arXiv:2209.05618v2 [math.AP] 12 Oct 2023

Boundedness of Wolff-type potentials and applications to PDEs

Michał Borowski^a, Iwona Chlebicka^{a,∗}, Błażej Miasojedow^a

aInstitute of Applied Mathematics and Mechanics, University of Warsaw, ul. Banacha 2, 02-097 Warsaw, Poland

Abstract

We provide a short proof of a sharp rearrangement estimate for a generalized version of a potential of Wolff–Havin– Maz’ya type. As a consequence, we prove a reduction principle for that integral operators, that is, a characterization of those rearrangement invariant spaces between which the potentials are bounded via a one-dimensional inequality of Hardy-type.

Since the special case of the mentioned potential is known to control precisely very weak solutions to a broad class of quasilinear elliptic PDEs of non-standard growth, we infer the local regularity properties of the solutions in rearrangement invariant spaces for prescribed classes of data.

Keywords: potential estimates, quasilinear elliptic PDEs, rearrangement, regularity, Wolff potential 2020 MSC: 31C15 (35A25, 35J62, 46E30)

1. Introduction

The classical Riesz potential and its nonlinear counterparts of Havin–Maz’ya and Wolff-type play a fundamental role in the theory of regularity of PDEs via the methods of harmonic analysis, see [31, 38] and references therein. We study properties of a broader class of operators than the mentioned above to give a tool for analysis of solutions to strongly nonlinear PDE problems and related minimizers to the calculus of variations. The corresponding methods of potential analysis have recently found significant attention [39, 38, 13, 16, 24, 27, 49, 30, 29, 5, 4]. We prove a general version of the classical reduction principle yielding the equivalence of the boundedness of nonlinear potentials to a one-dimensional Hardy-type inequality. Main focus is on the class of potentials under minimal structural assumptions.

We obtain the result resembling the bounds for the Riesz potential of [43] and for Havin–Maz’ya potential with a power 1 < p < ∞ of [20]. Nonetheless, the potentials we consider do not share a structure involving Riesz potential as in [20] and no growth condition of Δ_2-type is imposed on the function used in the definition of the potential. Thus, it is impossible to employ the arguments of [20] basing on the representation formulas for K-functionals from [32] (or [6]). To be more precise, we provide a short novel proof of a sharp rearrangement estimate for a general version of a potential of Wolff–Havin–Maz’ya-type generated by any non-decreasing and left-continuous function ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞), see Theorem 1. As a consequence, we infer characterizations of those rearrangement invariant spaces between which the generalized potentials are bounded, see Theorems 2 and 3. Let us stress that to our best knowledge there are no available results on boundedness of nonlinear potentials of non-power growth even between the classical spaces.

To stress applicability of the main accomplishments, in Section 5 we restrict attention to potentials with doubling growth and show the precise transfer of regularity from data to solutions to the Orlicz growth measure data problems including the scalar isotropic doubling case and vectorial doubling case. Gradient regularity is also commented on. Regularity to the problems with non-doubling growth is exposed in Section 6.

∗Corresponding author Email addresses: m.borowski@mimuw.edu.pl (Michał Borowski), i.chlebicka@mimuw.edu.pl (Iwona Chlebicka),

b.miasojedow@mimuw.edu.pl (Błażej Miasojedow)

1M.B. is supported by the Ministry of Science and Higher Education project Szkoła Orłów, project number 500-D110-06-0465160. 2The authors claim no conflict of interest.

3Data sharing not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated or analysed during the current study.

Preprint submitted to Elsevier October 13, 2023

A well-established role in the analysis of the p-Laplace scalar and vectorial problems [29, 34, 39, 38] of the form

−div ( |Du|^{p−2}Du ) = f , 1 < p < ∞ , (1) is played by the Wolff potential defined as

W_{α,p}f(x) := ∫_∞ 0 ( r^{αp−n} ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)| dy ) 1_{p−1} dr r = ∫_∞ 0 r^{α−1} ( r^{α−n} ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)| dy ) 1_{p−1} dr . (2) Note that for p = 2 potential W_{α/2,p} is nothing but the classical Riesz potential

I_αf(x) := ∫_∞ 0 r^{α−n−1} ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)| dy dr = c(α, n) ∫ R^n |f(x)| |x − y|^{n−α} dy , which is a standard tool in the analysis of the Poisson equation. Potentials having similar properties to W_{α,p} and given by V_{α,p}f(x) := I_α ( I_αf ) 1_{p−1} (x) , (3)

were studied earlier by Havin and Maz’ya, see [41]. Boundedness of I_α and V_{α,p} between rearrangement invariant spaces is studied e.g., in [20], later on the boundedness of I_α was revisited in [30] and of V_{α,p} in [24].

The available pointwise estimates for solutions to problems with Orlicz growth [13] imply not only that W_{α,G} given by W_{α,G}f(x) := ∫_∞ 0 r^{α−1}g^{−1} ( r^{α−n} ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)| dy ) dr (4) generalizes the classical operators. It provides a precise relation between data and solution to a quasilinear elliptic problem −divA(x, Du) = f , (5) where the growth of A with respect to the second variable is described by the means of a given N-function G ∈ C^1((0, ∞)) ∩ C([0, ∞)) for which g := G^′ and G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2. It is known since [47, 48] that the theory of rearrangements is a very effective way in study of PDEs of Orlicz growth. We use an approach initiated in [20] and study regularity of solutions via rearrangement estimate to a potential of the Wolff-type. There is a pointwise estimate from below and from above of solution to (5) involving the following version of the truncated potential W^R_{α,G}f(x) := ∫_R 0 r^{α−1}g^{−1} ( r^{α−n} ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)| dy ) dr. In fact, by [13, Theorem 2] it is known that an A-superharmonic function u generated by a nonnegative f ∈ L^1_{loc} satisfies C_L ( W^R_{1,G}f(x) − R ) ≤ u(x) ≤ C_U ( inf B(x,R) u(x) + W^R_{1,G}f(x) + R ) (6) with some C_L, C_U > 0 depending only on the parameters of the problem and for all sufficiently small R. This result extends to the Orlicz setting the pre-eminent result for the p-Laplacian by Kilpeläinen and Malý [34] that was studied later, e.g., in [49]. Note that this result is sharp in the sense that there does not exist any essentially better potential to substitute in place of W^R_{1,G} as the same potential controls the solution from below and from above. Later on, these kinds of results were used to infer various local properties of solutions, see [38] and [20, 24, 13]. Having (6), it is visible that precise results on the boundedness of the potential directly implies information on the local regularity of solutions in Section 5.3.

Let us summarize results formulated in Section 2 and proven in Section 4. With this aim, we recall the definitions of decreasing rearrangement and maximal rearrangement of a function due to [36, 6]. We define the decreasing rearrangement f^∗ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞] of a measurable function f : R^n → R by

f^∗(t) := sup { s ≥ 0: | |{x ∈ R^n : |f(x)| > s} | | > t } , (7) where we assume that sup ∅ = 0. Equivalently it can also be defined as the function, which is right-continuous, non-increasing, and equimeasurable with f, i.e., |{x : |f(x)| > t}| = |{x : f^∗(x) > t}| for all t > 0. The maximal rearrangement is defined by

f^{∗∗}(t) := 1 t ∫_t 0 f^∗(s) ds and f^{∗∗}(0) = f^∗(0) . (8)

We shall introduce a potential subordinated to a given non-decreasing and left-continuous function ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) which is not assumed to fall into the realm of the doubling regime. Let us define W_{α,ψ}f(x) := ∫_∞ 0 r^{α−1}ψ ( r^{α−n} ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)| dy ) dr . (9)

Therefore for ψ(s) = s^{1p−1} we have W_{α,ψ} = W_{α,p} defined in (2), as well as for G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2, g = G^′, and ψ(s) = g^{−1}(s), we have W_{α,ψ} = W_{α,G} defined in (4). We shall start with a rearrangement inequality satisfied by W_{α,ψ}. It is known since [43] that in the special case potential W_{α/2,id} = W_{α/2,2} = I_α satisfies (I_αf)^∗(t) ≤ C ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}f^{∗∗}(s) ds , for some C = C(α, n) > 0 . (10)

This result was extended in [20, Theorem 2.1] to an estimate on nonlinear potential V_{α,p} for 1 < p < ∞ reading

(V_{α,p})^∗(t) ≤ C ∫_∞ kt s^{αn −1} ( s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) 1_{p−1} ds for 0 < αp < n (11)

and some C, k > 0. We provide a similar result in Theorem 1 for W_{α,ψ} under no conditions of doubling type imposed on the non-decreasing function ψ. Namely, we prove that there exist C_{W,1}, C_{W,2} > 0 such that

(W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) ≤ C_{W,1} ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( C_{W,2}s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds . The method of the proof of Theorem 1 is shorter and more elementary than the proof of [20, Theorem 2.1]. In turn, it provides a way to simplify the reasoning in the classical power case. Let us note that generalised potentials V_{α,ψ} and W_{α,ψ} (as well as V_{α,p} and W_{α,p}) are closely related, see Section 7.1 for more comments on this issue.

In the power growth case, the boundedness of potential V_{α,p} (given by (3)) between rearrangement invariant spaces is known to be equivalent to a one-dimensional inequality for nonlinear Hardy-type operator, see [20]. We present two results in this spirit. Theorem 2 is more natural in formulation, as it deals with norm boundedness of nonlinear operators W_{α,ψ} : X → Y . On the other hand, Theorem 3 provides a more general characterisation of boundedness of more natural application. See Remark 2.2 for an illustration. We present a few particular consequences on boundedness of W_{α,ψ} in the end of Section 4. The ideas of the proofs are summarized later.

Section 5 is devoted to illustration of the main results. Namely, we restrict attention to the boundedness of potentials given by doubling functions and investigate their applications. Study on the boundedness of W_{α,G} is presented in Section 5.2, whereas its consequences for regularity for solutions to PDE problems of a type (5) are presented in Section 5.3. Estimates for a solution and for its gradient follow from a combination of the bounds for W_{α,G} with known potential estimates from [13] and [4], and embracing the notable results of [34, 37]. As a consequence, the local integrability theory for solutions and their gradients, is reduced to one-dimensional Hardy-type inequalities.

2. Boundedness of potential W_{α,ψ}

We start with presenting the following sharp result on boundedness of W_{α,ψ}. This result relates to [20, Theorem 2.1]. Let us stress that our attention is restricted to operators defined for measurable functions f : R^n → R such that |{x : |f(x)| > t}| < ∞ for t > 0 . (12)

Theorem 1. Suppose ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is non-decreasing and left-continuous. Let n ≥ 1 and α ∈ (0, n). Then there exist C_{W,1} = C_{W,1}(α, n) > 0 and C_{W,2} = C_{W,2}(α, n) > 0 such that

(W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) ≤ C_{W,1} ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( C_{W,2}s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds (13)

whenever f ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^n ) is such that (12) holds.

The result is sharp, in the sense that there exist a constants C_{W,3} = C_{W,3}(α, n) > 0 and C_{W,4}(α, n) > 0 such that C_{W,3} ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( C_{W,4}s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds ≤ (W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) (14)

if f ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^n ) is any nonnegative and radially decreasing function satisfying (12).

Previous proof of the above fact, provided for ψ(t) = t^{1p−1} in [20], was based on the interpolation theory and applied K-functionals, see [6, 32]. Related facts about K-functionals are studied since [35, 44, 32] and were applied to establish many results concerning boundedness of various operators, e.g., in [22, 33, 20]. Nonetheless, operators covered by the methods involving K-functionals need to have certain structure. Let us indicate the difference between the structure of V_{α,p} given by (3) and W_{α,p} from (2). The lack of the structure is even more striking in the case of W_{α,ψ} involving a general non-decreasing and left-continuous function ψ. Thus, as much as the type of result is similar to those of [20], our proofs cannot be based on the arguments from the mentioned contributions. Our proof is novel and more straightforward even in the case of the classical Wolff potential given in (2), cf. [20]. Main steps make use of the properties of the fractional maximal operator.

Remark 2.1. In the power case, in [20, Theorem 2.1], there is an assumption αp < n. In the case of αp ≥ n inequality (11) takes form ∞ ≤ ∞. Note that if there exist x ∈ R^n and r > 0 such that ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)| dy > 0 and ∫_∞ ψ(t^{1− nα} )dt = ∞ , then for every t ≥ 0 it holds (W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) = ∞ and the right-hand side of (13) is also infinite. Thus, the result is true for α ∈ (0, n), but meaningful only provided the mentioned integral is convergent.

We apply Theorem 1 in the proof of our next accomplishment, that is, in establishing an equivalent condition to the boundedness of the operator W_{α,ψ} : X → Y between arbitrary rearrangement invariant quasi-normed function spaces. The proof follows the ideas of reasoning of [20, Theorem 2.3] adapted to the operators involving general function ψ.

We refer the reader to [6] for a comprehensive treatment of a framework of rearrangement invariant spaces. Let us briefly recall definitions needed in the upcoming theorem.

A quasi-normed Banach function space X(Ω) on a measurable subset Ω of R^n is a linear space of measurable functions on Ω equipped with a functional ‖ · ‖_{X(Ω)}, a quasi-norm, enjoying the following properties:

(i) ‖f‖_{X(Ω)} > 0 if f ≠ 0;

‖λf‖_{X(Ω)} = |λ| ‖f‖_{X(Ω)} for every λ ∈ R and f ∈ X(Ω);

‖f + g‖_{X(Ω)} ≤ c(‖f‖_{X(Ω)} + ‖g‖_{X(Ω)}) for some constant c ≥ 1 and for every f, g ∈ X(Ω);

(ii) 0 ≤ |g| ≤ |f| a.e. in Ω implies ‖g‖_{X(Ω)} ≤ ‖f‖_{X(Ω)};

(iii) 0 ≤ f_k ↗ f a.e. implies ‖f_k‖_{X(Ω)} ↗ ‖f‖_{X(Ω)} as k → ∞;

(iv) if E is a measurable subset of Ω and |E| < ∞, then ‖1_E‖_{X(Ω)} < ∞;

(v) for every measurable E ⊂ Ω with |E| < ∞, there exists a constant C such that ∫ E |f| dx ≤ C‖f‖_{X(Ω)} for every f ∈ X(Ω).

