arXiv:1308.3933v3 [math.CA] 1 Oct 2015

A characterization of BMO self-maps of a metric measure space

Juha Kinnunen Riikka Korte Niko Marola Nageswari Shanmugalingam^∗

September 2, 2019

Abstract

This paper studies functions of bounded mean oscillation (BMO) on metric spaces equipped with a doubling measure. The main result gives characterizations for mappings that preserve BMO. This extends the corresponding Euclidean results by Gotoh to metric measure spaces. The argument is based on a generalizations Uchiyama’s construction of certain extremal BMO-functions and John-Nirenberg’s lemma.

Mathematics Subject Classification (2010): Primary 30L99; Secondary 43A85. Keywords: Bounded mean oscillation, doubling condition, John–Nirenberg lemma, analysis on metric measure spaces.

1 Introduction

Let X be a complete metric space equipped with a metric d and a Borel regular outer measure μ satisfying the doubling condition. A locally integrable function f : X → R is of bounded mean oscillation, denoted as f ∈ BMO(X), if ‖f‖_∗ = sup ∫ B |f − f_B | dμ < ∞, ∗The research is supported by the Academy of Finland.

where the supremum is taken over all balls B ⊂ X. We discuss invariance properties of BMO-functions. More precisely, we extend a characterization of Gotoh [7, 8] of mappings that preserve BMO to the metric setting. A μmeasurable map F : X → X is a BMO-map if F^{−1}(E) is a μ-null set for each μ-null set E ⊂ X, for every f ∈ BMO(X) the composed map C_F (f) = f ∘ F is in BMO(X). The first condition guarantees the uniqueness of the BMOmap. Moreover, the composition operator C_F is a bounded operator from BMO(X) to BMO(X).

The class of BMO-functions is used, for example, in harmonic analysis, partial differential equations and quasiconformal mappings. Indeed, the first invariance property for BMO-functions was obtained by Reimann [16], where he showed that a homeomorphism is a BMO-map if and only if it is quasiconformal, provided the homeomorphism is assumed to be differentiable almost everywhere. Later Astala showed in [1] that the differentiability assumption is superfluous for a suitably localized result. The advantage of the approach by Gotoh [7] is that it applies to general measurable functions and hence is a more suitable to extensions to the metric setting. The Euclidean theory for BMO-functions is well understood, but not so much in a general metric measure space. For related metric space results we refer to [3, 12, 14, 15] and also to [2, Section 3.3].

We generalize the construction of certain extremal BMO-functions by Uchiyama [19] (see also [5, Section 2]) to doubling spaces. The result is stated in Theorem 2.1 and it constitutes the first part of the present paper. In the second part, we consider characterizations of BMO-maps between doubling spaces. Our main result is stated in Theorem 3.1. The characterizations in Theorem 3.1 are along the lines of the ones due to Gotoh [7, 8].

2 Construction of certain BMO-functions

Throughout the paper, X is a complete metric space equipped with a metric d and a Borel regular outer measure μ satisfying the doubling condition. An open ball B(x, r) = {y ∈ X : d(y, x) < r}, x ∈ X, r > 0, is simply denoted by B, we write rad(B) for the radius of the ball B, and λB = {y ∈ X : d(y, x) < λr}, λ > 0, is the ball with the same center, but the radius dilated by the factor λ.

In this paper, the doubling condition means that there exists a constant c_D > 1 such that for all x ∈ X, 0 < r < ∞ and y ∈ X such that B(x, 2r) ∩ B(y, r) ≠ ∅, we have μ(B(x, 2r)) ≤ c_Dμ(B(y, r)). Notice that this condition is usually required to hold only for x = y, but if this standard doubling condition is valid with some uniform constant c_μ, then μ(B(x, 2r)) ≤ μ(B(y, 8r)) ≤ c^3_μμ(B(y, r)), i.e. our version of the standard doubling condition is satisfied with c_D = c^3_μ. The standard doubling condition implies that if B(x, R) ⊂ X, y ∈ B(x, R), and 0 < r ≤ R < ∞, then μ(B(y, r)) μ(B(x, R)) ≥ c^{−2}_μ ( r R )_{log2 cμ} . We refer, for instance, to [2, Lemma 3.3].

We recall that a locally integrable function f : X → R has bounded mean oscillation, denoted as f ∈ BMO(X), if

‖f‖_∗ = sup ∫ B |f − f_B | dμ < ∞,

where the supremum is taken over all balls B ⊂ X. We will identify functions which only differ by a constant; we shall call ‖f‖_∗ the BMO-norm of f. Here both f_B and the barred integral ∫ B f dμ denote the integral average of f over a ball B.

The following theorem is a metric space counterpart of a construction of certain BMO-functions in Uchiyama [19] and Garnett–Jones [5].

Theorem 2.1. Let λ > 1 and let E_1, . . . , E_N , N ≥ 2, be μ-measurable subsets of X such that min 1≤j≤N μ(E_j ∩ B) μ(B) ≤ c^{−4λ}_D (2.1)

for any ball B ⊂ X. Then there exist functions {f_j}^N_{j=1} such that N∑ j=1 f_j(x) = 1, (2.2) and for each 1 ≤ j ≤ N 0 ≤ f_j (x) ≤ 1, (2.3) and f_j(x) = 0 μ-almost everywhere on E_j , (2.4) and moreover, ‖f_j ‖_∗ ≤ c_1 λ . (2.5) Here c_1 is a constant that only depends on c_D and N. Conversely, if there exists {f_j }^N_{j=1} that satisfy (2.2)–(2.4) and ‖f_j‖_∗ ≤ c_2 λ holds with a sufficiently small constant c_2, only depending on c_D and N, for every 1 ≤ j ≤ N, then (2.1) holds.

