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ABSTRACT. We prove Sobolev-Poincaré and Poincaré inequalities in variable Lebesgue
spaces Lp(·)(Ω), with Ω ⊂ Rn a bounded John domain, with weaker regularity assump-
tions on the exponent p(·) that have been used previously. In particular, we require p(·) to
satisfy a new boundary log-Hölder condition that imposes some logarithmic decay on the
oscillation of p(·) towards the boundary of the domain. Some control over the interior oscil-
lation of p(·) is also needed, but it is given by a very general condition that allows p(·) to be
discontinuous at every point of Ω. Our results follows from a local-to-global argument based
on the continuity of certain Hardy type operators. We provide examples that show that our
boundary log-Hölder condition is essentially necessary for our main results. The same ex-
amples are adapted to show that this condition is not sufficient for other related inequalities.
Finally, we give an application to a Neumann problem for a degenerate p(·)-Laplacian.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we prove Poincaré and Sobolev inequalities in the variable Lebesgue spaces
Lp(·)(Ω), with weaker regularity assumptions on the exponent function p(·) than have been
used previously. To put our results in context, we briefly survey some earlier results in the
classical Lebesgue spaces. For a more detailed history of these results, with proofs, see [22].
A Sobolev-Poincaré inequality is an inequality of the form

∥f − fΩ∥Lq(Ω) ≤ C∥∇f∥Lp(Ω), (1.1)

where Ω ⊂ Rn is a domain, f is locally Lipschitz on Ω, and fΩ = 1
|Ω|

∫
Ω
f dx. Some

assumptions need to be made on the domain Ω, and on the exponents p and q, for this
inequality to hold. For 1 ≤ p < n, define p∗ = np

n−p
. If Ω is a Lipschitz domain and

1 < p < n, (1.1) was proved for q = p∗ by Sobolev [43, 44], and extended to the case p = 1
and q = 1∗ by Gagliardo [21] and Nirenberg [40]. The inequality for q < p∗ follows from
the critical case q = p∗ by Hölder’s inequality. Inequality (1.1) was extended to bounded
John domains by Martio [37] when 1 < p < n and by Bojarski [8] when p = 1. Moreover,
Buckley and Koskela [9] showed that John domains are the largest class of bounded domains
for which the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality holds with p < n and q = p∗. If p < n, then as
p → n, p∗ → ∞, but the constant on the right-hand side of (1.1) blows up. Inequality (1.1)
with p = n does not hold for q = ∞, but for p ≥ n it holds for every 1 < q < ∞. This case
follows from the Sobolev embedding theorem; see [46, Corollary 4.2.3].
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Lebesgue spaces, log-Hölder continuity.
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Inequality (1.1) is a particular case of a weighted inequality of the form

∥f − fΩ∥Lq(Ω) ≤ C∥d1−α∇f∥Lp(Ω), (1.2)

where d(x) =dist(x, ∂Ω), α ∈ [0, 1], pα < n, and 1 < p ≤ q ≤ np
n−pα

. Inequality (1.2) was
first proved on bounded John domains by Hurri-Syrjänen [27], and later extended with addi-
tional weights by Drelichman and Durán [17]. An important special case of this inequality
is when q = p and α = 1; this case is usually referred to as an improved Poincaré inequality.

A Sobolev inequality is an inequality of the form

∥f∥Lq(Ω) ≤ C∥∇f∥Lp(Ω),

where f is assumed to be a Lipschitz function with compact support contained in Ω. By
Hölder’s inequality and the triangle inequality, the Poincaré inequality (1.1) implies the
Sobolev inequality. However, one key difference is that since this inequality is for func-
tions of compact support, their behavior near the boundary, and so the geometry of the set Ω,
does not play an important role.

Sobolev and Sobolev-Poincaré inequalities have also been proved on the variable Lebesgue
spaces. Intuitively, given an exponent function p(·) : Ω → [1,∞), the space Lp(·)(Ω) consists
of all measurable functions f such that∫

Ω

|f(x)|p(x) dx <∞.

For a precise definition and further details, see Section 2 below and [12]. Harjulehto and
Hästö proved that if Ω is a John domain, and the exponent function p(·) is such that either
p−(Ω) < n and p+(Ω) ≤ p−(Ω)

∗, or if p−(Ω) ≥ n and p+(Ω) <∞, then

∥f − fΩ∥Lp(·)(Ω) ≤ C∥∇f∥Lp(·)(Ω). (1.3)

As a consequence of this result they showed that if Ω is bounded, convex domain and p(·) is
uniformly continuous on Ω, then (1.3) holds.

In [16, Lemma 8.3.3] Diening, et al. proved that given a John domain Ω, if the exponent
p(·) satisfies 1 < p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) < n and is log-Hölder continuous, that is,

|p(x)− p(y)| ≤ C0

− log(|x− y|)
, x, y ∈ Ω, |x− y| < 1

2
,

and if q(·) = p∗(·), then for all locally Lipschitz functions f ,

∥f − fΩ∥Lq(·)(Ω) ≤ C∥∇f∥Lp(·)(Ω). (1.4)

This result has been generalized to Hörmander vector fields by Li, Lu, and Tang [33].
Sobolev inequalities have also been considered by a number of authors. Kováčik and

Rákosnı́k [32] proved that
∥f∥Lq(·)(Ω) ≤ C∥∇f∥Lp(·)(Ω) (1.5)

where p(·) is uniformly continuous on Ω, p+ < n, and q(x) = p∗(x) − ε for some ε > 0.
Edmunds and Rákosnı́k [19,20] proved that (1.5) holds with q(·) = p∗(·), provided that Ω has
Lipschitz boundary and p(·) is Lipschitz, later extending this to p(·) is Hölder continuous.
In [12, Theorem 6.29] the first author and Fiorenza proved that (1.5) holds with q(·) = p∗(·)
provided that p(·) is log-Hölder continuous on Ω. (Though not stated there, their argument
also shows that (1.1) holds with q(·) = p∗(·) if Ω is convex.) A different proof was given
by Diening, et al. [16, Theorem 8.3.1] It is worth noting that in [12] the hypotheses on
p(·) are actually somewhat weaker than log-Hölder continuity: they instead assume that
the Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator is bounded on L(p∗(·)/n′)′(Ω). This hypothesis is
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a consequence of the proof, which uses the theory of Rubio de Francia extrapolation on
variable Lebesgue spaces. For a discussion of how this hypothesis differs from assuming
log-Hölder continuity, see [12, Chapter 4]. A very different version of Sobolev’s inequality
was proved by Mercaldo, et al. [38, Proposition 2.4, Remark 1.2]. They showed that if p(·)
took on two distinct values 1 < p1 < p2 ≤ 2, and the sets where it took on these values have
Lipschitz boundaries, then 1.5 holds with q(·) = p(·).

Variable Lebesgue space versions of the weighted Poincaré inequality 1.2 have not been
explicitly proved in the literature. However, arguing as in the proof of [12, Theorem 6.29], it
is possible to prove the following result. Let Ω be a bounded John domain and fix 0 ≤ α < 1.
If the exponent p(·) satisfies 1 < p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) < n/α and is log-Hölder continuous, and
q(·) ≤ np(·)

n−p(·)α , then
∥f − fΩ∥Lq(·)(Ω) ≤ C∥d1−α∇f∥Lp(·)(Ω). (1.6)

The proof uses Rubio de Francia extrapolation, starting from the weighted versions of this
inequality proved in [17, Theorems 3.3, 3.4]. Details are left to the reader. We note that,
instead of assuming log-Hölder continuity, it is also possible to state the hypotheses of this
result in terms of the boundedness of the maximal operator.

In all of the above results, it was necessary to assume some additional continuity or control
on the oscillation of the exponent function p(·). For the original Poincaré inequality proved
by Harjulehto and Hästö they either required a strong restriction on the global oscillation
of the exponent function, or uniform continuity. Similarly, the Sobolev inequality of Mer-
caldo, et al. required a very particular form for the exponent function. In the later results
for Sobolev and Sobolev-Poincaré inequalities, the exponent was required to satisfy p+ < n
and to be log-Hölder continuous or the Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator is bounded on a
particular space that arises in the underlying extrapolation argument, a condition which, par-
ticularly in applications, is very close to log-Hölder continuity. In [12, Problems A.21, A.22]
the authors asked about weaker regularity assumptions for proving Poincaré and Sobolev in-
equalities.

In this paper we show that we can considerably weaken the previous regularity conditions
and still prove the weighted Poincaré inequality (1.6). We will require three conditions.
First, we replace log-Hölder continuity with a condition that essentially implies that p(·) is
log-Hölder continuous at the boundary. Given x ∈ Ω and τ ≥ 1 we define d(x) = d(x, ∂Ω)
and Bx,τ = B(x, τd(x)).

Definition 1.1. Given Ω ⊂ Rn, let p(·) ∈ P(Ω) and τ ≥ 1. We say that p(·) satisfies the
∂LHτ

0 condition if there is a constant C0, that may depend on τ , such that:

p+(Bx,τ )− p−(Bx,τ ) ≤
C0

− log(τd(x))
, (1.7)

for all x ∈ Ω with τd(x) ≤ 1/2. In that case, we write p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω).

Below, we will show that with modest additional conditions on ∂Ω, an exponent p(·) ∈
∂LHτ

0 (Ω) can be extended to a function that is log-Hölder continuous on ∂Ω. See Section 9.
Second, we require a weak continuity property in the interior of Ω.

Definition 1.2. Given a domain Ω ⊂ Rn, ε > 0, and f : Ω → R, we say that the function
f is ε-continuous at a point x ∈ Ω if there exists δ > 0 such that |f(y) − f(x)| < ε for
every y ∈ B(x, δ). If f is ε-continuous at every x ∈ Ω, we say that f is ε-continuous on Ω.
Finally, we say that f is uniformly ε-continuous if the same δ > 0 can be taken for every
x ∈ Ω.
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Remark 1.3. The notion of ε-continuity given in Definition 1.2 is well-known: it arises, for
example, in the proof that a bounded function is Riemann integrable if and only if its set of
discontinuities has Lebesgue measure 0. See Apostol [6, Section 9-21], or Convertito and
the first author [11, Section 2.1].

It is immediate that if f is continuous on Ω, then it is ε-continuous for every ε > 0.
However, ε-continuous functions may be discontinuous: for example, any step function on
R whose discontinuities have a jump smaller than ε. In particular, there exist ε-continuous
exponent functions p(·) for which the maximal operator is unbounded on Lp(·)(Ω): see [12,
Example 3.21]. If f is ε-continuous on Ω, then by a standard compactness argument, f is
uniformly 2ε-continuous on Ω. We leave the details to the reader.

Finally, we need to restrict the relationship between p(·) and q(·) in a natural way. We
will assume that p(·) ∈ P(Ω) satisfies 1 < p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) < ∞, and that q(·) ∈ P(Ω) is
defined by

1

p(·)
− α

n
=

1

q(·)
(1.8)

where α satisfies {
0 ≤ α < 1 if p+(Ω) < n

0 ≤ α < n
p+(Ω)

if p+(Ω) ≥ n.
(1.9)

Note that with this definition our results include the case p+ > n.

Theorem 1.4. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded John domain. Suppose p(·) ∈ P(Ω) is such that
1 < p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) < ∞ and p(·) ∈ ∂LHτK

0 (Ω), where the constant τK ≥ 1 depends on
the John domain constants of Ω. Fix α as in (1.9) and define q(·) by (1.8). Suppose also that
1

p(·) is uniformly σ
n

-continuous for some σ < 1− α. Then there is a constant C such that for
every f ∈ W 1,p(·)(Ω),

∥f(x)− fΩ∥Lq(·)(Ω) ≤ C∥d1−α∇f(x)∥Lp(·)(Ω), (1.10)

where d(x) = dist(x, ∂Ω).

As a consequence of Theorem 1.4 we get a Sobolev inequality with the same exponents
but without assuming log-Hölder continuity at the boundary.

Theorem 1.5. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain. Suppose p(·) ∈ P(Ω) is such that
1 < p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) < ∞. Fix α as in (1.9) and define q(·) by (1.8). Suppose also that
1

p(·) is uniformly σ
n

-continuous for some σ < 1− α. Then there is a constant C such that for

every f ∈ W
1,p(·)
0 (Ω),

∥f∥Lq(·)(Ω) ≤ C∥∇f(x)∥Lp(·)(Ω).

One seeming drawback to Theorems 1.4 and 1.5 is that we are not able to prove the in-
equality for q(·) = p∗(·), but only for q(·) < p∗(·). We will discuss the technical reason for
the restriction that 0 ≤ α < 1 in (1.9) below: see Remark 6.10. Broadly speaking, how-
ever, the problems lies in the local inequality on cubes. Our arguments in the interior of Ω
are based on the constant exponent Sobolev-Poincaré inequality, and so require only weak
regularity requirements on the exponents. However, this approach has a gap that prevents us
from reaching the critical case. This gap, however, cannot be easily closed. We construct an
example of uniformly continuous exponent p(·) that is not log-Hölder continuous such that
the Sobolev and Sobolev-Poincaré inequalities fail to hold with q(·) = p∗(·): see Section 8.
This gives a positive answer to [12, Problem A.22] and raises the question of determining
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the domains Ω and continuity conditions stronger than uniform continuity but weaker than
log-Hölder continuity for which these inequalities hold.

We also note that while Theorem 1.5 applies to much more general domains and expo-
nent functions p(·) than the result of Mercaldo, et al., we are not actually able to recapture
their result. In their result their exponent p(·) is 1

2
-continuous, and (as we will see below

in Corollary 6.12) we need to assume something stronger than 1
n

-continuity. It is an inter-
esting question as to whether and to what extent their results on the p(·)-Laplacian can be
generalized using our results.

The basic idea in our proof of Theorem 1.4 is to cover the domain Ω with cubes from a
Whitney decomposition and prove a local Sobolev-Poincaré inequality on each cube. Differ-
ent techniques are required for cubes in the interior and those close to the boundary. We then
use the fact that Ω is a John domain to apply a local-to-global argument to patch together the
local estimates. We prove Theorem 1.5 using the well-known fact that a Sobolev-Poincaré
implies a Sobolev inequality, provided that one can estimate the average term fΩ appropri-
ately. The main tool we need for this argument is an extension theorem for ε-continuous
exponent functions that allows us to avoid assuming that the domain is a John domain and
that we have the log-Hölder condition at the boundary. It would be interesting to give a direct
proof that did not pass through the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we gather some prelimi-
nary results about variable Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces, and prove some basic properties of
the ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) condition. In Section 3 we introduce a tree structure defined using the Whitney
decomposition of a domain, and prove a boundedness result for a Hardy-type operator, AΓ,
defined with respect to this tree structure. In Section 4 we introduce two more Hardy-type
operators, Tp(·) and Tα

p(·), where the averages over the Whitney cubes are formed using the
variable Lebesgue space norm, and explore the role played by the ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) condition. We
note that the operator Tp(·) is gotten by taking the parameter α = 0 in Tα

p(·), but we have
chosen to treat them separately, despite some repetition. We have done so since a careful
analysis of the difference between the proofs shows exactly where the restriction (1.9) on α
in Theorem 1.4 comes from. In Section 5 we prove a decomposition theorem for functions
on a John domain. This decomposition is central to our ability to extend Sobolev-Poincaré
inequalities defined on cubes to a John domain.

