arXiv:2401.09611v1 [math.CA] 17 Jan 2024

NEW POINTWISE BOUNDS BY RIESZ POTENTIAL TYPE OPERATORS

CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

Abstract. We investigate new pointwise bounds for a class of rough integral operators, T_{Ω,α}, for a parameter 0 ă α ă n that includes classical rough singular integrals of Calderón and Zygmund, rough hypersingular integrals, and rough fractional integral operators. We prove that the rough integral operators are bounded by a sparse potential operator that depends on the size of the symbol Ω. As a result of our pointwise inequalities, we obtain several new Sobolev mappings of the form T_{Ω,α} : Ẇ^{1,p} Ñ L^q.

1. Introduction Let I_α be the Riesz potential of order 0 ă α ă n,

I_α f (x) = c_{n,α} � R^n

f (y) |x ´ y|^{n´α} dy where the constant c_{n,α} is chosen so that xI_α f (ξ) = |ξ|^{´α} f̂ (ξ).

The standard mapping properties of the Riesz potential are }I_α f }_Lq_{(R}n_) ď C} f }_Lp_{(R}n_), (1)

when 1 ă p ă^n_α and^1_p ´^1_q =^α_n . At the endpoint p = 1 the weak-type inequality }I_α f }_L n_{n´α ,8(Rn)} ď C} f }_L1_{(R}n_) (2) holds. One of the main applications of the Riesz potential is the Gagliardo- Nirenberg-Sobolev inequality, } f }_{Lp}˚_{(Rn)} ď C}∇ f }_Lp_{(R}n_) f P C^8_c (R^n), (3)

for 1 ď p ă n and p^˚ =^{np}_{n´p} . If we define the homogeneous Sobolev space Ẇ^{1,p}(R^n) to be the closure of smooth functions with compact support with respect to the seminorm }∇ f }_Lp_{(R}n_), then we see that inequality (3) gives rise to the Sobolev embedding Ẇ^{1,p}(R^n) ãÑ L^{p˚} (R^n). 1

2 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

When 1 ă p ă n, inequality (3) follows from mapping properties of the Riesz potential I_1 and the pointwise inequality | f (x)| ď c_n I_1(|∇ f |)(x), f P C^8_c (R^n). (4) Inequality (3) also holds when p = 1 and 1^˚ =^n_{n´1} = n^1 despite the fact that I_1 only satisfies the weak-type boundedness I_1 : L^1(R^n) Ñ L^{n1,8}(R^n). 1.1. New pointwise bounds. Recently, in [11], the authors investigated an extension of inequality (4) to operators. More precisely, the inequality |T f (x)| ď c_T I_1(|∇ f |)(x), f P C^8_c (R^n), (5) holds for several prominent operators in harmonic analysis. We now survey these results and their consequences.

‚ The Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator is defined by M f (x) = sup_{QQx} � Q | f |

where the supremum is over all cubes Q. The operator and its iterates M^k = M ˝ ¨ ¨ ¨ ˝ M, satisfy M^k f (x) ď c_k I_1(|∇ f |)(x), k = 1, 2, . . . . (6) Inequality (6) follows from the fact that I_1(|∇ f |) is an A_1 weight. The corresponding inequality with the smaller operator M_1(|∇ f |) on the righthand side does not hold, even when k = 0, despite the fact M_1(|∇ f |) is also an A_1 weight (see Section 4).

‚ The L^r-maximal operators are defined by

M_Lr f (x) = sup_{QQx} (� Q | f |^r

) 1_r

= [M(| f |^r )(x)]^{1r} .

These operators satisfy M^k f (x) ď c_{k,r} M_Lr f (x), r ą 1.

If 1 ď r ď n^1 then M_Lr f (x) ď cI_1(|∇ f |)(x), (7) which improves (6). The value r = n^1 is a critical index in the sense that M_{Ln}1_{+ϵ} f is not bounded by I_1(|∇ f |) when ϵ ą 0.

‚ We can improve (6) and (7) by considering maximal functions associated with Lorentz spaces. Let L^{p,q} be the Lorentz space normed defined by

} f }_Lp,q_{(R}n_) = ( p �_8 0 t^q|tx : | f (x)| ą tu|^{qp} dt t ) 1_q when 1 ď q ă 8 and } f }_Lp,8_{(R}n_) = sup_{tą0} t|tx : | f (x)| ą tu|^{1p} .

Define the normalized Lorentz average on a cube by } f }_Lp,q_{(Q)} = 1 |Q|^{1p}

} f 1_Q}_Lp,q_{(R}n_) (8)

and the Lorentz maximal function M_Lp,q f (x) = sup_{QQx} } f }_Lp,q_{(Q)}.

The following pointwise bound holds M_{Ln}1_{,1} f (x) ď cI_1(|∇ f |)(x). (9) Inequality (9) further improves (7) because M_{Ln}1 f (x) ď M_{Ln}1_{,1} f (x) by the well-known containments of Lorentz spaces L^{n1,1} Ď L^{n1} .

‚ Given Ω P L^1(S^{n´1}) consider the rough maximal operators M_Ω f (x) = sup_{tą0} � |y|ăt

|Ω(y^1) f (x ´ y)| dy

where y^1 = y/|y|. When Ω P L^{n,8}(S^{n´1}) we have M_Ω f (x) ď c}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_) M_{Ln}1_{,1} f (x).

and so by inequality (9) we have M_Ω f (x) ď c}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_) I_1(|∇ f |)(x).

‚ The spherical maximal operator is defined to be S f (x) = sup_{rą0} � BB(x,r)

| f (y)| dH^{n´1}(y)

where H^{n´1} is surface measure on BB(x, r). In [11] it is shown that S f (x) ď I_1(|∇ f |)(x), f P C^8_c (R^n). (10) This inequality is of interest because it is related to the Sobolev mapping properties of S. More general maximal operators of the form M_μ(x) = sup_{rą0} � R^n

| f (x + ry)| dμ can also be considered. Here μ is a spherical-like measure, i.e., supp μ Ď B(0, R) for some R ą 0 and μ(B(x, r)) ď Cr^{n´1} x P R^n, r ą 0.

4 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

In fact, Hajłasz and Liu [10] show that M_μ f (x) ď cI_1(|∇ f |)(x), f P C^8_c (R^n), which generalizes (10) since S = M_μ when μ is the normalized Hausdorff measure on the unit sphere.

‚ The main results from [11] states that the pointwise bound (5) holds for rough singular integral operators

T_Ω f (x) = p.v. � R^n

Ω(y^1) |y|^n f (x ´ y) dy (11)

where y^1 = y/|y| and Ω P L^1(S^{n´1}) satisfies � S^{n´1} Ω = 0. It was shown

that if Ω P L^{n,8}(S^{n´1}) then |T_Ω f (x)| ď c}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_) I_1(|∇ f |)(x).

1.2. Consequences. By the mapping properties of I_1, any operator that satisfies the pointwise bound (5) will satisfy several Sobolev mappings. First, the operator will be bounded from Ẇ^{1,p}(R^n) to L^{p˚} (R^n) when 1 ă p ă n, namely, }T f }_{Lp}˚_{(Rn)} ď C}∇ f }_Lp_{(R}n_).

When p = 1, I_1 only satisfies a weak type bound and the corresponding mapping is a Ẇ^{1,1}(R^n) Ñ L^{n1,8}(R^n) inequality }T f }_{Ln}1_{,8(Rn)} ď C}∇ f }_L1_{(R}n_). (12)

The mapping T : Ẇ^{1,p}(R^n) Ñ L^{p˚} (R^n) is less difficult to prove than T : W^{1,p}(R^n) Ñ W^{1,p}(R^n), but is still of interest, especially at the endpoint. Indeed, the endpoint inequality (12) is particularly significant for the operators M_{Ln}1_{,1} and S which are not bounded at the weak endpoint. When p = n, we have I_1 : L^n(R^n) Ñ BMO. The space BMO does not preserve pointwise inequalities, however, I_1 does map into a local exponential space. Namely, for any cube Q containing the support of f P C^8_c (R^n)

}T f }_{exp Ln}1_{(Q)} ď C}I_1(|∇ f |)}_{exp Ln}1_{(Q)} ď C (� Q |∇ f |^n

) 1_n . Muckenhoupt and Wheeden [19] showed that I_1 satisfies the weighted inequality }wI_1g}_{Lp}˚_{(Rn)} ď C}wg}_Lp_{(R}n_) for 1 ă p ă n precisely when w P A_{p,p}˚ :

[w]_{Ap,p˚} = sup_Q (� Q w^{p˚} ) (� Q w^{´p1}

)^{p˚}_{p1} ă 8.