Before the proof of the theorem, we fix some notation and state few lemmas that will be needed later. Let q be a large integer, depending only on c_D and N, such that 1 + Nc^6_Dq ≤ 2^q. (2.6) For every k ∈ Z, let r_k = 2^{−kq} and let D_k be a maximal set of points such that d(x, y) ≥^1_2 r_k whenever x, y ∈ D_k. Let D = ⋃ k∈Z D_k. Moreover, let B_k = {B(x, r_k) : x ∈ D_k}. From the maximality of the set D_k it follows that for every k ∈ Z, X = ⋃ B∈B_k B. We say that a function a ∈ C(X) is adapted to a ball B = B(x, r), if supp a ⊂ B(x, 2r) and |a(x) − a(y)| ≤ d(x, y) r . For a ball B, we set

g_j(B) = log_{cD} μ(B) μ(E_j ∩ B) , 1 ≤ j ≤ N. (2.7) Let us state the following simple lemma for the function g_j .

Lemma 2.2. Let k be a positive integer. If B_1 ⊂ B_2 and c^k_Dμ(B_1) ≥ μ(B_2) for the balls B_1 and B_2 in X, then

g_j(B_1) ≥ g_j(B_2) − k.

Proof. Clearly

g_j (B_1) = log_{cD} μ(B_1) μ(B_1 ∩ E_j ) ≥ log_{cD} c^{−k}_D μ(B_2) μ(B_2 ∩ E_j)

= g_j (B_2) − k.

The next result is well known for the experts, but we recall it here.

Lemma 2.3. Let f ∈ BMO(X). Then 1 2 ‖f‖_∗ ≤ sup | | | ∫ X fg dμ | | | ≤ ‖f‖_∗, where the supremum is taken over all functions g for which there exists a ball B such that supp g ⊂ B, ‖g‖_∞ ≤ 1 μ(B) , and ∫ X g dμ = 0. Conversely, if f is a locally integrable function on X and the supremum above is finite, then f ∈ BMO(X) with the above norm estimate.

Proof. First notice that for any g as above, we have | | | ∫ X fg dμ | | | = | | | ∫ X (f − f_B )g dμ | | | ≤ ∫ B |f − f_B| dμ ≤ ‖f‖_∗. This gives the upper bound.

To see the lower bound, let ε > 0 and let B be a ball such that ‖f‖_∗ ≤ ∫ B |f − f_B | dμ + ε.

Let h ∈ L^∞(B) with ‖h‖_L∞_{(B)} ≤ 1 be a function for which ∫ B |f − f_B | dμ = ∫ B (f − f_B )h dμ. (2.8)

Since ∫ B(f − f_B) dμ = 0, we have ∫ B |f − f_B | dμ = ∫ B (f − f_B )(h − h_B ) dμ. (2.9)

Define g = (h − h_B)χ_B 2μ(B) . Then supp g ⊂ B, ‖g‖_L∞_{(B)} ≤ 1 μ(B) and ∫ X g dμ = 0. Moreover ∫ X fg dμ = 1 2μ(B) ∫ B f(h − h_B ) dμ = 1 2μ(B) ∫ B (f − f_B )(h − h_B) dμ. (2.10)

By combining the equation (2.9) and (2.10) we conclude that ∫ B |f − f_B| dμ = 2μ(B) ∫ X fg dμ and ∫ X fg dμ = 1 2 ∫ B |f − f_B| dμ ≥ 1 2 (‖f‖_∗ − ε). The claim follows by passing ε → 0.

The equation (2.8) together with the above inequalities also indicates that the finiteness of sup | |∫_X fg dμ | | implies f ∈ BMO(X).

The proof of the metric space version of the following John-Nirenberg lemma can be found for example in Theorem 3.15 in [2]. See also [3] and [15].

Lemma 2.4. Let B ⊂ X be a ball and f ∈ BMO(5B). Then for every λ > 0 μ({x ∈ B : |f(x) − f_B | > λ}) ≤ 2μ(B) exp ( − Aλ ‖f‖_∗ ) . The positive constant A depends only on the doubling constant c_D.

We are ready for the proof of the main result of this chapter.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. The necessity part of the theorem is an immediate consequence of Lemma 2.4. Fix λ > 1 and let B be a ball. By (2.2), there exists j_0 such that (f_{j0} )_B ≥ 1 N . Thus, by Lemma 2.4 and (2.4), we have μ(B ∩ E_{j0} ) μ(B) ≤ μ({x ∈ B : |f_{j0} (x) − (f_{j0} )_B| ≥ 1/N}) μ(B) ≤ 2e^{−A/(N‖f‖∗)} ≤ 2 exp ( − Aλ Nc_2 ) ≤ c^{−4λ}_D , if c_2 is chosen to be small enough. This completes the proof of the necessity part of Theorem 2.1.

Then we consider the sufficiency. By (2.1), we have μ (_N ⋂ j=1 E_j ) = 0.

Thus, if λ > 1 is smaller than a given number, then the functions

f_j = χ_Ec_j ∑_N k=1 χ_Ec_k , 1 ≤ j ≤ N, satisfy the desired properties (we denote the characteristic function of a set A by χ_A). So we may assume that λ is large enough.

