω;G), we conclude that

‖ sup
u∈F

inf
v∈G

|W (u− v)|‖X ≤ inf
g∈S0(Ω;G)

‖f0 − g‖X

≤ sup
f∈S0(Ω;F )

inf
g∈S0(Ω;G)

‖f − g‖X.

Repeating the argument with the roles of F and G reversed, we conclude that

‖dW (F,G)‖X ≤ KX‖ sup
u∈F

inf
v∈G

|W (u− v)|‖X +KX‖ sup
v∈G

inf
u∈F

|W (u− v)|‖X

≤ 2KXdXW [K](F,G).

This proves the assertion. �

Completeness of (XW , dXW [K]) can be proven analogously to [BC23, Theorem 4.8]. Even
without assuming the Fatou property, the space XW satisfies the directional Riesz-Fischer
property of Theorem 3.12:

Proposition 3.14. Let X be a quasi-Banach function space over Ω and letW : Ω → Fn×n

be a matrix weight. If (Fk)k≥1 is a sequence in XW [K] satisfying

C :=
∞∑

k=1

Kk
X‖Fk‖XW [K] <∞,

then F :=
∑∞

k=1 Fk ∈ XW [K] with ‖F‖XW [K] ≤ KXC.

Proof. For f ∈ S0(Ω;F ) we have

(3.2) |W (x)f(x)| ≤
∞∑

k=1

sup
uk∈Fk(x)

|W (x)uk|

a.e. Since, by Proposition 3.10, the sequence hk(x) := supuk∈Fk(x)
|W (x)uk| satisfies

‖hk‖X = ‖Fk‖XW [K], we have
∑∞

k=1K
k
X‖hk‖X <∞. Thus, by the Riesz-Fischer property

of X, the sum on the right-hand side of (3.2) belongs to X with

∥∥∥
∞∑

k=1

hk

∥∥∥
X

≤ KX

∞∑

k=1

Kk
X‖hk‖X =: C.

Hence, by the ideal property of X, f ∈ XW with

‖f‖XW
= ‖|Wf |‖X ≤ C.

Thus, F ∈ XW [K] with ‖F‖XW [K] ≤ C, as asserted. �
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We leave it as an open problem whether the Fatou property is necessary for Theo-
rem 3.12 or not.

3.4. Weak-type directional quasi-Banach function spaces. Given an Fn-directional
quasi-Banach function space X over Ω, we define a weak analogue Xweak as the space of
f ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) for which 1K(f)−1({u}) u ∈ X for all u ∈ Fn, with

‖f‖Xweak
:= sup

u∈Fn

‖1K(f)−1({u}) u‖X.

When n = 1, this space satisfies the quasi-triangle inequality as a consequence of the fact
that for any K,L ∈ K we have K+L ⊆ 2(K∪L). However, this inclusion fails when n > 2,
and, hence, Xweak might not be a vector space. Moreover, we note that if ‖f‖Xweak

= 0,
then we can conclude that

µ({x ∈ Ω : u ∈ K(f)(x)}) = 0

for all non-zero u ∈ Fn. However, it is not clear if this implies that f = 0 a.e. Despite these
difficulties, Xweak does still satisfy the directional ideal and non-degeneracy properties, and
inherits the monotone convergence property from X in case it has it.

Proposition 3.15. Let X be an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space over Ω. Then
Xweak satisfies the directional ideal and non-degeneracy properties. Moreover, we have
X ⊆ Xweak with

‖f‖Xweak
≤ ‖f‖X,

and

‖F‖Xweak [K] = sup
u∈Fn

‖1F−1({u}) u‖X.

Finally, if X satisfies the monotone convergence property, then so does Xweak.

Proof. Note that if K(g) ⊆ K(f) a.e., then K(g)−1({u}) ⊆ K(f)−1({u}) for all u ∈ Fn, so
the directional ideal property of Xweak follows from the directional ideal property of X.

For the non-degeneracy property, we first show that X ⊆ Xweak. Note that since

1K(f)−1({u})(x)u = 1{x∈Ω:u∈K(f)(x)}(x)u ∈ K(f)(x)

a.e. for all u ∈ Fn, it follows from the directional ideal property that X ⊆ Xweak with

‖f‖Xweak
≤ ‖f‖X,

as desired. Now, suppose g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) and that
∫
Ωf · g dµ = 0 for all f ∈ Xweak. Then,

since X ⊆ Xweak, this also holds for all f ∈ X. Thus, by the non-degeneracy property of
X, we have g = 0 a.e., as desired.

If F ∈ Xweak[K], then for any f ∈ S0(Ω;F ) and u ∈ Fn we have K(f)−1({u}) ⊆
F−1({u}), so, by the directional ideal property,

‖1K(f)−1({u}) u‖X ≤ ‖1F−1({u}) u‖X ≤ sup
u∈Fn

‖1F−1({u}) u‖X.

Taking a supremum over all u ∈ Fn then shows F ∈ Xweak[K] with

‖F‖Xweak [K] ≤ sup
u∈Fn

‖1F−1({u}) u‖X.

Conversely, let u ∈ Fn and define f := 1F−1({u}) u. Then f ∈ S0(Ω;F ), and

K(f)−1({u}) = F−1({u}).

Hence,

‖1F−1({u}) u‖X = ‖1K(f)−1({u}) u‖X ≤ ‖f‖Xweak
≤ ‖F‖Xweak [K].

Taking a supremum over all u ∈ Fn now proves the desired identity.
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Next, suppose X has the monotone convergence property. If (fk)k≥1 is such that
(K(fk))k≥1 is an increasing sequence with union K(f), then

1K(fk)−1({u} ↑ 1K(f)−1({u})

for all u ∈ Fn. Hence, 1K(f)−1({u}) u ∈ X, with

‖1K(f)−1({u} u‖X = sup
k≥1

‖1K(fk)−1({u} ‖X ≤ sup
k≥1

‖fk‖Xweak
.

Thus, taking a supremum over u ∈ Fn, proves that f ∈ Xweak. We conclude that Xweak

has the monotone convergence property. �

Remark 3.16. When X is a quasi-Banach function space over Ω and W : Ω → Fn is a
matrix weight, then we can define the alternative weak-type space as follows. We define
Xweak through

‖f‖Xweak
:= sup

t>0
‖t1{|f |>t} ‖X .

As this is again a quasi-Banach function space over Ω, the space (Xweak)W is a well-
defined Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space over Ω consisting of the f ∈ L0(Ω;Fn)
for which |Wf | ∈ Xweak.

The difference between the two spaces can be more easily illustrated when n = 1. If w
is a weight, X = Lp

w(Rd), and f ∈ Lp
w(Rd), then for any u ∈ Fn we have

{x ∈ Rd : u ∈ K(f)(x)} = {x ∈ Rd : |u| ≤ |f(x)|}.

Hence, Lp
w(Rd)weak as we have defined in this section is given by

‖f‖Lp
w(Rd)weak

= sup
u∈Fn

‖1K(f)−1(u) u‖Lp
w(Rd) = sup

t>0
twp({|f | > t})

1
p .

On the other hand, we have

‖f‖(Lp(Rd)weak)w
= ‖wf‖Lp,∞(Rd) = sup

t>0
t|{|wf | > t}|

1
p .

Thus, the different approaches respectively yield a weak-type space with respect to a
change of measure, and a weak-type space with respect to a weight as a multiplier.

4. Averaging operators

4.1. Directional averaging operators. Throughout this section we let E ⊆ Ω be a
measurable set for which 0 < µ(E) <∞. For f ∈ L0(Ω) we set

TEf := 〈f〉E 1E, 〈f〉E :=
1

µ(E)

∫

E

f dµ.

This can be extended component-wise to functions f ∈ L0(Ω;Fn), which we also denote
by TEf .

Given an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space Ω, we note that for any u, v ∈ Fn

with 1E u ∈ X, 1E v ∈ X′, we have

µ(E)−1‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′ ≥
1

µ(E)

∫

Ω
|u1E ·v 1E |dµ = |u · v|.

A converse inequality characterizes the boundedness TE : X → X.

