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1. Introduction

For a function f on the real line R, the maximal function M f at x is defined by

Mf(z) == sup / ()] dt.

a<z<b b -

In [8] Muckenhoupt characterized, for 1 < p < oo, the weights w on R satisfying the
weighted norm inequality

/ M f(x)Pw(z C/ x)|Pw(z) dx
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with a positive constant C' independent of f. This result left open the characterization
of the corresponding weighted norm inequalities for the original maximal functions of
Hardy and Littlewood, namely

R UL

and its counterpart

1 z+h
M fa) s [ 1f0)
h>0 T
that were later called the one-sided mazximal operators. This problem was solved later,
in [13], by Sawyer, who also pointed out that such results are, for example, indispensable
in applications to estimates of the ergodic maximal function, while, on the other hand,
they are quite deep and often require the introduction of new techniques that are not
analogous to their two-sided counterparts. An elementary proof of his main theorem was

later given in [7].

In [6], Lerner and Pérez characterized boundedness of M on a general quasi-Banach
function space (not necessarily rearrangement invariant) by several criteria. The nec-
essary and sufficient conditions they established were expressed in terms of the norm
of the so-called local maximal operator, and also in terms of a generalized upper Boyd
index that they introduced for this purpose. Among the applications of this result they
established a new characterization of the A, class of weight functions, the new feature
being a certain bump function inserted to the estimate that defines the condition A, ;.
They presented applications to weighted Lebesgue and Lorentz spaces and to variable-
exponent spaces. In particular, for the latter application they developed a new approach
to the theorem of Nekvinda [10] on the boundedness of M on variable-exponent Lebesgue
spaces.

Our main aim in this paper is to study one-sided versions of the problems considered
in [6]. Analogously to [6, Theorem 1.2], we prove a new characterization of the bound-
edness of the one-sided maximal operator on a quasi-Banach function space by three
other equivalent statements (Theorem 3.5). To this end, we first build up an appropri-
ate theory including the introduction of the one-sided local mazimal operator. We study
this operator in detail and, interestingly, we show some of its key properties that do not
have double-sided analogues. Next, we introduce a one-sided upper Boyd index. We then
present applications to weighted Lebesgue spaces and to variable-exponent spaces. The
latter application is of particular interest since it requires a very special sufficient condi-
tion for the boundedness of the one-sided maximal operator on variable-exponent spaces,
which had not been known for a long time and which was only very recently obtained by
Nekvinda [11]. Our techniques are based on a key one-sided lemma that relies on a cer-
tain local version of a reverse weak-type inequality for the one-sided maximal operator,
which, again, reveals features that do not exist in the two-sided world. In our proofs we
mostly use techniques and results that have been obtained only very recently, although
their two-sided versions have been known for several decades.
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2. The one-sided local maximal operator

The key role in our investigation is played by the one-sided local maximal operator. In
this section we introduce this operator and study its basic properties. First, we need to
recall the notion of the non-increasing rearrangement of a function.

For a measurable function f on R, we define its non-increasing rearrangement,

f7:10,00) = [0,00), by
@) =sup{s =2 0: {z € R: |f(z)| > s}| >t}, te]0,00),

where, as usual, |E| denotes the Lebesgue measure of E.

In what follows we denote, as usual, by xg the characteristic function of a measurable
set £ C R.

Definition 2.1. Given A € (0,1), h >0, a measurable function f on R and z € R, we
define the one-sided local maximal operator mA by

mi_ (.’E) = Sup(fX(m,erh))*(/\h)'
h>0

Remark 2.2. Let A € (0,1), o, > 0 and let E C R be measurable. Then, the
following facts follow immediately from the definitions:

m}\*‘f(z) >a = M+X{|f|>a}(:c) >\ (2.1)
my (XE) (%) = X(ar+(x)>2) (@) (2.2)
(m f(@)” = m{(1f17)(x); (2.3)
m¥ (f + g)(x) < m, f(x) +m] 9(x); (24)
f(z) <m{ f(z) almost everywhere (a.e.); (2.5)

(2.6)

if f is non-increasing, then f = m; f for every A > 0.

We shall now point out a reverse weak-type inequality for the one-sided maximal
operator. This result is essentially contained, though not stated explicitly, in [13]. We
present its simple proof for the sake of completeness. Notice that in the two-sided case
the reverse weak-type inequality is stated with 1/2X [14] instead of the best factor 1/,
which appears in the next result for the one-sided case.

Lemma 2.3. Let I = (a,b) C R be a fixed interval. Then

o € 1 MY (Fra)(e) > M > 5 [ (z)de
{z€l: f(z)>A}

for every A > M (fxr)(a) and every non-negative function f € Li (R).

