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Abstract. We investigate the Lp mapping properties of maximal functions

associated with analytic hypersurfaces in Rd, with a particular emphasis on the

role of transversality. Around points that are not transversal, we show that the
associated maximal function is bounded on Lp(Rd) for all p > 2, regardless of

the decay of the Fourier transform of surface measures. In contrast, away from

non-transversal points, we prove that Lp bounds for the maximal operator
imply that the Fourier transform of the surface measure decays at rate 1/q for

q > p. Combining these two regimes, we demonstrate that the conjecture of

Stein and Iosevich–Sawyer on maximal functions could be re-formulated, in the
analytic setting, by restricting attention to transversal points. Moreover, our

result completely settles the refined form of the conjecture for certain cases.

1. Introduction

Let Γ be a smooth compact hypersurface in Rd for d ≥ 2. For the induced
Lebesgue measure µ on Γ, we define the isotropic dilation µt of the measure µ by

⟨µt, f⟩ =

∫
Γ

f(tx) dµ(x).

Then, consider the associated maximal function given by

MΓf(x) := sup
t>0

|AΓf(t, x)| := sup
t>0

|µt ∗ f(x)|.

Studies on maximal averages, MΓ, have been extensively pursued for the last
decades. Particularly, many works have been devoted to the case of Γ being a
hypersurface. The purpose of this work is to clarify the connection between Lp

estimates for maximal functions and geometric conditions of surfaces under which
such estimates hold. By one of such conditions, we mean a decay of the Fourier
transform of surface-carried measures. Moreover, we denote a Fourier decay of µ of
rate ρ as

|d̂µ(ξ)| ≤ C(1 + |ξ|)−ρ, for some C > 0.(1.1)

It was E. M. Stein [30] who initiated the systematic study of maximal functions
associated with submanifolds, beginning with the case of maximal averages over
spheres in dimensions d ≥ 3. Greenleaf [12] proved that if a hypersurface has at
least k nonvanishing principal curvatures, then Stein’s L2 method based on the
Fourier decay of surface measures gives analogous results for k ≥ 2. Later, it was
further generalized by Rubio de Francia [25] to measures that satisfy (1.1) with the
rate ρ > 1/2. For Γ = S1 in R2, (1.1) holds with ρ = 1/2. It is proved by Bourgain
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[3] that the circular maximal function is bounded on Lp(R2) for p > 2, thereby
establishing the sharp range.

For general hypersurfaces, however, the problem of determining the sharp max-
imal bounds remains widely open. The most complete picture so far arises in the
convex case. In this context, Nagel–Seeger–Wainger [23], following the pioneering
work of Bruna–Nagel–Wainger [4], developed a detailed correspondence between
the Lp boundedness of the maximal operator and the geometric features of the sur-
face. Later, Iosevich–Sawyer [18] confirmed this relationship for the case when the
decay inequality (1.1) holds with the rate ρ ≤ 1/2. Moreover, the authors [18] sug-
gested the following conjecture, which is now known as the Iosevich–Sawyer–Stein
conjecture.

Conjecture 1.1 ([18, Conjecture 2], [14]). Suppose Γ is a smooth hypersurface
and a measure µ defined on Γ satisfies (1.1) for some 0 < ρ ≤ 1/2. Then, the
associated maximal operator is bounded on Lp for p > 1/ρ.

The conjecture was originally formulated by Stein in the case ρ = 1/2, and
later extended by Iosevich–Sawyer [18] to 0 < ρ ≤ 1/2. Note that the conjecture
only concerns p > 2; when p ≤ 2 the maximal estimates are influenced by various
geometric features of Γ beyond the Fourier decay (see [23, 18, 19, 13, 5, 6]). For
general hypersurfaces in the regime p > 2, we refer works of Sogge–Stein [29] and the
last author [24], which give partial results. For a particular case ρ = 1/2, however,
the last author [24] resolved the conjecture, which is Stein’s conjecture.

The above conjecture asserts that (1.1) is a sufficient condition for Lp bounds
of MΓ. We can naturally ask that whether (1.1) is also a necessary condition for
such boundedness. Unfortunately, (1.1) is far from being necessary, and in certain
instances, it fails in strikingly drastic manner. For analytic hypersurfaces in R3,
Zimmermann [32] proved that MΓ is bounded on Lp(R3) for p > 2 whenever Γ
contains the origin, which is the only degenerate point of Γ. In such cases, therefore,
maximal estimates still hold for p > 2, even with extremely weaker Fourier decay.
This shows that, beyond Fourier decay, an additional geometric condition plays a
role in the Lp boundedness of maximal averages. In fact, the origin on Γ in [32] is
the simplest instance of what we will refer to as non-transversality.

Definition 1.2. A point x on Γ is said to be transversal, if the affine tangent
space x+ TxΓ to Γ does not pass through the origin. Otherwise, x is called a non-
transversal point.

In R3, Ikromov–Kempe–Müller [14] considered hypersurfaces that consist only of
transversal points. Under the transversality assumption, the authors proved Con-
jecture 1.1 for smooth, finite-type hypersurfaces in R3. Later, Greenblatt [10, 11]
showed that the maximal estimates of [14] remain valid even in the absence of
transversality. The maximal estimates of [10, 11], despite accommodating non-
transversal points, fall short of capturing the phenomena exhibited in Zimmer-
mann’s result [32].

In this paper, we address this gap by formulating Conjecture 1.1 in terms of ex-
plicit necessary and sufficient conditions when Γ is an analytic hypersurface allow-
ing non-transversal points. We also prove the reformulated conjecture for ρ = 1/2.
The key insight underlying this reformulation is that the relevant obstruction is
intrinsically tied to non-transversality.
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1.1. Maximal estimates associated to non-transversality. In R2, Iosevich
[16] proved Conjecture 1.1 for curves of finite type. Later, Iosevich–Sawyer [17]
extended the result of Iosevich [16] to the case of homogeneous hypersurfaces. For
the necessary part, it is proved in [17] that MΓ is bounded on Lp(Rd) only if

d(·, H)−1 ∈ L
1/p
loc (Γ, µ) for all hyperplanes H not passing through the origin, and

thus hyperplanes tangent to Γ at a non-transversal point are excluded. In [18], the
authors conjectured that for p > 2 the above necessary condition is in fact sufficient
to ensure the Lp boundedness of MΓ.

The conjecture of Iosevich–Sawyer suggests that MΓ is bounded on Lp for a
wider range of p when Γ is localized near a non-transversal point. This can indeed
be verified in certain specific cases, when Γ is a curve in R2 or a convex finite
line type hypersurface in Rd, by the arguments in [16, 18] (see Appendix A). How-
ever, for general hypersurfaces, no results are currently known that explain such
improvements in the presence of non-transversal points. Previously known results
for non-transversal cases are limited to special classes of hypersurfaces ([17, 18]) or
to the case when the non-transversal point is the origin ([32, 22]). In this paper,
we prove that MΓ is bounded on Lp(Rd) for every p > 2, whenever Γ denotes a
sufficiently small analytic hypersurface containing a non-transversal point.

Let γ : [−2, 2]d−1 → R be an analytic function and Γ be the graph {(y, γ(y)) ∈
Rd : y ∈ [ − 2, 2]d−1}. For a smooth function ψ satisfying supp(ψ) ⊂ {y ∈ Rd−1 :
|y| ≤ 1/2}, let a measure µ[ψ] over Γ be given by

⟨µ[ψ], f⟩ =

∫
Rd−1

f(y, γ(y))ψ(y) dy.(1.2)

The dilation µt[ψ] by t > 0 of µ[ψ] is defined as before. Then we define

MΓ[ψ]f(x) := sup
t>0

|AΓ[ψ]f(t, x)| := sup
t>0

|µt[ψ] ∗ f(x)|.

The following theorem is our first main result on MΓ[ψ].

Theorem 1.3. Let d ≥ 2 and Γ be an analytic hypersurface. Suppose that a point
(ynt, γ(ynt)) is non-transversal. If ψ has a sufficiently small support around ynt,
then MΓ[ψ] is bounded on Lp(Rd) for p > 2.

Theorem 1.3 gives a definitive result for the non-transversal case. In particular,
it extends the result of Zimmermann [32] to every dimension and arbitrary non-
transversal points. The range p > 2 is sharp by considering cylindrical extension of
a finite type plane curve. Moreover, together with [14, Corollary 1.8], Theorem 1.3
resolves the conjecture of Iosevich–Sawyer [18, Conjecture 1] in the case of analytic
surfaces in R3. The analytic condition in Theorem 1.3 is essential, as Zimmermann’s
example [32] shows that Theorem 1.3 cannot be extended to general smooth hy-
persurfaces. However, determining the precise class of smooth functions for which
Theorem 1.3 remains valid is still an open problem.

We note that the proof of Theorem 1.3 relies neither on the resolution of singu-
larity nor on the Newton diagram, which have been crucial tools in the literature
[14, 32, 5, 11]. Instead, we decompose the surface Γ into pieces according to the
degeneracy of γ, and by the o-minimal structure related to analytic functions, we
exploit favorable structural properties within each decomposed piece.

In earlier works, the classical scaling argument has played an important role
in verifying favorable properties of decomposed pieces. The same idea also proved
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useful in [18], since a convex smooth function of finite line type could be approxi-
mated by a mixed homogeneous polynomial (see [27]). However, the scaling method
becomes difficult to apply for general hypersurfaces. In contrast, our method effec-
tively replaces the role of scaling: it enables a direct analysis of each decomposed
piece of an arbitrary analytic hypersurface, even in the absence of a scaling struc-
ture. We also note that when Γ enjoys an inherent scaling structure, a simple proof
of Theorem 1.3 is available (see Appendix A).

Another surprising consequence of the decomposition is a refined L2 estimates
for MΓ[ψ], which is generally unattainable without imposing the Fourier decay
condition (1.1) for ρ = 1/2. A standard approach to proving the maximal estimates
relies on regularity properties of AΓ[ψ] via the Sobolev embedding lemma. However,
a direct application of this method fails to yield L2 maximal estimates, since the L2

regularity property of AΓ[ψ] is determined by (1.1). This difficulty is overcome by
our decomposition according to the degeneracy of the hypersurface Γ. On each patch
of Γ, the decomposition optimizes the regularity loss typically incurred through
the Sobolev embedding lemma so that the loss and the localized L2 regularity
of the associated averaging operators are precisely balanced. This compensation
arises from non-transversality and the  Lojasiewicz inequality [21] developed in real
algebraic geometry. For a sufficiently large p > 2, on the other hand, we adapt
smoothing estimates of [24] since each subsurface enjoys conical nature from the
decomposition process.

1.2. Reformulation of Iosevich–Sawyer–Stein conjecture. Theorem 1.3 re-
veals a striking dichotomy in the role of the geometry of hypersurfaces. Precisely,
the local behavior of an analytic surface near a non-transversal point turns out to
be irrelevant to the Lp boundedness of the associated maximal operator whenever
p > 2. In contrast, near transversal points, the Fourier decay plays a crucial role
in determining Lp boundedness of maximal averages, as shown in previous works
[16, 17, 18, 14]. In this sense, we re-formulate the Iosevich–Sawyer–Stein conjecture
for analytic hypersurfaces.

Conjecture 1.4. Let pcr ≥ 2 and Γ be a compact analytic hypersurface. Then, the
following statements are equivalent.

(1) MΓ is bounded on Lp(Rd) for all p > pcr.
(2) For σ ∈ C∞(Γ) and p > pcr, there exists a constant C > 0 such that

|F [σ dµ](ξ)| ≤ C|ξ|−1/p,

provided that σ vanishes on an open set containing all non-transversal
points of Γ.

One may observe that in Conjecture 1.4, the Fourier decay is expected to be 1/p
with p > pcr, rather than just 1/pcr. This is essential. By [15], there is an analytic
finite type surface in R3 whose measure µ satisfies a sharp decay estimate,

|d̂µ(ξ)| ≤ C|ξ|− 1
2 log(2 + |ξ|), |ξ| ≥ 1.

Together with local smoothing estimates of [24, Theorem 1.3], the associated max-
imal function is bounded on Lp(Rd) for all p > 2. From this example, (2) of Con-
jecture 1.4 is necessary for the refined formulation.

Thanks to Theorem 1.3, Conjecture 1.1 and the implication (2) → (1) of Con-
jecture 1.4 are equivalent for analytic hypersurfaces. In particular, by the results of
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[16, 18, 14], the direction (2) → (1) of Conjecture 1.4 holds for Γ being a curve in
R2, a surface in R3, or a convex hypersurface of finite line type in Rd.

