arXiv:2205.06479v1 [math.FA] 13 May 2022

FRAME SET FOR GABOR SYSTEMS WITH HAAR WINDOW

XIN-RONG DAI AND MENG ZHU

Abstract. We show the full structure of the frame set for the Gabor system G(g; α, β) := {e^{−2πimβ·}g(·−nα) : m, n ∈ Z} with the window being the Haar function g = −χ_{[−1/2,0)}+χ_{[0,1/2)}. The strategy of this paper is to introduce the piecewise linear transformation M on the unit circle, and to provide a complete characterization of structures for its (symmetric) maximal invariant sets. This transformation is related to the famous three gap theorem of Steinhaus which may be of independent interest. Furthermore, a classical criterion on Gabor frames is improved, which allows us to establish a necessary and sufficient condition for the Gabor system G(g; α, β) to be a frame, i.e., the symmetric invariant set of the transformation M is empty.

Compared with the previous studies, the present paper provides a self-contained environment to study Gabor frames by a new perspective, which includes that the techniques developed here are new and all the proofs could be understood thoroughly by the readers without reference to the known results in the previous literature.

Contents

1. Introduction 2 1.1. Background and reformulation of Theorem 1.1 2 1.2. Piecewise linear transformation on the unit circle 4 1.3. Connections between transformation M_{α,x1,x2} and Gabor system G(H_c; a) 7 1.4. Organization of the rest of the paper 7 2. Proof of the main result 8 3. The Ron-Shen’s characterization and its improvements 10 4. Piecewise linear transformation I: maximal invariant sets 15 4.1. Proofs of Theorems 1.3 and 1.4 15 4.2. Maximal invariant set, Part I 18 4.3. Maximal invariant set, Part II 20 5. Piecewise linear transformation II: symmetric maximal invariant sets 24 5.1. Structure for symmetric maximal invariant set E 25 5.2. Proofs of Proposition 1.5 and Corollary 1.6 29 6. Sufficient and necessary conditions for Gabor frames G(H_c; a) 30 7. Appendix: Proof of Theorem 2.1 35 References 38

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary 42C15, 42C40; Secondary 28D05, 37A05, 94A20. Key words and phrases. Gabor frame, Haar function, piecewise linear transformation, maximal invariant set, symmetric maximal invariant set. 1

1. Introduction

Let g ∈ L^2 := L^2(R) and α, β > 0. The Gabor system G(g; α, β) with the window function (or window for short) g and time–frequency parameters α and β, is defined by (1.1) G(g; α, β) := {e^{−2πimβx}g(x − nα) : m, n ∈ Z}, and we call that the Gabor system G(g; α, β) a Gabor frame if it forms a frame for L^2, i.e., there exist positive constants A and B such that A‖f‖^2 ≤ ∑ m,n∈Z | ⟨f, e^{−2πimβ·}g(· − nα)⟩ |^2≤ B‖f‖^2 for all f ∈ L^2. By N, Q_+ and R_+ we denote the set of all natural numbers, positive rational numbers and positive real numbers. For x, y ∈ Q_+ , we use gcd(x, y) to denote the greatest positive rational number that divides both x and y. The characteristic function on a set E is denoted by χ_E . In this paper, we give the following full description of the frame set for the Haar function.

Theorem 1.1. Let (α, β) ∈ R^2_+ and G(H_{1/2}; α, β) be the Gabor system (1.1) generated by the Haar function H_{1/2} = −χ_{[−} 1_{2 ,0)} + χ_{[0,} 1_{2 )}. Then the following statements hold.

(i) If G(H_{1/2}; α, β) is a frame for L^2, then

(1.2) αβ ≤ 1 and α ≤ 1.

(ii) If (α, β) satisfies (1.2) and αβ ∉ Q, then G(H_{1/2}; α, β) is a frame for L^2 if and only if β ∉ 2N. (iii) If (α, β) satisfies (1.2) and αβ ∈ Q, then G(H_{1/2}; α, β) is a frame for L^2 if and only if |β − 2n| ≥ gcd(n, αβ) and |1/α − 2n| ≥ gcd(n, 1/αβ) − (1/αβ − 1) for all n ∈ N.

1.1. Background and reformulation of Theorem 1.1. The conception of the Gabor frame was originated with two historical problems on the Gabor system with Gaussian window discussed by von Neumann [32] in 1932 and Gabor [15] in 1946, and the frame theory introduced by Duffin and Schaeffer [11] in 1952. The Gabor system can usually be viewed as a Schrödinger representation on the Weyl-Heisenberg group equipped with the Haar measure, and therefore Gabor frame is also known as Weyl-Heisenberg frame, see [10], [17] and [23] and references therein. A landmark paper [10] was published in 1986, where Daubechies, Grossmann and Meyer proved that for each pair (α, β) ∈ R^2_+ with αβ < 1, there exists a compactly supported smooth function g such that G(g; α, β) is a Gabor frame. Since then, Gabor theory has been received great attentions. The readers may refer to the surveys by Casazza [2], Gröchenig [17] and Heil [22] for historical remarks and its interaction to a wide range of mathematical fields, such as operator algebra and complex analysis, and many engineering applications involving time-dependent frequency content.

A fundamental problem in Gabor analysis is to determine the frame set F(g) = {(α, β) ∈ R^2_+ : G(g; α, β) is a Gabor frame }

for a given window function g ∈ L^2. Well-known results on the frame set include its openness for window functions in the Feichtinger algebra [12, 13], and the following density requirement F(g) ⊂ {(α, β) ∈ R^2_+ : αβ ≤ 1} for arbitrary window function g ∈ L^2 [8, 16, 22]. The first breakthrough on the frame set is that F(g) = {(α, β) ∈ R^2_+ : αβ < 1} for the Gaussian window g = e^{−x2} , which was conjectured by Daubechies and Grossmann [9] and confirmed by Lyubarskii [30] and Seip and Wallstén [34, 35] independently. Later on, Janssen and Strohmer [24, 26, 27] proved that the window functions (e^x + e^{−x})^{−1}, (1 + x^2)^{−1} and e^{−|x|} share the same frame set with the Gaussian window, and the frame sets for e^{−x}χ_{R+}(x) and (1 + ix)^{−1} are {(α, β) ∈ R^2_+ : αβ ≤ 1}. A recent significant progress was made by Gröchenig, Romero and Stöckler [18, 19], where they proved that the frame sets for a class of totally positive functions are {(α, β) ∈ R^2_+ : αβ < 1} and indicated that all the window functions mentioned above, with the exception of the hyperbolic secant window (e^x + e^{−x})^{−1}, are either totally positive functions or their slight modifications. In 2021, Belov, Kulikov and Lyubarskii [1] obtained some deep results on the frame sets for Herglotz functions and rational functions.

Gabor frames with compact windows (i.e., window functions are compactly supported) occupy important positions in Gabor theory due to their natural time-frequency localizations [7], and they are widely studied in recent years, see [4, 5, 16, 29] and references therein. Among them the known necessary condition for the Gabor system G(g; α, β) with a compact window g being a frame for L^2 is that the support of its α−shifts should cover the whole line, and hence

(1.3) F(g) ⊂ {(α, β) ∈ R^2_+ : αβ ≤ 1 and α ≤ |supp g|},

where supp g denotes the closed interval with minimal length that contains the support of the window function g. The only compact window that the frame set was totally determined is the characteristic function on an interval. It was first considered by Janssen [25], and then, after the contribution of Gu and Han [20], Sun and the first author [6] provided a complete characterization to the frame set by 14 subfamilies.

As stated in our main result Theorem 1.1, the main purpose of this paper is to explore the frame set of the Haar function g(x) = H_{1/2}(x). Throughout this paper, we always denote H(x) = −χ_{[−1,0)}(x) + χ_{[0,1)}(x) and

(1.4) H_c(x) = −χ_{[−c,0)}(x) + χ_{[0,c)}(x) for all c > 0.

It is well known that the Haar function plays special roles in scientific fields, and the Haar wavelet basis generated by the Haar function has been widely used in many engineering fields related to information science. Therefore, we naturally expect that the Gabor system generated by the Haar window function should have considerable impact on basic and applied sciences.

For g ∈ L^2 and scale c > 0, define g_c(x) := g(x/c), and the Gabor system with normalized shift β = 1 by (1.5) G(g; α) := G(g; α, 1) = {e^{−2πimx}g(x − nα) : m, n ∈ Z}. Observe that for any c > 0, the Gabor system G(g; α, β) with (α, β) ∈ R^2_+ is a frame for L^2 if and only if G(g_c; αc, β/c) is a frame for L^2. Thus, by taking c = β/2 and a = αβ, the full description of the frame set of the Haar window function H_{1/2}(x) is reduced to finding parameter pairs (a, c) ∈ R^2_+ such that the normalized Gabor system G(H_c; a) is a frame for L^2. Furthermore, according to (1.3), the assertion (i) of Theorem 1.1 holds, and hence it suffices to consider the parameter pair (a, c) satisfying

(1.6) 0 < a ≤ min(1, 2c).

In view of the facts mentioned above, one can formulate the following statement that is equivalent to the assertions (ii) and (iii) of Theorem 1.1.

For simplicity, we denote a non-negative rational number x by simple fraction p/q, which means that p, q are co-prime positive integers if x ∉ Z, and p = x and q = 1 if x ∈ Z.

Theorem 1.2. Let a, c satisfy (1.6), H_c be as in (1.4) and G(H_c; a) be the Gabor system in (1.5). Then the following statements hold.

(i) If a ∉ Q, then G(H_c; a) is not a frame for L^2 if and only if c ∈ N. (ii) If a = p/q is a simple fraction, then G(H_c; a) is not a frame for L^2 if and only if either (1.7) |c − n| < gcd(n, p) 2q for some n ∈ N or (1.8) |c − np q | < gcd(n, q) 2q − q − p 2q for some n ∈ N \ qN. It is not difficult to verify that (1.7) and (1.8) have no intersection since we have got rid of n ∈ qN in (1.8) which coincides to (1.7) with n ∈ pN.

Roughly speaking, with the exception of some special cases (see Theorem 2.1), the approach to Theorem 1.2 is based on establishing a link between the frame properties for the Gabor system G(H_c; a) and the symmetric maximal invariant set E for the piecewise linear transformation M (see Theorem 1.7), which involves a detailed analysis of the dynamical asymptotic behavior of M and the structure of maximal invariant set S, e.g., see Theorems 1.3, 1.4 and Proposition 1.5.

1.2. Piecewise linear transformation on the unit circle. Let T := R/Z be the unit circle. The famous “Steinhaus conjecture” on the mod 1 distribution said that, for given α > 0 and N ∈ N, there are at most three arcs of the various lengths on the circle T partitioned by {⟨nα⟩ : n = 0, 1, . . . , N}, where ⟨x⟩ denotes the fractional part of number x. This conjecture was proved independently by P. Erdös, G. Hajós, V. T. Sós, J. Surányi, S. Świerczkowski and P. Szüsz, and was well known as the three gap theorem, see [36, 37] for details, and also see [21] and references therein for its recent progresses and extensions.

Throughout this paper, we will use [0, 1) and also (0, 1] to represent the unit circle T, and denote by T_{[0,1)} and T_{(0,1]} the topological space retaining the topology of T, in the usual manner. For 0 ≤ α < 1 and 0 ≤ x_1 < x_2 ≤ 1, we define the piecewise linear transformation M := M_{α,x1,x2} from T_{[0,1)} to itself as follows,

(1.9) M_{α,x1,x2} (t) =

⟨t + α + x_2 − x_1⟩ if t ∈ [0, x_1) =: U t if t ∈ [x_1, x_2) =: H ⟨t + α⟩ if t ∈ [x_2, 1) =: V ; and the maximal invariant set of the map M is defined to be the maximal set S for which

(1.10) M(S) = S and S ⊂ T_{[0,1)} \ H.

Obviously, S consists of the points t ∈ T_{[0,1)} such that the orbit {M^n(t)}_{n∈N} will not be absorbed in H when n tends to infinity. We shall point out that the asymptotic behavior of the points in S under the map M behave like that in the Steinhaus’ problem. For instance, if S ⊂ U (or S ⊂ V ), it is clear that M^n(t) = ⟨t + n(α + x_2 − x_1)⟩ (or M^n(t) = ⟨t + nα⟩) for all t ∈ S, and we will further show that if (1.11) S ∩ U ≠ ∅ and S ∩ V ≠ ∅, there will have a bijective map Y from S to T_{[0,1)} such that Y (M^n(t)) = ⟨Y (t) + nY (α)⟩ holds for all t ∈ S, see Theorem 1.4 below.

An extended topic for the Steinhaus’ problem is the interval exchange transformations, for which considering the transformations on [0, 1) by exchanging the order of the partition I_j , j = 1, 2, . . . , n, of [0, 1) via a substitution over {1, 2, · · · , n}. This topic links to vast intrinsic problems in many subjects of pure mathematics such as number theory, dynamical system, harmonic analysis and so on, see [3, 14, 28, 31, 38] and references therein for details. It is worth noting that the map M defined in (1.9) is a 4–intervals exchange transformation by redefining M(H) = H + α − x_1 and the appropriate division on T_{[0,1)}. In the topic of the interval exchange transformation, the studies mainly focus on the transformations with the property “unique ergodicity”, which leads to S = ∅. However, in this paper we shall characterize the condition for S ≠ ∅, as well as its structure, and the property of its symmetric maximal invariant subset, and so on.

The following theorem gives us a characterization on the structure of the maximal invariant set S of the transformation M.

Theorem 1.3. Let M be the map defined in (1.9), and S be the maximal invariant set satisfying (1.10). Then there exists a non-negative integer N such that

(1.12) S = M^N (T_{[0,1)}) \ H.

We might see at once from Theorem 1.3 that S is composed of no more than N +1 left-closed and right-open intervals when S ≠ ∅. By squeezing out all the intervals in T_{[0,1)} \ S and reconnecting their endpoints from left to right, and then by rescaling, it makes sense to define a map from T_{[0,1)} to itself,

(1.13) Y (t) = ⟨ |S ∩ [0, t)|/|S| ⟩ , t ∈ [0, 1), where |E| means the Lebesgue measure of set E ⊂ [0, 1). The dynamical behavior of Y acting on S is described as follows.

Theorem 1.4. Let M be the map defined in (1.9) and S be its maximal invariant set. If S ≠ ∅, then the map Y defined by (1.13) is a bijection from S to T_{[0,1)}, and for each t ∈ S,

(1.14) Y (M(t)) = ⟨Y (t) + Y (α)⟩.

Moreover, Y (α) is irrational only if S satisfies S ∩ U ≠ ∅ and S ∩ V ≠ ∅.

We will later know that if S satisfies (1.11), then Theorem 1.4 provides a powerful tool to determine the location and size of the intervals constituting S by using the squeezing map Y , see Subsection 4.3. Another powerful tool to characterize the structure of such maximal invariant set S is the disturbance for the map M, more precisely, for small δ, we call M_δ = M_{α,x1+δ,x2+δ} the δ-disturbance of M. Moreover, M_δ inherits most of the important properties of M. Roughly speaking, if we denote the maximal invariant set and the squeezing map of M_δ by S_δ and Y_δ , then Y_δ (α) = Y (α) and M_δ(t) = M(t) for all t ∈ S ∩ S_δ ; in particular, we have either S = S_δ + [−δ, 0] or S_δ = S + [0, δ] when δ > 0; see Theorem 4.4 and Proposition 4.6.

The next objective is to consider whether there exists a non-empty symmetric invariant subset of S. Let M = M_{α,x1,x2} be the map defined in (1.9). We define ~M := ~M_{α,x1,x2} be the coherent map of M, that is the piecewise linear map from T_{(0,1]} to itself

(1.15) ~M_{α,x1,x2} (t) :=

⟨t + α + x_2 − x_1⟩^∗ if t ∈ (0, x_1] =: ~U, t if t ∈ (x_1, x_2] =: ~H, ⟨t + α⟩^∗ if t ∈ (x_2, 1] =: ~V , here ⟨x⟩^∗ := 1 − ⟨1 − x⟩. The symmetric maximal invariant set of M is defined to be the maximal set E satisfying (1.16) E ⊂ T_{[0,1)} \ ( H ∪ (1 − ~H) ) , M(E) = E and ~M(1 − E) = 1 − E. By virtue of the structure of S and the disturbance property of M, we have the following proposition, which provides a full description on the symmetric maximal invariant set E ≠ ∅ and its structure. This proposition, together with Theorem 1.7 in the next subsection, will play the core role in the proof of Theorem 1.2.

Proposition 1.5. Let M be the map defined in (1.9), and E be the symmetric maximal invariant set of M. Assume that E ≠ ∅. Then Y (α) ∈ Q. Moreover, if we write Y (α) =^N_M as the simple fraction, then one of the following statements is valid:

(i) x_2 <^1_{2M} and α =^N_M .

(ii) x_1 > 1 −^1_{2M} and α = ⟨^N_M − (x_2 − x_1)⟩.