First, we assume that

E_1, . . . , E_N ⊂ B_0 (2.11)

for some B_0 ∈ B_0. We will inductively construct the sequences of BMO functions {f_{j,h}}^∞_{h=1}, 1 ≤ j ≤ N, such that N∑ j=1 f_{j,h}(x) = λ, (2.12) 0 ≤ f_{j,h}(x) ≤ λ, (2.13) f_{j,h}(x) ≤ g_j(B) for every x ∈ B, if B ∈ B_h, (2.14) and ‖f_{j,h}‖_∗ ≤ c_1. (2.15)

If the functions f_{j,h} above have been constructed, there exists a sequence 1 ≤ h_1 < h_2 < . . . such that {f_{j,hk} }^∞_{k=1} converge weak* in L^∞ as k → ∞, since ‖f_{j,h}‖_∞ ≤ λ by (2.13). We set

f_j = weak^∗ − lim_{k→∞} f_{j,hk} λ , 1 ≤ j ≤ N. Then (2.2) and (2.3) follow from (2.12) and (2.13). Let g be as in Lemma 2.3. Then | | | ∫ f_j g dμ | | | = 1 λ | | | lim_{k→∞} ∫ f_{j,hk} g dμ | | | ≤ 1 λ lim sup k→∞ ‖f_{j,hk} ‖_∗ ≤ c_1 λ . Thus (2.5) with constant 2c_1 follows from Lemma 2.3. Since, by Lebesgue’s theorem, lim_{r→0} sup_{B∋x} rad(B)≤r g_j(B) = 0

for μ-almost every x ∈ E_j, we have by (2.14)

lim_{h→0} f_{j,h}(x) = 0

for μ-almost every x ∈ E_j. Thus (2.4) follows. Hence {f_j}^N_{j=1} are the desired functions.

To remove the restriction (2.11), we take balls B_p ∈ B_{−p}, p = 1, 2, . . ., such that B_{p−1} ⊂ B_p for every p, and we can construct f_{j,p} such that all other conditions are as for B_0, except that

f_{j,p} = 0 on E_j ∩ B_p.

Then there exists a sequence 1 ≤ p_1 < p_2 . . . such that {f_{j,pk} }^∞_{k=1} converge weak* in L^∞. Then f_j = weak^∗ − lim_{k→∞} f_{j,pk} , 1 ≤ j ≤ N, are the desired functions.

Thus, to complete the proof Theorem 2.1 we shall construct a sequence of functions that satisfy the conditions (2.12)–(2.15). The proof is organized as follows. In Lemma 2.5, we will construct the sequence {f_{j,h}}^∞_{h=0}, 1 ≤ j ≤ N, and show that these functions satisfy the conditions (2.12)–(2.14). And finally, in Lemma 2.7, we show that the condition (2.15) is valid for the functions.

Lemma 2.5. Let E_1, . . . , E_N satisfy (2.1) and (2.11). Then there exist {f_{j,h}} and A_{j,h} ⊂ B_h having the properties (2.12)–(2.14) and satisfying the following conditions |f_{j,h}(x) − f_{j,h}(y)| ≤ 2^{(h+1)q}d(x, y), (2.16) A_{j,h} = {B ∈ B_h : sup_B f_{j,h−1} > g_j(B)}, (2.17) f_{j,h}(x) ≥ f_{j,h−1}(x) − c^3_Dq, (2.18) and f_{j,h}(x) ≥ f_{j,h−1}(x) for x /∈ ⋃ B∈A_{j,h} 2B. (2.19)

Proof. By (2.1), we have max 1≤j≤N g_j(B_0) ≥ 4λ. Set s(B_0) = min{j : 1 ≤ j ≤ N, g_j(4B_0) ≥ 4λ},

f_{s(B0),0} = λ, and f_{j,0} = 0 for j ≠ s(B_0).

Assume now that the functions f_{1,k−1}, . . . , f_{N,k−1} have been defined and satisfy the conditions (2.12)–(2.14), (2.16), (2.18) and (2.19). Define A_{j,k} by (2.17). For any ball B, let b_B denote a function that is adapted to B, 0 ≤ b_B ≤ 1 and b_B = 1 on B. Let A_{j,k} = {B_m}^p_{m=1}. Set a_{B1} = min{qb_{B1} , f_{j,k−1}} and a_{Bm} = min { qb_{Bm} , f_{j,k−1} − m−1∑ n=1 a_{Bn} } for m = 2, . . . , p. Since the supports of {b_{Bm} } overlap at most c^3_D times, the functions c^{−3}_D q^{−1}a_{Bm} are adapted to B_m. Set ~f_{j,k} = f_{j,k−1} − ∑ B∈A_{j,k} a_B = f_{j,k−1} − v_{j,k}.

Since ~f_{j,k} = max f_{j,k−1} − ∑ B∈A_{j,k} qb_B , 0 , we see that { ~f_{j,k}} satisfy (2.13), (2.18) and (2.19).

If B ∈ A_{j,k} and x ∈ B, then by Lemma 2.2 ~f_{j,k}(x) ≤ max{f_{j,k−1}(x) − q, 0} ≤ max{g_j( ~B) − q, 0} ≤ g_j(B), for every ~B ∈ B_{k−1} such that B ⊂ ~B.