Proof. It is well known [4, Lemma 21.75, p. 423] that

{z € R: M*f(z) > A} = ~

/ f(x)de. (2.7)
A Jizer: Mt f()>A}
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Since f(z) < M f(z) a.e. we obtain

o € R: MY f(z) > A} = ~

/ f@)do >
A JizeR: M+ f(x)>A}

> =

/ f(z)dz.
{z€R: f(x)>A}

Applying this result to fx;, we get

o € B M (D)) > A} > / f(x) da.
{zel: f(z)>A}

Since A > M (fxs)(a), one has {z € R: M (fx;)(z) > A\} C I, and the assertion
follows. g

We shall now show an important pointwise lower-type estimate for the rearrangement
of the local maximal operator.

Lemma 2.4. Letx € R, f € LL (R), h >0, = (x,z+h) and X € (0,1). Ift € (0, h)

loc
and

(xr.f)*(At) > my f(x), (2.8)
then
(xr )" () < [xr(m (1) (2.9)

Remark 2.5. We point out an interesting significant difference between (2.9) and the
corresponding two-sided inequality: it is shown in [6, (3.7)] that

(xrf)*(2At) < [xz(maf)]*(t),

where m, is the two-sided local maximal operator defined in [6] by

maf(x) = sup (fX(@—kat+n)) (AR +E)).
h,k>0

The factor 2 does not appear in (2.9) due to its absence from the inequality asserted in
Lemma 2.3.

Proof of Lemma 2.4. By (2.1) we know that, for every o > 0,
{yel:m{f(y) >a}={y €I M (xqs>a})(y) > A}- (2.10)

Take € > 0 such that (x;f)*(At) — e > m] f(z). Setting o = (x7f)*(At) — 3¢ in (2.10)
and defining

E={yel:|f(y)l> (xf) (M) - 3¢},

we get

{y € I:m{ f(y) > (xaf)*(N) — 3}l = {y € I+ MT(xp)(y) > A}

https://doi.org/10.1017/50013091510000635 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0013091510000635

The one-sided A, conditions and local mazimal operator 83

Observe that, for s < h,

1 T+s 1

[ Wy = i € G 9: W) > 0l 00 - )
< ye @ats): 1) > md fa) + be)]

< Uy € @at5): 171> (Xeasn) O8) + 32}
<A

Then M*(xg)(x) = M*(xexr)(z) < A and we can apply the reverse inequality to
f = xg and A. Therefore,

[y € I mi fly) > Cud)* O — e}l = Sy € I 1F@)| > () () - 3ed] > (e =1,
and, by the definition of the non-increasing rearrangement,

Dxr(my HI(t) = (xrf)* () — 3e.
On letting ¢ — 0, we obtain the claim. O

Now we are in a position to formulate a proposition that constitutes a key step in our
analysis.

Proposition 2.6. Let A € (0,1) and let f be a measurable function. Then

(i) for every t > 0, we have

Frx) = (m )" (1); (2.11)
(ii) for every € € (0,1), we have

m;\rgf(x) < mgr (my f)(z) for almost every x € R. (2.12)

Remark 2.7. It is worth noticing that, while in the one-sided case one has an equality
in (2.11), the corresponding two-sided statement [6, Lemma 3.1] reads as follows:

FH2M) < (maf)*(t) < FH(3A0).

Again, this phenomenon is caused by the absence of multiplicative factors 2 and 3 in
Lemma 2.3 and (2.7), respectively.

Another, even more dramatic, difference between the one-sided and two-sided environ-
ments is illustrated by Proposition 2.6 (ii), which provides us with an important estimate
for a composition of two local maximal operators with possibly different parameters. It
shows, in fact, that the (quasi-)norm of m}, |m||x, in an arbitrary quasi-Banach func-
tion space X (see Definition 3.2, below), is a submultiplicative function of A, in contrast
to the two-sided case, where the corresponding function does not necessarily have this
property (although it is comparable to a submultiplicative one). This is caused, once
again, by the fact that the one-sided world allows a sharper reverse weak-type inequality
(Lemma 2.3).
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Proof of Proposition 2.6. We may assume that f € L] (R). From (2.1) and the
weak-type (1, 1) inequality for M we get

{z: m{ f(x) > a}| = {z: M*(x{f>ap) (@) > A}
= %l{fﬂi M*(xqf15a)(@) > A} N {z: [f(z)] > a}
= ~Hz: |f(z)] > a}l.

Then (i) follows from the above inequalities and the definition of the non-increasing
rearrangement.

As for (ii), let h > 0 and t = &h. Assume that (2.8) holds for t and I = (x,z + h).
Then, by Lemma 2.4, we get

(FX(@w+m)  (ENR) < [X(warny (MY )] (ER) < mf (m] f)(z) for almost every .
On the other hand, if (2.8) does not hold for ¢t = &h, then, using (2.5), we get
(fX(zz+n)  (EAR) < m f(z) < mgr(m;r )(z) for almost every .
Taking the supremum over all h > 0, we obtain (2.12). O

We finish this section by establishing a pointwise inequality between the local and the
ordinary one-sided maximal operators.

