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Abstract. We give a full characterization of embeddings of the unit
circle that admit a Sobolev homeomorphic extension to the unit disk.
As a direct corollary, we establish that for quasiconvex target domains
Y, any homeomorphism φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂Y that admits a continuous W 1,p-
extension to the unit disk D also admits a W 1,p-homeomorphic exten-
sion. These Sobolev variants of the classical Jordan-Schönflies theorem
are essential for ensuring the well-posedness of variational problems aris-
ing in Nonlinear Elasticity and Geometric Function Theory.

1. Introduction

Let S denote the planar unit circle, and let φ : S → C be a topological
embedding. Two classical extension theorems apply: The Jordan–Schönflies
theorem asserts that there exists a homeomorphism h : C → C such that h
agrees with φ on S. In particular, the set φ(S) separates the plane into two
domains: one bounded and the other unbounded.

Throughout this text, Y ⊂ C denotes a bounded Jordan domain, and D
the unit disk. Another classical extension theorem asserts that a homeo-
morphism φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂Y admits a continuous extension to D in the Sobolev
class W 1,p(D,C), 1 < p < ∞, if and only if it satisfies the so-called p-Douglas
condition,

(1.1)

∫
∂D

∫
∂D

|φ(x)− φ(y)|p

|x− y|p
dxdy < ∞ , 1 < p < ∞ .

This condition encapsulates the regularity of φ through a delicate interplay
between boundary behavior and Sobolev smoothness. Its origins trace back
to the classical work of Douglas [7] for p = 2. In full generality, this result is
part of Gagliardo’s trace theorem [9], a cornerstone in the theory of bound-
ary value problems, characterizing the boundary data that permit Sobolev
extensions into the domain. This theorem plays a fundamental role in PDEs,
geometric analysis, and variational problems. If p = 1, Gagliardo’s theorem
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states that a given homeomorphism φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂Y has a Sobolev exten-
sion to D in W 1,1(D,C) exactly when φ ∈ L 1(∂D). The case p = ∞, on
the other hand, follows from the classical Kirszbraun extension theorem [17]
which says that a mapping φ : ∂D → C has a Lipschitz extension to D if and
only if φ is Lipschitz regular.

A natural and fundamental question arises, motivated by the well-posedness
of homeomorphic variational problems in Geometric Function Theory [2, 13,
14, 24] and Nonlinear Elasticity [1, 3, 4, 6]: Can one construct an extension
that satisfies both the Jordan–Schönflies theorem and the Sobolev condition?
In general, the answer to this Sobolev variant of the Jordan–Schönflies the-
orem is fundamentally negative.

The only case where a positive result is guaranteed is when p = ∞: every
Lipschitz homeomorphism φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂Y admits a Lipschitz homeomorphic
extension to D, [22, 12]. For each p < ∞, however, there exist Jordan
domains Y and boundary homeomorphisms φ : ∂D → ∂Y that satisfy the
p-Douglas condition but fail to admit even a W 1,1-homeomorphic extension
to the disk [29, 20]. The core difficulty lies in the absence of general methods
for constructing Sobolev homeomorphisms, reflecting a significant gap in the
literature.

Nevertheless, the main result of this paper establishes a homeomorphic
counterpart of the p-Douglas condition (1.1), providing a complete char-

acterization of boundary homeomorphisms φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂Y that admit a
Sobolev homeomorphic extension to the unit disk.

Theorem 1.1. For 1 < p < ∞, a homeomorphism φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂Y admits a
homeomorphic extension h : D onto−−→ Y in the Sobolev class W 1,p(D,C) if and
only if it satisfies the internal p-Douglas condition; that is,

(1.2)

∫
∂D

∫
∂D

[dY(φ(x), φ(y)]
p

|x− y|p
dx dy < ∞.

Here the internal distance dY : Y×Y → [0,∞) is the metric on Y defined
by

dY(x, y) = inf
γ
|γ|,

where |γ| denotes the length of γ, and the infimum ranges over all rectifiable
curves γ ⊂ Y which connect x to y.

The classical Gagliardo’s trace theorem characterizes traces of Sobolev
spaces when the reference configuration is a Lipschitz domain. Since the
Sobolev spaces under consideration and the internal p-Douglas condition (1.2)
remain invariant under a global bi-Lipschitz change of variables in the refer-
ence domains, Theorem 1.1, the homeomorphic counterpart of Gagliardo’s
trace theorem, immediately extends to the case of Lipschitz domains (an
axiomatic assumption in the theory of Nonlinear Elasticity).

Theorem 1.2. Let X and Y be simply connected bounded Lipschitz do-
mains in the complex plane and 1 < p < ∞. A boundary homeomorphism
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φ : ∂X onto−−→ ∂Y admits a homeomorphic extension h : X onto−−→ Y in the Sobolev
class W 1,p(X,C) if and only if∫

∂X

∫
∂X

[dY(φ(x), φ(y)]
p

|x− y|p
dx dy < ∞.

Similar to the classical trace theorem, the case p = 1 exhibits distinct
behavior. Although the condition (1.2) with p = 1 ensures the existence of
a W 1,1-homeomorphic extension to the unit disk D (see Section 2), it is not
a necessary condition.

Theorem 1.3. There exists a homeomorphism h : D → Y belonging to
W 1,1(D,C) whose restriction to the boundary does not satisfy the internal
Douglas condition (1.2) for p = 1.

Theorem 1.1 naturally leads to a follow-up question: For which Jordan
domains Y are the conditions (1.1) and (1.2) equivalent? In other words, for

which Jordan domains Y does every homeomorphism φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂Y that
admits a continuous W 1,p-extension to D also admit a W 1,p-homeomorphic
extension?

For Lipschitz regular targets Y, this equivalence holds. Indeed, in such
cases, the problem reduces to Y = D by applying a bilipschitz change of
variables. The equivalence is then immediate, and analytic tools such as
the Radó-Kneser-Choquet (RKC) theorem [8] provide a direct method to
construct the desired homeomorphic extension. Specifically, the RKC theo-
rem guarantees that any boundary homeomorphism φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂D admits
a homeomorphic harmonic extension to D. This harmonic extension belongs
to W 1,p(D,R2) if and only if φ satisfies the p-Douglas condition [21, Theorem
1.2]. Moreover, it always lies in W 1,p(D,R2) for every p < 2, see [27].

Earlier attempts to address this question highlight the complexity of the
problem, particularly for Jordan domains with rectifiable boundaries. Con-
sider first the case where the target domain Y has a piecewise smooth bound-
ary, p ̸= 2, and the boundary mapping φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂Y admits a W 1,p-Sobolev
extension to D. In this case, it is known that φ also admits a homeomorphic
extension to D in the Sobolev space W 1,p(D,R2); see [20]. However, this
result fails to generalize to the case p = 2, due to geometric obstructions
such as cusps.

