arXiv:2307.05894v1 [math.CA] 12 Jul 2023

On Maximal Functions Associated to Families of Curves in the Plane

Joshua Zahl^∗

August 12, 2023

Abstract

We consider the L^p mapping properties of maximal averages associated to families of curves, and thickened curves, in the plane. These include the (planar) Kakeya maximal function, the circular maximal functions of Wolff and Bourgain, and their multi-parameter analogues. We propose a framework that allows for a unified study of such maximal functions, and prove sharp L^p → L^p operator bounds in this setting. A key ingredient is an estimate from discretized incidence geometry that controls the number of higher order approximate tangencies spanned by a collection of plane curves. We discuss applications to the Fässler-Orponen restricted projection problem, and the dimension of Furstenberg-type sets associated to families of curves.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we study the L^p mapping properties of maximal functions associated to families of curves in the plane. The prototypical example is the (planar) Kakeya maximal function K_δf(e) = 1 δ sup_{ℓ||e} ∫ ℓ^δ |f|, e ∈ S^1. (1.1) In the above expression, δ > 0 is a small parameter; the supremum is taken over all unit line segments ℓ parallel to the vector e; and ℓ^δ denotes the δ neighborhood of ℓ. Cordoba [10] obtained the estimate ‖K_δf‖_p ≤ C(log 1/δ)^{1/2}‖f‖_p for p ≥ 2. This is the sharp range of Lebesgue exponents, and the dependence of the operator norm on δ is also best possible (up to the choice of constant C). In particular, the existence of measure zero Besicovitch sets (compact sets in the plane that contain a unit line segment pointing in every direction) shows that for p < ∞ the operator K_δ cannot be bounded in L^p with operator norm independent of δ.

A second Kakeya-type maximal function was introduced by Wolff [36]. Let C^δ(x, y, r) denote the δneighborhood of the circle centered at (x, y) of radius r, and define

W_δ f(r) = 1 δ sup (x,y)∈R^2 ∫ C(x,y,r)^δ |f|, r ∈ [1, 2]. (1.2) Wolff [36] obtained the estimate ‖W_δf‖_p ≤ C_εδ^{−ε}‖f‖_p for p ≥ 3. This is the sharp range of Lebesgue exponents, and the existence of measure zero Besicovitch-Rado-Kinney sets (compact sets in the plane that contain a circle of every radius r ∈ [1, 2]) shows that for p < ∞, the operator W_δ cannot be bounded in L^p with operator norm independent of δ.

A second class of maximal functions contains the Bourgain circular maximal function and its generalizations. For (x, y) ∈ R^2 , let Bf(x, y) = sup_{1≤r≤2} ∫ C(x,y,r) |f|. (1.3) ∗University of British Columbia, Vancouver, BC, Canada

Bourgain [6, 7] proved that B is bounded from L^p → L^p for p > 2. This is the sharp range of Lebesgue exponents for L^p → L^p bounds (the full range of exponents for which B is bounded from L^p → L^q is slightly more complicated; see [32] for details). As a consequence, if K ⊂ R^2 has positive measure and if X ⊂ R^2 contains a circle centered at every point of K, then |X| > 0, i.e. there are no analogues of measure-zero Besicovitch sets or Besicovitch-Rado-Kinney sets in this setting.

Finally, we recall the Erdoğan elliptic maximal function

Ef(x, y) = sup_W ∫ W |f|, (1.4) where the supremum is taken over all ellipses centered at (x, y) whose semi-major and semi-minor axes have lengths in [−1/2, 2]. This is a multi-parameter generalizations of the Bourgain circular maximal function. Erdoğan [12] conjectured that E should be bounded from L^p → L^p for p > 4. Prior to this work, the best-known bound is p > 12 by Lee, Lee, and Oh [28].

1.1 The Setup

The above maximal functions can be described as follows: We have a family of plane curves C (i.e. lines, circles, ellipses) and a projection Φ: C → R^d (i.e. the map sending a line to its slope, a circle to its radius, a circle to its center, etc.). For each z ∈ R^d , the maximal function Mf(z) is a maximal average of f taken over all (possibly thickened) curves γ ∈ C with Φ(γ) = z; this is a subvariety of C of codimension d.

The above maximal functions exhibit two phenomena. First, when d = 1, we have examples of measure zero Besicovitch-type sets (and hence no operator norm bounds that are independent of δ), while for d > 1 we have not seen such examples. Second, the dimension of the fibers Φ^{−1}(z) determine the range of Lebesgue exponents for which L^p → L^p bounds can hold.

Our first task is to describe the family of curves associated to our maximal function. It will be convenient to describe such curves as the graphs of functions.

Definition 1.1. Let C be a m-dimensional manifold and let I ⊂ R be an interval. Let h: C × I → R and define F^h_t (u) = ( h(u; t), ∂_th(u; t), . . . , ∂^{m−1}_t h(u; t) ) . We say that h parameterizes a m-dimensional family of cinematic curves if F^h_t : C → R^m is a local diffeomorphism for each t ∈ I.

Next we will discuss a transversality condition the controls the behavior of the fibers Φ^{−1}(z). Let 1 ≤ s < m. For (u, t) ∈ C × I, define V_{u;t} = {u^′ ∈ C : ∂^j_t h(u^′; t) = ∂^j_t h(u; t), j = 0, . . . , s}. (1.5) The restriction of V_{u;t} to a small neighborhood of u is a (m − s − 1)-dimensional manifold.

Definition 1.2. We say a smooth function Φ: C → R^{m−s} is transverse to h if for each (u, t) ∈ C × I, the derivative of Φ|_{Vu;t} has maximal rank (i.e. rank m−s+1) at u. Note that this condition is vacuously satisfied if s = m − 1.

With these definitions, we can now describe our class of maximal functions.

Definition 1.3. Let 1 ≤ s < m, let h: C × I → R parameterize a m-dimensional family of cinematic curves, and let Φ: C → R^{m−s} be transverse to h. Fix a compact set C_0 ⊂ C, and a compact interval I_0 ⊂ I. Abusing notation, we restrict h and Φ to C_0 × I_0 and C_0, respectively. For each u ∈ C_0, define the curve

γ_u = {( t, h(u; t) ) : t ∈ I_0 } . We define the maximal functions M_δ and M by M_δf(v) = 1 δ sup u∈Φ^{−1} (v) | | | ∫ γ^δ_u f | | |, (1.6)

Mf(v) = sup_{u∈Φ−1 (v)} | | ∫ γ_u f | |. (1.7)

We call these s-parameter maximal functions associated to a m-dimensional family of cinematic curves.

We remark that the L^p mapping properties of these operators remain unchanged if we replace the integrand f by |f|, but for technical reasons (see Section 1.3) we adopt the formulation above. The Kakeya, Wolff, Bourgain, and Erdoğan maximal functions can be re-written in the above framework, with (m, s) equal to (2, 1), (3, 2), (3, 1), (5, 3), respectively. This is a straightforward computation, which is described in Appendix A.

1.2 Kakeya-type maximal functions

Our main result is a sharp L^p → L^p bound for the Kakeya-type maximal function M_δ.

Theorem 1.4. Let m > s ≥ 1 be integers, and let M_δ be a s-parameter maximal function associated to a m-dimensional family of cinematic curves. Let ε > 0. Then for all δ > 0 sufficiently small, we have ‖M_δf‖_p ≤ δ^{−ε}‖f‖_p, p ≥ s + 1. (1.8) Previous work in this setting has focused on the cases m = 2, s = 1 [10]; m = 3, s = 1 [34, 7]; and m = 3, s = 2 [27, 31, 36, 41, 42]. The most interesting case is when s = m − 1; the case s < m − 1 can be reduced to s = m − 1 by slicing. The stated range of p in (1.8) is sharp. This can be seen by selecting C = R^m , h(u; t) = (1, t, t^2, . . . , t^{m−1}) · u; Φ the projection to the first m − s coordinates; and f the characteristic function of the Knapp rectangle [0, δ^{1/s}] × δ.

When s = m − 1, the existence of measure-zero Besicovitch sets shows that for p < ∞ the operator M_δ cannot in general be bounded in L^p with operator norm independent of δ . This can be seen by choosing C and h as above; Φ(u_0, u_1, . . . , u_{m−1}) = u_1; and f the characteristic function of the δ-thickening of a measurezero Besicovitch set. More generally, Besicovitch and Rado [5] describe a procedure for constructing a measure-zero set that contains a translated copy of every algebraic curve from a one-parameter family.

1.3 Bourgain-type maximal functions

In certain circumstances, Theorem 1.4 can be used to obtain sharp L^p → L^p bounds for the maximal function Mf from Definition 1.3.

Definition 1.5. For f : R^2 → C , let P_k f denote the Littlewood-Paley projection to the frequency annulus of magnitude ∼ 2^k. We say that a sublinear operator M has high frequency decay if there exists p < ∞ and C, c > 0 so that ‖M(P_kf)‖_p < C2^{−ck}‖f‖_p, f ∈ L^p(R^2 ). (1.9) Bourgain [7] (see also [33]) observed that if a maximal function M has high frequency decay, then the estimate (1.9) can be interpolated with an estimate of the form (1.8) to obtain L^p → L^p operator norm bounds for M, for all p strictly larger than the range in (1.8). Bourgain [7] followed this strategy (with slightly different notation) to obtain sharp L^p bounds for his circular maximal function, and Chen, Guo, and Yang [8] followed this strategy to obtain sharp L^p bounds for the axis-parallel elliptic maximal function (see also [28] for previous results on this operator).

These maximal functions are translation invariant, in the sense that for each point (x, y) ∈ R^2 , the operator is a maximal average over a fixed family of curves that have been translated to the point (x, y). We formalize this as follows:

Definition 1.6. Let M be an s-parameter maximal function associated to a s + 2-dimensional family of cinematic curves. Let h: C × I → R and Φ: C → R^2 be the associated parameterization and projection functions. We say that M is translation invariant if in a neighborhood of each point of C × I, we can choose local coordinates u = (x, y, w_1, . . . , w_s) so that Φ has the form Φ(u) = (x, y) and h has the form h(u; t) = g(w_1, . . . , w_s; t − x) + y.

The Bourgain circular maximal function and the elliptic maximal function are translation invariant according to this definition.

Lee, Lee, and Oh [28] recently proved a sharp local smoothing estimate for the elliptic and axis-parallel elliptic maximal functions, and in doing so they showed that these maximal functions have high frequency decay. Shortly thereafter, Chen, Guo, and Yang [8] proved that every translation invariant maximal function (in the sense of Definition 1.6) has high frequency decay (their result uses slightly different notation and applies to a slightly modified form of the maximal function (1.7); see Proposition 7.2 and the surrounding discussion for a precise statement). The Lee-Lee-Oh and Chen-Guo-Yang result has the following consequence.

Theorem 1.7. Let s ≥ 1 be an integer and let M be an s-parameter translation invariant maximal function associated to a (s + 2)-dimensional family of cinematic curves. Then ‖Mf‖_p ≤ C_p‖f‖_p, p > s + 1. (1.10) The stated range of p is sharp, as can be seen by modifying an example due to Schlag [32]; see Appendix A.1 for details. In particular, Theorem 1.7 resolves Erdoğan’s conjecture by showing that the elliptic maximal operator is bounded from L^p → L^p in the sharp range p > 4. Previously, Lee, Lee, and Oh [28] (in the elliptic and axis-parallel elliptic case) and Chen, Guo, and Yang [8] (in the general case) proved a variant of Theorem 1.7 for p > s(s + 1).

We conjecture that when m = s + 2, every maximal function of the form (1.7) has high frequency decay. This was proved by Sogge [33] when s = 1. If true, such a result could be combined with Theorem 1.4 and a slicing argument (see Section 6) to yield the analogue of Theorem 1.7 for all m ≥ s + 2 and all s-parameter maximal functions associated to a m-dimensional family of cinematic curves.

It is natural to ask about analogues of Theorems 1.4 and 1.7 for curves in R^d , in the spirit of the helical maximal function and its generalizations [4, 25, 26]. This appears to be rather difficult at present, since our proof of Theorem 1.7 uses Theorem 1.4, and the latter is at least as difficult as the Kakeya conjecture, which is open in dimension 3 and higher.

1.4 A L^p estimate for collections of plane curves

To prove Theorem 1.4, we begin by establishing (1.8) when s = m − 1. This will be a consequence of a slightly more general maximal function estimate associated to collections of thickened curves in the plane. The setting is as follows

Definition 1.8. We say that a set F ⊂ C^k(I) forbids k–th order tangency if there exists a constant c > 0 so that for all f, g ∈ F, we have

inf_t k∑ i=0 |f^{(i)}(t) − g^{(i)}(t)| ≥ c‖f − g‖_Ck_{(I)}. (1.11) Examples.

1. On a compact interval, linear functions forbid 1st order tangency. More generally, polynomials of degree ≤ k forbid k-th order tangency.

2. A m-dimensional family C of cinematic curves restricted to a sufficiently small compact set forbid (m − 1)-st order tangency.

Recall that a set F ⊂ C^∞(I) is uniformly smooth if sup_{f ∈F} ‖f^{(i)}‖_∞ < ∞ for each i ≥ 0. The functions in Example 2 are uniformly smooth. The functions in Example 1 are uniformly smooth if we restrict the coefficients to a bounded set. With this definition, we can now state the main technical result of the paper.

Theorem 1.9. Let k ≥ 1, let I be a compact interval, and let F ⊂ C^∞(I) be uniformly smooth and forbid k–th order tangency. Let ε > 0. Then the following is true for all δ > 0 sufficiently small. Let F ⊂ F satisfy the non-concentration condition

#(F ∩ B_r) ≤ r/δ for all balls B_r ⊂ C^k(I) of radius r. (1.12)

Then ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_f δ ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} ≤ δ^{−ε}(δ#F )^{kk+1} , (1.13)

where f^δ is the δ neighborhood of the graph of f.

The bound (1.13) is a Kakeya-type estimate for families of curves that forbid k-th order tangency. The range of p is best-possible, and the existence of measure zero Besicovitch sets shows that the the δ^{−ε} term (or at least some quantity that becomes unbounded as δ ↘ 0) is also necessary.

We will prove a slightly more technical technical version of Theorem 1.9, where the ball condition (1.12) is replaced by a Frostman-type condition, and the sets f^δ are replaced by subsets that satisfy a similar Frostman-type condition. This more technical version will be called Theorem 1.9^′. Theorem 1.9^′ implies Theorem 1.4 in the special case s = m − 1. The result is also connected to questions in geometric measure theory. We discuss some of these connections below.

1.5 Applications to geometric measure theory

Restricted projections In [23], Käenmäki, Orponen, and Venieri discovered a connection between maximal function estimates for families of plane curves, and Marstrand-type results for projections in a restricted set of directions; the latter question was first investigated by Fässler and Orponen in [14]. Accordingly, Theorem 1.9 is closely related to the following Kaufman-type estimate for the restricted projection problem. In what follows, “dim ” refers to Hausdorff dimension.

Theorem 1.10. Let γ : [0, 1] → R^n be smooth and satisfy the non-degeneracy condition det ( γ(t), γ^′(t), . . . , γ^{(n−1)}(t) ) ≠ 0, t ∈ [0, 1]. (1.14)

Let E ⊂ R^n be Borel and let 0 ≤ s ≤ min(dim E, 1). Then dim { t ∈ [0, 1]: dim (γ(t) · E) < s } ≤ s. (1.15)

We will comment briefly on this history of this problem. In [14], Fässler and Orponen introduced the non-degeneracy condition (1.14), and they conjectured that if a smooth curve γ : [0, 1] → R^3 satisfied (1.14), then dim (γ(t) · E) = min(1, dim E) for a.e. t; they made partial progress towards this conjecture. In [23], Käenmäki, Orponen, and Venieri used circle tangency bounds proved by Wolff to resolve this conjecture in the special case where γ(t) = (1, t, t^2). In [31], Pramanik, Yang, and the author used a more general curve tangency bound (corresponding to k = 2) to prove a mild generalization of Theorem 1.10 when n = 3; the result in [31] only requires that the curve γ be C^2. In [17], Gan, Guth, and Maldague proved an estimate in a similar spirit to (1.15) (sometimes referred to as a “Falconer-type” exceptional set estimate) using techniques related to decoupling. Finally, in [16], Gan, Guo, and Wang proved a Falconer-type exceptional set estimate for general n, again using decoupling.

Furstenberg sets As noted above, a consequence of Cordoba’s Kakeya maximal function bound is that Besicovitch sets in the plane must have Hausdorff dimension 2. Similarly, Wolff’s circular maximal function bound implies that Besicovitch-Rado-Kinney sets must have Hausdorff dimension 2. Theorem 1.9 has a similar consequence; in fact a slightly stronger statement is true in the spirit of the Furstenberg set conjecture. We first define a Furstenberg set of curves.

Definition 1.11. Let α, β ≥ 0 and let F ⊂ C^k(I). We say a set E ⊂ R^2 is a (α, β) Furstenberg set of curves from F if there is a set F ⊂ F with dim (F ) ≥ β (here “dim ” refers to Hausdorff dimension in the metric space C^k (I)) so that dim (graph(f) ∩ E) ≥ α for each f ∈ F .

Theorem 1.12. Let k ≥ 1, let I be a compact interval, and let F ⊂ C^∞(I) be uniformly smooth and forbid k–th order tangency. Let 0 ≤ β ≤ α ≤ 1. Then every (α, β) Furstenberg set of curves from F has Hausdorff dimension at least α + β.

We will comment briefly on this history of this problem. In [37], Wolff defined a class of Besicovitch-type sets, inspired by the work of Furstenberg [15], which he called Furstenberg sets. In brief, for 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, an α-Furstenberg set is a compact set E ⊂ R^2 with the property that for each direction e ∈ S^1, there is a line ℓ parallel to e with dim (E ∩ ℓ) ≥ α. Wolff proved that every set of this type must have dimension at least max { 2α, α +^1_2 } , and he constructed examples of such sets that have dimension^{3α}_2 +^1_2 . He conjectured that the latter bound is sharp. In [29], Molter and Rela introduced the related notion of an (α, β)-Furstenberg set. In the plane, their definition coincides with Definition 1.11, where F is the set of linear functions. See [30] and the references therein for an up-to-date survey of progress on problem, and [20] for variants in higher dimensions.

Recently, Fässler, Liu, and Orponen [13] considered the analogous problem where lines are replaced by circles; they formulated the analogous definition of a Furstenberg set of circles, and they proved that if 0 ≤ α ≤ β ≤ 1, then every (α, β) Furstenberg set of circles must have dimension at least α + β. Theorem 1.12 generalizes the Fässler-Liu-Orponen result from circles to a larger class of curves. Theorem 1.12 is clearly sharp in the stated range 0 ≤ β ≤ α ≤ 1. When α < β, it is not obvious what dimension bounds should hold for (α, β) Furstenberg sets of curves.

1.6 Curve tangencies, and tangency rectangles

The main input to Theorem 1.9 is a new estimate in discretized incidence geometry that controls the number of approximate higher-order tangencies spanned by a collection of plane curves; this is Theorem 2.6 below. Theorem 2.6 requires several technical definitions. We will give an informal explanation of these definitions and then state an informal version of Theorem 2.6.

A (δ; k) tangency rectangle R is the δ-neighborhood of the graph of a function with C^k norm at most 1, above an interval I of length δ^{1/k} (we are abusing notation slightly, since the set R need not be rectangle in the usual geometric sense). If f is a function, we say that f is tangent to R (denoted f ∼ R) if the graph of f, restricted to I, is contained in R. If F is a set of functions and μ ≥ 1, we say a tangency rectangle is μ-rich with respect to F if it is tangent to at least μ functions f ∈ F . We say two (δ; k) tangency rectangles R_1, R_2 are comparable if they are contained in a common (2^kδ; k) tangency rectangle. Otherwise they are incomparable (the factor 2^k simplifies certain parts of the proof, but any constant larger than 1 would suffice).

Observe that if two functions f_1, f_2 with C^k norm at most 1 are both tangent to a common (δ; k) tangency rectangle R above the interval [a, a + δ^{1/k}], then we have

|f_1(a + t) − f_2(a + t)| ≲ t^k + δ. (1.16)

We say that R is broad if for most pairs of functions f_1, f_2 ∈ F that are tangent to R, the inequality (1.16) is almost tight, i.e. there is a matching lower bound |f_1(a + t) − f_2(a + t)| ≳ t^k for all t. The precise definition of broadness involves additional quantifiers; see Definition 2.4 for details. With these (informal) definitions, we can now state an informal version of Theorem 2.6

Theorem 2.6, informal version. Let k, μ ≥ 1 and let δ > 0. Let F be a set of low degree polynomials, and let R be a set of pairwise incomparable (δ; k) tangency rectangles, each of which are μ-rich and broad with respect to F . Provided δ > 0 is sufficiently small, we have #R ≤ δ^{−ε} ( #F μ ) k+1_k . (1.17)

Remarks.

1. The requirement that the rectangles in R are broad (or some analogous requirement) is necessary.

Without this assumption, we could construct a counter-example to Theorem 2.6 as follows. Let F be a set of functions with #F = μ, each of which is an infinitesimal perturbation of the same function f_0; and let R be a set of δ^{−1/k} pairwise incomparable tangency rectangles arranged along the graph of f_0.

2. When k = 1, the bound (1.17) follows from double-counting triples (f_1, f_2, R), where f_1, f_2 are functions whose graphs transversely intersect inside R. When k = 2 and the graphs of the functions in F are (arcs of) circles, a bilinear variant of (1.17) was proved by Wolff [38] using techniques from computational geometry originating from [9]. This was generalized by the author in [42] for more general curves (again with k = 2). Recently, Pramanik, Yang, and the author [31] proved a variant of Theorem 2.6 for k = 2 that works for C^2 functions.

