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OPTIMAL SOBOLEV EMBEDDINGS
FOR THE ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK OPERATOR

ANDREA CIANCHI', VIT MUSIL?, AND LUBOS PICK?

ABSTRACT. A comprehensive analysis of Sobolev-type inequalities for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator
in the Gauss space is offered. A unified approach is proposed, providing one with criteria for their validity
in the class of rearrangement-invariant function norms. Optimal target and domain norms in the relevant
inequalities are characterized via a reduction principle to one-dimensional inequalities for a Calderén
type integral operator patterned on the Gaussian isoperimetric function. Consequently, the best possible
norms in a variety of specific families of spaces, including Lebesgue, Lorentz, Lorentz-Zygmund, Orlicz
and Marcinkiewicz spaces, are detected. The reduction principle hinges on a preliminary discussion
of the existence and uniqueness of generalized solutions to equations, in the Gauss space, for the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator, with a just integrable right-hand side. A decisive role is also played by a
pointwise estimate, in rearrangement form, for these solutions.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The present paper deals with norm estimates for functions in the Gauss space in terms of the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator. Norms depending on global integrability properties of functions, namely
rearrangement-invariant function norms, are considered.

Specifically, we are concerned with inequalities of Sobolev type of the form

(1.1) lu —m(u)lly @®nq,) < cllLull x@n qm)
for some constant ¢ and for all functions u: R™ — R such that Lu € X (R",~,). Here, (R™,~,) denotes
the Gauss space, namely the space R" equipped with the Gauss measure v, obeying

|z |2

(1.2) dyn(z) = G 1)% e 2 dr forxzeR",

and £ stands for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator, formally defined as
(1.3) Lu=Au—z-Vu,

where A and V are the classical Laplace and gradient operator. Moreover, X (R",~,) and Y (R", ;)
are rearrangement-invariant spaces, and m(u) stands for either the mean value or the median of u over
(an Py'rl) :

Being the infinitesimal generator of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroup in the Gauss space is one of
the reasons that makes the operator £ of primary importance in the Gaussian setting. It, therefore,
plays a role parallel to that of the Laplace operator—the infinitesimal generator of the heat kernel—in
the Euclidean space. The Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator enters various fields and has hence been
extensively investigated in the literature. For an introduction to its theory, we refer to the monograph
by Urbina-Romero [42], the lecture notes by Lunardi et al. [26], and the survey papers by Sjogren [37]
and Bogachev [8].
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Inequalities of the form (1.1) can be regarded as Gaussian analogues of Sobolev inequalities for
the Laplacian in the Euclidean framework. Gaussian Sobolev inequalities typically differ from their
Fuclidean counterparts because of the behaviour of the density of the Gauss measure near infinity.
This feature also shapes inequalities for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator. A general trait of the latter
inequalities is that the improvement of the degree of integrability for a function v guaranteed from that
of Lu in the space (R™,~,) is considerably lesser than that entailed by Au in domains of finite Lebesgue
measure in R"™. For instance, no inequality of the form (1.1) holds with Y (R",~,) = L®(R",~,),
whatever X (R",~,) is. By contrast, unlike the Euclidean inequalities, constants in the Gaussian
inequalities are dimension-free. This accounts for their use in questions of probability theory, where
the dimension n is usually sent to infinity, and for the derivation of Sobolev-type inequalities in infinite
dimensional spaces — see e.g. the classical papers [21, 33, 36, 43].

The analysis of Sobolev inequalities in the Gauss space was pioneered by Gross in the paper [24],
where a sharp first-order inequality for the L?(IR™, v, ) norm of the gradient was established. A vast
amount of literature on Gaussian Sobolev-type inequalities has flourished over the years on the wake of
Gross’ work. A very limited sample of contributions on this topic includes [1, 2, 6, 7, 10, 11, 15, 17, 18,
21, 22, 31, 34, 36]. In particular, inequalities involving the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator are derived in
[5, 19, 41]. The latter papers deal, in fact, with even more general second-order elliptic operators but
focus on a different class of functions, which are defined in open subsets {2 C R and vanish on 0f2.

Our purpose is to offer a unified approach in detecting the optimal spaces X (R"™,~,) and Y (R", ;)
in inequalities of the form (1.1). More precisely, we are aimed at characterizing the optimal (smallest
possible) target space Y (R"™,~,) in inequality (1.1) associated with a given domain space X (R",~,),
and, conversely, the optimal (largest possible) domain space X (R"™,~,) associated with a given target
space Y (R™,~,,), within certain classes of rearrangement-invariant spaces. One main result of this
paper provides us with necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence of these optimal spaces in
the class of all rearrangement-invariant spaces and exhibits an expression of their norms.

A critical step in our method is a reduction principle on the equivalence of any inequality of
the form (1.1) to a one-dimensional inequality for a Calderén type operator modelled upon the
isoperimetric function of the Gauss space. This principle also enables us to determine optimal targets
and domains in inequalities for special families of rearrangement-invariant spaces, such as Orlicz spaces,
Lorentz-Zygmund spaces, Marcinkiewicz spaces.

The point of departure for the reduction principle is, in turn, a pointwise inequality for the decreasing
rearrangement of a function w in terms of that of Lu. Inequalities of this kind for the Laplacian in
Euclidean domains are a special case of a classical result of Talenti [40]. They rest upon differential
inequalities on level sets of functions and on the Euclidean isoperimetric inequality, which were also
earlier used by Maz’ya [29, 30] in the proof of estimates for solutions to boundary value problems for
classes of elliptic equations in even more general contexts. Inequalities in the same vein for solutions
to Dirichlet problems, with homogeneous boundary conditions, for Lu (and more general differential
operators whose ellipticity is governed by the Gaussian density) on subsets of the Gauss space are
studied in [5], and are also reproduced in [27].

Although the proof of the rearrangement estimate to be exploited here follows along the same lines
as those of the contributions mentioned above, some technical issues arise. They are due to the fact
that functions u defined on the entire space R™ are considered and, especially, that Lu is assumed to
belong to an arbitrary rearrangement-invariant space, and hence can possibly suffer from very weak
integrability properties. This calls for an extension of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator £ beyond
its natural domain via a definition patterned on those introduced in the theory of elliptic partial
differential equations on Euclidean domains, with merely integrable right-hand sides. With this regard,
an additional result of independent interest will be presented concerning the existence and uniqueness
(up to additive constants) of a generalized solution u to the equation

(1.4) Lu=f in (R" ~,),

for every f € L*(R"™,~,). Under this assumption on f, an optimal regularity estimate for « and Vu in
Marcinkiewicz-type spaces is also offered.
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Our discussion begins with equation (1.4). The existence and uniqueness of the solution, and
a fundamental rearrangement estimate, are addressed in Section 3, after recalling the necessary
background on the functional setting in Section 2. Section 4 contains the reduction principle and the
characterization of the optimal target and domain in inequality (1.1) in the class of all rearrangement-
invariant spaces. The rest of the paper is devoted to identifying such optimal spaces in customary and
less conventional families of rearrangement-invariant spaces. Specifically, Orlicz spaces are considered
in Section 5, Lorentz and Lorenz-Zygmund spaces are the subjects of Section 6, and Marcinkiewicz
type spaces are the content of the final Section 7.

2. FUNCTION SPACES

Measure spaces. Let (R,v) be a o-finite non-atomic measure space. We denote by M(R,v) the set
of all v-measurable functions on R taking their values in [—o0, co]. Moreover, we denote by M (R, v)
the subset of all nonnegative functions in M(R,v) and by My(R,v) the collection of all functions in
M(R,v) which are finite almost everywhere on R. If R is an interval with endpoints a,b € [—00, 0],
a < b, and v is the one-dimensional Lebesgue measure, then we simply write M(a, b), M (a,b) and
Moy(a,b). Furthermore, the Lebesgue measure of a set E C R™ will be denoted by |E|.

Rearrangements. The decreasing rearrangement of a function ¢ € M(R,v) is the function ¢*:
(0,v(R)) — [0, 00] defined as

(2.1) ¢*(s) =inf{t e R:v({z € R: |¢(z)| > t}) < s} forse (0,v(R)).
The signed decreasing rearrangement ¢°: (0,v(R)) — [—00,00] of ¢ € M(R,v) is defined as
(2.2) ¢°(s) =inf{t e R: v({z € R: ¢(x) > t}) < s} forse (0,v(R)).

A basic property of the decreasing-rearrangement is the Hardy-Littlewood inequality, which tells us
that

v(R) v(R)
(2.3) /0 6" ()" (V(R) — s)ds < / 6(@)()| dv(z) < /0 & ()" (5) ds

for every ¢, € M(R,v), provided that v(R) < oo. The mazimal non-increasing rearrangement of ¢
is the function ¢**: (0 ,V(R)) [0, 00], defined by

/ ¢*(r)dr for s € (0,v(R)).

The function ¢** is non-increasing, and one clearly has ¢* < ¢** on (0,v(R)). The operation ¢ — ¢**
is subadditive in the sense that

(2.4) /Os(qb + ) (r)dr < /OS ¢*(r)dr + /08 P*(r)dr for s € (0,v(R))

for every ¢,1 € M4 (R,v). On the other hand, the operation ¢ — ¢* is not subadditive. Still, one has
that

(2.5) (@ +1)"(s) < ¢"(s/2) +¢¥"(s/2) for s € (0,¥(R))
for every ¢, 19 € M4 (R,v). The functions ¢, € M(R,v) will be called equimeasurable if ¢* = 1™ on
(0,v(R)).

Some central results in theory of rearrangements are consequences of Hardy’s lemma, which states
that, given L € (0, o0], if the functions g1, g2 € M (0, L) are such that

/S gi(r)dr < /S g2(r)dr for s € (0,L),
0 0
then
L L
/ g1(r)h(r)dr < / g2(r)h(r)dr
0 0

for every nonincreasing function h: (0, L) — (0, c0).
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Mean values and medians. Assume that v(R) < oo. The mean value of a function ¢ € LY(R,v) is
given by

1 1 r®
(2.6) mv(0) = o /R o) dvl@) = S /0 ¢°(s) ds.
Also, for ¢ € M(R,v), we define its median by
2.7) med(¢) = ¢°(“52).

The following lemma provides us with a link between v-a.e. convergence of a sequence of functions and
pointwise convergence of their signed rearrangement.

Lemma 2.1. Assume that the sequence {¢r} C M(R,v) and the function ¢ € M(R,v) are such that
¢ — ¢ v-a.e. in R. Then

(2.8) $°(s) < lign inf ¢ (s) < limsup ¢z(s) < ¢°(s—) for every s € (0,v(R)).

k—o0

Here, the notation ¢°(s—) stands for the limit of ¢° at s from the left.
In particular, if ¢° is continuous at v(R)/2, then

(2.9) kh—>nolo med(¢r) = med(¢).

Proof. The proof of the first inequality in (2.8) is analogous to that for the decreasing rearrangement
¢* given in [4, Chapter 2, Proposition 1.7]. We may thus limit ourselves to proving the last inequality.
By our assumptions, there exists a set N C R such that v(N) =0 and

(2.10) lim sup ¢;(z) < ¢(z) forz € R\ N.
k—o0 >k

Given t € R, we define the sets
Et)={x e R\ N:¢(z) >t} and Ei(t)={z€R\N: ¢x(z) >t}

for k € N. Fix € > 0. Inequality (2.10) implies that, if z € E(t — )¢\ N, then there exists £ € N such
that x € Ej(t)¢ for all [ > k, namely

oo o0 oo o0
Et—e)c |J[)E®)° orequivalently E(t—e)> ()| JEi(®).
k=11=k k=11=k
Here, the suffix “c” stands for complement in R. Therefore,

(2.11) v(E(t—c¢)) > I/(ﬂ U El(t)) = kli)n;v(U El(t)> > kli_}n;o ?ggy(El(t))
k=11=k 1=k 2

Define the functions p: R — [0,00) as u(t) = v(E(t)) and pg: (0,00) — [0,00) as ug(t) = v(Eg(t)) for
k € N. Inequality (2.11) reads p(t — &) > limsupy_, . 1% (t). Hence, on passing to the limit as e — 0T
one deduces that

(2.12) p(t—) > limsup pg(t).

k—oo

On the other hand, a property analogous to that established in [4, Chapter 2, Proposition 1.7] for ¢*
ensures that

(2.13) p(t) < liminf pg(t).
k—o0

Since the function p is non-increasing, combining inequalities (2.12) and (2.13) implies that ux — p
v-a.e. in R. Since
¢°(s) = {t € R pu(t) > s},
the last inequality in (2.8) follows from an analogue of (2.12), with x and py replaced by ¢ and ¢y
respectively, and the measure v by the Lebesgue measure.
Finally, equation (2.9) follows from an application of equation (2.8) with s = v(R)/2. O
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Function norms and rearrangement-invariant spaces. Let L € (0,00]. A function norm is
defined as a functional || - |[x(,z): M+(0, L) — [0, 0] satisfying, for all g, h and {gx} C M (0, L),
and every A€ [0,00):
(P1) [lgllx(0,1) = 0 if and only if g = 0 a.e.,
1Agllx 0,1) = Allgllx0,1):
g + hllx©,1) < l9llx©.1) + [1hllx0,1);
(P2) If g < h ace., then ||g|x(o,L) < [Pl x(0,);
(P3) If g 1 g a.e., then ||gkllx(0,) T 9llx(0,1);
(P4) ”XEHX(QL) < oo for every measurable set E C [0, L] of finite measure;
(P5) There exists a constant ¢ such that [, g(s)ds < ¢l|gllx(o,r) for every g € M, (0, L) and every
measurable set E C (0, L) of finite measure.

If, in addition,
(PG) HQHX(O,L) = HhHX(o,L) whenever g* = h*,

then we say that || - [|x(o,1) is a rearrangement-invariant function norm.
The associate function norm || - || x/(o,z) of a function norm || - ||x (o r) is defined by
L
(2.14) lolheion =suw { [ o(en(s)as b€ Mo0.2), Iilxior) < 1)
0
for g € M(0,L). Note that
(2.15) |- lxryo,n) = 1 lxo,z)-
The rearrangement-invariant space X (R, v) built upon the function norm || - || x(o(w)) is defined as

the collection of all functions ¢ € M(R,v) such that the quantity ||¢||x(r ., given by

(2.16) 19l x(Rw) = 19" | x(0,0(R))»

is finite. The space X (R,v) is a Banach space, endowed with the norm given by (2.16). The space
X (0,v(R)) is called the representation space of X (R,v).
We shall also employ the notation

(2.17) X (R,v)={ue X(R,v) =0}.

The associate space X'(R,v) of a rearrangement-invariant space X (R, v) is the rearrangement-invariant
space defined via the function norm || - ||x+(0(r))- The generalized Hélder inequality

(2.18) / $(@)(@)] dv(@) < [9llx e ¥l xrcrm

holds for every ¢ and ¢ in M(R,v). The fundamental function px: [0,v(R)) — [0,00) of a
rearrangement-invariant space X (R, v) is defined as

(2.19) ox(t) = lIxellx®y) forte[0,v(R)),
where E' is any subset of R such that v(E) = ¢. One has that
(2.20) ox(t)px(t)=1t forte [0,v(R)),

for every rearrangement-invariant space X (R, v).
The following lemma extends [31, Lemma 2.1] to arbitrary rearrangement-invariant spaces.