The second main result of this paper contains a resolution of the relation (1) →
(2) of Conjecture 1.4.

Theorem 1.5. Let pcr ≥ 1 and Γ be a compact analytic hypersurface. Suppose that
MΓ is bounded on Lp(Rd) for p > pcr and σ ∈ C∞(Γ) vanishes on an open set
containing all non-transversal points of Γ. Then, there exists a constant Cp,σ such
that

|F [σ dµ](ξ)| ≤ Cp,σ|ξ|−1/p, ∀p > pcr.

To prove Theorem 1.5, we first return to the necessary condition of Iosevich–
Sawyer [18]: ∫

Γ

d(x,H)−1/pχ(x) dµ(x) <∞, p > pcr(1.3)

for all hyperplanes H which do not pass through the origin. Note that χ denotes
a cut-off function for the local integrability. We show that (1.3) holds uniformly
in the choices of H under the assumption of MΓ being bounded on Lp(Rd). By
a simple use of Chebyshev’s inequality, the integrability of the distance functions
yields a sublevel set estimate related to the defining function of Γ. Then, we adapt a
stationary set method of Basu–Guo–Zhang–Zorin-Kranich [1] developed via model
theory. The stationary set method helps us to control an oscillatory integral in
terms of a mid-level set estimate, which is a kind of sublevel set estimate. Thus,
the overall argument proceeds through the implications (roughly) (1) → (1.3) → (2)
of Conjecture 1.4.

As a corollary of Theorem 1.5, we prove Conjecture 1.4 for pcr = 2.

Corollary 1.6. Conjecture 1.4 holds for pcr = 2.

Note that the (1) → (2) is obtained by Theorem 1.5 with pcr = 2, and the
(2) → (1) of Conjecture 1.4 is obtained by [24] and Theorem 1.3. For (2) → (1),
one applies the local smoothing estimates [24, Theorem 1.3] to interpolate with
trivial L2 bounds, and obtains the range p > 2.

Organization. In Section 2, we reduce Theorem 1.3 to a refined L2 estimate and
smoothing estimates by means of a decomposition based on sizes of derivatives of
γ. We also introduce o-minimal expansions of R, which allow us to exploit useful
properties of the decomposition. Through Sections 3 and 4, we prove Theorem 1.3
by verifying the refined L2 estimates and smoothing estimates, respectively. In Sec-
tion 5, we prove Theorem 1.5 by revealing the relations among maximal estimates,
sublevel set estimates, and Fourier decay. In the appendix, we suggest a simple proof
for Theorem 1.3 in the case that hypersurfaces enjoy certain scaling structure.

Notation.

(1) We use both F and ∧ for the Fourier transform.
(2) The notation A ≲ B means A ≤ CB for a harmless constant C.
(3) Let BNr (p) be the ball of radius r with center p in RN . We sometimes write

BNr for any ball of radius r when the center is not determined.
(4) For a smooth function β0 defined on R satisfying β0 ≡ 1 on [−1, 1] and

β0 ≡ 0 on [−2, 2]∁, we set β1 = β0(·/2) − β0(·) so that
∑
ℓ∈Z β1(s/2ℓ) = 1

for s ̸= 0.
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2. Preliminaries

Suppose xnt = (ynt, γ(ynt)) is a non-transversal point of Γ and ψ is supported

on Bd−1
1/2 (0). Without loss of generality, after a suitable rotation, we may assume

that

(2.1) γ(ynt) = 0, ∇γ(ynt) = 0.

It is worth noting that when xnt is a transversal point, one may take ynt = 0
and assume that γ(0) = c ̸= 0, ∇γ(0) = 0 without loss of generality, however,
this simplification is not possible at a non-transversal point. Moreover, we assume
that γ is of finite type, in that, for each y ∈ Bd−1

1 (0), there exists a multi-index
α = α(y) with |α| ≥ 2 such that |∂αγ(y)| ̸= 0. Indeed, if γ is not of finite type,
then analyticity together with (2.1) implies that γ is identically zero. In this case,
Theorem 1.3 follows immediately from the Lp-boundedness of the Hardy-Littlewood
maximal function in Rd−1.

By smoothness and finite type condition of γ, we have quantitative upper bounds
on the derivatives of γ and a lower bound on k-th derivatives of γ for some k ≥ 2.
More precisely, we may assume that there exists a constant C∗ such that

(2.2) sup
y∈B1(0)

|∂αγ(y)| ≤ C∗, for all |α| ≤ N,

for sufficiently large N . After reducing supp(ψ) to a sufficiently small neighborhood
of ynt, we may further assume that there exists an integer k ≥ 2 such that

(2.3)
∑
|α|=k

|∂αγ(y)| ≥ C−1
∗ , for y ∈ supp(ψ).

When k = 2, the Lp boundedness of the corresponding maximal operator is well-
known by Sogge [28]. Therefore, in the proof of the Theorem 1.3, we assume that
(2.1), (2.2) with sufficiently large N , and (2.3) with k ≥ 3 hold.

In this section, we recall some useful results of real algebraic geometry and
model theory, which allow us to decompose hypersurfaces according to the geometry
around non-transversal points, and obtain practical properties of analytic functions.
As a consequence, Theorem 1.3 is reduced to a study on localized operators under
these settings.

2.1. The  Lojasiewicz inequality and a decomposition of analytic hyper-
surfaces. Here, we introduce our technical lemma in which the analyticity of a
function is crucially used.

Lemma 2.1 ([21],  Lojasiewicz inequality). Let U be an open set in Rd−1 and
f : U → R be an analytic function. For every point x0 ∈ U , there are a neighborhood
V of x0, an exponent θ ∈ [1/2, 1), and a constant C such that

|f(x) − f(x0)|θ ≤ C|∇f(x)|, ∀x ∈ V.

We take x0 = ynt ∈ Bd−1
1/2 (0) and f(y) = γ(y). Considering (2.1), there exist a

neighborhood U1 of ynt, an exponent θ1 ∈ [1/2, 1) and a constant C1 such that

|γ(y)| ≤ |γ(y) − γ(ynt)|θ1 ≤ C1|∇γ(y)|

holds on U1. If we apply the  Lojasiewicz inequality on each component of ∇γ, then
there are a subset U2 ∋ ynt of U1, an exponent θ2 ∈ [1/2, 1), and a constant C2



MAXIMAL AVERAGES AND NON-TRANSVERSALITY 7

such that for y ∈ U2

|∇γ(y)| ≤ |∇γ(y) −∇γ(ynt)|θ2 ≤ C2|D2γ(y)|.

Here, |M | denotes the Hilbert-Schmidt norm for M ∈ Rd×d. Therefore, it follows
that for y ∈ U2

|γ(y)| ≤ C1|∇γ(y)| ≤ C1C2|D2γ(y)|.(2.4)

Since we may choose the support of cut-off function ψ sufficiently small, we assume
that supp(ψ) ⊂ U2. Thus, it suffices to prove Theorem 1.3 under the assumption
that (2.4) is valid on supp(ψ).

From now on, we give a decomposition of the cut-off function ψ according to the
size of derivatives of γ. For this purpose, we define the following quantity:

Dmγ(y) :=
( ∑

|α|=m

|∂αγ(y)|2
)1/2

.

Note that |∇γ(y)| and |D2γ(y)| are equivalent to( ∑
|α|=1

|∂αγ(y)|2
)1/2

,
( ∑

|α|=2

|∂αγ(y)|2
)1/2

,

respectively. From (2.4), the derivatives of γ cannot vanish outside of the zeros of
γ, and Dkγ(y) ∼ 1 for all y ∈ supp(ψ) from the assumption (2.3).

Now we decompose supp(ψ) in terms of the size of Dmγ, m = 2, . . . , k. Let

ℓ⃗ = (ℓ2, · · · , ℓk) ∈ Zk−1. Then, we define ψℓ⃗ as following:

ψℓ⃗ (y) = ψ(y)

k∏
m=2

β1(Dmγ(y)/2ℓm).

By (2.2), there exists a constant C > 0 such that ψℓ⃗ = 0 unless ℓm ≤ C for all
m = 2, . . . , k. Thus, one has

(2.5) ψ(y) =
∑

ℓ⃗ :ℓm≤C

ψℓ⃗ (y),

for y ∈ supp(ψ) satisfying Dmγ(y) ̸= 0 for all m = 2, · · · , k. One can check that
the set ∪km=2{y ∈ supp(ψ) : Dmγ(y) = 0} is of measure zero.

Since (2.5) holds except a measure zero set, we have that MΓ[ψ] ≤
∑
ℓ⃗MΓ[ψℓ⃗ ].

Hence it suffices to show the following result to prove Theorem 1.3 since ℓm’s are
bounded above by a fixed constant.

Proposition 2.2. For p > 2, there exists a positive constant c such that for all

ℓ⃗ ∈ Zk−1,

∥MΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]f∥Lp(Rd) ≲ 2c(ℓ2+···+ℓk)∥f∥Lp(Rd).

Let Pλ be a frequency projection operator onto {ξ ∈ Rd : λ ≤ |ξ| ≤ 4λ} given by

P̂λg(ξ) = β1(|ξ|/λ)ĝ(ξ). To prove Proposition 2.2, it suffices to consider estimates
for a local maximal function sup1<t<2 |A[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf |. Then, Proposition 2.2 is obtained
via interpolation and the Littlewood–Paley theory using the following two results.
The argument is standard, so we just refer to [26] or [2, Lemma 3.4], for example.
Sections 3 and 4 are devoted to prove the following two propositions.
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Proposition 2.3. For λ ≥ 1 and ℓ⃗ ∈ Zk−1, we have∥∥∥ sup
1<t<2

|AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf |
∥∥∥
L2(Rd)

≲ ∥f∥L2(Rd).

Proposition 2.4. Let λ ≥ 1, ℓ⃗ ∈ Zk−1, and p ≥ 4(k− 1). Then there exist positive
constants c and ε such that∥∥∥ sup

1<t<2
|AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf |

∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≲ 2c(ℓ2+···+ℓk)λ−ε∥f∥Lp(Rd).

In the proof of Proposition 2.3 and Proposition 2.4, we may assume that

2ℓk ∼ 1,

since Dkγ(y) ∼ 1 for all y ∈ supp(ψ). Note that ψℓ⃗ = 0 whenever ℓk ≤ −C for
some positive constant C. In this case the propositions become trivial.

In the rest of this section, we establish a size estimate for supp(ψℓ⃗), which plays
a crucial role in the proofs of the two propositions above. In [24], it was observed
that the size of the set supp(ψℓ⃗ ) ∩ Bϵ is bounded by

δℓ⃗ := min
m=2,··· ,k−1

2ℓm−ℓm+1 ,(2.6)

if ϵ is small enough. For our purpose, we require an analogue of this size estimate
that holds without any smallness assumption on ϵ. For verifying this, we will make
use of certain properties of o-minimal expansions of R, which we briefly review in
the next subsection.

2.2. o-minimal expansions of R. In this subsection, we focus on two well-known
expansions of the real ordered field R = (R, (0, 1), (+, ·),≤). The first is

Ran = (R, (0, 1), (+, ·, all restricted analytic functions),≤),

which is known to be o-minimal. The second is

Ran,exp = (R, (0, 1), (+, ·, all restricted analytic functions, exp),≤),

whose o-minimality was established by [9]. Here, exp is the exponential symbol. A
function f : Rn → R is called a restricted analytic function, if there exists an open
set U containing [−1, 1]n and an analytic function g : U → R satisfying f = g on
[−1, 1]n and f = 0 otherwise.

We mainly consider functions which are definable in the above two structures.
We refer the readers to see [1, Section 2] for a precise definition of definability and
o-minimal structures. In this paper, we only use the following basic properties:

(1) All restricted analytic functions and polynomials are definable in Ran.
(2) A definable function f in Ran is definable in Ran,exp.
(3) The collection of definable functions is closed under addition and multipli-

cation.
(4) If f is definable, then so is g = 1{f≥0}, where 1U denotes the characteristic

function supported on U .

In addition, by [7], we have the following proposition.

Proposition 2.5 ([20], Proposition 3.6). Let f : Rn × Rm → R be definable in
Ran. If f(·, y) is integrable for all y, then

y ∈ Rm 7→ g(y) =

∫
Rn

f(x, y) dx
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is definable in Ran,exp.