Proposition 4.1. Let X be an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space over Ω. Then
the following assertions hold:

(a) If TE : X → X, then for all v ∈ Fn we have 1E v ∈ X′. Moreover, for all v ∈ Fn

and all ε > 0 there is a non-zero u ∈ Fn for which 1E u ∈ X and

µ(E)−1‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′ ≤ (1 + ε)‖TE‖X→X|u · v|.
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(b) If for all u ∈ Fn we have 1E u ∈ X, and there is a C > 0 such that for all u ∈ Fn

there is a non-zero v ∈ Fn for which 1E v ∈ X′ and

µ(E)−1‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′ ≤ C|u · v|,

then TE : X → X with
‖TE‖X→X ≤ C.

Proof. Let v ∈ Fn, let f ∈ X with ‖f‖X = 1, and let u := 〈f〉E. Then we have
∣∣∣
∫

E

f · v dµ
∣∣∣ = µ(E)|〈f〉E · v| = µ(E)

|u · v|

‖1E u‖X
‖〈f〉E 1E ‖X

≤ µ(E)‖TE‖X→X

|u · v|

‖1E u‖X

≤ µ(E)‖TE‖X→X sup
u∈Fn\{0}
1E u∈X

|u · v|

‖1E u‖X
.

Hence, by Proposition 3.2 we have 1E v ∈ X′. Let ε > 0 and let f ∈ X such that

‖1E v‖X′ ≤ (1 + ε)
∣∣∣
∫

E

f · v dµ
∣∣∣.

Setting u := 〈f〉E , we have 1E u = TEf ∈ X, and, by the same computation as above,

‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′ ≤ (1 + ε)‖1E u‖X

∣∣∣
∫

E

f · v dµ
∣∣∣

≤ (1 + ε)µ(E)‖TE‖X→X|u · v|,

proving (a).
For (b), let f ∈ X, let u := 〈f〉E . Pick v ∈ Fn with 1E v ∈ X′ for which

µ(E)−1‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′ ≤ C|〈f〉E · v|.

Since

|〈f〉E · v| ≤ µ(E)−1

∫

Ω
|f · 1E v|dµ ≤ µ(E)−1‖f‖X‖1E v‖X′ ,

we obtain
‖TEf‖X = ‖1E u‖X ≤ C‖f‖X,

as desired. �

For the following result, recall that by the directional Lorentz-Luxemburg theorem
(Theorem 3.4), if X has the Fatou property and the directional saturation property, then
X is Köthe reflexive.

Corollary 4.2. Let X be a Köthe reflexive Fn-directional Banach function space over Ω.
For E ⊆ Ω with 0 < µ(E) <∞, the following are equivalent:

(i) TE : X → X;
(ii) TE : X′ → X′

(iii) For all u ∈ Fn we have 1E u ∈ X, and there is a C1 > 0 such that for all u ∈ Fn

there is a v ∈ Fn for which 1E v ∈ X′ and

µ(E)−1‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′ ≤ C1|u · v|;

(iv) For all v ∈ Fn we have 1E v ∈ X′, and there is a C2 > 0 such that for all v ∈ Fn

there is a u ∈ Fn for which 1E u ∈ X′ and

µ(E)−1‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′ ≤ C2|u · v|.

Moreover, the optimal constants C1, C2 satisfy

‖TE‖X→X = ‖TE‖X′→X′ = C1 = C2.
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Proof. Assuming (i), by Proposition 4.1 we have 1E vX
′ for all v ∈ Fn, and for a given

v ∈ Fn and ε = 1
k
, there is a non-zero uk ∈ Fn for which

µ(E)−1‖1E uk‖X‖1E v‖X′ ≤ (1 + 1
k
)‖TE‖X→X|uk · v|.

By homogeneity, we may assume that |uk| = 1. Then, by compactness, there is a conver-
gent subsequence (ukj )j≥1 with limit u ∈ Fn. Since then 1E ukj → 1E u a.e., it follows
from the Fatou property that 1E u ∈ X with

µ(E)−1‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′ ≤ lim inf
j→∞

µ(E)−1‖1E ukj‖X‖1E v‖X′

≤ lim inf
j→∞

(1 + 1
kj
)‖TE‖X→X|ukj · v| = ‖TE‖X→X|u · v|.

This proves (iv) with C2 ≤ ‖TE‖X→X. Since X′′ = X, another application of Proposi-
tion 4.1 proves that (iv)⇒(ii) with ‖TE‖X′→X′ ≤ C2. Repeating this argument with the
roles of X and X′ reversed, we have proven the chain of implications

(i) ⇒ (iv) ⇒ (ii) ⇒ (iii) ⇒ (i),

with
‖TE‖X→X ≤ C1 ≤ ‖TE‖X′→X′ ≤ C2 ≤ ‖TE‖X→X.

The result follows. �

Note that the above proposition implies that if X satisfies the directional saturation
property and the Fatou property, then TE : X → X precisely when 1E u ∈ X,X′ for all
u ∈ Fn, and

‖TE‖X→X = sup
|u|=1

inf
|v|=1

‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′

|u · v|µ(E)
= sup

|v|=1
inf
|u|=1

‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′

|u · v|µ(E)
.

If X satisfies the property that 1E u ∈ X for all u ∈ Fn, then we can define a norm on
Fn through

u 7→ ‖1E u‖X.

Using the John ellipsoid theorem, there is a Hermitian positive definite matrix AX,E ∈
Fn×n that satisfies

|AX,Eu| ≤ ‖1E u‖X ≤ n
1
2 |AX,Eu|.

We call the matrix AX,E the reducing matrix in X of E. Reducing matrices can be used
to give another characterization of the boundedness of TE :

Proposition 4.3. Let X be a Köthe reflexive Fn-directional Banach function space over
Ω. Then TE : X → X if and only if 1E u ∈ X,X′ for all u ∈ Fn. Moreover, we have

‖TE‖X→X hn µ(E)−1‖AX,EAX′,E‖Fn×n .

We note that since AX,E and AX′,E are Hermitian, we have

‖AX,EAX′,E‖Fn×n = ‖(AX,EAX′,E)
∗‖Fn×n

= ‖A∗
X′,EA

∗
X,E‖Fn×n

= ‖AX′,EAX,E‖Fn×n .

Proof of Proposition 4.3. First assume that TE : X → X. Then, by Corollary 4.2 we have
1E u ∈ X,X′ for all u ∈ Fn. Let w ∈ Fn and set u := AX′,Ew. By Corollary 4.2(iii) there
is a non-zero v ∈ Fn such that

|AX,EAX′,Ew| ≤ ‖1E u‖X ≤ µ(E)‖TE‖X→X

|u · v|

‖1E v‖X′

≤ µ(E)‖TE‖X→X

|w · AX′,Ev|

|AX′,Ev|
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≤ µ(E)‖TE‖X→X|w|.

Hence, µ(E)−1‖AX,EAX′,E‖Fn×n ≤ ‖TE‖X→X.
For the converse, let f ∈ X and set v := 〈AX,Ef〉E. Then

µ(E)|〈AX,Ef〉E |
2 =

∫

E

AX,Ef · v dµ =

∫

E

f ·AX,Ev dµ

≤ ‖f‖X‖1E AX,Ev‖X′ ≤ n
1
2 |AX′,EAX,Ev|‖f‖X

≤ n
1
2 ‖AX′,EAX,E‖Fn×n |〈AX,Ef〉E |‖f‖X,

so that

‖TEf‖X ≤ n
1
2 |〈AX,Ef〉E | ≤ nµ(E)−1‖AX′,EAX,E‖Fn×n‖f‖X.

Since

‖AX′,EAX,E‖Fn×n = ‖(AX′,EAX,E)
∗‖Fn×n = ‖AX,EAX′,E‖Fn×n ,

this proves the assertion. �

4.2. Convex-set valued averaging operators. Given a measurable set E ⊆ Ω with
0 < µ(E) <∞ and F ∈ L0(Ω;K), we define F 1E pointwise by

(F 1E)(x) := 1E(x)F (x) =

{
F (x) if x ∈ E;

{0} if x /∈ E.

If F 1E ∈ L1(Ω;K), we use the Aumann integral to define

〈F 〉E :=
1

µ(E)

∫

Ω
F 1E dµ = {〈f〉E : f ∈ S0(Ω;F 1E)}.

The averaging operator TE of F is defined as

TEF (x) := 〈F 〉E 1E(x) = {TEf(x) : f ∈ S0(Ω;F 1E)}.