Lemma 2.2. Let X(R,v) be any rearrangement-invariant space on a finite measure space (R,v).
Then

(2.21) 3o — mv(9)ll xR < ¢ — med(9)|| xR < 3o — mv(9)| xR
for every function ¢ € X(R,v).
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Proof. Set L = v(R). Owing to the Holder inequality (2.18),

222)  mv(o) - med(@)] < 7 [ Jo-med(@)]av < P50 med (@)

for ¢ € X(R,v). From this inequality and equation (2.20) we deduce that
I = mv()|x(rw) < [l = med(9)|[x(rp) + | med($) — mv(9)| x (=)
< [l — med(9)[ x(r) + ¢x (L) mv(¢) — med(¢)|

(2:23) sl
< 6~ med(@) x ) + X g ned(9)]1x e

=2||¢ — med(8) | x(rv):

namely the first inequality in (2.21). As for the second one, we may assume, or replacing ¢ by —¢, if
necessary, that med(¢) > mv(¢). Let E = {|¢ — mv(¢)| > med(¢) — mv(¢)} and observe that

(2.24) ¢ —mv (o) x(rp) = (¢ — mv(@))xEl xRy = (med(d) — mv(d))|IXEl xRy
and
_ __|E] |E|
(225) HXEHX(R,V) - (PX(’ED - ‘PX’(|ED > (PX’(L)'
Since
L
(2.26) 5 < {é 2 med(9)} < |E],
inequalities (2.24) and (2.25) imply that
(L
(2.27) med(6) — mv(8) < 22 16— 1uv(9) ()
Hence,

|6 — med(d)||xrp) < ¢ —mv(@)| x(Rw) + [ MV(¢) — med(9)]| x(r,v)

= [l = mv(@) | x (r,) + (med(9) —mv(¢))px (L)
(2.28) L)ex/(L
< o= mv(@)lxes + 22X E ()l
= 3[l¢ — mv(9) [ x(r)-
The second inequality in (2.21) is thus also established. ]

Embeddings and boundedness of operators. Let X(R,v) and Y (R,v) be rearrangement-invari-
ant spaces. We write X(R,v) — Y (R,v) to denote that X(R,v) is continuously embedded into
Y(R,v), in the sense that there exists a constant ¢ such that [|¢[ly(r.) < cl|¢lxr,) for every
¢ € M(R,v). Note that the embedding X(R,r) — Y (R, ) holds if and only if there exists a constant
c such that [|gllyovr)) < cllgllxour) for every g € M4 (0,v(R)). A property of function norms
ensures that
X(R,v) CY(R,v) ifandonlyif X(R,v)— Y(R,v).

Let L € (0,00]. We say that an operator 7" is bounded from a rearrangement-invariant space X (0, L)

into a rearrangement-invariant space Y (0, L), and we write

(2.29) T: X(0,L) = Y(0,L),
if T'maps functions from M (0, L) into functions from M (0, L), and its norm, defined by

IT|| = sup {Tglly (o) : 9 € X(0,L) N M4(0,L), llgllxo,y <1},
is finite.
The space Y (0,L) will be called the optimal target space in (2.29), within a certain class of

rearrangement-invariant spaces if, whenever Z(0, L) is another rearrangement-invariant space from the
same class such that 7': X (0,L) — Z(0, L), then Y (0,L) — Z(0, L). Analogously, the optimal domain
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space X (0,L) in (2.29) within the relevant class obeys Z(0,L) — X (0, L) whenever T': Z(0,L) —
Y (0,L).
Assume that the operators T' and 7", acting from M (0, L) into M4 (0, L), are such that

L L
(2.30) /0 Tg(s)h(s) ds = /0 o(s)T'h(s) ds

for every g,h € M (0,L). We then call the operator T adjoint to T. A simple argument involving
Fubini’s theorem and the definition of the associate norm shows that

(2.31) T: X(0,L) = Y(0,L) ifand only if 7":Y’(0,L) — X'(0,L)
and || T = ||7"].

Lorentz—Zygmund spaces. A pivotal class of examples of rearrangement-invariant function norms is
constituted by the Lebesgue norms. The Lebesgue functional || - || z» (0,7, defined as usual for p € (0, o0},
is a rearrangement-invariant function norm if and only if p € [1, 00].

If L < oo, then a generalization of the Lebesgue functionals is provided by the Lorentz—Zygmund
functionals || - [| pp.gias 0,y : M+4(0, L) = [0,00] and || - || Lw.ase8 0,1y 1 M+(0, L) — [0, 00], defined by

11 a *
9llraesioy = IIs7 960/ D) 00(/ L)Y 5% ()| pagor
and
l_l ok
HgHL(p,q;a,B)(QL) = HSP qE(S/L)‘le(S/L)Bg (S)HL‘I(O,L)

for g € M4(0, L), respectively. Here, p,q € (0,00], o, 8 € R and
1 1

Us)=1+log-, C6(s) =1+ 1og(1 +log f) for s € (0,1).
s s

For finite measure spaces (R,v), the corresponding Lorentz—Zygmund spaces Lp %o (R,v) and
LWPGB) (R, 1) are (equivalent to) the rearrangement-invariant spaces built upon the function norms
[ - ”Lp,q:aﬁ(o,y(R)) and || - ”L(Msaﬁ)(o,y(n)y respectively, if and only if one of the following conditions
holds:

l<p<oo, 1<g<o0, aeR, geR

p=1,qg=1, a>0, B€R

p=1q¢=1 a=0, >0

p=o00, 1 <q< o0, a+é<0, BeR

p=o00, 1<qg< o0, a—l—ézo, 5+$<0

(p=o00, =00, a=0, =0

in case of LP4*A(R,v), and

O<p<oo, 1<g< 0, aeR, SR
p=o00, 1<q< o0, a+%<0,ﬂ€R
p=o0, 1 <q<oo, a+%=0,ﬁ+%<0
p=o00, g=00, a=0, =0

in case of L®P%*A) (R, 1). We shall also write LP4(log L) (loglog L)9*(R,v) instead of LP48 (R, v),
and LP4(log L)4%(R,v) instead of LP%*0(R, v).
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Orlicz spaces. A generalization of the Lebesgue spaces in a different direction is that of the Orlicz
spaces. They are generated by the so-called Luxemburg functionals, whose definition, in turn, rests
upon that of Young function. A Young function A: [0,00) — [0, 00] is a convex, left-continuous function

such that A(0) = 0 and A is not constant in (0,00). The function A: [0,00) — [0, 00] denotes the
Young conjugate of A, and is defined as

A(t) = sup{rt — A(r) : 7 > 0} fort>0.
The latter is also a Young function and its conjugate is A again. One has that
(2.32) t<ATY AT () <2t fort >0,

where A~! denotes the generalized right-continuous inverse of A. The function B, defined as B(t) =
cA(bt), where b, ¢ are positive constants, is also a Young function and

(2.33) B(t) = cA(L) fort>o0.

A Young function A is said to satisfy the As-condition near infinity if it is finite-valued and there exist
constants ¢ > 0 and ty > 0 such that

A(2t) < cA(t) for t > tp.
Moreover, A fulfills the Va-condition near infinity if there exist constants ¢ > 2 and £y > 0 such that
A(2t) > cA(t) for t > to.

These conditions are said to be satisfied globally if they hold with ¢y = 0.
A Young function A is said to dominate another Young function B near infinity if there exist
constants ¢ > 0 and tg > 0 such that

B(t) < A(ct) for t > to.

The function A dominates B globally if ¢t = 0. The functions A and B are called equivalent near
infinity [globally] if they dominate each other near infinity [globally].
Given L € (0,00] and a Young function A, the Luzemburg functional |- || 1): M+(0,L) — [0, 00]

is defined by
L
Hg‘|LA(07L):iIlf{)\>OI/ A<g():9)>d8§1}
0

for g € M (0, L). The corresponding Orlicz space L*(R,v) is built on the function norm | - lz40.0(R))-
When v(R) < oo, the alternate notation A(L)(R,v) will also be employed when convenient to
denote an Orlicz space associated with a Young function which agrees with A near infinity.
Also, if ¢ € LA(R, v) and E C R is a measurable set, then we often use the abridged notation

191l Laew) = lloXE LA R L)

For Young functions A and B, the embedding L4(R,v) — LP?(R,v) holds if and only if either
Y(R) < oo and A dominates B near infinity, or ¥(R) = oo and A dominates B globally. One has
that LA(R,v) = LB(R,v) up to equivalent norms if and only if either (R) < oo and A and B are
equivalent near infinity, or ¥(R) = co and A and B are equivalent globally.

One has that

LAMR,vY = LAR,v)
up to equivalent norms.

We will also need certain weak and strong versions of Orlicz spaces. These will be defined in the
next paragraph as particular cases of more general families of rearrangement-invariant spaces.
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Endpoint spaces. Let L € (0,00]. A function ¢: [0, L] — [0,00) will be called quasiconcave if it is
non-decreasing, vanishes only at 0, and the function @, defined by

(2.34) P(s) = ) for s € (0, L]

and $(0) = 0, is non-increasing on (0, L]. The Lorentz functional | - ||a_c,z): M+(0,L) — [0,00] is
defined as

L
mmﬂwdzzgfwww@>

for g € M (0, L). The Lorentz endpoint space Ayp(R,v) is built on the Lorentz functional |- ||a_0,(r))-
The Marcinkiewicz functional || - ||ar,0,0): M+(0, L) — [0,00] is defined by

19llat,0,0) = sup @(s)g™(s)
s€(0,L)

for g € M4(0, L), and the corresponding Marcinkiewicz space is defined through the Marcinkiewicz
functional || - [[a7,(0,,(r))- A variant of the Marcinkiewicz functional is denoted by || - [[,,.,(0,z), and is
obtained on replacing ¢** with ¢* in its definition. Namely,

I9llm,0,0) = sup ¢(s)g"(s)
s€(0,L)

for g € M4(0,L). Notice that || - [, (0,0) need not be a rearrangement-invariant function norm
in general. It is however a quasi-norm, in the sense that it satisfies the triangle inequality up to a
multiplicative constant. The space my(R,v) will be called the weak type space associated with ¢.
We point out that the Lorentz-Zygmund spaces LP:o%08 (R,v) defined above are weak type spaces
according to this definition.

Let us recall that

(2.35) As(R,v) = Mz(R,v) and My(R,v) = Az(R,v),

see e.g. [25, Chapter 5, Section 2]. For every quasiconcave function ¢, one has
Ixela, e = @(s) and |xEllv,grw) = @(s) whenever v(E) = s € [0,v(R)].

Thus,

PAG(RY) = PMy(Ry) = -

Moreover, if X(R,v) is a rearrangement-invariant space such that ¢x = ¢, then

(2.36) Ay(R,v) = X(R,v) = My(R,v).
If A is a Young function, then the function @4: (0,00) — [0, 00), defined as
1
wa(s) = for s > 0,
Tey

is concave, and hence quasiconcave. The weak Orlicz space M (R, v) is defined as M, ,(R,v) and the
strong Orlicz space A4 (R, v) is defined as A, (R, ). Owing to equations (2.35) and (2.32), one has
that

(2.37) (AY(R,v) = MA(R,v) and (MAY(R,v) = AA(R,v),

up to equivalent norms. The expressions “weak Orlicz space” and “strong Orlicz spaces” are adopted
consistently with the embeddings

(2.38) AR, v) = LAR,v) = MA(R,v),

which hold for every Young function A and every measure space (R, v). Notice that these embeddings
can actually be strict.
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3. EXTENDED DOMAIN OF THE ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK OPERATOR AND KEY ESTIMATES
The Sobolev space WH2(R"™, v,,) is defined as
WLA(R", ~,) = {u € L}*(R™,v,) : u is weakly differentiable and |Vu| € L*(R",~,)}.
Similarly,
W22(R"™ ,) = {u € L*(R",v,) : u is twice weakly differentiable and |Vul, |Vu| € L*(R™,~,)}.

The operator £ is defined on a function u € W?22(R" v,) via equation (1.3). One has that
L: W22(R™, v,,) — L?(R™,~,). Moreover,

(3.1) Vu - Vudy, = —/ v Ludyy,
Rn n
for every v € WH2(R™, v,,), see e.g. [26, Theorem 13.1.3].
Equation (3.1) enables one to extend the operator £, and to define £: Wy L?(R™, v,,) — L*(R™, v,),
where Wz L?(R™,~,) consists of all functions u € WH2(R",,,) such that there exists a function
f € L% (R, ~,) fulfilling

(3.2) Vu-Vody, = —/ v fdy,
R”L n
for every v € WH2(R™,~,,). We then set Lu = f for u € Wz L2(R™, v,).
The operator £ can further be extended to the domain D(L), which consist of all functions
u € LY(R™, ~,) such that there exists f € L (R",,) and a sequence of functions {uy} C Wz L*(R™, ;)
fulfilling

(3.3) up — u  ae. in R"
and
(3.4) Lup — f in LYR™, v,).
We then set
Lu=f
for u € D(L). Moreover, given a function space X (R™,~,), we define
(3.5) We X(R", v,) ={ue D(L): Lue X(R" v,)}.
Our first result, stated in Theorem 3.1, ensures that the operator
(3.6) L:D(L)/c— LY (R",v,)

is bijective, where D(L)/c denotes the quotient space where two functions in D(L) which differ by a
constant are identified. Theorem 3.1 also provides us with information on the regularity of functions in
D(L). Their regularity is suitably formulated in terms of membership in spaces of functions whose
truncations are Sobolev functions, and in weak type spaces.

Given any t > 0, denote by T;: R — R the function given by

T if |71 <t
3.7 T; = -
(38.7) t(7) {thH(T) if |7| > t.

We set

(3.8) TH2(R™, v,) = {ue MR",v,) : Ty(u) € WL2(R", ~,) for every t > 0}.
If u € TH2(R",7,), there exists a (unique) measurable function Z,: R® — R” such that
(3.9) V(Ti(u)) = X{juj<t}Zu  a-e. in R"

for every t > 0 [3, Lemma 2.1]. Here, xg denotes the characteristic function of the set E. One has
that u € WL2(R",v,) if and only if u € TH2(R",v,) and Z, € L*(R",,), and, in this case, Z, = Vu.
With abuse of notation, if u € T12(R",~,), we shall denote Z, simply by Vu.
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Theorem 3.1 [Bijectivity of the map (3.6) and regularity of functions in D(L)]. Assume that
feLi(R" 7).

Part 1. There ezists a unique (up to additive constants) function uw € D(L), such that

(3.10) Lu = f.

Moreover, u € TY2(R™,~,) and any sequence {uy} satisfying (3.3) and (3.4) admits a subsequence,
still indexed by k, such that

(3.11) lim Vup =Vu a.e. in R".
k—o0
Part 2. Let u be the unique solution to equation (3.10). Then:
(i) u € LY*®log L(R",v,), and there exists an absolute constant ¢ such that

(3.12) lu — med(u)[| 1.0 10g LR ) < €l fllL1 R )3
(ii) |Vu| € LY (log L)%(Rn,fyn), and there exists an absolute constant ¢ such that

(3.13) [Vl < cllfller@n )

L1:oo(log L)2 (R™yn) —

The spaces LY log L(R™,~,) and L“*(log L)
respectively, among all weak type spaces.

= N

(R™,vy,) are optimal in inequalities (3.12) and (3.13),

We now address the question of a minimal integrability condition on f guaranteeing that the solution
u to the equation Lu = f be a genuine global Sobolev function, and not just a member of T2(R", 7).

1
Proposition 3.2. Assume that f € Lj_’LQ (R™, ~y,). Then the solution u to the equation Lu = f obeys

u € WHYR™ 4.

The proof of Theorem 3.1 is based on a priori bounds for sequences of approximating functions
as in (3.3), according to a scheme introduced in [3]. These bounds are derived via rearrangement
estimates for a function v € D(£) and its (generalized) gradient Vu, in terms of Lu. The relevant
estimates are the subject of Theorem 3.3 below, which is a variant of a result from [5] and relies upon
the isoperimetric inequality in the Gauss space.

