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Sobolev bounds and counterexamples for the

second derivative of the maximal function in one
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Abstract

We investigate the question whether the L
1(R)-norm of the second

derivative of the uncentered Hardy-Littlewood maximal function can be
bounded by a constant times the L

1(R)-norm of the function itself. We
give a positive answer for a class of functions that contains Sobolev func-
tions on the real line which are decreasing away from the origin and even,
and we provide a counterexample which is also decreasing away from the
origin but not even.

1 Introduction

1.1 Background

1.1.1 The original questions

We are studying the second derivative of the uncentered Hardy-Littlewood max-
imal function which for a function f : R → R is given by

Mf(x) = sup
a<x<b

1

b− a

∫ b

a

f(y) dy.

The maximal function of a function on R
d is defined using averages over balls

instead of intervals. Usually the maximal function is defined in terms of averages
over the absolute value |f(y)| instead of f(y), but for the purposes of studying
its regularity the formulation above without the absolute value turned out to
be more appropriate.

∗University of Warwick, Mathematics Institute, Coventry CV47AL, United Kingdom,
julian.weigt@warwick.ac.uk

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 42B25, 26A45.
Key words and phrases. maximal function, second derivative.
This work was supported by the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation
programme (Grant agreement No. 948021).

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2409.12631v2


The Hardy-Littlewood maximal function theorem states that for p > 1 the
bound

‖Mf‖Lp(Rd) ≤ Cp,d‖f‖Lp(Rd) (1.1)

holds, and for p = 1 we have the weak version

‖Mf‖L1,∞(Rd) ≤ C1,d‖f‖L1(Rd). (1.2)

In 1997 Juha Kinnunen proved in [Kin97] the derivative version

‖∇Mf‖Lp(Rd) ≤ Cp,d‖∇f‖Lp(Rd) (1.3)

if p > 1. In 2002 Tanaka showed in [Tan02] that for d = 1 also

‖∇Mf‖L1(Rd) ≤ C1,d‖∇f‖L1(Rd) (1.4)

holds, and in 2004 Haj lasz and Onninen formally asked in [HO04] the question
if this is the case also in higher dimensions and for other maximal operators
such as the centered Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator Mc.

1.1.2 The progress so far

Much research has since then been dedicated to proving (1.4) in higher di-
mensions, successfully only for specific maximal operators and in specific cases.
In particular its original formulations for the centered and uncentered Hardy-
Littlewood maximal function remain yet to be answered. Moreover, there has
been an increased interest in related operators such as fractional maximal oper-
ators and convolution operators, and in related questions such as the operator
continuity of f 7→ ∇Mf . See [Car19] for a survey of the field and [Gon21;
Wei24; Bel+23] for more recent results among many many others. While (1.1)
and (1.3) are equivalent to prove for a range of maximal operators, (1.4) and
its related questions turned out to be generally more difficult for centered than
for uncentered maximal operators.

For the purpose of this work we now restrict our attention to the classical
centered and uncentered Hardy-Littlewood maximal operators in one dimension,
where (1.4) has already been proven. For the uncentered Hardy-Littlewood
maximal operator it is even known due to Aldaz and Pérez Lázaro, [AP07], that
the best constant C1,1 in (1.4) is 1. Formula (1.4) was proven for the centered
Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator in [Kur15] with significantly more effort,
but the corresponding best constant C1,1 remains unknown. It is conjectured
to be 1 as well, which has been confirmed in [BW21] at least within the class
of characteristic functions. The discrete setting, i.e. when considering functions
f : N → R, has in most instances so far been a mirror of the continuous setting
[Bob+12; CH12; Mad17; BW21].

1.1.3 Extremizers

It appears that extremizers and extremizing sequences of most of the previously
discussed bounds can be found among radially decreasing functions. For exam-
ple for the uncentered Hardy-Littlewood maximal function in one dimension this
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is known to be true in two instances. In [GM97] Grafakos and Montgomery-
Smith show that for every p > 1 truncations of x 7→ |x|−1/p maximize the
constant in (1.1) in this case, and it follows from [AP07] that all functions that
monotonously decrease to zero from the origin are extremizers of (1.4) and of
its relaxed version

var(Mf) ≤ C var(f). (1.5)

For the centered Hardy-Littlewood maximal operator in one dimension the char-
acteristic function of an interval is the only extremizer of (1.5) among all char-
acteristic functions [BW21], and if the best constant also for general functions
is indeed 1 then this is also a general extremizer.

The only known exception to this pattern is (1.2) for the centered maxi-
mal function in one dimension. In [Mel03] Melas constructed a very involved
extremizing sequence which in particular beats the largest constant attainable
by radially decreasing functions. This is indicated by the fact that already
‖Mc(1(−2,−1)∪(1,2))‖L1,∞(R) > ‖Mc(1(−1,1))‖L1,∞(R). To the best of my knowl-
edge for no other of the bounds discussed so far or no other maximal function
exists a proof that the best constant is not achieved by radially decreasing func-
tions. However also this setting of Lp-bounds for Mc remains characterized by
radially decreasing functions to the extent that for any 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞ the bound
(1.1) holds if and only if it holds for radially decreasing functions.

1.2 Definition of the variation

We roughly follow [EG15, Section 5]. For an open set U ⊂ R the variation of a
locally integrable function f ∈ L1

loc(U) is defined as

varU (f) = sup

{

−
∫

U

fϕ′ : ϕ ∈ C1
c (U), |ϕ| ≤ 1

}

.

Denote by Uf the set of points of approximate continuity of f in U . If U is an
open interval then for any 1 ≤ q <∞ define the q-variation by

varqU (f) = sup

{ m∑

i=1

∣
∣f(xi+1) − f(xi)

∣
∣
q

: m ∈ N, xi ∈ Uf , x1 < . . . < xm

} 1
q

and

var∞U (f) = sup

{
∣
∣f(x) − f(y)

∣
∣ : x, y ∈ Uf

}

.

We have var1U (f) = varU (f), and if it is finite then there exists a Radon measure
denoted by f ′ such that for all ϕ ∈ C1

c (U) we have
∫

U

ϕd(f ′) = −
∫

U

fϕ′,

and moreover for the total variation measure |f ′| we have

|f ′|(U) = varU (f).
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The function f is Sobolev if and only if f ′ is absolutely continuous with
respect to Lebesgue measure, and it this case it equals its weak derivative.
That means (1.5) makes sense for all functions f that have a vector valued
Radon measure as its gradient and are not necessarily Sobolev in contrast to
(1.4). Examples for such functions are characteristic functions of sets with finite
perimeter. If f is Sobolev then it has a continuous representative f̃ which means
that if U is an open interval we have

varqU (f) = sup

{ m∑

i=1

∣
∣f̃(xi+1) − f̃(xi)

∣
∣
q

: m ∈ N, xi ∈ U, x1 < . . . < xm

} 1
q

.

Many proofs of regularity of maximal functions in one dimension rely on this
formula, in particular in this manuscript.

