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Singular extension of critical Sobolev mappings with values into

complete Riemannian manifolds

Federico Luigi Dipasquale

Abstract

Triggered by a recent criterion, due to A. Petrunin [17], to check if a complete, non-
compact, Riemannian manifold admits an isometric embedding into a Euclidean space with
positive reach, we extend to manifolds with such property the singular extension results
of B. Bulanyi and J. Van Schaftingen [5] for maps in the critical, nonlinear Sobolev space
Wm/(m+1),m+1 (Xm,N), where m ∈ N \ {0}, N is a compact Riemannian manifold, and
Xm is either the sphere Sm = ∂Bm+1

+ , the plane Rm, or again Sm but seen as the boundary
sphere of the Poincaré ball model of the hyperbolic space Hm+1. As in [5], we obtain that the
extended maps satisfy an exponential weak-type Sobolev-Marcinkiewicz estimate. Finally,
we provide some illustrative examples.

Introduction

The purpose of this note is to point out explicitly some direct consequences of the proof of the
singular extensions theorems in [5], as well as their connections with a recent, sufficient criterion
[17] to establish if a complete Riemannian manifold N admits an isometric Euclidean embedding
with positive reach. We recall that the reach of a submanifold S of Rν is the supremum of the
sizes of the tubular neighbourhoods of S on which the nearest-point projection is well-defined.
In the following, we will denote reachN the reach of a Euclidean isometric embedding of N.

To see in which way the notion of reach is connected with the results in [5], we recall that
in [5, Theorem 1.1], B. Bulanyi and J. Van Schaftingen proved that, if N is any compact, smooth
Riemannian manifold isometrically embedded in R

ν , for some ν ∈ N, via Nash’s theorem, then
any map u in the critical, nonlinear Sobolev space Wm/(m+1),m+1 (Sm,N) can be extended to
a map U ∈ W 1,1

loc

(

B
m+1
1 ,N

)

whose trace on S
m is u and satisfying the following weak-type

exponential Marcinkiewicz-Sobolev estimate: for every t ∈ (0,∞),

(1) tm+1
L
m+1

({

x ∈ B
m+1
1

∣

∣ |Du(x)| ≥ t
})

≤ A exp

(

B

∫∫

(x,y)∈Sm×Sm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

1

|x− y|2m
dxdy

)

∫∫

Sm×Sm

d(u(x), u(y))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy.

Here, A is a constant depending only onm, B depends only onm and on the ratio diamN/ reachN,
and δ depends only on m and on reachN (in fact, it is the ratio of a dimensional constant and
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reachN; we recall that, for compact N, reachN is strictly positive). The estimate (1) is then
extended to the case in which S

m is replaced by R
m and B

m+1
1 by R

m+1
+ and to the case in which

S
m is seen as the boundary sphere1 of the Poincaré ball model. of the hyperbolic space H

m+1.
(See, respectively, Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.3 in [5].)

We recall that, for Ω ⊂ R
m+1 an open set and for a Riemannian manifold N, viewed as a

submanifold of Rν thanks to Nash’s theorem, the space W 1,p (Ω,N) is usually defined as

W 1,p (Ω,N) :=
{

U ∈ W 1,p(Ω,Rν) : U(x) ∈ N a.e. x ∈ Ω
}

.

In case N is complete, it is known that this definition does not depend on the choice of the
isometric Euclidean embedding (e.g., [3, Proposition 2.1]). In particular, one immediately sees
this is the case if N admits an isometric Euclidean embedding with positive reach (because in
such case N is necessarily complete, see the discussion after Theorem A below2). We define the
space W s,p(∂Ω,N) as

W s,p (∂Ω,N) :=







u ∈ Lp (∂Ω,Rν) : u(x) ∈ N a.e. and

∫∫

∂Ω×∂Ω

d(u(x), u(y))p

|x− y|sp+m dxdy < ∞







,

where d(·, ·) : N × N → R+ denotes the geodesic distance in N. This definition is independent
of the choice of the isometric embedding of N into R

ν (independently of the compactness of N).