Recall that the Gauss perimeter P, (E) of a measurable set E C R™ can be defined as

P, (E) = H; (9VE),

where )
AH () = (2m) " Fe T dH (),
OME denotes the essential boundary of E and H"~! is the (n — 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure.
The Gaussian isoperimetric inequality tells us that half-spaces minimize Gaussian perimeter among
all measurable subsets of R™ with prescribed Gauss measure [9, 39].
An analytic formulation of this statement can be given in terms of the isoperimetric function I, also
called the isoperimetric profile, of the space (R™,~,). The function I: [0,1] — [0,00) is given by

1 _el?
(3.14) I(s) = e 2 for s € (0,1),

and I(0) = I(1) =0, where ®: R — (0,1) is the function defined as

1 .2
3.15 P(t) = — e 2dr forteR.
(3.15) 0=—=]
The Gaussian isoperimetric inequality then reads
(3.16) I(vn(E)) < Py, (E)

for every measurable subset £ of R™. Indeed,

m{x €R" 121 > t}) = ®(t) forteR,
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and ) ,
t
P, {zeR":21>1t}) = e 2 forteR,
’Yn({ 1= }) m
where x = (1, ...,x,). The function I obeys
(3.17) ®'(t) = —I(®(t)) forteR.
Also,
(3.18) lm L)

s=0t 54/2((s)

Moreover, on defining the function ©: (0, %) — (0, 00) by

1
2 dr
1 = f 1
(3.19) O(s) / T rsE (0,3),
one has that
(3.20) lim 2s((s)O(s) =1,
s—0+

see [16, Lemma 4.3].

Theorem 3.3 [Rearrangement estimates for v and Vu via Lu]. Let u € D(L). Then

1

(3.21) (u—mmm»yggxxgﬂﬂﬁm;vmr+/2ww;@ﬂxmm~ﬁwsemg]
and

b >\
32 Wa-mdw)al o< (3 [ [eomei) 175) frscod.

12

As premised above, the proofs of Theorems 3.1 and 3.3 are mutually related. The outline is as

follows. We begin by proving inequalities (3.21) and (3.22) of Theorem 3.3 for the restricted class of
functions in Wz L2(R™,v,). These estimates are then applied in the proof of Part 1 of Theorem 3.1

to obtain suitable a priori estimates for the approximating functions uy entering the definition of Lu
for uw € D(L), and for their gradients. With this part of Theorem 3.1 at our disposal, we are able to

pass to the limit in inequalities (3.21) and (3.22) applied to ug, and conclude their proof for every

uw € D(L). This completes the proof of Theorem 3.3. Inequalities (3.21) and (3.22) of Theorem 3.3 are

a key tool in the proof of estimates (3.12) and (3.13) of Part 2 of Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.3 for u € Wz L?(R",v,). Assume that u € Wz L?(R",~,) and set, for simplic-

ity, f = Lu. Equation (3.21) is then equivalent to the couple of inequalities:

(3.23) 0 <wu’(s) —u’(

D=

)g@@AUymm+/ﬁymmmm for 5 € (0, 1]

and

(3.24) 0< uo(%) —u’(1—5) <0O(s) /05 fi(r)dr+ /2 fi(r)O(r)dr forse (O, %]

We pattern their proof on arguments from [5] and [12], which are in turn adapted from [40].
replacing u by u — u°(3), which is still a solution to equation (3.2), we may assume that u°(3) = 0.

We choose the test function v in (3.2) as
1 itu>t+h
u—

v = Tt ift<u<t+h
0 ifu<t

On
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for t € (0,esssupu) and h > 0. Equation (3.2) thus yields

1 1
(3.25) N Y (CE Loy R T
h Jt<u<tny h Jitcu<trny {u>t+h)
Taking the limit as h — 0T in (3.25), we get, by dominated convergence theorem,
d
(3.26) - = \Vul|? dy, = —/ fdvy, forae.t>0.
dt J{ust} {ust)

Note that the left-hand side of (3.26) is nonnegative. The Hardy-Littlewood inequality tells us that

p(t)

(3.27) - / fdy, < / fody, < fr(s)ds fort >0,
{u>t} {u>t} 0
where we have set

(3.28) w(t) =v({z € R" s u(x) > t}) fort>0.

Applying the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality to the difference quotients, we have

1 1
d d 2 d 2
~4 ) Sy, < (— / d%) <— / Vu%wn)
de {u>t}‘ | dt Jusey de {u>t}’ |

1

< (—i(1)? </0”(t) £5(s) ds) * forae >0,

where we have also used (3.26) and (3.27). By the coarea formula we infer that

(3.29)

(3.30) / |Vu|dvy, = / P, {u>r7})dr fort>0.
{u>t} t

Recall that p(t) < 1, since we are assuming that u°() = 0. Thereby, differentiation of (3.30) and the
isoperimetric inequality (3.16) give

d
(3.31) - = |Vu|dvy, = Py, ({u > t}) > I(p(t)) forae. t>0.
dt Jiusty
Coupling inequalities (3.29) and (3.31) tells us that
—1 (1)
(3.32) 1< —3 / fX(s)ds for a.e.t € (0,esssupu).
I(u(t))" Jo

By integrating inequality (3.32) over (0,7), we get

RO L :
(3.33) Tg/o I(M(t))Q/o f_(s)dsdtg/mla2

Owing to the definition of the function u°, equation (3.33) yields

*(s)dsdo for 7 € [0,esssup u).

(3.34) 0<wu(s) < /2 I(:“)Q /Or f*(0)dodr forse (0,3].

If s € (1,1), an analogous argument and the fact that I(s) = I(1 — s) for s € [0,1] imply that

(3.35) 0<—u’(l—s)< /2 .7(71")2 /O” fi(o)dodr forse [%, 1).
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Since, by Fubini’s theorem,

/Sél(lw/orfl(g)dw:/ /fi dé’d“r/ i) /fi Jdedr
:/2 dr /fj: dg+/ fi(e /Q I(r
_ o) / fio)do+ / ’ 08l de

for s € (0, 3], inequalities (3.23) and (3.24) follow from (3.34) and (3.35), respectively.
Let us now focus on inequality (3.22). Without loss of generality, we may assume that med(u) = 0.
The function

[0,00) >t — |Vuy |2 dvy,
{us <t}
is absolutely continuous, since by the coarea formula,

t
/ |V |? dy, = / |Vui|?dy, = / / |Vul d’l—[;zn_l dr.
{us <t} {0<u<t} 0 Ju=r}

Thus,
trd
(3.36) / |Vuy |2 dry, = / (/ \Vu+\2dfyn> dr fort>0.
{ur <t} 0 \d7 Jqu, <}

By inequalities (3.26) and (3.27), with u replaced with u,

d w(7)
(3.37) — Vg |2 dy, < / f*(s)ds for a.e. 7 >0,

A7 Juy <r} 0

where p(t) is as in (3.28). Note that here we have made use of the fact that the right-hand side of
(3.28) is not altered for ¢ > 0 if u is replaced with wy. From inequalities (3.37) and (3.32) one infers
that

d d w(7) < ur) ?
3.38 — Vuyl?de = —— Vu 2dx<7 / f*(s)ds
( ) dr {uy <7} | +| dr {uy>7} ’ +| I(M(T)) 0 ( )
(] ) ar
for t > 0. On the other hand, by the first inequality in (2.3),
1 2p(t)

for a.e. 7 > 0. Combining equations (3.36) and (3.38) tells us that
t /(7_) wu(T) 2
(3.39) / Vu 2d:n§/ “</ £ (s ds) dTﬁ/
T A (TG EAV S o 1
a0y [ uPdez [0 G Pz [ Fun (9R ds 2 ulo)Fusl (20(0)’
{ug <t} w(t) w(t)

for t > to, where we used that v,({us < t}) = 1 — pu(t) and we chose to such that p(ty) = 1.
Inequalities (3.39) and (3.40) yield

1 2
2 21 7
41 t (2u(t))” < — *
(3.41) vl ) < [° s ([ r2was) ao
whence inequality (3.22) follows for u;. The argument for u_ is analogous. O

Proof of Theorem 3.1, Part 1. Step 1. Let {fx} be a sequence of functions from L?% (R",,) such
that fr — f in L'(R",~v,). We may also assume that

(3.42) el @ ) < 207l @) -
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For each k € N, let ux € W12(R", ~,) be the unique solution to the equation
(3.43) Lug = fi
such that med(uy) = 0. Thus

(3.44) Vug - Vody, = — frvdy,
R"L Rn

for every v € WH2(R", v,,) and k € N.
Step 2. We prove that there exists a function u € M(R"™,~,,) such that

(3.45) up — u a.e. in R (up to subsequences).

We shall do this by showing that {uy} is a Cauchy sequence in measure. To this purpose, observe that,
given ¢t,7 > 0, one has

(3:46)  yn ({luk = um| > 7}) <y ({Jur] > t}) + 0 {Jum| > t}) + yn {|Te(ur) = Ti(um)| > 7})
for every k,m € N. Choosing the function v = T}(ug) in equation (3.44) enables us to deduce that
Gany [ VTP dn = [ Ve VT dv = - [ AT 6 < 28]l

RW/ R"l n

for k € N. Set
WE() = ({(w)e > 1)) fort >0,
From inequality (3.33), applied to ug, we obtain that

1
1 s 2 ds
3.48 tg/ /f*rdrds§2f n / =2|f na O (i (t
(3.48) 0 T Jo (fi)5(r) 122 e ) 0 T65)2 Il 2t @ ) © (12 (1)

for ¢t > 0. Hence,

(3.9 (> 1) = 0+ 0 < 2071

=

t
_ for t > 0.
2||f||L1(]R"7'yn)>
Since lim;_yoo @*l(t) =0, given € > 0, we have that
(3.50) o ({Juk| > t}) <e and v, {Jum| >t}) <e for k,m eN

if ¢ is sufficiently large. Fix any such ¢. Since med(ux) = 0, we have that med(T};(ux)) = 0 as well.
Hence, by the Sobolev inequality in the Gauss space, cf. e.g. [13] and inequality (3.47),

1T ()| L2 ) < NIVTe(ur) I L2®n ) < €4/ 2f 1 L1 @7 )

for some constant c. Consequently, the sequence {Tj(uz)} is bounded in WH2(R" +,). By the
compactness of the embedding [38, Theorem 7.3]

WL2(R™, v,) = L*(R™, ),

one has that 7T}(uz) converges to some function L2(R™,~,) (up to subsequences). In particular, {T}(uz)}
is a Cauchy sequence in measure. Thus,

(3.51) T ({|Te(uk) = Ti(um)| > 7}) <&

if k, m are sufficiently large. From (3.46), (3.50) and (3.51), we conclude that {uy} is a Cauchy sequence
in measure. Hence, equation (3.45) follows.
Step 3. We show that

(3.52) {Vu} 1is a Cauchy sequence in measure.
To this purpose, note that, given ¢, 7, > 0,
 ({IVur, = Vunm| > t})
(3.53) < ({IVurl > 73) + 90 ({[Vum| > 73) + 3 ({lug = um| > 63)
+ Y0 {Jug — um| <9, |Vug| <7, [Vuy| <7, [Vug — Vug,| > t}).
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By estimate (3.22), on setting
Ve () = ({IV () £| > 1),
one infers that

(350  t< (V;(t) o ( /0 () dr>2 IE%) < 2]l o) (V;(t)@ (V'i(t)»% |
=0,

Thus, if we define ¥(s) = %, an increasing function such that lim,_,+ ¥(s)

H e

2

we obtain from (3.54)
o (2 @ran
(3.55) Yo ({|Vug| > t}) = v (t) + v, (1) <20 — )
Hence, we deduce that, given any ¢ > 0,
(3.56) m {|Vug| >71}) <e and 4, {|Vun| >7}) <e for k,meN,
provided that 7 is sufficiently large. Fix such a 7. Define the set
G = {|up — um| <6, [Vug| <7, [Vup| <7, [Vug — Vup| > 7}
Then, by (3.44) again, since T5(uy — wm) € WH2(R™, v,),

tz/Gdyn < /G |Vuy — Vum|2d7n < /{| . |Vug, — Vum|2d7n
U —Um|S

- / (Vg — Vi) -V (T5(Vug — Vi) oy = - / (Fi = Fun) Tt — 1)

< 45||f||L1(]R”,'yn)'

Choosing § small enough, we get v,(G) < €. From Step 2 we already know that {u} is a Cauchy
sequence in measure. Thus,

(3.58) o ({|ug — um| > 6}) < e
if k, m are large enough. From (3.53), (3.56), (3.57) and (3.58) we deduce that
Yo ({|Vug — Vup| > 6}) <e

if k, m are sufficiently large. Property (3.52) is thus established.
Step 4. We prove that

(3.57)

(3.59) u € TH(R™, 5,)
and
(3.60) Vui — Vu ae. in R"

(up to subsequences), where Vu denotes the “surrogate” gradient Z,, in the sense of definition (3.9).
By property (3.52), there exists a measurable function U: R™ — R"™ such that

(3.61) Vu, - U a.e inR"

(up to subsequences). As shown in Step 2, the sequence {T}(uy)} is bounded in W2(R", +,,). Therefore,
inasmuch as the latter space is reflexive, there exists a function i; € W12(R"™, v,) such that

(3.62) Ty(ug) — 0y weakly in WH2(R", ,,),

and a.e. in R™ (up to subsequences). Hence, by the uniqueness of the limit,
(3.63) up = Ty(u) a.e.in R",

since Ty(uy) — Ti(u) by (3.45). Consequently, T;(u) € WH2(R™, v,,) and
(3.64) Ty(ug) — Ty(u)  weakly in WH2(R", v,,).
Thanks to the arbitrariness of ¢, property (3.59) holds, and

(3.65) VTi(u) = X{ju<y Vu a.e. in R"
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for t > 0. From equations (3.45) and (3.61) one also deduces that

(3.66) klggo VTi(ug) = klggo X{Jug|<t} VUE = X{Ju|<yU a.e. in R"
for t > 0, and, owing to (3.64),

(3.67) VTi(u) = X{u<yU a.e. in R",

for t > 0. By (3.67),

(3.68) U = V.

Property (3.60) follows from equations (3.61) and (3.68).

Step 5. This step is devoted to the proof of the uniqueness of the solution u (up to additive constants)
to equation (3.10). Assume that u and u are solutions to (3.10). Then there exist sequences { f} and
{f,} in L% (R™,~,) such that fr — f and fr — fin LY(R™,~,), the solutions uy to (3.43) satisfy
up — u a.e. in R™, and the solutions @y to problem (3.43) with fi replaced by j‘k satisfy 4 — @ a.e.
in R™.

