arXiv:2404.02246v2 [math.CA] 25 Apr 2024

MATRIX-WEIGHTED ESTIMATES BEYOND CALDERÓN–ZYGMUND THEORY

SPYRIDON KAKAROUMPAS, THU HIEN NGUYEN, AND DIMITRIS VARDAKIS

Abstract. We investigate matrix-weighted bounds for the sublinear non-kernel operators considered by F. Bernicot, D. Frey, and S. Petermichl. We extend their result to sublinear operators acting upon vector-valued functions. First, we dominate these operators by bilinear convex body sparse forms, adapting a recent general principle due to T. Hytönen. Then we use this domination to derive matrixweighted bounds, adapting arguments of F. Nazarov, S. Petermichl, S. Treil, and A. Volberg. Our requirements on the weight are formulated in terms of two-exponent matrix Muckenhoupt conditions, which surprisingly exhibit a rich structure that is absent in the scalar case. Consequently, we deduce that our matrix-weighted bounds improve the ones that were recently obtained by A. Laukkarinen.

The methods we use are flexible, which allows us to complement our results with a limited range extrapolation theorem for matrix weights, extending the results of P. Auscher and J. M. Martell, as well as M. Bownik and D. Cruz-Uribe.

Contents

Notation 2 1. Introduction 2 1.1. Main results 5 Acknowledgements 6 2. Set up and context of the problem 7 2.1. Ambient doubling space 7 2.2. Dyadic systems 7 2.3. Sparse collections 10 2.4. The operators 10 2.5. Matrix weights 12 3. Preliminaries from convex-set-valued analysis 13 3.1. Operations with subsets of Euclidean spaces 13 3.2. Convex subsets of Euclidean spaces 14 3.3. Measurable convex-set-valued maps 14 3.4. Lebesgue spaces of convex-set-valued maps 16 4. Bilinear convex body sparse domination 17 4.1. Convex body sublinear operators 17 4.2. Bootstrapping scalar sparse dual bounds 19 4.3. Applying the bootstrapping principle 23 5. Matrix weighted bounds for bilinear convex body sparse forms 28 5.1. Reducing operators 29 5.2. Matrix Muckenhoupt weights 30 5.3. Proving the matrix-weighted bound 31 5.4. An open question on sharpness of estimates 34 6. A hierarchy of two-exponent matrix Muckenhoupt conditions 34 6.1. The members of the hierarchy 34 6.2. Situation in the scalar case 35 6.3. Commonalities with the scalar case 35 6.4. Differences from the scalar case 37 7. Limited range extrapolation for matrix weights 43 7.1. Preliminaries 43 1

7.2. Statement of main result 45 7.3. Proof of main result 46 8. Appendix 54 References 56

Notation

For the reader’s convenience, we provide a list of notations.

p^′ Hölder conjugate to an exponent p > 1, 1/p + 1/p^′ = 1 (also 1^′ := ∞ and ∞^′ := 1); 1_E characteristic function of a set E; B(x, r) a ball centered at x with radius r; r(B) the radius of the ball B; D a dyadic system;

D(Q) the dyadic subcubes of Q ⊆ D, D(Q) := {P ∈ D : P ⊆ Q}; ℓ(Q) the radius of the ball containing the cube Q ⊆ D; |v| Euclidean norm of a vector v ∈ C^d ; ‖·‖_X norm in a normed space X;

L^p(X, μ) the Lebesgue space with exponent p and measure μ on X; −L^p(X) the Lebesgue space with exponent p and normalised measure^μ_{μ(X)} on X; L^p_W (X, μ) the Lebesgue space of exponent p with respect to a scalar or matrix weight W and the measure μ equipped with the norm ‖·‖_L^p_{W (X,μ)};

‖f‖_L^p_{W (X,μ)} the norm ‖f‖_L^p_{W (X,μ)} := � X |W (x)^{1/p}f(x)|^p dμ(x)

�_{1/p}

for 1 < p < ∞; − � E f dμ average of the function f over a set E, defined as − � E f dμ := μ(E)^{−1} � E f(x) dμ(x);

⟨f⟩_E average of the function f over a set E, defined as ⟨f⟩_E := μ(E)^{−1} � E f(x) dμ(x);

⟪f⟫_X convex body “average” of f with respect to a normed space X; diam(E) diameter of a set E;

dist(E_1, E_2) the distance between the subsets E_1 and E_2 of a metric space (X, d): dist(E_1, E_2) := inf{d(e_1, e_2) : e_1 ∈ E_1, e_2 ∈ E_2}, sometimes denoted by just d(E_1, E_2);

|E| the supremum of the norms of the elements of E ⊆ C^d : |E| := sup{|e| : e ∈ E}; M_d(C ) d × d matrices with complex entries;

P_d(C ) d × d positive-definite matrices with complex entries; tr(A) trace of a matrix A ∈ M_d(C );

|A| usual spectral norm (largest singular value) of a matrix A ∈ M_d(C ); D open unit disk in C centered at 0, D := {λ ∈ C : |λ| < 1}; D closed unit disk in C centered at 0, D := {λ ∈ C : |λ| ≤ 1}; D(a, r) closed disk in C of center a ∈ C and radius r > 0, D(a, r) := {z ∈ C : |z − a| ≤ r}; clos(A) closure of a set A in the corresponding topological space; B standard (Euclidean) closed unit ball in C^d ; K_{cs}(C^d ) set of closed, convex and complex-symmetric subsets of C^d ; K_{bcs}(C^d ) set of closed, bounded, convex, and complex-symmetric subsets of C^d .

Additionally, the notation u ≲ v means that there exists a constant C > 0 such that u ≤ Cv. This constant C is just an absolute constant or one depending on parameters that are specified each time or that are understood by the context. Finally, the notation u ≃ v means u ≲ v and v ≲ u.

1. Introduction

A scalar weight w on R^n is a locally integrable function w : R^n → R with w(x) > 0 for a.e. x ∈ R^n . For any weight w on R^n and 1 < p < ∞ we denote L^p(w) := L^p(w(x) dx). The question of establishing bounds of the form ‖T f‖_Lp_{(w)} ≤ C‖f‖_Lp_{(w)}, for 1 < p < ∞ and classical operators T like Calderón–Zygmund operators and the Hardy–Littlewood maximal function (where C is some constant depending on p, the weight w, the parameters of the ambient space and the operator but not the function f) has a long history. The field began with the seminal paper of Helson–Szegö [HS60] on stationary stochastic processes. Subsequent works [Muc72; MW76; HMW73; CF74] showed that the correct condition on the weight for such bounds to hold is

[w]_{Ap} := sup_Q � − � Q w(x) dx � � − � Q w(x)^{−1/(p−1)} dx

�_{p−1} < ∞,

where the supremum is taken over all cubes Q ⊆ R^n (with faces parallel to the coordinate hyperplanes). The exact dependence of the constant C on [w]_{Ap} turned out to be significantly harder and was much later completely described [Wit00; Pet07a; Pet07b; Hyt12]. A desire to give a simple proof of the exact dependence led to the invention of the method of sparse domination by L. Lerner [Ler13] which was soon further developed and refined [Ler16; Lac17] and also applied to rough singular integral operators [Con+17; DHL21]. Of particular importance for the present article are the results by F. Bernicot, D. Frey, and S. Petermichl [BFP16], which give a bilinear sparse domination principle for very general non-kernel operators under mild regularity conditions. This, in turn, was used to derive sharp weighted bounds for such operators and doubling measure metric spaces in general. Here, we state the two main results from [BFP16], and refer the reader to Section 2 below for the notation and precise definitions.

Theorem A ([BFP16, Theorem 5.7]). Let (M, μ) be a doubling measure metric space. Let 1 ≤ p_0 < 2 < q_0 ≤ ∞, and take p ∈ (p_0, q_0). Also, let T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ) be a bounded sublinear operator satisfying the assumptions in Section 2 with respect to p_0 and q_0. Let D be a dyadic system in M as in Subsection 2.2. Let also 0 < ε < 1. Then, there exists a constant C = C(T, μ, p_0, q_0, ε) > 0 such that for all f ∈ L^p(M, μ) and g ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ) that are supported on λQ_0 for some cube Q_0 ∈ D and sufficiently large (depending on D) λ ≥ 2, there exists an ε-sparse collection S ⊆ D (depending on T, p_0, q_0, f and g) with � � � � � Q_0

T f · g dμ � � � � ≤ C � P ∈S

μ(P ) � − � λP |f|^{p0} dμ

�_{1/p0} � − � λP |g|^{q′0} dμ

�_{1/q}′_0 . Theorem B ([BFP16, Theorem 6.4]). Let (M, μ) be a doubling measure metric space. Let 1 ≤ p_0 < q_0 ≤ ∞ and p ∈ (p_0, q_0). Let D be a dyadic system in M as in Subsection 2.2 and let λ ≥ 2. For ε ∈ (0, 1), let S ⊆ D be an ε-sparse collection. Let w be a weight on M. Then, there exists a constant C = C(μ, p, p_0, q_0, ε) such that the following estimate holds: � P ∈S

μ(P ) � − � λP |f|^{p0} dμ

� 1_{p0} � − � λP |g|^{q′0} dμ

� 1_{q′0} ≤ C([w]_{Ap/p0} [w]_{RH(q0 /p)′} )^α‖f‖_L^p_{w(M,μ)}‖g‖_Lp′_{w′ (M,μ)},

for all f ∈ L^p_w(M, μ) and g ∈ L^{p′}_w′ (M, μ), where w^′ := w^{−1/(p−1)} and

α := max � 1 p − p_0 , q_0 − 1 q_0 − p � . (1.1)

A major tool for extending given or already proven L^{p0} -weighted bounds for some fixed p_0 to L^p-weighted bounds for all p in some appropriate range is the method of extrapolation, introduced by José L. Rubio de Francia [Rub84]. Several works followed further developing this method, until J. Duoandikoextea [Duo11] proved a sharp version of it. We refer to the book [CMP10] for a history of the subject, as well as detailed proofs of various forms of extrapolation and related results. The original Rubio de Francia Extrapolation assumes an already known L^{p0} (w)-bound, for all A_{p0} weights w, for some fixed 1 < p_0 < ∞, and yields L^p(w)-bounds, for all A_p weights w, for all 1 < p < ∞. Of particular importance for the present article is a form of limited range extrapolation established by P. Auscher and J. M. Martell [AM07a, Theorem 4.9] (we refer to Section 6 for the notation):

Theorem C ([AM07a, Theorem 4.9]). Let F be a collection of pairs (f, g) of measurable functions on R^n such that neither f nor g is a.e. equal to 0. Let 0 < p_0 < q_0 ≤ ∞. Assume that there exists p with p_0 ≤ p ≤ q_0, and p < ∞ if q_0 = ∞, such that for all (f, g) ∈ F and for all weights w ∈ A_{p/p0} ∩RH_{(q0 /p)}′ with ‖f‖_Lp_{(w)} < ∞, ‖f‖_Lp_{(w)} ≤ C‖g‖_Lp_{(w)}

holds for some constant C depending on n, p, p_0, q_0 and w.

Then, for all p_0 < q < q_0, for all (f, g) ∈ F and for all weights w ∈ A_{q/p0} ∩ RH_{(q0 /q)}′ with ‖f‖_Lq_{(w)} < ∞, ‖f‖_Lq_{(w)} ≤ C‖g‖_Lq_{(w)}

holds for some constant C depending on n, p, q, p_0, q_0 and w.

Questions regarding multivariate stationary stochastic processes lead naturally to the investigation of the boundedness of operators on matrix-weighted Lebesgue spaces. More precisely, a d×d matrix weight W on R^n is a locally integrable function W : R^n → M_d(C ) on R^n taking values in the set of d×d complex matrices such that W (x) is a positive definite matrix for a.e. x ∈ R^n . Suppose T is a linear operator, which acts on a space of scalar-valued functions and goes into a space of scalar-valued functions. In that case, we can consider (abusing notation) the operator T acting on a space of d-dimensional vectorvalued functions by T (f) := (T f_1, . . . , T f_d). If we denote ‖f‖_Lp_{(W )} := � R^n |W (x)

1/pf(x)|^p dx

�_{1/p} for 1 < p < ∞, then the question of matrix-weighted boundedness reads as

‖T f‖_Lp_{(W )} ≤ C‖f‖_Lp_{(W )},

where T is the vector-valued extension of a linear operator. The correct condition on the weight W for the above bound to hold was established by F. Nazarov, S. Treil and A. Volberg over several works [NT96; TV97; Vol97] and is the following:

[W ]_{Ap} := sup_Q − � Q � − � Q |W (x)^{1/p}W (y)^{−1/p}|^{p′} dy

�_{p/p}′ dx < ∞,

where the supremum is taken over all cubes Q ⊆ R^n (with faces parallel to the coordinate hyperplanes). The class of such weights class was further studied by M. Bownik [Bow01], while M. Christ and M. Golderg [CG01; Gol03] studied a Hardy–Littlewood type maximal function for vector-valued functions in the presence of matrix weights.

The question of quantifying matrix-weighted bounds is much harder and deeper. A major breakthrough was achieved by F. Nazarov, S. Petermichl, S. Treil and A. Volberg [Naz+17]; they proved a pointwise convex body sparse domination of Calderón–Zygmund operators and established the bound

‖T f‖_L2_{(W )} ≤ C[W ]^{3/2}_{A2} ‖f‖_L2_{(W )},

where the constant C does not depend on the weight. These bounds were a bit later generalized to any exponent 1 < p < ∞ [CIM18]. Very recently, K. Domelevo, S. Petermichl, S. Treil, and A. Volberg [Dom+24b] proved that when T is the Hilbert transform on R, the exponent 3/2 in the above estimate cannot be improved.

Matrix-weight bounds for rough singular integral operators were established in [DHL21], while [MR22] established a bilinear convex body sparse domination for such operators. More recently, a quite general principle for deriving a bilinear convex body sparse domination from scalar sparse domination was provided by Hytönen [Hyt24]. Matrix-weighted bounds for such bilinear convex body sparse forms were already present in special cases in [DHL21; MR22] and were obtained in full generality very recently by Laukkarinen [Lau23].

An analog of the Rubio de Francia extrapolation for matrix-weighted estimates seemed out of reach for many years, until the breakthrough by M. Bownik and D. Cruz-Uribe [BC22], which developed a whole theory of convex body valued operators. See further [Cru23] for an exposition of the results in [BC22].

1.1. Main results. The main goal of this paper is to prove matrix-weighted bounds for the sublinear operators considered in [BFP16]. Our main result is the following:

Theorem 1.1. Let (M, μ) be a doubling measure metric space. 1 ≤ p_0 < 2 < q_0 ≤ ∞ and take p ∈ (p_0, q_0). Let T : L^p(M, μ; C^d ) → L^p_K(M, μ) be a sublinear operator compatible with a bounded sublinear operator T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ) satisfying the assumptions in Section 2 with respect to p_0 and q_0 (see Definitions 4.1 and 4.2). Set

t := p p_0

, s := q_0 p , a := t^′p t , b := s^′p.

Let W be a d × d matrix weight on M such that

[W^{s′} ]_{Aa′,b} := sup_B − � B � − � B |W (x)^{1/p}W (x)^{−1/p}|^a dμ(y)

�_{b/a}′ dμ(x) < ∞,

where the supremum ranges over all open balls B ⊆ M. Then, there exists a constant K > 0 depending only on T, μ, p_0, q_0, p and d such that

‖Tf‖_L^p_{K,W (M,μ)} ≤ K · ([W^{s′} ]_{Aa′ ,b} )^α‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)},

for all compactly supported functions f ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ), where W^′ := W^{−1/(p−1)} and

α := 1 s^′(p − p_0) + 1 p^′ . We prove Theorem 1.1 using a duality argument (explained in detail in 4.1.1) in two steps. First, in Section 4 we extend Theorem A and prove a bilinear convex body sparse domination for the operators in question:

Theorem 1.2. 1 ≤ p_0 < 2 < q_0 ≤ ∞, and fix p ∈ (p_0, q_0). Let T : L^p(M, μ; C^d ) → L^p_K(M, μ) be a sublinear operator compatible with a bounded sublinear operator T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ) satisfying the assumptions in Section 2 (see Definitions 4.1 and 4.2). Let D be a dyadic system in M as in Section 2.2. Let also 0 < ε < 1. Then, there exists a constant C = C(T, μ, p_0, q_0, ε) > 0 such that for all f ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ) and g ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ; C^d ), whose coordinate functions are all supported on λQ_0 for some cube Q_0 ∈ D and sufficiently large (depending on D) λ ≥ 2, there exists an ε-sparse collection S ⊆ D (depending on T, p_0, q_0, d, f and g) with � Q_0

|Tf · g| dμ ≤ Cd^{3/2} � P ∈S

μ(P ) � � �⟪f⟫−_Lp0_{(λP ;C}d_) · ⟪g⟫_{−L}q′_{0 (λP ;C d )} � � �. Then, in Section 5 we prove matrix-weighted bounds for bilinear convex body sparse forms of the type appearing in Theorem 1.2:

Theorem 1.3. Let 1 ≤ p_0 < q_0 ≤ ∞ and p ∈ (p_0, q_0). Let D be a dyadic system in M as in Subsection 2.2 and let λ ≥ 2. Let 0 < ε < 1 and let S ⊆ D be an ε-sparse collection. Set

t := p p_0

, s := q_0 p , a := p t − 1

, b := s^′p.

Let W be a d × d matrix weight on M such that [W^{s′} ]_{Aa′,b} < ∞. Then, there exists a constant C = (μ, d, p_0, q_0, p) such that for all f ∈ L^p_W (M, μ) and all g ∈ L^{p′}_W ′ (M, μ) the following estimate holds: � P ∈S

μ(P ) � �⟪f⟫_{−Lp0 (λP ;Cd )} · ⟪g⟫_{−Lq′0 (λP ;Cd )} � � ≤ C ε ([W^{s′} ]_{Aa′,b} )^α‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)}‖g‖_Lp′_{W ′ (M,μ)},

where W^′ := W^{−1/(p−1)} and α := 1 s^′(p − p_0) + 1 p^′ .

In Section 6, we look more closely at conditions on the weights like the ones imposed in Theorem 1.3 in the case of R^n . In contrast to the scalar case [JN91; AM07a; BFP16], the relation between these different conditions in the matrix case turns out to be more complicated.

On the one hand, some of the inclusions that were true in the scalar case continue to hold for matrix weights (we refer to Section 6 for precise definitions):

Proposition 1.4. Let 1 < t, s < ∞. Let W be a d × d matrix weight on R^n . Then max([W ]_{At} , [W ]_{RHt,s} )^s ≲_{d,t,s} [W^s]_{At,st} ≲_{d,t,s} ([W ]_{At} [W ]_{RHt,s} )^s.

On the other hand, several two-exponent Muckenhoupt classes, which in the scalar case just coincide, turn out to be quite different for matrix weights:

Proposition 1.5. Let 1 < p_i ≤ q_i < ∞, i = 1, 2 with p_1 ≤ p_2 and^{q1}_p′_1 =^{q2}_p′_2 . Then, one has that [W ]_{Ap1 ,q1} ≤ [W ]_{Ap2 ,q2} for all d × d matrix weights W on R^n . In the case when p_1 < p_2, one can find a 2 × 2 matrix weight W on R with [W ]_{Ap1,q1} < ∞ and [W ]_{Ap2 ,q2} = ∞.

Our results are slightly stronger; see Proposition 6.8 and Proposition 6.9. It is worth mentioning that our analysis in Section 6 also covers several endpoint cases.

We note that Proposition 1.4 and Proposition 1.5 show that our matrix-weighted bounds in Theorem 1.3 improve the ones obtained recently in [Lau23]; we explain this in Section 6.4.

Finally, in Section 7 we prove the following limited range extrapolation theorem for matrix weights, where we refer to the notation and precise definitions:

Theorem 1.6. Let F be a collection of pairs (F, G) of measurable K_{bcs}(C^d ) valued functions on R^n such that neither F nor G is a.e. equal to {0}. Let 0 < p_0 < q_0 ≤ ∞. Assume that for some fixed p ∈ [p_0, q_0], there exists an increasing function K_p such that one of the following holds:

(1) If p < q_0, then

‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} ≤ K_p([W^{s(p)′} ]_{Ar(p)} )‖G‖_L^p_{K(W )}, for all (F, G) ∈ F with ‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} < ∞, for all d × d matrix weights W on R^n with [W^{s(p)′} ]_{Ar(p)} < ∞.

(2) If p = q_0 < ∞, then

‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} ≤ K_p([W^{t(p)′ /t(p)}]_{A∞} )‖G‖_L^p_{K(W )}, for all (F, G) ∈ F with ‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} < ∞, for all d × d matrix weights W on R^n with [W^{t(p)′ /t(p)}]_{A∞} < ∞.

(3) If p = q_0 = ∞, then

‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} ≤ K_p([W^{1/p0} ]_{A∞} )‖G‖_L^p_{K(W )}, for all (F, G) ∈ F with ‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} < ∞, for all d × d matrix weights W on R^n with [W^{1/p0} ]_{A∞} < ∞.

Then, for all q ∈ (p_0, q_0),

‖F ‖_L^q_{K(W )} ≤ K_q([W^{s(q)′} ]_{Ar(q)} )‖G‖_L^q_{K(W )}, for all (F, G) ∈ F with ‖F ‖_L^q_{K(W )} < ∞, for all d × d matrix weights W on R^n with [W^{s(q)′} ]_{Ar(q)} < ∞, where K_q([W^{s(q)′} ]_{Ar(q)} ) = c_1K_p(c_2[W^{s(q)′} ]^{α(p,q)}_{Ar(q)} ), the exponent α(p, q) is given by (7.1), and the constants c_1, c_2 > 0 depend only on n, d, p_0, q_0, p and q. Acknowledgements. The authors are grateful to Stefanie Petermichl for suggesting the problems considered in this paper.

2. Set up and context of the problem

We repeat some notions from [BFP16] for clarity and the reader’s convenience. Consider a space M, and an exponent p ∈ [1, ∞). Take also a subset E ⊆ M, and a Borel measure m on E. Then, L^p(E, m) is the Lebesgue space of (m-a.e. equivalence classes of) measurable functions f : E → C satisfying � E |f(x)|^p dm(x) < ∞; this space is equipped with the norm

‖f‖_Lp_{(E,m)} = � E |f|^p dm

� 1_p . For p = ∞ and m(E) ≠ 0, L^∞(E, m) is the Lebesgue space of (m-a.e. equivalence classes of) measurable functions f : E → C satisfying ess sup_{x∈E} |f(x)| < ∞; this space is equipped with the norm

‖f‖_L∞_{(E,m)} = ess sup_{x∈E} |f(x)|.

Also, L^p_{loc}(M, m) (for 1 ≤ p < ∞) is the space consisting of all (m-a.e. equivalence classes of) measurable functions f : M → C with � E |f(x)|^p dm(x) < ∞ for any bounded Borel subset E of M.

For the present text, p_0, q_0, p, and q stand for exponents. Also, p^′ (and similarly for all other exponents that might appear) denotes the Hölder conjugate exponent of p, that is^1_p +^1_{p′} = 1. We also set 1^′ := ∞ and ∞^′ := 1.

2.1. Ambient doubling space. Let (M, d, μ) be a locally compact separable metric space equipped with a non-zero Borel measure μ which is finite on compact sets. We mostly refer to this space as (M, μ).

For all x ∈ M and all r > 0, we denote by B(x, r) ⊆ M the open ball for the metric d with centre x and radius r. Whenever B is an open ball in M we might write r(B) (instead of simply r) for its radius. If B is an open ball and λ > 0, we denote by λB the ball concentric with B of radius λr. In the sequel, by “ball” we always mean open ball unless otherwise specified.

We assume that (M, d, μ) satisfies the volume-doubling property, that is there exists a constant C > 0 such that μ(B(x, 2r)) ≤ Cμ(B(x, r)) for all x ∈ M and r > 0.

We denote by C_μ the smallest such constant C. Obviously, C_μ ≥ 1. An immediate consequence of the doubling property is that non-empty open sets have a non-zero μ-measure.

From this assumption, we also deduce

(2.1) μ(B(x, r)) ≤ C_μ � r s �_ν

μ(B(x, s)) for all x ∈ M and r ≥ s > 0,

where ν := log_2(C_μ) ≥ 0, since B(x, r) ⊆ B(x, 2^{n+1}s) for n := ⌊log_2(r/s)⌋. As a consequence, it also holds that

μ(B(x, r)) ≤ C_μ � d(x, y) + r s �_ν

μ(B(y, s)), for all x, y ∈ M and r ≥ s > 0.

because B(x, r) ⊆ B(y, d(x, y) + r). From the properties above, one can see that balls with a non-empty intersection and comparable radii have comparable measures. In particular, C_μ > 1, so ν > 0, unless M consists of a single point, a case we exclude from our considerations. In the rest of the text, we ignore the dependence on the implied constant C_μ, unless specified otherwise.

Another important implication of the volume-doubling properties is that any ball of radius r can be covered by at most a fixed number (which depends only on the measure μ) of balls with radius^r_2 . This is a consequence of the Vitali covering lemma.

2.2. Dyadic systems. Here, we set up the basis of the “dyadic analysis” which is very important later on. For more details, one can refer to [HK12] where the following construction first appeared. A nice exposition can also be found in [Per19]. We note that our setting has slightly stronger assumptions on the ambient space (M, d, μ) than the ones appearing in [HK12].

