arXiv:2606.26401v1 [math.CA] 24 Jun 2026

A Tb TYPE THEOREM
FOR SUPPRESSED KERNELS

MARINA FERNANDEZ-VILASECA*
Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona (UAB)

Abstract

In this article, a non-homogeneous T'b type theorem for arbitrary dimensional Calderén-
Zygmund singular integral operators is proved. This is an extension of an analogous non-
homogeneous T'b theorem for the Cauchy transform, in the planar setting, due to Nazarov,
Treil and Volberg. The novelties of the present work are the change of dimension and the
fact that the operators to which the theorem applies are not necessarily antisymmetric.
The techniques used in the proof include, among others, suppressed kernels, decompositions
in L?(y), where i is a Radon measure in R?, and a probabilistic argument resulting from
taking averages of the operators involved.
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Introduction

A classical problem that has led to the development of many techniques in Analysis is Painlevé’s
problem on the metric or geometric characterization of removable sets for bounded analytic
functions. More precisely, given a compact set £ C C, we say that it is removable for bounded
analytic functions, or simply, removable, if for every open set 2 D E, every bounded and analytic
function on Q \ F admits an analytic extension to the whole of Q. For example, if E is a finite
collection of points, it is removable, but if we take F to be a disk, it is not.

A key tool in the description of removable sets is that of analytic capacity, which was introduced
by Ahlfors and is defined as follows. For a compact set £ C C, we let its analytic capacity
be the number
V(E) =sup|f(oco)| =sup| lim z(f(z) - f(c0))|,
|z| =400

where the supremum is taken over all f € H(C\ E) with [f| < 1in C\ E. The connection
between analytic capacity and removability is described by a result, due to Ahlfors, which states
that a compact set E C C is removable if and only if v(E) = 0. Even though this is a positive
result in the characterization of removable sets, since it is a purely analytic characterization,
rather than a metric or geometric one, it fails to be the sought answer to Painlevé’s problem.

Another capacity, which turns out to have a better geometric interpretation, is the analytic
capacity v+ (or capacity 74 ), which is defined, for £ C C compact,

V+(E) = sup pu(E),



where the supremum is taken over all positive Radon measures p, supported on F, and such
that their Cauchy transform,

Cu(z) = / ! du(y),

y—x
is in L*°(C), with modulus bounded above by 1. One advantage of this new capacity is that it
has a precise description, due to Tolsa [Tol99|, using previous ideas from Melnikov and Verdera

[IMV95], in terms of curvature of measures, which is, indeed, a geometric notion, which was first
introduced by Melnikov |[Mel95].

From this, we see that the missing piece to solve Painlevé’s problem is how v and ~4 are related.
This was dealt with by Tolsa in |Tol03], in which he proved that there exists an absolute constant
A such that for any compact set £ C C,

Y+ (E) < y(E) < Ay (E),

which we write 74 ~ ~, and we say that the capacities v and v, are comparable. A key
consequence of this result is that a compact set £ C C is non-removable if and only if it supports
a positive Radon measure that satisfies a certain growth condition and has finite curvature (more
precisely, see [Tol03, Theorem 1.2]). This description closes Painlevé’s problem.

A key ingredient in Tolsa’s proof of the comparability between the capacities v and vy is a Tb
type theorem, which is originally due to Nazarov, Treil and Volberg [NTV02|. See Tolsa |Toll4,
Section 5| for a careful explanation of this result in the case of the Cauchy transform. The aim
of the present work is to extend this theorem to a broader class of operators. Specifically, in
this work it is shown that the reasoning can be adapted for higher dimension and that one can
drop the assumption that the kernel that we deal with is antisymmetric. We will comment on
the organization of the proof after a brief exposition on the topic of T'b theorems.

Broadly speaking, the notion of “a Tb type theorem” refers to a criterion for the boundedness
of a special type of integral operators, which is obtained via their action on a suitable bounded
test function, which is usually denoted by b. The operators that appear in this context are
called singular integral operators (SIOs). More precisely, we consider a function k, which we
call kernel, defined on R? x R? except, perhaps, on the diagonal {(z,y) € RY x R? : 2 = y}, and
we let

Tu(z) = / k(. y) du(y),

where y is a Radon measure in RY, and for f € Ll (), we set T, f(x) = T(fu)(z). Of course,
the convergence of these integrals deserves some thought, which will be done in the first section
of this work, in which we will also introduce Calderén-Zygmund kernels, a particular case of
which is the kernel x—iy that appears in the definition of the Cauchy transform above. These
are the kernels that determine the operators appearing in T'b type theorems.

The family of theorems which we refer to as T type was developed as a tool to study the
L?(11) boundedness of singular integral operators. For instance, the ones in David, Journé and
Semmes [DJS85] and in Christ [Chr90]. These theorems fall into the category known as classical
Calderon-Zygmund theory. The adjective is due to the fact that most of these theorems assume
that the underlying measure p is doubling, which means that there is some constant ¢ > 0 such
that for all x € supp(u) and r > 0,

u(B(x,2r)) < cu(B(a, ).

Originally, it was believed that reasonable results for Calder6n-Zygmund singular integral oper-
ators could only be obtained in spaces for which the underlying measure satisfies the condition
above. These kinds of spaces are called homogeneous. However, when working with analytic



capacity, it is not uncommon to find a situation where the doubling assumption above fails.
For instance, if the measure p is the Hausdorff 1-dimensional measure restricted to a compact
set. Nevertheless, in this type of context, an alternative and natural assumption is that p has
polynomial growth of degree n < d, meaning that for r > 0 and x € R,

w(B(x,1)) < cor™ (1)

For example, in Tolsa [Tol99], a non-doubling version for the T'1 theorem, that is, for the simpler
case that b = 1, for the Cauchy transform is proved.

The T'b theorem in the present work falls into the non-homogeneous setting. It will concern a
finite Radon measure p without any doubling assumption. Moreover, the polynomial growth
condition will not necessarily be true for all the balls B(x,r). Instead, we will allow a
controlled family of balls to have bigger measure. In this sense, we will not obtain that our
singular integral operator T is bounded in L?(y), but rather in L?(1|G), where the pu-measure
of G is not too small compared to that of supp(p), and |G will have the desired polynomial
growth. Moreover, since the antisymmetric assumption is removed, the theorem deals with two
bounded functions by, bo, satisfying that

/ﬂ@mws@mm /H@MWS&MW

where the integrals are taken in the complementary of a distinguished set. The complete details
about the hypothesis and conclusions can be found in the precise statement, which is Theorem

[2.1] from Section 21

Let us remark that the proof of the T theorem is going to be highly technical, as is the case in
INTV02| and even in the simpler case |Toll4]. This is the reason why we have decided to split
the proof into several sections, which we outline now.

As we mentioned above, the first section is an introduction to the theory of Calderén-Zygmund
kernels and singular integral operators. We give the basic definitions of the concepts and state-
ments of results that will be key in the rest of the thesis. Some are very well-known and are
the same in both the classical and the non-homogeneous setting, such as the dyadic Hardy-
Littlewood differentiation theorem, but not all are valid in both cases. For instance, we will
need a Calderén-Zygmund decomposition tailored to the non-homogeneous case. The proof of
most of the results from this preliminary section can be found in |Toll4} Section 2].

The second section contains the complete statement of the T'b theorem that we prove, which is
Theorem After stating it, the following sections are devoted to establishing the necessary
tools for the rather long proof. We define what we call an exceptional set, which, morally,
controls the portion of supp(u) where the maximal operator associated to T is big. Afterwards,
we consider, for a Lipschitz function © : R? — [0, 4+00), an appropriate modification of the
Calderon-Zygmund kernel that defines T', which we call kg, the “suppressed” version of k, with
associated operator Kg. This notion was introduced by Nazarov, Treil and Volberg [NTV] and
is helpful for overcoming the difficulties associated with the non-homogeneous setting.

Still in the second section, we introduce the essential concepts related to dyadic lattices. Instead
of fixing one lattice, we will work with its translates, and for each of these we are going to classify
its cubes according to their position with respect to some of the sets that are singled out in the
statement of our Th theorem. Later, we will see that this classification, along with a family
of operators indexed by the cubes from the lattice, yields a decomposition in L?(y), which is
Lemma [2.21] and will be central in the rest of the proof.

In the last section of the second section, we introduce the notion of good and bad cubes, from
one dyadic lattice with respect to another. The third section is devoted to proving a lemma



concerning the action of Kg on good functions, which are essentially the ones in which the
L?(p) decomposition only sees the good cubes. The proof of this lemma is long and technical,
and consists of using different strategies depending the type of cubes appearing in the L?(p)
decomposition.

The fourth section is quite brief and deals with a Cotlar type theorem for a certain type of
Calderon-Zygmund operators. Its proof will be independent of the classifications of dyadic cubes
mentioned above and it will use the non-doubling Calderén-Zygmund decomposition stated in
the first section.

The last section is devoted to concluding the proof of the T'b theorem through a probabilistic
argument. It consists of showing that the probability that of being in a bad situation, in the
sense of bad cubes and functions, can be made arbitrarily close to zero. Moreover, here we define
the set G on which our original operator T is going to be bounded in L?.

One of the motivations for introducing the non-homogeneous Th theorem was the proof of the
comparability between the capacities v and v4. Of course, this was a result for the planar case,
so it did not need the generalization that we prove in this work. Thus, it is reasonable to ask
whether the additional work that we have done to prove the theorem in arbitrary dimension has
a similar justification. The answer is affirmative and it concerns a reformulation of the problem
of removability.

This reformulation refers to changing the type of functions that we study, switching from analytic
functions to Lipschitz harmonic functions. So far, we have considered functions defined on Q\ E,
where 2 C C is open and F is compact. Then, we look for conditions on the set E that ensure
that for f bounded and analytic in Q\ E, we actually have that df(z) = 0 for all z € Q. We can
write this problem in terms of only real functions, as follows. Instead of holomorphic functions,
we consider harmonic functions: w: Q \ E — R such that Au = 0. Equivalently, such that
00u = 0. We can call f = Ju, and we see that u is harmonic if and only if du is analytic.
Using this, one sees that if v(E) = 0, then E is removable for Lipschitz harmonic functions.
The converse implication is also true, but it requires using the fact that v ~ .

In this context, it is natural to look for a Lipschitz harmonic capacity of the set F, a quantity
that, similarly to analytic capacity, will vanish if and only if E is removable for Lipschitz
harmonic functions. By our previous comment, for £ C R?, this capacity vanishes if and only if
v(E) = 0. Now, note that this new capacity can be defined in R%, for d > 2, that is, it extends
the notion of analytic capacity to a higher dimensional setting. Since the planar T'h theorem was
useful for studying analytic capacity, it seems reasonable to think that a d-dimensional analogue
of this theorem would be a useful tool to study Lipschitz harmonic capacity. This is indeed the
case, for more details, see Section 2 of Volberg’s book [Vol03| or [NTV14].

As a final remark, after completing the present work, I was informed by my advisor that Andrea
Merlo, Mihalis Mourgoglou, Carmelo Puliatti [MMP]| notified him that, simultaneously and
independently of my work, they have proved a very general local T'b theorem, from which one
could derive the Th theorem explained in this thesis.

Acknowledgement. I would like to thank Dr. Xavier Tolsa for supervising my Master’s thesis,
for suggesting the topic, and for his guidance and support throughout the development of this
work.



1 Preliminaries

1 Preliminaries

In this section we introduce the basic notions related to the theory of singular integral operators
in RY. We will discuss Calderon-Zygmund kernels, their adjoints and their maximal versions.
We will also introduce some basic aspects of non-doubling Calderén-Zygmund theory and dyadic
lattices, which are a key element in the main theorem of this thesis.

1.1 Calderén-Zygmund kernels and singular integral operators

Definition 1.1. We say that k(-,-): R x R?\ {(z,y) € R¢ x R? : 2 = y} — C is an n-
dimensional Calderéon-Zygmund kernel if there exist constants ¢ > 0 and 0 < 1 < 1, such
that the following inequalities hold for all z,y € R, # y,

C
k%y Sia anda
)l <

2
r—y cle — /|7 (
220 e, 0) — b 0)] + el ) — Ky, < A2

. /

Note that, without the condition that |z — 2’| < 4|z — y|, the second inequality in the second
line above also holds if |z — y| & |2’ — y|, possibly with a different constant c.

A Calderéon-Zygmund kernel allows us to define a linear operator on the space of Radon measures

in R? in the following way.

Definition 1.2. Given an n-dimensional Calderéon-Zygmund kernel k, for v € M (R?), we define
Tv(x) ::/ k(z,y)dv(y), for z € R\ supp(v). (3)
R4

We also define Tv(x) for any = € R? for which the integral above is well-defined. We say that
T is an n-dimensional singular integral operator (SIO) with kernel k(-,-).

Note that the integral in may fail to be absolutely convergent if € supp(v). This is why
we will also consider the following e-truncated operators, T;, for € > 0,

T.v(x) ::/_ N k(z,y)dv(y), =R

Now, the integral is absolutely convergent if, for example, |v|(R?) < co. Moreover, we define
the maximal operator as

T.v(zx) :=sup|T.v(x)|.
e>0

Also, the §-truncated maximal operator is

T, sv(x) = sup |Tev(z)|,
e>d

and we set, for f € LL (1), Tysf = T(fp), and Ty, w5 f = Ti 5(f11).
1

Given a fixed positive Radon measure p on R?, we can define, for f € Ly (),

T.f(z) ==T(fu)(z), xR\ supp(fp),
Tpef(z) ==T(fr) (@), z e R%
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The last integral is absolutely convergent for all € R? if, for instance, f € LP(u) and pu
has growth of degree n, meaning that there is ¢ > 0 such that for any € R% and r > 0,
u(B(z,r)) < crm.

We say that the operator T), is bounded in LP(yu) if the operators T}, . are bounded in LP(u)
uniformly on € > 0 and analogously with respect to the boundedness from L'(u) to LY(u).
Moreover, we say that 7" is bounded from M (RY) to L'°°(y) if there is a constant C' > 0 such
that for all v € M(R?) and all A > 0,

v

p({z € RY: | Tv(x)] > A}) < T

uniformly on € > 0. Lastly, we say that a singular integral operator is a Calderén-Zygmund
operator (CZO) if it is bounded in L?(y).

Another notion that will be useful for our theorem is the following. Given a SIO T, originated
from a kernel k(+,-), we denote by 7™ the SIO that arises from the kernel k(z,y) = k(y,x). That
is, for v € M(R?), we put

T*v(zx) := y k(y,z)dv(y), for z € R%\ supp(v).

We will call T* the adjoint of T'. The reason for this notation is the following. Recall that if H
is a Hilbert space with inner product (-, ) and S: H — H is a continuous linear operator, the
adjoint of S, which we denote by S*, is the continuous linear operator S*: H — H determined
by the relation

(Sf,g)=(f,S"g), forall f,geH.
It is straightforward to check, using Fubini’s theorem, that for f, g € C?(R), we have

(Thefs9) :/Tu,ef(iv)g(w) dp(x) = /f(x)T,f,ag(ﬂf) dp(z) = (f,T9),

which is precisely the relation that characterizes the adjoint operator.

In the special case that we have k(y,z) = —k(x,y), we say that the kernel k(-,-) is antisym-
metric.

Lastly, we give two examples of singular integral operators.

Example 1.3. The Cauchy transform is the SIO in C obtained from the 1-dimensional anti-
symmetric Calder6n-Zygmund kernel

1
k(fE,y) ) :l:?ye(c'

If instead we consider

1
k;(xuy) = H,

we obtain a 1-dimensional Calderén-Zygmund kernel which is not antisymmetric.

Example 1.4. In R? for an integer 0 < n < d, we consider the Riesz kernels,

_ YT Y C
k(l‘,y)—ma J=1....d,

where we write 2 € R? as x = (21, ..., 24) and analogously for y € R?. The n-dimensional Riesz
kernels are the SIOs originated by these kernels. Note that these kernels are also antisymmetric.
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1.2 The Calderén-Zygmund decomposition

As mentioned in the Introduction, the Tb theorem in the present work belongs to the ambit of
non-homogeneous Calderén-Zygmund theory, that is, we work with measures p in R? such that
the doubling condition

w(B(z,2r)) < cu(B(z,r)), forany z € R r >0,

with a constant ¢, independent of the balls, is not necessarily true for all balls B(x,r) or cubes.
This is why we introduce, the following notion. For a, 8 > 1, we say that a cube Q C R? is
(a, f)-doubling if

w(aQ) < Bu(Q),

where a@) denotes the cube concentric with @ with diameter o diam(Q)). We claim that, although
1 may not satisfy any growth condition like the one above, there are a lot of small doubling
cubes. For a proof, see [Toll4, Lemma 2.8].

Lemma 1.5. Let 8 > o If u is a Radon measure in R?, then for p-a.e. x € R%, there exists a
sequence of («, 8)-doubling cubes {Qy} centered at the point z with £(Qr) — 0 as k — 4o0.

A key tool in many results concerning SIOs is the following lemma, called the Calderén-
Zygmund decomposition. Morally, it says that if we consider a Radon measure p on RY,
then for any finite measure v with compact support, we can split it into a “good” part, where it is
controlled by the ambient measure p and a “bad” part, in which |v| is bigger than p. Moreover,
the latter is a union of cubes with finite overlap. For a proof, see [Toll4, Lemma 2.14].

Lemma 1.6. Let y be a Radon measure on R?. For every v € M (Rd) with compact support

and every A\ > 2d+1H, we have:

(a) There exists a family of almost disjoint cubes, that is, having bounded overlap, {Q;};, and
a function f € L'(u) such that

A
v[(Q:) > 5d7T 1(2Q;), (4)
A
vI(nQ:) < Sgg (20Qi),  forn > 2, (5)
v=Ffp  inRN\[JQi,  with [f|<) pae (6)

(b) For each i, let R; be a (6,697!)-doubling cube concentric with Q;, with £(R;) > 4£4(Q;),
X9 Then, there exists a family of functions ¢; with supp(¢;) C R;, each

and let w; = m
/gol- du = / w; dv, (7)

k
> il < BA, 8)

p; with constant sign, satisfying

(where B is some fixed constant depending only on d and n), and

@il ooy 1(Ri) < ¢ |v|(Qd). (9)
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Lastly, we need a standard integral estimate concerning doubling cubes, which is easily proved
by splitting the domain of integration adequately.

Lemma 1.7. Let p be a Radon measure on R%. If QQ C R are concentric cubes such that there
are no (a, §)-doubling cubes (with 8 > a?) of the form o*Q, k > 0, with Q C o*Q C R, and
x¢g denotes the center of @), then

1 u(R
b ) < o I
/R\Q Tz M) S gy

where ¢; depends only on «, 5,n, and d.

1.3 The Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator

Let us introduce briefly an operator which is very well known in Harmonic Analysis: for a
Radon measure p in RY, the centered maximal Hardy-Littlewood operator M,, applied
to a complex Radon measure v is defined as

. vl(B(,r))
My () = 500" (B, )

so for f € L (1), we have M, f = M,(fun). A classical result, which can be proved using the

loc
covering theorem for bounded subsets of R%, due to Besicovitch, is the following.

Theorem 1.8. Let p be a Radon measure in R?. The centered maximal Hardy-Littlewood
operator M, is bounded from M (R%) to L1*°(y) and in LP(u), for 1 < p < oco.

For our purposes, this theorem will be useful because it will enable us to relate boundedness of
two integral operators whenever their difference is controlled by the maximal Hardy-Littlewood
operator.

Another result concerning this maximal operator, which we will use in Section [4] is Cotlar’s
inequality, which we state next.

Theorem 1.9. Let u be a positive Radon measure on R? and let T be an n-dimensional SIO.
Let 0 < s <1, and 0 < § < . Suppose that for some fixed z € R?,

w(B(x,r)) < cor” for r > ¢, (10)
and that Tj is bounded from M (R%) to L% (u). Then we have
|T.v(z)| < es M, (|Ts5v]%) (2)Y* + cs,7 Myv(z), for v € M(RY). (11)
Thus, if 1 has growth of degree n, then for all z € R?,

Ty sv(x) < s M (|T5v|%) (x)l/s + s Myv(x), for v € M(RY). (12)
The constant c¢s depends only on the constant cg in s, n, and d, and

o = ¢ (14 | Tslnrgeeys 1o ) -

with ¢ depending only on ¢y, s, n, and d.
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Note that in the theorem above we impose no doubling conditions on the measure u. Hence,
this theorem is valid for the non-homogeneous setting, which will be the situation in the T
theorem that we will prove. This result is due to Nazarov, Treil and Volberg [NTV98]|, although
the form in which we have stated it here is from Tolsa [Tol98|.

Lastly, we introduce the one-dimensional radial maximal operator,

Myv(z) = sup W

Note that if p has linear growth, i.e. there is some constant ¢y > 0 such that p(B(z,7)) < cor
for any r > 0, then Mgv(z) < coM,v(zx), and so Mg is bounded in LP(u) for 1 < p < oo and
from M (R?) to L1 (u).

1.4 Dyadic lattices

In the proof of our main theorem [2.1] dyadic lattices, which we introduce now, will play a key
role. For j € Z, D; is the collection of all cubes of the form

; k; ki +1 .
i::{(ml,...,xd)eRd:.§$i< 2—; ,1§z§d}, k= (k... kq) ez

2J

The standard dyadic lattice (from RY) is the union of all the D;,

DO = U Dj.
JEL

Note that for k,s € Z%, if k # s, then Qi N Qg = g. For i, we say that j is the generation
of @ and £(Q7,) = 277 is its side length. Moreover, for any w € R?, we can translate the
standard dyadic lattice and we obtain another dyadic lattice,

D(w) := w + Dy. (13)
For any dyadic lattice D in R?, we have the following useful properties:

1. For any = € R%, j € Z, there is a unique Q € D; that contains .
2. Given @, R € D, either Q N R = @ or one is contained inside the other.

3. Each @ € D; is a disjoint union of 2¢ cubes from Djy1,

2d
Q=P
=1

We say that CH(Q) = {Pz}?; are the children of ) and that @ is the parent of each
P;, which we denote P; = Q).

A terminology that is often used when working with dyadic lattices and cubes, related to the
second property, is the following. Suppose that we have some family I C D of not necessarily
disjoint dyadic cubes. We say that a cube in this family is maximal if it is not contained in any
other cube from the family. We denote by I™?* C [ the subfamily of the maximal cubes. The
advantage of considering the maximal family is that the cubes that form it are pairwise disjoint.

10



2 A Tb type theorem

Given a Radon measure ¢ on R% and some dyadic lattice D from R?, we define the associated
dyadic maximal Hardy-Littlewood operator (with respect to o and D) by

V(@)
QeD:Q>zx U(Q) ’

for any complex measure v € M(R?). For f € Ll (o), we put M, qf(z) = M, q(fo)(z). We

loc
show the boundedness properties of this operator in the following theorem.

Theorem 1.10. The operator M, 4 is bounded from M (R?) to L}*°(s) and also in LP(c), for
1<p<oo.

MJ,dV(QS‘) =

The boundedness of this maximal operator is the key ingredient in proving the dyadic version
of the well-known Lebesgue differentiation theorem. The proof is the same as for centered balls
in RY.

Theorem 1.11. Let u be a Radon measure in R and f € L (n). Then, for p-a.e. x € RY,
1

Jm ) e Sl =0

where for each n > 1, Q,(x) € D is the only cube in the dyadic lattice D with side length 27"
that contains x.

In particular, using the L?(o)-boundedness of My 4, one can prove the following Dyadic Carleson
embedding theorem, which we state below. For the proof, see |Toll4, Theorem 5.8|. Before
stating it, we introduce the following notation. For o a Radon measure in R?, f € Ll (o) and

Q C R a cube, we let loc
1
0,Q = AN do.
(fog U(Q)/Qf o

Theorem 1.12. Let o be a Radon measure on R%. Let D be some dyadic lattice from R and
let {ag}gep be a family of non-negative numbers. Suppose that for every cube R € D we have

Z aqQ < CQO‘(R). (14)

QeD:QCR

Then, every family of non-negative numbers {wg }gep satisfies

Z wgag < 02/sup wodo(x).
QeD Q3
Also, if f € L*(0),
> heelfag < ceall 120
QeD

where ¢ is an absolute constant.

2 A Tbh type theorem

Below we state the main theorem of the present work. As stated in the Introduction, this is an
extension of an analogous result by Nazarov, Treil and Volberg [NTV02|. The theorem concerns
a SIO associated to, in the sense of Definition [I.2] an n-dimensional Calderén-Zygmund kernel
k(-,-), defined on R* xR\ {(z,y) € R2xR? : 2 = y}, with associated constants Ccz > 0, which,
for commodity, will be denoted also by ¢, which will absorb other constants, and 0 < n <1 (in
the sense of Definition . Let us fix these constants throughout the rest of the article.

11



2 A Tb type theorem

Theorem 2.1. Let p be a finite measure supported on a compact set F C R?. Suppose that
there exist two complex measures v, v and, for each w € R, three subsets Hp(w)s T117(w)7 T%(w) C

R? made of dyadic cubes from D(w) such that

(a) Every ball B, of radius r such that u(B;) > cor™ is contained in (,,cra Hp(w)-

(b) v1 = bipand vy = by, where by, by are functions in L>°(y1), that is, such that |[b1 || Lo (), [|b2]] Loo () <

Cp.
(c) fRd\Hp(w) T dp < cop(F), and fRd\Hmw) T¥vydp < copu(F) for all w € RY.

(d) If @ € D(w) is such that Q ¢ Té(w), then pu(Q) < cacelvi(Q)], for i = 1,2 (we say that @

is an accretive cube).
(e) w(Hpgwy U T%(w) U T%(w)) < Sou(F), for all w € R? and some &y < 1.
Then, there exists a subset

acr\ N (Hp(w) U Ty U Tg(w)) (15)

weRY

such that

(i) #(G) = 7 u(F).
(ii) p|G has cp-linear growth.

(iii) The SIO T is bounded in L?(i|G).

The constant ¢; and the bound for the L?(1|G) boundedness depend only on Ccz, co, Cp, Cx, Cace
and .

Note that from condition (a) above, from condition we infer that p|G has co-linear growth.
So, to check (ii), it suffices to prove (15).

Before moving on to the proof, let us remark that it will be highly technical and quite long.
This is why it has been divided in three sections. In the present one, we introduce some objects,
which will be the right tools to prove Theorem and we describe and prove their useful
properties. In Section [3, we prove a key lemma concerning one of these objects. Section [ is
brief and consists in proving a theorem that is analogous to one of the results in the section
containing the preliminaries. Lastly, Section [5] combines all the work from the previous ones to
conclude the proof of Theorem via a probabilistic argument.

2.1 The exceptional set S

The long proof of Theorem [2.1] starts by defining a set S, which we call exceptional, through the
identification of the points from the support of  in which the maximal functions Tiv1 and T} v
are uniformly bounded. In this section, we are going to show that p(S \Hp(w)) can be controlled
by the measure of the set F' by choosing a big enough bound for the maximal functions.

