arXiv:2104.09867v2 [math.CA] 16 Jan 2022

GOING TO LORENTZ WHEN FRACTIONAL SOBOLEV, GAGLIARDO AND NIRENBERG ESTIMATES FAIL

HAÏM BREZIS, JEAN VAN SCHAFTINGEN, AND PO-LAM YUNG

Abstract. In the cases where there is no Sobolev-type or Gagliardo–Nirenberg-type fractional estimate involving |u|_{W s,p} , we establish alternative estimates where the strong L^p norms are replaced by Lorentz norms.

1. Introduction

In [6, Theorem 1.1], it was shown that there exists a constant C = C(N) such that

(1.1) � u(x) − u(y)

|x − y|^{Np +1} �

M^p(R^N ×R^N )

≤ C^{1/p} ‖∇u‖_Lp_{(R}N_) , ∀u ∈ C^∞_c (R^N ), ∀p ≥ 1.

Here M^p(R^N ×R^N ) = L^p_w(R^N ×R^N ) = L^{p,∞}(R^N ×R^N ), 1 ≤ p < ∞, is the Marcinkiewicz (=weak L^p) space modelled on L^p(R^N × R^N ), defined by the condition

[f]^p_{M p(RN ×RN )} := sup_{λ>0} λ^pL^{2N} � {(x, y) ∈ R^N × R^N : |f(x)| ≥ λ} � < ∞ (see for example [8, Chapter 5] or [15, §1.1]).

We also know that the inequality

(1.2) � � � � u(x) − u(y)

|x − y|^{Np +1} � � � �_{Lp(RN ×RN )} ≤ C(N, p) ‖∇u‖^{Lp(RN )} , ∀u ∈ C ∞ c (R^N ), ∀p ≥ 1

does not hold. In fact the failure of (1.2) is more striking: for every 1 ≤ p < ∞ and every measurable function u,

(1.3) � � � � u(x) − u(y)

|x − y|^{Np +1} � � � �_{Lp(RN ×RN )} < ∞ =⇒ u is constant;

See [1] and [3, 10, 20].

A natural question is whether one can improve (1.1) in the Lorentz scale, where L^{p,q}(X, μ), with 1 ≤ p < ∞ and 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, is characterized by (see for example [15, §1.4], [8, Chapter 6], [17] or [22, §1.8]), when q < ∞

(1.4) [f]^q_{Lp,q (RN ×RN )} = p

�_∞ 0 λ^q L^{2N} ({(x, y) ∈ R^N × R^N : |f(x, y)| ≥ λ})^{qp} dλ λ < +∞ ,

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 26D10 (26A33, 35A23, 46E30, 46E35). Key words and phrases. Fractional Sobolev space; Lorentz space; fractional Gagliardo–Nirenberg interpolation inequalities. 1

and when q = ∞ by [f]_Lp,∞_{(R}N_{×R}N_) = [f]_M p_{(R}N_{×R}N_) < +∞. In other words, the question is whether the estimate

(1.5) � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{Np +1} �

L^{p,q} (R^N ×R^N )

≤ C(N, p, q) ‖∇u‖_Lp_{(R}N_) , ∀u ∈ C^∞_c (R^N )

holds for some q ∈ (p, ∞) (q depending on p and N). The answer is negative, as can be seen from the following generalization of (1.3).

Theorem 1. Assume that 1 ≤ p < ∞, 1 ≤ q < ∞ and u is measurable. Then

(1.6) � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{Np +1} �

L^{p,q} (R^N ×R^N )

< ∞ =⇒ u is constant.

The heart of the matter is the following far-reaching extension of (1.3). It was originally presented in [7, Proposition 6.3] when p > 1; the case p = 1 is essentially due to A. Poliakovsky [19, Corollary 1.1] who settled [7, Open Problem 1]. Theorem 2. Let 1 ≤ p < ∞ and let u : R^N → R be a measurable function satisfying

(1.7) lim_{λ→∞} λ^pL^{2N} � (x, y) ∈ R^N × R^N :

|u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{Np +1} ≥ λ � = 0 .

Then u is constant.

The proofs of Theorems 1 and 2 are given in Section 2.

