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ON THE RESTRICTION OF
THE FOURIER TRANSFORM TO CURVES:
ENDPOINT RESULTS AND THE DEGENERATE CASE

BY
MICHAEL CHRIST!

ABSTRACT. For smooth curves I' in R™ with certain curvature properties
it is shown that the composition of the Fourier transform in R™ followed by
restriction to I' defines a bounded operator from LP(R") to LI(T") for certain
p,q. The curvature hypotheses are the weakest under which this could hold,
and p is optimal for a range of ¢q. In the proofs the problem is reduced to the
estimation of certain multilinear operators generalizing fractional integrals,
and they are treated by means of rearrangement inequalities and interpolation
between simple endpoint estimates.

1. Introduction. Given a smooth submanifold M of R™ and a smooth positive
measure o on M one may ask for which exponents p and q there is a restriction
estimate

(L1) /M (&)7do < CIfI2, me)

for the Fourier transform of an arbitrary test function f € S(R"). f denotes the
Fourier transform, and S the class of Schwartz functions. Interest in this problem
is due largely to its intimate connections with Bochner-Riesz multipliers [3, 9, 12]
and certain estimates for wave equations [17]. The first topic of this article is the
case when M is a curve, say M = {¢(t): |t| < 1} where ¥: [-1,1] - R" is C™.
The curve is said to be of finite type at t = 0 if {¢/(0),%"(0),....¥{"(0)} spans R"
for some [; it is nondegenerate at 0 if it is of finite type and | = n. By a well-known
homogeneity argument [19],

b
/_ Wy < il

can hold for some 0 < ¢ and 1 < p only if the curve is of finite type at t = 0. If 0 =
k1 < k2 < --- < k, are positive integers, we say that v is of type k = (ky,...,kn) at
t = 0if it is possible to make a linear change of coordinates in R™ and a nonsingular
reparametrization of (—1,1) to bring % into the form ®(t) = (¢,v¥2(t).....¥n(t)).
where ¥} (t) = tki(1+0(t)). (Note that under these conventions the nondegenerate
caseis k= (0,1,...,n—1).)
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224 MICHAEL CHRIST

Our principal resuit for curves is then

THEOREM 1.1. Suppose v: (—1,1) — R" is smooth with ¢’ # 0, of finite type
k att =0. Then there exists 6 > 0 such that

-8
| 1w < el
for all f € S(R™) of
(A) ¥ 1s nondegenerate at t = 0.

2 2

_ _ +2n n®+|kln—n
NI —p ) <q ! and 1<p< - :
(n+k)(1=p~") <q an =PS o 2 n?+ lkln—2n+1’

or
(B) v is degenerate at t = 0 and either

2
B i +lkln—n
1.2 k)1 —p~ ')y <q! 1< !
(1.2) (n+[k)(1-p7")<gq and _p_n2+|k|n—2n+1’

or
n? + |kln —n n? +2n

<p< 04—

n2+ |kln—2n+1 n2+2n—2

(1.3) (n+]kp1-p H<qg ' and

Here |k| = Y1 k;.

The restriction (n + |k|)(1 —p~!) < ¢~ ! is necessary by the usual homogeneity
argument [18, 19|, but whether the restrictions on the range of p and the strict
inequality in (1.3) are necessary is not known. In the nondegenerate case only the
endpoint result n(n+1)(1—p~!) = ¢~ ' is new [14]. One motivation for studying
the endpoint situation is the case of certain noncompact curves: an immediate
consequence of Theorem 1.1 is

COROLLARY 1.2. Letl =1 <ly < --- <, be positive integers and | = Z’f l;.
Then

[l < e

— o0

for all f € S(R™) if p' = lq and either

nl—n n? 4+ 2n
14 [":, 1< =
(1.4) n and _p<nl—2n+1 n? 4+2n—2
or
nl—n n? +2n
1.5 L, d 1<p< ——m v — < e ] .
(15) smoan Ry B | < n2+2n—2>

Now the stipulation p’ = [q is necessary, again by homogeneity; only in the
endpoint case is there a restriction estimate.

Previously the degenerate case had not been studied extensively. Partial results
in the special case n = 3 and ko = 1 were obtained by Ruiz [15].

The strategy of our proof is not new: following Prestini, we ultilize an argument
originating in Fefferman [9] and Carleson and Sj6lin (3], based on a change of
variables and the Hausdorff-Young inequality, to reduce (1.1) to an easier problem
concerning estimates for certain positive integral operators. When n = 2 and M
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has nonvanishing curvature, these are the classical fractional integration operators,
and endpoint estimates for (1.1) follow from their well-known mapping properties.
But for nondegenerate curves in dimension 3 or more the operators which arise in
this line of argument had only been treated in a relatively crude way by means of
Holder’s inequality [14], so that endpoint estimates were not obtained. Our only
innovation is to view these operators as multilinear versions of fractional integral
operators and to prove optimal estimates for them. This is done in the second
section of the paper.