In Section 6 we prove Theorem 1.4. In order to do so we first prove a number of Sobolev-
Poincaré inequalities on cubes. Some of these results are known but we give all the details
as we need to keep very careful track of the constants. We also give two corollaries that
hold if we restrict the global oscillation of p(·): see Theorems 6.13 and 6.14. In Section 7
we prove Theorem 1.5; as we noted above the heart of the proof is an extension theorem for
ε-continous functions; our proof is adapted from the proofs of [45, Chapter VI, Section 2]
and [12, Lemma 2.4].

In Section 8 we consider the question of the necessity of the boundary log-Hölder con-
dition. We cannot prove that it is necessary in general, but we show that it is very close to
necessary: we construct a continuous exponent p(·) that is not in ∂LHτ

0 (Ω), and inequal-
ity (1.10) fails to hold. This is analogous to the situation for the boundedness of the Hardy-
Littlewood maximal operator: log-Hölder continuity is not necessary, but examples show that
this is the weakest continuity condition which universally guarantees boundedness. Our con-
struction is very general, and so we adopt it to give additional examples. First we construct
a uniformly continuous exponent that is not log-Hölder continuous such that the Sobolev
and Sobolev-Poincaré inequalities fail. We then modify this example to show that the Korn
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inequality need not be true on Lp(·)(Ω) if we do not assume p(·) is log-Hölder continuous in
the interior. For this same example we show that the divergence equation cannot be solved
in Lp(·)(Ω).

In Section 9 we show that with modestly stronger assumptions on the domain, if an ex-
ponent function p(·) satisfies the ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) condition, then it extends in a natural way to a
function defined on ∂Ω that is log-Hölder continuous on the boundary. This further rein-
forces referring to ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) as boundary log-Hölder continuity. Finally, in Section 10 we
apply our results to a problem in degenerate elliptic PDEs. We use our improved Poincaré
inequalities and a result due to the first author, Penrod, and Rodney [14], to give solutions to
a Neumann-type problem for a degenerate p(·)-Laplacian.

Throughout this paper, all notation is standard or will be defined as needed. By n we will
always mean the dimension of the underlying space, Rn. Constants will be denoted by C, c,
etc. and may change in value from line to line. Given two quantities A and B, if for some
c > 0 A ≤ cB, then we will write A ≲ B. If A ≲ B and B ≲ A, we will write A ≈ B.

2. VARIABLE LEBESGUE SPACES AND THE BOUNDARY LOG-HÖLDER CONDITION

We begin by defining the variable Lebesgue space Lp(·)(Ω). For complete information,
see [12]. Given a domain Ω ⊂ Rn, let P(Ω) be the set of all Lebesgue measurable functions
p(·) : Ω → [1,∞]. Given any measurable set E ⊂ Ω, define

p−(E) = ess inf
x∈E

p(x), p+(E) = ess sup
x∈E

p(x).

For brevity we will write p− = p−(Ω) and p+ = p+(Ω). Let Ω∞ = {x ∈ Ω : p(x) = ∞}
and Ω0 = Ω \Ω∞. Define the space Lp(·)(Ω) to be the collection of all measurable functions
f such that for some λ > 0,

ρp(·)(f/λ) =

∫
Ω0

(
|f(x)|
λ

)p(x)

dx+ λ−1∥f∥L∞(Ω) <∞.

This becomes a Banach function space when equipped with the Luxemburg norm

∥f∥Lp(·)(Ω) = inf{λ > 0 : ρp(·)(f/λ) ≤ 1}.

We will be working with functions in the variable Sobolev spaces. Define W 1,p(·)(Ω) to be
the space of all functions f ∈ W 1,1

loc (Ω) (that is, locally integrable functions whose weak
derivatives exist and are locally integrable) such that f, ∇f ∈ Lp(·)(Ω). Define W 1,p(·)

0 (Ω)
to be the closure of Lipschitz functions of compact support in W 1,p(·)(Ω) with respect to the
norm ∥f∥W 1,p(·)(Ω) = ∥f∥Lp(·)(Ω) + ∥∇f∥Lp(·)(Ω).

Given p(·) ∈ P(Ω), define p′(·) ∈ P(Ω), the dual exponent function, pointwise by
1

p(x)
+

1

p′(x)
= 1,

with the convention that 1/∞ = 0. We then have an equivalent expression for the norm,
referred to as the associate norm:

∥f∥Lp(·)(Ω) ≈ sup
∥g∥

Lp′(·)(Ω)
≤1

∫
Ω

f(x)g(x) dx. (2.1)

We also have a version of Hölder’s inequality: given f ∈ Lp(·)(Ω) and g ∈ Lp′(·)(Ω),∫
Ω

|f(x)g(x)| dx ≤ C∥f∥Lp(·)(Ω)∥g∥Lp′(·)(Ω). (2.2)
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If Ω is a bounded domain, then we have the following general embedding theorem.

Lemma 2.1. Let Ω be a bounded domain. Given p(·), q(·) ∈ P(Ω), if p(x) ≤ q(x) for
almost every x ∈ Ω, then Lq(·)(Ω) ⊂ Lp(·)(Ω) and ∥f∥p(·) ≤ (1 + |Ω|)∥f∥q(·).

We now prove some properties of the boundary log-Hölder condition, Definition 1.1. We
first note that the bound τd(x) ≤ 1/2 in this definition is somewhat arbitrary: the intention is
that this condition holds for x very close to ∂Ω. In particular, if p+ <∞ and 0 < a < 1, we
get an equivalent condition if we assume τd(x) ≤ a. In this case we also get that the classes
are nested: if τ1 < τ2, then ∂LHτ2

0 (Ω) ⊂ ∂LHτ1
0 (Ω). To see this, we will show that (1.7)

holds for τ1 when τ1d(x) ≤ (τ1/τ2)
2 < 1. Then in this case, τ2d(x) ≤ τ1/τ2 < 1, so we may

assume (1.7) holds for τ2. But then we have that

p+(Bx,τ1)− p−(Bx,τ1) ≤ p+(Bx,τ2)− p−(Bx,τ2)

≤ Cτ2

− log(τ2d(x))
=

Cτ2

− log(τ2/τ1)− log(τ1d(x))
≤ 2Cτ2

− log(τ1d(x))
.

Lemma 2.2. Given p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω), if p−(Bx,τ ) ≥ γ > 1 for every x ∈ Ω, then p′(·) ∈

∂LHτ
0 (Ω).

Proof. Given a set E ⊂ Ω, we have that

p′+(E) = ess sup
x∈E

p′(x) = (p−(E))
′, p′−(E) = ess inf

x∈E
p′(x) = (p+(E))

′.

Therefore,

p′+(Bx,τ )− p′−(Bx,τ ) = (p−(Bx,τ )
′ − (p+(Bx,τ ))

′

=
p+(Bx,τ )− p−(Bx,τ )

(p−(Bx,τ )− 1)(p+(Bx,τ )− 1
≤ γ−2(p+(Bx,τ )− p−(Bx,τ )) ≤

γ−2C0

− log(τd(x))
.

□

As we shall see, for proving our main results we will only need p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) for

certain τ depending on the domain. However this particular value of τ can be unknown, so
we give also the following more restrictive definition:

Definition 2.3. We say that p(·) is uniformly log-Hölder continuous at the boundary, and
write p(·) ∈ ∂LH0(Ω), if p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) for every τ ≥ 1 with constant C0 independent
of τ .

Remark 2.4. For our work below on John domains we could actually assume the weaker
condition that p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) for all τ ≥ 1 without the constant being independent of τ .
We make this definition to establish a stronger class that may be needed for future work.

It is easy to check that LH0(Ω) ⊂ ∂LH0(Ω). The following example shows that there are
exponents in ∂LH0(Ω) that do not belong to LH0(Ω). Let Ω = B(0, 1) ⊂ R2 be the unit
disc. Let A1 and A2 be a partition of Ω into Lebesgue measurable sets (i.e. A1∪A2 = Ω and
A1 ∩ A2 = ∅). Let also 1 ≤ p− < p+ <∞. We define p(·) : Ω → R as

p(x) =

{
p− if x ∈ A1

p− + (p+ − p−)
log(2)

− log(
d(x)
2

)
if x ∈ A2.



8 D. CRUZ-URIBE, F. LÓPEZ-GARCÍA, AND I. OJEA

Then, it is easy to check that p(·) ∈ ∂LH0(Ω), and it is discontinuous for any x in Ω that
belongs to A1∩A2. Moreover A1 and A2 can be chosen so that p(·) is discontinuous at every
point in the domain.

The following lemma gives an equivalent form of property ∂LHτ
0 . It is an analogue to

Lemma [12, Lemma 3.25] (see also [16, Lemma 4.1.6]).

Lemma 2.5. Let Ω ⊂ Rn a domain, τ ≥ 1, and p(·) : Ω → R, 1 ≤ p− ≤ p+ < ∞, then the
following statements are equivalent:

(a) p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω);

(b) |Bx,τ |−(p(y)−p−(Bx,τ )) ≤ C for every x ∈ Ω and almost every y ∈ Bx;
(c) |Bx,τ |−(p+(Bx,τ )−p−(Bx,τ )) ≤ C for every x ∈ Ω.

Proof. We first show that (a) implies (b). Fix x ∈ Ω and suppose first that τd(x) > 1/2.
Then |Bx,τ | = cn(τd(x))

n ≥ cn/2
n. Therefore, since for almost every y ∈ Bx,τ , p(y) ≤

p+(Bx,τ ) ≤ p+,

|Bx,τ |−(p(y)−p−(Bx,τ )) ≤ (1 + 2n/cn)
p+−p− = C.

On the other hand, if τd(x) ≤ 1/2, then

log(|Bx,τ |p−(Bx,τ )−p(y)) = (p(y)− p−(Bx,τ )) log(|Bx,τ |−1)

≤ C0

− log(τd(x))
log(|Bx,τ |−1) =

C0

− log(τd(x))
log((τd(x))−n/cn) ≤ C · C0,

where C depends only on the dimension n.
To prove that (b) implies (a), note that for every x ∈ Ω and almost every y ∈ Bx,τ :(

1

τd(x)

)p(y)−p−(Bx,τ )

= (τd(x))p−(Bx,τ )−p(y) ≤ C|Bx,τ |(p(y)−p−(Bx,τ ))/n ≤ C,

where C depends on τ , n and p+ − p−. If we take the logarithm, we obtain(
p(y)− p−(Bx,τ )

)
log

(
1

τd(x)

)
≤ logC,

which is equivalent to the ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) condition.

Since p(y) ≤ p+(Bx,τ ) for almost every y ∈ Bx,τ , (c) implies (b). To prove the converse,
it suffices to note that there exists a sequence {yk} ⊂ Bx,τ such that (b) holds and p(yk) →
p+(Bx,τ ). If we pass to the limit, we get (c). □

Let us recall that a Whitney decomposition of Ω is a collection {Qt}t∈Γ of closed dyadic
cubes, whose interiors are pairwise disjoint, which satisfies

(1) Ω =
⋃

t∈ΓQt,
(2) diam(Qt) ≤ d(Qt, ∂Ω) ≤ 4diam(Qt),
(3) 1

4
diam(Qs) ≤ diam(Qt) ≤ 4diam(Qs), if Qs ∩Qt ̸= ∅.

Remark 2.6. Let Q ⊂ Ω be a Whitney cube with side length equal to 2−k. Then, if p(·) ∈
∂LHτ

0 (Ω) for any τ ≥ 1,

p+(Q)− p−(Q) ≤
C

k
.
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To see this, let xQ be the center of Q; then d(xQ) ≤ diam(Q)+dist(Q, ∂Ω) ≤ 5diam(Q) =
5
√
n2−k. Hence, for any τ ≥ 1, Q ⊂ BxQ,1 ⊂ BxQ,τ , and so

p+(Q)− p−(Q) ≤ p+(BxQ,1)− p−(BxQ,1) ≤
C0

− log(d(xQ))
≤ C0

− log(5
√
n2−k)

≤ C

k
.

3. A HARDY-TYPE OPERATOR ON VARIABLE LEBESGUE SPACES

Our proof of Theorem 1.4 is based on a local-to-global argument that extends the validity
of the inequalities from Whitney cubes to the entire domain Ω in Rn. We decompose Ω into
a collection of Whitney cubes {Qt}t∈Γ and identify two cubes as adjacent if they intersect
each other in a n − 1 dimensional face. It is often helpful to view this discretization of the
domain as a graph whose vertices are the Whitney cubes (technically, we consider a small
expansion of the cubes) and two cubes are connected by an edge if they are adjacent in the
sense given above. We can then define a rooted spanning tree on this graph, where the root
is simply a distinguished cube. Usually, we take one of the largest Whitney cubes as the
root, but it could be any other cube. This tree structure on the Whitney cubes contains the
geometry of the domain, which is fundamental for this analysis.

To apply this perspective, we recall some definitions and prove some basic results. A tree
is a graph (V,E), where V is the set of vertices and E the set of edges, satisfying that it is
connected and has no cycles. A tree is said to be rooted if one vertex is designated as the
root. In a rooted tree (V,E), it is possible to define a partial order “⪯” in V as follows:
s ⪯ t if and only if the unique path connecting t to the root a passes through s. We write
t ⪰ s if s ⪯ t.

The parent tp of a vertex t is the vertex connected to t by an edge on the path to the root. It
can be seen that each t ∈ V different from the root has a unique parent, but several elements
(children) in V could have the same parent. Note that two vertices are connected by an edge
(adjacent vertices) if one is the parent of the other. For simplicity, we say that a set of indices
Γ has a tree structure if Γ is the set of vertices of a rooted tree (Γ, E). Also, if the partial
order “⪯” in Γ is a total order (i.e. each element in Γ has no more than one child), we say
that Γ is a chain, or has a chain structure. For convenience, let us introduce the following
notation:

Γ∗ = Γ \ {a}.

Definition 3.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain. We say that an open covering {Ut}t∈Γ is
a tree-covering of Ω if it also satisfies the properties:

(1) χΩ(x) ≤
∑

t∈Γ χUt(x) ≤ C1χΩ(x), for almost every x ∈ Ω, where C1 ≥ 1.
(2) The set of indices Γ has the structure of a rooted tree.
(3) There is a collection {Bt}t̸=a of pairwise disjoint open sets such that Bt ⊆ Ut ∩ Utp ,

and there is a constant C2 such that: |Ut|
|Bt| ≤ C2 for every t ∈ Γ.

Remark 3.2. Let Ω be a bounded domain and {Qt}t∈Γ a Whitney decomposition of it. If we
take Ut to be a small expansion of the interior of Qt, for example Ut =

17
16
int(Qt), it is clear

that we can define a rooted tree structure for Γ such that two vertices s and t are adjacent
along the tree only if Qt∩Qs share a n−1 dimensional face. Hence, every bounded domain
admits a tree covering composed of expanded Whitney cubes.

