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DECOUPLING FOR RULED HYPERSURFACES GENERATED BY A

CURVE

DÓMINIQUE KEMP

Abstract. We extend previous work on the two-dimensional developable tangent surface
to its higher dimensional analogues M ⊂ Rn+1. The approach here similarly applies cylin-
drical approximate decoupling at its core, albeit in a new format. However, the presence of
additional rulings as n increases necessitates a case-by-case analysis, which in itself reveals
interesting aspects of the geometry of M. The contributions of this paper can be viewed as
culminating in the optimal ℓ2(Lp) decoupling over Frenet boxes approximating a suitably
defined, arbitrarily thin neighborhood of a curve φ.

1. Introduction

Let φ : [−1, 1] → Rn+1 be a nondegenerate, Cn+1 curve. We consider here the n-
dimensional (compact) hypersurfaces Mn ⊂ Rn+1 parametrized by

y(t, s1, s2, . . . , sn−1) = φ(t)+s1φ
′(t)+s2φ

′′(t)+· · ·+sn−1φ
(n−1)(t), t ∈ [−1, 1], si ∈ [−2, 2].

(1)
Throughout, we shall use s to abbreviate the tuple

s := (s1, . . . , sn−1).

Expanding negligibly around Mn in a suitable transverse direction, we approximate Mn by
a set of positive volume:

Nδ(M) = {y(t, s) + vφ(n+1)(t)/(n+ 1)! : |v| ∈ [0, δ]}. (2)

The normalization chosen for the vector φ(n+1)(t) may seem curious; its rationale is to be
found in Section 9 where it naturally arises. Fourier projections of the form

PSf =

∫

S

e(x · ξ)f̂(ξ)dξ

onto sets S ⊂ Nδ(M) will recur throughout. (e(r) = e2πir)
The following theorem is the primary objective of this paper.

Theorem 1.1. Let 2 ≤ p ≤ 6. For each δ > 0, there exists a partition Pδ(M
n) of Mn by

almost flat subsets ∆ such that the following ℓ2(Lp) decoupling inequality holds:

‖PNδ(Mn)f‖p .φ,n,ǫ δ
−ǫ(

∑

∆∈Pδ(Mn)

‖PNδ(∆)f‖2p)1/2, (3)

valid for all ǫ > 0. The dependence on φ of the constant in (3) is determined by the minimum
value of the (rescaled) Wronskian determinant of φ′ and the Cn+2 norm of φ.
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2 DÓMINIQUE KEMP

Inequality (3) is referred to in the literature as an ℓ2 decoupling. The inequality does lead
to an ℓ2 decoupling by almost rectangular caps, which shall be explained in more detail in
the sequel.

We obtain Theorem 1.1 by specializing to the moment surface Mn. These are the hyper-
surfaces generated by the moment curve

t 7→ (t, t2, . . . , tn+1).

They are parametrized by

x(t, s) =
n+1
∑

i=1

(ti +
i

∑

j=1

(i)jsjt
i−j)ei (4)

where (i)j is the usual notation for the falling factorial i!/(i− j)!.

Theorem 1.2. Let 2 ≤ p ≤ 6, and let Mn be the n-dimensional moment surface. There
exists a constant κ > 0 such that the following holds. For each δ > 0, there exists a partition
Pδ(M

n) by almost flat subsets ∆ such that we have the ℓ2(Lp) decoupling inequality:

‖PNδ(Mn)f‖p ≤ (60δ−ǫ/2)κn/2n1/2
(

κ log
(

1/δ
))κǫ−1n logn

(

∑

∆∈Pδ(Mn)

‖PNδ(∆)f‖2p
)1/2

, (5)

valid for all ǫ > 0.

Theorem 1.1 will follow from Theorem 1.2 by a straightforward induction on scales.

Remark. The caps ∆ in both theorems as well as the constant in (3) are quantitatively de-
scribed in this paper. We have saved those assessments for the proofs of the theorems, where
they may be found as (112) and Theorem 9.1 respectively. Notably, conventional scenarios
do exist where the n dependence of (5) almost entirely vanishes. These are presented in
(114) and the remark following, which show that the exponents n/2 and n logn in (5) may
be replaced by 1 in their context.

In order to calibrate the dimensions of the caps, it is necessary to obtain a preliminary
basic decoupling for M. For this purpose, let us define Ik = [2−k, 2−k+1) and decompose Mn

into subsets of the form
Aα

k1,...,kn−1
= x([−1, 1]× Rα

k1,...,kn−1
)

where α : {1, . . . , n− 1} → {+,−} is a function and

Rα
k1,...,kn−1

= {(s1, . . . , sn−1) : α(j)sj ∈ Ikj}. (6)

Each kj ranges among the integers inclusively between 0 and the value k̄j such that

2−k̄j+1 ≤ (1/j!)δj/(n+1) < 2−k̄j+2. (7)

When some kj equals k̄j, we modify the corresponding half-open interval in (6) to [0, 2−k̄j+1).
The decomposition ofMn is reflected in the trivial inequality obtained by Hölder’s inequality:

‖PNδ(Mn)f‖p ≤ 2(n−1)/2

n−1
∏

j=1

log
(

j!δ−j/(n+1)
)

(
∑

α

k1
∑

k1=0

· · ·
kn−1
∑

kn−1=0

‖PNδ(A
α
k1,...,kn−1

)f‖2p)1/2. (8)

Our main task is to confirm Theorem 1.2, and we shall find good reason to specialize even
further to the four-dimensional setting first. The three-dimensional setting was proven in
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[7], although the argument presented here does apply with less difficulty. In four dimensions,
(4) becomes

x(t, s) = (t + s1, t
2 + 2ts1 + 2s2, t

3 + 3t2s1 + 6ts2, t
4 + 4t3s1 + 12t2s2). (9)

The proof of the following decoupling theorem for M = M3 gives opportunity for introducing
our methods.

Theorem 1.3. Let δ > 0. For each choice of kj, we partition [−1, 1] into intervals I of
length min{2k1−k2, (2k2δ)1/2}. Let ∆k1,k2 denote the images x(I × Rα

k1,k2
). ∆k1,k2 is almost

rectangular.

For all 2 ≤ p ≤ 6,
⋃

k1,k2
{∆k1,k2} is an ℓ2(Lp) decoupling partition Pδ(M).

The proof of Theorems 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 will be divulged in sections. We first introduce
our primary tool - (parabolic) cylindrical decoupling - in Section 4.

Throughout the sequel, p will denote a Lebesgue exponent between 2 and 6 inclusive.

2. Background

From the earliest days that Fourier transforms supported on or near Euclidean subman-
ifolds were considered, the parabola has featured prominently. It is well-known that Stein
posed the restriction conjecture for the n-dimensional paraboloid in the 1960’s. Shortly after,
Hörmander produced the proof for n = 1 [6]. Following the advent of decoupling in Wolff’s
seminal work on local smoothing [13], Bourgain and Demeter leveraged the restriction the-
orem for the parabola with induction on the Euclidean dimension and multilinear methods
to prove decoupling for the paraboloid [2]. That same article also confirms decoupling for
the n-dimensional cone and arbitrary positively curved hypersurfaces in Rn+1.

Since then, it has been of special interest to the Fourier analysis community to determine
the precise decoupling constant for the parabola P. Let us set the stage. Given δ > 0, we
take Pδ(P) to be a partition of P by almost flat caps of the form

θ = I × R ∩ P.

(See (1) on the first page of [2].) That the caps are almost flat means that θ lies within δ of
any of its tangent lines, i.e.

sup
t1,t2∈I

|ϕ(t2)− ϕ(t1)− ϕ′(t1)(t2 − t1)| ≤ δ

where ϕ(t) = t2. More generally, we say that any subset (cap) S of a hypersurface is almost
flat if for any plane P tangent to S at some point, every point in S lies at most δ above
or below a point in P . Such subsets are referred to as “caps” of the ambient hypersurface
because the tangent plane P and a vertical translate of P subtend them.

We define DecPp(δ) to be the smallest K > 0 such that the following holds for all f Fourier
supported in Nδ(P):

‖f‖p ≤ K(
∑

θ∈Pδ(P)

‖PNδ(θ)f‖2p)1/2. (10)

The monumental contribution of Bourgain and Demeter was to verify that

DecP6(δ) .ǫ δ
−ǫ.
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Z. Li [10] followed their work with carefully tracing that their methods produced the estimate

DecP6(δ) . exp
(

O
( log 1/δ · log log log 1/δ)

log log 1/δ

))

.

Subsequently, taking inspiration from efficient congruencing, he was able to show that

DecP6(δ) . exp
(

O
( log 1/δ

log log 1/δ

))

[11]. The current best bound on DecP6(δ), and therefore DecPp(δ) by interpolation, is

DecP6(δ) . (log 1/δ)c (11)

for some absolute constant c, obtained by Guth, Maldague, and Wang in [5]. As the authors
mention there, it has been conjectured that DecPp(δ) ≤ Cp for 1 ≤ p < 6.

In this paper, it is our aim to contend successfully that the geometry of M, hence M,
closely relates to that of P. In particular, letting DecMp (δ) be defined analogous to (10),

we obtain a bound upon DecMp (δ) that is an expression involving DecPp(δ), together with

logarithms of δ−1 that cannot be avoided. Let us remark for the sequel that we do know
DecMp (δ) to be monotonically decreasing, as is true for DecPp(δ). The proof is by rescaling,
just as for the parabola.

Lastly, we explain some of our motivation in seeking Theorem 1.1. M is a zero curva-
ture hypersurface with just one nonvanishing principal curvature, which is essentially s−1

n−1.
Obtaining its decoupling is a natural next step following upon the proof of decoupling over
the cone given in [2]. On the other hand, the ruled hypersurface (1) can be thought of
as a “smoothing” of the Frenet boxes associated with φ(t) for each t ∈ [−1, 1]. After all,
the Frenet boxes follow the orientation provided by the Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization of
φ′(t), . . . , φ(n+1)(t); and the latter appear in (1). In turn, the Frenet boxes feature naturally
in the recent progress on the maximal averages over curves conjecture, proving that con-
jecture for the 3-dimensional case [1, 8, 9, 12]. It is hoped that the decouplings provided
here may be useful in the resolution of the conjecture in higher dimensions. However, our
analogy relating M to Frenet boxes does not hold if the caps ∆ in Theorem 1.1 do not
actually resemble boxes. The key detail required is for the ∆ to be well approximated by
rectangular boxes 1 contained within them. This geometric trait is conventionally labeled
almost rectangular, to be distinguished from almost flat. In the appendix, we address this
matter and show how the decoupling for almost flat caps in Theorem 1.1 may be leveraged
to obtain the ℓ2 decoupling over almost rectangular caps.

3. Notation and Outline of the Paper

It is our aim in this paper to carefully trace and limit so far as possible the dependence on
n of the decoupling constants for M and M. For this reason, we are careful to stipulate that
the customary notation “.” and “∼” shall hold no dependence on n, in addition to being
independent of δ, ǫ, φ, p, and of course f .

Φ . Υ and Φ ∼ Υ =⇒ Φ ≤ AΥ and BΥ ≤ Φ ≤ AΥ

where A and B are constants that are independent of n, δ, ǫ, φ, p, and f .

1Parallelepipeds work fine too!



DECOUPLING FOR RULED HYPERSURFACES GENERATED BY A CURVE 5

The scope of the paper is as follows. In the next section, we start to build the bridge
from our problem to parabolic decoupling, showing how the latter may be extended to the
n-dimensional setting via cylindrical decoupling. At its core, our argument throughout this
paper is iterative, as has been customary for proofs of decoupling in the literature. Section
5 presents the essential ingredient, Lemma 5.1, which makes iterative decoupling possible
for M. In Section 6, we provide all the rest of the machinery that sustains our iterative
decoupling scheme for M. The key achievement of this section is to tie closely the geometry,
and hence decoupling, of cylinders over various approximate parabolas to that of Nδ(M)
at appropriate scales. Section 7 presents the proof of Theorem 1.3, providing occasion for
demonstrating the application of our methods in a simple setting. In Section 8, we prove
Theorem 1.2, and Theorem 1.1 is proved following in Section 9. Finally, the appendix reflects
on the question of decoupling over M with almost rectangular caps and paves a path toward
its resolution.

4. Cylindrical decoupling

Cylindrical decoupling has become ubiquitous in the literature since the seminal work of
Bourgain and Demeter. It is useful because it provides a way of lifting known decoupling
inequalities into settings with higher dimensions. Precisely, we state the following.

Proposition 4.1. Let Si ⊂ Rn and S =
⋃

i Si. Assume that the inequality

‖PSf‖p ≤ C(
∑

i

‖PSi
f‖2p)1/2

holds for all f : Rn → C. Then,

‖PS×RF‖p ≤ C(
∑

i

‖PSi×RF‖2p)1/2

holds for all complex-valued F .

The proof is implied by Fubini’s theorem and Minkowski’s inequality.

Combining the above with the Bourgain-Demeter ℓ2 decoupling for the parabola yields
the following cornerstone of our subsequent arguments.