Theorem 2.1. Let (M, d, μ) be as in Section 2.1. Suppose the constants 0 < c_0 ≤ C_0 < ∞ and δ ∈ (0, 1) satisfy 12C_0δ ≤ c_0. Then, for each k ∈ Z there exists a countable set of indices A_k , and for each i ∈ A_k there exists an open set Q^k_i ⊆ M, with the following properties:

(1) (nestedness) If l ≥ k, then either Q^l_i ⊆ Q^k_j or Q^l_i ∩ Q^k_j = ∅ (for all i ∈ A_l and all j ∈ A_k). (2) (covering) For all k ∈ Z, there exists a zero-measure set N_k (i.e. μ(N_k) = 0) such that M = � i∈A_k

Q^k_i ⊔ N_k.

(3) (inner/outer balls) For every k ∈ Z and i ∈ A_k there exist points z^k_i ∈ M such that B(z^k_i ,^{c0}_3 δ^k) ⊆ Q^k_i ⊆ B(z^k_i , 2C_0δ^k).

(4) If l ≥ k and Q^l_i ⊆ Q^k_j (for i ∈ A_l and j ∈ A_k), then B(z^l_i, 2C_0δ^l) ⊆ B(z^k_j , 2C_0δ^k).

Remark 2.2. Fix k ∈ Z. The points z^k_j mentioned in the above Theorem 2.1 satisfy two rather important properties:

d(z^k_i , z^k_j ) ≥ c_0δ^k whenever i ≠ j for i, j ∈ A_k

(2.2) and also min_{i∈Ak} d(x, z^k_i ) < C_0δ^k for all x ∈ M.

(2.3)

The sets Q^k_i are called dyadic sets or dyadic cubes, and sometimes —when there is no risk of confusion— we call them simply cubes. For a fixed k ∈ Z, the family D_k := � i∈A_k {Q k i } is called a generation (of dyadic sets), and the collection D := � k∈Z D_k of all such families is called a dyadic system subject to the parameters c_0, C_0, and δ.

The nestedness property implies that there is no partial overlap between generations, and as a consequence, each cube has unique “ancestors” in earlier (i.e. for smaller k) generations. In other words, if Q ∈ D_k , then there is a unique cube Q̂ ∈ D_{k−1} such that Q ⊆ Q̂; we call Q̂ the father or parent of Q, and Q the child of Q̂. The doubling properties of the measure imply that each cube uniformly has finitely many children.

Moreover, any collection of dyadic sets G ⊆ D is called a dyadic collection or a dyadic family. If F and G are two non-empty dyadic collections, we say that G covers (or is a covering of) F whenever � Q∈F Q ⊆ � P ∈G P and no dyadic set in G is strictly contained in any dyadic set in F. This definition

is a variant by Hytönen (see [Hyt24, Proposition 4.6]) of [Naz+17, Definition 3.1].

We denote by D(Q) the collection of all cubes Q^′ ∈ D contained in Q, that is D(Q) =

�_{Q′ ∈D}

Q^′⊆Q

{Q^′}.

Also, if S ⊆ D is any dyadic collection, then by ch_S(Q) we denote the S-children of Q ∈ D, that is the maximal cubes in S strictly contained inside Q.

Lastly, we need a certain form of “annuli”. For each Q ∈ D, there is a k ∈ Z for which Q ∈ D_k . Set ℓ(Q) := 2C_0δ^k. Theorem 2.1, then, tells us that

2ℓ(Q^′) = 2 · 2C_0δ^{k+1} ≤ c_0 3 δ^k < diam Q ≤ 2 · 2C_0δ^k = 2ℓ(Q)

for any Q^′ ∈ D_{k+1}. Next, for any λ > 1, we define the λ-neighbourhood of Q by (2.4) λQ := {x ∈ M : d(x, Q) ≤ (λ − 1)ℓ(Q)} = {x ∈ M : d(x, Q) ≤ 2C_0(λ − 1)δ^k}. The annuli S_k(Q) “centred” around Q are the sets (2.5) S_0(Q) := 2Q and S_k(Q) := 2^{k+1}Q \ 2^kQ, for k ∈ Z_{≥1}.

Later, during the proof of Theorem 1.2, we will see that λ has to be at least 1 +^2_δ . However, a more precise bound would be λ ≥ 2^{⌈log2 (1+ 2δ )−1⌉}. Whenever δ =^2_{2m−1} for some m ∈ Z_{≥2}, we get that λ ≥^1_2 +^1_δ . This gives a clearer picture of the geometry and the constants that appear later on than the setup in [BFP16], where they define ℓ(Q) = δ^k for the integer k which satisfies δ^{k+1} ≤ diam Q < δ^k. In turn, the factor λ is more precise than simply “5” in Bernicot’s et al. Theorem 5.7 and onwards. One can retrieve 5 for λ = 1 +^2_δ and δ =^1_2 .

The following short lemma is not hard to prove. Nevertheless, we include a proof here for the sake of completeness.

Lemma 2.3. Let P ∈ D be a dyadic set.

(i) There exists an open ball B ⊆ M such that P ⊆ B and μ(B) ≤ cμ(P ), where the constant c > 0 depends only on the doubling constant of μ and the parameters of D.

(ii) Let λ > 1. Then, there exists an open balls B, B^′ ⊆ M such that B^′ ⊆ P ⊆ λP ⊆ B and

μ(B) ≤ C_μ � λ λ − 1

�_ν μ(λP ) and μ(λP ) ≤ C_μ � 6C_0 c_0

�_ν λ^ν μ(B^′).

In particular, μ(λP ) ≤ c_λμ(P ) for some c_λ > 0. Also, if λ ≥ 2, then μ(B) ≤ C^2_μμ(λP ). Proof. By the properties of D, we have that there exist x ∈ M and k ∈ Z such that B � x, c_0 3 δ^k � ⊆ P ⊆ B(x, 2C_0δ^k).

(i) Set B := B(x, 2C_0δ^k). Then, P ⊆ B and we can directly estimate

μ(P ) ≥ μ � B � x, c_0 3 δ^k � ≥ 1 C_μ � c_0 6C_0

�_ν

μ(B).

(ii) It is clear that when λ > 1

B(x, c_0 3 δ^k) ⊆ P ⊆ B(x, 2C_0(λ − 1)δ^k) ⊆ λP ⊆ B(x, 2C_0δ^k + 2C_0(λ − 1)δ^k).

Set B := B(x, 2C_0λδ^k). Then, we have λP ⊆ B and

μ(λP ) ≥ μ(B(x, 2C_0(λ − 1)δ^k)) ≥ 1 C_μ � λ − 1 λ �_ν

μ(B).

For λ ≥ 2, notice that^λ_{λ−1} ≤ 2 and recall that ν = log_2(C_μ).

Finally, set B^′ := B(x,^{c0}_3 δ^k). Then, we have that B^′ ⊆ P and

μ(λP ) ≤ μ(B(x, 2C_0λδ^k)) ≤ C_μ � 2C_0λδ^k

c_0

3 δ^k

�_ν μ(B(x, c_0 3 δ^k)) = C_μ � 6C_0 c_0

�_ν λ^ν μ(B^′). □ The maximal operators M. We denote by M the uncentered Hardy–Littlewood maximal operator

Mf(x) := sup_{B ball}⟨|f|⟩_B 1_B (x), x ∈ M

acting on functions of L^1_{loc}(M, μ). For an exponent p > 1, we denote by M_p the p-maximal operator, M_p(f) := [M(|f|^p)]^{1p} for functions f ∈ L^p_{loc}(M, μ). We recall the well-known bound (2.6) ‖M‖_Lq_{(M,μ)→L}q_{(M,μ)} ≤ (C_μ3^ν )^{1/q} q^′, 1 < q < ∞.

See, for example, [Gra14, Exercises 1.3.3 and 2.1.1] for a sketch of a proof in R^n that works without any changes in any doubling measure metric space.

We also denote by M^D the corresponding dyadic maximal operator by M^Df(x) := sup_{Q∈D}⟨|f|⟩_Q1_Q(x), x ∈ M

acting on L^1_{loc}(M, dμ), as well as M^D_p (f) := M^D(|f|^p)^{1p} . It turns out that for μ-almost all y ∈ M M^Df(y) ≲ Mf(y) and M^D_p f(y) ≲ M_pf(y) where the implicit constants depend only on the doubling measure μ and the exponent p. Naturally, all the properties of M are inherited by its dyadic version M^D.

Next, for Q ∈ D and for 1 ≤ p < 2 we define the operator M^∗_{Q,p} as follows: when x ∈ Q

(2.7) M^∗_{Q,p}f(x) := sup_{P ∈D(Q)}

P ∋x

inf_{y∈Q} M_pf(y),

and zero when x ∉ Q. It turns out that M^∗_{Q,p}f(x) is of weak type (p, p) and of strong type (q, q) for all q ∈ (p, ∞] (see [BFP16, Section 5A]).

2.3. Sparse collections. Here, we introduce the notion of “sparseness”. It must be noted that one can find many different definitions of what a “sparse collection” is in the general bibliography. See, for example, [Naz+17] for an exposition of the alternative definitions in R^n . All such definitions are, in fact, equivalent: one can look into [Hän18] to see the proof of such equivalences (see also [LN19] for the special case of dyadic systems). Our setting is the following:

Definition 2.4 (Sparse Collection). Let S be a collection of Borel subsets of M of positive and finite μ measure, and consider a number ε ∈ (0, 1). The collection S is called ε-sparse when for all Q ∈ S there exist pairwise disjoint measurable sets F_Q ⊆ Q such that

μ(F_Q) ≥ εμ(Q) for all Q ∈ S.

Later in the text, we work with sparse collections S ⊆ D whose elements are dyadic sets.

2.4. The operators. In this section, we introduce the main operators of our study along with some important properties.

The unbounded operator L. For θ ∈ [0, π/2), a linear operator L with dense domain D_2(L) in L^2(M, μ) is called θ-accretive if the spectrum σ(L) of L is contained in the closed sector S_{θ+} := {ζ ∈ C : | arg ζ| ≤ θ} ∪ {0}, and Lg · g ∈ S_{θ+} for all g ∈ D_2(L).

We assume the existence of an unbounded operator L on L^2(M, μ) which satisfies the following properties: For any θ ∈ [0, π/2), L is an injective θ-accretive operator with dense domain D_2(L) in L^2(M, μ). Also, suppose there exist two exponents p_0 and q_0 with 1 ≤ p_0 < 2 < q_0 ≤ ∞ such that for all balls B_1 and B_2 of radius √ t (t > 0)

(2.8) ‖e^{−tL}‖_Lp0_{(B1 )→L}q0_{(B2)} ≲ |B_1|^{−1/p0} |B_2|^{1/q0} e^{−cd(B1,B2)2/t},

where d(B_1, B_2) is the usual distance between B_1 and B_2; d(B_1, B_2) := inf{d(x, y) : x ∈ B_1, y ∈ B_2}.

From these assumptions, L is what is called a maximal accretive operator on L^2(M, μ), which implies that L has a bounded H^∞ functional calculus on L^2(M, μ). Note that if L is unbounded, e^{−tL} cannot be represented in the form of a power series. Since θ <^π_2 , −L is a generator of the analytic semigroup (e^{−tL})_{t>0} in L^2(M, μ), see [ADM96; Kat66]. Therefore, this semigroup satisfies the so-called L^{p0} -L^{q0} off-diagonal estimates, a generalization of the L^2-L^2 Davies–Gaffney estimates. This kind of off-diagonal estimate is useful in the case when pointwise heat kernel bounds fail.

The sublinear operator T . Throughout this text, we consider an operator T which satisfies the following properties:

(T1) T is a well-defined bounded sublinear operator on L^2(M, μ). Here, by “sublinearity” of T we understand the following conditions:

|T (f + g)(x)| ≤ |T f(x)| + |T g(x)|, |T f(x) − T g(x)| ≤ |T (f − g)(x)|, and |T (af)(x)| = |a| · |T f(x)|,

for μ-a.e. x ∈ M, for all f, g ∈ L^2(M, μ), and for all a ∈ C . The second condition ensures that if T is bounded on the Lebesgue space L^p(M, μ) as an operator T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ) for some 1 < p < ∞, then T is actually continuous as a map T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ).

(T2) There exists N_0 ∈ N such that for all integers N ≥ N_0 and all balls B_1 and B_2 of radius √ t ‖T (tL)^N e^{−tL}‖_Lp0_{(B1 ,μ)→L}q0_{(B2 ,μ)} ≲ |B_1|^{−1/p0} |B_2|^{1/q0} � 1 + d(B_1, , B_2)^2 t �_−^{ν+1}_2 . (T3) There exists an exponent p_1 ∈ [p_0, 2) such that for all x ∈ M and r > 0 � − � B(x,r)

|T e^{−r2L}f|^{q0} dμ

� 1_{q0}

≲ inf

y∈B(x,r)

M_{p1} (T f)(y) + inf_{y∈B(x,r)}M_{p1} f(y).

The assumptions (T2) and (T3) serve as a substitute for the notion of Calderón–Zygmund operators, see for instance [Aus07] and [Aus+04]. Namely, condition (T2) provides the cancellation property for the operator T which corresponds to the cancellation of the considered semigroup; this is known as L^{p0} -L^{q0} off-diagonal estimates. Condition (T3) is a Cotlar-type inequality, which allows one to get off-diagonal estimates for the low-frequency part of the operator T .

In the sequel, we fix an integer N > max

�_3 2 ν + 1, N_0 � , where ν = log_2(C_μ), and N_0 comes from the assumptions on T . Unless specified otherwise, we don’t emphasize the dependence on the implicit constant N.

The approximation operators P_t and Q_t. Further, we introduce two classes of elementary operators; • the family (P_t)_{t>0}, which corresponds to an approximation of the identity at scale √ t, and commutes with the heat semigroup, and • the family (Q_t)_{t>0}, which satisfies some extra cancellation condition with respect to L.

Definition 2.5. Set c_N :=

�_∞ 0 s^N e^{−s} ds/s. For t > 0, we define

Q^{(N)}_t := c^{−1}_N (tL)^N e^{−tL} and P^{(N)}_t :=

�_∞ 1 Q^{(N)}_{st} ds s = Φ_N (tL),

where Φ_N (x) := c^{−1}_N

�_{+∞} x s^N e^{−s ds}_s for x ≥ 0.

The operators above are derived from the semigroup (e^{−tL})_{t>0} and substitute the Littlewood–Paley operators which are more typical for our circle of questions. We refer to [Hof+11; AM07b] for a detailed discussion of their properties. We mention only some of them below.

Remark 2.6. Let p ∈ (p_0, q_0).

(i) We have Q^{(N)}_t = (−1)^N c^{−1}_N t^N ∂^N_t e^{−tL} and P^{(N)}_t = ψ(tL)e^{−tL}, where ψ is a polynomial of degree N − 1 with ψ(0) = 1. Moreover, the following identity holds:

t∂_tP^{(N)}_t = tLΦ^′_N (tL) = −Q^{(N)}_t .

(ii) By the L^p-analyticity of the semigroup and (2.8), we know that for every t > 0 the operators P^{(N)}_t and Q^{(N)}_t satisfy off-diagonal estimates (as in assumption (T2) on T ) at scale √ t. For the proof of this result, see, for example, [Hof+11, Proposition 3.1].

(iii) In view of (ii), the operators P^{(N)}_t and Q^{(N)}_t are L^p(M, μ)-bounded uniformly in t > 0, see [AM07b, Theorem 2.3].

Proposition 2.7 (Calderón Reproducing Formulae). Let p ∈ (p_0, q_0). For every f ∈ L^p(M, μ), the following limits hold in the L^p(M, μ) sense:

lim_{t→0+} P^{(N)}_t f = f; lim t→+∞

P^{(N)}_t f = 0;

and f = �_{+∞} 0 Q^{(N)}_t f dt t . In particular, one can write

(2.9) P^{(N)}_t = Id −

�_t 0 Q^{(N)}_s ds s , and as a consequence, we have

(2.10) Id =

�_∞ 0 Q^{(N)}_t dt t . Since T is sublinear, for any f ∈ L^p(M, μ) eq. (2.10) gives that

(2.11) |T (f)| ≤

�_∞ 0 |T Q^{(N)}_t (f)| dt t μ-a.e. on M.

The maximal operators associated to T . Next, we introduce a certain maximal operator related to T which comes into play later.

Definition 2.8. For x ∈ M, the maximal operator T^# of T , acting on functions f ∈ L^{q0}_{loc}(M, μ), is given by

T^#f(x) := sup_{B∋x} � − � B � � � � T �_∞

r(B)^2

Q^{(N)}_t f dt t � � � � q_0 dμ � 1_{q0} , where the supremum is taken over all balls B ⊆ M containing x.

Since T is L^2-bounded, the Calderón reproducing formulae (Proposition 2.7), imply the following properties for T^#:

(i) For every function f ∈ L^2(M, μ), |T f| ≤ T^#f μ-almost everywhere on M. (ii) The sublinear operator T^# is of weak type (p_0, p_0) and is bounded in L^p(M, μ) for every p ∈ (p_0, 2].

Details and proofs of these properties can be found in [BFP16, Section 4].

One can also consider a localized dyadic version of T^#. For this, start with a cube Q ∈ D. For x ∈ Q, we define the operator T^#_Q as follows:

(2.12) T^#_Q f(x) := sup_{P ∈D(Q)}

P ∋x

� − � P � � � � � T �_∞

ℓ(P )^2

Q^{(N)}_t (f) dt t � � � � � q_0 dμ � 1_{q0} when x ∈ Q,

and zero when x ∉ Q. It turns out that for μ-almost all y ∈ M we have that T^#_Q f(y) ≲ T^#f(y), where the implicit constant depends only on the doubling measure μ and the exponent q_0.

Naturally, |T f| ≤ T^#_Q f μ-almost everywhere for every f ∈ L^2(M, μ). All the remaining important properties of T^#_Q which we need, are inherited from T^#. In particular, T^#_Q is of weak type (p_0, p_0) and bounded in L^p(M, μ) for every p ∈ (p_0, 2] (see [BFP16, Section 4B]).

2.5. Matrix weights. Let W : M → M_d(C ) be a measurable function with W (x) ∈ P_d(C ) for μa.e. x ∈ M, and 0 < p < ∞. For any measurable function f : M → C^d , we denote

‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)} = � M |W (x)^{1/p}f(x)|^p dμ(x)

� 1_p . Naturally, we identify all functions for which ‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)} = 0 into an equivalence class. Under this identification, this quantity defines a norm when p ∈ [1, ∞), and therefore, for such p, we obtain the normed complex Banach space (L^p_W (M, μ), ‖·‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)}) consisting of all (μ-a.e. equivalence classes of) measurable functions f : M → C^d with ‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)} < ∞. We note that the dual (L^p_W (M, μ))^∗ of

L^p_W (M, μ) can be naturally identified with L^{p′}_W ′ (M, μ) under the usual L^2(M, μ; C^d )-pairing, where W^′ := W^{−1/(p−1)}.

In general, “matrix weighted” spaces as above might behave rather pathologically. However, the class of functions W considered in this paper will prevent such issues.

Definition 2.9. Let W : M → M_d(C ) be a measurable function with W (x) ∈ P_d(C ) for μ-a.e. x ∈ M. We say that W is a d × d matrix weight on M if � E |W (x)| dμ(x) < ∞ for any bounded Borel subset E of M.

Let W be a d×d matix weight on M. Then, it is not hard to see that the class of continuous compactly supported functions on M is actually dense in L^p_W (M, μ), for any 1 ≤ p < ∞. This observation allows us below to prove estimates only for functions in an appropriate “nice class” and then make use of “standard” approximation arguments to extend these estimates to more general functions.

3. Preliminaries from convex-set-valued analysis

In this section, we review some notions and facts related to measurable convex-set-valued maps. This places the sparse domination of Section 4, as well as the limited range extrapolation of Section 7 on firm ground.

Our exposition follows closely [AF09] and [BC22]. We omit most proofs and instead refer the reader to these two references.

3.1. Operations with subsets of Euclidean spaces. As we deal with functions whose values are convex subsets of complex Euclidean spaces, we introduce some notation for the elementary operations between such sets.

Let d and n be positive integers, and let A, B, and A_1, . . . , A_n be non-empty subsets of C^d . Also, consider arbitrary λ ∈ C , D ⊆ C , x ∈ C^d and C ∈ M_d(C ); we denote by x^1, . . . , x^d the coordinates of x in C^d . Then, we have the following definitions:

(a) The Minkowski sum of A_1, . . . , A_n:

(3.1) A_1 + . . . + A_n := {a_1 + . . . + a_n : a_i ∈ A_i for all i = 1, . . . , n} ⊆ C^d ;

(b) the Minkowski (dot) product of A and B:

(3.2) A · B := {a · b : a ∈ A, b ∈ B} ⊆ C ,

where for any x, y ∈ C^d the operation x · y stands for the usual Hermitian product of x, y, that is x · y :=

�_d i=1 x^iy^i; (c) A · x := A · {x} ⊆ C^d ; (d) λA := {λa : a ∈ A} ⊆ C^d ; (e) DA := {da : d ∈ D, a ∈ A} = � d∈D dA ⊆ C^d ; (f) CA := {Ca : a ∈ A} ⊆ C^d ; (g) |A| := sup{|a| : a ∈ A} ∈ [0, ∞].

3.2. Convex subsets of Euclidean spaces. Before talking about maps taking convex sets as values, we first review a few facts about convex sets themselves.

Let d be a positive integer and consider the Euclidean space C^d . A subset K of C^d is said to be convex if for all x, y ∈ K and t ∈ [0, 1] it holds that tx + (1 − t)y ∈ K. Any non-empty intersection of convex subsets is again convex. For any A ⊆ C^d , the convex hull conv(A) of A is the smallest convex subset of C^d containing A. If (K_n)^∞_{n=1} is an increasing sequence of convex subsets of C^d , then

�_∞ n=1 K_n is again a convex subset of C^d .

The convex sets we are interested in exhibit some “symmetry”. Namely, we say that a subset K of C^d is complex-symmetric around 0 (or sometimes in the current text simply symmetric) if for any x ∈ K and any λ ∈ C with |λ| = 1 we have λx ∈ K. We denote by K_{cs}(C^d ) the set of all non-empty, convex, closed, and complex-symmetric subsets of C^d . Moreover, we denote by K_{bcs}(C^d ) the set of all non-empty, convex, closed, bounded and complex-symmetric subsets of C^d . The elements of K_{bcs}(C^d ) are called convex bodies (around 0). Observe that if K is a non-empty, convex, closed, and complex-symmetric subset of C^d , then 0 ∈ K, and λx ∈ K for any x ∈ K and any λ ∈ D .

A particular type of convex bodies is so important that it deserves special terminology. We say that a subset K of C^d is a complex ellipsoid around 0, (or sometimes in the current text simply ellipsoid) if there exists an invertible matrix A ∈ M_d(C ) with K = AB, where B is the standard (Euclidean) closed unit ball in C^d : B := {x ∈ C^d : |x| ≤ 1}. In this case, the polar decomposition of A^∗ yields K = CB, where C = (AA^∗)^{1/2} ∈ P_d(C ).

In many theoretical and practical applications, one can “replace” a convex body with a non-empty interior with an ellipsoid. More precisely, if K is a convex body in C^d with 0 ∈ Int(K), then there exists a unique ellipsoid E_K in C^d satisfying the following two properties:

(1) E_K ⊆ K (2) E_K has maximum volume among all ellipsoids E in C^d with E ⊆ K.

This unique ellipsoid E_K is called the John-ellipsoid of K. It is well-known that

E_K ⊆ K ⊆ √ d E_K .

For proofs and more details on John ellipsoids, we refer to [Gol03; Naz+17; BC22; Dom+24a].

The following lemma follows immediately from the definitions, the fact that continuous maps preserve compactness, and the observation that if C ⊆ C is non-empty, compact, and λC ⊆ C for all λ ∈ D , then either C = {0} or there exists r > 0 with C = D(0, r).

Lemma 3.1. Let K, L ∈ K_{bcs}(C^d ). Then, K + L ∈ K_{bcs}(C^d ) and |K + L| ≤ |K| + |L|. Moreover, either K · L = {0} or there exists r > 0 with r ≤ |K||L| and such that K · L = D(0, r).

3.3. Measurable convex-set-valued maps. We come to the central notion of this section, the measurability of convex-set-valued maps. Our definitions follow [AF09, Chapter 8].

Recall that a Polish space is a complete separable metric space. In the rest of this subsection, X stands for a fixed Polish space, and a (Ω, A) for fixed measurable space. We denote by K(X) the set of all closed subsets of X and by K^∗(X) the set of all non-empty closed subsets of X.

Definition 3.2. A map F : Ω → K(X) is said to be weakly A-measurable (or simply A-measurable in the current text) if for any open subset U of X we have

F^{−1}(U) := {ω ∈ Ω : F (ω) ∩ U ≠ ∅} ∈ A.

The following lemma will allow us not to worry later about the measurability of maps arising, for example, through pointwise operations between measurable convex body valued maps (such as the Minkowski sum (3.1) or the Minkowski dot product) or through pointwise multiplication of measurable convex body valued maps with measurable matrix-valued functions.

