arXiv:2307.13550v1 [math.CA] 25 Jul 2023

Stability of Haar decompositions^∗

Michael Wilson

Abstract

We prove a general result implying the L^2 stability of Haar decompositions of L^2(R^d) functions when the Haar functions are distorted by arbitrary, independent, affine changes of variable that are close to the identity. We apply our method to get fully d-dimensional generalizations of results of Aimar, Bernardis, Gorosito, Govil, and Zalik, on constructing frames of smooth functions which are, in many natural senses, arbitrarily close to the Haar functions. We also obtain a bestpossible estimate on the L^2 sensitivity of dyadic averages of functions to small distortions caused by local affine changes of variable.

1 Introduction

A set {ψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ} ⊂ L^2(R^d) is called a Bessel family if there is a 0 ≤ B < ∞ so that ∑ γ∈Γ |⟨f, ψ_γ ⟩|^2 ≤ B‖f‖^2 (1) for all f ∈ L^2(R^d), where ⟨·, ·⟩ means the usual L^2 inner product: ⟨f, g⟩ := ∫ f g dx. The minimal such B is called the family’s optimal bound. By duality, (1) holds for all f ∈ L^2(R^d) if and only if, for all finite F ⊂ Γ and all {λ_γ }_{γ∈F} ⊂ C, ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ F λ_γ ψ_γ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

2 ≤ B ∑ F |λ_k|^2. This latter condition is often called almost-orthogonality.

∗AMS Subject Classification (2010): 42B25 (primary); 42C15, 42C40 (secondary). Key words: Littlewood-Paley theory, intrinsic square function, frame, almost-orthogonality. 1

The separability of L^2(R^d) implies that Bessel families are countable (can have only countably many non-zero elements), so that any Bessel family can be written as a Bessel sequence indexed over a subset of N (usually all of N). Families are preferable to sequences when it’s convenient to index the functions over the dyadic cubes in R^d (the most important case for this paper).

For any non-empty set Γ, we can turn the collection of Bessel families indexed over Γ into a vector space by defining the basic operations in the obvious ways:

{ψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ} + {ϕ_γ }_{γ∈Γ} := {ψ_γ + ϕ_γ }_{γ∈Γ} α{ψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ} := {αψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ}. We call the resulting space AO(Γ). The square root of the optimal Bessel bound for {ψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ} ∈ AO(Γ) defines a norm on AO(Γ), which we will refer to as ‖{ψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ}‖_{AO(Γ)} . It is an easy exercise to show that (AO(Γ), ‖ · ‖_{AO(Γ)}) is a Banach space.

Bessel bounds help to quantify how close some function families come to having useful properties, such as being an orthonormal basis for L^2. If {ψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ} ⊂ L^2(R^d) is a complete orthonormal set, then, for every f ∈ L^2(R^d), ∑ γ∈Γ |⟨f, ψ_γ ⟩|^2 = ‖f‖^2 and f = ∑ γ∈Γ ⟨f, ψ_γ ⟩ψ_γ , with the series converging unconditionally in L^2. If { ~ψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ} ⊂ L^2(R^d) is another family, such that ‖ ‖ ‖{ψ_γ − ~ψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ} ‖ ‖ ‖_{AO(Γ)} ≤ δ < 1, then (1 − δ)^2‖f‖^2 ≤ ∑ γ∈Γ |⟨f, ~ψ_γ ⟩|^2 ≤ (1 + δ)^2‖f‖^2

for any f ∈ L^2, which says that { ~ψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ} is a frame [2], with lower and upper frame bounds (1 ∓ δ)^2; and the series ∑ γ∈Γ ⟨f, ~ψ_γ ⟩ ~ψ_γ converges unconditionally to some ~f ∈ L^2(R^d) ([2]; see Corollary 3.2.5), with ‖f − ~f‖_2 ≤ δ(2 + δ)‖f‖_2. If δ is small then, for many signal processing purposes, the family { ~ψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ} is almost as good as {ψ_γ }_{γ∈Γ}.

The Haar functions might be the simplest example of a complete orthonormal set in L^2(R^d). They are defined this way. An interval I ⊂ R is called dyadic if it has the form [j2^n, (j + 1)2^n) for integers j and n. We denote the set of dyadic intervals by D_1. If I ∈ D_1 we define

h^{(I)}(x) :=

1 if x ∈ I_l; −1 if x ∈ I_r; 0 if x /∈ I; (2) where I_l and I_r are I’s left and right halves. We use ℓ(I) to mean I’s length and x_I to mean its geometric center.

The Haar functions on R are the family {h^{(I)}/|I|^{1/2}}_{I∈D1} , where, here and in the sequel, |E| means E’s Lebesgue measure when E is a measurable set. (The dimension of the measure will change; context will make it clear.) They are orthonormal; a little more work shows them to be complete. If we set h_{(I)} := h^{(I)}/|I|^{1/2} then it’s easy to see that the family {h_{(I)}}_{I∈D1} is derivable from h_{[0,1)} by a simple formula: if I = [j2^n, (j + 1)2^n) then

h_{(I)}(x) = 2^{−n/2}h_{[0,1)}(2^{−n}x − j). (3) Formulas like (3) are famililar in frame theory [2].

The Haar functions are easily generalized to R^d. A cube Q ⊂ R^d is a cartesian product of d intervals of the form [a, b), all having the same length (which we call Q’s sidelength and denote by ℓ(Q)): Q := ∏_d 1 I_i(Q), where I_i(Q) is Q’s x_i cartesian factor. We write the geometric center of Q as x_Q. We call Q dyadic if all of its factors are dyadic. We denote the set of dyadic cubes in R^d by D_d.

For each Q = ∏_d 1 I_i(Q) ∈ D_d we can define 2^d − 1 functions h^{(Q),k} (1 ≤ k < 2^d) via

h^{(Q),k}(x) = h^{(Q),k}(x_1, x_2, . . . , x_d) := d∏ 1 g_i(x_i), where each g_i can be h^{(Ii(Q))}(x_i) or χ_{Ii(Q)}(x_i), but we don’t allow the product ∏_d 1 χ_{Ii(Q)}(x_i) = χ_Q(x). Then { h^{(Q),k} |Q|^{1/2} } Q∈Dd 1≤k<2d (4) is a complete orthonormal system for L^2(R^d). We can easily make the definitions of h^{(Q),k}, for the same k, “consistent” across the different Qs. Set Q_0 := [0, 1)^d and fix some enumeration of the functions {h^{(Q0),k}}_{1≤k<2}d . If we put h_{(Q),k} := h^{(Q),k}/|Q|^{1/2} then a formula analogous to (3) gives all the h_{(Q),k}s (and thus all the h^{(Q),k}s) in terms of the functions h_{(Q0),k} (1 ≤ k < 2^d). For Q = ∏_d 1[j_i2^n, (j_i + 1)2^n), we define

h_{(Q),k}(x_1, x_2, x_3, . . . , x_d) := 2^{−nd/2}h_{(Q0),k}(2^{−n}x_1 − j_1, 2^{−n}x_2 − j_2, 2^{−n}x_3 − j_3, . . . , 2^{−n}x_d − j_d),

which obviously gives back the family (4).

The Haar functions have a nice, compact form, but their discontinuities give them bad localization in frequency space (i.e., their Fourier transforms decay rather slowly). In [5] N. K. Govil and R. A. Zalik showed that, for every ϵ > 0 and every m ∈ N, one can create a family of functions {ϕ_{(I)}}_{I∈D1} such that ‖ ‖ ‖ { h_{(I)} − ϕ_{(I)} } I∈D_1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{AO(D1)} < ϵ (5) and a) every ϕ_{(I)} has support contained in (1 + ϵ)I, where this means the (1 + ϵ)-fold expansion centered at x_I ;

b) every ϕ_{(I)} belongs to C^m(R);

c) every ϕ_{(I)} equals h_{(I)} at points further than ϵℓ(I) away from the discontinuities of h_{(I)};

d) If I = [j2^n, (j + 1)2^n) then ϕ_{(I)}(x) = 2^{−n/2}ϕ_{[0,1)}(2^{−n}x − j). The proof in [5] involved some delicate constructions and estimates with B-splines. Later, in [1], H. A. Aimar, A. L. Bernardis, and O. P. Gorosito showed how to obtain families {ϕ_{(I)}}_{I∈D1} satisfying (5) and a)-d) by convolving the Haar functions with suitable dilates of a smooth, even function ψ. Their work was considered later by M. Chung in [3]. In [9] Zalik extended the result of [5] to d dimensions, essentially by taking tensor products of the functions constructed in [5] (see [9], Lemma 2.5).

The first theorem we prove in this paper is a fully d-dimensional extension of the results from [5][1][9]. We remind the reader that, for ψ : R^d → C and δ > 0, ψ_δ (x) := δ^{−d}ψ(x/δ). Here is the theorem.

Theorem 1 Set Γ := {(Q, k) : Q ∈ D_d, 1 ≤ k < 2^d}. There are positive constants C(d) and c(d), depending only on d, so that the following is true. Let ψ ∈ L^1(R^d) be non-negative, with support contained in [−1, 1]^d and ∫ ψ dx = 1. For arbitrary but fixed 0 < η < 1/2, and for every Q ∈ D_d and 1 ≤ k < 2^d, let us define ϕ_{(Q),k}(x) := (h_{(Q),k} ∗ ψ_{ηℓ(Q)})(x). Then ‖ ‖ ‖ { h_{(Q),k} − ϕ_{(Q),k} } (Q,k)∈Γ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{AO(Γ)} < C(d)η^{1/2} (6) and the family {ϕ_{(Q),k}}_{(Q,k)∈Γ} satisfies: a) supp ϕ_{(Q),k} ⊂ (1+2η)Q; b) ϕ_{(Q),k} = h_{(Q),k} at points > c(d)ηℓ(Q) away from h_{(Q),k}’s discontinuities; c) if Q = ∏_d 1[j_i2^n, (j_i + 1)2^n) then

ϕ_{(Q),k}(x_1, x_2, x_3, . . . , x_d) := 2^{−nd/2}ϕ_{(Q0),k}(2^{−n}x_1 − j_1, 2^{−n}x_2 − j_2, 2^{−n}x_3 − j_3, . . . , 2^{−n}x_d − j_d). (7) The convolving function ψ can be as rough or as smooth—and have as much or as little symmetry—as we like. In a sense we’ll make precise (which the proof will show), the ψs don’t even have to be functions and, if we’re willing to give up (7), we can choose a different ψ for each (Q, k) ∈ Γ.

Our result comes from taking a point of departure different from that in [5][1][9]. Instead of looking at “perturbations” in the sense of carefully constructed approximations to the Haar functions, we consider “perturbations” in the sense of small errors in dilation and translation. We show that, if the perturbations are small, the resulting families are close to the Haar functions in the ‖·‖_{AO(Γ)} sense. Theorem 1 then follows by averaging over translations.

Our work depends on a sufficient condition for almost-orthogonality (or being a Bessel family) which is based on bounded variation. This condition’s first (one-dimensional) appearance seems to be in Lemma 2 of [5], which we restate here as Theorem 2.

Theorem 2 There is a finite B so that the following holds. Let {f^{(I)}}_{I∈D1} be a family of functions f^{(I)} : R → C such that, for every I ∈ D_1: a) f^{(I)} is of bounded variation on R, with total variation =: V_f (R) ≤ 1; b) {x ∈ R : f^{(I)}(x) ≠ 0} ⊂ I}; c) ∫ f^{(I)} dx = 0. Then {f^{(I)}/|I|^{1/2}}_{I∈D1} is a Bessel family, with a Bessel bound B.