While the various technical hypotheses of Theorem 1.1 are not known to be nec-
essary and appear rather unnatural, they arise inevitably from the method of proof.
In §2 we also show that the multilinear operators to which the problem “reduces”
are actually unbounded in all other instances. Nevertheless our counterexamples
fail to provide counterexamples for the restriction problem itself; one can conclude
only that the present line of attack cannot resolve these remaining issues.

Our second topic is the case of manifolds of dimension 2 in R* satisfying a suit-
able nondegeneracy condition. Prestini [14] has studied the restriction problem for
manifolds of half the dimension of the ambient space, but again without obtaining
endpoint results. The primary motivation for our interest in this special case is the
study (4], where the author has investigated, but not completely settled, a general
conjecture for manifolds of codimension two. One way to view this conjecture is as a
statement that a certain curvature condition is the “right” notion of nondegeneracy
for the restriction problem in codimension two. The case of total dimension four is
exceptional, for then the dimension of the ambient space is an integral multiple of
the dimension of the submanifold. This enables us to prove the conjecture by the
same methods as employed for curves in previous sections of the paper.

In §4 we discuss a variant of a theorem of Helson and Beurling which is related
to the restriction problem, and our final subject is a certain family of multilinear
singular integral operators which complement the “fractional integral” operators
treated in §2.

I would like to thank W. Beckner and L. Carleson for pointing out the relevance
of rearrangement inequalities, which led to a shortened proof of Proposition 2.3.
Thanks also to L. Carleson and P. W. Jones of the Institut Mittag-Leffler for their
hospitality during the final stages of this work, and to the referee for suggestions
regarding the exposition.

2. Multilinear operators and restriction to curves. To commence with
the reduction of Theorem 1.1 to a question about multilinear operators, consider
the formal adjoint of the “restriction operator”. Up to a constant factor it is

)
Af(€) = / explife(t). €)/(0) .

A surprisingly helpful step, ultimately because of Lemma 2.1, is to assume that f
is supported where t > 0. The case where support(f) C {t < 0} is no different. so
it may be disregarded. Thus

&
Af(e) = / exp(i{(t), €)1 (1) d.
If p’ > 2n then

IASI = NCAS) lp n-
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and the point is that (Af)(£)" may be written as a Fourier transform:

(Af(E)" = /mp<¢§§wn>)ﬁﬂmwx

where & = (rl ..... r,) € R" and 0 < z; <. Formally change variables by setting
y; = 3. ¥;(a;): this will be justified below. Then

AT = [ explile s P dy = F(O).
where F(y) =[] f(x;)|0x/dy|. By the inequality of Hausdorff and Young
“Apr’ S ('.”FHT‘
where r’ = p’/n. Reversing the change of variables,

r

(91/ o d

The nature of the singularities of the integral kernel |(9y/8x|"T is thus the central
ssue. and the best that can be said is

LEMMA 2.1. If v is of type k there exist & > 0 and C < oo such that in the
region 0 <or <r.<...<r,<5é.

(”1_[1"C H- H(I]'—J7i),

1<y

1o} Jdy

Or

where y = > v (xy).

The proof is deferred until the end of the section. It will show that indeed no
better estimate holds.

To justify the change of variables it suffices to show that in the region 0 < z; <

- <, < 6. the map r — y(z) is injective with nonzero Jacobian. The Jacobian
is nonzero by the lemma. so locally r — y(x) is a diffeomorphism. The hyperplanes

SNr,=tand 0 < ry < - < 7, < 6} have disjoint images since
y1 =Y. r; =1. Since r — y is locally a diffecomorphism, its restriction to each H;
is an immersion and the images of the H; locally foliate R™ into hypersurfaces. H,
is connected (it is convex). so clearly the restriction to any H; of the map z — y
is also injective: otherwise the image of Hy would have to cross some other Hy in
the process of intersecting itself. a contradiction. The change of variables, then, is
valid.

The original restriction problem has now been reduced to the task of estimating
certain positive multilinear operations. The best relevant estimates for these are
provided by the next proposition. But first observe that the original problem is only
equivalent to its reduction in the case p’ = 2n. by Plancherel’s theorem; failure of
the multilinear operations to be hounded does not settle the issue for other values
of p.

Consider first the case of nondegenerate curves. For each 1, k; = ¢ — 1 so that
ly/orl > CTl,. <, i = x;]. Case (A) of Theorem 1.1 follows at once from
the following proposition. (If p.q are the exponents in the theorem and p of the
proposition. they are related by p=r"1¢/, r ' = 1 —n(1 —p~1).)
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PROPOSITION 2.2. If0 <~ then

/foz __zjl_’ydzl"'dznSC”f”Z’

1<j<n
for all f, if and only if y < 2/n, 1 <p<nandp ! +~n-1)/2=1.

