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Restriction estimates for hyperbolic paraboloids in higher
dimensions via bilinear estimates

Alex Barron

Abstract. Let H be a (d — 1)-dimensional hyperbolic paraboloid in R4 and let E f
be the Fourier extension operator associated to H, with f supported in B d-1 0,2).
We prove that | Ef |1r(B(0,R)) < CeR®| fllLr forall p > 2(d + 2)/d whenever
d/2 > m + 1, where m is the minimum between the number of positive and negative
principal curvatures of H. Bilinear restriction estimates for H proved by S. Lee and
Vargas play an important role in our argument.

1. Introduction
In this paper we study estimates for the operator
Ef(e.1) = 2 G4 6] 68— g,
= [ fee ¢

supp(f) C B4-1 0,2).

This is the extension operator associated to the hyperbolic paraboloid

H={§ R :6a =& + &+ + €0y~ Eqm— —5i-1)-
We let M denote the (d — 1) x (d — 1) diagonal matrix with M;; = 1ifi <d —1—m
and M;; = —1ifi > d — 1 — m. Then the phase of E f has the form

x-E+1(ME-£), £eRITL

We can assume that m < (d — 1)/2 since otherwise we can replace ¢ by —t. Note that m
is the minimum between the number of positive and negative principal curvatures of H.
We will prove the following.

Theorem 1.1. Fix d > 4. Suppose f is supported in B4=1(0,2) and fix R > 1 and ¢ > 0.
Ifm<d/2—1and p >2(d + 2)/d, then

(1.1) IEfllLrBg) < CeRE| fllLe.
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When d is even, this result follows from work of Bourgain—Guth ([4]), see Remark 4.3.
By Tao’s e-removal argument ([17]), the theorem holds for p > 2(d + 2)/d with no loss
of R®.

There is an alternative proof of Theorem 1.1 that can be found in the recent paper [12]
by Hickman and Iliopoulou, which is discussed further below. Indeed, in the cases where
m < [(d — 3)/2], the estimates in [12], which generalize the polynomial partitioning
method of [10] and [11], are stronger than Theorem 1.1. The main novelty of our approach
will be the use of bilinear estimates of S. Lee and Vargas (see below) and an elementary
orthogonality estimate in place of k-linear restriction estimates [2] and the £? decoupling
theorem of Bourgain and Demeter [3]. This gives a somewhat more elementary proof
of Theorem 1.1, which matches the best known restriction estimate for the hyperbolic
paraboloid in the case where d is odd and m > (d — 1)/2 — 1, and where d is even
and m = d /2 — 1. Moreover, it was previously unknown if the bilinear estimates we use
implied linear estimates in dimension d > 4. Some of the geometric observations we take
advantage of in our proof may also be useful for future work on restriction estimates for H,
in particular in the signature O case where d is odd and m = (d — 1)/2. In this case, the
Stein—-Tomas theorem is the best known restriction estimate for H.

Related results in the literature

In the case d = 3, m = 1, Theorem 1.1 was proved independently by Vargas ([19])
and S. Lee ([14]) using a bilinear method. This was later improved by Cho and J. Lee
([6]1), who adapted the polynomial partitioning method developed by Guth in [9] to show
that (1.1) holds for p > 3.25. In [15], Stovall proved certain endpoint cases when d = 3
that do not follow from arguments in [14] and [19]. See also the paper [13] by Kim. For
other recent progress on restriction estimates for perturbations of the hyperbolic para-
boloid in dimension 3, see the recent papers of Buschenhenke—Miiller—Vargas [5] and
Guo-Oh [8].

When d > 4, the bilinear-to-linear reduction applied by Vargas and S. Lee breaks
down for reasons we discuss further in Section 3.1. Improved restriction estimates also do
not follow immediately from the techniques established by Guth in [10] to study elliptic
paraboloids in higher dimensions. Indeed, the transverse equidistribution estimates that
play a crucial role in Guth’s argument can fail for hyperbolic paraboloids in certain cases
(see Example 8.8 in [11]). For related reasons, the Bourgain—Guth method developed in [4]
also does not easily adapt to hyperbolic paraboloids in the case where d > 5 is odd,
although if d is even then the estimate in Theorem 1.1 follows from their more general
estimates for Hormander-type operators (see Remark 4.3)

As mentioned above, Hickman and Iliopoulou [12] have recently extended the poly-
nomial partitioning method developed by Guth in [10] and by Guth, Hickman, and Ili-
opoulou in [11] to the hyperbolic case. The key new ingredient is the introduction of
certain weakened transverse equidistribution estimates. These estimates, which describe
the extent to which Ef can concentrate along the neighborhood of a lower-dimensional
variety, get worse as the parameter m increases but are still strong enough to obtain
improved restriction bounds when m is not too large.

Certain sharp fractal estimates for £/ have also been recently obtained by the author,
Erdogan, and Harris in [1]. These estimates extend the fractal restriction argument of Du
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and Zhang [7] to the hyperbolic case. A weighted version of the bilinear argument in this
paper plays a key role in the proof of some of the sharp results in the main theorem in [1].