Second, for a Jordan domain Y with just a rectifiable boundary, any
homeomorphism φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂Y extends as a homeomorphism h : D onto−−→
Y in the Sobolev class W 1,p(D,R2) for all p < 2, [19]. For 2 < p < ∞
and a rectifiable target domain, it has been conjectured that the p-Douglas
condition (1.1) would also guarantee the existence of such an extension.
However, we show that this conjecture is false.

Theorem 1.4. Let p ∈ (2,∞). There is a Jordan domain Y with rectifiable

boundary together with a homeomorphism φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂Y that satisfies the
p-Douglas condition but it does not admit a homeomorphic extension to D
in W 1,p(D,R2).
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To summarize the equivalences of the conditions (1.1) and (1.2):

∂Y 1 ⩽ p < 2 p = 2 2 < p < ∞ p = ∞
Arbitrary No No No Yes
Rectifiable Yes No No Yes
Piecewise smooth Yes No Yes Yes
Lipschitz graph Yes Yes Yes Yes

In particular, somewhat surprisingly, when p > 2 and Y has a piecewise
smooth boundary, a homeomorphism φ : ∂D onto−−→ ∂Y satisfies the p-Douglas
condition if and only if it satisfies the internal p-Douglas condition. This
equivalence holds even though the internal distances in Y may not be com-
parable to their Euclidean distances, see Remark 5.1.

In contrast, for p = 2, this equivalence breaks down, even for an inner
cusp domain with any power-type cusp on the boundary [20]. In this case,
one may reestablish the equivalence by assuming also that the target domain
is quasiconvex. Recall that a Jordan domain Y is called quasiconvex if there
exists a constant C such that, for every pair of points x, y ∈ Y, the internal
distance satisfies

dY(x, y) ⩽ C|x− y|.
Quasiconvexity plays a fundamental role in Geometric Function Theory
(GFT) [10, 11, 23, 28]. In particular, an important subclass of quasicon-
vex domains is formed by quasidisks, which arise as images of the unit disk
under quasiconformal self-maps of C. The boundary of a quasidisk need not
be rectifiable.

In the case of a quasidisk target, it is already known that the p-Douglas
condition is sufficient to guarantee a W 1,p-Sobolev homeomorphic exten-
sion [18, 20]. However, this fact also follows directly from the following
more general result, which is an immediate consequence of Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 1.5. Let Y be a quasiconvex Jordan domain, and let φ : ∂D onto−−→
∂Y be a homeomorphic boundary map. If φ satisfies the p-Douglas condition
(1.1), then it admits a homeomorphic extension h ∈ W 1,p(D,R2).

Outline of the paper. The proof of our main result, Theorem 1.1,
is divided into two sections covering the sufficiency and necessity of the
condition (1.2). The sufficiency part is based on a new geometric extension
method, which utilizes a novel framework of constructing a dyadic system
of hyperbolic geodesics within the target domain, giving a decomposition
of the target via piecewise smooth regions not touching the boundary. The
construction allows for increased flexibility compared to previous extension
methods, and enables us to forego any additional geometric assumptions
such as those required in prior works around this problem [18, 19, 20].

Proving that the internal p-Douglas condition (1.2) is necessary for the
existence of a homeomorphic extension also presents significant challenges.
Our proof draws heavily on the spherical maximal inequality, as developed



SOBOLEV HOMEOMORPHIC EXTENSIONS 5

by Bourgain and Stein in [5, 25]. To the best of our knowledge, this repre-
sents the first successful application of spherical maximal functions to trace
problems. The proof is then completed using the classical theory of the
associated maximal operators.

2. Proof of Theorem 1.1, sufficiency

In this section, we prove the sufficiency part of our main result, Theorem
1.1. In fact, the proof that follows also extends to the case p = 1, showing
that condition (1.2) is sufficient to guarantee the existence of a homeomor-
phic W 1,p-extension for all p ⩾ 1.

Proof. Suppose that a boundary homeomorphism φ : ∂D → ∂Y satisfies
(1.2). The strategy will be to find appropriate dyadic decompositions on
both the domain and target side and use them to define a homeomorphic
Sobolev extension h : D → Y piece by piece.

In this and the later parts of the paper, we will employ a fixed dyadic
decomposition of the unit circle ∂D into dyadic arcs. These dyadic arcs will
always be denoted by {In,k}, with n = 0, 1, . . . and k = 1, . . . , 2n, with each
arc In,k having length comparable to 2−n respectively.

At some parts of the proof, for the ease of presentation, we will opt to
pretend that the boundary ∂D is locally flat, which is why the dyadic arcs
In,k will simply be referred to as dyadic intervals. If needed, this convention
can be made rigorous by considering a local bilipschitz change of variables
into the upper half space. This convention is particularly reflected in how
we refer to orientation, choosing to call the endpoints of each In,k the left
and right endpoint for example. We may also suppose that the boundary
map φ : ∂D → ∂Y is positively oriented.

We would next like to construct certain crosscuts inside the target domain
Y, but before we can do so we need to consider certain subintervals of the
In,k. We first divide each In,k into eight intervals of equal length, denoted

by Ijn,k, j = 1, . . . , 8 from left to right. We call these the pieces of In,k. For

each dyadic interval In,k, we now wish to define a specific crosscut Cn,k in
Y corresponding to it. The construction will be slightly different in the case
where n is an even number versus when n is odd, so let us explain the case
where n is even first.

Let us pick An,k = I1n,k as the leftmost piece of In,k. Moreover, we pick

another interval Bn,k = I2n,k+1 as the second piece of the neighbouring dyadic
interval In,k+1.

Let us now consider the integral expressions

(2.1) In,k =

∫
An,k

∫
Bn,k

dY(φ(x), φ(y))
p

|x− y|p
dx dy.

The key thing to note about the In,k is that the domains of integration
An,k×Bn,k are in fact mutually disjoint subsets of ∂D×∂D for each distinct

pair (n, k). Hence the sum
∑∞

n=0

∑2n

k=1 In,k converges by (1.2).
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The next thing we note is that the expression |x−y|−p within this domain
of integration is comparable to (2−n)−p, which will help with the following
estimate. The estimate is that by a pointwise inequality, there must be at
least one pair of points an,k ∈ An,k and bn,k ∈ Bn,k such that

dY(φ(an,k), φ(bn,k))
p(2−n)2−p ⩽ cpIn,k,

where Cp only depends on p. We may now define the crosscut Cn,k in Y as the
hyperbolic geodesic between the boundary points φ(an,k) and φ(bn,k). The
Gehring-Hayman theorem says that the length of this curve is comparable
to the internal distance between its endpoints, which lets us obtain the
following key estimate

(2.2)
(
2−n

)2−p |Cn,k|p ⩽ cpIn,k.