The restriction p~!++(n—1)/2 = 1 is mandated by homogeneity considerations,
while if ¥ > 2/n and f(z) = x|¢|<1 the integral with respect to dzy,...,dr,_ is
infinite for each |z,| < 1.

We will show that for any functions fi,..., fn, 1.2,91.3,---yGn—1.n-

(2.1)

(fla . 7fnag127"'»g'n ln /ka 2:k ng] dxl d

1<g
< CTT0els TT g sll0.c0

whenever p~! + 1(n — 1)¢7! = 1 and 1 < p < n, where || - ||4.» denotes the usual
Lorentz norm. By the Brascamp-Lieb-Luttinger rearrangement theorem this is
actually no stronger than Proposition 2.1. What follows is one of several possible
proofs of (2.1); for others see [4] and Remark 2 below.

Let S,, denote the permutation group on n letters and let Q = [0, 1] x[0, 1]z~ 1)
c R™, where m = n+ in(n — 1). S, acts naturally on Q by o(p~l;q7!) =

(P12 Po(my3d 0(11)0(2)’ -). Wewrite p=' = (p~',...,pp"), ffor (fi,..., fn),

and so on. Let G be the set of all P = (p~!,q7!) € Q for which

T(f,9) < C(P) [T ellps [ Nlgisllac -

for all f,g. Let H={P € R™ Y p;! +qu] = n}. By homogeneity G C H.
Therefore when we speak of an interior point of G, we mean interior with respect
to the topology of H.

The proof is in two steps: first it will be shown that many vertices of @ lie in
G, just because of Fubini’s theorem. Then these will be used as endpoints in a
multilinear interpolation procedure. First of all a = (1,...,1;0,...,0) certainly is
in G. So is the vertex Py with p; = 1, all other px = 00, ¢;;41 = 1 for each ¢ and
gi; =00 if j #1+1; Pp lies in G by Fubini. Now G is invariant under the natural
action of Sy, so 0(Py) € G for all 0 € S,,. Let V = {a(Py): 0 € S,.}, and let b be
the average of all points in V. By symmetry b = (%, ey %; %, RN 7%) G coincides
with its convex hull by (the proof of) the Riesz-Thorin interpolation theorem, so
b € G, and so is every point on the line segment ! joining a to b. This gives (2.1)
with the weak L? norms replaced by strong-type norms.

We claim that each point in the interior of [ lies in the interior of G. This
granted, (2.1) follows by purely formal arguments and interpolation. For given any
k and 7, 7 we may view T(f, g) as the result of applying a linear operator to fi and
testing the outcome against g; ;; all other functions f,, g, are fixed and regarded
as part of the operator. Interpolating by the real method then yields

T(£,9) < Cllfelloe.algisllac 0 [T UFrlp JT  Ngsllan..

r#k (s:8)#(2.7)
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for all (p~!.q~!) in the interior of G. Repeating this procedure with k fixed and
all possible choices of 1, 5 leads to

T(f.9) < Cllfillpe TT /e lp. TT l9s,tllqu.c.00,

r#£k s.t

again for all (p~'.¢7!) in the interior of G. Now fix all g, for the remainder of
the argument. Repeat the above process, with all functions fixed except fi and fi,
for some choice of [ # k. Doing this for each | # k gives

(2.2) T(f.9) < Cllfllpes [T 1 fillpeco [T 19s.tllgn.r.c0-

I#k s.t

The final step is to interpolate yet again, using the fact that (LP-"0, LP"t )y, =
L ifr=t = (1= 0)rg ' +0r; " and 0 < 0 < 1, 1 < p < oo; this is a special case
of Theorem 5.2.4 of [1]. Alternately freezing all but two of the f’s, proceeding as
above and finally restricting attention to [ we find that

T(f.9) < C ]I fkllpn TT Ngisllg.00

whenever p=! + 5(n = 1)¢g™' = 1 and 1 < p < n. This is stronger than (2.1);
the appearance of the L™ norms is a general feature of this type of argument for
n-linear operations.

It remains only to verify the claim that each interior point of [ lies in the interior
of G. Such a point may be expressed as a convex linear combination of a and
the points of V', in which all coefficients are nonzero. Hence it suffices to show
that the linear span of V.—a = {P — a: P € V} is the entire subspace H — a.
Suppose v € R™ were orthogonal to V — a. Then v would be orthogonal to the
difference of any two points of V. Let Py be as above, and let P; have the same
coordinates except gn_2,-1 =00 and g,_2., = 1. Py, Py € V and all coordinates
of Py — Py are 0. except that ¢,_2., = —1and ¢,_2,—1 = 1. Therefore the n—2,n
coordinate of v equals the n—2,n — 1 coordinate, and it follows from the invariance

of V' under S, that v is of the form (uy,...,un;w,...,w). Since (v, Py —a) =0,
STui=ui +(n—-1w. Asaresult uy =Y | u; — (n — 1)w, whence by symmetry
uy = - = u,, = w. All coordinates of v being equal, v is orthogonal to H — a.