Overview of the paper

The main goal for this paper is to prove Theorem 1.1 using the bilinear restriction estim-
ates proved by S. Lee and Vargas, stated precisely in Theorem 3.1 in Section 3 below. It
was previously unknown if these bilinear estimates could be used to prove linear estim-
ates in the range p > 2(d + 2)/d, due to a number of geometric obstructions that arise
when trying to apply the usual bilinear-to-linear method in dimension d > 4. Our argu-
ment will follow a broad-narrow scheme adapted from [4], [7], [10]. This broad-narrow
analysis allows us to use the estimates of S. Lee and Vargas except in certain exceptional
cases which we analyze in Section 3. The main idea is the following: if 7; and 1, are two
caps in the support of f and we do not have a favorable estimate for E f7, E fz,, then 7;
and 1, must be arranged in a neighborhood of a hyperbolic cone €,,. If we can find no
pairs (71, t2) for which bilinear estimates apply then the geometry of €, forces the caps
to in fact be contained in a neighborhood of an m-dimensional plane; we can then treat
this scenario using a ‘narrow’ flat decoupling argument and induction on the scale, at least
when m < d/2 — 1. In the special case where d is odd and m = (d — 1)/2 our method
breaks down since the induction no longer closes. Note however that we always have
m<(d-1)/2.

We review some basic tools that we will use frequently in Section 2. In Section 3 we
discuss some more history and background surrounding bilinear restriction estimates. The
key lemma describing how bilinear estimates for E f can fail is then proved in Section 3.3.
Finally, in Section 4 we carry out the broad-narrow argument to complete the proof of
Theorem 1.1. Some remarks about the failure of our argument in the case where d is odd
and m = (d — 1)/2 can be found at the end of Section 4.

Notation

We will write A < B if there is some constant ¢ > 0 depending only on the dimension and
various Lebesgue exponents such that A <¢B.If A < B and B < A we also write A ~ B.
Our uniform constants may also vary from line-to-line, which is allowed since they will
remain independent of R. We will also write A < B to signify that for each & > 0 there is
some C(¢) such that A < C(¢) R® B. Finally, we will write A < Bif A/B — 0as R — oo.
Let B, be a ball of radius 7 in R¢ and let B,—1 denote a ball centered at the origin
in R of radius r . We let wp, be a smooth weight adapted to B, in the following sense:
wg, (x, t) decays rapidly for (x,t) ¢ By, and Wg, is supported in a fixed dilate of B,-1.
Note that we can construct wg, by taking a bump function w adapted to the unit ball such
that
<
W] 5 oo
and then applying a suitable affine transformation.
If S is a ball or rectangle in R4~ we let fs = f - ¢s, where ¢g is a smooth bump
function supported in a small dilate of S with ¢s(§) = 1 when & € S. If M is a smooth
manifold and p > 0, we will let N, (M) denote the p-neighborhood of M.
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2. Basic tools

In this section we review some basic tools we will use throughout the proof of The-
orem 1.1. Below we will always assume that the support of f is contained in B4~1(0, 2).

2.1. Wave packet decomposition and parabolic rescaling

We first recall the standard wave packet decomposition for E f (see for example [6], [10],
[14], or [19]). Fix p € (0, 1) and suppose {7} is a collection of finitely-overlapping balls of
radius p that cover the support of f. We will refer to these t as p-caps. Using a partition
of unity we may decompose f = ) . fr, with f; supported in a small dilate of 7. Then
Ef =3 Ef:. Welet

(2517 oo 72%‘d—m—la —2Sd—ms s _2561—15 _1)
|(2€§15 A ’zéd—m—lv _ng—n'h ceey _2511—1’ _1)|

when £ is the center of 7, so G(7) is the unit normal direction to H above the center of t.
If Ty is any tube in R? of dimensions

G(r) =

-1

p X'“Xp_l

X ,o_2
with long direction G(t), then E f; is essentially constant on 7%.
We also recall that E f is invariant under parabolic rescalings in the following way.

Proposition 2.1. Fix R > 1 and let Bg = B%(0, R). Also fix p € (0, 1) with p~' < R.
Then for any p-cap t one can find a function g supported in B 4=1(0,2) such that

lgllze = ="V | felles

and
IEfellLecgry < p4 D@2 | EgllLocs,0)-

To prove the proposition, one can use modulation invariance of E f; to reduce to the
case where T is centered at the origin, and then rescale (x,t) — (o~ !X, p~27).

The operator E f has other scaling symmetries that differ from parabolic rescaling,
although we will make no use of these symmetries in our arguments. Note, however, that
the proof of Theorem 1.1 in the case d = 3 due to S. Lee and Vargas ([14], [19]) does
exploit these extra symmetries. The same is also true of the Bourgain—Guth proof of the
case d = 3 (see Remark 4.3 below), along with the improved estimate when d = 3 due
to Cho and J. Lee in [6].

