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ON TRILINEAR SINGULAR BRASCAMP-LIEB INTEGRALS

LARS BECKER, POLONA DURCIK, AND FRED YU-HSTANG LIN

ABSTRACT. We classify all trilinear singular Brascamp-Lieb forms, completing the clas-
sification in the two dimensional case by Demeter and Thiele [12]. We use known results
in the representation theory of finite dimensional algebras, namely the classification of
indecomposable representations of the four subspace quiver. Our classification lays out
a roadmap for achieving bounds for all degenerate higher dimensional bilinear Hilbert
transforms. As another step towards this goal, we prove new bounds for a particular class
of forms that arises as a natural next candidate from our classification. We further prove
conditional bounds for forms associated with mutually related representations. For this
purpose we develop a method of rotations that allows us to decompose any homogeneous
d-dimensional singular integral kernel into (d — 1)-dimensional kernels on hyperplanes.

1. INTRODUCTION

This article continues the investigation of generalizations of the bilinear Hilbert transform

BHT(fl,fg)(x):Afl(x+t)f2($+at)%dt, 0 £0.1, (1)

where the integral is understood as the principal value. Lacey and Thiele in their break-
through works [26, 27| proved boundedness of BHT from LP* x LP? into LP°, provided that
pio = p% + piz =1 and pg > % This partially resolved a conjecture of Calderén [23].

It is then very natural to ask about higher dimensional versions of (1.1), namely the

operators
BHTy(f1, fo)(x) = /R e+ A fala+ AK (1)t (1.2)

where A;, Ay : R? — R? are linear maps and K is a Calderén-Zygmund kernel on R?,
defined below in (1.3). Demeter and Thiele [12] studied the two dimensional case d = 2
of (1.2). The class of such operators is richer than in the one dimensional case, in that
various levels of degeneracies occur depending on A; and As. Demeter and Thiele found
four qualitatively different cases, and prove boundedness for three of them using different
tools. The final case was later resolved by Kovaé [24], using again different techniques.

In the present paper we extend this classification to the d-dimensional case and in fact to
more general singular Brascamp-Lieb forms, in Theorem 1.15. We require some definitions,
which are set up in Sections 1.1 to 1.3. We use our classification to fully characterize
boundedness at exponents p1, p2, p3 that do not satisfy the Holder relation pil + piz + p% =1,
in Theorem 1.16. In Section 1.4 we further give three conditional bounds, Theorem 1.17,
Theorem 1.18 and Theorem 1.19. They indicate how the difficulty of algebraically related
cases in the classification compares. We put our classification into context and discuss
which cases are covered by the existing literature in Section 1.5. Finally, we give new
bounds for a large class of cases with Holder exponents in Theorem 1.22.
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1.1. Singular Brascamp-Lieb forms. By duality, bounds for the bilinear operators (1.2)
are equivalent to bounds for the trilinear forms

[ e A ate + Aat) K (Ot ds.

Motivated by this, we make the following general definitions.

Definition 1.1. An [-Calderén-Zygmund kernel is a tempered distribution K on a Hilbert
space H, such that K agrees with a function away from 0 and such that for any choice of
orthonormal basis, the corresponding partial derivatives of the Fourier transform K satisfy
for all £ #0

°K ()] < |g]7, o] <1. (1.3)
Here the Fourier transform of a Schwartz function is defined by

flo) = [ty dn,
and this definition is extended to tempered distributions by density.

Definition 1.2. We define a (trilinear) singular Brascamp-Lieb datum to be a tuple H =
(H; Hy, Hi, Hy, H3; 11, 111,115, I13) of five finite dimensional Hilbert spaces H, H; and of
four surjective linear maps II; : H — H;.

Definition 1.3. Given a singular Brascamp-Lieb datum H and a Calderén-Zygumnd kernel
K on Hy, the associated singular Brascamp-Lieb form Ay is the trilinear form defined a
priori on Schwartz functions f; € S(H;) by

Aa(Kfisfoof9) = [ (Do) o) (1) K (1o d (1.4)
H
Our goal is to study Lebesgue space estimates
IACK, f1, f2, f3)| < COfallp | F2llpe [ f5lps (1.5)
for singular Brascamp-Lieb forms and exponents p = (p1,p2,p3). This motivates the

following definition.

Definition 1.4. We say that a form Ay and the datum H are p-bounded if there exists [
such that (1.5) holds for all fi, fo, f3 and all [-Calderén-Zygmund kernels K. We say that
it is is of Holder type if it is p-bounded for some 1 < p1, ps, p3 < oo with ;n% + plz + plg =1.
We will abbreviate a < p1,p2,p3 < bby a <p <b.

The methods used in previous literature to prove or disprove bounds (1.5) vary substan-
tially depending on H. This shows in the very different methods used in [12] and [24], and
also in the analysis in [12] for different H. The following notion of equivalence is relevant
for deciding boundedness of a singular Brascamp-Lieb form, as expressed in Lemma 1.6.

Definition 1.5. We call two singular Brascamp-Lieb data H, H' equivalent if there exist
invertible linear maps
o:H—H', ¢ :H —H, i=0,1,23, (1.6)
such that
Mop=goll;, i=0,1,23. (1.7)

Lemma 1.6. Suppose that H and H' are equivalent singular Brascamp-Lieb data. Then
for all p, the form Ay is p-bounded if and only Apr is p-bounded.
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Lemma 1.6 is a direct consequence of changes of variables in the functions and the
integral defining the singular Brascamp-Lieb form.

Our goal is to classify p-bounded singular Brascamp-Lieb forms up to equivalence. Note
that the notions of p-boundedness and equivalence of data are insensitive to the Hilbert
space structures on the spaces in H,H’. Hence, only the underlying vector spaces and
linear maps will be relevant for our classification. However, to make sense of (1.3) and
(1.5), we need Lebesgue measures on the spaces H, H;, and a norm on H{. The H, H; are
defined to be Hilbert spaces to simplify the exposition, because Hilbert spaces canonically
have this additional structure. (The same choice is made in [2], for similar reasons.)

Remark 1.7. To study quantitative estimates, that is, the size of the constant C in (1.5),
one needs a finer equivalence relation than the one given by (1.6), (1.7). Namely one should
assume that g is a scalar multiple of an orthogonal transformation, ¢g € R - O(Hy, H{).
This is because only scalar multiples of isometries preserve all quantitative assumptions on
the Calderén-Zygmund kernels. Equivalence classes modulo this finer equivalence relation
are parametrized by equivalence classes according to Definition 1.5 together with an element
of GI(H))/(R-O(Hy, H}))). The latter can be parametrized by nonsingular lower triangular
matrices with a 1 in the upper left corner.

1.2. The four subspace problem. The classification of Brascamp-Lieb data up to equiv-
alence is equivalent to the so-called four subspace problem, which we now describe.

Definition 1.8. A module is a tuple M = (M; My, My, My, M3) of a finite dimensional
vector space M and four subspaces M; C M, :=0,1,2,3.

Structures M are also called representations (of the four subspace quiver). We call them
modules, because they are modules over the path algebra associated with that quiver. The
interested reader is refered to [13] for a short survey on quiver representations.

Definition 1.9. Two modules M and M’ are isomorphic if there exists an invertible linear
map v : M — M’ such that

(M) =M, i=0,1,23.
If M is isomorphic to M/, we write M = M'.

The four subspace problem asks for a classification of all modules up to isomorphism.
It was solved by Gelfand and Ponomarev [19] for algebraically closed fields. In the case of
general fields (we are interested in R), the solution was given by Nazarova [35, 36]. See also
[29] for an elementary proof. The solution consists of a list of indecomposable modules,

such that each module is isomorphic to a unique (up to permutation) finite direct sum of
indecomposables.

Definition 1.10. The direct sum of two modules M = (M; My, My, My, M3) and M’ =
(M'; M, My, M}, MY) is defined to be the module

MaeM = (M e M'; My e M), My & M, My & My, M3 & M) .

Theorem 1.11 (Gelfand, Ponomarev [19]; Nazarova [35, 36]). Let M be a module. Then
there exists a finite sequence of modules My, Ma, ... , My, from the list in Table 1 (possibly
after permuting the subspaces), such that

M=M; @& M.
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For every such representation
MM - &M,
there exists a permutation 7 : {1,... .k} — {1,... k} such that M; = M;(i), i1=1,...,k.

Remark 1.12. The indecomposable modules M; are listed in Table 1 only up to permu-
tation of the subspaces. We give the additional information which permutations give rise
to isomorphic modules for each case in Lemma A.1 in Appendix A. This information will
be used in the proof of Theorem 1.15.

We alert the reader that the same classification problem for more than four subspace,
relevant to more-than-three linear forms, is significantly harder. More precisely, the four
subspace problem is the last in this sequence which is tame. For tame classification prob-
lems, there exist for every dimension tuple of the involved subspaces only finitely many
one parameter families of indecomposable modules, plus possibly finitely many additional
indecomposable modules (at least if the underlying field is algebraically closed), see [9].
If a classification problem is not tame, then it is wild. One can show that every wild
classification problem is at least as hard as the classification of finite dimensional modules
up to isomorphism over any finitely generated algebra. For both of these facts, and fur-
ther references, see [14]. In that sense wild classification problems are substantially more
difficult.

Of course, we are not interested in all modules, but just in those corresponding to p-
bounded forms with p < co. This imposes some restrictions, see Lemma 2.1 and Lemma
2.2. However, even with these additional restrictions, even if we additionally assume the
Hélder condition 1/py + 1/p2 + 1/ps = 1, the classification problem remains wild for four-
and higher linear forms, see Remark 2.3.

1.3. Classification of singular Brascamp-Lieb forms. Taking adjoint gives rise to a
natural correspondence between the underlying vector spaces of singular Brascamp-Lieb
data and modules.

Definition 1.13. Let H be a singular Brascamp-Lieb datum. The associated module Myy
is defined to be

My = (H% 1 Hy, IITHy  II5Hy  TI5HS )
Here * denotes adjoints and dual spaces. Conversely, if M is a module, then we associate
to it a singular Brascamp-Lieb datum

Hyg = (M*; My, My, My, M3, L7, t5,L3) -
Here ¢; denotes the inclusion map ¢; : M; — M, and we equip the finite dimensional vector
spaces M*, M ;-‘ with any Hilbert space structure.

If we define morphisms of Brascamp-Lieb data to be tuples of (not necessarily invertible)
linear maps ¢, p; satisfying (1.6) and (1.7), then the maps H — My and M — Hyj become
mutually inverse dualities of categories. As a consequence of this fact and Theorem 1.11
we immediately obtain a classification of all singular Brascamp-Lieb data.

Theorem 1.14. Singular Brascamp-Lieb data H and H' are equivalent if and only if Mg
and My are isomorphic. For each module M, there exists a singular Brascamp-Lieb datum
H with My = M. As a consequence, for every singular Brascamp-Lieb datum H, there
exists a finite list of modules My, ..., My from Table 1 such that

Mpu =M, @@ M, (1.8)
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This list is unique, up to permutation. Conversely, for every finite list My, ..., My there
exists a unique up to equivalence singular Brascamp-Lieb datum H such that (1.8) holds.

Most of the singular Brascamp-Lieb forms as in (1.8) are not p-bounded for any p < oc.
We exclude the case where some p; = oo to avoid certain cases where the maps II; are
not surjective on the kernel of 1y, which would complicate our analysis while offering little
additional insight. We have the following classification of p-bounded forms with p < oo,
which will be proved in Section 2.

Theorem 1.15. Let 1 < p < o0 and let H be a p-bounded singular Brascamp-Lieb datum
with Hy, Hy, Hs # {0}. Then one of the following holds, with the notation from Appendiz A.

i) (lemear Holder-type) There exists an assignment {i,7,k} = {1,2,3} such that

1 1
24 — = >
y " =1 - and ni,ng,n3,n4 > 0 such that

My = (P(j))eBnl & (K(j))Gan ® (P(k))@ns ® (K(k))éBm ) (1.9)

ii) (Young-type) We have p = (p1, p2, p3) with o + i pS =2. If p1,p2,p3 # 1 then
there exist ny,ny > 0 such that

My 2 Y5 g 292 (1.10)

If there is some i € {1,2,3} with p; = 1, then there exist ny,na,n3,ng > 0 such
that

iii) (Loomis- Whitney-type) We have p = (2,2,2) and there exist ni,ng > 0 and a list
of modules My, ..., My, from Table 4 with

My 2L oB®2 oM, @--- &My (1.12)

iv) (Hélder-type) We have p = (p1,p2,p3) with p% + p% + p% = 1. In this case, there
exists a finite list of modules My, ..., My from Table 2 such that

Mg =M, @ - & My,

The proof of Theorem 1.15 uses necessary conditions for boundedness of nonsingular
Brascamp-Lieb forms from [2]. They can be applied to singular Brascamp-Lieb forms
because the Dirac § distribution is a Calderén-Zygmund kernel, and singular Brascamp-
Lieb forms with kernel § simplify to nonsingular Brascamp-Lieb forms. A similar argument
previously appeared in [17].