Lemma 3.3. Let Y, Z be Polish spaces, and let F and G be A-measurable maps F, G : Ω → K^∗(X), which take compact sets as values. If the map φ : X×Y → Z is continuous, then the map H : Ω → K^∗(Z) given by H(ω) := φ(F (ω) × G(ω)) for ω ∈ Ω is A-measurable.

Proof. First of all, observe that H indeed takes closed subsets of Z as values. Let now W be any open subset of Z. Then we have

H^{−1}(W ) = {ω ∈ Ω : φ(F (ω) × G(ω)) ∩ W ≠ ∅} = {ω ∈ Ω : (F (ω) × G(ω)) ∩ φ^{−1}(W ) ≠ ∅}. Observe that φ^{−1}(W ) is an open subset of X × Y , therefore, there exist sequences (U_n)^∞_{n=1} and (V_n)^∞_{n=1} of open subsets of X and Y respectively such that

φ^{−1}(W ) = ∞� n=1 (U_n × V_n).

Thus, we have H^{−1}(W ) = ∞� n=1 (F^{−1}(U_n) ∩ G^{−1}(V_n)) ∈ A

concluding the proof. □ The following useful alternative characterization of measurability for closed-set-valued maps follows immediately from Definition 3.2 coupled with the separability of the metric space X. Lemma 3.4. Let F : Ω → K^∗(X) be a map. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) The map F : Ω → K^∗(X) is A-measurable. (ii) For any x ∈ X, the function Ω ∋ ω → dist(x, F (ω)) ∈ [0, ∞) is A-measurable.

Consequently, we do not have to worry about measurability issues when “comparing” the values of measurable closed-set-valued maps pointwise.

Corollary 3.5. Let F, G : Ω → K^∗(X) be A-measurable maps. Then, we have {ω ∈ Ω : F (ω) ⊆ G(ω)} ∈ A.

Proof. Let (x_n)^∞_{n=1} be a sequence of points of X with X = clos({x_n : n = 1, 2, . . .}).

We claim that (3.3) {ω ∈ Ω : F (ω) ⊆ G(ω)} = ∞� n=1 {ω ∈ Ω : dist(x_n, F (ω)) ≥ dist(x_n, G(ω))}.

Given Lemma 3.4, this is enough to conclude the required result.

The inclusion ⊆ in (3.3) is clear. For the reverse inclusion ⊇, let ω ∈ Ω such that dist(x_n, F (ω)) ≥ dist(x_n, G(ω)) for all n = 1, 2, . . .

Let x ∈ F (ω) be arbitrary. Then, one can find a sequence (y_m)^∞_{m=1} of points in {x_n : n = 1, 2, . . .} with y_m → x in X as m → ∞. In other words, lim_{m→∞} d(y_m, x) = 0, where d is the metric of X. Since x ∈ F (ω), then lim_{m→∞} dist(y_m, F (ω)) = 0. By assumption dist(y_m, G(ω)) ≤ dist(y_m, F (ω)), for all m = 1, 2, . . . and therefore lim_{m→∞} dist(y_m, G(ω)) = 0. It immediately follows that dist(x, G(ω)) = 0. Since G(ω) is a closed subset of X, x ∈ G(ω) concluding the proof. □ To develop a measurability theory for set-valued functions, we need to be able to study them through usual “single-valued” functions that represent them.

Definition 3.6. Let F : Ω → K^∗(X) be a map. A selection map for F is a map f : Ω → X such that f(ω) ∈ F (ω) for any ω ∈ Ω.

A far-reaching characterization of the measurability of closed-set-valued maps in terms of selection maps was established by C. Castaing and it is also known as the Castaing representation theorem.

Theorem 3.7 ([AF09, Theorem 8.3.1]). Let F : Ω → K^∗(X) be a map. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) The map F : Ω → K^∗(X) is A-measurable.

(ii) There exists a sequence f_n : Ω → X (n = 1, 2, . . .) of A-measurable selection maps for F such that F (ω) = clos({f_n(ω) : n = 1, 2, . . .}), ∀ω ∈ Ω.

Let now d be any positive integer. We are particularly interested in A-measurable maps F : Ω → K_{cs}(C^d ). For technical reasons, we need the following lemma:

Lemma 3.8. Let F : Ω → K_{cs}(C^d ) be an A-measurable map.

(1) The function |F | : Ω → [0, ∞], where |F |(ω) := |F (ω)| for ω ∈ Ω, is A-measurable. (2) Let μ be a measure on (Ω, A) such that F (ω) is bounded for μ-a.e. ω ∈ Ω. Then there exists an A-measurable map F̃ : Ω → K_{bcs}(C^d ) with F̃ (ω) = F (ω) for μ-a.e. ω ∈ Ω.

Proof. (1) It suffices to observe that

{ω ∈ Ω : |F (ω)| > r} = F^{−1}({v ∈ C^d : |v| > r}) ∈ A ∀r ∈ (0, ∞).

(2) Set A := {ω ∈ Ω : F (ω) is unbounded}.

By part (1), we have that A ∈ A. Thus, by assumption, it holds that μ(A) = 0. Consider the map F̃ := 1_{Ω\A}F : Ω → K_{bcs}(C^d ).

It is clear that F̃ takes values in K_{bcs}(C^d ), is A-measurable, and F̃ (ω) = F (ω) for μ-a.e. ω ∈ Ω. □ 3.4. Lebesgue spaces of convex-set-valued maps. In this subsection, we briefly consider Lebesgue spaces of convex body valued functions, which furnish natural domains and/or target spaces for the operators considered in this paper.

First, fix a positive integer d as well as a σ-finite measure space (Ω, μ). For a μ-measurable map F : Ω → K_{cs}(C^d ), we define

‖F ‖_L^p_{K(Ω,μ)} := � Ω |F (ω)|^p dμ(ω)

�_{1/p} for all 0 < p < ∞.

Observe that if ‖F ‖_L^p_{K(Ω,μ)} < ∞ for some 0 < p < ∞, then F (ω) is bounded for μ-a.e. ω ∈ Ω. Naturally, we identify all μ-measurable maps F, G : Ω → K_{cs}(C^d ) for which F (ω) = G(ω) for μ-a.e. ω ∈ Ω, and for each p ∈ (0, ∞) we define L^p_K(Ω, μ) to be the set of all (equivalence classes of) μ-measurable maps F : Ω → K_{cs}(C^d ) which satisfy ‖F ‖_L^p_{K(Ω,μ)} < ∞. As usual, our notation does not distinguish between equivalence classes and representatives.

In the case when p > 1, ‖ · ‖_L^p_{K(Ω,μ)} satisfies all the necessary properties (triangle inequality, absolute homogeneity, and positive definiteness) of a norm. Nevertheless, this does not define a norm as the space L^p_K(Ω, μ) is not a vector space; there is no additive inverse when the addition is defined through the Minkowski sum. However, this does not create a problem for our work here.

Note that in view of Lemma 3.8 whenever F ∈ L^p_K(Ω, μ) we can assume without loss of generality that F (ω) is bounded —i.e. F (ω) ∈ K_{bcs}(C^d )— for all ω ∈ Ω.

It is important to mention that a consequence of [BC22, Lemma 3.9] is that the computation of a Lebesgue “norm” of a convex body valued function reduces to the computation of the same Lebesgue “norm” of an appropriately chosen selection function. For future reference, we record a slightly more general form of [BC22, Lemma 3.9]:

Lemma 3.9. Let W : Ω → P_d(C ) be a μ-measurable function, and F : Ω → K_{bcs}(C^d ) a μ-measurable map. Then, there exists a μ-measurable selection function h : Ω → C^d for F such that |W (ω)h(ω)| = |W (ω)F (ω)| for μ-a.e. ω ∈ Ω.

In particular, there exists a μ-measurable selection function h : Ω → C^d for F such that |h(ω)| = |F (ω)| for μ-a.e. ω ∈ Ω.

Proof. Let μ̄ be the completion of μ. By [BC22, Lemma 3.9] coupled with Lemma 3.3, there exists a μ̄-measurable selection function g : Ω → C^d for the μ-measurable map W F : Ω → K_{bcs}(C^d ) with |W (ω)F (ω)| = |g(ω)| for all ω ∈ Ω. Then, there exists a μ-measurable function g̃ : Ω → C^d with g̃(ω) = g(ω) for μ-a.e. ω ∈ Ω. Let A be a μ-measurable subset of Ω such that μ(Ω \ A) = 0 and g̃(ω) = g(ω) for all ω ∈ A. Consider the function h := 1_AW^{−1}g̃ : Ω → C^d . It is clear that h : Ω → C^d is a μ-measurable selection function for F with |W (ω)h(ω)| = |W (ω)F (ω)| for all ω ∈ A thus concluding the proof. □

Since we are interested in weighted spaces, we also need to establish the weighted versions of the above definitions. Let F : Ω → K_{cs}(C^d ) and W : Ω → M_d(C ) be μ-measurable maps. Then, for any 0 < p < ∞, we define the quantity

‖F ‖_L^p_{K,W (Ω,μ)} := � Ω |W (ω)^{1/p}F (ω)|^{1/p} dμ(ω)

�_{1/p} , and the space L^p_{K,W} (Ω, μ) of all (equivalence classes of) μ-measurable maps F : Ω → K_{cs}(C^d ) such that ‖F ‖_L^p_{K,W (Ω,μ)} < ∞. The equivalence classes are defined as above.

The quantity ‖ · ‖_L^p_{K,W (Ω,μ)} again satisfies all the properties of a norm when p > 1, but L^p_{K,W} (Ω, μ) is not a vector space. Also, just like above, whenever F ∈ L^p_{K,W} (Ω, μ) we can assume without loss of generality that F (ω) ∈ K_{bcs}(C^d ) for every ω ∈ Ω.

4. Bilinear convex body sparse domination

In their paper [BFP16, Theorem 5.7], Bernicot, Frey, and Petermichl prove a sparse dual estimate for sublinear operators T , which satisfy the assumptions of Section 2 and act on functions from L^p(M, μ). Here, refining a recent result by Hytönen [Hyt24], we extend their result to sublinear operators T which now act upon vector-valued functions f ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ) and yield as output convex body valued functions Tf ∈ L^p_K(M, μ). More specifically, we prove what one can call a bilinear convex body sparse domination for sublinear operators.

The number d stands for a positive integer. Also, D denotes the closed unit disk in C , and B the (Euclidean) closed unit ball of C^d .

4.1. Convex body sublinear operators. We start by introducing the class of operators, whose sparse bounds are of interest to us. We need two fundamental definitions.

Definition 4.1. Let 1 < p < ∞. A map T : L^p(M, μ; C^d ) → L^p_K(M, μ) is said to be sublinear if for all f, g ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ) and for all a ∈ C it holds that

T(f + g)(x) ⊆ Tf(x) + Tg(x) and T(af)(x) = aTf(x) = |a|Tf(x) for μ-a.e. x ∈ M.

Definition 4.2. Let 1 < p < ∞. Consider a map T : L^p(M, μ; C^d ) → L^p_K(M, μ) and a map T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ). We say that T is compatible with T if for any f ∈ L^p(M, μ) and for any v ∈ C^d we have

(4.1) T(fv)(x) = T f(x)D v = {λT f(x)v : λ ∈ D }

for μ-a.e. x ∈ M.

In the current text, we are interested in sublinear maps T : L^p(M, μ; C^d ) → L^p_K(M, μ) that are compatible with those operators T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ) which satisfy the assumptions of Section 2.

4.1.1. Estimating the operators. Let 1 < p < ∞ and let T : L^p(M, μ; C^d ) → L^p_K(M, μ) be a map. Let W be a d × d matrix weight on M, such that the function W^{−1/(p−1)} is also locally integrable. Suppose we want to show that there exists a finite positive constant C, such that ‖Tf‖_L^p_{K,W (M,μ)} ≤ C‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)}

for any compactly supported function f ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ). By Lemma 3.9, it is enough to prove that for any μ-measurable selection function h : M → C^d for Tf we have ‖h‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)} ≤ C‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)}.

Thus, in view of the Riesz representation theorem and by a standard density argument we only have to show that for any compactly supported function g ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ; C^d ) one has � � � � M h(x) · g(x) dμ(x) � � � ≤ C‖f‖^{Lp}_W^{(M,μ)}‖g‖L^{p′}_{W ′} (M,μ),

where W^′ := W^{−1/(p−1)}.

Take λ ≥ 1 +^2_δ , where δ is the parameter of D as in Subsection 2.2. (The choice of this particular constant λ is explained in the proof of Theorem 1.2 below.) Looking back at the construction of the dyadic sets in Subsection 2.2 (also see [HK12]), thanks to the doubling properties of μ, we see that there are cubes Q_1, . . . , Q_K ∈ D, where K is a large enough positive integer depending only on D and μ, such that all dilates λQ_i, i = 1, . . . , K contain the support of f and g, and in addition the union

�_K i=1 Q_i also contains the support of f and g (up to a set of zero μ-measure). Therefore, we see that it suffices to show that whenever Q_0 is a dyadic set in D such that λQ_0 contains the support of both f and g, then we have �

Q_0

|h(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ C‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)}‖g‖_Lp′_{W ′ (M,μ)}.

Observe that it is always true that � Q_0

|h(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ � Q_0

|Tf(x) · g(x)| dμ(x).

Thus, all we need to show is that � Q_0

|Tf(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ C‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)}‖g‖_Lp′_{W ′ (M,μ)}.

4.1.2. Extensions of scalar linear operators. Let us observe that the above setup already covers the case of the usual extensions of linear operators on vector-valued functions. Indeed, if T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ) is a linear operator, then ⃗T : L^p(M, μ; C^d ) → L^p(M, μ; C^d ) is defined as

(4.2) ⃗T f := (T f_1, . . . , T f_d) for all f = (f_1, . . . , f_d) ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ). Now, consider the operator T : L^p(M, μ; C^d ) → L^p_K(M, μ) which is given by

Tf(x) := D ⃗T f(x) for x ∈ M and f ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ). It is easy to see that T is sublinear and compatible with T .

Moreover, ‖Tf‖_L^p_{K,W (M,μ)} = ‖ ⃗T f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)}

for all f ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ) and for any d × d matrix weight W on M. Thus, if there exists a finite positive constant C such that ‖Tf‖_L^p_{K,W (M,μ)} ≤ C‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)},

for every compactly supported function f ∈ L^p_W (M, μ), then we deduce

‖ ⃗T f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)} ≤ C‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)},

for every compactly supported function f ∈ L^p_W (M, μ). If in addition the original linear operator T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ) is bounded, then since ⃗T is itself linear, a standard density argument yields that we can find a bounded linear extension ~⃗T : L^p_W (M, μ) → L^p_W (M, μ) of ⃗T (that is, agreeing with ⃗T on L^p(M, μ; C^d ) ∩ L^p_W (M, μ)) with ‖~⃗T ‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)} ≤ C.

Finally, note that eq. (4.2) is the standard way to extend a linear operator T acting on scalar-valued functions to a linear operator ⃗T acting on vector-valued functions. Typically, —as is the case for the current text as well— the arrow in ⃗T is omitted and “T ” is used to refer to both T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ) or ⃗T : L^p(M, μ; C^d ) → L^p(M, μ; C^d ) depending on the function space the operator is acting on.

4.2. Bootstrapping scalar sparse dual bounds. Bilinear convex body bounds for the operators of interest are achieved through an inductive process. In this subsection, we treat the inductive step of this procedure. We assume that the “base” operator which acts on scalar-valued functions admits a sparse domination principle that relies on an inductive step of an appropriate form. Then, we adapt [Hyt24, Proposition 4.6].

4.2.1. Notation. We begin by introducing some notation and conventions. Let X, Y be vector spaces over C .

If x is an element in X^d, then we denote by x_1, . . . , x_d its components (i.e. x_i ∈ X for all i = 1, . . . , d). Moreover, if v is a vector in C^d , then we denote by v^1, . . . , v^d its coordinates. Also for v, w ∈ C^d , the operation v · w stands for the usual Hermitian product of v and w in C^d :

v · w = d� i=1 v^iw^i.

If T : X → Y is a linear map, then —as explained earlier— we extend T to a linear map ⃗T : X^d → Y^d by setting ⃗T (x) := (T (x_1), . . . , T (x_d)) for x ∈ X^d.

Abusing the notation, we denote ⃗T simply by T .

For x ∈ X^d and u ∈ C^d , we follow [Hyt24] and set

v • x := d� i=1 v^ix_i.

In the case when X = C ,

(4.3) v • x = d� i=1 v^ix^i = v · x̄ ∀v, x ∈ C^d ,

where x̄ = (x^1, . . . , x^d).

For A ∈ M_d(C ) and x ∈ X^d we set

A • x := � � d� j=1 A_{1j} x_j , . . . , d� j=1 A_{dj} x_j � � ∈ X^d.

Notice that if X = C , then we simply have A • x = Ax for all x ∈ C^d and A ∈ M_d(C ).

4.2.2. Convex body “averages”. Here, we describe the “building blocks” of our sparse domination principle.

Let X be a normed space over C , and X^∗ its dual space. For all x ∈ X^d, we denote ⟪x⟫_X := {x^∗(x) : x^∗ ∈ X^∗, ‖x^∗‖_X ∗ ≤ 1}.

It is clear that ⟪x⟫_X is a complex-symmetric subset of C^d . It is proved in [Hyt24, Lemma 2.3] that ⟪x⟫_X is a convex body in C^d for all x ∈ X^d; the proof is given there only for real normed spaces, but it works verbatim for complex ones. In our application, the role of the Banach space X is taken over by the Lebesgue spaces L^p(Q,^{dμ}_{μ(Q)} ), where 1 ≤ p < ∞ and Q ⊆ M is some Borel set (with 0 < μ(Q) < ∞), equipped with the normalized measure^{dμ}_{μ(Q)} ; for brevity we write −L^p(Q) := L^p(Q,^{dμ}_{μ(Q)} ). In this case,

X^d can be identified with the normalized Lebesgue space −L^p(Q; C^d ) := L^p(Q,^{dμ}_{μ(Q)} ; C^d ). Naturally, for f = (f_1, . . . , f_d) ∈ −L^p(Q; C^d ) we have − � Q φf dμ = � − � Q φf_1 dμ, . . . , − � Q φf_d dμ � for any φ ∈ −L^{p′} (Q),

and under the usual identification of (−L^p(Q))^∗ with −L^{p′} (Q) we have

⟪f⟫_{−L}p_{(Q;C}d_) = � − � Q φf dμ : φ ∈ −L^{p′} (Q), ‖φ‖_{−L}p′_{(Q)} ≤ 1 � . 4.2.3. The bootstrapping principle. Here, we state and prove our bootstrapping principle. Recall that a (non-empty) family G ⊆ D covers the (non-empty) family F ⊆ D when � Q∈F Q ⊆ � P ∈G P , and no

dyadic set in G is strictly contained in any dyadic set in F.

Our goal is to prove the following.

Proposition 4.3. Fix a dyadic set Q ∈ D and a number λ > 1. Also, take ε ∈ (0, 1) and 1 ≤ r_1, r_2 < ∞ with r_1 < r^′_2. For p ∈ [r_1, r^′_2], let T : L^p(M, μ; C^d ) → L^p_K(M, μ) be a sublinear map that is compatible with a map T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ). Assume that there exist linear maps Λ_P : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ) indexed by dyadic sets P ∈ D(Q) and constants C_1, C_2 > 0 such that the following holds:

For all f ∈ L^p(M, μ) supported on λQ, there exists a family F of pairwise disjoint dyadic sets in D(Q) with � B∈F μ(B) ≤ εμ(Q) such that for any family G of pairwise disjoint dyadic sets in D(Q) which covers F the following estimates hold: � Q\∪_{P ∈G} P

|T (Λ_Qf)(x)g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ C_1‖f‖_{−L}r1_{(λQ)}‖g‖_{−L}r2_{(λQ)}

(4.4) and � P ∈G � P |T ((Λ_Q − Λ_P )f)(x)g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ C_2‖f‖_{−L}r1_{(λQ)}‖g‖_{−L}r2_{(λQ)}

(4.5)

for any g ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ) supported on λQ.

Then, for any f ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ) supported on λQ, there exists a family G of pairwise disjoint dyadic sets in D(Q) with � P ∈G μ(P ) ≤ dεμ(Q) such that

(4.6)� Q |T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ Cd^{3/2}|⟪f⟫_{−L}r_{1 (λQ;C}d_) · ⟪g⟫_{−L}r_{2 (λQ;C}d_)| + � P ∈G � P |T(Λ_P f)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x)

for any g ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ; C^d ) supported on λQ, with C = C_1 + C_2.

Our proof of Proposition 4.3 is a refinement of the proof of [Hyt24, Proposition 4.6]. The following result from [Hyt24] will play a central role.

Lemma D ([Hyt24, Lemma 4.1]). Let X, Y be complex normed spaces, and take x ∈ X^d and y ∈ Y^d. Assume that 0 ∈ Int (⟪x⟫_X ). Let E be the John ellipsoid of ⟪x⟫_X , and consider an invertible matrix A ∈ M_d(C ) such that AE = B. Also, let {v_1, . . . , v_d} be an orthonormal basis of C^d . If we set x_i := v_i • (A • x) and y_i := v_i • ((A^∗)^{−1} • y) for i = 1, . . . , d, then it holds that_d � i=1 ‖x_i‖_X · ‖y_i‖_Y ≤ d^{3/2}|⟪x⟫_X · ⟪y⟫_Y |.

We omit the proof of Lemma D and instead refer the reader to [Hyt24, Lemma 4.1]. We note that the proof given there concerns the case of normed spaces over the real numbers, but it extends to normed spaces over the complex numbers with only minor modifications.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. Take functions f ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ) and g ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ; C^d ) both supported on λQ. Consider the convex body K := ⟪f⟫_{−L}r1_{(λQ)}. The case when f = 0 μ-a.e. on λQ is trivial. Assume now that f is not μ-a.e. equal to 0 on λQ. Then, we distinguish two cases. Case 1. 0 ∈ Int(K).

Let E be the John ellipsoid of K, and let R : C^d → C^d be an invertible linear map such that RE = B. Pick an orthonormal basis {v_1, . . . , v_d} of C^d . Then, we can write

Rf = d� i=1 f_iv_i and (R^∗)^{−1}g = d� i=1 g_iv_i

for some f_1, . . . , f_d ∈ L^p(M, μ) and g_1, . . . , g_d ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ). For each i = 1, . . . , d, let F_i be the subfamily of D(Q) which is given by the assumptions for the function f_i ∈ L^p(M, μ). Consider the dyadic family

G := � maximal dyadic sets in d� i=1 F_i � ,

where by “maximal” we mean that we select those sets from

�_d

i=1 F_i which are not properly contained in any other set of

�_d

i=1 F_i. Then, observe that G consists of disjoint dyadic sets (thanks to dyadic structure) and that it covers F_i for all i = 1, . . . , d.

Now, we estimate � Q |T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) = � Q\∪_{P ∈G} P

|T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) + � P ∈G � P |T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x).

Applying the subadditivity of T, we obtain

T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x) = T(Λ_Qf − Λ_P f + Λ_P f)(x) · g(x) ⊆ T((Λ_Q − Λ_P )f)(x) · g(x) + T(Λ_P f)(x) · g(x)

for μ-a.e. x ∈ M and for every P ∈ G. It follows that � Q |T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ � Q\∪_{P ∈G} P

|T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) + � P ∈G � P |T((Λ_Q − Λ_P )f)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) + � P ∈G � P |T(Λ_P f)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x).

This means that it only remains to show that � Q\∪_{P ∈G} P

|T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) + � P ∈G � P |T((Λ_Q − Λ_P )f)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x)

≤ Cd^{3/2}|⟪f⟫_{−L}r_{1 (λQ;C} d_) · ⟪g⟫_{−L}r_{2 (λQ;C}d_)|.

We start with the first summand. In order to lighten the formulae, let us set F := Q \ � P ∈G P . The

sublinearity of T and (4.1) give us that

T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x) ⊆

�_d � i=1 T (Λ_Qf_i)(x)D R^{−1}v_i � · g(x)

= �_d � i=1 T (Λ_Qf_i)(x)D v_i � · ((R^∗)^{−1}g(x))

= d� i=1 (T (Λ_Qf_i)(x)g_i(x))D for μ-a.e. x ∈ M. It follows that � F |T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ d� i=1 � F |(T (Λ_Qf_i)(x)g_i(x))D | dμ(x)

= d� i=1 � F |T (Λ_Qf_i)(x)g_i(x)| dμ(x).

For each i = 1, . . . , d, assumption (4.4) for the functions f_i and g_i implies that � F |T (Λ_Qf_i)(x)g_i(x)| dμ(x) ≤ C_1‖f_i‖_{−L}r1_{(λQ)}‖g_i‖_{−L}r2_{(λQ)}.

Thus, using Lemma D we deduce � Q\ � P ∈G P

|T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ C_1 d� i=1 ‖f_i‖_{−L}r1_{(λQ)}‖g_i‖_{−L}r2_{(λQ)}

≤ C_1d^{3/2}|⟪f⟫_{−L}r_{1 (λQ;C}d_) · ⟪g⟫_{−L}r_{2 (λQ;C} d_)|.

Similarly, we obtain � P ∈G � P |T((Λ_Q − Λ_P )f)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ C_2d^{3/2}|⟪f⟫_{−L}r_{1 (λQ;C}d_) · ⟪g⟫_{−L}r_{2 (λQ;C} d_)|

concluding the proof in this case. Case 2. Int(K) = ∅.

