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A RESTRICTION ESTIMATE USING POLYNOMIAL PARTITIONING

LARRY GUTH

ABSTRACT. If S is a smooth compact surface in R® with strictly positive second fundamental
form, and Fg is the corresponding extension operator, then we prove that for all p > 3.25,
1EsfllLr®sy < C(p, S| fllLeo(s)- The proof uses polynomial partitioning arguments from inci-
dence geometry.

In this paper we give a small improvement on the 3-dimensional restriction problem using poly-
nomial partitioning. Suppose that S C R? is a smooth surface. We write Eg for the extension
operator. If f is a function S — C, then

Esf(z):= /Se“””f(w) dvolg(w).

Theorem 0.1. If S C R3 is a compact C™ surface (maybe with boundary) with strictly positive
second fundamental form, then for all p > 3.25,

| Esfllr®sy < C, ) fllLee(s)-

Stein’s restriction conjecture [St] says that such a bound should hold for all p > 3. An important
milestone in the theory was the work of Wolff and Tao ([W1] and [T2]), which proved the estimate
above for p > 10/3. This estimate was slightly improved by Bourgain and the author in [BGI,
establishing the result for p > (56/17) = 3.29... (see Section 4.8 of [BG]). Theorem [0l is a further
small improvement.

The main new idea in the current paper is to apply polynomial partitioning to the restriction
problem. In [D], Dvir proved the finite field analogue of the Kakeya conjecture by an elegant ar-
gument using high degree polynomials. It remains unclear how much this polynomial method may
help to understand the Kakeya conjecture or the restriction conjecture. I believe that this paper is
the first time that the polynomial method has been applied to estimate oscillatory integrals. Par-
titioning is an important technique in incidence geometry, introduced by Clarkson, Edelsbrunner,
Guibas, Sharir, and Welzl [CEGSW]. Polynomial partitioning combines ideas from the partitioning
arguments of [CEGSW] and the polynomial arguments of [D]. It was introduced by Katz and the
author in in our work on the Erdés distinct distance problem in incidence geometry.

In the introduction, we will explain how polynomial partioning works in incidence geometry and
how to adapt the method to the restriction problem, and we will give a detailed outline of the proof
of Theorem [ILIl Before that, we recall background material about incidence geometry and about
restriction, and we explain how the two topics are related to each other.

0.1. Background on incidence geometry. Incidence geometry studies the possible intersection

patterns of simple geometric objects, such as lines or circles. Suppose that £ is a set of lines in R™.

We let P.(£) be the set of r-rich points of £: the set of points that lie in at least 7 lines of £. The

most fundamental questions of incidence geometry asks, “For given numbers L and r, what is the
1
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maximum possible number of r-rich points that can be formed by a set of L lines?” Szemerédi and
Trotter solved this problem up a constant factor in [SzTr]. Other problems in incidence geometry
involve sets of lines with extra conditions, other types of curves, and so on.

Polynomial partitioning is an important recent technique for attacking this type of problem.
Partitioning is a divide-and-conquer approach. We pick a (non-zero) polynomial P, and consider
its zero set Z(P) C R™. The complement R™ \ Z(P) is a union of connected components O;, often
called cells. To estimate the size of P,(£), we can estimate the number of r-rich points in each cell
O, and the number of r-rich points on the surface Z(P). One crucial observation is that a line can
cross Z(P) at most Deg P times, and so it can enter at most 1 4+ Deg P of the cells. Depending on
the choice of P, R™ \ Z(P) can have as many as ~ (Deg P)" cells. If there are ~ (Deg P)™ cells,
then each line enters only a small fraction of the cells.

For this divide-and-conquer approach to be effective, we would like the points of P.(£) to be
evenly divided among the cells O;. The following partitioning theorem deals with this issue. The
partitioning theorem is a topological result, closely connected to the ham sandwich theorem proven
by Stone and Tukey in [StTu].

Theorem 0.2. (Theorem 4.1 in |GK]) Suppose that X C R™ is a finite set. For any D > 1,
there is a polynomial P of degree at most D so that each component of R™\ Z(P) contains at most
Cn, D" X]| points of X.

If none of the points of X are in Z(P), then the points have to be quite evenly distributed
among the components of R™\ Z(P). We know that there are < D™ components in total, and each
component contains < D~"|X | points of X. However, it may happen that some or all of the points
of X lie in Z(P). Theorem really gives a kind of dichotomy: either the points cluster on a low
degree surface, or else they can be evenly divided by a low degree surface.

Polynomial partitioning is used in incidence geometry roughly as follows. If the points of P,.(£)
are evenly divided among the cells O;, then we can do a divide-and-conquer argument, estimating
the number of r-rich points in a typical cell. For a typical cell O;, the number of lines intersecting
O; is only a small fraction of the L lines. Then we can estimate the number of r-rich points in O;
either directly or by induction. On the other hand, if the points of P.(£) cluster on a low-degree
surface Z(P), then there is some kind of special structure, and perhaps the original problem reduces
to a lower-dimensional problem.

Polynomial partitioning was introduced in [GK], where it was applied to some problems about
lines in R3. In [KMS], Kaplan, Matousek, and Sharir used polynomial partitioning to give new
proofs of some classical results in incidence geometry, including the Szemerédi-Trotter theorem.
Polynomial partitioning has been refined and applied to other problems by Solymosi and Tao
[SoTa], Sharir and Solomon [SS], and others.

The proof of Theorem [0.T] uses ideas from these papers, especially the inductive setup introduced
in [SoTa]. In the next subsection, we will give some background on the restriction problem and
explain how it connects with incidence geometry.

0.2. Background on restriction. One important example of a positively curved surface S is the
truncated paraboloid, defined by w3 = w? 4+ w3, w? + w3 < 1. For the rest of the introduction, we
focus on this example.

In [B], Bourgain introduced the idea of studying Esf by breaking it into wave packets. For a
large radius R, and for some exponent p, we would like to estimate | B |Es f|P. We first divide S
into caps @ of radius ~ R™/2. For each 6, Es(fxs) breaks into pieces supported on tubes. We
let T(0) be a collection of finitely overlapping tubes covering Bg, pointing in the direction of the
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normal vector to S at @, with length ~ R and radius roughly R'/2. We can then break fyy into
pieces fr, T € T(0) so that Eg fr is essentially supported on T', fr is essentially supported on 6,
and the set of functions fr are essentially orthogonal. For each T € T(0), Es fr on Bg is morally
well-approximated by the following model:

weT

For x € Bg, Esfr(z) is approximately arxre ,

where wy is the center of the cap ¢, and ar is a complex number with |ar| ~ R™Y2|| f7||12(p).

Without significant loss of generality, one can imagine that ar = 0 for some tubes T and that |ar|
is constant on all the other tubes. In this case, [ Br |Es f|P is related to the combinatorics of how
the tubes (with az # 0) overlap. Bourgain [B] proved combinatorial estimates about overlapping
tubes pointing in different directions. Applying these estimates to the wave packets, he gave new
estimates on the restriction problem.

Wolff (see [W3]) observed that these problems about overlapping tubes have a similar flavor to the
problems in incidence geometry we discussed in the last subsection. He was able to adapt arguments
from incidence geometry to prove estimates in analysis. Using the partitioning argument from
[CEGSW], he proved a Kakeya-type result involving circles [W5] and a local smoothing estimate
for the wave equation [W4]. Following this philosophy, we will adapt the polynomial partitioning
approach from incidence geometry to control the wave packets above.

Before turning to polynomial partitioning, we also need to introduce the idea of broad points.
We pick a large constant K and we divide S into K? caps 7, each of diameter ~ K !, and we write
fr for fx,. For a real number « € (0, 1), we say that x is a-broad for Ef if

max|Ef, (x)] < ol Ef (x)].

We define Br,, Ef(x) to be |E f(x)] if z is a-broad for E f and zero otherwise. From this definition,
we see that

(1) |Ef(z)| < max (Bra Ef(:z:),oflqu_mx|EfT(x)|) :

The broad contribution is the hardest to estimate, and the second term can be handled by
induction as we explain below. Our strongest result is the following estimate about the broad
points:

Theorem 0.3. If S is the truncated paraboloid, and € > 0, then there is a large constant K = K (e)

so that for any radius R

€ 12/13 1/13
I Bric—c Es fllgazs(my) < CRIFI o 1 10

We now briefly explain how Theorem implies Theorem LIl As an immediate corollary of
Theorem we get the estimate:

(2) [ Brig—c Ef|zs.25(33) < CeRe|[f 1o (s)-

Following ideas from [BG], this estimate implies that

3) IEfL225(m3) < CeR| fllL=(s)
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Here is a quick sketch of the argument. The idea is to prove Inequality Bl by induction on the radius.
By Inequality Il we see that for any p,

/ |Ef|p§/ BrKféEfp—FK*pEZ/ \Ef.|P.
Br Br T Br

The broad term on the right-hand side is controlled by Inequality2l On the other hand, each integral
S Br |Ef-|P can be controlled by induction: after a change of variables, it can be controlled using
Inequality Bl on a smaller ball. The contributions from the |E f| terms turn out to be dominated by
the contribution from the broad term, and so the induction closes. This observation is in a similar
spirit to the bilinear approach to the restriction problem from [TVV].

Finally, by the e-removal theorem in [T1], Inequality Bl in turn implies Theorem [I] for the
paraboloid.

We also remark that the exponent 3.25 is the sharp exponent in Theorem [0.3] given the right-
hand side. In order to control L? norms for p < 3.25, we would have to weight | f]coc more and

[ ]2 less.

0.3. Examples. We now give some examples of functions f to illustrate Theorem These ex-
amples are supposed to give some sense of the theorem, and also to start to illustrate the connection
between this theorem and incidence geometry questions.

The first example is a planar example. In this case, Es f is essentially supported in a planar slab
of dimensions R'/? x R x R. There are ~ R'/? caps § C S for which the normal vector lies within
an angle ~ R~'/2 of the plane. For each of these R'/? caps 6, there are ~ RY/? tubes T' € T(6) that
lie in the planar slab. We pick a number B between 1 and R'/2, and for each of the R'/? caps 6,
we randomly pick B tubes of T(6) that lie in our planar slab. We have now picked ~ BR'Y? tubes
T. An average point of the planar slab lies in ~ B of our tubes. Since the tubes were selected
randomly, most points of the planar slab lie in ~ B of our tubes.

For each of our chosen tubes T we choose fr so that |Esfr(z)| 2 xr, and ||fr|2 ~ R/? and
| frllsc ~ R. Now we let f be a sum with random signs: f = )", +fr. Because of the random
signs, |Ef(z)| > B/? on most points in the planar slab. Since the planar slab has volume ~ R%/2,
|EsfllLe(Br) 2 BY/2R% Moreover, a typical point lies in B different tubes in random directions
(within the plane). If B > K1%¢ then almost every point will be K¢ broad. Therefore, we get:

5
”BTK*éEfHLP(BR) Z Bl/2R2P .

On the other hand, we estimate || f||2 and || f||cc. Since the fr are essentially orthogonal and f
is a sum of BR'/? functions fr, and ||fr||3 ~ R, we get

I fll2 ~ BY2R¥1.
Also,

/1l < Bumax|frll ~ BR

The most interesting case for the moment is B ~ K19¢. In this case, B is a constant independent
of R. If |Brg—<Ef|l1r(Br) < C€R€||f||é2/l3||f||(1x/,l3, then a direct computation shows that p >
13/4 = 3.25. This shows that the exponent 3.25 in Theorem [[.3]is sharp, given the right-hand side
in the inequality.
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It might be possible to get a smaller exponent p by weighting || f || more heavily. For instance,
the following estimate is consistent with the planar example and appears plausible to me:

|Bric—Efllama) < CRFI I

A second example involves a degree 2 algebraic surface called a regulus. This example was
pointed out to me by Joshua Zahl. An example of a regulus is the surface z = zy. The key feature
of a regulus is that it is doubly ruled, meaning that every point lies in two lines in the surface.
The surface z = zy contains two families of lines: “vertical lines” of the form z = a, z = ay;
and “horizontal lines” of the form y = b, z = bx. Each point of the regulus lies in one line from
each family. If we want to work in a ball of radius R, it is natural to consider a rescaled surface
defined by z/R = (z/R)(y/R). Instead of a planar slab, we consider the R'/?-neighborhood of this
surface in Br. This neighborhood contains two families of tubes, corresponding to the horizontal
and vertical lines. We can take R'/? “horizontal tubes”, and R'/? “vertical tubes”, all of radius
R'/2 and length R, so that each point lies in at least one horizontal tube and at least one vertical
tube. For each tube T, we choose fr as above so that |Esfr| > 1 on T, and so that || fr||z ~ RY/?
and || fr|lsc ~ R, and we choose f =3, fr.

The computations of || Es f||»(B) and || f||2 and || f||oc are all the same as in the planar example.
The points in the slab around the regulus are approximately 1/2-broad. Because 1/2 is larger than
K¢, this example is not directly relevant to Theorem [0.3] but I think it is morally relevant. (It is
a sharp example for the bilinear restriction estimate in [T1].)

These two examples may hint that low-degree polynomial surfaces are relevant to the restriction
problem and that if | Esf||1»(p,) is large, then there should be a low degree surface where many
of the wave packets Eg fr cluster. These two low degree examples - planes and reguli - are also
relevant in some incidence geometry problems about lines in R3. We consider one such problem in
the next subsection and show how to study it using polynomial partitioning.

0.4. Polynomial partitioning in incidence geometry. In this section, we demonstrate how
polynomial partitioning works in incidence geometry by proving a simple theorem. This proof will
serve as a model for the proof of Theorem

Let us first formulate a question about lines in R3. We start with a naive question: how many
2-rich points can be formed by L lines in R3? The answer is (g), which can happen if all the lines
lie in a plane. What if we forbid this simple answer by adding a rule that at most 10 of the L lines
lie in any plane? Can we still have ~ L? 2-rich points, or does the number drop off sharply? The
answer is that there can still be ~ L? 2-rich points. The second example is that all the lines may
lie in a regulus, such as the surface z = zy discussed in the last subsection. Taking L/2 vertical
lines and L/2 horizontal lines, we get L?/4 2-rich points. What if we forbid this example also by
adding a rule that not too many lines lie in any plane or degree 2 surface? We have now arrived at
the following question:

If £ is a set of L lines in R? with at most S lines in any plane or degree 2 algebraic surface, how
big can |Py(£)| be?