The space X(Ω) is called a Banach function space if the triangle inequality holds true, i.e., in (i) we have c = 1. In this case, the functional ‖ · ‖_{X(Ω)} is actually a norm which makes X(Ω) a Banach space.

We say that f, g are equimeasurable if |{x : |f(x)| > t}| = |{x : |g(x)| > t}| holds for all t > 0. A quasi-normed function space X(Ω) is called rearrangement invariant if for every pair f, g of functions being equimeasurable and finite a.e. it holds that ||f||_{X(Ω)} = ||g||_{X(Ω)}. By Luxemburg Representation Theorem [6, Chapter 2, Theorem 4.10], this condition implies the existence of rearrangement invariant space X(0, |Ω|) having the property that

‖f‖_{X(Ω)} = ‖f^∗‖_{X(0,|Ω|)} for every f ∈ X(Ω) . (15)

Space X is called the representation space of X. Classical instances of rearrangement-invariant quasi-normed spaces are Lebesgue spaces, Lorentz spaces, Lorentz–Zygmund spaces, Orlicz spaces.

Here, and in what follows, any function f on Ω is understood to be continued by 0 outside Ω. Observe that if X(Ω) is a rearrangement invariant quasi-normed space, then ‖f‖_{X(Ω)} = ‖g‖_{X(Ω)} if f^∗ = g^∗.

We provide the following result on characterisation of rearrangement invariant spaces between which W_{α,ψ} is bounded. As a matter of fact, the boundedness of W_{α,ψ} : X → Y is proven to be equivalent to a one-dimensional Hardy-type inequality in the representation spaces of X and Y .

Theorem 2. Suppose ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is a non-decreasing and left-continuous function, n ≥ 1, α ∈ (0, n) and let Ω ⊆ R^n be a measurable set. Let X(Ω) and Y (Ω) be quasi-normed Banach rearrangement invariant spaces. Then from the fact that

(i) there exists a constant c > 0 such that for every nonnegative function ϕ ∈ X(0, |Ω|) it holds ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ(y) dy ) ds ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Y (0,|Ω|)} ≤ c||ϕ||X(0,|Ω|) , it follows that (ii) there exists a constant c > 0 such that for every f ∈ X(Ω) it holds that ||W_{α,ψ}f||_{Y (Ω)} ≤ c||f||_{X(Ω)} . Moreover, for Ω = R^n also the reverse implication holds true.

In Section 5.2 we provide the counterpart of the equivalence (ii) ⇐⇒ (i) when |Ω| < ∞ and the function defining the potential satisfies doubling growth conditions, see Theorem 4.

Because of the structural similarity between Theorems 1 and 2 and their counterparts in [20], in the proof of Theorem 2 it was possible to make use of the arguments of [20, Theorem 2.3]. Let us point out that the third equivalent item of this theorem does not follow because of the different structural properties of the potential considered there and of W_{α,ψ} with ψ of non-power growth.

Note however that, unlike Lebesgue and Lorentz spaces, where using a norm is typical, in the Orlicz and Lorentz– Orlicz-type settings, it is more natural to handle modulars rather than norms. Therefore we extend Theorem 3 to the following form using similar yet arguments.

Theorem 3. Suppose ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is a non-decreasing and left-continuous function, n ≥ 1, and α ∈ (0, n). Let X(R^n ) and Y (R^n ) be quasi-normed rearrangement invariant spaces. Suppose T_Y : Y (R^n ) → [0, ∞), T_X : X(R^n ) → [0, ∞), T_Y : Y (0, ∞) → [0, ∞), T_X : X(0, ∞) → [0, ∞) satisfy

T_X (f_1) = T_X (f^∗_1 ) for f_1 ∈ X(R^n ) and T_Y (f_2) = T_Y (f^∗_2 ) for f_2 ∈ Y (R^n ) . (16)

Assume further that

if 0 ≤ ϕ ∈ X(0, ∞), then T_X (ϕ) = T_X (ϕ^∗) and T_Y (ϕ) = T_Y (ϕ^∗) . (17)

Additionally, suppose that

if ϕ_1, ϕ_2 ∈ Y (0, ∞) and 0 ≤ ϕ_1 ≤ ϕ_2, then T_Y (ϕ_1) ≤ T_Y (ϕ_2) . (18)

Let Ω ⊆ R^n be a measurable set. Then from the fact that

(i) for every k > 0 there exists a constant c > 0 such that for every nonnegative function ϕ ∈ X(0, |Ω|) it holds T_Y ( k ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ(y)dy ) ds ) ≤ T_X (cϕ) , it follows that (ii) for every k > 0 there exists a constant c > 0 such that for every f ∈ X(Ω) it holds that T_Y (kW_{α,ψ}f) ≤ T_X (cf) . Moreover, for Ω = R^n also the reverse implication holds true. Remark 2.2. Admissible choice of T_X , T_Y in Theorem 3 is

T_X f = ∫_∞ 0 s^σH_X (s^ϱf^∗(s)) ds and T_Y f = ∫_∞ 0 s^αH_Y (s^β f^∗(s)) ds

for some non-decreasing functions H_X , H_Y : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) and α, β, σ, ϱ ∈ R. Indeed, let us fix ϕ ∈ X and define f_ϕ(x) := ϕ(ω_n|x|^n). Then f^∗_ϕ (s) = ϕ^∗(s). We denote T_X ϕ := T_X f_ϕ. Then

T_X f^∗ = T_X f_f ∗ = ∫_∞ 0 s^σ H_X (s^ϱf^∗(s)) ds ,

therefore (16) holds true. On the other hand, to justify (17) we notice that

T_X ϕ = T_X f_ϕ = ∫_∞ 0 s^σ H_X (s^ϱ(f_ϕ)^∗(s)) ds = ∫_∞ 0 s^σH_X (s^ϱϕ^∗(s)) ds . Moreover, (18) follows from the monotonicity of H_Y .

3. Preliminaries

Following a usual custom, we denote by c or C a general positive constant. Different occurrences from line to line will be still denoted by c or C. Special occurrences will be denoted by c_1, C_2 or similarly. In order to stress relevant dependencies on parameters, we will use parentheses, i.e., c = c(p, α) means that c depends on p, α. Moreover, we say that two functions f_1, f_2 : [0, ∞) → R are comparable and denote it as f_1(t) ≈ f_2(t) if there exist constants c_1, c_2 > 0 such that f_1(c_1t) ≤ f_2(t) ≤ f_1(c_2t) for all t > 0.

Let us denote the characteristic function of the set E by 1_E . We denote by B(x, r) a ball centred in x and radius r > 0. By ω_n we denote a volume of a unit ball, i.e., ω_n := |B(0, 1)|.

Given a measurable subset E of Ω, we denote ‖f‖_{X(E)} = ‖f1_E‖_{X(Ω)} for any measurable function f on Ω. Note that then ||f||_{X(E)} ≠ ||f^∗||_{X(0,|E|)} but rather ||f||_{X(E)} = || (f1_E)^∗ ||_{X(0,|E|)}. Moreover, we denote by X_{loc}(Ω) the space of measurable functions f in Ω such that ‖f‖_{X(E)} < ∞ for every compact set E ⊂ Ω.

We use the basic properties of the decreasing rearrangement and the maximal rearrangement, defined in (7) and (8). While considering these objects, it is usually assumed that (12) holds. Observe that if f, g : R^n → R and f(x) ≤ g(x) for all x ∈ R^n , then f^∗(t) ≤ g^∗(t) for all t > 0 . (19) By [6, Chapter 1, Proposition 1.7], for any f_1, f_2 and t > 0 it holds that (f_1 + f_2)^∗(t) ≤ f^∗_1 (^t_2 ) + f^∗_2 (^t_2 ) . (20) The function f^{∗∗} is nonnegative, non-increasing and the function t → tf^{∗∗}(t) is non-decreasing. In particular 1 2 f^{∗∗}(t) ≤ f^{∗∗}(2t) ≤ f^{∗∗}(t) . (21)

Moreover, f^∗ ≤ f^{∗∗}. For any measurable set Ω ⊂ R^n the following inequality holds true ∫ Ω |f(y)|dy ≤ ∫_{|Ω|} 0 f^∗(s)ds = |Ω|f^{∗∗}(|Ω|) . (22) If f is nonnegative, radially decreasing function, then

f(x) = f^∗(ω_n|x|^n) (23)

and ∫ B(0,r) f(y)dy = ∫_{ωnr}n 0 f^∗(s)ds = ω_nr^nf^{∗∗}(ω_nr^n) for every r > 0 . (24)

Lemma 7.2 gives us that for any non-decreasing, left-continuous function ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) we have the following identity (ψ(|f|))^∗ (t) = ψ(f^∗(t)) . (25) We use the classical fractional maximal operator M_α, defined for every f ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^n ) as M_αf(x) := sup_{B∋x} |B|^{αn −1} ∫ B |f(y)|dy , (26) where α ∈ [0, n) is a parameter and supremum is taken over all balls B such that x ∈ B, see [46]. The following result has been proved in [21, Theorem 1.1]. For n ≥ 1 and α ∈ [0, n), there exists a constant C_M = C_M (α, n) such that for every f ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^n ) it holds that

(M_αf)^∗(t) ≤ C_M sup_{s>t} s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s). (27)

The proof of this fact employs basic properties of maximal function and rearrangements.

We use the Hardy inequality [6, Lemma 3.9] of the following form. If q ≥ 1 and p < q − 1, then for every measurable, nonnegative function ϕ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) it holds that ∫_∞ 0 t^p ( 1 t ∫_t 0 ϕ(x) dx )q dt ≤ ( q q − p − 1 )_q ∫_∞ 0 t^pϕ(t)^q dt . (28)

If instead of p < q − 1 we have p > q − 1, then ∫_∞ 0 t^p ( 1 t ∫_∞ t ϕ(x) dx )_q dt ≤ ( q p + 1 − q )_q ∫_∞ 0 t^pϕ(t)^q dt . (29)

Let 0 < p < ∞, 0 < q ≤ ∞. The Lorentz space Λ^{p,q} (Ω) is a space of measurable functions f : Ω → R such that

‖f‖_Λp,q_{(Ω)} := ‖ ‖s^1p^{− 1}q f^∗(s) ‖ ‖_{Lq (0,|Ω|)} < ∞ . (30) For q = ∞ this space is usually called the Marcinkiewicz space. Furthermore, Λ^{[p,q]}(Ω) for 0 < p < ∞, 0 < q ≤ ∞, denotes the Lorentz space equipped with the quasi-norm given by

‖f‖_Λ[p,q]_{(Ω)} := ‖ ‖s^1p^{− 1}q f^{∗∗}(s) ‖ ‖_{Lq (0,|Ω|)} (31)

for measurable functions f : Ω → R. As above, for q = ∞, this space is called the Marcinkiewicz space.

For the basic properties of Lorentz spaces we refer to [6, Chapter 4, Section 4]. Note that spaces Λ^{p,q} and Λ^{[p,q]} are quasi-normed, rearrangement invariant Banach function spaces. Space Λ^{p,q} is a Banach function space if and only if 1 ≤ q ≤ p < ∞, while Λ^{[p,q]} is a Banach function space if and only if 1 ≤ p < ∞ and 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞. Observe that Λ^{p,p} = L^p, i.e., standard Lebesgue spaces are Lorentz spaces.

It holds that Λ^{[p,q]} ⊆ Λ^{p,q} for arbitrary p, q. By [6, Chapter 4, Lemma 4.5], the quasi-norms || · ||_Λ[p,q] and || · ||_Λp,q are equivalent for p > 1, q ≥ 1, which means that

Λ^{[p,q]} = Λ^{p,q} for p > 1, q ≥ 1 . (32)

Lorentz spaces also satisfy the embedding Λ^{p,q2} ⊆ Λ^{p,q1} for q_1 ≥ q_2. In fact, by [6, Chapter 4, Proposition 4.2] there exists a constant C = C(q_1, q_2) such that ||f||_Λp,q1 ≤ C||f||_Λp,q2 . (33) Moreover, due to [6, page 217], we know that if Ω ⊂ R^n is such that |Ω| < ∞, then

if 0 < p_1 < p_2 ≤ ∞ and 0 < q_1, q_2 ≤ ∞, then Λ^{p2 ,q2} (Ω) ⊆ Λ^{p1 ,q1} (Ω) . (34)

4. Properties of potential W_{α,ψ}. Proofs of Theorem 1, 2, and 3, and direct consequences.

Let us recall that potential W_{α,ψ} is given by (9). We denote the truncated potential by W^R_{α,ψ}f(x) := ∫_R 0 r^{α−1}ψ ( r^{α−n} ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)| dy ) dr . (35) Before proofs of our main results on one-dimensional reduction, let us present basic properties of W^R_{α,ψ}.

Lemma 4.1. Let n ∈ N and α ∈ (0, n). Assume ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is non-decreasing, then for every x ∈ R^n it holds that W^R_{α,ψ}f(x) ≤^1_α R^αψ ( ω^{1− αn}n M_αf(x) ) for f ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^n ) .

