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INEQUALITIES FOR POSITIVE INTEGRAL OPERATORS

Davip W. Boybp

The aim of this paper is to study integral inequalities of
the following form, where T is an integral operator with non-
negative kernel:

gzl Tf |9 f ldp < K{S:ufm/z}

(p+a)|r

Classical examples of such inequalities include Hardy’s inequ-
ality and Opial’s inequality, Our main result (Theorem 1) is
a minimax characterization of the best constants in such in-
equalities, under the condition that 1< p4q¢=r. This
theorem allows us to deduce certain facts concerning the
uniqueness of the extremal functions, We then apply these
results to the explicit computation or estimation of the best
constants in inequalities of the form:

S:l y(@) |7y (x) |7de < K{SZ' @) lfdx}(p”)“ .

where y(a) = y(b) = 0,

In a previous paper [7], we showed that, if T is a compact
mapping from L~ into L* (s = pr/(r — q)), and 0 < p, 0 < ¢ < 7 and
1 < », then the best constant in such an inequality is the largest
eigenvalue of a certain nonlinear integral equation, the “variational
equation”.

The method which we develop here allows us to show that, in
fact, the variational equation has at most one eigenvalue, if 1 < p +
g <r, (and exactlyoneif 1<p+qg<7r,and 0 < (p — 1)r + q). This
means that it is not, a priori, necessary to know of the existence of
a solution to the variational equation as was the case in [7]. Our
theorem is thus more closely related to the techniques used by Beesack
in [2], [3], and to the results of Wilf ([12], p. 70) and Tomaselli
[11]. The uniqueness results we obtain give us the opportunity to
clear up some confusion concerning the results in the paper of Boyd
and Wong [8].

One advantage of our approach via integral operators is that we
obtain a uniform treatment of inequalities involving funections and
derivatives higher than the first, which would not be the case if we
reduced immediately to differential operators.  The existence and
uniqueness theorems which result may be of some interest in the
theory of non-linear boundary value problems.

In §6, we discuss a number of special situations in which the
variational equation can be reduced to a simpler form, or the uni-
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queness results can be used to improve upper bounds for the best
constants.

1. Preliminaries. We shall follow the notation of [7] for the
most part. Let [a, b] be a finite, or infinite, interval of the real line,
and let m be a measurable function of [a, b], which is positive almost
everywhere. We write du(x) = m(x)de, and

11 = {17 ranf” for 0 < s < o .

We could equally well allow dy¢ to be any o-finite measure on [a, b].
The space L° is the set of measurable functions with || f||, < o with
the usual identification; L= is defined as usual. Convergence in L°
means || f, — f|l;— 0, which we denote by f, —f. If1<s< oo, L*

is a Banach space with dual L, (s’ = s/(s — 1)), and we write f, —Lf
for weak convergence in L°.
We consider integral operators 7 of the form

(1) 7f(w) = | ke, D Odp0)

where k(z, t) = 0 a.e. A function f is in the domain of 7' if and only if
T\f| < e a.e.; and, T maps L™ into L° if and only if T'|f|e L* for
each fe L". Such an operator is necessarily continuous ([13], p. 228)
and we define its norm by

(2) NTH = T llee = sup {|| T [L: [ £ 1], = 1} .

We assume that p, q, » are real numbers which satisfy 0 < p,
0<qg=<7r, 1< and further restrictions to be imposed from time
to time. If T maps L" into L* for s = pr/(r — ¢q), then we can define
the functional J on L” by

(3) I =\ 1171 s e

Holder’s inequality then shows that
(4) JO) = ITIPIFIe

We are interested in determining the numbers
(5) K* = K(p, q, ) = sup {J(N): | Fll. = 1},

and investigating the functions f, (if there are any) for which J(f) =
K*||f|p™?. Such f will be called extremals. We notice immediately
that we may restrict consideration to nonnegative f, since

JO) = J(1fD -



INEQUALITIES FOR POSITIVE INTEGRAL OPERATORS 11

We define a normalized extremal to be an fe L™ with f>= 0, for
which || £, =1, and J(f) = K*.