1.3 Second derivatives

1.3.1 The uncentered maximal operator

Several aspects drastically differ for second derivative bounds of maximal func-
tions when compared to the previously discussed zeroth and first derivative
bounds. Given a smooth, even and radially decreasing bump function g sup-
ported on the interval (−1, 1) its maximal function is strictly increasing on
(−∞, 0) and decreasing on (0,∞). Moreover, for f(x) = g(x + 2) + g(x − 2)
we have for −1 ≤ x ≤ 0 that Mf(x) = Mg(x + 2) and for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1 we have
Mf(x) = Mg(x−2). This means that in x = 0 the derivative of Mf jumps from
Mg′(2) < 0 to Mg′(−2) = −Mg′(2) > 0. This means Mf is not twice weakly
differentiable and hence Mf ′′ 6∈ Lp(R) for any p ≥ 1. The function f on the
other hand is smooth and compactly supported and thus f ′′ ∈ Lp(R), which
means that

‖(Mf)′′‖p ≤ Cp‖f ′′‖p (1.6)

can not hold in any sense if p > 1.
However, (Mf)′ might still have finite variation, i.e. (Mf)′′ might exist as

a Radon measure, singular in 0 but with finite total mass. That means this
double bump example is unlikely to contradict (1.6) for p = 1 in its relaxed
form

var((Mf)′) ≤ C var(f ′). (1.7)

Indeed, in [Tem22] Faruk Temur has proven (1.7) for characteristic functions
in the discrete setting. Our first main result is that in the continuous setting
counterexamples against (1.7) exist and they even violate the corresponding
weak bound.

Theorem 1.1. For every 1 ≤ q <∞ and C > 0 there exists a weakly differen-
tiable function f : R → R with only one local maximum such that

sup
λ>0

λL({x ∈ R : |(Mf)′′(x)| > λ}) > C var(f ′)
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and
varq((Mf)′) > C varq(f ′).

In the endpoint q = ∞ the bound

var∞((Mf)′) ≤ var∞(f ′) (1.8)

holds for the following reason. Recall Luiro’s formula, originally [Lui07, Theo-
rem 3.1], according to which in almost every x we have

(Mf)′(x) =
1

bx − ax

∫ bx

ax

f ′

with ax ≤ x ≤ bx so that

Mf(x) =
1

bx − ax

∫ bx

ax

f,

with appropriate modifications if ax = bx or bx−ax = ∞. We can conclude that
for every x ∈ R(Mf)′ there are x0, x1 ∈ Rf ′ with f ′(x0) ≤ (Mf)′(x) ≤ f ′(x1)
and thus

var∞((Mf)′) = ess sup((Mf)′) − ess inf((Mf)′)

≤ ess sup(f ′) − ess inf(f ′) = var∞(f ′).

It is unknown if there exists a C < 1 such that var∞((Mf ′)) ≤ C var∞(f ′),
similarly to how it is unknown if (1.3) holds for p = ∞ with some C∞,d < 1.

The proof of Theorem 1.1 exploits a different phenomenon than the double
bump counterexample p > 1 from above. The starting point is that for A,B > 0
with A much smaller than B the function

f(x) =

{

Ax x ≤ 0

−Bx x ≥ 0
(1.9)

satisfies (Mf)′(x) ≈ −
√
AB. This means disturbing f ′ by εA for x ≤ 0 leads

to a disturbance of (Mf)′ by ∼ ε
√
AB for x ≥ 0. Note, that A ≪ B implies

ε
√
AB ≫ εA. Than means a small variation of f ′ can lead to a much larger

variation of (Mf)′, contradicting a variation bound for the first derivative. We
formally prove Theorem 1.1 in Section 4.

By discretization Theorem 1.1 can be turned into a counterexample in the
discrete setting, which means that the result by [Tem22] cannot be generalized
from characteristic functions to all functions. However, if we require the func-
tions to be in addition even, which makes them radially decreasing, then (1.7)
holds.

Theorem 1.2. There exists a C > 0 such that (1.7) holds for all f : R → R

which are even and nonincreasing on (0,∞).
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This is a bit surprising in view of Section 1.1.3. The zeroth and first deriva-
tive bounds (1.1) to (1.5) hold or are conjectured to hold if and only if they hold
for radially decreasing functions. For the uncentered maximal function radially
decreasing functions are even known or conjectured to be their extremizers, and
even for the centered maximal function this may hold in some cases. Theo-
rems 1.1 and 1.2 show that the second derivative bound (1.7) does not obey this
pattern, already for the uncentered maximal function.

The same may be the case for (1.6). The counterexample for p > 1 uses
that for a smooth function g its maximal function Mg can have corners, but it
is unclear if this can occur also if g is even and decreasing on (0,∞), or more
generally if it has only one local maximum like in Theorem 1.1. Conversely, the
functions f1, f2, . . . constructed in Theorem 1.1 all have corners, which means
that their second derivative does not have a finite Lp(R)-norm for p > 1. This
suggests the following question.

Question 1.3. Does (1.6) hold for some p > 1 for even functions f : R → R

which are nonincreasing on (0,∞)? Does it hold for functions f which have at
most one local maximum?

Our proof of Theorem 1.2 relies on the following generalization.

Theorem 1.4. For every c > 0 there exists a C > 0 such that for every
f : R → R which is nonincreasing on (0,∞), nondecreasing on (−∞, 0) and
which for every x > 0 satisfies

Mf(x) = sup
y≥−cx

1

x− y

∫ x

y

f (1.10)

we have (1.7), i.e.
var((Mf)′) ≤ C var(f ′).

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let x > 0 and y < −x. Then for any y < z < −x < u <
x we have f(z) ≤ f(u) which means

1

−y − x

∫ −x

y

f ≤ 1

2x

∫ x

−x

f,

and thus

1

x− y

∫ x

y

f =
−y − x

x− y

1

−y − x

∫ −x

y

f +
2x

x− y

1

2x

∫ x

−x

f

≤ max
{ 1

−y − x

∫ −x

y

f,
1

2x

∫ x

−x

f
}

=
1

2x

∫ x

−x

f.

Thus (1.10) holds with c = 1 and we can apply Theorem 1.4.

We prove Theorem 1.4 in Section 2 for functions with a lower and upper
Lipschitz bound, and then extend the result to full generality in Section 3 by
approximation.
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1.3.2 The centered maximal operator Mc

To disprove (1.6) for p > 1 a similar argument as in the uncentered case applies
for the centered Hardy-Littlewood maximal function Mcf . Also the proof of
(1.8) works for the centered maximal function Mcf the same way as it does for
the uncentered.

The validity of Theorems 1.1, 1.2 and 1.4 remains open for the centered
maximal operator Mc. Since the function (1.9) is concave, its centered maximal
function Mcf is equal to f which means that this particular strategy to obtain
a counterexample for Theorem 1.1 does not work. Similarly, for a radially
decreasing function its centered maximal function does not satisfy a lower bound
on the radii it averages over similar to (1.10) in Theorem 1.4, which means that
our proof of Theorem 1.2 fails for the centered maximal function. That means
even if a proof of Theorem 1.4 is possible also for the centered maximal function,
i.e. for functions satisfying

Mcf(x) = sup
r>(1+c)|x|

1

2r

∫ x+r

x−r

f

instead of (1.10), it is not clear how interesting this class of functions is.