(iii) M > 1 and there exist 0 < Δ <^1_{M−1} and |δ| <^1_{2M} −^{M−1}_{2M} Δ, such that

(1.17) x_1 = M − N M − N M Δ + δ, x_2 = M − N M (1 + Δ) + δ and α = N M − M − N M Δ. Conversely, if α, x_1 and x_2 satisfy either one of the assertions (i), (ii) and (iii) for some integers 0 ≤ N < M such that^N_M is a simple fraction, then E ≠ ∅ and Y (α) =^N_M . Furthermore, (1.18) E = ∪^{M−1}_{k=0} I_k,

where I_k =^k_M +[x_2,^1_M −x_2), I_k =^k_M +[1−x_1, x_1 −^{M−1}_M ) and I_k =^k_M (1+Δ)+[|δ|,^{1−(M−1)Δ}_M −|δ|), k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1, corresponding to (i), (ii) and (iii), respectively.

The statements (i), (ii) and (iii) above are corresponding to the cases S ⊂ V , S ⊂ U and S satisfying (1.11), respectively. Especially, for S satisfying (1.11), there are two parameters Δ = x_2 − x_1 and δ, by the disturbance of M, we may focus our attention on the assumption that δ = 0. In this time, if E ≠ ∅, then x_2 = 1 − α and |S| = 1 − (M − 1)Δ. Furthermore, E = S is composed of M intervals I_k , k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1, with length |I_k| =^{1−(M−1)Δ}_M , and T_{[0,1)} \ E is composed of M − 1 intervals (gaps) with length Δ, i.e., T_{[0,1)} is partitioned alternately by the M intervals and the M − 1 gaps. See Lemma 5.4 and Proposition 5.5.

From (1.18) in Proposition 1.5, it is easy to see that M(I_k) = I_{k+N} for all k ≥ 0, where we denote I_k = I_p if k ≡ p (mod M). Therefore, we have the following corollary, which indicates that E is "symmetric", i.e., π(E) = 1 − E, and 1 − ~M(1 − ·) is an inverse map of M on E. Here and hereafter, if J = [c, d) ⊂ [0, 1), we define (1.19) π(J) := (c, d] ⊂ (0, 1];

and if E = ∪^n_{k=1}J_k is a union of finitely many left-closed and right-open intervals J_k ⊂ [0, 1), we define π(E) = ∪^n_{k=1}π(J_k).

Corollary 1.6. Let M be the map defined in (1.9). If E ≠ ∅, then

(1.20) E = S ∩ (1 − π(S)),

and for each t ∈ E,

(1.21) M(1 − ~M(1 − t)) = 1 − ~M(1 − M(t)) = t.

We remark that the condition E ≠ ∅ in Corollary 1.6 is very strict for the map M as E = ∅ occurs in many cases that the right hand side of (1.20) is not empty, especially for all the maps with Y (α) ∉ Q.

1.3. Connections between transformation M_{α,x1,x2} and Gabor system G(H_c; a). A surprising fact is that the frame properties for G(H_c; a) are intimately connected to the dynamical properties of the transformation M_{α,x1,x2} . With the help of Theorem 2.1, excluding some special cases, we focus on the parameter pair (a, c) satisfying that

(1.22) 0 < a < 1 < c and c ∉ N,

and let x_1, x_2 and α be as follows,

(1.23) x_1 = max (a + ⟨c⟩ − 1 a , 0 ) , x_2 = min (⟨c⟩ a , 1 ) and (1.24) α = ⟨ ⌊c⌋ a ⟩ if x_2 ≠ 1 and α = ⟨ c a ⟩ if x_2 = 1,

where ⌊x⌋ := x − ⟨x⟩ is the greatest integer less than or equal to x. Their connections are stated as the following Theorem 1.7, whose proof involves an improvement of the Ron-Shen’s criterion (Theorem 3.2).

Theorem 1.7. Let a, c be as in (1.22), and M = M_{α,x1,x2} be the map defined as (1.9) with x_1, x_2 and α defined in (1.23) and (1.24). Suppose that E is the symmetric maximal invariant set of M defined as (1.16). Then the Gabor system G(H_c; a) is a frame for L^2 if and only if E = ∅.

We remark that the relationship between M_{α,x1,x2} and G(H_c; a) in Theorem 1.7 may be extended to more general situations, after redefining x_1, x_2 and α as appropriate. We refer the readers to see Theorem 2.1 for the rest cases and its proof in the appendix. At last, as a complement of Theorem 1.7, we have the following lemma on the connection between a and Y (α).

Lemma 1.8. Let a, c and M be as in Theorem 1.7. Suppose S ≠ ∅, then Y (α) ∈ Q if and only if a ∈ Q.

1.4. Organization of the rest of the paper.

In Section 2 we prove Theorem 1.2 by using Proposition 1.5, Theorem 1.7, Lemma 1.8, and Theorem 2.1 for some special cases.

In Section 3 we are devoted to describe the pointwise linear dependence of the a−shift of the window function, and to provide a criterion that can be used to determine whether a Gabor system with compact window is frame or not, see Theorem 3.2.

In Section 4 we investigate the structure of the maximal invariant sets. We first prove Theorems 1.3 and 1.4, and then provide the structures of S for different situations (Proposition 4.3 and Theorem 4.4) and the relationship between them (Proposition 4.6).

In Section 5 we focus on the symmetric maximal invariant sets. After characterizing the conditions for E ≠ ∅ (Propositions 5.3, 5.5 and Lemma 5.4), we prove Proposition 1.5 and Corollary 1.6.

In Section 6 we give the proofs of Lemma 1.8 and Theorem 1.7. In Section 7, we prove Theorem 2.1.

2. Proof of the main result

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.2, the main result of this paper. Firstly in the following theorem, we discuss some special cases of pairs (a, c) whether G(H_c; a) is or is not a Gabor frame, which helps us to focus on the challenging pair of parameters a, c with (2.1) 0 < a < 1 < c and c ∉ N.

Theorem 2.1. Let (a, c) ∈ R^2_+ and G(H_c; a) be the Gabor system (1.5) generated by the Haar function H_c in (1.4). Then the following statements hold.

(i) If c ∈ N, then G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame.

(ii) If a = 1 and c ≥^1_2 , then G(H_c; a) is a Gabor frame if and only if c =^{2n−1}_2 for some n ∈ N. (iii) If a < 1, a ∉ Q and^a_2 ≤ c < 1, then G(H_c; a) is a Gabor frame.

(iv) If a < 1, a =^p_q with co-prime p, q ∈ N and^a_2 ≤ c < 1, then G(H_c; a) is a Gabor frame if and only if c ≤ 1 −^1_{2q} .

Theorem 2.1 follows from Theorem 3.2, the improvement of the Ron-Shen’s criterion, and its Corollary 3.3. As it is independent on the core part of this paper, we postpone the proof Theorem 2.1 to the appendix in Section 7. The readers may go directly to the appendix without understanding the arguments of the next few sections.

Now we assume that Proposition 1.5, Theorem 1.7, Lemma 1.8 and Theorem 2.1 hold, and start to verify the conclusions in Theorem 1.2 case by case.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. (i). The sufficiency is an immediate consequence of Theorem 2.1 (i). For the necessity, we assume on the contrary that c ∉ N. By Theorem 2.1 (iii), it is enough to consider a and c satisfying (2.1). Observing that S = ∅ clearly means that E = ∅. Also it follows from Lemma 1.8 that S ≠ ∅ implies that Y (α) ∉ Q, and hence E = ∅ by Proposition 1.5. Therefore, using Theorem 1.7, G(H_c; a) is a Gabor frame. This contradiction implies the desired result.

(ii). In terms of the assertions (i), (ii) and (iv) of Theorem 2.1, the last task left for us is to prove the assertion (ii) of Theorem 1.2 for the parameter pair (a, c) satisfying (2.1). Let x_1, x_2 and α be as in (1.23) and (1.24).

Necessity. By Theorem 1.7, the symmetric maximal invariant set E of the map M = M_{α,x1,x2} is not empty. Then one of the statements (i), (ii) and (iii) of Proposition 1.5 holds with Y (α) =^N_M being the simple fraction for some integers 0 ≤ N < M.

If Proposition 1.5 (i) holds, then α = ⟨ ⌊c⌋ a ⟩ = ⟨ q⌊c⌋ p ⟩ = N M and x_2 = ⟨c⟩ a = q⟨c⟩ p < 1 2M .

Therefore, p = M gcd(⌊c⌋, p) and ⟨c⟩ <^{gcd(⌊c⌋,p)}_{2q} . Hence, (1.7) is valid by taking n = ⌊c⌋.

If Proposition 1.5 (ii) holds, then

⟨α + x_2 − x_1⟩ = ⟨ ⌊c + 1⌋ a ⟩ = ⟨ q⌊c + 1⌋ p ⟩ = N M and x_1 = 1 − 1 − ⟨c⟩ a = 1 − q(1 − ⟨c⟩) p > 1 − 1 2M . Therefore, p = M gcd(⌊c + 1⌋, p) and 1 − ⟨c⟩ <^{gcd(⌊c+1⌋,p)}_{2q} . Hence, (1.7) holds for n = ⌊c + 1⌋.

If Proposition 1.5 (iii) holds, then it is obvious that N < M are co-prime positive integers and 0 < x_1 < x_2 < 1, and hence it follows from (1.23) and (1.24) that

(2.2) x_2 = ⟨c⟩ a , Δ = x_2 − x_1 = 1 − a a and α = ⟨ ⌊c⌋ a ⟩ . Substituting above Δ and α into (1.17), we obtain ⟨ ⌊c⌋ a ⟩ = α = N M − M − N M Δ = 1 − M − N aM , which means ⌊c⌋ +^{M−N}_M = an =^{np}_q for some n ∈ N, and thus M = q/ gcd(n, q) and n ∉ qN. Recall that ⟨_{⌊c⌋} a ⟩ +^{⟨c⟩}_a = α + x_2 = 1 + δ by (1.17) and (2.2). Therefore | c a − n| = | ⌊c⌋ a + ⟨c⟩ a − n| = | ⟨ ⌊c⌋ a ⟩ + ⟨c⟩ a − 1| = |δ| < 1 2M − M − 1 2M Δ = gcd(n, q) 2qa − 1 − a 2a . Hence, (1.8) holds. The necessity is proved.

Sufficiency. First, we assume (1.7) is satisfied. Denote M = p/ gcd(n, p) and N = M⟨nq/p⟩. Then N/M is a simple fraction. If c ≥ n, then n = ⌊c⌋ and ⟨c⟩ = c − n <^{gcd(n,p)}_{2q} . Therefore, by (1.23) and (1.24), x_2 = ⟨c⟩ a < gcd(n, p) 2p = 1 2M and α = ⟨ ⌊c⌋ a ⟩ = ⟨ nq p ⟩ = N M . Hence, the requirement (i) of Proposition 1.5 is satisfied for x_1, x_2 and α, and thus E ≠ ∅. Consequently, by Theorem 1.7, G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame.

If c < n, then n = ⌊c⌋ + 1 and 1 − ⟨c⟩ = |c − n| <^{gcd(n,p)}_{2q} . Thus, by (1.23) and (1.24),

x_1 = a + ⟨c⟩ − 1 a > 1 − gcd(n, p) 2p = 1 − 1 2M and ⟨α + x_2 − x_1⟩ = ⟨ ⌊c⌋ + 1 a ⟩ = N M . This means x_1, x_2 and α satisfy the requirement (ii) of Proposition 1.5, and therefore E ≠ ∅ and G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame by Theorem 1.7.

Next, we assume (1.8) is satisfied. Set M = q/ gcd(n, q). Because n ∉ qN, we have M > 1 and ⟨na⟩ =^{M−N}_M for some N ∈ {1, · · · , M − 1} co-prime to M. Observe that the right hand side of (1.8) satisfies gcd(n, q) 2q − (q − p) 2q = 1 2M − 1 − a 2 < 1 2M .

Therefore, we have ⌊c⌋ = ⌊na⌋ and (2.3) |⟨c⟩ − M − N M | = |c − na| < 1 2M − 1 − a 2 . This means a >^{M−1}_M and 1 − a < ⟨c⟩ < a, and therefore (1.23) and (1.24) yield that

(2.4) x_2 = ⟨c⟩ a , x_1 = a + ⟨c⟩ − 1 a and α = ⟨ ⌊c⌋ a ⟩ . Set Δ =^{1−a}_a and δ =^{⟨c⟩}_a −^{M−N}_{aM} . It is obvious that 0 < Δ <^1_{M−1} and |δ| <^1_{2M} −^{M−1}_{2M} Δ by (2.3), and thus (2.4) implies that

x_2 = ⟨c⟩ a = M − N aM + δ = M − N M (1 + Δ) + δ,

x_1 = x_2 − Δ = M − N M − N M Δ + δ and α = ⟨ ⌊c⌋ a ⟩ = ⟨ ⌊na⌋ a ⟩ = ⟨ na − ⟨na⟩ a ⟩ = ⟨1 − M − N aM ⟩ = N M − M − N M Δ. Therefore the requirement (iii) of Proposition 1.5 is valid, and hence E ≠ ∅. Consequently, G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame by Theorem 1.7. The sufficiency of (ii) is proved, and the proof of Theorem 1.2 is complete. □

3. The Ron-Shen’s characterization and its improvements Our journey to the preparatory works for full description of the frame set for Haar windows in Theorem 1.2 starts from the Ron-Shen’s characterization in [33], which can be recast as follows in our setting.

Proposition 3.1. Let g ∈ L^2 and a > 0. Then G(g; a) is a Gabor frame if and only if there exist A, B > 0 such that for each {c_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^2 (3.1) A‖{c_j }_{j∈Z}‖^2_ℓ2 ≤ ∑ n∈Z | | ∑ j∈Z c_j g(x + j − na) | |^2 ≤ B‖{cj }j∈Z‖^2_ℓ2 a.e. x ∈ R. Let W (C, ℓ^1) := {g ∈ C : ∑ k∈Zsup_{x∈[0,1)} |g(x + k)| < ∞} be the Wiener amalgam space.

Using a technique combining the Ron-Shen’s characterization, Gröchenig, Romero and Stöckler [18] combined some tricks in functional analysis, operator theory and complex analysis, and they presented a very strong criterion that the Gabor system G(g; a) generated by a window function g in the Wiener amalgam space W (C, ℓ^1) is not a Gabor frame if and only if there exist t_0 ∈ R and a nonzero bounded sequence 0 ≠ {d_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞ such that

(3.2) ∑ j∈Z d_j g(t_0 + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z.

Unfortunately, the Haar function H does not belong to the Wiener amalgam space W (C, ℓ^1) and then the above bounded linear dependence does not apply directly. Observe that the Haar function is piecewise continuous. To describe the frame set of Haar function, we make a slight modification to the criterion (3.2), through replacing the window function g by its left/right limits g^±(t) := lim_{t̃→t}± g(t̃) in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.2. Let a > 0, and g be a compactly supported function such that its left/right limits g^± are well defined. Then G(g; a) is not a Gabor frame if and only if there exist t_0 ∈ R and a nonzero bounded sequence {q_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞ such that (3.3) ∑ j∈Z q_j h(t_0 + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z,

for either h = g^+ or h = g^−.

As the requirement (3.3) is a-shift invariance, we may replace t_0 ∈ R by t_0 ∈ [0, a) in Theorem 3.2. Observe that lim_{x→x}+_0 H(x) = H(x_0) and lim_{x→x}−_0 H(x) = −H(−x_0). Therefore we have the following corollary.

Corollary 3.3. G(H_c; a) is not a frame for L^2, if and only if there exist t_0 ∈ [0, a) and a nonzero bounded sequence {q_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞ such that (3.4) ∑ j∈Z q_j H_c(t_0 + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z.

To prove Theorem 3.2, we need some notations and the following technical lemma. Given a sequence Q = {q_n}_{n∈Z} and E ⊂ R, we denote Q_E = {q_n, n ∈ E} and also {q_nχ_E (n)}_{n∈Z} if there is no confusion, and define

(3.5) Λ_N = { n ∈ Z : |q_n| ≥ ‖Q_{[n−N,n+N]}‖_∞ 2 } , N ∈ N. Lemma 3.4. Let Q = {q_n}_{n∈Z} ∈ ℓ^2 and Λ_N , N ≥ 1 be as in (3.5). Then

(3.6) ‖Q_{ΛN} ‖^2_ℓ2 ≥ 3 32N ‖Q‖^2_ℓ2 . Proof. For each k ∈ Z, let L(k) = sup{j ∈ Λ_N ∪ {−∞} : j ≤ k} and R(k) = inf{j ∈ Λ_N ∪ {+∞} : j ≥ k} be the nearest elements in Λ_N ∪ {±∞} next to the left and right of k respectively. We make the following claim: (3.7) |q_k| ≤ max{2^{−ℓ(k)+1}|q_{L(k)}|, 2^{−r(k)+1}|q_{R(k)}|}, k ∈ Z, where ℓ(k) = ⌊(k − L(k))/N⌋ and r(k) = ⌊(R(k) − k)/N⌋. As the conclusion in (3.7) is trivial for k ∈ Λ_N , we may assume that k ∉ Λ_N . Therefore, without loss of generality, there exists k_1 such that |q_k| < ‖Q_{[k−N,k+N]}‖_∞ 2 = |q_{k1} | 2 and k < k_1 ≤ k + N.

