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Dispersive estimates for the Schrodinger equation in a
model convex domain and applications

Oana Ivanovici

Abstract. We consider an anisotropic model case for a strictly convex domain 2 C R4 of dimen-
sion d > 2 with smooth boundary 92 # @ and we describe dispersion for the semiclassical Schro-
dinger equation with Dirichlet boundary condition. More specifically, we obtain the following fixed
time decay rate for the linear semiclassical flow: a loss of ( %) 1/4 occurs with respect to the bound-
aryless case due to repeated swallowtail-type singularities, and is proven optimal. Corresponding
Strichartz estimates allow us to solve the cubic nonlinear Schrodinger equation on such a three-
dimensional model convex domain, hence matching known results on generic compact boundaryless
manifolds.

1. Introduction

Let us consider the Schrodinger equation on a manifold (€2, g), with a strictly convex
boundary 92 (a precise definition of strict convexity will be provided later on in the intro-
duction):

—i0,0+ Agv = k|v|?v, v|i=0 = vo, Vlrxae =0, (1)

where Ag denotes the Laplace operator with Dirichlet boundary condition, and ¥ = 0
(linear equation) or k = =£1 (defocusing or focusing nonlinear cubic equation, abbreviated
to NLS from now on).

For nonlinear partial differential equations on manifolds, understanding the linear
flow is a prerequisite to studying nonlinear problems: addressing the Cauchy problem
for nonlinear wave equations starts with perturbative techniques and faces the difficulty
of controlling solutions to the linear equation in terms of the size of the initial data. Espe-
cially at low regularities, mixed norms of Strichartz type (LY L") are particularly useful.
For the linear Schrodinger flow e~/ Agvg ((1) with k = 0), local Strichartz estimates (in
their most general form) read

lle™"* ¢ vol|Laco,myzr@) < Crllvollme @), @

where 2 < ¢, r < oo satisfy the Schrodinger admissibility condition, 2 + £ < 4,

(g.r,d) # (2,00,2) and % + % > % — 0 (scale invariant when equality; otherwise, loss
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of derivatives in estimate (2) as it deviates from the optimal regularity predicted by scale
invariance). In Euclidean space R? with g = (§; 7), (2) holds with 0 = 0 and extends
globally in time, 7" = +o00.

The canonical path leading to such Strichartz estimates is to obtain a stronger, fixed
time, dispersion estimate, which is then combined with energy conservation, interpolation
and a duality argument to obtain (2). Dispersion for the linear Schrodinger flow in R¢
reads

le® AR || L1 gay poomay < C(d)t™4? forall t # 0. A3)

Indeed, (3) and the unitary property of the flow on L2(R¢) are sufficient to obtain all
known Strichartz estimates; endpoint cases are more delicate (see [8, 17,30]).

On any boundaryless Riemann manifold (€2, g) one may follow the same path, replac-
ing the exact formula by a parametrix, constructed locally within a small ball, thanks to
finite speed of propagation for waves or in semiclassical time for Schrédinger — short-
time, wavelength-sized intervals (e.g. their size is the inverse of the frequency), allowing
for almost finite speed of propagation. By time rescaling, dispersion for the semiclassical
Schrodinger equation in Euclidean space reads, with y» € Cg° being a smooth cutoff to
localize frequencies and D; = —id;, and ¢y depending on the injectivity radius of (£2, g),

LithA g cd) . h %
v (hDy)e RY || L1 (R oo () < i min( 1, ; for all 0 < |t] < to.

While for Q@ = R¢, dispersive properties of (1) are well understood, studying dispersive
equations of Schrodinger type on manifolds (curved geometry, variable metric) started
with Bourgain’s work on KdV and Schrédinger on the torus, and then expanded in dif-
ferent directions, all of them with low regularity requirements (e.g. Staffilani—Tataru [27],
Burg—Gérard-Tzvetkov [6, 7] for Schrodinger; Smith [22, 23], Tataru [28], Bahouri—
Chemin [2, 3], Klainerman—Rodnianski [18] and Smith—Tataru [25, 26] for wave equa-
tions). In [7], these linear estimates were used, together with a classical argument due to
Yudovitch, to obtain global well-posedness for the defocusing cubic NLS on a generic
three-dimensional compact manifold without boundary. We aim to match this result in our
context, with a model convex boundary.

For compact manifolds (even without boundary) one cannot expect linear estimates to
behave like in the Euclidean case: eventually a loss will occur, due to the volume being
finite. No long-time dispersion of wave packets may occur as they have nowhere to dis-
perse. Long-time estimates for the wave equation are unknown, while in the case of the
Schrodinger equation, the infinite speed of propagation immediately produces unavoid-
able losses of derivatives in dispersive estimates. Informally, this may be related to the
existence of eigenfunctions, but the complete understanding of the loss mechanism is still
a delicate issue, even on the torus. On domains with boundaries, there are additional dif-
ficulties related to reflected waves. Partial progress was made in [1] and then in [4, 5],
following the general strategy of the low-regularity, boundaryless case: reflect the metric
across the boundary and deal with a boundaryless domain whose metric is only Lipschitz
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at the interface. Such results hold for any (smooth) boundary, regardless of its shape: how-
ever, they apply to three-dimensional NLS only for nonlinearities that are weaker than
cubic: [5] obtains global well-posedness for smooth nonlinearities F(v) with growth at
most |v|?/5v.

In the last decade, additional progress has been made for the wave equation on domains
with convex boundary. Our first result [13], which deals with the model case of a strictly
convex domain, highlights a loss in dispersion for the solution to the linear wave equation
that we informally relate to caustics, generated in arbitrarily small time near the boundary.
Such caustics appear when optical rays are no longer diverging from each other in the
normal direction, where less dispersion occurs as compared to the R? case. Our so-called
Friedlander model domain is the half-space, ford > 2, Q; = {(x,y) | x>0, y € ]Rd_l}
with the metric g inherited from the Laplace operator

Ap =R+ 00 +x) iy, oy, (4)
j Jok

where g; ;. are constants and g(0) = ) .k 4,k 0j O 1s a positive definite quadratic form.
Note that ¢ is not, in general, invariant by rotations and we cannot reduce to the radial
case in y, unlike [13], where ¢(6) = |#|%. One may see Ar as the Laplace operator in
geodesic normal coordinates near the boundary, but where one would freeze all coeffi-
cients ¢; x (x, y) to their value on the boundary. Strict convexity of €2, with the metric
inherited from Af is equivalent to ellipticity of »_;; ¢;xdy;dy,. When ¢;,; = 1 and
¢j+k = 0 (i.e. when ¢(0) = |0|?) the domain (24, gF) is, indeed, a first-order approxi-
mation of the unit disk in polar coordinates (r,0): setr =1 —x/2,0 = y.

Let h,a € (0, 1): if u,(t, x, y) = cos(t y/|AF|)(8x=a,y=0) denotes the linear wave
flow on (€2, g) = (R4, gr) with data §y—, ,—o and Dirichlet boundary condition, then,
for |t| > h, [13] proves

[V (hD¢)ua(t,-)|L=
< c(dn min{l, (h/z)%((ﬁ)l/2 + (ﬁ)l/3 + al/“(ﬁ)l“)}. )

t t t

Moreover, (5) is sharp, as there exists a sequence (f,), such that equality holds. This
optimal % loss in the % exponent is unavoidable for small a and is due to swallowtail-type
singularities in the wave front set of u,. This first result opened several directions, from
the generic convex case [11] to understanding more complicated boundary shapes [19].

In the present work, we address the same set of issues for the Schrodinger equation,
where parallel developments were expected, at least in the so-called semiclassical setting
(recall that “semiclassical” means, in our setting, dealing with time intervals whose size
is comparable to the wavelength %, which reduces to almost finite speed of propagation).
In the nontrapping case, results for the classical Schrodinger equation may follow when
combined with smoothing effects, but we will not address this situation (we model the
interior of a convex). In the case of a convex boundary, even the wavelength-sized time
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behavior is complicated due to the existence of gliding rays. Let # € (0, 1) and consider
the semiclassical Schrodinger equation inside the Friedlander domain (24, gF), with Af
given in (4) and Dirichlet boundary condition

ihd;vp —h*Apvy =0, Vpp—o = Vno. Unpan, = O. (6)

With this rescaling, we are dealing with (uniformly) bounded intervals rather than h-sized
intervals.

Theorem 1. Let € C§°([3.2]), 0 < ¢ < 1. There exists C(d) > 0, To > 0 and ag < 1
such that, for all a € (0, aq], h € (0,1), |t| € (h, To], vi(t,-) solution to (6) with data

Uh,O(xay) = 1;Zf(hDy)‘sx=a,y=0:

Cd) ( h\“"+4
WD x 3wy < A (2) 7

hd \lz|
Moreover, for all h?® < a, for all |t| € (Va, min(Ty, ah™"/3)], our bound is saturated:

@-n 1
=2 t3

at /h
WD x M=o ~ 57 (77)

Important additional difficulties appear as compared to the wave equation: for not
too small a, the Green function for the wave flow can be explicitly expressed as a sum of
“time-almost-orthogonal”” waves, which are essentially supported between a finite number
of consecutive reflections; in [13], we were therefore reduced to obtaining good dispersion
bounds for a finite sum of waves well localized in both time and tangential variables. We
will establish a suitable subordination formula that yields a similar representation of the
Schrodinger flow as a sum of wave packets (see formula (16)); nonetheless, at a given
time ¢, all waves in this sum provide important contributions, because they travel with
different speeds. To sum all these contributions we need sharp bounds for each of them,
similar to those obtained in [15] for waves. Such refined bounds are obtained, for each
wave in the sum over consecutive reflections, in Propositions 4, 5 and 6. The dispersive
bounds for the Green function are then obtained in Propositions 7, 8, 9 and 10.

For very small a, writing a parametrix as a sum over reflections no longer helps. Using
the spectral decomposition of the data in terms of eigenfunctions of the Laplace operator
allows us to obtain a parametrix as a sum over the zeros of the Airy function (see formula
(11)). With the wave equation, the usual dispersion estimate holds for each term, hence
we can sum sufficiently many of them and still get good bounds. However, for the semi-
classical Schrodinger flow, even the very first modes — localized at distance #2/3 from
dQ2 (known as gallery modes) yield a sharp loss of % in both dispersion and Strichartz
estimates (see [10]). This regime will be dealt with in Section 3.2.

=
exist C(d) > 0, Top > 0 such that, for v a solution to (6) with data vy ¢ € L2(R2),

Theorem 2. Letd > 2, (q,r) such thaté < (% - Al—‘)(% —Yands =2 -2 _ 2 There

¥ (hD)vnllLe(~To. ol L7 @) < C@R*|[vpoll2,)-
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The proof of Theorem 2 follows from Theorem 1 using the classical TT* argument
and the endpoint argument of Keel-Tao [17] for ¢ = 2 when d > 3. The (scale-invariant)
loss at the semiclassical level corresponds to % derivative in space, as illustrated with
d =2, for which the (forbidden) endpoint (2, c0) with s = 0 is replaced by (8/3, co) with
s = 1/4. This improves [4] where for d = 2, one has (3, c0). More generally, [4] obtains
(2, 00) as an endpoint for d > 3, e.g. s = d/2 — 1, whereas we have (2,2(2d — 1)/
(2d —5)) as our endpoint pair, with s = 1/(2d — 1). For d = 3, our endpoint pair is
(2,10): that 10 < +o0 allows us to adapt the argument from [7] and obtain well-posedness
for the cubic equation, as alluded to earlier.

We set Q2 to be a compact manifold such that, in a local coordinate chart that intersects
its boundary, the metric may be expressed as in our model domain with metric inherited
from Af given in (4). One may easily construct such three-dimensional manifolds: for
simplicity, we illustrate what can be done in two dimensions, where one can better visu-
alize the corresponding manifold as embedded in R3. If one periodizes the y variable in
Q,, we may see it as the surface of an upper cylinder x > 0 of radius 1 in R3, where y
is really an angle in the two-dimensional plane {x = 0}. This surface may be truncated
at x = 1 and we may extend it smoothly with a (compact) cap to get a Riemannian man-
ifold, say with the induced Euclidean metric within a subset of the cap, the metric from
our model in the bottom part of the upper cylinder and a smooth transition in between.
One could alternatively connect two copies of our truncated upper cylinder, or connect
one with another one where the operator is chosen to be 8)% +(1+x)! 3§ (so as to have
a convex boundary on one side and a concave one on the other). These last two examples
may also be seen as subdomains of a two-dimensional torus (either sliced circularly in the
middle or sliced horizontally). For such a manifold 2 and d = 3 we have the following
theorem:

Theorem 3. Let d = 3 and vy € H} (). There exists a unique global-in-time solution
v e Ci(HE(R)) to (1) with k = 1 (defocusing equation), and its energy is conserved along
the flow. For k = —1 (focusing equation), the result holds locally in time, and globally
provided the mass of vy is sufficiently small.

Moreover, as in the boundaryless case, preservation of regularity holds and one may
adapt the argument of [21] to obtain exponential growth for the H”* norm of the solution,
where m € N, m > 1. Here we state and prove such growth for m = 2, 4 as higher regu-
larity would require dealing with suitable compatibility conditions for the data, which are
outside our scope here.

Theorem 4. Let d = 3 and vo € Hy (Q) N H™(Q) with m = 2,4, Agvg € Hy (Q) if
m = 4. Then the solution v from Theorem 3 is C;(H™(2)), and its norm grows at most
exponentially: there exists C = C(m, ||vo || gm(q)) such that

v, )lam@) < Cexp(Ct).
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Therefore, well-posedness (and growth of the H? norm) for the defocusing cubic
equation on such model convex domains is similar to that of generic boundaryless mani-
folds, and we expect it will hold on any generic three-dimensional compact manifold with
strictly convex boundary once Theorem 2 is generalized to such manifolds.

We now briefly discuss linear Strichartz estimates and their optimality. In [9] we
proved that there must be a loss of at least é derivatives in Strichartz estimates for (6),
which is obtained when the data is a gallery mode. Whether this result is sharp, or whether
a loss in the semiclassical setting should provide losses in classical time in the case of a
generic nontrapping domain where concave portions of the boundary could act like mir-
rors and refocus wave packets (yielding unavoidable losses in dispersion), is unknown at
present. In fact, understanding Strichartz estimates in exterior domains seems to be a very
delicate task: obstructions from the compact case no longer apply, at least in the case of
nontrapping obstacles. Thus, one may ask whether all Strichartz estimates hold. The con-
flict between this questioning and the failure of semiclassical Strichartz (and dispersion)
near the boundary is only apparent: for nontrapping domains, a wave packet would spend
too short a time in too narrow a region near the boundary to be a contradiction to classical
Strichartz.

For the wave equation, Strichartz estimates with losses were obtained in [4] using
short-time parametrices constructions from [24]. As already noticed, the main advantage
of [4] is also its main weakness: by considering only time intervals that allow for no more
than one reflection of a given wave packet, one may handle any boundary but one does
not see the full effect of dispersion in the tangential variables. New results in both positive
and negative directions were obtained recently, for strictly convex domains: [15] proves
Strichartz estimates for the wave equation to hold true on the domain (27>, gr) with at
most % loss. For d = 2, [4] obtained % instead of é (but for any boundary), while [13]
provides %. Arguments from [15] rely on improving the parametrix construction of [13]
and the resulting bounds on the Green function: degenerate stationary phase estimates in
[13] may be refined to pinpoint the space-time location of swallowtail singularities (worst-
case scenario). It turns out that, for the wave equation, such singularities only happen at an
exceptional, discrete set of times. The proof of Theorem 1 will rely on similar refinements
of degenerate stationary phase estimates, together with refined estimates on gallery modes
from [9], all of which are of independent interest.