A careful reading of the proofs of the results in [5] shows that the compactness of N is used
only for two purposes: (i) to ensure that the image of the Nash isometric embedding of N into
R
ν has positive reach, with well-defined and smooth nearest-point projection, and (ii) to ensure

that the so-called gap potential
∫∫

(x,y)∈Sm×Sm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

1

|x− y|2m
dxdy

controls the truncated Gagliardo energy of u. More precisely, for any δ > 0, the gap potential
trivially satisfies the inequality

∫∫

(x,y)∈Sm×Sm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

1

|x− y|2m
dxdy ≤

1

δm+1

∫∫

(x,y)∈Sm×Sm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

(d(u(x), u(y)))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy.

In addition, if u is bounded (for instance, if N is compact), then
∫∫

(x,y)∈Sm×Sm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

(d(u(x), u(y)))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy ≤

(

2 ‖u‖L∞(Sm)

)m+1
∫∫

(x,y)∈Sm×Sm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

1

|x− y|2m
dxdy

1That is to say, the set of points at infinity of the Poincaré ball model, in the sense explained, for instance, in
[10, Section 3.L].

2Alternatively, one could observe that the argument of [13, Lemma 1.4.3], which is stated in the compact case,
holds verbatim, as it only requires the existence of a tubular neighbourhood of N in R

ν on which the nearest-point
projection is well-defined and C1-smooth. If N has positive reach in R

ν , the latter smoothness property holds
thanks to results in [15].
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From these inequalities and a careful reading of the proofs, one immediately deduces that [5,
Theorems 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3] still hold if N is any Riemannian manifold admitting an isometric
Euclidean embedding with positive reach and if one restricts to bounded maps u.

In this note, we put the observations above in precise and slightly more general terms. Our
main results are the following theorems, which are direct extensions of [5, Theorem 1.1, 1.2, and
1.3]. In those, we always assume that N is connected. (By [4, Theorem 6.5], this does not entail
a loss of generality as soon as m ≥ 2.)

Theorem 1. Let m ∈ N \ {0} and let N be a connected Riemannian manifold admitting an
isometric Euclidean embedding with positive reach. There exists constants A, B, δ ∈ (0,∞),
depending only on m and the reach of N (and further specified in (4) below), such that for every
u ∈ Wm/(m+1),m+1 (Sm,N) there exists a mapping U ∈ W 1,1

loc

(

B
m+1
1 ,N

)

such that trSm U = u
and for every t ∈ (0,∞)

(2) tm+1
L
m+1

({

x ∈ B
m+1
1

∣

∣ |Du(x)| ≥ t
})

≤ A exp

(

B′

∫∫

Sm×Sm

d(u(x), u(y))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy

)

∫∫

Sm×Sm

d(u(x), u(y))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy,

If, in addition, u ∈ L∞(Sm,N) and ‖u‖L∞(Sm) ≤ L, then

(3) tm+1
L
m+1

({

x ∈ B
m+1
1

∣

∣ |Du(x)| ≥ t
})

≤ A exp

(

B′

∫∫

(x,y)∈Sm×Sm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

1

|x− y|2m
dxdy

)

∫∫

Sm×Sm

d(u(x), u(y))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy,

where B′ = (2L)m+1B depends only on m, L and reachN. Moreover, one can take U ∈
C
(

B
m+1
1 ,N

)

, where the singular set S ⊂ B
m+1
1 is a finite set whose cardinality is controlled

by the right-hand side of (2) or, in case u ∈ L∞(Sm,N), by the right-hand side of (3).

More precisely, the proof shows that

(4) A = A(m), B =
C(m)

(reachN)m+1
, B′ = C(m)

(

2L

reachN

)m+1

,

where C(m) ∈ (0,∞) depends only on m. In the particular case N is compact, diamN is finite
and we can meaningfully bound d(u(x), u(y)) in the exponential in (3) with diamN. Conse-
quently, (3) reduces to [5, Eq. (5)], with B′ depending only on m and the ratio diamN/ reachN,
exactly as in [5].