For now, let a > cycp > 0 be a fixed constant, to be chosen below. We set

Sy:={x € F:Tu(z)>a}= {x € F :sup |Tevi(x)] > a},
e>0

S2:={x € F:Ti(zx)>a) = {x € F:sup T ve(x)| > a} )
e>0

12



2 A Tb type theorem

In addition, we let

>0:|T. > al, € S3,
0, r e F\Sg,
>0:|T* > al, €82,
es (1’) — Sup{E | e V2 (x)| a} €T 0 , (17)
0, x € F\ Sg,
We define the exceptional sets S; and S as
= U B(z,ei(x)), S2:= U B(z, ea(x)).
zeSE z€SE
Moreover, we put S := S7 U Ss. In the next lemma, we are going to see that we can make

7 (SZ- \ HD(w)) small by taking « big enough, for ¢ = 1,2. For simplicity, we denote

n 1
A=2 CCZ<1+277_1)'

Lemma 2.2. Let w € R%. If y € 51\ Hp(w), then Ty (y) > a — Acpep. Thus, if a > 2Acocy,
then

) < QZ*M(F)-

1 (S1\ Hpw)

Proof. First, note that if y € S1 \ Hp(y), then y € B(z,e1(x)) for some z € S§, and so there
is 0 < r < ej(x) such that y € B(x,r). By definition of e;(z), there is some r < go(z) < e1(z)
such that

!Tgo(x)m(x)‘ >a and y € B(z,go(x)).

To prove the first statement in the lemma, it suffices to show that
T oyv1 (@) — Tog @1 (y)| < Acoce. (18)
Indeed, if the previous inequality holds, we deduce that
T (y) > |Tao(x)1/1(y)\ > }Tgo(x)l/l(x” — Acocp > a — Acocp.

Let us prove . We have that ‘Tgo(x)yl (z) = Tey@m1 (y)| is bounded above by

| Teo(a) (11 B(y, 260(2))) (@)] + | Teo(a) (111 B(y, 260(2))) ()] (19)
+ | Tey (@) (VlLB(y, 2¢0(2))°) () — Too(a) (11| B(y, 260(2))°) (y)] (20)

To bound the first term on the right-hand side of , we write

T2 (@) (1 [ By, 220(2))) (2)| = ‘/ - )k(%Z)d(Vl [ B(y, 2¢0(x))) (2)

Ccz
S/x et o LB 220N 2

< cop N ig(j;—rr?( z)))

< 2"Ceozcepeo,

13



2 A Tb type theorem

where in the last inequality we have used that y & Hopy,), so u(B(y, 2e0(y))) < co(2e0(z))". The
second term on the right-hand side of is estimated analogously and it can also be bounded
by 2"Cczcpcp. The last term, in , can be bounded by

/ k(. 2) — k(y, 2)| divn|(2). (21)
RN\ B(y,2e0(x))

For z ¢ B(y,2e0(x)), since y € B(z,e0(x)), we have that

IZ*yI
2

|z —y| < eo(z) <

SO does not exceed

[z —y|"

Coz———d|v1](z
/Rd\B(y,2so(z)) |z — y|mtn 1](z)

o0

< Cozapeo(z)" Y |
k=1

Z u(B(y, 2" eo()))

2k n+n 50 n+n

1
T——dp(z)
/zkso( )<|z—y|<2k+1eg(z) |2 — YT

< Cezepeo(x

271/
=27 CCZCbCOZ 2k77 = ﬁCCZCbCOa
k_

using again that y & Hp(,). So we get

n

Teo(@y1(2) = Teori(y)] < 2-2"Cozepco + 57— Cozenco

1
=2"Ceoy (1 + 2_1) cpco = Acocep,

which is . Now, if a > 2Acqcy,

T (y) > o — Acoep >

AR

Using Chebyshev’s inequality,

j)

1(S1\ Hppy)) < pb ({y € F'\ Hp(y) : Tuvi(y) >

/ Ton (y) duly)
« F\H’D(w)

2
aC*M(F)’

oo

AN
| po

IN

where in the last inequality we have used the first inequality from assumption (c) in Theorem
21 O
Arguing analogously, we have the following estimate.

Lemma 2.3. Let w € R%. If y € Sy \ Hp(w), then Tvo(y) > a — Acgep. Thus, if a > 2Acocy,
then

2¢y
) <

11 (S2 \ Hpuw) o ().

14
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As a consequence, for a > 2Acgcy,, we have that

1 (S\ Hpw)) < 1 (S1\ Hpw)) + 1 (S2 \ Hp(w)) < -, M),

Now, set 61 = (6o + 1)/2 (so that d9 < 61 < 1). Choose av = max(2Acocp, 8ci/(1 — dp)), so that

4e,
7 <HD(w) U Tlla(w) U T%(w)> + 1 (S\ Hp)) < <50 + a) p(F) < 61u(F), (22)

for any w € R

2.2 The suppressed operators

As in INTV]| and [Toll4|, we are going to consider a suppressed version of our kernel k(-, ).
That is, we are going to modify it in such a way that we obtain a new kernel with properties
that make it easier to work with, while keeping it similar enough to the original one so that
it enables us to deduce properties which, without the modification, would be much harder to
prove.

For this, let ©: RY — [0, 00) be such that
O(z) —O(y)| < |z —y|, forall z,ycRY

(i.e. © is 1-Lipschitz). Moreover, let X: [0,00) — [0,1] be a smooth cut-off function which
vanishes identically in [0,1/2] and equals 1 in [1,00). We consider a new kernel

|z —y|?

%6(95»?/) =X <@(x)@(y)> k(x,y), (23)

and we put Y(co) = 1. Similarly to what happened in [NTV] and [Tol14], we have that ke (z,y) =
k(x,y) if ©(x) or ©(y) vanish. We now give three useful properties of the new kernel.

Lemma 2.4. We have that ke (z,y) = 0 if |z — y| < 2 max(0(z),0(y)).

Proof. Since X vanishes in [0,1/2], it is enough to prove that if [z — y| < imax(O(z), O(y)),

then @|(Z ;g‘(zy) < % This is an easy consequence of the fact that © is 1-Lipschitz. Indeed, assume
first that ©(xz) > O(y). Then, max(6O(x),0(y)) = O(z) and so

[z —yl> _ 1max(6(x), O(y))* _ 16(x)
O(x)0(y) —4  O(x)0(y) 40(y)

Moreover, using the Lipschitz property,

O(y) > O(r) — 5 max(O(x), O(y)) = O(r) — ;O(r) = 1 O(r).
and so we deduce that
lw—yl> _16(x) 2 _1
O@)O(y) ~ 46(y) — 4 2

which is precisely what we wanted. Now, if ©(z) < ©O(y), the situation is symmetric and the

2
same arguments yield that 6‘(9; )(g'(y) <1 o

15



2 A Tb type theorem

Lemma 2.5. For any z,y € R%, we have the bound

c

ko (z,y)| < max(0(z), O(y))"

Proof. Using the previous lemma, this is an easy computation. Indeed, if x,y € R? are such that
|z — y| < 1 max(©(z),O(y)), then ko(z,y) = 0 and the inequality in the statement is trivially
true. Assume that |z — y| > 1 max(0(z), O(y)). Then, since ||X|lso < 1,

c2™

ko(z.9)l < k@)l = o= 5 < G mem

O]

Lemma 2.6. Let ©: RY — [0,00) be a 1-Lipschitz function. Then, the kernel E@, defined in
, is also a Calder6on-Zygmund kernel.

Proof. First, recall that k& being an n-dimensional Calderén-Zygmund kernel means that there
exist constants ¢ > 0 and 0 < 7 < 1 such that the following inequalities hold for all z,y € R,

T #y,

cle — 2’|

if|z — 2’| < %, k(. y) — k(2 y)| + |k(y, z) — k(y,2")| < Tz =gt

We need to show that the analogous estimates hold for %@. For the size estimate , we use
that ||X]|eo < 1,

ko (2, y)| =

(amel) k)| < k(o) <

[z =y
To check the second condition (25)), first we show that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that
if |z — 2’| < —'I;y‘,

dx—a'|"

~ 7 !
ko (z,y) — ke(2',y)| < [z =g

(26)

For this, we write,

‘%@(1’, y) - %(9(1./7 y)’ -

*(atmat) e - (aatn ) 9]

Now, note that if both

e —y? _ 1 " —yf?
———=—<—- and ————— <,
O(x)0(y) ~ 2 O(x)0(y) ~ 2
then |ko(z,y) — ko(z,y)| = 0 and holds trivially. Moreover, if both
|z — y|” o —yf?
——= - >1 and —/———— >1,
O(x)ely) ~ O(x)0(y) ~

16



2 A Tb type theorem

then |E@(x,y)v— E@(x’,yN)] = |k(z,y) — k(a/,y)| and we can take ¢ = ¢ in (26). Thus, we can
assume that kg(z,y) # ko(x,y). With this in mind, we write,

V() (k) — k')
| [% (5tmot) (st ) )

_ ! ~ |z — y|? _ 2" — yf”
< |k(z,y) — k@', y)| + [IX loo 0(z)0(y) O(z)O(y)

‘%@(‘Ta y) - %@(x/7 y)’ <

C

lz —y|m

The first term is already in the form that we want and we can bound it by

/ clz —a'|"
k(z,y) — k(2 y)| < Tz — gt

Now we look at the second term in ([27]). Since X is smooth and has compact support, the norm
[IX'|loo is & constant. We are now going to show that there is a constant ¢ > 0 such that

e —yl* |2 -yl cdz—a| _ a2
O(x)0(y) ©@@)e() |~ lz—yl ~ |lr—ym’

(28)
where in the second inequality we have used that 7 < 1 and that|z — 2/|/|x — y| < 1/2. This,
taking ¢ = ¢ (1 4 ||X'[|oC), gives us (20])).

To show that holds, we denote

' — y[?
O(2")O0(y)

lz —y|?

A9 = ool

A(xla y) =

Recall that our function Y vanishes in [0, 1/2], is constant equal to 1 in [1, 00) and is smooth with
0<x(t)<1lforte (1/2,1). We will prove distinguishing whether A(z,y) and A(z',y) are
in [0,1/2],(1/2,1) or [1,00).

e Case 1: A(x,y) € (1/2,1) or, equivalently, |z — y|? < O(z)O(y) < 2|z — y|2.

Case 2: A(z,y) € [0,1/2] or, equivalently, |z — y|* < $6(2)O(y).

Case 3: A(z',y) € [0,1/2] or, equivalently, |2’ — y|*> < 10(2")O(y).

Case 4: A(x',y) € (1/2,1), or, equivalently, |2’ — y|> < ©(2)O(y) < 2|2’ — y|? and
O(z) > £0(z').

Case 5: O(z) < 10(z').

Proving the inequality in each case is a matter of computations, writing the same things in
different ways according to which case we are in and using that © is 1-Lipschitz appropriately.
For commodity of the reader, we gather all these computations in the five following lemmas.

Lemmas [2.7] through 2.10] show that in cases 1 through 4, we have

.12 I 12 o
o=y o=y | le—al
O(x)0(y) O(x)6(y) |z =yl

17



2 A Tb type theorem

which means that we can take ¢ = 50 in (28). Using Lemma there is no need to use the
mean value theorem in the last line of , because we can simply bound

o (o.1) ~ Fo(e', )| < (o) = K )] + ) 5

lz—a'|" 20c 1 |z—a|"

lz —y[mtr 3 o —y[? |z -yl
1_1_20 |z — 2/ |"
:C JR— -
3) |lz—yn’

which is exactly what we wanted. Lastly, the estimate

/ |x — 37/’7]

ko (y, x) — ke(y,2')| < S P——

is a consequence of the computations that we have already done, since the roles of x and y are
interchangeable in A(z,y) and moreover |2’ — y| =~ |z — y|.

O]

The next five lemmas are purely technical and their sole purpose is to deal with the different
cases that we encountered when trying that the kernel kg is Calderén-Zygmund, in the lemma
above. After these details, we define the SIOs associated to this kernel in page 21]

Lemma 2.7. Assume that |z — y|? < O(2)O(y) < 2|z — y|?. Then,

|z —yl? |2 —y? <5 45) |z — 2|
— <l|lz+4+—= : 29
oo e@ew| =272 ) wy >
Proof. We can write
2 —y[*> |’ =yl :Iw—yIQ—Iw’—yPHm/_mz( 11 >
©(z)0(y) O()O(y) ©(z)0(y) O(z)0(y) O(z)O(y)
|z —y* — 2" —y]? 2 O(") — O(x)
owew " Y ewmenew) e
We can control the numerator in the first term by
|z =y = 2" =y = [l& =yl + 2" = yl| [l —y| = 2" = yl|
<llz—yl+ " — 2| + |z — yl| |z — 2|
< 2o —ylle— 2| (31)

Thus, using that ©(z2)O(y) > |z — yl|?,

|z —y* — |2’ — y|?
O(z)O(y)

which is in the form that we wanted. For the second term in , we use, in addition, that ©
is 1-Lipschitz, to get

5le—ylle—a'| _5lx—a]

T2 Jz—yP o 2z—y|’

|2 — =

9
4 O(2')”’

2" — y?|2" — 2

O(z') - O(z)
’ [z —yPO(a’)

60100 (32

2" — y[?

IN

)
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where in the last inequality we have used that |2’/ — y| < %]:p —y|. We see that we need a lower
bound for ©(z') in terms of |x — y|. To obtain such a bound, we first show that

min(O(z), 0(y)) > Sl — 3| (33)

Indeed, if we assume that the reverse inequality holds, we obtain that

O(x)O(y) 5le—yf> 5

and so
. 5 3
6(z) — B(y)| = max(8(z), B(y)) — min(O(2), O(y)) = gl —yl = o —yl > [z —yl,
which is not possible since © is 1-Lipschitz, so holds. Lastly,
1 1
O(a') = O(z) — |z — 2’| = O(x) — 5|z — y| > min(B(x), O(y)) — 5l —y|

3
>

o~y - slz—y| = S|z —y|
5T YT Y= g Tk

We plug this in and we get

2 — O(z') — O(x) 10-9)z —a'|  45]z — 2|
©(z)0(y)O(z') 4 Jz—yl 2 |z—yl
This proves that holds. ]

Lemma 2.8. Assume that |z — y|> < 10(2)©(y). Then,

5 9\ |z -2
<(-+= . 34
<(i+5) 5 o

Proof. We write the left-hand side of as in . Using also and our hypothesis, we
can bound the first term in by

e —yl* 2 =yl
O(z)0(y) ©(2)O(y)

|z —y|* — |o' — y|?
O(z)O(y)

Moreover, the second term is controlled by

5le—yllz—a'| _ 5]z —2|

T2 O06(y) T 4lr—yl

L 20E) 0@ | [ Pl -] _ |y _ 9o
| ”(X@@@ﬁ@@ﬁ§<xme@ﬂ@@>§2w—yw@uw5586m0’

because |2/ — y| < 3|z — y|. Now, we claim that our hypothesis implies that ©(z) > |z — y|.
This, combined with the fact that © is 1-Lipschitz and that |z — 2’| < |z — y|, implies that
O(z') > %\x—y[, and so holds. To prove that our claim is true, we assume that the opposite
inequality holds, i.e., ©(z) < |z — y|. Then,

1 1

50@)0(y) < Slz —y[(O(z) + ]z —y]) <z - yl?,
which contradicts our hypothesis. Thus, the claim holds and we conclude the proof. ]
Lemma 2.9. Assume that |2/ — y|> < 16(2/)O(y). Then,

|z — |

2 —y|

e —yl* |2y
ool e@e@| - * T
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Proof. The proof in this case is similar to the previous case, but now we need to be slightly
more careful. Now it will be more convenient to write the left-hand side of as

o -yl -y = g2 O@) —O(x) _|o'—yf’ — |z —yf
O(x)0(y) O(2")0(y) O(x)0(2")0(y) O(z)e(y)

Using and our hypothesis, we can bound the second term in by

(36)

2’ —y|? — |z — y|?
O(2")0(y)

5z —yllw— ']

2 e@)ely)

where in the last inequality we have used that |2/ —y| > 1|z —y|. For the first term, we use the
hypothesis to get that

2 O) = 6() | _1]e—u!
Towe)el)| =2 6@
We see that we are in a situation similar to what we had in the previous lemma; we should be
able to bound ©(x) > a|z — y| for some constant a > 0. For this, we will assume that instead of
|z —a'| < $|z—yl, we have that [z — 2’| < #|z—y|. This extra assumption causes no problems in
showing that the suppressed kernel satisfies the inequalities required to be Calderéon-Zygmund.
First, since © is 1-Lipshitz, we clearly have that

|z —

1 2
O(z) 2 O(') - |z —a'| 2 ©(z') — glw —y| = B(&') — S|z’ —yl.
We now claim that ©(z’) > 2|z’ — y|. If this holds, we have that

1 1
>l —yl > —lzr—

and so holds. To see that our claim is true, assume that the opposite inequality holds, that
is, ©(2') < 3|2’ — y|. In this case,

1 3 21

5@(56/)@(3/) < §|x' — 9| (@(:U/) + |2’ — y|) < ﬁlx' — y|2 <o — y|2,
which contradicts our hypothesis that |2/ —y|? < £0(2/)O(y). This means that ©(z') > 2|2’ -y,

thus finishing the proof. O

Lemma 2.10. Assume that |2/ — y|> < ©(2/)O(y) < 2|z’ — y|? and O(z) > 1O0(2’). Then,

80\ |z — 2|
< 10—|—> . 37
( 3/ lz—yl 7

lz—yl* 2 =yl

O(z)0(y) ©(z)0(y)

Proof. We write the left-hand side of as in . Exactly as in the proof of Lemma we
have that

/

5
2" =yl = |z =y’ < Sl =yl |z = /],

Moreover, since from |z — 2’| < |z — y| we have that
Sl =yl <1e gl < Szl
9 Yl = Yl = 9 Y,
we can rewrite our hypothesis as

1 9
e y* <)o) < Sl = yl?.
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Using this, we can bound the second term in by

2" —yl? — | — ble—ylle—a| |z —yllz —2] |z — 2’|

6()0(y) |2 6@@)e(y) e -yl -y’
which is in the form that we want. For the first term in , we have

O(z') — O(z) ’ |z —y[*|2’ — 2|
z —y|? < . 38
"= lemewien)| = e@eaew) e
Analogously as we saw in the proof of Lemma [2.7] we have that
. 3
min(6(z'), O(y)) > c|2’ -yl > *|96 —yl. (39)

) — 10
Recall that we assume that ©(z) > $6(z’). Combining this with the minimum condition ,
we have that O(x) > %|x — y|. Hence, returning to ,

o —yPla’ —a| _ e —yPl’ —2| _ x| _ 80|z 2]
O(zx)0(z")0(y) = O(x)r —y? O) ~ 3 [z—yl’

and we conclude. I

Lemma 2.11. Assume that ©(z) < $0(2’). Then,

(st Ry Py (et —yP? )| < lz=<!
O /1~ 3 lv—yl

Proof. First, since 0 < x(t) <1 for all t € R,

Once again, we have that min(©(z'), O(y)) > 1—30|a? — y|. Moreover, using that © is 1-Lipschitz,

[z — 2’| > ©(x) — ©(2")] = 6(2') — O(z) > %@( )= ;Olw —yl.

Hence, |z — 2'|/|x — y| > 3/20, which concludes the proof. O

For € > 0, and a complex Radon measure v, we set

Koarlw)= [ ow)dvly), Kow@)= [ Folymydrty). (40

The operator Kg  is the (e-truncated) ©-suppressed version of the operator 7' and analogously
for Kaa and T%. We also set

Ko v(z) = su% |Kov(z)|, Kev(z)=Kegov(z),
e>

assuming that the integral that defines Kg gv(z) exists. Given f € L'(u), to simplify notation,
we will write

Ko f :=Koc(fr), Kouf:=Keox(fu), Keof:=Keo(fn),

and, as usual, we will use the analogous notation for K§ _, K§ , and K§.

In the following lemma, we are going to relate the truncated operators T, with the truncated
suppressed operators Kg .. We give estimates for both T and T™.

21



2 A Tb type theorem

Lemma 2.12. Let 2 € R? and suppose that ©(z) < . Let ¢ be a complex Radon measure on
R?. Then, we have the following estimates,

|o|(B(z, 7))

* 3 g B .%',T'
L0 (2) ~ Koeo(a)| < eswp IO 100 ) i o(a)] < csnp BT,
r>¢ r r>e r

Proof. We have

o) = ko)l = [ () ko) — )

- [ (eiatn) o= (aat)

We need to estimate the difference inside the absolute value. First, note that if |z — y|? >
O(z)O(y), then it is zero. Now, assume that |z — y|? < ©(z)O(y). We apply the mean value

theorem,
< (ot0w) 1 = < (80) ~ ] < W1t -1

Using that |z — y|? < ©(2)O(y), we get

Ccz
|z —y|"

’ z—yl* ' _ |z —yI? — ©@@)O(y) ' _ 9(@)0(y) — |z —y|?

O(2)0(y) 0 (x)0(y) O (z)O(y)
L 9@y 8@ O +lr—y) O O
T eyl T |z — yl|? [z —yl* |z —yl

Hence,

[Keco(w) - Teo(@)] < ¥ |Coz |

|lx—y|>e

(22 + 2 ) dolio

o=y T Jo T

To estimate the last integrals, we write {x € R?: |z — y| > £} as a disjoint union of annuli,

o0

1 1
[z =gzl - ——5dlo
/ll’—y>a Ea o1) kzzo /2k6<|a:—y|§2k+15 |z — y|nt+2 l71(y)

- Jol(B(z,2e))
= kzo (ng)n+2

2 L o|(B(x, 2 e)) 1
g2 P (2k+1g)n 4k+1

2n+2 B — 1
_ sup o|(B(z,7)) Z

2 e n 4k+1

k=0

Ch o|(B(x,r

_ Gt gy llB)
13 r>e T

Analogously,
1 Cy ol(B(x,r
[ dloly) < Sowp I
|z—y|>e |$_y| € r>e r
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Using these two estimates, we can bound the difference

~ C C B(x,
[Kaso(o) - R20(o)] < ¥ (GO0 + L) ) sup 7T
€ € r>e r
 eap 7BGT).
r>e T

where we have used our assumption that ©(z) < e. The proof for the estimate involving T}
and Ké’s is the same, since the role of x and y inside X can be interchanged in the definition of

%@(IE?y)' O

Continuing in the line of the relation between the truncated operators and both truncated and
suppressed operators, in the following lemma we are going to see how knowledge about the size
of the first ones gives information about the size of the others.

Lemma 2.13. Let x € R? and 7,75 > 0, possibly depending on z, be such that

o u(B(x,r)) < cor™ for r > min(rq, ra),

o |[Tvi(x)| <afor a>ry and [T} ve(z)| < « for a > ro.
Then,

(a) If ©(z) > 11, we have |Kg v (z)| < a+ cepep for all e > 0.

(b) If ©(x) > ra, we have |K§ va(z)| < a+ cepep for all e > 0.

In particular, if ©(z) > max(ry,72), both estimates hold simultaneously for all € > 0.

Proof. For the commodity of the reader, we will only give the details of the proof of (a). A
careful inspection of our argument quickly reveals that the proof of (b) is almost identical.

That being said, in order to prove (a) we will treat two cases separately. First, if ¢ > ©(x) > rq,
we use the previous lemma and we infer that in this situation we can bound

B B
| Ko v1(z)| < |Tevi(z)| + csup M < a+ cepsup M:s,r)) < a+ cepcy.
r r

r>e r>e

Now, if the opposite inequality holds, that is, if ¢ < ©(x), we can bound

Koo (@) < / oo (2, )] duly) + / Folz.y)dn(y)|. (1)
R4\ B(z,0(z))

B(z,0(z))

For the first integral, we write

[ el = [ (Fa(ew)ldut) + | lFo(e,)ldu(y).
B(z,0(x)) (z,30(x)) 70(@)<lz—y|<O(x)

: 1 1 T —
Since 50(z) < 5max(0(z),0(y)), by Lemma we have that kg(z,y) = 0 for all y €
Bz, %@(w ). Thus, the right-hand side of the previous equation is bounded by

nH(B(z,0(z)))
S O

ke (2, y)|du(y) 2"y = ccp,

/ée(x)<wy|<@(x)
since as 1 < ©(z), we have that u(B(x,0(x))) < coO(x)".

Lastly, the second integral in equals Ke,@(x)ul(x) and, by our computation above, it is
bounded by a + ccpcp. O
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Now, recall point (a) of Theorem which is the converse inequality to the one in the first
hypothesis from the previous lemma,

(a) Every ball B, of radius r such that u(B,) > cor” is contained in (), cga Hp(uw)-

The behavior of these balls motivates the following definition.

Definition 2.14. Let x € F'. We say that a ball B(z,r) is non-n-Ahlfors if
u(B(x,r)) > cor’.
In addition, we define the n-Ahlfors radius of the point = as

R(z) =sup{r > 0: u(B(x,r)) > cor"}
= sup{r > 0: B(z,r) is a non-n-Ahlfors ball }.

If there does not exist any r > 0 such that u(B(x,r)) > cor™, we simply set R(z) = 0.

Note that for any w € R?, all non-n-Ahlfors balls and the balls B(z,e1(z)), B(z, e2(z)), defined
in and , are contained in Hp(,) U S. This observation will be essential in proving the
following lemma.

Lemma 2.15. Let w € R? and let ©: R? — [0, 00) be a 1-Lipschitz function such that
O(z) > dist(z, R\ (Hp() U 5)),

for all z € R?. Then, Ko vi(x) < ¢4 and K(f),*yg(m) < ¢4 for all z € F, with ¢4 depending on
co, Cp, C+, and dg.

Proof. Let x € F and call rp = max(R(x),e1(x),ea(x)). We claim that O(x) > ro.
Obviously, if # € Hp,) US, ro = R(z) = e1(z) = e2(z) = 0, so the inequality holds trivially. If
x € Hp,) U S, we can see that ©(x) > R(r) and O(z) > max(e1(z), e2(x)) separately.

First, we show that O(z) > R(z). Indeed, if R(z) = 0, it is clear. If R(z) > 0, for any
0 < r < R(x), by definition of supremum there is some r < r’ < R(x) such that B(z,r’) is
non-n-Ahlfors, so B(z,r") C Hp,). Hence,

O(x) > dist(z, R\ (HpuyUS)) >r'>r, forall r<R(z),

from which we deduce that ©(z) > R(x).

Now, to prove that ©(x) > max(e;(x),e2(x)), we will only show the details of the proof of
O(x) > e1(x). The other inequality is proved analogously.

If v ¢ S§, we have that e (z) = 0 and so the inequality is clear. If x € Sy, then z € B(z,e1(z)) C
S, so
diSt(.ﬁE,Rd \ (Hp(w) us)) > diSt(l’,Rd \ (Hp(w) USy)) > ei(x),

and in this case the inequality is also satisfied. Analogously, ©(z) > ex(z).

We can apply the last part of Lemma with this choice of ry. Indeed, since rqg > R(z), for
r > ro we have that p(B(z,r)) < cor™. Also, if € > r9 > max(e1(z), ea(z)), by definition of
e1(z), e2(x), we have that |T vy (x)|, |TSv2(z)| < . This allows us to deduce that for all € > 0,
|Ko,v1(2)], |[K§ v2(2)| < a+ cepeg. We conclude by taking supremum over € > 0. O
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2.3 Dyadic lattices and the martingale decomposition

2.3.1 Random dyadic lattices

As we will see in the end of the proof of Theorem a probabilistic argument will play a key
role in showing the L?(u|G) boundedness of T. The motivation for introducing randomness is
that we are going to relate boundedness of our original operators with that of other operators
arising from taking averages (or, in probabilistic terms, expectations) over the points of a set
Q c R? with which we translate the usual dyadic lattice. In this section, we define the set €.

