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AN OPTIMAL SOBOLEV EMBEDDING FOR L!

DANIEL SPECTOR

ABSTRACT. In this paper we establish an optimal Lorentz space estimate for
the Riesz potential acting on curl-free vectors: There is a constant C =
C(a,d) > 0 such that

Mo Fllpa/@-a)1 i ray < ClIFIL1 e

for all fields F € L'(R?; R?) such that curl F' = 0 in the sense of distributions.
This is the best possible estimate on this scale of spaces and completes the
picture in the regime p = 1 of the well-established results for p > 1.

1. INTRODUCTION
The main result of this paper is

Theorem 1.1. Let d > 2 and « € (0,d). There exists a constant C = C(a,d) > 0
such that

(1.1) [ o F |l pas@-o)1maray < Cl|F|lp1(rara)
for all fields F € L*(R% R?) such that curl F = 0 in the sense of distributions.

Here L4/ (2=2):1(R?; R?) denotes the space of vector-valued functions whose Eu-
clidean norm is in the Lorentz space L (¢=®):1(R9) (see below in Section 2 for a
precise definition of this space) and I, is the Riesz potential, defined for measurable
functions in the scalar setting by the formula

Lf(z) = — /R @) __ g,

Y(a) Jga |z —y|*e
with an analogous definition in the vector setting by operating on components (see
Section 2 for the definition of the constant v(«)).

As it may be of interest, let us also record two equivalent formulations of the
inequality (1.1) before discussing the literature, our proof, some extensions, and a
dual result. In particular, taking into account the curl-free condition, the inequality
(1.1) can alternatively be expressed as

(1.2) HI(,VUHLd/(d,—a),l(Rd;Rd) < C”vu”Ll(Rd;Rd)

for all u € W' (R?). Such an estimate then extends to BV (R?) by density in the
strict topology (and in turn one can also assert an analogue of (1.1) for measures).
Meanwhile the boundedness of the Riesz transforms on the Lorentz spaces imply
that both (1.1) and (1.2) are equivalent to

(1.3) Lo fll pas@-aragay < C'IIRFI| L1 (resray
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2 D. SPECTOR

for all distributions f € D'(R?) with Rf := VI, f € L'(R%;R?).

Theorem 1.1 completes the picture concerning the study of the mapping proper-
ties of the Riesz potential on LP(R?) into Lorentz spaces for 1 < p < g. We recall
that it was Sobolev who had initiated the study on the scale of Lebesgue spaces in
[33] (see also [18,31] for related results in one dimension), where he demonstrated
that one has the existence of a constant C' = C(a,d) > 0 such that

(1.4) o fllLaray < é”fHLP(JRd)
for all f € LP(R?), provided 1 < p < d/a and where

1 1 «

¢ p d

Subsequent work by O’Neil [29] then showed that for the same range of p and
corresponding definition of ¢ one has an improvement to this inequality on the
Lorentz scale, the inequality

(1.5) 1o fllLar@ay < C'l fll o (ma)

for some C’ > 0 and for all f € LP(R%). Recall that LI(R?) = L99(R%), while
spaces L9"(R%) are nested increasing with respect to the second parameter. The
fact that p < ¢ thus implies that inequality (1.5) improves (1.4), while simple
examples show that it is the best possible result on this scale.

It is well-known that (1.4) (and hence (1.5)) cannot hold for p = 1, though one
has various possible replacements. A classical result to this effect is the weak-type
estimate of Zygmund [39]: There exists C”” > 0 such that

Y CNv//
o : [Laf(x)] > ¢}/ < ~ Il ey

for all + > 0 and all f € L'(R?). Here while the standard counterexample (cf.
[35], p. 119) shows that one cannot obtain a strong-type inequality with only the
assumption f € L'(R?), Stein and Weiss [36] have shown that for f in the Hardy
space H!(R?), one can obtain such a bound: There exists C" > 0 such that

Mo fllzara gz < C" | 1(f(@), Rf(@)] da

for all f € H'(R?). Observe here that we take as our definition of the Hardy space
HY(RY) = {f € L*(RY) : Rf = VI, f € L'(R%;RY)},

though one has other possible definitions, for example, in terms of maximal func-

tions [15] or via an atomic decomposition [12,24]. As Tartar has shown in [37] that

the Riesz potential maps atoms into the Lorentz space L% (?=®)1(R%), one can thus

improve! the preceding inequality to the optimal target on the Lorentz scale.