Given a T of the form (1), we define the adjoint of T to be the
operator with kernel £*(x, t) = k(t, ). Note that in case r =1, s =1,
if T: L"— L* continuously, then T*: L* — L" continuously, and

” T”ras = H T*”s’—vr’ .
We should point out that inequalities of the form

S:I TF 1?1 f [fw(r)de < K{S:lflrm(x)dx}(pﬂm

are included in our formulation, simply by using a different operator
T, = (w/m)"*T, in place of T.

2. The variational equation.

LeMMA 1. Suppose that f 1s an extremal for which fe L™, f >0
a.e. and Tf >0 a.e. Then f satisfies the following equation a.e.,
with » = K*.

(6) pT*(TF)7f) + (T = (@ + oML Il

Furthermore, if (f, A) is any solution to (6) with f < 0 a.e. and
Tf > 0 a.e., then J(f) = A|| f|2*%, so A = K* is the largest eigenvalue
of (6), and all solutions of (6) with » = K* are extremals.

Proof. See Lemma 2(b) of [7] for details concerning the differ-
entiability of the functionals involved. We notice that if || < f,
then J(f + ¢h) and ||f + eh|2™ are differentiable at ¢ = 0, and the
derivative of the ratio J(f + eh)/||f + €h||?™® vanishes at ¢ = 0. This
gives

b
(7) Sa{p(Tf)”‘lf"Th + (T f*h — (p + QK*f™h|| flIFF"dpe .
We may write
[(@ry=ireThdge = | To((Tr)
by Fubini’s theorem. Then choosing h appropriately, we obtain (6)
with h = K*.
If (f,n) is a solution of (6), then multiply by f and integrate

reversing the above steps to arrive at (7) with - = f and K* replaced
by N. This shows J(f) = || f]]2+
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We call (6) the wvariational equation, and when we wish to em-
phasize the (p, ¢, ) in question we will denote (6) by V(p, g, 7).

3. The minimax theorem. The next theorem is the main result
of this paper. It generalizes a result stated by Wilf ([12], p. 70)
for the case p = r, ¢ = 0. A more special result for »p = », ¢ = 0 was
proved by Tomaselli in [11].

In the statement of the theorem, the following funectional will
appear:

& M) - PT(LFP96) + (TP~
(B) M = o T )

If we allow o as a possible value, we can define the domain of 1,
(M), as follows:

(@ ifp+g=rp=l, M) ={f:f>0ae}

b ifp+rqg=r,0<p<l, oM ={f:f>0 a.e and Trf>0
a.e.}

(¢) fp+qg=r,p=l, M) ={f:feL’,f>0 a.e.}

d fp+q=xrr,0<p<l,a2M)={f:feL,f>0 ae., Tf >
0 a.e.}.

Note that =7 (M) is empty only if 0 < p <1 and Tf = 0 on a set of
positive measure for all f > 0. This would mean that k(z, t) = 0 a.e.
on a set F X [a, b] where u(E) > 0.

THEOREM 1. Let p,q and r satisfy L <p+qg=7r, 0<p, 0=q.
Let T be an operator of the form (1). Define M(f) by (8), for fe
(M), as explained above. Then

(9) K* < M(f), for all fe 27(M) .

If p+ q < r, then equality holds in (9) (for finite K*) if and only
if £ is a solution of (6) with » = K*.

Proof. Let a« =p/(p +q),B8=q/(p+q. Let f>0in [a,b], so
that by (8),

(10)  af > TH(TF) 7 f) + BF(LF) = Ml fllzr

Now suppose that ge L and g = 0 a.e. Holder’s inequality with

exponents p +¢q and ™' = (p +¢q)/(p + ¢ — 1), and weight k(x, ?),
shows that

an (e = {| ke, dowrerods)”
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(1) = {1 e ator sy ap] ke, 00anf™

— T(gp+qf—p~q+1)(Tf)p+q—1 .
Raise (11) to the power «, and we have
(12) (Tg)* = {T(grrf~ (T .