Let N > 1 be some big integer, which we will choose later, and define S° = [0, oN ]d. In the rest
of the proof of Theorem we assume that

supp(pu) = F C éS’O.
Moreover, we set
0= [_2N—47 2N—4]d CR?,
and we consider dyadic lattices D(w) as in , with w € Q. We write
Q°(w) = w + S°, (42)
so that Q°(w) € D(w). Moreover, by our choice of 2, we have the following.

Lemma 2.16. For all w € Q, we have F C 1Q°(w).

Proof. Indeed, if we denote by zgo(,,) and zgo the centers of the cubes Q°(w) and S, respectively,

we have that 1
ZQO(M) = W + 2,’50 —|— [—2N73, 2N73]d .

Let © € F be arbitrary. In order to show that x € iQO (w), we have to prove that

[z — (w— 250) [0 < E(i@;(w)) = oN=3,

. (180
Using that = € %SO, we have that ||z — zg0||c0 < (82 ) _ 2N=4 Hence,

lz = (w = zg0)lloo < [l& = 2g0]|0 + [lwllo < 2V7H 42874,
where we have used that ||w||, < 2V~*, thus completing the proof. O

We will denote by P the uniform probability on €, that is, the normalized Lebesgue measure
on the cube Q.

2.3.2 Transit and terminal cubes

Recall that in the first section we have singled out an exceptional set with the intention of
controlling the maximal functions T,v; and T;1v,. This will not be the only instance of the use
of such a technique in the proof of Theorem 2.1 In the present section, we are going to classify
the dyadic cubes of any given lattice, D, taking into account whether or not they are contained
in the special sets HD,T%) or T%. We will see that, on the one hand, the cubes that are not
contained inside these sets have some desirable properties regarding the growth of the p-measure
of their dilates and their side lengths. On the other hand, by considering the maximal cubes
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contained inside the special sets, we will obtain a disjoint family of cubes with side lengths
comparable to those of the better-behaved ones. We give this classification now.

Fix w € Q and consider the dyadic lattice D = D(w). Let Q € D be contained in Q% = Q°(w)
with u(Q) > 0. We say that the cube @Q is

e terminal of the first (resp. second) kind if 2Q C Hp or if Q C T} (resp. 2Q C Hp or
Q C T3),

e transit of the first (resp. second) kind if it is not terminal of the first (resp. second)
kind.

We denote the set of cubes that are terminal of the first kind by D'*™!  the set of those that
are terminal of the second kind by D'*™2 and Dterm = pterml  pterm2 anq analogously with
D1 and D2 for transit cubes.

Note that we assume all transit and terminal (of the first and second kind) cubes to be contained
in Q%. This is because if a cube (or part of it) is outside Q%, then it cannot contribute any
p-measure (or the only contribution comes from inside Q%).

From assumption (e) in Theorem QY% is always transit of both kinds. Indeed, if it were
terminal of any kind, it would be contained in Hp U T11) U T%, and so by (e),
p(Qp) < u(Hp UTHUTR) < Sop(F) < u(F).
However, by Lemma [2.16]
p(F) < p <iQ%) < u(Qp),
which contradicts the previous inequality.

Lemma 2.17. Let Q € D™! U D2, Then,
p(AQ) < cpl(AQ)", for all A > 1.

Moreover, if Q € D™! we have pu(Q) < cacc|v1(Q)|, and for Q € D™2, the corresponding
inequality is p(Q) < cacc|r2(Q)]-

Proof. Since @ is transit, Q ¢ Hp UT)H UT3. In particular, Q ¢ Hp and so by assumption (a)
of Theorem any ball containing @ satisfies u(B(z,r)) < cor™. Hence, if zg is the center of
Q,

1(AQ) < u(B(zq, M(Q))) < col(Q)"

Also, from Q ¢ THUT3, from assumption (d) in Theorem we have that pu(Q) < caee|vi(Q)],
fori=1,2. O

2.3.3 The martingale decomposition

So far, our classification of dyadic cubes of a given lattice has only given us information about
the measure p on the dilates of the cubes and the relation between the p-measure and the ;-
measure of said cubes. However, the distinction between transit and terminal cubes has much
more to offer. Indeed, in the following pages, we are going to define for each transit cube an
operator on L?(1) and with a little work we will be able to express any function from this space
as a sum of these operators acting on our function. This is a standard technique in Harmonic
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Analysis and will involve the averages of our functions over the transit cubes, together with
those of the functions by and bs.

Let f € Li (1), Q and any cube with 1(Q) # 0, we put

1
<f>Q:M(Q)/QfdM

Remark 2.18. An observation which will be useful below is what follows. If Q € D' then

|(bi) | > o Indeed, we can write

@l @l
'<bZ>Q"|u<Q>|'/Qb’d”' Q)] 2 credln(@)] G

because if Q) € D', in particular, Q ¢ Té.

Moreover, we define the operators Z; and =9 as

_ ., {(Day _ . ey
ulf = mbh ~2f— mb%

where by and by are the functions from Theorem Since QY, is always transit, by Lemma
we have that neither <b1>QoD nor (bQ>Q0D vanish. Moreover, the definition of Z; does not depend

on the choice of the lattice D(w), w € 2, since QOD contains the support of u. We display some
more useful facts concerning these operators in the following lemma.

Lemma 2.19. For i = 1,2, we have that
(a) Z;: L*(p) — L*(p) are bounded, with norm depending on ||b;]|c and <bi>QO’D.

(b) 22 = Z;, where Z7 means the composition of Z; with itself.

(c) The adjoint of Z; in L?(u) is

These properties are verified by means of simple computations, which we omit here.

Recall that, for a fixed dyadic cube Q € D, the set of, at most 2%, children of @Q is denoted
by CH(Q). From now on, we will use the same notation to refer to the set of children whose
p-measure is not zero.

For any cube @ € D™ and any f € L{ (1), we define two new functions, A; o f, i = 1,2, as
follows,

0 in R\ Upecro) P
Aigf = (<<bi>)1;’ — <bi>2) b; in P if PeCH(Q)ND™,
f ; in P if P € CH(Q) N Drerme,

(a1
o (bi>Qb

We collect some properties of the operators A; g in the next lemma.

Lemma 2.20. For any f € L?(u) and all Q € D%,
(a) Aigf € L*(n),
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(b) [Aiofdp=0,

)
(c) Ajq is a projection, that is, A’L%Q =70,
(d) AuQEZ = EZA%Q =0,
(e) if R € D™, then A; A; g =0,
(f) The adjoint of A, ¢ is
0 , in RT\ UPGCH(Q) P,
. b i . : r,i
Alof = %—% in P if PeCH(Q)ND™,
f- <ZZ§>§ in P if P e CH(Q) N Diermi,

Proof. The proof of assertions (a)-(f) is similar to the proof of Lemma which we omitted,
but the computations here are somewhat more involved. This is why we show the proofs of (b),
(c), (d) and give an indication for (e).

Starting with (b), for Q € D', we can enumerate its children as {Pk}%dzl. Then,

2d
/ Aiofdu = / ANiofdu=>) / Aiofdp. (43)
Q k=1 Pk

First, if P, € CH(Q) N D",

G (Do),
<<b@->pk <b@->Q) badp

(fa N VAL .
<bi>QM(Pk)<bl>Pk I, fdu (bi)o /Pk bidp

Second, if P € CH(Q) N D™ by definition of A, ¢ it is obvious that

Ai,Qf dp = /

Py Py

= (f)p.u(Pr) —

. _ (e ,
[ sioran- /P e /P b

Lastly, if P, € R?\ Upecn(q)P,

Py Py

P (bi)q

Hence, we can return to and we find that

2d 2d
o (N g _ e

To show (c), note that using (b) we can write

/bdu:O.

0 in R\ Upeen(q) P
Alof =Aig(Aigf) = % in P if P e CH(Q)N D",
Aigf in P if P € CH(Q)NDerms,
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Hence, we only need to compute, for P € CH(Q) N D™,

L ((fHir  (fg ) (fe

Aiofip = ( - bdp = (f)p— bi)p

Beallr =y \bor ~ o e
Multiplying by m, we obtain our claim. For (d), first we check that A; o=;f = 0. We can
e () ()

_ QY Q9
Ai :'z'f = Ai7 7Db = 7DAZ‘7 bl
,Q Q <<bz‘>Q% ) <bi>QOD Q

That is, we need to show that A; gb; = 0. This is verified by a very quick computation that we
will omit. Now, using (b), we have that

(Aigf)oo

Eiliqf = 2b; =0,
Qf Bi)on,

which finishes the proof of (d). Lastly, for the proof of (e), one needs to distinguish whether
QN R = @ or if they have intersection. Furthermore, one can fix which of () and R has biggest
side length and then use the fact that if two dyadic cubes have intersection and one has smaller
side length than the other, the first is contained in only one of the children of the second. [

Now, let us show the main purpose of introducing such operators in L?(y). The following lemma,
which will be key in the rest of the proof of Theorem [2.1] shows that we can write any function
f € L?(p) as the sum of the operators A, ¢ and Z; applied to f.

Lemma 2.21. For i = 1,2, for any f € L?(u1), we have the decomposition

fF=Zf+ > Aof (44)

QeDtr,i

where the sum is unconditionally convergent in L?(y). Moreover, there exists some constant c3
depending on ¢, and cae such that

G 2 < IEaf ey + Y 1250f 1720y < el fli72g.- (45)
Qethr,'L

Proof. We are going to follow four steps to prove the lemma. First, we will prove the second
inequality in and the first one for finite sums. Afterwards, we will prove and lastly,
the first inequality in in full generality.

Step 1: the second inequality in . For Q € D, we define the operator D¢ as

in R4
Dqf = {0 . RAQ.
(fir=(flq in PeCH(Q),

and Ef := (f) @o,- Then, because of orthogonality,
HEfHQm(M) + Z HDQfH%%u) = Hf”zm(u)- (46)
QeD

This sort of decomposition is widely used in the context of Th type theorems. This technique
was initiated, in the context of the Cauchy transform, by Coifman, Jones and Semmes, see
[CJIS89|.
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We can separate the middle term in as

IEf e+ S S A B+ Y Y Al e (47)

QeDw:t PECH(Q)ND QeDw:t PECH(Q)NDrermi

As noted in Lemma , the first term is bounded by a constant times || f ||%2(M). We now focus
on the second term in (47). If P € CH(Q) N D™ we have that

Avoflp = (<f>P Y >Q) b = ( Lo 1) b+ —— (e — (Fa) b

(biyp  (bi)g (i)p  (bi)g (bi)o ~——u—"0
Dqf

By Remark we have that [(b;) p(bi)g| > cae. Moreover, using that b; is bounded, we get
that

L 1N s 2 272

@eorle? <2 (g <bi>@) b+ DS
2 (Dobilp)? .o |Dofl?
<26 [|<bz->p<bi>@12<f i \<bi>@12]

< ¢ |IDbilel (£} + Do P]

Therefore, we may bound

> Yo lAieflTge e Y. Y. lIxeDabillfzgy (NP

QED™i PECH(Q)NDi QED PECH(Q)

+¢ Y 1D fl72(, = (1) + (11).

QeD
From , we have that (IT) < HfH%Q(#). Now, we can rewrite (I) as

M= > IIxeDgbill72qy (N

QeDtr,i

where @ is the parent of ). To estimate this quantity, we will apply the dyadic Carleson
embedding Theorem |1.12] We define ag := || XQD@bZ-H%Q(#). Let us check that these numbers
satisfy the hypothesis (14) from Theorem m For any cube R € D, we can write

Z HXQD@bz‘H%%M) = HDﬁbiH%Q(MLR) + Z ||D@bz‘”%2(u)-
QCR QSR

Since b; is bounded, the first term can be bounded by cu(R). For the second, we can apply the
decomposition to the function b; xR,

S 1Dgy 22 = S IDg0ixa)3ag < S IDobixm) ey < Ibixall3a, < Gu(R).
QCR QCR QCR

This shows that the condition holds and thus we have that (I) < [|f||2,

Now we will deal with the last term of . For Q € D™ and P € D'*™ we can write

o Wab (. DebY (e (Da),
fieflp=1="g5, <f <bz->Q>+(<bi>Q <bi>Q)b”
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Using again Remark and the fact that b; is bounded, we get

[Aiqflel < c[(lfI+(fDp) + () r = (Hall = e[+ {1 ) + D flpll-

Hence,

NP e /P (1] + (1Fp)? + [DofD)? du
<2 /P (UF] + (1F1)p)? du + 2¢ /P Do 12 dy
< e / P dp+ de / 17V dia+ 2| Do 1By

< cllfIZ2gup) + ellPQ S 72

where in the last inequality we have used Jensen’s inequality. Therefore,

> > 18 @ f 172 ()

Qe'Dtr,i QECH(Q)therm,i

<e Y > 117200 p) + ¢ D 1DQ 72, (48)

QED™i PECH(Q)NDrermsi QeD

The second term above can be bounded by || f Hiz(u)’ using . Furthermore, note that the

cubes P € Dtermsi whose parent is transit are pairwise disjoint. Indeed, if Py, P, € Dt

P1 P2 € D and Py U P, #* J, we can assume that P, C P;. Since all the descendants of P;
must be in D™ in partlcular P2 € D¢ which is a contradiction. This allows us to bound

the first term in (48) by c||f||?., ., finishing the proof of the second inequality in (45).
L (

Step 2: the first inequality in (45]) for finite sums. Consider an arbitrary finite subset F C D'
and, for the fixed function f in the statement of the lemma, define a new function

g=Ef+ > Aigf.

QeF

From properties (d) and (e) of Lemma we have that ;g = =Z; f, and

Ao, if Qe F,
AiQg = of . 9
0 it Q¢ F.

Hence, the decomposition @ is trivially true for g. From property (b) of Lemma and
property (c) of Lemma [2.20, we have

9=Zig+ Y, Nige=Zlg+ > Algg
Qe'Dtr,i Qe'Dtr,i
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Using this decomposition, assuming that the functions that appear take real values,

/Igl2du=/ Elg+ > Algg|gdu

EDtr i

:/ (Zi9)(Efg) + Z (8:.09) (AL o9) | du

Qe'Dtr,i
2\ 2 2\ 3
§/ Zigl>+| Y Ay Ergl+ | ). Algg dp
Qe'Dtr,i Qe’Dtr,'L

r 2 2 2 3
< / Zigl® + Z Aigg| | dp / =rg)? + Ajog| | dp

L QeDrrt QeDtr

i 2 2 2 2

— 2 —% 12
= IZiglFeqn + 1| D Aieg =902 + | Y. Alqg

i QeDtrt 2(#) QEDtr 12 (”)

_ 1 .
< |IEiglZeg + Do 18iQolieg | |IEgli0 + D 1870olizgy |

L QeED* QEDtri

where we have used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality two times, first in R? with the Euclidean
norm and afterwards, in L?(1). From the last inequality, we see that we will complete the second
step if we are able to show that

IZf9l 72 + Z 187 Qal1 720y < €llgllaq
QeDtr,i

By the expression of Z; from Lemma it is clear that

HE:gHL2(;L) < CHgHLQ(u)a

which means that the only term left to estimate is ZQGDW ||Af7QgH2L2 ()" As in the first step,
we separate this sum as

> S AT el + DL Yoo Agaliae  (49)

QED PECH(Q)NDr QED PeCH(Q)NDrermi

Our strategy will be once more to relate A*Qg toDgg. If P € CH(Q)ND™, using the expression
for A% from Lemma [2.20) n we have

(gbi) P — (gbi)q 1 1 Dq(gbi)lp  (gbi) pPD@bil
Ajqglp = + (gbi) - = - :
@ (bi)q bip (g (bi)q (bi) p(bi)q
Again, using Remark. ol [{bi)p| > cak, and so
Z Z A7 QgHLQ(u
QEDtri PECH(Q)NDH i
<e Y IDagb)lzegy +e Y D Igbi) pDabilpla(- (50)

QeD Q€D PeCH(Q)
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Again, from the decomposition , we deduce

S 1D (g5 3 < lgbillia < clglZeqy
QEeD

Note that the last term in can be rewritten as

> KabidolPIxeDgbill 72
QeD

and to estimate it we will apply again the dyadic Carleson embedding Theorem [I.12] If we call
ag = HXQD@bi H%Q(u), from the estimate in the previous step we have that the packing condition

is satisfied and thus we obtain

> Z [{9b:) PDQbil P72 py < €llgbill oy < cllgllg
QED PECH(Q

Lastly, we need to deal with the terminal cubes in . For Q € D™ and P € CH(Q) NDermi,

we have
oo o lebido _ (- (gbip (gbi)p _ (gbi)o
Biadlr =950 <9 (bi)q ) " < bide (b > '

As usual, we bound

AL alel < cl(lgl + (gl p) + [{gbi) p — (gbi)ell = cl(lg] + (|g) p) + | Do (gbi)]]

This yields that

> > 185 Q91172 p)

QEDYi PeCH(Q)NDrermi

<c Y Yo 9lizgue) e D I1Da(gh)l7a -

Qe'Dtr,i QGCH(Q)therm,i Qe’D

Arguing by the same methods as in , we get that

> > 127 Q91720 7y < €ll9lT2(,:

QeDY,t PeCH(Q)NDterm.i

which finishes the proof of the second inequality in for finite sums.

Step 3: proof of . We start by showing the unconditional convergence of the series that

appears in . For this, let 7 C D™ be a finite subset, and call g = EQG}' A;qf. Then, by
the previous step,

| >
QeF
From this, recalling that by the first step,

Z HAi,QfH%%M) <c HfH%%u) < o0,
QEDtr,i

=llglFey < e Do N80 = Y 180 720

QeDt QeF

we deduce the unconditional convergence in L?(u) of the series > gepti DiQf
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2 A Tb type theorem

Now, since convergence in L?(u) implies p-a.e. convergence of a subsequence, to prove , it
suffices to check that

Eif(x)+ lim Z Aiof(z) = f(z), for p-ae zeF.
QEDif(Q)>2-"

To do so, we distinguish two cases. Assume first that 2 € Q¢ € D*™ ¢ with £(Qg) = 2™, ng € Z
and that Q) is the biggest terminal cube (of the i-th kind) that contains z. Such a cube Qg
always exists, because x € Q%, which is not terminal of any kind. If z € Q and 4(Q) < ¢(Qo),
Q C Qo, so Q € D™ 50 we have that

Zif(x) + lim > Aiof(x) =Zif(x) + lim > Aiof(x).

n—-+0o . n—-+0o00 4
QEDI:(Q)>2—T QED::4(Q)>2m0

Call Qq the cube in D™ with minimal side length that contains ). This means that the unique
child of @i that contains z is in D™ so

Aigif(x) = flx) -

If we denote by Q2 the parent of Q, since Qo € D',

_ <f>Q1 <f>Q2 )
Bie.f(r) = <<b¢>Q1 - <bi>Q2) bila).

Hence,
80 f10) + Biuf (@) = 1(0) = {12 (0)
We iterate this process until we reach QOD,
(Feqo
Njg f(a) + Diy f(@) + -+ Ay o f(a) = f(z) - Wbi(fﬂ) = f(x) = Zif (2).

Lastly, since we always assume transit cubes to be contained in QOD, the biggest cube that
appears in the limit we have to compute is QOD, and so the limit is true for such x.

Assume now that x does not belong to any cube in D'*™¢ Fix any n € Z. If n is not too
negative, there exists only one cube Q > z with £(Q) = 27" and Q € D™, If P be the only
child of @ that contains x and Q' is the parent of Q,

() (e, (e (Nar),
Rief@) = <<bz~>i - <bi>Q> bile), B fl@) = <<bz->Q - <bi>Q1> bile).

Thus, )
4 e, o e,
Az,Qf(w) =+ Ai,Qlf(x) - <bz>PbZ($) <bz‘>Q1 bz(x)
We can iterate this process, similarly to the previous case, and we get that
| _ ey Ny ey o
Bile) -+ By f2) = o) = G bie) = o) - 2 o).

We now write




2 A Tb type theorem

By the dyadic Lebesgue differentiation Theorem we find that
)

n—-+oo <bz>P

bi(z) = f(x), for p-a.e. z€F,

which is what we needed to prove.

Step 4: proof of the first inequality in . In the second step, the advantage of considering
only finite sums was that the decomposition was true. Now we know that it holds for any
f € L?(p), so following exactly the same steps as before, we obtain the first inequality in
for any f € L?(u). O

*

Remark 2.22. The previous lemma also holds by replacing Z; and A; g by Z; and AZQ’

(2

respectively. That is, for i = 1,2 and f € L?(u), we also have the inequalities

c‘leH%z(u) < HEffH%%u) + Z HA;Qf”%%M) < CHfH%%M)- (51)
QEDtr,i

2.4 Good and bad cubes and functions

In the preceding section we have seen that the transit cubes, which enjoy some desirable proper-
ties with respect to the measure j, can be used to decompose any function f € L?(x). The next
step to study L? boundedness of our operator T will be to use this decomposition when working
with the suppressed operators Kg. However, the distinction between transit and terminal cubes
will not be enough, and we will need to further classify the transit cubes.

More precisely, we are now going to define what it means for a dyadic cube Q € D™(w;) to be
bad (or good) with respect to another dyadic lattice D(ws), with wy,ws € Q. The purpose of
doing so is that, using the decomposition in , we will be able to write f € L?(u) as

[ = foood (w1, w2) + foad(wi, ws)

==f+ Z Aigf+ Z Aigf. (52)

QEDE i (wy)Ngood(ws) QED (w1 )Nbad(wz)

Then, denoting by P2 = PQx P the product probability measure in Q x Q, and w = (w1, w2),
for an appropriately chosen 1-Lipschitz function Wy, we will define the operator

Kf(z) = - Ky, f(x)dPY (w).

We will later see that we can prove the L?(u|G)-boundedness of our singular integral operator
T by proving that K is bounded in L?(p). To do so, if we denote by E o2 the expectation with

respect to PQQ, and for f,g € L*(u),

(f9) = /fgdu,
we will see that we need the bound

B poz (Ku,, £,9)] = (K £,9)] < el 11720190320 (53)

Using the decomposition (52), we can write the expectation as

]EPQQ (<K\Ilwf) g>) = EPQQ (<K\I!wfg00d7 gg00d>) + EPQQ (<K\I/wfgood7 gbad>)
+E poz (K, fond 9))- (54)
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3 Estimates for good functions

To obtain the bound in , first we are going to show that for the good part we almost have
a bound of the type

[(Kw, fgood: ggood)| < Cllfll L2 ll9ll L2y
where almost here means that on the right hand side we will get an extra term, which will be
dealt with in the final step of the proof of Theorem [2.1] using a probabilistic argument.

For the other two terms in , which contain the bad part, we are going to choose an appropriate
definition of bad cubes such that for each fixed Q € D™ (w;), the probability that it is bad with
respect to the other dyadic lattice D(w2) can be made arbitrarily small. Using this, we will be
able to make the two last terms in also small, thus proving the L?(;|G) boundedness of K.

To define what it means for a cube to be bad, we need the following notion. If Q@ C R%, we say
that 0Q is (p, M )-small if

p({z e R dist(2,00) < M(Q)}) < AM

for all A > 0. If P C R? is another cube, we say that 0Q is (u, M, P)-small if 9Q is (u| P, M)-
small.

Let D; = D(w;) and Dy = D(ws), with wi,wy € Q, be two dyadic lattices and put v = W

For i € {1,2}, we say that a transit cube (of the i-th kind) @ € Dir’i is i-bad (with respect to
D) if either

(a) there exists a cube R € Dy such that dist(Q,R) < £(Q)"4(R)'™7 and 2™4(Q) < /(R) <
2V (where m > 1 is some integer that we will fix below), or

(b) there exists a transit cube R € DY such that 27™¢(Q) < ¢(R) < 2™¢(Q), dist(Q, R) <
2"4(Q) such that for some P € CH(Q), there is S € CH(R) such that OP is not (u, M, 5)-

small.

If @ is not i-bad, then we say that it is i-good. It is important to remark that we say that
a cube @ € D; is good or bad depending on another lattice Do. This dependence on another
dyadic lattice is new; recall that the definition of transit and terminal cubes did not contain any
interaction between two different lattices. Moreover, the definition of bad cubes also depends
on the constants m and M, but for commodity we will not talk about (m, M)-bad cubes, only
bad cubes.

With this notion, we can define precisely what it means for a function to be good. Recall that
given any fixed dyadic lattice D; = D(w;), by Lemma we can write any f € L?(u) as

f=Zf+ Y Aof.

tr,i
QeD;

We say that f is i-Dj-good with respect to Dy (or simply, i-good) if A; o f = 0 for all i-bad
cubes Q € D} (with respect to Dy).

3 Estimates for good functions

3.1 The main lemma for good functions

Recall that in Section , we considered © : R — [0, 4+00) and we defined a new Calderon-
Zygmund kernel kg, which had some properties that the original kernel k& did not necessarily
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3 Estimates for good functions

satisfy (see Lemma[2.4)and Lemma 2.5). Our goal now will be to estimate the action of the SIO
Ko, which arises from the kernel kg, on good functions, which we defined in the last section of
the preceding section. In this direction, we will have to restrict the function © a little more, in
the sense that we will need it to be sensible to the sets that are singled out in the statement
of Theorem and in Section We give the details of this connection between the function
and said sets below.

For each dyadic lattice D, we define the total exceptional set as
Wp=HpUTL5UTAUS.
Moreover, we define the function
®p(z) = dist(x, R\ Wp).

This is a 1-Lipschitz function that vanishes on R\ Wyp. Moreover, ®p(z) > dist(z, R?\ (HpUS)),
so that from Lemma [2.15] we obtain that

Kopavi(z) <cs, Ko, va(z) <ey, forall zeF.

In the next lemma, we show that an inequality of the type in (53] almost holds for good functions
f,g € L?(11) and an appropriate 1-Lipschitz function ©.

Lemma 3.1. Let D; = D(wy) and Dy = D(w3), with wy, wy € Q, be two dyadic lattices. Given
e>0,let ©: RY — [¢,00) be a 1-Lipschitz function such that ©(z) > max(®p, (x), ®p,(z)) for
all z € RY. If f is 1-Di-good with respect to Dy and ¢ is 2-Dy-good with respect to Dy, then

(Ko f,a)| < esllfll2qullgllczen + > [(Ke(A1,qf), Az rg)l,

Qe,Dtir,l , ReD;rQ
dist(Q,R)<max(£(Q),((R))
2~ (R)<0(Q)<2™¢(R)

where c¢5 is a constant that depends on ¢y, ¢, ¢ and dp, but not on &.

Remark 3.2. Note that the assumption that the function © is bounded below by some positive
constant € > 0 is only for technical reasons, as it ensures that the operator Kg is bounded in
LP(u) for all 1 < p < co (with norm depending on ¢). Indeed, if ©(x) > ¢ for all 2 € R?, then

we have that ) )
lz —yl lz -y

O@)0y) ~ &

from which we see that if |z — y| < %, ko (x,y) = 0. Hence,

Ko f(x)] =

/ Folz,y) f () du(y)
jo—yl> 55

k x, pld
g( | fRetey u(y))

1
< TM(Rd)p' Nl 2o (-

S
-

( [ du(y)> '
ja—yl>55

In particular, Ko f is well defined for any f € L?(x). The main point in the lemma is that the
estimate does not depend on ¢, unlike above.
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3 Estimates for good functions

3.1.1 Beginning of the proof of Lemma

In the next few pages, we are going to introduce the strategy for the proof of Lemma We
are going to use the decomposition in LQ(/@, given by Lemma , in terms of the operators
Ay g and Ag g for Q € Dir’l and R € D;r’ , to show that the bound for (Kgf,g) reduces to
studying a sum of terms of the form (Ke(A1,Qf), A2 rg). Once we have shown this, we are
going to separate the aforementioned sum according to the relation between the cubes @ and R.
The bounds for each of the terms arising from this separation will be obtained through different
arguments for each one and for the most part will be highly technical.