Proposition 2.8. Let A € (0,1) and let f be a measurable function. Then

4

< WMWW fz), zeR. (2.13)

my f(x)
Proof. Let h > 0 and I = (x,x+ h). As in the two-sided case, we have the inequality
@) <2MTf)(1), te(0,00),

where L
0 =1 [ reae

(see [1, p. 122] for the two-sided case). Then

* 1 MI‘ *
(ha) I < 377 / (Fxn)*(r)dr

| o 1
S Xlog(1/MIT] J e () a7

1 || .
g/\log(l/)\)|l|/0 (fxr)™(r)dr

1|
S m/o (M*(fxr))*(r)dr.
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Next,

|
/ (M*+(fxr))"(r)dr = sup / M*(Fxn)(y) dy
0 E

|E|=|1]

< sup / M (fXwzem)(¥) dy
|E|=h J EN(—00,z)

+ sup/ MY (fX(zetm)(y) dy
|E|=h J EN(z,z+h)

x+h
hM™ f(x) +/ M* f(y)dy

T

N

< hM™* f(z) + hMT(M* f)(x)
< 2hMT (M f)(2).

Therefore, we have

4
AI) K —————MT(M™T R
(P T < e MO D). @ e R
and the desired inequality (2.13) follows by taking the supremum over all such intervals
on the left. 0

3. The main results

We shall work in the environment of the so-called quasi-Banach function spaces on R.

Definition 3.1. We say that a linear space X of measurable functions on R, equipped
with a complete quasi-norm || - || x, is a quasi-Banach function space if the following three
conditions are satisfied:

o if |f| <|g| almost everywhere in R, then ||f||x < ¢||g||x for some absolute ¢ > 0;
e if 0 < f, 7 f almost everywhere in R, then || fn|lx || fllx;

e g € X for every measurable E such that |E| < oco.
Definition 3.2. Let X be a quasi-Banach space of functions on R. We define

3 (A) =[lm{llx = sup |[Im{flx, A€ (0,1).

llfllx<1

Observe that @7 is non-increasing on (0,1) and % ()\) > 1. Moreover, by (2.12), &%
is a submultiplicative function of A. Consequently, if @%(\) < +oo for some A € (0,1)
then it is so for all such A.

Definition 3.3. Let X be a quasi-Banach space of functions on R. Then the upper
one-sided Boyd index of X is defined as

log &7, log &7,
N im 87X\ x (V) = inf 8°xAY x(V)
ak = { A0 log(1/A)  o<x<i log(1/A)
+oo if &% (\) = +o0 for all A € (0, 1).

if % ()\) < 400 for all X € (0,1),
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In order to see that the one-sided Boyd index is well defined we proceed as in [1, p. 147]
and [6]. We sketch the argument. First, we need the following lemma.

Lemma 3.4. Let w be a real-valued, non-decreasing, non-negative and subadditive
function on (0, +00). Then w(s)/s tends to a finite limit o as s — 400 and

a= lim w(s) = inf &
s—+o0o0 8§ s>0 8

We omit the proof since it is completely analogous to that of [1, Chapter 3, Lemma 5.8].
Now we can justify that af is well defined. Assume that &% () < +oo for all A €
(0,1). Then Lemma 3.4 can be applied to the function w(s) = log®% (exp (—s)), s > 0.
Therefore, the finite limit
o= lim log &% (exp (—s)) — inf log &% (exp (—s))
5—+00 S s>0 S

exists. Finally, it is obvious that the change of variable A = exp (—s) gives

+ +
o = lim log®%(\) g log % (X)

AD0 Tog(1/0)  0da<t log(1/A) |

In conclusion, a} is well defined.
We shall now characterize the action of the one-sided maximal operator on quasi-
Banach function spaces.

Theorem 3.5. Let X be a quasi-Banach function space on R. Then the following
statements are equivalent:

(i) M™* is bounded on X;

(iii) &% € LY(0,1);

)

(ii) af < 1;
)

(iv)

limy_,o AP T Y(A) =0.

Proof. The proof follows the pattern of the proof of [6, Theorem 1.2] and uses ideas
from [1]. We shall show the following implications: (iii) = (iv) = (ii) = (iii), (i) = (iv)
and (i) = (i).

(iii) = (iv) Since % is non-increasing, we have

A A A
5@;0\) < / dL(t)dt < / DL (t) dt.
/2 0
It is clear that N
. + _
;11)% ; Py (t)dt =0

because @7 is integrable. This implies (iv).
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(iv) = (ii) It follows from (iv) that there exists € (0,1) such that A% (\) < 3 for
all A € (0,0). Then

log &%, log 2

logPy () _ | | log2

log(1/)) log A

for all A € (0,6). Consequently, % (\) < +oo for all A € (0,4) and

<1

o 082k
t nf —=-—= <1
X T <1 Tog(1/N) <

(ii) = (iii) Since a® < 1 we have that % (\) < +oo for all A and

log &% (A
im 082x(NV)
A—0 log(1/X)
Then there exist €,0 € (0,1) such that
log 3 (N) _ | _
log(1/A)
or, equivalently,
1
+
¢X(/\) A\—¢

for all A € (0,6). Thus,

1 )
1
/Oqs;(A)dAg/o s A R O)(1 - 6) < +oo,

which yields (iii).