Recall the fractional Sobolev spaces W^{s,p} (also called Slobodeskii spaces) is associated with the Gagliardo semi-norm, 0 < s < 1 and 1 ≤ p < ∞ defined by

(1.8) |u|^p_W s,p := � R^N ×R^N

|u(x) − u(y)|^p |x − y|^{N+sp} dy dx .

In [6] we announced the following theorem, which is a substitute for a fractional Sobolevtype estimate Ẇ^{1,1}(R^N ) → W^{1−N(1− 1p ),p}(R^N ) that fails in dimension N = 1: Theorem 3. [6, Corollary 4.1] There exists an absolute constant C such that for every 1 ≤ p < ∞,

(1.9) � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{2p} � M^p(R×R)

≤ C ‖u^′‖_L1_{(R)} , ∀u ∈ C^∞_c (R) .

Remark 1.1. When p = 2, estimate (1.9) is originally due to Greco and Schiattarella [16].

In [6], we also announced the following theorem, which offers an alternative when the “anticipated” fractional Gagliardo–Nirenberg-type inequality

(1.10) � � � � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{N+1p} � � � �_{Lp(RN ×RN )} ≤ C‖u‖

1−1/p L^∞(R^N )‖∇u‖ 1/p L^1(R^N ) , ∀u ∈ C ∞ c (R^N )

fails for every 1 ≤ p < ∞:

Theorem 4. [6, Corollary 5.1] For every N ≥ 1, there exists a constant C = C(N) such that for every 1 ≤ p < ∞,

(1.11) � u(x) − u(y)

|x − y|^{N+1p} �

M^p(R^N ×R^N )

≤ C‖u‖^{1−1/p}_{L∞(RN )}‖∇u‖^{1/p}_{L1(RN )} , ∀u ∈ C^∞_c (R^N ) .

Theorem 4 clearly implies Theorem 3 since ‖u‖_L∞_{(R)} ≤ ‖u^′‖_L1_{(R)}, ∀u ∈ C^∞_c (R). The case p = 1 of (1.11) follows from (1.1) by setting p = 1. The proof of (1.11) in the case p > 1 can be reduced to the case p = 1 (see Section 3). Alternatively, in the same section, we show how we can establish (1.11) in the case p > 1 by a more elementary method, if we allow a constant C that depends not only on N but also on p. This method, which is in line with the techniques in Bourgain, Brezis and Mironescu [2], can be contrasted with the proof of (1.11) in the case p = 1: the latter relies on a covering argument in the one-dimensional case and the method of rotation to reach higher dimensions.

Theorems 3 and 4 can be restated equivalently as Lorentz spaces estimates. In particular, replacing M^p by L^{p,∞}, we get Theorems 3 and 4 at the endpoint of the Lorentz scale.

We show in Section 4 that there is no improvement of Theorems 3 and 4 in the Lorentz scale. (Recall that for any fixed p the Lorentz spaces L^{p,q} increase as q increases.)

We now turn to another situation, also involving Ẇ^{1,1}, where a Gagliardo–Nirenbergtype inequality fails. Let 0 < s_1 < 1, 1 < p_1 < ∞ and 0 < θ < 1. Set

s = θs_1 + (1 − θ) and 1 p = θ p_1

+ (1 − θ) .

(1.12)

It is known that the estimate

(1.13) |u|_W s,p_{(R}N_) = � � � � u(x) − u(y)

|x − y|^{Np +s} � � � �_{Lp(RN ×RN )} ≤ C|u| θ W^s1^{,p}1 (R^N )‖∇u‖ 1−θ L^1(R^N )

• holds for every θ ∈ (0, 1) when s_1p_1 < 1 (Cohen, Dahmen, Daubechies and DeVore [9]), • fails for every θ ∈ (0, 1) when s_1p_1 ≥ 1 (Brezis and Mironescu [5]).