The singular Brascamp-Lieb forms corresponding to cases i), ii) of Theorem 1.15 are
easily seen to be bounded by Hoélder’s inequality, Young’s convolution inequality, and clas-
sical linear singular integral theory. The forms corresponding to case iii) are also bounded,
by an elementary argument using Plancherel and the Loomis-Whitney inequality. This is
summarized by the following theorem, which we prove in Section 3.

Theorem 1.16. Let My and p be as in case i), ii) or iii) of Theorem 1.15. Then H is
p-bounded.

As Theorem 1.16 shows, forms of Holder type are the most interesting ones. Showing
boundedness for them is in general open, and contains some difficult problems. We collect
results from the literature, proving bounds in some cases, in Section 1.5.
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1.4. Projection results and method of rotations. The difficulty of estimating singular
Brascamp-Lieb forms increases when taking direct sums of the corresponding modules, in
the following precise sense.

Theorem 1.17. Let M, M’ be two modules and let p < co. Let H and H ® H' be data
with My = M and Myeap = M @& M. Suppose that for each I-Calderdn-Zygmund kernel
K we have

[Aron (K, f1, f2, f3)| < Cllfillpy || f2llps | f3]lps -

Then there exists a constant C' such that for each 2l-Calderén-Zygmund kernel K we have

‘AH(K7 fl7 f27 fB)‘ < C/”flup1”f2”p2”f3”p3 :

Also, in the case J ,(12) of the classification, the difficulty increases with the parameter n.

Theorem 1.18. Let M be a module and let p < oo. Let H,, and H,_1 be data with
My, 2 M& Jg) and My, , =Mo J(221. Suppose that there exists C' such that for each

n

[-Calderon-Zygmund kernel K we have
[An, (K f1, f2, f3)] < Cllfallp L f2llp 1 fslps -

Then there exists a constant C" such that for each 21-Calderén-Zygmund kernel K we have
[Am, (K f1, fa, £3)] < 'l fullpa |1 f2llps [ f3llps -

The same is true for J 511) and J 513), because they are isomorphic to modules that can be

obtained from J S?) by permuting the subspaces, see Lemma A.1. We do not state similar
theorems for C,, or IN,,, because Theorem 6.1 already gives unconditional bounds in these
cases. For T,,, we do not expect an analogue of Theorem 1.18 to be true. The reason is
that the associated forms become more singular as n gets smaller, at least judging only by
the number of arguments of the kernel compared to the functions.

In a different direction, it is possible to express forms with a kernel taking d arguments
as superpositions of certain forms with kernels taking d — 1 arguments. Thus bounds for
the former are at most as hard as integrable bounds for the latter. A classical instance of
this idea is the method of rotations, introduced by Calderén and Zygmund in [4], in which
one expresses an odd Calderon-Zygmund kernel as a superposition of Hilbert transforms.
Using this, one can deduce bounds for odd kernel Calderén-Zygmund operators in higher
dimensions from the boundedness of the Hilbert transform. We prove a stronger version
of this fact. Namely, every Calderon-Zygmund kernel in dimension 3 or higher can be
expressed as a superposition of 2-dimensional Calderén-Zygmund kernels on 2-dimensional
subspaces.

This yields the following theorem for singular Brascamp-Lieb forms, which is proved in
Section 5. We denote by Gry(V) the Grassmann-manifold of d-dimensional subspaces of
some vector space V. A Calderén-Zygmund kernel on a d-dimensional Hilbert space is
called homogeneous if for all  # 0 it holds K (tx) = t 4K ().

Theorem 1.19. Let H be a singular Brascamp-Lieb datum and suppose that d = dim Hy >
3. Letl > d+1. There exists C' > 0 such that the following holds. For each 6 € Gry_1(Hyp),
consider the datum

H(@) = Hﬂﬂo_l(e) = (Hgl(e),Q,Hl,Hg,Hg;HQ,Hl,HQ,Hg) .
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Here we abuse notation and denote the restriction of I1; to Hgl(ﬁ) still by 11;. Suppose that
for all 0 € Gry_1(My) there exists C(0) such that for all homogeneous | — {dif] -Calderdn-
Zygmund kernels K on 0, we have

[Arr(o) (I, f1, f2, 13)] < CO)| fillp | f2llpa 1 3l ps -

Then for all homogeneous 1-Calderon-Zygmund kernels K on Hy, we have

Aa(K. fu, fo f2)] < C' / C(0)d0 - | f1llpn | £l | s

where the integration is over Grgy_1(Ho) with respect to the unique rotation invariant prob-
ability measure. If d = 2, then the same result is true under the additional assumption that
K s odd.

Remark 1.20. The loss of derivatives is a technical consequence of the fact that we assume
Mikhlin bounds (1.3) on the Fourier transform of the kernel. If the smoothness assumptions
on the kernels are formulated on the spatial side, then there is no loss of derivatives.

There is a crucial difficulty in applying Theorem 1.19: It assumes quantitative, integrable
estimates for the norms of Agy(p). Such estimates are notoriously hard to prove. See [40],
[18] for the strongest currently known results in that direction, which still only apply
to the case N7. Recall also that to study quantitative bounds, one should use the finer
equivalence relation with g a scalar multiple of an orthogonal transformation, as described
in Remark 1.7.

1.5. Positive boundedness results in the literature. It is tempting to conjecture that
the conditions in Theorem 1.15 are already sufficient. By Theorem 1.16, this would follow
from the following conjecture.

Conjecture 1. All singular Brascamp-Lieb data Hyg with M as in case i) of Theorem
1.15 are p-bounded for all 1 < p < 0o with p% + p% + p% =1.

We now give a list of known boundedness results for forms of Holder type. With the
exception of Theorem 1.22, these results are not new, however some of them have not been
stated in this form anywhere in the literature. In what follows, we will always fix a basis
and identify finite dimensional Hilbert spaces with R™, for some n.

Note first that the module Cy corresponds simply to Holder’s inequality in three func-
tions. If a datum Hyg is p-bounded then so is Hymgc,, by Fubini and Holder’s inequality.
Keeping this in mind, we can ignore Cy in the following discussion.

1.5.1. Coifman and Meyer. The first result on multilinear singular integral operators, due
to Coifman and Meyer [7, 8], treats the case M = C{" for n > 1. The singular Brascamp-
Lieb form corresponding to this module is

ME fift) = [ ][ i@+ i+ 2K .2 dydsdo.

These forms are in a sense the least singular among all singular Brascamp-Lieb forms
of Holder type, because the kernel K has the maximum possible number of arguments
compared to the functions.
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1.5.2. Time-frequency analysis. Lacey and Thiele [26, 27| proved bounds for the Bilinear
Hilbert transform

A(f1,f2,f3):/R/Rfl(ﬂf)b(w+t)f3($+at)%dtd9€,

where a # 0,1. This corresponds to the module Ny, with X = a. Their methods were
subsequently extended to treat also the cases N,, for n > 2, and direct sums thereof. For
n = 2, this was done in [12]. For larger n, proofs can be found in [37, 18].

The techniques introduced by Lacey and Thiele apply to a certain class of multilinear
Fourier multiplier operators more general than (1.4). This was first observed in [20, 33],
where it is shown that it suffices if the multipliers satisfy symbol estimates away from
some subspace, which in particular holds if they satisfy symbol estimates away from some
smaller subspace. Using this observation, one can deduce also bounds for forms Ay with
My including summands C,,. The following theorem summarizes this.

Theorem 1.21. Suppose that M is a direct sum of modules N,,, and C,,,, for some finite
sequences n;, m; € N>1. For each 2 < p < 0o and each singular Brascamp-Lieb datum H
associated with M, there exists C' > 0 and | such that for each l-Calderon-Zygmund kernel
K

[Aw (K f1, f2, f3)] < Cllfillps L f2llps [ f3lps -

1.5.3. One and a half dimensional time-frequency analysis. The conditions of Theorem 1.21
are generically satisfied. ‘Degenerate’ cases were first studied by Demeter and Thiele in
[12], for functions of two arguments. There are, up to permutation of the functions and
equivalence, only three degenerate cases when all functions and kernels have two arguments:
Jg), Ny @ng) and ng) @Jgj) for ¢ # j. This can be read off of Table 4, noting that changing
i and j only amounts to permuting the functions. Demeter and Thiele develop a ‘one and a
half-dimensional’ time frequency analysis, to prove bounds for the cases J g) and N1 ®J gz)'
Similarly as discussed before Theorem 1.21, their proof implies also boundedness of the less

singular forms A corresponding to C; & J gl). Indeed, by performing a discretization of such
A as in [12], one arrives at a model form that still specializes the form (3) in [12, Section
3.1.1], and is consequently bounded by the argument given there.

Demeter and Thiele further observe that p-bounds for the form Ag, with My = J;Z),
imply Carleson’s theorem [5] on pointwise convergence of Fourier series of LP! functions.
By Theorems 1.17 and 1.18, the same is then true whenever My has a direct summand
Jg) for any n > 2.

1.5.4. Twisted techniques. Demeter and Thiele left open the last case in their classification,

J gz) oJ gj ) for i # j. They called this case the ‘twisted-paraproduct’. It was later shown to
be bounded by Kovac [24], using very different techniques. Variations of Kovaé’s techniques
can by applied to many other multilinear singular Brascamp-Lieb forms with so-called cubi-
cal structure, see [15]. We expect that bounding forms associated with modules containing
a direct summand other than J gl) and Cj requires extensions of the time-frequency analysis
methods described above, perhaps in combination with twisted techniques. For N,, this is
suggested by the fact that all known proofs use such techniques, while for J Sf ) the impli-
cation for Carleson’s theorem offers some justification. Thus, the only remaining trilinear
singular Brascamp-Lieb forms that should be attackable using twisted techniques are the
ones associated with (ng) ® ng) ® Jgg) ®C n>1.
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The following Theorem, which we will prove in Section 7, shows that they are indeed
always p-bounded.

Theorem 1.22. Letn > 1 and let M = (ng) @ng @Jgg) ®Cq)®". Let 2 < p < oo and let
H be a singular Brascamp-Lieb datum associated with M. Then there exists | and C > 0
such that for all I-Calderon-Zygmund kernels K, we have

|Au (K, f1, f2, f3)| < Cll fillps 1 f2llps | f3ll s -

Note that Theorem 1.22 recovers via Theorem 1.17 boundedness of the twisted para-
product, as well as of certain higher dimensional versions. It further gives a new proof of
boundedness of the form associated with J gj ) @ C,, different from the one implicit in [12].

By a cone decomposition, the proof of Theorem 1.22 reduces to two essentially different
cases. The first case can be treated using bounds for the standard maximal and square
functions, in analogy with the Coifman-Meyer multipliers. In this case we have, in fact,
boundedness in a larger range 1 < p < co. The second case is bounded using twisted tech-
niques, tailored to the specific structure of the form. The arguments rely on intertwined
applications of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, integration-by-parts identity, and positivity
arguments. These arguments are applied in a localized setting, which in turn gives the
claimed range of boundedness. It is an open problem to further lower the range of expo-
nents in Theorem 1.22. For the twisted paraproduct [24], fiber-wise Calderén-Zygmund
decomposition [3] can be used to extend the range of some exponents. However, similar
arguments do not seem to directly apply in our setting.

1.5.5. The triangular Hilbert transform. The final family of the classification, T, contains
and generalizes the so-called triangular Hilbert transform

A(f17f27f3):/R/R/Rfl(l’l,m)b(l’l+t,x2)f3(351,352+t)%dtd$1d$2-

Proving any p-bounds for this form is a hard open problem. We refer to [25] for some
discussion and a partial result. By Theorem 1.17, bounding any form associated with a
module M with a direct summand T, is at least as hard as bounding T, and therefore also
open. This applies in particular, but not exclusively, to all forms where dim Hy < dim H;
(note that we have dim Hy; = dim Hs = dim Hj for every H of Holder type). Indeed, all such
forms must contain an indecomposable direct summand satisfying the same inequality, and
the only such summands are of type T,. We note that this invalidates a certain claim in
the paper [11], in the case of trilinear forms. More precisely, in [11] boundedness of certain
multilinear singular Brascamp-Lieb forms is shown, which do have a dimension deficit as
above, and it is claimed that the assumptions placed on the forms are generically satisfied.
We believe that this genericity claim is false for trilinear forms.

1.5.6. Further questions. At the time of writing, the above list of cases where p-bounds
are known is complete, to the best of our knowledge. This gives rise to a number of open
questions. We consider it an interesting question whether time frequency techniques and

twisted techniques can be combined, natural test cases are N1 @ J gl) eJ §2) or Ny J gl) $5)

J 32) eJ gg). More difficult seems to be the question of bounds for the forms associated
with T,,, n > 2. Judging by the dimension of the space Hy in relation to Hi, Ho, H3
alone, these forms become less singular as n increases, so these might be useful test cases
towards the triangular Hilbert transform. Finally, it would be interesting to gain a better
understanding of the questions considered in this paper for higher degrees of multilinearity.
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While a classification in terms of direct summands is not possible, see Remark 2.3, there
might be a different algebraic description of the properties of modules relevant for proving
p-bounds.

1.6. Comparison with the literature. We point out that various related objects have
been studied under the name singular Brascamp-Lieb forms. Some completely nondegen-
erate cases with higher degrees of multilinearity have been considered in [33, 11], using
time frequency analysis. Some further multilinear cases with so-called ‘cubical structure’
are studied in [15, 16], using twisted techniques. However, there has been no attempt of a
systematic study of all degenerate cases.

