arXiv:2304.13909v2 [math.CA] 15 Feb 2024

WAVELET RESOLUTION AND SOBOLEV REGULARITY OF CALDERÓN-ZYGMUND OPERATORS ON DOMAINS

FRANCESCO DI PLINIO, A. WALTON GREEN, AND BRETT D. WICK

Abstract. Given a uniform domain Ω ⊂ R^d, we resolve each element of a suitably defined class of Calderòn-Zygmund (CZ) singular integrals on Ω as the linear combination of Triebel wavelet operators and paraproduct terms. Our resolution formula entails a testing type characterization, loosely in the vein of the David-Journé theorem, of weighted Sobolev space bounds in terms of Triebel- Lizorkin and tree Carleson measure norms of the paraproduct symbols, which is new already in the case Ω = R^d with Lebesgue measure. Our characterization covers the case of compressions to Ω of global CZ operators, extending and sharpening past results of Prats and Tolsa for the convolution case. The weighted estimates we obtain, particularized to the Beurling operator on a Lipschitz domain with normal to the boundary in the corresponding sharp Besov class, may be used to deduce quantitative estimates for quasiregular mappings with dilatation in the Sobolev space W^{1,p}(Ω), p > 2.

1. Introduction

The landmark result by David and Journé [24] provides necessary and sufficient conditions for L^2(R^d)-boundedness of a singular integral kernel operator T in terms of the BMO membership of the paraproduct symbols T1, T^∗1. Testing-type boundedness results of this type have since played a prominent role in applications of singular integrals to elliptic regularity, geometric measure theory, theoretical fluid mechanics, quasiconformal geometry.

This article contains the first sharp testing type theorems for singular integrals on smoothness spaces. More precisely, given a domain Ω ⊂ R^d satisfying minimal structural requirements, a natural definition for smoothness k singular integral operator T on Ω may be given by prescribing suitable derivative kernel estimates and weak boundedness: see Definition 5.1. In loose analogy with the David-Journé

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary: 42B20. Secondary: 42B25,30C62. Key words and phrases. Wavelet representation theorem, compression of singular integrals, T 1- theorems, Triebel-Lizorkin spaces, sharp weighted bounds, paraproducts, Hardy operator, Beurling- Ahlfors operator.

F. Di Plinio was partially supported by the National Science Foundation under the grant NSF- DMS-2000510. This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. DMS-1929284 while this author was in residence at the Institute for Computational and Experimental Research in Mathematics in Providence, RI, during the Harmonic Analysis and Convexity program of Fall 2022.

A. W. Green’s research supported by NSF grant NSF-DMS-2202813.

B. D. Wick’s research partially supported in part by NSF grant NSF-DMS-1800057, NSF-DMS- 2000510, NSF-DMS-2054863 as well as ARC DP 220100285. 1

theorem, this article establishes necessary and sufficient conditions for Lebesgue and weighted W^{k,p}(Ω)-mapping properties of T in terms of suitable paraproduct symbol norms. Relationship with past literature, techniques, and motivation, in particular coming from quantitative estimates for quasiregular maps, follows beyond the forthcoming summary of our main results.

1.1. Summary of the main results. We work in the large class of possibly unbounded uniform domains Ω ⊂ R^d. These can be roughly described as those domains admitting a resolution by Whitney cubes W with the property that any two Whitney cubes can be connected by a chain with length controlled by a suitably defined long distance. The spark for our analysis is an orthonormal multiresolution of L^2(Ω) into wavelet projections due to Triebel. Loosely speaking, this decomposition associates to each Whitney cube W of Ω a noncancellative wavelet, while a k-th order cancellative wavelet is associated to each dyadic subcube of W. Our first main result, Theorem A, §5, is a resolution formula for the k-th derivatives of a Calderón-Zygmund singular integral on Ω. A schematic description of Theorem A is that ∇^kT f is the linear combination of a wavelet operator V applied to ∇^k f and paraproduct operators with symbols {⃗b^γ : |γ| ≤ k}, analogous to ⃗b^0 = (T1, T^∗1), arising from local testing on translated monomials, namely

(1.1) � ⃗b^γ, φ_Q � = � ∇^kT(x → (x − c(Q))^γ), φ_Q � , where φ_Q is the wavelet associated to the multiresolution cube Q with center c(Q). Wavelet operators are essentially almost diagonal perturbations of the Triebel decompositions and admit L^p and sparse bounds, cf. §3. In §4, we obtain necessary and sufficient conditions for W^{k,p}(Ω)-boundedness of the paraproducts. Unlike the classical case, these conditions depend on the exponent p and are formulated in terms of localized Triebel-Lizorkin norms, cf. §2.9, generalizing BMO membership, for the cancellative portion and tree Carleson measures in the vein of the work by Arcozzi, Rochberg and Sawyer [3], cf. §4.2, for the noncancellative portion of the symbol. In combination with Theorem A, the estimates of §3 and §4 lead to Lebesgue and weighted testing type theorems. These are summarized in Corollaries A.1 and A.2, §5.

1.2. Techniques and comparison with past literature. Next, the main novelties of this article are contrasted with past work on the subject of smooth Calderón- Zygmund operators, and extrinsic motivation in relation to the Beltrami equation is presented.

Representation theorems, rough and smooth. In common subject parlance, the fact that the class of normalized Calderón-Zygmund operators may be realized as the closed convex hull of band-limited operators in the Haar basis of L^2(R^d), usually termed dyadic shifts, is referred to as dyadic representation. Dyadic representation theorems find their ancestors in the martingale proof of the T1 theorem by Figiel [29], and in the work by Nazarov-Treil-Volberg on nonhomogeneous Tb-theorems [61]. Their first actual occurrence may be identified with the work of Petermichl for the Hilbert transform [62], culminating with Hytönen’s proof of the A_2 conjecture

[38] for general Calderón-Zygmund operators. See [1,22,36,53,55] and references therein for more recent extensions of this principle.

Dyadic resolutions, at least in their current form, are not able to capture additional regularity of the singular kernel and smoothness space boundedness with it, as, for instance, dyadic shifts are in general not bounded on Sobolev spaces. Recent work by the authors [26, 27] kickstarted an alternative approach based on wavelet resolution—or representation, and these words will be used interchangeably—of Calderón-Zygmund operators which, among other results, leads to sharp weighted homogeneous Sobolev space bounds. The representation Theorem A of this paper, while building on the partial progress obtained with [26, 27], represents a full step forward. First, the construction of the paraproduct symbols is direct, as in (1.1), and not iterative as in [26, 27], leading to transparent testing conditions. Second, the domain setting and the presence of noncancellative top wavelets introduces nontrivial technical complications in both the construction and the estimation of the paraproduct terms. The former leverages a sort of Poincaré equality, see Lemma 2.25. The latter combines this lemma with a sparse domination argument to efficiently estimate the noncancellative contributions by derivative averages.

Smooth testing theorems on R^d. For the purpose of this discussion, X^{s,p} and Ẋ^{s,p} with 1 < p < ∞ and s > 0, respectively stand for generic L^p-scaling nonhomogeneous and homogeneous smoothness s spaces. Examples are the fractional Sobolev spaces W^{s,p}(R^d), the Besov and Triebel-Lizorkin scales B^s_{p,q}(R^d), F^s_{p,q}(R^d) and their homogeneous counterparts. Classical past literature on singular integrals on smoothness spaces [30,31,47,59,69] focused on the Ẋ^{s,p} case, under the strong cancellation assumptions

(1.2) ∇^{|γ|}T(x → x^γ) = 0, |γ| ≤ ⌊s⌋,

corresponding to the case ⃗b^γ = 0 in (1.1). The same assumptions led to weighted bounds, see [34], the more recent synoptic work [12], and [27] for sharp quantification.

Y.-S. Han and S. Hofmann explicitly note in [34] that the strong cancellation conditions (1.2) might be removed with the use of paraproducts, with the caveat that “however, it is an open problem to determine necessary and sufficient conditions on [the symbol] so that [the corresponding paraproduct] is bounded on [smoothness spaces]”. For the Ẋ^{s,p} case, (1.2) is shown to be necessary in the supercritical range(s − |γ|)p > d. In the subcritical range s −^d_p < |γ| < s embeddings of Sobolev, Besov, and Triebel-Lizorkin spaces may be invoked to deduce sufficient conditions. If s = k is an integer, then the condition on the highest order symbol |γ| = k is of BMO nature. Finally, in the Hilbert case p = 2, a capacitarytype characterization may be found in [15]. The authors are not aware of similar results when p � 2.

In contrast with the homogeneous case, (1.2) is not a necessary testing condition for X^{s,p} for any γ. In addition, unlike the s = 0 case as well, necessary testing conditions for the spaces X^{s,p} depend on s and on p. Therefore, it is not possible, in general, to obtain sharp conditions via interpolation. Further, extrapolation poses restrictions on the allowed Muckenhoupt weight classes. Our Proposition 4.5 thus appears to be the first characterization of strong-type (supercritical) and restricted strong-type (critical and subcritical) bounds for paraproducts on the Sobolev space W^{n,p} for all n ∈ N and any 1 < p < ∞. While we have focused on the integer Sobolev space for simplicity, the proof techniques may be easily adapted to other smoothness scales.

Testing theorems for compressions. Our work also encompasses smoothness space estimates for the class of singular integrals

T_Ω f (x) � T(1_Ω f )(x), x ∈ Ω

obtained from the compression to Ω of a smooth Calderón-Zygmund operator T on R^d. These are formally introduced in Definition 5.5. Note that T_Ω f need not be smooth even when T, f are smooth, unless geometric constraints are placed on Ω. Building on past work of several authors [2, 9, 18, 57] Prats and Tolsa [66] studied Sobolev bounds for compressions of a class of smooth convolution-type singular integrals, in particular satisfying the strong cancellation assumption (1.2). Though not explicitly using paraproducts, Prats and Tolsa deduce sufficient conditions for W^{k,p}(Ω)-boundedness of T_Ω in terms of tree Carleson measure norms of ∇^kT_ΩP for polynomials P of degree less than k. These norms are akin to those on analytic Besov spaces introduced by Arcozzi, Rochberg, and Sawyer [3]. Even within the class of compressions of globally defined convolution operators, the conditions of [66, Thms. 1.1, 1.2] are only necessary for the case k = 1 or, if the domain is bounded, the purely supercritical case p > d. Their approach has also been applied to other smoothness spaces [28, 65, 73, 74]

Our Proposition 4.5 yields W^{k,p}(Ω)-boundedness of compressions in terms of a more general family of tree Carleson measure norms encoding the order of the polynomial P in T_ΩP. In combination with Theorem A, we then obtain a completely new testing type result for compressions, Theorem B in §6, extending the scope of [66] in several different directions. First, our compression theorem applies to global CZ operators T whose paraproduct symbols belong to the necessary and sufficient Triebel-Lizorkin class, thus dropping any form of strong cancellation assumption (1.2). Second, it involves necessary and sufficient tree Carleson measure norms for all k ≥ 1. Further, unlike those of [66] our testing conditions do not subsume that the domain Ω be bounded. Lastly, it extends to the weighted Sobolev spaces, for weights in the Muckenhoupt-type class [w]_{Ap(Ω)}. We send to Lemma 6.4 for the formal relationship of [66, Thms. 1.1, 1.2] with our main results.

1.3. Weighted estimates on domains and Beltrami regularity. Beyond the intrinsic interest for a sharp T1-type theorem on X^{s,p}-type spaces on domains, our work, and in particular its weighted component, is strongly motivated by prospective applications to partial differential equations. We next expand on the specific connection with the Beltrami equation.

Weighted L^p-norm inequalities for the Ahlfors-Beurling operator B on C ≡ R^2 may be used to obtain resolvent estimates for the Beltrami equation [6] with dilatation coefficient μ. Furthermore, sharp quantification of the weighted norm of B in terms of the Muckenhoupt characteristic, originally due to Petermichl and Volberg [63] has been used to deduce injectivity at the lower endpoint of the critical interval. The connection is rooted in the deep result, due to Astala [4], that suitable powers of Jacobians of homeomorphic solutions to the Beltrami equations belong to appropriate Muckenhoupt classes. See [5, Ch. 13,14] for a detailed account of these landmark results and more.

In the same spirit of [6], the novel Sobolev weighted boundedness results for singular integrals obtained in this paper, particularized to the compression B_Ω of the Ahlfors-Beurling operator, may be used to obtain quantitative Sobolev resolvent estimates for the Beltrami equation when the dilatation belongs to some smoothness space X^s(Ω) with s > 0. This is carried out by the authors in [25]. This approach via weighted theory is, at least in part, antithetical to previous literature on the subject [14,18,57,64] whose common blueprint is the Iwaniec compactness method [40]. The latter is a suitable replacement for the Astala-Iwaniec-Saksman strategy [6] insofar as weighted estimates for B_Ω are unavailable. However, quantitative estimates for the resolvent will not follow from this kind of compactness arguments.

Our Corollary B.1 below applies to fully characterize the weighted W^{k,p}(Ω)- boundedness of compressions in terms of weighted tree Carleson measure conditions. In the supercritical range, for simplicity when k = 1, these conditions can be deduced from Sobolev estimates on ∇B(1_Ω), see Lemma 4.22. In turn, the latter are known to be explicitly related to Besov regularity of ∂Ω [19, 68, 72]. Combining these observations with Corollary B.1 leads to the following result: see §6.5 for a formal proof.

Theorem C. Let Ω ⊂ C be a bounded Lipschitz domain and 2 < p < ∞. For each 2 < r < p there is a positive increasing function G such that, for each weight w

‖B_Ω f ‖_W1,p_{(Ω,w)} ≲ G � [w]_{A r2 (Ω)} � � � �1 +

‖B_Ω1‖_W1,p_{(Ω,w)}

w(Ω)^{1p} � � � ‖ f ‖_{W1,p(Ω,w)} .

Furthermore, for each q > p there is a function G̃ such that if the boundary normal

vector N_Ω to Ω lies in the Besov space B^{1−} 1 q q,q (∂Ω), then

‖B_Ω f ‖_W1,p_{(Ω,w)} ≲ G̃ � [w]_{A r2 (Ω)}, [w]_{RH qq−p (Ω)} � � 1 + ‖N_Ω‖_{B1−} 1_{qq,q (∂Ω)} � ‖ f ‖_W1,p_{(Ω,w)} .

In [25], the authors apply Theorem C in order to implement the Astala-Iwaniec- Saksman strategy [6] to obtain quantitative W^{1,p}(Ω) estimates on the Beltrami resolvent (I −μB_Ω)^{−1} in terms of the Sobolev regularity of μ and the Besov regularity of Ω and f (Ω) where f is the principal μ-quasiconformal solution.

Notational conventions. Throughout this article, d ≥ 2 denotes the dimension of the ambient Euclidean space, and functions on R^{nd} � ×^n_{j=1} R^d will be considered, for n ≥ 1. The parameter n stands for the order of linearity of the forms appearing in our treatment. Unless indicated otherwise, these forms act on n-tuples of complex or vector-valued functions in L^∞(R^d) ∩ L^1(R^d). Multi-indices on R^d are usually indicated with Greek letters such as e.g. α = (α_1, . . . , α_d). The suggestive notation

x^α : R^d → R, x^α(x) = d� j=1 x^{α j}_j

is adopted for the corresponding monomials. The bracket ( f, g) → ⟨ f, g⟩ always stands for the appropriate duality pairing of f and g and is linear in both arguments separately. For instance, if Ω is a domain in R^d and f, g ∈ L^2(Ω), then

⟨ f, g⟩_Ω = � Ω f g dx.

The subscript Ω in the duality product is omitted when the domain is clear from context. Cartesian products of d left-closed, half-open intervals of equal length are referred to as cubes. A distinguished role is played by the cubes of the standard dyadic grid on R^d, which is denoted by D throughout. The notations

D(Q) � {R ∈ D : R ⊊ Q}, D_+(Q) � {R ∈ D : R ⊂ Q}, Q ∈ D

are also used. For any cube Q ⊂ R^d, indicate by c(Q) its center and ℓ(Q) its common sidelength. As usual, aQ stands for the cube with the same center as Q, but with sidelength aℓ(Q). The long distance between any two cubes Q, S ⊂ R^d is defined as d(Q, S ) = max{|c(Q) − c(S )|, ℓ(Q), ℓ(S )}.

We will need the two transformations Tr_Q f (x) � f � x − � c(Q), . . . , c(Q) � , Sy_Q f (x) � f � x − � c(Q), . . . , c(Q) � ℓ(Q) � , x ∈ R^{dn}

acting on functions f on R^{dn} and parametrized by cubes Q ⊂ R^d. As customary, local norms of f ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^d) on cubes Q are indicated by

‖ f ‖_Lp_{(Q)} � ‖1_Q f ‖_Lp_{(R}d_), ⟨ f ⟩_{p,Q} � |Q|^{− 1p} ‖ f ‖_Lp_{(Q)}, 0 ≤ p < ∞.

The simplified notation ⟨ f ⟩_Q � ⟨ f ⟩_{1,Q} is also used. Our main results are stated in the scale of Lorentz-Sobolev spaces. First, for 0 < p, q ≤ ∞, the local Lorentz norm on Q is given by

⟨ f ⟩_{(p,q),Q} � � �t^1p f^{∗,Q}(t) � �_{Lq�(0,∞), dt} t � , f^{∗,Q} : (0, ∞) → [0, ∞), f^{∗,Q}(t) � inf {s > 0 : |{x ∈ Q : | f (x)| > s}| ≤ t|Q|} .

The Lorentz-Sobolev space norms on Ω ⊂ R^d are defined by

‖ f ‖_Wk,(p,q)_{(Ω)} � k−1� j=0 ‖1_Ω∇^j f ‖_Lp_{(R}d_) + ‖1_Ω∇^k f ‖_Lp,q_{(R}d_).

The standard notation W^{k,p}(Ω) is used when p = q. A few of the corollaries involve weighted Sobolev spaces. In this article, a weight w is a positive, locally integrable function on R^d. If w is a weight, we identify w with the corresponding absolutely continuous measure and write w(A) = � A w. Throughout, for 1 < p < ∞, the p-th

dual of a weight w is the weight σ � w^{− 1p−1} . The weighted Sobolev norms are then defined by

‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(Ω,w)} � k� j=0 � �w^1p 1_Ω∇^j f � �_{Lp(Rd )} .

A note on constants and increasing functions. The symbol C stands for a generic large positive constant whose value may change at each occurrence. The usage of the almost inequality A ≲ B follows the same convention, in the sense that A ≲ B if and only if A ≤ CB. We write A ∼ B when A ≲ B and B ≲ A. The symbol G appearing in the statement of certain theorems stands for a positive increasing polynomial function of its arguments, which also may change from statement to statement. The explicit form of each occurrence of G is usually specified within the proofs.

2. The basic toolbox of singular integrals on domains

2.1. CZ localization on domains. Let Ω ⊂ R^d be a nonempty open set. To each w ≫ 1, associate a Whitney decomposition W(Ω) of Ω with parameter w. Namely, W(Ω) ⊂ D has the properties (W1) Ω = � {Q : Q ∈ W(Ω)} and the union is pairwise disjoint;

(W2) dist(Q, Ω^c) ≥ 2^4wℓ(Q) for all Q ∈ W(Ω). As a consequence of (W1)-(W2), the additional properties

(W3) if Q, Q^′ ∈ W(Ω) and Q ∩ Q^′ � ∅, then ℓ(Q) ≤ Cℓ(Q^′); (W4) � Q∈W 1_25_{wQ} ≤ C

follow with a suitable choice of positive constant C = C(w, d). Having fixed the Whitney decomposition W, a multiscale resolution M of Ω is then obtained by

M � W ∪ S, S � � Q∈W D(Q).

To each S ∈ S, associate the partition of M given by

(2.1) A(S ) � {P ∈ M : ℓ(P) ≳ ℓ(S ), |c(P)−c(S )| ≲ ℓ(P)}, I(S ) � M\A(S ).

The constants in ≲ in the definition of A(S ) are picked to ensure

(2.2) {W ∈ W ∩ A(S ) : wW ∩ wS � ∅} = {W ∈ W : wW ∩ wS � ∅}.

Remark 2.2. The case Ω = R^d may be included in our framework by setting W to be the empty collection and S � D. For instance, the resolution formula of Proposition 2.3 below holds with a void first summation. This will be used to discuss the relationship between representations of global singular integral forms on R^d with their compression on Ω ⊊ R^d.

A fundamental result of Triebel [71], building on the work of Daubechies [23], yields a smooth, compactly supported orthonormal basis of L^2(Ω) subordinated to the multiresolution M. To describe this result within our more general framework, it is convenient to introduce the general notion of localized wavelets as follows. For n ≥ 1, 0 ≤ δ < 1 and ρ ≥ 0, introduce the norm

‖φ‖_{n,δ,ρ} := sup_{x∈Rnd} � � � � n� j=1 � �1 + x_j � � � � � � d+ρ � � �|φ(x)| + sup_{0≤|h|≤1} |φ(x + h) − φ(x)| |h|^δ � � � . Now let σ ≥ 0 be a smoothness parameter, and {σ} = σ − ⌊σ⌋ be its fractional part. For each cube R of R^d, define the L^1-normalized class

Φ^{σ,ρ}_n (R) � � � �|R|^{−n}Sy_Rφ : φ ∈ W^{⌊σ⌋,∞}(R^d) : sup_{0≤|α|≤⌊σ⌋} � �∂^αφ � �_{n,{σ},σ+ρ} ≤ 1 � � � . The simplified notation Φ^{σ,ρ}(R) is used in place of Φ^{σ,ρ}_1 (R). In the case n = 1, suitably chosen cancellative subclasses are needed. When {σ} + ρ > 0, define

(2.3) Ψ^{σ,ρ}(R) � � φ ∈ Φ^{σ,ρ}(R) : � R^d

x^αφ(x) dx = 0 ∀0 ≤ |α| ≤ ⌊σ⌋ � . Notice that the restriction {σ}+ρ > 0 ensures that all integrals in (2.3) are absolutely convergent. Finally, we replace the decay parameter ρ by the superscript ⋐ to indicate the subset of the corresponding class of functions having compact support

in ×^n_{j=1} wR. For instance Φ^{σ,⋐}n (R) � {φ ∈ Φ^{σ,n}n (R) : supp φ ⋐ ×^n_{j=1} wR}. To each

φ_R ∈ Φ^{σ,ρ}_n (R), we associate naturally the n-linear form

φ_R( f_1, . . . , f_n) � � R^{nd}

φ_R(x_1, . . . , x_n) � � � � n� j=1 f_j(x_j) � � � � dx.

Overloading the same notation, the definition of each class is extended to include vectors φ_R � (φ^{( j)}_R : 1 ≤ j ≤ m) where each φ^{( j)}_R belongs to the same scalar class. Given a vector function f = ( f^{( j)} : 1 ≤ j ≤ m), instead of writing

�_m j=1 φ^{( j)}_R ( f^{( j)}), we will simply write φ_R( f ). This allows for vector function inputs in wavelet forms.