For the case that k_1 ∉ Λ_N , we can find an integer k_2 such that |q_{k1} | < ‖Q_{[k1−N,k1+N]}‖_∞ 2 = ‖Q_{[k1,k1 +N]}‖_∞ 2 = |q_{k2} | 2 and k_1 < k_2 ≤ k_1 + N.

Repeating the above procedure and using lim_{n→±∞} q_n = 0, we can find integers k_0(= k), k_1, . . . , k_{j0} ∉ Λ_N and k_{j0 +1} ∈ Λ_N such that (3.8) |q_{kj} | < ‖Q_{[kj −N,kj +N]}‖_∞ 2 = ‖Q_{[kj ,kj +N]}‖_∞ 2 = |q_{kj+1} | 2 and k_j < k_{j+1} ≤ k_j + N for all 0 ≤ j ≤ j_0. Therefore there exists 0 ≤ j_1 ≤ j_0 such that k_{j1} < R(k) ≤ k_{j1 +1}.

This together with (3.8) implies that

(3.9) r(k) = ⌊ R(k) − k N ⌋ ≤ ⌊ k_{j1 +1} − k N ⌋ ≤ j_1 + 1, and (3.10) |q_k| < |q_{kj1 +1} | 2^{j1+1} ≤ ‖Q_{[R(k)−N,R(k)+N]}‖_∞ 2^{j1 +1} ≤ |q_{R(k)}| 2^{j1} . Combining (3.9) and (3.10) completes the proof of the Claim (3.7).

Now we continue our proof of the conclusion (3.6). By Claim (3.7), we have ∑ k∈Z q^2_k ≤ ∑ k∈Z ( 2^{−2ℓ(k)+2}|q_{L(k)}|^2 + 2^{−2r(k)+2}|q_{R(k)}|^2 )

= ∑ λ∈Λ_N ∞∑ j=0 |q_λ|^2 2^{−2j+2} × ( ∑ L(k)=λ,ℓ(k)=j 1 + ∑ R(k)=λ,r(k)=j 1 ) ≤ 32N 3 ∑ λ∈Λ_N |q_λ|^2,

where the last inequality holds as the sets {k ∈ Z : L(k) = λ, ℓ(k) = j} and {k ∈ Z : R(k) = λ, r(k) = j} are contained in the intervals [λ + jN, λ + jN + N − 1] and [λ − jN − N + 1, λ − jN] respectively, and hence have their cardinality bounded by N. This completes the proof. □

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 3.2. And the core of the proof is the part of the necessity related to the lower bound of Ron-Shen’s characterization, i.e., after (3.15) in the proof. Proof of Theorem 3.2. As g is bounded and compactly supported, we can find a positive constant M_0 > a such that

(3.11) ‖g‖_∞ ≤ M_0 and g(t) = 0 for all t ∉ (−M_0, M_0).

Sufficiency. By the a-shift invariance of the requirement (3.3), without loss of generality, we assume there exist t_0 ∈ [0, a) and a nonzero bounded sequence Q = {q_j }_{j∈Z} such that (3.3) holds for h = g^+. Take an arbitrary positive constant A > 0. Then there exists sufficient large N_0 ∈ N such that (3.12) ‖{q_j }_{N0−2M0 ≤|j|≤N0} ‖^2_ℓ2 < aA 2M^3_0 (2M_0 + a) ‖{q_j }_{|j|≤N0} ‖^2_ℓ2 , where such an integer N_0 exists because, as N_0 → ∞, the left hand side of (3.12) is bounded and the right hand side of (3.12) tends to ∞ if ‖Q‖_ℓ2 = ∞, and left/right hand side of (3.12) tends to 0 and a scaling of ‖Q‖^2_{ℓ2} respectively if ‖Q‖_ℓ2 < ∞.

Set {b_j }_{j∈Z} = Q_{[−N0,N0]}, then by (3.3) and (3.11),

(3.13) ∑ j∈Z b_j g^+(t_0 + j − na) =

N_0∑

j=−N_0 b_j g^+(t_0 + j − na) = − ∑ j∉[−N_0,N_0] b_j g^+(t_0 + j − na) = 0

if t_0 − na ∉ (−N_0 − M_0, −N_0 + M_0) ∪ (N_0 − M_0, N_0 + M_0). Combining (3.11), (3.12) and (3.13) with the definition of the sequence {b_j }_{j∈Z}, we obtain

∑ n∈Z | | ∑ j∈Z b_j g^+(t_0 + j − na) | |^2 = ∑ t_0−na∈N_0+(−M_0 ,M_0) | | ∑ |j+t_0 −na|<M_0 b_j g^+(t_0 + j − na) | |^2

+ ∑ t_0−na∈−N_0+(−M_0,M_0 ) | | | ∑ |j+t_0 −na|<M_0 b_j g^+(t_0 + j − na) | | |^2

≤ ‖g^+‖^2_∞ ∑ t_0−na∈N_0+(−M_0,M_0 ) ( ∑ |j−N_0 |<2M_0 |b_j | )_2

+ ‖g^+‖^2_∞ ∑ t_0−na∈−N_0+(−M_0,M_0 ) ( ∑ |j+N_0 |<2M_0 |b_j | )_2

≤ 2 (2M_0 a + 1 ) M^3_0 ∑ N_0−2M_0 <|j|≤N_0 |b_j |^2 < A‖{b_j }_{j∈Z}‖^2_ℓ2 . (3.14)

Observe that lim_{t→t+} 0 ∑ n∈Z | | | ∑ j∈Z b_j g(t + j − na) | | |^2 = lim_{t→t+0} ∑ |n|<(N_0+M_0 +|t_0|)/a | | | ∑ |j|≤N_0 b_j g(t + j − na) | | |^2

= ∑ n∈Z | | ∑ j∈Z b_j g^+(t_0 + j − na) | |^2.

This together with (3.14) implies the existence of ε > 0 such that ∑ n∈Z | | ∑ j∈Z b_j g(t + j − na) | |^2 < A‖{bj}j∈Z‖^2_ℓ2 < ∞ for all t ∈ (t_0, t_0 + ε), which contradicts to the frame characterization (3.1) in Proposition 3.1. This completes the proof of the sufficiency.

Necessity. Suppose that G(g; a) is not a Gabor frame. Observe that for sequence {c_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^2, ∑ n∈Z | | ∑ j∈Z c_j g(t + j − na) | |^2 ≤ 2M_0‖g‖^2_∞ ∑ n∈Z ∑ |t+j−na|<M_0 |c_j |^2 ≤

2M_0(2M_0 + a) a ‖g‖^2_∞‖{c_j }_{j∈Z}‖^2_ℓ2 for almost all t ∈ R. Therefore for all k ≥ M_0 + 2a + 1, by the non-frame assumption for the Gabor system G(g; a) and Proposition 3.1, we can find a nonzero sequence Q_k = {q_{k,j} }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^2 and a set E_k ⊂ [0, a) with positive Lebesgue measure such that

(3.15) ∑ n∈Z | | | ∑ j∈Z q_{k,j} g(t + j − na) | | |^2 ≤ ( 64k^3(2k + a + 1)/3 )_{−1} ‖Q_k‖^2_ℓ2 , t ∈ E_k. Define T_t(Q_k) = {(T_t(Q_k))_n}_{n∈Z} by (T_t(Q)_k)_n = ∑ j∈Zq_{k,j} g(t + j − na), n ∈ Z. Then by (3.15) and Lemma 3.4, we have ‖{‖(T_t(Q_k))_{(⌊n/a⌋−k/a,⌊n/a⌋+k/a)} ‖_ℓ2 }_{n∈Z}‖^2_ℓ2 ≤ (2k + a + 1)‖T_t(Q_k)‖^2_ℓ2 ≤ (64k^3/3)^{−1}‖Q_k‖^2_ℓ2 ≤ k^{−2}‖(Q_k)_{Λ2k} ‖^2_ℓ2 , t ∈ E_k.

Thus there exist n_0 ∈ Λ_{2k} and a measurable set E_{k,n0} ⊂ [0, a) with positive Lebesgue measure such that (3.16) ‖(T_t(Q_k))_{(⌊n0 /a⌋−k/a,⌊n0 /a⌋+k/a)}‖_ℓ2 ≤ k^{−1} |q_{k,n0} |, t ∈ E_{k,n0} . Set t^′ = t + n_0 − a⌊^{n0}_a ⌋ and define P_k = {p_{k,j} }_{j∈Z} by p_{k,j} = q_{k,n0 +j} q_{k,n0} χ_{[−2k,2k]}(j), j ∈ Z. Then (3.17) p_{k,0} = 1 by the definition of the sequence P_k,

(3.18) ‖P_k‖_∞ ≤ ‖(Q_k)_{[n0 −2k,n0 +2k]}‖_∞ |q_{k,n0} | ≤ 2, j ∈ Z, by the assumption n_0 ∈ Λ_{2k} for the sequence Q_k, and ∑ |n|<k/a | | | ∑ |j|≤2k p_{k,j} g(t^′ + j − na) | | |^2

= |q_{k,n0} |^{−2} ∑ |n|<k/a | | ∑ j∈Z q_{k,n0 +j} g(t + n_0 + j − (n + ⌊n_0/a⌋)a) | |^2

= |q_{k,n0} |^{−2}‖(T_t(Q_k))_{(⌊n0 /a⌋−k/a,⌊n0 /a⌋+k/a)}‖^2_ℓ2 ≤ k^{−2}, t^′ ∈ E_{k,n0} + n_0 − a⌊n_0/a⌋, (3.19) where the first equality follows from (3.11), the definition of the sequence P_k and the observation that |t^′ + j − na| > 2k − 2a − k = k − 2a ≥ M_0 for all j ∈ Z with |j| > 2k, and the last inequality holds by (3.16).

By (3.17) and (3.18), without loss of generality, we assume that the bounded sequence P_k, k ≥ M + 2a + 1, converge in weak star topology in the sense that (3.20) lim_{k→∞} p_{k,j} = r_j , j ∈ Z, otherwise, replacing by a subsequence. Set R = {r_j }_{j∈Z}. By (3.17), (3.18) and (3.20), we have that (3.21) R is a nonzero sequence with ‖R‖_∞ ≤ 2.

Next from the observation that E_{k,n0} + n_0 − a⌊n_0/a⌋ ⊂ [0, 2a), we can find a monotonic sequence t_k ∈ E_{k,n0} + n_0 − a⌊n_0/a⌋ such that lim_{k→∞} t_k = t_∞ ∈ [0, 2a], otherwise replaced by a subsequence. Without loss of generality, we assume that t_k, k ≥ M +2a+1, are a decreasing sequence, which implies that lim_{k→∞} g(t_k + j − na) = g^+(t_∞ + j − na) for all j, n ∈ Z.

Therefore for any n ∈ Z, {g(t_k + j − na)}_{j∈Z} tends to {g^+(t_∞ + j − na)}_{j∈Z} in norm of ℓ^1. Hence, (3.22) 0 = lim_{k→∞} ∑ |j|≤2k p_{k,j} g(t_k + j − na) = lim_{k→∞} ∑ j∈Z p_{k,j} g(t_k + j − na) = ∑ j∈Z r_j g^+(t_∞ + j − na),

where the first equality follows from (3.19), and the last equality is due to the fact that {r_j }_{j∈Z} is the weak star limit of {p_{k,j} }_{j∈Z}. Combining (3.21) and (3.22) proves (3.3) and hence completes the proof. □

4. Piecewise linear transformation I: maximal invariant sets

This section will be devoted to investigating the structure of the maximal invariant set S of the map M defined as in (1.9), which plays an important role in the next section for analyzing the symmetric maximal invariant set. In Subsection 4.1, we provide some descriptions on S in Proposition 4.1, and then we use it to prove Theorems 1.3 and 1.4. The structures of S for the cases S ⊂ U and S ⊂ V are presented in Subsection 4.2. In Subsection 4.3, we consider the case that S ∩ U ≠ ∅ and S ∩ V ≠ ∅, and show in Theorem 4.4 that there are three types of the structures for such S. At last, we build the relationship between the different types of the structures via the disturbance of the map M in Proposition 4.6.

At first, we indicate that both the maximal invariant set S and the symmetric maximal invariant set E are well defined. This is because we may verify that

S = {t ∈ T_{[0,1)} : M^n(t) ∉ H for all n ≥ 0} and E = {t ∈ T_{[0,1)} : M^m( ~M^n(1 − t)) ∉ H and ~M^m(1 − M^n(t)) ∉ ~H for all m, n ≥ 0}.

We shall introduce some notations which will be used in the sequel. Two sets E_1, E_2 in the unit circle T_{[0,1)} are called separated if they have positive distance. Given an interval I ⊂ R, we use the symbol ⟨I⟩ to denote an arc in T_{[0,1)}, that is, ⟨I⟩ := {⟨x⟩ : x ∈ I}. In particular, if an arc ⟨I⟩ in T_{[0,1)} contains 0, we might regard it as the union of two intervals in [0, 1), such as (a, 1) ∪ [0, b) for some 0 < b < a < 1. Moreover, an arc J is said to be a gap (resp. open gap) of M if J is the maximal arc (resp. open arc) such that J ⊂ T_{[0,1)} \ S. We will see, from the proof of Theorem 1.3, that all gaps are left-closed and right-open intervals in T_{[0,1)}, therefore they are pairwise separated.

4.1. Proofs of Theorems 1.3 and 1.4.

Proposition 4.1. For 0 ≤ α < 1 and 0 ≤ x_1 < x_2 ≤ 1, we let M = M_{α,x1,x2} be the transformation defined as in (1.9), and S be its maximal invariant set defined in (1.10). If S ≠ ∅, then for each 0 < ε < 1,

(i) S ∩ [0, ε) ≠ ∅ or S ∩ ⟨[x_2, x_2 + ε)⟩ ≠ ∅; (ii) S ∩ [1 − ε, 1) ≠ ∅ or S ∩ ⟨[x_1 − ε, x_1)⟩ ≠ ∅; (iii) S ∩ [0, ε) ≠ ∅ or S ∩ [1 − ε, 1) ≠ ∅; (iv) S ∩ ⟨[x_1 − ε, x_1)⟩ ≠ ∅ or S ∩ ⟨[x_2, x_2 + ε)⟩ ≠ ∅.

Proof. Let U, V and S be as in (1.9) and (1.10).

(i). Suppose on the contrary that there exists an ε ∈ (0, 1) such that S∩[0, ε) = S∩⟨[x_2, x_2 +ε)⟩ = ∅. Set S^′ = S − ε. Then S^′ ∩ U = S ∩ U − ε and S^′ ∩ V = S ∩ V − ε. The linearity of M on U and V will yield that M(S^′ ∩ U) = ⟨M(S ∩ U) − ε⟩ and M(S^′ ∩ V ) = ⟨M(S ∩ V ) − ε⟩. Consequently, M(S^′) = ⟨M(S) − ε⟩ = ⟨S − ε⟩ = S^′. This implies M(S ∪ S^′) = S ∪ S^′, contradicting to the maximality of S, we obtain (i).

(ii). The idea of the proof is the same to that of (i). We omit the details.

(iii). On the contrary, we may let ε_1, ε_2 ∈ (0, 1) be the largest numbers such that

(4.1) S ∩ [0, ε_1) = S ∩ [1 − ε_2, 1) = ∅.

Now it follows from the dichotomy in (i) and (ii) that 0 < x_1 < x_2 < 1 and

(4.2) S ∩ [x_1 − ε, x_1) ≠ ∅ and S ∩ [x_2, x_2 + ε) ≠ ∅

hold for all 0 < ε < min (x_1, 1 − x_2), and therefore [0, ε_1) ⊂ U and [1 − ε_2, 1) ⊂ V . This means ε_1 < x_1 and ε_2 < 1 − x_2. Combining with (4.1) and M(S) = S, one has that

S ⊂ M([ε_1, x_1)) ∪ M([x_2, 1 − ε_2)) ⊂ ⟨[α + x_2 − x_1 + ε_1, 1 + α − ε_2)⟩.

Let K = ⟨[α − ε_2, α + x_2 − x_1 + ε_1)⟩. Then K is an arc of the length x_2 − x_1 + ε_1 + ε_2 and K ∩ S = ∅. This, together with (4.1) and (4.2), yields that K ∩ H = ∅ and K ∩ ( [1 − ε_2, 1) ∪ [0, ε_1) ) = ∅.

Therefore, K ⊂ U or K ⊂ V , and hence |M(K)| = |K| and S ∩ M(K) ⊂ M ( S ∩ ( K ∪ H )) = ∅. Applying the above procedure to the set M(K) instead of K, and then by induction, we will get a sequence of arcs M^n(K), n ≥ 0, with the same length |M^n(K)| = |K|, such that M^n(K) ⊂ T_{[0,1)}\S satisfying that M^n(K) ∩ H = ∅ and M^n(K) ∩ ( [1 − ε_2, 1) ∪ [0, ε_1) ) = ∅. Thus, for any two integers 1 ≤ n_1 < n_2,

M^{n1} (K)∩M^{n2} (K) = M^{n1} (K ∩M^{n2 −n1} (K)) = M^{n1+1} (( [1−ε_2, 1)∪[0, ε_1) ) ∩M^{n2 −n1−1}(K) ) = ∅. This means M^n(K), n ∈ N, is a sequence of pairwise disjoint sets with the same length in T_{[0,1)}, this contradiction means that (iii) holds.