If B ∈ B_k \ A_{j,k} and x ∈ B, then ~f_{j,k}(x) ≤ f_{j,k−1}(x) ≤ g_j(B) by the definition of A_{j,k}. So { ~f_{j,k}} satisfies (2.14). These functions do not satisfy the property (2.12), and hence we shall modify the functions further. We set f_{j,k} = ~f_{j,k} + ∑ B∈ ⋃_N m=1 A_{m,k} s(B)=j a_B = ~f_{j,k} + w_{j,k}.

The modified sequence {f_{j,k}} satisfies (2.12). Also the conditions (2.13), (2.18), and (2.19) are met since a_B ≥ 0.

Let us next look at the condition (2.14). If B ∈ B_k and w_{j,k} = 0 on B, then f_{j,k} = ~f_{j,k} ≤ g_j(B) on B, since ~f_{j,k} satisfies (2.14). If B ∈ B_k and w_{j,k} ≠ 0 on B, then, by the definition of w_{j,k}, there exists a ball ~B ∈ B_k such that B ∩ 2 ~B ≠ ∅ and g_j(4 ~B) ≥ 4λ. Then B ⊂ 4 ~B. By Lemma 2.2, g_j(B) ≥ g_j(4 ~B) − 2 ≥ λ. So by (2.13), we have f_{j,k}(x) ≤ λ ≤ g_j(B) and consequently (2.14) holds.

Let us show that the condition (2.16) holds. If x, y ∈ ~B and ~B ∈ B_k, then |(−v_{j,k}(x) + w_{j,k}(x)) − (−v_{j,k}(y) + w_{j,k}(y))| ≤ ∑ B∈ ⋃_N m=1 A_{m,k} |a_B (x) − a_B(y)| (2.20)

Since the supports of {a_B}_{B∈}^⋃_{m Am,k} overlap at most Nc^3_D times, (2.20) is dominated by Nc^3_D · c^3_Dq · d(x, y) r_k = Nc^6_Dq2^{qk}d(x, y). From this we conclude that |f_{j,k}(x) − f_{j,k}(y)| ≤ |f_{j,k−1}(x) − f_{j,k−1}(y)| + Nc^6_Dq2^{qk}d(x, y) ≤ (1 + Nc^6_Dq)2^{kq}d(x, y) ≤ 2^{(k+1)q}d(x, y), where we used (2.16) for f_{j,k−1}, and also the inequality (2.6). Lemma 2.6. f_{j,h}(x) ≤ g_j(B) − 1 3 log_2 r r_h + 8 · 2^q + 6 for every x ∈ B = B(y, r) for any B such that r ≤ 4r_h.

Proof. There are at most c^3_D balls in B_1, . . . , B_k with the centers in D_h such that B_i ∩ B ≠ ∅. Let δ = min_{1≤i≤k} g_j(B_i) = g_j(B_{i0} ).

By (2.14) inf_{x∈B} f_{j,h}(x) ≤ δ, and by (2.16) we have f_{j,h}(x) ≤ δ + 2^{(h+1)q}2r ≤ δ + 8 · 2^q whenever x ∈ B.

On the other hand,

g_j(B) = log_{cD} μ(B) μ(B ∩ E_j ) ≥ log_{cD} μ(B) ∑ i μ(B_i ∩ E_j ) ≥ log_{cD} μ(B) c^3_D max_i{μ(B_i ∩ E_j )} = log_{cD} μ(B) μ(B_{i0} )

+ log_{cD} μ(B_{i0} ) μ(B_{i0} ∩ E_j )

+ log_{cD} 1 c^3_D ≥ log_{cD} μ(B) μ(B_{i0} )

+ δ − 3 ≥ 1 3 log_2 r r_h + δ − 6. The desired result follows from the two previous estimates.

We finish to proof of Theorem 2.1 by proving the following lemma. Lemma 2.7. ‖f_{j,h}‖_∗ ≤ c_1.

Proof. Let B = B(x, r) be any ball. If r ≤ 2^{−hq} then, by (2.16), we have inf_{c∈R} ∫ B |f_{j,h} − c|dμ ≤ 2^q. (2.21)

If 0 ≤ n < h and 2^{−(n+1)q} < r ≤ 2^{−nq}, let β_j = ∫ B f_{j,n} dμ.

Notice that by Lemma 2.6, β_j ≤ g_j(4B) + 1 3 q + 8 · 2^q + 6. (2.22) We will show that ∫ B |f_{j,h} − β_j | dμ ≤ C. (2.23)

Let {x ∈ B : |f_{j,h}(x) − β_j | ≥ α} = {x ∈ B : f_{j,h}(x) < β_j − α} ∪ {x ∈ B : f_{j,h}(x) > β_j + α} = G(B, j, α) ∪ H(B, j, α). (2.24)

First, we estimate μ(G(B, j, α)). Let α > 2^{q+1}. Note that f_{j,n}(x) > β_j − 2^{q+1} on B by (2.16). So if x ∈ G(B, j, α) then, by (2.19), there exists ~B ∈ A_{j,k}, n < k ≤ h, such that x ∈ 2 ~B and f_{j,k}(x) < β_j − α. So by (2.18), we have f_{j,k−1}(x) < β_j − α + c^3_Dq, and by (2.16) f_{j,k−1}(y) < β_j − α + c^3_Dq + 3 for every y ∈ ~B. Thus, by the definition of A_{j,k}, we obtain g_j ( ~B) < β_j − α + c^3_Dq + 3.