Katz and the author solved this problem in the range S > L'/? in [GK]. (Although it is still
open for small values of S, such as S = 10.)

Theorem 0.4. (See Theorem 2.10 in |GK]) If £ is a set of L lines in R® with at most S lines in
any plane or degree 2 algebraic surface, then

|Py(8)| < SL+ L3/2,
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(If S > L2, then the SL term dominates. It is possible to get ~ SL 2-rich points by choosing L/S
planes, and putting S lines in each plane. If S < L'/2, then the L3/ dominates. It is unknown
whether this estimate is sharp.)

In order to explain how to use polynomial partitioning, we prove a weak version of this theorem.

Theorem 0.5. For any € > 0, there is a degree D so that the following holds.
Suppose that £ is a set of L lines in R® with at most S lines in any algebraic surface of degree
D. Then

Py(L) < C(e, S)LB/DFe,

(This theorem is mostly interesting for small S. In this case, the final estimate is nearly as good as
the best known estimate.)

Proof. The proof goes by induction on L. We apply the polynomial partitioning theorem, Theorem
[02 to the set P>(£), using polynomials of degree at most D. (We will choose the value of D = D(e)
below.) We let O; be the components of R™\ Z(P). Each O; contains < D3| Py(£)| points of Ps(L).
By a classical theorem of Milnor, [Mi], the number of cells O; is < D3.

If at least half of the points of P,(£) are in the union of the cells, then we will use induction
to study the contribution of each cell. In this case, there must be ~ D3 cells O; each containing
~ D73|Py(L)| points of Pa(£). A crucial fact about polynomials that makes them useful in this
setting is that a line can intersect Z(P) in at most D points, unless it lies in Z(P). Therefore, each
line of £ can enter at most D + 1 of the cells O;. Therefore, we can find a cell O; that intersects
< D72L lines and contains ~ D~3|P,(£)| points. Let £; be the set of lines of £ that enter this cell
O;. Applying induction to bound the 2-rich points of £;, we get the following estimates:

|P2(8)] S D°|P2(£:)| < DPC(e, )| Li] *P+ < Oe, $)D*(D2L) /e,
Because of the exponent (3/2) + ¢, the total power of D is D~2¢. In total we get:

|Py(£)] < (CD™*)C(e, S)LB/DF,
where C is an absolute constant. We now choose D = D(e) sufficiently large so that CD~2¢ < 1,
and the induction closes.

If majority of the points of P,(£) lie in Z(P), then we estimate |P,(£)| directly. We let £z C £
be the set of lines of £ that are contained in Z(P). Each line of £\ £z intersects Z(P) in at most
D points. Therefore, there are at most DL points of P»(£) N Z(P) that involve a line from £\ £z.
Finally we have to estimate |P>(£z)|. By assumption, any algebraic surface of degree at most D
contains at most S lines of £, and so |£z| < S. Therefore, |P2(£7)] < S?. If the majority of the
points of Py(£) lie in Z(P), then we have |P2(£)| < 2(DL + S?). By choosing C(e, S) sufficiently
large, this is at most C(e, S)L3/2)+e, O

To summarize, we estimate |P2(£)| by breaking it into three contributions: the contributions
from the cells O;, the contributions from lines passing through Z(P), and the contribution of lines
in Z(P). We bound the contribution of the cells by induction, using that each cell contributes
roughly equally and that each line can enter at most ~ D cells. We bound the contribution of lines
passing through Z(P) using the fact that each line can only intersect Z(P) in D points. Finally, we
bound the contribution of lines lying in Z(P) using the assumption that not too many lines lie in
Z(P). We also note that this last contribution is a 2-dimensional problem, which makes it simpler
than the original problem.
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In the next subsection, we will explain how to apply the polynomial partitioning approach to
the restriction problem, and we will again see these three contributions.

0.5. Polynomial partitioning and the restriction problem. Now we’re ready to start dis-
cussing polynomial partitioning and the restriction problem. We will use the following version of
polynomial partitioning, which is also a direct corollary of the Stone-Tukey ham sandwich theorem:

Theorem 0.6. Suppose that W > 0 is a (non-zero) L' function on R™. Then for any degree
D > 1, we can find a non-zero polynomial P of degree at most D so that R™ \ Z(P) is a union of
~y, D™ disjoint cells O;, and so that all the integrals fO, W are equal.

We will give a detailed sketch of the proof of Theorem [0.3l In the introduction, we will write
Br Ef for Br, Ef where « is approximately K ~¢ but may change a little during the argument.

We want to estimate the integral [, Br Ef*2 for a large radius R. We apply the partitioning
theorem to the function yp, Br Ef32°, with a degree D that we will choose below. By Theorem
[0.6] we can find a polynomial P of degree at most D so that R™ \ Z(P) is a disjoint union of ~ D?
cells O;, and for each i

(4) / BrEf3* ~ D3 | BrEf3%,
BrNO; Br

In the combinatorial setting, it was crucial to observe that each line can enter at most D+ 1 cells
O;. In some sense, the tubes T are analogous to lines, but since the tubes have some finite width,
it may happen that a tube T enters far more than D cells - a tube T" may even enter all of the
cells. Let W be the neighborhood of Z(P) with thickness equal to the radius of a tube T'. Define
O} := (O, N Br) \ W. If a tube T enters O, then the central line of 7" must enter O;. Therefore,
each tube T intersects O for at most D + 1 values of 1.

We now break the integral that we care about, [ Br Br Ef3-2°, into pieces coming from the cells
O} and a piece coming from the cell wall W. (This decomposition is analogous to considering the
points of P»(£) in the cells O; and the points in Z(P).) Suppose first that the contribution from
the cells dominates the integral. In this case, there must be ~ D3 cells O/ so that for each of them

(5) / BrEf3* ~ D3 | BrEf3%,
BRﬂO,E Br

Since E fr decays very sharply outside of T, on the set O}, Ef is essentially equal to the sum
of Efr over all the T that intersect O,. We let T; be the union of all the tubes T (in any T(6))
which intersect O;, and we define f; = > ;.cp. fr. On O}, we essentially have Ef = Ef;. We also
essentially have Br Ef = Br Ef;. Now we would like to estimate | o BrE f2:?° by using induction.

To set up the induction, we have to consider what we know about fZ Theorem [[3]involves || f|| s,
but || fillsc is not very well behaved. We don’t have any way to show that || f;||s is significantly
smaller than ||f||s, and I think it may even be larger. Because the functions fr are essentially
orthogonal, we get the following estimate about f;: for each 6, and each 1,

(6) /9 P < /9 £,

Moreover, because each tube enters < D cells O, the orthogonality of fr implies that
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@ > [inkso [

To make the induction work, we need to prove a stronger theorem that involves maxyg | f| 12 (o)

instead of || f||s- It’s convenient to write our inequality in terms of the average of |f|? over a cap
0, which we write as §, [f|*.

Theorem 0.7. Let S be the truncated paraboloid. For any e > 0, there is a large constant K = K (€)
so that for every radius R the following holds. If f : S — C, and for every R='/?-cap 0,

(8) ]( <,

(3/2)+¢
) [ weprcor (i)

This theorem implies Theorem by a direct computation. (Recall that in the introduction
Br Ef stands for Br, Ef with a ~ K~¢. Theorem [0 is slightly stronger than Theorem [.3]
because it can happen that maxg §, |f|* is much smaller than | f||Z,. In particular, the planar
example in the Examples section is sharp for Theorem [0.7] with any value of B > K%, ) We will
see in the proof that the exponent (3/2)+ ¢ appears here for the same reason that it appeared in the
incidence geometry theorem from the last subsection. Once we have fixed the exponent (3/2) + €
on the right-hand side, 3.25 is the smallest possible exponent on the left-hand side, because of the
planar example.

We now sketch the proof of Theorem [I.7] To estimate fBR Br Ef3-25, we break Bpg into cells as
above. Suppose that the integral is dominated by the contribution from the cells. Then we have
~ D3 cells O} so that

/ BrEf3-25§D3/ BrEf}*.
Br

o
We can choose one of these cells O so that [ |fi|* < D72 [¢|f|?, and maxg §, |f:]* < maxy §, | f]* <
1. By induction, we can assume that Theorem [0.7] holds for f;, giving

’
i

(3/2)+e
/ BrEf3%* < CD*C.R° <D2 / | f|2) = D% . (Right-hand side of equation [).

We choose D large enough that CD~2¢ < 1 and the induction closes.

Next we consider the case when our integral is dominated by the contribution from W, the
region near the algebraic surface Z(P). As in the combinatorial case, there are two kinds of tubes:
tubes that pass through W transversally and tubes that lie in W. Roughly, we will show that a
tube T can only pass through W transversally in < Poly(D) places, and we will use this estimate
to bound the transverse tubes using induction. The tubes that lie in W over a long stretch will
be called tangential tubes. The contribution of the tangential tubes is morally a 2-dimensional
problem - similar to the restriction problem in R?. We will bound the tangential contribution by
using Cérdoba’s L* argument from [C].
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Here is a little bit more detail. We pick a small parameter 6 so that R% is much bigger than
Poly(D) but still small compared to R¢. Now we divide Bg into ~ R3® smaller balls B; of radius
~ R79. For each j, we define T +rqns to be the set of tubes T" that intersect WNB; “transversally”.
We let T, tqng be the set of tubes T' that intersect W N B; “tangentially”. We will postpone the
precise definition to the body of the paper.

To bound the transverse tubes, we first show that any tube T lies in T} ¢yqns for at most Poly(D)
different balls B;. Note that the tube T intersects ~ R’ balls B;, and R° is far larger than Poly(D).
We define f; ¢trans = ETeTj,tmns fr. If the transverse terms dominate, then

[T S 1
Br 5 /B

Since Bj is smaller than Bg, we can assume by induction on the radius that Theorem [0.7] holds for
each integral on the right-hand side. The average of | f; trans|® on a cap of radius (Rl_‘s)_l/2 is < the
maximum of §, | f; trans|® on a R~'2_cap 0, and maxg $y | fitrans|® < maxg , |f|* < 1. Moreover,
since each tube T lies in only Poly(D) sets Tj irans, We get that 3, S5 | fitrans|* < Poly(D) [ |f.
Plugging this in, we get

(3/2)+e
[ B < poyD)C R < / |f|2) -
Bgr S

= Poly(D)R~°¢ - (Right-hand side of equation [).

As long as Poly(D)R™% < 1, the induction closes. We can assume that R is very large, and we
choose D, § in such a way that this factor is at most 1. This method of dealing with the transverse
tubes is based on the “induction-on-scales” argument from [W1] and [T2].

Finally, we discuss the contribution of the tangential tubes. We estimate this contribution
directly without using induction. It might be helpful for the reader to imagine the planar example
during this discussion. In the planar example, the contribution of the tangential tubes would
dominate the integral, and the bounds that we prove are all sharp in the planar example.

One key point is that the set of tangential tubes T tqny cannot contain tubes of T(8) for every
cap 6. In fact, T, ang can only include contributions from roughly R'/2 out of the R caps 6, as in
the planar example.

Because we are estimating the broad part of E f, we can reduce the tangential contribution to a
bilinear-type estimate. We can choose K ~'-separated K ~'-caps 71 and 72, and it suffices to bound
an integral of the form

(10) / B fr s tang P2V E fry g tamg 72,

where fr, j tang is the sum of fr where T € T} ;ang and supp fr C 71. The motivation for introducing
broad points is to get a bilinear integral at this stage of the argument, instead of the linear integral
Jwn B, |E fj.tang|P. Given our control of f, there are much better estimates for the bilinear integral
than the linear one.

We are ultimately interested in p = 3.25, but we first prove bounds for p = 2 and p = 4 and then
interpolate between them. When p = 2 the estimate basically boils down to Plancherel. For p = 4
we proceed as follows.
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We divide W N B; into cubes @ of side length ~ R'/2. For each cube @, the tubes in T; t45y that
go through @ lie very close to a plane — the plane is the tangent plane T, Z(P) for a point 2 € Z(P)
near to . The angle between the tubes 7" and the plane is roughly R~'/2. Once we have reduced
to the contributions of these coplanar tubes, the problem is essentially 2-dimensional. As observed
in [T2], the integral fQ |E fry i tang|*| E fry.j tang|? can be controlled by the L* argument from [C].

Cérdoba’s argument gives a square root cancellation estimate. Recall that |E fr| is morally
well-modelled by R~/2|| fr|laxr. The L* argument gives the following inequality:

()
/Q B tang 2B frn samg | < /Q S R Yn R S Rl

TleTrl,j,tang TQETrz,j,tang
Summing over @, it’s now straightforward to get a bound for fWﬂB' |E fry jtang|*|E frs.j tang|* and
J : )
then for fWﬂB' |Ef717j)mnq|p/2|Esz,j7mnq|p/2 with any 2 < p < 4. At this stage, we can use the
J : )

fact that T 4ng only includes tubes from roughly R'/2 caps 0. The resulting estimates all match
the planar example, so they are sharp.

0.6. Outline of the paper. In Section 1, we review polynomial partitioning, deducing the parti-
tioning theorem that we need from the Borsuk-Ulam theorem in topology. In Section 2, we review
background related to the restriction problem. In particular we review wave packet decompositions
and parabolic scaling. In this section, we also review the idea of broad points and explain how to
deduce LP estimates for Ff from LP estimates for the broad part of Ef. In Section 3 and 4, we
prove our main theorem. Section 3 contains the harmonic analysis part of the argument. We also
need some geometric estimates about the way tubes interact with an algebraic surface. We prove
these estimates in Section 4, using some simple algebraic geometry and differential geometry.

