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Abstract

In this paper we connect Calderén and Zygmund’s notion of L? -
differentiability [5] with some recent characterizations of Sobolev spaces
via the asymptotics of non-local functionals due to Bourgain, Brezis, and
Mironescu [3]. We show how the results of the former can be generalized
to the setting of the latter, while the latter results can be strengthened in
the spirit of the former. As a consequence of these results we give several
new characterizations of Sobolev spaces, a novel condition for whether a
function of bounded variation is in the Sobolev space W', and complete
the proof of a characterization of the Sobolev spaces recently claimed in
[9, 10].

1 Introduction

1.1 [LP-differentiability and LP-Taylor approximations

LP-differentiability was introduced by Calderén and Zygmund in their study of
the local properties of solutions of elliptic differential equations [5, 6]. It is a
natural extension of classical differentiability in that it relaxes the requirement
of the existence of a locally linear map in a uniform sense to its existence in
an averaged sense. As the Sobolev spaces arise readily in the study of partial
differential equations, it is not surprising that Sobolev functions possess an LP-
derivative. The following theorem asserting this fact was proven by Calderén
and Zygmund [6, Theorem 12] (for a modern reference, see the monograph of
Evans and Gariepy [8]).

Theorem 1.1 (Calderén and Zygmund) Suppose 1 < p < oo and [ €
WP(RN). Then

1
1 raq

(f F(z+h) — f(z) — V(z) - hPT dh) 0 (1.1)
B(0,¢)

ebq

for LN almost every x € RN, where 1 < ¢ < NLﬂD fl<p<N,1<g< >
ifp=N,and1 < q<ooifp>N (When q = oo the left side of (1.1) is
understood to be Lg°(B(0,€)) norm applied to the integrand).



While LP-differentiability is a necessary condition for the inclusion of a func-
tion in WP, the fact that it does not characterize the space is readily seen by the
improvement of exponent in Theorem 1.1. A natural question is then whether
one can characterize the Sobolev spaces in the spirit of the condition (1.1). Sev-
eral results have been given in this direction, for instance, a sort of converse to
Theorem 1.1 due to Bagby and Ziemer [2], as well as some characterizations due
to Swanson [12, 13] that are based on the Calderén-Zygmund classes (see, for
example, [16, Chapter 3, p.132]). In fact, the ideas in [12] were virtually simul-
taneously introduced by Bourgain, Brezis, and Mironescu [3], who had shown
that for f € LP(RY) the simple condition

_ P
lim sup/ ][ [flz+h) = f()] dhdz < 400
RN J B(0,¢)

e—0 |h|p

characterizes W1P(RY) for 1 < p < +oo (which actually holds in the context of
more general mollifiers, see Section 1.2). The main idea in both [3, 12] is that
instead of considering the infinitesimal behavior of averaged difference quotients
one should consider the integrated infinitesimal behavior - that is, one should
utilize two integrals instead of one. Notice that the case p = 1 is excluded, since
here one obtains a characterization not of W!(R™) but BV (R™), the space of
functions of bounded variation. To unify the approach for all 1 < p < 400, let
us introduce the following definition.

Definition 1.2 A function f : RN — R is said to have a first order L?-Taylor
approzimation if f € LP(RY) and there exists a function v € LP(RN;RN) such

that
: |f(z+h) — f(z) —v(x) - hP _
lim /RN ]i(oﬁ) dhdz = 0. (1.2)

e—0 ‘h p

The first result of this paper is the following theorem which asserts that
functions in the Sobolev space W1P(RY) possess a first order LP-Taylor ap-
proximation.

Theorem 1.3 Let 1 < p < 0o and f € WUP(RN). Then f has a first order
LP-Taylor approximation, and moreover, one has the stronger estimate

lim (f fle+h) = fla) = Vi) b dh) Car=0. (1L3)
RN B(0,¢)

e—0 |h|pq

wherelSqSNL_pif1§p<N,1§q<ooz'fp=N,cmd1§q§ooif
p>N.

What is quite surprising is that this property - the existence of a Taylor ap-
proximation in this LP sense - in fact characterizes Sobolev functions. Precisely,
we have the following theorem characterizing the Sobolev space W1?(RY) in
terms of the LP(RY) convergence (1.2).

Theorem 1.4 Let 1 < p < +oo. Then f € WHP(RN) if and only if f has a
first order LP-Taylor approximation.



The existence of an L!-Taylor approximation is of a similar character to the
assumption of Swanson in [13], since it allows one to gain some equi-integrability
in an approximating sequence. If one does not make such a strong assumption,
say that the limit (1.3) is finite but not zero, one obtains the following charac-
terization of the space of functions of bounded variation.