Proof. We observe that by the very definition of the maximal function (26) we have W^R_{α,ψ}f(x) = ∫_R 0 r^{α−1}ψ ( r^{α−n} ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)|dy ) dr

≤ ∫_R 0 r^{α−1}ψ ( ω^{1− αn}_n M_αf(x) ) dr = R^α α ψ ( ω^{1− αn}_n M_αf(x) ) .

Lemma 4.2. Let n ∈ N and α ∈ (0, n). Suppose ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is a non-decreasing, left-continuous function and f ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^n ), then there exists c = c(α, n) > 0 such that for every t > 0 it holds that

(W^R_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) ≤^1_α R^αψ ( c sup_{s>t} s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) for f ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^n ) . (36)

Proof. Function t →^1_α R^αψ(c t) is a non-decreasing, left-continuous function for a fixed c > 0. Therefore, Lemma 7.2 implies that ( R^α α ψ ( ω^{1− αn}_n M_αf ))∗ (t) = R^α α ψ ( ω^{1− αn}_n (M_αf)^∗ (t) ) . By using Lemma 4.1 in conjunction with (27) we obtain

(W^R_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) ≤^1_α R^αψ ( ω^{1− αn}_n (M_αf)^∗ (t) ) ≤^1_α R^αψ ( C_M ω^{1− αn}_n sup_{s>t} s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) .

Now we shall investigate the operator f → ( W_{α,ψ}f − W^R_{α,ψ}f ) . We use the following fact similar to [16, Lemma 2.5].

Lemma 4.3. Let n ∈ N, α ∈ [0, n] and let ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) be a non-decreasing function. There exist constants c_1 = c_1(α, n) > 0, c_2 = c_2(α, n) > 0 such that for every R > 0 the following inequality holds true W_{α,ψ}f(x) − W^R_{α,ψ}f(x) ≤ c_1 ∫_∞ ω_nR^n s^{αn −1}ψ ( c_2s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds for f ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^n ) . (37)

Proof. Observe that by (22) for any x ∈ R^n and r > 0 it holds that ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)| dy ≤ ∫_{|B(x,r)|} 0 f^∗(s) ds = ∫_{ωnr}n 0 f^∗(s) ds . Therefore W_{α,ψ}f(x) − W^R_{α,ψ}f(x) = ∫_∞ R r^{α−1}ψ ( r^{α−n} ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)| dy ) dr ≤ ∫_∞ R r^{α−1}ψ ( r^{α−n} ∫_{ωnr}n 0 f^∗(t) dt ) dr

= ∫_∞ R r^{α−1}ψ (ω_nr^αf^{∗∗}(ω_nr^n)) dr = ω^{− αn}_n n ∫_∞ ω_nR^n s^{αn −1}ψ ( ω^{1− αn}_n s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds , where in the last equality we used a substitution s = ω_nr^n.

We are in position to prove Theorem 1.

Proof of Theorem 1. Observe that the right-hand side of (37) does not depend on x. We fix arbitrary R > 0. Combining Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 gives us the following estimate

(W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) ≤^1_α R^αψ ( c sup_{s>t} s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) + c_1 ∫_∞ ω_nR^n s^{αn −1}ψ(c_2s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s))ds . (38)

By substituting t = ω_nR^n we obtain that (W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) ≤ 1 αω^{αn}_n t^{αn} ψ ( c sup_{s>t} s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) + c_1 ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ(c_2s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s))ds . (39)

To complete the proof of (13), we shall show that the first summand of (39) is always lesser (up to a constant) than the second one. In fact, it suffices to show that t^{αn} ψ ( cτ^{αn} f^{∗∗}(τ) ) ≤ 2^{1− αn} ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( 2cs^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds for every τ > t. Observe that due to (21) we have t^{αn} ψ(cτ^{αn} f^{∗∗}(τ)) ≤ τ^{αn} ψ(cτ^{αn} f^{∗∗}(τ)) = ∫_{2τ} τ τ^{αn −1}ψ(cτ^{αn} f^{∗∗}(τ)) ds ≤ ∫_{2τ} τ 2^{1− αn} s^{αn −1}ψ(cs^{αn} f^{∗∗}(^1_2 s)) ds ≤ 2^{1− αn} ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ(2cs^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s)) ds . This ends the proof of the upper bound.

To prove sharpness, we take any nonnegative radially decreasing function f. We notice that W_{α,ψ}f(x) = ∫_∞ 0 r^{α−1}ψ ( r^{α−n} ∫ B(x,r) f(y) dy ) dr ≥ ∫_∞ 2|x| r^{α−1}ψ ( r^{α−n} ∫ B(x,r) f(y) dy ) dr .

For r > |x| it holds that B(0, r − |x|) ⊆ B(x, r). In turn, we have W_{α,ψ}f(x) ≥ ∫_∞ 2|x| r^{α−1}ψ ( r^{α−n} ∫ B(0,r−|x|) f(y) dy ) dr = ∫_∞ 2|x| r^{α−1}ψ ( r^{α−n} ∫_{ωn(r−|x|)}n 0 f^∗(s) ds ) dr , (40) where we used (24) in the last equality. As for r > 2|x| it holds that^1_2 r ≤ r − |x| ≤ r, we have r^{α−n} ∫_{ωn(r−|x|)}n 0 f^∗(s) ds ≥ 2^{α−n}ω_n(r − |x|)^αf^{∗∗}(ω_n(r − |x|)^n) . (41) By substituting (41) into (40) we obtain inequality W_{α,ψ}f(x) ≥ ∫_∞ 2|x| r^{α−1}ψ ( 2^{α−n}ω_n(r − |x|)^αf^{∗∗}(ω_n(r − |x|)^n) ) dr ≥ C_{W,3} ∫_∞ ω_n|x|^n s^{αn −1}ψ ( C_{W,4}s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds , where the last inequality comes from substitution s = ω_n(r −|x|)^n and holds for some constants C_{W,3} = C_{W,3}(α, n) > 0 and C_{W,4} = C_{W,4}(α, n) > 0. The right-hand side of the last display is nonnegative and radially decreasing function of x, so it satisfies (23). Using (19), we obtain

(W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) ≥ C_{W,3} ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ(C_{W,4}s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s)) ds . This gives us (45).

We make use of Theorem 1 to prove boundedness criteria.

Proof of Theorem 2. We start with the implication (i) ⇒ (ii). Having any f ∈ X(Ω), we take f^∗ ∈ X(0, |Ω|). Then Theorem 1 gives us that ||W_{α,ψ}f||_{Y (Ω)} ≤ ||(W_{α,ψ}f)^∗||_{Y (0,|Ω|)} ≤ | | | | | | | |C^{W,1} ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( C_{W,2}s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 f^∗(y)dy ) ds | | | | | | | |_{Y (0,|Ω|)} . We can estimate the right-hand side above using (i) to get ||W_{α,ψ}f||_{Y (Ω)} ≤ cC_{W,1}||C_{W,2}f^∗||_{X(0,|Ω|)} = cC_{W,1}C_{W,2}||f||_{X(Ω)} . Hence, the implication is proved.

Conversely, in order to prove (ii) ⇒ (i) we take any nonnegative ϕ ∈ X(0, ∞). Let f(x) =^1_{CW,4} ϕ^∗(ω_n|x|^n), so that f is a nonnegative radially decreasing function and f^∗(t) =^1_{CW,4} ϕ^∗(t). Notice that for every r > 0 it holds that ∫_r 0 ϕ(s)ds ≤ ∫_r 0 ϕ^∗(s)ds , which implies that | | | | | | ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ(y)dy ) ds | | | | | | Y (0,∞) ≤ | | | | | | ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ^∗(y)dy ) ds | | | | | | Y (0,∞) =: I_1 .

Since f is radially decreasing and Ω = R^n , Theorem 1 implies that C_{W,3} ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( s^{αn} C_{W,4}f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds ≤ (W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) .

Hence, we infer that

I_1 ≤^1_{CW,3} ||(W_{α,ψ}f)^∗||_{Y (0,∞)} =^1_{CW,3} ||W_{α,ψ}f||_{Y (R}n_) .

Taking into account (ii) and collecting the above observations, we see that | | | | | | ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ(y)dy ) ds | | | | | | Y (0,∞) ≤^1_{CW,3} ||W_{α,ψ}f||_{Y (R}n_) ≤^1_{CW,3} c||f||_{X(R}n_) =^1 C_{W,3}C_{W,4} c||ϕ ∗||_{X(0,∞)} =^1_{CW,3CW,4} c||ϕ||_{X(0,∞)} , which was to be proven.

Proof of Theorem 3. We start with the implication (i) ⇒ (ii). Let k > 0 be arbitrarily fixed. Having any f ∈ X(Ω), we take f^∗ ∈ X(0, |Ω|). Then (16), (18), and Theorem 1 give us that T_Y (kW_{α,ψ}f)≤ T_Y (k(W_{α,ψ}f)^∗) ≤ T_Y ( kC_{W,1} ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( C_{W,2}s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 f^∗(y) dy ) ds ) . By assumption (i), for some c > 0 we have

T_Y (kW_{α,ψ}f)≤T_X (cC_{W,2}f^∗) = T_X (cC_{W,2}f) .

Hence, the implication is proven.

Conversely, in order to prove (ii) ⇒ (i) we take any nonnegative ϕ ∈ X(0, ∞) and k > 0. Let f(x) =^1_{CW,4} ϕ^∗(ω_n|x|^n), so that f is a nonnegative radially decreasing function and f^∗(t) =^1_{CW,4} ϕ^∗(t). Notice that for every r > 0 it holds that ∫_r 0 ϕ(s)ds ≤ ∫_r 0 ϕ^∗(s)ds , which in the view of (18) implies that T_Y ( k ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ(y)dy ) ds ) ≤ T_Y ( k ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ^∗(y)dy ) ds ) =: I_2 .

Since f is radially decreasing and Ω = R^n , Theorem 1 implies that C_{W,3} ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( s^{αn} C_{W,4}f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds ≤ (W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) . Hence, by (18) and (16) we infer that

I_2 ≤ T_Y (^1_{CW,3} k(W_{α,ψ}f)^∗) = T_Y (^1_{CW,3} kW_{α,ψ}f) .

Taking into account (ii) and collecting the above observations we see that for some constant c > 0 it holds that T_Y ( k ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ(y)dy ) ds ) ≤ T_X ( cf ) = T_X (cC_{W,4}ϕ^∗) = T_X (cC_{W,4}ϕ) ,

which was to be proven.

We have the following consequences of Theorem 1.

Corollary 4.4. Suppose ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is a non-decreasing function, n ≥ 1, and α ∈ (0, n). Then

(i) if σ > 1, β, ϱ > 0, α <^{ϱn}_{σβ+σϱ} , and ψ^β (t) ≤ ct^ϱ, then for γ =^{βσn}_{ϱn−ασβ−ασϱ} it holds

W_{α,ψ} : Λ^{σ,ϱ}(R^n ) → Λ^{γ,β}(R^n ) ;

(ii) if ϱ >^α_{n−α} and ψ(t) ≤ ct^ϱ, then it holds

W_{α,ψ} : L^1(R^n ) → Λ^{nnϱ−α(ϱ+1) ,∞}(R^n ) .

Note that this result in the case of ψ(t) = t^{1/(p−1)} yields the result of [20, Theorem 3.1, (i) and (ii)] with W_{α,p} in the place of V_{α,p}.

Proof. (i) Let us notice that by Theorem 1, Hardy inequality, and the fact that ψ^β (t) ≤ ct^ϱ, we have ∫_∞ 0 ( t^{1γ} (W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) )_β dt t ≤ C ∫_∞ 0 ( t^{1γ} ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ(cs^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s)) ds )_β dt t = C ∫_∞ 0 t^{βγ −1} (∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}ψ(cs^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s)) ds )_β dt ≤ C ∫_∞ 0 t^β(^{1γ + αn} )ψ^β (ct^{αn} f^{∗∗}(t)) dt t ≤ Cc ∫_∞ 0 t^β(^{1γ + αn} )t^{αϱn} (f^{∗∗}(t))^ϱ dt t = C‖f‖^ϱ_{Λ[σ,ϱ]} , where the last equality comes from the definition of γ. Note that since σ > 1, we have Λ^{σ,ϱ} = Λ^{[σ,ϱ]}.

(ii) Theorem 1 and ψ(t) ≤ ct^ϱ imply that (W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) ≤ C ∫_∞ t^αn ψ(crf^{∗∗}(r^{nα} )) dr ≤ C ∫_∞ t^αn ψ(cr^{1− nα} ‖f‖_L1 ) dr ≤ Cc ∫_∞ t^αn r^{ϱ(1− nα )}‖f‖^ϱ_{L1} dr ≤ C‖f‖^ϱ_{L1} t^{α−nn ϱ+ αn} . Therefore sup_{t>0} t^{nϱ−α(ϱ+1)n} (W_{α,ψ}f)^∗(t) ≤ c‖f‖^ϱ_{L1} .

Lemma 4.5. Suppose ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is a non-decreasing function, n ≥ 1, and α ∈ [0, n], then there exists a constant c = c(n, α) > 0 such that ‖W^R_{α,ψ}f‖_L∞_{(R}n_) ≤ c ∫_{ωnR}n 0 t^{αn −1}ψ ( ω^{1− αn}_n t^{αn} f^{∗∗}(t) ) dt . Moreover, W_{α,ψ} maps a Lorentz-type space of functions such that ∫_∞ 0 t^{αn −1}ψ ( ω^{1− αn}n t^{αn} f^{∗∗}(t) ) dt < ∞ into L^∞(R^n ) and ‖W_{α,ψ}f‖_L∞_{(R}n_) ≤ c ∫_∞ 0 t^{αn −1}ψ ( ω^{1− αn}_n t^{αn} f^{∗∗}(t) ) dt . Proof. By (22) we have ||W^R_{α,ψ}f||_L∞_{(R}n_) ≤ ∫_R 0 r^{α−1}ψ ( r^{α−n}ω_nr^nf^{∗∗}(ω_nr^n) ) dr = ∫_R 0 r^{α−1}ψ (ω_nr^αf^{∗∗}(ω_nr^n)) dr ≤ c ∫_{ωnR}n 0 t^{αn −1}ψ(ω^{1− αn}_n t^{αn} f^{∗∗}(t)) dt .