3. The exponent^{k+1}_k follows from the numerology inherent in the polynomial method. For k = 2, there are at least three independent proofs of this same bound, using different techniques (see Item 2 above). However, it is not clear whether the exponent^{k+1}_k in (1.17) is sharp. For k = 2 the current best construction comes from Szemerédi-Trotter and yields a lower bound with exponent^4_3 .

1.7 Main ideas, and a sketch of the proof

In this section, we will sketch the proofs of Theorems 1.9 and 2.6. We begin with Theorem 2.6. For simplicity during this proof sketch, we will suppose that μ has size close to 1 and I = [0, 1]. When writing or describing inequalities, we will ignore constants that are independent of δ and #F . We will prove the result by induction on the cardinality of F . The induction step proceeds as follows. For each curve f ∈ F in F, we consider the (k − 1)-st order “jet lift”

ζ_f = {( t, f(t), f^′(t), . . . , f^{(k−1)}(t) ) : t ∈ [0, 1] } ⊂ R^{k+1} . For each tangency rectangle R ∈ R, we consider the corresponding “tangency prism,” R̂ ⊂ R^{k+1} which is a (curvilinear) prism of dimensions roughly δ^{1/k} × δ^{k/k} × δ^{(k−1)/k} × . . . × δ^{1/k}. If f ∈ F is tangent to a rectangle R ∈ R, then ζ_f intersects R̂ in a curve of length roughly δ^{1/k}; if this happens then we say ζ_f is incident to R̂.

We have transformed the problem of estimating the number of robustly broad tangency rectangles in the plane into a problem about incidences between curves and tangency prisms in R^{k+1} . To attack this latter problem, we use the Guth-Katz polynomial partitioning theorem. Let E be a large number, and let Q ⊂ R[t, x_0 , . . . , x_{k−1}] be a polynomial of degree at most E, so that R^{k+1} \{Q = 0} is a union of about E^{k+1} “cells” (open connected regions), with the property that at most (#R)E^{−k−1} prisms are contained in each cell (if a prism intersects more than one cell, it is not counted here). Using a variant of Bézout’s theorem and the assumption that F is uniformly smooth, we can ensure that at most (#F )E^{−k} curves intersect a typical cell.

Since each prism R̂ is connected, it is either contained inside a cell, or it must intersect the partitioning hypersurface {Q = 0}. Our argument now divides into two cases: If at least half of prisms are contained inside a cell, then we are in the “cellular case.” If at least half of the prisms intersect the partitioning hypersurface, then we are in the “algebraic case.”

We handle the cellular case as follows. Using our induction hypothesis, we conclude that since a typical cell Ω intersects roughly (#F )E^{−k} curves, there are at most ( (#F )E^{−k} ) k+1_k = (#F )^{k+1k} E^{−k−1} rectangles R ∈ R with R̂ ⊂ Ω. thus the total contribution from all of the cells is at most E^{k+1} · (#F )^{k+1k} E^{−k−1} = (#F )^{k+1k} . With some care (and a slight weakening of exponents, which introduces the δ^{−ε} term in (1.17)), the induction closes. It is this argument (and the associated numerology) that determines the shape of the bound (1.17).

The ideas described above to handle the cellular case are not new; they were inspired by similar arguments in [18]. To handle the algebraic case, however, new ideas are needed. This is the main innovation in this paper. We now sketch the proof of the algebraic case. We begin with several simplifying assumptions. Simplifying Assumption (A): the surface {Q = 0} can be written as a graph {x_{k−1} = L(t, x_0, . . . , x_{k−2})}, where L is 1-Lipschitz. As a consequence of Assumption (A), if a tangency prism R̂ intersects {Q = 0}, then R̂ is contained in a thin neighborhood of the graph of L, i.e. R̂ ⊂ Z∗, where

Z^∗ = { (t, x_0, . . . , x_{k−1}) ∈ [0, 1]^{k+1} : |x_{k−1} − L(t, x_0, . . . , x_{k−2})| ≤ δ^{1/k} } . (1.18)

Next we make Simplifying Assumption (B): each curve ζ_f is contained in Z^∗. This means that f almost satisfies the ODE f^{(k−1)}(t) = L ( t, f(t), f^′(t), . . . , f^{(k−2)}(t) ) . More precisely, we have | |f^{(k−1)}(t) − L(t, f(t), f^′(t), . . . , f^{(k−2)}(t)) | | ≤ δ^{1/k}, t ∈ [0, 1]. (1.19)

If ζ_f and γ_g are both incident to a common prism R̂, then a straightforward calculus exercise shows that there must exist some t_0 for which the first k − 1 derivatives of f and g almost agree, in the sense that

|f^{(i)}(t_0) − g^{(i)}(t_0)| ≤ δ^{1/k}, i = 0, . . . , k − 1. (1.20)

(1.19) (and its analogue for g) say that f and g almost satisfy the same ODE, and (1.20) says that f and g almost have the same initial conditions, and hence f and g almost satisfy the same initial value problem. Since L is 1-Lipschitz, we can use a quantitative version of Gronwall’s inequality to conclude that |f(t)−g(t)| is small for all t ∈ [0, 1]. We conclude that all of the curves tangent to a common rectangle R ∈ R must remain close for all time t ∈ [0, 1]; but this contradicts the requirement that the rectangles in R are broad. This implies R must be empty. Thus we have established Theorem 2.6, except that we have not yet justified Simplifying Assumptions (A) and (B).

First, we will explain how to remove Simplifying Assumption (B); this is mostly a technical matter. While the curves ζ_f need not be contained in Z^∗, each curve intersects Z^∗ in a small number of curve segments, and the curve-prism incidences occur within these segments. Thus we can find a typical length ℓ, so that most curve-prism incidences occur within segments that have length roughly ℓ. After partitioning space into rectangular prisms of the appropriate dimensions and re-scaling, we reduce to the case where ℓ = 1.

Next, we will explain how to remove Simplifying Assumption (A); this issue is more serious. In general, we may suppose that each tangency prism is contained in the δ^{1/k} neighborhood of the variety {Q = 0}. This is a semi-algebraic set, and after restricting to [−1, 1]^{k+1}, this set has volume roughly δ^{1/k}. We prove a new structure theorem which says that any semi-algebraic set in [0, 1]^{k+1} with small (k + 1)-dimensional volume can be decomposed into a union of pieces, each of which is the thin neighborhood of a Lipschitz graph (with controlled Lipschitz constant), plus a final piece whose projection to the first k coordinates has small k-dimensional volume. If the majority of prisms and curves are contained in one of the Lipschitz graph pieces, then (a slight weakening of) Simplifying Assumption (A) holds, and we can argue as above. If instead the majority of prisms and curves are contained in the final piece, then we project from R^{k+1} to the first k–coordinates. The Tarski–Seidenberg theorem says that the image under this projection is a semi-algebraic subset of [0, 1]^k, and thus we can apply the same decomposition again. After iterating this procedure at most k times, we arrive at a situation where Simplifying Assumption (A) holds, and we can apply the arguments described above.

From Tangency Rectangles to Maximal Functions

We now sketch the proof of Theorem 1.9. The proof is complicated by the fact that the collection of curves F can be arranged in many different ways. To begin, we will examine three specific arrangements that will give the reader a sense of the range of possibilities. For clarity when writing inequalities, we will ignore constants that are independent of δ, and we will sometimes omit terms of the form δ^{−ε}.

Arrangement 1. Suppose that for a typical pair of functions f, g ∈ F for which f^δ ∩ g^δ is non-empty, we have that the graphs of f and g intersect transversely. This means that |f^δ ∩ g^δ| typically has size about δ^2, and thus we might expect ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_f δ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_f δ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ ( ∑ f,g∈F |f^δ ∩ g^δ| )_{1/2} ≤ δ(#F ). (1.21)

On the other hand, we have ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_f δ ‖ ‖ 1 ≤ δ(#F ). (1.22)

Interpolating (1.21) and (1.22), we obtain ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_f δ ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} ≤ δ(#F ). (1.23)

Note that this is stronger than (1.13), since the ball condition (1.12) implies that δ(#F ) ≲ 1.

Arrangement 2. Suppose that for a typical pair of functions f, g ∈ F for which f^δ ∩ g^δ is non-empty, we have that the graphs of f and g are tangent to order k − 1. This means that |f^δ ∩ g^δ| is a curvilinear rectangle of dimensions roughly δ × δ^{1/k}. In this situation, we can find a number 1 ≤ μ ≤ #F and a set R of μ-rich, broad (δ; k) rectangles, so that ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_f δ ‖ ‖^{k+1k}_{k+1} k ≤ ∑ R∈R ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_f δ ) k+1_k . (1.24)

By Theorem 2.6, #R ≤ (_{#F} μ ) k+1_k , and the contribution from each R ∈ R to the RHS of (1.24) is at most

(μδ)^{k+1k} . Thus we again have the bound ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_f δ ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} ≤ (( #F μ ) k+1_k · (μδ)^{k+1k} ) k_{k+1} = δ(#F ). (1.25)

Arrangement 3. Suppose that #F = {f}. Then ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_f δ ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} = δ^{kk+1} = ( δ#F ) k_{k+1} .

Note that our bounds (1.23) and (1.25) for Arrangements 1 and 2 are stronger than the corresponding estimate (1.13) from Theorem 1.9. In this direction, we will first prove a variant of Theorem 1.9, where the non-concentration condition (1.12) is replaced by a (local) two-ends type non-concentration condition on the set of curves passing through each point. This is Proposition 4.4 below. Informally, the statement is as follows

Proposition 4.4, informal version. Let k ≥ 1 and let ε, δ > 0. Let F be a set of functions that come from a uniformly smooth family of curves. Suppose that for a typical point x ∈ R^2 , a typical pair of curves from F whose δ-neighborhoods contain x diverge at speed at least t^k in a neighborhood of x. Then ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_f δ ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} ≤ δ^{1−ε}(#F ). (1.26)

Note that if (1.26) is established for some value of k, then the analogous result immediately follows for all larger k by interpolation with the trivial L^1 estimate (1.22). This observation will play an important role in the proof. We prove Proposition 4.4 by induction on k. In the inequalities that follow, we will ignore all constants independent of δ, and all factors of the form δ^{−ε}.

The base case k = 1 is essentially the estimate (1.21). For the induction step, we select the smallest ρ ∈ [δ, 1] so that the intersection of a typical pair of curves is localized to a ρ × ρ^{1/k} curvilinear rectangle. This allows us to find a set R of (ρ; k) rectangles, each of which have roughly the same richness μ, so that ∫ ( ∑ f ∈F χ_f δ ) k+1_k ≤ ∑ R∈R ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_f δ ) k+1_k . (1.27)

Furthermore, the rectangles in R are broad, and hence by Theorem 2.6 we have #R ≤ (_{#F} μ ) k+1_k . If ρ has size roughly δ, then we are in the situation of Arrangement 2 and we can immediately apply (1.25). If instead ρ is substantially larger than δ (and hence δ/ρ is small), then our definition of ρ has the following consequence: If we re-scale a rectangle R ∈ R to the unit square, then the images of the functions {f ∈ F : f ∼ R} under this re-scaling satisfy the hypothesis of (the informal version of) Proposition 4.4, with k − 1 in place of k. Denote the image of f under this re-scaling by f̃, and let δ̃ = δ/ρ. Then we have ‖h‖^{k+1k}_{k+1k} ≤ ‖h‖^{1k}_1 ‖h‖ k_{k−1} ≤ ( δ̃μ ) 1_k ( δ̃μ ) = ( δ ρ μ ) k+1_k , h = ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_{f̃}~_δ . (1.28)

In the above inequality, we used (1.22) to obtain a L^1 estimate, and we used the induction hypothesis to obtain a L^{kk−1} estimate. Note that the re-scaling from R to the unit square distorts volumes by a factor of ρ^{1+1/k}, and thus (1.28) says that for each R ∈ R we have ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_f δ ) k+1_k ≤ ( δμ)^{k+1k} . (1.29)

Inserting the estimate (1.29) into (1.27) and using our bound on the size of R, we obtain ∫ ( ∑ f ∈F χ_f δ ) k+1_k ≤ ∑ R∈R ( δμ)^{k+1k} ≤ (δ#F )^{k+1k} ,

which is (1.26). This closes the induction. The details of this argument are discussed in Section 4.

Finally, we remark that Arrangements 1 and 2 satisfy the hypotheses of Proposition 4.4, and thus are amenable to the above argument. Arrangement 3 does not satisfy the hypotheses of Proposition 4.4, and indeed the conclusion of Proposition 4.4 is false for Arrangement 3. The final step in the proof of Theorem 1.9 is to reduce an arbitrary arrangement of curves that forbid k-th order tangency and satisfy the nonconcentration condition (1.12) to a collection of (re-scaled) non-interacting sub-arrangement, each of which satisfy the hypotheses of Proposition 4.4. This is a standard “two-ends rescaling” type argument.

1.8 Paper organization

In Sections 2 and 3, we execute the proof sketch described in Section 1.7 in order to prove Theorem 2.6. In Section 4, we will continue following the proof sketch to show how Theorem 2.6 implies Proposition 4.4. The remaining Sections 5, 6, 7, and 8 are devoted to the proofs of Theorems 1.9, 1.4, 1.7, and 1.10 + 1.12, respectively.

1.9 Thanks

The author would like to thank Young-Heon Kim for helpful conversations and discussions about Gronwall’s inequality, which helped shape Section 3.2. The author would like to thank Shaoming Guo for helpful conversations and discussions about local smoothing and its implications for maximal functions over curves, which helped shape Section 7. The author would like to thank Jonathan Hickman and Sanghyuk Lee for suggestions and corrections to an earlier version of this manuscript. The author was supported by a NSERC Discovery grant.

1.10 Notation

We use A ≲ B or A = O(B) or B = Ω(A) to mean A ≤ KB, where K is a quantity that may depend on the parameter k from the statement of Theorem 1.9. If K is allowed to depend on an additional parameter ε, then we denote this by A ≲_ε B or A = O_ε(B) or B = Ω_ε(A).

Unless otherwise specified, all functions will be assumed to have domain [0, 1] and co-domain R. We abbreviate C^k ([0, 1]) as C^k, and ‖f‖_Ck_{([0,1])} as ‖f‖_Ck .

2 Curves and tangency rectangles

In this section we will state the precise version of Theorem 2.6, and begin the proof. We begin with precise versions of the informal definitions from Section 1.6

Definition 2.1. Let δ > 0, k ≥ 1, and T ≥ 1. A (δ; k; T ) tangency rectangle is the vertical δ neighborhood of a function with C^k norm at most 1, above an interval of length (T δ)^{1/k}. When T = 1, we abbreviate this to (δ; k) tangency rectangle, or (δ; k) rectangle.

Definition 2.2. If R is a (δ; k; T ) tangency rectangle above an interval I, and f : [0, 1] → R, we say f is tangent to R if the graph of f above I is contained in R. We denote this by f ∼ R.

Next, we will describe what it means for two tangency rectangles to be distinct.

Definition 2.3. We say two (δ; k; T ) rectangles are comparable if there is a (2^kδ; k; T ) rectangle that contains them both. Otherwise they are incomparable.

The factor 2^k in the above definition was chosen to make the following true: if R_1, R_2 are incomparable (δ; k; T ) rectangles above intervals I_1 and I_2 respectively, and if R_1 and R_2 are both tangent to a common function f with C^k norm at most 1, then I_1 and I_2 are disjoint.

Definition 2.4. If R is a (δ; k) rectangle and F is a set of functions from [0, 1] to R, we say that R is μ-rich and ε-robustly broad with error at most B if there is a set F (R) ⊂ {f ∈ F : f ∼ R} with #F (R) ≥ μ that has the following property: For every ρ ∈ [δ, 1], every T ∈ [1, ρ^{−1}], and every (ρ; k; T ) rectangle R^′ containing R, we have #{f ∈ F (R): f ∼ R^′} ≤ BT^{−ε}#F (R). (2.1) During informal discussion, we will say that R is robustly broad if we do not wish to emphasize the role of μ, ε, or B.

Remark 2.5. When k = 1, a (δ; 1) rectangle R is robustly broad if many of the pairs f_1, f_2 ∈ F (R) have graphs that intersect transversely. In k > 1 then all of the functions in F (R) will intersect (almost) tangentially, but if R is robustly broad then many pairs of functions will diverge outside of R at speed roughly t^k—this is the fastest possible speed of divergence that is allowed by the geometry of R and the constraint that the functions have C^k norm at most 1.

With these definitions, we can now precisely state our incidence bound.

Theorem 2.6. Let k ≥ 1 and ε > 0. Then there exists η, δ_0 > 0 so that the following holds for all δ ∈ (0, δ_0].

Let F be a set of (univariate) polynomials of degree at most δ^{−η}, each of which has C^k-norm at most 1. Let μ ≥ 1 and let R be a set of pairwise incomparable (δ, k) rectangles that are μ-rich and ε-robustly broad with error at most δ^{−η} with respect to F . Then #R ≤ δ^{−ε} ( #F μ ) k+1_k . (2.2)

2.1 Initial reductions

We will begin the proof of Theorem 2.6, following the outline discussed in Section 1.7. First, we will reduce Theorem 2.6 to a version that is weaker in several respects. First, the hypotheses are strengthened: we only need to consider the case where μ has size roughly 1. Second, the conclusion is weakened: the exponent^{k+1}_k is weakened to^{k+1}_k + ε.

Proposition 2.7. Let k ≥ 1, ε > 0. Then there exist (large) constants B = B(k) and C = C(k, ε) and a small constant η = η(k, ε) > 0 so that the following holds. Let F be a set of polynomials of degree at most δ^{−η}, each of which has C^k norm at most 1. Let R be a set of pairwise incomparable (δ, k) rectangles that are ε robustly broad with error at most δ^{−η} with respect to F . Then

#R ≤ Cδ^{−Bε}(#F )^{k+1k +ε}. (2.3)

To reduce to the case where μ has size roughly 1, we will refine the set F by randomly keeping each element with probability roughly μ^{−1}. To ensure that the resulting refinement satisfies the hypotheses of Proposition 2.7, we will use the following special case of Chernoff’s inequality.

Theorem 2.8 (Chernoff). Let X_1, . . . , X_n be independent random variables taking value 1 with probability p and value 0 with probability 1 − p. Let X denote their sum. Let A ≥ 2. Then P ( X ≤ pn/2 ) < e^{−pn8} ; P ( X ≥ Apn ) < e^{−Apn6} . (2.4)

We can now explain the reduction from Proposition 2.7 to Theorem 2.6.

Proof that Proposition 2.7 implies Theorem 2.6. Suppose that Proposition 2.7 is true. Let k ≥ 1, ε > 0, δ > 0, μ ≥ 1, F , and R satisfy the hypotheses of Theorem 2.6. Our goal is to show that if η > 0 and δ_0 > 0 are selected appropriately (depending on k and ε), then (2.2) holds.

First, we may suppose that μ ≤ #F , since otherwise R = ∅ and we are done. Second, we may suppose that #F ≤ δ^{−k}. If not, then (2.2) follows from the observation that any set of pairwise incomparable (δ; k)-rectangles has cardinality O(δ^{−k−1}).

Step 1: Random sampling. Let ε_1 = ε_1(ε) > 0 be a small quantity to be chosen below. If μ ≤ δ^{−2ε1} , define F^′ = F and proceed to the computation (2.7) below. Otherwise, after dyadic pigeonholing the set R and increasing μ if necessary, we can suppose that for each R ∈ R, there is a set F (R) ⊂ {f ∈ F : f ∼ R} that satisfies (2.1), with μ ≤ #F (R) < 2μ.

Let p = (δ^{2ε1} μ)^{−1} (since μ > δ^{−2ε1} , we have 0 < p < 1). Let F^′ ⊂ F be obtained by randomly selecting each f ∈ F with probability p. F^′ has expected cardinality p(#F ) ≥ δ^{−2ε1} .

Step 2: Robust broadness with respect to F^′. We claim that with probability at least 1/2, the following is true

• #F^′ ≤ 2p(#F ) = 2δ^{−2ε1} μ^{−1}(#F ).

• Each rectangle in R is^1_4 pμ-rich and ε_1-robustly broad with error at most O(δ^η ) with respect to F^′.

The first item holds with probability at least 3/4 (in fact much higher probability!) by Theorem 2.8.