We note that if for a function f ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) with f 1E ∈ L1(Ω;Fn) we define

⟪f⟫E := {〈hf〉E : h ∈ L∞(Ω), ‖h‖L∞(Ω) ≤ 1},

then we have

TE(K(f)) = ⟪f⟫E 1E .

This follows from the observation that by Proposition 2.4 the measurable selections of
K(f) are given by

S0(Ω;K(f)) = {hf : ‖h‖L∞(Ω) ≤ 1}.

Perhaps unexpectedly, it turns out that the boundedness properties of TE in a space X

are equivalent to its boundedness properties in X[K]. We will prove this equivalence for
more general averaging operators. Given a collection P measurable sets in Ω satisfying
0 < µ(E) <∞ for all E ∈ P, we define TP :=

∑
E∈P TE , i.e.,

TPF :=
∑

E∈P

〈F 〉E 1E .

Then we have the following result.

Theorem 4.4. Let X be an Fn-directional Banach function space over Ω, and let P be a
pairwise disjoint collection of measurable sets in Ω for which 0 < µ(E) <∞ for all E ∈ P.
Then the following are equivalent:

(i) TP : X → X;
(ii) TP : X[K] → X[K].

Moreover, in this case we have

‖TP‖X→X hn ‖TP‖X[K]→X[K].
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Proof. For (i)⇒(ii), Let f ∈ X. Since, by Proposition 3.5, we have K(f) ∈ X[K] with
‖K(f)‖X[K] = ‖f‖X, noting that TPf ∈ S0(Ω;TP (K(f))), we have

‖TPf‖X ≤ ‖TP (K(f))‖X ≤ ‖TP‖X[K]→X[K]‖K(f)‖X[K]

= ‖TP‖X[K]→X[K]‖f‖X.

Thus, TP : X → X with ‖TP‖X→X ≤ ‖TP‖X[K]→X[K].
For (ii)⇒(i), let F ∈ X[K]. We claim that 〈F 〉E is a bounded set in Fn for all E ∈ P.

Indeed, since TE = 1E TP : X → X, the mapping u 7→ ‖1E u‖X is a norm on Fn.
Thus, there is a constant c = cX,E > 0 for which ‖1E u‖X ≥ c|u| for all u ∈ Fn. Let

f ∈ S0(Ω;F 1E) and set u = 〈f〉E
|〈f〉E | . Then

c|〈f〉E | ≤ |〈f〉E |‖1E u‖X = ‖TEf‖X ≤ ‖TE‖X→X‖F‖X[K],

proving the claim. We conclude that 〈F 〉E ∈ Kb. Thus, by the John ellipsoid theorem (see
[NPTV17, Section 2.2.1] for a more precise definition), there is a matrix AE ∈ Fn×n for
which

(4.1) {AEu : |u| ≤ 1} ⊆ 〈F 〉E ⊆ {AEu : |u| ≤ n
1
2 }.

Denoting the columns of AE by (vEk )
n
k=1, since v

E
k = AEek ∈ 〈F 〉E by the first inclusion in

(4.1), we have vEk = 〈fEk 〉E for some fEk ∈ S0(Ω;F 1E). Now, let g ∈ S0(Ω;TPF ). Then,
we have g =

∑
E∈P gE with gE = g 1E ∈ S0(Ω;TEF ), and by the second inclusion in (4.1),

gE is of the form

gE(x) =

n∑

k=1

hEk (x)〈f
E
k 〉E 1E(x),

where hE = (hE1 , . . . , h
E
n ) satisfies |hE(x)| ≤ n

1
2 . Since P is pairwise disjoint, setting

hk(x) :=
∑

E∈P h
E
k (x)1E(x) and fk(x) :=

∑
E∈P f

E
k (x)1E(x), we have |hk(x)| ≤ n

1
2 and

g(x) =
∑

E∈P

n∑

k=1

hEk (x)〈f
E
k 〉E 1E(x) =

n∑

k=1

hk(x)TPfk(x).

Hence, by the directional ideal property and the fact that f1, . . . , fn ∈ S0(Ω;F ),

‖g‖X ≤

n∑

k=1

‖hkTPfk‖X ≤ n
1
2

n∑

k=1

‖TPfk‖X

≤ n
1
2 ‖TP‖X→X

n∑

k=1

‖fk‖X ≤ n
3
2‖TE‖X→X‖F‖X[K].

This proves that TPF ∈ X[K] with

‖TPF‖X[K] .n ‖TP‖X→X‖F‖X[K],

as desired. �

As a consequence, we obtain the following characterizations:

Corollary 4.5. Let X be a Köthe reflexive Fn-directional Banach function space over Ω.
Then the following are equivalent:

(i) TE : X[K] → X[K];
(ii) TE : X′[K] → X′[K];
(iii) TE : X → X;
(iv) TE : X′ → X′

(v) For all u ∈ Fn we have 1E u ∈ X, and there is a C1 > 0 such that for all u ∈ Fn

there is a v ∈ Fn for which 1E v ∈ X′ and

µ(E)−1‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′ ≤ C1|u · v|;
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(vi) or all v ∈ Fn we have 1E v ∈ X′, and there is a C2 > 0 such that for all v ∈ Fn

there is a u ∈ Fn for which 1E u ∈ X′ and

µ(E)−1‖1E u‖X‖1E v‖X′ ≤ C2|u · v|.

(vii) 1E u ∈ X,X′ for all u ∈ Fn.

Moreover, in this case all the associated constants (where for (vii) the associated constant
is ‖AX,EAX′,E‖Fn×n) are equivalent up to a factor only depending on n.

Proof. The equivalences (i)⇔(iii) and (ii)⇔(iv) follows from Theorem 4.4 with P = {E}.
The remaining equivalences follows from Corollary 4.2 and Proposition 4.3. �

5. The Muckenhoupt condition

We now specify to Ω = Rd with the Lebesgue measure. By a cube Q we will mean
a cube in Rd whose sides are parallel to the coordinate axes. We define the Mucken-
houpt condition of an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space through the averaging
operators TQf = 〈f〉Q 1Q.

Definition 5.1. We say that an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space over Rd

satisfies the Muckenhoupt condition if TQ : X → X for all cubes Q, and

[X]A := sup
Q

‖TQ‖X→X <∞.

In this case we write X ∈ A.

By Corollary 4.5 we have the following characterizations of the Muckenhoupt condition:

Theorem 5.2. Let X be a Köthe reflexive Fn-directional Banach function space over Rd.
Then the following are equivalent:

(i) X ∈ A;
(ii) X′ ∈ A;
(iii) TQ : X[K] → X[K] for all cubes Q, and

[X]A[K] := sup
Q

‖TQ‖X[K]→X[K] <∞;

(iv) TQ : X′[K] → X′[K] for all cubes Q, and

[X′]A[K] := sup
Q

‖TQ‖X′[K]→X′[K] <∞;

(v) 1Q u ∈ X,X′ for all cubes Q and u ∈ Fn, and

[X]AR
:= sup

Q

|Q|−1‖AX,QAX′,Q‖Fn×n <∞;

(vi) 1Q v ∈ X′ for all cubes Q and v ∈ Fn, and there is a constant C1 > 0 such that
for all cubes Q and all v ∈ Fn there is a non-zero u ∈ Fn such that 1Q u ∈ X, and

|Q|−1‖1Q u‖X‖1Q v‖X′ ≤ C1|u · v|;

(vii) 1Q u ∈ X for all cubes Q and u ∈ Fn, and there is a constant C2 > 0 such that for
all cubes Q and all u ∈ Fn there is a non-zero v ∈ Fn such that 1Q v ∈ X′, and

|Q|−1‖1Q u‖X‖1Q v‖X′ ≤ C2|u · v|.

Moreover, for the optimal C1, C2 we have

[X]A = [X′]A = C1 = C2,

and

[X]A hn [X]AR
hn [X]A[K] hn [X′]A[K].
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Proof. For the equivalence (i)⇔(ii) with equal constant, combining the identity
∫

Ω
TQf · g dµ = |Q|〈f〉Q · 〈g〉Q =

∫

Ω
f · TQg dµ

with Proposition 3.2 and X′′ = X proves that

‖TQ‖X→X = ‖TQ‖X′→X′ .