5. Potentials given by a doubling function and regularity to quasilinear PDEs

The aim of this section is to present some applications of Theorems 1 and 2 to the theory of regularity. In fact, knowing the estimates for solutions to problems with doubling Orlicz growth expressed with use of generalized Wolff potential, we can precisely transfer regularity from data to solutions. The regularity we infer was not known in that delicate scales. We start with some more definitions, then we pass to boundedness of W_{α,G} and regularity.

5.1. N-functions

Basic references for what follows are [2, 45]. In this section let G ∈ C([0, ∞)) ∩ C^1((0, ∞)) and assume that

• G is an N-function – it is a convex, continuous, and such that G(0) = 0, lim_{t→0} G(t)/t = 0 and lim_{t→∞} G(t)/t = ∞;

• g : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is a non-decreasing function such that G(t) = ∫_t 0 g(s) ds ; • G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2, which is equivalent to the fact that there exist constants i_G, s_G > 1 satisfying

1 < i_G = inf_{t>0} tg(t) G(t) ≤ sup_{t>0} tg(t) G(t) = s_G < ∞ . (42)

The Young conjugate ~G to an N-function G : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is given by ~G(s) := sup_{t>0}(st − G(t)). Then ~G is an N-function too.

We say that a function G : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) satisfies Δ_2-condition (denoted G ∈ Δ_2), if there exists c_{Δ2} > 0 such that G(2t) ≤ c_{Δ2} G(t) for t > 0. We say that G satisfy ∇_2-condition if ~G ∈ Δ_2. Note that it is possible that G satisfies only one of the conditions Δ_2/∇_2. For instance, when G(t) = (1 + t) log(1 + t) − t, its complementary function is ~G(s) = exp(s) − s − 1. Then G ∈ Δ_2 and ~G ∉ Δ_2. Note that G ∉ Δ_2 can be trapped between two power-type functions with arbitrarily close powers, see [12, 8]. If G ∈ C([0, ∞)) ∩ C^1((0, ∞)) is an N-function and G^′ = g, then G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2 holds if and only if (42). Moreover, then G(t) t^{iG} is non-decreasing and G(t) t^{sG} is non-increasing , (43)

and i_GG(t) ≤ g(t)t ≤ s_GG(t). Note that g(t)t is comparable to G(t), so function t →^{g(t)}_{tiG−1} is comparable to a nondecreasing function and t →^{g(t)}_{tsG−1} is comparable to a non-increasing function. Observe that i_{~G} =^{sG}_{sG−1} and s_{~G} =^{iG}_{iG−1} .

5.2. Properties of W_{α,G}

We start with a consequence of Theorem 1. It follows directly from this theorem and doubling properties of g^{−1}. In the further parts of this section, we make use of this result to establish various results on the boundedness of W_{α,G}.

Proposition 5.1. Let n ≥ 1, α ∈ (0, n), and let G ∈ C([0, ∞)) ∩ C^1((0, ∞)) be an N-function such that G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2. Then there exists C_W = C_W (α, i_G, s_G, n) > 0 such that

(W_{α,G}f)^∗(t) ≤ C_W ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds (44)

whenever f ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^n ) satisfies (12).

The result is sharp, in the sense that there exists a positive constant c_W = c_W (α, i_G, s_G, n) > 0 such that, if f ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^n ) is nonnegative and radially decreasing, then

c_W ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds ≤ (W_{α,G}f)^∗(t). (45) We use Proposition 5.1 to prove the following estimates.

Proposition 5.2. Suppose G ∈ C([0, ∞)) ∩ C^1((0, ∞)) is an N-function such that G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2. The following estimates hold true.

(i) For any α ∈ (0,^n_{sG} ) and q ∈ (0, 1] there exists a constant C = C(α, n, i_G, s_G, q) > 0 such that t^{1− αn} g(t^{− αn} (W_{α,G}f)^∗(t)) ≤ C||f||_Λ1,q_{(R}n_) (46) for every f ∈ Λ^{1,q} (R^n ).

(ii) For any β > 1, α ∈ (0,^n_{βsG} ) and q ∈ (0, ∞] there exists a constant C = C(β, α, n, i_G, s_G, q) > 0 such that t^{1β − αn} g(t^{− αn} (W_{α,G}f)^∗(t)) ≤ C||f||_Λβ,q_{(R}n_) (47) for every f ∈ Λ^{β,q}(R^n ).

Proof. We start with the proof of (46) for q = 1. Combining Proposition 5.1 and Lemma 7.3 give us that

(W_{α,G}f)^∗ (t) ≤ C_W ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 f^∗(r)dr ) ds ≤ C_W ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn −1}||f||_L1_{(R}n_) ) ds =^n_α C_W ∫_∞ t^{αn} g^{−1} ( s^{1− nα} ||f||_L1_{(R}n_) ) ds ≤^n_α C_W c_{G,2}t^{αn} g^{−1} ( t^{αn −1}||f||_L1_{(R}n_) ) , which is (46) with q = 1. Using inequality (33) gives us the desired result.

The proof of (47) is analogous. We consider q = ∞. Let us notice that due to the fact that β > 1 and (32) we have

(W_{α,G}f)^∗ (t) ≤ C_W ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds ≤ C_W ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn − 1β} ||f||_Λβ,∞_{(R}n_) ) ds =^n_α C_W ∫_∞ t^αn g^{−1} ( s^{1− nαβ} ||f||_Λβ,∞_{(R}n_) ) ds ≤^n_α C_W c_{G,2}t^{αn} g^{−1} ( t^{αn − 1β} ||f||_Λβ,∞_{(R}n_) ) , which by (33) ends the proof.

Remark 5.3. By taking G(t) =^{t2}_2 we obtain W_{α,G} = I_{2α} = V_{α,2} and the result of Proposition 5.1 coincides with the classical estimate for Riesz potential (10) due to [43]. Inequality (46) implies that I_α : L^1(R^n ) → Λ^{nn−α ,∞}(R^n ) is bounded.

To achieve more transparent results, we restrict our attention to functions with support included in a set of finite measure.

Proposition 5.4. Let n ≥ 1, α ∈ (0,^n_{sG} ), and G ∈ C([0, ∞)) ∩ C^1((0, ∞)) be an N-function such that G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2. Assume further that Ω is a measurable set such that |Ω| < ∞. Then there exists a constant C = C(α, n, i_G, s_G) > 0 such that for all t ≤ |Ω| it holds that (W_{α,G}f)^∗(t) ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds for every measurable f : Ω → R.

Note that it is possible to prove this proposition with the integral over [ct, |Ω|) for any fixed c ∈ (0, 1).

Proof. By Proposition 5.1 it suffices to show that ∫_∞ |Ω| s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds ≤ c ∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds for t ≤ |Ω| and for some constant c = c(α, n, i_G, s_G) > 0. By Lemma 7.3 and since α ∈ (0,^n_{sG} ), it holds that ∫_∞ |Ω| s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds =^n_α ∫_∞ |Ω|^αn g^{−1} ( t^{1− nα} ||f||_L1_{(Ω)} ) dt ≤ C|Ω|^{αn} g^{−1} ( |Ω|^{αn −1}||f||_L1_{(Ω)} ) . Observe that since ||f||_L1_{(Ω)} = |Ω|f^{∗∗}(|Ω|) for t ≤ |Ω| it holds that |Ω|^{αn} g^{−1} ( |Ω|^{αn −1}||f||_L1_{(Ω)} ) = 2 ∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 |Ω| |Ω|^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( |Ω|^{αn} f^{∗∗}(|Ω|) ) ds ≤ 2 ∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 |Ω| s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( (2s)^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds ≤ c ∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 |Ω| s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds ≤ c ∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds .

We formulate a general result on boundedness of W_{α,G} yielding the reduction principle in the manner of Theorem 1.

Theorem 4. Suppose n ≥ 1, G ∈ C([0, ∞)) ∩ C^1((0, ∞)) is an N-function such that G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2, α ∈ (0,^n_{sG} ), and let Ω ⊂ R^n be a measurable and open set such that |Ω| < ∞. Let X(Ω) and Y (R^n ) be quasi-normed Banach rearrangement invariant spaces and let h_X , h_Y : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) be non-decreasing, left-continuous functions such that h_X , h_Y ∈ Δ_2. Then the following assertions are equivalent.

(i) There exists a constant c > 0 such that for every nonnegative function ϕ ∈ X(0, |Ω|) such that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ h_Y (∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ(y) dy ) ds )‖ ‖ ‖_{Y (0,|Ω|)} ≤ c||h_X (ϕ)||_{X(0,|Ω|)} .

(ii) There exists a constant c > 0 such that for every f : R^n → R with supp f ⊂ Ω, it holds that ||h_Y (W_{α,G}f) ||_{Y (R}n_) ≤ c||h_X (|f|)||_{X(Ω)} . Proof. The implication (i) =⇒ (ii) follows from a similar argumentation from the proof of Theorem 2, where we use Propositions 5.1 and 5.4 instead of Theorem 1 and doubling properties of h_X , h_Y , g^{−1} instead of the homogeneity of the norm.

Let us prove the implication (ii) =⇒ (i). We fix B(x_0, r) ⊆ Ω for some x_0 ∈ Ω and r > 0, which is possible since Ω is open. We take any nonnegative ϕ ∈ X(0, |Ω|). Let us consider a function κ : [0, |Ω|) → [0, ∞] such that κ^∗(t) = ϕ^∗(t)1_{(0,|B(x0,r)|)}(t). We notice that for every t ∈ [0, |Ω|) it holds that ϕ^{∗∗}(t) ≤ ϕ^{∗∗} ( t|B(x_0, r)| |Ω| ) = κ^{∗∗} ( t|B(x_0, r)| |Ω| ) ≤ |Ω| |B(x_0, r)| κ^{∗∗}(t) , where the first inequality comes from the monotonicity of maximal rearrangement, and the equality from the fact that κ^∗ = ϕ^∗ on (0, |B(x_0, r)|), while the last estimate holds due to the doubling property of the maximal rearrangement (21). Note that C = |Ω|/|B(x_0, r)| is finite since |Ω| < ∞. The inequality from the last display in conjunction with h_Y ∈ Δ_2 and g^{−1} ∈ Δ_2, implies that h_Y (∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ(y) dy ) ds ) ≤ Ch_Y (∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} κ^{∗∗}(s) ) ds )

≤ Ch_Y (∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} κ^{∗∗}(s) ) ds ) . (48)

Let us now take the function f defined by f(x) := κ^∗(ω_n|x − x_0|^n). Note that f^∗ = κ^∗, suppf ⊆ B(x_0, r) ⊆ Ω, and f is a translation of a radially decreasing function. Therefore, by Proposition 5.1, we have that ∫_∞ t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn} κ^{∗∗}(s) ) ds ≤ C(W_{α,G}f)^∗(t) . Therefore, by (48) and assumption (ii), it holds that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ h_Y (∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( s^{αn −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ(y) dy ) ds )‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Y (0,|Ω|)} ≤ C‖h_Y ((W_{α,G}f)^∗) ‖_{Y (0,|Ω|)}≤C‖h_Y (W_{α,G}f)‖_{Y (R}n_) ≤ Cc‖h_X (|f|)‖_{X(Ω)} = Cc‖h_X (f^∗)‖_{X(0,|Ω|)} = Cc‖h_X (κ^∗)‖_{X(0,|Ω|)} ≤ Cc‖h_X (ϕ^∗)‖_{X(0,|Ω|)} = Cc‖h_X (ϕ)‖_{X(0,|Ω|)} , which ends the proof.

Let us comment on the assumptions of Theorem 4.

Remark 5.5. We shall stress that in the proof of Theorem 4 we cannot relax the assumptions G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2 as well as extend the range of admissible α. The first reason comes from the observation that Theorem 1 takes the form of Proposition 5.1 only when G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2 and α ∈ (0,^n_{sG} ). The second reason lies in the proof of Proposition 5.4, where the doubling growth is necessary to restrict the integral on the right-hand side to [^1_2 t, |Ω|). Moreover, in (48) we also change the variables and the domain of integration, which requires the use of the fact that g^{−1} ∈ Δ_2 to keep the final estimate in the needed form.

Proposition 5.2 allows us to prove the following result relating to [20, Theorem 3.1].

Proposition 5.6. Suppose that G ∈ C([0, ∞)) ∩ C^1((0, ∞)) is an N-function such that G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2 and Ω ⊂ R^n satisfies |Ω| < ∞. Then the following estimates hold true.

(i) For any α ∈ (0,^n_{sG} ) and q ∈ (0, 1] there exists a constant C = C(α, n, i_G, s_G, q, |Ω|) > 0 such that ||g(W_{α,G}f)||_Λ^n_{n−αiG} ,∞_{(Ω)} ≤ C||f||_Λ1,q_{(Ω)} (49) for every f : Ω → R such that f ∈ Λ^{1,q} (Ω);

(ii) For any β > 1, α ∈ (0,^n_{βsG} ) and q ∈ (0, ∞] there exists a constant C = C(β, α, n, i_G, s_G, q, |Ω|) > 0 such that ||g(W_{α,G}f)||_Λ βn_{n−βαiG ,∞(Ω)} ≤ C||f||_Λβ,q_{(Ω)} (50) for every f : Ω → R such that f ∈ Λ^{β,q}(Ω).