What is striking about Theorem 2 is that it does not ask the f^{(I)}s to have any obvious smoothness (such as Hölder continuity) or to have all of their discontinuities on carefully placed sets (as with the Haar functions).

In [6] we proved a d-dimensional version of Theorem 2. Its statement requires a definition we will use later.

Definition 1 If f : R^d → C we say that f ∈ NBV (R^d)^1 if f is measurable and, for every y ∈ R^d and every standard coordinate vector e_k (1 ≤ k ≤ d), the function ϕ_{ek,y} : R → C defined by

ϕ_{ek ,y}(t) := f(y + te_k)

is of bounded variation on R, with V_{ϕek,y} (R) ≤ 1. If Q ⊂ R^d is a (possibly non-dyadic) cube we say that f ∈ NBV (Q) if f ∈ NBV (R^d) and {x : f(x) ≠ 0} ⊂ Q. If we also have ∫ f dx = 0 we say f ∈ NBV_0(Q). If G is a set of (possibly non-dyadic) cubes in R^d and {f^{(Q)}}_{Q∈G} is a family of functions such that every f^{(Q)} ∈ NBV (Q) (respectively NBV_0(Q)) we call {f^{(Q)}}_{Q∈G} an NBV (NBV_0) family.

Remark. “f ∈ NBV ” means f is of bounded variation along every line parallel to one of the coordinate axes, with total variation always ≤ 1.

The d-dimensional extension of Theorem 2, proved in [6] (Theorem 1), is

Theorem 3 Let {f^{(Q)}}_{Q∈Dd} be an NBV_0 family. Then { f^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} } Q∈D_d (8) is a Bessel family, with a bound ≤ ((1 +^{1√}_2 )d)^2.

Remark. In [6] the result is stated in terms of the almost-orthogonality constant.

We get Theorem 1 from the following theorem, proved in [6] (see Theorem 3 and its proof, especially inequality (21); see also inequalities (30)–(32) and the argument following them).

Theorem 4 There is a constant C(d) so that the following holds. Suppose that {f^{(Q)}}_{Q∈Dd} is an NBV_0 family and, for every Q ∈ D_d, we have a real d × d diagonal matrix D^{(Q)} and a vector y^{(Q)} ∈ R^d such that ‖D^{(Q)} − I_d‖_∞ + ‖y^{(Q)}‖_∞ ≤ η, 1“Normalized bounded variation on R^d”.

where ‖ · ‖_∞ means the naive ‘maximum value’ vector norm, I_d is the d × d identity, and η < 1/2 is a fixed small positive number. Define

~f^{(Q)}(x) := f^{(Q)}(D^{(Q)}(x − x_Q + ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)}) + x_Q).

Then f^{(Q)} − ~f^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} Q_{∈D} d is a Bessel family, with a Bessel bound ≤ C(d)η.

Remark. The result in [6] is also stated in terms of the almost-orthogonality constant. Easy examples (see [6]) show that the exponent on η is sharp: it can’t be bumped up to 1 + δ for any δ > 0. See also Corollary 4 at the end of the paper.

Remark. In [6] the perturbing changes of variable are given as multiparameter dilations (x_1, x_2, x_3, . . . , x_d) → (δ_1x_1, δ_2x_2, δ_3x_3, . . . , δ_dx_d) (with max_i |1 − δ_i| ≤ η), followed by small translations, which is equivalent to the form given in Theorem 4. In [6] the ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)}s are, in effect, “outside” the parentheses surrounding x−x_Q. Experience has shown that putting them “inside” works better, at the cost of a small change in the final constant C(d).

Every h^{(Q),k} equals 4 times a function in NBV_0(Q). With Theorem 4 in hand, the averaging argument we alluded to above gives Theorem 1 in a few easy steps.

Trying to extend the results of [5][1][9] was not what led us to explore NBV families and their perturbations in [6]. We were interested in how “discretization” (replacing basis or frame functions by averages over small cubes), combined with errors in dilation and translation, might affect their frame properties. (We dealt with some of the effects of discretization in [7].) Unfortunately, Theorem 4 only partly addresses the problem of errors, because the changes of variable it treats are very special: small (relative to Q) translations, combined with close-to-I_d multiparameter dilations centered around x_Q. They have no “twisting”.

Our second main result (Theorem 5 below) extends Theorem 4 to when the D^{(Q)}s are replaced by arbitrary close-to-I_d matrices. Everything still rests on the fundamental result in Theorem 2, but new technical difficulties arise. Briefly, with the diagonal matrices D^{(Q)}, the variables all separate, and separate the same way for each Q. With arbitrary matrices the variables get mixed up, and mixed up in different ways for different Qs. Dealing with this forced us to require a multi-variable bounded variation condition stronger than that of Definition 1.

Definition 2 We say that a measurable f : R^d → C belongs to SNBV (R^d)^2 if, for every pair of vectors (v, y) ∈ R^d × R^d, the function ψ_{v,y} : R → C defined by ψ_{v,y} (t) := f(y + tv) is of bounded variation on R, with V_{ψv,y} (R) ≤ 1. If Q ⊂ R^d is a (possibly non-dyadic) cube we say that f ∈ SNBV (Q) if f ∈ SNBV (R^d) and also satisfies {x : f(x) ≠ 0} ⊂ Q. If we also have ∫ f dx = 0 we say f ∈ SNBV_0(Q). If G is a set of (possibly non-dyadic) cubes in R^d and {f^{(Q)}}_{Q∈G} is a family of functions such that every f^{(Q)} ∈ SNBV (Q) (SNBV_0(Q)) we call {f^{(Q)}}_{Q∈G} an SNBV (SNBV_0) family.

Remark. SNBV equals NBV plus preservation under affine transformations: f ∈ SNBV ⇐⇒ g(x) := f(b + Ax) ∈ NBV for all b ∈ R^d and all d × d real matrices A.

Remark. If Q ∈ D_d and L ⊂ R^d is a line, L meets at most d + 1 of Q’s dyadic children (exercise); therefore every h^{(Q),k} equals 2(d + 1) times an SNBV_0(Q) function.

Before stating Theorem 5 we will say precisely how we are measuring the sizes of matrices and vectors.

Definition 3 If B := [b_{ij} ] is a real d × l matrix then ‖B‖_∞ := max_{1≤i≤d} l∑ j=1 |b_{ij} |. Remark. If A is a square matrix, we will write |A| for the determinant of A. Remark. If x = (x_1, . . . , x_d), written as a column vector, then ‖x‖_∞ = max_i |x_i|. If B is a d × l matrix then ‖B‖_∞ is B’s (R^l, ‖ · ‖_∞) → (R^d, ‖ · ‖_∞) operator norm.

2“Strong normalized bounded variation on R^d”.

Theorem 5 There are positive constants c̃(d) and C(d), depending only on d, such that the following holds. Let 0 ≤ η ≤ c̃(d) and let {f^{(Q)}}_{Q∈Dd} be any SNBV family. Suppose that, for every Q ∈ D_d, there is a real d × d matrix A^{(Q)}, and there is a vector y^{(Q)} ∈ R^d, such that ‖A^{(Q)} − I_d‖_∞ + ‖y^{(Q)}‖_∞ ≤ η. (9) For every Q ∈ D_d define

~f^{(Q)}(x) := f^{(Q)}(x_Q + A^{(Q)}(ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)} + x − x_Q)).

(10) Then ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ f^{(Q)} − |A^{(Q)}| ~f^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} Q_{∈D} d

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{AO(Dd)} ≤ C(d)η^{1/2}.

Our chief interest in Theorem 5 lies in the following corollary, which directly applies to perturbations of Haar functions.

Corollary 1 There are positive constants c̃(d) and C(d), depending only on d, such that the following holds. Let 0 ≤ η ≤ c̃(d) and let {f^{(Q)}}_{Q∈Dd} be any SNBV_0 family. Suppose that, for every Q ∈ D_d, there is a real d × d matrix A^{(Q)}, and there is a vector y^{(Q)} ∈ R^d, such that ‖A^{(Q)} − I_d‖_∞ + ‖y^{(Q)}‖_∞ ≤ η. (11)

For every Q ∈ D_d define

~f^{(Q)}(x) := f^{(Q)}(x_Q + A^{(Q)}(ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)} + x − x_Q)).

(12) Then ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ f^{(Q)} − ~f^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} Q_{∈D} d

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{AO(Dd)} ≤ C(d)η^{1/2}.

Remark. It is important to note the difference between the theorem and the corollary. The theorem does not ask that the f^{(Q)}s have integral 0.

Corollary 1 immediately implies the following results for the d-dimensional Haar functions.

Corollary 2 Let Γ := {(Q, k) : Q ∈ D_d, 1 ≤ k < 2^d}. There are positive constants c̃(d) and C(d), depending only on d, such that the following holds. Let 0 ≤ η ≤ c̃(d) and let {h_{(Q),k}}_{(Q,k)∈Γ} be the Haar functions. Suppose that, for every (Q, k) ∈ Γ, there is a real d × d matrix A^{(Q),k}, and there is a vector y^{(Q),k} ∈ R^d, such that ‖A^{(Q),k} − I_d‖_∞ + ‖y^{(Q),k}‖_∞ ≤ η. For every (Q, k) ∈ Γ define ~h_{(Q),k}(x) := h_{(Q),k}(x_Q + A^{(Q),k}(ℓ(Q)y^{(Q),k} + x − x_Q)). Then ‖ ‖ ‖ { h_{(Q),k} − ~h_{(Q),k} } (Q,k)∈Γ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{AO(Γ)} ≤ C(d)η^{1/2}. Corollary 3 Let Γ := {(Q, k) : Q ∈ D_d, 1 ≤ k < 2^d}. There are positive constants c̃(d) and C(d), depending only on d, such that the following holds. Let 0 ≤ η ≤ c̃(d) and let {h_{(Q),k}}_{(Q,k)∈Γ} be the Haar functions. Suppose that, for every (Q, k) ∈ Γ, there are two real d × d matrices A^{(Q),k} and A^{(Q),k}∗ , and there are vectors y^{(Q),k} and y^{(Q),k}∗ in R^d, such that ‖A^{(Q),k} − I_d‖_∞ + ‖y^{(Q),k}‖_∞ ≤ η ‖A^{(Q),k}_∗ − I_d‖_∞ + ‖y^{(Q),k}_∗ ‖_∞ ≤ η. For every (Q, k) ∈ Γ define ~h_{(Q),k}(x) := h_{(Q),k}(x_Q + A^{(Q),k}(ℓ(Q)y^{(Q),k} + x − x_Q)) h^∗_{(Q),k}(x) := h_{(Q),k}(x_Q + A^{(Q),k}_∗ (ℓ(Q)y^{(Q),k}_∗ + x − x_Q)).

Then, for any f ∈ L^2, the series ∑ (Q,k)∈Γ ⟨f, ~h_{(Q,k)}⟩h^∗_{(Q,k)} converges unconditionally to some f^∗ ∈ L^2, and this f^∗ satisfies ‖f − f^∗‖_2 ≤ C(d)η^{1/2}‖f‖_2. The proof of Theorem 5 is based on the one for Theorem 4 in [6]. The chief new elements are a quantitative form of the LU matrix factorization (see below) and more careful manipulations.

We give Theorem 1’s short proof in Section 2. We state and prove lemmas in Section 3. In Section 4 we prove Theorem 5 and Corollary 1, and, after some discussion, we use Theorem 5 to prove the following sharp estimate (Corollary 4) on the sensitivity of L^2 dyadic averages to close-to-the-identity affine changes of variable. We use the familiar notation that, if a measurable E ⊂ R^d is bounded and has positive measure, and g ∈ L^1_{loc}(R^d), then

g_E := 1 |E| ∫ E g dt, the average of g over E.