The equivalence then follows from taking a supremum over all cubes Q. The equivalences
of (i) and (iii)-(vii) follow from Corollary 4.5. �

As is done in [Nie24], we can define the strong Muckenhoupt condition X ∈ Astrong

through

[X]Astrong
:= sup

P
‖TP‖X→X,

where the supremum is taken over all pairwise disjoint collections of cubes P, and where
TPf =

∑
Q∈P〈f〉Q 1Q. Moreover, we also set

[X]Astrong[K] := sup
P

‖TP‖X[K]→X[K]

Analogously to the Muckenhoupt condition, we have the following result:

Proposition 5.3. Let X be an Fn-directional Banach function space over Ω. Then X ∈
Astrong if and only if TP : X[K] → X[K] uniformly for all pairwise disjoint collections P,
with

[X]Astrong hn [X]Astrong[K].

Proof. This follows directly from Theorem 4.4. �

Remark 5.4. The proof of Theorem 4.4 fails for sparse collections P. Thus, it is not clear
if such an equivalence holds for sparse collections as well.

We define L1
loc(R

d;K) to be the space of F ∈ L0(Rd;K) for which F 1Q ∈ L1(Rd;K)
for all cubes Q.

Proposition 5.5. We have

L1
loc(R

d;K) ⊆ L0(Rd;Kb).

Moreover, suppose that X be an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space over Rd with
X ∈ A. Then

X[K] ⊆ L1
loc(R

d;K).

Proof. Let F ∈ L1
loc(R

d;K). Then for each cube Q we have F 1Q ∈ L1(Rd;K), so by

Proposition 3.9 we have F (x) ∈ Kb for a.e. x ∈ Q. Partitioning Rd into a countable
collection of cubes, we conclude that F (x) ∈ Kb for a.e. x ∈ Rd, as desired.

For the second assertion, by Theorem 5.2, we have TQ : X[K] → X[K] for all cubes
Q. In particular, this means that if F ∈ X[K], then TQF is well-defined. Hence, F 1Q ∈

L1(Rd;K). We conclude that X[K] ⊆ L1
loc(R

d;K). �

5.1. The convex-set valued maximal operator. Given a collection of cubes P and
F ∈ L0(Ω;K) satisfying F ∈ L1

loc(R
d;K), we define

MK
P F (x) := sup

Q∈P
〈F 〉Q 1Q(x),

where the supremum is taken with respect to the partial ordering given by set inclusion
in K, i.e., MK

P F (x) is the smallest closed convex set containing
⋃

Q∈P TQF (x). When P is

the collection of all cubes, then we drop the subscript P and denote the operator by MK.
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Just like in the scalar-valued case, to prove the boundedness of MK it suffices to prove
the boundednessMK

D for 3d translated dyadic grids D. For the details, we refer the reader
to [BC23, Lemma 5.9].

Note that when P is finite, the set
⋃

Q∈P TQF (x) is bounded, from which we conclude

that MK
P F (x) ∈ K. However, if P is infinite, this need not be the case. Nonetheless, if an

Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space X over Rd satisfies the monotone convergence
property, then we have

MK : X[K] → X[K]

if and only if we have

MK
F : X[K] → X[K]

uniformly for all finite collections of cubes F , and

‖MK‖X[K]→X[K] = sup
F

‖MK
K ‖X[K]→X[K].

As an analogue to [Nie24, Theorem B], we prove the following result:

Theorem 5.6. Let X be an Fn-directional Banach function space over Rd with the Fatou
property. Consider the following statements:

(a) MK : X[K] → X[K];
(b) X ∈ Astrong;
(c) MK : X[K] → Xweak[K];
(d) X ∈ A.

Then (a)⇒(b)⇒(c)⇒(d) with

[X]A ≤ ‖MK‖X[K]→Xweak[K] .d,n [X]Astrong ≤ ‖MK‖X[K]→X[K].

Furthermore, if there is a C ≥ 1 such that for all pairwise disjoint collections of cubes P
and all f ∈ X, g ∈ X′ we have

∑

Q∈P

‖1Q f‖X‖1Q g‖X′ ≤ C‖f‖X‖g‖X′ ,

then (b)-(d) are equivalent, with

[X]Astrong ≤ C[X]A.

Proof. For (a)⇒(b), let P be a pairwise disjoint collection of cubes and let f ∈ X. If
x ∈ Rd satisfies x ∈ Q for some Q ∈ P, then TPf(x) = 〈f〉Q 1Q(x) ∈

⋃
Q⟪f⟫Q 1Q(x).

Thus, we have

TPf(x) ∈MK(K(f))(x)

a.e. Hence, by the ideal property in X[K] and Proposition 3.5, we have

‖TPf‖X ≤ ‖MK(K(f))‖X[K] ≤ ‖MK‖X[K]→X[K]‖f‖X.

Thus, X ∈ Astrong and [X]Astrong ≤ ‖MK‖X[K]→X[K].

For (b)⇒(c), first note that by the monotone convergence property and a 3d-lattice
reduction, it suffices to prove thatMK

F : X[K] → Xweak[K] uniformly for finite collections F

contained in a dyadic grid D. Let u ∈ Fn be non-zero and suppose that x ∈MK
F F

−1({u}).
Since the convex hull of a compact set in Fn is compact – a consequence of Caratheodory’s
convexity theorem – we have

u ∈MK
F F (x) = conv

( ⋃

Q∈F

〈F 〉Q 1Q(x)
)
.
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Thus, there are θ1, . . . , θJ ≥ 0 with
∑J

j=1 θj = 1 and non-zero u1, . . . , uJ ∈ Fn with

uj ∈
⋃

Q∈F 〈F 〉Q such that u =
∑J

j=1 θjuj . For each j we let Pj denote the collection of

maximal cubes Q ∈ F for which uj ∈ 〈F 〉Q. Then

1MK
F
F−1({u}) u ∈

J∑

j=1

θj
∑

Q∈Pj

〈F 〉Q 1Q,

so, by the triangle inequality (Proposition 3.11, the directional ideal property of X[K],
and the fact that each Pj is pairwise disjoint,

‖1MK
F
F−1({u}) u‖X ≤

J∑

j=1

θj‖TPj
F‖X[K] ≤ [X]Astrong[K]‖F‖X.

Taking a supremum over all u ∈ Fn now proves the result.
For (c)⇒(d), let Q be a cube and let f ∈ X. If x ∈ Q, then 〈f〉Q ∈ MK(K(f))(x).

Hence, for u = 〈f〉Q we have

TQf(x) = 〈f〉Q 1Q(x) ∈ 1MK(K(f))−1({u})(x)u

a.e. It follows from the ideal property of X[K] and Proposition 3.5 that

‖TQf‖X ≤ ‖MK(K(f))‖Xweak [K] ≤ ‖MK‖X[K]→Xweak[K]‖f‖X,

proving that X ∈ A with [X]A ≤ ‖MK‖X[K]→Xweak [K]. The result follows.
Finally, let X ∈ A and let P be a pairwise disjoint collection of cubes. Then

∣∣∣
∫

Rd

TPf · g dx
∣∣∣ ≤

∑

Q∈P

∫

Rd

|TQf · 1Q g|dx ≤
∑

Q∈P

‖TQf‖X‖1Q g‖X′

≤ [X]A
∑

Q∈P

‖1Q f‖X‖1Q g‖X′ ≤ C[X]A‖f‖X‖g‖X′ .

Thus, by Proposition 3.2 and Lemma A.3, X ∈ Astrong with [X]Astrong ≤ C[X]A. �

For matrix weighted spaces, this yields the following corollary:

Corollary 5.7. Let X be a Banach function space over Rd for which there is a C ≥ 1
such that for all pairwise disjoint P and all f ∈ X, g ∈ X ′ we have

(5.1)
∑

Q∈P

‖1Q f‖X‖1Q g‖X′ ≤ C‖f‖X‖g‖X′ .

If W : Rd → Fn×n is a matrix weight, then then the following are equivalent:

(i) XW ∈ A;
(ii) XW ∈ Astrong;
(iii) MK : XW [K] → (XW )weak[K].

Moreover, in this case we have

[XW ]A = [XW ]Astrong hd,n ‖MK‖XW [K]→(XW )weak[K].

