THE RESTRICTION PROBLEM

DIOGO OLIVEIRA E SILVA

ABSTRACT. E. M. Stein’s restriction problem for the Fourier transform is a deep and
only partially solved conjecture in harmonic analysis. We state the problem and the
Tomas-Stein theorem, which solves a particularly useful case of the conjecture. We give a
proof of the theorem, and then turn to the existence of extremizers for the corresponding
inequality.

1. INTRODUCTION

For a function f € L'(R™), we can define its Fourier transform:

o~

F&) = [ flz)e ™ du.
]Rn

It is a well known fact that fis continuous and decays to 0 as |{| — oo. In particular, it
is defined everywhere. On the other hand, the Fourier transform of an L? function is itself
no better than an L? function, and so can only be defined almost everywhere and is thus
completely arbitrary on sets of measure zero. R

In the late 60’s Stein asked whether it is possible to restrict the Fourier transform f of a
function f € LP(R™) with p € [1,2] to the sphere S"~! as a function in L4(S"~1) for some
q € [1,00]. In other words, is there a bound

(1) 17 sn-1 lzagsn-1y < CFlogeny
for every! f € S(R"), with a constant C' = C(n, p, q)?
(i) Example: p=1,¢ = 00,C = 1;
(ii) Non-example: p = 2.
Instead of studying the restriction operator, we’ll study its dual (sometimes called the

extension operator). We are thus able to rephrase (1) in terms of the surface measure o
on the sphere: since

Fi (&) = e T f(x xdo(€) = x)go(x)dx
| Fos@arte) = [ [ e p@ein) = [ e,

if Tf := f |gn-1, then T*f = for.
That this is indeed the same problem follows from the following lemma:

Date: April 29, 2010.
IThis is enough since the inclusion S C L' 4+ L? is dense.
1
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Lemma 1. Let i be a finite positive measure. The following are equivalent for any q and
any C':

(1) [1Fally < CI1f |l i2(apy. Jor every | € L*(dp);
(2) [19lz2(a) < Clglly for every g € SR™);
(3) 1% fllg < C*Iflly» for every | € S(R™).

Proof. Lemma 1 fits into the abstract setup:
T:L9 - LT )~ L[1aTT: L7 — L9

If one prefers more down-to-earth computations, I suggest the following:

(1) & (2): Let g € S, f € L*(dp). Then:

/?fdu—/fﬁ-gdx-

(2) & (3): If f,g € S and p is (say) compactly supported, then:
[ o= [(@vg)sas.

Given a function f : S" ! — C, we will consider its Fourier transform

fo) = [ fw)edota)
Snfl
The main result that will be discussed in these notes dates back to the 70’s:

Theorem 2. (Tomas-Stein) If f € L*>(S™™1), then

(2) 17 llq < Cugllfllz2(sn-1y for q >

Some remarks are in order:

2(n+1)
-1 -

Remark 3. The assumption on q is of the form q > qy. The reason for this is that there
18 an obvious estimate

[folle < Nfllzrsn-1) S I fllz2(sn-1),

and it follows from Riesz-Thorin that if (2) holds for a given q, then it also holds for any
larger q.

Remark 4. We will see below that the range of q in (2) is the best possible, but Theorem 2
does not completely solve the restriction problem. The following conjecture of Stein is still
open?: Prove that if f € L>(S"1), then

(3) 17 llg < 1f]|os(sn-1s

2A solution of the restriction conjecture would have dramatic implications in analysis, as Tao’s diagram
illustrates. An example is the Bochner-Riesz conjecture ([3], p.189): if for some p > 1,

If Isn=1 lzz(sn-1) S [ fllps
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for all ¢ > 2% Note that (3) is true if f = 1 (see remark 6(i)). Of course there is a
difference in the L1 exponent in (2) and the one which is conjectured for L densities.

Until the work of Bourgain in the early 90’s it was unknown (for n > 3) whether the
2(n+1)

estimate (3) was true even for some q less than the Tomas-Stein exponent = —3=.