Eventually, we will split the domain side into dyadic regions Un,k which
lie “above” their corresponding interval In,k, and if we can guarantee that
the extension h maps each such region to a subset Vn,k of Y with perimeter
essentially comparable to |Cn,k|, then with (2.2) we will be able to show that
h lies in the correct Sobolev class. The obstruction now is purely topological,
as we will need to use the crosscuts Cn,k to decompose the target side Y and
construct the dyadic regions Vn,k which will let us define the extension h.

Regarding the structure of the proof, we will start by constructing the
extension near the boundary ∂D. This simply amounts to disregarding what
happens at the dyadic levels for small values of n. From now on, let us
assume that n ⩾ 4 so that at the initial value n = 4 there are already 16
crosscuts Cn,k. At the end of the proof, we will define the extension in the
remaining “central region” that will be left over.

Crossing of curves. Let us begin by looking at some topological prop-
erties of the curves Cn,k. We are particularly interested in characterizing the
instances in which these curves intersect inside of Y. Any conformal map
g : D → Y preserves hyperbolic geodesics, so we simply need to consider
when two hyperbolic geodesics intersect in D. In this case the geodesics are
circular arcs orthogonal to the boundary, so the answer simply depends on
the ordering of their endpoints with respect to the orientation of the bound-
ary, see Figure 1. What this means for us is that two of our crosscuts Cn,k

and Cn′,k′ will intersect if and only if their endpoints are in alternating order
on ∂Y, and in this case the curves intersect at exactly one point.

Note now that for each n, k the curves Cn,k−1 and Cn,k will necessarily
intersect each other since their endpoints are positioned alternatingly (the
order is φ(an,k−1), φ(an,k), φ(bn,k−1), φ(bn,k)). We wish to get rid of the
curves Cn,k in order to work with a set of curves with less intersection points.
For this purpose, let Γn,k denote the hyperbolic geodesic from φ(an,k) to
φ(an,k+1). We claim that

(2.3) |Γn,k| ⩽ C(|Cn,k|+ |Cn,k+1|),
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Figure 1. The intersection of quasihyperbolic geodesics in
D is based on the order of endpoints.

Figure 2. Replacing the curves Cn,k with the curves Γn,k.

where C is universal. This is simply due to the fact that one may travel from
φ(an,k) to φ(an,k+1) going along the curves Cn,k and Cn,k+1 respectively,
which establishes that the internal distance from φ(an,k) to φ(an,k+1) is
controlled by the lengths of these two curves. The rest is another application
of the Gehring-Hayman theorem, since Γn,k is also a hyperbolic geodesic.

Via this replacement, we have obtained new crosscuts Γn,k which now
have endpoints φ(an,k) to φ(an,k+1) instead. The advantage gained is that
for a fixed n the Γn,k do not cross each other, and only share an endpoint
with each of their respective neighbours. Combining (2.3) and (2.2) gives

(2.4)
(
2−n

)2−p |Γn,k|p ⩽ cp(In,k + In,k+1).

Unfortunately, we must further complicate this construction by adding
another analogous set of curves Γ∗

n,k ⊂ Y on the same dyadic level. The
curves Γ∗

n,k will be defined in exactly the same way as the curves Γn,k, but
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Figure 3. A step-by-step view of the entire construction
on the image side.

using different starting intervals in place of An,k and Bn,k. The intervals we
will use instead are A∗

n,k = I5n,k and B∗
n,k = I6n,k+1, so we essentially just shift

the construction by half a length of In,k to the right. With similar reasoning
as was used to obtain (2.4), we may obtain the analogous estimate

(2.5)
(
2−n

)2−p |Γ∗
n,k|p ⩽ cp(In,k+1 + In,k+2).

We can then repeat the construction as before and find curves Γ∗
n,k start-

ing from a point φ(a∗n,k) and ending up at the point φ(a∗n,k+1), where a∗n,k
is a point on I3n,k for each k. See Step 2 and 3 in Figure 3.

The case when n is odd. We next explain how this construction
changes when n is odd. The purpose of this change is simply to control the
amount of intersection points between successive generations of the cross-
cuts Γn,k and Γ∗

n,k. To achieve this, we have to take a mirror image of the
construction from the case where n was even. What we mean by this is that
in the case where n is odd we will define the initial crosscuts Cn,k using the
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piece intervals An,k = I8n,k and Bn,k = I7n,k−1 instead of what we chose pre-
viously. Note that the order of the intervals is flipped compared to the case
where n was even, but otherwise the construction may proceed as before.

For n odd, this then lets us define the curves Γn,k as curves in Y between
φ(an,k) and φ(an,k+1), where an,k is always a point on I8n,k−1. So in a
practical sense the only thing which has changed from the case of even n is
that now the points an,k are on the left hand side of the left endpoint of In,k
instead of on the right hand side.

The curves Γ∗
n,k for n odd are similarly defined as curves between φ(a∗n,k)

and φ(a∗n,k+1), where a∗n,k is a point on I4n,k for each k.
Let us now study the intersection points between curves on the same and

successive generations. On a fixed generation n, the curves Γn,k and Γ∗
n,k

must intersect once due to the ordering of their endpoints. Similarly, the
curves Γ∗

n,k and Γn,k+1 must also intersect once. Since Γn,k and Γn,k+1 do
not intersect, their two intersection points with Γ∗

n,k must be in order of

Γn,k first, Γn,k+1 last, when traversing Γ∗
n,k from φ(a∗n,k) to φ(a∗n,k+1). The

same goes for how Γn,k intersects the two curves Γ∗
n,k−1 and Γ∗

n,k. So the
intersection points are as depicted in Step 3 in Figure 3.

We now note that on the next dyadic level n+1, for each crosscut of the
form Γn+1,k or Γ∗

n+1,k there is a curve on the previous level, either Γn,j or
Γ∗
n,j for an appropriate j, such that the curve picked on level n + 1 does

not intersect the chosen curve on level n. This is due to the ordering of
the endpoints, as our construction ensures that the two endpoints of each
crosscut always lie between the endpoints of a curve on the previous level,
see Step 4 in Figure 3. We call this the successive non-crossing property, as
we will need to refer to it later.

Dyadic ceilings. Let us next define, for each dyadic level n, a Jordan
curve Φn which lies inside of Y. This curve is defined as follows. We take
any curve Γn,k, and starting from its left endpoint φ(an,k) we follow along
the curve until we hit its intersection point with Γ∗

n,k. Take this as a starting
point of Φn. We follow along Γ∗

n,k with the same left to right orientation
until we hit its intersection point with Γn,k+1.