Corollary 4 There is a positive constant C(d) such that the following is true. Let {y^{(Q)}}_{Q∈Dd} and {A^{(Q)}}_{Q∈Dd} satisfy the hypotheses of Theorem 5. For Q ∈ D_d define Q^∗ by χ_Q∗ (x) := χ_Q(x_Q +A^{(Q)}(ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)} +x−x_Q)). Then, for every g ∈ L^2(R^d), ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ Q∈D_d |g_Q − g_Q∗ |^2 χ_Q 1/2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ C(d)η^{1/2}‖g‖_2.

The exponent 1/2 on η can’t be improved.

We warn the reader that Section 4 is the paper’s longest and most technical section.

We sometimes use ‘C’ to mean a constant that might change from occurrence to occurrence. We will not always state the parameters that C depends on. If E and F are sets, we write E ⊂ F to mean E ⊆ F .

We indicate the end of a proof with ♣.

2 Proof of Theorem 1

As we observed above, every h^{(Q),k} equals 4 times an NBV_0(Q) function. Therefore, except for that factor of 4, {h^{(Q),k}} Q∈D_{d1≤k<2d} equals a union of 2^d − 1 families like those considered by Theorem 4. Let us temporarily fix 1 ≤ k < 2^d. Suppose that, for every Q ∈ D_d, we have a Borel

STABILITY OF HAAR DECOMPOSITIONS 12

probability measure μ^{(Q)} on [−1, 1]^d. For each Q ∈ D_d, define

g^{(Q)}(x) := ∫ [−1,1]^d ( h^{(Q),k}(x) − h^{(Q),k}(x − ℓ(Q)ηy) ) dμ^{(Q)}(y), where 0 ≤ η < 1/2. It’s clear that each g^{(Q)} has support contained inside (1 + 2η)Q. It’s also clear that, if the ‖ · ‖_∞ distance between x and any of h^{(Q),k}’s discontinuities is > ηℓ(Q) then h^{(Q),k}(x) − h^{(Q),k}(x − ℓ(Q)ηy) = 0 for all y ∈ [−1, 1]^d, and g^{(Q)}(x) = 0. We claim that { g^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} } Q∈D_d is almost-orthogonal, with an almost-orthogonality constant ≤ C(d)η^{1/2}. Here is the proof. Let F ⊂ D_d be finite, {λ_Q}_{Q∈F} ⊂ C, and ∑ F |λ_Q|^2 ≤ 1.

By Theorem 4, for every choice of y := {y^{(Q)}}_{Q∈F} ⊂ [−1, 1]^d, the finite family { h^{(Q),k}(x) − h^{(Q),k}(x − ℓ(Q)ηy^{(Q)}) |Q|^{1/2} } Q∈F is almost-orthogonal, with an AO(D_d) norm ≤ C(d)η^{1/2}. Let ([−1, 1]^d)^F denote the (finite) cartesian product [−1, 1]^d × [−1, 1]^d × · · · × [−1, 1]^d (one factor for each Q ∈ F), and give it the natural product probability measure induced by the μ^{(Q)}s for Q ∈ F. Call this measure M. For every x ∈ R^d, ∑ Q∈F λ_Q g^{(Q)}(x) |Q|^{1/2} = ∫ ([−1,1]^d)^F ∑ Q∈F λ_Q h^{(Q),k}(x) − h^{(Q),k}(x − ℓ(Q)ηy^{(Q)}) |Q|^{1/2} dM(y). By the integral form of Minkowski’s inequality, ( ∫ R^d | | | ∑ Q∈F λ_Q^{g(Q)(x)}_{|Q|1/2} | | |^2 dx )

≤ ∫ ([−1,1]^d)^F ( ∫ R^d | | | ∑ Q∈F λ_Q^{h(Q),k(x)−h(Q),k(x−ℓ(Q)ηy(Q) )} |Q|^{1/2} | | |^2 dx )_{1/2} dM(y) ≤ ∫ ([−1,1]^d)^F C(d)η 1/2 dM(y) = = C(d)η^{1/2}, proving the claim.

We get Theorem 1 by taking some non-negative ψ ∈ L^1(R^d) with support contained in [−1, 1]^d and satisfying ∫ ψ dx = 1. We set dμ^{(Q)}(y^′) := ψ(y^′) dy^′.

It’s then obvious that

g^{(Q)}(x) = h^{(Q),k}(x) − ∫ [−1,1]^d h^{(Q),k}(x − ℓ(Q)ηy) ψ(y) dy = h^{(Q),k}(x) − ∫ R^d h^{(Q),k}(x − ℓ(Q)ηy) ψ(y) dy = h^{(Q),k}(x) − ∫ R^d h^{(Q),k}(x − t) η^{−d}ℓ(Q)^{−d}ψ(t/(ηℓ(Q))) dt = h^{(Q),k}(x) − (h^{(Q),k} ∗ ψ_{ηℓ(Q)})(x). We do this for every 1 ≤ k < 2^d and, if η is small enough, get, for any ϵ > 0, a family { h^{(Q),k} ∗ ψ_{ηℓ(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} } Q∈Dd 1≤k<2d with supports as close to the dyadic cubes as we like (contained in (1 + ϵ)Q), equalling the respective Haar functions for xs more than ϵℓ(Q) distant from their discontinuities, and satisfying (1 − C(d) √ ϵ)^2‖f‖^2 ≤ ∑ Q∈Dd 1≤k<2d

| | | | | ⟨ f, h^{(Q),k} ∗ ψ_{ηℓ(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} ⟩| | | | 2 ≤ (1 + C(d) √ ϵ)^2‖f‖^2

for all f ∈ L^2. It’s also clear that this family has the required “generating property” (7). We have proved Theorem 1 and, as promised, a little more. ♣ Remark. We note in passing that the proof of Theorem 1 does not use the full power of Theorem 4. It only requires stability with respect to translations. Dilations play no role.

3 Preliminary lemmas

The quantitative form of the LU factorization we mentioned comes from [4] (Theorem 4.2 (4)). We state it in the form we will use.

Lemma 1 Let A be a d×d real matrix and 0 ≤ η < 1. If ‖A−I_d‖_∞ ≤ η then we can write A = LU, where L is lower triangular, U is upper triangular, and max(‖L − I_d‖_∞, ‖U − I_d‖_∞) ≤ η 1 − η . In particular, if η ≤ 1/2, we have max(‖L − I_d‖_∞, ‖U − I_d‖_∞) ≤ 2η. Remark. In proving Theorem 5 we will use Lemma 1 to write the linear transformation defined by A^{(Q)} as a telescoping sum of one-dimensional shear transformations, to which we can apply the methods of [6].

The preceding lemma implies that, if ‖A − I_d‖_∞ ≤ η ≤ 1/2, then |1 − |A|| ≤ exp(4dη) − 1, which is a crude estimate, but good enough for us.

We recall two elementary lemmas from [6].

Lemma 2 ([6], Lemma 1) Let I ⊂ R be an interval, f : I → C, with f of bounded variation on I with total variation =: V_f (I). Suppose that b ∈ L^1(I), b is real-valued, and ∫ b dx = 0. Then | | | ∫ I f(x) b(x) dx | | | ≤ (1/2)V_f (I)‖b‖_1. Lemma 3 ([6], Lemma 5) If (a, b) and (a^′, b^′) are two bounded intervals then ∫ R |χ_{(a,b)}(x) − χ_{(a}′_{,b}′_)(x)| dx ≤ |a − a^′| + |b − b^′|. Remark. The same estimate obviously holds if one or both intervals are closed or half-open.

The next two lemmas require a technical observation. Let 0 < α < ∞ and β ∈ R, and define ψ(x) := αx + β. Then

χ_{(a,b)}(ψ(x)) = χ_{(ψ}−1_{(a),ψ}−1_{(b))}(x),

where ψ^{−1}(x) := (x − β)/α is ψ’s inverse function. Obviously, we also get

χ_{(a,b)}(ψ^{−1}(x)) = χ_{(ψ(a),ψ(b))} (x).

Lemma 4 Let f : R → C be of bounded variation on R and let ψ be as in the preceding paragraph. Define g(x) := f(x) − αf(ψ(x)). For J a bounded interval define ϕ(x) := χ_{Jl} (x) − χ_{Jr} (x), where J_l and J_r are J’s respective left and right halves. Then: | ∫ R g(x) ϕ(x) dx| ≤ (1/2)V_f (K(J ∪ ψ[J])) ∫ R(|χ_{Jl} (x) − χ_{ψ[Jl]}(x)| + |χ_{Jr} (x) − χ_{ψ[Jr]}(x)|) dx, where ψ[S] means the the image of a set S under ψ, and K(J ∪ ψ[J]) is the convex hull of J ∪ ψ[J].

Proof of Lemma 4. After we do a change of variable, ∫ R g(x) ϕ(x) dx = ∫ R f(x) ϕ(x) dx − ∫ R f(x) ϕ(ψ^{−1}(x)) dx = ∫ R f(x) (ϕ(x) − ϕ(ψ^{−1}(x))) dx, where, because of ϕ’s and ψ’s simple forms, ∫ R ϕ(x) dx = ∫ R ϕ(ψ^{−1}(x)) dx = 0. We have ϕ(x) − ϕ(ψ^{−1}(x)) = χ_{Jl} (x) − χ_{ψ[Jl]}(x) − ( χ_{Jr} (x) − χ_{ψ[Jr]}(x) ) , which is clearly 0 outside K(J ∪ ψ[J]). Also, ∫ R |ϕ(x) − ϕ(ψ^{−1}(x))| dx ≤ ∫ R (|χ_{Jl} (x) − χ_{ψ[Jl]}(x)| + |χ_{Jr} (x) − χ_{ψ[Jr]}(x)|) dx. Our result now follows from Lemma 2, with the present f playing the role of “f” and ϕ(x) − ϕ(ψ^{−1}(x)) acting as “b”. ♣

Lemma 5 Let I ⊂ R be a bounded interval with center x_I . Let α and τ be real numbers such that |1 − α| + |τ| ≤ η, where 0 ≤ η ≤ 1/2, and set

ψ(x) := α(x − x_I + τℓ(I)) + x_I .

Let f : R → C be of bounded variation on R. If J ⊂ I is any subinterval of I such that ℓ(J) ≥ ηℓ(I), then | | | | ∫ R (f(x) − αf(ψ(x))) (χ_{Jl} (x) − χ_{Jr} (x)) dx | | | | ≤ 2ηℓ(I)V_f ( ~J), where ~J is the concentric triple of J, and J_l and J_r mean what they did in Lemma 4.

Remark. If α = 1 and τ = 0 then ψ(x) = x. If α is close to 1 and τ is close to 0 then ψ(x) is close to x on I and (in a certain sense) f(x) is close to αf(ψ(x)). We think of αf(ψ(x)) as a perturbation of f(x).

