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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that
authors should write his/her feedback
here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The authors consider interesting problem of
sharp function belonging in the eld of functional
analysis, and with possible application in digital
digital image processing. The presentation has
several weak points addressed below, which
prevent me to recommend the paper for
publication

in BJMCS journal as it is.

However, | see a possibility to brush the paper
up to higher quality level in order to be
acceptable.

The authors should carefully address the
following major comments and take into the
account

the minor comments as well.

Major comments

{I The authors should make more clear what
they have done in the Introduction, emphasize
key concepts of their approach, and, if possible,
write a summary of known theoretical

results, which are connected to sharp function
and/or Marcinkiewicz theorem (including

the re

erence of the original proof).

{I Citations should be properly placed and used
throughout the manuscript. There is a list

of 13 re

erences, but the authors cite only the referrences
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[2] and [3], and only in the

Abstract and Introduction. Re

erences [8,9,10] should be used in the
Introduction.

{I Page 4, between Denition 2.6 and proof of
Theorem 2.5: There should be a short intro-
ductory paragraph explaining a motivation to
introduce the p-mean oscillation property.

{} Page 6, beginning of Section 3: Statement that
the sharp function is a very poweful took

(tool for what?) is not sucient. This term is in the
focus of the paper, thus there should

be a proper introductory text (with re

erences), which helps a reader to better
understand

this concept.

{f I am missing any conclusion and discussion.
Authors should summarize their work, evaluate
their approach, and, if possible, emphasize their
contribution and sketch out any possible
application.

Minor comments

{I Page 1, line 4 from below: in prooving the
Marcinkiewicz ! in proof of the Marcinkiewicz

{f Page 1, line 2 from below: includes the proof of
Lebesguelincludes a proof of the Lebesgue

{} Page 2, line 3 from the rst paragraph: maximal
function was developed to solve a problem

in the theory of functions of complex variable. !
maximal function nds its application,

e.g., in proof of the Lebesgue di

erentiation theorem, the Rademachers di
erentiation

theorem or the Fatou's theorem.

0 Page 2, Proof of Theorem 2.4: Without loss of
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generality ! Without the loss of generality,

{¥ Page 2, Proof of Theorem 2.4: In equation (4),
there is a sharp inequality. I do not see

why equalities are allowed in equation (5).

0 Page 2, Proof of Theorem 2.4, line 3 from
below: cubes we stop; if there are cubes !
cubes, we stop. Otherwise

0 Page 4, lines 1 - 5: There should be stated, over
which set the supremum is considered. I

guess there should be supx2Qj .

0; Page 4, in the middle: there should be a
subscript of the supremum as in my previous
point.

0 Page 4, line 5 from below: sub-linear !
sublinear (as in, e.g., Denition 3.3).

{I Page 5, Example 2.7: Integration over [a; b] is
unclear and confusing.

{I Page 6, Deniton 3.1: I do not see why there is
integration over Rn. Shouldn't there be
integration over Q?

0 Page 7, Denition 3.4: It would be better to dene
weaktype(p; q) generally. It will be used

in proof of the Marcinkiewicz theorem and in
proof of Theorem 3.6.

{I Page 9, Theorem 3.6: How the family of
operators Ti is indexed? It appears that there is
Ti fo discrete i as well as Tt for continuous t.

0 Page 9, Proof of Theorem 3.6: The set over
which the supremum is considered is missing
as well.
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