arXiv:2112.00078v1 [math.CA] 30 Nov 2021

LUZIN’S PROBLEM ON FOURIER CONVERGENCE AND HOMEOMORPHISMS

GADY KOZMA AND ALEXANDER OLEVSKIĬ

Abstract. We show that for every continuous function f there exists an absolutely continuous homeomorphism of the circle φ such that the Fourier series of f ∘ φ converges uniformly. This resolves a problem set by N. N. Luzin.

1. Introduction

Is it possible to improve the convergence properties of the Fourier series by an appropriate change of variable (homeomorphism of the circle)? The history of the problem goes back to a result of Julius Pál [13] (a Hungarian mathematician, who worked for many years in Copenhagen), improved by Harald Bohr [3].

Theorem 1 (Pál-Bohr). Given a real function f ∈ C(T) one can find a homeomorphism ϕ : T →T such that the Fourier series of the superposition f ∘ ϕ converges uniformly on T.

For the convenience of the reader we include a proof of the Pál-Bohr theorem in §2, essentially following the original idea, a surprising use of the Riemann conformal mapping theorem.

The Pál-Bohr theorem inspired a number of problems which have been studied actively. In particular, real proofs providing a visible construction of ϕ were given by Saakyan [14] and by Kahane and Katznelson [8]. Kahane and Katznelson also proved the complex version of the theorem, and further showed that for any compact family of functions f there exists a single homeomorphism ϕ carrying the entire family into the space of functions with uniformly converging Fourier series. On the other hand, it is possible to construct a real function f ∈ C(T) such that no homeomorphism ϕ can bring it to the Wiener algebra (answering a problem posed by N. Luzin), see [11].

In all known proofs of the Pál-Bohr theorem the homeomorphism ϕ in general is singular. This prompted Luzin to ask: is it possible, for an arbitrary f ∈ C(T), to find an absolutely continuous homeomorphism ϕ such that

GK is supported by the Israel Science Foundation and by the Jesselson Foundation.

1

f ∘ ϕ has a uniformly converging of Fourier series?^∗ This problem remained open so far. In this paper we resolve this conjecture.

Theorem 2. Given a real function f ∈ C(T) one can find an absolutely continuous homeomorphism ϕ : T →T such that the Fourier series of the superposition f ∘ ϕ converges uniformly on T.

Further, for any p < ∞ it is possible to have in addition that ϕ^′ ∈ L^p.

We remark that Kahane and Katznelson showed that this cannot be done if we require also that ϕ ∈ C^1 [8, example 5]. Thus an interesting gap remains between our results and those of [8]: is is possible to do the same with a Lipschitz homeomorphism?

We should also mention that certain kinds of improvements in the behaviour of the Fourier transform are impossible to achieve using absolutely continuous homeomorphisms. For example, there exists an f ∈ C(T) such that ^f ∘ ϕ ∉ l_p for any 1 ≤ p < 2 and any absolutely continuous homeomorphism ϕ [12]. This result also implies that it would be difficult to answer Luzin’s conjecture using a version of the original construction of Pál and Bohr (e.g. replacing conformal maps with quasi-conformal ones), as that construction gives an H^{1/2} function (see below, §2), and any g ∈ H^{1/2} has ^g ∈ l^p for all p > 1.

The paper is organised as follows. In §2 we prove the Pál-Bohr theorem. In §3 we sketch an easier result: that for any continuous function f there exists a Hölder homeomorphism φ such that f ∘ φ has a uniformly bounded Fourier series. This sketch covers about two thirds of the ideas needed for the full result and we believe it will be beneficial to the reader. The remainder of the paper contains the proof of theorem 2.

2. The Pál-Bohr theorem

Recall that we wish to show that for every real-valued continuous function f on T there exists a homeomorphism φ such that f ∘ φ has a uniformly converging Fourier series. Clearly we may assume f > 0, by adding a constant if necessary, so let us do so. Let Ω be the domain delimited by f in polar coordinates, namely Ω = {re^{iθ} : r < f(θ)}. Let u be a conformal map of the disk D onto Ω taking 0 to 0. By Caratheodory’s theorem [6, §I.3], u extends to a one-to-one map of ∂D onto ∂Ω and hence g(t) := |u(e^{it})| is a change of variables of f (in other words, g = f ∘ φ).

∗Our attempts to discover the history of the problem were only partially successful. It

is mentioned in Bary’s book [2, chapter 4, §12], attributed to Luzin, who passed away in 1950, before Bary’s book was published (as far as we know, Luzin did not conjecture one direction or the other for the expected answer). Another piece of information is from the MathSciNet entry for [11], which states that Luzin’s other problem is from the twenties. It is reasonable to assume that both problems were asked together, but we have no evidence of that. We thank Carruth McGehee for help with our historical research.

We claim that g has a uniformly converging Fourier expansion. To see this write u(z) = ∑ c_kz^k and get ∫∫ D |u^′(z)|^2 dz = ∫∫ D | | | ∞∑ k=1 kc_kz^{k−1} | | | 2 dz

= ∫_1 0 ∫_{2π} 0 | | | ∞∑ k=1 kc_kr^{k−1}e^{i(k−1)θ)} | | | 2 r dθ dr

by Parseval = 2π

∫_1 0 ∞∑ k=1 k^2|c_k|^2r^{2k−1} dr = π ∞∑ k=1 k|c_k|^2. Since ∫∫ D |u^′(z)|^2 dz is the area of Ω and is finite, we get that g ∈ H^{1/2}, the Sobolev space of functions whose^1_2 -derivative is in L^2. The theorem is finished by the following three observations. First, that H^{1/2} ∩ C is a Banach algebra (lemma 2.1 below). Hence |g| is also in H^{1/2} (lemma 2.3). A continuous, H^{1/2} function has a uniformly converging Fourier expansion (lemma 2.4). □

Lemma 2.1. The space H^{1/2} ∩ C, that is, the space of all continuous f : [0, 2π] → C with ∑ |k|| ^f(k)|^2 < ∞ equipped with the norm max{‖f‖_∞, ( ∑ |k|| ^f(k)|^2)^{1/2}} is a Banach algebra with respect to pointwise multiplication.

Proof. Since ‖fg‖_∞ ≤ ‖f‖_∞‖g‖_∞, we need to show that ‖fg‖_H1/2 ≤ C‖f‖_A· ‖g‖_A for some absolute constant C, where ‖f‖_A := max{‖f‖_∞, ‖f‖_H1/2 } and ‖f‖^2_{H1/2} = ∑_∞ k=−∞ |k|| ^f(k)| 2. For k ≥ 1 let P_k be the following smoothed spectral projections,

(P_kf)(t) = ∞∑ j=−∞ τ_k(j) ^f (j)e^{ijt} τ_k(j) = |j|2^{1−k} − 1 2^{k−1} < |j| ≤ 2^k 2 − |j|2^{−k} 2^k < |j| ≤ 2^{k+1} 0 othewise,

and let P_0f = ∑ |j|≤1 ^f(j)e ijt so that f = ∑_∞ k=0 P_kf. We get ‖fg‖_H1/2 = ‖ ‖ ‖ (_∞∑ k=0 P_kf )(_∞∑ k=0 P_kg )‖ ‖ ‖_{H1/2} ≤ ∞∑ k=0 ‖ ‖P_kf k∑ l=0 P_lg ‖ ‖ H^{1/2} + ∞∑ l=0 ‖ ‖P_lg l−1∑ k=0 P_kf ‖ ‖ H^{1/2} .

For each of the terms we can write ‖ ‖ ‖P^kf k∑ l=0 P_lg ‖ ‖ ‖_{H1/2} ≤ 2^{(k+2)/2} ‖ ‖ ‖P^kf k∑ l=0 P_lg ‖ ‖ ‖_2

≤ 2^{(k+2)/2}‖P_kf‖_2 ‖ ‖ k∑ l=0 P_lg ‖ ‖ ∞ ≤ C2^{k/2}‖P_kf‖_2‖g‖_∞ where the last inequality follows because ∑_k l=0 P_l is a de la Vallée Poussin kernel, and in particular is the difference of two Fejér kernel, hence has norm at most 3 on L^∞. An identical calculation holds for the terms ‖P_lg ∑ P_kf‖ and hence ‖fg‖_H1/2 ≤ C‖g‖_∞ ∞∑ k=0 2^{k/2}‖P_kf‖_2 + C‖f‖_∞ ∞∑ l=0 2^{l/2}‖P_lg‖_2 ≤ C(‖g‖_∞‖f‖_H1/2 + ‖f‖_∞‖g‖_H1/2 ) ≤ C‖f‖_A‖g‖_A, showing the Banach algebra property, as needed. □

Lemma 2.2. If f ∈ H^{1/2} ∩ C and if z is a function analytic in a neighbourhood of {f(x) : x ∈ T} then z ∘ f ∈ H^{1/2} ∩ C.

Proof. We follow Wiener’s proof of the same fact for Wiener’s algebra. We first note that being in the algebra A = H^{1/2} ∩C is a local property, namely if some f : T → C satisfies that for every x there is an ϵ > 0 and a function a_x ∈ A such that a_x|_{(x−ϵ,x+ϵ)} = f|_{(x−ϵ,x+ϵ)} then it follows that f ∈ A. Indeed, we take a finite cover of T by intervals (x_1 − ϵ_1, x_1 + ϵ_1), . . . , (x_n − ϵ_n, x_n + ϵ_n) and take some corresponding partition of unity p_1, . . . , p_n with p_i ∈ A then f = fp_1 + . . . + fp_n = a_{x1} p_1 + . . . + a_{xn} p_n ∈ A (recall that A is a Banach algebra, by lemma 2.1). This shows locality, and it is therefore enough to show that for every x there exists some ϵ > 0 and a ∈ A such that a|_{(x−ϵ,x+ϵ)} = z ∘ f|_x. By translation invariance we may assume that x = 0 and by invariance to addition of constants we may assume that f(0) = 0.

We next find some functions ρ_n ∈ A such that supp ρ_n ⊆ [−2/n, 2/n], ρ_n ≡ 1 on [−1/n, 1/n], ‖ρ_n‖_A ≤ C and lim_{n→∞} ‖ρ_n(1 − e^{itk})‖_A = 0 ∀k ∈ Z. (trapezoidal functions satisfy all these properties, for example). We fix some δ > 0 and write f = f_1 + f_2 where f_1 is a trigonometric polynomial with |f_1(0)| < δ and ‖f_2‖_A < δ (for example we can take f_1 to be a Cesàro partial sum of f). We then have ‖f_2ρ_n‖_A ≤ C‖f_2‖_A‖ρ_n‖_A ≤ Cδ ‖f_1ρ_n‖_A ≤ | | | ∑ k ^f_1(k) | | |‖ρ^n‖^A + ∑ k | ^f_1(k)| · ‖(1 − e^{itk})ρ_n‖_A ≤ Cδ + ∑ k | ^f_1(k)| · o(1).

Hence for n sufficiently large (depending on δ, of course), we have ‖fρ_n‖_A ≤ Cδ. Using the Taylor expansion of z near zero we can write z(fρ_n) = ∞∑ j=1 z^{(j)}(0) j! (fρ_n)^j and since ‖(fρ_n)^k‖_A ≤ C^k‖fρ_n‖^k_A ≤ (Cδ)^k we can make the sum converge in A by taking δ sufficiently small. This shows that locally z ∘ f ∈ A and proves the lemma. □

Lemma 2.3. |g| ∈ H^{1/2} ∩ C.

Proof. By lemma 2.1 A = H^{1/2} ∩C is a Banach algebra and since we already know g ∈ A we get that |g|^2 = Re(g)^2 + Im(g)^2 ∈ A. Since |g|^2 > 0 and since √ · is analytic in the neighbourhood of any interval [ϵ, 1/ϵ], the previous theorem shows that |g| = √ |g|^2 ∈ A. □ Lemma 2.4. If f ∈ H^{1/2} ∩ C then f has a uniformly converging Fourier expansion

Proof. By a standard approximation argument, it is enough to show that ‖S_n(f)‖_∞ ≤ C‖f‖_A (1) for some universal constant C, where S_n(f) is the n^{th} Fourier partial sum. Indeed, once (1) is established we may write f = f_1 + f_2 with f_1 a trigonometric polynomial and ‖f_2‖_A < ϵ and get

lim ‖f − S_n(f)‖_∞ = lim ‖f_2 − S_n(f_2)‖_∞ < ϵ + Cϵ.

Since ϵ > 0 was arbitrary, the lemma is proved. So we need only demonstrate (1).

To prove (1) we note that F_n, the n^{th} Cesàro partial sum of f satisfies ‖F_n‖_∞ ≤ ‖f‖_∞ ≤ ‖f‖_A so it is enough to prove the claim for S_n − F_n. We write ‖S_n − F_n‖_∞ = ‖ ‖ ∑ |k|≤n |k| n ^f(k)e^{ikx} ‖ ‖ ∞ = 1 n max_x | | ∑ |k|≤n √ |k| · √ |k| ^f(k)e^{ikx} | | (∗) ≤ 1 n √ ∑ |k|≤n |k|‖f‖_H1/2 ≤ C‖f‖_H1/2 where (∗) is from Cauchy-Schwarz. The lemma is proved, and so is the Pál-Bohr theorem. □

3. A proof sketch

The proof of theorem 2 is probabilistic. Let us compare the approach of this paper to the approach of our older paper [10]. There we investigated the Dubins-Freedman homeomorphism ϕ (see below for more details) and showed that the Fourier series of f ∘ ϕ is better behaved than that of f, but not quite uniformly converging or even bounded. Here we again start with a

Dubins-Freedman-like homeomorphism, but this time we do not investigate its almost sure behaviour (as in [10]) but its average behaviour. We then start reducing the randomness step by step, always keeping the same averaged behaviour, until reaching a degenerate random variable, and that is the required homeomorphism.

In this section we are going to sketch a proof of an easier result: that for every continuous function f there is a Hölder homeomorphism φ such that f ∘ φ has a uniformly bounded Fourier expansion. This result is weaker than our main result in two aspects: the homeomorphism is only Hölder rather than absolutely continuous (this is the more important difference); and the Fourier series is uniformly bounded rather than uniformly converging. After the sketch we will briefly describe what additional ideas are needed to get the main result (whose proof, of course, occupies the rest of the paper).

Lemma 3.1. Let γ > 0 and M be two parameters. Assume (v_{i,j} : i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, j ∈ N) satisfy that for every j there is an l(j) ∈ {1, . . . , n} and a b(j) ∈ N such that |v_{i,j}| ≤ min { 1 |(i − l(j)) mod n| + 1 , 1 b(j) }

and assume further that |{j : l(j) = l, b(j) = b}| ≤ Mb^γ for all l and b. Then there exists a choice of signs ϵ_1, . . . , ϵ_n ∈ {±1} such that | | | n∑ i=1 ϵ_iv_{i,j} | | | ≤ C b(j)^{1/50} ∀j, where C is a constant that depends only on γ and M.

Here and below modn means a number in {−⌊(n − 1)/2⌋, . . . , ⌊n/2⌋}.

This lemma and its proof are inspired by a result of Kashin [9], who proved a discrete version of Menshov’s correction theorem. Roughly the proof goes as follows. We divide the values of i into blocks, and choose the signs randomly in each block, ensuring good local behaviour. We then group the blocks into higher level blocks, and choose signs randomly inside each second-level block, multiplying with the previously chosen signs, and so on. This is similar to the method of renormalisation in mathematical physics.

There is a connection between lemma 3.1 and Komlós’ conjecture. Recall that Komlós’ conjecture asks whether under the condition ∑ j |v_{i,j} |^2 ≤ 1 for all i one may choose ϵ_i such that | | ∑_i ϵ_iv_{i,j} | | ≤ C for all j. We could have used Komlós’ conjecture for lemma 3.1 if we needed the lemma only for γ < 1, if we did not have the factor b(j)^{1/50}, and if it were proved. Unfortunately, we need lemma 3.1 for γ = 91 (see page 49) and Komlós’ conjecture is not proved.

This lemma is the only part of the proof of the Hölder result which exists in the main result verbatim. The reader is invited to see the details in the proof of lemma 4.1 (lemma 4.1 has two additional parameters, when compared to lemma 3.1, which are needed just because the proof is by induction).

We have opted to state this technical-sounding lemma first because, in a way, it was our starting point. Inspired by the use of Spencer’s theorem (a partial result on Komlós’ conjecture, see [16]) to solve a version of the flat polynomials conjecture [1], we asked ourselves whether these techniques might be useful for Luzin’s conjecture. Even though that path did lead us to a proof, eventually our proof does not use Spencer’s theorem or any other result from that area.

Continuing, throughout we will identify the circle T with the interval [0, 1). We will consider homeomorphisms which fix 0, so they are simply increasing functions from [0, 1] into itself.

Let I be a map giving to each dyadic rational d = k2^{−n} ∈ (0, 1) an interval I(d) ⊆ [0, 1], possibly degenerate. We call such functions ‘an RHdescriptor’ where RH stands for ‘random homeomorphism’. For each I we introduce a random increasing function ϕ_I as follows. We set ϕ(0) = 0 and ϕ(1) = 1 deterministically. Next, we choose ϕ(^1_2 ) uniformly in I(^1_2 ). We then choose ϕ(^1_4 ) uniformly in ϕ(^1_2 )I(^1_4 ) and choose ϕ(^3_4 ) uniformly in ϕ(^1_2 ) + (1 − ϕ(^1_2 ))I(^3_4 ). The process then continues. Assume that we have already chosen ϕ(k2^{−(n−1)}) for all k = 0, . . . , 2^{n−1}. We then, for each odd 1 ≤ k < 2^n, let ϕ(k2^{−n}) be uniform in the interval

ϕ((k − 1)2^{−n}) + ( ϕ((k + 1)2^{−n}) − ϕ((k − 1)2^{−n}) ) I(k2^{−n}). This allows to define ϕ on all dyadic rationals, after which it can be continued to the entire interval [0, 1] by continuity. For example, if I ≡ [0, 1] then the resulting ϕ_I is exactly the Dubins-Freedman random homeomorphism [4]. Our focus in this paper, though, is on the case where I(d) ⊂ J for some J strictly contained in [0, 1], in which case continuity, and even the Hölder property, are not only trivial but also hold deterministically, and not just with probability 1, as they do for the Dubins-Freedman homeomorphism.

Our first two lemmas are for constant I. It will be convenient, therefore, to make the following definition. For an q ∈ (0,^1_2 ) we let I_q ≡ [^1_2 − q,^1_2 + q] and ψ = ψ_q = ϕ_{Iq} .

Lemma 3.2. Let f be continuous and let x, y ∈ [0,^1_2 ]. Then |E (f(ψ(x))) − E (f(ψ(y)))| ≤ C||f||_∞ √ |x − y| x + y where C may depend on q.