Given any ¢t > 0, we make use of the test function ¢ = T;(ux — @) in equation (3.44), and in a
parallel equation with u, and fi replaced by 4 and fk On subtracting the equations so obtained one
gets that

(3.69) / Ve = Vi, == [ (o= F)Tlus — i)
{lug—ig| <t} R™

for k € N. The right-hand side of equation (3.69) tends to 0 as k — oo, since |T;(ur — ux)| < t and
fe — fk — 0 in LY(R™,~,). Moreover, the same arguments as in the proofs of Steps 3 and 4 ensure
that Vug — Vu and Vi — Vi a.e. in R™ (up to subsequences). Therefore, on passing to the limit in
equation (3.69) as k — oo, we infer, via Fatou’s lemma, that

/ \Vu — Va|? dy, =0,
{Ju—i|<t}

whence, by the arbitrariness of ¢,
(3.70) Vu=Vu ae. inR".
Now, observe that, by Step 4, given ¢,7 > 0, we have
Ty (u— Ty(@) € W(R", 7).
An application of the Gaussian—Sobolev inequality to this function tells us that

T (u — T3(2)) — med (T (u — Ty(0))) | dyn < c/ VT (u — Ty(@)) ] dy
R™ R™

:c(/ |Vu]2d’yn+/ |Vu\2d’yn>.
{t<|u|<t+7} {t—7<|u|<t}

Notice that we have also made use of equation (3.70) in the last equality. The choice of the test
function ¢ = T (ur — T;(ux)) in equation (3.44) enables us to obtain that

(3.71)

(3.72) / Valdn <7 [ |l
{t<|ug|<t+7} {lur>t}
Passing to the limit in (3.72) and making use of Fatou’s lemma tell us that
(3.73) / Valrdw s [ (il
{t<|u|<t+T} {Ju>t}

Thus, the first integral on the rightmost side of inequality (3.71) approaches 0 as t — oo. A similar
argument employing the test functions ¢ = T (ur — Ti—-(ug)) ensures that also the second integral
tends to 0 as t — co. On the other hand,

tll)Igo [T7 (v — Ty(@)) — med(Tr(u — Ty(@)))] = Tr(u — @) — med(Tr(u — @) a.e. in R
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Therefore, passing to the limit in (3.71) as ¢ — oo and making use of Fatou’s lemma yield
. Y (2
T (u — @) — med ((Tr(u — @))|” dyn =0
Rn

for 7 > 0. Hence,

Tr(u — @) — med(Tr(u — @) =0
a.e. in R™ for every 7 > 0, and passing to the limit as 7 — oo, we get that

u—u=med(u—a) ae. inR"
Thus, the function u — 4 is constant on R™. O

Proof of Theorem 3.3, completed. Let v € D(L). By definition, there exists a sequence {uy} C
W L2(R™, ,,) fulfilling (3.3) and (3.4). Inequalities (3.23) and (3.24) have already been shown to hold
with u replaced by u. Namely, on setting fr = Luy, one has that

(3.74) 0 <wugp(s) — uz(%) < 0O(s) /Os(fk)i(r) dr + /Q(fk)*_(r) O(r)dr for s e (O, %]

and

(3.75) 0< Uk(%) —ug(1—1s) <O(s) /Os(fk)i(r) dr + /Q(fk)j_(r) O(r)dr for s e (O, %}

We claim that med(ugz) — med(u). By Lemma 2.1, it suffices to verify that u° is continuous at %
Theorem 3.1 ensures that u € TH2(R™, v,) and hence T}(u) belongs to W12(R", ~,) and, in particular,
Ti(u)° is continuous see [20] or [13, Lemma 3.3]. Therefore, as T;(u)° = u°® on the set {|u°| < t}
containing 3 L for sufficiently large ¢, the function u° is also continuous at

Property (3.3) ensures that

(3.76) (up(z) — med(uk))i — (u(z) — med(u))i for a.e. z € R™.
Fatou’s property of rearrangements tells us that

(3.77) lzni}gf(uk - med(uk))l(s) > (u-— med(u))i(s) for s € (0,1).
Moreover,

(3.78) (up — med(uk))i(s) =up(s) —up(d) and (up —med(ug))” (s) = up(3) —up(l — s)
for a.e. s € (0, 3). Hence (3.77) and (3.78) yield
)

(3.79) likrgioréfu%(s)—u%(% > (u—med(u))i(s) and likrgior;fug(%)—ui(l—s) > (u—med(u))” (s)

for s € (0,1). On the other hand, owing to assumption (3.4), one has that (fi)+ — fr in L*(R", y,).
By [4, Chapter 3, Theorem 7.4], The operation of decreasing rearrangement is a contraction in L!,
thus, one also has that (fx)% — ff in L*(0,1). As a consequence,

(3.80) klggo ; (fk)*i(r)dr:/o fi(r)dr.
and
(381) jim ) O = / filr

for every s € (0, 1]. Inequality (3. 21) then follows from (3.74) and (3.75) via (3.79), (3.80) and (3.81).

As for estimate (3.22), it has already been shown to hold if v € W, L?(R",~,). Assume now that
u € D(L) and set f = Lu. Let {f.} is a sequence in L?(R"™,~,) such that mv(f) = 0, fx — f in
LY(R™,~,) and (3.42) holds. Let uy be the solution to equation (3.43). We have that

5 9wzl < (2 ([0 d@)glgf“y); for s € (0, 4).
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By equation (3.80),
' ™
/ (fo)2(0) do — / fi@)de forre (0,1).
0 0

Moreover, owing to (3.42),

| (100 < 20flusgansy for e 0.1)

for k € N. Hence, since the function =2 is integrable in (s, ) for every s € (0, ) by the dominated
convergence theorem for Lebesgue integrals,

(3.83) /é (/Or(fk)*q:<9)d9>21?:)2 5 / (/Orf;;(g) dg>2I?:)2 for s € (0, 1).

2

Next, owing to equations (3.76) and (3.60), one has that

@

(3.84) |V (ur — med(ug))+| = |V(u —med(u))+| a.e. in R™.

Hence, via Fatou’s property of the decreasing rearrangement, we infer that

(3.85) lign inf |V (ug — med(ug))+|*(s) > |V(u — med(u))+|*(s) for s e (0,1).
—00

Thanks to properties (3.83) and (3.85), inequality (3.22) follows on passing to the limit in inequal-
ity (3.82) as k — oo. O

Proof of Theorem 3.1: inequalities (3.12) and (3.13). Since the function O is decreasing, inequal-
ity (3.21) yields

(u — med(u))i(s) < O(s /fI )dr +O(s /f¥ )dr < O(s) | fllzr®n )

for s € (0, %) Therefore,
(u — med(w))*(s) < (u — med(u)}(3) + (u — med(w))".(3) < 20(3) £l 3 (2 o)
for s € (0,1). Hence,

|u —med(u)|| L1 10g L(RP ) = SUp s€(s)(u — med(u))*(s) < |[flligny,) sup 2s(s)O(3),
s€(0,1) s€(0,1)

where the last supremum is finite because of (3.20). This proves inequality (3.12).
As far as inequality (3.13) is concerned, estimate (3.22) implies

V= med()<l"(5) < U loienon (2 [ 705 = 1 lmnany/200)
for s € (0, %) Thus, by inequality (2.5),
|Vul*(s) = |[V(u — med(u))|*(s) = ! ((u —med(u))+ + (u — med(u)),) ‘*(5)
< [V(u—med(u))+[*(3) + |V(u — med(u))-[*(5)

for s € (0,1), whence we infer that

1
Vu = 0(s)2|Vu|*(s) < n 24/2s0(s)O(5
IV 1 10 23 @7 ) = S s ()2[Vul*(s) < [IfllLr®ny0) sup \/25L(5)O(3),

se(0,

(
(

the last supremum being finite by (3.20) again.

We conclude the proof of Theorem 3.1 by showing that the norms on the left sides of (3.12) and (3.13)
cannot be replaced by any stronger weak-type norm.

Fix § > 0 and define the function gs: (0,3) — [0,00) by

1
95 = 55X(0.)-
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Also, define the functions us: R” — R and f5: R” — R by

us(w) = sgn(en) [ -

gs(r)drds for z € R"
® (1) 1(5)2/0 r)

and
fs(z) = —sgn(x1)gs(P(|x1])) for z € R".

One can verify that Lus € Wz L?(R™,~,) and Lus = f5 — see e.g. the proof of Theorem 4.1. Moreover,
by a change of variables,

Vsl = /

05(®(1)) dym + / 45(®(=1)) dy
{z1>0}

{z1<0}
1

2 [ " gp(@(an)) dry = 2 [ astsras =1,

whence f5 € Lt (R, ~,), since, obviously, Jgn f5 dvn = 0. Also med(us) = 0.
Set Es = {x € R" : ®(|z1|) < 0}. Then

us(@) /é 1/s<>dcl>/é b [ =106) ek
us(x)| = —s gs(r)ardas > — gs\r)dr = 5 or xr € L.
(|z1]) 1(s)* Jo s 1(s)? Jo 2

Thus, |us| > 30(6) in Ej. Since
Y(Es) =27, ({z € R" 1 21 > ®71(8)}) = 2@(27(4)) = 24,
one has that

us > 30(8)X(0,25)-

Now, assume that ¢ is any quasiconcave function satisfying

: ©(s)
.80 )

Then

* * CF(S) 1 QC(S)
us — med(us)||,, n ) = SUD Us(S)p(s > sup us(s)sf(s > -0(6)04(5) sup .
H ( )H o (R™,vn) se(0.1) 5( ) ( ) 4 (0.6) 6( ) ( )86(8) 2 ( ) ( )36(0,6) SE(S)

In limit as § — O, the latter term tends to infinity thanks to equation (3.86), since §£(8)©(5) — 3, by
equation (3.20). The optimality of inequality (3.12) is thus established.
Next, we have that

1 ®(lz1l) .
|Vus(z)| = I/o 25 X(0.9) dr for a.e. z € R™.

(®(|11))
Hence
1 @(|z1]) n
(3.87) [Vus(z)] > %mm (z) for a.e. z € R,

To evaluate the measure of the level sets of the function on the right-hand side of equation (3.87),
define the function G(s) = s/I(s) for s € (0, 1). Computations show that

W%Gf - t/too e dT)

_ 1

(

1 1 2 o0 2 d 0 f 0

>————|e 2 — e 2z = ort > 0.
1(®(1))? m( / ! )

G'(®(t))
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Thereby, the function G is strictly increasing. Since

. D(|x1]) _ - n . g—1 " —1 /(-1
%<{er5.251(¢)(‘$1’))>t}>—%({ eER":071(8) < |z <@7H(GT1(261)) })

— 2y <(<1>—1(5), <I>‘1(G‘1(25t)))> = 2(5 — G~'(261))

for t > 0, one infers that

1
|Vus|*(s) > inf {t e R:2(5 — G~(20t)) < s} = %G((S —3) for s € (0,29).
Consequently, by the monotonicity of G,
|Vu5|*>iG(§)X05 - X(0,5)-

Assume that a quasiconcave function ¢ satisfies

lim sup #(s) =
s—0t S/ L(s)

Then, by equation (3.18),

* * S
IVl = 5up Vsl (5)p(s) > sup [Vus]*(s)sy/2s)—22
5€(0,1) se@%) sy/l(s)

2\/13) O
4[(%) 56(0%)8 £(s)

This shows that the bound given by (3.13) is the best possible.

— oo asd—0T.

21

O

Proof of Proposition 3.2. It suffices to show that the solution u to the equation Lu = f, with

1
fe Li_’l’Q (R™, vy,), satisfies

1
(3.88) /R Vel doa < /0 F4()/(5) ds

for some absolute constant c.

Let us first prove estimate (3.88) in the case when u € Wz L?(R",~,). Assume, without loss of
generality, that med(u) = 0. As shown in the proof of Theorem 3.3, under these assumptions the

function u obeys the following inequality:

d 2 w(t)
(3.89) <—/ |Vl d’yn> < —,u’(t)/ fZ(s)ds for a.e. t > 0,
dt {u>t} 0
where p(t) = v ({z € R™ : u(z) > t}) — see estimate (3.29). Next, by inequality (3.31),
d
(3.90) - = [Vuldy, > I(p(t)) for ae. t>0.
dt Jyusey

Coupling this inequality with estimate (3.89) tells us that

a W (0)
- — |Vu|dy, < —
dt {u>t} I(:u(t))

w(t)
(3.91) / fX(s)ds for a.e. t > 0.
0
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An integration over (0, 00) yields

<7 d
/Rn |Vu+|d7n—/{u>t} |Vul dvn—/0 (—dt/{u>t}|Vu|d7n)dt
O R 21
<[ (o rere)as [ [ e
3 dr

z/oéfi(s)/s _c/jfi<s>ﬂ<7>ds,

for some absolute constant c. Notice that here we used the asymptotic behavior of I from (3.18). Since
a parallel estimate holds for u_ in terms of fi, inequality (3.88) follows.

1
Now, assume that f € Li_’l’Q (R™, v,,) and let {f} C L?>(R",~,) be a sequence such that f, — f in

Ll’l?%(R”, vn) and mv(fx) = 0 for every k € N. For instance, we may take fp = Ty f — mv(T} f). Then,
by the uniqueness of the solution to equation (3.10), the sequence of functions {us} C Wz L?(R",~,,)
such that Luy = fi satisfies up — w a.e. Finally, from Fatou’s lemma and estimate (3.88) applied to
uy, we deduce that

= |l

for some absolute constant c. Inequality (3.88) is thus established. ]

v n < 1. i f V n < 1.
IVullpr@n v,y < Hminf [|Vag]| g gn q,) < ¢ lim | fil]

.1 .1
LE2 (R ) LEE2 (R )

4. REDUCTION PRINCIPLE, AND OPTIMAL TARGET AND DOMAIN SPACES IN ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK
EMBEDDINGS

The main result of this section is stated in Theorem 4.1, which asserts that the validity of a
Sobolev-type inequality for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator is equivalent to the boundedness of the
one-dimensional operator S defined as

s 1 r
(4.1) Sg(s) = slis)/o g(r)dr +/ rgﬁ((r)) dr for s € (0,1),

for g € M4(0,1). Note that

1
(4.2) / Sg(s)h(s)ds = / g(s)Sh(s)ds for every g,h € M(0,1).
0

Therefore S: X (0,1) — Y(0,1) if and only if S: Y’(0,1) — X'(0,1) for any pair of rearrangement-
invariant spaces.

In what follows, we shall write A < B if there exists a positive constant ¢ independent of appropriate
quantities involved in both A and B and such that A < ¢B. The symbol A 2 B is then defined in the
obvious way. If both A < B and A 2 B hold, then we write A ~ B.

Theorem 4.1 [Reduction principle for Ornstein-Uhlenbeck embeddings|. Let X (R",~,) and
Y (R™, ~,) be rearrangement-invariant spaces. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) There exists a constant c; > 0 such that
[u — med(u)ly(rn,y,) < crlllul x®n,y,)

for every uw € Wz X (R", v,).
(ii) There exists a constant ca > 0 such that

oo Lglr)
s@(s)/o 9(r) dr—l—/s r@(r)d

for every nonnegative function g € X(0,1).

(4.3) < ellglx )

Y(0,1)

Moreover, the constants ¢ and co depend only on each other.
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Theorem 4.1 enables us to characterize the optimal rearrangement-invariant spaces X (R",~,,) and
Y (R™, v,) in Sobolev-type inequalities of the form

(4.4) |u — med(u)”Y(R"ﬁn) < CH['UHX(R",%)
for every u € Wy X (R™,~,,). With slight abuse of notation, inequality (4.4) will often be written in
embedding form as
(4.5) We X (R, v) = Y(R™, 4,).

Let us begin with the identification of the optimal target space associated with a given domain.
This requires the following preliminary result.

Lemma 4.2. Assume that || - || x(0,1) is a rearrangement-invariant function norm such that
(4.6) e X'(0,1).
Then the functional given by
(4.7) HSQ*”X’(O,l)
for g € M4 (0,1) is a rearrangement-invariant function norm.
Denote by || - || x,(0,1) the rearrangement-invariant function norm whose associate norm is given by
(4.8) l9llx7.0.1) = 199" [ x7(0,1)

for g € M4(0,1).

Theorem 4.3 [Optimal target for Ornstein-Uhlenbeck embeddings|. Let X(R",v,) be a
rearrangement-invariant space satisfying condition (4.6) and let Xp(R™,~y,) be the rearrangement-
invariant space defined via equation (4.8). Then

(4.9) We X(R™,v) = X (R, 7).

Moreover, X (R™, ~,) is the optimal (smallest) rearrangement-invariant space for which embedding (4.9)
holds.

If condition (4.6) is not satisfied, then embedding (4.5) fails for every rearrangement-invariant space
Y (R", yn).

A characterization of the optimal domain space in inequality (4.4) is the subject of Theorem 4.5
below and requires the next lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Assume that || - |y (0,1) is a rearrangement-invariant function norm such that
(4.10) eY(0,1).

Then the functional || - [lyc(oq) given by

(4.11) ||9||Yﬁ(0,1) = ||Sg*||y(0,1)

for g € M (0,1) is a rearrangement-invariant function norm.

Theorem 4.5 [Optimal domain for Ornstein-Uhlenbeck embeddings]. Let Y(R",,) be a
rearrangement-invariant space satisfying condition (4.10) and let Y*(R™,~,) be the rearrangement-
invariant space defined via equation (4.11). Then

(4.12) WeYE(R™, 7,) = Y (R, 7).

Moreover, Y*(R™,~,) is the optimal (largest) rearrangement-invariant space for which embedding (4.12)
holds.

If condition (4.10) is not satisfied, then embedding (4.5) fails for every rearrangement-invariant
space X (R™, ~,).