We have shown that (V — a)* = (H — a)', so the proof is complete.
Case (B) of Theorem 1.1 follows in the same way from Lemma 2.1 and

PROPOSITION 2.3. Suppose 0 < vy and 0=y < B < --- < B,. Let
K(x) = H T —x;)" H.T "X0<z, < o<z <00

1<)

stk dz <l

if and only if v < 2/n and euther

Then

1 _
1<p<n and p’1+§(n—1)7+n lzﬂizl,
or |
n <p< oo, p_l+—2—(n—l)'y+n'lz&<l and

[ is supported in a fized bounded subset of [0, 00).
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The requirement p~! + 3(n — 1)y +n~"' Y B; = 1 follows from homogeneity. If
p>nandp '+ i(n—1)y+n 'Y B > 1 let

ft)= ltl_l/pllOgt|_l/nX0§t§1/2-
In the region 0 < z; < --- <z, and z,, < 2x;, K(z) > Clz|"('=1/P)_ f € L, yet

/Hf(a:i)K(m) dr>C 12|~ log || |~ dz = oo.
0<z, <<z, <1
z, <21,

If n < p but f is not required to have support in a fixed bounded set, then by
homogeneity p~! + %(n — 1)y + n~ !> B; must be 1, which we have just scen
cannot be.

PROOF. It suffices to treat the case 3, = --- = 3, > 0: this dominates the
general case because of the restriction x; < x;4;. But now that 8, = --- = 3,,. the
result is still true without that restriction, so we drop it and consider

S(ieeid) = [ L0 Tl = o [Tl

R" 7 i<y i

We may assume all the f; are nonnegative. We claim that if 1 < p < n.p~! +
f(n—1)y+B=1and 0<~,p3 then

(2.3) S(f1s--s ) < ClSillpa [T illpoo-
2

Let f* denote a symmetric nonincreasing rearrangement of f. By the Brascamp-
Lieb-Luttinger rearrangement inequality (2],

St fa) € SUieee o I,

To verify (2.3), then, it is enough to check it when f;(t) = |t|~'/ for all i > 2.
and f; € LP'!. By definition of L”"! we may assume that f; is the characteristic
function of a set, which by the rearrangement principle may be taken to be an
interval centered at the origin. Finally, by homogeneity, it suffices to check the
single instance f1(t) = xs<1- Let

N RENR B 1 IR | (TR
2 1<i<
F(z1) = F(1)|z1|~!/9 where q = p. To see that F(1) < co. let
g(t) = |t|= 7= 1/P)t — 1)
and specify an exponent r by r=! + 1(n—2)y=1. Thenl <r <n-1landge L".
Indeed, there is no problem at infinity since
rB+p ' +9)>1e0<B+p  +y-r'=8+p '+ lny-1= 14

Locally ry < 1 since
rl=1- Y+ > .
and r(8+p~') < 1 since

rl = B-pTl =1 -1y =B -p 4§y =47 >0,
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Trivially v < 2/(n — 1), so by Proposition 2.2

/Hg(xz’) H |93i—Ij|“7dx2~--dzn§C||g|]:*—1 < oo.
2

1<i<y

So (2.3) holds. But that S(fi,..., fn) < CI]| fillp now follows at once by inter-
polating as in the first step of the proof of Proposition 2.2; again the LP? norm can
be replaced with the Lorentz LP™ norm.

The case p > n follows at once. For specify § > 0 by n=! = p~! +6. It is no

loss of generality to assume that the fixed bounded set on which f is supported is
{]t| < 1}. Then for any € > 0, g(t) = |t| ¢+ f(t) € L™

S(fif) = /HQ(%‘)HW - IJ'I_’HIIiI_ﬁ”“Edz.

In order to apply the case p = n we must check that there exists € > 0 such that
n'+in-1y+PB+e—6=1and B+e-6>0.

nl+in-1)y+B+e-b=p l+in-1)v+B+e¢,
so € iIs determined, and
B+e-é=1-n"'=-tn-1)y>1-n"'=(n-12n""'>0.

Therefore
S(fi,---» fn) < Cligln < CISIIG-

The deduction of Corollary 1.2 from these propositions is the same as that of
the theorem; the change of variables remains valid in the homogeneous noncompact
case.

REMARKS. 1. Proposition 2.3 has not been stated under the sharpest possible
hypotheses; for instance it holds when p =n, v =, =0and B = --- = (6, = L.
This case is a multilinear variant of Hardy’s inequality

v [ it

2. There is no need to appeal to Proposition 2.2 in the proof; instead just proceed
by induction. The argument also establishes Proposition 2.2 itself.

3. It is possible to give a more tedious proof which does not appeal to the
rearrangement principle. First one shows that when n™! + $(n — 1) + 8 =1,

<Cfly, 1<p<o.
P

[ K@ LA d < Ul sl TT 150

1#kn

whenever ¢ = p/, 1 < p < 00, and k < n — 1; this may be reduced to a variant of
the above inequality of Hardy. The result follows from an appropriate interpolation
first when p = n, then for all 1 <p < n.