Now, we will use the inequality c*d? < ac + gd, for ¢ =0, d = 0,
after inserting certain factors into (12), as follows:

(Tg)pgq < {f‘q(Tf)p—l T(gp+qj'—p—q+1)}a{gp+qf—p(Tf)p}ﬁ
= af (Tf)y"—T(g™ " f~7") + Bg™f~(Tf)" .

Integrate (13) from a to b, and use Fubini’s theorem, as in the proof

of Lemma 1, to introduce a T* into the first integral, then use (10)
to obtain:

(13)

|| (Toyar = | g stag -ty + g (Tl

(14 S

= MO FlEreliglizl fli=,

where, in the last step, we use Holder’s inequality with exponents
r/(p + ¢}, and 7/(r — p — ¢). Thus, we have proved that for any
g=0, geL’, we have

(15) J(g) = M(P)llglli+,

which proves that K* < M(f).

It is eclear that if (f, K*) is a solution of (6) with f > 0, then
M(f) = K*, so equality holds in (9), (and this is true even if p 4+ ¢ =
7).

Conversely, suppose equality holds in (9) so M(f) = K*, and yet
that (f, K*) is not a solution of (6). Assume, without loss of gener-
ality that || /||, = 1. Then, for some K < K*, and some set E of
positive measure, we would have

(16) pT*((TF)r ' f) (@) + (TF)*(@)f*(x) = (p + QK () ,
for xe K.

Examining the inequality (14), with (16) in mind, we write f = f, + f;
where f; > 0 if and only if x¢ E and f, > 0 ifand only if x¢ E. We
write ¢ = || fil[l >0s0 1 —¢=||f.l|7. Similarly, write g =g, + g. and let
d=|lg.|l;, and 1 —d = || g,||7, (assuming [[g||, =1). Letv=(p+q)/r<1.
Then (14), (10) and (16) give
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S b (Tg)rg'dp < KS b grHafrrIdp + K*S b r—

amn < Kdie + K*1 — dy(1 — ¢)'
< y(Kd + K*(1 — d)) + (1 — 7)(Ke + K*(1 — ¢))
< vK* + (1 — 7)(Ke + K*(1 — ¢)) = K, < K*,

where K, is a constant which is strictly less than K*, since 1 — v >0
and ¢ > 0. But (17) contradicts the definition of K*, since now

J(9) = Kl|glls*
for all ge L; thus, (f, K*) is a solution of (6).

COROLLARY 1. With the assumptions of Theorem 1, the equation
(6) has mo solutions (f, N) with fe L, f >0 a.e. and N = K*.

Proof. If (f,\) is a solution of (6) with f > 0 a.e., then M(f) =
A, 80 by Theorem 1, K* <. But, by Lemma 1, » < K*. Hence,
we have N = K*.

COROLLARY 2. Suppose that 0 <p, 0<¢q, and 1 <p+qg <.
If 0<»<1, suppose that Tf > 0 a.e. whenever f > 0 a.e. Suppose
that fe L, ||fll,=1, f>0 a.e. and J(f) = K*. Then f is the only
normalized extremal.

Proof. By Lemma 1, such an extremal would satisfy (6), and
hence M(f) = K*. Referring to equation (14) in the proof of Theorem
1, we see that if ¢ =0, ||¢g|l. =1 and J(9) = K*, then

b
(18) K* — S (Tg)pqu# é K*Sbgpwfr—p—qd# g K* .
For equality to hold in the last application of Holder’s inequality, we

must have ¢” = ¢f" a.e. for some constant ¢, and ||g||, = || fll, =1
implies ¢ = 1. Thus ¢ = f a.e., proving uniqueness of f.

COROLLARY 3. Suppose that 0 <p, 0<q and 1< p+qg=r.
Suppose that k(xz, t) > 0 for all (z, t) satisfying a <t < x < b. Suppose
that £ >0 a.e., ||fll. =1, J(f) = K*. Then f is the only normalized
extremal.