(i) = (iv) By Proposition 2.8, we have

It fllx < %Ilfllx
and
AC
2x(N) < Alog(1/A)’

and (iv) follows.
(ii) = (i) We know that there exist C' > 0 and § € (0, 1) such that

Im fllx < CA°|f]x.

Now, for every interval I C R,

111 /f / (fxn)*(AH]) dA
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Thus,
M* f(x /mif Z 'my- f(z)

Hence, using a version of the Aoki-Rolewicz Theorem (see, for example, [5, p. 3]), for
some p < 1,

1/p
Il < S 27fm flx < 41/P(Z||2—1m2 szI”)

i=1 i=1

[e'e) 1
<Z2 ”””) 1llx < Cllflx.
=1

O

Corollary 3.6. Let X be a quasi-Banach function space on R. Then M is bounded
on X if and only if the operator M.}, defined by

M f o= (MF|f[")M7
is bounded on X for some r > 1.

Proof. We first define the space X, by

1, = WA

Note that the boundedness of M;¥ on X is equivalent to that of M+ on X,.. Therefore,
by Theorem 3.5, it suffices to establish that a} < 1 if and only if there is an r > 1 such
that o < 1. It follows from (2.3) that

L (N =2\, Ae(0,1).
Then o} = rak, and the assertion follows. O

Remark 3.7. If a quasi-Banach function space X on R is rearrangement invariant,
then a} coincides with the upper-Boyd index of X denoted by ax. An analogous result
for the two-sided index can be found in [6, Theorem 1.2], where ax is defined as

loghx(t) .. loghx(t)

ax = inf 80X _ g, 08hx) 3.1
AT o logt e logt (31)

with
A
hx(t)z sup ||D(1/t)fHX and D(l/t)f(x):f(>-

I Fllx<1 t

Let us show that a}*} = ax. Let f* be the symmetric rearrangement of a measurable
function f, that is,

fr(@) = [ 2lz)).

https://doi.org/10.1017/50013091510000635 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0013091510000635

The one-sided A, conditions and local mazimal operator 89

The functions f and f* are equimeasurable. It follows from (D, f)*(¢t) = f*(\t) and
(2.11) that

(Daf)*(x) = (Daf)"(2lal) = f*(2A|z]) = (my )" 2Jz]) = (m] £)* ().

Therefore,
IDxfllx = llmy fllx-

Thus, hx(t) = @%(1/t), and the desired identity a¥ = ax follows from (3.1) and
Definition 3.3.

Remark 3.8. One can define, with obvious modifications only, the functions m, , %
and the index oy associated to the left one-sided Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator
M~. Tt is not difficult to prove then that the following relations hold:

max(m;\,mj\') <my <my +my.
It follows that
max(@5 (V), 85 (V) < x () < 2max(@5 (\), 8L (V)),
where @x (\) = ||my||x. Therefore,

max{log @5 (\),log % (\)} . log @x (\) - log 2 {1og45;(()\) logsﬁ}(x\)}
log(1/)) = log(1/A) T log(1/A) log(1/X) 7 log(1/\) J°

On letting A — 0, we have

max{ay,ak} = ax,
where
. log @x (A)
ax = lim ——————~~
X7 350 log(1/N)
is the two-sided index introduced in [6]. Then, for instance, Theorem 1.2 from [6] in
dimension 1 is a consequence of Theorem 3.5 and the corresponding one for the left
one-sided case.

4. An application to weighted Lebesgue spaces

Let u be a weight, that is, a non-negative measurable function on R. We shall give a
characterization of the boundedness of M on the weighted Lebesgue space LP. by using
the main result of the preceding section (Theorem 3.5).

One of the principal results of this section is Theorem 4.6, in which we compute
the one-sided Boyd index and the function & for a weighted Lebesgue space. Once
equipped with this result, combining it with Theorem 3.5, we get, as an application, a
new characterization of the boundedness of the one-sided maximal operator on a weighted
Lebesgue space. Moreover, as a corollary, we get a new proof of the earlier, celebrated
Sawyer characterization [13].
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In this connection it is of interest to recall the corresponding restricted weak-type
inequality, which had been characterized in [12] by the A;l condition. Again, we shall
obtain a new proof of this result as a corollary of our main results. We note that our
characterization of it is similar to A;l, but it contains a bump-function factor.

We start by computing @zﬁ and establishing some results that will be needed in the
proofs of the main theorems of this section.

Lemma 4.1. Let p > 0 and define

u({x: Mt xg(z) > A}))l/p

+ .= su
R

E
where the supremum is taken over all measurable sets such that w(E) > 0. Then, we
have

L (N =5 (N), Ae(0,1). (4.1)

Proof. By (2.2),

D, (\) > lmy (xe) |z _ (u({x; M+yp(z) > A}))l/p.