4. A “singular integral” version of Proposition 2.2 is discussed in §5. Different
multilinear “fractional integral” operators are treated in (5, 7, 8].
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The proof of Lemma 2.1 rests on
FACT (Weyl [20, pp. 200-201]). Let 0 < k; < --- < k, be distinct integers.

Let det(k;,...,k,) be the determinant of the n X n matrix whose ¢, 7 entry is mf’.
Then all coefficients of the homogeneous symmetric polynomial

det(kq,...,kn) det(ky, ..., kn)(x)
D(k)(z) = =
(k)() det(0,1,...,n—1) [l ;<n(zj — =)
are nonnegative integers.

PROOF OF LEMMA 2.1. Suppose ¢'(t) = (1,d2(t),...,dn(t)) where ¢;(t) =
tki (14 O(t)). Let

F(z) = det(¢i(z;))/ [ [ (z; — z:) - D(k)(z)

1<g

-1

k;
= (det(¢s(x;)) — det(z,”)) | [[(z; — )
1<y
We claim that for all zq,...,z, > 0, |F(z)| < Clz|D(k)(z). In order to establish
this in the case where the ¢; are polynomials it is certainly enough to show that for
each monomial z* in the Taylor expansion (about the origin) of F, after rearranging

the indices so that a; < o; whenever ¢ < j, we have, for each 1 <1 < n,

Do (ki—i+ 1)

i<l i<l

For D(k)(z) > [} xfi—”l by the fact quoted above, since it is easily computed
that this monomial actually appears in D(k). When the ¢; are not polynomials
this still suffices by Taylor’s theorem; we leave the details to the reader.

Suppose there exists a monomial z* (with o; < o; whenever ¢ < j) in the
Taylor expansion of F' and an [ for which the “defect” >, (ki —1+1) = >, o,
is positive. Only finitely many terms in the Taylor expansions of the ¢ could
possibly give rise to any fixed term z® in F, so it suffices to assume that all the
¢; are polynomials. Then choose « and ! for which the defect is maximal. In the
product F(z) [[,;(z; — z;), one of the terms to which 2 gives rise is [Tt 1.
Since * has maximal defect, no other term of the product could cancel this one
out. But clearly no such term [Jz2**~! arises in

F()[J(z; —2:) = Y sgn(o) [] 65(zo(s)s
i<j 0ES,
so no z* with positive defect could occur with nonzero coefficient in the Taylor
expansion of F'.

3. Codimension 2 in R*. For curves in R™ there is a natural notion of non-
degeneracy from the point of view of curvature, namely the condition in hypothesis
(A) of Theorem 1.1. From the point of view of the restriction problem for the
Fourier transform, the natural notion of nondegeneracy is that (1.1) should hold
with %n(n +1)g = p’ (for g in some range about which we will not be fussy). Then
Theorem 1.1(A) asserts precisely that these two notions coincide. For manifolds of
codimension one the situation is analogous: nonvanishing scalar curvature is the
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natural geometric condition, and it is equivalent to the validity of (1.1) with a cer-
tain optimal exponent p = p(q) for all g in a certain range. (This is a combination
of results of Greenleaf [11], Knapp, Stein and Tomas [19].) Therefore it is natural
to ask for a generalization to the intermediate cases. In the author’s previous work
(4] this question was studied in codimension two. A curvature condition of an un-
expected type was shown to be necessary for (1.1) to hold with optimal p, and to
be sufficient under either of two auxiliary hypotheses. We conjectured that it is in
fact sufficient by itself. The case n = 4 is exceptional since then the dimension of
the submanifold divides the dimension of the ambient space, so that the methods
of the preceding sections still apply. This enables us to prove the conjecture in this
special case.

To accomplish this suppose that M C R* is a smooth submanifold of codimen-
sion two. We work only in some small neighborhood of a given point 0 € M, so
parametrize M = {(z,y;¥(z,y)): (z,y) € U C R?} where ¢¥: U — R? 0 € U,
V4(0) = 0 and ¥(0) = 0. M is equipped with a smooth measure do = ¢(z,y) dz dy,
where ¢ € Cg°(U) and ¢(0) # 0, ¢ > 0. It is known (Prestini [14]) that the re-
striction estimate

(3.1) /M f(©)do < Cf]g for all f € S(R)

can hold only if 3¢ < p’. This section’s main result, Theorem 3.2, characterizes
geometrically those M for which (3.1) holds for some measure ¢ nonvanishing at the
given point 0 € M, with the best possible value of p ((3g)’) for ¢ in a certain range.
Thus the following definition should be regarded as the correct geometric notion
of nondegeneracy for manifolds of dimension two in R* as far as the restriction
problem is concerned. (The general study of the degenerate case, analogous to case
(B) of Theorem 1.1, is more complicated than for curves, and we do not venture
into those waters.)