Corollary 4.2. Consider the parabolic cylindrical neighborhood

Pi = {(ξ1, . . . , ξi−1, ξ, ξ
2 + η, ξi+2, . . . , ξn+1) : |ξ| . 1, |η| ≤ E, ξj ∈ R}. (12)

Partition the ξi axis into intervals I of length E1/2, and let

θ = R× · · · × R× I × R× · · · × R ∩Pi.

We have the following decoupling inequality:

‖PPif‖p ≤ Dec(E)(
∑

θ

‖Pθf‖2p)1/2. (13)



6 DÓMINIQUE KEMP

Throughout this paper, we shall like to think collectively of η and E as “error”, a measure
of how far Pi deviates from the parabolic cylinder mentioned in (12).

We immediately obtain partial progress toward Theorem 1.1.

Lemma 4.3. Let δ > 0. Given n ≥ 3, partition [−1, 1] into intervals J of length ∼
n−1δ1/(n+1) and let ∆̄ = x(J × Rk̄1,...,k̄n−1

). We have

‖PNδ(Ak̄1,k̄2,...,k̄n−1
)f‖p . n1/2DecPp(δ

2/(n+1))(
∑

∆̄

‖PNδ(∆̄)f‖2p)1/2.

Proof. Let us abbreviate A = Ak̄1,...,k̄n−1
. Recall that within A,

0 ≤ sj ≤ (1/j!)δj/(n+1)

for each j. In particular,

(t+ s1)
2 − (t2 + 2ts1 + 2s2) = s21 − 2s2 ≤ 2δ2/(n+1)

throughout A. In other words, A lies within the parabolic cylindrical neighborhood P1 with
error E = 4δ2/(n+1), implying that

PNδ(A)f = PP1(PNδ(A)f).

Thus, Corollary 4.2 enables us to take a decoupling partition P ′
δ of A that merely dissects

the ξ1 axis into segments of length 2δ1/(n+1) :

‖PNδ(A)f‖pDecPp
(

δ2/(n+1)
)

(
∑

θ

‖Pθ∩Nδ(A)f‖2p)1/2. (14)

Obtaining Pδ from P ′
δ as stated above occurs from the following observation. Each ∆̄ is

contained in an interval of the form [b, b+3δ1/(n+1)]×Rn where b shifts by n−1δ1/(n+1) among
consecutive ∆̄. Therefore, ∆̄ intersects at most three θ, while each θ in turn intersects at
most 5n ∆̄.

Consequently, standard Fourier projection theory applies, since the θ are rectangular:

‖Pθ∩Nδ(A)f‖p ≤ (5n)1/2(
∑

∆̄∩θ 6=∅

‖PNδ(∆̄)∩θf‖2p)1/2 .p (5n)
1/2(

∑

∆̄∩θ 6=∅

‖PNδ(∆̄)f‖2p)1/2 (15)

where the triangle inequality and Hölder’s inequality are used initially. Applying (15) to
each term on the right side of (14) and counting the possible redundancy of terms confirms

‖PNδ(A)f‖p . n1/2DecPp(δ
2/(n+1))(

∑

∆̄⊂A

‖PNδ(∆̄)f‖2p)1/2.

�

Remark. In the next section, we prove the existence of a linear map that preserves the
standard basis vector en+1 and maps the tangent space of Mn at some x(t, s) to the tangent
space at x(0, s). Thus, we see that ∆̄ in the above theorem is flat since

|t| ≤ n−1δ1/(n+1); |sj| ≤ (1/j!)δj/(n+1) =⇒ |tn+1 +

n−1
∑

j=1

sj(n+ 1)jt
n+1−j | ≤
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δ

n+1
∑

j=2

(

n + 1

j

)

(1/n)j ∼ δ.

The reader will recognize the sum in the last line as

(1 + 1/n)n+1 − 1− (n + 1)/n,

so the equivalence follows by an application of Taylor’s theorem and the identity e = limn(1+
1/n)n.

5. Translation invariance of Lp norm

The construction of the decoupling partition for the remaining Aα
k1,...,kn−1

will involve many
scale-based iterations of cylindrical decoupling. We shall want to treat the lengths of each
successive decoupling cap ∆(j) thus obtained as self-improving. For this, it will be key to
have some mechanism for redescribing the manifold M from the perspective of ∆(j). Our
chosen device is a linear map that rearranges the first n+ 1 derivatives of φ as the standard
basis of Rn+1 with a slight rescaling of each component.

For this section, we specialize φ to be the moment curve

φ(t) = (t, t2, . . . , tn+1).

As well, we shall modify the parametrization x so that φ carries a linear coefficient variable
also:

xext(t, s0, s1, . . . , sn−1) = s0φ(t) + s1φ
′(t) + · · ·+ sn−1φ

(n−1)(t).

Fixing s0 = 1 returns the original parametrization x. In fact, note that

s−1
0 xext(t, s0, s1, . . . , sn−1) = x(t, s1/s0, . . . , sn−1/s0).

Thus, we clarify that the modification xext is made only for technical reasons. It facilitates
a broader form of Lemma 5.1 below that will be useful in later proofs.

Fix t0, s0 ∈ [−1, 1]. Define A : Rn+1 → Rn+1 by

A(ξ) = s0φ(t0) +

n+1
∑

j=1

φ(j)(t0)

j!
ξj. (16)

Observe that the matrix Λ whose columns are given by (1/j!)φ(j)(t0) is lower triangular with
ones along the diagonal. Thus, det(Λ) = 1.

Lemma 5.1.

xext(t + t0, s0, . . . , sn−1) = A(xext(t, s0, . . . , sn−1)). (17)

As well, the function ft0 given by

f̂t0 = f̂ ◦A
satisfies

‖ft0‖p = ‖f‖p (18)

for all p.
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Note that if f is Fourier supported in some neighborhoodNδ(∆) of a cap ∆ = xext([t0, t1]×
{s̄} × J), s̄ any fixed positive number, then (by change of variables on the frequency side)
the Fourier support of ft0 is the δ-neighborhood of the cap xext([0, t1 − t0]× {s̄} × J). It is
in this sense that we think of the action of A as translation in the t-coordinate. We shall
refer to the translation ft0 , and the corresponding movement of ∆, as a relocation to starting
position.

Proof. Note that (18) follows from change of variables combined with the comment following
(16). To verify (17), we shall show that the equality holds for corresponding components.

Consider the i-th component of x(t+ t0, s0, . . . , sn−1):

(t + t0)
is0 + i(t + t0)

i−1s1 + · · ·+ i!(t + t0)si−1 + i!si =

i
∑

j=0

i!

(i− j)!
(t + t0)

i−jsj,

where sn = 0 = sn+1. Expanding the binomials, we rewrite each summation term as

i!

(i− j)!
sj

i−j
∑

l=0

(

i− j

l

)

ti−j−ltl0.

Then, we group together the terms that have the same power of t0. Their sum is

tl0(

i−l
∑

j=0

i!

(i− j)!

(

i− j

l

)

ti−j−lsj). (19)

Simplifying the constant factor in (19), we may rewrite the expression as

(
i!

l!
)tl0(

i−l
∑

j=0

1

(i− j − l)!
ti−j−lsj) (20)

which is exactly the i-th component of ((i − l)!)−1φ(i−l)(t0) multiplied by the (i − l)-th
component of x(t, s0, . . . , sn−1). The summation of (20) over all integral 0 ≤ l ≤ i is then
the sum of all nonzero i-th components of the terms in (16) (x being precomposed by ξl).
The proof is complete.

�

6. Intermediate decouplings

In this section, we develop terminology that will aid us in later exposition. The goal is
to develop a theory around parabolic cylindrical decoupling that enables us to iteratively
decouple unto increasingly smaller caps. This is the core ingredient of the proof of Theorem
1.3. However, some work must be done to make Corollary 4.2 relevant to the decoupling
theory of Mn. First, we need to obtain control over the error term E, one that renders E
scale-dependent. In this way, using Lemma 5.1, diminishing the size of t via prior decou-
plings would yield increasingly smaller E, allowing us to reduce t to the desired smallest
scale. This iterative engine may stall though if we are not careful. Corollary 4.2 provides
a decoupling partition by sets that are rectilinear, not the curved caps that comprise Mn

which are desired. Securing the latter, as we have seen before, is related to the overlap that
occurs between the rectilinear and curved sets. Thus, we arrange a setting where the overlap
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is minimal, so that an appropriate reformulation of Corollary 4.2 holds.

Let S ⊆ Rα
k1,...,kn−1

, and consider the corresponding cap

∆ = x([0, T ]× S), (21)

T ≤ 1. Given an appropriate partition by subintervals {Jj}j∈J of [0, T ], we aim for a
decoupling that partitions ∆ into smaller sets ∆j

∆j = x(Jj × S). (22)

We call Jj the t-interval of ∆j , and its length the t-length of ∆j .
We shall be concise with notation and use ∆ also to represent caps mapped by the extended

parametrization

∆ = xext([0, T ]× {a} × S). (23)

Throughout the sequel, a will always have magnitude less than 1, and thus the proofs that
follow will indeed hold for (21) and (23) alike.

In general, by direct computation, ∆ ⊂ Pi(t) where Pi(t) is defined as in Corollary 4.2
but with η now a function of t:

η(t) = (ξi+1 ◦ x)(t, s)− (ξi ◦ x)2(t, s) = O(Ci.t
m) +O(DiΛ) (24)

for fixed values (m,Λ) ∈ N× [δ, 1) and some constants Ci, Di dependent on i. The constant
Λ should be thought of as the error value desired, while the O(Cit

m) term is the discrepancy
which we shall try to reduce via iterative decoupling. The exact form of (24) of course
involves rather large coefficients of each power of t, and both their number and magnitude
grow with n. By use of a rescaling argument, we mitigate the impact of this growth in the
next subsection.

We shall say more about (24) in Subsection 6.2, where in particular m shall be determined
to be 2. In the meantime, we prepare for the exposition there by adapting Corollary 4.2 to
Mn.

6.1. The inductive step for parabolic cylindrical decoupling on M
n. We aim to

develop the decoupling for Mn using that for parabolic cylinders Pi. This works directly
when i = 1. In fact, the t and ξ1 coordinates span similarly sized intervals, so long as the
scale exceeds the maximum size of s1. Thus, an entirely natural extension of the argument
proving Lemma 4.3 yields

Lemma 6.1. Assume ∆ ⊂ Mn is contained in P1(E) for E ∈
[

max∆ |s1|, 1
]

. Then,

‖PNδ(∆)f‖p . DecPp(E)(
∑

∆′⊂∆

‖PNδ(∆′)f‖2p)1/2 (25)

where ∆ is partitioned into caps ∆′ of t-length E1/2.

In the general setting, the rectilinear caps of Corollary 4.2 do not adhere to the geometry
of Mn. However, we may artificially fix this if we decouple with small jumps between
successive scales. We draw our inspiration here from the proof of decoupling for the cone
given in Section 12.2 of [3].
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The jump between scales will be a factor of δǫ/2. Let us point out to the reader that we
may always partition the values of t or si into subintervals of length δǫ. Only using the
triangle inequality and Hölder’s inequality, we incur just δǫ loss in so doing:

‖P∆f‖p ≤ (δ−ǫ/2)n(
∑

∆′⊂∆

‖P∆′f‖2p)1/2. (26)

Fix i ≥ 2. In the n-dimensional setting, we need a standard formula for the i-th compo-
nent of points in ∆, and so we restrict t and the relevant coefficient si−1 correspondingly.
Let I ⊂ [(4(i − 1)!)−1, (i − 1)!−1] be an interval of length δǫ/(30(i − 1)!) containing some
number ci to be determined in the next subsection. Assume that ∆ satisfies























|si−1| ∈ I

|sj| ≤ 2
j!
, j = 1, . . . , i− 2

T ≤ δǫ

30(i+1)

(27)

for all s ∈ S. We have justified the partitioning by δǫ in (26), and the size bounds on si shall
be arranged in Section 8 by a rescaling argument. We shall refer to the system of inequalities
comprising (27) as condition (⋆) and to caps satisfying condition (⋆) as standardized caps.
The second inequality in (27) pertains properly to the n-dimensional setting, where we
might otherwise accumulate factors of order n! during the decouplings outlined in Section
8. For low-dimensional moment surfaces, I may be slightly larger (of length ∼ δǫ) and the
inequalities























|si−1| ∈ I

max
j≤i−2

|sj | . 1

T ≤ δǫ

(28)

are taken instead. Such will characterize standardized caps in low dimensions.
The inequalities specified in condition (⋆) enable the following reduction.

Lemma 6.2. Let m ≤ M ≤ i+ 1 be positive integers. Suppose that

• |sj| ≤ 1/j! for j = 1, . . . , m

• |t| ≤ (2(i+ 1))−1.