At this point, we are ready to state Triebel’s multiresolution theorem in the following form. See [71, Theorem 2.33] for the original statement and [70, §4.2] for further details.

Proposition 2.3. Let k ≥ 1 be a fixed integer. Then there exists a positive integer ȷ, depending on k and on the geometric parameter w of the multiresolution M of Ω, and an L^1-normalized family

(2.4) B(Ω, k) � � χ_{W, j} ∈ cΦ^{k+1,⋐}(W) :

W ∈ W 1 ≤ j ≤ ȷ � ∪ � φ_S ∈ cΨ^{k+1,⋐}(S ) : S ∈ S �

with the property that

B^2(Ω, k) � � � |W|χ_{W, j} : W ∈ W, 1 ≤ j ≤ ȷ � ∪ � � |S |φ_S : S ∈ S � is an orthonormal basis of L^2(Ω), and in particular there holds

(2.5) ⟨ f_1, f_2⟩ = � W∈W ȷ� j=1 |W|χ_{W, j}( f_1)χ_{W, j}( f_2) + � S ∈S

|S |φ_S ( f_1)φ_S ( f_2)

for all f_1, f_2 ∈ L^2(Ω).

Remark 2.4. For consistency with the multilinear case, the orthogonal expansion (2.5) is performed on the bilinear pointwise product form instead of the customary skew-linear scalar product on L^2(Ω). The latter may be recovered exchanging f_2 with its conjugate.

Remark 2.5 (Projections). In accordance with the reproducing formula (2.5), the space L^2(Ω) is the orthogonal sum of the range of the projection operators

⟨W f_1, f_2⟩ � � W∈W ȷ� j=1 |W|χ_{W, j}( f_1)χ_{W, j}( f_2), ⟨S f_1, f_2⟩ � � S ∈S

|S |φ_S ( f_1)φ_S ( f_2).

Remark 2.6 (Dense class). To ensure absolute convergence whenever the reproducing formula (2.5) is applied, it is convenient to work with a dense class defined with respect to the wavelet coefficients occurring therein. Namely, define U(Ω) to be the subspace of those f ∈ L^2(Ω) with the property that

(2.6) sup

W∈W,1≤ j≤ ȷ

(1 + ℓ(W))^{−b} � �χ_{W, j}( f ) � �+sup_{S ∈S} (1 + ℓ(S ))^{−b} |φ_S ( f )| < ∞ ∀b ≥ 0.

It is not difficult to see that U(Ω) contains C^∞_0 (Ω), and is dense in W^{k,2}(Ω) and thus in W^{m,p}(Ω) for all 0 ≤ m ≤ k and 1 ≤ p < ∞.

Our analysis relies in first instance on the following main building blocks, which we term wavelet forms. While this article is concerned with linear operators, paraproducts arise naturally in the representation of the latter, leading us to considering general linearities.

Definition 2.7 (Wavelet forms). Let n ≥ 2 and η > 0. To collections

{ϕ_W ∈ Φ^{0,η}_n (W) : W ∈ W},

{ψ^j_S ∈ Ψ^{η,0}(S ) : S ∈ S}, j = 1, 2, {ϕ^j_S ∈ Φ^{η,0}(S ) : S ∈ S}, 2 < j ≤ n

(2.7)

associate the n-linear Ω-wavelet form (2.8)

Λ( f_1, . . . , f_n) � � W∈W |W|ϕ_W ( f_1, . . . , f_n) + � S ∈S

|S | � � � � 2� j=1 ψ^j_S � 2< j≤n

ϕ^j_S � � � � ( f1, . . . , fn).

The class of Ω-wavelet forms thus depends on Ω via the multiresolution M. However, the action of Λ is well defined, with in particular absolute convergence of the sums, e.g. for tuples f_j ∈ L^∞_0 (R^d), 1 ≤ j ≤ n. This is apparent from estimate (3.6) below. When Ω is clear from context, we simply refer to the class (2.8) as wavelet forms. Wavelet forms naturally split into pieces localized by each Whitney cube W ∈ W, as in

(2.9) Λ = � W∈W |W|Λ_W , Λ_W � ϕ_W + � S ∈D(W)

|S | |W| � � � � 2� j=1 ψ^j_S � 2< j≤n

ϕ^j_S � � � � . When Φ^{0,η}_n (W), Ψ^{η,0}(S ), Φ^{η,0}(S ) may be respectively replaced by Φ^{0,⋐}_n (W), Ψ^{η,⋐}(S ) and Φ^{η,⋐}(S ) in (2.7), the form Λ defined in (2.8) is termed n-linear fully localized wavelet form. Note that the form Λ �

�_{W∈W}

|W|Ψ_W , where Ψ_W is defined in (2.10) below, is an example of fully localized wavelet form, up to a suitable choice of signs for the wavelets φ_S appearing therein.

Remark 2.8. The right hand side of (2.5) is, up to a multiplicative factor, a fully localized wavelet form corresponding to

ϕ_W � ȷ� j=1 χ_{W, j} ⊗ χ_{W, j}, W ∈ W, ψ^1_S � φ_S , ψ^2_S � φ_S , S ∈ S.

It is immediate to see that wavelet forms are n-linear Calderón-Zygmund singular integral forms on R^d, e.g. as defined in [26, Def. 3.2]. As such, they do admit L^p and sparse domination estimates. These are recalled in the §3, together with more precise estimates that rely on their localization to the domain Ω.

2.9. Triebel-Lizorkin norms. The analysis in §4 relies on a family of Triebel- Lizorkin norms adapted to the multiscale resolution M of Ω. They are formulated efficiently using a family of local q-functions associated to the basis (2.4). For n ∈ R, n ≤ k, 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, set

S^n_{q,R} f (x) = � � � |φ_Z( f )| ℓ(Z)^n

1_Z (x) � � �_{ℓq(Z∈D(R))} , R ∈ M.

The parameter k and the choice of basis B(Ω, k) are implicit in the notation. Of course, a different choice of basis will produce equivalent norms. In our context, the above defined q-functions are motivated by the estimate

(2.10) Ψ_Z(g, h) � 1 |Z| � S ∈D(Z)

|S | |φ_S (g)| |φ_S (h)| ≤ � S^n_{q,Z}g � p,Z � S^{−n}_q′_{,Z}h � p^′,Z ,

holding for 1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞, |n| ≤ k, which will be used in connection with (2.11). When q = 2, S^n_{2,R} is essentially the local square function of |∇|^n f and is denoted simply by S^n_R. As each {φ_Z : Z ∈ S} has k + 1 vanishing moments, integration by parts and Littlewood-Paley theory reveal that

(2.11) max{p, p^′}^{− 12} � S^n_R f � p,R ≲ inf_{P∈Pk−n} � ∇^n f − P

�_{p,R}

≲ max{p, p^′}^{12} � S^n_R f � p,R where 1 < p < ∞, P^m stands for the ring of (vector) polynomials of degree at most m, and the implied constants are absolute. The scales of respectively nonhomogeneous and homogeneous Triebel-Lizorkin norms associated to a subset R ⊂

M are then defined as follows. For n, m ∈ R, n, m ≤ k and 1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞,

‖ f ‖_Fn,m_{p,q (R)} � sup_{W∈W∩R}

1≤ j≤ ȷ

ℓ(W)^{−n−m} � �χ_{W, j}( f ) � � + sup_{S ∈R} ℓ(S )^{−m} � S^n_{q,S} f � p,S ,

‖ f ‖˙_Fn,m_{p,q (R)} � ‖S f ‖_Fn,m_{p,q (R)}.

(2.12)

When Ω = R^d and R = D these norms are equivalent to the unified Morrey- Campanato-Besov-Triebel-Lizorkin norms introduced in [77]. More precisely, the corresponding space F^{n,m}_{p,q} (D) coincides with the F^{n,} m d +^1_p

p,q space of [77]. In the context of T1-theorems for singular integrals, the spaces F^{n,0}_{1,2}(M) play a familiar role. They coincide with the space of those f ∈ L^1_{loc}(Ω) with |∇|^n f ∈ bmo(Ω) [13] and are usually indicated by bmo^n(Ω); we follow this convention below, see for instance Proposition 3.3. The John-Nirenberg inequality tells us that the norms F^{n,0}_{1,2}(M) and F^{n,0}_{p,2}(M) are equivalent for each 1 < p < ∞. A similar identification of the homogeneous space Ḟ^{n,0}_{p,2}(M) with BMO^n(Ω) may be performed.

Remark 2.10. The embeddings

‖ f ‖_Fn,m_{p,q (R)} ≤ ‖ f ‖_Fn+u,m−u_{r,s (R)}, u ≥ 0, r ≥ p, s ≤ q,

(2.13) ‖ f ‖_Fn,m_{p,q (R)} ≤ ‖ f ‖˙_Fn,m_{p,q (R)} + ‖ f ‖_Fu,v_{1,∞ (R)}, u + v = m + n

(2.14)

follow immediately from the definition. Furthermore, an application of (2.11) and simple inspection of the exponents leads to the equivalence

‖ f ‖_Fn,m_{p,2 (M)} ∼ sup_{W∈W} ℓ(W)^{−m}⟨[1 + |∇|^n] f ⟩_{p,wW} , −mp ≥ d.

2.11. Tree Structure. Analyzing the effect of the boundary ∂Ω on the smooth boundedness properties of CZ operators requires a tree structure on the Whitney decomposition of Ω. Hereby follows an axiomatic definition and some examples satisfying our requirements. This is a slight modification of the general framework of uniform domains described in [67].

Definition 2.12. An ordered list of cubes {Q_1, . . . , Q_m} ⊂ W is an chain from Q = Q_1 to W = Q_m if each Q̄_j ∩ Q̄_{j+1} � ∅, j = 1, . . . , m − 1. If so, we write

[Q, W] = {Q_1, . . . , Q_m}.

Furthermore, for L ≥ 1, a chain [Q, W] is L-admissible if

(U1) � P∈[Q,W]

ℓ(P) ≤ Ld(Q, W);

(U2) there exists Q_W ∈ [Q, W] such that (a) for all P ∈ [Q, Q_W ], ℓ(P) ≥ L^{−1}d(Q, P), (b) for all P ∈ [Q_W , W], ℓ(P) ≥ L^{−1}d(P, W).

Call [Q, W] an oriented chain if Q_W = W. Notice that [Q, Q_W ] and [W, Q_W ] are both oriented chains.

Lemma 2.13. If [Q, W] is L-admissible and Q_W ∈ [Q, W] satisfies (U2a) and (U2b) above, then for any P ∈ [Q, Q_W ] and P^′ ∈ [Q_W , W], d(Q, W) ∼ d(P, P^′).

Proof. The upper estimate follows from the triangle inequality and the definition of Q_W :

d(Q, W) ≤ d(Q, P)+d(P, P^′)+d(P^′, W) ≤ Lℓ(P)+d(P, P^′)+Lℓ(P^′) ≤ (2L+1)d(P, P^′). The lower estimate relies additionally on (U1) so that d(P, P^′) ≤ d(P, Q)+d(Q, W)+d(W, P^′) ≤ Lℓ(P)+d(Q, W)+Lℓ(P^′) ≤ (2L^2+1)d(Q, W) as claimed. □ Definition 2.14. A Whitney decomposition W of Ω is said to be L-uniform if for every Q, W ∈ W, there is an L-admissible chain [Q, W] for which every subchain is also L-admissible. The domain Ω is said to be a uniform domain if for each w ≥ 1 there exists L ≥ 1 such that every Whitney decomposition with parameter w is L-uniform. If such an L exists, label it L(Ω, w).

Uniform domains have a prominent role in geometric analysis and function theory. They were introduced by F. John in [41] and formalized by O. Martio and J. Sarvas in [56] in their study of injectivity properties of functions. Since then, many equivalent characterizations have been given [33, 42], which connect to the extension problem for various function classes [11, 35, 42, 43]. 2.15. Packing estimates for uniform Whitney coverings. Throughout this section, let Ω be a uniform domain and W a uniform Whitney decomposition of Ω. Lemma 2.16. inf_{x∈∂Ω}

0<r≲diam(Ω)

|B(x, r) ∩ Ω| r^d > 0 Proof. We recall the simple argument from [43, Lemma 2.3]. Let 0 < a < b <^1_2 to be chosen later. Let x ∈ Ω and r <^1_{2b} diam Ω. Since Ω is connected, there exists y ∈ Ω with ar < |x − y| < br. Let Q, W be Whitney cubes satisfying Q ⊂ B(x, ar), y ∈ W.

By construction, d(Q, W) ∼ r and notice that Q_W from (3) satisfies ℓ(Q_W ) ≳ r. By choosing a, b small enough, one also has Q_W ⊂ B(x, r) which proves the claim. □ Lemma (2.16) implies that the boundary of a uniform domain has Lebesgue measure zero. We can say something more, that in fact it has dimension strictly less than d.

Lemma 2.17. There exists ε > 0 such that the estimate (2.15) � Q∈W:

d(Q,W)≤Aℓ(W), ℓ(Q)≤tℓ(W)

|Q| ≲ A^{d−ε}t^ε|W|

holds uniformly over W ∈ W, A ≥ 1, and t > 0.

Proof. For ease of notation, define B_A(W) = {Q ∈ W : d(Q, W) ≤ Aℓ(W)}, and notice that if Q ∈ B_A(W), there is a chain [Q, W] = {Q_1, Q_2, . . . , Q_m} which satis- fies (2.16) Q_i ∈ B_D(Q_j), i ≤ j, D ∼ A.

Indeed, for i = 1 or j = m (2.16) is immediate from (U1) and (U2). Then the general case follows since every subchain can also be chosen to be admissible. Step 1: Logarithmic packing condition. We claim that

(2.17) � Q∈B_A(W)

|Q| log � |W| |Q| � ≲_A |W|,

Let k ≥ 0, and Q ∈ B_A(W) with ℓ(Q) ∼ 2^kℓ(W). Construct a Whitney chain going from Q back to W and enumerate the elements Q = Q_1, . . . , Q_n = W. By virtue of the Whitney decomposition, the neighboring cubes Q_i and Q_{i+1} satisfy 1 w ≤ ℓ(Q_i) ℓ(Q_{i+1}) ≤ w for some B ≥ 1. Therefore,

2^k ≲ ℓ(Q) ℓ(W) = n−1� i=1 ℓ(Q_i) ℓ(Q_{i+1})

≤ w^{n−1},

i.e. n ≳ k. Furthermore, from (2.16), we get that for each i = 1, . . . , n,

Q ∈ B_D(Q_i), Q_i ∈ B_D(W), D ∼ A.

In this way, � Q∈B_A(W)

|Q| log � |W| |Q| � ≲ ∞� k=0 � Q∈B_A(W) ℓ(Q)∼2^kℓ(W)

|Q|(k + 1) ≲ � P∈B_D(W) � Q∈B_D(P)

|Q| ≲ |W|,

establishing (2.17) Step 2: Proof of (2.15) for A ≲ 1. Given (2.17), it is evident that there exists t_0 ∈ (0,^1_2 ) such that for all W ∈ W and D ≲ 1,

(2.18) � Q∈Sh_D(W) ℓ(Q)≤t_0ℓ(W)

|Q| ≤ 1 2 |W|.

Then, let t ∈ (0, 1) and select a positive integer k such that t ∈ [t^{k+1}_0 , t^k_0). Suppose we can construct a collection {Q_i}^n_{i=0} ⊂ W with the following properties • Q = Q_n and W = Q_0, • Q_j ∈ B_D(Q_{j−1}), j = 1, . . . , n • ℓ(Q_j) ≤ t_0ℓ(Q_{j−1}). j = 1, . . . , n • k ≲ n.

With such a collection in hand, we can iterate (2.18) to obtain � Q∈B_A(W) ℓ(Q)≤tℓ(W)

|Q| ≤ � Q_1∈B_D(Q_0) ℓ(Q_1)≤t_0ℓ(Q_0)

· · · � Q_n∈B_D(Q_{n−1}) ℓ(Q_n)≤t_0ℓ(Q_{n−1})

|Q_n| ≤ � 1 2 �_n |W|.

However, (^1_2 )^n ≲ (t^k_0)^ε ≲ t^ε for ε^{−1} ∼ − log t_0. It remains to construct the desired collection. Let [Q, W] = {P_1, . . . , P_m} satisfying (2.16). Begin with Q_0 = W and choose the rest inductively from [Q, W]. Given Q_i = P_{j0} , let Q_{i+1} = P_j where

j = max{n ≤ j_0 : ℓ(P_n) ≤ t_0ℓ(P_{j0} )}.

If no maximal element exists then terminate the algorithm and reset Q_i = Q. The first and third properties are satisfied by construction, and the second property follows from (2.16). To verify the fourth property, first notice that

t^k_0 ≥ t ≳ ℓ(Q) ℓ(W) = n−1� i=0 ℓ(Q_{i+1}) ℓ(Q_i) . However, since Q_{i+1} was the first cube in the chain to satisfy ℓ(Q_{i+1}) ≤ t_0ℓ(Q_i), we have, by the Whitney property

ℓ(Q_{i+1}) = ℓ(P_j) ≥ 1 w ℓ(P_{j+1}) ≥ t_0 w ℓ(Q_i),

Combing the two above displays and recalling that t_0 < 1 establishes that k ≲ n. Step 3: General A. To prove the case of general A, fix W ∈ W, A ≥ 1, and t ≥ 0. There exists W̃ ∈ W with

d(W, W̃) ≲ Aℓ(W), ℓ(W̃) ∼ sup_{Q,P∈BA(W)} d(Q, P).

Indeed, choose W^′ = Q_P from (U2) taken from an admissible chain connecting Q and P which are near maximizers of the supremum above. The second property above guarantees that B_A(W) ⊂ B_B(W̃) where B ≲ 1. Therefore, setting s =^{tℓ(W)}_{ℓ(W̃)} � Q∈B_A(W) ℓ(Q)≤tℓ(W)

|Q| ≤ � Q∈B_B(W̃) ℓ(Q)≤sℓ(W̃)

|Q| ≲ |W̃|t^ε � ℓ(W) ℓ(W̃)

�_ε

≲ A^{d−ε}t^ε|W|.

□ Lemma 2.18. The estimate

(2.19) � P∈W ℓ(Q)≤t W∈[P,Q]

|P|d(W, P)^{k−1} d(P, R)^{d+k} ≲ |W|ℓ(W)^{k−1} min{1,^t_{ℓ(W)} }^ε d(R, W)^{d+k}

holds uniformly over t ≥ 0, W, Q ∈ W, R ⊂ Q and k ≥ 1.

Proof. In this proof ∨, ∧ are used in place of max, min respectively. First, note the intermediate estimate

(2.20) � P∈W ℓ(P)≤t |P| d(W, P)^{d+1} ≲ � 1 ∧^t_{ℓ(W)}

�_ε

ℓ(W) .

To prove (2.20), decompose � P∈W ℓ(P)≤t |P| d(W, P)^{d+1}

∼ ℓ(W)^{−d−1} ∞� j=0 2^{− j(d+1)} � P∈W d(W,P)∼2^jℓ(W) ℓ(P)≤t

|P|.

By Lemma 2.17, the innnermost sum (over P ∈ W) is controlled by

|W|2^{j(d−ε)} � t ℓ(W)

∧ 2^j

�_ε . Summing in j yields (2.20). We return to (2.19) and first prove it under the assumption that R = Q. The general situation will be later reduced to this case. Let P_Q ∈ [P, Q] satisfying (U2). Split the sum in (2.19) into two pieces, say I and II such that W ∈ [P, P_Q] and W ∈ [P_Q, Q], respectively. Estimate II first, directly relying on (2.20). In fact using d(Q, P) ∼ d(W, P) by Lemma 2.13, the intermediate estimate (2.20), and ℓ(W) ∼ d(W, Q) from (U2),

II = � P∈W ℓ(P)≤t W∈[P_Q,Q]

|P|d(W, P)^{k−1} d(P, Q)^{d+k} ≲ � P∈W ℓ(P)≤t |P| d(W, P)^{d+1} ≲ � 1 ∧^t_{ℓ(W)}

�_ε

ℓ(W)

≲ |W|ℓ(W)^{k−1} � 1 ∧^t_{ℓ(W)}

�_ε

d(W, Q)^{d+k} . To estimate I, notice that as consequence of (U2) and (2.20),

(2.21) � P∈W ℓ(P)≤t W∈[P,P_Q]

|P| ≲ ℓ(W)^{d+1} � P∈W ℓ(P)≤t |P| d(P, W)^{d+1}

≲ |W| � 1 ∧ t ℓ(W)

�_ε .

So, for W ∈ [P, P_Q], (U2) implies d(W, P) ∼ ℓ(W) and Lemma 2.13 implies d(P, Q) ∼ d(W, Q). Therefore, on applying (2.21), I = � P∈W ℓ(P)≤t W∈[P,P_Q]

|P|d(W, P)^{k−1} d(P, Q)^{d+k} ≲ ℓ(W)^{k−1} d(Q, W)^{d+k} � P∈W ℓ(P)≤t W∈[P,P_Q]

|P| ≲

|W|ℓ(W)^{k−1} � 1 ∧^t_{ℓ(W)}

�_ε

d(Q, W)^{d+k} .

The estimate (2.19) is thus established when R = Q. To show (2.19) holds for any R ⊂ Q, we only need to establish d(R, W) ∼ d(Q, W) for any Whitney cube W. The triangle inequality shows d(R, W) ≤ 3d(Q, W). For the other inequality, if we can show d(R, W) ≳ ℓ(Q) then again the triangle inequality will yield d(Q, W) ≲ d(R, W). If W̄ ∩ Q̄ � ∅, then indeed d(R, W) ≥ ℓ(W) ≳ ℓ(Q) holds by the Whitney decomposition. Otherwise, W∩aQ = ∅ for some a > 1 so |c(R)−c(W)| ≳ ℓ(Q). □

2.19. Boundary windows. For a cube W ∈ W, define the shadow of W and its realization by

SH(W) � {P ∈ W : [P, W] is an oriented chain}, Sh(W) � � P∈SH(W) wP. Subsequently, introduce the extended shadow SH_1 and its realization Sh_1,

SH_1(W) = {P ∈ W : P ∈ [Q, W] for some Q ∈ SH(W)}, Sh_1(W) = � P∈SH_1(W) wP. Our analysis relies on a tree structure on Ω whose roots are constructed in the next lemma. With reference to the statement below, each SH(W_j) is termed a boundary window, while the cubes of the residual collection W_0 = W\(∪_jSH(W_j)) are termed central.