Proof of Lemma 5. If x ∈ I then |x − ψ(x)| = |(α − 1)(x − x_I ) + ατℓ(I)| ≤ ( s 2 + (1 + s)(η − s) ) ℓ(I) for some 0 ≤ s ≤ η, where s := |α−1|. If we set ϕ(s) := (_s 2 + (1 + s)(η − s) ) = η + sη − s/2 − s^2, then ϕ^′(s) = η − 1/2 − 2s ≤ 0 for s ≥ 0 (since η ≤ 1/2), so ϕ(s) ≤ ϕ(0) = η, implying |x − ψ(x)| ≤ ηℓ(I). (13)

Therefore, if J ⊂ I and ℓ(J) ≥ ηℓ(I), K(J ∪ ψ[J]) ⊂ ~J, where K(J ∪ ψ[J]) is as in Lemma 4 above. The result now follows from Lemma 4, since ∫ R (|χ_{Jl} (x) − χ_{ψ[Jl]}(x)| + |χ_{Jr} (x) − χ_{ψ[Jr ]}(x)|) dx ≤ 4ηℓ(I) by Lemma 3 and inequality (13). ♣

The next lemma describes what happens when a whole family of functions {f^{(I)}}_{I∈D1} like the one in Lemma 5 is subjected to a family of perturbations like the one seen there. Its argument, like that of Lemma 2 in [5], relies on inner product estimates and the Schur test.

Lemma 6 Let 0 ≤ η ≤ 1/2. Suppose that, for every I ∈ D_1, we have:

a) real numbers α_I and τ_I such that |1 − α_I | + |τ_I | ≤ η; b) the function ψ^{(I)} : R → R, defined by

ψ^{(I)}(x) := α_I (x − x_I + τ_I ℓ(I)) + x_I ;

c) a function f^{(I)} : R → C of bounded variation such that V_f (I) (R) ≤ 1, {x : f^{(I)}(x) ≠ 0} ⊂ I, and {x : f^{(I)}(ψ^{(I)}(x)) ≠ 0} ⊂ I.

Define, for each I ∈ D_1,

g^{(I)}(x) := f^{(I)}(x) − α_I f^{(I)}(ψ^{(I)}(x)).

(14)

Then { g^{(I)}(x) |I|^{1/2} } D_1

(15)

is a Bessel family in L^2(R) with a Bessel bound ≤ Cη, where C is an absolute constant.

Remark. Alternatively, we could say that (15) is almost-orthogonal, with an almost-orthogonality constant (or norm) ≤ Cη^{1/2}.

Remark. Notice that Lemma 6 does not assume ∫ f^{(I)} dx = 0. The necessary cancelation comes by taking differences (14). This will be important later.

Proof of Lemma 6. We will apply the Schur test after we get estimates for the L^2 inner products ⟨g^{(I)}, h^{(J)}⟩ for arbitrary dyadic intervals I and J, where the functions h^{(J)} are as defined in (2).

We observe that {x : g^{(I)}(x) ≠ 0} ⊂ I and ∫ g^{(I)}(x) dx = 0. Therefore

⟨g^{(I)}, h^{(J)}⟩ = 0

unless J ⊂ I. For J ⊂ I we consider two cases: ℓ(J) ≥ ηℓ(I) and ℓ(J) < ηℓ(I). In the first case, by Lemma 5, | | |⟨g^{(I)}, h^{(J)}⟩ | | | ≤ 2ηℓ(I)V_f (I) ( ~J),

STABILITY OF HAAR DECOMPOSITIONS 18

which implies that | | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | | ≤ 2η |I| |J| V_f (I) ( ~J). In the second case, by Lemma 2, | | |⟨g^{(I)}, h^{(J)}⟩ | | | ≤ (1/2)V_g(I) (J)‖h^{(J)}‖_1 = (1/2)V_g(I) (J)|J|, implying | | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | ≤ (1/2)V_g(I) (J) |J| |I| . We are now ready to apply the Schur test. First we fix I ∈ D_1 and consider ∑ J∈D_1 | | ⟨_{g(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | = ∑_{J∈D1} J⊂I,ℓ(J)≥ηℓ(I) | | | ⟨_{g(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | + ∑_{J∈D1} J⊂I,ℓ(J)<ηℓ(I) | | | ⟨_{g(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | =: (I) + (II).

Let N be the unique natural number such that 2^{−N} ≥ η > 2^{−N−1}. Then

(I) = ∑ J∈D1, J⊂I ℓ(J)≥2−N ℓ(I)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | |

= N∑ k=0 ∑ J∈D1, J⊂I ℓ(J)=2−kℓ(I)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | |

≤ N∑ k=0 ∑ J∈D1, J⊂I ℓ(J)=2−kℓ(I) 2η |I| |J| V_f (I) ( ~J)

= 2η N∑ k=0 2^{k/2} ∑ J∈D1, J⊂I ℓ(J)=2−kℓ(I) V_f (I) ( ~J).

STABILITY OF HAAR DECOMPOSITIONS 19

But, for each k, ∑ J∈D1, J⊂I ℓ(J)=2−kℓ(I) V_f (I) ( ~J) ≤ 3V_f (I) (R) ≤ 3,

implying (I) ≤ 6η N∑ k=0 2^{k/2} ≤ Cη2^{N/2} ≤ Cη^{1/2}, from the definition of N.

On the other hand, (II) = ∑ J∈D1, J⊂I ℓ(J)<2−N ℓ(I)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | |

= ∞∑ k=N+1 ∑ J∈D1, J⊂I ℓ(J)=2−kℓ(I)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | |

≤ ∞∑ k=N+1 ∑ J∈D1, J⊂I ℓ(J)=2−kℓ(I) (1/2)V_g(I) (J) |J| |I| = (1/2) ∞∑ k=N+1 2^{−k/2} ∑ J∈D1, J⊂I ℓ(J)=2−kℓ(I) V_g(I) (J).

For each k, ∑ J∈D1, J⊂I ℓ(J)=2−kℓ(I) V_g(I) (J) ≤ V_g(I) (R). But V_g(I) (R) ≤ (1 + |α_I |)V_f (I) (R) ≤ 3.

(16) Therefore (II) ≤ (3/2) ∞∑ k=N+1 2^{−k/2} ≤ C2^{−N/2} ≤ Cη^{1/2}, yielding (I) + (II) ≤ Cη^{1/2}. (17)

STABILITY OF HAAR DECOMPOSITIONS 20

Now we go the other way. Fix J ∈ D_1 and consider ∑ I∈D_1 | | | ⟨_{g(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | = ∑_{I∈D1} I⊃J,ℓ(J)≥ηℓ(I) | | ⟨_{g(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | + ∑_{I∈D1} I⊃J,ℓ(J)<ηℓ(I) | | ⟨_{g(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | =: (I^′) + (II^′).

Then, as before,

(I^′) = ∑ I∈D1 I⊃J,ℓ(J)≥ηℓ(I)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | = ∑ I∈D1 I⊃J,ℓ(I)≤η−1ℓ(J)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | = ∑ I∈D1 I⊃J,ℓ(I)≤2N ℓ(J)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | |

= N∑ k=0 ∑ I∈D1, I⊃J ℓ(I)=2k ℓ(J)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | |

≤ N∑ k=0 ∑ I∈D1, I⊃J ℓ(I)=2k ℓ(J) 2η |I| |J| V_f (I) ( ~J)

= 2η N∑ k=0 2^{k/2} ∑ I∈D1, I⊃J ℓ(I)=2kℓ(J) V_f (I) ( ~J)

≤ 2η N∑ k=0 2^{k/2} ≤ Cη^{1/2}, where ∑ I∈D1, I⊃J ℓ(I)=2kℓ(J) V_f (I) ( ~J) ≤ 1

because V_f (I) ( ~J) ≤ V_f (I) (R) ≤ 1 and, for every k ≥ 0, every J ∈ D_1 is contained in only one I ∈ D_1 with ℓ(I) = 2^kℓ(J). That takes care of (I^′).

STABILITY OF HAAR DECOMPOSITIONS 21

For (II^′), we again fix J ∈ D_1, and write

(II^′) = ∑ I∈D1 I⊃J,ℓ(J)<ηℓ(I)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | | = ∑ I∈D1 I⊃J,ℓ(I)>η−1ℓ(J)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | | = ∑ I∈D1 I⊃J,ℓ(I)>2N ℓ(J)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | |

= ∞∑ k=N+1 ∑ I∈D1, I⊃J ℓ(I)=2kℓ(J)

| | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | |

≤ ∞∑ k=N+1 ∑ I∈D1, I⊃J ℓ(I)=2kℓ(J) (1/2)V_g(I) (J) |J| |I| ≤ C ∞∑ k=N+1 2^{−k/2} ≤ C2^{−N/2} ≤ Cη^{1/2}, where ∑ I∈D1, I⊃J ℓ(I)=2kℓ(J) (1/2)V_g(I) (J) |J| |I| ≤ C2^{−k/2} for three reasons: |J| |I| = 2^{−k/2} and V_g(I) (J) ≤ V_g(I) (R) ≤ 3

(see (16)) and, for every k ≥ 0, every J ∈ D_1 is contained in only one I ∈ D_1 with ℓ(I) = 2^kℓ(J). We have proved that

(I^′) + (II^′) ≤ Cη^{1/2}.

(18)

STABILITY OF HAAR DECOMPOSITIONS 22

Putting (17) and (18) together, we have that, for all I ∈ D_1, ∑ J∈D_1 | | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | | ≤ Cη^{1/2} and, for all J ∈ D_1, ∑ I∈D_1 | | | | ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | | ≤ Cη^{1/2}. Consider the mapping T : ℓ^2(D_1) → ℓ^2(D_1), initially defined for finite sums, given by

T ({λ_I }_{I∈D1} ) := ∑ I∈D_1 λ_I ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩ J_{∈D} 1 . By the Schur test, T ’s operator norm is ≤ Cη^{1/2}. Therefore T extends to a bounded operator (with the same norm) on all of ℓ^2(D_1).

Let F ⊂ D_1 be finite, and consider f = ∑ I∈F λ_I g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} . Since the Haar functions form a complete orthonormal system in L^2(R), ∫ |f|^2 dx = ∑ J∈D_1 | | | | ⟨ f, h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | | 2

= ∑ J∈D_1 | | | | ∑ I∈F λ_I ⟨ g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} , h^{(J)} |J|^{1/2} ⟩| | | 2

= ‖T ({λ_I }_{I∈F} ) ‖^2_ℓ2_{(D1)} ≤ Cη ∑ I∈F |λ_I |^2, and therefore ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ I∈F λ_I g^{(I)} |I|^{1/2} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ Cη 1/2 ( ∑ I∈F |λ_I |^2 )_{1/2} , proving Lemma 6. ♣

4 Proofs of Theorem 5 and consequences

We will first prove Theorem 5 under the assumption that, for each Q ∈ D_d, {x : f^{(Q)}(x) ≠ 0} lies inside the central third of Q; i.e., the unique cube whose concentric triple equals Q.

We set c̃(d) := 1/(20d).

We claim that, given (11) and our choice of c̃(d), every ~f^{(Q)} ∈ SNBV (Q). (We will use this fact near the end of the proof.) Here is the proof of the claim. The bounded variation condition is immediate. We need to check the support. We recall that, if A^{(Q)} is a d × d real matrix and x ∈ R^d, then ‖A^{(Q)}x‖_∞ ≤ ‖A^{(Q)}‖_∞‖x‖_∞, and therefore

‖A^{(Q)}x‖_∞ = ‖(I_d − (I_d − A^{(Q)}))x‖_∞ ≥ ‖x‖_∞ − ‖I_d − A^{(Q)}‖_∞‖x‖_∞ = (1 − ‖I_d − A^{(Q)}‖_∞)‖x‖_∞ ≥ (1 − η)‖x‖_∞. If y^{(Q)} ∈ R^d, ‖I_d −A^{(Q)}‖_∞ +‖y^{(Q)}‖_∞ ≤ η ≤ c̃(d), and ‖x−x_Q‖_∞ ≥ (1/2)ℓ(Q) then

‖(A^{(Q)}(x − x_Q + ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)}) + x_Q) − x_Q‖_∞ ≥ (1 − η)‖x − x_Q + ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)}‖_∞ ≥ (1 − η)(ℓ(Q)/2 − ηℓ(Q)) > ℓ(Q)/3. But x /∈ Q ⇒ ‖x − x_Q‖_∞ ≥ (1/2)ℓ(Q), which—for this η—implies A^{(Q)}(x − x_Q + ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)}) + x_Q /∈ Q’s central third, since the ‖ · ‖_∞-distance between it and x_Q is bigger than ℓ(Q)/3 > ℓ(Q)/6. Therefore, having x outside Q forces ~f^{(Q)}(x) = f^{(Q)}(A^{(Q)}(x − x_Q + ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)}) + x_Q) = 0, proving the claim.