By the above, we can use the standard 5-covering theorem ([2, Lemma 1.7]) and take disjoint balls {B_m} ⊂ ⋃ n<k≤h Aj,k such that B_m ⊂ 4B, G(B, j, α) ⊂ ⋃ m 5B_m, and g_j(B_m) < β_j − α + c^3_Dq + 3. (2.25) Thus μ(G(B, j, α)) ≤ c^3_D ∑ m μ(B_m) = c^3_D ∑ m μ(E_j ∩ B_m)c^{gj (Bm )}_D ≤ Cc^{βj −α}_D ∑ m μ(E_j ∩ B_m) ≤ Cc^{gj (4B)−α} D ∑ m μ(E_j ∩ B_m) ≤ Cc^{gj (4B)−α} D μ(E_j ∩ 4B) ≤ Cμ(B)c^{−α}_D .

(2.26)

Here we used first (2.7), then (2.25), (2.22) and finally (2.7) again.

Let us then estimate the measure μ(H(B, j, α)). Let α > (N − 1)2^{q+1}. Note that ∑_N m=1 β_m = λ by (2.12). So if x ∈ H(B, j, α), then ∑ 1≤m≤N, m≠j f_{m,h}(x) = λ − f_{j,h}(x) = N∑ m=1 β_m − f_{j,h}(x)

= ( ∑ 1≤m≤N, m≠j β_m ) − (f_{j,h}(x) − β_j)

< ( ∑ 1≤m≤N, m≠j β_m ) − α. Thus ∑ 1≤m≤N m≠j (β_m − f_{m,h}(x)) > α.

So x ∈ ⋃ 1≤m≤N m≠j G(B, m, α/(N − 1)),

and consequently H(B, j, α) ⊂ ⋃ 1≤m≤N m≠j G(B, m, α/(N − 1)).

By (2.26), we have μ(H(B, j, α)) ≤ C(N − 1)μ(B)c^{−α/(N−1)}_D . (2.27) Thus, if 2^{−hq} ≤ r ≤ 1, then (2.23) follows from (2.26) and (2.27). If r > 1, then put β_{s(B0)} = λ and β_j = 0 for j ≠ s(B_0). Then (2.23) follows from the same argument. Thus Lemma 2.7 follows from (2.21) and (2.23).

The proof of Theorem 2.1 is now complete.

3 Characterizations of BMO-maps

We say that a μ-measurable map F : X → X is a BMO-map if

(I) F^{−1}(E) is a μ-null set for each μ-null set E ⊂ X,

(II) for every f ∈ BMO(X) the composed map C_F (f) = f ∘ F is in BMO(X).

We shall prove a metric space generalization of a theorem due to Gotoh [7, Theorem 3.1] which characterizes BMO-maps between doubling metric measure spaces. In the proof we apply Uchiyama’s construction proved in Section 2. The condition (3.1) has a similar flavor as the conditions in [6] and [11] related to invariance properties of quasiconformal mappings.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that F : X → X is μ-measurable. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) There exist positive finite constants K and α such that for an arbitrary pair of μ-measurable subsets E_1, E_2 of X we have

sup_B min_{k=1,2} μ(F^{−1}(E_k) ∩ B) μ(B) ≤ K ( sup_B min_{k=1,2} μ(E_k ∩ B) μ(B) )_α , (3.1)

where the suprema are taken over all balls B in X;

(ii) There exist constants 0 < γ < 1/4 and λ > 0 such that for an arbitrary pair of μ-measurable subsets E_1, E_2 of X satisfying

sup_B min_{k=1,2} μ(E_k ∩ B) μ(B) < λ, we have sup_B min_{k=1,2} μ(F^{−1}(E_k) ∩ B) μ(B) < γ, where the suprema are taken over all balls B in X;

(iii) F is a BMO-map with the operator norm of C_F bounded by CK/α, where C depends only on the doubling constant.

The condition (i) readily implies the condition (ii), and hence to show the equivalence of conditions (i)–(iii), it is enough to prove implications (i)⇒(iii), (ii)⇒(iii) and (iii)⇒(i), in Propositions 3.7, 3.8, and 3.9, respectively. The Uchiyama construction of BMO functions, presented in Section 2, is used in the proof of Proposition 3.9. For the proof of the bound for the operator norm, see Proposition 3.7.

Remark 3.2. Let us comment on the condition (i).

(1) Setting E_1 = E_2 = X in (3.1) it can be seen that K ≥ 1.

(2) If (3.1) is valid for some positive α_0 it clearly holds for all 0 < α < α_0.

And moreover, since the condition (3.1) is interesting mainly with small values of the exponent α, we shall assume, without loss of generality, that α ≤ 1.

We shall next prove several lemmas on BMO functions. Lemma 3.3. Let f ∈ BMO(X). Then min{μ({x ∈ B : f(x) ≥ t}), μ({x ∈ B : f(x) ≤ s})} ≤ 2μ(B) exp ( −C t − s ‖f‖_∗ )

for every −∞ < s ≤ t < ∞, where C is a positive constant depending on the doubling constant c_D.

Proof. By symmetry, we may assume that f_B ≤ (s + t)/2. Then Lemma 2.4 implies that μ({x ∈ B : f(x) ≥ t}) ≤ μ ({ x ∈ B : |f(x) − f_B | ≥ t − s 2 })

≤ 2μ(B) exp ( − A(t − s) 2‖f‖_∗ ) . If f_B ≥ (s + t)/2, we get a similar estimate for μ({x ∈ B : f(x) ≤ s}).

