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DYADIC BI-PARAMETER SIMPLE COMMUTATOR AND DYADIC LITTLE BMO

IRINA HOLMES, SERGEI TREIL, AND ALEXANDER VOLBERG

ABSTRACT. Let T is a certain tensor product of simple dyadic shifts defined below. We prove here that
for dyadic bi-parameter commutator the following equivalence holds || Tb — bT|| < |[b||,,,0a- This result is
well-known for many types of bi-parameter commutators, see [FS], [DEWY] and [DPSK] for more details.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this note we are considering a simple dyadic model of bi-parameter commutator. Bi-parameter theory is
notoriously more difficult than the more classical one parameter theory of singular integrals. The good place
to get acquinted with multi-parameter specifics are the papers of J.-L. Journé [JLJ], and Muscalu—
Pipher-Tao-Thiele [MPTTT], [MPTT2]. The applications to analysis in polydisc can be found in [Chl,
[ChE], [ChF2].

It is well known [ChE] [ChF2, [JLJ, [JT.J2] that in the multi-parameter setting all concepts of Carleson
measure, BMO, John—Nirenberg inequality, Calderén-Zygmund decomposition (used in classical theory)
are much more delicate. Paper [MPTTI] develops a completely new approach to prove natural tri-linear
bi-parameter estimates on bi-parameter paraproducts, especially outside of Banach range. In [MPTTI]|
Journé’s lemma was used, but the approach did not generalize to multi-parameter paraproduct forms.
This issue was resolved in [MPTT2], where a simplified method was used to address the multi-parameter
paraproducts.

One of the new feature of the multi-parameter theory is captured by several different definitions of BMO,
see [FS], [Ch]. The necessity of those new effects was discovered first by Carleson [Car], see also [Taq.
The difficulties with multi-parameter theory was highlighted recently by two very different series of papers.
One concerns with the Carleson measure and Carleson embedding on polydisc and on multi-tree, see, e.g.
[AMPS18], [AHMV], [MPV], [MPVZ]. These papers, roughly speaking, are devoted to harmonic analysis
(Carleson embedding in particular) on graphs with cycles. This theory is drastically different from the usual
one, and it is much more difficult. Another particularity of the multi-parameter theory is highlighted by the
repeated commutator story. Lacey and Ferguson [FL] found the characterization of the symbols that give
us bounded “small Hankel operators”. It was a breakthrough article that gave a multi-parameter Nehari
theorem and a long searched after factorization of bi-parameter Hardy space H'. It was exactly equivalent to
a bi-parameter “repeated commutator characterization”. Several papers followed where “bi-” was upgraded
to “multi-”, and where repeated commutation was performed with different classical singular integrals: [DP],

[FL], [L), LPPW], [LT].

There are many new and beautiful ideas in the above mentioned papers devoted to this subject. We also

”

want to mention [OPS], where the authors use an argument inspired by Toeplitz operators to show the lower
bounds. It assumes the lower norm for the Hilbert transform claimed in [FL], [LPPW] as a black box. But
there is a problem with and with what followed.

That was a big breakthrough in multi-parameter theory. Unfortunately [V] indicated a hole in all the
proofs of [FT)], [L], and this circle of problems is still unsettled.
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We decided to simplify the problem to the “bare bones”, and to consider commutators with the simples
dyadic singular integral-the dyadic shift of order 1. The repeated commutator problem presented the same
type of difficulty as in [FL] and subsequent papers. In our mind, it is very nice to see the difficulty in a dyadic
case removed from all technicalities of a continuous case. But here we consider a much simpler problem: the
characterization of the boundedness of the usual (not repeated) commutator of multiplication and the tensor
product of two dyadic singular integrals. Again, the dyadic singular integrals are the simplest possible, they
are the simplest dyadic shifts.

Not surprisingly we are able to solve this problem completely and to get an expected characterization of
the symbol of the bounded simple commutator: it is small (dyadic) bmo. This answer is not surprising at
all, as the similar results (for various singular operators) were obtained in [FS], [DEWY], [P], [DPSK].

