arXiv:2102.00125v2 [math.FA] 5 Mar 2021

A SURVEY OF SOME NORM INEQUALITIES

FRITZ GESZTESY, ROGER NICHOLS, AND JONATHAN STANFILL

Dedicated with great pleasure to Henk de Snoo on the happy occasion of his 75th birthday

Abstract. We survey some classical norm inequalities of Hardy, Kallman, Kato, Kolmogorov, Landau, Littlewood, and Rota of the type ‖Af‖^2_X ≤ C‖f‖_X ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_X , f ∈ dom (A^2), and recall that under exceedingly stronger hypotheses on the operator A and/or the Banach space X , the optimal constant C in these inequalities diminishes from 4 (e.g., when A is the generator of a C_0 contraction semigroup on a Banach space X ) all the way down to 1 (e.g., when A is a symmetric operator on a Hilbert space H).

We also survey some results in connection with an extension of the Hardy– Littlewood inequality involving quadratic forms as initiated by Everitt.

1. Introduction

We dedicate this note with great pleasure to Henk de Snoo, whose exemplary scholarship over the years deserves our undivided respect and admiration. Happy Birthday, Henk, we hope our modest contribution to norm inequalities will give some joy.

This is a survey of a number of classical norm inequalities due to Hardy, Kallman, Kato, Kolmogorov, Landau, Littlewood, and Rota of the type ‖Af‖^2_X ≤ C‖f‖_X ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_X , f ∈ dom (A^2), (1.1)

and some of their higher-order extensions. In particular, we recall that under exceedingly stronger hypotheses on the operator A and/or the Banach space X , such as, (i) A is the generator of a C_0 contraction semigroup on a Banach space X , (ii) A is the generator of a C_0 contraction semigroup on a Hilbert space H, (iii) A is the generator of a C_0 group of isometries on a Banach space X , (iv) A = cS^∗, where c ∈ C and S is maximally symmetric in a Hilbert space but not self-adjoint, (v) A is a symmetric operator on a Hilbert space H, the optimal constant C in these inequalities diminishes from 4 to 1 in the process.

Date: March 10, 2021.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary: 47A30, 34L40; Secondary: 47B25, 47B44. Key words and phrases. Hardy–Littlewood, Kallman–Rota, and Landau–Kolmogorov inequalities.

Originally appeared in Complex Analysis and Operator Theory 15, No. 23 (2021); the present version contains some updates. 1

Historically, this type of investigations started with Landau [78] in 1913 who proved

‖f^′‖^2_L∞_{((0,∞);dx)} ≤ 4 ‖f‖_L∞_{((0,∞);dx)}‖f^{′′}‖_L∞_{((0,∞);dx)}, f ∈ W^{2,∞}((0, ∞)) (1.2)

(the constant 4 being optimal), followed by Hardy and Littlewood [52] who derived the L^2-analog of (1.2) in 1932,

‖f^′‖^2_L2_{((0,∞);dx)} ≤ 2 ‖f‖_L2_{((0,∞);dx)}‖f^{′′}‖_L2_{((0,∞);dx)}, f ∈ W^{2,2}((0, ∞)) (1.3)

(again, with best possible constant 2). These authors also proved the analogs of inequalities (1.2) and (1.3) on the whole line R, with (optimal) constants 2 (see also Hadamard [50] in this context) and 1, respectively, followed by fundamental work of Kolmogorov [64] in 1939. These early investigations led to extensive subsequent work in this area as will be shown in the bulk of this survey.

Inequalities of the type (1.2), (1.3) were abstracted in the form (1.1) with C = 4 by Kallman and Rota [59] in the context where A is the generator of a C_0 contraction semigroup on a Banach space X . That the constant can be diminished from 4 to 2 in the Hilbert space context was shown by Kato [61] in 1971. Again, this marked the beginning of numerous subsequent works, especially in connection with higherorder analogs of the estimate (1.1).

In Section 2 we survey the case of norm inequalities for generators of C_0 semigroups in Banach and Hilbert spaces. The case where A generates a C_0 group in Banach and Hilbert spaces is recalled in Section 3. Some inequalities for fractional powers of generators of contraction semigroups are surveyed in Section 4. Extensions of the Hardy–Littlewood inequality in Hilbert spaces are recalled in Section 5. In particular, we discuss an extension initiated by Everitt [32] in 1971 involving quadratic forms of general Sturm–Liouville operators and then add some considerations naturally involving the Friedrichs extension A_F of a symmetric operator A bounded from below. The explicitly solvable example associated with the differential expression τ_{α,β,γ} = x^{−α} [ − d dx x^β d dx + (2 + α − β)^2γ^2 − (1 − β)^2 4 x^{β−2} ] , α > −1, β < 1, γ ∈ (0, 1), x ∈ (0, ∞), (1.4)

is analyzed in some detail in our final Section 6.

For other surveys of many aspects of integral inequalities we refer, for instance, to [5], [26], [29], [33], [71], [72], [75], and [76].

Finally, some comments regarding our notation: All Hilbert spaces H are assumed to be complex in this survey and a symmetric operator A in H is always assumed to be densely defined (such that A ⊆ A^∗).

2. Norm Inequalities for Generators of C_0 Semigroups

We begin by considering inequalities concerning (infinitesimal) generators G of C_0 semigroups of bounded operators in the form T (t) = e^{tG}, t ∈ [0, ∞), on a Banach space X , in particular, {T (t)}_{t∈[0,∞)} ⊂ B(X ) satisfies (i) T (0) = I_X ; (ii) T (s)T (t) = T (s + t), s, t ∈ [0, ∞); (iii) [0, ∞) ∋ t → T (t)f ∈ X is continuous for each f ∈ X (w.r.t. the topology on X , i.e., T ( · )f ∈ C([0, ∞), X )).

We will especially be interested in the case of C_0 contraction semigroups, that is, those satisfying ‖T (t)‖_{B(X )} ≤ 1, t ∈ [0, ∞).

Given a C_0 semigroup T (t), t ∈ [0, ∞), its generator G is then defined as usual via Gf = lim_{t↓0} t^{−1}[T (t)f − f], (2.1)

with dom(G) ⊆ X consisting precisely of those f ∈ X for which the limit in (2.1) exists in the norm ‖ · ‖_X of X .

Theorem 2.1. (The Kallman–Rota inequality [59], see also [47, Theorem 9.8]). Let c ∈ C \{0} and suppose that cA generates a C_0 contraction semigroup T (t), t ∈ [0, ∞), on a Banach space X . Then ‖Af‖^2_X ≤ 4 ‖f‖_X ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_X , f ∈ dom (A^2). (2.2)

Sketch of proof. There are at least two well-known proofs of Theorem 2.1. Without loss of generality we assume that c = 1 in the following.

(i) The standard semigroup proof, presented, for instance, in [47, Theorem 9.8], repeatedly uses the fact (d/ds)T (s)f = AT (s)f = T (s)Af, f ∈ dom(A), and then derives the relation tAf = T (t)f − f − �_t 0 ds (t − s)T (s)A^2f, f ∈ dom ( A^2 ) . (2.3)

The triangle inequality and the contraction property of T ( · ) imply ‖Af‖_X ≤ t^{−1}[‖T (t)f‖_X + ‖f‖_X ] + t^{−1} �_t 0 ds (t − s) ‖ ‖T (s)A^2f ‖ ‖_X ≤ t^{−1}[‖f‖_X + ‖f‖_X ] + t^{−1} �_t 0 ds (t − s) ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_X = 2 t ‖f‖_X + t 2 ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_X , f ∈ dom (A^2). (2.4)

If A^2f = 0, letting t ↑ ∞ in (2.4) shows that Af = 0. If A^2f ≠ 0, one minimizes the right-hand side of (2.4) over t > 0 by noting that the minimum occurs at t = 2 ‖f‖^{1/2}_X /‖ A^2f ‖_{1/2} X , proving (2.2).

(ii) A functional analytic proof of (2.2) was presented by Certain and Kurtz [16]. It uses Landau’s inequality [78] ‖f^′‖^2_L∞_{((0,∞);dx)} ≤ 4 ‖f‖_L∞_{((0,∞);dx)}‖f^{′′}‖_L∞_{((0,∞);dx)}, f ∈ { g ∈ L^∞((0, ∞); dx) | | g, g^′ ∈ AC([0, R]) for all R > 0, (2.5) g^{′′} ∈ L^∞((0, ∞); dx) } = W^{2,∞}((0, ∞)),

as input and then derives the following inequality from it: Let X be a Banach space with norm ‖ · ‖_X , and functions F : [0, ∞) → X with ||| · ||| abbreviating |||F ||| = sup_{t∈[0,∞)} ‖F (t)‖_X . (2.6) Next, assume that F : [0, ∞) → X has two continuous derivatives with |||F ||| < ∞ and |||F^{′′}||| < ∞. If the functional ℓ ∈ X^∗ is normalized, ‖ℓ‖_X ∗ = 1, then the function g(t) = ℓ(F (t)), t ∈ [0, ∞), is twice continuously differentiable with g^{(k)}(t) = ℓ ( F^{(k)}(t) ) , 1 ≤ k ≤ 2. Hence Landau’s inequality (2.5) for g yields ( sup t∈[0,∞) |ℓ(F^′(t))| )_2 ≤ 4 sup_{t∈[0,∞)} |ℓ(F (t))| sup_{t∈[0,∞)} |ℓ(F^{′′}(t))| ≤ 4 |||F ||| |||F^{′′}||| (2.7) since ‖ℓ‖_X ∗ = 1. Taking the supremum over all ℓ ∈ X^∗ with ‖ℓ‖_X ∗ = 1, employing the fact that ‖F (t)‖_X = sup_{ℓ∈X} ∗_{,‖ℓ‖X ∗ =1} |ℓ(F (t))|, t ∈ [0, ∞), proves |||F^′|||^2 ≤ 4 |||F ||| |||F^{′′}|||. (2.8) If A is the generator of a C_0 contraction semigroup T (t), t ∈ [0, ∞), then for f ∈ dom ( A^2 ) , F (t) = T (t)f is twice continuously differentiable and combining (2.8) with | | | | | |F^{(k)} | | | | | | = sup t∈[0,∞) ‖ ‖T (t)A^kf ‖ ‖_X = ‖ ‖A^kf ‖ ‖_X , k = 0, 1, 2, (2.9)

yields the estimate (2.2). □

Remark 2.2. (i) For additional literature in the context of Hardy, Kallman, Landau, Littlewood, Rota inequalities we refer to [9], [10], [20], [36], [38], [45], [48], [56], [68], [69], [71], [72], [73], [74], [76, Ch. 2], [86].