Remark 1. Any smooth closed convex set C in R
ν has infinite reach (and viceversa, although

we do not need this fact) for the trivial isometric closed embedding provided by the identity
ι : C → R

ν . Thus, in such case we can apply Theorem 1 and, by (4), B′ = C(m)/ reach C,
inequality (2), so that becomes linear in the Gagliardo seminorm. The same holds for Theorem 2
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and Theorem 3 below. This alludes to a bridge between the classical linear theory and the
nonlinear one, as developed in [5] and, still more recently, in [18]. Roughly speaking, in the
remarkable paper [18] the compact Riemannian manifolds N for which one can get a linear
Gagliardo-type estimate for the extension of fractional Sobolev mappings with values into N

are characterised. We believe that the observations in this note can be carried over to extend
at least some of the results of [18] to manifolds that are not necessarily compact but that
admit an isometric Euclidean embedding with positive reach and satisfy analogous topological
assumptions. These questions, that should complete the bridge between the linear and the
nonlinear theory, will be settled and investigated elsewhere.

Theorem 2. Let m ∈ N \ {0} and let N be a connected Riemannian manifold admitting an iso-
metric Euclidean embedding with positive reach. There exists constants A, B, δ ∈ (0,∞), depend-
ing only on m and the reach of N and given by (4), such that for every u ∈ Wm/(m+1),m+1 (Rm,N)
there exists a mapping U ∈ W 1,1

loc

(

R
m+1
+ ,N

)

such that trRm U = u and for every t ∈ (0,∞)

(5) tm+1
L
m+1

({

x ∈ R
m
+

∣

∣ |Du(x)| ≥ t
})

≤ A exp

(

B′

∫∫

Rm×Rm

d(u(x), u(y))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy

)

∫∫

Rm×Rm

d(u(x), u(y))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy,

If, in addition, u ∈ L∞(Sm,N) and ‖u‖L∞(Sm) ≤ L, then

(6) tm+1
L
m+1

({

x ∈ R
m+1
+

∣

∣ |Du(x)| ≥ t
})

≤ A exp

(

B′

∫∫

(x,y)∈Rm×Rm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

1

|x− y|2m
dxdy

)

∫∫

Rm×Rm

d(u(x), u(y))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy,

where B′ = (2L)m+1B depends only on m, L and reachN. Moreover, one can take U ∈
C
(

R
m+1
+ ,N

)

, where the singular set S ⊂ R
m+1
+ is a finite set whose cardinality is controlled

by the right-hand side of (5) or, in case u ∈ L∞(Rm,N), by the right-hand side of (6).

In our last theorem, as in [5], we consider extensions of maps defined over Sm to B
m+1
1 , where

we endow B
m+1
1 with the Poincaré metric

h(x) =
4geucl(x)
(

1− |x|2
)2 .

We recall that
(

B
m+1
1 , h

)

is a standard model (called the Poincaré ball model) for the hyperbolic
space H

m+1.

Theorem 3. Let m ∈ N \ {0} and let N be a connected Riemannian manifold admitting an iso-
metric Euclidean embedding with positive reach. There exists constants A, B, δ ∈ (0,∞), depend-
ing only on m and the reach of N and given by (4), such that for every u ∈ Wm/(m+1),m+1 (Sm,N)
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there exists a mapping U ∈ W 1,1
loc

(

H
m+1,N

)

such that trSm U = u and for every t ∈ (0,∞)

(7) H
m+1

({

x ∈ H
m+1

∣

∣ |Du(x)| ≥ t
})

≤
A

tm+1
exp

(

B′

∫∫

Sm×Sm

d(u(x), u(y))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy

)

∫∫

Sm×Sm

d(u(x), u(y))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy,

If, in addition, u ∈ L∞(Sm,N) and ‖u‖L∞(Sm) ≤ L, then

(8) H
m+1

({

x ∈ H
m+1

∣

∣ |Du(x)| ≥ t
})

≤
A

tm+1
exp

(

B′

∫∫

(x,y)∈Sm×Sm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

1

|x− y|2m
dxdy

)

∫∫

Sm×Sm

d(u(x), u(y))m+1

|x− y|2m
dxdy,

where B′ = (2L)m+1B depends only on m, L and reachN. Moreover, one can take U ∈
C
(

H
m+1,N

)

, where the singular set S ⊂ H
m+1 is a finite set whose cardinality is controlled

by the right-hand side of (7) or, in case u ∈ L∞(Sm,N), by the right-hand side of (8).

