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CORNERS WITH POLYNOMIAL SIDE LENGTH

NOAH KRAVITZ, BORYS KUCA, JAMES LENG

ABSTRACT. A P-polynomial corner, for P € 7Z|z] a polynomial, is a triple of points
(z,9), (x + P(2),y), (z,y+ P(z)) for z,y,z € Z. In the case where P has an integer
root of multiplicity 1, we show that if A C [N]? does not contain any nontrivial P-

polynomial corners, then
2

A S S
Al <P (logloglog N)e

for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. This simultaneously generalizes a result of Shkre-
dov about corner-free sets and a recent result of Peluse, Sah, and Sawhney about sets
without 3-term arithmetic progressions of common difference 2% — 1. The main ingre-
dients in our proof are a multidimensional quantitative concatenation result from our
companion paper [16] and a novel degree-lowering argument for box norms.

1. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, there has been a surge of interest in obtaining “reasonable” upper
bounds for the Polynomial Szemerédi Theorem of Bergelson and Leibman [2]. This
theorem asserts that if Py,..., P, € Z"[z] are polynomials satisfying some mild local
conditions, then every subset of Z” with upper positive Banach density must contain a
(nontrivial) occurrence of the polynomial progression

x, x+Pi(z), ..., x+Py(2).

This result provided a unified proof for several earlier results in arithmetic Ramsey the-
ory over Z, including Roth’s pioneering theorem [36] on sets avoiding 3-term arithmetic
progressions, Szemerédi’s later generalization [42] to sets avoiding ¢-term arithmetic pro-
gressions for arbitrary fixed ¢ > 3, and work of Sarkozy [37, 38] and Furstenberg |[6]
(independently) on sets avoiding length-2 polynomial progressions.

The Polynomial Szemerédi Theorem, despite its useful generality, comes with a draw-
back: Because the proof uses methods from ergodic theory, the result is ineffective and
provides no bounds on sets avoiding polynomial progressions. Roth and Sarkézy proved
their theorems with fairly good bounds. Szemerédi provided bounds of tower-type which,
although strictly-speaking “effective”, are not particularly “reasonable”. The work of Gow-
ers on obtaining improved bounds for Szemerédi’s Theorem [7, 8] gave birth to the field
of higher-order Fourier analysis, and since then there has been substantial work on ob-
taining quantitative versions of various instances of the Polynomial Szemerédi Theorem.

Of particular interest is an early result due to Shkredov [39, 40], who obtained reason-
able bounds for subsets of [N]? avoiding the “corner” configuration

(z,9), (x+2,9), (x,y+2).

His argument involved a suitable notion of “pseudorandom sets” with which one can run
a modification of Roth’s original density-increment strategy. Shkredov’s approach was
later simplified by Green [9, 10] for corner-free subsets of IF‘f,) X Ff,) ; see also the work of
Lacey and McClain [20] for an improvement in F2 x FL. Peluse’s recent work on subsets
of IFI? X FI]? avoiding the “ L-shaped configuration” (z,v), (z+z,v), (z,y+2), (z,y+22)
is an extension of Shkredov’s approach.

1


http://arxiv.org/abs/2407.08637v1

2

Until recently, Shkredov’s work on corners was the only instance of a ‘reasonable
bound” for a multidimensional configuration over the integers. Our main result is a
polynomial extension of Shkredov’s theorem.

Theorem 1.1. Let P € Z[z]| be a polynomial with an integer root of multiplicity 1. If
A C [N)? does not contain a configuration of the form (z,y), (x+ P(2),y), (x,y+ P(2))
with P(z) # 0, then

2
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for some absolute constant ¢ > 0.

Theorem 1.1 and the concurrently released work of Peluse, Prendiville and Shao [33]
on the configuration (x,%), (z+z, y), (x, y+2%) provide the first examples of reasonable
bounds for multidimensional polynomial (i.e., non-linear) progressions over the integers.

Using a calculation of Shkredov [39], we can take any ¢ < 1/73. The reader may
notice that our statement has an artificial-looking constraint on the polynomial P. This
constraint, which is slightly stronger than intersectivity, arises from a technical point
related to the use of the W-trick, as discussed later.

A key analytic step in our argument is the following inverse theorem for polynomial
corners, which may be of independent interest.

Theorem 1.2 (Inverse theorem for polynomial corners). Let d € N, let P € Z[z] be a
degree-d polynomial with leading coefficient By, let § € (0,1/10), and let fo, f1, fo : 72 —
C be 1-bounded functions supported on [N]? for some integer N > exp(log(1/8)r (M), If

> B folw,y)fi(@+ P(2),y) falx,y + P(2))| > 6N?,

vy ZEl(N/Ba)'/]
then
Z fo(x,y)bi(x)ba(y) > exp(— log(l/é)OP(l))NQ, for some 1-bounded by,by : 7 — C,
x?y

Z filz, y)bi(z + y)ba(y) > exp(—log(1/8)°PWIYN?  for some 1-bounded by, by : Z — C,
x?y
Z fal@, y)br (2)ba(z 4+ ) > exp(—1log(1/8)°PIYN?  for some 1-bounded by, by : Z — C.
.y

In the proof of Theorem 1.1, we will end up using a slightly different version of this
inverse theorem that is better suited to W-tricks (Theorem 4.1); the proof simplifies in
several ways for the W-trick-free version stated here. Theorem 4.1 leads to a “comparison
theorem” with a “model” counting operator (Theorem 7.2), which in Section 7 we will
use to deduce the following improvement on the result of Peluse, Sah, and Sawhney [34].

Corollary 1.3. Let P € Z[z] be a polynomial with an integer root of multiplicity 1.
If A C [N] does not contain a configuration of the form x, x + P(z), x + 2P(z) with
P(z) #0, then

A
4] < exp((loglog N)¢r)

for some constant cp > 0.

Before we say more about our main theorem, let us briefly survey related results.
Previous work has focused on 1-dimensional polynomial progressions over the integers and
both 1-dimensional and multidimensional polynomial progressions in finite-field settings.
One of the many important differences between the integers and finite fields is that for a
fixed polynomial P € Z[z] of degree at least 2, the image of P is an equidistributed set of
positive density in (a sequence of) finite fields, while in the integers it is a sparse set with
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local biases; since there are more “opportunities” to find polynomial progressions in finite
fields IF, it is generally easier to prove bounds on the sizes of sets avoiding polynomial
progressions in finite-field settings, and much more is known here than over the integers.

Early results for 1-dimensional polynomial progressions in F,, (p a prime) are due to
Bourgain and Chang [3], Dong, Li, and Sawin [5], and Peluse [28]. In a major break-
through, Peluse [29] proved power-saving upper bounds for subsets of F,, avoiding the
polynomial progression

x, x+ Pi(2), ..., z+ Py(z)

for any given linearly independent polynomials P, ..., P,, € Z[z] with constant coeffi-
cients all zero. Her proof introduced the now-well-used technique of degree-lowering for
Gowers norms. Peluse’s work has been generalized in several ways. For instance, the
second author [17] proved reasonable upper bounds for subsets of F, avoiding a given
progression of the form

(x, x4+ 2z, ..., z+ (L —1)z, x+ 24 m_i_zé—i—k—l).

In [23], the third author used a U3-version of degree-lowering to obtain reasonable upper
bounds for a large family of so-called “complexity-1” polynomial configurations. Lastly,
Bergelson and Best [1] generalized Peluse’s result to general finite commutative rings.

Less is known about multidimensional progressions in finite fields. Regarding linear
configurations, we have already mentioned results on corners and L-shaped configura-
tions. In the higher-degree case, the second author [18, 19| proved a general Szemerédi-
type theorem for patterns of the form

X, X+V1P1(Z)7 s X+V€Pf(z)a
where P, ..., P, are linearly independent polynomials with constant coefficients all zero
and vi,..., vy are arbitrary vectors in Fz? . When ¢ = 2, special cases of this result had

been established earlier by Han, Lacey, and Yang [13].

Let us now turn to polynomial progressions in Z. In a sequence of papers [29, 31, 32],
Peluse and Prendiville adapted Peluse’s original degree-lowering argument for progres-
sions of the form z, x + Pi(z), ..., © + P,,(z) where the polynomials P; have distinct
degrees. Prendiville [35] also proved reasonable bounds for sets avoiding arithmetic pro-
gressions with common difference of the form z?¢ for fixed d; the homogeneity of the
polynomial z¢ allowed him to use a density-increment argument. Peluse, Sah, and Sawh-
ney [34], adapting a U3-degree-lowering argument developed in [23], addressed the case of
three-term arithmetic progressions with common difference 22 — 1. They proved a “trans-
ference” result relating the number of 3-term arithmetic progressions to the number of
3-term arithmetic progressions with common difference 22 — 1.

By a simple projection argument (see the proof of Corollary 1.3 below), Theorem 1.1
contains the setting studied by Peluse, Sah, and Sawhney as a special case. Hence, our
main theorem can be understood as a common generalization of Shkredov’s corners theo-
rem and the result of Peluse, Sah, and Sawhney. To prove Theorem 1.1, we will establish
a transference result for corners, in the style of [34], and then use Shkredov’s work as
a black box. The starting point for our argument is a PET and quantitative concate-
nation result carried out in our companion paper [16]. The bulk of the present paper
is devoted to obtaining degree-lowering for the polynomial corners configuration. Our
degree-lowering argument is the first to use box norms instead of Gowers norms, and its
success attests to the robustness of degree-lowering as a tool in arithmetic combinatorics.

1.1. Future directions. Our results and methods suggest several avenues for future
inquiry. The most natural open problem is extending Theorem 1.1 to a larger class of
polynomials P. A particularly appealing example, recently highlighted by Peluse [27,
Problem 3.17], is P(z) = 22. (Theorem 1.1 fails to cover P(z) = 22 because 0, the only
integer root, has multiplicity 2 > 1.) One strategy, which we attempted initially before
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turning to transference arguments, is obtaining U' x U!-control for the P-polynomial
corner counting operator and then running Shkredov’s original density-increment argu-
ment for corners. Our degree-lowering argument goes through with P replaced by an
arbitrary (non-W-tricked) polynomial P € Z[z], which gives the norm-control necessary
for starting Shkredov’s iterative argument. The pitfall of this approach, however, is that
in later stages of the iteration one must deal with subsets of pseudorandom sets rather
than subsets of [N]2, and this creates complications in both the arguments of this paper
and the PET and concatenation results of our companion paper [16]. It seems possi-
ble that one could generalize our arguments to the setting of pseudorandom sets as in
[39, 40|, but we have not pursued this.

The polynomial progressions investigated in this paper belong to the class of linear
patterns (in our case, corners) with polynomial differences. Other works on obtaining
bounds for such configurations have proceeded either by modifying arguments for the
corresponding linear patterns (as in, e.g., [35]) or by using transference results to relate
the counts of linear and polynomial patterns (as in the present work and [17, 34]). Rea-
sonable bounds are known for L-shaped configurations and arithmetic progressions of
length ¢ > 4, but their polynomial analogues are currently unknown, so it would be in-
teresting to extend our methods to establish transference results for these two particular
configurations. It would also be interesting to use this machinery to obtain more general
transference principles, even for cases where there are not currently reasonable bounds
for linear configurations.

1.2. Acknowledgments. NK was supported in part by the NSF Graduate Research
Fellowship Program under grant DGE-203965. BK is supported by the NCN Polonez
Bis 3 grant No. 2022/47/P/ST1/00854 (H2020 MSCA GA No. 945339). For the initial
stages of the project, BK was supported by the ELIDEK grant No: 1684. JL is suppored
by the NSF Graduate Research Fellowship Grant No. DGE-2034835.

We would like to thank Terry Tao, Sarah Peluse, and Mehtaab Sawhney for helpful
discussions and for comments on a draft of this paper.

2. PROOF STRATEGY

We now give an overview of the proof of Theorem 1.1. Our overarching goal is to
relate the number of polynomial corners to the number of ordinary corners; once this is
accomplished, we can “transfer” Shkredov’s result (in a standard supersaturation version)
from ordinary corners to polynomial corners.

Let A C [N]? be a set of density 6, and let P € Z[z] be a polynomial of degree d with
an integer root p of multiplicity 1. Then

P(z—p) =B+ + iz

or some fB1,..., Bq € Z wi 1, Bd ; without loss of generality we may assume
f Pi,..., Ba € Z with B1, fq # 0; without loss of g lity y

that B4 > 0. The number of corners in A is NAC™S(1 4,14, 14), where AC°™eTs is the
normalized corner-counting operator at scale N given by

ACornerS(fO’flij) — Z zeIE[:N] fo(x7y)f1(1' + Z,y)afZ(l',y + Z)

x,YEL

The number of P-polynomial corners in A is
(N/Ba) A (La, 14, 14),

where A is the normalized P-polynomial corner-counting operator at scale N given by

A(fo, fr. fo) =) E  Jolwy)file + P(2),y) fa(z,y + P(2)).

Sy 2N B
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ACermers _ Al is small, we must make both an Archimedean and a

In order to show that |
non-Archimedean modification.
First, since the set {P(z) : z € N} becomes sparser at larger scales, we introduce a

similarly-decaying weight
v(2) = d ™y (2) (N/ (= + 1))@= D/2,
into AC°T™e™S to obtain the model corner-counting operator

AMOdl(fo f1 f2) = D B folwy)file + 2,y) fal,y + 2)w(2).

N
x,YEL 2€IN]

Second, since the set { P(z) : z € N} may be biased with respect to small moduli, we “pre-
sieve” the set A before attempting to compare the counts of corners and of P-polynomial
corners. More precisely, for W a very slowly-growing function of N, we restrict our
attention to the elements of A lying in a single coset of (82WZ)?; by the pigeonhole
principle, there is some such coset (b + SiWZ) x (by + fiWZ) in which A has relative
density at least 0 (at scale N). Let

A= {(y) € 221 (BIWa' + by, BIWY +bg) € A} C [N/(BTW))?

be this “slice” of A. We claim that in order to find a P-polynomial corner in A, it suffices
to find a P—polynomlal corner in A’, where P is the W-tricked auxiliary polynomial

Blo) e P(BiWz—p)

7 = BaB W 2 4 By BTPWET T 4+ 2 € Z[2).
1

(The linear coefficient 1 of P will be convenient later for technical reasons.) Indeed, if
@, y), (@ + P(),y), (¢ + P())
form a ]B-polynomial corner in A’, then A contains the P-polynomial corner

(@,9), (z+ P(2),y), (z,y+ P(2))
with
T = 5%Wx' +by, y:= 5%Wy' +by, and z:=pB W2 —p.

Hence, we replace A with the W-tricked counting operator

M (fo, fr, f2) =Y B fola,y)filz+ P(2),y) fala,y + P(2)),

oy ZELN/Wa)l/]

where Wy := 5d5‘11_2Wd*1 is the leading coefficient of P. The main work of this paper
is showing that, with these modifications made, the counting operators AM°del and AW
are very close (Proposition 7.2).

This comparison theorem boils down to showing that both AM°dl and AW are “con-
trolled” by appropriate U x Ul-box norms of their arguments. The control for AModel
(Proposition 7.1) is fairly straightforward and follows from an argument similar to the
proof of [34, Lemma 4.1], so we will focus on the control for A". We wish to show that
for all 1-bounded functions fo, f1, fo supported on [N]?, the largeness of |[AY (fo, f1, f2)]
implies (with quantitative control) the largeness of a box norm of fj in the directions
e; :=(1,0) and ey := (0,1). The control in terms of f; (with the directions e;, e; — e2)
and fo (with the directions e, es —e;) is completely symmetrical. The precise statement
of this result is in Theorem 4.1, which constitutes a W-tricked version of Theorem 1.2.

The starting point of this endeavor is the PET induction scheme and a quantitative
concatenation result, as carried out in our companion paper [16]. The output of these
arguments is the existence of a natural number ¢ = Oy(1) such that the lower bound
IAY (fo, f1, f2)] > 6N? implies that

(2) [ follfey Wt pwaye, (exwir vy >a 694V N?
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and likewise for f1, fo (cf. Proposition 4.2). For simplicity of exposition, we will tem-
porarily pretend that W = 1; at the end of this sketch, we will mention how to deal with
the additional technical complications arising from the presence of W. For notational
simplicity, we will also make the unimportant assumption that 53 = 51 = 1 (so that
Wy =1 and the z-variable ranges over [N/?] in the definition of AW).

In order to replace t with 1, we will carry out an iterative degree-lowering procedure
(see Proposition 4.3 below): We will show that if the largeness of |[AW (fo, f1, f2)| is
?:ﬁiN])k, (e3-[£N])! for some k,f with k > 2,
2k:+[—1
(en-LENDA1, (e [N (
of k, ¢ reversed). We will arrive at our goal after 2¢t — 2 iterations of this degree-lowering
procedure. This is the first time that degree-lowering has been carried out using box
norms; all previous degree-lowering arguments in the literature aim at lowering degrees
of Gowers norms. Our argument thus testifies to the versatility of the degree-lowering
approach pioneered by Peluse [29].

By the dual-difference interchange (a consequence of the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality;
see Lemma 3.6), it suffices to obtain our degree-lowering result when k£ = 2 and ¢ = 1.
Suppose that |[AY (fo, f1, f2)| > 6N2. We begin by applying the “stashing”’ trick: Since
fo is supported on [N]2, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to eliminate fy from AW
gives

already known to imply the largeness of || fo|

then it also implies the largeness of || fo| and likewise with the roles

2
SN < |AY (fo, f1, f2)|” < N2AY (Do (f1, f2), f1. fo),
where Dy(f1, fo) : Z2 — C, the dual function of the first argument of AW is given by

Do(fr, f2)(@,y) = E  filz+ P(2),y)fa(z,y + P(2)).
ZE[Nl/d}
The hypothesis of the degree-lowering statement tells us that

|Do( f1, f2)||21-[:tN], e1-[£N], ez [£N]

is large (i.e., at least c¢(§)N? for some explicit ¢(§) > 0). Then the inverse theorem
for the U? x U'-norm (see Lemma A.8 below) implies that Dy(f1, fo) correlates with a
“U? x U'-obstruction” of the form g(z)e(a(y)x + b(y)), where g : Z — C is a 1-bounded
function, a : Z — R/Z is a phase, and b : Z — R/Z is a shift.?> Unraveling the definition
of Dy(f1, f2) and ignoring the terms g(x),b(y) (which are of secondary importance), we
find that
N(a, f1, f2) = E e(a(y)z)fi(z+ P(2),y)fa(z,y + P(z))

2€[N1/4]

m7y

is large in absolute value.

We now aim to show that the phase a is close to some constant a for many values of
y (see Proposition 4.4 below); this step “lowers” the degree-2 obstruction e(a(y)z) to the
degree-1 obstruction e(ax). Before sketching the proof of this structural result for a, let
us see how to use it to complete the degree-lowering procedure. Substituting « for a(y)
and shifting z — = — ﬁ(z) in the expression for A'(a, f1, f2), we find that

2 B, clel - PEMNh@ ke = PE)y+ PE)

is large. Grouping the exponential with f2, we recognize this expression as an instance of
the counting operator for the 2-point configuration (x,y), (zr—P(z),y+ P(z)). Adapting

IThe name for this trick is due to Manners [25].