1. REVIEW OF POLYNOMIAL PARTITIONING

In this section, we review polynomial partitioning and prove the result that we use. We will
need modifications of the results in the literature, so we give self-contained proofs. Polynomial
partitioning is based on the Stone-Tukey ham sandwich theorem from topology, and we begin by
recalling it.

For any function f, we write Z(f) for the zero-set of f: Z(f) := {z|f(z) = 0}.

Theorem 1.1. (Stone-Tukey, [StTu]) Suppose that V is a vector space of continuous functions on
R™. Suppose that for each non-zero element f € V, the set Z(f) C R™ has measure zero.

Let W1,...,Wn be L'-functions on R", and suppose that N < DimV. Then there exists a
non-zero function v € V' so that for each W;, j =1,...,N,

/ W, = W;.
{v>0} {v<0}

In our application, V will be the vector space of polynomials on R™ of degree at most D. The
dimension of this space is (D :”) ~yn D™ It’s straightforward to check that for any non-zero
polynomial P, Z(P) has measure zero. Therefore, Theorem [[T] has the following corollary:

Corollary 1.2. (Polynomial ham sandwich theorem) If W1, ..., Wx are L'-functions on R™, then
there exists a non-zero polynomial P of degree < C, N'/™ so that for each Wj,
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/ W, = / W,
{P>0} {P<0}

The proof of Theorem [[.1]is an elegant application of the Borsuk-Ulam theorem, which we now
recall.

Theorem 1.3. (Borsuk-Ulam) If F : SN — R is a continuous function obeying the antipodal
condition F(—v) = —F(v), then there exists a v € SN with F(v) = 0.

The reader can find a proof of the Borsuk-Ulam theorem in [GP] or [Ma].
We give the proof of Theorem [[.T] using the Borsuk-Ulam theorem:

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume that Dim V' = N + 1, and we can identify V with
RN+ 50 that SV c V' \{0}. We defining a function F : V'\ {0} — R¥ by setting the j** coordinate
to

Fj(’U) Z:/ Wj - Wj.
{v>0} {v<0}

It follows immediately that F'(—v) = —F(v). Moreover, if F(v) = 0, then v obeys the conclusion
of the ham sandwich theorem. It is also true that the function F' is continuous, which we will
check below. Then the Borsuk-Ulam theorem implies that there exists a v € S C V'\ {0} so that
F(v) =0.

It just remains to check the continuity of the functions F; on V '\ {0}. This is a measure theory
exercise. Suppose that vy, — v in V'\ {0}. Let A C R™ be the set of points where the sign of vy, is
different from the sign of v.

I (ux) — F5(0) s/A W,

We know that the functions vy, — v pointwise. Therefore, Ng, Ursk, Ax C v~1(0). By the
dominated convergence theorem,

Jim |Wj|g/ W] = 0.
Z(f)

ko—o0 UkzkoAk
This proves that limg_oo [Fj(vk) — Fj(v)| = 0, showing that F} is continuous on V' \ {0}. O

Polynomial partitioning is a corollary of the ham sandwich theorem. It was proven in [GK] in a
discrete setting. Here we give the same argument in a continuous setting.

Theorem 1.4. Suppose that W > 0 is a (non-zero) L' function on R™. Then for each D there a
non-zero polynomial P of degree at most D so that R™\ Z(P) is a union of ~ D™ disjoint open sets
O;, and the integrals fO- W are all equal.

Proof. Using Corollary [[L2] we construct a polynomial P; so that

/ W = / W = 2—1/W.
{P1>0} {P1<0}

Next we let W, = x(p,>0}W and W_ = x¢p, <03 W, and we Corollary [L.2 to find a polynomial
Ps so that for j =+ or —,
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/ Wj:/ Wj:2*2/w.
{P>,>0} {P><0}

We have now cut R”™ into four cells determined by the signs of P, and P». The integral of W
on each cell is equal to 272 f W. We next construct a polynomial P5 that bisects W restricted to
each of these four cells.

Continuing inductively, we construct polynomials P, ..., Ps, for a number s that we choose below.
We let P =[] P;. The sign conditions of the polynomials cut R™ \ Z(P) into 2° cells, O;. The
integral of W on each of these cells is equal to 27* [ 'W. Corollary [[.2] tells us that the degree of Py
is <,, 2¢/™. Therefore, the degree of P is < C,2%/™. Now we choose s so that C,,2°/™ € [D/2, D],
guaranteeing that the degree of P is at most D. The number of cells O; is 2% ~,, D™. O

We say that a polynomial P is non-singular if VP (z) # 0 for each point in Z(P). If P is non-
singular, then it follows that Z(P) is a smooth hypersurface. For technical reasons, it is helpful in
our arguments later to use non-singular polynomials. We next prove versions of the ham sandwich
theorem and the partitioning theorem with non-singular polynomials. We recall the standard fact
that non-singular polynomials are dense. More precisely, if Poly,(R™) denotes the vector space of
polynomials on R™ of degree at most D, then

Lemma 1.5. Non-singular polynomials are dense in Poly,(R™) for any D,n. Moreover, the sin-
gular polynomials have measure zero.

Proof. Consider the map E : R™ x Poly,(R™) — R x Poly,(R"™), given by E(z,Q) = (Q(z), Q).
The map E is C* smooth, and so by Sard’s theorem, the critical values of E have measure zero.

Suppose that (h, Q) is a regular value of E. Then we claim that Q—h is a non-singular polynomial.
Note that (Q —h)(z) = 0 if and only if (z,Q) € E~1(h, Q). Since (h, Q) is a regular value, we know
that dE, ¢ is surjective. But dE, o = (VQ,id), where id : Poly 5 (R™) — Poly ,(R™) is the identity
map. Therefore, if (Q — h)(z) =0, then V(Q — h)(z) = VQ(z) # 0.

We have seen that for almost every (h,Q), @ — h is non-singular. By Fubini’s theorem it
follows that the set of singular polynomials has measure zero in Poly , (R™), and so the non-singular
polynomials are dense. O

Using the density of non-singular polynomials, we can prove a version of the polynomial ham
sandwich theorem with non-singular polynomials, weakening perfect bisections to approximate bi-
sections.

Corollary 1.6. Suppose that Wy,..., Wy > 0 are non-zero functions in L*(R™). Then for any
0 > 0, there is a non-singular polynomial P so that for each W;

(1—5)/ ng/ Wj§(1+5)/ ;.
{P<0} {P>0} {P<0}

Proof. Let Py be a non-zero polynomial with | (Py>0} W, = | (Py<0} W;. Then let P be a sequence of
non-singular polynomials approaching Py. By the continuity argument in the proof of Theorem [T}
we have limy_, oo f{Pk oy Wi = f{P>0} W;, and so for large k, Py obeys the desired inequality. O

Finally, using Corollary in place of Corollary in the proof of Theorem [[L4] we get a
partitioning result involving non-singular polynomials.
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Corollary 1.7. Let W be a non-negative L' function on R™. Then for any D, there is a non-zero
polynomial P of degree at most D so that R™ \ Z(P) is a disjoint union of ~ D™ cells O;, and the
integrals fOi W agree up to a factor of 2. Moreover, the polynomial P is a product of non-singular
polynomials.

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Statement of results. We will work with surfaces S that are nearly paraboloids. The basic
example is the truncated paraboloid defined by the equation w3 = w? + w3, (w1,w2) € B#(0). The
reader may want to focus on this example throughout. Suppose that S C R? is a smooth compact
surface given as the graph of a function h : B?(0) — R which satisfies the following conditions for
some large L:

Conditions 2.1. (1) 0<1/2<d?h < 2.

(2) 0= h(0) = 90h(0).

(3) his CL, and

(4) for 3 <1< L, [|0'h]co < 107°.
Theorem 2.2. For any € > 0, there is some L so that if S obeys Conditions[21] with L derivatives,
then for any radius R, the extension operator Eg obeys the inequality

1Es fllLs23(Br) < CeRC||floo-

By Tao’s e-removal theorem [TT], we get the following corollary:
Corollary 2.3. If S obeys Conditions[Z1l, then for all p > 3.25,

[Es fllze@s) < C@)f oo

A little later, at the end of Subsection 2.3] we will see that the case of a general compact surface
with positive second fundamental form can be reduced to the case of a surface obeying Conditions
21 so that Theorem [0 follows quickly from Corollary

In coordinates, we have wz = h(wy,w2) = h(J). We write & € R? for the first two coordinates of
w € R3.

2.2. Broad points. Let S be as above. We divide S into ~ K?2 caps 7 of diameter ~ K~'. Let
fr denote the restriction of f to 7.
For a € (0,1), we say that x is a-broad for Ef if:

max |Efr(z)] < ol Ef (z)].

We define Br, Ef(z) to be |Ef(z)| if x is a-broad for Ef and zero otherwise. We remark that the
definition of Br, Ef(z) depends on K and on the choice of the caps 7. Roughly speaking, if a point
x is not broad, then |E f(z)| is comparable to |Ef.(z)| for some cap 7, and we can deal with these
points separately, by some induction on the size of caps.

We will prove the following estimate about LP norms of the broad part of Ef.

Theorem 2.4. For any € > 0, there exists K = K(€), L = L(e) so that if S obeys conditions [21]
with L derivatives, then for any radius R,

I Brgc—e Ef||pos(sg) < CRFIY P11,
Also, lim¢_,o K (€) = +00.
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We can deduce Theorem from Theorem [Z.4] using a parabolic scaling argument from [BG]
that we explain in the next subsection.

2.3. Parabolic scaling. Suppose that B2(dJy) C Bf. We let Sy C S be the graph of h over B2 (wp).
We can reduce the behavior of the operator Eg, on Br to the behavior of Eg, on a smaller ball,
for a surface S; which is similar to the original S. If S is a truncated paraboloid ws = |&|?, then
S1 will be a truncated paraboloid as well. This argument involves a change of coordinates which is
essentially a parabolic rescaling.

We describe this change of coordinates. First we define h to be h minus its first-order Taylor
expansion at WJg:

(12) h(&) = h(@) — (@ — G0)Oh(S0) — h(o).

Next we parametrize B2(dJp) by a coordinate 77 € B2(1):

& = o + 177,

Now we define the function hq by

(13) B () = r2h(&) = r2h(&y + ).

We let S be the graph of hy. The surface S; maintains the good properties of S. If h(dJ) = |&|?,
then hy(77) = |77]?. If h obeys Conditions 2] with L derivatives, then so does h;. By equation 12}
we can check that

0 = (@) = dh(Dp); D*h(3) = ON(D).
Now using equation[I3] we see that 0 = h1(0) = dh1(0). Also, because of the parabolic rescaling,

—

we have for any indices 1, j, 8i2jh1 () = ijh(oﬁo +ri7). In particular for all 7 € B%,

1/2 < 0*hy < 2.
The function h; is clearly C* smooth, and another nice feature is that for [ > 3, the [
derivatives of h; are smaller than for h. In particular, a direct calculation shows that for all [ > 2,
18"kl oo = 1 =21|0"R]| o

The following lemma connects the behavior of Es, on Bgr to the behavior of Fs, on a smaller
ball.

Lemma 2.5. Suppose that h obeys Conditions[Z1l. Let S1 be as above: the restriction of the graph
of h to a ball of radius r. If Es, obeys the inequality

”ESlgHLp(erR) < M||9||L°°(Sl)7
then Eg, obeys the inequality

_4
1Esof | Lo () < Cr?™ % M|| f|| Loo(so)-
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Proof. Let f € LP(Sp). We will express Eg, f using Esg, .

|Bsy f(@)] = ' [ e s avots .

Recall that we write & € R? for the first two coordinates of w € R3. Expressing the last integral
in these coordinates, we get

)

/ ez@i‘ezh(az‘)mgf|Jh|dw
B2 (o)

where |Jho| is the Jacobian (1 4 |Vh|?)'/2. Also, we write & for (21, 22). We rewrite this equation
using h and then using h;.

/ em.(ﬂah(ao)ms)eiﬁ(@)zsf|Jh|dc3
B2(&d)

/ eiﬁ»r(i’-‘,—é)h(w‘o))eihl(ﬁ)ergfth|T2dﬁ
Bf

This expression is equal to |Eg, g(Z)| where

(14) 9() = f(@o + rif)r?|Jh||Tha| 7,

(15) T = (ray + rorh(wo)zs, res + Tagh(wO).Ig,Tng).

Since Vh,Vh; vanish at zero, and since |V2h| and |V?h;| are at most 2, we know that |VAh|
and |Vhq| are at most 2 on the unit disk. Therefore the Jacobian factors |Jhg| and |Jh;| are < 1.
Therefore, we see from Equation [[4] that

gl Lo (sy) S T2 f 1l oo cso)-
Since |0h(wp)| < 2, we see from Equation [[H that if © € Bg, then Z € Bio,g. If we let @ be the
linear change of coordinates with Z = ®(z), then the determinant of ® is r*. Therefore, we have

”ESOfHLP(BR) < T74/pHESlg||LP(BIUTR) <

_4
Sl » M| fllLoo(sy)-

~

< VP Mgl sy

Using parabolic rescaling, we now prove Theorem from Theorem [2.4]

Proof. We will prove the inequality by induction on the radius R. We would like to prove that
|Efll1325(Bg) < CeR||floo for some constant C. indepedent of R. We know that || Brg—« Ef||13.25(p,) <
CeRe | flloo-

We wish to bound [, |Ef(x)[**dz. If x is K~ “broad, then |Ef(z)| = BrEf. If not, then
there exists some K ~!-cap 7 so that |Ef(z)| < K¢|Ef,(z)|. Therefore,
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(16) / |Ef|3~25 S/ Bry-- Ef3.25+KO(e)Z/ |Efr|3'25.
Br Br = Br

The contribution of the broad term is bounded by Theorem 2.4l It is at most

(CeRe| fllo0)>#.