Establishing if a Euclidean embedding of a non-compact Riemannian manifold has positive
reach is notoriously a very difficult task, in general. Therefore, our results would be of very
limited interest without a reasonable criterion for identifying Riemannian manifolds with this
property. In this respect, very recently A. Petrunin proved in [17] the following theorem.

Theorem A (Petrunin, [17]). Suppose N is a complete, smooth, connected Riemannian manifold
with 1-bounded geometry. Then, N admits an isometric tubed embedding into a Euclidean space
R
ν, for some ν ∈ N, if and only if N has uniformly polynomial growth. The number ν can be

estimated in terms of the dimension n of N and of the degree of the growth polynomial of N.

In Theorem A, a tubed embedding means a Euclidean embedding with positive reach, k-
bounded geometry refers to the boundedness of the covariant derivatives of the Riemann curvature
tensor up to order k and uniformly polynomial growth to the fact that the volume of geodesic
balls is controlled by a uniform polynomial function (called a growth polynomial) of the radius
(precise definitions are given in Section 1). By results in [15], if ε > 0 is the reach of the tubed
embedding of N into R

ν provided by Theorem A, then the nearest-point projection is smooth
up to the boundary of each δ-neighbourhood of N, for every δ ∈ (0, ε).

Although Theorem A is not a characterisation of complete Riemannian manifolds admitting
a tubed embedding, but only a sufficient criterion, as observed in [17] the following conditions
are instead necessary to this purpose: (i) bounded sectional curvature, (ii) positive injectivity
radius; (iii) uniformly polynomial growth. At present, it is unknown whether such conditions
are also sufficient or not (see the discussion in [17, §17] for more information).

Thanks to Theorem A, many complete, non-compact Riemannian manifolds are recognised
as admitting tubed Euclidean embeddings. This allows us to apply our theorems in several
situations not covered by the results in [5]. In the conclusive section of this paper, Section 4, we
discuss some examples. We emphasise in particular the following ones:
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• Warped products of the type R ×f M, where M is a compact Riemannian manifold and
the warping function f satisfies the (mild) assumptions in Example 4.2;

• The universal covering of any compact Riemannian manifold whose fundamental group
has polynomial growth (see, e.g., [10, Section 3.I]). This includes:

– The universal covering of any compact Riemannian manifold with Ricci curvature
bounded below;

– The universal covering of any compact Riemannian manifold with Abelian fundamen-
tal group.

In [5], the first main result that is proven is Theorem 1.2, from which Theorem 1.1 and
Theorem 1.3 (essentially) follow by conformal parametrisation of the ball Bm+1

1 (once endowed
with the canonical metric and the other with the Poincaré metric) by R

m+1
+ . We follow the

same line and, in Section 3, we sketch the proof of Theorem 2. This will be enough because the
differences with respect to [5, Theorem 1.2] are confined to the beginning of the proof, which
for the rest follows exactly as in [5]. With these modifications, Theorem 1 and Theorem 3
follow word-by-word as in [5], and therefore we will not repeat the whole arguments. To keep
at minimum the size of this note, we always refer to the notation of [5], to which the reader is
addressed for complete details. In the same spirit, we do not really try to explain the strategy
of the proofs in [5], which is very neatly explained there. We only mention that the key point
consists in dividing the domain appropriately, using λ-adic cubes, in regions where the extension
by averaging of u (see Section 2) is close (in a precise quantitative sense) to N. In such regions,
one can define the required extension by reprojecting the extension by averaging onto N, with
controlled energy, using the nearest-point projection. In the cubes in the complement of these
regions, one defines the extension by homogeneous extension of the trace on the boundary. The
fact that the number of “bad cubes” is exponentially bounded by the Gagliardo energy (or
the gap potential, in the compact or bounded case) yields the “bad” exponential term in the
Marcinkiewicz-Sobolev estimates above.