By these properties, we can give examples of definable functions. For instance,
∂αγ1[−1,1]d−1 is definable in Ran for every multi-index α ∈ Nd−1

0 . Additionally,

(w, r, δ) 7→
∫
Rd−1

1W (y, w, r, δ) dy

is definable in Ran,exp where

W = {(y, w, r, δ) ∈ [−1, 1]d−1 × Rd−1 × R× R : |γ(y) + w · y − r| ≤ δ}.

Such functions, which are definable in o-minimal structure, have the important
property that the number of monotonicity changes is uniformly bounded. More
precisely, the following holds.

Proposition 2.6 ([1], Proposition 2.8). Let h : R × Rn → R be a definable func-
tion in Ran,exp and N(y) be the number of times that a map r 7→ h(r, y) changes
monotonicity. Then supy N(y) <∞ holds.

This proposition indicates that definable functions share certain properties with
polynomials. In [24], a restriction on a small ball is needed to estimate |supp(ψℓ⃗ )|,
since γ can then be approximated by a polynomial. In contrast, the favorable prop-
erties of definable functions allow us to estimate the size of supp(ψℓ⃗ ) without any
restriction on the support, as stated in the following proposition. This proposition
directly implies that

(2.7) |supp(ψℓ⃗ )| ≲ δℓ⃗

holds, which will be frequently used later.

Proposition 2.7. Let γ be an analytic function on [−2, 2]d−1 and m ∈ N. For all
positive constants cm, we have

|{y ∈ [−1, 1]d−1 : Dmγ(y) ≤ cm,D
m+1γ(y) ≥ cm+1}| ≲ cm/cm+1.

Here, an implicit constant depends only on m and γ.

Proof. Define a set

U := {y ∈ [−1, 1]d−1 : Dmγ(y) ≤ cm,D
m+1γ(y) ≥ cm+1}.

Since c−1
m+1D

m+1γ ≥ 1 on U , one can check that

|U | ≤
∫
U

c−1
m+1D

m+1γ(y) dy.

Considering Dm+1γ ∼
∑

|α|=m+1 |∂αγ|, it is enough to show that∫
U

|∂αγ| ≲ cm, for |α| = m+ 1.

By the fundamental theorem of calculus and Fubini’s theorem, the above inequality
follows if we prove that there exists a number N > 1 depending only on γ such that
for all j = 1, · · · , d− 1, |α| = m+ 1, and y ∈ [−1, 1]d−1, the function

(2.8) r ∈ [−1, 1] 7→ ∂αγ(y1, · · · , yj−1, r, yj+1, · · · , yd−1)

changes its sign at most N times.
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To show this, we use Proposition 2.6. For fixed j and α satisfying |α| = m, let
h : Rd−1 → R be a function satisfying h = ∂αγ on [−1, 1]d−1 and h = 0 otherwise.

Define h̃ : R× Rd−2 → R by

h̃(r, z) = h(z1 · · · , zj−1, r, zj , · · · , zd−2).

Then h̃ is a restricted analytic function, so it is a definable function in Ran. By
Proposition 2.6, we can conclude that the number of changes in monotonicity of
the function r 7→ h̃(r, z) is bounded by a constant depending only on γ. Thus,
there exists Nj,α > 1 such that for all y ∈ [−1, 1]d−1, the function (2.8) changes its
sign at most Nj,α times. Since the number of j and α is finite, we get the desired
estimate. □

3. Proof of Proposition 2.3: L2 bounds

By the Fourier inversion, we rewrite AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf as

AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf =(2π)−d
∫
Rd

mℓ⃗ (tξ)P̂λf(ξ)eix·ξ dξ,

mℓ⃗ (tξ) =

∫
e−it⟨Γ(y),ξ⟩ψℓ⃗ (y)β1(|ξ|/λ) dy.

To show Proposition 2.3, we utilize the Sobolev embedding lemma together with
suitable multiplier bounds. Heuristically, replacing a supremum by an L2-norm
through the Sobolev embedding yields a λ1/2-loss. In our situation, however, the
loss would be refined since γ is bounded above by 2ℓ2 in supp(ψℓ⃗ ), which is not
available in general. Indeed, one can observe that

(3.1) ∂t(mℓ⃗ (tξ)) = −i⟨Γ(y), ξ⟩mℓ⃗ (tξ),

and the term ⟨Γ(y), ξ⟩ is typically much smaller than λ when ξ lies near the normal
directions to Γ. This observation is crucial, as it leads to a significant improvement
in the analysis. More precisely, the proof of Proposition 2.3 is reduced to L∞ bounds
of both mℓ⃗ (tξ) and ∂t(mℓ⃗ (tξ)) by using the following Sobolev embedding lemma,
which is well-known in the literature.

Lemma 3.1. Let F ∈ C1(R) and p > 1. Then

sup
1<t<2

|F (t)|p ≤ |F (1)|p + p
(∫ 2

1

|F (t)|p dt
) p−1

p
(∫ 2

1

|∂tF (t)|p dt
)1/p

.

We also refer to [31, p.499, Lemma 1] for a different version.

Proof. By the fundamental theorem of calculus, one has

|F (t)|p ≤ |F (1)|p + p

∫ 2

1

|F (t)|p−1|∂tF (t)| dt.

The desired inequality follows by Hölder’s inequality. □

Lemma 3.1 shows that∥∥∥ sup
1<t<2

|AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf |
∥∥∥
L2(Rd)

≲ ∥AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf(1, ·)∥L2
x

+
∏
i=0,1

∥ζ∂itAΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf∥1/2L2
t,x
,

where ζ denotes a smooth cutoff function supported in [1/2, 4] defined by

ζ(t) = β1(t) + β1(2t).
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Note that the first term in the RHS is trivially bounded by ∥f∥2. Therefore, by
Plancherel’s theorem, Proposition 2.3 would follow if one could show

∥mℓ⃗ (t·)β1(| · |/λ)∥L∞ · ∥∂tmℓ⃗ (t·)β1(| · |/λ)∥L∞ ≲ 1.

However, this estimate does not hold in general, since the factor ⟨Γ(y), ξ⟩ in (3.1)
may become large when ξ is far from the normal direction to Γ. This indicates that
the L∞-norm of mℓ⃗ (t·) and ∂tmℓ⃗ (t·) may be attained by different ξ, considering
the fact that the L∞-norm of mℓ⃗ (t·) is typically achieved when ξ lies in a small
neighborhood of the normal vector to Γ. Thus, it is natural to decompose ξ in a
suitable way to obtain the desired multiplier bounds. To this end, we decompose
ξ suitably into two pieces and establish the corresponding bounds for each piece,
which gives an analogue of the above estimate. The decomposition is fulfilled ac-
cording to the angle from the line spanned by (0, · · · , 0, 1), which is the normal
vector to Γ at y = ynt.

Let ξ = (ξ′, ξd) ∈ Rd−1 × R and ∂i = ∂yi . Suppose that λ ≤ |ξ| ≤ 4λ and
|ξ′| ≥ 20C2λ2ℓ2 where C2 is the constant in (2.4), then there exists an 1 ≤ i ≤ d−1
such that

|∂i(⟨Γ(y), ξ⟩)| = |ξi + ∂iγ(y)ξd| > 4C2λ2ℓ2/
√
d− 1.(3.2)

Indeed, we have

|ξ′ + ξd∇γ(y)| ≥ |ξ′| − |ξd∇γ(y)| ≥ 4C2λ2ℓ2 ,

so that we can find a component satisfying (3.2). Therefore, in the case |ξ′| ≥
20C2λ2ℓ2 , one can apply integration by parts together with the lower bound (3.2)
to improve multiplier bounds. From the observation, we split the frequency variable
ξ into two parts, by using Pc and Po given by

P̂cg(ξ) = β0

( |ξ′|
20C2λ2ℓ2

)
ĝ(ξ),

P̂og(ξ) =
(

1 − β0

( |ξ′|
20C2λ2ℓ2

))
ĝ(ξ).

Now, decompose AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλ into two parts

AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλ = AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]PλPc +AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]PλPo.

By the triangle inequality, to prove Proposition 2.3, it is enough to show that

(3.3)
∥∥∥ sup

1<t<2
|AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]PλPcf |

∥∥∥
L2(Rd)

≲ ∥f∥L2(Rd)

and

(3.4)
∥∥∥ sup

1<t<2
|AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]PλPof |

∥∥∥
L2(Rd)

≲ ∥f∥L2(Rd).

3.1. Proof of (3.3). We first consider (3.3). In this case we have |ξ′| < 40C2λ2ℓ2 ,
hence for y ∈ supp(ψℓ⃗), we have that

|⟨Γ(y), ξ⟩| ≲ λ2ℓ2 ,

due to the  Lojasiewicz inequality (2.4). Considering Lemma 3.1 and (3.1), the
inequality (3.3) follows directly from the lemma below.
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Lemma 3.2. Let 1/2 ≤ t ≤ 4. Then the following inequality holds when ξ satisfies
|ξ| ∼ λ and |ξ′| ≤ 40C2λ2ℓ2 ;

|mℓ⃗ (tξ)| ≲ (λ2ℓ2)−1/2.

Proof. We first observe properties of γ and ψℓ⃗ . In supp(ψℓ⃗ ), we particularly have

2ℓ2 ≤ D2γ(y) ≤ 4 · 2ℓ2 .

Thus, for each y, there is a direction v = v(y) such that D2
vγ(y) ≥ d−12ℓ2 , where

Dv denotes the directional derivative along v. On the other hand, since Dmγ is
smooth on a small neighborhood of supp(ψℓ⃗), we can choose a small number c > 0
such that for 2 ≤ m ≤ k,

(3.5) Dmγ(y) ≤ 8 · 2ℓm ,

if dist(y, supp(ψℓ⃗)) ≤ cδℓ⃗. Moreover, we can choose such a constant c independent

of ℓ⃗. Indeed, let |y− z| ≤ cδℓ⃗ for some z ∈ supp(ψℓ⃗). Then, from (2.2), 2ℓk ∼ 1, and
the fact that

|∂jDmγ(y)| ≤
( ∑

|α|=m

|∂j∂αγ(y)|2
)1/2

≤ Dm+1γ(y),

the Mean value theorem gives that Dkγ(y) ≤ 4 · 2ℓk + cδℓ⃗C∗k
d ≤ (4 + c(C∗k

d)4)2ℓk .

Here, we use 2ℓk−1 ≤ C∗k
d and (C∗k

d)−1 ≤ 2ℓk ≤ C∗k
d. By the same reason and

using 2ℓkδℓ⃗ ≤ 2ℓk−1 , the estimate on Dkγ implies that Dk−1γ(y) ≤ (4 + c(4 +

c(C∗k
d)4))2ℓk−1 . Thus, inductively, it follows that for 2 ≤ m ≤ k,

Dmγ(y) ≤
(
ck+1−m(C∗k

d)4 + 4

k−m∑
j=0

cj
)

2ℓm ,

which allows us to choose c depending only on C∗, k, d satisfying (3.5).
Now, we decompose the support of ψℓ⃗ into balls of radius cδℓ⃗ centered at z ∈

cδℓ⃗Z
d−1. If c is sufficiently small, (3.5) with m = 3 implies that for each z satisfying

supp(ψℓ⃗) ∩ Bcδ
ℓ⃗
(z) ̸= ∅, there exists z′ ∈ supp(ψℓ⃗) ∩ Bcδ

ℓ⃗
(z) such that

|D2
v(z′)γ(y)| > 2ℓ2

4d
∀y ∈ Bcδ

ℓ⃗
(z).(3.6)

Similarly, (3.5) yields for y ∈ Bcδ
ℓ⃗
(z),

|Dmγ(y)| ∼ 2ℓm , m = 2, . . . , k − 1.

Note that we have Dkγ(y) ∼ 2ℓk for all y ∈ supp(ψ).
Thus, by Proposition 2.7, the cardinality of such balls of radius cδℓ⃗ is bounded

by constant times δ2−d
ℓ⃗

. That is,

#
({

Bcδ
ℓ⃗
(z) : z ∈ cδℓ⃗Z

d−1, dist(z, supp(ψℓ⃗ )) ≤ cδℓ⃗

})
≲ δ2−d

ℓ⃗
.(3.7)

Let {φz}z be a partition of unity subordinated to the family of balls {Bcδ
ℓ⃗
(z)}.