Lemma 2.20. Let W be an L-uniform Whitney covering with parameter w and ℓ be the side length of some fixed cube W_0 in W. Then, there exists a collection of cubes {W_j}_{j≥1} ⊂ W satisfying

(S1) ℓ(W_j) ∼ ℓ;

(S2) If W ∈ W but W does not belong to ∪_jSH(W_j), then ℓ(W) ≳ ℓ; (S3) For each W_j, there exists W^∗_j with ℓ(W^∗_j ) ∼ ℓ, W_j ∈ SH(W^∗_j ), and 2^2wW^∗_j ∩ Sh(W_j) = ∅;

(S4) The collections {Sh(W_j)}, {Sh(W^∗_j )}, and {Sh_1(W^∗_j )} have finite overlap.

Proof. Let us construct such a collection. Let W_0 be an arbitrary cube in W with length r_0 = ℓ(W_0). For any W in W with ℓ(W) ≤ r_0, let W_{W0} be chosen according to assumption (U2). By (U2b), ℓ(W_{W0} ) ≥ L^{−1}ℓ(W_0) = L^{−1}r_0. Take C to be the constant from the Whitney decomposition (W3). There exists S ∈ [W, W_{W0} ] such that L^{−1}r_0 < ℓ(S ) ≤ CL^{−1}r_0. In particular, this shows that for every W with ℓ(W) ≤ r_0, there exists S satisfying W ∈ SH(S ) and L^{−1}r_0 < ℓ(S ) < CL^{−1}r_0. Define, for any r > 0,

E_r = {S ∈ W : L^{−1}r < ℓ(S ) < CL^{−1}r}, F_r = {W ∈ W : ℓ(W) ≤ r}. We have shown (2.22) F_{r0} ⊂ � S ∈E_{r0}

SH(S ).

W^∗_j will be chosen from such E_{r0} . We will now choose r_1 so that for W in E_{r1} and S in E_{r0} ,

(2.23) if P ∈ SH(W) then 2^2wS ∩ 2wP = ∅.

Indeed, if 2^2wS and 2wP had nonempty intersection, then by properties (W3) and (W4) of the Whitney decomposition, ℓ(S ) ≤ Dℓ(P) for some D > 0 depending only on w and d. Therefore, choosing r_1 = (CDL)^{−1}r_0, we arrive at the contradiction Dℓ(P) ≤ DLℓ(W) ≤ CDr_1 = L^{−1}r_0 < ℓ(S ).

Therefore (2.23) is established. The same argument that led to (2.22) also shows

(2.24) F_{r1} ⊂ � P∈E_{r1}

SH(P).

Now we take {W_j} = E_{r1} ⊂ F_{r0} and take each W^∗_j to be some S ∈ E_{r0} such that W_j ∈ SH(S ). Such an S exists by (2.22) and (S3) is satisfied as a consequence of (2.23). Then (S1) is satisfied by the definition of E_{r0} and (S2) follows from (2.24). Finally (S4) is an elementary consequence of the fact that if ℓ(S ) ∼ ℓ(S^′) ∼ r and P ∈ SH(S ) ∩ SH(S^′) (or SH_1(S ) ∩ SH_1(S^′)) then d(S, S^′) ≤ d(S, P) + d(P, S^′) ≲ r. □

2.21. Averaging Wavelets. Our representation process involves certain averages of elements from Φ^{σ,⋐}(Q) weighted by coefficients that decay with respect to separation in scale and position of two cubes. The latter is measured by the quantities

(P, Q)_{δ,ρ} � min{ℓ(P), ℓ(Q)}^δ d(P, Q)^{d+δ+ρ} where P, Q are any two cubes and δ, ρ ≥ 0. For a point x ∈ Ω and a cube S ∈ M, the notation x ∼ S indicates that x belongs to a fixed dilate of S , say 2^4wS .

Lemma 2.22. Let W be a Whitney decomposition with parameter w and δ, ρ ≥ 0. If δ > 0, let 0 < η < δ. There exists C = C(ρ, η, δ, w) > 0 such that for any z : M × M → C satisfying |z(R, S )| ≤ (R, S )_{δ,ρ} ∀(R, S ) ∈ M × M

the following holds. If δ > 0 and φ_R ∈ Ψ^{δ,⋐}(R), then

(2.25) ψ_S � � R∈S |R|z(R, S )φ_R ∈ CΨ^{η,ρ}(S ).

If δ = 0, ρ > 0, and χ_P ∈ Φ^{0,⋐}(P), then

(2.26) ϕ_Q � � P∈W R∈D(Q)

|R||P| |Q| z(R, P)ℓ(R)^ρφ_R ⊗ χ_P ∈ CΦ^{0,ρ}_2 (Q).

Proof. Estimate (2.25) is a discrete version of [27, Lemma 3.2, Eq. (3.4)] and may be proved along the same lines. To prove (2.26), notice that ϕ_Q is supported near Q in the first variable. Therefore, for x ∼ Q, y ∈ Ω,

|ϕ_Q(x, y)| ≲ 1 |Q| � P∈W y∼P � R∈D(Q) x∼R ℓ(R)^ρ d(R, P)^{d+ρ} .

The key is that since R ∈ D(Q) and P is a Whitney cube with y ∼ P, d(R, P) ∼ |y − c(Q)| + ℓ(Q). Therefore, summing the geometric series � R∈D(Q) x∼R ℓ(R)^ρ ≲ ℓ(Q)^ρ

proves (2.26). □

The second lemma is more involved and relies on the tree structure imposed on Ω. Lemma 2.23. Let ε > 0, w ≥ 1, Ω be a uniform domain, and W a Whitney decomposition of Ω with parameter w. Let δ ≥ 0, k ≥ 1, and 0 < ρ < k. Then, there exists C = C(k, ρ, ε, L(Ω, w), w) > 0 such that for any z : W × W × M → C satisfying

|z(P, W, Q)| ≤ � (P, Q)_{0,k} ℓ(Q) ≥ ℓ(P) (P, Q)_{δ,k} ℓ(Q) ≤ ℓ(P), any χ_{P,W} ∈ Φ^{0,⋐}(W), χ_Q ∈ Φ^{0,⋐}(Q), the following holds. If δ = 0, then

(2.27) θ_W � � P,Q∈W W∈[P,Q]

|P||Q| |W| ℓ(W)d(W, P)^{k−1}z(P, W, Q)χ_{P,W} ⊗ χ_Q ∈ CΦ^{0,k}_2 (W).

If δ > 0, then

(2.28) ϕ_W � � P∈W R∈S W∈[P,W(R)]

|P||R| |W| ℓ(W)d(W, P)^{k−1}z(P, W, R)χ_{P,W} ⊗ χ_R ∈ Φ^{0,ρ}_2 (W).

Proof. Begin with proving (2.27). Since χ_{P,W} is supported near W, we fix x near W and y ∈ Ω. We sum over all P in the specified ranges, but only over Q with y ∼ Q. Therefore, d(Q, W) ∼ |y − c(W)| + ℓ(W) so by (2.19) with t = ∞,

|θ_W (x, y)| ≲ ℓ(W) ℓ(W)^{2d} � y∼Q � P∈W W∈[P,Q]

ℓ(P)^dd(W, P)^{k−1} d(P, Q)^{d+k} ≲ 1 ℓ(W)^{2d}(1 +^{|y−c(W)|}_{ℓ(W)} )^{d+k} .

The proof of (2.28) begins similarly, by letting x, y ∈ Ω with x close to W. Write ϕ_W (x, y) = I + II where the summations in I and II are taken over the regions ℓ(R) ≤ ℓ(P) and ℓ(R) ≥ ℓ(P), respectively. Then, relabelling W(R) = Q,

|I| ≲ ℓ(W) ℓ(W)^{2d} � y∼Q � P∈W W∈[P,Q] � R∈D(Q) y∼R ℓ(R)≤ℓ(P)

ℓ(P)^dℓ(R)^δd(W, P)^{k−1} d(R, P)^{d+k+δ} .

Summing first over R, we obtain � R∈D(Q)y∼R ℓ(R)≤ℓ(P)

ℓ(R)^δ d(R, P)^{d+k+δ} ≲ min{ℓ(P), ℓ(Q)}^δ

d(Q, P)^{d+k+δ} ≤ 1 d(Q, P)^{d+k} .

But this simplifies the bound on I to be the same as θ_W above, which has already been shown to belong to Φ^{0,k}_2 (W). II is estimated by applying (2.19) with Q = W(R) and t = ℓ(R);

|II| ≤ ℓ(W) ℓ(W)^{2d} � R∈S y∼R � P∈W ℓ(P)≤ℓ(R) W∈[W(R),P]

ℓ(P)^dd(W, P)^{k−1}

d(P, R)^{d+k} ≲ ℓ(W)^k ℓ(W)^d � R∈S y∼R min{1,^{ℓ(R)}_{ℓ(W)} }^ε d(R, W)^{d+k} .

Notice that the R which contribute to the sum satisfy ℓ(R) ≤ d(R, W) ∼ ℓ(W) + |y − c(W)|. Therefore, splitting the sum into the regions ℓ(R) ≲ ℓ(W) and ℓ(W) ≲ ℓ(R) ≲ ℓ(W) + |y − c(W)|, one obtains � y∼R min � 1, ℓ(R) ℓ(W)

�_ε

≲ 1 + log � 1 + |y − c(W)| ℓ(W) � . So, (2.28) follows from the fact that log s ≤ η^{−1} s^η for any s, η > 0. □

2.24. Anti-Integration by Parts. Throughout this paragraph, Q ∈ W and R ∈ S with reference to the previously defined Whitney decomposition of Ω. Fixing a positive integer k and δ > 0, we adopt the standing conventions that χ_Q ∈ Φ^{k,⋐}(Q), and φ_R ∈ Ψ^{k+δ,⋐}(R).

We will frequently need to convert wavelet coefficients of functions into wavelet coefficients of their higher order derivatives. For this reason, it will be helpful to subtract off a polynomial P^k_Q f (of degree k − 1) suitably adapted to f on Q. If we were only interested in estimation, then by the Poincaré inequality,

|χ_Q( f − P^k_Q f )| ≲ ℓ(Q)^k⟨∇^k f ⟩_Q.

Clever adjustments can be made, see [66], to telescope and handle the case when χ_Q is replaced by χ_P for P � Q. We will do something similar later in this section (Lemma 2.25 below). However, since we seek equality in our representation, we must be slightly more precise. Fortunately, Poincaré inequalities follow from integral representations of Sobolev functions (consult any PDE textbook, for example [58, §1.1.10]). Let θ be a fixed smooth function on R^d with � R^d θ = 1 and support

in the unit cube, and set θ_Q � |Q|^{−1}Sy_Qθ.

If s ≥ 1 and f is sufficiently smooth, then using the Taylor formula, and a few changes of variable, the equality

(2.29) f (x) − P^k_Q f (x) = � |α|=k � sQ k_{α,Q}(x, y)

∂^α f (y) |x − y|^{d−k} dy, P^m_Q f (x) � � |α|≤m−1 1 α! � Q θ_Q(y)∂^α f (y)(x − y)^α dy,

holds for holds for all x for which f is defined. The kernel, k_{α,Q}(x, y), has the explicit formula

k_{α,Q}(x, y) = 1_{sQ}(y)

(−1)^k α! v^α

�_∞

|x−y|

θ_Q(x + rv)r^{d−1} dr, v = y − x |y − x|

, x, y ∈ R^d,

but all we will need to know is that |k_{α,Q}(x, y)| ≲ � 1 +^{|x−c(Q)|}_{ℓ(Q)}

�_{d−1}

. Defining

(2.30) χ^{−α}_Q (y) = ℓ(Q)^{−|α|} � wQ k_{α,Q}(x, y) χ_Q(x) |x − y|^{d−|α|} dx, χ^{−k}_Q = (χ^{−α}_Q )_{|α|=k}, one has χ^{−k}_Q ∈ CΦ^{0,⋐}(Q), and we arrive at the anti-integration by parts formula

(2.31) χ_Q( f − P^k_Q f ) = � |α|=k

χ^{−α}_Q (∂^α f )ℓ(Q)^k = ℓ(Q)^kχ^{−k}_Q (∇^k f ).

Equation (2.31) is our replacement for the Poincaré inequality. This discussion also makes it easy to see that if f is paired with a cancellative wavelet, ψ_R ∈ Ψ^{k+δ,⋐}(R), then the anti-integration can be done without the polynomial. Indeed, defining ψ^{−α}_R and ψ^{−k}_R analogously to (2.30)

(2.32) ψ_R( f ) = ψ_R( f − P^k_R) = � |α|=k

ψ^{−α}_R (∂^α f )ℓ(R)^k = ℓ(R)^kψ^{−k}_R (∇^k f ).

As for χ^{−k}_Q above, ψ^{−k}_R ∈ CΨ^{δ,⋐}(R). For our later purposes though, we need to go one step further and consider the situation where the polynomial and the wavelet in (2.31) are adapted to different cubes.

Lemma 2.25. Let P, Q ∈ W. For each χ_P ∈ Φ^{k,⋐}(P) and W ∈ [P, Q], there exists χ^{−k}_{P,W} ∈ Φ^{0,⋐}(W) such that

(2.33) χ_P( f − P^k_Q f ) = � W∈[P,Q]

ℓ(W)d(W, P)^{k−1}χ^{−k}_{P,W} (∇^k f ).

To prove this, we need the following ingredients.

Lemma 2.26. Let Q ∈ M, x ∈ Ω, and 0 < m ≤ k + 1. There exists υ_{Q,x,m} ∈ CΦ^{k+1,⋐}(Q), depending on x, such that

(2.34) P^m_Q( f )(x) = � 1 + |x − c(Q)| ℓ(Q)

�_{m−1}

υ_{Q,x,m}( f ), ∀ f ∈ U(Ω).

Let P, Q ∈ M such that P ⊂ CQ. Then, for any S ∈ M, there exists χ^{−k}_{S,Q} ∈ CΦ^{0,⋐}(Q) such that (2.35) χ_S (P^k_P f − P^k_Q f ) = ℓ(Q)d(Q, S )^{k−1}χ^{−k}_{S,Q}(∇^k f ), ∀ f ∈ U(Ω). Proof. Fix x ∈ Ω. Notice that

υ_{Q,x,m} := 1 � 1 +^{|x−c(Q)|}_{ℓ(Q)}

�_{m−1} � |α|≤m−1

(−1)^α α! ∂^α � (x − ·)^αθ_Q � ∈ CΦ^{k+1,⋐}(Q).

Then (2.34) follows integrating by parts. To prove the second statement, notice that the polynomials P have the following reproducing property. For n ≥ m, and any cubes R, Q, (2.36) P^n_R(P^m_Q f ) = P^m_Q f. Indeed, (2.37)

P^n_R(P^m_Q f )(x) = � |α|≤n−1 |β|≤m−1 1 α!β! � R � Q θ_R(y)θ_Q(z)∂^β f (z)∂^α_y � (y − z)^β � (x − y)^α dz dy.

However, since |β| ≤ m − 1 ≤ n − 1, by Taylor expansion, � |α|≤n−1 1 α! ∂^α_y � (y − z)^β � (x − y)^α = (x − z)^β

and the y variable in (2.37) may be integrated out using � θ_R = 1. Therefore, for each x ∈ R

P^k_P f (x) − P^k_Q f (x) = P^k_{CQ}(P^k_P f − P^k_Q f )(x) = � 1 + |x − c(Q)| ℓ(Q)

�_{k−1} υ_{CQ,x,k}(P^k_P f − P^k_Q f ).

Adding and subtracting f inside the argument of υ_{CQ,x,k} and applying (2.31), υ_{CQ,x,k}(P^k_P f − P^k_Q f ) = ℓ(Q)^kυ^{−k}_{CQ,x,k}(∇^k f ).

Finally, setting

χ^{−k}_{S,Q} := 1 d(Q, S )^{k−1} � S (ℓ(Q) + |x − c(Q)|)^{k−1}υ_{CQ,x,k}χ_S (x) dx ∈ CΦ^{k,⋐}(Q)

establishes (2.35). □ Equipped with Lemma 2.26, the proof of Lemma 2.25 is immediate.

Proof of Lemma 2.25. Enumerate the elements of the chain so that [P, Q] equals {P_0, P_1, . . . , P_N } with P = P_0 and Q = P_N . As a telescoping sum,

χ_P( f − P^k_Q f ) = χ_P( f − P^k_P f ) + N� i=1 χ_P(P^k_{Pi} − P^k_{Pi−1} f ).

The first term is handled using (2.31) above. Then apply (2.35) to each summand. □ The final lemma of this section constructs a few technical identities related to P needed in the proof of our main theorems.

Lemma 2.27. For any R ⊂ Q, x ∈ R, and |γ| < m ≤ k + 1, (2.38) � P∈W 1≤ℓ≤ ȷ

|P|P^{m−|γ|}_R (∂^γχ_{P,ℓ})(x)χ_{P,ℓ}(P^{m−1}_Q f ) = P^{m−1−|γ|}_Q (∂^γ f )(x),

and there exists q_{R,m} ∈ CΦ^{k+1,⋐}(R) such that � P∈W 1≤ℓ≤ ȷ

P^{m−|γ|}_R (∂^γχ_{P,ℓ})(c(R))χ_{P,ℓ}( f )

+ � S ∈S S ∈A(R)

P^{m−|γ|}_R (∂^γφ_S )(c(R))φ_S ( f ) = q_{R,m}(∂^γ f ).

(2.39)

Proof. Using (2.5) and the fact that φ_S (x^β) = 0 for |β| ≤ k + 1, (2.40) � P∈W 1≤ℓ≤ ȷ

|P|P^{m−|γ|}_R (∂^γχ_{P,ℓ})(x)χ_{P,ℓ}(P^{m−1}_Q f ) = P^{m−|γ|}_R (∂^γP^{m−1}_Q f )(x).

Applying (2.36) into (2.40),

P^{m−|γ|}_R (∂^γP^{m−1}_Q f )(x) = P^{m−|γ|}_R (P^{m−1−|γ|}_Q ∂^γ f )(x) = P^{m−1−|γ|}_Q ∂^γ f (x),

which, referring back to (2.40), establishes (2.38). Finally, defining

q_{R,m} � � P∈W 1≤ℓ≤ ȷ

|P|χ_{P,ℓ} � υ_{R,c(R),m} � χ_{P,ℓ} + � S ∈S∩A(R)

φ_S � υ_{R,c(R),m} � φ_S ,

the identity (2.39) immediately follows from (2.34). It remains to establish q_{R,m} ∈ CΦ^{k+1,⋐}(R). To do so, notice that by (2.5), q_{R,m} can be rewritten as

q_{R,m} = υ_{R,c(R),m} − � S ∈I(R)

φ_S � υ_{R,c(R),m} � φ_S ,

where I(R) = {S ∈ S : ℓ(S ) ≲ ℓ(R), |c(S ) − c(R)| ≤ ℓ(R)}. Note that υ_{R,c(R),m} already belongs to the desired class. By [27, Lemma 3.3], the second term belongs to CΨ^{k+1,⋐}(S ), which completes the proof of the corresponding claim. □

3. Sparse and weighted domination of wavelet forms

3.1. Sparse operators and multilinear maximal functions. Let η > 0. A collection Q of cubes of R^d is η-sparse if

inf_{Q∈Q}

|E_Q| |Q| ≥ η, where E_Q � Q \ � Q^′∈Q\{Q}

Q^′.

Below, the parameter η may vary at each occurrence without explicit mention, and η-sparse collections are simply referred to as sparse collections. Let m ≥ 1. Associated to a sparse collection Q and an exponent vector ⃗q ∈ (0, ∞)^m is the m-linear sparse operator

Q^{⃗q}( f_1, . . . , f_m)(x) � � Q∈Q 1_Q m� j=1 ⟨ f_j⟩_{q j,Q}, x ∈ R^d

acting on m-tuples of functions in L^∞_0 (R^d). Sparse operators, originating in the work of Lerner [48, 49] on the A_2 conjecture, dominate Calderón-Zygmund operators on R^d, in norm, pointwise or dual form sense. Furthermore, when q_j = 1 for all 1 ≤ j ≤ m, each Q^{⃗q} coincides with a standard Calderón-Zygmund operator on the cone of positive functions. The treatise [51] provides a thorough introduction to the subject. See [7, 8, 16, 17, 21, 22, 39, 45, 46, 50] for applications within and beyond Calderón-Zygmund theory. The arguments of this section involve two different multilinear maximal operators associated to an exponent vector ⃗p ∈ (0, ∞)^n. The first is the standard multilinear maximal operator

(3.1) M^{⃗p}( f_1, . . . , f_n) � sup_{Q cube of Rd} 1_Q n� j=1 ⟨ f_j⟩_{p j,Q}.

The second is built upon the collection of cubes well inside Ω, namely (3.2)

M^{⃗p}_{Ω∘} ( f_1, . . . , f_n) � sup_{Q∈Q∘} Ω 1_Q n� j=1 ⟨ f_j⟩_{p j,Q}, Q^∘_Ω � {Q cube of R^d : 3Q ⊂ Ω}.

In either case we remove the superscript ⃗p when ⃗p = (1, . . . , 1). Observe here that the compression M^{⃗p}_Ω satisfies

(3.3) M^{⃗p}_Ω( f_1, . . . , f_n) � 1_ΩM^{⃗p}( f_11_Ω, . . . , f_n1_Ω) ≥ M^{⃗p}_{Ω∘} ( f_1, . . . , f_n)

pointwise. The connection between (3.1), (3.2) and sparse operators is summarized in sup Q sparse

⟨Q^{⃗q}( f_1, . . . , f_{n−1}), | f_n|⟩ ∼ ‖M^{(q1,...,qn−1,1)}( f_1, . . . , f_n)‖_L1_{(R}d_),

(3.4) sup Q sparse Q⊂Q^∘_Ω

⟨Q^{⃗q}( f_1, . . . , f_{n−1}), | f_n|⟩ ∼ ‖M^{(q1,...,qn−1,1)}

Ω^∘ ( f1, . . . , fn)‖L^1(Ω).

(3.5)

Equivalence (3.4) is proved in [20], and (3.5) follows with obvious modifications.

3.2. Sparse domination of wavelet forms. The equivalences (3.4), (3.5) and the customs in current literature motivate us to refer to the inequalities below as sparse domination principles for wavelet forms. First, fully localized wavelet forms on Ω admit sparse domination with cubes well inside Ω.

Proposition 3.3. Let Λ be a fully localized wavelet form, as in Definition 2.7. Then

|Λ( f_1, . . . , f_n)| ≲ � � � ‖M_Ω∘ ( f_1, . . . , f_n)‖_L1_{(Ω)} n ≥ 2 ‖ f_1‖_{bmo(Ω)}‖M_Ω∘ ( f_2, . . . , f_n)‖_L1_{(Ω)} n ≥ 3.

The arguments leading to Proposition 3.3 are by now standard in the literature. In particular, by virtue of the fully localized assumption, each component Λ_W of Λ, cf. (2.9), is supported in a moderate dilate of W ∈ W. One may thus repeat step by step the proof of [26, Prop. 5.1] for each component Λ_W and obtain a sparse collection Q contained in Q^∘_Ω as claimed.