Then,

|tM +

m
∑

j=1

(M)jsjt
M−j| ≤ 2(M |t|)M−m. (29)
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Proof. Note that |sj| ≤ 1/(j!) implies that

|(M)jsj| ≤
(

M

j

)

for all j = 1, . . . , m. For our purposes, this fact is most useful for the terms in
m
∑

j=1

(M)jsjt
M−j

with j > M − j. It allows us to compare the sum to a geometric series:

|tM |+
m
∑

j=1

(M)j |sjtM−j| ≤
m
∑

j=0

(

M

j

)

|tM−j | ≤
m
∑

j=0

(M |t|)M−j ≤ 2(M |t|)M−m. �

Condition (⋆) encodes critical geometric information. It guarantees that at reduction scale
δǫ, the caps θj successively provided by Corollary 4.2 have bounded overlap with similarly
sized caps ∆j described as in (21).

Lemma 6.3. Let ∆ be in starting position. Assume ∆ is contained in a set Pi = Pi(E)
with E = i2δǫT 2, i.e.

∆ ⊂ {ξ ∈ R
n+1 : |ξi| . 1, |ξi+1 − ξ2i | ≤ δǫ(iT )2}. (30)

There exists a fixed constant κ (independent of n, ǫ, and δ) such that if ∆ satisfies condition
(⋆), then

‖PNδ(∆)f‖p ≤ κDecPp(E)(
∑

∆′⊂∆

‖PNδ(∆′)f‖2p)1/2 (31)

where ∆ is partitioned into caps ∆′ of t-length i−1E1/2.

Proof. A priori, Corollary 4.2 provides

‖PNδ(∆)f‖p ≤ DecPp(E)(
∑

θ∩Nδ(∆)6=∅

‖Pθf‖2p)1/2. (32)

Denoting a partition of the ξi axis by intervals I of length E1/2 = iδǫ/2T , the sets θ have the
form

θ = R× · · · × R× I × R× · · · × R ∩Pi

where I is the restriction of the i-th component. It remains to replace the θ in (32) with
the caps ∆′. To simplify the writing, we shall refer to R × · · · × R × I × R × · · · × R also
as an interval with length that of I. (Whether in the sequel, we mean by I the rectangle
R× · · ·×R× I ×R× · · · ×R or the interval contained in R will be clear from the context.)
J∆′ will denote the t-interval associated with ∆′ in the sense of (22).

If ∆ ⊂ P1(E), the argument given in the proof of Lemma 4.3 naturally extends here
(

see

(36)
)

. In fact, inspired by that proof, our strategy for the case i ≥ 2 is to find intervals

I∆′ ⊃ ∆′ of uniform length 10iδǫ/2T adhering to the following monotonicity condition:

I∆′

2
= I∆′

1
+ ic(min J∆′

2
−min J∆′

1
) for all ∆′

1,∆
′
2 ∈ {∆′}; |c| ∈ [1/2, 1] fixed. (33)

The intervals {I∆′} have length 10 times that of θ, and so (33) implies that each θ intersects
at most 25 ∆′. In turn, each ∆′ certainly intersects at most 25 θ since this exceeds the



12 DÓMINIQUE KEMP

maximum number required to cover I∆′. Thus, once the I∆′ are constructed, (31) follows
from (32) as in the end of the proof of Lemma 4.3.

Recall that the i-th component of x(t, s) is

ti +
i

∑

j=1

(i)jsjt
i−j = ti + is1t

i−1 + · · ·+ (i!/2)si−2t
2 + i!si−1t+ i!si. (34)

Fixing t = 0 and si+1 = 2−ki+1 in (30) shows that i!si throughout ∆ is O(E1/2):

(i!2−ki)2 ≤ max
c ∈ [(i!2−ki)2, (i!2−ki+1)2]

|c− (i+ 1)!2−ki+1| ≤ E. (35)

It follows that

|i!si| ≤ 2E1/2. (36)

By hypothesis, it is clear that

i!|si−1 − s̄i−1|t ≤ iδǫT < E1/2 (37)

for all |t| ≤ T ; si−1, s̄i−1 ∈ I. Finally, according to Lemma 6.2,

|ti +
i−2
∑

j=1

(i)jsjt
i−j| ≤ 4(it)2 ≤ iδǫT < E1/2 (38)

for all t, sj as in (27).
We define the intervals I∆′ ⊂ R as follows. Given J∆′ = [b, b+ δǫ/2T ], we set

I∆′ = [i!αi−1cib− 5E1/2, i!αi−1cib+ 5E1/2]. (39)

(If i = 1, we just define I∆′ as in the proof of Lemma 4.3: I∆′ = [b, b+ 3E1/2].)
Let x(t, s) ∈ ∆′. By (36), (37), and (38),

|(ti +
i

∑

j=1

(i)jsjt
i−j)− i!αi−1cib| ≤ 3E1/2 + i!|si−1t− αi−1cib|

≤ 3E1/2 + i!|(si−1 − αi−1ci)t|+ i!ci|t− b|

≤ 4E1/2 + iδǫ/2T = 5E1/2

since ci ∈ [(2(i− 1)!)−1, (i− 1)!−1]. So the infinite cylinder I∆′ ⊂ Rn+1 over (39) contains ∆′.
�

Remark. We only proved Lemma 6.3 in the “high-dimensional” context where condition (⋆)
restricts the sj variables also and not just si−1, t. But in low dimensions, we can obtain
the critical inequalities (36), (37), and (38) more easily, assuming that “ ≤ ” is weakened
to “ . ” in each. Indeed, the addition of a dimension-dependent constant factor in each
inequality is immaterial when the dimension is kept low.
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6.2. Parabolic cylindrical decoupling on standardized caps. Let us revisit (24) and
give a proper assessment for a standardized cap ∆. For all x(t, s) ∈ ∆,

(ξi+1 ◦ x)(t, s)− (ξi ◦ x)2(t, s) = (ti+1 +
i+1
∑

j=1

(i+ 1)jsjt
i+1−j)− (ti +

i
∑

j=1

(i)jsjt
i−j)2. (40)

where we take sn = 0 = sn+1 in order to include the cases i = n− 1 or i = n. We compute
the coefficient of t2 in (40) exactly:

((i+ 1)i−1 − (i)2i−1si−1)si−1t
2 = (

(i+ 1)!

2(i!)2
− si−1)(i!)

2si−1t
2. (41)

If we choose

ci =
(i+ 1)!

2(i!)2
(42)

to be the number promised in the context of (27), then (41) is bounded above by

(1/30)δǫi2t2. (43)

Concerning all the other terms in (40), we may apply Lemma 6.2 to the sums over j < i−1
and retain the rest:

|ξi+1 ◦ x− (ξi ◦ x)2| ≤ 5((i+ 1)|t|)3 + (1/30)i2δǫt2 + (i+ 1)!|si+1|+ 4(it)2(|si−1t|+ |si|)i!

+i!|sit|(i+ 1 + 2i!|si−1|) + (i!si)
2. (44)

Using (27), we can bound

5((i+ 1)|t|)3 + 4(it)2|si−1t|i! ≤ 9(iT )2(δǫ/30).

On the other hand,

i+ 1 + 2i!|si−1| ≤ 4i.

Therefore, (44) is bounded above by

(9/30)δǫ(iT )2 + 8i|i!si|T + (i+ 1)!|si+1|+ (i!si)
2 (45)

for large i 6= n. If i = n, we have shown that (44) is bounded by δǫ(iT )2 and so the
δ-neighborhood of ∆ is contained in Pn(E) with

E = (2/3)δǫ(iT )2 + δ. (46)

From our standpoint, the last two terms in (45) are inevitable; most significantly, they
cannot be reduced by any ℓ2 decoupling. Therefore, these must be the target t-lengths to be
attained. Thus inspired, we observe that

T ≥ (30/i)(i!|si|)δ−ǫ =⇒ i|i!si|T ≤ (1/30)δǫ(iT )2.

Having T ≤ 30(i− 1)!|si|δ−ǫ is favorable since Hölder’s inequality applies here with minimal
loss. So we assume that T is larger, in which case (45) and thus (44) are bounded by

(2/3)δǫ(iT )2 + (i+ 1)!21−ki+1 + (i!21−ki)2. (47)
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Remark. For low-dimensional moment surfaces, the above demonstration is even easier. Tak-
ing the trivial bounds |sj | ≤ 2, we may bound the sum of all terms of order higher than 1
in (40) by Ciδ

ǫT 2. The linear terms altogether are bounded by some Di|si|T , and we may
reason as in the previous paragraph that

Di|si|T ≤ Diδ
ǫT 2

if T is not (almost) at the desired scale. Therefore, we have the analogue of (47): there exist
constants C1, C2, C3 such that (40) is bounded by

C1δ
ǫT 2 + C2|2−ki+1|+ C3|2−ki|2

for all small values of i.

Proposition 6.4. Assume that Nδ(∆) is a cap neighborhood of t-length T that is standard-
ized relative to the i-th component. Let L be determined by

L ≥ i−1max{((i+ 1)!2−ki+1)1/2, i!2−ki} if 1 < i < n− 1

L = (n− 2)!2−kn−1 if i = n− 1

L = (1/
√
6)n−1δ1/2 if i = n.

Then Nδ(∆) ⊂ Pi(E) where

E = (2/3)δǫ(iT )2 + 6(iL)2, (48)

provided that T ≥ 30δ−ǫL. In all cases, ∆ may be partitioned for ℓ2 decoupling into caps ∆′

of t-length L:

‖PNδ(∆)f‖p ≤ (30δ−ǫ)1/2
(

κDecPp
(

6i2L2
))2ǫ−1 logδ L

(

∑

∆′⊂∆

‖PNδ(∆′)f‖2p
)1/2

. (49)

Note that inequality (49) is a true decoupling whenever L exceeds some power of δ, since
the decoupling constant is monotonic.

Proof. (48) has already been verified in the preceding exposition. It remains to deduce the
ℓ2 decoupling when T exceeds δ−ǫL. The following argument is an iterative decoupling
procedure that utilizes Lemma 6.3 at each step. Since ∆ is standardized, all subsets of ∆
are standardized as well, so the requirement of Lemma 6.3 is maintained throughout. To
ease the notation a bit, we shall refer to DecPp(·) only as Dec(·) beginning with this proof
and continuing until Section 9.

We produce the ℓ2 decoupling. Initially,

Nδ(∆) ⊂ Pi
(

δǫ(iT )2
)

by (48). Applying Lemma 6.3 with E = i2δǫT 2, we obtain for the partition of ∆ by caps
∆(1) of t-length δǫ/2T :

‖PNδ(∆)f‖p ≤ κDec
(

δǫ(iT )2
)(

∑

∆(1)⊂∆

‖PNδ(∆(1))f‖2p
)1/2

. (50)
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Using Lemma 5.1, we translate each ∆(1) to starting position, i.e. t ∈ [0, δǫ/2T ], and deal
with each cap individually. Over ∆(1), (48) is bounded by i2δǫ(δǫ/2T )2, (provided δǫ/2T ≥
30δ−ǫL), so Lemma 6.3 provides

‖PNδ(∆(1))f‖p ≤ κDec
(

δ2ǫ(iT )2
)(

∑

∆(2)⊂∆(1)

‖PNδ(∆(2))f‖2p
)1/2

, (51)

each ∆(2) having t-length δǫT . The juxtaposition of (50) and (51) provides

‖PNδ(∆)f‖p ≤ κ2Dec
(

δǫ(iT )2
)

Dec
(

δ2ǫ(iT )2
)(

∑

∆(2)⊂∆

‖PNδ(∆(2))f‖2p
)1/2

.

We repeat. After J iterations, we have

‖PNδ(∆)f‖p ≤ κJ
J
∏

j=1

Dec
(

δjǫ(iT )2
)(

∑

∆(J)⊂∆

‖PNδ(∆(J))f‖2p
)1/2

. (52)

∆(J) has t-length δJǫ/2T. Since T ≤ 1 and 21−kj ≥ δj/(n+1),

δJǫ/2 ≤ δ−ǫi−1
[

(i+ 1)!δ(i+1)/(n+1)
]1/2

=⇒ δJǫ/2T < 2δ−ǫL

and similarly, when i = n,

δJǫ/2 ≤ δ−ǫn−1δ1/2 =⇒ δJǫ/2T < 3δ−ǫL.

Thus, choosing J to be the minimal integer j satisfying

δjǫ/2T < 30δ−ǫL,

we see that J is bounded:

J ≤ i+ 1

ǫ(n + 1)
if i ≤ n− 1

J ≤ 1 +O(logn/| log δ|)
ǫ

if i = n.

For each j ≤ J ,
δjǫ(iT )2 ≥ 900δ−ǫ(iL)2 > 6(iL)2 ≥ δ(i+1)/(n+1),

so by monotonicity of the decoupling constant

Dec
(

δjǫ(iT )2
)

≤ Dec
(

δ(i+1)/(n+1)
)

. (53)

Each ∆(J) has length less than 30δ−ǫL, so we conclude with (49) by applying Hölder’s
inequality and (53) to (52).