We investigate here what happens in the regime s_1p_1 ≥ 1. Our main result in this direction is

Theorem 5. For every N ≥ 1, p_1 ∈ (1, ∞) and θ ∈ (0, 1), there exists a constant C = C(N, p_1, θ) such that for all s_1 ∈ (0, 1) with s_1p_1 ≥ 1, we have

(1.14) � u(x) − u(y)

|x − y|^{Np +s} �

L^{p,} p1 θ (R^N ×R^N )

≤ C|u|^θ_W s_1,p_{1 (R}N_)‖∇u‖^{1−θ}_{L1(RN )}, ∀u ∈ C^∞_c (R^N ) ,

where 0 < s < 1 and 1 < p < ∞ are defined by (1.12).

Note that L^p(R^N × R^N ) ⊊ L^{p, p1}θ (R^N × R^N ) since p <^{p1}_θ ; this is consistent with the fact that (1.13) fails when s_1p_1 ≥ 1. As an immediate consequence of (1.14) we obtain

(1.15) � u(x) − u(y)

|x − y|^{Np +s} �

M^p(R^N ×R^N )

≤ C|u|^θ_W s_1,p_{1 (R}N_)‖∇u‖^{1−θ}_{L1(RN )}, ∀u ∈ C^∞_c (R^N ) ;

a slightly more careful argument shows that the constant C in (1.15) can be taken to depend only on N but not on p_1 nor θ. Estimate (1.15) was announced in [6, Corollary 5.2]. The proofs of Theorem 5 and (1.15) are given in Section 5. In the same section we establish the optimality of the exponent^{p1}_θ in (1.14).

To conclude this paper we mention another estimate in the spirit of Gagliardo– Nirenberg interpolation between L^∞ and W^{1,1}. It is originally due to Figalli-Serra [13, Lemma 3.1] when p = 2 and q = ∞, with roots in Figalli–Jerison [12, Lemma 2.1] (see also [14, Lemma 2.2 and Corollary 2.3] for a simpler proof and more general version). Theorem 6. Let N ≥ 1, 1 < p < ∞ and N < q ≤ ∞. There exists a constant C = C(N, p, q) such that

(1.16) � B_1×B_1

|u(x) − u(y)|^p |x − y|^{N+1} dx dy

≤ C‖u‖^{p−1}_{L∞(B1)}‖∇u‖_L1_{(B1 )} � 1 + log max

� ‖∇u‖_{Lq (B1 )}

‖u‖_L∞_{(B1)} , 1 �

for every u ∈ C^1(B_1).

Here B_1 denotes the unit ball in R^N . See Section 6 for a proof of Theorem 6.

Acknowledgments

This work was carried out during two visits of J. Van Schaftingen to Rutgers University. He thanks H. Brezis for the invitation and the Department of Mathematics for its hospitality. P-L. Yung was partially supported by a Future Fellowship FT200100399 from the Australian Research Council. H. Brezis is grateful to C. Sbordone who communicated to him the interesting paper [16] by Greco and Schiattarella which triggered our work.

2. Proofs of Theorems 1 and 2 Theorem 1 is an immediate consequence of the standard Lemma 2.1 below, and Theorem 2.

Lemma 2.1. Let f be a measurable function on R^N × R^N in L^{p,q}(R^N × R^N ) with 1 ≤ p < ∞, 1 ≤ q < ∞. Then (2.1) lim_{λ→∞} λ^pL^{2N} � (x, y) ∈ R^N × R^N : |f(x, y)| ≥ λ � = 0 .

Proof. Set

φ(λ) =

�_λ λ/2 t^qL^{2N} � (x, y) ∈ R^N × R^N : |f(x, y)| ≥ t

�^q_p dt t . Since f ∈ L^{p,q}(R^N × R^N ), we know that φ(λ) → 0 as λ → ∞. On the other hand,

φ(λ) ≥ L^{2N} � (x, y) ∈ R^N × R^N : |f(x, y)| ≥ λ

�^q_p �^λ λ/2 t^q dt t = L^{2N} � (x, y) ∈ R^N × R^N : |f(x, y)| ≥ λ

�^q_p λ^q q � 1 − 1 2^q � , which yields (2.1). □

Proof of Theorem 2 when p > 1. Let E_λ ⊂ R^N × R^N denote the set in the left-hand side of (1.7). First observe that for each λ > 0, � R^N ×R^N

� |u(x) − u(y)|

|x − y|^{Np +1} − λ � + dy dx ≤

�_∞ λ L^{2N} (E_t) dt ≤ 1 (p − 1)λ^{p−1} sup_{t≥λ} t^pL^{2N} (E_t) .