Proof. 1If f is such an extremal, and g = 0, ||g||, = 1 and J(g9) =
K*, then equality must hold in all of the inequalities (11), (13) and
(14). In particular, if equality is to hold in (11) for a given z € [a, 0],
then there is a constant c¢(x) such that g()"f(¢)="" = ¢(x)"f(t), for almost
all ¢ for which k(x, t) = 0. Letting E(x) = {t: k(x, t) # 0}, we see that
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our assumption implies that p(E(x) N E(y)) > 0 for almost all z and
y in [a, b]. Thus, for a set NC[a, b] of measure zero, c(x) = c(y)
for x, y¢ N. Thus ¢(x) is constant a.e., and since ¢ and f have norm
1, g =171 a.e.

REMARKS.

1. The result of Corollary 1 gives us the opportunity to clarify
the result obtained by Wong and I in [8]. We gave a result concerning
the best constants in the inequality

[ v @ e = &) 1y @) 1o miyat

where y(0) = 0, and » > 0. There, we stated that K* = l/a(p + 1),
where « is the smallest positive eigenvalue in a certain differential
boundary value problem. In the review in Mathematical Reviews,
by J. V. Ryff (MR 35, #3021), and the review in the Zentralblatt
fiir Mathematik, by P. R. Beesack (173, p. 57), it was suggested
that this eigenvalue should be taken to be the largest such eigen-
value. Our reasoning, (which was not stated), was that since the
inequality is attained for any eigenfunction (satisfying the stated
conditions), then, in order to be correct, the inequality must include
the worst possible case: that is, when « is the smallest. The revie-
wers’ reasoning was, no doubt, that the inequality could be proved
for any eigenfunction, and hence the best constant is obtained when
« is largest. In fact, the reasoning is correct in both instances,
showing that « is, in fact, unique. This is a special case of Corollary
1, taking

Tf(w) = (ola)/m(@)"| Fet

2. The result of Corollary 3 could easily be strengthened to
include kernels which vanish on larger sets. All one really requires is
that for almost all z,y € [a, b], that there be a chain x =2, 2, ++-, 2, =¥
such that p(E(x;) N E(x;y)) >0 for ¢ =1,2, ---, n — 1. However, all
our examples will satisfy the stronger condition stated in Corollary 3.

4. Existence of extremals. It is not necessary, for the applica-
tion of Theorem 1, to know in advance that extremals exist. Thus,
this method differs in principle from the method used in [7] where
it was essential to show the existence of extremals. The knowledge
that extremals do exist can be useful, nevertheless, so we quote some
results in this area, from [7].

LEMMA 2. Suppose that p >0, r>1, 0<q <7, and that T 1is
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a compact operator from L™— L° (s = pr/(r — q)). Then normalized
extremals exist, and the set of mormalized extremals is a (strongly)
compact subset of L.

Proof. The existence is Lemma 1 of [7]. An examination of
the proof of that Lemma shows that if S = {f} is a set of normalized
extremals then there is a weakly convergent subsequence f, of S

such that fanO, and J(f,) = K*, ||f,]| = 1. But, by the uniform

convexity of L™ for » > 1, fﬂ———w—>f0 and || f.ll— | foll implies f,—f
(strongly). Thus, S is sequentially compact.

REMARKS. A sufficient condition for 7: L"— L° to be compact,
which was mentioned in [7], is that k£ have finite double norm. That
is,

(19) e ={{' ke, oraem | ape) " < - .

The following result due to Ando, is also very useful. He proves
it for Orlicz spaces.

LeEmMmA 3. If T s an integral operator which maps L™ — L°,
where r >s>=1. Then T is compact.

Proof. See Ando [1] for the case in which [a, b] has finite measure.
Andd’s proof is valid even when [a, ] has infinite measure as one
can check by using the results of Luxemburg and Zaanen [10].

The following result is a simple sufficient condition for all ex-
tremals to satisfy /> 0 a.e.

LEMMA 4. Suppose k(z, t) > 0 for almost all (x,t) which satisfy
a<t<x=<b. Suppose f is an extremal. Then f >0 a.e.