Proof. By Proposition 3.7 we have
∑

Q∈P

‖1Q f‖XW
‖1Q g‖(XW )′ =

∑

Q∈P

‖1Q |Wf |‖X‖1Q |W−1g|‖X′

≤ C‖|Wf |‖X‖|W−1g|‖X′ = C‖f‖XW
‖g‖(XW )′ .

Hence, the result follows from Theorem 5.6. �
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Example 5.8. If X = Lp(Rd), then (5.1) is satisfies with C = 1 by Hölder’s inequality.
Thus, Corollary 5.7 implies that

‖MK‖Lp
W

(Rd;K)→L
p
W

(Rd;K)weak
hd,n [W ]p.

In the work [Nie24] the property (5.1) is referred to as property X ∈ G, and we refer
the reader to this work for an overview of further spaces with this property.

Finally, we prove that if MK is bounded on a space X[K], then every F ∈ X[K] satisfies
F (x) ∈ Kb for a.e. x ∈ Rd.

Proposition 5.9. Let X be an Fn-directional quasi-Banach function space for which
MK : X[K] → X[K]. Then ∈ X[K] ⊆ L0(Rd;Kb).

Proof. Since MK : X[K] → X[K] implies X ∈ A by Theorem 5.6, this follows from
Proposition 5.5. �

6. Extrapolation

Theorem 6.1. Let 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, let V be a set, and let S : V → L0(Ω;Fn). Suppose

T :
⋃

W∈Ap

S−1(Lp
W (Rd;Fn)) → L0(Rd;Fn)

is a map for which there is an increasing function φ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) such that for all
W ∈ Ap and all f ∈ V with Sf ∈ Lp

W (Rd;Fn) we have

‖Tf‖Lp
W

(Rd;Fn) ≤ φ([W ]p)‖Sf‖Lp
W

(Rd;Fn).

Let X be a Köthe reflexive Fn-directional Banach function space over Rd for which

MK : X[K] → X[K], MK : X′[K] → X′[K].

Then Tf is well-defined for all f ∈ V with Sf ∈ X, and

‖Tf‖X .n φ(Cn‖M
K‖

1

p′

X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖

1
p

X′[K]→X′[K])‖Sf‖X.

When p = ∞ or p = 1, we can omit the bound MK : X′[K] → X′[K] or MK : X[K] → X[K]
respectively.

The proof follows from two abstract theorems. The first is the following generalization
of the Rubio de Francia algorithm of [BC23, Theorem 7.6]. Recall that we have defined
the sum F +G through the closed Minkowski sum

(F +G)(x) := {u+ v : u ∈ F (x), v ∈ G(x)}.

Unlike [BC23, Theorem 7.6], we do not require the operator T to be monotone.

Theorem 6.2 (Rubio de Francia algorithm). Let X be an Fn-directional Banach function
space over Rd with the Fatou property, and let T : X[K] → X[K] be an operator that is
sublinear in the sense that

T (F +G)(x) ⊆ TF (x) + TG(x), T (λF )(x) = λTF (x)

a.e. for all F,G ∈ X[K] and λ ∈ F. Then there is a measurable mapping R : X[K] → X[K]
for which ‖R‖X[K]→X[K] ≤ 2, and for all F ∈ X[K]

(a) F (x) ⊆ RF (x) a.e.;
(b) T (RF )(x) ⊆ 2‖T‖X[K]→X[K]RF (x) a.e.

For the proof, we require a lemma on nested sets in K:

Lemma 6.3. Let (Bk)k≥1 be a sequence in K satisfying Bk+1 ⊆ Bk for all k ≥ 1. If⋂∞
k=1Bk = {0}, then there is a K ≥ 1 such that for all k ≥ K the set Bk is compact.

Moreover, if (xk)k≥1 is a sequence for which xk ∈ Bk for all k ≥ 1, then xk → 0.



A LATTICE APPROACH TO MATRIX WEIGHTS 34

Proof. Arguing by contrapositive, suppose that Bk is unbounded for all k ≥ 1. Set Sn−1 :=
{u ∈ Fn : |u| = 1} and, for k ≥ 1,

Ck := Sn−1 ∩Bk.

Then Ck is an intersection of closed sets, and hence, closed. Moreover, as each Bk is
unbounded, Ck 6= ∅. As Ck+1 ⊆ Ck for all k ≥ 1 and Sn−1 is compact, we have

Sn−1 ∩

∞⋂

k=1

Bk =

∞⋂

k=1

Ck 6= ∅.

Thus,
⋂∞

k=1Bk 6= {0}, as asserted.
For the second assertion, let (xjk)k≥1 be a subsequence. Since for j large enough, Bj

is compact, this subsequence has a further convergent subsequence. As this sequence
eventually lies in Bj for all j ≥ 1, the limit is contained in

⋂∞
k=1Bk 6= {0}. Hence,

every subsequence of (xk)k≥1 has a further subsequence converging to 0. This proves that
xk → 0, as desired. �

Proof of Theorem 6.2. Let F ∈ X[K] and define

Fk(x) := 2−k‖T‖−k
X[K]→X[K]T

kF (x),

where T k is iteratively defined as T 0F := F and T k+1F := T (T kF ). Then

∞∑

k=0

‖Fk‖X[K] ≤
∞∑

k=0

2−k‖F‖X[K] = 2‖F‖X[K],

so, by Theorem 3.12, the series

(6.1) RF (x) :=

∞∑

k=0

Fk(x) =

∞⋃

K=0

{ K∑

k=0

uk : uk ∈ Fk(x)
}

satisfies RF ∈ X[K] with

‖RF‖X[K] ≤ 2‖F‖X[K].

The assertion (a) follows from the fact that the K = 0 term of the union in (6.1) is equal
to F (x). For (b), sublinearity of T implies that

TFk(x) = 2−k‖T‖−k
X[K]→X[K]T

k+1F (x) = 2‖T‖X[K]→X[K]Fk+1(x)

a.e. so that, since for all J ≥ 1 we have RF =
∑J

k=0 Fk + SJ where SJ :=
∑∞

k=J+1 Fk,

T (RF )(x) ⊆ 2‖T‖X[K]→X[K]

J∑

k=0

Fk+1(x) + TSJ(x)

⊆ 2‖T‖X[K]→X[K]RF (x) + TSJ(x).

(6.2)

Note that
∥∥∥

∞⋂

J=1

TSJ

∥∥∥
X[K]

≤ ‖TSJ‖X[K] ≤ ‖T‖X[K]→X[K]

∥∥∥
∞∑

k=J+1

Fk

∥∥∥
X[K]

≤ ‖T‖X[K]→X[K]

∞∑

k=J+1

‖Fk‖X[K] → 0

as J → ∞ and, hence,
⋂∞

J=1 TSJ(x) = {0}.
Since TSJ(x) ∈ K, by Lemma 6.3 there is a J0 ≥ 1 such that for all J ≥ J0, the set

TSJ(x) is compact. Let u ∈ T (FF )(x). Since the Minkowski sum of a closed and a
compact set is closed, this means that, by (6.2), for all J ≥ J0 we can write u = vJ +wJ ,
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with vJ ∈ 2‖T‖X[K]→X[K]RF (x) and wJ ∈ TSJ(x). Then, since wJ → 0 as J → ∞, we
have vJ = u−wJ → u. Hence, u ∈ 2‖T‖X[K]→X[K]RF (x). This proves (b), as desired. �

The second theorem we need for the extrapolation result is the following application of
the Rubio de Francia algorithm:

Theorem 6.4. Let X be a Köthe reflexive Fn-directional Banach function space over Rd

for which
MK : X[K] → X[K], MK : X′[K] → X′[K].

Let 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞. Then for all f ∈ X, g ∈ X′, there exists a matrix weight W ∈ Ap with
the following properties:

• [W ]p .n ‖MK‖
1
p

X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖

1

p′

X′[K]→X′[K];

• ‖f‖Lp
W

(Rd;Fn)‖g‖Lp′

W−1 (R
d;Fn)

.n ‖f‖X‖g‖X′ .

When p = ∞ or p = 1, we can omit the bound MK : X′[K] → X′[K] or MK : X[K] → X[K]
respectively.