Our kernel K always satisfies the single parameter Mikhlin condition (1.3). This is
in contrast to related multiparameter problems, which have been studied for example in
[1, 31, 32, 34] in connection with fractional Leibniz-rules. In particular, we point out
that the ‘tensorization’ of forms to obtain multiparameter forms, as for example in [1], is
not the same as the procedure of taking direct sums of modules associated with singular
Brascamp-Lieb forms. The former is a way of constructing multiparameter forms, while the
latter constructs single parameter forms. However, as the Mikhlin condition (1.3) on R™ is
implied by an n-parameter kernel condition, known multiparameter bounds imply some of
the one parameter bounds. In particular, we note that the bounds obtained in [1, Theorem
6] for a tensor product of one bilinear Hilbert transform with n many paraproducts imply
boundedness of the forms of type N; © CT.

Another question concerning the kernels is about the optimal regularity [, or more gen-
erally for optimal regularity conditions on the kernel K or the symbol. Classical results for
linear singular integral operators giving such sharp regularity conditions have been gener-
alized to Coiffman-Meyer type forms C{™ in [39, 22, 30, 28], and to the bilinear Hilbert
transform in [6].
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2. THE CLASSIFICATION: PROOF OF THEOREM 1.14 AND THEOREM 1.15

Proof of Theorem 1.14. The first claim of Theorem 1.14 follows immediately from basic
linear algebra. The remaining claims follow from the first, the classification of modules in
Theorem 1.11 and the facts that clearly My, = M and Hyp, = H. O

Before proving Theorem 1.15, we recall some necessary conditions for a datum H to be
p-bounded for some p < co. They were proven in [17], by adapting similar arguments for
non-singular Brascamp-Lieb inequalities from [2].

Lemma 2.1. Let p < oo and suppose that H is p-bounded. Then for each i =1,2,3,
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Furthermore, for each subspace H' C kerIly, it holds that

3 .
dim I1; H'
dimA’ <y T (2.2)
. pi
i=1

and if H = kerIly, then we have equality in (2.2).

Proof. Note that the Dirac 0 distribution is a Calderén-Zygmund kernel. Hence, if H is
p-bounded, then the Brascamp-Lieb form

/ Si(lly(2)) f2(Ia(2)) f3(H3(2))6 (o (2)) dw = C/ STy ()) f2 (T (2)) f3 (T3 () dae
H ker ITg

is bounded on LP' x LP? x LP3. Theorem 1.13 in [2] then immediately gives (2.2). The first
condition (2.1) follows from the fact that if p; < oo, then the Brascamp-Lieb form can only
be bounded on LPJ if II;|ker 17, is surjective. ]

Lemma 2.2. Suppose that the datum H is of Hélder type. Then for each i = 1,2,3, we
have that H = ker I1y & ker I1;.

Proof. By (2.2) we have

dim ker HO

Z dim I1; ker Ho _ dimker I,

bi

dim ker Il =

IIMw

i=1
In the last step we used that pll + p—2 + p_3 = 1. So we must have equality in the middle,

hence II;|ker 11, is injective, which gives that kerIT; Nker Iy = {0}. Combining this with
(2.1), we obtain

dim ker IIy = dim II; ker Il = dim II; H = dim H — dim ker II; ,
which completes the proof of the lemma. O

Proof of Theorem 1.15. Let p < oo and suppose that H is p-bounded. To simplify some
formulas, we will write below ¢; = p;” ! By Theorem 1.11, we have that

Mu =M & &My

for some modules My, from Table 1. By Theorem 1.17, each H; = Hnj, j = 1,... .k, is
p-bounded.

Recall that Theorem 1.11 allows for permutations of the subspaces in the modules in
Table 1, see Lemma A.1 for an exact description of which permutations of the subspace
give rise to nonisomorphic modules. We will denote modules from Table 1 by adding the
permutation and the parameter n as subscripts.

We write

H; = (Hj, Hjo, Hj1, Hjo, Hjs, Lo, 111, 2, ILj3) .
By condition (2.1) of Lemma 2.1 and surjectivity of the maps II;;, we have for ¢ = 1,2,3
dim Hji = dim HJZH = dim Hj,' ker H]’O < dlIIlH — dim HjO . (23)

By comparing with Table 1, this immediately implies that M; 2 IV}, and M; 2 V] _
for any n or .

Suppose next that M; = I,  for some n > 1 and some permutation 7. If H;y corresponds
to the second subspace in the block matrix in Table 1, then the map II;3 corresponding
to the fourth subspace is not surjective on kerIly. Similarly, if Hjo corresponds to the

fourth subspace, then the map corresponding to the second one is not surjective on ker Ilg.

n,m
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Thus by (2.1) Hjo must correspond to the first or third subspace, and by Lemma A.1 we
can assume that it corresponds to the first. By (2.2), p must satisfy the Holder condition
q1 + g2 + g3 = 1. By permuting the last three subspaces and using Lemma A.1, we obtain
three isomorphism classes of modules, which are exactly J g),J 512), J 5{9’) in Table 2.

Suppose now that M; = II,,  for some n > 0 and some permutation 7. By (2.3), the
permutation 7 must be so that Hjo corresponds to a subspace of dimension n. We will
assume by permuting the functions that H}3 is the other subspace of dimension n. Applying
(2.2) to the full space H' = ker I we obtain

m+Dga+(n+1)g+ng=n+1.

On the other hand, applying (2.2) to the one dimensional space H' = kerII;3 N kerII;o
yields
@+tq>l.

Since p3 < oo and hence g3 > 0, it follows that n = 0. So in this case, we must have
M; = P® and pll + p% = 1. Note that swapping the two nonzero subspaces in PU) gives
an isomorphic module, see Lemma A.1. Permuting the functions yields the two additional
possibilities M; = P® or M, = P@ | with the corresponding conditions on p.

Next, assume that M; = IV, - for some n > 0 and 7. Suppose first that H ;o corresponds
to one of the first three subspaces in Table 1. We permute the subspaces so that dim H ;3 =
n. Then we get from (2.2) that

(n+1)q +(n+1)g+ng=n+1.
Taking H' = ker IT;o N ker II;3, we also have
Qt+g=>1.
Since p3 < oo it follows that n = 0 and hence M; = K® and p% + p% = 1. Note that
swapping the two nonzero subspaces in PU) gives an isomorphic module. Thus, permuting
the subspaces, only yields the additional possibilities M; = KW or M; = K®, with
corresponding conditions on p. It remains to consider the case where Hjy is the last
subspace in Table 1. (2.2) applied to H' = kerII;( gives in this case
m+1)(q1+g2+q)=n+2.

On the other hand, applying (2.2) to each of the one dimensional subspaces ker IT;oNker IT;;,
i =1,2,3, and adding the resulting inequalities, yields

21 +q2+¢q3) > 3.

Hence n = 0 and pll + plz + p% =2orn=1and p; = py = p3 = 2. This corresponds to
M; 2Y and M; = L, respectively. Note that all permutations of the subspaces in these
modules corresponding to functions yield isomorphic modules.

Finally assume that M; = V,, . for some n > 0 and 7. Note that all such modules for

fixed n and different 7 are isomorphic. Applying condition (2.2) to H" = ker IT;o, we obtain
n(gr+q@+g3)=n+1.
On the other hand, applying (2.2) to H' = kerII;o NkerIlj;, ¢ = 1,2,3, and adding the
resulting inequalities, yields
2(q1 + g2+ g3) > 3.
Hence, wemusthaveeithernzlandpil—l—p%—i-p%:2orn:2andp1:p2:p3:2.
This corresponds to M; = Z and M; = B, respectively.
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In the remaining cases, it follows immediately from (2.3) that Hjo must correspond
to the first subspace. All permutations respecting this give rise to isomorphic modules,
or for modules of type 0 to another module of type 0. From (2.2) it then follows that
p% + p% + p% = 1. Case 0 then corresponds to N, case I gives after permuting the subspaces

rise to the Jordan block cases J®), case III corresponds to C and case I* to T.
Thus the possible choices of p are exactly as in case i) - iv) of Theorem 1.15. Collecting
the possible summands for each choice of p completes the proof. O

Remark 2.3. We now show that already the classification of n-linear singular Brascamp-
Lieb forms of Holder type is as hard as the classification of representations of the n — 1-
Kronecker quiver, i.e. of tuples of n — 1 linear maps between two finite dimensional vector
spaces, up to isomorphism. This classification problem is wild for n > 3, see for example
Theorem 1 and 2 in [36]. Thus a classification as above is not possible for any n > 3, not
even under the assumption that the forms are of Holder type.

Note that the necessary conditions from both Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.2 continue to
hold for more than three functions, with identical proofs. Suppose the H is a datum of
Holder type. Let a = dim Hy and b = dim H;. By Lemma 2.2, we have ker [Ig@ker I1; = H,
so we can choose bases of H, Hy and H; such that the matrices of Ily, [1; are given by

(5) = ()

Choosing in H;, 2 < i < n, the basis II;(eq+1),. .. ;(eqss), the matrices of I1;,2 < i < n

are given by
A;
()

for certain a x b matrices A;. Let two singular Brascamp Lieb data H,H’ be given, and
assume that they can be transformed into the above normal form with matrices 4; and A},
2 <1 < n, respectively. Then H, H' are equivalent if and only if there exists an invertible

a X a matrix P and an invertible b x b matrix ) such that for all i = 2,...,n
QAP = A, (2.4)
On the other hand, the datum (As, ..., A,) determines n — 1 linear maps from R® — R?,

so a representation of the (n — 1)-Kronecker quiver. Two such representations are also
isomorphic if and only if (2.4) holds. Thus classifying n-linear singular Brascamp-Lieb
forms of Holder type is as hard as classifying representations of the n — 1-Kronecker quiver.

3. BOUNDS FOR FORMS OF NON-HOLDER TYPE: PROOF OF THEOREM 1.16

We go through the cases one by one. For simplicity we omit the domain of integration
from the notation. Here and in the following sections, we will find constants for various
related inequalities, and by abuse of notation we will denote each of them by the letter C.
In particular, the meaning of C' may change from line to line.

3.1. Case i. Suppose first that H is as in the case i), that is, (1.9) holds for ¢, j, k € {1, 2, 3}.
We choose coordinates x1 € R™, z9,u € R™2, y1 € R™ yy,v € R™. To prove bounds for
Au(f1, f2, f3), it suffices after a change of variables to prove bounds for

/fj(iEla ©2) fr(y1, y2) fi(®1, Y1, v2 + u, y2 + v) K (u,v) dv1 dy; dra dys du dv
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= /fj($1,$2)fk(y17y2)(fi * K) (21,91, %2, y2) dry dy; das dya

where K (u,v) = K(—u,—v) and the convolution is in the third and fourth argument only.
Since p; < oo, we have p; > 1. Thus we can further estimate, using Holder’s inequality for
the exponents p;,p; with 1 =1- —Z and a linear singular integral bound on f;

< C/ ”fj(xlax2)fk(ylyy2)HL7’J’ 1 fi(z1,y1, 22, 92)| ppi  dz1dys .
T2,y T2,Y2
By Holder’s inequality and the condition p; = py, this is bounded by
< Cllfillp: 1 f2llp 11 f3]lps -

which completes the proof. If ny = ny = 0, then the assumption p; < oo is not needed,
and the estimate follows just from Holder’s inequality.

3.2. Case ii. Suppose next that H is in the case ii) with p1,pa,p3 # 1, so (1.10) holds.
Again we choose coordinates x1,y1 € R™, x9,y2, 22 € R™ and write the form Ag(f1, f2, f3)
after a change of variables up to a constant as

/f1($1 +y1, 22 + y2) fo(w1, T2 + 22) f3(y1, y2) K (22) dy do dyy dyo dzy .

Using * to denote convolution in the second argument only, we estimate this with Young’s
convolution inequality, and then a linear singular integral bound using that ps > 1, by

< M fllpa 12 % Klp2 1 f3llps < Cllfrllps | follpall 5llps -

Now suppose that there is some ¢ with p; = 1, so (1.11) holds. We may assume i = 1,
because the conditions on p are otherwise symmetric. We choose coordinates x3 € R"3,
24,24 € R™ and write the form Ag(f1, f2, f3) up to a constant and a change of variables
as

/fl(xl +y1, 22 + y2) fa(@, x2, 3, 24) f3 (Y1, y2 + 22, 3, T4 + 24) K (22, 24) dz dy dz .