Let H be the affine subspace of C^d generated by K, and observe that H is a vector subspace of C^d . Let P : C^d → H be the orthogonal projection of C^d on H. Recall that P is a Hermitian linear map. Moreover, one can easily see that f = P f; see the second part of the proof of [Hyt24, Proposition 4.2].

Set m := dim_C H > 0 (m is positive, because f is not the zero function), and let S : H → C^m be an invertible linear map with S(v) · S(w) = v · w for all v, w ∈ H. Let E be the John ellipsoid of the convex body S(K) in C^m and let R : C^m → C^m be an invertible linear map such that RE = B_m, where B_m is the Euclidean closed unit ball of C^m . Pick an orthonormal basis {v_1, . . . , v_m} of C^m . Let us write

RSf = RSP f = m� i=1 f_iv_i, (R^∗)^{−1}SP g = m� i=1 g_iv_i,

for some f_1, . . . , f_m ∈ L^p(M, μ) and g_1, . . . , g_m ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ). For each i = 1, . . . , m, let F_i be the subfamily of D(Q) offered by the assumptions for the function f_i ∈ L^p(M, μ). Let

G := � maximal dyadic sets in m� i=1 F_i � .

Observe that G covers F_i, for all i = 1, . . . , m. Then, similarly to Case 1, we only have to show that � Q\∪_{P ∈G} P

|T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) + � P ∈G � P |T((Λ_Q − Λ_P )f)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x)

≤ Cd^{3/2}|⟪f⟫_{−L}r_{1 (λQ;C}d_)⟪g⟫_{−L}r_{2 (λQ;C}d_)|.

(4.7)

First of all, set F := Q \ � P ∈F P . Then, by the sublinearity of T and (4.1) we have

T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x) dμ(x) ⊆

�_m � i=1 T (Λ_Qf_i)(x)D S^{−1}R^{−1}v_i � · g(x)

= �_m � i=1 T (Λ_Qf_i)(x)D P S^{−1}R^{−1}v_i � · g(x)

= �_m � i=1 T (Λ_Qf_i)(x)D v_i � · (R^∗)^{−1}SP g(x)

= m� i=1 (T (Λ_Qf_i)(x)g_i(x))D .

The estimates proceed then as in case 1 with d replaced by m, f by Sf and g by SP g, so that at the end we obtain � Q\ � P ∈G P

|T(Λ_Qf)(x) · g(x) dμ(x)| + � P ∈G � P |T((Λ_Q − Λ_P )f)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x)

≤ Cm^{3/2}|⟪Sf⟫_{−L}r_{1 (λQ;C}d_) · ⟪SP g⟫_{−L}r_{2 (λQ;C} d_)|.

Finally, we observe that ⟪Sf⟫_{−L}r_{1 (λQ;C}d_) · ⟪SP g⟫_{−L}r_{2 (λQ;C}d_) = (S⟪f⟫_{−L}r_{1 (λQ;C}d_)) · (SP ⟪g⟫_{−L}r_{2 (λQ;C}d_)) = (P ⟪f⟫_{−L}r_{1 (λQ;C}d_)) · ⟪g⟫_{−L}r_{2 (λQ;C} d_) = ⟪f⟫_{−L}r_{1 (λQ;C}d_) · ⟪g⟫_{−L}r_{2 (λQ;C}d_), concluding the proof. □

Remark 4.4. Examining the previous proof, we see that in the assumptions of Proposition 4.3 we can restrict the covering collections G to the ones which additionally satisfy � P ∈G μ(P ) ≤ dεμ(Q).

4.3. Applying the bootstrapping principle. Here we accomplish the extension of [BFP16, Theorem 5.7] to vector-valued functions, with the help of Proposition 4.3.

The set up is as follows. Recall that 1 ≤ p_0 < 2 < q_0 ≤ ∞, and fix p ∈ (p_0, q_0). Let T : L^p(M, μ; C^d ) → L^p_K(M, μ) be a sublinear operator compatible with a bounded sublinear operator T : L^p(M, μ) → L^p(M, μ) satisfying the assumptions in Section 2 (see Definitions 4.1 and 4.2).

Theorem 1.2. Let p ∈ (p_0, q_0). Let D be a dyadic system in M as in Section 2.2. Let also 0 < ε < 1. Then, there exists a constant C = C(T, μ, p_0, q_0, ε) > 0 such that for all f ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ) and g ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ; C^d ), whose coordinate functions are all supported on λQ_0 for some cube Q_0 ∈ D and sufficiently large (depending on D) λ ≥ 2, there exists an ε-sparse collection S ⊆ D (depending on T, p_0, q_0, d, f and g) with � Q_0

|Tf · g| dμ ≤ Cd^{3/2} � P ∈S

μ(P ) � � �⟪f⟫−_Lp0_{(λP ;C}d_) · ⟪g⟫_{−L}q^′_{0 (λP ;C d )} � � �. The proof of this theorem follows very closely the original proof for scalar-valued functions up to the point where one needs to check that the assumptions of Proposition 4.3 hold. Here, we present the important definitions and briefly mention all necessary properties, but the reader would have to confer [BFP16] for more details. In addition, as we explained in Section 2.2, the parameter λ (5 in the original proof of [BFP16, Theorem 5.7]) is made here more precise.

Sketch of proof. For p ∈ (p_0, q_0) and λ ≥ 2 (to be fixed later), consider functions f ∈ L^p(M, μ) and g ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ) supported on λQ_0, where Q_0 ∈ D.

Now, let η > 0 be some large enough constant (also to be fixed later) and define the following set:

E := E_{η,λ} := � x ∈ Q_0 : max{M^∗_{Q0,p0} f(x), T^#_{Q0} f(x)} > η‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )} � .

(Remember the definitions (2.7) and (2.12).)

For large enough η > 0, the set E is properly contained inside Q_0, and μ(E) ≤^K_η μ(Q_0) (for some K > 0). In fact, E is a union of dyadic cubes, therefore E is open (as dyadic sets are open themselves). Hence, one can find a “maximal” covering of E by dyadic sets {B_j }_j ⊆ D(Q_0), which are disjoint up a to a set of μ-measure zero; readily this means that

• E = � j B_j (up to a null set), and • B̂_j ∩ E^c ≠ ∅ for all j. (Recall B̂_j is the parent of B_j .)

In particular,

�_∞ j=1 μ(B_j ) = μ(E) ≤^K_η μ(Q_0).

Next, for any P ∈ D(Q_0) we define the linear operators Λ_P :

Λ_P f :=

�_{ℓ(P )2} 0 Q^{(N)}_t (f1_{λP} )^{dt}_t when P ≠ Q_0, f when P = Q_0.

In Step 1 of their proof, Bernicot et al. show that

(4.8) � � � � � � Q_0

T f · g dμ � � � � � ≤ Cημ(Q_0)‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )}‖g‖_{−L}q′_{0 (λQ0 )} + � � � � � � j � B_j

T_{Bj} f · g dμ � � � � � . This is attained by noticing that each B̂_j is contained in Q_0, contains points which lie inside Q_0 but outside E, and for μ-almost every such x ∈ Q_0 \E the quantities M^∗_{Q0 ,p0} f(x) and T^#_{Q0} f(x) are sufficiently small. The rest comes down to a series of several precise decompositions and approximations.

Here, (4.8) is similar to eq. (4.6) for Q = Q_0. Our aim is to show that the conditions of the assumption in Proposition 4.3 hold. Then, the sum on the left-hand side will enter an iterative process and go to zero.

Towards this goal, let {P_i}_i ⊆ D(Q_0) be a dyadic collection, which is comprised of disjoint dyadic sets, and covers {B_j }_j , that is, the P_i’s are not strictly contained in any of the B_j ’s, and � j B_j ⊆ � i P_i.

In fact, we can additionally assume that � i μ(P_i) ≤^{dK}_η μ(Q_0); however, this is will not be necessary.

Moreover, the P_i’s satisfy that E ⊆ � i P_i (up to a μ-null set) and P̂_i ∩ E^c ≠ ∅, “almost like” the collection of the B_j ’s.

Naturally, our proof is very close to the one for Theorem 5.7 in [BFP16], but this is unavoidable. For this reason and to keep things contained, we omit the parts which apply verbatim in our case.

For starters, there might exist only one such P_i, namely Q_0 itself. In this case, both (4.4) and (4.5) hold trivially as the left-hand side would be zero, and thus (4.6) also holds.

From now on, we assume that all P_i’s are properly contained in Q_0. Thanks to the dyadic structure, this means that P̂_i ⊆ Q_0. And since P̂_i ∩ E^c ≠ ∅, the definitions of E, M^∗_{Q0,p0} and T^#_{Q0} imply that

inf_{y∈P̂i} M_{p0} f(y) ≤ η‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )}

(4.9) and � − � P̂_i � � � � T �_∞

ℓ(P̂_i)^2

Q^{(N)}_t (f) dt t � � � � q_0 dμ � 1_{q0}

≤ η‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )}.

(4.10)

For the first condition of Proposition 4.3, we can apply Hölder’s inequality which, combined with the fact that |T f(x)| ≤ T^#_{Q0} f(x) ≤ η‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )} for almost every x ∈ Q_0 \ E, gives us � Q_0 \∪_iP_i

|T f · g| dμ ≤ ημ(Q_0)‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )}‖g‖_{−L}q′_{0 (Q0 )} ≲ ημ(Q_0)‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )}‖g‖_{−L}q′_{0 (λQ0 )}.

This is exactly eq. (4.4).

The verification of the second condition is much trickier. Like above, Hölder’s inequality gives us that

(4.11) � i � P_i

|T (f − Λ_{Pi} f) · g| dμ ≤ � i μ(P_i) � − � P_i

|T (f − Λ_{Pi} f)|^{q0} dμ

� 1_{q0} � − � P_i

|g|^{q′0} dμ

� 1_{q′0} . Further, one needs to bound the −L^{q0} (P_i) norm of T (f − Λ_{Pi} f). We do not present all the details in our paper, as this was already done in [BFP16]. Nonetheless, we explain what we think is important and necessary for the proof to work for the larger (than B_j ) dyadic sets P_i.

Start by fixing an index i ≥ 1, and recall the definition (T1) of sublinearity for T . Then, we have (4.12)

|T (f − Λ_{Pi} f)| = � � �T �_∞ 0 Q^{(N)}_t (f) dt t − �_{ℓ(Pi)}2 0 Q^{(N)}_t (f1_{λPi} ) dt t � � � �

= � � �T �_{ℓ(Pi)2} 0 Q^{(N)}_t (f1_{λPi} + f1_{(λPi)}c ) dt t + �_∞

ℓ(P_i )^2

Q^{(N)}_t (f) dt t − �_{ℓ(Pi)}2 0 Q^{(N)}_t (f1_{λPi} ) dt t � � �

≤ � � �T �_{ℓ(Pi)}2 0 Q^{(N)}_t (f1_{(λPi )}c ) dt t � � � + � � �T �_∞

ℓ(P_i )^2

Q^{(N)}_t (f) dt t � � � =: |T1(Pi; λ)| + |T2(Pi)|.

Here, we used Calderón reproducing formula (Proposition 2.7), and the linearity of Q^{(N)}_t .

For the −L^{p0} (P_i) norms of T_1(P_i; λ) and T_2(P_i), fix k_0 ∈ Z_{≥0} and take λ to be at least 2^{k0} so that for any Q ∈ D (λQ)^c ⊆ � k≥k_0

S_k(Q).

After a series of geometrical observations and computations, Bernicot et al. show that for k_0 = 2 and any j = 1, 2, . . .

(4.13)

‖T_1(B_j ; λ)‖_{−L}q0_{(Bj )} = � − � B_j � � �T �_{ℓ(Bj )}2 0 Q^{(N)}_t (f1_{(λBj )}c ) dt t � � �^{q0} dμ

� 1_{q0}

≤ �_{ℓ(Bj )}2 0 � − � B_j

|T Q^{(N)}_t (f1_{(λBj )}c )|^{q0} dμ

� 1_{q0} dt t ≲ · · · ≲ � k≥k_0

2^{−k}‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(Sk (Bj ))} ≲ sup_{k≥k0} ‖f‖_{−L}p_{0 (2}k+1_{Bj )},

where the implicit constants depend only on p_0, q_0, the doubling measure μ, and the parameters c_0, C_0, and δ of the dyadic system. (The first inequality comes from the sublinearity (2.11) of the operator T followed by Minkowski’s inequality.) In fact, their proof holds true for any k_0 ≥ 0 and for any Q ∈ D in place of the B_j ’s; in particular

‖T_1(P_i; λ)‖_{−L}q0_{(Pi )} ≲ sup_{k≥k0} ‖f‖_{−L}p_{0 (2}k+1_{Pi )}.

Notice, now, that if P̂_i ⊆ 2^{k+1}P_i for all k ≥ k_0, then sup_{k≥k0} ‖f‖_{−L}p_{0 (2}k+1_{Pi)} ≲ inf_{y∈P̂i} M_{p0} f(y)

thanks to Lemma 2.3. The smallest k_0 for which this can be true (recall the definition (2.4)) is

k_0 = ⌈log_2 � 1 + 2 δ � − 1⌉.

Consequently, we can take λ ≥ 1 +^2_δ . (We note that in the case of the “usual” dyadic cubes in R^m , where δ =^1_2 , one can simply take λ = 5.)

Using (4.9), we eventually get (4.14) ‖T_1(P_i; λ)‖_{−L}q0_{(Pi)} ≲ η‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )}.

For T_2, the sublinearity of T gives us that

|T_2(P_i)| ≤ � � �T �_∞

ℓ(P̂_i)^2

Q^{(N)}_t (f) dt t � � � + � � �T �_{ℓ(}^_{Pi)}2

ℓ(P_i)^2

Q^{(N)}_t (f) dt t � � �. Taking the −L^{q0} -norm over P_i, we get

‖T_2(P_i)‖_{−L}q0_{(Pi )} ≲ � − � P̂_i � � �T �_∞

ℓ(P̂_i )^2

Q^{(N)}_t (f) dt t � � �^{q0} dμ

� 1_{q0} + � − � P̂_i � � �T �_{ℓ(}^_{Pi)}2

ℓ(P_i )^2

Q^{(N)}_t (f) dt t � � �^{q0} dμ

� 1_{q0}

≤ η‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )} +

�_{ℓ(}^_{Pi )}2

ℓ(P_i )^2 � − � P̂_i

|T Q^{(N)}_t (f)|^{q0} dμ

� 1_{q0} dt t . The first part of the second inequality comes from (4.10); the second from Minkowski’s inequality and the sublinearity of T .

At this point, the same argument used in (4.13) works verbatim for our second summand above, since �_{ℓ(}^_{Pi )}2

ℓ(P_i )^2 � − � P̂_i

|T Q^{(N)}_t (f)|^{q0} dμ

� 1_{q0} dt t ≤ �_{ℓ(}^_{Pi)}2 0 � − � P̂_i

|T Q^{(N)}_t (f)|^{q0} dμ

� 1_{q0} dt t . The difference is that the absence of the 1_{(λP̂i )c} term forces the sum, and in turn the supremum, to start from k_0 = 0: �_{ℓ(}^_{Pi)}2

ℓ(P_i)^2 � − � P̂_i

|T Q^{(N)}_t (f)|^{q0} dμ

� 1_{q0} dt t ≲ sup_{k≥0}‖f‖_{−L}p_{0 (2k+1P̂i )}.

But now, P̂_i ⊆ 2^{k+1}P̂_i is true for all k ≥ 0, and therefore through Lemma 2.3 again one gets sup_{k≥0}‖f‖_{−L}p_{0 (2}k+1_{P̂i)} ≲ inf_{y∈P̂i} M_{p0} f(y).

Hence, (4.9) along with the above inequalities give us that (4.15) ‖T_2(P_i)‖_{−L}q0_{(Pi )} ≲ η‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )}.

Combining (4.14) and (4.15) with (4.12), we finally have that ‖(T − T Λ_{Pi} )f‖_{−L}q0_{(Pi )} ≲ η‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )}.

And substituting this back to (4.11), we get

(4.11’) � i � P_i

|T (f − Λ_{Pi} f) · g| dμ ≲ η‖f‖_{−L}p0_{(λQ0 )} � i μ(P_i) � − � P_i

|g|^{q′0} dμ

� 1_{q′0} . For q^′_0 = 1 (or q_0 = ∞), � i μ(P_i) � − � P_i

|g|^{q′0} dμ

� 1_{q′0} = � i � P_i

|g| dμ = � ∪_iP_i

|g| dμ ≲ μ(Q_0)− � λQ_0

|g| dμ,

since the P_i’s are disjoint and ∪_iP_i ⊆ Q_0. Inputting this back to (4.11’), we get exactly (4.5).

For q^′_0 ∈ (1, 2) (or q_0 ∈ (2, ∞)), first observe that

�_−�

Q |g|^{q′0} dμ

�^1_{q′0}

≤ inf_{y∈Q} M_q′_0 g(y) for any Q ∈ D.

Then, since the P_i’s are disjoint, we have that � i μ(P_i) � − � P_i

|g|^{q′0} dμ

� 1_{q′0} ≤ � i μ(P_i) inf_{y∈Pi} M_q′_0 g(y) ≤ � i � P_i

M_q′_0 g(y) dμ(y)

= � ∪_iP_i

M_q′_0 g(y) dμ(y) ≲ μ(∪_iP_i)^{1−} 1 q′ 0 ‖g^{q′0} ‖ 1 q′ 0 L^1(∪_iP_i )

≤ μ(Q_0)‖g‖_{−L}q′_{0 (Q0 )} ≲ μ(Q_0)‖g‖_{−L}q′_{0 (λQ0 )}.

For the inequality in the second line, we have used Kolmogorov’s inequality and the boundedness of M_q′_0 ; in the third line, we used the fact that � i μ(P_i) ≤ μ(Q_0) and Lemma 2.3. This combined with (4.11’) again gives us exactly (4.5).

Therefore, since both eqs. (4.4) and (4.5) are true, the assumptions of Proposition 4.3 are fulfilled. Consequently, there exists a dyadic family {Q^j_1}_j of pairwise disjoint sets in D(Q_0) with � j μ(Q^j_1) ≤ dK η μ(E) and such that � Q_0

|T(Λ_{Q0} f)(x)·g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ Cd^{3/2}|⟪f⟫_{−L}p_{0 (λQ0 ;C}d_)·⟪g⟫_{−L}q′_{0 (λQ0 ;Cd )}|+ � j � Q^j_1

|T(Λ_Qj_1 f)(x)·g(x)| dμ(x)

for all f ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ) and g ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ, C^d ) whose coordinates are supported on λQ_0.

Now, we need to construct our sparse family. This can be done by following Step 2 in the proof of Bernicot et al. almost without any changes; the fact that here we are dealing with vector-valued functions does not affect their argument. The conclusion is similar to [Hyt24, Corollary 5.4].

Here, we explain the iterative procedure with which one constructs the sparse family. Initially, set S := {Q_0}. Then, we can rewrite the above inequality in the following form � Q_0

|T(Λ_{Q0} f)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ Cd^{3/2}|⟪f⟫_{−L}p_{0 (λQ0 ;C}d_) · ⟪g⟫_{−L}q′_{0 (λQ0 ;Cd )}| + � j � Q^j_1

|T(Λ_Qj_1 f^j )(x) · g^j (x)| dμ(x),

where (for all j) f^j = 1_{λQ}j_1 f, and g^j = 1_{λQ}j_1 g; f^j and g^j are supported on λQ^j_1 (by the definition of Λ_P and since the integration is over Q^j_1).

Next, we can add the collection of all such Q^j_1 into S by redefining S := S∪ � j {Q^j_1}, and then iterate on each Q^j_1 to get � Q^j_1

|T(Λ_Qj_1 f^j )(x) · g^j (x)| dμ(x) ≤ Cd^{3/2}|⟪f⟫_{−L}p_{0 (λQ}j_{1 ;Cd )} · ⟪g⟫_{−L}q′_{0 (λQj1 ;Cd )}| + � k � Q^{j,k}_2

|T(Λ_Qj,k_2 f^{j,k})(x) · g^{j,k}(x)| dμ(x),

and so on.

Eventually, as we show below, the remainder terms go to 0 and we conclude that � Q_0

|Tf · g| dμ ≤ Cd^{3/2}η � Q∈S μ(Q) � �⟪f⟫−_Lp0_{(λQ;C}d_) · ⟪g⟫_{−L}q′_{0 (λQ;C d )} � �. Following the argument in [BFP16] one needs to pick an η large enough so that the series � α≥1 � d^K_η

�_α ≤ dK η−dK converges. For such large η, the dyadic collection S ⊆ D(Q0) is ε-sparse with ε = 1 − dK η−dK .

All that is left to do is to check that the remainder term indeed goes to 0.

Let G_n be the family of all cubes added at the initial sparse collection {Q_0} at the n-th step of our construction. The remainder term at the n-th step is clearly � P ∈G_n � P |T(Λ_P f)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x).

By construction, lim_{n→∞} μ(F_n) = 0, where F_n := � P ∈G_n P .

Write now f = (f_1, . . . , f_d) and g = (g_1, . . . , g_d). Then, similarly to the proof of Proposition 4.3 we have � P ∈G_n � P |T(Λ_P f)(x) · g(x)| dμ(x) ≤ d� i=1 � P ∈G_n � P |T (Λ_P f_i)(x)g_i(x)| dμ(x).

Fix i ∈ {1, . . . , d}. We show that

lim_{n→∞} � P ∈G_n � P |T (Λ_P f_i)(x)g_i(x)| dμ(x) = 0.

Although this follows by a standard argument, we include the details for the reader’s convenience.

Apply first Hölder’s inequality: � P ∈G_n � P |T (Λ_P f_i)(x)g_i(x)| dμ(x) ≤ � P ∈G_n � P |T (Λ_P f_i)(x)|^p dμ(x)

�_{1/p} � P |g_i(x)|^{p′} dμ(x)

�_{1/p}′ . By Remark 2.6 (iii) and Equation (2.9), we deduce that the operators Λ_P , P ∈ D(Q_0) are L^p(M, μ)- bounded, uniformly in the cube P . Thus, since T is also by assumption L^p(M, μ) bounded we obtain � P ∈G_n � P |T (Λ_P f_i)(x)|^p dμ(x)

�_{1/p} � P |g_i(x)|^{p′} dμ(x)

�_{1/p}′

≲ ‖T ‖_Lp_{(M,μ)} � P ∈G_n � P |f_i(x)|^p dμ(x)

�_{1/p} � P |g_i(x)|^{p′} dμ(x)

�_{1/p}′ . Applying Hölder’s inequality (for sums) and taking into account the disjointness of the sets P ∈ G_n, we get � P ∈G_n � P |f_i(x)|^p dμ(x)

�_{1/p} � P |g_i(x)|^{p′} dμ(x)

�_{1/p}′

≤ � � P ∈G_n � P |f_i(x)|^p dμ(x)

�_{1/p} � � P ∈G_n � P |g_i(x)|^{p′} dμ(x)

�_{1/p}′

= � F_n

|f_i|^p dμ

�_{1/p} �

F_n

|g_i|^{p′} dμ

�_{1/p}′ . Since the functions |f_i|^p and |g_i|^{p′} are μ-integrable and lim_{n→∞} μ(F_n) = 0, we deduce the desired result. □

5. Matrix weighted bounds for bilinear convex body sparse forms In this section we obtain matrix weighted bounds for bilinear convex body sparse forms of the type appearing in Theorem 1.2. Our main result is the following.

Theorem 1.3. Let 1 ≤ p_0 < q_0 ≤ ∞ and p ∈ (p_0, q_0). Let D be a dyadic system in M as in Subsection 2.2 and let λ ≥ 2. Let 0 < ε < 1 and let S ⊆ D be an ε-sparse collection. Set

t := p p_0

, s := q_0 p , a := t^′p t , b := s^′p.

Let W be a d × d matrix weight on M such that [W^{s′} ]_{Aa′,b} < ∞. Then, there exists a constant C = (μ, d, p_0, q_0, p) such that for all f ∈ L^p_W (M, μ) and all g ∈ L^{p′}_W ′ (M, μ) the following estimate holds: � P ∈S

μ(P )|⟪f⟫_{−L}p0_{(λP )} · ⟪g⟫_{−L}q′_{0 (λP )}| ≤ C ε ([W^{s′} ]_{Aa′ ,b} )^α‖f‖_L^p_{W (M,μ)}‖g‖_Lp′_{W ′ (M,μ)},

where W^′ := W^{−1/(p−1)} and α := 1 s^′(p − p_0) + 1 p^′ . After reviewing some notation and facts on the so-called reducing operators in Subsection 5.1, which furnish a major tool for manipulating matrix weights in estimates, we introduce the so-called Muckenhoupt characteristics for matrix weights in Subsection 5.2. Finally, we prove Theorem 1.3 in Subsection 5.3.

Further in the paper, we implement the following elementary facts without special mention:

(i) For all x_1, . . . , x_k ≥ 0, for all a > 0, and for all positive integers k, we have

(5.1) (x_1 + . . . + x_k)^a ≃_{a,k} x^a_1 + . . . + x^a_k .

In the rest of the text, we mostly apply this for k = 1, 2, 3, 4 or d non-negative numbers. Moreover, the place of a will be taken by the exponent or exponents at hand.