(iv). The proof is similar to that of (iii). In fact, since S∩H= ∅, one can suppose on the contrary that there exists an ε_0 > 0 such that S ∩ ⟨[x_1 − ε_0, x_2 + ε_0)⟩ = ∅. This together with (i) and (ii) implies that S ∩ [1 − ε, 1) ≠ ∅ and S ∩ [0, ε) ≠ ∅ for all 0 < ε < 1, which yields, from the definition of M, that S ∩ ⟨[α − ε, α)⟩ ≠ ∅ and S ∩ ⟨[α + x_2 − x_1, α + x_2 − x_1 + ε)⟩ ≠ ∅. Let K = ⟨(α, α + x_2 − x_1)⟩. Then the above conditions mean that K is an open gap, and therefore K ∩ H = ∅ and 0 ∉ K. Thus, it follows that K ⊂ U or K ⊂ V , and hence M(K) is an open gap with |M(K)| = |K|. By induction, we will get a sequence of open gaps M^n(K), n ∈ N, with the same length |M^n(K)| = |K|, and that, for any 1 ≤ n_1 < n_2,

M^{n1} (K) ∩ M^{n2} (K) = M^{n1} (K ∩ M^{n2−n1} (K)) = ∅.

It is impossible, (iv) follows. The proof of Proposition 4.1 is complete. □

Corollary 4.2. Let M = M_{α,x1,x2} be the map defined in (1.9), and S be its maximal invariant set. If S ≠ ∅, then 0 ≤ α < α + x_2 − x_1 ≤ 1.

Proof. Since 0 ≤ α < 1 and x_2 > x_1, it suffice to prove α + x_2 − x_1 ≤ 1. Assume on the contrary that α + x_2 − x_1 > 1. Then 0 < x_1 + (α + x_2 − x_1 − 1) = α + x_2 − 1 ≤ α. Thus M(U) = ⟨U + α + x_2 − x_1⟩ = [α + x_2 − x_1 − 1, α + x_2 − 1) and M(V ) = ⟨V + α⟩ = [α + x_2 − 1, α). Therefore S ∩ ( (α, 1) ∪ [0, α + x_2 − x_1 − 1) ) = ∅ contradicting to Proposition 4.1 (iii). □

Proof of Theorem 1.3. If α + x_2 − x_1 > 1, then S = ∅ by Corollary 4.2. Moreover, since M(t) is equal t + α + x_2 − x_1 − 1 if t ∈ U; and t + α − 1 if t ∈ V , it follows that M^n(t) ∈ H for all n > max(^{x1}_{α+x2−x1−1} ,^{1−x2}_{1−α} ), and hence M^n(T_{[0,1)}) ⊂ H, (1.12) follows.

If α + x_2 − x_1 ≤ 1, we will conclude that (1.12) by considering the dynamical behavior of the sequence T_n = M^n(T ) \ H for all n ≥ 0, where T = [α, α + x_2 − x_1). As M is a bijection from T_{[0,1)} \ H to T_{[0,1)} \ T , we have M(T_{[0,1)}) ∩ T_0 = ∅, which yields that

(4.3) T_n ∩ S ⊂ M^n(T_0 ∩ S) = ∅

for all n ≥ 0, and

(4.4) T_{n1} ∩ T_{n2} ⊂ M^{n1} (T_0 ∩ T_{n2−n1} ) = ∅

for all 0 ≤ n_1 < n_2.

When T_0 = ∅, i.e., α = x_1, it is clear that S = T_{[0,1)} \ H, so (1.12) holds for all N ≥ 0. When T_0 ≠ ∅, it is not hard to see from (4.3) and Proposition 4.1 (iii) that T_0 ⊂ U or T_0 ⊂ V , and thus T_1 = M(T_0) \ H is a left-closed and right-open arc whenever T_1 ≠ ∅. By induction, one will get a sequence T_n, n ≥ 0 satisfying that either T_n ⊂ U or T_n ⊂ V , and T_n is also a left-closed and right-open arc whenever T_n ≠ ∅. Notice that T_{n+1} = M(T_n) \ H and |M(T_n)| = |T_n| for all n ≥ 0. Then

(4.5) |M(T_n) ∩ H| = |T_n| − |T_{n+1}| for all n ≥ 0.

We now claim that

(4.6) T_N = ∅ for some N ∈ N.

Indeed, if (4.6) is not valid, then the argument above shows that the sets T_n, n ≥ 0, are all left-closed and right-open arcs. Thus, by (4.4), there are at most two of the sets T_n such that M(T_n) ∩ H ≠ ∅, which means there exists N_0 ∈ N such that M(T_n) ∩ H = ∅ for all n ≥ N_0, and therefore |T_n| = |T_{N0} | > 0 for all n ≥ N_0. This is a contradiction since ∑_∞ n=0 |T_n| < 1 by (4.4).

Hence, (4.6) is valid.

Let’s continue to our proof. Recall that T ∩ M(T_n) = ∅ for all n ≥ 0. Then by (4.4), (4.5) and (4.6), | | | ∪^{N−1}_{k=0} (M(Tk) ∩ H) ∪ (T ∩ H) | | | = N−1∑ k=0 | |M(T_k) ∩ H | | + | |T ∩ H | | = |T | − |T_N | = |T | = |H|. Since the set of the left hand side of above equality is the union of finitely many left-closed and right-open intervals, it follows that

(4.7) H ⊂ ∪^{N−1}_{k=0} M(T_k) ∪ T.

Set E = T_{[0,1)} \ ( ∪^{N−1}_{k=0} T_k ∪H ) . Then |M(E)| = |E|, and M(E) ⊂ E by (4.7) and the observation that M is a bijection from T_{[0,1)} \ H to T_{[0,1)} \ T . Therefore M(E) = E since they are both the union of finitely many left-closed and right-open intervals. Recall that S ⊂ E by (4.3). Then E = S by the maximality of S. This together with (4.6) leads to M^N (t) ∈ H for all t ∈ T_{[0,1)} \ S. We complete the proof of Theorem 1.3. □

Proof of Theorem 1.4. First, by Theorem 1.3, S can be written as the union of finitely many pairwise disjoint left-closed and right-open intervals in [0,1). It is obvious that the map Y is bijective from S to T_{[0,1)}.

If 0 ≤ t_1 < t_2 < 1 are two points in one interval of S, then

⟨Y (M(t_2)) − Y (M(t_1))⟩ =

|S ∩ M([t_1, t_2))| |S| = |S ∩ [t_1, t_2)| |S| = ⟨Y (t_2) − Y (t_1)⟩,

which implies ⟨Y (M(t_2)) − Y (t_2)⟩ = ⟨Y (M(t_1)) − Y (t_1)⟩.

If 0 ≤ t_1 < t_2 < 1 are two points in two adjacent intervals of S, assume that t_1 ∈ [a, b) ⊂ S, t_2 ∈ [c, d) ⊂ S and [b, c) ⊂ T_{[0,1)} \ S, then

⟨Y (M(t_2)) − Y (t_2)⟩ = ⟨Y (M(c)) − Y (c)⟩ = lim_{t→b+}⟨Y (M(t)) − Y (t)⟩ = ⟨Y (M(t_1)) − Y (t_1)⟩.

So, by recursion, ⟨Y (M(t)) − Y (t)⟩ is a constant for all t ∈ S, and therefore ⟨Y (M(t)) − Y (t)⟩ = ⟨Y (M(0)) − Y (0)⟩ = ⟨Y (α + x_2 − x_1)⟩ = ⟨Y (α)⟩, where the first equality follows from Proposition 4.1 (iii) and take t → 0 or t → 1 for desired situations. We obtain (1.14).

The other conclusion in Theorem 1.4 is an immediate consequence of Proposition 4.3 below. □

4.2. Maximal invariant set, Part I. In this subsection, we study the structure of the maximal invariant set S when S ⊂ U and S ⊂ V respectively.

Proposition 4.3. Let M = M_{α,x1,x2} be the map defined in (1.9). Then:

(i) ∅ ≠ S ⊂ U if and only if ⟨α + x_2 − x_1⟩ =^p_q and x_1 >^{q−1}_q , where^p_q is a simple fraction for some integers 0 ≤ p < q. In this case, Y (α) =^p_q and

(4.8) S = q−1⋃ k=0 [k q , k − q + 1 q + x_1 ) . (ii) ∅ ≠ S ⊂ V if and only if α =^p_q and x_2 <^1_q , where^p_q is a simple fraction for some integers 0 ≤ p < q. In this case, Y (α) =^p_q and

(4.9) S = q−1⋃ k=0 [ x_2 + k q , k + 1 q ) . Proof. (i). Necessity. Note that ∅ ≠ S ⊂ U implies that α + x_2 − x_1 ∈ (0, 1] ∩ Q by Corollary 4.2 and the observation that

(4.10) S = M(S) = ⟨S + α + x_2 − x_1⟩.

If α + x_2 − x_1 = 1, then S = U, which obviously leads to that Y (α) = Y (α + x_2 − x_1) = 0 and (4.8) holds. Write α + x_2 − x_1 = p q for some co-prime positive integers p < q. Then it follows from (4.10) that ⟨S + 1 q ⟩ = S and ∅ ≠ S ∩ [ q − 1 q , 1) ⊂ [0, x_1) ∩ [ q − 1 q , 1), which implies that x_1 >^{q−1}_q and

(4.11) S ⊂ q−1⋃ k=0 [k q , k − q + 1 q + x_1 ) . Observing that the right hand side of (4.11) is invariant under the map M. Thus, (4.8) is valid and

Y (α) = Y (α + x_2 − x_1) =

|S ∩ [0, α + x_2 − x_1)| |S| = |S ∩ [0, p/q)| |S| = p q , as desired.

Sufficiency. Notice that the set S_U = ⋃_{q−1} k=0 [_k q ,^{k−q+1}_q + x_1 ) ⊂ U is an invariant set of M, i.e., S_U ⊂ S. Therefore it suffices to show that S ∩ V = ∅.

In fact, if S ∩ V ≠ ∅, it is reasonable to define t = min{x : x ∈ S ∩ V } since S can be rewritten as the union of finitely many pairwise disjoint left-closed and right open intervals in [0, 1) by Theorem 1.3. Thus, t − (x_2 − x_1) ∉ S.

However, since each t^′ ∈ S ∩ [0,^{q−1}_q ) corresponds to a k^′ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , q − 1} such that M^{k′} (t^′) = ⟨t^′ +^{k′ p}_q ⟩ ∈ [^{q−1}_q , 1), it follows that

M^{k+1}(t) = M^k(⟨t + α⟩) = ⟨t + α + kp q ⟩ ∈ [ q − 1 q , 1)

for some k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , q−1}. Notice that t−(x_2−x_1) ∈ [^{q−1}_q , 1) and (t−(x_2−x_1))−⟨t+α+^{kp}_q ⟩ ∈ Z/q. Then t − (x_2 − x_1) = M^{k+1}(t) ∈ S. It is a contradiction, and thus S ∩ V = ∅, as desired.

(ii). The proof is similar to that of (i), we will give the detailed proof for the sake of completeness. Necessity. If S ⊂ V , it follows from S = ⟨S + α⟩ that α ∈ Q. Thus, for the case that α = 0, one has p = 0 and q = 1, and S = V by the assumption that ∅ ≠ S ⊂ V . Therefore Y (α) = 0 and (4.9) is valid. For the case that α ≠ 0, we write α =^p_q for some co-prime positive integers p < q, then S is a^1_q −periodic set, and ∅ ≠ S ∩ [0, 1 q ) ⊂ [x_2, 1) ∩ [0, 1 q ). Therefore, we have x_2 <^1_q , S = ∪^{q−1}_{k=0} [ x_2 +^k_q ,^{k+1}_q ) , and obviously Y (α) =^p_q .

Sufficiency. Since the set S_V = ⋃_{q−1} k=0 [ x_2 +^k_q ,^{k+1}_q ) ⊂ V is an invariant set of M, so it suffices to prove S ∩ U = ∅.

Assume on the contrary that S ∩ U ≠ ∅. One can choose t ∈ S ∩ U such that t > sup{x : x ∈ S ∩ U} − (x_2 − x_1). This means that t + x_2 − x_1 ∉ S. We will show that it is impossible in the following:

(a) If M(t) = ⟨t + α + x_2 − x_1⟩ ∈ [0,^1_q ), then M(t) = t + x_2 − x_1 by the observation that t + x_2 − x_1 ∈ [0,^1_q ) and ⟨t + α + x_2 − x_1⟩ − (t + x_2 − x_1) ∈ Z/q. Therefore t + x_2 − x_1 ∈ S.

(b) If M(t) = ⟨t + α + x_2 − x_1⟩ ∉ [0,^1_q ), then there exists k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , q − 1} such that

M^{k+1}(t) = M^k(⟨t + α + x_2 − x_1⟩) = ⟨t + α + x_2 − x_1 + kp q ⟩ ∈ [0, 1 q ). Therefore, M^{k+1}(t) = t + x_2 − x_1, and t + x_2 − x_1 ∈ S.

Thus S ∩ U = ∅. This finishes the proof of Proposition 4.3. □

4.3. Maximal invariant set, Part II. In this subsection, we consider the topological structure of the maximal invariant set S when S satisfies (4.12) S ∩ U ≠ ∅ and S ∩ V ≠ ∅. In this case, we have 0 < x_1 < x_2 < 1. Recall that α = 0 and α + x_2 − x_1 = 1 will lead to S = V and S = U respectively by Proposition 4.3. Therefore, by Corollary 4.2, we have 0 < α < α + x_2 − x_1 < 1.

The fine structure of the maximal invariant set S as in (4.12) is characterized by the following Theorem 4.4, in which we denote these three types of structures for S by Type I, II and III.

Theorem 4.4. Let M = M_{α,x1,x2} be the map defined in (1.9) and S be its maximal invariant set defined in (1.10). Assume that S satisfies (4.12). Then one of the following statements holds.

(i) (Type I) There exists N ∈ N such that M^{N−1}([α, α + x_2 − x_1)) = [x_1, x_2) and

(4.13) T_{[0,1)} \ S = N⋃ k=1 M^{k−1}([α, α + x_2 − x_1)).

(ii) (Type II) There exist 0 < δ < min(x_1, 1 − α − x_2 + x_1) and integers 0 < N < M such that M^{N−1}([α, α + x_2 − x_1 + δ)) = [x_1 − δ, x_2), M^{M−N} ([x_1 − δ, x_1)) = [0, δ) and (4.14) T_{[0,1)} \ S = N⋃ k=1 M^{k−1}([α, α + x_2 − x_1 + δ)) ∪ M−N⋃ j=1 M^{j−1}([x_1 − δ, x_1)).

(iii) (Type III) There exist 0 < δ < min(1 − x_2, α) and integers 0 < N < M such that M^{N−1}([α − δ, α + x_2 − x_1)) = [x_1, x_2 + δ), M^{M−N} ([x_2, x_2 + δ)) = [1 − δ, 1) and (4.15) T_{[0,1)} \ S = N⋃ k=1 M^{k−1}([α − δ, α + x_2 − x_1)) ∪ M−N⋃ j=1 M^{j−1}([x_2, x_2 + δ)).

Furthermore, the unions of (4.13), (4.14) and (4.15) are separated respectively. Proof. According to Proposition 4.1 (iii), we can divide the whole proof into the following three cases corresponding to (i), (ii) and (iii), respectively.

Case 1: S ∩ [0, ε) ≠ ∅ and S ∩ [1 − ε, 1) ≠ ∅ for all ε ∈ (0, 1).

In this case, it follows from M(S) = S that

S ∩ [α − ε, α) ≠ ∅ and S ∩ [α + x_2 − x_1, α + x_2 − x_1 + ε) ≠ ∅

for all 0 < ε < min(α, 1 − α − x_2 + x_1). Then the set T = [α, α + x_2 − x_1) is a gap of M and it is separated from 0.

By Theorem 1.3, there is the smallest number N ∈ N such that M^{N−1}(T ) ∩ H ≠ ∅. Moreover, to each 0 ≤ k < N − 1, if M^k(T ) is a gap of M, then either M^k(T ) ⊂ U or M^k(T ) ⊂ V , and thus it follows from M(S) = S that M^{k+1}(T ) is also a gap with length |M^{k+1}(T )| = |M^k(T )|. Therefore, M^{N−1}(T ) is a gap with |M^{N−1}(T )| = |T | = |H|, which implies M^{N−1}(T ) = H.

We next claim that M^k(T ), 0 ≤ k < N, are pairwise disjoint. In fact, if there exist 0 ≤ k_1 < k_2 < N such that M^{k1} (T ) ∩ M^{k2} (T ) ≠ ∅, then M^{k1} (T ) = M^{k2} (T ) since both of them are gaps, and therefore M^{N−1−k2+k1} (T ) = M^{N−1}(T ) = H, which contradicts to the assumption of N.