Theorem 1.5 Suppose f € L*(RN). Then f € BV(RYN) if and only if there
exists a function v € L*(RY; RN) such that

1

limsup/ (7[ [fl@+h) = f@) = v(w) - hl" dh) " < oo (1.4)
RN \ JB(0,e)

e—0 |h|q
for(mylgqg%.

In general, the limit (1.4) is bounded by a constant times | D f|(RY), the total
variation of the singular portion of the measure D f. However, when ¢ = 1 one
can explicitly compute the limit, which is given by

Theorem 1.6 Suppose f € BV (RYN). Then writing Df = vLY + D*f where
ve LYRY;RY) and D5f L LN, one has

. @+ 1) = @) =v@)-hl g
1 /RN]{B(O’E) | dhdx = |D* f|(RV).

e—0 ‘h

These results have been announced in [11] (with the exception of Theorem
1.6) with proofs of several implications, and it is our intention here to provide
the complete proofs of all of the claims. However, another major point we wish
to address is the fact that both Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.3 hold in the context
of a larger framework - the use of more general approximations of the identity
as seen in the work of Bourgain, Brezis, and Mironescu [3]. We now develop the
necessary background for these results and several later in the paper.

1.2 Connections to the work of Bourgain, Brezis, and
Mironescu

Let us suppose that Q C R is open, bounded, and smooth (or all of RY), and
that {p.} C L*(RY) are radial mollifiers that satisfy

pe > 0, / pe(x) doe =1, (1.5)
RN

lim pe(z) dz =0 for all § > 0. (1.6)

e—0 |z]>6

Taking p(z) = W%JEHXB(QS)(Z.)’ we revert to the assumptions of the previous
section. However, one has the possibility of new interesting examples, such as
that of the “Gagliardo semi-norms”:

_ XB(0,R)
pe(w) = ce |z[N+(e=Dr



for ¢. — 0 as € — 0, or more generally (cf. Brezis [4])

0 if 0 < |z| <e,
pe(x) = ¢ acd([z]) if e <|z| <1,
0 if 1 < |zl

where ¢ € L}, .(0,1) satisfies

1
/ D(r)rN L dr = 400
0

and
-1

1
= (/ 1/)(7“)7"N_1 dr) -0
as € — 0.

Then the work! of Bourgain, Brezis, and Mironescu [3] showed two results
of particular relevance here. Firstly, if 1 < p < 400 and f € W1P(Q) then one
has

|fsv+h [P

e—>0 ‘h|p

pe(z —y)dy = Kp N[V f(z)[" (1.7)
for
Kpn ;:][ lex - P dHN 1 (o).
SN—I

Secondly, they showed that if 1 < p < +o00 and f € LP(f2), one has f € WP(Q)
if and only if

P
limsup// e +h) = J(z) pe(x — y)dydr < +oo,

e—0 ‘hlp

and in that case

. |f(x+h) — f(2)|? -
hm// I[P Ps(x—y)dydfop,N/gJVf(m)\ dr. (1.8)

e—0

In fact, when p.(z) = mxB(o’e)(m) one can deduce the convergence as
a consequence of LP-differentiability (in an improved form allowing for ﬁ in

place of 57 cf. Ambrosio, Fusco, and Pallara [1]), since the estimate

|AP — BP| < |A— B|C(1+ AP~! 4 BP=1), (1.9)

I'We follow the convention of the subsequent paper of Ponce [14] in taking mollifiers indexed
by € instead of n.



and Holder’s inequality imply

mn<f) Uﬁ”_jtwpdy—K@MVquﬁ
B(x,e€)

0 |z —y|?
y—x

_ p
iy (f Uw-s@r, |
=0\ JB(x,e) |z -yl B(x,e) ly — x|

< lim f \ﬂw—f@y—vﬂ@.@_xwdy%
- B(z,e€)

Vi(z)

g
dy

e—0 |{E — y‘p
X(éuﬂcu+ P—" Hvﬂﬂﬂo ,

while the difference quotient appearing in the second quantity can easily be
bounded by observing that

/ ) - fap )’
B(x,e€) |'T _ylp
fa) =2

] <]€3(Z,E) ‘x - y|p dy) ' <7€3(z,6) v |y - l“

The same computation follows for general mollifiers, and in this spirit, one might
ask whether the stronger pointwise convergence result of Theorem 1.1 holds in
this setting. Indeed, we have the following theorem to this effect.

Theorem 1.7 Let 1 < p < oo and [ € Wl’p(RN). Suppose p. are radial

loc

non-increasing and satisfy (1.5) and (1.6). Then for any n > 0 one has

i @+ h) = f(2) = Vf() - bl

=0/ B(0,n) |h|Pa

pe(h) dh =0

or almost every x € , where1 < g < 57— of1 <p< an <g<oo
LN al RN, where 1 N if 1 N and 1

ifp>N.