Question 1.5. Do (1.7), Theorems 1.1, 1.2 and 1.4, and Question 1.3 hold for
the centered Hardy-Littlewood maximal function?

2 Proof assuming a lower Lipschitz bound

In this section we prove Theorem 2.13, which is Theorem 1.4 for functions with
certain regularity. For the rest of this section let K > 0 and let f : R → R such
that for all x < y with 0 6∈ (x, y) we have

1

K
≤ − sign(x+ y)

f(y) − f(x)

y − x
≤ K. (2.1)

We assume that (2.1) holds throughout this section. For any y 6= x abbreviate

Af (y, x) =
1

x− y

∫ x

y

f,

so that
Mf(x) = sup

y 6=x
Af (y, x).

By (2.1) the function f is continuous, strictly increasing on (−∞, 0), strictly
decreasing on (0,∞) and moreover lim|x|→∞ f(x) = −∞. We can infer that
Mf(0) = f(0), that Mf is continuous in 0, and that for every ±x > 0 there
exists is a unique value ±a(x) < 0 for which

Mf(x) = Af (a(x), x).

7



Since f is continuous, the map Af is continuously differentiable in (x, a(x)) and
thus

0 = ∂1Af (a(x), x) =
1

(x− a(x))2

∫ x

a

f − f(a(x))

x− a(x)
=

Mf(x) − f(a(x))

x− a(x)
.

Since the restriction f± := f |{y:±y>0} is invertible we can conclude

a(x) = (f∓)−1(Mf(x)). (2.2)

Lemma 2.1. The maximal function Mf is K-Lipschitz and a is K2-Lipschitz.

Proof. By continuity of Mf in 0 and by symmetry it suffices to consider 0 < x <
y. Then Mf(y) ≤ Mf(x) and a(y) ≤ a(x), and moreover for every x < t < y by
(2.1) we have

f(t) ≥ f(y) ≥ f(0) −Ky ≥ f(a(x)) −K(y − a(x)).

Inserting f(a(x)) = Mf(x) we obtain

Mf(y) ≥ 1

y − a(x)

∫ y

a(x)

f

≥ 1

y − a(x)

(∫ x

a(x)

f + (y − x)[Mf(x) −K(y − a(x))]
)

= Mf(x) −K(y − x),

which means that Mf is K-Lipschitz. By (2.1) the restrictions f± are 1/K-lower
Lipschitz and we consequently obtain from (2.2) that a is a composition of two
K-Lipschitz functions and thus itself K2-Lipschitz.

Lemma 2.2. For any n = 0, 1, . . . if f is n times differentiable in x 6= 0 and in
a(x) then Mf is n + 1 times differentiable in x and a is n times differentiable
in x. In particular,

(Mf)′(x) =
f(x) − Mf(x)

x− a(x)
, (2.3)

a′(x) =
(Mf)′(x)

f ′(a(x))
, (2.4)

(Mf)′′(x) =
f ′(x) − (2 − a′(x))(Mf)′(x)

x− a(x)
(2.5)

Proof. Since ∂1Af (a(x), x) = 0 and since a(x) is K2-Lipschitz by Lemma 2.1
we have for y → x that

|Af (a(x), x) −Af (a(y), x)|
|x− y| =

|Af (a(x), x) −Af ((a(y), x)|
|a(x) − a(y)|

︸ ︷︷ ︸

→0

|a(x) − a(y)|
|x− y|

︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤K2

→ 0
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and therefore

(Mf)′(x) = ∂2Af (a(x), x) =
d

dx

( 1

x− y

∫ x

y

f
)∣
∣
∣
y=a(x)

= − 1

(x− a(x))2

∫ x

a(x)

f +
f(x)

x− a(x)

which equals (2.3). If f is differentiable in x and a(x) then (2.4) follows as a
consequence of (2.2), and from (2.3) we obtain

(Mf)′′(x) =
f ′(x) − (Mf)′(x)

x− a(x)
− 1 − a′(x)

x− a(x)
(Mf)′(x)

which equals (2.5). It follows by induction that for every n ∈ N the (n + 1)th
derivative (Mf)(n+1)(x) is a smooth function of f (i)(x), (Mf)(i)(x) and a(i)(x)
for i = 0, . . . , n, of f (i)(a(x)) for i = 1, . . . , n and of x. Moreover, it follows that
a(n)(x) is a smooth function of f (i)(a(x)) and (Mf)(i)(x) for i = 0, . . . , n and of
a(i)(x) for i = 1, . . . , n− 1.

From now on and for the rest of this section we assume in addition to (2.1)
that f is twice differentiable on R \ {0}. That means (2.3) to (2.5) hold and
(Mf)′′ is continuous on R \ {0}. Moreover, we let c > 0 and assume that for
any x > 0 we have

−a(x) ≤ cx. (2.6)

Lemma 2.3. Let D > 0 and for i = 0, 1 let ui, vi, wi > 0 be real numbers such
that

uivi = w2
i + 2wivi

and wi ≤ Dvi. Then

|w1 − w0| ≤ 2(2 +D)2
(
|u1 − u0| + |v1 − v0|

)
.

Proof. By symmetry it suffices to consider the case v0 ≤ v1. First, note that

ui = (2 + wi/vi)wi (2.7)

⇐⇒ uivi = w2
i + 2wivi

⇐⇒ vi(ui + vi) = (wi + vi)
2

⇐⇒ wi = vi
(√

1 + ui/vi − 1
)
. (2.8)

By (2.8) we have

|w1 − w0| ≤ |v0 − v1| +
∣
∣
∣v1

√

1 + u1/v1 − v0
√

1 + u0/v0

∣
∣
∣

≤ |v1 − v0|
(

1 + max
i=0,1

√

1 + ui/vi

)

+ v1

∣
∣
∣

√

1 + u1/v1 −
√

1 + u0/v0

∣
∣
∣

(2.9)
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and √

1 + ui/vi = wi/vi + 1 ≤ 1 +D

and by (2.7) we have

ui ≤ (2 +D)wi ≤ (2 +D)Dvi. (2.10)

It suffices to consider the case

|v1 − v0| ≤
|w1 − w0|
2(2 +D)

which implies

|v1 − v0|
(

1 + max
i=0,1

√

1 + ui/vi

)

≤ |w1 − w0|
2

. (2.11)

Using (2.9) to (2.11) we can conclude

|w1 − w0|
2

≤ v1

∣
∣
∣

√

1 + u1/v1 −
√

1 + u0/v0

∣
∣
∣

≤ v1

∣
∣
∣

√

1 + u1/v1 −
√

1 + u0/v0

∣
∣
∣

(√

1 + u0/v0 +
√

1 + u1/v1

)

=
∣
∣
∣u1 −

u0v1
v0

∣
∣
∣

=
∣
∣
∣u1 − u0 +

u0(v0 − v1)

v0

∣
∣
∣

≤ |u1 − u0| + (2 + D)D|v1 − v0|,

finishing the proof.