When p = 1, they showed weak type inequality }I_1g}_{Ln}1_{,8(wn}1_) ď C}g}_L1_{(w)}

holds if and only if

[w]_{A1,n1} = › › › › M(w^{n1} ) w^{n1} › › › ›_{L8(Rn)} ă 8.

The sharp quantitative bounds were later found in [14] to be

}wI_1g}_{Lp}˚_{(Rn)} ď C[w] 1 n1 maxt1,^{p1}_{p˚} u A_{p,p}˚ }wg}L^p(R^n) and }I_1g}_{Ln}1_{,8(wn}1_) ď C[w]^{1n1}_{A1,n1} }g}_L1_{(w)}.

It follows, that any operator which satisfies |T f | ď cI_1(|∇ f |), will automatically satisfy Sobolev type mappings

}wT f }_{Lp}˚_{(Rn)} ď C[w] 1 n1 maxt1,^{p1}_{p˚} u A_{p,p}˚ }w∇ f }L^p (R^n) (13) and }T f }_{Ln}1_{,8(wn}1_) ď C[w] 1 n1 A_{1,n}1 }∇ f }L^1(w). (14)

Any operator satisfying (5) will also satisfy the two weight Sobolev inequality }T f }_Lq_{(u)} ď C}∇ f }_Lp_{(v)} whenever I_1 : L^p(v) Ñ L^q(u). The two weight inequality for I_α, that is, }I_α f }_Lq_{(u)} ď C} f }_Lp_{(v)} has a long history and we refer readers to [11] for a discussion of the conditions that imply it.

Lastly, it was shown in [11] that the pointwise bound (5) implies a certain self-improvement of the form M_Lr (T f )(x) ď c_r I_1(|∇ f |)(x), 0 ď r ă n^1.

In this sense, we see that there is always “room” in the inequality |T f | ď CI_1(|∇ f |) for a bigger operator on the left side.

6 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

1.3. The main operators. In the present work, we investigate a more general class of operators and their pointwise bounds by potential operators applied to the gradient. In particular, we extend the results from [11] twofold. First, we consider operators with a different singularity which can be more singular than the classical case. Second, we address the case when Ω belongs to a class below the critical index r = n.

Given 0 ă α ă n and Ω P L^1(S^{n´1}) with mean zero, define the rough fractional singular integral operator

T_{Ω,α} f (x) = p.v. � R^n

Ω(y^1) |y|^{n+1´α} f (x ´ y) dy. (15)

Notice that for λ ą 0 if we let f_λ(x) = f (λx), then we have the following homogeneity:

T_{Ω,α}( f_λ)(x) = λ^{1´α} T_{Ω,α} f (λx).

The operators T_{Ω,α} behave differently as α varies.

‚ When α = 1, the operator T_{Ω,1} = T_Ω is a classical rough singular integral operator as defined in (11).

‚ When 0 ă α ă 1 the operator T_{Ω,α} has a greater singularity than the classical Calderón-Zygmund operators and is known in the literature as a hypersingular integral operator, in this case, a rough version. We refer readers to the work of Wheeden [21,22] (see also [2]) for more on hypersingular integrals. In this case, operator T_{Ω,α} is related to the nonlinear fractional differential operator

D^{1´α} f (x) = � R^n

| f (y) ´ f (x)| |x ´ y|^{n+1´α} dy, α P (0, 1)

introduced in [20]. In fact, if Ω P L^8(S^{n´1}) and satisfies � S^{n´1} Ω =

0 then the equality � ϵă|y|ăN

Ω(y^1) |y|^{n+1´α} f (x ´ y) dy = � ϵă|y|ăN

Ω(y^1) |y|^{n+1´α}

( f (x ´ y) ´ f (x)) dy

leads to

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď }Ω}_L8_{(S}n´1_)D^{1´α} f (x).

‚ When 1 ă α ă n the operator T_{Ω,α} is a rough fractional integral operator. Such operators were used by Hajłasz and Liu [9] in the study of Sobolev mappings for the spherical maximal operator S.

As motivation, consider the case when Ω P L^8(S^{n´1}) and 1 ă α ă n. In this case, we have

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď c}Ω}_L8_{(S}n´1_) I_{α´1}(| f |)(x)

where the assumption 1 ă α ă n guarantees, that I_{α´1} is well-defined. For smooth functions, by inequality (4) we obtain the pointwise bound:

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď cI_{α´1}(| f |)(x) ď cI_{α´1} ( I_1(|∇ f |) ) (x) = cI_α(|∇ f |)(x).

We have used the classical convolution identity for the Riesz potential operators I_γ ˝ I_β = I_{γ+β}, γ + β ă n, which can be easily seen on Fourier transform side. Moreover, the operator I_α(|∇ f |) has the same homogeneity as T_{Ω,α} since

I_α(|∇ f_λ|)(x) = λI_α(|(∇ f )_λ |)(x) = λ^{1´α} I_α(|∇ f |)(λx).

Therefore, the operator I_α(|∇ f |) serves a natural upper bound to consider for T_{Ω,α}. Our main results will be new pointwise bounds for the operator T_{Ω,α} depending on the size of Ω P L^r(S^{n´1}) for 1 ă r ă 8 and for the full range 0 ă α ă n.

For classical rough singular integral operators T_Ω, it is well documented that the size of Ω dictates the behavior of the associated rough operator. In particular, the assumption Ω P L^1(S^{n´1}) is not enough to guarantee L^p(R^n) boundedness. The weakest assumption that is sufficient for L^p(R^n) boundedness is Ω P L log L(S^{n´1}). In our setting, the size will break into three cases:

Critical space: When r = n and Ω P L^{n,8}(S^{n´1}) is the critical space that appeared in [11]. In this case, we extend our results to the operator T_{Ω,α} and show it is bounded by I_α(|∇ ¨ |).

Subcritical space: When 1 ă r ă n, and Ω P L^r(S^{n´1}) we are no longer able to obtain pointwise bounds by the Riesz potential of the gradient. Instead, we obtain bounds by suitable sparse operators. From these pointwise bounds, we derive new weighted estimates, which we discuss in later sections.

Endpoint space: At the endpoint r = 1, we prove bounds by a sparse operator when Ω P L^1(log L)^1n^1 (S^{n´1}), but only in the hypersingular case 0 ă α ă 1. These lead to a variety of new Sobolev-type bounds. Moreover, this is a larger class than the usual logarithmic endpoint since

L(log L)(S^{n´1}) Ĺ L(log L)^{1n1} (S^{n´1}).

We begin with the critical space where we have the following pointwise bound.

8 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

Theorem 1.1. Suppose, 0 ă α ă n, Ω P L^{n,8}(S^{n´1}), and has mean zero. Then

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď c}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_) I_α(|∇ f |)(x), f P C^8_c (R^n).

To state our results for 1 ă r ă n we need to introduce some common machinery concerning dyadic cubes and sparse families. Recall a dyadic grid D is a collection of cubes in R^n such that every cube has sidelength 2^k for some k P Z, for each fixed k P Z the cubes of length 2^k partition R^n, and the entire collection D satisfies the “nested or disjoint” property that Q X P P t∅, P, Qu for all Q, P P D. We say a subfamily of dyadic cubes S Ď D is sparse if for each Q P S there exists E_Q Ď Q such that |Q| ď 2|E_Q| and the family tE_Q : Q P S u is pairwise disjoint.

Given, 0 ă α ă n, a sparse family S , we define the sparse fractional integral operator

I^S_α f (x) = ÿ QPS ℓ(Q)^α ( � Q f ) 1_Q(x).

In [5] it is shown that I_α is bounded by finitely many sparse operators. If f P L^8_c (R^n) and f ě 0, then there exists sparse families of cubes S_1, . . . , S_N such that

I_α f (x) ď c Nÿ k=1 I^{Sk}_α f (x). (16)

The sparse families depend on f , but the implicit constants in the inequality do not depend on f . The sparse operators are often simpler to work with and several norm inequalities can be gleaned from them.

If we combine Theorem 1.1 with inequality (16) we obtain the following corollary, which provides a preview of our forthcoming results.