Let S^∗ = T_{[0,1)} \∪^{N−1}_{k=0} M^k(T ). One can check that S ⊂ S^∗ and M(S^∗) = S^∗. So we have S = S^∗ by the maximality of S, (i) follows.

Case 2: S ∩ [1 − ε, 1) ≠ ∅ for all ε > 0, and S ∩ [0, δ) = ∅ for some δ > 0.

Without loss of generality assume δ < x_1 is the largest number such that S∩[0, δ) = ∅. Obviously, δ < 1 − α − x_2 + x_1, the sets [0, δ) and T_δ = [α, α + x_2 − x_1 + δ) are separated gaps of M, and [0, δ) is separated from H.

By Theorem 1.3, there is the smallest number N ∈ N such that

(4.16) M^{N−1}(T_δ) ∩ H ≠ ∅.

Thus, by the same argument as in the Case 1 , M^k(T_δ), 0 ≤ k ≤ N − 1, are pairwise disjoint gaps with the same length, and they are separated from [0, δ). Notice that Proposition 4.1 (i) implies that S ∩ [x_2, x_2 + ε) ≠ ∅ for all small ε > 0. This, together with (4.16), yields that

M^{N−1}(T_δ) = [x_1 − δ, x_2),

and hence M([x_1 − δ, x_1)) is a gap with length δ.

By Theorem 1.3 again, there is the smallest number K ∈ N such that M^K ([x_1 −δ, x_1)) intersects ⋃_{N−1} k=0 M^k(T_δ) ∪ ⋃_{K−1} j=1 M^j ([x_1 − δ, x_1)) ∪ [0, δ), then M^j ([x_1 − δ, x_1)), 1 ≤ j ≤ K, are pairwise separated gaps with the same length δ, and M^K ([x_1 − δ, x_1)) = [0, δ).

Let S^∗ be the complementary set of ⋃_{N−1} k=0 M^k(T_δ)∪ ⋃_{K−1} j=1 M^j ([x_1 −δ, x_1))∪[0, δ). Then S ⊂ S^∗ and M(S^∗) = S^∗, (ii) follows.

Case 3: S ∩ [0, ε) ≠ ∅ for all ε > 0, and S ∩ [1 − δ, 1) = ∅ for some δ > 0.

As in Case 2, we may assume δ < 1 − x_2 is the largest number such that S ∩ [1 − δ, 1) = ∅. One can check that δ < α, [1 − δ, 1) and T_δ = [α − δ, α + x_2 − x_1) are separated gaps, and [1 − δ, 1) is separated from H. Applying the arguments of Case 2 to [x_2, x_2 + δ) and [1 − δ, 1) instead of [x_1 − δ, x_1) and [0, δ), respectively, we will get the desired result of (iii). This finishes the proof of Theorem 4.4. □

It is easy to see that M is the smallest positive integer such that M^M (δ) = δ and M^M (0) = 0 in Theorem 4.4 (ii) and (iii), respectively. Therefore we have ⟨MY (α)⟩ = 0 by Theorem 1.4, which means Y (α) =^p_M for some integer 0 ≤ p < M. By (4.14) (resp. (4.15)), the right end points of the gaps are M^k(δ) (resp. M^k(0)), 1 ≤ k ≤ M. Then ⟨kY (α)⟩, 1 ≤ k ≤ M, are different to each other. This means p is co-prime to M. Hence, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 4.5. Let M and S be as in Theorem 4.4. Assume that Theorem 4.4 (ii) or (iii) is valid, then Y (α) =^p_M for some 1 ≤ p < M prime to M.

We could easily conclude from Corollary 4.5 that S must be of Type I if Y (α) ∉ Q, but S might be any one of Types I, II and III if Y (α) ∈ Q. The following Proposition 4.6 will focus on the case that Y (α) ∈ Q, and we will establish certain transference relationship between these three types via disturbances of M.

Let M = M_{α,x1,x2} be the map defined as (1.9) with 0 < x_1 < x_2 < 1. For each δ ∈ (−x_1, 1−x_2), we call the transformation M_δ := M_{α,x1+δ,x2+δ} the δ−disturbance of M. By analogous to M, we use S_δ to denote the maximal invariant set for M_δ in T_{[0,1)} \ [x_1 + δ, x_2 + δ), and Y_δ to denote its squeezing map if S_δ ≠ ∅.

Proposition 4.6. Let M and S be as in Theorem 4.4. Assume that Theorem 4.4 (i) is valid for M with N ∈ N and Y (α) =^p_M for some co-prime positive integers p < M. Then for each |δ^′| <^{|S|}_M , (i) M_δ′ is well defined, and Theorem 4.4 (ii) (resp. (iii)) is valid for M_δ′ with N, M and δ = |δ^′| when δ^′ > 0 (resp. δ^′ < 0).

(ii) S_δ′ = ∪^{M−1}_{k=0} J_k, where

(4.17) J_k = { M^k(0) + [δ^′,^{|S|}_M ) if δ^′ ∈ [0,^{|S|}_M ) M^k(0) + [0,^{|S|}_M + δ^′) if δ^′ ∈ (−^{|S|}_M , 0) , k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1. (iii) Y_δ′ (α) = Y (α), and M_δ′ (t) = M(t) for all t ∈ S_δ′ .

Conversely, if Theorem 4.4 (ii) (resp. (iii)) is valid for M, then M_{−δ} (resp. M_δ) is well defined, and Theorem 4.4 (i) is valid for M_{−δ}(resp. M_δ) with the same N.

Proof. Suppose Theorem 4.4 (i) holds. It follows from (4.13) that all the gaps M^{ℓ−1}([α, α + x_2 − x_1)), 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ N, are separated from 0. Therefore, by Theorem 1.4, ⟨ ℓp M ⟩ = ⟨Y (M^ℓ(0))⟩ = ⟨Y (M^{ℓ−1}(α + x_2 − x_1))⟩ ≠ 0

for all 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ N, and ⟨Y (M^M (0))⟩ = ⟨MY (α)⟩ = 0. This leads to N < M and M^M (0) = 0.

Since Y is a bijection from S to T_{[0,1)} by Theorem 1.4, it is reasonable to define its inverse map Y^{−1} from T_{[0,1)} to S. Observe that

Y (t) ∈ {Y (M^ℓ(0)) = ⟨ ℓp M ⟩ : ℓ = 1, . . . , N} ⊂ { k M : k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1} for all t ∈ T \ S. Then Y^{−1} ( Y (M^k(0)) + [0, 1 M ) ) = [M^k(0), M^k(0) + |S| M ), k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1, and therefore

(4.18) S = ∪^{M−1}_{k=0} [M^k(0), M^k(0) + |S| M ).

(i). The definition of M_δ′ is well defined for each |δ^′| ∈ (0,^{|S|}_M ), since it is easily seen that |S| M < x_1 < x_2 < 1 −^{|S|}_M by (4.18) and (4.12). Set (4.19) S^∗_δ′ = ∪^{M−1}_{k=0} J_k with J_k in (4.17). Then S^∗_δ′ ∩ (H ∪ H_δ′ ) = ∅, S^∗_δ′ ∩ U_δ′ = S^∗_δ′ ∩ U = ∪_Mk_{(0)∈U} J_k and S^∗_δ′ ∩ V_δ′ = S^∗_δ′ ∩ V = ∪_Mk_{(0)∈V} J_k, where H_δ′ = [x_1 + δ^′, x_2 + δ^′), U_δ′ = [0, x_1 + δ^′) and V_δ′ = [x_2 + δ^′, 1). So (4.20) M_δ′ (t) = M(t) for all t ∈ S^∗_δ′ , which together with (4.19) implies M_δ′ (S^∗_δ′ ) = S^∗_δ′ , and thus S^∗_δ′ ⊂ S_δ′ . Therefore, (4.21) S_δ′ ∩ U_δ′ ≠ ∅ and S_δ′ ∩ V_δ′ ≠ ∅. We want to prove (i) holds, it is best to split the argument into the following two cases. Case 1. δ^′ > 0. Let k_0 ∈ {0, 1, · · · , M − 1} be the number such that ⟨^{k0 p}_M ⟩ =^{M−1}_M . Then J_{k0} = [1 −^{|S|}_M + δ^′, 1), and thus (4.21) means that S_δ′ is either Type I or Type II. We may therefore let δ^{′′} ∈ [0, δ^′] be the largest number such that [0, δ^{′′}) ∩ S_δ′ = ∅, and let N_1 > 0 be the smallest integer such that (4.22) M^{N1}_δ′ (δ^{′′}) = x_2 + δ^′.

Since x_2 + δ^′ = M^N (0) + δ^′ ∈ S^∗_δ′ and S^∗_δ′ is invariant under M_δ′ , it follows that δ^{′′} ∈ S^∗_δ′ , and hence δ^{′′} = δ^′ by the fact that δ^′ is the smallest number in S^∗_δ′ . This means S_δ′ is Type II. Moreover, combining (4.20), (4.22) and the fact that N ∈ {1, · · · , M − 1} is the only number satisfying M^N (δ^′) = x_2 + δ^′, we get that N_1 = N. Thus, we may assume Theorem 4.4 (ii) is valid for M_δ′ with parameters δ^′, N and M_1 for some integer M_1 > N.

According to Corollary 4.5, we can write Y_δ′ (α) =^{p1}_{M1} for some positive integer p_1 < M_1 prime to M_1. Then

(4.23) 0 = Y_δ′ (δ^′) = Y_δ′ ( M^M_δ′ (δ^′) ) = ⟨MY_δ′ (α) + Y_δ′ (δ^′)⟩ = ⟨ Mp_1 M_1 ⟩ . Note that Y_δ′ (t) = 0 if and only if t ∈ [0, δ^′]. Then for each 1 ≤ k < M, ⟨_{kp1} M_1 ⟩ = Y_δ′ ( M^k_δ′ (δ^′) ) ≠ 0 by the observation that M^k_δ′ (δ^′) ∈ J_k. This together with (4.23) implies M_1 = M. Consequently, in this case, (i) follows.

Case 2. δ^′ < 0. By (4.19), 0 ∈ S^∗_δ′ , which means S_δ′ is either Type I or Type III. If S_δ′ is Type I, by Theorem 4.4 (i) and (4.20), there exists N_2 ∈ N such that M^{N2} (0) = M^{N2}_δ′ (0) = x_2 + δ^′. This is a contradiction due to the fact that M^N (0) = x_2 and

(4.24) |M^k(0) − M^N (0)| ≥ |S| M > |δ^′| for all k ≢ N (modM)

by (4.18). Therefore, S_δ′ is Type III.

Let σ ∈ (0, −δ^′] be the largest number such that [1 − σ, 1) ∩ S_δ′ = ∅, and 0 < N_3 < M_3 be the integers such that Theorem 4.4 (iii) is valid for M_δ′ . Then (4.25) M^{N3}_δ′ (0) = M^{N3−1}_δ′ (α + x_2 − x_1) = x_2 + δ^′ + σ and (4.26) M^{M3 −N3}_δ′ (x_2 + δ^′ + σ) = 0, and N_3 and M_3 are the smallest positive integers such that (4.25) and (4.26) are valid respectively. Combining (4.20) and (4.25), |M^N (0) − M^{N3} (0)| = |δ^′ + σ| <^{|S|}_M . This together with (4.24) leads to δ^′ + σ = 0 and N_3 = N. Thus, by (4.20) and (4.26), M_3 = M. We get (i).

(ii). By Theorem 4.4 and (4.19), we have |S^∗_δ′ | = |S_δ′ |. Recall that S^∗_δ′ ⊂ S_δ′ and both of them are unions of finitely many left-closed and right-open intervals. Then S^∗_δ′ = S_δ′ . This proves (ii).

(iii). Observe that S_δ′ ∩ [α, α + x_2 − x_1) = S ∩ [α, α + x_2 − x_1) = ∅ and

{k : [M^k(0), M^k(0) + |S| M ) ⊂ [0, α), 0 ≤ k ≤ M − 1} = {k : J_k ⊂ [0, α), 0 ≤ k ≤ M − 1} by (ii) and (4.18). Then Y_δ′ (α) = Y (α). This together with (4.20) implies (iii).

Now, we prove the converse part. Suppose Theorem 4.4 (ii) holds. Notice that 0 < δ < x_1. Then M_{−δ} is well defined and (4.27) M(t) = M_{−δ}(t) for all t ∈ T_{[0,1)} \ [x_1 − δ, x_2). Therefore M_{−δ}(S) = S. Set (4.28) S^′_{−δ} = S + [−δ, 0].

Observe that S ∩ [x_1 − δ, x_2) = S ∩ [0, δ) = ∅. Then S^′_{−δ} ∩ [x_1 − δ, x_2 − δ) = ∅ and M_{−δ}(t + ε) = M_{−δ}(t) + ε for each t ∈ S and ε ∈ [−δ, 0]. Thus M_{−δ}(S^′_{−δ} ) = M_{−δ}(S) + [−δ, 0] = S + [−δ, 0] = S^′_{−δ}, and therefore, we have (4.29) S^′_{−δ} ⊂ S_{−δ}.

Because [0, δ) is a gap of M, (4.28) and (4.29) yield that [−ε, δ] ⊂ S_{−δ} for some ε > 0. Thus S_{−δ} is Type I. Let N_4 ∈ N be the smallest integer such that Theorem 4.4 (i) is valid for M_{−δ}, i.e., M^{N4}_{−δ} ([α, α+x_2−x_1)) = [x_1−δ, x_2−δ). Then N_4 = N as M^k_{−δ}([α, α+x_2−x_1)) = M^k([α, α+x_2−x_1)) for all 0 ≤ k ≤ N − 1 by (4.27) and (4.14).

If Theorem 4.4 (iii) holds, the proof is similar to that Theorem 4.4 (ii) holds. We omit the details. □ 5. Piecewise linear transformation II: symmetric maximal invariant sets This section is to investigate the symmetric maximal invariant set E of the transformation M defined in (1.16). Based on the results in the previous section, we provide a characterization on the symmetric maximal invariant set via the squeezing map Y (see (1.13)) in Subsection 5.1, see Theorem 5.2, Propositions 5.3 and 5.5 for different situations. Especially, we present a strict condition on E ≠ ∅ when S satisfies S ∩ U ≠ ∅ and S ∩ V ≠ ∅, see Lemma 5.4. And in Subsection 5.2, we prove Proposition 1.5 and Corollary 1.6.

Remembering that ~M = ~M_{α,x1,x2} : T_{(0,1]} → T_{(0,1]} defined in (1.15) is the coherent map of M = M_{α,x1,x2} , and ~S is the maximal invariant set of ~M in T_{(0,1]} \ ~H, i.e. the maximal set satisfying ~S ⊂ T_{(0,1]} \ ~H and ~M( ~S) = ~S; where ~U = (0, x_1], ~V = (x_2, 1] and ~H = (x_1, x_2]. The following Lemma 5.1 tells us that the transformation M is equivalent to ~M via the map π defined as in (1.19). This yields that all properties of M (resp. S) in Subsections 4.2 and 4.3 can be transferred to that of ~M (resp. ~S), with a minimum of effort by changing all the left-closed and right-open intervals into the left-open and right-closed ones.

Lemma 5.1. Let M, ~M and π be the maps defined in (1.9), (1.15) and (1.19), respectively. Then for every E ⊂ T_{[0,1)} being the finite union of some left-closed and right-open intervals,

(5.1) ~M(π(E)) = π(M(E)). Especially, we have ~S = π(S). Proof. It is easy to see that the commutative diagram (5.1) is valid when E is a left-closed and right-open interval only contained in U (resp. V or H), and then (5.1) also holds for general E since it can be decomposed into a disjoint union of left-closed and right-open intervals coming from U, V and H.

By Theorem 1.3 and (5.1), we can easily check that ~M(π(S)) = π(M(S)) = π(S), so π(S) ⊂ ~S. Moreover, if π(S) ≠ ~S, there is an interval I = [t_1, t_2) ⊂ T_{[0,1)} such that I ∩ S = ∅ and π(I) ∩ ~S ≠ ∅. Nevertheless, by Theorem 1.3, M^N (I) ⊂ H for some N ∈ N, now (5.1) yields that ~M^N (π(I)) = π(M^N (I)) ⊂ ~H, which implies π(I) ∩ ~S = ∅, a contradiction. This forces ~S = π(S). □

By virtue of Lemma 5.1, hereafter without confusion, we may denote ~E = π(E) for E being the union of finitely many left-closed and right-open intervals. 5.1. Structure for symmetric maximal invariant set E.

Theorem 5.2. Let M be the map defined in (1.9) with the maximal invariant set S ≠ ∅. If Y (α) ∉ Q, then E = ∅. Furthermore, there exists K ∈ N such that for each t ∈ S, ~M^m(1 − M^n(t)) ∈ ~H for some m, n ≤ K.