We have to prove the same bound for the Ef. terms. We bound each term using Lemma
We let 7 be the graph of h over Bf{,l (wo), and we let S7 be the corresponding surface. We know
that S; obeys Conditions Il We can assume that K is large enough so that 10K 'R < R/2.
Using induction on R and applying Lemma with r = K1, we see that

/ Ef, 325 < CK 25 (CoR| fr o).
Br

Since there are ~ K2 caps 7, their total contribution to the right-hand side of Equation [8l is

< OO (G R fll)5.
We also know that lim. o K(€) = oo. If € is small enough, then CK~(1/2+0() < 1/100. Now
choosing C. = 10C, the induction closes. ]

Using parabolic rescaling, we can also deduce Theorem [0.T] from Corollary 2.3 We just sketch
the argument, which is standard. If S is a compact C°° surface with strictly positive second
fundamental form, then we can divide S into C(S) pieces so that each piece is contained in the
graph of a smooth function. In appropriate orthonormal coordinates, each graph has the form
ws = h(dJ) for & contained in a ball of radius ~g 1. We can assume that 0 = h(0) = 0h(0). Because
of the positive second fundamental form of S, we know that 0 < A < 8?h < A, and we know that
h is C°° smooth. For any L, we can do parabolic rescaling with caps of radius r = r(\, A, ||h||cz)
so that the function Ay will have |8lh1| <107 for all 3 < I < L. We can do another change of
coordinates so that 9?h1(0) is the identity matrix. This coordinate change may increase the higher
derivatives of h, but if we follow by more parabolic rescaling, we are reduced to functions h obeying
Conditions 2.1 The total number of pieces in this decomposition is a constant depending only on
S. Applying Theorem 23] to each piece and summing, we get Theorem [0.1]

2.4. Wave packet decomposition. In this subsection, we decompose F f on Bg into wave packets
in a basically standard way. First we decompose S into R~/?-caps 6. We let wy be a point near
the center of S N6, and we let vy denote the unit normal vector to S at wy.

Let 0 > 0 be a small parameter. For each cap 0, we let T() be a set of cylindrical tubes parallel
to vg, with radius R(/?+% and length ~ R, covering Br. We choose the tubes with radius a little
bigger than R'/2 so that the wave packets decay very sharply outside of the tubes. For each 6, each
point & € Bpg lies in O(1) tubes T € T(6). We let T = UgT(6).

For any cap 6, we let 36 be a larger cap containing 0. If @ is the graph of h over a ball B?(dJy),
then we can take 36 to be the graph of 6 over B2,(d6).

If T is a tube in T(6), we let v(T) = vy be the direction of the tube.

We can now state our result about wave packet decompositions.

Proposition 2.6. Suppose that S obeys Conditions [21. Let T be as above, with § > 0. Suppose
that R is sufficiently large, depending on 8. If f is a function in L*(S), then for each T € T, we
can choose a function fr so that the following holds:
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) If T € T(0), then supp fr C 36.

) ]fﬁ[: S BR\T then |EfT( )l < R_looonHLz.

) For any v € Br, |Ef(z) — Yper Efr(z)] < R7%||f| 2. )

4) (essential orthogonalzty) If Ty, Ty € T(0) and Ty, Ty are disjoint, then [ fr, fr, < R7190 [ |f]2.
5) Yorery Js 1r1? < Jo lf%.

Proof. Fix 6. We define fy to be fxg.
For each 6 we choose orthonormal coordinates wi, ...,ws so that 56 is given by the graph of a
function h:

(
(
(
(
(

w3 = h(wl,wg) = h(c?;)
The domain of A is a ball of radius ~ R~1/2. We can choose the coordinates so that h and 9k

vanish at the center of the ball. Given Conditions 2] this function A must obey the following
inequalities on the ball:

(17) || S R |VA| < R7Y2% VA <1 for all [ > 2.

We let (z1,...,x3) = (&, x3) be the dual coordinates to (wr, ...,ws) = (J,ws).

Now we define the tubes of T(#). We cover R? with finitely overlapping balls B of radius R(}/2)+9,
We let T be the set of points x = (Z, z3) with & € B. We let T(6) be the set of tubes corresponding
to balls B that cover B?(R), and we let 'ff(ﬁ) be an infinite set of tubes corresponding to balls B
that cover R2.

We let ¢ be a partition of unity on R? subordinate to the covering by balls B. In fact, we
make the slightly stronger assumption that the support of ¢7 () is contained in (3/4)B. We can
also think of ¢ as a partition of unity on R?, subordinate to the covering by tubes T, where each
function ¢ (21,22, r3) is independent of x3. We can assume that |Vigr| <; (RM/249)~! and so
the Fourier transform obeys the estimate:

N 10°
67(@)| < Area B (1 + R<1/2>+5|w|)
We let 1y be a smooth function which is 1 on 26 and has support in 36. We can also think of

1y() as a function on R2. We can assume that V| <; RY2.
We let J denote the Jacobian factor (1 + |Vh|?)Y/2) and we define Fy = J fg so that

Fy(&) dwidws = fp(w) dvolg .
We can think of Fy either as a function on R? or as a function on 6. Thinking of Fy(&) as a
function on R?, we can define the convolution ¢ * Fy. Now we can define Fr by:

Fr (&) = ¢o(0) - (o1 * Fp) (&)

We remark that in this formula, the ¥y has a very small effect. The convolution qAST x Fyp is
essentially supported in a small neighborhood of 8, because ¢ET (&) decays rapidly for || > R=(1/2)=9
and Fy is supported on 6. However, gZ;T * Iy does have a small tail, which we cut off by multiplying
by g, so that Fr is supported in 36.

Finally, we define fr by Fr = J fr so that

Fr (&) dwidws = fr(w)dvols .
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We have now defined fr and we have to check that it obeys Properties 1-5.

Since Fr = g - (¢ * Fp), and supp vy C 36, it follows that supp fr C 36, which proves Property
1.

The proof of Property 2 is probably the most important. Let T' € T(f). We write Efr(z) as

[ €7 fr(w) dvolg = [ €@ Teth(@)s Pr(i5) dwidws. Then we plug in that Fr = g - (¢ * Fy) and
group terms to get

(18) Efr(z) = /eiw'i(eih@)”wg)(égp * Fp) dwydws .

Let G, (&) = e (@zsps If we interpret the right-hand side of Equation I8 as an inverse Fourier
transform, then intertwining multiplication and convolution, we get:

Efr(zy, 22, 33) = GY, * (1 - Fy).
Since = € Bp, |z3| < R. Tt then follows that |V'G,,| <; RY?, and so

—108671

|GY, ()] < Area (1 + |x|R’1/2)
Since @ ¢ T, the distance from @ to supp ¢r is > (1/10)RY/2+°. Finally |Fy| < |||l r2ce)

Plugging these estimates into the convolution, we see that

|Efr(z)] < R71%| £ L2(0)
This proves Property 2, but for the future we also note a slightly stronger estimate:

(19) |Efr(x)| < R f|lL2(9)(1 + Dist (2, T)) 1%
Now we are ready to prove Property 3. We write Ef(x) as

> Efy() Z / €% Fp (&) dwy dws .
6

Since 1y is identically 1 on supp Fp C 6, we can rewrite this as

_Z/ ZWI’L/JQFQ dwldwg

Now the infinite sum )y ZTe’E‘(e) ¢r * Fy converges to 1gFy in L? and hence in L since the
functions are all supported in 36. Therefore, we can write F f(x) as a convergent infinite sum:

Z Z / lwz’(/}g ¢T*F9 dwldwg Z Z EfT

¢ TeT(o 0 TeT(0)

Finally we want to prune the 1ast sum by including only tubes T in T(f) — in other words, only
the tubes T that actually intersect Br. Since = € Bp, the tubes we remove are all disjoint from
x. We bound their total contribution using the strong version of Property 2 in equation This
proves Property 3.

We prove Property 4 using Plancherel’s theorem as follows. Suppose that 77,7, are disjoint
tubes in T(#). Expanding the definition of fr, and fr,, we get
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(20)
[ #rFmavols = [ J6n(Br,xFo)dalGm, » Fo) dindon = [ (14l (9, + ) (B ) e

Let G = J|g|?. Applying Plancherel, our integral is equal to:

(21) / (G * (¢T1F9)) . ¢T2F9d$1d$2.
Since Ty and Ty are disjoint, Dist(supp ¢, ,supp ¢g,) > (1/4)R1/2+9 But on the other hand,
G obeys |V!G| <; RY?, and so

—10%61

IG(7)] < Aread (1 + |£’|R‘1/2)

Also |Fy(z1,22)| < || fll22(s)- Plugging these bounds into equation 2] we get

J— 105
[ #n 7 avols S B,

This proves Property 4.
Finally, we turn to Property 5. Using Equation 20, we see

S [ltrPavols = 3= [ ol sldr x Bof? dirds.

TET(6) TET(0)
Since 1 < J < 2, this last integral is

(22) S S [ ePlor < Fof dordon.

TET(0)

Since Fy is supported in 8 and ¢r decays rapidly, wg(gi;T x Fy) is almost equal to (gZ)T x Fy). In
quantitative terms, since |¢T' ()| decays rapidly for |G| > R~/ we get

Vo(r * Fo)(@) = (7 * Fo)(@) + OB (1 + (&)~ foll2)-
Using this estimate, we see that line 22 is

< /|<23T « Fp|? dwidwa +O(R™| £1256)-
TET(0)
We can evaluate the last integral by Plancherel, giving

> /|¢T|2|Fe|2d$1d$2-

TET(6)
But since ¢ form a partition of unity, ZTe']l‘(O) |¢7|? < 1, and so the last line is bounded by

/ \Fy 2 dardas — / (B2 derdews < / P
0

This proves Property 5. O
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We will usually apply Proposition to the functions f.. By Property 1, if f; is supported in
7, then for every T', f. r is supported in a O(R~'/?) neighborhood of 7.

Suppose that T; C T are subsets. For each 7 and for each subset, we can define a corresponding
function fr ;:

f‘r,i = Z fT,T-

TeT;

Lemma 2.7. Consider some subsets T; C T indexed by i € I. If each tube T belongs to at most p
of the subsets {T;}icr, then for every 0,

)N ISR A

iel
Also,

S [ 1P s 18P

iel
Proof. Each fr; = Y rer, frr. I T € T(¢), then supp frr C 30". So in the integral on the

left-hand-side, we only need to include the tubes in T(8") for O(1) caps 6 each lying in 106. We
define T;(¢") == T; N T(¢'), and frio = X rer, oy fr.1-

/ ils Y / Frio
3

30'N30#£¢p

For each 0, we expand f; ;9 to get

S X st 5 [rnT

TEeT; (6’ i Ty, ToeT; (0’

We control the terms where T} and Ts are disjoint using Property 4 above. Each tube Ty € T(6)
intersects at most O(1) other tubes T3 € T(6’). Therefore, the last expression is bounded by:

Y[ X i+ oqm@rr ) .mlp)

i \TET;(0")

The big O term contributes at most |I|R™%| f- o153 < uR 79| f; ¢-]|3, which is easily controlled
by the right-hand-side. Using Property 5, the main term is bounded by

<n Y )/|fT,T|2 Su [ 15

TEeT; (6’

This proves that > .., [o5[fril® < 1 fi00 |f~1?, giving the first inequality in the conclusion.
Finally, if we sum this inequality over all the caps 8 C S, we get the second inequality. ]

As a special case, applying the lemma above to a single subset T; C T, we get the following:
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Lemma 2.8. IfT; C T, then for any cap 0, and any T,

/ Fral? < / £ P
360 100

3. THE HARMONIC ANALYSIS PART OF THE PROOF

In this section, we give the heart of the proof of Theorem 2.4l This section contains the proof
except for the proofs of some geometric lemmas about how tubes intersect algebraic varieties. The
geometric lemmas have a different flavor, and we prove them in the next section.

3.1. The inductive setup. We will prove Theorem [Z4] by an inductive argument. In order to do
the induction, we need to set up the Theorem in a slightly more general way.

Instead of taking f; to be f restricted to 7 and taking the caps 7 disjoint, we need to allow the
caps T to overlap. Suppose that each 7 is the graph of h over a ball B2(&,,r), and that the union of
7 is S. We consider a decomposition f =) _ f;, where supp fr C 7. We define a-broad as before:
x is a-broad for Ef if max, |Ef,(2)| < a|Ef(z)].

We assume that the centers {&,} C B%(1) are K~! separated. We define the multiplicity u of
the covering by saying that the radius r for each cap 7 lies in the range [K 1, ul/QK_l]. Using the
radius condition and the separation condition, it follows easily that any point lies in O(u) different
caps 7.

Theorem 3.1. For any € > 0, there exists K, L and a small §trqns € (0,€), depending only on e,
so that the following holds.
Suppose that S is the graph of a function h obeying Conditions [21] for L derivatives. Suppose
that the caps T cover S as described above, with multiplicity at most u, and suppose that @ > K~°.
If for any T and any w € S,

f hl2<,
B(w,R-1/2)NS

then

(3/2)+e
Br — Js

Moreover, lim¢_,o K (€) = +00.

We can easily recover Theorem 24| from Theorem Bl Fix an ¢ > 0. By scaling f, we can
suppose that ||f|l = 1. We divide S into a disjoint union of K ~!-caps 7. The multiplicity
of this cover is u < 1. We take fr = fx,. So > [¢|f-I* = [¢|f[*. Since |flloc = 1, we
see that the average value of |f;|? on any region is at most 1. We take a = K €. The last
factor Rotranslos(K an) jg < RCOrans < RO Now we can apply Theorem Bl and we see that

[, Bra Ef** < CROC([|f) 3P+ Since ||f|lc = 1, this last expression is bounded by
CERO(€)||f||§||f||éé4. Raising both sides to the power (3.25)~! = 4/13, we get || Bro Ef| 13.25(5,) <

C.RO© ||f||§2/13|\f|\<1,413. Since € > 0 is arbitrary, we recover Theorem [2.41
There are several parameters to keep track of. For reference later, we list them here and say
how they are related. We will take 0rqns = €® and K = e< ", We also introduce two other small
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parameters: § = e2. We will have tubes of thickness R("/2+9_ In the next section, we will choose a
degree D = R%s with Sdeg = €*. The key facts about the small parameters are

6trans < 6d€g < ) < e.
Also, we need K very large compared to 0;rqns, S0 that Rotrans log(107°K*) > R1000,
During the proof of Theorem Bl we write A < B for A < C(¢)B. For example, since K is a

constant depending on €, we have K <1 and o 2 1.