Notice that for repeated commutator the expected characterization of the symbol of the bounded repeated
commutator is a different BMO, namely, it is BMOc¢pp: this is Chang—Fefferman BMO (or product
BMO) studied in [ChF], [ChF2]. The fact that BMOcpp is an expected characterization of bounded
repeated commutators has at least two “confirmations”. One is the paper of Blasco—Pott [BP], where it is
proved that the dyadic BMOc¢ppr characterizes the boundedness of repeated commutator with all dyadic
martingale transforms simultaneously. What one would like to show, that just one interesting transform
(dyadic) is enough. The second “confirmation” is that the counterexample found in [V] seems to be “easily
circumvented”. Unfortunately the attempt to do that did not suceed—to the best of our knowledge—so far.

Let us finish by writing a simple commutator (we deal with it below) and repeated commutator (that
brings so much pain). Let T = T} ® T, where T}, T are two (dyadic) singular integrals, each acting in its own
L?(R): Ty acts on functions of variable z, Ty acts on functions whose variable is called . Now let b(z, y) be a
symbol. We need to characterize the boundedness of simple commutator [T, b] = ToT1b—bT5T} in terms of b.
We do this below. On the other hand, if one is concerned with repeated commutator, then one is considering
the following nested commutation: [TQ, [Tl, b]] = TQ (Tl b—le)—(le—le)TQ = T2T1 b+bT1T2—T2bT1—T1bT2.

2. PLAN

Let D be the usual dyadic lattice on the line and D x D be the family of dyadic rectangles on the plane.
Haar functions are denoted {h;}rcp. We consider R =1 x J and hg = h; ® hy. Let T be the dyadic shift
defined by

Thr=hy, —hr_, if I iseven; Thr =0, otherwise,

where we say I € D is even if |I| = 272,
Let T :=T ® T. We are interested in the commutator

Ty —bT
and in characterization of its boundedness. The ultimate goal is to prove that its boundedness is equivalent
to b € bmo?, where bmo? is dyadic little bmo.
3. THE 1-PARAMETER CASE
Theorem 3.1 [T,b] is L?-bounded if and only if b € BMO?.

Recall that

1 1
[as0 = sup ;[ 1) — (sl do = sup o S (0,1
reb 111 J; reb 11 2=,

We will make use of the paraproduct decomposition
b(z)f(z) = =(b, f)(z) + Z(b, f)(x) + D(b, f)(=),
where

(1) w® f) =D ) (i, Z0,f) =D (b h)(fh)1n, DO, f) =Y (0)i(f hi)hi.

1 I I
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Above, summation is always over I € D, and we used the recurring notations

— . _ 1 T ¥
()= [ fhadsi (1)1 = 0 /I fydss =2

Key to the proof will be the following:
Lemma 1 If [T, b] is L?-bounded, then
(2) (b, hr)|? < Col{|
for all intervals I € D.

We prove this result below in section [3.2)
3.1. Proof of Theorem [3.1] — Lower bound.
This part shows that if [T, b] is bounded then b € BMOY. We split the Tb — bT operator into D, 7, Z pieces:
[T0lf =Tf) =0T f = [Tr(b, f) = 7(b, T+ [TDO®, f) = DOT)| +[TZ(b, f) = Z(b,Tf)].

We consider the function b to be fixed throughout, so we refer to these operators simply as (T'm — #T),
TD—-DT,and TZ — ZT.
1. D part. We have

(TD=DT)f = > (Db, f), 1) (ha, —hr-) = > _(B)r(Tf, k)b

Teven T
Now, by definition of T',
(Tf,h1) = { (fshi)s(L, 1), if I odd

0, otherwise,

where, for every I € D, I denotes the dyadic parent of I and

s(1,1) ;:{ L 1fI:{+

-1, fIr=1_.
So
(TD—=DT)f = Y O)i(f,hr)(he, = hi) = Y O)r(f.hp)s D)
Teven Todd
Relabeling the first term over the odd intervals instead,
(3) (TD—=DT)f =Y &) (f,hp)s(T, Dhr =Y (0)r(f, hy)s(I, 1)hs
Todd Todd
- Z fv ) (Ia f)hl
Todd
It is easy to see that
—s I,f
oy~ = LDy,
1]
SO )
(TD-DT)f = (b, h3)(f, hp)hs