Proof. If Y (α) ∉ Q, then it follows from Proposition 4.3 and Corollary 4.5 that S must be of Type I, whence we can choose the number N ∈ N as in Theorem 4.4 (i), and let t_0 = Y^{−1}(1 − Y (α)), where Y^{−1} is the inverse map of Y restricted to S. Note that 1 − Y (α) ∉ {⟨nY (α)⟩ : n ∈ N} by Y (α) ∉ Q. Then t_0 ∉ {M^k(0) : k = 1, 2, . . . , N}, and therefore, (t_0 − ε, t_0 + ε) ⊂ S for some sufficient small 0 < ε < x_2 − x_1 by Theorem 4.4 (i).

Observe that Y (M(t_0)) = ⟨Y (t_0) + Y (α)⟩ = 0 by Theorem 1.4. Then M(t_0) = 0, and therefore we have either t_0 = 1−α or t_0 = 1−(α+x_2−x_1), which means J = (t_0−ε, t_0+ε)∩(1−α−x_2+x_1, 1−α) is an interval with length |J| = ε, and Y (J) is an interval such that |Y (J)| = ε/|S|.

Since {⟨nY (α)⟩ : n ∈ N} is dense in T_{[0,1)}, there exists K > N such that for each t ∈ S, Y (M^n(t)) = ⟨Y (t) + nY (α)⟩ ∈ Y (J) for some n ≤ K. This leads to M^n(t) ∈ J, and 1 − M^n(t) ∈ (α, α + x_2 − x_1), in other words, t ∉ E by the definition of E. Hence, E = ∅ by the arbitrariness of t.

Moreover, by Lemma 5.1 and Theorem 4.4 (i),

~M^{N−1}(1 − M^n(t)) ∈ ~M^{N−1}((α, α + x_2 − x_1]) = π(M^{N−1}([α, α + x_2 − x_1))) = ~H.

We complete the proof of Theorem 5.2. □ By Theorem 5.2, it remains to characterize the symmetric maximal invariant set E when Y (α) ∈ Q. First, we investigate the cases that S ⊂ U and S ⊂ V .

Proposition 5.3. Let M be the map defined in (1.9) with the maximal invariant set S ≠ ∅ and Y (α) ∈ Q. Denote Y (α) =^p_M be a simple fraction. Then:

(i) If S ⊂ V , then E ≠ ∅ if and only if x_2 <^1_{2M} . In this case, E = M−1⋃ k=0 [ k M + x_2, k + 1 M − x_2 ) . (ii) If S ⊂ U, then E ≠ ∅ if and only if x_1 > 1 −^1_{2M} . In this case, E = M−1⋃ k=0 [ k M + 1 − x_1, k + 1 M − 1 + x_1 ) . Proof. (i). It follows from Proposition 4.3 (ii) that α = Y (α) =^p_M , x_2 <^1_M and

(5.2) S = M−1⋃ k=0 [ x_2 + k M , k + 1 M ) .

If E ≠ ∅, then it follows from E ⊂ S ∩ (1 − ~S) that S ∩ (1 − ~S) ≠ ∅. This together with (5.2) implies x_2 <^1_{2M} .

Conversely, if x_2 <^1_{2M} , then S ∩ (1 − ~S) = M−1⋃ k=0 [ k M + x_2, k + 1 M − x_2 ) .

Observe that M(t) = ⟨t +^p_M ⟩ when t ∈ S, and 1 − ~M(1 − t) = 1 − ⟨1 − t +^p_M ⟩^∗ = ⟨t −^p_M ⟩ when t ∈ 1 − ~S. Then S ∩ (1 − ~S) is an invariant set for the maps M and 1 − ~M(1 − ·). Therefore, E = S ∩ (1 − ~S) ≠ ∅, (i) follows.

(ii). The proof is similar as (i). □

We next study the structure of the symmetric maximal invariant set E when S satisfies (5.3) S ∩ U ≠ ∅ and S ∩ V ≠ ∅. Lemma 5.4. Suppose S satisfies (5.3) and Y (α) =^p_M for some co-prime p, M ∈ N. If E ≠ ∅, then N = M − 1, where N is the number in Theorem 4.4.

Proof. As ∅ ≠ E ⊂ S, we might assume the assertion (i) of Theorem 4.4 holds for M without loss of generalization^1. By Proposition 4.6 (ii), we have M^M (0) = 0 and

(5.4) S = M−1⋃ k=0 J_k, where J_k = [M^k(0), M^k(0) +^{|S|}_M ), k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1, are pairwise disjoint, and (5.5) J_{k+1} = M(J_k), for all k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1,

here we denote J_M = J_0. Set E = E ∩ J_0, and F = (1 − E) ∩ π(J_0 ). Note that E ⊂ S and 1 − E ⊂ ~S are invariant sets for M and ~M respectively, it then follows from (5.4) and (5.5) that

(5.6) E = M−1⋃ k=0 M^k(E) = M−1⋃ k=0 ( M^k(0) + E )

and (5.7) 1 − E = M−1⋃ k=0 ~M^k(F ) =^{M−1} ⋃ k=0 ( M^k(0) + F ) . Let k_0 ∈ {0, 1, · · · , M − 1} be the number such that k_0p ≡ M − 1 (mod M). Then

J_{k0} = Y^{−1} ( [ M − 1 M , 1) ) = [1 − |S| M , 1), which means M^{k0} (0) = 1 −^{|S|}_M , and hence (5.7) yields that

(5.8) E = ( 1 − M−1⋃ k=0 ( M^k(0) + F )) ∩ J_0 = 1 − M^{k0} (0) − F.

If M^{M−1}(0) ∈ U, then M^{M−1}(0) = 1 − α − x_2 + x_1, by (5.7), M^{M−1}(0) + F = ( 1 − E ) ∩ π(J_{M−1}) = ( 1 − E ) ∩ (1 − α − x_2 + x_1, 1 − α − x_2 + x_1 + |S| M ]. This together with (5.8) implies

(5.9) E ∩ [α + x_2 − x_1 − |S| M , α + x_2 − x_1) = 1 − M^{M−1}(0) − F = α + x_2 − x_1 − |S| M + E, which means^{|S|}_M > x_2 − x_1 since E ≠ ∅ by (5.6). Observe that M^{k0} (0) = 1 −^{|S|}_M ∈ V . Then α − |S| M + E = M^{k0+1}(0) + E = E ∩ [α − |S| M , α), 1 If the assertion (ii) of Theorem 4.4 holds for M, Proposition 4.6 yields that the result of Theorem 4.4 (i) holds for M_{−δ} , and S ⊂ S_{−δ} and M(t) = M_{−δ} (t) for all t ∈ S; whence Lemma 5.1 guarantees that ~S ⊂ ~S_{−δ} and ~M(t) = ~M_{−δ} (t) for all t ∈ ~S, from which one clearly has E ⊂ E_{−δ} , where E_{−δ} stands for the symmetric maximal invariant set for M_{−δ} . Similarly, if the assertion (iii) of Theorem 4.4 holds, then the result of Theorem 4.4 (i) also holds for M_δ and E ⊂ E_δ . At the same time, Proposition 4.6 ensures that N is invariant under above disturbances of M. So we may always assume that Theorem 4.4 (i) holds for M.

and therefore the left hand side of (5.9) becomes

(5.10) E ∩ [α + x_2 − x_1 − |S| M , α) = ( α − |S| M + E ) ∩ [α + x_2 − x_1 − |S| M , α). Comparing the right hand side of (5.9) and (5.10), one has E + x_2 − x_1 = E ∩ [x_2 − x_1,^{|S|}_M ), which obviously leads to E = ∅, and thus E = ∅ by (5.6). This is a contradiction. Therefore we have M^{M−1}(0) ∈ V , and then M^{M−1}(0) = 1 − α.

Now we prove N = M − 1 by the proof of contradiction. Assume that 1 ≤ N < M − 1. Recall that the gaps M^k([α, α + x_2 − x_1)) = [M^{k+1}(0) − x_2 + x_1, M^{k+1}(0)), k = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1, are located at the left hand side of J_{k+1}, k = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1, respectively. Then the gaps are separated from M^{M−1}(0), and therefore, J_{k0−1} = [ M^{M−1}(0) −^{|S|}_M , M^{M−1}(0) ) = [1 − α −^{|S|}_M , 1 − α). Thus, M^{k0−1}(0) + F = ( 1 − E ) ∩ (1 − α −^{|S|}_M , 1 − α] by (5.7). This together with (5.8) implies

(5.11) E ∩ [α, α + |S| M ) = 1 − M^{k0 −1}(0) − F = α + E.

This means^{|S|}_M > x_2 − x_1 since the right hand side is not an empty set. And then the left hand side of (5.11) becomes

E ∩ [α + x_2 − x_1, α + |S| M ) = (α + x_2 − x_1 + E) ∩ [α + x_2 − x_1, α + |S| M ). Comparing the right hand side of the above equation and (5.11) leads to E = ∅. This contradicts to E ≠ ∅. Hence, N = M − 1. The lemma is proved. □ Now, we present the structure of the symmetric maximal invariant set E when Y (α) ∈ Q and S satisfies (5.3) through disturbances of the map M = M_{α,x1,x2} . As in Proposition 4.6, we let M_δ = M_{α,x1+δ,x2+δ} be the δ−disturbance of M for some δ under the premise that it is well defined. And we let S_δ (E_δ) be the (symmetric) maximal invariant set of M_δ.

Proposition 5.5. Let M = M_{α,x1,x2} be the map defined in (1.9) with the maximal invariant set S satisfying (5.3) and Y (α) =^p_M for some co-prime integers 1 ≤ p < M. Suppose that Theorem 4.4 (i) is valid for M with N = M − 1. Let Δ = x_2 − x_1, then:

(i) Δ <^1_{M−1} and |S| = 1 − (M − 1)Δ.

(ii) x_1 = 1 −^p_M (1 + Δ), x_2 =^{M−p}_M (1 + Δ) and α =^p_M −^{M−p}_M Δ.

(iii) For each |δ| <^{|S|}_M , M_δ = M_{α,x1+δ,x2+δ} is well defined, and E_δ ≠ ∅ if and only if |δ| <^{|S|}_{2M} .

In this case,

E_δ = S_δ ∩ ( 1 − ~S_δ ) = M−1⋃ k=0 ( k M (1 + Δ) + [|δ|, |S| M − |δ|) ) . Proof. (i). By Theorem 4.4 (i), the map M has M − 1 gaps with length Δ, which yields that |S| = 1 − (M − 1)Δ, and therefore Δ <^1_{M−1} . (i) follows.

(ii). By Proposition 4.6 (ii) (for the case δ^′ = 0), we have S = ∪^{M−1}_{k=0} J_k, where

J_k = [M^k(0), M^k(0) + |S| M ), 0 ≤ k ≤ M − 1, which together with the M − 1 gaps tile [0, 1), alternatively. Therefore,

(5.12) M^k(0) = ⟨ kp M ⟩(1 + Δ), 0 ≤ k ≤ M − 1.

Thus,

α = M(0) − (x_2 − x_1) = p M − M − p M Δ, and x_2 = M^{M−1}(0) =^{M−p}_M (1 + Δ) and x_1 = x_2 − Δ = 1 −^p_M (1 + Δ), (ii) follows.

(iii). We only prove (iii) for the case that δ ≥ 0 since the proof for δ < 0 is similar. By Proposition 4.6 (i) and (ii), M_δ is well defined and

S_δ = M−1⋃ k=0 ( M^k(0) + [δ, |S| M ) ) . By (5.12),

1 − ~S_δ = M−1⋃ k=0 [ 1 − M^k(0) − |S| M , 1 − M^k(0) − δ )

= M−1⋃ k=0 [ M^{M−1−k}(0), M^{M−1−k}(0) + |S| M − δ ) . Thus

(5.13) E_δ ⊂ S_δ ∩ ( 1 − ~S_δ ) = ∅ whenever δ ≥ |S| 2M ; and, for δ <^{|S|}_{2M} ,

(5.14) S_δ ∩ ( 1 − ~S_δ ) = M−1⋃ k=0 [ M^k(0) + δ, M^k(0) + |S| M − δ ) .

We obtain that M_δ ( S_δ ∩ ( 1 − ~S_δ )) = S_δ ∩ ( 1 − ~S_δ ) , since M_δ(t) = M(t) holds for all t ∈ S_δ by

Proposition 4.6 (iii). By Lemma 5.1, ~M_δ ( ~S_δ ∩ (1 − S_δ ) ) = ~S_δ ∩ ( 1 − S_δ ) . Therefore,

(5.15) E_δ = S_δ ∩ ( 1 − ~S_δ) = M−1⋃ j=0 ( j M (1 + Δ) + [δ, |S| M − δ) ) , where the last equality follows from (5.14) and (5.12). Combining (5.13) and (5.15) proves (iii). □

5.2. Proofs of Proposition 1.5 and Corollary 1.6.

Proof of Proposition 1.5. Apparently, Y (α) ∈ Q is a consequence of Theorem 5.2. Notice that the statement (i) (resp. (ii)) of Proposition 1.5 is equivalent to E ≠ ∅ when S ⊂ V (resp. S ⊂ U) by Propositions 4.3 and 5.3. Therefore, we only need to prove the part related to (iii) in Proposition 1.5.

Assume S ∩ U ≠ ∅, S ∩ V ≠ ∅ and E ≠ ∅. Obviously, we have Y (α) ≠ 0, and therefore M > 1. Set Δ = x_2 − x_1. Using Theorem 4.4 and Proposition 4.6, it can be seen that Δ <^1_{M−1} , and there exists |δ| <^{1−(M−1)Δ}_{2M} such that Theorem 4.4 (i) is valid for M_δ = M_{α,x1+δ,x2+δ} . Observe that |S_δ | = 1 − (M − 1)Δ. Then (iii) can be obtained by Proposition 5.5.

Conversely, assume that (iii) is valid. Set

I_k = k M (1 + Δ) + [|δ|,

1 − (M − 1)Δ M − |δ|), k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1, and E = ∪^{M−1}_{k=0} I_k . Then we may verify that I_k ⊂ U when 0 ≤ k < M − N, and I_k ⊂ V when M − N ≤ k < M. Thus (5.16) M(I_k) = I_{k+N} for all k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1.

Here we denote I_j = I_k if j ≡ k (mod M). This means M(E) = E, E ∩ H = ∅ and ~E = 1 − E, and then E ∩ (1 − ~H) = ∅ and ~M(1 − E) = 1 − E by Lemma 5.1. Thus, E ⊂ E. Therefore by Lemma 5.4 and Proposition 5.5, we have E = E. So it remains to prove Y (α) =^N_M . And this is followed by (5.16) and Theorem 1.4. We complete the proof of Proposition 1.5. □

Proof of Corollary 1.6. If E ≠ ∅, then only one of assertions (i), (ii) and (iii) in Proposition 1.5 holds. If (i) or (ii) holds, it follows from Propositions 4.3 and 5.3 that (1.20) holds; and if the assertion (iii) in Proposition 1.5 holds, then Propositions 4.6 and 5.5 implies that (1.20) holds.

Recall that E = ∪^{M−1}_{k=0} I_k, with I_k =^k_M + [x_2,^1_M − x_2), I_k =^k_M + [1 − x_1, x_1 −^{M−1}_M ) or I_k =^k_M (1 + Δ) + [|δ|,^{1−(M−1)Δ}_M − |δ|), k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1, corresponding to the case that the requirement (i), (ii) or (iii) of Proposition 1.5 is valid, respectively. It is easy to check that (5.17) M(I_k) = I_{k+N} for all k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1, where we denote I_j = I_k if j ≡ k (mod M). Observe that 1 − I_k = π(I_{M−k−1}), k = 0, 1, . . . , M − 1. This together with (5.17) leads to (1.21) immediately. □

6. Sufficient and necessary conditions for Gabor frames G(H_c; a) The main purpose of this section is to prove Theorem 1.7. For this, we first prove Lemma 1.8, and then present two propositions (Propositions 6.1 and 6.3) on the connections between G(H_c; a) and M = M_{α,x1,x2} .

Let a, c be as in (1.22), and let M := M_{α,x1,x2} be the map defined in (1.9) with x_1, x_2 and α in (1.23) and (1.24). Then

(6.1) ⟨α + x_2 − x_1⟩ = ⟨ ⌊c⌋ + 1 a ⟩ if U ≠ ∅, and therefore we have

(6.2) M(t) = ⟨ t + ⌊c⌋ + 1 a ⟩ if t ∈ U and M(t) = ⟨ t + ⌊c⌋ a ⟩ if t ∈ V. Proof of Lemma 1.8. If S ⊂ V , then Y (α) = α ∈ Q by Proposition 4.3, and then a ∈ Q by (1.24). If S ⊂ U, then Proposition 4.3 yields that Y (α) = ⟨α + x_2 − x_1⟩ ∈ Q, and then a ∈ Q by (6.1). Therefore, it suffices to deal with S for which S ∩ U ≠ ∅ and S ∩ V ≠ ∅. In this case, by (1.23) and (1.24), we have x_1 =^{a+⟨c⟩−1}_a , x_2 =^{⟨c⟩}_a and α = ⟨_{⌊c⌋} a ⟩ .