In this way we alternatingly travel between the two sets of curves on the
same dyadic level n, and eventually come back to the starting point on Γn,k.
This closes off a Jordan curve inside Y defined as Φn, see Step 5 in Figure
3. The curve Φn can be regarded as a “dyadic ceiling” at level n. An alter-
native way to define Φn is simply to use the crosscuts Γn,k and Γ∗

n,k (with

fixed n and each k) to cut off parts from the domain Y, and then defining
Φn as the boundary of the region which is left.

Claim. The curves Φn and Φn+1 do not intersect.
Proof of claim. This is a direct consequence of the successive non-crossing

property, as this property guarantees that no curve of the form Γn+1,k or
Γ∗
n+1,k intersects the curve Φn. In simple terms, this means that the dyadic
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Figure 4. The construction of the regions Vn,k on the
target side.

ceiling at level n is always “higher” than the one at level n+ 1.

Let us next use the curves we are working with to construct, for each n
and k, a region Vn,k ⊂ Y inside the target domain. These will provide a way
to split the target domain dyadically into pieces.

The region Vn,k will be bounded by a Jordan curve consisting of four
parts. Two of these parts will be subcurves of Φn and Φn+1, so it remains to
pick the remaining two parts which will naturally be curves connecting these
two dyadic ceilings. The two curves we pick for this purpose will simply be
appropriate subcurves of Γn,k and Γn,k+1. This restriction already uniquely
defines the region Vn,k, but we give an explicit explanation as well.

Start from the endpoint φ(an,k) and follow along Γn,k until we reach a

point on Φn+1 which we call v−n,k. This is where the boundary curve ∂Vn,k

starts from. Continue along Γn,k until we reach a point on Φn, which we

call v+n,k. We continue from v+n,k by following along Φn until we hit the

point v+n,k+1, which is a point defined analogously to v+n,k but using Γn,k+1

instead of Γn,k. We follow backwards from v+n,k+1, retracing the path that

was taken from φ(an,k+1) to v+n,k+1 along Γn,k+1. We eventually reach Φn+1

at a point we call v−n,k+1, and then follow backwards along Φn+1 until we

reach the initial starting point v−n,k. This gives a closed Jordan curve which

then bounds the region Vn,k. See Step 6 in Figure 3, and Figure 4.
Let us next define, for each Vn,k, a corresponding preimage region Un,k ⊂

D on the domain side. We start by defining, for each dyadic level n, the
curve ϕn as the circle {(1 − 2−n)eiθ : θ ∈ [0, 2π)}. The boundary of the
region Un,k will again consist of four parts, two of which are subcurves of
ϕn and ϕn+1. In fact, we will pick two points on ϕn, two points on ϕn+1,
and then connect these pairwise via linear segments to form Un,k as a sort
of quadrilateral with two sides being circular arcs.

For presentation purposes, we again imagine the boundary ∂D as being
locally flat. In this case the curve ϕn can be interpreted as simply a hori-
zontal line at height 2−n from the boundary (though it is actually a circle).
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We now wish to choose the four vertices of the quadrilateral Un,k. The only
complication in this part of the construction is to respect the topology of the
image regions, mainly in how the regions Vn,k are aligned between successive
levels. We elaborate on this a bit.

Let us consider a single target side region Vn,k, and we call the bottom
side of this region the part of ∂Vn,k which lies on Φn+1. The main concern
here is how the top vertices of the sets Vn+1,j on the next dyadic level are
positioned, and by top vertices we mean the appropriate points v+n+1,j . There
will be anywhere from one to three of such top vertices positioned on the
bottom side of a fixed region Vn,k. In fact, there are three curves Γn+1,j

which have at least one endpoint between the endpoints of Γn,k. These give
rise to three top vertices on level n + 1 which have the potential to be on
this bottom side. The one in the middle is guaranteed to be on the bottom
side due to topology (see e.g. Figure 4), and we call such a situation a top
point in the middle. The two others can be either on the bottom side of
Vn,k or either of its neighbours Vn,k−1 and Vn,k+1 respectively. Hence for

every vertex v−n,k on the bottom side on level n, there is one particular top

vertex on level n+1 which can a priori be on either side of this point on the
curve Φn+1. It could also be equal to v−n,k. Let’s call these three options left,

right, and equal. Whichever option here happens will not pose a problem
for the construction, but it will have to be respected in the construction of
the quadrilaterals Un,k.

We now define each quadrilateral Un,k by picking its four vertices. The
two top ones will be on ϕn, and the two bottom ones will be on ϕn+1. Consult
Figure 5 for a visual of this construction. In fact, we pick the bottom vertices
to be the points on ϕn+1 whose projections to the boundary on the domain
side are equal to the endpoints of the interval In,k. If the leftmost one is

called u−n,k, then the rightmost one is naturally u−n,k+1. Let us next explain

how to pick the leftmost top vertex u+n,k on ϕn, and the rightmost one u+n,k+1

will be done by repeating the same construction but for k+ 1 in place of k.
The choice of u+n,k will depend on the situation of the top vertex v+n,k on the

target side. There are some cases here.

• First case, if v+n,k was a top point in the middle. In this case we may

simply pick u+n,k to be the point with the same projection to the

boundary as u−n,k, i.e. situated directly above it on ϕn.

• Second case, here we must refer to how v+n,k is positioned with respect

to the corresponding bottom vertex of a set Vn−1,j on the previous
dyadic level (the options left, right, and equal mentioned before). If
v+n,k is equal to this bottom vertex v−n−1,j , then we may define u+n,k
as in the first case. In the other two cases, we proceed as in the first
case but at the end we shift the position of u+n,k on ϕn either to the

left or the right (depending on case) by a fixed amount, say 1/8 of
the length of In,k.
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Figure 5. The construction of the regions Un,k on the
domain side. The boundary here is imagined to be locally

flat to simplify the illustration.

• Initial case. If n = 4, which we chose as our starting index for n,
then there is no previous dyadic level to be considered and we can
define u+n,k as in the first case, i.e. directly above the left endpoint

of In,k.

To reiterate, the main point of making the choice in the second case is simply
to ensure that the points u+n,k and u−n−1,j are in the same order on the curve

ϕn as their prospective image points v+n,k and v−n−1,j are on Φn, which is a

natural requirement if we are constructing a homeomorphism.
To finish, the quadrilateral Un,k is now defined by its endpoints u+n,k, u

−
n,k,

u−n,k+1, and u+n,k+1. We further note that

• The quadrilaterals Un,k form a partition of the domain side which
is topologically equivalent to the partion of the target side given by
the Vn,k.

• The pairwise differences between nearby points are always compa-
rable to 2−n, where n denotes the dyadic level. This is particularly
important for considering differences between bottom points u−n,k
and nearby top points u+n+1,j of the next dyadic level. The idea here
is that by controlling this distance from below, we guarantee that
no small part is mapped to a long curve in the target.

