A NON-CONCENTRATION ESTIMATE FOR PARTIALLY
RECTANGULAR BILLIARDS

HANS CHRISTIANSON

ABSTRACT. We consider quasimodes on planar domains with a partially rect-
angular boundary. We prove that for any ¢g > 0, an O(A~¢0) quasimode must
have L2 mass in the “wings” (in phase space) bounded below by A~279 for any
6 > 0. The proof uses the author’s recent work on 0-Gevrey smooth domains
to approximate quasimodes on C'h! domains. There is an improvement for
C*ka and C°° domains.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we consider the famed Bunimovich stadium (and similar partially
rectangular billiards) and prove that weak quasimodes must spread into the “wings”
of the domain (at least in phase space). This type of result is not new, however the
lower bound on the quasimode mass in the wings is a significant improvement over
what is previously known, and the additional phase space information appears to
be new.

We begin by describing the geometry. Let © C R? be a planar domain with
Cll (or C* for k + a > 2), piecewise C™ boundary I' = 052, and let R =
[—a,a] x [-m, 7] C R? be a rectangle with boundary consisting of the two sets of
parallel segments OR =T'y UT'g, with T'; = [—a,a] X {7} U[—a,a] x {—7}. Assume
RC Qand T C 99 but [,NOQ = (. We assume that for (z,y) in a neighbourhood
of R, T'= 99 is symmetric about the line y = 0. Let Y (x) = 7 + () be a graph
parametrization of the boundary curve 052 for (x,y) near [—a,a] x {7}, that is the
upper boundary near the rectangular part. In order to make what follows nontrivial,
let us assume that r(z) is a C11, piecewise C*° function with r”/(x) # 0 for +x > a.
That is, the wings open or close as you move away from the rectangular part. For
example, the famed Bunimovich stadium is C''*!, satisfying these assumptions with
r(z) = (7% — (z + a)?)'/? — 7 for  to the left of the rectangular part (see Figure
1).

We consider quasimodes near the rectangular part, and show that the mass in
phase space in the wings is bounded below by A=279 for any ¢ > 0.

Theorem 1. Suppose I' is C%' and for some ¢y > 0 u satisfies the equation

a1 {—Au:A2u+E(/\)|u||,

u|p == 0,
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where E(X) = O(A™¢). Then for any § > 0, there exists cs > 0 such that at least
one of the following three inequalities is true:

(1.2) lull L2\ r) = csA™ > |ull L2y,
(1.3) ||A_1DwU||L2(Q\R) > C(SA_Q_(SH’U/HLQ(Q),
or

(1.4) (A" Dy )2ul| 22\ Ry = cs A2 |lull L2 (q)-

Remark 1.1. The estimate (1.2) gives a lower bound on the L? mass in the wings,
while the estimates (1.3-1.4) give lower bounds on the mass in phase space, since
the quasimode equation tells us the function u is already semiclassically localized
to the cosphere bundle. Moreover, if one of (1.3-1.4) is true, it is expected there
is some lower bound on u in the wings as well, since having a large z-derivative
suggests there is lateral propagation. We hope to explore this further in later works.
The proof has a control theory flair to it; it goes by a contradiction argument
considering the mass in a A-dependent strip just outside the rectangular part.

Remark 1.2. We remark that the real difficulty in improving such estimates is the
lack of regularity at the boundary of R. That is, if I' is smoother, we can improve
the above estimates. We prove a general result for C*® domains in Theorem 2
below. For a more extreme example, see [Chrl3a, Theorem 3] for a case with
0-Gevrey regularity.

Remark 1.3. Theorem 1 complements the current state of the art for quasimodes
in [BHWO7] (see also [BZ05]) by improving A=* to A™27% for O(A\™%), ¢ < 2,
quasimodes. We remark that for O(A~2) quasimodes, Burq-Hassell-Wunsch prove
a A™2 lower bound in [BHWO7], which is strictly stronger than the results here
(with ¢ > 2). In addition, in [HM12], the lower bound for strong quasimodes
from [BHWO7] is improved to A~°/3~ under an additional spectral non-resonance
assumption.

In the following Theorem, we improve the lower bound in the case of a C*©
boundary for 0 < o < 1. The improvement is that the exponent in the lower bound
will be smaller than 2 provided k + o > 2.

Theorem 2. In addition to the assumptions of Theorem 1, assume the boundary
I is O for some 0 < a <1, k+a>2. Fore >0, let u satisfy

—Au = Nu+ E)||ul,
ulr =0,
where E(\) = O(A™ ).
Set
1 1+0
Sé:l+max{k+a’2(/€+a)—3}+6'

Then for any 6 > 0, there exists ¢ = cs > 0 such that at least one of the following
three inequalities holds true:

(1.5) llull L2\ Ry = csA™** |lullL2(q),

(16) ||)\71Dmu||L2(Q\R) > 05)\78“Hu||L2(Q),



NON-CONCENTRATION 3

FiGURE 1. The Bunimovich stadium. The rectangular part is in
the middle. The boundary is C'°*° except at the four corners of the
rectangle, where it is C'!. The main result of this work is that
quasimodes must spread into the semicircular “wings” outside the
rectangle.

or
(1.7) (A" Do )?ull L2 r) = csA™ % |l 2(0)-

In particular, if T is C*°, then at least one of (1.5-1.7) holds with ss = 14§ for
any § > 0.