2To understand where this inverse theorem comes from, notice that differentiating once in the y-
direction removes the g(z) term and differentiating twice in the z-direction removes the e(a(y)z + b(y))
term.
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a classical Fourier-analytic argument of Sarkozy [37, 38| for 2-point polynomial configu-
rations, we conclude that

Hfl”?eg—eﬂ{:l:N], ez [+N]
is large. A further sequence of manipulations in the flavor of stashing let us transfer this
“degree-2 control” from f; back to fp.
It remains to analyze the phase function a. It turns out that it suffices to understand
the case where fa is a “U! x Ul-obstruction” of the form by (y)ba(z+y) for some 1-bounded
functions by, by : Z — C, in which case we are dealing with the expression

E e(a(y)z)fi(z + P(2),y)bi(y + P(2)ba(z +y + P(2)).

z,y €N

Shifting © — x — P(z), we reach an expression in which the functions f; and be are
independent of z. Then, by applying the triangle inequality in z,y and pigeonholing in
z, we deduce that

yE[N]

E  e(—a(y)P()b(y + ﬁ(z))\
2€[N1/d)

is large. A variant of the PET argument from our companion paper [16] lets us control
this expression by a Gowers norm of b1, and the inverse theorem for the Gowers norms
produces a nilsequence ¢ of bounded degree, dimension, and complexity such that

(3) Y1 E elay)P(2)ely + P(2))

yEN] 2€[N1/4]

is large. To analyze (3), we require input from the theory of nilsequences.

We use an iterative process, itself a microcosm of degree-lowering, to show that the
nilsequence in (3) can be replaced by nilsequences of progressively smaller step (see
Proposition 6.2). This argument makes use of recent quantitative equidistribution results
for polynomial sequences on nilmanifolds due to the third author [21]. At the end of this
iteration, we have replaced ¢(y) by a step-1 nilsequence, namely, a function of the form
e(p(y)) for some polynomial p. We then use Weyl’s inequality to reduce to the case where
p(y) = a1y + « is linear. Another application of Weyl’s inequality shows that there are
many values of y such that a(y) — ay is major-arc, i.e., close to a rational of small height;
pigeonholing in these rational shifts finally gives that a(y) is nearly constant for many
y’s.

Figure 1 provides a visual overview of the main steps of our argument.

Our degree-lowering arguments must be modified in several ways to account for the
parameter W. Recall that the initial norm-control in (2) involves differencing with re-
spect to boxes with common difference W (rather than 1). In order to manipulate such
expressions and use inverse theorems for box norms, we must split all of the parameters
in sight (e.g., z,y, z) into arithmetic progressions with common difference W. This ma-
neuver, which often requires introducing iterated W-tricks, is quite a nuisance but does
not change the essential nature of our arguments.

More importantly, the miniature PET induction in the lead-up to (3) yields Gowers-
norm control where the differencing parameters are boxes with side lengths equal to the
leading coefficient of P. Since this leading coefficient is a constant multiple of a fixed
positive integer power of W, this step of the argument requires us to replace W with
some WO and we must keep track of the accumulation of these exponents in all of
the iterations of the degree-lowering. (We also have to perform WOW_tricks instead of
W -tricks.)

We conclude with a short discussion of the shape of bounds in Theorem 1.1. Of the
three logarithms in the bound in Theorem 1.1, two come from the supersaturation version
of Shkredov’s result [40, 39|, and the third arises in the transference step of our argument.
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That we lose only one logarithm in comparing the counts of polynomial and linear corners
is reliant on a recent equidistribution result for nilsequences due to the third author [21]
and the quasipolynomial inverse theorem of Gowers norms [24] (which is itself reliant on
[21]). If we instead used bounds for equidistribution of nilsequences provided by Tao and
Terdvainen [44| (who quantified earlier equidistribution results of Green and Tao [11]),
we would end up with a large number of iterated logarithms bounded in terms of the
degree of the polynomial P.

Nilsequence input Section 5
(Proposition 6.2)

PET and quantita- ‘

Inverse theorem for
A’ (Proposition 4.5)

Sections 4.3, 4.4

tive concatenation

Degree-lowering for ’
(Proposition 4.2)

AW (Proposition 4.3)

T~

Inverse theorem for
AW (Theorem 4.1)

T~

Comparison theo-
for corners

(Proposition F.2) e (ol ()

N

Bound for polynomlal
corners (Theorem 1. 1)

Inverse theo-
rem for AModel
(Proposition 7.1)

Supersaturation

FIGURE 1. The main steps and logical implications in the proof of The-
orem 1.1.

2.1. Organization of the paper. After recalling definitions and preliminaries in Sec-
tion 3, we embark on the proof of the main technical result of the paper, Theorem 4.1,
which asserts that the counting operator A" is controlled by suitable degree-2 box norms.
In Section 4, we show how to use our degree-lowering result, Proposition 4.3, to deduce
Theorem 4.1 from the PET and quantitative concatenation results of the companion pa-
per [16]. We also reduce Proposition 4.3 to Proposition 4.4, an inverse theorem for the
auxiliary operator A’. The lion’s share of the proof of Proposition 4.4 is then carried out
in Section 5. The key input in this argument is Proposition 6.2, a structural result on
(3), which we prove in Section 6 using nilsequence machinery.

The arguments in Sections 4-6 make use of several standard results which we collect
in the appendices: inverse theorems for various box norms in Appendix A; a summary
of nilsequence theory in Appendix B; a fraction comparison argument in Appendix C;
and a Sarkozy-style inverse theorem for a 2-point polynomial progressions (derived with
circle-method techniques) in Appendix D.

We conclude the main body of the paper with Section 7, where we finally complete the
proof of Theorem 1.1. Proposition 7.1 establishes the desired box-norm control for AMedel,
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and we compare A" and AMedel i Proposition 7.2. The latter proposition requires two

more ingredients from the appendices: a Fourier-uniformity result for certain polynomial
weights from Appendix E; and a supersaturation version of Shkredov’s corners theorem
from Appendix F.

3. DEFINITIONS AND PRELIMINARIES

3.1. Basic notation. We write N, Z, R, C for the sets of positive integers, integers, real

numbers, and complex numbers (respectively). For reals a < b, we set [a,b] := {[a],a +
1,...,]b]}, and we abbreviate [0, N — 1] as [N] and [-N + 1,N — 1] as [£N]. We
remark that our somewhat unusual convention for [N] (the norm would be [N] = [1, N])

behaves well under passing to arithmetic progressions: For ¢|N, we have the partition
[Nl =Ujeg(a- [N/l + 7).

We write X = (1, ...,z p) for an element of ZP (for fixed D € N) and x for an element
of Z. When the context is clear, we often write a sum over Z” or Z as 3" or 3" instead
of Y wezp or Y 7. We also write b = (hy,...,hs) for a tuple of s integers, and we
denote its f!-norm by |h| := |h1| + -+ + |hs|. We will often combine these two pieces of
notation; we use hv to indicate the tuple (hyv,..., hsv).

We denote the indicator function of a set X by 1x. If X is finite and nonempty, we
let Epex = ﬁ > scx be the average over X.

We call a function f: X — C 1-bounded if sup |f(x)| < 1.
zeX
We use the following standard asymptotic notation. Let f,g : X — C, with g taking

positive real values. We write f = O(g), f < g, g > f, or g = Q(f) if there exists C > 0
such that |f(z)| < Cg(x) for all x € X, and we write f < g or f = O(g) if f < g and
f > ¢g. If the constant C' depends on a parameter, we record this dependence with a
subscript, e.g., f = Op(g), f <p g.

We let C : C — C denote the complex conjugation operator Cz = Z.

3.2. W-trick notation. Throughout the paper, we let w = w(N) > 10 be a (fixed)
slowly-growing function of N; we will later take w(N) = exp((loglogloglog N)¢?) for
some Cp > 0. Let

W=wn):= ][] p

p<w
p prime

be the product of the primes up to w. Standard results on the growth rate of Chebyshev’s
function give log W = w.

It will often be useful to restrict functions to arithmetic progressions, which we capture
in the following definition.

Definition 3.1 (V-tricked function). For V' € N and r € Z, we can parameterize the
arithmetic progression VZ+r C Z by {Va+r : xz € Z}. If f is a function on Z, then its
restriction to VZ + r, with this parametrization, is
fey(@) = f(Ve +71).
Likewise, for 1,79 € Z and f a function on Z2, the restriction of f to (VZ+r1)x (VZ+1rs)
can be parameterized as
f(T‘lﬂ’g,V) (‘T? y) = f(vx + 71, V?/ + TQ)-
We refer to the operation of passing to such a subprogression as a V-trick, and we say

that the resulting functions are V -tricked.

In this paper, we will usually take V' to be a small (nonnegative integer) power of W
and r, 71,79 to be elements of [V]. We remark that a composition of two such V-tricks is
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itself a V-trick. To see this symbolically for f : Z — C, one can calculate that
(for1.v) rav2) (@) = fira 1) (Vo + 72)
= f(Vi(Vaz + ) +71)
= f(V1T2+T1,V1V2)(':C)7
where V1 V5 is a power of W if Vi, V, are. The case of functions on Z? is analogous.

Definition 3.2 (V-tricked polynomial). For V-tricks of polynomials, we will use slightly
different notation that will turn out to be helpful for keeping track of divisibility prop-
erties of various coefficients. Let @) € Z[z] be a polynomial. For V € N and r € 7Z, define
the V-tricked polynomial of @) to be

QVz+r7)—Qr)

Qv (2) = v

That Q| has integer coeflicients can be easily verified using the Binomial Theorem.

€ Z[z].

As in the case of V-tricks for functions, the composition of two V-tricks for a polyno-
mial is again a V-trick. In particular, we have
Q[rl,vl](V2Z + 7’2) - Q[T’l,Vl} (TQ)
Va
QVi(Vaz +12) +11) — Q(r1) — Q(Vira +11) + Q(r1)
ViVa

(Qpryvi)) a2 (2) =

= Q[V1T2+T1,V1V2} (Z)
Note that iterated V-tricks (in both the function setting and the polynomial setting) do
not in general commute.

3.3. Van der Corput Inequalities. If £ C ZP” is finite and nonempty, we define the
Fejér kernel

h):= E 1y, _n,(h).
pph) = E I -n(h)
Note that Y, pp(h) =1 and that 0 < pg(h) < 1E“§‘(h) pointwise. If £ = [+H], we set
()= e =, By () = g (1
P = B = e 2 T o — 1" 2H 1),

This definition differs slightly from those in [30, 31, 32, 35] in that we take the ranges
of hy,hy to be [+ H| rather than [H]. Making the range of hj, he symmetric around the
origin will be convenient for us later.

We will use the following form of the standard van der Corput inequality. For a more
thorough discussion, see [16, Section 3| (which follows from, e.g., [35, Lemma 3.2]).

Lemma 3.3 (The van der Corput inequality). Let § € (0,1], and let H,N € N with
H< %N. If f :Z — C is a 1-bounded function satisfying

(4) E 1@ =0
then
- 52
h,hfg[im :vEEE:N} fle+h)flz+h) = 4
and

z€[N

2
() B ST 2
h
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3.4. Box norms. We now briefly review the theory of box norms on Z”; we will later
work with the groups Z and Z2. Given h,h’ € Z” and a finitely supported function
f:ZP — C, we define the (multiplicative) discrete derivatives Ay, f(x) := f(x)f(x + h)
and A(h ) (x) := f(x+h)f(x + h’). Similarly, compositions of such discrete derivatives
are given by

Apy,onf(X) = Ay - Ap f(x) = J] Cf(x+e h),
ec{0,1}s
Al ). (neb) T ) = Ay iy Al S0 = [ CElf(x+ (1 —e) h+e b,
ec{0,1}

where h = (hy,...,hy) and again Cz =% for z € C.
For finite sets F,..., E, C ZP, we define the box norm of f along E1,. .., Es to be

1/28
HfHE17"'7ES = (hlJlIE:eEl.. h‘S’h/eE ZA hlvh )7 ° hSy )f( )> ’

We can equivalently express this as
1/2°

() gy, = | Do me(B) -, (hy) Anyn f (%)

x,hy,....hg
after shifting x — x—h] —---—h/, and removing the extraneous averages over h/, ... h..
For the sake of completeness, we also define || f||, := >_, f(x) (but note that this is not
a seminorm). If a set E repeats t times, we often write E! instead of E, ..., E. We also
write || flls(gy = [|f || g+ for the degree-s Gowers norm of f along E. Box norms satisfy
a number of well known properties, listed in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.4 (Properties of box norms, [16, Lemma 3.5]). Let 6 € (0,1), let d,D,N,s €
N, and let By, ...,E; CZP be finite and nonempty sets. Let f : ZP — C be a 1-bounded
function supported on [N]P. Then the following properties hold:

(i) (Inductive formula) For any i € {1,...,s}, we have

9s—1
28 /
- E - At | .
HfHEl""’ES hi,hi€E; huh/EE hihy),-os (h“h;)f Eit1,.-,Es
(ii) (Permutation invariance) For any permutation o on {1,...,s}, we have

ey, = 1y
(i) (Monotonicity) If f is 1-bounded and HN]D —E,| < CNP for some C > 0, then
s—1 s
(6) [¥alF >0NP = ||flE, g > 0*NP/C.

Ei,.. Es—1 =

. . / D . . . . / .
- = = (2
(iv) (Enlarging the sets) If s > 2 and E! C Z" is a finite set satisfying E} O E; for
each i € {1,...,s}, then

£l &

177

11 < (‘Ei\---\Egr>1/zs 1
FEi,.. . Es = ‘El“Es’
(v) (Trimming the lengths of boxes) Let
E; =B, -[+H;] and E!= 8, |[£x;H
for some B, € ZP, k; >0, and H; € N. If f is 1-bounded, then
V0B, 2 NP s (112 s 6% min(1,6% k) NP

for k = max; k;.
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(vi) (Passing to sub-arithmetic progressions) Suppose that f is 1-bounded and
for some B; € ZP and ¢;, H; € N satisfying ¢; < C6% H; for all i and some
constant C > 0. Then
1%, 2 ONP = I fly,. 5, >sc ONP.

3.5. Dual-difference interchange. On several occasions, we apply a standard dual-
difference interchange trick which has been a linchpin in all previous degree-lowering
arguments. Its proof rests on the following observation.

Lemma 3.5. Let D,t € N, let C > 0, let E C ZP be finite and nonempty, and for each
i€ {1,...,t}, let Fi(z) = E,,ez fi(x, 2) be a function from ZP to C supported on a
set of size at most CNP, where Z; is a nonempty finite set and f; : ZP x Z; — C is
1-bounded. If

t
> neMAno [[ E filz2) > oN7,
Z:l 7 K3

then

~+

> uem ] E Awmofi(z,2i) 2 (62/C)NP
z,h = ¢

D

Proof. Expanding and applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality gives

2
52 NP < h,z)- E W',z

B X hEE Z’LE A X + ZZ /EEH Z; EZ fl * + )

< CNP. h

- Z Zzez H fl X + ZZ)

t
_ nD.
=CONP- 3 M) ][ B, Ao filx, ),
x,h i=1

as desired. 0

Iterating Lemma 3.5, we obtain the following.

Lemma 3.6 (Dual-difference interchange). Let C' > 0, let D,r,s € N with 1 < r < s,
let By,...,Es C [£CNP] be nonempty sets, and let F(x) = E,cz f(x,2) be a function
from ZP to C, where Z is a nonempty finite set and f : ZP x Z — C is a 1-bounded
function supported on [iCND] x Z. If

28 D
1F|5,,. B, = ONT,
then

s—r

phi by

> pm (), (b)

hi,...h,

T
>>C,r 52 NDa
Er+17---7Es

where
Febr(z)i= B Ay ... (he0) /(2 2):
Proof. Expanding the definition of the box norm, we get that

D
> pm (o) pm,(he) > i, (h1) A, o)., (ha.0) E f(x,2) 2 6N,
hQ,...,h Xhl
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We apply Lemma 3.5 for a fixed tuple (hs,..., hy) € Ey x Es with the role of the product
over i € {1,...,t} played by the iterated multiplicative derivative A, o) . (h,,0)- This
lets us move the differencing over h; inside the expectation, which gives

> () pe(h) D> Ay o). (heo) E Ami0flx2)>c 5 NP

hi,...hs

We continue in the same fashion to move the differencings over ho, ..., h, inside the
expectation; here we are implicitly using the fact that the functions Ay, q),..., (h;,0)/ for
h; € E;, 1 <i < j <r are supported on [+CNP] x Z. O

3.6. Fourier analysis. We conclude the preliminaries section with a brief summary of
Fourier analysis on Z, which we shall use on occasion. For a finitely supported function
f:7Z — C and ¢ € R/Z, we define the Fourier transform f:R/Z — C via

F©) =) fla)e(éa).

The Fourier inversion formula gives f(£) = [ /7 f(€)e(—¢x) d€, and the Parseval Identity
gives /], = |/

1/
<Zx |f($)|p) " for 1 <p < oo and | f|o := supez f(x), the LP-norm of a (Lebesgue-

’ . Here the LP-norm of a function f : Z — C is defined by ||f|, :=
2

1/
measurable) function F' : R/Z — C is defined by [|F|, = (fR/Z|F(£)|p df) " for
1 <p<ooand ||F| :=sup{r > 0: Leb(|F|~}(r,00)) > 0}.

4. DEGREE-LOWERING

For the remainder of the paper, we fix the integer polynomial P together with its degree
d and the auxiliary W-tricked polynomial P defined in (1). Recall that for 1-bounded
functions fo, f1, fo : Z2 — C supported on [N]?, we have the counting operator

M (fo )= E folmy)filz+ P(2),y) fa(z.y + P(2)),

Sy 2N Wa) )

where Wy is the leading coefficient of P. Recall also that e; := (1,0) and ey := (0,1)
denote the usual basis vectors in Z2. As described in the proof outline above, the main
work of this paper is showing that A" is “controlled” by appropriate degree-2 box norms
of its arguments.

Theorem 4.1 (Inverse theorem for AY). There is a constant C = Cp > 0 such that
the following holds. Let § € (0,1/10), and let fo, f1, fo : Z2 — C be 1-bounded functions
supported on [N]? for some integer N > CWC exp(log(1/6)°). If

|AW(f0?flaf2)| Z 5N25

then there exists some positive integer power V = WOrW such that
1 follas v/, eavpvyw) = exp(—log(1/8)77W)N?,
1 lla0 v/, ea—enyv ) = exp(—log(1/6)°7 () N?,
and | folloyv(nv), (es—enyvivyvy = exp(—log(1/8)77 ) N2,

Theorem 4.1 is a W-tricked version of Theorem 1.2 from the introduction. While we
prove only the former, the latter follows from a simplified version of the proof of Theorem
4.1 in which we take W = V = 1 in all places and replace P with P. We remark that
while Theorem 4.1 has the same restriction on P as Theorem 1.1, no such restriction
is present in the statement of Theorem 1.2. This is because the fraction-comparison
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argument Lemma C.3, whose proof in the W-tricked setting uses the special structure of
P, holds trivially for all non-W-tricked polynomials.

To prove Theorem 4.1, we will use a degree-lowering argument. The starting point for
the argument is the following special case of [16, Theorem 1.2].