Acknowledgements The author is a member of GNAMPA-INdAM, partially supported by
the GNAMPA projects CUP E53C22001930001 and CUP E53C23001670001. The author
would like to thank Marco Pozzetta for pointing out reference [17] and for useful discussions
about it. He thanks also Giacomo Canevari for suggesting Examples 4.3 and Mattia Fogagnolo
for useful discussions.

1 Positive reach and tubed embeddings

Following [17], given N andM Riemannian manifolds, we say that that an embedding f : N → M

is a tubed embedding if its image f(N) has positive reach in M. This implies that f(N) is closed
in M (in particular, a tubed embedding is a closed embedding) and, by definition, it means
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that there exists a ε-neighbourhood Oε of f(N) in M, for some ε > 0, on which the nearest-
point projection ΠN : Oε → f(N), associating with each z ∈ Oε its closest point on f(N), is
well-defined. In this note we are only interested in the case in which

(

M, gM
)

= (Rν , eucl).

Notation. Let (N, g) be a smooth Riemannian manifold of finite dimension n; we will denote:

• ∇ its Levi-Civita connection (extended to all tensor bundles over N);

• Riem its Riemann curvature tensor;

• injN its injectivity radius.

Unless otherwise stated, we assume the metric g is fixed once and for all, and therefore we shall
usually omit it from our notation. In this note, we will always deal with the embedding provided
by Theorem A, and therefore we will omit explicit reference to the embedding in our notation
and terminology (for instance, we will speak of the “reach of N”, in place of the “reach of f(N)
in R

ν”).

Definition 1.1. We say that N has uniformly polynomial growth if there is a polynomial p
(called a growth polynomial) such that

volBN(x,R) ≤ p(R),

for any x ∈ N, where BN(x,R) denotes the geodesic ball of centre x and radius R in N.

Definition 1.2. Given k ∈ N, we say that N has k-bounded geometry if:

(i) injN > 0;

(ii) For every ℓ ∈ N∪{0} such that ℓ ≤ k, there exists a constant Ck > 0 such that
∣

∣∇ℓRiem
∣

∣ ≤
Ck.

We say that N has bounded geometry if it has k-bounded geometry for every k ∈ N.

We recall that the positivity of the injectivity radius implies completeness (but the converse
is not true).

Remark 1.1. Of course, every compact manifold has bounded geometry and uniformly polyno-
mial growth.

Remark 1.2. By a result of Eichhorn [8], if (N, g) is complete and all the covariant derivatives
of the Riemann tensor are uniformly bounded up to order k, then all the derivatives of the
metric are uniformly bounded up to order k, in every normal chart (a property called k-uniform
regularity of the metric). Actually, as mentioned in [17, §17], for any k ≥ 1, one could also get
(k + 1, α)-uniform regularity, for any α ∈ (0, 1).

Remark 1.3. It can be proven ([6, Theorem 1.2] and references therein) that a Riemaniann
manifold has bounded geometry if and only if it is uniformly regular. An analysis of the proof
actually shows that (k + 2)-uniform regularity implies k-bounded geometry for every k ∈ N.
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By Nash’s embedding theorem, any Riemannian manifold N can be isometrically embedded
into a Euclidean space R

ν , for some ν ∈ N. Nash’s construction provides the general upper-
bound ν ≤ 1

2n(n+1)(3n+11). However, Nash’s argument does not yield, in general, a uniform
ε-neighbourhood of f(N) on which the nearest-point projection is well-defined. (Of course, if N
is compact, then any isometric embedding of N into R

ν has positive reach and smooth nearest-
point projection — see, e.g., [19, Theorem 1 in Section 2.12.3] for a fully detailed proof.) In
light of the necessary conditions mentioned in the Introduction, one may suspect that, to this
purpose, uniform bounds on the derivatives of f could be quite useful. However, such bounds
are not provided by the standard Nash’s construction. Addressing the reader to [17] for the
details, we briefly explain below the basic idea of the proof of Theorem A, which is expressly
designed to obtain such bounds.