We will show that the second item also holds with probability at least 3/4. Fix R ∈ R with an associated set F (R). By Theorem 2.8, we have P [ #(F (R) ∩ F^′) ≤ 1 2 p(#F (R)) ] ≤ e^{−p(#F )8} , P [ #(F (R) ∩ F^′) ≥ 2p(#F (R)) ] ≤ e^{−p(#F )3} , and hence the probability that at least one of these events occurs is at most e^{−δ−ε1} . Suppose that neither of these events occur, and hence pμ/4 ≤ #(F (R) ∩ F^′) ≤ 4pμ. Let ρ ∈ [δ, 1], let T ∈ [1, 1/ρ], and let R^′ ⊃ R be a (ρ; k; T ) rectangle. We would like to show that with high probability, #{f ∈ (F (R) ∩ F^′): f ∼ R^′} = O ( δ^{−η}T^{−ε1} μp ) . (2.5)

We will estimate the probability that (2.6) fails. First, we will estimate the probability that #{f ∈ (F (R) ∩ F^′): f ∼ R^′} > 2δ^{−η}T^{−ε1} μp. (2.6) Define n = #{f ∈ F (R): f ∼ R^′}. By hypothesis, the rectangles in R are μ rich and ε robustly broad with error at most δ^{−η} with respect to F , and hence n ≤ δ^{−η}T^{−ε}μ ≤ δ^{−η}T^{−ε1} μ. Write 2δ^{−η}T^{−ε1} μp = Apn, i.e. A =^{2δ−η T −ε1 μ}_n ≥ 2. Applying Theorem 2.8 with n, p, and A as above and using the fact that T ≤ ρ^{−1} ≤ δ^{−1}, we conclude that the probability that (2.6) occurs is at most e^{−Apn6} = e^{−2δ−η T −ε1 (μp)/6} ≤ e^{−2δε1 −η (δ−2ε1 )/6} ≤ e^{−δ−ε1} . Our goal is to show that with high probability, (2.5) holds for all ρ ∈ [δ, 1]; all T ∈ [1, 1/ρ], and all (ρ; k; T ) rectangles R^′. We claim that it suffices to show that with high probability, (2.6) fails when we consider rectangles with the following three properties: (i) ρ is of the form δ2^j for j ≥ 0 an integer; (ii) T is of the form 2^ℓ for ℓ ≥ 0 an integer; (iii) R^′ is the vertical neighborhood of the graph of a function from F . Indeed, by the triangle inequality, if there is a rectangle R^′ for which (2.6) fails with constant C_0, then there is a rectangle R^{′′} satisfying Properties (i), (ii), and (iii), for which (2.6) fails with constant C_0/O(1). Conversely, if (2.6) fails with high probability for every rectangle R^′ ⊃ R satisfying Properties (i), (ii), and (iii), then (2.5) holds with high probability for every rectangle R^′ ⊃ R, provided the implicit constant has been chosen appropriately.

We have shown that (2.6) fails with high probability for a particular rectangle R^′. Since there are δ^{−O(1)} rectangles that satisfy Properties (i), (ii), and (iii), we use the union bound to conclude that the probability that (2.6) holds any rectangle satisfying Properties (i), (ii), and (iii) is at most e^{−δ−ε1} δ^{−O(1)}, i.e. the probability that (2.5) fails for a fixed rectangle R is at most e^{−δ−ε1} δ^{−O(1)}. Since the rectangles in R are incomparable, we have #R = O(δ^{−k−1}), and hence the probability that (2.5) fails for at least one rectangle in R is at most e^{−δ−ε1} δ^{−O(1)}. If δ_0 (and hence δ) is selected sufficiently small depending on k and ε_1 (recall that ε_1 in turn depends on k and ε), then the probability that (2.5) holds for every rectangle in R is at least 3/4. This completes the proof of our claim.

Step 3: Applying Proposition 2.7.

Next, let ε_2 = ε_2(ε) < ε_1 be a quantity to be determined below, and let η_1 = η_1(k, ε_2) be the quantity from the statement of Proposition 2.7 (with k as above and ε_2 in place of ε). If η ≤ η_1/2 and δ_0 is sufficiently small, then the rectangles in R are ε_2 robustly broad with error at most δ^{−η1} with respect to F^′. Thus we can apply Proposition 2.7 (with ε_2 in place of ε and η_1 in place of η) to conclude that

#R ≤ Cδ^{−Bε2} (#F^′)^{ε2} (#F^′)^{k+1k} ≤ Cδ^{−Bε2} δ^{−kε2} ( δ^{−2ε1} #F μ ) k+1_k . (2.7)

The result now follows by selecting ε_1 < ε/10; ε_2 < ε/(10(B_1 + k)); and δ_0 sufficiently small.

2.2 Tangency Rectangles and Tangency prisms

We now turn to the proof of Proposition 2.7. We begin by analyzing the structure of tangency rectangles. Recall that a (δ; k) rectangle is the vertical δ-neighborhood of a function f with C^k norm at most 1, above an interval I of length δ^{1/k}. For notational convenience, We will write this as R^f (I) or R(I). The next says that the tangency rectangle R^f (I) is accurately modeled by the (k − 1)-st order Taylor expansion of f.

Lemma 2.9 (Structure of tangency rectangles). Let R = R^f (I) be a (δ, k) tangency rectangle, with I = [a, a + δ^{1/k}]. Let g(t) = f(a) + ∑_{k−1} j=1 f^{(j)} (a)

j! (t − a)^j be the (k − 1)-st order Taylor expansion of f around a. Then R is contained in the vertical 2δ neighborhood of the graph of g above I.

This is a consequence of Taylor’s theorem. We now define the “tangency prisms” introduced in Section 1.7.

Definition 2.10. A (δ; k) tangency prism is a set P of the form { (t, y_0, . . . , y_{k−1}) ∈ R^{k+1} : t ∈ [a, a + δ^{1/k}], | | |yj − k−1∑ i=j (t − a)^{i−j} (i − j)! b_i | | | ≤ Kδ^{1−j/k}, j = 0, . . . , k − 1 } . (2.8)

In the above expression, a, b_0, . . . , b_{k−1} ∈ [−1, 1] are parameters that define the tangency prism, and K is a constant depending on k; the specific choice of K will be fixed in Lemma 2.14 below. We call I = [a, a + δ^{1/k}] the interval associated to P .

Definition 2.11. Let P ⊂ R^{k+1} be a (δ; k) tangency prism with associated interval I ⊂ [0, 1], and let h: [0, 1] → R^k . We say h ∼ R if the graph of h above I is contained in R.

Definition 2.12. Let f ∈ C^k and let 0 ≤ j ≤ k. We define the j-th order jet lift of f, denoted J_j f to be the function J_j f(t) = ( f(t), f^′(t), . . . , f^{(j)}(t) ) . When j = 0, we have J_0f(t) = f(t).

Definition 2.13. Let R = R^f (I) be a (δ, k) tangency rectangle. We define the tangency prism R̂ to be a set of the form (2.8), where a is the left endpoint of I, and b_i = f^{(i)}(a) for i = 0, . . . , k − 1.

Lemma 2.14. If the quantity K = O(1) from Lemma 2.10 is chosen appropriately (depending on k), then the following is true. Let R be a (δ, k) tangency rectangle, and let f be a function with C^k norm at most 1, with f ∼ R. Then J_{k−1}f ∼ R̂.

Proof. Write R = R^g(I), with I = [a, a + δ^{1/k}]. Since f ∼ I, we have |f(t) − g(t)| ≤ δ on I, and thus by Lemma B.3 there exists a constant K_1 = K_1(k) so that |f^{(j)}(t) − g^{(j)}(t)| ≤ K_1δ^{1−j/k} for j = 0, . . . , k − 1. On the other hand, by Taylor’s theorem, for each index j < k and each t ∈ I, there exists t_1 between a and t so that

g^{(j)}(t) = k−1∑ i=j (t − a)^{i−j} (i − j)! g^{(i)}(a) + (t − a)^{k−j} (k − j)! g^{(k)}(t_1).

If we define b_i = g^{(i)}(a) for j = 0, . . . , k − 1, we conclude that for each j = 0, . . . , k − 1 and each t ∈ I, we have | | |f^{(j)}(t) − k−1∑ i=j (t − a)^{j−i} (j − i)! b_i | | | ≤ |f^{(j)}(t) − g^{(j)}(t)| + | | |g^{(j)}(t) − k−1∑ i−j (t − a)^{i−j} (i − j)! b_i | | |

≤ |f^{(j)}(t) − g^{(j)}(t)| + | | | (t − a)^{k−j} (k − j)! g^{(k)}(t_1) | | | ≤ K_1δ^{1−j/k} + δ^{1−j/k},

(2.9)

where the final line used the assumption that ‖g‖_Ck ≤ 1. Thus the lemma holds with K = K_1 + 1.

2.3 Tangency and re-scaling

In this section, we will explore how re-scaling a tangency rectangle R induces a re-scaling of functions tangent to R, and also induces a re-scaling of (smaller) tangency rectangles contained in R.

Definition 2.15. Let 0 < δ < ρ ≤ 1. Let R be a (ρ; K) tangency rectangle, and let S be a (δ; K) tangency rectangle. We say R covers S, denoted R ≻ S or S ≺ R, if Ŝ ⊂ R̂.

Definition 2.16. Let ρ > 0 and let R = R^g (I) be a (ρ; k) rectangle; here ‖g‖_C2 ≤ 1 and I = [a, a + ρ^{1/k}]. Let K = K(k) ≥ 1 be the constant from Definition 2.10, and let c = 1/(k + 1)K. For x ∈ I, define ϕ^R(x, y) = ( ρ^{−1/k}(x − a), cρ^{−1}(y − g(x − a)) ) . For f : [0, 1] → R, define f_R to be the function whose graph is ϕ^R(graph f|_I ), and define ψ^R(x, y_0, . . . , y_{k−1}) = ( ρ^{−1/k}(x − a), cρ^{−1}(y_0 − g(x − a)), cρ^{−1+1/k}(y_1 − g^′(x − a)), cρ^{−1+2/k}(y_2 − g^{′′}(x − a)), . . . , cρ^{−1/k}(y_{k−1} − g^{(k−1)}(x − a)) ) . Lemma 2.17. Let R be a (ρ; k) rectangle, let ‖f‖_Ck ≤ 1, and suppose f ∼ R. then ‖f_R‖_Ck ≤ 1.

Proof. By the chain rule, graph ( J_{k−1}(f_R) ) = ψ^R(graph J_{k−1}f|_I ). (2.10)

As a consequence, if f ∼ R and ‖f‖_Ck ≤ 1, then by Lemma 2.14 we have J_{k−1}f ∼ R̂, and hence the set (2.10) is contained in ψ^R(R̂) ⊂ [0, 1] × [−(k + 1)^{−1}, (k + 1)^{−1}]^k. In particular, we have sup x∈[0,1] |f^{(j)}_R (x)| ≤ (k + 1)^{−1}, j = 0, . . . , k − 1. (2.11)

If R = R^g(I), then we can also use the chain rule and the fact that ‖f‖_Ck ≤ 1 and ‖g‖_Ck ≤ 1, to compute sup_{x∈[0,1]} |f^{(k)}_R (x)| ≤ (k + 1)^{−1}. We conclude that ‖f_R‖_Ck ≤ 1.

Motivated by the above computation, we introduce the following definition.

Definition 2.18. Let S be a (ρ; k) tangency rectangle. If S ≺ R is a (δ; k) tangency rectangle, then ϕ^R(S) is the vertical cδ/ρ neighborhood of a function h (which has C^k norm at most 1) above an interval J of length (δ/ρ)^{1/k}. Define S_R to be the (δ/ρ; k) tangency rectangle given by the vertical δ/ρ neighborhood of h above J.

The next lemma says that our definitions of f_R and S_R preserve broadness.

Lemma 2.19. Let R ≻ S be tangency rectangles. Let F be a set of functions with C^k norm at most 1, all of which are tangent to R. Let F (S) ⊂ {f ∈ F : f ∼ S} satisfy (2.1). Then the functions {f_R : f ∈ F (S)} are tangent to S_R, and satisfy the analogue of (2.1) with B replaced by O(B).

Proof. Suppose there exists a (τ; k; T )-rectangle R^h(J) ⊃ S_R that is tangent to M functions from {f_R : f ∈ F (S)}; denote this set of functions F_1. Our goal is to show that

M = O(B)T^{−ε}#F (S). (2.12)

Fix a function g_R ∈ F_1. By the triangle inequality, the graph of each f_R ∈ F_1 above J is contained in the vertical 2τ neighborhood of g_R above J; denote this latter set by R_1 (note that R_1 ⊃ S_R ).

We have that (ϕ^R)^{−1}(R_1) is the vertical (2τ)(c^{−1}ρ) neighborhood of g (a function of C^k norm at most 1), above an interval of length (T ρτ)^{1/k}, and this set contains S. In summary, we have constructed a

(_2 c τρ; k;^{cT}_2 ) tangency rectangle that is tangent to at least M functions from F (S). Comparing with (2.1), we conclude that M ≤ B( cT 2 )^ε#F (S) ≤ (2B/c)T^ε#F (S). Since c > 0 depends only on k, this establishes (2.12).

2.4 Proof of Proposition 2.7 Part 1: Space curves, partitioning, and induction

We are now ready to begin the proof of Proposition 2.7. Our basic strategy is as follows. We lift each function f ∈ F to its (k − 1)-st order jet J_{k−1}f, and we lift each rectangle R ∈ R to its corresponding tangency prism R̂. Proposition 2.7 then becomes an incidence theorem between (polynomial) curves and prisms in R^{k+1} . Roughly speaking, the statement is as follows: given a set of n polynomial curves in R^{k+1} that come from the jet lifts of plane curves, there can be at most n^{k+1k +ε} prisms that are (broadly) incident to these curves. We prove this statement by induction on n. For the induction step, we use the Guth-Katz polynomial partitioning theorem to divide R^{k+1} into cells, most of which interact with only a small fraction of the (lifted) curves from F . The precise statement is a consequence of the following two theorems. The first is the celebrated Guth-Katz polynomial partitioning theorem [19].

Theorem 2.20. Let P ⊂ R^d be a finite set of points. Then for each E ≥ 1, there is a polynomial Q ∈ R[x_1 , . . . , x_d] so that R^d \{Q = 0} is a union of O_d(E^d) open connected sets, and each of these sets intersects O_d(E^{−d}#P) points from P.

The second is a variant of Bézout’s theorem for real varieties. This is a special case of the main result from [2].

Proposition 2.21. Let ζ ⊂ R^d be a one-dimensional real variety defined by polynomials of degree at most D. Let Q ∈ R[x_1 , . . . , x_d] be a polynomial of degree E ≥ D. Then ζ intersects O_d(D^{d−1}E) connected components of R^d \{Q = 0}.

We apply the induction hypothesis inside each cell, and sum the resulting contributions. The exponent k+1 k + ε was chosen so that the induction closes. There is also a contribution from the boundary of the partition. This will be described in greater detail (and dealt with) later. We now turn to the details

Proof of Proposition 2.7. Fix k and ε. We will prove the result by induction on #F . The induction will close, provided B, C, and η have been chosen appropriately. When F = ∅, there is nothing to prove.

Step 1. Polynomial partitioning. Suppose that #F = n, and that the result has been proved for all sets of curves F^′ of cardinality less than n. To each (δ; k) tangency rectangle R^f (I) ∈ R, associate the point p_R = (a, f(a), f^′(a), . . . , f^{(k−1)}(a)) ∈ R^{k+1} , where a is the left endpoint of I. Observe that p_R ∈ R̂. It is easy to verify that distinct (and hence incomparable) rectangles in R give rise to distinct (in fact ≳ δ separated) points. Let P = {p_R : R ∈ R}.

Let E ≥ 1 be a number to be specified below. Use Theorem 2.20 to select a polynomial Q ∈ R[t, y_0 , . . . , y_{k−1}] of degree at most E, so that R^{k+1} \{Q = 0} is a union of O(E^{k+1}) open connected components, each of which contain O(E^{−k−1}#P) points from P. Let O denote the set of connected components.

Define Z = Z(Q), and define Z^∗ to be the union of all (δ; k) tangency prisms that intersect Z. We claim that for each R ∈ R, at least one of the following must hold

• There is a cell Ω ∈ O so that R̂ ⊂ Ω.

• R̂ ⊂ Z^∗.

Indeed, if the second item does not hold then R̂ is disjoint from Z. Since R̂ is connected, we must have R̂ ⊂ Ω for some Ω ∈ O.

For each Ω ∈ O, define R_Ω = {R ∈ R: R̂ ⊂ Ω}. We have #R_Ω ≤ #(P ∩Ω) = O_k(E^{−k−1}#R). If R ∈ R_Ω and f ∈ F with f ∼ R, then graph(J_{k−1}f)∩R̂ ≠ ∅, and hence graph(J_{k−1}f) ∩ Ω ≠ ∅.

Define R_Z = R\ ⋃ Ω∈O R_Ω. We say we are in the cellular case if # ⋃ Ω∈O R_Ω ≥^1_2 #R. Otherwise we are in the algebraic case. We remark that if E^{k+1} is substantially larger than #R, then the bound O(E^{−k−1}#P) from the application of Theorem 2.20 might be smaller than 1, i.e. each cell contains fewer than one point from P. If this happens, then P ⊂ Z(Q), and we are most certainly in the algebraic case.

Step 2. The cellular case. Suppose we are in the cellular case. Then we may select a set O^′ ⊂ O so that ∑ Ω∈O^′ #RΩ ≥ 1 4 #R, and #R_Ω ≥ c_1(k)E^{−k−1}#R for each Ω ∈ O^′, (2.13)

where c_1(k) > 0 is a quantity depending only on k. To simplify notation, write ζ_f for graph(J_{k−1}f). Note that if f is a polynomial of degree D, then ζ_f is a one-dimensional real variety defined by polynomials of degree at most D.

By Proposition 2.21, since each polynomial in f has degree at most δ^{−η} , there are ≤ K_1(k)δ^{−kη} E#F pairs (Ω, f) ∈ O^′ × F with ζ_f ∩ Ω ≠ ∅ (here K_1(k) is a constant depending only on k). Thus there is a cell Ω ∈ O^′ with #{f ∈ F : ζ_f ∩ Ω ≠ ∅} ≤ K_1(k)δ^{−kη} E^{−k}#F. (2.14) Denote the above set by F_Ω. If we choose E sufficiently large (E ≥ K_1(k)δ^{−η} will suffice), then #F_Ω < n, and thus we may apply the induction hypothesis to conclude that

#R_Ω ≤ Cδ^{−Bε}(#F_Ω)^{k+1k +ε}. (2.15)

Combining (2.13), (2.14), and (2.15), we conclude that #R ≤ ( c_1(k)^{−1}E^{k+1} )( Cδ^{−Bε}(#F_Ω)^{k+1k +ε} )

≤ ( c_1(k)^{−1}E^{k+1} )( Cδ^{−Bε} ( K_1(k)δ^{−kη} E^{−k}#F ) k+1_{k +ε}) ≤ ( c_1(k)^{−1}K_1(k)^{k+1k +ε}δ^{−(k+1)η+kεη} E^{−kε} )( Cδ^{−Bε}(#F )^{k+1k +ε} ) . (2.16)

If we select E ≳_ε δ^{−3η/ε} sufficiently large and B = B(k), C = C(k, ε) appropriately, then #R ≤ Cδ^{−Bε}(#F )^{k+1k +ε}, and the induction closes. This completes the proof of Proposition 2.7 when we are in the cellular case.

Step 3. The algebraic case. Next we consider the algebraic case. Observe that the tangency prisms associated to rectangles in R_Z are contained in a thin neighborhood of the variety Z. The following theorem of Wongkew [40] controls the volume of the thin neighborhood of a variety.

Theorem 2.22. Let Z = Z(Q) ⊂ R^d , where Q is a non-zero polynomial. Let B ⊂ R^n be a ball of radius r. Then there exists a constant C(d) depending only on d so that for all ρ > 0, we have |B ∩ N_ρ(Z)| ≤ C(d)(deg Q)^dρ^{d−1}r. (2.17) The set in (2.17) is described by a boolean combination of polynomial (in)equalities. Sets of this form are called semi-algebraic; we give a precise definition below.

Definition 2.23. A set S ⊂ R^d is called a semi-algebraic set of complexity at most M if there exists N ≤ M; polynomials P_1, . . . , P_N , each of degree at most M; and a Boolean formula Φ: {0, 1}^N → {0, 1} such that S = { x ∈ R^d : Φ(P_1(x) ≥ 0, . . . , P_N (x) ≥ 0) = 1 } . The next result controls the number of tangencies that can be contained in a semi-algebraic set of small volume.

Proposition 2.24. Let k ≥ 1, ε > 0. Then there exist positive numbers c = c(k), η = η(k, ε), and δ_0 = δ_0(k, ε) so that the following holds for all δ ∈ (0, δ_0]. Let F be a set of polynomials of degree at most δ^{−η}, each of which has C^k norm at most 1. Let R be a set of pairwise incomparable (δ; k) rectangles. For each R ∈ R, let F (R) ⊂ {f ∈ F : f ∼ R}. Define the dual relation R(f) = {R ∈ R: f ∈ F (R)}. Suppose that for each f ∈ F , the rectangles in R(f) satisfy the following “two-ends” type non-concentration condition: for each interval J ⊂ [0, 1], we have #{R = R(I) ∈ R(f): I ⊂ J} ≤ δ^{−η}|J|^ε#R(f). (2.18) Let S ⊂ [0, 1]^{k+1} be a semi-algebraic set of complexity at most δ^{−η} and volume |S| ≤ δ^ε. Suppose that R̂ ⊂ S for each R ∈ R.

Then there exists R ∈ R, τ ∈ [δ, δ^c], and a (τ; k + 1) rectangle R_1 ⊃ R with

#{f ∈ F (R): f ∼ R_1} ≳ #F (R). (2.19)

We defer the proof of Proposition 2.24 to the next section. Using Proposition 2.24, we will handle the algebraic case.

Step 3.1 A two-ends reduction. Recall that for each R ∈ R, there is a set F (R) ⊂ F that satisfies the non-concentration condition (2.1) from Definition 2.4. This necessarily implies that #F (R) ≳ δ^{η−ε}. After dyadic pigeonholing, we can find a set R_1 ⊂ R with #R_1 ≥ | log δ|^{−1}#R and a number μ so that μ ≤ #F_1(R) < 2μ for each R ∈ R_1. Define I_1 = {(f, R): R ∈ R_1, f ∈ F (R)}. We have

μ#R_1 ≤ #I_1 < 2μ#R_1. (2.20)

For each f ∈ F , the curve ζ_f intersects Z^∗ in a union of O((δ^{−η} E)^{O(1)}) = O_ε(δ^{−O(η/ε)}) intervals. Let ε_1 > 0 be a small quantity to be determined below. For each f ∈ F , apply a two-ends reduction (see [35] for an introduction to this topic) with exponent ε_1; this allows us to select an interval I_f ⊂ [0, 1] so that the restriction of ζ_f to the interval I_f is contained in Z^∗, and we have the following re-scaled analogue of (2.18) inside I_f : For each interval J ⊂ I_f , we have #{R = R(I): (f, R) ∈ I_1, I ⊂ J} ≤ 2(|J|/|I_f |)^{ε1} #{R : (f, R) ∈ I_1}. (2.21) Define I_2 to be those pairs (f; R) ∈ I_1 where R = R(I) satisfies I ⊂ I_f ; we have #I_2 ≥ δ^{ε1} #I_1. After further dyadic pigeonholing, we can select a set F_3 ⊂ F, a multiplicity ν, and a length ℓ. so that the following conditions hold.