(iii) For any β > 1, α ∈ (0,^n_{βsG} ), q ∈ (0, ∞], and γ <^{βn}_{n−βαiG} there exists a constant C = C(β, α, n, i_G, s_G, q, |Ω|) > 0 such that ||g(W_{α,G}f)||_{Λγ,q (Ω)} ≤ C||f||_Λβ,q_{(Ω)} (51) for every f : Ω → R such that f ∈ Λ^{β,q}(Ω).

(iv) For any α ∈ (0,^n_{sG} ), q ∈ (0, ∞] and γ >^n_{αiG} there exists a constant C = C(γ, α, n, i_G, s_G, q, |Ω|) such that ||g(W_{α,G}f)||_{L∞(Ω)} ≤ C||f||_Λγ,q_{(Ω)} (52) for every f : Ω → R such that f ∈ Λ^{γ,q}(Ω).

Proof. We start with the proof of (49). Observe that if t > |Ω|, then (g(W_{α,G}f)1_Ω)^∗ (t) = 0 and therefore the inequality t^{n−αiGn} (g(W_{α,G}f)1_Ω)^∗ (t) ≤ ||f||_Λ1,q_{(Ω)} is satisfied trivially for t > |Ω|. Further, we assume that t ≤ |Ω|. Since the function t →^{g(t)}_{tiG−1} is comparable to a non-decreasing function, we have g ( |Ω|^{− αn} (W_{α,G}f)^∗ (t) ) |Ω|^{− α(iG −1)}n ≤ C g ( t^{− αn} (W_{α,G}f)^∗ (t) ) t^{− α(iG −1)}n . Therefore, for some constant C > 0 it holds that t^{n−αiGn} g ((W_{α,G}f)^∗(t)) ≤ Ct^{1− αn} g(t^{− αn} (W_{α,G}f)^∗(t)). By (46) we have t^{n−αiGn} (g (W_{α,G}f1_Ω))^∗ (t) ≤ t^{n−αiGn} g ((W_{α,G}f)^∗(t)) ≤ C||f||_Λ1,q_{(Ω)}, which gives us (49).

Assertion (50) can be proved analogically, cf. the proof of Proposition 5.2. By applying it to (34) we get (51). To prove (52) we observe that since t →^{g−1 (t)}_{t 1iG −1} is comparable to a non-increasing function, we have t^{n−αγ} γn(iG−1) g−1 (t α n f^{∗∗}(t) ) ≤ Cg^{−1} ( t^{1γ} f^{∗∗}(t) )

for every t ≤ |Ω|. Therefore, by Proposition 5.4 it holds that ‖W_{α,G}f‖_{L∞(Ω)} ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 0 t^{αn −1}g^{−1} ( t^{αn} f^{∗∗}(t) ) dt ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 0 t^{αn − n−αγ} γn(iG −1) −1g−1 ( t^{1γ} f^{∗∗}(t) ) dt ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 0 t^{αn − n−αγ} γn(iG−1) −1g−1 (‖f‖ Λ^{γ,∞} ) dt ≤ Cg −1 ( ‖f‖_Λγ,∞_{(Ω)} ) . This gives us that ‖g (W_{α,G}f)‖_{L∞(Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_Λγ,∞_{(Ω)}, which is (52) with q = ∞. Using (33) gives us (52) with arbitrary q.

Using Hardy inequalities allows formulating more results similar to [20, Theorem 3.1].

Proposition 5.7. Let G ∈ C([0, ∞)) ∩ C^1((0, ∞)) be an N-function such that G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2, Ω ⊂ R^n be such that |Ω| < ∞, and^{sGα}_n ∈ (0, min{1, s_G − 1}).

(i) If β > max (1, s_G − 1), and q ∈ [1, ∞), then there exists a constant C = C(α, n, i_G, s_G, |Ω|, β, q) > 0 such that ||W_{α,G}f||_Λ βn(s_G−1) n(sG−1)−βαsG ,q (Ω) ≤ C||g^{−1}(|f|)||_Λβ,q_{(Ω)} (53) for every f : Ω → R such that g^{−1}(|f|) ∈ Λ^{β,q}(Ω).

(ii) If s_G ≤ 2 and q ∈ (0, 1], then there exists a constant C = C(α, n, i_G, s_G, |Ω|, q) > 0 such that ||W_{α,G}f||_Λ n(s_G−1) n(sG−1)−αsG ,∞(Ω) ≤ C||g^{−1}(|f|)||_Λ1,q_{(Ω)} (54)

for every f : Ω → R such that g^{−1}(|f|) ∈ Λ^{1,q}(Ω). (iii) There exists a constant C = C(α, n, i_G, s_G, |Ω|) such that ||W_{α,G}f||_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ C||g^{−1}(|f|)||_Λ n(s_G −1)_{αsG ,1 (Ω)} (55)

for every f : Ω → R such that g^{−1}(|f|) ∈ Λ^{n(sG−1)αs}G^{,1}(Ω).

Proof. We start with the proof of auxiliary inequalities. For this we notice that the function t →^{g−1 (t)}_{t 1sG−1} is comparable to a non-decreasing function which enables us to get for s ≤ |Ω| that

g^{−1}(s^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s)) = g^{−1} ( |Ω|^{αn} ( s |Ω| ) α_n f^{∗∗}(s) ) ≤ C ( s |Ω| ) α_{n(sG−1)} g^{−1} ( |Ω|^{αn} f^{∗∗}(s) ) ≤ Cs^{αn(s}G^{−1)} g^{−1}(f^{∗∗}(s)) . Combining this inequality with Proposition 5.4 gives us that for t ≤ |Ω| we have (W_{α,G}f)^∗(t) ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αsG} n(sG−1) −1g−1(f ∗∗(s))ds . (56) Let us consider s_G ≤ 2. We have that the function g^{−1} is comparable to a convex function. Therefore, using Lemma 7.2 we get

g^{−1}(f^{∗∗}(s)) = g^{−1} ( 1 s ∫_s 0 f^∗(r)dr ) ≤ C s ∫_s 0 g^{−1}(f^∗(r))dr = C ( g^{−1}(|f|) )_{∗∗} (s) . We substitute it into (56) to obtain that for s_G ≤ 2 that there exists a constant C = C(α, n, i_G, s_G, |Ω|) > 0 such that for all t ≤ |Ω| and for every measurable f : Ω → R it holds (W_{α,G}f)^∗(t) ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αsG} n(sG−1) (g−1(|f|))∗∗ (s) ds s . (57)

We assume now that s_G ≥ 2. We use Lemma 7.5 and Lemma 7.4 in the following way g^{−1}(f^{∗∗}(s)) ≤ Cs^{− 1s}G^{−1} ∫_s 0 r^{1s}G^{−1 −1}g^{−1}(f^∗(r))dr .

By (56), for s_G ≥ 2 there exists a constant C = C(α, n, i_G, s_G, |Ω|) > 0 such that for all t ≤ |Ω| and for every measurable f : Ω → R it holds (W_{α,G}f)^∗(t) ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αsG} n(sG−1) − 1 sG−1 ∫_s 0 r^{1s}G^{−1} g^{−1}(f^∗(r)) dr r ds s . (58)

Now we shall present the proof of (53). Let us denote γ =^{βn(sG −1)}_{n(sG −1)−βαsG} , which is greater than zero by assumptions on α. We shall begin with case s_G < 2. By (57) and Hardy inequality (29) it holds that ||W_{α,G}f||^q_{Λγ,q (Ω)} ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 0 t^{qγ −1} (∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αsG} n(sG−1) −1 (g−1(|f|))∗∗ (s) ds )_q dt

≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 0 t^{qγ + qαsG} n(sG−1) −1 (( g^{−1}(|f|) )_{∗∗} (t) )_q dt ≤ C||g^{−1}(|f|)||^q_{Λβ,q (Ω)}, where the last inequality holds due to^1_γ +^{αsG}_{n(sG −1)} =^1_β < 1 and (32). To consider s_G ≥ 2, we start from (58) and make use of (29) and (28) in the following way. ||W_{α,G}f||^q_{Λγ,q (Ω)} ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 0 t^{qγ −1} (∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αsG} n(sG−1) − 1 sG−1 1 s ∫_s 0 r^{1s}G^{−1 −1}g^{−1}(f^∗(r)) dr ds )_q dt

≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 0 t^{qγ + qαsG} n(sG−1) − q sG−1 −1 (∫_t 0 r^{1s}G^{−1 −1}g^{−1}(f^∗(r)) dr )_q dt ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 0 t^{qγ + qαsG} n(sG−1) −1 (( g^{−1}(|f|) )_∗ (t) )_q dt = C||g^{−1}(|f|)||^q_{Λβ,q (Ω)}, where the second use of Hardy inequality is permitted due to^1_γ +^{αsG}_{n(sG−1)} −^1_{sG−1} =^1_β −^1_{sG−1} < 0.

Now we shall look at (54). We denote γ =^{n(sG −1)}_{n(sG−1)−αsG} , which is greater than zero due to the assumption on α. Using (57) leads to

t^{1γ} (W_{α,G}f)^∗ (t) ≤ Ct^{1γ} ∫_{|Ω|} 1 2 t s^{αsG} n(sG−1) −2 ∫_s 0 g^{−1}(f^∗(r)) dr ds ≤ Ct^{1γ + αsGn(s}G^{−1) −1}‖g^{−1}(|f|)‖_L1_{(Ω)} = C‖g^{−1}(|f|)‖_L1_{(Ω)} .

The inequality (54) is therefore proven for q = 1 and using (33) leads to (54) itself.

Now we shall prove (55). In case of s_G < 2, we observe that since α <^{n(sG −1)}_{sG} and we have (57), it holds that ||W_{α,G}f||_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 0 t^{αsG} n(sG−1) −1(g−1(|f|))∗∗(t) dt ≤ C||g−1(|f|)|| Λ n(sG−1) αsG ,1(Ω) . To achieve a similar result for s_G ≥ 2, we use (58) in conjunction with Hardy inequality (28) and get ||W_{α,G}f||_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 0 t^{αsG} n(sG−1) − 1 sG−1 1 t ∫_t 0 r^{1s}G^{−1 −1}g^{−1}(f^∗(r)) dr ds ≤ C ∫_{|Ω|} 0 t^{αsG} n(sG−1) −1g−1(f ∗(t)) ds = C||g−1(|f|)|| Λ n(sG−1) αsG ,1(Ω) . Hence, inequality (55) is proven.

It is natural to expect a result on boundedness of W_{α,G} in the Orlicz scale. For an N-function A, by an Orlicz space L^A(Ω) we understand the space of measurable functions f : Ω → R such that there exists λ > 0 making ∫ Ω A (_1 λ |f| ) dx < ∞, endowed with the Luxemburg norm

||f||_LA_{(Ω)} := inf { λ > 0 : ∫ Ω A (_1 λ |f| ) dx ≤ 1 } . Let us present an application of [20, Theorem 3.4], which is proven via interpolation arguments, in order to infer that g (W_{α,G}) : L^A → L^B for compatible A and B.

Corollary 5.8. Let α <^n_{sG} . Suppose A and B are N-functions and let Ω ⊂ R^n be such that |Ω| < ∞. For σ >^n_{αiG} we define

E(t) := (∫_t 0 ( r A(r) ) 1_{σ−1} dr )^{σ−1}_σ and F (t) := (∫_t 0 B(r) r^{1+ σσ−1} dr )^{σ−1}_σ , (59)

and suppose that E is finite-valued for t > 0. Assume further that there exists a constant δ > 0 such that for t > 0 it holds that F ( E(t) δ ) ≤ δ A(t) t . (60)

Then there exists a constant C = C(α, n, i_G, s_G, |Ω|, δ) such that ||g(W_{α,G}f)||_LB_{(Ω)} ≤ C||f||_LA_{(Ω)} for every f : Ω → R satisfying f ∈ L^A(Ω).

Proof. Despite the operator T (f) := g(W_{α,G}f) is not a quasilinear operator as it does not satisfy |λ|T (f) = T (λf), we note that the proof of [20, Theorem 3.4] does not use this property. In order to apply this result, we need to show that T : L^1 → Λ^{σσ−1 ,∞} and T : Λ^{σ,1} → L^∞. Boundedness of T between Λ^{σ,1} and L^∞ comes from (52), while boundedness between L^1 and Λ^{σσ−1 ,∞} comes from (49) and (34). We are in position to apply [20, Theorem 3.4] to conclude.

5.3. Regularity of solutions to elliptic equations in reflexive Orlicz spaces

Potential estimates are known to be precise tools in the regularity theory, see [38] and references therein. In this section we follow the ideas of [20] and [24] dealing with the p-Laplace problems in order to transfer regularity from the datum to the solution also in the case of problems involving Orlicz growth being of broad interest recently, see e.g., [4, 9, 23, 11, 10] and references therein. We shall employ known estimates of [4, 13, 16, 3].

Within this section, we concentrate on the regularity of local weak solutions (when data is regular enough) and solutions obtained in an approximation procedure (when data is too poorly integrable for weak solutions to exist). The equation we deal with has a form (5), which is studied under the following regime.