This lemma is not very surprising, as it merely says that if x and y are close (and not too close to 0 or 1) then the densities of ψ(x) and ψ(y) are quite close. Unfortunately, the densities of ψ(x) do not have nice closed formulas (the definition of ψ can certainly be traced to gives closed formulas for x = k2^{−n} for small n, but the formulas become unmanageable quickly). The proof, very roughly, is as follows. We first note that E(ψ(x)) = x (this holds for any ϕ_I just under the condition that all I(d) are symmetric around

1 2 ). From this we get that E(ψ(2x) − ψ(2y)) = 2x − 2y, that is the variables ψ(2x) and ψ(2y) are close in the 1-Wasserstein distance. We now note that ψ(x) − ψ(y) has the same distribution as U · (ψ(2x) − ψ(2y)) where U is an independent random variable uniform on [^1_2 − q,^1_2 + q]. This smoothens the estimate on the probabilities and makes it into an estimate on densities (this is similar to the way one uses convolution to translate an estimate in a cruder norm to an estimate in a finer norm — the convolution here is multiplicative but the idea is the same). We omit all further details of the proof. The square root in lemma 3.2 is just an artefact of our proof, the real behaviour is probably |x − y|/(x + y). This argument is not used as is in the proof of the main result, but formula (38) is quite similar (but has a different proof from the one sketched above).

Lemma 3.3. Let J_1, J_2 ⊆ [^1_2 − q,^1_2 + q] be two intervals with d(y_1, y_2) < ϵ for all y_i ∈ J_i for some ϵ > 0 (in other words, the intervals are both short and close to one another). Let f and g be two continuous functions. Then | | ∫_1 0 ( E(f ∘ ψ | ψ(^1_2 ) ∈ J_1) − E(f ∘ ψ | ψ(^1_2 ) ∈ J_2) ) g | | ≤ Cϵ^c||f||_∞||g||_∞. The proof is similar to the proof of lemma 3.2 and we omit it. The corresponding lemma in the proof of the main result is lemma 6.5, page 34.

The next lemma is the main lemma in the proof of the result. It implements one step of a ‘reduction of randomness’ strategy, that is of starting from ϕ_I for I ≡ [^1_2 − q,^1_2 + q] and reducing the randomness step by step (always keeping around an estimate similar to the one given by lemma 3.2) until reaching a single homeomorphism with good properties. Unfortunately, the formulation is a mouthful.

Lemma 3.4. Let f be a continuous function satisfying ||f||_∞ ≤ 1, let q ∈ (0,^1_2 ) and let n, j ∈ N. Let I be a function from the dyadic rationals into subintervals of [^1_2 − q,^1_2 + q], with the following properties:

(i) For all m < n and all k ∈ {1, . . . , 2^m − 1} the interval I(k2^{−m}) is degenerate, i.e. a single point.

(ii) For all k ∈ {1, . . . , 2^n − 1} odd |I(k2^{−n})| = 2^{2−j} q. (iii) For all m > n and all k ∈ {1, . . . , 2^m − 1} odd, I(k2^{−m}) = [^1_2 − q,^1_2 + q].

Then there exists a function J from the dyadic rationals into subintervals of [^1_2 − q,^1_2 + q] satisfying properties (i) and (iii) and such that for each k ∈ {1, . . . , 2^{n−1}} odd, J(k2^{−n}) is either the left or right half of I(k2^{−n}) (in particular, property (ii) is satisfied for J with j + 1 instead of j).

Further, for every u ∈ N, every r ∈ {2^{u−1}, . . . , 2^u − 1} and every ξ ∈ 2^{−u−2}Z ∩ [0, 1) we have the estimate | | | ∫ E_{ξ,n} (E (f(ϕ_I (y))) − E (f(ϕ_J (y)))) · D_r(x − ξ) dx | | | ≤ C2^{−c(j+|n−u|)} (2) where E_{ξ,n} := { [0, 1] \ ([−2^{2−n}, 2^{2−n}] + 2^{1−n}⌊ξ2^{n−1}⌋ u > n [0, 1] u ≤ n and where D_r is Dirichlet’s kernel.

Before starting the proof, let us discuss quickly the integration interval E_{ξ,n}. In fact, this has been added only for convenience. Lemma 3.4 could have been proved with (2) replaced with | | | ∫_1 0 (E (f(ϕ_I (y))) − E(f(ϕ_J (y)))) · D_r(x − ξ) dx | | | ≤ C2^{−c(j+|n−u|)}. This would certainly simplify the formulation of the lemma, but, unfortunately, would complicate significantly its proof. This is due to various technical issues stemming from the vicinity of the peak of the Dirichlet kernel (the complications arise in the proofs of lemmas 3.5 and 3.6 below, and since these are not spelled out in detail, the reader would have to trust us on this point. But indeed, the complications incurred are significant). Hence we opted for the statement above which ‘delays’ the handling of the peak of D_r until n ≈ r.

Sketch of proof of lemma 3.4. To choose J is equivalent to choosing 2^{n−1} signs, as our only freedom is in choosing, for k ∈ {1, . . . , 2^n −1} odd, whether we take J(k2^{−n}) to be the left or right half of I(k2^{−n}). Denote therefore, for any ϵ = (ϵ_1, ϵ_3, . . . , ϵ_2n_{−1}), ϵ_k ∈ {±1}, the corresponding J by J^ϵ (ϵ_k = 1 means that we take the right half of I(k2^{−n}) and ϵ_k = −1 means we take the left half). With this notation, our goal becomes finding some ϵ such that J^ϵ satisfies (2).

Fix one k ∈ {1, . . . , 2^{n−1}}, odd. Denote

F^±(x) = { E (f(ϕ_{J ϵ}± (x)) x ∈ [(k − 1)2^{−n}, (k + 1)2^{−n}] 0 otherwise

where ϵ^{±1} is an ϵ with ϵ_k = ±1 and the rest chosen arbitrarily (clearly, for x ∈ [(k − 1)2^{−n}, (k + 1)2^{−n}] only the choice of ϵ_k matters). Denote

Δ_k(x) := 1 2 (F^+(x) − F^−(x)).

We get E (f(ϕ_{J ϵ}± (x))) = E (f(ϕ_I (x)) ± Δ_k(x) for all x ∈ [(k − 1)2^{−n}, (k + 1)2^{−n}]. Summing over k gives

E(f ∘ ϕ_J ϵ ) = E(f ∘ ϕ_I ) + ∑ k ϵ_kΔ_k.

Our strategy would be to find estimates for ∫ Δ_kD_r and feed them into lemma 3.1. Here are two such estimates (the corresponding lemmas in the main proof are lemmas 7.3 and 7.4)

Lemma 3.5. If |r|, |s| > 2^n and ξ ∉ [(k − 3)2^{−n}, (k + 3)2^{−n}] then | | | ∫ F^± s−1∑ l=r e(l(x − ξ)) | | | ≤ (√ 2^n |r| + √ 2^n |s| ) C |2^nξ − k| (as usual, e(x) = e^{2πix})

Proof sketch. Condition on ϕ_J ϵ (k2^{−n}) and consider independently the intervals [(k−1)2^{−n}, k2^{−n}] and [k2^{−n}, (k+1)2^{−n}]. Let V be one of these intervals. We have that ϕ_J ϵ is deterministic on (k ± 1)2^{−n} by assumption and on k2^{−n} by the conditioning, so it is deterministic on both ends of V . This means that ϕ_J restricted to V is simply an appropriately linearly mapped version of the ϕ_I from lemma 3.2. Applying that lemma gives that F^± satisfies an appropriate ‘Hölder away from the boundaries’ estimate. Integrating by parts gives a good estimate for ∫ V F^± ∑ e(l(x−ξ)), still conditioned on ϕ_J ϵ (k2^{−n}) (this is the standard argument that shows that a Hölder function has powerlaw decaying Fourier coefficients, the fact that it is only Hölder away from the boundaries requires no change in the argument, and the 2^n factors come from the scaling). Integrating the conditioning gives lemma 3.5. □

Lemma 3.6. For every r < s and every ξ, | | | ∫ Δ_k(x) s−1∑ l=r e(l(x − ξ)) dx | | | ≤ C min { 1 |2^nξ − k| , 2^{−n}(s − r) } 2^{−cj} Lemma 3.6 follows from lemma 3.3 using the same scaling argument that was used to conclude lemma 3.5 from lemma 3.2 and we omit the details. (The factor 2^{−cj} in lemma 3.6 comes from the factor ϵ^c in lemma 3.3. Unlike in lemma 3.5 no cancellation in the exponential sum is used here, this lemma uses only that the maximum of ∑ e(l(x − ξ)) on [(k − 1)2^{−n}, (k + 1)2^{−n}] can be estimated by min{|ξ − k2^{−n}|^{−1}, s − r}. The cancellation would come in by combining this lemma with lemma 3.5, later).

Proof of lemma 3.4, continued. For every u ∈ N define U := 2^{max{u,n}+2}. For every k ∈ {1, . . . , 2^n − 1} odd and every ξ ∈^1_U Z ∩ [0, 1) define w^0_{k,ξ,u} = ∫ Δ_kD_2u (x − ξ) dx. Next, for every u ∈ N, for every 0 ≤ s < u and every t ∈ [2^{u−1}, 2^u) divisible by 2^{s+1}, every k ∈ {1, . . . , 2^{n−1}} odd and every ξ ∈^1_U Z ∩ [0, 1) we define w^+_{k,ξ,u,s,t} = ∫ Δ_k(x) t+2^s∑

z=t+1 e(z(x − ξ)) dx,

w^−_{k,ξ,u,s,t} = ∫ Δ_k(x) −t−1∑

z=−t−2^s e(z(x − ξ)) dx.

We rearrange the vectors w^0, w^+ and w^− into one long list v_{k,j} (we consider them to be vectors in k, so for example we could take v_{k,1} = w^0_{k,0,1} if we like to start with w^0, or we could take v_{k,1} = w^+_{k,0,0,0,2} if we like to start with w^+). We now apply lemma 3.1 with n_{lemma 3.1} = 2^n. Lemma 3.1 requires us to find, for every v_{k,j} some l(j) and some b(j) such that |v_{k,j}| ≤ min { 1 |k − l(j) mod n| + 1 , 1 b(j) } (3) and to count how many j exist for each choice of l and b. We take l(j) = ⌊2^nξ⌋ for the corresponding ξ, and this gives an estimate of the form (3) from lemmas 3.5 and 3.6. Checking which b is appropriate for each vector is straightforward and we save the reader all the index checking (note that occasionally we have to combine the estimates from the two lemmas using the fact that for any two numbers x and y, min{x, y} ≤ √ xy). Eventually we get that {j : b(j) = b, l(j) = l} ≤ Cb^9 ∀b, l for some absolute constant. The conclusion of lemma 3.1 is then that there exists a choice of ϵ_k such that | | | ∑ k ϵ_kv_{k,j} | | | ≤ C b(j)^{1/50} ∀j. (4) Finally, to estimate ∫ ΔD_r for an arbitrary r write r in its binary expansion

r = 2^{u−1} + ∑ 2^{si} t_i := 2^{u−1} + 2^{s1} + · · · + 2^{si}

for some decreasing sequence s_i. We get

D_r = D_2u−1 + ∑ i (_{ti}∑ z=t_{i−1}+1 e(zx) + −t_{i−1}−1 ∑ z=−t_i e(zx) ) . Hence for any ξ ∈^1_U Z ∩ [0, 1) we have ∫ ∑ k ϵ_kΔ_k(x)D_r(x − ξ) dx = ( ∑ k ϵ_kw^0_{k,ξ,u} + ∑ i ∑ k ϵ_kw^+_{k,ξ,u,si,ti−1} + ∑ i ∑ k ϵ_kw^−_{k,ξ,u,si,ti−1} ) . Plugging in the estimate (4) proves the lemma. The factor b^{1/50} in (4) plays an important role here, as it makes the estimates for w^{0,±} decay exponentially as |u − n| increases and as s decreases (the factor 2^{−cj} from lemma 3.6 multiplies all the terms equally and translates to the 2^{−cj} factor in lemma 3.4 directly). The fact that the integral is only on E_{ξ,n} and not on the whole of [0, 1] comes from the fact that lemmas 3.5 and 3.6 do not work for ξ too close to k2^{−n} (lemma 3.5 explicitly and lemma 3.6 gives a useless estimate), so we have to drop the corresponding w^0 and w^± and remove the corresponding element from ∑ ϵ_kΔ_k. □

Theorem 3. For every continuous function f and every λ < 1 there is a λ-Hölder homeomorphism ψ such that S_r(f ∘ ψ) converges boundedly.

Proof sketch. Fix q sufficiently small such that any RH-descriptor I with I(d) ⊆ [^1_2 − q,^1_2 + q] gives rise to a homeomorphism ϕ_I which is λ-Hölder surely (not just almost surely). Now construct a sequence of RH-descriptors as follows. We start with I_0 ≡ [^1_2 − q,^1_2 + q]. We invoke lemma 3.4 with I_{lemma 3.4} = I_0, n_{lemma 3.4} = 1 and j_{lemma 3.4} = 1. We denote the output of the lemma (i.e. J_{lemma 3.4}) by I_{0,1}. This halves the length of the interval at 1 2 so now we have |I_{0,1}(^1_2 )| = q. We then apply lemma 3.4 again, again with n_{lemma 3.4} = 1 but this time with j_{lemma 3.4} = 2 and I_{lemma 3.4} = I_{0,1}, and denote I_{0,2} := J_{lemma 3.4} (which will have |I_{0,2}(^1_2 )| =^1_2 q). We continue like this, shrinking the interval at^1_2 more and more and finally define

I_1(d) = lim_{j→∞} I_{0,j} (d).

We get that I_1(^1_2 ) is a single point while I_1(d) = [^1_2 − q,^1_2 + q] for all d ≠ 1 2 . This makes I_1 suitable as entry to lemma 3.4 with n_{lemma 3.4} = 2 and j_{lemma 3.4} = 1. Again we apply lemma 3.4 infinitely many times and get in the limit an RH descriptor I_2 with I_2(^1_4 ), I_2(^1_2 ) and I_2(^3_4 ) all degenerate. We continue this process infinitely many times and get an

I_∞(d) = lim_{n→∞} I_n(d)

which is completely degenerate, i.e. corresponds to a single homeomorphism ϕ. This ϕ will be λ-Hölder because it is in the support of ϕ_{I0} .

To estimate ∫_1 0 (f ∘ ϕ) · D_r we simply sum the differences coming from lemma 3.4. Since the error there is C2^{−c(j+|n−u|)}, the sum over j simply gives C2^{−c|n−u|}. A crude estimate for the difference between E_{n,ξ} and E_{n+1,ξ} gives that this can also be bounded by C2^{−c|n−u|}. We get, for every u ∈ N, every r ∈ {2^{u−1}, . . . , 2^u − 1} and every ξ ∈ 2^{−u−1}Z ∩ [0, 1) that | | | ∫_1 0 (f ∘ ϕ) · D_r(ξ) | | | ≤ C ∞∑ n=1 2^{−c|n−u|} which is bounded by a constant independent of u. Applying Bernstein’s inequality shows that the estimate holds for all ξ ∈ [0, 1]. The theorem is proved. □

What is needed to go from theorem 3 to our main theorem? Clearly we can no longer allow our random homeomorphism the flexibility to change by a constant proportion (our q) at every step, as that could never be absolutely continuous. We have to allow more flexibility where our function f fluctuates a lot, and less flexibility where f is more flat. In other words, we need to make q into a function of the relevant dyadic rational d, such that ‘the local q’ depends on the behaviour of f in the appropriate area. The ‘flatness’ of f is naturally encoded using its Haar decomposition and indeed, the necessary condition for the homeomorphism to be absolutely continuous is a bound for certain sums of squares of Haar coefficients. Interestingly, these sums turn out to be dyadic BMO functions, and can thus be estimated by the (dyadic) John-Nirenberg inequality, see lemma 5.5.

Had we applied this ‘local q’ strategy naively, we would have ruined the nice local structure of ϕ, i.e. the fact that every dyadic interval can be handled with little knowledge of the surrounding, a fact that was extremely useful in the proofs of lemmas 3.5 and 3.6. Why would that ruin this local structure? Because the local q near d needs to depend on f in the vicinity of ϕ(d), which is a global property. We solve this problem by replacing ϕ with ϕ^{−1}, its inverse as a homeomorphism. In other words, instead of first choosing ϕ(^1_2 ) (as we did in the proof sketch above) we first choose which x will have ϕ(x) =^1_2 , and we choose it uniformly in an interval [^1_2 − q,^1_2 + q] where q depends on the behaviour of f near^1_2 . We then choose x_2 such that ϕ(x_2) =^1_4 , and we choose it uniformly in an interval symmetric around x/2, whose width depends on the behaviour of f near^1_4 , and so on.

This change, however, breaks lemma 3.1 which requires the partition into intervals ‘in the x axis’ to be uniform, but our replacement of ϕ with ϕ^{−1} made the partition in the y axis uniform, while the partition in the x axis becomes random. To fix this problem we do not break all intervals at every step (i.e. whenever we move from I_n to I_{n+1} in the proof of the theorem). Instead we break into halves only intervals larger than a certain threshold, leaving the smaller intervals fixed. The details of this can be seen in the beginning of §7, page 36.

Finally, the transition from ‘uniformly bounded Fourier series’ to ‘uniformly converging Fourier series’ is not particularly problematic. The modulus of continuity of f has to be taken into account in lemma 7.2 (the analog of lemma 3.4 in the proof of the main result). The proof of the theorem from lemma 7.2 then proceeds by showing that ∫ E_{ξ,n} E (f ∘ ϕI^n )Dr is a good

approximation of E(f(ϕ_{In} (ξ))) ∫ E_{ξn} Dr. As n → ∞ the first integral con-

verges to

∫_1 0 (f ∘ ϕ_{I∞} )D_r = S_r(f ∘ ϕ_{I∞} ; ξ), the second integral converges to ∫_1 0 D_r = 1 and of course E (f(ϕ_{In} (ξ))) → f(ϕ_{I∞} (ξ)). The details of all this fill the next 4 sections.

4. A hierarchical probabilistic construction

Our first lemma is proved using a hierarchical random construction, in the spirit of Kashin (and also related to the Komlós conjecture, as discussed in §3). Its formulation is a bit strange because we had to add two parameters (α and β) to make the induction work. We note that lemma 3.1 follows from it by simply setting α = 1 and β =^1_{50} (and increasing M to 2, if necessary).

Lemma 4.1. Let α ∈ (0.99, 1], β ∈ [^1_{50} ,^1_{25} ), γ > 0 and M ≥ 2 be some parameters. Let n ∈ N and let v_{i,j} ∈ R (i ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1} and j ∈ N) and let l(j) ∈ {0, . . . , n − 1} and b(j) ∈ N satisfy |v_{i,j} | ≤ min { 1 (|(i − l(j)) mod n| + 1)^α , 1 b(j) } , |{j : l(j) = l, b(j) = b}| ≤ Mb^γ ∀b, l. Then there exists a choice of ε_0, . . . , ε_{n−1} ∈ {±1} such that | |^{n−1}∑ i=0 ε_iv_{i,j} | | ≤ A(γ + 1) log M (α − 0.99)(^1_{25} − β)b(j)^β ∀j for some absolute constant A.