We may now define the extension map h : D → Y within the regions Un,k.
To do this, we simply need to define the map from each of the regions Un,k

to the corresponding region Vn,k on the target side. This should be done
in such a way that the boundary maps between neighbouring regions agree.
But as long as this is satisfied and the map h is homeomorphic from Un,k
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to Vn,k for each n, k, it will automatically be a homeomorphism and also
extend continuously up to the boundary and be equal to φ there.

We start by defining the map h on only the collection of all points

U = {u+n,k : n ⩾ 1, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 2n} ∪ {u−n,k : n ⩾ 1, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ 2n}.

Naturally, for each n, k we will define the map h to send each point u+n,k to

v+n,k and correspondingly u−n,k to v−n,k. We next move on to defining h from

∂Un,k to ∂Vn,k as a piecewise constant speed map.
The collection U of points in D naturally splits each boundary ∂Un,k

into a number segments, the quantity of which will range from four to nine
depending on the order of points on ϕn and ϕn+1. By definition h will map
the endpoints of such a segment into image points on ∂Vn,k, and we simply
define h on the whole of such a segment as a constant speed map from this
segment on to the corresponding part of ∂Vn,k between the two image points.

On each fixed quadrilateral Un,k, this defines h on the boundary ∂Un,k as a
Lipschitz-homeomorphism onto ∂Vn,k, with Lipschitz-constant controlled by
a constant times |∂Vn,k|/2−n. We may now use a homeomorphic Lipschitz
extension, see e.g. [22], to extend this boundary map as a homeomorphic
Lipschitz-map from Un,k to Vn,k with comparable Lipschitz constant to the
boundary map. This defines h within the union of all of the regions Un,k.

Figure 6. A full view of the initial stage of the
construction.

It remains to define h on the central part which is remaining, which is
the region bounded by the circle ϕ4. Since h has already been defined as a
Lipschitz-homeomorphism from the curve ϕ4 to Φ4, we may again apply a
homeomorphic Lipschitz extension to define h between the central regions
in D and Y bounded by these two curves. See Figure 6.

Let us conclude by showing that h lies in W 1,p(D). On each Un,k, the
Lipschitz-constant of h will be linearly bounded by the Lipschitz-constant
on the boundary ∂Un,k. Each segment of such a boundary on which h was
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defined in constant speed was comparable in length to 2−n, and the image
of such a segment will have length at most a constant times the length of
all involved curves on the target side, which are Γn,k, Γ

∗
n,k and three more

similar curves on the dyadic level n + 1. Let us denote the total length of
these five curves by Ln,k. Thus the Lipschitz-constant of h in Un,k is at most
a constant times Ln,k/2

−n, and this yields the Sobolev-estimate∫
Un,k

|Dh(z)|p dz ⩽ cp|Ln,k|p(2−n)2−p.

Recall now (2.2) and (2.3). Adding up over n, k, we may use these estimates
along with the fact that the quantity Ln,k only included the lengths of five
curves close-by to get the desired estimate∫

⋃
n,k Un,k

|Dh(z)|p dz ⩽ 5cp
∑
n,k

In,k ⩽ cp

∫
∂D

∫
∂D

dY(φ(x), φ(y))
p

|x− y|p
dx dy.

In the remaining central region bounded by ϕ4, we obtain a similar estimate
as the Lipschitz-constant of h in this region is bounded by a constant times
the length of Φ4, which is bounded by the total length of all the curves Γ4,k

and Γ∗
4,k.

This finishes the construction, as h is now verified to be a homeomorphic
W 1,p-extension of φ. □

3. Maximal operators

Let u : Rn → R be a locally integrable function. The Hardy–Littlewood
maximal function of u is defined by

Mu(x) = sup
r>0

−
∫
B(x,r)

|u(z)| dz ,

where the integral average is denoted by −
∫
B(x,r)|u| = |B(x, r)|−1

∫
B(x,r)|u|dz.

Here, B(x, r) is the ball centered at x with radius r > 0, and |B(x, r)|
represents its n-dimensional Lebesgue measure.

The classical Hardy–Littlewood theorem states that M is a bounded sub-
linear operator on L p(Rn) for p > 1. Specifically, there exists a constant
C = C(n, p), depending only on the dimension n and the exponent p, such
that

(3.1) ∥Mu∥L p(Rn) ⩽ C∥u∥L p(Rn) .

Another important maximal operator is the spherical maximal function,
defined as

Su(x) = sup
r>0

−
∫
S(x,r)

|u(z)|dz ,

where S(x, r) = ∂B(x, r) denotes the sphere of radius r centered at x. The
integral average here is computed with respect to the (n − 1)-dimensional
surface area measure on S(x, r).
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The spherical maximal function was introduced to harmonic analysis by
Stein [26]. A foundational result in this context, proven by Stein [26] for
n ⩾ 3 and Bourgain [5] for n = 2, states that S is bounded on L p(Rn) for
p > n

n−1 . Specifically, there exists a constant C = C(n, p) such that

(3.2) ∥Su∥L p(Rn) ⩽ C∥u∥L p(Rn) for p >
n

n− 1
.

A more general family of maximal operators, introduced in [15] and param-
eterized by θ ⩾ 1, is given by

(3.3) Mθu(x) = sup
r>0

 n

rn

∫ r

0
tn−1

(
−
∫
S(x,t)

|u(y)|dy

)θ

dt

 1
θ

.

This family of operators Mθ interpolates between the Hardy–Littlewood
maximal function and the spherical maximal function. Specifically:

• When θ = 1, Mθ equals the Hardy–Littlewood maximal function
M.

• As θ → ∞, Mθ converges to the spherical maximal function S.

As a consequence of the maximal inequalities in (3.1) and (3.2), it was shown
in [15], that there exists a constant C = C(θ, p, n) such that

(3.4) ∥Mθu∥L p(Rn) ⩽ C∥u∥L p(Rn) for p >
n

n− 1 + 1
θ

.

4. Proof of Theorem 1.1, necessity

We next move onto showing that the condition (1.2) in our main theorem
is necessary, i.e. that it is satisfied by any W 1,p-homeomorphism between D
and Y.

Proof. Let h : D → Y be a W 1,p-homeomorphism onto the Jordan domain Y.
We again use the dyadic decomposition of boundary arcs In,k to decompose
∂D. This time we use the dyadic decomposition in order to split the double
integral in the internal Douglas condition as follows∫

∂D

∫
∂D

dY(φ(x), φ(y))
p

|x− y|p
dx dy(4.1)

= 2

∞∑
n=1

2n−1∑
k=2

∫
In,k−1

∫
In,k+1

dY(φ(x), φ(y))
p

|x− y|p
dx dy

+ 2

∞∑
n=1

2n−2∑
k=2

∫
In,k−1

∫
In,k+2

dY(φ(x), φ(y))
p

|x− y|p
dx dy.