(ii) For a matrix A ∈ M_d(C ), we denote by |A| the spectral norm of A, that is, the largest singular value of A (i.e. the square root of the largest eigenvalue of the matrix A^∗A). Then, it is true that

(5.2) |A| ≃_d d� i=1 |Ae_i|,

where (e_1, . . . , e_d) is the standard orthonormal basis of C^d .

5.1. Reducing operators. Integral averages of scalar weights play a major role in the investigation of scalar weighted estimates. In the context of matrix weighted estimates, it is often the case that plain integral averages of positive definite matrix valued functions are poorly suited for the problems at hand. The concept of the so-called reducing operators offers in many cases a possible remedy.

Let (X, m) be a measure space and let E be a measurable subset of X with 0 < m(E) < ∞. Recall that an m-measurable function f : E → M_d(C ) (for some positive integer d) is said to be m-integrable over E if � E |f(x)| dm(x) < ∞,

and that in this case we denote

⟨f⟩_E := 1 m(E) � E f(x) dm(x) = − � E f(x) dm(x).

Definition 5.1. (1) Let 1 ≤ p < ∞, and W : E → M_d(C ) be an m-integrable function such that W (x) is a positive definite matrix for m-a.e. x ∈ E. Then, one can consider the norm

e → ρ_{W,E,p}(e) := � − � E |W (x)^{1/p}e|^p dm(x)

�_{1/p}

acting on vectors e ∈ C^d . Let K ⊆ C^d be the closed unit ball of ρ_{W,E,p}. In the terminology of Section 3.3, K is a convex body in C^d with 0 ∈ Int(K). Let E be the John ellipsoid of K. Subsequently, as explained in Section 3.3, there exists a positive definite matrix A ∈ M_d(C ) with AB = E, where B is the standard (Euclidean) closed unit ball in C^d . Following [Gol03], we call the matrix A^{−1} the reducing operator of W over E with respect to the exponent p and denote W_{E,p} := A^{−1}.

(We omit the measure m from the notation of the reducing operator.) Since E ⊆ K ⊆ d^{1/2}E (see [Gol03; Naz+17]), one easily deduces that � − � E |W (x)^{1/p}e|^p dm(x)

�_{1/p} ≤ |W_{E,p}e| ≤ d^{1/2} � − � E |W (x)^{1/p}e|^p dm(x)

�_{1/p} ∀e ∈ C^d .

Notice that if p = 2 or d = 1, we simply have W_{E,p} =

�_−� E W (x) dm(x)

�_{1/p} . (2) If 1 < p < ∞ and W : E → M_d(C ) is a m-measurable function with W (x) ∈ P_d(C ) for m-a.e. x ∈ E such that the function V := W^{−1/(p−1)} is m-integrable over E, then we denote W^′_{E,p} := V_{E,p}′ .

Notice that, if 1 < s < ∞, and W : E → M_d(C ) is a m-integrable function with W (x) ∈ P_d(C ) for m-a.e. x ∈ E, then, by Jensen’s inequality, we have − � E |W (x)^{1/s}| dm(x) = − � E |W (x)|^{1/s} dm(x) ≤ � − � E |W (x)| dm(x)

�_{1/s} < ∞.

Therefore, the function W^{1/s} is also m-integrable over E. However, this might not be the case for W^s.

The following standard lemma, whose proof we omit, helps to avoid ambiguous terminology below.

Lemma 5.2. Let (X, m) be a measure space and let E be a measurable subset of X with 0 < m(E) < ∞. Let 1 ≤ a, b < ∞, and W, V : E → M_d(C ) be m-measurable functions with W (x), V (x) ∈ P_d(C ) for m-a.e. x ∈ E. Then, we have − � E � − � E |W (x)^{1/b}V (y)^{1/a}|^a dm(y)

�_{b/a}

dm(x) < ∞ ⇐⇒ W, V are m-integrable over E.

Moreover, in this case, the following holds: − � E � − � E |W (x)^{1/b}V (y)^{1/a}|^a dm(y)

�_{b/a} dm(x) ≃_{d,a,b} |W_{E,b}V_{E,a}|^b.

5.2. Matrix Muckenhoupt weights. The weight W in Theorem 1.3 was assumed to satisfy the condition [W^{s′} ]_{Aa′ ,b} < ∞, which is a so-called matrix Muckenhoupt condition. We explain the terminology in this subsection.

Definition 5.3. Let 1 < p ≤ q < ∞, and W : M → M_d(C ) be a measurable function with values μ-a.e. in the set of positive-definite d × d complex-valued matrices. We define

(5.3) [W ]_{Ap,q} := sup_B − � B � − � B |W (x)^{1q} W (y)^{− 1q} |^{p′} dμ(y)

�^q_{p′} dμ(x),

where the supremum ranges over all open balls B ⊆ M. If [W ]_{Ap,q} < ∞, then we say that W is a d × d matrix A_{p,q} weight, and we write W ∈ A_{p,q} . If p = q, then we denote A_{p,p} := A_p.

Variants of the matrix A_{p,q} weights were already introduced and studied in [NT96; LT07]. The particular form of condition (5.3) considered here was first introduced and studied in [IM19] and further investigated in [CI22].

Below, we present several properties of the matrix A_{p,q} weights that are important for our purposes. These were all established in [IM19] in the case when the ambient space M is simply R^n equipped with the Euclidean metric and the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure, but they still hold true in arbitrary doubling measure metric spaces simply by replacing cubes with balls. See [IM19, Section 3] for the proofs.

Lemma 5.4. Let 1 < p ≤ q < ∞, and let W be a d × d matrix A_{p,q} weight on M. Set r := 1 +^q_{p′} . Then, the following are true:

[W^{−p′ /q} ]_{Aq′ ,p′} ≃_{d,p,q} [W ]^{1/(r−1)}_{Ap,q} ; sup_{e∈Cd} [|W^{1/q} e|^q ]_{Ar} ≲_{d,p,q} [W ]_{Ap,q} ;

sup_{e∈Cd} [|W^{−1/q} e|^{p′} ]_{Ar′} ≲_{d,p,q} [W^{−p′ /q} ]_{Aq′ ,p′} .

We also need the so-called “weak” reverse Hölder property of scalar Muckenhoupt weights, in general, doubling measure metric spaces, as obtained from [HPR12, Theorem 1.1] coupled with (a trivial generalization of) [Naz+17, Lemma 4.1].

Lemma 5.5. Let w be a scalar weight on M with [w]_{Ap} < ∞ for some 1 < p < ∞. Then, there exist constants a_1, a_2 > 0 depending only on the doubling measure μ and p such that for all 0 < ε ≤^1_{1+a1 [w]Ap} we have ⟨w^{1+ε}⟩^{1/(1+ε)}

B ≤ a_2⟨w⟩_{2B} , for all open balls B ⊆ M, where 2B denotes the ball co-centric with B and twice its radius.

In particular, Lemma 5.5 can be used to show that scalar A_p weights for 1 < p < ∞ satisfy an openness property, see, for instance, [HPR12] for a precise statement. However, counterexamples due to [Bow01] show that matrix A_p weights on R^n fail to satisfy an analogous openness property for any 1 < p < ∞.

5.3. Proving the matrix-weighted bound. We devote this subsection to a proof of Theorem 1.3.

First, we need some preparation. Fix 1 ≤ p_0 < p < q_0 ≤ ∞. Next, set

t := p p_0

, s := q_0 p , s̃ := p^′ q^′_0 , and a := t^′p t , b := s^′p.

Observe that t, s, s̃, a, b > 1, and t, s̃, a, b < ∞. Direct computation gives a = p t − 1

= t^′p_0, b = p^′ s̃ − 1

= s̃^′q^′_0, and 1 a + 1 b = 1 p_0 − 1 q_0

≤ 1.

In particular, we have b ≥ a^′. Finally, define r := s^′(t − 1) + 1.

Observe that r ∈ (1, ∞) and b a = r − 1 = s^′t t^′ . Let W be a d × d matrix weight on M. Set U := W^{−1/(t−1)} and V := W^{s′} . Notice that U = V^{−1/(r−1)} and V^{1/b} = W^{1/p} = U^{−1/a}.

Assume now that [V ]_{Aa′ ,b} < ∞.

Then, by Lemma 5.2 we deduce the following:

(5.4) |U_{B,a}V_{B,b}| ≲_{d,a,b} [V ]^{1/b}_{Aa′ ,b} , for all open balls B ⊆ M. Also, Lemma 5.4 for p = a^′ and q = b gives us that [|V^{1/b}e|^b]_{Ar} ≲_{d,a,b} [V ]_{Aa′ ,b} ∀e ∈ C^d \ {0},

(5.5) [|U^{1/a}e|^a]_{Ar′} ≲_{d,a,b} [U]_{Ab′ ,a} ∀e ∈ C^d \ {0},

(5.6) and [U]_{Ab′ ,a} ≃_{d,a,b} [V ]^{1/(r−1)}_{Aa′ ,b} .

(5.7)

Now, we are finally ready to prove Theorem 1.3

Proof (of Theorem 1.3). We adapt the arguments from [Naz+17, Section 5]. We keep the setup and notation from the previous subsection. Throughout the proof, we ignore all implied constants depending only on μ, d, p_0, q_0 and p. First of all, it suffices to prove that � P ∈S

μ(P )|⟪W^{−1/p}f⟫_{−L}p0_{(λP )} · ⟪W^{1/p}g⟫_{−L}q′_{0 (λP )}| ≲ 1 ε ([W^{s′} ]_{Aa′,b} )^α‖f‖_Lp_{(M,μ;C}d_)‖g‖_Lp′_{(M,μ;C}d_),

for all f ∈ L^p(M, μ; C^d ) and all g ∈ L^{p′} (M, μ; C^d ). In what follows, we fix such f and g. From Lemma 2.3 we have that for all P ∈ S, there exists an open ball B(P ) ⊆ M such that λP ⊆ B(P ) and μ(B(P )) ≲ μ(λP ). Thus, we begin by estimating

A := � P ∈S

μ(P )|⟪W^{−1/p}f⟫_{−L}p0_{(λP )} · ⟪W^{1/p}g⟫_{−L}q′_{0 (λP )}| = � P ∈S

μ(P )|(U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}⟪W^{−1/p}f⟫_{−L}p0_{(λP )}) · (U_{2B(P ),a}⟪W^{1/p}g⟫_{−L}q′_{0 (λP )})|

≤ � P ∈S

μ(P ) � |U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}W^{−1/p}f|^{p0}

�_{1/p0} λP � |U_{2B(P ),a}W^{1/p}g|^{q′0}

�_{1/q}′_0 λP ≲ � P ∈S

μ(P ) � |U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}W^{−1/p}f|^{p0}

�_{1/p0}

B(P ) � |U_{2B(P ),a}W^{1/p}g|^{q′0}

�_{1/q}′_0

B(P ) . We apply Hölder’s inequality for the exponents p and p^′:

A ≤ � � P ∈S

μ(P ) � |U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}W^{−1/p}f|^{p0}

�_{p/p0}

B(P )

�_{1/p} � � P ∈S

μ(P ) � |U_{2B(P ),a}W^{1/p}g|^{q′0}

�_p′_{/q}′_0

B(P )

�_{1/p}′

=: A_1 · A_2.

Now we estimate A_1 and A_2 from above separately. We start with A_1:

A^p_1 = � P ∈S

μ(P ) � |U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}W^{−1/p}f|^{p0}

�_{p/p0}

B(P ) = � P ∈S

μ(P ) � |U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}U^{1/a}f|^{a/t′}

�_t

B(P ) ≤ � P ∈S

μ(P ) � |U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}U^{1/a}|^{a/t′} · |f|^{a/t′}

�_t

B(P ) . Set θ := t^′(1+δ), for some δ > 0 to be chosen later. Then, applying Hölder’s inequality for the exponents θ and θ^′, we get

A^p_1 ≤ � P ∈S

μ(P ) � |U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}U^{1/a}|^{aθ/t′}

�_{t/θ}

B(P ) · � |f|^{aθ′/t′}

�_{t/θ}′

B(P ) = � P ∈S

μ(P ) � |U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}U^{1/a}|^{a(1+δ)}

�_{(t−1)/(1+δ)}

B(P ) · � |f|^{aθ′/t′}

�_{t/θ}′

B(P ) . For every P ∈ S, consider the scalar weight

ω_P := |U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}U^{1/a}|^a = |U^{1/a}U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}|^a

on M. Then, by (5.6) coupled with (a tiny modification of) [Dom+24a, Lemma 3.4], we deduce

sup_{P ∈S}[ω_P ]_{Ar′} ≲ [U]_{Ab′ ,a} .

Thus, by the weak Reverse Hölder property for scalar Muckenhoupt weights, Lemma 5.5, there exists a constant a_1 > 0 depending only on μ, d, p_0, q_0 and p such that for the choice

δ := 1 1 + a_1[U]_{Ab′ ,a}

we have, for every P ∈ S, � ω^{1+δ}_P

�_{1/(1+δ)} B ≲ ⟨ω_P ⟩_{2B} ,

for every open ball B ⊆ M. Thus, for every P ∈ S, we obtain � ω^{1+δ}_P

�_{1/(1+δ)}

B(P ) ≲ ⟨ωP ⟩2B(P ) = − � 2B(P )

|U(x)^{1/a}U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}|^a dμ(x) ≃ |U_{2B(P ),a}U^{−1}_{2B(P ),a}|^a = 1.

Thus, we have

A^p_1 ≲ � P ∈S

μ(P ) � |f|^{aθ′/t′}

�_{t/θ}′

B(P ) ≤ 1 ε � P ∈S

μ(F_P ) � |f|^{aθ′/t′}

�_{t/θ}′

B(P ) ≤ 1 ε � P ∈S � F_P

(M(|f|^{aθ′/t′} )(x))^{t/θ′} dμ(x) ≤ 1 ε � M (M(|f|^{aθ′/t′} )(x))^{t/θ′} dμ(x),

since the sets F_P , P ∈ S are pairwise disjoint. Observe that θ > t^′, therefore θ^′ < t, that is q := t/θ^′ > 1. Thus, applying (2.6) we obtain

A^p_1 ≲ 1 ε (q^′)^q � M (|f(x)|^{aθ′/t′} )^q dμ(x) = (q^′)^q 1 ε � M |f(x)|^p dμ(x).

Lemma 5.6 below shows that (q^′)^q ≲ δ^{−1}, therefore we finally obtain

A_1 ≲ 1 ε^{1/p}

[U]^{1/p}_{Ab′ ,a} ‖f‖_Lp_{(M,μ;C}d_).

To estimate A_2, we first observe that for all P ∈ S, by (5.4) we get � |U_{2B(P ),a}W^{1/p}g|^{q′0} � B(P ) ≤ � |U_{2B(P ),a}V_{2B(P ),b}V^{−1}_{2B(P ),b}W^{1/p}g|^{q′0} � B(P )

≤ |U_{2B(P ),a}V_{2B(P ),b}|^{q′0} · � |V^{−1}_{2B(P ),b}W^{1/p}g|^{q′0} � B(P )

≲ [V ]^{q′0 /b}_{Aa′ ,b} · � |V^{−1}_{2B(P ),b}W^{1/p}g|^{q′0} � B(P ) . Similarly to the above and using (5.5) instead of (5.6), we obtain � � P ∈S

μ(P ) � |V^{−1}_{2B(P ),b}W^{1/p}g|^{q′0}

�_p′_{/q}′_0

B(P )

�_{1/p}′ ≲ 1 ε^{1/p′}

[V ]^{1/p′}_{Aa′ ,b} ‖g‖_Lp′_{(M,μ;C}d_).

Putting all estimates together and using (5.7), we finally deduce A ≲ 1 ε ([V ]_{Aa′ ,b} )^α‖f‖_Lp_{(M,μ;C}d_)‖g‖_Lp′_{(M,μ;C}d_),

where

α := 1 p(r − 1) + 1 b + 1 p^′ = 1 s^′p(t − 1) + 1 s^′p + 1 p^′ = t s^′p(t − 1) + 1 p^′ = 1 s^′(p − p_0) + 1 p^′ , concluding the proof. □

Lemma 5.6. Let 0 < δ < 1. Set θ := t^′(1 + δ) and q :=^t_{θ′} . Then, we have (q^′)^q ≲ δ^{−1}. Proof. Set y := q − 1 > 0, then y = t θ^′

− 1 = t θ θ−1 − 1 = t(θ − 1) − θ θ . Since θ = t^′(1 + δ), we rewrite y = t(t^′(1 + δ) − 1) − t^′(1 + δ) t^′(1 + δ) , which gives

(5.8) y = t �_t

t−1 (1 + δ) − 1 � −^t_{t−1} (1 + δ) t t−1 (1 + δ) = (t(1 + δ) − t + 1) − (1 + δ) (1 + δ) = δ 1 + δ

(t − 1).

Now, we observe that

(q^′)^q = ((y + 1)^′)^{y+1} = � 1 + 1 y �_{y+1} ≤ e � 1 + 1 y � .

Thus, using (5.8), we get

(q^′)^q ≤ e � 1 + 1 + δ δ(t − 1) � = e � δt + 1 δ(t − 1) � < e t + 1 δ(t − 1)

≲ δ^{−1}

concluding the proof. □

5.4. An open question on sharpness of estimates. Although we expect our estimates to be both qualitatively and quantitatively sharp, especially in the view of [Dom+24b], we have not been able to prove that as of the moment of writing.

6. A hierarchy of two-exponent matrix Muckenhoupt conditions

In this section we want to understand the relationship of the various two-exponent matrix Muckenhoupt characteristics [W ]_{Ap,q} for 1 < p ≤ q < ∞ with^q_{p′} + 1 = r for some fixed r. In the scalar case, all these characteristics coincide. However, in the matrix case, they turn out to be quite different from each other, and only one-sided inclusions remain in general true. We provide explicit, fully constructive counterexamples demonstrating that. As a result, we deduce that the matrix weighted bound of Theorem 1.3 improves the one obtained earlier in [Lau23]. Our methods are very flexible and allow us to consider even several endpoint cases that play an important role in the limited range extrapolation in Section 7 later.

Throughout this section, for the sake of clarity and simplicity we focus only on R^n equipped with the Euclidean metric and the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure. In particular, we simply write dx for integration under the Lebesgue measure, and |E| for the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure of any Lebesgue measurable subset E of R^n .

6.1. The members of the hierarchy. Let us first recall the two-exponent matrix Muckenhoupt conditions from Definition 5.3. In the case of R^n , one usually takes the supremum in Definition 5.3 to range over cubes Q ⊆ R^n (with faces parallel to the coordinate hyperplanes) instead of open balls B ⊆ R^n . Then, the resulting Muckenhoupt characteristics are equivalent to their “ball” versions up to constants depending only on n and the exponents in question. The resulting equivalence classes of (scalar and matrix) weights coincide with their “ball” versions.

Definition 6.1. Let 1 < p ≤ q < ∞, and W : R^n → M_d(C ) be a measurable function with values a.e. in the set of positive-definite d × d complex-valued matrices. We define

[W ]_{Ap,q} := sup_Q − � Q � − � Q |W (x)^{1q} W (y)^{− 1q} |^{p′} dy

�^q_{p′}

dx < ∞,

where the supremum ranges over all cubes Q ⊆ R^n (with faces parallel to the coordinate hyperplanes). If [W ]_{Ap,q} < ∞, then we say that W is a d × d matrix A_{p,q} weight, and we write W ∈ A_{p,q} . If p = q, then we denote A_{p,p} := A_p.

Furthermore, we are interested in the following endpoint cases.

Definition 6.2. Let W : R^n → M_d(C ) be a measurable function with values a.e. in the set of positivedefinite d × d complex-valued matrices, and 1 ≤ t < ∞. We define

[W ]_{At,∞} := sup_B ess sup_{x∈B} − � B |W (x)^{1/t}W (y)^{−1/t}|^t dy,

where the supremum ranges over all cubes Q ⊆ R^n (with faces parallel to the coordinate hyperplanes). If [W ]_{At,∞} < ∞, then we say that W is a d × d matrix A_{t,∞} weight, and we write W ∈ A_{t,∞}. Moreover, we denote A_{1,∞} := A_∞.

Our definition of A_∞ follows [BC22]. However, our definitions of A_{t,∞} and A_∞ deviate from the ones appearing in other places in the literature, even in the scalar case. See, for example, [NT96; Vol97; HPR12; Naz+17; CIM18; ID24]. We also refer to [DMO16] for a detailed discussion of the relationship between the various definitions in the scalar case.

It is worth noting that if W : R^n → P_d(C ) is a measurable function with W ∈ A_{t,∞} for some 1 ≤ t < ∞, then the function |W | is locally bounded and the function W^{−1} is locally integrable.

We turn our attention to reverse Hölder classes.

Definition 6.3. If w is a scalar weight on R^n and 1 < s < ∞, then we define

[w]_{RHs} := sup_Q

⟨w^s⟩^{1/s}_Q ⟨w⟩_Q , where the supremum ranges over all cubes Q in R^n (with faces parallel to the coordinate hyperplanes). We say that w belongs to the Reverse Hölder class of order s, whenever [w]_{RHs} < ∞, and we write w ∈ RH_s.

Moreover, following [AM07a], for a scalar weight w on R^n we define

[w]_{RH∞} := sup_Q ess sup_{x∈Q} w(x) ⟨w⟩_Q , where the supremum ranges over all cubes Q in R^n (with faces parallel to the coordinate hyperplanes). We say that w belongs to the Reverse Hölder class of order ∞ whenever [w]_{RH∞} < ∞, and we write w ∈ RH_∞.

Definition 6.4. If W is a d × d matrix weight on R^n , 1 < t < ∞, and 1 < s ≤ ∞, then following [Lau23] we define [W ]_{RHt,s} := sup_{e∈C d \{0}}[|W^{1/t}e|^t]_{RHs} < ∞.

We say that W belongs to the Reverse Hölder class of exponent t and order s and write W ∈ RH_{t,s} when [W ]_{RHt,s} < ∞.

6.2. Situation in the scalar case. The various condition introduced in Section 6.1 are related to each other in the case of scalar weights in a very simple way. We briefly review how below.

Let w be a scalar weight on R^n . Then, for all 1 ≤ p ≤ q < ∞, we clearly have (6.1) [w]_{Ap,q} = [w]_{Ar} , where r := 1 + q p^′ . It is also obvious that (6.2) [w]_{At,∞} = [w]_{A∞} , for all 1 ≤ t < ∞.

Finally, let 1 < s, t < ∞ and set r := s(t − 1) + 1. It is a well-known fact that (6.3) w ∈ A_t ∩ RH_s ⇐⇒ w^s ∈ A_r, see, for example, [JN91; AM07a; BFP16].

6.3. Commonalities with the scalar case. In this subsection we show that at least parts of (6.1) and (6.2), as well as an appropriate form of (6.3) survive in the matrix case.

We begin with the correct analog of (6.3).

Lemma 6.5. Let W be a d × d matrix weight on R^n , and 1 < t, s < ∞. Then, the following hold: (1) max([W ]_{At} , [W ]_{RHt,s} )^s ≲_{d,t,s} [W^s]_{At,st} ≲_{d,t,s} ([W ]_{At} [W ]_{RHt,s} )^s.

In particular, W ∈ A_t ∩ RH_{t,s} if and only if W^s ∈ A_{t,st}. (2) max([W ]_{At} , [W ]_{RHt,∞} )^{t′ /t} ≲_{d,t} [W^{t′ /t}]_{At′,∞} ≲_{d,t} ([W ]_{At} [W ]_{RHt,∞} )^{t′ /t}.

In particular, W ∈ A_t ∩ RH_{t,∞} if and only if W^{t′/t} ∈ A_t′_{,∞}.

Proof. For (1), set V := W^s. Then, V^{1/(st)} = W^{1/t}.

First, assume that [W^s]_{At,st} < ∞. For all cubes Q ⊆ R^n , since s ≥ 1, Jensen’s inequality yields − � Q � − � Q |W (x)^{1/t}W (y)^{−1/t}|^{t′} dy

�_{t/t}′ dx ≤ � − � Q � − � Q |W (x)^{1/t}W (y)^{−1/t}|^{t′} dy

�_{st/t}′ dx �_{1/s} , which directly implies that [W ]_{At} ≤ [V ]^{1/s}_{At,st} .

Let us now show that [W ]_{RHt,s} ≲_{d,t,s} [V ]^{1/s}_{At,s′ t} . Let Q ⊆ R^n be any cube and let e ∈ C^d \ {0}. Since [W ]_{At} < ∞, W^{−1/(t−1)} is integrable over Q. Therefore, repeatedly applying (5.2) and (5.1), we can estimate − � Q |W (x)^{1/t}W^′_{Q,t}|^{st} dx ≃_{d,t,s} − � Q � − � Q |W (x)^{1/t}W (y)^{−1/t}|^{t′} dy

�_{st/t}′

dx ≤ [V ]_{At,st} .

It follows that − � Q |W (x)^{1/t}e|^{st} dx = − � Q |W (x)^{1/t}W^′_{Q,t}(W^′_{Q,t})^{−1}e|^{st} dx ≲_{d,t,s} [V ]_{At,st} |(W^′_{Q,t})^{−1}e|^{st}.