We recognize a convolution in the second and fourth coordinate of f3 with K. Applying
Hoélder’s inequality in x3, x4, using that piz + p% =1, we bound the last display by

/|f1(x1+y1,x2+y2)| [fo(w1, w2, w3, 24)l| g2 A1 f3 %2, f((yby2,!173,$4)||ng@4d$1d$2dy1dy2-

By Young’s convolution inequality and then a linear singular integral bound, using that
p2 < oo and hence ps > 1, this is again bounded by C/||fi|lp, || f2llps | f3]]ps-

3.3. Case iii. Suppose finally that H is as in case iii), so (1.12) holds. We use Fourier
inversion to express Ax(f1, f2, f3) in terms of the Fourier transforms fl, fg and fg Then
we apply the triangle inequality to move absolute values inside and estimate K by 1 using
(1.3). The resulting expression is a non-singular Brascamp-Lieb form A in f1, f2 and f3
By Plancherel’s theorem, the problem thus reduces to checking that this Brascamp-Lieb
form is bounded at exponent (p1,p2,p3) = (2,2,2). Transferring a Brascamp-Lieb form to
the Fourier side in this way commutes with taking direct sums of the associated modules.
By Lemma 4.8 in [2], a Brascamp-Lieb form is p-bounded if each direct summand is p-
bounded. Thus it suffices to verify (2,2,2)-boundedness of each possible direct summand
of A.
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The summand corresponding on the Fourier side to L is the Loomis-Whitney trilinear
Brascamp-Lieb form, since we have

AL(fi, for fi) = / P, ) foly, ) f(@ + v,y + WK (u + v) de dy dudo

- / Frl€r. 6o+ ) Falba &1+ E3) (61, —E0) R (—E3) dey dEy s

Estimating HI? loo < 1, changing variables &; + &5 + & = 7 and shearing the functions
f1, f2, this becomes exactly the Loomis-Whitney inequality trilinear form, which is then
estimated by

I Fill2ll Fll2ll Falla = N fall2ll F2ll2 ]l £l -

For the summands B we obtain similarly

AB(f1, f2, f3) = /f1(:v,y)f2(x +z,y+u)fs(x 4+ v,z + u)K(u,v) de dy dz du dv

= /J?l(—ﬁz — &3,61) fa(€a, —€1) fa(€3, —E2) K (&1 + &2, —€3) d€y dEy dEs

which after estimating HIA( lloo <1 and changing variables is again bounded by the Loomis-
Whitney trilinear form of f1, fo and f3. For the summands M; from Table 4 boundedness
of the summands in A reduces similarly to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

4. PROOF OF THE PROJECTION THEOREMS, THEOREM 1.17 AND THEOREM 1.18

To prove Theorem 1.17 and Theorem 1.18, we will need to extend Calderén-Zygmund
kernels K on some Hilbert space Hy to kernels on a larger Hilbert space Hy & H|). The
following lemma allows us to do that.

Lemma 4.1. Let d,d’ > 1 and let K be a Calderén-Zygmund kernel on R%. Define
2
K/(2,9) = ol exp (—w%) K(z).
For sufficiently small ¢ = ¢(d,d’,l) > 0, the kernel cK'(x,y) is an [-Calderén-Zygmund
kernel on R4t

Proof. Using that the assumptions on K are invariant under dilations, it suffices by scaling
to show that for |{] =1, |n| <1 and for |n| =1, [{| <1 and all |a| <, we have

0°K(¢,m)] < 1/e.

Denote the heat kernel by ®(&,t) = t~%2 exp(—n|€|?/t). By a direct computation, we find
that

~ ~ —u2 ~
K'(¢&m) = /Rd K(u)# exp <_7T|£|77|2| > du = /Rd Ku)®(& —u, |n*) du. (4.1)

First, suppose that |n| = 1,|¢| < 1. The derivatives of the heat kernel take the form

D(E — u, ) = In 7y (5 - %) (e~ u,lnP), (4.2)

where p is a polynomial of degree 2|«|. Therefore, using (1.3), it holds for |a| <1

0 R €| < Clal R [ (4 Py <
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Now suppose that |n| <1 and || = 1. We split up the integral in (4.1). Pick a smooth
function ¢ on Hy with 1p(9,1/4) < ¢ < 1p(0,1/2)- Then

K'(6n) = / (1= () K ()@ (€ — u. |nf*) du + / () K ()& — u, [n*) du
= Gl(§7 ’77‘2) + G2(§7 ‘77’2) .
Note that the function G1(&,t) solves the heat equation

Ar0,G1(&,t) = AgGl (&,1).

Using this to replace all derivatives in the second argument of Gy by derivatives in £, we

obtain
vl

9207 (G (€, In]?)) Zp] ALG1(E Inl?).,

for certain polynomials p; that depend only on 7. It follows that

ol
RGP = | / pi(n) (9 (1~ (6 — )R (€ — w))) B(u, Inf?)
|’Y|
<3 sup oy L1 = e)E W)

Since 1—¢ is smooth and supported on the complement of B(0,1/4) and since |3|+2|y| < 2I,
it follows from the Mikhlin condition (1.3) for the 2{-Calderén-Zygmund kernel K that this
is bounded by a constant depending only on [.

The derivatives of the second term G are given by

G (€. Inf?) = / () R ()0 B(€ — u, |n]?) du

On the support of the integrand, we have |u| < 1/2 and hence 1/2 < | —u| < 3/2. Further,
we have |n| < 1. Using (4.2), we obtain

1070 (& — . [n)] < Clnl~p (ﬂ;ﬁ,%) (¢ —u, |nP?)

2ol -
< Clnl™ 'a<r | > P <‘W> =¢

0°Ga(&,m)| < C|IK ||l < C,

which completes the proof of the lemma. O

Hence, we have

Next, we note that in proving Theorem 1.17 and Theorem 1.18, we may restrict attention
to bounded Calderén-Zygmund kernels. Indeed, every Calderén-Zygmund kernel K is the
weak limit as R — oo of the bounded kernels Kg defined by

Kr(€) = K(©)(p(R7€) — p(RE)),

for smooth ¢ with 1p1) < ¢ < 1pyg). Letting R — oo in the conclusion of either
theorem with kernel K yields the conclusion for the general kernel K.
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Proof of Theorem 1.17. We fix a bounded 2[-Calderén-Zygmund kernel K on Hy. By as-
sumption, for all [-Calderén-Zygmund kernels K’ on Hy & Hy and all functions Fy, Fy, I

Auer (K', F1, Fa, F3)| < O Fillpy [ F2lps | Pl ps - (4.3)
Our goal is to show that there exists C” such that for all f, fo, f3

|AH(K7 f17 f27 f3)| < O/HlePl Hf2||p2||f3||p3 .

We choose orthonormal bases of the spaces Hy, H(), so that the inner product becomes the
standard inner product on R™, and we denote the corresponding norm by | - |.
We will apply (4.3) to the kernel K’ on Hy & H{, obtained by extending K as in Lemma
4.1, thus
! — dim H} lyl?
K(a.9) = fal - B oxp (-m12 ) (o).

We pick for i = 1,2, 3, functions FZ-N on H; @ H! defined by
N _ dim Hj ’y‘2
Fi' (z,y) = fi(e) N 7 exp | -7 | .
Since the datum H @ H’ is by assumption p-bounded, we can apply (2.1) and (2.2) to

the subspaces ker IIy C ker(Ily @ II), ker ITj, C ker(II & II})), and ker(Ily @ IIj), to obtain
respectively

dim H'

NE

L > dim H' — dim H,, (4.4)
i1 P
°. dim H,
Z L > dim H — dim Hy
. pi
i=1

and

=dim H' + dim H — dim H|, — dim Hj.

23: dim H! + dim H;
i=1 pi
So we must have equality in (4.4). Evaluating Aggms with our choice of functions and
kernel yields then

3
Anern (K", F{Y, Fy' F§') = /Hfi(Hi(:C))K(Ho(w))N_dimH'+dimH‘3lﬂo(w)l_dimH6
1=1

/ 2 / 2 / 2 ! 2
y / e <_7T\H1(y)! + lﬂi\([g)\ + )1 W’!EEE?;;’P) dy dz (4.5)
Denote by A(x) the matrix
Ale) = — T+ o (I 4 T 4 TT) = ———— Ay +
T (2)[? N? [To(2)[?

Then the Gaussian y-integral in (4.5) evaluates to det(A(z))~ /2, so

1

mAl .

3
(4.5) = / T £:(1i () K (1 () ) N — i B dim Ho g ()|~ Aim Ho et (A () ™% da. (4.6)
=1

We claim that there exists constants ¢(H'), C(H') with
det A(z) = c(F') - Mg (a)| 72 8im Ho y=2dim HI=dim Ho) (1  O(N72|Mo(2)|?))  (4.7)
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and
det(A(a;))_l/2 < C(H/) . ’HO(x)‘dimH(’)N(dimH’—dimH(’)) ) (48)

Suppose (4.7) and (4.8) hold. Because fi, fo and f3 are Schwartz functions and K is
bounded, it follows that the integrand in (4.6) is uniformly in N controlled by an integrable
function of z. Using (4.7) in (4.6) and sending N — oo, we obtain with the dominated
convergence theorem

Aa(K, fr, fo, f3) = e(H) lim Apor (K, F{Y, By, FyY).

With the boundedness assumption (4.3) on Agep, it follows that there exist constants
C’,C" > 0 such that

[As(K, f1, fo, f3)| < C"limsup | F |, | E lpo 1 E5Y llps = C” | f1llps | f2llpe | f3llps

N—o0

This completes the proof, up to verifying (4.7) and (4.8).
To show (4.7), we may assume by a base change that Ay is a diagonal matrix, so that

A0 L 0 0 ... 0
0 X ... 0 0 ... 0
A@)= =0 0 i Ay 0 o O+ 24y,
Mo@)* | o g o o0 ..of
000 ... 0 0 .. 0
where A1, ..., A\gim Hy, are the nonzero eigenvalues of H{)tHB. Then (4.7) follows by expanding

det A(x) using the Leibniz formula: The diagonal in Ay contributes the first term, while
the contribution of all other terms is controlled by the O(N~2|IIy(x)|?) term.

To show (4.8), we can assume N < C|Iy(x)| for a sufficiently large constant C', since
otherwise it already follows from (4.7). But then we have, since Ag > 0

det A(z) > det(%Al) = N2dmH qog(Ay)

> C—2dim H(’)’HO(.Z,)‘—2dimH6N—2(dimH’—dimH(’)) det(Al) ) (49)
Note that det(A;) > 0 because ker ITj N ker IT), N ker IT5 = {0}, which follows from (2.2).
Taking (4.9) to the power —1/2 then gives (4.8). O

Proof of Theorem 1.18. We proceed similarly as in the proof of Theorem 1.17. We fix again
a bounded 2[-Calderén-Zygmund kernel K. We further fix n and assume that there exists
C > 0 such that for each I-Calderén-Zygmund kernel K’

|An,, (K, F1, Fo, F3)| < Ol Fillpy | F2lps | F3 s -
Our goal is to show that there exists C’ such that for all fi, fo, f3
[Am, . (K f1, fo, £3)] < Ol fullp 1 f2llps [ Flps -

Suppose that the singular Brascamp-Lieb datum H,,_; associated with M & J @)

n—1

(HoR" @R HyoR" H oR" " HyoR"", Hy ® R" ", I, 11,1y, 113) ,

is
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for linear maps II;. Comparing the matrices associated with J ,(12) and J 512_)1 in Table 2 shows
that the datum associated with H,, is then given by

(HeR"®R", Hy®R", H ®R", Hy ® R™, H3 & R", 11, 11}, 115, I15) ,
where we have, writing z € H, (y,y,) € R" ! xR, (2,2,) € R" ! x R:
T05(2, Y5 Yns 2, 2n) = (o (2, Y, 2), Yn)
0 (2,9, Yny 2, 20) = i (2,y, 2), 20)
I05(2, Y, Yn, 2, 2n) = (M2(@, 4, 2), 20+ Yn) ,

Hg(x7y7yn7 Z, Zn) - (HB(%%Z); Zn + yn—l) .
We define for i =1,2,3

2

Fi(x,z,2,) = N—1/pi exp <—7T%> fi(z, 2),

and we set
2

K ean) =l exp (- ) Ko

By Lemma 4.1, the kernel K’ is an [-Calder6n-Zygmund kernel. We have that

3

Au, (K Py o Fy) = [ [T /iy, 2) K (2.9)
H@Rnfle}Rnfl i1

1 22+ (2 + yn)? + (2 + Y1)’ Yn >
X ———exp | —7m-L — = dy,, dzy, dz dy dz .
/R/R|($ay)|N ( N? [(z,y)[?

The z, integral can be evaluated by first expanding (z, + y»)?, (zn + yn_1)? and then
completing the square in z,. One obtains that the inner two integrals equal

Y21 — Yn—1Yn + y2) Y2
g dyy .

1 1 2
(@, 9)[ V3 /Re"p (‘” 3N? ",y

This integral is bounded by, and converges by monotone convergence as N — 0o, to

Using that K is bounded and that fi, fo, f3 are Schwartz functions, we obtain with the
dominated convergence theorem

Au, (K, fi, fa, f3) = A}l_lgloo V3An, (K', Fi, Fy, F3).

Combined with boundedness of Ag, this shows that there exist constants C’',C” > 0 with

Am,_, (K, f1, f2, f3)| < ' h}\}ljuP ”Fl”p1 ”F2szHF3”p3 = C”Hfl”pl ”f2szHf3”p3 . U
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5. METHOD OF ROTATIONS: PROOF OF THEOREM 1.19

Fix the dimension d > 3. We denote S*! = {# € R? : || = 1}, and we denote by
o the normalized (d — 1)-dimensional Hausdorff probability measure on S?!'. Further, if
v € S%1 then we denote by o, the normalized (d — 2)-dimensional Hausdorff probability
measure on the great circle
(spanv)t N S4t.
Recall that there is an orthogonal decomposition

Sd 1 @Hna

where H,, is the space of spherical harmonics of degree n on S9!, see e.g. [38, Chapter IV].
Another way to characterize H,, is as the space of eigenfunctions of the spherical Laplacian
corresponding to the eigenvalue A\, = —n(n+d — 2).