A converse of the statement in Lemma 3.3 is presented in the following. Lemma 3.4. Let f : X → R be a μ-measurable function with |f| < ∞ μalmost everywhere in X. Assume there exist positive constants C_1, C_2 such that for every ball B in X we have min{μ({x ∈ B : f(x) ≥ t}), μ({x ∈ B : f(x) ≤ s})} ≤ C_1μ(B) exp (−C_2(t − s))

for every −∞ < s ≤ t < ∞. Then f ∈ BMO(X) and

‖f‖_∗ ≤ 4(C_1 + 1)C^{−1}_2 exp(2C_2).

In the proof of Lemma 3.4 we apply the following lemma which can be found in [7, Lemma 4.5].

Lemma 3.5. Let λ: R → [0, 1] be a non-constant, non-decreasing function. Assume that there exists positive constants C_1, C_2 such that min{λ(s), 1 − λ(t)} ≤ C_1 exp(−C_2(t − s)) for every −∞ < s ≤ t < ∞. Then there exists t_0 ∈ R such that max{λ(t_0 − t), 1 − λ(t_0 + t)} ≤ (C_1 + 1) exp(2C_2) exp(−C_2t) for each t ≥ 0.

Proof of Lemma 3.4. We apply Lemma 3.5 by setting λ(t) = μ({x ∈ B : f(x) ≤ t}) μ(B) . Then by the hypothesis λ(t) meets the assumption in Lemma 3.5 with the same constants C_1 and C_2. Hence there exists t_0 ∈ R such that the second inequality of Lemma 3.5 is valid for every t ≥ 0. This implies that ν(t) = μ({x ∈ B : |f(x) − t_0| ≥ t}) ≤ 2(C_1 + 1)μ(B) exp(2C_2) exp(−C_2t) for every t ≥ 0. We obtain ∫ B |f − f_B | dμ ≤ 2 ∫ B |f − t_0| dμ = 2 ∫_∞ 0 ν(t) dt ≤ 4(C_1 + 1)C^{−1}_2 exp(2C_2)μ(B) from which the claim follows.

In Euclidean spaces the following lemma is due to Strömberg [17]. A result similar to this has also been considered for nondoubling measures by Lerner in [13].

Lemma 3.6. Let f : X → R be μ-measurable. Assume that there exist constants 0 < γ < (4c^3_D)^{−1}, and λ > 0 such that for each ball B in X we have inf_{c∈R} μ({x ∈ B : |f(x) − c| ≥ λ}) ≤ γμ(B). (3.2) Then f ∈ BMO(X) satisfying ‖f‖_∗ ≤ Cλ, where a positive constant C depends only on the doubling constant c_D.

Proof. Let f be μ-measurable on X, and fix γ and λ such that the hypothesis (3.2) is satisfied for each ball in X. Fix a ball B ⊂ X and let c_0 be the number where the infimum in (3.2) is reached. For each m = 1, 2, . . . we write S^+_m = {x ∈ B : f(x) − c_0 > mλ}, S^−_m = {x ∈ B : f(x) − c_0 < −mλ}, S_m = S^+_m ∪ S^−_m = {x ∈ B : |f(x) − c_0| > mλ}, E_m = {x ∈ B : mλ < |f(x) − c_0| ≤ (m + 1)λ}, and E_0 = {x ∈ B : |f(x) − c_0| ≤ λ}. Let us estimate the measure of the set S^+_m. First notice that S^+_m ⊂ S^+_{m−1}. For μ-almost every x ∈ S^+_{m−1}, there exists a ball B_x = B(x, r_x) such that 1 2c_D μ(B_x) < μ(B_x ∩ S^+_{m−1}) ≤ 1 2 μ(B_x) (3.3) and μ(B(x, r) ∩ S^+_{m−1}) > 1 2 μ(B(x, r)) for all r <^1_2 r_x; see, for example, Theorem 3.1 and Remark 3.2 in [9].

By a well known 5-covering theorem ([2, Lemma 1.7]), we can cover the set S^+_{m−1} by finite or countable sequence of balls {B_i}_i satisfying (3.3) such that the balls {^1_5 B_i}_i are disjoint. It follows from (3.3) that the infimum in (3.2) is reached with some constant c such that

c_0 + (m − 2)λ ≤ c ≤ c_0 + mλ

in each of the balls B_i, and hence c − c_0 ≤ mλ.

We conclude, by applying the in inequality (3.2) in balls B_i, that

μ(S^+_{m+1}) ≤ ∑ i μ(B_i ∩ S^+_{m+1}) ≤ γ ∑ i μ(B_i) ≤ c^3_Dγ ∑ i μ(^1_5 B_i)

≤ 2c^3_Dγ ∑ i μ(^1_5 B_i ∩ S^+_{m−1}) ≤ 2c^3_Dγμ(S^+_{m−1})

Since μ(S^+_1 ) ≤ μ(S_1) < γμ(B), it follows from the previous estimate that

μ(S^+_{2m+2}) ≤ μ(S^+_{2m+1}) ≤ (2c^3_Dγ)^{m+1}μ(B) for each m = 1, 2, . . .. Since a similar estimate holds for S^−_m, we altogether have μ(S_m) ≤ 2(2c^3_Dγ)^{m/2}μ(B).

We thus conclude ∫ B |f − f_B | dμ ≤ 2 μ(B) (_∞ ∑ m=0 ∫ E_m |f − c_0| dμ )

≤ λ + 2 ∞∑ m=1 (m + 1)λ μ(S_m) μ(B) ≤ λ ( 1 + 2 ∞∑ m=1 (m + 1)(2c^3_Dγ)^{m/2} )

≤ λ ( 1 + 2 ∞∑ m=1 (m + 1)2^{−m/2} ) . Since the preceding estimate holds for any ball B ⊂ X, the claim follows.