(a) ℓ ≤ |I_f | < 2ℓ for each f ∈ F_3.

(b) Each f ∈ F_3 satisfies ν ≤ #{R : (f, R) ∈ I_2} < 2ν. (2.22)

Define I_3 = I_2 ∩ (F_3 × R). We have the following bounds on the size of I_3

| log δ|^{−2}δ^{ε1 +O(η/ε)}μ#R_1 ≤ #I_3 < 2μ#R_1, and ν#F ≤ #I_3 < 2ν#F. (2.23)

Note that (2.22) continues to hold with I_3 in place of I_2.

Step 3.2 Graph refinement. At this point, the functions f ∈ F_3 satisfy a re-scaled analogue of (2.18). Unfortunately, while all of the rectangles R ∈ R satisfied the robust broadness condition (2.1) with respect to I_1, some of them might not satisfy this condition with respect to I_3. We can fix this by applying the following graph refinement lemma from [11].

Lemma 2.25 (Graph refinement). Let G = (A ⊔ B, E) be a bipartite graph. Then there is a sub-graph G^′ = (A^′ ⊔ B^′, E^′) so that #E^′ ≥ #E/2; each vertex in A^′ has degree at least^{#E}_{4#A} ; and each vertex in B^′ has degree at least^{#E}_{4#B} .

Applying Lemma 2.25 to I_3, we obtain sets F_4, R_4 and I_4, with the following properties

• #I_4 ≥^1_2 #I_3, and hence (2.23) continues to hold, with the LHS weakened by a factor of 1/2.

• Each f ∈ F_4 satisfies an analogue of (2.22) with I_4 in place of I_2, except the LHS is weakened to ν/8.

• Each R ∈ R_4 is incident (under the incidence relation I_4) to at least (#I_3)/(4#R_1) ≥ (2| log δ|)^{−2}δ^{−ε1} μ functions f ∈ F_4. Since each R ∈ R_4 is incident to at most 2μ functions, we have

#R_4 ≥ #I_4/(2μ) ≳ | log δ|^{−2}δ^{ε1+O(η/ε)}#R_1 ≳ | log δ|^{−3}δ^{ε1 +O(η/ε)}#R. (2.24)

Step 3.3 Rescaling. If ℓ ≤ δ^{1/k−ε}, then for each f ∈ F_4 there are at most δ^{−ε} rectangles R ∈ R with (f, R) ∈ I_4 (see the comment after Definition 2.3). We conclude that #R ≤ #I ≤ | log δ|^{−3}δ^{−ε1} #I_4 ≤ | log δ|^{−3}δ^{−ε−ε1} #F, and hence (2.3) holds and we are done. (provided we select ε_1 ≤ ε, and B ≥ 3, and C sufficiently large).

Next, suppose that ℓ ≥ δ^{1/k−ε}. (2.25) Our goal is to obtain a contradiction, and thereby finish the proof.

Let ρ = ℓ^k ≥ δ^{1−kε}, and let S be a maximal set of pairwise non-close (ρ; k) tangency rectangles. For each f ∈ F_4, the restriction of f to the interval I_f is tangent to at least one, and at most O(1) of these rectangles (recall that I_f is an interval of length roughly ℓ, and each curvilinear rectangle in S has dimensions ρ × ρ^{1/k} = ρ × ℓ). Each rectangle R ∈ R_4 is covered (in the sense of Definition 2.15) by at least one, and at most O(1) of these rectangles. Furthermore, if (f, R) ∈ I_4, then there is a (ρ; k) rectangle S so that the restriction of f to the interval I_f is tangent to S, and S ≻ R.

This induces a decomposition of the incidence arrangement (I_4, F_4, R_4) into sub-arrangements, which we will denote by {(I_S , F_S , R_S }_{S∈S} , with the following properties:

• Each f ∈ F_4 is contained in O(1) sets {F_S }_{S∈S} . If f ∈ F_S then the restriction of f to the interval I_f is tangent to S.

• Each R ∈ R_4 is contained in O(1) sets {R_S }_{S∈S} . If R ∈ R_S then R ≺ S.

• I_4 = ⋃ S∈S I_S . Fix a tangency rectangle S ∈ S for which I_S (and hence R_S and F_S ) is non-empty. After applying the re-scaling f → f_S and R → R_S from Definitions 2.16 and 2.18, we have sets F̃_S and R̃_S , and an incidence relation Ĩ_S .

If we define F̃_S (R̃) = {f̃ ∈ F̃_S : (f̃, R̃) ∈ Ĩ_S }, then the sets F̃_S and R̃_S , and the sets {F̃_S (R̃)} obey the two-ends non-concentration condition (2.18) from Proposition 2.24 at scale τ = δ/ρ, with ε_1 in place of ε and a number Ω(1) in place of δ^{−η}. Before we can applying the proposition, however, we must show that the prisms { ^̃R : R̃ ∈ R̃_S } are contained in a semi-algebraic set S of controlled complexity and small volume.

First, observe that every such prism ^̃R is contained in ψ^R(S ∩ Z^∗) (recall that ψ^R is defined in Definition 2.16), which in turn is contained in the union of all (τ; k) tangency prisms that intersect ϕ^R(S ∩ Z^∗) ⊂ ([0, 1] × [−1, 1]^k) ∩ ψ^R(Z). This in turn is contained in the set S = ( [0, 1] × [−1, 1]^k ) ∩ N_τ 1/k (ψ^R(Z)). ψ^R(Z) is an algebraic variety of degree at most deg Q ≤ E, so by Theorem 2.22 we have |S| ≲ E^{k+1}(τ^{1/k} )^k = E^{k+1}(τ) ≲_ε δ^{−O(η/ε)}τ ≤ τ^{1−O(η/ε2 )}, where we used the bound ρ ≥ δ^{1−kε} (and thus τ ≤ δ^{kε}) to replace δ^{−O(η/ε)} with τ^{−O(η/ε2 )}.

It is straightforward to show that S has complexity at most E^{O(1)} ≲_ε δ^{O(η/ε)} ≲ τ^{O(η/ε2 )}. We wish to apply Proposition 2.24 with τ in place of δ, ε_1 in place of ε, and B = O(1). Let c = c(k) > 0, η_1, and δ_0 be the corresponding quantities from Proposition 2.24. If η > 0 is selected sufficiently small depending on η_1, k, and ε (recall that η_1 depends on k and ε_1, and ε_1 in turn depends on k and ε), then the hypotheses of Proposition 2.24 are satisfied. We conclude that there is a rectangle R̃ ∈ R̃_S ; a scale τ_1 ∈ [τ, τ^c]; and a (τ_1; k + 1) rectangle R̃_1 ⊃ R̃ with

#{f̃ ∈ F̃_S (R̃): f̃ ∼ R̃_1} ≳ #F̃_S (R̃) ≳ | log δ|^{−2}δ^{ε1} μ. (2.26)

Undoing the re-scaling, we have a curvilinear rectangle of dimensions τ_1ρ × τ^{1/(k+1)}_1 ρ^{1/k} = τ_1ρ × τ −1 k(k+1) 1 (τ_1ρ)^{1/k}; i.e. we have a (τ_1ρ; k; τ −1 k(k+1) 1 ) tangency rectangle R_1 ⊃ R, with

#{f ∈ F_S (R): f ∼ R_1} ≳ | log δ|^{−2}δ^{ε1} μ. (2.27)

Finally, define ρ_1 = τ_1ρ and define T = τ −1 k(k+1) 1 ≥ τ^{−ck(k+1)} ≥ δ^{−cεk+1} . Since the rectangles in R are μ-rich and ε-robustly broad with error δ^{−η}, by (2.1) we have #{f ∈ F_S (R): f ∼ R_1} ≤ δ^{−η}T^ε#F (R) ≲ δ^{−η+ cε2k+1} μ. (2.28) Comparing (2.27) and (2.28), we obtain a contradiction provided we select ε_1 sufficiently small depending on ε and c (recall that c in turn depends on k), and provided δ > 0 is sufficiently small.

This contradiction shows that (2.25) cannot hold. This completes the proof of Proposition 2.7, except that we still need to prove Proposition 2.24. This will be done in the next section.

3 Tangencies inside a semi-algebraic set of small volume

In this section we will prove Proposition 2.24. We begin by establishing a decomposition theorem for semialgebraic sets with small volume.

3.1 Covering semi-algebraic sets with thin neighborhoods of Lipschitz graphs

In this section, we will show that a semi-algebraic set W ⊂ [0, 1]^{n+1} with small volume can be covered by a small number of thin neighborhoods of Lipschitz graphs, plus a set that has small projection to [0, 1]^n. The precise statement is as follows. Throughout this section, all implicit constants may depend on the dimension n. We write A = Poly(B) to mean A ≤ CB^C , where the constant C may depend on the ambient dimension n. Proposition 3.1. Let S ⊂ [0, 1]^{n+1} be a semi-algebraic set of complexity at most W . Let 0 < u ≤ 1 and L ≥ 1. Then we can cover S by a collection of sets, S ⊂ N⋃ i=0 S_i, (3.1)

with the following properties:

• N = Poly(W ).

• S_0 = T_0 × [0, 1], where T ⊂ [0, 1]^n is semi-algebraic with complexity Poly(W ), and |T_0| ≤ Poly(W ) ( L^{−1} + |S|/u ) . (3.2) • For each index i ≥ 1, S_i is of the form S_i = {(x, x_{i+1}): x ∈ T_i, f_i(x) < x_{n+1} < f_i(x) + u}, where T_i ⊂ [0, 1]^n is semi-algebraic with complexity Poly(W ), and f_i : [0, 1]^n → R is L-Lipschitz.

One of the main tools we will use is the cylindrical algebraic decomposition. This is a technique from real algebraic geometry that was originally developed in the context if quantifier elimination. The cylindrical algebraic decomposition decomposes an arbitrary semi-algebraic set into simpler sets, which are called cells^1. See Chapter 5 from [3] for an introduction to the topic. We will require a version of this result where both the number of cells and their complexity is controlled by the complexity of the input. Theorem 3.2 (Effective cylindrical algebraic decomposition). Let S ⊂ R^{n+1} be a semi-algebraic set of complexity at most W (see Definition 2.23). Then there exists a decomposition S = ⨆_N j=0 S_i with N = Poly(W ), where the sets S_i have the following properties.

• Each S_i is semi-algebraic of complexity Poly(W ).

• The projection of S_0 to the first n coordinates is a semi-algebraic set of measure 0 and complexity Poly(W ).

• For each i = 1, . . . , N, the set S_i is of one of the following two forms: S_i = { (x, x_{n+1}): x ∈ T_i, f_i(x) < x_{n+1} < g_i(x) } , (3.3) or S_i = { (x, x_{n+1}): x ∈ T_i, x_{n+1} = f_i(x) } . (3.4) In the above, T_i ⊂ R^n is a semi-algebraic set of complexity Poly(W ); f_i : T_i → R is smooth; and there is a nonzero polynomial F_i : R^{n+1} → R of degree Poly(W ) so that F_i(x, f_i(x)) = 0 and ∂_{xn+1} F_i(x, f_i(x)) ≠ 0 for all x ∈ T_i.

The function g_i : T_i → R satisfies the analogous conditions.

We now begin the process of proving Proposition 3.1. To start, we will study structural properties of the cells arising from the cylindrical algebraic decomposition. Lemma 3.3. Let L > 0 and let S ⊂ [0, 1]^{n+1} be a set of the form {(x, x_{n+1}) ∈ [0, 1]^{n+1} : x ∈ T, f(x) < x_{n+1} < g(x)}, where

• T ⊂ [0, 1]^n is semi-algebraic of complexity at most W . • f : T → [0, 1] is differentiable.

• There is a nonzero polynomial F of degree at most W so that F (x, f(x)) = 0 and ∂_{xn+1} F (x, f(x)) ≠ 0 for all x ∈ T . • |∇f(x)| ≥ L for all x ∈ T . 1these are not to be confused with the connected components of R^{k+1}\Z(Q) from Section 2.4, which are also called cells.

Then |T | ≲ n^2W^2/L. (3.5)

Proof. Write T = ⋃_n i=1 T_i, where | |^d_{dxi} f | | ≥ L/n on T_i. Each set T_i has complexity at most 2W, since by the implicit function theorem we have

T_i = { x : x ∈ T, | | | ∂_{xi} F (x) ∂_{xn+1} F (x) | | | ≥ L/n } = { x : x ∈ T, ( ∂_{xi} F (x) )_2 ≥ L^2 n^2 ( ∂_{xn+1} F (x) )_2} . Fix an index i, and let L ⊂ R^n be a line pointing in the x_i direction, with |L ∩ T_i| ≥ |T_i| (here we use the fact that T_i ⊂ [0, 1]^n; the | · | on the LHS denotes one-dimensional Lebesgue measure, while the | · | on the RHS denotes n-dimensional Lebesgue measure). Since T_i has complexity at most 2W , L ∩ T_i contains at most 4W^2 connected components. Let L^′ ⊂ L ∩ T_i be an interval of length ≥ |T_i|/(4W^2). But since |^d_{dxi} f| ≥ L/n on T_i, we have |f(a) − f(b)| ≥ L|T_i|/(4nW^2), where a and b are the endpoints of L^′. On the other hand, f(a), f(b) ∈ [0, 1]. We conclude that L|T_i| 4nW^2 ≤ |f(a) − f(b)| ≤ 1. Re-arranging we have |T_i| ≤ 4nW^2/L. Summing over i we obtain (3.5).

Lemma 3.4. Let S ⊂ [0, 1]^{n+1} be a set of the form {(x, x_{n+1}) ∈ [0, 1]^{n+1} : x ∈ T, f(x) < x_{n+1} < g(x)}, where

• T ⊂ [0, 1]^n is semi-algebraic of complexity at most W .

• f : T → [0, 1] is smooth.

• there is a polynomial F of degree at most W so that F (x, f(x)) = 0 and ∂_{xn+1} F (x, f(x)) ≠ 0 for all x ∈ T . Let L > 0. Then we can write T = T^′ ∪ T^{′′}, where

• T^′ and T^{′′} are semi-algebraic of complexity O_n(W ).

• |T^′| = O_n(W^2/t).

• f is differentiable on T^{′′}, and |∇f| ≤ L on T^{′′}.

Proof. Let

T^′ = { x ∈ T : n∑ i=1 ( ∂_{xi} F ∂_{xn+1} F )_2 ≥ L^2 } , T^{′′} = T \T^′. By construction, f is differentiable and satisfies |∇f| ≤ L on T^{′′}. By Lemma 3.3 we have |T^′| = O_n(W^2/L).

We are now ready to prove Proposition 3.1.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Apply Theorem 3.2 to S, and let A_1, . . . , A_N be the corresponding cells. For each cell A_i of the form A_i = {(x, x_{n+1}): x ∈ B_i, f_i(x) < x_{n+1} < g_i(x)}, apply Lemma 3.4 to decompose B_i = B^′_i ∪ B^{′′}_i , with L as above; we have that |B^′_i| ≤ L^{−1} Poly(W ), and hence | |^N⋃ i=1 B^′_i | | ≤ L_{−1} Poly(W ). (3.6)

For each index i, write B^{′′}_i = T_i ⊔ C_i, where T_i = {x ∈ B^{′′}_i : |g(x) − f(x)| ≤ u}. We have u|C_i| ≤ |B^{′′}_i | ≤ |S|, and hence ∑ |C_i| ≤ Poly(W )|S|/u. Thus if we define T_0 = ⋃ C_i ∪ ⋃ Y^′_i , then T_0 satisfies (3.2). Finally, we have {(x, x_{n+1}): x ∈ T_i, f_i(x) < x_{n+1} < g_i(x)} ⊂ {(x, x_{n+1}): x ∈ T_i, f_i(x) < x_{n+1} < f_i(x) + u}, and hence (3.1) holds. We have now proved Proposition 3.1, except that our functions f_i are only defined on T_i, rather than [0, 1]^n. Since |∇f_i| < L on T_i, each f_i is L-Lipschitz on T_i. By the Kirszbraun-Valentine Lipschitz extension theorem, we can extend each f_i to a L-Lipschitz function on [0, 1]^n.

3.2 Jet lifts in thin neighborhoods of Lipschitz graphs

Our goal in this section is to prove the following result. In what follows, recall that the jet lift J_j f was given in Definition 2.12.

Proposition 3.5. For each d ≥ 0, ε > 0, there are constants A = A(d) and B = B(d, ε) so that the following holds. Let D, W ≥ 1 and let ρ > 0. Let S ⊂ [0, 1]^{d+2} be a semi-algebraic set of complexity at most W and volume at most ρ. Then for each polynomial f of degree at most D, there is a “bad” set B_f ⊂ [0, 1], which is a union of at most A(DW )^A intervals and has measure at most A(DW )^Aρ^{1/B} , so that the following holds.

Let f, g be polynomials of degree at most D. Suppose there is a point t_0 ∈ [0, 1]\(B_f ∪ B_g) that satisfies

(t_0, J_df(t_0)) ∈ S, (t_0, J_dg(t_0)) ∈ S, |J_df(t_0) − J_dg(t_0)| ≤ ρ. (3.7)

Then there is a number τ ∈ [ρ, ρ^{1/B} ] so that

|f(t) − g(t)| ≤ Aτ, t ∈ [t_0 − τ^ε, t_0 + τ^ε]. (3.8) Furthermore, the value of τ can be selected from a set X ⊂ [ρ, ρ^{1/B} ] (the set X depends only on d, ε, and ρ) that has cardinality d + 1.

Gronwall’s inequality will play an important role in the proof of Proposition 3.5. We will use the following formulation. See e.g. [22] for a discussion and proof of this version.

Theorem 3.6 (Gronwall’s inequality). Let I be an interval, let F, G: I × R^d → R, let t_0 ∈ I, let x̃, ỹ ∈ R^d , and let f, g : I → R satisfy the initial value problems

f^{(d)}(t) = F ( t, J_{d−1}f(t) ) , J_{d−1}f(t_0) = x̃, g^{(d)}(t) = G ( t, J_{d−1}g(t) ) , J_{d−1}g(t_0) = ỹ. (3.9)

Suppose that for t fixed, F is L-Lipschitz in x, i.e. |F (t, x) − F (t, x^′)| ≤ L|x − x^′|, t ∈ I, x, x^′ ∈ R^d . Let ρ > 0. Suppose that |x̃ − ỹ| ≤ ρ, and |F (t, x) − G(t, x)| ≤ ρ, t ∈ I, x ∈ R^d . (3.10) Then |f(t) − g(t)| ≲_d e^{L|I|}ρ, t ∈ I.

The following result is a variant of Theorem 3.6. Instead of requiring that f and g satisfy “nearby” initial value problems, in the sense of (3.10), we require that f satisfies the initial value problem f^{(d)} = F (t, J_{d−1}f), and g almost satisfies this same initial value problem, in the sense that |g^{(d)} − F (t, J_{d−1}g)| is small. The precise statement is as follows.

Lemma 3.7.

• Let d ≥ 1, let I be an interval, and let g ∈ C^d(I).

• Let F : I × R^d → R be L-Lipschitz, let ρ > 0, and suppose that | |g^{(d)}(t) − F (t, J_{d−1}g(t)) | | ≤ ρ, t ∈ I. (3.11) • Let t_0 ∈ I, let ỹ = J_{d−1}g(t_0), and let x̃ ∈ R^d , with |x̃ − ỹ| ≤ ρ.

• Let f : I → R be a solution to the initial value problem

f^{(d)}(t) = F ( t, J_{d−1}f(t) ) , J_{d−1}f(t_0) = x̃. (3.12)

Then |g(t) − f(t)| ≲_d e^{L|I|}ρ, t ∈ I. (3.13) Proof. Define G(t, x) = F (t, x) + e(t), e(t) = g^{(d)}(t) − F ( t, J_{d−1}g(t) ) . The quantity e(t) is intended to measure the error between the initial value problems F and G. Inequality (3.11) says that |e(t)| ≤ ρ for t ∈ I, and thus | |G(t, x) − F (t, x) | | ≤ ρ, t ∈ I, x ∈ R^d . (3.14) But g : I → R is the solution to the initial value problem

g^{(d)}(t) = G ( t, J_{d−1}g(t) ) , J_{d−1}g(t_0) = ỹ. (3.15)

Thus by Theorem 3.6, we have |f(t) − g(t)| ≲_d e^{L|I|}ρ for all t ∈ I. (3.16)

Lemma 3.8.

• Let d ≥ 0, L ≥ 1, let I be an interval of length at most L^{−1}, and let f, g ∈ C^d(I).

• Let F : [0, 1] × R^k → R be L-Lipschitz, let ρ > 0, and suppose that | |f^{(d)}(t) − F (t, J_{d−1}f(t)) | | ≤ ρ, t ∈ I, | |g^{(d)}(t) − F (t, J_{d−1}g(t)) | | ≤ ρ, t ∈ I. (3.17)

• Suppose there is t_0 ∈ I so that |J_df(t_0) − J_dg(t_0)| ≤ ρ. (3.18)

Then |f(t) − g(t)| ≲_d ρ, t ∈ I. (3.19)

Proof. If d = 0 then (3.19) follows from (3.17) and the triangle inequality.