This observation prompts us to return to the energy convergence (1.8) and
perform a similar estimate. In this setting, one observes that using Minkowski’s
inequality for integrals implies

. (( Mpe(x,y)dy)a qu,NWf(@I”) i
Q Q

0 |z —ylre
< (L (7 o ) i) o

dy)



which using again the inequality (1.9) and Holder’s inequality yields

lim Q((/ﬂwpe(w—y)dy);—ffwlvf( ) ) da
< lim (/ </ = \x—v o= pé““””"f“)
(/ (f co+ ML 9@t o —) dy)‘l’dxy.

The same estimate as before shows that the quantities in question are finite,
provided one can establish a generalization of the estimate (1.3) to other families
of mollifiers. The following theorem shows that for p > 1 and pg < p*, the
Sobolev critical exponent (see Section 2), one has such a generalization.

=

Theorem 1.8 Let 1 < p < oo and f € WEP(RN). Suppose p. are radial

loc

non-increasing and satisfy (1.5) and (1.6). Then for any n > 0 one has

lim (/ f(”h)f(x)vf(x)’hpqpe(h)dhy:o (1.10)
K B(0,n)

€0 |h|Pe

for all K C RN compact, and where 1 < q < Ni_p ifl<p<N.

The degeneracy when p = 1 is more than an issue with Wb! versus BV, the
space of functions of bounded variation. Whereas previously in the paper [10],
the author and G. Leoni had given an example of a function f € BV(0,1)
showing one could not expect such a convergence for f € BV, we here present a
counterexample to the W! case, we here in Section 5 an example (which is an
adaptation a counterexample of Ponce presented by Nguyen in [15]) of a family
of radial non-increasing mollifiers p. and a function f € W11(0, 1) for which

1 1 s
. |f(z) = f(y)|? B )q _
i ) () ) e

for any ¢ > 1. In particular, this shows the restriction p > 1 in Theorem 1.8
is necessary. It would be interesting to understand whether for 1 < p < N the
assumption that pg < p* is also necessary or an artifact of the proof.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we review our notation and
recall some lemmata regarding weakly differentiable functions. In Section 3 we
restrict our attention to mollification by the characteristic function, completing
the proofs of Theorems 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5 announced in [11]. We also prove
Theorem 1.6. In Section 4 we treat the case of general radial non-increasing
mollifiers and prove the main results from Section 1.2. Finally, in Section 5 we
treat the case of non-smooth domains in relation to the works [9, 10]. Here
we substantiate a claim in the paper [9], provided one is willing restrict oneself
to radial non-increasing mollifiers (or mollifiers that admit a family of radial
non-increasing majorants - see Section 5).



2 Preliminaries

In what follows for 1 < p < N we denote by

«_ Np
p _N—p

the Sobolev critical exponent and formally take p* = 400 if p > N.
We use the notation

1
dy = ——— d
]{W)f W) W= 50 Sy T W

to denote the average value of the function f over the open ball centered at x
and of radius r, which we sometimes will shorten to

fr

when the set of integration is implied by the context.

We utilize SV~1 for the unit sphere in RY and HN~! for the (N — 1)-
dimensional Hausdorff measure.

For f € Wli’f (RN) we write Vf for the distributional gradient of f, while
for f € BVio(RV) we write Df. Let us recall that Df admits a decom-
position Df = VfLN + D*f, where we utilize with an abuse of notation
Vf e L}, (RY;RY) to denote the Radon-Nikodym derivative of Df with re-
spect to the Lebesgue measure and D* f its singular measure (D°f 1 £V).

We utilize the notation

M(g)(x) = sup ]f} ., lot]

t>0

to denote the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function.

We denote by C' a constant which may change from line to line.

Let us here record some inequalities that will be useful in the sequel. The
first lemma is Poincaré’s inequality for Sobolev functions on balls, a proof of
which can be found as Theorem 2 on page 141 of [8].

Lemma 2.1 Let 1 < p < N. Then there exists a constant C = C(N,p) > 0
such that

<]€3<wn-> I7) - ][ﬂp* dy) g <Cr (fa(m) V)P dy>; :

for all B(z,r) C RN and f € WYP(B(z,r)).

Essentially the same proof gives the following analogous result for functions
of bounded variation (which is Theorem 1 on page 189 of [8]).

Lemma 2.2 There exists a constant C = C(N) > 0 such that

e\ B )
(Ji(wf(y)—][fl dy) SCr——x—"

for all B(z,r) C RN and f € BV o(RN).



We now prove the following lemma

Lemma 2.3 Suppose [ € Wl’p(RN) for some 1 < p < 0o, and that 1 < ¢ <

loc

+o00 is such that pqg < p*. Then there exists a C = C(p,q, N) > 0 such that for
allt >0

1
o [ ) 5@ = VS a

<c (][ Vf(o+h) — VF@) dh)
B(0,t)

1 rq
+C (t Froy 1FE+9) = £2) = V1) dz> ,

Pq

s

where 1 < s < p is such that s* = pq.