Then for each z, by (3.6), scaling, and the van der Corput lemma along v(z′) for
some fixed z′ ∈ Bcδ

ℓ⃗
(z), one has∣∣∣ ∫

Rd−1

eitΓ(y)·ξψℓ⃗ (y)φz(y) dy
∣∣∣ ≲ (λ2ℓ2δ2

ℓ⃗
)−1/2δd−1

ℓ⃗
.
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Indeed, we first perform the change of variables y → δℓ⃗ y so that |D2
v(z′)(γ(δℓ⃗ y))| ∼

2ℓ2δ2
ℓ⃗
. Hence, we have |D2

v(z′)tΓ(δℓ⃗ y) · ξ| ≳ λ2ℓ2δ2
ℓ⃗

and

|∂i(ψℓ⃗ (δℓ⃗ y)φz(δℓ⃗ y))| ≲
k∑

m=2

Dm+1γ(y)2−ℓmδℓ⃗ ≲ 1.

The desired inequality follows by the van der Corput lemma and the scaling constant
δd−1

ℓ⃗
. Together with the cardinality (3.7), it follows that∣∣∣ ∫

Rd−1

eitΓ(y)·ξψℓ⃗ (y) dy
∣∣∣ ≲ (λ2ℓ2)−1/2,

which is the desired bound on the multiplier. □

3.2. Proof of (3.4). Now, we focus on the estimate (3.4). In this case, the size of
|⟨Γ(y), ξ⟩| depends on the size of |ξ′|. To handle this effectively, we further decom-
pose Po with respect to the size of ξ′. Define the operator Po,j by

P̂o,jg(ξ) = β1

( |ξ′|
20C2λ2j

)
ĝ(ξ).

Then by the following identity,

β1(|ξ|λ−1)
(

1 − β0

( |ξ′|
20C2λ2ℓ2

))
= β1(|ξ|λ−1)

∑
j≥ℓ2

β1

( |ξ′|
20C2λ2j

)
,

one easily checks that Po =
∑
ℓ2≤j≤0 Po,j . Note that ℓ2 is a negative number and

the cardinality of j is |ℓ2|. By this decomposition and the triangle inequality, (3.4)
follows once we show that there exists a constant c > 0 such that

(3.8) ∥ sup
1≤t≤2

|AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]PλPo,jf |∥L2(Rd) ≲ 2cℓ2∥f∥L2(Rd) for all ℓ2 ≤ j ≤ 0.

When 1 < |ξ′|/20C2λ2j < 4 for an ℓ2 ≤ j ≤ 0, since |ξdγ(y)| ≲ λ2ℓ2 , one can see
that

|⟨Γ(y), ξ⟩| ≲ λ2j for y ∈ supp(ψℓ⃗ ).

As in the case of A[ψℓ⃗ ]PλPc, the desired estimate (3.8) is a direct consequence of
the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Let ℓ2 ≤ j ≤ 0 and 1/2 ≤ t ≤ 4. Then there exists a constant c > 0
such that

|mℓ⃗ (tξ)| ≲ 2cℓ2(λ2j)−1/2,

when λ ≤ |ξ| ≤ 4λ and 20C2λ2j ≤ |ξ′| ≤ 80C2λ2j.

Proof. We apply integration by parts, using a lower bound on the gradient of the
phase ξ′ · y + ξdγ(y). First, we check the lower bound on the phase. Since we have

20C2λ2j < |ξ′| < 80C2λ2j , and |∂iγ(y)ξd| ≤ 16C2λ2ℓ2 ≤ 16C2λ2j ,

it holds that |ξ1 + ∂1γ(y)ξd| ∼ λ2j after a suitable rotation. Applying integration
by parts and the support condition |supp(ψℓ⃗ )| ≲ δℓ⃗ , one has

|mℓ⃗ (tξ)| ≲ min{(λ2j)−1, δℓ⃗ } ≤ (λ2j)−1/2δ
1/2

ℓ⃗
.

The integration by parts produces, in addition to the main term (λ2j)−1, an extra
factor δ−1

ℓ⃗
due to a derivative falling on ψℓ⃗. The factor δ−1

ℓ⃗
, however, is compensated
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by the support size |supp(ψℓ⃗ )| ≲ δℓ⃗ . Thus, the desired inequality holds by the

observation that δk−2

ℓ⃗
≤ 2ℓ2−ℓ3 × · · · × 2ℓk−1−ℓk ∼ 2ℓ2 . □

4. Proof of Proposition 2.4: Smoothing estimates

We prove Proposition 2.4 by considering two cases:

• 2ℓm < λ−1/2 for some m = 2, . . . , k − 1.
• 2ℓm ≥ λ−1/2 for all m.

In the first case, supp(ψℓ⃗ ) is sufficiently small, so we can get sufficient decay in
the Lp estimates for the frequency localized maximal function, in terms of the
size of supp(ψℓ⃗ ) for any p ≥ 2. On the other hand, it is required to perform a
delicate frequency decomposition in the second situation, which eventually leads us
to desired smoothing estimates.

4.1. 2ℓm < λ−
1
2 for some m = 2, . . . , k − 1. Recall that (2.6) and (2.7). Suppose

2ℓm0 < λ−
1
2 for some 2 ≤ m0 ≤ k − 1. Then, we have

δℓ⃗ ≤ (2ℓm0
−ℓm0+1 × · · · × 2ℓk−1−ℓk)

1
k−m0 .

Since 2ℓk ∼ 1, we have

|supp(ψℓ⃗ )| ≲ λ
− 1

2(k−m0) ≤ λ−
1

2(k−2) .(4.1)

Using 2ℓk ∼ 1 again, we also have

δℓ⃗ ≤ 2c(ℓ2−ℓ3)22c(ℓ3−ℓ4) × · · · × 2(k−2)c(ℓk−1−ℓk) ≲ 2c(ℓ2+···+ℓk),(4.2)

where c+ 2c+ · · ·+ (k− 2)c = 1. Thus, we have c = 2
(k−1)(k−2) . On the other hand,

by Minkowski’s inequality, we obtain

∥ζAΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf∥Lp(Rd+1) ≲ |supp(ψℓ⃗ )| ∥f∥Lp(Rd),

where ζ(t) = β1(t) + β1(2t) as before. Averaging (4.1) and (4.2), we get

∥ζAΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf∥Lp(Rd+1) ≲ λ−
1

4(k−2) 2
c
2 (ℓ2+···+ℓk)∥f∥Lp(Rd),

for any p ≥ 1. Note that Lemma 3.1 essentially incurs λ1/p-loss when one handles
the Lp norm of local maximal average

sup
1<t<2

|AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf |.

Hence, by the smoothing estimate and Lemma 3.1, we obtain∥∥∥ sup
1<t<2

|AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]Pλf |
∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≲ λ−ε(p)2
c
2 (ℓ2+···+ℓk)∥f∥Lp(Rd),

for some ε(p) > 0 when p > 4(k − 2), which gives Proposition 2.4 for this case.

4.2. 2ℓm ≥ λ−
1
2 for all m = 2, . . . , k−1. By the Fourier transform in the t-variable,

we write AΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]f(x, t) as

(2π)−d−1

∫∫
Rd+1

(∫∫
Rd

e−is(⟨Γ(y),ξ⟩+τ)ψℓ⃗ (y) dyds
)
f̂(ξ)ei(⟨x,ξ⟩+tτ) dξdτ.

By abusing notation, for a general symbol a = a(y, s, ξ, τ) ∈ C∞
c (Bd−1(0, 1) ×

(1/2, 4) × Rd × R), we denote

AΓ[a]f(x, t) =

∫∫
Rd+1

(∫∫
Rd

e−is(⟨Γ(y),ξ⟩+τ)a dyds
)
f̂(ξ)ei(⟨x,ξ⟩+tτ) dξdτ.
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Then, for aℓ⃗(y, s, ξ, τ) = ψℓ⃗ (y)ζ(s), we have ζAΓ[ψℓ⃗ ]f = AΓ[aℓ⃗]f .
Recall that we are considering AΓ[ψℓ⃗]Pλf(x, t) so that |ξ| ∼ λ. Thus, if τ > C◦λ

for some constant C◦ > 0, then we have |⟨Γ(y), ξ⟩+τ | > λ. Hence, the corresponding
kernel satisfies a sufficiently large decay, which allows arbitrary smoothing estimates
for p ≥ 1. Thus, we restrict τ into [−C◦λ,C◦λ], and it suffices to consider AΓ[aℓ⃗,λ]f ,

where

(4.3) aℓ⃗,λ (y, s, ξ, τ) = ψℓ⃗ (y)ζ(s)β1(λ−1|ξ|)β0((C◦λ)−1τ).

By Lemma 3.1, Proposition 2.4 is reduced to the following result.

Proposition 4.1. For p > 4(k − 1) and ε > 0, there are constants C > 0 and

c > 0, independent of λ and ℓ⃗, such that

∥AΓ[aℓ⃗,λ ]f∥Lp(Rd+1) ≤ Cλ−
2
p+ε2c(ℓ2+···ℓk)∥f∥Lp(Rd).

To prove Proposition 4.1, we consider two parts, AΓ[aℓ⃗,λ ηλ] and AΓ[aℓ⃗,λ (1−ηλ)],

where

ηλ(y, ξ, τ) = β0
(
λ−ε1(Γ(y), 1) · (ξ, τ)

)
×
d−1∏
i=1

β0

(
λ−

1
2−ε1∂iΓ(y) · ξ

)
,(4.4)

for sufficiently small ε1, to be chosen later. Note that Dmγ is always larger than
λ−

1
2 and ε1 can be chosen depending only on ε and d (see (4.5) below). Then we

have

AΓ[aℓ⃗,λ ] = AΓ[aℓ⃗,λ ηλ] +AΓ[aℓ⃗,λ (1 − ηλ)].

We denote symbols by

ain
ℓ⃗,λ

= aℓ⃗,λ ηλ, aout
ℓ⃗,λ

= aℓ⃗,λ (1 − ηλ),

and the corresponding multipliers by

m∗
ℓ⃗,λ

(ξ, τ) =

∫∫
e−is(Γ(y)·ξ+τ)a∗

ℓ⃗,λ
dyds, ∗ = in, out.

Proposition 4.1 directly follows from Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3 below, which treat
the out-symbol and the in-symbol, respectively. For the out-symbol, we use the
lower bounds of (Γ, 1) · (ξ, τ) and ∂jΓ · ξ, which yield oscillatory integral estimates
for the symbol. For the in-symbol, we will apply the smoothing estimates developed
in [24], which exploits the geometry of localized frequency variables.

Lemma 4.2. Let p ≥ 2 and 2ℓm ≥ λ−1/2 for all m = 2, . . . , k. Then, for some
c > 0, it holds that∥∥∥AΓ[aout

ℓ⃗,λ
]f
∥∥∥
Lp(Rd+1)

≲ λ−
2
p 2c(ℓ2+···+ℓk)∥f∥Lp(Rd).

Lemma 4.3. Let p > 4(k − 1) and 2ℓm ≥ λ−1/2 for all m = 2, . . . , k. Then there
are C = C(d), c = c(k, p) > 0 such that∥∥∥AΓ[ain

ℓ⃗,λ
]f
∥∥∥
Lp(Rd+1)

≲ λ−
2
p+Cε12c(ℓ2+···+ℓk)∥f∥Lp(Rd).

Note that ε1 is the parameter appearing in (4.4). Thus Proposition 4.1 follows
by Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 after choosing

(4.5) ε1 = ε/C(d).
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4.3. Proof of Lemma 4.2. The proof of Lemma 4.2 is completed by interpolation
between L2 and L∞ estimates, which follow from L∞-bound for mout

ℓ⃗,λ
and L1-

estimates for (mout
ℓ⃗,λ

)∨, respectively. That is, we show

∥AΓ[aout
ℓ⃗,λ

]f∥L2(Rd+1) ≲λ
−12c(ℓ2+···+ℓk)∥f∥L2(Rd),(4.6)

∥AΓ[aout
ℓ⃗,λ

]f∥L∞(Rd+1) ≲2c(ℓ2+···+ℓk)∥f∥L∞(Rd).(4.7)

We present proof of both estimates in the following subsections.