This tree covering is not unique, so care should be taken in order to select a tree-covering
that contains meaningful information about the geometry of the domain. For example, it is
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known that the quasi-hyperbolic distance between two cubes in a Whitney decomposition
is comparable with the shorter chain of Whitney cubes connecting them (see [26]). Hence,
we can take the open covering {Ut}t∈Γ and apply an inductive argument to define a tree-
covering such that the number of Whitney cubes in each chain to the root is minimal. This
tree structure contains some geometric information in terms of the quasi-hyperbolic distance.

For each t we define Wt, the shadow of Ut, to be the set

Wt =
⋃
s⪰t

Us.

Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain with a tree-covering {Ut}t∈Γ. We define the following
Hardy-type operator on the shadows Wt:

AΓf(x) =
∑
t∈Γ∗

χBt(x)

|Wt|

∫
Wt

|f(y)| dy. (3.1)

Theorem 3.3. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain with a tree-covering {Ut}t∈Γ. Suppose
p(·) ∈ P(Ω) is such that 1 < p− ≤ p+ <∞, and there is a constant C such that

|Wt|−(p(y)−p−(Wt)) ≤ C (3.2)

for every t ∈ Γ and almost every y ∈ Wt. Then the operator AΓ defined in (3.1) is bounded
from Lp(·)(Ω) to itself.

Proof. By homogeneity, it suffices to prove that there is a constant C = C(p(·),Ω) such that∫
Ω

AΓf(x)
p(x) dx ≤ C

for any f ∈ Lp(·)(Ω) with ∥f∥Lp(·)(Ω) = 1. Fix such a function f .
Since the sets in the collection {Bt}t̸=a are pairwise disjoint we have that∫

Ω

AΓf(x)
p(x) dx =

∫
Ω

∑
t∈Γ∗

χBt(x)

|Wt|p(x)

(∫
Wt

|f(y)| dy
)p(x)

dx

≤
∫
Ω

∑
t∈Γ∗

χBt(x)

|Wt|p(x)

(∫
Wt

|f(y)|+ 1dy

)p(x)

dx

≤
∫
Ω

∑
t∈Γ∗

χBt(x)

|Wt|p(x)

(∫
Wt

(|f(y)|+ 1)p(y)/p−(Wt) dy

)p(x)

dx.

Since ∥f∥Lp(·)(Ω) = 1 and p+ <∞ we have that∫
Wt

(|f(y)|+ 1)p(y)/p−(Wt) dy ≤
∫
Ω

(|f(y)|+ 1)p(y)/p−(Wt) dy

≤
∫
Ω

(|f(y)|+ 1)p(y) dy ≤ 2p+
(∫

Ω

|f(y)|p(y) dy + |Ω|
)

≤ 2p+ (1 + |Ω|) . (3.3)

Also, by (3.2) there is a constant C = C(Ω, p(·)) such that

1

|Wt|p(x)
≤ C

|Wt|p−(Wt)
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for all t ∈ Γ and almost every x ∈ Wt. Thus, if we combine the above estimates, we get∫
Ω

AΓf(x)
p(x) dx ≤ C

∫
Ω

∑
t∈Γ∗

χBt(x)

|Wt|p−(Wt)

(∫
Wt

(|f(y)|+ 1)p(y)/p−(Wt) dy

)p−(Wt)

dx.

We want to replace p−(Wt) by p− in the previous inequality. If pt :=
p−(Wt)

p−
= 1, then

this is immediate. Otherwise, if pt > 1, we apply the classical Hölder inequality in the last
integral with exponent pt to get∫

Ω

AΓf(x)
p(x) dx ≤ C

∫
Ω

∑
t∈Γ∗

χBt(x)

|Wt|p−

(∫
Wt

(|f(y)|+ 1)p(y)/p− dy

)p−

dx.

Finally, again using that the sets {Bt}t̸=a are pairwise disjoint and using the fact that the
operator AΓ is bounded on Lp−(Ω) if p− > 1, proved by the second author in [34, Lemma
3.1]), we get∫

Ω

AΓf(x)
p(x) dx ≤ C

∫
Ω

(∑
t∈Γ

χBt(x)

|Wt|p−

∫
Wt

(|f(y)|+ 1)p(y)/p− dy

)p−

dx

≤ C

∫
Ω

AΓ

(
(|f(x)|+ 1)p(y)/p−

)p−
dx

≤ C

∫
Ω

(|f(x)|+ 1)p(y) dx

≤ C(Ω, p(·)).

This completes the proof. □

4. VARIABLE EXPONENT HARDY-TYPE OPERATORS AND LOG-HÖLDER CONTINUITY
AT THE BOUNDARY

In this section we prove several results necessary for our local-to-global argument. Before
doing so, however, we need to explore the relationship between the ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) condition and
some other averaging-type conditions on the exponent functions. Our starting point is the
observation that many results which are obviously true in classical Lebesgue spaces can fail
in the variable exponent setting. A very relevant example of this is the so calledK0 condition,
introduced by Kopaliani [31], which states that

sup
B

|B|−1∥χB∥p(·)∥χB∥p′(·) <∞,

where the supremum is taken over all balls contained in a certain domain. If p(·) is constant,
the argument of the supremum is exactly 1 for every ball. On the contrary, if p(·) is not
constant, the boundedness of the supremum is not guaranteed: a simple example is given
by p(x) = 2 + χQ(x), where Q is any cube. (See [12, Section 4.4].) Thus, this condition
sometimes needs to be imposed on p(·) as a hypothesis.

In this section we consider several auxiliary results of this kind, which are crucial in the
sequel. These or similar results are known in the literature given the assumption that the
exponent p(·) satisfies the global LH0(Ω) condition. However, here we only assume that
p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ

0 for some τ ≥ 1; this is sufficient as we will restrict the analysis to cubes/balls
with radius proportional to the distance to the boundary.
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Throughout this section, let Ω be a bounded domain and {Ut}t∈Γ a tree-covering of Ω,
like the one given by Remark 3.2. Recall that Ut is an expansion of a Whitney cube Qt,
Ut =

17
16
intQt. Hence, if we let xt be the center of Ut, then for any τ ≥ 1 we have that

Ut ⊂ B(xt, τd(xt)) and |Ut| ∼ |B(xt, τd(xt))|, (4.1)

where the implicit constants only depend on n and τ . Combined with Lemma 2.5, this
implies that if p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ

0 , then

|Ut|−(p(y)−p−(Ut)) ≤ C (4.2)

for every t ∈ Γ and almost every y ∈ Ut. We will make extensive use of these properties.
In particular, we will show that properties that hold for balls close to the boundary, as in
the ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) condition, also hold for the cubes Ut in a tree-covering. Depending on the
circumstances, we will emphasize either balls or cubes.

Lemma 4.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain with a tree-covering {Ut}t∈Γ as the one
given by Remark 3.2. Fix p(·) ∈ P(Ω), 1 ≤ p− ≤ p+ <∞. We define the operator

Tp(·)f(x) =
∑
t∈Γ

χUt(x)
∥fχUt∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

.

If p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) for some τ ≥ 1, then Tp(·) : Lp(·)(Ω) → Lp(·)(Ω) is bounded.

Proof. By Fatou’s Lemma in the scale of variable Lebesgue spaces (see [12, Theorem 2.61]),
we may assume without loss of generality that f ∈ L∞(Ω), has compact support, and is non-
negative. Moreover, a homogeneity argument allows us to assume ∥f∥Lp(·)(Ω) = 1. Under
these assumptions it is enough to find a constant C such that∫

Ω

Tp(·)f(x)
p(x) dx ≤ C.

Since the sets {Ut}t∈Γ have finite overlap, we have that∫
Ω

Tp(·)f(x)
p(x) dx ≤ C

∑
t∈Γ

∫
Ut

[
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

]p(x)
dx.

First consider the case
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

≥ 1.

This implies ∥χUt∥p(·) ≤ ∥χUtf∥p(·) ≤ ∥f∥p(·) = 1. Hence, [12, Corollary 2.23] yields

∥χUt∥p(·) ≥ |Ut|
1

p−(Ut) and ∥χUtf∥
p+(Ut)
p(·) ≤

∫
Ut

f(y)p(y) dy.

If we combine these estimates and (4.2), we get[
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

]p(x)
≤

∥χUtf∥
p+(Ut)
p(·)

∥χUt∥
p+(Ut)
p(·)

≤
∫
Ut

f(y)p(y) dy|Ut|
− p+(Ut)

p−(Ut)

≤ C|Ut|−1

∫
Ut

f(y)p(y) dy ≤ C

(
1 + |Ut|−1

∫
Ut

f(y)p(y) dy

)
.

On the other hand, if
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

≤ 1,
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then it is immediate that the same inequality holds. Therefore, we have that∫
Ω

Tp(·)f(x)
p(x) dx ≤ C

∑
t∈Γ

∫
Ut

(
1 + |Ut|−1

∫
Ut

f(y)p(y) dy

)
dx

≤ C
∑
t∈Γ

(
|Ut|+

∫
Ut

f(y)p(y) dy

)
≤ C(|Ω|+ 1).

□

In Definition 1.1 we generalized log-Hölder continuity to balls close to the boundary.
Here, we generalize the K0 condition in the same way.

Definition 4.2. Given p(·) ∈ P(Ω), we say that p(·) satisfies the ∂Kτ
0 (Ω) condition for some

τ ≥ 1 if
sup
x∈Ω

|B|−1∥χB∥p(·)∥χB∥p′(·) <∞,

where B = Bx,τ .Moreover, we say that p(·) satisfies the ∂K0(Ω) condition if p(·) ∈ ∂Kτ
0 (Ω)

for every τ ≥ 1 with a constant independent of τ .

Given a tree covering {Ut}t∈Γ, we can define a similar condition,

sup
t∈Γ

|Ut|−1∥χUt∥p(·)∥χUt∥p′(·) <∞. (4.3)

It follows from (4.1) that if p(·) ∈ ∂Kτ
0 (Ω), then (4.3) holds. The K0 condition is necessary

and sufficient to show that averaging operators defined on balls in a domain are bounded;
(4.3) is the same characterization for averaging operators defined on the Ut.

Lemma 4.3. Given a ball B, define the operator AB by

ABf(y) =
χB(y)

|B|

∫
B

f(z) dz.

For any p(·) ∈ P(Ω) and τ ≥ 1, p(·) ∈ ∂Kτ
0 (Ω) if and only if the operatorsAB : Lp(·)(Ω) →

Lp(·)(Ω) are uniformly bounded for everyB = Bx,τ , x ∈ Ω. Similarly, given a tree-covering
{Ut}t∈Γ, if we define the operators

AUtf(y) =
χUt(y)

|Ut|

∫
Ut

f(z) dz,

then the AUt , t ∈ Γ, are uniformly bounded if and only (4.3) holds.

Proof. The proof is identical to the proof of [12, Proposition 4.47], replacing Q0 with Bx,τ

or Ut. □

Lemma 4.4. Given p(·) ∈ P(Ω) and τ ≥ 1, if p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω), then AB : Lp(·)(Ω) →

Lp(·)(Ω) are uniformly bounded for every B = Bx,τ , x ∈ Ω. Similarly, given a tree-
covering {Ut}t∈Γ, the operators AUt , t ∈ Γ, are uniformly bounded.

Proof. We prove this for the operatorsAB; the proof forAUt is the same, using (4.2). Without
loss of generality we can assume that f is non-negative, and by a homogeneity argument we
can assume that ∥f∥p(·) = 1. Then in this case it is enough to show that∫

Ω

|ABf(y)|p(y) dy ≤ C.
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It follows from the ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) condition that∫

Ω

|ABf(y)|p(y) dy =

∫
B

(
1

|B|

∫
B

f(x) dz

)p(y)

dy

≤
∫
B

|B|−p(y)

(∫
B

(f(z) + 1) dz

)p(y)

dy

≤ C

∫
B

|B|−p−(B)

(∫
B

(f(z) + 1)
p(z)

p−(B) dz

)p(y)

dy = I.

Since ∥f∥p(·) = 1, we have that∫
B

(f(z) + 1)
p(z)

p−(B) dz ≤
∫
B

(f(z) + 1)p(z)

≤ 2p+(Ω)

∫
B

f(z)p(z) dz + 2p+(Ω)|B|

≤ 2p+(Ω)(1 + |Ω|);
hence, the integral is uniformly bounded above. Therefore, we can lower the exponent p(y)
to p−(B). Taking this into account and applying the classical Hölder inequality with expo-
nent p−(B), we obtain

I ≤ C

∫
B

|B|−p−(B)

(∫
B

(f(z) + 1)
p(z)

p−(B) dz

)p−(B)

dy

≤ C|B|1−p−(B)

∫
B

(f(z) + 1)p(z) dz|B|
p−(B)

p′−(B) ≤ C(p(·),Ω).

This concludes the proof. □

Corollary 4.5. If p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω), then p(·) ∈ ∂Kτ

0 (Ω).

Proof. This follows immediately from Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 4.4. □

The following property is again immediate in the constant exponent case. In variable
Lebesgue spaces, or more generally in Banach function spaces, this property, when applied to
an arbitrary collection of sets with bounded overlap, is sometimes referred to as Property G.
See [16, Section 7.3] for details and references.

Lemma 4.6. Let Ω ⊂ Rn a bounded domain and {Ut}t∈Γ a tree-covering, like the one given
by Remark 3.2. If p(·) ∈ P(Ω) satisfies p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) for some τ ≥ 1, then for every
f ∈ Lp(·)(Ω) and g ∈ Lp′(·)(Ω) we have that∑

t∈Γ

∥χUtf∥p(·)∥χUtg∥p′(·) ≤ C∥f∥p(·)∥g∥p′(·). (4.4)

Proof. Using (4.3) we have that∑
t∈Γ

∥χUtf∥p(·)∥χUtg∥p′(·) ≤ C
∑
t∈Γ

|Ut|
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

∥χUtg∥p′(·)
∥χUt∥p′(·)

=: I.

Since the sets {Ut}t∈Γ have finite overlap, we have that∑
t∈Γ

χUt(x)
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

∥χUtg∥p′(·)
∥χUt∥p′(·)

≤ CTp(·)f(x)Tp′(·)g(x).
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If we integrate this estimate over Ω, apply Hölder’s inequality (2.2), and then apply Lemma 4.1,
we get

I ≤ C

∫
Ω

Tp(·)f(x)Tp′(·)g(x) dx

≤ C∥χΩTp(·)f∥p(·)∥χΩTp′(·)g∥p′(·) ≤ C∥χΩf∥p(·)∥χΩg∥p′(·).
This completes the proof. □

Remark 4.7. In Lemma 4.6 we proved (4.4) using the continuity of the operator Tp(·), which
holds thanks to the hypothesis p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) for some τ ≥ 1. It is interesting to notice
that the reverse implication is also true. For if (4.4) holds, then by (2.1), Hölder’s inequality
(2.2), and (4.4), we get

∥Tp(·)f∥p(·) ≤ C sup
g:∥g∥p′(·)≤1

∫
Ω

∑
t∈Γ

χUt(x)
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

g(x) dx

≤ C sup
g:∥g∥p′(·)≤1

∑
t∈Γ

∫
Ut

∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

|g(x)| dx

≤ C sup
g:∥g∥p′(·)≤1

∑
t∈Γ

∥χUtf∥p(·)∥χUtg∥p′(·)

≤ C sup
g:∥g∥p′(·)≤1

∥f∥p(·)∥g∥p′(·)

≤ C∥f∥p(·).