3.2. Polynomial partitioning. We will prove Theorem Bl using polynomial partitioning. We
pick a degree D = R%4s with Sdeg = €*. Then we apply polynomial partitioning with this degree
to the function g, Bro, Ef32°. Corollary [[.7 tells us that there exists a non-zero polynomial P of
degree at most D so that R™ \ Z(P) is a disjoint union of ~ D3 cells O;, and so that for each 4,

/ Bro Ef*?* ~ D73 [ Brq Ef*?.
O;NBr Br

Moreover, we can assume that P is a product of non-singular polynomials. This is a minor technical
point that will help with the proofs of the Lemmas below.
We define W := Npay2)15 Z(P), and we let O} := (O; N Br) \ W. Then we define T; C T as:

T, :={T € T so that TN O} # ¢}.

We define f;; = ETeTi frr. We define f; =3 frs.

We remark that if 7' € T;, then T'N O} is non-empty, and so the core line of 7" must intersect
O;. Since a line can cross Z(P) at most D times, we see that each tube T' € T intersects at most
D + 1 of the O}. We state this estimate as a lemma.

Lemma 3.2. FEach tube T € T lies in at most D + 1 of the sets T;.

The integral of Br, E f325 on a cell O} will be controlled using induction. We also have to control
the integral of Br, Ef%2% on W.

We cover Bg with ~ R3® balls B; of radius R'~°. If B; N W is non-empty, then we note which
tubes of T are tangent to Z(P) in B; and which tubes of T are transverse to Z(P) in B;.

Definition 3.3. T 14ng s the set of all T € T obeying the following two conditions:
e TNWNB;#¢.

o If z is any non-singular point of Z(P) lying in 2B; N 10T, then
Angle(v(T), T, Z) < R~(1/2+23,
(Recall that v(T) is the unit vector in the direction of the tube T.)

Definition 3.4. T rqns is the set of all T € T obeying the following two conditions:
e TNWNB;j# ¢.
o There exists a non-singular point z of Z(P) lying in 2B; N 10T, so that
Angle(v(T), T, Z) > R™(1/2+2,

We claim that any tube 7" € T that intersects W N B; lies in exactly one of T; tqng and T trans-
Looking at the definitions, the only thing that we need to check is that if T" intersects W N B;, then
there is a non-singular point of Z(P) in 107N 2B;. We recall that W is the R(!/2+9 neighborhood
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of Z(P), and that R(/2)+8 5 also the radius of each tube T. Therefore, if z € TNW N Bj, then
there is a point z € Z(P) with Dist(x, z) < R(/?%9. This point z lies in 107°N 2B;. Also, since
P is a product of non-singular polynomials, the non-singular points are dense in Z(P) and we can
assume that z is a non-singular point.

There are two important geometric lemmas about T} tang and T; ¢rans that we use in our esti-
mates. We state them here and prove them in the next section. The proofs use a little algebraic
geometry and a little differential geometry. They have a different flavor from the harmonic analysis
arguments we have been discussing, and so we put them in their own section which concentrates
on those ideas.

We begin with an estimate about the transverse tubes.

Lemma 3.5. Each tube T € T belongs to at most Poly(D) = ROWacq) different sets T trans-

We remark that a tube T intersects R° different balls B;. We chose 40y = €* much smaller
than 6 = €2. So T belongs to T; trans for only a tiny fraction of these balls. Using this estimate
and induction we can control the contribution from the transverse tubes. It might also be worth
noting the following. A line can transversely intersect Z(P) in at most D points. Lemma 3.5 is an
analogous estimate with a tube in place of a line. We get a weaker quantitative bound: polynomial
in D instead of linear in D. This is good enough for our purposes, but it would be interesting to
understand the worst-case behavior.

Next we give an estimate for the tangential tubes.

Lemma 3.6. For each j, the number of different 0 so that T; 1ang NT(0) # ¢ is at most R1/2)+00),

There are ~ R different caps # € S. The lemma says that only on the order of RY/? of these
caps can contribute to T, tang. For instance, if Z(P) is a plane, then only the directions tangent to
the plane can appear in T} tang-

We let frjtang = ZTGT]_JMQ frr and fjiang = Y, frjtang and similarly for fr ;irans and

fj,trans'

3.3. The inductive step. In this subsection, we break fBR Br, Ef3?° into pieces coming from
the fi, the fjirans, and the fjiang. We call these the cellular pieces, the transverse pieces, and
the tangential pieces. We will bound the tangential pieces directly, and we will bound the other
pieces by induction. In this subsection, we explain how to break the integral into pieces, we state
the bound for the tangential pieces, and we explain how the induction works. We will come back
to prove the bound for the tangential pieces in the next subsection.

Throughout the arguments, we will assume that e is sufficiently small and R is sufficiently large.

If x € O}, then Ef-(x) is almost equal to E f; ;(x) for each 7. We also want to think about how
the a-broad part of Ef(x) relates to the a-broad part of E f;(z).

Lemma 3.7. If x € O} and R is large enough, then
Bro Ef(x) < 2Braa Efi(z) + R | f7]2.
Proof. By Proposition 2.6, we know that

Efr(x) = Z EfT,T(‘T) + O(R_looonTH2)'

TeT
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If £ € T, then T must intersect O} so T € T;. If ¢ T, then Proposition 2.6 gives us the bound
|Efr.r(z)] < R71990) £ ||l2. The total contribution of these T' ¢ T; is small, leaving

(23) Ef:(x) = Efri(z) + O(R™™| f-]2)-

Summing over 7, we get

(24) Ef(z) = Efi(z) + O(R™*) | f-l2).

Now we have to deal with the a-broad issue. We can assume that |Ef(z)| > R7%°% || ;]2
and hence |Ef;(z)| > (1/2)R72°%" || f+|l2. We can also assume that z is a-broad for Ef. Under
these assumptions, it remains to show that = is 2a-broad for E f;. In other words, we have to show
that for each 7,

|E fri(z)| < 2a|lEfi(x)].
Using Equations 23] and 24] we see that

|Efri(@)] < |Efr(2)| + O(R™*||f+]l2) < alEf (2)] + O(RT*| f+]2) <

< alEfi(@)| + ORI frll2) < 20| Efi(x)].
O

If x € W N B, then the situation is more complicated. Ef(z) is almost equal to Ef; trans(2) +
Efj tang(x). But in order for the a-broad parts to behave well, we will need to use not only Ef; trans
but some other related functions.

Recall that S is divided into ~ K2 caps 7 of diameter K ~!.

If I is any subset of these caps, we let fr;trans = ZTGI fr.jtrans. The function fr; trans
comes with a natural decomposition: if 7 € I, we let fr 1 ;trans = fr.jtrans, and if 7 ¢ I, then
fT,I,j,trans =0.

Eventually we will estimate the terms involving f; or fj ¢rans by induction. On the other hand,
we will estimate the terms involving f; tang by a direct computation. For this computation, we will
use a bilinear version of f; ;ang Which we now define. We say that two caps 71, 7> are non-adjacent
if the distance between them is > K 1.

Bil(E fj tang) := > |E fry.gitang| 2| Efra.gitangl /2.

71,72 non-adjacent
With these definitions in hand, we can now state our lemma connecting Bry Ef with f;, fi trans,
and f; tang-

Lemma 3.8. Ifx € B;NW and ap < 107°, then

Brq [Ef(z)] <2 <Z Broa |Ef1jtrans(2)] + K1 Bil(E fj tang) (%) + R Z ||f7'||2> .
I T
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Remark. In Lemma 3.8, when we sum over I, we are summing over the roughly 2% * subsets of
the set of caps 7. Since K is a constant depending on €, this large-sounding number will turn out
to be minor.

Proof. Suppose x € B; N W. We can assume that = is a-broad for Ef and that |Ef(z)| >

R0 1+ ll2-

Let I be the set of K ~'-caps 7 so that |Ef; j tang(x)] < K1 Ef(z)| . In other words, I¢ is the
set of caps 7 so that |Efr jtang(x)] > K19Ef(z)| . If I¢ contains two non-adjacent caps, then
|Ef(z)| < K'Y Bil(Efj tang)(x), and so the conclusion holds.

If I¢ does not contain two non-adjacent caps, then I°¢ consists of at most 10%u caps, because the
centers of the caps are K ! separated, and the radius of each cap is at most u!/2K 1. Since z is
a-broad for Ef, and au < 1075, we have

> |Ef(2)] < 10*pa|Ef (2)] < (1/10)|Ef (x)|.
Tele

Therefore, |Efr(z)] > (9/10)|Ef(z)|. Next, we break up Efr into tangential and transverse
contributions.

If T'e T and T intersects B; N W, then T belongs to T trans O T;tang. On the other hand, if
T does not intersect B; N W, then | f, r(z)| = O(R™%%| f.||2). Therefore, for any cap 7, we have

(25) |Efr(z)] < |Ef‘r,j,tran5(x)| + |Ef7',j7tang(x)| + O(R_990||f'r”2)'

Summing over 7 € I, we see that

|Ef1(@)| < |Ef1jtrans(z)] + (Z |Ef‘r,j,tang($)|> + O(R_ggo Z [ f71l2)-

Tel

But for each cap 7 € I, |Efr j tang(x)] < K 'C|Ef(x)], and s0 Y-/ |E fr ) tang| < K8 Ef(x)|.
Plugging this in and using that |Efr(x)| > (9/10)|Ef(x)|, we get:

(9/10)|Ef(2)| < |Bfrjtrans(@)] + K| Ef(2)| + OB~ Y || frl2).
Since |Ef(x)] > R79°%" || f7]|2, we see that

(26) |Ef(2)| < B/2)|ESf1jtrans(@)|-

In this case, it remains to prove that z is 2a-broad for E f; j trans. Given Equation 26, it suffices
to prove that for each 7 € I,

|Efrjtrans(2)] < (11)a|Ef(z)].
From equation 23] above, we see that

|Efr,jtrans(@)] < |Efr(2)] + | Efjtang,r ()] + OB fr]|2).
Since 7 € I, |Efr j tang(z)| < K719 Ef(x)|. Therefore, we have

|Efrjtrans(@)] < ol Ef(2)] + K| Ef(2)] + OB f-|2).
Because |[Ef(z)] > R79° %" _||f7]2 and a > K¢, we have
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|Efr trans,j ()] < (1.1)a|Ef(z)].
Hence the point x is 2a-broad for Efr j trans- O

We can now state our estimate for the tangential terms.

3/2
/ Bil(Ef; tang)>*® < RO® (Z / |fT|2> :
B T

We will prove Proposition [B9] in the next subsection. The argument is basically standard. The
proof is important though, and it involves the key moment where we use that the exponent is 3.25
and not smaller.

Now we use induction to prove Theorem [3.I1 We do induction on the radius R. For each radius
R, we also induct on ) _ [|f;|[>. As a base of the induction, the theorem is true when R = 1 or
when Y [|f-[*> < R71%%. For R =1 the theorem is trivial. If Y [|f;[* < R719%° the theorem
follows from observing that sup | Bro Ef| < (3, [¢|f+]) < CROO(X, [4|f+|*)'/2. Therefore,

3.25
3.25 3 4 2
[ mepspe < on (;/Sw) <oR (;/Sw)

(3/2)+e¢
< oR™ (Z / w) .

So we can assume Theorem B.I] holds for radii < R/2 or for functions g with Y []g,|> <
(1/2)>°. [1f+|*. If pa > 1076, the conclusion of Theorem B is also trivial, because the factor
RPtrans log(K an) ig g6 large. We chose K (€) = e¢ ' and so the exponent €6 log(K1076) > ¢4, If e
is small enough, the factor Rotrens lo8(K an) jg at Jeast R0 and then the bound is trivially true.
So we can also assume that pa < 10—,

We decompose our main integral into pieces in the cells and a piece coming from the walls
between cells:

Proposition 3.9.

J

(3/2)+(1/8)

IN

/ Br, Ef*% =" / Bro, Ef*% + / Bro, Ef*%.
Br BRﬂOfL BrNW

i
If the cellular term dominates, then we proceed as follows. Since [ BRAO; Br, Ef3% is essentially
independent of 4, there must be ~ D3 different cells O} so that

(27) / Br, Ef** ~ D73 Br, Ef325.
BRQO; Br

For each such 4, applying Lemma [3.7] we see that

/ Blf'a Ef3.25 5 D3/ Bra Ef3.25 5 D3/ Brga Efi3.25 4 R—lOOO Z ||f‘r,i||§'25'
Br BRﬂOfL Br T

(The last term is a minor error term coming from Lemma B.7l If that term dominates, then we
get the desired bound for [ B Br, Ef325 immediately.)
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Next we consider > [|f-i|>. We noted above that each tube T lies in T; for at most D + 1
values of i. By Lemma [27] we know that Y, [|f-:|> < D [ |f-|*. Now we can choose a particular
¢ which obeys equation 27 and so that

;/w SD‘2Z/|JZIQ-

We claim that we can apply Theorem Bl to f; = Y fr;. By Proposition [Z8] we know that
supp fr; is in a tiny neighborhood of 7. Therefore, the new multiplicity is only slightly larger than
1 - it is certainly at most 2u. By Lemma 2.8 we know that for any w € S,

f iP5 ¢ TRt
B(w,R~1/2)NS B(w,10R-1/2)NS

Therefore, after multiplying f; by a constant, it obeys all the assumptions of Theorem[B.Il Moreover,
S [1fril? <(1/2)Y. [|f+|*. By inductionon Y _ [|f-|?, we can apply TheoremB.Ilto f;. When
we do so, we get the following bound:

/ Bry Ef%% < D3/ Broo Ef}?° <
BR BR

(3/2)+e
D3CER5R5MMLS log(4apK®) (Z/|f7'1|2> '

Since >°_ [firI> S D72 [|f-]?, we get all together:

(3/2)
/ Br, Ef3.25 < (OD72ERCJtrans) OERERJtTans log(apK*®) (Z/ |f7'|2>
BR T

To close the induction, it just suffices to prove that the term in parentheses is < 1. This term
is at most R™%es+Corans - Since G4y = €* and Sgrans = €%, the exponent of R is negative and the
induction closes.