Hence, we have

(2.2) lim_{λ→∞} λ^{p−1} � R^N ×R^N

� |u(x) − u(y)|

|x − y|^{Np +1} − λ � + dy dx = 0 .

We next use an argument similar to the one in [11,20] and [21, Proof of Proposition 5.1]. From the triangle inequality and change of variable, we obtain � R^N ×R^N

� |u(x) − u(y)|

|x − y|^{Np +1} − λ � + dy dx

≤ � R^N ×R^N

� |u(x) − u(^{x+y}_2 )|

|x − y|^{Np +1} − λ 2 � + dy dx + � R^N ×R^N

� |u(^{x+y}_2 ) − u(y)|

|x − y|^{Np +1} − λ 2 � + dy dx

= 2^{Np (p−1)} � R^N ×R^N

� |u(x) − u(y)|

|x − y|^{Np +1}

− 2^{Np} λ � + dy dx .

(2.3)

Iterating (2.3), we have in view of (2.2), � R^N ×R^N

� |u(x) − u(y)|

|x − y|^{Np +1} − λ � + dy dx = 0 , ∀λ > 0 ,

from which it follows that u is constant. □

Proof of Theorem 2 when p = 1. As already mentioned, in this case the conclusion of Theorem 2 is essentially due to A. Poliakovsky [19]. Indeed, if a measurable function u satisfies (1.7), then so does its truncation u_h for any h > 0 where u_h := max{min{u, h}, −h}. Then u_h ∈ L^1(B_h), where B_h := {x ∈ R^N : |x| < h}, and [19, Cor. 1.1] (with q = 1, Ω = B_h) shows that u_h is a constant on B_h. Since this is true for every h > 0, this also shows u is a constant.

The proof of [19, Cor. 1.1] is quite intricate and we refer the reader to [19]; it would be interesting to find a simpler argument as in the case p > 1. □

We also call the attention of the reader to

Open Problem 1. Does the conclusion of Theorem 2 still hold if “lim” is replaced by “lim inf” in (1.7)?

3. Proofs of Theorem 4 Theorem 4 can be derived as an immediate consequence of (1.1) (applied with p = 1) and the fact that |u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{N+1p}

≥ λ implies

|u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{N+1} ≥ λ^p (2‖u‖_L∞ )^{p−1} . Hence

L^{2N} � (x, y) ∈ R^N × R^N :

|u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{N+1p} ≥ λ � ≤ 2^{p−1}C λ^p

‖u‖^{p−1}_{L∞(RN )}‖∇u‖_L1_{(R}N_),

where C = C(N) is as in (1.1); note that (2^{p−1}C)^{1/p} can be dominated by a constant depending only on N. This proves Theorem 4. □

For the enjoyment of the reader we also present an elementary qualitative argument for the case p > 1 of Theorem 4 which does not make use of (1.1). It relies on the following estimate occuring in [2]; unfortunately it yields a constant C in (1.11) which depends on p and N, and which deteriorates as p ↘ 1. Note that (3.1) is a straightforward consequence of the inequality (see [4, Proposition 9.3]) � R^N

|u(x + h) − u(x)| dx ≤ |h| � R^N

|∇u| , ∀h ∈ R^N , ∀u ∈ C^∞_c (R^N ) .

Lemma 3.1. For every u ∈ C^∞_c (R^N ) and ρ ∈ L^1(R^N ),

(3.1) � R^N ×R^N

|u(x) − u(y)| |x − y| ρ(x − y) dy dx ≤ ‖ρ‖_L1_{(R}N_) � R^N

|∇u| ,

and in particular choosing ρ(z) = 1_{Br (0)}(z)/|z|^{N−δ}, δ > 0, we obtain

(3.2) � (x,y)∈R^N ×R^N |x−y|≤r

|u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{N+1−δ} dy dx ≤ C(N) r^δ δ � R^N

|∇u| .