Parametrize the set of unit vectors in R* normal to M at 0 by 8 € [0, 27]; 6 will
denote either a unit vector in R* or the corresponding real number, depending on
the context.

DEFINITION 3.1. If M = {(x; ¥(x)): = € U C R?} as above with 0 € U and
V¥(0) = 0, then M is nondegenerate at 0 if

et D2(((x). 00|,y = 0 = 5 (det D2(w(2),0)], )]y, #0.

Here D? denotes the Hessian matrix of second partial derivatives with respect to =
and of course det denotes the determinant. An example of a nondegenerate manifold
is (x,y,2%,y?). There is a natural geometric interpretation: each normal vector 6
determines, together with the two-plane tangent to M at 0, a hyperplane P(0).
det D2(3(x),8)|.—o measures the scalar curvature (up to a nonvanishing factor) of
the codimension one manifold in R? obtained by projecting M locally onto P(6),
and the assumption is that as a function of @, this scalar curvature has no zeroes
of order greater than one. This interpretation plays no role in our arguments.

THEOREM 3.2. Suppose that M C R* us smooth of codimension two and 0 €
M. Then the following are equivalent:
(3.2) M s nondegenerate at 0.
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(3.3) There exist a smooth measure o on M, nonvanishing at 0, and an exponent
p > 1 such that || f||La(m,0) < Cllflle(ra) for all f € S, where 3¢ = p'.
(3.4) The inequality in (3.3) holds for all1 <p < 4/3 and 3¢ =1p'.

In fact the proof will show that (3.3) implies (3.2) if the assumption 3¢ = p’ is
weakened to 3¢ > p’ — 6 for a certain § = 6(q) > 0.
The proof of the following is an exercise in linear algebra and is left to the reader.

LEMMA 3.3. If M = {(z,y;¥(z,y))} is nondegenerate at 0 then it is possible
to make a linear transformation of coordinates in R* so that either

(3.5) ¥(z,y) = (2* — y*, 2y) + O(z,y)?
(3'6) ’(fJ(il?, y) = ('T2v y2) + O(:L‘, y)g’

If M is degenerate at 0 then coordinates may be introduced in which

¥(z,y) = (2%,0)+ O(z,y)* or ¥(z,y) = (0,0) + O(z,y)°.

The definition of nondegeneracy and a rather more complicated canonical form
for degenerate manifolds of codimension two in higher dimensions may be found in
4, 53],

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.2. (3.4) implies (3.3) tautologously. If (3.2) fails, ¢
may be written as (z2,0) + O(z,y)? or in an even more degenerate form. In the
first case consider, for ¢ > 0 small, the function f. whose Fourier transform is
the characteristic function of the set where |z,y| < ¢, |u| < €2 and |v| < €3 with
coordinates (z,y;u,v) in RY. ||fellLa(mo) > Ce?/9 for ¢ small, while ||fe|l, =
Ce"(1=1/pP) Thus 2/q > 7(1 — 1/p), so (3.3) fails also. The more degenerate case
follows by the same argument.

To prove that (3.2) implies (3.4) we use the Hausdorfl-Young inequality as in
§2 to reduce the study of the adjoint of the restriction operator to estimates for
certain positive operations, which in the present situation are linear rather than
multilinear. The details of this reduction may be found in Prestini [14] and are
omitted here. However it is necessary to compute explicitly the Jacobian of the
resulting change of variables.

Adopt coordinates z = (z,y) on R? and let 9(z) = (P(z),Q(z)) € R2. Consider
the change of coordinates in R* defined by

(3.7 w = (21 + 225 P(21) + P(22), Q(21) + Q(22)).
Then

ow _<8P8Q 8P6Q>+<6P6Q 8P3Q>

8(z1,22)  \0228y> Oy20z3) * \Oy1 02 02 Oy

_ <£§Q_£§Q> + (3_1’%_@@
8z18y1 Byl 8:::1

Oy 0y2 Oy Oy
it is understood that dP/dxz; is a function of z; alone, and so on. When (P(z), Q(z))
= (2%,y%) + O(2),

b

ow
8(21, 22)

= (z1 — 12)% — (Y1 — ¥2)® + O(2)0(z; — 22)°.
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Assume for the remainder of this paragraph that |z;|,|22| < 6 where § > 0 is a
small number. Fix 2z and let u = z; — 2, v = y1 — y2, and F(u,v) = Ow/d(z1, 22).
By the Morse lemma there are coordinates (u’,v’) with respect to which (locally)
F(u,v) = (W) = (v')? = (v —v')(« +v'). Furthermore v’ = u+ O(22)O(u, v) and
v' = v+ O(22)O(u,v). If 6 is small enough the implicit function theorem gives