(ii) The identical strategy of proof in [16] extends the higher-order L^∞-inequalities, ‖ ‖f^{(k)} ‖ ‖^n_{L∞((0,∞);dx)} ≤ C_{n,k}(∞, R_+ ) ‖f‖^{n−k}_{L∞((0,∞);dx)} ‖ ‖f^{(n)} ‖ ‖^k_{L∞((0,∞);dx)}, k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, n ∈ N, n ≥ 2, f ∈ { g ∈ L^∞((0, ∞); dx) | g, . . . , g^{(n−1)} ∈ AC([0, R]) for all R > 0, (2.10)

g^{(n)} ∈ L^∞((0, ∞); dx) } = W^{n,∞}((0, ∞)), to higher-order analogs of the Kallman–Rota estimate (2.2) of the form, ‖ ‖A^kf ‖ ‖^n_X ≤ C_{n,k}(∞, R_+ ) ‖f‖^{n−k}_X ‖ ‖A^nf ‖ ‖^k_X , f ∈ dom (A^n), k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, n ∈ N, n ≥ 2. (2.11)

For additional results in the higher-order cases, see, for instance, [3], [12], [17], [45], [49], [67], [69], [75], [76, Ch. 1], [80], [84], [89], [90], [94], [95], [99]. (iii) For norm inequalities in connection with generators of cosine operator functions (cf. [2, Sects. 3.14–3.16], [39, Ch. II], [47, Sect. II.8]) we refer, for instance, to [79], [94]. The case of analytic semigroups (cf. [2, Sect. 3.7], [22, Sect. 2.5], [47, Sect. 1.5]) is treated in [94]. ⋄

Theorem 2.1 can be rewritten replacing the contraction semigroup by a uniformly bounded semigroup, that is, a semigroup such that for some M ≥ 1, ‖T (t)‖_{B(X )} ≤ M, t ∈ [0, ∞). (2.12) Corollary 2.3. (Pazy [87, Lemma 2.8]). Let c ∈ C \{0} and suppose that cA generates a C_0 semigroup T (t) satisfying ‖T (t)‖_{B(X )} ≤ M, t ∈ [0, ∞), on a Banach space X . Then ‖Af‖^2_X ≤ 4 M^2 ‖f‖_X ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_X , f ∈ dom (A^2). (2.13)

Proof. One obtains this result by introducing the constant M when bounding T (t) in equation (2.4), noting that M ≥ 1 as T (0) = I_X . □

Example 2.4. (See, [47, Example 9.10]). Consider A = d/dx in L^p((0, ∞); dx), p ∈ [1, ∞) ∪ {∞}, and abbreviate R_+ = (0, ∞). Then ‖f^′‖^2_Lp_{((0,∞);dx)} ≤ C_{2,1}(p, R_+ ) ‖f‖_Lp_{((0,∞);dx)}‖f^{′′}‖_Lp_{((0,∞);dx)}, f ∈ dom ( d^2 dx^2 ) = { g ∈ L^p((0, ∞); dx) | | g, g^′ ∈ AC([0, R]) for all R > 0, (2.14) g^{′′} ∈ L^p((0, ∞); dx) } = W^{2,p}((0, ∞)),

where C_{2,1}(1, R_+ ) = 5/2, C_{2,1}(2, R_+ ) = 2, C_{2,1}(p, R_+ ) ≤ 4 = C_{2,1}(∞, R_+ ), p ∈ [1, ∞) ∪ {∞}.

(2.15)

Landau [78] proved the case p = ∞ in 1913; Hardy and Littlewood [52] proved the case p = 2 in 1932 (cf. also [20], [76, Theorem 2.2]); Berdyshev [7] proved the case p = 1 in 1971. The best possible constant C_{2,1}(p, R_+ ) in (2.14) is not known otherwise, however, it is known to be a continuous function of p (cf. [76, Theorem 2.19]); for more details see [41], [76, Ch. 2].

Theorem 2.1 can be refined in the case of Hilbert spaces as seen in the next result, the original proof of which is due to Kato [61].

Theorem 2.5. (Kato [61], see also [47, Theorem 9.9], [77]). Let c ∈ C \{0} and suppose that cA generates a C_0 contraction semigroup T (t), t ∈ [0, ∞), on a Hilbert space H. Then ‖Af‖^2_H ≤ 2 ‖f‖_H ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_H, f ∈ dom (A^2), (2.16)

and equality holds if and only if for some D ∈ [0, ∞),

c^2A^2f + DcAf + D^2f = 0 and Re (( f, c^2A^2f ) H ) = 0. (2.17)

In the case of equality one necessarily has |c|^2 ‖ A^2f ‖ H = D^2‖f‖_H, f ∈ dom ( A^2 ) . (2.18)

In fact, the hypothesis that cA generates a C_0 contraction semigroup is unnecessary, it suffices to assume that

Re((f, cAf)_H) ≤ 0, f ∈ dom(A). (2.19)

Sketch of proof. We briefly follow the proof provided in [77], assuming without loss of generality that c = 1. In the following, let d > 0 and f ∈ dom ( A^2 ) , then

Re(([dA + I_H]f, dA[dA + I_H]f)_H) ≤ 0 (2.20)

implies (dAf, dAf)_H + ([ d^2A^2 + dA + I_H ] f, [ d^2A^2 + dA + I_H ] f ) H ≤ ( d^2A^2f, d^2A^2f ) H + ‖f‖^2_H, (2.21)

and hence d^2‖Af‖^2_H ≤ d^4 ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖^2_H + ‖f‖^2_H. (2.22)

Dividing (2.22) by d^2 and taking d → ∞ yields that if ‖ A^2f ‖ H = 0, then ‖Af‖_H = 0

and hence (2.16) holds. Otherwise, let d^2 = ‖f‖_H ‖ A^2f ‖_{−1} H and then (2.22) once

more yields (2.16).

Next, assume that for some 0 ≠ f ∈ dom ( A^2 ) , ‖Af‖^2_H = 2 ‖f‖_H ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_H. (2.23)

If A^2f = 0 then ‖Af‖_H = 0 and (2.17) holds with D = 0. If A^2f ≠ 0, let d^2 = ‖f‖_H ‖ ‖A2f ‖ ‖^{−1}_H and inserting this into (2.21) implies d2A2f + dAf + f = 0

and hence the first relation in (2.17) with D = d^{−1}. Working back from (2.21) to

(2.20) yields

0 = Re(([dA + I_H]f, dA[dA + I_H]f)_H) = Re (( [dA + I_H]f, [ d^2A^2 + dA ] f ) H ) = Re (( d^2A^2f, [−f] ) H ) = −d^2 Re (( f, A^2f ) H ) , (2.24)

implying the last relation in (2.17).

Conversely, suppose that for some D_0 ∈ (0, ∞),

A^2f + D_0Af + D^2_0f = 0 and Re (( f, A^2f ) H ) = 0. (2.25)

From (2.25) one obtains

‖Af‖^2_H = D^{−2}_0 ‖ ‖A^2f + D^2_0f ‖ ‖^2_H = D^{−2}_0 [‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖^2_H + D^4_0 ‖f‖^2_H + 2D^2_0 Re((f, A^2f)_H) ]

= D^{−2}_0 ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖^2_H + D^2_0 ‖f‖^2_H. (2.26) Since ‖Af‖^2_H ≤ 2 ‖f‖_H ‖ ‖A2f ‖ ‖_H, it follows that

D^{−2}_0 ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖^2_H − 2‖f‖_H ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_H + D^2_0‖f‖^2_H ≤ 0, (2.27)

hence [ D^{−1}_0 ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_H − D_0‖f‖_H]^2 ≤ 0, or D^{−1}_0 ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_H = D_0 ‖f‖_H, equivalently, ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_H = D^2_0 ‖f‖_H. (2.28)

Substituting (2.28) into (2.26) yields equality in (2.16). □

The following result is a natural extension of Example 2.4 in the case p = 2 and

it illustrates a particular case of Theorem 2.5. While this observation is not new,

we record its proof due to its simplicity:

Lemma 2.6. (Ljubič [80, Theorem 5], see also Chernoff [17] and Kwong and Zettl

[70]). Suppose S is a maximally symmetric, non-self-adjoint operator in a Hilbert

space H. Let A = c S^∗ for some c ∈ C \{0}. Then ‖Af‖^2_H ≤ 2 ‖f‖_H ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_H, f ∈ dom (A^2). (2.29)

The constant 2 is optimal and the case of equality in (2.29) is determined as in

(2.17) applied to ±iS^∗.

Proof. Since S is maximally symmetric yet non-self-adjoint, one of its deficiency

indices equals zero, that is,

dim(ker(S^∗ − iI_H)) = 0, or dim(ker(S^∗ + iI_H)) = 0, (2.30) but not both are zero simultaneously. Consequently (cf. [62, Sect. V.3.4]), the spectrum of S is either the closed complex upper half-plane or the closed complex lower half-plane, respectively,

σ(S) = C_+ or σ(S) = C_− . (2.31)

Thus, σ(iS^∗) = {z ∈ C | Re(z) ≤ 0}, or σ(iS^∗) = {z ∈ C | Re(z) ≥ 0}, (2.32) and hence one of ±iS^∗ is m-accretive and thus generates a contraction semigroup on H. (Actually, one of them satisfies (2.19) which suffices for our argument.) Since A = c S^∗, the estimate (2.29) (and the case of equality therein) now follows from (2.16) (and (2.17)). That the constant 2 is optimal is a consequence of Example 2.4 with p = 2. □

Remark 2.7. (i) We emphasize that the constants to be found in Theorems 2.1 and 2.5 are optimal as can be seen from Example 2.4. The equality condition given in Theorem 2.5, in the case p = 2 in Example 2.4 then becomes

f^{′′} + Df^′ + D^2f = 0 and Re((f, f^{′′})_L2_{((0,∞);dx)}) = Re

( �_∞ 0 dx f(x)f^{′′}(x) ) = 0.

(2.33)

Hardy and Littlewood [52] (see also [53, p. 187–188]) showed these conditions determine f to be f_{C,D}(x) = C e^{−Dx/2} sin ( 3^{1/2}D(x/2) − (π/3) ) , C ∈ C , D > 0, x ≥ 0. (2.34) (ii) Kato’s original proof of Theorem 2.5 relied on properties of the Cayley transform of A. For additional results in this direction see, [9], [10], [17], [32], [46], [70], [86], [88].

(iii) For Theorem 2.5 under weaker hypotheses on A see [54].

(iv) Higher-order inequalities of the type (2.11) with explicit constants in the Hilbert space context were derived by Protter [89], thus extending Kato’s result (where k = 1, n = 2) to the higher-order case. Additional results appeared in [17], [70], [80, Theorem 7], [88], in particular, these authors prove the following result: If C_{n,k}(2, R_+ ) denote the constants in the L^2-inequalities, ‖ ‖f^{(k)} ‖ ‖^n_{L2((0,∞);dx)} ≤ C_{n,k}(2, R_+ ) ‖f‖^{n−k}_{L2((0,∞);dx)} ‖ ‖f^{(n)} ‖ ‖^k_{L2((0,∞);dx)}, k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, n ∈ N, n ≥ 2, f ∈ { g ∈ L^2((0, ∞); dx) | | g, . . . , g^{(n−1)} ∈ AC([0, R]) for all R > 0, (2.35)

g^{(n)} ∈ L^2((0, ∞); dx) } = H^n((0, ∞)),

then the same constants feature in the corresponding higher-order inequalities involving the operator A as follows: Suppose that A is a nonzero constant multiple of a generator of a contraction semigroup T (t), t ∈ [0, ∞) (equivalently, a nonzero constant multiple of a densely defined dissipative operator ), on a Hilbert space H, then ‖ ‖A^kf ‖ ‖^n_H ≤ C_{n,k}(2, R_+ ) ‖f‖^{n−k}_H ‖ ‖A^nf ‖ ‖^k_H, f ∈ dom (A^n), k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, n ∈ N, n ≥ 2. (2.36)

We also recall the symmetry property [17], [70], [80, Corollary 1, p. 71], C_{n,k}(2, R_+ ) = C_{n,n−k}(2, R_+ ), k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, n ∈ N, n ≥ 2 (2.37) (a property not shared by C_{n,k}(∞, R_+ )).

In particular, the extension of Lemma 2.6 to the case of the higher-order inequalities (2.36) (under the same hypothesis that A = c S^∗, for S maximally symmetric and non-self-adjoint, c ∈ C \{0}) has been observed by Ljubič [80, Theorem 5] in 1964, and was subsequently rederived by rather different means in Chernoff [17] and Kwong and Zettl [70]. ⋄

3. Norm Inequalities for Generators of C_0 Groups

As all these results so far have concerned semigroups, it is natural for one to ask what the corresponding results are when considering groups rather than semigroups.

Theorem 3.1. (See, [23], [49], [59]). Let c ∈ C \{0} and suppose that cA generates a C_0 group T (t), t ∈ R, of isometries on a Banach space X . Then ‖Af‖^2_X ≤ 2 ‖f‖_X ‖ A^2f ‖ X , f ∈ dom ( A^2 ) . (3.1)

Sketch of proof. The two proofs mentioned in Remark 2.2 extend to the present case. For instance (choosing again c = 1 for brevity), the standard semigroup proof in [47, 2nd ed., Theorem 1.1, p. 237] proceeds in establishing the Taylor-type formula T (−t)f = f − tAf + �_0 −t ds (t + s)T (s)A^2f, t ∈ [0, ∞), f ∈ dom ( A^2 ) , (3.2)

and from this one obtains ‖Af‖_X ≤ 1 t ‖f‖_X + t 2 ‖ A^2f ‖ X , t > 0. (3.3)

If A^2f = 0, letting t ↑ ∞ in (3.3) shows that Af = 0. If A^2f ≠ 0, one minimizes the right-hand side of (3.3) over t > 0 by noting that the minimum occurs at t = 2^{1/2}‖f‖^{1/2}_X /‖ A^2f ‖ ‖^{1/2}_X . Substituting this minimum into (3.3) yields (3.1).