Returning to the decomposition fBR Br, Ef3% =%, IBRmO; Br, Ef32° + fBRr‘WW Br, Ef32°,
let us now suppose that the contribution from the cell walls dominates. By Lemma [3.8] we now
have

/ BI’a Ef3.25 S

Br

Z/ Br2o¢ Ef]g trans + ZKlOO/ Bll Ef] tanq) ’ R—IOOOZ Hf H325
B;

If the final O-term dominates, then the conclusion holds trivially, using the fact that Y- || f-[|3 <
1. By Proposition B0, we know that the tangential term is bounded by RO (3" [|f,]?)%/? <
RE(Y, [1£-12)%/2. So if the tangential term dominates we are also done. Therefore, we are left
with the case where

(28) / Br, Ef3V25 5 Z/ Brag Ef trans I
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We claim that we can apply Theorem[B.Ilto each integral on the right-hand-side. The ball B; has
radius Rl_‘;, so by induction on the radius Theorem [B.1] applies. We have to check that f; trans,r
satisfies the hypotheses. By Proposition 26l supp f- 1 jtrans lies in a small neighborhood of 7 - a
slightly larger cap. As above, the multiplicity of the new covering with slightly larger caps is at
most 2u. By Lemma 2.8 we have for any w € S,

% |fj,t7‘ans,],7’|2 S % |f7’|2 S 1.
B(w,R~1/2)nS B(w,10R~1/2)nS

Therefore, we may apply Theorem [3.1] to each of the integrals on the right-hand side of Equation
We get the following upper bound:

J

To bound fBR Br, Ef325, we have to sum over all j,I. Now the crucial point is Lemma [3.5]
which tells us that a given tube T lies in T} trqns for at most Poly(D) values of j. (The number of
different values of I is only a constant depending on ¢e.) Therefore, by Lemma 2.7]

Z‘/L}L‘T,j,transl2 SPOly(D)Z/|fT|27

Brae B} mns S OO R 080K (57 [ 2100205

J

and hence

Z(Z/|f7',j,trans|2)(3/2)+€ SPOly(D)(Z/|fT|2)(3/2)+E

I Tel
Summing over j, I and plugging this in, we get the following bound:

/ Br,, Ef3.25 < Poly(D)CeR(lfé)éRétrans log(4a#K€)(Z / |fT|2)(3/2)+€ _
Bgr T

_ (C POly(D)R—tseRCtswans) CeReRtswmls log(auK*©) (Z / |f‘r|2)(3/2)+€'

To close the induction, we just have to check that the term in parentheses is less than 1. For
sufficiently large R, this term is at most RC%des =0+ Ctrans  Since § = €2, §4eq = €, and Gyrans = €,
the exponent of R is negative and the induction closes.

We have now finished carrying out the induction. It only remains to prove the bound for the
tangential terms in Proposition

3.4. The estimate for the tangential terms. In this subsection, we prove Proposition 3.9 In
other words, we have to prove the following estimate:

3/2
/ Bil(Ef; tang)** < OO (T / TR
BjﬂW T

Cover B; N W with cubes @ of side length R'/2. For each cube @, we let T} ang.¢ be the set of
tubes in T; ¢ang that intersect Q). On @, we have
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EfT,j,tang = Z EfT,T + O(R_ggouf‘r”?)-

TeTj,tang,Q

The terms of the form O(R™99| f,||2) are always negligible in our calculations, and in this
subsection, we will abbreviate them by writing

(29) Efrjtang = Z E f- 1 + negligible .
TETj,tang,Q

Because of the definition of T tgng, Definition B3] we claim that all the tubes in T} 4040 are
nearly coplanar. Since @ N W is non-empty, there must be a point z € Z(P) in the R(/2)+0.
neighborhood of Q. For any T € T tang,Q, 2 € 10T'N2B; N Z(P). Also, since P is a product of
non-singular polynomials, the non-singular points are dense in Z(P), and so we can assume that
2 is non-singular. Now by Definition B3] the angle between v(T) and T,Z(P) is < R~(1/2)+20 <
R—(1/2)+0(3)

Using this observation and the Cérdoba L* argument, we get a bilinear estimate on Q:

Lemma 3.10. If 7 and 12 are non-adjacent caps, then

/QIEfn,j,tangIQIEfm,j,tangIQSRO(‘”R1/2( Yoo MfamlDC Y Ifrnmlld)+negligible.

Th€Tj tang,Q T2€T) tang,Q

Proof. On @, we have

Efrjiang= Y  Efrr+ negligible.
TET) tang,Q

We let g be a smooth bump function which is equal to 1 on () and with support in 10Q). (We
can assume that 7o (w)| < Vol(Q)(1 + |w|RY/2)10°™" ) Now we can bound

/ |Ef7'17j»ta"9|2|Ef7'21j7t¢lng|2 < Z /nQEf717T1Efn,TlEmeTzEfrz,’IE + neghgible'
Q T1,T1,T2,T2€T; tang.Q

Each of the summands on the right-hand side we can evaluate with Plancherel, giving

(30) > / (i * fry 7, dvols * fry 1, dvols)(f, 7, dvols *f, 7, dvols).
T T T, To€T g tang K

Only very few of these terms are significant. For each tube T', let §(T) denote the cap 6 so that
T € T(0), and let w(T) be the center of §(T). The measure frdvolg is supported on 36(T"), and

so the support lies in the O(R'/?)-neighborhood of w(T'). Because of the rapid decay of 7jg, a term
in the sum above is negligible unless

(31) w(Th) + w(Tz) = w(Ty) + w(Ty) + O(R~1/2+3),

)
to be O(R~(1/2+9) close to w(T}), and the same for
) all lie in a common plane 7(Q). Recall that v(T3)

1
Next we claim that equation [Tl forces w(T1)
w(T) and w(Tz). We know that v(T;) and v(T;
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is essentially the unit normal vector to S at w(T;). Therefore, at each point &(7T}),d(T;) € B2(1),
Vh satisfies a linear equation:

(32) m - Vh(&) +b=0,
for a vector m € R? with |m| < 1, and a number b with |b] < 1.

This equation defines a curve in B2?(1). If h were exactly quadratic, then this curve would be a
straight line. Since S satisfies Conditions 2.1 we know that S is almost quadratic: the Hessian of S
obeys 1/2 < 9?h < 2, and the third derivative obeys |0%h| < 107? pointwise. Therefore, this curve
is almost a straight line. After rotating in the wy, w9 plane, it can be given as a graph we = g(w1),
where |Vgl, |V?g| are at most 107°.

Next we write j(w1) = h(wi, g(w1)). Because 7h > 1/2 and |Vg|, |V?g| are small, it is straight-
forward to check with the chain rule that

d%j > 1/4.
Let wy (T;) be the wi-coordinate of w(T;). Equation BIlis equivalent to the following:

(33) wi(Th) + wi(Tp) = wi(Th) + w1 (T2) + O(R*(1/2)+5)_

(34) J(wi(T1)) + j(wi(T2)) = j(wi (T1)) + j(wi(Th)) + O(R™ /DTy,

Equation B3] implies that the w; (T;) and the w; (7;) have essentially the same midpoint. Without
loss of generality, we can assume that wq(T1) < w1(T1) < wi(T2) < wi(T2). Also, since w(T}) lies in
(or very near) 71, and w(73) lies in or very near 7o, |w1(T1) —wi(T2)| = K 1. Let I; be the interval
[w1(T1),w1(T1)] and I be the interval [wi(7T2),w;(T2)]. By Equation B3] the lengths of I; and I
are equal up to an error of O(R~(1/2+%) Because of the bound j” > 1/4, we see that for any
s1 € Iy and s € Ia, j'(s2) — j'(s1) > (1/4)K 1. Using this bound and the fundamental theorem of
calculus, we estimate that

a1+ 18IS ([ )= ([ 5+ 0maw) -
Iz I,

= j(wi(T2)) = j(wi(T2) = j(wi(TV) + j(wi(Ty) + O(R™V/DH) = O(R™(/2H9),
This finishes the proof that |w(T;) — w(T;)| < R~/ for i = 1,2.
Next we observe that for each @, there are only O(1) tubes of T(f) that intersect @, and so there
are only O(1) tubes of T(6) in T; ;qng,@- Therefore, line B0l is bounded by

(35) RO©) > / | frr. 7y dvolg * fr, 1, dvolg |2,
T, Ts GTj,tang’Q

Since 6(T1) lies in 71 and 6(T») lies in 72, the angle between the tangent space of S on 0(T}) and
on O(Ty) is 2 K~1. We claim that this angle bound leads to the following inequality:

(36) [V dvols 2, dvls S B2 Bl
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We sketch the proof of the claim. Let us abbreviate f., 7, dvolg by fi dvols, and f, 7, dvolg by
fa dvols,, where S; is a cap containing supp f; with radius ~ R~1/2. Because of the angle condition
between S; and So, we can foliate S; by curves vs, s € [0, R~/?] so that the tangent direction of
7, is quantitatively transverse to the tangent plane of Sy, and so that dvolg, = J - dvol,, ds for a
Jacobian factor J ~ 1.

We can expand our original function f; dvolg, *fo dvolg, as an integral:

R-1/2

f1 dvolg, *fadvolg, = / (J f1 dvol,, *fs dvolg, )ds.
0

Now by Minkowski’s inequality and Cauchy-Schwarz,
(37)

|| f1 dvolg, *f2 dvolg, ||§ < </
0

R-1/2 2 R-1/2
[|J f1 dvol,, * fo dvols, ||2ds> < R*1/2/ ||J f1 dvol,, * fo dvolg, ||3ds.
0

By a change of coordinates argument,

(38) / 1 fi dvol,, # i dvols, 2 ~ / AP [ 18P
R3 Vs Sa

Plugging Equation B8 into Equation 37 we get

R-1/2
(39) ||y dvols, #fz dvols, |2 < R/ / ( / ) / P < RV / AP / 1l
0 Vs So S1 Sa

This finishes the proof of Equation Now using Equation B6] to bound line B5] we see that

~/Q |Ef7’1>j7t11719|2|Ef7'27j>ta7lg|2 < RO((s)R_lm( Z ||leyT1H§)( Z Hf7'2>T2||g)+negligible-

Th€Tj tang,Q T2€T) tang,Q
O

Next we give an interpretation of Lemma 3101 We would like to think of |E f; 1| as well approx-

imated by x7||fr7lli < XrR™Y?||frr|l2- Let Sy tang be a corresponding square function defined
as follows:

1/2

Srjtang = | Y OarR | frrll2)®
TGT]‘,tang

Lemma B.10l immediately implies that our integral over @ is controlled by the integral with the
corresponding square functions:

(40) /Q |Ef‘r1,j,tang|2|Ef7'2,j,tang|2 S RO(J) /Q Szl,j,tangszg,j,tang + neghglble

Summing over all Q C B; N W, we get the following bound:
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2 2 O(§ 2 2 st
/ |Ef7'17j,tang| |Ef7'27j,tang| S R ® / Srl,j,tangSTz,jiang + negligible .
BjﬂW

Bj nw
The last integral involving square functions is easy to bound. Expanding the definition of square
function, we get:

< S R n Bl e / —

T1,T2€T; tang
Since T comes from 71 and T comes from 7o, the angle between v(7T7) and v(T3) is > K1, and
so the last integral is < K R3/2. Therefore, the last sum is

SR71/2( Z ||f7'1,T1||%)( Z ||f7'2,T2||§)'

T1€Tj tang T2€Tj tang
Using Proposition [Z.6] the functions {f- r}rer are almost orthogonal, and we see

Z ||f‘r,T||g < ||f7',j,tang||§ + negligible..
TeTj,tang
Altogether, we have the bound:

/ |Ef7'1,j7tang|2|Ef727j1t0"9|2 S RO(5)R71/2||f7'17j1m"9”ngTsztangH% + neghgible .

This implies the following L*bound on the bilinear term:

(41) IBI(E ) tang) | Lo (B, ow) S RO RS | frjitangl3)'/? + negligible.

On the other hand we can easily get an L2 bound and then interpolate to get bounds for the LP
norm with any 2 < p < 4. A standard estimate says that

IEf|l25r) S BRYZ(1fl2-
(See for instance Lemma 2.1 in Lecture Notes 7 in [T3].)
From this it easily follows that

(42) || Bﬂ(Efj,tang)HL?(BjﬁW) 5 R1/2(Z ||fr,j,tang||§)1/2

Interpolating between these by using Holder, we get for all 2 <p < 4,

(43) / I BIES, tang) P S ROOREAP(S [ frsano 272

Next we consider || fr jtangll2. On the one hand, by Lemma [Z8 we know that || f- ; tangll2 S
|| f+]]2. We can get a different bound by taking advantage of the small number of directions of tubes
in Tjqng. Lemma tells us that T;4n, contains tubes in only RO R'Y/2 different directions.
Therefore, each function fr ; tang is supported on ROWGRY2 caps #. On each cap, Lemma 2.8 gives
the bound
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F s s § 157 51
0 106

|
Adding the contribution of R(/2+00) caps, we get the bound [ |frj tang|? < RCOR™Y/2. Com-
bining these two bounds for || f- ; tangl|2, we get for p > 3:

3_p
O W rgtangll2)?’? < REORTE( | fr.jitangl3)>2.

Substituting this bound into Equation 3] we get:

[ BB )P € ROORE (T £ 8
BjﬁW j
Taking p = 3.25 = 13/4, this estimate is the bound in Proposition 3.9

4. ESTIMATES ABOUT THE GEOMETRY OF TUBES AND ALGEBRAIC SURFACES

In this section, we prove Lemmas[B.5 and 3.6l These Lemmas estimate how tubes interact with an
algebraic surface. Each Lemma generalizes a simple statement about lines intersecting an algebraic
surface.