Let f,g € L?(u) be as in Lemma f is 1-Dy-good with respect to Dy and g is 2-Dy good
with respect to D;. Then, we can write them as

f=E1f+ > Avgf,  g=EF29+ > As rg (55)
QeDi! ReD{?
1-Di-good w.r.t. Do 2-Dy-good w.r.t. D

Since we also assume that ©(z) > ¢ > 0 for all z € RY, by our previous remark we have that
[ Kellr2(u)—r2(u) < oo (depending on ), and thus we can also apply Lemma to Kef,

Ko f=Ko(E1f) + > Ke(A10f), (56)
QeDi!
1-Di-good w.r.t. Do

with the sum being unconditionally convergent in L?(y), and the analogous identity also holds
for g.

To prove the lemma, we will assume that A; g f = 0 except for a finite family of cubes Q € Dir’l
and Ag rg = 0 except for another finite family of cubes R € D;r’z. To our advantage, the
estimates that we will obtain will not depend on the number of non-zero terms. This assumption
will help us because there will be no problems with convergence and will allow us to change the
order of summation in the sums involving the cubes @, R. The lemma in the general case will
then follow by taking L?(u) limits, using the fact that Kol r2(u)—r2(u) < oo and the identity

(6)-

We will say that f is very 1-Dj-good with respect to Dy (or just 1-very good or even very
good) if it is 1-D;-good with respect to Dy and moreover Ay g f = 0 except for a finite family
of cubes Q) € Dir’l. We also consider the analogous notation interchanging D; and Ds.

To simplify notation, from now on we are going to write Q° = Q%1 and RO = QOD2 (as defined
in ) Recall that our goal now is to bound (Kgf,g). To do so, using the decompositions
(55)), we can write

(Kof.g) = (Ko(Eif+ Y Ai1of).Sag+ Y. Asrg)
QEDt{r’l Reptr,Z

= (Ko (E1f),9) + (Ko( Y A1of),E29)+ (Ko Y Aigf), Y, Aorg)

Qepin! Qepint ReDi?
= (Ko(E1f),9) + (Ko f,E29) — (Ko(E1f), Zag)

+(Ko( Y Aigf), Y. Aarg). (57)

tr,1 tr,2
QeD ReD)

We now show that the first two terms in can be estimated easily. Indeed, by Lemma m
Ko vi(x) < ¢y and K§ ,1o(x) < ¢y, for all © € F', with ¢4 depending on ¢y, ¢, ¢4 and dg, so we
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3 Estimates for good functions

have
|Kobi(x)] = |[Kovi(2)| < ca, |Kdba(z)| = |K§re(z)| <cs, x€F.

Thus, since both Q" and R are transit cubes, we can use Remark to bound [(b1)go| and

|{b2) go| from below, and by the previous bounds,

(el

[{b1) ol

HK (: _ ’<f>R0’ 0 %
o(Z29)|l 2 () Tba) ] [Keball 2y < cl{g)rol n(R7)2 < cllgll2(u)-

1Ko (E1h)lL2u) =

1
1Kebill 2 < ¢ [(Foo| (@) < cllfllz2q,

Therefore, on the one hand we have that

(Ko (E1Lf), 9| < cllfllrz2qwllgllzz (-
On the other hand, by duality,

(Ko f,Z29)| = [(f, K& (E29))| < ¢l fll L2 9/l L2y -

Now, for the third term in , we can use the same estimate for f and the fact that =5 is
bounded in L?(y), and we obtain that

[(Ke(E1f), Z29)| < cllfll L2 gl L2 (-
Hence, to prove the lemma it is enough to estimate the quantity
> (Ke(Aiglf),Aarg). (58)
QeD}"! ReDy?

We are going to use different approaches to bound this last sum depending on the relative
positions and sizes of the cubes that are involved. This is why we introduce the following
notion. We say that two cubes Q € D1, R € D, are distant if

dist(Q, R) > min(£(Q), £(R))” max(¢(Q), £(R))' .

Recall that v = , from the definition of bad cubes.

n
2(n+n)

Remark 3.3. If Q € Dir’l and R € D;r’z are disjoint cubes which are not distant and both are
good (each with respect to the lattice to which the other cube belongs), it turns out that

27"(R) < 4(Q) < 2™(R),

where m is the integer from the definition of bad cubes. Indeed, assume first that £(Q) < ¢(R).
Then, since () and R are disjoint and not distant,

dist(Q, R) = dist(Q, OR) < £(Q)"¢(R)'™.
Moreover, since @) is good, there does not exist any Re Dy such that
dist(Q,0R) < L(Q)"¢(R)*™" and ((R) > 2™(Q).

Hence, since R satisfies the first condition, it must be that /(R) < 2™¢(Q), that is, 27™¢(R) <
£(Q), which is the first inequality in our claim. Regarding the second inequality, since m > 1,
we have that £(Q) < ¢(R) < 2™¢(R). Assume now that ¢(Q) > ¢(R). Then,

dist(Q, R) = dist(R, 0Q) < L(R)"¢(Q)* .
Since R is good, arguing analogously as before we find that ¢(Q) < 2™¢(R) and since m > 1,
2-m4(R) < U(R) < £(Q).
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3 Estimates for good functions

This new notion is what motivates us to separate the sum in as follows,

> (Ko(A1,gf),A2rg) = 3 - 3

QeDi"! ReDi"? QeDi"! ReDy? QeDi! ReDy?
QNR=2 QNR+D
D >, + >
QeDi"! ReDY?  QeDi™' ReDy? QeDi"! ReDi? QeD!"!' ReDL?
Q,R distant QNR=2 QNR+£2 QNR=2
Q,R not distant ~ 27m¢(R)<((Q)<2™¢(R) 4(Q)<2™™L(R) or £(R)<27™U(Q)
=: 51+ 52+ 53+ 54. (59)

Our strategy now to complete the proof of Lemma [3.1| will be to show that sum of the above is
bounded by c||f|r2() |9l z2(u)- We are going to do this in sections through

3.2 Estimate of the sum S;: distant cubes

We can split the sum S; in two by considering

> (Ko(A1,f), A2rg)| < > [(Ke(A1,0f): Ag,rg)|

QEDir’l,REDgQ QE’D;r’l,RED;rQ
Q,R distant Q,R distant
HQ)<U(R)

+ > [(Ke(ALgf), Asrg)l

QeDi"! ReDy?
Q,R distant
LQ)>L(R)

=: 51,1+ 51,2

First we will deal with the sum S7; and once we have obtained the right bound for it we will
argue that by analogous arguments, we obtain the same bound for S ».

A quantity that will be useful to us is the following,
D(Q, R) = dist(Q, R) + {(Q) + ((R),

which we call the long distance between ) and R. Using this notion, we have the following
lemma.

Lemma 3.4. Let Q, R C R? be disjoint cubes and let ©Q, YR € L?(u) be functions supported
on @ and R, respectively. If dist(Q, supp(¢'r)) > ¢(Q) and [ g dp = 0, then

(Q)"
(Kopq, Vr)| < © Tst(Qsupp(dm) el llvrllL (- (60)

If, in addition, ¢(Q) < ¢(R) and for some constant cg > 0,

dist(Q, supp(¢r)) > CGE(Q)W(R)PV, (61)
then we also have
Q)2 U(R)?
(Kopq, Vr)| < Cl%||‘70Q||L1(p)||wR||L1(p)' (62)
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3 Estimates for good functions

Proof. Let us denote by zg the center of the cube ). From the assumption, we infer that if
s € Q and t € supp(¢R) are arbitrary points, then

2q — t| & |s — t| > dist(Q, supp(Vr)) > Q) = cals — zql,

where ¢, is a constant that only depends on the dimension d, because s € Q. Thus, we can use
the Calderén-Zygmund estimate we know for the kernel kg to obtain

(Ko, v)| = | [ Fatt.)aa(s)mtt) duts) auto)
= | [ (Rott.5) = Rot.20)) sia(syimte) duts) o)

<o [[ 2o syun(o) duts) )
Tt = ag PRSI PR () du(s) dp

HQ)"
“Tst(@, supp(gr)yer PR E 6 19R 6o

which is exactly (60). Suppose now that ¢(Q) < ¢(R) and that the condition holds. If
dist(Q, supp(v)r)) > £(R), the previous inequality becomes

UQ)2UR)?
“dist(Q, supp(¢'n))

We claim that in this situation, the following three quantities are comparable,

dist(Q, supp(tér)) ~ dist(Q, supp(vr)) + £(Q) + {(R) ~ D(Q, ). (64)

[(Kewq: ¥r)| < pwrd (o] PAYORY K7 [FAYTRE (63)

Indeed, for the first one, one inequality is obvious, and for the other, just notice that by our
hypothesis, we have

3dist(Q,supp(¥r)) = dist(Q, supp(Yr)) + £(Q) + ((R).
To see the second comparability in , since supp(v¥r) C R, it is obvious that
dist(Q, supp(t6r)) + Q) + £(R) = dist(Q, B) + £(Q) + £(R) = D(Q. R).
For the other inequality, note that
dist(Q, supp(vr)) < dist(Q, R) + diam(R) < ¢(dist(Q,R) + ¢(R)),
where ¢ depends only on the dimension, d. Hence,
dist(Q, supp(r)) + €(Q) + () < ¢ D(Q, R).

If we plug this in , we get . Now, if dist(Q, supp(¥g)) < ¢(R), then

(Q)" - (Q)" _ o UQ)BUR)E _ UQ)RUR)?
dist(Q, supp(Yr))"* = (cel(QVU(R) =)t L(R)™ T D@ R
where we have used that in this case D(Q, R) < 3((R). O

This lemma, along with the following, will be the essential ingredient in dealing with the term

Si1.
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3 Estimates for good functions

Lemma 3.5. (Schur’s lemma) Let I be some set of indices, and for each i € I a number w; > 0.
Suppose that, for some constant a > 0, the matrix {7 ;}; jer satisfies

Z |Tz]\ w; < aw;, foreach i,

jel
and

Z |T; ;| wi < aw;, for each j.

i€l
Then, the matrix {7} ;}; jes defines a bounded operator in ¢2(I) with norm bounded above by
a.

Proof. Let {x;}icr C £*(I) and set y; = Eje] T; jxj. We have to show that
S <@ Yl
i€l el

It will be useful to write

I . 1
Tl = (m,mw;) (ﬂ,jrmj 2|x]~|) ,

to which we apply Cauchy-Schwarz and we get

il> < | DI Tuglws | { D 1Toslw; Has | < awi Y |Tjlwy a1,
Jjel jeI jJeI

where we have used the first hypothesis. Now, summing over ¢ € I and interchanging the order
of the sums, the second hypothesis yields

Sk <ay (z m,ﬂwi) Wy < a3

iel jeI \icI jeI

as desired. O

Combining the two previous lemmas we will be able to bound the term S ;.

Lemma 3.6. If f,g € L?(u) are as in Lemma and they are very good, then we have

Q)2 l(R)?
>y (Q)2L(R)

1 1
D(Q R)nMM(Q)?M(R)? 1A1LQf 2201 A2, £2(1)

Sip<c

r,1 r,2
QeDi" ! ReD}
UQ)SU(R)

< cllfllzzgliglizaq (65)

Proof. Recall that the cubes @), R that appear in the sum 57 ; are distant and moreover £(Q) <
¢(R). This means that

dist(Q,supp(Ag.rg)) > dist(Q, R) > £(Q) 4(R)' 7 > £(Q).

Hence, we can apply the second estimate from Lemma [3.4 and we obtain that

Q)2 ¢(R)?
[(Ke(A1,0f); Az,rg)| < 615(6)273()71-)5-77HAl,QfHLl(M)HAQngHLl(H)

UQ)ZUR)?

1 1
< oo ryren M@ R IALQ 20 [ B2, Rl 1200,
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3 Estimates for good functions

where in the second inequality we have simply used Cauchy—Schwarz Summing over @) € Dtr 1

Re Dtr 2 and ¢ (Q) < £(R), we obtain the first inequality in . To prove the second 1nequahty
in , we want to use Schur’s lemma with the matrix {TQ,R7 Qe Dir’l, Re Dg’Q} defined by

UQ)2U(R)?
Ig,r = D(Q,R)"*
0 otherwise.

[NIES

M(Q)%M(R) . if (Q,R) € D™ x D% and €(Q) < U(R),

Recall that by Lemma

Z ||A1,Qf||i2(u) <c HfH%mL)» Z HAZRQH%%#) < c||g||%2(#)
QeDi! ReDy?

so we only have to show that the matrix defined above generates a bounded operator in ¢2, in
the sense that

Z Toragbr < Z a% Z bé ,

QeDy! ReDy? QeDy™! ReDy?
2 . . .
for all £¢ sequences {aQ}erir,l, {bR}ReD;r,Q. Choosing

aQ = [|A1,Qfllz2(w and br = [|A2 rgllL2(y
we will obtain . Using Schur’s lemma, it is enough to prove that
3 Tori(@Q)2 < cpu(R)2, for all R e D2, (66)
QED U(Q)<U(R)

and
Z TQ,RM(R)% < c,u(Q)%, for all R € D", (67)
ReD2:0(Q)<{(R)

that is, we have chosen the numbers wQ = u(Q) > 0 that appear in the statement of Schur’s
lemma. First we prove . Fix R € Dy" 2 and write

> To.ru(Q)? = u(R)?

QED™(Q)<UR) Qe L.0(Q)<K(R)
1 _kn L(R)"
Py 2 Wu(@)
k>0 QeD™0(Q)=2"*¢(R)
We can rewrite the last sum as follows. If we denote 27 'R = @,
L(R)" L(R)"
> W => > Wu(@), (68)
QEDH(Q)=2""((R) 720 QepirL:Qnei R o
QN2 ~1R=g

UQ)=2""U(R)

that is, we are adding the contribution of each @ depending on how big we have to make the fixed
cube R in order to meet ). We claim that in this situation, for each j > 0, D(Q, R) > c{(2'R).
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3 Estimates for good functions

Indeed, from the condition Q N 2"'R = @, we have that, if zp denotes the center of R,
|2 — zr|lso > $4(2771R) for all z € Q. Hence, for z € Q and y € R,

1

1
2=yl > 2 = ylloo 2 Iz = 2Rl — Iy = 2Rlloc > U2 R) = SU(R).

Therefore, taking infimum we obtain

D(Q,R) =dist(Q, R) + ¢(Q) + ¢(R)

> %6(2j_1R) - %K(R) Q)+ U(R) > o2 'R) =

[\

Hence, the right-hand side in is bounded above by

L(R)"
DBD DR )

720 Qepi™t.Qn2i R£w
QN2'~1R=g@
(Q)=2"%¢(R)

((R)"
=<2 jirp |
j=0 QeD"':QN27 R£w

QN2'~1R=g
(Q)=2"%¢(R)

LR oo
<L gyt

1(2'2R)
f 20 R)"2in° (69)
Recall that by Lemma [2.17] since R is transit,
(272 R) < g (272 R)™ = cl(2'R)",

so the sum in is bounded above by some constant that depends on CO and 7. If we plug
this inequality in , we obtain (|66]). The last thing left is to prove , which we will do by

similar arguments as What we have just done. Fix @ € D »1 and erte as before,

(Q)2U(R)?

Z TQ,RM(R)% = M(Q)% Z W
)

ReDS?:4(Q)<U(R) ReDY:4(Q)<UR

1(R)

= u(Q)2

U(R)"
> b, ry )
REDE24(Q)=2-H(R)

Now, for each k& > 0, call Q* a cube concentric with @ whose side length is 2¥¢(Q) = ¢(R).

Then, arguing exactly as before,

¢(R)"
2 ot

ReDL?:0(R)=2F4(Q)

((R)"
Z Z WMR)’
720 ReDY2: RN2I QF 4o ’
RN2I-1Qk=g
(R )*2’%(62)

k U]
CZ ¢ 2]Qk‘))n+7] Z H(R)

720 ReDY2:RN21Q* 4o
RN2I-1QF=g
U(R)=2"0(Q)

2]+2Qk)
z ¢ 2]Qk n2]n
Again by Lemma w(22QF) < cl(27Q%)™, so as before we obtain . O
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3 Estimates for good functions

Now we recover the sum S 2. Recall that

Si2= Y, [(Ke(Aigf), Morg)l= Y. [(Aigf K&(A2rg))l
QeDi"! ReDi"? QeDi"! ReDy"?
Q,R distant Q,R distant
{Q)>L(R) {Q)>L(R)

From this we see that we need the analogous of Lemmas [3.4] but interchanging the roles of Q
and R and Kg and K¢ . One can go over the proof and see that in that case the same estimates
hold by exactly the same arguments, only by changing the names of the cubes and using that
the SIO K§ has the same relevant properties as Kg. That is, we have the following result.

Lemma 3.7. Let Q, R C R? be disjoint cubes and let ©Q: YR € L?(u) be functions supported
on @ and R, respectively. If dist(R, supp(¢g)) > ¢(R) and [rdp = 0, then

) ((R)
(@, Ko (¥r))] < “dist(R, supp(q))

If, in addition, ¢/(R) < ¢(Q) and for some constant cg > 0,
dist(R, supp(pq)) = col(R)€(Q)' 7,

@l L1 (1Rl L1 ()-

then we also have
n
2

UQ)ZUR)

|<<PQ, KZ)(¢R)| < Cw”‘PQHLl(M) ||U’R||L1(u)~

Now, recall that the cubes @, R that appear in the sum S; o are distant and moreover ¢(Q) >
¢(R). This means that

dist(R, supp(A1qf)) > dist(Q, B) > L(R) Q) > (R).
Hence, we can apply the second estimate from the previous Lemma and we obtain that

. UQ)EU(R):
(Bref Ke(B2r0)| < ey a g 181af g1 A2 rgle
HQ)2UR):
= D@ Ry
Since the last bound is symmetric in Q and R (note that here it does not matter whether the

cubes are terminal of the first or second king), by the second estimate in Lemma it is
controlled above by ¢ || f||z2(,) 9]l 2(y), Which finishes the estimate of the sum Sj.

1 1
Q)2 1(R)2 [ A1, Nl 2w | A2,rYl L2 (1)-

Before moving on to the next estimates, let us make a final remark about how we bounded the
sum S;. The fact that we were dealing only with transit cubes (of either kind) was crucial.
Indeed, it allowed us to use Lemma and bound for every transit cube S and A > 1,
w(AS) < cpl(AS)™, which would not have been possible if there had been terminal cubes, for
which we do not have such a type of control, in the martingale decomposition given by Lemma

2211

3.3 Estimate of the sum S5,

As we did with the sum S7, we can split the sum Sy in two by considering

Sy = > (Ko(A1,0f), Arg) = > ot >

QeDi™! ReDy? QeDi"! ReDi"? QeD'™! ReDy?
QNR+£D QNR#£D QNR#£D
0(Q)<2~™L(R) or £(R)<2~™0(Q) 0Q)<2~™(R) 0(R)<2~™4(Q)
=: 5471 + 5432.
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3 Estimates for good functions

By duality, we can write the second sum as

Syp = > (A10f Kg(A2,r9))-
QeD!"! ReDi?
QNR#o
L(R)<27™U(Q)
Since the assumptions that K¢ satisfies are analogous to those for Kg (for example, recall how
Lemma has its corresponding version with K¢, Lemma, it is enough to prove the desired

estimate only for Sy 1, which we are going to do in this section.

It is important to recall that all these estimates are part of the proof of Lemma and so the
functions f and g are supposed to be good, each with respect to the indicated lattices. This
means that the cubes ) € Dy appearing in the sum Sy ; are 1-Dj-good with respect to Dy, and
analogously for the cubes R € Dy with respect to Dy. In particular, recalling condition (a) in
the definition of bad cubes, we see that every ) € Dp in the sum S4; must satisfy that

dist(Q, 0S) > L(Q)"¢(R)' ™, for every S € Dy such that £(S) > 2"4(Q). (70)

Since every cube R in the sum Sy satisfies that /(R) > 2m*1/(Q), we can choose the cube S to
be any of the 2¢ children of R. Moreover, since Q@ N R # @ and the distance to the boundary is
strictly positive, we see that Q) must be completely contained in one of these 2¢ children, which
we will denote from now on by Rg.

Now, we can use the distinction between transit and terminal cubes to split further the sum
S4,1, by considering

Sy = > (Ko(A1,0f), A2,rg) + > (Ko(A1,0f), A2rg)  (T1)
QeD!"!' ReDi? QeD!"!' ReDi?
QCR QCR
§(Q)<2™U(R) §(Q)<2™U(R)
Rg GD;r’2 Rq EDgerm’2

. Qtr term
=541+ S0

3.3.1 Estimate of Sf

We can use duality to write S{; as

Sih= Y, (Aiof,K5(Azrg)
QeD!"! ReDi?
QCR
L(Q)<2™™¢(R)
RoeDi?
= > (Arqf, K&(XRrgA2,R9)) + > (A1f K6(XR\RoA2,RY))- (T2)
QeD!"!' ReDy? QeDi"!' ReDL?
QCR QCR
LQ)<27U(R) LQ)<27™U(R)
RQG'D?’Q RQGD;r’2

The last sum on the right-hand side above will be easy to deal with, using our work from the
previous section, as shown in the next lemma.

Lemma 3.8. Let f,g € L?(u) be very good. Then,

> [(ArQf, Ko (Xr\RoA2,RI| < |l fll L2 9]l L2()- (73)

r,1 r,2
QED{ ReDY
QCR
0Q)<2-"(R)
Rq G'D;r’Q
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3 Estimates for good functions

Proof. Let @) and R be as above and good. Moreover, since £(Q) < 27™¢(R), we have
dist(Q, supp(Xr\ry A2,r9)) > dist(Q, IRq) > £(Q)U(Rg)' ™7 = 20" H(Q) ((R)' 7.

We can order the children of R that do not contain @ as {Rj}gd_l. Then,

7j=1
241
(Brafs Ko (XmrgBa.rg))| < Y [(Aiof. Ko(xr Aza9)|
j=1

For each 1 < j < 2% — 1, since R; C R\ Rgq,

dist(Q, supp(xr, Aa,rg)) > dist(Q, supp(x g\ r, A2,r9)) > 27 (Q)L(R)
> CE(Q)VE(Rj)l_“/.

So, for each R; we can apply Lemma and we obtain that

(A1, f, K&(XR,;A2,r9))| = [(Ko(A1,0f), XRr,;A2,RT)]

UQ)EU(R))?
< CW\MLQNU@)”X% A2 Rl L2(p)- (74)

Taking into account that E(Rj)g = 2"24(R)%, IXR; A2, rG\ L1 (u) < |A2,R9 11 () and that

. . 1 1

D(Q, Ry) = dist(@, By) + U(Q) + ((Ry) > dist(@, B) +(Q) + 3U(R;) > 5 D(@, R),
=0
we have that the right-hand side of is bounded above by
Q)R 1 1
Cle(Q)Zﬂ(R)2 HAlanHLZ(/.L)HA27R9HL2(/J,)'

Summing over the children of R, we obtain that the sum in is bounded by a constant
times the sum in , from the previous section. Hence, by Lemma it is bounded by
c|lfl2¢ullgll2(y, which is what we wanted to prove. O

Now it will be useful to consider, for g € L?(u) as above, the number

{9ry  (9)r
CR,Q(g) - <b2>RC; - <b2>zv

which is chosen so that xr, A2 rg = cr,(9)XRob2 (recall that the cubes R that appear in the
sum Si') are in DL"?). With this, we can write the first sum on the right-hand side of as

Yo cre@)(Brof Ko(xrob)) = > cralo){diof Kob)
QeDi"! ReDi? QeDi"!' ReDL?
QCR QCR
L(Q)<27™L(R) L(Q)<27™L(R)
Rgq transit Rq transit

B Z CR,Q(Q)<A17Q]C, K(B(XRd\RQbQ»-

QeD!"! ReDL?
QCR
£Q)<2™™L(R)
Rq transit

(75)
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3 Estimates for good functions

Our next strategy will be to bound each of the two sums on the right-hand side above by
cllfllz2(ullgllz2()- Once we have done that, we will have proved that

1551 < el fllzgllall 2 -
Let us start by taking care of the second term in , which we do in the following lemma.
Lemma 3.9. Let f,g € L?(11) be very good. Then,

Yo lere(@){Aiafs K& (xrarob2))l < el fllz2g 9l -

QeDi"! ReDi?
QCR
L(Q)<2™™U(R)
Rg transit

Proof. First, we will give bounds for the coefficients cr,q(g) and [(A1,qf, K§(Xra\r,b2))| sep-
arately. We have

180, f 220 > /R Ao du = lero(9)? /R bal? dis > ler,@(9) 1 (52) ro 21(RQ)
Q Q

> Coalerq(9)Pu(Rg),

because the cube Rg is transit. So, we get that

_1
lcr@(9)| < cllA2,rgllL2(uyn(RQ) 2. (76)
To estimate the terms [(A1,q f, K§(Xra\r,02)|, we will argue in a similar way to what we did in
the proof of Lemma . Denote by zg the center of (). We have that fory €  and x € Rd\RQ,
2 —z| = |y — 2| > cl(Q) > cly — zql-

Therefore,

|Ko(Arof) ()] = \ [Fowamary du(y)‘
= | [ (Fote) ~ Fotw.20)) Arf ) ulr)

y —zQ|"
<c wALQf(y) du(y)

(Q)"

WHALQfHU(uy

Integrating this inequality, we find that

(Araf, Ko (X rgb2))| = [(Ke(Arol), X rybo)]
< el A f g / A ) dua).
Rd\RQ |l’ - 2”Q|n+77

Now we use the fact that by is a bounded function and integrate over annuli to get that

L. @l <aY [ A e

d\RQ |ZE - ’2‘,Q|n+77 k>0 k+1RQ\2kRQ "1" - ZQ’n+n

U(Q)"w(2Rq) 0Q)"u(2 Rg)
< Ft(og, OR) T T2 (B Ry

(77)
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3 Estimates for good functions

where the first term on the right-hand side of the second line corresponds to £ = 0 in the sum
in the first line. Recall that by Lemma [2.17 since Rq is transit, p(ARg) < co £(ARg)" for all

A > 1. Moreover, recall that by ,
dist(Q,0Rq) > €(Q)U(Rg)' ™" = 27" 1(Q)T¢(R)' 7 = 207 1(Q).