Similarly, the functional analytic proof of Certain and Kurtz [16] extends to the present estimate (3.1) upon systematically replacing the half-line [0, ∞) by R. □

Remark 3.2. (i) For additional references in this context see [45], [48], [68], [69], [71], [72], [73], [74], [76, Ch. 2].

(ii) The case of higher-order inequalities on R was studied by Kolmogorov [64], and again the strategy of proof in Certain–Kurtz [16] extends the analog of (2.10) on R with smaller constants C_{n,k}(∞, R) to the analog of the higher-order Kallman–Rota inequalities (2.11) with the same optimal constants C_{n,k}(∞, R). For additional results in the higher-order case, see, [3], [45], [63], [75], [76, Ch. 1], [80], [89], [94], [95], [96].

(iii) In the special case where X is a Hilbert space H in Theorem 3.1, the constant 2 on the right-hand side of (3.1) can be replaced by 1 (cf., [17]). Indeed, in this case the group of isometries, T (t), t ∈ R, becomes a unitary group, hence its generator A is a skew-adjoint operator by Stone’s theorem and then the assertion ‖Af‖^2_H ≤ ‖f‖_H ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_H, f ∈ dom (A^2), (3.4)

is a special case of Lemma 4.3. ⋄

Once more the constant in Theorem 3.1 is optimal as can be seen from the next example.

Example 3.3. Consider A = d/dx in L^p(R; dx), p ∈ [1, ∞) ∪ {∞}. Then ‖f^′‖^2_Lp_{(R;dx)} ≤ C_{2,1}(p, R) ‖f‖_Lp_{(R;dx)}‖f^{′′}‖_Lp_{(R;dx)}, f ∈ dom ( d^2 dx^2 ) = { f ∈ L^p(R; dx) | | f, f^′ ∈ AC([0, R]) for all R > 0, (3.5) f^{′′} ∈ L^p(R; dx) } = W^{2,p}(R), where C_{2,1}(1, R) = 2, C_{2,1}(2, R) = 1, C_{2,1}(p, R) ≤ 2 = C_{2,1}(∞, R), C_{2,1}(p, R) ≤ C_{2,1}(p, R_+ ), p ∈ [1, ∞) ∪ {∞}. (3.6)

Landau [78] in 1913, and Hadamard [50] in 1914 proved the case p = ∞; Hardy and Littlewood [52] proved the case p = 2 in 1932 (cf. also [76, Theorem 2.2]); Berdyshev [7] proved the case p = 1 in 1971. The best possible constant C_{2,1}(p, R) in (3.5) is not known otherwise, however, it is again known to be a continuous function of p (cf. [76, Theorem 2.19]); for more details see [40], [76, Ch. 2]. In particular, Hardy and Littlewood [52] showed that equality holds in (3.5) when p = 2 only when f ≡ 0 and the best constant can be proven by taking f of the form, f(x) = { sin(x), |x| < nπ, 0, |x| > nπ, n ∈ N, (3.7) and smoothing near x = ±nπ, n ∈ N, so as to ensure f^{′′} is continuous (see also [53, p. 193]). For p = ∞, inequality (3.5) was generalized to higher-order derivatives on the real line by Kolmogorov in [64], who showed that the sharp constants could be expressed through relations with the so-called Favard constants (cf. [41]).

We refer to Kwong and Zettl [76] for an extensive treatment of the topic of L^p-norm inequalities for derivatives.

4. Inequalities for Fractional Powers of Generators of Contraction Semigroups

We now transition to the related topic of fractional powers of generators of contraction semigroups on Banach spaces.

We start with the simple case of nonnegative, self-adjoint (generally, unbounded) operators in a Hilbert space. The following elementary inequality is derived in the book by Krasnosel’skii, Pustylnik, Sobolevskii, and Zabreiko [65, p. 223]:

Theorem 4.1. (See, [65, Theorem 12.1, p. 223]). Let S be a nonnegative selfadjoint operator on a Hilbert space H. Then for each τ ∈ (0, 1), ‖ ‖S^τ f ‖ ‖_H ≤ ‖f‖^{1−τ}_H ‖Sf‖^τ_H, f ∈ dom(S). (4.1) Proof. Using the spectral representation of the operator S (and observing σ(S) ⊆ [0, ∞)), S = � σ(S) λ dE_S (λ), (4.2) implies

‖S^τ f‖^2_H = � σ(S) λ^{2τ} d‖E_S (λ)f‖^2_H, f ∈ dom(S^τ ). (4.3)

It follows from Hölder’s inequality that ‖ ‖S^τ f ‖ ‖^2_H = � σ(S) λ^{2τ} d‖E_S (λ)f‖^2_H ≤ ( � σ(S) λ^2 d‖E_S (λ)f‖^2_H )_τ ( � σ(S) d‖E_S (λ)f‖^2_H )_{1−τ} (4.4) = ‖Sf‖^{2τ}_H ‖f‖^{2(1−τ )}_H , f ∈ dom(S). □ Remark 4.2. (i) As the elementary example S = I_H shows, the constant 1 on the right-hand side of (4.1) is optimal.

(ii) One compares Theorem 4.1 to Theorem 2.5 as follows. Choose a self-adjoint operator S such that S = A^2, A ≥ 0, then also S ≥ 0 in H. Theorem 4.1 then implies, ‖ ‖A^{2τ} f‖_H ≤ ‖f‖^{1−τ}_H ‖A^2f‖^τ_H, f ∈ dom (A^2), (4.5) and choosing τ = 1/2, ‖Af‖_H ≤ ‖f‖^{1/2}_H ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖^{1/2}_H , f ∈ dom (A^2). (4.6)

Equivalently, this yields for any nonnegative (resp., nonpositive) self-adjoint operator A a in a Hilbert space H that ‖Af‖^2_H ≤ ‖f‖_H ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_H, f ∈ dom (A^2). (4.7)

Comparing (4.7) to (2.16), one notes that the optimal constant has now been reduced from 2 to 1 in inequality (2.16). ⋄

Actually, as pointed out in [80] (see also [77]), self-adjointness and nonnegativity of A in (4.7) are not needed at all. Indeed, it suffices to assume that A is a constant multiple of a symmetric operator:

Lemma 4.3. Let c ∈ C \{0} and suppose that cA is a symmetric operator in a Hilbert space H. Then ‖Af‖^2_H ≤ ‖f‖_H ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_H, f ∈ dom (A^2), (4.8)

with equality in (4.8) if and only if A^2f = Cf for some C ∈ C .

Proof. Let f ∈ dom ( A^2 ) , then Cauchy’s inequality implies ‖cAf‖^2_H = (cAf, cAf)_H = ( f, c^2A^2f ) H ≤ |c|^2‖f‖_H ‖ ‖A^2f ‖ ‖_H. (4.9) □ Remark 4.4. Despite the most elementary nature of the proof of Lemma 4.3, it should be noted that Naimark [83] proved the existence of a symmetric operator A in H such that dom ( A^2 ) = {0}, rendering (4.8) vacuous in this case. (Of course, this pathology cannot occur in the context of (4.7).) In this context we also refer to Schmüdgen [93]. ⋄

More generally, fractional powers of the 1st-order differentiation operator D = d/dx on C_b([0, ∞)) (the space of bounded, uniformly continuous functions on [0, ∞)) and associated norm inequalities were already proved in 1935 by Hardy, Landau, and Littlewood [51] employing the Riemann–Liouville formula for fractional derivatives ( (−D)^αf ) (x) = −Γ(−α)^{−1}

�_∞ 0 dt t^{−α−1}[f(t) − f(x + t)], 0 < α < 1, f ∈ C_b([0, ∞)). (4.10)

Assuming that A generates a contraction semigroup T (t), t ∈ [0, ∞), on the Banach space X , one can define fractional powers of −A via the formula (see, [8], [81, Theorem 6.1.6]) (−A)^γ f = C^{−1}_{γ,k} �_∞ 0 dt t^{−γ−1}[I_H − T (t)]^kf, f ∈ X , (4.11) C_{γ,k} = �_∞ 0 dt t^{−γ−1} [ 1 − e^{−t} ]_k , k − 1 ≤ γ < k, k ∈ N. (4.12) Chernoff [17] proves the following two results:

Theorem 4.5. (Chernoff [17]). Suppose that A generates a C_0 contraction semigroup T (t), t ∈ [0, ∞), on a Banach space X and let 0 < α < β. Then ‖ ‖(−A)^αf ‖ ‖^β_X ≤ C_{β,α}(∞, R_+ ) ‖f‖^{β−α}_X ‖ ‖(−A)^β f ‖ ‖^α_X , f ∈ dom (A^β ). (4.13)

In the Hilbert space context this result turns into the following:

Theorem 4.6. (Chernoff [17]). Suppose that A generates a C_0 contraction semigroup T (t), t ∈ [0, ∞), on a Hilbert space H and let 0 < α < β. Then ‖ ‖(−A)^αf ‖ ‖^β_H ≤ C_{β,α}(2, R_+ ) ‖f‖^{β−α}_H ‖ ‖(−A)^β f ‖ ‖^α_H, f ∈ dom (A^β ). (4.14)

Here the constants C_{β,α}(∞, R_+ ), C_{β,α}(2, R_+ ) are the same as in the context of fractional powers of the maximally defined 1st-order differentiation operator in L^∞((0, ∞); dx) and L^2((0, ∞); dx), respectively.

The analogous theorems hold in case A generates a group of isometries T (t), t ∈ R, employing the constants C_{β,α}(∞, R), C_{β,α} (2, R), instead.

5. On Some Extensions of the Hardy–Littlewood Inequality

We finally discuss some extensions of the Hardy–Littlewood inequality in the context of L^2((0, ∞); dx) and L^2(R; dx).

The following extensions of the Hardy–Littlewood inequality appeared in [13] (see also [11], [21], [33]), | |‖f^′‖^2_{L2((0,∞);dx)} − μ‖f‖^2_{L2((0,∞);dx)} | | ≤ 2 ‖f‖_{L2((0,∞);dx)}‖[f^{′′} + μf]‖_{L2((0,∞);dx)}, μ ∈ [0, ∞), f ∈ H^2((0, ∞)), (5.1) | |‖f^′‖^2_{L2(R;dx)} − μ‖f‖^2_{L2(R;dx)} | | ≤ ‖f‖_{L2(R;dx)}‖[f^{′′} + μf]‖_{L2(R;dx)}, μ ∈ R, f ∈ H^2(R). (5.2)

Both estimates are strict, that is, equality holds in (5.1) or (5.2) if and only if f ≡ 0.

The estimate (5.1) was abstracted in [17] as follows:

Theorem 5.1. (Chernoff [17]). Let c ∈ C \{0} and suppose that cA generates a C_0 contraction semigroup T (t), t ∈ [0, ∞), on a Hilbert space H. Then | |‖Af‖^2_H − μ‖f‖^2_H | | ≤ 2 ‖f‖_H ‖ ‖[A^2 + μI_H]f ‖ ‖_H, μ ∈ [0, ∞), f ∈ dom (A^2). (5.3)

A further extension of the Hardy–Littlewood inequality, naturally involving quadratic forms, was initiated by Everitt [32] in 1971 originally in the context of regular Sturm–Liouville problems on the half-line (0, ∞). To describe this problem one needs a few preparations.