Yet while the assumption that both f € L'(R?) and Rf € L'(R% R?) is sufficient
to obtain a bound on the potential of f in the suitably scaling Lebesgue space, it
is not necessary, as been shown in recent work by the author, Armin Schikorra and
Jean Van Schaftingen in [30], where the following inequality was proven: There
exists a constant C" = C”(«, d) > 0 such that

(1.6) Lo flla/@-o)ray < C”|Rf || L1 (me iRy

1Commenting on an earlier version of this manuscript, Mario Milman communicated to us a
simple proof of this fact using the interpolation theory of Hardy spaces developed in [14].
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for all distributions f € D'(RY) such that Rf € L'(R% R?%). A comparison with
the result of Tartar [37] prompts one to wonder whether the inequality (1.6) can be
strengthened on the Lorentz scale. Indeed it can, as one sees from the formulation
of Theorem 1.1 as the inequality (1.3) that one has precisely such an improvement.

As was remarked in [30], one could already have deduced the inequality (1.6)
from various embeddings in the literature which have been known for some time, e.g.
[8, Lemma D.2; 11, Theorem 1.4; 22, Theorem 4; 26; 34, Theorem 2; 38, Theorem
8.3]). In fact, as was shown in [30], one can even replace the norm of I, f in
L/(@=2)(R?) on the left-hand-side with its norm in L% (d=®):"(R9) for any r > 1.
However, the constant in the theorem then depends upon r and is not stable as
r — 17, and so one cannot obtain the optimal Lorentz space embedding with this
argument. Thus we can highlight the main achievements of Theorem 1.1: to obtain
the second parameter » = 1 in the Lorentz space, to do so without the assumption
f € HY(R?), and to accomplish these two feats for a € (0,1). Let us comment on
these several facts here. First, let us notice that to retain » = 1 is significant, since
only for » = 1 does one have the embedding

I : LY (RY) — L®(RY),

(and even the space of continuous functions) as for any r > 1 one obtains an embed-
ding into the space of functions of bounded mean oscillation (and even a slightly bet-
ter estimate involving local exponential integrability). Second, the assumptions on
F in our Theorem 1.1 do not imply the underlying function f = div I; F' € H!'(R?).
A simple way to observe this fact is the lack of validity of the inequality

Nl ey < ClIRF| £ (R jRAY -

It is easy to construct a counterexample to such an inequality, for example, the
sequence Rf, = Vu,, where u, = p, * Xp(o,1) for p, a sequence of standard
mollifiers. Then the right-hand-side remains bounded while

x T = — 1/2U X X Q.
[ @l de = [ 1=8) 20, @) do

In particular, this construction exploits the fact that (—A)l/QXB(O_,l) is a distri-
bution whose (suitably defined) Riesz transform is a Radon measure, and not a
function. Finally regarding o € (0,1): Once one has established the validity of
such an inequality for some a > 0, the result follows for all o’ > « from a vector-
valued analogue of (1.5). As the case @ = 1 can be deduced as a consequence of
the result of Alvino [1], the range a > 1 follows from the existing literature. In the
sequel we therefore restrict our attention to the case a € (0, 1).

The idea of the proof is that while standard potential estimates are not sufficient
to obtain an optimal exponent in the second parameter, the coarea formula allows
for a sort of self-improvement through the estimate for characteristic functions.
The use of the coarea formula and isoperimetric inequalities in the proof of Sobolev
inequalities in this spirit is classical [13,25], while we here argue along the lines of a
more recent work of Maz’ya [26]. To understand what is gained by such a reduction,
let us suppose that we try to prove (1.2) directly by our method, without assuming
that one operates on characteristic functions.

First, by a pointwise interpolation inequality of Maz’ya and Shaposhnikova [28]
one has the following estimate: For o € (0, 1), there exists a constant C = C(«, d) >
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0 such that for each u € C*°(R?) N WH1(RY)
(1.7) 1o Vu(@)| < C(M(|Vul)(2))' ™ (M(u)(2))" .

Next, by O’Neil’s extension of Holder’s inequality in the Lorentz spaces [29], and
moving to an equivalent quasi-norm in the Lorentz spaces (defined in terms of the
distribution function, see below in Section 2), we can show one has the bound

HIonUHLd/(d*a)’l(]Rd;Rd) < Cl|||M(|VUD|||1LT,30(Rd)|HM(U)H\%d/(d—l),a(Rdy

Finally, by various weak and strong-type bounds of the Hardy-Littlewood maximal
function on the Lorentz spaces one deduces

(1L8) oVl psiaara gy < O IV S 180 -

But as o < 1, the term |||ul|

%d/(d,l),u(Rd) is too large to be absorbed into ||Vul| L1 (e ra)
for general u (the case a = 1 is Alvino’s result [1]).