4.3.1. Proof of (4.6): L∞-bounds for mout
ℓ⃗,λ

. We decompose aout
ℓ⃗,λ

into two parts,

distinguished by whether |Γ(y) · ξ + τ | > λε1 or |∂iΓ(y) · ξ| > λ
1
2+ε1 for some

1 ≤ i ≤ d− 1. For this purpose, define

aout,1
ℓ⃗,λ

= aℓ⃗,λ ·
(
1 − β0(λ−ϵ1(Γ(y), 1) · (ξ, τ))

)
,

aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

= aℓ⃗,λ ·
(
β0

(
λ−ε1(Γ(y), 1) · (ξ, τ)

)
− ηλ(y, ξ, τ)

)
.

Note that aout
ℓ⃗,λ

= aout,1
ℓ⃗,λ

+ aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

. Then (4.6) is reduced to show

(4.8) ∥AΓ[aout,j
ℓ⃗,λ

]f∥L2(Rd+1) ≲ λ−12c(ℓ2+···+ℓk)∥f∥L2(Rd), j = 1, 2.

We first consider the symbol aout,1
ℓ⃗,λ

and denote by mout,1

ℓ⃗,λ
the corresponding mul-

tiplier, defined similarly as before. Since |Γ(y) · ξ + τ | > λε1 on supp(aout,1
ℓ⃗,λ

) and

s-derivatives of aout,1
ℓ⃗,λ

are bounded by a constant, one could apply the integration

by part in s-variable to show

|mout,1

ℓ⃗,λ
| ≲ λ−ε1N

∣∣∣supp(y,s)(a
out,1

ℓ⃗,λ
)
∣∣∣,

where we denote supp(y,s)a = ∪ξ,τ supp(a(·, ·, ξ, τ)). By Plancherel’s theorem, it
follows that

∥AΓ[aout,1
ℓ⃗,λ

]f∥L2(Rd+1) ≲
(∫

|τ |≲λ
λ−2ε1N

∣∣∣supp(y,s)(a
out,1

ℓ⃗,λ
)
∣∣∣2 dτ

)1/2

∥f∥L2(Rd)

≲λ−ε1N+ 1
2

∣∣∣supp(y,s)(a
out,1

ℓ⃗,λ
)
∣∣∣ ∥f∥L2(Rd).

After choosing sufficiently large N such that ε1N > 3/2, the support size estimate
(2.7) gives that

λ−ε1N+ 1
2

∣∣∣supp(y,s)(a
out,1

ℓ⃗,λ
)
∣∣∣ ≤ λ−1δℓ⃗.

Thus, the desired bound (4.8) with j = 1 follows by (4.2).

Now we focus on the symbol aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

. To verify (4.8) with j = 2, we observe that

on supp(aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

),

|Γ(y) · ξ + τ | ≤ 2λε1 and |∂iΓ(y) · ξ| > λ
1
2+ε1(4.9)

for some 1 ≤ i ≤ d− 1. We define a differential operator D by

D =
∇y(Γ(y) · ξ) · ∇y

|∇y(Γ(y) · ξ)|2
.
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After using integration by parts N times, we obtain∣∣∣ ∫∫ e−is(Γ(y)·ξ+τ)(D∗)N (aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

) dyds
∣∣∣ ≤ sup

y,s
|(D∗)N (aout,2

ℓ⃗,λ
)| × |supp(y,s)(a

out,2

ℓ⃗,λ
)|.

Using the observation |supp(y,s)(a
out,2

ℓ⃗,λ
)| ≲ δℓ⃗ together with (4.2), to prove (4.8) in

the case j = 2, it suffices to show that

|(D∗)N (aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

)| ≲ λ−1.(4.10)

To estimate (D∗)N (aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

), recall that (4.3) and (4.4), which gives

aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

= b(s, ξ, τ)ψℓ⃗ (y)β0
(
λ−ε1(Γ(y), 1) · (ξ, τ)

) (
1 −

d−1∏
i=1

β0(λ−
1
2−ε1∂iΓ(y) · ξ)

)
,

where b(s, ξ, τ) = ζ(s)β1(λ−1|ξ|)β0((C◦λ)−1τ). We need to check the derivatives

of each component of aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

and the term ∇y(Γ(y) · ξ) × |∇y(Γ(y) · ξ)|−2 in the

definition of D, with respect to y. First we have

|∂αy ψℓ⃗ | ≲ δ
−|α|
ℓ⃗

.

Secondly, we observe that on supp(aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

),

|∂αy (λ−ε1(Γ, 1) · (ξ, τ))| ≲(λ−ε1 |∇y(Γ · ξ)|)|α|, |α| ≥ 0,(4.11)

|∂αy (λ−
1
2−ε1∂iΓ · ξ)| ≲(λ−ε1 |∇y(Γ · ξ)|)|α|, |α| ≥ 1.(4.12)

Indeed, (4.11) is trivial for |α| = 0, 1. For |α| ≥ 2, we get

(4.13) |∂αy ((Γ, 1) · (ξ, τ))| ≲ λ ≤ (λ−ε1 |∇y(Γ · ξ)|)|α|,

due to |(ξ, τ)| ≲ λ, (2.2), and |∇y(Γ · ξ)| > λ
1
2+ε1 . Analogously to (4.11), (4.12)

follows directly from (4.13). Thus we have

|∂αy a
out,2

ℓ⃗,λ
| ≲

∑
α=α1+α2

δ
−|α1|
ℓ⃗

× (λ−ε1 |∇y(Γ · ξ)|)|α2|.(4.14)

On the other hand, by (4.13), we also obtain for |α| ≥ 0 and i = 1, · · · d− 1,∣∣∣∂αy (
∂iΓ · ξ

|∇yΓ · ξ|2

) ∣∣∣ ≲ (λ−ε1 |∇y(Γ · ξ)|)|α|

|∇y(Γ · ξ)|
.(4.15)

Now, one could compute derivatives of aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

,

|(D∗)N (aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

)| ≲
∑

|α1|+···|αN+1|=N

|∂αN+1
y aout,2

ℓ⃗,λ
|
N∏
i=1

∣∣∣∂αi
y

(
∇yΓ · ξ

|∇yΓ · ξ|2

) ∣∣∣.
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From (4.14) and (4.15), the summand in the right-hand side is less than a constant
multiple of ∑

β1+β2=αN+1

δ
−|β1|
ℓ⃗

× (λ−ε1 |∇y(Γ · ξ)|)|β2|
N∏
i=1

∣∣∣∂αi
y

(
∇yΓ · ξ

|∇yΓ · ξ|2

) ∣∣∣
≲

∑
β1+β2=αN+1

δ
−|β1|
ℓ⃗

× (λ−ε1 |∇y(Γ · ξ)|)|β2| (λ
−ε1 |∇y(Γ · ξ)|)|α1|+···+|αN |

|∇y(Γ · ξ)|N

=
∑

β1+β2=αN+1

δ
−|β1|
ℓ⃗

λ−ε1(N−|β1|)|∇y(Γ · ξ)|−|β1|.

Making use of (4.9), it follows that

δ
−|β1|
ℓ⃗

λ−ε1(N−|β1|)|∇y(Γ · ξ)|−|β1| ≲ (λ
1
2 δℓ⃗)

−|β1|λ−ε1N ,

which implies

|(D∗)N (aout,2
ℓ⃗,λ

)| ≲
∑

|β1|≤N

(λ
1
2 δℓ⃗)

−|β1|λ−ε1N .

From λ−1/2 ≤ 2ℓm for all m = 2, . . . , k, we have δℓ⃗ ≳ λ−1/2. Thus (4.10) follows
after choosing N sufficiently large.

4.3.2. Proof of (4.7): Kernel estimates for a*
ℓ⃗,λ

. So far, the bounds for the symbols

only produce L2 estimates. The desired Lp bounds follow by L∞ bounds based on
the kernel estimates. Since we also need the kernel estimate for the in-symbol later,
we give L1 estimates of kernels for both the in- and out-symbols. Define K*

ℓ⃗,λ
for

∗ = in, out, as

K*
ℓ⃗,λ

(x, t) =

∫
K[a*

ℓ⃗,λ
](x, t; y) dy,

K[a*
ℓ⃗,λ

](x, t; y) :=

∫∫∫
e2πi((x−sΓ(y))·ξ+(t−s)τ)a*

ℓ⃗,λ
(y, s, ξ, τ) dsdξdτ.

Then K*
ℓ⃗,λ

is the inverse Fourier transform of the multiplier m*
ℓ⃗,λ

and satisfies the

following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. For ∗ = in,out, we have∫
Rd

|K*
ℓ⃗,λ

| dx ≲ |supp(ψℓ⃗ )|.

By Lemma 4.4 and Young’s inequality, one easily obtains L∞ bounds for ∗ =in,
out,

(4.16) ∥AΓ[a*
ℓ⃗,λ

]f∥L∞(Rd+1) ≲ |supp(ψℓ⃗)|∥f∥L∞(Rd) ≲ δℓ⃗ ∥f∥L∞(Rd).

Then Lemma 4.2 follows directly from interpolation between L2 bounds (4.8) and
L∞ bounds (4.16) combined with (4.2).

Proof of Lemma 4.4. Note that ain
ℓ⃗,λ

= aℓ⃗,ληλ, aout
ℓ⃗,λ

= aℓ⃗,λ − aℓ⃗,ληλ, respectively. To

prove Lemma 4.4, it suffices to show∫∫ ∣∣∣K[aℓ⃗,λ](x, t; y)
∣∣∣ dydx,

∫∫ ∣∣∣K[aℓ⃗,ληλ](x, t; y)
∣∣∣ dydx ≲ |supp(ψℓ⃗ )|.



MAXIMAL AVERAGES AND NON-TRANSVERSALITY 19

For the integral of the kernel K[aℓ⃗,λ](x, t; y), one has∫
Rd

∫
Rd−1

∣∣∣K[aℓ⃗,λ](x, t; y)
∣∣∣ dy dx

≲
∫ ∫∫ ∣∣∣ψℓ⃗ (y)ζ(s)λdβ̂1(| · |) (λ(x− sΓ(y)))λβ̂0(C◦λ(t− s))

∣∣∣ dydsdx

≲
∫
Rd−1

|ψℓ⃗ (y)| dy.

Note that integrals with respect to x and s are harmless, since β0, β1 are C∞
c

functions.
For

∫∫
|K[aℓ⃗,ληλ]| dydx, we recall the following lemma of the last author [24].

Lemma 4.5 ([24], Lemma 2.4.). Let g : Rd−1 × R → R be a function such that
|g| ≤ 1, and set a(y, s, ξ, τ) = g(y, s)β1(λ−1|ξ|)β0((C◦λ)−1τ)ηλ(y, ξ, τ). Then we
have ∫

|K[a](x, t; y)| dx ≲ 1.

By Lemma 4.5 with g(y, s) = ζ(s)ψℓ⃗(y), we have∫∫
|K[aℓ⃗,ληλ]| dydx ≲

∫
Rd−1

|ψℓ⃗ (y)| dy

as desired. □

4.4. Proof of Lemma 4.3. For the in-symbol ain
ℓ⃗,λ

, we introduce smoothing esti-

mates of AΓ[ain
ℓ⃗,λ

] for some p in terms of λ with decay in ℓ2, . . . , ℓk. We note that

the decomposition of in-symbol allows us to consider frequency variables (ξ, τ) are
restricted in a conic surface in the sense of local geometry. Thus, we can directly
apply certain smoothing estimates arising from decoupling inequality due to such
local geometry.

Recall that we need to show

(4.17)
∥∥∥AΓ[ain

ℓ⃗,λ
]f
∥∥∥
Lp(Rd+1)

≲ λ−
2
p+Cε12c(ℓ2+···+ℓk)∥f∥Lp(Rd)

for p > 4(k−1) and 2ℓm ≥ λ−1/2 for all m = 2, . . . , k with C = C(d), c = c(k, p) > 0.
In [24, Proposition 3.2], it was proved that there exists a constant C such that (4.17)
holds with c = 0 and p > max{4(k − 1), 6}. Since we assume that k ≥ 3, we have
max{4(k − 1), 6} = 4(k − 1). On the other hand, by (4.2) and (4.16), we have∥∥∥AΓ[ain

ℓ⃗,λ
]f
∥∥∥
L∞(Rd+1)

≲ 2c(ℓ2+···+ℓk)∥f∥L∞(Rd),

for some c > 0. Thus, interpolation between this and (4.17) with c = 0 gives the
desired estimate.