Recall that mod n means a number in {−⌊(n − 1)/2⌋, . . . , ⌊n/2⌋}.

Proof. The constant A will be chosen later. We argue by induction on n. The case n = 1 is clear (if A > 1/ log 2), for all values of α, β, γ and M. Assume therefore the claim has been proved for all n^′ < n and for all values of α^′, β^′, γ^′ and M^′.

Thus we are given α, β, γ, M, v, l and b. Let α^′ :=^1_2 (α + 0.99) and β^′ :=^1_2 (β + 1/25). Let K ≥ 2 be some integer parameter to be chosen later. Divide {0, . . . , n − 1} into blocks of size K (the last block may be smaller) and let n^′ := ⌈n/K⌉ be the number of blocks. We will first chose signs δ_1, . . . , δ_n ∈ {±1} such that the sum in each block will be controlled. We denote these sums by w, namely, for every s ∈ {0, . . . , n^′ − 1}, j ∈ N we define w_{s,j} := K−1∑ r=0 δ_{sK+r}v_{sK+r,j}. If the last block is shorter than K, truncate the sum defining w. We wish to choose the δ such that for every s ∈ {0, . . . , n^′ − 1} and every j such that |sK − l(j) mod n| ≥ 2K we have | |w_{s,j} | | ≤ min { σK^{1/2} (|sK − l(j) mod n| + 1)^{α′} , σK^{1/2} b(j)^{β/β′} } , (5)

σ := √ λ(γ + 1) ( 1 α − α^′ + 1 β^′ − β + log M )

where λ is some absolute constant to be defined shortly. It will be convenient, when |sK − l(j) mod n| < 2K, to denote w_{s,j} = 0, so let us do so. The choice of δ will be random, uniform, i.i.d. Since the estimates for each block are independent of the other blocks, let us fix the number of the block s. We divide the j into two sets, S and T according to whether b(j) ≥ (|sK − l(j) mod n| + 1)^{α′ β′/β} (this is S ) or not (T ). In the first case the second term in (5) is the smaller, so we need to estimate the probability that |w_{s,j} | ≤ σK^{1/2}b(j)^{−β/β′} . We use |v_{sK+r,j}| ≤ 1/b(j) and Bernstein’s inequality for sums of random variables tell us that P ( |w_{s,j}| ≥ σK^{1/2} b(j)^{β/β′} ) ≤ 2 exp(−cσ^2b(j)^{2(1−β/β′ )}). Now, for every b there are no more than Cb^{β/β′α′} ≤ Cb^2 relevant values of l (recall that we fixed the value of s, and note that we used the inequalities α^′ > 0.99 and β < β^′). Further, for each couple (b, l) we have no more than Mb^γ values of j, so all-in-all we have no more than CMb^{γ+2} values of j for b. A union bound gives P ( ∃j ∈ S , |w_{s,j} | ≥ σK^{1/2} b(j)^{β/β′} )

≤ ∞∑ b=1 C_1Mb^{γ+2} exp(−cσ^2b^{2(1−β/β′)}).

We claim that if λ is sufficiently large then this sum is small. This is a simple calculation but let us do it in detail nonetheless. We write

exp(−cσ^2b^{2(1−β/β′ )}) =

= exp ( − cλ(γ + 1) ( 1 α − α^′ + 1 β^′ − β + log M ) b^{2(β′−β)/β′} )

≤ M^{−cλ} exp ( − cλ(γ + 1) β^′ − β b^{50(β′ −β)} ) . For any ε > 0 we have b^ε ≥ eε log b and thus the second multiplicand is no more than exp(−cλ(γ + 1)50e log b) = b^{−cλ(γ+1)50e}. Pick λ so large such that M^{−cλ} ≤ 1 10 · C_1M b^{−cλ(γ+1)50e} ≤ b^{−4−γ} (this can be done independently of γ or M, recall that M ≥ 2) and get P ( ∃j ∈ S , |w_{s,j} | ≥ σK^{1/2} b(j)^{β/β′} ) ≤ 1 10 ∞∑ b=1 1 b^2 < 1 4 . This finishes the estimate for S .

In the case that j ∈ T i.e. that b(j) < (|sK − l(j) mod n| + 1)^{α′β′/β} we use |v_{sK+r,j}| ≤ (|sK + r − l(j) mod n| + 1)^{−α} ≤ C(|sK − l(j) mod n| + 1)^{−α} where the second inequality uses our assumption that |sK − l(j) mod n| ≥ 2K. Again using Bernstein’s inequality we have P ( |w_{s,j} | > σK^{1/2} (|sK − l(j) mod n| + 1)^{α′} )

≤ 2 exp ( − cσ^2(|sK − l(j) mod n| + 1)^{2(α−α′ )} ) .

For every value q of |sK − l(j) mod n| there are at most 2 possible values of l(j) which give it. The restriction b < (|sK − l mod n| + 1)^{α′ β′/β} gives that for every q there are no more than q^{α′β′/β} ≤ q^2 values of b, and for each couple (b, l) there are no more than Mb^γ ≤ M(q^{α′β′/β} )^γ ≤ Mq^{2γ} possibilities for j. All-in-all the value q corresponds to at most CMq^{2γ+2} values of j. Thus we can bound P ( ∃j ∈ T s.t. |w_{s,j} | ≥ σK^{1/2} (|sK − l(j) mod n| + 1)^{α′} )

≤ ∞∑ q=1 2 exp(−cσ^2q^{2(α−α′)}) · CMq^{2γ+2} and a calculation similar to the one done above for S shows that the value of σ ensures that this sum is also smaller than^1_4 , for λ sufficiently large. Fix λ to satisfy this requirement (uniformly in α, α^′, M and γ) and the previous one. Since the sum of the probabilities of all dissenting events is less than 1, we see that some choice of δ for which (5) will be satisfied exists.

Before continuing we make one modification of (5). Recall that we defined w_{s,j} = 0 whenever |sK −l(j) mod n| < 2K. If not, i.e. if |sK −l(j) mod n| ≥ 2K, then we can write |sK − l(j) mod n| ≥^1_2 K|s − ⌊l(j)/K⌋ mod n^′| allowing to rewrite (5) as | |ws,j | | ≤ min { 2σK1/2−α^′ (|s − ⌊l(j)/K⌋ mod n^′| + 1)^{α′} , σK^{1/2} b(j)^{β/β′} } . (6)

We are now in a position to apply the lemma inductively. We need numbers v^′_i′_{,j,}, i^′ ∈ {0, . . . , n^′ − 1} and functions l^′ : N → {0 . . . , n^′ − 1}, b^′ : N → N, satisfying |v^′_i′_{,j}| ≤ min { 1 (|i^′ − l^′(j) mod n^′| + 1)^{α′} , 1 b^′(j) } (7) and the other requirements (recall that α^′ =^1_2 (α + 0.99) and β^′ =^1_2 (β + 1/25)). We will use v_i′_{,j} = w_{s,j} 2σK^{1/2−α′} With i^′ = s and l^′(j) = ⌊l(j)/K⌋, and

b^′(j) = max {⌊ 2b(j)^{β/β′} K^{α′} ⌋ , 1 } . With these definitions (7) follows immediately from (6), so the only thing we need to check is, for an arbitrary given b^′ and l^′, for how many values of j do we have b^′(j) = b^′, l^′(j) = l^′. We first count how many b do we have such that 2b^{β/β′} K^{α′} ∈ [b^′, b^′ + 1) (8) or in [0, 2) in the case of b^′ = 1. The number of such b can be estimated by a simple derivative bound giving 1 2 K^{α′} β^′ β (_1

2 K^{α′} (b^′ + 1) )_β′_{/β−1} + 1 ≤ CK^2b^′

where we estimated β^′/β ≤ 2, b^′ + 1 ≤ 2b^′ and α^′ ≤ 1. The bound CK^2b^′ for the number of b satisfying (8) also holds in the case that b^′ = 1 (in which case we need to verify how many b satisfy 2b^{β/β′} K^{−α′} ∈ [0, 2), but only the constant is affected). Adding the facts that each value of l^′ corresponds to at most K different values of l; and that each couple (b, l) corresponds to Mb^γ different values of j we get that the number of j for each couple (b^′, l^′) is at most K · M ( 1 2 K^{α′} (b^′ + 1) )_{γβ}′_{/β} · CK^2b^′ ≤ C_2MK^2 ( Kb^′ )_{2γ+1}

where we again bounded β^′/β ≤ 2, b^′ + 1 ≤ 2b^′ and α^′ ≤ 1. We are ready to apply our induction assumption! We apply it with α^′, β^′, γ^′ := 2γ + 1, M^′ := C_2MK^{2γ+3},

n^′ and the vectors w_{s,j}/2σK^{1/2−α′} . We get that there exists some signs μ_0, . . . , μ_n′_{−1} ∈ {±1} such that | | n^′−1∑

s=0 μ_s w_{s,j} 2σK^{1/2−α′} | | ≤ A(γ^′ + 1) log M^′ (α^′ − 0.99)(^1_{25} − β^′)b^′(j)^{β′} ∀j. Defining ε_i = μ_{⌊i/K⌋}δ_i gives | | | n−1∑ i=0 ε_iv_{i,j} | | | ≤ C min { K^{1−α} log K, K b(j) } + 2A(γ^′ + 1)σK^{1/2−α′} log M^′ (α^′ − 0.99)(^1_{25} − β^′)b^′(j)^{β′}

. (9)

The first term is from the fact that we zeroed out w when |j − sK| < 2K. When moving back to v we need to bound these v and we bound them using a naive absolute value bound (we use here that ∑_K i=1 i^{−α} ≤ CK^{1−α} log K with C uniform in α ≤ 1, a fact which is easy to check).

To make the calculation manageable, we will now bound the second term in (9) by a sequence of quite rough bounds. For M^′ we write log M^′ = C + log M + (2γ + 3) log K ≤ C(γ + 1) log M log K.

For b^′ we have

(b^′)^{−β′} ≤ 2(b^′ + 1)^{−β′ (8)}≤ 2 (2bβ/β^′ K^{α′} )_{−β}′ ≤ 2b^{−β} K^{β′} For σ we bound σ ≤ C γ + 1 (α − 0.99)(^1_{25} − β) log M.

Finally γ^′ +1 = 2(γ +1), (α^′ −0.99) =^1_2 (α−0.99) and (^1_{25} −β^′) =^1_2 (^1_{25} −β). Inserting everything into (9) gives

(γ^′ + 1)σK^{1/2−α′} log M^′ (α^′ − 0.99)(^1_{25} − β^′)b^{′β′} ≤ CK^{1/2−α′+β′} log K (γ + 1)^3 log^2 M (α − 0.99)^2(^1_{25} − β)^2b^β ≤ CK^{−1/3}θ^3b^{−β} θ := (γ + 1) log M (α − 0.99)(^1_{25} − β) . Together with (9) we get | | | n−1∑ i=0 ε_iv_{i,j} | | | ≤ C min { K^{1−α} log K, K b(j) } + C_3AK^{−1/3}θ^3b(j)^{−β} (10)

Recall that we need to show | ∑ ε_iv_{i,j}| ≤ Aθb(j)^{−β}. Now is the time to choose K. We choose K = ⌈C_4θ^7⌉ for some constant C_4 sufficiently large such that K^{−1/3} ≤ 1 2C_3θ^2 (and also such that K ≥ 2). To bound the first term in (10), note that for b < θ^{15} we have θb^{−β} ≥ θb^{−1/25} ≥ θ^{2/5} ≥ cK^{2/35} ≥ cK^{1−α} log K while for b ≥ θ^{15} we have θb^{−β} = θb^{1−β} b ≥ θ^{1+15 24}25 b ≥ c K b so for any b we get min{K^{1−α} log K,^K_b } ≤ Cθb^{−β}. Inserting both estimates into (10) gives | | | n−1∑ i=0 ε_iv_{i,j} | | | ≤ C^5θb(j)^{−β} + 1 2 Aθb(j)^{−β}. Choosing A = 2C_5 completes the induction, and proves the lemma. □

5. A family of homeomorphisms

A dyadic rational is a number d of the form k2^{−n} for some integers k and n. If k is odd we define rnk(d) = n and let also rnk(0) = −∞. Let θ be a map from the dyadic rationals in (0, 1) into [^1_4 ,^3_4 ]. Let n be an integer. Our goal is to define for every θ and n a homeomorphism ψ_{θ,n} : [0, 1] → [0, 1]. It turns out that it is a little more natural to first define ψ^{−1}_{θ,n} which is a ‘Dubins-Freedman style’ homeomorphism, so we do that, and then define ψ as its inverse. But first we need some notation.

We define

T_d(x) := max { 1 − 2^{rnk(d)}|x − d|, 0 } ν_dψ := ψ(d + 2^{− rnk(d)}) − ψ(d − 2^{− rnk(d)})

In words, T_d is a triangle function based on a certain dyadic interval I (whose centre is d). We will only apply the functional ν_d to increasing functions, and then ν_dψ is the variation of ψ over I.

We may now define ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}. The definition is by induction on n, with the induction base being ψ^{−1}_{θ,0} (x) = x ∀x ∈ [0, 1]. Assume ψ_{θ,n−1} has been defined for all θ. We now define for n ≥ 1, ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(x) = ψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1}(x) + ∑ rnk(d)=n

T_d(x)(θ(d) −^1_2 )ν_dψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1} (11)

where the sum is over all d ∈ (0, 1) of rank n (totally 2^{rnk(d)−1} terms). An equivalent definition is to write, for every k ∈ {0, . . . , 2^n},

ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(k2^{−n}) = ψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1}(k2^{−n}) k even ψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1}((k − 1)2^{−n}) + θ(k2^{−n}) ·

(ψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1}((k + 1)2^{−n}) − ψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1}((k − 1)2^{−n})) k odd

(12)

and complete linearly between these points. In particular we note that ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(d) stabilises for all dyadic d, as n → ∞, in fact when n > rnk(d).

To understand why we call ψ^{−1} a Dubins-Freedman style homeomorphism just note that if we were to take θ uniform in [0, 1] (which we do not allow here) then the result is exactly the Dubins-Freedman homeomorphism of level n.

Finally, let us remark that ψ^{−1} has a recursive formula (which could also have been used to define ψ^{−1}). To state it define A := θ (_1 2 ) θ^−(d) = θ

(_1 2 d ) θ^+(d) = θ

(_1 2 +^1_2 d ) (13)

With these definitions we get ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(x) = { Aψ^{−1}_{θ−,n−1} (2x) x ≤^1_2 A + (1 − A)ψ^{−1}_{θ+,n−1} (2x − 1) otherwise.

(14)

Similarly we have for ψ itself ψ_{θ,n}(x) = {_1 2 ψ_θ−_{,n−1} (_x A ) x ≤ A 1 2 +^1_2 ψ_θ+_{,n−1} (_{x−A} 1−A ) otherwise.

(15)

Both formulas (which are clearly equivalent) are a special case of lemma 5.1 below (used for I = [0,^1_2 ] and I = [^1_2 , 1]).

We say that I is a dyadic interval if there exist some n ∈ Z^+ and k ∈ {1, . . . , 2^n} such that I = [(k − 1)2^{−n}, k2^{−n}]. We call n the rank of I. For every interval I ⊆ [0, 1] we define L_I to be the affine increasing map taking [0, 1] onto I. The following lemma (whose proof is merely playing around with the definitions) formalises the local structure of ψ and ψ^{−1}.

Lemma 5.1. Let θ and n be as above. Let I be a dyadic interval I = [(k − 1)2^{−m}, k2^{−m}] with m ≤ n. Denote α = ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}((k − 1)2^{−m}) and β = ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(k2^{−m}). Then for every θ, n, I and for every x ∈ I, ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(x) = α + (β − α)(ψ^{−1}_{θ∘LI ,n−m}(L^{−1}_I (x)). (16) A short version of (16) is ψ^{−1}_{θ,n} | |_I = L_ψ−1_{θ,n(I)} ∘ ψ^{−1}_{θ∘LI ,n−m} ∘ L^{−1}_I . For ψ itself this can be written as ψ_{θ,n}|_ψ−1_{θ,n(I)} = L_I ∘ ψ_{θ∘LI ,n−m} ∘ L^{−1}_{ψ−1θ,n(I)}. (17) Proof. We first note that ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(x) is linear on every dyadic interval of order n, as it is a sum of piecewise linear functions each of which has its jumps of the derivative on dyadic rationals of rank ≤ n. This shows the case that m = n as the left hand side of (16) in linear on I, the right hand side of (16) is linear on I (as ψ^{−1}_{θ,0}(x) = x always) and they are equal at the boundaries of I.

We will prove the claim by induction on n, with the base case being the case of n = m just proved. We first note that for x ∈ I the only non-zero terms in (11) are those for which d ∈ I and hence for every x ∈ I

ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(x)^{(11)}= ψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1}(x) + ∑ rnk(d)=n d∈I T_d(x)(θ(d) −^1_2 )ν_dψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1} (18)

= ψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1}(x) + ∑ rnk(d)=n−m d∈(0,1) T_{LI (d)}(x)(θ(L_I (d)) −^1_2 )ν_{LI (d)}ψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1}.

(we used here that rnk(L_I (d)) = rnk(d) + m for all d ∈ (0, 1), and that the boundaries of the interval do not have rank n so we may omit them). Recall that ψ^{−1}_{θ,n} = ψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1} on each dyadic rational of rank < n and in particular on the boundaries of I. Hence α and β do not depend on whether we define them with n or n − 1. This allows to apply the induction assumption and get ψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1}(x) = α + (β − α)ψ^{−1}_{θ∘LI ,n−m−1}(L^{−1}_I (x)) ν_{LI (d)}(ψ^{−1}_{θ,n−1}) = (β − α)ν_d(ψ^{−1}_{θ∘LI ,n−m−1}). Similarly T_{LI (d)}(x) = T_d(L^{−1}_I (x)).

Inserting all these into (18) gives ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(x) = α + (β − α)ψ^{−1}_{θ∘LI ,n−m−1}(L^{−1}_I (x)) + (β − α)× ∑ rnk(d)=n−m d∈(0,1) T_d(L^{−1}_I (x))((θ ∘ L_I )(d) −^1_2 )ν_d(ψ^{−1}_{θ∘LI ,n−m−1}).

and by (11) this is exactly α + (β − α)ψ^{−1}_{θ∘LI ,n−m}(L^{−1}_I (x)), as needed. □ Lemma 5.2. If θ(d) ∈ [ϵ, 1 − ϵ] for some ϵ > 0 and all dyadic d then ψ_{θ,n} converges uniformly as n → ∞ and the limit is a Hölder homeomorphism of [0, 1]. As ϵ →^1_2 , the Hölder exponent tends to 1.