Ixelley u(E)
Taking the supremum over all E, we obtain
+ +
Vy(A) <Prp(), Ae(0,1).
As for the converse inequality, we use (2.1) in order to get

u({a: mi f(@) > a}) = u({a: Mbyqjma@) > A}
<[ WPu({z: [f(2)] > ),

Thus,
Im3 fllee <@ (MIfllz-
Therefore,
@IZ()\) < W;()\), A€ (0,1),
finishing the proof. O

In what follows, we will use the following notation: if I = (a,¢) and a < b < ¢, then
I~ = (a,b) and I'" = (b,c). By saying that a certain statement holds ‘for all intervals I,
I~ and I’ we mean that it holds for all intervals I and all possible partitions of I into
intervals I~ and I™T.

Proposition 4.2. Let ¢ be a non-increasing function on R and let v be a non-
decreasing function on R.
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(i) If
s M (@) > A) < CplN) [ 01 @)Duta) da

holds with some C' > 0 independent of f and A, then

w) (o( [ 1swian)) <e [ v

holds with some C > 0 for all functions f on R, all intervals I, I~ and I+.

(ii) If there exists a C' > 0 such that

. 4 -
) (o [ rwlan)) <c [ etrmbuo
for all functions f on R, all intervals I, I~ and IT, then
u({z: M*f(z) > A}) < C@()\)/RT/J(lf(x)l)u(x) da

holds for all f and M.

Proof. Assertion (i) follows by testing the inequality on the functions f = xr+. For
the proof of (ii), as usual, we write

{z € R: M¥f(2) > A} = (@i, bo),
i=1
where
1 bi
A:bi—ai/ai ()] da
and
1 b
v [ Uwldn e b,

For a fixed ¢ € N, we define the sequence {z;,,} by
Li,0 = Q45
and when z; ,,—1 is established, we define z; ,, € (;,,—1,b;) so that

[ =] b 7l

i,m—1

We also define I; , := (% n, Tin+t1). Then, of course,

) 1 b; q 4 Tint2 1
<= [ W@l == [l

i,n x%n in+41
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Consequently,

u({z e R: MTf(z)>\}) = Z > u(Iin)

<SSt (o( [ i)

i1

coom S St (o [ o))

i,n+1

The next result can be obtained in the same way as Proposition 4.2.

Proposition 4.3. Let ¢ be a non-increasing function on R and let i) be a non-
decreasing function on R.

(i) If
u({z: MTxp(x) > A\}) < Co(Mu(E)

holds with some C > 0 independent of the set E C I and A > 0, then
u(l™)
o(|E]/ 1)

holds with some C > 0 for all intervals I, I=, IT and all E C IT.

< Cu(E)

(ii) If there exists a C' > 0 such that

u(”)
p(4]E[/[1])

holds with some C > 0 for all intervals I, I=, I" and all E C I, then

< Cu(E)

u({z: M xp(z) > A}) < Co(Mu(E)
holds with some C' > 0 independent of the set E C R and A > 0.

It is worth noticing that Proposition 4.3 immediately yields the characterization of
the restricted weak-type (p,p) of M+ by the A;l condition, proved earlier in [12]. For a
weight v on R and a measurable set E C R, we write u(E) for [, u(y) dy.

Corollary 4.4. Let u be a weight on R and let 1 < p < oo. Then the following
statements are equivalent.
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(i) There exists a C' > 0 such that
n C
u({x: MTxp(r) > A}) < ﬁu(E)

for all sets set E C R and all A > 0.

(ii) There exists a C > 0 such that

< C(zzf((fE)) )w

for all intervals I, I=, IT and all E C IT.

Definition 4.5. Let u be a weight on R. We define

I/J()\) = inf u(E)

in 0<A<1
1,11+ |E|=A1,EcT+ u(l~)’ ’

where the infima are taken over all intervals I, I~ and I" and all subsets £ C I with
|E| = A|I|.

The principal result in this section is the following theorem.

Theorem 4.6. For any p > 0, we have

1 Cs
i < e S TRy (42
and N
oty = L pipy o8(L/vi V) (4.3)

pr—=0  logl/A

Proof. By Lemma 4.1, we have

(o2 ()) < (GR)”

whenever E C I'" and |E| = A|I|. Therefore,

1

i <

By the definition of v, we know that

(1) <)

whenever E C IT. Clearly,
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is non-increasing. Hence, by Proposition 4.3,

u({z: M™(xe)(2) > A}) < Co(\u(E).

From this and from Lemma 4.1, we obtain

1
o, (N <C—F——, 0<A<L1.
S RaEsy
This proves (4.2). Finally, (4.3) follows on taking the appropriate limits in (4.2). O

Our next aim is to apply Theorem 4.6 to get a new description of boundedness of M™
on weighted Lebesgue spaces. To this end, we need to introduce the notion of a bump
function.

Definition 4.7. We say that a function ¢ on [1,00) is a bump function and write
¥ € A if ¢ is non-decreasing, positive, lim;_, . ¥ (t) = oo and ¥(t) = O(t°) for every
e>0.

Now we can state and prove the main application theorem.