Outside of the fully localized case, we may obtain a sparse domination estimate by looking at a wavelet form as a Calderón-Zygmund singular integral form on all of R^d.

Proposition 3.4. Let Λ be a wavelet form as in (2.8). Then

|Λ( f_1, . . . , f_n)| ≲ ‖M( f_1, . . . , f_n)‖_L1_{(R}d_) .

(3.6)

Proof. Estimate (3.6) follows by observing that Λ is a n-linear Calderón-Zygmund form on R^d, and the latter class admits sparse domination, see e.g. [51] and references therein. A direct proof may be obtained along the lines of [26, Prop. 5.1]. □

Remark 3.5. The sparse domination of Proposition 3.4 together with the estimate [52]

‖M( f_1, . . . , f_n)‖_L1_{(R}d_) ≲ n� j=1 � � f_j � �_{Lp j (Rd )} , 1 < p_j < ∞, n� j=1 1 p_j = 1 imply the corresponding full range of Lebesgue space bounds for the wavelet forms

|Λ( f_1, . . . , f_n)| ≲ n� j=1 � � f_j � �_Lp_{j (Rd)} , 1 < p_j < ∞, n� j=1 1 p_j

= 1.

3.6. Weighted Estimates for Sparse Forms. The n-linear sparse forms on R^d obey a sharply quantified range of weighted norm inequalities, see e.g. [51]. In this article, we are interested in weighted bounds for the compressions of sparse forms, and of the corresponding multilinear maximal operators to Ω, leading to the definition of several related weight constants which only depend on w1_Ω. The first family of constants is obviously related to M_Ω∘ and defined by

(3.7) [w]_{Ap(Ω}∘_) � sup_{Q∈Q∘} Ω ⟨w⟩_Q � w^{−1} � p^′−1,Q [w]RH^s(Ω^∘) � supQ∈Q_{∘Ω}⟨w⟩ −1 Q ⟨w⟩_{s,Q} .

When Ω = R^d, the constants defined by (3.7) are the usual Muckenhoupt and reverse Hölder constants, and therefore are simply indicated by [w]_{Ap} , [w]_{RHs} respectively. It is of interest to note that the sharp form of the reverse Holder inequality

(3.8) [w]_{RHs(Ω}∘_) ≲ 1, s = 1 2^{d+1}[w]_{Ap(Ω}∘_) − 1

continues to hold, as it can be seen by repeating the arguments of [37, Thm. 2.3]. The constants (3.7) appear in the following weighted estimates for M_Ω∘ .

Proposition 3.7. Let 1 < p < r < ∞, σ be the p-th dual of w, and s =

�_r p �_′ . Then � �M^{⃗p}_{Ω∘} ( f_1, f_2) � �_{L1(Ω)} ≲ � � � � � [w]^{max} � 1,^1_{p−1} � A_p(Ω^∘) ⃗p = (1, 1) � [w]_{Ap(Ω}∘_)[w]_{RHs(Ω}∘_)

�_{max}^� r−1_{r−p ,} 1_{p−1}^� ⃗p = (1, r^′)

� � � � � × ‖ f_1‖_Lp_{(Ω,w)} ‖ f_2‖_Lp′_{(Ω,σ)} .

Furthermore,

inf_{r>2} r^{12} � �M^{(1,r′)}_{Ω∘} ( f_1, f_2) � �_{L1(Ω)} ≲ [w]^{2 max} � 1,^1_{p−1} � A_p(Ω^∘) ‖ f1‖L^p(Ω,w) ‖ f2‖L^{p′} (Ω,σ) .

Proof. The first estimate follows from the same well-known arguments of the case Ω = R^d. Refer to [60, Thm 3.1] for the first case and [8, Proposition 6.4] for the second case. In view of (3.8), the second estimate can be proved by arguing as in [16, Proof of Corollary A.1]. □

The A_p(Ω^∘) constants are too small however to control compressions of general singular operators. In fact, standard techniques [32, Thm. IV.5.5] show that the weak-type estimate for the compression of the maximal function, defined in (3.3), can be characterized by � �M_Ω : L^p(Ω, w) → L^{p,∞}(Ω, w) � � ∼ [w]^{1p}_{Ap(Ω)}, 1 < p < ∞

where

(3.9) [w]_{Ap(Ω)} � sup_{|Q∩Ω|>0}⟨1_Ωw⟩_Q � 1_Ωw^{−1} � p^′−1,Q

In general, reverse Hölder inequalities of the type (3.8) fail for the families (3.9) and the corresponding reverse Hölder classes

[w]_{RHs(Ω)} � sup_{|Q∩Ω|>0}⟨1_Ωw⟩^{−1}_Q ⟨1_Ωw⟩_{s,Q} .

In particular, it is not true for general Ω that

(3.10) A_p(Ω) = � 1<q<p

A_q(Ω).

For this reason, it is not possible to interpolate the weak-type constants into strong type as in [10], and Buckley’s estimate ‖M‖^{p−1}_{Lp(Rd ,w)} ∼ [w]_{Ap} from [10] fails to extend to the compression M_Ω in terms of [w]_{Ap(Ω)}. Furthermore, an unpublished result of Wolff [76] states that the identity (3.10) is equivalent to the extension problem for w ∈ A_p(Ω), namely whether there exists v ∈ A_p(R^d) such that 1_Ωv = 1_Ωw. See [32, Theorem IV.5.5] for a proof and [35, 44] for extensions. Notice also that if such an extension exists, then weighted estimates for the compression immediately follow from weighted estimates for the uncompressed operator.

The main result of this section is now to show that on uniform domains Ω, both the compression of maximal functions and sparse forms have sharp quantitative bounds in terms of [w]_{Ap(Ω)}. We will avoid the identity (3.10); in fact, we wonder whether (3.10) holds for Ω uniform.

Proposition 3.8. Let Ω be a uniform domain. Then, for any sparse operator Z, 1 < p < ∞, and w ∈ A_p(Ω),

(3.11) ‖Z_Ω f ‖_Lp_{(Ω,w)} ≲ [w]^{max{1,} 1 p−1 } A_p(Ω) ‖ f ‖L^p(Ω,w) .

Furthermore,

(3.12) ‖M_Ω f ‖_Lp_{(Ω,w)} ≲ [w] 1 p−1 A_p(Ω) ‖ f ‖L^p(Ω,w) .

Proof. For this proof, let Q be the collection of cubes of R^d which intersect Ω on a set of positive measure. For each Q ∈ Q, denote by ^Q the cube concentric to Q and whose sidelength is 3ℓ(Q). If Q ∈ Q and Q ∩ ∂Ω � ∅, the cube ^Q contains a ball of radius ℓ(Q) centered at a point x ∈ ∂Ω. Indeed, let x ∈ Q ∩ ∂Ω and y ∈ R^d such that |y− x| ≤ ℓ(Q). Then, for each coordinate |y_j −c(Q)_j| ≤ |y− x|+|x_j −c(Q)_j| ≤^3_2 ℓ(Q), which places y ∈ ^Q. Applying Lemma 2.16 ensures the existence of a constant ρ > 0, depending only on the uniform character of Ω, such that | ^Q ∩ Ω| > ρ|Q|.

This estimate is trivially true, with ρ = 1, if Q ∈ Q and Q ∩ ∂Ω = ∅. Below we may thus use that

| ^Q ∩ Ω| > ρ|Q|, ∀Q ∈ Q.

Further, recall from [51] that there exist 3^d shifted dyadic grids D_t, t ∈ {0, ±1}^d with the following property: for each cube L ⊂ R^d there exists t(L) ∈ {0, ±1}^d and a cube R(L) ∈ D_{t(L)}, the regularized of L, with L ⊂ R(L) and ℓ(R(L)) ≤ 3ℓ(L). With this in hand, for any Q ∈ Q we may denote by ~Q � R( ^Q) the regularized of ^Q and

Q_t � {Q ∈ Q : t( ^Q) = t}.

Replacing ρ by 3^{−d}ρ, we have that | ~Q ∩ Ω| > ρ|Q| for all Q ∈ Q_t and t ∈ {0, ±1}^d. and define R_t = { ~Q ∩ Ω : Q ∈ Q_t}, t ∈ {0, ±1}^d.

By construction, for each Q ∈ Q_t there exists R = ~Q ∩ Ω ∈ R_t such that

(3.13) Q ∩ Ω ⊂ ^Q ∩ Ω ⊂ ~Q ∩ Ω, |Q| ≳ |R| ≥ ρ|Q|.

Introduce the maximal function associated to R_t by

M_{Rt} f = sup_{R∈Rt} 1_R ⟨ f ⟩_R .

Standard arguments [48] based on the dyadic nature of the collection R_t show that

‖M_R f ‖_Lp_{(w)} ≲ [w] 1 p−1 A_p(R) ‖ f ‖L^p(w) , [w]A^p(R) � sup t sup_{R∈Rt} ⟨w⟩_R ⟨σ⟩^{p−1}_R .

However, (3.13) shows that M_Ω f ≲ sup_t M_{Rt} f and [w]_{Ap(R)} ≲ [w]_{Ap(Ω)}, and (3.12) is proved.

A similar, though more involved line of reasoning will be used to establish the estimate for the sparse operators (3.11). Before we begin, let R �

�_{t∈{0,±1}d} R_t.

In analogy with the definition for cubes, say R ⊂ R is η-sparse if for each R ∈ R, there is an associated subset E_R ⊂ R such that

|E_R| ≥ η|R|, {E_R : R ∈ R} is pairwise disjoint.

If t ∈ {0, ±1}^d and R ⊂ R_t is η-sparse for some η > 0, well-known arguments [60] give the bound

(3.14) � � � � R f � � R∈R ⟨ f ⟩_R 1_R � � � �_{Lp(Ω,w)}

≲_η [w]^{max{1,} 1 p−1 } A_p(R) .

Notice that just as for the maximal function, we can dominate the averages � f_j1_Ω � Q with � f_j1_Ω � ~Q and therefore

⟨Z_Ω f_1, f_2⟩ ≲ � t∈{0,±1}^d

⟨[Z_t]_Ω f_1, f_2⟩ , Z_t = � ~Q : Q ∈ Z, t(Q) = t � . In this way, the crucial property, is that for each t ∈ {0, ±1}^d,

(3.15) Q ∈ Z_t =⇒ Q ∩ Ω ∈ R_t, |Q ∩ Ω| ∼ |Q|, where the final property is simply a restatement of (3.13). We would be finished if the exceptional sets E_Q were contained in Ω but this may not be the case. So we will rehash the standard sparse algorithm with this end in view. Let us make two final reductions. Standard limiting arguments allow us to assume Z_t is a finite collection and thus is contained in some large cube. Second, by splitting into the subcubes of maximal elements of Z_t, we may restrict our attention to the case

(3.16) Z_t = Z_t(Q_0) � {Q ∈ Z_t : Q ⊂ Q_0}, Q_0 ∈ Z_t.

Taking all this into account, the remaining estimate (3.11) in Proposition 3.8 will be an immediate consequence of (3.14) and the bound

|⟨[Z_t(Q_0)]_Ω f_1, f_2⟩| ≲ |⟨R f_1, f_2⟩| ,

for a suitably constructed sparse collection R ⊂ R_t possibly depending on f_1, f_2 ∈ L^∞(R^d), nonnnegative and supported on Q_0 ∩ Ω. Let us fix t, f_1, f_2 and henceforth we simply write Z for Z_t. Let Θ > 1 stand for a large constant which will be chosen at the end of the proof, and define

(3.17) F = F(Q_0) � � j=1,2 � x ∈ Q_0 : M( f_j1_{Q0} )(x) > Θ⟨ f_j⟩_{Q0} � . The maximal theorem entails the estimate

(3.18) |F| <

6^d Θ |Q_0|.

Let S(Q_0) be maximal (disjoint, since Z is all from one dyadic grid) cubes S from Z which are contained in F. Introduce at this point

S = S(Q_0), N � Z(Q_0) \ � S ∈S

Z(S ),

recalling Z(S ) from (3.16). Now rewrite

⟨[Z(Q_0)]_Ω f_1, f_2⟩ = � Q∈N ⟨ f_1⟩_Q ⟨ f_2⟩_Q |Q| + � S ∈S

⟨[Z(S )]_Ω f_1, f_2⟩ . (3.19)

Let Q ∈ N. If Q ⊂ F, then by the maximality of S, Q ⊂ S for some S ∈ S, but this contradicts the definition of N. Therefore, there exists x ∈ (Q_0\F) ∩ Q and so by the definition of F in (3.17), � f_j � Q ≤ M(1_{Q0} f )(x) ≤ Θ � f_j � Q_0 . Therefore,

(3.20) � Q∈N ⟨ f_1⟩_Q ⟨ f_2⟩_Q |Q| ≲ ⟨ f_1⟩_{Q0} ⟨ f_2⟩_{Q0} � Q∈N |Q| ≲ ⟨ f_1⟩_{Q0} ⟨ f_2⟩_{Q0} |Q_0|,

where the last inequality follows from sparseness of N. Set R_0 = {Q_0}, and we will construct the R-sparse collection inductively. Suppose we have R_k. Then set

R_{k+1} = � Q∈R_k

S(Q).

This induction process terminates after finitely many steps, once R_{k+1} = ∅, since Z was finite and Q � S(Q) for Θ > 6^d. Therefore, iterating (3.19) and (3.20), we have

⟨[Z(Q_0)]_Ω f_1, f_1⟩ ≲ � k � Q∈R_k

⟨ f_1⟩_Q ⟨ f_2⟩_Q |Q| ≲ � k � Q∈R_k

⟨ f_1⟩_{Q∩Ω} ⟨ f_2⟩_{Q∩Ω} |Q ∩ Ω|,

where the last inequality relied on f_1, f_2 being supported in Ω. The R-sparse collection is now R = ∪_k{Q ∩ Ω : Q ∈ R_k} and it remains to verify that the sets

E_Q � (Q ∩ Ω) \ � S ∈S(Q) S are disjoint and make up a positive portion of Q ∩ Ω. They are disjoint since given any two distinct cubes Q, P ∈ ∪_kR_k ⊂ D_t, they are either disjoint (in which case E_Q ⊂ Q and E_P ⊂ P are disjoint) or one is contained in the other. Say Q ⊂ P, then Q ⊂ S for some S ∈ S(P) and therefore Q ∩ E_P = ∅ whence E_Q and E_P are disjoint. To establish the estimate of the Lebesgue measure of E_Q, first notice that by construction of S(Q) and (3.18), � � � � � S ∈S(Q) S � � � � ≤ |F(Q)| ≤

6^d Θ |Q| ≤ 1 2 |Q ∩ Ω|,

for Θ large enough depending on the constant in (3.15). Therefore,

|E_Q| ≥ |Q ∩ Ω| − � � � � � S ∈S(Q) S � � � � ≥ 1 2 |Q ∩ Ω|. □ Weighted estimates for general wavelet forms are now an immediate consequence of (3.6), (3.4), and (3.11).

Proposition 3.9. Let Ω be a uniform domain, Λ be a wavelet form as in (2.8) with n = 2, 1 < p < ∞, w a weight, and σ = w^{− 1p−1} be its p-th dual. Then

|Λ( f_11_Ω, f_21_Ω)| ≲ [w]^{max} � 1,^1_{p−1} � A_p(Ω) ‖ f1‖L^p(Ω,w) ‖ f2‖L^{p′} (Ω,σ) .

4. Boundedness of paraproduct forms

This section introduces appropriate paraproduct forms on domains. Sobolev space bounds for paraproduct forms are characterized by suitable conditions on the symbol b. This characterization is formulated, respectively in the unweighted and weighted cases, in Propositions 4.5 and 4.21.

Definition 4.1 (Paraproduct forms). Hereafter,

b = {b_{W, j} : W ∈ W, 1 ≤ j ≤ ȷ} ∪ {b_S : S ∈ S}

is a sequence of complex numbers indexed by the same parameters of B(Ω, k) from (2.4). The qualitative assumption that the coefficient sequence b decays as in (2.6) is made so that b may be identified with the function

(4.1) b � Wb + Sb ∈ U(Ω), Wb � � W∈W 1≤ j≤ ȷ

|W|b_{W, j}χ_{W, j}, Sb � � S ∈S

|S |b_S φ_S .

The paraproduct of b is then defined by

(4.2) Π_b( f_1, f_2) � � W∈W 1≤ j≤ ȷ

|W|b_{W, j}ζ_W ( f_1)χ_{W, j}( f_2) + � S ∈S

|S |b_S ζ_S ( f_1)φ_S ( f_2)

where {ζ_R ∈ CΦ^{k,⋐}(R) : R ∈ M} is a generic fixed family. Paraproducts are immediately related to wavelet forms. Namely,

Π_b( f_1, f_2) = Λ(b, f_2, f_1), Λ � � W∈W |W|Λ_W , Λ_W � ϕ_W ⊗ ζ_W + � S ∈D(W)

|S | |W| φ_S ⊗ φ_S ⊗ ζ_S ,

(4.3)

having set for brevity ϕ_W =

�_{1≤ j≤ ȷ}

χ_{W, j} ⊗ χ_{W, j}. It is immediately seen that Λ is a fully localized wavelet form.

4.2. Carleson measure norms. Paraproduct forms will be controlled by means of a combination of Triebel-Lizorkin norms of the type introduced in §2.9 and suitable Carleson measure norms. To define the latter, with reference to Lemma 2.20, call W_{bd} � W \ W_0 the boundary cubes of Ω, let SH(W_j) stand for the boundary windows of a uniform domain and define the following partial ordering on cubes W, P ∈ SH_1(W^∗_j ) ⊂ W_{bd}. Say P ≤ W if for each admissible chain [P, W^∗_j ], there exists an admissible chain [W, W^∗_j ] such that [W, W^∗_j ] ⊂ [P, W^∗_j ]. Furthermore, define the ordered shadow SH_0(W) and its realization Sh_0(W) by

SH_0(W) = {P ∈ SH_1(W^∗_j ) : P ≤ W}, Sh_0(W) = � P∈SH_0(W) wP. Let n ∈ N, 1 < p < ∞. Say f ∈ L^1_{loc}(Ω) is an (n, p)-Carleson measure for Ω if there exists K > 0 such that for all j ≥ 1, (4.4)

∀W ∈ SH_1(W^∗_j ), � P≤W ‖ f ‖^{pp′}_{Lp(Sh0(P))}ℓ(P)^{(np−d)(p′ −1)} ≤ K^{p′} ‖ f ‖^p_{Lp(Sh0(W))}, np ≤ d;

‖ f ‖_Lp_{(Sh(W j))} ≤ K, np > d.

Let ‖ f ‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)} denote the smallest K such that (4.4) holds. The next lemma contains some elementary properties of the (n, p)-Carleson measure norms. The proofs are easy and therefore left to the reader.

Lemma 4.3. Let 1 ≤ m ≤ n, 1 < q ≤ p < ∞, f ∈ Carl^{n,p}(Ω), and g ∈ L^1_{loc}(Ω).

(C1) ‖ f ‖_{Carl}m,q_{(Ω)} ≲ ‖ f ‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)}. (C2) ‖ f ‖_F0,−n_{p,2 (Wbd)} ≲ ‖ f ‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)}.

(C3) If ‖g‖_Lp_{(sP)} ≲ ‖ f ‖_Lp_{(rP)} for some 1 ≤ r, s ≤ w^2 and all P ∈ W_{bd}, then ‖g‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)} ≲ ‖ f ‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)}.

4.4. Testing conditions for paraproducts. The main results of this section are the following testing conditions for boundedness of the paraproduct forms. The equivalences in (4.5) and (4.7)–(4.8) should be interpreted in the sense that the testing condition based on the right hand side is necessary and sufficient.

Proposition 4.5. If 1 ≤ n ≤ k, then � �Π_b : W^{n,(p,1)}(Ω) × L^{p′} (Ω) � � ∼ ‖b‖_F0,−n_{p,2 (M)} + ‖b‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)} , 1 < p ≤ d n ; (4.5) � �Π_b : W^{n,p}(Ω) × L^{p′} (Ω) � � ≲ ‖b‖_F0,−n_{q,2 (M)} + ‖b‖_{Carl}n,q_{(Ω)} , 1 < p < q ≤ d n ; (4.6) � �Π_b : W^{n,p}(Ω) × L^{p′} (Ω) � � ∼ ‖b‖_F0,−n_{p,2 (M)} + ‖b‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)} , p > d n . (4.7)

Furthermore, if Wb = 0 and 0 ≤ n ≤ k, then

(4.8) � �Π_b : L^p(Ω) × W^{n,p′} (Ω) � � ∼ ‖b‖_Ḟ−n,0_{1,2 (M)}, 1 < p < ∞.

By virtue of (2.32), (4.8) follows a fortiori from Proposition 3.3 and an integration by parts. The main line of proof of Proposition 4.5 is devoted to (4.5)–(4.7) and occupies §4.7. At the end of that subsection, we also record a sparse domination estimate which is obtained along the way and may be used to obtain weighted norm versions of (4.5)–(4.7).

Remark 4.6. Proposition 3.3 may also be used to immediately deduce sparse bounds for (4.2) under stronger conditions on the symbol b, in general not necessary, for Sobolev space bounds. More precisely,

|Π_b( f_1, f_2)| ≲ min � ‖M( f_1, f_2, b)‖_1 , ‖b‖_{bmo(M)} ‖M( f_1, f_2)‖_1 � . (4.9)

As a consequence of (4.9) and Sobolev embeddings, when p �^d_n ,

(4.10) |Π_b( f_1, f_2)| ≲ ‖b‖_Lp⋆_{(Ω)}‖ f_1‖_Wn,p_{(Ω)}‖ f_2‖_p′ , p^⋆ � max{p,^d_n }.

If Ω is a bounded domain, b ∈ L^p(Ω) is a necessary condition for boundedness of Π^γ_b on W^{k,p}(Ω) × L^{p′} (Ω). Thus, estimate (4.10) is a characterization when np > d and Ω is a bounded domain. In contrast, the second part of (4.9) is stronger but relies on the finiteness of ‖b‖_{bmo(M)}, which is not necessary when n > 0.

4.7. Main line of proof of Proposition 4.5. The components Λ_W from (4.3) will be dealt with in two separate steps by adding and subtracting P^n_W f_3 to the third (noncancellative) entry. The proof of the next lemma involves several steps and is postponed to §4.14.

Lemma 4.8. Let W ∈ W and 1 < p < ∞. Then

(4.11) sup_{⟨ f}

2⟩_p′_{,wW} =1 ⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{(p,1),wW} =1 � �Λ_W ( f_1, f_2, f_3 − P^n_W f_3) � � ∼ ‖ f_1‖_F0,−n_{p,2 (D+(W))}.

Furthermore,

(4.12) sup_{⟨ f2⟩}

q′,wW =1

⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{q,wW} =1 � �Λ_W ( f_1, f_2, f_3 − P^n_W f_3) � � � � � ≲ ‖ f_1‖_F0,−n_{p,2 (D+(W))}, 1 < q ≤^d_n , p > q,

≲ ℓ(W)^n⟨ f_1⟩_{q,wW} q >^d_n .