2.2. Flat decoupling and induction on scales

Decoupling allows us to separate the contribution from different wave packets E f;. This
is useful in the ‘narrow case’ below when we cannot use bilinear restriction estimates.
The strongest possible decoupling result for the hyperbolic paraboloid has been proved by
Bourgain and Demeter ([3]), though we will not need to use their theorem. Instead it will
suffice to use the following more elementary ‘flat decoupling’ result, which follows easily
from orthogonality considerations.
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Proposition 2.2 (Flat decoupling). Suppose that T is a collection of finitely-overlapping
p-caps T with p~! < R. Then

| > Es
el

where W, is a smooth weight adapted to Bg.

1/2
~\1/2—1/p 2
Lrig = CEHT) (CIEf I puny)

teT

Proof. The case p = oo is just the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, and when p = 2 the
proposition follows from Plancharel’s theorem. The remaining cases follow by interpola-
tion. ]

Finally, we recall that if R is small enough then Theorem 1.1 follows directly from
Holder’s inequality. We can therefore assume by induction that Theorem 1.1 is true at
scale pR whenever p < 1. For technical reasons related to the decoupling result in Pro-
position 2.2, we also remark that we can assume by induction that the following weighted
estimate holds: for any ¢ > 0,

IES Lr s ) < Ce(eR°IS L,

where wp,, is a smooth weight adapted to Byr.

3. Bilinear restriction estimates for H

In this section we will review some known bilinear estimates and prove a lemma that
characterizes what happens if these bilinear estimates fail. The following estimate was
proved by S. Lee in dimension d > 3 (see [14]), and independently by Vargas in dimen-
sion 3 (see [19]).

Theorem 3.1 ([14], [19]). Suppose fi1 and f> are supported in open sets t1 and 15 of
diameter ~ 1. If

3.1) inf |M(t—n)-(E—17)|>c>0,
§.6eny
n,NET2

then

(3.2) NEAELIY L@ < Cs RENAI LIS

whenever p >2(d +2)/d. If (3.1) fails, then (3.2) can fail as well for all p >2(d +2)/d.

We will need to use a version of Theorem 3.1 adapted to K~ !-caps for a parameter K
such that
1<K K KR

The following is a consequence of Theorem 3.1.
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Theorem 3.2. Suppose fi and f» are supported in K~'-caps t| and t,, respectively,
whose centers are separated by CK™Y, with C a sufficiently large but uniform constant.
Let A be a constant. If

(3.3) inf |M(¢—n)-(E—7)|>AK™",
§.6en
n,N€T2
then
(3.4) WEAELIMLoe < CaKOD AN £]112

whenever p > 2(d +2)/d. If (3.3) fails, then (3.4) can fail as well forall p > 2(d +2)/d.

We say that two K ~!-caps 1y, 15 are strongly separated if (3.3) holds.
As it is not immediately obvious from scaling that Theorem 3.1 implies Theorem 3.2,
we will prove the implication below in Section 3.2.

3.1. Some background

Bilinear restriction estimates in the full range given in Theorem 3.1 were first proved by
Wolff in the case of the cone [20]. Wolff’s methods were later adapted by Tao in the
case of the elliptic paraboloid [16], and then by Vargas and S. Lee independently in the
case of hyperbolic paraboloids. In the case of the cone and the elliptic paraboloid, the
transversality condition (3.3) is much simpler.

There is an argument due to Tao, Vargas, and Vega ([18]) that allows one to deduce lin-
ear restriction estimates from bilinear restriction estimates for elliptic surfaces, and indeed
linear restriction estimates are obtained as corollaries of the main results in [16] and [20].
Let E. denote the extension operator associated to the elliptic paraboloid. The main idea
of the argument from [18] is that any two points will belong to a unique pair of dyadic
cubes that are separated by a distance proportional to their scale; one can then use this
observation to efficiently decompose |E, f|* as a sum of terms to which bilinear estim-
ates apply (after a parabolic rescaling). For hyperbolic paraboloids, this argument requires
different ideas since the stronger transversality condition (3.3) is more complicated.

In the special case d = 3, m = 1 one can apply a simple change variables and instead
consider the extension operator associated to the surface

(§eR & =616, €] <2}
Then (3.3) is equivalent to the following two-parameter separation condition:
(3.5) G —mlZ 1 and | —malZ1 forall§ € rne

Vargas and S. Lee were able to use this observation to almost recover the bilinear-to-linear
reduction from [ 18], up to certain endpoint cases which were later proved by Stovall [15].
All of these arguments rely on the fact that (3.5) facilitates a two-parameter decomposition
of frequency space analogous to the decomposition used in [18]. When d > 4 this is
no longer the case, and the condition (3.3) is no longer well-adapted to Whitney-type
decompositions. In particular note that if d = 3 then (3.5) can only fail if all the caps
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are arranged in a neighborhood of an axis-parallel line (which becomes a diagonal or
anti-diagonal line if we undo the change of variables and write the phase as &2 — £2).
However, when d > 4 the estimate (3.4) can fail if the caps are contained near a subset of
(a translation of) the hyperbolic cone

C={E R gt BT, =E L, EI)

After we deduce Theorem 3.2, we will analyze what can happen in the exceptional case
where (3.3) fails for all pairs of caps in the support of f. We will see that failure of (3.3)
for every pair of caps forces f to be supported near an affine space of dimension m. We
will then be able to use decoupling and induction to prove Theorem 1.1 in the ‘narrow’
cases where we cannot use Theorem 3.2.