Adapting the parametrix construction for the wave flow from [11], one may extend
Theorem 1 to a domain 2 whose boundary is everywhere strictly (geodesically) convex:
for every point (0, yo) € 02 there exists (0, yo, &0, 70) € T*2 where the boundary is
micro-locally strictly convex, i.e. such that there exists a bicharacteristic passing through
(0, yo. &9, o) that intersects <2 tangentially having exactly second-order contact with the
boundary and remaining in the complement of 2. This will be addressed elsewhere.

It should be mentioned that, although €2, is a good approximation of the unit disk in
polar coordinates, the proof of Theorem | does not (immediately) provide the same results
for the disk: in fact, one of the main features of the Friedlander model is that —A r (given
in (4)) with Dirichlet boundary condition has explicit eigenfunctions depending on the
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zeros of the Airy function (see Lemma 2) which form a Hilbert basis of L2. Decomposing
the initial data in terms of these eigenfunctions allows us to obtain a precise parametrix
as a spectral sum (which may be further transformed, via a Poisson-type summation, in a
sum of oscillating integrals, depending on the number of reflections on the boundary).
Although a complete system of eigenfunctions on the unit disk {r < 1, 6 € [0, 27)}
is also explicit and given by ey (7, ) = ei”GJn(/\,,,mr) (where J, is the nth Bessel
function and A, the mth positive zero of J,), the same approach may turn out to be
much more complicated as the expansion of A, ,, does not seem to allow us to proceed as
in Lemmas | and 3 below to obtain a suitable form of the solution in terms of oscillatory
integrals. Hence for “not too small a” one would need to solve the eikonal equation (as
done in [9, 13] in the case of the wave equation) in order to force a solution as a sum
of integrals with Airy phase functions in order to obtain a good parametrix: the main
difficulty with this approach is to obtain a “good control” of the symbols as the number
of such integrals in the sum defining the parametrix is very large (as, in the Schrodinger
case, all the waves overlap at a given time). Combining both methods (the use of Bessel
functions for a < h?/ and of the Airy phase functions for a > h?/3) may work, but we
think that the best approach for the disk is the one in [11] (that gets simplified by the
particular form of the operator).

One expects the interior of a strictly convex domain to be a worst-case scenario. At the
opposite end, we now have a much better understanding outside a strictly convex obstacle,
where the full set of Strichartz estimates are known to hold ([10]) and where dispersion
was recently addressed in [12], where diffraction effects related to the Arago—Poisson spot
turn out to be significant for d > 4.

We conclude this introduction with a brief overview of the content in the next sec-
tions. In Section 2 we express the (spectrally localized) Green function for (6) first as
a spectral sum over the spectrum of (4), then, using the Poisson summation formula, as
a sum of oscillatory integrals indexed by the number of reflections on the boundary. In
Section 3, both these formulas are used to obtain the dispersive bounds of Theorem 1,
depending on the size of the distance to the boundary a > 0 of the initial data: firstly,
when a > max(h?/37¢, (ht)'/?), the sum of oscillating integrals (16) is particularly use-
ful as it allows us to apply the stationary phase arguments in order to reduce the Green
function to a simpler form (as in Corollary 1). As only the waves that leave at t = 0 from
X = a within a small cone of directions of aperture 1/a may provide % loss, we separate
this “tangential” case, dealt with in Section 3.1.1, from the “transverse” case dealt with
in Section 3.1.2. In particular, in the tangential case, we state three main results (Propo-
sitions 4, 5, 6) which provide refined estimates for each integral in the sum defining the
Green function in this regime, depending on the number of reflections and the position of
the spatial variables: these results allow us to achieve the proof of Theorem 1 for “not too
small” a. The optimality is shown in Section 3.1.3. The case of small values of a is dealt
with in Section 3.2 when we use the spectral formula (11) and provide, as before, sharp
dispersive bounds for each term and sum all the contributions.
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In Section 4 we prove Propositions 4, 5, 6 in full detail. In Section 5 we deal with
nonlinear applications and prove first Theorem 3 (in Section 5.1), then Theorem 4 (in
Section 5.2).

In the remainder of the paper, A < B means that there exists a constant C such that
A < CB; this constant may change from line to line and is independent of all parameters
except the dimension d. It will be explicit when (very occasionally) needed. Similarly,
A ~ B meansboth A < Band B < A.

2. The semiclassical Schrodinger propagator: spectral analysis and
parametrix construction

We recall some notation, where Ai denotes the standard Airy fu3nction (see e.g. [29] for
well-known properties of the Airy function), Ai(x) = ﬁ Jr ¢'(5 + ox) do. Define

As(z) = T3 Ai(eTi7/37) = —e®27/3 Aj(et217/3(—2)) forz e C.

Then one checks that Ai(—z) = A4 (z) + A—(z) (see [29, equation (2.3)]). The next
lemma is proved in [ 14, Lemma 1] and requires the classical notion of asymptotic expan-
sion: a function f(w) admits an asymptotic expansion for w — O when there exists a
(unique) sequence (c,), such that, for any n, limy_o w™ "tV (f(w) — Yo caw™) =
Cnt1- We denote f(w) ~y D, crw™.

Lemma 1 (See [14, Lemma 1]). For w € R, define L(w) = & + i log ﬁ;gj’)g Then L is

real analytic and strictly increasing. We also have
4
L(0) = z’ lim L(w) =0, L(w)= —0? + I B(a)%) forw > 1,
3 w—>—00 3 2

with B(u) ~14 Y sy bru™, by € R, by > 0. Finally, L(wg) = 2k and L' (o) =
27 f0°° Ai%(x — wy) dx, where here and hereafter, {—wy }k>1 denotes the zeros of the
Airy function in decreasing order:

2.1. Spectral analysis of the Friedlander model

Our domain is Q4 = {(x,y) € R | x > 0, y € R4} and the Laplacian A given by
(4). As —AF has constant coefficients in y, taking the Fourier transform in the y variable,
it transforms into —92 + 0|2 + xq(8). For 6 # 0, this operator is a positive self-adjoint
operator on L?(R ), with compact resolvent.

Lemma 2 (See [14, Lemma 2]). There exist eigenfunctions {ex(x, 0)}x=0 of —02 +
102 4+ xq(6) with corresponding eigenvalues Ay (9) = |0|* + wrq(0)?/3, that form a
Hilbert basis for L>(R ). These eigenfunctions are explicit in terms of Airy functions:

VL (k)

and L' (wy) (with L from Lemma 1) is such that ||lex (-, 0)||p2r ) = 1.

ex(x,0) = Ai(xq(0)'? — wy),



Schrodinger equation in a strictly convex domain 967

For x¢ > 0, 6x=x, on R} may be decomposed as

Bemsy = ) ex(x.0)ex(xo. ).

k>1

At fixed to, consider u(fo, x,y) = ¥ (hDy)0x=x,,y=y,, Where i € (0, 1) is a small param-
eter and ¢ € C(‘)X’([%, %]) Then the (localized in 8) Green function for (6) on Q4 reads

Gn((t,x,¥), (fo, X0, Y0))
=y / M0 ) o1 =30.8) y (110 )ey (x, B)ex (x0, 0) d6. (7
R4-1

k>1

In addition to the cutoff ¥ (%|6|), we may add a spectral cutoff ¥y (h/Ar(6)) under the
6 integral without changing its contribution modulo O(A°°) terms, where V¥ is also such
that ¥y € C(fo([%, %]). Indeed, as D,, commutes with Ar and using Lemma 2,

—Ap (Y (10D P e (x,0)) = A (0) ¥ (h]0])e' ey (x, 0).

On the flow, this is nothing but 11 (2 D;) and this smoothes out the Green function that
solves (6). As remarked in [13] (see also [15]) for the wave propagator, after adding
Y1 (h+/Ar(6)), the significant part of the sum over k in (7) becomes a finite sum over
k < #.Indeed, with§ = Dy, 1 =20, =hD, =20, =hDy,n=2V, =hD, =10, the
characteristic set of ihd; — h*>AF is T = £2 + |n|> + xq(n). Using t = hD; = hAg(D,),
one obtains (at the symbolic level) that on the micro-support of any gallery mode associ-
ated to wy we have
W*Pag> ) = 517 + xq ().
8 =Dy, =n/h.

We may assume that, on the support of ¥ (7)1 (h+/Ax(n/ h)), one has h?/3wy, < g with
a small &: this is compatible with (8) as this amounts to |£|? < &o. Taking into account
the asymptotic expansion wy ~ k2/3, the condition h2/3wy, < &g yields k < &9/ h, which
is the desired finite sum.

As in [13], the remaining part of the Green function (corresponding to larger values
of k) will essentially be transverse: at most one reflection for ¢ € [0, Ty] with Ty small
(depending on the above choice of gg). Hence, this regime can be dealt with as in [4] to
get the free space decay and we will ignore it in the upcoming analysis.

Reducing the sum to k < g9/ h is equivalent to adding a spectral cutoff ¢.,(x +
h?D2/q(9)) in the Green function, where ¢, = ¢(-/&o) for some smooth cut-off func-
tion ¢ € C§°([—1, 1]). Using that the eigenfunctions of the operator —32 + xq(6) are also
ex(x, 0) but associated to the eigenvalues Az () — |0|? = wrg?/3(6), we can localize with
respect to x + h? D2 /¢ (). Notice that

(x + hqz(le)))zf)ek(x,e) = (%ﬁ)(é)))ek(x, 0),

®)
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and this new localization operator is exactly associated by symbolic calculus to the cutoff
beo (01 /q(0)1/3). We therefore set, for (t9, X0, yo) = (0,a,0),

Gi(t.x.3.0.0,0) 1= 3 [ IOy b6y ()
k>1

X oo (01 /q(0)P)ex (x, 0)ex(a, 0)db.  (9)

Set a" = max (a, h?/3): in the following we introduce a new, small parameter y satisfying
a' <y < &g and then split the (tangential part of the) Green function GZ" into a dyadic
sum Gy, , corresponding to a dyadic partition of unity supported for wy/ g3~y ~
2/a" < eg. Let Y2 (-/y) = ¢y () — dy 2 () set Ty (@) = {y = 274", I < j <log,(eo/a")}
(we will use / = 0, 1, 3) and decompose ¢, as

b0 () = () + D Val/7). (10)

yeT1(ah)

which allows us to write Gp g, = D <y<1 Gp,y, where the sum is understood as over
dyadic y’s, and (rescaling the 6 variable for later convenience) Gy, , is written

Ghy(t,x,a,y)
1 . i
= / e I 5Oy (|n)yry (/A (n/ )
kzl Rd-1

x Y2 (B2 Par /() 3y))ex (x, n/ h)ex(a, n/h) dn.  (11)

Notice that, when y = a”, according to (10), we should, in (11), write ¢, instead of
V> (-/a"). However, for values h2/3wy < %a”, the corresponding Airy factors are expo-
nentially decreasing and provide an irrelevant contribution: writing ¢, or ¥, (-/ a”) yields
the same contribution in G}, ,; modulo O(h*°). In fact, when a < h?/3 is sufficiently small,
there are no wy satisfying h%/3wy /q"/3(n) < h?/3 /2 as wx > w, > 2.33 and |7| € [% % ;
on the other hand, when a > h2/3 and h?/3wy /q'/3(n) < a/2 then the Airy factor of
ex(a,n/h) is exponentially decreasing (see [29, Section 2.1.4.3] for details). In order to
streamline notation, we use the same formula (11) for each Gy, ,,. From an operator point
of view, with G (-) the semiclassical Schrodinger propagator, we are considering (with

iD = 0) Gp,y = Y (hDy)Y1(hy/=AF)Y2((x + h*>D3/q(hDy))/y)Gh.

Remark 1. For a < h?/3, [9] proved [|G), j2/3(t. . a. )| S 77 (2)@=D/2p1/3, The
proof in [9] has ¢ (1) = |n|? but easily extends to a positive definite quadratic form ¢. The
subsequent % loss in homogeneous Strichartz estimates is optimal for a < h2/3: in [9, The-
orem 1.8] we suitably chose Gaussian data whose associated semiclassical Schrodinger
flow saturates the above bound (the so-called gallery modes).

We briefly recall a variant of the Poisson summation formula that will be crucial to
analyze the spectral sum defining Gy, ,, (see [14, Lemma 3] for the proof).
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Lemma 3. In D'(R,,), one has Y yeg e V@ =273, i« o 8@ — wx), e.g. for

all g € C°,
Z / _’NL(w)¢(w) dow =27 Z

NEeZ keN*

L( )¢( wg). (12)

Using (12) on Gy, we transform the sum over k into a sum over N € Z, as
Gy (t.x,a,n/h)

— 2/3,,52/3 2/3
Z/ INL@) (11 1)2/3g Y3 (n /]y e k0P A+ 0q> 0/ o /InP)
NeZ

<1 (Inly/1 + B20q? 3@/ )/ InPR) v (0 /(g (0)y)
x Ai(xq'(n)/ 1?1 — w) Aiag" () / P - 0) do, (13)

A ) : 3/2
where Gy, ,, is the Fourier transform in y. For sup (a,h?/3) <y < 1, we let A, = =,

when h2/3 < g and y ~ a we write A == # The Airy factors are (after rescaling)

1/6 )Ll/3 : o3 x 2/3
Ai(xq1/3(n)/h2/3 —w) = % / elql/z(ﬂ))ty(T+0(7—w/(q1/3(77)/1y ))) do.

Rescaling v = q1/3(77))k,2,/3a = ¢'3(n)ya/h?? in (13) yields

4/3

Gy (t.x.a.n/h) = o= )3h2/3 Z / /R 2 FBray (5.0 4 ()
x Y1 (Inlv1 4 yaq(n/Inl)

X Yo () ds do da, (14)

Py ay(n . s.0,t,x) =ty (1 + Vaq(n/lnl)) — NhL(q'P(nA2a)
3

(G () S oS- 0

Here,
NhL(g"*()A2a) = qu/z(n)(ya)w NhB(g'?(n)A,a®?) + Nhr /2,

and we recall that, asymptotically,

bi
(g2 (mAya3/2)k’

B(g"?(MAya®?) ~ 1 G002y Y
k>1

where on the support of ¥, («) we have o ~ 1. At this point, as || € [ ] we may
drop the ¥ localization in (14) by support considerations (slightly changing any cut-off
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support if necessary). Therefore,

1 y? i 3
Gy (6,X,0,y) = ——5 Z/ / e i mTenar) g )y (|n))
4 (2.7)3 hd+l Nez R4 JR2

X Ya(a)ds do do dn. (16)

Both formulas (16) and (11) define exactly the same object and both will be necessary
to prove the dispersive estimates. The sum over the eigenmodes e; will be particularly
useful for small values of @ < (ht)'/2, while for large values of the initial distance to the
boundary the sum over N will take over. While both formulas coincide, they are in some
sense the dual of each other: for small a, there are fewer terms in the sum over k in (11),
while for a > (ht)'/? there are fewer terms in the sum over the reflections N .