The justification for this equality comes from the fact that, disregarding
common boundaries, the sets of the type In,k−1 × In,k+1 and In,k−1 × In,k+2

are disjoint and cover the set {(x, y) ∈ ∂D × ∂D : x < y}. This is perhaps
best understood visually, and this fact is illustrated in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Decomposing ∂D× ∂D into products of dyadic
intervals.

The basic idea now is to apply some geometric reasoning for each of these
pairs of intervals. We will proceed to find an estimate for the first sum on
the right hand side from above by a quantity depending on ||Dh||L p . The
treatment for the second sum will be essentially the same as for the first
one, so we postpone it for now.

We must hence find a way to estimate a single term∫
In,k−1

∫
In,k+1

dY(φ(x), φ(y))
p

|x− y|p
dx dy.

Let us first interpret the area of integration in a slightly different way. We
switch to a coordinate system where we vary a center m over the interval
In,k+1 and replace x, y by m − r and m + r, where r ranges from 2−n−1 to
2−n+1. This is a linear change of variables into a slightly larger domain of
integration, so we find the estimate∫

In,k−1

∫
In,k+1

dY(φ(x), φ(y))
p

|x− y|p
dx dy(4.2)

⩽ C

∫ 2−n+1

2−n−1

∫
In,k

dY(φ(m− r), φ(m+ r))p

|2r|p
dmdr.

We next need to make a geometrical consideration, see Figure 8. Let
us define the dyadic region Gn,k := {seiθ : eiθ ∈ In,k, 2

−n−1 ⩽ 1 − s ⩽
2−n}, and Sz,r denotes a circle of radius r centered at z. Fix a radius



SOBOLEV HOMEOMORPHIC EXTENSIONS 17

s ∈ [1 − 2−n, 1 − 2−n−1], so that sm is a point in Gn,k which lies on the
ray between m and the origin. We note that there is a circle with center
sm passing through both m− r and m+ r, and the radius R∗ = R∗(m, r, s)
of such a circle is between r and 8r. Moreover, the transformation r 7→ R∗

is bilipschitz with a constant that can be chosen to be uniform in terms
of k, n,m, and s. This observation will be required for the forthcoming
estimate.

Figure 8. Illustration of the geometric construction used
to apply the spherical maximal function.

Returning to (4.2), we note that the internal distance expression dY(φ(m−
r), φ(m+r)) in the innermost integral is controlled from above by the length
of the image curve of Ssm,R∗ under h, giving

dY(φ(m− r), φ(m+ r))p

|2r|p
⩽

|h(Ssm,R∗)|p

|2r|p
⩽ C

(
−
∫
Ssm,R∗

|Dh|

)p

.

Note that h is not actually defined on the whole circle Ssm,R∗ , as part of
it lies outside of D, so we interpret h(Ssm,R∗) as the image of the part of
Ssm,R∗ which lies inside D. Similarly we interpret |Dh| as 0 outside of D.
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Continuing at (4.2), we find that∫
In,k−1

∫
In,k+1

dY(φ(x), φ(y))
p

|x− y|p
dx dy

⩽ C

∫ 2−n+1

2−n−1

∫
In,k

(
−
∫
Ssm,R∗

|Dh|

)p

dmdr

⩽ C

∫
In,k

1

2−n

∫ 2−n+1

2−n−1

r

(
−
∫
Ssm,R∗

|Dh|

)p

dr dm

∗
⩽ C 2−n

∫
In,k

2

2−2n+4

∫ 2−n+2

0
R∗

(
−
∫
Ssm,R∗

|Dh|

)p

dR∗ dm

⩽ C 2−n

∫
In,k

(Mp|Dh|(sm))p dm.

Here at ∗ we have used the bilipschitz-equivalence of r and R∗ to change the
variable of integration. Since the above chain of estimates is independent of
the choice of s, we may take an average of s over the interval [1− 2−n, 1−
2−n−1] to get∫

In,k−1

∫
In,k+1

dY(φ(x), φ(y))
p

|x− y|p
dx dy

⩽ C −
∫ 1−2−n−1

1−2−n

2−n

∫
In,k

(Mp|Dh|(sm))p dmds

⩽ C

∫ 1−2−n−1

1−2−n

∫
In,k

(Mp|Dh|(sm))p dmds

⩽ C

∫
Gn,k

(Mp|Dh|(z))p dz.

Here the planar maximal operator Mp is defined by the formula given
in (3.3).

As the Gn,k are disjoint subsets of D, we may sum over n and k to finally
obtain that∑

n,k

∫
In,k−1

∫
In,k+1

dY(φ(x), φ(y))
p

|x− y|p
dx dy ⩽ C

∫
D
(Mp|Dh|(z))p dz

⩽ C∥Mp∥pL p(R2)

⩽ C∥Dh∥p
L p(R2)

= C∥Dh∥pL p(D).

The last inequality follows from (3.4) since p > 2
1+ 1

p

. This finishes our

estimates for the first sum in (4.1). We explain briefly what modifications
to this argument need to be made to also treat the second sum.
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In the second sum, the terms to be estimated are of the form∫
In,k−1

∫
In,k+2

dY(φ(x), φ(y))
p

|x− y|p
dx dy.

The only difference to the first sum is that the integration domain In,k+2 in
the inner integral is one dyadic step further away from the interval In,k. We
may proceed with the estimate as in the previous case, but simply increase
the area of definition of the variable r to [2−n−1, 2−n+2] instead, having
doubled the upper limit. This has no major consequences to the rest of
the arguments, as we may still do the same geometric consideration which
culminates in an estimate of Mp|Dh| over the dyadic region Gn,k. The only
difference in the estimates is an additional constant factor coming from the
fact that the domain of definition of R∗ is also increased.

Hence both of the terms in (4.1) have been shown to be finite, which
finishes the proof. □

5. Proof of Theorem 1.4

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.4 by constructing, for each p > 2, an
example of a rectifiable Jordan domain Y and a boundary map φ : ∂D → ∂Y
that satisfies the p-Douglas condition but does not admit a homeomorphic
W 1,p-extension. However, before presenting the proof, we establish that
such an example cannot exist if the boundary of Y is piecewise smooth.

Remark 5.1. Let us give a direct proof of the following, perhaps surprising,
consequence of Theorem 1.1: If Y has a piecewise smooth boundary, p > 2,
and φ : ∂D → ∂Y is a homeomorphic boundary map, then φ satisfies the
p-Douglas condition if and only if it satisfies the internal p-Douglas condi-
tion. The perhaps unexpected part of this result is the fact that the internal
distance on Y may not be comparable to the Euclidean distance at all, yet
there is still a correspondence between the associated conditions.