Remark 1.4. We pause to remark that the lower bound of A=1=9 in the C'° case
agrees with the lower bound on L? mass in rotationally invariant neighbourhoods
on 0-Gevrey surfaces of revolution proved by the author in [Chrl3b].
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out a mistake in notation in an earlier version, as well as suggesting writing out
the improvement in the C*“ case. He would also like to thank Luc Hillairet for
pointing out a mistake in an earlier version of this paper - indeed this is a much more
delicate problem than he initially thought! The author would also like to thank
the anonymous referee, whose comments and suggestions have helped improve this
paper. The author is supported in part by NSF grant DMS-0900524.

2. HISTORY OF THE PROBLEM

The study of eigenfunctions in partially rectangular domains, especially the Buni-
movich stadium, is interesting and important for many reasons. The main reason
why one might be interested in the properties of eigenfunctions on the Bunimovich
stadium is the elegant simplicity of the domain. It has enough symmetries that one
might expect to use to simplify the problem, yet the eigenfunctions have no known
closed form, nor do quasimodes take any standard form.

The broken geodesic flow (or billiard map) on the Bunimovich stadium is er-
godic, meaning that the only invariant measures have either full or zero measure.
This means that as a classical dynamical system, the geodesic flow mixes things up
in phase space. As eigenfunctions tend to concentrate along invariant sets, this sug-
gests that the eigenfunctions must be uniformly distributed in phase space. Such
results are known as quantum ergodicity. First stated by Snirel’'man [Sni74] and
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proved in the case of negative curvature by Zelditch [Zel87], smooth ergodic flow
by Colin de Verdiere [CdV85], and for boundary value problems (such as the Buni-
movich stadium) by Gérard-Leichtnam [GL93]; quantum ergodicity states that a
density one sequence of eigenfunctions (or quasimodes) does equidistribute in phase
space. None of these results precludes the existence of an exceptional subsequence
of eigenfunctions or quasimodes (of density zero) which scar, or concentrate on
smaller invariant sets.

For example, on a hyperbolic cylinder, it is known [CdVP94] that quasimodes can
concentrate at a logarithmic rate on a single unstable periodic geodesic. This con-
centration is known to be sharp as well (see [Chr07,Chr10,Chr11]). Other possible
concentration rates are studied for 0-Gevrey smooth partially rectangular billiards
in [Chrl3a] and on Gevrey smooth surfaces of revolution in [Chr13b]. For partially
rectangular billiards, there is a relatively large (but still measure zero) invariant
set, referred to as the “bouncing-ball” set; the broken periodic geodesics reflecting
off of the flat rectangular part. It is still measure zero in phase space, because only
the vertical directions remain bouncing-ball trajectories. It is a subject of much
debate whether there exist eigenfunctions or quasimodes which concentrate in the
rectangular part, and how fast they concentrate. A result of Hassell [Has10] in-
forms us that the Bunimovich stadium generically lacks quantum unique ergodicity
in the sense that there exist exceptional sequences of eigenfunctions which do not
equidistribute. This means understanding the methods and location of scarring (or
non-concentration, as in this article) is a very rich subject.

3. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof. The proof proceeds by contradiction. Suppose the statement is false, and
for u satisfying (1.1), there exists dp > 0 such that

(3.1) ull 2@\ ry < A2 w22 (),
(32) HD@U||L2(Q\R) < )\71750”11,”[12(9), and
(3.3) ID2ul| 2\ ry < A% [ull£2(0),

This means that the quasimode u and its derivatives are small in an appropriate
sense in the wings. This will lead to a contradiction.

We observe that shrinking ¢y > 0 or §y > 0 only strengthens the statement of the
theorem, applying to weaker quasimodes, and contradicting a weaker statement in
(3.1-3.3). Hence we will allow ourselves to shrink ¢y > 0 and 0y > 0 several times
in the course of the proof.

We now straighten the boundary near the rectangular part so that we may
approximately separate variables as in the proof of [Chr13a, Theorem 3]. As much
of the work is done in that work, we only fill in the details of how to replace our
domain with a 0-Gevrey domain and apply the results of [Chrl3a, Theorem 3].

The boundary I" near R is given by y = Y (x) = £(r+r(x)) for x € [-a—0, a+0]
for some § > 0. Write Py = —92 — 873 for the flat Laplacian.

We straighten the boundary near R and compute the corresponding change in the
metric. From this we will get a non-flat Laplace-Beltrami operator which is almost
separable. This introduces some non-trivial curvature, which is unfortunately not
smooth, as Y (z) is not smooth, so we then conjugate to a new flat problem, and
then compare to the 0-Gevrey case. We change variables (z,y) — (2/,y') locally



NON-CONCENTRATION 5

near the rectangular part:

{x =a/,
y=y'Y(@)
Thus when y = £Y (z) = £Y(2), y' = £1. We have
g = da* + dy?

= (d2')? + (Ydy' +¢'Y'(2')da’)?

= (1+ A)(dz')? + 2Bda’dy' + Y?*(dy')?,
where

A= (y'Y'(2)?
and
B=yY'Y.