Remark 2.4. Lemma 2.3 fails without the condition wi ≤ Dvi by the following
example. Let D be large, ui = D, v0 = 1/D and v1 = 2/D. Since

√
1 + t =

√
t+ O(t−1/2)

by (2.8) we have
wi = vi(D + O(1))

and thus
|w1 − w0| = 1 + O(D−1) ∼ D(|u1 − u0| + |v1 − v0|).

This shows that the rate in D in Lemma 2.3 must be at least D1.

Proposition 2.5. Let 0 < x0 < x1 < ∞ be such that for i = 0, 1 we have
(Mf)′′(xi) = 0 and −a′(xi) ≤ D. Then

|(Mf)′(x0)− (Mf)′(x1)| ≤ 2(2+D)2
(
|f ′(x1)−f ′(x0)|+ |f ′(a(x1))−f ′(a(x0))|

)
.

Proof. Let wi = −(Mf)′(xi), ui = −f ′(xi) and vi = f ′(a(xi)). Then by
−a′(xi) ≤ D and (2.4) we have wi ≤ Dvi. Applying (Mf)′′(xi) = 0 to (2.5) and
inserting (2.4) we obtain uivi = w2

i + 2wivi. That means we can conclude the
result from Lemma 2.3.
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Lemma 2.6. Let D > 0 and u0 ≤ u1. Let b, g : [u0, u1] → R be weakly
differentiable with b(u1) − b(u0) ≤ D(u1 − u0) such that for u0 < u < u1 we
have g(u) > 0 and g′(u) ≥ −b′(u)g(u). Then g(u1) ≥ exp(−D(u1 − u0))g(u0).

Proof. We have

g′ ≥ −b′g
⇐⇒ (log ◦g)′ ≥ −b′
=⇒ log(g(u1)) − log(g(u0)) ≥ b(u0) − b(u1) ≥ −D(u1 − u0)

=⇒ log(g(u1)) ≥ log(exp(−D(u1 − u0))g(u0))

⇐⇒ g(u1) ≥ exp(−D(u1 − u0))g(u0).

Corollary 2.7. Let K,D > 0, 0 < x0 ≤ x1 and let m,h : [x0, x1] → [0,∞)
be nonnegative weakly differentiable functions where h is nondecreasing with
h(x1) − h(x0) ≤ D(x1 − x0) and such that for x0 < x < x1 we have

m′(x) ≥ −K + h′(x)

x+ h(x)
m(x).

Then

m(x1) ≥
(x0
x1

)max{1+D/K,K+D}

m(x0).

Proof. Define g = m ◦ exp and b = max{1,K} log ◦(K exp +h ◦ exp). Using
h(x1) − h(x0) ≤ D(x1 − x0) and 1 − 1/t ≤ log t ≤ t− 1 we obtain

b(log(x1)) − b(log(x0))

max{1,K} = log
(Kx1 + h(x1)

Kx0 + h(x0)

)

≤ log
(

1 +
(K +D)(x1 − x0)

Kx0 + h(x0)

)

≤ log
(

1 +
(K +D)(x1 − x0)

Kx0

)

= log
(x1
x0

[

1 +
D

K

(

1 − x0
x1

)])

= log
(x1
x0

)

+ log
(

1 +
D

K

(

1 − x0
x1

))

≤ log
(x1
x0

)

+
D

K

(

1 − x0
x1

)

≤ log
(x1
x0

)

+
D

K
log

(x1
x0

)

= (1 +D/K)(log(x1) − log(x0)).

Moreover

b′ = max{1,K} (K + h′ ◦ exp) exp

K exp +h ◦ exp
≥ (K + h′ ◦ exp) exp

exp +h ◦ exp
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and thus

g′ = (m′ ◦ exp) · exp ≥ −K + h′ ◦ exp

exp +h ◦ exp
(m ◦ exp) · exp ≥ −b′g

and we can conclude from Lemma 2.6 that

m(x1) = g(log(x1))

≥ exp
(
−max{1 +D/K,K +D}[log(x1) − log(x0)]

)
g(log(x0))

=
(x0
x1

)max{1+D/K,D+K}

m(x0).

Corollary 2.8. For any x0 ≤ x1 we have

−(Mf)′(x1) ≥ e−c
(x0
x1

)2+c

(−(Mf)′(x)).

Proof. By (2.6) for every x0 ≤ x1 we have

(−a(x1)) − (−a(x0)) ≤ (−a(x1)) ≤ cx1 =
cx1

x1 − x0
(x1 − x0).

By (2.5) and f ′ ≤ 0 we may apply Corollary 2.7 with m = −(Mf)′, h = −a,
K = 2 and D = cx1/(x1 − x0) and obtain

−(Mf)′(x1) ≥
(x0
x1

)2+
cx1

x1−x0
(−(Mf)′(x0)).

We estimate
(x0
x1

) x1
x1−x0

=
x0
x1

(

1 +
1
x0

x1−x0

)−
x0

x1−x0 ≥ x0
x1

1

e

to finish the proof.

Corollary 2.9. For any λ > 0 there exists a dc,λ > 0 such that for any x > 0
we have

sup
[x,eλx]

f ′ ◦ a ≥ dc,λ(−(Mf)′(x)).

Proof. By (2.6) there must be a x ≤ y ≤ eλx for which −a′(y) ≤ c/(1 − e−λ)
for otherwise −a(eλx) > ceλx, contradicting (2.6). By (2.4) and Corollary 2.8
we can conclude

f ′(a(y)) =
−(Mf)′(y)

−a′(y)
≥ e−c−λ(2+c)(−(Mf)′(x))

c/(1 − e−λ)
.
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Proposition 2.10. Let λ > 0 and let 0 < x0 < eλx0 < x1 < ∞ such that for
all x0 ≤ x ≤ x1 we have (Mf)′′(x) ≥ 0 and for i = 0, 1 we have (Mf)′′(xi) = 0.
Then

|(Mf)′(x1) − (Mf)′(x0)| .c,λ var[x0,x1](f
′) + var[x0,x1](f

′ ◦ a).

Proof. Note, that by assumption for any x0 ≤ x ≤ x1 we have (Mf)′(x0) ≤
(Mf)′(x) ≤ (Mf)′(x1) ≤ 0. Thus it suffices to consider the case

var[x0,x1](f
′ ◦ a) ≤ dc,λ

2
(−(Mf)′(x0))

where dc,λ is the constant on the right hand side in Corollary 2.9. As a conse-
quence for every x ∈ [x0, x1] we have

f ′(a(x)) ≥ sup
[x0,x1]

f ′ ◦ a− dc,λ
2

(−(Mf)′(x0))

≥ dc,λ
2

(−(Mf)′(x0)) ≥ dc,λ
2

(−(Mf)′(x)).

By (2.4) this means −a′(x) ≤ 2/dc,λ and the result follows from Proposition 2.5.

Proposition 2.11. Let λ, µ > 0 and let 0 < x0 ≤ x1 ≤ eλx0 < ∞ and for
i = 0, 1 assume (Mf)′′(xi) = 0. Then

∫

{x∈[x0,x1]:(Mf)′′(x)>0}

(Mf)′′ .c,λ,µ var[x0,x1](f
′) + var[x0,eµx1](f

′ ◦ a).

