
Proof of Proposition 2.1. In the second displayed equation, after
(50), last inequality. If we use this inequality and follow the remaining
arguments we then reach∫
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instead of (50).
One should instead use:
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The integrals I and II are estimated as in the paper. Since, moreover,
I ≤ CErm, using Cauchy-Schwartz and the estimate for II we reach
III ≤ CE3/2−mγ/2−αrm. For a suitable δ, (47) implies then III + II ≤
CE1+δrm. This shows indeed (50).
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