Corollary 1.2. Suppose, 0 ă α ă n, Ω P L^{n,8}(S^{n´1}), and has mean zero. Then given f P C^8_c (R^n), there exists finitely many sparse families of cubes S_1, . . . , S_N such that

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď c}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_) Nÿ k=1 I^{Sk}_α (|∇ f |)(x).

In the subcritical setting for T_{Ω,α} we do not obtain bounds by the sparse operator I^S_α (|∇ f |), instead we obtain a bigger operator on the righthand side. Given 0 ă α ă n and an exponent 1 ď s ă^n_α we define the L^s sparse fractional operator

I^S_{α,L}s f (x) = ÿ QPS ℓ(Q)^α ( � Q | f |^s

) 1_s

1_Q(x).

When s = 1 we simply write I^S_{α,L1} = I^S_α . The restriction s ă^n_α is necessary, because the operator I^S_{α,L}s may not be well-defined when s ě^n_α . Indeed, consider the sparse family S = t[0, 2^k)^n : k P Nu. If s ě^n_α then for x P [0, 1]^n we have

I^S_{α,L}s (1_{[0,1]}n )(x) = ÿ QPS ℓ(Q)^α ( 1 |Q| ) 1_s = 8ÿ k=1 2^{k(α´ ns )} = 8.

The operators I^S_{α,L}s govern the rough operators T_{Ω,α} in the subcritical case. Our scope extends beyond the class L^r(S^{n´1}) – specifically, we are able to consider the more refined class where Ω belongs to the Lorentz space L^{r,r˚} (S^{n´1}). This space is normed by

}Ω}_{Lr,r}˚_{(Sn´1)} = ( r �_8 0 t^{r˚} σ ( ty^1 P S^{n´1} : |Ω(y^1)| ą tu)^{rr̊} dt t ) 1_{r˚} , where r^˚ =^{nr}_{n´r} .

Theorem 1.3. Suppose 1 ă r ă n, 0 ă α ă 1 +^n_{r1} , and Ω P L^{r,r˚} (S^{n´1}) has mean zero. Then there exists finitely many sparse families S_k Ď D_k, k = 1, . . . , N such that

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď c}Ω}_{Lr,r}˚_{(Sn´1)} Nÿ k=1 I^{Sk}_{α,Ls} (|∇ f |)(x)

where^1_s =^1_n +^1_{r1} .

Since r^˚ ą r we have L^r(S^{n´1}) = L^{r,r}(S^{n´1}) Ď L^{r,r˚} (S^{n´1}) and hence the statement of the theorems holds under the less general assumption Ω P L^r(S^{n´1}). Moreover, if r is a given exponent satisfying 1 ă r ă n, then the condition s =^{r1n}_{n+r1} ă^n_α places a restriction on α, namely α ă 1 +^n_{r1} .

We will derive the weighted estimates for the operators I^S_{α,L}s in Section 5. These weighted estimates will imply new Sobolev type bounds for T_{Ω,α}. Before moving on, let us make a few quick observations. The operator, I^S_{α,L}s is related to operator f ÞÑ [ I_{αs}(| f |^s)

] 1_s . The sparse bounds from inequality (16) imply the pointwise relationship [ I_{αs}(| f |^s)

] 1_s » [_N ÿ k=1 I^{Sk}_{sα} ( f^s)

] 1_s ď Nÿ k=1 I^{Sk}_{α,Ls} f (17)

10 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

where we have used convexity to pull the power 1/s into the sums. We also have the following norm bounds, which will be used later to prove weighted estimates.

Theorem 1.4. Suppose 1 ď s ă^n_α , 0 ă p ă 8, and w P A_8. Then there exists C ą 0 such that for any sparse family of cubes S

}I^S_{α,L}s f }_Lp_{(w)} ď C}[I_{αs}( f^s)]^{1s} }_Lp_{(w)}, and }I^S_{α,L}s f }_Lp,8_{(w)} ď C › [I_{αs}( f^s)]^{1s} }_Lp,8_{(w)}, for measurable functions f ě 0.

By a simple rescaling argument we see that the operator f ÞÑ [I_{sα}( f^s)]^{1s} satisfies L^p(R^n) Ñ L^q(R^n) bounds when s ă p ă^n_α and^1_p ´^1_q =^α_n and the weak type bounds L^s(R^n) Ñ L^{snn´αs ,8}(R^n) at the endpoint p = s. When 1 ă r ă n and Ω P L^{r,r˚} (S^{n´1}) has mean zero, by Theorem 1.3 we have

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď c Nÿ k=1 I^{Sk}_{α, r1nr1+n} (|∇ f |)(x). (18)

In Section 5 we derive several weighted norm inequalities for I^S_{α,L}s . The resulting weighted Sobolev estimates for T_{Ω,α} are more complicated in general because the class of weights depends on r^1 and n. However, we state the following power weight result.

Theorem 1.5. Suppose 1 ă r ă n and Ω P L^{r,r˚} (S^{n´1}) has mean value zero and 0 ă α ă 1 +^n_{r1} . Then the following inequality holds for (� R^n ( |x|^λ|T_{Ω,α} f (x)|

)_q dx ) 1_q ď C (� R^n ( |x|^λ|∇ f (x)|

)_p dx ) 1_p

for^{r1n}_{r1+n} ă p ă^n_α ,^1_q =^1_p ´^α_n and α´ n p ă λ ă 1 + n r^1 ´ n p . The operators T_{Ω,α} becomes more difficult when Ω P L^1(S^{n´1}). For an example of this phenomenon see the example of Honzík [12] for T_Ω = T_{Ω,1}. In fact most results assume Ω P L^1 log L(S^{n´1}) (see [8]). In our context we notice that when r = 1 the restriction α ă 1 +^n_{r1} means we can only consider the hypersingular case 0 ă α ă 1. In this case, we can push the class all the way down to L^1(log L)^1n^1 (S^{n´1}).

Theorem 1.6. Suppose 0 ă α ă 1 and Ω P L^1(log L)^1n^1 (S^{n´1}) has mean zero. Then there exists sparse families S_k Ď D_k, k = 1, . . . , N such that

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď c}Ω}_{L1(log L)} 1_{n1 (Sn´1)} Nÿ k=1 I^{Sk}_{α,L}n (|∇ f |)(x). (19)

The operators I^S_{α,L}n satisfies L^p(R^n) Ñ L^q(R^n) mappings for n ă p ă^n_α and^1_q =^1_p ´^α_n , where note that p = n corresponds to the weak endpoint. The following mapping properties for T_{Ω,α} now follow, which seem completely new.

Theorem 1.7. Suppose 0 ă α ă 1 and Ω P L^1(log L)^1n^1 (S^{n´1}) has mean zero. Then T_{Ω,α} : Ẇ^{1,p}(R^n) Ñ L^q(R^n)

for n ă p ă^n_α and^1_q =^1_p ´^α_n and

T_{Ω,α} : Ẇ^{1,n}(R^n) Ñ L^{n1´α ,8}(R^n)

Finally, we may use Theorem 1.6 to obtain the weighted norm bounds from Section 5 to derive power weighted norm estimates for the hypersingular rough integral T_{Ω,α} for Ω P L(log L)^{1n1} (S^{n´1})

Theorem 1.8. Suppose 0 ă α ă 1 and Ω P L(log L)^1n^1 (S^{n´1}) with mean value zero. Then the following inequality holds for (� R^n ( |x|^λ|T_{Ω,α} f (x)|

)_q dx ) 1_q ď C (� R^n ( |x|^λ|∇ f (x)|

)_p dx ) 1_p

for n ă p ă^n_α ,^1_q =^1_p ´^α_n and α´ n p ă λ ă 1´ n p . 1.4. Plan of paper. In the next section, Section 2, we will collect some of the necessary background needed to prove our results. In Section 3, we will prove all our pointwise bounds from Theorems 1.1, 1.3, and 1.6. In Section 4 we study bounds for maximal functions which include M_Ω and other maximal functions with cancelation. Section 5 will be devoted to the study of the mapping properties of the dominating operators. While bounds for I_α and M_α are well-known, it seems that the bounds for the L^s versions of these operators are not known, particularly, weighted inequalities.