For the proof, we adopt a function norm approach. We call a mapping ρ : Rd × Fn →
[0,∞) a function norm if for a.e. x ∈ Rd the mapping u 7→ ρ(x, u) is a norm, and for
all u ∈ Fn the mapping x 7→ ρ(x, u) is measurable. We define Lp

ρ(Rd) as the space of
functions f ∈ L0(Rd;Fn) for which ρ(x, f(x)) ∈ Lp(Rd), with

‖f‖Lp
ρ(Rd) :=

(∫

Rd

ρ(x, f(x))p dx
) 1

p
.

Then, for 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, Lp
ρ(Rd) is an Fn-directional Banach function space over Rd.

Moreover, Lp
ρ(Rd)′ = Lp′

ρ∗(R
d), where ρ∗ : Rd × Fn → [0,∞) is defined as

ρ∗(x, v) = sup
u∈Fn\{0}

|u · v|

ρ(x, u)
.

If W : Rd → Fn×n is a matrix weight, then

ρW (x, u) := |W (x)u|

is a norm function, and Lp
ρW (Rd) = Lp

W (Rd;Fn). Conversely, for any norm function ρ it
follows from the John ellipsoid theorem that there is a matrix weight W for which

(6.3) ρW (x, u) ≤ ρ(x, u) ≤ n
1
2ρW (x, u).

We will write ρ ∈ Ap if there is a constant C ≥ 1 such that for all cubes Q and all u ∈ Fn

there is a non-zero v ∈ Fn such that
( 1

|Q|

∫

Q

ρ(x, u)p dx
) 1

p
( 1

|Q|

∫

Q

ρ∗(x, v)p
′

dx
) 1

p′

≤ C|u · v|,

where for an infinite exponent the integral is interpreted as an essential supremum. The
smallest possible C is denoted by [ρ]p. As this condition is precisely the condition Lp

ρ(Rd) ∈
A, it follows from Theorem 5.2 that ρ ∈ Ap if and only if ρ∗ ∈ Ap′ , with [ρ]p = [ρ∗]p′ .

If W is a matrix weight, then [ρW ]p = [W ]p. In general, we have ρ ∈ Ap if and only if
W ∈ Ap for W satisfying (6.3), with [ρ]p hn [W ]p.

Before we get to the proof of Theorem 6.4, we will need an interpolation result. The
following lemma is a version of the direct implication in [BC23, Theorem 7.3], as well as
a norm function version of [BC23, Proposition 8.7]:

Lemma 6.5. Let F0, F1 ∈ L0(Ω;K) satisfy F0 1Q, F1 1Q ∈ L1(Rd;K) for all cubes Q, and

suppose there are C0, C1 > 0 such that for a.e. x ∈ Rd we have

MKF0(x) ⊆ C0F0(x), MKF1(x) ⊆ C1F1(x)
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Then
ρ0(x, u) := sup

v∈F0(x)
|u · v|, ρ1(x, u) := sup

v∈F1(x)
|u · v|

satisfy ρ0, ρ1 ∈ A1 with [ρ0]1 .n C0, [ρ1] .n C1.
Moreover, for all 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, there exists a norm function ρ satisfying

(a) ρ ∈ Ap with [ρ]p .n C
1

p′

0 C
1
p

1 ;

(b) ρ(x, u) ≤ ρ∗0(x, u)
1

p′ ρ1(x, u)
1
p a.e. for all u ∈ Fn;

(c) ρ∗(x, v) ≤ ρ0(x, v)
1

p′ ρ∗1(x, v)
1
p a.e. for all v ∈ Fn.

Proof. For the first assertion, by Proposition 5.9 we have F0(x), F1(x) ∈ Kb for a.e. x ∈ Rd,
proving that ρ0 and ρ1 are finite a.e. Thus, we may apply [BC23, Theorem 7.3] to conclude
that ρ0, ρ1 ∈ A1 with

[ρ0]1 .n C0, [ρ1]1 .n C1.

For the second assertion, set

K(x) := K({u ∈ Fn : ρ∗0(x, u)
1

p′ ρ1(x, u)
1
p ≤ 1}).

This set is an absorbing set in Kb, so we may define ρ : Rd×Fn → [0,∞) as the Minkowski
functional

ρ(x, u) := inf{t > 0 : t−1u ∈ K(x)}.

Then, since t−1u ∈ {u ∈ Fn : ρ∗0(x, u)
1

p′ ρ1(x, u)
1
p ≤ 1} for t = ρ∗0(x, u)

1

p′ ρ1(x, u)
1
p , we have

ρ(x, u) ≤ ρ∗0(x, u)
1

p′ ρ1(x, u)
1
p ,

proving (b). For (c), note that

|u · v| = |u · v|
1

p′ |u · v|
1
p ≤ (ρ∗0(x, u)ρ0(x, v))

1

p′ (ρ1(x, u)ρ
∗
1(x, v))

1
p .

It follows that if t > 0 satisfies t−1u ∈ K(x), i.e., t−1u =
∑K

k=1 θkuk for
∑K

k=1 θk = 1,

ρ∗0(x, uk)
1

p′ ρ1(x, uk)
1
p ≤ 1, we have

t−1|u · v| ≤

K∑

k=1

θk|uk · v| ≤

K∑

k=1

θkρ
∗
0(x, v)

1

p′ ρ1(x, v)
1
p = ρ∗0(x, v)

1

p′ ρ1(x, v)
1
p .

This implies that |u · v| ≤ ρ∗0(x, v)
1

p′ ρ1(x, v)
1
pρ(x, u) and, hence,

ρ∗(x, v) = sup
u 6=0

|u · v|

ρ(x, u)
≤ ρ0(x, v)

1

p′ ρ∗1(x, v)
1
p ,

as desired. Finally, for (a), it follows from [BC23, Remark 2.16, Remark 8.10] that ρ ∈ Ap

with the desired bound. The assertion follows. �

Proof of Theorem 6.4. It suffices to construct a ρ ∈ Ap instead of W ∈ Ap for which
the desired bounds hold. By applying Theorem 6.2 to MK in X and X′, we obtain the
respective operators R : X[K] → X[K] and R′ : X′[K] → X′[K] satisfying (a) and (b).
Applying Lemma 6.5 with F0 = R(K(f)), F1 = R′(K(g)), we obtain a norm function
ρ ∈ Ap for which

[ρ]p .n ‖MK‖
1

p′

X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖

1
p

X′[K]→X′[K],

and (b) and (c) hold for

ρ0(x, u) := sup
v∈R(K(f))(x)

|u · v|, ρ1(x, u) := sup
v∈R′(K(g))(x)

|u · v|.

By applying Theorem 3.8 with

φ(x, v) = |f(x) · v|, h(x) = ρ1(x, f(x)),
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we can find a k ∈ S0(Rd;R′(K(g))) for which

|f(x) · k(x)| = ρ1(x, f(x)).

Moreover, since f(x) ∈ R(K(f))(x) a.e., we have ρ0(x, u) ≥ |f(x) · u| a.e., and, hence,

ρ∗0(x, f(x)) ≤ 1.

Thus, we have

ρ(x, f(x))p ≤ ρ∗0(x, f(x))
p−1ρ1(x, f(x)) ≤ |f(x) · k(x)|,

or ρ(x, f(x)) = ρ∗0(x, f(x)) ≤ 1 if p = ∞. We conclude that f ∈ Lp
ρ(Rd) with

∫

Rd

ρ(x, f(x))p dx ≤

∫

Rd

|f(x) · k(x)|dx ≤ ‖f‖X‖k‖X′

≤ ‖f‖X‖R′(K(g))‖X′ [K] ≤ 2‖f‖X‖g‖X′ ,

or ‖f‖L∞
ρ (Rd) ≤ 1 when p = ∞. For the term involving g, an analogous argument as the

one for f with the roles of ρ0, ρ1, and of p, p′ reversed, shows that g ∈ Lp′

ρ∗(R
d) with

‖g‖
L
p′

ρ∗
(Rd)

≤ 2
1

p′ ‖f‖
1

p′

X
‖g‖

1

p′

X′ .