Proposition 4.2. There exist a constant C = Cyq > 0 and a positive integer t = Og4(1)
such that for all § € (0,1/10) and 1-bounded functions fo, f1, f2 : Z* — C supported on
[N]? for some integer N > CWy0~C, the bound

IAY (fo, fr, f2)] > 6N?
implies that

2t
Hf0”291Wd-[:|:N/Wd})t7 (e2Wy-[£N/ W)t >4 50d(1)N2
LA ten ey, (oaenwatnwape > 64D N

22t 04(1) N2
and HfZ” (e2Wa-[£N/Wa])t, ((e2—e1)Wa-[£N/ W)t =d 50 N2,
Our goal in the next few sections is to reduce ¢ to 2 in the box norms appearing

in Proposition 4.2. The following proposition captures the main iterative step of this
process.

Proposition 4.3 (Degree-lowering). Let k,¢ € N with max(k,¢) > 2. For every C1 > 0
there exists Coy = Co(Cy, P, k,£) > 0 such that the following holds. Let V. < W be
a nonnegative integer power of W, and suppose that for all § € (0,1/10), all positive
integers N > CoW 2 exp(log(1/6)°?), and all 1-bounded functions fo, f1, fo : Z*> — C
supported on [N1]?, the lower bound
IAY (fo, fr, f2)] > 6N?
implies that
2k+€

Il foll (e1V-[£N/V]E, (e2V-[£N/V])" > eXP(—IOg(l/‘S)Cl)NQ-

Then there exists some positive integer power V = VOerrre() guch that

k+e—1
||f0||2e1V [N/V])E=1, (exV-[£N/V])¢ > exp(—log(l/(;)Ocl,P,k,e(l))Nz
if k> 2 and
k+e—1
||f0||2e1V N/V] )k (egv [:EN/V}) Z exp(— 10g(1/5)0017P,k,l(1))N2
if £ > 2.

Before proving Proposition 4.3, we show how it implies Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1 assuming Propositions /.2 and j.3. By Proposition 4.2, there ex-
ists a positive integer ¢ = Og4(1) such that

”fOH%QIWd.[:tN/Wd])t, (eaWig [N/ W,])t >4 50a(1) p2

Using Lemma 3.4(iv), we can replace Wy by W1 at the cost of a factor of Op(1) in the
lower bound. We now apply Proposition 4.3 2t — 2 times. Since N is chosen sufficiently
large, we end up with a positive integer power V = W% (1) such that

1 follé, vz /v], erv-ienyv] = exp(—log(1/8)°P M) N?,

This gives the claimed control in terms of fy.

The control in terms of fi, fo follows by symmetry. To see this, notice that the affine
linear map (z,y) — (2N — 1 — (z 4+ ), y) sends [N]? into [2N]? and preserves the set of
corners with each given side length, with the caveat that the two points on the horizontal
side of each corner have been “exchanged”. More precisely, for each ¢, define the function
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fi : [2N]? = C by ﬁ(ai, y) = fi(2N —1 — (x + y),y). Then the change of variables
x+— 2N —1—x—y— P(z) gives the identity

AW(fO’ fl’ f2) = Aw(ﬁ’ an J?Q)
The previous paragraph (with N, ¢ replaced by 2N,4d/4) tells us that

113, v o v, exvzanyvy = exp(—log(1/6)P () N2,

Using Lemma 3.4(v) to replace [+2N/V] by [+N/V] and unwinding the definition of f;,
we conclude that

1118 v/, (oa—enyv ] = exp(—log(1/6)P ()N,

The control for f5 follows from an analogous change of variables. (]

4.1. Proof of Proposition 4.3: preliminary maneuvers. We now begin the proof
of Proposition 4.3. All implicit constants are allowed to depend on P, k,l. The initial
assumption

IAY (fo, fr, f2)| > 6N?
implies that

k+¢
for all 1-bounded functions fo, f1, f2 : Z> — C supported on [N]2. Our proof strategy
is as follows. Applying several standard maneuvers such as stashing, the dual-difference
interchange and an inverse theorem for the U? x U'! box norm, we reduce the problem
to the study of the auxiliary operator
N(a, f1, f2) =) E e(a(y)z) fi(@ + Py (2),9) fo(x,y + Prv)(2)).

C e l(N/Wa) /v 1]

The phase e(a(y)x) is the “main term” that arises from the U? x U inverse theorem. Our
main technical advancement is a structural result on A’: We show that if A’(a, fi, f;)
is large, then a is “approximately constant” in the sense that there are many arithmetic
progressions of difference V! = VO on each of which a is constant a positive proportion
of the time. Morally speaking, this means that A’(a, f1, f2) can be large only when
e(a(y)z) is actually a U x U! obstruction. We use this information to obtain the
auxiliary norm control

4 O(1 2
Hfl”(elvvﬂ[:tN/f/})k*l, (e2—e1)V-[£N/V], (e2V-[£N/V])¢~1 > exp(—log(1/9) ( ))N )

where V = VV’. We then transfer this norm-control from f; to fo.

Let us fill in some more details of this strategy. In doing so, we will also highlight
several techniques used in various guises throughout the paper.

We define the dual function

Do(f1; f2)(@,y) = el fi(x + P(2),y) fala,y + P(2))

with respect to the first argument of A" . The Cauchy Schwarz inequality gives
2

A (fo, f1, )1 = | fol@,y)Do(f1, f2) (@, y)

:B7y

< N2 [Do(fr fo) (@, y) P

'T7y

= N2 . AW(DO(fl’ f2)aﬁ,g)a
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for all 1-bounded functions fq supported on [N]%. It follows that if AW (fo, f1, f2) > 6N?2,
then we also have

AW(DO(f17 fz)aﬁa E) > 52N2-

This trick whereby we replace an arbitrary function fy by the structured function Dy( f1, f2)
is often called stashing, and it will be the bread and butter of our arguments. In partic-
ular, once we know that A" is controlled by some norm ||-|| of its first argument, we see
that the largeness of AW (fo, f1, f2) implies not only the largeness of || fo|| but also the
largeness of ||Do(f1, f2)||. In this particular case, stashing and (7) together give

2k+€

(8) Do (f1, f2)ll e1V.[+N/V])*, (e2V-[£N/V])* > exp(— IOg(1/5)O(1))N2-
( [EN/V]E, ( [£N/V])

The next step is to apply the dual-difference interchange to (8) in order to arrive at
an average of U? x U'-box norms to which we can apply an inverse theorem. To begin,
applying Lemma 3.6 to (8) gives

hy;h
Z iy (b, ho) || Dyt 2(f17fQ)Hé(gelv-[:l:N/V])2,egV~[:|:N/V} > exp(—log(1/6)7W)N?,
h1€Zk727
thzé—l

where

ID(%PEQ (fh fQ)(l', y) = ZE[(N%/d)l/d} Aﬁﬂ/el,ﬁzveQ (fl (.%' + ﬁ(z)’ y)fQ(x’ y+ ﬁ(z)))

for hy € Z*=2 and h, € Z~'. (We recall here that h,Ve; = (h;1Vey,..., hl(k_Q)Vel),
and similarly for hyVes.) Since py v (hy,hy) < (N/V)7F=3 pointwise, the popularity
principle provides at least exp(—1log(1/6)°M)(N/V)*¥+=3 choices of (hy,hs) such that

hy.h
(9) 1Dy Q(fl,f2)||é(3e1V-[:l:N/V])2,eQV-[:I:N/V] 2 eXP(—log(1/5)O(1))N2-

For the next several steps, fix such a choice of hy,hy. (The reader can now see why all
of the main ideas appear in the case k = 2, { = 1 described in the proof sketch.)

The box norm in (9) is not yet ripe for an application of an inverse theorem for the
U? x U' box norms because of the multiplicative factor V in the boxes e;V - [£N/V]
and exV - [£N/V]. To bring the box norm into a form amenable to an application of
the inverse theorem, we split the ranges of x,y into arithmetic progressions of common
difference V' and observe the identity

8 8
(10) Hg”(e1V~[:I:N/V])2, eV [+N/V] = Z Hg(j17j2yv) H(el-[:l:N/V])Q, ez [£N/V] "
J1,32€[V]

for any compactly supported g : Z — C; we recall the V-tricked function g;, j, v)(z,y) =
g(Vx + j1,Vy + j2) from Definition 3.1. Notice that after this change of variables, the
boxes in the box norm have side length [N/V] instead of V' - [N/V].

We will of course apply the identity (10) to the functions Dgl ba (f1, f2). This maneuver

requires us to adapt the range of z accordingly: Recalling the definition of the V-trick

P(Vz+r)—P(r)
————.

for polynomials, we replace ﬁ(z) by ﬁ[rvv}(z) = On changing variables
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z+ Vz+r, we can express the dual function as

DG (f1. f2)(Var + 31, Vy + o)

= E Avh e Vhyes (f1(VE + j1 + P(2), Vy + j2) fo(Vz + j1, Vy + j2 + P(2)))
z€[(N/Wq)t/d]

= ey Aviyer Viyes (J1(V(@ + Py (2)) + j1 + P(r), Vy + ja)
T z d

x fo(Va + g1, V(y + Pyy(2)) + jo + P(r)))

= a1 Anierhyer (F1jy 4B (@ + P12 W F 3, o By (09 + Py (2)),

where we also set

S92, 9) = (f)G1 gy (@, 9) = fillVE + j1, Vy + j2)

for brevity. We observe that these V-tricked functions are supported on an interval of
length N/V. In the formula above (and in similar expressions in the future), we assume
without loss of generality that (N/W;)/?V~! € N (as we may since N is large compared
to V'), so that splitting the range of z into arithmetic progressions incurs no error.

Invoking (10) with g = Dohl ’EQ( f1, f2) and applying the triangle inequality to (9) gives

E

Jrjzrelv] - Anserhyerf1jy Py o+ Frvi(2)7)

2E€[(N/Wq)t/ 4V =1]

8

Ahlelvﬁ2e2f2,j1,j2+ﬁ(7“)(.’ -+ ﬁ[r,‘/} (Z))
(e1-[N/V])2, e2-[£N/V]

> exp(—log(1/6)°M)(N/V)?.

Since each summand contributes at most (N/V)?, the popularity principle provides at
least exp(—log(1/6)°M)V3 choices of (j1,j2,7) € [V]® such that

2E[(N/Wy)t/dv—1] Ahlel7h292f17jl+ﬁ(r)7j2(. + P[nV](Z), )

8
Ahlelvﬁ2e2f2,j1,j2+ﬁ(7“)(.’ -+ P[T,V} (Z))

(1 [EN/V])?, e [£N/V]
> exp(—log(1/8)7W)(N/V)?.

For the next several steps, fix such a choice of ji, js, r. For each “good” choice of ji, ja, r
from the previous step, the U2 x U'-inverse theorem (Lemma A.8) tells us that there exist
a 1-bounded function g : Z — C supported on [N] and phase functions a,b: Z — R/Z
(all depending on hy, hg, j1, j2,7) such that

>

z,y
Abyer s oy yos (T 4 Py (2))a(@)e(aly)a-+b(y)) > exp(—log(1/8)°0)(N/ V).

ZG[(N/WIS:)I/dV—l} Ah1917ﬁ292 fl,jl‘f’ﬁ(T),jg (,I + P[T,V] (Z), y)
Hiding the dependence on hy, hy, ji, j2,7, we define

fl(xay) = e(b(y))AﬁlehEQGQf17]'1+]3(r)7]’2 (xay)
and fg(x,y) :

g($)Aﬁlel,ﬁ2e2f27j17j2+]5(r) (7, y);
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then the previous inequality can be rewritten as

Z K e(a(y)x)fvl(x + ﬁ[r,V](Z)a y)f:?(x’ Y+ ﬁ[r,\/}(z))

C el (/W) AV 1]
> exp(—log(1/8)7W)(N/V)?.

4.2. Examining the structure of a. The main task is showing that the phase function
a possesses some extra structure; specifically, we will show that a(y) is approximately
constant much of the time. For future reference, define the counting operator

Al(a7]717f2) ::Z 6( ( ) )fl(x+P[rV( ) )fz(x y+P[rV]( ))

E
Ct (N Wa) 4V =]

The key structural result for the function a is the following proposition.

Proposition 4.4. For every C7 > 0 there exists Co = Co(Cy,P) > 0 such that the
following holds. Let § € (0,1/10), let V< WS be a nonnegative integer power of W,
and let r € [V]. Let fl,fQ : 72 — C be 1-bounded functions supported on [N/V]?, for
some integer N > CoV 2 exp(log(1/6)°?) , and let a : Z — R/Z be a phase function. If

A" (a, f1, f2)] = 8(N/V )2,
then there exist a positive integer power V' = VvOcr.r() gnd phases ag, ..., ay—1 € R/Z
such that for at least exp(—1log(1/8)°c1-*UNV" values of j € [V'], the bound
IV'ag v (y) — ajllryz < exp(log(1/6)0crMV V! /N
holds for at least exp(—log(1/8)°ct.PWYN/(V'V') choices of y € [N/(VV')].
Unfortunately, this set of y’s where the phase can be well-approximated by constants
may contribute little to the value of A’(a, fi, f2) To obtain a consequence better suited

to our purposes, we bootstrap Proposition 4.4 and produce some such set of y’s that does
make a significant contribution to A’(a, f1, f2). The exact statement is as follows.

Proposition 4.5. For every C; > 0 there ezists Cy = Co(C1,P) > 0 such that the
following holds. Let § € (0,1/10), let V. < WS be a nonnegative integer power of W,
and let r € [V]. Let fi, fa : Z2 — C be 1-bounded functions supported on [N/V]?, for
some integer N > CoV2 exp(log(1/6)?), and let a : Z — R/Z be any function. If

N (a, fi, fo)| = 6(N/V)?,
then there exist a positive integer power V' = VOCI’P(I), an integer
exp(—log(1/8)°c1PM)N < N' < N,
and phases «aq, ...,y _1 € R/Z such that

DD DS E e(0y (mod v)¥)

JEV ieNIN 1 |eein vy 2SN Wa V]
~ N/ _ N , R
fl(V’x + 5+ 71 + P[nV](Z), y) fz(le i+ 72,’ yt P[T’V}(z))
> exp(—log(1/6)9c1.PWY(N/V)2,

Proposition 4.5 essentially says that we can replace a(y) by a phase function y +—
Qy (mod vy that is constant on arithmetic progressions of difference V', The summation
over i € [N/N'] is a technical annoyance, necessitated by the proof, that will be easily
removed in our later application of Proposition 4.5.
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Proof. Fix Cy > 0. Proposition 4.4 applied with §/2 in place of J tells us that the
inequality

(11) A (a, fi, f2)l = (6/2)(N/ V)

(for a fl, f2 satisfying the conditions of Proposition 4.4) 1mphes that there exist C' :
Cy = C5(Cy,P) > 0and V' = VOP(M) guch that, on setting V = VV’, we obtain a set
V C [V'] of size [V| > exp(—log(1/86)¢)V’, and for each j € V we get a phase aj € R/Z
and a set Sj; C [N/V] of size |Sj/| > exp(—log(1/8)¢)N/V satisfying

(12) IV ag v (y') — ajrllr/z < exp(log(1/6)€)V /N

for all 4 € Sj. (Note that if this conclusion holds for V', then it also holds with V’
replaced by a larger power of V', so we may assume that V" is mdependent of the particular
choice of a, f1, f2.) For any constant C’ > C, we canset N’ ~ (C") ! exp(—2log(1/8)2°" )N
and split the z-variable into progressions as

N’ ~
Vie 45+ 72‘ for ze€[N'/V], je€[V'], i€ [N/N'.
Then for each j' € V and 3 € S/, we can approximate

. N, N
e(a(j/y/)(y’) <V’x +J+ 71>> - e<aj’x + a(jfvv/)(y') (] + 72)) '

/

< exp(log(1/6)°) X < expl(~ low(1/5)”) /2.

(13)

Define the set
S:={ye[N/V]:y=V'y +j, 5 €V, y S},

which has size |S| > exp(—2log(1/8)¢)N/V. Now the approximation (13) gives

2.

E
— 2€[(N/Wa)/4V 1]

N’
- § § E E €<C¥y (mod V’)x + a(y) (] + _Z>>
2€[(N/Wg)1/4V—1] 4

JEV'TEIN/NT ze[N"/V]

e(a(y)x)fvl(x + ﬁ[r,V](Z)a y)f:?(x’ Y+ ﬁ[r,\/}(z))

~ . N". . .
H(Vie+ 5+ 7 Brv(2), y) fo(V'z +j + 7 byt Prv(2))

! — - ! — ‘

< (exp(~log(1/6)*”) /2)N/V

for each i € S, and hence

212

yeS| @

E r P ~ 5
ZG[(N/Wd)l/dV_l]e(a(y)x)ﬁ(x+ v (2),9) fo (2, y + Py (2))

/
— Z Z Z N WE 1/dy -1 e<% (mod V)T + a(y) (j + %z))
JEV')iEIN/N'] ze[N' 7]~ z€[(N/Wg) ]
! g ~ !

~ . N". ) . ~
filV'z+ 5+ i+ Prv(2), y) (Ve + 7+ v v+ Frv(2)

< (exp(—1log(1/6)*”") /2)(N/V)2.
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The upshot is that if A'(a, fl, fQ) is large, then we can use the approximation (12) pro-
vided by Proposition 4.4 to approximate

Ny(a, fro f2) == ZZGKN/W%WV_I] e(a(y)) fi(@ + Pyyi(2)y) fo(@,y + Pypyi(2))

yeSlh ©

by a sum closer to what we are seeking. Indeed, if

(14) Ny(a, fi, fo) > exp(—log(1/8)*7)(N/V)?

for C' > C as above, then the triangle inequality and the long inequality above imply
that

/

_ N _
E / ! |+ —i+ P
Z Z Z Z [N/ W)L/ V1] e(ay (mod V )x)fl(v T+ g+ Vv L+ [T,V}(Z)’ y)

Yy JE[V'I€[N/N'] |ze[N'/V]

!

FalV' 45+ iy + By ()] > (exp(~log(1/6)2" ) /2)(N/V Y,

which establishes the conclusion of the proposition.

The lower bound (14) does not always hold, however. We will show that in this case, we
can “throw out” the y-values in S and repeat the argument from the previous paragraph
to obtain a new set S which is mostly disjoint from the set that we threw out; we can
then iterate this procedure, which is guaranteed to terminate after a bounded number of
steps because of the disjointness of the sets S. The details are as follows.

We first note that if S C [N/V] and o’ : S — R/Z is a function such that V'd(y)
assumes each integer multiple of 1/|S| exactly once as y ranges over S, then, for any
interval I C R/Z, we have the bound

(15) {yeS:V'd(y) eI} <1+8|-[I| <1+ (N/V)I].

In this case, we will say that a’ is uniformly distributed on S.
We also note that if S C [N/V] and a” : [N/V] — R/Z is any function that agrees
with @ on [N/V]\ S, then

(16) N(a" 1npvps i, f2) = Na, Inpvps i, f2)

(here we write (1[N/V}\SJ?1)($, y) for 1[N/V]\S(y)fl(x, y)). Indeed, there is no contribution
from the values of y where a(y) # a”(y) because for such y we have (I[N/V}\Sfl)(x +

P[T,V](z)ay) =0.

To begin our iterative procedure, set §0 =@ and ap = a. For £ = 1,2,..., we will
construct phases ay j (for j/ € [V']), a set gg, and a phase function a, that agrees with
a on the complement of gg = Ug/ggggl and is uniformly distributed on the intersection

of gg with each arithmetic progression of common difference V’. The /-th stage of the
iteration begins with the inequality

N (@ 5. Fos F2) = (/2N
(which certainly holds for £ = 1). Then, by (16), we also have
A(ap-1,1 IN/VI\S <o 1fth) (6/2)(N/V)?.