By passing to a limit in a suitable manner, however, we can obtain an analogue
of (1.8) for the characteristic function of a set of finite perimeter £ C R?. Here
one finds that the equivalence of |||XE|||%d/(d—l),r(Rd) with respect to 0 < r < +o0,
up to a constant that depends on r, allows one to regain the appropriate control of
this term. In fact, introducing the nonlinear fractional differential operator

(1.9) D% (u) ::/R Ju(z) = uly)] dy,

o Jo =yl

defined for u € BV (R?), we can actually prove a stronger result (and easier to
argue, due to positivity of the operator), the following

Lemma 1.2. Let d > 2 and « € (0,1). There exists a constant C = C(a,d) > 0
such that

Dl XE) | Las-a)1gay < CPer(E 1—o pa(l-1/d)
(Re)
for all sets E C R? of finite perimeter.

As discussed in [30], Theorem 1.1 does not hold in the case d = 1, and let us
take this occasion to note where the assumption d > 1 arises in the proof of Lemma
1.2. It is in the step where we use Holder’s inequality in the Lorentz spaces, where
the exponents are p =1/(1 — a) and ¢ = d/a(d — 1):

1 1 1
Jd-—a) 1(l-a)  dad-1
In particular, in the case d = 1 one has ¢ = 400 and so one cannot pass to a
weak-type estimate for the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function, instead requiring
a strong-type estimate on L'(R%), which is, of course, false.

Actually, by not invoking the isoperimetric inequality, our proof in Lemma 1.2
obtains a more general result than the equivalence of isoperimetric and Sobolev
inequalities discussed in [26]. In particular, it implies the general interpolation
inequality given in our

Theorem 1.3. Let o € (0,1). There exists a constant C = C(a, d) > 0 such that
Mo Dl g e gty < CNDUNE g Nl 200 g

for all u € BV (R?).
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Of course, one can then deduce further results by making other variations on this
theme, possibly also employing known interpolation inequalities. For example, as
it answers a question raised in a previous work of the author and Tien-Tsan Shieh
[32], we here use our result to extend the Hardy inequality proven in [32] for v > 0
to u with arbitrary sign in

Theorem 1.4. Let o € (0,1). There exists a constant C = C(a,d) > 0 such that

/ [u()] dxﬁC’/ |D%u| dz.
Ra |T|® Rd

for all u such that D%u = I, _,Vu € L*(R% R?).

As the result in [32] obtained the sharp constant for u > 0, it would be interesting
to understand whether one can show that the same constant appearing there holds
for unsigned « (as in the case a = 1).

Let us make two further remarks here before moving to discuss dual results.
First, our proof obtains a slightly stronger result (see Theorem 4.1 in Section 4): If
u € WHL(RY) (or even BV (R?)) then in fact D'~(u) € L¥ (4= 1(R?). One sees
this is an improvement thanks to the easy inequality

/ wz) —uly) =—y dy'g/ Jute) ~u)] 4,
R

a |z —yldti=e |z —y] Ra |z — y|dti-o

the left-hand-side being equal to |I,Du|, up to a multiplicative constant, in an
appropriate sense. Second, when one views Theorem 1.1 as the inequality (1.2),
then an interesting fact (which could already be deduced from known embeddings)
is made apparent: While for u € L'(R?) one has that

2 1

is a function of bounded mean oscillation (see p. 417 in [21]), the assumption Vu €
LY(R%; RY) implies

2 1

is a bounded function (that this holds for d € N even has been commented by Van
Schaftingen in [38]).

Finally we discuss a dual result concerning the mapping properties of the Riesz
potentials which follows from Theorems 1.1 and 1.3. In general, one has

I : LY*(RY) — BMO(RY),

for BMO(R?) the space of functions of bounded mean oscillation. Thus, the duality
of the Hardy space H!(R?) and BMO(RY) implies that for any g € LY/ *>(R?),
there exists functions {Yj}?:o C L>=(R%) such that

d
Ing =Yo+ Y _ R;Y;.

Jj=1
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For the canonical example of a reasonably smooth element of L ®>(R%), the Riesz
kernel I;_,, one has, in a suitable sense,

d
2
lala-a(®) = iy 108 14 = 2 By
e

for Y; = m% (see, for example, [16]). One might suppose this is because
of some benefit gained by the smoothness. In fact, such a decomposition holds in
general for elements in this space, that one does not need the Yj:

Corollary 1.5. Let a € (0,1). There exists a constant C = C(a,d) > 0 such that
for every g € LY *>°(R?), there exists functions {Yj}?zl € L>*(R%) such that

d
Ig =) R;Y;
j=1
with
1Y || oo (re;ray < Cllgllpasa,oo gray-

Results of this type have been pioneered by Bourgain and Brezis [4-7], and then
subsequently studied by a number of authors (see, for example [23], [9], [10]) in a
far greater generality than we represent here.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we recall some background
material on functions of bounded variation and on the Lorentz spaces. For the
former we recall some definitions, as well as the coarea formula. For the latter we
record useful versions of Holder’s and Young’s inequalities one has on this scale. In
Section 3 we give proofs of several lemmas that are useful in obtaining our result.
In Section 4 we prove Lemma 1.2 and another intermediate result given in Theorem
4.1 before proceeding to prove Theorems 1.1, 1.3, 1.4, and Corollary 1.5.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In the Introduction we have defined the Riesz potential with a normalization
constant v. We here recall that its value (see, e.g. [35]):
w22 ()

v(a) == —
r(%5%)

Let us now recall some results concerning the Lorentz spaces L?"(R?). We
follow the convention of O’Neil in [29]. We being with some definitions related to
the non-increasing rearrangement of a function.

Definition 2.1. For f a measurable function on R%, we define

m(f,y) == KIf1 >y}

As this is a non-increasing function of y, it admits a left-continuous inverse, called
the non-negative rearrangment of f, and which we denote f*(x). Further, for z > 0
we define

@ = [ s

With these basic results, we can now give a definition of the Lorentz spaces
Lo7(RY),
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Definition 2.2. Let 1 < ¢ < +oo and 1 < r < +o0o. We define

I fllLar ey :== (/000 [tl/qf**(t)y Cff) UT,

and for 1 < ¢ < 400 and r = 400
£l po.oe (ray == sup /7 £ ().
t>0

For these spaces, one has a duality between L%"(R%) and L4"" (R) for 1 < ¢ <
400 and 1 < r < +o00. This implies that one has

Iﬁhwmﬁ—wpﬂfamdtméL%ﬂR%Hﬂmwm@<1}
R

see, for example, Theorem 1.4.17 on p. 52 of [17].
Let us observe that with this definition

[fllproe ey = 1]l 21 (ra)

[ £l Looroo may = | £l Loo (mays
where the spaces L'(RY) and L>°(R?) are intended in the usual sense. It will
be important for our purposes to have different endpoints than these, which is
only possible through the introduction of a different object. In particular, for
1 < ¢ < +00, one has a quasi-norm on the Lorentz spaces L%" (R?) that is equivalent
to the norm we have defined. What is more, this quasi-norm can be used to define
the Lorentz spaces without such restrictions on ¢ and 7. Therefore let us introduce
the following definition.

Definition 2.3. Let 1 < ¢ < 400 and 0 < r < +00 and we define

nu|hMW,:(A“(ﬁMﬁ&grf)”f

_ Then one has the following result on the equivalence of the quasi-norm on
L%7(R4) and the norm on L%"(R4) (and so in the sequel we drop the tilde):

Proposition 2.4. Let 1 < ¢ < +o0 and 1 <r < 400. Then
N zar@ay < I llLar@ay < @I zargay-

The proof is for 1 < r < +o00 can be seen by an application of Lemma 2.2 in
[29], while the case r = 400 is an exercise in calculus (see also [20], equation (2.2)
on p. 258).

It will be useful for our purposes to observe an alternative formulation of this
equivalent quasi-norm in terms of the distribution function. In particular, Propo-
sition 1.4.9 in [17] implies the following.

Proposition 2.5. Let 1 < ¢ < 400 and 0 < r < +00. Then

oo r d 1/r
Al = ([ (107 > 017 )

With either definition one can check the following scaling property that will be
useful for our purposes (cf. Remark 1.4.7 in [17]):

LA 2o @ay = AN ar (ay -
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With these definitions, we are now prepared to state Holder’s and Young’s in-
equality on the Lorentz scale. In particular on this scale one has a version of
Holder’s inequality (Theorem 3.4 in [29)]):

Theorem 2.6. Let f € L% (R?) and g € L%7"2(R?), where

1 1 1
—F+ —=-<1
q1 q2 q
1 1 1
—+—=>=,

for some r > 1. Then
1fgllLar@ay < dN1fllLarir ayllgll Lazors (ray

We also have the following very useful generalization of Young’s inequality (The-
orem 3.1 in [29]):

Theorem 2.7. Let f € L™ (R?) and g € L%=72(RY), and suppose 1 < q¢ < 400
and 1 <r < 400 satisfy

1 1 1
— 4+ ——1==
qa  q2 q
1 1 1
—+ >
T1 T2 T

Then
| f * g||L7>T(Rd) < 3q[| fllpar.m (R”)HQHL‘H‘W(R"')-

Here we utilize certain estimates for functions of bounded variation and sets of
finite perimeter. Let us here recall their definitions and some properties concerning
them. We define the space of functions of bounded variation as