In conclusion, f ∈ Lp
ρ(Rd), g ∈ Lp′

ρ∗(R
d), and

‖f‖Lp
ρ(Rd)‖g‖Lp′

ρ∗
(Rd)

≤ 2‖f‖X‖g‖X′ ,

as asserted. �

Proof of Theorem 6.1. Let f ∈ V for which Sf ∈ X, and let g ∈ X′. By Theorem 6.4 we
can pick a W ∈ Ap for which

[W ]p ≤ Cn‖M
K‖

1

p′

X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖

1
p

X′[K]→X′[K]

and

‖Sf‖Lp
W

(Rd)‖g‖Lp′

W−1 (R
d)

.n ‖Sf‖X‖g‖X′ .

Thus,
∫

Rd

|Tf · g|dx ≤ ‖Tf‖Lp
W

(Rd)‖g‖Lp′

W−1 (R
d)

≤ φ([W ]p)‖Sf‖Lp
W

(Rd)‖g‖Lp′

W−1 (R
d)

.n φ(Cn‖M
K‖

1

p′

X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖

1
p

X′[K]→X′[K])‖Sf‖X‖g‖X′ .

As X is Köthe reflexive, taking a supremum over all g ∈ X′ with ‖g‖X′ = 1 proves the
result. �

7. Proof of Theorem B

First, we prove the implication (ii)⇒(i). This follows from the following result:

Theorem 7.1. Let X be a Köthe reflexive Fn-directional Banach function space over Rd.
Suppose

MK : X[K] → X[K], MK : X′[K] → X′[K].

Then for any sparse collection S, we have TS : X[K] → X[K] with

‖TS‖X[K]→X[K] .n ‖MK‖X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖X′[K]→X′[K].
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Proof. By the monotone convergence property of X, we may assume that S is finite. Let
g ∈ S0(Rd;TSF ). First, assume that g =

∑
Q∈S gQ with gQ ∈ S0(Rd; 〈F 〉Q 1Q). As in the

proof of Theorem 4.4, by the John ellipsoid theorem, each gQ is of the form

gQ(x) =

n∑

k=1

hQk (x)〈f
Q
k 〉Q 1Q(x),

where hQ = (hQ1 , . . . , h
Q
n ) satisfies |hQ(x)| ≤ n

1
2 , and fQk ∈ S0(Rd;F 1Q). Let ψ ∈ X′, and

set

h̃Qk =
〈fQk 〉Q · 〈hQk ψ〉Q

|〈fQk 〉Q · 〈hQk ψ〉Q|
hQk

so that

〈fQk 〉Q · 〈h̃Qk ψ〉Q = |〈fQk 〉Q · 〈hQk ψ〉Q|.

Then, noting that 〈h̃Qk ψ〉Q ∈ Cn⟪ψ⟫Q,

∣∣∣
∫

Rd

g · ψ dx
∣∣∣ ≤

n∑

k=1

∣∣∣
∑

Q∈S

∫

Q

hQk 〈f
Q
k 〉Q · ψ dx

∣∣∣

=
n∑

k=1

∣∣∣
∑

Q∈S

〈fQk 〉Q · 〈hQk ψ〉Q|Q|
∣∣∣

≤ 2

n∑

k=1

∫

Rd

∑

Q∈S

〈fQk 〉Q 1EQ
·
∑

Q∈S

〈h̃Qk ψ〉Q 1EQ
dx

≤ 2

n∑

k=1

∥∥∥
∑

Q∈S

〈fQk 〉Q 1EQ

∥∥∥
X

∥∥∥
∑

Q∈S

〈h̃Qk ψ〉Q 1EQ

∥∥∥
X′

.n ‖MKF‖X[K]‖M
K(K(ψ))‖X[K]

≤ ‖MK‖X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖X′[K]→X′[K]‖F‖X[K]‖ψ‖X′ .

For a general g ∈ S0(Rd;TSF ), by Proposition 3.11, for each Q ∈ S there is a sequence
(gk,Q)k≥1 with gk,Q ∈ S0(Rd : 〈F 〉Q 1Q) for which

∑

Q∈S

gk,Q(x) → g(x)

for a.e. x ∈ Rd. As X is Köthe reflexive, it satisfies the Fatou property. Thus,

‖g‖X ≤ lim inf
k→∞

∥∥∥
∑

Q∈S

gk,Q

∥∥∥
X

.n ‖MK‖X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖X′[K]→X′[K]‖F‖X[K].

We conclude that TSF ∈ X[K], with

‖TSF‖X[K] .n ‖MK‖X[K]→X[K]‖M
K‖X′[K]→X′[K]‖F‖X[K].

The assertion follows. �

For the implication (i)⇒(ii) we have to prove convex body domination of MK:

Theorem 7.2. Let D be a dyadic grid and let F ⊆ D be finite. For each F ∈ L1
loc(R

d;K)
there is a sparse collection S ⊆ F for which

MK
F F (x) ⊆ 2n

5
2MK

S F (x)

for a.e. x ∈ Rd.
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Proof. Let F∗ denote the maximal cubes in F and fix Q0 ∈ F∗. By the John ellipsoid
theorem there is an orthonormal basis (ek)

n
k=1 of Fn and λ1, . . . λn ≥ 0 such that

E(Q0) :=
{ n∑

k=1

ukλkek : |u| ≤ 1
}

satisfies
E(Q0) ⊆ 〈F 〉Q0

⊆ n
1
2E(Q0).

For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n} we let chk(Q0) denote the collection of maximal cubes Q ∈ F
contained in Q0 satisfying

|〈F · ek〉Q| > 2n〈|F · ek|〉Q0
,

where

|〈F · ek〉Q| = sup
f∈S0(Rd;F )

|〈f · ek〉Q|, 〈|F · ek|〉Q0
= 〈x 7→ sup

u∈F (x)
|u · ek|〉Q0

.

Moreover, we let ch(Q0) denote the maximal cubes in
⋃n

k=1 chk(Q0). Applying this same
procedure to each of the cubes in ch(Q0), we iteratively obtain the collections Sj+1(Q0) :=⋃

Q∈Sj(Q0)
ch(Q), where S0(Q0) := {Q0}. Setting S :=

⋃
Q0∈F∗

⋃∞
j=0 Sj(Q0), we note that

for each Q ∈ S we have

∑

Q′∈ch(Q)

|Q′| ≤

n∑

k=1

∑

Q′∈chk(Q)

|Q′|

≤
n∑

k=1

1

2n〈|F · ek|〉Q

∑

Q′∈chk(Q)

∫

Q′

sup
u∈F (x)

|u · ek|dx

≤
n∑

k=1

1

2n〈|F · ek|〉Q

∫

Q

sup
u∈F (x)

|u · ek|dx =
|Q|

2
.

Hence, S is sparse.
For each Q′ ∈ F we let πS(Q

′) denote the smallest cube Q ∈ S containing it. If Q′ ∈ F
satisfies πS(Q

′) = Q and Q′ 6= Q, then Q′ fails the stopping condition for all k ∈ {1, . . . , n},
i.e.,

|〈F · ek〉Q′ | ≤ 2n〈|F · ek|〉Q,

where (ek)
n
k=1 is the orthonormal basis of associated to E(Q). Furthermore, this estimate

remains true when Q′ = Q. Thus, we have

〈F 〉Q′ =

n∑

k=1

〈F · ek〉Q′ek ⊆ 2n

n∑

k=1

〈|F · ek|〉QK(ek) ⊆ 2n
5
2 〈F 〉Q.

To see this last inclusion, pick an f ∈ S0(Rd;F ) for which 〈|F · ek|〉Q = 〈|f · ek|〉Q.

Multiplying f by a unit, we may assume that f · ek ≥ 0. Since 〈f〉Q ∈ 〈F 〉Q ⊆ n
1
2 E(Q),

we can write

〈f〉Q = n
1
2

n∑

k=1

ukλkek,

where |uk| ≤ 1. Hence,

〈|F · ek|〉Qek = (〈f〉Q · ek)ek = n
1
2ukλkek ∈ n

1
2E(Q) ⊆ n

1
2 〈F 〉Q,

as desired.
In conclusion, we obtain
⋃

Q∈F

〈F 〉Q 1Q(x) =
⋃

Q∈S

⋃

Q′∈F
πS(Q

′)=Q

〈F 〉Q′ 1Q′(x) ⊆ 2n
5
2

⋃

Q∈S

〈F 〉Q 1Q(x) ⊆ 2n
5
2MK

S F (x).
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As MK
S F (x) ∈ K, we find that MK

F F (x) ⊆ 2n
5
2MK

S F (x), as desired. �

Proof of Theorem B. For the implication (ii)⇒(i), the bound TS : X[K] → X[K] follows
from Theorem 7.1. Likewise, as X is Köthe reflexive, the dual bound TS : X′[K] → X′[K]
follows from Theorem 7.1 applied with X′ instead of X.