Alternative proof of (1.11) when p > 1. Define the set

(3.3) E_λ := � (x, y) ∈ R^N × R^N :

|u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{N+1p} ≥ λ � . Observe that

E_λ ⊆ K_λ := � (x, y) ∈ R^N × R^N : |x − y| ≤ � 2‖u‖_L∞_{(R}N_)/λ

�^p_{N+1} � . Thus 1_{Eλ} ≤ 1_{Kλ} 1 λ |u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{N+1p} . Hence we have

L^{2N} (E_λ) ≤ 1 λ � K_λ

|u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{N+1p} dy dx .

It then follows by (3.2), with δ := (N + 1)(1 −^1_p ) > 0 and r := (2‖u‖_L∞_{(R}N_)/λ)^{pN+1} , that □ (3.4) L^{2N} � E_λ � ≤ C(N) (2‖u‖_L∞_{(R}N_))^{p−1} (N + 1)(1 −^1_p )λ^p � R^N

|∇u| .

4. Optimality of Theorems 3 and 4 in the Lorentz scale Theorems 3 and 4 cannot be improved. This is a consequence of the following lemma and its proof.

Lemma 4.1. Assume that 1 ≤ p < ∞. If

(4.1) � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{N+1p} �

L^{p,q} (R^N ×R^N )

≤ C‖u‖^{1−} 1 p L^∞(R^N )‖∇u‖ 1 p L^1(R^N ) , ∀u ∈ C ∞ c (R^N )

holds for some 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, then q = ∞.

Proof. When p = 1, the conclusion follows from Theorem 1. Indeed, we already know that if q < ∞, then for any measurable function u, � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{N+1} � L^{1,q} (R^N ×R^N )

= ∞,

unless u is a constant.

When p > 1, the argument is different since one may easily check that � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{N+1p} �

L^{p,q} (R^N ×R^N )

< ∞, ∀u ∈ C^∞_c (R^N ), ∀q ∈ [1, ∞].

We consider the case N = 1, the case N > 1 being similar. By an approximation argument, it follows that (4.1) holds for every u ∈ BV (R) with compact support. However, if u := χ_{[0,1]}, we have � (x, y) ∈ (−1, 0) × (0, 1) : |x − y| ≤ λ^{−p/2} � ⊆ E_λ := � (x, y) ∈ R × R :

|u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{2p} ≥ λ � , and thus, if λ ≥ 1, L^2(E_λ) ≥ c λ^p . Hence, if 1 ≤ q < ∞, � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{2/p}

�_q

L^{p,q} (R×R) = p �_∞ 0 λ^qL^2(E_λ)^{qp} dλ λ ≥ p c^{qp}

�_∞ 1 dλ λ = ∞ ,

which contradicts (4.1). □

5. Proof of Theorem 5 We deduce Theorem 5 from Theorem 1.1 in [6] and the classical product property in Lorentz spaces.

Proof of Theorem 5. By Theorem 1.1 in [6], we have � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{N+1} � L^{1,∞}(R^N ×R^N )

≤ C‖∇u‖_L1_{(R}N_)

where C = C(N). On the other hand, by definition of the Gagliardo semi-norm � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{Np}1^{+1} �

L^p1^{,p}1 (R^N ×R^N )

= |u|_W s_1,p_1 .

We now observe that |u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{Np +s} = � |u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{N+1}

�_{1−θ} �

�|u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{Np +s1} � � θ . Hence, by the product property in Lorentz spaces [18, Theorem 3.4],

(5.1) � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{Np +s} �

L^{p,} p1 θ (R^N ×R^N ) ≤ C � |u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{N+1}

�_{1−θ}�

L^{11−θ ,∞}(R^N ×R^N ) � |u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{Np +1}

�_θ�

L^{p1}θ^{, p1}θ (R^N ×R^N ) . Here C = C(N, p_1, θ). In order to conclude, we use the fact that for 1 ≤ p < +∞, 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞ and 0 < β < 1, [f^β]_Lp/β,q/β_{(R}N_{×R}N_) = [f]^β_{Lp,q (RN ×RN )}. □

If instead of (5.1), we use

(5.2) � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{Np +s} �

M^p(R^N ×R^N )

≤ 2^{1/p} � |u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{N+1}

�_{1−θ}�

L^{11−θ ,∞}(R^N ×R^N ) � |u(x) − u(y)| |x − y|^{Np +1}

�_θ� L p1 θ ,∞(RN ×RN ) , then we obtain (1.15) with C = C(N) independent of p_1 and θ.