Proof. We begin with the estimate

1
ez [ )= 1(0) = V()1
L _ _ . pq
< v |, NN F -1 bl an

- /
—_— r+2)— f(z) = Vf(x)-zdzP?! dh
5551 00 o 1) @) = V@)

+
where we have added and subtracted f f(z + z) dz (where the integral is taken
over B(0,1)) and used the fact that [ Vf(z)-z dz = 0. The second term agrees
with what we aim to show in this lemma, so it remains to show that
pa

71 — — . h|P4 ! _ s B
i [, W@ W f £ =95 dh§0<]i(o,t)|Vf(x+h) Vi) dh)

and the result is demonstrated. However, utilizing the fact that 1 < s < p, we
have that f € W* (R™), and so applying Lemma 2.1 to

loc

o(h) = f(z+ ) —ffﬁf(x)w

(note that f € Wllo"f(]RN) implies v € W1*(B(0, R)) for every 0 < R < o0) we
obtain

/ ) - f f—Vf(x)- b dh
B(0,1)

q

s

<c</ Vf(x+h) - VI()* dh) ,
B(0,t)

since fv =0 and Vu(h) = Vf(z + h) — Vf(z). Then dividing by ¢V 77, we
obtain the desired inequality. m
Analogously we have



Lemma 2.4 Suppose f € BVi,o(RY) that 1 < q < 1*. Then there exists a
C =C(q,N) > 0 such that for allt >0

1 q
557 0, FE 1) = 1) = V1) Al

<c (][ Vf(x+h) — Vi) dh+ |Dsf|(B(07t))>
B(0,1)

t

e (1][ f(z+2) — f(2) — V(z) - 2] dz> .
B(0,1)

Proof. As before

b o i
tN+Q/B(O7t)|f($+h) f(x) =V f(z)h|? dh

C _ _ 11
< ¥ /B(OJ) \f(z + h) ][f Vf(x)-h|? dh
C B _ . q
+ tN+q /B(O,t) ‘ ][B(O,t) f($ + Z) f(iC) Vf(fl') z dZ| dh7

though here instead we have the estimate

1 / C
—_ fr—i—h—][f—fo-hqdh:—
tN+a B(O,t)| ( ) () A t JB(o,t)

c -
o (é IRy SR TR dh)

c T
(tl* ]iw) |f(z+h) — ][f —Vf(z)-h! dh) )
fr-

Vf(z) - h, we have

Fa+h) - ][f _Vf(@) - bt dh

q
¥

IN

Now, applying Lemma 2.2 to v(h) := f(z + h) —

(? ]l F+h) - ff —Vf(a) b dh) <4 [Vt h) - VE@)de + D FI(BO,1)),
B(0,t)

tt B(0,t)

and this implies the desired result. m

Finally, when p > N we have Morrey’s inequality for Sobolev functions with
a precise estimate for the exponent of Holder continuity as given in the following
Lemma (which is stated and proved as Theorem 3 on page 189 of [8]).

Lemma 2.5 Let N < p < +oo. There exists a C = C(p, N) > 0 such that

1
P

|f(2) = fy)| < Cr (7{3( ) |V f(w)|? dw>

for all B(z,r) C RN, f € WYP(B(z,r)), and LN almost every y,z € B(z, 7).



3 LP-Taylor approximations and W7

Let us recall that in [11] we gave a proof of Theorem 1.3 in the regime 1 < p < N,
Theorem 1.4 and the necessity of f € BV(RY) supposing that the lim sup is
bounded in Theorem 1.5. Therefore we here complete the arguments to Theorem
1.3 in the regime p > N and Theorem 1.5. We also prove Theorem 1.6.

We begin with the proof of Theorem 1.3 in the regime p > N.

Proof. Let p > N and f € WHP(RYM). If ¢ < 400, then the result follows
by exactly the same argument in [11] observing that although Lemma 2.3 was
only stated for p < N in [11], we here proved it for all 1 < p < 400 and any
1 < g < 4o0. Thus it remains to treat the case ¢ = +o00. The estimate for
Morrey’s inequality given in Lemma 2.5 implies that for any N < s < p one has

flw+h) = fla) = Vi) bl <c][ VF(z) = V()] dz
|hl® ~ IBGn)
and so
sup [l +h) = f(z) = Vi) - hl" <C sup ][ IVf(z) = Vf(z)|® dz
heB(0,¢) |h|P heB(0.6) \JB(a.|nl)

Now, the right hand side tends to zero pointwise as ¢ — 0, while

- (][ VF(2) - Vi(@)* dz) < MV @) + V(@) P,
B(z,|h|)

heB(0,¢e)

and so the result follows from Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem and
the boundedness of M : L"(RY) — L™ (RN) forall 1 < p < 400 =

We now give a proof of Theorem 1.5, arguing as in [11], mutatis mutandis.
Proof. As argued in [11], the finiteness of the limit implies f € BV (RY), so it
suffices to show that for f € BV(RY) we can find a bound for the limit.