We pause to observe that A is quadratic in ¢’ and Y’/(2') and B is linear in y and

Y'(2').
In matrix notation,
_(1+A B
9= B Y2 .
Let us drop the cumbersome (2, ") notation and write (z,y) instead. In order to
compute A, in these coordinates, we need |g| and g~ '. We compute
lg| =Y?*(1+A)— B?
_ Y2 4 y2y2(yl)2 _ y2y2(yl)2
=Y

Y2 B
-1 _ yv—2
g =Y <—B 1+A)'

For our quasimode u as above, we have, using the usual formula

Hence

—Ag = —|g|7 20197 |g|' 0,

ﬂ%u:—Gﬁ+Y”ﬂ+Aﬁ§+VY4&¢QBY4&%
=Y U B/Y )0y = YT B/Y )00 + Y (L4 A)/Y),0, ).
The boundary condition is now
uly—+1 =0,

locally near the rectangular part R.
We observe now that the coefficient of 9, is

VY -y YB/)Y), =Y (Y -Y)
:0,
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since Y does not depend on y. The coefficient of 9, can also be simplified:
—yY"Y —y(Y')? n BY' n 2y(Y’)2>

Y Y2 Y2
=Y (=¥ 2y(Y)?/Y)

Y/
(7).
xT
The volume element in these coordinates is
dV = Ydxdy.
We want to conjugate our Laplacian by an isometry of metric spaces to obtain an

(essentially) self-adjoint operator with respect to dxdy. That is, let T : L?(dV) —
L?(dxdy) be given by

Y H—(B/Y )+ (1+A))Y),) =Y (

Tu(z,y) = Y2 (2)u(z,y).
Then N
~A=-TA,T!
is essentially self-adjoint on L?(dxdy). We compute:
A =Y12Ay-1/2
=07+ Y *(1+ A)9; —2BY 20,0, - Y'Y 19,
+ (BY'Y 2 —yY(Y')Y?),) 0y
1 3
_ 7}///}/—1 e Y/ 2}/—2.

The terms 92, Y202, and the potential terms are already in divergence form, since
Y does not depend on y. We now consider the non-divergence terms to make sure
the whole operator is essentially self-adjoint in simplest terms. That is, we compute
(recalling the forms of A and B)

Y’ A _ _
—5 0+ — 02+ (BY'Y? —yY(Y'/Y?),) 8, — 2BY 20,0,

Y2 Yy
— _%aw + ay%ay - zy(};—/fay —y(Y2(Y')Y?),) 0, — aw%ay
(8) m-ado (7)o
= 00,550, (V) 0, - 0,50,
Su (110, - 0,750+ (3 ) 0
= ay%ay — ax%ay —~ ay%aw.
All told then, we have
A=8+0,Y 21+ A)d, — @L.%ay - ay%ax - %Y”Y’l + Z(Y’)Z‘Y*?.

Let us write Q and R for Q and R in these new coordinates. We record that the
rectangular part now is now y = 1, with —a < x < a, the function Y (x) = w+r(z)
is C1'! and piecewise C* with r(z) = 0 for 2 € [~a, a], so that 7(x) = O(| £z —a|?)
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K}

as & — a+. This means the function 4 = (yY'(x))? = y?O(| £z — a|?) as =
approaches the interval [—a, a] from without, and the function B = yY’(2)Y (z) =
yO( + 2 — al).

We return briefly to the (z,y) = (2/,y’'Y(2’)) notation, where (z,y) are the
coordinates in 2. Writing v for our quasimode in these new coordinates, we have
(3.4) u(z,y) =Y V2 (x)o(z,yY (),
for v satisfying

—Av = \2v + O(A")||v].

We need to express u, and u,, in terms of the derivatives of v so that we may write
the conditions (3.1-3.3) in terms of derivatives of v. We first compute

1 : Y’

Uy = f§Y’Y75/2v(x,yY71) +Yy~1/? <vx/ (z,yY 1) + vy (z,yY )y <Y2>)

Lo 372 —1 —-1/2 —1 i (Y
=YY (2, gV ) +Y vor (2, 9Y 7)) = vy (2, yY )y 5
(3.5)

1 _ _ Y’
= _iy/y 3/2U($’,y/) + Y 1/2 <’Uz/($/, y/) — Uy (xlvy,)y/ (Y)) )

by the definitions of 2’ and y’. Using this, we next compute
1 5
Upy = (QY//Y?)/Q + z(Y/)QYQ/2> ’U(IE,yYﬁl)

— Y'Y 32 (0 (2, yYV 7Y — vy (2, yY Ty YY)

v’ y! 2
+ Y71/2 (Uw/x/(mayyl) - 2vl’y/(x7yyil)y/? + Uy’ y (‘xayyil) (y/> >
Lo —3/2 3 2y, —5/2 ’oo
= féYY +1(Y)Y v(z',y)

— Y'Y 30y y) — vy (2 Y )y Y'Y )
!

_ Y Y\ ?
+y-1/2 (vxw(m’,y’) — 2Ugry (x’,y’)y’7 + oy (') <y’y> ) ,

again by the definitions of ' and 3/
The assumptions (3.1-3.3) now read

(3.6) ol g iy < A2,
1 Iy —3/2 —1/2 I N Y’ —1-46
(3.7) —iYY v+Y vy — vy (2, Y )y v <A 0,
L2(9\R)
and

1 3
H (_2ylly—3/2 4 4(Y/)2y—5/2> v — Y/Y_S/Q('Uw/ _ ’Uy/y/Y/Y_1>

_ Yl Y/ 2

< A%,
L2(Q\R)
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In the sequel, we will be interested in several estimates on various derivative
quantitites in the wings, but localized in a A dependent neighbourhood of R. Let

(3.9) Y € C®(R,)real-valued have support in {|z| < a + eA™17%/2},

Let R be the ramp function

R(z) = {O, for r < a,
x —a, for x > a,

and let H = R’ be the associated Heaviside function. Note the ramp and Heaviside
function are shifted to be centered at z = a, so these functions will localize in the
right wing. Of course the same argument can be used to prove estimates in the left
wing as well.