The remaining part of this section is devoted to the proofs of the results stated above.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. First note that (ii) is equivalent to the following condition:
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(ii)” There exists a constant ¢, > 0 such that

H@(s) /Os g(r)dr + /f g(r)©(r)dr

< &llgll x (0.2
Y (0,3) (©:2)

for every nonnegative g € X (0, %)

Furthermore, ¢, and ¢ depend only on each other. This follows by a standard argument in
rearrangement-invariant spaces involving rearrangements and the dilatation operator together with the
fact that, by equation (3.20), the function O(s) is equivalent to 1/sf(s) near zero.

Let us show that (ii)” implies (i). Assume that u € Wy X (R",~,). By Theorem 3.3,

[(u — med(u))+[ly®n ) = [I(u— med(“))iuy(o,%)

< H@(s) /OS(L‘u)*(r) dr + /f(ﬁu)*(rw(r) dr

Y(0,3)
< Cle('Cu)*—Hx(o,%) < C/2||£UHX(R",%)
and, analogously, ||(u — med(u)) ||y ®n,) < llLull x®n 4,)- Thus,
Jow — mmed () y ey < 1 — med(w)) s ly ey + (2 — med()) [y ey < 26b1L0]x g ro:

whence inequality (i) follows.
Conversely, assume that inequality (i) holds and let g be a nonnegative function in X (0, %) NL3(0, %)
Define the function u: R™ — R as

1
1 1 s
(4.13) u(z) = sgn(z) /2 2/ g(r)drds for x € R™.
a(m ) 1(5)* Jo
Then u is weakly differentiable and, thanks to equation (3.17),
ou 1 /‘I’(lel)
—(z) = ——= g(r)dr for a.e. x € R"
83:1( ) I(®(|z1])) Jo ()
ou )
and — =0 for j = 2,...,n. Consequently,
Ly
(4.14) Vi = gt [ e R
1 u(zr) = ———= g(r)dr for a.e. x € R"
I(‘p(|5’31\)) 0

and

1Vu] H . M )
ullL2@n ) = || g(s)ds
PE ) =1 (@ (|21])) Jo

1 /S
=2||— [ g(r)dr
L2(R"™,yy,) H I(S) 0 LQ(O,%)
1

9(s)

<c

< cllgll2(0,1) < 00

1 S
m/o glr)dr i)

for some absolute constant c. Hence, u € W1H2(R™, v,,). Here, we used the asymptotic behaviour of I
from (3.18) and the Hardy inequality [28, Theorem 1.3.2.2]. Therefore u satisfies equation (3.2) with

(4.15) f(x) = —sgn(z1)g(®(|z1])) for z € R"

12(0,3) 12(0,1)

for any v € WH2(R", v,), as an integration by parts shows. Thus Lu € Wy L?(R",~,) and Lu = f.
We have that

(4.16) 1Lullx@r 5y < 1N x 0,1y + 172 x0,2) = 2Ml9llx(0,2)-



OPTIMAL SOBOLEV EMBEDDINGS FOR THE ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK OPERATOR 25

Moreover, inasmuch as med(u) = 0,

('r) drds

Flly gy 2 s ly ey = HX{M} /
Y (R"™,~y,
(4.17) (% 3n)

D=

0) dodr

_ H@(s)/o g(r )dr+/s (1O (r) dr

Y(0,3) Y(0,3)

Thus inequality (ii)’ follows, with ¢}, = 2¢;, via equations (i), (4.16) and (4.17). Next, assume that the
nonnegative function g belongs to X (0, 3). Since, in particular, g € L1(0, 1), there exists a sequence
of nonnegative functions g; € L?(0, 5) such that g T g in L'(0, %) If we define ug: R — R as
n (4.13), with g replaced by g, then, as shown above, u, € Wz L?(R",~,) and Luy = fi, where
fr(z) = —sgn(z1)gr(P(|x1|)) for x € R™. Hence, limy_, o ur(z) exists for a.e. z € R™ and the limiting
function, u(x) say, obeys the representation formula (4.13). Also med(u) = 0, and f, — f in L'(R™, v,),
where f is as in (4.15). Therefore, u € D(£) and Lu = f. Inequality (ii)’ then follows again by (4.16)
and (4.17). O

Proof of Lemma 4.2. The rearrangement invariance of the functional | - || x7 (o,1) is obvious. Proper-

ties (P2), (P3) are readily verified. The properties formulated in (P1) are also clearly fulfilled, except

the triangle inequality. The latter can be shown as follows. Since the function r — 1/7¢(r) is decreasing
n (0,1), for each fixed s € (0,1) the function

7~ min { sf%s)’ rz%r) }

is also decreasing on (0, 1). Moreover,

1
(4.18) Sg(s) = /0 g(r)min { s, by b dr - for s € (0,1).

Thus, by Hardy’s lemma [4, Section 2, Proposition 3.6], the operator g — Sg* is subadditive on
Mo(0,1). This implies the triangle inequality for || - || x7 (0,1)- Next, observe that

||X01)||X 0,1) = HSXOI)HX/(Ol H + £L(s)
X/(0,1)

It thus follows from (4.6) that ||x(0,1)/lx7.(0,1) < 0. Property (P4) is thus also proved. Finally, for
every g € M4(0,1), one has that

lgll o1 = 159" Lxeo.) 2 ||z, 50" REOLY LS
JIxzon = 129-0xr 00 = [[XG029 {0 = || sts) Sy ¢ X'(0.1)
1 1
7, X(2,1)(8) 2,
- [Frow| A2l s el
0 X’(0,1) 0

where in the last inequality we used that 1/sf(s) decreases to 1 on (0,1). Since X’ is a rearrangement-
invariant space, || X(0,1 )|| x7(0,1) < 00. Consequently,

1 1 i 9
[ota= [(g@as<z [Tods < gl
0 0 0 ||X(o,%)HX'(0,1)

This establishes property (P5). The proof is complete. U

Proof of Theorem 4.3. We begin by showing that
(4.19) S:X(0,1) - X£(0,1).
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Hence, embedding (4.9) will follow, owing to Theorem 4.1. By equation (4.18) and the monotonicity
of the kernel of the operator S, one obtains, via the Hardy-Littlewood inequality, that Sg < Sg* for
every g € Mg(0,1). Therefore,

(4.20) 1591 x70,1) < 159" [ x7(0,1)-

This shows that [|Sg||x0,1) < [l9]lx7(0,1), namely S: X7(0,1) — X'(0,1). By property (4.2), we hence
deduce that S: X(0,1) — X,(0,1).
Assume now that || - || z(0,1) is a rearrangement-invariant function norm such that

[ — med(u)|| z(n ) < el Lullxrn q)

for some constant ¢ and for every u € Wy X(R"™,v,). Then, by Theorem 4.1, one has that S: X(0,1) —
Z(0,1). Hence, S: Z'(0,1) — X'(0,1) as well. In particular,

”g”X/L(O,l) = ||59*||X'(0,1) < C”Q*HZ’(O,I) = CHQHZ'(0,1)

for every g € M4 (0,1). This shows Z’(0,1) — X(0,1), which in turn implies X(0,1) — Z(0,1).
Therefore, X (R",v,) = Z(R",7,). The optimality of the space X (R",~,) in embedding (4.9) is
thus established.

Finally assume that condition (4.6) is not satisfied and yet embedding (4.5) holds for some
rearrangement-invariant space Y (R"™, ~,,). Then, by Theorem 4.1, S: X (0,1) — Y (0,1). This in turn im-
plies that S: Y”(0,1) — X'(0,1). Hence, there exists a constant ¢ such that [|Sg*||x 0,1y < cllg*[ly+(0,1)
for every g € M (0,1). Applying this inequality to the function g = x(0,1), and using the fact that
Y’(0,1) is a rearrangement-invariant space an hence satisfies (P4), tell us that

o0 > CHX(O,l)HY’(O,l) > HSX(O,I)HX’(O,I) ~ Hﬁ +M(S)HX/(O,1) > \W(S)Hx'(o,l) = 0.

This contradiction shows that no space Y (0, 1) enjoying this property can exist. ]
Proof of Lemma 4.4, sketched. The fact that || - [[yz( ) is a rearrangement invariant function
norm can be deduced from Lemma 4.2 and a close inspection of its proof. O

Proof of Theorem 4.5, sketched. It follows from Theorem 4.3 and its proof that S: Y4(0,1) —
Y (0,1) and that Y*(0,1) is the largest space enjoying this property. Embedding (4.12) and the
optimality of its domain space thus follow from Theorem 4.1.

Now assume that condition (4.10) fails and that embedding (4.5) holds for some rearrangement-
invariant function norm || - || x(,1). Then, from Theorem 4.1 again we infer that S: X(0,1) — Y(0,1),
and we arrive at an analogous contradiction as in the proof of Theorem 4.3. U

5. ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK EMBEDDINGS IN ORLICZ SPACES

This section is devoted to a description of Sobolev type inequalities for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
operator with optimal target and domain in the class of Orlicz spaces. Before presenting our general
results, we collect a few embeddings in the following example. They follow as special cases of the
general results and are yet sufficient to exhibit some peculiar traits of the inequalities in question.

Example 5.1. The following embeddings hold:
(W L(loglog L)**t! — L(loglog L)* if a >0
WL (log L) — Li(log L) ifa >0
Wy LP(log L) — LP(log L)**t? if pe (1,00) and o € R

5.1

(5:1) W, exp LB — exp LP ifg>0
W expexp LAt — expexp L if >0
We L — expexp L,

where all the spaces are over (R",~,).
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The distinguishing features of the embeddings in (5.1) can be summarized as follows.

First, all the domain spaces and the target spaces in equation (5.1) are not only optimal within the
class of Orlicz spaces, but also among all rearrangement-invariant spaces. This property is in sharp
contrast with Sobolev embeddings in Euclidean domains, including those for the Laplace operator,
where the optimal target and domain rearrangement-invariant space is always better (namely, essentially
smaller on the target side and essentially larger one the domain side) than that in the smaller class of
Orlicz spaces.

Next, observe that the norm in the target space can either be stronger, equivalent or weaker than
that in the domain space. This means that there can be a gain, or a draw or a loss in the degree of
integrability of a function inherited from that of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator. On the contrary, a
function vanishing on the boundary of a domain with finite Lebesgue measure always enjoys stronger
integrability properties than its Laplacian.

Finally, the embeddings above are worth being compared with standard second-order Gaussian
Sobolev embeddings. In particular, one has that

W2LP(log L)® — LP(log L)**! if p € [1,00) and a > 0

B
(5.2) W?expL?  — exp LB+ if >0
W2 L — exp L,

where all the spaces are over (R",~,), see [14, Theorems 7.8 and 7.13, Corollary 7.14]. The norms of
the target spaces in the embeddings displayed in (5.2) are always weaker than those in the respective
embeddings with the same domain norms in (5.1), save when p = 1 in the last one of (5.2), in which
case the norm in the target space is stronger. This phenomenon can be explained by the fact that,
because of a multiplying factor blowing up near infinity, the first-order term in the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck
operator plays a dominant role with respect not only to the Laplacian, but also to the full Hessian
of a function, when norms sufficiently far from the L!'(R",~,) endpoint are taken. Viceversa, when
getting close to this endpoint, at which no embedding into a rearrangement-invariant space for the
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator holds, the impact of the missing second-order derivatives and the gap
between the properties of the Laplacian and the Hessian become apparent.

Let us now come to our discussion in full generality. Let A be a given Young function. It is not
restrictive to assume that

A(t
(5.3) / AW 4 < o,
ot
Indeed, one can replace, if necessary, A with an equivalent Young function near infinity in such a way

that condition (5.3) is fulfilled. This replacement leaves the Orlicz space built upon A unchanged, up
to an equivalent norm. Define A, : [0, 00) — [0,00) by

t =1
(5.4) Ar(t) = / G (@) dr fort >0,
0 T
where G : (0,00) — [0, 00) is given by
1
(5.5) Gr(t)=|[—| for t > 0
TUT) I LA(L o)

and /(t) = max{/(t),1}.

Theorem 5.2 [Reduction principle for embeddings in Orlicz spaces]. Let A and B be Young
functions. Then

(5.6) W LAR™, v,) — LE(R"™, v,)
if and only if
(5.7) B is dominated by Ar
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and
(5.8) A is dominated by Bg,

where A is the Young function given by equation (5.4), and EL; is the Young function defined by the
same equation, with A replaced with B.

In particular, if A € Vg, then inequality (5.6) holds if and only if condition (5.7) is fulfilled, and if
B € Ay, then inequality (5.6) holds if and only if condition (5.8) is fulfilled.

We shall derive this theorem as a corollary of a more general result for weighted Hardy-type integral
operators. Let w: (0,00) — (0,00) be a weight, namely a nonnegative measurable function. We
consider the Hardy-type operator defined as

1
(5.9) g / g(r)w(r)dr for s € (0,1),
for g € M4(0,1). It immediately follows via Fubini’s theorem that its adjoint operator is given by
(5.10) g w(s)/ g(r)dr for s € (0,1),
0

for g € M4(0,1).
With the choice of the special weight

(5.11) w(r)=—= for r > 0,

the operator S defined in (4.1) takes the form

s 1
(5.12) Sg(s) = w(s)/o g(r)dr —I—/ g(r)w(r)dr for s € (0,1),

for g € M4(0,1). Theorem 4.1 thus enables us to transfer the study of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck Sobolev-
type embeddings to the analysis of boundedness properties of the operators (5.9) and (5.10) with w as
in (5.11).

The method that will be developed is applicable to a large class of weights w satisfying the mild
assumptions that

(5.13) w is decreasing and s sw(s) is increasing in (0, o).

A weight w fulfilling conditions (5.13) will be called an admissible weight in what follows.
Given a Young function A, we define the Young function A, : [0,00) — [0, 00) by

t -1

(5.14) Au(t) = / G (r) dr fort >0,
0 T

where G,,: (0,00) — [0, 00) is given by

(5.15) Gy(1) = HwHLg(lm) for 7 > 0.

Clearly, if w is as in (5.11), then G, = G and A, = Ar.
The definition of the function A, arises from the following basic result.

Lemma 5.3. Let w be an admissible weight and let A be a Young function such that
(5.16) WX(1,00) € Lg((], 00).

Then the function A,, defined by (5.14) is a Young function, and

(5.17) Au(t) < GLHE) < Au(2t)  fort > 0.
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Proof. Condition (5.16) ensures that G, is finite-valued. By the definition of Luxemburg norm and a
change of variables one has that

GWT(T) :j_inf{)\>0:/ljjﬁ(w§\t)>dt§1}:inf{/\>0:/1jjﬁ<w)\(7t_))dt§1}

:inf{)\>0:1/ K(w(t/7)>dt§1} for > 0.
TNh AT

w(t/T)
AT

(5.18)

Owing to assumption (5.13), the function A < ) is decreasing in 7 for every ¢t and A, and therefore

G, (7)/7 is decreasing. This implies that G_!(7)/7 is increasing and, consequently, A, is a Young
function. Furthermore, inequalities (5.17) follow from the monotonicity of the function G(7)/7. O

The Young function A, enters the definition of the optimal Orlicz target space for the operator (5.9)
on the domain L4(0,1). This is the content of the following result.

Theorem 5.4. Let A and B be Young functions, let w be an admissible weight, and let A, be the
Young function given by (5.14). Then there exists a constant ¢ such that

1
(5:19) |[ arwmar| <cldliao
s L5B(0,1)
for every g € LA(0,1) if and only if
(5.20) B is dominated by A, .

The next theorem can be derived from Theorem 5.4 via a duality argument.

Theorem 5.5. Let A and B be Young functions, let w be an admissible weight, and let Ew be the
Young function associated with B as in (5.14). Then there exists a constant ¢ such that

(5:21) o) [Corar|  <elgluaen
0 LB(0,1)

for every g € LA(0,1) if and only if

(5.22) A is dominated by B,,.