Fix W ∈ W and S ∈ D_+(W). Applying (2.34) for n = m, Q = W and x ∈ supp ζ_S ⊂ wW yields

ζ_S (P^n_W f ) = � ζ_S (x)υ^γ_{W,x}( f ) dx � υ_{W,S} ( f ), υ_{W,S} ∈ CΦ^0_⋐(W).

Therefore, referring to (2.10) for the definition of Ψ_W , � �Λ_W ( f_1, f_2, P^n_W f_3) � � ≲ � �ϕ_W ( f_1, f_2)υ_{W,W} ( f_3) � � + � S ∈D(W)

|S | |W| � �φ_S ( f_1)φ_S ( f_2)υ_{W,S} ( f_3) � � ≲ � |ϕ_W ( f_1, f_2)| + Ψ_W ( f_1, f_2) � ⟨ f_3⟩_{wW} .

(4.13)

The lemma below, which will only be used for central cubes W ∈ W_0, follows immediately by (2.10), (2.11) and (4.13).

Lemma 4.9. For 1 < p < ∞, � �Λ_W ( f_1, f_2, P^n_W f_3) � � ≲ ⟨ f_1⟩_{p,wW} ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wW} ⟨ f_3⟩_{wW} .

The next definition will lead us to a better estimate for (4.13) when ℓ(W) ≪ 1, namely for boundary cubes W ∈ W_{bd} � W \ W_0 with reference to Lemma 2.20.

Definition 4.10 (Hardy paraproduct form). Let n ≥ 1, SH(W_j) be the boundary windows of a uniform domain Ω. For Ψ_W defined by (2.10) and ϕ_W ∈ Φ^{0,⋐}_2 (W), define the Hardy paraproduct of order n by

I^n( f_1, f_2, f_3) � � j≥1 � W∈SH(W_j) � ϕ_W ( f_1, f_2) + |W|Ψ_W ( f_1, f_2) � I^n_W ( f_3),

I^n_W ( f ) � � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

ℓ(P)^n⟨ f ⟩_{wP}.

Hardy paraproduct forms are related to (4.13) via the next lemma.

Lemma 4.11. There holds � W∈W_{bd} |W| � �Λ_W ( f_1, f_2, P^n_W f_3) � � ≲ n� t=0 I^n( f_1, f_2, ∇^t f_3)

where I^n is a Hardy paraproduct of order n and the implied constant is absolute.

Proof. Fix W ∈ W_{bd}. There exists j such that W ∈ SH(W_j). Referring to (4.13), we aim at decomposing the corresponding υ_{W,S} ( f_3) coefficient for S ∈ D_+(W). By property (S3) in Lemma 2.20, find ϖ_j ∈ C^∞_0 (Sh(W^∗_j )) with ϖ_j = 1 on Sh(W_j) and ϖ_j = 0 on W^∗_j . By Lemma 2.25, for each P ∈ [W, W^∗_j ], there exists υ^{−n}_{W,S,P} ∈ CΦ^{0,⋐}(P) such that

υ_{W,S} ( f_3) = υ_{W,S} � ϖ_j f_3 � = υ_{W,S} � ϖ_j f_3 − P^n_W∗_j (ϖ_j f_3) �

= � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

ℓ(P)^nυ^{−n}_{W,S,P} � ∇^n(ϖ_j f_3) � . By (S1) and (S3), ‖∇^tϖ_j‖_∞ ≲ 1, and the claim follows via Leibniz rule. □

An observation dating back to the work of Arcozzi, Rochberg, and Sawyer on

Sobolev spaces of analytic functions [3] is that Lebesgue space bounds for the

Hardy paraproduct are characterized by the norm Carl^{n,p}(Ω).

Lemma 4.12. Let n ∈ N, 1 < p < ∞ and I^n be a Hardy paraproduct form of order

n. Then � �In( f_1, f_2, f_3)� ≲_{p,n} ‖ f_1‖_{Carln,p(Ω)}‖ f_2‖_{Lp′ (Ω)}‖ f_3‖_{Lp(Ω)}.

The proof of Lemma 4.12 occupies §4.15. Notably, f_1 ∈ Carl^{n,p}(Ω) is also nec-

essary to ensure that the corresponding order n Hardy paraproduct form I^n( f_1, ·, ·)

extends boundedly to L^p(Ω)×L^{p′} (Ω) (see [3]). A stronger necessity claim is proved

in §4.17, showing that the decomposition in Lemma 4.11 is also sharp.

We are now ready to complete the proof of Proposition 4.5. We prove (4.5),

the proofs of (4.6) and (4.7) simply use (4.12) instead of (4.11). First, applying

Lemmata 4.8 and 4.9 and Holder’s inequality � W∈W_0

|Λ_W (b, f_2, f_1)| ≤ � W∈W_0 |W| � �Λ_W (b, f_2, f_1 − P^n_W f_1) � � + |W| � �Λ_W (b, f_2, P^n_W f_1) � �

≲ ‖b‖_F0,−n_{p,2 (M)} × � � � � � � � � � � W∈W_0

|W|⟨∇^n f_1⟩^p_{(p,1),wW} � � � � 1 p + � � � � � W∈W_0

|W|⟨ f_1⟩^p_{,wW} � � � � 1 p � � � � � ‖ f_2‖_Lp′_{(Ω)}

≲ ‖b‖_F0,−n_{p,2 (M)}‖ f_1‖_Wn,(p,1)_{(Ω)}‖ f_2‖_Lp′_{(Ω)}.

A similar application of Lemma 4.8 and Hölder leads to � W∈W_{bd} |W| � �Λ_W (b, f_2, f_1 − P^n_W f_1) � � ≲ ‖b‖_F0,−n_{p,2 (M)}‖∇^n f_1‖_Lp,1_{(Ω)}‖ f_2‖_{Lp}′_{(Ω)}.

Finally, a combination of Lemmata 4.11 and 4.12 entails � W∈W_{bd} |W| � �Λ_W (b, f_2, P^n_W f_1) � � ≲ ‖b‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)}‖ f_1‖_Wn,p_{(Ω)}‖ f_2‖_{Lp}′_{(Ω)},

and the proof is complete.

Remark 4.13. Proposition 4.5 focuses on strong and restricted strong type esti-

mates. The proofs of Lemmata 4.8, 4.9, 4.11 actually yield a domination by sparse

and Hardy-sparse forms which will be used to derive weighted versions of Propo-

sition 4.5 in §4.19 below. Namely, Lemma 4.9 may be joined with the first inequal-

ities of (4.19) and (4.20) below to deduce the existence of a sparse collection Z,

W ⊂ Z ⊂ M, with the property that for any 1 < r < ∞,

|Π_b( f_1, f_2)| ≲ max{r, r^′}^{12} ‖b‖_F0,−n_{r,2 (M)} � Z∈Z |Z| � ⟨ f_1⟩_{wZ} + ⟨∇^n f_1⟩_{wZ} � ⟨ f_2⟩_r′_{,wZ}

+ � W∈W_{bd} � � � � n� t=0 I^n_W (∇^t f_1) � � � � � � � � � Z∈Z∩D_+(W)

|Z|⟨ f_2⟩_{wZ}⟨b⟩_{wZ} � � � � . (4.14)

The implicit constant is meant to be absolute and, in particular, independent of r.

We remind the reader here that all results of this paper hold with Ω = R^d by taking

W = ∅ and S to be the full dyadic grid D. In this case, the sparse bound (4.14) for the paraproduct forms holds without the summation over W ∈ W_{bd}, for any fixed cube Q_0 large on which b, f_1, f_2 are supported, and Z = Z(Q_0). This of course implies Proposition 4.5 which is new even on R^d for the full range 1 < p < ∞ and all 1 ≤ n ≤ k (the highest order n = k and supercritical range np ≥ d is known in [75] but this case is immediate from Remark 4.6 above). Furthermore, it implies weighted estimates (see Corollary A.3 below) which extend some of the results from [27] to the inhomogeneous case.

4.14. Proof of Lemma 4.8. First, we prove the upper bounds in both (4.11), (4.12) at the same time. Due to the definition of P^n_W , cf. (2.29), P^n_W f_1 = P^n_W [1_{wW} f_1]; thus in view of the support conditions on the wavelets, we may assume f_1, f_2, f_3 are all supported in wW by possibly replacing f_j with 1_{wW} f_j. The ϕ_W term in (4.3) may be easily estimated using the Poincaré inequality as

(4.15) � �ϕ_W ( f_1, f_2)ζ_W ( f_3 − P^n_W f_3) � � ≲ ℓ(W)^n⟨ f_1⟩_{wW} ⟨ f_2⟩_{wW} ⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{wW}

which complies with all upper bounds in (4.11), (4.12). In the remainder of the proof, it may thus be assumed that ϕ_W = 0 and we need to control the form

V_Z( f_1, f_2, f_3) = 1 |Z| � S ∈D(Z)

|S | |φ_S ( f_1)| |φ_S ( f_2)| � �ζ_S ( f_3 − P^n_Z f_3) � � for Z = W. Now, suppose that Z ∈ D_+(W), P ∈ D_+(Z). Our proof is based on the inequality

(4.16) � �ζ_P( f − P^n_Z f ) � � + sup_{S ∈D}

+(P) � �ζ_S (P^n_P f − P^n_Z f ) � � ≲ ℓ(Z)^n inf_P M(1_{wZ} ∇^n f )

which may be obtained by (2.35) and the telescoping argument that led to (2.33). For Z ∈ D_+(W), denote by Z(Z) the maximal elements P ∈ D(Z) with the property that wP ⊂ � M � 1_{wZ} ∇^n f_3 � > C⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{wZ} � . The maximal theorem tells us that

�_{P∈Z(Z)}

|P| ≤^{|Z|}_2 if C is large enough. Calling N(Z) � D(Z) \ � {D(P) : P ∈ Z(Z)}, we obtain the estimate

V_Z( f_1, f_2, f_3) − � P∈Z(Z) |P| |Z| V_P( f_1, f_2, f_3) ≤ � S ∈N(Z)

|S | |Z| |φ_S ( f_1)| |φ_S ( f_2)| � �ζ_S ( f_3 − P^n_Z f_3) � �

+ � P∈Z(Z) S ∈D(P)

|S | |Z| |φ_S ( f_1)| |φ_S ( f_2)| � �ζ_S (P^n_P f_3 − P^n_Z f_3) � �

≤ Ψ_Z( f_1, f_2) � � � sup

S ∈N(W) � �ζ_S ( f_3 − P^n_Z f_3) � � + sup_{P∈Z(W)} sup_{S ∈D(P)} � �ζ_S (P^n_P f_3 − P^n_Z f_3) � � � � � ≲ Ψ_Z( f_1, f_2)ℓ(Z)^n⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{wZ} ≲ � ℓ(Z)^n⟨S_Z f_1⟩_{p,Z} � ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wZ}⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{wZ}

(4.17) where the passage to the last line follows from (4.16) and the stopping condition, while the final inequality relies on (2.10)-(2.11). The dependence on p of the constant, which has been kept track of in Remark 4.13, comes from (2.11) and is kept implicit in the rest of the proof. Beginning with Z = W, use (4.17) iteratively to find a sparse collection Z ⊂ D_+(W) such that

(4.18) V_W ( f_1, f_2, f_3) ≲ 1 |W| � Z∈Z |Z| � ℓ(Z)^n⟨S_Z f_1⟩_{p,Z} � ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wZ}⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{wZ}.

Let us first deal with the 1 < p ≤^d_n range. In this case the definition (2.12) and (4.18) lead to

|V_W ( f_1, f_2, f_3)| ≲ ‖ f_1‖_Ḟ0,−n_{p,2 (D(W))} � Z∈Z |Z| |W| ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wZ}⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{wZ}

≲ ‖ f_1‖_Ḟ0,−n_{p,2 (D(W))} � � � C_p⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{(p,1),wW} ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wW} ;

C_{p,q}⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{q,wW} ⟨ f_2⟩_q′_{,wW} , 1 < q < p.

(4.19)

Refer for instance to [16, Appendix B] for the first estimate. The second estimate is well known, and we omit the details. We have thus proved the upper bound (4.11) as well as the case 1 < q ≤^d_n of (4.12). If p = q >^d_n in (4.12), first notice with the help of (2.11) that for each Z ∈ D_+(W) and ε � n −^d_p ,

ℓ(Z)^n⟨S_Z f_1⟩_{p,Z} ≤ ℓ(Z)^εℓ(W)^{dp} ⟨S_W f_1⟩_{p,W} ≲ ℓ(Z)^εℓ(W)^{dp} ⟨ f_1⟩_{p,wW} . Then (4.18) yields the first inequality in

|V_W ( f_1, f_2, f_3)| ≲ � ℓ(W)^n⟨ f_1⟩_{p,wW} � � j≥0 2^{− jε} � Z∈S ℓ(Z)=2^{− j}ℓ(W) |Z| |W| ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wZ}⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{wZ}

≲_p ℓ(W)^n⟨ f_1⟩_{p,wW} ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wW} ⟨∇^n f_3⟩_{p,wW} ,

while the concluding step is obtained by Hölder’s inequality, finite overlap, and summing over j. This concludes the proof of the case q >^d_n of (4.12).

We turn to the lower bound in (4.11). Focus on the case np ≤ d, as the argument for the case np > d is strictly simpler. Let K be the supremum on the left hand side of (4.11). Fix Z ∈ D(W) and f_1 ∈ U(Ω). It is not difficult to construct a function υ_Z satisfying

1_{wZ} ≤ υ_Z ≤ 1_w2_Z , ‖∇^jυ_Z‖_∞ ≲_j ℓ(Z)^{− j}, P^n_W υ_Z = 0.

The first property ensures the uniform bound |ζ_S (υ_Z )| ≳ 1. Therefore, we may find f_2 ∈ U(Ω) with ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wZ} = 1 such that φ_S ( f_2) = 0 unless S ∈ D(Z) and ensuring the first estimate in the chain of inequalities

|Z|⟨S_Z f_1⟩_{p,Z} ≲ |W|Λ_W ( f_1, f_2, υ_Z) ≤ K|W|⟨∇^nυ_Z⟩_{(p,1),wW} ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wW} = K|Z|⟨∇^nυ_Z ⟩_{(p,1),wZ}⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wZ} ≲ K|Z|ℓ(Z)^{−n}.

The lower bound in (4.11) follows by rearranging and taking supremum over Z ∈ D(W).

4.15. Proof of Lemma 4.12. Applying Proposition 3.4 and Remark 3.5,

(4.20) |ϕ_W ( f_1, f_2)| + |W| |Ψ_W ( f_1, f_2)| ≲ ⟨ f_1⟩_{p,wW} ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wW} ∀W ∈ W.

Begin by dealing with the Sobolev embedding range np > d. Notice that for each

j ≥ 1 and each W ∈ SH(W_j), � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

ℓ(P)^n⟨ f_3⟩_{wP} ≲ � � � � � � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

|P|⟨ f_3⟩^p_{,wP} � � � � � 1 p � � � � � � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

ℓ(P) � n−^d_p � p^′ � � � � � 1 p′

≲ ‖ f_3‖_Lp_{(Sh1(W}∗_{j ))}

since n −^d_p > 0 in this range and ℓ(W^∗_j ) ∼ 1 by Lemma 2.20 (S1). Then, using

(4.20) and finite overlap of the Whitney cubes

I^n( f_1, f_2, f_3) ≲ � j≥1 � � � � � W∈SH(W_j)

|W|⟨ f_1⟩_{p,wW} ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,wW} � � � � ‖ f3‖L^p(Sh1(W^∗_j ))

≲ ‖ f_1‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)} � � � � � j≥1 ‖ f_2‖^{p′}_{Lp′ (Sh(W j))} � � � � 1 p′ � � � � � j≥1 ‖ f_3‖^p_{Lp(Sh1(W}∗_{j ))} � � � � 1 p . The proof of this case is then finished by taking advantage of the finite overlap of

{Sh(W_j)} and {Sh_1(W^∗_j )} from Lemma 2.20 (S4). The subcritical case, np ≤ d, is

dealt with via the following two-weight Carleson embedding lemma [3, Theorem

3], whose short proof is postponed to the end of the subsection.

Lemma 4.16. Let ρ, μ, F_1, F_2 : SH(W^∗_j ) → [0, ∞) and 1 < p < ∞. Set ‖μ‖_{Carl}p_{(ρ)}

to be the smallest C such that

(4.21) � P≤W � � � �ρ(P) � Q≤P μ(Q)^p � � � � p^′

≤ C^{p′} � P≤W μ(P)^p ∀W ∈ SH(W_j).

Then, � W∈SH(W^∗_j ) � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

|ρ(P)F_1(P)F_2(W)μ(W)|

≤ p‖F_1‖_ℓp_{(SH1(W}∗_{j ))}‖F_2‖_ℓp′_{(SH(W j))}‖μ‖_{Carl} p_{(ρ)}.

(4.22)

To apply the lemma to I^n( f_1, f_2, f_3), first notice that by (4.20), for each j ≥ 1, � �I^n( f_1, f_2, f_3) � � ≲ � j≥1 � W∈SH(W_j)

⟨ f_1⟩_{p,W} ⟨ f_2⟩_p′_{,W} I^n_W ( f_3)|W|.

For each j ≥ 1, the inner sum is bounded by the LHS of (4.22) with

F_1(P) = ‖ f_3‖_Lp_{(P)}, ρ(P) = ℓ(P)^{n−d/p}, μ(W) = ‖ f_1‖_Lp_{(wW)}, F_2(W) = ‖ f_2‖_Lp′_{(wW)}.

Concerning the RHS of (4.22), some simple computations show

‖F_1‖_ℓp_{(SH1(W}∗_{j ))} ≲ ‖ f_3‖_Lp_{(Sh1(W}∗_{j ))}, ‖F_2‖_ℓp′_{(SH(W j))} ≲ ‖ f_2‖_Lp′_{(Sh(W j))},

‖μ‖_{Carl} p_{(ρ)} = ‖ f_1‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)}, so that summing in j and again using finite overlap (S4) completes the proof of Lemma 4.12.

Proof of Lemma 4.16. For F, ν : SH(W^∗_j ) → [0, ∞), define the averages and maximal averages

A_νF(P) =

�_{Q≤P} ν(Q)F(Q) �_{Q≤P}

ν(Q)

, M_νG(W) = sup_{P≥W} A_νF(P).

By definition, M_ν is increasing as one moves down SH(W^∗_j ), i.e. if P ≤ W then M_νF(P) ≥ M_νF(W). This observation shows that the superlevel sets of M_νF are of the form (4.23)

E_t(F) � � P ∈ SH_1(W^∗_j ) : M_νF(P) ≥ t � = � i Sh_0(P^t_i), P^t_i ∈ SH_1(W^∗_j ).

Therefore M_ν is weak type (1,1), and by Marcinkiewicz interpolation, ‖M_ν‖_ℓp_{(ν)} ≤ p^′ for 1 < p ≤ ∞. Now, exchanging the order of summation; setting ν(W) = μ(W)^p, σ(P) = ρ(P)

�_{Q≤P} ν(Q), and G_2(W) = F_2(W)μ(W)^{1−p}; and applying Hölder’s inequality, � W∈SH(W^∗_j )

� � � � � � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

ρ(P)F_1(P) � � � � � F_2(W)μ(W) = � P∈SH_1(Q^∗_j )

F_1(P)σ(P)A_νG_2(P)

≤ ‖F_1‖_ℓp_{(SH1(W}∗_{j ))}‖A_νG_2σ‖_ℓp′_{(SH1(W}∗_{j ))}.

Relying on (4.23), the Carleson measure condition (4.21) says

σ^{p′} (E_t(G_2)) = � i � P≤P^t_i

σ(P)^{p′} ≤ ‖μ‖^{p′}_{Carl} p_{(ρ)}ν(E_t(G_2)),

whence ‖A_νG_2σ‖_ℓp′ ≤ ‖μ‖_{Carl}p_{(ρ)}‖M_νG_2‖_ℓp′_{(ν)}. We conclude by applying the ℓ^{p′} (ν) bound for M_ν and computing ‖G_2‖_{ℓp}′_{(ν)} = ‖F_2‖_{ℓp}′ . □

4.17. Necessity of Carleson measure condition. Lemma 4.12 is sharp in the sense that ‖ f_1‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)} ≲ sup

‖ f_3‖_p=‖ f_2‖_p′ =1 � �I^n( f_1, f_2, f_3) � � . This is proved by testing on suitable f_1 and f_2, see [3]. In what follows, we will go further and show that not only the Carleson measure condition, but also the representation of the wavelet forms in (4.13) as a Hardy paraproduct (Lemma 4.11) is sharp.

Proposition 4.18. Let f_3 ∈ L^1_{loc}(Ω), 1 < p < ∞ and n ∈ N. Suppose there exists K > 0 such that for each wavelet form

Λ( f_1, f_2, f_3) = � W∈W |W|Λ_W ( f_1, f_2)ζ_W ( f_3),

one has the estimate

(4.24) |Λ( f_1, f_2, f_3)| ≤ K‖ f_3‖_Wn,p_{(Ω)}‖ f_2‖_Lp′_{(Ω)}.

Then, ‖ f_1‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω)} ≲ K.

Proof. Take Λ_W as in (2.9) with ϕ_W =

�_{1≤ j≤ ȷ}

χ_{W, j} ⊗ χ_{W, j}, ψ^1_S = φ_S ψ^2_S = φ_S , and ζ_W = 1_W . Therefore, by (2.5) and the assumption (4.24),

(4.25) � W∈W |W|⟨ f_1⟩^p_{,W} ⟨ f_3⟩_W ≲ � �Λ( f_1, f^{p−1}_1 , f_3) � � ≲ ‖ f_1‖^{p−1}_{Lp} ‖ f_3‖_{Wn,p} .

If np > d, then (4.4) follows from (4.25) by taking f_3 ∈ C^∞(Ω) satisfying 1_{Sh(W j)} ≤ f_3 ≤ 1_{Sh(W}∗_{j )}. Indeed,

‖ f_1‖^p_{Lp(SH(W j))} ≤ � W∈SH(W^∗_j )

⟨ f_11_{Sh(W j)}⟩^p_{,W} ⟨ f_3⟩_W |W| ≲ ‖ f_1‖^{p−1}_{Lp(SH(W j))}.

On the other hand, if np ≤ d, we will need a more involved argument. Fix W ∈ W and define g = � P≤W 1_P⟨ f_1⟩^p_{,P}, h(x) = I_ng(x) � � R^d

g(y) |x − y|^{d−n} dy, x ∈ R^d.

For any ϕ ∈ C^∞_0 (Sh(W^∗_j )), by Hölder’s inequality and (4.25),

|⟨h, ϕ⟩| = |⟨g, I_nϕ⟩| = � P≤W |P|⟨I_nϕ⟩_P⟨ f_1⟩^p_{,P} ≲ ‖I_nϕ‖_Wn,p_{(Ω)} ‖ f_1‖^{p−1}_{Lp(Sh0(W))}.