Lemma 3.1. We have the following estimates for v defined in (3.4) and normalized:

(3.10) |Hyy o)) = O(max{A~1—% r\~1-<0/2})
(3.11) | Hpdpv|| = O(A"17)

(3.12) || Rp@yr D, v|| = O(max{A~¢0/2 \~%})

(3.13) |R2y02 0] = O(max{A—2-9—f0 )\~2-5c0/2})
(3.14) | H 02 v|| = O(max{\ =% A~</2}).

Remark 3.2. We will use repeatedly in the proof that |RFi)| < CpA~k(+€0/2)|)|.
In this sense, the numerology in the first bound in (3.13) makes intuitive sense (R?
contributes A7, 85 contributes A2, and the estimate on v alone in the wings
should contribute then A\=27%),

Proof. Let us drop the cumbersome (z’,y’) notation and write (x,y) instead. Our
quasimode v satisfies

—Av =N+ E,
U|BQ = 07

where |[E|| = O(A~)]|jv||. Let us also assume that ||v| = 1 for simplicity. Our
strategy is to use integrations by parts and the quasimode equation for v to write
(3.10-3.13) in terms of (3.14). Each estimate will have a power of A plus a term
involving (3.14), but with a small coefficient. This will allow for us to finally solve
for (3.14). Let us pause in passing to note that, on the support of ¢, Qis rectangular
so integration by parts in y alone is allowed. We will further be able to integrate by
parts in x for terms involving Rt or R, as this function is compactly supported,
vanishing at = a and for x > a + eA—1me0/2,
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We begin with (3.10). We write

IH0,0]* < CIIHYY "1 (1 + A)120,0)?

=C / Y 21+ A)o,vHy?0yvdrdy
= C/(—&‘yY*Q(l + A)0yv) Hy*vdxdy
=C / (—Av) Hy*odxdy
e / (92 — 0,BY 20, — 0,BY 20, )vH vdedy + O()][v]2, 0 1

= C(I, 4 L) + O\ =47 2%),
In the third line using (3.6), we have:

L = [ (W + E)Hy vdady

—

< CO?|[Hpol|* + | E|l| Hyvl))
< C(}\727250 + A,EO,Q,(;O)
<C

max {)\7272(50’ )\76072760} .

Further,

I = / ((02 — 8, BY 20, — 9, BY ~20,)v) Hy*vdzdy
< [[Hyovll| Hopvl|
+ ‘ / ((0:BY > + BY 20, )v) Hzpzay@dxdy‘
+C ’ / (&CByY_Qv)Hvadxdy’
< O(A*Q";”IIHMQ%UII + ([ Hpol| + [ ROz ]) [ HypOyv||

+ (|HYo| + | Ryl | Hpol )
< O(A2 0 HYO2v | + (7275 + AT [ Hyo,0 ) (| Hd,o] + A7) ).

Here we have used that |B| < C|R| and that |Ri)| < CA~'17</2J3)|. Applying
Cauchy’s inequality (with small parameter on the terms with 0,v), increasing C' as
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necessary, and dropping all the terms which are smaller in A\, we have
I SOXT20 (| HYdZv|| + [|Hpdyoll +A727)
+ ONT 1O Hyd,o|| (| Hypdyv ]| + A7)
< C</\*4*25° + A1 XL 02| + A2 Hepd, v

+ )\71760/2

[0, Hpdyo] + A~ %0</2)
< O(AE20 X2 Hy oo

1
AT HY0,0]?) + 5[ HO,0
Collecting all terms from I; and Iy and keeping only the largest in A, we have

”quavaQ < C()\—2—250 +)\—2—60—eo +)\_2||H’L/)85UH2
o . 1
AT HYO0)2) + 5| Hyd,0l,

or, rearranging (with larger C' > 0),
(3.15)
|Hyd,v|| < C (A—l-% + ATLme0/2700/2 L A1) Hypd2o|| + A—1—60/2\|H¢azv||) :

We now want to estimate (3.11), which we will do in terms of |[Hd%v]||. Recall
first that Y satisfies

Yl <YY< g,
and
Y| < CRI.

Multiplying (3.5) by ¢ and rearranging as in (3.7), we have

[H ¢, 0] < COTH% + [|Rypo| + [ Ry, ol)).
Plugging in our a priori estimates on v (3.6) and the y derivative of v (3.15), and
using that |Ry| < CA~1=9/2|¢)|, we have

|HY,v] < C (A1700 4 A0/ Hy,o )

<C ()\‘1‘50 A2 2| Hp2u| 4+ A2 ||H1/18xv||) .
For X sufficiently large, we can solve for the J, terms to get
(3.16) | Hypdpv|| < C(ATH7% 4 X727<0/2 | Hypo2vl|).
Plugging this back into (3.15), we get
(3.17) | Hypd,v|| < C ()\*1*50 4 AT1me0/2=00/2 |\~ ||H¢aguu) .

This gives our preliminary estimates for (3.10-3.11).

We next use similar integrations by parts arguments to estimate the second order
mixed derivative. Unfortunately, in this case, the z-derivative can sometimes fall
on the 92 term, giving both growth in A, and lack of control by 1. That is, we only
have

0,12 < CAVT/2| Hyp|.