Proof. This is Lemma 2(b) of [7].

Combining Lemmas 2, 3 and 4 with Corollaries 1 and 2 we have
the following.

THEOREM 2. Suppose that 0 < p, 0=<¢q, L <p+ g <r and that
(p—1r+qg=0. Suppose that k(x, t) > 0 for almost all (x,t) which
satisfy a<t<a<b. Then there is a unique normalized extremal
[+ The function f satisfies f > 0 a.e. and (f, K¥) is the only solution
of (6) which satisfies f > 0 a.e.
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Proof. The conditions on p, ¢ and r imply that
1<s=pr/(r—q <vr.

Thus, by Lemma 3, T is compact. By Lemma 2, a normalized ex-
tremal exists which satisfies f > 0 a.e., by Lemma 4. By Corollary 2,
f is unique. and by Corollary 1, (6) has no other solutions (g, \) with
g >0 a.e. and N = K*.

5. The inequalities of Bliss. We can use an interesting class
of inequalities due to Bliss [5] to show that Theorem 1 cannot be
extended to » + ¢ > 7, in general, and to show that one should not
expect unique normalized extremals when p + ¢ > ». The inequality
is the following.

Let 1 <r < p, and ¢ = (p — r)/r. Then for f=0

(20) | o[ st ao = Ko, | rerae)
where
(1) K, r) = (0 — ¢ — )eB(l/e, (p — Do)~ ,

and B(z, y) is the Beta function. (This constant is given incorrectly
in Hardy, Littlewood and Polya ([9], p. 195). In their notation, the
bracketed term should be raised to the »-th power).

Equality is attained in (20) for multiples of

(22) ful@) = (@° + @)

where a is any positive constant.
Writing ¢.(x) = f.(@)/|| f.]l,, we have

(23) ga(x) — Aa(p—-l)l(p—r)(xc + a)—p/(p—r) ,

where A depends only on » and » but not on a.

Notice that {g,} is not a compact subset of L’. For, g,(x) —0
as a— =, and if g were a strong limit point of {g,} it would be a
limit point under a.e. convergence; and g(x) = 0 is the only such
limit point. But ||g|| =1 if g is the strong limit of ., which is a
contradiction. Thus, the conclusion of Lemma 2 does not hold here.
It follows that the operator

(24) Tf(w) = x““”””S:f(t)dt

is not compact from L™ — L.
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The functional M(f) of Theorem 1 becomes
(25) M(f) = sup A2 @) TATF) ) () -

It is easy to check that if f(x) = 2=/, then there is a constant X\
such that T*(Tf)*"(x) = Af'(x). This f is not in L", but taking
fu(x) = min ("7, 27", nt"x"), we obtain a sequence of f, for which
M(f,) — 0. Thus, the conclusion of Theorem 1 does not hold.

Clearly the conclusions of Corollary 2 do not hold either, since
the normalized extremals are far from being unique.

b. Applications of the main theorem. Our next result is sug-
gested by the well-known theorem that, if 7 = T*, then the best

constant in

\(Trrde < K2, 0,2)| rde
is the square of the best constant in
|7f-fdp = K, 1, 2)| e
We use the notation K(p, ¢, r) from (5), and designate (6) by V(p, q, ).

THEOREM 3. Suppose that 1 < p, 0 < ¢, that p + ¢ < 2, and that
r=(p—q)/(p—1). Suppose that T = T*, and that V(1,1,r) has a
solution f > 0 a.e. Then

(26) K(py q, 7') = K(ly 17 ,',.)p *

Proof. Since p + ¢ <2 and p > 1, it follows that
r=z2zp+q=1,

so by Corollary 1, there are no solutions of V(p, ¢, ») with f > 0 a.e.
and )\ K* = K(p, q,r). By assumption V(1,1,r) has a solution
f >0 a.e. That is
(27) Ty = (T*f + Tf) = af ™,
where a = K(1,1, 7). But, using T* = Tand r = (p — q)/(p — 1), we
have

pT*(T)*~f) + ¢(Tf)f* = pT*("'f) + qarf™™

= (p + @Qarf.