Arguing as in the first paragraph of the proof, with a,_1 instead of a and 1[N/V]\5'<g,1fl
instead of f1, we obtain phases ag ;o (for 7/ € [V']) and a set Sp. If (14) holds, then we
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obtain the conclusion of the proposition and our iterative procedure terminates. If not,
then, by induction on ¢ and the triangle inequality, we have

A7) M@ g, fe ) = (65— Cexp(—log(L/)7 ) (N/V)* > (5/2)(N/V)?

as long as £ < (0/2)exp(log(1/6)¢"). Now let ay; be a function that agrees with a
on [N/V]\ gsg and that is uniformly distributed on the intersection of gsg with each
arithmetic progression of common difference V’. This completes the ¢-th step of the
iteration and puts us in a position to perform the (¢ + 1)-th step.

It remains to analyze the sizes of the sets gﬁ ¢ and argue that the procedure terminates
after a bounded number of steps. By (15) applied to each of the sets Sy ;+ (for j' € [V']),
we have

1SN S<p 1] < V'(1+2(N/V) exp(log(1/6)°)V/N) < 3V exp(log(1/6)€).
Hence
|S<el > [S<o—1| + |Se| — 3V exp(log(1/6)7)
> |S<p1| + exp(—21og(1/8)7)N/V — 3V exp(log(1/6))
> |S<o-1| + (1/2) exp(~21og(1/6))N/V
(using the assumption that N is large), and by induction we obtain
|S<e| > (£/2) exp(—21log(1/5)°)N/V.

Since §S ¢ is a subset of [N/V], we conclude that the iterative procedure must terminate in
at most 2exp(—2log(1/6)Y) steps, and, in particular, a suitable choice of C’ guarantees
that the estimate in (17) holds for all ¢ in the iterative procedure. O

4.3. Auxiliary norm control on f;. Recall from before that we have the lower bound

Z ze[(N/WIE)l/dvfl} Atyer hyes fl,jlﬂg(r),jz (z + Py (2),9)

Ahlel,thafzh it By (@ Y Py (2))g(@)e(aly)z+b(y)) = exp(—log(1/6)°M)(N/V)?
for at least
exp(—log(1/8)7 W) (N/V)F+2
tuples (hy,hy) € ZFT=3 and at least exp(—1log(1/6)°MW)V3 values (ji,jo,7) € [V]3,
where g, a,b depend on hy, hs, j1,j2, . Proposition 4.5 gives an integer
exp(—1log(1/6)°MN < N < N,

a positive integer power V/ = VO and 1-bounded functions b1 1> b2 i L — C
(the latter dependent on hy, hy, j1, j2,7) such that

Z Z Z E by,jjr,i(2)b2j 5.4 (y)
i€[N/N'] 5,5’€[V'] ¥ z€[N'/(VV")] G[(N/Wd)l/dv—l]
/

Anyermyesfy jys Py (VT 3+ it Py (2),V'y + ')
. N’ P
Ah1elvh2e2f1 i j2+P(T‘)(VIx + 7+ 71, V/y + ]/ + P[nv}(z))
> exp(—log(1/6)°W)(N/V)?

for at least exp(—log(1/8)°M)V3 values (j1,j2,7) € [V]. By the pigeonhole principle,
we can choose a single i € [N/N'] for which the sum over j, j', y, x, z satisfies the lower
bound, at the cost of losing an extra factor of exp(—1log(1/6)°™M), modifying bij.jr.i by
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a phase if necessary, and dropping the index ¢ from by ; j7;, b2 j j7.;. We then V'-trick the
polynomial P, v, simplify the notation by setting

. N, .
Fh gt @) = D er hes firge (VT + 5 + i Vy+i)

= Avhe) Vige: i(VV'Z + V4 j1 + N'i, VV'y + Vj' + jo)

(18)

for [ = 1,2, and shift y — y — IB[W/H’VV/](z), obtaining

Z Z Z E by (@)be g (y — ﬁ[wurr,vv'}(z))

1/d N—1
Garrelv) y eelNt vy SNV AV VT

1 _ _
1t P(r) g+ By ), & T BWrnvv (2), 4 = Plyrriryyn (2))

f]21,]2+P(r) G By (¢ )(ﬂv,y) > exp(—log(l/(s)o(l))(N/V)Q

for the aforementioned values (ji,j2,7) € [V]?. Importantly, this new expression is
amenable to an application of a Sarkézy-type estimate. By Corollary D.10 applied with

2 1
bl,j,j’(x)l[N’/(VV’)] (x)fjl,j2+13(7"),j7j'+15[ryv](7’/)(x’ y)a b2,j7j’(y)fJ1+P(r) ]2,]+P 17,5 ( y)

in place of fy, f1 and with v = e; — e, we obtain the lower bound

1
DD D DR PR Y I S N R B

33 E V) B [N (V)
> exp(—log(1/8)7W)(N/V)?

for some positive integers ¢ < exp(log(1/6)°M) and exp(—log(1/6)°M)N < N” < N.
We apply the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality to remove the absolute value and then change
variables (z,y) — (z — qz,y + ¢z) and z — —2z, so that

1
Z Z MN”/(VV’ qubQ,]j ( )qu(GQ*el)flerﬁ( ),JQJJFP[ V()5 (m y)
j,] T E[V’} z,Y,z

> exp(—log(1/6)°M)V'(N/V)2.

In order to get rid of by, we introduce an additional averaging over [+N/(VV')]
in the z-direction and then apply the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality to double this new
variable. Using Lemma 3.4(iv) to remove ¢, and summing over the admissible values of
Ji,J2, 7 € [V], we thus obtain

4
D By ag By ooy ooy s v, enfeny vy
J1,j2,r€[V],
3 eV

> exp(—log(1/6)°W)VV/N2,

We now want to remove the shifts by 15( ) and IB[T v](r’) from the indices ji,j’. Notice

first that the function f}

Ji,j2,9+s3V’.j i and

1
115, 15 a translate of the function f]1 2

depends only on the residue classes of 7, 7’
(e2—e1)-[£N/(VV)], er-[£N/(VV")]

modulo V’. We can therefore replace the summation over j,j € [V’] by a summation

hence

1
fj17j27j7j/
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over j,j' € Z/V'Z and then shift j — j — ]5[7"7‘/} (r’) to obtain

E 4
Z ” G14+P(r),j2,5.5' ||(e2—el)-[:|:N/(VV’)]7el-[:I:N/(VV/)]
J1,32,m€V] 4,5’ €L/V'L

> exp(—log(1/6)°MW)V N2,

Similarly, the identity

1 _rl
nts1VigatsaVigg' = Jinjaritsngitsas

makes Y iveq g || f] 4B o H (e2—e1 ) [N/ (VV1)], er-[£n/(vry depend only on the residue
class of ji,j2 modulo V', and so we can replace the sum over ji, jo € [V] by the sum over
J1,Je € Z/VZ. Shifting j; — j1 — P(r), we then get

> Yo I geii lesen N/ v, erlen/vvn)

J1,J2€L/VL 5,5’ €LV L
> exp(—log(1/8)7V)N?
and so
1AV A o1, Vhyer Fillfe, —en)vvrieny (v, ey vy = exp(—log(1/6)°M) N2
Since this holds for at least exp(—log(1/8)°M)(N/V)¥+=3 choices of (hy, hy) € ZFFE3,
we get from properties (i) and (vi) of Lemma 3.4 that

2k+[—1
(19) ||f1H(e1VV’~[:I:N/(VV’)})k*1, (e2—e1)VV/-[EN/(VV")], (eaVV'-[£N/(VV1)])t-1

> exp(—log(1/6)°M)N?
4.4. Completing the proof of Proposition 4.3. So far, we have proved that if

IAY (fo, f1, f2)| > ON?

implies that
2k+l

1 follfeyv. [ n/viE, (eav- [Ny = exp(—log(1/8)°W)N2,

then the norm-control (19) also follows. This lower bound is not particularly useful in
itself, but we will use it as an intermediate step towards the desired norm-control on fy.
To this end, we first use stashing to replace f; in A" with the dual function

D1(fo, fo)(z,y) := E  folw—=P(2),y)fo(x — P(2),y + P(2)),

2E[(N/Wa)t/d
so that (19) holds with Dj(fo, f2) in place of fi. We then apply the dual-difference
interchange (Lemma 3.6) to this expression, so that

hyh
Z pnyvvny (b he) - || D 2(f0af2)H%eg—el)VV’-[:l:N/(VV’)]

hy€ZF1,
h,€Zf~1
> exp(— log(1/6)°0)) N2
where
DY (fo, )@ y) = B Avyime vvime (fola—P(2),y) fa(a—P(2), y+P(2))).

ZE[(N/Wa)l /4

Thus for at least exp(—log(1/6)°W)(N/(VV"))F+=2 values of (hy,hy) € ZFF2, we
have the lower bound

HD vh (fo’f2)‘|(e2 e )VVIEN/ (VYY) 2 exp(— log(1/5)0(1))N2.
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We temporarily fix such a choice of (hy, hy) € ZFT*~2 and repeat the above procedure of
splitting the domains of z,y into arithmetic progressions of difference VV’. This yields

hl’hQ(fo, L)VV'z + j1,VV'y + j2)

= / ’ ! P ! ]
= ze[(N/I%Vd)l/d] Avvin e, VVinge (Jo(VV'Z 4+ j1 — P(2), VV'y + ja)

x fo(VV'z + j1 — P(2),VV'y + ja + P(2)))

N TE[@V'] ZE[(N/Wd)Ilﬁ:/d(VV’)*l] Anyerdyen (fo 5, By g (0 = Pirvvn(2),9)

X fg,jlfﬁ(r),thﬁ(r)(x - ﬁ[r,\/\/’](z)a y+ ﬁ[r,VV’](Z)))7

where fl,j17j2 ('Iay) = (fl)(jhjz,VV’)(xay) = fl(Vle + 71, VV/y +]2) for [ = 0,2. Hence

ZE[(N/Wd)I?:/d(VV’)*l} Blyer des fO,J’l*lg(r),jz(' = Bryvvi(2):)

E
j17j27re[vv/]
2

Ahlel,h2e2f2 J1—P(r),ja+P(r )( - ﬁ[r,VV’}(Z)’ -+ ﬁ[r,VV’](Z)))
(e2—e1)-[£N/(VV7)]

> exp(—log(1/6)°W)(N/(VV'))?.
Applying the inverse theorem for the U' norm (Lemma A.2)? for the values (ji,j2,7) €

[VV']? where the above norm is at least exp(—log(1/6)°W)(N/(VV"))2, we obtain a
1-bounded function b : Z — C (depending on hy, hs, ji1, jo,7) such that

;y: zE[(N/Wd)I?/d(VV/),l} b(x + y)Aﬁlel,hgeQ f07j1—ﬁ(7"),j2 (.%' — P[T,VV’} (2)7 y)

Ahle1,ﬁ2e2f27j1—ﬁ(r),j2+ﬁ(r) (x - ﬁ[r,VV’}(Z)’ Y+ ﬁ[r,VV/}(Z))
> exp(—log(1/8)°M)(N/(VV'))%.

Changing variables (z,y) — (z + ]5[,"7‘/‘//](2'), Yy — ﬁ[r,vvf](z)) simplifies this expression to

zz,y: ze[(N/Wd)I?/d(VV/)_l} b(w + y)Aﬁlel,@2e2f07j1_ﬁ(r)7j2 (m, Y — P[T,VV’](Z))

Ah1917ﬁ292 f2,j1—ﬁ(7’),j2+ﬁ(7") (z,)
> exp(—log(1/6)°W)(N/(VV'))2.
After an application of Corollary D.10, with
b(x + y)AhlehﬁQeg f27j1_ﬁ(7)7j2+ﬁ(r) (x, y) and Aﬁlel,QQeg fo,jl—ﬁ(T’),]é (x, y)
in place of fo(z,y), fi(x,y) and with v = ez), maneuvers similar to those in the proof of

Theorem 4.1 give

k+0—1
1 ollfey 15/ (et = XP(= log(1/8) N2

with V = VV’. Exchanging the roles of z and y gives the last assertion of the proposition.

3Technically, to apply this result, the length of the boxes should be larger by a factor exp(log(1/6)°™M)
than the support of the function whose norm we are evaluating. This can be ensured by replacing the
box (ez — e)VV' - [£N/(VV')] by (e2 — e)VV' - [£N'/(VV")] (with N’ =< exp(log(1/6)°)N for an
appropriate C' > 0) before performing the Dual-Difference Interchange using Lemma 3.4(iv).
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5. REDUCING PROPOSITION 4.4 TO A NILSEQUENCE PROBLEM

The next two sections are devoted to the proof of Proposition 4.4; this will complete
the degree-lowering argument from the previous section. Recall the counting operator

A'a,~1,~2: E e(a(y)z) fi(x + P z), Ngx, +P 2));
(a1, f2) ;Zewwd)qu (a@)o) fi(x + Py (2): 9) fo(,y + Py (2))

our goal is to show that if A'(a, ﬁ,fg) is large for some 1-bounded functions fi, fo,

then there are many arithmetic progressions of difference V! = VOP() on each of which

the phase a is approximately constant. In this section we will use higher-order Fourier

analysis manipulations to replace the functions fi, fo with nilsequences; in the next

section we will use sophisticated machinery from the theory of nilsequences to complete
the proof of Proposition 4.4. Our starting point is the following norm-control.

Proposition 5.1. For every Cy > 0 there ezists Cy = Co(C1,P) > 0 such that the
following holds. Let § € (0,1/10), let V. < WS be a nonnegative integer power of W,
and let r € [V]. Let fi, fa : Z2 — C be 1-bounded functions supported on [N/V]?, for
some integer N > CoV267C2  and let a : Z — R/7Z be a phase function. If

N (a, f1, f2)| > 8(N/V)?,
then we have the norm-control

1F2 1oy —e0) ey v), enfenyv) Sca,p 87C0PO(N/V)?,

Naively, one would expect to have {es —eq, es}-control on fg Our norm-control looks
slightly different because, as will become clear in the proof, taking discrete derivatives
in the ej-direction is very convenient for dealing with the e(a(y)x) term in A’. The
argument would give the same conclusion with | f; | (ea—e1)-[£N/V], (er-[£N/V])2, Dut we do
not need this.

Proof. We fix C'y > 0 and let all the constants depend on C7, P. We introduce an extra
averaging over [N/V] in the z-direction* and apply the Cauchy Schwarz inequality in
order to double the variable x; this gives

Z pnyv (h e(a(y)h)

rah N/W )l/dV 1]

Ahelfl(x + ]S[T,V](Z)ay)Ahele‘?(xay + ﬁ[r,V}(Z)) 2 52(N/V)2

Shifting x — x — Zg[nv](z) gives

> v (h) E e(a(y)h)

o0 ZEl(N/Wa) 4V =]

Ahelfl(xay)Ahelf?(x - ﬁ[r,V}(Z)7y + ﬁ[r,V}(Z)) > 52(N/V)2

The crucial point is that now only fg has ﬁ[rvv}(z) in its argument and so we can apply
the Sarkozy-type estimate (Corollary D.10) (after using the popularity principle to find
many h’s for which the inner expression is large in absolute value). Hence there exist
positive integers® ¢ < 6~°M and °DN <« N’ < N such that

> pwyv(h

z,y,h

JI\E%/V} Ahelfg( —qz,y+qz)| > §°M (N/V)

4If we did not want the range of the new variable h to be restricted, then we could apply the Cauchy—
Schwarz inequality directly.

SA direct application of Corollary D.10 gives g that depends on h; however, g can be chosen uniformly
by the pigeonhole principle since there are only O(8§ 70(1)) possibilities for g,.
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Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and then using Lemma 3.4(iv) to replace N’
with N and drop g, we get the desired bound on fs. O

The next result shows that the largeness of A’(a, fl, fg) for some functions fl, ]?é implies
some correlation of the phase a with nilsequences on arithmetic progressions. We refer
the reader to Definition B.9 for definition of a nilsequence.

Proposition 5.2. For every C1 > 0 there exists Co = Co(Cy,P) > 0 such that the
following holds. Let 6 € (0,1/10), let V< W be a positive integer power of W, and
let r € [V]. Let a:Z — R/Z be a phase function, and let fl,fQ : 7Z2 — C be 1-bounded
functions supported on [N/V?, for some integer N > CoV2 exp(log(1/6)°?). If

[N (a, f1, f2)] > 6(N/V)?,

then there exist a positive integer k = Op(1), a positive integer power V' = VOCLP(D,
and a function ¢ : Z — C such that

E, 2

IreV v

Py (8 Pvarrv ()] 2 exp(=log(1/6)0er )N/ (VY7)

I UG,V V/ﬁ 4 ’
ZG[(N/Wd)l/d(VV’)—l]e( oGy (v) vrr vy (2))

and for each j € [V'], the restriction @,y 18 a l-bounded, degree-k nilsequence of
complezity exp(log(1/6)°c1-2M)Y on a log(1/6)91.2(M_dimensional nilmanifold.

Proof. The proof consists of massaging the expression A’(a, fl, fg), with the help of the
same techniques as in the proof of Theorem 4.1, until the structure of a along arithmetic

progressions becomes apparent. We fix C; > 0 and let all constants depend on Ci, P
without notating the dependence explicitly.

Step 1: Replacing fQ by a box norm obstruction.

Our first objective is to use Proposition 5.1 in conjunction with relevant box norm
inverse theorems and stashing to replace fo by a “structured” function. By Proposition
5.1, we have the lower bound

HﬁH?eQ_el).[iN/v}, e [£N/V] = 50(1)(N/V)2.

The stashing argument gives

D5 (a, fl) H?eg—el){iN/v}, er-[£N/V] > SO (N/V)2,

for the dual function

Dl (a, fi = E -P
2(0’7 fl)(ma y) [N/ W)L/ dy 1] e(a(y [rV] (Z)).%')

Fil@+ Pryi(2),y — Py (2) 1) (),

where we were able to insert the term 1/ because f> is supported on [N/V]2. By the

inverse theorem for the U! x U'-box norm (Lemma A.7), there are 1-bounded functions
b1,bo : Z — C such that

I b1(y)b _p
Zze[(N/wd)l/dv—q 1()b2(2 +y)e(aly — Prv)(2))2)

$7y
Fila + Pyy(2),y — Pry(2) v (y) > 89D (N/V)?,
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and the presence of the 1jy/y1(y) term lets us assume that by is supported on [N/V].
The change of variables y — y + ﬁ[r,V} (z) gives

> E e(a(y)z) fi(z + Pyyi(2),y)

vy ZElN/ W)t/ av 1]
bi(y + By (2)ba( +y + Py () > 870 (V/V)2.
We observe that bo(x + y —|— P v](2)) is a function of (z + P[r v)(2),y). Shifting x —
 — Ppy)(2) and setting fi (ﬂf,y) e(a(y)z) fi (2, y)ba(w +y), we get

~ ~ ~
> E e(—a(y) Py () A (@, 9)b1(y + Py (2) > 9D (N/V)2.
C (N W) /4]

Recall that fl/ is 1-bounded and supported on [N/V]2. Using the triangle inequality in
the z- and y-variables, we can eliminate fl entirely and obtain

2.

yE[N/V]

K 6(—a(y)ﬁ[r,v}(2))b1 (y + ﬁ[r,\/](z)) > sCWN/V.