NON-CONCENTRATION
We compute:
| RY0,.0yv||* = / (0:0,v) R*¢*0,.0,vdxdy
= /830(—850)R2w28117dxdy
= / 0y (—Av)R2y20, vdady + / (820) R*28, vdxdy
— / ((92BY 20y + 0,0,BY ~20,)v) R*¢*0,vdxdy
=1+ I+ Is.
We estimate
I = / (0, (N*v + E))R*y?0, vdady
= A2||Rypd, v — / E8, R*)20,vdxdy
< CA | Hpd,o||?
+ CIIE| (A2 o, + A2 | Hyo2o] ),
since |Ryp| < A717/2|¢)| as usual. Plugging in (3.16) we get
I, <C ()\—2—250 4 A2 2000 4 )\—2—260”Hwa§v“2) )
For the integral I5, we compute
I =— / (020)(2R' R?0, + 20" R?0,, + R*Y?0?)vdxdy
< C (Il HO2 | R, o] + |- 020 | Hdp0l| + | Ryd2v]?)
< C(A 2w HON || H o,
AT HOR| | H o, + A2 Hypoo?)
< O HO | + A2 Hyo|?).
Again using (3.16) we have
I < C(A00/2 4 A0 4 A2 | Hyoo)?).
We now estimate I3:

Iy=— / ((02BY =20, + 0,0,BY ~20,)v) R*¢*9,vdzdy

/ (0:BY ~20,v)(9,4* R*0,v)dxdy + / (0. BY ~20,v)(¢* R?0,,0,0)dxdy
= J1 + JQ.
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Continuing,
Ji = / ((BY ™2),0,v + BY "20,0,v)(2R' R0, + 24" R*0, + R*)*9%)vdxdy
< C(IIch’)yvllHHw@xvll + [ HOyo| | R*) a0 + [[Hpdy ol || R*)%0||
+ || R0 0, 0[[| Rz + | Ry, 00| 4" R2D,0]| + I\wa)mc’)yvllllewivll)

Here in the last three terms we have used that |B| < C'R. The only new looking
term is the middle term on the last line, which we estimate as follows:

[ Ry 3,00 ||| R? 00| < || Rypdz0,0||[|9" R| = [ RO, ||
< Ol By0:0yv |||y ROzv]|.
We continue as before by using (3.16-3.17), to get

1
I < c(xfo AT \\ngvn?) + I RY 0.0,

We still have to estimate Jo (here again we use Cauchy’s inequality with small
parameter):

J2 = / (0, BY ~20,v) (¥* R?0,0,v)dxdy
= / ((BY ™?),0,v + BY ~202v) > R*0,0,vdxdy

< O (4020 L A2 FdRol?) + IRy,
Collecting the largest terms in A from J; and Jo, we have
Iy < OO 4 X5 HRul?) + 5| R, 0]
Finally summing I1 + I + I3 and keeping only the largest terms in A, we get
|Rp0,8,0] < COVe 4 X000/ 4 X720 | HyoZu|?) + 5| Ry oy
which, after rearranging, implies

(3.18) | R0, 0, v|| < C(AT0/2 4 N=00/2c0/ 4 \=1=<0/2| F1p92)|)).

Now we can use the estimates we have already established to write (3.13) in
terms of (3.14):

IR*pa50ll < [ R*$Av]| + | R*0Zv]| + | R*$0, BY *0yv]| + || R*$0, BY ~*0,v|
(3.19) < C(A—Q—(So—eo _|_ )\—2—360/2 + )\—2—(50/2—560/4 _|_ )\—2—60||H¢8§U||)

We now want to close the loop of our argument by using the a priori assumed
bounds in u, and ., together with (3.16-3.19). That is, from (3.7-3.8), using once
again that |Y’| < CR, we have

(3.20) [Hpd,ol| < CAT'% 4 [|Ryd, v + [|Ryol))
and

[HpoZv|| < C(A™ + [|Ryd, 00| + | R*)03v||
(3.21) + | R, v + (| Ryl + | Hpo|).
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Continuing, keeping only the largest powers of A at each step, we have
[ Hw0Zv] < C(A7%0 4 A70/2 4 Amo/2meo/tp A= 1meol2| | Hyoju])).
For X sufficiently large, this implies
(3.22) | Hpd?v|| < C(A™% + A~0/2),
This is (3.14).
The very last step to close the loop is to plug (3.22) into (3.16-3.19) to recover
(3.10), (3.12), and (3.13), and then plug the necessary estimates into (3.20) to

recover (3.11). This completes the proof.
O

We now continue with the proof of Theorem 1. Let x € C2° be a smooth function
such that y(z) = 1 on {|z| < a} with support in {|z| < a+A"17%/2}. In particular,
we may assume |07 y| < G, N1H€0/2) Then

~A(w) = —xAv — [A, \v
= X*xv + O[] = [, x]o-

We need to examine the commutator. We have (in our previous notation)

1107, xJoll < lIx"vll + 2[x'0zv
CATFC| Hyo|| + OXF2 | Hypo,o|
C(A2Fe0—2=00 | \I+eo/2=1=00)| |
SOl
if eg > 0 is sufficiently small that ey/2 — 09 < —eg. Here we have used (3.6) and

(3.11) in the third line. We of course have [85, x] = 0. Similarly, for the mixed

/

VASV/A

N

terms in A, we have

B B
[[o-5200] o] = [

S CA™v]|

if €9 > 0 is sufficiently small.
The other mixed term is similarly handled. Of course the potential terms also
commute with y. This means that yv is still an equally good quasimode as v.
Now observe that A = O(| £z — a|?), B = O(| £z — a|) and the potential terms
are bounded, and all have support in {|z| > a}. Hence

B B
693@81,)(11 (YQ) XOyv|| +
< CA™ |||

B
+ Hyzxﬁx@yv

B
leayv

g ‘

if €9 > 0 is sufficiently small.
Similarly, using 4, A, = O(R?),
10, AY 28, xv|| < CA™“]J]
if the parameters are again chosen small. The potential terms satisfy
1 3
'(QY”Yl + 7(Y/)2Y72)XU

: =02 o).
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Rearranging and plugging these estimates in to Z, we get
(3.23) —(OF+Y20] — N )xw = O |Ixu,

since [|v|| = ||xv| — O(A~27%)]||v|. We recall for concreteness that we have shrunk
ep > 0 as necessary and the worst estimate comes from the terms with 9,0, in A.
Let us denote P = —(92 + Y ~282).