[u' =o' ~Ju—¢&(v)] and [u' + 0| ~ |u—n(v)]

where £,n are smooth and also depend smoothly on the parameter 25, and, more-

over, [{(v) — n(v)] ~ 2[v].
Recall that on any o-finite measure space

38 | [ PeAs0a] < CIFL (5314 + 5P 1AC O )

q

provided 1/g=1/p+1/r —1 and 1 < p,q,7 < oo (Strichartz [17]). Together with
a piggyback procedure this gives

LEMMA 3.4. Suppose v has the form (3.5) or (3.6), and w(z1, 22) ts defined by
(3.7). There exists § > 0 such that glven any0 <~y < 1,ry=1,1/¢g=1/p+1/r—1
and 1 < p,q,r < 00, then

1 f(21)K (21, 22) dz1llq < C|| fllp,

where
K(zlv 22) = Iaw/a(zla 22)|_’7X|21 |,|z2]|<6-

PROOF. First suppose we are in the situation of (3.6). Let
Sf(y1,z2,92) =/f(zl,yl)K(xl,yl,xz,yz)dzl.

By (3.8)
</ 1S f(y1, 22, y2)|? d$2>1/q <C (/If(fvl,yl)Ipdzl)l/p A(y1,y2)

where
A(y1,y2) = sup | K(z1,y1, ", Y2)llr.c0 +sup | K (-, y1, 22, Y2) [|r,00-
x) z2
In order to apply (3.8) again with F(y1) = ([ |f(z1,1)|P dz1)!/P we need to verify
that
(3.9) sup [[A(y1,)|lr,c0 +sup |A(+; y2)llr,00 < C < 00.
1 Y2

In fact A(yi,y2) = A(yz,y1) since K is symmetric in 2,22, so these last two
expressions are identical.

JAC,32) 7.0 = sUp A~ {y sup | K (1,91, 92) oo
A>0 Ty

+sup K (91, 22 2) oo > /\}l
z2
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For fixed z2,y2 we have found that

K(z1,y1,22,92) < Clzy — (z2 + E(y) 7 Vzr — (z2 — n(y1))[ 7,
SO
1K (91,22, ¥2) 1700 < Clé(y1) —n(y1)| ™! < Clys|™!

where C does not depend on 3, y2. This estimate holds for || K(zy,y1,-,y2)|lr.co as
well; to see this go back to the starting point

ow ) )
—_— =Ty —Z - — +0(2)0(xzy — z , _ 1
(21, 22) (1 —22)" = (y1 — ¥2) (2)0(zy — T2,y1 — y2)

freeze z; and yo, and repeat all of the above arguments. Since this form for
Ow/d(z1, 22) is invariant under interchanging z,; and z2, and is all we used to
estimate ||K(-,y1,Z2,¥2)||r.c0, the same result is obtained. Thus

IA( y2)lI7 00 < Ciu%A_’l{yx: 20|y~ > AN < C
>

oo —

By Minkowski’s integral inequality

”/f(zl)K(ZhZQ)dzl :=/</Sf(y1,x2«y2)dy1)q dzo dys

< Sf(y1,z2,y2)? dzo " dy qdyz
v )

<c| [ Funan. |

<C

q

FlI3 < CIfII3

by (3.8) and (3.9).
This concludes the proof in the case where ¢ satisfies (3.6). In case (3.5), one
finds that
ow

0(z1, 22)

so that it is enough to apply well-known estimates for fractional integrals in R2.

=2(z; — 22)% 4+ 2(y1 — y2)? + 0(2)0(21 — 22)% > C|z1 — 29|,

4. A related theorem. In a sense nontrivial restriction theorems for the
Fourier transform are made possible by the following negative result:

THEOREM 4.1. Suppose h: R™ — R™ is a C? diffeomorphism, and define a
linear operator by A
(Tf)(&) = f(h(€)).
If T is bounded on LP, then either p = 2 or h is a linear transformation plus a
constant.

For suppose n = 2, h is not affine and T is bounded on some L?, 1 < p < 4/3.
Then there exists 1: (—1,1) — R? whose image is a curve with nonvanishing
curvature, such that the image of h o % is a straight line segment. Let q = (3p)’.
Since restriction of the Fourier transform to the curve given by ¥ maps LP(R?) to
L3,

/If(how(t))l"dt = /I(Tf)A(w(t))I"dt < CITSII < ClIA

which is absurd.
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This observation arose in a conversation between A. P. Calderén, P. W. Jones
and the author; the following proof is adapted from an argument presented by
Katznelson [13] for the Helson-Beurling theorem, which asserts (when n = 1) that
the same conclusion holds when p = 1 even when h is only assumed to be continuous.
Notice that some regularity assumption on h is needed when 1 < p < 0o, as shown

by the example
z if £ <0,
hlw) = {2:0 if 2 >0,

when n = 1. (Boundedness of T follows from boundedness of the Hilbert transform.)