Suppose that −∞ < a < b ≤ ∞, and assume that for all c ∈ (a, b),

p^{−1} ∈ L^1((a, c); dx), p > 0 a.e. on (a, b),

q ∈ L^1((a, c); dx), q real-valued a.e. on (a, b), (5.4) r ∈ L^1((a, c); dx), r > 0 a.e. on (a, b). Introducing the Sturm–Liouville differential expression (regular at the point a) τ = r(x)^{−1} [ − d dx p(x) d dx + q(x) ] , x ∈ (a, b), (5.5) assuming τ to be in the limit point case at the point b (i.e., for all c ∈ (a, b) and for all z ∈ C , τψ = zψ, has at least one solution ψ(z, · ) not in L^2((c, b); r(x)dx)), one is interested in L^2((a, b); r(x)dx)-realizations associated with τ and introduces minimal and maximal operators corresponding to τ via (T_{min}f)(x) = (τf)(x), x ∈ (a, b), f ∈ dom(T_{min}) = { g ∈ L^2((a, b); r(x)dx) | g, g^{[1]} ∈ AC([a, c]) for all c ∈ (a, b);

g(a) = 0 = (pg^′)(a); τg ∈ L^2((a, b); r(x)dx) } , (5.6) (T_{max}f)(x) = (τf)(x), x ∈ (a, b), f ∈ dom(T_{max}) = { g ∈ L^2((a, b); r(x)dx) | | g, g^{[1]} ∈ AC([a, c]) for all c ∈ (a, b); τg ∈ L^2((a, b); r(x)dx) } . (5.7)

Here we employed the notion of a quasi-derivative g^{[1]}(x) = p(x)g^′(x), x ∈ (a, b). One then infers that T_{min} is closed, densely defined, and symmetric and T^∗_{min} = T_{max}, T^∗_{max} = T_{min}. (5.8) The problem posed by Everitt (in a slightly extended form) then reads as follows: Is there a constant K_D = K_D((a, b); p, q, r) ∈ (0, ∞) such that | | | | �_b a dx [ p(x)|f^′(x)|^2 + q(x)|f(x)|^2 ] | | | | ≤ K_D ( �_b a r(x)dx |f(x)|^2 )_{1/2}( �_b a r(x)dx |(τf)(x)|^2 )_{1/2} , f ∈ D, (5.9)

equivalently, | | | | �_b a dx [ p(x)^{−1} | |f^{[1]}(x) | |^2 + q(x)|f(x)|^2 ]| | | ≤ K_D‖f‖_L2_{((a,b);r(x)dx)}‖τf‖_L2_{((a,b);r(x)dx)}, f ∈ D, (5.10)

for an appropriate linear subspace D of L^2((a, b); r(x)dx) satisfying

dom(T_{min}) ⊆ D ⊆ dom(T_{max}). (5.11)

It is implicitly assumed that both terms are finite on the left-hand side of (5.9), (5.10). Introducing the sesquilinear form q(f, g) = �_b a dx [ p(x)^{−1}f^{[1]}(x)g^{[1]}(x) + q(x)f(x)g(x) ] , f ∈ D, (5.12) (still implicitly assuming that both terms on the right-hand side of (5.12) are finite), one recognizes that Everitt’s problem is equivalent to the existence of K_D = K_D((a, b); p, q, r) ∈ (0, ∞) such that the integral inequality |q(f, f)| ≤ K_D‖f‖_L2_{((a,b);r(x)dx)}‖τf‖_L2_{((a,b);r(x)dx)}, f ∈ D, (5.13) holds. In particular, the special case

a = 0, b = ∞, p(x) = r(x) = 1, q(x) = 0, τ = − d^2 dx^2 , x ∈ (0, ∞), (5.14)

D = H^2((0, ∞)), K_H2_{((0,∞))}(R_+ ; 1, 0, 1) = 2, (5.15) or D = H^2_0 ((0, ∞)), K_H2_{0 ((0,∞))}(R_+ ; 1, 0, 1) = 1, (5.16)

yields the classical Hardy–Littlewood inequality [52],

‖f^′‖^2_L2_{((0,∞);dx)} ≤ 2 ‖f‖_L2_{((0,∞);dx)}‖f^{′′}‖_L2_{((0,∞);dx)}, f ∈ H^2((0, ∞)), (5.17)

(cf. (2.14), (2.15) for p = 2) and

‖f^′‖^2_L2_{((0,∞);dx)} ≤ ‖f‖_L2_{((0,∞);dx)}‖f^{′′}‖_L2_{((0,∞);dx)}, f ∈ H^2_0 ((0, ∞)), (5.18)

as a special case of Lemma 4.3 since

(A_0f)(x) = f^′(x), x ∈ (0, ∞), f ∈ dom(A_0) = H^1_0 ((0, ∞)), (5.19) in L^2((0, ∞); dx) is skew-symmetric (i.e., iA_0 is symmetric) and ( A^2_0f ) (x) = f^{′′}(x), x ∈ (0, ∞), f ∈ dom ( A^2_0 ) = H^2_0 ((0, ∞)). (5.20) The precise analysis of the problem stated in connection with (5.13), originally due to Everitt [32], is rather complex, utilizing results from the calculus of variations and from Weyl–Titchmarsh theory. This was continued in Bennewitz [6], Evans and Everitt [26], Evans and Zettl [31], and Phóng [88] under more general hypotheses on p, q, r employing, in addition, von Neumann’s first formula for deficiency spaces (so adding some operator theory to this circle of ideas). To describe its solution we now follow the discussion in [26].

Let C_± = {ζ ∈ C | ± Im(z) > 0}, and suppose that θ_{π/2}(z, · ), ϕ_{π/2}(z, · ) are solutions of τu = zu (entire w.r.t. z) satisfying the initial conditions

θ_{π/2}(z, a) = 0, θ^{[1]}_{π/2}(z, a) = 1, ϕ_{π/2}(z, a) = −1, ϕ^{[1]}_{π/2}(z, a) = 0, (5.21)

and ψ_{π/2,±}(z, · ) is a (Neumann-type) Weyl–Titchmarsh solution ψ_{π/2,±}(z, · ) = θ_{π/2}(z, · ) + m_{π/2,±}(z)ϕ_{π/2}(z, · ) ∈ L^2((a, b); r(x)dx), z ∈ C_± , (5.22) with m_{π/2,±}( · ) the (Neumann-type) Weyl–Titchmarsh m-function analytic in C_± , such that m_{π/2,±}(z) = m_{π/2,∓}(z), z ∈ C_± . (5.23)

Moreover, denoting z = ρe^{iϑ}, ρ ∈ (0, ∞), ϑ ∈ [0, 2π), one introduces L_+(ϑ) = { ρe^{iϑ} | | ρ ∈ (0, ∞)}, L_−(ϑ) = {ρe^{i(ϑ+π)} | | ρ ∈ (0, ∞)}, ϑ ∈ (0, π/2], ϑ_± = inf { ϑ ∈ (0, π/2] | | for all φ ∈ [ϑ, π/2], ∓Im(z^2m_{π/2,±}(z)) ≥ 0, z ∈ L_±(φ)}, ϑ_0 = max{ϑ_+, ϑ_−} ∈ [0, π/2], (5.24) E_± = { ρ ∈ (0, ∞) | | z ∈ L_±(ϑ_0), Im(z^2m_{π/2,±}(z)) = 0}, Y_±(ρ, x) = Im(zψ_{π/2,±}(z, x)), z ∈ L_±(ϑ_0), x ∈ [a, b). Finally, τ is said to be in the strong limit point case at b if lim_{x↑b} f(x)g^{[1]}(x) = 0, f, g ∈ dom(T_{max}) (5.25)

(see, e.g., [55] for sufficient conditions on p, q, r guaranteeing the strong limit point endpoint). We recall that the strong limit point property at b implies the limit point property at b (cf. [26]).

Given these preparations, the principal result in [26] (see also [28]) reads as follows:

Theorem 5.2. (Evans and Everitt [26]). Assume the conditions (5.4) and suppose that τ is in the strong limit point case at b. Given the preparations in (5.4)–(5.25), the following assertions (i)–(iv) hold: (i) ϑ_0 ∈ (0, π/2] (in particular, ϑ_0 > 0). (ii) The inequality | | | lim_{d↑b} �_d a dx [ p(x)|f^′(x)|^2 + q(x)|f(x)|^2 ] | | | ≤ K‖f‖_L2_{((a,b);r(x)dx)}‖τf‖_L2_{((a,b);r(x)dx)}, f ∈ dom(T_{max}), (5.26)

is satisfied for some K ∈ (0, ∞) if and only if 0 < ϑ_0 < π/2 (5.27) holds.

(iii) If (5.27) holds, then the best constant K in inequality (5.26), denoted by K_{dom(Tmax )}((a, b); p, q, r), is given by K_{dom(Tmax )}((a, b); p, q, r) = [cos(ϑ_0)]^{−1}. (5.28) In particular, K_{dom(Tmax)}((a, b); p, q, r) > 1.

(iv) If (5.27) is satisfied and K is given by [cos(ϑ_0)]^{−1} in (5.28), then the elements f ∈ dom(T_{max}) yielding equality in (5.26) are determined according to the following three mutually exclusive situations: (α) f = 0.

(β) There exists 0 ≠ f ∈ dom(T_{max}) such that τf = 0 and f(a) = 0 or f^{[1]}(a) = 0 (but not both), in which case either side of (5.26) vanishes. (γ) E_+ ∪ E_− ≠ ∅, f(x) = CY_±(r, x), r ∈ E_±, C ∈ C \{0}, x ∈ [a, b). Remark 5.3. (i) Returning to the classical Hardy–Littlewood case (see, (2.14), (2.15) for p = 2 or (5.14), (5.15), (5.17)) one obtains m_{π/2,±}(z) = iz^{−1/2}, ψ_{π/2,±}(z, x) = −iz^{−1/2}e^{iz1/2x}, z ∈ C_± , x ∈ (0, ∞), ϑ_+ = π/3, ϑ_− = 0, ϑ_0 = π/3, K_H2_{((0,∞))}(R_+ ; 1, 0, 1) = 2, (5.29)

E_+ = (0, ∞), E_− = ∅, Y_+(ρ, x) = e^{−ρx/2} sin (( 3^{1/2}ρx/2 ) − (π/3) ) , ρ ∈ (0, ∞), x ∈ [0, ∞), confirming (5.17) once again.

Reference [31] treats the analog of Theorem 5.2 and the Hardy–Littlewood example (5.29) with the Neumann-type m-function m_{π/2,±}( · ) replaced by the Dirichlettype m-function m_{0,±}( · ) = −1/m_{π/2,±}( · ). (ii) Everitt and Zettl [38] showed that the example a = 0, b = ∞, p(x) = x^β , q(x) = 0, r(x) = x^α, α > −1, β < 1, τ = −x^{−α} d dx x^β d dx , x ∈ (0, ∞), (5.30)

leads to m_{π/2,±}(z) = (2 + α − β)^{2(1−β)/(2+α−β)} 1 − β Γ((3 + α − 2β)/(2 + α − β)) Γ((1 + α)/(2 + α − β)) × e^{iπ(1−β)/(2+α−β)}z^{−(1−β)/(2+α−β)}, z ∈ C_± , (5.31)

and hence to

K_{dom(Tmax)}(R_+ ; x^β , 0, x^α) = [cos(π(1 + α)/(3 + 2α − β))]^{−1}. (5.32) In particular, Everitt and Zettl [38] (see also [36]) showed that in the special case β = 0, the constant K_{dom(Tmax)} ( R_+ ; 1, 0, x^α ) takes on every value in (1, ∞) as α ranges in (−1, ∞).

For numerous additional explicit examples see, [5], [14], [26], [27], [28], [29], [30], [32], [33], [35], [36], [37]; for numerical investigations in this context we refer to [15]. (iii) Theorem 5.2 treats the case where a is a regular endpoint and the endpoint b is in the strong limit point case. The case where b is either a regular or a limit circle nonoscillatory endpoint is treated in [28]. Moreover, the case where a and b are in the strong limit point case (with constant K = 1 in the analog of (5.26), and lim_{c↓a,d↑b} �_d c dx ... on the l.h.s. of (5.26)) is considered in [34]. ⋄ Next, we briefly return to quadratic forms and follow up on some ideas presented by Phóng [88].