Now, on the support of y, the function Y (z) = 7+O(|£x—a|?) = 7+ O(A~27).
Choose a function Y in the 0-Gevrey class Y € GO for 7 < oo (see [Chrl3a))
satisfying Y (z) = 7 for 2 € [—a,a] and Y'(z) < 0 for < —a, say. This means
that the corresponding partially rectangular region for Y opens “out” on the left.
Then on the support of y, we have Y2 — Y ~2 = O(X\~27%). Quasimodes for the
operator P = -2 — 37_28; are studied in detail in [Chrl3a, Theorem 3] (recalled
in the appendix below), where it is shown that for a function xyv with these support
properties satisfying

(P — X%)xv = O(A~0)]||xv],

for any €, > 0, necessarily yv = O(A~°°). Of course in the case at hand, we have

I(P = A2)xvl| = [[(P = A%)xv + (P — P)xv||
<O |yl + |(Y 2 = Y )22 x|
< CA|[xu|| + C||R*0; x|
= O\ g AT2802) |y
=O(\0?),

by our choice of €y > 0, the estimate (3.13), and our estimate on (P — A?)yv. This
shows our quasimodes are quasimodes for P as well. As ||xv|| = [lv|| — CA=27%|v|,

this is a contradiction.
O

4. PROOF OF THEOREM 2

In this section, we will first prove an analogue of Lemma 3.1 in the case the
boundary is C*T with o + k > 2. The main differences are that the bounds in the
wings will now have exponents smaller than 2, and the powers of the ramp function
R will be larger. The proof has enough subtle differences that we reproduce it here
in this case.

Let ¢ € C*°(R,) have support in {|z| < a+ cAP}, for some 0 < p < 1. Let R
and H be the ramp and Heaviside functions as above. For this Lemma, we assume
an analogue of (3.6-3.8). Let 0 < s < 2, and assume

(4.1) [0l 2@m) S AT

1 Y’ :
(4.2) H — iY’Y‘?’/Qv +y-12 (vz, — vy (Y)> <A

L2(Q\R)

b
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and
Lo inr—3/2 | 3 xrn2y—5/2 N —3/2 Ny -1
fiYY +Z(Y)Y v—=Y'Y (v — vy Y'Y )
Y’ Y'\?
(4.3) +y /2 (vm/ - 2vx/y/y/7 + Vyryr (y’y) ) < A\27s,
L2(Q\R)

Lemma 4.1. Assume the boundary 0 is C* with k +a > 2 and k > 1, and set
v =k+a—1. We have the following estimates for our quasimode v, assuming the
bounds (4.1-4.3):

(4 4) HH’way’UH = O(maX{AI_S, /\_P(Q’Y—l)})

(4.5) | H1pdpv| = O(max{A!=5, A\7PG7=11)

(46) ||R71/)8$16y/’[}‘| = O(max{/\2_3_1”’>’7 )\1_?(2’)/—1), /\(2—5—[1(3’y—2))/2})
(4.7) ||R7+1wa§,v\| — O(max{A2s~PO+D \1=3p7])

(4 8) Ileai'UH = O(max{/\Q_s, )\1—19(2’7—1)}).

Remark 4.2. We will use repeatedly in the proof that |[RI%| < CyA~%|Hy| for
any ¢ > 0. In this sense, the numerology in (4.7) makes intuitive sense (RY*!
contributes AP 1), 85 contributes A2, and the estimate on v alone in the wings
should contribute then A~%).

Proof. Let us drop the cumbersome (2/,y’) notation and write (z,y) instead. Our
quasimode v satisfies

—Av =)0+ E,
U|8Q = 0,

where [|E|| = O(A)]|[v||. Let us also assume that ||v]| = 1 for simplicity. Our
strategy is to use integrations by parts and the quasimode equation for v to write
(4.4-4.7) in terms of (4.8). Each estimate will have a power of A plus a term
involving (4.8), but with a small coefficient. This will allow for us to finally solve
for (4.8). We will use that the previously defined functions A and B satisfy

| Al ~y*R*, |B| ~yR".

Unfortunately, a smaller power of R shows up for the 85 terms in our applications
than in the expression for 82 above (that is, R7*! as opposed to R?7), so we have
stated the Lemma for the smaller power.
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We begin with (4.4). We write

1HGO,0|* < CIIHYY ' (1+ A)'20,0)?
=C / Y231+ A)o,vHy*0,vdrdy
= C/(—ayY*Q(l + A)0yv) HY*vdxdy
=C / (—Av)HY vdady

+ C/ ((02 = 0,BY %9, — 0,BY ~29,)v) Hy*vdady + O(1)

= C(I; + I) + O(\7%%).