�

Lemma 6.5. Each translated ∆′ obtained in Proposition 6.4 is flat relative to some m-th
coordinate hyperplane ξm = 0

(

m ∈ {i, i+ 1}
)

in the following strong sense:

(

ti+1 +
i+1
∑

j=1

(i+ 1)j|sj|ti+1−j
)

∣

∣

∣

∆
. (iL)2 if i < n− 1 and iL =

(

(i+ 1)!2−ki+1
)1/2

, or i = n

(sn = 0 = sn+1) (54)

(

ti +

i
∑

j=1

(i)j |sj|ti−j
)

∣

∣

∣

∆
. iL if i < n− 1 and iL = i!2−ki, or i = n− 1. (55)
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Proof. In the setting of (54), throughout ∆′

max
{

(i+ 1)!|si|t, (i+ 1)!|si+1|
}

. (iL)2

by hypothesis. Thus, (54) is a matter of verifying that

ti+1 +
i−1
∑

j=1

(i+ 1)j|sj|ti+1−j . (iL)2.

Since ∆′ is standardized, the sum is bounded by

i−1
∑

j=0

(

i+ 1

j

)

ti+1−j = (1 + t)i+1 − 1− (i+ 1)t

which in turn by Taylor approximation is bounded by

(i+ 1)i(1 + 1/i)i−1L2 . (iL)2.

Similarly, (55) follows from

ti +

i−1
∑

j=1

(i)j |sj|ti−j ≤
i−1
∑

j=0

(

i

j

)

ti−j = (1 + t)i − 1 ≤ i(1 + 1/i)i−1L . iL.

�

We have now fully elaborated the decouplings to be utilized. All that remains is to intro-
duce the rescalings. These in tandem with the linear maps of Lemma 5.1 complete a cycle
of operations to be iterated. Naturally, it is simplest to narrate the whole procedure for
low-dimensional M, so we do this first for M4. Here, we do not have to be as “efficient” as in
Proposition 6.4. For example, we can take larger constant coefficients in (48), that in partic-
ular exceed the component index i, and the final decoupling inequality is not worsened in any
essential way. The only negative impact derives from the use of Hölder’s inequality directly
after each iterative step (50), (51),... to reduce the slightly enlarged caps ∆(1),∆(2), . . .

Let us reiterate. The reason for the meticulous care exercised in Proposition 6.4 is to keep
the coefficients (i)j in (4) from entering into the decoupling constant κ. But the size of these
coefficients is mitigated when i is kept low, and then their effect is harmless.

7. Proof of Theorem 1.3

Fix k1, k2 ∈ N. In light of Lemma 4.3, we may assume that

2−ki > δi/4 (56)

for some i. Our goal is to deduce a decoupling partition of Ak1,k2 by maximally flat caps
∆k1,k2. For this, we shall need to execute a case analysis, according as 2k1 ≥ k2 or otherwise.

In the sequel, we shall obtain caps of varying sizes, alternately through decoupling and
rescaling. To keep track of them, we introduce the notation ∆(j1,j2), j1 being the number
of rescalings applied prior to acquiring ∆(j1,j2) while j2 denotes the number of decoupling
processes executed since the most recent rescaling.
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Proof.

2k1 ≥ k2: The hypothesis confirms that s21 is essentially smaller than s2 throughout Ak1,k2 .
Thus, we find that

max
x(t,s)∈Ak1,k2

|(t2 + 2ts1 + 2s2)− (t + s1)
2| = max

x(t,s)∈Ak1,k2

|2s2 − s21| ∼ 2−k2.

It follows that Ak1,k2 ⊂ P1
(

O(2−k2)
)

. Inputting E = O(2−k2), Lemma 6.1 provides an initial

decoupling over caps ∆(0,1) of t-length 2−k2/2:

‖PNδ(Ak1,k2
)f‖p . Dec

(

2−k2
)

(
∑

∆(0,1)⊂Ak1,k2

‖PNδ(∆(0,1))f‖2p)1/2. (57)

Fix ∆(0,1), and translate it to starting position. The t variable is now bounded by 2−k2/2,
so we may apply a corresponding rescaling. Our goal is to remain within M, while simulta-
neously enlarging s2 to scale ∼ 1. In this way, we replace ∆(0,1) with standardized caps to
which Proposition 6.4 may be applied.

Let us further partition ∆(0,1). We decompose [2−k2, 2−k2+1) into subintervals J of length
approximately 2−k2δǫ, and then partition ∆(0,1) into sets

∆(0,2) = x([0, 2−k2/2]× [2−k1, 2−k1+1)× J).

By Hölder’s inequality,

‖PNδ(∆(0,1))f‖p ≤ δ−ǫ/2(
∑

∆(0,2)⊂∆(0,1)

‖PNδ(∆(0,2))f‖2p)1/2. (58)

To each ∆(0,2), we apply the rescaling

D(ξ1, . . . , ξ4) =
(

(3a)−1/2ξ1, (3a)
−1ξ2, (3a)

−3/2ξ3, (3a)
−2ξ4

)

(59)

where a is some number in the corresponding interval J . Relabeling

t′ = (3a)−1/2t, s′1 = (3a)−1/2s1, s′2 = (3a)−1s2, (60)

we see that D maps ∆(0,2) to the set

∆(1,0) = {(t′ + s′1, t
′2 + 2t′s′1 + 2s′2, t

′3 + 3t′2s′1 + 6t′s′2, t
′4 + 4t′3s′1 + 12t′2s′2) : (61)

0 ≤ t′ ≤ 1, s′1 ∼ 2k2/2−k1 , s′2 ∈ (3a)−1J},
while enlarging the neighborhood width from δ0 = δ to

δ1 = (3a)−2δ ∼ 22k2δ.

The transition from ∆(0,2) to ∆(1,0) = D(∆(0,2)) is embodied in the equality

‖PSf‖p = | detD|−1/p′‖PD(S)g‖p, (ĝ := f̂ ◦D−1) (62)

valid for all subsets S ⊂ Nδ(∆
(0,2)) and all functions f .

Note that within ∆(1,0)

|s′2 − 1/3| ≤ δǫ (63)

since a ∈ J , and

c3 =
1

3
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according to (42). Also, s′1 is bounded by case hypothesis. Thus, the caps ∆(1,1) of t′-length
δ ǫ
1 partitioning ∆(1,0) are standardized with respect to the third component:

‖PNδ(∆(0,2))f‖p = | detD|−1/p′‖PNδ1
(∆(1,0))g‖p

≤ δ
−ǫ/2
1 | detD|−1/p′(

∑

∆(1,1)⊂∆(1,0)

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,1))g‖2p)1/2.

Now we are ready to complete the argument for this case. So far, we have determined

‖PNδ(Ak1,k2
)f‖p ≤ δ−ǫDec

(

2−k2
)

(

∑

∆(1,1)

(| detD|−1/p′‖PNδ1
(∆(1,1))g‖p)2

)1/2

. (64)

Observe the relation between the third and fourth components of (61): over each ∆(1,1)

translated to starting position,

ξ4 ◦ x− (ξ3 ◦ x)2 = (t′4 + 4t′3s1 + 12t′2s′2)− (t′3 + 3t′2s′1 + 6t′s′2)
2

= 12s′2(1− 3s′2)t
′2 +O(t′3)

. δ ǫ
1 t

′2. (65)

The inequality follows from the fact that the ∆(1,1) are standardized. Thus, the δ1-neighborhood
of any cap x([0, T ]× I1 × I2) ⊂ ∆(1,1) is contained in P3(E) with

E = O(δ ǫ
1T

2) + δ1.

The calculation (65) was already done in Subsection 6.2, but we repeated it here to show
how it naturally occurs in the course of successive decouplings. As well, unencumbered
by arbitrarily large dimensional constants, the calculation is much simpler in 4 dimensions.
Proposition 6.4 now applies. Taking i = 3, n = 4, the proposition confirms that the caps

∆(1,2) ⊂ ∆(1,1) of t-length δ
1/2
1 occasion the following inequality:

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,1))g‖p ≤ (30δ−ǫ

1 )1/2
(

κDec
(

δ1
))1/ǫ(

∑

∆(1,2)⊂∆(1,1)

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,2))g‖2p

)1/2
. (66)

Recall that (62) implies that

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,2))g‖p = (detD)1/p

′‖PD−1(Nδ1
(∆(1,2)))f‖p. (67)

In conclusion, we obtain the desired decoupling inequality (5) for the inputted function
PNδ(Ak1,k2

)f through the combination of (64), (66), and (67). (Monotonicity of the decou-

pling constant is to be used, since 2−k2 ≥ δ1/2 and δ1 ≥ δ.) We claim that the preimages
D−1(∆(1,2)) are indeed the caps ∆k1,k2 of Theorem 1.3. Observing the change of variables
(60) for t′, we deduce that their t-length is indeed

2−k2/2δ
1/2
1 = 2−k2/2(22k2δ)1/2 = 2k2/2δ1/2.

Each ∆k1,k2 is almost flat. To verify this claim, note first that the t4 term in

ξ4 ◦ x = t4 + 4t3s1 + 12t2s2

is surely O(δ) since (2k2δ)1/2 can at most be δ1/4 (recall (56)). Concerning the s1t
3 term,

observe that our case hypothesis implies

(1/2) max
x(t,s)∈∆k1,k2

s1t
3 = 2−k1(2k2δ)3/2 ≤ 2−k2/2(2k2δ)3/2 = 2k2δ3/2 ≤ δ,
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the final inequality being true by (56). And of course, the following is immediate

(1/2) max
x(t,s)∈∆k1,k2

s2t
2 = 2−k2(2k2δ) = δ.

k2 > 2k1: This case also makes use of the same parabolic cylindrical decoupling as in the
previous case. However, handling the new hypothesis requires an additional preliminary
step. Now it holds that s21 is essentially larger than s2, so that instead

max
x(t,s)∈Ak1,k2

|(ξ2 ◦ x)− (ξ1 ◦ x)2| ∼ 2−2k1.

Consequently, Lemma 6.1 provides the inequality

‖PNδ(Ak1,k2
)f‖p . Dec

(

2−2k1
)(

∑

∆(0,1)⊂Ak1,k2

‖PNδ(∆(0,1))f‖2p
)1/2

, (68)

true for caps ∆(0,1) of t-length 2−k1 partitioning Ak1,k2. Observe that 2−2k1 ≥ δ1/2 by hy-
pothesis, so (68) is indeed a decoupling.

Translate ∆(0,1) to starting position, so that we may appropriately rescale. For this, it is
prerequisite as before to partition ∆(0,1) into caps

∆(0,2) = x([0, 2−k1]× J × [2−k2, 2−k2+1))

where {J} is a partition of [2−k1, 2−k1+1) into intervals of length approximately 2−k1δǫ. By
Hölder’s inequality,

‖PNδ(∆(0,1))f‖p ≤ δ−ǫ/2(
∑

∆(0,2)⊂∆(0,1)

‖PNδ(∆(0,2))f‖2p)1/2. (69)

For each ∆(0,2), select a ∈ J , and apply the dilation

D1(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, ξ4) =
(

3(4a)−1ξ1, 9(4a)
−2ξ2, 27(4a)

−3ξ3, 81(4a)
−4ξ4

)

(70)

to ∆(0,2). Relabeling

t′ = 3(4a)−1t, s′1 = 3(4a)−1s1, s′2 = 9(4a)−2s2, (71)

J (1) = 3(4a)−1J, k′
2 = k2 − 2k1 > 0,

the image is the rescaled cap

∆(1,0) = {(t′ + s′1, t
′2 + 2t′s′1 + 2s′2, t

′3 + 3t′2s′1 + 6t′s′2, t
′4 + 4t′3s′1 + 12t′2s′2) :

0 ≤ t′ ≤ 1, s′1 ∈ J (1), s′2 ∈ Ik′2
} (72)

with neighborhood width enlarged from δ to

δ1 = 81(4a)−4δ ∼ 24k1δ.

Observe that subject to (72)

|s′1 − 3/4| . δǫ

which is meaningful since

c2 = 3/4

by (42). As well,

‖PSf‖p = (detD1)
−1/p′‖PD1(S)g1‖p, (ĝ1 := f̂ ◦D−1

1 ) (73)
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for all subsets S ⊂ Nδ(∆
(0,2)). In particular,

‖PNδ(∆(0,2))f‖p = (detD1)
−1/p′‖PNδ1

(∆(1,0))g1‖p.
Shifting our attention now to ‖PNδ1

(∆(1,0))g1‖p, we are ready to reduce the cap sizes to the

next lower scale, one that is indexed by s′2. The goal here is to find caps partitioning ∆(1,0)

of sufficiently small size that can be rescaled to caps with s′2 parameter being essentially 1.
Then, we may conclude the argument as done previously.