Standard arguments with Riesz transforms show that ‖I_nϕ‖_Wn,p_{(Ω)} ≲ ‖ϕ‖_Lp_{(Sh(W}∗_{j ))} and thus

(4.26) ‖h‖^{p′}_{Lp′ (Sh(W∗j ))} ≲ ‖ f_1‖^p_{Lp(Sh0(W))}.

On the other hand, notice that since p > 1, the condition np ≤ d forces d − n > 0. So, for any P ≤ W and x, y ∈ Sh_0(P), |x − y|^{d−n} ≲ ℓ(P)^{d−n} whence

|h(x)| ≥ � Sh_0(P)

g(y) |x − y|^{d−n} dy ≳ ℓ(P)^{n−d} � Sh_0(P)

g(y) dy = ℓ(P)^{n−d} ‖ f_1‖^p_{Lp(Sh0(P))},

which together with (4.26), implies � P≤W ‖ f_3‖^{pp′}_{Lp(Sh0(P))}ℓ(P)^{(n−d)p′ +d} ≲ � P≤W � P |h(x)|^{p′} dx ≲ ‖ f_3‖^p_{Lp(Sh0(W))}.

Since (n − d)p^′ + d = (np − d)(p^′ − 1), the above display is precisely the Carleson condition (4.4). □

4.19. Weighted estimates for paraproduct forms. The main result of this paragraph, Proposition 4.21, stems from Remark 4.13 and is a weighted version of Proposition 4.5. The Hardy paraproducts are controlled by weighted Carleson measure norms, which we now define.

Definition 4.20 (Weighted Carleson measure). Given a weight w, and 1 < p < ∞,

denote by σ the p-th dual of w. Let n ∈ N be a fixed integer. Say f ∈ Carl^{n,p}(Ω, w)

if there exists K > 0 such that either � P≤W ‖ f ‖^{pp′}_{Lp(Sh0(P),w)}σ(P)ℓ(P)^{(n−d)p′} ≤ K^{p′} ‖ f ‖^p_{Lp(Sh0(P),w)}

(4.27)

or ‖ f ‖_Lp_{(Sh(W j),w)} � � � � � � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

σ(P)ℓ(P)^{(n−d)p′} � � � � � 1/p^′ ≤ K (4.28)

holds uniformly over j ≥ 1, and all W ∈ SH_1(W^∗_j ). If this is the case, denote by

‖ f ‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω,w)} the least such constant K.

If the symbol of the paraproduct form belongs to Ḟ^{0,−n}_{r,2} , we can combine Remark

4.13 with Proposition 3.7 and achieve a weighted analogue of Proposition 4.5 in

terms of [w]_{Ap(Ω}∘_) and [w]_{RHs(Ω}∘_), provided that r ≥ ps^′.

Proposition 4.21. Let 1 ≤ n ≤ k, 1 < p, s < ∞, w be a weight, σ be the p-th dual

of w. Then, � �Π_b : W^{n,p}(Ω, w) × L^{p′} (Ω, σ) � � ≲ G � [w]_{Ap(Ω}∘_), [w]_{RHs(Ω}∘_) � � ‖b‖_F0,−n_{ps′ ,2} + ‖b‖_{Carl}n_{p(Ω,w)} �

with implicit constant depending on p, s. Furthermore � �Π_b : W^{n,p}(Ω, w) × L^{p′} (Ω, σ) � � ≲ [w]^{2 max} � 1,^1_{p−1} � A_p(Ω^∘) � ‖b‖_F0,−n_{∞,2} + ‖b‖_{Carl}n_{p(Ω,w)} � . Proof. In view of Remark 4.13, the claims will follow from corresponding esti-

mates for the two forms on the right hand side of (4.15). Let us begin with the

form on the second line. Applying Proposition 3.7 for the first step, and the defini-

tion of ‖b‖_{Carl}n_{p(Ω,w)} for the second

� W∈W_{bd} � � � � n� t=0 I^n_W (∇^t f_1) � � � � � � � � � Z∈Z∩D_+(W)

|Z|⟨ f_2⟩_{wZ}⟨b⟩_{wZ} � � � � ≲ [w]^{max} � 1,^1_{p−1} � A_p(Ω)

× � j≥1 � W∈Sh(W_j)

� � � � � � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

‖ f_1‖_Wn,p_{(P,w)}σ(P)^{1p′} ℓ(P)^{n−d} � � � � � |W|⟨ f_2σ^{1p′} ⟩_p′_{,W} ⟨bw^{1p} ⟩_{p,W} ,

≲ [w]^{max} � 1,^1_{p−1} � A_p(Ω) ‖b‖Carl^np(Ω,w)‖ f1‖W^{n,p}(Ω,w)‖ f2‖L^{p′} (Ω,σ).

(4.29)

Let us detail how to obtain the second step above. If (4.28) is satisfied, then, for each j ≥ 1, and W ∈ SH(W_j), estimate � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

‖ f_1‖_Wn,p_{(P,w)}σ(P)^{1p′} ℓ(P)^{n−d}

≤ ‖ f_1‖_Wn,p_{(Sh1(W}∗_{j ),w)} � � � � � � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

σ(P)ℓ(P)^{(n−d)p′} � � � � � 1 p′ . In this case, the conclusion of (4.29) follows as in the proof of Lemma 4.12, from Hölder’s inequality and the finite overlap of the boundary windows. On the other hand, if (4.27) is satisfied, apply Lemma 4.16 with

ρ(P) = σ(P)^{1p′} ℓ(P)^{n−d}, μ(W) = ‖b‖_Lp_{(wW,w)} , F_1 = ‖ f_1‖_Wn,p_{(wP,w)}, F_2 = ‖ f_2‖_Lp′_{(wW,σ)}

and again conclude (4.29) with the finite overlap of the boundary windows. The remaining component of (4.15) is controlled by applying the second or third estimates from Proposition 3.7. □

The following estimate which may be used in the supercritical range to give a condition which is easier to check than the weighted Carleson measure norm. The relevant weight characteristics are defined in (3.7) and (3.9).

Lemma 4.22. Let 1 < p < ∞, np > d, and 1 < r <^{np}_d . Then,

‖ f ‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω,w)} ≲ � [w]_{Ap(Ω}∘_)[w]_{Ar (Ω)}

� 1_p

sup_{j≥1}

‖ f ‖_Lp_{(w,Sh(W j))}

w(Sh_1(W^∗_j ))^{1p} . Furthermore,

‖ f ‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω,w)} ≲ G � [w]_{Amin{p,r} (Ω)}, [w]_{RHs(Ω)} � sup_{j≥1} ‖ f ‖_L sp_{s−1 (Sh(W j))}.

Proof. Recall that there exists M > 0 such that Sh_1(W^∗_j ) ⊂ MW^∗_j and thus for any P ∈ Sh_1(W^∗_j ),

ℓ(P)^{dr} ∼ ℓ(P)^{dr} ℓ(MW^∗_j )^{dr} ≤ w(P) w(MW^∗_j ∩ Ω)

[w]_{Ar (Ω)} ≤ w(P) w(Sh_1(W^∗_j ))

[w]_{Ar(Ω)}.

This, together with the definition of the A_p characteristic, shows

σ(P) ≤ [w]^{p′−1}_{Ap(Ω∘)}w(P)^{1−p′} ℓ(P)^{dp′} ≤ � [w]_{Ap(Ω}∘_)[w]_{Ar (Ω)}

�_p′_{−1}

ℓ(P)^{dp′ −dr(p′−1)}w(Sh_1(W^∗_j ))^{1−p′} .

Setting ε =^{np}_d − r > 0, one can simplify the exponent to obtain � � � � � � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

σ(P)ℓ(P)^{(n−d)p′} � � � � � 1 p′ ≲ w(Sh_1(W^∗_j ))^{− 1p} � � � � � � P∈[W,W^∗_j ]

ℓ(P)^{dε(p′−1)} � � � � � 1 p′ .

Since ε > 0, the geometric sum is uniformly bounded over W by ε^{−1}. To prove the second estimate, apply Hölder to ‖ f ‖_Lp_{(Sh(W j),w)} = ‖ f w^{1p} ‖_Lp_{(Sh(W j))} with the exponents s^′ and s. Finally,

‖w‖_Ls_{(MW j ∩Ω)} ≲ [w]_{RHs(Ω)}w(MW_j ∩ Ω) ≲ [w]_{RHs(Ω)}[w]_{Amax{p,r} (Ω)}w(Sh_1(W_j))

using the definition of RH_s(Ω) and the fact that 1 ∼ |MW_j ∩ Ω| ∼ |Sh_1(W_j)|. □

5. Representation and Sobolev regularity of Calderón-Zygmund forms on domains

Throughout this section, Ω ⊂ R^d is a fixed uniform domain and Λ stands generically for a continuous bilinear form on U(Ω) × U(Ω). The nonnegative integer k and the parameter 0 < δ ≤ 1 are also thought to be fixed throughout. In the overall context of the article, they respectively embody the Sobolev space index to which we expect f → Λ( f, ·) extends boundedly, and the additional fractional smoothness index of the off-diagonal kernel of Λ and its distributional derivatives. For simplicity, the parameter δ is not kept explicit in the notation below.

Definition 5.1 ((k, ℓ)-singular integral form on Ω). Let ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , k}. The form Λ has the normalized (k, ℓ)-weak boundedness if

(WBP_{k,ℓ}) |R|ℓ(R)^ℓ|Λ(χ_R, ζ_R)| ≤ 1, ∀χ_R ∈ Φ^{k+δ,⋐}(R), ζ_R ∈ Φ^{ℓ+δ,⋐}(R), R ∈ M.

The normalized (k, ℓ) kernel estimates hold for Λ if

f, g ∈ U(Ω), supp f ∩ supp g = ∅ =⇒ Λ( f, g) = � Ω×Ω K(x, y) f (y)g(x) dxdy

for some K ∈ L^1_{loc}({(x, y) ∈ Ω × Ω : x � y}) satisfying uniformly over 0 ≤ j ≤ k − ℓ the bounds

sup_{P,Q∈M}

d(P,Q)≫max{ℓ(P),ℓ(Q)}

d(P, Q)^{d+ j+ℓ} � �∇^j_1K � �_{L∞(P×Q)} ≤ 1,

sup P∈M,S ∈S d(P,S )≫ℓ(S )

d(P, S )^{d+ j+ℓ+δ} ℓ(S )^δ

× sup_{x,z∈S} y∈P � |∇^j_1K(z, y) − ∇^j_1K(x, y)| + |∇^j_1K(y, z) − ∇^j_1K(y, x)|

� ≤ 1,

(5.1)

where ∇^j_1 refers to derivatives in the first variable of K. Say that Λ is a (k, ℓ)- singular integral form, or (k, ℓ)-form in short, if c^{−1}Λ has both the (k, ℓ) normalized weak-boundedness and the (k, ℓ) normalized kernel estimates for some c > 0. If so, call ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,ℓ)} the smallest such c.

Remark 5.2. Let Λ^t( f, g) � Λ(g, f ). In general, when 0 ≤ ℓ < k it is not true that Λ^t is a (k, ℓ)-form if Λ is, as the definition is not symmetric under exchange of the arguments. On the other hand, simple inspection reveals the equality ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,k)} = ‖Λ^t‖_{SI(k,k)}. This will be exploited below.

Remark 5.3 (Examples of (k, ℓ)-forms). With reference to Definition 2.7, a bilinear wavelet form Λ is a (k, 0)-form when [η] ≥ k and {η} > δ. Indeed, the (k, 0)-weak boundedness property holds by virtue of Proposition 3.4, which in turn relies on the almost-orthogonality considerations, cf. [27, Prop. 2.5], while the off-diagonal (k, 0) kernel estimates follow from standard computations. Paraproducts (4.2) and their adjoints are (k, ℓ)-forms under appropriate assumptions on the symbols b. Namely, standard computations show that for 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ k,

‖( f, g) → Π_b( f, g)‖_{SI(k,ℓ)} + ‖( f, g) → Π_b(g, f )‖_{SI(k,ℓ)} ≲ ‖b‖_F−ℓ,0_{∞,∞} .

Lemma 5.4 below provides more examples of (k, ℓ) forms for 0 < ℓ ≤ k.

Lemma 5.4. Let Λ be a (k, ℓ)-form on Ω. For any 0 < |α| = j ≤ k − ℓ, define

(5.2) ∂^αΛ( f, g) � (−1)^jΛ( f, ∂^αg), f, g ∈ U(Ω).

Then, ∂^αΛ is a (k, ℓ + j)-form on Ω with ‖∂^αΛ‖_{SI(k,ℓ+ j)} ≲ ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,ℓ)}.

Proof. Normalize ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,ℓ)} = 1. First we relate the WBP_{k,ℓ} and the WBP_{k,ℓ+ j} bounds. If ζ_S ∈ Φ^{ℓ+ j+δ,⋐}(S ), then ℓ(S )^j∂^αζ_S ∈ Φ^{ℓ+δ,⋐}(S ). So, for χ_S ∈ Φ^{k+δ,⋐}(S ),

ℓ(S )^{d+ℓ+ j}|∂^αΛ(χ_S , ζ_S )| = ℓ(S )^{d+ℓ}|Λ(χ_S , ℓ(Q)^j∂^αζ_S )| ≤ ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,ℓ)} = 1.

Second, we compare the kernels. For f ∈ U(Ω) and g ∈ U(Ω) with disjoint supports,

∂^αΛ( f, g) = (−1)^j � Ω×Ω K(x, y) f (y)∂^αg(x) dxdy

as the disjoint supports of f and g force the integrals to be absolutely convergent. Since g and all its derivatives vanish on the boundary of Ω, integrating by parts shows

∂^αΛ( f, g) = � Ω×Ω ∂^α_1 K(x, y) f (y)g(x) dxdy,

and by comparison, referring to (5.1), ∂^αΛ has standard (k, ℓ + j) kernel estimates. □ Definition 5.5 (Compressions). This definition exploits the observation that the trivial extension of a function f with supp f ⊂ Ω, denoted as usual by f 1_Ω, belongs to U(R^d) provided f ∈ U(Ω) and Ω is a uniform domain. Let Λ be a (k, ℓ)-form on Ω = R^d. The compression of Λ to Ω is denoted by Λ_Ω and defined by

Λ_Ω : U(Ω) × U(Ω) → C, Λ_Ω( f, g) � Λ � f 1_Ω, g1_Ω � . By inspection, it follows that Λ_Ω is a (k, ℓ)-form on Ω, and ‖Λ_Ω‖_{SI(k,ℓ)} ≤ ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,ℓ)}. Of course, on the left side of the last inequality, the SI norm is referrring to the domain Ω, while on the right side the corresponding domain is R^d. Furthermore, with reference to (5.2) applied respectively for Ω = R^d and for Ω = Ω, � ∂^αΛ

�_Ω = ∂^αΛ_Ω

in the sense of equality of (k, ℓ + j)-forms on Ω.

5.6. Cancellation and off-diagonal estimates. A suitable definition for the action of a (k, k)-form L on polynomials is needed in the sequel. For each R ∈ M, let ι_R be a smooth function with 1_{2wR} ≤ ι_R ≤ 1_{4wR}. Write � � � ζ ∈ � χ_{R, j} : 1 ≤ j ≤ ȷ � R ∈ W ζ = φ_R R ∈ S

with reference to (2.4). Also, for each ε > 0 small, let Ω_ε � {x ∈ Ω : dist(x, ∂Ω) > ε} and pick ϖ_ε ∈ U(Ω) which equals 1 on Ω_ε � {x ∈ Ω : dist(x, ∂Ω) > ε}. If 0 ≤ |γ| ≤ k − 1, we may define (5.3) L � (1 − ι_R)x^γ, ζ � � lim_{ε→0+} L � ϖ_ε(1 − ι_R)x^γ, ζ � = � Ω×Ω K(x, y)[1 − ι_R(y)]y^γζ(x) dy dx

where the equality is obtained using first disjointness of supports, then the dominated convergence theorem, leveraging the first estimate in (5.1) and the fact that x^γ is of degree k − 1. In the case R ∈ S, ζ = φ_R belongs to the cancellative subclass Ψ^{k+1,⋐}(R), so that definition (5.3) may be extended to |γ| = k, relying on the cancellation of φ and the second bound in (5.1) to obtain an absolutely convergent integral. In either case, we are allowed to set

(5.4) L(x^γ, ζ) � L(ι_Rx^γ, ζ) + L � (1 − ι_R)x^γ, ζ � by simply relying on the definition of (k, k)-form of L for the first term. Relying on Remarks 2.5, 2.6, it is then possible to extend (5.4) by linearity so that L(x^γ, g) is defined for all g ∈ U(Ω) for all 0 ≤ |γ| ≤ k − 1, and for all g ∈ SU(Ω) when |γ| = k.

The action of L on polynomials is used to obtain almost diagonalization estimates with respect to the wavelet basis. Namely, the next lemma shows the advantage of subtracting off the m-th degree Taylor-type polynomial P^{m+1} from (2.29). For m ∈ N, S ∈ S, refer to (2.1), and define

τ^m_S (ζ_P) � � ζ_P − P^{m+1}_S (ζ_P) P ∈ A(S ), ζ_P P � A(S ), ζ ∈ Φ m+1 ⋐ (P).

Lemma 5.7. Let L be a (k, k) form, 0 ≤ m ≤ k, 0 < η < δ. Then sup ζ_P∈Φ^{k+1,⋐}(P) ζ_Q∈Φ^{k+1,⋐}(Q)

|L(ζ_P, ζ_Q)| + |L(ζ_Q, ζ_P)| ≲ (P, Q)_{0,k},

(5.5)

sup ζ_P∈Φ^{k+1,⋐}(P) ψ_S ∈Ψ^{k+1,⋐}(S )

|L(τ^m_S (ζ_P), ψ_S )| + |L(ψ_S , τ^m_S (ζ_P)| ≲ (P, S )_{η,m}ℓ(S )^{m−k},

(5.6)

uniformly over all P ∈ M, Q ∈ W, S ∈ S with ℓ(P) ≥ max{ℓ(Q), ℓ(S )}. Proof. The estimate (5.6) is obtained in the same fashion as [27, Lemma 4.16]. The bound (5.5) comes directly from the first condition in (5.1) and (WBP_{k,ℓ}). Indeed, since Q ∈ W, the cubes are either close and comparable in size, or far apart. In the first case, we use (WBP_{k,ℓ}) to obtain |L(ζ_P, ζ_Q)| ≲ ℓ(Q)^{−d−k}. Otherwise,

|L(ζ_P, ζ_Q)| = � � � � Ω×Ω K(x, y)ζ_P(y)ζ_Q(x) dxdy � � � ≲ d(P, Q)^{−d−k} from the first estimate in (5.1). The bound for |L(ζ_Q, ζ_P)| follows by symmetry, cf.

Remark 5.2. □

5.8. Testing conditions. Associate to the (k, 0)-form Λ the vector form

∇^kΛ � � ∂^αΛ : |α| = k � . Lemma 5.4 tells us that each component of ∇^kΛ is a (k, k)-form. For each multi-

index α with |α| = k, define the paraproduct symbols of Λ of order (α, γ) by the

sequences

b^{α,γ} = {b^{α,γ}_{W, j} : W ∈ W, 1 ≤ j ≤ ȷ} ∪ {b^{α,γ}_S : S ∈ S},

b^{α,γ}_{W, j} � ∂^αΛ � Tr_W x^γ, χ_{W, j} � , b^{α,γ}_S � ∂^αΛ � Tr_S x^γ, φ_S � , γ ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1}^d;

b^{α,γ}_{W, j} � 0, b^{α,γ}_S � ∂^αΛ � Tr_S x^γ, φ_S � , |γ| = k;

b^{α,γ}_{W, j} � 0, b^{α,γ}_S � ∂^αΛ(φ_S , 1) γ = ⋆.

(5.7)

With reference to (4.1), form each function b^{α,γ} from the corresponding sequence

of wavelet coefficients. It is immediate that

(5.8) ‖b^{α,γ}‖_F|γ|−k,0_{∞,∞} ≲ ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)}.

However, stronger testing type conditions on the symbols b^{α,γ} are needed to ensure

Sobolev space bounds for the form Λ. To this aim, for 1 < p ≤ q < ∞, introduce

the norms

‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,p,q)} � sup_{|α|=k} � � � � � �b^{α,⋆} � �_{Ḟ−k,01,2 (M)} + sup

|γ|<k−⌊^d_p ⌋ � �b^{α,γ} � �_Ḟ0,|γ|−k_{p,2 (M)} (5.9)

+ sup

k−⌊^d_p ⌋≤|γ|≤k−1 � �b^{α,γ} � �_Ḟ0,|γ|−k_{q,2 (M)} + sup_{|γ|=k} � �b^{α,γ} � �_{Ḟ0,01,2 (M)} � � � � , ‖Λ‖_{Carl(k,p)} � sup_{|α|=k}

|γ|≤k−1 � �b^{α,γ} � �_{Carlk−|γ|,p(Ω)} ,

‖Λ‖_{PP(k,p,q)} � ‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,p,q)} + ‖Λ‖_{Carl(k,p)}.

(5.10)

When p = q in (5.9) or (5.10), we simply write Ḟ(k, p) or PP(k, p) instead. Refer-

ring to Definition 4.1, associate to Λ the vector of paraproduct forms

⃗Π^k_Λ( f, g) � � � � �Πb^{α,⋆} (g, f ) + � γ∈{0,...,k}^d

Π_bα,γ (∂^γ f, g) : |α| = k � � � � . The norms in (5.10) are relevant as Proposition 4.5, together with (2.14) and (5.8),

immediately yield the estimates

(5.11) � �⃗Π^k_Λ( f, g) � � ≲ � � � � � � ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖_{PP(k,p)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,(p,1)_{(Ω)}‖g‖_Lp′_{(Ω)} 1 < p < ∞, � ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖_{PP(k,p,q)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(Ω)}‖g‖_Lp′_{(Ω)} 1 < p < q < ∞.

The next theorem shows that the k-th derivative of a (k, 0) form ∇^kΛ( f, g) differs from the associated paraproduct vector by a (constant multiple of) a wavelet form acting on (∇^k f, g). The testing type Corollary A.1 below then ensues as an immediate consequence of (5.11).

Theorem A. Let Ω ⊂ R^d be a uniform domain and Λ be a (k, 0)-form on Ω with ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} = 1. Then, there exists a wavelet form V such that

∇^kΛ( f, g) = CV(∇^k f, g) + ⃗Π^k_Λ( f, g), f, g ∈ U(Ω).