Proof. Denote M = sup[x0,x1](−(Mf)′). Then by (2.5) for any x0 ≤ x ≤ x1 we
have

(Mf)′′(x) ≤ −(2 − a′(x))(Mf)′(x)

x− a(x)
≤ 2 − a′(x)

x0
M.

This implies

∫

{x∈[x0,x1]:(Mf)′′(x)>0}

(Mf)′′ ≤
∫ eλx0

x0

2 − a′

x0
M

≤
[2(eλx0 − x0)

x0
+
a(x0) − a(eλx0)

x0

]

M

≤ [2(eλ − 1) + ceλ]M.

That means it suffices to consider the case

var[x0,eµx1](f
′ ◦ a) ≤ dc,µ

2
M,
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where dc,µ is the constant on the right hand side in Corollary 2.9. As a conse-
quence for every x ∈ [x0, x1] we have

f ′(a(x)) ≥ sup
[x0,eµx1]

f ′ ◦ a− dc,µ
2
M = sup

x0≤y≤x1

sup
[y,eµy]

f ′ ◦ a− dc,µ
2
M

≥ dc,µ
2
M ≥ dc,µ

2
(−(Mf)′(x))

which by (2.4) means −a′(x) ≤ 2/dc,µ. Since (Mf)′′ is continuous we can write
{x ∈ (x0, x1) : (Mf)′′(x) > 0} =

⋃∞
k=1(yk, zk) and by the fundamental theorem

of calculus and Proposition 2.5 we get

∫

{x∈[x0,x1]:(Mf)′′(x)>0}

(Mf)′′ =
∞∑

k=1

(Mf)′(zk) − (Mf)′(yk)

.c,µ

∞∑

k=1

|f ′(zk) − f ′(yk)| + |f ′(a(zk)) − f ′(a(yk))|

≤ var[x0,x1](f
′) + var[x0,x1](f

′ ◦ a).

Lemma 2.12. For any compact set Z ⊂ R there exist an N ∈ N and u1, . . . , uN ∈
Z with u1 = inf Z, uN = supZ, uk < uk+1, uk + 1 < uk+2 and such that for
each k = 1, . . . , N − 1 we have uk + 3 > uk+1 or (uk, uk+1) ∩ Z = ∅.

Proof. The set U = [inf Z, supZ] \ Z is open and bounded. Enumerate by
(t2i−1, t2i) ⊂ U the maximal open subintervals of U of length at least 2. We
order them along the real line, denote by M the number of such intervals and
set t0 = inf Z and t2M+1 = supZ. Then t0, . . . , t2M+1 ∈ Z and for each i

we have t2(i−1) ≤ t2i−1 ≤ t2i − 2 and U \ ⋃M
i=1(t2i−1, t2i) contains no interval

of length 2. For each i = 0, . . . ,M with t2i+1 > t2i there is an Ni ≥ 0 and
t02i, . . . , t

Ni

2i ∈ Z with t02i = t2i, t
j+1
2i − tj2i ∈ (1, 3) and t2i+1 − tNi

2i ∈ (0, 3).

Then {tj2i, t2i+1 : i = 0, . . . ,M, j = 0, . . . , Ni} is finite, and we enumerate it
increasingly as u1 < . . . < uN , excluding duplicates.

For k with uk = t2i+1 for some i we have uk+1 = t2(i+1) and thus the interval

(uk, uk+1) does not intersect Z and has length at least 2. For k with uk = tj2i
for some i and j < Ni we have uk+1 = tj+1

2i ∈ (uk + 1, uk + 3). For j = Ni we
have uk+1 = t2i+1 < uk + 3 and uk+2 = t2(i+1) ≥ uk+1 + 2.

Theorem 2.13. For every c > 0 there exists a C > 0 such that for every K > 0
and every f : R → R that satisfies (2.1), |a(x)| ≤ c|x| and is twice differentiable
on R \ {0} we have

var((Mf)′) ≤ C var(f ′).

Remark 2.14. Theorem 2.13 is Theorem 1.4 under the additional assumptions
that f satisfies (2.1) and is twice differentiable on R \ {0}.
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Proof of Theorem 2.13. Formula (2.1) implies that f is continuous and that it
is increasing on (−∞, 0) and decreasing on (0,∞). As a consequence the same
is true for Mf and Mf(0) = f(0). Lemma 2.2 implies that Mf is differentiable
everywhere except in 0. By (2.3) for x > 0 we can infer

|(Mf)′(x)| = −(Mf)′(x) =
Mf(x) − f(x)

x− a(x)
≤ f(0) − f(x)

x
≤ sup

0<y<x
(−f ′(y))

and similarly for x < 0 we have |(Mf)′(x)| ≤ supx<y<0 f
′(y). For every x 6= 0

we can conclude
|(Mf)′(x)| ≤ var(f ′). (2.12)

Moreover we infer that Mf has a global weak derivative which is pointwise
defined everywhere except in 0. Thus var((Mf)′) is well defined with

var((Mf)′) = lim
n→∞

var(−n,n)((Mf)′)

= lim
n→∞

var(−n,−1/n)((Mf)′) + |(Mf)′(−1/n) − (Mf)′(1/n)|

+ var(1/n,n)((Mf)′). (2.13)

Lemma 2.2 implies that Mf is even three times differentiable on R \ {0} and
thus the possibly infinite Radon measure (Mf)′′ is represented by a continuous
function away from 0. In particular, the set

Zn = {1/n ≤ x ≤ n : (Mf)′′(x) = 0}

is a well defined compact set. If Zn 6= ∅ then abbreviate An = inf Zn and
Bn = supZn, and otherwise set An = Bn = 1 so that (An, Bn) = ∅. Then

var(1/n,n)((Mf)′) = |(Mf)′(1/n) − (Mf)′(An)| + var(An,Bn)((Mf)′)

+ |(Mf)′(Bn) − (Mf)′(n)|, (2.14)

and since

(Mf)′(Bn) − (Mf)′(An) =

∫ Bn

An

(Mf)′′

=

∫

An<x<Bn:(Mf)′′(x)>0

|(Mf)′′| −
∫

An<x<Bn:(Mf)′′(x)≤0

|(Mf)′′|

we have

var(An,Bn)((Mf)′)

=

∫

An<x<Bn:(Mf)′′(x)≤0

|(Mf)′′| +

∫

An<x<Bn:(Mf)′′(x)>0

|(Mf)′′|

= 2

∫

An<x<Bn:(Mf)′′(x)>0

|(Mf)′′| + (Mf)′(An) − (Mf)′(Bn), (2.15)
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By symmetry and (2.12) to (2.15) it is enough to bound

∫

An<x<Bn:(Mf)′′(x)>0

(Mf)′′ .c var(f ′)

in order to finish the proof.
We apply Lemma 2.12 to the compact set log(Zn) and with xk = exp(uk) we

obtain x1 < . . . < xN with (Mf)′′(xk) = 0, x1 = An, xN = Bn and xk+2 ≥ exk
such that for k = 1, . . . , N − 1 we have

(i) xk+1 ≤ e3xk or

(ii) (Mf)′′ has no zero between xk and xk+1.