Suppose instead that d ≥ 1. Define z = 1 2 [ J_{d−1}f(t_0) + J_{d−1}g(t_0) ] . By (3.18), we have | |z − J_{d−1}f(t_0) | | ≤ ρ/2. We now apply Lemma 3.7. Let h: I → R be the solution to the initial value problem

h^{(d)}(t) = F ( t, J_{d−1}h(t) ) , J_{d−1}h(t_0) = z. By Lemma 3.7, we have |h(t) − f(t)| ≲_d ρ for t ∈ I. But note that the construction of h is symmetric in the functions f and g, and thus we also have |h(t) − g(t)| ≲_d ρ for t ∈ I. The conclusion (3.19) now follows from the triangle inequality.

With these tools, we are now ready to prove the main result in this section.

Proof of Proposition 3.5. Without loss of generality, we may suppose that ε ≤ 1; otherwise we can replace ε by 1 and the conclusion remains valid. Let L_0 = ρ^{−ε/2}, and for each i = 1, . . . , d, define L_i = L^{ε/2}_{i−1}. For each index i, define ρ_i = L^{−1/ε}_i . We will select the quantity B(d, ε) sufficiently large so that ρ_d ≥ ρ^{1/B} . With B selected in this way, we have ρ_i ∈ [ρ, ρ^{1/B} ], 0 ≤ i ≤ d. (3.20) We will define an iterative decomposition of S, which will take d steps; “L_i” will be the allowable Lipschitz constant, and ρ_i will be the allowable thickness at stage i of the constriction.

For the first step, apply Proposition 3.1 to S with L_0 in place of L, and u = ρ_0; we obtain sets S^0_1 , . . . , S^0_{N0} ; and a set S^0_0 ; each set S^0_i is contained in the ρ_0 neighborhood of a L_0-Lipschitz graph, and S^0_0 ⊂ T^0_0 × [0, 1], with |T^0_0 | ≲ L^{−1}_0 + |S|ρ^{−1}_0 . Since |S| ≤ ρ and ε ≤ 1, Our choice of L_0 and ρ_0 ensures that L^{−1}_0 ≤ |S|ρ^{−1}_0 , and hence |T^0_0 | ≲ L^{−1}_0 .

For the i-th step of our decomposition, we apply Proposition 3.1 to T^{i−1}_0 with L_i in place of L, and u = ρ_i; we obtain sets S^i_1, . . . , S^i_{N2} ; and a set S^i_0; each set S^i_j is contained in the ρ_i neighborhood of a L_i-Lipschitz graph, and S^i_0 ⊂ T^i_0 × [0, 1], with

|T^i_0| ≲ L^{−1}_i + |T^{i−1}_0 |ρ^{−1}_i ≲ L^{−1}_i + L^{−1}_{i−1}ρ^{−1}_i = L^{−1}_i + L^{−2/ε}_i L^{1/ε}_i ≤ 2L^{−1}_i , (3.21)

Where the first inequality is the conclusion of Proposition 3.1; the second inequality used (3.21) with i − 1 in place of i; and the third equality used the definition of L_{i−1}. Note that the (iterated) use of implicit constants in these inequalities is harmless, since the iteration only occurs d times.

After this process is complete, we have a covering of S of the form S ⊂ d⋃ i=0

N_i⋃

j=1 ( S^i_j × [0, 1]^i ) , (3.22)

where S^i_j ⊂ [0, 1]^{d+2−i} is the vertical ρ_i neighborhood of a L_i-Lipschitz graph (we denote the associated Lipschitz function by G^i_j ) above a set T^i_j ⊂ [0, 1]^{d+1−i}.

We would like to claim that if f and g are two polynomials that satisfy (3.7) at some point t_0 ∈ [0, 1], then the corresponding points ( t_0, J_df(t_0) ) and ( t_0, J_dg(t_0) ) must be contained in a common set of the form S^i_j × [0, 1]^i from the decomposition (3.22). Unfortunately this need not be true, since even though (3.7) guarantees that the points J_df(t_0) and J_dg(t_0) are nearby, they might nonetheless be contained in different sets from (3.7).

To handle this annoyance, we will expand each set S^i_j slightly: define (S^i_j )^∗ to be the vertical ρ_i + ρ neighborhood of the Lipschitz graph G^i_j above the ρ-neighborhood of T^i_j . Then, if f and g satisfy (3.7) at t_0, and if ( t_0, J_df(t_0) ) ∈ S^i_j × [0, 1]^i, then ( t_0, J_dg(t_0) ) ∈ (S^i_j )^∗ × [0, 1]^i. We will see below why this is useful.

Our next task is to define the “bad” set B_f from the statement of Proposition 3.5. Let f be a polynomial of degree ≤ D. Let J_f = { t ∈ [0, 1]: ( t, J_df(t) ) ∈ S } . J_f is semi-algebraic of complexity (DW )^{O(1)}, and hence is a union of O(DW )^{O(1)} intervals. We will further sub-divide these intervals into a collection of intervals I_f with the following properties. First, J_f = ⋃ J∈I_f J. Second, for each J ∈ I_f and each set of the form X = S^i_j × [0, 1]^i from the decomposition (3.22), we either have ( t, J_df(t) ) ∈ X for all t ∈ J, or ( t, J_df(t) ) ∉ X for all t ∈ J. Third, the same holds true for each set of the form X = (S^i_j )^∗ × [0, 1]^i, where (S^i_j )^∗ is the expansion of the set S^i_j described in the previous paragraph.

The set I_f has cardinality O(DW )^{O(1)}. For each closed interval J = [a, b] ∈ I_f , if |J| ≤ L^{−1}_d then define Ends(J) = J. If |J| > L^{−1}_d , then define Ends(J) = [a, a + L^{−1}_d ] ∪ [b − L^{−1}_d , b]. Define Ends(J) analogously for intervals of the form (a, b], [a, b) and (a, b).

Define B_f = ⋃ J∈J_f Ends(J).

If we define the quantity A = A(d) appropriately, then B_f is a union of at most A(DW )^A intervals, and has measure at most A(DW )^AL^{−1}_d ≤ A(DW )^Aρ^{1/B} .

Our final task is to show that B_f satisfies the conclusion of Proposition 3.5. Let f, g be polynomials of degree at most D, and suppose there is t_0 ∈ [0, 1]\(B_f ∪ B_g ) that satisfies (3.7). By (3.22), there is an index i and a set S^i_j × [0, 1]^i that contains ( t_0, J_df(t_0) ) . But (3.7) implies that the expanded set (S^i_j )^∗ × [0, 1]^i must contain both ( t_0, J_df(t_0) ) and ( t_0, J_dg(t_0) ) . Furthermore, since t_0 ∉ B_f ∪ B_g, if we define I = [t_0 − L^{−1}_i , t_0 + L^{−1}_i ] ⊂ [t_0 − L^{−1}_d , t_0 + L^{−1}_d ], then ( t, J_df(t) ) ∈ (S^i_j )^∗ × [0, 1]^i and ( t, J_dg(t) ) ∈ (S^i_j )^∗ × [0, 1]^i, t ∈ I. (3.23)

Since S^i_j is contained in the vertical ρ_i + ρ ≤ 2ρ_i (recall (3.20)) neighborhood of the L_i-Lipschitz function G^i_j , (3.23) implies that | f^{(d−i+1)}(t) − G(t, J_{d−i}f(t) | ≤ 2ρ_i, t ∈ I, |g^{(d−i+1)}(t) − G(t, J_{d−i}g(t)| ≤ 2ρ_i, t ∈ I. (3.24)

Apply Lemma 3.8 with 2ρ_i in place of ρ, and L_i in place of L—The function G from (3.24) has Lipschitz constant at most L_i, and the interval I has length L^{−1}_i . The conclusion (3.19) of Lemma 3.8 says that |f(t) − g(t)| ≲_d ρ_i, t ∈ I. This is exactly conclusion (3.8), provided we select A = A(d) sufficiently large.

3.3 Proof of Proposition 2.24

Let F = ⋃ R∈R F (R). Apply Proposition 3.5 to S, with d = k −1; ε = 1/(k +1); and ρ = max(δ^ε, C_0δ^{1/k}). If we choose the constant C_0 = C_0(k) appropriately, then by Lemma 2.14 we can ensure that whenever f, g ∈ F are tangent to a common rectangle R = R(I) from R, there is a point t_0 ∈ I with |J_{k−1}f(t_0)−J_{k−1}g(t_0)| ≤ ρ.

For each f ∈ F , we obtain a bad set B_f , which is a union of at most A(DW )^A intervals and has measure at most A(DW )^Aρ^{1/B} ≤ A(DW )^Aδ^{ε/B} . Note that the quantities A and B only depend on k (B depends on the quantity “ε” from the statement of Proposition 2.24, but we have selected ε = 1/(k + 1)). Thus if η = η(ε, k) is selected sufficiently small, then by (2.18) we have #{R = R(I) ∈ R(f): I ∩ B_f ≠ ∅} ≤ 1 2 #R(f). (3.25)

Thus by pigeonholing, there exists a rectangle R = R(I) ∈ R so that #{f ∈ F (R): I ∩ B_f = ∅} ≥ 1 2 #F (R). (3.26)

Fix such a rectangle R, and let F^′(R) denote the set on the LHS of (3.26). For each f, g ∈ F^′(R), there is a point t_0 ∈ I and a scale τ = τ(f, g) ∈ X (recall that X ⊂ [ρ, ρ^{1/B} ] has cardinality at most d + 1 = k) so that

|f(t) − g(t)| ≤ Aτ, t ∈ [t_0 − τ^{1/(k+1)}, t_0 + τ^{1/(k+1)}] ⊂ I_τ , (3.27)

where I_τ is the interval of length τ^{1/(k+1)} with the same midpoint as I.

By pigeonholing, we can select a choice of τ ∈ X; a choice of f ∈ F^′(R); and a set F^{′′}(R) ⊂ F^′(R) with #F^{′′}(R) ≥ k^{−1}(#F^′(R)), so that (3.27) holds for this choice of τ, for all g ∈ F^{′′}(R).

To finish the proof, define R_1 = R^f (I_τ ), then R_1 ⊃ R is a (τ; k + 1) rectangle; g ∼ R_1 for all g ∈ F^{′′}(R); and #F^{′′}(R) ≳ #F (R).

4 From rectangle tangencies to maximal functions

In this section we will use Theorem 2.6 to prove Proposition 4.4. Our proof will follow the outline sketched in Section 1.7. The next result helps us find the scale “ρ” discussed in the proof sketch (in what follows, this quantity will be called δ^′). Our proofs will involve repeated use of dyadic pigeonholing, which will induce refinements by factors of (log 1/δ)^{O(1)} (recall that O(1) denotes a quantity that may depend on k). To simplify notation, we will write A ⪅ B if A ≲ (log 1/δ)^{O(1)}B.

Proposition 4.1. Let k ≥ 2 and let ε, η > 0. Then there exists δ_0 > 0 such that the following is true for all δ ∈ (0, δ_0]. Let F be a set of functions, each of which has C^k norm at most 1. For each f ∈ F , let Y (f) ⊂ f^δ be a shading of f. Suppose that for every x ∈ [0, 1]^2, every ρ ≥ δ, every T ∈ [1, 1/ρ] and every (ρ; k; T ) rectangle R containing x, we have #{f ∈ F : x ∈ Y (f), f ∼ R} ≤ δ^{−η} T^{−ε}#{f ∈ F : x ∈ Y (f)}. (4.1) Then there exists a sub-shading Y^′(f) ⊂ Y (f) for each f ∈ F ; a scale δ^′ ∈ [δ, 1]; a set R of pairwise incomparable (δ^′; k) rectangles; a number μ; and for each R ∈ R, a set F (R) ⊂ {f ∈ F : f ∼ R} of size μ, such that the following holds (A) ∫ [0,1]^2 ( ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y (f )} ) k+1_k ≤ δ^{−O(η)} ∑ R∈R ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F (R) χ_Y ′_{(f )} ) k+1_k . (4.2)

(B) Either #R = 1, or for every R ∈ R, every ρ ∈ [δ^′, 1], every T ∈ [1, 1/ρ], and every (ρ; k; T ) rectangle R^′ ⊃ R, we have #{f ∈ F (R): f ∼ R^′} ≤ (δ^′)^{−2η}T^{−ε}μ. (4.3) (C) For every R = R(I) ∈ R, let F̃ (R) = {f_R : f ∈ F (R)} and let Ỹ^′(f̃) = ϕ^R(Y^′(f) ∩ R) (recall Definition 2.16). Then for every point x, every ρ ≥ δ/δ^′, every T ∈ [1, 1/ρ], and every (ρ; k − 1; T ) rectangle R^′ containing x, we have #{f̃ ∈ F̃ (R): x ∈ Ỹ^′(f̃), f̃ ∼ R^′} ⪅_ε T^{−η/2}#{f̃ ∈ F̃ (R): x ∈ Ỹ^′(f̃)}. (4.4) In brief, Item (A) says that the L^{k+1k} norm of ∑ χ_{Y (f )} can be broken into pieces localized to the rectangles in R. Item (B) says that the rectangles in R are μ-rich and ε-robustly broad with error at most (δ^′)^{−2η} . Item (C) says that for each R ∈ R, the functions in F (R) satisfy a (re-scaled) version of the hypotheses (4.1) from Proposition 4.1, except ε has been replaced by η/2, and δ^{−η} has been replaced by O_ε(log 1/δ)^{O(1)}.

Proof. Step 1: A two-ends reduction. Let A = O(1) be a constant to be specified below (the reason for introducing the constant A will be explained at the beginning of Step 2). For each x ∈ [0, 1]^2, let t(x) be the infimum of all numbers t ≥ δ such that there exists a (t; k; A) rectangle R containing x with #{f : x ∈ Y (f), f ∼ R} ≥ t^{η/2}#{f : x ∈ Y (f)}. (4.5) This set of numbers is non-empty, since it contains t = 1, and it is bounded below by δ. For each x ∈ [0, 1]^2 there exists a (t(x); k; A) rectangle R containing x that satisfies a variant of (4.5) where the RHS has been weakened by a factor of 2. Denote this rectangle by R(x).

After dyadic pigeonholing, we can select a number t ∈ [δ, 1], an integer ν ≥ 1, and a sub-shading Y_1(f) ⊂ Y (f) for each f ∈ F such that the following holds

• For each x ∈ ⋃ f Y_1(f), we have ν ≤ #{f : x ∈ Y_1(f)} < 2ν; #{f : x ∈ Y (f)} ≤ δ^{−η/2}ν; and t ≤ t(x) < 2t. • If f ∈ F and x ∈ Y_1(f), then f ∼ R(x). • ∫ [0,1]^2 ( ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y (f )} ) k+1_k ⪅ δ^{− η2 ( k+1k )} ∫ [0,1]^2 ( ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y1(f )} ) k+1_k . (4.6)

• For each x ∈ [0, 1]^2, each ρ ∈ [δ, t], and each (ρ; k) rectangle R containing x, we have #{f ∈ F : x ∈ Y_1(f), f ∼ R} ≤ 2 (ρ t )_{η/2} #{f ∈ F : x ∈ Y_1(f)}. (4.7)

By (4.1), for every x ∈ ⋃ f Y_1(f), every ρ ≥ δ, every T ∈ [1, 1/ρ], and every (ρ; k; T ) rectangle R containing x, we have #{f ∈ F : x ∈ Y_1(f), f ∼ R} ≤ #{f ∈ F : x ∈ Y (f), f ∼ R} ≤ δ^{−η/2}T^{−ε}#{f ∈ F : x ∈ Y (f)} ≤ 2δ^{− 32 η} T^{−ε}ν. (4.8)

Step 2: Clustering into rectangles. Our goal in this step is to find a set of rectangles R_0 so that Item (A) is satisfied. The idea is as follows: We choose δ^′ ∼ t and select a (maximal) set of pairwise incomparable (δ^′; k) rectangles R_0. For each point x ∈ R^2 , the rectangle R(x) from Step 1 will be comparable to some rectangle R ∈ R_0. If x ∈ Y_1(f), then f ∼ R(x) and thus (one might hope!) f ∼ R. Thus we would have the pointwise inequality ( ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y1(f )}(x) )_p ≲ ( ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_{Y1(f )}(x) )_p , (4.9)

and (4.2) would follow. The only problem with the above argument is that if f ∼ R(x) and R(x) ∼ R, it is almost true that f ∼ R, but not quite—we only have that f is tangent to a slight thickening of R. It is to deal with this technical annoyance that we introduced the number A = O(1) above.

Let δ^′ = (At)^{1/k} , i.e. a (δ^′; k) rectangle can be thought of as a (t; k; A) rectangle that has been thickened by a (multiplicative) factor of A^{1/k} in the vertical direction. If the constant A = O(1) is selected appropriately, then we can find a set R_0 of (δ^′; k) rectangles with the following properties: (i) for each R ∈ R_0, at most O(1) rectangles from R_0 are comparable to R. (ii) Let x ∈ R^2 , and let R(x) be a (t; k; A) rectangle from Step 1. Write R(x) = R^g(I), and let R^′(x) ⊃ R(x) be the (δ^′; k) rectangle obtained by taking the vertical δ^′ neighborhood of g above I (i.e. R^′(x) is the rectangle obtained by thickening R(x) in the vertical direction). Let f ∈ F with x ∈ Y_1(f), and hence f ∼ R(x). Then there exists a rectangle R_0 ∈ R_0 that is comparable to R^′(x), and satisfies f ∼ R_0.

Item (i) implies that for each f ∈ F , the sets {f^δ ∩ R : R ∈ R, f ∼ R} are pairwise O(1)-overlapping. Item (ii) says that (4.9) holds if we replace the term on the RHS by a sum over the O(1) rectangles in R_0 that are comparable to R^′(x). Thus we have ∫ [0,1]^2 ( ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y1 (f )} ) k+1_k ≲ ∑ R∈R_0 ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_Y ′_{(f )} ) k+1_k ∼ ∑ R∈R_0 ν^{k+1k} | |R ∩ ⋃ f ∈F f ∼R Y_1(f) | |. (4.10)

After refining R_0 by a O(1) factor, we can ensure that for each f ∈ F , the sets {f^δ ∩ R : R ∈ R_0, f ∼ R} are disjoint, and (4.10) remains true (with a new implicit constant) for this refined collection R_0.

After dyadic pigeonholing, we can select numbers λ > 0 and μ ≥ 1, and a set R_1 ⊂ R_0 so that if we define Y_2(f) = Y_1(f) ∩ ⋃ R∈R_0 λ≤|R∩Y_1(f )|<2λ R, (4.11)

then the following three items are true.

• For each R ∈ R_1 we have ∫ R ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_{Y1(f )} ⪅ ∫ R ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_{Y2(f )}, (4.12)

and since ν ≤ ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_{Y1 (f )}(x) < 2ν for x ∈ ⋃ f ∈F f ∼R Y_1(f),

by (4.12) and Hölder we have ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_{Y1(f )} ) k+1_k ⪅ ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_{Y2 (f )} ) k+1_k . (4.13)

• For each R ∈ R_1 we have μ ≤ #{f ∈ F : f ∼ R, Y_2(f) ∩ R ≠ ∅} < 2μ. (4.14) • ∑ R∈R_0 ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_{Y1(f )} ) k+1_k ⪅ ∑ R∈R_1 ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_{Y2(f )} ) k+1_k . (4.15)

For each R ∈ R_1, let F (R) ⊂ {f ∈ F : f ∼ R, Y_2(f) ∩ R ≠ ∅} be a set of size μ. We now (briefly) divide into cases. Case 1: If δ^′ ≤ δ^η then define R = R_1. This is the main case.

Case 2: If δ^′ > δ^η , then since #R_1 ≤ R_0 ≲ (δ^′)^{−O(1)} ≲ δ^{−O(η)}, we can select R_1 ∈ R_1 with ∑ R∈R_1 ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F f ∼R χ_{Y2(f )} ) k+1_k ≤ δ^{−O(η)} ∫ R_1 ( ∑ f ∈F f ∼R_1 χ_{Y2(f )} ) k+1_k . (4.16)

Define R = {R_1}.

We will show that in both Case 1 and Case 2, Item (B) is satisfied. In Case 2, we have #R = 1 and Item (B) is satisfied. Suppose instead we are in Case 1, i.e. δ^′ ∈ [δ, δ^η]; we will establish (4.3). Let ρ ∈ [δ^′, 1], T ∈ [1, 1/ρ], let R ∈ R, and let R^′ ⊃ R be a (ρ; k; T ) rectangle. Suppose #{f ∈ F (R): f ∼ R^′} = ωμ, for some ω > 0. To show that Item (B) is satisfied, we need to prove that

ω ≤ (δ^′)^{−2η} T^{−ε}. (4.17)

We have ∫ R ∑ f ∈F (R) f ∼R^′ χ_{Y2(f )} ≥ ωλμ ≥ 1 2 ω ∫ R ∑ f ∈F (R) χ_{Y2(f )} ⪆ ω ∫ R ∑ f ∈F (R) χ_{Y1 (f )} ⪆ ων | | |R ∩ ⋃ f ∈F (R) Y_1(f) | | |, (4.18)

where the first two inequalities used the definition of λ and the shading Y_2 from (4.11), and the third inequality used (4.12). The integral on the LHS of (4.18) is supported on the set W = R ∩ ⋃ f ∈F (R) f ∼R^′ Y_2(f) ⊂ R ∩ ⋃ f ∈F (R) Y_1(f). (4.19)

Thus comparing the left and right sides of (4.18), we conclude that there exists a point x ∈ W with ∑ f ∈F (R) f ∼R^′ χ_{Y2 (f )}(x) ⪆ ων.