12 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

2. Preliminaries A key tool in our proofs of the pointwise bounds is the local Poincaré- Sobolev inequality (� Q | f ´ f_Q|^q

) 1_q ď Cℓ(Q) (� Q |∇ f |^p

) 1_p (20)

which holds for 1 ď p ă n, 1 ď q ď p^˚, and f P C^1(Q). In fact, we will use an improved version in the scale of Lorentz spaces

} f ´ f_Q}_{Lp}˚_{,p(Q)} ď Cℓ(Q) (� Q |∇ f |^p

) 1_p (21)

for the same values 1 ď p ă n. Here the } ¨ }_{Lp}˚_{,p(Q)} is the Lorentz average over the cube Q as defined in (8). The improvement is due to O’Neill [17] and Peetre [18], but a simpler proof can be found in [16].

When p = n inequality (20) does not hold, but the so-called Trudinger inequality holds, namely,

} f ´ f_Q}_{exp Ln}1_{(Q)} ď C (� Q |∇ f |^n

) 1_n (22)

where again } ¨ }_{exp Ln}1_{(Q)} is the the exp L^{n1} average on Q. We also remark any of the inequalities (20), (21), or (22) hold for balls instead of cubes with the proper adjustment of using the radius instead of the sidelength. We refer to [15] for a proof of (22) in a general framework that does not use smoothness.

We will also use the dyadic machinery, particularly, Lemma 2.1. Given a dyadic grid D and k P Z let D^k = tQ P D : ℓ(Q) = 2^ku.

We will use the well-known collection of dyadic grids for t P t0,^1_3 u^n defined by D_t = t2^k([0, 1)^n + m + (´1)^kt) : k P Z, m P Z^nu. (23) These dyadic grids are important because every cube can be “approximated" by a dyadic cube from one of these grids. Namely, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 2.1. Given any cube Q, there exists t P t0,^1_3 u^n and Q_t P D_t such that Q Ď Q_t and ℓ(Q_t) ď 6ℓ(Q).

Recall that the cubes in D^k form a fixed k for a partition of R^n. We have the following variant of Lemma 2.1 which will be needed later.

Lemma 2.2. Suppose Q is a cube with ℓ(Q) = 2^k for some k. Then there exists t P t0,^1_3 u^n and Q_t P D^{k+3}_t such that Q Ď Q_t.

Proof. Given the cube Q with ℓ(Q) = 2^k, by Lemma 2.1 there exists P_t P D_t such that Q Ď P_t and ℓ(P_t) ď 6ℓ(Q) ď 2^{k+3}. Let Q_t be the unique cube in D^{k+3}_t containing P_t and hence also Q. □

We will also make use of the dyadic fractional integral operator associated with a dyadic grid D

I^D_α f = ÿ QPD ℓ(Q)^α (� Q f ) 1_Q.

Notice the difference I^D_α and I^S_α is that the sum is over all dyadic cubes from D, not just a sparse family S . In [5] it is shown that the discrete operator I^D_α and the integral operator I_α are pointwise equivalent, this is in contrast to the singular integral case. We have the following proposition from [5].

Proposition 2.3. Suppose 0 ă α ă n. If D is any dyadic grid and f ě 0, then we have I^D_α f (x) ď cI_α f (x), and if � D_t : t P t0,^1_3 u^n ( are the dyadic grids defined in (23), then

I_α f (x) ď c ÿ tPt0,^1_3 u^n

I^{Dt}_α f (x).

Moreover, if f P L^8_c (R^n) and f ě 0, then given any dyadic grid D, there exists a sparse subset S Ď D such that

I^D_α f (x) ď cI^S_α f (x).

We will need the following lemma which is similar to Proposition 2.3 but for the L^s averages. Given a dyadic grid D define the L^s dyadic fractional operator for f ě 0 by

I^D_{α,L}s f = ÿ QPD ℓ(Q)^α ( � Q f^s

) 1_s

1_Q.

The proof is similar to the sparse bound proof in Proposition 2.3, but we include it here for completeness.

Lemma 2.4. Suppose 1 ď s ă^n_α and f P L^8_c (R^n) satisfies f ě 0. Given any dyadic grid D, there exists a sparse family S = S ( f ) Ď D such that

I^D_{α,L}s f (x) ď cI^S_{α,L}s f (x).

14 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

Proof. Let a ą 1 be a number to be chosen later. For each k P Z let

C^k = # Q P D : a^k ă ( � Q f^s

) 1_s

ď a^{k+1} + . Then every cube Q P D that contributes to the sum of I^D_{α,L}s f belongs to C^k for some k and hence

I^D_{α,L}s f = ÿ QPD ℓ(Q)^α ( � Q f^s

) 1_s

1_Q ď a ÿ kPZ a^k ÿ QPC^k

ℓ(Q)^α1_Q.

Now let S^k be the collection of all maximal dyadic cubes such that ( � Q f^s

) 1_s

ą a^k.

If C^k is not empty, then such maximal cubes exist because f P L^8_c (R^n). The the collection of cubes in S^k is pairwise disjoint (for a fixed k) and satisfies ( � Q f^s

) 1_s

ď 2^{ns} a^k

by the maximality. Moreover, every cube P P C^k is a subset of a unique Q P S^k. Hence a ÿ kPZ a^k ÿ QPC^k

ℓ(Q)^α 1_Q ď a ÿ kPZ a^k ÿ QPS^k ÿ PPC k PĎQ ℓ(P)^α 1_P

ď a ÿ kPZ a^k ÿ QPS^k 8ÿ j=0 ÿ PPD(Q) ℓ(P)=2´jℓ(Q)

ℓ(P)^α 1_P

= a 1 ´ 2^{´α} ÿ kPZ a^k ÿ QPS^k

ℓ(Q)^α1_Q

ď c_α ÿ kPZ ÿ QPS^k

ℓ(Q)^α ( � Q f^s

) 1_s

1_Q.

If we let S = Ť k S^k then the desired result will follow provided we can prove that S is a sparse family. To see this fix Q P S^k, then the sets are nested in the following way: every P P S^{k+1} satisfies P Ď Q for some Q P S^k. Hence if we let Λ^k = Ť tQ : Q P S^ku then we have

|Q X Λ^{k+1}| = ÿ PPS k+1 PĎQ |P| ă 1 a^{(k+1)s} ÿ PPS k+1 PĎQ

� P f^s ď 1 a^{(k+1)s} � Q f^s ď

2^n a^s

|Q|.

By setting a = 2^{n+1s} we arrive at |Q X Λ^{k+1}| ď^1_2 |Q| and the sparse condition now follows by setting E_Q = QzΛ^{k+1}. □ We will also need some basic facts about Orlicz spaces. Given a Young function Φ(t) we define the Orlicz average of a measurable set E (usually a cube or a ball),

}u}_LΦ_{(E)} = inf " λ ą 0 : � E Φ ( |u(x)| λ ) dx ď 1 * . The associate space is defined by the Young function sΦ(t) = sup są0 (st ´ Φ(s)),

which satisfies Φ^{´1}(t) sΦ^{´1} (t) » t. We also have the following Hölder inequality for Young functions � E | f g| ď c} f }_LΦ_{(E)}}g}_L s_{Φ(E)} (24)

We will be particularly interested in exponential Young functions of the form Φ(t) = exp(t^q) ´ 1 for some q ą 1. In this case we have sΦ(t) » t log(1 + t)^1q and inequality (24) becomes � E | f g| ď c} f }_{L(log L)} 1_{q (E)}}g}_{exp L}q_{(E)}. (25)

We will also need the following Hölder’s inequality in Lorentz spaces, � E | f g| ď c} f }_Lp,q_{(E)}}g}_{Lp}1_{,q}1_{(E)} (26)

which holds for all 1 ă p ă 8 and 1 ď q ď 8.

3. Pointwise bounds In this section we prove our pointwise bounds for the integral operators T_{Ω,α}. To prove this, as mentioned above, we will use the local Poincaré- Sobolev inequality. The proofs of the bounds in Theorems 1.1, 1.3, and 1.6 all begin with the same decomposition.

We split T_{Ω,α} into dyadic annuli

T_{Ω,α} f (x) = ÿ kPZ � 2^{k´1}ă|y|ď2^k

Ω(y^1) |y|^{n+1´α} f (x ´ y) dy = ÿ kPZ � 2^{k´1}ă|y|ď2^k

Ω(y^1) |y|^{n+1´α}

( f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)) dy

16 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

where we have used the cancelation � S^{n´1} Ω = 0 to subtract the constant

f_{B(x,2}k_) = � B(x,2^k) f . The decomposition leads to

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď ÿ kPZ � 2^{k´1}ă|y|ď2^k

|Ω(y^1)| |y|^{n+1´α}

| f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)| dy

ď c_{n,α} ÿ kPZ 2^{k(α´1)} � |y|ď2^k

|Ω(y^1)|| f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)| dy.