Let A be a symmetric operator in the Hilbert space H bounded from below, that is, A ⊆ A^∗ and for some c ∈ R, A ⩾ cI_H. We denote by A the closure of A in H, and introduce the associated forms in H, q_A(f, g) = (f, Ag)_H, f, g ∈ dom(q_A) = dom(A), (5.33) q_A(f, g) = (f, Ag)_H, f, g ∈ dom(q_A) = dom(A), (5.34) then the closures of q_A and q_A coincide in H (cf., e.g., [4, Lemma 5.1.12]) q_A = q_A (5.35) and the first representation theorem for forms (see, e.g., [24, Theorem 4.2.4], [62, Theorem VI.2.1, Sect. VI.2.3]) yields q_A(f, g) = (f, A_F g)_H, f ∈ dom(q_A), g ∈ dom(A_F ), (5.36) where A_F ≥ cI_H represents the self-adjoint Friedrichs extension of A. Due to the fact (5.35), one infers (cf., e.g., [4, Lemma 5.3.1]) A_F = (A)_F . (5.37)

The second representation theorem for forms (see, e.g., [24, Theorem 4.2.8], [62, Theorem VI.2.123]) then yields the additional result q_A(f, g) = ( (A_F − cI_H)^{1/2}f, (A_F − cI_H)^{1/2}g ) H + c ‖f‖^2_H, f, g ∈ dom(q_A) = dom ( |A_F |^{1/2} ) . (5.38)

Moreover, one has the fact (see, e.g., [4, Theorem 5.3.3], [24, Corollary 4.2.7]) dom(A_F ) = dom(q_A) ∩ dom(A^∗) = dom ( |A_F |^{1/2} ) ∩ dom(A^∗). (5.39) Returning to (5.33), we now consider an extension Q of the form q_A in H satisfying Q(f, g) = (f, Ag)_H, f ∈ dom(Q), g ∈ dom(A). (5.40) Then Cauchy’s inequality (cf. also Lemma 4.3) implies the elementary estimate |Q(f, f)| ≤ ‖f‖_H‖Af‖_H, f ∈ dom(A), (5.41) and Phóng [88, p. 35–36] then points out via the following counterexample that the estimate (5.41), in general, permits no extension of the type: There exists a constant K ∈ (0, ∞) such that |Q(f, f)| ≤ K ‖f‖_H‖A^∗f‖_H, f ∈ dom(Q) ∩ dom(A^∗). (5.42) Example 5.4. Consider

τ_0 = − d^2 dx^2 , x ∈ (0, 1), (T_{0,min}f)(x) = −f^{′′}(x), x ∈ (0, 1), f ∈ dom(T_{0,min}) = H^2_0 ((0, 1)), (T_{0,max}f)(x) = −f^{′′}(x), x ∈ (0, 1), f ∈ dom(T_{0,max}) = H^2((0, 1)), T_{0,max} = T^∗_{0,min}, T^∗_{0,max} = T_{0,min}, ker(T_{0,max}) = ker(T^∗_{0,min}) = lin.span{u_0, u_1}, u_0(x) = 1, u_1(x) = x, x ∈ (0, 1), Q_0(f, g) = (f^′, g^′)_L2_{((0,1);dx)}, f, g ∈ dom(Q_0) = H^1((0, 1)), q_{T0,min} (f, g) = (f, (−g^{′′}))_L2_{((0,1);dx)}, f, g ∈ dom(q_{T0,min} ) = H^2_0 ((0, 1)), q_{T0,min} (f, g) = (f^′, g^′)_L2_{((0,1);dx)}, f, g ∈ dom(q_{T0,min} ) = H^1_0 ((0, 1)), (T_{0,min,F} f)(x) = −f^{′′}(x), x ∈ (0, 1), f ∈ dom(T_{0,min,F} ) = H^1_0 ((0, 1)) ∩ H^2((0, 1)).

(5.43)

Then Q_0(u_1, u_1) = 1, T^∗_{0,min}u_1 = T_{0,max}u_1 = 0,

(5.44)

and hence there exists no K ∈ (0, ∞) such that |Q_0(f, f)| ≤ K‖f‖_L2_{((0,1);dx)}‖f^{′′}‖_L2_{((0,1);dx)}, f ∈ dom(Q_0) ∩ dom(T^∗_{0,min}) = dom(T^∗_{0,min}) = H^2((0, 1)),

(5.45)

holds. (Indeed, taking f = u_1 yields 1 on the l.h.s. of the inequality in (5.45) and 0 on its r.h.s.)

Given the negative answer to the problem formulated in connection with (5.42), we now describe an elementary affirmative approach involving the Friedrichs extension A_F of A.

Lemma 5.5. Suppose A is symmetric and bounded from below in H. Then, in addition to (5.41) one has |q_A(f, f)| ≤ ‖f‖_H‖A_F f‖_H = ‖f‖_H‖A^∗f‖_H, f ∈ dom(A_F ) = dom(q_A) ∩ dom(A^∗).

(5.46)

Proof. It suffices to combine (5.36) and (5.39). □ Due to (5.35), (5.37), one can systematically replace A by A in the above considerations.

Remark 5.6. (i) Inequality (5.41) applied to T_{0,min} in Example 5.4 yields ‖f^′‖^2_L2_{((0,1);dx)} ≤ ‖f‖_L2_{((0,1);dx)}‖f^{′′}‖_L2_{((0,1);dx)}, f ∈ H^2_0 ((0, 1)), (5.47) and applying Lemma 5.5 to T_{0,min} in Example 5.4 then implies the improvement ‖f^′‖^2_L2_{((0,1);dx)} ≤ ‖f‖_L2_{((0,1);dx)}‖f^{′′}‖_L2_{((0,1);dx)}, f ∈ H^1_0 ((0, 1)) ∩ H^2((0, 1)). (5.48) (ii) Similarly, Lemma 5.5 applied in the context of (5.14)–(5.20) yields the following improvement of (5.16) and (5.18) in the form ‖f^′‖^2_L2_{((0,∞);dx)} ≤ ‖f‖_L2_{((0,∞);dx)}‖f^{′′}‖_L2_{((0,∞);dx)}, f ∈ H^1_0 ((0, 1)) ∩ H^2((0, ∞)), (5.49) that is, K_H1_{0 ((0,∞))∩H}2_{((0,∞))} = 1. (5.50) Indeed, this follows from the fact (cf. (5.20)) (( − A^2_0 )_∗ f ) (x) = −f^{′′}(x), x ∈ (0, ∞), f ∈ dom (( − A^2_0 )_∗) = H^2((0, ∞)), (( − A^2_0 ) F f ) (x) = −f^{′′}(x), x ∈ (0, ∞), (5.51) f ∈ dom (( − A^2_0 ) F ) = H^1_0 ((0, ∞)) ∩ H^2((0, ∞)). ⋄ We will provide one more explicitly solvable example illustrating Lemma 5.5, but due to the complexity of the example we will present it separately in the next section.

6. An Explicitly Solvable Example: A Generalized Bessel Equation In this section we analyze the following explicitly solvable example detailed in (6.1), (6.2) below.

Let a = 0, b = ∞ in (5.4), and consider the concrete example

p(x) = x^β , r(x) = x^α, q(x) =

(2 + α − β)^2γ^2 − (1 − β)^2 4 x^{β−2}, α > −1, β < 1, γ ≥ 0, x ∈ (0, ∞). (6.1)

Then τ_{α,β,γ} = x^{−α} [ − d dx x^β d dx + (2 + α − β)^2γ^2 − (1 − β)^2 4 x^{β−2} ] , α > −1, β < 1, γ ≥ 0, x ∈ (0, ∞), (6.2) is singular at the endpoint 0 (since the potential, q is not integrable near x = 0) and in the limit point case at ∞. Furthermore, τ_{α,β,γ} is in the limit circle case at x = 0 if 0 ≤ γ < 1 and in the limit point case at x = 0 when γ ≥ 1.

Solutions to (6.1) are given by (cf. [60, No. 2.162, p. 440]) y_{1,α,β,γ}(z, x) = x^{(1−β)/2}J_γ ( 2z^{1/2}x^{(2+α−β)/2}/(2 + α − β) ) , γ ≥ 0, (6.3) y_{2,α,β,γ}(z, x) = { x^{(1−β)/2}J_{−γ} ( 2z^{1/2}x^{(2+α−β)/2}/(2 + α − β) ) , γ /∈ N_0 , x^{(1−β)/2}Y_γ ( 2z^{1/2}x^{(2+α−β)/2}/(2 + α − β) ) , γ ∈ N_0 , γ ≥ 0, (6.4)

where J_ν ( · ), Y_ν ( · ) are the standard Bessel functions of order ν ∈ R (cf. [1, Ch. 9]).

In the following we assume that

γ ∈ [0, 1) (6.5)

to ensure the limit circle case at x = 0. In this case it suffices to focus on the generalized boundary values at the singular endpoint x = 0 following [44]. For this purpose we introduce principal and nonprincipal solutions u_{0,α,β,γ}(0, · ) and ^u_{0,α,β,γ}(0, · ) of τ_{α,β,γ} u = 0 at x = 0 by u_{0,α,β,γ}(0, x) = (1 − β)^{−1}x^{[1−β+(2+α−β)γ]/2}, γ ∈ [0, 1), ^u_{0,α,β,γ}(0, x) = { (1 − β)[(2 + α − β)γ]^{−1}x^{[1−β−(2+α−β)γ]/2}, γ ∈ (0, 1), (1 − β)x^{(1−β)/2}ln(1/x), γ = 0, α > −1, β < 1, x ∈ (0, 1). (6.6)

Remark 6.1. Since the singularity of q at x = 0 renders τ_{α,β,γ} singular at x = 0 (unless, of course, γ = (1−β)/(2+α−β), in which case τ_{α,β,(1−β)/(2+α−β)} is regular at x = 0), there is a certain freedom in the choice of the multiplicative constant in the principal solution u_{0,α,β,γ} of τ_{α,β,γ} u = 0 at x = 0. Our choice of (1 − β)^{−1} in (6.6) reflects continuity in the parameters when comparing to boundary conditions in the regular case (cf. [44, Remark 3.12 (ii)]), that is, in the case α > −1, β < 1, and γ = (1 − β)/(2 + α − β) treated in [38] (see Remark 5.3 (ii)). ⋄

According to [44] the generalized boundary values for g ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,max}) are then of the form ~g(0) = −W (u_{0,α,β,γ}(0, · ), g)(0) = { lim_{x↓0} g(x) /[ (1 − β)[(2 + α − β)γ]^{−1}x^{[1−β−(2+α−β)γ]/2} ] , γ ∈ (0, 1), lim_{x↓0} g(x) /[ (1 − β)x^{(1−β)/2}ln(1/x) ] , γ = 0, (6.7) ~g^′(0) = W (^u_{0,α,β,γ} (0, · ), g)(0)

= lim_{x↓0} [ g(x) − ~g(0)(1 − β)[(2 + α − β)γ]^{−1}x^{[1−β−(2+α−β)γ]/2} ] /[ (1 − β)^{−1}x^{[1−β+(2+α−β)γ]/2} ] , γ ∈ (0, 1), lim_{x↓0} [ g(x) − ~g(0)(1 − β)x^{(1−β)/2}ln(1/x) ] /[ (1 − β)^{−1}x^{(1−β)/2} ] , γ = 0. (6.8)

Next, introducing the standard normalized fundamental system of solutions ϕ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, · ), θ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, · ) of τ_{α,β,γ} u = zu, z ∈ C , that is real-valued for z ∈ R and entire with respect to z ∈ C by ~ϕ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, 0) = 0, ~ϕ^′_{α,β,γ,0}(z, 0) = 1, ~θ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, 0) = 1, ~θ^′_{α,β,γ,0}(z, 0) = 0, z ∈ C , (6.9)

one obtains explicitly, ϕ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, x) = { (1 − β)^{−1}(2 + α − β)^γ Γ(1 + γ)z^{−γ/2}y_{1,α,β,γ}(z, x), γ ∈ (0, 1), (1 − β)^{−1}y_{1,α,β,0}(z, x), γ = 0, z ∈ C , x ∈ (0, ∞), (6.10)

θ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, x) = (1 − β)(2 + α − β)^{−γ−1}γ^{−1}Γ(1 − γ)z^{γ/2}y_{2,α,β,γ}(z, x), γ ∈ (0, 1), (1 − β)(2 + α − β)^{−1}[−πy_{2,α,β,0}(z, x) +(ln(z) − 2ln(2 + α − β) + 2γ_E )y_{1,α,β,0}(z, x)], γ = 0, z ∈ C , x ∈ (0, ∞), (6.11) W (θ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, · ), ϕ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, · )) = 1, z ∈ C , (6.12) where Γ( · ) denotes the Gamma function, and γ_E = 0.57721 . . . represents Euler’s constant.