The optimality of Theorem 5 follows from Lemma 5.1. Fix s_1 ∈ (0, 1), p_1 ∈ (1, ∞) such that s_1p_1 ≥ 1 and θ ∈ (0, 1). Let 0 < s < 1 and 1 < p < ∞ be defined by (1.12). If � u(x) − u(y) |x − y|^{Np +s} �

L^{p,q} (R^N ×R^N )

≤ C|u|^θ_W s_1,p_1 ‖∇u‖^{1−θ}_{L1(RN )}, ∀u ∈ C^∞_c (R^N )

holds for some 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, then q ≥^{p1}_θ .

Proof of Lemma 5.1 when s_1p_1 = 1. We concentrate on the case N = 1, the case N > 1 being similar. Following [5, Proof of Lemma 4.1, Step 1], we define the function u_k(x) = φ � k(|x| − 1/2) � . where φ ∈ C^1(R), φ = 1 on (−∞, −1] and φ = 0 on [1, ∞]. We have as in [5] ‖u^′_k‖_L1_{(R)} ≤ C and |u_k|_W s_1,p_{1 (R)} ≤ C(log k)^{1p}1 .

(5.3) Given λ > 0, we have since sp = 1, � (x, y) ∈ [−1, 1] × [−1, 1] :

|u_k(x) − u_k(y)|

|x − y|^{1p +s} ≥ λ �

⊇ � (x, y) ∈ [0,^1_2 −^1_k ] × [^1_2 +^1_k , 1] : |x − y| ≤ λ^{−p/2} � . Hence, there is c > 0 such that if λ ≤ (k/4)^{2/p}, L^2(E_λ) ≥ c λ^p . It follows from (1.4) that � u_k(x) − u_k(y) |x − y|^{Np +s} �

L^{p,q} (R×R) ≥ �_{(k/4)}2/p 1 c dλ λ �^1_q ≥ c^′(log k)^{1q} .

By assumption and by (5.3), we have (log k)^{1q} ≤ C(log k)^{θp}1 , and it follows thus that q ≥^{p1}_θ . □ Proof of Lemma 5.1 for s_1p_1 > 1. We concentrate on the case N = 1, the case N > 1 being similar. We adapt the proof from [5, Proof of Lemma 4.1], where functions w^k_j are constructed (in Step 2 there, with α := (s_1 −^1_{p1} )/(1 −^1_{p1} ) = (s −^1_p )/(1 −^1_p )) and satisfy ‖(w^k_j )^′‖_{L1([0,1])} = 1, lim sup_{k→∞} |w^k_j |_{W s1,p1 ([0,1])} ≤ Cj^{1/p1}

(5.4) and (5.5) lim sup_{k→∞} |w^k_j |_{W s,p([0,1])} ≥ j^{1/p} C . We improve (5.5) to cover the case q ≠ p in the Lorentz scale L^{p,q}.

Given λ > 0, we have � (x, y) ∈ [0, 1] × [0, 1] :

|w^k_j (x) − w^k_j (y)| |x − y|^{1p +s} ≥ λ �

⊇ � (x, y) ∈ [0, 1] × [0, 1] : |w^k_j (x) − w^k_j (y)| ≥ λ � , and thus if λ ≤^1_3 , we have

L^2 � (x, y) ∈ [0, 1] × [0, 1] :

|w^k_j (x) − w^k_j (y)| |x − y|^{1p +s} ≥ λ � ≥ c for some constant c > 0.