Proof. Examining (12) we see that ψ^{−1} is strictly increasing, hence ψ is well-defined. Further, a simple induction shows that ϵ^n ≤ ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(k2^{−n}) − ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}((k − 1)2^{−n}) ≤ (1 − ϵ)^n. For dyadic intervals of order m < n we may get the same estimate since ψ_{θ,n}(k2^{−m}) = ψ_{θ,m}(k2^{−m}). For m > n the linearity of ψ^{−1}_{θ,n} on dyadic intervals of order n gives ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(k2^{−m}) − ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}((k − 1)2^{−m}) ≤ (1 − ϵ)^n 2^{n−m} ≤ (1 − ϵ)^m ∀m > n. The lower bound is similar and we can conclude that 2^{−m/δ} ≤ ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(k2^{−m}) − ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}((k − 1)2^{−m}) ≤ 2^{−δm} ∀m, n (19) for an appropriate δ depending only on ϵ, which converges to 1 when ϵ →^1_2 . Since the series ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(d) stabilises for all dyadic rational d, we get that the limit (denote it by ψ^{−1}_∞ ) also satisfies (19).

For a general x < y ∈ [0, 1] we may find a dyadic interval contained in [x, y] of size at least^1_4 (y − x). In the other direction we may find two dyadic intervals I_1, I_2 such that [x, y] ⊆ I_1 ∪ I_2 and such that |I_1 ∪ I_2| ≤ 4(y − x). Hence (^1_4 (y − x))^{1/δ} ≤ ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(y) − ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}(x) ≤ (4(y − x))^δ (20) for all n, finite or infinite. Reversing gives a similar estimate for ψ, namely 1 4 |x − y|^{1/δ} ≤ |ψ_{θ,n}(x) − ψ_{θ,n}(y)| ≤ 4|x − y|^δ. (21) Since ψ^{−1}_{θ,n} stabilises on all dyadic rationals, we get a dense set of numbers where ψ_{θ,n} stabilises, and on these numbers the limit satisfies (21). This of course shows that ψ_{θ,n}(x) converges uniformly, and that the limit also satisfies (21), for all x, y ∈ [0, 1]. □

Denote ψ_{θ,∞} := lim_{n→∞} ψ_{θ,n}. We note for future use that (15) extends to n = ∞, namely ψ_{θ,∞}(x) = {_1 2 ψ_θ−_{,∞}(^x_A ) x ≤ A 1 2 +^1_2 ψ_θ+_{,∞}(^{x−A}_{1−A} ) otherwise,

(22)

where A is again θ(^1_2 ). Let us also remark that during the proof of lemma 5.2 we defined ψ^{−1}_{θ,∞} = lim_{n→∞} ψ^{−1}_{θ,n}, but this notation is not ambiguous since this limit is also the inverse of ψ_{θ,∞}, since both ψ_n → ψ_∞ and ψ^{−1}_n → ψ^{−1}_∞ are uniform (the fact that ψ^{−1}_n → ψ^{−1}_∞ uniformly is implicit in the proof of lemma 5.2).

We now move to conditions on θ which will guarantee that ψ_{θ,∞} is absolutely continuous. This clearly requires θ to be usually close to^1_2 , so let us introduce a function q from the dyadic intervals into [0, ∞) and ask that |θ(d) −^1_2 | ≤ q(d) for all dyadic d (it will actually be convenient later to add a constant and require |θ −^1_2 | ≤ cq, but let us ignore this for a bit). Thus we need to find some condition on q that will ensure that ψ_{θ,∞} is absolutely continuous whenever |θ −^1_2 | ≤ q. To formulate the condition, we need two auxiliary functions. The first, Q_n : [0, 1] → [0, ∞) is defined by Q_n(x) = Q_{q,n}(x) = q(d) whenever x is in some dyadic interval I, |I| = 2^{−n}, and d is the middle of I. With Q_n defined we denote

z(x) = z_q(x) = ∞∑ n=0 Q_n(x). (23)

We can now state our condition.

Lemma 5.3. There exists a constant ν_0 such that for any q for which |{x : |z_q(x)| > λ}| ≤ Ce^{−λ} ∀λ > 0 (24) and for any θ such that |θ −^1_2 | ≤ ν_0q, the homeomorphisms ψ_{θ,∞} and ψ^{−1}_{θ,∞} are absolutely continuous.

Further, for any p < ∞ there exists a constant ν_1(p) such that |θ −^1_2 | ≤ ν_1(p)q ensures that ||ψ^′_{θ,∞}||_p, ||(ψ^{−1}_{θ,∞})^′||_p ≤ C(p). Notice that (24) does not prohibit z from being ∞ on a set of zero measure.

Proof. Assume |θ −^1_2 | ≤ νq for some ν. Examine a finite n. Since ψ^{−1}_{θ,n} is piecewise linear we may consider the derivative. The relation between z and ψ is given by the following inequality. We claim that for every n and every x ∈ [0, 1], exp ( − Cν n∑ i=0 Q_i(x) ) ≤ ( ψ^{−1}_{θ,n} )_′ (x) ≤ exp ( Cν n∑ i=0 Q_i(x) ) . (25) where at dyadic x the left derivative is bounded by the left limits of the terms, and ditto on the right (and these derivatives, of course, do not need to be equal).

We prove (25) by induction on n. The base case n = 0 is trivial as ψ^{−1}_0 (x) = x so ( ψ^{−1}_0 )_′ = 1 and satisfies the requirement. Assume therefore that (25) is proved for n − 1.

Recall (14) and the definitions of θ^± and A just before it. We wish to differentiate (14) and for this we note that A is just a number, and further satisfies exp(−CνQ_{q,0}) ≤ 2A ≤ exp(CνQ_{q,0}) (26) where we used |θ

(_1 2 ) −^1_2 | ≤ νq(^1_2 ) = νQ_{q,0}(x) for all x.

Next define q^− and q^+ as for θ, namely q^−(x) = q(^1_2 x) and q^+(x) = q(^1_2 +^1_2 x). A simple check shows that, for x ∈ [0,^1_2 ), Q_{q,n}(x) = Q_q−_{,n−1}(2x). (27) Hence, for x ∈ [0,^1_2 ] non-dyadic, ( ψ^{−1}_{θ,n} )_′ (x)^{(14)}= 2A ( ψ^{−1}_{θ−,n−1} )_′ (2x)

(26) ≤ exp(CνQ_{q,0}(x)) ( ψ^{−1}_{θ−,n−1} )_′ (2x) (∗) ≤ exp ( CνQ_{q,0}(x) + Cν n−1∑ i=0 Q_q−_{,i} (2x) )

(27)

= exp ( CνQ_{q,0}(x) + Cν n−1∑ i=0 Q_{q,i+1}(x) )

= exp ( Cν n∑ i=0 Q_{q,i}(x) ) . where (∗) is our induction hypothesis. For x dyadic the calculation above holds identically for both left and right derivatives (for x =^1_2 only the left derivative), when Q is replaced by appropriate left or right limits. The lower bound for (ψ^{−1})^′ is identical. The case of x ∈ [^1_2 , 1] is identical, with q^− and θ^− replaced by q^+ and θ^+ respectively; and with (27) replaced by Q_{q,n} = Q_q+_{,n−1}(2x − 1). This finishes the proof of (25).

Denote for brevity ψ_n := ψ_{θ,n} and write (25) as ( ψ^{−1}_n )_′ (x) ≤ exp(Cνz(x)). Our assumption (24) on z shows that, if ν is chosen sufficiently small, then exp(Cνz(x)) is integrable. Hence ψ^{−1}_n are uniformly absolutely continuous, and hence their limit, ψ^{−1}_∞ , is absolutely continuous. We next claim that (ψ^{−1}_n )^′(x) converges for almost all x. There are two ways to see this: the first to repeat the argument that showed (25) to show that (ψ^{−1}_n )^′/(ψ^{−1}_m )^′ is bounded by a partial sum of Q-s. The second, to note that (ψ^{−1}_n )^′ is a positive martingale with respect to the dyadic filtration F_n and apply the martingale convergence theorem [5, §4.2 (2.11)]. By the dominated convergence theorem we get

lim_{n→∞}(ψ^{−1}_n )^′(x) = (ψ^{−1}_∞ )^′(x) for almost every x ∈ [0, 1], (28)

and in particular (ψ^{−1}_∞ )^′ ≤ exp(Cνz(x)) for almost every x ∈ [0, 1]. This shows the ‘further’ clause of the lemma for ψ^{−1}, as for ν sufficiently small (24) gives || exp(Cνz(x))||_p < C(p). The results for ψ are then concluded from lemma 5.4 below. □

Lemma 5.4. If ϕ is an absolutely continuous homeomorphism of [0, 1] with 1 ϕ^′ ∈ L p for some p > 0, then ϕ^{−1} is also absolutely continuous, with ∫ |(ϕ^{−1})^′|^{p+1} = ∫ |ϕ^′|^{−p}. Proof. Assume without loss of generality that ϕ is increasing. We first show that ϕ^{−1} is absolutely continuous. Let therefore A ⊂ [0, 1] be a countable union of intervals. Denote B = ϕ^{−1}A, so it is also a countable union of intervals. Then for every ε > 0 |A| = ∫ B ϕ^′ ≥ ε(|B| − |{x : ϕ^′(x) < ε}|) ≥ ε(|B| − ε^p||^1_{ϕ′} ||^p) where the last inequality follows from Markov’s inequality. Choosing ε = (^1_2 |B|)^{1/p}/||^1_{ϕ′} ||_p gives |ϕ^{−1}A| = |B| ≤ 2 ( |A| · ||^1_{ϕ′} ||_p )_{p/(p+1)} so ϕ^{−1} is absolutely continuous. To show the derivative equality write ∫_1 0 (ϕ^{−1})^{′p+1} =

∫_1 0 (ϕ^{−1})^{′p} ∘ ϕ =

∫_1 0 1 ϕ^{′p} where the first equality is a change of variables. □

Tailoring the homeomorphism family to the function. Recall from the discussion on page 12 that we need to tailor the function q, which describes a family of homeomorphisms in this section, and would be used to construct a measure on it in the next section, to our function f from the statement of theorem 2. Here we do that, but first we need some notation.

Definition. Recall the Haar functions 1_{[0,1]}, 1_{[0,1/2]} − 1_{[1/2,1]} etc. It will be convenient to index them using their support, so for a dyadic interval J, let h_J be the function which is |J|^{−1/2} on the left half and −|J|^{−1/2} on the right half (the function 1_{[0,1]} will not be associated to any interval, this will not be a problem).

For a function f ∈ L^2 we define q = q_f , a function on the dyadic rationals, as follows. Let I be some dyadic interval and let d be its middle. Then we define q(d) := 1 |I|^{3/2} ∑ J⊆I ⟨f, h_J ⟩^2|J|^{1/2}. (29)

Recall the definition of z_q in (23). Applying it to the q above we get

z_q(x) = ∑ x∈I⊇J |J|^{1/2} |I|^{3/2} ⟨f, h_J ⟩^2 (here and below this notation means that the sum is over both I and J. Note that x does not need to belong to J, only to I).

Lemma 5.5. Let f be a bounded function with ||f||_∞ ≤ 1. Then z = z_{qf} satisfies |{x : z(x) > λ}| ≤ 2e^{−cλ} for all λ > 0, where c is some universal constant.

Proof. Let us first calculate the L^1 norm of z = z_{qf} . By Fubini ∫_1 0 z(x) dx = ∑ J⊆I ∫_1 0 |J|^{1/2} |I|^{3/2} ⟨f, h_J ⟩^21{x ∈ I} = ∑ J⊆I |J|^{1/2} |I|^{1/2} ⟨f, h_J ⟩^2

≤ √ 2 √ 2 − 1 ∑ J ⟨f, h_J ⟩^2 ≤ √ 2 √ 2 − 1

, (30)

where the last inequality follows since the h_J are orthonormal and ||f||_2 ≤ ||f||_∞ ≤ 1. The same calculation shows that z_f is a dyadic BMO function. Indeed, let U be some dyadic interval, let L_U be the affine increasing map taking [0, 1] onto U. Define g_U (x) = f(L_U (x)).

Then write, for x ∈ U, z(x) = ∑ U⊆I⊇J |J|^{1/2} |I|^{3/2} ⟨f, h_J ⟩^2 + ∑ x∈I⊂U J⊆I |J|^{1/2} |I|^{3/2} ⟨f, h_J ⟩^2

and note that the first term does not depend on x. Hence we may call it c_U and get ∫ U |z − c_U | = ∑ J⊆I⊂U |J|^{1/2} |I|^{1/2} ⟨f, h_J ⟩^2 (∗) = |U| ∑ J⊆I⊆[0,1] |J|^{1/2} |I|^{1/2} ⟨g_U , h_J ⟩^{2 (†)}≤ |U| √ 2 √ 2 − 1 , where the equality marked by (∗) comes from mapping J to L^{−1}_U (J), I to L^{−1}_U (I), and noting that the linear change of variable in the integration together with the fact that ||h_L−1_{U (J)}||_∞ = √ |U|||h_J ||_∞ give together a factor of U; and where the inequality marked by (†) comes from applying (30) to g_U (which is, of course, also bounded by 1).

Thus z is a dyadic BMO function. The lemma is then concluded by the John-Nirenberg inequality for dyadic BMO functions [15, theorem 1d]. □

Lemma 5.6. There exists a universal constant η_0 such that for all f with ||f||_∞ ≤ 1 and all θ with |θ −^1_2 | ≤ η_0q_f , both ψ_{θ,∞} and ψ^{−1}_{θ,∞} are absolutely continuous.

Further, for any p < ∞ there is an η_1(p) such that if |θ −^1_2 | ≤ η_1(p)q_f then ||ψ^′_{θ,∞}||_p, ||(ψ^{−1}_{θ,∞})^′||_p < C(p). Proof. This follows immediately from lemmas 5.3 and 5.5. □

Before moving forward let us rearrange the formula for q = q_f (^1_2 ) in a way that will be useful in §6. We first write q = ∑ J⊆[0,1] ⟨f, h_J ⟩|J|^{1/2} ≥ ∞∑ k=0 2^{−k/2} ∑ J⊆[0,1] |J|≤2^{−k} ⟨f, h_J ⟩^2. (31)

(we remark that also q ≤ √ 2/( √ 2 − 1)×the same sum). We next recall that the partial sums of the Haar expansion have a simple form. Let X_k be the sum of the first 2^k terms in the Haar expansion of f. Then for any dyadic I with |I| = 2^{−k} and any x ∈ I

X_k(x) = 2^k ∫ I f(y) dy. (32) The sum ∑ J ⟨f, h_J ⟩h_J is not the partial Haar expansion of f but rather that of g := f − ∫ f, since the very first Haar function does not correspond to any interval J. Hence ∑ |J|≤2^{−k} ⟨f, h_J ⟩h_J (x) = 2^k ∫ I g(y) dy. Applying Parseval we get from (31) q ≥ ∞∑ k=0 2^{−k/2} 2^k∑

i=1 2^k ( ∫_{i2}−k (i−1)2^{−k} g )_2 . (33)

This is the form of q we will use below.

Remarks. The decomposition above for q gives a decomposition for the corresponding z (recall its definition in (23)) which has a probabilistic intuition behind it. Indeed, write z ≈ ∞∑ k=0 2^{−k/2}z_k where z_k is the function given by applying the procedure to get z from q (which is linear) for one term. Then each z_k is the increasing process of a martingale, for example z_1 is the increasing process of the standard Haar martingale X_n defined above in (32). Recall that for any martingale X_n, its increasing process is defined as A_n = ∑_{n−1} i=1 E((X_{i+1} − X_i)^2 | X_1, . . . , X_i), see e.g. [5, §4.4].

Let us sketch a probabilistic proof of lemma 5.5. We claim that if X_n is a bounded martingale, then its increasing process A_n satisfies P(A_∞ > λ) ≤ 2e^{−cλ}. To see this we apply the Skorokhod embedding theorem to embed the martingale into Brownian motion, and then A_∞ becomes the time. The result then follows from the fact that the probability of Brownian motion to stay for time t inside the interval [−1, 1] decays exponentially in t. Thus each z_k has an exponentially decaying tail, and therefore so does their weighted sum z. We skip any further details.

Our last remark would be useful mostly to readers who have already examined the proof of lemma 6.4 below. Indeed, the specific form of q we use is mostly dictated by its use in that lemma. Its use there leaves two places for flexibility. Lemma 6.4 could have worked with the sequence 2^{−k/2} replaced with any sequence decaying faster that 1/k^2; and the term ∑ 2^k ( ∫ g )_2 , which is just the L^2 norm of a partial Haar expansion of g, could have been replaced with others norms, e.g. with the L^1 norm. But lemma 5.5 does not hold for the L^1 norm, only for L^p norms with p ≥ 2. Thus our choice of L^2 norm comes from the need to have both lemma 5.5 and 6.4 hold, each constraining q_f from one side.

6. Random homeomorphisms

Definition. We say that a number η > 0 is admissible if η < η_1(2) where η_1 is from lemma 5.6 (in other words if for all f with ||f||_∞ ≤ 1 and all |θ −^1_2 | ≤ ηq_f we have ||(ψ^{−1}_{q,τ,∞})^′||_2 ≤ C), and in addition if the condition |θ −^1_2 | ≤ ηq_f implies that (19) and (20) hold with δ =^4_5 . In other words (_3 8 )_m ≤ ψ^{−1}_{θ,∞}(k2^{−m}) − ψ^{−1}_{θ,∞}((k − 1)2^{−m}) ≤ (_5 8 )_m (34)

(^1_4 (y − x))^{5/4} ≤ ψ^{−1}_{θ,∞}(y) − ψ^{−1}_{θ,∞}(x) ≤ (4(y − x))^{4/5} (35)

for all values of m.

The rest of the proof holds for any admissible η, so let us fix one such η (possibly depending on p, if we are proving the ‘further’ clause of theorem 2) and remove it from the notation. Further, we allow arbitrary constants like c and C to depend on it. For a function τ from the dyadic rationals into [−1, 1] we denote ψ_{f,τ,n} := ψ 1_{2 +ηqf τ,n} ψ_{f,τ,∞} := ψ 1_{2 +ηqf τ,∞}. For convenience, let us note at this point the locality formulas for ψ_{f,τ,n}. Define f^± and τ^± as in (13) and recall that L_I is the affine increasing map taking [0, 1] onto I. Then ψ_{f,τ,∞}(x) = {_1 2 ψ_f −_{,τ} −_{,∞} (_x A ) x ≤ A 1 2 +^1_2 ψ_f +_{,τ} +_{,∞} (_{x−A} 1−A ) x > A (36) ψ_{f,τ,∞}|_ψ−1_{f,τ,∞(I)} = L_I ∘ ψ_{f∘LI ,τ ∘LI ,∞} ∘ L^{−1}_{ψ−1f,τ,∞(I)}, (37) where, as usual, A = θ(^1_2 ) =^1_2 + ηq_f (^1_2 )τ(^1_2 ). The formula is a direct consequence of (22), (17) and the facts that (q_f )^− = q_{f−} and q_f ∘L_I = q_{f∘LI} , both of which are easy to verify.