As noticed in [13], the symmetry of the Green function (or its suitable spectral trun-
cations) with respect to x and a allows us to restrict the computations of the L norm to
the region 0 < x < a. In other words, instead of evaluating ||GZ0 lLooo<x,y) (. ) it will be
enough to bound [|G;° || L (0<x<a,y) (. )-

Remark 2. In order to generalize Theorem 1 to a convex domain as outlined in the intro-
duction, our construction of “quasi-modes” from [11] will turn out to be crucial. In the
general situation, the regime a < h turns out to have its own difficulties: even deciding
how the initial data should be chosen in order for the Dirichlet condition to be satisfied on
the boundary becomes a nontrivial issue. In [11], we bypass our lack of understanding of
the eigenfunctions for the Laplace operator and use spectral theory for the model Laplace
operator (4) in order to construct suitable initial data for very small a. Thus, constructing
a parametrix in the model case (in terms of both eigenmodes and the sum over reflections)
and obtaining its best possible decay properties is important in order to further generalize
Theorem 1.

3. Dispersive estimates for the semiclassical Schrodinger flow

We now prove dispersive bounds for GZO (t,x,a,y)on Qg for fixed || € [k, Tp], with small
To > 0. We will separately estimate |Gy, (¢, ) ||L>(q,) for every y such that a' <y <eo.
Henceforth we assume ¢ > 0. We sort out several situations, with a fixed (small) € > 0.
First, max (h2/3_€, (ht)l/z) < a < gp: in this case, for all y such that a <y < gy we have
max (h?/37¢, (ht)'/?) < a < y < &o. This is our main case, where only formula (16) is
useful; integrals with respect to o, s have up to third-order degenerate critical points and
we need to perform a very detailed analysis of these integrals. In particular, the “tangen-
tial” case y ~ a provides the worst decay estimates. When 8a < y, integrals in (16) have
degenerate critical points of order at most 2. We call this regime “transverse”: summing up
> 8a<y |Ghy(t,-)||Le still provides a better contribution than || Gp 4 (t, )| Lo . Second, for
a < max (h2/37¢, (ht)'/?), we further subdivide: either max (h2/3¢, (ht)Y/?) < y < g,
which is similar to the previous “transverse” regime, and estimates will follow using (16);
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ora’ < y < max (h?/3¢(ht)'/2), and we will use (11) to evaluate the L norm of Gh,y
and its sum over relevant y’s.

3.1. Case max (h2/3-¢, (ht)1/?) < a < &g, with (small) € > 0

Here we use (16). As a¥ = a, we consider y such that a < y < . Let Ay = v32/h,
then A, > h=3€/2 Tt is worth mentioning that the approach in this section applies for all
h2/37€ < g < &, providing sharp estimates for each Gy, ,, for all h2/3—€ <4 < y < &o;
however, when summing over a < y < (ht)'/2, bounds for GZ" get worse than those
from Theorem 1. Hence we restrict to values max (h2/37€, (ht)1/?) < a < &,, while lesser
values will be dealt with differently later.

First, we prove that the sum defining Gy, in (16) over N is essentially finite and we
estimate the number of terms in the relevant sum.

Proposition 1. For a fixed t € (h, Ty] the sum (16) over N is essentially finite and 0 <
N S JL? In other words, if M is a sufficiently large constant (depending only on q), then

Ly . -
G /Rx]Rd—l /Rz en OmEEN) g () ([n)yra (@) ds do der dy
NeZ,N L

v
B

= 0(h*™).

Proof. The proof follows easily using nonstationary phase arguments for N > M ﬁ for
some M sufficiently large. Critical points with respect to g, s are such that

ol=a—x/y, sP=a—aly, a7

and as x >0, &DN,a,y may be stationary in g, s only if | (0, 5)| < /. As V2 () is supported
near 1, it follows that we must also have x < 2y, otherwise ® N.a,y 1 nonstationary with
respectto o. If [(0,5)| > (1 + N€)/a for some € > 0 we can perform repeated integrations
by parts in o, s to obtain O(((1 + N€)A,)™") for all n > 1. Let x be a smooth cutoff

supported in [—1, 1] and write | = y(o/(N€/@)) + (1 — y)(6/(N€/a)). Then

yi S /R /R by @) (s (N“Va) (1 — x)(0/(N*V/a)) ds do do

NezZ

SAYE sup JAi((@—ya)g P/ h¥P)] D (1 + N9
a,nlel$,3] NeZ

= O(h*™),

where in the last line we used A, > h=3¢/2_ ¢ > 0. In the same way, we can sum on the
support of (1 — y)(s/(N€./a)) and obtain an O(h*°) contribution. Therefore, we may
add cutoffs y(0/(N€y/«)) and x(s/(N€/a)) in Gp , without changing its contribution
modulo O(h%°). Using (15) again, we have, at the critical point of CBN,a,y with respect
to «,

3
#‘I(ﬂ) —q"2()(s +0) = 2Nq1/2(77)\/5<1 B ZBl(nkag)/z))’ (18)
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and as |(0, 5)|/+/@ < 1+ N€ on the support of y(o/(N€J/a))x(s/(N€/@)), Py.ay
may be stationary with respect to & only when JL? ~2N. As B'(nia®/?) = 0(1;3) =

O(h%¢/?), its contribution is irrelevant. From (17) and (18), if

tq'"*()
YR ¢ [2(N —1),2(N + 1)], (19)
then the phase is nonstationary in «. Recall that ¢ is positive definite and let
mo:= inf ¢Y%(©), My= sup ¢%(®). (20)
®eSd—2 ®eSd—2

As I, €[5.3] onthe supportofthe symbol and ¢/2(n) = |nlg*/2(n/|n]),if 2(N — 1) >

3/2 /2
= x My 75 OF if2(N +1) < == y X mo~ 77, then the phase is nonstationary in « as
its ﬁrst order derivative behaves like N. Repeated integrations by parts allow us to sum in
N as above, and conclude. [

Remark 3. We can in fact add an even better localization with respect to o and s: on

the support of (1 — y)(o/(2+4/@)) and (1 — x)(s/(2+/a)) the phase is nonstationary in
o or s, and integrations by parts yield an O(A},>) contribution. According to Proposi-
tion 1, the sum over N has finitely many terms, and therefore summing yields an O (h*°)
contribution.

Lemma 4. For y 2 a > (ht)l/z, the factor eiNB(ql/z(")Ayas/z) can be moved into the
symbol.

Proof. As o, q(n) € [% %] on the support of ¥, ¥ and N ~ JL?, we obtain, using
Lemma 1,

by Nby ht
(q'2(mAya2)k g 2(mA,  y?

NB(q"*(mArye®?) ~ N>
k>1

As here we consider only values (h1)'/2 < y, this term remains bounded (so it does not
oscillate). [

We set Dy q, = (¥, 1) + &)N,a,y — NhB(ql/z(n))kyoﬂ/z): from Lemma 4, in this
regime, ® .4, are the phase functions in the sum of Gy, ,, defined by (16). We have

q’N,a,y(’?’a’SaU,I,x» y)
= (y.n) + tInl*(1 + yag(n/Inl))
3

(% o2 ) 5 () ).

In the following we study, at fixed |N | < f the integral appearing in the sum (16), which
we denote by Vi 5, (¢, x, y). Notice that when N = 0 we deal with the free semiclassical
Schrodinger flow.
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Proposition 2. Foralla € (0,a¢], h € (0,1) and t € (h, Tp],
1 h\d/2
()"
hd \t
Proof. In this case (N = 0) we use (9), (10) and (16) to write the sum over y as

Z VO,h,y(ta X, y)

y€lo(a)

y€lo(a)

(2 )3 hd+1 /I//(|7I|)‘I(7/)¢so(a)

x eh(rmHInE(+ag(/ D) +a' (%5 +o(e—a)+ 5 +3s@) g5 ds da dy.

Set & = H‘" and &, = %5*. Then o = &1 + &3 and s = &; — &5. The phase in the above
integral becomes

2
(v.n) +tlnl>(1+ag(/In) + ql/z(n)(géf + 26155 + E1(x +a —20) + & (x — a))

= cDO,a,l-
As 32®9 41 = 0and 35 «Poan = = —2¢"'/2(n), the usual stationary phase applies in both
€1, o and yields a factor h. The critical points are &, = ’ql/z("), El et Ez
X+a

. The critical point with respect to & satisfies dg, @o 4, 1|$1c 0 = ql/z(n)(4.§1 &

x — a) and the second derivative equals 92 £, Po.ale o = g% (n) x 481 = 2tq(n).
For t/h >> 1, the stationary phase applies and yields a factor (h/t)'/2. We are left with
the integration with respect to 7. Using o < g¢ on the support of ¢,, () and x > 0, it
follows that 5126 + S%C < 9. Writing ¢|7|2q(n/|n]) = tq(n) = 2¢"/?>(n)& ., the critical
value equals

4
P+ aeqn/ ) — g2 (567 + 461083, )
2
= 1l + 24" (oe - S8~ 262,).

and a derivative with respect to 7; equals y; + 21n; + 0y, (q"/2(0)é1,c(367, + x + a).
We conclude by the stationary phase as this yields V7 ®o.q.1le, .65 00 = 20Ta—1(1 +
O(&9)). The proof above applies also separately yielding dispersive bounds without loss
for each Vp . m

As we set ¢ > 0, from now on we only consider N > 1.

Proposition 3. Let N > 1. The phase function @y 4., can have at most one critical point
(cte, ne) on the support [% % of the symbol. At critical points in («, n), the determinant of
the Hessian matrix is comparable to t*~1 x y3/2N. The stationary phase applies in both

a €3, 3] and n € R and yields a decay factor (h/1)@=D/2 x (4, N)~V2,
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Proof. The derivatives of the phase @y, , with respect to «, n are

a q)Nay J/3/2 1/2()7)( 1/2(77)_(0'+S)—2N\/a),

ﬁ
32y 3 3
Yy “Vqn) (o X s a
V,®Onay =y + 20t —(— ——) Z (——
n®N,a,y y +2nt + 26]1/2(7}) 3 +O(y o)+ 3 + 5 ) Ol)
4 20t
— <N + —q“z(n))-
3 JY

At 04Ppy4, = 0and V, Py 4, = 0, the critical points are such that

_tql/z(n) s+o
Vo= 2Ny 2N @D

and also (replacing 2N /a by ﬁql/ 2(n) — (0 + s) in the expression of V, Py 4.5)

32 Vq(n) [f_’_ax s>, 4 (s+a)oz]
2¢'/2(n) '

From (19) (and the support condition on 7, &), the critical points 7., & € [2, 2] do exist
only if

2t(n + %V“VQ(U)) =-y-vy

V1/2 t V3/2
1-1/N < <(1+1/N)y——. 23
( / )3M0/2 - ZNJ__( +1/ )m0/2 23)
For N > 2, fix M sufficiently large that [(1 — )3M0/2, (1 2)mv 3;;] C [ﬁ, M]. Then
(21) may have a solution on the support of ¥ only when 57— f [ ,M].For N =1, we

obtain the upper bound 5= f — \/ 3/2 but also, usmg (17), the following lower bounds:
either s + 0 > —3 /&, in Wthh case 2f > 4|n|Mo or (s + 0) < —3 /& in which case
both s and o must take nonpositive values and in this case,

L s+0o aly x/y aly
—— > Jo+ > =+ > .
T N e Ty T e =) © e
Hence, for = f =3 J‘ZJ T the flow does not reach the boundary (no reflections).
Let N >1and?/./y > aly (as otherwise the phase is nonstatlonary) As o €

= 3./3/2Mq
;, é] and y < &g, (22) may have a critical point 7, only when |y|/2t € [ + O(g9), 2 5+

O(eo)]. Using 05;q(n) = 2q;,;n; + Zk#_l qjkMk» 9k = qk,; the second-order deriva-
tives become

N
agz,a PNy = _V3/2611/2(77)—,

Ja

‘
0aPN,a,y + Vyzﬁanjﬂﬂﬂ)»

n,CI(ﬂ)

09,06 PN.a,y = 20
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0y 2 3/2 . 5
0y PNy = 2f<1 + VOt( 41) >+ Y ( - M)

q
49 (n) g 2\ 4q(n)
o3 X 53 a 4 3 t
- - 2 b _ L /2 o 1/2
x ( 3 +o(y O!)+ 3 +S(y Oé) SN(X +2aﬁq (n))’
2 Gyay = 2yand) dna® 7 (q.k_M)
ay — 5
Myt ST 2q12(n) 2¢V2(n) gV /2(n) \V 4q(n)
o3 X 53 a 4 3
P PR — - /2 1/2
< (5 +a(y o) + 5 +s<y @) = 3Na +20lﬁ ).

At the stationary points, V,%’nq)N,a,y ~2t(1 + O(y)lg—1 + O(y*'?), where I;_; de-
notes the identity matrix in dimension d — 1. As g9 < 1 is small, we deduce that
V,, ,ICD Nay ~ 2t14_;. Hence, the stationary phase with respect to 7 yields a factor of
(h/ t) 2, while the stationary phase in « yields a factor (A, N)~ 12 for N > 1. |

Lemma 5. Let N > 1 anda <y < ¢o. The critical point ne of On,a,y is a function of

s+ o0, (0 —9)? (O’—S)(x;a), % and 2Nﬁ

(vector-valued) functions ®, ©) depending on the small parameter y, such that

0. Y y t
- = - ®(_’ b )’
Ne = Nelo=s=0 27 +vy Y ZNW 14

o(5 37 777) = 3w 75) @0 (-3,) +78(5; 35 77)

Moreover, ®1 .= #80 Ne and O, = #83 ne are smooth, uniformly bounded functions.

There exist smooth, uniformly bounded

Proof. We start with the second statement. First, let N > 2 and define M as

M3 {,/3/2 M,
= 3 max ,

mo /1/2
Then M is large enough that [(1 — )3M0/2’ 1+ )m—vyg] C [ﬁ M| and for ﬁ €
[% M] and ‘yl € [4, 2], the critical points o and 7, of ®p 4, solve (21) and (22). Let
nd = 176|U_s_0 denote the value of 7, at 0 = s = 0, then, using (22), n° solves the
equation

}, with mg, My introduced in (20). 24)

1 0 o _ Y
ne + V(ZN[) q(ne)Va(ne) = =7
For W € [47, M], writing n% = —2 + yO (&, ﬁ,y) yields, for ©(3-, ﬁ, Y),
1 t 2 y
- Vg)|—— ®)=0, 25
2<2Nﬁ) @va)( TR ) (25)

which further reads, with ©® = (@@ .., ®(d_1)) andforall1 </ <d —1,as

o+ (gy5) D +r0) s +ro)( - r0) =0
jk.p

2N 7
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As y < g9 < 1, this equation has a unique solution, Which is a smooth function of
(> 5750 Y) and OO = (557 5)? (Z,k,,q,kqp, ()3 () + yOD, where © =
(@(1) ., 0u- ) is a smooth function of (21, zNﬂ’ y). For N =1, t may take (very)
small values but does not vanish where ® -1 4, may be stationary and therefore (25)
still holds and Iy L e [1 2 2], hence we obtain ® in the same way.