Because of the claim, the d = 1 case of Theorem 5—with our special assumption—follows immediately from Lemma 6. Therefore we assume that d ≥ 2. For future reference we note that, under the hypotheses of Theorem 5, if ‖x − x_Q‖_∞ ≥ ℓ(Q)/2 then ‖A^{(Q)}(x − x_Q)‖_∞ ≥ ℓ(Q)/3. We’ll use this near the end of the proof too.

We now make a second preliminary assumption: every y^{(Q)} = 0. We do this because the hard work of proving Theorem 5 comes from dealing with the A^{(Q)}s, for which the y^{(Q)}s are a distraction. We shall see that bringing the y^{(Q)}s back in at the end is no trouble. With our two preliminary assumptions, we need to show that

f^{(Q)} − |A^{(Q)}| ~f^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} Q_{∈D} d is almost-orthogonal with a suitable constant, where

~f^{(Q)}(x) := f^{(Q)}(A^{(Q)}(x − x_Q) + x_Q).

We apply the factorization lemma (Lemma 1). We factor every A^{(Q)} as L^{(Q)}U^{(Q)}, where L^{(Q)} is lower triangular, U^{(Q)} is upper triangular, and both are close to the identity: ‖I_d −L^{(Q)}‖_∞ and ‖I_d −U^{(Q)}‖_∞ are ≤ 2η. The crude determinant estimate implies that |1−|L^{(Q)}|| and |1−|U^{(Q)}|| are ≤ Cdη ≤ C, an absolute constant, so that |L^{(Q)}| and |U^{(Q)}| are also bounded by absolute constants. Below we will observe that the same applies to certain matrices we will build from L^{(Q)} and U^{(Q)}.

Let us define g^{(Q)}(x) := f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}x). Then, since y^{(Q)} = 0, we have

|A^{(Q)}| ~f^{(Q)}(x) = |A^{(Q)}|f^{(Q)}(A^{(Q)}(x − x_Q) + x_Q) = |A^{(Q)}|f^{(Q)}(L^{(Q)}U^{(Q)}(x − x_Q) + x_Q) = |A^{(Q)}|g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}(x − x_Q)).

Therefore

|A^{(Q)}| ~f^{(Q)}(x) − f^{(Q)}(x) = |A^{(Q)}|g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}(x − x_Q)) − f^{(Q)}(x) = ( |A^{(Q)}|g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}(x − x_Q)) − |L^{(Q)}|g^{(Q)}(x − x_Q) ) + ( |L^{(Q)}|g^{(Q)}(x − x_Q) − f^{(Q)}(x) ) = ( |A^{(Q)}|g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}(x − x_Q)) − |L^{(Q)}|g^{(Q)}(x − x_Q) ) + ( |L^{(Q)}|f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}(x − x_Q)) − f^{(Q)}(x) ) =: I^{(Q)}(x) + II^{(Q)}(x),

where

I^{(Q)}(x) := |A^{(Q)}|g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}(x − x_Q)) − |L^{(Q)}|g^{(Q)}(x − x_Q) II^{(Q)}(x) := |L^{(Q)}|f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}(x − x_Q)) − f^{(Q)}(x).

Our job now is to show that the families { I^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} } Q∈D_d (19)

and { II^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} } Q∈D_d (20)

are almost-orthogonal, with appropriate constants.

We remind the reader that |A^{(Q)}| = |L^{(Q)}||U^{(Q)}| = (_d ∏ 1 L^{(Q)}(i, i) ) (_d ∏ 1 U^{(Q)}(i, i) ) , which we will use shortly.

We bound (19) first. Write

I^{(Q)}(x) = |L^{(Q)}| d∑ k=1 ( |U^{(Q)}_{k−1}|g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) − |U^{(Q)}_k |g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) ) , (21) where

U^{(Q)}_0 := U^{(Q)} U^{(Q)}_d := I_d,

and, for 0 < k < d,

U^{(Q)}_k (i, j) = { δ(i, j) if min(i, j) ≤ k; U^{(Q)}(i, j) if min(i, j) > k.

What does this look like? If M is a d × d matrix then the set of entries {M(i, j) : min(i, j) ≤ k} is the union of M’s first k rows (counting from the top) and first k columns (counting from the left), and {M(i, j) : min(i, j) > k} is everything else: the entries of a (d − k) × (d − k) submatrix in M’s lower right corner. As k increases, U^{(Q)}_k changes from U^{(Q)} into I_d, one elbow-shaped layer at a time, with the elbow joints both opening toward and moving toward the lower right (southeastward).

Observe that, for every 0 ≤ k ≤ d, ‖I_d − U^{(Q)}_k ‖_∞ ≤ ‖I_d − U^{(Q)}‖_∞. This is because, on the main diagonal, U^{(Q)}_k (i, i) = U^{(Q)}(i, i) or U^{(Q)}_k (i, i) = 1; while, off the diagonal, U^{(Q)}_k (i, j) = U^{(Q)}(i, j) or U^{(Q)}_k (i, j) = 0. We point out (see above) that the determinants of the U^{(Q)}_k s, like that of U^{(Q)}, are bounded by an absolute constant independent of k, Q, and d.

Suppose that z = {z_j }^d_1 ∈ R^d and ξ = {ξ_i}^d_1 := U^{(Q)}_k z (both written as column vectors). Obviously, if k = 0 then ξ_i = ∑_d j=1 U^{(Q)}(i, j)z_j , and if k = d then ξ_i = z_i (1 ≤ i ≤ d). If 0 < k < d then

ξ_i = { z_i if i ≤ k; ∑_d j=i U^{(Q)}(i, j)z_j = ∑_d j=1 U^{(Q)}(i, j)z_j if i > k,

where the equality d∑ j=i U^{(Q)}(i, j)z_j = d∑ j=1 U^{(Q)}(i, j)z_j holds for i > k because U^{(Q)} is upper triangular.

Let’s look at one of the terms in (21):

|U^{(Q)}_{k−1}|g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) − |U^{(Q)}_k |g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)).

(22)

Now, |U^{(Q)}_k | = { ∏_d k+1 U^{(Q)}(i, i) if 0 ≤ k < d;

1 if k = d. Therefore we can rewrite (22) as |U^{(Q)}_k | ( U^{(Q)}(k, k)g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) − g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) ) . (23)

The determinant at the far left of (23) is bounded by an absolute constant: we will ignore it. For ease of reading, we write x − x_Q = z = (z_1, . . . , z_d). Then:

U^{(Q)}(k, k)g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}z) = U^{(Q)}(k, k) × g^{(Q)}(z_1, z_2, . . . , z_{k−1}, ∑_d j=k U^{(Q)}(k, j)z_j , ∑_d j=k+1 U (Q)(k + 1, j)z_j , . . . , U^{(Q)}(d, d)z_d), where it’s understood that the first k − 1 entries—z_1, z_2, . . . , z_{k−1}—in g^{(Q)}’s argument will not be there if k = 1 (because then k − 1 = 0). It might be easier to see what is going on here if we arrange the entries of g^{(Q)}’s argument vertically. We get z_1 z_2 . . z_{k−1} ∑_d j=k U^{(Q)}(k, j)z_j ∑_d j=k+1 U (Q)(k + 1, j)z_j . . U^{(Q)}(d, d)z_d

if k > 1 and ∑_d j=1 U^{(Q)}(1, j)z_j ∑_d j=2 U^{(Q)}(2, j)z_j . . U^{(Q)}(d, d)z_d

if k = 1. In either case, the k^{th} entry in the U^{(Q)}(k, k)g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}z) is

U^{(Q)}(k, k)z_k + d∑ j=k+1 U^{(Q)}(k, j)z_j (where the sum is empty if k = d), and it is (very important!) the only entry containing the variable z_k.

Let’s look at the other piece of (23) (once again ignoring the determinant way off on the left). It’s g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k z) = g^{(Q)}(z_1, . . . , z_k, ∑_d j=k+1 U (Q)(k + 1, j)z_j, . . . , U^{(Q)}(d, d)z_d) unless k = d, in which case it’s just g^{(Q)}(z). Once again, we arrange the argument’s entries in a column. z_1 z_2 . . z_k ∑_d j=k+1 U (Q)(k + 1, j)z_j . . U^{(Q)}(d, d)z_d, unless k = d, when we get

z_1 z_2 . . z_d. We see that g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}z) and g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k z) are identical except for their k^{th} entries (1 ≤ k ≤ d) and, for both of them, the variable z_k occurs only there. This implies that g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) and g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)), when written as functions of x = (x_1, . . . , x_d), are identical except for their k^{th} entries, and both have the variable x_k occurring only there.

Before we get too technical it will be useful to note a property shared by all the functions g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_j (x − x_Q)) (0 ≤ j ≤ d): If x /∈ Q then g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_j (x − x_Q)) = 0. This follows from the inequalities ‖I_d − L^{(Q)}‖_∞ ≤ 2η ≤ 1/(10d) and ‖I_d − U^{(Q)}_j ‖_∞ ≤ 2η ≤ 1/(10d) (0 ≤ j ≤ d), and our earlier observations. Simply put, x /∈ Q implies ‖x − x_Q‖_∞ ≥ ℓ(Q)/2, implies ‖U^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)‖_∞ ≥ (1 − 2η)ℓ(Q)/2, implies ‖L^{(Q)}U^{(Q)}_j (x − x_Q)‖_∞ ≥ (1 − 2η)^2ℓ(Q)/2 > ℓ(Q)/6 because 2η ≤ 1/(10d), and

g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_j (x − x_Q)) = f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}U^{(Q)}_j (x − x_Q)) = 0,

because f^{(Q)} is zero outside the central third of Q. The nature of the ‖ · ‖_∞ norm implies that g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_j (x − x_Q)) = 0 if |x_l − (x_Q)_l| ≥ ℓ(Q)/2 for a single l. Suppose we temporarily fix all the variables except x_k. Then, as a function of x_k, we can write g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k (x−x_Q)) as ϕ(x_k) for some function ϕ : R → C. This function ϕ has two interesting properties. It is of bounded variation, with total variation ≤ 1; and it is zero outside of I_k(Q), the k^{th} cartesian factor of Q. The first property is an immediate consequence of the SNBV property. The second was shown in the preceding paragraph. Our observation at the end of that paragraph implies that if |x_l − (x_Q)_l| ≥ ℓ(Q)/2 for some l ≠ k then ϕ(x_k) ≡ 0.