By Proposition 2.11 in case (i) and by Proposition 2.10 in case (ii) we obtain

∫

{x∈[xk,xk+1]:(Mf)′′(x)>0}

(Mf)′′ .c var[xk,xk+1](f
′) + var[xk,exk+1](f

′ ◦ a). (2.16)

Note, that a is monotone on (0,∞), and since uk+2 ≥ exk for every x > 0 there
can be at most two different indices k with xk < x < xk+1. So by summing
(2.16) over k = 1, . . . , N − 1 we finish the proof,

∫

{An≤x≤Bn:(Mf)′′(x)>0}

(Mf)′′ .c
∑

k∈Z

(
var[xk,xk+1](f

′) + var[xk,exk+1](f
′ ◦ a)

)

≤ var(0,∞)(f
′) + 2 var(0,∞)(f

′ ◦ a) ≤ 2 var f.

3 Approximation

Lemma 3.1. Let f : R → R be nondecreasing on (−∞, 0), nonincreasing on
(0,∞) and weakly differentiable with var(f ′) <∞. Then there exists a sequence
of functions f1, f2, . . . of the same class which moreover are smooth on R \ {0},
converge to f locally uniformly, satisfy

lim sup
n→∞

var(f ′
n) ≤ var(f ′),

min
{

sup
n∈N

sup
x 6=0

|an(x)|/|a(x)|, lim sup
n→∞

sup
x 6=0

2|an(x)|/|x|
}

≤ 1, (3.1)

and for all n ∈ N and x 6= 0

1/n ≤ − sign(x)f ′
n(x) ≤ n. (3.2)

Proof.
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Definitions. Set D = ess sup |f ′|. Since var(f ′) < ∞ we have D < ∞. Take
ϕ : R → [0,∞) smooth, supported on [−1, 1], even, decreasing away from the
origin and with

∫
ϕ = 1, denote αk = 2 supx |ϕ(k)(x)| and set

ψ(x) = 2

∫ |x|

0

ϕ.

For t > 0 denote ϕt(x) = t−1ϕ(x/t) and ψt(x) = t2ψ(x/t) and for n ∈ N define

gn(x) = (f ∗ ϕψ1/n(x))(x)

=

∫

ϕψ1/n(x)(y)f(x+ y) dy

=

∫ 1

−1

ϕ(y)f(x + ψ1/n(x)y) dy (3.3)

and
fn(x) = gn(x) − |x|/√n.

Convergence. For every x 6= 0 we have

ψ1/n(x) = 1/n2 x ≥ 1/n, (3.4)

sign(x)ψ′
1/n(x) = ϕ(n|x|)/n ∈ [0, α0/n], (3.5)

|ψ′′
1/n(x)| = |ϕ′(n|x|)| ≤ α1. (3.6)

For any −1 ≤ y ≤ 1 we have |f(x+ ψ1/n(x)y) − f(x)| ≤ Dψ1/n(x) and thus by
(3.3) and (3.5) we have

|gn(x) − f(x)| ≤ Dψ1/n(x) ≤ α0D|x|/n. (3.7)

Since gn(x) − fn(x) = |x|/√n we can conclude fn → f locally uniformly.

Smoothness. The map x 7→ ψ1/n(x) is monotone and smooth on (0,∞) with

|ψ(k)
1/n(x)| ≤ nk−2αk, and for any 0 < x0 < x1 < ∞ we have ti := ψ1/n(xi) >

0 and ψ1/n([x0, x1]) = [t0, t1]. The support of (t, z) 7→ ϕt(z) restricted to
[t0, t1]×R belongs to the compact set [t0, t1]× [−t1, t1], on which (t, z) 7→ ϕt(z)
has uniform derivative bounds since it is smooth on (0,∞)×R. We can conclude
that (x, y) 7→ ϕψ1/n(x)(y − x) is smooth with derivatives bounded uniformly on
[x0, x1] × R and support restricted to [x0, x1] × R compact. Since f is locally
integrable this implies that gn, fn are smooth on R \ {0}.

Variation bound. In particular by (3.4) for any x > 1/n we have g′′n(x) =
(f ′′ ∗ϕ1/n2)(x), where f ′′ is a Radon measure, see Section 1.2, and |f ′′| its total
variation measure. This implies

∫ ∞

1/n

|g′′n| ≤
∫ ∞

1/n

|f ′′| ∗ ϕ1/n2 ≤
∫ ∞

1/n−1/n2

|f ′′|. (3.8)
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For −1 ≤ y ≤ 1 denote un,y : R → R, un,y(x) = x+ ψ1/n(x)y so that by (3.3)
for any x 6= 0 we have

g′n(x) =

∫ 1

−1

ϕ(y)f ′(un,y(x))u′n,y(x) dy. (3.9)

By (3.5) we have

u′n,y(x) = 1 + yψ′
1/n(x) ∈ [1 − α0/n, 1 + α0/n], (3.10)

so that since un,y(0) = 0 for n > α0 we have sign(un,y(x)) = sign(x), and by
(3.9) we obtain

0 ≤ − sign(x)g′n(x) ≤ (1 + α0/n)D,

1/
√
n ≤ − sign(x)f ′

n(x) ≤ (1 + α0/n)D + 1/
√
n,

which ensures (3.2) for a subsequence. By (3.9) we have

g′′n(x) =

∫ 1

−1

ϕ(y)
[

f ′′(un,y(x))(u′n,y(x))2 + f ′(un,y(x))u′′n,y(x)
]

dy,

and thus by (3.6) and (3.10) we obtain

∫ 1/n

0

|g′′n| ≤
∫ 1/n

0

∫ 1

−1

ϕ(y)
[∣
∣f ′′(un,y(x))

∣
∣(1 + α0/n)2 + α1D

]

dy dx

≤ α1D

n
+ (1 + α0/n)2

∫ 1

−1

ϕ(y)

∫ 1/n

0

∣
∣f ′′(un,y(x))

∣
∣ dxdy,

where by (3.10) we have

∫ 1/n

0

|f ′′(un,y(x))| dx =

∫ un,y(1/n)

un,y(0)

|f ′′(z)|
u′n,y(u

−1
n,y(z))

dz

≤ 1

1 − α0/n

∫ 1/n+1/n2

0

|f ′′(z)| dz.

That means
∫ 1/n

0

|g′′n| ≤
α1D

n
+

(1 + α0/n)2

1 − α0/n

∫ 1/n+1/n2

0

|f ′′|. (3.11)

From (3.8) and (3.11) and since f ′′
n = g′′n on R \ {0} and var(f ′) < ∞ we can

conclude

lim sup
n→∞

var(0,∞)(f
′
n) = lim sup

n→∞

∫ ∞

0

|f ′′
n | = lim sup

n→∞

∫ 1/n

0

|g′′n| +

∫ ∞

1/n

|g′′n|

≤
∫ ∞

0

|f ′′| + lim sup
n→∞

∫ 1/n+1/n2

1/n−1/n2

|f ′′|

= var(0,∞)(f
′)
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and by symmetry

lim sup
n→∞

varR\{0}(f ′
n) ≤ varR\{0}(f ′).