The isometric embedding of Theorem A is, as a matter of fact, a kind of Nash’s theorem, in
the sense that the desired tubed embedding is essentially (and very cleverly) obtained by slightly
modifying and improving Nash’s construction so to exploit the bounded geometry in order to
obtain uniformly smooth embeddings, which is the crucial point of the argument. Petrunin
first proves an easier version of Theorem A in which k-bounded geometry is assumed for all
k ∈ N ∪ {0} (see [17, “Main theorem” in §2]). Then, he observes in [17, §17] that only very
minor changes are needed to strengthen the theorem by requiring merely 3-bounded geometry.
Finally, in the same section it is argued that, by Remark 1.2, Remark 1.3, and Günther’s trick
for the proof of Nash’s theorem [12], one can relax the assumption to 1-bounded geometry.

To conclude this section, we mention that the proof of Theorem A yields an upper-bound
for ν. Such an upper-bound is expressed in terms of n and deg p only but making it explicit
would need some further explanations on the constructions in [17] that are not relevant to the
purposes of the present note. We refer the interested reader to [17, §13].

2 Extensions by averaging

We recall here some terminology and notation from [5] that will be used in Section 3.

We write x = (x′, xm+1) for points of Rm+1
+ . If u : Rm → R

ν is any measurable map, we
denote V : Rm+1

+ → R
ν its extension by averaging, defined by (see [5, Eq. (17)] and [9])

(2.1) V (x) :=
1

xmm+1

∫

Rm

u(z)ϕ

(

x′ − z

xm+1

)

dz =

∫

Rm

u(x′ − xm+1z)ϕ(z) dz,

where ϕ ∈ C∞(Rm,R) is such that

∫

Rm

ϕ = 1, sptϕ ⊆ B
m+1
1 , ‖ϕ‖L∞(Rm) ≤ 1, ‖Dϕ‖L∞(Rm) ≤ 2.

(The specific values of the L∞-bounds above do not play any rôle but it is useful to fix such
bounds once and for all.)
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As in [5, Eq. (24)], for any given λ ∈ (1,∞), every k ∈ Z, every τ ∈ (1, λ), and for any given
h ∈ R

m, we define the families of cubes

Qλ,τ,k,h :=
{

τλ−k ([0, 1]m + j + h)
∣

∣

∣
j ∈ Z

m
}

,

Q
+
λ,τ,k,h :=

{

τλ−k
(

[0, 1]m +
(

j, (λ− 1)−1
)

+ h
)

∣

∣

∣
j ∈ Z

m
}

.

We recall, in addition, the following proposition.

Proposition 2.1 ([5, Proposition 3.1]). Let m ∈ N \ {0}. There exists constants η ∈ (0, 1) and
C ∈ (0,∞) depending only on m such that for every δ ∈ (0,∞), for every λ ∈ [2,∞), for every
measurable function u : Rm → R

ν and every set Y ⊆ R
ν, if V is an extension by averaging given

by (2.1) and if u ∈ Y almost everywhere in R
m, then

(2.2)

∫ λ

1

∑

k∈Z

∫

[0,1]m
♯

{

Q ∈ Q
+
λ,τ,k,h

∣

∣

∣ sup
x∈∂Q

dist(V (x),N) ≥ δ

}

dh
d τ

τ

≤
C

δm+1

∫∫

(x,y)∈Rm×Rm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

(d(u(y), u(z)) − ηδ)m+1
+

|y − z|2m
dy dz.

Note that Y can be every set in R
ν ; in particular, it need not to be compact, although

Proposition 2.1 is applied in [5] in the proof of Theorems 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 with Y = N and N

compact.

Remark 2.1. As one can easily check, none of the preparatory results in [5] before the proof of
[5, Theorem 1.2] requires the compactness of N.

3 Proof of the theorems

In this section, we prove Theorem 2. As already explained in the Introduction, all the changes
with respect to the proof of [5, Theorem 1.2] are confined to the beginning of the proof, therefore
a very brief sketch explaining those will be enough. Moreover, following the arguments in [5],
once those changes have been performed on the proof of [5, Theorem 1.2], no others are needed
in the proofs of [5, Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.3], so that Theorem 1 and Theorem 3 follow
automatically.