BV (RY) := {u € LY(RY) : sup/ udiv® do < +oo} ,
Lo R4

where the supremum is taken over all
{2 € CL(RERY), |9 poo (rajray < 1}

This definition implies the distributional derivative of u, which we denote by Du,
is a Radon measure with finite total variation:

\DM@%:/NﬂDm<+m.
Rd

We say that a set £ C R has finite perimeter if |[E| < +oo and yz € BV(R?). In
particular, this implies that

Per(E) := |Dxg|(R?) = sup{’/ xgdiv® dz| : ® € CHR%RY), 19| oo (Resray < 1} < +o0.
Rd

For these functions, one has the product rule (see, for example, [2], p. 118, Propo-
sition 3.2):

Proposition 2.8. Suppose u € BV (R?) and ¢ € C}(R?). Then
D(up) = Dugp + uVpL?,

One also has the coarea formula, whose proof can be found in [2], p. 144:
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Proposition 2.9. For u € BV (RY), the set {u > t} has finite perimeter for almost
every t € R and

|Du|(RY) = / DX sy |(RY) di

o0
DuR") = [ Dyqua (&Y dt.
— 00

We also utilize some estimates and inequalities that involve the (centered) Hardy-
Littlewood maximal function. Here we recall its definition, which for a non-negative
Radon measure p, is given by

1
M(p) (@) = sup ——~ dp.
r>0 |B(I, T’)| B(z,r)
The Hardy-Littlewood maximal function enjoys several boundedness results that
we emply here. In particular, we require the standard weak-type estimate:

Theorem 2.10. There exists a constant C = C(d) > 0 such that

Ha)‘ERdiM(M)(.f) >t} < %/ du

Rd
for allt > 0 and all non-negative Radon measures (.

The proof follows the standard one for functions in L!(R%), see for example [35],
p. 6. In the introduction we asserted that one has the following bound for the
Hardy-Littlewood maximal function in the Lorentz spaces (see Grafakos [17], p. 56,
Theorem 1.4.19):

Theorem 2.11. Let 1 < ¢ < 400 and 0 < r < 4+0o. There exists a constant
C =C(r,q,d) >0 such that

MO Lar@ay < CHIF (| Larray
for all f € L7 (RY).
3. SEVERAL LEMMAS

In this section we present the details of several estimates that we utilize in the
proof of our main results. The first is the following non-standard estimate for the
Hardy-Littlewood maximal function, which is a variant of the bound on a Lorentz
space L?"(R?) for 1 < ¢ < +oc and r < 1.

Theorem 3.1. Let 1 < ¢ < 400 and 0 < r < +oo. There exists a constant
C =C(r,q,d) >0 such that

M@y < CIFI G 11
for every f € LY(R%) N L>=(RY).

Proof. From the definition we have

1 > 1/4\" dt r
ey = ([ (t0 > 0pve) )
As the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function satisfies the pointwise L>(R%) bound

M(f) < N fllo ray,
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we find

0o r 1/r Loo (Rd) T Hr
([ (o > aprey 4 2 g ( [0 (e > ) Cf) '

Then as the standard weak-type estimate stated in Theorem 2.10 asserts

i >ai< s [

we have

r /r
1l ooy (/7 Va\" g\
Moy < " ( / (t (L)) %
0 R4

. /r
HfHLoo(]Rd) r/q !
_ Qqu/r (/ 4r(1=1/g)-1 (/ |f|) dt
0 Rd
2Cq'/" 1-1 1
= wi =17y M= o 1
which completes the proof. 0

A key component of our argument is the following pointwise interpolation in-
equality for smooth functions, which in the W11 (R?) case has been asserted in the
paper of Maz’ya and Shaposhnikova [28]:

Lemma 3.2. Let a € (0,1). There exists a constant C = C(a,d) > 0 such that

/R [ul@) “u@)] ), < o (M(Val) @) (M) (@)

o Jo = gl
for every u € C>°(R?) N WHL(RY).
We give a proof here for completeness and convenience of the reader.