Finally we prove the following lemma, which resembles [16, Theorem 4.5.7].

Lemma 4.8. Given p(·) ∈ P(Ω), suppose 1 < p− ≤ p+ < ∞ and p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω). If

{Ut}t∈Γ is a tree-covering of Ω, like the one given by Remark 3.2, and

1

pUt

=
1

|Ut|

∫
Ut

1

p(x)
dx,

then for every t ∈ Γ,

∥χUt∥p(·) ∼ |Ut|
1

pUt . (4.5)
where the implicit constants are independent of t ∈ Γ.

Proof. Recall that as in Remark 3.2 each set Ut is cube. The inequality

|Ut|
1

pUt ≤ 2∥χUt∥p(·) (4.6)

was proved in [13, Lemma 3.1] for every p(·) ∈ P(Ω) with 1 < p− ≤ p+ <∞ and for every
cube Q ⊂ Ω.

To prove the reverse inequality, we apply a duality argument. By (2.1), there exists g ∈
Lp′(·)(Ω), ∥g∥p′(·) = 1, such that

∥χUt∥p(·)

|Ut|
1

pUt

≤ C
1

|Ut|
1

pUt

∫
Ω

χUt(x)g(x) dx

= C|Ut|
1

p′
Ut

1

|Ut|

∫
Ut

g(x) dx.
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But by inequality (4.6) we have that

≤ C∥χUt∥p′(·)
1

|Ut|

∫
Ut

g(x) dx

= C∥AUtg∥p′(·)
≤ C∥g∥p′(·)
= C.

Here AUt is the operator defined in Lemma 4.3. The last inequality follows, since by
Lemma 2.2, p′(·) ∈ ∂LHτ

0 (Ω), and so the AUt are uniformly bounded on Lp′(·)(Ω). □

In order to prove Sobolev-Poincaré inequalities, we will need off-diagonal versions of
some of the previous results. We will state these results in more generality than we need
to prove the results in Section 6. We do so partly because of the intrinsic interest of these
results, but also to highlight where the more restrictive hypotheses are needed.

One natural set of assumptions would be to fix a value α, 0 < α < n, let p(·) ∈ P(Ω)
satisfy 1 ≤ p− ≤ p+ < n/α, and define q(·) ∈ P(Ω) pointwise by the identity

1

p(x)
− 1

q(x)
=
α

n
. (4.7)

However, we would like to avoid the restriction that p+ < n/α. To do so, we will assume
that p(·), q(·) ∈ P(Ω) satisfy the following:

1 ≤ p− ≤ p+ <∞, 1 ≤ q− ≤ q+ <∞, (4.8)

and that there exists 0 < β < α such that
β

n
=

1

p(x)
− 1

q(x)
≤ α

n
. (4.9)

Remark 4.9. If we argue as we did in the proof of Lemma 2.2, if p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) for some

τ ≥ 1, then (4.8) and the first inequality in (4.9) imply that q(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω).

Remark 4.10. Given any p(·) ∈ P(Ω) such that p+ < ∞, and given any 0 < α < n, there
exists q(·) ∈ P(Ω) and 0 < β < α such that (4.9) holds. If p+ < n/α, let β = α and use the
first inequality in (4.9) to define q(·). If n/α ≤ p+ < ∞, fix 0 < β < α such that p+ < n/β
and again define q(·) using (4.9).

We first consider an off-diagonal operator Tα
p(·), similar to the one defined in Lemma 4.1.

Lemma 4.11. Let Ω ⊂ Rn a bounded domain with a tree-covering {Ut}t∈Γ, like the one
given by Remark 3.2. Fix α, 0 < α < n, and p(·), q(·) ∈ P(Ω) that satisfy (4.8) and (4.9)
for some 0 < β < α. Define the operator

Tα
p(·)f(x) =

∑
t∈Γ

|Ut|
α
n
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

χUt(x).

If p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) for some τ ≥ 1, then Tα

p(·) : L
p(·)(Ω) → Lq(·)(Ω) is bounded.

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 4.1, it will suffice to prove that for f ∈ Lp(·)(Ω) such that
f ≥ 0 and ∥f∥p(·) = 1, there is a constant C such that∫

Ω

Tα
p(·)f(x)

q(x) dx ≤ C.
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By Corollary 4.8, since p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) we have that

|Ut|
α
n

∥χUt∥p(·)
≈ |Ut|

α
n

|Ut|
1

pUt

= |Ut|
− 1

qUt |Ut|
α
n
− 1

pUt
+ 1

qUt .

If we integrate (4.9) over Ut, we see that

α

n
− 1

pUt

+
1

qUt

≥ 0. (4.10)

Hence, again by Corollary 4.8, since q(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) by Remark 4.9,

|Ut|
− 1

qUt |Ut|
α
n
− 1

pUt
+ 1

qUt ≲
1

∥χUt∥q(·)
|Ω|

α
n
− 1

p−
+ 1

q+ .

If we combine these two inequalities, using q+ <∞, we have that∫
Ω

Tα
p(·)f(x)

q(x) dx

=
∑
t∈Γ

∫
Ut

[
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

|Ut|
α
n

]q(x)
dx ≤ Cq+

∑
t∈Γ

∫
Ut

[
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥q(·)

]q(x)
dx;

The constant C depends on p(·), q(·), α, n, and |Ω|. The argument continues as in the proof
of Lemma 4.1. Since ∥f∥p(·) = 1, if the expression in square brackets is bigger than 1, then
∥χUt∥q(·) ≤ 1, so by [12, Corollary 2.23] and the fact that p+(Ut) ≤ q+(Ut) (which follows
from (4.10)) we have that[

∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥q(·)

]q(x)
≤
[
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥q(·)

]q+(Ut)

≤
∥χUtf∥

p+(Ut)
p(·)

∥χUt∥
q+(Ut)
q(·)

≤ C

∫
Ut
f(y)p(y) dy

|Ut|
q+(Ut)

q−(Ut)

≤ C

∫
Ut

f(y)p(y) dy|Ut|−1,

where in the last step we used Lemma 2.5 and the fact that q(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω). Hence, in any

case we have that [
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥q(·)

]q(x)
≤ 1 + C

∫
Ut

f(y)p(y) dy|Ut|−1,

and consequently,∫
Ω

Tα
p(·)f(x)

q(x) dx ≤ C
∑
t∈Γ

∫
Ut

[
1 + C

∫
Ut

f(y)p(y) dy|Ut|−1

]
dx

≤ C
∑
t∈Γ

|Ut|+ C

∫
Ut

f(y)p(y) dy ≤ C + C|Ω|,

which completes the proof. □

The following is an off-diagonal version of the ∂Kτ
0 condition. For all cubes or balls in a

given domain it was introduced by the first author and Roberts [15].
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Lemma 4.12. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain with a tree-covering {Ut}t∈Γ, like the one
given by Remark 3.2. Fix α, 0 < α < n, and p(·), q(·) ∈ P(Ω) that satisfy (4.8) and (4.9) for
some 0 < β ≤ α. Suppose p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) for some τ ≥ 1. Then the following estimates
hold:

sup
t∈Γ

|Ut|−1+α
n ∥χUt∥q(·)∥χUt∥p′(·) <∞, (4.11)

sup
t∈Γ

|Ut|−1− β
n∥χUt∥q′(·)∥χUt∥p(·) <∞. (4.12)

Remark 4.13. As will be clear from the way the proof is written, for (4.12) to be true, instead
of the first equality in (4.9), it suffices to assume that β

n
≤ 1

p(x)
− 1

q(x)
.

Proof. We first prove (4.11). Fix t ∈ Γ; then by Lemma 2.2 and Remark 4.9, p′(·), q(·) ∈
∂LHτ

0 (Ω). Hence, by Lemma 4.8, we get

|Ut|−1+α
n ∥χUt∥q(·)∥χUt∥p′(·) ≈ |Ut|−1+α

n |Ut|
1

qUt |Ut|
1

p′
Ut

= |Ut|−1+α
n |Ut|

1
qUt |Ut|

1− 1
pUt = |Ut|

α
n
+ 1

qUt
− 1

pUt ≤ |Ω|
α
n
+ 1

q−
− 1

p+ .

The last inequality follows from (4.10). The implicit constants are independent of t, so if we
take the supremum, we get the desired estimate.

The proof of (4.12) is nearly identical. Since p(·), q′(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (Ω), for any t ∈ Γ, by

|Ut|−1− β
n∥χUt∥q′(·)∥χUt∥p(·) ≈ |Ut|−1− β

n |Ut|
1

q′
Ut |Ut|

1
pUt

= |Ut|
− β

n
− 1

qUt
+ 1

pUt ≤ |Ω|−
β
n
− 1

q+
+ 1

p− ;

the last inequality follows from the inequality we get if we integrate the lower estimate
in (4.9) as we did to find (4.10). □

Finally, we prove an off-diagonal analog of Lemma 4.6. It is only in this result, which
requires (4.12), that we were required to introduce the parameter β. In Section 6 below, we
will choose the parameter α so that we have β = α when applying this result.

Lemma 4.14. Let Ω ⊂ Rn a bounded domain and {Ut}t∈Γ a tree-covering, like the one given
by Remark 3.2. Fix α, 0 < α < n, and p(·), q(·) ∈ P(Ω) that satisfy (4.8) and (4.9) for some
0 < β ≤ α. Suppose that p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) for some τ ≥ 1. Then for every f ∈ Lp(·)(Ω) and
g ∈ Lq′(·)(Ω), the following inequality holds:∑

t∈Γ

∥χUtf∥p(·)∥χUtg∥q′(·) ≤ C∥f∥p(·)∥g∥q′(·). (4.13)

Proof. The proof is very similar to the proof of Lemma 4.6, so we omit some details. By
inequality 4.12 and since the cubes {Ut}t∈Γ have finite overlap, we have that∑

t∈Γ

∥χUtf∥p(·)∥χUtg∥q′(·) ≤ C
∑
t∈Γ

|Ut|1+
β
n
∥χUtf∥p(·)
∥χUt∥p(·)

∥χUtg∥q′(·)
∥χUt∥q′(·)

≤ C

∫
Ω

T β
p(·)f(x)Tq′(·)g(x) dx

≤ C∥T β
p(·)f∥q(·)∥Tq′(·)g∥q′(·)

≤ C∥f∥p(·)∥g∥q′(·);
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the last two inequalities follow from Hölder’s inequality 2.2, and from Lemmas 4.1 and 4.11.
□

5. A DECOMPOSITION OF FUNCTIONS FOR JOHN DOMAINS

In this section we prove a decomposition theorem which in our local-to-global argument
will let us extend our results from cubes to John domains. We begin by recalling the defi-
nition of John domains. They were introduced by Fritz John in [28]. They include domains
with a fractal boundary, such as the interior of the Koch snowflake, domains with inner cusps
and even with cuts, etc. However, they have properties similar to more regular domains with
respect to Sobolev-Poincaré type inequalities. It was shown by Bojarski [8] that Sobolev-
Poincaré inequalities hold on John domains without weights. Later, Chua [10] showed that
a weighted Sobolev-Poincaré inequality holds, where the same weight appears on the left
and right hand sides. By contrast, the classical Sobolev-Poincaré inequality does not hold on
domains with external cusps or, more generally, with boundary of type Hölder-α. For these
domains, weighted versions of the inequalities can be derived, with a weight that compen-
sates the singularities of the boundary.

Definition 5.1. A bounded domain Ω in Rn is a John domain with parameter λ > 1 if there
exists a point x0 ∈ Ω such that, given any y ∈ Ω, there exists a rectifiable curve parameter-
ized by arc length γ : [0, ℓ] → Ω, with γ(0) = y, γ(ℓ) = x0, and λ dist(γ(t), ∂Ω) ≥ t.

The following result was proved by the second author in [35] and gives a characterization
of John domains in terms of tree-coverings.

Proposition 5.2. A bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rn is a John domain if and only if given a Whitney
decomposition {Qt}t∈Γ of Ω, there exists a tree structure for the set of indices Γ satisfying
the conditions in Remark 3.2 and a constant K > 1 such that

Qs ⊆ KQt, (5.1)

for any s, t ∈ Γ with s ⪰ t. In other words, the shadow Wt of Qt is contained in KQt.

Remark 5.3. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded John domain and {Qt}t∈Γ a Whitney decomposition
of Ω. Let xt denote the center of Qt. Then by Proposition 5.2, there is a constant τK de-
pending on K such that Wt ⊂ Bxt,τK . Moreover, |Bxt,τK | ∼ |Wt| with constants depending
on n and K. Hence, for John domains, the characterization of log-Hölder continuity at the
boundary in Lemma 2.5 implies that p(·) ∈ ∂LHτK

0 (Ω) if and only if for every t ∈ Γ,

|Wt|−(p(y)−p−(Wt)) ≤ C.

In fact, this estimate is the main assumption on p(·) that we actually need in the sequel.

Hereafter, when we consider a tree-covering of a John domain, we assume that the tree-
covering is taken as in Proposition 5.2 and that τK is the constant from Remark 5.3. As an
immediate consequence, we get the following corollary to Theorem 3.3.

Corollary 5.4. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded John domain with a tree-covering {Ut}t∈Γ. If
q(·) ∈ P(Ω) is such that q(·) ∈ ∂LHτK

0 (Ω) condition and 1 < q− ≤ q+ < ∞, then the
operator AΓ defined in (3.1) is bounded from Lq(·)(Ω) to itself.

Our main result in this section is the following decomposition theorem. We begin with a
definition.
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Definition 5.5. Given a bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rn, let {Ut}t∈Γ be a tree-covering of Ω as
in Remark 3.2. Given g ∈ L1(Ω) with

∫
g dx = 0, we say that a collection of functions

{gt}t∈Γ in L1(Ω) is a decomposition of g subordinate to {Ut}t∈Γ if the following properties
are satisfied:

(1) g =
∑
t∈Γ

gt;

(2) supp(gt) ⊂ Ut;

(3)
∫
Ut

gt dx = 0 for all t ∈ Γ.

Theorem 5.6. Given a bounded John domain Ω ⊂ Rn, let {Ut}t∈Γ be a tree-covering of Ω
as given by Proposition 5.2. Fix q(·) ∈ ∂LHτK

0 (Ω), with 1 < q− ≤ q+ <∞. Then for every
g ∈ Lq(·)(Ω) such that

∫
Ω
g dx = 0, there exists a decomposition {gt}t∈Γ of g subordinate to

{Ut}t∈Γ with the additional property that∥∥∥∥∑
t∈Γ

χUt

∥χUtgt∥q(·)
∥χUt∥q(·)

∥∥∥∥
q(·)

≤ C∥g∥q(·). (5.2)

Proof. Fix g ∈ Lq(·)(Ω). Let {ϕt}t∈Γ be a partition of the unity subordinate to {Ut}t∈Γ: i.e.,
supp(ϕt) ⊂ Ut, 0 ≤ ϕt(x) ≤ 1, and

∑
t ϕt(x) = 1 for all x ∈ Ω. We first define an initial

decomposition of g by ft = gϕt. The collection {ft}t∈Γ satisfies properties (1) and (2) in
Definition 5.5, but not necessarily (3). Hence, we modify these functions as follows. For
each s ∈ Γ, s ̸= a, define

hs(x) :=
χs(x)

|Bs|

∫
Ws

∑
t⪰s

ft(y) dy,

Note that supp(hs) ⊂ Bs and∫
hs(x) dx =

∫
Ws

∑
t⪰s

ft(y) dy.