Todd \/|1|
This convenient formula for this term, combined with Lemma [, shows that TD — DT is actually a priori
bounded on all test functions:

H(TD—DT)fHﬁ—Z (0, BAIPICf BRI < Co D 1B < D13

Todd | | Todd

Therefore we can forget about this term completely, and focus on the remaining two.
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2. Z part. This term does not simplify as nicely as the D-term:
(17 = 21)f = S (b, h) (f )T (A1) = S (b hr) (T F b
I I

So now we test our commutator on a Haar function hy,, where Iy is even. In particular, the Z-term gives
(TZ = ZT)hy, = (b, hIr))TiIo = (b, hjf)*)ilg + (b, h];)ir

From Lemma [T we see immediately that the (TZ — ZT') term is a priori uniformly bounded on hj,, so it
can be put aside.

3. m part. Now we are left with
(Tr—7T)f = > (0,h)(F)1(Thr) = > (b, hr)(Tf)ihr,
Teven 1

which we write as

(T?T—Tl’T)f =¥ + X9,

where
(4) Si== > (bh)(Tf)rh
Teven
S2= % (0h)(N)1(The) = Y (b, hi){Tf)rhr.
Teven Todd

Now, note that ¥; and Y5 are orthogonal, since 31 lives in the even space and s lives in the odd space.
So, (T'm — «T) being uniformly bounded on hy means that the terms X1 and 3o are individually uniformly
bounded on hy.

So let us first plug in our test function into ¥;:

Sih, = Y (b, hi)hys (Ihr — > (o, hi)hy(Dhr,
Teven Teven
¢y ICI;

where for dyadic intervals I C J, h;(I) denotes the constant value that h; takes on the interval I. Then

IZ1h1, 5 = |I | S k)P <C
Teven
Icrf

is uniformly bounded. Combined with 2], we get

() > 1)) S Clol,
ICIy,leven
for all dyadic intervals Iy. Technically, so far this is only true for even Iy, but if Iy is odd, the same quickly
follows by splitting into the subintervals of the even halves Igt and then using () once more.
Since (@) is only half the battle, we must look at X2 now, which is also uniformly bounded on our test
functions. We will split X5 into its own two pieces:

Yo = Y1 — Xa2,

where

Sorf = Y (b, hr){f)1(Thr) and Soy = > (b, he)(Tf)1hs.

Teven Todd
For f = hIov

Yorhy, = Z (b,h)hr, (1 )s(I,1)hi,
Todd
fcrF
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SO

1 1
[Sarhrll3 = = D |(b:hp)P = = Y (b hr)]%,
|IO| Todd |IO| Teven
fcrF ICIE

which we know to be uniformly bounded already from (B). This means that the last remaining term, Yoo is
again uniformly bounded on our test functions:

Soohty = D (b )by (Dhr = Y (b, hi)hy—(Dhi.

ITodd Todd
ICIy ICIy
So
2 2 2
[Sashre |5 = = > 1(b, )|
ol 5
Icrt

is also uniformly bounded. Then the odd counterpart of (&):

Yo b RDP =D 1GNP+ (b )P+ (0, h )1 S Lol
ICIo,lodd Todd
ICrE

follows again by combination with (2I).
So now we have

> 1, h)? £ Cllol

ICIy
for all Iy € D, or that b € BMO?. O

3.2. Proof of Lemma [Il

The boundedness of T'b — bT" implies uniform boundedness of

((Tb — bT)hy, hi) for all I, K € D.

Now

6 Tb— bT)hy, hie) = (bhy, T*hie ) — (b Thr ,hx),

(6) (( Y, hr) = (bhy K )—( 1 s hk)
0 if K even 0 if I odd

since

s(J, J)h;, if J is odd;
T*h — 9 J? )
7 { 0, if J is even.