Assumption (A). Given a bounded open set Ω ⊂ R^n , n ≥ 2, let us consider a Carathéodory’s function A : Ω × R^n → R^n (measurable with respect to the first variable and continuous with respect to the second one), which is strictly monotone, that is (A(x, ξ) − A(x, η)) · (ξ − η) > 0 for every ξ ≠ η. We suppose that A satisfies growth and coercivity conditions expressed by the means of a doubling N-function G ∈ C^1((0, ∞)) ∩ C([0, ∞)) i.e., a nonnegative, increasing, and convex function such that G ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2. Namely, we assume that { c^A_1 G(|ξ|) ≤ A(x, ξ) · ξ, |A(x, ξ)| ≤ c^A_2 g(|ξ|), (61)

where g is the derivative of G and c^A_1 , c^A_2 > 0 are absolute constants. We collect all parameters of the problem as

data = data(i_G, s_G, c^A_1 , c^A_2 ), where i_G and s_G describe the growth of G, cf. (42).

We define the Orlicz–Sobolev space W^{1,G}(Ω) as follows

W^{1,G}(Ω) = { f ∈ W^{1,1}_{loc} (Ω) : |f|, |Df| ∈ L^G(Ω) } , where the gradient is understood in the distributional sense, endowed with the norm

‖f‖_W 1,G_{(Ω)} = inf { λ > 0 : ∫ Ω G (_1 λ |f| ) + G (_1 λ |Df| ) dx ≤ 1 }

and by W^{1,G}_0 (Ω) we denote a closure of C^∞_0 (Ω) under the above norm. Properties of these function spaces depend only on the behaviour of G only up to equivalence and far from the origin.

A function u ∈ W^{1,G}_{loc} (Ω) is called a local weak solution to equation (5) under Assumption (A) if ∫ Ω^′ A(x, Du) · Dφ dx = ∫ Ω^′

fφ dx for every open set Ω^′ ⋐ Ω and every φ ∈ W^{1,G}_0 (Ω^′).

Recall that we define the Wolff-type potential W_{1,G} in (4). Following (35) and choosing ψ(t) = g^{−1}(t) we consider the truncated potential given by

W^R_{1,G}f(x) = ∫_R 0 g^{−1} ( r^{1−n} ∫ B(x,r) |f(y)| dy ) dr. (62) By [13, Theorem 2] we know that an A-superharmonic function u generated by a nonnegative f ∈ L^1_{loc} satisfies (6).

In this situation A-superharmonic functions are defined via the comparison principle with local continuous solutions to the homogeneous equation −divA(x, Du) = 0. If f ≥ 0 is regular enough (i.e., f ∈ (W^{1,G}_0 (Ω))^∗), the A-superharmonic function u generated by f is a local weak solution. In turn, local weak solutions are controlled on small balls by W^R_{1,G} via (6). Let us make use of Theorem 4 to find more consequences of the pointwise estimate (6) for the solution u.

Corollary 5.9. Suppose G, n, A, Ω satisfy Assumption (A) and s_G < n. Let X(Ω) and Y (Ω) be quasi-normed rearrangement invariant spaces and let h_X , h_Y : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) be non-decreasing, left-continuous functions such that h_X , h_Y ∈ Δ_2. Assume further that for every a ∈ (0, |Ω|) there exists a constant c > 0 such that for every nonnegative function ϕ ∈ X(0, a) it holds ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ h_Y (∫_a 1 2 t s^{1n −1}g^{−1} ( s^{1n −1} ∫_s 0 ϕ(y) dy ) ds )‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Y (0,a)} ≤ c||h_X (ϕ)||_{X(0,a)}. (63)

Then a local weak solution u ∈ W^{1,G}_{loc} (Ω) to (5) with nonnegative f ∈ X_{loc}(Ω) satisfies u ∈ Y_{loc}(Ω). Moreover, for every Ω^{′′} ⋐ Ω^′ ⋐ Ω it holds that ‖h_Y (|u|)‖_{Y (Ω}′′_) ≤ C ( h_Y ( g^{−1} ( ‖g(|u|)‖_L1_{(Ω}′_) )) + diam Ω + ‖h_X (|f|)‖_{X(Ω}′_) ) . (64)

Proof. Let us take any R > 0 such that (6) holds true and satisfying R <^1_2 dist(∂Ω^′, ∂Ω^{′′}), so that B(x, R) ⊆ Ω^′ for all x ∈ Ω^{′′}. Observe that for such x we have W^R_{1,G}f(x) = W^R_{1,G}(f1_Ω′ )(x). Moreover, we can estimate

inf B(x,R) |u(y)| = g^{−1} ( inf B(x,R) g(|u(y)|) ) ≤ g^{−1} ( 1 ω_nR^n ∫ B(x,R) g(|u(y)|) dy ) ≤ g^{−1} ( 1 ω_nR^n ‖g(|u|)‖_L1_{(Ω}′_) ) . Therefore, by (6) we have an estimate of the form |u(x)| ≤ C ( g^{−1} ( ‖g(|u|)‖_L1_{(Ω}′_) ) + diam Ω + W^R_{1,G}(f1_Ω′ )(x) ) . Applying h_Y and using its doubling properties give us that h_Y (|u(x)|) ≤ C ( h_Y ( g^{−1} ( ‖g(|u|)‖_L1_{(Ω}′_) )) + diam Ω + h_Y ( W^R_{1,G}(f1_Ω′ )(x) )) . By using Theorem 4 and (63) we can estimate ||h_Y ( W^R_{1,G}(f1_Ω′ ) ) ||_{Y (Ω}′′_) ≤ ||h_Y ( W^R_{1,G}(f1_Ω′ ) ) ||_{Y (Ω}′_) ≤ C||h_X (|f|)||_{X(Ω}′_) . Therefore, we have ||h_Y (|u|)||_{Y (Ω}′′_) ≤ C ( h_Y ( g^{−1} ( ‖g(|u|)‖_L1_{(Ω}′_) )) + diam Ω + ‖h_X (|f|)‖_{X(Ω}′_) ) . (65)

Note that by [23, Lemma 4.1] it holds that g(|u|) ∈ L^1_{loc}(Ω), which means that the right-hand side of (65) is finite.

We can use Corollary 5.9 and results from the previous section to obtain regularity results for u. In fact, we apply Proposition 5.7, as well as Proposition 5.6 to get what follows.

Theorem 5. Suppose G, n, A, Ω satisfy Assumption (A), s_G < n and u is a local weak solution to (5) with nonnegative data. Then

(i) if q ∈ (0, 1] and f ∈ Λ^{1,q}_{loc}(Ω), then g(|u|) ∈ Λ n n−iG ,∞ loc (Ω); (ii) if β > 1, q ∈ [1, ∞] and f ∈ Λ^{β,q}_{loc} (Ω), then g(|u|) ∈ Λ βn n−βiG ,∞ loc (Ω); (iii) if q ∈ (1, ∞], γ >^n_{iG} and f ∈ Λ^{γ,q}_{loc} (Ω), then u ∈ L^∞_{loc}(Ω);

(iv) if^n_{n−1} < s_G ≤ 2, q ∈ (0, 1] and g^{−1}(|f|) ∈ Λ^{1,q}_{loc}(Ω), then u ∈ Λ n(sG−1) n(sG−1)−sG ,∞ loc (Ω); (v) if β ∈ ( max(1, s_G − 1),^{n(sG −1)}_{sG} ) , q ∈ [1, ∞) and g^{−1}(|f|) ∈ Λ^{β,q}_{loc} (Ω), then u ∈ Λ βn(sG−1) n(sG−1)−βsG ,q loc (Ω);

(vi) if^n_{n−1} < s_G and g^{−1}(|f|) ∈ Λ n(sG−1) sG ,1 loc (Ω), then u ∈ L^∞_{loc}(Ω) .

In particular, in the view of (34) and Lemma 7.6, for G being a Zygmund function we have what follows.

Corollary 5.10. Let 1 < p < n, γ ∈ R. Suppose n, A, Ω satisfy Assumption (A) with G(t) = t^p log^γ (s + t) for sufficiently large s, and u is a local weak solution to (5). Then

(i) if q ∈ (0, 1] and f ∈ Λ^{1,q}_{loc}(Ω), then |u|^{p−1} log^γ (s + |u|) ∈ Λ^{δ,∞}_{loc} (Ω) for every 0 < δ <^n_{n−p} ;

(ii) if β > 1, q ∈ [1, ∞] and f ∈ Λ^{β,q}_{loc} (Ω), then |u|^{p−1} log^γ (s + |u|) ∈ Λ^{δ,∞}_{loc} (Ω) for every 0 < δ <^{βn}_{n−βp} ;

(iii) if q ∈ (1, ∞], γ >^n_p and f ∈ Λ^{γ,q}_{loc} (Ω), then u ∈ L^∞_{loc}(Ω);

(iv) if^n_{n−1} < p < 2, q ∈ (0, 1] and |f|^{1p−1} (log (s + |f|))^{− γp−1} ∈ Λ^{1,q}_{loc}(Ω), then u ∈ Λ^{δ,∞}_{loc} (Ω) for every 0 < δ <^{n(p−1)}_{n(p−1)−p} ;

(v) if β ∈ ( max{1, p − 1},^n_p (p − 1) ) , q ∈ [1, ∞) and |f|^{1p−1} (log (s + |f|))^{− γp−1} ∈ Λ^{β,q}_{loc} (Ω), then u ∈ Λ^{δ,q}_{loc}(Ω) for every 0 < δ <^{βn(p−1)} n(p−1)−βp ; (vi) if p >^n_{n−1} and |f|^{1p−1} (log (s + |f|))^{− γp−1} ∈ Λ^{δ,1}_{loc}(Ω) for some δ >^n_p (p − 1), then u ∈ L^∞_{loc}(Ω) .

Results similar to Corollary 5.10 may be obtained for problems governed by G(t) = t^p (log log(s + t))^γ by using Lemma 7.7. We left the exact formulation to the reader.

For results related to (iii) for problems with more general structure involving also explicit u-dependence of an operator see e.g. [26].

Using Corollary 5.8 we can also infer the following result.

Theorem 6. Suppose G, n, A, Ω satisfy Assumption (A), and u is a local weak solution to (5) with nonnegative data. For σ >^n_{iG} let E and F be defined as in (59). Assume further that E is finite-valued for t > 0 and there exists a constant δ > 0 such that for t > 0 such that (60) holds true. If |f| ∈ L^A_{loc}(Ω), then g(|u|) ∈ L^B_{loc}(Ω).

We refer to [24] for the potential estimates for solutions to p-Laplace systems of equations with regular data in divergence form and more methods of using boundedness of W_{α,p}, p > 1, to infer regularity of solutions. The results are formulated in the general scales of Morrey-type and Campanato-type. This approach seems to be possible to adapt to the vectorial and the scalar case with Orlicz growth and measurable coefficients with the use of the potential W_{α,G}. However, it is not direct and cannot be used to stress applicability of Theorems 1 and 2.

Let us mention other results that can be inferred for vectorial problems. For a result related to the upper bound from (6) for solutions to systems with Orlicz and superquadratic growth and under more typical assumptions like quasidiagonal structure of the system, we refer to [16] proven with the method of [39].

Remark 5.11. For a local weak solution u : Ω → R^m to system −divA(x, Du) = f with a datum f ∈ (L^1(Ω))^m, [16, Theorem 2.1] yields that for all sufficiently small R > 0 and B(x, R) ⋐ B(x, 2R) ⋐ Ω it holds that |u(x)| ≤ C_W ( W^R_{1,G}(|f|)(x) + 1 |B(x, R)| ∫ B(x,R) |u(y)|dy ) . Consequently, |u| shares the regularity consequences from Theorem 5 and can be illustrated by a related counterpart of Corollary 5.10. In particular, this result concerns solutions to vectorial p-Laplace problems studied in [39].

Remark 5.12. In fact, Corollary 5.9 requires only g(|u|) ∈ L^1_{loc}(Ω). In turn, one can infer from estimate (64) all consequences of Corollary 5.9, Theorem 5, Remark 5.11 for a more general notion of solutions e.g., for SOLA (solutions obtained as a limit of approximation) introduced in [7], approximable solutions [23, 3], or A-superharmonic functions [31, 13]. This passage to the limit in the Orlicz setting in the case of SOLA is described in [4], while for A-superharmonic functions in [13]. Very weak solutions to a system from Remark 5.11 are proven to exist in [15].

Let us note that gradients of solutions to (5) are also known to be controlled by a potential, see [20, 38]. In fact, potential estimates on |Du|, where u is a SOLA to (1), were provided in the terms of the Wolff potential in [29] and then improved to estimates of |Du|^{p−1} by a linear Riesz potential I_1 in [37]. Note that due to [38, (26)] for p ≥ 2 it holds that I^R_1 f ≲ (W^{2R}_{1p ,p}f)^{p−1}. For a natural subclass of (5) in [4] it is proven that

g(|Du(x)|) ≤ C ( I^{2R}_1 f(x) + g ( 1 |B(x, R)| ∫ B(x,R) |Du| dx )) , where C = C(data), (66)

and I^R_1 f is the truncated Riesz potential, that is, I^R_1 f(x) := ∫_R 0 ( r^{−n} ∫ B(x,r) |f| dy ) dr . Note that for SOLA it is known that g(|Du|) ∈ L^1_{loc}(Ω). Boundedness of Riesz potential is studied between Lorentz spaces, L^1 and Marcinkiewicz spaces, as well as Lorentz space and L^∞ are established in [20, Proposition 2.8], see also [17, 18]. Observe that truncated Riesz potential can be estimated using maximal function, i.e.,

I^R_1 f(x) ≤ ∫_R 0 M_1f(x) dr = RM_1f(x). Therefore, I^R_1 shares the same estimates as the maximal operator. In turn, using Lemma 7.1 and [20, Proposition 2.8] as well, we can formulate the counterpart of Theorem 5 for gradients of solutions.

Theorem 7. Suppose G, n, A satisfy Assumption (A). Let us additionally assume that G is superquadratic (i.e., i_G ≥ 2), A(x, ξ) = A(ξ), and u is a local weak solution to (5). Then the following implications hold true.