Let us partition ∆(1,0) by caps ∆(1,1) of t-length δǫ1:

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,0))g1‖p ≤ δ

−ǫ/2
1 (

∑

∆(1,1)⊂∆(1,0)

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,1))g1‖2p)1/2. (74)

Each ∆(1,1) is standardized relative to the second component. Consider the consequent
relation between the second and third components of x throughout ∆(1,1)

|ξ3 ◦ x− (ξ2 ◦ x)2| = |(t′3 + 3t′2s′1 + 6t′s′2)− (t′2 + 2t′s′1 + 2s′2)
2|

= |s′1(3− 4s′1)t
′2 − 4s′22 |+O(t′3) + |s′2|O(t′)

≤ O(δ ǫ
1 )t

′2 +O(2−2k′2) +O(2−k′2)t′. (75)

This is indeed the bound (48) promised by Proposition 6.4 with L = O(2−k′2)
(

see the

remark following (47)
)

, and the proposition confirms that there is a decoupling over caps

∆(1,2) ⊂ ∆(1,1) of t-length 2−k′2:

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,1))g1‖p . δ

−ǫ/2
1

(

κDec
(

2−2k′2
))2ǫ−1 logδ1 2−k′2

(

∑

∆(1,2)⊂∆(1,1)

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,2))g1‖2p

)1/2

. (76)

Note that 2−k′2 ≥ min{2−k2, δ1} ≥ min{δ1/2, δ1}. Thus, Dec(2−2k′2) ≤ Dec(δ) in particular.
Since δ1 ≥ δ, the juxtaposition of (73), (74), and (76) determines

‖PNδ(∆(0,2))f‖p . δ−ǫ
(

κDec
(

δ
))2/ǫ

(detD1)
−1/p′

(

∑

∆(1,2)⊂D1(∆0,2)

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,2))g1‖2p

)1/2

= δ−ǫ
(

κDec
(

δ
))2/ǫ

(

∑

D−1(∆(1,2))⊂∆0,2

‖PNδ(D−1(∆(1,2)))f‖2p
)1/2

(77)

By (71), the length of each ∆ = D−1
1 (∆(1,2)) is

2−k12−k′2 = 2−k122k1−2k2 = 2k1−k2,

and this actually can be the scale at which caps in Ak1,k2 are maximally almost flat. Inspired
from the minimum value mentioned in Theorem 1.3, the inequality

2k1−k2 < (2k2δ)1/2,

equivalently
22k1−3k2 < δ, (78)

is readily checked to be equivalent to

2−k1 max
x(t,s)∈∆

t3 = 22k1−3k2 = 2−k2 max
x(t,s)∈∆

t2 < δ,

proving almost flatness of ∆. In particular, (78) holds when

2−k2 ≤ δ1/2. (79)
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Applying (77) to each term on the right side of (69), together with (68), we have in this case

‖PNδ(Ak1,k2
)f‖p ≤ δ−3ǫ/2Dec

(

δ1/2
)(

κDec
(

δ
))2/ǫ

(

∑

∆⊂Ak1,k2

‖PNδ(∆)f‖2p
)1/2

, (80)

as desired.
Therefore, we assume that (78) is false and show that in this scenario our argument extends

to decoupling cap sizes of scale (2k2δ)1/2. Indeed, this scale marks flatness since the following
inequality holds by assumption

2−k1(2k2δ)3/2 ≤ δ.

Since (78), and therefore (79), is false, we recall from (72) that s′2 ∼ 2−k′2, which is the
t-length of ∆(1,2). Thus, s′2 may be rescaled to size ∼ 1. Translate ∆(1,2) to starting position.
Decomposing [2−k′2, 2−k′2+1) into subintervals J of length approximately 2−k′2δ ǫ

1 , let

∆(1,3) = x([0, 2−k′2]× J (1) × J)

be the corresponding caps that partition ∆(1,2). The relevant decoupling inequality is

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,2))g1‖p ≤ δ

−ǫ/2
1 (

∑

∆(1,3)⊂∆(1,2)

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,3))g1‖2p)1/2. (81)

We are imitating the procedure carried out in the first case (2k1 ≥ k2), yet the dilation
we use here must be different. For each ∆(1,3), select a ∈ J , and apply the map

D2(ξ1, ξ2, ξ3, ξ4) = (ξ1, (3a)
−1ξ2, (3a)

−2ξ3, (3a)
−3ξ4)

to ∆(1,3). Relabeling

t′′ = (3a)−1t′, s′′1 = s′1, s′′2 = (3a)−1s′2 (82)

J (2) = (3a)−1J,

the image is

∆(2,0) = {(3at′′ + s′′1, 3a(t
′′)2 + 2t′′s′′1 + 2s′′2, 3a(t

′′)3 + 3(t′′)2s′′1 + 6t′′s′′2,

3a(t′′)4 + 4(t′′)3s′′1 + 12(t′′)2s′′2) : 0 ≤ t′′ ≤ 1, s′′1 ∈ J (1), s′′2 ∈ J (2)} (83)

with s′′2 rescaled to ∼ 1 and neighborhood width enlarged from δ1 to

δ2 = (3a)−3δ1 ∼ 23k
′

2δ1 ∼ 23(k2−2k1)24k1δ = 23k2−2k1δ. (84)

Indeed,

δ2 ≤ 1

since (78) is false. For all subsets S ⊂ Nδ1(∆
(1,3)),

‖PSg1‖p = (detD2)
−1/p′‖PD2(S)g2‖p, (ĝ2 := ĝ1 ◦D−1

2 ). (85)

Observe that ∆(2,0) is not parametrized by x = xext(·, 1, ·), but it is parametrized by
xext(·, 3a, ·). Therefore, Lemma 5.1 applies to ∆(2,0), making it possible to apply our iterative
decoupling machinery. To get started, we observe that

ξ4 ◦ xext − (ξ3 ◦ xext)
2 = O((t′′)3) + 12s′′2(3s

′′
2 − 1)(t′′)2

= O((t′′)3) +O(δ ǫ
1 )(t

′′)2 (86)
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by (83), which gives the analogue of (63). Once we partition ∆(2,0) by caps ∆(2,1) of t′′-length
δǫ2

‖PNδ2
(∆(2,0))g2‖p ≤ δ

−ǫ/2
2 (

∑

∆(2,1)⊂∆(2,0)

‖PNδ2
(∆(2,1))g2‖2p)1/2, (87)

and translate each ∆(2,1) to starting position, equation (86) will then be bounded by O(δ ǫ
2 )(t

′′)2

over ∆(2,1). It follows that all subsets

Nδ2

(

xext([0, T ]× {3a} × J (1) × J (2))
)

⊂ Nδ2(∆
(2,1))

are contained respectively in parabolic cylindrical neighborhoods P(3) of width

O(δ ǫ
2 )(T )

2 + δ2.

The rest of Proposition 6.4 applies, providing caps ∆(2,2) of t′′-length δ
1/2
2 partitioning ∆(2,1)

such that

‖PNδ2
(∆(2,1))g2‖p . δ−ǫ

2

(

κDec
(

δ2
))1/ǫ

(

∑

∆(2,2)⊂∆(2,1)

‖PNδ2
(∆(2,2))g2‖2p

)1/2

. (88)

The desired decoupling inequality (5) is the result of combining (68), (69), the inequality in
(77), (81), (85), (87), and (88) followed by a change of variables back to original coordinates
using (73) and (85). By (71), (82), and (84), the caps ∆k1,k2 = D−1

1 (D−1
2 (∆(2,2))) thus

obtained have t-length

2−k12−k′2δ
1/2
2 ∼ 2−k122k1−k2(23k2−2k1δ)1/2 = (2k2δ)1/2.

�

8. Proof of Theorem 1.2

In this section, M = Mn, the n-dimensional moment surface in Rn+1. The ℓ2 decoupling
for M shall be obtained by way of an inductive procedure that generalizes Section 7. In this
section, we outline that procedure.

In Section 7, some rescalings of the moment surface took place there, resulting in a renam-
ing of the si variables. Conveniently, at most two rescalings occurred at a time, so trivial
changes in the notation sufficed. However, here it will be necessary to introduce the notation

s
(j)
i to denote the new si variables that describe a cap ∆(j,l) obtained after j rescalings.
Let us begin. In light of (8) and Lemma 4.3, it suffices to deduce Pδ(Aα

k1,...,kn−1
) where we

assume that

21−ki > (1/i!)δi/(n+1) (89)

for at least one i. Initially, we just have the cap ∆(0,0) that is the whole surface Aα
k1,...,kn−1

,
which we abbreviate to A. Consider the ordering of the set

S0 = {2−k1, (2!2−k2)1/2, (3!2−k3)1/3, . . . , ((n− 1)!2−kn−1)1/(n−1)}.
Let i0 be the index of the maximum element in S0. Then,

(i0!2
−ki0 )−i/i02−ki . 1/i! (90)

holds for all i. We shall need (90) in order to rescale effectively.
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The first decoupling that we apply is with respect to the parabolic cylinder P(1). We
choose this one since the first component of x is just a linear function of t, s. As before,

ξ2 ◦ x− (ξ1 ◦ x)2 = 2s2 − s21,

and both of the latter terms are essentially less than (i0!si0)
2/i0 by our choice of i0. Therefore,

ξ2 ◦ x− (ξ1 ◦ x)2 = O((i0!si0)
2/i0),

so we may apply Lemma 6.1 with neighborhood width O((i0!2
−ki0 )2/i0) to obtain caps ∆(0,1)

partitioning ∆(0,0) such that

‖PNδ(∆(0,0))f‖p . Dec
(

(i0!2
−ki0 )2/i0

)(

∑

∆(0,1)⊂∆(0,0)

‖PNδ(∆(0,1))f‖2p
)1/2

. (91)

The caps ∆(0,1) have t-length (i0!2
−ki0 )1/i0 and si-length 2−ki.

In preparation for the next decoupling, let us divide [2−ki0 , 2−ki0+1) into subintervals J of
length 2−ki0δǫ/30. This is reflected in the inequality:

‖PNδ(∆(0,1))f‖p ≤ (30δ−ǫ)1/2(
∑

∆(0,2)⊂∆(0,1)

‖PNδ(∆(0,2))f‖2p)1/2 (92)

where each ∆(0,2) has t-length (i0!2
−ki0 )1/i0 and si-length 2−ki for i 6= i0 while |si0| ranges

over the interval J .
Let a ∈ J , and label

( (i0 + 2)i0
a(i0 + 1)2i0

)1/i0
=

( i0 + 2

2a(i0 + 1)!

)1/i0

as d1. Note that
(2−1+ki0

i0!

)1/i0
≤ d1 ≤

(2ki0

i0!

)1/i0

and

d1 =
(ci0+1

a

)1/i0

according to (42). To each ∆(0,2), we apply the rescaling

D1(ξ1, . . . , ξn+1) = (d1ξ1, d
2
1 ξ2, . . . , d

n+1
1 ξn+1). (93)

There is a corresponding change of variables:

‖PSf‖p = (detD1)
−1/p′‖PD(S)g1‖p, (ĝ1 := f̂ ◦D−1

1 ), (94)

true for all S ⊂ Nδ(∆
(0,2)). Let

s
(1)
i = d i

1si ∼ (2ki0/i0!)
i/i0si.

Observe that |s(1)i | . 1/i! in light of (90). After translation to starting position, ∆(1,0) =
D1(∆

(0,2)) has the form

{x(t, s(1)1 , . . . , s
(1)
n−1) : 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, s

(1)
i ∼ 2(ki0/i0)i−ki , |s(1)i0

− ci0+1| ≤ δǫ/(30i0!)} (95)

and enlarged neighborhood width

δ1 = dn+1
1 δ ∼ (2ki0/i0!)

(n+1)/i0δ,
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which is less than 1 by (89). In particular, |s(1)i0
| . 1/i0! so the first two inequalities of condi-

tion (⋆) as specified in (27) are met. The caps ∆(1,1) of t-length δ ǫ
1 /(30(i0 + 2)) partitioning

∆(1,0) are thus standardized:

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,0))g1‖p ≤ (30δ−ǫ

1 )1/2
√
i0 + 2

(

∑

∆(1,1)⊂∆(1,0)

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,1))g1‖2p

)1/2
. (96)

Let ai ∈ R be approximate values of |s(1)i | for all i, i.e. ai = (1/i!)δ
(i−i0)/(n+1−i0)
1 if

|s(1)i | ≤ δ
(i−i0)/(n+1−i0)
1 /i!, and otherwise, ai is chosen to be any number satisfying

ai ≤ |s(1)i | ≤ 2ai.

In particular, note that if si ≤ (1/i!)δi/(n+1), then

s
(1)
i = d i

1si ≤
1

i!
(dn+1

1 δ)i/(n+1) =
1

i!
δ
i/(n+1)
1 ≤ 1

i!
δ
(i−i0)/(n+1−i0)
1 .

Formerly, we have taken (1/i!)δi/(n+1) to be the “cutoff ” for a variable si
(

see (7)
)

, but here
the exponent on δ must change in light of the following. Consider

S1 = {(i0 + 1)!ai0+1, ((i0 + 2)!ai0+2)
1/2, . . . , ((n− 1)!an−1)

1/(n−1−i0)}.
We choose this set instead of S0 because in particular we must avoid rescaling s

(1)
i0
, lest this

term become excessively large. As before, we pick the index corresponding to the maximum
element of S1, denoting that index here as i1. Then,

(i1!ai1)
(i0−i)/(i1−i0)|s(1)i | ≤ 2/i! for all i > i0, (97)

so (i1!ai1)
(i1−i0)−1

should be our target t-length.
Following the computation of Subsection 6.2, using (95), we determine that ∆(1,1) is con-

tained in a parabolic cylindrical neighborhood P(i0+1) of thickness

ξi0+2 ◦ x− (ξi0+1 ◦ x)2 = O((i0 + 1)2)δǫt2 +O((i0 + 1)(i0 + 1)!)s
(1)
i0+1t+O((i0 + 2)!)s

(1)
i0+2

+O((i0 + 1)!)2(s
(1)
i0+1)

2).