Most importantly, from now on we take τ random, i.i.d., uniformly distributed in [−1, 1]. All E and P signs in this section will refer to this measure on τ.

Lemma 6.1. For every f and n (including n = ∞), E ( ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,n} )_′ (y) = 1

for every y ∈ [0, 1] if n is finite (for dyadic y we mean one-sided derivatives) and for almost every y if n = ∞.

Proof. For n finite this follows from the definition of ψ (11) because E (τ(d)) = 0 for each d (so E(θ(d)) =^1_2 ), and further, because if rnk(d) = n then τ(d) and ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,n−1} are independent. This last claim follows since ψ^{−1}_{n−1} depends only on τ(d^′) for d^′ with rnk(d^′) < n, in particular d^′ ≠ d, and hence the corresponding values of τ are independent.

The case of n = ∞ follows by taking a limit, which is allowed since (ψ^{−1}_n )^′ → (ψ^{−1}_∞ )^′ for almost every x (28), for every τ. By Fubini, for almost every x we have (ψ^{−1}_n )^′ → (ψ^{−1}_∞ )^′ almost surely (in τ). Exchanging the limit and the expectation is allowed since ( ψ^{−1}_n )_′ (x) is bounded by a bound depending only on f, by (25), and finite for almost every x, by lemma 5.5, so the bounded convergence theorem applies. □

Lemma 6.2. Let X_1 and X_2 be two random variables on [−1, 1] with densities ρ_1 and ρ_2 respectively. Let p = ∫_1 −1 min{ρ_1, ρ_2}.

Then there exists a variable Q (‘a coupling of X_1 and X_2’) taking values in [−1, 1]^2 such that

(i) Q_i has the same distribution as X_i. (ii) P(Q_1 = Q_2) ≥ p.

(in fact, P(Q_1 = Q_2) = p, but we will have no use for this fact).

Proof. If p = 0 then we can take Q to be two independent copies of X_1 and X_2 so assume this is not the case. Let Z be a random variable with density^1_p min{ρ_1, ρ_2}. If p ≠ 1 then let Y_i be a random variable with density 1 1−p (ρ_i − min{ρ_1, ρ_2}). Let Z, Y_1 and Y_2 be all independent. Now throw an independent coin which succeeds with probability p. If the coin succeeds, let Q = (Z, Z), if not, let Q = (Y_1, Y_2). Clause 2 is now obvious, and clause 1 is not difficult either, because the density of Q_i is p times the density of Z plus 1 − p times the density of Y_i i.e. p · 1 p min{ρ_1, ρ_2} + (1 − p) · 1 1 − p (ρ_i − min{ρ_1, ρ_2}) = ρ_i, as needed. □ Lemma 6.3. For every 0 < x_1 < x_2 < 1 and every λ ∈ (0,^1_4 ) there exists a random variable T = (T_1, T_2) taking values in [−1, 1]^2 such that (i) T_1 and T_2 are both uniform in [−1, 1]. (ii) If we denote

y_i := {_{xi} A_i xi ≤ Ai x_i−A_i 1−A_i xi > Ai A_i := 1 2 + λT_i then P(y_1 = y_2, 1_{x1≤A1} = 1_{x2≤A2} ) ≥ 1 − C x_2 − x_1 λ min{x_2, 1 − x_1} . Proof. Define auxiliary variables z_i by

z_i = {_{xi} 2A x_i ≤ A 1 2 +^{xi−A} 2(1−A) xi > A where A is a random variable uniform in [^1_2 − λ,^1_2 + λ]. Let ρ_i be the density of z_i. A simple calculation shows that

ρ_i(t) = 1_{Ii} (t) x_i 4λt^2 + 1_{Ji} (t) 1 − x_i 4λ(1 − t)^2

I_i := [ x_i 1 + 2λ , x_i 1 − 2λ ] ∩ [ 0, 1 2 ] J_i := [ 1 − 1 − x_i 1 − 2λ , 1 − 1 − x_i 1 + 2λ ] ∩ [ 1 2 , 1 ]

and hence ∫ min{ρ_1, ρ_2} ≥ 1 − C x_2 − x_1 λ min{x_2, 1 − x_1} =: p. Now couple z_1 and z_2 using lemma 6.2 (call the coupling Q) and the coupling succeeds (i.e. Q_1 = Q_2) with probability at least p. Now define

T_i = 1 λ (_{xi} 2Q_i − 1 2 ) Q_i ≤^1_2 1 λ (_1 2 −^{1−xi}_{2−2Qi} ) Q_i >^1_2

and the properties of T follow from the way we constructed it. □ Lemma 6.4. For every continuous ||f||_∞ ≤ 1, every interval [r, s] ⊆ [0, 1] and every n (not necessarily integer), | | | ∫_s r E(f(ψ_{f,τ,∞} (x))) · e(nx) dx | | | ≤ Cn^{−1/11}. Proof. We divide into two different cases according to whether q := q_f (^1_2 ) > n^{−9/10} or not (q_f from (29)). Denote for brevity ψ = ψ_{f,τ,∞}.

We start with the case of q > n^{−9/10}. In this case we claim that for every x_1 < x_2

|E (f(ψ(x_1 )) − E (f(ψ(x_2 )))| ≤ C x_2 − x_1 q min{x_2, 1 − x_1}

. (38)

To see (38) couple ψ(x_1) and ψ(x_2) as follows. We define τ_1 and τ_2 two random (dependent) variables, each of which has the same distribution as τ i.e. a uniform function from the dyadic rationals into [−1, 1]. The definition of the τ_i is as follows. For all dyadic p ≠^1_2 we take τ_1(p) = τ_2(p) (and of course independent for different p and uniformly distributed). For p =^1_2 we use the variable given by lemma 6.3, namely, we use lemma 6.3 with λ_{lemma 6.3} = ηq and then let τ_i(^1_2 ) = T_i. We now note that, by (36) ψ_{f,τi,∞}(x_i) = {_1 2 ψ_{f −,τ} −_{i ,∞}(^{xi}_{Ai} ) x_i ≤ A_i 1 2 +^1_2 ψ_{f +,τ} +_{i ,∞}(^{xi−Ai}_{1−Ai} ) otherwise.

Note that τ^± do not depend on i (here is where we used that τ_1(p) = τ_2(p) for all p ≠^1_2 ) and of course neither do f^±. Hence lemma 6.3 gives

P(ψ_{f,τ1 ,∞}(x_1) = ψ_{f,τ2,∞}(x_2)) ≥ P(y_1 = y_2, 1_{x1≤A1} = 1_{x2≤A2} ) ≥ 1 − C x_2 − x_1 q min{x_2, 1 − x_1} , where the y_i are from lemma 6.3 (the first inequality is in fact an equality, but we will not need this fact). Denote the event on the left hand side by G. Then

|E(f(ψ(x_1 ))) − E(f(ψ(x_2 )))| = |E (f(ψ_{f,τ1 ,∞}(x_1))) − E (f(ψ_{f,τ2 ,∞}(x_2)))| (∗) = |E (1_{¬G} · (f(ψ_{f,τ1,∞}(x_1) − f(ψ_{f,τ2,∞}(x_2)))| ≤ 2P(¬G) ≤ C x_2 − x_1 q min{x_2, 1 − x_1} where the equality marked by (∗) follows because E(1_G ·the same) = 0, since under G we have ψ_{f,τ1,∞}(x_1) = ψ_{f,τ2,∞}(x_2). This shows (38).

To conclude from (38) an estimate for the integral we write ∫_s r = ⌊(s−r)n⌋−1 ∑ k=0 ∫_{r+(k+1)/n} r+k/n + ∫_s r+⌊(s−r)n⌋/n . The last integral is over an interval less than 1/n, so it can contribute no more than 1/n. For the main term we write for each k,

I_k := ∫_{r+(k+1)/n} r+k/n E (f(ψ(x))) · e(nx) dx = ∫_{r+(k+1/2)/n} r+k/n (E (f(ψ(x))) − E (f(ψ(x +^1_{2n} )))) · e(nx).

Hence |I_k| ≤ ∫_{r+(k+1/2)/n} r+k/n |E (f(ψ(x))) − E (f(ψ(x +^1_{2n} )))|

(38) ≤ C ∫_{r+(k+1/2)/n} r+k/n 1/2n q min{x + 1/2n, 1 − x} dx ≤ C n^2q min{r + (k + 1/2)/n, 1 − (r + (k + 1/2)/n)} . Summing over all k gives ∑ |I_k| ≤ C n^2q n/2∑ i=0 1 1/2n + i/n ≤ C log n nq and because of our assumption that q > n^{−9/10} (which we have not used so far!) we get a bound of Cn^{−1/10} log n. This finishes the case q > n^{−9/10}.

For the case of q ≤ n^{−9/10} our first order of things is to rearrange the question slightly. Recall that we wish to estimate ∫ E (f ∘ ψ) · e(nx). We first let g = f − ∫ f and write ∫_s r E (f ∘ ψ) · e(nx) dx = ∫_s r E(g ∘ ψ) · e(nx) dx + ( ∫ f ) · ∫_s r e(nx) dx and the second term is smaller, in absolute value, than 2/n. For the first term, apply Fubini and a change of variables and get ∫_s r E (g(ψ(x))) · e(nx) dx = E ∫_s r g(ψ(x)) · e(nx) dx = E ∫_{ψ(s)} ψ(r) g(y)e(nψ^{−1}(y))(ψ^{−1})^′(y) dy. (39)

Recall next the estimate (33) for q = q_f (^1_2 ). Using it with the condition q ≤ n^{−9/10} gives

2^k∑

i=1 2^k ( ∫_{i2}−k (i−1)2^{−k} g )_{2 (33)} ≤ 2^{k/2}q ≤ 2^{k/2}n^{−9/10} ∀k. Let k be the smallest integer such that 2^k > n^{7/5}. Then

2^k∑

i=1 2^k ( ∫_{i2}−k (i−1)2^{−k} g )_2 ≤ Cn^{−1/5}. (40)

For each i write

∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y)e(nψ^{−1}(y))(ψ^{−1})^′(y) dy = ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y) ( e(nψ^{−1}(y)) − e(nψ^{−1}(i2^{−k})) ) (ψ^{−1})^′(y) dy

+ e(nψ^{−1}(i2^{−k}))

∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y)(ψ^{−1})^′(y) dy =: I_i + II_i (41)

We start with the estimate of II_i. We wish to condition on ψ^{−1}(i2^{−k}) and ψ^{−1}((i + 1)2^{−k}) so denote the σ-field of these two variables by B_i. Then E ( ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y)(ψ^{−1})^′(y) dy | | | B^i )

= ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y)E ( (ψ^{−1})^′(y) | B_i ) dy (42)

by Fubini. We have reached a simple, but crucial point in the argument. We note that ψ^{−1} conditioned on B_i is a different version of ψ^{−1}. Precisely, let L be the linear increasing map taking [0, 1] onto [i2^{−k}, (i + 1)2^{−k}]. Let h(x) = f(L(x)). Let σ(d) = τ(L(d)). Then by (37), for every x ∈ [i2^{−k}, (i + 1)2^{−k}], ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,∞}(x) = ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,∞}(i2^{−k}) + b_iψ^{−1}_{h,σ,∞}(2^kx − i). b_i := ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,∞}((i + 1)2^{−k}) − ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,∞}(i2^{−k}) This means that (ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,∞})^′(x) = 2^kb_i(ψ^{−1}_{h,σ,∞})^′ ( 2^kx − i ) . We now use lemma 6.1 which states that E ((ψ^{−1}_{h,σ,∞} )^′(y)) = 1 for almost all y. This shows that E ( (ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,∞})^′(x) | B_i ) = 2^kb_i

for almost all x. With (42) we get E ( ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y)(ψ^{−1})^′(y) dy | | | B_i ) = 2^kb_i

∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y) dy or |E (II_i | B_i)| = 2^kb_i | | ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y) dy | |. (43)

Let E be the set of indices i such that [i2^{−k}, (i + 1)2^{−k}] ⊆ [ψ(r), ψ(s)]. Sum the right hand side over all i ∈ E and use Cauchy-Schwarz to get ∑ i∈E 2^kb_i | | | ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y) dy | | | ≤ ( ∑ i∈E 2^kb^2_i )_{1/2}( ∑ i∈E 2^k

( ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y) dy )_2)_{1/2} (44)

and the second term is bounded by (40) by Cn^{−1/10}. As for the first term we may write ∑ i∈E 2^kb^2_i = ∑ i∈E 2^k

( ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} (ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,∞})^′ )_2 ≤ ∑ i∈E ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} ( (ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,∞})^′ )_2

≤ ∫_1 0 ( (ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,∞})^′ )_2 . (45)

Hence | | |E ∑ i∈E II_i | | | ≤ E ∑ i∈E |E (II_i | B_i)|

by (43) = E ( ∑ i∈E 2^kb_i | | ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y) dy | | )

by (44)-(45) ≤ ECn^{−1/10} ||(ψ^{−1}_{f,τ,∞})^′||_2 ≤ Cn^{−1/10}.

(we need to condition on B_i in the first inequality because E is itself random). In the last inequality we used that η is admissible, recall the definition of admissibility in the beginning of §6. This terminates the estimate of the second, more interesting part of (41).

To estimate I_i we note that from 2^k ≥ n^{7/5} and (35) we have ψ^{−1}(y) − ψ^{−1}(i2^{−k}) < Cn^{−28/25} for every y ∈ [i2^{−k}, (i + 1)2^{−k}] and hence |e(nψ^{−1}(y)) − e(nψ^{−1}(i2^{−k}))| ≤ Cn^{−3/25}. we get I_i ≤ Cn^{−3/25} ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} (ψ^{−1})^′(y) dy = Cn^{−3/25}(ψ^{−1}((i+1)2^{−k} )−ψ^{−1}(i2^{−k}))

and hence ∑ i∈E I_i ≤ Cn^{−3/25}.

With the estimate on II_i above we get | | |E ∑ i∈E ∫_{(i+1)2}−k i2^{−k} g(y)e(nψ^{−1}(y))(ψ^{−1})^′(y) dy | | |

= | | |E ∑ i∈E I_i + E ∑ i∈E II_i | | | ≤ Cn^{−1/10}. This is almost what we need, but what we need precisely is the integral from ψ(r) to ψ(s). The difference between it and ∑ i∈E ∫_{(i+1)2}−k

i2^{−k} is two short

intervals, [ψ(r), i_12^{−k}] and [i_22^{−k}, ψ(s)] for some i_1 and i_2. The integral on these is much simpler to estimate as they are short. For example, we may estimate E | | | ∫_{i12}−k ψ(r) g(y)e(nψ^{−1}(y))(ψ^{−1})^′(y) dy | | | ≤ 2E ∫_{i12}−k ψ(r) (ψ^{−1})^′

≤ 2(E (i_1 2^{−k} − ψ(r)))^{1/2} ( E ∫ ( (ψ^{−1})^′

)_2 )^{1/2} ≤ C · 2^{−k/2} ≤ Cn^{−7/10} and similarly for the other interval. We get | | |E ( ∫_{ψ(s)} ψ(r) g(y)e(nψ^{−1}(y))(ψ^{−1})^′(y) dy )| | | ≤ Cn^{−1/10}. Recalling (39) from the beginning of the proof of the small q case we get | | | ∫_s r E(g(ψ(x))) · e(nx) dx | | | ≤ Cn^{−1/10} and as explained just before (39), this gives the same result for f. The lemma is thus proved. □

Lemma 6.5. Let J_1, J_2 ⊂ [−1, 1] be intervals and let ε := max{|y_1 − y_2| : y_i ∈ J_i}. Let [r, s] ⊆ [0, 1] be an interval and let n ∈ R and define

F_i := ∫_s r E(f(ψ_{f,τ,∞} (x)) | τ(^1_2 ) ∈ J_i) · e(nx) dx. Then |F_1 − F_2| ≤ Cε^{1/22}, uniformly in n.

Proof. We keep the notation q = q_f (^1_2 ). Denote

α := min{^1_2 + ηqx : x ∈ J_1 ∪ J_2} β := max{^1_2 + ηqx : x ∈ J_1 ∪ J_2} so that β − α ≤ Cε and then

F^−_i := ∫ [r,s]∩[0,α] E (f(ψ_{f,τ,∞} (x)) | τ(^1_2 ) ∈ J_i) · e(nx) dx F^+_i := ∫ [r,s]∩[β,1] E (f(ψ_{f,τ,∞} (x)) | τ(^1_2 ) ∈ J_i) · e(nx) dx F^0_i := F_i − (F^−_i + F^+_i ) and note that |F^0_i | ≤ Cε as it can be written as an integral over an interval of length at most Cε. Hence we need to estimate |F^±_1 − F^±_2 |. The proofs of the + and − cases are identical, so for brevity, we will do the calculations for F^−.

Let us first dispense with an easy case. Assume that n ≥ ε^{−1/2}. In this case, fix some y ∈ J_1 ∪ J_2 and condition on τ(^1_2 ) = y. Denote

F^−(y) := ∫ [r,s]∩[0,α] E (f(ψ_{f,τ,∞} (x)) | τ(^1_2 ) = y) · e(nx) dx under the conditioning, ψ_{f,τ,∞}(x) =^1_2 ψ_f −_{,τ} −_{,∞}(x/A), A :=^1_2 + ηqy, so

F^−(y) = ∫ [r,s]∩[0,α] E(f^− (ψ_f −_{,τ} −_{,∞}(x/A))) · e(nx) dx We change variables and get

F^−(y) = ∫ I(y) E(f^− (ψ_f −_{,τ} −_{,∞}(x))) · e(nxA) · A dx, (46) I(y) := [ r A , s A ] ∩ [ 0, α A ] . We use lemma 6.4 with f_{lemma 6.4} = f^−, n_{lemma 6.4} = nA and [r, s]_{lemma 6.4} = I(y) and get |F^−(y)| ≤ A · C(nA)^{−1/11} ≤ Cε^{1/22}. Integrating over y in either J_i gives that both F_i satisfy |F_i| ≤ Cε^{1/22} and we are done.