We will use the spherical Sobolev spaces H*(S9~!) defined by

HH(SUY) = {f € LA™Y+ [ pagsary = me 2a(say < o0},

where 7, denotes the orthogonal projection onto H,,. We will also use the Funk transform,
which is the operator T' defined a priori on continuous functions F' on S%~! by

TF() = / Fv) doo(v). (5.1)
We will need the following properties of the Funk transform.

Lemma 5.1. Let Hg(Sd_l) be the space of functions in the smoothness s Sobolev space on
S4=1 of mean zero. For all s > 0, the Funk-transform T extends to a contraction
1
T Hg(sd_l) - Hg(sd_l)v HT”H5—>H5 = -1 <1.
Moreover, for all s > 0, the operator T extends to a bounded operator
T : Hy(S™") — Hyt (5971,

where § = d;22.

The proof of Lemma 5.1 relies on the Funk-Hecke formula.

Lemma 5.2 (Funk-Hecke formula). Denote by w,, the m-dimensional Hausdorff measure
on S™. Let f :[-1,1] — R be a continuous function. Then for every spherical harmonic
Y,, of degree n and 6 € S%1,

F-0)Ya(v) do(v) = “22N,Y,,(6),

Sd—1 Wd—1
where
1 Cng (t) d
n a—3
n= [ S e - .
-1 CnT (1)
Here C*(t) denotes the Gegenbauer polynommls defined via the generating function
(L=2rt+ 73" =>"Ckt)r (5.2)

n>0
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Proof. See for example [10], Theorem 1.2.9. O

Proof of Lemma 5.1. Let (fy) be a sequence of continuous functions such that fj is sup-

ported in (—1/k,1/k) and f_l{ljk fr(t)dt = 1. A computation in coordinates shows that for

every § € §41

Wd— .
ap(v) = wj_; lim fiu(v - 0)o(v),

in the sense of weak convergence of measures. Applying Lemma 5.2 to the sequence fj and
taking limits, we obtain that
TY, =\ Y,
for every spherical harmonic Y,, of degree n, where
d—2

2
A= O

d—2
We compute the values of C},2

in 0 and 1 using (5.2). Note the identity

ﬁ:i("l‘f;l%" (5.3)

n=0
Combining (5.2) and (5.3), we have

d—2 (—1)7L/2(%Jr P ) ifniseven

if nis odd,

[en}

and

Hence |A\,| clearly vanishes for odd n. For even n we obtain with the duplication formula
[(2)[(z + 1) = /m2'72°T(22) and Stirling’s formula

PG +4- D+ -2) o, TA-2T() 2
P+ 1l(n+d-2T(§—1) ’ (4 - nr(ze=ly O(m=7).  (54)

|/\n| =

Thus T" maps H{ into HSJ”S, for § = % > 0. Equation (5.4) combined with logarithmic
convexity of the I'-function also shows that |Ag,| is decreasing, so that
L(HT(3)I(d — 2) 1

T s s = )\ e e .
1T g — 15 = A2 T@r@r@—1) d-1

We define the manifold of all pairs of orthogonal vectors in S4!
Mg={w,0) e 81 x 8. 9.v=0}.

Below we will make use of the fact that the normalized Hausdorfl measure on M, disinte-
grates as

dog(v)do(0) = do,(0)do(v) . (5.5)

Theorem 1.19 is a consequence of the following key proposition.
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Proposition 5.3. Let d > 3 and s > 1/2. There exists a constant C > 0 such that the
following holds. Let Q € H§(SY™Y). Then there exists a function T : Mg — C such that

e for all v € S%1

/ (v, 0) doy (6) = 0. (5.6)
(spanv)tnsd—1
and

PG gs-172 a1y < CNizgesny (57)

® S measures, we ha'Ue
Q(0)0(0) = /S  T(w0)0,(6) do(v) (5.8)

Moreover, T' can be chosen so that the mapping 2 +— T is continuous from C*(S91) into

Ck(My), for every k.

Proposition 5.3 says that any mean zero function on S%~! can be decomposed into mean
zero functions on slices S~ N (spanv)*. We will use this later to decompose Calderén-
Zygmund kernels on R? into kernels on (spanv)*, v € S

Proof of Proposition 5.3. For I : §9=1 — C, we define a candidate solution to (5.6), (5.8)
by
DF): M€, T(FI06) = P(O) ~ [ FO)douio).

The function I'[F] satisfies (5.6) by construction. On the other hand, it satisfies (5.8) if
and only if, as measures,

20)0(6) = [ [£16)~ [ F)do )] aut6)ot0).

Using (5.5) and the definition (5.1) of T" to simplify the second summand, we obtain
=F(0)o(9) — /TF(V) dog(v)o(0) = (F(0) — T2F(0))o(h) .

Thus, (5.8) holds if

Q=(1-T>F. (5.9)
Lemma 5.1 now implies that 1 — 72 is invertible on H(S9!) for all s > 1/2 and hence
(5.9) can be solved for F for every Q € H{, and the solution map is continuous. The
function I'(v, -) is up to a constant the restriction of F' to the codimension one submanifold
S4=1 N (spanv)t. Since F' € H§, we obtain with the trace theorem (5.7). Finally, we have

for QO € CF that )
F= ZT”Q - ZT”Q + ZT”Q.
=0 =0 =3

The first three terms on the right hand side are in C*, since T maps C* into C*. By
Lemma 5.1 we have T6Q € H*+, Since ||T\|H§+d_>H§+d < 1, the second sum converges in

H**4 which embedds into C*. Thus the solution map is continuous on C*. O

We will apply Proposition 5.3 to the restriction of a homogeneous Calderén-Zygmund
kernel to the sphere S, Since our defining assumptions (1.3) on Calderén-Zygmund
kernels are formulated on the Fourier side, we need the following lemma to pass to kernels
with prescribed smoothness in space.
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Lemma 5.4 ([38, Chapter IV, Theorem 4.7]). Let s > d. Let Q € H§(S%™!) be a mean
zero function on S, Then m(€) = Q(&/|€|) defines a homogenous of degree 0 tempered
distribution on R®. The inverse Fourier transform of m is a homogenous of degree —d
tempered distribution on R% which can be written as

im(x) = O (z/|z))|z| 7.
The mapping Q — Q* is bounded with bounded inverse from H{(S* ') into H3~%(S%1).

Proof. See Theorem 4.7 in Chapter IV of [38]. O

Proof of Theorem 1.19. Let K be a homogenous [-Calderén-Zygmund kernel and let €2 :
S9=1 _ C be the function satisfying

R(&) = Q(¢/|¢]) + Co. / Q(6) do(6) = 0.

Since K is an [-Calderén-Zygmund kernel, Q € C'(S?1), so in particular Q € H)(S91).
By Lemma 5.4, the kernel K is then given by

K(z) = Cod + Q*(z/lz])|z| 7,

and " satisfies [|Q"[| -« < C||Qf| 2. We apply Proposition 5.3 to Q*, using that [ > d+1.
0

We obtain for each v € S9! a function
Q5 (0) =T(v,0)
such that
0" (0)o(0) = /Sdl Q5 (0)0,(0)do(v), (5.10)
and such that

12 yi-arr2 < Ol a-a < ClI g -

We define the kernel Ky(z) = Cod+ =L |z[=9Q% (v /|x|) on (span ). By applying Lemma

Wd—2
5.4, in the opposite direction, to the function €}, we find that for all £ € (span @)+

Ro(€) = Co + wd_;%(f/\f’),

Wq—
for a function 2y with

HQQ||Héfg/2(5d*1|’](span9)l < CHQOHH{)(S‘Fl) :

Applying finally the Sobolev embedding theorem, we find that there exists a constant C' > 0
such that for each # € S% !, the kernel C~'Kj is an | — {#W-Calderén—Zygmund kernel
on (span@)*t.
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From (5.10), we obtain for each Schwartz function f on R? by integration in polar
coordinates:
dr

[ @K@ ds = o) wa [ [ @) dow) T

ot O e [ [ 0500 doto)

r

= [ Cot@+wan [ [ prn19iw)n) T drto)

gd—1 gd—1

= [ Cof(0)+ 2= F@) (/2] |2~ dpg(x) do (6)
Sd—1 Wd—2 J(span6)+

_ / / () Ko () dpag () do(6) (5.11)
Sd=1 J(span )+

Here pp is the d — 1-dimensional Lebesgue measure on (span)*. Combining (5.11) with
Fubini’s theorem, it follows that for all Schwartz functions f1, fo, f3

AH(K7f17f27f3) :/Sdl AH(O)(K97f17f27f3)d0(9)‘

Together with the triangle inequality and the assumption of integrable boundedness of the
forms on the right hand side, this completes the proof. ]

6. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.21

We will deduce Theorem 1.21 from the following multilinear multiplier bound from [18].
Note that the condition (6.1) on the multiplier is slightly more general than that obtained
by translating the condition on the kernel of the corresponding singular Brascamp-Lieb
forms. We will exploit this to deduce also bounds for forms with less singular multiplier.

Theorem 6.1 ([18, Theorem 1.1]). Let 2 < p1,p2,p3 < 0o with p% + plz + p% =1 and
fix a dimension d > 1. There exists | € N such that the following holds. Let T' be the
2d-dimensional subspace {(£1,62,&3) € R3 © & 4+ & + €3 = 0} of R3. Furthermore, let
I CT be a d-dimensional subspace, which can be parametrized in terms of each &1,& and
&s. There exists a constant C such that the following holds. Let M : T' — C satisfy

0°M(€)] < (dist(&,TV)) 71T, ol <. (6.1)
Then
/F FE) Fa&2) Fo(€) M () dur(€) < Ol | Follpal £ s -

Theorem 6.1 is a special case of the main result in [18]. It can also be deduced by
following the proof of Theorem 2.1.1 in [37]: By a reduction similar to, but slightly more
general than in Section 2.2 of [37], Theorem 6.1 reduces to a slightly more general version
of Lemma 2.3.1 in [37]. The only difference to [37] is that the bump functions ¢y, are
possibly different bump functions adapted to position y, frequency n and scale ¢, as opposed
to dilation of a fixed bump function. This causes no issues, because the assumptions on M
still guarantee the uniform estimates on ¢, ,; required in the proof.
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Proof of Theorem 1.21. Choosing coordinates and swapping the role of f1 and f3, we may
express the trilinear form Ay up to a constant as

/f1($1 +y1, 29+ CF y2) fo(w1+ Bl y1, 22+ CF ya) f3 (1, 22) K (y1, y2) dy1 dyz dzy dza . (6.2)

Here B is the direct sum of the matrices X in the modules N,,; occuring as direct summands

in My1. In particular, and that is all we will need, B and I — B are invertible. The matrices

C4 and (5 are direct sums of Izli and I#bi respectively, from the direct summands C,,,.
By Fourier inversion, (6.2) equals a multiple of

/Ffl(ﬁl,l,fl,z)ﬁ(&,m52,2)%(53,1,53,2)IA((—§1,1 — B& 1, —Ci&i2 — Ca&22) dur(§)

Define the singular subspace
Fy={{ecl : {1+ B =0, Ciéio+ Cobap =0} .

Define D and Dj to be the direct sum of @y, Izli and Qpm, I}ni, respectively, where Q,, is
the m x (m + 1) matrix

0

10 ... 0
0 01

Qm = Do .
—'1 0 0 1
Then, the space 'y sits in the larger subspace
I"={¢el : &1+ B&1 =0, Di& o+ Daéoo =0}

The space I" satisfies the nondegeneracy condition of Theorem 6.1, because B and I — B
are invertible and because D1, Dy and D1 — Do are invertible. Indeed, this can be checked
blockwise. The blocks in D; are of the form Qmil,%, the blocks in Dy are of the form

Qmilﬁbi, and the blocks in D — Dy are of the form Qmil,% — Qmilfni, each of which are
invertible. We choose

M(€) = K(—€11 — Ba1, —Cié12 — Cabas).