PROOF. To begin suppose that n = 1 and 1 < p < 2. Assume merely that h
is C! and that there exists an interval I on which A’ is (strictly) monotone; if h
is C? and no such interval exists, then h is linear. It would suffice to produce a
function f such that ||f||,, [|Tf|l2 < 1 and ||Tf|| is arbitrarily small. For then
ITSII2 > |ITfIZITfIIP5? is as large as desired.

Choose g € C§°, supported on such an inteval I and not identically zero. For
each z € R let

J(z,e) ={Ee€l: |h(t)—z| < e}

By hypothesis J(z,¢) is an interval, possibly empty, and sup, |J(z,€)] — O as
e — 0. For a large parameter r, define f, by f,(¢) = exp(iré)g(€). For any z € R
and any p > 0, writing J = J(r~!'z,r"!p) we have

IT1, ()] < lglloal] + / | elilrh(€) ~ 7€) -o(h(€) de.

By integration by parts and the hypothesis on h’ this is dominated by
C(|J]+ p~1). If p = r'/2? both terms tend to 0 as r — oo.

When p > 2 it is not sufficient to merely pass to the adjoint operator, since the
Jacobian determinant of h, which might fail to be a multiplier on LP, then arises.
But if h~! satisfies the above hypothesis on some I, let

/+(€) = exp(irh 1 (€))g(h™'(€)).

fr = 01in L* as r — 00, and of course || f;||2 is independent of r. Hence f, — 0 in
L? asr — oco. T f,(z) = fo(x — r) has constant LP norm, so again T is unbounded.

When n > 1 it is only necessary to apply the same argument to f,(&) =
exp(2{v, h(€)))g(&) for some v € S™~ 1.

I am indebted to T. Wolff for calling my attention to Katznelson’s treatment
[13].

5. Some multilinear singular integrals. Although Proposition 2.2 is false
at the endpoint v = 2/n, a deeper substitute does hold. We restrict our attention
to an a priori inequality, and give only a sketch of the proof, ignoring all questions
concerning the convergence and interpretation of various integrals (which should
be interpreted as principal value integrals).

THEOREM 5.1. Suppose y=2/n+17,0# 7€ R. Let

T d) = [TLAG@) TT o=l ey da,
1=1

1<g<n
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where x1,...,2, € R. Then for all f1,...,fn €S,
|T’7(flv'~afn)| < C(pl”"vpn’T)H“fj“pj
provided > p;l =1and 1 <pj forall j.

Proposition 2.2 follows: interpolate using the analytic family of operations v —
T,. However the argument given in §2 is more elementary and is useful in other
contexts. The sketch of the proof is based on a powerful theorem due to G. David
and J. Journé [6):

THEOREM. Suppose T: D(R) — D'(R) s a linear operator,

Ke LR\ {z=4)) ond (T6,9) = [ 60K (a,y)dzdy
for all ¢,% € D with disjoint supports. Suppose
|K (2,9)] < Blz —y|™",
102K (z,9)| + |0y K (z,y)| < Bl —y) > fz#y

and
1T (%) |leMo + 1T (e*%)|lMo < B for all £ € R.

Then |Tfll, < C(p)B|fllp for all 1 < p < oo and ||Tf|ly < CB|f||a for all
feb.

To obtain our inequality it suffices to show that

IT(f1,- - f)l < Clo, ) fllpll flpr H Il £5lloo
3

for all 1 <p < 0. Fix fs3,..., f, and set

K(zy,z2) /Hf] (z5) |z; — ;| Y dz3 - - - dxp,

1<1<J<n

so that formally

T(fir. .o\ o) = / F1(@1) fa(z2) K (21, 22) dey d.

By the David-Journé characterization it suffices to show that

(51) |T(f17exp(ix2€)’ f3’° . 'vfn)l < Cv“fl“Hl H ”fj”oo
3

for any € € R, since straightforward computation reveals that K satisfies the first
two hypotheses of their theorem with B = C []5 || f;/co-
Define a new kernel

L($1,13 /1612 H fJ CIZ] H |1:,'—:Ej‘—‘7 H dxj.

J#1,2,3 1<i<j<n J#1,3
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The situation is just as above, except that attention has been restricted to the case
when f; is a character. Repeating the argument reduces our task to establishing

(5.1) in the case when fo,..., f,, are all characters. Formally
/Hexp(iﬁjxj) H |z; — ;| Vdxo - day, = exp(izlzgj)ﬁ'(fg, )
2 1<i<j<n
where

n
F(zo,....2n) = H || 77 H lz; — ;|77 on R™ L.
2 2<i<j<n
F is homogeneous of degree —(n — 1) — ¢4n(n — 1)7 and is integrable on the unit
sphere, so F" is bounded. Therefore (5.1) holds with ||f]| ;1 replaced by || f]|L:.
ADDED IN PROOF. Since this article was written further results concerning the
restrictions of Fourier transforms to curves have been obtained by S. W. Drury and

B. P. Marshall. Moreover I have learned that Theorem 4.1 is known, and is due to
L. Hormander (Acta Math. 104 (1960)).
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