As mentioned in the introduction, our methods do not work when d = 3, m = 1. In this
case, Theorem 1.1 is still true and follows from arguments by S. Lee, Stovall, or Vargas
([141, [15], [19]). Of course, when d = 3, Theorem 1.1 also follows from the stronger
restriction estimate due to Cho and J. Lee [6].

3.2. Proof that Theorem 3.1 implies Theorem 3.2

Let e; denote the standard basis vectors in R, Let 71 and 15 be two K _l-caps for
which (3.3) holds. After translation we can assume that 7, is centered at the origin. We
may assume that dist(t1, 7o) = K~1/2 since otherwise the desired result follows easily by
rescaling frequency space by K1/2.

Since 1, is centered at the origin, the condition (3.3) is invariant under linear trans-
formations of the form U = U’ @ U”, where U’ is a rotation in &1, ..., £4_,,—1 that fixes
Ed—m~.-- E4_1, and U” is a rotation in £;_,,, ..., Eg_; that fixes &1,..., 87 m_1. We
can therefore assume that 7, is centered at a point of the form

£ =(51.0,....0,&4—m. Eg—m+1. - Ea—1)
with
60— &4 m — —Ea| Z KTl
Let us first assume that
8 —§am—— &G = KL
Since we are also assuming |£¥|? > ¢K ! it follows that
(3.6) £ > cK.
Now let S be the linear transformation such that
St*=e1, Sej=e;, j=2,....d—1

One checks using (3.6) that

1
IS ~ — < K2
&1
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In particular, the first column of S is

(1/£1,0,....0, —Eq—m/E1s ... —Ea—1/E1).

while the other columns are e, ..., ez—1. Now suppose 71, ) € T5. Since we are assuming
that 7, is centered at the origin, we then have

(3.7) |M(SE* — Sn) - (SE* — S7)| = |[Me1-er + O(K™V/?)| 2 1.

Since changing £* to any other £ € 7 in (3.7) only introduces an error of O(K~1/2),
it follows that the caps Sty and S, satisfy the condition (3.1), and so (3.4) follows
from (3.2) after rescaling f; and f> (which is allowed since we can lose KW in the
bilinear estimate).

In the case where
—E A E] T El L Z KT

we apply another transformation U = U’ @ U” to map £* to
UE* = (£1.0,...,0,€4-m.0,....0).

Then, since U does not change the norm of either (§5—, §qd—m+1, .- Eq—1) OF
(£1,0,...,0), it follows that _
gd—m - Sl = CK_I,

and so we repeat the previous argument with §d_m playing the role of &;.

3.3. Failure of bilinear estimates

We now prove that if the bilinear estimates in Theorem 3.2 fail, then the caps T must
be localized near an m-dimensional plane. We first prove some geometric lemmas that
will lead us in this direction, with the main result of the section being Lemma 3.5 below.
Given & = (£1,....E4-1) € R4, we will write £’ = (&1, &, ...,E4—m—1) and also " =
Eg—m,...,€Ez—1). The following lemma can be thought of as an approximate polarization
identity.

Lemma 3.3. Let € denote the surface
€= {s € Bd_l(o’z) : 512 +ot S;—m—l = g;—m +et 55—1’ |§| < 2}

and let
€ ={£eBY0,2): |E-ME| <r).

Suppose §,n € €.x-1. Let T denote the subspace
Te ={weR 0w - ME =0}

If € —n € €cg-1, then nis in an O(K 1) neighborhood of T.
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Proof. Since &, € €.x-1 and § — n € Ccg—1, we have

d—m—1 d—1
E—n)>= Y (E—n)*+O0K™
i=1 i=d—m
d—m—1 d—1
= > E+nm)-2 > E&mi+OK™.
i=1 i=d—m

After expanding the square on the left side and rearranging, we obtain

d—1
gon= > Em+OKH=¢€n"+0K™.
i=d—m
As a consequence,
n-Mg=O0(K™),
which proves the lemma. ]

Lemma 3.4. Let V be a subspace of R4~ and suppose that V N B4=1(0,2) C €.k,
where a > 0. Then if K is sufficiently large, we must have dimV < m.

Proof. Let {v', ..., v¥} be an orthonormal basis for V. By hypothesis we know that
vl Myt = O(K™9)

for each i. Also note that vi — v/ € V N B471(0,2) and therefore v! — v/ € €.x-a. Then
from Lemma 3.3 we conclude that

(3.8) vl Myl = O(K™%)

for each pair i, j. Of course,

(3.9) viev! =0, i # .

by hypothesis. Now let P: R?~! — R™ denote the orthogonal projection
Pow = (wg_m,...,wg_1) € R™.