Remark 4.6. A symbol appeared in [24, Proposition 3.2] is slightly different from
ain
ℓ⃗,λ

. Precisely, we decompose the support of ψ so that one has Dmγ(y) ∼ 2ℓm ,

while the decomposition of [24] is associated with the scale Dmγ(y) ∼ λ−1/22ℓm .
The difference would be easily overcome by taking λ1/22ℓm instead of 2ℓm in the
proof of [24, Proposition 3.2], so we obtain (4.17) with c = 0.
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5. Maximal estimates, sublevel sets, and Fourier decay

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.5. To this end, we first study the interplay
between Lp bounds of maximal functions and sublevel set estimates. Moreover,
we extend the classical sublevel set estimates derived from a result of Iosevich–
Sawyer [17] so that the estimates remain valid uniformly under translation by arbi-
trary affine functions. Secondly, we adapt the stationary set method of Basu–Guo–
Zhang–Zorin-Kranich [1] to estimate the Fourier transform of measures on analytic
hypersurfaces. Combining the stationary set method and the extended sublevel set
estimates, we obtain the desired estimates for oscillatory integrals, which are the
Fourier decay of analytic surfaces.

To proceed as mentioned above, we first give a simple reduction of Theorem 1.5.
By compactness of the hypersurface Γ, the problem reduces to the case when Γ is
given as the graph of an analytic function γ : U → R over an open set U ⊂ Rd−1.
In this setting, the associated maximal operator,

MΓ[1U ]f(x) := sup
t>0

∣∣∣ ∫
U

f (x′ − ty, xd − tγ(y)) dy
∣∣∣, x = (x′, xd) ∈ Rd,

is bounded on Lp(Rd) for p > pcr, by the hypothesis of Theorem 1.5. Under this
assumption, to prove Theorem 1.5, it suffices to show that

|F [µ[ψ]](ξ)| ≲ |ξ|−1/p,

whenever ψ ∈ C∞
c (U) vanishes on an open set containing all points y for which

(y, γ(y)) is non-transversal (see (1.2) for the definition of µ[ψ]). This condition on
ψ can be equivalently expressed in terms of the quantity,

cψ := inf
v∈supp(ψ)

|∇γ(v) · v − γ(v)| > 0.

Indeed, for each v, the quantity

cv := − γ(v) + ∇γ(v) · v,

vanishes precisely when (v, γ(v)) is a non-transversal point, and is nonzero other-
wise. Thus, the requirement that ψ vanishes near non-transversal part is equivalent
to the assumption cψ > 0. Consequently, Theorem 1.5 is deduced from the following
theorem.

Theorem 5.1. Let d ≥ 2, pcr ≥ 1, γ be an analytic function on an open set
U ⊂ Bd−1

1 (0), and ψ ∈ C∞
c (U) satisfy cψ > 0. Suppose that MΓ[1U ] is bounded on

Lp(Rd) for p > pcr. Then, for any p > pcr, we have

|F [µ[ψ]](ξ)| ≲ (cψ|ξ|)−
1
p .

In the remainder of this section, we devote ourselves to proving Theorem 5.1. To
this end, we first establish certain sublevel set estimates from maximal estimates,
then obtain the desired Fourier decay by making use of the sublevel set estimates.

5.1. From maximal estimates to sublevel set estimates. Iosevich–Sawyer
[17, Theorem 2] showed that MΓ[1U ] is bounded on Lp only if dist(·, H)−1 ∈
L
1/p
loc (Γ, dµ) for all tangent hyperplane H of Γ at (yH , γ(yH)) not passing through
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the origin. Suppose χ is a cut-off function around yH . Then, the local integrability
of dist( ·, H)−1/p is equivalent to the following inequality:∫

|γ(y) − γ(yH) −∇γ(yH) · (y − yH)|−1/pχ(y) dy ≤ C.(5.1)

Indeed, consider a point yH ∈ Bd−1
1 (0) and a hyperplane H tangent to Γ at

(yH , γ(yH)) so that (y, yd) ∈ H satisfies

yd = γ(yH) + ∇γ(yH) · (y − yH).

For a point (y, γ(y)) on Γ, the function dist((y, γ(y)),H), is given by

|(y − yH , γ(y) − γ(yH)) · nH |,

where nH denotes a unit normal vector of H. Observe that nH is obtained by
normalizing (∇γ(yH),−1), and one has

|(y − yH , γ(y) − γ(yH)) · (∇γ(yH),−1)| = |γ(y) − γ(yH) −∇γ(yH) · (y − yH)|.

Thus, dist((y, γ(y)),H) and |γ(y) − γ(yH) −∇γ(yH) · (y − yH)| are equivalent up
to a constant depending on |(∇γ(yH),−1)|. Moreover, (5.1) implies the following
sublevel set estimate by Chebyshev’s inequality:

|{y ∈ supp(χ) : |γ(y) − γ(yH) −∇γ(yH) · (y − yH)| ≤ λ−1}| ≤ Cλ−1/p.(5.2)

The converse is generally not true. (See [8, Section 1.1].)
To obtain the Fourier decay of µ[ψ], we require decay estimates for oscillatory

integrals with phases of the form λ(γ(y)+u·y) uniformly with respect to u. The main
goal of this subsection is to extend (5.1) and (5.2) to (5.3) and (5.10) below, which
are closely related to the uniform estimates. To this end, we use the observation that
the maximal average has an Lp operator norm invariant under the linear transform
T : (y, yd) 7→ (y, yd + u · y). More precisely, one has ∥f ◦ T∥p = ∥f∥p and

∥MΓ[1U ](f ◦ T )∥p = ∥MΓu
[1U ]f ◦ T∥p = ∥MΓu

[1U ]f∥p,

where Γu denotes the hypersurface {(y, γ(y)+u·y) : y ∈ U}. Consequently, MΓu
[1U ]

is bounded on Lp(Rd) with the same operator norm as MΓ[1U ]. Heuristically, this
invariance reflects the fact that the map T preserves the underlying transversality
structure, which affects the Lp boundedness of MΓ[1U ].

Utilizing the above observation, we prove the following theorem, which provides
uniform estimates of (5.1) over affine shifts.

Theorem 5.2. Let p0 > 1 and U ⊂ Bd−1
1 (0) be an open set. Suppose that MΓ[1U ]

is bounded on Lp0(Rd). Then, for any p > p0 and v ∈ U , there is a neighborhood
Uv of v such that for all u ∈ Rd−1,∫

Uv

|γ(y) − γ(v) −∇γ(v) · (y − v) + u · (y − v)|−1/p dy ≤ C|cv|−1/p,(5.3)

where C is an implicit constant independent of u, v.

We may apply Theorem 5.2 to obtain (5.3) uniformly, since |cv| ≥ cψ for all
v ∈ supp(ψ). We note that Iosevich–Sawyer also showed (5.3), but the dependence
on affine terms has not been explicit. That is, Theorem 5.2 gives a uniform upper
bound with respect to the affine terms u · (y − v), which is crucial in our proof of
Theorem 5.1.
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Proof. Since (5.3) is trivial when cv = 0, we assume that cv ̸= 0. The proof splits
into two cases: |u| ≥ |cv|/10 or |u| < |cv|/10. For the first case, let Uv be a small
ball centered at v satisfying

(5.4) |∇γ(y) −∇γ(v)| ≤ |cv|/100,

for all y ∈ Uv. The existence of such a ball is guaranteed by Taylor’s theorem. Then
the gradient of γ(y) − γ(v) − (∇γ(v) − u) · (y − v) with respect to y satisfies the
lower bound

|∇γ(y) −∇γ(v) + u| ≳ |cv|,
for y ∈ Uv. By Fubini’s theorem and the lower bound on the gradient, we can show
that ∫

Uv

|γ(y) − γ(v) −∇γ(v) · (y − v) + u · (y − v)|−1/p dy ≲
∫ 1

−1

|cvt|−1/p dt,

which gives (5.3). Indeed, by (5.4), there exists a unit vector ω satisfying |(∇γ(y)−
∇γ(v) +u) ·ω| ≳ |cv| for all y ∈ Uv. After a suitable rotation, one may assume that

(5.5) |(∇γ(y) −∇γ(v) + u) · e1| ≳ |cv|.
For fixed y2, · · · , yd−1, since a set {y1 : y ∈ Uv} is an interval, there exists y∗1
satisfying

inf
y1:y∈Uv

|γv(y − v) + u · (y − v)| = |γv(y∗ − v) + u · (y∗ − v)|,

where y∗ = (y∗1 , y2, · · · , yd−1) and γv is given by

γv(y) :=γ(y + v) − γ(v) −∇γ(v) · y.

Then, by (5.5), we have∫
y1:y∈Uv

|γv(y − v) + u · (y − v)|−1/p dy1 ≲
∫ 2

−2

|cv(y1 − y∗1)|−1/p dy1,

which gives the desired inequality as a consequence of Fubini’s theorem.
Now, we focus on the second case, |u| < cv/10. For this case, we additionally

assume that Uv satisfies Uv ⊂ U ,

|γv(y − v)| ≤ |cv|/100,

|y − v| ≤ 1/100,
(5.6)

for all y ∈ Uv. Such a ball Uv can be chosen by Taylor’s theorem. After translation
to the origin, one can consider y being contained in U ′

v := −v+Uv, which is a ball
centered at the origin. That is to say, we consider the following maximal operator:

M̃u,vf(x) = sup
t>0

∣∣∣ ∫
Rd−1

f (x′ − t(y + v), xd − t(γv(y) + u · (y + v) − cv))1U ′
v
(y) dy

∣∣∣.
Note that ∥M̃u,vf∥p0 ≤ ∥M̃u,v|f |∥p0 ≤ ∥MΓ[1U ]|f |∥p0 . Hence, the norm ∥M̃u,vf∥p0
is bounded by a constant multiple of ∥f∥p0 uniformly with respect to u, v. Then,

we show that the LHS of (5.3) is bounded by ∥M̃u,vf∥p0 for some specific f . Fur-
thermore, with a suitable choice of f and a careful analysis, we conclude that (5.3)
indeed holds.

To be precise, we take

f(x′, xd) = |xd|−1/p1Bd−1
1 (0)(x

′)1[−1,1](xd/cv).(5.7)
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Note that ∥f∥p0 is controlled by a constant multiple of |cv|
1
p0

− 1
p (1− p0

p )−1/p0 . Now,

when xd/cv is negative, choose

t = −xd/(cv − u · v).

Then it is positive since both cv − u · v and cv have the same sign from |u| < cv/10
and |v| < 1. By this observation, for such x, and with the choice of t, the maximal

function M̃u,vf(x) is bounded below by∫
U ′

v

(t|γv(y) + u · y|)−1/p1Bd−1
1 (0)(x

′ − t(y + v))1[−1,1](−t(γv(y) + u · y)/cv)dy.

Moreover, we can show that

M̃u,vf(x) ≥ 1Bd−1
1/2

(0)(x
′)1[−10−1,0)(xd/cv)

∫
U ′

v

(t|γv(y) + u · y|)−1/p dy.(5.8)

Indeed, for xd/cv ∈ [−10−1, 0), y ∈ U ′
v, v ∈ V ⊂ Bd−1

1 (0), and u ∈ Bd−1
|cv|/10(0), one

has

1Bd−1
1 (0)(x

′ − t(y + v)) ≥1Bd−1
1/2

(0)(x
′),(5.9)

1[−1,1](−t(γv(y) + u · y)/cv) ≥1,

since |xd|/2 ≤ |cv|t ≤ 2|xd| and (5.6) hold.
After taking Lp0-norm on both sides of (5.8), it follows that

∥M̃u,vf∥p0 ≳ |cv|1/p0(1 − p0
p

)−1/p0

∫
U ′

v

|γv(y) + u · y|−1/p dy.

By the Lp0 boundedness of MΓ[1U ], we have

∥M̃u,vf∥p0 ≤ K∥f∥p0 ≲ K|cv|
1
p0

− 1
p (1 − p0

p
)−1/p0 ,

where K denotes the constant such that ∥MΓ[1U ]∥p0→p0 ≤ K. Thus, we conclude
that ∫

U ′
v

|γv(y) + u · y|−1/p dy ≤ CK|cv|−
1
p ,

whenever u ∈ Bd−1
|cv|/10(0), which yields (5.3). □

Once we have (5.3), one can directly obtain associated sublevel set estimates
by applying Chebyshev’s inequality. In what follows, we obtain a stronger version
of these estimates that holds uniformly under arbitrary constant translations of
the original function. This translation-uniformity is essential for the results in the
following section.