ZE[(N/Wa)t/ 4V =1

We have thus reduced matters to analyzing the auxiliary operator

(21) Aby) = )

ye[N/V]

e(—a(y) Py (2)b1(y + Pry(2))] -

ZE[(N/Wa)t/ 4V =1]

Step 2: Replacing b; by a nilsequence.

Our next goal is to show that A” can be controlled by a Gowers norm of by; this will
let us replace by by a nilsequence (at least on arithmetic progressions of not-too-small
difference). To obtain Gowers norm control, we observe that A” is amenable to a standard
PET argument. Let b3 : Z — C be a 1-bounded function supported on [N/V] such that

A// b b E — ﬁr b + ﬁr > 50 N V
2 Z ZG[(N/Wd)l/dV—l]e( a(y) P (2))b1(y v (2)) /

Shifting y — y — P[T,V](z), stashing, and shifting back y — y + ﬁ[r,\/} (z), we find that

> bs(y) E e(a(y) Py (2)b1(y + Ppy(2)) > °DN/V,
— el pwa vy

by (y) = E —a(y — P, P, bs(y — P, 1 .
1(y) ze[(N/Wd)l/dv_l}e( a(y = Pyvi(2)) Py (2))bs(y — Py (2)1vyv) ()

Note that the indicator function 1y (y) can be included since b; is supported on this
set. Now, using the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality to double the z-variable d + 1 times (in
the style of PET), we eliminate b3(y) and the exponential involving a(y); we obtain

Z H(N/W)1/dy -1 (hl, .. ,hd+1)

y,h1,.. hg1
E Clelby (y + Pyyy(z + €~ b)) > VNV
ZG[(N/Wd)l/dV_l}ge{(:]EJ];dH ]
By [16, Proposition 10.1| and the formula V; = ﬁdﬁffﬁfd_le_l, we have

2k+1

> sOWN/V
UR+1 (Vg [N/ (VVa)))

i
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for some integer k = O(1). Take V' = VO to be the smallest positive integer power of
V such that Vy|B481V'. Since 51, Bq = O(1), we can apply parts (iv) and (vi) of Lemma
3.4 to replace the boxes Vy - [+=N/(VVy)] by V' - [=N/(VV')], obtaining

i

Splitting the domain of by into arithmetic progressions of difference V’, we find using
the popularity principle that

2k+1

> 0NV
UM (V- [EN/(VV)])

2k+1

> CWN/ (V)
UK ([EN/(VV')])

66

for an Q(6°M)-proportion of j € [V’]. The U** inverse theorem [24, Theorem 1.2] tells
us that for each such j € [V], there is a 1-bounded® degree-k nilsequence ©; of complexity
exp(log(1/6)°M) on an O(log(1/6)°()-dimensional nilmanifold (see Definition B.9 for
the definition of a nilsequence and its complexity) such that

> (k1) vy ()es (y) > exp(—log(1/6)° )N/ (V7).
Yy

For each remaining value of j € [V'], set ¢, := 0. Thus, ¢; is a 1-bounded degree-k nilse-
quence of complexity exp(log(1/6)°M) on an O(log(1/6)°")-dimensional nilmanifold
for each j € [V'].

Define ¢ : Z — C by setting ¢(;v7)(y) = o(V'y + j) to equal @;(y) for each j € [V']
and y € Z, so that

> bi(y)e(y) > exp(—log(1/6)°W)N/V.
)

Expanding the definition of 51, shifting y — y—i—lg[nv} (z), and using the triangle inequality
to eliminate b3, we obtain

>

yE[N/V]

e(—a(y) Pr.v)(2))e(y + Prvi(2))| = exp(—log(1/8)°V)N/V.

E
2€[(N/Wq)t/dv—1]

Since ¢ is a nilsequence only when restricted to arithmetic progressions of common
difference V', we also split the ranges of y and z into arithmetic progressions of common
difference V'. This gives

E. 2

IreV Ny

Qp(j+13[r’V](7»/)7v/)(y + ﬁ[Vr’Jrr,VV’} (Z)) > exp(— log(l/(S)O(l))N/(VVI)’

I - v V,_ﬁ 4 /
ze[(N/wd)wvw)—l]e( a.v) () vy (2))

as desired. O

Notice that the last step of splitting into progressions introduced a factor of V'’ in the
first term; this arises essentially because we V’-tricked the exponential function.

61-boundedness is not mentioned in the statement of [24, Theorem 1.2]; however, the control on the
Lipschitz norms of ¢; ensures that the nilsequences coming from [24, Theorem 1.2] can be rescaled to
be 1-bounded at an acceptable loss of the factor exp(—1log(1/8)°™®) in the lower bound.
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6. NILSEQUENCE APPLICATION

In the previous section, we arrived at expressions of the form

22 E e(a CPor(2))3 —i—ﬁ~~z
(22) ye%m oo E g SO0 oy (DR + Py 2)

with
X/ / ~ / ~ ~ /
V=VV 5 r=Vr + T, Y = w(j+ﬁ[r,v](7")7vl)’ and a= —a(jy/)V s

where ¢ is a nilsequence. This section is devoted to extracting information about the
phase a using the largeness of (22). The main underlying machinery comes from the
equidistribution results of [21]. We refer the reader to Appendix B for definitions and
notation related to nilsequences.

Our main technical input is the following result, which is the special case £ = 1 of |21,
Theorem 3.

Theorem 6.1. For every k > 0 there is a constant C = C(k) > 0 such that the following
holds. Let G/T be a nilmanifold of degree k, step s, complezity at most M, and dimension
m, with associated filtration G,. Let § € (0,1/10), and let N > (M/&)Cmc be an integer.
Let F : G/T' — C be a 1-bounded M -Lipschitz function with a vertical character &
satisfying 0 <[] < M /6.

Suppose g € poly(Z,G) with
> 0.

B, Flalr)

Then there exist 0 < r < dim(G/|G, G]) and horizontal characters ni,...,n, of size at
most (M/(S)O’f(m)ok(l) satisfying

Imi 0 gllosin < (M/8)2m%,
and & annihilates all (s—1)-fold commutators of elements in the subgroup G' := (;_, ker(n;).

The use of this theorem is that it allows one to iteratively “reduce” the step of g.
In the following proposition, we let V; denote the leading coefficient of P[f 7

Proposition 6.2. Let s,k € N with s < k. For every C; > 0 there exist constants
Cy = Cy(Cy, Pk), C3 = C3(C1, P, k) > 1 such that the following holds. Let G/I' be
a nilmanifold of degree k, step s, complezrity at most M > 2, and dimension m € N,
with associated filtration G, and let g € poly(Z,G). Let § € (0,1/10), and let F :
G/T' — C be a 1-bounded M -Lipschitz function with a vertical character & satisfying
0 < |6| < M/§. Let V< WE be a nonnegative integer power of W, let 7 € [V], and let
N > f/df/@(M/(S)Q@dmc2 be an integer. Lastly, let A C [N/V] and B C Z be nonempty
arithmetic progressions of common difference at most M /0 satisfying

(23) |B| > Cy - (N/(V V)40 f§)~C2m 2,
if
(24) > | E e(@) - Py () Flaly + Py gy (2))D)| = 04,
yeA

then the following holds with T := |B|*V.

e When s > 1: There exists a factorization g(n) = &(n)g’ (n)y(n), where ¢ is
((]\4/(5)037”03 ,T)-smooth, g’ takes values in an (M/é)CSmCS -rational normal sub-
group G' of G such that G’ [ker(§) has step at most s —1, and 7y is (M/5)03m03 -
rational.
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e When s =1 and k > 1: There is a polynomial p(n) = Z?:o a;n? such that
F(g(n)T) = e(p(n)), and there is a positive integer ¢ < C36~% such that
qu‘jHR/Z < C36793/T7 for all j > 2.

e When s = 1 and k = 1: There are a phase o € R/Z and a positive integer
q < C30~% such that ||qa(y) — gz < C30=C3 /T for at least C36°%|A| values
of y € A.

We remark that in the third case, the pigeonhole principle trivially provides some
a such that |la(y) — allg/; < C30=C3 /T for at least 2C36~3|A|/T values of y; the

proposition improves the quantity 2C56~C3|A|/T by a factor of around §°M T, which is
quite substantial since |B| is large in applications.
Proof. We fix C1 > 0 and let all constants depend on C1, P, k (and hence also on s since
s < k). We address the three bullet-pointed cases one-by-one.

Case 1: s > 1.

Suppose first that s > 1. By the pigeonhole principle, there is some yy € A such that
(25) E, el@y0) Py iy () Fgl + P (D)D) > 6.

Since ¢ is nonzero, there is some gs € G, such that {(gs) = a(yo). Now define the
polynomial sequence g : Z — G (with respect to the same filtration G,) via
g9(n) == g59(yo + n).

Since poly(Z, G) is closed under pointwise multiplication, we have g € poly(Z, G). Notice
that

7Thoriz(g(n)) = 7Thoriz(g(yo + n))
since gy € G(4) has image zero in the horizontal torus. The identity
F(g(n)T) = e(ayo)n)F(g(yo + n)I)

then lets us rewrite (25) as

B, F@(Fean()D)] 25

Now, consider the filtration (Z;){°, on Z given by

7. — {Z ifi<d
0 ifi>d;
with respect to this filtration, we have ﬁ[ﬁf/} € poly(Z,Z). By [43, Theorem 1.6.9], the
composition goﬁ[w} (z) is a polynomial sequence on G with a slightly modified filtration
(now of degree dk).
Since
|B] = Co - (N/(VVa)) /(M [3)~ ™ > C(M [3)%"
and Co > 0 can be chosen to be sufficiently large, Theorem 6.1 gives us horizontal
characters np,...,n, of size O((M/(S)O(m)o(l)) (for some 0 < r < dim(G/[G,G])) such
that each 7); satisfies

S O
(26) In: 0 G © P gllcoemy < (M/6)007,

and such that £ annihilates all (s —1)-fold commutators of elements of G’ := (;_; ker(n;).
Since
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and Cy > 0 is sufficiently large, Lemma C.3 tells us that
~ o
i 0 Gllo iz << (M/8)70
for each 7; (recall that T = |B|%V})). Since
(28) ol < N/V < (b/5)0 T
by (23), Lemma C.2 further implies that each
o)
I17i © gllcoe ) < (M /8)°™
(where the O(1) in this inequality may differ from the O(1) in the preceding inequality).
The conclusion of the proposition now follows from [21, Lemma A.1].
Case 2: s=1,k > 1.
Now suppose that s = 1. Since s = 1, there is a polynomial p(n) = Z?:o a;n? such
that F'(g(n)I') = e(p(n)). Substituting this into (24) and pigeonholing in y gives that
~ k ~ .
E e d(yo)P[ﬁf/}(Z) + Zaj(yo + P[ﬁ\?](z))] >0

z€[B] =0

for some yo € A. Weyl’s inequality (see, e.g., [11, Lemma 4.4]) tells us that there is a
positive integer ¢ < 6~°() such that

q- R(yo + Py n(z H < 67900,
o~ R0+ By .o
for R(n) := p(n) + a(yo)(n — yo). Applying Lemma C.3 with (28) and then Lemma C.2
with (27), we find that |qa;lg , < 6~OW /T for all j > 2. (We do not make use of
the conclusion that [lg(a(yo) + o1)llg/z < 6=9W/T.) This concludes the proof of the
proposition in the second case.

Case 3: s=k=1.

Finally, suppose that s = 1 and moreover k = 1. Then there are o, a1 € R/Z such
that F(g(n)T') = e(aqn + ap). Now (24) reads

B @) B py(2) + nly + B gy ()] > 91

[T7
yeA

The popularity principle provides at least §|A|/2 values of y € |A| such that

E e(Ry o Py (2))

>45/2
2€[B] = 0/2,

where Ry (n) := (a(y) + a1)n. Hence, by Weyl’s inequality, we have

P - -o)
quRy ° Fry) HC’OO(\B\) <0

for some positive integer g, < -9, Lemma C.3 then gives HQyRyHCOO(T) < 6700,
which is tantamount to

HQy(&(y) + al)HR/Z < 5_0(1)/T-

Pigeonholing in y, we can find ¢ such that this bound holds for > §°M)|A| values of
y € A. O
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6.1. Completing the proof of Proposition 4.4. We are now in a position to complete
the proof of Proposition 4.4. We let all constants depend on P. By Proposition 5.2, there
exist a positive integer k = O(1), a positive integer power V' = VO and a function
¢ : Z — C such that for each j € [V’], the restriction ¢(;y) is a 1-bounded, degree-k
nilsequence of complexity exp(log(1/6)°M) on a log(1/6)°(M)-dimensional nilmanifold.
Moreover, we have

E e(—a(jy/)(y)v/ : ]S[Vrurr,VV’}(Z))

E
' ZE[(N/Wa)t/4(VV)=1]

IreV v

P vy (8 Py ()] = exp(=log(1/8) )N/ (V).

By the popularity principle, there exists ' € [V'] and a set V C [V'] of size |V| >
exp(—log(1/8)°M) V" such that for each j € V, we have the bound

(29) >
yE[N/V]
where 7 = exp(—log(1/6)°M) and
V=VV i=Vitr aly) =—a@)V', and @) =9 5 )

E  elagyny) - Prp )@y + Pry ()

N > nN/V,
2E[(N/ W)/ 4V =1]

Fix j € V. We will iteratively apply Proposition 6.2. This will let us first reduce to
the case where (29) holds with ¢; replaced by a degree-1 nilsequence on a 1-dimensional
nilmanifold, and then deduce that the phase function ;) is nearly constant for a
positive proportion of y’s. Our proof proceeds by iteratively reducing the step of the
nilmanifold underlying ¢;. At each stage, we will have parameters 7, A, B, g,G/I', and
F'. Since the step is initially at most log(1/ 5)0(1) and we decrease the step at each stage,
there are at most log(1/ 5)0(1) stages. Keeping track of how our bounds degrade at each
stage, we can guarantee that throughout the iterative process we always have the bounds

o(1)

7. N
0> exp(—log(1/6)°W), N > Va7l y=0em = 4] 5 pOm® 2

o ~ N
B > nPm°Y (N/ (VY)Y T = |B|V > nOmY I

M < n_o(m)o(l), and  m < log(1/6)°W.

We remind the reader that m, M stand for dimension and complexity of the underlying
nilmanifold, and we observe that the frequently appearing quantity no(m)o(l) is of the
shape exp(—log(1/6)°M). Our lower bound N > VW exp(log(1/6)*)) guarantees
that the iteration will not halt before the claimed result is proven.

We begin with A = [N/V] and B = [(N/(VV,))/4] = [(N/W)/?V~1]. We also start
with 7 = exp(—log(1/6)°M), for which the lower bound in (29) holds.

Step 1: Fourier-expanding F'.

In order to apply Proposition 6.2, we will first Fourier-expand the function F'. Suppose
that F': G/T' — C is an M-Lipschitz function on a nilmanifold G/T" of complexity M,
and that

(30) >

yeA

ng e(ag; i (W) Bz in(2) Fg(y + ﬁ[;,f/}(z))r) > n|Al.

!
(S)—torus as

~ m)O )
F= > Fe + O((n/M)°m°y,
€< (M /)0 O

By |21, Lemma A.6|, we can Fourier-expand F' along the G
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where each F¢ is an (M /n)o(m)o(l)—Lipschitz vertical character of frequency £. By re-
placing n with (n/M)O(m)O(l)

Thus, we have

CIY

yeA

, we may assume that F' = F¢ and that F' is 1-Lipschitz.

B el o) )Py () F gy + ﬁ[f,f/}(z))r)' > (n/M)°M° 4]

(The purpose of these manipulations is to replace the function F' in (30) by a vertical
character.) Finally, we relabel (n/M )O(m)o(l) as simply 7 so our hypothesis becomes

(32) >

yeA

E e(ag; v (y) By i (2)F(g(y + ﬁ[;,f/}(z))r)

Al.
z€EB >>77| |

Step 2: Applying Proposition 6.2.

Proposition 6.2 applied to (32) supplies a factorization g = eg’y, where v is an
(M/n )O(m)o(l) rational sequence 6 is an ((M/n)o(m)o(l) , T)-smooth sequence, and ¢’ is a
sequence lying in an (M/ n)o(m
normal subgroup G’ C G with lattice IV := G'NT. Since ¢ is (M /n)°!
it is also (0~ !,|A)-smooth for some o = (n/M)O(m)O(l).

Step 3: Pigeonholing in a subprogression.

'_rational subnilmanifold G /T" of step < s—1 for some
m)O )
, T')-smooth,

Let R < (M /n) m°Y he the period” of 4. We now pigeonhole in subprogressions
A’ of A and B’ of B, of common difference R and lengths

o(1) o(1)
(n/M)C Al < |A' < o|Alp® and (/M) |B| < |B| < o|Bln?,
to find some such A’, B’ such that

>

yeA’

ng' e(ag; in (W) B i (2) Fg(y + ﬁ[;,f/}(z))r) > (n/2)|A'].

Recall that we have the factorization
90y + Py 1(2)) = £y + Py 1 (2))9' (9 + Prs 1 ()75 + Py 1(2))-

The term 7(y+ﬁ[m~/] (2))T is constant for y € A" and z € B’ because A’, B have common

difference R. Thus, there is some vy € G such that for such y, z, our factorization can
be written as

e(y + Py p1(2)9 (4 + Prg (2)0,
up to right-multiplication by I'. By the smoothness properties of €, we have
der(e(y + ﬁ[fy](z)) e0) < (o7 /Al - A < ” < /4,
and  dg/r(o,idg) <o~ l« (M/n) m)©)

for some gy € G. Then, by the triangle inequality (recall that F' has Lipschitz constant
at most 1), we have

D

yeA’

ng' e(a; vy (¥) P 7 (2)) F(e0g' (y + ﬁ[fj/](z))’mr) > (n/4)|A'].

By [21, Lemma B.6], we can write 79 = {70}[Y0] where [y] € T and [¢({})| < 5
Expanding

e09' ( + P10 = c0{10} ({10} 19’y + P.p1(2)) {70} 0]

"We use here [21, Lemma B.14], which says that if v is Q-rational, then it is O(QO(I))—periodic.
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and setting F := F|q(e0{70}-) (this function is O((M/n)o(m)o(l))—Lipschitz by |21,
Lemma B.4]), we deduce from the normality of G’ in G that

{20} (y + Py (2){70} € poly(Z, @)
and that

D

yeA’

E_eliag () Py gy (2DF ({0} 70/ (y + By gy (D) {031 | > (/2007 |47,

Step 4: Completing the iteration.

We continue the iteration by redefining

A~ A B~ B, gn)~ {1} g n){n0}
G/T ~ G'T', 1~ (n/M)O(m)O(l), and F ~» F.

Step 5: The special case s = 1.

When s = 1 and k& > 2, we have F(g(n)I') = e(p(n)) for some p(n) = Z?:o ajn’ €

R[n]. Applying Proposition 6.2, we see that there exists some ¢ < nfo(m)o(l) such that
(M /) Ot
T3

Notice that when n is restricted to an arithmetic progression of difference ¢, the function

lgesjllr/z < forall 2<j<Fk.

22?12 ozjnj is slowly-varying and p(n) is very close to a constant plus ayn . Combining
this with the pigeonholing argument from Step 2, which lets us replace A, B by arithmetic
progressions of difference ¢, we reduce to the case where k = 1.