Proof or Remark 5.1. It is enough to show that the internal p-Douglas
condition follows from the classical one. The crucial reason why this is true,
and why p > 2 is needed, is given by the result of Lemma 2.1 in [20]. Essen-
tially, this lemma allows us to conclude that if p > 2, then in the p-Douglas
condition it is possible to omit pairs x, y whose images under φ belong to
different smooth pieces on the boundary, without weakening the condition.
This in turn allows us to argue as follows.

We wish to estimate the double integral in (1.2) from above. First of all,
it is enough to restrict the integral to pairs of points x, y ∈ ∂D which are
close together, since if |x− y| is bounded uniformly below, the denominator
can be estimated away. Moreover, there is no need to consider points x, y
whose images under φ are on the same smooth piece on ∂Y, as the internal
distance between such points in Y is comparable to the Euclidean one.
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Hence we consider a case where φ(x) ∈ Γ1 and φ(y) ∈ Γ2, where Γ1 and
Γ2 are neighboring smooth pieces of ∂Y. Suppose that the point at which
these pieces meet is φ(z), with z between x and y on ∂D. Then

dY(φ(x), φ(y)) ⩽ dY(φ(x), φ(z)) + dY(φ(z), φ(y))

⩽ C (|φ(x)− φ(z)|+ |φ(z)− φ(y)|)

for an appropriate constant C depending on the geometry of Y. One can
now conclude by estimating the double integral as in the second chain of
inequalities on page 10 in [20].

We now continue to providing the counterexample of Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Fix p > 2, and let us begin the construction of the
domain Y with a curve Γ whose endpoints will be at (0, 1) and (1, 0). The
curve will stay within the area bounded by the two rays R± = {(1−x,±x) :
x > 0}. Intuitively, Γ will consist of line segments which zigzag between
these two rays.

Moreover, this curve will be parametrized by a map g : [0, 1] → Γ, and
we will now define both Γ and g. We start by splitting the interval [0, 1]
into countably many subintervals In = [An, An+1], with (An) being the

decreasing sequence defined by An = n−p/(p−2).
Each In will be mapped linearly to a line segment Jn ⊂ Γ by g, and Γ

is therefore defined as the union of such line segments. The line segments
Jn will have one endpoint on R+ and the other one on R−, with the order
alternating with the parity of n. In fact, we may make the choice of the
segments Jn so that their lengths are comparable to any particular choice of
sequence (bn) of positive numbers decreasing to zero. For this construction
we pick bn := n−2, so our segments Jn are thus defined by the requirement
|Jn| ≈ n−2.

Let us also denote an := An+1 −An, so that an ≈ n−2(p−1)/(p−2), and we
also let Bn :=

∑∞
k=n bn ≈ 1

n .
We next define a Jordan curve ∂Y by fattening the curve Γ as in Figure 9.

In short, each segment Jn ⊂ Γ is replaced by two segments J±
n ⊂ ∂Y which

are obtained from Jn by moving one endpoint slightly up or down. The
endpoints of these new segments are at distance ϵn away from the endpoints
of Jn, where ϵn is some rapidly decreasing sequence (say, ϵn := 10−100n).
The new curve ∂Y will consist of three parts: One small initial segment
Γ0 near (0, 1), and two curves, Γ+ and Γ−, obtained as the union of the
segments J+

n and J−
n respectively, and converging at the point (1, 0).

On the domain side, without loss of generality we replace the unit disk
D with an equilateral triangle T with side length one. Let us also pick two
sides of T and denote them by T± ⊂ ∂T . To define the boundary map,
we reinterpret the parametrization g : [0, 1] → Γ as two parametrizations
g+ : T+ → Γ+ and g− : T− → Γ− in the obvious way. We define the
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Figure 9. The rectifiable target curve ∂Y defined via
curves Γ± converging to (1, 0).

boundary map φ : ∂T → ∂Y by combining the maps g± and mapping the
remaining side of the triangle T into the small initial segment Γ0 linearly.

We now claim that φ gives the required counterexample.

Step 1: φ has a Sobolev extension

Let us first verify that φ has a W 1,p-extension. For this we simply need
to check that φ lies in the trace-space of W 1,p, equivalently that it satisfies
the p-Douglas condition∫

∂T

∫
∂T

|φ(x)− φ(y)|p

|x− y|p
dx dy < ∞.

We calculate this integral by splitting it into parts depending on where the
points x, y ∈ ∂T lie. In fact, since the parts T+ and T− are mapped close
together under φ, it is enough to calculate the double integral over the
subdomain T+ × T+, as the integral over the other relevant parts is either
comparable or strictly smaller than over this part.

We abuse notation here and identify T+ with [0, 1], in particular we con-
sider the intervals In = [An, An+1] and split the integral further into parts
where x ∈ In, y ∈ Im, and we may also assume m ⩾ n.

Case 1. If n = m. Since the map φ is linear on each line segment In, we
obtain that

|φ(x)− φ(y)|
|x− y|

=
|Jn|
|In|

=
bn
an

= n
2

p−2 .

This gives that

In,m :=

∫
Im

∫
In

|φ(x)− φ(y)|p

|x− y|p
dx dy ⩽ n

−4 p−1
p−2n

2p
p−2 =

1

n2
.

This is summable over n, so this case only contributes a finite number to
the total integral.
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Case 2. If n + 1 = m. This is handled very similarly as the previous
case, so we omit the details.

Case 3. If m > n+ 1. Now |x− y| is bounded from below by a positive
number d := An+1 − Am denoting the distance between the two intervals.
Moreover, φ(x) and φ(y) can be considered as points within a triangle that
is bounded by the rays R+, R− and the segment Jn, which has diameter
comparable to |Jn| = bn = 1/n2. Hence |φ(x)− φ(y)| ⩽ 1/n2. We therefore
obtain that∫

Im

∫
In

|φ(x)− φ(y)|p

|x− y|p
dx dy ⩽ |In||Im|d−pn−2p = m

−2 p−1
p−2n

−2 p2−p−1
p−2 d−p.

We then write

(5.1) d ≈ An −Am =
1

n
p

p−2

− 1

m
p

p−2

= m
− p

p−2n
− p

p−2

(
m

p
p−2 − n

p
p−2

)
.

Note that for x, α > 1 we have that

xα − 1

x− 1
⩾ Cαx

α−1

Therefore with the choice α = p
p−2 we have

m
p

p−2 − n
p

p−2

m− n
⩾ Cpm

2
p−2 .

This estimate gives

In,m ⩽ m
−2 p−1

p−2n
−2 p2−p−1

p−2 m
p2

p−2n
p2

p−2m
−2p
p−2 (m− n)−p

= m
p2−4p+2

p−2 n
−p2+2p+2

p−2 (m− n)−p

We want to sum this over m, but since the exponent s := p2−4p+2
p−2 on m here

may be negative we split into two cases.
Case 3A. If s ⩾ 0. Then we use the estimate ms ⩽ C((m − n)s + ns) to

find out that∑
m>n+1

m
p2−4p+2

p−2

(m− n)p
⩽ C

∑
k>1

k
p2−4p+2

p−2

kp
+ C n

p2−4p+2
p−2

∑
k>1

1

kp

⩽ C1 + C2 n
p2−4p+2

p−2

⩽ C3 n
p2−4p+2

p−2 ,

where we have substituted k = m−n, and the first series in k converges due
to the inequality s− p < −1.