It is true that

(i1!ai1)
(i1−i0)−1 ≥ max{(i0 + 1)!s

(1)
i0+1, ((i0 + 2)!s

(1)
i0+2)

1/2}.
Consequently, if the t-length T of ∆(1,1) exceeds (δ−ǫ/30)(i1!ai1)

(i1−i0)−1
, then

T ≥ (δ−ǫ/30)max{(i0 + 1)!s
(1)
i0+1, ((i0 + 2)!s

(1)
i0+2)

1/2}.
So we enlarge P(i0+1) to thickness

O((i0 + 1)2)δǫt2 +O((i0 + 1)2)i1!a
(i1−i0)−1

i1
(98)

and apply Proposition 6.4 with (i0 + 1)L = (i1!ai1)
(i1−i0)−1

:

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,1))g1‖p ≤ (30δ−ǫ

1 )1/2
(

κDec
(

6(i0+1)2L2
))2ǫ−1 logδ1 L

(

∑

∆(1,2)⊂∆(1,1)

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,2))g1‖2p

)1/2

.

(99)
Recall that

ai1 ≥ (1/i1!)δ
(i1−i0)/(n+1−i0)
1 (100)
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and δ1 exceeds δ, so (99) is a decoupling inequality. If equality holds in (100), then i!|s(1)i | ≤
δ
(i−i0)/(n+1−i0)
1 for all i > i0, implying that

tn+1 +

n−1
∑

j=1

(n+ 1)j|s(1)j |tn+1−j

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=(1/n)δ
1/(n+1−i0)
1

=
(

tn+1 +

i0
∑

j=1

(n+ 1)j|s(1)j |tn+1−j
)

+

n−1
∑

j=i0+1

|s(1)j |tn+1−j

∣

∣

∣

∣

t=(1/n)δ
1/(n+1−i0)
1

≤ δ1

i0
∑

j=0

(

n+ 1

j

)

n−(n+1−j) +

n−1
∑

j=i0+1

(

n + 1

j

)

δ
(j−i0)/(n+1−i0)
1 δ

(n+1−j)/(n+1−i0)
1 n−(n+1−j)

∼ δ1.

The caps ∆(1,2) in (99) would not have t-length δ(n+1−i0)−1
/n, but rather t-length δ(n+1−i0)−1

/(i0+
1). However, we apply Hölder’s inequality to produce such caps

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,2))g1‖p ≤

√

n/(i0 + 1)
(

∑

∆(1,3)⊂∆(1,2)

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,3))g1‖2p

)1/2
(101)

and decoupling inequality (5) results from the concomitance of (101) with (8), (91), (92),
(94), (96), and (99). We would add each D−1

1 (∆(1,3)) to Pδ(M) in this case.

By reducing t, we are steadily eliminating the possible neighborhood widths until only

the appropriate rescaling of δ remains. The t-length of our caps is now such that s
(1)
i1

may be rescaled to ∼ 1/i1!. This paves the way for imminent decouplings with respect to
neighborhood widths involving appropriately rescaled si1+1, si1+2, . . . , sn−1, δ.

Let us assume strict inequality in (100) and continue the argument. As before, it behooves
us to proceed with an elementary decoupling:

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,2))g1‖p ≤ δ−ǫ

1 (
∑

∆(1,3)⊂∆(1,2)

‖PNδ1
(∆(1,3))g1‖2p)1/2 (102)

where each ∆(1,3) corresponds to a distinct interval J , disjoint from the others, of length
∼ ai1δ

ǫ
1/30 contained in [ai1 , 2ai1]. ∆

(1,3) has t-length (i0+1)−1(i1!ai1)
(i1−i0)−1

inherited from
∆(1,2). Once again, we pick some a ∈ J and set d2 to be

d2 = (ci1+1/a)
(i1−i0)−1 ∼ (i1!ai1)

−(i1−i0)−1 ≫ 1.

The dilation that we define next generalizes (93). Let D2 : R
n+1 → Rn+1 be the map defined

component-wise
ξi 7→ d i−i0

2 ξi. (103)

Note that for i < i0, the power in (103) is negative, so these components are reduced. In

particular, s
(1)
1 , . . . , s

(1)
i0−1 are all diminished, which has no bearing upon the sequel of our

argument. This scenario appears inevitable because we must maintain a form of the caps
that is amenable to Lemma 5.1.

Let us describe the image of D2. Define

s
(2)
i = d i−i0

2 s
(1)
i

δ2 = dn+1−i0
2 δ1 > δ1,
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and bi to be approximate values of s
(2)
i

bi ≤ s
(2)
i ≤ 2bi if |s(2)i | > (1/i!)δ

(i−i1)/(n+1−i1)
2

bi = (1/i!)δ
(i−i1)/(n+1−i1)
2 otherwise.

As before, if s
(1)
i ≤ (1/i!)δ

(i−i0)/(n+1−i0)
1 , then

s
(2)
i = d i−i0

2 s
(1)
i ≤ 1

i!
(dn+1−i0

2 δ1)
(i−i0)/(n+1−i0) =

1

i!
δ
(i−i0)/(n+1−i0)
2 ≤ 1

i!
δ
(i−i1)/(n+1−i1)
2

for the same reason as previously, namely that i < n + 1.

Each s
(2)
i is O(1/i!) by the comment following (103) and by (97). After translation to

starting position, each set D2(∆
(1,3)) is

∆(2,0) = {xext(t, s
(2)
0 , s

(2)
1 , . . . , s

(2)
n−1) : 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, s

(2)
0 = d−i0

2 , s
(2)
i ∼ bi,

|s(2)i1
− ci1+1| ≤ δǫ1/(30i1!)},

and the neighborhood Nδ1(∆
(1,3)) is enlarged to Nδ2(∆

(2,0)). The terms on the right of (102)
are impacted according to the following substitution:

‖PSg1‖p = (detD2)
−1/p′‖PD(S)g2‖p ∀S ⊂ Nδ1(∆

(1,2)), (ĝ2 := ĝ1 ◦D−1
2 ). (104)

The caps ∆(2,1) ⊂ ∆(2,0) of t-length δǫ2/(30(i1 + 2)) are standardized

‖PNδ2
(∆(2,0))g2‖p ≤ (30δ−ǫ

2 )1/2
√

(i1 + 2)/(i0 + 2)
(

∑

∆(2,1)⊂∆(2,0)

‖PNδ2
(∆(2,1))g2‖2p

)1/2

,

so we are prepared for the next rescaling. This one is extracted from the smaller set

S2 = {(i1 + 1)!bi1+1,
(

(i1 + 2)!bi1+2

)1/2
, . . . ,

(

(n− 1)!bn−1

)1/(n−1−i1)}.

As before with S1, we pick the maximal element of S2, label its index as i2, and apply
Proposition 6.4 with i = i1 + 1, L = (i1 + 1)−1(i2!bi2)

(i2−i1)−1
:

‖PNδ2
(∆(2,1))g2‖p ≤ (30δ−ǫ

2 )1/2
(

κDec
(

6(i1+1)2L2
))2ǫ−1 logδ2 L

(

∑

∆(2,2)⊂∆(2,1)

‖PNδ2
(∆(2,2))g2‖2p

)1/2

.

Slightly smaller caps ∆(2,3) ⊂ ∆(2,2) may be almost flat for scale δ2, depending on whether

the maximal element s
(2)
i2

is bounded by (1/i2!)δ
(i−i1)/(n+1−i1)
2 or not. In the former case, we

add (D2 ◦D1)
−1(∆(2,3)) to Pδ(M). If the latter holds, we rescale.

We may repeatedly construct sets S l, decouple, and rescale just as outlined above. Each
l-th step produces a comprehensive decoupling inequality

‖PNδl
(∆(l,0))gl‖p ≤ (30δl)

−3ǫ/2
√

(il + 2)/(il−1 + 2)
(

κDec
(

6(il−1 + 1)2L2
l

))2ǫ−1 logδl
Ll

·
(

∑

∆(l,3)⊂∆(l,0)

‖PNδl
(∆(l,3))gl‖2p

)1/2
(105)
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and is followed by a rescaling, where

Ll ≥ (il−1 + 1)−1δ
1/(n+1−il−1)
l

δl = d
n+1−il−2

l δl−1

s
(l)
i = d

n+1−il−2

l s
(l−1)
i

Dl : ξi 7→ d
i−il−2

l ξi

ĝl = ĝl−1 ◦D−1
l

and il is the maximal index for the set

S l = {(il−1 + 1)!|s(l)il−1+1|,
(

(il−1 + 2)!|s(l)il−1+2|
)1/2

, · · · ,
(

(n− 1)!|s(l)n−1|
)1/(n−1−il−1},

dl being essentially the reciprocal of that maximal element. Therefore, generally the constant
factor in (105) has the simpler upper bound

(30δ−3ǫ
l )1/2

√

(il + 2)/(il−1 + 2)
(

κDec
(

δ
1/(n+1−il−1)
l

))2ǫ−1[(n+1−il−1)
−1+logδl

(il−1+1)−1]

which, since δ < δl < 1, may be further bounded by an expression involving just the original
scale

(30δ−3ǫ)1/2
√

(il + 2)/(il−1 + 2)
(

κDec
(

δ
))2ǫ−1[(n+1−il−1)

−1+log(il−1+1)]
. (106)

The iterative process continues until a set SN occurs for which either the (n− 1) index is

maximal or all terms in SN are less than δ
1/(n+1−iN−1)
N . Note N ≤ n−1. Indeed, one of these

must occur as each step rescales an il!s
(l)
il

parameter to essentially 1, making it possible to

restrict attention next to the s
(l)
i satisfying i > il. After the N -th step, we have caps ∆(N,3)

whose t-length is T0 = (n−2)!s
(N)
n−1 by Proposition 6.4. T0 is the scale at which xext is almost

flat in the (n − 1)-component. More precisely, once ∆(N,3) has been translated to starting
position,

ξn−1

∣

∣

∣

∆(N,3)
= O

(

(n− 1)!|s(N)
n−1|

)

(107)

by Lemma 6.5. This property of course is inherited by each cap contained within ∆(N,3).
Moreover, the caps ∆(N,3) may be almost flat relative to scale δN . If they are not, then

we rescale as customary to procure caps ∆(N+1,0) for which (n− 1)!s
(N)
n−1 ∼ 1. For the latter,

we may consider the final parabolic approximation over each standardized cap ∆(N+1,1) ⊂
∆(N+1,0):

ξn+1 ◦ x− (ξn ◦ x)2 = O(δǫ)t2 +O(δN+1). (108)

Applying Proposition 6.4 to each ∆(N+1,1) yields a decoupling partition {∆(N+1,2)} corre-

sponding to t-intervals of length (1/n)δ
1/2
N+1. But then, once translated to starting position,

by Lemma 6.5, ∆(N+1,2) satisfies

ξn+1|∆(N+1,2) = O(δN+1) (109)

and ∆(N+1,2) lies within O(δN+1) of its tangent plane as desired. Undoing all of the rescalings,
since these maps (as well as the translation maps A) are linear and preserve M and therefore
its tangent spaces, the preimage ∆ of ∆(N+1,2) will obey the same property relative to δ. As
well, noting that each rescaling D−1

l preserves inequalities of the form

ξi ◦ xext(t, d
−il−2

l , |s(l)1 |, . . . , |s(l)n−1|) = O(|i!s(l)i |),
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we see that (107) and (109) imply that

ξn−1 ◦ x(t, |s1|, . . . , |sn−1|)
∣

∣

∣

∆
= O

(

(n− 1)!|sn−1|
)

(110)

ξn+1 ◦ x(t, |s1|, . . . , |sn−1|)
∣

∣

∣

∆
= O(δ). (111)

Thus, ∆ will also have t-length T essentially bounded by

T ≤ min
{

min
i

|(n− 1− i)!sn−1/si|1/(n−1−i), (2kn−1δ/(n+ 1)!)1/2
}

. (112)

(

Note that by Stirling’s formula, (n − 1 − i)!(n−1−i)−1 ∼ (n − 1 − i)3/2.
)

∆ is added to
Pδ(M). Note that in all cases, the elements of our partition Pδ(M) have t-length bounded
by (2kn−1δ/(n+ 1)!)1/2 since (109), and therefore (111), holds universally.

By (105) and (106), the full decoupling inequality that we have obtained is

‖PNδ(A
α
k1,...,kn−1

)f‖p ≤ (30δ−3ǫ/2)n/2n1/2
(

κDecPp
(

δ
))2ǫ−1n log(n)

(

∑

∆⊂Nδ(A
α
k1,...,kn−1

)

‖PNδ(∆)f‖2p
)1/2

.