We now prove that for all N > 1, 7 is a function of s + o, (6 — 5)2, (o — 5) &= _a)

% and 55— N . This will be useful later on, especially in the proof of the upcoming Propo-

sition 6. Insertmg (21) in (22) yields

+

4 P2y =212
e+ 5 (55400 - Sy ") Vgt

v y¥? vane)

20 20 29"2(n,)

o3 x 3 a (s+o0) t | 0+ 5\2

AR AR S —q"2(n) - )] 26
X[s ro bty 3 (2Nﬁq () = 5N (26)

It follows that 7, is a function of (s + o) and %- C ok & + % + s< and writing the last

(s+0)? 2 ( + ) ( )
term in the form *52- — 4(s + 0)((s + 0) (s—o) )+(s+0) S+ (0 —5) 5
allows us to conclude. Now taking the derivative with respect to o in (26) yields

doNe (I[d—l + O0(y) + O()/t_i»

1
\Y EAY x al/s+o 1
_ YVate) |y Q(Uc)[oz+_+?0( 2)] @7

1 — O
2N 41q2(nc) Y N

where the second and third terms in brackets in the first line of (27) are smooth, bounded
functions of 7, 5377, (s + o) and & " +o3 + > 4 s; with coefficients y and y3/2/1,
respectively. First, 1% N > 2. Then, usmg 2Nf e [47. M], we find y3/2/t ~ y/N and
therefore d,7. = O(y3/2/t). In the same way we obtain ds7. = O(y3/2/t). Now let
N = 1. Then y3/2/t > y whenever the phase may be stationary, and therefore we still
find 9,7, = O(y3/2/t) and dsn. = O(y3/2/t). Therefore, O = #80776 (and O, =
#8 sN¢) 1s a smooth and uniformly bounded vector-valued function depending on
o+s c72+f £+0£+£+sg < ! ly)
’ y 3 y 3 Yy \2Ny’ 2t

(and, respectively, on o + s, 5% + 2 ot 5 >y o + > 4 s and (ﬁ, 2-.7)). In the

following we write ©; = ®; (0, s, 2Nf f % ,y) for] e {1,2}. [

Lemma 6. Forall N > 1, the critical point a. is such that

Oc

L _%q_ _S5 -
2Nf (n9) 2N(1 v€1) 2N(1 v€2), (28)
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where &; are smooth, uniformly bounded functions:

! t xay 1 vy 0
& = </0 ®1<00,0S, ZNW,;,;,Z,V)dO,/() W(onc+(l—0)nc)d0>, (29)
X a
7/ 14

! 1
= l Vq 0 _
£2= </0 ®2(00.0r, 2Nf s V)d“/O 2g1 01 + (0 o)ﬂc)d0>. (30)

Proof. Rewrite (21) as
Voo =
As we have

3/2 t X a 'y
— 0_ —_—
Ne — N, <(0 s), / (®q, ®2)(00 0s, 2N\/7’ 'y’ 2t,)/)do>

_ _ 4 V2(p ) 112
2Nﬁ Ne N +2Nﬁ(q (n¢) (n2)).

and

d"2(1e) — 4" (10) = (e — nc)f 2 1/2)(onc + (1 —o0)ne)do, (31)
defining &; as in (29) and (30) yields (28). [

Corollary 1. There exist C # 0 (independent of h.a,y) and V € C(‘,X’([%, 2]) withy =1
on the support of ¥ such that

Gh’y(t,x,y):h%(ﬁ)“"””@(@) S Vaayx,y) + 0(%),

t 2t <,
#Ns g

2
14 1 L (0,8,t,X,Y)
VNny (. x,y) = — ehnNay(OSLXY) (5 st x, yih,y,1/N)do ds,
51, h /_A]/N

with phase ¢n.a,y(0.5.1,%,y) = Pnay(Me, e, 0,5, t,x,y) and symbol % (-; h, y,1/N).

This immediately follows from the stationary phase ina and 7, with a leading-order
term for » being q(nc)w(mc|)w2(ac)e’NB(ql/z("”)AV"‘C ). Notice that this main contri-
bution to the symbol x(-;/,y,1/N) has a harmless dependence on the parameters #,
a, y, 1/N, as x(-;h,y,1/N) reads as an asymptotic expansion with small parameters
(AyN)1 = h/(Ny3*?)in « and (h/t) in 5, and all terms in the expansions are smooth
functions of @, 7. Using Remark 3, we may introduce cutoffs y(o/(2./c)) and
x(s/(2/ac)), supported for |(o, 5)| < 2./ in Vu p,, without changing its contribution
modulo O(h*°) (as for |(s,o)|/+/a > 3/2, the phase functions are nonstationary).

We are left with integrals with respect to the variables s, o to estimate ||V 7., (£,-) || Loo.
We first compute higher-order derivatives of the critical value ®py 4,y (1, ¢, 5,0, ¢, y, X),
with

X
o (@.a (e te.5.0) = 124 200) (0% + - — e (32)

a
05(PN.aiy (e. e, 5.0,) = v*/2q"2(n) (5 + - a). (33)
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Higher-order derivatives of ¢n 4,1 (0, 5,*) = Pna,y (e, ¢, 0,5, ) involve derivatives of
critical points «,, 1, with respect to o, s:

_ Va(n)
o' g(CDNa y(nm oc,) = 30 Ne zq(n) U¢N,a,y
+ y3/2q”2(nc)<2o — 2005 /), (34)
_ . Van)
8S S((DNa y(nm Cc, )) as Ne 26](7’}) S¢N,a,y
+ y3/2q”2<n )<2s — 2005 /), (35)
_ Vaq(n)
ao‘s(®Na y(nc‘a Qc,*)) = do e zq(n) s¢N,a,y
- 73/2611/2(’7c)(2«/a_c30\/0‘_0, (36)

and therefore, when 05¢n 4,y = 05¢PnN,qa,y = 0, we have

8¢27,U¢N,a,y(r’c» ¢, S, 0, ')Iﬁsq)N,a’y:BaqSN’a,y:O = 2V3/2611/2(Tlc)(0 — 4/ Qc0g IV o),
a?,s‘ﬁN,a,y(ncv ¢, S, 0, ')|85¢N,,,,,,=30¢N,a,y=0 = 2V3/2q1/2(7lc)(s — Joe0s/ac),
8[2;,S¢N,a,y(7]c» Oc,S,0, ')|83¢Nqa’y=80¢N’a,y=0 = —23/3/26]1/2 (Ne) Ve 0g /.

Remark 4. At critical points we have 0, \/0tc = 05.4/0c: derivatives of «. depend on 7,
which solves (22); from (22), 37 (and ;7. ) depends upon (s + ), 02 + ~and 03/3+
o3 +s%/3+s% (andupon (s +0), s> + S and 0°/3 + 07 +57/3 + 57 respectively);
at the critical points o, s we have o? + % =52+ % = o, and we find d;7n, = d57-

3.1.1. “Tangential” waves a € [%y, 8y]. We abuse notation and write G, , = Gp y~q,
A =a*?/h = XAy~, and from Corollary 1, with ¢y 4(0, 5,1, %, ) = Py 4.a(ne, dc, 0,
$,1,x, ),

Graxn) =17 (D) I )X Vx4 06), @7

2t ‘.
va~N=7

v t ) a®> 1
Nhall, X, V) = == ——

¢ h VAN
As in the proof of Lemma 4, only values N < A are of interest: indeed, as y > (ht)'/2,
we then obtain N <t/./y < y32/h = A, . It will turn out that one needs to separate the
cases N < A/3and A3 < N.Fixtandset T = La: ifA1/3 < T ~ N, then ¢nN,q behaves
like the phase of a product of two Airy functions and can be bounded using mainly their
respective asymptotic behaviors. When N ~ T < A1/3, ¢ ~,a Mmay have degenerate critical
points up to order 3. We claim that for any ¢ such that 7" := JLE & A3 andforany N ~ T
there exists a locus of points

ew]"’“("’s”’x’y)}f(o,s, t,x,y,h,a,1/N)dods. (38)

Yn(T) = {Y e R |Ku(F5. 7) = 1},
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where K, is the smooth function to be defined in (39) such that, for all y € \/a¥Yn (T),
we have

B 1 (h\@-D/2  hy1/4

1Ghat-Mew@ = |Ghalt-a.a e yaynirvm ~ 72 (7)) a(3)
for all (ht)'/? < a < &y. Optimality then follows.

When dealing with the wave flow in [15], a parametrix is also obtained as a sum of
reflected waves: due to the finite speed of propagation, the main contribution at fixed #
is provided by waves located between the (N — 1)th and (N + 1)th reflections, where
N = [JLE]' For each N <« A'/3, the worst bound occurs at a unique time ¢y, at x = @ and
for a unique yu . In contrast, for the Schrodinger flow, for all //a < A3 and all N ~
t//a, we have VNha(t a, y)||yeﬁyN(t/ﬁ) ~ |Gh,a(t, )|, where Yn(t/Ja)n
Yni(t/Ja) = @ for N # N’. In other words, the worst bound is reached for any ¢ but
only for a small interval in y.

We denote 053 = ¢ |s=g=0, With o, obtained in (28). Recall from Lemma 5 (with y
replaced by a) that ) = —3- + a®© (%, WE’ a) is a smooth function of (£, WE’ a),
hence so is /af = ﬁql/z(ng). LetT = JLE’ Y = JLE and define

Y T Y 2N T
K (_9_ - \/ 0 AT o AT .
“\4n ZN) aC(4N T 2N “)
Then K, is smooth in all variables and

1Y
)= B e e )

Proposition 4. For A1/3

A

T ~N, % <1, we have
h1/3
(N/AV3)1/2 4 Q16 JAN | Ko (. 550) — 111/

VN ha(t. x. )| <

Proposition 5. For 1 < N < A1/3 and|Ka(%,%)— 1| 2 1/N?, % < 1 we have
h1/3
(14 2N|Ko(3. 55) — 111/2)

|VN,h,a(t7X’ J’)| 5

Proposition 6. For 1 < N < A'/3 and |K(3y. 5%) — 1| < 732, % < 1 we have

h1/3
(N/AV3)UA 4 N3 K (35 2p) — 116

[VNha(t,x, )| < (40)

Moreover, at x = a and Ka(%, %) = 1 we have

h1/3

|VN,h,a([’a7 J’)| ~ (N/Al/3)1/4.
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We postpone the proofs of Propositions 4, 5 and 6 to Section 4 and we complete the
proof of Theorem 1 in the case (ht)'/2 < a ~ y < gy < 1. Therefore, let \/a <t < 1be
fixed and let N; > 1 be the unique positive integer such that 7 = La > N; > La - 1=
T — 1, hence Ny = [T], where [T] denotes the integer part of 7. If N; is bounded then
the number of Vx4, with N ~ N; in the sum (37) is also bounded and we can easily
conclude, adding the (worst) bound from Proposition 6 a finite number of times. Assume
N; > 2 is large enough. We introduce the following notation: for k € Z let Iy, x =
[4(N; +k)—2,4(N; + k) +2). As ae, 1 € [% %] and /o, = %ql/z(nc) — %
with [(o, s)| < 2,/ac on the support of x (see Remark 3), we deduce (using (23)) that,
for M defined in (24), we have 2N € [% MT] C [% M(N; + 1)]. Using (37), we then
bound Gy, 4(t, ) as

1 (h)(d—l)/Z

hd \t

sup > |VNha(t, X, y)|.

x<a Ny
W S2N=<M(N:+1)

”Gh,a ([, ) ||L°°(O§x§a,y) 5

It will follow from the proof of Proposition 6 that the worst dispersive bounds for Vy 5, 4
occurs at x = a (when ¢y , may have a critical point of order 3). Therefore, we will seek
bounds for Gy, , especially at x = a.

For a fixed y on the support of 1//( b ‘) recallY = y then = |2YT| < 2, and therefore
Y| € [ ,4T] C [ ,4(Ny + 1)] Using (39) and the fact that q'/? is homogeneous of
order 1, it follows that Ka(4N, 2N) is close to 1 when ¢'/2(—Y + 2aT®(2T, 2N,a))
is sufficiently close to 4N. As2 < N; < T < 1//a,|Y|/T € [% 4], ® is bounded and

0 < a < gg is small, then, for my and M, defined in (20),

ql/Z( Y+2aT®(2T o )) C AN (mo — £0), 4(N; + 1)(Mo + &0)].

Settingk1 =—N;(1—(mg —80)/8),k2 =(N;+ 1) (Mo +¢e9—1)+ 1,wehave Ny + k ~
Ny and [3 N/ (mo — £9), 4(N; + 1)(Mo + €0)] C Uy, <k <k, In, k- Let
Ing = 4Ny + k) = 1L,4N, + k) + 1) C Iy, &

As Iy, i are disjoint intervals, write

sup Z |VN’h,a(t,x, Y)|)

X,y
N oN<MW+1)

= sup ( sup ( Z |VN,h,a(t»a,J’)|))

ki<k<k: \q!/2(-Y +2aT O, 35 .a) \ N,
el i W S2N<M(N;+1)

> sup ( sup ( Z |VN,h,a(l,GVJ’)|))~ 41)

Ky <k<ks \41/2
1=EER R Y+2€“IT®(2T’2N’“)) Y <2N<M(N,+1)
Nk

We will use the equality for our upper bound while the last inequality will be relevant for
the optimality, through a corresponding lower bound.
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Proposition 7. There exists C > 0 (independent of h, a) such that, if N; := [JLE] > A3,

1Gha(t.) ooy < h%(’;)(d’”/ (A"

Proof. If A3 « N, then Ny + k > A3 forall k € [k1, k2] and we estimate the L*°
norms of Gp4(t, ) using the first equality in (41) and Proposition 4: if k, € [k1, k2] is
such that ¢'/2(-Y) € IN, k, then

Y T 12 Y T
4NKa(m,ﬁ) =q (—Y +2aT®(ﬁy ﬁsa)) € U INtyk/
k' —ky|<1

(using that a is small) and therefore the second line in (41) can be (uniformly) bounded as

sup ( sup ( Z |VN,h,a(t’a’y)|))

faskske MaNKaGly ) N on et mve4+1))
EIN,,k M

<o (s (X atan))

k'—ky|<1 Y T
K=k IS1 R aNKa Gl 2) N on e a(n41)]
EINt,k’

h1/3
= Sup ( Z (N/AI/S)I/Z ) (42)

ANKa(Fv.3) N oner™ mow
U/ —ky1<1 In, 1/ 2N el N+ D +ll/6|4NKa(%,%)—4N|l/2

As4NK (3. 5) € Upr—ky <1 In, k> we find, for N = Ny + ky + j and | j| > 2, that

)4NKa(%,%)—4N‘z|jl—l,

and therefore the last line in (42) can be bounded by

h3 ( , A% )
—— 315 + E . 43)
1 . 1/2
(Nt +ky)2 V-t =liza O F ]/l(N’ N kY 1
+ 3111 =1/ (Nt + ky)|2

The sums over N = N, + k, £ (j + 1), j > 1, read

RY3(Ny + ky)'/? Z 1
" / 1/29-—1/3
MO +hs) -y Gty TG+ D/ + )R
- + 1/ (Ne + ky) [V
< s Wi k)12 / -
< 2176 + V0 VXA A3 £ (N + ky)~ ! £ x)1/2°
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where the last integral is taken on [0, 1 — L/(ZM)] asN=N;+k,£(+1)> Ny
Asky, >k, wehave N; + ky, > N;(1 + (mo — 80)/8) and using (24),
N, 4 1
= = .