A line can transversally intersect a degree D surface Z(P) in at most D points. Lemma [3.5] says
that a tube T can belong to T trens for at most Poly(D) values of j: there are < Poly(D) balls B;
where T passes through W transversally.

The directions of the lines in an algebraic surface Z(P) all lie in an algebraic curve. Let RP?
denote the points at infinity in R? — also the set of directions of lines in R3. The projective closure
of Z(P) intersects RP? in an algebraic curve. If a line [ lies in Z(P), then the direction of the
line must lie in this curve in RP?. Lemma [3.6] says that the tubes of T} ang contain tubes from at
most roughly R'/2 of the R caps 0. If S is a sphere, this is roughly the number of caps that would
intersect an algebraic curve of degree D in S.

Transferring ideas from lines to tubes is sometimes straightforward and sometimes hard. Some
of the methods that we use here come from the paper [G1].

4.1. Bounding transversal intersections. We begin with the estimate for transversal tubes,
Lemma Suppose that T € T. Recall from Definition B4 that if T € T, jyqns, then there is a
non-singular point z € 107'N2B; N Z(P) so that Angle(v(T),T,Z) > R~(1/2%25 We have to prove
that any tube T' € T lies in Tj qng for < Poly(D) values of j. We state a slightly more general
result.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that

o T is a finite cylinder in R® with radius p and arbitrary length.
a € (0,1/10) denotes an angle.

T is subdivided into tube segments of length > pa~!.
Q@ is a non-singular polynomial of degree D.
Z>a(Q) = {z € Z(Q)[ Angle(v(T), T.Z(Q)) = a}-
Then Z>4(Q) N'T is contained in < D3 of the tube segments of T'.

The reader may want to imagine p =1 and @ = 1/10. (The general case can be reduced to this
case by a change of coordinates. On the other hand, it is just as easy to prove the lemma for all p
and a as stated, so we give the proof in the general case.)
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To see that this Lemma implies Lemma [3.5] we first note that P is a product of non-singular
irreducible polynomials. For each of these polynomials, we apply the Lemma above to 107, taking
p=10RM/2+ ¢ = R—(1/2+20 and the length of the segments pa~! = 10R'~?. So each segment
intersects O(1) balls B;. (This step motivates the choice of angle R~(1/2%2% in the definitions of
Tj,tang and Tj,trans-)

There is probably a version of this lemma in any number of dimensions, but we will focus on 3
dimensions. In fact, we’ll warm up by proving a 2-dimensional version of the lemma, and then go
on to the more difficult 3-dimensional case. We begin with a lemma that holds in any number of
dimensions.

If T is a tube in R™ in direction v(T'), and @ is a non-singular polynomial on R", then we define
Z-4(Q) as follows:

Z-a(Q) :={z € Z(Q)| Angle(v(T), T.Z(Q)) = a}.

We defined earlier a non-singular polynomial. Recall that we said that a polynomial P on R"
is non-singular if for each point © € Z(P), VP(z) # 0. There is an analogous definition for
varieties defined by several polynoimals. Suppose that Qi,...,Qx are polynomials on R"”. We
say that Z(Q1,...,Qx) is a transverse complete intersection if for each point z € Z(Qq, ..., Q),
VQi(x),...,VQr(z) are linearly independent. In particular, a transverse complete intersection is
always a smooth submanifold of dimension n — k.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose Q is a non-singular polynomial on R™. For any a, Z—,(Q) is a variety
Z(Q, Q1) where Q1 is a polynomial (depending on Q and a) of degree < Deg(Q). For almost every
a, Z(Q,Q1) is a transverse complete intersection.

Proof. Suppose = € Z(Q). Since @ is non-singular, VQ(x) # 0. The unit normal to Z(Q) at x is
given by + =% Therefore, z € Z—,(Q) if and only if

ver
% -v(T) = £sina.

This holds if and only if

0= (VQ-v(T))?* —sin*(a)|VQ|* =: Q1.
We see that @1 is a polynomial and that Z7_,(Q) = Z(Q, Q1).
Next we want to see that for almost every a, for each point x € Z_,(Q), VQ and V@, are

linearly independent.
Define a smooth function f: Z(Q) — R by

[ (VQu(T)?,
V@
We note that |VQ| never vanishes on Z(Q), so f is C° smooth. Also f(z) = sin®(a) if and only

if x € Z—,(Q).

Fix any value of a. If g € Z_,(Q), and Q; is defined as above, then we claim that V@Q and
V@1 are linearly dependent at xq if and only if V f(xz9) = 0. We can see this as follows. Along the
manifold Z(Q), the polynomial @; is equal to

Q1(z) = [VQI*(f(2) - sin*(a)).

At the point zo, f(z¢) — sin?(a) = 0. So when we differentiate, we see that
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VQi(z0) = [VQ(x0)|*V f (o).
We have VQ(x0), VQ1(x) linearly independent as vectors in R™ if and only the restriction of
VQi(xzo) to Ty, Z(Q) is non-zero, if and only if V f(zq) # 0.
Now by Sard’s theorem, the set of critical values of f has measure zero. Therefore, for almost
every a, sin?(a) is a regular value of f. For any such a, VQ and VQ; are linearly independent at

every point of Z—,(Q) = Z(Q, Q1). a

In this section we will also use Bezout’s theorem. We use the following version — see Theorem
5.2 in [CKW] for a clean and well-written proof.

Theorem 4.3. If Z(Q1,...,Qn) is a transverse complete intersection in R™, then the number of
points in Z(Q1,...,Qn) s at most Deg(Q1)... Deg(Qy).

Now we can prove a 2-dimensional version of Lemma ]

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that

T is a rectangle in R? with width 2p and arbitrary length.
a € (0,1/10) denotes an angle.

T is subdivided into rectangular segments of length > pa™"'.
Q@ is a non-singular polynomial of degree D.

Z>a(Q) :={z € Z(Q)| Angle(v(T), T.Z(Q)) = a}.

Then Z>4(Q)NT is contained in < D? of the tube segments of T .

Proof. Using Lemma [I.2] we choose a generic b € [(9/10)a, a] so that Z—, is a transverse complete
intersection. Since we are working in 2 dimensions, Z_j, is a set of < D? points.

We choose coordinates x1, 22 so that T is defined by |z2| < p. The zp-axis is parallel to the
long side of T, so v(T) = 9;. We say that a point x € Z(Q) is vertical if T,,Z(Q) is parallel to
the zo-axis, or equivalently if d>@Q = 0. By making a tiny perturbation of T', we can assume that
Z(Q,02Q) is also a transverse complete intersection, and so consists of < D? points.

We divide 27 into tube segments corresponding to the original tube segments. We label a tube
segment bad if it lies within 10pa~! of a vertical point or a point of Z_;,. The total number of bad
segments is < D2,

Suppose that x € Z>,(Q)NT and that z is not in any of the bad tube segments. We consider the
connected component of Z(Q)N (27"\ bad segments) that contains x — call this component Zomyp.
The curve Z.omp contains no vertical points. Therefore, it is defined as a graph zo = h(z) for a
smooth function & : I — R on some interval I. Also, Zomp does not contain any points of Z—,(Q).
Since © € Z>4(Q) C Z>p(Q), we see that Zeomp C Z55(Q). Therefore, |[Vh| > sinb > (1/2)a at
every point of the interval I. Since Vh is continuous, its sign must be constant. Therefore the
length of I is < 10pa™!, and Z.omp can be covered by < 1 tube segments.

It remains to prove that all these components Z.,m, can be covered by < D? tube segments.
Some of the components Zcomp have 0Zcomp that intersects the boundary of a bad tube segment.
Since there are < D? bad tube segments, all such components can be covered by < D? tube
segments. For other components 0Z.,m, does not intersect the boundary of a bad tube segment.
In this case, the two boundary points of Zmp, must lie on the top and bottom of the rectangle
T. In this case, Zcomp “goes across” the rectangle T. For |h| < p, the line o = h must intersect
Zcomp, and for almost every h, it must intersect Z.om, transversally. Since any line has at most D
transverse intersections with Z (@), the number of such components is at most D. |
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Our 3-dimensional result, Lemma [£.1] is more complicated than this 2-dimensional model. In
2 dimensions, Z_;(Q)) was a set of points of controlled cardinality. But in 3 dimensions, Z_,(Q)
will be a curve. The next step in approaching our 3-dimensional Lemma is to prove a result about
algebraic curves in a 3-dimensional tube. We will use this result to control the curve Z_;(Q) (and
some other curves).

If Y = Z(Q1,Q2) C R? is a transverse complete intersection, then we define

Y, :={y € Y| Angle(v(T),T,Y) > a}.

Lemma 4.5. Suppose that

T is a finite cylinder in R3 with radius p and arbitrary length.
a € (0,1/10) denotes an angle.

T is subdivided into tube segments of length > pa~"'.
Y = Z(Q1,Q2) is a transverse complete intersection.
Q1 and Q2 have degree at most D.

Then Ys, NT is contained in < D? of the tube segments of T.

We start by studying Y—, and proving a version of Lemma for cureves in R3.

Lemma 4.6. Suppose that Y = Z(Q1,Q2) is a transverse complete intersection in R® and that Q,
and Q2 have degree at most D. Then Y_, is an algebraic variety of the form Z(Q1,Q2,Qa), where
Q. is a polynomial (depending on Q1,Q2, and a) of degree < D. Moreover, for almost every a,
Z(Q1,Q2,Q.) is a transverse complete intersection. In particular,Y—, consists of < D3 points.

Proof. If y € Y = Z(Q1,Q2), then the vector VQ1(x) x VQ2(x) spans T,Y. Therefore, we have
Angle(v(T'),T,Y) = a if and only if

0=((VQ1 x VQ2) - v(T))* = cos*(a)|VQ1 x VQ2|* =: Q..

This proves the first claim. Now we argue as in the proof of Lemma We define a function
f:Y —=>Rby

(VQ1 x VQ2) - o(T))”

IVQ1 x VQaf>
so that f(y) = cos?(a) if and only if y € Y—,. Fix a and suppose that yo € Y—,. We can write Q,
as

f=

Qa(y) = [VQ1 x VQa* (f(y) — cos®(a)).

Since f(yo) — cos?(a) = 0, we see that VQ1, VQ2, VQ, are linearly independent at 3, if and only if
Vf(yo) # 0, where V f is considered as a vector field on Y. By Sard’s theorem, the critical values
of f have measure 0. For almost every a, cos?(a) is a regular value of f, and so Z(Q1,Q2,Q,) is a
transverse complete intersection.

If Z(Q1,Q2,Q.) is a transverse complete intersection, then Bezout’s theorem implies that it
consist of < D3 points. O

Now we can begin the proof of Lemma
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Proof. By Lemma .6 we can choose b € [(9/10)a, a] so that Y_; consists of < D3 points.

Choose coordinates 1, 2,73 so that T is given by the equation (x3,23) € B2(0,p). In these
coordinates v(T) = d1. Define Y. to be the set of points y € Y where T,,Y" C e Y. is a variety:
it is equal to Z(Q1,Q2, (VQ1 x VQ2) - ¢;). After a small generic rotation of T (and hence the
coordinates), we can assume that it is a transverse complete intersection and so it consists of < D3
points.

We divide 2T into tube segments corresponding to the original tube segments. We label a tube
segment bad if it lies within 10pa~! of a point of Y_; or Y, 1. The total number of bad segments is
< D3, 1

Suppose that y € Y>, N7 and that y is not in any of the bad tube segments. We consider the
connected component of Y N (27\ bad segments) that contains y — call this component Yo, The
curve Yeomp contains no points of Y, 1. Therefore, it is defined as a graph (22, 23) = (h2(x1), hs(z1))
for a smooth function h = (hg,h3) : I — R? on some interval I. Since Yeomp contains no points
of Ye; or }/;g., the sign of Z—Zf is constant and the sign of Z—Zf is constant. Also, Yomp does not
contain any points of Y—;,. Since y € Y>,, we see that Yeomp C Y. Therefore, at every point of
the interval I,

dhy
dLL'l

dhs

+d_$1

(44)

> (1/10)a.

Therefore the length of I is < 100pa~!, and Y,om, can be covered by < 1 tube segments.

We have to prove that the set of such Yo, can be covered by < D3 tube segments. Some of
the Y,omp have a boundary point in the boundary of a bad tube segment. The set of all such Ycomp
can be covered by < D3 tube segments.

We consider components Y.omp with no boundary point in a bad segment. Recall that Yeomyp
contains a point of 7', and the boundary of Yo, must lie in 9(2T). Let I = (s1, s2). Then either
|ha(s1) — ha(s2)| = p (type 2) or |hg(s1) — ha(s2)] = p (type 3).

Each component of type 2 intersects many planes of the form zo = h. For each type 2 component,
the plane xo = h intersects Y,omp transversely for h in a subinterval of [—2p, 2p] of measure at least
p. By Bezout’s theorem, there are at most D? points where Y intersects a plane transversely, and
so the total number of type 2 components is at most 4D?. The number of type 3 components is
also at most 4D2. ]

Now we can begin the proof of the main result of this subsection, Lemma [4.]]

Proof. By Lemma 2] we can choose an angle b € [(9/10)a, a] so that Z_; is a transverse complete
intersection of polynomials of degree < D.

We remark that if x € Z—, then Angle(v(T'), Ty Z=,) > b. We state this as a general observation.
Suppose that Y C Z is a smooth curve and z € Y. Recall that the angle Angle(v(T), T, Z) is defined
to be mingywer, z Angle(v(T),w). Since T,Y C T, Z, we get

(45) Angle(v(T),T,Y) > Angle(v(T), T, Z).

In particular, if x € Z_, we see that Angle(v(T), T, Z=p) > Angle(v(T),T,Z) =b. Soif Y = Z_y,
then Y5y is all of Y.
Now by Lemma 5] Z_, N 10T can be covered by < D? tube segments.
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Next we consider some other curves in Z. For any non-zero vector w, we define
Tan, C Z by

Tany, ={x € Zlw e T,Z} = Z(Q,VQ - w).