We now analyze the term � |y|ď2^k

|Ω(y^1)|| f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)| dy.

We now divide this into to the three cases Case 1: the critical case: Ω P L^{n,8}(S^{n´1}).

Case 2: the subcritical case: Ω P L^{r,r˚} (S^{n´1}) for 1 ă r ă n. Case 3: the endpoint case: Ω P L(log L)^1n^1 (S^{n´1}).

Case 1: We first use the Lorentz Hölder’s inequality (26) and then the local Poincaré-Sobolev inequality (21) with p = 1 and 1^˚ = n^1 to get � |y|ď2^k

|Ω(y^1)|| f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)| dy

ď }Ω(¨/| ¨ |)}_Ln,8_{(B(0,2}k_{))}} f (x ´ ¨) ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)}_{Ln}1_{,1(B(0,2k))} » c_n}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_)} f ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)}_{Ln}1_{,1(B(x,2k))}

ď c_n}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_)2^k � B(x,2^k)

|∇ f |.

In the above estimates we have used that

|ty P B(0, 2^k) : |Ω(y/|y|)| ą tu| =

2^{kn} n σ(ty^1 P S^{n´1} : |Ω(y^1)| ą tu) (27) where σ = H^{n´1} to conclude that the averages satisfy }Ω(¨/| ¨ |)}_Ln,8_{(B(0,2}k_{))} = c}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_).

This leads to the bound,

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď c_n}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_) ÿ kPZ 2^{αk} � B(x,2^k)

|∇ f |. (28)

From here we switch our quantities from balls to cubes, namely, let Q_k be the cube centered at x, with sidelength 2^{k+1} so that B(x, 2^k) Ď Q_k. Fix such a Q_k. Since ℓ(Q_k) = 2^{k+1}, using Lemma 2.2 we have that

Q_k Ď Q P D^{k+4}_t

for some t P t0,^1_3 u^n. Since D^{k+4}_t forms a partition of R^n, we may use this estimate to get

2^{αk} � B(x,2^k)

|∇ f | ď c_{α,n}ℓ(Q_k)^α � Q_k

|∇ f |

ď c_{n,α} ÿ QPD^{k+4}_t

ℓ(Q)^α (� Q |∇ f | ) 1_Q(x)

ď c_{n,α} ÿ tPt0,^1_3 u ÿ QPD^{k+4}_t

ℓ(Q)^α (� Q |∇ f | ) 1_Q(x).

Using this estimate in inequality (28), we have,

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď c_n}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_) ÿ kPZ 2^{αk} � B(x,2^k)

|∇ f |.

ď c_{n,α}}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_) ÿ tPt0,^1_3 u^n ÿ kPZ ÿ QPD^{k+4}_t

ℓ(Q)^α (� Q |∇ f | ) 1_Q(x).

= c_{n,α}}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_) ÿ tPt0,^1_3 u^n ÿ QPD_t

ℓ(Q)^α (� Q |∇ f | ) 1_Q(x)

ď c_{n,α}}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_) I_α(|∇ f |)(x)

where we have used the pointwise bound from Proposition 2.3 in our last estimate.

Case 2: Let^1_s =^1_n +^1_{r1} then s^˚ = r^1 and r^˚ = s^1. By the Hölder’s inequality in Lorentz spaces, we have � |y|ď2^k

|Ω(y^1)|| f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)| dy ď › ›Ω(¨/| ¨ |) › ›_{Lr,r˚ (B(0,2k ))}} f (x ´ ¨) ´ f_{B(x,2k )}}_{Ls˚,s(B(0,2k ))} = c}Ω}_{Lr,r}˚_{(Sn´1)} } f ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)}_{Ls}˚_{,s(B(x,2k))}

18 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

where we have again used the level set equality from (27) and the translation invariant property of the Lebesgue measure. We now use the Poincaré- Sobolev inequality (21) for the oscillation term

} f ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)}_{Ls}˚_{,s(B(x,2k))} ď C 2^k (� B(x,2^k)

|∇ f |^s

) 1_s . Thus we have

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď C }Ω}_{Lr,r}˚_{(Sn´1)} ÿ kPZ 2^{αk} (� B(x,2^k)

|∇ f |^s

) 1_s

ď C }Ω}_{Lr,r}˚_{(Sn´1)} ÿ tPt0,^1_3 u^n ÿ QPD_t

ℓ(Q)^α (� Q |∇ f |^s

) 1_s

1_Q(x)

ď C }Ω}_{Lr,r}˚_{(Sn´1)} ÿ tPt0,^1_3 u^n

I^{St}_{α,Ls} (|∇ f |)(x)

where the sparse families S_t Ď D_t come from Lemma 2.4.

Case 3: In this case we use the Orlicz Hölder inequality (25) to estimate � B(0,2^k)

|Ω(y^1)|| f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)| dy ď c}Ω(¨/| ¨ |)}_{L(log L)1/n}1_{(B(0,2k))}} f (x ´ ¨) ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)}_{exp Ln}1_{(B(0,2k))} We now compute the }Ω(¨/| ¨ |)}_{L(log L)} 1_{n1 (B(0,2k))} norm. Let

Ψ(t) = t log(1 + t)^1n^1 and suppose λ ą 0 is such that � B(0,2^k) Ψ ( |Ω(y1)| λ ) dy ď 1.

Let ω_n be the measure of the unit ball, then we have � B(0,2^k) Ψ ( |Ω(y1)| λ ) dy = 1 ω_n2^{kn}

�_2k 0 � S^{n´1} Ψ ( |Ω(y1)| λ ) r^{n´1} drdy^1 = 1 nω_n � S^{n´1} Ψ ( |Ω(y1)| λ ) dy^1.

It follows that

}Ω(¨/| ¨ |)}_{L(log L)} 1_{n1 (B(0,2k ))} = c_n}Ω}_{L(log L)} 1_{n1 (Sn´1)}.

Continuing the estimates and using the Trudinger inequality (22), we have � B(0,2^k)

|Ω(y^1)|| f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)| dy ď c}Ω}_{L(log L)} 1_{n1 (Sn´1)}} f ´ f_{B(x,2}k_)}_{exp Ln}1_{(B(x,2k))}

ď c}Ω}_{L(log L)} 1_{n1 (Sn´1)} (� B(x,2^k)

|∇ f |^n

) 1_n . By similar arguments to the first case, we may replace the sum with the sparse operators to obtain

|T_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď c}Ω}_{L(log L)} 1_{n1 (Sn´1)} ÿ kPZ 2^{(α´1)k} (� B(x,2^k)

|∇ f |^n

) 1_n

= c}Ω}_{L(log L)} 1_{n1 (Sn´1)} ÿ kPZ 2^{αk} (� B(x,2^k)

|∇ f |^n

) 1_n

ď c}Ω}_{L(log L)} 1_{n1 (Sn´1)} ÿ tPt0,^1_3 u ÿ QPD_t

ℓ(Q)^α (� Q |∇ f |^n

) 1_n

1_Q(x)

= c}Ω}_{L(log L)} 1_{n1 (Sn´1)} ÿ tPt0,^1_3 u

I^{Dt}_{α,n}(|∇ f |)(x)

ď c}Ω}_{L(log L)} 1_{n1 (Sn´1)} ÿ tPt0,^1_3 u

I^{St}_{α,n}(|∇ f |)(x),

where again we have used Lemma 2.4 to obtain the sparse bounds.

4. Pointwise bounds for maximal operators We will now consider some results for the related maximal functions. As motivation, let us first address a natural question that arose in [11]. Recall the following pointwise bound for the Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator M f (x) ď cI_1(|∇ f |)(x), f P C^8_c (R^n). (29) The Fefferman-Stein sharp maximal operator M^# f (x) = sup_{QQx} � Q | f ´ f_Q|,

satisfies the better bound M^# f (x) ď cM_1(|∇ f |)(x), f P C^8_c (R^n) (30)

20 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

where M_1 is the fractional maximal operator related to the Riesz potential I_1. Namely, for a general 0 ă α ă n

M_α f (x) = sup_{QQx} ℓ(Q)^α (� Q | f | ) . Inequality (30) follows from the Poincaré-Sobolev inequality (20) with p = q = 1. The right-hand side of inequality (30) is better than the righthand side of (29) by the well-known pointwise inequality M_α f (x) ď cI_α f (x), f ě 0. (31) Since inequality (31) holds, we see that the fractional maximal function M_α satisfies the same L^p(R^n) mapping properties (1) and (2) as the Riesz potential operator. However, there is an exception, M_α is better behaved at the endpoint p =^n_α :

}M_α f }_L8_{(R}n_) ď } f }_L n_{α (Rn)}.