Theorem 5.3. Under the hypothesis of Theorem 5.2, for any p > p0 and v ∈ U ,
there is a neighborhood Uv of v such that for all λ ≥ 1, u ∈ Rd−1, and β ∈ R,

(5.10) |{y ∈ Uv : |γ(y) + u · y − β| ≤ λ−1}| ≲ |cv|−1/pλ−1/p.

Here, the implicit constant is independent of λ, u, v, β.
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Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 5.2, we choose Uv to be a ball centered at v
satisfying (5.4) and (5.6). When |u + ∇γ(v)| ≥ |cv|/10, the same argument as in
the first part of the proof of Theorem 5.2 implies∫

Uv

|γ(y) + u · y − β|−1/p dy ≲ |cv|−1/p.

Thus, the desired follows by Chebyshev’s inequality.
For the case |u + ∇γ(v)| < |cv|/10, we proceed as in the case |u| < |cv|/10

of the proof of Theorem 5.2, but with a different choice of t. To be precise, set

ũ = u+ ∇γ(v) and β̃ = β + cv − ũ · v, so that

(5.11) γ(y) + u · y − β = γv(y − v) + ũ · (y − v) − β̃.

On Uv, we observe that |γv(y − v) + ũ · (y − v)| < |cv|/10. It implies that |{y ∈
Uv : |γ(y) + u · y − β| ≤ λ−1}| = 0 whenever |β̃| ≥ |cv|/5 and λ ≥ 100|cv|−1. Since
(5.10) is trivial when λ ≤ 100|cv|−1, to establish the desired inequality, it is enough
to consider the case

|β̃| < |cv|/5.
Under this assumption, we obtain |cv − ũ · v − β̃| ∼ |cv|, which ensures that the

argument in the proof of Theorem 5.2 remains valid with the modified choice

t = −xd/(cv − ũ · v − β̃).

Note that for this t, we have

xd − t(γv(y) + ũ · (y + v) − cv) = −t(γv(y) + ũ · y − β̃).

With the choice of t, for the function f given by (5.7), we can check that M̃ũ,vf is
greater than

1Bd−1
1/2

(0)(x
′)1[−10−1,0)(xd/cv)

∫
U ′

v

(t|γv(y) + ũ · y − β̃|)−1/p dy.

Indeed, for x satisfying xd/cv ∈ [−10−1, 0), one has (5.9) and

1[−1,1](−t(γv(y) + ũ · y − β̃)/cv) ≥ 1,

whenever ũ ∈ Bd−1
|cv|/10(0), |β̃| ≤ 5−1|cv|, and y ∈ U ′

v. Then, by the Lp0 boundedness

of MΓ[1U ], it follows that∫
U ′

v

|γv(y) + ũ · y − β̃|−1/p dy ≤ C|cv|−
1
p .

The desired sublevel set estimate follows by applying Chebyshev’s inequality com-
bined with (5.11). □

5.2. Stationary set method and proof of Theorem 5.1. In this section, we
introduce a method developed by Basu–Guo–Zhang–Zorin-Kranich [1], which helps
us to control the following oscillatory integral,

(5.12)

∫
[−1,1]n

eiλϕ(x) dx

in terms of the size of a mid-level set,

(5.13) |{x ∈ [−1, 1]n : |ϕ(x) − a| ≤ 1/λ}|.
Then, together with Theorem 5.3, we prove Theorem 5.1.
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In [1], the case where ϕ is semi-algebraic was considered in order to establish
uniform bounds with respect to ϕ. In contrast, we are concerned with linear per-
turbations of the form ϕ(x) +w · x, and our goal is to obtain uniform bounds with
respect to w only, rather than ϕ. Since we do not pursue uniform estimates with
respect to ϕ, the estimate in [1] can be extended to general analytic functions ϕ.
More precisely, the following holds.

Theorem 5.4. Let ϕ : [−2, 2]n → R be an analytic function. Then, there is a
constant C > 0 such that for all λ ≥ 1 and w ∈ Rn,∣∣∣ ∫

[−1,1]n
eiλ(ϕ(x)+w·x) dx

∣∣∣ ≤ C sup
a∈R

|{x ∈ [−1, 1]n : |ϕ(x) + w · x− a| ≤ 1/λ}|.

Theorem 5.4 can be deduced from [20, Theorem 3.7], where the last author
extended the results in [1] to the restricted analytic setting. In particular, it was
proved that (5.12) can be bounded by (5.13) when ϕ is analytic with definable
perturbations. Thus, Theorem 5.4 is a direct consequence of [20, Theorem 3.7]. For
the reader’s convenience, however, we provide a self-contained proof below.

Before proving Theorem 5.4, we first show the following lemma, which is a crucial
observation for the argument.

Lemma 5.5. Let ϕ be an analytic function defined on [−2, 2]n and a, δ ∈ R. Let
W be given by

W := {(x,w, a, δ) ∈ [−1, 1]n × Rn × R2 : |ϕ(x) + w · x− a| ≤ δ}.

We define

A(a,w, δ) =

∫
Rn

1W (x,w, a, δ) dx,

and N(w, δ) is the number of times a 7→ A(a,w, δ) changes monotonicity. Then
supw,δ N(w, δ) <∞.

Proof. The lemma is a consequence of Proposition 2.6. Indeed, we can rewrite 1W
as follow:

1W = 1[−1,1]n(x)
∏
∗=±

1{f∗≥0},

where

f± = ±(ϕ(x)1[−1,1]n + w · x− a) + δ.

Thus, 1W is a finite product of definable functions in Ran, which implies 1W is
definable in Ran. By Proposition 2.5, it follows that A is definable in Ran,exp.
Therefore, Proposition 2.6 gives the desired. □

Now, we prove Theorem 5.4 using Lemma 5.5.

Proof of Theorem 5.4. We follow the proof of Basu–Guo–Zhang–Zorin-Kranich [1].
Let ϕλw(x) := λ(ϕ(x) + w · x). Then we have∣∣∣ ∫ 1

−1

eia da×
∫
[−1,1]n

eiϕ
λ
w(x) dx

∣∣∣ ∼ ∣∣∣ ∫
[−1,1]n

eiϕ
λ
w(x) dx

∣∣∣.
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By Fubini’s theorem, it follows that∣∣∣ ∫
[−1,1]n

eiϕ
λ
w(x) dx

∣∣∣ ∼∣∣∣ ∫
[−1,1]n

∫ ϕλ
w(x)+1

ϕλ
w(x)−1

eia dadx
∣∣∣

=

∫
R
|{x ∈ [−1, 1]n : |ϕλw(x) − a| ≤ 1}|eia da.

Let Sϕ(a;w, λ) denote the size of a stationary set of ϕλw of height a and thickness
1,

Sϕ(a;w, λ) = |{x ∈ [−1, 1]n : |ϕλw(x) − a| ≤ 1}|.
By Lemma 5.5 with A(a/λ,w, λ−1) = Sϕ(a;w, λ), we know that Sϕ(a;w, λ) changes
its monotonicity only Od,ϕ(1) times in terms of a. Let Ij ’s be disjoint intervals on
which Sϕ(·;w, λ) is monotonic. Then, we show∣∣∣ ∫

R
Sϕ(a;w, λ)eia da

∣∣∣ =
∑
j

∣∣∣ ∫
Ij

Sϕ(a;w, λ)eia da
∣∣∣

≤C sup
a∈R

Sϕ(a;w, λ).

Indeed, the last inequality follows from integration by parts, as the total variation
of Sϕ(a;w, λ) on each Ij is bounded by 2 supa∈R Sϕ(a;w, λ). Hence, we have shown
that ∣∣∣ ∫

[−1,1]n
eiλ(ϕ(x)+w·x) dx

∣∣∣ ≤ C sup
a∈R

Sϕ(a;w, λ).

The desired result follows by substituting a by λa, since Sϕ(λa;w, λ) = |{x ∈
[−1, 1]n : |ϕ(x) + w · x− a| ≤ 1/λ]}|. □

Now, we prove Theorem 5.1.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Recall that F [µ[ψ]](ξ′, ξd) is given by∫
Rd−1

e−2πi(ξ′,ξd)·(y,γ(y))ψ(y) dy.

Let |(ξ′, ξd)| ∼ λ. If one has |ξ′| ≥ C|ξd| with C depending on |∇γ|, then the desired
decay is obtained via integration by parts. Thus, we assume that |ξ′| ≲ |ξd| ∼ λ.
Without loss of generality, we take λ = ξd so that the matter is reduced to proving
the following oscillatory integral estimate:∣∣∣ ∫ eiλ(γ(x)+u·y)ψ(y) dy

∣∣∣ ≲ (cψλ)−1/p,

where u = λ−1ξ′.
By Theorem 5.3 with p > p0 > pcr, for each v ∈ supp(ψ) there exists a cube of

side length rv > 0,

Uv = v + rv[−1, 1]d−1,

satisfying (5.10). Then, we choose a finite subcover {Uvi}Mi=1 for vi ∈ supp(ψ)
such that supp(ψ) ⊂ ∪Mi=1Uvi . Using a partition of unity {φvi}Mi=1 subordinate to
{Uvi}Mi=1, it suffices to show that∣∣∣ ∫ eiλ(γ(x)+u·y)ψ(y)φvi(y) dy

∣∣∣ ≲ (cψλ)−1/p.
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Using Fourier series of ψφvi , one has

ψφvi(y) =
∑

m∈Zd−1

cneim·y, with
∑
m

|cm| ≲ 1.

Then we obtain∣∣∣ ∫ eiλ(γ(y)+u·y)ψ(y)φvi(y) dy
∣∣∣ ≲ sup

u∈Rd−1

∣∣∣ ∫
Uvi

eiλ(γ(y)+u·y) dy
∣∣∣.

By (5.10) and the lower bound cψ ≤ |cvi |, it is enough to show that for all i =
1, · · · ,M ,

(5.14) |
∫
Uvi

eiλ(γ(y)+u·y) dy
∣∣∣ ≲ sup

a
|{y ∈ Uvi : |γ(y) + u · y − a| ≤ 1/λ}|.

To verify this for fixed i, we use change of variables, y 7→ rviy+ vi. This yields that

|
∫
Uvi

eiλ(γ(y)+u·y) dy| = rd−1
vi |

∫
[−1,1]d−1

eiλ(γ(vi+rviy)+u·(rviy))dy|.

Applying Theorem 5.4 with

ϕ(y) = γ(v + rviy), w = rviu,

we obtain that

|
∫
Uvi

eiλ(γ(y)+u·y) dy| ≲ rd−1
vi sup

a
|{y ∈ [−1, 1]d−1 : |ϕ(y) + w · y − a| ≤ 1/λ}|.

Finally, using the scaling identity |rE + v| = rd−1|E| for a set E ⊂ Rd−1, we
conclude that the desired estimate (5.14) holds. □

Appendix A. Non-transversality with scaling structure

The purpose of this appendix is to provide short proofs of results analogous to
Theorem 1.3 where the hypersurfaces enjoy certain scaling structures, specifically
when Γ ⊂ R2 is a smooth finite type curve or when Γ is a smooth convex finite
line type hypersurface. If a hypersurface Γ has an inherent scaling structure, an
analogue of Theorem 1.3 remains valid even without analyticity. We first consider
the case in R2.

Theorem A.1. Let γ : R → R be a smooth function of finite type and (ynt, γ(ynt))
be a non-transversal point of Γ. If ψ has a sufficiently small support near ynt, then
MΓ[ψ] is bounded on Lp(R2) for all p > 2.

Proof. After a suitable rotation, we may assume that γ(ynt) = 0 and ∇γ(ynt) = 0
and that supp(ψ) ⊂ [ynt − 1, ynt + 1]. Since γ is of finite type, there exists k ≥ 2
such that

γ(y) = cγ(y − ynt)
k +R(y − ynt)

for some cγ , where the remainder R satisfies that |(d/dy)mR(y)| ≲ |y|k+1−m for
0 ≤ m ≤ k + 1 and |y| ≤ 1. By a scaling, one can assume that cγ = 1.

Define

ψℓ(y) = ψ(2−ℓy + ynt)β1(y).
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Since supp(ψ) ⊂ [ynt−1, ynt+1], we have the decomposition ψ(y) =
∑
ℓ≥0 ψℓ(2

ℓ(y−
ynt)). This decomposition and change of variables y 7→ 2−ℓy + ynt yield that

AΓ[ψ]f(t, x1, x2)

=

∫
f(x1 − ty, x2 − tγ(y))ψ(y)dy

=

∞∑
ℓ=0

∫
f(x1 − ty, x2 − tγ(y))ψℓ(2

ℓ(y − ynt))dy

=

∞∑
ℓ=0

2−ℓ
∫
f(x1 − t(2−ℓy + ynt), x2 − t(2−ℓkyk +R(2−ℓy)))ψℓ(y)dy.