The other function we are presently interested in, namely U^{(Q)}(k, k)g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x− x_Q)), when considered as a function of x_k only (recall that the other variables are fixed for now), can be expressed in terms of the same ϕ; namely, as αϕ(α(x_k − (x_Q)_k + τℓ(Q)) + (x_Q)_k), where α = U^{(Q)}(k, k) and τ is a number such that either |α−1|+|τ| ≤ 7η/2 or ϕ(x_k) and αϕ(α(x_k −(x_Q)_k +τℓ(Q))+ (x_Q)_k) are both identically 0. To see these facts, compare the k^{th} entries of g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) and g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)). For g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) this k^{th} entry is x_k − (x_Q)_k. For g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) it’s

α(x_k − (x_Q)_k) + ∑_d j=k+1 U (Q)(k, j)(x_j − (x_Q)_j) = α ( x_k − (x_Q)_k + α^{−1} ∑_d j=k+1 U (Q)(k, j)(x_j − (x_Q)_j) ) . (24)

We have |α − 1| ≤ 2η, 0 < α^{−1} ≤ 1.1 (since η ≤ 1/(20d)), and d∑ j=k+1 |U^{(Q)}(k, j)| ≤ 2η, since ‖I_d − U^{(Q)}‖_∞ ≤ 2η. If our functions don’t both vanish for all x_k ∈ R, then no |x_j − (x_Q)_j| (j ≠ k) can be ≥ ℓ(Q)/2, forcing | | | | |α^{−1} d∑ j=k+1 U^{(Q)}(k, j)(x_j − (x_Q)_j) | | | | | ≤ 2.2ηℓ(Q)/2 = 1.1ηℓ(Q), so we can write α^{−1} d∑ j=k+1 U^{(Q)}(k, j)(x_j − (x_Q)_j ) =: τℓ(Q)

for some τ with |τ| ≤ 1.1η, and |α − 1| + |τ| ≤ 3.1η.

Therefore, unless both functions ≡ 0, the sum in (24) has size ≤ 2ηℓ(Q)/2 = ηℓ(Q), and we can write the new expression as

α(x_k − (x_Q)_k + τℓ(Q)),

where τ has the right size.

So, with the variables x_j (j ≠ k) fixed, we have two functions of x_k: g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k (x−x_Q)) (considered as a function of x_k) and U^{(Q)}(k, k)g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x− x_Q)) (ditto), where, for each, the variable x_k only occurs in the k^{th} “slot”, and that is the only place where the two functions’ expressions differ. We have called the first function ϕ(x_k) (considered as a function of x_k only). The k^{th} entry of its argument is x_k − (x_Q)_k. If we replace x_k by α(x_k − (x_Q)_k + τℓ(Q)) + (x_Q)_k (where α and τ mean what they do in the preceding paragraph), we get

α(x_k − (x_Q)_k + τℓ(Q)) + (x_Q)_k − (x_Q)_k = α(x_k − (x_Q)_k + τℓ(Q)),

which is the k^{th} entry of U^{(Q)}(k, k)g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q))’s argument. Recalling that α = U^{(Q)}(k, k), we see that, when the variables x_j (j ≠ k) are fixed, then, as functions of x_k only, if we write ϕ(x_k) := g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)), then U^{(Q)}(k, k)g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) will equal αϕ(α(x_k − (x_Q)_k + τℓ(Q)) + (x_Q)_k) = αϕ(α(x_k − x_{Ik(Q)} + τℓ(I_k(Q))) + x_{Ik (Q)}). The reader should note the subtle change. We have replaced (x_Q)_k (the k^{th} coordinate of Q’s center) with x_{Ik(Q)} (the center of Q’s k^{th} cartesian factor) and ℓ(Q) with ℓ(I_k(Q)), because now we are dealing with functions of the single variable x_k.

I claim that, as functions of x_k (the other variables being fixed), g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k (x− x_Q)) and U^{(Q)}(k, k)g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) are a pair of functions like the ones considered in Lemma 6. The only possible problem is that, for the second function, we have |α − 1| + |τ| ≤ 3.1η and not ≤ η. Recall that η ≤ 1/(20d). Then 3.1η ≤ 1/2 (as Lemma 6 requires), and so we can apply the lemma with 3.1η in place of η, at the price of multiplying our final almost-orthogonality constant by √ 3.1.

For every Q ∈ D_d and 1 ≤ k ≤ d, define, for x ∈ R^d,

ψ^{(Q),k}(x) := g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) − U^{(Q)}(k, k)g^{(Q)}(U^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)).

(25)

We note that each ψ^{(Q),k} is zero outside Q. We claim that, for each k, the family { ψ^{(Q),k} |Q|^{1/2} } Q∈D_d (26)

is almost-orthogonal in L^2(R^d) with constant ≤ Cη^{1/2}, with C an absolute constant. That will take care of (19), since, for every Q,

I^{(Q)} = −|L^{(Q)}| d∑ k=1 |U^{(Q)}_k |ψ^{(Q),k}, and the determinants are bounded by an absolute constant. The upshot will be that (19) is almost-orthogonal with constant ≤ Cdη^{1/2}, with C an absolute constant.

Let us now fix k (and remember: we are assuming d > 1). Slightly abusing notation, we write x = (x_1, . . . , x_d) := (x_k, x^′_k), where x^′_k ∈ R^{d−1} has all the variables except x_k. We note that, if h ∈ L^1(R^d), then (with another slight abuse of notation) ∫ h(x) dx = ∫ h(x_k, x^′_k) dx_k dx^′_k. If Q = ∏_d 1 I_j (Q) is a dyadic cube then

χ_Q(x) = χ_Q(x_1, . . . , x_d) = χ_{Ik(Q)}(x_k) · ∏ j≠k χ_{Ij (Q)}(x_j ) =: χ_{Ik(Q)}(x_k) · F_{Q,k}(x^′_k).

Since every ψ^{(Q),k} = 0 outside Q, we can write ψ^{(Q),k}(x) |Q|^{1/2} = ψ^{(Q),k}(x_k, x^′_k) |Q|^{1/2} · χ_{Ik(Q)}(x_k) · F_{Q,k}(x^′_k) = ψ^{(Q),k}(x_k, x^′_k) |I_k(Q)|^{1/2} · |I_k(Q)|^{1/2} |Q|^{1/2} χ_{Ik(Q)}(x_k) · F_{Q,k}(x^′_k), where |I_k(Q)| means the interval’s one-dimensional Lebesgue measure.

Let F ⊂ D_d be finite and {λ_Q}_{Q∈F} ⊂ C. We consider the finite linear sum ∑ Q∈F λ_Q ψ^{(Q),k}(x) |Q|^{1/2} = ∑ Q∈F λ_Q ψ^{(Q),k}(x_k, x^′_k) |I_k(Q)|^{1/2} · |I_k(Q)|^{1/2} |Q|^{1/2} χ_{Ik(Q)}(x_k) · F_{Q,k}(x^′_k). By Lemma 6, for every fixed x^′_k ∈ R^{d−1}, ∫ R | | | ∑ Q∈F λ_Q^{ψ(Q),k(xk ,x′k)} |I_k(Q)|^{1/2} · |I_k(Q)|^{1/2} |Q|^{1/2} χI^k(Q)(xk) · FQ,k(x ′ k) | | | 2 dx_k ≤ Cη ∑ Q∈F |λ_Q|^{2 |Ik(Q)|}_{|Q|} F_{Q,k}(x^′_k), because F_{Q,k}(x^′_k) = 0 or 1 everywhere. We are using the fact that, for every fixed x^′_k, the non-identically-zero members of {ψ^{(Q),k}(x_k, x^′_k) · F_{Q,k}(x^′_k)}_{Q∈Dd} , considered as functions of x_k ∈ R, form a family like the set {g^{(I)}}_{I∈D1} , defined by (14) in the statement of Lemma 6. For every Q, ∫ R^{d−1} |I_k(Q)| |Q| F_{Q,k}(x^′_k) dx^′_k = 1. Therefore ∫ R^d | | | | | ∑ Q∈F λ_Q ψ^{(Q),k}(x) |Q|^{1/2} | | | | | 2 dx = ∫ R^{d−1} ∫ R | | | | | ∑ Q∈F λ_Q ψ^{(Q),k}(x) |Q|^{1/2} | | | | | 2 dx_k dx^′_k ≤ Cη ∑ Q∈F |λ_Q|^2 (with C absolute), which was to be proved: we have controlled (19) (the “I^{(Q)}” term).

We treat (20) similarly, but now we move through the matrices in the other direction. Write

II^{(Q)}(x) = d∑ k=1 ( |L^{(Q)}_{k−1}|f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) − |L^{(Q)}_k |f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) ) , (27) where

L^{(Q)}_0 := L^{(Q)} L^{(Q)}_d := I_d,

and, for 0 < k < d,

L^{(Q)}_k (i, j) = { δ(i, j) if max(i, j) > d − k; L^{(Q)}(i, j) if max(i, j) ≤ d − k. To picture this, think of what happened with the U^{(Q)}_k s, but going from bottom to top instead of top to bottom. If M is a d × d matrix then the set of entries {M(i, j) : max(i, j) > d − k} is the union of M’s last k rows (counting from the top) and last k columns (counting from the left), and {M(i, j) : max(i, j) ≤ d−k} is everything else: a (d−k)×(d−k) submatrix in M’s upper left corner. As k increases from 0 to d, L^{(Q)}_k —like U^{(Q)}_k earlier— changes from L^{(Q)} into I_d, one elbow-shaped layer at a time, with the elbow joints opening and tending toward the upper left (northwestward) instead of the lower right.

Just as the U^{(Q)}_k s were all upper triangular, the L^{(Q)}_k s are all lower triangular. Also, for every 0 ≤ k ≤ d, ‖I_d − L^{(Q)}_k ‖_∞ ≤ ‖I_d − L^{(Q)}‖_∞—and for the same reason.

Arguing as before, suppose that z = {z_j}^d_1 ∈ R^d and ξ = {ξ_i}^d_1 := L^{(Q)}_k z (both written as column vectors). Obviously, if k = 0 then ξ_i = ∑_d j=1 L^{(Q)}(i, j)z_j, and if k = d then ξ_i = z_i (1 ≤ i ≤ d). If 0 < k < d then

ξ_i = { z_i if i > d − k; ∑_i j=1 L^{(Q)}(i, j)z_j = ∑_d j=1 L^{(Q)}(i, j)z_j if i ≤ d − k, where the equality i∑ j=1 L^{(Q)}(i, j)z_j = d∑ j=1 L^{(Q)}(i, j)z_j holds for i ≤ d − k because L^{(Q)} is lower triangular.

Look at one of the terms in (27):

|L^{(Q)}_{k−1}|f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) − |L^{(Q)}_k |f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)).

(28)

Reasoning much as we did with the U^{(Q)}_k s,

|L^{(Q)}_k | = { ∏_{d−k} 1 L^{(Q)}(i, i) if 0 ≤ k < d;

1 if k = d. Therefore we can rewrite (28) as |L^{(Q)}_k | ( L^{(Q)}(d − k + 1, d − k + 1)f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) − f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) ) . (29) The determinant at the far left of (29) is bounded by an absolute constant (same reason as with the U^{(Q)}_k s). As we did earlier, we will ignore it and focus on L^{(Q)}(d − k + 1, d − k + 1)f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q))

(30) −f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)).

Once again, for ease of reading, we write x − x_Q = z = (z_1, . . . , z_d). We consider the first piece of (30). It is L^{(Q)}(d − k + 1, d − k + 1))f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)).