Finally, when s = 1 and k = 1, the last case of Proposition 6.2 gives for each j € V a

ositive integer ¢; < —O(m)o® < exp(log(1/8)°M)Y and a phase &; € R/Z such that
p ger q; n p{log p 7

. . . (M /)0t
H%‘(a(j,f/) (y) + &)llr/z = H%‘(a(j,f/) WV’ = &)lrjz < T

MmO 7 ~
« QUCEDTT V< oeplon(1/500) %

for at least exp(—(log(1/8))°W)N/V values of y € [N/V]. Pigeonholing in the residue
classes modulo ¢;, we can find some «a; € {a’q—tﬁj : kj € [g;]} such that

Vv

o
Ha(jf/) (y)V' — vz < exp(log(1/6) (1))N

holds for at least exp(—(log(1/6))°M)N/V values of y € [N/V]. For j ¢ V, we define o
arbitrarily. This completes the proof of Proposition 4.4.

7. FINISHING THE ARGUMENT
Recall that
NNy f1 ) =30 B ol )il + ) ooy + 2()
'I:7y

where v(z) = d_ll[N](z)(N/z)(d_l)/d. Our goal in this section is to compare AW with
AModel e already know from Theorem 4.1 that A" is controlled by suitable degree-2
box norms of fy, f1, f2, and we now show that the same holds for AModel,
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Proposition 7.1. Let § € (0,1/10), let N € N, and let fo, f1, f2 : Z*> — C be 1-bounded
functions supported on [N]%. If

(33) AMedel( gy F1 fa) > GNP,

then [\ folle, (=), ez (23 » 1 F1ley (2, (e2—en) 18] [1f2ley (), (e —er)- ey 20 9O1 N2,

Proof. We will replace v by a smoother weight function that is easier to work with. Let
£ > 0 be a small parameter to be chosen later, and let ¢ : Z — [0,1] be a 4¢~!-Lipschitz
function that equals 1 on [2eN, (1 —¢)N — 1] and vanishes outside of [eN, N —1]. Define
the cut-off weight function

ve(2) i= d"H(N/(z + 1)V p(2).
Then v, equals v away from the boundary of [N], and we have the ¢!-bound
> Ive(z) —v(2)| < €VIN.
2€EZ

Our construction of v, ensures that it is 0(6_3N _1)—Lipschitz. Define the function g :
R/Z — [0,1] by setting g(2) := '~ /u,(2N) for 0 < z < 1; it follows that g is O(c~3)-
Lipschitz. By [26, Lemma 4.1|, there is a trigonometric polynomial h : R/Z — [0,1] of
the form

h(z) = Z a(m)e(mx),
m<<€—10
with each |a,,| <1, such that

lg —hll <&

Unwinding the various definitions, we see that

ve(z) — !4 Z a(m)e(mz/N)| < g'/?

m<&e—10

for all z € [N]. This, combined with our earlier £!-bound, implies that AM°l(fy, 1, fo)
differs by at most O(El/ O\ 3) from

Y folwy)fiw+zy) falwy+2) - e/ Y a(m)e(mz/N).
z,Y z€[N] m<ge—10

In particular, if we set € to be a sufficiently small constant times 6%, then the latter quan-
tity has absolute value at least JN3/2. Applying the triangle inequality and distributing
the phases e(mz/N), we obtain

Z Z Z Fo@, ) I (@ + 2,9) ™ (m,y + 2)| > %N,

m<§—10d| 2,y z€[N]
where
P (@y) = iz, y)e(ma/N) and ™ (2,y) = fo(z, y)e(—mz/N)

are still 1-bounded functions supported on [N]. Pigeonholing, we find some m such that

ST fola ) B @+ 2 ) £ @y + 2)| > 52N,

T,Y ze N]

and then the desired norm-control on f; follows from the usual Cauchy—Schwarz maneu-
vers. The norm-control on fi, fo follows analogously. O

We are finally ready to show that A" and AM°del are always close together.
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Proposition 7.2. There exists C = C(P) > 0 such that the following holds. Let
fo, f1, f2 : Z* — C be 1-bounded functions supported on [N)?. If N,W satisfy N > CW¢
and W > exp exp(log(1/6)%), then

AW (fo, f1, fo) — AMOIU( fo, f1, f2)| < N2

Proof. We let all constants depend on P. Define the “difference” counting operator

A (fo, f1, f2) == AV (fo, f1, f2) — AMO%Y(fo, f1, f2)

and the dual function

Dy (f1, f2)(z,y) == ze[(N/IIEA/ e filz + P(2),y) faz,y + P(2))

- H%N] fl(x + Z’y)fQ(x’y + Z)V(Z)'

1S

Assume for the sake of contradiction that

|A*(f0’f1’f2)| > 6N27

then stashing gives

N (D5(f1, f2), f1, f2)| > 6°N?,

and we conclude by the triangle inequality that either

AV (DG (1. f2), fr. f2)l = °N?/2 or  [AMUNDG(f1, f2), f1, f2)| > 6°N? /2.

According to which of these inequalities holds, we apply either Theorem 4.1 or Proposition
7.1 and Lemma 3.4(vi) to find a positive integer power V = WOW for which

* 4 O
D5 (frs f)lleyv /v, eav-penyvy = exp(—log(1/6)70) N2,
As usual, we must pass to arithmetic progressions of difference V before using the U x U?-
inverse theorem. Write go j, j, := (D§(f1, f2))(jy ja,v)» SO that

4 o(1 2
jl,jgzé[V] HgOJIJQHeI.[j:N/VLe2.[:|:N/V} > exp(—log(1/5) ( ))(N/V) .

The inverse theorem for the U! x U'-box norm (Lemma A.7) gives 1-bounded functions
b1.41.ja> 02,51 4o + Z — C, for each ji, jo € [V], such that

E }ZQO,jl,jz (2, 9)b1, 1,72 (2)b2,51.j> (y) > exp(—log(1/6)° M) (N/V)%.
y

J1,J2€[V S

Define the weights

- N " -
v(z) = Wlﬁ([(N/Wd)l/d])(z) and V' :=0—v,
so that
E file+P2),y) falz,y+ P(2) = E_fi(z+z,y)fa(z,y + 2)0(2)
z€[(N/Wq)1/4] z€[N]
and
Dg(fla fz)(xay) = ZEI?:N} fl(x + Zay)fQ(x7y + Z)I/*(Z)
Then
E E  b1j1,2(%)b2,5:,52 (y)

jl,jQ,T‘e[V} T,y ZG[N/V]

Friirs (@ + 2,9) fo gy jotr (@, + 2)17(2) 2 exp(—log(1/8)W)(N/V)?,

where fi i, = (1) (j1 jo,v) and vy = Vv
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We will now deduce the largeness of the norm [[1*|[;y2y.(2n/y7), in contradiction with
the Fourier-uniformity estimate from Proposition E.1. After shifting x — = — z, we use
the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and Lemma 3.3 in order to double z, obtaining

E E ’ h A_ b (i — 2
jl’h’re[v}x;lze[N/V]MN /V( DA 17317]2( )

Ay (er—en) fitrga(T = 2,y + 2) A (2) = exp(—log(1/8) 7)) (N/V)?
for any positive integer N’ < exp(—log(1/8)°(M)N. Shifting (z,y) — (z + 2,y — 2) and
repeating this maneuver gives

E Nvillieqen vy = B> pnev(ha, ha) An, wvi (2) > exp(—log(1/6)°0)N/V.
re[V] re[V] e

Choosing N’ < exp(—1log(1/6)¢)N for a sufficiently large constant C' > 0, we can use
Lemma 3.4(iv) to replace N’ with N and obtain the norm-control

1 o2 ienyvy = D 195 2 qenyvy) = exp(—log(1/6)°M)N.
re[V]

But Proposition E.1 and Lemma A.4 tell us that
* (|14
1 g v enyvyy < N/w'

for some constant ¢ > 0 depending only on P. Hence w < exp(log(1/6)°™M) and so
W < expexp(log(1/6)°M), which contradicts the assumption on W as long as the O(1)
term is sufficiently large. O

We are finally ready to conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. It suffices to prove the result with N replaced by WN. Let A C
[WN)? be a set with density 7. By the pigeonhole principle, there exist ji,j2 € [82W]
such that the set

B :={(z,y) € [N]?: B2W (z,y) + (j1, j2) € A}

has size at least YN2. Since v(z) > d~! pointwise for z € [N], the supersaturation result
(Proposition F.2) tells us that

AMOdel(lB, 1p,1p) > d! exp(— exp(wfc/))N2

for some absolute ¢/ > 0. Setting § := exp(— exp(y~¢))/(2d), we obtain from Proposition
7.2 that

AY(15,15,15) >p exp(— exp(y ¢ ))N?

for any W > exp exp(log(1/6)2r (V) satisfying
N >p WM > expexp(log(1/8)?7 M) > exp exp exp(Qp(y~)).
In particular, the set B contains nontrivial configurations (x,y), (x + ﬁ(z),y), (z,y +

P(z)), and hence the set A contains nontrivial configurations of (z,y), (z+P(2),y), (x,y+
P(z)). This completes the proof. O

We will now deduce Corollary 1.3.

Proof of Corollary 1.5. 1t suffices to prove the result with N replaced by WN. Let
A C [WN] be a set of density 7. By the pigeonhole principle, there exists j € [37W]
such that the set

B:={z €[N]: Wz +jec A}
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has size at least yN. Since v(z) > d~! pointwise for z € [N], a standard Varnavides-style
supersaturation version of the result of Kelley and Meka [15] tells us that

ZEze v1e(@)lp(z + 2)1p(z +22) > d” exp(—log(l/'y)C,)N

for some absolute constant C’ > 0.
Consider the set

B':={(z,y) € 2N :y —z € B},
and note that

NZlB MNp(z+ 2)1p(x + 22) ZlB/(x,y)lB/(x +z,y)lp(x,y + 2)
$7y

for each z € [N]. Using this correspondence and applying Proposition 7.2 with § :=
exp(—log(1/~)¢")/(10d), we conclude that

ZE ciovywyra1B(@)15(x + P(2)1p(z + 2P(2)) > p exp(—log(1/7)?" )N

as long as W > exp exp(log(1/8)*r (M) satisfies
N >p WM > exp exp(log(l/é)ﬂp(l)) > exp exp(log(l/y)QP(l)),

In particular, the set B contains nontrivial configurations z, = + P(z), & + 2P(z), and
hence the set A contains nontrivial configurations z, x+ P(z), x+2P(z). This completes
the proof. O

APPENDIX A. INVERSE THEOREMS FOR BOX NORMS

We require inverse theorems for several box norms and directional Gowers norms that
arise in our arguments. Although these results are more or less standard, we include
statements and proofs here for ease of reference.

A.1. U'-inverse theorems. Heuristically, a function has large degree-1 Gowers norm
in the direction v if it correlates with a function that is periodic in the v-direction. Since
we are working with norms in which the differencing parameters h are constrained to lie
in intervals, making this heuristic precise is somewhat delicate. In particular, we need
the “length” of the differencing parameter to be sufficiently large relative to the size of
the support of the function in question, where “sufficiently large” depends on the quality
of the lower bound on the Gowers norm. This issue does not appear for higher-degree
box norms since Lemma 3.4(iv) allows us to manipulate the lengths of boxes at will.
We start with the U'-inverse theorem for functions on Z.

Lemma A.1 (I-dimensional Ul-inverse theorem). Let § € (0,1] and N,N' € N with
N'>61V2N >61. If f : Z— C is a 1-bounded function supported on [N], then

> f(@)

Proof. By definition, we have
1oy = 32 naelal —2)f @) F ).

x,x'€[N]

The idea is that since N’ is sufficiently large relative to N, we have pn/ (z—2') ~ 1/(2N'—
1) for all z, 2’ € [N]. More precisely, since f is 1-bounded and N’ > 6~ /2N > N, we
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can make the crude comparison

@N' = 1) [ {2 - S F@F@)| < 3 |@N = Dpwe(a! —2) — 1

z,z! x,x'€[N]

1
=1 2 v

z,z’'€[N]
NAN 1) _
< < s2N2 )0,
- 2N'—-1 — /

Hence

Z f > (2N' —1)6N — 6'/2N?/2

> (3/2)6Y/2N — 6N > §'/2N?
since N > §-1/2, O

Lemma A.2 (2-dimensional Ul-inverse theorem). Let § € (0,1] and N,N' € N with
N'>(6/2)"V2N > 2671, and let f : 7> — C be a 1-bounded function supported on [N]?.
Then

Hf||z1,[iN/ > §N? — Zf z,y)b(y) > 6°/*N? for some 1-bounded b : Z — C;

Hf||i2,[iN/] > 6N? — Zf(x,y)b(x) > 84 N? for some 1-bounded b : Z — C;
$7y
and
||f‘|?e2—e1)~[:|:N’] > 6N? — Zf z,y)b(z +y) > 6°/4N? for some 1-bounded b : Z — C.
7y

Proof. We begin with the first statement; the second follows by symmetry. For each
y € Z, define the function f, : Z — Z via fy(z) := f(x,y). Then we have the identity

A1, vy = D W fullEens -

y€[N]

The popularity principle supplies at least dN/2 values of y € [N] for which || fyH[ZjE N =

dN/2. Applying Lemma A.1 for each such y and using nonnegativity for the remaining
y’s, we find that

> ON - §VAN.

2

y€[N]

> fl@y)

TEZL

Adding 1-bounded fudge factors b(y) to remove the absolute values, we obtain

Zfﬂ:y >>55/4N2

as desired.

The proof of the third statement goes similarly. This time, we foliate [N]? using 1-
dimensional arithmetic progressions with common difference es —eq; each such arithmetic
progression intersects [N]? in at most N elements. Applying the popularity principle and
Lemma A.1, and then removing the absolute values as in the first statement, we arrive
at the desired conclusion. O
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A.2. Unnormalized box norms. To prove inverse theorems for higher-degree box
norms, it is often easier to start with unnormalized box norms. Given vy,...,vs € ZP,
we define the unnormalized box norm of a compactly supported function f : ZP — C
along vi,...,vs to be

1/2¢
||va1,___7vs = Z AVlhl,...,VShsf(X)
xX,h1,...,hs
If D=1and vi =--- = vy =1, we also set || f|[s == [|flly, . .- The following lemma

relates unnormalized and normalized box norms.

Lemma A.3 (Relating normalized and unnormalized box norms). Lets > 2, let D, Hy, . ..

N, and let v, ...,vs € ZP. For any compactly supported function f : ZP — C, we have

25 1
1 Vo b, [ ] S H SH, — Hf”'ul, w

i=1

s

Proof. Using the inductive formula for box norms, the pointwise bound pug(h) < 1/(2H—
1), and nonnegativity, we have

||f||3151~[iH1},...,vs-[iHs] = Z pury (he) - - p, (hs) HAV2h2,---,Vshsf”%q-[j:Hl]
ha,...hs

1

2
S J 2HZ 1 . Z ||Av2h27---,VshsfHvl_[:l:Hl]
i=2 ha,....hs

s
1 28— 1
:HQH‘— ZIU’HI (h1) HAVIhlfH
i=2 "

<
<ag— M1 s
=1

note that the applications of nonnegativity crucially used the assumption s > 2. U

A.3. U?-inverse theorems. The starting point for U2-inverse theorems is the following
well-known 1-dimensional result (see, e.g., [30, Lemma 2.4]).

Lemma A.4 (1-dimensional UZ-inverse theorem). Let 6 € (0,1] and H,N € N with
SN <H<N. If f:Z — C is a 1-bounded function supported on [N], then

”f”?iH},[iH} >N = Zf(x)e(ax +b) > 62N for some a, b e R/Z.

Proof. By Lemma A.3 and the assumption H > JN, we have Hf‘|24]2 > 0°N3. Fourier
inversion and Plancherel’s Identity give

i1t = < 41, 1 = v A < - AL

Hence

f H > 63/2N, which is equivalent to the conclusion of the lemma. O
o

Lemma A.5 (2-dimensional U2-inverse theorem). Let 6 € (0,1] and H N € N with
6 90 « 6N < H < N, and let f : Z2 — C be a 1-bounded function supported on [N]?.
Then

||f‘|?el-[iH})2 >0N? = Zf(g;,y)e(a(y)x +b(y)) > §3/2 N2
x,y

for some 1-bounded a, b:7Z — R/Z;
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[ feperme = ON? = 3" f(p)elale)y + b(x)) > 2N
T,y

for some 1-bounded a, b:7Z — R/Z.

This lemma follows from Lemma A.4 just as Lemma A.2 follows from Lemma A.1.

A4. U' x U'-inverse theorems. Let vi,vs € Z? be vectors such that (vi,va)z = 72.
Then the unnormalized box norm along v;, vy can be written as

1/4

[ —— Z f(vim + van) f(vim/ + von) f(vim + van') f(vim’ + van')

m,m’ n,n’
and satisfies the following inverse theorem.

Lemma A.6 (Inverse theorem for the unnormalized U LxU 1—norm). Let vy, vy € 72
be vectors of length O(1) satisfying (vi,ve)z = Z%, and let N € N. If f : Z?> — C is a
1-bounded function supported on [N]?, then there are 1-bounded functions by, by : Z — C
such that

£l my < N? D F(vim + van)by (m)ba(n).

m,n

Proof. The pigeonhole principle gives some n’ € Z, necessarily of size O(N), such that

1£ly, vy < N| D F(vim +von) f(vim/ + van) f(vim + von/) f (vim/ + van')| .

m,m’n

Let S :={m/ € Z: vim'+von’ € [N]?}. Then |S| < N, and the result follows upon set-
ting by (m) := f(vim + von’) and letting by (n) be equal to Ercg f(vim/ + van) f(vim/+
von') times a suitable complex number of norm 1 that makes the expression in the ab-
solute value positive. O

Combining this lemma with Lemma A.3 immediately gives the following result for
unnormalized box norms.

Lemma A.7 (Inverse theorem for the U! x Ul-norm). Let § € (0,1] and H, N € N with
SN <H<N. Let f:7Z*?— C be a 1-bounded function supported on [N]?>. Then

IFlle, per, epfem = ON® = > fla,9)bi(2)ba(y) > 6° N
T,y

for some 1-bounded by, by : Z — C;

1Flle, (b, (er—enyfem = 6N = D fl@,y)bi(x + y)ba(y) > *N?
T,y

for some 1-bounded by, by : Z — C;

1 lley (err), (er—enyfem = ON? = D> f(a,y)bi(x)ba(x + y) > 6°N?
T,y

for some 1-bounded by, by : Z — C.
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A.5. U? x U'-inverse theorem. Recall that our degree-lowering result Theorem 4.1 is
based on replacing “U? x U'-obstructions” with “U! x U'-obstructions”. We are finally
ready to give a precise characterization of the former obstructions.

Lemma A.8. Let § € (0,1] and H,N € N with °1) <« §N < H < N, and let
f:7? — C be a 1-bounded function supported on [N]%. Then

VUG, i, er s, en ) = ON? = 3 f(y)g(@)e(aly)z +bly) > 67N

7y
for some 1-bounded g : Z. — C and phase functions a,b: 7 — R/Z;

VUG, e, eo e, en e = ON = 3 f (@ p)a(u)e(al@)y + b)) > 67N?
7y
for some 1-bounded g : Z — C and phase functions a,b: Z — R/Z.

Proof. We only prove the first statement as the other can be proved by swapping the
roles of x and y. The inductive formula for box norms gives

N <\ FI8, (), e (1, en(rr) = ZMH M Anes Flley (e, e

By Lemma A.5, there are phases a(y,y + h), 5(y, y+ h) € R/Z such that
> i (h) Apey fx,y)e(aly,y + )z + By, y + b)) > O N?