Corollary A.1. Let Λ be a (k, 0)-form on a uniform domain Ω. Then the adjoint operator

(5.12) T : U(Ω) → (U(Ω))^′, ⟨T f, g⟩ � Λ( f, g)

possesses the bounded extension properties

‖∇^kT f ‖_Lp_{(Ω)} ≲ � ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖_{PP(k,p)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,(p,1)_{(Ω)}, 1 < p < ∞,

‖∇^kT f ‖_Lp_{(Ω)} ≲ � ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖_{PP(k,p,q)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(Ω)}, 1 < p < q < ∞.

Before the proof of Theorem A, we state a weighted version of Corollary A.1 involving

‖Λ‖_{Carlw(k,p)} � sup_{|α|=k}

|γ|≤k−1 � �b^{α,γ} � �_{Carlk−|γ|,p(Ω,w)} .

(5.13)

In service of the reader, in the following result, we state the maximal dependence on the various weight characteristics. The bounds for certain terms from the representation in Theorem A may have sharper dependence, which may easily be tracked in the proof.

Corollary A.2. Let Λ be a (k, 0)-form with adjoint T as in (5.12). Then, for 1 < p, s < ∞,

‖∇^kT f ‖_Lp_{(Ω,w)} ≲ G � [w]_{Ap(Ω)}, [w]_{RHs(Ω}∘_) � × � ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,ps}′_) + ‖Λ‖_{Carlw(k,p)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(Ω,w)},

‖∇^kT f ‖_Lp_{(Ω,w)} ≲ G � [w]_{Ap(Ω)} � � ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,∞)} + ‖Λ‖_{Carlw(k,p)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(Ω,w)}.

Proof. It suffices to bound each term appearing in the representation of ∇^kΛ in Theorem A. Let σ be the p-th dual weight of w and g ∈ L^{p′} (Ω, σ) with unit norm. First, by Proposition 3.9, � �V(∇^k f, g) � � ≲ [w]^{max} � 1,^1_{p−1} � A_p(Ω) � �∇^k f � �_{Lp(Ω,w)} .

Next, by the second estimate in Proposition 3.3 and the first estimate in Proposition 3.7, � �Π_{bα,γ} (∂γ f, g)� + |Π_{bα,⋆} (g, f )|

≲ [w]^{max} � 1, 1p−1 � A_p(Ω^∘) � �bα,γ�_{Ḟ0,0}

1,2 (M) + � �b^{α,⋆} � �_{Ḟ−k,01,2 (M)} � ‖∇^k f ‖_Lp_{(Ω,w)} uniformly over |α| = |γ| = k. For the remaining paraproduct forms Π_bα,γ (∂^γ f, g) for |α| = k and |γ| ≤ k − 1, we will apply Proposition 4.21 with n = k − |γ| to obtain � �Π_bα,γ (∂^γ f, g) � �

≲ � � � � � G � [w]_{Ap(Ω}∘_), [w]_{RHs(Ω}∘_) � � ‖b^{α,γ}‖_Ḟ0,|γ|−k_{ps′ ,2 (M)} + ‖b^{α,γ}‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω,w)} � ‖∂^γ f ‖_Wk−|γ|,p_{(Ω,w)},

[w]^{2 max} � 1,^1_{p−1} � A_p(Ω^∘) � ‖b^{α,γ}‖_Ḟ0,|γ|−k_{∞,2 (M)} + ‖b^{α,γ}‖_{Carl}n,p_{(Ω,w)} � ‖∂^γ f ‖_Wk−|γ|,p_{(Ω,w)}.

Observing that ‖∂^γ f ‖_Wk−|γ|,p_{(Ω,w)} ≤ ‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(Ω,w)}, and recalling (5.9) and (5.13) finishes the proof. □

5.9. Proof of Theorem A. Let |α| = k, set L = ∂^αΛ, and let 0 < η < δ. Let f, g ∈ U(Ω). Referring to Proposition 2.3 to expand g using the orthonormal basis B^2(Ω, k), and subsequently introducing the polynomials P^k_Q f and P^k_{W(R)} f from (2.29),

L( f, g) = � Q∈W 1≤ j≤ ȷ

|Q|L( f, χ_{Q, j})χ_{Q, j}(g) + � R∈S |R|L( f, φ_R)φ_R(g) = Σ_1 + Σ_2 + Σ_3,

Σ_1 � � Q∈W 1≤ j≤ ȷ

|Q|L( f − P^k_Q f, χ_{Q, j})χ_{Q, j}(g),

Σ_2 � � R∈S |R|L( f − P^k_{W(R)} f, φ_R)φ_R(g),

Σ_3 � � Q∈W 1≤ j≤ ȷ

|Q|L(P^k_Q f, χ_{Q, j})χ_{Q, j}(g) + � R∈S |R|L(P^k_{W(R)} f, φ_R)φ_R(g).

Decomposing now f − P^k_Q f in the basis B^2(Ω, k), subsequently introducing τ^0, and using (2.2), Σ_1 is the sum of the three terms

Σ_{1,t} � � Q,P∈W 1≤ j,ℓ≤ ȷ

|Q||P|L(χ_{P,ℓ}, χ_{Q, j})χ_{P,ℓ}( f − P^k_Q f )χ_{Q, j}(g),

Σ_{1,e} � � S ∈S Q∈W 1≤ j≤ ȷ

|S ||Q|L(φ_S , τ^0_S (χ_{Q, j}))φ_S ( f )χ_{Q, j}(g),

Σ_{1,p,⋆} � � S ∈S Q∈W 1≤ j≤ ȷ

|S ||Q|L(φ_S , P^1_S (χ_{Q, j}))φ_S ( f )χ_{Q, j}(g).

The vanishing moments of φ_S allowed us to erase the polynomial P^k_Q f in Σ_{1,e} and Σ_{1,p,⋆}. Moreover, by (2.2) and support considerations of χ_{Q, j} and θ_S , the summation in Σ_{1,p,⋆} is equivalent to the summation over S ∈ S, Q ∈ A(S ) ∩ W. The main theme throughout this proof is to use the averaging Lemmata 2.22 and 2.23 to collapse every double or triple sum into a single sum, thereby diagonalizing the form. To do so, we will rely on the decay of the matrix coefficients proved in Lemma 5.7. Let us begin with Σ_{1,t}. Using the decomposition (2.33) of χ_{P,ℓ}( f − P^k_Q f ) from Lemma 2.25,

Σ_{1,t} = � W∈W |W|η_W (∇^k f, g),

η_W � � P,Q∈W W∈[P,Q] 1≤ j,ℓ≤ ȷ

|P||Q| |W| ℓ(W)d(W, P)^{k−1}L(χ_{P,ℓ}, χ_{Q, j})χ^{−k}_{P,W} ⊗ χ_{Q, j}.

Applying the estimate (5.5) from Lemma 5.7 to L(χ_{P,ℓ}, χ_{Q, j}) together with (2.27) in Lemma 2.23, we obtain that η_W belongs to CΦ^{0,k}_2 (W). A similar procedure will be carried out for Σ_{1,e}. Here f is paired with a cancellative wavelet, so that appealing to (2.32),

Σ_{1,e} = � W∈W |W|ϕ_W (∇^k f, g), ϕ_W � � Q∈W S ∈D(W)

|S ||Q| |W| L(φ_S , χ_Q)ℓ(S )^kφ^{−k}_S ⊗ χ_Q.

We aim to show that ϕ_W is of the form (2.26) from Lemma 2.22. To do so, we claim

(5.14) ℓ(S )^k|L(φ_S , τ^0_S (χ_Q))| ≲ ℓ(S )^η(S, Q)_{0,η}.

Indeed, if ℓ(S ) ≥ ℓ(Q), (5.14) follows from (5.5) in Lemma 5.7. On the other hand, if ℓ(S ) ≤ ℓ(Q), apply (5.6). Therefore ϕ_W ∈ CΦ^{0,η}_∅ (W). Leave alone the term Σ_{1,p,⋆} for now and proceed to Σ_2. Expanding f − P^k_{W(R)} f into the basis B^2(Ω, k), introducing τ^k and τ^0, Σ_2 is decomposed into the sum of the five terms

Σ_{2,e} � � P∈W 1≤ℓ≤ ȷ R∈S |P||R|L(τ^k_R(χ_{P,ℓ}), φ_R)χ_{P,ℓ}( f − P^k_{W(R)} f )φ_R(g),

Σ_{2,s} � � S ∈S R∈S |S ||R|L(τ^k_R(φ_S ), τ^0_S (φ_R))φ_S ( f )φ_R(g),

Σ_{2,p,a} � � R∈S P∈W 1≤ℓ≤ ȷ

|P||R|L(P^{k+1}_R (χ_{P,ℓ}), φ_R)χ_{P,ℓ}( f )φ_R(g)

+ � R∈S S ∈S∩A(R)

|S ||R|L(P^{k+1}_R (φ_S ), φ_R)φ_S ( f )φ_R(g),

Σ_{2,p,b} � − � R∈S P∈W 1≤ℓ≤ ȷ

|P||R|L(P^{k+1}_R (χ_{P,ℓ}), φ_R)χ_{P,ℓ}(P^k_{W(R)} f )φ_R(g),

Σ_{2,p,⋆} � � S ∈S R∈S∩A(S )

|S ||R|L(φ_S , P^1_S (φ_R))φ_S ( f )φ_R(g).

As in the expansion of Σ_1, first we have relied on the vanishing moments of φ_S in Σ_{2,s}, the second term in Σ_{2,p,a}, and Σ_{2,p,⋆}. Second, the same reasoning applied to Σ_{1,p,⋆} shows the summation in the first term of Σ_{2,p,a} could also be taken over R ∈ S, P ∈ A(R) ∩ W. Applying (2.32) in Σ_{2,s},

Σ_{2,s} = � R∈D(W)

|R|ψ_R(∇^k f )φ_R(g), ψ_R � � S ∈S

|S |ℓ(S )^kL(τ^k_R(φ_S ), τ^0_S (φ_R))φ^{−k}_S .

In the case ℓ(S ) ≥ ℓ(R), using the estimate (5.6) with m = k from Lemma 5.7,

ℓ(S )^k|L(τ^k_R(φ_S ), τ^0_S (φ_R))| = ℓ(S )^k|L(τ^k_R(φ_S ), φ_R)| ≲ ℓ(S )^k(S, R)_{η,k} ≤ (S, R)_{η,0}

for each η < δ. On the other hand, if ℓ(S ) ≤ ℓ(R), argue as for (5.14). So in both cases

ℓ(R)^k|L(τ^k_R(φ_S ), τ^0_S (φ_R))| ≲ (S, R)_{η,0}.

This shows ψ_R to be of the form (2.25) in Lemma 2.22 and therefore ψ_R ∈ CΨ^{η,0}(R). The term Σ_{2,e} will be handled like Σ_{1,e} above, but with the additional difficulty introduced by the telescoping (2.33), since f is no longer paired with a cancellative wavelet. So, decomposing χ_{P,ℓ}( f − P^k_{W(R)} f ) according to (2.33) in Lemma 2.25,

Σ_{2,e} = � W∈W |S |υ_W (∇^k f, g),

υ_W � � P∈W 1≤ℓ≤ ȷ R∈S W∈[P,W(R)]

|P||R| |W| L(τ^k_R(χ_{P,ℓ}), φ_R)ℓ(W)d(W, P)^{k−1}χ^{−k}_{P,W} ⊗ φ_R.

When ℓ(R) ≥ ℓ(P), apply (5.5) from Lemma 5.7 to see that � �L(τ^k_R(χ_{P,ℓ}), φ_R) � � = � �L(χ_{P,ℓ}, φ_R) � � ≲ (P, R)_{0,k}. For the other case, ℓ(R) ≤ ℓ(P), by (5.6), � �L(τ^k_R(χ_{P,ℓ}), φ_R) � � ≲ (P, R)_{η,k}. It follows that υ_W is of the form (2.28) in Lemma 2.23 and belongs to

CΦ^{0,ρ}_2 (W) for any ρ < k. Summarizing, we have shown (5.15)

Σ_{1,t} + Σ_{1,e} + Σ_{2,e} + Σ_{2,s} = � W∈W |W| � η_W + ϕ_W + υ_W � (∇^k f, g) + � R∈S |R|ψ_R(∇^k f )φ_R(g),

which, since η_W , ϕ_W , υ_W ∈ CΦ^{0,η}_2 (W) and ψ_R, φ_R ∈ CΨ^{η,0}(R), is a constant multiple of a wavelet form. It remains to realize the terms Σ_3, Σ_{1,p,⋆}, Σ_{2,p,a}, Σ_{2,p,b}, and Σ_{2,p,⋆} as paraproduct forms. Let Q ∈ M and R ⊂ Q. Expanding (x − y)^α = �_{γ≤α} �_α γ � (x − c(R))^γ(c(R) − y)^{α−γ},

P^m_Q f = � |γ|≤m−1

Tr_Rx^γ γ! P^{m−|γ|}_Q (∂^γ f )(c(R)).

For each m = 0, 1, . . . , k − 1, refer to Lemma 2.26 to obtain a family � υ_{Q,c(R),m} ∈ CΦ^{k+1,⋐}(Q) : Q ∈ M, R ∈ D_+(Q) �

such that (2.34) holds with x = c(R). Then, by (5.7), for any ζ_R ∈ B(Ω, k) and Q ⊃ R,

(5.16) L(P^m_Q f, ζ_R) = � |γ|≤m−1

b^{α,γ}_R

P^{m−|γ|}_Q ∂^γ f (c(R)) γ! = � |γ|≤m−1

b^{α,γ}_R υ_{Q,c(R),m−|γ|}(∂^γ f ).

In this way,

Σ_3 = � |γ|≤k−1 � W∈W 1≤ j≤ ȷ

|W|b^{α,γ}_{W, j}υ_{W,c(W),k−|γ|}(∂^γ f )χ_{W, j}(g)

+ � R∈S |R|b^{α,γ}_R υ_{W(R),c(R),k−|γ|}(∂^γ f )φ_R(g).

Likewise, applying (5.16) together with Lemma 2.27 (2.38), Lemma 2.26 (2.34),

Σ_{2,p,b} = − � |γ|≤k � R∈S |R|b^{α,γ}_R φ_R(g) � P∈W 1≤ℓ≤ ȷ

|P|P^{k+1−|γ|}

R (∂^γχ_{P,ℓ})(c(R))χ_{P,ℓ}(P^k_{W(R)} f )

= − � |γ|≤k−1 � R∈S |R|b^{α,γ}_R υ_{W(R),c(R),k−|γ|}(∂^γ f )φ_R(g).

On the other hand, using (5.16) and Lemma 2.27 (2.39),

Σ_{2,p,a} = � |γ|≤k � R∈S |R|b^{α,γ}_R φ_R(g)

× � � � � � � � P∈W 1≤ℓ≤ ȷ

|P|P^{k+1−|γ|}

R (∂^γχ_{P,ℓ})χ_{P,ℓ}( f ) + � S ∈S

|S |P^{k+1−|γ|}

R (φ_S )φ_S ( f ) � � � � � � = � |γ|≤k � R∈S |R|b^{α,γ}_R q_{R,k+1}(∂^γ f )φ_R(g)

Σ_{1,p,⋆} + Σ_{2,p,⋆} = � S ∈S

|S |b^{α,⋆}_S φ_S ( f )q_{S,1}(g).

The first term in Σ_3 combines with Σ_{2,p,a} and Σ_{1,p,⋆} + Σ_{2,p,⋆} to produce the α-th component of ⃗Π^k_Λ, while the last term of Σ_3 cancels out with Σ_{2,p,b}. This completes the proof of Theorem A in the cases k ≥ 1.

Theorem A also holds when k = 0 with the same approach, though certain modifications are made to account for the fact that P^0 = 0. Nonetheless, one arrives at (5.15) with the drawback that the wavelets θ_W , ϕ_W , υ_W will not belong to Φ^{0,η}_∅ (W). Instead, they will be of the form ζ_W ⊗ χ_W where χ_W ∈ Φ^{0,⋐}(W) and ζ_W satisfies, for x ∈ P,

(5.17) |ζ_W (x)| ≲ log � 1 + ℓ(P) ℓ(W) � 1 d(P, W)^d . The cancellative wavelets ψ_R and φ_R in (5.15) remain unchanged. Let us demonstrate that these limited decay wavelets still produce an L^2(Ω) × L^2(Ω) bounded wavelet form.

Proposition 5.10. Let ε > 0 and Ω be a uniform domain. For ζ_W satisfying (5.17), and χ_W ∈ Φ^{0,⋐}(W), � � � � � W∈W |W|ζ_W ( f )χ_W (g) � � � � ≲ ‖ f ‖_L2_{(Ω)}‖g‖_L2_{(Ω)}.

Proof. Decompose f =

�_{P∈W}

f 1_P. By (5.17), � � � � � W∈W |W|ζ_W ( f )χ_W (g) � � � � ≲ � W,P∈W

|W||P| d(P, W)^d log � 1 + ℓ(P) ℓ(W) � ⟨ f ⟩_P⟨g⟩_W .

By Schur’s test, the claimed estimate will follow from

sup_{W∈W} ℓ(W)^η � P∈W |P| log � 1 + ℓ(P) ℓ(W) � ℓ(P)^{−η} d(P, W)^d < ∞ for every 0 < η < ε. This can be established using the same reasoning used to prove (2.20) in the proof of Lemma 2.18. □

6. Sobolev regularity of compressions

This section particularizes the main results of §5 in to the case of compressions of globally defined singular integral operators. The main results are Theorem B and Corollary B.1. All proofs relative to this section, as well as the proof of Theorem C we stated in the introduction, are given in the concluding §6.5.

6.1. Global (k, ℓ) forms. In what follows, we refer to the (k, ℓ) forms of Definition 5.1 for the case Ω = R^d as global (k, ℓ)-forms. In this case, according to Remark 2.2, Theorem A holds with W = ∅ and S = D, and the same holds for the paraproducts of Definition 4.1. This occurrence of Theorem A has a counterpart in [27, Theorem A]. However, the latter result leads to testing and cancellation conditions which are only necessary for homogeneous Sobolev space Ẇ^{k,p}(R^d) bounds for all 1 < p < ∞. Similar results on more general homogeneous smoothness spaces were also given in [12, 54]. Restating the estimates in Corollaries A.1 and A.2 in the global case, where the Carl^{n,p} norms play no role due to W = ∅, gives new results which we record explicitly here.

Corollary A.3. Let Λ be a global (k, 0)-form. Then the adjoint operator T defined by (5.12)

‖∇^kT f ‖_Lp_{(R}d_) ≲ � ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,p)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,(p,1)_{(R}d_), 1 < p < ∞,

‖∇^kT f ‖_Lp_{(R}d_) ≲ � ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,p,q)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(R}d_), 1 < p < q < ∞.

Furthermore, for 1 < s < ∞,

‖∇^kT f ‖_Lp_{(R}d_{,w)} ≲ G � [w]_{Ap} , [w]_{RHs} � � ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,ps}′_) � ‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(R}d_{,w)},

‖∇^kT f ‖_Lp_{(R}d_{,w)} ≲ G � [w]_{Ap} � � ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,∞)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(R}d_{,w)}.

6.2. Compression of global forms. Let now Λ be a global (k, 0)-form, and denote by T the corresponding adjoint operator defined by (5.12). Fixing a uniform domain Ω ⊂ R^d , refer to Definition 5.5 for Λ_Ω, the compression of Λ to Ω, as a (k, 0)-form on Ω. Below, denote by T_Ω the adjoint operator associated to the form Λ_Ω by (5.12). When particularized to Λ_Ω, the testing conditions of Corollary A.1 may be reformulated in terms of the family of symbols

a^{α,γ} = � a^{α,γ}_S � ∂^αΛ � Tr_S x^γ, φ_S � : S ∈ S � , |α| = k, |γ| ≤ k

obtained by testing Λ on polynomials against the cancellative portion of the basis B(k, Ω). The specific connection is formalized in the next lemma.

Lemma 6.3. Let {b^{α,γ}, b^{α,⋆} : |γ| ≤ k = |α|} be the paraproduct symbols of Λ_Ω according to Definition 5.7. Then for any |α| = k, 1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞, sup n+m=−k

‖b^{α,⋆}‖˙_Fn,m_{p,q (M)} + � |γ|≤k sup n+m=|γ|−k

‖b^{α,γ} − a^{α,γ}‖˙_Fn,m_{p,q (M)} ≲ ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)}.

Lemma 6.3 and a comparison with (5.10) leads to testing conditions for Λ_Ω based on the norms

‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,p,q,Ω)} � sup_{|α|=k} � � � � sup

|γ|<k−⌊^d_p ⌋ � �a^{α,γ} � �_Ḟ0,|γ|−k_{q,2 (M)}

+ sup

k−⌊^d_p ⌋≤|γ|<k � �a^{α,γ} � �_Ḟ0,|γ|−k_{p,2 (M)} + sup_{|γ|=k} � �a^{α,γ} � �_{Ḟ0,01,2 (M)} � � � � , ‖Λ‖_{PP(k,p,q,Ω)} � ‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,p,q,Ω)} + ‖Λ_Ω‖_{Carl(k,p)}.

As before, when p = q, we omit the parameter q.

Theorem B. Let 1 < p < q < ∞ and ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} = 1. Then, � �∇^kT_Ω f � �_{Lp(Ω)} ≲ � 1 + ‖Λ‖_{PP(k,p,Ω)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,(p,1)_{(Ω)}, � �∇^kT_Ω f � �_{Lp(Ω)} ≲ � 1 + ‖Λ‖_{PP(k,p,q,Ω)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(Ω)}.

Furthermore, for all 1 < p, s < ∞

‖∇^kT_Ω f ‖_Lp_{(Ω,w)} ≲ G � [w]_{Ap(Ω)}, [w]_{RHs(Ω}∘_) � × � 1 + ‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,ps}′_{,ps}′_) + ‖Λ_Ω‖_{Carlw(k,p)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(Ω,w)},

‖∇^kT_Ω f ‖_Lp_{(Ω,w)} ≲ G � [w]_{Ap(Ω)} � � 1 + ‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,∞,∞)} + ‖Λ_Ω‖_{Carlw(k,p)} � ‖ f ‖_Wk,p_{(Ω,w)}.

Before proving the theorem, we state a further corollary which is easier to compare to previous literature on the subject.

Corollary B.1. Suppose a^{α,γ} = 0 for |α| = k and |γ| ≤ k − 1. Then, for any 1 < p < ∞,

‖T_Ω‖_{L(W}k,p_{(Ω,w))} ≲ G � [w]_{Ap(Ω)} �

× � � �‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + sup_{|α|=|γ|=k} � �a^{α,γ} � �_{Ḟ0,01,2 (M)} + ‖Λ_Ω‖_{Carl(k,p,w)} � � � . Furthermore, suppose that d < r < p < ∞. Then,

‖T_Ω‖_{L(W}k,p_{(Ω,w)} ≲ G � [w]_{Ar(Ω)}, [w]_{RHs(Ω)} � × � � �‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + sup_{|α|=|γ|=k} � �a^{α,γ} � �_{Ḟ0,01,2 (M)} + ‖Λ_Ω‖_{Carl(k,} ps_{s−1 )} � � � . Observe that the conditions on a assumed in the above corollary characterize the (k, 0)-forms on R^d which preserve the homogeneous Sobolev space Ẇ^{k,p}(R^d) [27]. In particular, the (adjoint forms to) smooth convolution type Calderón-Zygmund operators on R^d, which are the objects of the T(P) theorem of Prats and Tolsa [66] fall into the scope of Corollary B.1. Lemma 6.4 below shows that the testing condition (6.1) imposed in [66, Thms. 1.1 and 1.2] controls the unweighted Carleson norm component ‖Λ_Ω‖_{Carl(k,p)} appearing in our corollary.