For any 0 < € < 1, we expand the integrand on concentric rings

[ Mt g oS,
B(0,¢)

|h|?
Re 1 |f(z+h) = f(z) = V() h[
=Y BT o dh.
5 VIBO, )] /B0, £)\B(0,257) R

‘We now make estimates for ¢ € N fixed. We have

1 |f(x+h)— f(z) = Vf(x)- h[ "

" J B0, 5)\B(0, 57) |hla

1 € \ 4 .
5 (550) sy 10 ) = 91000

I3

2iF1

24 e\~ N-qa
o (%) /B 0y 210 = F0) =V $(2) Al dh

10

P
s



Here, in place of Lemma 2.3 we utilize Lemma 2.4 to deduce that

(5 / oy 1) = 1) = V1) 1

=C <][ [V f(x+h) — Vi@ dh+ 2iN|DSf|<B<aa1/2f>>>
B(0,5)

1 q
7

1 5 N S I
+C (/0 ]i(o’t;) |Vf(x+tz) = Vf(x) dz+ (7> |D® f|(B(x,t/2 ))dt)

Therefore, summing in ¢ and applying the basic inequality (3, |az|)% <> |ai\%
(which follows from subadditivity of the function s — s7), we have

RN EER CELZC R '
B(0,¢)

||

N 1 N iNIDYS £1( Dl 1790\
SCZZ;(2> ]i(07;)|Vf(x+h)Vf(x)|dh+2 |D* f|(B(z,1/2%))

oo

1\ Va1 S\ -
+C§(2) /0 é(o,t;) |Vf(x+tz)—Vf(x)\dz+(?> \D* f|(B(x, t/2))dt.

Integrating the preceding inequality over € RY and making use of Tonelli’s
theorem we obtain

/ ][ fleth) ~ f@) Vi@ N
RV \JB(0,6) |h|2

S 1 N iN s (o 1791\
<c§;<2> ]é(o’;)/w|Vf(m+h)—Vf(m)|dxdh+/RN2 \D* f|(B (@, 1/27))da

w56 (7@(07@;) fuwseren-vsenass [ (7) waatmm dx> .

However, if h,z € B(0,¢) and t € (0,1) we have

wax{ [ 950 = Vi@ an, [ 956+ ) - Vi@ ar)
RN RN
< sup / [Vf(x+w)—Vf(z)]P dz,
weB(0,e) JRN

and observe that this bound is independent of i € N. Thus,

[ (f V=t , "
&Y \JB(0,) |h|2

> 1 N/q
C — _ P
< Z(g) sup [ 9+ w) = V@) do

weB(0,¢)
+cio (;)N/q </]RN 2iNDSf(B(;E,1/2i))dx—|—/Ol/RN (Qti)NwstW) dxdt) |

11




Finally we observe that

1 21 N . S B 1 21 N .
AQAN(?)\DJMB@Jﬂ»dMﬁfA (t)thQ”ANﬂDjﬂxdet

< C|D*f|(RY)
and similarly for

/RN 2N D* f|(B(x,1/21))da.

Thus, as the infinite series is summable, sending € — 0 and using continuity of
translation in L'(R™) we obtain

lim <f [fz+ 1) = f(2) = V()R] dh) ' dr < C\Dsf|(RN).
rY \JB(0,e)

e—0 |h|q

]

We now calculate the explicit limit of the L'-Taylor approximation for a
function f € BV (RY), proving the claim of Theorem 1.6. Observe here that
the fact that ¢ = 1 means we do not need to use the Sobolev embedding theorem
in the form of Poincaré’s inequality and therefore the computation is cleaner.

Proof. We first argue the upper bound

ims |f(z+h) = f(x) = Vf(z) h o
1 sup/RN ]{3(0,5) dhdz < Ky n|D® f|(RY)

e—0 |h

(3.1)

Fix ¢ € C(B(0,1)) radial, non-negative and [¢ = 1 and define ¢s(z) :=
SU(%). For f € BV(RY) we denote by f5 the convolution f *t)s. Then if
Df is the measure derivative of f, one has Dfs = (Vf)s + (D*f)s, and so the
triangle inequality and Tonelli’s theorem imply

/ ][ |fs(z+h) — fs(z) — (Vf)s(x) - A dhd
RN J B(0,¢)

h

1 h

< /0 /RN .72(0,5) [(Vf)s(x + sh) — (V f)s(z)| dhdzds

1
of Lot
0 JRN JB(0,e)

(D*f)s(x + sh) - |—:| dhdxzds

-[ o [ st ) = Vs o f, [

12

*Faly) -

1

dydh.