Proof. We split the integral into two pieces

lu(z) —u(y)| , _ lu(z) — u(y)| u(z) —uy)|
/R dy_/B dy+/B dy = T+1I.

d IQ? - y‘d-l-l—a (z,r) |!L‘ - y|d+1_a (z,r)e |$ - y|d+1—a
Now, for I we let ¢ € C°(B(z,2r)) be a cutoff function such that ¢ =1 on B(x,r)
and [|Vo| po (B(z,2r)) < % Then by Hardy’s inequality ([27], Equation 1.3.3) and
the assumptions on the support of ¢ we have

_ |(pu)(z) — (pu)(y)|
= /B(Jc,r) a

|z —y|ottme

|(pu)(z) — (pu)(y)|
< /Rd dy

- |z -yl

SCl/ [V (pu)(y)] d
R

a |z —yld=e

_ [V )l
-af d

(z,27) ‘Jf - y|d—a
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However, now the Leibniz rule, the L (R?) bound on the derivative of ¢, and the
fact that Vo = 0 in B(x,r) implies

1>§(j1/P ‘4Bﬁﬁgltfdy&—63)/ Ezggﬁﬂﬁ@ﬁldy
B B(z,2r)

(x,2r) ‘.’E - y|dia ‘.’E - y|dia
Cl
Vo)l G / wwl_,
B(z,2r) |z — | " JB(z,2r)\B(z,r) |z —yl
=111+ 1V.

<Cy

Concerning 11, we apply the idea of Hedberg [19] to make estimates on dyadic
annuli:

II]SClz/ Mdy

==/ B(x.r/20)\B(z,r/2141) |z — y|d—«

o0

> 2 vt ay

B(z,r/2%)

IN

i=—1

—Cu Y (/2 O (/2) f (Vu) dy

B(z,r/2%)

<0 Y (1207 B0, 1)) (r/2) ! M(IVul)(z).

i=—1
As one can sum the infinite series, we arrive at the estimate
IIT < Cor®* M(|Vul)(x).

For IV, we have

G bl

" JB(z,2r)\B(z,r) |(E - y‘dia
!

C
< TLIBOR S )l dy

B(z,2r)

v

< O3 M(u)(z),
which shows

I < Cor®M(|Vul)(z) + Csr® " M (u)(2).
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Finally, we return to I1 an apply the idea of Hedberg again, this time for large

balls:
|u(z) — u(y)]
II :/ ———=d
B(z,r)e 1T — y|d+1—a

/ lu(z) — u(y)|
Blw,2 1 r)\ B(w,2ir) [T — y[dHIm

o

s
I
o

o

(2ir)=d- 1+ /  u(@) - u(y)] dy
B(z,2it1r)\ B(z,2tr)

=0
<> En O f ) - u)] dy
i=0 B(z,2it1r)

(2r) B0, 1)](27 ) M (u — u(z) ()

o,

s
Il
=)

In particular, we deduce
IT < Cyr* " M(u — u(z)) ()
<2047 M(u) ().
The result follows from optimizing in r, for example with the choice

L M)
M(Val) (@)

We are now prepared to prove Lemma 1.2.

Proof of Lemma 1.2. Let us begin by observing that by Lemma 3.2 for u € C*°(R%)N
WL (RY) we have

Dl_a(’u)<$) — /]R |u(x) _ u(y)| d

4 |:L‘ _ y|d+1fa
< O (M([Vul)()) ™ (M(u)(@))*.
Thus we find
1D ()| pasca-er gay < Cl (MY )™ (M@) () Nl para—ari g,

which in turn by Hoélder’s inequality in the Lorentz spaces (Theorem 2.6 from
Section 2) we implies

1D (@)l| pasa-cor ay < IO MV ™ ([ 17600 ety M) || Lasaca—.1 gay

as one checks that
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Note here it is crucial that d > 1. Next we estimate this from above with the
equivalent norm from Section 2 to observe that

cd
a(d(l - a) +a))

Then the scaling properties of the Lorentz spaces (see Section 2), which one has
with this equivalent norm, imply

HMAVUD)' = L2/ a-aroe @ay = IMIVaD|2% gy
M @) pasa@-n .1 @ay = [IM@)]|Tas @10 gy

Now, the weak-type estimate for the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function recorded
in Theorem 2.10 and the strong-type estimate on the Lorentz space L% (d—1)a(R9)
proven in Theorem 3.1 (and here note that o < 1!) implies

1D (W)l pasca-r.t gy < MV D) =] /a0, ay M ()| Lasaca-1.1 ga)

11—«
—a a/d a(l-1/d
1P @) poissgen < € ([ 190l de) el 5

Now for a set of finite perimeter E, define u,, := x g * p,, for a sequence of standard
mollifiers p,,. Then as u,, € C*(R%) N W11 (R9), the preceding argument implies

11—«
—a a/d a(l-1/d)
22 srs-eragusy < € ([ 1Vl )l Bl 5452

We now observe that, up to a subsequence, one has the bound and convergences

a. ||un Lo ray <1,

b. u, — xg strongly in L}(R%),

¢. [pa |Vuy| = Per(E),

d. u, — u pointwise almost everywhere in R?

and thus Fatou’s lemma implies
HDl_a(XE)||Ld/(d—a),1(Rd) < lim inf ||D1_a(un)HLd/(d—a),l(Rd)
n—oo
< C' (Per(E))'~ |E[*0~1/4),

which is the thesis. O

4. PROOFS OF THE MAIN RESULTS

Let us first prove the following theorem, which is the stronger result referred to
in the introduction.