It is well-known (see e.g. [NT96; LT07; Dom+24a]) that |(W^′_{Q,t})^{−1}e| ≤ |W_{Q,t}e|. From this, we get that − � Q |W (x)^{1/t}e|^{st} dx ≲_{d,t,s} [V ]_{At,st} |W_{Q,t}e|^{st} ≃_{d,t,s} [V ]_{At,st} � − � Q |W (x)^{1/t}e|^t dx

�_s . Consequently, [W ]_{RHt,s} ≲_{d,t,s} [V ]^{1/s}_{At,s′ t} .

Conversely, assume that W ∈ A_t ∩RH_{t,st}. Then, repeatedly applying (5.2) and (5.1), we can estimate − � Q � − � Q |W (x)^{1/t}W (y)^{−1/t}|^{t′} dy

�_{st/t}′

dx ≃_{d,t,s} − � Q |W (x)^{1/t}W^′_{Q,t}|^{st} dx

≲_{d,t,s} [W ]^s_{RHt,s} � − � Q |W (x)^{1/t}W^′_{Q,t}|^t dx

�_s

≃_{d,t,s} [W ]^s_{RHt,s} |W_{Q,t}W^′_{Q,t}|^{ts} ≲_{d,t,s} [W ]^s_{RHt,s} [W ]^s_{At} , for all cubes Q ⊆ R^n . It follows that [V ]_{At,st} ≲_{d,t,s} [W ]^s_{RHt,s} [W ]^s_{At} .

We omit the proof for (2) as it is very similar to the proof for part (1). □ Next, we treat the parts of (6.1), (6.2) that survive in the scalar case.

Lemma 6.6. Let W be a d × d matrix weight on R^n .

(1) Let 1 < p_1, q_1, p_2, q_2 < ∞ with p_i ≤ q_i (for i = 1, 2), p_1 ≤ p_2 and^{q2}_p′_2 =^{q1}_p′_1 . Then, [W ]_{Ap1,q1} ≤ [W ]_{Ap2,q2} .

(2) Let 1 ≤ s ≤ t < ∞. Then, [W ]_{At,∞} ≤ [W ]_{As,∞} .

In the proof, we apply the following inequality due to Cordes [Cor87]. Lemma 6.7 (Cordes Inequality). Let A, B ∈ P_d(C ) and 0 ≤ a ≤ 1. Then, it holds that |A^aB^a| ≤ |AB|^a.

Proof (of Lemma 6.6). For (1), first observe that 0 < q_2 q_1 = p^′_2 p^′_1

≤ 1.

Therefore, by Cordes inequality, we estimate − � Q � − � Q |W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

�_{q1 /p}′_1 dx = − � Q � − � Q |(W (x)^{1/q2} )^{q2 /q1} (W (y)^{−1/q2} )^{q2 /q1} |^{q′1} dy

�_{q1 /p}′_1 dx

≤ − � Q � − � Q |W (x)^{1/q2} W (y)^{−1/q2} |^{q2p′1 /q1} dy

�_{q1 /p}′_1 dx

= − � Q � − � Q |W (x)^{1/q2} W (y)^{1/q2} |^{p′2} dy

�_{q2 /p}′_2 dx, for all cubes Q ⊆ R^n . The desired result follows.

The proof for (2) is analogous to the proof of part (1). □

6.4. Differences from the scalar case. Despite the positive results in Subsection 6.3, (6.1) and (6.2) can actually fail in the matrix case. The following two propositions demonstrate that. Let D := {[m2^k, (m + 1)2^k) : m, k ∈ Z} be the family of dyadic intervals in R. For 1 < p ≤ q < ∞, we denote

[W ]_{Ap,q ,D} := sup_{I∈D} − � I � − � I |W (x)^{1/q} W (y)^{−1/q} |^{p′} dy

�_{q/p}′ dx. Similarly to Definition 6.2 (with the cubes replaced by the dyadic intervals of R), we define [W ]_{At,∞ ,D} for 1 ≤ t < ∞.

Proposition 6.8. (1) Let 1 < p_1 ≤ q_1 < ∞. Then, there exists a 2 × 2 matrix weight W on R with [W ]_{Ap1 ,q1} < ∞ such that for all 1 < p_2 ≤ q_2 < ∞ with p_1 < p_2 and^{q2}_p′_2 =^{q1}_p′_1 we have [W ]_{Ap2,q2 ,D} = ∞.

(2) Let 1 < t < ∞. Then, there exists a 2 × 2 matrix weight W on R with [W ]_{At,∞} < ∞ such that [W ]_{As,∞,D} = ∞ for all 1 ≤ s < t.

Proposition 6.9. (1) Let 1 < p_2 ≤ q_2 < ∞. Then, there exists a 2 × 2 matrix weight W on R with [W ]_{Ap2,q2 ,D} = ∞ such that [W ]_{Ap1,q1} < ∞, for all 1 < p_1 ≤ q_1 < ∞ with^{q′1}_{p1} =^{q′2}_{p2} and p_1 < p_2.

(2) Let 1 ≤ s < ∞. Then, there exists a 2 × 2 matrix weight W on R with [W ]_{As,∞,D} = ∞ such that [W ]_{At,∞} < ∞, for all s < t < ∞.

Before proving Proposition 6.8 and Proposition 6.9, let us briefly examine their implications for the relationship of the matrix weighted bounds of Theorem 1.3 to those obtained earlier by [Lau23]. We first recall the notation of Theorem 1.3: we consider 1 ≤ p_0 < q_0 ≤ ∞, p ∈ (p_0, q_0) and let

t := p p_0

, s := q_0 p , a := p t − 1

, b := s^′p.

In this notation, the matrix-weighted bounds in [Lau23] are valid for matrix weights W ∈ A_t ∩RH_{t,s}′ . By Lemma 6.5, this condition is equivalent to W^{s′} ∈ A_{t,s}′_t. Observe that t =^p_{p0} ≤ p. Therefore a = p t − 1 ≥ t t − 1

= t^′,

and consequently a^′ ≤ t. Since^b_a =^{s′ t}_{t′} , by Lemma 6.6 we deduce that the condition W^{s′} ∈ A_a′_{,b} featuring in Theorem 1.3 is weaker than the condition W ∈ A_t ∩ RH_{t,s}′ . Observe also that a^′ = t if and only if p_0 = 1. Therefore, if p_0 > 1 and d ≥ 2, then using Proposition 6.8 one can find a d × d matrix weight W on R^n with W^{s′} ∈ A_a′_{,b} but W /∈ A_t ∩ RH_{t,s}′ .

Let us now prove Proposition 6.8 and Proposition 6.9. The core of both proofs boils down to constructing appropriate families of counterexamples to the Cordes inequality. One such family is given in the lemma below.

Lemma 6.10. Set

C_n := � 1 0 0 n � , D_n := � 1^1_{2n1/2} 1 2n^{1/2} 1 n � , n = 1, 2, . . . .

Then, C_n, D_n ∈ P_2(C ) with tr(C_nD_n), tr(C^{−1}_n D^{−1}_n ) ≃ 1,

for all n = 1, 2, . . .. Moreover, for all a > 1,

lim_{n→∞} tr(C^a_nD^a_n) = ∞.

We apply Lemma 6.10 to prove Lemma 6.11. For completeness, we give a proof of Lemma 6.10 in Section 8, together with a second family of counterexamples to the converse of the Cordes inequality. The latter family allows one to prove in a similar way Proposition 6.9. Thus, we concentrate on proving Proposition 6.8. We only prove part (1) of Proposition 6.8; it is clear that part (2) can be proved similarly.

Going forward, by “interval” we always mean a left-closed, right-open, non-trivial bounded interval in R. Before proving part (1) of Proposition 6.8, we construct an analogous counterexample on the unit interval I_0 := [0, 1). A weight W on I_0 is an integrable function W : I_0 → M_d(C ) with W (x) ∈ P_d(C ) for a.e. x ∈ I_0. Moreover, for 1 < p ≤ q < ∞ we denote

[W ]_{Ap,q (I0 )} := sup_{I⊆I0} − � I � − � I |W (x)^{1/q} W (y)^{−1/q} |^{p′} dy

�_{q/p}′ dx, and we define [W ]_{Ap,q ,D(I0)} analogously.

Lemma 6.11. Let 1 < p_1 ≤ q_1 < ∞. Then, there exists a 2 × 2 matrix weight W on I_0 with [W ]_{Ap1 ,q1 (I0 )} < ∞ such that for all 1 < p_2 ≤ q_2 < ∞ with p_1 < p_2 and^{q2}_p′_2 =^{q1}_p′_1 , we have [W ]_{Ap2,q2 ,D(I0)} = ∞. Proof. Throughout the proof, we suppress from the notation dependence of implied constants on p_1 and q_1.

For all positive integers n, consider the matrices C_n, D_n from Lemma 6.10 and set

A_n := C^{−q1 /2}_n , B_n := D^{q1 /2}_n .

Notice that for all 1 < p_2 ≤ q_2 < ∞ with p_1 < p_2 and^{q2}_p′_2 =^{q1}_p′_1 we have

|A^{−1/q2} n B^{1/q2}_n | = |C^{q1 /(2q2)}_n D^{q1/(2q2 )}_n | ≃ tr(C^{q1 /q2}_n D^{q1 /q2}_n )^{1/2},

for all n = 1, 2, . . ., therefore since^{q1}_{q2} =^{p′1}_p′_2 > 1, Lemma 6.10 implies lim_{n→∞} |A^{−1/q2}_n B^{1/q2}_n | = ∞.

Set now

W := ∞� n=0 (1_{(Jn)−} A_{n+1} + 1_{(Jn)+} B_{n+1}),

where

J_n := � 1 2^{n+1} , 1 2^n � , n = 0, 1, 2, . . . ,

and for all intervals I = [a, b) ⊆ R we denote

I_− := � a, a + b 2 � , I_+ := � a + b 2 , b � .

Notice that for all 1 < p_2 ≤ q_2 < ∞ with p_1 < p_2 and^{q2}_p′_2 =^{q1}_p′_1 we have

[W ]_{Ap2 ,q2 (I0)} ≥ − � J_n � − � J_n

|W (x)^{1/q2} W (y)^{−1/q2} |^{p′2} dy

�_{q2 /p}′_2 dx

≳_{q2 ,p2} − � (J_n)_+ � − � (J_n)_−

|W (x)^{1/q2} W (y)^{−1/q2} |^{p′2} dy

�_{q2 /p}′_2 dx = |B^{1/q2}_{n+1} A^{−1/q2}_{n+1} |^{q2} = |A^{−1/q2}_{n+1} B^{1/q2}_{n+1} |^{q2} , for all n = 0, 1, 2, . . ., therefore [W ]_{Ap2 ,q2 ,D(I0)} = ∞.

It remains now to show that [W ]_{Ap1 ,q1 (I0 )} < ∞. We show a slightly stronger property, that is: ess sup x∈I − � I |W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1, for all subintervals I of I_0.

Let us first show that for all k = 0, 1, 2, . . . we have ess sup

x∈I_k − � I_k

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1, where I_k := � 0, 1 2^k � , k = 0, 1, 2 . . . .

Let k be any nonnegative integer. Observe that I_k =

�_∞

i=k J_k. Thus, it suffices to prove that ess sup

x∈J_i − � I_k

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1, ∀i = k, k + 1, . . . .

We show the following more general estimate, which is later useful for the proof of Proposition 6.8:

ess sup

x∈J_i − � I_k

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ max � 1, k + 1 i + 1

�_p′_{1 /2} , ∀i = 0, 1, 2, . . . .

Let i be any nonnegative integer. For all x ∈ (J_i)_−, we compute − � I_k

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy = ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} − � J_j

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

≃ ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} − � (J_j )_−

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

+ ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} − � (J_j )_+

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

= ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} |A^{1/q1}_{i+1} A^{−1/q1}_{j+1} |^{p′1} + ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} |A^{1/q1}_{i+1} B^{−1/q1}_{j+1} |^{p′1}

≃ ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} tr(C^{−1}_{i+1}C_{j+1})^{p′1 /2} + ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} tr(C^{−1}_{i+1}D^{−1}_{j+1})^{p′1 /2}.

A similar computation yields − � I_k

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≃ ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} tr(D_{i+1}C_{j+1})^{p′1 /2} + ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} tr(D_{i+1}D^{−1}_{j+1})^{p′1/2}, for all x ∈ (J_i)_+. Direct computation gives

tr(C^{−1}_m C_n) ≃ max � 1, n m � , tr(D_mC_n) ≃ max � 1, n m � , tr(C^{−1}_m D^{−1}_n ) ≃ max � 1, n m � , tr(D_mD^{−1}_n ) ≃ max � 1, n m � for all m, n = 1, 2, . . .. We distinguish two cases: Case 1. i ≥ k. Then, for all x ∈ J_i, we have − � I_k

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≃ i� j=k 2^{k−j} + ∞� j=i+1

2^{k−j} � j + 1 i + 1

�_p′_{1 /2}

≲ 1 + ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} � j + 1 k + 1

�_p′_{1 /2} = 1 + ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} � j − k k + 1 + 1 �_p′_{1/2}

≲ 1 + ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} ((j − k)^{p′1 /2} + 1) ≲ 1.

Case 2. i < k. Then, for all x ∈ J_i, we have − � I_k

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≃ ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} � j + 1 i + 1

�_p′_{1 /2}

≲ 1 (i + 1)^{p′}1^{/2} ∞� j=k 2^{k−j} ((j − k)^{p′1 /2} + (k + 1)^{p′1 /2})

≲ � k + 1 i + 1

�_p′_{1/2} . Let now I by any subinterval of I_0. Let k be the largest nonnegative integer with I ⊆ I_k. If |I| ≥^{|Ik |}_{512} , then clearly

ess sup x∈I − � I |W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ ess sup_{x∈Ik} − � I_k

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1.

Assume now that |I| <^{|Ik |}_{512} . Then, at least one of the two must hold:

• I ⊆ J_k = (J_k)_+ ∪ (J_k)_− • I ⊆ (J_{k+1})_+ ∪ (J_k)_−.

And since tr(C_iD_j ), tr(C^{−1}_i D^{−1}_j ), tr(C_iC^{−1}_j ), tr(D_iD^{−1}_j ) ≃ 1 for all i, j ∈ {k + 1, k + 2}, it easily follows that

ess sup x∈I − � I |W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1,

concluding the proof. □

To extend the counterexample of Lemma 6.11 to the whole real line, we use a standard trick that was also used in [Kak19, Lemma 2.2].

Proof (of part (1) of Proposition 6.8). Throughout the proof, we suppress from the notation dependence of implied constants on p_1 and q_1.

Let W be the 2 × 2 matrix weight on I_0 from the proof of Lemma 6.11. Consider the function ~W : R → M_2(R) given by ~W (x) := w(x − k), x ∈ (k, k + 1), if k is even,

~W (x) := w(k + 1 − x), x ∈ (k, k + 1), if k is odd,

~W (k) := I ∈ M_2(R), k ∈ Z.

It is obvious that [~W ]_{Ap2,q2 ,D} = ∞, for all 1 < p_2 ≤ q_2 < ∞ with p_1 < p_2 and^{q2}_p′_2 =^{q1}_p′_1 . It remains to show that [~W ]_{Ap1,q1} < ∞. We prove a slightly stronger fact, namely: ess sup x∈I − � I |~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1, for all intervals I ⊆ R.

First of all, let m, n ∈ Z with m < n be arbitrary. We check that ess sup

x∈[m,n) − � [m,n)

|~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1.

Since [m, n) =

�_{n−1}

k=m[k, k + 1), we may compute ess sup

x∈[m,n) − � [m,n)

|~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy = ess sup_{x∈I0} − � [m,n)

|W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

= ess sup

x∈I_0

n−1� k=m 1 n − m − � [k,k+1)

|W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

= ess sup

x∈I_0

n−1� k=m 1 n − m − � I_0

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

= ess sup

x∈I_0 − � I_0

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1.

Moreover, let k, ℓ be arbitrary non-negative integers. We check that ess sup x∈[−^1_{2k} ,^1_{2ℓ} ) − � [−^1_{2k} ,^1_{2ℓ} )

|~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1.

First of all, we have

ess sup x∈[−^1_{2k} ,0) − � [−^1_{2k} ,^1_{2ℓ} )

|~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

≤ ess sup

x∈[−^1_{2k} ,0)

2^{−k} 2^{−k} + 2^{−ℓ} − � [−^1_{2k} ,0)

|~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

+ ess sup

x∈[−^1_{2k} ,0)

2^{−ℓ} 2^{−k} + 2^{−ℓ} − � [0,^1_{2ℓ} )

|~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

= ess sup

x∈I_k

2^ℓ 2^k + 2^ℓ − � I_k

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

+ ess sup

x∈I_k

2^k 2^k + 2^ℓ − � I_ℓ

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy. Since I_k =

�_∞

i=k J_i, by the proof of Lemma 6.11 we deduce ess sup

x∈I_k − � I_k

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1 and ess sup

x∈I_k − � I_ℓ

|W (x)^{1/q1} W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ max � 1, ℓ + 1 k + 1

�_p′_{1 /2} .

It follows that

ess sup x∈[−^1_{2k} ,0) − � [−^1_{2k} ,^1_{2ℓ} )

|~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1 +

2^k 2^k + 2^ℓ max � 1, ℓ + 1 k + 1

�_p′_{1 /2} .

Analogously, we obtain

ess sup x∈[0,^1_{2ℓ} ) − � [−^1_{2k} ,^1_{2ℓ} )

|~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1 +

2^ℓ 2^k + 2^ℓ max � 1, k + 1 ℓ + 1

�_p′_{1/2} .

If k < ℓ, then

2^k 2^k + 2^ℓ � ℓ + 1 k + 1

�_p′_{1/2}

≤ 2^{k−ℓ} � ℓ − k k + 1 + 1 �_p′_{1 /2}

≲ 2^{k−ℓ}(ℓ − k)^{p′1 /2} ≲ 1.

The case ℓ < k is symmetric, thus we deduce the desired estimate.

Let now I be any interval in R. We distinguish the following cases:

Case 1. There exists m ∈ Z with I ⊆ [m, m + 1). It is then immediate by Lemma 6.11 that

ess sup x∈I − � I |~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1.

Case 2. There does not exist m ∈ Z with I ⊆ [m, m + 1), and |I| ≥^1_2 . Then, there exist m, n ∈ Z with m + 1 < n such that I ⊆ [m, n) and I ⊈ [m + 1, n), I ⊈ [m, n − 1). It is clear that |I| ≃ |[m, n)|, thus

ess sup x∈I − � I |~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ ess sup_{x∈[m,n)} − � [m,n)

|~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1.

Case 3. There does not exist m ∈ Z with I ⊆ [m, m + 1), and |I| <^1_2 . Then, there exists m ∈ Z with I ⊆ [m, m + 2) and m + 1 ∈ Int(I).

If m + 1 is odd, that is m is even, then it is clear that

~W (x) ∈ {A_1, B_1}, for a.e. x ∈ I,

therefore we trivially deduce

ess sup x∈I − � I |~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1.

If m + 1 is even, that is m is odd, then it is easy to see that there exist positive integers k, ℓ with

I ⊆ J := � m + 1 − 1 2^k

, m + 1 + 1 2^ℓ �

and |I| ≥^1_2 |J|, therefore

ess sup x∈I − � I |~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ ess sup_{x∈J} − � J |~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy

= ess sup

x∈[−^1_{2k} ,^1_{2ℓ} ) − � [−^1_{2k} ,^1_{2ℓ} )

|~W (x)^{1/q1} ~W (y)^{−1/q1} |^{p′1} dy ≲ 1,

concluding the proof. □

7. Limited range extrapolation for matrix weights

In this section, we establish a limited-range extrapolation theorem for matrix weights. Although the proof is a straightforward adaptation of [BC22, Theorem 9.1] guided by [AM07a, Theorem 4.9], we carefully track all details. We restrict ourselves to R^n equipped with the Euclidean metric and n-dimensional Lebesgue measure as underlying space. In particular, we simply write dx for integration under the Lebesgue measure, and |E| for the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure of any Lebesgue-measurable subset E of R^n .

7.1. Preliminaries. Here we briefly recall some important definitions and facts from [BC22], where we refer for details and proofs.

7.1.1. Integration of convex set valued maps. We consider a complete σ-finite measure space (Ω, A, μ).

Definition 7.1. Let F : Ω → K_{bcs}(C^d ) be an A-measurable map. We say that this map is μ-integrably bounded, if there exists a μ-integrable function k : Ω → [0, ∞) with F (ω) ⊆ k(ω)B, for all ω ∈ Ω.

Observe that an A-measurable map F : Ω → K_{bcs}(C^d ) is μ-integrably bounded if and only if the function |F | : Ω → [0, ∞) is μ-integrable.

Definition 7.2. Let F : Ω → K_{bcs}(C^d ) be a μ-integrably bounded map. Following [BC22, Definition 3.11], we define the Aumann μ-integral of F over Ω, � Ω F (ω) dμ(ω), as the following subset of C^d : � Ω F (ω) dμ(ω) := � Ω f(ω) dμ(ω) : f : Ω → C^d μ-integrable selection function for F � . Let F : Ω → K_{bcs}(C^d ) be a μ-integrably bounded map. In [BC22, Section 3] it is proved that the Aumann integral � X F (ω) dμ(ω) is a convex body in C^d . For all A ∈ A, we denote � A F (ω) dμ(ω) := � X 1_A(ω)F (ω) dμ(ω) = � A F (ω) dμ|_A(ω).

Remark 7.3. Let F : Ω → K_{bcs}(C^d ) be a μ-integrably bounded map. It is proved in [BC22, Lemma 3.19] that � X F (ω) dμ(ω) = {0} if and only if F (ω) = {0} for μ-a.e. ω ∈ Ω.

7.1.2. Convex body valued maximal function.

Definition 7.4. (1) For any measurable function F : R^n → K_{cs}(C^d ) and for any d × d matrix weight W on R^n , we denote

‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} := � R^n

|W (x)^{1/p}F (x)|^p dx

�_{1/p} , 0 < p < ∞,

and we also denote ‖F ‖_L∞_{K (W )} := ess sup_{x∈Rn} |W (x)F (x)|.

Then, for any 0 < p ≤ ∞, we denote by L^p_K(W ) the family of all (Lebesgue-a.e. equivalence classes of) measurable functions F : R^n → K_{cs}(C^d ) with ‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} < ∞. Observe that if F ∈ L^p_K(W ) for some 0 < p ≤ ∞, then the subset F (x) of C^d is bounded, for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

(2) If 1 ≤ p, q ≤ ∞ and W, V are d × d matrix weights on R^n , then a map T is said to be L^p_K(W )- L^q_K(V ) bounded, if it is a map T : L^p_K(W ) → L^q_K(V ) and there exists 0 < C < ∞ such that ‖T f‖_L^q_{K(V )} ≤ C‖f‖_L^p_{K(W )},

for all f ∈ L^p_K(W ); in this case, we denote by ‖T ‖_L^p_{K(W )→L}^q_{K(V )} the best such constant. Moreover, we denote ‖T ‖_L^p_{K(W )} := ‖T ‖_L^p_{K(W )→L}^p_{K(W )}.

(3) A measurable map F : R^n → K_{cs}(C^d ) is said to be locally integrable if the function |F | : R^n → [0, ∞] is locally integrable.

Remark 7.5. If F ∈ L^p_K(W ) for some 1 < p < ∞ and some d × d matrix weight W such that W^{1/(p−1)} is also a d × d matrix weight, then it is easy to see that F is locally integrable on R^n .

Definition 7.6. (1) A map T acting from a space of K_{cs}(C^d )-valued functions on R^n that is closed under the (pointwise) Minkowski sum and (pointwise) multiplication with complex numbers into a space of K_{cs}(C^d )-valued functions on R^n is said to be sublinear, if for all F, G in the domain of definition of T and for all a ∈ C we have T (F + G)(x) ⊆ T F (x) + T G(x) and T (aF )(x) = aT F (x) = |a|T F (x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

(2) A map T acting from a space of K_{cs}(C^d )-valued functions on R^n into a space of K_{cs}(C^d )-valued functions on R^n is said to be monotone if T F (x) ⊆ T G(x) for a.e. x ∈ R^n , whenever F, G are in the domain of definition of T such that F (x) ⊆ G(x) for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

Definition 7.7. If F : R^n → K_{bcs}(C^d ) is a locally integrable function, then following [BC22] we define its convex-set-valued maximal function by

M^KF (x) := clos � conv � � Q cube in R^n x∈Q ⟨F ⟩_Q �

where ⟨F ⟩_Q :=^1_{|Q|} � Q F (x) dx. Observe that M^KF (x) ∈ K_{cs}(C^d ) for a.e. x ∈ R^n . It is proved in [BC22, Section 5] that this gives rise to an operator M^K that is sublinear and monotone moreover satisfies F (x) ⊆ M^KF (x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

Remark 7.8. Let F : R^n → K_{bcs}(C^d ) be a locally integrable function that is not a.e. equal to {0}. Then, for all x ∈ R^n , there exists a cube Q ⊆ R^n with x ∈ Q such that F is not a.e. equal to {0} on Q, therefore by Remark 7.3 we deduce ⟨F ⟩_Q ≠ {0}. It follows that M^KF (x) ≠ {0}, for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

We need the following weighted bound for the maximal function M^K proved in [BC22]. Theorem E ([BC22, Theorem 6.9]). Let 1 < p < ∞ and let W be a d × d matrix weight on R^n . Then, M^K acts boundedly on L^p_K(W ), M^K : L^p_K(W ) → L^p_K(W ) with

‖M^K‖_L^p_{K(W )} ≲_{d,n,p} [W ]^{1/(p−1)}_{Ap} .