Using this, we can bound the right-hand side of by

n

{(Q)"(Rg)" HQMEM R 1(Q)? (Q) — 1
Q) U(Rg) =)+ ¢ (@ RQ) —"’e<RQ>3+C2nf<RQ>%Z>12’“"

LUQ) (1 L Q) )
"~ U(Rq)? ((Rq)?
<92 E(Q)i’

((Rq)2

where in the last line we have used that £(Q) < ¢(R,), as @ is contained in Rg. This leads to

the bound

* 1
|<A1,va K@(XRd\RQbZ)H <c ”ALQf”LQ(,u) f(RQ)g = f(RQ)gH(Q)Q ||A1,Qf||L2(u)'

Combining this with , we obtain

*
c A , K b <c A A .
’ R»Q(g)< LQf @(X]Rd\RQ 2))’ E(R )g ( )%H 1anHL2(u)H 27R9HL2(,LL)

Therefore, summing over the admissible cubes, if we write @ € I(R) to indicate that @ is

contained in one of the children of R,

> lcr,@(9){A1,0f, K& (Xra\r,b2))

QeD"! ReDi?
QCR
L(Q)<2™¢(R)
Rg transit

0(Q 3 w(Q %
COLRNIC YN T J
QGD;r‘l,REDng g(RQ)2 M(RQ)Q
QeI(R)

<c

UQ)? wQ)?

<c > Avrgllzgy Y. 7 1 ALQfllz2(w)-
ReD? Qep'in? ((R)2 u(Rq)>
QEI(R)
For each R € D;r’z, we can bound, using Cauchy-Schwarz,
(Q)? wQ)?
W
> 1210122
gt L2 u(Ro)? '
QEeI(R)
1 1
(Q)3 ’ (Q) p(@)" \*
< Agf
<Q§ wmF el N g ((R)F n(RQ)"
Qel(R) Qel(R)
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3 Estimates for good functions

If we split the sum in the last factor above according to the size of the cubes ), we can bound
it by an absolute constant. Indeed,

UQ)? u(@)" UQ)?
Qg;:m ((R)? p(RQ)" 2 2

Q)
n
S {(R)> 1(Rq)
QeI(R) QeI(R)
{Q)=2""¢(R)
. 2d_1 1
§Z22<Z (R,)< > u(Q)))
k>1 =1 HU Qepin
QCR;,£(Q)=2"%¢(R)
<213 Y <

k>1

where we have used that the cubes ) appearing in the innermost sum are pairwise disjoint. This
means that the sum on the right-hand side of does not exceed, by Cauchy-Schwarz,

0Q)?
¢ > A2 rgllzz > @)
ReDy?

(R 1810 f 172,
QeD:QCR

N |=

IA
o

(Q):
S engle | [ S NAvef e |
ReDtr,2 ReDtr,2 QeDtr,l_QCR E(R) 2
2 2 1 -
By Lemma the first factor is bounded by c||g[z2(,), which means that the proof will be

N |=

finished if we are able to show that the second factor, the one with the double sum, is bounded
above by c||f||z2(,)- This is indeed the case, because we can write it as
Q)
Yo Aol D
Qepit!

ReDY?:RHQ U(R)

NS

(SIS

_kn

ST DD VIR
Qepi™! k>1 ReDi? ROQ
UR)=2"4(Q)

2 —kn 2

< D IAwefIegy [ D277 | <ellfliag:
Qepin! k=1

where we have used, first, that for each () and k, there is at most one R € Dgr’Q that contains

Q and /(R) = 2¥¢(Q), and lastly, Lemma for f.

O]

2.

QeD!"! ReDi?
QCR
L(Q)<2™U(R)
Rg transit

Lastly, we need to bound the first term in . Namely, we should be able to prove that

crQ(9)(A1f, Kob2)| < ¢l fllz2(wllgll 2

When estimating the previous terms, we always used the triangle inequality and we actually
bounded the sum of the modulus of the terms. Now, we will not use this technique. Observe
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3 Estimates for good functions

that the terms (A g f, K§b2) do not depend on R. This lets us separate the previous sum in
two, by considering

> crQ(9)(Araf, K&ba) = ) (Al,QfaKéb2>< > CR,Q(Q))- (79)

QeDi"! ReDi? Qepin! ReDY2:RDQ
QCR Z(R)>2m£(.Q)
é(Q)<2_m€‘(R) R transit
Rg transit

Let us now consider the function ¢ = g — Z2¢9. Fix any good cube Q € Dir’l with £(Q) <
27™¢(R). Since

(E2g)rg 1 1 (9) ro ~ (@r  (E29)r
by b2)iy (RQ) /R b2 re > e~ o

we have that
~ <§>RQ - <§>R . <g>RQ . <g>R —c
crQ(9) = (b2)ry  (b2)r  (b2)r, (b2)r ralo)

Since (g)go = 0, by a telescoping argument we have that

— (@r@q
Y crole= Y. cre@ = o2 mco SN (80)
ReDY?:ROQ ReDY?:ROQ R@
L(R)>2™L(Q) L(R)>2™L(Q)
Rg transit Rg transit

where R(Q) denotes the smallest transit cube R € D;m such that ¢(R) > 2™¢(Q). Such a cube
always exists because @ is completely contained in RY. Indeed, since ¢(R?) > 2"¢(Q) and R° is
transit, we have that

dist(Q,0R%) > £(Q)"¢(R)' ™ > 0,

so QNAIRY = @. Since FNQ # &, Q must be entirely contained within R%. Also, in the special
case where the smallest such cube R(Q) is precisely R", the identity also holds, since both
sides of the equality are zero. Hence, using the expression ,

Y enal)dief Kot = 3T LA g(Kab).
QE’D;F’I,RGID;rz QE,DEr,I’RE,D;r,Q R(Q)
QCR QCR
{Q)<27™L(R) 6Q)<27™LU(R)
Rg transit Rg transit

Let us write the sum above in a more compact form. For a function ¢ € L?(u) such that
Ay g1 = 0 except for a finite number of cubes R € D;m, we consider the following paraproduct,

Mm@ = Y OR@ s ()

b
QGD;r’l,Q good < 2>R(Q)
£(Q)<2"™U(R?)
so that
Z CR,Q(g)<A1,Qf7 Kéb2> = <f7 HKE‘_)bz (§)> (81)
QeDi"! ReDy?
QCR
£(Q)<2™™¢(R)
Rq transit

51



3 Estimates for good functions

Remark 3.10. The classes of functions

Ti={pe€ L2(M) : A1,gp # 0 for finitely many @ € DEM}’
To = {¢ € L*(n) : Ag.ptp # 0 for finitely many R € Dy?},

are both dense in L?(p). This is justified, in both cases, by Lemma which tells us that we
can write, for i = 1,2, and any f € L?(u),

F=Zif+ ) Aiof,

Qepi™t
with convergence in L?(). This means that f is the limit in L?(u) of functions of the form

fe=Eif+ ) Aig,f,

JEIk

where I}, C Dgr’i is some finite subset. By the properties of A; g (d) and (e), from Lemma m
we have that

Aig,f if @ =@Q);, for some Q; € I,
0 otherwise,

AiQfe = {
that is, A; g fx # 0 for finitely many Q € Dgr’i, equivalently, fr € 7;.

This last remark will be key in proving that the paraproduct that we have just defined extends
to a bounded operator in L?(u).

Lemma 3.11. The paraproduct Igp, extends to a bounded operator in L3(p).

Proof. Let ¢ € T; and ) € T5. These subsets, by the previous remark, are dense in L?(u).
Then, we have

(v .
Wirg (A1,Qp, Kgba).
(b2) r(Q)

(o, Hkgp, (V) = Z

QEDir’l,Q good
2Q)<2™L(R)

Of course, we can restrict the cubes @) that appear in the sum above so that Ay gy # 0. Then,
we can write, using that R(Q) is transit,

[(A1,0p, K&b2)|
[A1LQPl L2 ()

(oM@ < — S [k

Cacc 1
QeD;"",Q good

£(Q)<2~™¢(RY)
Aq,Qp#0

* 2\ 2
<! ( )3 |<w>R<Q>|2<A1’QS"’K@b2>'> ( ) |A1,Qso||iz(m> S ®

2
Cacc QE'D;Y’l,Q go0d ||A1,Q¢||L2(M) QED;r’l

2(Q)<27™L(RO)
Ar,p#0

[1A1LQel L2 ()

[T
[N

Since ¢ € L?(ut), by Lemma we know that the last factor on the right-hand side above does

not exceed ¢ ||¢l|z2(,), S0 to prove the lemma it suffices to show that the first factor is bounded

by |12 To do so, we will denote, for R € D;rg’

F(R) ={Q e D" : Q is 1-Dj-good w.r.t. Dy, A1 gp # 0, R(Q) = R}.
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3 Estimates for good functions

With this notation, we can rewrite the first factor in as

* 2
Z ‘<¢>R’2 Z |<A1,Q<107K9b2>|’

2
Re,Dgr,Z QEF(R) HALQQDHLQ(H)

which we want to bound by ¢||¢||2, P By the dyadic Carleson embedding theorem m, it is
enough to check that the coefficients

ap = Z [(A10p, K&bo)|?
= 2

satisfy the condition . Since Ay g = A2 o we have

o [(Br00 KERIP _ [(Arap Af o(Koba) P
”ALQSOH%Q(M) HAl,Q@H%Q(M)

< HAT,Q(K(BZD)H%Q(H)‘

Observe that the families F'(R) are not overlapping. This is due to the minimality of the side
length of each R(Q) and the fact that the cubes R that we consider are from the same dyadic
lattice. Moreover, since all the cubes from F(R) are contained in R, we have that for every
S € Do,

> ar< ) Y AT Q(ESb) 2,
ReDY*: RCS ReDy*: RCS QEF(R)

< Z 1AT o (xs K&ba) 1 72()-
QeDi"t.Qcs

By , the last sum is bounded above by ¢ HXSKZ:)IDH%Q(H). Moreover, using that || K&ba|leo < ¢4
(recall Lemma [2.15)), we deduce that

>  ar<c IxsESba |72, < cnlS),
ReDY*: RCS

which verifies the Carleson condition . O

Lemma 3.12. If f,g € L?(u1) are as in Lemma and very good, then we have
1S5 ] < ellf |z llall 2 -

Proof. As remarked before, from our previous work, the statement in the lemma is equivalent
to proving the estimate

ST cro@)(Aiof, Kobo)| < cllfllzz2glgllzg-

QeDi"! ReDi?
QCR
L(Q)<27™U(R)
Rg transit

Remember that by our definition of the numbers cg g(g), the expression on the left-hand side of
the previous inequality is, as noted in , [(f, kg b, (9))|- Using that, by the previous lemma,
the paraproduct is bounded in L?(y), we obtain that

[(Fo Mo ()] < el fll 219l 22y < el Fllz2n 9l 22y

because Zp is bounded in L?(p). O
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3.3.2 Estimate of S{™

The sum Sterm, which we defined in , can be rewritten, by changing Rg to R and R to R
(the parent of R), respectively, as

Sztl(?fm = Z <K®(A1,Qf)7 A27§g>7 <83)
Qe,Dir,l7Re,D;erm,2
Q)27 ™U(R)
QCR

where, to simplify the notation, we have omitted the condition that Re Dg’Q, which we are
still considering, since A, 5 has not been defined for terminal cubes.

For any cube R as in the sum above, we consider a Whitney decomposition of such a cube. That
is, a family W (R) of cubes from Dy such that

1. the family covers R, that is R C U Q,
QEW(R

2. if Q1,Q2 € W(R), then either Q1 = Q2 or Q1 N Q2 =
3. for every S € W(R), dist(S,0R) = £(S),
4. for every S € W(R), 35S C R,

5. the family of dilated cubes, {2S}gsew (r) has bounded overlap, that is, there exists an
absolute constant ¢ > 0 such that

Z X2s < C.

SeW (R)

Moreover, for each S € W(R), we will consider the following two functions,
9gRr.S = X2SA2,§97 gR,S = Xﬁ\gsAlﬁga

term, 2

so that A 79 = gr,s + gr,s- With all this in mind, we can write, for every R € D,

Y (Ke(Migf), Aypa)= > Y (Ko(A1of) A, z9)

Qep! SEW(R)  Qepi™
QCR QCR,zQeS
HQ)<27™U(R) HQ)<27™UR)
S (KelAigf) Ay prs)+ S S (Ke(Aiof), A, zins).
SeW(R)  Qepi"! SEW(R)  Qept™!
QCR, zq€S QCR, zg€eS
2(Q)<27™L(R) 2(Q)<2-™((R)

The goal of this section is to provide a bound for each of the two sums above, after summing
R e D;erm’Q. We will do so in two lemmas, each one dealing with only one of the sums.

Lemma 3.13. If f g € L?(p) are as in Lemma very good and m, from the definition of
bad cubes, is chosen big enough, we have that

> Y. {Ke(A10/).9rs) < el flz2llglzzw

ReDy™? SEW(R)  Qepi™!
QCR,2q€S
£HQ)<27™U(R)
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3 Estimates for good functions

Proof. For the sake of clarity, we will follow three distinct steps.

Step 1: recall Lemma[3.4] in which we considered @, R C R¢ disjoint cubes and ©Q, YR two
functions in L?(u) supported on @ and R, respectively. If dist(Q,supp(¢r)) > €(Q), [¢q =0,
(Q) < ¢(R) and for some constant cg > 0,

dist(Q, supp(yr)) > c6 £(Q)¢(R)'™

then
UQ)2U(R)?
’<K980Q7wR>| <c W”S@QHD u)””‘ﬁRHD (84)
Of course, we would like to use the Lemma with ¢g = Ay of and ¥ = gr,s. We have that
A qf is supported in @, it has zero integral, and gr s is supported in R. The obstacle now is
that @ and R are not disjoint. However, we claim, and will prove later, that in this situation
we still have R
dist(Q, supp(gr,s)) > dist(Q, 928) > c£(Q) ¢(R)' ™, (85)

which is what we illustrate in Figure [1] (in dimension d = 2, for simplicity).

R

supp(gr,s)

Figure 1: The cube @ and supp(gr,s) are disjoint, whereas @) and R are not. Of course, the side
length of S in this picture is bigger than it should be, that is, dist(S, dR), because of property
3 from the Whitney decomposition. This is due to legibility reasons.

Going over the proof of Lemma one can see that the same arguments apply in this case.
Hence, we obtain that

K(Q)gf( R)?

|(Ke(A1,0f), gr.s)| < D(Q Ryt

AL F Il llgr.sllo -
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3 Estimates for good functions

Step 2: take the sum over the corresponding cubes, also, using [|gr sl|z1 () < 145 39121 ()

Y Y [(KelAnof).Grs)]

Repterm ;2 SEW ) QGDtr 1
QCR, ZQGS
{Q)<27™U(R)

UQ)2UR)? N
Z Z Z D((Q;}Az()ninHALQfHLl(M)||9R,SHL1(H)
ReD™ 2 SEW(R)  Qept! ,
QCR,2g€S
£(Q)<2-™U(R)
Q L
<c Z MH(Q)QM(RP”ALQJCHLQ(H)”AQ ﬁg”LQ(H)
tr,1 term,2 .D(C?7 R)n+77 ,
QeD;" ,ReDy ™
£Q)<2""U(R)
QCR

Recall that R € Dgr’Q, so the right-hand side of the last inequality is bounded by the left-
hand side of the first line in from Lemma By that same lemma, it is bounded by

cllfllzzqwllgll 2 -
Step 3: proof of . First, we have that

(Q) = LQYUQ) ™ < Q)2 ¢(R)!
Hence, choosing m big enough we have that
84(Q) < L(Q)U(R)™Y < dist(Q, 9R) < dist(zq, OR) < ((S),

where we have used that () is good. Moreover, for any € @ and y € 925, since zg € S,

o912 e — gl > Iy — 2glle — 2 — 2l > 22— 49
from which we deduce that
Aist(Q. supp(in s)) > dist(Q.028) > "D S ()5 Ly gy,
which is (8)). O

Remark that in this proof we have used properties 1 and 2 of the Whitney decomposition of R,
namely that the cubes from this decomposition cover R and are pairwise disjoint. In the next
Lemma, which will complete the proof of the bound for Sterm and hence for Sy, we will use, in
addition, properties 3, 4 and 5.

Lemma 3.14. If f,g € L?(u) are as in Lemma very good and m is chosen big enough, then

> > > UKe(Arof) grs) < cllfl2glgllzg,

Rengerm,Z SEW(R) QGDYJ
QCR, ZQES
HQ)<27™U(R)

and thus \Sterm| <c ”f”L2(u)HgHL2(M)'
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3 Estimates for good functions

Proof. As we have remarked before stating the Lemma, the second statement follows from the
previous lemma and the first inequality, which we prove now.

By the second inequality in from the previous lemma, if ) and S C R are cubes from the
sum in the lemma and zg € S, it turns out that £(Q) < £(S5)/8 and Q C 2S. Moreover, since R
is terminal and 25 C R, for any y € 25 we have

O(y) > dist(y, R\ Wp,) > dist(y, OR) > dist(2S, OR)
0S)  4(S)

Hence, for all y € 25, & € RY, recalling the pointwise estimate from Lemma

~ c c
ke(y,x ‘ < < :
Fo ) = 5 < sy
Hence,
1
lgr.sllL(w I fr.s L2 1(25)2
K¢ < : < . 86
‘ @gR,S($)| >C E(S)n >cC E(S)n ( )
Using that AiQ = Ay, this leads us to
Y. [Ee(Auehrs)l= Y [{Auef,Alg(KS(9rs)))| (87)
Qepin! Qepin?
QCR,zg€S QCR,zg€S
{Q)<27™(R) £Q)<27™L(R)
! :
< < > \|A1,Qf\|%2(u)> ( > HAT,Q(Ké(QR,S))H%?(,L))
QeDi":Qc2s QeDi"', Qc2s
By Remark |51| and using the inequality in , we get
Y A oES(gr T2 = YL AT o(esKs(9rs) 12
QeDi"t:Qc2s QeDi™t.Qc2s
l9R,51172(,)1(25)?
* 2 ) (1)
< HX?SKG(QR,S)HLQ(;L) <c E(S)Q”
tr,1

Note that if for a cube 25 appearing in the inequality above there are no transit cubes Q) € Dy,
the summand is zero. Hence, we can assume that any cube 2S5 as above contains a transit cube
Q< Dir’l. By Lemma for such @ we have u(AQ) < ¢ £(AQ)™, for all A > 1, which implies
that p(2S5) < c(25)™ (possibly with a different constant). Therefore, using this in the last
inequality above,
S AT (Kb (grs) ey < cllgrslZaqy,
QeDi"t:Qc2s
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3 Estimates for good functions

Applying this in and summing over S € W(R),

> > [{Ke(A1gf) 9r.s)]

SEW(R)  Qepi?
QCR, ZQGS
(Q)<27™U(R)

<e z)[( 3 \|A1,Qf|%2(#)>

SeW(R QeDi™t:Qc2s

N

|9R,S||L2(u)]

N[

( > >, HAl,QfH%z(u)) ( > ||9R,SH%2(M)) :

SEW(R) Qepi™': Qc2s SEW(R)

Remember that our goal is to bound this quantity, after summing over R € Dteer by
cllfllp2gllgllz2uy- We look at each of the two factors above separately. First, using that
the cubes 25 have bounded overlap,

S0 deflBa e Y IAweflEag,
SEW(R) Qepi™': Qc2s QeD"':QCR

and also,

S S / 18, 702 din < el Ay 70l122,

SeW (R) SeW (R)

which means that

> Y [(Ke(Argf) 9rs)]

ReDy™? SEW(R)  Qepi™!
QCR, 2Q es
LHQ)<27™(R)

1

2

e v [( > nAI,aniw) nAQﬁgniQ(m]
ReDy™™? L\ QeDi™':QcR

2

N |—=

( > HAQ,IQQH%W))

term,2
ReD}

(z > HALQfH%zw)>

RE,Dterm ,2 QEID? 1, CR

Since the cubes R € D;erm’Q with R € Dgr’Q are clearly pairwise disjoint, we have, for the first
factor on the right-hand side above,

S0 ItefBegy < Y 1Awef e < ellflBag,

ReD{™2 QeD™! QCcR QeDi™!

Lastly, since each cube has 27 children and R € D;r’2,

d d
ST 18y a0l <20 S NAaglagy < c2 Mgl
ReDy™? ReDy?

thus concluding the proof. d

As a final remark for this section, let us highlight that, while the Whitney decomposition was
key in the proof of the preceding Lemma the role of the suppressed kernel kg and our
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3 Estimates for good functions

hypothesis on the function © were also essential. Indeed, combining all these, we were able to
control B c

ko (y, ’ <——, ye2S,zeR?

Folw,a)| < rgyar vE2ia

which is the cornerstone of the argument used above. In contrast, the main inequality in Lemma
0. 15 was

dist(Q, supp(gr,s)) > c£(Q)7L(R)' 7.

This enabled us to apply a version of Lemma which depends not on the suppression of the
kernel, but rather on the Calderén-Zygmund estimates that it satisfies.

3.4 Bound for S; + S;5

To finish the proof of Lemma recall that the two remaining terms from are

Sz + 53 = Y. (Ke(Aiqf),Aorg) + > (Ko(A1,0f), Az,rg)-
QeD!"! ReDiM? QeD!"! ReDi?
QNR=0 QNR#D
Q,R not distant 2-M0(R)<0(Q)<2™U(R)

Remember that the functions f and g that we consider are supposed to be good, which means
that the cubes @ and R that appear in the sums above are good. Then, by Remark [3.3], the fact
that the cubes @, R in Sy are disjoint and not distant implies that 27" ¢(R) < £(Q) < 2™¢(R).
Hence, we can put together the two sums above and we get that

|52 + 83| < > [(Ke(A1,qf), Az,rg)|
QeDi"', ReDY?
Q,R not distant
27M(R)<(Q) <2 U(R)

< Z |(Ke(A1,qf): Az2,rg)l, (88)
QeD{"', ReDL?

dist(Q,R)<max(¢(Q),¢(R))
2T R)<UQ)<2™U(R)
where in the last inequality we have used that if (), R are not distant,

dist(Q, R) < min(£(Q), £(R))" max(£(Q), £(R))' ™ < max(£(Q), /(R)).

The term in is exactly the bound that appears in the statement of Lemma thus finishing
the proof.

3.5 Partial bound for the extra term for good functions

The aim of this section is to control the additional term that appeared in the bound for the
lemma about good functions [3.I} which we recall below,

A= > [(Ke(A1,¢f), Az,rg)|. (89)

QeDi™!, ReDL?
dist(Q,R)<max(£(Q),L(R))
27MU(R)<U(Q)S2™U(R)

Of course, we would like to find a bound of the type A < c||fllz2(ll9llz2()- However, this goal
is overly optimistic. We are going to propose a splitting of A, similarly to what we did in ,
and we will encounter a term that would vanish if our operator were antisymmetric. Since this
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3 Estimates for good functions

is not our case, we will have to introduce a probabilistic argument to deal with it, which will be
done in Section 5.4

For now, notice that in the sum in , each cube @ can interact with a number of cubes R
bounded above by some constant depending only on the dimension d and the number m. This
is because we have control of the distance between () and R and of the side length of R in terms
of 2™¢(Q), which is what we illustrate in Figure [2| (for simplicity, in dimension d = 2).

<T%(Q, R) < 270(Q)
Q z0

Figure 2: Once we fix Q) € Dzr’l, the admissible cubes R € Dy cannot be too far away from it.

The same reasoning applies if instead of fixing Q € D‘ljr’l, we fix R € Dgr’Q. Hence, by Cauchy-
Schwarz and Lemma '2.21|, one way of proving the desired bound A < c||f|lz2() |9/l z2(y) would
be to show that for all Q and R in the sum in ,

(Ko (A1), A2,rg)| < cl|A1,ofll2() [ A2,RYl L2()-

We can separate the right hand side above according to the children of the cubes that appear,

(Ko(A1,0f), Ao rg) = > (Ko(xpAqf), xsARg).
PeCH(Q), SECH(R)

For each pair P, S, we can separate further,

(Ko(xpA1,0f); xs82,rg) = (Ke(xp\sA1,0f), xsA2rg) + (Ko(XxrnsA1,.f); Xs\PA2,RI)
+ (Ko (xpnsA1,f): xPnsAz rg)- (90)
Our strategy now will be to distinguish whether the cubes P, S appearing above are tran-
sit or terminal. In the first case, we will see that the first two terms can be bounded by

cl|Ar,qfll2 [|A2,rgll2, which, as we mentioned above, is enough for our purpose. In the second
case, we will have to introduce a probabilistic argument. Let us first deal with the transit case.

Lemma 3.15. Let Q, R, P and S be as in . If Pe D'f’l and S € Dgr’z, then

(Ko(xp\sA1,0f), xsA2,rg)| < cl|A1,qfll21A2Rgll2,
(Ko (xPnsA1,qf), xs\pR2,r9)| < cllA1qfll2 |1A2,rgl-
Proof. We will only prove the first inequality because of the symmetry of the conditions on P

and S: they are both transit cubes, their side lengths are comparable and they are not too far
away from each other.

First, note that if we assume that both P and S are transit, we can write

- _ e (e
xelrof = erfin erlf) = (br)p  (b1)qQ’ (91)
XsQ2,rg = cs(g)ba, cs(g) = <<fi>>i - <<bg2>>lj{.
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Hence, the first term from becomes
(Ko (xp\sA1,0f); xsA2r9)| = [(Ke(xp\scp(f)b1), xs cs b2)|

<dlerllestol [ ( ) du<x>) duly). (92)

Using the properties of the suppressed kernel, we see that we need to obtain a bound of the sort

= /yep\s I e ) A

Indeed, since the cube P is transit,

u(S)z.  (93)

[NIES

VI

#(P> < Cace ‘Vl(P” = Cacc

J du’ < Cace lxp b1 L2 1(P),
so we find that

1
lep () u(P)2 < cace lep(f)] [xpP blHLQ(u) = Cacc |IXP A1,QJPHL2(/L) < Cace ||A1,QfHL2(,u,)a

and the same holds for the coefficient cg(g) and the function Ay rg. So, let us prove (93]). Recall
that since both @) and R are good cubes, we have that for any A > 0,

p({z e S:dist(x,0P) < M(P)}) < XM p(S), (94)
p({z € P:dist(x,0S) < M(S)}) < AM u(P). (95)

We start with the inner integral in . Let y € P\ S, then

1 1
dup(x) < /
/xES [z —y|" + O(z)" + O(y)" (@) dist(y,05) <|e—y|<c't(s) 1T — y[" + O(y)"

Assume first that ©(y) < dist(y, 05). We claim that the integral on the right-hand side above is

bounded by ¢ log (%), where ¢ is not necessarily the same constant as in the domain of

du(z).  (96)

integration above. Indeed, we can integrate over annuli, calling r» = dist(y, 9S) and R = ¢'4(S),
and we get that

N
fo Z / ) < 3 MEEEE) o
<|lz—y|<R |z —y| 2k < |z —y|<2k+1p |z —y|

k=0

where N is the biggest integer such that 2Vr < R, from which we see that N < log, (%) Using
our assumption,

dist(y, S) > O(y) > dist(y, R\ Hp,),

so we see that p(B(y, 2" 1r)) < co(28F1r)™ for each k, from which we get that the right hand
side in the last inequality from is bounded above by

<log2 <R> + 1) < clog <<hsct/(i§:5:9)5)> ’

as wished. Assume now that ©(y) > dist(y,dS). In this case, we can separate the integral in

as

1 1
du(x :/ du(x
/2637 |z —y|™ + O (y)" ) = fres |z —y|™ + O (y)" Hz)

dist(y,05) <|z—y| dist(y,09)<|z—y|<O(y)
1

TES, —yl"n+ 6 n
el |z -y (y)

du(z) = Jy + Jo.
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For J; we have an easy bound,

1 By, 9W) _ .
J1§/|:c—y|<9(y) @(y)”du(%>§ O(y)" =

where we have used that, since ©(y) > dist(y,R? \ Hp,), the ball appearing above is not
contained in Hp,. For J2, we can obtain, through analogous techniques, a similar bound to that
obtained for the case that O(y) < dist(y, 95). Indeed,

1 1
Jy = Srendn@ < | L d(a)
S <oyl [z —y[" + O(y) o(y)<le—yl<cu(s) 1T — Yl
N
1

= / T—du()

= Jaro(y)<|z—y|<2t+10(y) [T — Yl
u(B(y,2"6(y))) n
<Z @6 < (N +1)2"¢

Now, the bound we obtain for N is slightly different than before, but we can retrieve the same

bound easily,
S deUS
vsve(5) =% (mnom)

Hence, the integral on the left-hand side of is bounded above by

(525 e o NELR

k>0 2k—1g(P)<dist(y,05)<2~F£(P)

< Ckgokﬂ ({y € P :dist(y,09) < Q*kE(P)}>

< ckgok,u ({y € P :dist(y,05) < c2_k€(5)})

< eMp(P)Y k278 < eMu(P),
k>0

where we have used that ¢(P) and ¢(S) are comparable and the inequality (OF]), which we
obtained from the fact that Q = P is good with respect to Do. However, this is not quite
the bound that we were aiming for on the right-hand side of : we need both p(P) and
w1(S) to appear instead of only one of them. To obtain such a bound, we are going to use a
similar strategy to what we have done now to estimate the same integral, but in terms of p(.S).
Afterwards, we will take an average of these estimates, which will yield .