First, in (@), take I to be even and K = Iy (a dyadic child of I). Then T*hx = s(K,I)hs, so

((Tb = bT)hy, hy,) = (bhy, s(K, Dhr) = (b(hr, — i ), hic) = s(K, 1) ((b)1 — (k) = %(b, hr),

which proves (@) for all even I. Now take in (@) an odd I and K = I®| the dyadic grandparent of I which
will then also be odd. In this case, we have

1
((Tb — bT)hy, hye) = (bhy, T*hy@) = (bhr, hie) = im(b, hi),

and this proves (2)) for all odd I. O
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3.3. Proof of Theorem [3.1] — Upper bound.

The proof that [T, b] is bounded if b € BMO? is completely standard and well-known, but we include it here
for completeness. We show that each of the terms (T'D — DT), (T'n —«T) and (TZ — ZT) is bounded. The
easiest term is (T'D — DT'), whose L?-norm can just be computed to be

(TD-DT)|5=7" = =1 DRI AP S 16lzason 1 £13:

Todd | |

since obviously |(b, hy)| < ||b]l zaroa|I| for all I. For the other terms we can use H} — BMO? duality, which
gives us that
(b, ®)| < lIbll Baroa | Sa®ll1,

where Sy is the dyadic square function:

Saf =Y _I(f;hn)1s.
I
For the (T'mw — nT) term: (T'm —7nT)f =11, f — Ila f, where
T f =Y (0.h)(f)i(Th); Taf = (b, hr)(Tf)ihi.
I

Teven

Then for f,g € L*(R), we have |(IL f, g)| = |(b, ®1] < [|bl Baroal|Sa®1 |1, where
1= > (AT g, hi)hr,

Teven
SO

S3®1 = > [NalPIT g, hr)P1r < (M7 F)(S3T"g),

Teven

where M, is the dyadic maximal function. Then (since M<¢, S% and T are bounded), ||Sq®1 1 < ||f]l2]lgll2,
and |(ITy f, 9)| < |6l acoall fll2llgllz for all f,g € L?(R). So we have bounded the first term IT;. Similarly,
|(TIa f, g)| = |(b, P2)| where
®y =Y (Tf)ilg,hi)hr.
1
Then

S30y = > (T )3 (g. h)*1s < M3(Tf)S3g,
I

giving again |(Ia f, 9)| S ([0l srro«[1Sa®2llr < 1l Baroall fll2llg]l2-
The term (T'D — DT) follows very similarly. O

4. THE BI-PARAMETER COMMUTATOR

Now let us work in R? = R®R and consider [T, b], where T = T®T and b(z, y) is an R>-function. We will
denote T = Ty ® T, where T; means T acting only on the i*" variable. Dyadic intervals in first coordinate
will be called only by letters I, I’, I", K, in the second coordinate by J, J’, J”, L. Dyadic rectangles R € D?
are of the form R =1 x J, with I,J € D. We will show

Theorem 4.1 [T, b] is L%-bounded if and only if b € bmo?.

Recall that the space bmo?, or dyadic little bmo, is defined by

Pl s= sup, i [ o) = Gl )
In terms of Haar functions, this is the same as
(7)
[0llmos = sup (b, hr @ hy)[* + — (b, hr @ 15,) + == (0,11, @ hy)|?
Ro=1IoxJo |Io||J0| ICZI o ICZI i |J | J; )

JCJo
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Above we had D, 7, Z parts of the commutator. Now we will have the following parts:
DD, Dn,nD,nn,nZ, Zw,DZ, ZD,ZZ,

detailed below. As before, we consider b fixed so the term Trr(b, f) — wn(b, Tf) will simply be denoted
Trm — 7T, for example.
1. 77 term:

(Trm — 77T f = Y (0,5 @ hy){(f)rxs (Tihr) @ (Tahy) =Y (b, hy @ hy)(Tf) rxshs @ hy.
07