7.1.3. Rubio de Francia algorithm for convex body valued functions.

Definition 7.9. Let W : R^n → M_d(C ) be a measurable function with values a.e. in the set of positivedefinite d × d complex-valued matrices. Following Bownik and Cruz-Uribe [BC22], we define

[W ]_{A1} := sup_Q ess sup_{x∈Q} − � |W^{−1}(x)W (y)| dy,

where the supremum ranges over all cubes Q ⊆ R^n . If [W ]_{A1} < ∞, then we say that W is a d × d matrix A_1 weight, in symbols W ∈ A_1. Observe that [W ]_{A1} = [W^{−1}]_{A∞} .

Definition 7.10. Following [BC22], we say that a locally integrable function F : R^n → K_{bcs}(C^d ) belongs to the A^K_1 class, in symbols F ∈ A^K_1 , if there exists 0 < C < ∞ such that M^KF (x) ⊆ F (x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n ; in this case, we denote the infimum of all such constants C by [F ]_AK_1 .

In what follows, we denote by B the closed unit ball in C^d . Bownik and Cruz-Uribe [BC22, Corollary 7.4] describe precisely the relation between the A^K_1 class and matrix A_1 weights. Lemma F ([BC22, Corollary 7.4]). If W is a d × d matrix weight on R^n , then W B ∈ A^K_1 if and only if W ∈ A_1.

Bownik and Cruz-Uribe [BC22, Theorem 7.6] establish a Rubio de Francia-type algorithm to prove their extrapolation algorithm. This algorithm is of fundamental importance also for us, so we recall it below. We refer to [BC22, Theorem 7.6] for a detailed proof.

Theorem G ([BC22, Theorem 7.6]). Let 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ and let W be a d × d matrix weight on R^n . Let T : L^p_K(W ) → L^p_K(W ) be a bounded sublinear and monotone map. Given G ∈ L^p_K(W ), define SG by

SG := ∞� k=0 1 2^k‖T ‖^k_Lp_{W (K)}

T^kG,

where T^0G := G and T^k denotes the k-fold composition of T with itself. Then, this series converges in L^p_K(W ). Moreover, it has the following properties:

(1) G(x) ⊆ SG(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n (2) ‖SG‖_L^p_{K(W )} ≤ 2‖G‖_L^p_{K(W )} (3) T (SG)(x) ⊆ 2‖T ‖_L^p_{K(W )}SG(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

Definition 7.11. If F : R^n → K_{bcs}(C^d ) is a measurable function and W : R^n → M_d(C ) is a measurable function, then following [BC22] we way that F is ellipsoid-valued with respect to W is there exists a function r : R^n → R with F (x) = r(x)W (x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

Cruz-Uribe and Bownik [BC22, Lemma 8.5] show that their Rubio de Francia algorithm in Theorem G behaves well for input functions that are ellipsoid-valued with respect to a given matrix function.

Lemma H ([BC22, Lemma 8.5]). Let V : R^n → M_d(C ) be a measurable function and T be an operator as in Theorem G such that whenever G ∈ L^p_K(W ) is ellipsoid-valued with respect to V , then T (G) is also ellipsoid-valued with respect to V . Then, SG is also ellipsoid-valued with respect to V , for all G ∈ L^p_K(W ) that are ellipsoid-valued with respect to V .

Finally, we need the following reverse Jones factorization type lemma for matrix weights [BC22, Corollary 8.9], which is itself a special case of a much more general result [BC22, Proposition 8.8].

Theorem I ([BC22, Corollary 8.9]). Let 1 < p < ∞, and let W be a d × d matrix weight on R^n .

(1) Let s : R^n → [0, ∞) be a measurable function such that W_1 := sW^{1/p} ∈ A_∞. Then, for all p_0 ∈ (p, ∞), we have W := s^{p0−p}W^{p0 /p} ∈ A_{p0} , with [W ]_{Ap0} ≲_{d,n,p,p0} [W ]_{Ap} [W_1]^{p0 −p}_{A∞} .

(2) Let r : R^n → [0, ∞) be a measurable function such that W_0 := rW^{1/p} ∈ A_1. Then, for all p_0 ∈ (1, p), we have W := r^{p0 −p′(p0 −1)}W^{p0/p} ∈ A_{p0} , with [W ]_{Ap0} ≲_{d,n,p,p0} [W_0]^{p0−p′ (p0−1)}

A_1 [W ]

(p_0 −1)/(p−1) A_p .

7.2. Statement of main result. In the rest of this section, F denotes a non-empty family of pairs (F, G) of measurable functions F, G : R^n → K_{bcs}(C^d ) such that neither F nor G is a.e. equal to {0}. Whenever we write an inequality of the form ‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} ≤ C‖G‖_L^p_{K(W )}, (F, G) ∈ F we understand that the inequality holds for all pairs (F, G) ∈ F with ‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} < ∞. The constant C depends on some concrete Muckenhoupt characteristic of some concrete power of the weight W , but not on the particular weight W itself.

We need some notation. Let 0 < p_0 < q_0 ≤ ∞. For all p ∈ [p_0, q_0), we set

t(p) := p p_0

≥ 1, s(p) := q_0 p ≥ 1, r(p) := s(p)^′(t(p) − 1) + 1 ≥ 1,

where the usual convention ∞^′ = 1 is used; notice that 1 < s(p) ≤ ∞, so 1 ≤ (s(p))^′ < ∞. Observe that for all p, q ∈ [p_0, q_0) with p < q, we have r(p) < r(q).

Theorem 1.6. Let 0 < p_0 < q_0 ≤ ∞. Assume that for some fixed p ∈ [p_0, q_0], there exists an increasing function K_p such that one of the following holds:

(1) If p < q_0, then

‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} ≤ K_p([W^{s(p)′} ]_{Ar(p)} )‖G‖_L^p_{K(W )}, (F, G) ∈ F,

for all d × d matrix weights W on R^n with [W^{s(p)′} ]_{Ar(p)} < ∞. (2) If p = q_0 < ∞, then

‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} ≤ K_p([W^{t(p)′ /t(p)}]_{A∞} )‖G‖_L^p_{K(W )}, (F, G) ∈ F,

for all d × d matrix weights W on R^n with [W^{t(p)′ /t(p)}]_{A∞} < ∞. (3) If p = q_0 = ∞, then ‖F ‖_L^p_{K(W )} ≤ K_p([W^{1/p0} ]_{A∞} )‖G‖_L^p_{K(W )}, (F, G) ∈ F,

for all d × d matrix weights W on R^n with [W^{1/p0} ]_{A∞} < ∞. Then, for all q ∈ (p_0, q_0),

‖F ‖_L^q_{K(W )} ≤ K_q ([W^{s(q)′} ]_{Ar(q)} )‖G‖_L^q_{K(W )}, (F, G) ∈ F

holds, for all d × d matrix weights W on R^n with [W^{s(q)′} ]_{Ar(q)} < ∞, where

K_q([W^{s(q)′} ]_{Ar(q)} ) = c_1K_p(c_2[W^{s(q)′} ]^{α(p,q)}_{Ar(q)} ),

for some constants c_1, c_2 > 0 depending only on n, d, p_0, q_0, p and q, and the exponent α(p, q) is given by

(7.1) α(p, q) :=

� � � � � � � � �

r(p)−1 r(q)−1 , if q < p < q0 1 r(q)−1 , if q < p = q0

1, if p ≤ q .

Remark 7.12. Given the comparison results proved in Section 6, the conditions on the weights considered in the above theorem are reasonable. In particular, in the case d = 1 we recover Theorem Theorem C. Moreover, in the case p_0 = 1 and q_0 = ∞ we recover [BC22, Theorem 9.1].

7.3. Proof of main result. Here we prove Theorem 1.6 in detail. We first need the following technical lemma.

Lemma 7.13. Let p, q ∈ [p_0, q_0). The following two identities are true: (7.2) s(p)^′s(q)^′(p − q) = ps(p)^′ − qs(q)^′ and (7.3) r(p) r(q) = ps(p)^′ qs(q)^′ . Proof. If q_0 = ∞, then s(p)^′ = s(q)^′ = 1, so the first identity holds trivially, and the second says

t(p) t(q) = p q , which also holds trivially because t(p) =^p_{p0} and t(q) =^q_{p0} .

Now we prove the identities under the assumption that q_0 < ∞. For the first identity we have

s(p)^′ = (q_0/p)^′ = q_0 q_0 − p

, s(q)^′ = q_0 q_0 − q , so what we want to see becomes q^2_0 (p − q) (q_0 − p)(q_0 − q) = pq_0 q_0 − p − qq_0 q_0 − q . Computing pq_0(q_0 − q) − qq_0(q_0 − p) = q^2_0 p − pqq_0 − qq^2_0 + pqq_0 = q^2_0 (p − q), we obtain the first identity.

The second identity can be equivalently rewritten as qs(q)^′r(p) = ps(p)^′r(q), that is qs(q)^′[s(p)^′(t(p) − 1) + 1] = ps(p)^′[s(q)^′(t(q) − 1) + 1], that is after expanding and rearranging s(p)^′s(q)^′(qt(p) − q − pt(q) + p) = ps(p)^′ − qs(q)^′.

We compute qt(p) − q − pt(q) + p = qp p_0

− q − pq p_0

+ p = p − q.

Thus, the second identity is equivalent to the first one, which concludes the proof. □ Proof (of Theorem 1.6). We combine and adapt the proofs of [AM07a, Theorem 4.9] and [BC22, Theorem 9.1].

Let q ∈ (p_0, q_0), W be a d × d matrix weight with [W^{s(q)′} ]_{Ar(q)} < ∞, and (F, G) ∈ F with 0 < ‖F ‖_L^q_{K(W )} < ∞. We may assume that q ≠ p. We may also assume that 0 < ‖F ‖_L^q_{K(W )} < ∞, otherwise the inequality to show is trivial. Throughout the proof, we suppress the notation dependence of implied constants on n, d, p_0, q_0, p, and q. Moreover, c, c_1, c_2 are positive finite constants depending only on these parameters which might change from line to line.

We now distinguish several cases.

Case 1. q < p < q_0. We first need to define an associated Rubio de Francia operator. Thus, consider the following auxiliary operator N_W acting on functions H ∈ L^{r(q)}_K (V ): N_W H(x) := |V (x)^{1/r(q)}H(x)|W (x)^{−1/r(q)}B, for a.e. x ∈ R^n , where V := W^{s(q)′} . For this operator we may compute ‖N_W H‖_Lr(q)_{K (W )} = ‖H‖_Lr(q)_{K (V )}.

It is easy to see that N_W is sublinear and monotone.

Furthermore, we claim that H(x) ⊆ Σ(x)N_W H(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n , where Σ := W^{1/r(q)} · V^{−1/r(q)} = W^{(1−s(q)′ )/r(q)}. Indeed, this inclusion is equivalent to H(x) ⊆ |V (x)^{1/r(q)}H(x)|V (x)^{−1/r(q)}B, for a.e. x ∈ R^n , that is V (x)^{1/r(q)}H(x) ⊆ |V (x)^{1/r(q)}H(x)|B, for a.e. x ∈ R^n , which is obvious.

Now we define the operator P_W acting on functions H ∈ L^{r(q)}_K (W ) by

P_W H(x) := N_W (M^K(ΣH))(x) = |V (x)^{1/r(q)}M^K(ΣH)(x)|W (x)^{−1/r(q)} B, for a.e. x ∈ R^n . Then, using Theorem E we can compute

‖P_W H‖_Lr(q)_{K (W )} = ‖M^K(ΣH)‖_Lr(q)_{K (V )} ≲ [V ]^{1/(r(q)−1)}_{Ar(q)} ‖ΣH‖_Lr(q)_{K (V )} = [V ]^{1/(r(q)−1)}_{Ar(q)} ‖H‖_Lr(q)_{K (W )}.

Since M^K is itself sublinear and monotone, it is easy to see that P_W is sublinear and monotone. (Although we do not need it, we note that it is easy to see that H(x) ⊆ P_W H(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n .) Note also that if H is not a.e. equal to {0}, then P_W H(x) ≠ {0}, for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

All assumptions of Theorem G are fulfilled, thus we can define the following Rubio de Francia type operator acting on functions H ∈ L^{r(q)}_K (W ):

R_W H := ∞� k=0 1 2^k‖P_W ‖^k_{Lr(q)K (W )}

(P_W )^kH.

We record the following properties of R_W that we obtain from Theorem G: H(x) ⊆ R_W H(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n , ‖R_W H‖_Lr(q)_{K (W )} ≤ 2‖H‖_Lr(q)_{K (W )} and P_W (R_W H)(x) ⊆ ‖P_W ‖_Lr(q)_{K (W )}R_W H(x) ⊆ c[V ]^{1/(r(q)−1)}_{Ar(q)} R_W H(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n . In particular, we have M^K(ΣR_W H)(x) ⊆ Σ(x)P_W (R_W H)(x) ⊆ c[V ]^{1/(r(q)−1)}_{Ar(q)} Σ(x)R_W H(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n . This means that if H is not a.e. equal to {0}, then the convex body valued function ΣR_W H belongs to the A^1_K class with [ΣR_W H]_A1_K ≤ c[V ]^{1/(r(q)−1)}_{Ar(q)} .

Finally, notice that P_W H is always ellipsoid-valued with respect to the matrix valued function W^{−1/r(q)}, therefore, by Lemma H, we deduce that if H happens to be ellipsoid-valued with respect to W^{−1/r(q)}, then R_W H is also ellipsoid-valued with respect to W^{−1/r(q)}.

We now define the scalar-valued function

h̄(x) := � |W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|

‖F ‖_L^q_{K(W )} + |W (x)^{1/q} G(x)| ‖G‖_L^q_{K(W )}

�_{q/r(q)} , for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

It is obvious that ‖h̄‖_Lr(q) ≲ 1.

We consider the convex body valued function H̄(x) := h̄(x)W (x)^{−1/r(q)}B, for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

It is clear that ‖H‖_Lr(q)_{K (W )} ≤ 2. Since H̄ is ellipsoid-valued with respect to W^{−1/r(q)}, we deduce that R_W H̄ is also ellipsoid-valued with respect to W^{−1/r(q)}, therefore we can write R_W H̄(x) = R_W h̄(x)W (x)^{−1/r(q)}B for some nonnegative scalar-valued function R_W h̄. Then, we have h̄(x)W (x)^{−1/r(q)}B ⊆ R_W h̄(x)W (x)^{−1/r(q)}B,

which implies immediately that h̄(x) ≤ R_W h̄(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n . We now define the nonnegative scalar-valued function h := (R_W h̄)^{r(q)/q} .

Since H̄ is not a.e. equal to {0}, we deduce that h(x) ≠ 0, for a.e. x ∈ R^n . We compute � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx

�_{1/q} = � R^n

|h(x)^{−1/(p/q)′} W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q · h(x)^{q/(p/q)′} dx

�_{1/q}

≤ � R^n

|h(x)^{−1/(p/q)′} W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^p dx

�_{1/p} �

R^n

h(x)^q dx

�_{1/(q(p/q)}′_) . It is of course the case that � R^n

h(x)^q dx = � R^n

(R_W h̄(x))^{r(q)} dx = � R^n

|W (x)^{1/r(q)}H̄(x)|^{r(q)} dx ≲ 1.

Now let us deal with the first integral. Set T (x) := h(x)^{−p/(p/q)′} W (x)^{p/q} , for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

What we want to check is that T^{s(p)′} ∈ A_{r(p)}.

By above we have ΣR_W H̄ ∈ A^1_K, that means concretely (R_W h̄)V^{−1/r(q)}B ∈ A^1_K.

Thus, by Lemma F we have R_W h̄V^{−1/r(q)} ∈ A_1, therefore, (R_W h̄)^{−1}V^{1/r(q)} ∈ A_∞, that is h^{−q/r(q)}W^{s(q)′ /r(q)} ∈ A_∞. Set m(x) := h(x)^{−q/r(q)}, for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

Then mW^{s(q)′ /r(q)} ∈ A_∞ and W^{s(q)′} ∈ A_{r(q)}.

The fact that p > q easily implies r(p) > r(q). Thus, by Theorem I (1), we deduce m^{r(p)−r(q)}(W^{s(q)′} )^{r(p)/r(q)} ∈ A_{r(p)}.

Our goal now is to check that m^{r(p)−r(q)}(W^{s(q)′} )^{r(p)/r(q)} = T^{s(p)′} , that is h^{−q(r(p)−r(q))/r(q)}W^{s(q)′ r(p)/r(q)} = h^{−s(p)′ p/(p/q)′} W^{s(p)′ p/q} .

We first check that the exponents of h agree: − q(r(p) − r(q)) r(q) = − qr(p) r(q)

+ q^{(7.3)}= − qps(p)^′ qs(q)^′

+ q = − ps(p)^′ s(q)^′

+ q = − ps(p)^′ − qs(q)^′ s(q)^′

(7.2)

= −s(p)^′(p − q) = − s(p)^′p_p p−q = − s(p)^′p (p/q)^′ . We also check that the exponents of W agree: s(q)^′r(p) r(q)

(7.3) = ps(p)^′ q = s(p)^′p q . Thus, we can estimate � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx

�_{1/q} ≤ c � R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}F (x)|^p

�_{1/p} . We now observe that

h(x) = (R_W h̄(x))^{r/q} ≥ h̄(x)^{r/q} ≥

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)| ‖F ‖_L^q_{K(W )}

, for a.e. x ∈ R^n ,

thus �

R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}f(x)|^p dx = � R^n

h(x)^{−p/(p/q)′} |W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^p dx = � R^n

h(x)^{q−p}|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^p dx ≤ 1 ‖F ‖^{q−p}_Lq_{K(W )} � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx = ‖F ‖^p_Lq_{K(W )} < ∞.

Therefore, we are entitled to apply the extrapolation hypothesis, obtaining � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx

�_{1/q}

≤ c_1 � R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}F (x)|^p

�_{1/p}

≤ c_1K_p([T^{s(p)′} ]_{Ar(p)} ) � R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}G(x)|^p

�_{1/p}

≤ c_1K_p(c_2[V ]^{α(p,q)}_{Ar(q)} ) � R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}G(x)|^p

�_{1/p} , since

[T^{s(p)′} ]_{Ar(p)} ≤ c[W^{s(q)′} ]_{Ar(q)} [s(x)W^{s(q)′ /r(q)}]^{r(p)−r(q)}_{A∞} ≤ c[V ]_{Ar(q)} [V ]^{(r(p)−r(q))/(r(q)−1)}

A_{r(q)} = c[V ] α(p,q) A_{r(q)} .

Similarly to above, we obtain � R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}G(x)|^p

�_{1/p}

≤ ‖G‖_L^q_{K(W )}.

Thus �

R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx

�_{1/q}

≤ c_1K_p(c_2[V ]^{α(p,q)}_{Ar(q)} )‖G‖_L^q_{K(W )},

concluding the proof in this case.

Case 2. q < p = q_0 < ∞. Similarly to Case 1, we construct a nonnegative scalar-valued function h with the following properties:

h(x) ≥

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|

‖F ‖_L^q_{K(W )} + |W (x)^{1/q} G(x)| ‖G‖_L^q_{K(W )}

, for a.e. x ∈ R^n ,

h(x) > 0, for a.e. x ∈ R^n , � R^n

h(x)^q dx ≲ 1, and h^{q/r(q)}W^{−s(q)′ /r(q)} ∈ A_1.

As in case 1 we have

‖F ‖_L^q_{K(W )} ≲ ‖F ‖_L^p_{K(T )}, ‖F ‖_L^p_{K(T )} ≤ ‖F ‖_L^q_{K(W )} and ‖G‖_L^p_{K(T )} ≤ ‖G‖_L^q_{K(W )}, where T (x) := h(x)^{−p/(p/q)′} W (x)^{p/q} , for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

Notice that B := h^{−q/r(q)}W^{s(q)′ /r(q)} ∈ A_∞.

We check now that T = B^{s(p0 )−1}, that is h^{−p/(p/q)′} W^{p/q} = h^{−q(s(p0 )−1)/r(q)}W^{s(q)′ (s(p0 )−1)/r(q)}.

We first check that the exponents of h agree. We need to show that

−q_0/(q_0/q)^′ = − q r(q) � q_0 p_0 − 1 � , that is that q_0 − q = q(q_0 − p_0)

p_0r(q) . We compute

p_0r(q) = s(q)^′(q − p_0) + p_0 = q_0(q − p_0)

q_0 − q

+ p_0 = q_0(q − p_0) + p_0(q_0 − q) q_0 − q = q(q_0 − p_0) q_0 − q , yielding the desired equality. Moreover, we check that the exponents of W agree. We have s(q)^′(s(p_0) − 1) r(q) = q_0(q_0 − p_0)

p_0r(q) = q_0 q = p q . Thus T^{t(q0)′ /t(q0)} = T^{s(p0)′ −1} = B ∈ A_∞.

The rest of the proof proceeds exactly as in case 1.

Case 3. q < p = q_0 = ∞. Similarly to Case 1, we construct a nonnegative scalar-valued function h with the following properties:

h(x) ≥

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)| ‖F ‖_L^q_{K(W )} + |W (x)^{1/q} G(x)|

‖G‖_L^q_{K(W )}

, for a.e. x ∈ R^n ,

h(x) > 0, for a.e. x ∈ R^n , � R^n

h(x)^q dx ≲ 1, and h^{q/r(q)}W^{−s(q)′ /r(q)} ∈ A_1.

We compute � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx

�_{1/q} = � R^n

|h(x)^{−1/(p/q)′} W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q · h(x)^{q/(p/q)′} dx

�_{1/q}

≤ ‖F ‖_L∞_{K (T )} � R^n

h(x)^q dx

�_{1/(q(p/q)}′_) ≲ ‖F ‖_L∞_{K (T )},

where T (x) := h(x)^{−1/(p/q)′} W (x)^{1/q} , for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

Notice that B := h^{−q/r(q)}W^{s(q)′ /r(q)} ∈ A_∞.

So, we only have to check that T^{1/p0} = B. We check that the exponents of h agree: −q/(p_0r(q)) = −q/(p_0t(q)) = −q/q = −1, −1/(p/q)^′ = −1/1 = −1.

We also check that the exponents of W agree: s(q)^′/r(q) = 1/t(q) = p/q_0.

Thus T^{1/p0} = B ∈ A_∞. The rest of the proof proceeds exactly as in case 1.

p_0 ≤ p < q. We first need to define an associated Rubio de Francia operator. So consider first the following auxiliary operator acting on convex-body valued functions H ∈ L^{r(q)′} (U): N_W H(x) := |U(x)^{1/r(q)′} H(x)|W (x)^{−1/r(q)′} B, for a.e. x ∈ R^n , where U := W^{−1/(t(q)−1)}. For this operator, we may compute ‖N_W H‖_Lr(q)′_{K (W )} = ‖H‖_Lr(q)′_{K (U)}.

It is easy to see that this map is sublinear and monotone and H(x) ⊆ Σ(x)N_W H(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n , where Σ := W^{1/r(q)′} · U^{−1/r(q)′} = W^{t(q)′/r(q)′} .

Now we define the operator acting on functions H ∈ L^{r(q)′} (W )

P_W H(x) := N_W (M^K(ΣH))(x) = |U(x)^{1/r(q)′} M^K(ΣH)(x)|W (x)^{−1/r(q)′} B, for a.e. x ∈ R^n . Since M^K is sublinear and monotone, one can easily observe that P_W is sublinear and monotone. Moreover, using Theorem E we can compute

‖P_W H‖_Lr(q)′_{K (W )} = ‖M^K(ΣH)‖_Lr(q)′_{K (U)} ≲ [U]^{1/(r(q)′ −1)}_{Ar(q)′} ‖ΣH‖_Lr(q)′_{K (U)} = [U]^{1/(r(q)′ −1)}_{Ar(q)′} ‖H‖_Lr(q)′_{K (W )}.

(Although we do not need it, we note that it is easy to see that H(x) ⊆ P_W H(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n .) Note also that if H is not a.e. equal to {0}, then P_W H(x) ≠ {0}, for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

Thus, all assumptions of Theorem G are fulfilled, therefore we can define the following Rubio de Francia type operator acting on functions H ∈ L^{r(q)′}_K (W ):

R_W H := ∞� k=0 1 2^k‖P_W ‖^k_{Lr(q)}′_{K (W )}

(P_W )^kH.

We record the following properties of R_W that we obtain from Theorem G: H(x) ⊆ R_W H(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n , ‖R_W H‖_Lr(q)′_{K (W )} ≤ 2‖H‖_Lr(q)′_{K (W )} and P_W (R_W H)(x) ⊆ ‖P_W ‖_Lr(q)′_{K (W )}R_W H(x) ⊆ c[U]^{1/(r(q)′ −1)}_{Ar(q)′} R_W H(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

In particular, we have

M^K(ΣR_W H)(x) ⊆ Σ(x)P_W (R_W H)(x) ⊆ c[U]^{1/(r′ −1)}_{Ar′} Σ(x)R_W H(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n . This means that if H is not a.e. equal to {0}, then the convex body valued function ΣR_W H belongs to the A^1_K class with [ΣR_W H]_A1_K ≤ c[U]^{1/(r(q)′ −1)}_{Ar(q)′} .