Theorem 4.8. Let 1 < p < oo. Given a weight u on R, then the following statements
are equivalent:

(i) M™* is bounded on LE;

.. vi(A)
(i) Algng oo

(i) i 1 lo 1 < p
pi N log1/A & vk (N b

(iv) if ¢ € A, then there exists a positive constant C' such that, for all intervals I, I~

I™ and every E C I,
|E| (1] u(B) \'*
< : .
e <s\amy) 44

(v) if ¢ € A, then there exists a positive constant C such that, for all intervals I, I~
I" such that |I7| = [I"] and every E C I,

1/p
(1) < o(22)"
117\ [E u(I™)
Proof. The equivalences (i) < (ii) < (iii) follow from Theorems 3.5 and 4.6. Since
(iv) = (v) is obvious, it will suffice to show (iv) = (ii), (ili) = (iv) and (v) = (iv).

We have from (4.4) that
Y )

Since lim;_, o ¥ (t) = 0o, the implication (iv)=-(ii) follows.
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Let us assume that (iii) holds. Then there exists a 6 € (0,1) such that

N < CuF(n)YP.
() <e(B)”

(i) <o)

Since 1(t) = O(t°) for every € > 0, we have
1/p
2, (11 ¢ o 22)"
1]\ |E]| u(l™)
as desired.

Finally, we shall prove (v) = (iv). Assume that (v) holds and let I = (a,c), I~ = (a,b),
IT™ = (bye) and E C It. If |I7| < |I"], we can choose @ < a such that if J = (a,c),
J~ = (a,b) and JT = (b,c). Then we have |J~| = |JT|. Applying (v), we get

1/p

(1 <o 22)”

717\ IE| u(J7)
Since |I| < |J| < 2|I|, I~ € J~ and ¢ is non-decreasing,

WI(M) (mmjm

—Y| = | <20 .

1]\ |E] u(I™)
If |[I*] < |I7], we proceed in a similar way choosing ¢ > ¢, J = (a,¢), J~ = (a,b) and
Jt =(b,0). O

Therefore,

that is,

The following corollary is immediate from Theorem 4.8 (iii).

Corollary 4.9. Let 1 < p < co. Given a weight u, if M is bounded on LP, then Mt
is bounded on LY for some q < p.

We shall finish this section by pointing out that Theorem 4.8 leads to a new proof of
the equivalence of the condition A to the boundedness of M* on L% proved first by
Sawyer in [13] (more precisely, its sufficiency part).

We start with proving an auxiliary technical assertion.

Lemma 4.10. Ifu € A;‘, then there exists C > 0 such that for any function f and
any interval I = (a,d),

T%[uumu<aMmmwawW@ (4.5)
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Proof. Let {z;} be a sequence such that g = d and u(x;41, ;) = u(a,z;4+1). Since
ue Af,

’“ v p g o (r-1)/p
[ wnas ([ wraman) (7w ay)

<o [ 1swra dy>1/,, ([ dy)_l/p(xi .

i+1 i+2

c [u(l / ) Puty) dy} i)

a,x;)
< CIMF(fIPxn)(@)]P (@i = wiv2).
Summing over i, we obtain the lemma. (I
The following proposition is the key to our application goal.

Proposition 4.11. Let 1 <p < oo. Ifu € A;‘, then there exists C > 0 such that, for
every interval I = (a,c) and E C I = (b, ¢c),

e (oo ) ()

In other words, the A} condition implies (4.4) with (t) := log!~YP(e + t).

Proof. By the equivalence (iv) < (v) in Theorem 4.8, we may assume that |[~| =
|IT]. The proof follows the lines of [6]. However, we have to overcome several technical
obstacles caused by the nature of the one-sided setting.

Claim 4.12. Ifu € A;, then there exists C' > 0 such that for every interval I = (a,c)
and all EC It

L / M* () () de < CIMF (M (xi)) ()], (4.6)
i1,
where

1
M7’ = _
W @) = )

x+h
[l a,

where the quotient is understood as zero when u(z,x + h) = 0.

Proof of Claim 4.12. It follows from the lemma that
MF(fxi)(x) < CIM (| f1Pxr) (@)]P (4.7)

for all z € I. Now, by (4.5), with f replaced by M*(fxr) and applying (4.7), we get
1
m/IM+(fXI)(x) dz < C[M (M (|£]7))(a)]/. (48)

Taking f = xg, with E C I'" in (4.8), we get the claim. O
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Claim 4.13. There exists a C > 0 such that for every interval I = (a,c) and all
rer 0 i
1 / E
— M+(XE)(x)dx>C’lg( +>
111 Jr 1| B
Proof of Claim 4.13. We have