Case 3B. If s < 0. Then we do the basic estimate m ⩾ n and obtain

∑
m>n+1

m
p2−4p+2

p−2

(m− n)p
⩽ n

p2−4p+2
p−2

∑
m>n+1

1

(m− n)p
⩽ C n

p2−4p+2
p−2 ,
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giving the same conclusion as Case 3A.
In other words, we now find that

∑
m>n+1

In,m = n
−p2+2p+2

p−2

∑
m>n+1

m
p2−4p+2

p−2

(m− n)p
⩽ Cn

−p2+2p+2
p−2 n

p2−4p+2
p−2 = n−2.

This is summable over n, so in conclusion
∑

n

∑
m⩾n In,m is finite, which

gives the desired result.

Step 2: φ has no homeomorphic Sobolev-extension

We apply Theorem 1.1 to attempt to conclude that the map φ defined
before has no homeomorphic W 1,p-extension. Due to the bilipschitz equiv-
alence between the unit disk and the triangle T , it will be enough to verify
that

(5.2)

∫
∂T

∫
∂T

[dY(φ(x), φ(y)]
p

|x− y|p
dx dy = ∞.

In fact, we will show that the integral diverges even when restricted to a
smaller domain, which will be a subset of T+ × T+. For this purpose, we
identify the side T+ with the unit interval [0, 1], and pick points x ∈ In and
y ∈ Im for some indices n,m satisfying m ⩾ 2n.

Given the way ∂Y was constructed, the internal distance between two
points on the same part of the boundary, say Γ+, is comparable to the
length of the shorter boundary arc between them. Hence by our choices of
x and y, the internal distance of φ(x) and φ(y) may be estimated by

dY(φ(x), φ(y)) ≈
m∑

k=n

|Jk| =
m∑

k=n

1

k2
≈ 1

n
− 1

m
≈ 1

n
,

where we applied the fact that m ⩾ 2n. As in (5.1), we find that |x− y| ≈
An+1 −Am ≈ n

− p
p−2 . This lets us compute that∫

Im

∫
In

[dY(φ(x), φ(y)]
p

|x− y|p
dx dy ⩾ c

∫
Im

∫
In

n−p

n
− p2

p−2

dx dy

= cm
−2 p−1

p−2 n
−2 p−1

p−2
−p+ p2

p−2

= cm
−2 p−1

p−2 n
2

p−2

Summing this over m ⩾ 2n gives

∞∑
m=2n

∫
Im

∫
In

[dY(φ(x), φ(y)]
p

|x− y|p
dx dy ⩾ c n

2
p−2 (2n)

1−2 p−1
p−2 = c1 n

−1.

The right hand side is not summable over n, which proves our claim as the
sets In × Im constitute disjoint subsets of ∂T × ∂T . □
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6. Proof of Theorem 1.3

We provide here an example of a Jordan domain Y and a homeomorphism
h : D → Y which lies in W 1,1(D), but whose restriction to the boundary does
not satisfy the internal Douglas condition (1.2) for p = 1.

Proof. Let us construct φ and the domain Y at the same time. We first pick
a center point, say (1, 0), on ∂D. We next define a sequence of boundary arcs
In ⊂ ∂D from the upper half part of the unit circle such that |In| = 2−n, the
intervals In are mutually disjoint except for In and In+1 sharing a common
endpoint, and so that In approaches the point (1, 0) as n → ∞. We define
another such series of intervals I∗n by reflecting these intervals across the
x-axis.

We now define the main part of the boundary ∂Y by mapping each In
and I∗n via the map φ in constant speed to target curves Jn and J∗

n which
we now define. These image curves are chosen to be piecewise linear curves
zigzagging within a conical region of the plane just as in the construction
of the previous section. See Figure 10 for a visual. The only important
restriction we place is that we have the length estimate

|Jn| ≈ |J∗
n| ≈

2n

n2
,

where ≈ means comparable via universal constant. We also place the curves
Jn and J∗

n very close together, so that the internal distance between two
points on Jn becomes comparable to the length of the boundary between
them.

The rest of the boundary of ∂Y may be defined via connecting the two
initial endpoints of J0 and J∗

0 via a line segment, and mapping the remaining
part of ∂D into this line segment at constant speed via φ.

Figure 10. The map h : D → Y, with the image curve of
one radial segment shown. Note that only a part of the

target boundary is pictured.
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Let us now prove that φ has a homeomorphic extension in W 1,1(D). The
construction is fairly straightforward, so we omit some details here. The
main idea is simply to connect the endpoints of In to the respective endpoints
of I∗n via circles perpendicular to the boundary in ∂D, defining an annular
region An within D. We may cover such a region An with “radial segments”,
i.e. curves connecting the two boundary circles, which may be chosen as
straight line segments from one circle to another pointing at (1, 0), except
near In and I∗n at the boundary, where they should be curved slightly to
account for the curvature of ∂D.

The extension h will map each An to a corresponding region in Y which
lies between the curves Jn and J∗

n. Since the curves Jn and J∗
n lie near

each other, it is natural to define the map h in An by mapping each radial
segment of An into a corresponding piecewise linear curve between Jn and
J∗
n which follows these curves closely. See Figure 10.
In particular, this gives the Sobolev-estimate∫

An

|Dh| dz ≈ 2−n|Jn| ≈
1

n2
.

As this quantity is summable over n, our map lies in the class W 1,1(D).
In order to estimate the double integral in the internal Douglas condition,

let us consider the mutually disjoint sets In × Im, with m ⩾ n + 2. We
wish to estimate the internal distance dY(φ(x), φ(y)), where x ∈ In and
y ∈ Im. Since the boundary of the target has been chosen to be the union
of sufficiently thin “tubes”, any curve within Y connecting φ(x) with φ(y)
must have length comparable to the length of the boundary between these
two points. Hence

dY(φ(x), φ(y)) ≈
m∑

k=n

|Jk| ≈
m∑

k=n

2k

k2
≈ 2m

m2
.

Moreover, we have that |x− y| ≈ 2−n. Hence∫
In

∫
Im

dY(φ(x), φ(y))

|x− y|
dxdy ≈ 2−n2−m 2m

m22−n
=

1

m2
.

However, summing over n and m, we find that
∞∑
n=1

∞∑
m=n+2

1

m2
≈

∞∑
n=1

1

n
= ∞.

This proves the claim that φ does not satisfy the internal Douglas condition.
□
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