Proof of Theorem 2. Without loss of generality, we may assume N is non-compact. Let 2δN :=
reachN be the reach of N in R

ν . By assumption, 2δN > 0 and then, by results in [15], the
nearest-point projection ΠN : N + B

ν
2δN

→ R
ν is smooth up to the boundary of the narrower

neighbourhood N + B
ν
δN

of N in R
ν .

9



Exactly as in the proof of [5, Theorem 1.2], since u(x) ∈ N for almost every x ∈ R
m, by

Proposition 2.1 (i.e., by [5, Proposition 3.1]), we have

(3.1)

∫ λ

1

∑

k∈Z

∫

[0,1]m
♯

{

Q ∈ Q
+
λ,τ,k,h| sup

x∈∂Q
dist(V (x),N) ≥ δN/2

}

dh
d τ

τ

≤ C1

∫∫

(x,y)∈Rm×Rm

d(u(x),u(y))≥ηδN/2

(d(u(y), u(z)) − ηδN/2)
m+1
+

|y − z|2m
dy dz,

where η is the constant of Proposition 2.1 (which depends only on m) and C1 is the constant
C = C(m) of Proposition 2.1 divided by δN/2 (which depends only on N), so that C1 depends
only on m and the reach of N.

Now, for almost every y and z in R
m and every η ∈ (0,∞), there holds

(3.2) (d(u(y), u(z)) − ηδN/2)+ ≤ d(u(y), u(z))

If, in addition, ‖u‖L∞(Sm) ≤ L, then for almost every y and z in R
m, we have

(d(u(y), u(z)) − ηδN/2)
m+1
+ ≤ (d(u(y), u(z)))m+1 ≤

(

2 ‖u‖L∞(Sm)

)m+1
≤ (2L)m+1,

so that

∫∫

(x,y)∈Rm×Rm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

(d(u(y), u(z)) − ηδN/2)
m+1
+

|y − z|2m
dy dz ≤ (2L)m+1

∫∫

(x,y)∈Rm×Rm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

1

|y − z|2m
dy dz,

and the rest of the proof follows verbatim as in [5], setting δ := ηδN/2 and choosing

λ := 1 + exp

(

2C1(2L)
m+1

∫∫

(x,y)∈Rm×Rm

d(u(x),u(y))≥δ

1

|y − z|2m
dy dz

)

.

In the end, this yields (6), with B′ = 2C1(2L)
m+1 depending only on m, L, and reachN, and A

exactly as in [5] depending only on m.

In the general case, we set once again δ := ηδN/2 but (keeping (3.2) in mind)

λ := 1 + exp



2C1

∫∫

Rm×Rm

(d(u(y), u(z)))m+1

|y − z|2m
dy dz



 .

The integral in the definition of λ is finite because it is exactly the Gagliardo energy of u. Once
again, the rest of the proof applies verbatim, leading in the end to (5), with B depending only
on m and reachN and A exactly as in [5], and therefore depending only on m.
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4 Examples and final remarks

We conclude this note by listing some examples of target manifolds to which Theorem 1, The-
orem 2, and Theorem 3 apply and that are not covered by the results in [5]. Finally, we point
out a couple of remarks.

Example 4.1. As mentioned in the Remark in the Introduction, trivial examples (which are
however worth to emphasise again, for the reasons explained there) are provided by N = R

ν or
any smooth closed convex set in R

ν.

Example 4.2. A first non-trivial example is provided by warped-products of the type N :=
R ×f M, where M is any compact, connected, smooth Riemannian manifold and f : R → R is
a smooth warping function, satisfying 0 < a ≤ f ≤ b for positive real numbers a and b, and
with bounded derivative up to order 3 (so to ensure N has 1-bounded geometry, by Remark 1.1
Remark 1.3). Recalling Remark 1.1, it is easily realised that N has uniformly polynomial growth.
Then, Theorem A yields that N has a tubed embedding in R

ν and our theorems can be applied.