(i) If 1 < σ < n and 0 < β ≤ ∞ and f ∈ Λ^{σ,β}_{loc} (Ω), then g(|Du|) ∈ Λ^{σnn−σ ,β}_{loc} (Ω);

(ii) If f ∈ L^1_{loc}(Ω), then g(|Du|) ∈ Λ^{nn−1 ,∞}_{loc} (Ω);

(iii) If locally f ∈ L log L(Ω), then g(|Du|) ∈ L^{nn−1}_{loc} (Ω);

(iv) If 1 < q < θ ≤ n and locally f ∈ L^q_θ(Ω), then locally g(|Du|) ∈ L^{θqθ−q}_θ (Ω);

(v) If 1 < q < θ ≤ n, s ∈ (0, ∞) and locally f ∈ Λ^{q,s}_θ (Ω), then locally g(|Du|) ∈ Λ^{θqθ−q , θsθ−q} (Ω) .

A version of the above theorem extended to systems with Orlicz growth similar to described in Remark 5.11 is provided in [14]. The results (i)–(ii) above are closely related to [11, Theorem 1]. Theorem 7 provides the regularity for a larger set of parameters. On the other hand, [11, Theorem 1] allows for analysis of the operator with measurable coefficients, i.e., A : Ω × R^n → R^n being a Carathéodory’s function.

Given the current interest in Lipschitz bounds, see e.g., [5, 28], let us formulate one more consequence of (66) and boundedness of I_1 : Λ^{n,1}(R^n ) → L^∞(R^n ) [20, Proposition 2.8]. Note that the key missing ingredient to get rid of the technical assumptions i_G ≥ 2 and A(x, ξ) = A(ξ) is to extend (66) coming from [4] to this case.

Corollary 5.13 (Lipschitz bound). Suppose G, n, A satisfy Assumption (A). Let us additionally assume that G is superquadratic (i.e., i_G ≥ 2), A(x, ξ) = A(ξ), and u is a local weak solution to (5). If f ∈ Λ^{n,1}_{loc} (Ω), then g(|Du|) ∈ L^∞_{loc}(Ω). Moreover, for every Ω^{′′} ⋐ Ω^′ ⋐ Ω we have ‖g(|Du|)‖_L∞_{(Ω}′′_) ≤ C ( ‖f‖_Λn,1_{(Ω}′_) + g ( ‖ |Du| ‖_L1_{(Ω}′_) )) , where C = C(data) .

As in the case of a solution u described in Remark 5.12, estimate (66) for gradients work also for gradient of SOLA, see [4]. In turn, the claims of Theorem 7 and Corollary 5.13 are true for u being SOLA. Similar bound for solutions to vectorial problems is proven in [14]. Let us stress, however, that [5, Theorem 1.15] provides also this kind of Lipschitz estimate for energy solutions to vectorial problems for more general case, i.e., without assuming that the growth of the operator is superquadratic. For related results for problems with more general structure involving also explicit u-dependence of an operator see e.g. [40, 25].

6. New regularity results for solutions to problems in non-reflexive Orlicz spaces

We point out that the estimates of Theorem 2 can be used also in order to infer regularity to nondoubling problems anisotropic considered e.g. in [19, 3].

Let us consider the problem −divA(x, Du) = f, where the growth of a monotone Carathéodory’s function A : Ω × R^n → R^n is governed by an anisotropic N-function Φ : R^n → [0, ∞) via conditions A(x, ξ) · ξ ≥ Φ(ξ) and ~Φ(c_ΦA(x, ξ)) ≤ Φ(ξ) + h(x) holding for every ξ ∈ Rn , a.e. x ∈ Ω, a positive constant c_Φ, and nonnegative h ∈ L1(Ω), where ~Φ denotes the Young conjugate of Φ. For any weak solution u, symmetrization methods of [19] lead to u^∗(|x|) ≤ 1 nω^{1/n}n ∫_{|Ω|} |B(0,|x|)| s^{1n −1}Ψ^{−1}_♦ ( s^{1n} nω^{1/n}n f^{∗∗}(s) ) ds =: I. In this formula Ψ_♦ is equivalent (up to absolute constants) to Ψ_∘(t) = Φ_∘(t)/t where function ξ → Φ_∘(|ξ|) can be regarded as a kind of “average in measure” of Φ, i.e., Φ_∘ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) obeys |{ξ ∈ R^n : Φ_∘(|ξ|) ≤ t}| = |{ξ ∈ R^n : Φ(ξ) ≤ t}| for t ≥ 0. We assume that Ψ_♦(s) → ∞ as s → ∞. It is important to stress that there is no Δ_2-condition imposed on Φ. Using the same arguments as in the proofs of Theorem 2 and Theorem 3 combined with Remark 2.2 one can infer the following result.

Corollary 6.1. Suppose Φ and A are as above and there exists a weak solution u to −divA(x, Du) = f ∈ L^1_{loc}(Ω). Let X(Ω) and Y (Ω) be quasi-normed rearrangement invariant spaces.

(i) If there exists a constant c > 0 such that for every nonnegative function ϕ ∈ X(0, ∞) it holds ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫_{|Ω|} |B(0,·)| s^{1n −1}Ψ^{−1}_♦ ( s^{1n −1} nω^{1/n}n ∫_s 0 ϕ(y) dy ) ds ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{Y (0,|Ω|)} ≤ c||ϕ||_{X(0,|Ω|)} ,

then a weak solution u to (5) with f ∈ X(Ω) satisfies u ∈ Y (Ω). Moreover, ‖u‖_{Y (Ω)} ≤ C‖f‖_{X(Ω)}. (ii) Assume that H_X , H_Y : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) are non-decreasing functions and α, β, σ, ϱ ∈ R. If for some k_1 > 0 there exists a constant c_1 > 0 such that for every nonnegative function ϕ ∈ X(0, |Ω|) it holds ∫_∞ 0 t^αH_Y [ k_1t^β ∫_{|Ω|} |B(0,t)| s^{1n −1}Ψ^{−1}_♦ ( s^{1n −1} nω^{1/n}n ∫_s 0 ϕ(y)dy ) ds ] dt ≤ ∫_∞ 0 t^σ H_X (c_1t^ϱϕ(t)) dt ,

then there exist k_2 > 0 and c_2 > 0 such that a weak solution u to (5) with f ∈ L^1_{loc}(Ω) satisfies ∫_∞ 0 t^αH_Y ( k_2t^β u^∗(t) ) dt ≤ ∫_∞ 0 t^σ H_X (c_2t^ϱf^∗(t)) dt .

By arguments from Remark 5.12 one can pass to the limit in the case of Corollary 6.1 for approximable solutions from [3].

Note that the results above are specializing to the isotropic situation with operators exposing Orlicz and non-doubling growth, for which this result is already new.

7. Appendix

7.1. Relation between Havin–Maz’ya and Wolff potentials

Let us consider a general form of V_{α,p} from (3). Namely, for any non-decreasing function ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) we define V_{α,ψ}f(x) := I_αψ ( I_αf ) (x) (67) acting on measurable functions f such that (12) holds true. Note that for ψ(s) = s^{1p−1} we have V_{α,p} = V_{α,ψ}. There exist c_1 = c_1(α, n) > 0 and c_2 = c_2(α, n) > 0 such that the pointwise estimate c_1W_{α,ψ}(c_2f)(x) ≤ V_{α,ψ}f(x) holds true. Indeed, V_{α,ψ}f(x) = ∫_∞ 0 r^{α−n−1} ∫ B(x,r) ψ (∫_∞ 0 s^{α−n−1} ∫ B(y,s) |f(z)| dz ds ) dy dr

≥ ∫_∞ 0 r^{α−n−1} ∫ B(x,r) ψ (∫_∞ 2r s^{α−n−1} ∫ B(x,r) |f(z)| dz ds ) dy dr

= ω_n ∫_∞ 0 r^{α−1}ψ ( 2^{α−n} n−α · r^{α−n} ∫ B(x,r) |f(z)| dz ) dr = ω_nW_{α,ψ} (_{2α−n} n−α f ) (x) . The reverse pointwise inequality has been well-studied in the case of ψ(t) = t^{1p−1} , p > 1, see [41, Theorem 6.2]. Let us point out that the lower bound giving sharpness in Theorem 1 is shown for nonnegative and radially decreasing functions precisely as in [20, Theorem 2.1].

7.2. Auxiliary function spaces We say that a measurable function f : Ω → R^n belongs to the Morrey space L^q_θ(Ω) for q ≥ 1 and θ ∈ [0, n], if and only if ‖f‖_L^q_{θ(Ω)} := sup B(x_0,R)⊂R^n x_0∈Ω R^{θ−nq} ‖f‖_Lq_{(BR∩Ω)} < ∞ . We say that f : Ω → R^n belongs to the Lorentz–Morrey space Λ^{t,q}_θ (Ω) for q ∈ [1, ∞] and θ ∈ [0, n], if and only if

‖f‖_Λt,q_{θ (Ω)} := sup B(x_0,R)⊂R^n x_0∈Ω R^{θ−nt} ‖f‖_Λt,q_{(BR∩Ω)} < ∞ .

We shall consider data in the Orlicz space L log L, where the modular function t → t log(e + t) satisfies Δ_2-condition, but is growing essentially less rapidly than t^{1+ε} for any ε > 0.

We define the space L log L(Ω) as a subset of integrable functions f : Ω → R such that

‖f‖_{L log L(Ω)} = inf { λ > 0 : ∫ Ω | | | f λ | | | log ( e + | | | f λ | | | ) dx ≤ 1 } < ∞ . The classical reference for boundedness of maximal function is [1], most of the needed estimates can be found in [42].

We use the following estimates on maximal operators.

Lemma 7.1. Let B ⊂ R^n be a ball, n ≥ 2, and f : R^n → R is a locally integrable function supported in B. Then i) If 1 < q < n and s ∈ (0, ∞], then there exists c = c(n, q, s) such that for every it holds that ‖M_1f‖_Λ^{nq}_{n−q ,s(B)} ≤ c‖f‖_Λq,s_{(B)} . ii) There exists c = c(n) such that for every it holds that ‖M_1f‖_L^n_{n−1 (B)} ≤ c(n)|B|^{1n} ‖f‖_{L log L(B)} . iii) If 1 < q < θ ≤ n, then there exists c > 0 such that for every it holds that ‖M_1f‖_L θq_{θ−q} θ (B) ≤ c‖f‖_L^q_{θ(B)} . iv) If 1 < q < θ ≤ n and s ∈ (0, ∞), then there exists c > 0 such that for every it holds that ‖M_1f‖_Λ θq_{θ−q ,} θs_{θ−q (B)} ≤ c‖f‖_Λ^{q,s}_{θ (B)} .

7.3. Technical lemmas

In this section we assume that G and g are as in Section 5.

Lemma 7.2. Suppose that ψ : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is a non-decreasing and left-continuous function. Then for any function f satisfying (12) it holds that (ψ(|f|))^∗ (t) = ψ(f^∗(t)) .

Proof. We observe that the function ψ ∘ f^∗ is non-increasing and right-continuous. Therefore, it suffices to prove that ψ ∘ f^∗ is equimeasurable with ψ ∘ |f|. Let us take arbitrary t > 0. If t < ψ(0) or t ≥ lim_{s→∞} ψ(s), then trivially |{x : ψ(|f(x)|) > t}| = |{x : ψ(f^∗(x)) > t}|. In the opposite case, we take the largest number τ ≤ t such that there exist s satisfying ψ(s) = τ. Let us assume that s is the largest number such that ψ(s) = τ. Then we conclude by noting that |{x : ψ(|f(x)|) > t}| = |{x : |f(x)| > s}| = |{x : f^∗(x) > s}| = |{x : ψ(f^∗(x)) > τ}| = |{x : ψ(f^∗(x)) > t}| . Lemma 7.3. For any β > s_G − 1 and any constant C ≥ 0 there exist c_{G,1} = c_{G,1}(β, i_G) > 0 and c_{G,2} = c_{G,2}(β, s_G) > 0 such that c_{G,1}tg^{−1}(Ct^{−β} ) ≤ ∫_∞ t g^{−1}(Cs^{−β} ) ds ≤ c_{G,2}tg^{−1}(Ct^{−β} ) . (68) Proof. We use the fact that function t →^{g−1 (Ct)}_{t 1iG −1} is comparable to non-increasing and function t →^{g−1 (Ct)}_{t 1sG−1} is comparable to non-decreasing to estimate ∫_∞ t g^{−1}(Cs^{−β} ) ds = ∫_∞ t s^{−β 1i}G^{−1} g^{−1}(Cs^{−β} ) s^{−β 1i}G^{−1} ds ≥ g^{−1}(Ct^{−β} ) t^{−β 1i}G^{−1} ∫_∞ t s^{−β 1i}G^{−1} ds = i_G − 1 β − i_G + 1 tg^{−1}(Ct^{−β} ) and analogously ∫_∞ t g^{−1}(Cs^{−β} ) ds = ∫_∞ t s^{−β 1s}G^{−1} g^{−1}(Cs^{−β} ) s^{−β 1s}G^{−1} ≤ g^{−1}(Ct^{−β} ) t^{−β 1s}G^{−1} ds ∫_∞ t s^{−β 1s}G^{−1} ds = s_G − 1 β − s_G + 1 tg^{−1}(Ct^{−β} ) . These two inequalities give us (68) with c_{G,1} =^{iG−1}_{β−iG+1} and c_{G,2} =^{sG −1}_{β−sG+1} .