Teven

Jeven
2. ZZ term:
(TZZ-ZZT)f = (b, hs@hy)(f, hi@hy)(Ti1)@(Tol) = > (b, hi@hy)(f, hy@h;)s(I,1)s(J, J)1r@1,.
bt
3. 7 term:
(TnZ =7 ZT)f = Y (b hr @ hy)(f,1r @ hy)(Tihr) ® (Tely) = Y (b, hy @ hy)(Tf, 11 @ hy)hr @ 1.
Ie}}en I1,J
4. Zm term:
(TZr — ZxT)f = Y (b,hr @ hy)(f,hy @ 1y)(Th1p) @ (Tohy) =Y (b,h @ hy)(Tf hy @ 1)1 @ hy.
Jeven LJ
5. D term:
(TxD —aDT)f = Y (b hy @ 1,)(f, 11 @ hy)(Tihy) ® (Tahy) = > (b, hy @ 1,)(Tf, 11 @ hy)hr @ hy.
Jeven n
6. ZD term:
(TZD—ZDT)f = Y (b, hr@1y)(f, hr@hy)(Til)@(Tehy)= Y (b, hi@1y)(f, hi@h)s(I, D)s(J, J)11@h,.
Je'LI)en {]Zﬁ%
7. D7 term:
(TDm = DrT)f = > (b,1r @ hy)(f,hs @ 15)(Tihr) @ (Tahy) =Y (b, 11 @ hy)(Tf, hr @ 15)hs @ hy.
Jeven n
8. DZ term:
(TDZ-DZT)f = Y (b, 11®hy)(f, hi®h)(T1h))@(Te1y)—= > (b, 11®hy)(f, h;®h;)s(I,1)s(J, J)hi@1,.
Jath
9. DD term:

(TDD — DDT)f = 3 () 1y — Bisca) (g @ hp)s(1, Dys(l, IYhr @ by,
Todd
Jodd

We also have a key lemma for this proof:

Lemma 2 If [T, b] is bounded, then:

(8) (b, hr @ hy)[* S TI|T],
(9) (b, 17 @ hy)* S |J1,
(10) |(b7 hl & iJ)|2 S |I|7

forallI,JeD.
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Above and from here on out, the symbol < means that the quantity is bounded by some constant multiple
of the L?-norm of [T,b]. We prove this lemma in section {21

Remark that this Lemma is the full bi-parameter equivalent of (). Simply testing on hj, ® hy,, where
both Iy, Jy are even (the simple analog of the one-parameter case) will indeed give us that

(11) |<b>f><j —(byrxg| £ 1,VI,J both odd,

which does bound the DD term above — as detailed in Section 2l However, even having (1) for all I, J is
not enough for our purposes, because in two parameters

(0) ;= Ohrxs = (0. h; @ hp)hp(Dh3(J) + (0,1; @ hj)hi(T) + (b, hy ® 1;)h(1).
So Lemma [2] is much stronger.

4.1. Proof of Theorem (4.1l - Lower Bound.

First of all, it is easy to see that Lemma [2] automatically bounds the operators DD, ZZ, ZD, and DZ for all
test functions. So these operators may be discarded. The remaining five operators, we now test on a Haar
function hj, ® hj,. This yields ten operators, grouped by the various parity restrictions on Iy and Jy:

Group 1: Terms that require both Iy, Jo be even:

(1272 == > (b hr @ hp)hys (Dhye (Dhr @ hy + Y (b hr @ )y (Dhy ()b @ hy

IcIy IcIy
J’C‘_JO+ JCJy
+ > (b hr @by (Dhys (Dhr @by = Y (byhr @ hy)hy—(Dh - ())hi @ hy.
ICIy ICIy
J’C‘_JO+ JCJy
(13922 = - Z (b, hr @ hJ(,*)hIO+ (Dhr @ iJO+ + Z (b, hr @ hJ(;)hIJ (hr @ iJ[;
crf cry
+ Y (bhr@hy )y (Dhr @1, =y (bhi@hy ) (Dhi @1,
I1CIy ICIy
(14972 =~ > (b,hyr @h)h,e (D1 @hy+ D (b @hp)hys ()1, ®hy
JCJf JCJi
+ Z (b, hlo+ Q hj)hJ(; (J)ilgr Qhy— Z (b, hIO’ ® h'])h']g (J)ilo— Rhy.
JCJy JCJy
(157D2 = — Z (b, hr ® iJo*)hIO+ (Dhr ® hys + Z (b,hr ® i,}g)hlj (I)hr ® hs
Icry crd
+ > b @1 0h (Dhr@hys = > (bhi @1, )b, (Dhi @,
ICIy ICIy
(16Pr2 == > (0,1 @ hy)hye (Dhyr @ hy+ Y (0,1, @ hyhys (Nhy- @ hy
JCJf JCJ
+ > 0l @by (Dhyy @hy = Y (0,1, @hg)h, () @ hy.
JCJy JCJy

Group 2: Term that requires Iy be even:

Drl= > (b1g ®hy)hs(J)(Tihs,) @ (Tahy).