That is, (f, a®) is a solution of V(p, ¢, ), and by uniqueness, we must
have ar = K(p, q, 7).
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The next four results give some simple upper bounds for K(p, q, 7)
which are useful in cases when it is not possible to explicitly solve
Vi(p, q, r). One could of course use Theorem 1 directly, but the com-
putations involved are again rather formidable. We prefer, if possible,
to use Theorem 1 in a theoretical way, as in Propositions 3 and 4.
The idea which appears in Proposition 3 was used in [6]. Proposition
2 is an obvious generalization of Theorem 1 of the paper of Beesack
and Das [4].

ProposITION 1. Let 0 < p, 0 <qg<r,1 Z<r. Let |||T]|] be given
by (19), where s = pr/(r — q) and let K(p,q,r) = |||T|l|*. Then

(28) K(p, q,7) = Ki(p, q,7) -
Proof. Since || T < ||| T}l|, this follows from (4).
ProroSITION 2. Suppese that 0 < p, 0 < g <7r, 1 <r, and that

T is a Volterra operator, so that kix,t) =0 for a <z <t <b. Sup-
pose dp(x) = dx.  Then

(29) K(p, q,7) = Ky(p, q, 7) = (¢/(p + Q)" I T[] .
Proof. For felLr, f=0, we have

Ti(w) = | ki, Oft)t < h@a()"

where
z 1/r
hiz) = {K ke, t)"dt} ,
and
2(@) = | rat.
Thus,

I = | aryras < wereyrds
= {[ wae)"{| ezas}” = @io + oy TR
which is (29).

ProOPOSITION 3. Suppose that 0 < p, 0q, 1<p+qg<r and
that V(p, q, r) has a solution with f > 0 a.e.

Let @ be a measure-preserving transformation of [a, b] into itself
and define Rf(x) = f(ox). Suppose that TRf = RTf and T*Rf = RT*f
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for all f=0. Let U=2T + TR). Then,
(30) K(p) q, T) = Ks(pv q, 7’) = HI UW .

Proof. By Corollaries 1 and 2, the equation V(p, ¢, ) has a unique
normalized solution (f, A) with X\ = K(p, q, ). However, since @ is
measure-preserving, we have |[|Rf|, = ||/ |l., and since R commutes
with T and T%, we have (TRf)*™ = R(Tf)*™", and (Rf)" = Rf’, etc.
Thus, by direct substitution, (Rf, ) is also a normalized solution of
V(p, q, r), which means Rf = f. But then,

(31) Tf = TRf = (Tf + TRf)/2 = Uf .
Thus,
(32) Ky, 0,7) = () = | (Ufysede < || U7 -

ProrosITION 4. Suppose that 0 < p, 0 =g <, 1 <r, and that
V(p,q,r) has a solution (f, \), with x = K(p, q, v), f > 0 a.e., || f]l. = 1,
and 0 <m < f(x) < M a.e. Suppose that 1 < p +q < 1. Then,

<33) K<p7 q, l) g K(py q, 74)”f||5—p—q max (MT_I, ’mr") .

Proof. Since f solves V(p, q, ), we have

(34) pT*(T)*f) + ¢(TF)"f* = K(p, q, )(p + @)f " a.e.

Letting M(f) denote the functional given by (8), with parameters
(», ¢, 1), we see that (83) follows immediately from (84) and Theorem
1.

REMARK. If f=0,]||fl||, = 1 is an extremal which attains K(p,q,7),
then we have, for any { > 1,

(35) K(p, ¢, ) = J()-II FIl7e " = K(p, g, )| f 70

This gives a lower bound for K{p, q,!), (which may, of course, be
trivial).