Since τ_{α,β,γ} is in the limit point case at ∞ (actually, it is in the strong limit point case at infinity since q is bounded on any interval of the form [R, ∞), R > 0, and the strong limit point property of τ_{α,β,γ=(1−β)/(2+α−β)} has been shown in [38]), in order to find the m-function corresponding to the Friedrichs (resp., Dirichlet) boundary condition at x = 0, one considers the requirement ψ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, · ) = θ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, · ) + m_{α,β,γ,0}(z)ϕ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, · ) ∈ L^2((0, ∞); x^αdx), z ∈ C \R. (6.13) This implies

ψ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, x) = i(1 − β)(2 + α − β)^{−γ−1}γ^{−1}Γ(1 − γ) sin(πγ)z^{γ/2} ×x^{(1−β)/2}H^{(1)}_γ ( 2z^{1/2}x^{(2+α−β)/2}/(2 + α − β) ) , γ ∈ (0, 1), iπ(1 − β)/(2 + α − β)x^{(1−β)/2} ×H^{(1)}_0 ( 2z^{1/2}x^{(2+α−β)/2}/(2 + α − β) ) , γ = 0, z ∈ C \[0, ∞), x ∈ (0, ∞), (6.14)

m_{α,β,γ,0}(z) = −e^{−iπγ} (1 − β)^2(2 + α − β)^{−2γ−1}γ^{−1} ×[Γ(1 − γ)/Γ(1 + γ)]z^γ , γ ∈ (0, 1), (1 − β)^2/(2 + α − β)

×[iπ − ln(z) + 2ln(2 + α − β) − 2γ_E ], γ = 0,

(6.15)

z ∈ C \[0, ∞), where H^{(1)}_ν ( · ) is the Hankel function of the first kind and of order ν ∈ R (cf. [1, Ch. 9]). In particular, the results (6.14) and (6.15) coincide with the ones obtained in [44] when α = β = 0 and [38] when γ = (1 − β)/(2 + α − β).

L^2-realizations associated with the differential expression τ_{α,β,γ} are then introduced as usual by (T_{α,β,γ,max}f)(x) = (τ_{α,β,γ} f)(x), x ∈ (0, ∞), f ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,max}) = { g ∈ L^2((0, ∞); x^αdx) | | g, g^′ ∈ AC_{loc}((0, ∞)); (6.16) τ_{α,β,γ} g ∈ L^2((0, ∞); x^αdx) } , (T_{α,β,γ,min}f)(x) = (τ_{α,β,γ} f)(x), x ∈ (0, ∞), f ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,min}) = { g ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,max}) | | ~g(0) = 0, ~g^′(0) = 0}, (6.17)

in particular, T^∗_{α,β,γ,min} = T_{α,β,γ,max}, T^∗_{α,β,γ,max} = T_{α,β,γ,min}. (6.18) Thus, following Kalf [57] (see also [85], [92]) one obtains for the Friedrichs extension T_{α,β,γ,F} of T_{α,β,γ,min}, (T_{α,β,γ,F} f)(x) = (τ_{α,β,γ} f)(x), x ∈ (0, ∞), f ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,F} ) = { g ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,max}) | | ~g(0) = 0}. (6.19)

Since

u_{0,α,β,γ}(0, x) = (1 − β)^{−1}x^{[1−β+(2+α−β)γ]/2} > 0, γ ∈ [0, 1), x ∈ (0, 1), (6.20)

standard oscillation theory implies that T_{α,β,γ,min} ≥ 0 and hence T_{α,β,γ,F} ≥ 0. (6.21) Incidentally, we note that T_{α,β,γ,F} ≥ 0 also follows from the Stieltjes inversion formula applied to m_{α,β,γ,0}( · ), proving that the spectral measure corresponding to T_{α,β,γ,F} (i.e., the measure in the Nevanlinna–Herglotz representation of m_{α,β,γ,0}( · )) has no support in (−∞, 0).

Next one observes that u_{0,α,β,γ}(x)[x^β u^′_{0,α,β,γ}(x)] =_{x↓0} O ( x^{(2+α−β)γ} ) , γ ∈ [0, 1), (6.22) u_{0,α,β,γ}(x)/^u_{0,α,β,γ} (x) =_{x↓0} { O ( x^{(2+α−β)γ} ) , γ ∈ (0, 1), O ( [ln(1/x)]^{−1} ) , γ = 0, (6.23)

in particular, u_{0,α,β,γ}(x) [ x^β u^′_{0,α,β,γ}(x) ] =_{x↓0} O ( u_{0,α,β,γ}(x)/^u_{0,α,β,γ} (x) ) for γ ∈ (0, 1)

(but not when γ = 0), a condition isolated in [55], and that ^u_{0,α,β,γ}(x) [ x^β ^u^′_{0,α,β,γ}(x) ] =_{x↓0} { O ( x^{−(2−α+β)γ} ) , γ ∈ (0, 1), O ( [ln(x)]^2 ) , γ = 0, does not exist.

(6.24)

Turning our attention to x = ∞, we now introduce (non-normalized) principal and nonprincipal solutions u_{∞,α,β,γ}(0, · ) and ^u_{∞,α,β,γ}(0, · ) of τ_{α,β,γ} u = 0 at x = ∞ by u_{∞,α,β,γ}(0, x) = x^{[1−β−(2+α−β)γ]/2}, γ ∈ [0, 1), ^u_{∞,α,β,γ}(0, x) = { x^{[1−β+(2+α−β)γ]/2}, γ ∈ (0, 1), x^{(1−β)/2}ln(x), γ = 0, α > −1, β < 1, x ∈ (1, ∞), (6.25) to obtain u_{∞,α,β,γ}(x) [ x^β u^′_{∞,α,β,γ}(x) ] =_{x↑∞} O ( x^{−(2+α−β)γ} ) , γ ∈ [0, 1), (6.26) u_{∞,α,β,γ}(x)/^u_{∞,α,β,γ} (x) =_{x↑∞} { O ( x^{−(2+α−β)γ} ) , γ ∈ (0, 1), O ( [ln(x)]^{−1} ) , γ = 0, (6.27)

hence, one infers once again that u_{∞,α,β,γ}(x) [ x^β u^′_{∞,α,β,γ}(x) ] =_{x↑∞} O ( u_{∞,α,β,γ}(x)/^u_{∞,α,β,γ} (x) ) for γ ∈ (0, 1) (6.28)

(but not when γ = 0), and that ^u_{∞,α,β,γ} (x) [ x^β ^u^′_{∞,α,β,γ}(x) ] =_{x↑∞} { O ( x^{(2−α+β)γ} ) , γ ∈ (0, 1), O ( [ln(x)]^2 ) , γ = 0, does not exist.

(6.29)

Given (6.22)–(6.29), [92, Corollary 3] applies near x = 0 as well as near x = ∞, and thus one obtains in addition to (6.19) that (T_{α,β,γ,F} f)(x) = (τ_{α,β,γ} f)(x), x ∈ (0, ∞), f ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,F} ) = { g ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,max}) | | g^′ ∈ L^2((0, ∞); x^β dx); (6.30) g ∈ L^2((0, ∞); x^{β−2}dx) } , α > −1, β < 1, γ ∈ (0, 1). Here we used the Monotone Convergence Theorem to conclude that

∞ > lim c↓0, d↑∞ �_d c dx x^{β−2}|g(x)|^2 = lim_{c↓0, d↑∞} �_∞ 0 dx x^{β−2}χ_{[c,d]}(x)|g(x)|^2 = �_∞ 0 dx x^{β−2}|g(x)|^2, g ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,max}). (6.31)

One notes that the characterization (6.30) cannot hold for γ = 0 by simply choosing g to equal u_{0,α,β,0} near x = 0 and u_{∞,α,β,0} near x = ∞ (all integrands then are of the form O(1/x) near x = 0, ∞). However, for γ > 0 one can improve (6.30) with the help of a weighted Hardy inequality as follows.

Lemma 6.2. (Kalf and Walter [58, Lemma 1 (a)]). Suppose that

0 < p a.e. on (0, ∞), p^{−1} ∈ L^1((0, c); dx) for all c ∈ (0, ∞),

f ∈ AC_{loc}((0, ∞)), f^′ ∈ L^2((0, ∞); p(x)dx), lim inf_{x↓0} |f(x)| = 0. (6.32)

Then

lim_{x↓0} |u(x)|^2 �_x 0 dt p(t)^{−1} = 0, (6.33)

and for all R ∈ (0, ∞) ∪ {∞}, �_R 0 dx p(x)|f^′(x)|^2 ≥ 1 4 �_R 0 dx |f(x)|^2 p(x) [ �_x 0 dt p(t)^{−1} ]_2 . (6.34)

The generalized version of weighted Hardy inequalities, especially, its integral inequality version (replacing f(x) by

�_x a dt F (t) or �_b x dt F (t), and hence f^′(x) by F (x), etc.) in L^2((a, b); dx) was established by Talenti [97] and Tomaselli [98] in 1969 and independently rediscovered by Chisholm and Everitt [18] in 1971 (see also

[19] for a more general result in the conjugate index case 1/p + 1/q = 1, and [42], [43], and the references therein, for recent developments). In addition, a 1972 paper by Muckenhoupt [82] has further generalizations. For additional information on the fascinating history of this type of inequalities we refer to the excellent account in the [66, Ch. 4, pp. 33–37].

An application of Lemma 6.2 to the example at hand with p(x) = x^β , β < 1, thus yields the special power weighted Hardy inequality

�_R 0 dx x^β |f^′(x)|^2 ≥ (1 − β)^2 4 �_R 0 dx x^{β−2}|f(x)|^2, β < 1, R ∈ (0, ∞) ∪ {∞}, (6.35) assuming f ∈ AC_{loc}((0, ∞)), f^′ ∈ L^2 ( (0, ∞); x^β dx ) , lim inf_{x↓0} |f(x)| = 0. (6.36)

Since q is of the form, q(x) = C_{α,β,γ} x^{β−2}, a combination of (6.30) and (6.35), (6.36) yields (T_{α,β,γ,F} f)(x) = (τ_{α,β,γ} f)(x), x ∈ (0, ∞), f ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,F} ) = { g ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,max}) | | g^′ ∈ L^2((0, ∞); x^β dx); (6.37)

lim inf_{x↓0} |g(x)| = 0 } , α > −1, β < 1, γ ∈ (0, 1). Finally, combining Lemma 5.5 and (6.37) yields

�_∞ 0 dx [ x^β |f^′(x)|^2 + 4^{−1} [ (2 + α − β)^2γ^2 − (1 − β)^2 ] x^{β−2}|f(x)|^2 ]

≤ ( �_∞ 0 x^αdx |f(x)|^2 )_{1/2}( �_∞ 0 x^αdx |(τ_{α,β,γ} f)(x)|^2 )_{1/2} , (6.38) f ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,F} ), α > −1, β < 1, γ ∈ (0, 1), extending the special case α = β = 0 treated at the end of [37].

Judging from Theorem 5.2 in the regular context at x = a, one might naively guess at first that an inequality of the kind of (6.38) might extend to other selfadjoint extensions of T_{α,β,γ,min} (perhaps, even to T_{α,β,γ,max}). In the remainder of this section we will prove that this fails and that (6.38) cannot extend to any self-adjoint extension of T_{α,β,γ,min} other than the Friedrichs extension T_{α,β,γ,F} .