For this point x, we have #{f ∈ F : x ∈ Y_1(f), f ∼ R^′} ≥ #{f ∈ F : x ∈ Y_2(f), f ∼ R^′} ⪆ ων. (4.20) Comparing (4.8) and (4.20), we obtain (4.17), provided δ_0 = δ_0(ε, η) is selected sufficiently small—here we use the assumption that δ^′ ≤ δ^η to dominate the implicit constant (log 1/δ)^{O(1)} in (4.20) by (δ^′)^{−η/4}. At this point, we have established Item (B).

Step 3: Refining the shading. Our next task is to establish Item (C). After dyadic pigeonholing, there exists a number ν_1 ≤ ν so that if we define

Y^′(f) = ⋃ R : f ∈F (R) { x ∈ Y_2(f) ∩ R : ν_1 ≤ ∑ g∈F (R) χ_{Y2(g)}(x) < 2ν_1 } ,

then ∑ R∈R ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F (R) χ_{Y2(f )} ) k+1_k ⪅ ∑ R∈R ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F (R) χ_Y ′_{(f )} ) k+1_k . (4.21)

We have ν_1 ⪆ ν, and thus by (4.7), for each x ∈ [0, 1]^2 each ρ ∈ [δ/δ^′, 1], and each (ρδ^′; k) rectangle R^′ containing x, we have #{f ∈ F (R): x ∈ Y^′(f), f ∼ R^′} ≤ ρ^{η/2}ν ⪅ ρ^{η/2}ν_1 ⪅ ρ^{η/2}#{f ∈ F (R): x ∈ Y^′(f)}. (4.22) We will see how this establishes Item (C). Fix a rectangle R = R(I) ∈ R, and let F̃ (R) and {Ỹ^′(f̃): f̃ ∈ F̃ (R)} be the sets defined in Part (C) of the statement of Proposition 4.1. Under this re-scaling, the inequality (4.22) becomes the following: For each x ∈ [0, 1]^2 each ρ ∈ [δ/δ^′, 1], and each (ρ; k) rectangle R^′ containing x, we have #{f̃ ∈ F̃ (R): x ∈ Ỹ^′(f), f̃ ∼ R^′} ⪅ ρ^{η/2}#{f̃ ∈ F̃ (R): x ∈ Ỹ^′(f̃)}. (4.23) To show that Item (C) is satisfied, let x ∈ [0, 1]^2, ρ ∈ [δ/δ^′, 1], T ∈ [1/ρ, 1], and let R^′ be a (ρ; k − 1; T ) rectangle containing x. By Lemma B.4, the functions {f̃ ∈ F̃ (R): x ∈ Ỹ^′(f), f̃ ∼ R^′} are all tangent to a curvlinear rectangle of dimensions Aτ × τ^{1/k} , where A = O(1) and τ = min(ρ, T^{−k}). Thus by Lemma B.5, at least a ≳ 1 fraction of these rectangles are tangent to a common (τ; k) rectangle R^{′′}, which contains x, i.e. #{f̃ ∈ F̃ (R): x ∈ Ỹ^′(f), f̃ ∼ R^′} ≲ #{f̃ ∈ F̃ (R): x ∈ Ỹ^′(f), f̃ ∼ R^{′′}}. The size of the latter set is controlled by (4.23). Thus we have

#{f̃ ∈ F̃ (R): x ∈ Ỹ^′(f), f̃ ∼ R^′} ⪅ τ^{η/2}#{f̃ ∈ F̃ (R): x ∈ Ỹ^′(f̃)} ≲ max(ρ^{−η/2}, T^{−kη/2})#{f̃ ∈ F̃ (R): x ∈ Ỹ^′(f̃)} ≤ T^{−η/2}#{f̃ ∈ F̃ (R): x ∈ Ỹ^′(f̃)}, where the second inequality used the fact that T ≤ ρ^{−1} and k ≥ 1. This establishes Item (C).

Finally, by chaining inequalities (4.6), (4.10), (4.15), (4.16), and (4.21), we see that Item (A) is satisfied.

Next, we will show how Proposition 4.1 and Theorem 2.6 can be combined to prove Proposition 4.4, which is a variant of Theorem 1.9 where the non-concentration condition on F is replaced by a (local) two-ends type non-concentration condition on the set of curves passing through each point. Before stating the result, we recall the following definition from [24].

Definition 4.2. Let (M, d) be a metric space. Let α, δ, C > 0. A set E ⊂ M is called a (δ, α; C)-set if for all r ≥ δ and all metric balls B of radius r, we have E_δ(E ∩ B) ≤ C(r/δ)^α, where E_δ(X) denotes the δ-covering number of the set X. In informal settings, we will sometimes abbreviate this to (δ, α)-set.

Our proof below involves an anisotropic rescaling, which sends a (ρ; k) rectangle to the unit square. Such a rescaling distorts (δ, α)-sets into slightly more complicated objects. The next definition describes a class of set that is preserved (as a class) under this type of rescaling.

Definition 4.3. Let δ, τ, α > 0 and C ≥ 1. Let f : [0, 1] → R. We say a set Y (f) ⊂ f^δ is a δ-thick shading striped by a (τ; α; C)-set if Y (f) is contained in a set of the form f^δ ∩ (E × R), where E ⊂ [0, 1] is a (τ; α; C)-set.

The shadings Y (f) from the statement of Theorem 1.9 are δ-thick shadings striped by (δ, α; δ^{−η})-sets, i.e. τ = δ. However, we gain some additional flexibility by allowing δ and τ to differ. We exploit this flexibility as follows. Suppose Y (f) ⊂ f^δ is a δ-thick shading striped by a (τ; α; C)-set. Suppose furthermore that R = R(I) is a (δ^′; k) rectangle, and f ∼ R. Let f̃ = f_R in the sense of Definition 2.16, and let Ỹ (f̃) = ϕR(Y (f) ∩ R). Since this rescaling is anisotropic, it affects δ and τ differently—Ỹ (f̃) is a δ/δ′-thick shading striped by a (τ/δ^{1/k} , α; C)-set. This observation will play an important role in the proof below.

Proposition 4.4. Let k ≥ 1, 0 ≤ α ≤ 1, and let ε > 0. Then there exists η > 0 such that the following is true for all δ, τ > 0. Let F be a set of polynomials of degree at most δ^{−η} , each of which has C^k norm at most 1. For each f ∈ F , let Y (f) be a δ-thick shading striped by a (τ, α; δ^{−η} )-set. Suppose that for all x ∈ [0, 1]^2, all ρ ∈ [δ, 1], all T ∈ [1, 1/ρ], and all (ρ; k; T ) rectangles R containing x, we have #{f ∈ F : x ∈ Y (f), f ∼ R} ≤ δ^{−η} T^{−ε}#{f ∈ F : x ∈ Y (f)}. (4.24) Then ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} ≲α,ε δ^{−ε}δ^{k+αk+1} τ^{k(1−α)k+1} (#F ). (4.25)

Proof. We prove the result by induction on k.

The base case. We begin with the base case k = 1. After dyadic pigeonholing and replacing each shading Y (f) by a refinement Y_1(f), we may suppose that there is a number μ so that μ ≤ ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y1 (f )}(x) < 2μ for all x ∈ X, X = ⋃ f ∈F Y_1(f).

(4.24) remains true with Y_1 in place of Y , and it suffices to establish (4.25) (with ε/2 in place of ε) for the shading Y_1. By (4.24) with ρ = 2δ and T = 2^{1/ε}δ^{−η/ε}, we have that for each x ∈ X, there are ≳ μ^2 pairs f, g ∈ F with the following two properties: (i) x ∈ Y_1(f) ∩ Y_1(g), and (ii): the connected component of f^δ ∩ g^δ containing x projects to an interval of length at most 2^{1/ε}δ^{1−η/ε} on the x_1-axis; denote this interval by I(f, g). Let T be the set of triples (x, f, g) ∈ X × F^2, where the pair f, g satisfy items (i) and (ii). Then |T | ∼ μ^2X, where | · | denotes the product of two-dimensional Lebesgue measure on X and counting measure on F^2.

For each f, g ∈ F , we have |{x ∈ X : (x, f, g) ∈ T }| ≤ |Y_1(f) ∩ Y_1(g)| ≤ |Y_1(f) ∩ (graph f|_{I(f,g)})^δ |, where (graph f|_{I(f,g)})^δ denotes the δ neighborhood of the graph of f, restricted to the interval I(f, g); recall that this interval has length O_ε(δ^{1−η/ε}). Since Y_1(f) is a δ-thick shadings striped by a (τ, α; δ^{−η} )-set, we have

|Y_1(f) ∩ (graph f|_{I(f,g)})^δ | ≲_ε { (δτ) ( δ^{−η} (δ^{1−η/ε}/τ)^α ) , δ^{1−η/ε} ≥ τ δ^{2−η/ε}, δ^{1−η/ε} ≤ τ } ≤ δ^{1+α−η/ε}τ^{1−α}.

Since f and g are polynomials of degree at most δ^{−η} , we have that f^δ ∩ g^δ is a union of O(δ^{−η} ) connected components, and thus each pair f, g ∈ F can contribute to T above O(δ^{−η} ) intervals. Hence |T | ≲_ε δ^{1+α−2η/ε}τ^{1−α}(#F )^2. On the other hand, we have |X| ≤ μ^{−2}|T |, and thus |X| ≲ δ^{1+α−2η/ε}τ^{1−α} ( #F μ )_2

. (4.26)

If we select η ≤ ε^2/4, then (4.26) implies (4.25) (with ε/2 in place of ε, as required above).

The induction step Suppose that k ≥ 2 and that the result has been established for k − 1. Fix 0 ≤ α ≤ 1 and ε > 0. Let η > 0 be a quantity to be specified below, let δ, τ > 0, and let F and Y (f) satisfy the hypotheses of Proposition 4.4 with this value of η. First, let δ_0 > 0 be a small quantity to be chosen below, which depends on k and ε. We may suppose that δ ≤ δ_0, since otherwise (4.25) is trivial, provided we choose the implicit constant sufficiently large.

Let ε_1 = ε/2. Let η_1 = η_1(k, ε_1) be the output from Theorem 2.6, with ε_1 in place of ε. We will select η > 0 sufficiently small so that η ≤ η_1. Thus the shadings {Y (f): f ∈ F } satisfy Hypothesis (4.1) of Proposition 4.1 with ε_1 in place of ε and η_1 in place of η. Applying Proposition 4.1, we get a sub-shading Y^′(f) ⊂ Y (f); a scale δ^′ ∈ [δ, 1]; a set R of (δ^′, k) rectangles; sets F (R), R ∈ R; and a multiplicity μ ≤ #F .

By Item (B), either R = 1, or (provided we choose δ_0 sufficiently small depending on k and ε_1) we can apply Theorem 2.6 (recall that we selected η_1 sufficiently small to ensure that Theorem 2.6 can be applied) to conclude that #R ≤ δ^{−ε1} ( #F μ ) k+1_k . (4.27)

We next explore the consequences of Item (C) from Proposition 4.1. We first consider the case where δ^′ ≤ δ^{1−ε1} . By Item (A) from Proposition 4.1, we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖ k+1 k k+1 k ≤ δ^{−O(η1)} ∑ R∈R ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F (R) χ_Y ′_{(f )} ) k+1_k

≲ { δ^{−O(η1 )}(#R)μ^{k+1k} (δτ) ( δ^{−η}(δ^{1/k} /τ)^α ) , τ ≤ δ^{1/k} δ^{−O(η1 )}(#R)μ^{k+1k} δ^{k+1k} , τ > δ^{1/k} ≲ δ^{−ε/2−O(η1 )}δ^{k+αk} τ^{1−α}(#F )^{k+1k} ,

(4.28)

and we have established (4.25) and completed the proof, provided we select η_1 sufficiently small depending on ε and k, and provided we select the implicit constant in (4.25) sufficiently large depending on ε and k.

For the remainder of the proof we will consider the case where δ^′ < δ^{1−ε1} , so in particular the implicit constant O_{ε1} (log 1/δ)^{O(1)} from (4.4) is bounded by O_{ε1} (log^1_{δ/δ′} )^{O(1)}. Recall that by Item (C), the sets F (R) and Y^′(f), f ∈ F (R) satisfy (4.4). For each R ∈ R, let F̃ (R) and Ỹ^′(f) be as defined in Item (C) of Proposition 4.1.

If δ_0 (and thus δ/δ^′) is sufficiently small, then F̃ (R) and Ỹ^′(f) will satisfy the induction hypothesis (4.24) with the parameters changed as follows:

• k is replaced by k − 1.

• δ is replaced by δ̃ = δ/δ^′.

• τ is replaced by τ̃ = τ/(δ^′)^{1/k}

• The functions f ∈ F are polynomials of degree δ^{−η} ≤ δ̃^{−η/ε1} , each of which have C^k norm at most 1.

• The shadings Ỹ^′(f) are δ̃-thick shadings striped by a (τ̃ ; α; δ̃^{−η/ε1} )-set.

• The shadings Ỹ^′(f) satisfy (4.24), with T^{−η1/2} in place of T^{−ε}, and O_{ε1} (log 1/δ̃)^{O(1)} in place of δ^{−η} .

It is now time to apply the induction hypothesis: we apply Proposition 4.4 with k − 1 in place of k; α unchanged; and η_1/2 in place of ε. Let η_2 be the output from this proposition. If η > 0 is selected sufficiently small, then η/ε_1 ≤ η_2. This means that the functions f ∈ F are polynomials of degree at most δ̃^{−η2} , and the shadings Ỹ^′(f) are striped by (τ̃ ; α; δ̃^{−η2} )-sets. If δ_0 and thus δ̃ are sufficiently small, then the quantity O_{ε1} (log 1/δ̃)^{O(1)} from the final item above is at most δ̃^{−η2} . Thus we can use the induction hypotheses to conclude that ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F̃ (R) χ_Ỹ ′_{(f )} ‖ ‖ ‖_{kk−1} ≲ δ^{−η1/4}δ̃^{k−1+αk} τ̃^{(1−α)(k−1)k} (#F (R)). (4.29)

We also have the L^1 bound ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F̃ (R) χ_Ỹ ′_{(f )} ‖ ‖ ‖_1 ≤ δ^{−η}δ̃τ̃^{1−α}(#F (R)). (4.30)

Interpolating (4.29) and (4.30) and recalling the definition of δ̃ and τ̃ (and the fact that η ≤ η_1), we have ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F̃ (R) χ_Ỹ ′_{(f )} ‖ ‖ k+1 k k+1 k ≤ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F̃ (R) χ_Ỹ ′_{(f )} ‖ ‖ 1 k 1 ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F̃ (R) χ_Ỹ ′_{(f )} ‖ ‖_{kk−1} ≤ δ^{−η1} (δ^′)^{− k+1k} δ^{k+αk} τ^{1−α}(#F ).

Undoing the scaling that mapped R to the unit square (this scaling distorted volumes by a factor of (δ^′)^{k+1k} ), and recalling that #F (R) = μ for each R ∈ R, we conclude that ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F (R) χ_Y ′_{(f )} ) k+1_k ≲ δ^{−2η1} δ^{k+αk} τ^{1−α}μ^{k+1k} . (4.31)

Combining Item (A) from Proposition 4.1 and (4.31), we conclude that ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖ k+1 k k+1 k ≲_ε δ^{−O(η)} ∑ R∈R ∫ R ( ∑ f ∈F (R) χ_Y ′_{(f )} ) k+1_k

≲ δ^{−O(η)−2η1} (#R)δ^{k+αk} τ^{1−α}μ^{k+1k} ≤ δ^{−O(η)−2η1 −ε/2}δ^{k+αk} τ^{1−α}(#F )^{k+1k} . (4.32)

If we select η_1 and η sufficiently small (depending on ε and k), then the term δ^{−O(η)−δ−2η1 −ε/2} has size at most δ^{−ε}. This establishes (4.25) and closes the induction.

5 Proof of Theorem 1.9

In this section, we will prove the following slightly more technical variant of Theorem 1.9.

Theorem 1.9^′. Let k ≥ 1, let I be a compact interval, and let F ⊂ C^∞(I) be uniformly smooth and forbid k–th order tangency. Let 0 < β ≤ α ≤ 1, and let ε > 0. Then there exists η > 0 and δ_0 > 0 so that the following is true for all δ ∈ (0, δ_0]. Let F ⊂ F be a (δ, β; δ^{−η})-set (here F is given the usual metric on C^k(I)). For each f ∈ F , let Y (f) ⊂ f^δ be a (δ, α; δ^{−η})-set (here we use the usual Euclidean metric on R^2 ). Then ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} ≤ δ^{−ε} ( δ^{2−α}#F ) k_{k+1} . (5.1)

If instead 0 ≤ α ≤ 1 and β > α then the result remains true, except the bound becomes ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} ≤ δ^{−ε} ( δ^{2−α− β−αk} #F ) k_{k+1} .

Theorem 1.9 is the special case where α = β = 1 and Y (f) = f^δ for each f ∈ F .

Before proving Theorem 1.9^′, let us examine how it differs from Proposition 4.4. First, the functions in Proposition 4.4 are polynomials, while those in Theorem 1.9^′ are uniformly smooth; moving between these two conditions will not pose any difficulties. More care, however, is needed to move between the different non-concentration hypotheses imposed by Theorem 1.9^′ versus Proposition 4.4. In brief, if F is a family of curves that violates the non-concentration hypothesis (4.24) from Proposition 4.4, then for a typical point x ∈ [0, 1]^2, the curves whose δ-neighborhoods contain x will be concentrated inside a small ball (in the metric space C^k(I)) in F. Thus the curves in F can be partitioned into non-interacting pieces, each of which is localized to a small ball in F. Since F is a (δ, β; δ^{−η})-set, each of these pieces only contains a small fraction of the total collection of curves. Each of these pieces can then be re-scaled to create an arrangement of curves that satisfies the non-concentration hypothesis (4.24). We now turn to the details

Proof of Theorem 1.9^′. Step 1: Polynomial approximation. First, after a harmless rescaling we may suppose that I = [0, 1] and sup_{f ∈F} ‖f‖_Ck+1 ≤ 1/2. Let η be a quantity to be chosen below. By Jackson’s approximation theorem (see e.g. [1]), for each f ∈ F there exists a polynomial P_f of degree at most Kδ^{−η/2}, so that ‖f − P_f ‖_Ck+1 ≤ δ/4. The quantity K depends only on the numbers sup_{f ∈F} ‖f^{(i)}‖_∞ for i = 0, . . . , i_0, with i_0 ∼ 1/η. Crucially, K is independent of δ and the specific choice of F ⊂ F. In particular, if δ_0 > 0 and hence δ is sufficiently small depending on η and F, then the degree of each polynomial P_f is at most δ^{−η}. Define F_1 = {P_f : f ∈ F }. For each P_f ∈ F_1, define the shading Y (P_f ) = P^{2δ}_f ∩ N_δ(Y (f)). Abusing notation slightly, we will replace δ by 2δ, so Y (P_f ) ⊂ P^δ_f . It suffices to prove Theorem 1.9 with F_1 in place of F , i.e. we must show that ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F_1 χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} ≤ δ^{−ε} ( δ^{2−α−max} (_{0, β−α} k ) #F ) k_{k+1} . (5.2)

Note that since the set F is a (δ, β; δ^{−η})-set, we may suppose after a (harmless) refinement by a factor of δ^η that the points in F are δ-separated. Hence the set F_1 is^3_4 δ-separated, and is a (δ, β; 2δ^{−η})-set. The set F_1 also satisfies the “forbidding k-th order tangencies” condition (1.11), with ω replaced by ω/2.

Step 2: A two-ends reduction. Let ε_1 > 0 be a small quantity to be specified below. For each x ∈ R^2 , let t(x) be the infimum of all t ≥ δ for which there exists a ball B ⊂ C^k([0, 1]) of radius t satisfying #{f ∈ F_1 ∩ B : x ∈ Y (f)} ≥ t^{ε1} #{f ∈ F_1 : x ∈ Y (f)}. After dyadic pigeonholing, we can select a radius t and a shading Y_1(f) ⊂ Y (f), f ∈ F_1 with the following properties.

• t/2 ≤ t(x) < t for each x ∈ ⋃ f ∈F_1 Y1(f).

• For each x ∈ ⋃ f ∈F_1 Y1(f), there is a ball B(x) ⊂ C

k([0, 1]) of radius t that contains every f ∈ F_1 with x ∈ Y_1(f). • ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F_1 χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} ⪅ δ^{−ε1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F_1 χ_{Y1 (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} . (5.3)

• For each x ∈ ⋃ f ∈F_1 Y1(f), each r ∈ [δ, t], and each ball B ⊂ C

k([0, 1]) of radius r, we have

#{f ∈ F_1 ∩ B : x ∈ Y_1(f)} ≤ (r/t)^{ε1} #{f ∈ F_1 : x ∈ Y_1(f)}. (5.4)

Let B_0 be a maximal set of pairwise non-overlapping balls in C^k([0, 1]) of radius t that intersect F. For each B ∈ B, let 4B denote the ball with the same center and radius 4t; denote this new set of balls by B_1. Then for every x ∈ ⋃ f ∈F_1 Y1(f), the ball B(x) is contained in at least one of the balls from B1, and hence

we have the pointwise bound ∫ ( ∑ f ∈F_1 χ_{Y1 (f )} ) k+1_k ≤ ∑ B∈B_1 ∫ ( ∑ f ∈F_1∩B χ_{Y1(f )} ) k+1_k . (5.5)

We claim that each f ∈ F is contained in O(c^{−O(1)}) balls from B, where c > 0 is the quantity from (1.11) associated to the family F. From this it follows that ∑ B∈B_1 #(F_1 ∩ B) ≲ c^{−O(1)}#F.