Now define, for t ̸= a,

gt(x) := ft(x) +
( ∑

s:sp=t

hs(x)
)
− ht(x),

and
ga(x) := fa(x) +

∑
s:sp=a

hs(x).

Recall that sp denotes the parent of s in the tree Γ. Note that the summations in these
definitions are finite since they are indexed over the children of t (or a). It is easy to check that
{gt}t∈Γ satisfies all the properties of Definition 5.5. Therefore, we only need to prove (5.2).

Observe that for any s, t ∈ Γ, s ̸= a,

|hs(x)| ≤
χs(x)

|Bs|

∫
Ws

|g(x)| dx ≤ |Ws|
|Bs|

χs(x)

|Ws|

∫
Ws

|g(x)| dx,

and
|ft(x)| ≤ |g(x)|χUt(x).
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Moreover, by Proposition 5.2, we have that |Ws| ≤ C|Bs|, where the constant C depends
only on n and the constant in (5.1). Therefore,

|gt(x)| ≤ C
(
χUt|g(x)|+

∑
s:sp=t

χs(x)

|Ws|

∫
Ws

|g| dy + χt(x)

|Wt|

∫
Wt

|g| dy
)
,

and so we can estimate as follows:∥∥∥∥∑
t∈Γ

χUt

∥gt∥q(·)
∥χUt∥q(·)

∥∥∥∥
q(·)

≤ C

{∥∥∥∥∑
t∈Γ

χUt

∥gχUt∥q(·)
∥χUt∥q(·)

∥∥∥∥
q(·)

+

∥∥∥∥∑
t∈Γ

χUt

∥
∑

s:sp=t
χs(x)
|Ws|

∫
Ws

|g|∥q(·)
∥χUt∥q(·)

∥∥∥∥
q(·)

+

∥∥∥∥∑
t∈Γ

χUt

∥χt(x)
|Wt|

∫
Wt

|g|∥q(·)
∥χUt∥q(·)

∥∥∥∥
q(·)

}
= C{I1 + I2 + I3}.

By Lemma 4.1,
I1 = ∥Tq(·)g∥q(·) ≤ C∥g∥q(·);

moreover, Lemmas 4.1 and Theorem 3.3 show that

I2 + I3 ≤ C∥Tq(·)(AΓg)∥q(·) ≤ C∥AΓg∥q(·) ≤ C∥g∥q(·).
This completes the proof. □

Remark 5.7. In Theorem 5.6 we only used that Ω is a John domain to show that |Wt|
|Bt| ≤ C

for any t ∈ Γ, t ̸= a. If this estimate does not hold, then AΓ(g) would be replaced by the
operator that maps g to ∑

t∈Γ∗

|Wt|
|Bt|

χBt(x)

|Wt|

∫
Wt

|g(y)| dy.

For irregular domains, the factor |Wt|
|Bt| becomes a weight that can often be expressed in terms

of a power of the distance to the boundary. In this context, the decomposition can be obtained
provided that the operator AΓ is bounded in weighted spaces. See [34,36] for an example in
the classical Lebesgue spaces over Hölder-α domains. We will consider this problem in a
subsequent work.

6. IMPROVED SOBOLEV-POINCARÉ INEQUALITIES

In this section we prove Theorem 1.4 and related theorems. To state these results, through-
out this section we will assume that p(·) ∈ P(Ω) satisfies 1 < p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) < ∞, and
that q(·) ∈ P(Ω) is defined by (1.8) and (1.9). For the convenience of the reader we repeat
these definitions here:

1

p(·)
− α

n
=

1

q(·)
, (1.8)

where α satisfies {
0 ≤ α < 1 if p+(Ω) < n

0 ≤ α < n
p+(Ω)

if p+(Ω) ≥ n.
(1.9)

The restriction that 0 ≤ α < 1 is discused in Remark 6.10.
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To prove our main result on John domains using a local-to-global argument, we first need
to prove variable exponent Sobolev-Poincaré inequalities on cubes, which we will do using
embedding theorems and the constant exponent Sobolev-Poincaré inequality. We first recall
the statement of this result; for a proof, see [23, Lemma 2.1] or Bojarski [8].

Lemma 6.1. Let D ⊂ Rn be a bounded John domain with parameter λ from Definition 5.1.
Fix 1 ≤ p <∞. If p < n and p ≤ q ≤ p∗, then for every f ∈ W 1,p(D),

∥f − fD∥Lq(D) ≤ C(n, p, λ)|D|
1
n
+ 1

q
− 1

p∥∇f∥Lp(D). (6.1)

If p ≥ n and q <∞, then for every f ∈ W 1,p(D),

∥f − fD∥Lq(D) ≤ C(n, q, λ)|D|
1
n
+ 1

q
− 1

p∥∇f∥Lp(D). (6.2)

For our proof below we need better control over the constants in (6.1) and (6.2), since in
the variable exponent setting these constants will depend on the local values of p(·) and q(·).
The critical situation is when p− < n < p+, since in that case there may be cubes Ut on
which p− < n is very close to n, and the constant in (6.1) tends to infinity as p approaches
n and q approaches p∗. There are similar concerns if p− > n but is close to n. In the latter
case, we can choose a uniform constant in (6.2), as the following remark shows.

Remark 6.2. In the case p ≥ n the constant can be taken depending only on q̄ for any q̄ ≥ q.
Indeed, applying the Hölder inequality and (6.2) we obtain(∫

Q

|f(x)− fQ|q dx
) 1

q

≤ |Q|
1
q
− 1

q̄

(∫
Q

|f(x)− fQ|q̄
) 1

q̄

≤ C(n, q̄)|Q|
1
q
− 1

q̄ |Q|
1
n
+ 1

q̄
− 1

p

(∫
Q

|∇f(x)|p dx
) 1

p

= C(n, q̄)|Q|
1
n
+ 1

q
− 1

p

(∫
Q

|∇f(x)|p dx
) 1

p

.

In the critical case when p < n, we can give a quantitative estimate on the constant in (6.1).
The proof of the following result is implicit in [22]; here we give the details to make explicit
the resulting constants.

Lemma 6.3. Let Q ⊂ Rn be a cube. If 1 ≤ p < n and p ≤ q ≤ p∗, then

|f − fQ∥Lq(Q) ≤ C(n)q|Q|
1
n
+ 1

q
− 1

p∥∇f∥Lp(Q). (6.3)

Proof. First observe that by Hölder’s inequality we have that

∥f − fQ∥Lq(Q) ≤ 2 inf
b∈R

(∫
Q

|f(x)− b|q dx
) 1

q

;

hence, it is enough to prove (6.3) with a constant b in place of fQ.
We will take b to be the median of f on Q, i.e., a possibly non-unique b such that

|{x ∈ Q : f(x) ≥ b}| ≥ |Q|/2 and |{x ∈ Q : f(x) ≤ b}| ≥ |Q|/2. (6.4)

By [22, Corollary 6], the inequality

∥f − b∥Lq(Q) ≤ C2∥∇f∥Lp(Q) (6.5)
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is equivalent to

sup
t>0

|{x ∈ Ω : |f(x)− b| > t}|tq ≤ C1

(∫
Ω

|∇f(x)|p dx
) q

p

.

Moreover, if we define

IΩ1 g(x) =

∫
Ω

g(z)|x− z|1−n dz,

then by [22, Theorem 10] we have that |g(x) − gΩ| ≤ CIΩ1 (∇g)(x). Finally, by [22,
Lemma 11],

sup
t>0

|{x ∈ Ω : IΩ1 g(x) > t}|tn/(n−1) ≤ C(n)

(∫
Ω

|g(x)| dx
)n/(n−1)

.

If we combine these three estimates, we get(∫
Q

|f(x)− b|
n

n−1 dx

)n−1
n

≤ C(n)

∫
Q

|∇f(x)| dx, (6.6)

This is inequality (6.5) when p = 1 and q = 1∗.
In [22, Theorem 8] inequality (6.5) for 1 < p < n and q = p∗ is derived from the case

p = 1. We reproduce their argument to keep track of the constant. Fix b ∈ R as in (6.4) and
let Q+ = {x ∈ Q : f(x) ≥ b} and Q− = {x ∈ Q : f(x) ≤ b}. Let γ = p(n − 1)/(n − p)
and define

g(x) =

{
|f(x)− b|γ, x ∈ Q+,

−|f(x)− b|γ, x ∈ Q−.

Then |g|
n

n−1 = |f − b|p∗ , and g satisfies (6.4) with b = 0. Therefore, inequality (6.6) applied
to g and Hölder’s inequality, we get(∫

Q

|f(x)− b|p∗ dx
)n−1

n

=

(∫
Q

|g(x)|
n

n−1 dx

)n−1
n

≤ C(n)

∫
Q

|∇g(x)| dx

≤ C(n)

∫
Q

γ|f(x)− b|γ−1|∇f(x)| dx

≤ C(n)γ

∫
Q

|f(x)− b|
n(p−1)
n−p |∇f(x)| dx

≤ C(n)
p(n− 1)

n− p

(∫
Q

|f(x)− b|p∗ dx
) 1

p′
(∫

Q

|∇f(x)|p
) 1

p

.

If we rearrange terms, we get

∥f − b∥Lp∗ (Q) ≤ C(n)
p(n− 1)

n− p
∥∇f∥Lp(Q) ≤ C(n)p∗∥∇f∥Lp(Q). (6.7)

Finally, to prove inequality (6.3) with q < p∗ we follow the argument in [23, Lemma 2.1].
Fix s such that s∗ = q, (or s = 1 if q < 1∗); then by inequality (6.7) with exponents s∗ and s
and Hölder’s inequality,(∫

Q

|f(x)− fQ|q dx
) 1

q

≤ C(n)
s(n− 1)

n− s

(∫
Q

|∇f(x)|s dx
) 1

s
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≤ C(n)
s(n− 1)

n− s

(∫
Q

|∇f(x)|p dx
) 1

p

|Q|
1
s
− 1

p ≤ C(n)s∗|Q|
1
n
+ 1

q
− 1

p∥∇f∥Lp(Q).

This completes the proof. □

The following result was proved in [23, Theorem 2.2] when q(·) = p(·) and our proof
is adapted from theirs. This result is the key for translating the classical Sobolev-Poincaré
inequality to a variable exponent setting, with minimal hypotheses on the exponents.

Lemma 6.4. Given a cube Q ⊂ Rn, let p(·) ∈ P(Q) and suppose 1 ≤ p−(Q) ≤ p+(Q) <
∞. Define q(·) by (1.8). If either p−(Q) < n and p−(Q) ≤ q+(Q) ≤ (p−(Q))

∗, or p−(Q) ≥
n and q+(Q) <∞, then

∥f − fQ∥Lq(·)(Q) ≤ C(n, q+(Q))(1 + |Q|)2|Q|
1
n
+ 1

q+(Q)
− 1

p−(Q)∥∇f∥Lp(·)(Q), (6.8)

Moreover, if p−(Q) < n, then C(n, q+(Q)) = C(n)q+(Q).

Proof. We first consider the case p−(Q) < n. By Lemma 2.1 (applied twice) and by
Lemma 6.3, we have that

∥f − fQ∥q(·) ≤ (1 + |Q|)∥f − fQ∥q+(Q) ≤ C(n)q+(Q)(1 + |Q|)|Q|
1
n
+ 1

q+(Q)
− 1

p−(Q)∥∇f∥p−(Q)

≤ C(n)q+(Q)(1 + |Q|)2|Q|
1
n
+ 1

q+(Q)
− 1

p−(Q)∥∇f∥p(·).

The proof for p−(Q) ≥ n is the same, but using (6.2) instead of Lemma 6.3. □

Our goal is to apply this inequality to the cubes of a tree-covering of a larger John domain.
We can do so directly when the oscillation of p(·) on a cube is under control.

Lemma 6.5. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded John domain with a tree covering {Ut}t∈Γ. Given
p(·) ∈ P(Ω), suppose 1 ≤ p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) < ∞ and p(·) ∈ ∂LHτK

0 (Ω). Define q(·) ∈
P(Ω) by (1.8). If U ∈ {Ut}t∈Γ is such that p−(U) < n and p−(U) ≤ q+(U) ≤ p−(U)

∗ or
p−(U) ≥ n, then

∥f − fU∥Lq(·)(U) ≤ C(Ω, n, C0, q+(U))|U |
1−α
n ∥∇f∥Lp(·)(U). (6.9)

The constant C0 is from Definition 1.1 and depends on p(·). In the first case, the constant
can be taken to be C(Ω, n, C0)q+(U).

Proof. This is an immediate consequence of Lemma 6.4. By inequality (6.8) and Lemma
2.5, and since |Q| ≤ |Ω|, we have that

∥f − fU∥q(·) ≤ C(n, q+(U))(1 + |Q|)2|U |
1
n
+ 1

q+(U)
− 1

p−(U)∥∇f∥p(·)

= C(n, q+(U)(1 + |Q|)2|U |
1−α
n

+ 1
p+(U)

− 1
p−(U)∥∇f∥p(·)

≤ C(Ω, n, C0, q+(U))|U |
1−α
n ∥∇f∥p(·).

□

We do not want to assume, however, that the restriction on the oscillation of p(·) in
Lemma 6.5 holds. Indeed, we want to consider exponents p(·) such that p−(U) < n but
q+(U) > p−(U)

∗. To handle this situation, we prove an extension result, which shows that
a Sobolev-Poincaré inequality can be obtained for a domain U if it holds for every set in a
finite partition of U . This result is similar to [23, Theorem 2.6]; however, rather than work
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in the full generality of this theorem, we concentrate on the particular case where U is an el-
ement of a tree-decomposition of a larger John domain Ω. This allows us to obtain a sharper
estimate on the constant.

Lemma 6.6. Let Ω ⊂ Rn a bounded John domain with a tree-covering {Ut}t∈Γ. Suppose
p(·) ∈ P(Ω) satisfies 1 ≤ p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) <∞ and p(·) ∈ ∂LHτK

0 (Ω). Define q(·) ∈ P(Ω)
by (1.8). For a fixed cube U ∈ {Ut}t∈Γ, suppose that there exist cubes Gi i = 1, . . . ,M ,
such that Gi ⊂ U for every i, U = ∪M

i=1Gi and either p−(Gi) < n and p−(Gi) ≤ q+(Gi) ≤
(p−(Gi))

∗, or p−(Gi) ≥ n. Thus Lemma 6.4 holds on each Gi; let Ci be the constant for this
inequality on Gi. Then there exists a constant C > 0 such that for every f ∈ W 1,p(·)(U),

∥f − fU∥Lq(·)(U) ≤ C|U |
1−α
n ∥∇f∥Lp(·)(U).

The constant C depends on n, M , the ratio |U |/|Gi|, and maxi{Ci}.

Proof. We first apply the triangle inequality to get

∥(f − fU)χU∥q(·) ≤
M∑
i=1

∥χGi
(f − fU)∥q(·)

≤
M∑
i=1

∥χGi
(f − fGi

)∥q(·) +
M∑
i=1

∥χGi
(fU − fGi

)∥q(·).