Next by the inductive definition of w^k_j and by scaling, we have

L^2 � (x, y) ∈ [0, 1] × [0, 1] :

|w^k_j (x) − w^k_j (y)|

|x − y|^{1p +s} ≥ λ �

≥ k� ℓ=1 L^2 � (x, y) ∈ I^ℓ_k × I^ℓ_k :

|w^k_j (x) − w^k_j (y)| |x − y|^{1p +s} ≥ λ �

≥ 1 k^2α^{−1}

L^2 � (x, y) ∈ [0, 1] × [0, 1] :

|w^k_{j−1}(x) − w^k_{j−1}(y)| |x − y|^{1p +s} ≥ λ k^{1p ( 2α −1)} � ,

where we used α =^{s− 1p}_{1− 1p} to obtain 1 p + s α − 1 = 2 pα + s −^1_p α − 1 = 1 p � 2 α − 1 � . By induction, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , j} and λ ≤ k^{i−1p ( 2α −1)}/3, we have

L^2 � (x, y) ∈ [0, 1] × [0, 1] :

|w^k_j (x) − w^k_j (y)| |x − y|^{1p +s} ≥ λ � ≥ c k^{(i−1)( 2}α^{−1)} . We finally estimate in view of (1.4) (5.6) � w^k_j (x) − w^k_j (y)

|x − y|^{1p +s} � L^{p,q} ([−1,1]×[−1,1])

≥ c^′ � � j� i=1 �_k^ip^{( 2}α^{−1)}_{/3}

k^{i−1p ( 2α −1)}/3

λ^{q−1} k^{qp (i−1)( 2α −1)} dλ � � 1/q ≥ c^{′′}j^{1/q} .

The conclusion follows from the assumptions combined with the estimates (5.4) and (5.6). □

6. Proof of Theorem 6 We may always extend u to B_3 with control of norms and assume that ‖u‖_L∞_{(B1)} = 1.

By the Sobolev–Morrey embedding we have (since q > N) (6.1) |u(x) − u(y)| ≤ C min � 1, |x − y|^α‖∇u‖_Lq_{(B1)} � , for all x, y ∈ B_1, where α = 1 −^N_q . Thus

|u(x) − u(y)|^p ≤ C min � 1, |x − y|^{α(p−1)}‖∇u‖^{p−1}_{Lq (B1)} � |u(x) − u(y)| and therefore

(6.2) � B_1×B_1

|u(x) − u(y)|^p |x − y|^{N+1} dx dy

≤ C � B_2 dh � B_1 min � 1, |h|^{α(p−1)}‖∇u‖^{p−1}_{Lq (B1)}

� |u(x + h) − u(x)| |h|^{N+1} dx.

Since � B_1

|u(x + h) − u(x)| dx ≤ |h|‖∇u‖_L1_{(B3)} ≤ C|h|‖∇u‖_L1_{(B1)}, for all h ∈ B_2,

we conclude that � B_1×B_1

|u(x) − u(y)|^p |x − y|^{N+1} dx dy ≤ C‖∇u‖_L1_{(B1)} � B_2 min � 1, |h|^{α(p−1)}‖∇u‖^{p−1}_{Lq (B1)}

� dh |h|^N

= C^′‖∇u‖_L1_{(B1 )}

�_2 0 min � 1, r^{α(p−1)}‖∇u‖^{p−1}_{Lq (B1)}

� dr r (6.3)

and the conclusion follows from a straightforward computation. □

References

[1] J. Bourgain, H. Brezis, and P. Mironescu, Lifting in Sobolev spaces, J. Anal. Math. 80 (2000), 37–86, doi:10.1007/BF02791533. ↑1 [2] , Another look at Sobolev spaces, Optimal control and partial differential equations, IOS, Amsterdam, 2001, pp. 439–455. ↑3, 6 [3] H. Brezis, How to recognize constant functions. A connection with Sobolev spaces, Uspekhi Mat.

Nauk 57 (2002), no. 4(346), 59–74, doi:10.1070/RM2002v057n04ABEH000533 (Russian); English transl., Russian Math. Surveys 57 (2002), no. 4, 693–708. ↑1 [4] , Functional analysis, Sobolev spaces and partial differential equations, Universitext, Springer, New York, 2011. ↑6 [5] H. Brezis and P. Mironescu, Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequalities and non-inequalities: the full story, Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré Anal. Non Linéaire 35 (2018), no. 5, 1355–1376, doi:10.1016/j.anihpc.2017.11.007. ↑3, 9 [6] H. Brezis, J. Van Schaftingen, and P.-L. Yung, A surprising formula for Sobolev norms, Proc. Natl.