To verify the above claim, suppose that f ∈ F is contained in ℓ distinct balls with centers g_1, . . . , g_ℓ. Since the points g_1, . . . , g_ℓ are t-separated in C^k([0, 1]), by (1.11) we have that the vectors v_j = ( g_j (0), g^′_j (0), . . . , g^{(k)}_j (0) ) , j = 1, . . . , ℓ are at least ct/2-separated in R^{k+1} with the L^1 metric. But since ‖f − g_j ‖_Ck ≤ 4t for each index j, by the triangle inequality the vectors {v_j }^ℓ_{j=1} are contained in a ball of radius 8t. We conclude that ℓ ≲ c^{−O(1)}, as desired.

Step 3: Rescaling and Applying Proposition 4.4. For each B ∈ B_1, with center g_B and each f ∈ F_1 ∩B, define f̃_B (x) = (4t)^{−1}(f(x) − g_B(x). Then ‖f̃_B‖_Ck ≤ 1 for each f ∈ F_1 ∩ B. Define δ̃ = δ/(2t) and let Ỹ_1(f̃_B ) be the image of Y_1(f) under the map ϕ_B (x, y) = (x, (4t)−1(y − g_B(x)). Then Ỹ_1(f̃_B ) ⊂ f̃^~δ_B . The shading Ỹ (f̃_B ) now satisfies the hypotheses of Proposition 4.4, with δ̃ in place of δ and τ = δ. Define F̃_B = {f̃_B : f ∈ F ∩ B}. The non-concentration estimate (5.4) now has the following consequence. For each r ∈ [δ̃, 1] and each ball B^′ ⊂ C^k([0, 1]) of radius r, we have

#{f̃_B ∈ F̃_B ∩ B^′ : x ∈ Ỹ_1(f̃_B )} ≤ 4r^{ε1} #{f̃_B ∈ F̃_B : x ∈ Ỹ_1(f̃_B )}. (5.6)

The consequence of (5.6) is the following: for each x ∈

⋃_~

f_B ∈F̃_B Ỹ1(f̃B ), each T ≥ 1, each ρ ≥ δ̃, and each

(k; ρ; T )-rectangle R containing x, we have

#{f̃_B ∈ F̃_B : x ∈ Ỹ_1(f̃_B ), f̃_B ∼ R} ≲ T^{ε1} #{f̃_B ∈ F̃_B : x ∈ Ỹ_1(f̃_B ), f̃_B ∼ R}. (5.7)

Indeed, by Lemma B.3, the set of functions f̃_B in the set on the LHS of (5.7) are localized to a ball B^′ centered at g_B of diameter O(T^{−1}) (recall that a (ρ; k; T )-rectangle has length (T ρ)^{1/k}. ) Comparing with (5.6), we obtain (5.7).

Applying Proposition 4.4 with ε_1 in place of ε; δ̃ in place of δ; and τ = δ, we conclude that if η > 0 is sufficiently small, then for each ball B ∈ B_1 we have (provided δ̃ is sufficiently small) ∫ ( ∑ f̃_B ∈F̃_B χ_{Ỹ1 (f̃B )} ) k+1_k ≲_{α,ε} δ̃^{−ε1}δ̃^{1+α/k}τ^{1−α}(#F̃_B )^{k+1k} ≤ δ^{−ε1} t^{−1−α/k}δ^{2−α+α/k}(#F̃_B )^{k+1k} .

Undoing the scaling ϕ_B (which distorted volumes by a factor of 4t) and using the fact that #F_B ≲ δ^{−η}(t/δ)^β (since F is a (δ, β; δ^{−η})-set), we have ∫ ( ∑ f ∈F_B χ_{Y1 (f )} ) k+1_k ≲_{α,ε} δ^{−ε1} t^{−α/k}δ^{2−α+α/k}(#F_B )^{k+1k} ≲ δ^{−ε1 −η}t^{β−αk} δ^{2−α+ α−βk} (#F_B ) = δ^{−ε1 −η}(δ/t)^{α−βk} δ^{2−α}(#F_B ). (5.8)

Combining (5.3), (5.5), and (5.8), we conclude that ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F_1 χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖ k+1 k k+1 k ⪅_{ε,α} δ^{−2ε1−η} ∑ B∈B_1 (δ/t)^{α−βk} δ^{2−α}(#F_B ) ≲ δ^{−2ε1 −η}(δ/t)^{α−βk} δ^{2−α}(#F ). (5.9) If α ≥ β, then the worst case occurs when t = δ. This is unsurprising, in light of the behavior of Arrangements 1, 2, and 3 from Section 1.7. If instead β > α, then the worst case occurs when t = 1. Regardless, we obtain (5.2), provided we select η, ε_1 ≤ ε/3, and choose δ_0 > 0 sufficiently small so that the implicit constant O_{ε,α}(log(1/δ)^{O(1)}) in inequality (5.9) is at most δ^{ε/3}.

6 From Theorem 1.9^′ to Theorem 1.4

In this section we will prove Theorem 1.4. We begin with the case s = m−1. Let h: C×I → R, Φ: C → R^{m−s} , C_0 ⊂ C, and I_0 ⊂ I be as in the statement of Theorem 1.4. Since C_0 and I_0 are compact and h, Φ are smooth, it suffices to consider the case where C = N(u_0, r) is a small neighborhood of a point u_0, and I_0 is a short interval. Since h parameterizes a m-dimensional family of cinematic curves, if the neighborhood C and the interval I_0 are chosen sufficiently small, then there exists c > 0 so that m−1∑ j=0 |∂^j_t h(u; t) − ∂^j_t h(u^′; t)| ≥ c|u − u^′|, u, u^′ ∈ C, t ∈ I_0,

i.e. the family F = {h(·, u): u ∈ C_0} is uniformly smooth and forbids (m − 1)–st order tangency.

The reduction from Theorem 1.9 to Theorem 1.4 now proceeds by a standard L^p duality argument. We will briefly sketch the proof, and refer the reader to Lemma 10.4 from [39] for further details. Let {v_i} be a maximal δ-separated subset of Φ(C_0). If |v − v^′| < δ, then M_δf(v) ≤ AM_δf(v^′), where the constant A depends on h, Φ, C and I. Thus ‖M_δf‖_p ≲ ( δ ∑ j |M_δf(v_j )|^p )_{1/p} . By the duality of ℓ^p and ℓ^{p′} , there exists a sequence {y_j } with δ ∑ j y^{p′}_j = 1, so that ( δ ∑ j |M_δf(v_j )|^p )_{1/p} = δ ∑ j y_j |M_δf(v_j )|,

and thus ‖M_δf‖_p ≲ δ ∑ j y_j 1 δ ∫ g^δ_j |f| = ∫ ( ∑ j y_j χ_gδ_j ) |f|, where g_j ∈ F is a function that comes within a factor of 1/2 of achieving the supremum M_δf(v_j ). We now use Hölder’s inequality to bound ∫ ( ∑ j y_j χ_gδ_j ) |f| ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ j y_j χ_gδ_j ‖ ‖ ‖_{p′} ‖f‖p.

We would like to apply Theorem 1.9, but we must first deal with the weights {y_j }. Since we do not care about factors of log(1/δ), this can be handled using dyadic pigeonholing. We divide ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ j y_j χ_gδ_j ‖ ‖ ‖_{p′} into

log(1/δ) pieces based on the dyadic value of y_j (there are only O(log(1/δ)) dyadic ranges for y_j , since each y_j has size at most 1, and values smaller than δ^{100m} can be ignored, since the total contribution from such weights is at most O(δ^{100})), and apply Theorem 1.9 with p^′ =^m_{m−1} to each piece. Summing the resulting

contributions, we obtain the estimate ‖ ‖ ∑ j y_j χ_gδ_j ‖ ‖_{p′} ≤ δ^{−ε}, provided δ > 0 is selected sufficiently small.

Remark 6.1. The conclusion (1.8) of Theorem 1.8 holds for all δ > 0 sufficiently small. More precisely, the conclusion holds for all δ ∈ (0, δ_0], where δ_0 depends on the following quantities:

• m and s (so far, we have only considered the case m = s + 1). • ε. • The infimum of | det DF_t(u)| from Definition 1.1, for (u, t) ∈ C_0 × I_0; this quantifies the property that h paramaterizes a m-dimensional family of cinematic curves.

• The infumum of | deg DΦ|_{Vu;t} | from Definition (1.2), for (u, t) ∈ C_0 × I_0; this quantifies the property that Φ is transverse to h.

• sup |∇Φ|; in order for F to be a (δ, β; δ^{−η})-set, we need this supremum to be at most δ^{−η}.

• The C^N -norm of h, where N = N(ε) is a large integer depending on ε. More precisely, we can cover C_0 ⊂ C by a finite (independent of δ) set of coordinate charts, and our choice of δ_0 will depend on the maximum of the C^N -norm of h in these coordinate charts.

Next, we consider the case s < m−1. The reduction from s < m−1 to s = m−1 is a “slicing” argument. Again, since C_0 and I_0 are compact and h, Φ are smooth, it suffices to consider the case where C = N(u_0, r) is a small neighborhood of a point u_0, and I is a short interval. In particular, we can suppose that there is a unit vector e ∈ R^{m−s} so that for each u ∈ C and each t ∈ I, if we consider the manifold V_{u;t} given by (1.5), then Φ(V_{u;t}) is a codimension-1 manifold (i.e. dimension (m − s − 1)) in R^{m−s} , and at each point p ∈ Φ(V_{u;t}), the tangent plane T_pΦ(V_{u;t}) has normal vector that makes angle ≤ 1/100 with e.

After a harmless rotation, we may suppose that e = e_1 is the first standard basis vector. After further restricting C and translating, we may suppose that Φ(C) is the cube Q = [0, r]^{m−s} for some small r > 0. Writing v = (v, v_{m−s}) ∈ R^{m−s−1} × R and Q = Q × [0, r], we have ‖ ‖M_δf ‖ ‖_{Ls+1(Q)} = ( ∫ Q ∫_r 0 (M_δ f(v))^{s+1}dv

) 1_{s+1} ≤ ( sup_{v∈Q} ∫_r 0 (M_δf(v, v_{m−s})^{s+1}dv_{m−s} ) 1_{s+1}

= sup_{v∈Q} ‖ M_δf(v, ·) ‖ L^{s+1}([0,r]) = sup v∈Q ‖ M^v_δ f ‖ L^{s+1}([0,r]),

(6.1)

where M^v_δ f(v_{m−s}) = 1 δ sup u∈Φ^{−1} (v,v_{m−s}) ∫ γ_u f. The purpose of the above computation is that M^v_δ is a maximal operator in the sense of Definition 1.3, with s + 1 in place of m. Thus we can apply Theorem 1.4 with s + 1 in place of m to conclude (see Remark 6.1) that there exists a choice of δ_0 > 0 (which is uniform in our choice of v) so that ‖M^v_δ ‖_Ls+1_{→L}s+1 ≤ δ^{−ε} for all v and all δ ∈ (0, δ_0]. This means that for δ ∈ (0, δ_0], we have sup_{v∈Q} ‖ ‖M^v_δ f ‖ ‖_{Ls+1([0,r])} ≤ δ^{−ε}‖f‖_{s+1}. (6.2)

Combining (6.1) and (6.2), we obtain (1.8).

7 From Theorem 1.4 to Theorem 1.7

In this section we will prove Theorem 1.7. The main new input is a local smoothing estimate by Chen, Guo, and Yang [8]. As noted in the introduction, Chen, Guo, and Yang prove sharp L^p → L^p bounds for the axis-parallel elliptic maximal function by combining their local smoothing theorem with an estimate similar to (1.8). We will follow a similar strategy. We begin by recalling the setup from [8].

7.1 Local smoothing: The Chen-Guo-Yang framework

Let s ≥ 2, w = (w_1, . . . w_s). Let ζ(w; t): R^s → R be smooth, let ϕ(w, t) be a smooth bump function supported near the origin. Define A_{ζ,ϕ}f(x, y; w) = ∫ R f(x − t, y − ζ(w; t)ϕ(w, t)dt, (7.1) and define G_{ζ,ϕ}f(x, y) = sup_{w∈Rs} |A_{ζ,ϕ}f(x, y; w)|. (7.2) Next, we define an analogue of Sogge’s cinematic curvature condition from [33] in this setting. Let

T^ζ (w; t) = ( ∂_tζ(w; t), ∂^2_t ζ(w; t), . . . , ∂^{s+1}_t ζ(w; t) )_T . Definition 7.1. We say that G_{ζ,ϕ} satisfies the s parameter curvature condition at the origin if det [ ∂_tT^ζ , ∂_{w1} T^ζ , . . . , ∂_{ws} T^ζ ]| |_{(w,t)=(0,0)} ≠ 0. (7.3)

By continuity, if (7.3) is satisfied, then the determinant continues to be nonzero for (w, t) in a small neighborhood of the origin. The bump function ϕ will be selected so that this determinant will be uniformly bounded away from 0 on the support of ϕ.

Now we can state Proposition 3.2 from [8]. In what follows, P_kf denotes the Littlewood-Paley projection to the frequency annulus of magnitude ∼ 2^k.

Proposition 7.2 (Chen, Guo, Yang). Let ζ(w, t): R^s ×R → R satisfy the s parameter curvature condition at the origin. Then there exists p_s = p(s) < ∞ so that for all ε > 0 and all smooth bump functions ϕ(w, t) whose support is contained in a sufficiently small neighborhood of the origin, there is a constant C = C(ε, ζ, ϕ) so that

‖A_{ζ,ϕ}(P_kf)‖_Lp_{(R}2_{×R}s_) ≤ C2^{−( s+1p +ε)k}‖f‖_Lp_{(R}2_). (7.4)

Remark 7.3. In [8], Proposition 3.2 is stated with the additional hypothesis that ζ(w, t) is a “normal form” at the origin (this is defined in Definition 3.1 from [8]). However, the argument immediately following Proposition 4.2 shows how an arbitrary ζ(w, t) can be reduced to the case where ζ is a normal form. We also remark that the analogue of (7.4) from [8] has the expression A_{ζ,ϕ}f rather than A_{ζ,ϕ}(P_kf), but the latter is what is intended.

Note that ‖G_{ζ,ϕ}(P_kf)(x, y))‖_L^p_{xy} = ‖A_{ζ,ϕ}(P_kf)(x, y; w))‖_L^p_{xy (L}∞_{w )}, where L^p_{xy} denotes L^p(R^2 ) in the variables (x, y) and L^∞_w denotes L^∞(R^s ) in the variable w. Thus by Sobolev embedding, (7.4) implies ‖G_{ζ,ϕ}(P_k f)‖_Lp_{(R}2_) ≤ C2^{−( 1p +ε)k}‖f‖_Lp_{(R}2_), (7.5)

with p = p(s) as above, and for a (possibly different) constant C = C(ε, γ, χ). I.e. the sublinear operator G_{ζ,ϕ} has high frequency decay, in the sense of Definition 1.5.

7.2 From local smoothing to maximal averages over curves

Our next task is to relate the maximal operator G_{ζ,ϕ}f from (7.2) to the operator M from Definition 1.3. By compactness, it suffices to consider the case where C is a small neighborhood of a point u_0, and I is a small interval. Since we restrict to the case where M is translation invariant, we may choose local coordinates of the form u = (x, y, w_1, . . . , w_s) so that the parameterization and projection functions h: C × I → R and Φ: C → R^2 can be expressed in the form h(u; t) = ζ(w_1, . . . , w_s; t − x) + y and Φ(u) = (x, y); we can choose these coordinates so that u_0 = 0 and I is an interval centered at 0. Let G = G_{ζ,ϕ}, where ϕ is a bump function chosen so that Proposition (7.2) holds. We will further restrict C and I so that ϕ is identically 1 on C × I. With these restrictions, we have Mf(x, y) = sup w : (x,y,w)∈C_0 ∫ γ_w f ≤ sup_{w∈Rs} A_{ζ,ϕ}f(x, y; w) ≤ G_{ζ,ϕ}f(x, y), (7.6) for every non-negative function f : R^2 → R.

Let us suppose for the moment that ζ(w, t): R^s × R → R satisfies the s parameter curvature condition at the origin. Theorem 1.4 says that for each ε > 0, there exists a constant C_ε so that

‖G_{ζ,ϕ}P_kf‖_Ls+1_{(R}2_) ≤ C_ε2^{εk}‖f‖_Ls+1_{(R}2_). (7.7)

Indeed, the quantity G_{ζ,ϕ}(P_kf)(x, y) is comparable to M_δf(x, y) for δ = 2^{−k}, where M is the maximal operator from (1.6) associated to h. The conclusion of Theorem 1.4 holds for all δ > 0 sufficiently small (depending on ε, C, h, and Φ), but this may be extended to all δ > 0 by selecting a sufficiently large constant C_ε.

Let p > s + 1. If we select ε > 0 sufficiently small depending on p and the Lebesgue exponent p(s) from (7.5), then by interpolating (7.5) and (7.7), we conclude that there exist constants η > 0 (small) and C (large) so that ‖G_{ζ,ϕ}P_kf‖_Lp_{(R}2_) ≤ C2^{−ηk}‖f‖_Lp_{(R}2_), and hence there is a constant C_p so that

‖G_{ζ,ϕ}f‖_Lp_{(R}2_) ≤ C_p‖f‖_Ls_{(R}2_). (7.8)

Since it suffices to prove Theorem 1.7 for non-negative functions, the theorem now follows from (7.6).

It remains to verify that ζ(w, t): R^s × R → R satisfies the s parameter curvature condition at the origin. By hypothesis, h parameterizes a s + 2-dimensional family of cinematic curves, in the sense of Definition 1.1. To slightly simplify notation below, we will write coordinates u = (y, x, w_1, . . . , w_s) rather than (x, y, w_1, . . . , w_s). We have

DF^h_0 (0) = 1 ∂_th ∂_{w1} h · · · ∂_{ws} h 0 ∂_t∂_th ∂_t∂_{w1} h · · · ∂_t∂_{ws} h . . . . . . .. . . . 0 ∂^{s+1}_t ∂_th ∂^{s+1}_t ∂_{w1} h · · · ∂^{s+1}_t ∂_{ws} h

(7.9)

But the bottom-right (s + 1) × (s + 1) minor of the above matrix is precisely T^ζ (w; t), and hence these matrices have the same determinant. Since h paramaterizes a (s + 2)-dimensional family of cinematic curves, this determinant is non-vanishing at (u; t) = (0; 0). We conclude that ζ(w, t): R^s × R → R satisfies the s parameter curvature condition at the origin.

8 From Theorem 1.9^′ to Theorems 1.10 and 1.12

In this section we will briefly discuss the reduction from Theorem 1.9^′ to Theorems 1.10 and 1.12. Reductions of this type are already present in the literature, so we will just provide a brief sketch and refer the reader to the appropriate sources for further details.

8.1 Restricted Projections

The connection between exceptional set estimates for projections in restricted sets of projections, and maximal function estimates for curves was first explored by Käenmäki, Orponen, and Venieri in [23]. We will follow the framework from Section 2 of [31]. We will only briefly sketch the numerology of the problem, and refer the reader to [31] for details.

Let γ : [0, 1] → R^n and E ⊂ R^n be as in the statement of Theorem 1.10; after re-scaling and replacing E by a subset, we may suppose that E ⊂ [−1, 1]^n and dim E ≤ 1. Suppose for contradiction that there exists some 0 ≤ q < dim E so that the set S = {t ∈ [0, 1]: dim (E · γ(t)) < q} satisfies dim S > q. After possibly replacing S and E by subsets, we may suppose that q < dim S = dim E. Let α = dim S. Let F = {t → z · γ(t): z ∈ [−1, 1]^n}. Since γ is smooth, the set F is uniformly smooth, and the nondegeneracy condition (1.14) implies that F forbids (n − 1)-st order tangency. Define F_E = {t → z · γ(t): z ∈ E}. Let η, δ_0 > 0. In Section 2 of [31], the authors explain how to extract a (δ, α; δ^{−η} )-set F ⊂ F_E, for some δ ∈ (0, δ_0], and how to construct a shading Y (f) ⊂ f^δ for each f ∈ F , where each set Y (f) is a (δ, α; δ^{−η})-set (in the metric space R^2 ), with the property that the union ⋃ f ∈F Y (f) is contained in a (δ, α; δ −η)×(δ, q; δ^{−η} ) quasi-product, i.e. a set X ⊂ R^2 whose projection to the x-axis is a (δ, α; δ^{−η})-set, and every fiber above this projection is a (δ, q; δ^{−η})-set. In particular, such a quasi-product has measure at most δ^{2−α−q−2η} . Since ∑ f ∈f |Y (f)| ≳ δ 2−2α+2η , by Hölder’s inequality we have ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖ n n−1 n n−1 ≥ δ^{−2α+ q−αn−1 +O(η)}. (8.1) On the other hand, by Theorem 1.9 with k = n − 1, for each ε > 0 we have ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ n n−1 n n−1 ≤ δ^{−2α−ε}, (8.2) provided δ is sufficiently small. Since q < α, we obtain a contradiction provided ε, η, and δ_0 are chosen sufficiently small. We refer the reader to Section 2 of [31] for details.

8.2 Furstenberg sets of curves

In this section we will briefly discuss the proof of Theorem 1.12. In [21], Héra, and Shmerkin, and Yavicoli obtained new bounds for the dimension of (α, 2α) Furstenberg sets. They did this by first introducing the notion of a discretized (α, β) Furstenberg set, and then showing that covering number bounds on the size of such discretized Furstenberg sets imply Hausdorff dimension bounds for the corresponding (α, β) Furstenberg sets. An identical strategy will work here. The corresponding notion of a discretized Furstenberg set of curves is as follows.