(113)
This bound should be taken if N ∼ n. If rather N = O(1), (113) may be replaced with

‖PNδ(A
α
k1,...,kn−1

)f‖p ≤ (30δ−3ǫ/2)O(1)n1/2
(

κDecPp
(

δ
))ǫ−1O(log(n))

(

∑

∆⊂Nδ(A
α
k1,...,kn−1

)

‖PNδ(∆)f‖2p
)1/2

.

(114)
Recall that we have the bound DecPp

(

δ
)

. (log 1/δ)O(1). The proof is complete.

Remark. It is possible to work just with δ in the pigeonholing of the t and s
(l)
il

variables and

the application of Proposition 6.4. If we do so, log(n) in the exponent on κDecPp(δ) in (114)
may be replaced with 1 when δ < 1/n.

9. Proof of Theorem 1.1

The moment surface Mn is a prototype for the general ruled hypersurface generated by a
space curve. In this section, we extend the decoupling proved for Mn to the ruled hypersur-
face Mn generated by a nondegenerate curve φ : [−1, 1] → Rn+1.

Recall that it is assumed that ‖φ(i)(t)‖ ≤ C for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n + 2 and for all t. We say
that M is prototypical for M because by Taylor approximation (and the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality),

φ(j)(t) =

n+1
∑

i=j

(t− t0)
i−j

(i− j)!
φ(i)(t0) +O

(

C
|t− t0|n+2−j

(n+ 2− j)!

)
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for each i ≥ 0, so that

y(t, s) = φ(t) +
n−1
∑

j=1

sjφ
(j)(t)

= φ(t0) +
n+1
∑

i=1

[

(t− t0)
i +

i
∑

j=1

sj(i)j(t− t0)
i−j

]

(

φ(i)(t0)/i!
)

+O
(

C
n−1
∑

i=1

|si|
|t− t0|n+2−i

(n+ 2− i)!

)

+O
(

C
|t− t0|n+2

(n+ 2)!

)

. (115)

Therefore, if we take the matrix

Φ(t) =

















∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

φ′(t) φ′′(t)/2! . . . φ(n+1)(t)/(n+ 1)!

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

















, (116)

and define the affine map M : Rn+1 → Rn+1 by

M(x) = Φ(t0)
−1
(

x− φ(t0)
)

,

then

M
(

y(t, s)
)

= x(t− t0, s) +O
(

Cσ−1 |t− t0|n+2

(n+ 2)!

)

+O
(

Cσ−1

n−1
∑

i=1

|si|
|t− t0|n+2−i

(n+ 2− i)!

)

(117)

where σ is the smallest singular value of Φ(t0). The verity of (117) follows from the fact that
linear maps take unit balls to ellipsoids, which is seen directly from singular value decompo-
sition of matrices. Furthermore, the ellipsoid’s largest principal axis length corresponds to
the maximum singular value. For Φ−1(t0), this value is σ−1.

In other words, M maps M into a perturbation of M. The representation (115) also
rationalizes our definition of Nδ(M) in (2). Given an arbitrary point y(t, s) + O

(

δ/(n +

1)!
)

φ(n+1)(t) ∈ Nδ(M), we can approximate

φ(n+1)(t) = φ(n+1)(t0) +O(C|t− t0|)
and consequently

M
(

y(t, s) +O
(

δ/(n+ 1)!
)

φ(n+1)(t)
)

= x(t, s) +O(δ)en+1

+O

(

Cσ−1
( |t− t0|n+2

(n+ 2)!
+

n−1
∑

i=1

|si|
|t− t0|n+2−i

(n+ 2− i)!

)

)

+O

(

Cσ−1δ|t− t0|/(n+ 1)!

)

. (118)

Now, accessible lower bounds for σ do exist. We take the following inequality from [4]
which aligns well with emphasizing det(Φ) and ‖φ‖Cn+2 :

σ ≥ | det Φ(t0)| ·
( n

‖Φ(t0)‖2
)(n−1)/2
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which then, assuming as we may that det Φ(t) is bounded below uniformly by c, gives rise
to

σ & c · C−(n−1). (119)

At last, we formally define the decoupling constant for M. Given δ > 0, let Pδ(M) be a
partition of M consisting of caps ∆ that are flat at scale δ in the following manner:

∃y(t0, s) ∈ ∆ such that

sup
y(t,s)∈∆

|t− t0|n+1 + (n + 1)1|s1||t− t0|n + · · ·+ (n+ 1)n−1|sn−1||t− t0|2 . δ. (120)

The inequality is familiar and should be recognized as our sufficient criterion for almost
flatness within M. In the previous section, the inequality in (120) was shown to hold for each
element of Pδ(M) obtained there. Thus, (120) defines the elements of Pδ(M) (essentially) as
affine images of the elements in Pδ(M) under the maps M. Notice that ∆ ∈ Pδ(M) is then
indeed almost flat at scale δ, relative to the transverse vector φ(n+1)(t)/(n+ 1)!.

We define DecMp (δ) to be the smallest K > 0 such that there exists a Pδ(M) for which

‖PNδ(M)f‖p ≤ K(
∑

∆∈Pδ(M)

‖PNδ(∆)f‖2p)1/2. (121)

Theorem 9.1. Let B =
(

Cσ−1

(n+1)!

)1/2
.

(

Cnc−1

(n+1)!

)1/2
, where C bounds the Cn+2 norm of φ and

c is a uniform lower bound on the determinant of (116). Then,

DecMp (δ) . δ−2ǫn2
(

log
1

δ

)

[

logBκ2ǫ−1n log n+nǫ−1(logn)O(log log 1/δ)
]

(log n+2
n+1

)−1

·
n−1
∏

j=1

(log j!δ−
j

n+1 )
O
(

log log 1
δ

log n+2
n+1

)

.

Proof. The proof adapts the familiar Pramanik-Seeger induction on scales from [12] to the

current setting. Here, given δ, the appropriate scale to take at the inductive step is δ̄ = δ
n+1
n+2 .

We proceed as follows. PNδ(M)f is supported in Nδ(M) and therefore is also Fourier
supported in the larger neighborhood Nδ̄(M). Consequently, PNδ(M)f = PNδ̄(M)f , and we
apply the inductive hypothesis to obtain the preliminary decoupling

‖PNδ(M)f‖p ≤ DecMp (δ̄)(
∑

∆̄∈Pδ̄(M)

‖PNδ(∆̄)f‖2p)1/2. (122)

By (120), each ∆̄ has a point y(t0, s) ∈ ∆̄ such that

sup
y(t,s)∈∆̄

|t− t0|n+1+ (n+1)1|s1||t− t0|n + · · ·+ (n+1)n−1|sn−1||t− t0|2 . δ(n+1)/(n+2). (123)

Immediately we determine that supy(t,s)∈∆̄ |t−t0| . δ1/(n+2). By utilizing Hölder’s inequality,

we may assume the t-length of ∆̄ is instead at most C−1σ(n+ 1)!δ1/(n+2).
Let t̄ = t− t0. We have arranged for

|t̄| ≤ C−1σ(n + 1)!δ1/(n+2). (124)
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To each Nδ(∆̄), we apply the affine map Mt0 via change of variables

‖PNδ(∆̄)f‖p = (detM)−1/p′‖P
M

(

Nδ(∆̄)
)g‖p, (ĝ = f̂ ◦M−1).

We have characterized the points in M
(

Nδ(∆̄)
)

in (118). According to (123),

|t̄|n+1

(n + 2)!
+

n−1
∑

i=1

|si|
|t̄|n+1−i

(n+ 2− i)!
≤ 1

(n+ 1)!

n−1
∑

i=0

(n+ 1)i|sit̄|n+1−i .
δ(n+1)/(n+2)

(n+ 1)!
.

From (124), we then deduce that the elements of M
(

Nδ(∆̄)
)

have the form

M
(

y(t, s) +O
(

δ/(n+ 1)!
)

φ(n+1)(t)
)

= x(t, s) +O(δ)en+1 +O(δ). (125)

Points determined by (125) are not quite in Nδ(M), but nevertheless we may apply the
decoupling of Theorem 1.2 (with neighborhood width δ) upon inspection of the proof. The
iterative argument outlayed in Section 8 relied at each step on assessing the sets

S l =
{

(il−1 + 1)!|s(l)il−1+1|, . . . ,
(

(n− 1)!|s(l)n−1|
)1/(n−1−il−1)

}

.

Such consideration was natural as it was the t-independent terms of x that determined the
error formulated in Proposition 6.4. If small perturbations O(δ) are added to each component
of x, then we instead would have to address max{|(il−1 + j)!sil−1+j|, O(δ)} in the place of

|sil−1+j |. Yet this is immaterial as i!|si| ≥ δ for each i, and so i!|s(1)i | ≥ di1δ, giving rise to

i!|s(l)i | = i!d
i−il−2

l |s(l−1)
i | ≥ d

i−il−2

l δ

at each l-th step. In other words, i!|s(l)i | always exceeds the value produced by the effect of
Dl ◦ · · · ◦D1 on δ. We conclude that the proof of Theorem 1.2 proceeds for M

(

Nδ(∆̄)
)

as
before without any modification.

Thus we have secured

‖P
M

(

Nδ(∆̄)
)g‖p ≤ DecMp (δ)(

∑

∆′

‖P
Nδ(∆′)

⋂
M

(

Nδ(∆̄)
)g‖2p)1/2 (126)

where each ∆′ is flat in the sense of the inequality in (120), and their δ-neighborhoods
partition M

(

Nδ(∆̄)
)

. Letting ∆ = M−1
(

Nδ(∆
′)
⋂

M(∆̄)
)

⊂ ∆̄, undoing the change of
variables induces the final inequality

‖PNδ(M)f‖p .
(

Cσ−1/(n+ 1)!
)1/2

DecMp (δ̄)DecMp (δ)
(

∑

∆

‖PNδ(∆)f‖2p
)1/2

.

The caps ∆ comprise our partition Pδ(M), and we have ultimately proven

DecMp (δ) .
(

Cσ−1/(n+ 1)!
)1/2

DecMp (δ)DecMp (δ
n+1
n+2 ). (127)

Recall B =
(

Cσ−1

(n+1)!

)1/2
. Let c = n+1

n+2
< 1. Inequality (127) may be iterated, ultimately

yielding

DecMp (δ) ≤ BN

N−1
∏

i=0

DecMp (δ
(n+1
n+2

)i)DecMp (1/2)

with N determined by

δc
N

>
1

2
.
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Quoting (113), we bound each term

DecMp (δ
(n+1
n+2

)i) ≤ (δ−3ǫ/2(n+1
n+2

)i)n/2(κDecPp(δ
(n+1
n+2

)i))2ǫ
−1n logn

n−1
∏

j=1

log(j!δ−(n+1
n+2

)i j
n+1 ).

We estimate

(κ2ǫ−1n lognB)N < (κ2ǫ−1n lognB)
log

log 1/4
log δ

log c =
( log 1/4

log δ

)
logBκ2ǫ

−1n log n

log c

≤
(

log
1

δ

)
logBκ2ǫ

−1n log n

log c−1

and also
N−1
∏

i=0

(δ−3ǫ/2(n+1
n+2

)i)n/2 = (δ−3ǫn/4)
∑N−1

i=0 (n+1
n+2

)i ≤ δ−2ǫn2

.

Employing monotonicity of the decoupling constant and implementing the bound DecPp(δ) ≤
(log 1/δ)O(1), we deduce

N−1
∏

i=0

DecPp(δ
(n+1
n+2

)i) ≤
(

log
1

δ

)O
(

log log 1
δ

log c−1

)

.

Similarly,
N−1
∏

i=0

n−1
∏

j=1

log(j!δ−(n+1
n+2

)i j
n+1 ) ≤

n−1
∏

j=1

(log j!δ−
j

n+1 )
O
(

log log 1
δ

log c−1

)

.

Altogether, it has been shown that

DecMp (δ) . δ−2ǫn2
(

log
1

δ

)

[

logBκ2ǫ−1n log n+nǫ−1(logn)O(log log 1/δ)
]

(log n+2
n+1

)−1

·
n−1
∏

j=1

(log j!δ−
j

n+1 )
O
(

log log 1
δ

log n+2
n+1

)

.

�

Appendix: Construction of Pδ(M
n) with almost rectangular caps

The caps ∆ presented for Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 were verified only to be almost flat,
meaning that ∆ lies within a cylinder of height δ over an adjacent tangent plane. In many
typical circumstances, such geometric information is sufficient. However, there are scenarios
where it may be desired for ∆ to exhibit flatness in each of the tangent directions too.
Equivalently, we might hope that ∆ can be approximated by a rectangular box. Note that
it is the lack of “complete” flatness, i.e. presence of some principal curvature, that allows for
decoupling. If a given decoupling partition does not portray almost rectilinearity, we should
anticipate that it is then not maximal, and the caps may be partitioned further.

For reasons that will be divulged next, we strongly suspect that not all of the caps in
our Pδ(M) derived previously are almost rectangular (although a substantial number are).
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Therefore, it is our goal in this appendix to address this consideration and produce a ℓ2

decoupling partition that is assuredly maximal.