Then we have for |a| < m, by (1.3)

|0“M(&)| < Cp ls‘up 0P K (~&11 — Béaq,—Ci1n — Caban)|
BI<m

< C(|€11 + B&aa| +|Ciéra + Caban]) 1o
< O(dist(¢,Ty)) "1l < C(dist(g,T7)) 1o

Here the second to last line follows from the fact that both dist(£,T's) and the expression
1§11 + B&2,1| + [C1€1,2 + Caéa o

define norms on the finite dimensional quotient space I'/T'g, and are hence comparable.
Theorem 1.21 now follows from Theorem 6.1. O
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7. PROOF OF THEOREM 1.22

For x € (R™)% we write x = (20, 2!), where 29 = (29,29, 29) € (R")3, 2! = (21,21,2}) €
(R™)3, and we write z = (z1,20,23) € (R")3. Reading off of Table 2, one finds that a
singular Brascamp-Lieb datum associated with

M= (1) e P @ s e
is H with projections Ily, ITp, II3 : (R?)? — (R™)* and IIg : (R™)? — (R™), given by
I (2, 2) = (‘/E?v ‘/Egv ‘/Eg’ 23),
Oo(z,2) = (29 + 21, 29 + 2d 29, 20 + 23),
O3(x,2) = (29 + 21, 29, 23 + 23, 21 + 23),
Ho(z,2) = (z},2), 21, 21, 20) .
A datum with the projections 71, mo, 73 : (R™)? — (R™)* and 7 : (R")? — (R™)%, where
7'('1(1', Z) = (‘T%v xg? xg? 23) )
7'('2(1', Z) = (‘T(l]v x%? xg? 22) )
7'('3(1', Z) = (‘Tgv xg? xi%n Zl) )
mo(z,2) = (z! — 2%, 21 — 23,20 — 23),

is equivalent to the datum H. This can be seen by first performing the change of variables
(', 21,20) — (28 — 2%, 21 — 23,29 — 23) in the singular Brascamp-Lieb form, relabeling
(29, 21) to (x1,29), and then replacing K by its reflection in the first fiber K(—-,-, -, ).

Therefore, to prove Theorem 1.22, it suffices to show

> 3
‘/(Rn)g (3131 fj(ﬂj(w,Z))>K(7T0(x,Z))d(w,z)‘ < le;[l 15511,

whenever 2 < p1,p2, p3 < 00, pil + p% + p%, =L

We begin with a cone decomposition of K. For a function ponR? d>1,and t > 0, let

di(x) =t 4p(t ).
Let B(0, R) denote the Euclidean open ball centered at 0 with radius R. Let ¢ : R — R
be a radial Schwartz function with

~

supp(¢) € B(0,1) \ B(0,1/4),
satisfying [;~ i(tf)% =1 for each £ # 0. Let & = (&1,...,&5) € (R™)° and write

5 0o )
RO=-ROIL [ o667 (7.)
=170 j

We rewrite this as a sum of integrals over five regions, depending on which parameter ¢; is
the smallest. That is, we write

where
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and
T, = {(t1,t2, 3, ta,t5) € (0,00)° : t; < t; for j # i}.

z/looi(sn)d—

which is a radial smooth function supported in B(0,1) and for s > 0, it holds ¢y, (n) =

We denote

o(som) = st 1[)(377) . On each T; we then integrate over all larger parameters t;, giving

> dt
o= [ Rt ( IT #ee) T
J=1j#i
We will proceed with additional decompositions of the kernels K;. By symmetry in (7.1)
and in the projections g, 71, T, w3, it suffices to consider ¢ = 1 and i = 4 only.
We begin with i = 1. Here we will decompose the kernel further into Gaussian functions,
which will be convenient later in the proof. Let g be the Gaussian g(z) = e~™7” whose
dimension should always be understood from the context. Then we write

— o0 . . d
K1) = /0 (6, O P61, 0, 60)G (60,65, 4+ 65)

where
5

mi(€,) = K(t'¢) (H ) (€117 g(&1, €2, €3)%9 (€0, &5, €0+ &5)) 7

Since || is bounded away from zero by the support assumption on {p\, the function m; (&, t)
is smooth in the ¢ variable. Moreover, on the support of my(&,t), € € [~1,1]". Denote

cr(a,t) = (1 + |a])5mm1(a,t),

where the inverse Fourier transform is taken in the £ variable. A standard integration by
parts argument, together with the symbol estimates (1.3), gives

le1(a, )] < Co(1 + Jal) =% (7.2)

for an absolute constant Cy, provided [ > 22n. The lower bound on [ is chosen crudely
such that the decay of the coefficients c;(a,t) suffices in all of the arguments below. We
remark that we do not aim to optimize our arguments to minimize this bound.

Taking the inverse Fourier transform of m, we write

K, —on ~ o ~ —2mia- dt
K1(8) Z/( )r(1+\a’) ‘ /0 c1(a, 1) |t61Gu(€1, 2,63) %50 (€4, 65, 60 + &5 )e ™ t§7da.
(7.3)
By Fourier inversion,
Ky(mo(z,2)) = K, (6)e2miemo@2) ge
(R™)?

Using the definition of my and (7.3), we can therefore write K (mo(x, z)) as a superposition
of the kernels of the form

Z/ / 1y 1(@ DD, —o— ) H D), 0.6)
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« e2mi(a! +t(a1,a2,a3)) (€1,62.83) Gi(€, &5, —Ea—E5)e 2mi((21+taa)éa+(z2+tas)E5—23(Ea+E5)) d§— (7.4)

weighted by (1 4+ |a|)~5", where a = (a1, ...,as5). Here we have also used for convenience
that 0;¢ is odd and that ¢ is even, and replaced a by —a.
Fixing 7 and ¢, the integral in £ can be viewed as the integral of the function

—_— i 0. — i 1 )
(M- -y 19) > (8ig)e (1, M2, m3) 2™ 1m2M3) (8, ), (g, 1, 1 )20 (@ HH(@1,02,03)- (14,1156

~ 2mi(z1+taq,z2+tas,z3) (n7,n8,
th(77777787779)€ (21+taq,zo+tas,23) (n7,m8,Mm9)

over the five-dimensional subspace
{(m .. ,m0) € R™)”: (n1,m2,m3) = (=14, =05, =76 ), 10 = =17 — N8} -

It equals the integral of the inverse Fourier transform of this function over the orthogonal
complement of this subspace,

{(r1,...,r9) € R™?: (r1,79,73) = (ra,75,76),77 =5 = To} .
Therefore, the term for a fixed ¢ in (7.4) can be written, up to a constant, as
dt
s / (0, @D 4i9)e((,2) + 7+ (0,0,0,ta,0)) dr =, (75)
where r = (rl,rg,rg,m) and r* = (rq,7r9,73,71,72,73,74,74,74). Thus, it suffices to bound

the form in which K;(mo(x, 2)) is replaced by (7.5), with estimates uniform in a. Then it
remains to sum over ¢ and integrate in a. By symmetry, it suffices to prove bounds for
i = 1. This will be done in Proposition 7.1.

Next we decompose the kernel K. We write it as K4 = K¢ + K7, where

- | Reaeaea@icmmie T

-/ T ROGE)HE)PE)REN G — T )

Note that if £ is in the support of the integrand in K for a fixed t, then 273 < |t&y + &5 <

22, On the other hand, if ¢ is in the support of the integrand of K7 for a fixed t, then
0 < [t&q + t&5] < 22, but [t&5] > 2712 We will decompose these multiplier symbols further.
To reduce the amount of notation we will use Gaussians for this decomposition as well,
even though one could proceed with other Schwartz functions.

Now we write

Ro© = [ i)™ [ a0l PREOIEs + 166 + ) T aa,
(Rm)5 0
where cg(a,t) = (1 + |a|)%"n1g(a,t) and

me(€,t) = Kt €)P(61)3(€2)B(E3) 0 (E4) @m0 (€5) ([t Ge(€) [t + &5 %G (€4 + &5))

Here, cg(a,t) satisfy the symbol estimate analogous to (7.2).
Thus, Kg(mo(x, 2z)) can be written as a weighted superposition of integrals of the form

/ /( c6(a, )G (€1, 2, &) (Ag)i (€03 (65) (D) (€4 + &)

1

ﬂ
t

2mi(x

0 — . ita-
xe 20,21 —23,20—23) §e27rzta§d£
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- /< o €0(0 01,2 60) B (E0GHE) B (€1 + &) e} 6162)

w e2mi(z1+taq, 22 +tas,23)-(§4,85,~€4—E5) d¢ % ] (7.6)
Then, the integral in &4, &5 can be seen as the integral of the function

(11,772, 13) 1= (Ag)s (1) (1) (Ag). (73) 21t zartaszo) ()
over the subspace
{(m,m2,m3) € (R™)® : i3 = —m1 — 1o} -
It equals the integral of the Fourier transform of this function over the orthogonal comple-
ment
{(r1,ro,73) € (R™)? s 71 = ry = 13}
Using this and taking the inverse Fourier transform in &1, &2, &3, the display (7.6) is up to
a constant equal to
dt
et
Thus, it suffices to bound a form with K¢(mo(z, 2)) replaced by this kernel, with a constant
uniform in a. This will follow from Proposition 7.2.

For the kernel K; we proceed with a similar decomposition but with a factor [t&s5
instead of [t&4 + t&5/|?. This leads to bounding a form with K7(mo(z,2))) replaced by

/ / cﬁ(a,t)gt(azl—xo—l—t(al,ag,ag))(Ag)t(zl +r+tag)g(zo+r+tas)(Ag)e(zs+r)dr
0 n
k

0 dt
/ / 07(a,t)gt(a:1—x0+t(a1,ag,ag))(Ag)t(zl+r+ta4)(Ag)t(zg+r+ta5)gt(zg+r) dr?.
0 n

with a constant uniform in a, where c¢;(a,t) satisfies a bound analogous to (7.2). Note a
symmetry between the last two displays, which can be seen by interchanging zo and z3,
translating r — r — tas, and replacing a4 — as by a4 in the second display. Bounds for this
form will also follow from Proposition 7.2.

To summarize, we have reduced Theorem 1.22 to the following two propositions.

Proposition 7.1. Letn > 1. Let 2 < p1,p2,p3 < 00 and pil + p% + pis = 1. There exists a

constant C' > 0 such that for each a € (R™)?, c(t) satisfying |c(t)| < 1 for each t > 0, and
all Schwartz functions f1, f2, f3 : (R")* — C,

[ (j]jlfmj(:v,z)))(alagan)t((:c,z) b ta)da, )

3
8
<C+a)* [T 1l »
j=1
where r = (r1,72,73,74), 7% = (11,72,73,71,72,73,74,74,74).
Proposition 7.2. Let n > 1. Let 1 < p1,p2,p3 < 0o and pil + p% + p%) = 1. There exists a

constant C' > 0 such that for each a € (R™)®, c(t) satisfying |c(t)| < 1 for each t > 0, and
all Schwartz functions f1, f2, f3 : (R")* — C,

‘ /OOO c(t)/( o (jljlfj(ﬂj(x,z)))gt(xl — 2%+ t(ay, a2,a3))(Ag) (21 + 7 + tay)
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dt
Xgi(z2 + 1 +tas)(Ag)i(z3 + 1+ tag) d(z, 2 7”) < C(1+ [a])'om H I f5llp; -
7j=1

Note that in Proposition 7.2, one could decompose the Gaussian in z' — 2 into another

integral of translated Gaussians. Also, the Laplacians could be split into sums of second
order derivatives. This would yield a form that is, schematically, similar to the one in
Proposition 7.1. However, we chose not to do this as, it will not be needed for the proof.
Proposition 7.1 will be proven using twisted techniques, while Proposition 7.2 will follow
from the classical square and maximal function bounds, similarly as in the case of the
Coifman-Meyer multipliers. We will prove these propositions in the following two sections.

7.1. Proof of Proposition 7.2. Denote h = Ag. Using the definition of the projections
m; and splitting the Gaussian into tensor products of three lower-dimensional Gaussians,
the form we need to bound reads

/ C t /( x17x27xg7Z3)f2(x17x%7xg7Z2)f3(xlvxgvxé721)
n

dt
X < H gt xj — :Ej + taj)) hi(z1 + 1+ tag)gi(z2 + 7+ tas)he(z3 +r + ag) d(z, z, ) -
j=1
Integrating in z1 and z, using that Gaussians are even and replacing a1, as, ag by —ay, —as,
—ag, it suffices to estimate

[0 [ 1 G © B 0 a2 (s 900507
0 (R4

dt
X(f3 *3,4 (gt7a3 ® ht,a4))(x07 T) d(xov T) 7 )

where the subscript *,,, m, means that we take 2n-dimensional convolutions with the func-
tions f; in the coordinates min,...,mi(n+1) and man, ..., ma(n+1). Here, all functions
g and h that appear in the tensor products are n-dimensional, we have denoted

Gta; =t "gi(- +tay),

and analogously for hy,;. For two functions ¢, p we also write (¢ ® p)(u,v) = ¢(u)p(v).
Applying Hélder’s inequality in ¢ for the exponents (2, 00, 2) and using |¢(t)| < 1, we bound
the last display by

o o dt\1/2
Lo 10091 Gt © brag) @ P ) 00 (e 400 (s © 100)) (007
(Rm)* *J0 >0

(71500 G e )P ) ).

Applying Holder’s inequality in (27, p), we estimate this further by
o dt\1/2
H </ |f1 >*‘1,4 (gt,a1 ® ht,a6)|2_) ‘

0

sup |2 %24 (9102 © Gtas) |
p1ll >0 p2
> dt\1/2
XH (/ | f3 *3.4 (Gt,a3 @ ht,a4)|2_>
0

p3
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Using bounds for the two-dimensional fiber-wise maximal and square functions, the last
display is bounded by an absolute constant times

(1 +1aD* 21 f1llp [l f2 lpe 1 f3lps -

For the maximal function, a polynomial loss in the shift follows by dominating the Gaussian
9ta; < 10(2(1+ |aj]))"g2e(1+4]a,))- For the shifted square function, we have a uniform bound
on L? in the shift a. We also have a weak L' bound with polynomial loss (1 + |a;|)" T,
this follows from the standard proof of weak L' bounds of Calderén-Zygmund operators,
but with an Lz(%)—vector valued kernel, as in [21, Section 5.6.1]. Interpolation and duality

then give the polynomial loss (1 + |a;|)" .