Now

h 1 €
D?®fs(y -—‘dydhzi// D*f)s(y) - o| dydHN " (o)dt
][B(O,e)/ (D*f)s(y) |h| NB,1)| Jo Jopo,) Jry (B 1s(y) - o] @)
61 oo | v
_ (D f)s(y) - o] dydH dt
eN[B(0,1)] aB(0,t) ]RN| | @)

1 N—-1 / s N-—-1
- N1 g (D*f dyd
N[B(0,1) |/ an RN ) ol dydH= (o)

= Kunl(D* f)sl(RY)

for
Kin :][ lex - o] dHY (o)
SN*]
as in Section 1.2. Therefore sending § — 07, Fatou’s lemma, Lebesgue’s dom-

inated convergence theorem, the strict convergence of the measures (D*f)s —
Ds f yields

/ ][ [f(z+h) — f(&) =V ) -hl .
&Y JB(0,6) |h|

1
V f(x + sh) — Vf(z)| dedhds + K x|D* f|(RY
< [ f g o 95 ) = VS dadnds K DY)

Now taking the limsup as € — 0 the first term vanishes as argued in the previous
theorems (by continuity of translation on L'(R¥)), and we thus obtain (3.1).
To prove the lower bound, we simply estimate

e dhdf-Kw/ 95wl
/RN]{Bmo Hl};ll H ane - ]{B@E)/M

Fle+h— f() Vi) b
< / Ji@,e) 0 dher,

and taking the liminf as ¢ — 0, an application of the result of Juan Davila [7]
that

dydh
Vil |h\‘ v

e—0

lim/ ][ Wt h =@ 00— gy g DFI®RY),
RN JB(0,¢) |h|

and the decomposition

IDSI®RY) = (D7) + [ 195 dy

yields the desired lower bound. =

4 General Mollifiers

We will here give proofs of the results asserted in Section 1.2. We begin with
Theorem 1.7.
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Proof of Theorem 1.7. We will show that

| e+ h) — F(&) — VF ()bl "
iy (/BH e pel) d") =0

for p-Lebesgue points of V£, and hence £V almost every x € RY. Let us first
recall that as a monotone decreasing function of |h|, p. has at most countably
many jump discontinuities, and possesses inner and outer limits for every value
of |h|, and therefore its suffices to prove the result in the case where p, is inner
continuous (which always dominates p).

In order to apply Lemma 2.3, we expand the desired quantity on concentric
rings to obtain

/ \f($+h)—f(ﬂi)—vf(m)h|pqpe(h) dh
B(O,n) |h|Pa

= o0 |f(z+h)— f(x) — Vf(x)hP "
2/3(0,;)\3(0,21.11) pe(h)

‘h|pq

< 2[16 (2:%) (Trj_l)_pq /B(O,;) |f(x+h)— f(x) — Vf(x)h|P? dh

- QMNipf () (%) )™ oy 10+ ) = £2) = V@A dn

Then applying the estimate from Lemma 2.3, we have

B(0,n) |h]
<0 0 (5h) (k) max (Fi@). Fi@)}. (42
=0

where

a

Fi(z):= ][ |Vf(x+h) — V() dh ‘
B(0,2)

Fi(a) = ((;)‘N‘l /| CRECEEE dz)

Now, the Lebesgue differentiation theorem implies that for almost every
x € RN, Fi Fi tend to zero for large 4, while they are bounded for 4 small (and
the bound may depend on z at this point). Thus, we have that

/ |f(3?+h)—f(f)—vf(f)h|pqp€(h) dh
B(O,n) |h|Pa

<) > o (5h) (%)

i=k(5)
0]

S () ()"
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We claim that the first sum is bounded by a constant which is independent of
epsilon and delta, while the second tends to zero as e — 0. If this is the case,
then first sending € — 0 and then sending 6 — 0, the result is demonstrated.
However, observe that since p. is decreasing and ¢t~ is increasing,

n n \N-1 . _
Pe (2i+1) (W) < inf Ps(t)tN 17

" e[t ]

n
U n \N AT -
Pe (27:+1) (2i+2) = /n pe(t)t™ " dt.

This then implies that

and therefore

[ee) —_n__
n n N Ko N-1
Z Pe (ﬁ) (W) < / pe (t)t dt
i=k(8) 0
<1,

and the first sum is bounded independent of epsilon and delta, as claimed. For
the demonstration that the second tends to zero as € — 0, we utilize the fact
that p. are decreasing and

o0
lim ptN"tdt =0
e—=0 /s
for all 6 > 0. This implies that p.(tg) — 0 pointwise for almost every to > 0
and so by monotonicity of p,, it suffices to bound the second sum by

k()

30 (5) () < o

for some to < 5y such that pc(to) — 0. m

We now prove Theorem 1.8 concerning the improved first order LP-Taylor
approximation estimate for general mollifiers.