To estimate the first term, we apply Lemma 6.4 and use the fact that 1
n
+ 1

q+(Gi)
− 1

p−(Gi)
≥ 0,

U is bounded, and that 1
q+(U)

− 1
p−(U)

≤ 1
q+(Gi)

− 1
p−(Gi)

:

∥χGi
(f − fGi

)∥q(·) ≤ Ci|Gi|
1
n
+ 1

q+(Gi)
− 1

p−(Gi)∥χGi
∇f∥p(·)

≤ Ci|U |
1
n
+ 1

q+(Gi)
− 1

p−(Gi)∥∇f∥p(·)

≤ Ci|U |
1
n
+ 1

q+(U)
− 1

p−(U)∥∇f∥p(·);

by (1.8) and Lemma 2.5,

≤ Ci|U |
1−α
n

+ 1
p+(Ut)

− 1
p−(Ut)∥∇f∥p(·)

≤ Ci|U |
1−α
n ∥∇f∥p(·).

To estimate the second term, we first note that

∥χGi
(fU − fGi

)∥q(·) = ∥χGi
∥q(·)|fU − fGi

| ≤ ∥χU∥q(·)|fU − fGi
|.

By the classical Poincaré inequality in L1(U) (see, for example, [4]), we have that

|fU − fGi
| ≤ |Gi|−1

∫
Gi

|f(x)− fU | dx

≤ |Gi|−1

∫
U

|f(x)− fU | dx

≤ C|Gi|−1diam(U)

∫
U

|∇f(x)| dx.

By (2.2) and since diam(U) ∼ |U | 1n , we have

≤ C|Gi|−1|U |
1
n∥χU∥p′(·)∥∇f∥p(·).
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If we combine this with the previous estimate and apply inequality (4.11), we get

∥χGi
(fU − fGi

)∥q(·) ≤ C|Gi|−1|U |
1
n∥χU∥q(·)∥χU∥p′(·)∥∇f∥p(·)

≤ C|Gi|−1|U |
1
n |U |1−

α
n ∥∇f∥p(·)

= C
|U |
|Gi|

|U |
1−α
n ∥∇f∥p(·).

This completes the proof. □

In order to apply Lemma 6.6, we need to partition each Ut into smaller sets Gi such that
one of the conditions in Lemma 6.4 holds on Gi. To do so, we will assume that the local
oscillation of p(·) is under control. In particular, we will assume that 1

p(·) is σ
n

continuous for
some σ < 1− α.

Lemma 6.7. Let Ω ⊂ Rn a bounded John domain with a tree-covering {Ut}t∈Γ. Suppose
p(·) ∈ P(Ω) satisfies 1 < p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) <∞ and p(·) ∈ ∂LHτK

0 (Ω). Define q(·) ∈ P(Ω)
by (1.8). If 1

p(·) is uniformly σ
n

-continuous for some 0 < σ < 1 − α, then there is a constant
C, independent of t, such that

∥f − fUt∥Lq(·)(Ut) ≤ C|Ut|
1−α
n ∥∇f∥Lp(·)(Ut), (6.10)

for every f ∈ W 1,p(·)(Ut) and every t ∈ Γ. The constant C depends on n, p+(Ω), α and σ.
In particular, it goes to infinity when α tends to 1 or when σ tends to 1− α.

Proof. Fix δ in the σ
n

-continuity condition for 1
p(·) . We first consider the cubes Ut such that

diam(Ut) < δ. If p−(Ut) ≥ n, then by Lemma 6.5 and Remark 6.2, we have that inequal-
ity (6.10) holds with a constant that depends only on Ω, n and q+(Ω). On the other hand,
if p−(Ut) < n, then Ut is contained in the ball B(xt, δ/2), where xt is the center of Ut.
Therefore, given any two points x, y ∈ Ut, y ∈ B(x, δ), and so∣∣∣∣ 1

p(x)
− 1

p(y)

∣∣∣∣ < σ

n
.

If we now argue as in the proof of Lemma 2.5, we get that
1

p−(Ut)
− 1

q+(Ut)
=

1

p−(Ut)
− 1

p+(Ut)
+
α

n
≤ σ + α

n
<

1

n
; (6.11)

hence, p−(Ut) ≤ q+(Ut) < (p−(Ut))
∗. Again, Lemma 6.5 gives inequality(6.10), but now

with a constant of the form C(n)q+(Ut). We need to show that q+(Ut) is uniformly bounded.
But by inequality (6.11),

1

q+(Ut)
≥ 1

p−(Ut)
− σ + α

n
=
n− (σ + α)p−(Ut)

np−(Ut)
.

Since we have assumed that p−(Ut) < n, we get that

q+(Ut) ≤
n

1− σ − α
,

which gives the desired upper bound. Note that in this case, the constant may blow up if σ
tends to 1− α or if α tends to 1.

Now suppose diam(Ut) ≥ δ; for this case we will apply Lemma 6.6. Partition Ut into Mt

cubes {Gi}Mt
i=1 with δ

2
< diam(Gi) < δ. The number of cubes is uniformly bounded, since

Mt ≲
|Ut|
δn

≤ |Ω|
δn
.
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If p−(Gi) ≥ n, then Gi satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma 6.6. If, p−(Gi) < n, we can
repeat the previous oscillation estimate for Gi instead of Ut, to get that p−(Gi) ≤ q+(Gi) ≤
(p−(Gi))

∗. So again Gi satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma 6.6. Therefore, we can apply
this lemma to Ut; this gives us (6.10)with a constant that depends on the number of cubes
Mt, which is bounded, and on the ratio |Ut|/|Gi|, which is also bounded by |Ω|/δn. The
constant also depends on the largest constant Ci for the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality on Gi.
To estimate these we can argue as we did for the cubes satisfying diam(Ut) < δ to get that
they are uniformly bounded. This gives the desired result. □

The following two lemmas are corollaries of the proof of Lemma 6.7; we show that with
additional restrictions on the oscillation of p(·) the hypotheses can be weakened.

Lemma 6.8. Let Ω, p(·), and q(·) be as in Lemma 6.7, with the additional restriction
p+(Ω) < n but only assuming that 1

p(·) is 1−α
n

-continuous. Then (6.10) holds with a con-
stant that depends on n, Ω and p+(Ω), but not on α (or equivalently, on q(·)).

Proof. Since p−(Ut) < n for every t ∈ Γ, we can apply Lemma 6.5 on every Ut; this yields
a local constant of the form C(n)q+(Ut). Arguing as in the proof of Lemma 6.7 with our
weaker continuity assumption, we have q+(Ut) ≤ p−(Ut)

∗ ≤ p+(Ω)
∗ < ∞, and so the local

constants are uniformly bounded. □

Lemma 6.9. Let Ω, p(·), and q(·) be as in Lemma 6.7, with the additional restriction
p−(Ω) ≥ n, but not assuming 1

p(·) is ε-continuous for any ε > 0. Then (6.10) holds with
a constant that depends on n, Ω and q+(Ω).

Proof. Since p−(Ut) ≥ n for every t ∈ Γ we can again apply Lemma 6.5 on everyUt, without
assuming any additional regularity on p(·). The local constants are of the form C(n, q+(Ut)),
but by Remark 6.2 we can replace q+(Ut) by q+(Ω). □

Remark 6.10. In our definition of α in (1.9) above, we required that 0 ≤ α < 1 when
p+(Ω) < n. Ideally, we would like to take α = 1 in Lemmas 6.7–6.9; however, this is not
possible unless p(·) is constant. This is a consequence of the fact that our proof uses Lemma
6.4. Indeed, if we fix a cube Q and take α = 1, we have that

0 ≤ 1

p−(Q)
− 1

p+(Q)
=

1

p−(Q)
− 1

q+(Q)
− 1

n
=

1

p−(Q)∗
− 1

q+(Q)
.

In other words, if we assume that q+(Q) ≤ p−(Q)
∗, then this inequality forces p+(Q) =

p−(Q), so that p(·) is constant. The advantage of Lemma 6.4 is that it imposes minimal
regularity conditions on p(·).

We can now prove our main result; for the convenience of the reader we repeat its state-
ment.

Theorem. 1.4: Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded John domain. Suppose p(·) ∈ P(Ω) is such that
1 < p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) <∞ and p(·) ∈ ∂LHτK

0 (Ω). Fix α as in (1.9) and define q(·) by (1.8).
Suppose also that 1

p(·) is uniformly σ
n

-continuous for some σ < 1−α. Then there is a constant
C such that for every f ∈ W 1,p(·)(Ω),

∥f(x)− fΩ∥q(·) ≤ C∥d1−α∇f(x)∥p(·), (6.12)

where d(x) = dist(x, ∂Ω).
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Remark 6.11. We want to stress that the hypotheses on p(·) in Theorem 1.4 allow the expo-
nent to be discontinuous. In fact, it can be discontinuous at every point of the domain, as
long as the jumps of 1/p(·) are smaller than σ

n
and the oscillation of p(·) decays towards the

boundary according to condition ∂LHτK
0 (Ω).

Proof. We will prove this result using a local-to-global argument and the local Sobolev-
Poincaré inequality in Lemma 6.7. Let {Ut}t∈Γ be a tree covering of Ω as in Proposition 5.2.
By (2.1), there exists g ∈ Lq′(·)(Ω), ∥g∥q′(·) ≤ 1, such that

∥f − fΩ∥q(·) ≤ C

∫
Ω

(f(x)− fΩ)g(x) dx

= C

∫
Ω

(f(x)− fΩ)(g(x)− gΩ) dx;

if we now decompose g − gΩ into {gt}t∈Γ using Theorem 5.6, we get, since
∫
Ut
gt dx = 0,

that

= C
∑
t∈Γ

∫
Ut

(f(x)− fΩ)gt(x) dx

= C
∑
t∈Γ

∫
Ut

(f(x)− fUt)gt(x) dx;

we now apply (2.2) and Lemmas 6.7 and 4.14 with β = α to get

≤ C
∑
t∈Γ

C∥χUt(f − fUt)∥q(·)∥χUtgt∥q′(·)

≤ C
∑
t∈Γ

|Ut|
1−α
n ∥χUt∇f∥p(·)

∥∥∥∥∥χUt

∑
r∈Γ

χUr

∥χUrgr∥q′(·)
∥χUr∥q′(·)

∥∥∥∥∥
q′(·)

= C
∑
t∈Γ

ℓ(Ut)
1−α∥χUt∇f∥p(·)

∥∥∥∥∥χUt

∑
r∈Γ

χUr

∥χUrgr∥q′(·)
∥χUr∥q′(·)

∥∥∥∥∥
q′(·)

≤ C
∑
t∈Γ

∥χUtd
1−α∇f∥p(·)

∥∥∥∥∥χUt

∑
r∈Γ

χUr

∥χUrgr∥q′(·)
∥χUr∥q′(·)

∥∥∥∥∥
q′(·)

≤ C∥d1−α∇f∥p(·)

∥∥∥∥∥∑
r∈Γ

χUr

∥χUrgr∥q′(·)
∥χUr∥q′(·)

∥∥∥∥∥
q′(·)

;

finally, we apply the bound from Theorem 5.6 to get

≤ C∥d1−α∇f∥p(·)∥g∥q′(·)
≤ C∥d1−α∇f∥p(·).

□

Theorem 1.4 gives a family of improved Sobolev-Poincaré inequalities. We highlight the
case when α = 0 as a separate corollary.
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Corollary 6.12. Let Ω ⊂ Rn a bounded John domain. Suppose p(·) ∈ P(Ω) is such that
1 < p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) < ∞, p(·) ∈ ∂LHτK

0 and 1
p(·) is uniformly σ

n
-continuous for some

σ < 1. Then for every f ∈ W 1,p(·)(Ω),

∥f(x)− fΩ∥p(·) ≤ C∥d∇f(x)∥p(·),

where d(x) = d(x, ∂Ω).

If we impose further restrictions on the oscillation of p(·), we can weaken some of the
other hypotheses in Theorem 1.4.

Theorem 6.13. Let Ω, p(·), α and q(·) be as in Theorem 1.4, but also assume that p+(Ω) < n
and 1

p(·) is 1−α
n

-continuous. Then inequality (6.12) holds.

Proof. The proof is the same as the proof of Theorem 1.4, but we use Lemma 6.8 instead of
Lemma 6.7. □

Theorem 6.14. Let Ω, p(·), α and q(·) be as in Theorem 1.4, but also assume that p−(Ω) ≥ n
and do not assume that 1

p(·) is ε-continuous for any ε > 0. Then inequality (6.12) holds.

Proof. Again, the proof is the same as the proof of Theorem 1.4, but we use Lemma 6.9
instead of Lemma 6.7. □

7. THE SOBOLEV INEQUALITY WITH ROUGH EXPONENTS

In this section we prove Theorem 1.5. For the convenience of the reader we restate it here.

Theorem. 1.5: Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain. Suppose p(·) ∈ P(Ω) is such that
1 < p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) < ∞. Fix α as in (1.9) and define q(·) by (1.8). Suppose also that
1

p(·) is uniformly σ
n

-continuous for some σ < 1− α. Then there is a constant C such that for

every f ∈ W
1,p(·)
0 (Ω),

∥f∥Lq(·)(Ω) ≤ C∥∇f(x)∥Lp(·)(Ω). (7.1)

The heart of the proof is an extension theorem for exponent functions that are ε-continuous,
which lets us extend the exponent p(·) from an arbitrary bounded domain to a John domain
on which the hypotheses of Theorem 1.4 hold. We prove this extension result in three lem-
mas. The first lemma lets us extend the exponent to the boundary of Ω.

Lemma 7.1. Given a bounded domain Ω, let f : Ω → R be uniformly ε0-continuous on Ω
for some ε0 > 0. Then f can be extended to a function on Ω that is uniformly ε-continuous
for any ε > ε0. Further, f−(Ω) = f−(Ω) and f+(Ω) = f+(Ω).

Proof. Let δ0 > 0 be such that if x, y ∈ Ω are such that |x−y| < δ0, then |f(x)−f(y)| < ε0.
Since Ω is closed and bounded, it can be covered by a finite collection of balls B(xi, δ0/3),
1 ≤ i ≤ N , where xi ∈ Ω. Suppose xi ∈ Ω \ Ω. Then it is a limit point of Ω, and so
there exists a point x′i ∈ Ω such that |xi − x′i| < δ0/6. But then B(xi, δ0/3) ⊂ B(x′i, δ0/2).
Therefore, we may assume that Ω is covered by N balls B(xi, δ0/2), where each xi ∈ Ω.

Fix a point x ∈ Ω \ Ω. Then x ∈ B(xi, δ0/2) and so there exists a sequence of points
yk ∈ B(xi, δ0/2)∩Ω such that yk → x as k → ∞. Then we have that |f(xi)− f(yk)| < ε0,
so the sequence {f(yk)} is bounded. Therefore, we can define

f(x) = lim inf
k→∞

f(yk).
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Hereafter, by passing to a subsequence we will assume without loss of generality that f(yk) →
f(x).