By varR\{0}(f ′) <∞, f ′(x) converges to some real values (f ′)−(0) and (f ′)+(0)
for x ↑ 0 and x ↓ 0. The same is true for fn and thus

var(f ′
n) = |(f ′

n)+(0) − (f ′
n)−(0)| + varR\{0}(f ′

n).

Since by (3.4), (3.5) and (3.10) we have un,y(x) → x, u′n,y(x) → 1 for n → ∞
uniformly in x ∈ R, y ∈ [−1, 1], it follows from (3.9) that (f ′

n)±(0) → (f ′)±(0)
as n→ ∞ and we can conclude

lim sup
n→∞

var(f ′
n) ≤ |f+(0) − f−(0)| + varR\{0}(f ′) = var(f ′).

Bound on an. For any y < 0 < x by (3.7) we have

∫ x

y

f −
∫ x

y

fn =

∫ x

y

f − gn +

∫ x

y

gn − fn

≤
∫ x

y

Dα0|z|
n

dz +

∫ x

y

|z|√
n

dz =

√
n+Dα0

2n
(x2 + y2)

and inserting y = a(x) we obtain

Mfn(x) ≥ 1

x− a(x)

∫ x

a(x)

fn ≥ Mf(x) −
√
n+Dα0

2n

x2 + a(x)2

x− a(x)
. (3.12)

Denote

A(x) = max
{ √

n+Dα0

2(
√
n−Dα0)

x2 + a(x)2

x− a(x)
,−a(x)

}

.

Then for −y ≥ A(x) by (2.2) and since f is nondecreasing on (−∞, 0) we have
f(y) ≤ Mf(x) and together with (3.7) and (3.12) we obtain

fn(y) = gn(y) − (−y)/
√
n

≤ f(y) − (
√
n−Dα0)(−y)/n

≤ Mf(x) − (
√
n−Dα0)(−y)/n

≤ Mfn(x),

which means −an(x) ≤ A(x). Since limn→∞(
√
n+Dα0)/(

√
n−Dα0) = 1 and

(x2+a(x)2)/(x−a(x)) ≤ max{x,−a(x)} we can conclude (3.1) by symmetry.

Lemma 3.2. Let fn → f locally uniformly with |a(x)|, |an(x)| ≤ cx. Then
Mfn → Mf locally uniformly.
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Proof. Let |x| ≤ r and ε > 0. Take N ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N and
y ∈ [−cr, r] we have |fn(y) − f(y)| ≤ ε. Then for any n ≥ N we have

Mf(x) = sup
−cr≤y≤0

1

|x− y|

∫ x

y

f ≥ sup
−cr≤y≤0

1

|x− y|

∫ x

y

fn − ε ≥ Mfn(x) − ε.

We can show Mfn(x) ≥ Mf(x) − ε the same way.

Lemma 3.3. Assume fn → f in L1
loc. Then

var(f ′) ≤ lim inf
n∈N

var(f ′
n).

Proof. Let ϕ with ‖ϕ‖∞ ≤ 1 be smooth and compactly supported. Then

−
∫

f ′ϕ′ =

∫

fϕ′′ = lim
n→∞

∫

fnϕ
′′ = − lim

n→∞

∫

f ′
nϕ

′ ≤ lim inf
n→∞

var(f ′
n).

We take the supremum over all such ϕ to obtain var(f ′) and conclude the
proof.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Let f1, f2, . . . be the sequence of functions from Lemma 3.1.
They satisfy the assumptions in Theorem 2.13, albeit with constant max{c, 1/2+
ε} instead of c. Moreover, fn converges to f locally uniformly which by Lemma 3.2
implies that Mfn converges to Mf locally uniformly. Thus using Lemma 3.3 we
can conclude

var((Mf)′) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

var((Mfn)′) .c lim inf
n→∞

var(f ′
n) ≤ var(f ′).

4 Counterexample

Let ε > 0, N ∈ N be odd and let M ∈ N. Let f : R → (−∞, 0] be the unique
continuous function with f(0) = 0 and

f ′(x) =







−1 x > 0
ε
M −1 < x < 0

ε −Mn+1 < x < −Mn, 0 ≤ n ≤ N even
ε

Mn+1 −Mn+1 < x < −Mn, 1 ≤ n ≤ N odd
ε

MN+1 x < −MN+1,

and let

g(x) =







−x x > 0
xε
M −1 < x ≤ 0

(Mn −Mn−1 + x)ε −Mn+1 < x ≤ −Mn, 0 ≤ n ≤ N even

−Mnε −Mn+1 < x ≤ −Mn, 1 ≤ n ≤ N odd

−MNε x ≤ −MN+1
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For r > 0 denote Pr = {(ε,N,M) : ε2 + 1/N2 + 1/M2 < r2}. In this section
any instance of O(ϕ) for some formula ϕ in ε,N,M stands for a different function
F : Pr → R for some r > 0 such that

sup
Pr

|F (ε,N,M)|
|ϕ(ε,N,M)| <∞.

For t 6= 0 and formulas ϕ, ψ it satisfies the linearity rules O(t · ϕ) = O(ϕ) and
O(ϕ)�O(ψ) = O(ϕ�ψ) for � ∈ {+, ∗} in the sense that for the functions on the
left hand side appropriate functions on the right hand side exist and vice versa.
Let ϕ with limr→0 infPr ϕ(ε,N,M) > −1 and limr→0 supPr

ϕ(ε,N,M) <∞ and
let t > 0. Since the map x 7→ (1 + x)t is strictly monotone and has derivative
near t in a neighborhood of 0 we also have

(1 + O(ϕ))t = 1 + O(ϕ). (4.1)

We will also frequently use that a geometric sum is dominated by its the largest
summand,

∑

k∈Z, k≤n

Mk =
Mn

1 − 1/M
= (1 + O(1/M))Mn.

Lemma 4.1. For any x > −MN+1 we have f(x) = (1 + O(1/M))g(x).

Proof. For all x > −1 we have f(x) = g(x). For even 0 ≤ n ≤ N we have

f(−Mn) − f(−Mn+1) =

∫ −Mn

−Mn+1

f ′ = (1 − 1/M)Mn+1ε

and for odd 1 ≤ n ≤ N we have

f(−Mn) − f(−Mn+1) = (1 − 1/M)ε.

That means for every 0 ≤ n ≤ N we have

f(−Mn) = f(−1) +

n−1∑

k=0

f(−Mk+1) − f(−Mk)

= − ε

M
− ε(1 − 1/M)

( ∑

k=0,2,...,2⌈n/2⌉−2

Mk+1 +
∑

k=1,3,...,2⌊n/2⌋−1

1
)

= −ε(1 + O(1/M))M2⌈n/2⌉−1

= (1 + O(1/M))g(−Mn). (4.2)

Let 0 ≤ n ≤ N and −Mn+1 < x < −Mn. If n is even then f ′(x) = ε = g′(x)
and we can conclude from (4.2) that

|f(x) − g(x)| = |f(−Mn) − g(−Mn)| = O(1/M)|f(−Mn)| ≤ O(1/M)|f(x)|.
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If n is odd then using the definitions of fn, gn and (4.2) repeatedly we obtain

|f(x) − g(x)| ≤ |f(x) − f(−Mn)| + |f(−Mn) − g(−Mn)|
≤ ε+ O(1/M)|f(−Mn)| ≤ O(1/M)(|g(−Mn)| + |f(−Mn)|)
≤ O(1/M)|f(x)|.