Jeven, JCJo
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Group 3: Term that requires Jy be even:

Dl= > (b hy ®1y)hs,(I)(Tihs) ® (Tahy,).

Teven, IC Iy

Group 4: Terms with no restrictions on the parity of Iy, Jo:

mrl = Z (b’ hI ® hJ)hfo (I)hJo (J)(Tlhl) ® (Tth)

Teven, ICIo
Jeven, JCJo

7Zl= > (b,hr ®hy)hs,(I)(Tihr) ® (T21y,).
Teven, ICIy
Zrl= > (b hiy @hy)hy(J)(Tils,) ® (Tahy).

Jeven, JCJo

I. Take Iy, Jy both odd. In this case, we only have the three terms in Group 4 above, the terms with no
restrictions on the parity of Iy, Jy. Note that all three of these terms are mutually orthogonal:

(17) mrl: (I € Ip) x (JC Jo)
(18) 7Z1: (I CIo) x (J 2 Jo)
Zrl: (I; Io) X (Jg JO),

so all three are individually bounded on the test function. Looking at the L?-norm of w1, for example, shows
that
> b hr @ hy)? S 1ollJol, for all Iy, Jo both odd.

Teven, ICIo
Jeven, JC Jo

But combining with Lemma ] we see that this is actually true for all Iy, Jy, meaning that 771 is uniformly
bounded on all test functions hy, ® hj, and this term may be discarded. The same holds similarly for the
remaining terms 7Z1 and Zn1l in Group 4. With all Group 4 terms now being discarded, we move on.

I1. Take Iy even, Jy odd. In this case we only have the term D=l in Group 2. Computing the L?-norm here
gives
S b1 ®@hy)? < |Jol, for all odd Jo.
Jeven,JCJo
Again, combined with Lemma 2] this actually holds for all Jy, meaning that D71 is uniformly bounded on
all test functions hz, ® hj,, and may be discarded.

III. Take Iy odd, Jy even. This case is symmetric to Case II, and yields that the term wD1 in Group 3 is
uniformly bounded on all test functions hj, ® hj,, and may be discarded.

IV. Take Iy, Jy both even. The last case remaining, where we only need to look at the five terms in Group
1. But happily, these are also mutually orthogonal and therefore individually bounded!

(19) w2 (1C 1) *(J S J§)
(20) 722 (1S I3) *(J 2 J§)
(21) Zr2:(1213) x(J S J§)
(22) D2 (I C IF) x(Ji)

(

Computing the L2-norm of w72 gives

> b hr @ ha)? S (ol Jol,
ICIy, JCJo
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the L2-norm of wD2 gives

Z |(ba h] & iJo)|2 5 |IO|7
I1CIy

and finally the L2-norm of D72 gives

> b1, @ k)P < | ol.
JCJo

These mean exactly that b € bmo?. O
4.2. Proof of Lemma [2]

I. Testing on h; ® hy. If [T, b] is bounded, then ||[T,blhr|| <1 for all rectangles R € D?. In particular,
|([T, b]h[XJ, hKXL)' S 1,VI,J,K,L € D.

Further expanding this:

(23) <bh1 @hy, (TThi) @ (Tyhe) > - (b (T1hr) @ (Tehy) s hir ® hL> SLVILJ K, LeD.
~—_———
0 unless both K,L odd 0 unless both I,J even

Ia. Take I,J both even and K = I, L = Jy (children of I, J) — so both K, L are odd. Then both terms of
([23) are present, and it becomes exactly (IT]).