Computing:

I = / (A2 + E)H¢vdady

< OV | Ho|? + || E||[ Hepol)
§C’(/\2 25_|_)\ €0— s)
< C)\2 25

since 0 < s < 2. Further,
Iy < | Hpd ||| Hyo||
+ ‘ / ((0,BY ™% + BY 29, )v) Hw28y1‘)dmdy‘
+C ’/(@cByYQv)H@Z)QT}dmdy‘
< C(A’SIIch’?ivH + (R Hyol| + R )8,|) | Hpoyv||
+ (R Hyol| + R po,o]) | Hyo)
< C(AT D20 + (AP0 4 AT Hy, o )(|HU, 0] + A7),
Here we have used that |B| < C|RY| and that |R7¢| < CA™PY|y|. Applying

Cauchy’s inequality (with small parameter on the terms with 0,v), increasing C' as
necessary, and dropping all the terms which are smaller in A, we have

1
I < C(AHS F A2 Hpd2u|)? + x2pv|\H¢amv||2) + 5 HYO,v]*

Collecting all terms from I; and Is and keeping only the largest in A, and solving
for ||[Hyd,v||? as before, we have

(49) [ HE0y]? < (N2 4+ A2 HYo2|* + A% | Hyo,v|?)
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We now begin estimating (4.5). Using that for this increased regularity, now
[Y'4| < CRY|4|, we have using (4.9),

[Hipdv|| < C(A'° + |[RVyo|| + | RV ¢d,v])
SO+ AP Hpd,ol)
<O W7+ XY Hypd,o|| + AP HpdPvl))

For A sufficiently large, we can solve for the 0, terms to get
(4.10) | Hpd,0]l < CON + A7 || Hyd2o).
Plugging this back into (4.9), we get

(4.11) |0, < C (A" + A~ [ HyoRo]))

This gives our preliminary estimates for (4.4-4.5).
We now estimate the mixed second partial as before. We compute:

IR 00,0, = / (8,0,0) R¥20,0, vdxdy
= / 0o (—020) R¥14p?0, vdady
- / Op(—Av) R0, vdady + / (930)R¥' 20, vdxdy

- / ((02BY 720, + 0,0,BY ~20,)v) R*¢*9,vdzdy
: Il + I2 + Id

We estimate
L = / 8, (N0 + E)R* 20, vdady
= A2 R0, - / B0, R 420, odudy

< ON72Y || Hypd, v
L ONco ()\—p(Q'y—l)”Hwaw,U” + )\—QPWHHw@gUH) .

Keeping the largest terms in A as usual, we have
Il < C|:>\472372;D’Y + )\74P’YHH¢831}H2 + )\72p(2w71)7260i| )

Here we have used (4.10) and that 0 < p <1 and 0 < s < 2.
For the integral I, we compute

I =— / (020)(2yR' R* 1920, + 20/ R0, + R*"¢*0?)vdady
< C(wHER [RP 0,0 + B 20l Ho0, 0] + | RvoRol?)

<C(A3,S,p(2771)+)\272p(2771)+)\72P7HH¢8§U”2)
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We now estimate I3:
Iy =— / ((02BY 20, + 0,0,BY ~20,)v) R*¢*9,vdzdy
= / (0. BY ~20,v)(9,1* R*0,0)dzdy + / (0. BY ~20,v)(¢* R*0,,0,0)dzdy
= Jl + JQ.
Recalling the estimates on B in terms of R and (4.10-4.11), we have
I = /((BY*Q)zayv + BY~20,0,0)
- (2yR'RH 1920, + 20/ R* 0, + R*'?0%)vdxdy
< C[)\2—s—p(3’v—2) + A~2p(37-2) + A2—2p(27-1) + )\_ZmHHz/@iUHQ]
1
+ 1||R71/13m3yv||.
We still have to estimate Jo (here again we throw out terms lower order in \):
Jo = / (0. BY ~20,v) (> R*0,,0,0)dxdy
= / ((BY_Q)lﬁwv + BY_Qaiv) wQRQ'Y@x@yT/dxdy

1
< C (}\2—28—217(2’}/—1) + )\—4P'YHH,L/)8§UH2) + Z”Rwaway'UHz
Collecting the largest terms in A from J; and J3, we have
I < C()\2—s—p(37—2) 4+ AT2P(BY=2) 4 \2-2p(2y-1)
1
AT HYOR|?) + S| R, 0,0
Finally summing I + I + I3 and keeping only the largest terms in A, we get
HR'(/)a;cayUHQ < C(}\472572p'\/ + /\3737;0(2'\/71) + )\2721;(2771)
1
AT Hp020]?) + S| R0 0,02,

which, after rearranging, implies
(4.12)

| Ripd, 0y v]| < C(AQ*H’7 4+ AB=s=p2y=1))/2 4 \1-p(2y—1) A*”VIIHwivII))-

Now we can use the triangle inequality, together with the estimates already
proved, to write (4.7) in terms of (4.8):

(4.13) R o2
<R A + [ R o] + || R 0, BY 20,0
+ | R0, BY “20,v||
(4.14) < C(AH*P(W“) ALY /\’p”“)HHwaﬁvH)
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We now want to close the loop of our argument by using the a priori assumed
bounds in u, and u,, together with (4.10-4.14). That is, from (4.2-4.3), using once
again that |Y'| < CRY, we have

[Hyd0]| < C(N7° + | R 98:0,v]| + | R* 40|
+ R 0,0 + | Ry + | R~ Hepol])
<O\ + AB—s=p(27=1))/2 | \1-p(2v=1) 4 APV Hpd2vl|).
For X sufficiently large, this implies
(4.15) |Hpd?v|| < C(N275 4+ \B7s=p(2y=1)/2 4 \1=p(27=1)y,
This is (4.8), once we observe that (again by Cauchy’s inequality)
A@—s—p@v—l»/2::A%<@—srul—pmw—1»>g;%,(A2—s+_A1—p@w—n)_