It is immediate from the construction that f−(Ω) = f−(Ω) and f+(Ω) = f+(Ω). To
show ε-continuity, fix ε > ε0 and δ = δ0/2. First, fix x ∈ Ω and suppose y ∈ Ω satisfies
|x − y| < δ. If y ∈ Ω, then it is immediate that |f(x) − f(y)| < ε0 < ε. Now suppose
y ∈ Ω \ Ω. Then for some i, y ∈ B(xi, δ0/2) and and there is a sequence {yk} in this ball
such that f(yk) → f(y). But then, we have that

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ |f(x)− f(yk)|+ |f(yk)− f(y)| < ε0 + |f(yk)− f(y)|.
If we take the limit as k → ∞, we get that |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ ε0 < ε.

Now suppose x ∈ Ω \ Ω and fix y ∈ Ω \ Ω such that |x − y| < δ. Then we have
x ∈ B(xi, δ0/2) and sequence {yk} in the ball such that f(yk) → f(x); we also have that
y ∈ B(xj, δ0/2) and sequence {zk} in this ball such that f(zk) → f(y). But then we have
that for k sufficiently large

|yk − zk| ≤ |x− yk|+ |x− y|+ |y − zk| < δ0/4 + δ0/2 + δ0/4 = δ0,

and so,

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ |f(x)− f(yk)|+ |f(yk)− f(zk)|+ |f(zk)− f(y)|
≤ |f(x)− f(yk)|+ ε0 + |f(zk)− f(y)|.

If we take the limit as k → ∞, we get |f(x)− f(y)| ≤ ε0 < ε.
Finally, we need to consider the case x ∈ Ω \ Ω and y ∈ Ω; this is similar to but simpler

than the previous case and we omit the details. This completes the proof. □

Remark 7.2. In the proof of Lemma 7.1, the value of f(x) that we chose is not unique, and
we could choose any value between the limit infimum and the limit supremum, or we could
choose any other sequence {yk}.

The second lemma lets us extend the exponent function to an ε-continuous function on
Rn \Ω. A more general result, replacing balls by other sets, is possible using the same ideas;
here we prove what is necessary for our proof of Theorem 1.5. Details of generalizations are
left to the interested reader.

Lemma 7.3. Let Ω be a bounded domain, and suppose that f : Ω → R is uniformly ε-
continuous for some ε > 0. Let B be a ball containing Ω. Then there exists an extension of
f : 3B → R that is uniformly ε-continuous, continuous on 3B \ Ω, and f−(Ω) = f−(3B)
and f+(Ω) = f+(3B).

Proof. We will follow the proof of the extension theorem in Stein [45, Chapter VI, Section 2].
For the convenience of the reader we will adopt the same notation. Let {Qk} be the Whitney
decomposition of Rn \ Ω: that is, cubes with disjoint interiors such that

diam(Qk) ≤ dist(Qk,Ω) ≤ 4diam(Qk).

Let Q∗
k = 9

8
Qk, and let {q∗k} be a C∞ partition of unity such that supp(q∗k) ⊂ Q∗

k. These
cubes are such that given any x ∈ Rn\Ω there exist at mostN cubes such that x ∈ Q∗

k. Since
Ω is compact, there exists pk ∈ Ω such that dist(Qk, pk) = dist(Qk,Ω). For all x ∈ 3B \ Ω,
define

f(x) =
∑
k

f(pk)q
∗
k(x).
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Since
∑
q∗k(x) = 1, is immediate from this definition that f−(Ω) = f−(3B) and f+(Ω) =

f+(3B). Since the cubes Q∗
k have finite overlap, this sum contains a finite number of non-

zero terms at each x and so is continuous on 3B \ Ω.
We will show that with this definition, f is uniformly ε-continuous on 3B. Since f is

uniformly ε-continuous on Ω, fix δ > 0 such that if x, y ∈ Ω satisfy |x − y| < δ, then
|f(x)− f(y)| < ε. Let

K0 = {x ∈ 3B : dist(x,Ω) ≥ δ/8}, K = {x ∈ 3B : dist(x,Ω) ≥ δ/4}
Since K0 is compact and f is continuous at each x ∈ K, f is uniformly continuous on K0.
Therefore, there exists δext < δ/8 such that if x ∈ K, and y ∈ 3B is such that |x− y| < δext,
then |f(x)− f(y)| < ε.

Now fix x ∈ 3B \Ω such that dist(x,Ω) < δ/4. Fix y ∈ Ω such that |x− y| < δ/4. Then,
since

∑
q∗k(x) = 1,

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤
∑
k

|f(pk)− f(y)|q∗k(x).

Fix k such that x ∈ Q∗
k. Then

dist(Qk, pk) = dist(Qk,Ω) ≤ dist(Ω, Q∗
k) + dist(Q∗

k, Qk)

< dist(Ω, x) + 1
8
diam(Qk) ≤ δ/4 + 1

8
dist(Qk, pk).

Therefore, rearranging terms we see that dist(Qk, pk) <
2
7
δ. Furthermore, we have that

|x− pk| ≤ dist(Qk, pk) + diam(Q∗
k) = dist(Qk, pk) +

9
8
diam(Qk) ≤ 17

8
dist(Qk, pk) <

17
28
δ.

Hence, |y − pk| ≤ |x − y| + |x − pk| < 1
4
δ + 17

28
δ < δ. Therefore, |f(pk) − f(y)| < ε for

every k, and so we have that |f(x)− f(y)| < ε.
Finally, we need to show that if x ∈ Ω, then f is ε-continuous at x. But this follows by

the previous argument, exchanging the roles of x and y. Therefore, we have shown that f is
ε-continuous on 3B. □

The final lemma shows how the extension can be modified to satisfy the ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) condi-

tion on the larger set.

Lemma 7.4. Given a bounded domain Ω and p(·) ∈ P(Ω), suppose 1 ≤ p− ≤ p+ < ∞
and 1

p(·) is uniformly ε0-continuous for some ε0 > 0. Fix a ball B such that Ω ⊂ B. Then
there exists an extension of p(·) to 3B such that p−(3B) = p−(Ω), p+(3B) = p+(Ω), and
1

p(·) is uniformly ε-continuous on 3B for any ε > p+(Ω)2

p−(Ω)2
ε0. Moreover, for any τ > 1,

p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ
0 (3B).

Proof. We will prove that if p(·) is uniformly ε0-continuous on Ω, then it has an extension to
3B that is uniformly ε-continuous for any ε > ε0 and satisfies p−(3B) = p−(Ω), p+(3B) =
p+(Ω). The continuity estimate for 1

p(·) follows immediately from this and the fact that for
any x, y in the domain of p(·),

|p(x)− p(y)| ≤ p2+

∣∣∣∣ 1

p(x)
− 1

p(y)

∣∣∣∣, ∣∣∣∣ 1

p(x)
− 1

p(y)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 1

p2−
|p(x)− p(y)|.

On Ω, define f(x) = p(x) − p−. Then by Lemmas 7.1 and 7.3, for any ε > ε0, we can
extend f to a uniformly ε-continuous function 3B such that f−(3B) = 0, f+(3B) = p+−p−,
and f is continuous on 3B \Ω. Let ψ be a Lipschitz cut-off function such that 0 ≤ ψ(x) ≤ 1,
ψ(x) = 1 if x ∈ 2B, and ψ(x) = 0 if x ∈ Rn \ 3B. Then, arguing as we did above, since
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fψ is uniformly continuous on 3B \ 1.5B, we must have that fψ is uniformly ε-continuous
on 3B \ 2B, and so uniformly ε-continuous on 3B.

Now define the extension of p(·) to be p(x) = f(x)ψ+p−. The ε-continuity and oscillation
bounds for p(·) follow at once from the corresponding properties of f . Finally, if we fix
x ∈ 3B \ 2B such that τd(x) < min{r(B), 1/2}, then, since p(·) is Lipschitz on Bx,τ , we
have that (1.7) holds. On the other hand, if 1/2 > τd(x) > r(B), this condition always holds
with a suitably large constant. Thus, we have that p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ

0 (3B). □

We can now prove our main result.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. By Lemma 7.4, we can extend p(·) to an exponent function on the
ball 3B (which is a John domain) that satisfies all the hypotheses of Theorem 1.4. Therefore,
we have that for all f ∈ W

1,p(·)
0 (Ω) ⊂ W 1,p(3B),

∥f − f3B∥Lq(·)(3B) ≤ C∥d1−α∇f∥Lp(·)(3B) ≤ Cdiam(Ω)1−α∥∇f∥Lp(·)(3B).

By the triangle inequality and since supp(f) ⊂ Ω, we can rewrite this as

∥f∥Lq(·)(Ω) ≤ C∥∇f∥Lp(·)(Ω) + |f3B|∥χ3B∥Lq(·)(3B).

But by the classical Sobolev inequality in L1(Ω) and by (2.2),

|f3B| ≤ |3B|−1

∫
Ω

|f | dx ≤ C|3B|−1

∫
Ω

|∇f | dx ≤ C|3B|−1∥Ω∥Lp′(·)(Ω)∥∇f∥Lp(·)(Ω).

If we combine this with the previous inequality, we get the desired result. □

8. NECESSITY OF THE LOG-HÖLDER CONTINUITY CONDITIONS

In this section we consider the necessity of the ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) and LH0(Ω) conditions for

Sobolev-Poincaré and Sobolev inequalities in the variable Lebesgue spaces. We do not prove
that they are necessary in general; rather, we construct examples to show that they are the
weakest continuity conditions which can be assumed to prove these inequalities in general.
These results are similar to the classic example of Pick and Růžička [41] showing that log-
Hölder continuity is necessary for the Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator to be bounded
on Lp(·)(Ω). Indeed, our construction should be compared to theirs. It also contains ideas
similar to the ones used in [2], where the irregularity appears on the domain instead of the
exponent.

We first show that the boundary condition ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) is necessary for the validity of the

improved Sobolev-Poincaré inequality (6.12),

∥f − fΩ∥Lq(·)(Ω) ≤ C∥d1−α∇f∥Lp(·)(Ω),

for all 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. Indeed, given a bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rn, we construct an exponent
function p(·) that is uniformly continuous on Ω but does not verify ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) for any τ ≥ 1.
Then, we construct an associated sequence of test functions for which inequality (6.12) holds
with a constant that blows up.

Second, we use the same uniformly continuous exponent p(·) (with some minor modifica-
tions) to show that the boundary condition ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) is not sufficient for the validity of the
Sobolev-Poincaré inequality obtained for α = 1 and q(·) = p∗(·) in (6.12), that is,

∥f − fΩ∥Lp∗(·)(Ω) ≤ C∥∇f∥Lp(·)(Ω). (8.1)
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Our example shows that this case, which was not considered in Theorem 1.4, requires hy-
potheses that control the variation of p(·) inside of the domain, such as the classical log-
Hölder condition. This example also shows that the Sobolev inequality (7.1),

∥f∥q(·) ≤ C∥∇f∥p(·),

also fails when q(·) = p∗(·). As we noted above, this gives a positive answer to a question
in [12, Problem A.22].

Finally, We adapt our test functions to prove that the boundary condition ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) is also

not sufficient for the validity of the Korn inequality, or for the solution of the divergence
equation.

Constructing the exponent function. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain (not necessarily
a John domain). Fix sequences {ck}∞k=1 ⊂ Ω and {rk}∞k=1 such that {B(ck, 7rk)}∞k=1 is
a collection of pairwise disjoint balls contained in Ω. In each ball B(ck, 7rk) define the
balls A1

k = B(ak, rk), and the annuli A2
k = B(ak, 2rk) \ B(ak, rk) and A3

k = B(ak, 3rk) \
B(ak, 2rk). Analogously, we define the ball B1

k = B(bk, rk) and the annuli B2
k and B3

k in
such a way that A3

k ∩ B3
k = ∅. Let Dk be the complement in B(ck, 7rk) of the union of

these balls and washers. See Figure 1. Observe that since Ω has a finite measure and the

CC11

FIGURE 1. Local definition of the exponent p(·) and test functions fk

balls B(ck, 7rk) are pairwise disjoint, then limk→∞ rk = 0. In addition, we also assume that
0 < rk < 1.

Now, in order to define the variable exponent p(·) ∈ P(Ω), let p0 > 1 and let {pk}∞k=0

be a sequence that converges to p0, with pk ≥ p0 for all k ∈ N. Hence, p(·) equals p0 on
Ω \

⋃∞
k=1B(ck, 7rk), and on each of the balls B(ck, 7rk) is piece-wise constant or radial.
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More precisely, let

p(x) =



p0 in Dk ∪ A3
k ∪B3

k

pk in A1
k ∪B1

k(
|x−ak|−rk

rk

)
p0 +

(
2rk−|x−ak|

rk

)
pk in A2

n(
|x−bk|−rk

rk

)
p0 +

(
2rk−|x−bk|

rk

)
pk in B2

k.

(8.2)

Then p(·) ∈ P(Ω) and satisfies

1 < p0 = p−(Ω) ≤ p+(Ω) = ∥pk∥ℓ∞ <∞.

In addition, using that {pk}∞k=0 converges to p0, it follows by a straightforward estimate that
p(·) is uniformly continuous on Ω. Fix ε > 0; then there exists k0 such that |pk − p0| < ε
for any k > k0. For k ≤ k0, since p(·) is uniformly continuous on each ball B(ck, 7rk),
there exist δk such that |p(x) − p(y)| < ε for any x, y ∈ B(ck, 7rk) such that |x − y| < δk.
Therefore, if we set

δ := min{δ1, · · · , δk0 , r1, · · · , rk0},
then we have that |p(x)− p(y)| < ε for any x, y ∈ Ω such that |x− y| < δ.

Finally, we choose a sequence {pk} such that the exponent p(·) satisfies all the assumptions
made above but (1.7) fails to be uniformly bounded along the balls {B(ck, 7rk)}∞k=1. We do
so by showing the failure of the equivalent property in Lemma 2.5. Define

pk := p0 +
1

| log(rk)|1/2
.

Hence, given B = B(ck, 7rk), we have

|B|
1

p+(B)
− 1

p−(B) = |B|
1
pk

− 1
p0 ≃ r

n(p0−pk)

p0pk
k

= exp

(
n

p0pk

−1

| log(rk)|1/2
log(rk)

)
≥ C exp

(
n

p0∥pk∥ℓ∞
| log(rk)|1/2

)
, (8.3)

which tends to infinity.

Necessity of the ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) condition for Theorem 1.4. We now show that the boundary

log-Hölder condition ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) is necessary for the improved Sobolev-Poincaré inequality

(6.12) to hold. We start with a bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rn and the uniformly continuous
exponent p(·) ∈ P(Ω) defined above in (8.2). Further, we also assume that the collection of
balls {B(ck, 7rk)}∞k=1 approaches the boundary. More precisely, we assume that d(ck, ∂Ω) =
7rk. Then, from (8.3) and Lemma 2.5, we have that p(·) does not satisfy the ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) for
τ = 1. Since these conditions are nested, it does not satisfy it for any τ ≥ 1.

We now define our test functions to correspond to this geometry. For each k ∈ N, define
fk : Ω → R so that each function fk has support in B(ck, 7rk) and has mean value zero:

fk(x) =



rk in A1
k ∪ A2

k

3rk − |x− ak| in A3
k

−rk in B1
k ∪B2

k

|x− bk| − 3rk in B3
k

0 in Dk.