Let us now turn to the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Proposition 3.7. [(i) ⇒ (iii)] Let F : X → X be μ-measurable and assume that there exist positive finite constants K and α such that the condition (i) of Theorem 3.1 holds. Then F is a BMO-map satisfying ‖C_F ‖ ≤ CK/α, where C depends on the doubling constant c_D.

Proof. The condition (i) implies that if E is a μ-null subset of X then also μ(F^{−1}(E)) = 0.

Let f ∈ BMO(X) and set for each −∞ < s ≤ t < ∞

E_1 = {x ∈ X : f(x) ≤ s} and E_2 = {x ∈ X : f(x) ≥ t}. (3.4)

It follows from Lemma 3.3 that

min{μ(E_1 ∩ B), μ(E_2 ∩ B)} ≤ 2μ(B) exp ( −C t − s ‖f‖_∗ )

for all balls B in X. The condition (i) implies

min{μ(F^{−1}(E_1) ∩ B), μ(F^{−1}(E_2) ∩ B)} ≤ 2^αKμ(B) exp ( −C α(t − s) ‖f‖_∗ ) for all balls B in X. Since F^{−1}(E_1) ∩ B = {x ∈ B : (f ∘ F )(x) ≤ s} and F^{−1}(E_2) ∩ B = {x ∈ B : (f ∘ F )(x) ≥ t}, it follows from Lemma 3.4 that f ∘ F ∈ BMO(X) and (recall that α ≤ 1, see Remark 3.2) ‖C_F (f)‖_∗ ≤ 4(2^αK + 1)‖f‖_∗ Cα exp(2Cα/‖f‖_∗) = CK‖f‖_∗ α exp(Cα/‖f‖_∗), where C is a positive constant depending on the doubling constant c_D. Applying the preceding estimate to τf, τ > 0, and letting τ → ∞, we obtain that ‖C_F ‖ ≤ CK/α. Proposition 3.8 ((ii) ⇒ (iii)). Let F : X → X be μ-measurable and assume that there exist constants 0 < γ < (4c^3_D)^{−1} and λ > 0 such that the condition (ii) of Theorem 3.1 holds. Then F is a BMO-map satisfying ‖C_F ‖ ≤ Cλ, where C depends on the doubling constant c_D and γ.

Proof. The condition (ii) implies that if E is a μ-null subset of X then also μ(F^{−1}(E)) = 0.

Let f ∈ BMO(X) and assume, without loss of generality, that ‖f‖_∗ = 1. We define the sets E_1 and E_2 for each −∞ < s < t < ∞ as in (3.4). We apply Lemma 3.3 and obtain

sup_B min_{k=1,2} μ(E_k ∩ B) μ(B) ≤ 2 exp (−C(t − s)) < λ, whenever t − s ≥ C_1, where C_1 only depends on λ and the constant C from Lemma 3.3. Hence the condition (ii) implies that

sup_B min_{k=1,2} μ(F^{−1}(E_k) ∩ B) μ(B) < γ. For every ball B in X we set s_B = sup {s ∈ R : μ({x ∈ B : f(F (x)) ≤ s}) ≤ μ({x ∈ B : f(F (x)) ≥ s + C_1})} .

Since |f(F (x))| < ∞ for μ-almost every x ∈ X, we have that s_B ≠ ±∞. Hence μ({x ∈ B : f(F (x)) ≤ s_B − 1}) < γμ(B) and μ({x ∈ B : f(F (x)) ≥ s_B + C_1 + 1}) < γμ(B). If we set c_B = s_B + C_1/2 and τ = 1 + C_1/2, we obtain μ({x ∈ B : |f(F (x)) − c_B | ≥ τ}) ≤ 2γμ(B). The claim follows from Lemma 3.6.

We shall apply the Uchiyama construction in the proof of the following result.

Proposition 3.9 ((iii) ⇒ (i)). Let F : X → X be a BMO-map. Then there exist positive constants K and β, depending only on the doubling constant c_D, such that the condition (i) of Theorem 3.1 holds with α = β/‖C_F ‖. Proof. Let E_1 and E_2 be μ-measurable subsets in X and let λ > 0 be such that c^{−4λ}_D = sup_B min_{k=1,2} μ(E_k ∩ B) μ(B) . By Theorem 2.1 there exist the functions f_1 and f_2, both in BMO(X), such that f_1 + f_2 = 1, 0 ≤ f_k ≤ 1, f_k = 0 on E_k, and ‖f_k‖_∗ ≤ C_1/λ for k = 1, 2, where a positive constant C_1 depends on the doubling constant c_D. Define for k = 1, 2 the composed function g_k = f_k ∘F . Then g_1 +g_2 = 1, 0 ≤ g_k ≤ 1, g_k = 0 on F^{−1}(E_k), and ‖g_k‖_∗ ≤ C_1‖C_F ‖/λ for k = 1, 2.