7y7
and the summand is real and nonnegative for each fixed h,y. In particular, we have

> Aney f(@,p)e(aly,y + h)x + Bly,y + 1)) > §OHN.
z,y,h
Replacing the variable h with the variable z := y + h, we get
> fa )z, 2)e(aly, 2)z + By, 2)) > 6OVN?
7y z
The pigeonhole principle gives an integer |zp| < N such that

Zf (z,y) f(z, 20)e(a(y, 20)x + B(y, 20)) > OV N2,

The lemma now follows upon setting
g(l’) = f(.%', zO)a a(y) = Ck(y7 zO)a and b(y) = /B(y7 zO)'

APPENDIX B. NILSEQUENCE DEFINITIONS
This section contains (mostly standard) definitions pertaining to nilsequences.

Definition B.1 ((t — 1)-fold commutator). For elements gi,...,g; of a group G, we
define

91,92, -5 9] = [llg1, 92), 93], - -, g
We will call any such commutator a (¢t — 1)-fold commutator of the elements g1, ..., g;.

We now introduce the lower central series.

Definition B.2. The lower central series of a nilpotent Lie group G is the sequence of
nested subgroups G = G(g) = G(1) 2 G(g) 2 G(3) - -+ where G(;) := [G,G(;_y)] for i > 1.
The step of G is the smallest integer s such that G ;1) = Idg.

Recall that the height of the rational number a/b (for a, b coprime integers) is max(|al, |b]).
We will now define a nilmanifold.



43

Definition B.3 (Nilmanifold). A nilmanifold of degree k, step s, complexity at most
M, and dimension m consists of the following data:

(i) an s-step connected and simply connected nilpotent real Lie group G and a
discrete cocompact subgroup I' of G;
(ii) a filtration G4 = (G;)2, of nested subgroups G = Gy = G1 2 G D --- such
that G; = {Idg} for all ¢ > k and [G;, G;] C Gi4; for all 4, j; and
(iii) a Mal’cev basis, i.e., a basis {X1,..., X, } of the Lie algebra g := log(G).
We furthermore require the data to satisfy the following conditions:

(i) For 1 <i,7 < m, we have

X X5 = > apX

I>max(4,5)

for some rational numbers a;;; of height at most M.

(i) For m; := dim(G;), we have log(G;) = span{X; : m —m; < j < m}.

(iii) Each element g € G can be expressed uniquely as exp(t1X1) exp(t2X2) - - - exp(tmXm)
with ¢1,...,t, € R; we let ¢ : g — (t1,..., 1) denote the associated coordinate
map from G to R™.

(iv) T consists of precisely the elements g for which i(g) € Z™.

A Mal’cev basis that satisfies the last three of these conditions is said to be adapted to
the filtration G,.

Note that condition (ii) implies that each G; is closed, connected, and simply con-
nected.

The lower central series (as defined above) gives the so-called standard filtration on
a nilpotent Lie group G, and we emphasize that there are filtrations other than the
standard filtration. The standard filtration on G is “minimal” in the sense that any other
filtration (G;) satisfies G; 2 G(;) for each i € N [43, Exercise 1.6.2].

A nilmanifold can be endowed with a metric as follows.

Definition B.4 (Metric on a nilmanifold). Given a nilmanifold G/T" with coordinate
map ¢, we define a metric dg on G to be the right-invariant metric

dg(x,y) = inf {Z min{ |y (ziz 2y )], [ (w2 )} e = 2,2 = y} :

i=1
Setting d(zT,yI') := inf{d(2’,y’) : 2'T' = 2", y'T = yI'}, we obtain a metric on G/T.

This metric makes G/T" into a compact metric space and hence can be used to define
the Lipschitz parameter of a function on G/T.

Definition B.5 (Lipschitz norm). Let (X, dx) be a metric space. The Lipschitz constant
of a function F': X — C is the quantity

F(zx)—-F
B T
and the Lipschitz norm of F is
1Py = 1Pl + sup L2l
If | Fl|Lip(x) < M, then we say that F'is an M-Lipschitz function.
An important property of Lipschitz functions on a nilmanifold is that they can be

approximated by finite linear combinations of vertical characters (as defined below).
We now turn to polynomial sequences.
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Definition B.6 (Polynomial sequences). Let G be an s-step connected and simply con-
nected nilpotent real Lie group with a degree-k filtration (G;)$°,. The set poly(Z,G) of
polynomial sequences to G consists of the maps g: Z — G of the form

k n
gn) = [T oV
1=0

for some g; € G;. It is known (see, e.g., |14, Chapter 14]) that poly(Z, G) forms a group
under pointwise multiplication.

Our next definition is a smoothness norm on real polynomials that captures the extent
to which their coefficients are close to integers.

Definition B.7 (Smoothness norm). Let p(z) = szzo a2’ € R[z] be a polynomial of
degree D. Its smoothness norm at scale T' > 0 is defined to be

— T\l ey
||PHC<><>[T] = @%XDT H%HR/Z'

Note that this definition of smoothness is written using the monomial basis, which dif-
fers slightly from [21, Definition 2.2]. By |21, Lemma A.10|, these notions are equivalent
up to a multiplicative factor of Op(1).

Two important special classes of polynomial sequences on G are those whose coeffi-
cients are “rational” and those which grow slowly and remain “close” to the identity.

Definition B.8 (Rational and smooth sequences). Given @) € N, we say an element g of
G is rational with height Q (or Q-rational) if g9 € I'. We say that a polynomial sequence
v on G is Q-rational if y(n) is Q-rational for each n € Z.

We say that a polynomial sequence € on G is (K, T')-smooth if for each n € Z, we have

da(e(n+1),e(n)) < K/T and  dg(e(0),idg) < K.
We are finally ready to define a nilsequence.

Definition B.9 (Nilsequence). A nilsequence of complexity M is a sequence ¢ : Z — C
of the form ¢(n) = F(g(n)I'), where g is a polynomial sequence on G and F': G/T' — C
is an M-Lipschitz function on a nilmanifold G/T" of complexity M.

We now shift gears and discuss horizontal and vertical characters on G/T.

Definition B.10 (Horizontal and vertical components). The horizontal component of
G is G/G(9) = G/]G,G], and the vertical component of G is G(s).g We let mhoriz: G —
G/ G(2) denote the quotient map. We use dpori; and d(,) to denote the dimensions of
G /G2y and G4, respectively.

We remark that G/[G,G|T, often called the horizontal torus, is isomorphic to the
torus (R/Z)%eri=: the Mal’cev basis adapted to G/T" provides an isomorphism. Horizontal
characters come from characters of the horizontal torus, as follows.

Definition B.11 (Horizontal character). A horizontal character on G /I is a continuous
homomorphism 7: G — R such that n(I") C Z.

Note that since R is abelian, every horizontal character n annihilates [G, G] and hence
descends to a character on the horizontal torus. Since the characters of (R/Z)noriz
correspond to elements of Z%eriz our choice of Mal'cev basis provides a correspondence
between horizontal characters of G /T and elements of Z%eriz, More explicitly, each 7 is
of the form 7(g) = k - ¢(g) for some k € Znoriz,

We will also require the notion of a vertical character.

8n [11], the vertical component is defined to be G, where G is the smallest nontrivial element of the
filtration of G.
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Definition B.12 (Vertical character). Let H be a connected, simply connected subgroup
of the center Z(G) which is rational in the sense that H N T is cocompact in H, and
let n: H — R be a continuous homomorphism such that n(H NT') C Z. We say that a
function F': G/T' — C is an H-vertical character with frequency n if

F(gx) = e(n(g))F ()
for all g € H and z € G/T". We refer to a G s)-vertical character as simply a vertical
character.

Horizontal and vertical characters come with natural notions of size.

Definition B.13 (Size of a character). If 7 is a horizontal character on G/I" associated
with the element k € (R/Z)%ori then the size (or modulus) of 1, denoted |k| or ||k||so,
is the L° norm of the vector k.

Let H be a rational subgroup of the center Z(G), and let £: H/(HNT') — R/Z be a
homomorphism. The size (or modulus) of £, denoted ||, is the Lipschitz constant of the
function x — e(é(x)) on H/(H NT). Equivalently,

fl= sup @) QW]

vtyeH/(HAD)  dar(T,y)

Finally, we will need quantitative measures of rationality for subspaces and subgroups.

Definition B.14 (Rational subspace). Let V' be a vector space with a basis B, and let
W be a subspace of V. We say that W is at most Q-rational if W has a basis B’ such
that each w; € B’ can be written as

wj = Z ajl-vi
v, EB
for some rationals a;; of height at most Q.

Definition B.15 (Rational subgroup and subnilmanifold). Let G/I' be a nilmanifold
with Mal’cev basis X. A connected and simply connected subgroup H C G is Q-rational
if b :=log(H) is Q-rational with respect to g with the basis X'. Define IV := HNT. We
then say that the nilmanifold H/I", equipped with the filtration He = (H;)2,, given by
H;:=G;NH,is a Q-rational subnilmanifold of G/T.

Remark. If H is a Q-rational subgroup of G, then by [22, Lemma B.12| there exists a
QO+m°™) rational Mal'cev basis for H/(I'nH).

APPENDIX C. FRACTION-COMPARISON ESTIMATES

In this section, we prove elementary “fraction-comparison estimates” in the style of
[34] (see, e.g., the proof of Proposition 5.6 there). These estimates are useful in the
nilsequences part of our argument. While the first two lemmas are straightforward,
the third makes use of some important properties of V-tricked polynomials. Recall the
smoothness norms from Definition B.7.

Lemma C.1. Let D,Q,T € N, let R € R[z] be a polynomial of degree D, and let a,b € Z
with |a| < QT and 0 < |b] < Q nonzero. Then the polynomial R(z) := R(a+ bz) satisfies

1P Rl ey <p QP Rl| oo .-
Proof. Assume that || R||ceo ] < M; we will show that [|b” R o] <p QP~*M. Write
R(z) = Zi’io a;2'. Then

i

CERTIRVRES SRV 990 51 ) (R 0 o () o

i=0 =0
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The assumption ||RHCO®[T] < M means that

D .
(34) Vo> o <Z> a’ =l < M/T’
= R/Z
for each 1 < j < D. In particular the j = D instance of (34) gives
D D
b aDH]R/Z < M/T".
Next, the j = D — 1 instance of (34) gives

HbDil(OéD_1 + DaaD)HR//Z < M/TDil;

multiplying the expression in |||/ Iz by b and using the triangle inequality (and the
assumption on the sizes of a,b), we find that
[0Papill , < QM/TP™" + D(QT)(M/T") <p QM/TP™".
Continuing inductively in this manner, we find that
1670l <p QV/M/T? < QPIM/TY
for each 1 < j < D, as desired. O
For ease of reference we record the following special case of this lemma.

Lemma C.2. Let D,T € N, and let R € R][z] be a polynomial of degree D. If |yo| < QT
and

[ R(yo + Me=im < Q,
then
IR ooy <p Q.
Recall that we are interested in the V-tricked polynomial

ﬁ[r,V](Z) :: P(Vz —|—‘7;) — P(’I“)7

where V = WO is a nonnegative integer power of W and r € [V]; as mentioned
previously, P,y has integer coefficients, zero constant term and degree d > 2. Let us

denote the coefficient of 2% in ﬁ[nv](z) by V; € ZIW,V,r, B1,..., Ba]. We record that
Vd — /Bd/@il—deflvdfl

and that Vj is equal to 1 plus W times some integer-coefficient polynomial in W, V,r, 51,..., Ba.
Thus, if every prime factor of 513, also divides W (which is the case for w larger than an
absolute constant depending only on P), then V; is equivalent to 1 modulo every prime
dividing V; and we have

ng(Vd, Vl) =1.
The following lemma tells us that precomposing a polynomial with ]5[,,,\/] cannot signifi-

cantly decrease its (properly normalized) smoothness norm.

Lemma C.3. Let D € N. For every Cy > 0 there exists a constant Cy = Co(C1, D, P) >
0 such that the following holds. Let V < WE' be a nonnegative integer power of W, let
r € [V], and let T,Q € N. Let R € R[z] be a polynomial of degree D. Assume that every
prime factor of 5184 also divides W . If

R o ﬁ[r,V}HCOO[(T/Vd)l/d] <qQ

and T > CoW©2, then
[ Rllcoery < C2Q.
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The scales of these smoothness norms come from the estimate IB[T,V}((T/ Vo)l < T.

Proof. We fix C1 > 0 and let all the constants depend on P and D. The proof proceeds

by induction on the degree D, where the base case D = 0 holds vacuously. For the
D

induction step, write R(2) = Y ;- ;2. Recall that ﬁ[r,v](z) = Vazd + - + Viz. We
compute
D
R(Pyyy(2)) = > ai(Vaz® + -+ + Viz2)’

“Ya Z:,(. L e sty

Jiy-- 5 Jd

D .
Y Y e ¥ ( i )Vh...vjd
z (673 . . 1 d
0 ]17"'7]d

=0 jeP(ik)

where P(i, k) denotes the set of tuples j = (j1,...,j4) of nonnegative integers satisfying

ji+--4jg=iand j1 +2js+---+djqy = k. The assumption HROﬁ[T,V]HCOO[(T/Vd)l/d] <Q
tells us that

D 7 . .
. S 3 ()i e

im0 jep(ik W .

for each 1 <k < dD. Let Ej denote the expression inside || - [|r/z in (35).

We will show that |lap||r/z < Q/TP. Since Eqp = apV,P, Equation (35) for k = dD
tells us that

and hence there is some integer n such that
(36) lap —n/VP| < Q/TP.

We will aim to show that n is divisible by VdD . To accomplish this, we will find a second
rational approximation for ap using a denominator that is coprime to VdD . To begin, we
have F1 = a1 V7. Next, Fy = 042V12 4+ a1 V5, and so

ViEy — VoE; = Vias.
We continue with F3 = asV}? + as(2V1V2) + a1 V3 and
VPEs — 2V5(ViEy — Vo Ey) — ViVsEy = Vi as.

Continuing inductively in this manner, we obtain a positive integer ~ and polynomials
S1y-.-,84 € Z[V1,...,Vy] such that

s1Ey+ -+ sqEg = Vf/OzD

holds (as an identity in the formal variables Vi,..., Vg, a1,...,ap); note that the s;’s
depend only on the parameters d, D. The crucial point for the induction is that Ej (for
1 <k < D) equals aka plus a linear combination of ay_1,..., a1 with coefficients in
ZVh, ..., V4.

Recalling that V; = O(W?1Ve4-1) = O(WOW) and applying (35) for 1 < k < D, we
find that
HVJQDHR/Z = O(QWO(I)/Tl/d)-

Thus there is an integer n’ such that

lap —n'/V)| = 0(@QWOW T/,
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Comparing this with (36) gives
n/ VP = ' [V]'| = 0(@WOW/TYY).
Now we must have
n/Vy =n'/V]!
since otherwise we would have |n/VP —n//V{"| > 1/(V,PV]"), which (due to the con-

straint on T') is not of size O(QW M) /T1/4). Since Vi, V; are coprime, we conclude that
n is divisible by VP, and (36) tells us that

laplg,z < Q/TP,
as desired.
We claim that
~ D B
HaD(P[r,V]) HCOO[(T/Vd)l/d] = 0(Q).

Indeed, since each V; < (WV)4~! < Vj;, we see that the z'-coefficient of (IB[T,V])D has
size < VdD . Then for each 0 < i < dD, the distance from the z'-coefficient of ap (IB[T,V})D
to the nearest integer is at most

<(Q/TP)-V{ < (Va/T)""Q;

this establishes the claim. Hence

‘ (Ro Pyyy) — OZD(P[T’V})DHCoo[(T/Vd)l/d} = 0(Q),

and the lemma follows from the induction hypothesis. O

APPENDIX D. SARKOZY-TYPE RESULTS

The goal of this section is to make precise the heuristic that

(37) > o) fi(x + VP () = D B folx)fi(x+vz),

o ZEl(N/Va) /) =€[N)

X
where V = WOPU) is a nonnegative integer power of W, r € [V] (in particular, if V =1,
then r = 0 and hence ﬁ[r,V} = ﬁ), and V;’s are the coefficients of IB[T,V]. We use circle-
method arguments to make this heuristic precise. These arguments originated in work
of Sarkozy [37, 38, and we will more closely follow a method due to Green [12].

Throughout this section, define K := (N/Vy)/4, so that ]ﬁ[ry](z)\ <p N for z € [K].
For £ € R/7Z, we also let

S(€) == el€Pyv(2)
z€[K]
denote the Fourier transform of the (multi)set ]5[7"7‘/} ([K]).
D.1. Circle method preliminaries. The first step towards (37) is showing that the
counting operator for a 2-point polynomial progression is always controlled by the major

arcs of its arguments. Let us make a few more definitions. Let € > 0 be a constant to be
determined later. For coprime 0 < a < ¢ < K¢, we define the major arc

M,y = {5 ER/Z: |¢— 9‘ < K<d€>} .
q

As long as € < 1/3, the intervals 9, , are disjoint. So we partition R/Z into the major
arcs M and the minor arcs m, where

M= |J My and m:=(R/Z)\M.
1<a<g<KF®,
ng(a7q):1
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A key input for controlling the minor arcs is the following classical lemma that upper-
bounds the even moments of F' (see, e.g., [47, Corollary 14.2]).

Lemma D.1 (Crude bound on even moments of F'). There exists some positive integer
so(d) > d such that for all s > so(d) and n > 0, we have

/ IS de <, K2,
R/Z

The following lemma is a generalization of [34, Lemma B.4], and it follows from a
nearly identical proof, which we omit.

Lemma D.2 (Minor arc control). Let so(d) be as in Lemma D.1, and let s > so(d) be a
positive integer. There exists an absolute C = C(d) > 1 such that for all € € (0,1) and

positive integers K > 1, if the coefficients of P,y have size at most K¢&/* then we
have the pointwise bound

sup |S(§)] < K1/
fem

as well as the L**-bound
/|S(£)|2S <<s,€ KQS—d—E/C.
m
In order to handle the major arcs, we start with the following classical decomposition
result for F' (see e.g. [46, Corollary 5.2]).
Lemma D.3. Let 0 < e <1/3 and 0 < a < ¢ < K¢ with a,q coprime. If £ € M, 4, then
K
~ a ~
$(© = B caPn@/a) [ o (6= %) Bun(s)) dz-+ 05
u€[q] 0 q

We recall that the assumption € < 1/3 ensures the disjointness of the major arcs.
In what follows, let

S(G,q):==u£%ﬂe(ajﬁn»q(U)/q) =:u€§5qze(afﬁn»q(U)/q)

be the exponential sum appearing in Lemma D.3. The following lemma gives bounds on
S(a,q) for various values of a,q. It is inspired by [4, Lemma 5.3|; the proof is almost
identical, so we omit it.

Lemma D.4. Let 1 < a < g be coprime positive integers. Then
|S(a,q)| <n.p "V for every n>0.
Moreover, S(a,q) = 0 whenever ged(q, W) > 1.

Next, we upper-bound the integral appearing in Lemma D.3. It essentially follows
from the van der Corput Lemma (e.g., [41, pp. 332]) and we omit the proof.

Lemma D.5. We have
K ~
| el

Combining the previous three lemmas, we can finally upper-bound the contribution of
the major arcs.