The proof of Theorem 5.4 consists of two steps. First, in Proposition 5.6 we show that condition
(5.20) characterizes the boundedness of the operator in (5.9) between L4 and the weak Orlicz space M 5.
Second, in Proposition 5.7 we prove a self-improving property which ensures that the boundedness into
a Marcinkiewicz space L? can be lifted to the Orlicz space L”.

A similar scheme appeared earlier in the literature in the treatment of various Sobolev and Hardy-
type inequalities, starting with the pioneering work of V. Maz’ya in the early sixties of the last century,
as recorded in [28].

For technical reasons, we first prove a version of our results for Orlicz spaces defined on (0, c0)
instead of (0,1).

Proposition 5.6. Let A and B be Young functions and let w be an admissible weight. The following
conditions are equivalent.

(i) There exists a constant ¢y such that

(5.23) /too g(T)w(r)dr

< cllgllLa0,00)

MB(0,00)

for every g € L*(0,00).
(ii) A satisfies condition (5.16) and there exists a constant ca such that

(5.24) B(t) < Ay(eat)  fort >0,
where A, is the Young function given by (5.14).
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Moreover, the constants ¢y and co depend only on each other.

Proof. Thanks to property (2.31), inequality (5.23) is equivalent to

t
(5.25) Hw(t)/ g(r)dr| _ < Allgll x5 (0.00)
0 LA(0,00)
for every g € AB (0,00), where ¢j > 0 depends only in ¢;. In turn, inequality (5.25) is equivalent to
t
(5.26) Hw(t)/ g (mdr| < dllgllyB e
0 LA(0,00)

for every g € AP(0,00). The latter equivalence is a consequence of inequality (2.3) and of the fact that
the norm in A®(0,00) is rearrangement invariant.

Next, by [32, Proposition 3.4], inequality (5.26) is equivalent to the same inequality restricted to
characteristic functions of the form x(q ) for p > 0. Namely,

t
(5'27) Hw(t)/ X(0,p) (T) dr < CllHX(O,p)HAE(O’OO) for p > 0.
0 LA(0,00)
By equations (2.38) and (2.32),
(5'28) %pB_l(%) < HX(O,p)HAE(Opo) < pB_l(%) for p > 0.

Notice that
o0 [ X0 (D)7 = X0 D80+ X () Tox > 0.
Thanks to properties (5.13) of the weight w,
oNll 5y = Pl 520 = P20 X2 301y = 3P0 X0 00y = Bl560(5) 2

for p > 0, whence

< 3p|lwl|, for p > 0.
LA(0.00) LA(p,00)

t
ol iy < ) [ X0

Altogether, inequality (5.27) holds if and only if there exists a constant ¢}, > 0 such that
(5.29) Gu(3) = ol L o) < B7H(1) for p>0.

Since B is a Young function, B~! is finite-valued and, consequently, condition (5.16) follows from
(5.29). Inequality (5.29) implies that B(t) < G_1(cht) for t > 0, an equivalent form of (5.24), owing to
inequalities (5.17). O

Proposition 5.7. Let A and B be Young functions and let w be an admissible weight. Assume that
there exists a constant ¢1 such that

(5.30) ‘ /t h g(T)w(r)dr

< c1llgllLa0,00)
MB(0,00)

for every g € LA(O, o0). Then there exists a constant ca, depending only on c1, such that

(5.31) /too g(r)w(7)dr

< callgllL40,00)
LB (0,00)

for every g € L*4(0,00).
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Proof. Denote by R the operator defined as
(5.32) Ry(t) = / g(T)w(r)dr fort >0,
¢
for g € M4.(0,00).
Assume that A and B obey (5.30). Let N € (0, 1] and set
A(t)

B(t
An(t) = N and By(t) = ]57) for t > 0.

Clearly, Ay and By are Young functions. We shall show that
(5.33) ||Rg||MBN(O,oo) e c/2||g||LAN(O,oo)

for g € LAN(0,00), where the constant and ¢y > 0 is independent of N. By Proposition 5.6,
inequality (5.30) implies

(5.34) B(t) < A,(cjt) fort>0
for some constant ¢} > 0, where A, is defined by (5.14). Let (Gn), and (An). be the functions

associated with Gy and Ay as in (5.15) and (5.14), respectively. Since Ay (t) = A(Nt)/N for t > 0,
we have that

(GN)o(t) = lnf{)\>0 N//t (Ni()>dr§1}:inf{)\>0:/1:[tg<w>dr§1}
ginf{)\>0:/1/othA<w
N

(r
1

> dr < 1} Gu(Nt) fort >0,

Nr) <w(r) for N <1 and r > 0. Therefore,

where the inequality follows since <
t) < N(Gn), ' (t) fort >0,

G

and, consequently,
Ay(t) < N(An)u(t) fort >0.

Inequality (5.34) yields
1 1
By(t) = NB(t) < NAw(cllt) < (AN)w(cjt) fort >0,

which in turn implies (5.33) by Proposition 5.6.
Let g € M (0,00) be such that

(5.35) /Ooo Alg(s))ds < 1.

On setting
Vo)A

we have that [|g]| 4y o0y < 1 and, by inequality (5.33),

(5.36) I1RgllpsBn (0,00) < Co-
By the definition of the Marcinkiewicz norm, inequality (5.36) implies that
Rg)*(7 t
&2 [Ryllyiviooy 2 st 01D g

= p - .
re(0,00) By (1/7) te(0,00) By (1/|{Rg > t}])

The latter inequality is equivalent to
(o]

(5.37) {Rg >t} B (i) < [ Ag(s))ds fort>0,
2 0

for every g € M (0, 00) satisfying condition (5.35).
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We conclude the proof by showing that the weak type estimate (5.37) implies strong type estimate

(5.38) /OOOB (Rf(f;)> ds < /OOOA(g(S))ds

for every g € M4 (0, 00) obeying (5.35). To this end, we use a classical discretization argument. Given
g € M4 (0,00), let {si} be a sequence in (0, 00) such that

(5.39) Rg(sy) =28 for k € Z.

If Rg is bounded, then k ranges from —oo to the smallest K € Z such that Rg(sx) < 2%. Then,
sk = 0 and sy is given by (5.39) for k < K. In the latter computations, K thus denotes either co or an
integer. Since the function Rf is non-increasing, the sequence {sj} is non-increasing as well. Thereby

Ry(s) < Rg(sgr1) = 2" for s € [spy1, 51)

and
o0 Sk
/ B (Bols) ds—Z/ B (B9ls)) 4
5 40 0 462 k<K Y Sk+1 462
< : ) Sk 2k+1 21{:71
<> B(Gg)ds= Y s B (%)
k<K Y Sk+1 k<K

Next, we define gy = gx y for k < K —1. If s € [s41, 51), then

SkySk—1

Rgi(s) = / T )X sy (Po(r) dr > / N g(rw(r) dr = Ry(s1) — Rg(spr) = 2.

Sk
Hence, {Rgr > 271} D [sg41,5%). Coupling this piece of information with the weak type esti-
mate (5.37), with ¢ replaced by gy and t = 2¥~1, enables us to infer that

(5:41) (s —se1) B (L) < HRa > 27 B (47) < /OOOA(gk<s>)ds < / " A(g(9))as.

Sk

Inequalities (5.40) and (5.41) yield inequality (5.38), which, in turn, implies (5.31). O
The following result is a straightforward consequence of Propositions 5.6 and 5.7.
Theorem 5.8. Let A and B be Young functions, let w be an admissible weight, and let A, be the

Young function given by (5.14). The following conditions are equivalent.

(i) There exists a constant ¢y such that

/ " g(rw(r) dr

< cillgll a0

(5.42) ’
L5B(0,00)

for every g € LA4(0, 00).
(ii) The function A satisfies condition (5.16) and there exists a constant cy such that

(5.43) B(t) < Ay(cat)  fort > 0.
Moreover, the constants ¢ and co depend only on each other.

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 5.4.

Proof of Theorem 5.4. Throughout this proof, ¢ denotes a constant whose value may differ at

various occurrences. Assume that A, and B satisfy condition (5.20), i.e. there exists ¢y > 0 such that
B(t) < Ay(et) for t > tg. Let A and B be Young functions that agree with A and B near infinity, and

~

such that A obeys condition (5.16) and
(5.44) B(t) < Ay(ct) fort > 0.



OPTIMAL SOBOLEV EMBEDDINGS FOR THE ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK OPERATOR 33

Here, A,, denotes the Young function associated with A as in (5.14). By Theorem 5.8, condition (5.44)

ensures that
| atrtnyar
t

for every g € A (0,00). Observe that, if g € Lg(O 1), then an application of inequality (5.45) to its

< CHgHLK(O,oo)

(5.45) ’
L5(0,00)

extension by 0 outside (0,1) yields an analogous inequality with LA(O o0) and LB (0, 00) replaced
with LA(O 1) and LB (0,1). Since the latter spaces agree with L4(0,1) and LZ(0,1) (up to equivalent
norms), inequality (5.19) follows.

Conversely, assume that inequality (5.19) holds. We may assume that A satisfies condition (5.16),
since the function A can be modified near zero, if necessary, without changing the corresponding Orlicz
space L4(0,1), up to equivalent norms. By property (2.31),

(5.46) ‘w(s)/ﬁsg(r>dr

<cllgl 5
LA(0,1) LEo.D

for every g € LB 0,1). Next, setting g = X(0,p) for p € (0,1) in inequality (5.46) results in

Mol < o) [ xon@Iar]|  <clxonlisgy < @B orpoe 0.1

LA(0,1)

Since, owing to assumption (5.16), Hw||Lg(1 ooy < 00, We have that

(5.47) Gu(y) =

; < chl(%) for p € (0,1).

HwHLZ(p,OO) >
Hence, equation (5.20) follows. O
Proof of Theorem 5.2. Owing to Theorem 4.1, embedding (5.6) holds if and only if the operator
S is bounded between L4(0,1) and LP(0,1). In turn, the operator S is bounded if and only if both
the operator R, defined as in (5.9) with w given by (5.11), and its adjoint R’, having the form (5.10),
are bounded. Now, Theorem 5.4 asserts that R is bounded from L4(0,1) into L?(0,1) if and only if
condition (5.7) holds. Condition (5.8) is therefore necessary and sufficient for the boundedness of R’
Note that condition (5.16) agrees with (5.3) with the special choice (5.11).
To prove the assertion concerning the case when A € Vo, observe that

(5.48) S~ RoP,

with absolute equivalence constants, where P is the averaging operator given by Pg(s < fo
for s € (0,1) and g € M (0,1). Indeed,

RPg(s / / o) dow(r
~ [ storae / “’ff”) dr + / 9(0) / ') g g

s 1
~u(s) [ a@)do+ | aleralo)de = Sas) for s € (0.1)

Here, we have made use of the fact that, if w is given by (5.11), then

1

(5.49) / W:T) dr ~ w(o) for p € (0,3),

0
with absolute equivalence constants. Therefore, inequality (5.6) holds if and only if R o P is bounded
from L4(0,1) into LB(0,1). If A € Vs, then the operator P is bounded on LA(0,1), see e.g. [23].
Consequently, inequality (5.6) holds provided that R is bounded from L4(0,1) into L(0, 1), and this
boundedness is equivalent to condition (5.7). Conversely, the necessity of (5.7) is a consequence of the
first part of the statement.
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The assertion about the case when B € Ay can be verified via a duality argument. Since S is
self-adjoint, inequality (5.6) holds if and only if S is bounded from LB(0,1) into LA4(0,1). Since
B € Ay, we have that B e Vs. Hence, P is bounded on L?(0,1). Therefore, thanks to condition (5.48)
again, inequality (5.6) holds if R is bounded from LB (0,1) into LZ(O, 1).This fact is guaranteed
under condition (5.8). The necessity of the latter condition (5.8) follows from the first part of the
statement. O

6. ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK EMBEDDINGS IN LORENTZ-ZYGMUND SPACES

Here we exploit our general results to derive Sobolev inequalities for the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck operator
in Lorentz-Zygmund spaces. This is the subject of the following theorem.

Theorem 6.1 [Optimal embeddings for Lorentz—Zygmund spaces]. Let p,q € [1,00] and

o, €R. Then
(7,1.1;0,8—1 ifp=q=1,a=0,38>1
LS ifp=q=1,a>0, FER
(6.1) W LP5oB ) [paa+1,B ifpe(l,0), aeR, BER

LOO#X)?CV)IB pr:qZOO,O[<0,,8€R
\LO0,00;O,B*l pr:q:OO7 Ct:(), /3§07

where all the spaces are over (R™,~,). Moreover, in each case, the target space is optimal (smallest)
among all rearrangement-invariant spaces, and, simultaneously, the domain is optimal (largest) among
all rearrangement-invariant spaces.

Let us mention that some cases of the embeddings in (6.1) can be found in [19]. However, their
optimality is not discussed in that paper.

In this section, without further explicit reference, we shall repeatedly use well-known characterizations
of the associate spaces of Lorentz—Zygmund spaces, which can be found for instance in [35, Section 9.6].
We will also use without further warnings the fact that the function Sg is non-increasing for every
function g € M (0, 1).

Proof of Theorem 6.1. Let 3 > 0 and set X (0,1) = LY1%A+1(0,1). Then condition (4.6) is satisfied,
and by equation (4.8) one has that

190l x7,0,1) = 159" (| Loo.oeio~s-1(0,1) = s%pl)w(S)’ﬁ’ng*(S)
se(0,

for g € M4(0,1). Next,
" (r) < llgll poe.sio-s0,1) €07 () for € (0,1),

B+1 (séts) /OS g (rydr+ /51 i;g; dr)
< sup (

L. L 0B (r)
B 0. —
=~ 86(071) Kﬁ(s B+1 <8£(S) /O eg (7‘) d?“ + /S' rg(/r) d?“) ||g||Loo,oo70, 6(0’1)

rs ||g||Loo,oo;0,75(0’1)

whence

—

9llx1.0,1) = sup
l9llx70.1) e

== ~—

~—

for g € M4(0,1), up to a constant depending on 8. This proves the embedding

(6:2) Xe(R?, ) = LMOA(RY, ).

In order to establish the converse embedding, we define the function #: (O, el_e) — (0,1) by
(6.3) n(s) = 0071 (306(s))  for s € (0,e'7°),
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where £07! denotes the inverse of the function ¢¢. Then 7 is increasing and n((0,e'7¢)) = (0,1).
Moreover, one has

0(n(s)) = $6(s) for s € (0,e'7¢)

and
(=t (T)) = 200(t) for 7 € (0,1).
Thus,
1 n(s) g*(r)
, >
lollxzon 2 s e [ G

s€(0,el—¢)
=1 sup g*(n(s))%(s)fﬁ:% sup g*(r)ﬁﬁ(n’l(T))_ﬁ
s€(0,el—¢) 7€(0,1)
=27 sup g*(s)el(s)"" =277 g|| peccio—5(0.1)-

This chain implies the embedding L»5%8(R™, ~,,) — X (R™,7,). Coupling the latter embedding with
(6.2) yields

XE(RTL; ’Yn) = L1,1§075(Rﬂ7 7n)7

up to equivalent norms. Owing to Theorem 4.3, this shows that the target space in the first embedding
in (6.1) is optimal among all rearrangement-invariant target spaces.
Now let a >0, B € R and X (0,1) = L115(0,1). Then condition (4.6) is satisfied again, and

1917, 0,1) = 159" | Looroei=a=5(0,1)

= su —1 ) *(r)dr 1 1g*(r) r
= o, <se<s>a+lw<s>ﬁ J) o0+ s | ) |

On the other hand,
" (r) < llgllprvesory £(r)*ee(r)”  for r € (0,1),

Therefore,

HQHX’L(OJ)

1 s 1 Love(r)?
< —————— [ (r)*e(r)’d d o
< o (s [, 40000 o+ gy | sapt=s) ohasseston

S ||g||L171;a,6(0,1)7

up to a constant depending on « and 5. The embedding
(6.4) X (R, v,) — LVEOB(R™ 4,)

is thus established. In order to prove the converse embedding, define the function o: (0,e'=¢) — (0,1)
as

(6.5) o(s) = (tl(s) — 1) for s € (0,e'7°).
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Then o is increasing and o ((0,¢e'~¢)) = (0,1). Thus,

1 o(s) g*(r)
/ > dr >
lgllxz01 2 sc(oer—e) L(s)7EU(s)P / ) T o)

«
= sup g*(a(s))ﬂ(s)fa%(s)fﬁ[ﬁf ) —t(o(s))]

g (o(s) /”(S) dr

s)ll(s)P rl(r)

s€(0,el—¢)
= sup g*(a(s))ﬂ(s)f‘l%(s)fﬁ = sup g*(s)ﬁ(ail(s))_a%(afl(s))_’g.
s€(0,el—e) s€(0,1)

Since
o Hr)y =0t (el(r) +1) forr € (0,1),
one has that
E(a_l(r)) =el(r) and M(J_l(r)) =1+4+(r) forre(0,1).
Consequently,
||9||X’£(0,1) 2 sup g*(SV(s)_aM(S)’B = Hg”Loo»oo;focﬂ(o,n,

s€(0,1)
up to a constant depending on v and . This yields the converse embedding to (6.4). Altogether, we
obtain

Xc(R™, v) = Llyl;a’ﬁ(Rna’Yn)v
up to a constant depending on o and 8. Thanks to Theorem 4.3, this shows that the target space in
the second embedding in (6.1) is optimal among all rearrangement-invariant target spaces.