Assume therefore that n < ε^{−1/2}. Let y ∈ J_1 ∪ J_2 and consider ψ_{f,τ,∞} conditioned on τ(^1_2 ) = y. We keep the notations A, F^−(y) and I(y) above, and write ψ = ψ_f −_{,τ} −_{,∞} for brevity. We apply (46) to two different y_i and subtract, getting F^−(y_1) − F^−(y_2) = I + II + III

I := ∫ I(y_1)∩I(y_2)

E (f^− (ψ(x)) · (e(nxA_1)A_1 − e(nxA_2)A_2) dx

II := ∫ I(y_1)\I(y_2)

E (f^− (ψ(x)) · e(nxA_1)A_1 dx

III := − ∫ I(y_2)\I(y_1) E (f^− (ψ(x)) · e(nxA_2)A_2 dx.

and again II and III are integrals over intervals of length at most Cε, so may be ignored. As for I, we write |e(nxA_1x) − e(nxA_2)| ≤ 2πnx|A_1 − A_2|x ≤ Cnε so |e(nxA_1)A_1 − e(nxA_2)A_2| ≤ Cnε · A_1 + Cε ≤ Cnε. which we plug into the integral in I to get I ≤ Cnε. We get |F^−(y_1) − F^−(y_2)| ≤ Cnε + Cε ≤ Cε^{1/2} by our assumption that n < ε^{−1/2}. Integrating over y_1 and y_2 gives

|F^−_1 − F^−_2 | ≤ Cε^{1/2}.

Since we covered both small and large n, we get

|F^−_1 − F^−_2 | ≤ Cε^{1/22}.

The estimate for |F^+_1 − F^+_2 | is identical, and the lemma is proved. □

7. Reducing randomness

We have spent many pages on construction of a random homeomorphism ψ such that the expectation of f ∘ ψ has some good properties. In this last section we are going to remove the randomness step by step, always controlling the expectation, until we are finally left with a single ψ such that f ∘ ψ has the same good properties.

Let I be a map giving for each dyadic rational d = k2^{−n} ∈ (0, 1) an interval I(d) ⊆ [−1, 1] (possibly degenerate). For each I we define ϕ_I = ϕ_{I,f,η} to be our homeomorphism ψ_{f,τ,∞} with τ(d) taken uniformly in I(d) for all d. We call such I an RH-restrictor (RH standing for Random Homeomorphism). Sometime we will denote τ_I for τ which has this distribution.

From now on, when we say ‘condition ψ on ψ^{−1}(^1_2 ) = y’ or ‘condition ψ on ψ(y) =^1_2 ’ we will actually mean ψ_{f,τ,∞} with τ(^1_2 ) = (y −^1_2 )/ηq_f (^1_2 ) and the other τ(d) uniform in [−1, 1] (this is, of course, a version of the usual conditional probability, but it is defined for all y and not just for almost all y, which is convenient). Another version of the same thinking is the following

Lemma 7.1. Let U = (U_i) be a finite partition of [0, 1] into dyadic intervals (i.e. ⋃ U = [0, 1] and different U_i ∈ U are disjoint except possibly their endpoints). Let I be an RH-restrictor which is degenerate for any d in the boundary of any U ∈ U . Then ϕ^{−1}_I (U) is deterministic for any U ∈ U (i.e. it is dependent on f but not random).

Proof. We go by induction on the number of intervals in the partition. Assume the claim has been proved for all partitions with less than n intervals, and let U be with |U | = n. Let U ∈ U be an interval with smallest size. Let V be U’s father i.e. U ⊂ V and |V | = 2|U|. Then V \ U must also be in U . Replacing U and V \ U with V gives a new partition U^′ with |U^′| < n hence the induction assumption gives that ϕ_I (W ) is deterministic for any

U

ϕ^{−1}_I (U_i) ϕ

Figure 1. An RH restrictor: on the left the dyadic partition, on the bottom the δ-uniform partition.

W ∈ U^′ and in particular for all W ∈ U other than U and V \ U. Next, let d_0, d_1 and d_2 be the beginning, centre and end of V , respectively. Then ϕ^{−1}_I (d_0) and ϕ^{−1}_I (d_2) are deterministic by the inductive assumption and I(d_1) is degenerate, say {x} for some x ∈ [−1, 1] (the last claim is because d_1 is a point in the boundary of U). Hence, by lemma 5.1,

ϕ^{−1}_I (d_1) = ϕ^{−1}_I (d_0) + (ϕ^{−1}_I (d_2) − ϕ^{−1}_I (d_0)) ( 1 2 + ηq_f (d_1)τ(d_1) )

which is deterministic, proving the claim. □

Definition. For a continuous function f with ||f||_∞ ≤ 1 and a δ > 0, we say that an RH-restrictor I is of type (f, δ) if there exists a finite partition U = (U_i) of [0, 1] into dyadic intervals and an integer m ≥ −1 with the following properties.

(i) I(d) is a single point for every d in the boundary of any U_i. (ii) |ϕ^{−1}_{I,f} (U_i)| ∈ [^1_4 δ, δ] for all i.

(iii) If |ϕ^{−1}_{I,f} (U_i)| >^1_2 δ then I(d) is a dyadic interval of length 2^{−m} for d in the centre of U_i.

(iv) I(d) = [−1, 1] for all other d.

See figure 1. Of course, not for every RH-restrictor I one may find some f and δ such that I is of type (f, δ) — such I are quite special and if we do not wish to specify f and δ we will simply say that ‘I has a type’. Let us remark on the appearance of ϕ^{−1}_I (U_i) in properties (ii) and (iii) (and indirectly in (iv) too, as it applies only when (iii) does not). Of course, ϕ_I is random. But property (i) implies, using lemma 7.1, that in fact, ϕ^{−1}_I (U_i) is deterministic, and all randomness is inside the U_i. Hence properties (ii) and (iii) are also a function of f and I, and are not random.

We call the U and the m the corresponding partition and the corresponding value (to I), respectively.

The following lemma is the main lemma of this paper. It implements the ‘reduction of randomness’ strategy that we outlined in the beginning of this section. The reduction in randomness is implemented by moving from an RH-restrictor for a given m, to an RH-restrictor with m + 1. Recall the standard definition of the modulus of continuity of a function, ω_f (δ) = sup{|f(x) − f(y)| : x, y s.t. dist(x, y) < δ} where here and below dist is considered cyclically in [0, 1] e.g. dist(0.9, 0) = 0.1.

Lemma 7.2. Let f be a continuous function satisfying ||f||_∞ ≤^1_2 , let η be admissible (recall the definition from page 27), let δ > 0 and let I be an RH-restrictor of type (f, δ). Denote by U = (U_i) the corresponding dyadic partition of [0, 1], arranged in increasing order, and by m the corresponding value.

Further, for every ξ ∈ [0, 1] denote by B_ξ the union of the ϕ^{−1}_I (U_i) that contains ξ and its two immediate neighbours. We understand ‘neighbours’ cyclically, e.g. if ξ ∈ ϕ^{−1}_I (U_1) then B_ξ is the union of ϕ^{−1}_I (U_1), ϕ^{−1}_I (U_2) and the last ϕ^{−1}_I (U_i).

Then there exists an RH-restrictor J of type (f, δ) with the same corresponding partition U , with the corresponding value being m + 1 and with the following properties

(i) J(d) ⊆ I(d) for all d, (ii) For every u ∈ N, every r ∈ {2^{u−1}, . . . , 2^u − 1} and every ξ ∈ 2^{−u−2}Z ∩ [0, 1), | | | ∫ E_ξ ( E (f(ϕ_I (x))) − E (f(ϕ_J (x))) ) · D_r(x − ξ) dx | | | ≤ C min{δ2^u, 1/δ2^u}^ce^{−cm}ω_f (δ^c)^c. where the set over which integration is performed E_ξ = E_ξ(U , I, f, δ) is defined by

E_ξ := { [0, 1] \ B_ξ 2^u >^1_δ [0, 1] 2^u ≤^1_δ .

(47)

Here and below the constants C and c are allowed to depend on η. D_r is the usual Dirichlet kernel.

Proof. For any ξ ∈ [0, 1] denote h(ξ) := E (f(ϕ_I (ξ))). Denote V_i = ϕ^{−1}_I (U_i) for brevity. Examine one U_i in our partition, and recall that V_i is not random. The requirements from J leave relatively little freedom for J inside U_i. If |V_i| ≤^1_2 δ then there are no options, J(d) must be [−1, 1] for every d ∈ U^∘_i . If |V_i| >^1_2 δ then there are two possibilities. For d in the centre of U_i J(d) can be either the left or right half of I(d). For other d ∈ U^∘_i J(d) must be [−1, 1]. Thus choosing J is equivalent to choosing a sequence of signs ε_i ∈ {±1}, one for each i for which |V_i| >^1_2 δ (say that ε_i = 1 means that we take the right half of I(d) and ε_i = −1 the left, and denote for brevity Y = {i : |V_i| >^1_2 δ}). Denote the J that corresponds to a vector ε ∈ {±1}^Y by J^ε.

Fix one i ∈ Y , one ξ ∈ 2^{−u−2}Z ∩ [0, 1) and let ε^+ and ε^− be two vectors with ε^+_i = 1 and ε^−_i = −1 and define

Δ_i(x) :=^1_2 (F^+(x) − F^−(x))

F^±(x) := { E(f(ϕ_{J ε}± (x))) − h(ξ) x ∈ V_i 0 otherwise.

(this is a good definition since the values of ε different from ε_i have no effect on ϕ|_{Vi} . Hence they effect neither F^± nor Δ). In other words, if we take J(d) to be the left half of I(d), d the centre of U_i, then E (f ∘ ϕ_J ) = E (f ∘ ϕ_I ) − Δ on V_i and otherwise it is E (f ∘ ϕ_I ) + Δ. Summing over i ∈ Y gives

E (f ∘ ϕ_J ε ) = E (f ∘ ϕ_I ) + ∑ i∈Y ε_iΔ_i. (48)

This relation is important because it ‘linearises’ the problem of choosing a homeomorphism. Our strategy will be to find estimates for ∫ Δ_iD_r(· − ξ) for various i, r and ξ, and then apply lemma 4.1. These estimates will occupy the next three lemmas.

The reason for subtracting h(ξ) in the definition of F^± (which, of course, has no affect on Δ) is to get the ω(δ^c)^c factor in the statement of lemma 7.2. Precisely, we claim that

||F^±||_∞ ≤ ω_f (C_1(dist(ξ, V_i) + δ)^{4/5})). (49)

J I

Figure 2. Lemma 7.2 demonstrated for the simplest partition, U = {[0, 1]}. The I and J in the picture are I(^1_2 ) and J(^1_2 ).

To see (49), first note that if x ∈ V_i then |x − ξ| ≤ dist(ξ, V_i) + δ. Let x^′ be a point in the boundary of some ϕ^{−1}_I (U), U ∈ U , closest to x among such points, and let ξ^′ be the point closest to ξ, again from among the points in the boundary of ϕ^{−1}_I (U), U ∈ U . Then the δ-uniformity of ϕ^{−1}_I (U ) says that |x − x^′| ≤^1_2 δ and |ξ − ξ^′| ≤^1_2 δ. We now use the deterministic Hölder condition (35) and get |ϕ_{J ε}± (x) − ϕ_{J ε}± (x^′)| ≤ Cδ^{4/5} |ϕ_I (ξ) − ϕ_I (ξ^′)| ≤ Cδ^{4/5} |ϕ_{J ε}± (x^′) − ϕ_I (ξ^′)| ≤ C(dist(ξ, V_i) + 2δ)^{4/5}

where the third inequality follows because x^′ and ξ^′ are both on points where ϕ_{J ε}± = ϕ_I . This shows (still deterministically) that ϕ_{J ε}± (x) − ϕ_I (ξ) ≤ C(dist(ξ, V_i) + δ)^{4/5} and hence

|f(ϕ_{J ε}± (x)) − f(ϕ_I (ξ))| ≤ ω_f (C_1(dist(ξ, V_i) + δ)^{4/5})). (50)

Taking expectations shows (49). It is also occasionally useful to integrate only the right term, which gives

|f(ϕ_{J ε}± (x)) − h(ξ)| ≤ ω_f (C_1(dist(ξ, V_i) + δ)^{4/5})) ∀x ∈ V_i. (51) This will be used below.

In light of (49) let us define

H := ω_f (C_1(dist(ξ, V_i) + δ)^{4/5})) (52) so that ||F^±||_∞ ≤ H. Of course H depends on ξ, i and other parameters, but we suppress this in the notation. Both h(ξ) and H will not play a very important role until the very end of the proof, at lemma 7.6.

Unlike lemmas 7.4 and 7.5 below, which are only used as sublemmas of lemma 7.2, the next lemma actually has one application after lemma 7.2 is finished. For that application, i is not necessarily in Y . Hence keep in mind, when reading this lemma, that i is arbitrary.

Lemma 7.3. With the definitions above, for every r < s and every ξ we have | | | ∫ V_i F^±(x) s−1∑ l=r e(l(x − ξ)) dx | | | ≤ min { C dist(ξ, V_i) , (s − r) } δH. More importantly, | | | ∫ V_i F^±(x) s−1∑ l=r e(l(x − ξ)) dx | | | ≤ ( (δ|r|)^{− 122} + (δ|s|)^{− 122} ) Cδ√H dist(ξ, V_i)

. (53)

Recall that dist is considered cyclically.

Proof. The first clause of the lemma is simple. Indeed, on the one hand | | s−1∑ l=r e(l(x − ξ)) | | ≤ s − r and on the other hand | |^{s−1}∑ l=r e(l(x − ξ)) | | = | | e(s(x − ξ)) − e(r(x − ξ)) 1 − e(x − ξ) | | ≤ C dist(ξ, x) so | | ∫ V_i F^±(x) s−1∑ l=r e(l(x − ξ)) | | ≤ min { C dist(ξ, V_i) , (s − r) } δH (recall that |V_i| ≤ δ and that ||F^±||_∞ ≤ H), establishing the lemma in this case. For the second clause we may assume that |r| and |s| are both bigger than 1/δ, as in the other case the first clause gives a better estimate. We will also assume that ξ ∉ V_i as otherwise (53) is vacuous. Finally, we may assume that h(ξ) = 0, as subtracting a constant from f changes neither ψ_{f,τ,∞} nor ϕ_I , and the only loss in generality is that now we may only assume ||f||_∞ ≤ 1 (rather than ||f||_∞ ≤^1_2 , which is one of the implicit assumptions of the lemma).

We will work in each half of U_i separately. Denote therefore by U^±_i these two halves, and denote V^±_i := ϕ^{−1}_J ε (U^±_i ) (no relation to the ± in F^±, which plays no role here). For concreteness let us work on U^−_i , the case of U^+_i is literally identical. By the locality of ψ (37) ϕ_J ε restricted to V^−_i is a linearly mapped copy of ψ, precisely ϕ_J ε (x) = L_U −_i (ψ_{f∘LU−i ,τJε ∘LU−i ,∞}(L^{−1}_{V −i} (x))) ∀x ∈ V^−_i Denote ~f := f ∘ L_U −_i . Condition on ϕ^{−1}_J ε (d), where d is the centre of U_i. Under the conditioning τ_J ε ∘ L_U −_i is our standard τ i.e. uniform on [−1, 1] for all d. Hence

X := ∫ V^−_i E (f(ϕ_J ε (x)) | ϕ_J ε (d)) e(r(x − ξ)) 1 − e(x − ξ) dx (54)

(37) = ∫ V^−_i E ( ~f (ψ_{~f ,τ,∞}(L^{−1}_{V −i} (x)))) e(r(x − ξ)) 1 − e(x − ξ) dx

= ∫_1 0 E( ~f (ψ_{~f ,τ,∞}(x))) e(r(L_V −_i (x) − ξ)) 1 − e(L_V −_i (x) − ξ) |V^−_i | dx where the last equality is a (linear) change of variables. Let ξ^∗ be one of ξ, ξ − 1 or ξ + 1, whichever is closest to V^−_i , and note that dist(ξ, V_i) = inf{|x − ξ^∗| : x ∈ V_i}. Let ~ξ = L^{−1}_{V −i} (ξ^∗) (note that we are extending L^{−1}_{V −i} to the whole of R here — originally we defined it only on V^−_i , but it is just an affine function and we extend it to an affine function on R) and ~r = r|V^−_i | and with these notations X = e(−~r~ξ)|V^−_i | ∫_1 0 E ( ~f (ψ_{~f ,τ,∞}(x))) e(~rx) 1 − e(|V^−_i |(x − ~ξ)) dx.

Integrate by parts and get X = e(−~r~ξ)|V^−_i | ( − ∫_1 0 ∫_x 0 E ( ~f (ψ_{~f,τ,∞}(y)))e(~ry) dy · e(|V^−_i |(x − ~ξ)) · 2π √ −1|V^−_i | (1 − e(|V^−_i |(x − ~ξ)))^2 dx + ∫_1 0 E ( ~f (ψ_{~f ,τ,∞}(y)))e(~ry) dy 1 1 − e(|V^−_i |(1 − ~ξ)) ) . We now estimate the integrals over y by lemma 6.4. We get | | ∫_x 0 E( ~f (ψ_{~f ,τ,∞}(y)))e(~ry) dy | | ≤ C~r^{−1/11} = C(r|V^−_i |)^{−1/11} ≤ C(rδ)^{−1/11}. On the other hand we have the trivial bound | | | ∫_x 0 E( ~f (ψ_{~f ,τ,∞}(y)))e(~ry) dy | | | ≤ || ~f||_∞^{(51)}≤ H. Since min{a, b} ≤ √ ab for any two positive numbers a and b we can combine these two estimates to get | | ∫_x 0 E( ~f (ψ_{~f ,τ,∞}(y)))e(~ry) dy | | ≤ C(rδ)^{−1/22} √ H. We estimate |V^−_i | ≤ δ, |1 − e(θ)| ≥ cθ and get overall |X| ≤ Cδ ( ∫_1 0 (rδ)^{−1/22} √ H δ δ^2|x − ~ξ|^2 dx + (rδ)^{−1/22} √ H 1 δ|1 − ~ξ| )

≤ Cδ(rδ)^{−1/22} √ H ( 1 δ|1 − ~ξ| + 1 δ|~ξ| + 1 δ|1 − ~ξ| )

(note that we used here our assumption ξ ∉ V_i which gives ~ξ ∉ [0, 1]). For every x ∈ V^−_i , |x − ξ^∗| ≥ dist(ξ, V_i) and hence |x − ~ξ| ≥ dist(ξ, V_i) |V^−_i | ≥ dist(ξ, V_i) δ ∀x ∈ [0, 1]. Hence |X| ≤ Cδ(rδ)^{−1/22} √ H dist(ξ, V_i) . Recalling the definition of X (54) gives | | ∫ V^−_i E(f(ϕ_J ε (x)) | ϕ_J ε (d)) · e(r(x − ξ)) 1 − e(x − ξ) | | ≤ Cδ(rδ)^{−1/22} √ H dist(ξ, V_i) . This terminates our estimate for V^−_i . The estimate for V^+_i , as already mentioned, is literally identical, and summing them we get | | | ∫ V_i E (f(ϕ_J ε (x)) | ϕ_J ε (d)) · e(r(x − ξ)) 1 − e(x − ξ) | | | ≤ Cδ(rδ)^{−1/22} √ H dist(ξ, V_i) .