Lemma 7.4. Suppose that h : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is a nonnegative function such that the function r → r^γ h(r) is convex for some γ ≥ 0. Then for any non-increasing, nonnegative function ϕ the following inequality holds true h ( 1 t ∫_t 0 ϕ(s)ds ) ≤ t^{γ−1} ∫_t 0 s^{−γ} h(ϕ(s))ds . (69) Proof. By Jensen’s inequality for function r → r^γ h(r) we have ( 1 t ∫_t 0 ϕ(s) ds )_γ h ( 1 t ∫_t 0 ϕ(s) ds ) ≤ 1 t ∫_t 0 (ϕ(s))^γ h(ϕ(s)) ds , which gives us h ( 1 t ∫_t 0 ϕ(s) ds ) ≤ t^{γ−1} ∫_t 0 ( ϕ(s) 1 s ∫_s 0 ϕ(r) dr )_γ s^{−γ} h(ϕ(s)) ds ≤ t^{γ−1} ∫_t 0 s^{−γ} h(ϕ(s)) ds .

Lemma 7.5. The function t → t^{1− 1sG−1} g^{−1}(t) is comparable to a convex function.

Proof. Since the function t → h_{sG} (t) := t^{− 1s}G^{−1} g^{−1}(t) is comparable to a non-decreasing function, the function t → ∫_t 0 h_{sG} (s) ds is comparable to a convex function. Observe that ∫_t 0 h_{sG} (s) ds ≤ th_{sG} (t) . Since t → h_{iG} (t) := t^{− 1i}G^{−1} g^{−1}(t) is comparable to a non-increasing function, we have ∫_t 0 h_{sG} (s) ds = ∫_t 0 s^{1i}G^{−1 − 1s}G^{−1} s^{− 1i}G^{−1} g^{−1}(s) ds ≥ cth_{sG} (t) , where in the last inequality we used the fact that ∫_t 0 s^{1i}G^{−1 − 1s}G^{−1} ds < ∞, which holds true by (42). Therefore which means that t → th_{sG} (t) is comparable to a convex function (which is comparable to t → ∫_t 0 h_{sG} (s) ds).

7.4. Inverses Lemma 7.6. If 1 < p < ∞, α ∈ R, then there exist s_0 > 1 such that for s ≥ s_0 we have that function G_s(t) = t^p(log(s + t))^α, 1 < p < ∞, α ∈ R satisfies G_s ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2 and

g_s(t) ≈ t^{p−1} log^α (s + t) and g^{−1}_s (t) ≈ t^{1p−1} (log (s + t))^{− αp−1} .

Moreover, for all s_1, s_2 ≥ s_0 we have G_{s1} ≈ G_{s2} , g_{s1} ≈ g_{s2} . As s → ∞, indices s_{Gs} ≥ p and i_{Gs} ≤ p can be arbitrarily close to p.

Proof. Let us notice that g_s(t) = t^{p−1} log^α(s + t) ( αt (s + t) log (s + t) + p ) , which means that tg_s(t) G_s(t) = p + αt (s + t) log(s + t) . Since | | |^{αt} (s+t) log(s+t) | | | ≤^{|α|}_{log(s+t)}^{s→∞}−−−→ 0, for arbitrary ϵ > 0 and for sufficiently large s, we have^{tgs(t)}_{Gs(t)} ∈ (p − ϵ, p + ϵ). In particular, for sufficiently large s we have G_s ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2. Observe that g_s ( t^{1p−1} (log (s + t))^{− αp−1} ) t ≈ log ( s + t^{1p−1} (log(s + t))^{− αp−1} ) log(s + t) α =: l_s(t) . (70)

Since l_s > 0, l_s(0) = 1 and l_s has finite, positive limit at infinity, we have that l_s ≈ 1 and by doubling properties of g_s we have g^{−1}_s (t) ≈ t^{1p−1} (log(s + t))^{− αp−1} .

Lemma 7.7. If 1 < p < ∞, α ∈ R, then there exist s_0 > e such that for s ≥ s_0 we have that function G_s(t) = t^p(log log(s + t))^α, 1 < p < ∞, α ∈ R satisfies G_s ∈ Δ_2 ∩ ∇_2 and

g_s(t) ≈ t^{p−1}(log log (s + t))^α and g^{−1}_s (t) ≈ t^{1p−1} (log log (s + t))^{− αp−1} .

Moreover, for all s_1, s_2 ≥ s_0 we have G_{s1} ≈ G_{s2} , g_{s1} ≈ g_{s2} . As s → ∞, indices s_{Gs} ≥ p and i_{Gs} ≤ p can be arbitrarily close to p.

Proof. Let us notice that

g_s(t) = t^{p−1}(log log(s + t))^α ( αt (s + t) log (s + t) log log(s + t) + p ) , which means that tg_s(t) G_s(t) = p + αt (s + t) log(s + t) log log(s + t) . Since | | |^{αt} (s+t) log(s+t) log log(s+t) | | | ≤^{|α|} log(s+t) log log(s+t) s→∞ −−−→ 0, for arbitrary ϵ > 0 and for sufficiently large s, we have tg_s(t) G_s(t) ∈ (p − ϵ, p + ϵ). In particular, for sufficiently large s we have Gs ∈ Δ2 ∩ ∇2. Observe that g_s ( t^{1p−1} (log log (s + t))^{− αp−1} ) t ≈ log log ( s + t^{1p−1} (log log(s + t))^{− αp−1} ) log log(s + t) α =: l_s(t) . (71)

Since l_s > 0, l_s(0) = 1 and l_s has finite, positive limit at infinity, we have that l_s ≈ 1 and by doubling properties of g_s we have g^{−1}_s (t) ≈ t^{1p−1} (log log(s + t))^{− αp−1} .

References [1] D. R. Adams and L. I. Hedberg. Function spaces and potential theory, volume 314 of Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1996.

[2] R. A. Adams and J. J. F. Fournier. Sobolev spaces, volume 140 of Pure and Applied Mathematics (Amsterdam).

Elsevier/Academic Press, Amsterdam, second edition, 2003.

[3] A. Alberico, I. Chlebicka, A. Cianchi, and A. Zatorska-Goldstein. Fully anisotropic elliptic problems with minimally integrable data. Calc. Var. PDEs, 58:186, 2019.

[4] P. Baroni. Riesz potential estimates for a general class of quasilinear equations. Calc. Var. and PDEs, 53(3-4):803– 846, 2015.

[5] L. Beck and G. Mingione. Lipschitz bounds and non-uniform ellipticity. Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 73(5):944–1034, 2020.

[6] C. Bennett and R. Sharpley. Interpolation of Operators. Academic Press, Inc., Boston, MA, 1988. [7] L. Boccardo and T. Gallouët. Nonlinear elliptic and parabolic equations involving measure data. J. Funct. Anal., 87(1):149–169, 1989.

[8] V. Bögelein, F. Duzaar, P. Marcellini, and C. Scheven. A variational approach to doubly nonlinear equations. Atti Accad. Naz. Lincei Rend. Lincei Mat. Appl., 29(4):739–772, 2018.

[9] M. Borowski and I. Chlebicka. Controlling monotonicity of nonlinear operators. Expo. Math., 40(4):1159–1180, 2022.

[10] I. Chlebicka. A pocket guide to nonlinear differential equations in Musielak–Orlicz spaces. Nonlinear Anal., 175:1–27, 2018.

[11] I. Chlebicka. Gradient estimates for problems with Orlicz growth. Nonlinear Anal., 194:111364, 32, 2020. [12] I. Chlebicka, F. Giannetti, and A. Zatorska-Goldstein. Elliptic problems with growth in nonreflexive Orlicz spaces and with measure or L^1 data. J. Math. Anal. Appl., 479(1):185–213, 2019.

[13] I. Chlebicka, F. Giannetti, and A. Zatorska-Goldstein. Wolff potentials and local behaviour of solutions to measure data elliptic problems with Orlicz growth. Adv. Calc. Var. doi:10.1515/acv-2023-0005, 2023.

[14] I. Chlebicka, M. Kim, and M. Weidner. Gradient Riesz potential estimates for a general class of measure data quasilinear systems, 2023.

[15] I. Chlebicka, Y. Youn, and A. Zatorska-Goldstein. Measure data systems with Orlicz growth. arXiv:2106.11639, 2021.

[16] I. Chlebicka, Y. Youn, and A. Zatorska-Goldstein. Wolff potentials and measure data vectorial problems with Orlicz growth. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations, 62(2):Paper No. 64, 41, 2023.

[17] A. Cianchi. An optimal interpolation theorem of Marcinkiewicz type in Orlicz spaces. J. Funct. Anal., 153(2):357– 381, 1998.

[18] A. Cianchi. Strong and weak type inequalities for some classical operators in Orlicz spaces. J. London Math. Soc.

(2), 60(1):187–202, 1999.

[19] A. Cianchi. Symmetrization in anisotropic elliptic problems. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 32(4-6):693– 717, 2007.

[20] A. Cianchi. Nonlinear potentials, local solutions to elliptic equations and rearrangements. Ann. Sc. Norm. Super.

Pisa Cl. Sci. (5), 10(2):335–361, 2011.

[21] A. Cianchi, R. Kerman, B. Opic, and L. Pick. A sharp rearrangement inequality for the fractional maximal operator. Studia Math., 138(3):277–284, 2000.

[22] A. Cianchi, R. Kerman, and L. Pick. Boundary trace inequalities and rearrangements. J. Anal. Math., 105:241–265, 2008.

[23] A. Cianchi and V. Maz’ya. Quasilinear elliptic problems with general growth and merely integrable, or measure, data. Nonlinear Anal., 164:189–215, 2017.

[24] A. Cianchi and S. Schwarzacher. Potential estimates for the p-Laplace system with data in divergence form. J.

Differential Equations, 265(1):478–499, 2018.

[25] G. Cupini, P. Marcellini, and E. Mascolo. Local boundedness of solutions to quasilinear elliptic systems.

Manuscripta Math., 137(3-4):287–315, 2012.

[26] G. Cupini, P. Marcellini, and E. Mascolo. Local boundedness of weak solutions to elliptic equations with p, q-growth.

Mathematics in Engineering, 5(3):1–28, 2023.

[27] C. De Filippis and G. Mingione. Lipschitz bounds and nonautonomous integrals. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 242(2):973–1057, 2021.

[28] T. Di Marco and P. Marcellini. A-priori gradient bound for elliptic systems under either slow or fast growth conditions. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations, 59(4):Paper No. 120, 26, 2020.

[29] F. Duzaar and G. Mingione. Gradient estimates via linear and nonlinear potentials. J. Funct. Anal., 259(11):2961– 2998, 2010.

[30] D. E. Edmunds, Z. Mihula, V. Musil, and L. Pick. Boundedness of classical operators on rearrangement-invariant spaces. J. Funct. Anal., 278(4):108341, 56, 2020.

[31] J. Heinonen, T. Kilpeläinen, and O. Martio. Nonlinear potential theory of degenerate elliptic equations. Oxford Mathematical Monographs. The Clarendon Press, Oxford University Press, New York, 1993. Oxford Science Publications.

[32] T. Holmstedt. Interpolation of quasi-normed spaces. Math. Scand., 26:177–199, 1970. [33] R. Kerman and L. Pick. Optimal Sobolev imbeddings. Forum Math., 18(4):535–570, 2006. [34] T. Kilpeläinen and J. Malý. Degenerate elliptic equations with measure data and nonlinear potentials. Ann. Scuola Norm. Sup. Pisa Cl. Sci. (4), 19(4):591–613, 1992.

[35] P. Krée. Interpolation d’espaces vectoriels qui ne sont ni normés, ni complets. Applications. Ann. Inst. Fourier (Grenoble), 17(fasc. 2):137–174 (1968), 1967.

[36] E. Kristiansson. Decreasing Rearrangement and Lorentz L(p, q) Spaces. PhD thesis, Lulea University of Technology, 2002.

[37] T. Kuusi and G. Mingione. Linear potentials in nonlinear potential theory. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 207(1):215– 246, 2013.

[38] T. Kuusi and G. Mingione. Guide to nonlinear potential estimates. Bull. Math. Sci., 4(1):1–82, 2014. [39] T. Kuusi and G. Mingione. Vectorial nonlinear potential theory. J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS), 20(4):929–1004, 2018. [40] P. Marcellini. Local lipschitz continuity for p, q-PDEs with explicit u-dependence. Nonlinear Analysis, 226:113066, 2023.

[41] V. G. Maz^′ya and V. P. Havin. A nonlinear potential theory. Uspehi Mat. Nauk, 27(6):67–138, 1972.

[42] G. Mingione. Gradient estimates below the duality exponent. Math. Ann., 346(3):571–627, 2010. [43] R. O’Neil. Convolution operators and L(p, q) spaces. Duke Math. J., 30:129–142, 1963. [44] G. Peetre. Espaces d’interpolation, généralisations, applications. Rend. Sem. Mat. Fis. Milano, 34:133–164, 1964. [45] M. M. Rao and Z. D. Ren. Theory of Orlicz spaces, volume 146 of Monographs and Textbooks in Pure and Applied Mathematics. Marcel Dekker, Inc., New York, 1991.

[46] E. M. Stein. Singular integrals and differentiability properties of functions. Princeton Mathematical Series, No. 30.

Princeton University Press, Princeton, N.J., 1970.

[47] G. Talenti. Elliptic equations and rearrangements. Ann. Scuola Norm. Sup. Pisa Cl. Sci. (4), 3(4):697–718, 1976. [48] G. Talenti. Nonlinear elliptic equations, rearrangements of functions and Orlicz spaces. Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. (4), 120:160–184, 1979.

[49] N. S. Trudinger and X.-J. Wang. On the weak continuity of elliptic operators and applications to potential theory.

Amer. J. Math., 124(2):369–410, 2002.