The very last step to close the loop is to plug (4.15) into (4.10-4.14) to recover
(4.4), (4.5), (4.6), and (4.7). This completes the proof.
O

Proof of Theorem 2. We follow the proof of Theorem 1 and point out where to
make the changes for C* boundary with k& 4+ o > 2. The main differences are
that, in the notation of the previous section, the function Y (z) = 7 + r(x) is C*
and piecewise C* with r(x) = 0 for = € [~a, a], so that r(z) = O(| £z — a|**?) as
+1 — a+. This means the function A = (yY”(z))? = 420(| £z — a1 as z
approaches the interval [—a, a] from without, and the function B = yY’(2)Y (z) =
yO(| + & — afF-1+),

The proof proceeds by contradiction. Suppose for some fixed 6y > 0 (1.5-1.7)
are all false with

1 1+ &
=1 9.
5% +max{k+a’ 2(k+a)3} + 0
That is, we assume
(4.16) [ Da)*ul L2y my < CA™%0 |l 20
for k=0,1,2.

We change coordinates as in the previous section, and let v, Q, R be u, 2, and
R in the new coordinates as before. Our assumptions (4.16) on the quasimode u
imply that the function v satisfies (4.1-4.3) with s = ss5,. We observe that, since
k 4+ a > 2, shrinking §y > 0 as necessary implies s < 2. Let

1 1+ 0 —

’ + 0o _ S 50 < 1.

E+ao’ 2(k+ao)—3 2

Let x € C2° be a smooth function such that x(x) =1 on {|z| < a} with support
in {|z| < a+ A"P}. As before, we may assume

|0 x| < Crp A™P.

As in Lemma 4.1, let ¢ € C2° have support in {|z| < a+cA™P} for ¢ > 1 sufficiently
large. Assume also that ) = 1 on supp Y.

Our strategy is to show that for this s, p, and y, that yv is an O(A~% quasimode
for a similarly modified operator to that in the proof of Theorem 1. As before,

—Axv = Axv + O )|jv|| = [A, x]v,

p:max{
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and we need to estimate the terms in the commutator. Recall our notation from
Lemma 4.1 of v = k + o — 1, the ramp function R and the Heaviside function
H. Let us only examine the quasimode in the right wing; the analysis in the left
wing is completely analogous. This merely allows us to substitute R and H where
convenient to directly apply Lemma 4.1.

We have

1162, x]v|| < Cmax{APFH1=s \p=PEr=1
This expression is bounded by
O]l

using the relations between p, s, 7, dg.
The mixed term commutator is

{835}?283,,)(} || < Cmax{\I7s7PO~D \~p(3r=2)y

= o),

once again using the relationships between p, s,~, dg.
We still need to control the mixed terms (again using the properties of p, s,, do):

The other mixed term is handled similarly. We further compute, again using the
properties of p, s,7, dp:

||8 AY ™ 28nyH

B
Oy Way XV

< O "%,

(B> 9dyv]| + R pagv])

(AP Hpdyv]| + AP0V | R o))

<C
<C
<Cmax{)\1 =2y \~Aprtp \2-s-207 \1-dpvipy
<CA™

This means that yv is an O(/\_‘SU) quasimode for the reduced operator:
(P = N)xv = (97 + Y *(2)9; — X*)xv = O\ xv],
since, as before, [[xv|| = [[v][-=O(A™?)[|v[|. Choosing once again a 0-Gevrey function
Y such that Y (z) = 7 for 2 € [~a,a] and Y'(z) < 0 for z < —a in a neighbourhood
of the support of x. Then, on the support of x, we have |Y =2 — Y 2| ~ R¥*! (in
the right wing, and again a similar expression holds in the left wing). We again
write P = —(92 +Y ()9 — A\?), so that
(P—X)xv=(P—X)xv+ (Y%= Y_Q)asxv
= OA")|[xvll + CI R yau|
= O(A% 4 max{A* PO AT o |
< CA7|Ixwll,
by our choice of p and s. As before, applying [Chr13a, Theorem 3], we have yv =

O(A™%)||v]|, which is a contradiction.
O



NON-CONCENTRATION 21

APPENDIX A. SUMMARY OF RESULTS FROM [CHR13A]

In this appendix, we very briefly summarize Theorem 3 from [Chrl3a], which
is used to produce the final contradiction to prove Theorem 1. The main result
is that if a 0-Gevrey smooth partially rectangular billiard opens “outward” in at
least one wing, then any O(A~°¢) quasimode must spread to outside of any O(A™€)
neighbourhood of the rectangular part. This result holds for any € > 0.

Let Q C R? be a planar domain as above, but with boundary in the 0-Gevrey
class G2 for 7 < oo (see [Chrl3a, Section 2.2]. Let Y(z) = 7 + r(z) be a graph
parametrization of the boundary of € as above.

Theorem 3. Consider the quasimode problem on €):

(—A = X)u = E\)||ul|zz, on Q,
Bu =0, on 012,

where B =1 or B = 0, (either Dirichlet or Neumann boundary conditions).

Assume that £1'(x) > 0 for at least one of £(x F a) > 0 (that is, the boundary
curves “outward” away from the rectangular part of the boundary for at least one
side). Fiz e > 0. If E(A) = O(A™¢) as A\ = o0 and v = O(A™°) outside a
neighbourhood of size O(A~¢) of R, then u= O(A~°°) on Q.
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