Integrating over ϕ_J ε (d) gives | | ∫ V_i E (f(ϕ_J ε (x))) · e(r(x − ξ)) 1 − e(x − ξ) | | ≤ Cδ(rδ)^{−1/22} √ H dist(ξ, V_i) . Adding these estimates for r and s gives the result. □ Lemma 7.4. With the definitions above lemma 7.3, for every r < s and every ξ we have | | ∫ Δ_i(x) s−1∑ l=r e(l(x − ξ)) | | ≤ C min { δ dist(ξ, V_i) , δ(s − r) } 2^{−m/22}. Proof. Essentially, the lemma follows from lemma 6.5 using the same integration by parts that was used to derive the previous lemma from lemma 6.4. But let us do it in detail nonetheless. We start by showing | | ∫ Δ_i(x) s−1∑ l=r e(l(x − ξ)) | | ≤ Cδ2^{−m/22} dist(ξ, V_i) , which is the more interesting case. Assume ξ ∉ V_i as otherwise the claim is vacuous. Recall that Δ_i = F^+ − F^− and that F^± = E f ∘ ϕ_{J ε}± − h(ξ). As in the previous lemma we may assume that h(ξ) = 0 and ||f||_∞ ≤ 1. We use the locality of ψ (37) to get ϕ_{J ε}± (x) = L_{Ui} (ψ_{f∘LUi ,τJε± ∘LUi ,∞}(L^{−1}_{Vi} (x))) ∀x ∈ V_i. Denote ~f := f ∘L_{Ui} . Note that ~τ^± := τ_{J ε}± ∘L_{Ui} has the following distribution: if d ≠^1_2 then ~τ^±(d) is uniform on [−1, 1], while ~τ^±(^1_2 ) is uniform on J^{ε±} (d) where d is as usual the centre of U_i. Denote

X^± := ∫ V_i F^±(x) e(r(x − ξ)) 1 − e(x − ξ) = ∫ V_i E ( ~f (ψ_{~f,~τ ±,∞}(L^{−1}_{Vi} (x)))) e(r(x − ξ)) 1 − e(x − ξ) dx = ∫_1 0 E( ~f (ψ_{~f ,~τ ±,∞}(x))) e(r(L_{Vi} (x) − ξ)) 1 − e(L_{Vi} (x) − ξ) |V_i| dx. Define ~ξ as in the previous lemma with respect to V_i i.e. ~ξ = L^{−1}_{Vi} (ξ^∗) etc., and ~r = r|V_i| (also as in the previous lemma) and get X^± = e(−~r~ξ)|V_i| ∫_1 0 E ( ~f (ψ_{~f ,~τ ±,∞}(x))) e(~rx) 1 − e(|V_i|(x − ~ξ)) dx. (55) Integrate by parts and get X^± = e(−~r~ξ)|V_i| ( − ∫_1 0 ∫_x 0 E( ~f (ψ_{~f ,~τ ±,∞}(y)))e(~ry) dy · e(|V_i|(x − ξ)) · 2π √ −1|V_i| (1 − e(|V_i|(x − ~ξ)))^2 dx + ∫_1 0 E( ~f (ψ_{~f ,~τ ±,∞}(y)))e(~ry) dy 1 1 − e(|V_i|(1 − ~ξ)) ) .

This gives us the longest formula in this paper, ∫ Δ_i(x) e(r(x − ξ)) 1 − e(x − ξ) dx =^1_2 (X^+ − X^−) = e(−~r~ξ)|V_i| 2 ( − ∫_1 0 ∫_x 0 ( E( ~f (ψ_{~f ,~τ +,∞}(y))) − E ( ~f (ψ_{~f ,~τ −,∞}(y))) ) e(~ry) dy · e(|V_i|(x − ξ)) · 2π √ −1|V_i| (1 − e(|V_i|(x − ~ξ)))^2 dx + ∫_1 0 ( E( ~f (ψ_{~f ,~τ +,∞}(y))) − E( ~f (ψ_{~f ,~τ −,∞}(y))) ) e(~ry) dy · 1 1 − e(|V_i|(1 − ~ξ)) ) . We now note that each integral over y above is exactly of the form given by lemma 6.5, with ε = 2^{−m}. Hence they are bounded by C2^{−m/22}. Bounding |V_i| ≤ δ and |1 − e(θ)| ≥ cθ gives | | | ∫ Δ_i(x) e(r(x − ξ)) 1 − e(x − ξ) | | | ≤ Cδ ( ∫_1 0 2^{−m/22} δ δ^2|x − ~ξ|^2 dx + 2^{−m/22} 1 δ|1 − ~ξ| )

≤ Cδ2^{−m/22} ( 1 δ|1 − ~ξ| + 1 δ|~ξ| ) . Again |x − ~ξ| ≥ dist(ξ, V_i)/δ for all x ∈ [0, 1], so | | ∫ Δ_i(x) e(r(x − ξ)) 1 − e(x − ξ) | | ≤ Cδ2^{−m/22} dist(ξ, V_i) . Summing the r and s terms gives | | | ∫ Δ_i(x) s∑ l=r e(l(x − ξ)) dx | | | ≤ Cδ2^{−m/22} dist(ξ, V_i) . This is the main estimate of the lemma.

We still need to show the simpler estimate Cδ(s − r)2^{−m/22}. We keep the notations ~f, ~τ^± and ~ξ. For every l ∈ {r, . . . , s − 1} we denote ~l := l|V_i| and then the same locality argument that gave (55) gives ∫ Δ_i(x)e(l(x − ξ)) dx = e(−~l~ξ)|V_i| ∫_1 0 ( E( ~f (ψ_{~f ,~τ +,∞}(x))) − E ( ~f (ψ_{~f ,~τ −,∞}(x))) ) e(~lx) dx. We apply lemma 6.5 directly (without integration by parts) and get | | ∫ Δ_i(x)e(l(x − ξ)) dx | | ≤ Cδ2^{−m/22}.

We sum over l from r to s − 1. This gives the second bound, and proves the lemma. □

Aggregating the last two lemmas we get

Lemma 7.5. With the definitions above lemma 7.3, for every r < s and every ξ we have | | ∫ Δ_i(x) s−1∑ l=r e(l(x − ξ)) | |

≤ C_1δ min {(min{⌈|s|δ⌉, ⌈|r|δ⌉})−1/44 dist(ξ, V_i) , (s − r) } 2^{−m/44}H^{1/4}

Proof. Denote D = ∑_{s−1} l=r e(l(x − ξ). Assume first that both |r| and |s| are larger than^1/δ. We use lemma 7.3 for both F^+ and F^− and summing the result gives | | | ∫ Δ_iD | | | ≤ Cδ (min{⌈|s|δ⌉, ⌈|r|δ⌉})^{−1/22} dist(ξ, V_i) H^{1/2} while lemma 7.4 gives | | | ∫ Δ_iD | | | ≤ C 2^{−m/22} dist(ξ, V_i) . For any positive numbers a and b, min{a, b} ≤ √ ab so min{2^{−m/22}, ⌈|r|δ⌉^{−1/22}H^{1/2}} ≤ 2^{−m/44}⌈|r|δ⌉^{−1/44}H^{1/4} and similarly for s. Applying this to whichever of r and s has a smaller absolute value gives | | | ∫ Δ_iD | | | ≤ Cδ (min{⌈|s|δ⌉, ⌈|r|δ⌉})^{−1/44} dist(ξ, V_i)

2^{−m/44}H^{1/4}

as needed. The case that either |r| ≤^1/δ or |s| ≤^1/δ is similar but simpler. Lemma 7.3 gives the estimate | ∫ ΔD| ≤ δ(s − r)H, lemma 7.4 gives the estimate | ∫ ΔD| ≤ Cδ(s − r)2^{−m/22}, and we combine them as above. The lemma is thus proved. □

The last step in proving lemma 7.2 is to choose the ε_i. Recall that for each i ∈ Y = {i : |V_i| >^1_2 δ} we need to chose an ε_i ∈ {±1}. It will be convenient to add dummy variables, so we will choose ε_i for every i, and ignore those outside Y . Denote by N the number of U_i in our partition, and Δ_i ≡ 0 for every i ∉ Y . Denote

Δ(x) = N∑ i=1 ε_iΔ_i(x).

The ε_i will be chosen using lemma 3.1. Here are the details.

Lemma 7.6. There exists an ε = (ε_1, ε_2, . . . , ε_N ) such that for every u ∈ N, every r ∈ {2^{u−1}, . . . , 2^u − 1} and for every ξ ∈ 2^{−u−2}Z ∩ [0, 1), | | ∫ E_ξ Δ(x)D_r(x − ξ) dx | | ≤ C min{δ2^u, 1/δ2^u}^c2^{−cm}ω_f (δ^c)^c. Proof. We need to prepare a sequence of vectors to ‘feed’ into lemma 3.1, which will give us our signs. The estimates of these vectors will come from lemma 7.5.

We now define our vectors. For every u ∈ N let U be the smallest power of 2 with U ≥ max{2^{u+2}, N}. For every i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and every ξ ∈ 1 U {0, . . . , U − 1} we define w^0_{i,ξ,u} = ∫ Δ_i(x)D_2u (x − ξ) dx except if 2^u >^1/δ and V_i ⊂ B_ξ (B_ξ from the statement of lemma 7.2), in which case we define w^0_{i,ξ,u} = 0. Next, for every u ∈ N, for every 0 ≤ s < u and every t ∈ [2^{u−1}, 2^u) divisible by 2^{s+1}, every i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and every ξ ∈^1_U {0, . . . , U − 1} we define w^+_{i,ξ,u,s,t} = ∫ Δ_i(x) t+2^s∑

z=t+1 e(z(x − ξ)) dx,

w^−_{i,ξ,u,s,t} = ∫ Δ_i(x) −t−1∑

z=−t−2^s e(z(x − ξ)) dx, again, except if 2^u >^1/δ and V_i ⊂ B_ξ, in which case we define w^±_{i,ξ,u,s,t} = 0. This terminates the list of vectors (we think about them as vectors in i) that we wish to feed into lemma 3.1, after some scaling.

We note the following convenient fact. For ξ ∈ [0, 1] define l(ξ) by ξ ∈ V_{l(ξ)}. Then

dist(ξ, V_i) ≥ cδ(|l(ξ) − i mod N| + 1) whenever V_i ⊄ B_ξ. (56)

(We used here that dist is defined cyclically and that |V_i| >^1_4 δ for all i). Similarly, dist(ξ, V_i) ≤ Cδ(|l(ξ) − i mod N| + 1), (57) this time without the restriction V_i ⊄ B_ξ. Another step that will simplify the analysis below relates to the term H from lemma 7.5. Recall that is was defined in (52) by

H = ω_f (C(dist(ξ, V_i) + δ)^{4/5}) ≤ min { 1, Cω_f (δ^{4/5})

(dist(ξ, V_i) + δ δ )_{4/5}}

≤ min { 1, Cω_f (δ^{4/5})

( dist(ξ, V_i) δ + 1 )} (57) ≤ min{1, Cω_f (δ^{4/5})(|l(ξ) − i mod N| + 1)}.

Denote λ_l := 2^{−m/44} min{1, (|l mod N| + 1)ω_f (δ^{4/5})}^{1/4} (58) and get that 2^{−m/44}H^{1/4} ≤ Cλ_{l(ξ)−i}. (59) This will simplify notations in the estimates below.

We start with w^0_{i,ξ,u} for 2^u ≤^1/δ. By lemma 7.5 and (59) |w^0_{i,ξ,u}| ≤ Cδ min { 1 dist(ξ, V_i)

, 2^{u+1} } λ_{l(ξ)−i} (∗) ≤ C min { 1 |l(ξ) − i mod N| + 1 , δ2^{u+1} } λ_{l(ξ)−i}· where (∗) comes from (56) and from the observation that if V_i ⊂ B_ξ then the minimum is achieved at 2^{u+1} (perhaps up to a multiplicative constant). Define ~b(u, ξ) = ~b(u) = max{1, ⌊1/δ2^{u+1} ⌋} and get that |w^0_{i,ξ,u}| ≤ min { 1 |l(ξ) − i mod n| + 1 , 1 ~b(u) } Cλ_{l(ξ)−i} (60) We used here ~b instead of b because of the factor Cλ_{l(ξ)−i}. Since it appears in all cases equally, it will be more convenient to count how many vectors satisfy an inequality of the form (60), for any fixed values of l and ~b, and then remove the factor Cλ_{l(ξ)−i} in the end. To count the number of ξ with l(ξ) = l for some given l, we note that ξ ∈^1_U Z and since U ≤ max{2^{u+2}, 2N} ≤ max{^4/δ, 2N} ≤^8/δ and since |V_i| ≤ δ for all i, we see that each possible value of l(ξ) repeats at most 9 times. Thus |{(ξ, u) : 2^u ≤^1/δ, l(ξ) = l,~b(u) = ~b}| ≤ 18 ∀l,~b because we have at most 9 different ξ which give the same l and at most 2 different values of u which give the same ~b (the largest allowed by the condition 2^u ≤^1/δ).

For 2^u >^1/δ lemma 7.5, (56) and (59) give |w^0_{i,ξ,u}| ≤ C (δ2^u)^{−1/44}λ_{i(ξ)−i} |l(ξ) − i mod N| + 1 so we define ~b(u) = ⌊(δ2^u)^{1/44}⌋. The multiplicity in ~b is at most a constant in this case, but there is multiplicity ⌊δU⌋ + 1 ≤ Cδ2^u in l, because ξ is taken in^1_U Z. Hence we get at most Cδ2^u ≤ C~b(u)^{44} vectors satisfying (60) For w^± and 2^u ≤^1/δ lemma 7.5, (56) and (59) give |w^±_{i,ξ,u,s,t}| ≤ C min { 1 |l(ξ) − i mod N| + 1 , δ2^s } λ_{l(ξ)−i}. Hence we define ~b(ξ, u, s, t) = ~b(s) = ⌊1/δ2^s⌋ and get |w^±_{i,ξ,u,s,t}| ≤ min { 1 |l(ξ) − i mod N| + 1 , 1 ~b } Cλ_{l(ξ)−i}. (61)

The same argument as above gives that each l(ξ) repeats no more than 9 times, but here we need to count over u and t as well (with s fixed). The number of possibilities for t given u and s is 2^{u−s−2} and u is bounded below by s + 1 and above by the requirement 2^u ≤^1/δ. Totally we get |{(ξ, u, s, t) : l(ξ) = l,~b(s) = ~b}| ≤ 9 2^u≤1/δ∑

u≥s+1 2^{u−2−s} < 9 δ2^{s+1} ≤ 9 2 ~b(s) for all l and ~b.

Finally, the most complicated case is that of the vectors w^± for 2^u >^1/δ. Lemma 7.5, (56) and (59) give |w^±_{i,ξ,u,s,t}| ≤ C min { (δ2u)−1/44 |i(ξ) − i mod N| + 1 , δ2^s } λ_{i(ξ)−i}. (62) We define ~b(ξ, u, s, t) = ⌊max{1/δ2^s, (δ2^u)^{1/44}}⌋, so (61) holds. We still need to add up the number of vectors that correspond to each bound in (62). The number of ξ which give every particular l is bounded by ⌊δU⌋ + 1 ≤ Cδ2^u. As for the multiplicity in ~b, each value can be achieved either if δ2^s ∈ (^1_{~b+1} ,^1_{~b} ] and (δ2^u)^{−1/44} ∈ (^1_{~b+1} , ∞) or if δ2^s ∈ (^1_{~b+1} , ∞) and (δ2^u)^{−1/44} ∈ (^1_{~b+1} ,^1_{~b} ], and we need to check, in each case, how many possibilities for u, s, t and ξ we have.

In the first case, we get δ2^u < (~b + 1)^{44}. This has two implications. First, the number of u which satisfy 1 < δ2^u ≤ (~b+1)^{44} can be bounded by C log ~b. Second, by the above, each l(ξ) repeats no more than C(~b + 1)^{44} times for each t and s. Further, the restriction δ2^s ∈ (^1_{~b+1} ,^1_{~b} ] gives that there is at most one possibility for s. The number of possibilities for t given u and s is always 2^{u−s−2} and this can be bounded by 2^u 2^s ≤ (~b + 1)^{44}/δ (~b + 1)^{−1}/δ

= (~b + 1)^{45}.

So how many (s, t, u, ξ) are there that satisfy |w^±_{i,ξ,u,s,t}| ≤ min{1/|i − l mod N|+1,~b} for a given l and ~b? As just explained, there are C log ~b possibilities for u, C~b^{44} possibilities for ξ and C~b^{45} possibilities for t and s so in total we get no more than C~b^{89} log ~b ≤ C~b^{90} possibilities.

In the second case (δ2^u)^{−1/44} ∈ (^1_{~b+1} ,^1_{~b} ] so the number of possibilities for u is bounded, and they all satisfy δ2^u < (~b + 1)^{44}. As for s, we have that 2^s ranges between^1_{δ(~b+1)} and 2^u ≤^{(~b+1)44}_δ . For each s the number of possible t is 2^{u−s−2} so the total number of possibilities for (s, t) couples is bounded by

⌊log_2(~b+1)^{44}/δ⌋ ∑ s=⌈log_2 1/δ(~b+1)⌉ 2^{u−s−2} < 2^{u−⌈log2 1/δ(~b+1)⌉−1} ≤ C(~b + 1)^{44}/δ 2/(~b + 1)δ ≤ C~b^{45}.

Together with the bound on the number of times each l(ξ) repeats we get a total of C~b^{89} possibilities. This concludes our bounds. We rearrange all our vectors w^0_{i,ξ,u} and w^±_{i,ξ,u,s,t} into one list ~v_{i,j} and define l(j) = l(u, ξ) or l(ξ, u, s, t), as the case may be, and similarly for ~b. The estimates (60), (61) become |~v_{i,j} | ≤ C_1λ_{l(j)−i} min { 1 |l(j) − i mod n| + 1 , 1 ~b(j) } (63) and |{j : l(j) = l,~b(j) = ~b}| ≤ C~b^{90}. It is now time to handle the factors C_1λ_{l(j)−i}. We have |~v_{i,j}|^{(63)}≤ C_1λ_{l(j)−i} min { 1 |l(j) − i mod n| + 1 , 1 ~b(j) }

(58)

≤ C_12^{−m/44} min { 1 |l(j) − i mod n| + 1 , 1 ~b(j) }

· min{1, (|l(j) − i mod n| + 1)ω_f (δ^{4/5})}^{1/4}

≤ C_12^{−m/44} min { 1 |l(j) − i mod n| + 1 , min { 1 ~b(j) , ω_f (δ^{4/5})^{1/5} } } . Denote b(j) := max{~b(j), ⌊ω_f (δ^{4/5})^{−1/5}⌋} so that |~v_{i,j} | ≤ C_12^{−m/44}/b(j). How many j correspond to a given l and b? We can bound the number simply by ∑_~ b≤b C~b^{90} ≤ Cb^{91}. Denote this last constant by M, so we have Mb^{91} vectors that correspond to b.