In particular we have that M^# : Ẇ^{1,n}(R^n) Ñ L^8(R^n), since }M^# f }_L8_{(R}n_) ď c}M_1(|∇ f |)}_L8_{(R}n_) ď C}∇ f }_Ln_{(R}n_). (32) Since M^# characterizes the space BMO, namely, } f }_{BMO} = }M^# f }_L8_{(R}n_) we see that inequality (32) is the just the well-known embedding Ẇ^{1,n}(R^n) ãÑ BMO.

In fact, the space W^{1,n}(R^n) actually embeds into the smaller space VMO (see [1]).

One might inquire about the potential for obtaining a better estimate for the Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator. Namely, is the following inequality M f (x) ď cM_1(|∇ f |)(x), f P C^8_c (R^n) (33) true? Inequality (33) is, in fact, false. Indeed, if (33) held, then we would have

} f }_L8_{(R}n_) = }M f }_L8_{(R}n_) ď C}M_1(|∇ f |)}_L8_{(R}n_) ď C}∇ f }_Ln_{(R}n_), (34) Inequality (34) is well-known to be false, for example, consider f to be a smooth truncation of the function f (x) = log

(_e |x| )_{1´} 2_{n´1} for |x| ď 1. Put another way, the reason that (33) cannot hold is because W^{1,n}(R^n) -ãÑ L^8(R^n).

Considering the homogeneity, M_{α´1}( f_λ) = λ^{1´α} ( M_{α´1} f ) λ

the operator M_{α´1} defined for 1 ď α ă n is the natural maximal function associated to I_α(|∇ f |). The operator M_{α´1} also plays a role in the study of the Sobolev mappings of maximal operators. Indeed, Kinnunen and Saksman [13] show that when α ě 1, M_α has smoothing properties in the sense that |∇M_α f | ď cM_{α´1} f .

Observe that for 1 ď α ă n,

M_{α´1} f (x) ď cI_α(|∇ f |)(x), f P C^8_c (R^n). (35)

Indeed, when α = 1 this is just inequality (6) with k = 1. For 1 ă α ă n, we may use inequality (4) and the fact that M_{α´1} is also controlled by I_{α´1} (31) to see that

M_{α´1} f (x) ď cI_{α´1}(| f |)(x) ď cI_α(|∇ f |)(x).

In the remainder of this section, we will consider more exotic maximal operators and their bounds by potential operators of the gradient.

4.1. Rough Maximal Operators. The reason that M^# f is bounded by M_1(|∇ f |) but M is not, stems from the presence of cancelation in M^#. Namely M^#(1) = 0, whereas M lacks this property. With this in mind, we now consider the companion rough maximal operators to our integral operators T_{Ω,α}. Consider the rough maximal operator

M_{Ω,α} f (x) = sup_{tą0} t^{α´1} � |y|ăt

|Ω(y^1) f (x ´ y)| dy, 1 ď α ă n.

The operator M_{Ω,α} has the same homogeneity as T_{Ω,α} and I_α(|∇ ¨ |). When α = 1 this is the rough maximal operator associated with rough singular integrals (see [3] and [7]). The operator M_{Ω,α} does not have cancelation, and because of this, M_{Ω,α} may not be well-defined in the hypersingular range 0 ă α ă 1. Indeed, if Ω = 1, then M_{Ω,α}(1_{B(0,1)}) ” 8, near the origin if α ă 1.

We can consider a smaller maximal operator to introduce necessary cancelation, namely, consider the natural rough fractional maximal operator

M^6_{Ω,α} f (x) = sup_{tą0} t^{α´1} ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ � |y|ăt

Ω(y^1) f (x ´ y) dy ˇ ˇ ˇ ˇ , 0 ă α ă n.

Clearly M^6_{Ω,α} is smaller than M_{Ω,α}. If � S^{n´1} Ω = 0, then M 6 Ω,α has cancelation in the sense that M^6_{Ω,α}(1) = 0. Finally we introduce a third maximal operator, the sharp rough fractional maximal operator

M^#_{Ω,α} f (x) = sup_{tą0} t^{α´1} � |y|ăt

|Ω(y^1)|| f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,t)}| dy, 0 ă α ă n.

22 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

In the definition of M^6_{Ω,α} we will assume that Ω has mean zero, but this assumption is not needed for the other two maximal operators. We also notice that M^6_{Ω,α} f (x) ď M^#_{Ω,α} f (x) (36) where we have used the zero average of Ω to subtract the constant f_{B(x,t)}. In addition, the following pointwise bounds between M^#_{Ω,α} and M_{Ω,α} hold. Theorem 4.1. Suppose 1 ď α ă n and Ω P L^1(S^{n´1}), then the following pointwise bound holds

|M_{Ω,α} f (x) ´ M^#_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď 1 ω_{n´1}

}Ω}_L1_{(S}n´1_) M_{α´1} f (x) (37) where ω_{n´1} = H^{n´1}(S^{n´1}) is the surface area of the unit sphere. In particular, if f P C^8_c (R^n),

|M_{Ω,α} f (x) ´ M^#_{Ω,α} f (x)| ď 1 ω_{n´1}

}Ω}_L1_{(S}n´1_) I_α(|∇ f |)(x). Proof. Fix t ą 0 and notice that t^{α´1} � |y|ăt

|Ω(y^1)|| f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,t)}| dy

ď t^{α´1} � |y|ăt

|Ω(y^1)|| f (x ´ y)|dy + t^{α´1}| f_{B(x,t)}| � |y|ăt

|Ω(y^1)| dy.

If v_n is the volume of the unit ball in R^n and ω_{n´1} is the surface area of S^{n´1}, then � |y|ăt

|Ω(y^1)| dy = 1 v_nt^n

�_t 0 � S^{n´1}

|Ω(y^1)|r^{n´1}dσ(y^1)dr = 1 ω_{n´1}

}Ω}_L1_{(S}n´1_).

By taking the supremum over t ą 0, we have

M^#_{Ω,α} f (x) ď M_{Ω,α} f (x) + 1 ω_{n´1}

}Ω}_L1_{(S}n´1_) M_{α´1} f (x).

On the other hand, again for a fixed t ą 0

t^{α´1} � |y|ăt

|Ω(y^1) f (x ´ y)| dy

ď t^{α´1} � |y|ăt

|Ω(y^1)( f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,t)})|dy + t^{α´1}| f_{B(x,t)}| � |y|ăt

|Ω(y^1)| dy leads to

M_{Ω,α} f (x) ď M^#_{Ω,α} f (x) + 1 ω_{n´1}

}Ω}_L1_{(S}n´1_) M_{α´1} f (x).

which completes inequality (37). If f is a smooth function, the bound by I_α(|∇ f |) follows from inequality (35). □ By these calculations and inequalities (36) and (37) we only need to investigate bounds for M^#_{Ω,α}. Our results for M^#_{Ω,α} now mirror those for T_{Ω,α}, except we are able to have a smaller maximal function on the righthand side. We need an L^s fractional maximal function,

M_{α,L}s f (x) = sup_{QQx} ℓ(Q)^α ( � Q | f |^s

) 1_s , 1 ď s ă n α . (38)

Notice that M_{α,L}1 = M_α and

M_{α,L}s f = [ M_{αs}(| f |^s)

] 1_s . We have the following theorem.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose 0 ă α ă n and Ω P L^1(S^{n´1}). Then for f P C^8_c (R^n) we have the following bounds

M^#_{Ω,α} f (x) ď

$ ’ ’ & ’ ’% c}Ω}_Ln,8_{(S}n´1_) M_α(|∇ f |)(x), c}Ω}_{Lr,r}˚_{(Sn´1)} M_{α,L r}1_{nr1+n} (|∇ f |)(x),

c}Ω}_{L(log L)} 1_{n1 (Sn´1)} M_{α,L}n (|∇ f |)(x),

where 0 ă α ă 1 +^n_{r1} in the second inequality and 0 ă α ă 1 in the third.