From (3.8) and (3.9) we conclude that
. . . . 1
(3.10) Pv'-Pv/ =0O(K™%) ifi#j, Pv'- PV = 3 + O(K™9).

Butif K is large enough, depending only on a and the implicit constants above, then (3.10)
implies that the set { Pv', ..., Pvk} is linearly independent. One way to see this is to note
that (3.10) implies that the Gramian matrix G with entries G;; = (P v, Pv/ ) is a small
perturbation of %I when K is large enough, with I the m x m identity matrix. The claimed
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independence follows at once from the characterization of independence in terms of the
Gramian matrix. Alternatively, from (3.10) it follows that there is some o > 0 such that

|Angle(Pv', Pv/) — /2| <a K™%, i# ],
|PV'?—1/2] <a K74,

which implies the claimed independence if K is large enough (depending on the value
of a and ).

Since the elements of { Pv Lo Pok } are all vectors in R™, we must have k < m and
sodim V < m. n

The following lemma is the main result of this section.

Lemma 3.5. Let {1} be a collection of finitely-overlapping K—'-caps in B4=1(0, 2) with
Ef =), Ef:. If K is sufficiently large, then one of the following must occur.

(1)  There exist a uniform oo > 0 and an m-dimensional affine space V such that every ©
is contained in an O(K~%) neighborhood of V.

(i) There are two K~ '-caps t and t' for which

inf |M(—w)-(¢-a)=AK™".
et
w,0eT’

Proof. Suppose that (ii) fails and let tg, 71, . .., T be distinct caps in Bd-1 (0, 2) inter-
secting the support of f. We can assume we can find such caps with k > 2 or else (i) is
trivially true. After modulating E f', we can also assume that g is centered at the origin.

Pick ' € t; fori = 1,..., k. Since (ii) fails for each pair of caps (7o, 7;) we see that
n' € €,x-1 for each i, with the constant ¢ depending only on d, A. Since (ii) also fails for
each pair (7;, 7j) wheni # j, we see that ' — 1/ € €.x-1 as well. Then by Lemma 3.3
we conclude that

(3.11) n-Mnp' = 0K

for each i, j (including i = j).
Let S = {n',...,7*}. We now construct the space V via a sequence of spaces

Whwcv,c---CcVi=V,

with ' ‘

Vj = Span{ﬂll [ Ul'i}
for some subset of §. We note that V' will be a vector space since we have shifted 7o to
the origin. Fix a small parameter a > 0, to be determined below. We pick any ! € § with
|n*1] > K~ and set V7 = span{n'}. If no such n'! exists then all of the caps are contained

in an O(K~%) neighborhood of the origin, and (i) follows with V' = {0}. Now assume, by
induction, that we have constructed

Viel = span{n’t, ... ,nu-1}.
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If there are any 1 € S\{n'',...,n"~1} such that
(3.12) In| > K™ and Angle(n’,Vj_1) > K¢

we pick one and let _ '
Vi = span{n'',...,n"}.

If no such 1% exists we stop the procedure and let V = V;_1. This process continues until
there are no more 7 € § satisfying (3.12). Say this happens at step &’ + 1, in which case
V = Vj (note that there are at most d — 1 steps).

After possibly relabeling, we assume that V = span{n',n?,..., nk/}. We now claim
that k' < m. This implies (i) since (by construction) the centers of the remaining caps in
B471(0, 2) make an angle O(K~?) with V or are contained in a ball of radius O(K %)
centered at the origin. To prove the claim, first note that if ® € V N Bd_l(O, 2) with

!’ .
w = Zf;l a;n', then we have

(3.13) w-Mow= Zaiaj(ni -My’).

i,j
We claim that it suffices to show that
(3.14) la;| < KY?7°

for some small 0 > 0 depending only on d. Indeed, if (3.14) holds then by (3.13) and (3.11)
we have w - Mw = O(K~29), and therefore

V N BY4H0,2) C €x—20

since @ was arbitrary. But then Lemma 3.4 implies that &’ = dim V' < m (provided K is
sufficiently large), as desired.