<p 1+ Vv, e

Lemma D.6 (Major arc control). For s > d and ¢ € (0,1/10], we have
2s5—d

2s
/m S©P* de <y S

as long as K > Vd2,
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We recall that the parameter ¢ figures implicitly in the definition of the major arcs 9t;
since the left-hand side of the inequality in the lemma is non-decreasing as ¢ increases,
the important point is that we can take € bounded away from 0.

Proof. We let all constants depend on P, s. Applying Lemma D.3, integrating over all of
the major arcs, and changing variables £ — & + a/q on each M, ,, we have

K—d+s K N 2s
[1s©F d = (tagmont > 18@al) [ [T e(eRun@) ds| e
m 1<a<q<K®, —K~-4+<1J0

+ O<1(a,q):(0,1) + Z 1) (K28717d+3€)‘
1<a<q<K®,
We bound the terms in the expression above one by one, starting with the contribution
of the sums S(a, q). For every n > 0, we can bound

Lia,q=0,1) + Z 1S(a,q)** <, 1+ Z g1 <) 1 4 KETET2s/d),
1<a<g<KE, 1<a<g<KE,
ged(a,q)=1 ged(a,q)=1
where the first inequality follows from an application of Lemma D.4 with 2ns in place of
7, and the second bound follows from trivially estimating the number of a’'sin 1 < a < ¢
by ¢ and then trivially bounding ¢ < K*¢. Importantly, this expression is O(1) as long
as s > d and n < 2/d. Since there are no further restrictions on the choice of 7, we can
take any 7 in the range above.
To bound the contribution of the integral, we split it over £ at K—?/Vy, obtaining

/OK e(§ﬁ[r,v}(z)) dz

K=4/vy 1 K "
< / K2 d¢ + 2/ / e<§P[r7V}(z)> dz
—K—d/v, K=dv;1Jo

The first term can be bounded trivially by K2*~¢/V;. To bound the second term, we
apply Lemma D.5, which gives

/Kld/vd /OK e(€Prw(2) ) dz

where we use Lemma D.5 to bound the integrand and the assumption s > d to ensure
that the exponent is of the right order.
Lastly, the error term is at most

< (1(a,q):(o,1) + Y 1)K25_1—d+36 « K5-1-d45e
1<a<q<K?,
ged(a,q)=1

which can be bounded by < K2*=¢/V since K > V2 and £ < 1/10. (]

K*d«‘ﬁs

/K—d+s

2s
dg

2s

de.

2

S 1 9, K2sfd
dé < / |2y e o 2
K*d/Vd Vd

We summarize the computations performed in this section in the result below.

Proposition D.7 (Even moment bound). There exists s1(d) € N and C = C(d) > 0
such that if s > s1(d) and N > Vdc, then

K2s
S(&)* d <ps =
[, 5@ de <. 7
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Proof. Let s1(d) = max(so(d),d + 1), where sy comes from Lemma D.2 and d + 1 is the
smallest possible s allowed by Lemma D.6. We fix s > s1(d) and let all the implicit
constants depend on P, s. We split R/Z into major and minor arcs with e = 1/10. Then
we can use Lemma D.2 to bound the minor arc contribution as

/ ’S(f)’% d§<<K28—d—€/Cl

where C; > 0 is the constant from Lemma D.2. Since N = K%V, this can be bounded
by < KTQS as long as V; < K¢/¢1 which we can assume by taking the implicit constant

in N > Vdﬂ(l) to be sufficiently large. We also implicitly use the assumption N > Vdﬂ(l)

to ensure that K°/4 > V; so that the assumption on the coefficients of ]5[,,,\/] in Lemma
D.2 is satisfied. To bound the major arc contribution by the same final expression, we
simply apply Lemma D.6.

O

D.2. Applications to Sarkozy-type estimates. We are now ready to show that
counting operators for Sarkézy-type configurations are controlled by the major arcs of
their arguments.

Proposition D.8. For every C; > 0 there exists Cy = Co(Cy,P) > 0 such that the
following holds. Let 6 € (0,1/10), let V. < WS be a nonnegative integer power of W,
let r € [V], and let N > C’QVd@(S*C2 be an integer. Let fo,f1 : Z — C be 1-bounded
functions supported on [N]. If

(38) > zGI%K] fol@) fi(z + Pyyy(2))| = 6N,

then for every i = 0,1 there exist phases & € R/Z and positive integers q; <c,,p
679c1.PM) such that l¢iillr/z <cu,p 679N and |f;(&)] >c, p 0901 PON.

Proof. We fix C; > 0 and let all constants depend on P. We prove the bound only for
i = 0, since one can then deduce the result for ¢ = 1 by shifting  — = — Ig[r,v}(z) and
exchanging the roles of fy, f1. Our first goal is to show that the largeness of (38) implies
the largeness of some Fourier coefficient of f, and then we use the fraction comparison
argument to deduce that this Fourier coefficient must be a major arc.

Define the mutliset £ := {P,.y)(2) : z € [K]}, so that our assumption can be

expressed as

>I0NK.

> fol@) fi(x + 2)1e(2)

Note that F = TE Now, Fourier-expanding, extracting the largest Fourier coefficient,
and applying the triple Holder inequality (with exponents %, 2,2s) followed by Parse-
val’s Identity, we get

N < R IR @ e de

<AL 1l e </ P ds> N
. ’

for any s > 2. We can trivially bound HfOH;I/s Al filly < N@s=1D/29) " and Proposition

D.7 gives
2s

2s K
[, 5@ de < g
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for any s sufficiently large in terms of d. Combining all these bounds together, we get the
bound ‘ ﬁ
by Fourier analy81s )

Now, let fo = E.cx f1(z + P[T v](2)). Stashing, we can replace fo by fo in (38) at the

cost of squaring ¢ in the lower bound. Together with the just proved Fourier control,
this gives us

> 6PN | ie. we have shown that the Sarkozy configuration is controlled

> 0N

ZZE[K Fil@ + Py yy(2))e(—€x)

for some ¢ € R/Z. Shifting x — = — ﬁ[ry](z), splitting the sums over = and z, and using
I f1ll; < N, we get that

Zfa

It remains to show that £ is a major arc. By Weyl’s inequality (e.g. [11, Lemma 4.4]),
the second inequality can only hold if there exists a positive integer ¢ < 6~°M) for which

Hqgﬁ[r,\/} HCOO (K] < 679 The result then follows from Lemma C.3. U

The following two corollaries make precise the heuristic (37).

> DN  and

B o(-h 00,
B )] >

Corollary D.9. For every C; > 0 there exists Co = C3(C1,P) > 0 such that the
following holds. Let & € (0,1/10), let V< WE be a nonnegative integer power of W, let
r € [V], and let N > CQVdC26_C2 be an integer. If fo, f1 : Z — C are 1-bounded functions
supported on [N] satisfying

Y E fol@)fi(z + Pry(2))| > 0N,

- z€[K)

then for each i € {0,1} there exists a positive integer ¢; <c, p 69c1.P() such that

E

E
u€[£N] fZ(u +aiz )

i >0,P 5P for all 1< N’ <y p §59c.p(1) v
z€[N’

Proof. We fix C7 > 0 and let all constants depend on P. We just proof the claim for
i = 1, as the other case follows by symmetry. By Proposition D.8, there exist a phase
¢ € R/Z and a positive integer ¢ < 6~°W) such that 1¢€ g,z < 6~9W /N and

Z filz

Set N) < 0“N for some C' > 1 to be chosen later, and let N’ € [Nj] be arbitrary.
Introducing an extra averaging over arithmetic progressions of length N’ and common
difference ¢ gives

> PN

Z E filu+qz)e(€(u+ qz))| > °DN

z€[N']

The triangle inequality gives

2

E fi(u+ g2)e(€gz)| >q 0%4UN

z€[N]

We have
le(6q2) — 1| < |z - [€qllp 7, < 6 CDN'/N
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for all z € [N'], so, with C sufficiently large, we obtain
u

Finally, since f; is supported on [N], there is no contribution from u’s outside of [£N],
and we get

> O N,

E
. fi(u+q2)

S

1) > 590

u€[£N]
as desired. O

ZEIFIN,} fi(u+ gz)e(§u)

We now deduce a multidimensional version of this corollary.

Corollary D.10. For every Cy > 0 there exists Cy = C3(C1,P) > 0 such that the
following holds. Let § € (0,1/10), let V< WS be a nonnegative integer power of W,
let r € [V], and let N > CngCQ(S*C? be an integer. Let D € N, and let v € ZP have
coordinates of size O(1). If fo, f1 : ZP — C are 1-bounded functions supported on [N]P
satisfying

> zeﬁ'ElK] fo(@) fi(@+ v, v (2)| = ONP,

T

then for each i € {0,1} there exists a positive integer ¢; <c, p,p 69c1.0.p(D) gych that

2

T

Proof. We fix C; > 0 and let all constants depend on D and P. We just proof the claim
for i« = 1, as the other case follows by symmetry. Introducing an extra averaging over
v - [N] gives

E } filx+ qvz)| >0, p.p 69012 POND - for gl 1< N' < 90PN,

z€[N'

2|2

EK] fo(x+vy)fi(x+v(y +15[r,\/}(2))) > §ND+HL,
X |y€[N]

z€|

Since the coordinates of v have size O(1), the functions x — fo(x+ vy) vanish whenever
|x| > N as y ranges over [N]. Pigeonholing in x, we can therefore find Q(§NP) values
x € ZP for which

(39) )

yE[N]

LE Sl + v filx+ vy + Py (2))| > 0N,

and so the previous corollary gives us positive integers ¢x < 691 and DN « N67x <
N such that

E
u€[£N]

E filx+v(u+ qxz))‘ > 600
2€[Ny]

for all Ny € [Ny, ]. We set Ng := miny Ny, to eliminate the dependence on x, where

the minimum is taken over the Q(SNP) good values x € Z”. Since the lower bounds on
N67x are independent on x, we deduce that N > SOMN. Similarly, since there are only

0(5*0(1)) choices of gx, the pigeonhole principle produces some ¢ < 6~°M) for which

Z ue%:EEN}

X

> 50(1)ND

Ffinvio e

for all N" < N{. The result follows upon shifting x — x — vu. O
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APPENDIX E. FOURIER UNIFORMITY OF DIFFERENCE OF WEIGHTS

The purpose of this section is to show that the weight v* from the proof of Proposition
7.2 is highly Fourier-uniform on arithmetic progressions of difference V. Our argument
is a slight modification of the proof of [34, Lemma B.8]. Recall that the leading term of
P( ) is Wyz?, where Wy = ﬁdﬁf 2Wd=1 and our weights are

- N d—1)/dyx-1/d
=) = g B wapsan ) = NV, D lpen®
SEl(N/Wa) ]

v(z) = d My (2)(N/(z + 1)@ D and - v (2) = 7(2) — v(2).
The following proposition captures the main estimate.

Proposition E.1. For every Cy > 0 there ezists Cy = C3(C1, P), ¢ = ¢(Cy, P) > 0 such
that the following holds. If V< W' is a nonnegative integer power of W and N > W2,
then

max max Z e(@z)v*(Vz+r)

<<017P
re[V]0eR/Z gy

Ve

Notice that the trivial bound (from the triangle inequality) is < N/V’; our gain is in
the (relatively modest) w™¢ term.

Proof. We fix C7 > 0 and let all the constants depend on C; and P. Hensel’s Lemma and
the identity P(z) = z(mod W) ensure that for each € [V] there is a unique 7 € [V]
such that P(r') = r(mod V). It follows that P(z') = r(mod V) if and only if 2/ = +/
(mod V), so

Z Oz)0(Vz+r1)= (d_l)/dW;/d Z e(0z) Z 113(2/)(Vz +7)

z z Z €[(N/Wq)t/ 4]

_ 1/d P(VZ +71') —r
N 1)/de/ Z e(@ ( > ) )
1/dy 1}

Z'€[(N/Wa)

Substituting z for 2’ and V6 for 6, and then multiplying both 7 and v by e(0r), we find
that it suffices to prove the inequality

N(d_l)/del/d Z e(0P(Vz+1"))
2€[(N/Wq)H/ 4V =1]

—dt Y (N/(Vz+r) T e(0(Ve+r+1))| <
2€[N/V]

Vawe

for all » € [V] and 0 € R/Z.

We will require different arguments when V8 is in a minor arc, when it is in the major
arc around 0, and when it is in a major arc not around 0.

We first analyze when the contribution of v can be large. By summation by parts, we
have that

a7 Y (N/(Vatr+ 1) D 0V + 1))
z€E[N/V]

9These major and minor arcs are different from the major and minor arcs in Appendix D.
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equals

d Y (N/(Vatr+ 1)@ D9y z)

2€[N/V]
N (d-1)/d N (d—1)/d
< > (i) ) |5 eves
VNI 1] Vi+r+1 Vit+1)+r+1 et
+ Z e(Vz)
ZE€[N/V]
1 1
< (N/V)Y(d=0/dg(1=2d)/d i S ¢ —— % 4 min{ N/V, ———
P VT2 [VOlz,z

(/v

1
< i { NV, ———— b
VoIl { HVHHR/Z}

where in the second-to-last line we split the sum at ¢ = 1/[[V0||g/z. This quantity is
< N/(Vwe) unless ||V ,/7 < Vw/N.

We now analyze when the contribution of 7 can be large. By [11, Proposition 4.3] and
[21, Lemma A.10|, we have

N@-D/dyy/d > e(OP(Vz+1)| <
2€[(N/Wa) /v 1]

Vwe

unless there is some positive integer ¢ < w© such that

O(c) )

(40) qOP(V - +1")

Co[(N/Wq)t/dv=1]

Let R(z) := ¢8(Vz + P(+")), so that Ro ]5[,"/7‘/}(2) = gdP(Vz +1'). Setting T = N/V
and recalling that Vy = W3V9~! we can write the estimate (40) as
Ro Py H 0(e),
H V| oo v S

Lemma C.3 then gives

Vwo(©)
lgVOllr/z < —F—

Hence the #-contribution is < N/(Vw®) unless there is some positive integer ¢ < w?©
such that [|gV 0 7 < VwP©) /N,

Comparing the outputs of the previous two paragraphs, we see that the conclusion
of the proposition holds in the “minor arc” case where there is no ¢ < w®© such that
14V O|lr/z < VwP© /N. Henceforth, we assume that we are in the “major arc” case

where there is some ¢ < w®(© such that 14V Ollr/z < Vw®©) /N. In this case, we write
VO =a/q+ 0",
where a, ¢ are coprime integers with 1 < ¢ < w9, and
10%] < Vw©©) /N < (N/Wy)/Edy—4

(say). Since the implicit constant in the term w9 depends only on d, choosing ¢
sufficiently small (depending on d) guarantees that ¢ < w.
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First, assume that ¢ > 1. The v-contribution is < N/(Vw®). To handle the p-
contribution, we use Lemma D.3 with Q(z) = P y(2), K = (N/Wg)"/4V =1, and
e = 1/4 to express

> e(0P(Vz+1"))

2€[(N/Wq)t/dv—1]

(N/Wat/dv=t
/ (0" Py vy () doe

=e(0P(r) E e((a/q) Py vy(u))
u€lq] 0
+ O((N/ W)/ COV=1/2),
Since ¢ is smaller than w, it shares a prime factor with W, and so Lemma D.4 tells us
that the average E,c[q e((a/q) P, v)(u)) vanishes. Hence

NI ST e@P(Va o) < N/ (Va)

2€[(N/Wa)t/ 2V =1
(with room to spare) by the assumption that N is larger than a suitable power of V.
Finally, assume that ¢ = 1, in which case a = 0 and |V 5 < Vw©© /N. We will

break the sum in the v-contribution into intervals and show that each one approximately
cancels out with a single summand from the D-contribution. Since

ﬁ[r’,V](Z) — ded_lzd < Vo(l)zd_l

and

P(r') —r =Vu for some integer |u| < wvet,

we have

> (e(0P(Vz +1")) — e(O(WaVee + 1)) < VOO,
2E[(N/Wa)l /v =1]

This lets us simplify the D-contribution by removing lower-order terms, and it suffices to
show that

N(d_l)/del/de(Hr) Z e(OW,V29)
ZE[(N/Wa)l/ 4V 1]

—dt Y (N/(Va+r+ 1) e(0(Vz 4 1)) | <
Z€[N/V]

Vwe
We break the second sum into intervals of the form
I.=[A.,B.] := [WaV& i wuva—t(z 4+ 1)% —1]
with length |I| = WaV e 1dz?=1(1 + O(z™ 1)) for z € [(N/Wy)Y4V~1]. For t € I,, we
N N

bound
N (d—1)/d N\ @-D/d N\
<Vt+r+1> _<VAZ> Vi+r+1 VA, '<VAZ>
<'VAZ—Vt—r—1' ( N )“HW

Vi+r+1 VA,

|L.| N\ @-1)/d (N (d-1)/d
<<A—Z'<VA2> < (m)

<
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and
o1
N1/d
as long as N > V2 Summing over t € I., we obtain the key estimate

A N/ (VE+r+ 1) (Ve + 1))
tel,

oM
(41) le(6 - V) —e(0- VA < [VOgy - || < < N~V/@d)

A1) (N (VAL)) D9V AL (1 + O(N T2 4 271))
tel,

= e(Or)WaV I =Y (N /(W vedzd)) =D/ de (oW, e 29)) (1 + O(N Y24 4 271y)
= e(9r)N VAW e (oW, v ezt (1 + O(N 12 4 271,
The lemma follows by summing over z € [(N/Wy)'/4V~1] and noting that

_ 1/d — _
Z N 1)/de/ (N1 4 -1 « T
2€[(N/Wa)t/dV 1]
again with room to spare since W is sufficiently small compared to N. U

APPENDIX F. SUPERSATURATION

The purpose of this short section is to prove a supersaturation result for corners. We
apply Varnavides’ now-standard trick from [45] to Shkredov’s result on corners [39].

Theorem F.1 ([39]). There exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that the following holds: If
A C [N)? has size 6N? for some § € (0,1/10) and N > expexp(6~¢), then A contains a
nontrivial corner.

Proposition F.2. There exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that the following holds: If A C
[N]? has size SN? for some § € (0,1/10) and N > expexp(6~°), then A contains at
least (exp(— exp(6~))) N3 nontrivial corners.

Proof. Let M := expexp((6/2)¢), where c is the constant from Theorem F.1. For each
1<d< N/(BM) and u € [—-d(M — 1), N — 1]2, define the set

Md,u) == An(u+d-[MP>).
For fixed d, each element of A is contained in exactly M? of the sets A(d, u), so

ZM u)| = M?A| = 6M2N2.

Say that the pair (d,u) is good if |A(d,u)| > (6/2)M?, and let X (d) denote the number
of u’s such that (d,u) is good. We can bound

SM2N? = ZM u)| < X(d)M? + (N +d(M —1))? - (5/2) M?

and so (for instance)

X(d) > 6N? — (5/2)(N + N/3)? = (6/9)N>.
Hence the total number of good pairs (d,u) (for all d) is at least (6/(27M))N3. Theo-
rem F.1 tells us that if (d,u) is good, then A\(d,u) contains a nontrivial corner. Finally,
each nontrivial corner is contained in at most M? such sets A(d,u) (there are at most
M choice of d and then at most M? choices of u), so we conclude that the number of
nontrivial corners in A is at least

)
27TM*

/

N® > (exp(—exp(6~)))N?
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with a suitable choice of ¢ > 0. O
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