Lemma 6.4. If

(6.1) ∇^kT_Ω(P) ∈ Carl^{1,p}(Ω) for all polynomials P with deg(P) ≤ k − 1,

then b^{α,γ} ∈ Carl^{k−|γ|,p}(Ω) for all |α| = k and |γ| ≤ k − 1.

Thus, Corollary B.1 fully recovers the main result of [66] extending the scope to unbounded uniform domains, suitable non-convolution-type operators, and weighted Sobolev spaces. Furthermore, as shown by the results of §4, the testing condition based on finiteness of ‖Λ_Ω‖_{Carl(k,p)} is necessary and sufficient. In contrast, the testing condition (6.1) used in [66] is only necessary when k = 1 and Ω is bounded.

6.5. Proofs.

Proof of Lemma 6.3. For |γ| = m ≤ k = |α|, and R ∈ S, define e^{α,γ}_R = a^{α,γ}_R − b^{α,γ}_R . Referring to (5.3) and using a standard kernel estimate, � �e^{α,γ}_R � � = � � � � � � Ω^c×wR

∂^α_x K(x, y)(y − c(R))^γφ_R(y) dxdy � � � � � ≲ ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} ℓ(R)^δ dist(R, Ω^c)^{k−m+δ} . Therefore, for any x ∈ R, � �S^0_{1,R}e^{α,γ}(x) � � ≲ � S ∈D(R) x∈S ℓ(S )^δ dist(S, Ω^c)^{k−m+δ} ≲ ℓ(R)^δ dist(R, Ω^c)^{k−m+δ} .

Multiplying the above display by ℓ(R)^{k−m} and using the fact that ℓ(R) ≤ ℓ(W(R)) ∼ dist(R, Ω^c) shows that e^{α,γ} ∈ Ḟ^{0,m−k}_{∞,1} which by the embeddings (2.13) proves the first estimate. Notice that the same argument shows ‖b^{α,⋆} − a^{α,⋆}‖_Ḟ0,−k_{∞,1} ≲ ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} where

a^{α,⋆}_S � ∂^αΛ(φ_S , 1). The desired estimate will now be established by showing a^{α,⋆} = 0. According to (5.3), let ι_S , ϖ_n ∈ C^∞_0 (R^d) with 1_{wS} ≤ ι_S ≤ 1_{2wS} and 1_{B(0,n)} ≤ ϖ_n ≤ 1_{B(0,n+1)}. Let |κ| = 1 with κ ≤ α so that integrating by parts,

lim_{n→∞} � R^d ×R^d

∂^α_x K(x, y)φ_S (y)[1 − ι_S (x)]ϖ_n(x) dy dx

= lim_{n→∞} ∂^{α−κ}Λ(φ_S , ∂^κ(ι_S ϖ_n)) − � R^d×R^d

∂^{α−κ}_x K(x, y)φ_S (y)∂^κω_n(x) dy dx.

The first term in the limit converges to −∂^αΛ(φ_S , ι_S ) and the second term is O(n^{−1}) by kernel estimates (5.1) and the fact that ∂^κϖ_n is supported in B(0, n + 1)\B(0, n). Therefore, appealing to (5.4) shows a^{α,⋆} = 0. □

Proof of Lemma 6.4. Fix a boundary window W^∗_j . For each P ∈ SH_1(W^∗_j ), compute

‖b^{α,γ}‖_Lp_{(P)} ≤ � W∼P 1≤ j≤ ȷ |W| � ∇^kT_Ω(Tr_W x^γ), χ_{W, j} �

+ � � � � � R∈D(W) � � � ∇^kT_Ω(Tr_Rx^γ), φ_R � �^2 1_R � � � �_{Lp/2(P)} .

(6.2)

For each R ∈ D_+(W) and W ∼ P, factor

Tr_Rx^γ = � β≤γ � γ β � (c(R) − c(W^∗_j ))^{γ−β}Tr_W∗_j x^β.

However, |c(R) − c(W^∗_j )| ≲ ℓ(W^∗_j ) ≲ 1 by Lemma 2.20 (S1), whence, referring back to (6.2),

‖b^{α,γ}‖_Lp_{(P)} ≲ � W∼P � β≤γ � γ β � � � �∇^kTΩ(TrW^∗_j x^β) � �_{Lp(W)} + ‖S_W (∇^kT_Ω(Tr_{W∗j} x^β))‖_{Lp(P)} �

≲ sup_{β≤γ} � �∇^kT_Ω(Tr_{W∗j} x^β) � �_{Lp(wP)} .

Therefore, by (C3) in Lemma 4.3, b^{γ,α} ∈ Carl^{1,p}(Ω) → Carl^{k−|γ|,p}(Ω) by statement (C1) of the same lemma and the fact that |γ| ≤ k − 1. □ Proof of Theorem B. Lemma 6.3 shows for any 1 ≤ q ≤ ∞, |α| = k, and |γ| ≤ k, ‖b^{α,⋆}‖_Ḟ−k,0_{1,2 (M)} ≲ ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)}, ‖b^{α,γ}‖_Ḟ0,|γ|−k_{q,2 (M)} ≲ ‖a^{α,γ}‖_Ḟ0,|γ|−k_{q,2 (M)} + ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)},

whence, for any 1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞, (6.3) ‖Λ_Ω‖˙_{F(k,p,q)} ≲ ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖˙_{F(k,p,q,Ω)}.

The unweighted estimates in Theorem B follow from applying Corollary A.1 to Λ_Ω, and noticing that by (6.3), ‖Λ_Ω‖_{PP(k,p,q)} ≲ ‖Λ‖_{SI(k,0)} + ‖Λ‖_{PP(k,p,q,Ω)}.

Similarly, the weighted estimates follow from (6.3) and Corollary A.2. □ Proof of Theorem C. The Ahlfors-Beurling operator B is a global Calderón-Zyg-mund operator of convolution type which places us in the situation of Corollary B.1 with all a^{α,γ} = 0. Since k = 1, the only functions appearing in the Carleson measure norm are

b^{α,0} = � W∈W 1≤ j≤ ȷ � ∂^αB_Ω(1), χ_{W, j} � χ_{W, j} = � S ∈S � ∂^αB_Ω(1), φ_S � φ_S = ∂^αB_Ω(1).

By the above display and the first statement of Lemma 4.22

‖Λ‖_{Carl(1,p,w)} ≲ G � [w]_{A r2 (Ω)} � sup_j

‖∇B_Ω1‖_Lp_{(Sh1(W}∗_{j ),w)}

w(Sh_1(W^∗_j ))^{1p} ≲ G � [w]_{A r2 (Ω)}

� ‖∇B_Ω1‖_{Lp(Ω,w)}

w(Ω)^{1p} , where in the last inequality we used that Ω is a bounded domain so w(Ω) ≲ G � [w]_{A r2 (Ω)} � w(Sh_1(W^∗_j )). Thus the first statement of Theorem C is now a consequence of Corollary B.1. To prove the second statement in Theorem C, we instead apply the second statement in Corollary B.1 and notice that ‖Λ‖_{Carl(1,q)} ≲ ‖B_Ω1‖_W1,q_{(Ω)} .

Finally, the main result of [19], to which we also send for the specific definition

of the Besov space B^{1−} 1 q q,q (∂Ω), is ‖B_Ω(1)‖_W1,q_{(Ω)} ≲ ‖N_Ω‖_{B1−} 1_{qq,q (∂Ω)} ,

which establishes the second estimate in Theorem C. □

References

[1] E. Airta, H. Martikainen, and E. Vuorinen, UMD-extensions of Calderón-Zygmund operators with mild kernel regularity, J. Fourier Anal. Appl. 28 (2022), no. 4, Paper No. 64, 40. MR4455099 [2] D. S. Anikonov, The boundedness of a singular integral operator in the space C^α(G), Mat. Sb.

(N.S.) 104(146) (1977), no. 4, 515–534, 662. MR0487594 [3] N. Arcozzi, R. Rochberg, and E. Sawyer, Carleson measures for analytic Besov spaces, Rev.

Mat. Iberoamericana 18 (2002), no. 2, 443–510. MR1949836 [4] K. Astala, Area distortion of quasiconformal mappings, Acta Math. 173 (1994), no. 1, 37–60.

MR1294669 [5] K. Astala, T. Iwaniec, and G. Martin, Elliptic partial differential equations and quasiconformal mappings in the plane, Princeton Mathematical Series, vol. 48, Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2009. MR2472875 [6] K. Astala, T. Iwaniec, and E. Saksman, Beltrami operators in the plane, Duke Math. J. 107 (2001), no. 1, 27–56. MR1815249 [7] D. Beltran and L. Cladek, Sparse bounds for pseudodifferential operators, J. Anal. Math. 140 (2020), no. 1, 89–116. MR4094458 [8] F. Bernicot, D. Frey, and S. Petermichl, Sharp weighted norm estimates beyond Calderón- Zygmund theory, Anal. PDE 9 (2016), no. 5, 1079–1113. MR3531367 [9] A. L. Bertozzi and P. Constantin, Global regularity for vortex patches, Comm. Math. Phys. 152 (1993), no. 1, 19–28. MR1207667 [10] S. M. Buckley, Estimates for operator norms on weighted spaces and reverse Jensen inequalities, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 340 (1993), no. 1, 253–272. MR1124164 [11] A. Butaev and G. Dafni, Approximation and extension of functions of vanishing mean oscillation, J. Geom. Anal. 31 (2021), no. 7, 6892–6921. MR4289249 [12] L. Chaffee, J. Hart, and L. Oliveira, Analysis of hyper-singular, fractional, and order-zero singular integral operators, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 69 (2020), no. 6, 1855–1907. MR4170082 [13] D.-C. Chang, G. Dafni, and E. M. Stein, Hardy spaces, BMO, and boundary value problems for the Laplacian on a smooth domain in R^n, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 351 (1999), no. 4, 1605– 1661. MR1458319 [14] A. Clop, D. Faraco, J. Mateu, J. Orobitg, and X. Zhong, Beltrami equations with coefficient in the Sobolev space W^{1,p}, Publ. Mat. 53 (2009), no. 1, 197–230. MR2474121 [15] R. R. Coifman and T. Murai, Commutators on the potential-theoretic energy spaces, Tohoku Math. J. (2) 40 (1988), no. 3, 397–407. MR957051 [16] J. M. Conde-Alonso, A. Culiuc, F. Di Plinio, and Y. Ou, A sparse domination principle for rough singular integrals, Anal. PDE 10 (2017), no. 5, 1255–1284. MR3668591 [17] J. M. Conde-Alonso, F. Di Plinio, I. Parissis, and M. N. Vempati, A metric approach to sparse domination, Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. (4) 201 (2022), no. 4, 1639–1675. MR4454372 [18] V. Cruz, J. Mateu, and J. Orobitg, Beltrami equation with coefficient in Sobolev and Besov spaces, Canad. J. Math. 65 (2013), no. 6, 1217–1235. MR3121670 [19] V. Cruz and X. Tolsa, Smoothness of the Beurling transform in Lipschitz domains, J. Funct.

Anal. 262 (2012), no. 10, 4423–4457. MR2900471 [20] A. Culiuc, F. Di Plinio, and Y. Ou, A sparse estimate for multisublinear forms involving vectorvalued maximal functions, Bruno Pini Mathematical Analysis Seminar 2017, 2017, pp. 168– 184. MR3893587

[21] A. Culiuc, F. Di Plinio, and Y. Ou, Domination of multilinear singular integrals by positive sparse forms, J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2) 98 (2018), no. 2, 369–392. MR3873113 [22] A. Culiuc, F. Di Plinio, and Y. Ou, Uniform sparse domination of singular integrals via dyadic shifts, Math. Res. Lett. 25 (2018), no. 1, 21–42. MR3818613 [23] I. Daubechies, Ten lectures on wavelets, CBMS-NSF Regional Conference Series in Applied Mathematics, vol. 61, Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics (SIAM), Philadelphia, PA, 1992. MR1162107 [24] G. David and J.-L. Journé, A boundedness criterion for generalized Calderón-Zygmund operators, Ann. of Math. (2) 120 (1984), no. 2, 371–397. MR763911 [25] F. Di Plinio, A. W. Green, and B. D. Wick, Quantitative sobolev regularity of quasiregular maps, preprint (2023), available at 2310.14089.

[26] F. Di Plinio, W. Green, and B. D. Wick, Bilinear wavelet representation of Calderón–Zygmund forms, Pure Appl. Anal. 5 (2023), no. 1, 47–83. MR4578532 [27] F. Di Plinio, B. D. Wick, and T. Williams, Wavelet representation of singular integral operators, Math. Ann. (2022), onlinefirst, 1–61.

[28] E. Doubtsov and A. V. Vasin, Restricted Beurling transforms on Campanato spaces, Complex Var. Elliptic Equ. 62 (2017), no. 3, 333–346. MR3598981 [29] T. Figiel, Singular integral operators: a martingale approach, Geometry of Banach spaces (Strobl, 1989), 1990, pp. 95–110. MR1110189 [30] M. Frazier, Y.-S. Han, B. Jawerth, and G. Weiss, The T 1 theorem for Triebel-Lizorkin spaces, Harmonic analysis and partial differential equations (El Escorial, 1987), 1989, pp. 168–181. MR1013823 [31] M. Frazier, R. Torres, and G. Weiss, The boundedness of Calderón-Zygmund operators on the spaces Ḟ^{α,q}_p , Rev. Mat. Iberoamericana 4 (1988), no. 1, 41–72. MR1009119 [32] J. García-Cuerva and J. L. Rubio de Francia, Weighted norm inequalities and related topics, North-Holland Mathematics Studies, vol. 116, North-Holland Publishing Co., Amsterdam, 1985. Notas de Matemática [Mathematical Notes], 104. MR807149 [33] F. W. Gehring and B. G. Osgood, Uniform domains and the quasihyperbolic metric, J. Analyse Math. 36 (1979), 50–74. MR581801 [34] Y.-S. Han and S. Hofmann, T1 theorems for Besov and Triebel-Lizorkin spaces, Trans. Amer.

Math. Soc. 337 (1993), no. 2, 839–853. MR1097168 [35] P. J. Holden, Extension domains for A_p weights, Michigan Math. J. 39 (1992), no. 2, 353–368.

MR1162041 [36] T. Hytönen and S. Lappas, The dyadic representation theorem using smooth wavelets with compact support, J. Fourier Anal. Appl. 28 (2022), no. 4, Paper No. 66, 24. MR4458684 [37] T. Hytönen, C. Pérez, and E. Rela, Sharp reverse Hölder property for A_∞ weights on spaces of homogeneous type, J. Funct. Anal. 263 (2012), no. 12, 3883–3899. MR2990061 [38] T. P. Hytönen, The sharp weighted bound for general Calderón-Zygmund operators, Ann. of Math. (2) 175 (2012), no. 3, 1473–1506. MR2912709 [39] T. P. Hytönen, L. Roncal, and O. Tapiola, Quantitative weighted estimates for rough homogeneous singular integrals, Israel J. Math. 218 (2017), no. 1, 133–164. MR3625128 [40] T. Iwaniec, L^p-theory of quasiregular mappings, Quasiconformal space mappings, 1992, pp. 39–64. MR1187088 [41] F. John, Rotation and strain, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 14 (1961), 391–413. MR138225 [42] P. W. Jones, Extension theorems for BMO, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 29 (1980), no. 1, 41–66.

MR554817 [43] P. W. Jones, Quasiconformal mappings and extendability of functions in Sobolev spaces, Acta Math. 147 (1981), no. 1-2, 71–88. MR631089 [44] E.-K. Kurki and C. Mudarra, On the extension of Muckenhoupt weights in metric spaces, Nonlinear Anal. 215 (2022), Paper No. 112671, 20. MR4340793 [45] M. T. Lacey, An elementary proof of the A_2 bound, Israel J. Math. 217 (2017), no. 1, 181–195.

MR3625108

[46] M. T. Lacey, Sparse bounds for spherical maximal functions, J. Anal. Math. 139 (2019), no. 2, 613–635. MR4041115 [47] P. G. Lemarié, Continuité sur les espaces de Besov des opérateurs définis par des intégrales singulières, Ann. Inst. Fourier (Grenoble) 35 (1985), no. 4, 175–187. MR812324 [48] A. K. Lerner, An elementary approach to several results on the Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 136 (2008), no. 8, 2829–2833. MR2399047 [49] A. K. Lerner, A simple proof of the A_2 conjecture, Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN 14 (2013), 3159– 3170. MR3085756 [50] A. K. Lerner, On pointwise estimates involving sparse operators, New York J. Math. 22 (2016), 341–349. MR3484688 [51] A. K. Lerner and F. Nazarov, Intuitive dyadic calculus: the basics, Expo. Math. 37 (2019), no. 3, 225–265. MR4007575 [52] A. K. Lerner, S. Ombrosi, C. Pérez, R. H. Torres, and R. Trujillo-González, New maximal functions and multiple weights for the multilinear Calderón-Zygmund theory, Adv. Math. 220 (2009), no. 4, 1222–1264. MR2483720 [53] K. Li, H. Martikainen, Y. Ou, and E. Vuorinen, Bilinear representation theorem, Trans. Amer.

Math. Soc. 371 (2019), no. 6, 4193–4214. MR3917220 [54] P. Li and W. Sun, Applications of multiresolution analysis in Besov-Q type spaces and Triebel- Lizorkin-Q type spaces, Front. Math. China 17 (2022), no. 3, 373–435. Translated and extended from Adv. Math. (China), 2019, 48(5): 513–530. MR4423633 [55] H. Martikainen, Representation of bi-parameter singular integrals by dyadic operators, Adv.

Math. 229 (2012), no. 3, 1734–1761. MR2871155 [56] O. Martio and J. Sarvas, Injectivity theorems in plane and space, Ann. Acad. Sci. Fenn. Ser. A I Math. 4 (1979), no. 2, 383–401. MR565886 [57] J. Mateu, J. Orobitg, and J. Verdera, Extra cancellation of even Calderón-Zygmund operators and quasiconformal mappings, J. Math. Pures Appl. (9) 91 (2009), no. 4, 402–431. MR2518005 [58] V. Maz’ya, Sobolev spaces: with applications to elliptic partial differential equations, Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften, Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2011.

[59] Y. Meyer, Continuité sur les espaces de Hölder et de Sobolev des opérateurs définis par des intégrales singulières, Recent progress in Fourier analysis (El Escorial, 1983), 1985, pp. 145– 172. MR848145 [60] K. Moen, Sharp weighted bounds without testing or extrapolation, Arch. Math. (Basel) 99 (2012), no. 5, 457–466. MR3000426 [61] F. Nazarov, S. Treil, and A. Volberg, The T b-theorem on non-homogeneous spaces, Acta Math.

190 (2003), no. 2, 151–239. MR1998349 [62] S. Petermichl, The sharp bound for the Hilbert transform on weighted Lebesgue spaces in terms of the classical A_p characteristic, Amer. J. Math. 129 (2007), no. 5, 1355–1375. MR2354322 [63] S. Petermichl and A. Volberg, Heating of the Ahlfors-Beurling operator: weakly quasiregular maps on the plane are quasiregular, Duke Math. J. 112 (2002), no. 2, 281–305. MR1894362 [64] M. Prats, Sobolev regularity of quasiconformal mappings on domains, J. Anal. Math. 138 (2019), no. 2, 513–562. MR3996048 [65] M. Prats and E. Saksman, A T(1) theorem for fractional Sobolev spaces on domains, J. Geom.

Anal. 27 (2017), no. 3, 2490–2538. MR3667439 [66] M. Prats and X. Tolsa, A T (P) theorem for Sobolev spaces on domains, J. Funct. Anal. 268 (2015), no. 10, 2946–2989. MR3331790 [67] M. Prats Soler, Singular integral operators on sobolev spaces on domains and quasiconformal mappings, Ph.D. Thesis, 2015.

[68] X. Tolsa, Regularity of C^1 and Lipschitz domains in terms of the Beurling transform, J. Math.

Pures Appl. (9) 100 (2013), no. 2, 137–165. MR3073211 [69] R. H. Torres, Boundedness results for operators with singular kernels on distribution spaces, Mem. Amer. Math. Soc. 90 (1991), no. 442, viii+172. MR1048075

[70] H. Triebel, Theory of function spaces. III, Monographs in Mathematics, vol. 100, Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 2006. MR2250142 [71] H. Triebel, Function spaces and wavelets on domains, EMS Tracts in Mathematics, vol. 7, European Mathematical Society (EMS), Zürich, 2008. MR2455724 [72] A. V. Vasin, Regularity of the Beurling transform in smooth domains, Zap. Nauchn. Sem. POMI 434 (2015), no. Issledovaniya po Lineĭnym Operatorami Teorii Funktsiĭ. 43, 57–67. [trans. J. Math. Sci. (N.Y.) 2016.] MR3493699 [73] A. V. Vasin, Singular integral operators on Zygmund spaces on domains, Zap. Nauchn. Sem.

S.-Peterburg. Otdel. Mat. Inst. Steklov. (POMI) 491 (2020), no. Issledovaniya po Lineĭnym Operatoram i Teorii Funktsiĭ. 48, 43–51. [trans. J. Math. Sci. (N.Y.) 2022.] MR4223663 [74] A. V. Vasin, A T1 theorem and Calderón-Zygmund operators in Campanato spaces on domains, Math. Nachr. 292 (2019), no. 6, 1392–1407. MR3959468 [75] K. Wang, The generalization of paraproducts and the full T 1 theorem for Sobolev and Triebel- Lizorkin spaces, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 209 (1997), no. 2, 317–340. MR1474612 [76] T. Wolff, Restrictions of A_p weights, preprint.

[77] W. Yuan, W. Sickel, and D. Yang, Morrey and Campanato meet Besov, Lizorkin and Triebel, Lecture Notes in Mathematics, vol. 2005, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2010. MR2683024

(F. Di Plinio) Dipartimento di Matematica e Applicazioni, Università di Napoli, Via Cintia, Monte S. Angelo 80126 Napoli, Italy Email address: francesco.diplinio@unina.it

(A. W. Green, B. D. Wick) Department of Mathematics, Washington University in Saint Louis, 1 Brookings Drive, Saint Louis, Mo 63130, USA Email address: bwick@wustl.edu, awgreen@wustl.edu