Acad. Sci. USA 118 (2021), no. 8, e2025254118, doi:10.1073/pnas.2025254118. ↑1, 2, 3, 4, 8 [7] , A surprising formula for Sobolev norms and related topics, arXiv:2003.05216v4. ↑2 [8] R. E. Castillo and H. Rafeiro, An introductory course in Lebesgue spaces, CMS Books in Mathematics, Springer, Cham, 2016. ↑1 [9] A. Cohen, W. Dahmen, I. Daubechies, and R. DeVore, Harmonic analysis of the space BV, Rev.

Mat. Iberoamericana 19 (2003), no. 1, 235–263, doi:10.4171/RMI/345. ↑3 [10] G. De Marco, C. Mariconda, and S. Solimini, An elementary proof of a characterization of constant functions, Adv. Nonlinear Stud. 8 (2008), no. 3, 597–602, doi:10.1515/ans-2008-0306. ↑1 [11] fedja (https://math.stackexchange.com/users/12992/fedja), If � R2 |f (x)−f (y)| |x−y|2 dxdy < ∞ then f is

a.e. constant, Math. Stack Exchange. https://math.stackexchange.com/questions/488780 (version: 2013-10-30). ↑5 [12] A. Figalli and D. Jerison, How to recognize convexity of a set from its marginals, J. Funct. Anal.

266 (2014), no. 3, 1685–1701, doi:10.1016/j.jfa.2013.05.040. ↑4 [13] A. Figalli and J. Serra, On stable solutions for boundary reactions: a De Giorgi-type result in dimension 4 + 1, Invent. Math. 219 (2020), no. 1, 153–177, doi:10.1007/s00222-019-00904-2. ↑4 [14] C. Gui and Q. Li, Some energy estimates for stable solutions to fractional Allen–Cahn equations, Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 59 (2020), no. 2, Paper No. 49, doi:10.1007/s00526-020-1701-2. ↑4 [15] L. Grafakos, Classical Fourier analysis, 3rd ed., Graduate Texts in Mathematics, vol. 249, Springer, New York, 2014. ↑1 [16] L. Greco and R. Schiattarella, An embedding theorem for BV-functions, Commun. Contemp. Math., doi:10.1142/S0219199719500329. ↑2, 4 [17] R. A. Hunt, On L(p, q) spaces, Enseign. Math. (2) 12 (1966), 249–276. ↑1 [18] R. O’Neil, Convolution operators and L(p, q) spaces, Duke Math. J. 30 (1963), 129–142. ↑8

[19] A. Poliakovsky, Some remarks on a formula for Sobolev norms due to Brezis, Van Schaftingen and Yung, available at arXiv:2102.00557. ↑2, 5 [20] A. Ranjbar-Motlagh, A remark on the Bourgain-Brezis-Mironescu characterization of constant functions, Houston J. Math. 46 (2020), no. 1, 113–115. MR4137280 ↑1, 5 [21] J. Van Schaftingen, Estimates by gap potentials of free homotopy decompositions of critical Sobolev maps, Adv. Nonlinear Anal. 9 (2020), no. 1, 1214–1250, doi:10.1515/anona-2020-0047. ↑5 [22] W. P. Ziemer, Weakly differentiable functions: Sobolev spaces and functions of bounded variation, Graduate Texts in Mathematics, vol. 120, Springer-Verlag, New York, 1989. ↑1

Department of Mathematics, Rutgers University, Hill Center, Busch Campus, 110 Frelinghuysen Road, Piscataway, NJ 08854, USA

Departments of Mathematics and Computer Science, Technion, Israel Institute of Technology, 32.000 Haifa, Israel

Laboratoire Jacques-Louis Lions, Sorbonne Universités, UPMC Université Paris-6, 4 place Jussieu, 75005 Paris, France

Email address: brezis@math.rutgers.edu

Université catholique de Louvain, Institut de Recherche en Mathématique et Physique, Chemin du Cyclotron 2 bte L7.01.01, 1348 Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium

Email address: Jean.VanSchaftingen@UCLouvain.be

Mathematical Sciences Institute, Australian National University, Canberra ACT 2601, Australia

Email address: PoLam.Yung@anu.edu.au

Department of Mathematics, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Ma Liu Shui, Hong Kong

Email address: plyung@math.cuhk.edu.hk