2M(N; + ky) = M(mo — o) — /3/2
Both integrals (with & signs) are bounded by %, so the contribution coming from the
sum over [N — (N, + ky)| > 2in (43) is h'/3(N; + ky)V/2/AYS. As N, + ky < (N, +
l)b(Mo + &9 — 1), where M is fixed, depending only on ¢, and N; € [JLE -1, \/LE] we
obtain

h1/3(t/f)1/2

sup > Wnatanl) = 1

4NKa (3 3v) 2N e[ MV +1)]
ht\1/2
(=)
a

€U —ky <1 Iny 1/
which concludes the proof of Proposition 7. ]
We need to introduce one more piece of notation. If y is such that
ql/z( Y + 2a T®(2T N )) € th,k for some k1 <k < k>,
then k is unique and we denote it k}. If 2(N, 4 k}) € [% M(N; + 1)], we have either
M3 SN+ K or N+ ke < A3,

Remark 5. When N; + kﬁ < A3, Proposition 6 may apply only for N = N; + kﬁ, as
for ki # k € [ky,kz] and n = N; + k we must have

o421 +2070(57. 737.0)) - ]

> 4ln — (N; + k)|

—)ql/z( Y+2aT®( a)>—4(N,+k§)’

T
2T 2N’
1

>3>» —.
n
Proposition 8. There exists C > 0 (independent of h, a) such that, if Ny == [JLE] K A3,
C /h\@-1)/2 ;ha\1/4
) )
Proof. If y is such that ql/z(—Y) € Iy, k, for k), € [k, k2], then, using a < &,

T
1/2( Y +2 T@( )—4 ‘
)q +2alO\ o 2N’a> "

> 4ln — (Ny + ky)|

IGha(t, L@y ~ (44)

_ )ql/z(—Y + 2aT®(%, %,a)) —4(N¢ + ky)
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foralln # N; + k,; the second term on the right-hand side is smaller than 2, while the first
one is at least 4; therefore the assumption of Proposition 6 cannot hold for n # N; + k.
For all such n we then use Proposition 5 to obtain

sup ( Z |Vn,h,a(tva7y)|)

ql/z(_Y)EINt,ky Zl’le[%,M(Nt-‘rl)]

n#N;+ky
1
5 h1/3
ZHE[N’%:(N R In(q!/2(=Y +2aTO(37, 3;.)) — 4n)|'/2
M t
nA;éNt—i-ky
1
snt” R
L O T
1<[j|<N;
N ix
< p1/3 / e , 45
=me2, (£ 4 (N, 1 k)T @

where the last two integrals are uniform bounds for the sum over N < N; + ky, and N >
N; + ky, respectively; when N > N; + k,, the integral over [0, 1] is bounded by a uniform
constant; when N < N; + k,, write x = sin? 8, 0 € [0, Z), therefore 1 — x = cos? 0,
dx = 2sin 8 cos 6: the corresponding integral is also bounded by at most 7.

We are left with N = N, + ky. If ¢1/2(=Y +2aTO(%. ;5. a)) ¢ iN,,,fy, then we
use Proposition 5 again. If, on the contrary, ¢'/2(=Y 4+ 2aT O (55 5%, a)) € Iy, k. then
k# = ky € [ki, k2] and we may apply Proposition 6 with N = N, + k} provided that

‘ql/z(—Y + 2aT®(%, %a)) - 4N( < %
We then have
sup VN, +ky.ha(t,a,y)| S L
q'?(-Y) (N/A3)%

eIN;,ky
+ h%
(14 [N(g? 2aTO(Z, 55, a) — Y) — 4N)|2)
ha\1/4
< (2% 1/3
( ; ) AYES

~

As for N; ~ JLE < h% = A1/3 we have h!/3 « (hT“)l/“, it follows that at fixed ¢,
the supremum of the sum over Vi ,(t, x, y) is reached for y such that g'\2(-Y +
2aT®(%, %, a)) = 4N with N = N; + k;f and at x = a. As the contribution from
(45) in the sum over n # N, + k, is ~ h'/3, we obtain an upper bound for Gy, 4(t, ). The
last line of (41) and h'/3 « (’%) 1/4 provide a similar lower bound for Gy, , and therefore
(44) holds true, concluding the proof of Proposition 8. ]
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Proposition 9. There exists C > 0 (independent of h, a) such that, if Ny := [JLE] ~ A3,

1Gialt, My < }Sj(h)(d—l)/z((ht_a)m N (%)1/2 N h1/3>, (46)

which yields |Gpa(1.") | Loo(@g) S 77 (2402013,

Proof. As Ny ~ A3 and k ~ N;, we separately consider y such that N; + ky < A3 and
y such that N; + k), > A1/3; we then proceed as in the previous cases using Propositions
4, 5 and 6. For such Ny, (}%)1/4 ~hl/3 ~ (%)1/2, and the uniform bound h'/3 for the
three terms summed on the right-hand side of (46) follows. ]

Gathering Propositions 7, 8 and 9, we obtain, for our tangential contribution, the upper
bound from Theorem 1, using that we are in the restricted range (ht)'/2? < a.

3.1.2. Transverse waves. Let y > 8a and recall 1, = %/2

Proposition 10. Lett > h and g9 > y > 8a. Then

1 (hy\%5" thy1/2 , .

(= o ot /3

() ()T rE e

1 /h\%*
Ghy(t. Meezay) S 3 —(2) > p1/3 ra <t 1/3 47
” h,y( )”L (x<a,y) hd(t) h ’f;iﬁﬁly , (47)

1 (h\%

h—d<;) Uch<tandf—3ﬁMoy

Moreover, for h <t < a we have ||GZ°(1, MNirex<a,y) S hld(%)d/z, while fora <t < Ty,

Z ”Gh,y(ty ) ||L°°(x§a,y)

v€ls(a)

hld(h) h'/3 log (ao) ifa <t <35 (< 517m)

LY ()] 1=

Proof. According to Proposition 3, if —= f =3 «/TM 7 2 then Vi p,, (t,-) = O(h*°) for all

a <y =<egandall N > 1, hence G, (t,-) = Vo5, (t,-). The last line in (47) follows

using the proof of Proposition 2 applied to Vo , ., (¢,). If h <t < a, then 2= f <3 £ for all

a <y <egp,so Gh" (t,) = Zy Gny(t,) = Zy Vo,n,y(t,+) and we use Proposmon 2.
Let JL? 2 - Let T = JL? Y = Ly and let K, be given by (39) (with a replaced

by y). Let Vi ., be as in Corollary 1. Then Gy, (t,x,y) = Yyt Vap, (. x,y). For

= ;
x<a,8¢ <yandl <N ~ T, we have

(48)

1

1
X —. 49
L Ay (49)

2
14
|VN,h,y(t,X»Y)| S 7 X
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Indeed, as long as x < a, we easily see that, for each N, the phase function of Vy 4,
has nondegenerate critical points with respect to both o, s and the estimates (49) follow.
Summing over N 2 )&1 /3 as in the proof of Proposition 7 yields the first line of (47).
Summing over N < A)I,/ 3 as in the proof of Proposition 8 yields the second line of (47).
Leta <t <a/h'/3 Thent < y/h'/3 for all 8a < y < &y. Summing for y; = 2/a
yields the first line in (48), as j < log,(22). Now leta/h'® <t < Ty. Thenfora <y <
th'/3, |G, (t,-)| is bounded by the term in the first line of (47), while for th'/3 <y < &,
|Gh,y (2, )| is bounded by the term in the second line of (47). The sum for y; = 2/a
over 0 < j <log,( M) yields the first contribution in the second line of (48) and

the sum over %’th/) < j =< log,(£) yields the second one. [

We then obtain the upper bound in Theorem 1 from Propositions 9 and 10, using again
that we are in the regime (ht)% <a.

3.1.3. Optimality for J/a <t « A /3 (= 777 /3) The equivalence bound in Theorem 1
follows easily from the next lemma, considering the reductions we performed earlier.

Lemma 7. For \Ja <t < 5ip (2 h—/ =) we have
1 /h\@-1)/2 ;qh\1/4
&0
165 =@ ~ 5 (7)) (F) -
Proof. Write, for 1 < [ K A3 = 1£73
G () |o(@g) = 1Ghalt. Mo@y — Y 1Ghy,; () l|Loe(@y)-
y€lo(a)

From (44) we have |Gy 4(t. ") || Loo(2,) ~ hid(%)(d_l)/z(%)l/“ and from the first line of
(48) we have

1 /h\(d-D/2 £o
> MGy ) n < 22 (5) P log,(2).
he \t a
v€lo(a)
We now remark that (%)1/4 > h'/3 log,(£2) for all ¢ such that 1 < JLE < Al/3—€ =

. . . _ 3/2
}:1[/3)& €, € > 0: as in the regime we consider here we have a > h2/37€ then A = “T >

h=3¢/2_hence A~¢ < h3€°/2 and we obtain ¢ < #h“z/z, which further yields

h\1/4 1
(55) 7 2 h R s h g, () 2 1 logs (=)

(again using @ > h?/3~€). This concludes our proof. |

3.2. Case a S max (h%/3=¢, (ht)1/2) for (small) € > 0

3.2.1. The sum over 8 max (h2/3-¢, (ht)1/2) < y < e¢. This part is easy to deal with,
as it is transverse and we can apply the estimates obtained in the previous section (with
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a replaced by (it)'/?). Indeed, we have 8a < y and as in this regime we can use the
parametrix (16), we obtain

Z Gh,y([s )

8a<8 max(h2/3~¢,(ht)1/2)
<y=<éo

L(h)(dfl)/z (ht)'/?

< —
~ max (h2/3—e’(ht)1/2)1/2'

(50)
Lo

t

When ¢ > h'/372€ then max (h2/37¢, (ht)'/?) = (ht)'/? and the last factor in (50) equals

(ht)'/*. When t < h'/372¢ the last factor in (50) is bounded by (ht)'/2/h?/3-€)/2 <
B1/3—€/2.

3.2.2. The sum over a’ S y < max (h%/37¢, (ht)1/?). This part will be dealt with
entirely by the spectral sum, using formula (11), and the next lemma.

Lemma 8 (See [13]). There exists Cqy such that for L > 1 the following holds true:

sup( Z w;I/z Aiz(b—a)k)) < CoL'3,
beR 1<k<L

(51)
bER+ lfka
Write, for ymay := sup (h2/37¢, (h1)/2), yuin = sup (a, h?/?),
Z Gh,y(th,CZ»y)
Ymin <V <Vmax
1/3 . ) 1/3
= Z u/e;’,(y,n)1//(|n|)e;’,t(|n|2+wkh2/3q2/3(r;))q 3 (n)
hd L'(wy)
k~ay,
Ymin <Y <¥Vmax
x Yo (h*Par /(" ()y)) Ai(xg" )/ h*> — o)
x Aiag'*(n)/ h* — wr) dn + O(h™), (52)

where we used that ¥, and v are supported on [%, %] to deduce k ~ wz/z ~ qul/z(n) ~
A, on the support of Vo (W2 3w /(g2 (m)y) v (In)); the term O(h*°) comes from the
(finite) sumover 1 <k <« A, and A, < k <1/h. Notice thatif¢ < h1/372¢€ then (ht)l/2 <
h2/3=¢ which yields ymax = h2/3>~€, hence for such ¢ we have to consider only values
a < h?/37¢€ Fort < h1/372¢ and Y < Ymax = h2/3—€, Ay < h3/2€ for small € > 0 and we
cannot perform stationary phase arguments with the parameter A, ; formula (16) becomes
useless and we have to resort to (11). We consider separately the situations ¢ > h'/372€ and
t < h'/372¢_although the arguments in the corresponding proofs are of the same nature
and rely on (11).

3.2.3. Lett > h'/3-2¢ in which case (ht)'/? > h2/3=¢, We will bring the Airy func-
tions into the symbol and apply the stationary phase in 7 € R?~!. The sum over k is
taken over 1 < k < (ht)3/4/ h and on the support of v, we have k2/3 ~ wy ~ A%/ with
Y = Ymax = (ht)l/z'
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Proposition 11. Fort > h'/372¢, the following dispersive estimate holds:

H Y Gyt

al<y<(ht)\/?

< —

< - (ht)Y/4.
d
Lo°(Q24) h

1 (h)(d—l)/2

Proof. Let z = y/t and let * 7 be the large parameter 1n the integrals in the fourth line
of (52) whose phase function is, for each wp ~ )& , of the form (z,n) + [n|* +

wih?3q%/3 (). For each wg < Ymax/h?/? = (ht)l/z/h2/3, the corresponding critical
point 7. satisfies z + 2. + O(wrh?/?) = 0 and using wrh?/? < &o, we obtain that the
Hessian behaves like 2[;_; + O(go). In order to apply the stationary phase with symbol

k . X . a
) A P AT — o) Aifa i - o)

1/3(U)W(|U|)W2(W
Y

we check that there exists some v > 0 such that for all j > 1 and for all & with |¢| = j,

3“(A1< 1/3(77)12/3 _a)k))‘_ (_)1(1 2v)/2.

In particular, this allows us to deduce that, for 1 on the support of i we have

z;(q (ﬂ)‘ﬂz( 7( )p)Al(q (n))L3__wk)Al<q (77)/\3——wk)> (2)1—21;

and ensures that the stationary phase can be applied with the Airy factors as part of the
symbol. As one has, for all [ > 0, supg 1! AiD (b — wy)| < Clco3l/2 it is sufficient to
check that for # > h1/372€ and k < (ht)3/*/ h, we have

£\ (-2v)/2
0?5 (5) : (53)

As wp ~ k23 < 12/3 ((ht)3*) )23 for k < (ht)**/h, (53) holds if we prove

Y2 V4 = (ht)3/4/h < (¢t/h)A=2)/2_ which is obviously true as it reduces to ¢ <
(t/ h)Y/272v for some v > 0 (recall that we consider here only values ¢t < 1). The sum of
the main contributions of the symbols obtained after applying the stationary phase in 71
equals

1/3 h2/3 1/3 h2/3
T w2 Ai<xq (UCZZZ»/C:k ) —wk) Ai(g‘] (nc;zz,/zok ) —wk)'

ks(ht)3/4/h
1/2
=<

1/3 2/3
—1/2 yo2( 4" (Ne(z, wph™'7))
E w, T Al (x PEIE —a)k>

k<(ht)3/4/h

1/3 2/3
—1/2 ,.2( 4 (e (z, wh?’?))
E w, T Al (a TIE — a)k)

1/2
< A,l/3

Vmax ’

k<(ht)*/4/h
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where we applied Cauchy—Schwarz followed by (51) from Lemma 8 with L ~ 4, =
(ht)3*/ h. However, this is not enough to conclude: we also need to prove that lower-
order terms in the symbol obtained after the stationary phase do sum and provide smaller
contributions. This can be done using the second inequality in (51), as well as the equation

satisfied by the Airy function. |

3.24. Let t < h'/372¢_ with (small) € > 0. Then max (h2/3~¢, (ht)1/2) = h2/3~€ and
we consider only y such that a% <y < h2/37¢ as the sum over y > h%/37¢ > (ht)"/2 can
be handled as in (50). Then A, = (h2/37€)3/2 )/ = p=3¢/2,

Ymax

Proposition 12. Let 0 < € < % andd > 1. For h'/3%€ <t < h1/372¢ e have
1 /NS
‘ Y. Gyt s (7) 7w

alSy<h?/3-¢
For0 <t < h'/3%€ we have || Zausyshz/sﬁ Ghy(t, ) Lo, S h%(%)d/z'

(S

L>=(Rq)

Proof. Let0 < e < é and v = v(e, d) > 0 such that e(dl + ﬁ) = % with d > 1.
Moreover, we set (1, €) := h!~ 75 . This implies 7 (h, €) = h1Ta =32, t(h, €) < h'/3+€
(as € <2/3) and also % < (%)%_" forall t >t (h,€). We apply the stationary phase with
the Airy factors in the symbol as the condition (53) is satisfied for all £ < A, and we
obtain the first bound for t > 1 (h, €). As € < 1/6, we obtain h'/37€/2 « h'/* < (h/1)V/*.