Finally, notice that P_W H is always ellipsoid-valued with respect to W^{−1/r(q)′} , therefore by Lemma H we deduce that if H happens to be ellipsoid-valued with respect to W^{−1/r(q)′} , then R_W H is also ellipsoid-valued with respect to W^{−1/r(q)′} .

We now observe that the Riesz representation theorem yields that there exists a nonnegative scalarvalued function h_1 ∈ L^{(q/p)′} with ‖h_1‖_L(q/p)′ = 1 such that � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx = � R^n

(|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^p)^{q/p} dx = � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^ph_1(x) dx.

Now we define the nonnegative scalar-valued function h̄(x) := h_1(x)^{(q/p)′ /r(q)′} , for a.e. x ∈ R^n , and the convex body valued function H̄(x) := h̄(x)W (x)^{−1/r(q)′} B, for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

It is clear that ‖H‖_Lr(q)′_{K (W )} = 1. Since H̄ is ellipsoid-valued with respect to W^{−1/r(q)′} , we deduce that R_W H̄ is also ellipsoid-valued with respect to W^{−1/r(q)′} , therefore we can write R_W H̄(x) = R_W h̄(x)W (x)^{−1/r(q)′} B for some nonnegative scalar-valued function R_W h̄. Then, we have h̄(x)W (x)^{−1/r(q)′} B ⊆ R_W h̄(x)W (x)^{−1/r(q)′} B, which implies immediately that h̄(x) ≤ R_W h̄(x), for a.e. x ∈ R^n . We now define the nonnegative scalar-valued function h := (R_W h̄)^{r(q)′ /(q/p)′} .

Since H̄ is not a.e. equal to {0}, we deduce that h(x) ≠ 0, for a.e. x ∈ R^n . Observe that h ≥ h_1. Thus, we have � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx ≤ � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^ph(x) dx = � R^n

|h(x)^{1/p}W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^p dx. Set T (x) := h(x)W (x)^{p/q} , for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

Our goal is to show that T^{s(p)′} ∈ A_{r(p)}.

By above, we have ΣR_W H̄ ∈ A^1_K, that means concretely (R_W h̄)U^{−1/r(q)′} B ∈ A^1_K, that is (R_W h̄)W^{s(q)′ /r(q)}B ∈ A^1_K.

Thus, by Lemma F we have (R_W h̄)V^{1/r(q)} ∈ A_1, that is

h^{(q/p)′ /r(q)′} W^{s(q)′ /r(q)} ∈ A_1. Set m(x) := h(x)^{(q/p)′ /r(q)′} , for a.e. x ∈ R^n .

Then mW^{s(q)′ /r(q)} ∈ A_1 and W^{s(q)′} ∈ A_{r(q)}.

The fact that p < q easily implies r(p) < r(q). Thus, by Theorem I (2), we deduce

m^{r(p)−r(q)′(r(p)−1)}(W^{s(q)′} )^{r(p)/r(q)} ∈ A_{r(p)},

both for p > p_0 and p = p_0.

Our goal now is to check that

m^{r(p)−r(q)′(r(p)−1)}(W^{s(q)′} )^{r(p)/r(q)} = T^{s(p)′} ,

that is h^{(q/p)′ [r(p)−r(q)′(r(p)−1)]/r(q)′} W^{s(q)′ r(p)/r(q)} = h^{s(p)′} W^{s(p)′ p/q} .

We first check that the exponents of h agree:

(q/p)^′ r(p) − r(q)^′(r(p) − 1) r(q)^′

= (q/p)^′ � r(p) r(q)^′

− r(p) + 1 � = (q/p)^′ � r(p) � 1 r(q)^′ − 1 � + 1 �

= (q/p)^′ � − r(p) r(q) − 1 �_{(7.3)}

= (q/p)^′ � − ps(p)^′ qs(q)^′ − 1 � = (q/p)^′ qs(q)^′ − ps(p)^′ qs(q)^′

(7.3)

= (q/p)^′ s(p)^′s(q)^′(q − p) qs(q)^′ = q q − p · s(p)^′q − p q = s(p)^′.

Moreover, we check that the exponents of W agree:

s(p)^′ r(p) r(q)

(7.3)

= s(p)^′ p q . Therefore, we have � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx ≤ � R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}F (x)|^p dx.

We also observe that � R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}F (x)|^p dx = � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^ph(x) dx ≤ � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx

�_{p/q} �

R^n

h(x)^{(q/p)′} dx

�_{1/(q/p)}′

= � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx

�_{p/q} �

R^n

R_W h̄(x)^{r(q)′} dx

�_{1/(q/p)}′ . Notice that � R^n

R_W h̄(x)^{r(q)′} dx = � R^n

|W (x)^{1/r(q)′} R_W H̄(x)|^{r(q)′} dx ≤ c.

It follows that � R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}F (x)|^p dx ≤ c � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx

�_{p/q}

< ∞.

Thus, we are entitled to apply the extrapolation hypothesis, obtaining � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx

�_{1/q} ≤ c � R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}F (x)|^p dx

�_{1/p}

≤ cK_p([T^{s(p)′} ]_{Ar(p)} )

≤ c_1K_p(c_2[V ]^{α(p,q)}_{Ar(p)} ) � R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}G(x)|^p dx

�_{1/p} , because [T^{s(p)′} ]_{Ar(p)} ≤ c[W^{s(q)′} ]^{(r(p)−1)/(r(q)−1)}

A_{r(q)} [r(x)W (x) s(q)^′ /r(q)]r(p)−r(q)^′(r(p)−1) A_1

≤ c[V ]^{(r(p)−1)/(r(q)−1)}

A_{r(q)} [U]

[r(p)−r(q)^′ (r(p)−1)]/(r(q)^′−1) A_{r(q)}′

≃ c[V ]^{(r(p)−1)/(r(q)−1)}

A_{r(q)} [V ] r(p)−r(q)^′(r(p)−1) A_{r(q)} ≤ c2[V ] α(p,q) A_{r(q)} .

Similarly to the above, we obtain � R^n

|T (x)^{1/p}G(x)|^p dx

�_q ≤ c � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} G(x)|^q dx

�_{1/q} . Thus, finally, we deduce � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} F (x)|^q dx

�_{1/q}

≤ c_1K_p(c_2[V ]^{α(p,q)}_{Ar(p)} ) � R^n

|W (x)^{1/q} G(x)|^q dx

�_{1/q} , concluding the proof. □

8. Appendix Here we prove Lemma 6.10:

Lemma 6.10. Set C_n := � 1 0 0 n � , D_n := � 1^1_{2n1/2} 1 2n^{1/2} 1 n � , n = 1, 2, . . . .

Then, C_n, D_n ∈ P_2(C ) with tr(C_nD_n), tr(C^{−1}_n D^{−1}_n ) ≃ 1, for all n = 1, 2, . . .. Moreover, for all a > 1, lim_{n→∞} tr(C^a_nD^a_n) = ∞.

Before the proof, we note the identities

(8.1) � x z y w � � λ_1 0 0 λ_2 � � x y z w � = � λ_1x^2 + λ_2z^2 λ_1xy + λ_2zw λ_1xy + λ_2zw λ_1y^2 + λ_2w^2 �

and (8.2) tr � 1 0 0 λ � � x z y w � � λ_1 0 0 λ_2 � � x y z w � = λ_1x^2 + λ_2z^2 + λλ_1y^2 + λλ_2w^2.

Proof (of Lemma 6.10). Let n be any positive integer. It is clear that C_n, D_n ∈ P_2(C ). We compute

C_nD_n = � 1^1_{2n1/2}

n^{1/2} 2 1 �

and C^{−1}_n D^{−1}_n = � 1 0 0^1_n

� �_4

3 −^{2n1/2}_3 −^{2n1/2}_3^{4n}_3 � = �_4

3 −^{2n1/2}_3 −^2_{3n1/2}^4_3 � , showing immediately that tr(C_nD_n), tr(C^{−1}_n D^{−1}_n ) ≃ 1.

Next, we diagonalize D_n. Direct computation shows that it has the eigenvalues

λ_1(n) := 1 2 � 1 + 1 n + � 1 − 1 n + 1 n^2 � and λ_2(n) := 1 2 � 1 + 1 n − � 1 − 1 n + 1 n^2 � .

Notice that λ_1(n) ≃ 1 and that

1 − λ_1(n) = 1 2 � 1 − 1 n − � 1 − 1 n + 1 n^2 � = 1 2 · −^1_n

1 −^1_n + � 1 −^1_n +^1_{n2} , therefore |1 − λ_1(n)| ≃ 1 n . A normalized eigenvector associated to λ_1(n) is given by e_1(n) = (x(n), y(n)), where

x(n) := 1 2n^{1/2}

�_1 4n + (λ_1(n) − 1)^2

, y(n) := λ_1(n) − 1 �_1 4n + (λ_1(n) − 1)^2 .

Observe that |y(n)| ≃^1_{n1/2} . Let also e_2(n) = (z(n), w(n)) be a normalized eigenvector associated to λ_2(n).

Let now a > 1 be arbitrary. We have

D_n = � x(n) z(n) y(n) w(n) � � λ_1(n) 0

0 λ_2(n) � � x(n) y(n) z(n) w(n) � , therefore

D^a_n = � x(n) z(n) y(n) w(n) � � λ_1(n)^a 0 0 λ_2(n)^a � � x(n) y(n) z(n) w(n) � . Thus, by (8.2) it follows that

tr(C^a_nD^a_n) = λ_1(n)^ax(n)^2 + λ_2(n)^az(n)^2 + n^aλ_1(n)^ay(n)^2 + n^aλ_2(n)^aw(n)^2 ≳_a n^{a−1}. Thus, lim_{n→∞} tr(C^a_nD^a_n) = ∞. □

Identities (8.1) and (8.2) suggest yet another family of counterexamples to the converse of the Cordes inequality. Let namely

C_n := � 1 0 0 n(1 + log n) �

and D_n := � � � 1 −^1_n −^{1√}_n 1√ n � 1 −^1_n � � � 1 0 0^1_{n(1+log n)} � � � � 1 −^1_n^{1√}_n

−^{1√}_n � 1 −^1_n � � , for all n = 1, 2, . . .. Then (D_n)_{11} ≃ 1, (D_n)_{22} ≃ 1 n , therefore tr(C_nD_n) ≃ 1 + log n, for all n = 1, 2, . . .. Thus, lim_{n→∞} tr(C_nD_n) = ∞.

Let now a ∈ (0, 1) be arbitrary. Then, direct computation gives

(D^a_n)_{11} ≃_a 1, 0 ≤ (D^a_n)_{12} = (D^a_n)_{21} ≲_a 1 √ n , (D^a_n)_{22} ≃_a 1 [n(1 + log n)]^a , and (D^{−a}_n )_{11} ≃_a 1, |(D^{−a}_n )_{12}| = |(D^{−a}_n )_{21}| ≲_a

[n(1 + log n)]^a √ n , (D^{−a}_n )_{22} ≃_a [n(1 + log n)]^a,

for all n = 1, 2, . . .. It follows that for all m, n = 1, 2, . . ., we have

tr(C^{−a}_m C^a_n), tr(C^{−a}_m D^{−a}_n ), tr(D^a_mC^a_n) ≃_a max � 1, n(1 + log n) m(1 + log m)

�_a and tr(D^a_mD^{−a}_n ) ≲_a max � 1, [n(1 + log n)]^a √ m · √ n , � n(1 + log n) m(1 + log m)

�_a�

≲_a max � 1, � n m �_{1/2} , � n(1 + log n) m(1 + log m)

�_a� . Note that an elementary convexity argument gives

(1 − log 2)(x + y)(1 + log(x + y)) ≤ x(1 + log x) + y(1 + log y), for all x, y ∈ (0, ∞) with x + y ≥ 1.

References

[ADM96] D. Albrecht, X. Duong, and A. McIntosh. “Operator theory and harmonic analysis”. In: Instructional Workshop on Analysis and Geometry, Part III (Canberra, 1995). Vol. 34. Proc. Centre Math. Appl. Austral. Nat. Univ. Austral. Nat. Univ., Canberra, 1996, pp. 77– 136. isbn: 0-7315-2417-9.

[AF09] J.-P. Aubin and H. Frankowska. Set-Valued Analysis. Birkhäuser Boston, 2009. isbn: 9780817648480. doi: 10.1007/978-0-8176-4848-0.

[Aus07] P. Auscher. “On necessary and sufficient conditions for L^p-estimates of Riesz transforms associated to elliptic operators on R^n and related estimates”. In: Memoirs of the American Mathematical Society 186.871 (2007), pp. xviii+75. issn: 0065-9266,1947-6221. doi: 10.1

090/memo/0871.

[Aus+04] P. Auscher, T. Coulhon, X. T. Duong, and S. Hofmann. “Riesz transform on manifolds and heat kernel regularity”. In: Annales Scientifiques de l’École Normale Supérieure. Quatrième Série 37.6 (2004), pp. 911–957. issn: 0012-9593. doi: 10.1016/j.ansens.2004.1

0.003.

[AM07a] P. Auscher and J. M. Martell. “Weighted norm inequalities, off-diagonal estimates and elliptic operators. I. General operator theory and weights”. In: Advances in Mathematics 212 (2007), pp. 225–276.

[AM07b] P. Auscher and J. M. Martell. “Weighted norm inequalities, off-diagonal estimates and elliptic operators. II. Off-diagonal estimates on spaces of homogeneous type”. In: Journal of Evolution Equations 7.2 (2007), pp. 265–316. issn: 1424-3199,1424-3202. doi: 10.1007

/s00028-007-0288-9.

[BFP16] F. Bernicot, D. Frey, and S. Petermichl. “Sharp weighted norm estimates beyond Calderón- Zygmund theory”. In: Analysis & PDE 9.5 (2016), pp. 1079–1113. issn: 1948-206X. doi:

10.2140/apde.2016.9.1079.

[Bow01] M. Bownik. “Inverse volume inequalities for matrix weights”. In: Indiana University Mathematics Journal 50.1 (2001), pp. 383–410. issn: 0022-2518. doi: 10.1512/iumj.2001.50

.1672.

[BC22] M. Bownik and D. Cruz-Uribe. “Extrapolation and Factorization of matrix weights”. In: (Oct. 17, 2022). arXiv: 2210.09443v2 [math.CA].

[CI22] R. Cardenas and J. Isralowitz. “Two matrix weighted inequalities for commutators with fractional integral operators”. In: Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 515.2 (2022), p. 126280. issn: 0022-247X. doi: 10.1016/j.jmaa.2022.126280.

[CG01] M. Christ and M. Goldberg. “Vector A_2 Weights and a Hardy-Littlewood Maximal Function”. In: Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 353.5 (2001), pp. 1995–2002. issn: 00029947.

[CF74] R. Coifman and C. Fefferman. “Weighted norm inequalities for maximal functions and singular integrals”. In: Studia Mathematica 51.3 (1974), pp. 241–250. issn: 1730-6337. doi: 10.4064/sm-51-3-241-250.

[Con+17] J. M. Conde-Alonso, A. Culiuc, F. Di Plinio, and Y. Ou. “A sparse domination principle for rough singular integrals”. In: Analysis & PDE 10.5 (July 2017), pp. 1255–1284. issn: 2157-5045. doi: 10.2140/apde.2017.10.1255.

[Cor87] H. O. Cordes. Spectral theory of linear differential operators and comparison algebras. Cambridge University Press, 1987.

[CMP10] D. V. Cruz-Uribe, J. M. Martell, and C. Pérez. Weights, Extrapolation and the Theory of Rubio de Francia. Birkhäuser, 2010.

[Cru23] D. Cruz-Uribe. “Matrix weights, singular integrals, Jones factorization and Rubio de Francia extrapolation”. In: (Apr. 8, 2023). arXiv: 2304.03887v1 [math.CA].

[CIM18] D. Cruz-Uribe OFS, J. Isralowitz, and K. Moen. “Two Weight Bump Conditions for Matrix Weights”. In: Integral Equations and Operator Theory 90.3 (May 2018). issn: 1420-8989. doi: 10.1007/s00020-018-2455-5.

[DHL21] F. Di Plinio, T. P. Hytönen, and K. Li. “Sparse bounds for maximal rough singular integrals via the Fourier transform”. In: Annales de l’Institut Fourier 70.5 (Apr. 2021), pp. 1871– 1902. issn: 1777-5310. doi: 10.5802/aif.3354.

[Dom+24a] K. Domelevo, S. Kakaroumpas, S. Petermichl, and O. Soler i Gibert. “Boundedness of Journé operators with matrix weights”. In: Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 532.2 (2024), p. 127956. issn: 0022-247X. doi: 10.1016/j.jmaa.2023.127956.

[Dom+24b] K. Domelevo, S. Petermichl, S. Treil, and A. Volberg. “The matrix A_2 conjecture fails, i.e. 3/2 > 1”. In: (Feb. 10, 2024). arXiv: 2402.06961v1 [math.CA].

[Duo11] J. Duoandikoetxea. “Extrapolation of weights revisited: New proofs and sharp bounds”. In: Journal of Functional Analysis 260.6 (Mar. 2011), pp. 1886–1901. issn: 0022-1236. doi:

10.1016/j.jfa.2010.12.015.

[DMO16] J. Duoandikoetxea, F. J. Martín-Reyes, and S. Ombrosi. “On the A_∞ conditions for general bases”. In: Mathematische Zeitschrift 282 (2016), pp. 955–972.

[Gol03] M. Goldberg. “Matrix A_p weights via maximal functions”. In: Pacific Journal of Mathematics 211 (2003), pp. 201–220.

[Gra14] L. Grafakos. Classical Fourier Analysis. Springer New York, 2014. isbn: 9781493911943. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4939-1194-3.

[Hän18] T. S. Hänninen. “Equivalence of sparse and Carleson coefficients for general sets”. In: Arkiv för Matematik 56.2 (2018), pp. 333–339. issn: 1871-2487. doi: 10.4310/arkiv.20

18.v56.n2.a8.

[HS60] H. Helson and G. Szegö. “A problem in prediction theory”. In: Annali di Matematica Pura ed Applicata 51 (1960), pp. 107–138.

[Hof+11] S. Hofmann, G. Lu, D. Mitrea, M. Mitrea, and L. Yan. “Hardy spaces associated to nonnegative self-adjoint operators satisfying Davies-Gaffney estimates”. In: Memoirs of the American Mathematical Society 214.1007 (2011), pp. vi+78. issn: 0065-9266,1947-6221. doi: 10.1090/S0065-9266-2011-00624-6.

[HMW73] R. Hunt, B. Muckenhoupt, and R. Wheeden. “Weighted norm inequalities for the conjugate function and Hilbert transform”. In: Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 176 (1973), pp. 227–227. issn: 0002-9947. doi: 10.1090/s0002-9947-1973-0312139-8.

[Hyt12] T. Hytönen. “The sharp weighted bound for general Calderón–Zygmund operators”. In: Annals of Mathematics 175.3 (May 2012), pp. 1473–1506. issn: 0003-486X. doi: 10.4007

/annals.2012.175.3.9.

[HK12] T. Hytönen and A. Kairema. “Systems of dyadic cubes in a doubling metric space”. In: Colloquium Mathematicum 126.1 (2012), pp. 1–33. issn: 1730-6302. doi: 10.4064/cm126

-1-1.

[HPR12] T. Hytönen, C. Pérez, and E. Rela. “Sharp Reverse Hölder property for A_∞ weights on spaces of homogeneous type”. In: Journal of Functional Analysis 263 (2012), pp. 3883– 3899.

[Hyt24] T. P. Hytönen. “Some remarks on convex body domination”. In: Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 529.2 (Jan. 2024), p. 127565. issn: 0022-247X. doi: 10.1016/j

.jmaa.2023.127565.

[ID24] J. Isralowitz and B. Davey. “Exponential Decay Estimates for Fundamental Matrices of Generalized Schrödinger Systems”. In: Mathematische Annalen (2024).

[IM19] J. Isralowitz and K. Moen. “Matrix weighted Poincaré inequalities and applications to degenerate elliptic systems”. In: Indiana University Mathematics Journal 68.5 (2019), pp. 1327–1377. issn: 0022-2518. doi: 10.1512/iumj.2019.68.7686.

[JN91] R. Johnson and C. J. Neugebauer. “Change of Variable Results for A_p-and Reverse Hölder RH_r-Classes”. In: Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 328.2 (Dec. 1991), p. 639. issn: 0002-9947. doi: 10.2307/2001798.

[Kak19] S. Kakaroumpas. “A note on a two-weight estimate for the dyadic square function”. In: Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society 147.8 (May 2019), pp. 3377–3388. issn: 1088-6826. doi: 10.1090/proc/14346.

[Kat66] T. Kato. Perturbation theory for linear operators. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 1966. isbn: 9783662126783. doi: 10.1007/978-3-662-12678-3.

[Lac17] M. Lacey. “An elementary proof of the A_2 bound”. In: Israel Journal of Mathematics 217 (2017), pp. 181–195.

[Lau23] A. Laukkarinen. “Convex body domination for a class of multi-scale operators”. In: (Nov. 17, 2023). arXiv: 2311.10442v1 [math.FA].

[LT07] M. Lauzon and S. Treil. “Scalar and vector Muckenhoupt weights”. In: Indiana University Mathematics Journal 56.4 (2007), pp. 1989–2015. issn: 0022-2518. doi: 10.1512/iumj.2

007.56.3007.

[Ler16] A. Lerner. “On pointwise estimates involving sparse operators”. In: New York Journal of Mathematics 22 (2016), pp. 341–349.

[Ler13] A. K. Lerner. “On an estimate of Calderón–Zygmund operators by dyadic positive operators”. In: Journal d’Analyse Mathématique 121.1 (Oct. 2013), pp. 141–161. issn: 1565-8538. doi: 10.1007/s11854-013-0030-1.

[LN19] A. K. Lerner and F. Nazarov. “Intuitive dyadic calculus: The basics”. In: Expositiones Mathematicae 37.3 (Sept. 2019), pp. 225–265. issn: 0723-0869. doi: 10.1016/j.exmath

.2018.01.001.

[Muc72] B. Muckenhoupt. “Weighted norm inequalities for the Hardy–Littlewood maximal function”. In: Transactions of the American Mathematical Society 165 (1972), pp. 207–226.

[MW76] B. Muckenhoupt and R. Wheeden. “Two weight function norm inequalities for the Hardy- Littlewood maximal function and the Hilbert transform”. In: Studia Mathematica 55.3 (1976), pp. 279–294. issn: 1730-6337. doi: 10.4064/sm-55-3-279-294.

[MR22] P. A. Muller and I. P. Rivera-Rïos. “Quantitative matrix weighted estimates for certain singular integral operators”. In: Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 509.1 (May 2022), p. 125939. issn: 0022-247X. doi: 10.1016/j.jmaa.2021.125939.

[Naz+17] F. Nazarov, S. Petermichl, S. Treil, and A. Volberg. “Convex body domination and weighted estimates with matrix weights”. In: Advances in Mathematics 318.1 (2017), pp. 279–306. issn: 0001-8708. doi: 10.1016/j.aim.2017.08.001.

[NT96] F. Nazarov and S. Treil. “The hunt for a Bellman function: applications to estimates for singular integral operators and to other classical problems of harmonic analysis”. In: Algebra i Analiz 8 (1996), pp. 32–162.

[Per19] M. C. Pereyra. “Dyadic Harmonic Analysis and Weighted Inequalities: The Sparse Revolution”. In: Applied and Numerical Harmonic Analysis. Springer International Publishing, 2019, pp. 159–239. isbn: 9783030323530. doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-32353-0_7.

[Pet07a] S. Petermichl. “The sharp bound for the Hilbert transform on weighted Lebesgue spaces in terms of the classical A_p characteristic”. In: American Journal of Mathematics 129.5 (Oct. 2007), pp. 1355–1375. issn: 1080-6377. doi: 10.1353/ajm.2007.0036.

[Pet07b] S. Petermichl. “The sharp weighted bound for the Riesz transforms”. In: Proceedings of the American Mathematical Society 136.04 (Dec. 2007), pp. 1237–1249. issn: 0002-9939. doi: 10.1090/s0002-9939-07-08934-4.

[Rub84] J. L. Rubio de Francia. “Factorization Theory and A_p Weights”. In: American Journal of Mathematics 106.3 (June 1984), p. 533. issn: 0002-9327. doi: 10.2307/2374284.

[TV97] S. Treil and A. Volberg. “Wavelets and the Angle between Past and Future”. In: Journal of Functional Analysis 143.2 (Feb. 1997), pp. 269–308. issn: 0022-1236. doi: 10.1006/jf

an.1996.2986.

[Vol97] A. Volberg. “Matrix A_p weights via S-functions”. In: Journal of the American Mathematical Society 10 (1997), pp. 445–466.

[Wit00] J. Wittwer. “A Sharp Estimate on the Norm of the Martingale Transform”. In: Mathematical Research Letters 7.1 (2000), pp. 1–12. issn: 1945-001X. doi: 10.4310/mrl.2000

.v7.n1.a1.

Julius-Maximilians-Universität Würzburg Email address: spyridon.kakaroumpas@uni-wuerzburg.de Email address: thu-hien.nguyen@uni-wuerzburg.de Email address: dimitrios.vardakis@uni-wuerzburg.de