Theorem 4.1. Let o € (0,1). There exists a constant C = C(a,d) > 0 such that
1D () prca-rs sty < DU [l
for allu € BV (R).

Proof. We claim that it suffices to prove the inequality for v € WH1(R?), u > 0.
To see this, suppose we have proven the inequality for such w. Then utilizing the
usual decomposition of a function by its positive and negative parts, u = u™ —u~,
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we have D17%(u) < D'=%(u™) + D17 (u~). In particular the claimed inequality
and the triangle inequality would then imply

lefa(u) < Hzplfa u+

||Ld/(d—a),1(Rd) >~ lea(uf)

W parca-ara ey + || [
(R4) (R¥)

< OVt | a0 [ parcaara gy
b OV g ™ 005 g
But then one deduces the result for any v € W11(R%), up to a slightly larger
constant, by the observations
V|| L1 (rasrey < (V]| L1 (garay
VU™ || ga;ray < [|Vull L1 gara)
| pasa-ara ey < llull pasa=or .1 gay
lu™ Ml pasca-emay < [lull pasc—e.1 gy

Finally, once we have established the result for u € W1 (R?), the result for u €
BV (R?) follows by density in the strict topology, and using a pointwise convergence
and Fatou’s lemma to pass the limit for the left-hand-side.

Therefore we restrict our consideration to the case u € WH1(R?), u > 0. Let E;
denote the set {u > t}. Then we can express

proogy - [ et xmwal,

v — y‘dJrl a

e, () = X0
£ t dydt
S =l

- / DU () () dt

With this equality noted, first an application of Minkowski’s inequality for integrals
and then an application Lemma 1.2 yields the inequality

‘/ D'"*(xg,) dt 5/ 1D Ol s gay
Ld/(d—a),1(Rd) 0

0
g/ C' Per(E;)' | B[ =1/ qt.
0
But now Holder’s inequality for the integral in ¢ with exponents
1 n 1
1/1-a) 1/«

=1
leads us to conclude

oo -« 00 «
HDl_a(u)HLd/W*"‘),l(Rd) < (/ Per(Ey) dt) (/ \Et|1—1/d dt) .
0 0

Finally, by the coarea formula and the definition of the Lorentz space given in
Definition 2.3 we have

/ Per(Ey) dt:/ [Vl
0 Ré

o0
/ B dt = || fulll arca 0 ggoy.
0
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which implies the desired result. O

We next prove Theorem 1.3, which follows easily from Theorem 4.1 and can then
be used to deduce Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let u € BV (RY) and by a standard approximation argu-
ment we may find {u,} C C(RY) that converges strictly to u. For such u, we
may integrate by parts to obtain

1 Vun(y) ‘
I, Vu,(z)| = / d
eV =50 o T —yia @
_doa)f w)_wb)a
(@) | Jae To— gl o —y] ¥
d—«
< D% (uy,).
<@ (un)

This inequality and Theorem 4.1 thus imply
||Iavun”Ld/(d*a)’l(Rd;Rd) < C||vun||1LTg[gd;Rd)”“n”%d/(dfl),l(ugd)v
and since
||Vun\|1LT(°‘Rd;Rd) - ||DU||1LTa§d;Rd)
[unl|Fas@—1 1 gay = ”qud/(d—l)vl(Rd)’
as n — 0o, it suffices to show the inequality

HI@LD'LLHLd/(d—a),l(Rd;Rd) § lim inf C”IavunHLd/(d—a),l(Rd;]Rd).
n—oo

However, for any j = 1...d and any ¢ € Ce(R?), ||| pa/a.cegay < 1 we have

ou
/Rd Iaa‘;_l(p‘ < ||Iavun||Ld/(d—a),1(Rd;Rd).
J

We will manipulate the left-hand-side to a suitable form to pass the limit in this
inequality. First, an application of Fubini’s theorem yields the equality

ou ou
/ I,~—" p| = “Iopl.
R4 3xj

Next the fact that ¢ € C,(R?) implies that I, € Cy(R?), and so the weak conver-
gence Vu, — Du yields

ou,,

lim — aap:/ I, d(Du);.
Rd

n—o0 Rd x]

Then another application of Fubini’s theorem yields

/Rd Iop d(Du); = /Rd ¢ In(Du);.