For almost every w, Tan,, = Z(Q,VQ - w) is a transverse complete intersection. We let W be
a set of O(1) unit vectors, including the coordinate vectors e1, 2, e3, forming a 1/1000-net on S2.
We will say more about the choice of W below. After a tiny rotation of coordinates, we can assume
that Tan,, is a transverse complete intersection for every w € W. By Lemma [5] the |W| curves
(Tan,)>p N 10T can be covered by < D? tube segments.

We divide 10T into tube segments corresponding to the original tube segments. We label a tube
segment bad if it lies within 100pa~! of a point of Z_;, or (Tan,)s, for some w € W. The total
number of bad segments is < D3.

Suppose that x € Z>, NT and that z is not in any of the bad tube segments. We consider the
connected component of Z N 2T N B(z,20pa~") that contains = — call this component Zeomp. We
know that Z.,m, contains no point of Z_p, and s0 Zeomp C Z>o.

We also know that Z;omp contains no point of (Tan,,)>s. We claim that Z;o.,, contains no point of
Tan,,. Suppose that z € ZcompNTan,,. Since x € Zeomp, we have just seen that Angle(v(T), T, Z) >
b. But by equation @5 we know that

Angle(v(T), T(Tany,)) > Angle(v(T), T, Z) > b.

Therefore, we would have x € (Tan,,)>,. So we conclude that Z.om, contains no point of Tan,,.

Since W includes a (1/1000)-net of unit vectors, and Z.omp does not intersect Uyew Tan,, it
follows that the tangent plane 7,7 is almost constant as z varies in Z.omp: the tangent plane can
only vary by an angle at most 1/100.

To finish the proof of Lemma [£.1] we have to prove the following intersection estimate for Zcomp.
Consider lines parallel to the z1-axis of the form xo = hg, x3 = hz with (hz, h3) € B?(2p). We want
to prove that for a subset of B?(2p) with area > p?, the corresponding line intersects Zcomyp-

Suppose for a moment that we have such an intersection estimate. We claim that there are
at most 47D points of Z>, NT that lie outside of the bad segments and are pairwise separated
by 100pa~!. To prove the claim, suppose that we had more than 47D such points. Consider the
surface Zcomp around each of the points — because the points are separated, these surfaces are
disjoint patches of Z. By an averaging argument, we can find (hg, h3) € B?(2p) so that the line
x9 = hg, T3 = hg intersects more than D of the surfaces Zgomyp. Also, the set of (ha, hs) so that the
line xo = hg, x3 = hg intersects Z non-transversally has measure 0, so we can assume that our line
intersects Z transversally at more than D points. This gives a contradiction, proving our claim.

Given this claim, the portion of Z>, NT outside of the bad segments can be covered by < D
tube segments. Since there are < D3 bad tube segments, Z>, NT can be covered by < D3 tube
segments in total. So it only remains to prove the intersection estimate.

Recall that the tangent plane of Z o, is nearly constant. In the main case, Angle(v(T'),T,Z) <
(1/10) for all z € Z,omp. Let us first handle this case. Because Zcomp does not intersect T'ane,, at
each point z € Zsomp, the tangent plane T,Z can be given as a graph of the form z3 = L. (x1, z2).
Because Zcomp C Z>p, we know that (9/10)a < Angle(v(T),T,Z). Being in the main case, we have
also assumed that Angle(v(T),T.Z) < 1/10. Therefore, we get the following inequalities about L.:

a/2 < |L.(1,0)| < 1/10.
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We would also like to know something about L.(0,1). The tangent plane T, 7 is almost constant
on Zeomp, so if there happens to be a single point zp € Zeomp where |L,,(0,1)] < 1/2, then
|L.(0,1)] <1 for all z € Zsomp. We can arrange this by performing a rotation in the z2 — x3 plane
by an angle which is a multiple of 7/10. These rotations generate a finite group, so we can also
assume that W is invariant with respect to any of these rotations. After the rotation, we still have
(9/10)a < Angle(v(T),T,Z) < (1/10) for all z € Zcomp. Therefore, without loss of generality we
can arrange that for every z € Zcomp, L. obeys the bounds

a/2 <|L.(1,0)] <1/10;|L.(0,1)] < 1.

Recall that Z.omp was defined around an original point x € Z>,NT. We let 7 be a plane through
x, perpendicular to v(T"). We can assume without loss of generality that the 1 coordinate of the
original point x is zero, so that the plane 7 is defined by 1 = 0. The intersection # N7 is a disk of
radius p centered at x, and m NT N Zeomp is a smooth curve in this disk. (Since Tane, N Zeomyp is
empty, Zeomp is transverse to m.) We look at the component of this curve containing the point z.
Because of the bound |L,(0,1)| < 1, this component can be given by a graph of the form z3 = g(z2),
for a function g with |Vg| < 1. The function g is defined on an interval containing [—p/2, p/2] =: I5.
On Iz, we have |g(z2)] < p/2.

For each by € I, consider the intersection of Z.om, with the plane xo = by. Since Zgomp is
disjoint from T'an.,, the intersection is a smooth curve. Consider the connected component of this
intersection which contains the point (0, b2, g(b2)). Since a/2 < |L.(1,0)| < 1/10, this connected
component is given by a graph of the form zo = ba, x3 = jip, (1), where |Vj| > a/2. By continuity
the sign of dd—jl must be constant. We also know that |7(0)| = |g(b2)| < p/2, and |ba| < p2. The
function j is defined on an interval I1(bs). Let e; be the positive endpoint of I1(bs). Recalling the
definition of Z,omp, we see that either (ba, jy,(e1)) € OB(2p) or else e; > 2pa~!. In either case, the
image of jp, must cover an interval I3(bs) of length > p. In the first case, we have |jp, (e1)| > (3/2)p
and |y, (0)| < (1/2)p. In the second case, since |Vj| > a/2 and j is defined on [0, 2pa~!], the image
of j must again cover an interval of length p.

We have seen that Zgom, intersects the line xo = ba, 3 = b whenever by € I and b3 € I3(b2).
The total area of this region is > p?. This completes the proof of the intersection estimate in the
main case that Angle(v(T),T,Z) < (1/10) for all z € Z omp.

Next we consider the minor case that Angle(v(T),T,Z) > (1/20) for all z € Z.omp- In this case,
T.Z' is a graph of the form z; = L, (22, x3) where L. is a linear function obeying

|LZ(LL'2,£L'3)| S 40|(£L‘2, $3)|
In this case, Zeomp is a graph of the form x1 = h(zq,x3) over the disk B%(2p) in the zs — x3
plane with |Vh| < 40. But in this case, Z¢om,p intersects every line of the form xzo = by, z3 = b3
with (ba,b3) € B?(2p). This finishes the proof of the intersection estimate and hence the proof of
Lemma 471
O

4.2. Directions of tangential tubes. In this section, we prove Lemma 3.6l The main tool in the
proof is a theorem of Wongkew [Won| on the volumes of neighborhoods of real algebraic varieties.
Here is a special case of the theorem.

Theorem 4.7. (Wongkew) If P is a non-zero polynomial of degree D on R™, then

Vol (B(L)NN,Z(P)) < C, DpL™".
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Remark. Recently, Zhang gave an application of Wongkew’s theorem in incidence geometry [Z].
We need a minor generalization where the ball B(L) is replaced by a rectangular region.

Theorem 4.8. Suppose that R is an n-dimensional rectangular grid of unit cubes with dimensions
Ry X ... xR, where 1 < Ry < ... < R,. Suppose that P is a non-zero polynomial of degree D.
Then the number of cubes of the grid that intersect Z(P) is at most C,, D H?:z R;.

The proof of this theorem is a minor modification of Wongkew’s proof.

Proof. The proof is by induction on n. When n = 1, the theorem reduces to the fact that a degree
D polynomial in one variable has at most D zeroes.

By a theorem of Oleinik-Petrovskii, Milnor, and Thom [Mi], the number of connected components
of Z(P) is < C, D™. Therefore, the number of cubes that contain a connected component of Z(P)
is < D™. If a cube intersects Z(P) and does not contain a component of Z(P), then one of its
boundary faces intersects Z(P). We will count cubes of this type by induction on the dimension.

Now we want to count (n — 1)-faces of the grid that intersect Z(P). Consider all the (n — 1)-
dimensional rectangular grids formed from R by fixing one of the coordinates to an integer value.
For each j, there are R; + 1 such rectangular grids formed by intersecting R with planes of the
form x; = h;, h; = 0,..., R;. The polynomial P may vanish on at most D of these (n — 1)-planes,
contributing at most D H?:z R; (n — 1)-dimensional faces. If P does not vanish on one of these
(n—1)-dimensional rectangular grids, then we can use induction to bound the number of (n—1)-faces
of this (n — 1)-dimensional grid that intersect Z(P).

For j # 1, there are S R; rectangular grids in the ejL direction. In each of these grids, Z(P) may
intersect at most C’n,lDRj_1 [1—, Ry (n —1)-faces. Altogether, this contributes <, D[]}_, R;
(n — 1)-faces.

For j = 1, the bound is even better. There are < R; rectangular grids in the ei direction. In
each of these grids, Z(P) may intersect at most C,,_1 D H?/:a Rj: (n—1)-faces. So the total number
of (n — 1)-faces of this orientation is <,, DRy R3Ry...R,, < D H?:z R;.

O

Now we set up Lemma in a slightly more general way.

Suppose that B = B3(L) is a 3-dimensional ball of radius L. Let P be a product of non-singular
polynomials of degree at most D, and let Z = Z(P). Let T be a set of cylindrical tubes T of
thickness p. We say that T € T lies in Tyong if 2'NZ N (1.1)B # ¢ and for each non-singular point
x€10T'NZN2B,

Angle(v(T), T, Z) < p/ L.
We say that two tubes T1,T> € T point in different directions if the angle between v(T7) and
v(T3) is at least p/L.

Lemma 4.9. If TV C Tyqng are tubes pointing in pairwise different directions, then

IT'| S D?1og*(L/p)L/p.

(To recover Lemma[3:6, we take, B = B;, L = R'~° and p = R(/2+9. Therefore, if T' C T} tany
consists of tubes that point in R~(1/2)+20_geparated directions, then Lemma 9] guarantees that
IT’| < R/2+00) Next if we let T” be a subset of T; 44ny consisting of tubes that point in R~/2-
separated directions, then the bound for |T”| is at most R°(®) times larger than the bound for |T’|.
In conclusion, the number of different directions of tubes in T} jang is < R(/2HO0) )
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Proof. By scaling we can assume that p = 1.

If T € Tigng, then we claim that T'N (3/2)B is contained in the 10-neighborhood of Z(P). By
assumption, there is a non-singular point zp € 27'N (1.1)B N Z(P). Since P is a product of non-
singular varieties, Z(P) is a union of smooth varieties Z(P;), and 2o is in exactly one of them — say
20 € Z(B)

We draw a curve in Z(P;) starting at zp and trying to stay as close as possible to the core line
of T. We choose coordinates x1, x2,x3 where T is given by x% + x% < 1 and where the center of B
has z1-coordinate 0. Now at each point z of Z(P;)N10T'N2B, Angle(v(T),T.Z(F,)) < p/L =1/L.
Therefore, we can parametrize a curve in Z(P;) starting at zo, given by a graph (z2, z3) = g(x1) with
[Vg| < 1/L, for |z1] < (3/2)L. This curve lies in Z(P), and T'N(3/2)B lies in the 10-neighborhood
of the curve.

The rest of the proof is a hairbrush argument, following Wolff’s hairbrush idea from [W2].
Suppose that |T’| = L. We will prove that 8 < D?log® L. For each tube T, Vol(BNT) ~ L.
We cover N1pZ(P) N B with cubes @ of side length 1. By Theorem [£7] the number of cubes @ is
< DL?. Each tube T € T’ intersects = L cubes. So on average, each cube intersects at least 3D !
tubes.

Consider triples (Q,T1,T2) with @ in our set of cubes and Ty,T» € T’. Assuming that 8 is
significantly larger than D, a Cauchy-Schwarz argument implies that the number of triples is at
least (3/D)*DL? = gD~ L2

We group the triples in dyadic blocks according to the size of Angle(v(T1), v(T%)). If Ty # To, then
this angle is between 1/L and 7/2, so we get ~ log L dyadic blocks. We pick a popular dyadic block
with angle range [0, 20], where 1/L < 6 < 2. The number of triples with Angle(v(11),v(T%)) € [0, 26]
is > 32D 1L%(log L)~ 1.

There are SL tubes in T’. By the pigeonhole principle, one of these tubes T} must appear in
> 8D 'L(log L)~! triples with Angle(v(T1),v(Ts)) € [0,260]. We let H (for hairbrush) denote the
union of all these tubes, intersected with the ball (3/2)B.

Given the angle condition Angle(vy(T),v2(T)) ~ @, each pair T1, T, can appear in < 67! triples,
and so the number of tubes T5 in the hairbrush obeys

(# of tubes Ty in H) > D *0L(log L)~".

We will get a lower bound on the volume of H from Wolff’s hairbrush argument, and we will get
an upper bound on the volume of H from Wongkew’s theorem. Playing these bounds against each
other, we will get the desired upper bound 3 < D? 1og2 L.

The tubes in the hairbrush H are morally disjoint. We can divide the hairbrush into ~ 8L planar
slabs of thickness 1. Outside of the (6/10)L-neighborhood of the core line of Ty, any point lies in
< 1 of the planar slabs. Because of the angle condition, the tubes in each planar slab have angle
separation > L~!. By a standard argument, the volume of their union is at least (log L)™' times
the sum of their volumes. (See for example Theorem 1.3 in Lecture Notes 6 of [T3].) Therefore, we
see that

Vol H > (log L)~ (# of tubes Ty in H)L > D~ *0L*(log L) 2.

On the other hand, the hairbrush H is contained in a cylinder around the core line of T} with
radius L. This cylinder is approximately a rectangle of dimensions L x L x L. The hairbrush
H is contained in the O(1)-neighborhood of Z(P) inside this rectangle. Theorem 8] gives the
following upper bound on the volume of H.
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Vol H < DOL?.
Combining the last two inequalities, we see that 3 < D?(log L)2.
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