We start by noting (cf. [44, Sects. 3, 4]) all self-adjoint extensions of T_{α,β,γ,min} are of the form, (T_{α,β,γ,δ}f)(x) = (τ_{α,β,γ} f)(x), x ∈ (0, ∞), δ ∈ [0, π), f ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,δ}) = { g ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,max}) | sin(δ)~g^′(0) + cos(δ)~g(0) = 0 } , (6.39)

and hence the Friedrichs extension T_{α,β,γ,F} of T_{α,β,γ,min} corresponds to the case δ = 0. In order to describe the resolvent of T_{α,β,γ,δ} we need a few preparations. Introducing, ϕ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x) = cos(δ)ϕ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, x) − sin(δ)θ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, x), θ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x) = sin(δ)ϕ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, x) + cos(δ)θ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, x), (6.40) z ∈ C , x ∈ (0, ∞), δ ∈ [0, π), observing W (θ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, · ), ϕ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, · )) = 1, z ∈ C , (6.41) one considers the Weyl–Titchmarsh solutions ψ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, · ) = θ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, · ) + m_{α,β,γ,δ}(z)ϕ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, · ) ∈ L^2((0, ∞); x^αdx), z ∈ C \R, δ ∈ [0, π), (6.42) where m_{α,β,γ,δ}(z) = − sin(δ) + cos(δ)m_{α,β,γ,0}(z) cos(δ) + sin(δ)m_{α,β,γ,0}(z) , z ∈ C \R, δ ∈ [0, π). (6.43) Since τ_{α,β,γ} is in the limit point case at ∞, one concludes that ψ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, · ) = C_{α,β,γ,δ}(z)ψ_{α,β,γ,0}(z, · ) (6.44) for some constant C_{α,β,γ,δ}(z) ∈ C \{0}.

One then obtains for the Green’s function G_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, · , · ) of T_{α,β,γ,δ} (i.e., the integral kernel of the resolvent (T_{α,β,γ,δ} − zI_L2_{((0,∞);x}α_{dx)})^{−1}), G_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x, x^′) = { ϕ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x)ψ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x^′), 0 < x ≤ x^′ < ∞, ϕ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x^′)ψ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x), 0 < x^′ ≤ x < ∞, z ∈ C \R. (6.45) Next, consider g ∈ L^2((0, ∞); x^αdx), with supp (g) ⊂ (0, ∞) compact (i.e., the support of g is away from 0 and from ∞), then f(z, δ, · ) = (T_{α,β,γ,δ} − zI_L2_{((0,∞);x}α_{dx)})^{−1}g ∈ dom(T_{α,β,γ,δ}), z ∈ C \R, (6.46) and the set D_{α,β,γ,δ,z} of such f(z, δ, · ) forms an operator core of T_{α,β,γ,δ}, that is, T_{α,β,γ,δ} | |_{Dα,β,γ,δ,z} = T_{α,β,γ,δ} (since T_{α,β,γ,min} is symmetric and the set of g ∈ L^2((0, ∞); x^αdx) with supp(g) ⊂ (0, ∞) compact is dense in L^2((0, ∞); x^αdx), see [91, Corollary, p. 257]).

One then obtains from (6.45), f(z, δ, x) = ψ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x) �_x 0 (x^′)^αdx^′ ϕ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x^′)g(x^′) + ϕ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x) �_∞ x (x^′)^αdx^′ ψ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x^′)g(x^′) = ϕ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x) �_∞ 0 (x^′)^αdx^′ ψ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x^′)g(x^′), z ∈ C \R, (6.47) for 0 < x < inf(supp (g)). Changing z ∈ C \R a bit if necessary, we may assume without loss of generality that �_∞ 0 (x^′)^αdx^′ ψ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x^′)g(x^′) ≠ 0. (6.48) Thus, for some constant c_{α,β,γ} (z) ∈ C \{0}, ϕ_{α,β,γ,δ}(z, x) =_{x↓0} sin(δ)c_{α,β,γ} (z)x^{[(1−β)−(2+α−β)γ]/2}, δ ∈ (0, π), (6.49) and hence for all α > −1, β < 1, γ ∈ (0, 1), and δ ∈ (0, π),

lim_{ε↓0}

�_∞ ε dx x^β |f^′(z, δ, x)|^2 = ∞, lim_{ε↓0} �_∞ ε dx x^{β−2}|f(z, δ, x)|^2 = ∞, (6.50) provided (2 + α − β)γ − (1 − β) ≠ 0. Thus, as long as q ≢ 0, no cancellation in the analog of the left-hand side of (6.38), namely, �_∞ 0 dx [ x^β |f^′(z, δ, x)|^2 + 4^{−1} [ (2 + α − β)^2γ^2 − (1 − β)^2 ] x^{β−2}|f(z, δ, x)|^2 ] , (6.51)

can possibly occur. Hence, for any δ ∈ (0, π) (i.e., for all self-adjoint extensions of T_{α,β,γ,min} other than the Friedrichs extension T_{α,β,γ,F} ), there exists a core D_{α,β,γ,δ,z} for T_{α,β,γ,δ} such that the analog of the left-hand side of (6.38) diverges, rendering an analog of Theorem 5.2 for T_{α,β,γ,min} moot.

Apart from [38] in the special case γ = (1 − β)/(2 + α − β), implying q ≡ 0 and τ_{α,β,(1−β)/(2+α−β)} regular at x = 0, we did not find a treatment of the example in this section in the literature.

Acknowledgments. We are indebted to Man Kam Kwong, Lance Littlejohn, and Jonathan Partington for helpful discussions.

Data Availability Statement. Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated or analyzed during the current study.

References

[1] M. Abramowitz and I. A. Stegun, Handbook of Mathematical Functions, 9th printing, Dover, New York, 1972.

[2] W. Arendt, C. J. K. Batty, M. Hieber, and F. Neubrander, Vector-Valued Laplace Transforms and Cauchy Problems, Monographs in Math., Vol. 96, Birkhäuser, Basel, 2001.

[3] V. F. Babenko, Inequalities for norms of intermediate derivatives and some of their applications, in Recent Progress in Inequalities, G. V. Milovanovic (ed.), Springer, Kluwer, New York, 1998, pp. 77–96.

[4] J. Behrndt, S. Hassi, and H. De Snoo, Boundary Value Problems, Weyl Functions, and Differential Operators, Monographs in Math., Vol. 108, Birkhäuser, Springer, Cham, 2020.

[5] M. Benammar, C. Bennewitz, M. J. Beynon, B. M. Brown, N. G. J. Dias, W. D. Evans, W.

N. Everitt, V. G. Kirby, and L. L. Littlejohn, A catalogue of HELP and HELP-type integral and series inequalities, in Recent Progress in Inequalities, G. V. Milovanovic (ed.), Springer, Kluwer, New York, 1998, pp. 127–160.

[6] C. Bennewitz, A general version of the Hardy–Littlewood–Polya–Everitt (HELP) inequality, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 97A, 9–20 (1984).

[7] V. I. Berdyshev, The best approximation in L_{[0,∞)} of the operator of differentiation, Mat.

Zametki 9, 477–481 (1971). (Russian.)

[8] H. Berens, P. L. Butzer, U. Westphal, Representations of fractional powers of infinitesimal generators of semigroups, Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. 74, 191–196 (1968).

[9] B. Bollobás, A characterization of the circle and its applications to Hermitian operators, Proc. Camb. Phil. Soc. 74, 69–72 (1973).

[10] B. Bollobás, The spatial numerical range and powers of an operator, J. London Math. Soc.

(2) 7, 435–440 (1973).

[11] B. Bollobás and J. Partington, Inequalities for quadratic polynomials in Hermitian and Dissipative operators, Adv. Math. 51, 271–280 (1984).

[12] J. S. Bradley and W. N. Everitt, On the inequality ‖f^{′′}‖^2 ≤ K‖f‖ ‖ ‖f (4) ‖ ‖, Quart. J. Math.

Oxford (2) 25, 241–252 (1974).

[13] K. W. Brodlie and W. N. Everitt, On an inequality of Hardy and Littlewood, Proc. Roy. Soc.

Edinburgh 72A, 179–186 (1973/74).

[14] B. M. Brown, W. D. Evans, W. N. Everitt, and V. G. Kirby, Two integral inequalities, in Inequalities and Applications, R. P. Agarwal (ed.), World Scientific Ser. in Appl. Anal., Vol. 3, World Scientific, Singapore, 1994, pp. 73–86.

[15] B. M. Brown, V. G. Kirby, and J. D. Pryce, Numerical determination of the Titchmarsh– Weyl m-coefficient and its applications to HELP inequalities, Proc. Roy. Soc. London A 426, 167–188 (1989).

[16] M. W. Certain and T. G. Kurtz, Landau–Kolmogorov inequalities for semigroups and groups, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 63, 226–230 (1977).

[17] P. R. Chernoff, Optimal Landau–Kolmogorov inequalities for dissipative operators in Hilbert and Banach spaces, Adv. Math. 34, 137–144 (1979).

[18] R. S. Chisholm and W. N. Everitt, On bounded integral operators in the space of integrablesquare functions, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinb. (A), 69, 199–204 (1970/71).

[19] R. S. Chisholm, W. N. Everitt, and L. L. Littlejohn, An integral operator inequality with applications, J. of Inequal. & Applications 3, 245–266 (1999).

[20] E. T. Copson, On two integral inequalities, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 77A, 325–328 (1977). [21] E. T. Copson, On two inequalities of Brodlie and Everitt, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 77A, 329–333 (1977).

[22] E. B. Davies, One-Parameter Semigroups, Academic Press, London, 1980. [23] Z. Ditzian, Some remarks on inequalities of Landau and Kolmogorov, Aequationes Math. 12, 145–151 (1975).

[24] D. E. Edmunds and W. D. Evans, Spectral Theory and Differential Operators, 2nd ed., Oxford Math. Monographs, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2018.

[25] K.-J. Engel and R. Nagel, One-Parameter Semigroups for Linear Evolution Equations, Graduate Texts in Math., Vol. 194, Springer, New York, 2000.

[26] W. D. Evans and W. N. Everitt, A return to the Hardy–Littlewood integral inequality, Proc.

Roy. Soc. London A 380, 447–486 (1982).

[27] W. D. Evans and W. N. Everitt, On an inequality of Hardy–Littlewood type: I, Proc. Roy.

Soc. Edinburgh 101A, 131–140 (1985).

[28] W. D. Evans and W. N. Everitt, HELP inequalities for limit-circle and regular problems, Proc. Roy. Soc. London A 432, 367–390 (1991).

[29] W. D. Evans, W. N. Everitt, W. K. Hayman, and D. S. Jones, Five integral inequalities; an inheritance from Hardy and Littlewood, J. Inequal. & Appl. 2, 1–36 (1998).

[30] W. D. Evans, W. N. Everitt, W. K. Hayman, and S. Ruscheweyh, On a class of integral inequalities of Hardy–Littlewood type, J. Analyse Math. 46, 118–147 (1986).

[31] W. D. Evans and A. Zettl, Norm inequalities involving derivatives, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 82A, 51–70 (1978).

[32] W. N. Everitt, On an extension to an integro-differential inequality of Hardy, Littlewood and Polya, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 69A, 295–333 (1971).

[33] W. N. Everitt, Integral inequalities and spectral theory, in Spectral Theory and Differential Equations, W. N. Everitt (ed.), Lecture Notes in Math., Vol. 448, Springer, Berlin, 1975, pp. 148–166.

[34] W. N. Everitt, A general integral inequality associated with certain ordinary differential operators, Quaest. Math. 2, 479–494 (1978).

[35] W. N. Everitt, Analytic and numerical aspects of the HELP integral inequality, in Ordinary and Partial Differential Equations. Volume IV, B. D. Sleeman and R. J. Jarvis (eds.), Longman, Harlow, 1993, pp. 19–48.

[36] W. N. Everitt and D. S. Jones, On an integral inequality, Proc. Roy. Soc. London A 357, 271–288 (1977).