Written as a column, the entries in f^{(Q)}’s argument are:

(x_Q)_1 + L^{(Q)}(1, 1)z_1 (x_Q)_2 + L^{(Q)}(2, 1)z_1 + L^{(Q)}(2, 2)z_2 . . (x_Q)_{d−k+1} + ∑_{d−k+1} j=1 L^{(Q)}(d − k + 1, j)z_j (x_Q)_{d−k+2} + z_{d−k+2} (i.e., x_{d−k+2}) . . (x_Q)_d + z_d (i.e., x_d)

unless k = 1, in which case there are no entries beyond the d − k + 1 = d slot (which, recall, means L^{(Q)}_{k−1} = L^{(Q)}_0 = L^{(Q)}). The (d − k + 1)^{th} entry in the last expression is

(x_Q)_{d−k+1} + L^{(Q)}(d − k + 1, d − k + 1)z_{d−k+1} + d−k∑ j=1 L^{(Q)}(d − k + 1, j)z_j, and it is the only entry containing the variable z_{d−k+1} (or, equivalently, x_{d−k+1}). Let’s look at the other piece of (30). It’s

f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)).

When we write the entries of its argument as a column, we get:

(x_Q)_1 + L^{(Q)}(1, 1)z_1 (x_Q)_2 + L^{(Q)}(2, 1)z_1 + L^{(Q)}(2, 2)z_2 . . (x_Q)_{d−k} + ∑_{d−k} j=1 L^{(Q)}(d − k, j)z_j (x_Q)_{d−k+1} + z_{d−k+1} (i.e., x_{d−k+1}) . . (x_Q)_d + z_d (i.e., x_d).

(Notice that, if k = d—meaning L^{(Q)}_k = L^{(Q)}_d = I_d—we get x_1, . . . , x_d down the line, as we should!) The point is that f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) and f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) are identical except for their (d − k + 1)^{th} entries and, for both of them, the variable z_{d−k+1} occurs only there. This implies that f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) and f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)), when written as functions of x = (x_1, . . . , x_d), are also identical except for their (d − k + 1)^{th} entries, and both have the variable x_{d−k+1} occurring only there. Suppose we temporarily fix all the variables except x_{d−k+1}. Then, as a function of x_{d−k+1}, we can write f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) (which is, note, the second term in (30)) as ϕ(x_{d−k+1}) for some function ϕ : R → C. Like the one we saw earlier (when considering the “I^{(Q)}” terms), this ϕ has two interesting properties. It is of bounded variation, with total variation ≤ 1; and it is zero outside of I_{d−k+1}(Q), the (d − k + 1)^{th} cartesian factor of Q. The first property is an immediate consequence of SNBV . The second follows from ‖I_d − L^{(Q)}_k ‖_∞ ≤ ‖I_d − L^{(Q)}‖_∞ ≤ 2η and the fact that |x_{d−k+1} − (x_Q)_{d−k+1}| ≥ ℓ(Q)/2 implies ‖x − x_Q‖_∞ ≥ ℓ(Q)/2 implies ‖L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)‖_∞ > ℓ(Q)/6, and therefore f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) = 0,

because f^{(Q)} is zero outside the central third of Q. The other term in (30) is L^{(Q)}(d−k +1, d−k +1)f^{(Q)}(x_Q +L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x−x_Q)). As a function of x_{d−k+1} only (with the other variables fixed), it can be expressed in terms of the same ϕ. It is αϕ(α(x_{d−k+1} − (x_Q)_{d−k+1} + τℓ(Q)) + (x_Q)_{d−k+1}), where α = L^{(Q)}(d − k + 1, d−k +1) and |α −1|+|τ| ≤ 7η/2. This is very much as we saw before, but we will repeat part of it for the reader’s benefit. We begin by comparing the (d − k + 1)^{th} entries of f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) and f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)). The (d − k + 1)^{th} entry of f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) is (x_Q)_{d−k+1} + z_{d−k+1} (i.e., x_{d−k+1}). The (d − k + 1)^{th} entry of f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) is

(x_Q)_{d−k+1} + ∑_{d−k+1} j=1 L^{(Q)}(d − k + 1, j)z_j = (x_Q)_{d−k+1} + L^{(Q)}(d − k + 1, d − k + 1)(x_{d−k+1} − (x_Q)_{d−k+1}) + ∑_{d−k} j=1 L^{(Q)}(d − k + 1, j)(x_j − (x_Q)_j ) = α(x_{d−k+1} − (x_Q)_{d−k+1} + τℓ(Q)) + (x_Q)_{d−k+1},

with τℓ(Q) = α^{−1} d−k∑ j=1 L^{(Q)}(d − k + 1, j)(x_j − (x_Q)_j).

Exactly as with the U^{(Q)}_k s, this gives the right bound for |α − 1| + |τ|. If |x_j − (x_Q)_j| > ℓ(Q)/2 for some 1 ≤ j ≤ d − k then, as we saw above, x_Q + L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q) and x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q) both fall outside the middle third of Q, and f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x − x_Q)) and f^{(Q)}(x_Q + L^{(Q)}_k (x − x_Q)) will equal 0 no matter what the value of x_{d−k+1}, with the obvious consequence that ϕ(x_{d−k+1}) − αϕ(α(x_{d−k+1} − (x_Q)_{d−k+1}) + τℓ(Q) + (x_Q)_{d−k+1}) will be identically 0 as a function of x_{d−k+1}. I.e., in every non-trivial case we must have |x_j − (x_Q)_j| ≤ ℓ(Q)/2 for all 1 ≤ j ≤ d − k. The rest of the estimate, concluding with |α − 1| + |τ| ≤ 3.1η, is as we saw earlier. Recall that the “3.1η” is good enough here because 3.1η ≤ 1/2.

Now we proceed much as we did with the I^{(Q)} terms. For every Q ∈ D_d, 1 ≤ k ≤ d, and x ∈ R^d, set

ψ^{(Q),k}_{new} (x) := L^{(Q)}(d−k+1, d−k+1)f^{(Q)}(x_Q+L^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x−x_Q))−f^{(Q)}(x_Q+L^{(Q)}_k (x−x_Q)).

We claim that, for each k, the new family { ψ^{(Q),k}_{new} |Q|^{1/2} } Q∈D_d is almost-orthogonal in L^2(R^d) with constant ≤ Cη^{1/2}, with C an absolute constant. As with (26) and (19), this will take care of (20), yielding, as before, an almost-orthogonality constant ≤ Cdη^{1/2} for (20), with C an absolute constant. The proof of this is essentially identical to that for (19), the only difference being that x_{d−k+1} plays the role x_k did earlier.

Write x = (x_1, . . . , x_d) := (x_{d−k+1}, x^′_k), where x^′_k ∈ R^{d−1} has all the variables except x_{d−k+1}. Clearly, if h ∈ L^1(R^d), then ∫ h dx = ∫ h(x_{d−k+1}, x^′_k) dx_{d−k+1} dx^′_k, more or less as we had earlier, with a similar abuse of notation. If Q = ∏_d 1 I_j (Q) is a dyadic cube then χ_Q(x) = χ_{Id−k+1(Q)}(x_{d−k+1})· ∏ j≠d−k+1 χ_{Ij (Q)}(x_j ) =: χ_{Id−k+1(Q)}(x_{d−k+1})·G_{Q,k}(x^′_k). Since every ψ^{(Q),k}_{new} = 0 outside Q, we can write ψ^{(Q),k}_{new} (x) |Q|^{1/2} = ψ^{(Q),k}_{new} (x_{d−k+1}, x^′_k) |Q|^{1/2} · χ_{Id−k+1(Q)}(x_{d−k+1}) · G_{Q,k}(x^′_k) = ψ^{(Q),knew} (x_{d−k+1}, x^′_k) |I_{d−k+1}(Q)|^{1/2} · |I_{d−k+1}(Q)|^{1/2} |Q|^{1/2} χ_{Id−k+1(Q)}(x_{d−k+1}) · G_{Q,k}(x^′_k),

STABILITY OF HAAR DECOMPOSITIONS 37

where |I_{d−k+1}(Q)| means the interval’s one-dimensional Lebesgue measure.

Let F ⊂ D_d be finite and {λ_Q}_{Q∈F} ⊂ C, and consider the finite linear sum ∑ Q∈F λ_Q^{ψ(Q),knew (x)}_{|Q|1/2} = ∑ Q∈F λ_Q^{ψ(Q),knew (xd−k+1,x′k)} |I_{d−k+1}(Q)|^{1/2} · |I_{d−k+1}(Q)|^{1/2} |Q|^{1/2} χI^{d−k+1}(Q)(xk) · GQ,k(x ′ k). By Lemma 6, for every fixed x^′_k ∈ R^{d−1} (using, recall, the more recent definition of x^′_k), ∫ R | | | ∑ Q∈F λ_Q^{ψ(Q),knew (xd−k+1,x′k)} |I_{d−k+1}(Q)|^{1/2} · |I_{d−k+1}(Q)|^{1/2} |Q|^{1/2} χI^{d−k+1}(Q)(xd−k+1) · GQ,k(x ′ k) | | | 2 dx_{d−k+1} ≤ Cη ∑ Q∈F |λ_Q|^{2 |Id−k+1(Q)|}_{|Q|} G_{Q,k}(x^′_k), because G_{Q,k}(x^′_k) = 0 or 1 everywhere. For every Q, ∫ R^{d−1} |I_{d−k+1}(Q)| |Q| G_{Q,k}(x^′_k) dx^′_k = 1. Therefore ∫ R^d | | | | | ∑ Q∈F λ_Q ψ^{(Q),k}_{new} (x) |Q|^{1/2} | | | | | 2 dx = ∫ R^{d−1} ∫ R | | | | | ∑ Q∈F λ_Q ψ^{(Q),k}_{new} (x) |Q|^{1/2} | | | | | 2 dx_{d−k+1} dx^′_k ≤ Cη ∑ Q∈F |λ_Q|^2, which was to be proved: the “II^{(Q)}” family also has the right bound.

Now we remove our two preliminary assumptions, in the reverse of the order in which we imposed them. The second assumption was that every y^{(Q)} = 0, so we treat it first.

We have been using ~f^{(Q)} to mean

f^{(Q)}(x_Q + A^{(Q)}(x − x_Q)).

We now reassign it to its original meaning from (12):

~f^{(Q)}(x) := f^{(Q)}(x_Q + A^{(Q)}(ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)} + x − x_Q)).

We will use ~ f^{(Q)}_0 (x) := f^{(Q)}(x_Q + A^{(Q)}(x − x_Q)) to stand for the “y^{(Q)} = 0” special case we have been considering.

We claim that ~f^{(Q)} − ~ f^{(Q)}_0 |Q|^{1/2} Q∈D_d is almost-orthogonal with constant ≤ Cdη^{1/2}, with C an absolute constant. We prove the claim “one step at a time”, more or less the way we handled the I^{(Q)} and II^{(Q)} families above. Define y^{(Q)} =: (y^{(Q)}_1 , y^{(Q)}_2 , . . . , y^{(Q)}_d ). For 0 ≤ k ≤ d define

w^{(Q)}_0 := 0 w^{(Q)}_1 := (y^{(Q)}_1 , 0, 0, . . . , 0) w^{(Q)}_2 := (y^{(Q)}_1 , y^{(Q)}_2 , 0, 0, . . . , 0) . . w^{(Q)}_d := (y^{(Q)}_1 , . . . , y^{(Q)}_d ) = y^{(Q)},

and similarly set ~ f^{(Q)}_k (x) := f^{(Q)}(x_Q + A^{(Q)}(x − x_Q + ℓ(Q)w^{(Q)}_k )).

In the following it will be helpful to remember that w^{(Q)}_k is always a vector, y^{(Q)}_k is always a number, and w^{(Q)}_k ’s components are taken from

{0, y^{(Q)}_1 , y^{(Q)}_2 , y^{(Q)}_3 , . . . , y^{(Q)}_d }.