We will not prove Theorem 4.2, rather, we will only give a sketch since its proof uses similar calculations to those found in Section 3. All that is needed is the calculation at a single scale. Indeed, for a fixed t ą 0 by Hölder’s inequality in the appropriate space X

t^{α´1} � |y|ăt

|Ω(y^1)( f (x ´ y) ´ f_{B(x,t)})|dy

ď c t^{α´1}}Ω}_{X (B(0,t))}} f ´ f_{B(x,t)}}_X 1_{(B(x,t))}

where X = L^{n,8}, L^{r,r˚} for 1 ă r ă n, or L(log L)^1n^1 . The associate spaces now become X^1 = L^{n1,1}, L^{r1,(r˚)1} for 1 ă r ă n, or exp(L^{n1} ) and we may use the Poincaré-Sobolev inequalities (21) or Trudinger’s inequality (22) to obtain the desired pointwise bounds hold.

While M_α and I_α have the same L^p(R^n) Ñ L^q(R^n) mapping properties when 1 ă p ă^n_α and same weak endpoint behavior when p = 1, they behave

24 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

differently at the other endpoint p =^n_α . Likewise the same phenomenon holds for M_{α,L}s and I_{α,L}s when s ă^n_α . As mentioned above M_α : L^{nα} (R^n) Ñ L^8(R^n), and it is a simple consequence of Hölder’s inequality that M_{α,L}s : L^{nα} (R^n) Ñ L^8(R^n).

An interesting consequence is the following L^8 Sobolev bounds which we state when α = 1 for simplicity.

Corollary 4.3. Suppose Ω P L^{r,8}(S^{n´1}) for some 1 ă r ă 8. If f P C^8_c (R^n) then }M^6_Ω f }_L8_{(R}n_) ď }M^#_Ω f }_L8_{(R}n_) ď C}∇ f }_Ln_{(R}n_).

4.2. The Fractional Spherical Maximal Operator. In this section, we extend the pointwise bounds to fractional spherical maximal functions. Kinnunen and Saksman [13] defined the fractional spherical maximal function for 0 ď β ă n ´ 1 by

S_β f (x) = sup_{rą0} r^β � BB(x,r)

| f (y)|dH^{n´1}(y).

In our context, we will work with β = α ´ 1, where 1 ď α ă n. This way the operators S_{α´1} match the homogeneity of the operators T_{Ω,α} and M_{Ω,α}. We also point out that S_{α´1} arises in the study of the smoothness of the fractional maximal function. Indeed, it was shown in [13] that |∇M_α f (x)| ď c_nS_{α´1} f (x).

We have the following pointwise bounds.

Theorem 4.4. Suppose 1 ď α ă n, then the following pointwise bound holds S_{α´1} f (x) ď c_n I_α(|∇ f |)(x).

Proof. Let f P C^8_c (R^n) and given ϵ ą 0 define the positive and bounded C^8(R^n) function g_ϵ(x) = ( f (x)^2 + ϵ)^{12} .

The gradient of g_ϵ is given by

∇g_ϵ(x) = f (x)∇ f (x) ( f (x)^2 + ϵ)^12 and satisfies |∇g_ϵ(x)| ď |∇ f (x)|.

Fix x P R^n, t ą 0 and let σ = H^{n´1} be the surface measure on BB(0, 1) = S^{n´1} with ω_{n´1} = σ(S^{n´1}). Then we have � BB(x,t)

g_ϵ(y)dH^{n´1}(y) = 1 ω_{n´1}t^{n´1} � BB(0,t)

g_ϵ(x ´ y) dH^{n´1}(y) = 1 ω_{n´1} � S^{n´1}

g_ϵ(x ´ tθ) dσ(θ).

Let N ą t be sufficiently large so that f (x ´ Nθ) = 0 for all θ P S^{n´1}. This implies g_ϵ(x ´ Nθ) = ? ϵ for all θ P S^{n´1}. A similar calculation shows � BB(x,N)

g_ϵ(y)dH^{n´1}(y) = 1 ω_{n´1} � S^{n´1}

g_ϵ(x ´ Nθ) dσ(θ) = ? ϵ and hence lim_{NÑ8} � BB(x,N)

g_ϵ(y)dH^{n´1}(y) = ? ϵ. We now have � BB(x,t)

g_ϵ(y)dH^{n´1}(y) =´ 1 ω_{n´1}

�_8 t d dr � S^{n´1}

g_ϵ(x ´ rθ) dσ(θ)dr + ? ϵ = 1 ω_{n´1}

�_8 t � S^{n´1}

∇g_ϵ(x ´ rθ) ¨ θ dσ(θ)dr + ? ϵ ď 1 ω_{n´1}

�_8 t � S^{n´1}

|∇g_ϵ(x ´ rθ)|dσ(θ)dr + ? ϵ = 1 ω_{n´1} � |y|ąt

|∇g_ϵ(x ´ y)| |y|^{n´1} dy + ? ϵ ď 1 ω_{n´1} � |y|ąt

|∇ f (x ´ y)| |y|^{n´1} dy + ? ϵ. Letting ϵ Ñ 0^+ we obtain � BB(x,t)

| f (y)|dH^{n´1}(y) ď c_n � |y|ąt

|∇ f (x ´ y)| |y|^{n´1} dy and hence

t^{α´1} � BB(x,t)

| f (y)|dH^{n´1}(y) ď c_nt^{α´1} � |y|ąt

|∇ f (x ´ y)|

|y|^{n´1} dy ď c_n � |y|ąt

|∇ f (x ´ y)||y|^{α´1} |y|^{n´1} dy = c_n I_α(|∇ f |)(x). □

26 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

As a consequence we have the following Sobolev bounds for S_{α´1} which seem to be new. Corollary 4.5 will follow from the mapping properties of I_α.

Corollary 4.5. Suppose 1 ď α ă n and 1 ă p ă^n_α and^1_q =^1_p ´^α_n . Then S_{α´1} : Ẇ^{1,p}(R^n) Ñ L^q(R^n) with }S_{α´1} f }_Lq_{(R}n_) ď C}∇ f }_Lp_{(R}n_).

Moreover, at the endpoint p = 1 we have the following weak-type estimate }S_{α´1} f }_L n_{n´α ,8(Rn)} ď C}∇ f }_L1_{(R}n_).

5. Weighted estimates In this section, we prove new weighted estimates for our sparse operators

I^S_{α,L}s f = ÿ QPS ℓ(Q)^α (� Q f^s

) 1_s

1_Q, f ě 0,

where 0 ă α ă n and 1 ď s ă^n_α . Since these operators dominate our rough integral operators T_{Ω,α} (Theorems 1.1, 1.3, and 1.6) we will also obtain new weighted Sobolev estimates of the form }wT_{Ω,α} f }_Lq_{(R}n_) ď C}w∇ f }_Lp_{(R}n_) (39) We will refer to inequality (39) as a weighted Sobolev inequality. The parameters and class of weights will depend on the size of Ω.

As mentioned in the introduction, the operator I^S_{α,L}s is intimately related to the operator f ÞÑ [ I_{αs}(| f |^s)

] 1_s (see Theorem 1.4). Moreover, we can actually work with the smaller maximal function M_{α,L}s defined in (38). Notice that

M_{α,L}s f = [ M_{αs}(| f |^s)

] 1_s ď c [ I_{αs}(| f |^s)

] 1_s . Moreover, by inequality (17) there exists finitely many sparse families S_1, . . . , S_N such that M_{α,L}s f ď c Nÿ k=1 I^{Sk}_{α,Ls} | f |.

The following theorem shows that we may obtain the opposite inequalities in norm. It also yields Theorem 1.4 as a corollary.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose 1 ď s ă^n_α , w P A_8, and 0 ă p ă 8. Then given a sparse family S of cubes there exists C ą 0, such that }I^S_{α,L}s f }_Lp_{(w)} ď C}M_{α,L}s f }_Lp_{(w)} and }I^S_{α,L}s f }_Lp,8_{(w)} ď C}M_{α,L}s f }_Lp,8_{(w)}.

Proof. To prove this theorem we will first prove it in the case p = 1 for any w P A_8. Once this is shown the conclusion will then follow from the A_8 version of the Rubio de Francia extrapolation (see [6, Theorem 1.1]). Fix a sparse subset S and w P A_8. Let E_Q Ď Q P S be pairwise disjoint majorizing sets. Since w P A_8 and |Q| ď 2|E_Q| we have w(Q) ď Cw(E_Q).