Proof of Theorem 1.8. As we demonstrated the pointwise convergence

1

/ etk =f@=Vi@h "
B(0,1) |In|Pa

as ¢ — 0 for £V almost every 2 € RY, it remains to show that there is a function
g € L (RY) such that

loc
( / g [+ h) - 1) Vi@ dh) o

and the result is demonstrated. Recall that we showed

[ Mmoo ST, ) g
B(0,7) | [P

1

q

<C (i oo (5i51) (2512)Nmax{Ff<x>7Fé<w>})
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where

pra
s

Fi(z) = f Vf(e+ )~ V@) dh
B(0, )

Fila) = <(;)_N_1 JCRVEREE d)

Now, we can estimate uniformly in ¢

Fi(z) < My(IVFI* (@)% + |V f ()"
Fy(x) < My(IVfI(@))" + [V f (@),

where M,, is the (restricted) Hardy-Littlewood maximal function,
My (h)(z) = sup f( )
B(z,r

so that

Q=

</ |f(x+h) — J“](Iali)q— VIR dh) < g(x),
B(0,n)

where we have defined

1

9(@) = C (MY @)% + V(@) + M(VSI@)7) sup (fﬁ o (357) (;L)N) q
i i=0

1
loc

It therefore remains to show that g € Lj (RY). Now, in analogy to proof of

the previous theorem, one can show that

- U n N * N
—1
SHPZPG(W) <2i+2) SS“p/O pelt)e dt
1=0

e>0

=1,

and so it remains to show that M(|Vf|(z))?, M(|Vf|*(z))*,€ L}, (RY). For
both of these functions, we simply use the fact that the restricted Hardy-
Littlewood maximal function is a bounded map from LI (RY) to L} (RY)
for 7 > 1. In the first case, we use the fact that p > 1 and Vf € L} (RY), while
for the second, we utilize fact that £ > 1 and |V f]® € LEC(RN). The fact that
2 > 1is a simple computation when p > N, while follows from the assumption

q<NL7pwhenl<p<N. [ ]

5 Application to Characterizations of Sobolev
spaces

In the recent paper [9], we made claim to a new necessary and sufficient condition
for functions in the Sobolev space WP () where Q C R¥ is an arbitrary open
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set. The sufficiency of the condition was established, though a problem with
the argument of the necessity required that a different argument be used to
establish this direction. One of the main reasons we developed these arguments
and these tools in this paper is for this purpose, to complete the claimed result
in regard to Sobolev functions. Let us first recall some of the notation and
required prerequisites developed in [9].

Given {p.} possibly non-radial, we assume that there exist {vi}f\il C RNV,
linearly independent, and a ¢ > 0 such that

liminf/ pe(z)dr>0forali=1,...,N, (5.1)
Cs(vi)

e—0
where

Cg(v)::{weRN\{O}: ﬂ-%n—a}.

ol |w

Then if one defines the measures, for E ¢ SN-1,
e (B) = / / pe(to)tN 1 dtdHN " (o),
EJo

it is shown in [9] that up to a subsequence, fi; X weakly-star in (C’O(SNfl))/
and one has that there exists a > 0 such that

[ el duto) > ol

for all v € RY,
Also recall the definition of 2, defined by

1
Mo={zeQ:|z|< Xdist(xﬁﬂ) > AL

In a recent paper, the author and G. Leoni had stated the following theorem,
whose proof is correct in the case ¢ = 1.

Theorem 5.1 Let Q C RN be open, let {p.} € L*(RY) satisfy (1.5), (1.6), and
(5.1),letl <p<oocandl < q< oo, withl < q < Niw if p < N, and let

feLl (). Then f e Wlf)’cl(Q) and Vf € LP(Q;RN) if and only if

loc

_ a 7
e [, (f, (B o) e 0

Moreover, there exist a subsequence {€;} and a probability measure p € M(SN~1)

such that
_ P\ ¢ i
lim lim (/ <M) pe; (T —y) dy) dx
A—0 j—o0 Q Qs |,]j — y|p g

- / ( /S VI by du<a>)3dm
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We here aim to show that if f € WHP(Q), then

) — p\ ¢ q

as well as that there exist a subsequence {¢;} and a probability measure p €
M (SN=1) such that

. 1f(2) = f@)P\* .
o [, (f, (=) rat—m o) s

=L v o) e

We do so under some minor additional hypothesis. First, we suppose that
1 < p and pg < p*. Secondly we suppose the family p. admits a family of
non-increasing radial majorant p. with similar properties. (In particular, if p
are radial non-increasing this is satisfied, and so this hypothesis is not empty),
where non-increasing radial majorants are defined as follows.