Ib. Take I,J both odd (so second term in (23) is 0), and K = I®), L = J®). Both K, L are then odd, and
Tihk = thys), Tohr = £hje. Equation (23) then becomes

Kbhl ®hy, his @ h,}(s))’ SL

But since h;s), hje) are constant on I, J, respectively:

1 1
L () = ,
el J@ (J) 70

his(I) ==+

we now have () for the case when I, J are both odd:
|(b,h; @ hy)|* < ||| J|,VI,J both odd.

Ic. Take I even, J odd (so second term in Z3) is 0), and K = I, L = J@® (both odd). Then T}hx = +hy,
and Ty hr, = £h ;). Equation ([23)) becomes

’<th @hy, hi ® h,]<a>>‘ <1,

which yields (@) for the case when I is even and J is odd:
|(b,17 @ hy)|> < |J|,VI even, J odd.

Id. Take I odd, J even (so second term in (23) is 0), and K = I®, L = J. (both odd). Symmetrically with
case Ic, this will give ([I0) for the case of I odd and J even:

|(b,hy @ 1,)|> < |I],VI odd, J even.
Ie. Take I, J both even, and K = I (even), L = J1 (odd). Then the first term in (23) is 0, and we have

’(b(h;+ —hr_)® (hy, —hy_),hs ®hJi>‘ S

This gives us (I0) for the case when I, J are both odd.
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If. Symmetrically, take I, J both even, K = I (odd), L = J (even), and we have (@) for the case when I, J
are both odd.

II. Testing on hy ® T5'hy. Running through the same process with the test function Ay ® T5'h; instead of
hr ® hy, we get

(24) (bhl ®@T5hy, (TThk)® (T3he) > - (b (Tihr) @ (T2T5hy), bk ® hL) SLVILJ K, LeD.

0 unless J odd 0 unless both K,L odd 0 unless I even, J odd

Note that, in one parameter,
TT*h; = hr — hy), VI odd; 0 otherwise.
where s(I) denotes the dyadic sibling of I.

ITa. Take I even, J odd, and K = I (odd), L = J (odd). Then both terms of (24 are present, and give

<1

1 ~ A1 -
3] (b, hr ®15) = s(I, I)m (ba (hry —hr ) ® 1J)

Since I+ and J are odd, we already know from case Ie that

s(I, f)i <b, (h1, —hr ) ® 1J>

- S
1]

so we now have (0] for I, J both even.

IIb. Take I even, J odd, and K = I (odd), L = J4 (even). Then the first term in ([24]) is 0, and the second

term is

'(b(hbr — h[ﬁ) ® (hJ - hs(J))u hIi ® hJi)

b7 ili ® hJi)’ 5 17

“l

so now we have (@) for the case where T is odd and J is even.

IIc. Take I even, J odd, and K =TI (even), L = Jy (even). Again the first term in ([24]) is 0, and we have

<1

~o Y

<b(h[+ — h[f) X (hJ — h/s(J)), hr ® h(]i)

i
——— (b ®hJ>
VIV o

which gives us () for 7 odd and J even.

II1. Testing on Ty'h; ® hy. This case is symmetrical to case II, and it gives us (@) for I, J both even, (I0)
for I even and J odd, and (®) for I even and J odd.

At this point (@) and ([Q) are fully proved, and all that is left is (&) for I, J both even. This final situation
is dealt with below.

IV. Testing on Thy @ T5hy. In this case we have

(bt ® (@5ho), (Th) © (T30 ) = (BT © (T3 e b )| £ LVIL K. L €D
0 unless I,J both odd 0 unless both K,L odd 0 unless I,J both odd

In the equation above, take I,J both odd, and K = I1, L = J (both even), so we only have the second
term above:

}(b(hl —hsn)) ® (hg = hs(ny)s hiy ® hJi) ’ byhr, ® hJi) ’ <1,

1
-7l

which gives us the last piece: () for I, J both even. 0
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4.3. Proof of Theorem [4.7] - Upper Bound.