Definition of Almost Rectangular Caps. In this section, we derive a precise description
of almost rectangular caps within M. Indeed, this is sufficient for the general case as we
have affine transformations mapping small perturbations of M to any given ruled curve-
generated hypersurface. It shall be clear from the definition below that such maps preserve
approximation by rectangles. Formally, almost rectangular caps ∆ have been defined in
the literature as follows. ∆ must be a subset of M subject to the condition that there is a
rectangular parallelepiped (or “box”) R with O(1) enlargement R̃ satisfying

R ⊂ Nδ(∆) ⊂ R̃. (128)

From the standpoint of ℓ2 decoupling, the finest partition of M that possibly can be taken
is one where the caps are almost rectangular in a maximal sense (see Proposition in [?]).
Almost flatness is not the limiting mark; its presence only implies that curvature, and hence
decoupling, must be acquired elsewhere, specifically by analysis of the projection of M onto
a tangent plane.

Let {f1, . . . , fn+1} be a vector basis that corresponds to the orientation of R. Condition
(128) implies that the coordinate lengths of Nδ(∆) relative to {f1, . . . , fn+1} are essentially
the corresponding side lengths Li of R. In other words, fixing the origin to be a point in R,
the second containment in (128) is equivalent to the inequality

|fi · q| . Li (129)

being true uniformly for each q ∈ Nδ(∆). Such a condition can be implied formulaically for
moment surfaces using their parametric description.

Lemma A. Let ∆ = x([0, T ]×∏n−1
i=1 αiIki), where

T ≤ (1/10)min
{

min
2≤i≤n−1

i−12ki−1−ki, (2kn−1δ/(n+ 1)!)1/2, 2−k1
}

. (130)

Then, ∆ is almost rectangular.

Proof. First we comment that the hypothesis implies that T also satisfies

T ≤ (1/10)2−k1

since 2−kn−1 ≥ δ
n−1
n+1 and 2−k1 ≥ δ

1
n+1 .

Recall that the tangent plane to M at any x(0, s) is the hyperplane ξn+1 = 0 (to be
hereafter identified with Rn). We first observe that there is an (n−1)-dimensional rectangle
R ⊂ ∆ ∩ Rn. Note that {t = 0} ∩∆ is the rectangle

R = α11!Ik1 × · · · × αn−1(n− 1)!Ikn−1 × {0} × {0}.
In turn, the hypothesis implies that the orthogonal projection ∆proj of ∆ onto R

n−1 is
approximated by R. Letting s′i = i!si, by (130) we have that for each x(t, s) ∈ ∆ and each i

ti +

i−1
∑

j=1

(i)j |sj|ti−j =

i−1
∑

j=0

(

i

j

)

|s′j|ti−j

≤
(

i−1
∑

j=0

(

i

j

)

1

5i−j

j!

i!

)

|s′i| ≤ (1/10)i!2−ki. (131)
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We have shown that the coordinate lengths of ∆proj relative to the orientation of R corre-
spond to the side lengths of R, in accordance with (129).

Now there isn’t a rectangular box contained in Nδ(∆) extending over the whole of R, but
there is one extending over a similar R′′ contained within. Due to (131) (and the inequality
T ≤ (1/10)|s1| from (130)) , there exist solutions x(T, s) ∈ ∆ to the systems of equations

T i +

i
∑

j=1

(i)jsjT
i−j = ai, 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1, (132)

so long as |ai| ∈ I̊ki where I̊ki is the contraction of α(i)i!Iki about its midpoint by a factor
1/2. We take

R′ =

n−1
∏

i=1

I̊ki × {0} × {0}.

It remains to determine that there is a box extending over R′ within Nδ(∆) of sufficient
height.

Let π : Rn+1 → Rn be the orthogonal projection onto the first n components. The map
π◦x maps between Euclidean spaces of the same dimension and is continuously differentiable
with derivative matrix determined by a rescaling of the columns of Λ from (16). By direct
computation, we see that π ◦ x has Jacobian equal to |sn−1|

∏n
i=1 i!, so that in particular it

is nonzero away from {sn−1 = 0} and therefore locally invertible there. Since ∆ is the image
of a connected set, it is then elementary to see that π(∆) contains the vertical line segment
connecting any point in o1 ∈ R′ to any point o2 ∈ π(∆) directly above o1. By (131), we
know that we can take o2 to have height at least

β = (1/2)n!2−kn−1T,

and therefore, π(∆) contains R̄ = R′ × αn−1[0, β]. Since β is approximately the maximum
height of π(∆) over the hyperplane ξn = 0, it follows that R̄ approximates π(∆).

Finally, we observe that the same reasoning employed in (131) can be used to deduce that
∆ lies within δ of the tangent plane ξn+1 = 0. We conclude that the rectangular box R of
height δ over R̄ approximates Nδ(∆).

�

Remark. Note that the key computations (131) and (132) used in the proof of Lemma A are
certainly unaffected by permitting each si to decrease to zero. Therefore, the proof above
actually shows that x([0, T ]×∏n−1

i=1 αi[0, 2
1−ki]) is almost rectangular also. We shall utilize

this fact in the next section.

Construction of a Maximal ℓ2 Decoupling Partition. Lemma A produces a sufficient
condition for a cap to be almost rectangular. This same condition also gives us grave concern
that the caps in Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 are not almost rectangular (though they are almost
flat). We conjecture that the almost rectangular caps of M, hence M, are characterized by
(130) in Lemma A, but as of yet, the author has not been able to produce a proof.

Nevertheless, Lemma A serves as our guidepost in deriving a different and explicit decou-
pling partition Pδ(M) of M comprised of almost rectangular caps. First, to draw inspiration,
let us examine the final component of x from a slightly different perspective

tn+1 + (n + 1)1t
ns1 + · · ·+ (n+ 1)n−1t

2sn−1. (133)
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Previously, it was focus on the term (n + 1)n−1t
2sn−1, which typically dominates, that led

us to record that this term is O(δ) so long as

t . (s−1
n−1δ/(n+ 1)!)1/2. (134)

Even when this is true, however, it does not always follow that the other terms in (133) are
O(δ) also. The scale mentioned in (134) may not be sufficiently small, i.e. it may be true
that

min{(sn−1/si)
(n−1−i)−1

: 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 2} < (s−1
n−1δ/(n+ 1)!)1/2. (135)

In this case, the value on the left side of (135) will be the t-length of maximally flat caps.
We conclude that the geometric description of flat ∆ at most depends on two elements

from {si}. Thus for n ≥ 5, we are guided to the following reconfiguration of the annuli
Ak1,...,kn−1 .

2 Let us label Ak1,...,kn−1 as eccentric if it satisfies (135), i.e.

∃ i0 such that (2−kn−1+ki0 )(n−1−i0)−1

< (2kn−1δ/(n + 1)!)1/2.

Define
Ai,j

kj ,kn−1
= 2⌈(n−1−j)−1((j−i)kn−1−(n−1−i)kj)⌉. (136)

If (sn−1/sj)
(n−1−j)−1

attains the minimum in (135) with sj ∼ 2−kj and sn−1 ∼ 2−kn−1 , then

Ai,j
kj ,kn−1

is the approximate value of si at which

(sn−1/si)
(n−1−i)−1

= (sn−1/sj)
(n−1−j)−1

. (137)

We collect the eccentric annuli into pairwise disjoint sets of the form

Akj ,kn−1 = {x(t, s) : sj ∼ 2−kj , sn−1 ∼ 2−kn−1, si ∈ [0, Ai,j
kj ,kn−1

)}. (138)

The key characteristic of (138) is that j attains the minimum in (135) throughout Akj ,kn−1 .
Note that, in contrast to the Ak1,...,kn−1, within Akj ,kn−1 each si extends to zero for i 6= j.

The same will be true for our elements ∆ ∈ Pδ(M
n) that lie within Akj ,kn−1. Letting I

denote an interval of length ∼ n−1(2−kn−1+kj )(n−1−j)−1
, such ∆ have the form

x(I × {(s1, . . . , sn−1) : sn−1 ∈ [2−kn−1 , 2−kn−1+1), sj ∈ [2−kj , 2−kj+1), si ∈ [0, Ai,j
kj ,kn−1

)}).
(139)

On the other hand, the non-eccentric Ak1,...,kn−1 are grouped into conglomerate sets of the
form

Akn−1 = {x(t, s) : sn−1 ∼ 2−kn−1, si ∈ [0, Ai,kn−1)} (140)

where
Ai,kn−1 = min{2, (2−(n+1−i)kn−1δ−(n−1−i))1/2}.

As before, Ai,kn−1 is the approximate value of si at which

(sn−1/si)
(n−1−i)−1

= (s−1
n−1δ)

1/2 (141)

if such equality can be attained within the compact hypersurface M. Thus, letting I now
denote an interval of length ∼ n−1(2kn−1δ/(n + 1)!)1/2, Akn−1 will be partitioned into flat

caps ∆ ∈ Pδ(M) of the form

x(I ×
∏

i<n−1

[0, Ai,kn−1)× [2−kn−1, 21−kn−1)). (142)

2Note that the decoupling partition of Theorem 1.3 meets the condition of Lemma A.
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Finally, we check that the caps defined in (139) and (142) are almost rectangular. It only
remains to check (130) in Lemma A. Concerning (139), we have from (136) that si ranges
between 0 and

Li ∼ ((2−kn−1)i−j(2−kj)n−1−i)(n−1−j)−1

,

whose consecutive ratios satisfy

Li/Li−1 = (2−kn−1+kj)(n−1−j)−1

as desired. A similar computation occurs for the caps in (142).

ℓ2 Decoupling over a Maximal Partition. We have deduced a partition Pδ(M) in the
previous section that would be maximal for ℓ2 decoupling. It is natural to ask whether
the results in this paper lead toward an ℓ2 decoupling over Pδ(M). Indeed, the answer is
affirmative. For the sake of brevity, we only sketch the proof here. The key observation is
that the decoupling inequality of Theorem 1.1, also Theorem 1.2, may be upgraded to an
inequality roughly of the form

‖
∑

τ

PNδ(τ)fτ‖p .ǫ,δ,n (
∑

τ

‖fτ‖2p)1/2 (143)

where {τ} is an appropriately chosen refinement of Pδ(M), the functions fτ ∈ Lp(Rn+1) are
arbitrary, and each PNδ(τ)fτ is the Fourier projection of fτ onto Nδ(τ). Inequality (143)
may be secured using standard techniques; the approach relevant to our scenario here was
pioneered in [7]. Using smooth convolution operators P̃τ to approximate Pτ , we may extend
inequality (3) to the precise form of (143) via Young’s convolution inequality. In analogy

with Section 7.1 of [7], the P̃τ may be defined using the map

Ψ(t, s, v) = x(t, s) + ven+1

together with the rescaling maps of Section 8 to define bump functions over each τ . Indeed,
Ψ is easily checked to be a local diffeomorphism away from sn−1 = 0, which guarantees that
we may execute the construction analogous to what is done in [7]. (Note that the elements
of Pδ(M) near sn−1 = 0 are derived from a lower-dimensional parabolic decoupling, and so
the corresponding bump functions may be defined utilizing the geometry of a parabola in
Rn.)

Once (143) has been upheld, the argument may be concluded. Each τ is contained in
exactly one ∆ ∈ Pδ(M), and the number of τ contained in a given ∆ is bounded by a
constant C that may be depend on n. The crucial observation to make is that each ∆, being
contained in some annulus Ak1,...,kn−1 ⊂ M, was determined in (112) to have t-length T∆

bounded by

η = n3/22(−kn−1+kj)(n−1−j)−1

.

By Lemma A, we have that
T∆ ≥ nCη

for some fixed C ∈ R. Applying Hölder’s inequality to each term on the right of (5), we may
assume that from the beginning Pδ(M) was chosen such that

T∆ ∼ n−5/2−O(1)η (144)

uniformly in ∆ and k1, . . . , kn−1. Note that the value in (144) is essentially the t-length of
the corresponding caps ∆̄ ∈ Pδ(M) contained in Akj,kn−1 ⊃ Ak1,...,kn−1. In fact, if I is the
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interval comprised of the t-values of ∆̄ and ∆I
k1,...,kn−1

is the cap in Ak1,...,kn−1 with t-interval
I, then

∆̄ =
⋃

2−ki∈[0,Ai,j
kj,kn−1

)

i/∈{j,n−1}

∆I
k1,...,kn−1

.

Choosing fτ = PNδ(∆̄)f where ∆̄ ⊃ τ and plugging into (143), we obtain the following
theorem.

Theorem 9.2. For each 2 ≤ p ≤ 6, the following inequality holds for each fixed ǫ > 0 and
all f :

‖PNδ(M)f‖p .n (30δ−3ǫ/2)n/2
(

κ log
(

1/δ
))ǫ−1O(n log(n))

(

∑

∆̄∈Pδ(M)

‖P∆̄f‖2p
)1/2

.

Pδ(M) is a partition of Nδ(M) by almost rectangular caps.

Again by induction on scales, (see [7]), Theorem 9.2 implies an analogous ℓ2 decoupling
over arbitrary M using almost rectangular caps.
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