Lemma 4.2. For any odd 1 ≤ n ≤ N and −Mn+1 ≤ x ≤ −Mn we have

∫ 0

x

g = (1 + O(1/M))Mnε(Mn/2 + x).

Proof. Let 1 ≤ k ≤ n be odd and let −Mk+1 ≤ y ≤ −Mk. Then

∫ −Mk

y

g = Mkε(Mk + y) (4.3)

which equals (1 + O(1/M))M2k+1ε if y = −Mk+1. For even 0 ≤ k ≤ n− 1 we
have

∫ −Mk

−Mk+1

g = (Mk+1 −Mk)(Mk −Mk−1)ε+ (M2k −M2(k+1))ε/2

= −(1/2 + O(1/M))M2(k+1)ε.

Therefore

∫ 0

−Mn

g =
n−1∑

k=0

∫ −Mk

−Mk+1

g +

∫ 0

−1

g = −(1/2 + O(1/M))M2nε (4.4)

and the result follows from adding (4.3) with k = n, y = x to (4.4).

Note, that (2.1) holds for f with K = MN+1/ε. That means a map a :
(0,∞) → (−∞, 0) exists such that for all x > 0 we have

Mf(x) =
1

x− a(x)

∫ x

a(x)

f

and which satisfies (2.2) and is Lipschitz by Lemma 2.1. Moreover by Lemma 2.2
for all x > 0 we have (2.3), and if −1 < a(x) < 0 or −Mn+1 < a(x) < −Mn

then also (2.4) and (2.5) hold.

Lemma 4.3. For any odd 1 ≤ n ≤ N and x > 0 with −Mn+1 ≤ a(x) ≤ −Mn

we have
x = (1 + O(

√
ε + |a(x)|/Mn+1))Mn√ε.
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Proof. Abbreviate a = a(x). Then by Lemma 4.1 we have

(1 + O(1/M))g(a) = f(a) = Mf(x) =
1

x− a

∫ x

a

f =
1 + O(1/M)

x− a

∫ x

a

g.

From the previous equality, the definition of g and Lemma 4.2 we obtain

−(1 + O(1/M))Mnε = − (1 + O(1/M))[Mnε(−a−Mn/2) + x2/2]

x− a

x2/2 − (1 + O(1/M))Mnεx = (1/2 + O(1/M))M2nε+ O(Mn−1εa)

(x− (1 + O(1/M))Mnε)2 = (1 + O(ε))(1 + O(a/Mn+1))M2nε

and thus by (4.1) we can conclude

x = (1 + O(1/M))Mnε± (1 + O(ε))(1 + O(a/Mn+1))Mn
√
ε

= (1 + O(
√
ε+ |a|/Mn+1))Mn

√
ε.

Lemma 4.4. For any odd 1 ≤ n ≤ N and x > 0 with −Mn+1 ≤ a(x) ≤ −Mn

we have

(Mf)′(x) = (1 + O(
√
ε + |a(x)|/Mn+1))

Mn
√
ε

a(x)
.

Proof. Insert Mf(x) = f(a(x)) and f(x) = −x into (2.3). Observe that by
Lemmas 4.1 and 4.3 and the definition of g the term f(a(x)) in the nominator
is negligible against −x, and that x in the denominator is negligible against
−a(x). That means (Mf)′(x) = (1 + O(. . .))x/a(x) where O(. . .) is dominated
by the O(. . .) terms in the formula for x in Lemma 4.3.

Corollary 4.5. For any 0 ≤ n ≤ N and x > 0 with a(x) = −Mn we have

(Mf)′(x) = −√
ε

{

1 + O(
√
ε + 1/M) n odd,

O(1/M) n even.

Lemma 4.6. For any odd 1 ≤ n ≤ N − 1 we have

L({x > 0 : −2Mn < a(x) < −Mn}) ≥ (1 + O(
√
ε+ 1/M))

√
ε

M

and for every x > 0 with −2Mn < a(x) < −Mn we have

−(Mf)′′(x) ≥ (1/8 + O(
√
ε+ 1/M))M.

Proof. By Lemma 4.4 for every x > 0 with −2Mn ≤ a(x) ≤ −Mn we have

(Mf)′(x) = (1 + O(
√
ε + 1/M))

Mn
√
ε

a(x)
,
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and so by (2.4) we obtain

−a′(x) =
−(Mf)′(x)

f ′(a(x))
= (1 + O(

√
ε+ 1/M))

M2n+1

−a(x)
√
ε
.

We can conclude the first part,

L({x > 0 : −2Mn < a(x) < −Mn})

=

∫ −Mn

−2Mn

−(a−1)′ ≥Mn inf
−2Mn<a(x)<−Mn

1

−a′(x)

≥ (1 + O(
√
ε+ 1/M))

√
ε

M
.

By Lemma 4.3 we have

x = (1 + O(
√
ε+ 1/M))Mn

√
ε

and thus by (2.5) we also obtain the second part,

−(Mf)′′(x) =
(2 − a′(x))(Mf)′(x) − f ′(x)

x− a(x)

=
(1 + O(

√
ε+ 1/M))M3n+1/a(x)2 + 1

−(1 + O(
√
ε))a(x)

= (1 + O(
√
ε+ 1/M))

M3n+1

−a(x)3

≥ (1 + O(
√
ε+ 1/M))

M

8
.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. By definition of f for 1 ≤ q <∞ we have

varq(f ′) =
[

(1 + ε/M)q +
(
(1 + O(1/M))ε

)q
(1 + O(1/N))N

]1/q

=
[

1 + O
(
1/M + 1/(N1/qε)

)]

N1/qε (4.5)

and by Corollary 4.5 and (4.1) we have

varq((Mf)′) ≥
(
(1 + O(

√
ε+ 1/M))(1 + O(1/N))Nεq/2

)1/q

= (1 + O(
√
ε+ 1/M + 1/N))N1/q

√
ε.

We can conclude

varq((Mf)′)

varq(f ′)
≥ 1 + O(

√
ε+ 1/M + 1/(N1/qε))√

ε
,

which tends to ∞ for M and N1/qε large enough and ε→ 0.
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By Lemma 4.6 for M large and ε small enough we have

L({x > 0 : −(Mf)′′(x) ≥M/9})

≥
⌊N/2⌋
⋃

k=1

L({x > 0 : −2M2k−1 < a(x) < −M2k−1})

= (1 + O(
√
ε + 1/M) + O(1/N))

N
√
ε

2M

and with (4.5) we can conclude

M

9

L({x > 0 : −(Mf)′′(x) ≥M/9})

var(f ′)
≥ 1 + O(

√
ε+ 1/M + 1/(Nε))

18
√
ε

,

which tends to ∞ for M and Nε large enough and ε→ 0.
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