Let us fix a ball B in X. Clearly, we may assume that (g_1)_B ≥ 1/2. Then by Lemma 2.4 we obtain

μ(F^{−1}(E_1) ∩ B) μ(B) ≤ μ({x ∈ B : |g_1(x) − (g_1)_B| ≥ 1/2}) μ(B) ≤ 2 exp(−Cλ/‖C_F ‖), where C is a positive constant depending on the doubling constant c_D. By plugging in the value of λ, we obtain

sup_B min_{k=1,2} μ(F^{−1}(E_k) ∩ B) μ(B) ≤ 2 ( sup_B min_{k=1,2} μ(E_k ∩ B) μ(B) )_{C/‖CF ‖}

which completes the proof.

3.1 A_p-weights and BMO-maps

We close this paper by discussing the connection between Muckenhoupt A_pweights and BMO-maps.

It is well known that if ω is an A_p-weight for some 1 ≤ p < ∞, then log ω ∈ BMO(X), and on the other hand, whenever f ∈ BMO(X), then e^{δf} is an A_p-weight for some δ > 0 and 1 ≤ p < ∞. We refer to [4] for this result in the Euclidean setting. It straightforward to verify that the result has its counterpart also in metric measure spaces with a doubling measure.

We can add the following condition to the list in Theorem 3.1:

(iv) For each A_p-weight ω, with some 1 ≤ p < ∞, the composed map ω^δ ∘F is an A_p′ -weight for some positive δ and 1 ≤ p^′ < ∞.

In Euclidean spaces, the condition (iv) can be stated in terms of A_∞- weights, see [8, Corollary 3.3], and these weights have several but equivalent characterizations. In general metric spaces A_∞-weights have first been defined and studied in [18]. In this generality, however, these different conditions are not necessarily equivalent. In particular, the class of A_∞-weights can be strictly larger than the union of A_p-weights [18]. Several characterizations for A_∞-weights and their relations in doubling metric measure spaces have also been studied in [10].

References

[1] K. Astala: A remark on quasiconformal mappings and BMOfunctions, Michigan Math. J. 30 (1983), 209–212.

[2] A. Björn and J. Björn: Nonlinear Potential Theory on Metric Spaces, EMS Tracts in Mathematics, 17. European Mathematical Society (EMS), Zürich, 2011.

[3] S.M. Buckley: Inequalities of John–Nirenberg type in doubling spaces, J. Anal. Math. 79 (1999), 215–240.

[4] J. García-Cuerva and J.L. Rubio de Francia: Weighted Norm Inequalities and Related Topics, North-Holland Mathematics Studies, 116, North-Holland Publishing Co., Amsterdam, 1985.

[5] J. B. Garnett and P. W. Jones: The distance in BMO to L^∞, Ann.

of Math. (2) 108 (1978), 373–393.

[6] F.W. Gehring and J.C. Kelly: Quasi-conformal mappings and Lebesgue density, Discontinuous groups and Riemann surfaces (Proc. Conf., Univ. Mary- land, College Park, Md., 1973), pp. 171–179. Ann. of Math. Studies, No. 79, Princeton Univ. Press, Princeton, N.J., 1974.

[7] Y. Gotoh: An extension of the Uchiyama theorem and its application to composition operators which preserve BMO, J. Anal. Math. 97 (2006), 133–167.

[8] Y. Gotoh: On composition operators which preserve BMO, Pacific J.

Math. 201 (2001), 289–307.

[9] J. Kinnunen, R. Korte, N. Shanmugalingam, and H. Tuominen:

Lebesgue points and capacities via the boxing inequality in metric spaces, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 57 (2008), 401–430.

[10] R. Korte and O. E. Kansanen: Strong A_∞-weights are A_∞-weights on metric spaces, Rev. Mat. Iberoam. 27 (2011), 335–354.

[11] R. Korte, N. Marola and N. Shanmugalingam: Quasiconformality, homeomorphisms between metric measure spaces preserving quasiminimizers, and uniform density property, Ark. Mat. 50 (2012), 111– 134.

[12] M. Kronz: Some function spaces on spaces of homogeneous type, Manuscripta Math. 106 (2001), 219–248.

[13] A.K. Lerner: On the John-Strömberg characterization of BMO for nondoubling measures, Real Anal. Exchange 28 (2002/03), 649–660.

[14] O.E. Maasalo: Global integrability of p-superharmonic functions on metric spaces, J. Anal. Math. 106 (2008), 191–207.

[15] J. Mateu, P. Mattila, A. Nicolau, and J. Orobitg: BMO for nondoubling measures, Duke Math. J. 102 (2000), 533–565.

[16] H.M. Reimann: Functions of bounded mean oscillation and quasiconformal mappings, Comment. Math. Helv. 49 (1974), 260–276.

[17] J.-O. Strömberg: Bounded mean oscillation with Orlicz norms and duality of Hardy spaces, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 28 (1979), 511–544.

[18] J.-O. Strömberg and A. Torchinsky: Weighted Hardy Spaces, Lecture Notes in Mathematics, 1381, Springer-Verlag, 1989.

[19] A. Uchiyama: The construction of certain BMO functions and the corona problem, Pacific J. Math. 99 (1982), 183–204.

(J.K.): Aalto University, School of Science and Technology, Department of Mathematics, P.O. Box 11100, FI-00076 Aalto, Finland. E-mail: juha.k.kinnunen@aalto.fi

(R.K.), (N.M): Department of Mathematics and Statistics, P.O. Box 68, FI- 00014 University of Helsinki, Finland.

E-mail: riikka.korte@helsinki.fi, niko.marola@helsinki.fi

(N.S.): Department of Mathematical Sciences, P.O.Box 210025, University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati, OH 452210025, U.S.A. E-mail:shanmun@uc.edu