7. Integral inequalities involving a function and its second
derivative. We shall consider inequalities of the form

g:{y{”{y”lqdaz = K(p, q, ?“){SZI?/" I"d:v}wm ,

where ¥’ is absolutely continuous, and (0) = y(1) = 0. Defining ¥’ =
—f, it is well-known, and easily verified, that
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(36) y(@) = Tf@) = (1 — x)§:tf(t)dt + xgl(l — DAt

Note that k(z, t) > 0 a.e., and that 7= T7*. In this case, T: L"— L°
is compact for any r = 1 and s > 0, since the kernel is bounded, and
hence of finite double norm. Thus, for # >1 and 0 < q <, the
equation V(p, q, ) has solutions, according to Lemma 2 and Lemma
1. Using the methods of proof of Theorem 2 of [7], one can show
that the extremals are in C=(0, 1); whenever we need this fact here,
it is easy to prove directly.

With the idea of applying Theorem 3, we first determine K{1, 1, #).
Equation (6) becomes, (using « rather than \),

(37) Tf = af % || fil.=1.
Note that Tf(x) > 0 for x€]0, 1], so f >0 in |0, 1], and
Tr0) = Tr 1) = 0

so that f(0) = f(1) = 0. Let us write g = f"* so f = ¢g”'. Equation
(37) becomes T(g”~') = g which shows g¢" exists. Differentiating
once, we see that ¢’(0) >0 and ¢’(1) < 0. A further differentiation
gives

(38) ag’ = —g"
(39) g(0) =9(1) =0
(40) lgll,=1.

An immediate integrating factor of (38) is ¢, giving
(41) 27a(g")? = —()'g" + ¢,

for a constant ¢, which we evaluate as follows: integrate (41) from
0 to 1, use {(40), then (38) and (39), to get

c— ()t = 2“1a81(g’)2d90
0
“2) = 2-a{[g @a@); — | 9"od}
= 2" {o + Sog* da:} — 2.
Thus, ¢ = (' + 2)/2+'. Now (38) implies that ¢’(z) < 0 in |0, 1[, so

g’ is strictly decreasing, and hence there is a unique x,¢€]0, 1] with
g'(x) = 0. From (41), g(z)” = ¢’ = (' + 2)/2. Write

G = g(w) = (0" + 2)/2)"" .
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From (41), we see that

VaZeg' (@) = (1~ (9()/G))", for 0 =v=w,

(43) = —(1 — (g)/G))", form=ax=<1.

Using (43) and (39) we can compute z, in two ways:
G G
A « . "\ —1/2 — _ [44 (G2
44 /é_c_g (1 — (t/G)")dt = 1 1/_2050 1 — (t/G)y")~"dt

which shows that #, = 1/2. Now writing ¢ = Gu, we have

1 Ja S N P | (1 1
45 L_Jaegla- pdy = o/ . 1p(L, LY.
45 2 1/20 o( ) * 2¢c " \7 2>
This gives
_ _ ¢'+2>-1+2” 1 1>_2 .
(46) a=K1,1,7) = 2( - B(T,,-g- r>1.

Observe that, according to (46), we have the following well-known
result

(47) K(1,1,2) = 7.

From the above discussion, it is clear that V(1, 1, ) has a unique

solution for all » > 1. For » = 2, this also follows from the Coroll-

aries to Theorem 1. Note that, for 1 < » < 2, we must use Lemma

2 to show that K(1, 1, ») is an eigenvalue of (6), to justify (46).
Now, applying Theorem 3, we have

(48) K(p,q,(p —9)/ip — 1) =K1, 1, (» —q/lp — 1)?,

fl1<p, 0=5¢q, p+qg=2.
In particular,
(49) K(pr q, 2) = K(l, ly 2)p y if p+qg= 2.

The equation (48) would also be valid for » + ¢ > 2 if one could show
Vip, q, (p — @)/{» — 1)) had a unique eigenvalue with positive eigen-
function, as the reasoning of Theorem 3 shows. Another particular
case which is of interest is ¢ = 0. Then (48) becomes

(50) K@, 0,r = KQ1,1, ", ifr=2.
We can now apply Proposition 4 to estimate K(p, ¢, ) when
1<p+g=sl=pm-9/-1.