Example 4.3. Let M be a compact Riemannian manifold and let N be its universal Riemannian
covering. Assume that π1(M) has polynomial growth. Then, N has uniformly polynomial
growth (and viceversa; see, e.g., [11, Corollary, p. 57]). Moreover, since M is compact and N

is its universal covering, N has positive injectivity radius3 and bounded geometry. Thus, by
Theorem A, N has an isometric Euclidean embedding with positive reach, and Theorems 1, 2, 3
hold for maps with values into N.

Striking examples of compact manifolds whose fundamental group has polynomial growth
are:

• Every compact manifold with non-negative Ricci curvature tensor ([16, Theorem 1]);

• Every compact manifold M such that π1(M) is Abelian.

Several other important examples of Riemannian manifolds with uniformly polynomial growth
are listed in [11, p. 57].

Example 4.4. A Riemannian metric h on R
n is called asymptotically Euclidean if the set

K := spt{h− geucl} is compact. Since K is compact, h and geucl are comparable and (Rn, h) has
positive injectivity radius (in particular, it is complete). Moreover, (Rn, h) is clearly of bounded
geometry (for any k ∈ N), hence Theorem A applies.

Example 4.5. A Riemannian manifold (N, g) is called conical at infinity if there exists a com-
pact Riemannian manifold (M, h0) of dimension n − 1, a compact set K in N and a diffeomor-
phism from N \K to [r0,∞)×M, such that, outside K,

g = dr2 + r2h0,

3In fact, injM ≤ injN, as for any p ∈ M there holds inj
p
M ≤ inj

p̂
N where p̂ is any lift of p to N.
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so that g is conical outside K. If (N, g) is conical at infinity, then it is complete and it has
bounded geometry (see, e.g., [2]). Moreover, it is clear that manifolds conical at infinity have
uniformly polynomial growth. Thus, Theorem A applies to them. (The reference [2] contains
several other interesting, explicit examples of manifolds with bounded geometry.)

Example 4.6. Asymptotically Locally Euclidean (ALE) manifolds (with a single chart at in-
finity, see, e.g., [1, Definition 4.13]) have Euclidean (hence, polynomial) volume growth and,
by tuning the decay rate, one can obtain ALE manifolds with bounded geometry, to which
Theorem A applies.

The list above is merely illustrative and by no means exhaustive. We conclude our list with
two counterexamples.

Counterexample 4.7. As already remarked in [17], the hyperbolic space cannot have a tubed
Euclidean embedding because its volume growth rate is exponential. Note that the hyperbolic
space satisfies all the other assumptions of Theorem A.

Counterexample 4.8. By a theorem of Milnor [16, Theorem 2], if M is any compact manifold
with all sectional curvature strictly less than zero, then π1(M) has exponential growth. By
Gromov’s result mentioned in Example 4.3, the universal Riemannian covering N of M cannot
have uniformly polynomial growth. Therefore, it cannot have a tubed Euclidean embedding.
Again, N satisfies all the other assumptions of Theorem A.

Finally, we remark that much of the theory of weakly harmonic maps is developed for map-
pings with values into compact manifolds (c.f., e.g., [19, 13, 14]), so to exploit the existence
of an isometric tubed embedding into a Euclidean space (for instance, to have at disposal the
standard distributional theory and to define outer variations) and to overcome the inconvenience
that, being weakly harmonic maps discontinuous in general, points that are close in the domain
are not mapped into points that are close in the target space (and not even in the same coordi-
nate chart, in general). Of course, such a restriction is not needed in the theory of C2-smooth
harmonic maps (c.f., e.g., [7]). We believe that, reasoning as in this note, a certain part of the
theory of weakly harmonic maps can be extended to non-compact target manifolds admitting an
isometric tubed embedding into a Euclidean space, thus partially filling the gap with the theory
of C2-smooth harmonic maps. These questions will be settled and more extensively investigated
elsewhere.
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[13] Frédéric Hélein. Harmonic maps, conservation laws and moving frames. Second. Vol. 150.
Cambridge Tracts in Mathematics. Translated from the 1996 French original, With a
foreword by James Eells. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2002, pp. xxvi+264.
isbn: 0-521-81160-0. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511543036. url: https://doi.org/10.
1017/CBO9780511543036.
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