We now prove (3.14). After applying an orthogonal transformation, we may assume
that V' is spanned by the standard basis vectors {eq, ..., ex’} and that the j-th component
of n is 0 for j > k’. Without loss of generality we may view  and the 1’ as elements
of R¥', since only their first &’ components are nonzero. We let B denote the matrix with
columns given by the . We also let B;(x) denote the matrix obtained by replacing the
i-th column of B by x (that is, replacing 1’ by x). Then we have the following identity,
which is essentially Cramer’s rule:

1
“ = Je(B)

k/
(3.15)

D det(Bi(@)n'.
1

i=

Indeed, det(B; (7)) = 0ifi # j, so this identity follows by expanding det(B; (w)) using
w = Zj ajn’ and linearity. From (3.15) it follows that a; = det(B;(w))/det(B), and
hence, by Hadamard’s inequality,

1 ; 1
lai| < ———=lo|| | I/ S ="
"7 | det(B)] ]l;[l | det(B)|
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Finally, recall that by construction,
(3.16) Angle(n', Vi-1) = K=% with V;_y = span{n',... . n' '},
and |n'| > K~¢. Therefore

|det(B)| = [n' A+ A ,,k/| > g—ad—1) g—a(d—2)

(using k¥’ < d — 1). Indeed, the first term comes from rescaling the 1’ to have length one,
and the second term is a lower bound for the volume of any parallelepiped spanned by
unit vectors satisfying (3.16). It follows that |a;| < K2#@=1 and so (3.14) follows if we
choose a < 4((11—_1). This completes the proof.

(We remark that the choice of a is far from optimal. For example, taking into account
the lengths of the n* when applying Hadamard’s inequality shows that we can take a to
be larger than m. However, the precise value of a is not relevant for the proof, so we
have chosen to not track it too carefully). ]

In the next section we will take K = R? for some § = §(g). We are allowed to assume
that K > C, by induction, and therefore we will always be able to assume K is large
enough that Lemma 3.5 applies.

4. The broad-narrow argument

We now prove Theorem 1.1 using a broad-narrow argument adapted from [4], [10], [7].
Fix & > 0 for the rest of the argument. Let § > 0 be another parameter with § < &2 and set

K=R' and K=K
where « is as in part (i) of Lemma 3.5. We assume that § is small enough such that
K < Kj.

Let 7 be a collection of finitely-overlapping K ~'-caps t covering the support of f and
use a partition of unity to decompose f =) fr with f supported in (a small dilate of) t.
We also let {0} be a collection of finitely-overlapping K !-caps covering the support of f.
Then f =) 4 fp as well.

On the spatial side we fix a collection @ of finitely-overlapping K?-cubes that cover
B%(0, R). Given Q € @, we define its significant set

$(0) ={t €T : |Efelrrco) = 100}#7) IEf L0y}

Note that we have :

< —||E ,
Lo = 100 1 v

|y

TES5p(Q)

and so we will always be able to absorb these error terms into the left-hand side of our
estimates for || Ef || » (o) below.
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Now fix a uniform constant A > 1 to be determined below. We say that a K2-cube Q
is narrow and write Q € N if there is an (m + 1)-dimensional subspace W such that

Angle(G(t), W) < AK;!

for all 7 € §,(0Q), where G(7) is the unit normal to the surface H above the center of 7.
If a cube Q is not narrow then we say it is broad and write Q € B. We of course have

WEIL s < 2 NES ooy + 2 NEF 00y
QeN 0eB

and so it suffices to consider separately the cases when the broad and narrow terms dom-
inate.

4.1. The broad case

We first consider the broad case. We will need to use the following lemma, which is a
consequence of Theorem 3.2 and the fact that E f is essentially constant at scale one. We
recall that two caps 17 and 1, are said to be strongly separated if (3.3) holds.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose f is supported in B=1(0,2). Let Ty and 15 be two strongly separ-
ated K~ '-caps. Then

2 2
S NES 2050 1 Efel i) < KODIL12,

QeB

whenever p > 2(d + 2)/d.

The proof of this lemma is contained in the proof of Proposition 3.1 in [7], though for
completeness we include most of the argument.

Proof. We define f;(£) = e!*if+u-(M&%) J=; (§) for some choice of (x;, ;) € R4, Let ¢
be a bump function on R? with a = 1in B%(0,2) and a supported in B%(0, 3). Note that
Ef; = Ef; x ¢ for any choice of (x;, ;) in the definition of f;.

We first fix a single Q. Decompose Q as a union of lattice cubes Lo of side-length
1/10. Then we may find (x;, ¢;) as above and L*Q C Q such that

IEfi * ¢llie(o) = IEfi * ¢llLowry)
for bothi = 1, 2. Then

1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2
|Efe ooy 1B e rigy < KOVIES % @l ) 1ES2 % Dl 1 -

We may pick our bump function ¢ so that ¢ decays rapidly outside B%(0, 1) with

sup  ¢(w) S ¢(z) foranyz € RY.
weB4(z,1)
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Therefore,
2 2
|Efi %@L s 1ES * $17 200

< ([*Q L, [ IEAGNERCIsG -0 -2 dzrdzadz)
p/2
=c Efi(e1 =2 |Efs(ea = D) $(e1)$(22) d=dzy d2
(Ad /l;d /L*Q 1«1 2142 1 2 1 2)

We now sum over Q. By Minkowsi’s and Holder’s inequalities we have

2 2
D NEf * #1780, 1B % dl7E
QeB

<] /R /R ( fB |Efl(21—2)|p/2|Efz(Zz—Z)|p/2¢(21)p/2¢(22)p/2dz)Z/ pdzldzz]p/ ?