Now lett <t(h,€) and L := 8h73¢/2_ Then the sum over k in (52) is limited to k < L.

Using (51) yields
Z Gh,)’ (tv ')

al<y<h2/3=¢

1

h3 1
sh—dLs.

Ast St(h€), then 7= < 1 and as ( h__yd/2 — (p=e/d+2/Bd)yd/2 — p1/3-€/2 e find

t(h€) t(h.€)
hl/3Ll/3 — 2h1/3—€/2 — 2( h )d/z < 2(&)(1/2
t(h,e) ~ T\t ’
which concludes our proof. ]

Gathering the bounds from Propositions 11 and 12, we therefore complete the proof

of the upper bound of Theorem [, now using that we are in the remaining regime a <
max(h?/37¢, (ht)'/?).

4. Refined estimates for degenerate oscillatory integrals
In this section we prove Propositions 4, 5 and 6. Here we need to analyze in detail the

structure of higher-order derivatives of the phase functions ¢x .. The proof of Propo-
sition 4 closely follows that of [15, Proposition 7] (in the case x < a); the proofs of
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Propositions 5 and 6 become much more delicate in the case of Schrédinger flow, due
to the presence of the critical point 1, which is a function depending on s, 0. As these
propositions are crucial in the proof of Theorem 1, we provide a detailed proof.

Let Viy o be defined in (38) and let N < A1/3, Using Remark 3, we assume (without
changing the contribution of Vy , modulo O(h*°)) that its symbol »x is supported on
|(o, s)| <2o.. FixT, N € [%MT] with M > 8 large enough and let X = 7 <1,
Y = 2= with 57 roel[i2]

Proof of Proposition 4

We start with the case where A'/3 < N and we closely follow the proof of [15, Proposi-
tion 7]. We will prove the following:

/\—2/3
1+ /\1/3|K2(4N, 2N) _ 1|1/2

(54)

/ eh¢N”}f(0 s,t,x,y,h,a,1/N)dsdo| <
]RZ

We rescale variables with ¢ = A™1/3p and s = A71/3¢ and define

_A2/3<K2(411/v ;v) X) and B_AM(KZ(:J/V 2?\1) 1)’ (35)

and we are reduced to proving that the following holds uniformly in (4, B):

/ eiGNr“’*(”’q’t’x’y)}f()t_lﬂp,A_l/3q,l,x,y,h,a,I/N) dpdq| <
RZ

1
— . (56
RV

where the rescaled phase is

1 _ _
GN,a,/l(PJ]»tvx’J’) = Z(‘ISN,a(A 1/3p’)\' 1/3¢],I,XJ’)—¢N,a(0,0,f,va’))~

Replacing y by a in first-order derivatives of ¢n 4., ((32) and (33)) yields

100

pGNar = 7 op — 06 (DN.0) | (0.5)=(h-113 pa-1/3g) = 4" () (P* — X3 (are — X)),
1 ds 12 2/3

0qGNas = g — 05BN (0.5)=(-1/3 pa-13g) = 4" > (M) (@ = A2 (ae — 1)).

From (28), in our new variables, «, has the expansion
Y T
elarpiog = (Ka(37 27)

where f; are smooth functions of (0, s) = A7/3(p, ¢) and of 55, X, . With this

notation and with K, = Ka(%, %), we rewrite the first-order derivatives of Gy 4,3 as

—1—1/3%(1—6181)— 13 4 q (1—a82))

Al/3
0Gnan = 4" (P = A+ S Ka(p(1 — a€y) + (1 - a&2))

~ a (P = a8 + 41 —a&r))?),
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11/3
94Gnan = 4"2(00) (47 = B + - Ka(p(1 — a€1) + (1 - a€2)
1

- 4_1\72(p(1 —a&y) +q(1 —082))2>~

As A1/3 < N, if A, B are bounded, then (56) obviously holds for |(p, ¢)| bounded and by
integration by parts if |(p, g)| is large. So we can assume that | (A4, B)| > ro with rg > 1.

Set (4, B) = r(cos(#), sin(f)) and again rescale (p.q) = r'/2(p,§): we aim for

1
< P (57)

/ eirS/ZGN’a’y%(A—l/3r1/2ﬁ’A—l/3r1/26’t’x,y’h’a’ I/N) dﬁ dﬁ
R2

where r is our large parameter, and Gy 4.4 (5. §.1, X, ¥) = r=3/2Gyaa(r'?p, r'/?q,
t,x,y). Let us compute, using the formulas for the first-order derivatives of Gy 4,1,

1

8~@ a - A3 K . _
pl/zN’ 2 = P> —cosf + la (p(1 —a&y) +q(1 —aé&y))
q'2(nc) Nr2
_ (p(1—a&) +§(1 —a&y))?
4N2 ’
953G n.a ~ . A3K, _
‘Il/ZN, A — 2—S1n9—‘r T (p(l—a81)+q(1—a82))
q'2(ne) Nr2
(Pl —a&) +§(1 —aky))?
4N2 ’

where, abusing notation, &; is now &; (r'20713(g, p), % %). On the support of (- - -)
we have |(p,q)| S AV3r—1/2 < )ul/3r(;1/2: for A1/3 < N, the last term in both derivatives
is O(ro_l), while the next to last term is ro_l/2 O(p, G); indeed, using boundedness of & »
and K,, we obtain

A3 (1 —a&y) + §(1 —a&y)) Y
N Kq 1,.1/2 2 §r01/2|]7+6]|-

Hence, when |(p,q)| > C with C sufficiently large, the corresponding part of the integral
is O(r~°°) by integration by parts. So we are left with restricting our integral to a compact
region in (p, q).

We remark that, from X < 1, wehave A > B (and A = B ifandonly if X = 1), e.g.
cos 6 > sin # and therefore 6 € (—%’, 7). We proceed differently upon the size of B =
rsin@. If sinf < —C/r'/? for some C > 0 sufficiently large then aqéN,a,A > c/(2r'/?)
for some C > ¢ > 0 and the phase is nonstationary. Indeed, in this case
a~GN,a,/l - C 11/31(,1 5 _

m >q + SV W(P(l —a&y) +4(1 —a&y))
(P(1 —a&1) +4(1 —a&y))*
B 4N2




Schrodinger equation in a strictly convex domain 991

and using that 5, § are bounded, that on the support of x we have |r'/?(5,3)| < A/3 and

that % < ﬁ < 1, we then have, for some C large enough,

AP Ke o (p(1—a&1) +G(1 —abs)) C
P +—q)(r1/2-— ANAL/3 ) S

We recall that on the support of ¥, () we had o € [% %] and the critical point ¢, is such
that (21) holds (with y replaced by a in this case), hence K, = K, (%, %) introduced in
(39) stays close to 1 as the main contribution to a,. It follows that 3;G y 4.2 > C/(2r'/?)
and integrations by parts yield a bound O(r™") foralln > 1.
Next, let sin@ > —C /r'/? and assume A > 0 (since otherwise the nonstationary phase
applies), which in turn implies 4 > r¢/2. Indeed, cos 6 > sinf > —C/r!/2 implies 6 €
—Lr, 7) and therefore in this regime cos 6 > ‘/TE Consider first the case [sin 0] <
C/r'/2. The nondegenerate stationary phase always applies in 7, at two (almost) opposite
values of p, such that |p4| ~ |£+/cos 8| > 1/4, and the integral in (57) is rewritten

r / 70Ny (A2 5 A3 2 1 x, y hya, 1/N )Y dp dg
R2

r

= =5 (/ o Nt (G, 1, x, . a, 1/N) d§
r R

+ / Ny (G, h,a,1/N) dq). (58)
R
Indeed, the phase is stationary in p when

5 MK _ 5(1—a&)) + G(1 — a&y))?
p2 =cosf — Ny Nz (p(1—a&))+q(1—aby)) + (p( 1)4NZ( 2)) ’

N

and from cos 6 > 5= and 1 < i « 1, there are exactly two disjoint solutions to
8561\,’“,,\ = 0, which we denote pi = ++/cosf + O(r_l/z) We compute, at critical
points,

MB3K
0% 5Gnailos = 4" (25 + St

i (14 0(@)) + 0N )5,

where we used p, ¢ bounded and 958; = O(—5— 1/2’1 s ) to deduce that all the terms except

the first one are small. As A1/3 < N r_l/2 < 1 K, bounded closeto 1, for p € {p+}
we get 8~ NGNa g ~2px + O(7V?2), and as | x| > 1 — O(r=1/2), the stationary
phase applles. The critical values of the phase at py, denoted fo, a..» are such that

0465 0.1 @.") = 93GN.0 (G, p.")
2 MPBK(p(1 —a&) + G(1 — a&y))
= q”z(nc)(q2 —sinf + P erl/z 4 2
_ (p(1—a&y) 440 —61‘92))2|~ ) )
4N2 pP=pr+ )"

(59)
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As |sin 8] < C/r'/2, the phases Glj\t, 4., May be stationary but degenerate; taking two
derivatives in (59), one easily checks that |8£]31Gi | > q2 ()2 — O(ro_l/z)). Hence

N,a,A
we get, by the Van der Corput lemma,

< (r¥2)713, (60)

. ~+
/ ¢ CNaiy G, 1, x, v, h,a, 1/N) d§
R

Using (58) and (60) eventually yields

< ro14,

r[ e”s/zéN’“»’\x()L_IBr1/213,A_l/3r1/zcj,t,x, v,h,a,1/N)dpdg
RZ

Notice moreover that | B| = |r sin| < Cr'/?; hence from r> = A2 + B?, we have A ~ r
(large) and r~1/* < 1/(1 + | B|'/?): (56) holds true and, replacing B by A%/3(K2 — 1), it
yields (54). Substitution with (55) and using a? = (hA)*/3, we obtain from (54),

a? 1 A3
|VN,h, (tsxvy)| S -5
¢ h VAN (14 A3|K2 —1]2)
203

2V N/A3 + 25Ky + 1ANK, — 4N |2
In the last case sin® > C/r'/2 (A = B > Cr'/?), the stationary phase holds in (p, §):
the determinant of the Hessian is at least C +/cos 8 +/sin 6 and we get
1 < 1 1
(v/cos 0+/sin 0)1/2r3/2 7 1 (r+/cos 6+/sin )1/2

so in this case our estimate is slightly better than (54), as we have

1

<
|(LHS) of (57)] < VG

1
< -
r

1 1
12/3|AB|1/4 = ),2/3|B|1/2'

[ eiayx(s,o.t,x,y.h,a.1/N)dsdo| <
RZ

This completes the proof of Proposition 4 as it eventually yields

(h)k)4/3 212 1 1/ A1/6 1
h N1/2 )&2/3|B|1/2 ~ N1/211/3|K3—1|1/2'

|VN,h,a(t» xv Y)| S

Proof of Propositions 5 and 6

The main differences between the proof of Proposition 5 and that of [15, Proposition 5]
occur from the additional critical point 7., which is not considered in the case of the wave
equation. Similarly, the proof of Proposition 6 follows the same path as [15, Proposition 6],
but one has to deal carefully with contributions coming from the higher-order derivatives
of ne.Let 1 < N < A'/3: we aim to prove

/ ehNar(o,5,t,x, v, hoa, 1/N)ds do| < NV4A=34,
R2
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As N is bounded by A1'/3, ignoring the last two terms in the first-order derivatives of ¢ N.a»

as we did in the previous case, is no longer possible. Set A = A /N3 to be the new large
parameter. Rescale variables 0 = p’/N and s = ¢’/ N again and now set

1
AGNa(p' ¢ 1%, y) = +(#3.a(0.5,1,%,3) = pn.a(0,0,1,%, 7).

We are reduced to proving | [p> €/A%¥ax(p'/N,q'/N,...)dp' dq'| < A=3/* Compute

N3 /0o ds
Vi o G - _a ’ _a
(p',q)YN,a A <8p, 0'¢N,a aq/ S¢N,a> (p’'/N.,q'/N)
=q'"2(ne)(p? + N2(X —e).q + N*(1 — ).  (6])

where, using (28),

r q'
(0,8, )@=p'/N.s=q'/N) = (K” B W(l —af)

N2

(1-af)”

Recall that K, = /a? and stays close to 1 on the support of the symbol. We define
A" = (K2 — X)N? and B’ = (K2 — 1) N?2. First-order derivatives of Gy 4, read

Iy Grva = 4"2010) (P = A+ Ka(p'(1 — a€1) + ¢'(1 - a62))

1
— 3 (1 —a8) +¢'(1 - aE2))?),

0y Gna = 4210 (47 = B+ Ka(p'(1 — a&1) + ¢'(1 - aE2))
1

— 3 (P'(1=a8) +¢'(1 —aE2))?).