Assume that p € (1,00), ¢ € [1,00], a, 8 € R, and X (0,1) = LP5%5(0,1). Then (4.6) is satisfied

and

HQHX’C(O,l) = HSQ*”LP’ a's—a,=5(0,1)

- v
SP q

/ : s [Tg(r)
g (r)dr / dr
E(s)otiel(s)? / 0(s)>e(s)? t(r)
for g € M4.(0,1), with equivalence constants depending on p, ¢, «, 5. From classical weighted Hardy-
type inequalities — see e.g. [28, Theorems 1.3.2.2 and 1.3.2.3] — we deduce that

11
, < T —a—1 —B
lollxzon < |57 7)) P ()|, forg € Mi(0,1),

1 1

L (071) L7 (0,1)

up to a constant depending on p, q, a, 5. Since g** > g*, one also has that
1_ 1

pov —a—1 —B *
7 {(s) (s)"Pg*(s) o) for g € M4(0,1),

3

HQHX’L(O,I) MIE

up to a constant depending on p, q, a, 5. Altogether,

1
ol

1
/g(s)faflgﬁ(S)*ﬁg*(s) L (01) for g € M+(0, 1),

S|
Q

HQHX’L(OJ) ~||s

with equivalence constants depending on p, g, o, 3. Thus, Xz (R"™,~,) = LPG+tLB(R™ ~,), up to equiv-
alent norms, and the optimality of this target in the third embedding in (6.1) follows by Theorem 4.3.
Let a < 0 and let X(0,1) = L°°%®8(0,1). Then condition (4.6) is fulfilled and

lgllx 0,1 = 189" 110501y = [1€(5)~*€l(s) ™ Sg" ()l 10,1y

o 1 s ! 1 Lg*(r)
= [ sy, 00w+ | s | S e
ey [ s [ s
_/0 g (T)/T sl(s)1+epl(s)P d +/0 ré(r)/o 0(s)xl(s)P d

1 1 d
”/ *<7">/ —irerry A7~ gllpaas
0 g » sl(s)tegl(s)B Lbli—e8(0,1)5
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with equivalence constants depending on « and 3. Hence X (R",v,) = LY=o =B(R" 4,,), whence
X (R, y,) = L8 (R™, ~,,). By Theorem 4.3, the target space in the fourth embedding in (6.1) is
optimal.

Let 8 <0 and let X(0,1) = L>>%5(0,1). Then (4.6) is satisfied and

”9”){2(0,1) = HSQ*HLlal?Ov*B(O,l) = H%(s)_ﬂSQ*HLl(o,l)

z/olm/osg*(r)drds—i-/ol M(i)ﬁ /Sl i;é:gdrds
1 1 s 1 % r r s
=[50 [ st ), o f wor

1 i} 1 ds 1 . B
~ /0 g (r) / de /0 g*(ree(r) = dr = ||gll prioa-s(0.)

with equivalence constants depending on 3. Therefore, X/, (R",~,) = LLE%1=A(R? ~,), and hence
X, (R™,v,) = Lo®°%08=1(R" ~,). This implies, via Theorem 4.3, the optimality of the target space in
the fifth embedding in (6.1).

We have shown that all the embeddings in (6.1) hold, and that each target space is optimal (smallest
possible) among all rearrangement-invariant spaces. To finish the proof, we need only to verify that
also the domain spaces are optimal. Owing to the fact that the operator S is self-adjoint, the optimality
of a domain in an embedding is equivalent to that of the target in the embedding where the domain
space and the target space are replaced by the associate of the target space and the associate of the
domain space, respectively. Hence, the optimality of the domain spaces follows from that of the target
spaces via a well-known characterization of the respective associate spaces. We omit the details, for
brevity. O

7. ORNSTEIN—UHLENBECK EMBEDDINGS IN MARCINKIEWICZ SPACES

We conclude our discussion by exhibiting optimal Ornstein—Uhlenbeck embeddings where either the
domain, or the target is a Marcinkiewicz space. This is the content of the following result.

Theorem 7.1 [Optimal embeddings for Marcinkiewicz spaces|. Let ¢ and 0 be quasiconcave
functions on (0,1).
(i) Assume that

1
(7.1) /0 2e(s)dp(s) < 0.
Let ¢: (0,1) — [0,00) be the function given by
7 dr Lag(r)
(7.2) P(s) _/0 20 —|—S/S () for s € (0,1).

Then
(7.3) We My(R™, ) = M(R", ),

and ME(R”,%I) is the optimal rearrangement-invariant target space in (7.3). Here, ¢ and 1)

denote the functions associated with ¢ and ¢ as in (2.34).
(ii) Assume that

(7.4) sup C(s)f(s) < oo.
s€(0,1)

Then the functional given by

B 1 Sg**(T) . lg*(r) .
(7.5) 91l z(0,1) _52%1?1)9(8) (8/0 o(r) d +/S ré(r)d )
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for g € M4(0,1) is a rearrangement-invariant function norm. Moreover,
(7.6) W Z(R",vn) = Mp(R", ),
and Z(R™,~y,) is the optimal rearrangement-invariant domain space in (7.6).

Proof. (i) Set X(0,1) = M¥(0,1). We use the description of the optimal rearrangement-invariant
target X, given in Theorem 4.3. By the monotonicity of S¢*, the definition of .S and Fubini’s theorem,

we have that

1 1 s 1 % r
oz = 158" Inon = [ St = [ (5 [ oars [ 40ar) awte

- / g(s) (/ )4 / g°(s) </ o )

for every g € M.(0,1). This amounts to saying that || - [x7 1) = Il - o, (0,1), Where

o F [t dp(o) ° o dr
(7.7) v = [ [ S | e

et [Mde) [ dr
(7:8) / / o)) T / re(r) +/o S

_[rde) ) ot dr
(7.9) [Ty St s e
Let 0 < s1 < s9 < 1. Then

2 CG(s) = 52 _ St s2. s %2 dr

710 [ ) =B~ = 2 - < - < [T

Hence, the first integral on the rightmost side of equation (7.7) is bounded by the third one. The
conclusion hence follows via property (2.35).

(ii) By Theorem 4.5, the optimal rearrangement domain space Z(0,1) = Y*(0,1) associated with
the target space Y'(0,1) = My(0,1) obeys

HQHZ(O,l) = sup 0(s) (Sg")™ (s)

s€(0,1

for g € M4(0,1). Moreover, for every g € M, (0,1) and s € (0,1),

o= [ (s fy o @er /f ZZ?? d@) o
- os g)d” // ol(o e:
= e gai?dH L igﬁiidr
”s/o ;(ﬁ))d +/:i2§:;dr’

with absolute equivalence constants, inasmuch as, in the last but one line, the second integral is
bounded by the first one. Hence, the conclusion follows. (I
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Theorem 7.2 [Optimal embeddings for Marcinkiewicz spaces — examples]. One has
(W LLooi08)  y [(Leos0.5-1) 4559

W LLooanB) [ (1oose6) ifa>0and R

W LPooienf)  y ppooietlf) i p e (1,00) and a, f € R

(7.11) WeexpL?  — explLF if 3> 0
s

We expexp L? — expexp LA+T  if 3> 0

(W L™ — expexp L if >0,

where all the spaces are over (R™,~,). Moreover, all target spaces and all domain spaces are optimal in
(7.11) among rearrangement-invariant spaces.

Proof. We begin by showing the optimality of target spaces in (7.11) via formula (7.2) from Theo-
rem 7.1.

First, when 8 > 1, we have that L:>08) = M, with ¢(s) = stl(s)? for s € (0,1). Since
B(s) = £6(s)~P for s € (0,1),

dp(s) ~ s~ ()" ee(s) P 1ds  for s € (0,1).

/ffd@ Asa§%w<m'

Thus, condition (7.1) is satisfied. The function ¢ given by (7.2) obeys

s r 1 r
vy~ [ i o | g 0+ 1)) ()

for s € (0,1). Thus, ¢(s) ~ s€f(s)5~! for s € (0,1), whence My = L(1:200.5=1) “and, by Theorem 7.1 (i),
the first embedding in (7.11) holds and its target space is optimal among all rearrangement-invariant
spaces.

If @ > 0 and B € R, then L) = M where ¢(s) = sf(s)*l{(s)? for s € (0,1). One has that
B(s) = £(s)~(s)™P and d@(s) ~ s~ (s)~ > Ll(s)"Pds for s € (0,1). Hence

! o [Pes)P
/0 (s)dp(s) ~/0 st < 0.

Thus, condition (7.1) is satisfied. The function ¢ from (7.2) satisfies

s 1
(s) ~ / ORI OR / r20(r) 200y B dr
0 s
~ U(s)UU(s) P + 0(s) T2 200(5) P ~ €(s)"U(s) P

for s € (0,1). Thereby, 1(s) ~ ¢(s) for s € (0,1), whence Mg = L1005005),

Next, assume that p € (1,00) and «, 8 € R. Then L5 = M, where ¢(s) = S%E(s)aﬁﬁ(s)ﬁ for

1 1
€ (0,1). We have that B(s) = s' »£(s)~0l(s)™? and dp(s) ~ s~ r{(s)~*0l(s)Pds for s € (0,1).

Consequently,
/ (s)dp(s / (s s_%ds < 00.

Therefore, condition (7.1) is satisfied. The function 1 given by (7.2) fulfills

s 1
P(s) %/ : dr +s/ ) dr %517%5(3)70‘71M(5)7ﬁ
0 rpl(r)etiel(r)s s e (r)atle(r)8

for s € (0,1). Thus, ¥(s) ~ 5%6(8)‘”1%(5)5 for s € (0,1), whence M;; = Lp:oose+1,8)

Hence,




OPTIMAL SOBOLEV EMBEDDINGS FOR THE ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK OPERATOR 40

If g >0, then exp LP = M, where p(s) = E(s)fé for s € (0,1). Therefore, p(s) = sﬁ(s)% and
do(s) =~ (s )Bds for s € (0,1). Hence

/Eﬁ )dp(s /EZ 5ds<oo

Condition (7.1) is satisfied, and the function ¢ from (7.2) obeys

s 1, 1 . 1
1/}(8)%/ L(r)B dr+s/ r—A(r)s T dr
0 s
for s € (0,1). Therefore, 1(s) ~ ¢(s) for s € (0,1), whence M = exp L.
If 8 > 0, then exp exp LP = My, where p(s) = M(s)_% for s € (0,1). We have that @(s) = s%(s)%
and dp(s) ~ M(s)ﬂds for s € (0, 1). Condition (7.1) is fulfilled, since
1 1 "
/ 00(s) dgp(s) %/ 00(s)" 7 ds < oo.
0

0

%
w
[
—~
w
~—
=

The function 1 given by (7.2) satisfies

1

s r 1 r 1 1 1
P(s) =~ /0 Mﬁ((r)) dr + s/5 gfé(z)ﬁ dr & sl(s) " 00(s)F + stl(s)E T ~ s0(s) BT

|~

_ i
for s € (0,1). Thus, ¥(s) ~ (s )_ 5 forse (0,1), whence M = expexp LF+1.

As for the last embedding, we have that L> = M, where ¢(s) =1 for s € (0,1). Then @(s) =
and dp(s) = ds for s € (0,1), and

/% )dp(s /% )ds < 0.

Thus, condition (7.1) is satisfied, and

S dr Lodr
PY(s) ~ +s/ ~ sl(s) "t + sll(s) ~ sll(s
% | gt | gy ST sth(s)  sees)
for s € (0,1). Consequently, ¥(s) ~ £{(s) for s € (0,1), whence My = expexp L.

We have thus shown that the embeddings in (7.11) hold and that the target spaces are optimal. It
remains to prove the optimality of the domain spaces By Theorem 7.1 (i), given a domain space of
Marcinkiewicz type M., its optimal rearrangement-invariant target space is also a Marcinkiewicz space
My. Hence,

(7.12) WEMgo — Mg.

Now, thanks to Theorem 7.1 (ii), there exists an optimal rearrangement-invariant domain space X for
the target Myp. By the optimality of X, we have that M, — X. Our goal will be to show that the
converse embedding X — M, holds as well. To this end, it suffices to prove the inequality between
their fundamental functions ¢x 2 . Indeed, then one has

X =My — M,

where the first embedding holds owing to (2.36), whereas the second follows immediately from the
definition of the Marcinkiewicz functional. With formula (7.5) at hand, we have that

0(s) /s X{0,0)(7) 0(s) (/s X(0,a)(T) * X(a,)(T)
px(a) Z sup ’ dr = sup : dr + a/ —————dr
x(a) se(0,1) S Jo (r) s€(0,1) S 0 (r) o TT)

~ Imax ﬂ ,a Su @ a) — S
- {s (pa) (s)’ se(al,)l) 5 [#é(a) — £ )]}
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for a € (0,1). Consequently, the domain space in (7.12) is optimal if
0 0
(7.13) sup 0(s) 2 ¢(a) or a sup ﬂ[M(a) —UU(s)] Z ¢(a)
sc(0,a) £(s) sc(al) S

for every a € (0,1). The remaining part of this proof is devoted to showing that equation (7.13) is
fulfilled for each embedding in (7.11). Note also that condition (7.4) is satisfied for each of them.

Let 8> 1 and 6(s) = sl(s)?~! for s € (0,1). Fix a € (0,e'7¢) and let i be the function defined
by (6.3). Then,

a sup 8(s) [00(a) — Cl(s)] > a%(n(a))ﬁ_l [€l(a) — tl(n(a))] = 27 Pall(a)’.
s€(a,1) S
Since ¢ (1.000.0 (@) ~ all(a)? for a € (0,e!7¢), the second inequality in (7.13) follows. Altogether, this
proves that the domain space in the first embedding in (7.11) is optimal.
As for the second embedding, let a > 0, 8 € R, and 6(s) = sl(s)*¢(s)? for s € (0,1). Let o be the
function defined by (6.5). Then, for every a € (0,e'~¢),

a eszlpl) 925) [t0(a) — Cl(s)] > aE(U(a))aM(U(a))ﬁ [tl(a) — tl(o(a))] ~ al(a)t(a)®.