2(n+1)

Remark 5. (Knapp’s example) This shows that ¢ > is the best possible in (2). In

order to distinguish between L? and L norms one should use a highly localized function.
One the other hand, the uncertainty principle’ asserts that if a measure p is supported on
an ellipsoid E, then for many purposes [t may be regarded as being almost constant on any
dual® ellipsoid E*. We explore this principle by taking f = characteristic function of a
rectangle “adapted” to the sphere. Let

Cs={rxesS"1:1-xe, <}
Since |x — en|? =2(1 — - €,),
reCselr—ey <C6

for an appropriate constant C' (draw picture). We let f := xc; and calculate || f||12(gn-1)
and || follg-
The first one is easy:

n—1
1£llz2(sm1) = |Cs/? ~ 672

As for the second one, start by observing that supp(fo) is contained in the rectangle Rs
centered at e, with length ~ 8% in the e, direction and length ~ § in the remaining n — 1

orthogonal directions. According to the heuristics discussed above, one should look at f;
on the dual rectangle R} centered at 0: suppose that, say, |€,| < C; 1672 and |&;] < CyH6~1

then 7% i

are defined for a > 0 in the following way:

(T1)"(€) = (1= [€*)3F(©)

2’;1'1 holds. Recall that the Bochner-Riesz multipliers

3The simplest rigorous statement of this principle is the L? Bernstein inequality: if f € L? and supp(f) C
B(0, R), then f € C* and there is an estimate

ID* fll2 < B'Y)| £l
4Let E C R” be an ellipsoid, that is, a set of the form

_{xeR"~Z| e7| <1}

An ellipsoid E* is said to be dual to E if E* has the same axes as E and reciprocal axis lengths.
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if  <n. Then
Fotel =] [ e =Sdoto)

:‘/ efi(xfe")'gda(x)‘
Cs
2/ cos((z — eyp) - §)do(z).
Cs
If C1 is large enough then |(z — ey) - §| < § for every v € Cs and § € R}. If follows that

—~ 1
Fo@)] = 5icsl
if £ € RS, which itself has volume ~ 6~ ALl in all,

172l =( /R Fo(luac) "

(n+1)

2|Cs|| 5|4~ "o
So if (2) is to hold then

_]_ntl -1
n—1 q 6”2
. 2(n+1)
e. ¢ > ==,

0
uniformly in § € (0,1]. Hencen — 1 — "TH >0

N

as desired.

DO |
—

Remark 6. (The role of curvature)

1. A key-ingredient in the proof of Theorem 2 will be the fact that the (C*°) function &
satisfies
(4) FEIS L+l
for large &. In particular, ¢ € LP(R™) iff p > %

The estimate (4) follows from the rotational symmetry of S*~! (in particular, (&) =
o(—=¢&) =a(&)) and stationary phase:

G(Nep) = /S”_l ei)‘x”da(x) _ /}Rn_l ei/\(l—\x/|2)1/2(1 B |x’\2)_1/277(x’)dx'

and (1 — |2/2)V/2 =1 — % + O(|z'|*) has a nondegenerate critical point® at x' = 0.
Alternatively, recall that

~ 2-n

(&) =&l 2 Jn—2)2(I€])
and look up asymptotics of Bessel functions®.

SNote that nonvanishing Gaussian curvature of a manifold given be a (global) graph parametrization
o(u) = (u, f(u)) is equivalent to det Hess(f) # 0.
6Recall the relevant definitions (p.338, [7]): the Bessel function J,,(r) of integral order m is defined by

~or

Jm(T) . 1 / ezrsm@@—zmede.
0
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2. If ¥ C R"™ is an hyperplane with induced Lebesque measure oy, then ox has no
decay in the normal direction to 2. For another instance of this phenomenon, consider the

function
(e, Tn)
fx) = 1+ |21
where 1 is a bump function. Then f € LP(R™) for every p > 1 but f({) = oo whenever
5622{51:0}

3. Let M C R"™ be a smooth hypersurface, locally described by an equation of the form
xn = h(z") near the origin, where h € C* and h(z') = O(|2'|") for some v > 2 as 2’ — 0.
A straightforward modification of Knapp’s argument shows that an analog of (2) can only
hold if

(5) q>

If M is flat at some point in the sense that all its principal curvatures vanish there (equiv-
alently: v > 2), then the range of exponents q which are not excluded by (5) is strictly
smaller than indicated by the Tomas-Stein condition. Moreover, if M osculates its tangent
plane to infinite order at some point (let v — 00), then the only allowed exponent q is the
trivial exponent g = oo.