By changing of variables (x1, x2) 7→ (2−ℓx1, 2
−ℓkx2), one can observe that

∥MΓ[ψ]∥p→p ≤
∞∑
ℓ=0

2−ℓ∥M̃ℓ∥p→p,

where

M̃ℓf(t, x) = sup
t>0

∣∣ ∫
|y|∼1

f(x1 − t(y + 2ℓynt), x2 − t(yk + 2ℓkR(2−ℓy)))ψℓ(y)dy
∣∣.

By the property of R, there exists a positive integer L such that

2ℓ(k−2)R′′(2−ℓy) ≤ 1

100
,

for all |y| ≤ 2 and all ℓ ≥ L. Now, assume that supp(ψ) is contained in a small

neighborhood [ynt − 2−L, ynt + 2−L]. Then M̃ℓ = 0 for ℓ < L, so it is enough to
show that

∞∑
ℓ=L

2−ℓ∥M̃ℓ∥p→p ≲ 1.

For ℓ ≥ L, we have a favorable lower bound on the second derivative of the function
yk + 2ℓkR(2−ℓy). Due to this observation, we can apply the following estimate ([18,
(16)], modified version of Sogge’s theorem [28]),

∥MΓf∥p ≲ d(0,Γ)1/p∥f∥p for p > 2.

Since M̃ℓ = MΓℓ
[ψℓ] where Γℓ = {(y + 2ℓynt, y

k + 2ℓkR(2−ℓy)) : |y| ∼ 1} and ψℓ
satisfies a uniform bound on its derivatives, Sogge’s theorem implies that

∥M̃ℓ∥p→p ≲ 2ℓ/p, for p > 2.

Since p > 2, it deduces
∑∞
ℓ=L 2−l∥M̃ℓ∥p→p ≲ 1 and we obtain the desired estimate.

□

We also obtain analogous results for convex hypersurfaces in Rd.

Theorem A.2. Let γ : Rd−1 → R be a smooth convex function of finite line type
and (ynt, γ(ynt)) is a non-transversal point of Γ. If ψ has a sufficiently small support
near ynt, then MΓ[ψ] is bounded on Lp(Rd) for all p > 2.

Here, we can deal with smooth hypersurfaces as well as analytic surfaces. The
proof below follows the arguments in [18].
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Proof. As in the case d = 2, we first assume that γ(ynt) = 0 and ∇γ(ynt) = 0. By
the result of Schulz [27], there exist a nontrivial multi-homogeneous function Q and
a remainder term R such that

γ(y + ynt) = Q(y) +R(y).

More precisely, there exist integers k1, · · · , kd−1 ≥ 2 such that

Q(Tℓy) = 2−ℓQ(y),

and 2ℓR(Tℓy) ≪ 1 for sufficiently large ℓ and |y| ≤ 2 where the anisotropic dilation
Tℓ is defined by

Tℓy = (2−ℓ/k1y1, · · · , 2−ℓ/kd−1yd−1).

Using dyadic decomposition, for (x̃, xd) ∈ Rd−1×R, we get an analogous identity,

AΓ[ψ]f(t, x̃, xd)

=

∞∑
ℓ=1

2
−ℓ(

∑d−1
i=1

1
ki

)
∫
f(x̃− t(Tℓy + ynt), xd − t(2−ℓQ(y) +R(Tℓy)))ψℓ(y)dy,

where

ψℓ(y) = ψ(Tℓy + ynt)β∗(y)

and β∗ is a smooth function supported in the set [−2, 2]d−1\[−1, 1]d−1. By a change
of variables (x̃, xd) 7→ (Tℓx, 2

−ℓxd), it suffices to show that there exists a positive
integer L such that

∞∑
ℓ=L

2
−ℓ(

∑d−1
i=1

1
ki

)∥M̃ℓ∥p→p ≲ 1,

where

M̃ℓf(x) = sup
t>0

|
∫
f(x− t(y + T−ℓynt), xd − t(Q(y) + 2ℓR(Tℓy)))ψℓ(y)dy|.

As proved in [18, Section 3], the graph (y + T−ℓynt, Q(y) + 2ℓR(Tℓy)) has at least
one nonvanishing principal curvature on supp(ψℓ), if ℓ is sufficiently large. Thus,
Sogge’s theorem implies

∥M̃ℓ∥p→p ≲ max
i

2
ℓ

pki .

It gives the desired bound, since

1

pmini ki
−
d−1∑
i=1

1

ki
< 0

for every p > 1. □

Acknowledgement

The authors would like to thank Alex Iosevich for valuable comments. This work
is supported by the National Research Foundation of Korea (RS-2021-NR061906;
J. B. Lee), (RS-2024-00461749; J. B. Lee and J. Oh); KIAS Individual Grant
(MG098901; J. Lee), (SP089101; S. Oh).



30 J. B. LEE, J. LEE, J. OH, AND S. OH

References

[1] S. Basu, S. Guo, R. Zhang, and P. Zorin-Kranich, A stationary set method for estimating
oscillatory integrals, arXiv:2103.08844, to appear in J. Eur. Math. Soc.

[2] D. Beltran, J. Hickman, and C. D. Sogge, Sharp local smoothing estimates for Fourier integral

operators, in Geometric Aspects of Harmonic Analysis, P. Ciatti, A. Martini (eds.), Springer
INdAM Ser, 45 (2021), 29–105.

[3] J. Bourgain, Averages in the plane over convex curves and maximal operators, J. Anal. Math.

47 (1986), 69–85.
[4] J. Bruna, A. Nagel, and S. Wainger. Convex Hypersurfaces and Fourier Transforms, Ann. of

Math. 127 (2) (1988), 333–365.
[5] S. Buschenhenke, S. Dendrinos, I. A. Ikromov, and D. Müller, Estimates for maximal func-

tions associated to hypersurfaces in R3 with height h < 2: Part I, Trans. Amer. Math. Soc.

372 (2019), 1363–1406.
[6] S. Buschenhenke, I. A. Ikromov, and D. Müller, Estimates for maximal functions associated

to hypersurfaces in R3 with height h < 2: part II : A geometric conjecture and its proof for

generic 2-surfaces, Ann. Scuola Norm-Sci. 26 (2025), 1765–1877.
[7] R. Cluckers and D. J. Miller, Stability under integration of sums of products of real globally

subanalytic functions and their logarithms, Duke Math. J. 156 (2) (2011), 311–348.

[8] T. C. Collins, A. Greenleaf, and M. Pramanik, A multi-dimensional resolution of singularities
with applications to analysis, Amer. J. Math. 135 (5) (2013), 1179–1252.

[9] L. van den Dries, A. Macintyre, and D. Marker, The elementary theory of restricted analytic

fields with exponentiation, Ann. of Math. 140 (1994), 183–205.
[10] M. Greenblatt, Lp boundedness of maximal averages over hypersurfaces in R3, Trans. Amer.

Math. Soc. 365 (2013), no. 4, 1875–1900.
[11] M. Greenblatt, Smooth and singular maximal averages over 2D hypersurfaces and associated

Radon transforms, Adv. Math. 377 (2021), 107465.

[12] A. Greenleaf, Principal curvature and harmonic analysis, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 30 (1981),
519–537.

[13] Y. Heo, S. Hong, and C. W. Yang, Maximal averages over certain non-smooth and non-convex

hypersurfaces, Taiwanese J. Math. 22 (6) (2018), 1383–1401.
[14] I. A. Ikromov, M. Kempe, and D. Müller, Estimates for maximal functions associated with

hypersurfaces in R3 and related problems of harmonic analysis, Acta Math. 204 (2010),

151–271.
[15] I. A. Ikromov and D. Müller, Uniform estimates for the Fourier transform of surface carried

measure in R3 and an application to Fourier restriction, J. Fourier Anal. Appl. 17 (2011),

1292–1332.
[16] A. Iosevich, Maximal operators associated to families of flat curves in the plane, Duke Math.

J. 76 (1994), 633–644.
[17] A. Iosevich and E. Sawyer, Oscillatory integrals and maximal averages over homogeneous

surfaces, Duke Math. J. 82 (1996), 103–141.

[18] A. Iosevich and E. Sawyer, Maximal averages over surfaces, Adv. Math. 132 (1997), 46–119.
[19] A. Iosevich, E. Sawyer, and A. Seeger, Two problems associated with convex finite type do-

mains, Publ. Mat. 46 (2002), 153–177.
[20] S. Lee and S. Oh, Damping oscillatory integrals of convex analytic functions,

arXiv:2505:15492.

[21] S.  Lojasiewicz, Ensembles semi-analytiques, preprint IHES (1965).

[22] W. Li, H. Wang, and Y. Zhai, Lp-improving bounds and weighted estimates for maximal
functions associated with curvature, J. Fourier Anal. Appl. 29 (10) (2023), 63pp.

[23] A. Nagel, A. Seeger, and S. Wainger, Averages over convex hypersurfaces, Amer. J. Math.
115 (4) (1993), 903–927.

[24] S. Oh, Maximal estimates for averages over degenerate hypersurfaces, arXiv:2501.00858v1.

to appear in Trans. Amer. Math. Soc.
[25] J. L. Rubio de Francia, Maximal functions and Fourier transforms, Duke Math. J. 53 (1986),

395–404.

[26] W. Schlag, Lp to Lq estimates for the circular maximal function, Doctorial Thesis, California
Institute of Technology, (1996).



MAXIMAL AVERAGES AND NON-TRANSVERSALITY 31

[27] H. Schulz, Convex hypersurfaces of finite type and the asymptotics of their Fourier trans-

forms, Indiana Univ. Math. J. 40 (4) (1991), 1267–1275.

[28] C. D. Sogge, Maximal operators associated to hypersurfaces with one nonvanishing principal
curvature, in Fourier Analysis and Partial Differential Equations (Miraflores de la Sierra,

1992), CRC Press (2018), 317–323.

[29] C. D. Sogge and E. M. Stein, Averages of functions over hypersurfaces in Rn, Invent. Math.
82 (1985), 543–556.

[30] E. M. Stein, Maximal functions: spherical means, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. USA 73 (1976),

2174–2175.
[31] E. M. Stein, Harmonic Analysis: Real Variable Methods, Orthogonality and Oscillatory In-

tegrals, Princeton Univ. Press, Princeton, NJ, (1993).

[32] E. Zimmermann, On Lp-estimates for maximal averages over hypersurfaces not satisfying
transversality condition, Doctoral thesis, Kiel (2014).

Research Institute of Mathematics, Seoul National University, 08826 Gwanak-ro 1,

Seoul, Republic of Korea
Email address: jinblee@snu.ac.kr

Department of Mathematics, Korea Institute for Advanced Study, Seoul 02455, Re-
public of Korea

Email address: juyounglee@kias.re.kr

Research Institute of Mathematics, Seoul National University, 08826 Gwanak-ro 1,
Seoul, Republic of Korea

Email address: ojt0117@snu.ac.kr

June E Huh Center for Mathematical Challenges, Korea Institute for Advanced

Study, Seoul 02455, Republic of Korea

Email address: sewookoh@kias.re.kr


	1. Introduction
	1.1. Maximal estimates associated to non-transversality
	1.2. Reformulation of Iosevich–Sawyer–Stein conjecture
	Organization
	Notation

	2. Preliminaries
	2.1. The Lojasiewicz inequality and a decomposition of analytic hypersurfaces
	2.2. o-minimal expansions of R

	3. Proof of Proposition 2.3: L2 bounds
	3.1. Proof of (3.3)
	3.2. Proof of (3.4)

	4. Proof of Proposition 2.4: Smoothing estimates
	4.1. 2m<-12 for some m=2,…, k-1
	4.2. 2m -12 for all m=2, …, k-1
	4.3. Proof of Lemma 4.2
	4.4. Proof of Lemma 4.3

	5. Maximal estimates, sublevel sets, and Fourier decay
	5.1. From maximal estimates to sublevel set estimates
	5.2. Stationary set method and proof of Theorem 5.1

	Appendix A. Non-transversality with scaling structure
	Acknowledgement
	References