[arr )@ as = [ e 1 () @) > AYax
I 0

|E|/|TT|
=/0 o € T: M* () () > A} A

+/ Hzel: Mt (xg)(x) > A} dA
|El/ITT]
=:141II

Notice that if x € I~ and A < |E|/2|IT|, then M T (xg)(z) > A, so that

|E|/2|TT|
1>/ o e I M*(xg)(x) > A} dA = L|E].
0

In order to estimate II, we use a version of the reverse inequality for the one-sided
maximal operator from [2, Lemma 3.3]. We get

o 1
>C / xe(x)dzdA
1/ A aers xp@>2)
_C// —d)\dz
1B/ A
= C|E|log (| +|)
|E|
hence
E| 1], ( 1] ) |E| 1]
M™*(xg)(z)dz > 1Bl +C— o= | 2Clog e+ —:
1] / 2[1 |I| 2|E| 1] |E|
This proves Claim 4.13. O

Claim 4.14. There exists a C' > 0 such that

M (M (H)(@) < CMy 1y, 1. (£)(a),

where
M:,LlogL(f)(a) = S

b)

and

b
[ f 1l 210g L, (a,b) := inf {/\ >0: u(al’ ) /a |f(/\x)| log <e + |f(/\x)|>u(x) dz

N

1
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Proof of Claim 4.14. First, we shall prove that

ﬁ /J(M[ff)(x)u(x) de < C”f”u,Llog L,J (49)

for all f such that supp(f) C J, where J is an interval. In fact, by a homogeneity
argument we may assume that || f||v,z10g 7,7 = 1 and, thus,

1
o7 [ 1@l oste + @) u(e) de < 1.

Now, using the weak-type (1,1) inequality for M, with respect to the measure u(z) dz,
we get

/(M{[f)(x)u(:z:) dz = /00 u({z € J: M} f(z) > A\})dA
J 0

<u(J)+C/ l/ |f(z)|u(x) de dA
1 A Jfwed: 11@)>1/2)
21f (=) 1
— () +C () u() / Larnde
(zeJ: |f(z)|>1/2} 1 A

=u(J)+C |f (@) |u(x) log (2| f (x)]) dx
{z€J: |(2)[>1/2}

u(1)+C [ 5@ ogle +|(@)uta) da.
J
< Cu(J).

N

Hence, (4.9) follows for f such that supp f C J. . )
Let d > a and let d > d be such that u(a,d) = u(d,d). (The existence of such d is

guaranteed by the condition Af.) We write f = f1 + fo with f; = fx, where J = (a,d).

Then
d
o | D@
d d
<o [ O R o+ [0 e
= I+IL

By (4.9),

I< % /J(Mjfl)(:c)u(x) da < Ol fillupiog L.g < OM 1100 1 (F)(@).

On the other hand, since (M.} f2)(z) < 2(M,F f2)(a) for every x € (a,d), we get

1< 2(M; fo)(a) < 2M,) 100, (f)(a).

The claim now follows on taking the supremum over d > a. |
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Claim 4.15. There exists a C' > 0 such that, for every interval I = (a,c) and all

EciIt,

MF (M () (a) < 042 1o ( + “<I‘>).

u(I7) u(E)

Proof of Claim 4.15. Let h > 0 such that A\, := ||XE||u,L10g L,(a,a+r) > 0. Then

Ah
Define ¢(t) := tlog(e + t). Then

M) u(EN(a,a+h))~ w(E)

hence

Since ¢~1(t) ~ t/log(e + t) for large ¢, we have

u(E) u(I™)
N (‘” u(B) )

110g<e+1)_ waath) _ul)

(4.10)

and taking supremum in A > 0 we get the claim by applying Claim 4.14 to f = xg. This

shows Claim 4.15.

O

Now, if B(t) := tlog(e + 1/t), then we obtain from Claims 4.12, 4.13 and 4.15 that

a(f) <el= ()]

The rest of the proof is exactly the same as that in [6]. In fact, since

| =

B~ YB(t)P) ~ tPlogl~! <e—|— >, 0<t<l,

(1) o (o 1) <y

and we obtain the assertion of the proposition.

from (4.11)

(4.11)

O

Finally, combining Theorem 4.8 and Proposition 4.11, we get the (sufficiency part of

the) following result of Sawyer.

Corollary 4.16. Let u be a weight on R and let 1 < p < oo. Then M T is bounded

on L? if and only if there exists C > 0 such that

p—1
/ u(/ u—l/(p—1)> <o|p
- I+

for all intervals I, I~ and IT.
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5. An application to variable-exponent Lebesgue spaces

In this final section, we shall present applications of Theorem 3.5 to variable-exponent
Lebesgue spaces.

Let p: R — [1,00) be a measurable function. We denote by LP()(R) the space of all
measurable functions f on R such that, for some A > 0,

A

p(z)
@ dr < oo,

endowed with the norm

p(x)
Hfhmmm=hﬁ{A>0:/ dxél}
R

The space LPC)(R) is a particular instance of the so-called Musietak-Orlicz space [9].

We denote by PT(R) the class of all measurable functions p: R — [1, 00), for which
M is bounded on LPC)(R). We further denote by B the set of all measurable functions
p: R — [1,00) such that

f(@)
A

1 < p_:=essinf{p(x); v € R} <esssup{p(x); z € R} =: p; < .