4. If My is a compact subset of a hypersurface M with nonvanishing Gaussian curvature,
then

(6) [foll 2min < Cln, Mo)||fllz2(as)
LT (Rm)
for any f € C®(My). Take, for instance, the truncated paraboloid:
My = {(2,]2|?) : 2’ e R"L |2'| < 1},

which is important for the Schridinger equation. On the other hand, (6) fails for the piece
of cone

2(n—1+7)
n—1

)

My = {(2,]2]) : o’ e R"1 1 < |2'| <2},
since it has exactly one vanishing principal curvature. However, if n > 3 and we equip the
piece of cone My C R™ with the measure du(x) = o e still have that':

e

1721, gy S WAl 0120

The Bessel function can also be defined for real (nonintegral) values of m; when m > —1/2 it is given by

(r/2)™ /1 irt 2\m—1/2
J, = =1 1—t dt.
m(’l“) F(m+ 1/2)71'1/2 716 ( )
To check that this second definition agrees with the earlier one (when m is a positive integer), note first
that this identity is evident when m = 0. Next, a straightforward computation shows that both expressions

satisfy the recursion relation

%[f%m(r)] T T (1),

Cf. [6], Theorem 16, p.77.
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2. PROOF OF THE TOMAS-STEIN INEQUALITY

If p € S(R™) is a Schwartz function in R™ and € > 0, then we define:

—n

pe(w) = p(ex) and ¢ (x) := € "p(e ).

It follows that @, = ($)¢ and ¢¢ = (3)..

We now present a partial proof of Theorem 2 under the weaker assumption g > %
The proof of the endpoint case is harder and requires complex interpolation (cf. chapter 9
of [6], or [7]). Real interpolation (in the form of Riesz-Thérin) and one of its consequences

(Young’s convolution inequality) is all we need in the following:

2(n+1)

—1» then

Proof. According to lemma 1, it will be enough to show that, if ¢ >

1f*allg S 11 fllg

for every f € S(R™). The properties of o that will be relevant to us are only two:
. ~ _ (n—-1)
(i) (decay) [o(E)] S (1 +[€))" =
(ii) (dimensionality) o(D(z,r)) < r" L
Start by considering a smooth function ¢ € C§°(R") supported on {1 < |z| < 1} and such
that

D o) =1if 2] > 1.
j=0

A way to do this is to take x € C§°(R"™) such that x(z) =0 for |z| < 1/2 and x(z) =1 for
|z| > 1, and let ¢(x) := x(2z) — x(x).
Let:

5(z) = [1 -3 ¢(2_jm)]8(a:) +3 62 a)5(x)
. pr

7=0
=K _oofx) + Y Kj(x).
j=0

Since K_o, € Cg°(R™) and g > 2, the estimate
1+ Kcollg S 1f 1l

follows from Young. For finite j, the logic will be to interpolate between a L' — L* bound
and a L? — L? bound. Indeed, we have the following estimates:

) 1F % Koo < K lloellf 1 S 2772111
2) I1f = Kjll2 = 1/ Kjll2 < 1 Kjllooll fll2 < 27[1 f]2-
The first estimate (1) follows from property (i) of o and the fact that ¢,-; is localized
to z ~ 27:
()| = |62 72)a (@) £ (1 +2)"F <2797
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The second estimate (2) is more delicate. This is where we make use of (ii). Letting
1 = ¢, we have that

—

K;(€) = (@* xa)(&) = 2" $(27 (& —n))do(n).

Sn—1
Since 1 € S(R™), it follows that:

]ff\](i)\ < CNQj”/(l + 2j|§ — n\)*Nda(n), for every N € N.
Taking N = n, we have that:
KO <Co2™ [+ 2l = ) o)
—C,2"| / (14 27]¢ — ) "do(n) + Z / (14 29[¢ — ) "do(n)
D(g27)

52 J+k \D,EQ Jt+k— 1)
521" D(&,277)) +Z/

Sain[(29)rt 4 32V D(e, 279\ De, 29 1)]
k=1

216—1 —TLd
ocassipieassin 20 o(n)]

_ 0o

<9in 2—j(n—1) + Z 2—n(k—1) (2—j+k—1)n—1
i k=1

<97,

Interpolating between (1) and (2), we get that:
If * Kjllg S 27027755 0 £l

if % = g + 1%.09. This is equivalent to

If * Kjllg S @79) a7 D) £l

We conclude the proof by noting that —% + % (1 — %) > 0iff ¢ > 2(::1) and invoking

Fatou’s lemma.