It remains to prove (i)⇒(ii). By symmetry, we need only prove that MK : X[K] →
X[K]. By the Fatou property and the 3d-lattice theorem, it suffices to prove that MK

F :
X[K] → X[K] for all finite collections F contained in a dyadic grid D. Let F ∈ X[K]. By
Theorem 7.2, there is a sparse collection S ⊆ F such that

MK
F F (x) ⊆ CnM

K
F F (x) ⊆ CnTS(x),

where the last inclusion follows from the fact that
⋃

Q∈S〈F 〉Q 1Q(x) ⊆
∑

Q∈S〈F 〉Q 1Q(x).
Thus, by the directional ideal property of X, we have

‖MK
F F‖X[K] .n ‖TSF‖X[K] ≤ ‖TS‖X[K]→X[K]‖F‖X[K],

proving the desired bound. �

Appendix A. Basic properties of Fn-directional quasi-Banach function
spaces

Proposition A.1. Let X be a complete quasi-normed subspace of L0(Ω;Fn) satisfying the
directional ideal property. Then the following are equivalent:

(i) X satisfies the non-degeneracy property;
(ii) ‖ · ‖X′ is a norm;
(iii) X ∩ L2(Ω;Fn) is dense in L2(Ω;Fn);
(iv) For all g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn) there is a sequence (fk)k≥1 in X for which fk → g a.e.

Proof. The equivalence (i)⇔(ii) follows from Proposition 3.2, as it implies that
∫
Ωf ·g dµ =

0 for all f ∈ X if and only if
∫
Ω|f · g|dµ = 0 for all f ∈ X.

To see (i)⇒(iii), we note that the statement is equivalent to showing that

(X ∩ L2(Ω;Fn))⊥ = {0},

where

(X ∩ L2(Ω;Fn))⊥ =
{
g ∈ L2(Ω;Fn) :

∫

Ω
f · g dµ = 0 for all f ∈ X ∩ L2(Ω;Fn)

}
.

Let f ∈ X, let (Ek)k≥1 be a sequence of sets for which µ(Ek) < ∞ for all k ≥ 1 and⋃∞
k=1Ek = Ω. Setting

fk := 1{x∈Ek:|f(x)|≤k} f,

we have fk ∈ X ∩ L2(Ω;Fn), and, by the monotone convergence theorem, for any g ∈
L2(Ω;Fn) we have

∣∣∣
∫

Ω
f · g dµ

∣∣∣ ≤
∫

Ω
|f · g|dµ = sup

k≥1

∫

Ω
|fk · g|dµ = 0.

Hence, g = 0 by the non-degeneracy property of X, as desired.
For (iii)⇒(iv), let Y denote the closure ofX∩L2(Ω;Fn) in L0(Ω;Fn) with respect to a.e.

pointwise convergence. Since L2(Ω;Fn) convergence implies a.e. pointwise convergence of
a subsequence, it follows from (iii) that

L2(Ω;Fn) ⊆ Y.

For any g ∈ L0(Ω;Fn), the sequence

fk := 1{x∈Ek:|g(x)|≤k} g

satisfies fk ∈ L2(Ω;Fn), and fk → g a.e. We conclude that

Y = L0(Ω;Fn),
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as desired.
Finally, for (iv)⇒(ii), suppose that ‖g‖X′ = 0, and let (fk)k≥1 in X be such that fk → g

a.e. By Fatou’s lemma, we have
∫

Ω
|g|2 dµ ≤ lim inf

k→∞

∫

Ω
|fk · g|dµ = 0.

Hence, g = 0, as asserted. �

Next, we prove the Fn-directional analogue of the Lorentz-Luxemburg theorem. Recall
that Köthe reflexivity means that X′′ = X.

Theorem A.2. Let X be an Fn-directional Banach function space over Ω with the direc-
tional saturation property. Then the following are equivalent:

(i) X satisfies the Fatou property;
(ii) X is Köthe reflexive.

To prove this, we use the following result:

Lemma A.3. Let X be an Fn-directional Banach function space over Ω. If X satisfies
the Fatou property, then

‖f‖X = sup
‖g‖

X′=1

∫

Ω
|f · g|dµ

for all f ∈ X.

Proof. We define the seminorm

‖f‖X′′ := sup
‖g‖

X′=1

∫

Ω
|f · g|dµ,

and will show that ‖f‖X′′ = ‖f‖X for all f ∈ X if X has the Fatou property. Since
X ⊆ X′′ with ‖ · ‖X′′ ≤ ‖ · ‖X, it remains to prove the converse inequality.

Let BX := {f ∈ X : ‖f‖X ≤ 1} and let

Y := BX ∩ L2(Ω;Fn).

Then Y is a convex set. We claim that Y is a closed subset of L2(Ω;Fn). Indeed, if (fk)k≥1

is a sequence in Y that converges to a function f ∈ L2(Ω;Fn) in L2(Ω;Fn), then for some
subsequence fkj we have fkj → f a.e so that by the Fatou property of X we have f ∈ X

with

‖f‖X ≤ lim inf
j→∞

‖fkj‖X ≤ 1.

Hence, f ∈ Y , as desired.
Now, let f ∈ X ∩ L2(Ω;Fn) with ‖f‖X = 1, let ε > 0, and set f0 := (1 + ε)f . Then

f0 ∈ L2(Ω;Fn), but, since ‖f0‖X = 1+ε > 1, f0 /∈ Y . Since Y is convex, it follows from the
Hahn-Banach separation theorem, the Riesz representation theorem, and Proposition 3.2,
that there is a g ∈ L2(Ω;Fn) such that

∫

Ω
|f0 · g|dµ > 1,

∫

Ω
|h · g|dµ < 1 for all h ∈ Y .

We claim that g ∈ X′ with ‖g‖X′ ≤ 1. Indeed, let h ∈ X with ‖h‖X = 1. Since Ω is σ-finite
we can pick an increasing sequence of sets (Ek)k≥1 with

⋃∞
k=1Ek = Ω and µ(Ek) < ∞

and set

hk := h1{x∈Ek:|h(x)|≤k} ∈ Y.

Then ∫

Ω
|hk · g|dµ < 1.
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Since |hk ·u| ↑ |h ·u| a.e. for all u ∈ Fn, it follows from the monotone convergence theorem
that ∫

Ω
|h · g|dµ = sup

k≥1

∫

Ω
|hk · g|dµ ≤ 1.

Thus indeed, g ∈ X′ with ‖g‖X′ ≤ 1. Noting that

1 < (1 + ε)

∫

Ω
|f · g|dµ ≤ (1 + ε)‖f‖X′′‖g‖X′ ≤ (1 + ε)‖f‖X′′ ,

letting ε ↓ 0, we conclude that
‖f‖X′′ ≥ 1 = ‖f‖X,

and, thus, ‖f‖X′′ = ‖f‖X for all f ∈ X ∩ L2(Ω;Fn).
Finally, let f ∈ X and set

fk := 1{x∈Ek:|f(x)|≤k} f

so that |fk · u| ↑ |f · u| a.e. for all u ∈ Fn. Then, by the monotone convergence property
of X and X′′, f ∈ X with

‖f‖X = sup
k≥1

‖fk‖X = sup
k≥1

‖fk‖X′′ = ‖f‖X′′ .

The assertion follows. �

Proof of Theorem A.2. If X = X′′, then X has the Fatou property by Fatou’s lemma.
Conversely, by Lemma A.3, the Fatou property of X implies that ‖f‖X = ‖f‖X′′ for all
f ∈ X. Let f ∈ X′′. By the directional saturation property and Proposition 3.3(iii) there
is a sequence (fk)k≥1 in X for which |fk · u| ↑ |f · u| a.e. for all u ∈ Fn. By the monotone
convergence property of X and X′′ we conclude that f ∈ X, and

‖f‖X = sup
k≥1

‖fk‖X = sup
k≥1

‖fk‖X′′ = ‖f‖X′′ .

The assertion follows. �
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