Again, the proof that [T,b] is bounded if b € bmo? is completely standard, but we include it here for
completeness. We will show that each term in the paraproduct decomposition of [T, b] is bounded. Some of
these will pair with product BMO and others with little bmo. The easiest one is again the DD term, since
its L2-norm can simply be computed:

2
(TDD = DDT)|3 <> [(B) 7,5 — Obrsca | [(F: 27 @ h )P S [1Bllomon | £113-
1,0

Of the remaining eight terms, four will “pair” with product BMO?, and four will “pair” with bmo?.
4.3.1. Product BMO? terms: nm, ZZ, nZ, Zx. For these terms, we use the fact that if b € bmo? then
b € BMO?, and the bi-parameter H¢ — BMO? duality: |(b, ®)| < ||b]| saro4]|Sa®| 1, where Sy now denotes

the bi-parameter dyadic square function: S2f =3, ;|(f,hr @ hy)|?1; @ 1.
We split the (T7nm — 7nn'T) f term into Iy f — o f, where

I f =Y (0,7 @) () rxsT(hr @ hy); Taf = (b,hi @ hy)(Tf)1xshs @ hy.
rJ rJ

For the first term: (I f,g) = (b, ®1), where ®1 = Y7, ;(f)rxs(T*g,hs ® hy)h; @ hy, and f,g € L*(R?).
Then

SI®1 = > (17T g, hr @ hy)11.s < [M7£] [SH(T*g)],
I,J

where My now denotes the bi-parameter dyadic maximal function. Then

(L f, ) = 1(6, @1)] S 16l saroa | Sa®alls S bl Barosl|Maf (2] SaT gll2 < 16l Basoell fll2llgll2-

The other term Ils, as well as the terms in (TZZ — ZZ'T) follow similarly.
For the 77 and Zm terms, we appeal to the mixed square functions introduced in [HPW]:

[SM2f Z M3 fi(y)ir(z), [MSPf Z M3 fr(x)1s(y),

where M, denote the dyadic maximal function in parameter ¢ only, and for every I, J:

- / o phi(@)de;  fr(x) = / Fy)hs () dy
R R

More general forms of these mixed functions were proved to be bounded in the weighted setting in [HPW].
Now, looking at our term (TnZ — nZ7T)f =117, f — IZy f, where

Uz f = § (b hr @by)(f, 1 @hy)T(hy @1y); IZaof = § :(b, hy @ hy)(Tf,1; @ hy)h; ®1;.
Teven I1,J
J

For the first term, (I1Z1 f, g) = (b, ®1), where ®1 = ", (f7)1{(T*g)r)shr ® h;. Then

(25) S3®1 =Y (NPT ) Plrel,

< (ZMd2 ) )(szlfJ ) = [SME(T S
So

(MTZ1 £, 9) S bl parodl|Sa®illy < 0] paroal [SMI*(T*) 2 [MSI* ()2 < 1Bl zaros 1 f112llg]l2-

The other term 1175, as well as the terms in (Z7 — 7Z) follow similarly.
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4.3.2. Little bmo® terms: mD, D, ZD, DZ. For these terms we appeal to the dyadic square functions in

one-parameter
Sdl Z f] I ; Sdg 7 Z fJ

and the duality with bmo?:
(0, @)| < [1bllprmon || Sa; @]l

These were all treated in the weighted situation in [HPW]|. For example for the 7D term we have (TwD —
7#DT)f =7nD;yf — nDyf where

7D f = (b, @1,)(f, 11 @hy)T(hy @ hy); 7D1f =Y (b,hs @ 15)(Tf, 11 @ hy)hy @ hy.
I,J 1,J

For the first term, (D1 f,g) = (b, ®1) where &1 =}, ;(f, 1; ®hy)(T*g,h; @ hy)hr * 1;. Then

2
(26) Su®1 =) (Z T g,hr ® hJ)1J> 1

I J
(27) 2 <Z I 11]) <Z<T*g,h1 ® m)?i,])il
I J J
< ZMdlfJ Z| “gohr @ hy)Plr@ 1y = [MSPf - S3(T"g).
So

[(mD1f, )| < 1bllomon [[Sar @1lly < [[bllomoa | [MS1F - Sa(T*g)ll1 S 1bllomon |fll2]l9]l2-
The other term 7273, as well as the terms of (TDw — DnT), (TZD — ZDT) and (TDZ — DZT) follow
similarly. g
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