Let us write

= /xeSmP </yEP\S |z — y|™ + @tw)" +O(y)" du(y)) dp(z)
i /:ceS\P (/yeP\S [z —y" + 61(x)” +0(y)" d“(y)> du(w) = Js +Ja.

For J3, via arguments analogous to those we used to obtain the first bound for I, we have that
if s € SN P, then

! _dup)
/yeP\s |z —y|™ + O(x)" + O(y)" dpuly) < clog (dist(x, 6P)> ’
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Ty < e /SOP log ((%) du(x) < cu(S N P)b </SmP log <Cﬁsfé£fgp))2 dﬂ(x)> : .

Using the small boundary condition, this time from , the last integral can be estimated by

/Smplog <(%)2du( ) < /log (dlst/éa)P))Qd“(x)

JU(P) )2
= Z/ log < du(z)
€S,
k>0 o Lo(S)<dist(z,0P)<2*£(S) dist(z, OP)
< cZk‘ZM ( x €S :dist(z,0P) < 2_k€(S)}>
k>0
< CZ Ep ({x € S :dist(z,0P) < 02_k€(P)})

k>0

< eMp(S) Z k227F < eMu(S).
k>0

So we see that J3 < cM u(P)%,u(S )% Let us turn our attention to J;. Arguing analogously as
before, one bounds the inner integral, for x € S\ P, by the logarithmic term involving ¢(P) and
dist(z, OP). Afterwards, the small boundary condition yields that Jy < eMp(S).

Putting together all these estimates, we have found that both I < cMpu(P) and I < CM(P)%M(S)%+
cp(S). Distinguishing whether u(P) < p(S) or the converse inequality is true, we obtain the
desired bound , thus finishing the proof. O

The last term form turns out to be more complicated, because the small boundary condition
is not helpful when dealing with the intersections. Assuming that both P and S are transit, we
can write (see (91)))

(Ko(xpnsA1,f), xPnsAa,rg) = cp(f)cs(g) (Ke(xpns b1), xpns b2).

Note that if our operator Ko were antisymmetric and instead of two functions b; and by we
were working with only one function, b, this problematic term would vanish.

Let us denote A = PN S. Let zaA be its center, so we can write it as

_m+n[_}

where a; > 0 for each j = 1,...,d. Now, for a (small) fixed number 0 < e,, we denote
le, = e, min(¢(P),£(S)) and consider a smaller concentric hyperrectangle A, , defined by (see
Figure 3| which, for simplicity, illustrates the situation in dimension d = 2)

d
- H —b;, by, Wherebj:%—éea,

(see Figure 3| which, for simplicity, illustrates the situation in dimension d = 2).
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o g

P

Figure 3: The set A, inside A.

Now, we claim that for each A and A.,, there are numbers v; € [bj,bj — L, /2] such that the
hyperrectangle

d
Ac, =+ [,
j=1
satisfies that there is some ta ., > 0, depending on ¢, and A, such that for any A > 0,
p({z e A dist(z,0A.,) < Adiam(AL,)}) < tae, Au(A). (98)

The existence of such a hyperrectangle ﬁga C A, C A is justified by the following lemma,
which is proved by a simple modification of Lemma 9.43 in |Tol14]. We omit the details.

Lemma 3.16. Let p be a Radon measure on R? and a > 0. Let t, be some constant big enough
(depending only on a and d) and let R C R? be any fixed hyperrectangle. Then, there exists a
concentric hyperrectangle R’ with R C R’ C aR such that for any A > 0,

1 ({z € aR : dist(z,0R’) < Mdiam(R')}) < to A p(aR).

With A, satisfying , we consider two more subsets of A defined by the following relations.
First, consider Pa cube, concentric with P and contained inside P, such that its boundary
hyperplanes inside A go along the boundary hyperplanes of A, ,. Then, we call Sy := A\ ]3,
see Figure

Analogously, we consider another cube, Scs , concentric with S, asking for the same condition
concerning its boundary hyperplanes and those of A.,, and now we define Py := A\ S. Putting
all this together, we can write

A=A, UPyUSYy,

where Sy and Pjy are both disjoint from A, , but Py N Sy # & (see Figure |5)).

This enables us to separate the additional term even further,

(Ko(xpnsb1), xpns b2) = (Ke(xabi), xa., b2) + (Ke(xabi), xa\a., b2)- (99)

In the following lemma, we will obtain a bound for the first term, which will depend on g,. This
dependence will cause no problems in the final argument, since we will fix e, and it will simply
be a constant.

64



3 Estimates for good functions

A
A, 5o
s P!
............................... 2
Figure 4: The definition of Sy.
S
L Sp
§ Ai‘fa
Py N %
NONNNNANNNNNN X

P

Figure 5: The sets Py, Sp and A., inside A.

Lemma 3.17. Let P,5,Q, R and A, A, be as above. Then, we have,

[(Ke(xad1,0f), xa., A2,r9)| < callAr,qfllL2(u)1A2,r9 L2 (1)

where ¢, is a constant that depends on e, and on the constant « that we fixed in the last
paragraph from Section but neither on P nor on S.

Remark 3.18. Before proving the lemma, we make two easy but useful observations. If © is
as in Lemma [3.1] we have that

B
sup w(B(w,r)) <cp, and sup |[T5(v1)(z)| < o,

r>20(x) rh 5>20(x)

where « is the number that we fix in the definition of the exceptional set S, in Section [2.1

To prove the first assertion, we have to use the property that ©(x) > dist(z,R?\ Hp,), and
distinguish two cases.

e If O(z) > 0, for 7 > O(z) we will have that r > dist(x, R\ Hp,). Hence, B(x,r) ¢ Hp, C
NwerdHp(w)- By hypothesis (a) from Theorem , it follows that u(B(z,7)) < cor™.
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e If O(x) = 0, we deduce that dist(z,R?\ Hp, ), so for any r > 0, B(z,7) N (R?\ Hp,) # @
and we have the same control for u(B(z,r)).

Now we turn our attention to the second assertion. We have to show that for any § > 20(z),
we have that |T5(v1)(7)| < a. Again, we will separate two cases. First, if z ¢ S§, the inequality
that we want to prove is clear. If x € S}, we can use the fact that ©(x) > dist(x, R\ S) > e1(z).
In this case, if ©(z) = 0, then e;(x) = 0 as well and so obviously |T5(v1)(z)| < a. If O(x) > 0,
we have that § > ej(z), and so by definition of supremum it holds that |T5(v1)(z)| < «. Since
this works for any § > 20, taking supremum we obtain the inequality above.

Proof of Lemma[3.17. First of all, note that it suffices to show that for all z € A, , we can
bound

|Ko(xabi)(z)| < 6% (100)

a

Indeed, using this and the fact that both b; and by are bounded functions, we obtain

c c
[(Keo(xab1), xa.,b2)| < ETLN(Asa) < g—n,u(Pﬁ S).

Hence,

N

lep(f)es(9)(Ke(xabr), xa b2)| < 5%\619(]“)! lcs(g)| u(P N S)

a

les(@)| u(S)7 lep(f)| u(P)?

n
Ea

IN

IN

C
;NHALQfHL?(H)HAZRQHL?(H),

where we have used, of course, that the cubes appearing above are all accretive. This is the
inequality that we wanted to prove. It remains to show (100)). Let x € A,,, we have that

B,
|Ko(xabn)(®) — Taa (xab)(@)] < ¢ sup “EETD o
r>20(x) r

The first inequality is proved with an analogous reasoning as what we argued in Lemma [2.12]
taking e = 20(z). The fact that the supremum above is finite is the first part of the discussion
in the previous remark. So, we obtain that

|Ko(xab1)(z)| < [Tho ) (xabi) (@) +c < S Slgp( ) Ts(xab1) ()] +c.
>20(x

Now we focus on estimating the supremum on the right-hand side above. We can separate it by
writing
sup |T5(xab1)(z)| < sup |T5(v1)(z)[+ sup [Ts(xacri)(z)l.
§>20(x) §>20(z) §>20(z)

The first supremum on the right-hand side is finite (in fact, it is bounded above by «) by the
second part of the discussion in the previous remark. To finish the proof, we have to show that
the second term is bounded by ¢/e?. Let § > 0. By denoting §' = diam(A) + ¢(P), we can
separate

IT5(xae0) ()] < Ts (e ar) @] + [Ts(xpsen) @) (101)
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3 Estimates for good functions

The second term above can be bounded by

T3 (x (o rye1) ()] = / )Xot () )
T—Y|=Z

-/ (e, ) don ()
|x—y|>max(§,6")

< ‘Tmax(é,(y)(yl)(x)‘ < >S2u@IZ )|T7’(V1)(x)|7

which we already know to be bounded above, by the previous remark. It only remains to give
a bound for the first term on the right-hand side of (101f). As usual, we will separate two cases
and use an appropriate bound for each case.

Assume first that ©(x) < g, ¢(P). Using that for y € A° and = € A.,, we have that |z — y| >
ceqal(P), we obtain

ITs (xpesar)(@)] < / k9l X5 a @) i)
lz—y|>d
c e u(B(a,d))
= Gy PO = e =

because on the one hand, ¢(P) > %5’ and on the other hand, & > ¢ > é@(w
choosing ¢, < %

Now, suppose that ©(z) > &, £(P). In this case, ' < 2¢(P) < 5--0O(x). Hence, since § > 20(x),

24
Tsxsonan) @IS [ )Xot dbal(0)
nl(B@,8)) _ nBlr.£OG) _ ¢
B n T a(ew) T
choosing ¢, < %, so that %@(m) > 20(z) and so our previous reasoning can apply. O

Let us put together all the estimates from this section. For the sake of readability, let us denote
A={(Q,R) € D" x DY? : dist(Q, R) < max(£(Q),L(R)), 27™(R) < £(Q) < 2™U(R)}.
Moreover, we can classify according to what type of cubes are the children of those (@, R) € A,

by letting
A1 = {(P,S) € CH(Q) x CH(R) : (Q,R) € A, P € D", S € Dy*},

and, similarly, we define A ; if P is terminal and S is transit, A » for P transit and S terminal
and Ajp o for both P and S terminal. Combining Lemmas @ and @7 we have found that

|S2 + S3| < call fllzellgllizzq + > (Ko (xp\sA1,0f) XsA2 rY)
A1 2UA2 1UA2 2

+ Z [(Ke(xpnsA1,qf), xs\rPA2,RJ)|
A12UA2 1UA2 2

+ > [(Ke(xPnsA1,Qf) xPnsA2,rg)|
A1,2UAz 1UA3 2

+ Z ‘(KG(XAP,SI)l)’ XAps\(AP.S)ea b)|
A1

=: ca|[fllz2ullgllz2u) + A1 + A2 + As + Ay, (102)
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4 A Cotlar-type inequality

where, of course, we denote Ap g = PNS for each of the cubes P, S appearing in the sum above.
An upper bound for the sums A; will be obtained via the probabilistic argument in Section [5.4]

4 A Cotlar-type inequality

Recall that for z € R?, its n-Ahlfors radius is defined as
R(x) =sup{r > 0: u(B(z,r)) > cor"},

and we put R(z) = 0 if there does not exist any r > 0 satisfying the condition that defines the
set above. Moreover, we set
H= |J B R(@). (103)
2€RI: R(z)>0
By assumption (a) from Theorem we have that H C Hp(,,) for each w € 2. In this section

we are going to prove the following result, which will be key to finish the proof of Theorem
in the next section.

Lemma 4.1. Let € > 0 and let T be a Calderén-Zygmund operator of degree n defined in
R? x R\ {(z,y) € R? x R? : z = y} with kernel ¢(z,y) satisfying

1

for all R 104
max(e, dist(z, R\ H), dist(y, RI\ H)yn' o 48 &Y = (104)

t(z,y)] <

Then, we have that
| Tl 22y 2(n) < (L + 1Tl 22y 12())s
where ¢ depends only on ¢ and on the Calderén-Zygmund constants of the kernel ¢(z, y).

Remark 4.2. Since for any = € R?, we have that dist(z,R?\ H) > R(x). if the kernel ¢(z, )
satisfies the condition (104)), then

1
max (g, R(z), R(y))"

t(z,y)] <

The proof of Lemma will require a Cotlar-type inequality, which we state and prove below.

Lemma 4.3. Let T be a singular integral operator satisfying the assumptions of Lemma
Suppose that T is bounded from L'(y) into L%*°(u). Then, for every f € L?*(u) and 2 € R?,
we have

Tof(x) < e Mu(Tf)(@) + ¢ (1Tl 1 (uy— Loy + 1) My f (),

where ¢ depends only on ¢y and on the Calderén-Zygmund constants of the kernel ¢(z, y).

Using the boundedness of M,, in L?(p1) (recall Theorem , to prove Lemma it suffices to
apply the preceding result, after showing that

ITN 1y 200 () < € (TN L2y =220 + 1) - (105)

Proof of Lemmal[f.5 Let ¢ > 0. By Theorem (Cotlar’s inequality), we have that if T is
bounded from M (R%) to L1 (u), and if

w(B(z,r)) < cor™, for r>e, (106)
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4 A Cotlar-type inequality

then
I Tov(@)] < eMu(Tw)(@) + ¢ (1T ggreyrnoeuy + 1) Myr(@),

for all v € M(R%). If we assume that 7', instead of being bounded from M (RY) into L', is of
weak type (1,1) with respect to p, the same proof gives that for any f € L'(u),

IT.f ()] < e Mu(Tf) (@) + ¢ (1T £ (s oo uy + 1) Miuf (2). (107)

So, in order to prove the lemma, we should be able to show that the preceding estimate also
holds for our particular operator T without the growth condition . Fix z € RL If R(x) = 0,
then condition holds and there is nothing to do. Hence, we can assume that R(x) > 0,
and we have to show that holds for any 0 < ¢ < R(z). To do this, we set

17.1(0)] < [T f )] + [ (e, ) 170) ().
0<|z—y|<R(z)
The first term, [Tr(y) f(z)], is bounded by the right-hand side of (107). For the second term, we
have to use the fact that |t(x,y)| < ﬁ, and so

1
/0 R [, )| [f () du(y) < RG] /B . £ ()| du(y)

o
S B R@) /B R [f (W)l duly) < co Myuf(x),

where we have used that u(B(z,R(x))) < coR(x)"™. Thus, (107) holds for all £ > 0 in our
case. O

The only task remaining to finish the proof of Lemma is to prove ([105]), which is done in the
following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Let T be a singular integral operator satisfying the assumptions of Lemma
If T is bounded in L?(p), then it is also bounded from L' () to LY*°(u). Moreover, we have

1Tl gy rr < € (Tl 22200 +1) -
Proof. We have to show that for any f € L'(u) and A > 0,

HfHLl(u)‘

p({x € RY ITf(x)] > A}) <c (”T”L?(u)—wz(u) + 1) \

Clearly, we may assume that A > 8|[f|[1(,)/llpll, because otherwise the inequality above is
obviously true.

Consider {Q;}; the Calderén-Zygmund decomposition at level A, given by Lemma for the
measure v = fu. Moreover, let R; be the smallest cube of the of the form R; = 6*Q;, k > 1,
such that p(6R;) < 691 u(R;) (recall Lemma . Then, we write f = g + b, where

9="xzn\y,q.f +)_ i
and

b= Zbi =Y (wi f = i),

i

where the functions ¢; satisfy conditions , and (EI) of Lemma , and w; = Zi%@ .
k
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4 A Cotlar-type inequality

Since each Q); satisfies that | fu|(Q;) > Qd%u(QQi), we have that

2d+1 c c
N(U2Qi> <D n2Qi) <D= 1ul@) < 5 Z/Q [Fldn < Sl
because the cubes from the family {Q;}; are almost disjoint. So, it suffices to show that
d . [FAlFE:
pl 4z e RN J20Qi : ITF(@) > At ) < e (1Tl 2g—r2) + 1) " (108)
Using the decomposition f = g + b, the right hand side of the inequality above does not exceed

M<{ 2 €RY: |Tg(a)| > ;}) +,u<{x c Rd\LiJ%)i | Th(z)| > ;}) (109)

To estimate the first term above, first we use that T is bounded in L?(u) and afterwards, that
lg| < e, to get

A 22
u({ zeRY: |Tg(x)| > 2}) = u<{x eR?: [Tg(x)* > 4}>
4 2 4HTH%2(M)—>L2(N) 2
< — < .
< a L, IToP dn < === [ g

Furthermore, again using the properties of the cubes from the Calderén-Zygmund decomposition,

gdué/ fldp+ /wduéfl + IxQillery < ellfller-
Lotans [, o+ 3 [ e < Wl + S Ixe e < il

Hence,

A TN 202
M<{ zeR: | Tg(x)| > 2}) < ()’\LH (v [FAIAYY

Let us examine now the second term in (109). By Chevishev, we have that

A 2 2
pl{zeRr? 2Q; : |Th(z)| > }) < / Tbldu < — / Tb;|dp.  (110)
({ W mwi> g} <3 [ mas S [
Now, we claim that for each ¢, the following inequality holds,
[ 1Thldn < el (1)
RN2Q;
Notice that from this claim and (110]), we obtain that
A c cllfllze
u({oerUze mei > 3}) < 5 e < S,

Let us prove (111)). Denote by z¢, the center of the cube @Q;, and let B; = B(zq,, R(zg,)/2).
We can write

RA\2Q; B; 2R\ (2Q;UB;) R4\ (2R;UB;)
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4 A Cotlar-type inequality

We are now going to study each of the integrals on the right-hand side above separately. For
the first one, notice that if z € B;, then dist(z,R%\ H) > R(zq,)/2, so

_2
'R,(.CUQZ)"

Thus, using that for each i, we have [|b;[|11(,) < c|lfXxq@;ll1(y) (this is a direct consequence of
the definition of b; and the condition @), this yields

[z, )| <

2 c
Thi(x)| < ———||bs <—° fvo.

Lastly, using that pu(B;) < p(B(zg,, R(zq,))) < co R(zg,)", we have that the first integral on
the right-hand side of (112 is bounded by

[, bl < sl ion(B) < ellfxa. i

Now we turn our attention to the second integral on the right-hand side of (112). Using @D, the
L?(11) boundedness of T and that u(6R;) < 67+ u(R;), we have that

1 1

2 1 2 1
/ moddus ([ el an) wert <e( [ 1ol ) o}
2R\ (2QiUB) 2R, e

<cllfxqllz - (113)

Furthermore, since supp(w;f) C Q;, if x € 2R; \ 2Q; and y € Q;, then |z — zg,| < clx —y|, so
we have that

T (wi f)(x |</ e )] i () £ ) da() /twyl\f( )| du(y)

cllfxqillw
_ / ) du (
|z —q,|" Cz—zgln
Integrating this inequality,
1
/ 17wl die < el [ L) (1
2R;\(2Q;UB;) 2R\ (2Q:UBy) |T — Q]

By Lemma since by our choice of R;, there are no (6, 6%+1)-doubling cubes of the form 6*Q;
between 6Q; and R;, we have

/ % du(z) < c ”(2&1.
2R\ (20,UB;) 1T — Q| ((2R;)

Also, remark that if the integral above is non-zero, then we must have that 2R; ¢ B;, that is,
if R(zg,) < Vd{(2R;). Hence, by the definition of R(xq,), it must be that

p(2R:) < p (Blag,, VAL2R)) < e (VAU(2R))",

so we can bound the integral above by
1 n
/ T du(r) <ccpd?.
2R;\(2Q;UBy) ’$ - in’
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5 A probabilistic argument

So, combining this with (113) and (114]), we have that

/ Thldp < [ 17w 1)l do+ Teildu < el Fxu i
2R\ (2Q:UB;) 2R;\(2Q;UB;) 2R\ (2Q:UB;)

Lastly, we estimate the rightmost integral in (112). We can use the fact that [b;du = 0,
supp(b;) C R; and [|b;|| 1) < e[| fx@illL1(n)- This yields, for z ¢ 2R;,

() < [ bte9) = ko)l )] dut) < [ eI i)l dus)
cl(R;)"

< m”fXQzHLl

Integrating the last inequality,

1
Th;|du < ct Ixqillz / ——du(x
/]Rd\(2RiuB) 1% R 7X@ R\ (2R,UB,) [T — @, |" 1" (=)

1
gaﬁUQYWfXQJuwMy/

——— du(x).
lz—zq, [>max(£(R;), R(:L‘Q ‘$ - $Qi’n+n

(115)

As usual, we can estimate the last integral splitting the domain of integration into annuli.
Denoting a; = max(¢(R;), 3R (zq,)),

/ 1 <3 u(B mQu?kH i)
lz—zq, >0y |.CU - xQ«L|n—H7 k>0 n+77

For each k > 0, 2 la; > 28R (z¢,) > R(z(,), so we deduce that the sum above does not exceed

co (2F 1) 2" ¢ 1 c
Z (2kag)ntn (R, IR nzzTngeR»n‘
k>0 ) max( ( 1)7 2 (ZEQZ)) k>0 ( ’L)

Plugging this in ((115)), we have proved ([111]). O

5 A probabilistic argument

5.1 Low probability of bad cubes and functions

Let us remark that, up until now, all our efforts have been aimed towards estimating the behavior
of the suppressed operators Kg when they act on good functions. Recall that our motivation for
obtaining such estimates, as mentioned in the beginning of Section [2:4] was that the probability
that a transit cube was bad with respect to a fixed dyadic lattice could be made arbitrarily
small. The aim of this section is to, first, give a more precise statement of such claim and,
afterwards, prove it.

Remember that for a transit cube ) € Dtr !

lattice Do if either

, we say that it is bad with respect to the dyadic

(a) there exists a cube R € Dy such that dist(Q,0R) < £(Q)"4(R)' ™7 and 2™4(Q) < ¢(R) <
2V (where m > 1 is some integer that we will fix below), or
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5 A probabilistic argument

(b) there exists a transit cube R € DY with 27"4(Q) < /(R) < 2™¢(Q) and dist(Q, R) <
2"M0(Q), such that for some P € CH(Q), there is S € CH(R) such that 0P is not (u, M, 5)-

small.

Before estimating the probability that a given cube is bad with respect to another dyadic lattice,
we need a couple of technical lemmas.

Lemma 5.1. Let Q € D(w;) = D; with w; € Q and k& > m be fixed. For we € Q, let
R(wy) € D(w2) = Dy be the cube with side length 28/(Q) containing the center zg. Suppose
that 2%¢(Q) < 2V. Denote by ZR(wy) the center of R(wz). Then, for any subset A C 2kQ,

L(4)

Q2 .

Proof. Before proving the inequality in the statement, let us remark that zp(,,) always belongs
to 2kQ. This is because zg € R(ws) and so we have that

(R 2k
70 — 2rgunlloe < 2D = Zg(g) = 12

Now, let us recall some useful information concerning the set {2, which was defined in Section
2.3.1] Remember that we called S° = [0,2"]¢ and we assumed that F C $5° Then, Q is
defined as

Q — [_2]\774 2N74]d

and for w € Q, we write Q°(w) = w + S°. By Lemma since £(Q) = 273 for each w € Q
we have that F' C %Qo(w). Lastly, we denote by P*? the normalized Lebesgue measure on the

cube Q. We see that £(Q) = 273 could be smaller than 2¢4(Q). To fix this imbalance, we

_2N—1 2N—1]

consider Q' := | 4 and we write

Ed({UJQ e ZR(ws) € A})
L49)
Ed({wg e ZR(ws) € A})
L) ’

P9 ({wg € Q: 2R(uwy) € A}) =

< 23d

(116)

because £4(Q) = 23?£4(Q). To estimate the measure above, we can think of the assignation
W2 > ZR(wy) @ @ map defined not only on 2, but for wy € R? 7 : R? — 2kQ, ie. z(ws) = ZR(
Using this, we can write

wa)*

L{ws € Yt 2py) € AY) = LYY Nz (A)).

Let us now study the pre-image z~'(A). First, a simple computation shows that if we write,

using coordinates, zg = (zb, . zé) and wy = (wi, ..., w),
howd| |d-ud]) | 2@
Z(w2)=w2+2kf(Q)<\‘2Qk€LQ)J,...,\‘2@%@ + 2( )(1,...,1)

= wo + 2°0(Q) (n1 (w2), . . ., na(wa)) + 2871(Q)(1,. .., 1).

Hence,
2 H(A) = {w2 L 280(Q) (ny (wa), - . . . ng(w2)) + 28" 1(Q)(L, ..., 1) € A}
- U (A —2%0(Q) (na, - .. ma) — 25 L(Q)(L, ..., 1)) ,
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5 A probabilistic argument

and the sets appearing in the last union are pairwise disjoint. We are interested in taking their
intersection with Q. Given any y € 2*Q, we have that y = z(ws) for some wo € €' if and only
if there exist nq,...,ng € Z such that

y—250Q)(ny, ... ,ng) — 2"0(Q)(1,...,1) e .

Since £(2FQ) = 2%0(Q) < 2V = £(Q), it is clear that we can always choose such integers
ni,...,nq (possibly there is more than one choice). Write £(R(w2)) = 27, with j < N. Then,
we can divide €’ into a = (2V77)? cubes of side length 27. In this case, the image of each of
these cubes via the function z is 2*Q, which means that

A0 = (A-2UQ k)~ 2Q).. 1) = A
=1

=1

Since the sets {A4;}* | are pairwise disjoint translates of A, we find that

LYz NA)NQ) = Za: LA = aL(A).
=1

Taking A = 2*Q, we obtain £¥(z71(A) N Q) = L4UY) = a L4(2¥Q). Using this in (116]), we
obtain 4 1) 1)
P ({MQGQ.ZR(w2)€A})§2 aﬁd(QkQ)_cﬁd(QkQ)’

which is what we wanted to prove. O

Lemma 5.2. Let @),k be as in Lemma [5.1] Using the same notation as in the lemma, the
following are equivalent,

(1) there exists some R’ € D(ws) with side length 2¥¢(Q) such that dist(Q, OR') < £(Q)V¢(R')*7,

(2) 2g € Us(OR(w2)) N R(w2), where s = £(Q)V¢(R(w2))' =7 + $4(Q),

(3) 2R(un) € Us(0(2"Q)) N 2*Q.