(The author had trouble keeping them straight.)

We note that ~ f^{(Q)}_d = ~f^{(Q)} and that, as k goes from 0 to d, ~ f^{(Q)}_k changes from ~ f^{(Q)}_0 to ~f^{(Q)}, one variable at a time. If 1 ≤ k ≤ d then, as functions of x = (x_1, . . . , x_d), ~ f^{(Q)}_k and ~ f^{(Q)}_{k−1} differ only in their k^{th} entries, and then by a constant with absolute value ≤ ηℓ(Q).

We write ~f^{(Q)} − ~ f^{(Q)}_0 = ~ f^{(Q)}_d − ~ f^{(Q)}_0 = d∑ k=1 ( ~ f^{(Q)}_k − ~ f^{(Q)}_{k−1} ) .

We shall show that, for each 1 ≤ k ≤ d, the family ~ f^{(Q)}_k − ~ f^{(Q)}_{k−1} |Q|^{1/2} Q∈D_d is almost-orthogonal with constant ≤ Cη^{1/2} (C absolute). This part will go fast.

As we saw before (and by the same argument), every ~ f^{(Q)}_k will belong to SNBV (Q). Specifically, every ~ f^{(Q)}_k is 0 outside Q. Let’s temporarily fix 1 ≤ k ≤ d and define ϕ^{(Q),k}(x) := ~ f^{(Q)}_{k−1}(x). As we did before, write x ∈ R^d as (x_k, x^′_k), where x^′_k ∈ R^{d−1} consists of all the other variables. Then ~ f^{(Q)}_k (x) = ~ f^{(Q)}_k (x_k, x^′_k) is simply ϕ^{(Q),k}(x_k + ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)}_k , x^′_k). We have reduced our problem to showing that, for each 1 ≤ k ≤ d, the family

ϕ^{(Q),k}(x_k + ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)}_k , x^′_k) − ϕ^{(Q),k}(x_k, x^′_k) |Q|^{1/2} Q_{∈D} d is almost-orthogonal with constant ≤ Cη^{1/2}. But we’ve already done this. Much as we did in (25), we define

ψ^{(Q),k}(x_k, x^′_k) := ϕ^{(Q),k}(x_k + ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)}_k , x^′_k) − ϕ^{(Q),k}(x_k, x^′_k).

We seek to show that { ψ^{(Q),k} |Q|^{1/2} } Q∈D_d is almost-orthogonal in L^2(R^d) with constant ≤ Cη^{1/2}. This is just the situation with (26) all over again, and even easier, because now the only difference between ϕ^{(Q),k}(x_k + ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)}_k , x^′_k) and ϕ^{(Q),k}(x_k, x^′_k) is a small translation in the x_k-variable. We refer the reader back to the two full paragraphs following (26), starting with “Let us now fix k (and remember: we are assuming d > 1)” and ending with “. . . we have controlled (19) (the “I^{(Q)}” term)”, for the detailed argument.

Finally we remove the assumption that every f^{(Q)} = 0 outside the central third of Q. We use an elementary result from [8] (Theorem 5.3, p. 91). For every Q ∈ D_d let ~Q mean its concentric triple and set ~D_d := { ~Q : Q ∈ D_d}. Theorem 5.3 from [8] states that we can write ~D_d as a union of 3^d pairwise disjoint families {G_k}^{3d}_1 , where each G_k has certain good properties. These properties are:

i) ∀Q, Q^′ ∈ G_k we have Q ⊂ Q^′, Q^′ ⊂ Q, or Q ∩ Q^′ = ∅. ii) Every Q ∈ G_k is the union of 2^d cubes from G_k, each having sidelength equal to (1/2)ℓ(Q).

iii) Every Q ∈ G_k is contained in some Q^′ ∈ G_k having sidelength equal to 2ℓ(Q).

iv) For every integer j,

R^d = ⋃ Q∈Gk ℓ(Q)=3·2j Q.

Now we follow the procedure from [6]. For each 1 ≤ k ≤ 3^d set G_k := {Q ∈ D_d : ~Q ∈ G_k}. We show that, for each k, the family

f^{(Q)} − |A^{(Q)}| ~f^{(Q)} | ~Q|^{1/2} Q_{∈G} k (31)

(don’t miss the tilde on the Q in the denominator) is almost-orthogonal with constant ≤ Cdη^{1/2}. If Q ∈ G_k then f^{(Q)} = 0 outside the central third of ~Q, and the cubes of { ~Q}_{Q∈Gk} = G_k mimic the essential properties of the dyadic cubes D_d. As was done in [6], we repeat the proof of Theorem 5, adapted to G_k and to triples of dyadic intervals in R (the Schur test argument). We refer the reader to [6] for the details. We have proved Theorem 5. ♣

Proof of Corollary 1. With our choice of ~c(d), we have |1−|A^{(Q)}|| < 1/2 for all Q. Therefore it suffices to show that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ |A^{(Q)}|(f^{(Q)} − ~f^{(Q)}) |Q|^{1/2} Q_{∈D} d

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{AO(Dd)} ≤ C(d)η^{1/2}.

We also have |1 − |A^{(Q)}|| ≤ C(d)η. Now we write

|A^{(Q)}|(f^{(Q)} − ~f^{(Q)}) = (|A^{(Q)}| − 1)f^{(Q)} + (f^{(Q)} − |A^{(Q)}| ~f^{(Q)}).

Since every f^{(Q)} ∈ SNBV_0(Q) ⊂ NBV_0(Q), Theorem 3 implies that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ { (|A^{(Q)}| − 1)f^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} } Q∈D_d

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ AO(D_d) ≤ C(d)η ≤ C(d)η^{1/2};

while ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ (f^{(Q)} − |A^{(Q)}| ~f^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} Q_{∈D} d

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_{AO(Dd)} ≤ C(d)η^{1/2} follows from Theorem 5. That proves the corollary. ♣

Our final result is the proof of Corollary 4. To give it some context, we first prove an elementary result about averages. For Q ∈ D_d, let Q^∗ be as defined in Corollary 4’s hypotheses,

χ_Q∗ (x) := χ_Q(x_Q + A^{(Q)}(ℓ(Q)y^{(Q)} + x − x_Q)),

where y^{(Q)} and A^{(Q)} are as in Theorem 5. We think of Q^∗ as a slight distortion of Q. If the η from Theorem 5 is chosen small enough then geometric arguments like those already seen show that (1 − c_1η)Q ⊂ Q^∗ ⊂ (1 + c_1η)Q for some small positive c_1, implying that |QΔQ^∗| ≤ cη|Q|. Therefore, for any g ∈ L^2(R^d), |g_Q − g_Q∗ | ≤ | | | | | 1 |Q| (∫ Q g dt − ∫ Q^∗ g dt )| | | | + | | | | | 1 |Q| − 1 |Q^∗| | | | | | ∫ Q^∗ |g| dt ≤ 1 |Q| ∫ QΔQ^∗ |g| dt + Cη |Q^∗| ∫ Q^∗ |g| dt, where g_Q and g_Q∗ mean the usual averages over Q and Q^∗. If x ∈ Q then the second term is clearly bounded by CηMg(x) (the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function of g), while, by Hölder’s inequality, for any r > 0, 1 |Q| ∫ QΔQ^∗ |g| dt ≤ ( 1 |Q| ∫ Q∪Q^∗ |g|^r dt )_{1/r} ( |QΔQ^∗| |Q| )_{1/r}′ ≤ Cη^{1/r′} M_rg(x), where M_r(·) is the r^{th} power Hardy-Littlewood maximal function,

M_rg(x) := sup_{x∈Q}

Q a cube

( 1 |Q| ∫ Q |g|^r dt )_{1/r}

and r^′ = r’s dual index. Thus, for 0 < r < 2, sup x∈Q∈D_d |g_Q − g_Q∗ | ≤ C(d, r)η^{1/r′} M_r(g)(x).

STABILITY OF HAAR DECOMPOSITIONS 42

M_r(·) is bounded on L^2 for r < 2, so we obtain ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ sup x∈Q∈D_d |g_Q − g_Q∗ | ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ C(d, r)η 1/r^′ ‖g‖ 2, (32)

where the exponent on η—1/r^′—is strictly smaller than 1/2.

Proof of Corollary 4. Apply Theorem 5 to f^{(Q)} := χ_Q. Then ~f^{(Q)} =

χ_Q∗ , and |A^{(Q)}| ~f^{(Q)} =^{|Q|}_{|Q∗|} χ_Q∗ . For any g ∈ L^2(R^d), ∑ Q∈D_d

| | | | | ⟨ g, f^{(Q)} − |A^{(Q)}| ~f^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} ⟩| | | | | 2 ≤ C(d)η‖g‖^2. (33)

For any Q ∈ D_d, ⟨ g, f^{(Q)} − |A^{(Q)}| ~f^{(Q)} |Q|^{1/2} ⟩ = |Q|^{1/2} (g_Q − g_Q∗ ) .

We can rewrite the left-hand side of (33) as ∑ Q∈D_d |Q| |g_Q − g_Q∗ |^2 = ∫ R^d ∑ Q∈Dd x∈Q |g_Q − g_Q∗ |^2 dx

and obtain ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ Q∈D_d |g_Q − g_Q∗ |^2 χ_Q 1/2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ C(d)η^{1/2}‖g‖_2. To see that the exponent is sharp, put d = 1, g := χ_{[0,η)} for η small, and

Q^∗ := Q for every Q ∈ D_1 except for [0, 1), with [0, 1)^∗ := [0, 1) + η. Then

‖g‖_2 = η^{1/2}, g_{[0,1)} − g_{[0,1)}∗ = η, and ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ∑ Q∈D_1 |g_Q − g_Q∗ |^2 χ_Q 1/2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 = (∫ |g_{[0,1)} − g_{[0,1)}∗ |^2χ_{[0,1)} dx )_{1/2} = η = η^{1/2}‖g‖_2.

♣

References

[1] H. A. Aimar, A. L. Bernardis and O. P. Gorosito, “Perturbations of the Haar Wavelet by Convolution”, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 129 (2001), 3619–3621.

[2] O. Christensen, An Introduction to Frames and Riesz Bases (second edition), Springer Nature (2016), Switzerland.

[3] M. Chung, “Perturbation of the Haar Wavelet Using Bessel Sequences”, Int. J. Math. Anal. (Ruse) 6 (2012), 229–234.

[4] F. M. Dopico and J. M. Molera, “Perturbation theory for factorizations of LU type through series expansions”, SIAM J. Matrix Anal. Appl. 27 (2005), 561–581.

[5] N. K. Govil and R. A. Zalik, “Perturbations of the Haar Wavelet”, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 125 (1997), 3363–3370.

[6] M. Wilson, “Bounded variation, convexity, and almost-orthogonality”, in a special volume of Applied and Numerical Harmonic Analysis (Springer), in recognition of the retirement of Richard Wheeden (2017), 275–301.

[7] M. Wilson, “Stability of operator expansions under discretization”, Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis 47 (2019), 286–305.

[8] M. Wilson, Weighted Littlewood-Paley Theory and Exponential-Square Integrability, Springer Lecture Notes in Mathematics 1924 (2007), New York.

[9] R. Zalik, “A class of quasi-orthogonal wavelet bases”, in Contemporary Mathematics: Wavelets, multiwavelets, and their applications 216, American Mathematical Society (1998), 81–94.

Department of Mathematics University of Vermont Burlington, Vermont 05405 USA Email address: Mike.Wilson@uvm.edu