(8.4)
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Clearly, each fk is a bounded Lipschitz function, and so fk ∈ W 1,p(·)(Ω). Now, fix α as
in (1.9) and define q(·) by (1.8). Let qk be such that 1/qk = 1/pk − α/n. Now suppose that
the improved Sobolev-Poincaré inequality is valid on W 1,p(·)(Ω) for the exponents q(·) and
p(·). But, if we let B = B(ck, 7rk), then we have that

∥fk∥Lq(·)(Ω)

∥d1−α∇fk∥Lp(·)(Ω)

=
∥fk∥Lq(·)(Ω)

∥d1−α∇fk∥Lp(·)(A3
k∪B

3
k)

≥
∥fk∥Lq(·)(A1

k)

∥d1−α∇fk∥Lp(·)(A3
k∪B

3
k)

≃
∥fk∥Lq(·)(A1

k)

r1−α
k ∥∇fk∥Lp(·)(A3

k∪B
3
k)

=
rk|A1

k|
1
qk

r1−α
k (2|A3

k|)
1
p0

≃ r
−α+ n

qk
− n

p0

k = r
n
pk

− n
p0

k ≃ |B|
1

p+(B)
− 1

p−(B) .

By (8.3) we have that the right-hand term tends to infinity as k → ∞. This contradicts our
assumption that the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality holds. This shows that boundary condition
∂LHτ

0 (Ω) is (in some sense) a necessary condition for inequality (6.12) to hold.

Insufficiency of the ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) condition for the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality. We now

modify the previous construction to show that the ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) condition is not sufficient to

prove (8.1). This example shows that it is also necessary to impose a control on the regularity
of p(·) inside the domain. For this example, we will modify p(·) and the fk by assuming that
the balls {B(ck, 7rk)}∞k=1 do not approach the boundary. More precisely, we assume that
the distance from each ball B(ck, 7rk) to ∂Ω is larger than some µ > 0, independent of
k. It then follows immediately that p(·) satisfies the boundary condition ∂LHτ

0 (Ω), for any
τ ≥ 1. It does not, however, satisfy the LH0(Ω) condition, since this condition is equivalent

to the quantity |B|
1

p+(B)
− 1

p−(B) being uniformly bounded for all balls B ⊂ Ω. (See [12,
Lemma 3.24]; this result is stated for Ω = Rn but the same proof works in general.)

We can now argue as before. On each ball B = B(ck, 7rk) we have that

∥fk∥Lp∗(·)(Ω)

∥∇fk∥Lp(·)(Ω)

=
∥fk∥Lp∗(·)(Ω)

∥∇fk∥Lp(·)(A3
k∪B

3
k)

≥
∥fk∥Lp∗(·)(A1

k)

∥∇fk∥Lp(·)(A3
k∪B

3
k)

=
rk|A1

k|
1
p∗
k

(2|A3
k|)

1
p0

≃ r
n
pk

− n
p0

k ≃ |B|
1

p+(B)
− 1

p−(B) .

Again, by (8.3) the righthand term is unbounded as k → ∞.

Insufficiency of the ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) condition for other inequalities. It is well-known that in

the constant exponent case the Sobolev-Poincaré inequality is related to (and, in fact, in
many case equivalent to) the Korn inequality, the conformal Korn inequality, the Fefferman-
Stein inequality on bounded domains, and the solvability of the divergence equation. These
inequalities have been studied in the variable exponent setting assuming the classical log-
Hölder condition. Here we show that the ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) condition is not sufficient for the Korn
inequality to hold.

We first recall this inequality. Given a bounded domain Ω ⊂ Rn, with n ≥ 2 and 1 < p <
∞, the constant exponent Korn inequality says that there exists a constant C such that

∥∇u∥Lp(Ω)n×n ≤ C∥ε(u)∥Lp(Ω)n×n (8.5)
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for any vector field u inW 1,p(Ω)n with
∫
Ω
∇u−ε(u) = 0. By ∇u we denote the differential

matrix of u and by ε(u) its symmetric part,

εij(u) =
1

2

(
∂ui
∂xj

+
∂uj
∂xi

)
.

This inequality plays a fundamental role in the analysis of the linear elasticity equations,
where u represents a displacement field of an elastic body. We refer to [1] for a detailed
description. The Korn inequality is also valid on spaces with variable exponent assuming
that p(·) verifies log-Hölder condition on the domain. (See [16, Theorem 14.3.23] for an
equivalent version of (8.5).)

We now construct our counter-example. Define p(·) as in the previous example so that it
satisfies the log-Hölder condition only on the boundary. On each ballB = B(ck, 7rk), define
the vector field u : Ω → Rn by

u(x) =



S · (x− ak) in A1
k ∪ A2

k,

ϕ(x)S · (x− ak) in A3
k,

−S · (x− bk) in B1
k ∪B2

k,

−ϕ(x)S · (x− bk) in B3
k,

0 in Dk,

(8.6)

where ϕ(x) = 3−|x|/rk and S ∈ Rn×n is the skew-symmetric matrix that equals S12 = −1,
S21 = 1, and zero in the rest of the entries. The vector field u depends on k but we omit it in
the notation for simplicity. Then we have that

∥∇u∥Lp(·)(Ω)

∥ε(u)∥Lp(·)(Ω)

=
∥∇u∥Lp(·)(Ω)

∥ε(u)∥Lp(·)(A3
k∪B

3
k)

≥
∥∇u∥Lp(·)(A1

k)

∥ε(u)∥Lp(·)(A3
k∪B

3
k)

≃ |A1
k|

1
pk

(2|A3
k|)

1
p0

≃ r
n
pk

− n
p0

k ≃ |B|
1

p+(B)
− 1

p−(B) ,

and again the right-hand side is unbounded.

Insufficiency of the ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) condition for the solvability of the divergence equation.

Another problem related to the Korn and Sobolev-Poincaré inequalities is the solvability
of the divergence equation. In the constant exponent case, the existence of a solution for
this differential equation has been widely studied by a number of authors under different
geometric assumptions on the domain. Given a bounded domain and an exponent 1 < q <
∞, we say that the divergence equation is solvable if there exists a constant C such that, for
any function f ∈ Lq(Ω) with vanishing mean value, there is a solution v ∈ W 1,q

0 (Ω)n of the
divergence equation div (v) = f with the Lq(Ω) regularity estimate

∥∇v∥Lq(Ω) ≤ C∥f∥Lq(Ω).

Bogovskii [7] constructed an explicit representation of the solution v on star-shaped domains
with respect to a ball using singular integral operators. Later, this representation was gen-
eralized to the class of John domains in [3]. Then, using the theory of Calderón-Zygmund
operators and the boundedness of the Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator (e.g., assuming
that p(·) ∈ LH0(Ω)), this explicit solution on John domains was generalized to variable
Lebesgue spaces in [16, Theorem 14.3.15].
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It is also well-known that the solvability of the divergence equation implies the Korn
inequality under very general assumptions. In our case, it only uses the norm equivalence
(2.1), and so this argument extends to the variable exponent setting. Therefore, if p(·) is the
exponent above for which the Korn inequality fails, the divergence equation is not solvable
onLp(·)(Ω). We refer to [16, Theorem 14.3.18] and [16, Theorem 14.3.23] for the implication
to the Korn inequality.

9. LOG-HÖLDER CONTINUITY ON THE BOUNDARY

In this section we show that the ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) condition implies that the exponent function

can be extended to a log-Hölder continuous function on ∂Ω. We cannot prove this for all
John domains: we need to impose some regularity on the boundary. More precisely, we will
assume the following.

Definition 9.1. A bounded domain Ω in Rn is a John domain up to the boundary (or, simply,
a boundary John domain) with parameter λ > 1 if there exists a point x0 ∈ Ω such that,
given any y ∈ Ω, there exists a rectifiable curve parameterized by arc length γ : [0, ℓ] → Ω,
with γ(0) = y, γ(ℓ) = x0, and λ dist(γ(t), ∂Ω) ≥ t.

This property holds, for example, if Ω has a Lipschitz boundary, but it also holds for
a much larger class of domains: for instance, the so-called semi-uniform domains. For a
precise definition and the relationship of these domains to John domains, see Aikawa and
Hirata [5]. It would be interesting to give an explicit example of a John domain that is not a
boundary John domain.

Proposition 9.2. Given a boundary John domain Ω with John parameter λ > 1, let p(·) ∈
P(Ω) be such that 1 ≤ p− ≤ p+ < ∞ and p(·) ∈ ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) for some τ > 2λ. Then p(·)
can be uniquely extended to a function on Ω such that p(·) is log-Hölder continuous on ∂Ω.
More precisely, given x, y ∈ ∂Ω, |x− y| < 1

2
,

|p(x)− p(y)| ≤ C0

− log(|x− y|)
. (9.1)

Proof. Fix a point x ∈ ∂Ω = Ω \Ω. Let {xk} be a sequence of points in Ω such that xk → x
as k → ∞ and |xk − x| ≤ λd(xk). Since Ω is a boundary John domain, such a sequence
of points always exists: choose the points xk to lie on the curve γ connecting x0 to x. (Note
that the length of the curve connecting x to xk is always longer than |x− xk|.) We will refer
to such sequences at nontangential approach sequences.

We claim that the sequence {p(xk)} is Cauchy. To see this, fix j, k ∈ N; without loss of
generality we may assume that d(xj) ≤ d(xk). Then

|xj − xk| ≤ |xj − x|+ |xk − x| ≤ λ
(
d(xj) + d(xk)

)
≤ 2λd(xk).

It is immediate xj ∈ Bxk,2λ ⊂ Bxk,τ . Hence, by the ∂LHτ
0 (Ω) condition,

|p(xj)− p(xk)| ≤ p+(Bxk,τ )− p−(Bxk,τ ) ≤
C0

− log(τd(xk))
.

Thus, as j, k → ∞, |p(xj)− p(xk)| → 0.
Since {p(xk)} is Cauchy, it converges; denote this limit by p(x). This limit is unique in

the sense that given any other nontangential approach sequence {yk} in Ω converging to x,
the same argument shows that

|p(xk)− p(yk)| ≤ C0max

{
1

− log(τd(xk))
,

1

− log(τd(yk))

}
,
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and the right-hand side tends to 0 as k → ∞. This defines our extension of p(·) to Ω; note
that by our definition we have p−(Ω) = p−(Ω) and p+(Ω) = p+(Ω).

We will now prove that p(·) is log-Hölder continuous on ∂Ω. It will suffice to prove that
(9.1) holds for x, y ∈ ∂Ω such that

|x− y| < τ − 2λ

4τ
<

1

2
.

Since p+ <∞, it always holds for |x− y| ≥ τ−2λ
4τ

for a sufficiently large constant C0.
Fix such x, y ∈ ∂Ω. Let xk be a nontangential approach sequence converging to x. Since

we may choose the points xk to lie on the curve connecting x0 to x, we may assume that
there exists k0 ≥ 1 such that

|x− y| = d(xk0)

(
τ − 2λ

2

)
.

Further, by passing to a subsequence (that includes xk0) we may assume that d(xk) decreases
to 0. Let {yk} be a nontangential approach sequence converging to y. By passing to a
subsequence, we may assume that for all k ≥ k0,

|yk − y| ≤ d(xk0)

(
τ − 2λ

2

)
.

We can now estimate as follows: for all k ≥ k0,

|xk − xk0 | ≤ |xk − x|+ |xk0 − x| ≤ λd(xk) + λd(xk0) < τd(xk0).

Similarly,

|yk − xk0| ≤ |yk − y|+ |y − x|+ |x− xk0| < 2d(xk0)

(
τ − 2λ

2

)
+ λd(xk0) ≤ τd(xk0).

Hence, xk, yk ∈ Bxk0
,τ , and so by the ∂LHτ

0 (Ω) condition and our choice of k0,

|p(xk)− p(yk)| ≤ p+(Bxk0
,τ )− p−(Bxk0

,τ )

≤ C0

− log(τd(xk0))
=

C0

− log( 2τ
τ−2λ

|x− y|)
≤ D0

− log(|x− y|)
;

the last inequality holds since the function x 7→ − log(x)−1 is convex and 2τ
τ−2λ

> 1. Since
this is true for all k ≥ k0, if we pass to the limit we get (9.1). This completes the proof. □

10. AN APPLICATION TO PDES

In this section we give an application of our results to elliptic PDEs. In [14], the first au-
thor, Penrod and Rodney studied a Neumann-type problem for a degenerate p(·)-Laplacian.
The basic operator is the p(·)-Laplacian: given an exponent function p(·), let

∆p(·)u = −div (|∇u|p(·)−2∇u).

This operator arises in the calculus of variations as an example of nonstandard growth con-
ditions, and has been studied by a number of authors: see [18, 24, 39, 42] and the extensive
references they contain. In [14] they considered the degenerate version of this operator,

Lu = −div (|
√
Q∇u|p(·)−2Q∇u),
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where Q is a n × n, positive semi-definite, self-adjoint, measurable matrix function. These
operators have also been studied, though nowhere nearly as extensively: see, for instance,
[25, 29, 30].

Here we consider a particular version of their result. Let Ω be a bounded, open domain
in Rn, and let Q be defined on an open neighborhood of Ω. They showed that if 1 < p− ≤
p+ <∞ and |

√
Q(·)|op ∈ L∞(Ω), then the existence of the Poincaré inequality

∥f − fΩ∥Lp(·)(Ω) ≤ C∥∇f∥Lp(·)(Ω)

is equivalent to the existence of a weak solution todiv
(∣∣∣√Q∇u∣∣∣p(·)−2

Q∇u
)

= |f |p(·)−2 in Ω

nT ·Q∇u = 0 on ∂Ω,
(10.1)

where n is the outward unit normal vector of ∂Ω. Further, they showed that solutions must
satisfy the Lp(·)(Ω) regularity condition,

∥u∥Lp(·)(Ω) ≤ C1∥f∥
r∗−1
p∗−1

Lp(·)(Ω)
, (10.2)

where p∗ and r∗ are defined by

p∗ =

{
p+, if ∥∇u∥Lp(·)(Ω) < 1,

p−, if ∥∇u∥Lp(·)(Ω) ≥ 1,
and r∗ =

{
p+, if ∥f∥Lp(·)(Ω) ≥ 1,

p−, if ∥f∥Lp(·)(Ω) < 1.

If we combine this with our Sobolev-Poincaré inequalities, in particular with Corollary 6.12
and Theorem 6.14, we immediately get the following result.

Theorem 10.1. Let Ω be a bounded John domain. Suppose p(·) ∈ P(Ω) is such that p(·) ∈
∂LHτK

0 (Ω) and either
(1) 1 < p− ≤ p+ <∞ and 1

p(·) is σ
n

-continuous for any σ < 1, or
(2) n ≤ p− ≤ p+ <∞ (and we make no assumptions on the interior regularity of p(·)).

Then the Neumann-type problem (10.1) has a weak solution in Ω that satisfies the regularity
condition (10.2).

Remark 10.2. Because the matrix Q is allowed to be degenerate, the definition of a weak
solution to (10.1) is somewhat technical, though it reduces to the classical definition when
Q is the identity matrix (i.e., the operator is the p(·)-Laplacian). Also, this definition allows
for domains Ω whose boundaries are rough and on which the the normal is not well-defined.
We refer the reader to [14] for more information.
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