7.2. Proof of Proposition 7.1. In contrast with the previous section, now we cannot
bound the form by the maximal and square functions of each of the functions f; separately.

To prove Proposition 7.1, we will first prove an estimate for a local version of our form.
Local estimates will then be combined into a global estimate using a stopping-time argu-
ment. A finite collection 7 of dyadic cubes in R%, d > 1, is called a convex tree if there
exists Q7 € T such that Q C Q7 for every Q € T and if Q,Q” € T and Q C Q' C Q"
then Q' € T. If £(Q) denotes the side-length of a dyadic cube @, we denote

Q1 = UQeT@ x (£(Q)/2,4(Q)) -
For f € L? _(RY) we also define a variant of a maximal operator on a tree 7
1 1/2
MAT) = s sup (1 [ 157)"
QeT 20 M@ Jor
where the second supremum is over all cubes Q' with sides parallel to the coordinate axes,
which contain the cube Q.
Let c(t) and 7y, 9, 3 be as in Proposition 7.1. Let 7y : (R™)? — (R™)* be given by

7T4(337 Z) = (:E%v :E%’ l‘é, ZQ) :

We will prove bounds for a more symmetric local quadrilinear form
4
o0 [ (I Hme)
T (R™)? 255

dt
X (0103n+19)¢((x, 2) + 7 + ta) d(x, z) dr et

A7a(f1s f2, f3 fa) = (1 + ‘a’)—16n/

Q

defined for bounded functions f; on R and a convex tree 7 in R*". The main step in the
proof of Proposition 7.1 is the following estimate, which will be applied with f; = 1.

Proposition 7.3. There exists a constant C > 0 such that for any convex tree T, any
a € (R")?, and bounded functions f1, f2, f3, fa : (R")* — C,

4
AT a(fr. fo f3, )l < ClQ7I [ M£(T).
i=1
Proof of Proposition 7.3. We may assume that the functions f; are real-valued, as otherwise

we split them into real and imaginary parts. Interchanging the order of integration, using
the triangle inequality, and |c(¢)| < 1, we bound |A7 o(f1, f2, f3, f1)| by

(1+ Ja))~16n / /
Q7 J(R™)7

. fl(xi,a:g,a:g, 23)f4(a:%,a:%,a:§, 22)(819)t(xi + 71+ ait) dxi
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x‘ fo(@9, 2d, 29, 20) f3(29, 29, 21, 21) (819)¢ (29 + r1 + agt) dal| dp
RTL
where

dp = gi((3, 73, w3, 23) + (ra, 73,72, 73) + t(ag, as, as, ag), z + (ra,ra,74) + t(ar, as, ag))
dt
.
Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality with respect to du bounds this form by (1 +
la|)~16" times the geometric mean of

/QT/( "7
and
/QT/( )7

These two terms are analogous, which can be seen by swapping the roles of #J and z} in
the second term. Thus, it suffices to proceed with (7.7).
We integrate in z; and then expand out the square in (7.7). This gives

/Q/()8f1($(1)7$87$g7z3)f4($(1)7$%,35§,22)f1(9€i,338,33g,23)f4(35%,35%,35§,22)
T n

0,0 .1 1
Xd($2,l‘3,ﬂj‘2,$3, Z) dr

1.0 .0 1.1 .1 1 1]
fi(xy, @y, x5, 23) fa(xy, T3, T3, 22) (019)¢ (x] + 71 + alt)dznl‘ dp . (7.7)
RTL

2
fg(a;?,a;%,a;g, 22)f3(a:?,a:g,a:§, 21)(819)t(x(1) + 7]+ a@)daz?‘ du .
R?’L

x(019):((2°, 22) + 7 4+ urt) (O19):((z', 23) + r + ust)d(z, 22, 23) dr % ; (7.8)

where uy; = (a1, a2, a3, ag), us = (a1, as, ag, ag).

If n = 1, this expression corresponds to the local form 1~X7- from the dimension four
case in [15]. More precisely, it can be interpreted as the local form applied to a 16-tuple
of functions on R*, in the case of the identity matrix, and when all but four functions
are set to the constant 1. Applying the result from [15] to this setup yields a variant of
Proposition 7.3, where the maximal operators M f; are replaced by (M|f;|*)'/*. However,
this is insufficient to establish Proposition 7.1. It is therefore essential to view (7.8) as
a variant of the quadrilinear form from the two-dimensional case in [15], but acting on
functions defined on R™ x R3" instead of R x R. The variables are now

0 .1 n 0.0 1.1 3n
xi,xy € R",  (x5,23, 23), (23,3, 22) € R™™.

This perspective leads to only one more application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
which subsequently gives the maximal operators M f; and the desired Holder estimate.
The paper [15] establishes an estimate for this quadrilinear form in the setting of functions
on R x R. The argument, however, extends to R” x R3" without significant complications.
Since [15] additionally focuses on other matters, we nevertheless prove the estimate in our
specific setting for the reader’s convenience and to maintain a self-contained exposition.
We will rewrite the form (7.8) more concisely, for which we introduce slightly more
general expressions. Let di,dy > 1. For y € (R? x R%®)? we write y = (y°,y'), where
¥° = (], 19) e R x R, ¢t = (y1,93) € R x R, and let ¢ = (q1,¢2) € R" x R, We
write m = d; + dy and identify R% x R% with R™. Define the maps p; : (R™)? — R™ by

p1(y) =49, ps(y) = (), u3),
p2(y) = (i, 99), paly) = (Wi, y3) -
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For bounded functions Fi, ..., Fy on R™, v € (R™)2, and T a convex tree in R™, we define
4
O, B Fy = (= [ (T]Few)
7—- m ‘]:1

dt
X (010m+19)e(y + (a.0) +vt)dydq — .
Then, (7.8) can be recognized as

(1 + [u) ™07 u(f1, f1, f1, f1)

with v = (u1,u2), di = n, do = 3n. Recall that u consists of the components of a and
satisfies |u| < C'lal. Thus, it will suffice to prove

97w (f1. f1. f1, f1)| < ClQTIM f1(T)*M fo(T)? . (7.9)

To show this estimate, we will remove the localization of the kernel and localize the
functions, similarly as in [15]. This will allow for translation ¢ — ¢ — vt and global
telescoping arguments. For a tree 7 in R™ we define a region in R™

T =U{Q € T: Q) =2"}.
For F;,T,v as above, o > 1, and 1 < i < m, we define

4
0 J(F1, By, F3, Fy) = (a + |u]) 4’“2/“/ /( . HFlTk )(p;(y
2 m m "
7=1

kEZ

\_/

dt
X (0iOm+i9)pt(y + (q,q) +vt) dy dgq 7

where D = D(«) is a 2m x 2m diagonal matrix with diagonal entries djy = 1if 1 <1< d;
or dy +dy <1 < 2dy + dg, and dy = « otherwise. Here, gp; = (det D) 1g,(D~1.). We will
only use this expression when either a =1 or v = 0.

1)

The following lemma will reduce the problem to proving a bound for 6(7 .1 instead.

Lemma 7.4. There exists a constant C > 0 such that for any F;,T,v as above,

4
|©7 (£, Fo, F3, Fy) — 9$?v,1(F1,F27F37F4)\ < CQ7| [[MFAT).
=1

)

We will use another lemma, which will reduce the problem of bounding (9( ., to bound-

ing the sum of @%-)70706, 1 # 1, instead.

Lemma 7.5. There exists a constant C > 0 such that for any F;, T, be as above,

m 4
‘Z@%i-),o,a(FlyF27F37F4)‘ SC’|627-|1_[]\4F’7'(7d)
i=1 =1

We postpone the proofs of these two lemmas until the end of this section and return to
proving (7.9).
By Lemma 7.4, it thus suffices to show

|@g%,)u,1(f1, F1s fas f0)] < ClQFIM L (T)2M f4(T)2.
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Note that we can write @%)u’l(fl, f1, fa, f4) in an analogous way as in (7.7), by writing the
product of all non-positive terms as a square. Indeed, we can write is as

2k
1+ |ul)~4m /
L+ Ju)™*™ ) S

k7
kez /2"t

/Rdl (filz) (o1 (W)) (Faln, ) (p3()(D19): (4] + a1 + axt) dy? i
th((ygvy%) + (q27q2) + (a27a37a87a57a67a9)t) d(yg,y%,Q) % ’

where we have unravelled the definition of u inside the Gaussian. We estimate a non-
centered Gaussian by a centered Gaussian as

ge(- 4+ vt) < 10(2(1 + [9]))*® gar(141)) -

and apply this to the Gaussian outside of the squared term. We also change variables
q1 — g1 — uit. This gives a constant multiple of the form

o (1 + [u) Oy L (f1. 1. fa, f2)
with a = 2(1 + |(az, as, as, as, ag, ag)|). Since o (1 + |u|)~*™ < C, it will suffice to show
O alf1s fis fas f1) < ClQTIM AT M fo(T).
Note that by symmetry, @%Z'-?O’a(fl,fl,le,le) > 0 for each 1 < i < dj. By Lemma 7.5, it

will thus suffice to prove

> Gg?(],a(flyflaf4af4)‘ < ClQ7IM f(T)* M fa(T)?.

i=di+1
To show this inequality, we bound the left-hand side of the last display by

m ok
S S

i=d1+1 keZ

L 1m0 G )i ) o ) Dug)on (08 + a2)

dt

><‘ /Rd2 (faln) W, 2) (Fal) (W1, 12) (0i9)ae (y5 + a2)dys ‘gt((y?, )+ (a,@) i, v 9) -

We apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality in y?, y%, q,t and in the sums, and then expand
out the square, similarly as we did in (7.8). This gives an estimate by

m ; 1/2
je{1,4} i=di+1
For each 1 < i < m, we have @?Qa(fj, fjs fj, f;) = 0. Therefore, Lemma 7.5 gives

O P00l Fi2 112 13) < ClQr M (TY!

for each 1 < ¢ < m and 1 < j < 4. This finishes the proof of Proposition 7.3, up to
verification of Lemmas 7.4 and 7.5. O

To prove Lemmas 7.4 and 7.5 we will need the following Brascamp-Lieb inequality.

Lemma 7.6. For any measurable functions F, Fy, F3, Fy : R™ — C,

4 4
‘/( e (Eﬂ(ﬁj(@))dy( Sj];[lHFng.
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This lemma was proven in the case d = 1 by repeated applications of the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality in [15, Lemma 3.2]. The proof when the variables are in higher dimensions follows
in the analogous way and we omit it.

We will also need an estimate on the boundary of a convex tree from [15].

Lemma 7.7 ([15, Lemma 4.1]). There exists a constant C > 0 such that for any convex
tree T in R™,
Y 2MH(OTE N (2°2)™) < ClQT.
keZ
Now we are ready to prove Lemmas 7.4 and 7.5.
Proof of Lemma 7.4. We proceed along the lines of the argument in [15, Section 4] in the

case of the identity matrix. First we use [15, Lemma 3.4], which in the particular case of
the identity matrix gives

(14 o)™ (010m419):(y + (q,) +vt)| < CE2™ D27\ (Jy + (¢, )| < 271),
n>0

where x(A) equals 1 if the condition A is satisfied and 0 otherwise. With this and (7.2),
we estimate .
07 (1, B, F, Fy) — 0 | (Fy, By, Fy, Fy)|

by an absolute constant times

4
22‘4”””2/ /Tk/k (gle(pj(y))Dt‘zmx(ly— (2:9)| < 2"t) dde% (7.10)

n>0 kEZ
—4amn —2m n dt
2 2 Z/ / / H\F o3 )E2"x(ly — (,0)| < 2"0)dydg <, (T11)
n>0 kez /2 ITE S, N t

where S, = {y € R¥™ : p;(y) € Tk for all j =1,2,3,4}.
First we estimate the summand in (7.10) for fixed n and k by

e [ f H|F o1 (o () — 0l < 2°4%)) dyda.
k k

where we used p;(q,q) = q. Let E be the set of ¢ € T}, such that the inner integral of the
last display does not vanish. We estimate the last display using Lemma 7.6 by

cz—?mk/ H 1Fj(w)x(jw — g < 27)]| 2w dg < C27|E)| H MFE(T).  (7.12)
7j=1
We proceed by estimating |E|. If ¢ € E, then there is y € S§ such that for all j,

Ipj(y) —al < 2°+F.
By definition of Sk, pj,(y) & T}, for some 1 < jy < 4. Let Q) be a dyadic cube of side length
2% containing ¢ and let @y be a dyadic cube of side length 2% such that Pio(y) € Qy. Then
Qq € T and @, € T. But both @, and @, are contained in the ball B of radius contk

about ¢ for sufficiently large C' > 1. Therefore, there is w € 9T}, N (2¥Z)™ such that w € B.
But then ¢ is contained in the ball of radius C2"* about w. This implies

|E| < 02" (0T, 0 (2FZ)™) .
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Applying this estimate to (7.12) and summing in n and k, we obtain for (7.10) a upper
bound by a constant times