It has been proved in [3] that if p satisfies the following uniform continuity condition

plz) - ply) < ——

< TToglle =) >y

forz,y e R,0O<y—x < % and if p is constant outside some large interval, then p €

P+ (R). Their condition thus contains two separate requirements (a control over the local
behaviour and constancy near infinity). Recently, Nekvinda [11, Theorem 1] improved
this result by finding certain finer conditions at oo, still sufficient for the boundedness of
the one-sided maximal operator. Precisely, he proved that if p satisfies (5.1) and there
exists a non-increasing function ¢ € B(R) and a constant ¢ > 0 such that

/ M (Ip@ =@ 4y < 00, (5.2)
{z: p(z)—q(x)|#0}

then, again, M+ is bounded on LPC)(R).
We will give an alternative proof of the Nekvinda’s Theorem, based on Theorem 3.5.
This step is done in the spirit of [6].

Theorem 5.1. Let p be a bounded positive function with p_ > 0, satisfying (5.1)
and (5.2). Then

Im3 fll oo @y < [fllero@®y. 0<A<L,

\/p—
where C' depends on p.
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In the case when p_ > 1 the conditions of Theorem 5.1 coincide with those of [11,
Theorem 1]. In this case, Theorem 5.1 clearly yields

1
+
OéLp(_) § pi < 1

and thus, by Theorem 3.5, the boundedness of M+ on LPO)(R).

Proof of Theorem 5.1. The statement of the theorem is equivalent to saying that
there exists a constant C' > 0, independent of f and A, such that

/(Al/p* my f(x))P® dx < C (5.3)
R
whenever
/ F(@)P® de < 1.
R
We fix a function f and set
fi=Fxqr=1y and fo=f—fi.
Let us show that, for any =z,
AYP=mf  fa () < Cxm (1) (), (5.4)
AYP=m o o))" < C((@) + Am, () (@), (5.5)

with some v € L', where C and ||v|| 1 depend on p.
Assume, for the time being, that (5.4) and (5.5) are satisfied. We note that these
estimates easily imply (5.3). Indeed, since (2.11) implies

1
[m flle = XHf”Ll? (5.6)
and, next,
[P <1,
R

we conclude that (5.6) shows that the L!-norms of the right-hand sides of (5.4) and (5.5)
are bounded by constants depending only on p. Observing also that, by (2.4),

7 mmd @) < 201 (P fu (@) + (VP fo(a)P),

we obtain that (5.4) and (5.5) imply (5.3). To prove (5.4), fix arbitrary « and h > 0. We
claim that

F(a,h) = NP~ (fix(aesn) (GARPE P-4 L 0, (5.7)

where we define p_ (2, z + h) := inf ¢ (5 24n) P(Y)-
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For h > %, we get, using the Chebyshev inequality,

1/p—
) Vil

>1/p ( /R P dx)l/p
>1/p_

, by (5.1) we get

Y
AP~ (fiX(@atn)) <2> <

N

VAN
/AN TN TN TN

SN S I

whence F(z,h) < 4P+=P-)/P~ while, if h

(SIS

9 (p(z)—p—(z,z+h))/p-

(2>K/(—:D— log h)
<[z
h

_ oK/(-tog1/m) (L
h

LNE/ (- Tog 1/1)
< 9K/(p-1082) (h)

>K/(p log1/h)

log, exp(K/p )(1>1081/h /o)
— 91082 &X - _

h
)
=€exp|\— ),
pP—

which shows (5.7). Now, (5.7) combined with (2.3) yields

NG (AR )
<>\1/p_(f1X[w,z+h)) <2>) < C()\l/p‘ (f1X[z,z4h)) (2)>

xT,T -z, * /\h
= CA:D_( @ th)/p— (f{) ( +h)X[z,m+h)) (2>
< Cam (1) (@),

and (5.4) follows.
To prove (5.5), we apply [6, Lemma 5.5] together with (2.3) and (2.4), which yields

()\1/;7, mj/Qfg(x))p(z)

1 1/p—
< oM/ —a@)) <(a> N 1)(A1/pm;/2f2(x))q<w>

1/p—
xT)— xT 1 xT .
< @/ (p@—a@)) 4 ((a> N 1>(Aq< ot (£40) (@)
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ot 1\/P- . (e —a(a
< oW/ (P —a@)) ((a) N 1) (NIt (o) =0 (7))

1/p—
#2000 ()4 1) () o)

By (5.2) and the monotonicity of q, we get q(z) > p_. Thus,

1/p—
1
(Al/p*mimfg(x))p(“) < ot/ (p@)=a(@)D 4 (() + 1) )\mi/él(ozl/(‘p(x)_q(”)l))(CE)

(L) 1) mpamroe.

and (5.5) follows with

1 1/p—
W(x) = al/p@)—a(@)) 4 A((a) + 1) mi'/4(a1/(|p(z)*q(a:)|))(x),

by (5.6) and (5.2). It is clear that |[¢]|z1 depends only on p.
The proof of the theorem is complete. O
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