Definition 5.2 We say that a family of mollifiers {p.} admits a family of non-
increasing radial majorants {p.} if there exists n > 0 such that

pe(h) < pe(h)

for all |h| <n and p(t) are non-increasing and satisfy

/ pe)tN "t dt =C
0
oo
lim petN 1 dt =0
e—=0 /s
for every § > 0.

Assuming Theorem 1.8, we will demonstrate the correct upper bound needed
for Theorem 1.5 from our paper, recalling that we only need to consider the
truncated version

(5 )

for n > 0 which is arbitrarily small (and therefore small enough to apply the
radial majorant hypothesis), since the limit as e — 0 of

/szA (/QX\B(L”) (W)q pe(r —y) dy> ‘ dx

was shown to vanish.
Proof. If we define

1

_ |f(z+h) = f(2)P .
A(z) = ( /B o e pe(h) dh)

Bela) = </B(0m)

Pq

Prq
P o) dh) ,

Vf(m)'m
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then our aim is to show that

e—0

lim |AP(x) — BP(z)| dz = 0.
Qy

If this is the case, we will have completed the proof of the theorem, since the
upper bound

/Bf(x)d:cg/ V@) da
Q Qx
< [ |Vf(z)]P de,
Q

implies that the desired quantity is bounded as we take the limit in € and A,
while along the subsequence ¢; we have

li BP = . o|P4 )
Jo [ mpas= [ ([ 950l dute) do

However, by convexity of the function ¢ +— t? and the bounds we have on A,
and B, it suffices to show that

lim |Ae(z) — Be(x)|P dz =0, (5.3)

e—0 Q,

since we may estimate

| A2 () — BZ(2)| du

Qx
1 S
p o’
<c (/ |Au() — Bo(o)]? d;r) (/ 1+ AP(2) + BY(2) dm) ,
Qx Qx
and where p’ is conjugate to p in the sense that % + ﬁ = 1 (and notice that

when p = 1 we do not even need this estimate). Notice also that we have shown
the necessary bounds for B?, while A? < C (JAc — B[P + BP). Thus, we will

€7

establish (5.3). We have that

1

Au(2) — B.(z)] < ( /B B flzh) = f) = VE@AP dh)

|h|pq

1

\f(z+h) — f(x) — Vf(x)hPT b
= </B(0,n) |h|pa pe(h) dh) ,

where we have utilized the assumption that the family p. admits a family of
non-increasing radial majorants. However, now an application of Theorem 1.8
implies that the quantity on the right-hand-side tends to zero in L? | and hence
we conclude the convergence (5.3) and the result is demonstrated. m

Now the preceding proof precluded the possibility p = 1, and so one might
wonder whether another proof might be possible in that regime, supposing one
has a genuine W' function. The following counterexample shows that this is

not the case, so that the assumption p > 1 is sharp.
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Counterexample 5.3 We adapt a counterexample due to Ponce which can be
found in the paper of Nguyen [15]. Let ¢ > 1, define 6,, := % and choose €, — 0
such that
i1
5n+1€73. (6n+1)€n/q 2 n.

. ) ) .
Then if we define m,, = %, we claim

s [ e ) e
n+1 o= i Y T > én.
Ont1 My Yy

To see this, note that evaluating the inner integral one has

)
" 1 1 1
.t dy=(g— _
ALR |£L' — y|‘1+1*61,, Y (q En) <|x — mn|¢I*6n |x — 6n‘q7€"> ’

while the inequality (a — b)% > qa —be yields

1
My, On a
CE
Ont1 / / s dy | de
5n+1 My |'l - y‘ "

> 5n+1(cen)%(q - En) /

On+t1

Q=

1 1

|z — mp|l=en/a |z — 8, 1—en/a

dx

= Bus1(c6n) (0 = €)= (M = 80 )/ = (B = )7 4 (8 = 8,10))

n

= bu2(060) (4 €) - (Bg2) /"

n
1_q /
= q €n
> &pt16)  (Opyr)/ 2

Thus, we may find 1, > 0 such that

1
Mp—"n On ce < 1

(5n+1/ / ——dy dr > —cn. (5.4)
Ong1 My +Mn ‘z - y|q+l_€ 2

Now, we define

f(]?) — 5n+1 T e [6n+lamn - nn}
On 2 & € [Myy + M, O]

and affine on [m, — 0p, My +n,]. Then f € WHL1(0,1), since f is piecewise
affine and increasing, while

1 1 H
lim (/ If(x) = f)I?  cen dy) i — 400,
0 0

n—ro0 lz —yle [z —y[t=en

To see this, note that for each n € N, we have

1 1
1 1 _ q q My — M O q
/ (/ |f(x) — f(y) t:enk€ dy) e > §n+1/ / % dy | de,
0 0 lz =yl |z —y/lmen Snt1 ot [T —Y[?

and the result follows from the inequality (5.4)
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