This shows that the second embedding in (7.11) has an optimal domain.
1
Concerning the third embedding, let p € (1,00), o, 8 € R, and (s) = s»£(s)*T104(s)8 for s € (0,1).
Hence, for every a € (0, 1),

0(s)

1
sup ——= > arl(a)*l(a)’ = O (prooiap) (@).
s€(0,a) E(S)
Hence, the optimality of the domain in the third embedding in (7.11) follows.
Let us focus on the fourth embedding. Assume that 8 > 0, and let 6(s) = £(s)™? for s € (0,1). If &
is again the function given by equation (6.5), then we have that

(o(a)) " [et(a) — (o (a))] = €(a) ™ = pexp 15 (a)

a

0(s)
a sup —= [ll(a) —Cl(s)| 2
s€(a,1) S [ ] U<a)
for a € (0,e!7¢), whence we deduce that the fourth embedding in (7.11) has an optimal domain.

If > 0andf(s) = M(s)*l*% for s € (0,1), then the optimality of the fifth embedding follows from
the fact that

n(a)

e

a sup E[M(a) —u(s)] z

= 0e(n(a)) ™ 7 [ee(a) — Le(n(a))] ~ L6(a)”

= Pexpexp LB (CL)

for a € (0,e!7¢), where 7 is the function given by (6.3).
Finally, in the last embedding we have that 6(s) = ¢/(s)~! for s € (0, 1), whence

0(s a 1
a sup 2 ut(a) - 00(9)] 2~ te(n(@) " [et(a) — (n@)] = 1 = pr=(a)
s€(a,1) S 77(@)
for a € (0,e!7¢). This implies that the domain in the last embedding in (7.11) is optimal. ]
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

This research was partly funded by:

(i) Research Project 2201758MTR2 of the Italian Ministry of University and Research (MIUR) Prin
2017 “Direct and inverse problems for partial differential equations: theoretical aspects and
applications”;

(i) GNAMPA of the Italian INdAM — National Institute of High Mathematics (grant number not
available);



OPTIMAL SOBOLEV EMBEDDINGS FOR THE ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK OPERATOR 42

(iii) Operational Programme Research, Development and Education, Project Postdoc2MUNI no.
CZ.02.2.69/0.0/0.0/18-053/0016952;
(iv) Grants P201-18-00580S and P201-21-01976S of the Czech Science Foundation.

REFERENCES

[1] F. Barthe and A. V. Kolesnikov. Mass transport and variants of the logarithmic Sobolev inequality.
J. Geom. Anal., 18(4):921-979, 2008. ISSN 1050-6926. doi:10.1007/s12220-008-9039-6.

[2] F. Barthe, P. Cattiaux, and C. Roberto. Interpolated inequalities between exponential and
Gaussian, Orlicz hypercontractivity and isoperimetry. Rev. Mat. Iberoam., 22(3):993-1067, 2006.
ISSN 0213-2230. doi:10.4171/RMI/482.

[3] P. Bénilan, L. Boccardo, T. Gallouét, R. Gariepy, M. Pierre, and J. L. Vazquez. An L'-theory
of existence and uniqueness of solutions of nonlinear elliptic equations. Ann. Scuola Norm. Sup.
Pisa Cl. Sci. (4), 22(2):241-273, 1995. ISSN 0391-173X. URL http://www.numdam.org/item?id=
ASNSP_1995.4.22 2241 0.

[4] C. Bennett and R. Sharpley. Interpolation of operators, volume 129 of Pure and Applied Mathe-
matics. Academic Press, Inc., Boston, MA, 1988. ISBN 0-12-088730-4.

[5] M. F. Betta, F. Brock, A. Mercaldo, and M. R. Posteraro. A comparison result related to Gauss
measure. C. R. Math. Acad. Sci. Paris, 334(6):451-456, 2002. ISSN 1631-073X. doi:10.1016/S1631-
073X(02)02295-1.

[6] S. G. Bobkov and C. Houdré. Some connections between isoperimetric and Sobolev-type inequalities.
Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 129(616):viii+111, 1997. ISSN 0065-9266. doi:10.1090/memo/0616.

[7] S. G. Bobkov and M. Ledoux. On modified logarithmic Sobolev inequalities for Bernoulli and Pois-
son measures. J. Funct. Anal., 156(2):347-365, 1998. ISSN 0022-1236. doi:10.1006/jfan.1997.3187.

[8] V. I. Bogachev. Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operators and semigroups. Uspekhi Mat. Nauk, 73(2(440)):
3-74, 2018. ISSN 0042-1316. doi:10.4213/rm9812.

[9] C. Borell. The Brunn-Minkowski inequality in Gauss space. Invent. Math., 30(2):207-216, 1975.
ISSN 0020-9910. doi:10.1007/BF01425510.

[10] B. Brandolini, F. Chiacchio, and C. Trombetti. Hardy type inequalities and Gaussian measure.
Commun. Pure Appl. Anal., 6(2):411-428, 2007. ISSN 1534-0392. doi:10.3934/cpaa.2007.6.411.

[11] E. A. Carlen and C. Kerce. On the cases of equality in Bobkov’s inequality and Gaussian
rearrangement. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations, 13(1):1-18, 2001. ISSN 0944-2669.
doi:10.1007 /PL00009921.

[12] A. Cianchi. Elliptic equations on manifolds and isoperimetric inequalities. Proc. Roy. Soc.
Edinburgh Sect. A, 114(3-4):213-227, 1990. ISSN 0308-2105. doi:10.1017/S0308210500024392.

[13] A. Cianchi and L. Pick. Optimal Gaussian Sobolev embeddings. J. Funct. Anal., 256(11):3588-3642,
2009. ISSN 0022-1236. doi:10.1016/j.jfa.2009.03.001.

[14] A. Cianchi, L. Pick, and L. Slavikovd. Higher-order Sobolev embeddings and isoperimetric
inequalities. Adv. Math., 273:568-650, 2015. ISSN 0001-8708. do0i:10.1016/j.aim.2014.12.027.

[15] A. Cianchi, V. Musil, and L. Pick. Moser inequalities in Gauss space. Mathematische Annalen,
377(3):1265-1312, 2020. doi:10.1007/s00208-020-01956-.

[16] A. Cianchi, V. Musil, and L. Pick. Sharp exponential inequalities for the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck operator. J. Funct. Anal., 281(11):Paper No. 109217, 68, 2021. ISSN 0022-1236.
doi:10.1016/j.jfa.2021.109217.

[17] A. Cianchi, V. Musil, and L. Pick. On the existence of extremals for Moser-type inequal-
ities in Gauss space. Int. Math. Res. Not. IMRN, (2):1494-1537, 2022. ISSN 1073-7928.
doi:10.1093 /imrn/rnaal65.

[18] F. Cipriani. Sobolev-Orlicz imbeddings, weak compactness, and spectrum. J. Funct. Anal., 177
(1):89-106, 2000. ISSN 0022-1236. doi:10.1006/jfan.2000.3633.

[19] G. di Blasio, F. Feo, and M. R. Posteraro. Regularity results for degenerate elliptic equations related
to Gauss measure. Math. Inequal. Appl., 10(4):771-797, 2007. ISSN 1331-4343. doi:10.7153 /mia-
10-72.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12220-008-9039-6
https://doi.org/10.4171/RMI/482
http://www.numdam.org/item?id=ASNSP_1995_4_22_2_241_0
http://www.numdam.org/item?id=ASNSP_1995_4_22_2_241_0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1631-073X(02)02295-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1631-073X(02)02295-1
https://doi.org/10.1090/memo/0616
https://doi.org/10.1006/jfan.1997.3187
https://doi.org/10.4213/rm9812
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01425510
https://doi.org/10.3934/cpaa.2007.6.411
https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00009921
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0308210500024392
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfa.2009.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aim.2014.12.027
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00208-020-01956-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfa.2021.109217
https://doi.org/10.1093/imrn/rnaa165
https://doi.org/10.1006/jfan.2000.3633
https://doi.org/10.7153/mia-10-72
https://doi.org/10.7153/mia-10-72

OPTIMAL SOBOLEV EMBEDDINGS FOR THE ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK OPERATOR 43

[20] A. Ehrhard. Inégalités isopérimétriques et intégrales de Dirichlet gaussiennes. Ann. Sci. Ecole
Norm. Sup. (4), 17(2):317-332, 1984. ISSN 0012-9593. doi:10.24033 /asens.1474.

[21] G. F. Feissner. Hypercontractive semigroups and Sobolev’s inequality. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc.,
210:51-62, 1975. ISSN 0002-9947. doi:10.2307/1997121.

[22] Y. Fujita. An optimal logarithmic Sobolev inequality with Lipschitz constants. J. Funct. Anal.,
261(5):1133-1144, 2011. ISSN 0022-1236. doi:10.1016/j.jfa.2011.04.011.

[23] D. Gallardo. Orlicz spaces for which the Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator is bounded. Publ.
Mat., 32(2):261-266, 1988. ISSN 0214-1493. doi:10.5565/PUBLMAT 32288_09.

[24] L. Gross. Logarithmic Sobolev inequalities. Amer. J. Math., 97(4):1061-1083, 1975. ISSN
0002-9327. doi:10.2307/2373688.

[25] S. G. Krein, Y. I. Petunin, and E. M. Seménov. Interpolation of linear operators, volume 54 of
Translations of Mathematical Monographs. American Mathematical Society, Providence, R.I., 1982.
ISBN 0-8218-4505-7. Translated from the Russian by J. Szlics.

[26] A. Lunardi, M. Miranda, and D. Pallara. Infinite dimensional analysis. Internet Seminar, 2015-2016.
URL http://dmi.unife.it /it /ricerca-dmi/seminari/isem19.

[27] J. Martin and M. Milman. Pointwise symmetrization inequalities for Sobolev functions and
applications. Adv. Math., 225(1):121-199, 2010. ISSN 0001-8708. d0i:10.1016/j.2im.2010.02.022.

[28] V. Maz’ya. Sobolev spaces with applications to elliptic partial differential equations, volume 342
of Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical
Sciences/. Springer, Heidelberg, augmented edition, 2011. ISBN 978-3-642-15563-5. doi:10.1007/978-
3-642-15564-2.

[29] V. G. Maz’ya. Some estimates of solutions of second-order elliptic equations. Dokl. Akad. Nauk
SSSR, 137:1057-1059, 1961. ISSN 0002-3264.

[30] V. G. Maz’ya. Weak solutions of the Dirichlet and Neumann problems. Trudy Moskov. Mat. Obsé.,
20:137-172, 1969. ISSN 0134-8663.

[31] E. Milman. On the role of convexity in isoperimetry, spectral gap and concentration. Invent.
Math., 177(1):1-43, 2009. ISSN 0020-9910. doi:10.1007/s00222-009-0175-9.

[32] V. Musil. Optimal Orlicz domains in Sobolev embeddings into Marcinkiewicz spaces. J. Funct.
Anal., 270(7):2653-2690, 2016. ISSN 0022-1236. doi:10.1016/j.jfa.2016.01.019.

[33] E. Nelson. The free Markoff field. J. Functional Analysis, 12:211-227, 1973. doi:10.1016/0022-
1236(73)90025-6. URL https://doi.org/10.1016,/0022-1236(73)90025-6.

[34] E. Pelliccia and G. Talenti. A proof of a logarithmic Sobolev inequality. Calc. Var. Partial
Differential Equations, 1(3):237-242, 1993. ISSN 0944-2669. doi:10.1007/BF01191295.

[35] L. Pick, A. Kufner, O. John, and S. Fuéik. Function spaces. Vol. 1, volume 14 of De Gruyter
Series in Nonlinear Analysis and Applications. Walter de Gruyter & Co., Berlin, extended edition,
2013. ISBN 978-3-11-025041-1; 978-3-11-025042-8.

[36] O.S. Rothaus. Analytic inequalities, isoperimetric inequalities and logarithmic Sobolev inequalities.
J. Funct. Anal., 64(2):296-313, 1985. ISSN 0022-1236. doi:10.1016,/0022-1236(85)90079-5.

[37] P. Sjogren. Operators associated with the Hermite semigroup—a survey. In Proceedings of the
conference dedicated to Professor Miguel de Guzmdn (El Escorial, 1996), volume 3, pages 813-823,
1997. doi:10.1007/BF02656487.

[38] L. Slavikovd. Compactness of higher-order Sobolev embeddings. Publ. Mat., 59(2):373-448, 2015.
ISSN 0214-1493. URL http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.pm/1438261121.

[39] V. N. Sudakov and B. S. Cirel’'son. Extremal properties of half-spaces for spherically invariant
measures. Zap. Naucén. Sem. Leningrad. Otdel. Mat. Inst. Steklov. (LOMI), 41:14-24, 165 (Russian),
1974. doi:10.1007/BF01086099. Problems in the theory of probability distributions, II.

[40] G. Talenti. Elliptic equations and rearrangements. Ann. Scuola Norm. Sup. Pisa CI. Sci. (4), 3
(4):697-718, 1976. ISSN 0391-173X. URL http://www.numdam.org/item?id=ASNSP_1976_4_3_4_
697_0.

[41] Y. Tian and F. Li. Comparison and regularity results for degenerate elliptic equa-
tions related to Gauss measure.  Appl. Anal., 89(6):915-933, 2010. ISSN 0003-6811.
doi:10.1080,/00036811003735790.


https://doi.org/10.24033/asens.1474
https://doi.org/10.2307/1997121
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfa.2011.04.011
https://doi.org/10.5565/PUBLMAT_32288_09
https://doi.org/10.2307/2373688
http://dmi.unife.it/it/ricerca-dmi/seminari/isem19
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aim.2010.02.022
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-15564-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-15564-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00222-009-0175-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfa.2016.01.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1236(73)90025-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1236(73)90025-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1236(73)90025-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01191295
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1236(85)90079-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02656487
http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.pm/1438261121
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01086099
http://www.numdam.org/item?id=ASNSP_1976_4_3_4_697_0
http://www.numdam.org/item?id=ASNSP_1976_4_3_4_697_0
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036811003735790

OPTIMAL SOBOLEV EMBEDDINGS FOR THE ORNSTEIN-UHLENBECK OPERATOR 44

[42] W. Urbina-Romero. Gaussian harmonic analysis. Springer Monographs in Mathematics. Springer,
Cham, 2019. ISBN 978-3-030-05596-7; 978-3-030-05597-4. doi:10.1007/978-3-030-05597-4. With a
foreword by Sundaram Thangavelu.

[43] F. B. Weissler. Two-point inequalities, the Hermite semigroup, and the Gauss-Weierstrass
semigroup. J. Functional Analysis, 32(1):102-121, 1979. ISSN 0022-1236. doi:10.1016,/0022-
1236(79)90080-6. URL https://doi.org/10.1016,/0022-1236(79)90080-6.

'DIPARTIMENTO DI MATEMATICA E INFORMATICA “ULISSE DINI”, UNIVERSITY OF FLORENCE, VIALE MORGAGNI
67/A, 50134 FIRENZE, ITALY

Email address: andrea.cianchi@unifi.it

ORC'iD: 0000-0002-1198-8718

2 DEPARTMENT OF COMPUTER SCIENCE, FACULTY OF INFORMATICS, MASARYK UNIVERSITY, BOTANICKA 554/68A,
602 00, BrRNO, CZECH REPUBLIC

Email address: musil@fi.muni.cz

ORCiD: 0000-0001-6083-227X

3DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICAL ANALYSIS, FACULTY OF MATHEMATICS AND PHYSICS, CHARLES UNIVERSITY,
SOKOLOVSKA 83, 186 75 PRAHA 8, CZECH REPUBLIC

Email address: pick@karlin.mff.cuni.cz

ORCiD: 0000-0002-3584-1454


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-05597-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1236(79)90080-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1236(79)90080-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1236(79)90080-6

	How to cite this paper
	1. Introduction
	2. Function spaces
	3. Extended domain of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator and key estimates
	4. Reduction principle, and optimal target and domain spaces in Ornstein-Uhlenbeck embeddings
	5. Ornstein-Uhlenbeck embeddings in Orlicz spaces
	6. Ornstein–Uhlenbeck embeddings in Lorentz-Zygmund spaces
	7. Ornstein–Uhlenbeck embeddings in Marcinkiewicz spaces
	Acknowledgement
	References