Sufficiency. Assume a ∈ Q. Then α, α+x_2 −x_1 ∈ Q. This means for each t ∈ S, {M^n(t) : n ∈ N} is a finite set, and so is {⟨Y (t) + nY (α)⟩ : n ∈ N} by Theorem 1.4. Therefore Y (α) ∈ Q.

Necessity. Assume a ∉ Q and Y (α) =^p_M for some co-prime integers 1 ≤ p < M. Recall that α, x_2 −x_1 and Y (α) are invariant under the disturbance of the map M for some small δ by Proposition 4.6. There is no loss of generality in assuming that Theorem 4.4 (i) holds. By Proposition 4.6 (ii) (taking δ^′ = 0), α = M(0) − (x_2 − x_1) = p

1 − N(x_2 − x_1) M + s(x_2 − x_1),

where N is the number in Theorem 4.4 (i), and s is the cardinality of {k : ⟨^{kp}_M ⟩ <^p_M , 1 ≤ k ≤ N}. Substituting α = ⟨^{⌊c⌋}_a ⟩ and x_2 − x_1 =^{1−a}_a into above equation, we obtain ⌊c⌋ a − ⌊ ⌊c⌋ a ⌋ = p − sM + pN M + sM − pN Ma . This means ⌊c⌋ =^{sM−pN}_M , and then pN can be divided exactly by M, which contradicts to the fact that 1 ≤ N < M are co-prime integers. Therefore, Y (α) ∉ Q. We complete the proof of the lemma. □

To prove Theorem 1.7, we need some preparations. Let ~M = ~M_{α,x1,x2} be the coherent map of M defined in (1.15). For each t ∈ T_{[0,1)}, set (6.3) L^{{i}}(t) = L^{{i}}_{α,x1,x2} (t) := { M(t) if i = 1, 1 − ~M(1 − t) if i = −1. Let Σ := {1, −1}, Σ^n := n Σ × · · · × Σ, 1 ≤ n < ∞, be the n copies of Σ, and Σ^∗ := ⋃ 1≤n<∞ Σ n. Given i = i_1i_2 · · · i_n ∈ Σ^n, denote i|_k = i_1i_2 · · · i_k for each k ≤ n, and σ(i) = ∑_n j=1 i_j . Moreover, we define L^{{i}}(t) := L^{{in}}(L^{{i|n−1}}(t)) by recursion.

Proposition 6.1. Let a, c and M be as in Theorem 1.7. If G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame, then for each N ∈ N, there exists t ∈ T_{[0,1)} such that

L^{{i}}(t) ∈ T_{[0,1)} \ ( H ∪ (1 − ~H) ) for all i ∈ Σ^N .

Proof. By Corollary 3.3, there exist a t_0 ∈ [0, a) and a nonzero bounded sequence {q_j }_{j∈Z} such that (6.4) ∑ j∈Z q_j H_c(t_0 + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z.

Without loss of generality, we may assume ‖{q_j }_{j∈Z}‖_ℓ∞ = sup{q_j : j ∈ Z} = 1.

For each N ∈ N, let ε = 2^{−N−1} and k ∈ Z be a number such that q_k > 1 − ε. Then it follows from (6.4) that

(6.5) ∑ j∈Z q_{k+j} H_c((t_0 + k) + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z.

Set x = ⟨^{t0 +k}_a ⟩, and then take n = ⌊_{t0 +k} a ⌋ and ⌊_{t0+k} a ⌋ + 1 respectively in (6.5). We obtain

(6.6) ∑ j∈[−ax,−ax+c) q_{k+j} − ∑ j∈[−ax−c,−ax) q_{k+j} = 0 and (6.7) ∑ j∈[−ax+a,−ax+a+c) q_{k+j} − ∑ j∈[−ax+a−c,−ax+a) q_{k+j} = 0.

Comparing (6.6) with (6.7), 2q_k − ∑ j∈[−ax+c,−ax+a+c) q_{k+j} − ∑ j∈[−ax−c,−ax+a−c) q_{k+j} = 0.

This, together with the assumption of q_k, implies that there exist unique integers (6.8) j_{{1}} ∈ [−ax + c, −ax + a + c) and j_{{−1}} ∈ [−ax − c, −ax + a − c) such that (6.9) q_{k+j{1}} , q_{k+j{−1}} > 1 − 2ε. Obviously, (6.8) implies x ∈ T_{[0,1)} \ ( H ∪ (1 − ~H) ) , and

j_{{1}} = { ⌊c⌋ if x ∈ [x_2, 1) ⌊c⌋ + 1 if x ∈ [0, x_1) and j^{{−1}} = { −⌊c⌋ if 1 − x ∈ (x_2, 1] −⌊c⌋ − 1 if 1 − x ∈ (0, x_1] . Set k^{{i}} = k + j_{{i}} and x^{{i}} = ⟨^{t0 +k{i}}_a ⟩, i ∈ Σ. Then x^{{i}} = L^{{i}}(x).

Recall that (6.9). Then replacing k by k^{{i}} in (6.5), and repeating the procedure, we have x^{{i}} ∈ T_{[0,1)} \ ( H ∪ (1 − ~H) ) , i ∈ Σ. Consequently, by repeating the procedure N times, we obtain x^{{i}} = L^{{i}}(x) ∈ T_{[0,1)} \ ( H ∪ (1 − ~H) ) for all i ∈ Σ^N .

This proves the proposition. □ Proposition 6.1 provides the ingredient for the sufficiency of Theorem 1.7. Now, we consider the converse part and focus our attention on the situation that E ≠ ∅.

For each t ∈ E, by Corollary 1.6, L^{{−1}}(L^{{1}}(t)) = L^{{1}}(L^{{−1}}(t)) = t. Observe that L^{{1}} and L^{{−1}} are the bijections from E onto itself. We may denote L(t) = L^{{1}}(t), and then L^{{−1}}(t) = L^{−1}(t). Consequently, L^{{i}}(t) = L^{σ(i)}(t), t ∈ E, for each word i ∈ Σ^∗. Set (6.10) λ(t) = { ⌊c⌋ if t ∈ [x_2, 1) ∩ E, ⌊c⌋ + 1 if t ∈ [0, x_1) ∩ E, and define the sequence {λ_n(t)}_{n∈Z} by λ_0(t) = 0, and

(6.11) λ_k(t) = k−1∑ j=0 λ(L^j (t)) and λ_{−k}(t) = − −1∑ j=−k λ(L^j (t)), k ∈ N. Thus, (6.12) λ_{n+1}(t) = λ_n(t) + λ(L^n(t)), n ∈ Z, and (6.13) L^{{i}}(t) = L^{σ(i)}(t) = ⟨ t + λ_{σ(i)}(t) a ⟩ , i ∈ Σ^∗.

By virtue of Theorem 5.2, put Y (α) =^p_M be the simple fraction for some integers 0 ≤ p < M. By Proposition 1.5, E = ∪^{M−1}_{k=0} I_k and L is an isometric map from I_k to I_{k+p}, where we denote I_m = I_n if m ≡ n (mod M). Thus, λ_n(t_1) = λ_n(t_2), n ∈ Z, when t_1, t_2 ∈ I_k for some k ∈ Z. Lemma 6.2. Suppose E ≠ ∅, then for each t ∈ E ∩ ~E, λ_n(t) = −λ_{−n}(1 − t) for all n ∈ Z. Proof. For the cases S ⊂ V and S ⊂ U, we have λ(t) = ⌊c⌋ and ⌊c⌋ + 1 respectively for all t ∈ E, and hence we get the desired result by (6.11). Therefore, we may assume S ∩ U ≠ ∅ and S ∩ V ≠ ∅. By Proposition 1.5 (precisely, (1.17) and (1.18)), it is easy to see that (6.14) U ∩ E = ∪^{M−p−1}_{k=0} I_k, V ∩ E = ∪^{M−1}_{k=M−p}I_k and (6.15) I_k = 1 − ~I_{M−k−1} for all 0 ≤ k < M.

Now assume t ∈ E ∩ ~E. If t ∈ U, then by (6.14), there exists k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , M − p − 1} such that t ∈ I_k ∩ ~I_k, and then by (6.15), 1 − t ∈ I_{M−1−k} , which implies L^{−1}(1 − t) ∈ I_{M−1−k−p} ⊂ U. Similarly, if t ∈ V , then there exists k ∈ {M − p, . . . , M − 1} such that t ∈ I_k ∩ ~I_k, and then L^{−1}(1 − t) ∈ I_{2M−1−k−p} ⊂ V . Consequently, (6.16) λ(t) = λ ( L^{−1}(1 − t) ) , t ∈ E ∩ ~E. Observe that for each t ∈ E ∩ ~E, L^{−j−1}(1 − t) = L^{−j} (1 − L(t)) = · · · = L^{−1}(1 − L^j (t)), j ≥ 0.

By (6.16), λ(L^{−j−1}(1 − t)) = λ(L^{−1}(1 − L^j (t))) = λ(L^j (t)), j ≥ 0.

This together with (6.11) implies λ_n(t) = −λ_{−n}(1 − t) for all n ≥ 0. For the case n < 0, the statement is obvious through replacing t by 1 − t. □

Proposition 6.3. Let a, c and M be as in Theorem 1.7. If E ≠ ∅, then for each t ∈ E, (6.17) ∑ j∈Z χ_{[0,c)}(ta + λ_j (t) − na) = 1 and (6.18) ∑ j∈Z χ_{[−c,0)}(ta + λ_j (t) − na) = 1

for all n ∈ Z.

Proof. First, we prove (6.17) is valid for all t ∈ E ∩ ~E. For each n ∈ Z, let ℓ ∈ Z be the smallest number such that ta + λ_ℓ(t) ≥ na. Then (6.19) ta + λ_{ℓ−1}(t) < na. If L^{ℓ−1}(t) ∈ [x_2, 1), by (6.12), (6.10) and (6.19), (6.20) ta + λ_ℓ(t) = ta + λ_{ℓ−1}(t) + λ(L^{ℓ−1}(t)) < na + ⌊c⌋ ≤ na + c.

If L^{ℓ−1}(t) ∈ [0, x_1), then x_1 =^{a+⟨c⟩−1}_a by (1.23), and then it follows from (6.13) and (6.19) that ta + λ_{ℓ−1}(t) = ⌊ t + λ_{ℓ−1}(t) a ⌋ a + L^{ℓ−1}(t)a < (n − 1)a + x_1a = na − 1 + ⟨c⟩, and therefore (6.10) implies that (6.21) ta + λ_ℓ(t) = ta + λ_{ℓ−1}(t) + λ(L^{ℓ−1}(t)) < na − 1 + ⟨c⟩ + ⌊c + 1⌋ = na + c. Combining (6.20) with (6.21), by the assumption of ℓ, we have (6.22) ta + λ_ℓ(t) ∈ [na, na + c). Similarly, if L^ℓ(t) ∈ [0, x_1), by (6.12), (6.22) and (6.10), (6.23) ta + λ_{ℓ+1}(t) = ta + λ_ℓ(t) + λ(L^ℓ(t)) ≥ na + ⌊c⌋ + 1 > na + c. If L^ℓ(t) ∈ [x_2, 1), in view of x_2 =^{⟨c⟩}_a by (1.23), by (6.13) and (6.22),

ta + λ_ℓ(t) = ⌊ ta + λ_ℓ(t) a ⌋ a + L^ℓ(t)a ≥ na + x_2a = na + ⟨c⟩, and therefore by (6.10), (6.24) ta + λ_{ℓ+1}(t) = ta + λ_ℓ(t) + λ(L^ℓ(t)) ≥ na + ⟨c⟩ + ⌊c⌋ = na + c. Combining (6.23) with (6.24), we have ta + λ_{ℓ+1}(t) ∉ [na, na + c). This, together with (6.19) and (6.22), implies ℓ ∈ Z is the only number such that ta + λ_ℓ(t) − na ∈ [0, c). Therefore, (6.17) is valid for all t ∈ E ∩ ~E.

Next, we prove (6.18) is valid for all t ∈ E ∩ ~E. Observe that 1 − t ∈ E ∩ ~E. Then replacing t by 1 − t in the above procedure, we have that, for each n ∈ Z, there exists unique ℓ^′ ∈ Z such that a(1 − t) + λ_ℓ′ (1 − t) − na ∈ [0, c). Therefore, by Lemma 6.2, ℓ^′ ∈ Z is the only number such that at + λ_{−ℓ}′ (t) + (n − 1)a ∈ (−c, 0]. By (6.13), we have ⟨t +^{λ−ℓ′ (t)}_a ⟩ = L^{−ℓ′} (t) ∈ ~E ∩ E. Recall that 0 ∉ ~E, and ⟨^c_a ⟩ = M(x_2) ∉ ~E when x_2 ≠ 1, and ⟨^c_a ⟩ = α ∉ E when x_2 = 1. Then ⟨t +^{λ−ℓ′ (t)}_a ⟩ ∉ {0, ⟨^c_a ⟩, 1 − ⟨^c_a ⟩}. Hence, ℓ^′ ∈ Z is the unique number such that at + λ_{−ℓ}′ (t) + (n − 1)a ∈ [−c, 0). Therefore, (6.18) is valid for t ∈ E ∩ ~E.

Now we prove (6.17) and (6.18) are valid for t ∈ E. Fix 0 ≤ k ≤ M − 1. For each j ∈ Z, λ_j (t) is the same for all t ∈ I_k by (6.10) and (6.11). Then the left hand sides of (6.17) and (6.18) are right continuous functions for t ∈ I_k. Therefore, (6.17) and (6.18) are valid for t ∈ I_k since they are valid for t ∈ I_k ∩ ~I_k ⊂ E ∩ ~E. We conclude the proof by using the fact E = ∪^{M−1}_{k=0} I_k. □ Now, we start to prove Theorem 1.7.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Recall that H_c(x) = χ_{[0,c)}(x)−χ_{[−c,0)}(x). The necessity is a consequence of Proposition 6.3 and Corollary 3.3. Now we prove the sufficiency.

Assume that G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame. By Proposition 6.1 and Theorem 1.3, we have S ≠ ∅. Furthermore, it can be seen from Proposition 6.1 and Theorem 5.2 that Y (α) ∈ Q. This together with Lemma 1.8 implies a ∈ Q. Denote a = p/q for some co-prime positive integers 1 ≤ p < q. By (6.2) and (6.3), p(t − L^{{i}}(t)) ∈ Z for each t ∈ T_{[0,1)} and i ∈ Σ^∗. Therefore, K_t = {L^{{i}}(t) : i ∈ Σ^∗} is a subset of T_{[0,1)} with cardinality #(K_t) ≤ p. Set K_{t,n} = {L^{{i}}(t) : i ∈ Σ^j , j ≤ n}. Then K_{t,n} ⊂ K_{t,n+1} ⊂ K_t for all n ∈ N. By Proposition 6.1, there exists t_0 ∈ T_{[0,1)} such that

(6.25) K_{t0,p+1} ⊂ T_{[0,1)} \ ( H ∪ (1 − ~H) ) . By the pigeonhole principle, there exists k ≤ p such that K_{t0,k} = K_{t0,k+1}. Thus, we have L^{{i}}(K_{t0,k}) ⊂ K_{t0,k}, i ∈ Σ. For each i ∈ Σ, L^{{i}}(t) is an injection for t ∈ T_{[0,1)} \ ( H ∪ (1 − ~H) ) . By (6.25), #(L^{{i}}(K_{t0,k})) = #(K_{t0,k}), and therefore, L^{{i}}(K_{t0,k}) = K_{t0,k}. This implies that K_{t0,k} ⊂ E, and consequently E ≠ ∅, the sufficiency is proved, and thus the proof of Theorem 1.7 is completed. □

7. Appendix: Proof of Theorem 2.1 For each x ∈ R and q ∈ N, denote ⌊x⌋_q = ⌊qx⌋/q and ⟨x⟩_q = x − ⌊x⌋_q . For u, v > 0, we define H_{u,v} := −χ_{[−u,0)} + χ_{[0,v)}. Assume that a = p/q for some co-prime integers 1 ≤ p ≤ q. For each x ∈ R and {q_n}_{n∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞, the sequence { ∑ n∈Zq_nf(x + n − aj)}_{j∈Z} is determined only by the values of f at x + Z/q. From this observation, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 7.1. Let a = p/q with co-prime integers 1 ≤ p ≤ q, and u, v ∈ N/q. Then G(H_{u,v} ; a) is not a Gabor frame if and only if there exist x ∈ {j/q : j = 0, 1, . . . , p − 1} and a nonzero bounded sequence {q_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞ such that

(7.1) ∑ j∈Z q_j H_{u,v} (x + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z.