<Z2km 4(9T}, N (2772) )E[

keZ

Lemma 7.7 then yields the desired bound for (7.10).
It remains to estimate (7.11). Fix n and k£ and estimate the corresponding summand by

et [ ] A HrF (033 (0) — ] < 25)) dy da.
k

Let E be the set of ¢ € T} such that the inner integral of the last display is not zero. We
estimate the last display with Lemma 7.6 by

C2—2m’f/ H 1Ej (w)x(jw — q] < 2"F)|| 1204 dg - (7.13)

If p € E, then there is y € Sy, such that for all j, |p;(y) —¢| < 27tk By definition of Sy, for

every j there is ¢¥) € T}, such that piy) = ¢V, Using the triangle inequality, we estimate
(7.13) by

4
9~ 2mk/ H |1 Fj(w)x(Jw — ¢¥| < 2n+k+1)HL2(w) dg < C2*™"|E)| HMF](T)
j=1

To obtain the last inequality we may argue as for (7.12), because ¢Y) € Ty. Similarly as
before, the ball of radius C2"5+1 about p contains pj and as before we see that it also
contains a point in 9T}, N (2FZ)™. We estimate

|E| < 02nmthma 91y, N (2872)™)

sum in n and k, and use Lemma 7.7 to conclude the desired bound for (7.11). This finishes
the proof of the lemma. O

Proof of Lemma 7.5. We proceed along the lines of the argument in [15, Section 5.2] in the
case of the identity matrix, and streamline the proof in our setting.
Integrating by parts in ¢, we see that

_22/

Using the heat equation (Ag)ip = 27td:(g:p), we thus obtain

(O3Brsma) ey + (0.9)) dg = / (Ag)pe(y + (¢,9)) dg.

m m

4m47rz 0 o (F1, Fy, Fy, Fy)

4 2k

- Z/}Rm /RZM (j I(F}'lTk)(Pj(y))) /2k1 t0(g:p)(y + (¢,9)) % dydq.

keZ
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Let k7 be defined by £(Q7) = 2#7. By the fundamental theorem of calculus in ¢, the
last display equals

Z/m/[;gzm = F'lTk)(pj(y))) (g2kD —92k71D)(y—|— (q,q)) dydq

keZ
4
- /m /R2m (H(FleT)(ﬂj(y)))g2kTD(y+ (¢,9)) dy dg (7.14)
) 4
t2 / / F'lTk)(pj(y)) - H(ﬂlTkﬂ)(pj(y)))gakD(er (¢.9))dydg. (7.15)
k<ky /R JREM DG ot

We estimate the two terms (7.14) and (7.15) separately.
First we estimate (7.15). Let x be the characteristic function of [—1,1]?”. We bound

g< CZ e xan .

n>0

We fix k < k7 and n > 0, and consider

4 4
/n /R2< (Fj17,)(ps (y H Filg,,)(pi(y )))xQn+kD(y+(q,q))dydq.
j: :

Using the distributive law and T} C T}41, we estimate the integrand as

4
T 150005 ) It )
j=1 J=1

4
< Z | Fjo 1Tk+1\Tk’(pjo () H ‘FlekH‘(pj (y)) -
Jo=1 J#Jo
We fix jg. For simplicity of notation we set jy = 1, the other values of jy will be analogous.
Let @ be a cube of side length 2* contained in Ty \ Tj and consider

4
/m /R2m \FllQ\(m(y))(H \F}lTk+1\(ﬂj(y)))x2n+kD(y+ (¢,9)) dy dq. (7.16)
j=2

Since o > 1, we have y + (¢, q) € 2" *a[—1,1]?>™. Applying p;, we obtain for 1 < j < 4,
pi(y) +q € 2" al-1,1]"
We also have pi(y) € @, so ¢ € P, where
P=2""a[-1,1]" - Q.
Thus, for each j = 2, 3,4, we have p;(y) € S, where
S =Q+ 2" lg[—1, 1™
Thus, we can bound (7.16) by

4
272028 (et DY P [ P01 1 (0) ( TL IR s msl 05 ()
=2
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By Lemma 7.6, we estimate this by

4
C2_2m("+k)(det D)_l‘P‘HFllQ”2 H 1E517, 1 1nsll2
=2

4

1 1/2 1 1/2
_ 19—2m(n+k) -1 1/21q13/2( _—_ 2 — 2
c2 (det D)~ |P|[QIM2]S] (|Q|/QF1) (s [7)"

j=2

Next, we crudely estimate (det D)~! = a=242 < 1 and |S|*/? < C22™a?™|Q|?/?. We also
use that and |Q| = C27F, |P| < C2™("*tK) o™ and that S covers Q. This bounds the last
display by

4
clQma™ [ MF;(T).
j=1

Summing over the disjoint cubes @ in Ty \ Tk, summing over k < k7, and using that the
regions Ty \ T are disjoint in 7, we then estimate (7.15) by

4
C(Z 6—2"2m“)a3m|QT| []ME(T).
j=1

n>0

Then it remains to sum in n.
It remains to estimate (7.14), which is done similarly as (7.15) but simpler. Estimating
the Gaussian by a superposition of characteristic functions of cubes, we consider

/M/RM (ﬁ(‘FJ"lQT)(Pj(y)))X2n+kD(y+(q,q))dydq,
j=1

This is then estimated analogously to (7.16). O

To finish the proof of Proposition 7.2 it remains to do a stopping time argument, similarly
as in [24, 15]. Denote by A(f1, f2, f3) the form in the statement of Proposition 7.2. Let Q
denote the collection of all dyadic cubes in R*" contained in [-2V,2V]4" with side-lengths
in 27V, 2M] for a large N > 0. By the monotone convergence theorem, we may assume
that in the integral defining A one has (¢,p) € Qg. By homogeneity we may also normalize

1fillp; =1
for each j = 1,2,3. Thus, it suffices to prove
’A(f17f27f3)’ S C(l + ’a‘)16n .
For every triple of integers k = (ki, k2, k3), we define
Pe={QecQ:2% 1 < sup <—/ 1] ) < 9k for j =1,2,3),
@20 \Q' Jor

where the supremum is over all cubes Q' in R*" with sides parallel to the coordinate axes.
Let P;*** be the collection of all maximal dyadic cubes in P}, with respect to set inclusion.
For every @ € P, the collection

To={Q €Pr: Q' CQ}
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is a convex tree and for different @ € P;"**, the corresponding trees are disjoint. Proposi-
tion 7.3 gives

3
1 1/2
|A7—Q7a(f17f27f37 § Z @ /Q, |f]|2> < |Q|2k1+k2+k3.

Therefore,

L+ [a) AL fo f) <D0 D IApalfi, fo fs, 1)) < € ) 2Rt N Q)

keZ3 QEPax keZ3 Qepmax

By disjointness of the maximal cubes, for each j = 1,2, 3,

S olel=| U e cimy >y,

Qe Qeppax

where M f; denotes a “quadratic” variant of the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function

ij(x):sup |Q|/ |fj(x ]2dx> ,

with supremum is over all cubes Q’ with sides parallel to the coordinate axes. We split
73 = K1 UKy UK, where K; = {(k1, ko, k3) : kjp; > kjipj for j/ = 1,2,3}. Thus,

3
(1+ [a) 71" Af1, f2, f3)] SZ ST oltketks g s ook

J=1 (k1,k2,k3)€K;
3 k., Pk
ZZ2pj’“jl{ij>C2"j}|H > 2
7=1 G jl7ﬁj k‘j/:k:jrgpjk‘j/pj/

3 3

<CY IMSilly <CYNfly <C-
j=1 j=1

This finishes the proof of Proposition 7.2.

APPENDIX A. LIST OF INDECOMPOSABLE MODULES

In Tables 1-4 below we list the modules used in the classification Theorems 1.11 and
1.15. We specify the modules using block matrices
A | An | Ap | Ass
Ago | Agr | Az | Agg
We define M to be R" for some n, and identify each subspace M; with R™ as well. The

block columns
A,
Ao,

for i = 0,1,2,3 then specify the matrices of the embeddings M; — M defining the module
M, which fixes implicitly also the dimensions of the subspaces M; and of M. Two modules
defined like this are isomorphic if the corresponding block matrices can be transformed into
each other by row operations on the whole matrix and column operations on each block
column. In terms of the corresponding Brascamp-Lieb data, the transposes of the block
columns are the matrices of the maps II;.
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Following the notation of [29], we write I,, for the n x n identity matrix. We denote by
Jn(A) an n x n Jordan block with eigenvalue A\. An arrow in the superscript of a matrix
indicates that a row or column of zeros is to be added in the direction the arrow points, for
example I} is the (n+ 1) x n matrix with one row of zeros, followed by the n x n identity
matrix in the rows below.

Finally, the matrix X = X (P, s) in modules 0 and N,, denotes the companion matrix of
the polynomial (P(t))®, for some s > 1 and an irreducible polynomial P € R[t] with P(t) # t
and P(t) #t — 1. The companion matrix of a polynomial Q(t) = t" + a, _1t" "' + -+ + ag
is the matrix

0 ... 0 —a
1 ... 0 —ay
0o ... 1 —0np—1

with characteristic polynomial @). Note that the conditions on P imply that P(t) =¢ — A
with A # 0,1 or P(t) = t2 — 2\t + p with p > 2.

The indecomposable modules in Table 1 are only listed up to permutation of the sub-
spaces. The additional information which permutations give rise to non- isomorphic mod-
ules is given by the following lemma, which is Remark 1 in [29].

Lemma A.1 ([29, Remark 1]). For the modules I, WL, M* IV, IV* V V*  each permu-
tation of the subspaces that leaves their dimensions invariant gives rise to an isomorphic
module. For the modules of type 0, all permutations of the subspaces give rise to another
module of type 0, but possibly with different X. For module 1, swapping the columns 1,3 or
swapping columns 2,4 gives rise to an isomorphic module. Thus there are 6 isomorphism
classes of modules that can be obtained by permuting the subspaces in type 1.

Lemma A.1 can be directly checked by transforming the corresponding block matrices
into each other using the allowed row and column transformations. We omit this and refer
to [29].
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M dim(M, My, My, My, Ms) block matrix
0 (2n,n,n,n,n) % I(i ﬁz i
I 0 I Jn(0)
I 2n,n,n,n,n i n n
( ) 0 I, I, I,
I I I | 0
I 2 1 1 1 n+1 n+1 n
2n+1,n+1,n+1,n,n) 5 I T, T,
T 4
1T (2n+1,n,n,n,n+1) Int1 0 In I

T 2n+1,n+1,n+1,n+1,n)

0 | Lng1 | Inga | Inta
Livi| 0 | L | I
0 | It | Ly | Iy
Ligv| O | Ly | Iy
0 In—i—l In—i—l I
. 0 L0 L
\% (2n+1,n,n,n,n) 0 I, I, | Jn(0)
0.0 | 0.0 |10..0|10..0
= [ I- [ L] 0
VY 2n+1Ln+1l,n+1l,n+1,n+1) 0 I | IS | LT
10..0 | 10..0 | 10..0 | 10..0

v 2n+2,n+1,n+1,n+1,n)

IV 2n+2,n+1,n+1,n+1,n+2)

TABLE 1. Indecomposable modules of the four subspace quiver, up to per-
mutation of the subspaces. The following list is a direct result from the
diagrams in [29].

M dim (M, My, My, My, Ms) block matrix

R I 7 L A
(1) I 0 I, | Jn(1)

Jn (2n,n,n,n,n) 0 I, T, 1.
(2) I, 0 I, | J,(0)

Jn (2n,n,n,n,n) 0 I, T, 1.

(3) 1, 0 Jn(0)| I,

n (271, n,n,n, n) 0 In In In

Lim| 0 | L | I

C, (2n+1,n+1,n,n,n) ; T T T

I, 0 I I

T, Cn+1lnn+1,n+1,n+1 n n
2n+1Ln,n+1,n+1,n+1) 0 [ Toa [ Ton [ 1o

TABLE 2. Indecomposable modules corresponding to data of Holder type
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M  dim(M, My, My, My, Ms) block matrix
0 1 0 1

Y (2,0,1,1,1) — - -
1 0 0 1

Z (3,1,1,1,1) 0 1 T | 0
0 0 1 1
T

L (4,1,2,2,2) b0 b
I 0 I I
P 0 | J200)]| Iz

B (5,2,2,2,2) 0 | I | I |0
00 00 10 10

TABLE 3. Indecomposable modules corresponding to Young’s convolution
inequality and to Loomis-Whitney type inequalities

M dim(M, My, My, My, Ms) block matrix

P (1,0,0,1,1) 0 0 I I
P (1,0,1,0,1) 0 I 0 I
P®) (1,0,1,1,0) 0 I I 0
T 0 0 T
1) 1 1
I 0 0 I
(2) 1 1
K (2,1,1,0,1) 0 A 0 A
i 0 Ji 0

(3) 1 1

TABLE 4. Indecomposable modules corresponding to Holder’s inequality or
Holder’s inequality combined with boundedness of a linear singular integral
operator
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