Putting these several steps together we see that for any j = 1...d we have

/Rd ¢ In(Du);

< lim inf [|1o Vg || pasa-o) 1 (ra;za)-
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We now utilize the fact that ¢ € C.(R?) are dense in the weak topology of
L%/@:5(R?) (though not the norm topology!) to recover the norm in L% (4=):1(R4):

oDl oo ey = sup [ 10w, e
PEC(RL), Il a1/ 00 gy ST R

Thus we have shown
o (Dw)ill Lasca-oy1gay < Cli CUHILTDEW.W 1wl Fas 1)1 (Rays
(RY) (R%;R?) (R?)

for all u € BV(R?), and the claim follows by summing the components (Du); and
using the equivalence of norms in finite dimensions. O

We now prove Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. By Lemma 1 of [3], the conditions F € L'(R%R%) and
curl F' = 0 imply that we may find a sequence {u,,} C C>°(R?) such that Vu,, — F
in L'(R% R9). The inequality proven in Theorem 1.3 implies

||Iavun||Ld/<d—a),1(Rd) < OHvunnlL;(oﬁgd;Rd)”Un”%d/(d—l),l(ngd)v
which combined with Alvino’s Lorentz space inequality [1] yields
||Iavun||Ld/(dfa>,1(Rd) < Cl[Vun|| 1 (ga;ra)-

Finally, the convergence Vu, — F in L'(R% RY) is sufficient to pass the limit on
the right-hand-side, while for the left-hand-side we may repeat the argument at
the end of Theorem 1.3 utilizing Fubini’s theorem and the weak convergence to
conclude the desired result. O

We next prove Theorem 1.4.

Proof. We first prove an analogue of Gagliardo and Nirenberg’s inequality between
a function and its (fractional) gradient, from which we can easily deduce the desired
result. Thus, let u be such that D = I, _,Vu € L'(R% R%). Then as curl D% =
0, by Theorem 1.1 we have

||IaDau||Ld/(d7cx),1(Rd;Rd) < CHDauHLl(Rd;Rd).

Now the semi-group property of the Riesz potentials and transforms implies that
if u is suitably regular

I1,D% = I1Vu = Ru.
In particular, in this case the boundedness of R; : LA/(d=a),1(Rd) 5 [4/(d=e).1(RE)
implies
[ull asa-e.1ay < C|D¥ul| L1 (ra;Ra),

which is the desired inequality for sufficiently regular functions. The case of general
functions follows easily by taking u, = u * p,, for standard mollifiers p,,, when one
observes

[ D%unl L1 (reray < [[Dul|p1 (rejra)

1wl pasca-er.1ay < Hminf ([u, || pasa-e),1 ga)-
n— oo



AN OPTIMAL SOBOLEV EMBEDDING FOR L! 17

Finally, the claimed Hardy inequality follows easily from Holder’s inequality in the
Lorentz spaces, as

|ul
/Rd W dr < HU”Ld/(d—a),l(Rd)

‘1
-]

b)
Ld/u,oC(Rd)
and

< C//

I
Ld/a,oo(]Rd)

-]«

O
Finally, we conclude with a proof of the dual result claimed in the introduction.

Proof of Corollary 1.5. Define the space
X :={feD®RY:Rf e L'R,RY},
which we equip with the norm
1fllx o= 1RSI Lt (ra;ma)-
Then we can identify the topological dual of X, X', with

d
X' ={geDRY):g= ZR]-Y]- for some {Y;}{_, € L=(RY) ¢,
j=1

where

d
lgllx: = inf § Y[ Lo may s g = D R;Y for some {Y;}]_) € L=(RY)
j=1

Thus it suffices to show the estimate
[Lagllx: < Cllgllpara.ce(may-

However this follows directly by the standard duality argument. In particular, we
have

M agllx: = sup / Lgf dz
f JRd

where the supremum is taken over all functions f € X, || f||x < 1. However, now the
fact that the Riesz potential is (up to a minus sign) self-adjoint and the introduction
of the Riesz transforms R yields the equality

/Iagfdx:—/ Rg - I Rf dx.
]Rd Rd

But curl Rf = 0, and thus Theorem 1.1, along with the boundedness of the Riesz
transforms on L% > (R?) yields the inequality

/]Rd Rg . IaRf dx < HIaRfHLd/(d—a),l(Rd) ||Rg||Ld/a,oo(Rd;]Rd)

< ClRf L1 resmeyllgll pasa.co may
= C”fHX”g”Ld/a’OO(]Rd)a
which shows that for g € LY/ (R%), I,g € X' with the desired norm bound. [
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