Proof. We start by showing that (2) implies (1). Assume that zg € Us(OR(w2)) N R(w2). We
can use that
dist(Q, OR(w2)) < dist(z, OR(w2)) < £(Q)VE(R(ws)) 7.

Hence, there is R’ some neighbor of R(ws) such that
dist(Q, OR') = dist(Q, IR(w2)) < £(Q) U(R(w2))' ™7 = L(Q) U(R)' 77,

so we can take R’ to be the cube from D(ws) appearing in condition (1).
In the converse direction, assume that there is R’ € D(wq) with £(R') = 2¥/(Q) such that

dist(Q, OR') < £(Q)"¢(R')1=7. To check that (2) holds, since we already know that 2¢ € R(ws),
we only need to check that dist(zg, 0R(w2)) < s.

There are two possibilities for the cube R’. Either R’ = R(w2) or it is a neighbor of R(ws2).
In either case, dist(Q,dR’) = dist(Q, dR(wz)) < £(Q)"¢(R(w2))*~7. Since our cubes have sides

parallel to the coordinate axes, we find that

dist(2g, OR(w2)) = dist(Q, IR (ws)) + $£(Q) < HQY E(R(w)' ™" + 20(Q) = 5,

74



5 A probabilistic argument

which means that (2) holds. Lastly, to show that (2) and (3) are equivalent, we will show that
they are both equivalent to a fourth condition,

(1) 271Q) — 5 < 17 — 2 oo < 27H(Q).

Assume that (2) holds. In particular, 29 € R(wa), 0 [|2Q — ZR(ws)llec = 2F=1¢(Q). Since
2Q € Us(OR(wy)), we can choose © € OR(wa) such that || — 2g||ec < s. Using this auxiliary
point,

120 = 2R@ua) oo = 12R(us) = @lloo — Iz = 2]l = 2°71(Q) — 5.

Conversely, assume that (4) holds. Since by construction zg € R(ws), we only have to check
that dist(zq, 0R(w2)) < s. Again, since the sides of our cubes are parallel to the axes,

dist (2, OR(w2)) = 2°"(Q) ~ | 2r(us) — 2@lloe < 271(Q) — 271(Q) + 5 = 5.

Lastly, to see that (3) is equivalent to (4), we argue as above, taking = € 9(2*Q) instead of
x € OR(w2), and the arguments are analogous. O

The following lemma is the main point of this section. It assures us that we can choose m and
M in the definition of bad cubes so that the probability that a cube is bad is as small as we
want.

Lemma 5.3. Let 0 < ¢, < 1 be fixed. Suppose that the constants m and M are big enough,
depending only on €5, in the definition of bad cubes. Let Dy = D(wy), with w; € Q, be any
fixed dyadic lattice. Then, for each fixed Q) € Dir’l, we have that

Pe({wy € Q: Q is bad with respect to D(ws) = Dy}) < . (117)
Proof. Fix Q € Dir’l. Since it is bad if either (a) or (b) above in the definition happens, the
probability in ((117)) is controlled by
P2({Qis bad w.r.t.Dydue to (a)}) + P({Qis bad w.r.t.Dy due to (b)}) := Pray + P,).-

Our aim now is to choose the constants m and M so that each of the two probabilities above
is small. Note that condition (a) only takes into account the integer m, while condition (b)
depends on both m and M. Due to this, our strategy will be to make P,y small by choosing m
big enough, and for a fixed value of m, choose M big enough so that Py, is also small.

Choice of m: we start by estimating
Py =P ({ws € Q: 3R € Dy, dist(Q,0R) < L(Q)"U(R)' ™, 2™4(Q) < U(R) < 2"}).
For each k > m, by Lemmas [5.2] and [5.1} we have that
Po ({wQ € Q3R € Dy, dist(Q, OR) < L(Q)U(R)™, ((R) = M(@)}) (118)

= pY ({wQ e ZR(ws) € MS(8(2’€Q)) N QkQ})
LU Q) N2Q)) _ s 24(Q)
= ¢ LI(2FQ) = CTERQ)T

Since s < 20(Q)V(R(w9)) ™7 = 21=7+1¢(Q), we have that the probability in (118) is bounded
above by

(£(Q)2H=Hhd=1okp(Q) o k(d—1)
(2k0(Q))? B '

C
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This means that
9—my(d—1)

1 —2—7(d-1)

m——+00

P(a) < Z c2 k=) — ¢ > 0,

k>m

o |

so we choose m so that P,) < 3.

Choice of M: we write

Py = P?({wz € Q:3R € D(ws),27™U(Q) < U(R) < 2™(Q), dist(Q, R) < 2™4(Q)
and for some P € CH(Q), there is S € CH(R) such that OP
is not (u, M, S)-small}).

By writing @ = U?ilPZ- as the union of its children, we have that the probability above is
bounded by

2d
> PO({wp € Q:35 € D(wy), 27 U(Q) < €(S) < min(2M¢(Q),2Y),
i=1
dist(P;, S) < 2™724(Q) such that dP; is not (u, M, S)-small}). (119)

Let us write the sum above as Zfil pi, where for each i, p; denotes the probability associated to
the i-th child of @) above. Since there is no canonical ordering of CH(Q), we will only estimate
p1 and obtain a bound that does not depend on that specific child of (). For convenience, we will
denote from now on P := P;. Note that the boundary of P is the union of 2d d — 1 dimensional

cubes, its “faces”, that is,
2d

oP = J Hi(P),

i=1
where each H;(P) is contained in a hyperplane from R?. Since
2d

w({z e S :dist(x,0P) < M(P)}) < Zu({x € S :dist(z, Hi(P)) < M(P)}),
i=1

we see that if OP is not (u, M, S)-small, there is some H;,(P) that is not (u, M, S)-small. This
is the essential observation in order to show that F;, can be made arbitrarily small by choosing
M large enough. Our strategy will be to show that, for a fixed S satisfying , there are
very few H;(P) that are not (u, M, S)-small. This will be enough to complete our estimate,
because using the fact that both D; and D5 are translates of the same dyadic lattice, fixing @
and looking for S as in is the same as fixing S and looking for a suitable Q.

Since our dyadic cubes have sides parallel to the coordinate axes, the directions that are normal
to their faces are those given by the canonical basis of R?, which we denote by {e1,...,eq}. It
is enough to show that there are very few H;(P) with normal direction e;.

Consider all the hyperplanes from R? with normal direction e; such that they intersect S, and
call this family H. Consider o the projection of u|S into the line L; of direction e;. That is,
for E C L, a measurable set, if 7 : R? — R denotes the projection into the first coordinate,

o(4) = ulS(x~M(E)) = u(S N7 (B)) = pl{ € § 1 a1 € EY).
The key observation now is that for a hyperplane h € H,

{z € S:dist(xz,h) < M(P)} ={z €S :|xy — x| < N(P)}
=7 ([zn — M(P),zn + M(P)]) N S,
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where we have denoted 7 (h) = x. From this, we see that
w({z e S dist(x,h) < M(P)}) =c({y € Ly : |y —zp] < M(P)}).

Hence, if the hyperplane h € H is not (u, M, S)-small, then the point x; € L satisfies that
there is A > 0 such that

o({y € Ly : |y — o] < M(P)}) > AMpu(S).

This means that h is not (u, M, S)-small if and only if

o(B(zp,r)) _ Mp(S) c
M = > —=Mu(S) =cMu(S
RO () = sup —— P 22 p(S) = cMpu(S),
because we always only consider cubes with side length bounded above by 2V, which we absorb
inside the constant c. Recall that the maximal operator Mp is bounded from M (R%) to L>(R),
and so

c ({z:3hC 7 ({z}) not (u, M, S)-small}) < LY ({z: Mpo(x) > cMu(S)})
A
< =

loll < 2
~ cMu(S) o=

This reasoning works fixing any other of the e; as the normal direction to our hyperplanes. We
will use the same estimate for the sum of all of them, since there are d possibilities for e;.

Let us call SH the set of hyperplanes, parallel to one of the faces of .S, intersecting S and such
that they are not (u, M, S)-thin. We can consider on each of them the projection of the Lebesgue
measure onto the first coordinate, and from our reasoning above, we have that the measure of
SH is bounded above by CAM'

By periodicity of the dyadic lattice D at the fixed scale £(S), the probability with respect to P
that there is P € Dy satisfying the condition from has one of its faces in SH is, at most,
CAM. However, we also need to take into account the cubes P satisfying 27" 1/(R) < {(P) <
2m+10(R). Again by periodicity of the lattices, for £(P) > ¢(R), we have the same bound for
the probability. For the smaller cubes, the bound is QW;EA. If we add the probabilities over all
the possible sizes, we obtain that

22m+2 A
Py < .
(b) ="
Since m is fixed from the estimate of F,), we can always choose M large enough so that
Py < 3. O

Using the previous lemma, we are going to obtain a useful estimate of the expected value of the
norm in L?(p) of the bad part of a function. We give the precise statement in the lemma below.

Lemma 5.4. Let f € L?(u). For w = (wy,w2) € 92, set

fbad(w) = Z Al,Qfa

QeDtr 1 (wq)Nbad(ws)

where “Q € bad(wsz)” means that @ is bad with respect to D(wsz). Then, we have that
Epoz (Ifona ()32, ) < s 1120,

where we have denoted by E 2 the expectation with respect to P2 = pQ x pQ,
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Proof. From the decomposition in L?(y), Lemma we have that

oa) oy <5 S [Arf s,
QeDt1 (w1 )Nbad(ws2)

Then, using the preceding lemma,

B (om0 ) < s [ ( R SR ISP dPQ(wz)) 4P ()

QeD1 (w1 )Nbad(ws)

€3 HALQfH%Q X{erad(wz)}(wQ)dl (w2) dl (wZ)
(w)

G’Dtr,l (wl)

—a [ 3 IAraflagy P ({2 @ € bad(wa)}) 4P (wn)

QeD1(wy)

<esep / ST 1AL g AP wr) < Gl 12,
QGDtr’l(wl)

where in the last inequality we have used Lemma [2.21] again. O

The estimate above will be key in the final argument, where we will take an average over the
set €2.

Recall now that we obtained a partial bound for |S3 4+ Ss| in terms of the sums A; in (89). We
mentioned that the full bound would have to wait until the last steps, since it will involve a
probabilistic argument. Now, we introduce some new concepts, which will be the correct tools
to deal with the additional term that we found when trying to bound |S + S3|.

For a cube Q@ C R? and ¢ > 0, we denote 6o = @ \ (1 —2¢)Q. That is, §g consists of the points
from @ that are at distance greater than e from the center of ), with respect to the distance
induced by the co-norm in R (see Figure @

Figure 6: In dimension d = 2, the set J¢ is shaded in blue.

Now, fix any € R? and k € Z. We denote by p. the probability, with respect to w € €, that
x € Og for some R € D(w)™? and 28-™ < ((R) < 2K+™  that is,

L¥{w € Q: 3R € D(w)™?2, 28=™ < U(R) < 2M™ 2 € §R})
D. = Q) . (120)

Let us now show how p. behaves as ¢ — 0.
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5 A probabilistic argument

Lemma 5.5. For z € R%, k € Z and € > 0, define p. as above. Then, p. has limit 0 as ¢ — 01,
independently of x and k.

Proof. Our strategy will be to reduce the problem to the one-dimensional case, where cubes will
be intervals and for an interval I the set I5 will be two smaller intervals sharing one endpoint
each with the bigger one I. In this simpler setting, we will be able to compute the set we are
measuring in the numerator in .

If we denote by 7; the projection into the j-th coordinate, that is, 7j(z) = z;, we obviously
have that

- LY{w € Q: IR € D(w), 2F"™ < 4(R) < min(2¥+™, 2N x € 6r})

Pe= JI)
1 min(k4+m,2V)
< d : —9J
< Fi@ j:;m LY{w e Q:3IR e D(w),l(R) =2,z € Og})

min(k+m,2N) ¢ '
Y Y £{weQ:3IReD(w), UR) =2, 3; € 5ry () })

j=k—m i=1

IN

£49)

min(k+m,2N)

1 A
() Z Zpgj'

j=k—m  i=1

~—

It suffices to find a common bound, in terms of ¢, for each p., since 2 is a fixed cube and there
are always 2md terms in the sum above, independently of k and of x. We will only estimate
pé’j, because all the others are analogous. We consider y = 1 mod 27, so that y € [0,27). If
we denote by D& ; the usual dyadic intervals of side length 27 in the real line, we have that for
R e D(w), m(R) € D&j + 71 (w). This means that

pid = L[N 2N ) L ({wy € [2V T2V 13T e DY+ wy, 21 € 67)). (121)
Clearly, the measure appearing in the first factor is (2V73)4~1. Our goal now is to describe the
set appearing in the second factor. For this, we will distinguish three cases. We start with the
simplest of the three: when j = N — 4. We assume that ¢ < % and consider an open interval of
length 2V =3 ¢ centered at y, which we call J.

Assume first that this interval is completely contained inside [0,2V~%]. We can extend it pe-
riodically with period 2V=%, that is, we consider the intervals J, = J + k2N¥~%, with k € Z.
Obviously, there are only two which have non-empty intersection with [-2V=% 2¥=4] namely,
Jo = J and J_; (see Figure @

J_q J=Jy
| : —
_9N—4 0 Y gN—1

Figure 7: The point y = x1 mod 2/ and the intervals J, J_.

We claim that, up to the set of measure zero consisting of the 4 endpoints of the intervals, the
set appearing in the second factor in is J_1 U J. Indeed, for any t € J_1 U J, there is a
unique J? € Déyj +t containing y, which will be separated no less than 2V =3¢ from one of its
endpoints (see Figure [3).
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¥ L | 1
_oN—4 : 0 i N
I '5— | - I
_9N—-4 Jt 0 Do oN—4
-
oN—4.

Figure 8: J; is the dyadic interval from D& ; 1t that contains z.

This means that in this case we have that

L'({wy € [-2V71 2V 3T € Dy + wi, 1 € 0r)) = LY(T_1 U Jy) =2V 2.

If .J is not completely contained inside [0, 2"V ~4], by considering its periodic extension of period

2N=4 and its intersection with [—-2V—% 2N=4] we still obtain a set of £L'-measure 2V ~%¢ (see
Figure E[)
J_oN [72‘\771. 2‘\'71} J_1 JnN [72\'71_ 2A\'71}
L 2 L
I i m L |
—oN—4 0 Y oN-4

Figure 9: The interval .J is not necessarily completely contained in [—2V—4 2N=4],

Now, if j < N —4, the set we obtain is morally the same, but at a much smaller scale and instead
of having the measure of 2 intervals (J_; and Jy) of length 2V =3¢, we have 2V =37/ intervals of
length 2/t1e. Hence, in this case we find that

El({wl € [—QN_4,2N_4] =S ’Dé’j + w1, r1 € 5]}) =oN=3-7 . 9itls = 2N_2€,

which is the same that we found in the case that j = N —4. Lastly, if j > N —4, for every fixed
£ > 0, the measure that we obtain is min(2V=3,2/+1¢) < 2N+1c This means that in any case,

)

which has limit 0 as € — 0T, independently of z and of k, as we wanted to prove. ]

Along with the notion of p., we will also need to define, for QQ € Diml, its bad part as

Qp=0QnN ( U 63), (122)

ReDy?
27 (R)<L(Q)<2™{(R)

and the same swapping the roles of D; and Ds. The reason for the size condition in the second
line is the analogous one that appears in the third line of , which is what we are trying to
control.

Now, we are going to deal with transit cubes whose parents are also transit. This motivates us
to write, for any k € Z,

fk - Z Avef, flﬁ = Z XQuA1Qf = Z cQ(f)xaqyb1s
QE/D;r’l Q:QG'D{[A’I Q,Q\Epir’l
(Q)=2* (Q)=2* 6Q)=2*
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where the coefficients cg(f) are defined by the same rule as in . We define ¢g* and gl’fQ
analogously. By Lemma we can write

F=2f+ ) fF=8f+ > 1

kEZ k<N
9=S29+» g" =g+ > d~,
kEZ k<N

in L?(u), because the series above are unconditionally convergent and, by definition, transit
cubes have side length bounded above by 2V. The importance of the functions fé“l is reflected
in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.6. Denote by P2 = P2 x P2 and for each k € Z, let f,f; be as above. Then,

E pos ( T IIfé‘;IIiz(u)) < pe sl 2

k<N

. . . . d tr,1
Proof. The key step to prove the inequality above is to notice that ft’or2 any z € R®and Q € D; 7,
r?

Pﬂ(x € Q1) < pe. This is because if x € Qy, then there is R € D, “ such that € r. Hence,
taking k = log, £(Q) in (120)), we see that the desired inequality holds.
For any x € supp(p) and k < N, we have
i cq(fxa, (@)bi(z), ifzre@e Dir’l, with @ € D‘ir’l,
Iv, (z) = .
0, otherwise.

Hence, taking expectation over wo € ), for x as in the first case above,

Bpa (175,@)F) = [ () xa, @@ P ws) = (@) [ xo, (@) P )

= leq(F)b1(2)? P2 (z € Qb) < pe|A1of (@)|? = p- | f¥(2)]%,

because of our first remark. For x as in the second case, the expectation is trivially zero. This
shows that

Boo | Y 1l | = X [ Epo (155@)F) duto)

k<N k<N
<.y [1f@)Pdnt)
k<N

=0 3 1132 < Pe el 132
k<N

where in the last inequality we have used again Lemma [2.21] Taking expectation once again,
we obtain the inequality in the statement of the current lemma. O

Moreover, for each k£ < N, we can write

2
)= 3 /Q eq(F)b1 (@) du()

/' > calf)xgy(@)hi(x)

1 12

Q,Qept? Q,Qepi™
0(Q)=2~ 6Q)=2*
= > lea(HPlIxeuball7z (-
Q.Qepi!
0(Q)=2F
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Combining this identity with the inequality given in the preceding lemma, we have found that
B (3 lealPIvaun gy ) = Bpos (3 156 g ) < e call g
Q» Q\EDir’l kSN
Clearly, the analogous estimate for the function g also holds,
E pos ( 3 |cR<g>|2HxRbbguiaw)) < pe callglZag (123)
R, ReDy"?

These two identities are going to be essential to bound the last sum in ((102)).

5.2 The good set G

Recall that the conclusion from Theorem 2.1l was that there exists a set

GcF\ ) (HD(w) U T U T%(w))

weR
satisfying properties (i)-(iii). In this section we will give the precise definition of G. For this,
let Wp, and Wp, be the total exceptional sets, as defined in Section corresponding to two
dyadic lattices Dy = D(w;) and Dy = D(ws). Using , we get that for some 0 < §; < 1 and
for all w € Q,
#(Wpw)) = 11(Hp(w) U Tpy) U T U'S)
< (Hp(wy U Ty U Thw) + (S \ Hpw)) < 1u(F),
from which we deduce that p(F \ Wp(,) > (1 — §)u(F). Using this inequality, we are going
to define GG using, once again, a probabilistic argument. For each x € F, we consider the
probabilities
po(z) == P% {weQ:ze F\Wpu}),
2
p(.%') = pY ({(’LUl,UJQ) ceOxO:xe F\ (WD(wl) U Wp(w2))}) .
Recall that P = P2 x P% which is the product of the normalized d-dimensional Lebesgue

measure in  with itself, so applying Fubini’s theorem we obtain the relation p(z) = po(z)>.
Moreover, integrating with respect to p, we find that

[ ante) = [ ([ i ovouy v @ a7 (o 02) ) dte)
= [ BN W) U W) 4P () > (1= 61)(F). (124

We define the sets

G::{xeF:po(x)>(l_251)},

and B := F'\ G. The motivation for defining such a set G is that for every z € G, we have a
strictly positive lower bound of p(x), namely,

(1—61)2

;- =h>0 (125)

p(z) = po(z)* >
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Informally, this number being strictly positive means that for a big proportion of dyadic lattices
D(w1), D(wz), the points from G are in F'\ (Wp(y,) U Wp(u,))-

We claim that G is the desired set from Theorem . First, if we take x € (,cc(Hpw) U
T%(w) U T%(w)), in particular, z ¢ F'\ Wp(,) for every w € €. Hence, po(z) = 0. By definition,
this means that x ¢ G. This proves that

GC F\ ﬂ (HD(w) U T’é(w) U T%(w)) )
weC
as wished. Moreover, we have, for z € B,

po(a) < T30 & (1= pofa))

so we find, using the lower bound in ((124]), that the py-measure of B is controlled by

>1
14+6 7

<1—51

2
= : < — — < .
uB) = ({eerim@ <250 < 125 [0 m@) duto) < 22 utr)
Hence,
(G) = u(F) ~ p(B) = 1S u(F)
w(G) = p W(B) 2 15 n(E),
which is condition (i) from Theorem Now, we define a function
QA x QA xR" — [0,400)
(w1, w2, ) > Py, ) () = dist(@, '\ (Wpw,) U Wp(u,)))-
Observe that if z € G, then
2
PQ ({(w17w2) : (I)(wl,wz)(x) = 0}) > p(.CE) > 3.
From this, we deduce that
1-9
{w € F:pla) > 6}) > w(G) = 5 ulF),
1
and 1.5
. pQ? . _ 9
,u ({J; € F: PY ({(wi,w) : D (1 wz) (T) = 0}) > B}) > 1 _Hsl,u(F).

The rest of the proof will be devoted to showing that T' is bounded in L?(u|G).

5.3 The functions ¢, ¥, and the operators K and T

Recall that in our main lemma for good functions (Lemma , we considered a function ©
satisfying certain conditions that allowed us to obtain the right bounds for |(Kef, g)|, where
Ko is the suppressed operator and f and g were good functions. In this section, we are going
to choose an appropriate function ©, with which we will apply Lemma In addition, we will
consider two operators, arising from the averages of our suppressed operator with respect to
P2 which will be crucial in showing that T is bounded in L2 (1| G).

First, for a fixed ¢y > 0, we define

O(x) =e9+ inf sup Py ) () =160 + I(2). (126)
B;CQ2 (w1,w2)€EB
P (B)=p

In the following lemma, we show three relevant characteristics of this function.
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Lemma 5.7. Let ® be the function defined in ((126]). Then, the following three properties hold.

1. ® is 1-Lipschitz.
2. &(x) =¢p forall z € G.

3. For any x € F,
®(x) > max(dist(x,C\ H), e1(z), e2(x),e0) > max(R(z),e1(x),ea(x),e0),

where e1(z), e2(x) are as we defined them in (16)) and (L7), respectively, and H and R(z)
in ([{103).

Proof. For the first part, note that since for any fixed (wi,ws) € Q X Q, & = Py, ) () is 1-
Lipschitz, for a fixed B C 2, taking supremum in (wy,ws) € B still has the Lipschitz property.
To see that it is also preserved after taking the infimum, for z,y € R? fixed and ¢ > 0, let
B, C 9% be such that P (B) = 8 and

SB«, (y) = sup Py w (y) < inf sup Py w (y) +e.
z (’whu}g)EB ( 1, 2) B;CQQ (w17w2)€B ( 1, 2)
P(B)=p

Then,
I(x) — I(y) < Sp,(x) — I(y) = (SB,(x) — SB,(¥)) + (SB,(y) — I(y)) < |r —y| +e.

Since £ was arbitrary, we obtain that I(z) — I(y) < |z — y|. Since y,x were also arbitrary, the
function x — I(x) is 1-Lipschitz, and so is ®.
Secondly, if x € G, by definition we have that the set A, = {(w1,w2) : Py, wy)(7) > 0} satisfies

that P’ (A;) > 0. Recalling that P = pQ x P9, and each of these is a normalization of
d-dimensional Lebesgue measure, this implies that there exists some B, C A, with P(B,) = p.
Then, it is clear that

sup (I)(w1,w2)(x) =0,
(w1,w2)€E By

which implies that I(x) = 0, as defined above during the proof of the first part. Hence, ®(z) =0
for such z.

For the proof of the third point, it suffices to notice that for all z € F and (w1, w2) € Q x Q,

D (1 o) (7) > max(dist(z,C\ H), e1(x), e2(x)).

This is because if B(x,r) > cor™, then this ball must be contained in Hp for any dyadic lattice
D, in particular, for D(w;) and D(ws), and, of course, the set S is independent of D(w;) and
D(w2). O

Given w = (wy,wz) € 92, we set Wy (x) = max(®(x), Py (z)), and we consider the operator
obtained from the average

Rfa) = [ Ko f@)dP¥ ).

That is K is an integral operator with kernel given by

F(ey) = / T (2, y) AP (w).
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Analogously, we define an operator via averaging the truncated operators,

Tf(x) = / Ty o () AP (w),

with kernel

t(z,y) = / kw, (2, y) dPY (w),  where ku, (2,9) = k(Z,§) Xje—y|>wu(@)- (127)

Note that E(w, y) is a Calderén-Zygmund kernel, because it is the average of the kernels ky_ (z, ),
which we know that are also of this type. In contrast, this is not the case for the truncated
kernel kg, (z,y), in general.

Below, we are going to show, using the operators K and T, that the suppressed operator Kg is
bounded in L?(ut), with norm independent of 9. The L?(u|G) boundedness of our SIO T' will
be a consequence of the fact that ® = ¢y on the set G, which does not depend on &.

Lemma 5.8. Consider the truncated kernels,
ko (z,y) = k(T,Y)Xja—y|>0(2)s k0o (T,Y) = F(Z, Y)X|o—y|> U ()5

and ¢ as in 1) Denote the associated operators by T, Ty, , and T , respectively. The maximal

operator associated with the kernel ¢(z,y) is defined as

T.f(x) = sup | Ty f(x)| = sup
6>0 6>0

[ e s@du), for f e .o R
|z—y|>5

Then, for any f € L?(u) and o € R?, we have that

Ta f(x)| < ;ﬁf@), T, f(x)| < STuf(x), for each w e Q2 (128)

™| N

where £ is the constant defined in ((125)).

Proof. We start by proving the first inequality in (128). To do so, we write the kernel ¢ as

f.y) = k(@ y)PY ({we @ tfa -yl = Uu(@)}) = k@, yu(z —y),  (129)
where we define
vg(t) = pY ({we Q% t > Vy(z) = max(®(z), w(z))}).
We claim that the new function satisfies the following properties:
1. If t < ®(x), then v (t) = 0.

2. v, is non-decreasing in ¢ and right-continuous.