Unlike the previous case, the two last terms are no longer disposable. We start with
[(A’, B")| > ro for some large, fixed rg, in which case we can follow the same approach
as in the previous case. Again, set A’ = rcos @ and B’ = rsin 0. If |(p’, q")| < ro/2, then
the corresponding integral is nonstationary and we get decay by integration by parts. We
change variables (p’,q") = r'/2(p’,§") with ro < r < N2 and aim to prove

r/ oAy (P25 N, P2 N x, v, hia, 1/ N) dF A
RZ

SroANTe (62)
The new phase is Gy o (5.4, 1. x,y) = r 312G (r'2p', r'/2§ .1, x, y). We compute

813/51\,,“ ~ Ka - .,
—ql/z(T)c) = p'“ —cosf + 172 (P'1—a8) +q§'(1—ak&))

(F(1-a€) +7'(1 - a&y))?
4N2

)
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35/61\/“ ) . Ka ~ .,
20 4 2@ (1 —a&) +q(1-ak))
(P -a&)+7'd —a82))2
4N2

To the extent it is possible to do so, we follow the previous case A'/3 < N. From X < I,
A > B’ 1mp1y1ng cos > sin6.If |(p',§')| = C for some large C > 1, then (Pl.q.) are
such that p> > g/* and if Cis sufficiently large the nonstationary phase applies (pick any
C > 4). Therefore, we are reduced to bounding |(p’, §")|. We sort out cases, depending
upon B’ = rsinf:if sinf < _T for some sufficiently large constant C > 0, then

07GNa _ - C K,

20y 24 toE T a1 a8+ (1 -aky)
_ (p'(1—a&) + G (1 —a&,))?
4N2 :

and &1 » are bounded, N is sufficiently large in this case (indeed, recall thatrg <r < N 2
so that T > L + ); then the nonstationary phase applies as the sum of the last three terms
in the previous 1nequa11ty is greater than C/(2r'/2) if C is large enough. If |sin 6] <

—=- then, again, 6 € (— ,”) and cos 6 > f . We have |B’| = |rsinf| < Cﬁ if
|B | < C,then 1 + |B'| S < rl/2 while |A’| ~ r. The stationary phase applies in p’ with
nondegenerate critical points 5/, and yields a factor (r3/2A)~1/2; the critical value of
the phase function at these critical points, which we denote é?\;a, is always such that
|83 Gﬁal > g'2(n)(2 — O( 1/2)) and the integral in §’ is bounded by (r3/2A)~1/3 by

Van der Corput. Therefore, we Sbtain (62) which yields, using that | B'| = |[N2(K2 — 1)| <
#1/2

|VNa h(t X, y)l
h1/3k4/3

«/)LNN2
h1/3)t5/6

S Ns/z —ea <%>_5/6

h1/3 h1/3
T (4B (14 N|Ka(y 35) — 1112)

/ e"’mAéf""‘Jf(rl/2 /N, rV2§' /N, t,x,y,h,a,1/N)dp’
R2

If sinf > f then B’ = rsin# > C /7 and therefore N2|K? — 1| > Cr'/2. We do the
stationary phase in both variables with large parameter r3/2A as the determinant of the
Hessian at critical points is at least C +/cos 6 sin 8, and obtain, for the left-hand-side term
in (62), a bound

cr 1 1 1 1
= — < —
VsinO+/cos 0)1/2p3/2A A |A’B'|V/4 T A |B/|V/2
( )
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We just proved that for N < A'/3 and not too small N2|Ka(%, %) -1y,

h1/3
AI/GWUQ(%»%) _ 1|1/2-

|VN,h,a(tvxvy)| <

We now move to the most delicate case |(A4’, B')| < rg. For |(p’, q¢')| large, the phase
is nonstationary and integrations by parts provide O(A~%°) decay. So we may replace x
by a cutoff, which we still call x, compactly supported in |(p’, ¢')| < R. We proceed by
identifying one variable where the usual stationary phase applies and then evaluating the
remaining one-dimensional oscillatory integral using Van der Corput (with different decay
rates depending on the lower bounds on derivatives, of order at most 4). Using (61), we
compute derivatives of Gy 4,

0y Grna =q"m)(p? + N*(X =), 9gyGna =q">(e)(q” + N> (1 —a)).
The second-order derivatives of Gy 4 follow from (34), (35) and (36):

pneVa(ne)

273Gy PN e,

02 Gna = q'2(1)2p = N23pae) +

dg'1eVq(ne)
2 _ 1/2 ’ 2 q''lc ” 201
aQ’q’GN,a =q"'"(Mc)(2q" — N7 9gac) + 2¢12(n,) (g7 + N°(1 —ac)),
AY
0y pGna = 4" () (=N?dgac) + q"f/quc)(p’z + N2(X —a0))
2q'2(nc)
3y eV
= By G = 2000 N2 Dc) + BITID) (g7 1 N2 -
C

At critical points, where 0, Gy, = 047G n,q = 0, the determinant of the Hessian reads
detHess(p 4G N,a IV(p,,q,)GN,Fo =q(nc) (4P/61/ - NZ(P/ +4") ap’“C)'

If |det Hess(p 4)Gn,a| > ¢ > O for some small ¢ > 0 we can apply the usual stationary
phase in both variables p’, ¢’. We expect the worst contributions to occur in a neighbor-
hood of the critical points where |det Hess(, 4)Gn,a| < ¢ for some ¢ sufficiently small.
We turn variables with &1 = (p’ + ¢')/2and & = (p' —¢’) /2. Then p’ =& + & and ¢’ =
g1 —&.,andwealsoletu:= A"+ B’ = N2Q2K?—1-X),v:=A— B = N*(1 - X).
The most degenerate situation will turn out to be v = u =0 and & = 0, & = 0. Let
gna(61,62) = Gra(61 + &2.61 — &2).

Case ¢ S |&1]|. For &; outside a small neighborhood of 0, the nondegenerate stationary
phase applies in &, and the critical value gy 4 (&1, §2,c) may have degenerate critical points
of order at most 2. The phase gy, is stationary in &, whenever 0,,Gy,, = 04Gy,, and
from Remark 4, we then have 3,1, = 041 and 0y = d470tc. We have

agz,gng’a(Sl, 52) = (8§/p/GN,a - Zaz/q/GN’a + aé/q/GN,a)(p/’q/)IEuEz'
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Using the explicit form of the second-order derivatives of Gy, given above, at p’ = &; +
£2,q' = & — & such that p2 + N2(X —a,) = ¢"> + N2(1 — ) and with 1. = d4r1c,
we obtain

02, £,8N.a(61.62) |3, gna=0 = 24" > (1) (P + q') = 44" (ne)fr.

As g(ne) = |nelg(me/Inel) € [%m% %Moz] with mg, My defined in (20), the stationary
phase applies in &,. We denote by &, . the critical point, such that

06,8N.a(81,62) = (OGN — atI’GN,ll)(p/7q/)|p’=$1+52,q’=$1—§2 =0,

which can be rewritten as (§; + £&2.0)% + N2(X — o) = (1 — &2.0)* + N2(1 — o),
which, in turn, yields 4&1£, . = N?(1 — X) = v and therefore &, = 4%. We will now
compute higher-order derivatives of the critical value of gy 4 (&1, £2,c) With respect to &;.

Lemma 9. For |N| > 1, the phase gn (&1, &2,c) may have degenerate critical points of
order at most 2.

Proof. Again, at &, ., Remark 4 implies 0,1, = 041 and dprate = 0gctc. In turn, the
functions ® » in Lemma 5 coincide as well, hence the functions &; » defined in (29),(30)
coincide also at & .. We abuse notation with &, as functions of (p'/N,q’/N) =
(Sl + %-2)/N, (51 - Sz)/N Set & := 81 |p/2+N2X=q/2+N2 = 82 |p/2+N2X=q/2+N2 in (28)
Then Jocla,, gy =0 = Ka — %(1 — a€&) and therefore

851 (gnat1.62,0))
082 ¢
= 0g,8N.a(61,62,c) + g—gaéng,a(SL E2)le, =6,

= (BP/GN,Q + aq’GN,a)(p/vq/”El,Ez,c
2

= q”z(nc)(zéf(l La- a8)) y22

- oz ~ 1+ K1 ag)).  (©3)

Taking a derivative of (63) with respect to &; yields
%t (&Nt £2.0))
! 1
a1 {1+ o)

V2

8
+ (9 (a2 016) + 0702 (1)

082.¢
a% (0@ (1)) = 8¢ (4" (nc))

+4K,(1 —a(8 + 513518))]

0g,gn,a(61562,c)

+ bl
611/2(77c)
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where the last line vanishes when d¢, g4 (§1, §2,c) = 0. In the same way we compute

02, 1.6 (N1 820D oy (o000 =2,  (enalEr ta.)=0

1/2 1 32
= g"2(e)(4(1 - ) + 0+ 0@).
8&]
First, let [N| > 2. Then we immediately see that the third-order derivative takes positive
values and stays bounded from below by a fixed constant, Bg’l £ (gnvat1.62,c)) =2,
and therefore the critical points may be degenerate (when 82 £ (gna(&1,82,0)) = 0) of
order at most 2. Now let [N | = 1 when the coefﬁc1ent of 262 in (63) is O(a). Assume that
for ¢ < |&], the first two derivatives vanish. Then = 2 $3 = 4K + O(a) and therefore the

2
third derivative cannot vanish since its main contrlbutlon 1S T |
1

Case |&1] S ¢, for small 0 < ¢ < 1/2. First, the (usual) stationary phase applies in &;:
e, &N.a(61,62) = ql/z(flc)((‘fl + &)+ N (X —ae) + (51— &)2 + N*(1 —ae)),
and using (28), we write again, with K, = Ka(75, 55) = 55¢/2(n2),

_(o+5)

vl = 2N

1/2 1/2 0
5 @200 ).

where in the new variables o + s = 2&; /N . Using (31), we have (¢'/%(1.) — ql/z(ng)) =
w7 O(1,62) and with [§] < ¢ < % small, a < gg and o, € [%, %], from K, = Ja, +
O(c/N?) we have K, € [%, 2] for all N > 1. The derivative of gn 4 (&1, £2) becomes

0g,gna61.62)

= q”z(nc){%% 4282 —pu— 2N2[(Ka _&

0 8) — K2}
= "2 (283 (1 - 3) + 262~ + 4Ke1 + a0 ).

At the critical point, the second derivative with respect to &; is

0z, £,8N.a(E1.82) o, a1 e=0 = q”z(nc)(%‘l(l —~ ) +4K, + o(a))

N2
and as K, € [%, 2], the leading-order term is 4¢'/?(n.)K,. The stationary phase applies
for any |N| > 1 and provides a factor A~1/2. We are left with the integral with respect to
&>. We first compute the critical point £; ¢, a solution to ¢, gn,q (£1,§2) = 0, as a function

of &:

€1 2
267, +28 =+ N [K2 — (K2 = 5 4 500200~ 00) e, ). (60
where, using (31), 577 (¢"/2(1¢) — ¢'/2(12)) = O(3%). From [&1c| < ¢, [n/2 - | S ¢,
as, if |[u/2 — 522| > 4c, equation (64) has no real solution &; . such that |§; .| < c.
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Lemma 10. Forall |[N| > 1 and |/2 — 2| < 4c, (64) has one real-valued solution,
Ere=/2—E)Eo +a((n/2— Sz)u1+§2u2+§2 5 E3), (65)

where Kqa—o = Xlq"/2(=Y/|Y|) and Eo = Eo(1t/2 — £3, Ka—o, 1/N?) is defined as

20(11/2 — . Ko 1/N?) = (Kamo +[Kio + (1/2= )1 = 1/ND) " (66)

and where 1,3 are smooth functions of (£2, /2 — €2,v/N?, K4, 1/N, a) such that
|81§f2 8| < Cy, forall k > 0, where Cy are positive constants.

Proof. Fora = 0, (64) has a unique, explicit solution & ¢|z=0,

Erclamo = (1/2 = E)(Kamo + | K2oy + (/2= ED(1 — 1/N?) ™"

that we rename (u/2 — £2)E¢ with E¢ defined in (66). Now let @ # 0. Using Lemma 5
withs +0 = (p' +q')/N =26 /N,0 —s=(p'—¢q')/N =26 /N, (a—x)/a=v/N?,
the critical point 7, is a function of & /N, £2/N? and &v/N3. Write & as &, =
(u/2 —€3)Eo + aE for some unknown function E; introducing this in (64) allows us to
obtain E as a sum of smooth functions with factors i/2 — €3, €2 and &v/N? as follows:
E=(u/2—E)E1+ &8>+ £> 3z E3, where E; are smooth functions of w/2 — £3,
£2/N? and &v/N3. n

Let gn,q(52) = gn.a(£1,c, &2): the first derivative of g, with respect to &, vanishes
when (3yGn.a — 3 GN.a) (P, 4" c.6) = 0, which is equivalent to 4&; & = v. We

compute, using dg, §n,a =V — 4§1,c§2 and & ¢ given in (65), 8‘E £ 8N =—4(520g,81,c +
£1,c). Then the critical points &, are degenerate if
v ~
N2 “3)

~ v
= 283801 — (u/2— E)F0) +a(253(81 ~ B2 — 5820, B2 — 3,53)

—6(1/2 = )06 B — 275 Ba). (67)

(/2= 880 +a((w/2— DB + B2 + b

where the sum of the terms in the second and third lines of (67) equals £,0¢, 8. We have
thus set

(1= 1N Eo(u/2— . Ka 1/N?)
2/K2 + (/2 - )1 - 1/N?)

Eo(u/2—€3.Ka, 1/N?) =

Consider @ = 0 in (67) for a moment. Then critical points are degenerate if

1/2—& =265(1— (n/2 — &) 8o(/2 — 3. Ko. 1/N?)). (68)
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Recall that K, € [% 2] and that |;1/2 — £2| < 4¢ with ¢ small enough. Rewrite (68) as

n/2-8)(2+ = 1.

1

= (/2 - é%)éo)
which may have solutions only if x is also small enough, |x| < 10c. Let z = /2 — £2;
for |z| < 4c and || < 10c¢ with ¢ small enough, we may now seek the solution to (68) as
z = nZo(i, Ko,1/N?) and obtain Zo(u, Ko, 1/N?) explicitly, with Z(0, Ko,1/N?) =

3- Solutions to (67) for @ = 0 are therefore functions of /i which both vanish at u = 0.
They are written &, +|g=0 = f (1 4+ u&(u, Ko, 1/N?)) for some smooth function ¢.

Now let a # 0: solutions &, to (67) are functions of /i, v/N?, a that coincide at
w = v = 0 (they both vanish). Actually, as E; is a function of /2 — &2, &3, &v/N?,
£,0¢, 81 is also a function of /2 — £3, €3, &v/N? and we write

M/2—‘§22=2$zz(1—(M/2—€§)§o(u/2—5§, K4, 1/N?))
+a(BRE.LVN W + b5 REEY/NLW) (69
for some smooth functions Fj ». Notice that, as |1/2 — £2| < 4¢ and a is small, (69) may

have real solutions &, only for |£2| < 4c. For such small &, equation (69) has at most two
distinct solutions (that coincide at @ = v = 0), which read

Sz,i=ij_z(l+ué(u, a»;2>)+a<(\/_,%>»

C1a-522) > (VA 53 Kava).

for some smooth functions ¢, {; +. We compute the third derivative of gy, at &> 4+ defined
in (70) whenever the second derivative vanishes. Using (67) yields

(70)

822552,52‘?1\/’” (e, E2)|52=§2,i
= _4(285251,6 + EZagz,Ezél,c)lfz,i
= 166,80(1 — (1/2 - £3)E0(u/2 — £, Ka. 1/N?))

+8a<2§2(81—32— 523§2~2 Nzaé “3)
— g2 = =
(1/2= )08 = 3783)),

+86E0(1 + O(u/2—£3) + 0(a))lg, ... (71)

where the last line in (71) is —4&; 4 agz,gzgl,c: we do not expand this formula as &, 4 is
sufficiently small for what we need. The second and third lines of (71) come from the
formula for —80¢, & ¢, already obtained in (67) (where Jg, &1, comes with a factor &).
As the third derivative of gy, is evaluated at &, + we can replace (69) in (71) and obtain

12§2 +

0, & 6,8NaE1e. 82)|e=t, . = (1+0(& 1) + 0(@) + O(av/N?).
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It follows that at & = v = O the order of degeneracy is higher as & 4|,=v=0 = 0 and

822,82,&571"’“ &, o ,u=v=0 = 0. We now write

gNva(§2) = gnva(Sa,x) + (62 — £2,4)05,8Na(52,2) +
+0((&2 —£,2)Y),

where 8‘;4 gN,q does not cancel at &, 4 as it stays close to 12/ K, € [6, 48]. We are to have
2

(&2 —&4)° )
%8%,52,52g1\/,a($2,i)

0¢,8N,a(82,+) = 0, from which v = 4&; . |52,i &> +, which is written

= 4(i*/7ﬁ

< (1/2-8 080 +a((/2- 8 DB + 8282 + x5 81))
and replacing (70) in (65) yields

(1 + 1) +a(VEbL2 + 505))

\/_ I'L3/ 2
3[3 Kq
which is at leading order the equation of a cusp. At degenerate critical points &, 4+ where
f 232
3J§ K,

——7=— (14 0(a)).