Proof. Apparently, the sufficiency is a consequence of Theorem 3.2 and we only need to prove the necessity. Assume that G(H_{u,v} ; a) is not a Gabor frame, it follows from Theorem 3.2 that there exist t_0 ∈ R and a nonzero bounded sequence {q_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞ such that ∑ j∈Z q_j g(t_0 + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z,

for either g(x) = H^+_{u,v} (x) or g(x) = H^−_{u,v}(x). Observe that H^+_{u,v}(x) = H_{u,v}(⌊x⌋_q ) for all x ∈ R, and H^−_{u,v}(x) = H_{u,v} (⌊x⌋_q ) for all x ∉ Z/q. Then (7.1) is valid for x = ⌊t_0⌋_q except the only case that g(x) = H^−_{u,v} (x) and t_0 ∈ Z/q. In this case, observing that H^−_{u,v} (t_0 + j − na) = H_{u,v}(t_0 + j − na − 1/q) for all n, j ∈ Z, we just need to choose x = t_0 − 1/q and then (7.1) holds. As (7.1) is a−shift invariant we may take x ∈ {j/q : j = 0, 1, . . . , p − 1}. This completes the proof of the necessity. □

Proposition 7.2. Let a = p/q for some co-prime integers 1 ≤ p ≤ q, and c > 0. Then:

(1) If ⟨c⟩_q ∈ (0,^1_{2q} ), then G(H_c; a) is a Gabor frame if and only if both G(H_{⌊c⌋q} ; a) and G(H_{⌊c⌋q ,⌊c⌋q +} 1_q ; a) are Gabor frames.

(2) If ⟨c⟩_q =^1_{2q} , then G(H_c; a) is a Gabor frame if and only if G(H_{⌊c⌋q ,⌊c⌋q +} 1_q ; a) is a Gabor frame.

(3) If ⟨c⟩_q ∈ (^1_{2q} ,^1_q ), then G(H_c; a) is a Gabor frame if and only if both G(H_{⌊c⌋q +} 1_q ; a) and G(H_{⌊c⌋q ,⌊c⌋q +} 1_q ; a) are Gabor frames.

Proof. It is easy to check the following statements: (i) If ⟨c⟩_q ≤ ⟨x⟩_q , then (−x + [0, c)) ∩ Z/q = (−⌊x⌋_q + [0, ⌊c⌋_q)) ∩ Z/q; (ii) If ⟨c⟩_q > ⟨x⟩_q , then (−x + [0, c)) ∩ Z/q = (−⌊x⌋_q + [0, ⌊c⌋_q +^1_q )) ∩ Z/q; (iii) If ⟨c⟩_q + ⟨x⟩_q <^1_q , then (−x + [−c, 0)) ∩ Z/q = (−⌊x⌋_q + [−⌊c⌋_q, 0)) ∩ Z/q; (iv) If ⟨c⟩_q + ⟨x⟩_q ≥^1_q , then (−x + [−c, 0)) ∩ Z/q = (−⌊x⌋_q + [−⌊c⌋_q −^1_q , 0)) ∩ Z/q.

Combining with the corresponding statements above, we have the following assertions:

(A) If ⟨c⟩_q ≤ ⟨x⟩_q and ⟨c⟩_q + ⟨x⟩_q <^1_q , then for any n ∈ Z, ∑ j∈Z q_j H_c(x + j − an) = 0 if and only if ∑ j∈Z q_j H_{⌊c⌋q} (⌊x⌋_q + j − an) = 0; (B) If ⟨c⟩_q ≤ ⟨x⟩_q and ⟨c⟩_q + ⟨x⟩_q ≥^1_q , then for any n ∈ Z, ∑ j∈Z q_j H_c(x + j − an) = 0 if and only if ∑ j∈Z q_j H_{⌊c⌋q +} 1_{q ,⌊c⌋q} (⌊x⌋_q + j − an) = 0; (C) If ⟨c⟩_q > ⟨x⟩_q and ⟨c⟩_q + ⟨x⟩_q <^1_q , then for any n ∈ Z, ∑ j∈Z q_j H_c(x + j − an) = 0 if and only if ∑ j∈Z q_j H_{⌊c⌋q ,⌊c⌋q +} 1_q (⌊x⌋_q + j − an) = 0; (D) If ⟨c⟩_q > ⟨x⟩_q and ⟨c⟩_q + ⟨x⟩_q ≥^1_q , then for any n ∈ Z, ∑ j∈Z q_j H_c(x + j − an) = 0 if and only if ∑ j∈Z q_j H_{⌊c⌋q +} 1_q (⌊x⌋_q + j − an) = 0. Now let’s prove the proposition item by item.

(1). Sufficiency. Suppose that G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame. Using Corollary 3.3, there exist x ∈ R and a nonzero bounded sequence {q_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞ such that ∑ j∈Z q_j H_c(x + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z.

By assertions (A), (B) and (C) and Lemma 7.1, at least one of G(H_{⌊c⌋q} ; a), G(H_{⌊c⌋q ,⌊c⌋q +} 1_q ; a) and G(H_{⌊c⌋q +} 1_{q ,⌊c⌋q} ; a) is not a Gabor frame. Observe that G(H_{⌊c⌋q ,⌊c⌋q +} 1_q ; a) being a Gabor frame is equivalent to that for G(H_{⌊c⌋q +} 1_{q ,⌊c⌋q} ; a). Thus, G(H_{⌊c⌋q} ; a) and G(H_{⌊c⌋q ,⌊c⌋q +} 1_q ; a) are not both the Gabor frames.

Necessity. If G(H_{⌊c⌋q} ; a) is not a Gabor frame, it follows immediately from Lemma 7.1 that there exist x ∈ Z/q and a nonzero bounded sequence {q_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞ such that

(7.2) ∑ j∈Z q_j H_{⌊c⌋q} (x + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z.

Set t = x +^1_{2q} . Observe that ⟨c⟩_q ≤ ⟨t⟩_q and ⟨c⟩_q + ⟨t⟩_q <^1_q . By (7.2) and assertion (A), one can get ∑ j∈Zq_j H_c(t + j − an) = 0 for all n ∈ Z. Thus, G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame by Corollary 3.3.

On the other hand, if G(H_{⌊c⌋q ,⌊c⌋q +} 1_q ; a) is not a Gabor frame, by Lemma 7.1, there exist x ∈ Z/q and a nonzero bounded sequence {q_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞ such that ∑ j∈Z q_j H_{⌊c⌋q ,⌊c⌋q +} 1_q (x + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z,

which together with assertion (C) implies ∑ j∈Zq_j H_c(x + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z. Therefore, by Corollary 3.3, G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame. Thus, (1) is valid.

(2). According to assertions (B) and (C), G(H_c; a) is a Gabor frame if and only if both G(H_{⌊c⌋q ,⌊c⌋q +} 1_q ; a) and G(H_{⌊c⌋q +} 1_{q ,⌊c⌋q} ; a) are Gabor frames by and Corollary 3.3 and Lemma 7.1. Observe that G(H_{⌊c⌋q ,⌊c⌋q +} 1_q ; a) being a Gabor frame is equivalent to that for G(H_{⌊c⌋q +} 1_{q ,⌊c⌋q} ; a). Then (2) follows.

(3). The proof is similar as (1) but replacing assertion (A) by (D). We complete the proof of Proposition 7.2. □

Now we start to prove Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. (i). The conclusion follows from Corollary 3.3 by taking t_0 = 0 and q_j = 1 for all j ∈ Z in (3.4).

(ii). For the case ⟨c⟩ ≠^1_2 , let [c] be the integer such that |c − [c]| <^1_2 . Recall that G(H_{[c]}; a) is not a Gabor frame by (i). Then G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame by using Proposition 7.2 (1) and (3) with respect to the cases c > [c] and c < [c].

Now we prove G(H_c; a) is a Gabor frame when ⟨c⟩ =^1_2 . Suppose on the contrary that G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame. By Proposition 7.2 (2), G(H_{⌊c⌋,⌊c⌋+1}; a) is not a Gabor frame, which together with Lemma 7.1 implies that there exists a nonzero bounded sequence {q_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞ such that ∑ j∈Z q_j H_{⌊c⌋,⌊c⌋+1}(j − n) = 0 for all n ∈ Z. This means

(7.3) ⌊c⌋∑ j=1 q_{n−j} = ⌊c⌋∑ j=0 q_{n+j} for all n ∈ Z.

Comparing (7.3) by taking n = k and k +1, we have 2q_k = q_{k−⌊c⌋} +q_{k+⌊c⌋+1}. Iterating this equation once more, we obtain

(7.4) 4q_k = q_{k−2⌊c⌋} + 2q_{k+1} + q_{k+2⌊c⌋+2} for all k ∈ Z.

Let M = ‖{q_j }_{j∈Z}‖_∞. Without loss of generality, we assume M = sup_{j∈Z}q_j since otherwise, we may replace q_j by −q_j , j ∈ Z. Set ε = 2^{−⌊c⌋−2}M. Then there exists n_0 ∈ Z such that q_{n0} > M − ε. This together with (7.4) implies q_{n0+1} > M − 2ε. Replacing ε and n_0 by 2ε and n_0 + 1 respectively, we can repeat this procedure j times to obtain q_{n0+j} > M − 2^j ε for all j ∈ N. Therefore, ⌊c⌋∑ j=1 q_{n0 −j} ≤ M⌊c⌋ ≤ M(⌊c⌋ + 1) − 2^{⌊c⌋+1}ε < ⌊c⌋∑ j=0 q_{n0 +j} . This contradicts to (7.3). Hence, G(H_c; a) is a Gabor frame when ⟨c⟩ =^1_2 . We have proved (ii).

(iii). Assume that there exist x ∈ R and {q_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞ such that

(7.5) ∑ j∈Z q_j H_c(x + j − na) = 0 for all n ∈ Z.

For each j ∈ Z, let n_1, n_2 ∈ Z be the smallest/largest integer such that n_1 >^{x+j+1−c}_a and n_2 ≤^{x+j−1+c}_a respectively. By (7.5), q_{j+1}H_c(x + j + 1 − n_1a) + q_j H_c(x + j − n_1a) = 0 and q_{j−1}H_c(x+j −1−n_2a)+q_j H_c(x+j −n_2a) = 0. This means that q_j = 0 will lead to q_{j−1} = q_{j+1} = 0, and therefore q_k = 0 for all k ∈ Z by iteration.

Note that a ∉ Q. There exists n_0 ∈ Z such that ⟨x − n_0a⟩ < min(c, 1 − c). Then j_0 = −⌊x − n_0a⌋ is the only integer such that x + j_0 − n_0a ∈ [−c, c). Thus q_{j0} = 0 by (7.5), and therefore, q_j = 0 for all j ∈ Z by the argument above. Hence G(H_c; a) is a Gabor frame by Corollary 3.3. We have proved (iii).

(iv). If 1 −^1_{2q} < c < 1, then G(H_c; a) is not a Gabor frame by Proposition 7.2 (3) and the observation that G(H; a) is not a Gabor frame by (i).

Now assume c ≤ 1 −^1_{2q} . By the same argument in (iii), we only need to find an integer j_0 ∈ Z such that q_{j0} = 0 when (7.5) is valid for some x ∈ R and {q_j }_{j∈Z} ∈ ℓ^∞. Let n_0 ∈ Z be an integer such that x − n_0a ∈ [−^1_{2q} ,^1_{2q} ) + Z, and j_0 ∈ Z be the number such that x + j_0 − n_0a ∈ [−^1_{2q} ,^1_{2q} ). Then j_0 is the only integer satisfying x + j_0 − n_0a ∈ [−c, c), and q_{j0} = 0 by (7.5). This proves (iv), and the proof of Theorem 2.1 is completed. □

References

[1] Yu. Belov, A. Kulikov and Yu. Lyubarskii, Gabor frames for rational functions, https://arxiv.org/abs/ 2103.08959.

[2] P. Casazza, The art of frame theory, Taiwanese J. Math., 4(2000), 129–201.

[3] J. Chaika and H. Masur, The set of non-uniquely ergodic d-IETs has Hausdorff codimension 1/2, Invent. Math., 222(2020), 749–832.

[4] O. Christensen, H. O. Kim and R. Y. Kim, Gabor windows supported on [-1,1] and compactly supported dual windows, Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal., 28(2010), 89–103.

[5] O. Christensen, H. O. Kim and R. Y. Kim, On Gabor frames generated by sign-changing windows and B-splines, Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal., 39(2015), 534–544.

[6] X.-R. Dai and Q. Sun, The abc-problem for Gabor systems, Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 24(2016), no. 1152. [7] I. Daubechies, The wavelet transform, time-frequency localization and signal analysis, IEEE Trans. Inform.

Theory, 36(1990), 961–1005.

[8] I. Daubechies, Ten Lectures on Wavelets, CBS-NSF Regional Conference Series in Applied Mathematics, Vol.

61, SIAM, Philadelphia, 1992.

[9] I. Daubechies and A. Grossmann, Frames in the Bargmann space of entire functions, Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 41(1988), 151–164.

[10] I. Daubechies, A. Grossmann and Y. Meyer, Painless nonorthogonal expansions, J. Math. Phys., 27(1986), 1271–1283.

[11] R. J. Duffin and A. C. Schaeffer, A class of nonharmonic Fourier series, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 72(1952), 341–366.

[12] H. G. Feichtinger, Modulation spaces on locally compact abelian groups. In Proceedings of "International Conference on Wavelets and Applications" 2002, pp. 99–140, Chennai, India, 2003. Updated version of a technical report, University of Vienna, 1983 [13] H. G. Feichtinger and N. Kaiblinger, Varying the time-frequency lattice of Gabor frames, Trans. Amer. Math.

Soc., 356(2004), 2001–2023.

[14] S. Ferenczi and L. Zamboni, Eigenvalues and simplicity of interval exchange transformations, Ann. Sci. éc.

Norm. Supér. (4), 44(2011), 361–392.

[15] D. Gabor, Theory of communication, J. Inst. Elec. Eng. (London), 93(1946), 429–457. [16] K. Gröchenig, The mystery of Gabor frames, J. Fourier Anal. Appl., 20(2014), 865–895. [17] K. Gröchenig, Foundations of Time-Frequency Analysis, Birkhäuser, Boston, 2001. [18] K. Gröchenig J. L. Romero and J. Stöckler, Sampling theorems for shift-invariant spaces, Gabor frames, and totally positive functions, Invent. Math., 211(2018), 1119–1148.

[19] K. Gröchenig and J. Stöckler, Gabor frames and totally positive functions, Duke Math. J., 162(2013), 1003–1031. [20] Q. Gu and D. Han, When a characteristic function generates a Gabor frame, Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal., 24(2008), 290–309.

[21] A. Haynes and J. Marklof, Higher dimensional Steinhaus and Slater problems via homogeneous dynamics, Ann.

Sci. Éc. Norm. Supér.(4), 53(2020), 537–557.

[22] C. Heil, History and evolution of the density theorem for Gabor frames, J. Fourier Anal. Appl., 13(2007), 113–166.

[23] C. Heil and D. F. Walnut, Continuous and discrete wavelet transforms. SIAM Rev., 31(1989), 628–666. [24] A. J. E. M. Janssen, Some Weyl-Heisenberg frame bound calculations, Indag. Math., 7(1996), 165–183. [25] A. J. E. M. Janssen, Zak transforms with few zeros and the tie, In: Advances in Gabor Analysis edited by H.

G. Feichtinger and T. Strohmer, Birkhäuser, Boston (2003), pp. 31–70.

[26] A. J. E. M. Janssen, On generating tight Gabor frames at critical density, J. Fourier Anal. Appl., 9(2003), 175–214.

[27] A. J. E. M. Janssen and T. Strohmer, Hyperbolic secants yield Gabor frames, Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal., 12(2002), 259–267.

[28] M. Keane, Interval exchange transformations. Math. Z., 141(1975), 25–31.

[29] J. Lemvig and K. H. Nielsen, Counterexamples to the B-spline Conjecture for Gabor Frames, J. Fourier Anal.

Appl., 22(2016), 1440–1151.

[30] Yu. Lyubarskii, Frames in the Bargmann space of entire functions, In Entire and Subharmonic Functions, Amer.

Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1992, pp. 167–180.

[31] S. Marmi, P. Moussa, and J.-C. Yoccoz, The cohomological equation for Roth-type interval exchange maps, J.

Amer. Math. Soc., 18(2005), 823–872.

[32] J. von Neumann, Mathematische Grundlagen der Quantenmechanik, Springer, Berlin, 1932. [33] A. Ron and Z. Shen, Weyl-Heisenberg frames and Riesz bases in L^2(R^d ), Duke Math. J., 89(1997), 237–282. [34] K. Seip, Density theorems for sampling and interpolation in the Bargmann-Fock space I, J. Reine Angew. Math., 429(1992), 91–106.

[35] K. Seip, and R. Wallstén, Density theorems for sampling and interpolation in the Bargmann-Fock space II, J.

Reine Angew. Math., 429(1992), 107–113.

[36] V. T. Sós, On the distribution mod 1 of the sequence {nα}, Ann. Univ. Sci. Budapest. Eötvös Sect. Math., 1(1958), 127–134.

[37] J. Surányi, Über die Anordnung der Vielfachen einer reellen Zahl mod 1, Ann. Univ. Sci. Budapest. Eötvös Sect. Math., 1(1958), 107–111.

[38] W. A. Veech, The metric theory of interval exchange transformations I, II, III, Amer. J. Math., 106(1984), 1331–1422.

[Xin-Rong Dai] School of Mathematics, Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou, 510275, P.R. China Email address: daixr@mail.sysu.edu.cn

[Meng Zhu] School of Mathematics, Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou, 510275, P.R. China Email address: zhum53@mail2.sysu.edu.cn