Thus we may use lemma 3.1 with the same M, with γ = 91 and with the vectors v_{i,j} = ~v_{i,j}2^{m/44}/C_1. We get a sequence of ε_i such that their inner product with each vector we fed into the lemma is bounded by Cb^{−1/50}. Estimate 1 b = min { 1 ~b , 1 ⌊ω_f (δ^{4/5})^{−1/5}⌋ }

≤ √ 1 ~b max{⌊ω_f (δ4/5)−1/5⌋, 1} ≤ Cω_f (δ^{4/5})^{1/10} ~b1/2 or b^{−1/50} ≤ C~b^{−1/100} · ω_f (δ^{4/5})^{1/500}. Inserting the definition of ~b from before we get | | | ∑ i ε_iw^0_{i,ξ,u} | | | ≤ C2^{−m/44}ω_f (δ^{4/5})^{1/500} { (δ2^u)^{1/100} 2^u ≤^1/δ (δ2^u)^{−1/4400} 2^u >^1/δ | | ∑ i ε_iw^±_{i,ξ,u,s,t} | | ≤ C2^{−m/44}ω_f (δ^{4/5})^{1/500} min{(δ2^u)^{−1/44}, δ2^s}^{1/100}. (64)

To finish the proof of lemma 7.6, assume we are given some u ∈ N and some r ∈ {2^{u−1}, . . . , 2^u − 1}. Write r in its binary expansion

r = 2^{u−1} + ∑ 2^{sk} t_k := 2^{u−1} + 2^{s1} + · · · + 2^{sk}

for some decreasing sequence s_k. We get

D_r(x) = D_2u−1 + ∑ k (_{tk}∑ z=t_{k−1}+1 e(zx) + −t_{k−1}−1 ∑ z=−t_k e(zx) ) . Hence for any ξ ∈^1_U {0, . . . , U − 1} we have ∫ E_ξ Δ(x)D_r(x − ξ)dx = ∑ i ε_iw^0_{i,ξ,u−1} + ∑ k ∑ i ε_iw^+_{i,ξ,u,sk,tk−1} + ∑ k ∑ i ε_iw^−_{i,ξ,u,sk,tk−1} (our assumption that V_i ⊄ B_ξ whenever 2^u >^1_δ is satisfied on E_ξ, recall its definition (47)). With (64) we get | | ∫ E_ξ Δ(x)D_r(x − ξ)dx | | ≤ C2^{−m/44}ω_f (δ^{4/5})^{1/500} min{(δ2^u)^{1/100}, | log_2(δ2^u)|(δ2^u)^{−1/4400}}.

(the log(δ2^u) in the second estimate comes from the case that 2^u >^1/δ in (64), from the counting on s, because as s decreases from u towards zero there are ≈ log(δ2^u) values of s for which min{(δ2^u)^{−1/44}, δ2^s} is constant (δ2^u)^{−1/44} and only then does it starts to decrease exponentially). Lemma 7.6 is thus proved, and due to (48), so is lemma 7.2. □

Proof of theorem 2. Recall that the theorem states that for every continuous function f there is an absolutely continuous homeomorphism ψ such that S_r(f ∘ ψ) converges uniformly. Assume without loss of generality that ||f||_∞ ≤^1_2 . We apply lemma 7.2 in a doubly infinite process. We start with the map I(d) = [−1, 1] for all d, which is of type (f, 1) with respect to the trivial partition {[0, 1]} and to m = −1. We apply lemma 7.2 and get a map J_0 which is of type (f, 1) with respect to {[0, 1]} and to m = 0 such that for every u, r and ξ as in lemma 7.2 | | ∫ E_ξ ( E (f(ϕ_I (x))) − E(f(ϕ_{J0} (x))) ) D_r | | ≤ C2^{−cu}. We apply lemma 7.2 to J_0 and get a J_1, apply it again to get J_2 and so on, and for each m we have for every u, r and ξ | | ∫ E_ξ ( E (f(ϕ_{Jm} (x))) − E (f(ϕ_{Jm+1} (x))) ) D_r | | ≤ C2^{−cu−cm}.

The limit of the J_m (by which we mean simply the limit for each dyadic d individually), denote it by J_∞, satisfies that J_∞(^1_2 ) is a single point. Summing the errors gives | | | ∫ E_ξ ( E (f(ϕ_I (x))) − E (f(ϕ_{J∞} (x))) ) D_r | | | ≤ C2^{−cu}. Now because J_∞(^1_2 ) is a single point then J_∞ is of type (f,^5_8 ) with respect to the partition {[0,^1_2 ], [^1_2 , 1]} and m = −1 (the value^5_8 comes from (34)).

Now define I_2 = J_∞ and repeat this procedure. Assume inductively we have discovered some I_k which is of type (f, δ_k) with respect to a partition U_k and m = −1. We apply lemma 7.2 infinitely many times as just explained, get a sequence of J_{k,m} for m ∈ Z^+ and take the limit as m → ∞. We get, for every u, ξ and r, | | | ∫ E_ξ ( E(f(ϕ_{Ik} (x))) − E(f(ϕ_{Jk,∞} (x))) ) D_r | | | ≤ C min{δ^k2^u, 1/δ^k2^u}^cω^f (δ^ck)^c.

Now J_{k,∞} is a single point at the centre of every U ∈ U_k which satisfies |ϕ^{−1}_{Ik} (U)| >^1_2 δ_k and therefore J_{k,∞} is of type (f, δ_{k+1}), δ_{k+1} :=^5_8 δ_k with respect to the partition U_{k+1} that one gets by splitting each U ∈ U_k to halves if |ϕ^{−1}_{Ik} (U)| >^1_2 δ_k and with respect to m = −1. Checking most conditions for a RH-restrictor of type (f, δ_{k+1}) is straightforward so we check only condition (ii) i.e. that |ϕ^{−1}_{Jk,∞} (U)| ∈ [^1_4 δ_{k+1}, δ_{k+1}] for all U ∈ U_{k+1}. There are two cases to check. If for some U ∈ U_k we have |ϕ^{−1}_I (U)| ≤^1_2 δ_k then U ∈ U_{k+1}, |ϕ^{−1}_{Ik} (U)| = |ϕ^{−1}_{Jk,∞} (U)| and 1 4 δ_{k+1} < 1 4 δ_k ≤ |ϕ^{−1}_{Ik} (U)| ≤ 1 2 δ_k < δ_{k+1}. The other case is |ϕ^{−1}_{Ik} (U)| >^1_2 δ_k. In this case each half of U belongs to U_{k+1}, denote these halves by U^±. We use (34) and get |ϕ_{Jk,∞} (U^±)| ≤ 5 8 |ϕ_{Jk,∞} (U)| = 5 8 |ϕ_I (U)| ≤ 5 8 δ_k = δ_{k+1}, |ϕ_{Jk,∞} (U^±)| ≥ 3 8 |ϕ_{Jk,∞} (U)| = 3 8 |ϕ_I (U)| > 3 8 · 1 2 δ_k > 5 32 δ_k = 1 4 δ_{k+1}. So (ii) is proved. This allows to define I_{k+1} = J_{k,∞} and continue inductively.

We still have the issue of the integration interval. Indeed, we showed | | | ∫ E_ξ(U_k ,I_k,f,δ_k) ( E (f(ϕ_{Ik} (x))) − E (f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (x))) ) D_r | | | ≤ C min{δ_k2^u, 1/δ_k 2^u}^cω_f (δ^c_k)^c (65)

but we wish to compare to the integral over E_ξ(U_{k+1}, I_{k+1}, f, δ_{k+1}). Denote for brevity E_k = E_ξ(U_k, I_k, f, δ_k) and E_{k+1} = E_ξ(U_{k+1}, I_{k+1}, f, δ_{k+1}). Now, if 2^u ≤^1/δ_k then E_{k+1} = E_k = [0, 1] and there is nothing for us to do. Otherwise E_k ⊂ E_{k+1} and if^1/δ_k < 2^u ≤^1/δ_{k+1} then E_{k+1} \ E_k is a single interval (a union of three intervals of the type ϕ^{−1}_{Ik+1} (U), U ∈ U_{k+1}) and if 2^u >^1/δ_{k+1} then it is a union of between 0 and 3 intervals of the type ϕ^{−1}_{Ik+1} (U), U ∈ U_{k+1}, depending on details of the splitting (these intervals might be neighbours or might not be, this makes no difference to us). In all cases we apply lemma 7.3 for the RH-restrictor I_{k+1}, for both F^+ and F^−, and for all relevant values of i. We get 1 2 (F^+(x) + F^−(x)) = E(f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (x))) − E (f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (ξ))).

(notice that we do not subtract them as we did to get Δ, but sum them). Thus lemma 7.3 allows to estimate ∫ E (f ∘ ϕ_{Ik+1} ) and we get | | ∫ E_{k+1}\E_k E(f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (x)) − f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (ξ))) · D_r(x − ξ)) dx | |

≤ min { (2r + 1)δ_{k+1}H, (δ_{k+1}r)^{−1/22} ∑ V_i⊆E_{k+1}\E_k Cδ_{k+1} √ H dist(ξ, V_i) }

(∗) ≤ C min{δ_k2^u, 1/δ_k2^u}^c √ H, (†) ≤ C min{δ_k2^u, 1/δ_k2^u}^c √ ω_f (δ^c_k), (66)

where the inequality marked by (∗) follows because usually dist(ξ, V_i) ≈ δ_{k+1} for V_i ⊆ E_{k+1} \ E_k. The only exception is^1/δ_k < 2^u ≤^1/δ_{k+1} where dist(ξ, V_i) might be zero, in which case we use the estimate (2r+1)δH (we changed δ_{k+1} to δ_k for shortness, this only affects the constant). The inequality marked by (†) follows again because dist(ξ, V_i) ≤ Cδ_{k+1} for the relevant intervals. We make one last observation and that is that ∫ E_k ( E (f(ϕ_{Ik} (ξ))) − E (f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (ξ))) ) · D_r(x − ξ) dx = ( E (f(ϕ_{Ik} (ξ))) − E (f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (ξ))) ) ( ∫ E_k D_r(x − ξ) dx )

= { O(ω_f (δ^c_k)/δ_k2^u) 2^u >^1/δ_k E(f(ϕ_{Ik} (ξ))) − E (f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (ξ))) 2^u ≤^1/δ_k

(67)

(notice that in the second case this is an equality and not an estimate). Adding (65), (66) and (67) gives ∫ E_ξ (U_k,I_k,f,δ_k) E (f(ϕ_{Ik} (x)) − f(ϕ_{Ik} (ξ))) · D_r(x − ξ) − ∫ E_ξ (U_{k+1},I_{k+1},f,δ_{k+1})

E (f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (x)) − f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (ξ))) · D_r(x − ξ)

= 1{2^u ≤^1/δ_k }(E (f(ϕ_{Ik} (ξ))) − E (f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (ξ)))) + O(min{δ_k2^u, 1/δ_k2^u}^cω_f (δ^c_k)^c). (68)

Fix u ∈ N, r ∈ {2^{u−1}, . . . , 2^u − 1} and ξ ∈ 2^{−u}{0, . . . , 2^u − 1}. As k → ∞ the terms {δ_k2^u, 1/δ_k2^u}^c start small, increase exponentially (recall that δ_k =

(_5 8 )_k ) until reaching a constant and then decrease exponentially. Thus if we summed them (without the term ω_f (δ^c_k)^c), the sum would be constant. Multiplying also by ω_f (δ^c_k)^c we get ∞∑ k=1 min{δ_k2^u, 1/δ_k 2^u}^cω_f (δ^c_k)^c → 0

as u → ∞. For the first term on the right hand side of (68) we claim that for any ℓ, | | | ℓ∑ k=1 1{2^u ≤^1/δ_k} ( E (f(ϕ_{Ik} (ξ))) − E (f(ϕ_{Ik+1} (ξ))) ) | | | ≤ ω^f (C2^{−(4/5)u}). (69)

Indeed, this is a telescoping sum and hence is equal to either 0 or to the difference of two averages of f by measures supported in an interval of length no more than C2^{−(4/5)u} (recall the deterministic Hölder estimate (35)). This shows (69). We conclude that | | | ∫ E_ξ (U_k,I_k,f,δ_k) E ( f(ϕ_{Ik} (x)) − f(ϕ_{Ik} (ξ)) ) D_r(x − ξ) dx | | | ≤ ϵ(u) where ϵ(u) is some function with ϵ(u) → 0 as u → ∞ (ϵ depends on f but not on anything else, in particular not on k, r or ξ). Taking k → ∞ we have that the ϕ_{Ik} converge weakly (as measures on C([0, 1]) with the supremum norm) to a delta measure on a single homeomorphism Φ, while E_ξ(U_k, I_k, f, δ_k) stabilises on [0, 1] as soon as δ_k < 2^{−u}. Hence weak convergence gives | | ∫_1 0 ( f(Φ(x)) − f(Φ(ξ)) ) D_r(x − ξ) dx | | ≤ ϵ(u) or equivalently, | | |S^r(f ∘ Φ)(ξ) − f(Φ(ξ)) | | | ≤ ϵ(u). (70) The inequality (70) implies a uniform bound, namely ||S_r(f ∘ Φ)) − f ∘ Φ)||_∞ → 0. (71) The passage from (71) to (70) is a well-known argument, but let us do it in details anyway. We use Bernstein’s inequality for trigonometric polynomials. Recall that this inequality states that for any trigonometric polynomial P of degree n, ||P^′||_∞ ≤ 2πn||P ||_∞. We apply Bernstein’s inequality to P_r := S_r(f ∘ Φ) − F_r(f ∘ Φ), where F_r is the Cesàro partial sum of f ∘ Φ. Since F_r(f ∘ Φ) → f ∘ Φ uniformly we get that |P_r(ξ)| ≤ ϵ_2(u) for all ξ ∈ 2^{−u−2}Z. Let x be the point where |P_r| attains its maximum and let ξ ∈ 2^{−u−2}Z be such that |x − ξ| ≤ 2^{−u−3}. The mean value theorem now claims that |P_r(ξ)| ≥ |P_r(x)| − ||P^′_r||2^{−u−3 (∗)}≥ |P_r(x)| − |P_r(x)| 2πr 2^{u+3} (†) ≥ |P_r(x)| ( 1 − π 4 ) where (∗) follows from Bernstein’s inequality and (†) follows from r < 2^u. Thus ||P_r||_∞ ≤ ε_2(u)/(1 − π/4). Returning to S_r (again using that F_r(f ∘ Φ) converges uniformly) shows (71).

The homeomorphism Φ is in fact ψ_{f,τ,∞} with τ(d) = lim_{k→∞} I_k(d) so by lemma 5.6 it is absolutely continuous, and if η was chosen sufficiently small also satisfies Φ^′ ∈ L^p for any desired p, fixed in advance. The theorem is proved. □

References

[1] Paul Balister, Béla Bollobás, Robert Morris, Julian Sahasrabudhe and Marius Tiba, Flat Littlewood polynomials exist. Ann. Math. 192:3 (2020), 977–1004. Available at: jstor.org/annals.2020.192.3.6 [2] Nina K. Bary, A treatise on trigonometric series. Vols. I, II. Authorized translation by Margaret F. Mullins. A Pergamon Press Book. The Macmillan Co., New York 1964.

[3] Harald Bohr, Über einen Satz von J. Pál. [German] Acta Math. Sci. Szeged 7:3 (1935), 129–135. Available at: acta.hu/id=5469 [4] Lester E. Dubins and David A. Freedman, Random distribution functions. 1967 Proc.

Fifth Berkeley Sympos. Math. Statist. and Probability (Berkeley, Calif., 1965/66) Vol. II: Contributions to Probability Theory, Part 1, pp. 183–214 Univ. California Press, Berkeley, Calif.

[5] Rick Durrett, Probability—theory and examples. Fifth edition. Cambridge Series in Statistical and Probabilistic Mathematics, 49. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2019. Available at: cambridge.org/5677A [6] John B. Garnett and Donald E. Marshall, Harmonic measure. New Mathematical Monographs, 2. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2005. cambridge.org/170F8 [7] Siegfrid Graf, Daniel R. Mauldin and Stanley C. Williams, Random homeomorphisms.

Adv. Math. 60:3 (1986), 239–359. sciencedirect/S0001-8708(86)80001-9 [8] Jean-Pierre Kahane and Yitzhak Katznelson, Séries de Fourier des fonctions bornées.

[French] With an appendix by L. Carleson. Studies in pure mathematics, 395–413, Birkhäuser, Basel, 1983. Available at: springer.com/9783764312886 [9] Boris S. Kashin, О некоторых свойствах пространства тригонометрических многочленов, связанных с равномерной сходимостью. [Russian: Some properties of a space of trigonometric polynomials connected with uniform convergence]. Soobshch. Akad. Nauk Gruzin. SSR 93:2 (1979), 281–284.

[10] Gady Kozma and Alexander Olevskiĭ, Random homeomorphisms and Fourier expansions. Geom. Funct. Anal. 8:6 (1998), 1016–1042. Available at: springer.com/ s000390050122 [11] Alexander M. Olevskiĭ, Замена переменной и абсолютная сходимость ряда Фурье [Russian: Change of variable and absolute convergence of the Fourier series]. Dokl. Akad. Nauk SSSR 256:2 (1981), 284–287. Available at: mathnet.ru/dan44161 [12] , Модификация функций и ряды Фурье [Russian: Modifications of functions and Fourier series]. Uspekhi Mat. Nauk 40:3(243) (1985), 157–193, 240. Available at: mathnet.ru/umn2650. English: Russian Math. Surveys 40:3 (1985), 181–224. Available at: iop.org/003592 [13] Julius F. Pál, Sur les transformations des fonctions qui font converger leurs séries de Fourier. [French] C. R. Hebdo. Acad. Sci. Paris 158 (1914), 101–103. Available at: bnf.fr/bpt6k3111d [14] Artur A. Saakyan, Интегральные модули гладкости и коэффициенты Фурье у суперпозиции функций [Russian: Integral moduli of smoothness and Fourier coefficients of the superposition of functions]. Mat. Sb. (N.S.) 110(152):4 (1979), 597–608.

Available at: mathnet.ru/msb2514. English translation in: Math. USSR Sbornik, 38:4 (1981), 549–561. Available at: iop.org/a04ABEH001462 [15] Leonid Slavin and Vasily Vasyunin, Sharp results in the integral-form John-Nirenberg inequality. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 363:8 (2011), 4135–4169. ams.org/05112-3 [16] Joel Spencer, Six standard deviations suffice. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 289:2 (1985), 679–706. Available at: ams.org/0784009-0

GK: Department of mathematics, the Weizmann Institute of Science, Rehovot, Israel.

Email address: gady.kozma@weizmann.ac.il

AO: Department of mathematics, Tel Aviv University, Tel Aviv, Israel. Email address: olevskii@post.tau.ac.il