[37] W. N. Everitt and H. Kalf, The Bessel differential equation and the Hankel transform, J.

Comp. Appl. Math. 208, 3–19 (2007).

[38] W. N. Everitt and A. Zettl, On a class of integral inequalities, J. London Math. Soc. (2) 17, 291–303 (1978).

[39] H. O. Fattorini, Second Order Linear Differential Equations in Banach Spaces, North- Holland Math. Studies, Vol. 108, North-Holland, Amsterdam, 1985.

[40] Z. M. Franco, H. G. Kaper, M. K. Kwong, and A. Zettl, Bounds for the best constants in Landau’s inequality on the line, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 95A, 257–226 (1983).

[41] Z. M. Franco, H. G. Kaper, M. K. Kwong, and A. Zettl, Best constants in norm inequalities for derivatives on a half-line, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 100A, 67–84 (1985).

[42] F. Gesztesy, L. L. Littlejohn, I. Michael, and R. Wellman, On Birman’s sequence of Hardy– Rellich-type inequalities, J. Diff. Eq. 264, 2761–2801 (2018).

[43] F. Gesztesy, L. L. Littlejohn, I. Michael, and M. M. H. Pang, A sequence of weighted Birman– Hardy–Rellich inequalities with logarithmic refinements, arXiv:2003.12894.

[44] F. Gesztesy, L. L. Littlejohn, and R. Nichols, On self-adjoint boundary conditions for singular Sturm–Liouville operators bounded from below, J. Diff. Eq. 269, 6448–6491 (2020).

[45] H. A. Gindler and J. A. Goldstein, Dissipative operator versions of some classical inequalities, J. Analyse Math. 28, 213–238 (1975).

[46] H. A. Gindler and J. A. Goldstein, Dissipative operators and series inequalities, Bull. Austral.

Math. Soc. 23, 429–442 (1981).

[47] J. A. Goldstein, Semigroups of Linear Operators and Applications, Oxford University Press, New York, 1985, 2nd ed., Dover Publications, New York, 2017.

[48] J. A. Goldstein, M. K. Kwong, and A. Zettl, Weighted Landau inequalities, J. Math. Anal.

Appl. 95, 20–28 (1983).

[49] J. A. Goldstein and F. Räbiger, On Hardy–Landau–Littlewood inequalities, in Semesterbericht Funktionalanalysis. Workshop on Operator Semigroups and Evolution Equations, Blaubeuren, Oct. 30–Nov. 3, 1989, Mathematisches Institut, Eberhard-Karls-Universität Tübingen, 1990, pp. 1–15; reprinted on p. 237 in the 2nd ed. of ref. [47].

[50] J. Hadamard, Sur le module maximum d’une fonction et de ses dérivées, C.R. Acad. Sci.

Paris Ser. A 42, 68–72 (1914).

[51] G. H. Hardy, E. Landau, and J. E. Littlewood, Some inequalities satisfied by the integrals or derivatives of real or analytic functions, Math. Z. 39, 677–695 (1935).

[52] G. H. Hardy and J. E. Littlewood, Some integral inequalities connected with the calculus of variations, Quart. J. Math. Oxford Ser. 2, 3, 241–252 (1932).

[53] G. H. Hardy, J. E. Littlewood, and G. Pólya, Inequalities, 2nd ed., Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, 1952, reprinted, 1988.

[54] M. Hayashi and T. Ozawa, On Landau–Kolmogorov inequalities for dissipative operators, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 145, 847–852 (2016).

[55] D. Hinton, Limit point–limit circle criteria for (py^′)^′ + qy = λky, in Ordinary and Partial Differential Equations, B. D. Sleeman and I. M. Michael (eds.), Lecture Notes in Math., Vol. 415, Springer, Berlin, 1974, pp. 173–183.

[56] J. A. R. Holbrook, A Kallman–Rota inequality for nearly Euclidean spaces, Adv. Math. 14, 335–345 (1974).

[57] H. Kalf, A characterization of the Friedrichs extension of Sturm–Liouville operators, J. London Math. Soc. (2) 17, 511–521 (1978).

[58] H. Kalf and J. Walter, Strongly singular potentials and essential self-adjointness of singular elliptic operators in C^∞_0 (R^n \{0}), J. Funct. Anal. 10, 114–130 (1972).

[59] R. R. Kallman and G.-C. Rota, On the inequality ‖f^′‖^2 ≤ 4‖f‖/‖f^′ ‖, in Inequalities–II, O.

Shisha (ed.), Academic Press, New York, 1970, pp. 187–192.

[60] E. Kamke, Differentialgleichungen. Lösungsmethoden und Lösungen. Gewöhnliche Differentialgleichungen, 7th ed., Akademische Verlagsgesellschaft, Leipzig, 1961.

[61] T. Kato, On an inequality of Hardy, Littlewood, and Pólya, Adv. Math 7, 217–218 (1971). [62] T. Kato, Perturbation Theory for Linear Operators, corr. printing of the 2nd ed., Springer, Berlin, 1980.

[63] T. Kato and I. Satake, An algebraic theory of Landau–Kolmogorov inequalities, Tôhoku Math.

J. 33, 421–428 (1981).

[64] A. N. Kolmogorov, On inequalities between upper bounds of the consecutive derivatives of an arbitrary function defined on an infinite interval, Uchenye Zapiski Moskov. Gos. Univ. Matematika 30, 3–16 (1939). (Russian.) Amer. Math. Soc. Transl. (1) 2, 233–243 (1962).

[65] M. A. Krasnosel’skii, E. I. Pustylnik, P. E. Sobolevskii, P. P. Zabreiko, Integral Operators in Spaces of Summable Functions, Noordhoff International Publishing, Leyden, 1976.

[66] A. Kufner, L. Maligranda and L.-E. Persson, The Hardy Inequality: About its History and Some Related Results, Vydavatelský Servis, Pilsen, 2007.

[67] N. P. Kupcov, Kolmogorov estimates for derivatives in L_2[0, ∞), Proc. Steklov Inst. Math.

138, 101–125 (1975).

[68] M. K. Kwong and A. Zettl, Remarks on best constants for norm inequalities among powers of an operator, J. Approx. Theory 26, 249–258 (1979).

[69] M. K. Kwong and A. Zettl, An extension of the Hardy–Littlewood inequality, Proc. Amer.

Math. Soc. 77, 117–118 (1979).

[70] M. K. Kwong and A. Zettl, Norm inequalities for dissipative operators on inner product spaces, Houston J. Math. 5, 543–557 (1979).

[71] M. K. Kwong and A. Zettl, Ramifications of Landau’s inequality, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 86A, 175–212 (1980).

[72] M. K. Kwong and A. Zettl, Norm inequalities for derivatives, in Ordinary and Partial Differential Equations, W. N. Everitt and B. D. Sleeman (eds.), Lecture Notes in Math., Vol. 846, Springer, Berlin, 1981, pp. 227–243.

[73] M. K. Kwong and A. Zettl, Norm inequalities of product forms in weighted L^p spaces, Proc.

Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 89A, 293–307 (1981).

[74] M. K. Kwong and A. Zettl, Landau’s inequality, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 97A, 161–163 (1984).

[75] M. K. Kwong and A. Zettl, Norm inequalities for derivatives and differences, in Inequalities.

Fifty Years on from Hardy, Littlewood and Pólya, W. N. Everitt (ed.), M. Dekker, New York, 1991, pp. 91–121.

[76] M. K. Kwong and A. Zettl, Norm Inequalities for Derivatives and Differences, Lecture Notes in Math. 1536, Springer, New York, 1992.

[77] M. K. Kwong and A. Zettl, An alternate proof of Kato’s inequality, in Evolution Equations.

Proceedings in honor of J. A. Goldstein’s 60th birthday, G. Ruiz Goldstein, R. Nagel, and S. Romanelli (eds.), M. Dekker, New York, 2003, pp. 275–279.

[78] E. Landau, Einige Ungleichungen für zweimal differenzierbare Funktionen, Proc. London Math. Soc 13, 43–49 (1913).

[79] C. Lizama and P. J. Miana, A Landau–Kolmogorov inequality for generators of families of bounded operators, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 371, 614–623 (2010).

[80] Ju. I. Ljubič, On inequalities between the powers of a linear operator, Izv. Akad. Nauk SSSR Ser. Mat. 24, 825–864 (1960). (Russian.) Amer. Math. Soc. Transl. (1) 40, 39–84 (1964).

[81] C. Martinez Carracedo and M. Sanz Alix, The Theory of Fractional Powers of Operators, North-Holland Math. Studies, Vol. 187, North-Holland, Elsevier, Amsterdam, 2001.

[82] B. Muckenhoupt, Hardy’s inequality with weights, Studia Math. 44, 31–38 (1972). [83] M. A. Naimark, On the square of a closed symmetric operator, Dokl. Akad. Nauk SSSR 26, 863–867 (1940); 28, 207–208 (1940). (Russian.)

[84] B. Neta, On determination of best-possible constants in integral inequalities involving derivatives, Math. Comp. 35, 1191–1193 (1980).

[85] H.-D. Niessen and A. Zettl, Singular Sturm–Liouville problems: the Friedrichs extension and comparison of eigenvalues, Proc. London Math. Soc. (3) 64, 545–578 (1992).

[86] J. Partington, Hadamard–Landau inequalities in uniformly convex spaces, Math. Proc. Camb.

Phil. Soc. 90, 259–264 (1981).

[87] A. Pazy, Semigroups of Linear Operators and Applications to Partial Differential Equations, Springer, New York, 1983.

[88] V. Q. Phóng, On inequalities for powers of linear operators and for quadratic forms, Proc.

Roy. Soc. Edinburgh 89A, 25–50 (1981).

[89] M. H. Protter, Inequalities for powers of unbounded operators, Manuscripta Math. 28, 71–79 (1979).

[90] J. M. Rassias, Landau’s type inequalities, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 202, 280–301 (1996). [91] M. Reed and B. Simon, Methods of Modern Mathematical Physics. II: Fourier Analysis, Self-Adjointness, Academic Press, New York, 1975.

[92] R. Rosenberger, A new characterization of the Friedrichs extension of semibounded Sturm– Liouville operators, J. London Math. Soc. (2) 31, 501–510 (1985).

[93] K. Schmüdgen, On domains of powers of closed symmetric operators, J. Operator Theory 9, 53–75 (1983).

[94] J. A. Siddiqi and A. Elkoutri, Norm inequalities for generators of analytic semigroups and cosine operator functions, Canad. Math. Bull. 32, 47–53 (1989).

[95] S. B. Stečhkin, Inequalities between norms of derivatives of arbitrary functions, Acta Sci.

Math. (Szeged) 26, 225–230 (1965). (Russian.)

[96] E. M. Stein, Functions of exponential type, Ann. Math. 65, 582–592 (1957). [97] G. Talenti, Osservazioni sopra una classe di disuguaglianze, Rend. Sem. Mat. Fis. Milano 39, 171–185 (1969).

[98] G. Tomaselli, A class of inequalities, Boll. Un. Mat. Ital. (4)2, 622–631 (1969). [99] W. Trebels and U. Westphal, A note on the Landau–Kallman–Rota–Hille inequality, in Linear Operators and Approximation, P. L. Butzer, J.-P. Kahane, B. Szőkefalvi-Nagy (eds.), ISNM, Vol. 20, Birkhäuser, Basel, 1972, pp. 115–119.

Department of Mathematics, Baylor University, Sid Richardson Bldg., 1410 S. 4th Street, Waco, TX 76706, USA

Email address: Fritz_Gesztesy@baylor.edu URL: http://www.baylor.edu/math/index.php?id=935340

Department of Mathematics (Dept. 6956), The University of Tennessee at Chattanooga, 615 McCallie Ave, Chattanooga, TN 37403, USA Email address: Roger-Nichols@utc.edu URL: http://www.utc.edu/faculty/roger-nichols/index.php

Department of Mathematics, Baylor University, Sid Richardson Bldg., 1410 S. 4th Street, Waco, TX 76706, USA

Email address: Jonathan_Stanfill@baylor.edu URL: http://sites.baylor.edu/jonathan-stanfill/