O
Some remarks about the proof:

Remark 7. No special properties of the sphere were used in this proof. All we needed was
conditions (i) and (ii), and that holds whenever we are dealing with a compact submanifold
of codimension 1 and nonvanishing Gaussian curvature.
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Remark 8. The best constant in (2) is unknown, even in the case of S* C R3. Keeping
track of the constants in the proof above, we have that

1F*5llq < CallFllg

where Cy, = (34,Cn2"12/9, where A, and C,, are the constants such that o(D(z,7)) <
At and |5(€)] < Cn(1 4 |£])™™. That this is not the optimal constant should be antic-
ipated from the fact that we did not use the sharp form of Young’s convolution inequality:

1/2
letting C, = ( pt/p ) , we have that

p’l/Pl

CpCqy\ 7
1f *gll- < (=5) 1f1pllglly
C

and f € LP(R™), g € LY(R™) are nonnegative

whenever p,q,r > 1 satisfy % + % =1+ %,
functions.
Specialize to n = 3. Then the Tomas-Stein inequality for the sphere reads:

[follpamsy S I1flz2(s2)-
We will see in the next section that, even though the proof carries through for the paraboloid
P? = {(z1,22,23) € R3: x5 = $(2 + 23)} (note that P? has the same Gaussian curvature
as S? and its surface measure op also satisfies (i) and (ii)), the optimal constants in the
corresponding inequalities are different. Letting

g
Re = sup | follLams)
o£rer2(s?) 1 fll2(s2,0)
and .
g
Rps = lg ”L4(]R3)
0#£g€L2(P2?) ||g||L2(]P’2,Up)
we will show that
(7) Rg2 > Rpe.

Whereas the value of the constant Rpz is known [4][5], the determination of Rg2 remains
open.

Remark 9. An application of the Tomas-Stein inequality is the derivation of Strichartz
estimates for partial differential equations. These bound the (total) LP norm of the solution
in terms of Banach space norms of the initial data. A simple example is the homogeneous
Schrédinger equation in R™

1
—i0u+ —Au=20
2m
with initial condition u(x,0) = f(z). If p is the measure in R™ x R given by

/ o€, )dpt = / o€, IE2)de
R7 xR Rn
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then the Tomas-Stein inequality (for the paraboloid) implies
lullogenssy = 1CFu) I ogensty < 11120 = 12 cen)
ifp>2++

3. ON THE EXISTENCE OF EXTREMIZERS (n = 3)

2(n+1)
n—1

If n = 3, then the Tomas-Stein exponent =4 is an even integer. When studying

the inequality

(8) [follpamsy < CllfllL2(s2)s

we can make use of bilinear convolution estimates, a major advantage which is unavailable
in higher dimensions (still OK if n = 2 though). On the one hand?® ,

1/2 1/2 1/2
|Folls = IFoFally® = I fo Folls® = (2m)*/ || fo % folly’
by Plancherel. On the other hand, this together with Holder and Tomas-Stein imply that

Ifo s golla = lfogalla < [l follallgalls S 1 1rzs2) 9l zs2)-

Definition 10. An extremizing sequence for the inequality (8) is a sequence {f,} of
functions in L?(S?) satisfying [ fallL2(s2y < 1 such that |[fno|pams) — Rg2 as n — oo.

An extremizer for the inequality (8) is a function f # 0 which satisfies H%HL‘*(R@) =
Rz fll2(s2)-

In the remainder of this paper, we address the main result of [2]:

Theorem 11. There exists an extremizer in L?(S?) for the inequality (8). In fact, any
extremizing sequence in L2(S?) of nonnegative functions for the inequality (8) is precom-
pact.

Remark 12. Recall that a sequence of functions in L?(S?) is precompact if any subse-
quence has a sub-subsequence which is Cauchy in L?(S?). The first assertion follows from
the second since L? limits of extremizing sequences are extremizers. Finally, nonnegative
functions play a special role because of the pointwise inequality:

1Folla = |l fo * folly® < |lflo * | flolls’> = [[Flo -

8Recall the definition of the convolution of two (integrable) functions supported on the sphere:
_ XB(0:2
(o go)w) = 2920 [ 11, @) g0, 0+ w0,

||

where h(0) = § + 72 (ux cos @ 4+ vy sinf) and 7, = (1 — %)1/2.
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3.1. The sphere and the paraboloid. Our first goal is to establish the inequality (7)
advertised in remark 8. We will work with the (sharp) bilinear inequalities:

9) Ifo * follrams) < S*[1fllr2(s2,0);

(10) lgop * gopll2@s) < P?|gllL22,.0p)-

As we remarked before, the inequality for the paraboloid is related to Strichartz estimates
for the Schrodinger equation. In [4],[5] it is proved that any Gaussian is an extremizer for
the paraboloid, and conversely. More precisely, we have the following theorem:

Theorem 13. (Gaussian extremizers: Theorem 1.5., [5]) The function f € L*(R?) is an
extremizer for the sharp Strichartz inequality

”eitAfHL‘*(RXRQ) <RI fllz2we)
if and only if f is a Gaussian, that is,
flz) = Ae(/\ﬂ‘u)|;c—a|2+b-ac7
where A€ C, A\ >0, u € R,a € R? and b € C?.
Using this, we can prove the following lemma:
Lemma 14. S > (%)1/4P.