3. If t > ®(x), then vy (t) > L.

The first property is clear: using that ®(x) < W, for any w € Q?, if ¢ < ®(x), the probability
in the definition of v, is obviously zero. For the second property, let t < s. Since

(we?:s>U,(x)} D{weQ?:t>Ty(2)},
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we have that v, (s) > v, (t) and so v, is non-decreasing. The right-continuity follows from the
fact that, for each x, v, is the distribution function of the random variable Wy, (x). To see that
the last property holds, note that if ¢ > ®(x), then

vz(t) = pY ({weQ?:t>d,(2)}). (130)
Moreover, recalling how we defined ®(z) in (126)), if ¢ > ®(z), then it also holds that

t> inf  sup Oy (z).
BCQ?  w'eB
P (B)2p

Now, it can be that either the infimum is strictly smaller than ¢ or that it is equal to t. We
will separate these two cases and give a different argument for each one in order to see that

v (t) > 5.

e Ift > 1I(zx),let 0 <e< # By definition of infimum, there is some B. C Q? with
P (B.) > f3 such that

sup Oy (z) < inf  sup Py(x) +e=1I(x)+e <t
w/€B. BeQ? weB
P’ (B)>p

This means that B, must be contained in the subset appearing on the right-hand side of
|D Then, taking probabilities, we obtain that v,(t) > P (B:) > B.

o If t =1(x), let us call s ={s € R:v,(s) > }. We claim that ¢ = inf S. Indeed, if s € S,
we call By = {w € Q2 : &y (z) < s}. Then, P (B,) = v,(s) > . Hence, t < s. For the
converse inequality, let B C Q2 be such that P2*(B) > 3, and denote sp = SUpywep Pw(),
so obviously B C {w € Q2 : &, (z) < sg}. Taking probabilities we have that

B<PY ({we?: dy(z) < sp}) =va(sn),

from which we have that sg € S. Since t is the infimum of the sg, we obtain the desired
inequality. Lastly, by definition of infimum, we can take (s,) C S a decreasing sequence
with ¢ = lim,, s,. Since for all n, v;(s,) > B, by right-continuity of v, we obtain that
v, (t) > (B, which is what we wanted to show.

As well as these three properties of the function v,., we will require an additional identity, which
we deduce now. From ([129)) and the first property above, we infer that

t({L‘, y) - t(xay)X\x—y\ZCD(:L‘) - k<m7 y) vﬂ?(‘x - y‘)X\x—y\ZCP(:c) - Uiﬂ(‘x - y‘) k@(l’,y).

Rearranging, N
ko (2, y) = ve(lz — y)) 7 @, ¥) Xja—y|>00)- (131)

Using this identity and the previous three properties, we will be able to write the kernel kg as
a convex combination of the kernels t(z,y)X|q—y|>¢, for t > ®(x), which we will integrate with
respect to u to obtain our result. To do so, since v,(¢)~!, as a function of ¢, is continuous from

the right and non-increasing, we can define a Lebesgue-Stieljes measure ¢ on R by considering

{J(a, b = vg(a)"t — vy (b)Y, if (a,b] C (®(z),00),
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From the non-increasing property, we see that this is indeed a positive measure. Moreover, it is
finite, because

1
S sup 7§/67

U(R) t>®(z) Vz (t)

by the third property from the start of the proof. Now, we write

/ T 9)X oyt do (1) = Tz, ) o((2), |2 — y)
t>P(x)

Y -1

= (2, Y) Xja—y|>0 () (v2(2(2)) T = va(lz — y)) ™),

which, using (131]), is the same as
ko) = e @) o) Xz = [ T 0 ez dotd),
t>o(x

which is the convex combination that we mentioned above. If we multiply the left hand side of
this identity by f(y) and integrate with respect to u on y, we get Tg f(x). If we do the same for
the right hand side, we obtain

@@ [ esd - [ ([ e nswd)) )
— 0 (8@) Tan @)~ [ Tifla)dor),

t>®(x)

where T} and ch(x) are the t-truncated and ®(x)-truncated versions of the operator T defined
in the statement of the lemma, respectively. From this, since o(R) = v,(®(x))™! < 871, we
obtain the first inequality in (128)). Indeed,

Taf @) < 5T + [

T f(@) do(z) < ;i Fx).
t>(x)

It remains to prove the second inequality in (128]). The strategy to do so will be analogous to
what we have just argued. Indeed, notice that by the definition of Ty ,, we have that

ki (2,9) = ko (2, Y) Xja—y/>0u (@) = V(2 = Y1) 7 8, 9) Xjoyi> 0y (2)-

Observe that this is the same identity as (131]), replacing ® by W,. Arguing analogously as
before, integrating with respect to o for ¢ > Wy (z), we obtain that

T 1(2) = 00 (W () Ty /() — / T, /() do (z).

> ()
Therefore,

oo @) < GTf@)+ [ Tf@ o) < SRS
which is exactly the second inequality in (128)). O

Notice that the operator T is the average of the operators Ty, over w € Q2. From this, we see
that (128)) asserts that each of the operators Ty, is controlled by the maximal version of the
average operator T'.

Lastly, we are going to see that we can control the operator norms of both K¢ and Ky, in
L?(u) by that of K.
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Lemma 5.9. We have that

1Kl o) r2(n) < B MK 201200 + B (132)
and

||K\IJWHL2(H)4>L2(M) < CB_IH‘[?HLQ(}L)*)LQ(M) + Cﬁ_l, for each w € Q2. (133)

Proof. We start by applying Lemma with the measure o = fu, for f € L?(p). If © : R? —
(0, +00) is a 1-Lipschitz function, for € > ©(x), we have that

1
|Teo(z) — Keco(x)| < csup — |f] dp, (134)
r>e T JB(x,r)

where we denote by Kg . the e-truncated version of the suppressed operator Kg. For an arbitrary

e > 0, we denote T ¢ f(7) = Tiyax(©(x),e)f (¥). We claim that then,

1
’K@,Ef(x) - T@,sf(x” < c¢ sup n ‘f| d:U“
r>0(z) T B(z,r)

Indeed, for € > O(x) the preceding inequality is simply ((134). For ¢ < ©(z), we can write

|Koef(z) —Tocf(z)| = |Kocf(x) — Tow)f(z)]
<|Ke,o@f(®) = Tow) f(@)| +|Kecf(z) — Ko o@)f()]

= |Koo@) f(*) — Tow)f(z)| + / : ke (z, )| | f(y)] duly)

B(z,0(x)
1 C
=058 fydﬂer/ W)l duly
r>0(z) rn B(I,T)| ( )| ( ) B(.0(x)) @(.’L‘)n‘ ( )‘ ( )

1
Sc sup — |f1 dps
r>0(x) rr B(z,r)

where we have used with ¢ = ©O(x). This settles our claim. Suppose now that © is one
of the Lipschitz functions ® or ¥y, defined in the beginning of this section. Since, in any case,
pu(B(x,r)) < cor™ for any r > ©(x), the supremum above is bounded by coM,, f(x), the maximal
function. So, we have proved that

Ko f(r) —Tocf(x)| < ccoM,f(x), for any e > 0. (135)
Choosing © = ® and ¢ = 0, from Lemma [5.8 we infer that
Ko f(z)| < |Tof(x)| + ccoM,f(z) < 287 T f(x) + ccoM,. f(x). (136)

Thus, knowing that the centered maximal Hardy-Littlewood operator is bounded in L?(p), we
obtain that

1Kol r2( 1200 < 287 1Tl 220 +
Moreover, setting © = Wy, in ((135), and taking the mean on w € 92, we get

Ref0) = Tef @) = | [ (R @) = T cf (0 aP ()] < ccodlf).
Taking supremum in € > 0, we deduce that

Tof(x) < K. f (x) + ccoM,, f(x),
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where we denote K, f(z) = sup.~q | K. f(z)|. If we plug this in (136),
Ko f(2)] <267 Tf (2) + ceoMuf(z) <267 Ko f (@) + co 5~ Muf (),

where we also used the fact that 0 < 8 < 1. Then, noticing that each E\pw satisfies condition
|| with € = g¢ and so the same holds for the average kernel k, applying Lemma , we know
that

| Kl 22y =2y < K N 2= r2(u) + ¢

Therefore, _
1Ka |l 12001200 < B K 20— 1200 + 87,
which is ((132). The proof of (133) is analogous and we omit it. O

5.4 The key estimates for A;

Recall that for a function © and good functions f, g € L?(p) satisfying the conditions of Lemma
[B:1] we were only able to bound

(Ko f, a)| < callfllzqmllgllicequ + A1 + A2 + Az + Aq,

where ¢, is a constant that depends on some small number ., to be fixed later, and the constant
« from Section and the sums A; were defined in . This section is devoted to giving
a probabilistic bound for the terms A;. That is, we are going to bound their expectation with
respect to P2 From now on, we are going to choose © = W, for w € 2.

Remember that the terms Aj, Ay and As concern the case where one of the cubes is terminal,
while in Ay, all cubes that appear are transit. We will now see that the estimates for the first
three terms are very similar. Recall that a cube P € Dy, we say that it is terminal (of the first
kind) if either 2P C Hp, or if P C Tél. In the first case, note that then, for any z € P, y € RY,

c < _C < c < ¢
Uy (z)? = ®(x)r — dist(z, R\ H)» — L(P)"
Analogously, if S € Dy is terminal because 25 C Hp,,

~ c
<
’k\yw(x7 y)’ — e(s)n7

Lemma 5.10. Let A; be as in (102), with © = U, for w € Q2. Then, for any v > 0, and f, g
as in Lemma 3.1

Epa2 (A1) = Epge < Z (K, (xp\sA1,0f) XSAQ,R9>\>
A1,2UA2 1UA2 2

[, (2, )| <

for all z € S,y € R%.

<V Sup, 1K w220y =22 1 f |22 191l 22 (1) -
we

Proof. We will only show the details for (P, S) € A; 2. All the other cases are analogous. Assume
first that S is terminal because 25 C Hp,. Then,

(K mstrol xsdang) < [ |Aangla) ( / o lianero) du(y)>du(ﬂf)

zes
c . .
= z(s)nHA?ngHH(u)HAl,Qpr(u)u(Q)m(R)g
1 1
1(Q)2pu(R)?
< c||lA A > :
< 2,Rg||L2(u)” 17Qf”L2(u) 103 H(R)E

< oAz rgll 2| A1,Q fll L2 ()
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where we have used that P C CH(Q),S € CH(R), {(P) ~ £(S) and, lastly, that since both
@ and R are transit, u(Q) < col(Q)", n(R) < col(R)™. Recalling that the cubes @ can only
interact with a uniformly bounded number of cubes R and vice versa, we get that the sum

over the terminal cubes 25 C Hp, is bounded above by ¢ || f|[z2(4 9]l z2(u)- The same holds if
2P C le.

Now, assume that S is terminal because S C T%. In this case, we divide P\ S = Py U dpg,

where (see Figure [10)).
dps = Z/[,YK(P)((?S) N(P\S).

P U(P)

Figure 10: The sets Py and dpg inside P\ S.

Using this way of writing P \ S as a disjoint union of two subsets, we have that each term
(K, (xp\sA1,0f), XsA2 rg)| appearing in the sum A; is controlled by

/ </ Fa (9] 181,07 ()] 122 79(a)] du<w>)dﬂ<y>

T / N ( [ Funa 181050l 1829(0) du<x>)du<y> =L 4D

The bound for I; is simple, due to the distance to the boundary of S that we have created.
Indeed, for y € Py and x € S, we have |x — y| > v¢(P), so
c c 1
- < = ,
|z —y|» ~ Ay lP)"

and so we obtain the same bound as in the case that 25 C Hp,, with a constant that, of course,
depends on the constant -y, which will be fixed later. For the second integral, we have that

I =I(PS) < Sup, 1K w2200 =220 1X6ps A1, fl 20 X5 D2, R £2(1) -
we

Let us take expectations over all these terms. Applying Cauchy-Scwharz twice, denoting E o2 =

B¢

w1,w2) s

Epnz( 3 ||xapsA1,quLz<m|><SA2,RgHL2<u>)

(P,S)eAL2
1
2 2
S[E(wl,w2)< > HX&FSALQfH%z(M))] |:E(w1,w2)< > HXSA&RQH%%“)H
(P,S)EA1 2 (PS)EAL2
=: A.B.
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Our goal now is to bound A < e\/7 || f|lz2(,) and B < c||gll12(,). We start with the inequality

involving the term B. Notice that the cubes S € D;erm’z whose parent is transit are pairwise
disjoint. Moreover, since each cube R can only interact with a bounded number of cubes @
(satisfying the conditions defining A; 2), we can bound, for each pair (wy,ws) € Q2

Z ”XSAQEQH%%L): Z Z HXSAQSQH%%M)

(P,S)eA 2 P,Peptt S:(P,S)€AL 2

- Y el Y1)
SE,Dgermﬂ P:(P,S)G-AI,Z
Sepi?

<c Y lxsAy 9072

term,2
S’G\DQ tr,2
T,
Sep}

<c Y 185590708 < cllgllzg

term,2
e
T,
SeD,

from which we deduce that B < c||g||2(,)- Let us turn our attention to the term A. For this
one, it will be useful to write

AQ—E(wth)( Yo lxoesd pf HQLZm)

(P»S)G-Al,?

§E(w1,wz)( Z HXPﬂL{VI_;(P)(BS)A1J§JCH%2(M))
(P,S)EAL 2

:Ewl( > [Ew( > HXPmuWP)(aS)Al,ﬁfH%%))])- (137)
tr,1

P,PeD} S:(P,S)€A12

We claim that for each P, Pec Dir’lp

Eu, ( > ’XPmuw(P)(aS)ALQf’%2(,0) < eV A 1172
S:(P,S)EAL 2

For each S in the sum above, we can write its boundary as the sum of 2d (d — 1)-dimmensional
faces, 0S = Uzilck. Hence,
2d

Uy (9S) = | Useep (c)-
k=1

Therefore,

2d
2 2
”XPQZ/{,YHP)((?S)ALﬁfHLQ(M) S Z ”Xpﬁu,yz(p)(Ck)ALﬁf”LQ(u)'
k=1

To estimate each of the terms in the sum above, let us consider, for each fixed P, .S, the measure
do = |xpA, pf|* du. With this notation,

HXPmump)ALﬁfH%%u) = / \A1713f(50)|2 dp(r) = O'(u'yZ(P) (ck))-
PUyepy(cr)
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Again, since each S in the sum that we are estimating can only interact with a finite number of
cubes P, we can swap the order of the expectation and the sum, to obtain

2d
sz( Z ’XPﬂUﬂ(m(@S)Alﬁf||%2(u)> = Z Zsz (o(Use(p(ck)))-
s

(P,S)EA 2 S:(P,S)eA 2 k=1

Note that on the right-hand side above, the random term inside the expectation is ¢, which,
strictly speaking, is cx(ws2), but for commodity we have never written it in this form. Fix
1 <k < 2d, we are going to estimate the corresponding expectation above. We can assume that
¢k is contained in the hyperplane Hi(s) = {z1 = s}, for s € w(P) = I, where 7 denotes the
projection into the first coordinate. This enables us to parametrize cx(w2) = cx(s) and because
of the periodicity of the dyadic lattice,

WP WP)

d(LHI) = ed(LH]),

and so we can compute the expectation as

B [0 Usairy (1)) = [ o Qo fen(we))) POz

‘ <1>/mlg</ep

'y :
|1 —y1|<vE(P)

‘ (;) /yep <Aez: dﬂfl) do(y)

|21 —y1|<vE(P)

IN

dU(y)) dxy

~
5

~

— 2y / do(y) = 27 lloll = 2 [Py pf 12
yeP

This means that for each P, Pe Dir’lv

EU}Q < Z ||Xpmu,yg<p>(8S)A1’ﬁf||%2(#)>
S:(P,S)eAL2

2d

< S Y 2llned, pfl2ag < CrlIxpA, 5112,
S:(P,S)EA; 2 k=1

because each P can only interact with a finite number of cubes S. If we plug this in (137)), we
have been able to bound

2 <Bn( X erlindypflg ) <erBu( X 18100 ) < erl 1,

P,PeD{™! Qepth!

where we have used Lemma This finishes the proof that A < c /Y| f[/12(,) and thus that
of Lemma [5.10} for the sum over the pairs (P,S) € A12. For (P,S) € Az 1, we would simply
interchange the roles of P and S in the arguments above and we obtain the same bound. For
(P,S) € Asg, instead of using Lemma in the last step, we would use the fact that the
terminal cubes P whose parent is transit are pairwise disjoint, exactly as we have done for the
estimate of the term B. O

For the second and third terms As + As, almost the same arguments, changing the roles of the

cubes P and S whenever we need to, yield the same bound, which is the following lemma, the
proof of which we omit in order to avoid unnecessary repetition.
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5 A probabilistic argument

Lemma 5.11. Let Ay and A3 be as in (102)), with © = Uy, for w € Q2. Then, for any v > 0
and f, g as in Lemma

Epoz(A2) = Epo2 ( > (K, (xPnsA1,0[), xs\PA2,RY) ’>
A1,2UA2 1UA2 2

<cyy Sup, 1K w20 22 1 |22 191l 2210y
we

Furthermore,

E o2 (A3) = Epge ( Z (Kw, (xPnsA1,0f), xPnsAa2,rg) |>
A1,2UA2 1UA2 2

vl sup, B w220y 220 |1 F | 22y 911 £210)
we

Lastly, we deal with the sum Ay, in which all the cubes that appear are transit. Unfortunately,
the same technique as in the two preceding lemmas fails, because the family of transit cubes
whose parents are also transit is not pairwise disjoint, unlike in the case where the children are
terminal and the parents are transit. To get an appropriate bound in this case, we will need to
separate each summand even further. We do this in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.12. Let A4 be as in (102)), with © = ¥, for w € Q2. Then, for f,g as in Lemma

EPQZ(A4 <Z‘CP HCS H<K‘I’ (XAPsbl) XAp s\(Ap,s)eq b2>‘)
A1l

1
<cllfllzzlllze <p§a sup || Kw, || z2(u)—12(n) +Cea> :
we?
where p., — 0 as ¢, — 0, as discussed in Lemma and c., is a constant that depends on ¢,.

Proof. For commodity of the reader, we recall that for (P, S) € A; 1, we denote Apg =P NS,
but whenever there is no possible confusion, we simple write A instead of Apg. Moreover, we
recall that we considered three subsets of A: A, Py, and Sy (see Figure |5 and the discussion
above).

This allows us to separate further, for each (P, S) € A1,

(Kw, (xab1), xa\a., b2) = (K, (xab1), xs,02) + (Kw,, (Xab1), X P\ (PynS,)b2)
= (K, (xab1), x5,02) + (Kw,, (XP,01), X P\ (Pyn155) b2) (138)
+ (Kw,, (Xa\P,01), XPy\(PonS,) b2)-
To bound the first two terms on the right-hand side of the last inequality, we are going to use
Lemma (recall the definition of the bad part of a cube in (122))). For the last term, we

will introduce yet another probabilistic argument, which in this case will take advantage of the
growth condition on our Calderén-Zygmund kernel kg, .

Note that we can bound the first term in (138)) by

[(Kw,, (xab1), Xs,02)| < | Kw, 22— p20) X PO 220y X5 02| £2(10)5
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because Sy C Sy, (remember our choice of the width ¢;). We take the sum over the cubes that
we are considering,

> dep(Dles@ K w2020 X P 2200 X509 £200)

(P,S)eAL1
1 1
2 2
< el 3 lerDPIebltg ) (30 lestPlxs bl )
P,peD™! S,5eD?
(139)
By Lemma the middle factor is controlled by
> lep (AP Ixpbill7z < > 18101720 < eall FlIZ2):
P,peD"! Qeptt
Hence, taking expectation in (139)), and using the inequality (123]), we have
B (30 len(Dlles() (Ko, (xab). xs, 0]
(P,S)eA11
1
< cpé, sup ”K‘I’wHLQ(,U,)—>L2(/1)HfHLQ(,u)HgHL?(,u)a (140)

we?2

The second term in (138)) can be bounded by

(K, (XPy01), XPo\(Pyn52)02) | < 1K wy, | 22 )= 22 ) IX P01 220y [ X 5021 £210) -

Arguing analogously as above, taking sums and then expectation, we obtain the same bound
for it as in (140]). Let us turn our attention to term from the last line of ((138), which is

(K, (Xa\Py01), XPy\(PynS,)02) (141)

with A = PN S and Py and Sy as chosen in Section [3.5] Clearly, this term is bounded above,

in absolute value, by
A ([ Tetenldn)) duto)
Py\So A\Py

Since, as we have argued in previous lemmas, for any fixed S as above, the number of cubes
P with which it can interact is always bounded, and the same is true swapping the roles of .S
and P, it is enough to bound the integral above by c., M(P)%M(S)%. This bound is going to be
obtained using the small boundary condition that A., satisfies. This condition was stated in
, but for commodity of the reader we recall it now. We have that A, satisfies that for any
A >0,

p({z e A dist(z,0A.,) < Adiam(AL,)}) < tae, Au(A). (142)

The technique that we will use is almost the same as what we did in Lemma [3.15] First, we fix
x € Py \ Sy, and we need to estimate

1
/yeA\p6 |z —y|™ + O(z)" + O(y)

—du(y)

< / ! du(y)
< w(y).
dist(z,0A¢, ) <|z—y|<c'diam(Ac,) |33 - y|n + @(x)n
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We can estimate the last integral by arguments analogous to the bounds in 7 and so we
obtain that

/Pa\sa ( /. p, o) du(y)> duta) < [, o (W) dp(a)

< CZ kEup ({y € Py\ Sy : dist(z,0A;,) < 2_kdiam(A€a)})
k>0

<ed k2 ta,, p(A) = con(A) < eo, p(P)2p(S)?.
k>0

NI

Combining this inequality with the ones that we obtained for the sums of the corresponding
other terms in ([138]), we have obtained that

1
EPQ2 <A4) <c Hf||L2(u)HgHL2(M) <p82a SU£2 HK\IIWHL2(M)—>L2(;;) + Caa> )
we

which proves the assertion of the lemma. O

5.5 The final step

In this section, we are going to complete the proof of Theorem [2.]] 2] The main ingredient in
this final step will be to show that the operator K whose kernel was the average of the kernels
k\pw, with respect to pe , is bounded in L?(1). The key tools to achieve this will be, of course,
our result for good functlons, Lemma [3.1} combined with the probabilistic estimates from the
preceding section.

Lemma 5.13. The operator K is bounded in L2(p).

Proof. Let f,g € L?(u). Our goal is to estimate <I~(f, g), which, by definition, is

Erg)= [ ( [, Koo 1@ ar® o >)g<m>du<x>=Epgz<<f<@wf,g>>.

Let us estimate, for each w = (wy,ws) € Q?, the term inside the expectation on the right-hand
side above. As we mentioned before the definition of bad cubes, we are going to write

feood(W) = E1f + > Argf.  Joaa(w) = > Mk
QED 1 (wy)Ngood (ws) QED™ ! (w1)Nbad(wz)
and
Jgood(W) = Eag + A2 Rg,  Gbad(W) = > As R,
ReDtr:2(wa)Ngood (w1) ReD™:2(w2)Nbad (w1)

b Y

where “good(w;)” means “good with respect to the dyadic lattice D(w;)”, and the analogous
notion for “bad(w;)”. since, by Lemma [2.21] we have that f = fyood(w) + fhaa(W) and g =
Gaood (W) + Goaa(w) in L2(4), we can write

<K\I’wf7 g> = <K\owg00d(w)) ggood(“’)) + <K\I/wfgood(w)a gbad(W)> (143)
+ <K\I/Wfbad(w)7 g)‘

Of course, the plan now will be to apply Lemma for the first term and, for the other two,
we can take advantage of the fact that the probability of bad functions can be made arbitrarily
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small. Indeed, by Lemma and the results from Section we have that for each w € Q2?,
and for £, > 0 small,

|<K\Ifwfgood(w)79good(w)>| < Csa||f”L2(;L)HgHL2(,u) + R(W),

where R(w) corresponds to the additional terms that we were not able to bound in Section
For these terms, gathering the results from Lemmas [5.10} [5.11] and [5.12] we have that for any
7 >0,

1
E oz (R) < ¢ | Fllzzollgll 20 [(ﬁwa) sup 1Ko 2020 +} ,

we?
where p., has limit 0 as €, approaches 0. Hence,
Epa2 ([(Kw,, fz00d(W), ggood (W) < [l fll 2w llgll L2 () (E(Eaﬁ) sup, I K w22 ()= 12(1) +Csa> ,

where E(g4,7) — 0 as both ¢, and 7 tend to 0. For the second term in (143)), we have

(K@, fao0d(W), gbad (W) < &3 K, | 220y 2200 1 12200 | gbad (W) 2210
because, applying Lemma two times,
C?jlufgood(W)H%?(u) < HElngOd(W)H%Z(,u) + Z HAl,Qfgood(W)H%Q(u)
Qe'Dtr,l(wl)

< 1E1f 1132, + 3 1812 < a1 11Z2(-
QeD 1 (wy)Ngood(wz)

Moreover, by Lemma

Epaz (lgvaa(w)22,)) < Eenllgll3ag-

Therefore,

1

E poz (K Faooa(w), ghaa (W) | < Eper (15w, faooa ()22 ) Bz (lgvaa ()13,

1
2

1
<cjef Sup, | Kwo 22— 2 1 2 191l L2 () -
we

Arguing analogously, for the last term in (143)), we have that

1
Epoz ((Kw,, foad(W), 9)) | < csef sup | Kw, 22— 200l fllz20 1912 (0)-

we?2

Since, by the inequality in (133]),

sup [|Kw, llr2(y—r200 < B NEK 21200 + B
we)?

from the previous estimates, taking averages in (143)) over w € Q2 we obtain
HES.0) < el 2o ol (571K |z 20 ECa e0,m) + B EEwe,7) +¢2,)

~ 1 1
where, for commodity, we have written E(eq, €p,7) = E(eq,7) + ngbg + c3e;, so that, of course,

E(gq, €p,7) has limit 0 as 4, and v tend to 0. Taking suprema in f,g € L?(u), we infer that

1K 220y 12 < € (ﬁ_lHR{—”LQ(H)HL?(;L)E(EM5b77) + B E(eq, 5, 7) + Csa) :
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From this, recalling that § is independent of 4, ¢, and -, we see that if we take €4, and
small enough, B
1K L2 (y—r2() < 2¢(1 + ce,)s

which is finite, as we wanted to show. ]

Using the fact that K : L2(u) — L%(u) is bounded, in the next lemma we finish the proof of
Theorem 2.7]

Lemma 5.14. The operator K¢ is bounded in L?(p), with a bound independent of g, and
thus the SIO T is bounded in L?(u|G).

Proof. First, by Lemma [2.12] we have that

1
Teo f(2) = Koo f ()] < ¢ sup — [ d(uG).
r>eq T B(z,r)
Arguing as in Lemma the right hand side above is bounded by cco M, ¢ f(z). Since the
maximal operator is bounded in L?(u|G), we deduce that Ty, is bounded in L?(u|G) if and
only if K¢ ¢, is bounded in L?(u|G).

Moreover, for x € G,

Koo f(2) - Kaf(z)] < / oo (2, 9)| 1 £ ()] d(y)

lz—y|<eo
1
<= [F (W)l dply) < cco My f(),
€0 Jljz—y|<eo
again, arguing as in Lemma and using that for z € G, ®(x) = g¢ (recall Lemma ,
combined with the fact that |k (x,y)| < ﬁ By the boundedness of the maximal operator,

we see that Ko, is bounded in L?(p) if and only if Kg is bounded in L?(u).
Furthermore, combining inequality (132]) with the previous lemma, we see that K¢ is bounded
in L?(;1) independently of g, and so, by our previous arguments, T, is bounded in L?(u|G),

independently of ey9. Equivalently, T : L?(u|G) — L*(u|G) is bounded, which is what we
wanted to prove. 0
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