We can now estimate the L^1(w) norm � R^n

|I^S_{α,L}s f |w ď ÿ QPS ℓ(Q)^α (� Q | f |^s

) 1_s

w(Q)

ď C ÿ QPS ℓ(Q)^α (� Q | f |^s

) 1_s w(E_Q) ď C ÿ QPS � E_Q ( M_{α,L}s f ) w ď C � R^n ( M_{α,L}s f ) w. This concludes the proof of Theorem 5.1. □ Recall that the weighted estimates for I_α and M_α are known and were discovered by Muckenhoupt and Wheeden [19]. They showed the following equivalences for 1 ă p ă^n_α and^1_q =^1_p ´^α_n :

‚ M_α is bounded:

}wM_α f }_Lq_{(R}n_) ď C}w f }_Lp_{(R}n_); ‚ I_α is bounded:

}wI_α f }_Lq_{(R}n_) ď C}w f }_Lp_{(R}n_); ‚ w P A_{p,q}

sup_Q (� Q w^q

) 1_q (� Q w^{´p1}

) 1_{p1} ă 8.

Moreover, the weak-type boundedness at the endpoint p = 1, q =^n_{n´α}

M_α, I_α : L^{nn´α ,8}(w) Ñ L^1(w) is equivalent to the w P A_{1,} n_{n´α} condition: (� Q w^{nn´α} ) ď C inf_{xPQ} w(x)^{nn´α} .

28 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

The A_{p,q} classes of weights are related to the usual Muckenhoupt class of weights via the following realization:

w P A_{p,q} ô w^q P A_{1+} q_{p1} , (40)

in particular A_{p,q} weights raised to the power q belong to A_8. Using this rescaling we can easily obtain the weighted norm inequalities for I^S_{α,L}s and M_{α,L}s by realizing that it is just a rescaling of the L^p norm:

}wM_{α,L}s f }_Lq_{(R}n_) = (� R^n [ M_{αs}(| f |^s)

]^q_s

w^q

) 1_q

= }w^s M_{αs}(| f |^s)}^{1s}_L q_{s (Rn)}.

Since 1 q = 1 p ´ α n ô s q = s p ´ αs n we obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 5.2. Suppose 1 ď s ă p ă^n_α and q is defined by^1_p ´^1_q =^α_n . The following are equivalent:

(1) w^s P A p_{s ,} q_s :

sup_Q ( � Q w^q

) 1_q ( � Q w^{´ psp´s}

)^{p´s}_{ps} ă 8;

(2) the operator M_{α,L}s satisfies

}wM_{α,L}s f }_Lq_{(R}n_) ď C}w f }_Lp_{(R}n_);

(3) for any sparse family of cubes S , we have

}wI^S_{α,L}s f }_Lq_{(R}n_) ď C}w f }_Lp_{(R}n_);

(4) the operator f ÞÑ [ I_{αs}(| f |^s)

] 1_s

satisfies › w [ I_{αs}(| f |^s)

] 1_s ›

L^q(R^n) ď C}w f }L^p (R^n).

Moreover, when p = s and q =^{ns}_{n´αs} any of the operators I^S_{α,L}s , M_{α,L}s , or [I_{αs}(| ¨ |^s)]^1s are bounded from L^s(w^s) Ñ L^{q,8}(w^q) when w^s P A_{1,} q_s i.e., (� Q w^{nsn´αs} ) ď C inf_{xPQ} w(x)^{nsn´αs}

for all cubes Q Ď R^n.

When Ω P L^{r,r˚} (S^{n´1}) or Ω P L(log L)^1n^1 (S^{n´1}), the pointwise bounds from Theorems 1.3 and 1.6 combined with Theorem 5.2 will yield new weighted Sobolev estimates for T_{Ω,α}. The class of weights will depend on the exponent s =^{r1n}_{r1+n} . While this exponent can be used to compute the explicit class of weights, we find it more instructive to consider the power weights. It is well-known that the power weight w(x) = |x|^λ belongs to A_p if and only if ´n ă λ ă n(p ´ 1). Using the equivalence (40) we see that w(x) = |x|^λ belongs to A_{p,q} if and only if ´ n q ă λ ă n p^1 . Such power weights satisfy w^s P A p_{s ,} q_s if and only if ´ n q ă λ ă n s ´ n p . When s =^{r1n}_{r1+n} , by our pointwise bounds from Theorem 1.3 we obtain Theorems 1.5 and 1.8.

References

[1] H. Brezis, L. Nirenberg, Degree theory and BMO. I. Compact manifolds without boundaries, Selecta Math. (N.S.) 1 (1995) 197–263. 20 [2] J. Chen, D. Fan, and Y. Ying, Certain operators with rough singular kernels, Canad.

J. Math. 55 (2003), 504–532. 6 [3] M. Christ, Weak type (1, 1) bounds for rough operators, Ann. of Math. (2) 128 (1988), no. 1, 19–42. 21 [4] D. Cruz-Uribe and K. Moen, Sharp norm inequalities for commutators of classical operators. Publ. Mat., 56 (2012), 147–190.

[5] D. Cruz-Uribe and K. Moen, One and two weight norm inequalities for Riesz potentials, Illinois J. Math. 57 (2013), no. 1, 295–323. 8, 13 [6] D. Cruz-Uribe, J. M. Martell and C. Pérez, Extrapolation from A_8 weights and applications, J. Funct. Anal. 213 (2004), 412–439. 27 [7] J. Duoandikoetxea, Weighted norm inequalities for homogeneous singular integrals, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 336 (1993), no. 2, 869–880. 21 [8] L. Grafakos, Modern Fourier analysis, 2nd ed., Graduate Texts in Mathematics, vol.

250, Springer, New York, 2008. 10 [9] P. Hajłasz and Z. Liu, Maximal potentials, maximal singular integrals, and the spherical maximal function. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 142 (2014), no. 11, 3965–3974. 6 [10] P. Hajłasz and Z. Liu, Sobolev spaces, Lebesgue points and maximal functions. J. Fixed Point Theory Appl. 13 (2013), no. 1, 259–269. 4 [11] C. Hoang, K. Moen, and C. Pérez Pointwise estimates for rough operators with applications to weighted Sobolev inequalities. to appear J. D’Analyse. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 19 [12] P. Honzík, An example of an unbounded maximal singular operator. J. Geom. Anal.

20 (2010), no. 1, 153–167. 10

30 CONG HOANG, KABE MOEN, AND CARLOS PÉREZ MORENO

[13] J. Kinnunen and E. Saksman, Regularity of the fractional maximal function, Bull.

London Math. Soc. 35 (2003) 529–535. 21, 24 [14] M.T. Lacey, K. Moen, C. Pérez, and R.H. Torres, Sharp weighted bounds for fractional integral operators. J. Funct. Anal. 259 (2010), no. 5, 1073–1097. 5 [15] P. MacManus and C. Pérez, Trudinger inequalities without derivatives, Trans. Amer.

Math. Soc. 354 (2002), 1997–2002. 12 [16] J. Malý and L. Pick, An elementary proof of sharp Sobolev embeddings. Proc. Amer.

Math. Soc. 130 (2002), no. 2, 555–563. 12 [17] R. O’Neil, Convolution operators and L(p,q) spaces. Duke Math. J. 30 1963, 129–142. 12 [18] J. Peetre, Espaces d’interpolation et thèoréme de Soboleff. Ann. Inst. Fourier 16 1966, 279– 317. 12 [19] B. Muckenhoupt and R. Wheeden, Weighted norm inequalities for fractional integrals, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 192 (1974) 261–274. 4, 27 [20] D. Spector, An optimal Sobolev embedding for L^1. J. Funct. Anal. 279 (2020), 108559, 26 pp. 6 [21] R. Wheeden, On hypersingular integrals and Lebesgue spaces of differentiable functions, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 134 (1968), 421–436. 6 [22] R. Wheeden, On hypersingular integrals and Lebesgue spaces of differentiable functions. II. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 139 (1969), 37–53. 6

Cong Hoang, Department of Mathematics, Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University, Tallahassee, FL 32307, USA

Email address: cong.hoang@famu.edu

Kabe Moen, Department of Mathematics, University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, AL 35487, USA

Email address: kabe.moen@ua.edu

Carlos Pérez Moreno, Department of Mathematics, University of the Basque Country, Ikerbasque and BCAM, Bilbao, Spain

Email address: cperez@bcamath.org