Proof. Let ¢ > 0. By Theorem 13, we can choose 0 < g € L?(S?) supported in a sufficiently
small open disk and satisfying ||go * gol|l2 > (P — 6)2”9”%2(52). Set dy =gdo, f=9g+9

and dv = fdo = du + dp. Since g and g have disjoint supports,
1112252y = 2ll9172(s2)-
On the other hand,
Vv = (u+ @) (p+ 1) = px p4 oo o+ 200 * 1)
Again by disjointness of supports,
v+ V[T ey 2l * pll7z + 117+ All72 + 4w 7172
=6]| % p]|72-
Since HfH%Z(SQ) = 2||g||%2(52), we obtain a ratio § = 2. Thus S > (%)1/4P. O

Remark 15. Working a bit harder we can prove more, namely S > 2Y4P. This is done by

. loxlol|2 2 FopxFopl? 2/4 |2 _ .
computing ““fﬁz ol — (8;32 and | H;IIIDI opllz 7”;2/ for F(z', x3) = e #'17/2 = e~ (which
L2(o) L2(op)

is an extremizer by Theorem 13).

The proof shows that the fundamental potential obstruction to the precompactness of
(nonnegative) extremizing sequences is the possibility that fg could converge weakly to a
Dirac mass (and so f,, — 0), or to a linear combination of two Dirac masses at a pair of
antipodal points (see corollary 19 below). Lemma 14 and the result mentioned in remark
15 are essential in proving that this cannot happen.
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3.2. A technical lemma. Choose a “gauge” function © : [1,00) — (0,00) satisfying
O(R) — 0 as R — oco. Let a sequence of functions {g,} C L?(R?) satisfy:

(11) gn >0,
(12) lgnll2 — 1,
X 2 X
(13) /|I|>Rgn< J2dz < O(R),
(14) / " Rgn(x)2dx < O(R).
gn(x)=>

The following lemma is the only place in the analysis of [2] where the nonnegativity of
an extremizing sequence is used:

Lemma 16. If {g,} satisfies hypothesis (11)-(14) above, then for any A > 0 there exists

¢ > 0 such that
| ia@rde= e
l€1<A

uniformly in n.

Proof. Let g € L*(R?) be a nonnegative function which satisfies ||g|l2 = 1 and the inequal-
ities (13), (14). For t > 0, let ¢ (y) = e #*/2. Then 3,(¢) = 2wt~ te 16"/ and

/ gpudy = (2m)77 / G(&)@(&)de = (2m) 1 / G(&)e e 2 ge.

For any R,p > 1, let
S:={y eR®:|y| < Rand g(y) < p}.
Choose R, p large enough so that O(R) + ©(p) < 3. Then, for any ¢ > 0:

_ 2
/ gpedy >e ' /2/g(y)dy
R2 S
_+R2 _
>e /2 1/592(y)dy

—tR? —
=e"12p 1(H9H§—/ GA(y)dy)
R2\S

Zée—tRQ/Qp—l'

On the other hand, by Cauchy-Schwarz:
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-~ -1 - 1~ _ 1/2
/ GO e g <ot / 3y
l€]>A €|>A

o0 2 1/2 2

:Ctl(/ e " /t2rd7’> = Ot Ve A2,
r=A

Cauchy-Schwarz also gives

1/2

/|€|<A |§(f)|t_16’_|€‘2/2td5 <Ct? ( /g|<A |§(£)|2d§>
It follows that - -

—-1/2 o~ 2 1/2 R 1 —‘§|2/2t B . 1 —‘§|2/2t
cr 12 /Ig _ iop)" > [ eyt GO 2 g

1€/=A
>Ce—tR2/2p—1 _ Ct—l/Qe—A2/2t‘

Substitute ¢t = A2/ where v = y(A4) > 1 to get

1/2
071/214—1(/ \§(§)|2d§) > Ce‘A2R2/27p_1 - 071/2A—16—7/2‘
[€1<A

R, p have been fixed independently of A. As all these three quantities remain fixed and
v — oo, this last lower bound tends to mp~! — 0 > 0. Thus choosing v sufficiently large
yields the desired bound. ]