< sup / Efi(z1 — )PP |Efa(za — 2)|P/? dz
Br

Z1,22

< sup/ \ER()P |E folz)|P/? dz.
Bpr

21,22
where ]7, is a modulation of f; that depends on z;. Note that

Ifill2 = Il faill>-

Since ]~", is still supported in 7; and the pair (71, 72) is strongly separated, we may apply
Theorem 3.2 to conclude that

2 2
D NEA* S C s IES * #1720, < KOVIS 172
QeB

which completes the proof. ]

Let QO be a broad cube and first suppose that there is no strongly separated pair of
caps in $,(Q). Then by Lemma 3.5 there exists an m-dimensional affine space V' such
that T C Nchl(V) for all t € §,(Q). But this forces the directions G(r) to be in an

O(Ki?") neighborhood of the (m + 1)-plane W in R given by scalar multiples of vectors
in Go(V'), where
Go(w) = (0, —D[G(w)

(note that the angle between G(w;) and G(w;) is proportional to the distance |w; — w,|
if the centers of the caps are O(K~!)-separated). Therefore Q € N, assuming we have
chosen A appropriately depending only on the constant from Lemma 3.5. Since we are
assuming Q € B, this cannot happen, and so there must be two strongly separated caps
71, T2 € $,(Q). By the definition of §,(Q) we then have

1/2
IEf llr0) < KOVNESo |50y 1 Eforll -
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The pair (71, 72) depends on Q, but we may make this estimate uniform by summing in £7
over all possible strongly separated pairs (note the number of such pairs is O(K2@~1)).
We then apply Lemma 4.1 to conclude that

o 2 2
S UEfI 0 < KOO S STIEf 2R o) IESl2i2,
Qe8 (t1,12) Q€8
strongly sep.

< CR?| 17,

(provided § = 8(¢) is chosen small enough, e.g., § = &*).

4.2. The narrow case

We now estimate the contribution of the narrow cubes. Suppose Q € N and let W be an
(m + 1)-plane in R¥ such that

Angle(G(t), W) < AK{!

for each v € $,(Q). Then there is an m-dimensional affine space V' in R4~1 such that
T C NCKI—I (V) for each v € §,(Q). In particular, we can take

V ={weR¥: Gy(w) € W).

We choose a minimal collection ®y of 6 covering N, Kt (V). Note that ©y contains cK{"
caps 6. Applying flat decoupling and then Holder’s inequality we obtain

_ 1/2
1Ef ooy = CKT 2P (S IES1puy))

9€®V
1/p 1/p
1-2 1-2
= K (Y NEfilfry) = ORI (Y NESl b y)
0eBy 0
Since
Z wg < W,
Q
we can sum over Q to conclude that
1/p 1—2 1/p
@D (X IE ) = CKIOP (N IE 6 ) -
QeN 0

We will now use induction on scales. By Proposition 2.1, for each # we can find a func-
tion gg supported in BY~1(0,2) such that || fy|l» = K;“ /7| g4/ Lr and such that

—(d—1)+(d+1
||Ef9||LP(wBR) < Kl( )+ )/p”EgO”LP(wBR/Kl)'
By induction on scales we then obtain

— —(d- d d—
IEfolLr(wsy) < CoREKTE Ky @TDFEIDIP DRy py
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After applying this argument for each 6, we see from (4.1) that

1/p - 1—2 —(d-1)+(d+1 d—1
(Y UES ) = CeREKTEKY TP @D (0l gy
QeN

The induction closes provided

2 2d
4.2) m(l——)—(d—1)+—§0,
P 4
since we may assume K is large enough that C; K1® < 1. Note that (4.2) is equivalent to
- 2(d —m) '
“d-m-—1

Some algebra shows that
2(d —m) _ 2(d +2)

d—m-—1"7— d

if and only if
m<——1.
2
‘We have assumed this is true for m, and so the narrow case of Theorem 1.1 follows.

Remark 4.2. In the narrow case above we have used flat decoupling in dimension m.
This has nothing to do with the curvature of H and is true for any extension operator
E'f when f is supported in a thin neighborhood of an m-plane. If one instead uses the
stronger £2 decoupling result proven by Bourgain and Demeter in [3] there is no gain in
our argument, since this still leads to a loss of K ;"(1/ 271/P) in the first step. This is related
to the fact that the surface H contains subsets which are affine spaces of dimension m,
even though the curvature of H is nonzero. The €2 decoupling does not distinguish the
difference, since we can imagine that E f is supported in a small neighborhood of one of
these affine spaces; in this case the K;"(l/z_l/p) loss is sharp.

We further elaborate on the last claim by considering the special case d = 5,m = 2.
Note in this case m = (d — 1)/2 and so our argument in the narrow case does not apply.
Fix a K2-cube Q and suppose there is no pair of caps (7, 7o) which are strongly separated
and in $,(Q). Then by Lemma 3.5 the support of / must be contained in an O(K;!)-
neighborhood of an m-plane V. If we assume there is at least one significant t € §,(Q)
that contains the origin, then from the proof of Lemma 3.5 we see that V' N B#(0, 2) can
be taken to be a subset of the surface € defined in Section 3. Moreover, V' can be assumed
to be a vector space.