Definition 8.1. Let F ⊂ C^k([0, 1]). For α, β, δ, C > 0, we say a set E ⊂ [0, 1]^2 is a discretized (δ, α, β) Furstenberg set of curves (with error C) from the family F, if E = ⋃ f ∈F Af , where • The set F ⊂ F is a (δ, β; C)-set (in the metric space C^k([0, 1]), with #F ≥ C^{−1}δ^{−β} .

• For each f ∈ F , the set A_f is a (δ, α; C)-set (in the metric space R^2 ), with |A_f | ≥ C^{−1}δ^{2−α}, which is contained in f^{2δ}.

Definition 8.1 is modeled off of Definition 3.2 from [21]. The definitions are very similar, with the following two differences: in [21], the authors consider lines in R^n rather that a family F of curves, and the authors use the notation “⪅” to suppress the role of the constant C.

In Lemma 3.3 from [21], the authors prove the following: Let α, β, s ≥ 0. Suppose that for every ε > 0, there exists η > 0 so that every (δ, α, β) Furstenberg set of lines (with error δ^{−η} ) has measure at least δ^{2−s+ε}. Then every (α, β) Furstenberg set has Hausdorff dimension at least s.

An identical proof yields the analogous result for Furstenberg sets of curves: Fix a family F ⊂ C^k([0, 1]), and fix α, β, s ≥ 0. Suppose that for every ε > 0, there exists η > 0 so that every (δ, α, β) Furstenberg set of curves (with error δ^{−η}) from the family F has measure at least δ^{2−s+ε}. Then every (α, β) Furstenberg set of curves from F has Hausdorff dimension at least s. Thus in order to prove Theorem 1.12, it suffices to obtain the corresponding bound on the volume of discretized (δ, α, β) Furstenberg sets of curves from F.

To this end, fix k ≥ 1 and 0 ≤ β ≤ α ≤ 1, and fix a family F of uniformly sooth curves that forbid k-th order tangency. Fix ε > 0, and let η > 0 be a small quantity to be specified below. Let E ⊂ [0, 1]^2 be a discretized (δ, α, β) Furstenberg set of curves (with error δ^{−η}) from the family F, and let F ⊂ F and {Y (f): f ∈ F } be as in Definition 8.1). Then if η is sufficiently small, we can use Theorem 1.9 and Hölder’s inequality to compute δ^{2−α−β} = ‖ ‖ ‖χE ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖_1 ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖χE ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1} ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ f ∈F χ_{Y (f )} ‖ ‖ ‖_{k+1k} ≤ |E|^{1k+1} δ^{− εk+1} (δ^{2−α−β} )^{kk+1} .

Re-arranging, we conclude that |E| ≥ δ^{2−α−β+ε}, as desired.

A Examples

In this section, we will show that the maximal functions discussed in the introduction can be expressed in the framework described in Section 1.1. The Kakeya maximal function is straightforward: select C_0 = [0, 1]^2, I_0 = [0, 1], C a neighborhood of C_0, and I a neighborhood of I_0. Let h(m, b; t) = mt + b, and let Φ(m, b) = m. Then F_t(m, b) = ( mt + b, m), and DF_t = (_{t,1} 1,0 ) , which is invertible. Since s = m − 1, Φ is automatically transverse to h.

For the Wolff and Bourgain circular maximal functions, we can use translation and rotation symmetry to reduce to the case where r takes values in a neighborhood of 1 and the centers (x, y) take values in a neighborhood of (0, 0). Finally, we may restrict the integral (1.2) (resp. (1.3)) to the upper arc of C(x, y, r) above the interval [−ρ, ρ], for ρ > 0 a small (fixed) quantity. With these reductions, define C to be a neighborhood of (0, 0, 1); I a neighborhood of 0; h(x, y, r; t) = √ r^2 − (t − x)^2 − y. Then it suffices to verify that D^hF_0 has full rank at (x, y, r) = (0, 0, 1); this is a straightforward computation.

For the Wolff circular maximal function, define Φ(x, y, r) = r. we have m = s + 1, and hence Φ is automatically transverse to h. For the Bourgain circular maximal function we have Φ(x, y, r) = (x, y), and thus we must verify that DΦ restricted to the manifold

V_{(0,0,1;0)} = {(x^′, y^′, r^′) ∈ C : h(x^′, y^′, r^′; 0) = 1, ∂_th(x^′, y^′, r^′; t)|_{t=0} = 0} = {(x^′, y^′, r^′) ∈ C : y^′ = 0 r^′ = 1 − x^′}

has rank 1 at (0, 0, 1). But this is evidently the case, since we can write this manifold as {(t, 0, 1 − t)} for t in a neighborhood of 0.

Finally, we discuss the Erdoğan elliptic maximal function. Given an ellipse with semi-major axis a, semi-minor axis b, center (x, y), and rotation angle θ, define

A = a^2 sin^2 θ + b^2 cos^2 θ B = 2(b^2 − a^2) sin θ cos θ C = a^2 cos^2 θ + b^2 sin^2 θ D = −2Ax − By E = −Bx − 2Cy F = Ax^2 + Bxy + Cy^2 − a^2b^2. (A.1)

Then the corresponding ellipse is the locus of points (X, Y ) satisfying

AX^2 + BXY + CY^2 + DX + EY + F = 0.

In light of the above, define h(a, b, x, y, θ, t) = −(Bt + E) + √ (Bt + E)^2 − 4C(At^2 + Dt + F ) 2C . Again, after translation, rotation, and anisotropic re-scaling, it suffices to consider the case where C is a neighborhood of (1, 1, 0, 0, 0), i.e. the semi-major and semi-minor axes have lengths close to 1, and origin is close to (0, 0), and the rotation is close to 0. With A, . . . , F as given by (A.1), h is a function from C to R. The graph of t → h(a, b, x, y, θ; t) is the (upper half) of the ellipse with major axis a, minor axis b, center (x, y), and rotation θ. A direct computation shows that DF^h_0 (1, 1, 0, 0, 0) has non-zero determinant.

Next, we have Φ(a, b, x, y, θ) = (x, y). We must verify that DΦ restricted to the manifold

V_{(1,1,0,0,0;0)} = {(a^′, b^′, x^′, y^′, θ^′) ∈ C : h(a^′, b^′, x^′, y^′, θ^′; t) = 1/4, ∂_th(a^′, b^′, x^′, y^′, θ^′; t)|_{t=0} = 0,

∂^2_t h(a^′, b^′, x^′, y^′, θ^′; t)|_{t=0} = − √ 2, ∂^3_t h(a^′, b^′, x^′, y^′, θ^′; t)|_{t=0} = 0}

has rank 1 at (1, 1, 0, 0, 0). But in a neighborhood of (1, 1, 0, 0, 0), this manifold can be written as (1 + a_1(t), 1 + a_2(t), 0, b(t), a_3(t)), where a_1, a_2, a_3 are smooth and satisfy a_i(0) = 0, and ∂_tb(t)|_{t=0} ∼ 1. Since Φ(a, b, x, y, θ) = (x, y), we conclude that DΦ restricted to V_{(1,1,0,0,0;0)} has rank 1, as desired.

A.1 The range of p in Theorem 1.7 is sharp

In this section we will give an example showing that the range of p in Theorem 1.7 is sharp. Define

h(x, y, w_1, . . . , w_s; t) = y + w_1(t − x)^2 + w_2(t − x)^3 + w_2(t − x)^4 + . . . + w_s(t − x)^{s+1}.

It is straightforward to show that every polynomial (in t) of degree ≤ s + 1 can be uniquely expressed as h(x, y, w_1, . . . , w_s; t) for an appropriate choice of x, y, w_1, . . . , w_s.

For ρ > 0 small, define f(x, y) = (y + ρ)^{−1/(s+1)}χ_{[−1,1]×[0,1]}.

Then ‖f‖_{s+1} ∼ (log 1/ρ)^{1/(s+1)}. On the other hand, for (x, y) in a neighborhood of (0, 1), we can select w so that the curve h(x, y, w_1, . . . , w_s; 0) is tangent to the x-axis to order s, and hence ∫ γ_u f ∼ log(1/ρ), where γ_u is the graph of t → h(x, y, w_1, . . . , w_s; t) over [−1, 1]. Letting ρ ↘ 0, we conclude that the operator M from (1.7) cannot be bounded from L^p → L^p for p = s + 1. To show that no L^p → L^p bound is possible for p < s+1 is straightforward: let h be as above, and let f be the characteristic function of a 1×ρ rectangle.

B Geometric lemmas

In this section we will record several computations that explore some of the consequences of curve-rectangle tangency. Our main tool will be Taylor’s theorem with remainder. In a typical argument in this section, we will approximate a function f by its k-th order Taylor polynomial, which we denote by f_k. To show that the function f cannot be small on a large set, we will need the analogous result for f_k. The following inequalities will be useful for this purpose.

Theorem B.1 (Remez inequality). Let I ⊂ R be a finite interval, let E ⊂ I be measurable, and let P be a polynomial of degree at most D. Then sup_{x∈I} |P (x)| ≤ ( 4|I| |E| )_D sup_{x∈E} |P (x)|. Theorem B.2 (Pólya inequality). Let P be a polynomial of degree at most D, with leading coefficient a ∈ R. Then for λ > 0, we have |{x ∈ R: |P (x)| ≤ λ}| ≤ 4 ( λ 2|a| )_{1/D} . The next inequality says that if f is small on a long interval, then the derivatives of f must also be small on this interval.

Lemma B.3. Let k ≥ 1, δ > 0, and let f ∈ C^k with ‖f‖_Ck ≤ 1. Let I ⊂ [0, 1] be a closed interval of length at most δ^{1/k}, and suppose that |f(x)| ≤ δ for x ∈ I.

Then sup_{x∈I} |f^{(i)}(x)| ≲ δ|I|^{−i}, i = 0, . . . , k. (B.1) Proof. First, we may suppose that δ^{1/(k−1)} < |I| ≤ δ^{1/k}, since otherwise (B.1) for i = k follows from the assumption ‖f‖_Ck ≤ 1, and we may replace k by k − 1.

Let K = 2 · 8^{k2} k. We will prove that (B.1) holds with implicit constant K. Suppose not; then there exists an index 0 ≤ i ≤ k so that sup_{x∈I} |f^{(i)}(x)| > K8^{−ik}δ|I|^{−i}. (B.2) Let j be the largest index for which (B.2) holds. Since sup_{x∈I} |f(x)| ≤ δ, ‖f‖_Ck ≤ 1, and |I| ≤ δ^{1/k}, we must have 1 ≤ j ≤ k − 1.

Select x_0 ∈ I with |f^{(j)}(x_0)| = sup |f^{(j)}|. Define

Q(x) = f(x_0) + j∑ i=1 (x − x_0)^i i! f^{(i)}(x_0).

By Pólya’s sub-level set inequality (Theorem B.2) with λ = K8^{−(k+1)j} δ/j!, we have |{x ∈ I : |Q(x)| ≤ λ}| ≤ 4 ( λ 2|f^{(j)}(x_0)|/j! )_{1/j} ≤ 4 ( K8−(k+1)j δ/j! 2 · K8^{−jk}δ|I|^{−j} /j! )_{1/j} ≤ 1 2 |I|. (B.3) In particular, there exists a point x ∈ I with |Q(x)| ≥ K8^{−(k+1)j} δ/j!. On the other hand, by Taylor’s theorem there is a point x_1 between x_0 and x so that

f(x) = Q(x) +

(x − x_0)^{j+1} (j + 1)!

f^{(j+1)}(x_1), and hence |f(x)| ≥ |Q(x)| − |x − x_0|^{j+1} (j + 1)!

|f^{(j+1)}(x_1)| ≥ K8^{−(k+1)j} δ j! − |I|^{j+1} (j + 1)! ( K8^{−(j+1)k}δ|I|^{−j−1} )

≥ K8^{−jk}δ ( 1 8^j j! − 1 8^k(j + 1)! )

≥ K 8^{k2} k δ > δ.

(B.4)

This contradicts the assumption that |f(x)| ≤ δ on I. We conclude that (B.1) holds.

The next result says that if f is tangent to a (δ; k − 1; T ) rectangle R, then there is a corresponding value of ρ ≥ δ (which depends on δ, k, and T ) so that f is tangent to a (ρ; k) rectangle associated to R.

Lemma B.4. Let k ≥ 1, δ > 0, and let f ∈ C^k with ‖f‖_Ck ≤ 1. Let I = [a, a + (T δ)^{1k−1} ] ⊂ [0, 1], with T ≥ 1. suppose that |f(x)| ≤ δ for x ∈ I.

Let ρ = max(δ, T^{−k}). Then |f(x)| ≲ ρ for x ∈ [a, a + ρ^{1/k}].

Proof. If T ≥ δ^{1/k} then (T δ)^{1k−1} ≥ δ^{1/k} the the conclusion is immediate.

Suppose instead that T < δ^{1/k} and ρ = T^{−1/k}. Since ‖f‖_Ck ≤ 1 and |I| ≤ δ^{1/k}, we can apply Lemma B.3 to conclude that sup_{x∈I} |f^{(i)}(x)| ≲ δ|I|^{−i} = δ^{1− ik−1} ρ^{ik(k−1)} , i = 0, . . . , k − 1. (B.5) Since ‖f‖_Ck ≤ 1, we can apply Taylor’s theorem to conclude that for each x ∈ [a, a + ρ^{1/k}], there is a point x_1 between a and x so that f(x) = k−1∑ i=0 f^{(i)}(a) i! (x − a)^i + f^k(x_1) (k)! (x − a)^k, and hence by (B.5) (and noting that ρ ≤ δ), |f(x)| ≲ k−1∑ i=0 δ^{1− ik−1} ρ^{ik(k−1)} ρ^{ik} + ρ^{k/k} = k−1∑ i=0 δ(ρ/δ)^{ik−1} + ρ ≲ ρ. The next result says that if a set of functions are all tangent to a common curvilinear rectangle of dimensions Aδ × δ^{1/k}, then a large fraction of these functions must be tangent to a common curvilinear rectangle of dimensions δ × δ^{1/k}. The proof is an application of pigeonholing, and is omitted.

Lemma B.5. Let k ≥ 1, A ≥ 1. Then there exists ε > 0 so that the following holds. Let F be a set of functions with C^k norm at most 1. Suppose that there is an interval I ⊂ [0, 1] of length δ^{1/k} so that sup_{x∈I} |f(x) − g(x)| ≤ Aδ for all f, g ∈ F . Then there is a set F^′ ⊂ F of cardinality at least ε(#F ) so that sup_{x∈I} |f(x) − g(x)| ≤ δ for all f, g ∈ F^′. The next result records a useful property of families of curves that forbid k-th order tangency: if two functions from this family are both tangent to a common (δ; k; T ) rectangle for T ≥ 1, then these functions must be close in C^k norm. The proof is similar to that of Lemma B.3, and is omitted.

Lemma B.6. Let k ≥ 2, δ > 0, K ≥ 1. Let I be a compact interval and let f ∈ C^k(I) with ‖f‖_Ck_{(I)} ≤ 1. Let J ⊂ I be a closed interval of length at most 1. Suppose that sup_{x∈J} |f(x)| ≤ δ, (B.6) and ‖f‖_Ck_{(I)} ≤ K inf_{x∈I} k∑ j=0 |f^{(j)}(x)|. (B.7)

Then ‖f‖_Ck_{(I)} ≲ (K/|J|)^kδ. (B.8) References

[1] T. Bagby, L. Bos, and N. Levenberg. Multivariate simultaneous approximation. Constr. Approx., 18(4):569–577, 2002.

[2] S. Barone and S. Basu. Refined bounds on the number of connected components of sign conditions on a variety. Discrete Comput. Geom., 47:577–597, 2012.

[3] S. Basu, R. Pollack, and M. F. Roy. Algorithms in Real Algebraic Geometry (2nd ed.). Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2006.

[4] D. Beltran, S. Guo, J. Hickman, and A. Seeger. Sharp L^p bounds for the helical maximal function.

arXiv:2102.08272, 2021.

[5] A. Besicovitch and R. Rado. A plane set of measure zero containing circumferences of every radius. J.

London Math. Soc., 43:717–719, 1968.

[6] J. Bourgain. On the spherical maximal function in the plane. IHES, 1985.

[7] J. Bourgain. Averages in the plane over convex curves and maximal operators. J. Anal. Math., 47:69–85, 1986.

[8] M. Chen, S. Guo, and T. Yang. A multi-parameter cinematic curvature. arXiv:2306.01606v2, 2023. [9] K. L. Clarkson, H. Edelsbrunner, L. J. Guibas, M. Sharir, and E. Welzl. Combinatorial complexity bounds for arrangements of curves and spheres. Discrete Comput. Geom., 5:99–160, 1990.

[10] A. Cordoba. The Kakeya maximal function and the spherical summation multipliers. Am. J. Math., 99:1–22, 1977.

[11] Z. Dvir and S. Gopi. On the number of rich lines in truly high dimensional sets. Proc. 31st International Symposium on Computational Geometry (SoCG 2015), pages 584–598, 2015.

[12] B. Erdoğan. Mapping properties of the elliptic maximal function. Rev. Mat. Iberoam., 19:221–234, 2003. [13] K. Fässler, J. Liu, and T. Orponen. On the Hausdorff dimension of circular Furstenberg sets.

arXiv:2305.11587, 2023.

[14] K. Fässler and T. Orponen. On restricted families of projections in R^3 . Proc. Lond. Math. Soc. (3), 109(2):353–381, 2014.

[15] H. Furstenberg. Intersections of Cantor sets and transversality of semigroups. In Problems in analysis (Sympos. Salomon Bochner, Princeton Univ., Princeton, N.J., 1969), pages 41–59. Princeton Univ. Press, Princeton, N.J., 1970.

[16] S. Gan, S. Guo, and H. Wang. A restricted projection problem for fractal sets in R^3 . arXiv:2211.09508, 2022.

[17] S. Gan, L. Guth, and D. Maldague. An exceptional set estimate for restricted projections to lines in R^3 . arXiv:2209.15152, 2022.

[18] L. Guth. A restriction estimate using polynomial partitioning. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 29(2):371–413, 2016.

[19] L. Guth and N. H. Katz. On the Erdős distinct distances problem in the plane. Ann. Math., 181(1):155– 190, 2015.

[20] S. Ham, H. Ko, H. Lee, and S. Oh. Remarks on dimension of unions of curves. Nonlinear Anal., 229:Paper No. 113207, 2023.

[21] K. Héra, P. Shmerkin, and A. Yavicoli. An improved bound for the dimension of (α, 2α) Furstenberg sets. Rev. Mat. Iberoam., 38(1):295–322, 2022.

[22] R. Howard. The Gronwall inequality. https://people.math.sc.edu/howard/Notes/gronwall.pdf, 1998. [23] A. Käenmäki, T. Orponen, and L. Venieri. A Marstrand-type restricted projection theorem in R^3 .

arXiv:1708.04859, 2021.

[24] N. H. Katz and T. Tao. Some connections between Falconers distance set conjecture and sets of Furstenburg type. New York J. Math., 7:149–187, 2001.

[25] H. Ko, S. Lee, and S. Oh. Maximal estimates for averages over space curves. Invent. Math., 228(2):991– 1035, 2022.

[26] H. Ko, S. Lee, and S. Oh. Sharp smoothing properties of averages over curves. Forum Math. Pi, 11:e4:1–33, 2023.

[27] L. Kolasa and T. Wolff. On some variants of the Kakeya problem. Pacific J. Math., 190(1):111–154, 1999.

[28] J. Lee, S. Lee, and S. Oh. The elliptic maximal function. arXiv:2305.16221, 2023. [29] U. Molter and E. Rela. Furstenberg sets for a fractal set of directions. Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 140(8):2753–2765, 2012.

[30] T. Orponen and P. Shmerkin. On the Hausdorff dimension of Furstenberg sets and orthogonal projections in the plane. arXiv:2106.03338, 2021.

[31] M. Pramanik, T. Yang, and J. Zahl. A Furstenberg-type problem for circles, and a Kaufman-type restricted projection theorem in R^3 . arXiv:2207.02259, 2022.

[32] W. Schlag. On continuum incidence problems related to harmonic analysis. J. Funct. Anal., 201(2):480– 521, 2003.

[33] C. Sogge. Propagation of singularities and maximal functions in the plane. Invent. Math., 104:349–376, 1991.

[34] E. M. Stein. Maximal functions. I. Spherical means. Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. U.S.A., 73(7):2174–2175, 1976.

[35] T. Tao. The two-ends reduction for the Kakeya maximal conjecture, 2009.

https://terrytao.wordpress.com/2009/05/15/the-two-ends-reduction-for-the-kakeya-maximal-conjecture .

[36] T. Wolff. A Kakeya-type problem for circles. Amer. J. Math., 119(5):985–1026, 1997. [37] T. Wolff. Recent work connected with the Kakeya problem. In Prospects in mathematics (Princeton, NJ, 1996), pages 129–162. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1999.

[38] T. Wolff. Local smoothing type estimates on L^p for large p. Geom. Funct. Anal., 10(5):1237–1288, 2000. [39] T. Wolff. Lectures on Harmonic Analysis. American Mathematical Society, 2003. [40] R. Wongkew. Volumes of tubular neighbourhoods of real algebraic varieties. Pacific J. Math., 159:177– 184, 1993.

[41] J. Zahl. L^3 estimates for an algebraic variable coefficient Wolff circular maximal function. Rev. Mat.

Iberoam., 28(4):1281–1295, 2012.

[42] J. Zahl. On the Wolff circular maximal function. Illinois J. Math., 56(4):1281–1295, 2012.