=1+ 0(a),

the phase integral behaves like
NN 3
Fin Y (g)—
/p(%‘z)e A5 E—64) dé,
&

and we may conclude in a small neighborhood of the set {£2 + || + [v|?/3 < ¢} (as
outside this set, the nonstationary phase applies) by using the Van der Corput lemma on
the remaining oscillatory integral in &, with phase gy 4 (£2). In fact, on this set, 822 ENa
is bounded from below, which yields an upper bound A~'/#, uniformly in all parameters.
When p # 0, the third-order derivative of the phase is bounded from below by 1821 ejther
/6 — &3] < |w|/12 and then |3 gNa| is bounded from below by |u|1/2/(12K ), or
|/6 — &2] > |u|/12 in which case |8s 8Nl is bounded from below by |u|/(12K,).
Hence, using that K, € [ , 2], we find

102,80l + 103,8N.al Z VIl

(recall that here  is small so v/|p| > |1|) which yields an upper bound (y/]u|A)~1/3.
Eventually we obtain
1 1
1] < inf{ }

Al/4° |M|l/6A1/3

From pu = A’ + B andv = A’ — B’ ~ +|u|?/? and |u|>/? <« || for u < 1, we deduce
that A’ ~ B’ and therefore || ~ 2| B'|, which is our desired bound (40) after unraveling all
notation, as the nondegenerate stationary phase in £; had already provided a factor A~1/2.
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5. The defocusing cubic nonlinear Schrodinger equation

We now turn to nonlinear applications and consider (1) with ¥ = 1. One could state local-
in-time results for the focusing case k = —1 and extend them to global in time provided we
require a standard smallness condition on the mass of the data (identifying the threshold
is, however, a delicate issue). Our underlying manifold €2 is compact and such that, in
local charts intersecting its boundary, the Laplace—Beltrami operator is, to first order, our
model operator. For such a suitable manifold €2, with d > 3, we may gather available
results and state homogeneous Strichartz estimates. In the next theorem, Sobolev spaces
should be understood as defined through the spectral resolution of the Dirichlet Laplacian
and they are known to match the ones defined by classical interpolation.

Theorem 5. Let d > 2, (q,r) be such that é < (% - %)(% — %), s=4%£-—-=-12 : there
exist C(d) > 0, T > 0 such that, for v a solution to (1) with data vy € HSt1/4(Q),

vl La o, 71,7 @) < C@T vl gs+1/a()- (72)

Both Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces may be localized in coordinate charts. As such, the
proof of Theorem 5 follows by standard arguments, localizing the linear solution to each
patch, and using either [7] (on patches that do not intersect the boundary), Theorem 2 (on
patches that do intersect the convex boundary) or [10] (if one considers a concave bound-
ary on one end). Because one works on semiclassical times, source terms that are produced
by cutoffs are dealt with through energy estimates, a well-established procedure that goes
back to [27]. We refer to [5] or [16] for detailed implementations of the above strategy.
Notice that (72) subsumes the underlying semiclassical estimate: assume vy is spectrally
localized at frequency A~ !, and T < h, then lvoll grs+1/a () ~ h=Y4|vo]| gs (). We also
need a suitable semiclassical version of the double endpoint inhomogeneous Strichartz
estimate which follows from similar arguments: let

—id;u + Agu = f,
uli=o =0, (73)
ulrxae = 0,

with f supported in a time interval / such that |I| < h, I C R4. Then we have the
following proposition:

Proposition 13. Letd > 3, r be such that% = (% — %)(% — %), o=—d/r+d/Q2d/(d -
2)), ¥ = r/(r — 1), there exists C(d) > 0 such that, for u a solution to (73),

1y (B2 Ag)ullLz,Lr @y < CR>N1Y (2 A) fllL2qr, 1 ))-

This should be understood as a weaker version of [7, Lemma 3.4]: the loss of regularity
o corresponds to a Sobolev embedding from L24/(@=2) (the endpoint Strichartz exponent
on a boundaryless manifold) to L” for a spectrally localized function. The value of r will
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be irrelevant in the forthcoming argument: any r < +oo would do as long as o is chosen
accordingly (preserving scale invariance).

Remark 6. With g = dx? + (1 + x)~'dy?2, the Laplace-Beltrami operator is written
Ng =(1+ Y29, (1 + x)"129, + (1 + X)A,. In our model, we use instead Ar =
92 4+ (1 + x)A2, as A allows for explicit computations. The difference Ay — Ap =
—(2(1 4 x))~ 1, is a first-order differential operator: as such, on a semiclassical timescale
in a neighborhood of the boundary, it may be treated as a lower-order perturbative term;
proving semiclassical Strichartz estimates for Afr implies the same set of estimates
for Ag.

We are interested in d = 3: for¢ =2 we have r = 10,5 + 1/q = 7/10 < 1. The crucial
point is that r < +o0: in [5], for ¢ = 2, r = +00, s + 1/g = 1 and one ends up with
two successive logarithmic losses that force us to consider only lower-order nonlinearities.
In [20], Strichartz estimates are bypassed and replaced by bilinear estimates: logarithmic
losses turn out to be more manageable in that setting and one can implement a suitable
version of the Brezis—Gallouét argument, obtaining global existence of solutions to the
cubic nonlinear Schrodinger equation but only for H*(€2) data, with 1 < s < 3.

5.1. Global well-posedness in the energy space. Proof of Theorem 3

Recall that we are interested in —id;v + Agv = |v|>v on @, with vy € H(}(RQ). Stan-
dard compactness methods provide a weak solution v € L (H (R2)), and, with E(v) =
[Vu||3/2 + ||v]|$/4, we have E(v) < E(vo). Moreover, using Duhamel’s formula, one
may prove that v € C;(L?(2)). Thus we aim to prove that v is unique and that time
continuity holds in HO1 (2). To this end, [7] implement an argument of Yudovitch in a
clever way, using the inhomogeneous endpoint Strichartz estimate at the semiclassical
level. We follow them closely, having only to check that the specific value r = 6 that
they start with is irrelevant to the crux of the matter. Assume we are on (0, 7'), with
T < 1and A; is the usual spectral localization operator associated to a Littlewood—Paley
decomposition: h =27/, A; = Y (h2A,), Y is—14j =1d, where A_; = ¢(Ag) with ¢
supported in B(0, 2). After time localization on intervals of size 4, applying their inhomo-
geneous endpoint Strichartz estimate and summing over O(h™1) time intervals lead [7]
(on a boundaryless manifold) to

1Ajvllzz e < 14002 + [1A;0(T)] L2 + 2_j/2||AjU||L§H1
+ ||Aj(|v|2v)”L2TL6/5-

Reproducing their argument but using Proposition 13 with the (2, 10) Strichartz pair leads
to

27BNA 0Nz 10 S 1AVO)IL2 + 180(T)llL2 + 2772140l 2 41
+2j/5||Aj(|U|2U)||L2TL10/9 (74)
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(observe that, as noted earlier, this is essentially the same estimate in terms of scaling).
We now use Sobolev embedding, H' < L and product laws to bound the last term,

P8 (P Lo < VT2 (sup o).
We use Sobolev but on the left-hand side, with a large p (recall T < 1),
AR Ajullg 1o 277 sup ol + 2721 AV g
+27Y sup ol
to get

1802 10 S 27PN A g0 + 27 Y/P72 sup(|lvllz 1 + lol30.  75)

Summing over j, applying Cauchy—Schwarz in j, we finally get the same bound as in [7]:

||U||L§Lp VT + 1

From there we may proceed similarly and conclude the uniqueness of weak solutions by
estimating the difference between two solutions in L2, the above estimate and an elemen-
tary differential inequality.

Once we have uniqueness, the inequality for E(v) is immediately upgraded to conser-
vation, and continuity in H! follows as the potential part is itself continuous by interpo-
lation between L2 and LS.

This achieves the proof of Theorem 3 in the defocusing case. The focusing case may
be handled in a similar way, up to a smallness condition if one wants a global result to
preserve coercivity of E(v) and we therefore skip it.

For preservation of H ? regularity, one may proceed exactly as in [7], using the Brezis—
Gallouét argument. One should notice, however, that the resulting bound on the Sobolev
norm is a double exponential (to be compared to the triple exponential from [20]).

5.2. Exponential growth for higher Sobolev norms H™, m > 1. Proof of Theorem 4

The double exponential growth for higher Sobolev norms was reduced to a single expo-
nential, for solutions on a generic compact, boundaryless manifold, in [21], using modified
energy methods. We now check that the elegant treatment of modified energies in [21] is
not spoiled if we replace the endpoint Strichartz estimate from [7] by our endpoint esti-
mate.

In [21], bounds on the H ¥ norms follow from computing the time derivative of

1 _ —
Ea0) = 101000y = 5 [ V@I = [ PR o)
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where all norms over the boundaryless manifold M¢ are understood with respect to the
metric volume form. One gets

k—2
d _ ; k—1—j -
76 ) =2 /M AR ‘(|ng|§)+fnj§zoicj fM ARG A

k—1
m i J 2y9k—Jj  ak—1 2=
+ij§0c,/wa,<|v| 0k (D)

k—1
+3) ¢ /Md 3 (Jv?)d¥ 7 vak s, (77)
j=1

where ¢; are harmless numerical constants. We may perform the exact same computation
on our manifold Q: there are no boundary terms due to the Dirichlet boundary condition,
provided that all the time derivatives that are involved do satisfy such a condition. For
the linear equation, that would follow from the data being in the domain of the suitable
power of the Dirichlet Laplacian. In the nonlinear setting, one has to require suitable
compatibility conditions as soon as the regularity is bigger than s = 4. Hence we restrict
ourselves to k = 1,2 in what follows, although the computation can be carried out for any
k provided that the successive time derivatives have zero trace on the boundary. For the
linear equation, H? regularity may be preserved if we work with data in the domain of the
Dirichlet Laplacian, H?(Q2) N HJ (R); similarly, H* regularity requires vo € H*(Q) N
HJ(Q) and Agvg € Hy (), where the latter condition is a natural compatibly condition
to match traces at t = 0.

In the nonlinear setting, we may use the equation to check that having the data in the
natural domain of the operator (for H? and H* regularity) allows for compatibility at
t = 0: define i 9,v(r = 0) = Agvg — |vo|*vo € L? if u € H?. Similarly, —9?v(r = 0) =
A2vg —2(Agv — [vo]?v0)|v0|? + (Ag Do — |vo|?To)v3 € L2 if vg € H* N H and Avg €
Hy . The next iteration would yield a term AZ (|vg|*vo), which has no particular reason to
have zero trace on the boundary unless we ask for it.

Remark 7. If we insist that the operator near the boundary should be A g and not the cor-
responding Laplace—Beltrami operator (from Remark 6), then one may (formally) check
that Bivl(xzo} = 0, and proceed with further regularity, iterating like the usual Laplacian
in the half-space where normal derivatives of even order vanish. However, such a model
is somewhat artificial and the Laplace—Beltrami version is a better match if one is trying
to be closer to the boundary of a ball.

We proceed with the growth analysis: first, we remark that one may replace the Sobo-
lev norms by the L2 norm of time derivatives:

000l = [ i000(=i0,0) = [ (850 = oPo)(Be5 = oD

= [|Agull72q) + Lot
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where the lower-order terms are controlled using at most one factor u € H?2. Similarly,
one may write

19201720 =/Qiat8tv(—i8t8,f)) =/Q(atAgv—Bz(lvlzv))((atAgﬁ—8t(|v|217))
= [|AZull72(q) + Lot

after further substitutions through the equation.

We will therefore address the L2 norm of d,u, replacing it with &, (v), which we define
with (76), replacing M? by Q: 92u (through &4(v)) can be dealt with similarly (for the
top-order term, the remaining terms being lower order). The modified energy bound in
[21] proceeds with

d
pratil) sf IV20[ [VoPo] < [vlla2 Vol ZslvliLs.
t M4

using the equation to eliminate all time derivatives and ignoring lower-order terms; one
then uses a suitable version of Proposition 13, involving the endpoint Strichartz estimate,
for the gradient term, which is therefore bounded by (the square of) an H3/? with an
(important) additional power of time; by interpolation one recovers another H? norm and
this leads to exponential growth for the H? norm by standard arguments.

From the computation of the time derivative (77) (with M d replaced by €2), we simi-
larly get

< 62(0) </ V20| Vo2 ol. (78)

ignoring, once again, lower-order terms (where spatial derivatives are distributed over at
least four factors v rather than just three of them). We now modify how we distribute
norms on the integral over 2 in (78): one should heuristically think that we aim to place
each Vv in L;" . (hence controlled by H 3/2yand v € L7, We need to slightly perturb this
choice, however, in order to avoid a log loss: with a large p, we have, by our Strichartz
estimate (75) (at the scaling level of HOl data) and Sobolev embedding (starting from Lfc),

Ajue2¥PL2LP and Ajve23W/emUPipeorp,

2
. .. . 3 _ 1 3 _ 1—6/
Hence we get, balancing regularities with (1 — e); =e(5— ;) (e=6/p),vel,™"LP
in terms of the energy E (v).
2
Then we will get |Vv|?|v| € L}L?, with v € L, ™% L?, provided one may estimate
both factors Vv € LY L9, where (r, q) is close to (4, 4) and such that

1 6 2 1 12 1 3
1:-(1——)+- and - =+ (:>—+—=1).
2 p r 2 p g roq
We now prove such an estimate on Vv: start over with (74) but shift regularity on v from
H'to H3/2:
2752wl o < 228 0O 122 + 180T 122) + 2772 VAl L2 pr1ve

+ 21/5+1/2”Aj(|v|20)||L2TL10/97
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multiply by 2//2 and estimate the nonlinear term placing one factor in H3/2 and others in
H' < L5,

273V A vl 10 S VA RO 2 + VA V(T2 + VAVl 12
+ 273910 sup([|v]l g2 v 11%0),
t

from which we easily obtain

sup(2~ 3|V A vllL2 £10) S EW)'? + VT (1 + E@)) sup [v] -
J t

Then pick Q (> ¢) such that 1/g = (2/r)(1/Q) + (1 —2/r)(1/2) and use Sobolev
embedding to go from L0 to L2:

sup(2 /IO A v 12 10) S E@)'? + VT (1 + E@)) sup vl /2.
J t

On the other hand, from Vv € LP H 1/2 e have

sup(2/2(|VA; vl 0r2) S sup_[[vllgrara-
J 0<t<T

Choosing 6 = 2/r > 1/2, the regularities cancel as scaling dictates: from 3/q + 1/r =1

we check that indeed
(1 3 )2 _ 1(1 2)
2 Q0/r 2 r/

We therefore get the desired L” L9 estimate for Vu:

7] _
IVvllzr 2o S (E@)Y2 4+ VT + E@®) sup [[v]lgs2) ( sup [vll})-

0<t<T 0=<t=<T

Then there exists C(E) (which may change from line to line) such that

IVollzr 2o S CE@))( sup ol + TV sup vl ).

o<t< 0<t<T

Gathering all our estimates, we get that, for0 < T < 1,

T
10 T)ps = [0 0 5/ / 1920] [0
0 M
2
< Wl 11V 2l 3 1
S ||U||L<;°H2||VU||irTLq||U||L2T/(1—6/p>Lp

S CE)( sup |lv|% + TV sup |vlf%,).
0<t<T

0<t<T

from which exponential growth follows as in [21]. This concludes the proof of Theorem 4.
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