3.3. Idea of the Proof. We say that f € L?(S5?) is upper normalized with respect to
© and a cap C(z,7) if (13) and (14) hold for |z — z| > Rr and |f(x)| > Rr—1, respectively.
An even function is said to be upper even-normalized wrt ©,C if f = f, + f_ where
f-(z) = fy(—z) and fy is upper normalized wrt ©,C.

Proposition 17. There ezists a gauge function © : [1,00) — (0,00) satisfying ©(R) — 0
as R — oo with the following property. For any e > 0 there exists 6 > 0 such that any
nonnegative even function f € L*(S?) satisfying | fllz2(s2) = 1 which is 6-nearly extremal’
may be decomposed as f = G + H where G, H are even and monnegative with disjoint
supports, ||H||2 < € (small!) and there exists a cap C such that G is upper even-normalized
with respect to C,© (structured!).

Proposition 18. Let {f,} C L?*(S?) be an extremizing sequence of nonnegative even
functions for the inequality (9), satisfying || fnllr2(s2) = 1. Suppose that each fy, is upper
even-normalized with respect to a cap C,, = C(zpn, ), with constants uniform in n. Then
for any € > 0 there exists Ce < oo with the following property. For every n, if r, < %,

9A nonzero function f € L?(S?) is said to be é-nearly extremal for the inequality (9) if

| fo * follpzmsy = (1 —8)*S?|If]l3.
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then' % (fn) =: ¢} (fn) may be decomposed as ¢ (fn) = Gy + Hy, where H, is small and
G, is structured in the sense that:

(15) [Hnll2 <€,
(16) supp(Gn) C {lz| < Cc},
(17) 1Gnller < Ce.

If r, > %, then fp itself may be decomposed as fp, = gn + hn where ||hy|l2 < € and
lgnllcr < Ce.

The rough idea of the proof of Lemma 18 is the following: from lemma 16 we know that
if g € L*(R?) satisfies ||g||2 ~ 1, if g is upper normalized with respect to the unit ball, and
if g is nonnegative, then f\§|<1 |9(€)|2d¢ is bounded below by a universal strictly positive

constant. If conclusion (17) of the lemma failed, then g, = ¢ (f,) would have to satisfy
f‘ ¢[>A, 19n(§ )[2d¢ > n > 0, with limsup,, A,, = oo. Thus in an appropriately rescaled sense
frn is a superposition of a slowly varying part, plus a highly oscillatory part, with perhaps
some intermediate portion. This is a classical situation in the theory of concentration
compactness. For the bilinear expression f,o * f,0, the cross term resulting from the high
and the low frequency parts is shown to be small (details omitted), and this contradicts
extremality.

An application of the Rellich-Kondrachov compactness theorem (which states, in par-
ticular, that for any € > 0 and bounded open subset U C R? with a C' boundary,
White(U) cc L?(U)) then yields:

Corollary 19. Let {f,} C L?(S?) be an extremizing sequence of even nonnegative func-
tions for the inequality (9), which are upper even-normalized with respect to a sequence of
caps {C(zn,mn)}.

(i) If r, — 0, then {¢%(fn)} is precompact in L*(R?);

(ii) If iminf, 7, > 0, then {f,} is precompact in L*(S?).

One finally proves that, for a sequence {f,} as in proposition 18, liminf,, r,, > 0 (this

6z+6—z
2

uses Lemma 14 and prevents f2 — ¢, , as previously mentioned), and this concludes

the analysis.

3.4. Open questions. The following are unsolved problems:

1. Do constant functions extremize the inequality (8)7

2. Are extremizers unique modulo rotations (and, in case of complex-valued functions,
multiplication by ce™®¢)?

3. What is the value of S?

4. Existence of extremizers for n > 3.

5. The case of compact perturbations of S? C R3.

10Recall the definition of the pullbacks: any cap of radius < 1 is associated to a rescaling map ¢c¢ :
B(0,1) — C. Then the pullback ¢¢ f(y) := r(f o ¢c)(y) is such that ||¢¢ || 2m2) < || fllL2(s2) with the ratio
of these norms being bounded above and below by positive, finite constants, uniformly in f,r, 2.
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