Let {v, u} be an orthonormal basis for V. Since

v—ueVﬂB4(O,2)C‘€,

the argument in Lemma 3.3 implies that Mv - u = 0 and hence Mu - v = 0. We also
know by hypothesis that Mv - v = 0 and Mu - u = 0. Therefore {v, u, Mv, Mu} is an
orthonormal basis for R* with V+ = span{Mv, Mu}. Now let A be the orthonormal
matrix with inverse

A7l = [v u Mv Mu],
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so that A maps V' to the 2-plane determined by 13 = 0 and n4 = 0. Applying the change
of coordinates determined by A shows that

IEf ey = IIE fallLr o)
where fy is the natural transform of f and E is the extension operator with phase

X-n+t(Man-n),

where
00 1 0
o a~Tapgq-1_ |0 0 0 1
My=(A"")" MA™" = 1 00 0
01 00

In particular, E is the extension operator associated to the hyperbolic surface
H = {neR>:ns = muns + n2na}.

Since f is supported in a K '-neighborhood of V' it follows that f4 is supported in

a Ky L_neighborhood of the 2-plane where 73 = 0, 74 = 0. As a consequence, E fa is
supported in a K 1_1 neighborhood of the 2-plane

Va={neR:n=(1.720,0,0,0)}.
Note that V4 C J¢ and therefore we can choose f so that the loss of K 12 (727172 i our
first decoupling step is sharp for general f. This can be seen for example by taking f so

that £ fa is essentially the indicator function of V4 N B>(0, 2).
One is tempted to now exploit the non-isotropic scaling symmetry

(M1, 12,13, N4, 15) = (01, N2, K103, Kina, K11s)

associated to # and then argue by induction on scales (since such a transformation will
map the support of f4 to a cube of side-length O(1) but shrink the size of Q4). This
gives a favorable result for each individual Q, but remember that V' can vary depending
on Q and may not even be a vector space. We have not found a way to effectively deal
with the contribution of different V', mainly because K 1—neighborhoods of different V'
can intersect in complicated ways and naive estimates give a loss in K; that is much too
large to close the induction. A similar issue arises in higher dimensions when d is odd and
m=(d—-1)/2.

Remark 4.3. The idea of using a broad-narrow analysis to deduce linear restriction the-
orems from multilinear restriction theorems dates back to Bourgain and Guth in [4].
They prove restriction estimates for the (elliptic) paraboloid by using k-linear restric-
tion ([2]) in the broad case and an induction procedure in the narrow case. Their argument
works in a range of p that is larger than what Tao proved in [16] using bilinear restric-
tion theorems. When d = 3, their methods also adapt to the hyperbolic surface H and
prove Theorem 1.1 in this case. If d > 4 is even, their methods also prove Theorem 1.1,
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and indeed in even dimensions the result follows from their more general estimates for
Hormander-type operators with non-degenerate phases. In this case one can avoid any
type of induction-on-dimension procedure in the range p > 2(d + 2)/d by directly using
the k-linear Bennet—Carbery—Tao estimate with k = d /2 + 1, along with a flat decoupling
and induction-on-scales argument. In the narrow case in odd dimensions, this procedure
is not as effective since one needs to use a smaller k.

Recall that the intersection of H with a hyperplane can have zero Gaussian curvature.
This complicates any induction-on-dimension procedure when compared to the elliptic
case, where the intersection of a paraboloid with a hyperplane is a paraboloid of lower
dimension. The case d = 3 for H is special since you can only lose curvature if the
hyperplane is (almost) parallel to the diagonal §; = &, or the anti-diagonal §&; = —&;. In
this case, one can instead exploit non-isotropic scaling symmetries of the operator to close
the induction. We have not found a way to carry this argument out in higher dimensions,
except in the localized setting summarized at the end of the previous remark. Note that
when d = 3 there are only two ‘bad’ directions (the diagonal or anti-diagonal), but when
d > 4 there are infinitely many (any direction along the hyperbolic cone € defined above).
This appears to be one of the key differences between the cases d = 3 and d = 5, for
example.

Remark 4.4. In [12], Hickman and Iliopoulou prove restriction estimates for generalized
extension operators with phases which are smooth perturbations of x - & + #(§ - M§&). It
is likely that the bilinear method in this paper will extend to smooth perturbations of the
hyperbolic paraboloid H. Indeed, in [14] Lee proves a generalized version of Theorem 3.1
that allows for phases ¢ which are smooth perturbations of £ - M &. It is likely that a version
of Lemma 3.5 holds, with the plane V' replaced by an m-dimensional manifold determined
by ¢. Then the rest of the argument would follow as in Section 4, with only minor changes
made. We do not pursue the details here.
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