Using the notation of that result, we have M = G"~' = ((+' + 2)/2)""",
and we must compute || f[], = [lgl|("Zl);, where " = (»p — ¢)/(1 — Q).
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We can compute [|g||, for » = 0, using (43), as follows:
ly 1z v —C—Y_ e ’ v r’\—1/2
lolt = 2| g @de = 2/ 2 | 7@ @ — (o) G))

= Z/EG“'lglt”(l — t7)"'’dt, using t = g(x)/G

(1) _ 21/an+13<'1}+1’;‘>
= (" + 2)/2)””’B(” j 1,%)13(71,, ;) ,

using (45). This can be used with (45), and Proposition 4, to estimate
K(p, q,1). A simple computation gives

o Emans (AL LY.

(*) where a = -1 —2p+(p+ @)/l and =1 — (p + @)/l

provided 1 < p,0<¢,1<p+qg=1=<2, where »r=(p — ¢)/(p — 1).
For the estimate of Proposition 1, we have

(53) Kl(p, q, ’)") — (1,,) 4 1)—P/T’B(S + 1’ s + 1)13/8’ s = p?‘/(?" _ q) .

We can also apply Proposition 3 here, (if 1< p + ¢ <7 with
@(x) =1 — 2. Then Rf(x) = f(1 — x), and

(54) U@ = | utw, Dt
where
t ,0tsx
(55) 2u(x, t) = x ,rx=t=1l—-—2, f0=2x<L1/2

A—t,l—-s=<t=<1

and u(l — 2, ) = u(x, t), if 1/2 <2 < 1. Using this, we have

(56)  h(x) = {S u(, &) dt}”’ = 2w(2e(r + 1)~ + (1 — 2",
0=x<1)/2.

Thus

61 K a,n) = 101F = 4{[v@ = v’ + nyrag)”

It may be instructive to compare the estimates (53) and (57) with
the exact value (47) in case (p, ¢, 7) = (1,1, 2). Then
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K(1,1,2) = (9.8696)"
(58) < K1, 1, 2) = (9.7980)""
< K(1,1,2)= (6.3447) .

Acknowledgements. 1 with to thank P. R. Beesack for drawing
my attention to the paper of Tomaselli [10] and for sending me a
preprint of his survey article [3]. I would also like to thank W. A.
J. Luxemburg for telling me of Ando’s result [1].

REFERENCES

1. T. Ando, On compactness of Integral operators, Proc. Ned. Akad. van Wet., 65
(1962), 235-239.

2. P. R. Beesack, Hardy’s inequality and its extensions, Pacific J. Math., 11 (1961),
39-61.

3. , Integral Imequalities involving a function and its derivative, (to appear).
4. P. R. Beesack, and K. M. Das, Euxtension of Opial's inequality, Pacific J. Math.,
26 (1968), 215-232.

5. G. A. Bliss, An tntegral inequality, J. Lond. Math. Soc., 5 (1930), 40-46.

6. D. W. Boyd, Best constants in inequalities related to Opial’s inequality, J. Math.
Anal. Appl., 25 (1969), 378-387.

7. ————, Best constants in a class of integral imequalities, Pacific J. Math., 30
(1969), 367-383.

8. D. W. Boyd, and J. S. W. Wong, An extension of Opial’s inequality, J. Math.
Anal. Appl., 19 (1967), 100-102.

9. G. H. Hardy, J. E. Littlewood and G. Polya, Inequalities, Cambridge, 1934.

10. W. A. J. Luxemburg and A. C. Zaanen, Compactness of Integral Operators in
Banach Function Spaces, Math. Annalen, 149 (1963), 150-180.

11. G. Tomaselli, A class of inequalities, Boll. Un. Mat. Ital. IV, Ser 2, (1969), 622-
631.

12. H. S. Wilf, Finite Sections of Some Classical Inequalities, Springer. Berlin, 1970.
13. A. C. Zaanen, Linear Analysis, North-Holland, Amsterdam, 1953.

Received January 7, 1971. Supported in part by NSF Grant GP-14133.

CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY





