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NODAL INTERSECTIONS AND GEOMETRIC CONTROL

JOHN A. TOTH AND STEVE ZELDITCH

ABSTRACT. We prove that the number of nodal points on an S-good real analytic curve C of
a sequence S of Laplace eigenfunctions ¢; of eigenvalue —A? of a real analytic Riemannian
manifold (M, g) is bounded above by A, ¢ A;. Moreover, we prove that the codimension-two
Hausdorff measure H™2(N,,, N H) of nodal intersections with a connected, irreducible real
analytic hypersurface H C M is < Ay g A;.The S-goodness condition is that the sequence
of normalized logarithms % log |¢;|?> does not tend to —oc uniformly on C, resp. H. We

further show that a hypersurface satisfying a geometric control condition is S-good for a
density one subsequence of eigenfunctions.

This article is concerned with the growth of the number n(p,,C) of zeros of a sequence
S = {px, }32, of Laplace eigenfunction ¢y, of eigenvalue _)\12. on a connected, irreducible real
analytic curve C of a real analytic Riemannian manifold (M™, g) of dimension m without
boundary. To rule out degenerate cases, we assume (as in [TZ]) that the pair (C,S) satisfies
a quantitative unique continuation condition ||¢;lc||r2c) > e™*Y called S- goodness. (Defini-
tion . When C is §-good, Theorem asserts that there exists a constant A depending
only on g,C so that

(1) n(pa,C) < AN, (A €8)

(see Figure 1). This bound generalizes Theorem 6 of [TZ] for Dirichlet/Neumann eigenfunc-
tions of piecewise real analytic plane domains to any real analytic Riemannian manifold with-
out boundary (of any dimension). Motivation to study nodal points on curves and related
results are discussed in Section [0.6] It is a special case of estimating the codimension-two
Hausdorff measure H™ (N, N H) of nodal intersections with a connected, irreducible real
analytic hypersurface H C M and in Theorem we prove this generalization.

The main ‘defect’ in Theorems [0.2H0.3|is that the condition that (C,S) be S-good is subtle
and difficult to establish. Much of this article is devoted to providing sufficient conditions
for ‘goodness’. The definition of S-good makes sense for any connected, irreducible analytic
submanifold H C M, not only curves. One of the main results of this article (Theorems
gives a kind of geometric control condition that a C'** hypersurface H C M be S-good
for a density one subsequence of an orthonormal basis of eigenfunctions. When dim M = 2,
the condition applies to curves and gives concrete and purely dynamical conditions under
which holds for a density one subsequence of eigenfunctions (Theorem |0.7)).

To state our results, we need some notation. We denote by {¢;}%2, an orthonormal basis
of Laplace eigenfunctions,

—Ap; = Nwj, (95, 00) = Ok,
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where \g = 0 < A\; < Ay < -+ and where (u,v) = fM uvdV, (dV; being the volume form).
We denote a subsequence {ji}72; of (indices of) eigenvalues by S. By a slight abuse of
notation, we also let S denote the associated sequence {);, } of eigenvalues or the sequence
{¢j.} of eigenfunctions from the given orthonormal basis.

Let H C M be a connected, irreducible analytic submanifold. The assumptions that H is
connected, irreducible and analytic will be made throughout the paper. Given a submanifold
H C M, we denote the restriction operator to H by vy f = f|g. To simplify notation, we
also write vy f = fH. The criterion that a pair (H,S) be good is stated in terms of the
associated sequence

1

(2) uj = - log |05l
J
of normalized logarithms, and in particular their restrictions
1
(3) Uf = YHU = ylog |S0§{|2
J

to H. We only consider the goodness of connected, irreducible, real analytic submanifolds.

DEFINITION 0.1. Given a subsequence S := {¢;, }, we say that a connected, irreducible real
analytic submanifold H C M is S-good, or that (H,S) is a good pair, if the sequence
with jr € S does not tend to —oo uniformly on compact subsets of H, i.e. there exists a
constant Ms > 0 so that

sgpuf > —Ms, VjeS.

If H is S-good when S s the entire orthonormal basis sequence, we say that H is completely
good.

The opposite of a good pair (H,S) is a bad pair. The terminology is not ideal, but was
introduced in [TZ] and used in a number of articles (e.g. [JJ, BR12]) and so we continue
to use it here. Note that the connected, irreducible assumption is made to prohibit taking
unions H; U H, of two analytic submanifolds, one of which may be good and the other bad.
By the definition above, the union would be good but the nodal bounds could be false.

We denote the nodal set of an eigenfunction ¢, of eigenvalue —\? by

Ny, ={z € M : p)(x) =0}.
Our first result is the following

THEOREM 0.2. Suppose that (M™, g) is a real analytic Riemannian manifold of dimension
m without boundary and that C C M 1is connected, irreducible real analytic curve. If C is
S-good, then there exists a constant As 4 so that

n(p;,C) = #{CNN,,} < Asy \j, jES.

Section 2] is devoted to the proof of Theorem 0.2} As in [T7Z, [Zinf], we prove the bound
on nodal points on curves of Theorem by analytic continuation of the eigenfunctions and
curves to the complexification of M. Complexification is useful for upper bounds since the
number n(¢5,Cc) of zeros of the complexified eigenfunction on the complexified curve is >
the number of real zeros, i.e.

(4) (e, Ce) = #{NY NCe} = n(px, €)== #{NINCT
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The same technique was used in [Zint] to obtain lower bounds on the number of intersections
of geodesics with the nodal set when the geodesic flow is ergodic. Since there is a significant
overlap with [Zintl [ZeI6], we refer to those articles for much of the backround on complex-
ification. The special case of Theorem [0.2| where M is a surface and H is a C¥-curve was
proved in [CT] using a somewhat different frequency function approach.
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Figure 1: Nodal lines of a high energy state, A ~ 84, in the quarter stadium.

We then generalize the theorem to real analytic hypersurfaces H C M™ for manifolds
of any dimension m. We separate out the statements and proofs because a new integral
geometric method adapted from [Zel6] is used in higher dimensions.

THEOREM 0.3. Let (M™,g) be a real analytic Riemannian manifold of dimension m and
let H C M be a connected, irreducible, S-good real analytic hyperurface. Then, there exists
a constant C' > 0 depending only on (M, g, H) so that

H™ (N, NH) < CN,, (jx €S).

The remainder of the Introduction is concerned with criteria for goodness.

0.1. Measures of goodness. There are some natural parameters associated with a good
pair (H,S). The first is the density of S. We recall that the density of a set S C N is defined
by by

. A S :
D¥(S) = lm —[{jeS[j <X}

when the limit exists. When the limit does not exist we refer to the limsup as the upper
density and the liminf as the lower density. We say “almost all” when D*(S) = 1 and if
(H,S) is a good pair with D*(S) = 1 then we say that H is ‘almost completely good’.

The second natural parameter is the rate of decay of ||g0f || in the L?norm or sup-norm.
In [TZ, [ET], a curve or other submanifold was defined to be good if there exists a constant
a > 0 so that for all \; sufficiently large,

(5) o L2y = e,

In [ET] a ‘revised goodness’ condition was defined by the apriori stronger criterion that
||S0§I||Loo(H) > e . In §1.2 we show that (and the sup-norm analogue) are equivalent
to Definition [0.T]

A much stronger quantitative goodness condition is a uniform lower bound ||go£ L2y >
Cs for the L?-norms of restricted eigenfunctions in the sequence S. Somewhat surprisingly,
our main criterion for goodness produces subsequences of density > 1 — ¢ for any 6 > 0
which possess uniform lower bounds Cs > 0.
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0.2. A sufficient microlocal condition for goodness of a hypersurface. In this
section, we give our main criterion for almost complete goodness of a hypersurface in the
strong sense that the restrictions possess uniform lower bounds in the sense just mentioned.
The criterion consists of two conditions on H: (i) asymmetry with respect to geodesic flow,
and (ii) a full measure flowout condition.

We begin with (i). In [TZ13], a geodesic asymmetry condition on a hypersurface was in-
troduced which is sufficient that restrictions of quantum ergodic eigenfunctions on M remain
quantum ergodic on the hypersurface. It is reviewed in Definition and is the same as
Definition 1 of [TZ13] as well as [TZ12, [DZ]. It turns out that the same asymmetry condition
plus a flow-out condition implies that a hypersurface is good for a density one subsequence
of eigenfunctions and that for any 6 > 0, the L? norms of the restricted eigenfunctions have
a uniform lower bound Cs > 0 for a subsequence of density 1 — . The asymmetry condi-
tion pertains to the two ‘sides’ of H, i.e. to the two lifts of (y,n) € B*H to unit covectors
£+(y,n) € S M to M. We denote the symplectic volume measure on B*H by py. We define
the symmetric subset BEH to be the set of (y,n) € B*H so that G'(£.(y,n)) = G*(£-(y,n))
for some ¢ # 0.

DEFINITION 0.4. H is microlocally asymmetric if py(BEH) = 0.

Next we turn to the flow-out condition (ii). It is that

(6) pr(FL(H)) = 1.
where
(7) FL(H) := | J G'(S; M \ S*H)

is the geodesic flowout of of the non-tangential unit cotangent vectors Sj; M \ S*H along H.
Since H is a hypersurface, S;;M C S*M is also a hypersurface which is almost everywhere
transverse to the geodesic flow, i.e. it is a symplectic transversal (see [TZ13]). It follows
that the flowout is an invariant set of positive measure in S*M. When G* is ergodic on
S*M, since FL(H) is G'-invariant with pg(FL(H)) > 0, it follows that every hypersurface
satisfies @, but we do not assume ergodicity here. In section @ we show that a large class
of curves satisfy @ on surfaces with completely integrable geodesic flows. These include
convex surfaces of revolution and Liouville tori satisfying generic twist assumptions.
The next result is a sufficient condition that H be almost completely good.

THEOREM 0.5. Suppose that H is a microlocally asymmetric hypersurface satisfying @
Then: if S = {j.} is a sequence of eigenfunctions satisfying ||, |ml|r2(my = o(1), then
the upper density D*(S) equals zero.

The following theorem gives a more quantitative version:

THEOREM 0.6. Let H C M be a microlocally asymmetric hypersurface satisfying @ Then,
for any § > 0, there exists a subset S(0) C {1,...,\} of density D*(S(0)) > 1 — 0 such that

o2y > C(8) >0, j € S(6).

As mentioned above, the assumption ||¢;, |#||r2zy = o(1) is much weaker than the S-
badness of H. In fact, we do not know any microlocal (or other techniques) that prove
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goodness without proving the stronger positive lower bound. There do exist other non-
microlocal techniques which directly prove goodness. In [JJ], J. Jung proved that geodesic
distance circles and horocycles in the hyperbolic plane are good relative to eigenfunctions
on compact or finite area hyperbolic surfaces. In [ET] it is proved that curves of positive
geodesic curvature are good for Neumann or Dirichlet quantum ergodic eigenfunctions on a
Euclidean plane domain.

0.3. The main results on counting nodal points on curves or measuring Hausdorff
measures on hypersurfaces. A combination of Theorems|[0.2and [0.6]gives the main result
on nodal intersections:

THEOREM 0.7. Let C be an asymmetric C* curve on a compact, closed, C¥ Riemannian
surface (M?,g) satisfying @ Then, for any 6 > 0 there exists a subsequence S(5) with
D*(8(0)) > 1 =4 for which C is §'-good and a constant As 4(0) > 0 such that

n(5,C) = #H{C NN } < Asg(d) Ay, J € S(9).

The higher dimensional generalization is as follows:

THEOREM 0.8. Let H be an asymmetric C* hypersurface of a compact, closed, C* Rie-

mannian manifold (M™, g) satisfying @ Then, for any & > 0 there exists a subsequence
S(9) with D*(S(6)) > 1 — 9 for which C is 8'-good and a constant As ,(5) > 0 such that

H™ 2N, NH) < As,(8) Ny, 7€ S(6).

0.4. Relating weak* limits on M and on H. The rest of the article is devoted to proving
Theorems which together with Theorem imply Theorem [0.7 These results
belong to the theory of weak™ limits and geometric control theory and seem to us to have
an independent interest.

We recall that an invariant measure dy for the geodesic flow on S* M is called a microlocal
defect (or defect measure, or quantum limit) if there exists a sequence {y;, } of eigenfunctions
such that (Ag;, ., ¢; )20 = [g.y, 0adp for all pseudo-differential operators A € WO(M).
There are analogous notions for semi-classical pseudo-differential operators. We assume
familiarity with these notions and refer to [Zw| for background.

In Section [5| we relate matrix elements of eigenfunctions on M to those of their restrictions
to a hypersurface H. This material is largely drawn from [TZ13], and we review the necessary
background in Section [d] There is an obvious relation between matrix elements on M and
matrix elements on H given in Lemma . It involves a time average V. (a) of v Opn(a)ya.
In [TZ13], V1 (a) was decomposed into a pseudo-differential term Pr, and a Fourier integral
term Fr. (see Proposition . The symbol of Pr, is essentially a flow-out of a using that
S3M is a sort-of cross-section to the geodesic flow[] It was proved in [TZI3] (see also
[DZ]) that for asymmetric hypersurfaces, the matrix elements of Fr. tend to zero almost
surely. For the sake of completeness, sketch the proof in Section that for any (7, €) there
exists a subsequence Sp of density one so that the matrix elements (Fr9;,, ¥, )jresy — 0.

1 As discussed below, it is not even literally a cross section of FL(H).
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We exploit this fact in the following Proposition, which relates microlocal defect measures
(quantum limits) of the eigenfunctions and of their restrictions to H. To state the result
precisely, we need some further notation. For fixed € € (0,1), let x € C5°(B*H) be a cutoff
with supp x¥ C {(s,0) € B*H : ||o|s — 1] < €}.

ProprosiTION 0.9. Suppose that H is asymmetric. Then, for any T,e > 0 there exists a
density-one sequence Sp (T, €) such that for a € S°(H),

. H
k%m;}igﬂh) ((OPH(G(l = Xe @il i) 2y — (Pre(a)gy,, S%)B(M)) =0.

To simplify notation, in the following we will simply write Sg := Sp(T, €) suppressing the
dependence on 7', e > 0. It is necessary in general to remove a density zero subsequence. For
instance, special sequences of Gaussian beams along a geodesic v blow up when restricted
to 7.

The following Theorem asserts that the microlocal defect measures on S*M of typical
subsequences on M induce finite measures on S7; M and B*H. This cannot be true for all
subsequences in general, since restrictions of subsequences of eigenfunctions to hypersurfaces
can blow up in the L? norm. This happens for instance in the case of highest-weight spherical
harmonics @i (z,y, 2) = ¢ ki (x+iy)k; k=1,2,3,... with (z,y,2) € S? and H = {(x,y,2) €
S% 2 = 0}.

THEOREM 0.10. Suppose that H is a microlocally asymmetric hypersurface. Then, there
exists a density-one subsequence S with the property that to any microlocal defect measure

dp of a subsequence S C S there corresponds a ‘disintegration measure’ dufl on B*H such
that

(Opu(a)gj,|u, ¢ilr) — B*Hadug» a € S°(H).

Since B*H is diffeomorphic to SEiM , one can rewrite the integral in Theorem over
S3 M instead of B*H. The QER theorem of [TZ] is the special case where p = py, (Liouville
measure) and the geodesic flow G* : S*M — S*M is ergodic with respect to jr.

The definition of du¥ is given in Section [6.2 and is essentially the relation between a flow-
invariant measure on S*M and its disintegration in terms of an induced invariant measure
on the cross section Sj; M. But as explained in Section , S M is not a genuine cross-
section and one cannot always express the disintegration measure as a measure on Sy M.
This obstruction is responsible for the possible deletion of a zero density subsequence. We
mainly use Theorem in the case where duf = 0, which forces du = 0. This can be
compared with the possible microlocal defect measures of § on S*M, showing that they
must have zero integrals against op,. .

REMARK 0.11. It would be interesting to see if the hypotheses of Theorem (and the
related results on weak™ limits of restrictions) can be weakened, and if the conclusion can be
strengthened. For instance, one ‘loss’ of a density zero subsequence occurs in Lemma (6.1
But it is possible that (Fj,, ;) tends to zero for the entire sequence. It is then possible
that the hypotheses imply H is S-good for the entire sequence of ;. It is also possible that
asymmetry alone is a sufficient hypothesis for the density one statement.
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0.5. Pluri-subharmonic theory and goodness. It is natural to ask if the theory of PSH
(pluri-subharmonic) functions can help identify good curves. As mentioned above, ‘goodness’
is a much weaker condition than possession of uniform lower L? bounds. In Section [l we draw
some rather modest conclusions from the literature of PSH functions. The weakness of the
conclusions is due to the fact that they are valid for general sequences of PSH functions and do
not make full use of the assumption that our sequences are log-moduli of eigenfunctions .
What seems to be lacking is a theory of L' limits of normalized log-moduli of complexified
eigenfunctions ((2) or (3)). For instance, no connection is known relating such limits to
the geodesic flow. Developing a microlocal theory of such limits seems to us a fundamental
problem.
Except in Sections 2] and [1| we do not employ complex analytic methods.

0.6. Related results and open problems. There are several motivations to study nodal
points on curves. Nodal sets and curves have complementary dimension, so that the number
of intersections is finite under a suitable transversality hypothesis. The goodness assumption
gives a strong formulation of this transversality.

One motivation is that Crofton’s formula expresses the Hausdorff measure of a hyper-
surface Y sets as the average number of intersections of Y € M™ with a random line (or
geodesic arc). When Y = N, is a nodal hypersurface, this method was used in [DF] to
obtain upper bounds on H™ (N, ). More precisely, Crofton’s formula implies that

H N, < / #{L AN, }du(L)

where £ is the set of unit geodesic arcs and du is the Crofton measure [DF, p. 164] (and
[DEL p. 178]. As explained there, for polynomials of degree A\, #{L N Np,} < CX du-
almost everywhere, and a more complicated argument establishes the integral bound for
eigenfunctions. A related argument is given in [Lin, Lemma 3.2] using Crofton’s formula
[Lin, (3.21)] and an upper bound on the number of zeros of a non-zero analytic function
in the unit disc in terms of its frequency function. In [Zel6], the analogous sharp upper
bound for nodal sets of Steklov eigenfunctions was proved using Crofton’s formula. The
potential theoretic facts of Section (1] show that #{LNN,, } < CX du-almost everywhere for
eigenfunctions.

Counting zeros on curves is also the mechanism for obtaining lower bounds on numbers
of nodal domains on certain surfaces (see e.g. [GRS, [JJZ]). In contrast to this article, the
main point is to obtain lower bounds on numbers of nodal points on special curves rather
than upper bounds.

Another question raised and studied by Bourgain-Rudnick [BR12| is to characterize the
possible submanifolds Y on which some sequence § of eigenfunctions vanishes. In our lan-
guage, Y is nodal (Definition , which is an extreme form of S-bad. Theorem shows
that D*(S) = 0 if Y is an asymmetric hypersurface satisfying @ This is non-trivial, since
the standard example of odd eigenfunctions vanishing on the fixed point set of an isometric
involution shows that a positive density sequence can vanish on a hypersurface. But the
results of this paper do not determine whether there exists a subsequence of density zero
vanishing on such a hypersurface. The Bourgain-Rudnick question can be generalized as
follows:
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Problem Characterize submanifolds H which are S-bad for some subsequence. Moreover,
characterize H which are bad for a positive density subsequence S = {y,, } of eigenfunctions,
that is, ||| allz2cmy < e MY for all M. Must the sequence actually vanish on H?

On a flat torus all periodic geodesics are S-bad; in fact, they are nodal in the sense of

Definition [1.7] (see subsection [L.3). On the other hand, if H C R?/(27Z)? is a strictly convex
curve, it is proved in [BR12] that

(8) leall 2y = Cu > 0.

Consequently, any such curve H is good. We note that if H is strictly convex, it is not
hard to show that H is microlocally asymmetric in the sense of Definition [0.4] and also
satisfies the flowout assumption p(FL(H)) = 1. Consequently, the lower bound in (§)) is
also a consequence of our Theorem [0.6], albeit only for an eigenfunction sequence of density
arbitrarily close to one.

The methods of this article and of [TZ] are rather different, though both are based on
analytic continuation. In this article we analytically continue the Poisson-wave kernel. At
the present time, the analytic continuation is only known for manifolds without boundary
(see [ZPI, L, [St]). The analytic continuation is based on parametrix constructions which are
not known at present for general manifolds with boundary. This is obviously an interesting
problem. Parametrices are known for diffractive (concave) boundaries, and that would be a
natural first step.

In [TZ] we used the analytic continuation of Euclidean layer potentials of R? for bounded
analytic domains as semi-classical Fourier integral operators. This construction should gen-
eralize to all dimensions and also to complete manifolds of negative curvature, where it is
known that layer potentials are singular Fourier integral operators. The latter statement
may hold in a suitable sense for domains in general complete Riemannian manifolds but to
our knowledge this also remains an open problem.

0.7. Acknowledgements. We thank J. Galkowski for discussions of our geometric control
condition, and Z. Rudnick for discussions of his results with Bourgain on nodal curves and
hypersurfaces.

1. GOOD CURVES AND SUBMANIFOLDS

The definition of ‘goodness’ in Definition |0.1] is motivated by properties of sequences of
subharmonic functions, and they are used in the proof of Theorem . The sequence u;
is not subharmonic on M but has a natural extension to the complexification M¢ of M as
subharmonic functions. We denote the extension of by

1
C._ C|2
9) uj = )\—jlog|90j| ,
and their restrictions to a complexified analytic submanifold H¢ by
1
7([: Pp— Pyp—
(10) Uf = ’YHCU;C = )\—jlog ’SD(]C|H<C‘2-

As we show in section [I.2], the Definition [0.1]of ‘good’ is equivalent to the following complex
version:
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DEFINITION 1.1. Given a subsequence S := {p;, } of eigenfunctions, we say that a connected,
irreducible real analytic submanifold H C M is S-good if the sequence (L0|) with j, € S does
not tend to —oo uniformly on compact subsets of Hc, i.e. there exists a constant Ms > 0
so that

supuj-q’(C > —Ms, VjeS.
Hc

Otherwise we call H S-bad.

Here, H¢ refers to some Grauert tube of H in M. The Definition does not depend on
the specific radius, nor whether we use the intrisinc Grauert tube of H or the intersection of
H¢ with a Grauert tube M, of M.

Thus, H is S-bad if the u]H’(C — —oo unformly on compact subsets of H. If H fails to be
good, then there exists a sequence S so that H is S-bad and we refer to H as a bad sequence
for H. The simplest example of a bad pair (H,S) is where the the eigenfunctions of § vanish
on H; in this case we say that H is a nodal submanifold (see Definition [1.7]) Examples of
nodal hypersurfaces are fixed point sets of an isometric involution, and then H is S-bad for
the sequence of odd eigenfunctions

It is also obvious that if a real analytic arc 3, or piece of a real analytic submanifold H.
is bad then the entire analytic continuation of it H is bad.

These definitions are motivated by the standard compactness Lemma for families subhar-
monic functions (see [LG|] or [Ho2|,Theorems 3.2.12-3.2.13). Let v* denote the USC (upper
semi-continuous) regularization of v.

LEMMA 1.2. For any compact connected irreducible analytic Riemannian manifold (M, g),
and any real analytic submanifold H, the family of pluri-subharmonic functions (|10)),

H._ ¢ HC . _
Fro=Au;, j=12,...}
on H, is precompact in Li (H,) as long as it does not converge uniformly to —oo on all
compact subsets of H.. Moreover:

e limsup, . u (t + 1) < 2|7y

o Let {ui’c} be any subsequence of {uf’c} with a unique L},. limit v on S. and let
v* be its USC regularization. Then if v* < 2|ty| — € on an open set U C S then
v* < 2y| — € for U = Uier(U +1) and

(11) limsupuj.ji’(C <|rg|—€ on U.
k—o0

The conditions of connectedness and irreducibilty arise from this Lemma. The original
statement in [Ho2, Theorem 3.2.12] pertains to sequences of subharmonic functions on con-
nected open sets U C R"™. Since the theorem is local it generalizes with no essential change to
connected, irreducible complexified hypersurfaces of M¢. Clearly, connectedness is necessary:
as mentioned in the introduction, unions H; U Hy of a disjoint good and bad hypersurface
would be good. If H; N Hy # () then Hy U H, might be connected but H; U Hy would still
be good. The condition of ‘connected irreducible’ means that H has only one component.
Hence in taking unions, each hypersurface separately must be good.
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1.1. Bad submanifolds are polar. In this section we review results on sequences of pluri-
subharmonic functions which imply that S-bad sets are polar. This is not a restriction on
real analytic curves or hypersurfaces (since they are necessarily polar) but is useful in proving
the equivalence of different notions of ‘good’.

Let {u;} be the sequence (2)) of pluri-subharmonic functions. Let v € L'(M,). We say
that a subsequence {uj, };,cs is a u-sequence if uj, — w in L'(M,).

DEFINITION 1.3. Suppose that {u;}jecs is a u-sequence. Define
Ws = {z € M, : limsupu;(z) < u(z)}.

J—00

The following Proposition 1.39 from [LG] (see also Theorem 1.27 of [LG] and Theorem
3.4.14 of [Ho2]) will be relevant:

PROPOSITION 1.4. If S = {u;} is a sequence of pluri-subharmonic functions on an open set
U and u; — u in L*(U) then the set of points Ws in U where

lim sup u; < u
j—o0
18 pluri-polar.

DEFINITION 1.5. Given a subsequence S C N, we define Ps C M, be the set of points z
satisfying
limsup u;(z) = —oo.
jes
Thus, Ps C Ws and Ps is contained in a pluri-polar set. The Hausdorff dimension of a
polar set in R™ is < m—2 ([Ho2|). Since the statement is local the proof applies to W C M.

1.2. Equivalence of different notions of goodness. Here we prove the equivalence of
the following notions of goodness for a real analytic function on a real analytic curve.

(1) Goodness in the sense of Definition [0.1]
(2) Goodness in the sense of Definition [L.1]
(3) Goodness in the sense that ||¢;| g2y > €Y.

(4) Goodness in the sense of ||| s || Loy > o—N;

Each goodness criterion implies that there is a point ¢ € H, where lim;_,., uf(¢) > —M
for some M > 0. Hence, they all imply goodness in the sense (2) of Definition The main
content of the equivalence is that the latter criterion (2) implies (1)-(3). This is non-obvious
since these criterion only involve the behavior of u; on the real points of He.

PROPOSITION 1.6. If H is a real analytic curve, then (1)-(4) are equivalent.

Proof. First, consider the simplest case where H is a curve such that (2) holds. Then {uf }
is pre-compact in L'. Proposition then implies that the set where u; — —o0 is polar
in Hc. Since it has Hausdorff dimension 0 in H¢, it cannot contains the real curve H and
there must exist points such that (1) holds. In fact, such points of the real curve must have
dimension 1 and so (3)-(4) also hold. That is, for any € > 0, there exists M > 0 and a
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measureable subset F C H of H'-measure > 1 — ¢ where /\ijlog l0j(20)] > —M on E. But
then ||;llzacmy > M@sllprm > e MM E].

O

Alternatively, one can prove the equivalences between (1), (2) and (3) using the following
Hadamard three circles argument. We first treat the case where dim H =1 and n = 1.

Proof. (3) = (2) since there must exist a point ¢ € H at which |p,(q)] > e~
(2) = (3) Suppose

(12) sup |05 (2)] > e” N
z€H¢
Let H,H., = {z € He;\/p=e1} and H, = {z € Hc;\/p = €2} with 0 < €; < €3 be three
level curves in the tube He. Without loss of generality, we also assume that
sup |5 (2)] = e”
ZGHel
By the Hadamard three circles theorem, with 0 < 6 < 1,

sup |5 (2)] < sup [©5(2)]'™" x sup [@a(q)|”
2€H¢; 2€H,, qeH
(13) < 2200 o1 e a1y -

In the last line we needed a sup estimate for |p$|. For this, we recall that [ZP]]
n—1
Consequently, by the weak goodness assumption and ,

lpallpoe(y > e
By continuity, we choose ¢y € H so that
|oa(qo)] = e,

Let ¢ : [0, L] — H be the arclength parametrization with arclength parameter s. By the
standard bound for Laplace eigenfunctions, one also has that

(14) 10spall o a1y = OX™F172).

Since by the tangential derivative of v, along H has at most polynomial growth in \,
it follows by Taylor expansion along H centered at go that there is an subinterval I(\) C H
containing gy of length e~“* with C’ > C' > 0 such that for ¢ € I(\),

[palg)] = e
Consequently,

oAl 2y > e "

and so, H is good in the sense of (2).
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We note that the argument above using also proves that (2) <= (3).
U

The case where H is a real analytic submanifold of dimension > 2 is more complicated
because H C H¢ has codimension > 2 and is not ruled out as a pluri-polar set. Rather we
use that it is a totally real submanifold. The equivalence then follows from an (unpublished)
theorem of B. Berndtsson, which says that if H C € is totally real submanifold of a complex
manifold Q and if {u;} is a sequence of pluri-subharmonic functions converging in L'(Q2) to
u, then w;|y — uly in L} (H) [Ber, Theorem 3.3]. It follows immediately that (2) implies
(1) and (3).

1.3. Nodal curves. The only known examples of bad curves are nodal curves in the fol-
lowing sense:

DEFINITION 1.7. We say that a curve (e.g. a geodesic) H is a nodal curve (geodesic) if
there exists a sequence {w;,} of distinct eigenfunctions which vanish in H. Similarly for
submanifolds of higher dimension.

There are many examples of nodal geodesics. These include:

e Rational radial geodesics on the unit disc or rational meridians on the unit sphere
are nodal geodesics. That is, one may fix an axis of rotation and consider real
and imaginary parts of the associated basis Y,™ (0, ¢) of spherical harmonics to get

sinm@P;"(cos ¢). Here, % is the generator of the rotations. Obviously the meridians
defined by sinmf = 0 ie. 6 = % are nodal geodesics through the poles for the
sequence with m fixed and ¢ varying. Since m is arbitrary, any ‘rational meridian’
is a nodal geodesic, where rational means that the the angle to the fixed meridian
0 = 0 is a rational number % times 7.

e Fixed point sets of involutions on surfaces of negative curvature are nodal geodesics.
Thus, any closed geodesic of the standard S? is nodal with respect to its associated
odd eigenfunctions.

e Periodic geodesics on a flat torus R?/(27Z)%. Given a periodic geodesic v(t) =
(mt,nt); 0 <t < 27 with (m,n) € Z?, the sequence of Laplace eigenfunctions

9%(%9) = sin (k(nx - my))? (xvy) € [Oa 27T] X [0727T]7 k= 07 172737--'

clearly satisfies x|, = 0 and so 7y is nodal. In [BR11] (see Theorem 1.1), Bourgain and
Rudnick prove that in fact segments of periodic geodesics are the only real-analytic
nodal curves on a flat torus. In higher dimensions, they prove that postively-curved
hypersurfaces on the flat torus cannot be nodal.

It is not clear at present whether a geodesic H C W that fails to be good is necessarily a
nodal geodesic. Another question is whether bad nodal curves must be geodesics and more
general bad curves (if they exist) must be geodesics. In the case of ergodic eigenfunctions,
this question is studied in [ET]. Even in the case of the sphere, the characterization of nodal
curves seems a rather difficult and open problem. For instance, it is unknown whether or not
a circle of latitude different from the equator is nodal. The latter question is closely related
to a classical conjecture of Stieltjes (see [BR11]).
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2. PROOF OF THEOREM

The proof of Theorem is based on the analytic continuation of eigenfunctions to a
Grauert tube M, in the complexification of M. We will not review the background on
Grauert tubes and on analytic continuation of eigenfunctions and Poisson kernels, but refer
to [Ze(7, [ZP, [Zintl [Zel6] for the necessary material.

We recall that any real analytic manifold M admits a Bruhat-Whitney complexification
Mc, and that for any real analytic metric g all of the eigenfunctions ¢; extend holomorphi-
cally to a fixed open open neighborhood M, of M in M¢ called a Grauert tube of radius e.
We recall that the square of the Grauert tube function is p(z) = 1r%(z, z) where r? is the an-
alytic continuation of the distance-square function. The Grauert tube of radius 7 is denoted
by M, and its boundary dM; is the level set \/p = 7. Given a real analytic hypersurface H,
we define H, := Hc N M,.

We denote the holomorphic extension of an eigenfunction oy by ¢S, respectively elements
of an orthonormal basis by by gp}c. The complex nodal set is denoted by

(15) Noe = {z € Mc : ¢5(2) = 0}.
We also denote the complexification of a real analytic submanifold H by Hc. We further
denote the restriction of an eigenfunction to H by ¢;|y or equivalently by vj¢; and the
holomorphic extensions by ¢ |g, .

Let ay : H — M be a real analytic paramaterization of a real analytic submanifold. In
the case of a curve C, we use the complexification of an arc-length parameterization,
(16) ac:R—M
The parametrization extends to some strip S, = {(t + it € C : |7] < €} as a holomorphic
curve
(17) a5 S, — M.
We let 7 be the maximal e for which there exists an analytic extension of a¢.

The intersection points of ap,. and Nf,:j correspond to the zeros of the pullback (af;)*¢}.

When C is a good curve, then ‘P;C|Cc has a discrete set of zeros, we can define the current of
summation over the zero set by

(18) M= S b
{t+ir: <p§-: (apc (t+i7))=0}

Slightly modifiying the definition , we define the sequence

2
(19) of = —log’ac% (t +ir)

of subharmonic functions on the strip S, C C.
By the Poincaré-Lelong formula,
2

(20) [J\/’fj] = %&%m log ‘aégp‘fj (t+iT)
Put:
1
(1) ArGadog o) = § [ i log o5 aclt + i)
e, L

A
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To prove that n(¢5,Cc) < AN, it suffices to show that there exists M < oo so that
1 c C

(22) Ap (5 dd*og ) < M.

To prove (22), we observe that since dds, log |5 |*(ac(t +i7)) is a positive (1, 1) form on
the strip, the integral over S, is only increased if we integrate against a positive smooth test
function x. € C°(C) which equals one on S, j, and vanishes off Sy 1. Integrating by parts
the dd° onto y., we have

Ape(3ddlog|¢F?) < 5 [oddyi, log |7 (ac(t +iT))x(t +i7)

= 1 [ log @S (ac(t +iT))dds, X (t + iT).
To complete the proof of it suffices to prove that

1
(23) lim sup —
)\j—>OO )\]

log [o512(O)| < €. ¢ €S,

for some C' > 0. Now write log|z| = log, || —log_ |z|. Here log, |z| = max{0,log|z|} and
log_ || = max{0, —log |z|}. In view of , we need upper bounds for

1 . . .
5 L 1om 5 Pt + im)d o+ i)

For log, the upper bound is an immediate consequence the global upper bound

(24) limsup — log [¢€ (O)? < 21/3(C)

k—o00 /\j

proved in [ZP]] using the complexified wave (ie. Poisson operator). Here, ,/p is the Grauert
tube function of (M, g). On the complexified curve or strip, one lets A = sup,_/p < 00
where C; is the intrinsic Grauert tube of raidus 7 of the curve, which in general is not defined
by the same as the Grauert tube radius /p of (M, g). The proof is valid for any 7 > 0 less
than the maximal radius of analytic continuation of the curve.

For log_ the lower bound follows from the S-good assumption that log ]<p§| < A);. This
establishes the bound in and completes the proof of Theorem .

3. PRrROOF oF THEOREM [0.3]

In higher dimensions, we use Crofton’s formula to prove that for S-good hypersurfaces,
H™ (N, N H) is bounded above by a certain measure of the complexified nodal set. We
closely follow [Zel6] and refer there for some of the background. The principal difference is
that we let (H, gg) with gy := g|rm be the Riemannian manifold of [Zel6] instead of (M, g).
Thus, H NN, is a real analytic hypersurface (i.e. a real analytic variety of codimension
one) of H in the sense that it is the subset {¢;|y = 0} C H defined by the analytic function
©jlm. The S-goodness assumption on H implies that H NN, has codimension one since
it certainly implies that the restricted analytic function is non-zero. It may have a singular
set of codimention one in H NN, E| In the following, we write N = H N N,,. We retain
m = dim M so that m — 1 =dim H.

20ne way to prove this is to use Whitney’s stratification theorem [K]. For hypersurfaces there is probably
a simpler proof.
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3.1. Crofton formula. The main result of this section is Proposition [3.3] To prepare for
the statement and proof, we introduce some notation and make some useful observations.
Most are from [Zel6] in a section on general hypersurfaces in Riemannian manifolds, and
hence they apply to N C H with only a change of notation. We recall some of the statements
for the sake of completeness.

Let 7 : T*H — H be the natural projection We denote by w the standard symplectic form
on T*H and by « the canonical one form. As above, we denote by du;, the Liouville measure
on S*H. Then du;, = w™ ' Aa on S*H. We also denote the Hamiltonian generating the
geodesic flow G% by the Hamiltonian [¢|,, and its Hamilton vector field by = = Z5. Note
that it is quite different from the geodesic flow of (M, g).

Let N C H be a smooth hypersurface in a Riemannian manifold (H,gy). We denote
by T H the of covectors with footpoint on N and Sy H the unit covectors along N. We
introduce Fermi normal coordinates (s, z,,) along N C H, where s are coordinates on H
and x,,_1 is the normal coordinate, so that x,, 1 = 0 is a local defining function for N. We
also let ,&,,_1 be the dual symplectic Darboux coordinates. Thus the canonical symplectic
form is wprsg = ds Ado + dx,,—1 Nd&p_1. .

LEMMA 3.1. The restriction w

sy,H 18 symplectic on Sy H\S*N.

Indeed, wlgs i is symplectic on T}, ,S*H as long as T, ,SyH is transverse to =, ,, since
ker(w|s«n) = RE.

It follows from Lemma that the symplectic volume form of S M\S*N is w™ 2| gx ur.
The following Lemma gives a useful alternative formula:

LEMMA 3.2. Define

d,uL,N = LEdHL
where as above, duy is Liouville measure on S*H. Then

SNH>

m—2
dML,N =w SnH-

Indeed, dup = w™ 2 A, and tzduy, = w™ 2. As in [Zel6, Corollary 8],
25) HAN) = [l

As reviewed in [Zel6], a Crofton formula arises from a double fibration

where I" parametrizes a family of submanifolds B, of B. The points b € B then parametrize
a family of submanifolds I', = {y € I' : b € B,} and the top space is the incidence relation
in B x I' that b € B,. See [AB, [AP] for background.

We would like to define I' as the space of geodesics of H. This is not a Hausdorff space,
so instead of we defined I" to be the set of H-geodesic arcs of some fixed length L (less than
the injectivity radius Ly of H).

The relevant Crofton formula is the following,
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PrROPOSITION 3.3. Let N C H be a real analytic irreducible hypersurface EL and let Sy H
denote the unit covers to M with footpoint on N. Then for 0 <T < Ly,

1
%m_Q(N> ~— % T #{t S [_Ta T] : G?{(ZE,W} € S]*;/H} d[I,L(JZ,CU),
ﬁmT S*H
where By, is 2(m — 1)! times the volume of the unit ball in R™2.

Proof. We argue as in [Zel6, Proposition 9] and repeat some of the arguments there to keep
the proof self-contained. We define the incidence relation

Ir ={((y,n), (z,w),t) C S"H x S*H x [-T,T] : (y,n) = Gy(z,w)},
and then define Z7 by restricting € N. We then consider the diagram,
Ir~S*H x [-T,T]

(26) T N\ T2
(S*H) S*H,

where

71'1(15,33',6) :GI;{(:E7€)’ 7T2(t7$a£) = (Qf,f),
and restrict it to Sy H to obtain

IT,N ~ S*H x [—T, T]

(27) 1 ,/ \( U

(SxH)r SyH,
where
(SyH)r = mmy ' (SxH) = | Gi(SyH).
[t|<T

We define the Crofton density ¢ on Sy H corresponding to the diagram [AP] (section
4) by
(28) pr = (ma)smidpr.
or is a differential form of dimension 2dim H — 2 on S*H. Let x be a smooth cutoff equal

to 1 on (—1,1), and let x7(t) = x(%). Then a smooth version of is 7w} (dpr @ xrdt) is a

smooth density on Zr y. As in [Zel6l Lemma 10] one has,

LEMMA 3.4. The Crofton density s giwen by, o = Tdur n
Combining Lemma with gives

(29) [oer= [ dm=Ta ).
SyH 7 (S3,H)

3The same formula is true if N has a singular set X with H"™2(X) = 0
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We then relate the integral on the left side to numbers of intersections of H-geodesic arcs
with N. By the co-area formula (see [Zel6, Section 3.2],

(30) / midu = [ #{t € [FT.T): C'(e,w) € S} Hdps(w,w).
my H(S% H) S*H

Combining and gives the result stated in Proposition [3.3]
[l

3.2. Complexification. The next step is to complexify geodesics of H and also the nodal

set N = N,,. Here, geodesics and exponential maps always refer to geodesics of H.
Define

F:S.xS*H — He, F(t+ir,x,v)=exp,(t+it)v, (|7] <e)

Let \/p,, be the Grauert tube funciton of H, which in general is distinct from the ambient
Grauert tube function of (M, g) denoted above by /p. Let H, = {2 € Hc : \/p,(2) <7} be
the intrinsic Grauert tube of radius 7 of H.

For each (z,v) € S*H,

F,,(t+it) = exp,(t + iT)v

is a holomorphic strip contained in H,. Here, S. = {t +i7 € C : || < €¢}. We also denote by
Ser={t+ireC:|r| <elt| <L}
Since Fj , is a holomorphic function in the strip S, by Poincaré-Lelong,

* 1 c 1 c . 1
Fro(5dd log [¢7]%) = <ddf,;; log || (exp, (t + iT)v) = X > O tir-

A
t+i‘r:<p§; (exp, (t+iT)v)=0

As in , put
1 1 )
(31) AL,G(deC log \QO(J-C\z) = X/ / ddy ;. log |g0§|2(expm(t +iT)v)dur(z,v).
s H JS..

A key observation of [DF), [Lin| is that (with N, := N,,,) for any (z,v) € S*H,
(32) #{Nf\c n Fx,v(Se,L)} = #{NF n F:v,v(SO,L)}a

since every real zero is a complex zero. It follows then from Proposition (with N = N,})
that

Ape(3dd®log|§?) = % [qy #{t +im € Sep; Foo(t +it) € Ny }dugp(z,v)

> IH™2NANH).

Hence to obtain an upper bound on %’Hm_Q(./\/’ AN H), it suffices to prove that there exists
M < oo so that

1
(33) AL,E(deC log [¢5]?) < M.

To prove (33), we observe that since ddy,;, log [¢/F|*(exp, (t +iT)v) is a positive (1,1) form
on the strip, the integral over S, is only increased if we integrate against a positive smooth
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test function y. € C°(C) which equals one on S, ;, and vanishes off Sy . Integrating by
parts the dd® onto y., we have

Ape(3ddlog | ?) < 5 [ooyr Jo ddiyir log |05 [P(expy (t + im)v)xe(t + i7)dpr(z,v)

% fS*H f(c log |g0§~: 2(exp, (t +iT)v)ddS, ;. X (t + iT)dpr, (z,v).

As in the case of curves, we need upper bounds for

1 . . .
3 [ oms 16 Plesp. e+ imo)dds, e+ i) (a.0)
*H JC

For log, the upper bound is an immediate consequence of .
For log , we use the assumption that H is a good hypersurface, which implies that for
any smooth function J there exists C' > 0 so that

1
(34) - / log |5 |JdV > —C.
A

We then rewrite to show that gives the same lower bound —C' for .
We use the diffeomorphism £ : B¥H — H. defined by E(x,{) = exp,i{. Since B'H =
Uo<r<c S5H we also have that

E:S.pxSH—H, E({t+ir,zv)=exp,(t+ir)v

is a diffeomorphism for each fixed . Hence by letting ¢ vary, E is a smooth fibration with
fibers given by geodesic arcs. Over a point ( € H, the fiber of the map is a geodesic arc

{t+ir,z,v) exp,(t+iT)v =C(, 7= +/py(Q)}.

Pushing forward the measure ddy, ;. x(t + i7)dp(x, v) under E gives a measure dw on H-,
and as in [Zeld],

,U

(35) w:=E, ddi_; x.(t +iT)dpr(z,v) = (/ Atﬂ-fxeds) v,
VY

where dV' is the Kahler volume form on H.. In particular it is a smooth multiple J of the
Kéhler volume form dV. It follows that

(36) / / log | S 2 (expy (t + i )0)dd oy X (t + iT)dpiz (2, v) = / log | TdV.
S*H JC

T

It follows that is bounded above and below, completing the proof of Theorem .

4. BACKGROUND ON ASYMMETRY AND THE GEOMETRY OF FLOWOUTS

For the remainder of the article we prove Theorems [0.5{0.6] In this section we review the
the geodesic asymmetry condition of Definition We further consider the geometry of the
condition (6]). We begin with some background from [TZ13].

Let (s,yn) denote Fermi normal coordinates on H = {y, = 0} and let 0,7, denote the
dual symplectic coordinates. Define

(37) (s o) = — a1 e o ey
N EEEaTE r
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on Th M and also denote by

(38) Yoo = (1= |o]?)?

its restriction to Sj; M = {r = 1}.
We denote by G* the homogeneous geodesic flow of (M, g), i.e. Hamiltonian flow on
T*M — 0 generated by |¢],. We then put exp, t§ = 7o G'(x,§). We further denote by

(39) TpM = {(q,6) € T;M, q€ H}

the covectors to M with footpoint on H, and by T*H = {(¢,n) € T;/H, q € H} the
cotangent bundle of H. We further denote by 7y : Tj;M — T*H the restriction map,

(40) mu(z,8) = E|ra.

It is a linear map whose kernel is the conormal bundle N*H to H, i.e. the annihilator of
the tangent bundle T'H. In the presence of the metric g, we may identify co-vectors in
T* M with vectors in T'M and induce a co-metric g on T* M. The orthogonal decomposition
TyM = TH @& NH induces an orthogonal decomposition Tj;M = T*H @& N*H, and the
restriction map is equivalent modulo metric identifications to the tangential orthogonal
projection (or restriction)

(41) g TyM — T H.

For any orientable (embedded) hypersurface H C M, there exists two unit normal co-
vector fields vy to H which span half ray bundles N, = R, v, C N*H. Infinitesimally, they
define two ‘sides’ of H, indeed they are the two components of T;;M\T*H. We often use
Fermi normal coordinates (s,y,) along H with s € H and with x = exp, y,v. We let o,n,
denote the dual symplectic coordinates.

We also denote by S}, M, resp. S*H, the unit covectors in T}, M, resp. T*H. We restrict
to get my : Sy M — B*H, with where B*H is the unit coball bundle of H. Conversely,
if (s,0) € B*H, then there exist two unit covectors &.(s,0) € S*M such that [£.(s,0)] =1
and &|r,g = 0. In the above orthogonal decomposition, they are given by

(42) Ee(s,0) = 0 £y(s,0)4(s), 7(s.0) = /I Jo]2.

We define the reflection involution through T*H by
(43> THTITIM%T;;[M7 TH(87/1’€:|:(SaO-)) :(Salug:!:(sao-))a M€R+'

Its fixed point set is T*H.
We define the first return time T'(s, &) on Sj;M by,

(44) T(s,€) = inf{t > 0: G'(s,€) € Sy M, (s,€) € S M)},

By definition T'(s,{) = +oo if the trajectory through (s, &) fails to return to H. We define
the first return map by

(45) O SEM — Sy M, ®(s, &) = GTE(s,€)

Inductively, we define the jth return time Tj(s,§) to S7; M and the jth return map ®/ when
the return times are finite.
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We further define the ‘first impact time’ on all of S*M,

inf{t > 0, Gz, ) € SEM),
(46> 131 (ZE, 5) =

= +o00, if no such t exists

Note that ¢; is lower semi-continuous, so that its sublevel sets {¢t; < a} are closed. Similarly,
define t;(z,£) to be the jth ‘impact time’, i.e. the time to the jth impact with H. By
homogeneity of G* : T*M — T*M, for all j € Z,

() o6 = (e ): €40
Obviously, t;(z,&) = ti(x, &) + T;(G1®9(z, £)).
Define
Apiprxron = {(x, &, 2,8) € T*M x T*M },
(48)

1—‘T - U(s,f)GTI*{M U|t|<T{(Gt(s7 5)7 Gt(TH('S? g))}

The two ‘branches’ or components intersect along the singular set

(49) Sri= |J (G x GYArepren.

[t|<T

We further subscript I'y with € to indicate the points I'r . making an angle > € with T'H.

Since G'(rg(s,€)) = G'ryG'G'(s,£), T'r. C I'r\Xr is the graph of a symplectic corre-
spondence. More precisely, for any € > 0, I'y is the union of a finite number Ny, of graphs
of partially defined canonical transformations

(50) Rj(7,&) = GI" G0 (2, €).
which we term H-reflection maps.
4.1. Asymmetric hypersurfaces. In the following, 117, denotes Liouville measure on S* M
and pr, g is the induced hypersurface measure on H satisfying duy, = dyp, g da,.
DEFINITION 4.1. We say that H has a positive measure of microlocal reflection symmetry if

HLH <U{(s,£) € SyM :rgGTie8(s,¢) = GTi(s’g)rH(s,f)}> > 0.

J#0

Otherwise we say that H is asymmetric with respect to the geodesic flow.

Thus, the return time condition is that the + and — trajectories return at the same time
to the same point of H and project to the same covector in B*H on a set of positive measure.
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4.2. Filtering the flowout by return times and by tangential angle. We recall that
our full-measure flowout assumption () is zr,(FL(H)) = 1. Since U<ooG*(S*H) has Haus-
dorff dimension < 2n — 2, it follows that

p( | G'(SH)) =0,

[t]<oo

and so, in particular,

pe({(2,€) € FL(H),G"9(x,¢) € S*H}) = 0.

Here, #1(x, &) is the first hitting time (46). Let

o K= {(x,) € S°M, [ta(2,6)] < o0,}
51 .
A= {(2,€) € S*M, [ta(2,€)| < 00, G (z,€) € Sy M \ §*H}

Here, A is the set of covectors whose orbits hit H at some time, and A C A is the subset
which never tangentially. Evidently, A C FL(H) C A and the differences of these sets have
measure zero. Then @ is equivalent to

(52) pr(A) = 1.
One can clearly make the decomposition

A=|JAr Ap={(z.0 €A, |t(z,9)| <R}

R=0

Moreover, for all Ry < Ry < Ry < ..., the sets A, C Ag, C Agr, C ... and so, by
monotonicity of measure,

(53) pr(Ag) /1 as R — oo.

One can make a further decomposition

Ap=|JAre, Apei={(x,8) € Ap, G"O(2,€) € Sy M, [mp (G (2, €))] < 1— 2€}.

Since Ape, C Ape, C -+ and €; > €3 > -+ it follows again by monotonicity that

(54) pr(Are) S pp(Ag) ase — 07,

Thus from and it follows that for any § € (0,1/2) one can choose R = R(d) and
€ = €() such that

(55) /ULL<AR7€> Z 1 —296.
We will need the following facts about A C S*M in (51f):

LEMMA 4.2. We have:
(1) A is open.
(2) The first impact time t1|5 is C> on A.
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REMARK 4.3. Open-ness is not obvious, since ti is lower semi-continuous and has open
super-level sets {t; > a}. This is not a contradiction, since the tangential directions are
punctured out in A and they form its boundary.

Proof. Let p € C*°(M) be a defining function for H, i.e.
H={xe M;p(x) =0}, dp(z)#0, x € H.

Let (z9,&) € A C S*M and so, in particular, t;(xg,&y)| < co. We claim that there exists
an open set U around (zg, &) so that U C A.

Consider the map G : Rx S*M — S*M given by G(t, (z,€)) = G*(x,&) and let 7 : S*M —
M be the canonical projection. Let v,¢(t) = 7G*(z,§) and consider the sets,

(56) C = {(t,2,6) € R x §*M : p(nG(t, (,€))) = 0},
Co = {(t,2,€) € C : dp(Fae(t)) # 0}

Then A = G(C) and A C G(Cj). Note that C is closed but G(C) is generally not a closed
subset of S*M since G is not proper.
The t-derivative of p(rG(t, (z,§))) = m*pG*(x,§) is given by,

(57) Oip(rG(t, (2,€))) = Hig,m" p(a,€) = dpa (Yo (),

where Hg|, is the Hamilton vector field and m, Hie|, (G*(2,§) = J2.¢(t). Hence, is non-zero
for (to, zo,&0) € Cp. By the implicit function theorem, there exists an open set Uy, ¢, C S*M
around (g, &) on which there exists a C* function ¢ : Uy, ¢, — R satisfying t(zo,&) = to
and p(rGH@8) (z,€)) = 0.

Now suppose that (z¢,&) € A. Then (¢(z0, &), 20, &) € Co and £ = ¢, on Uy, ¢,. Then t;

is C° on Uy, ¢, and in particular is finite. Hence, U, ¢, C A.

O

4.3. The space of geodesics hitting H and disintegration of invariant measures.
Although S M is not literally a cross section to the geodesic flow, inasmuch as some geodesics
might not hit H, one might think of it as a cross section to the geodesic flow in the set F'L(H).
But even that is not true, because a given geodesic may intersect H multiple times, and it
is also possible that a geodesic arc or a complete geodesic lies in S*H. Roughly speaking we
define the space of geodesics hitting H to be &y = FL(H)/ ~ where ~ is the equivalence
relation of belonging to the same orbit. Since every orbit intersects S7; M one also has
Gy =S M/ ~. One then has maps 7 : FL(H) — &g, m : S;;M — &y, These maps play
an important role below in relating microlocal defect measures on S*M to microlocal defect
measures on B*H. To prepare for that, we consider disintegration of invariant measures.

The general disintegration theorem states the following: Let (Y, ) be a probability space,
let 7 : Y — X be a measurable map, and let v = m,u. There there exist a family of measures
{1z} C Prob(Y) so that u, lives on the fiber 771(z), i.e. p,(Y\7 1(x)) =0 for v a.e. z, and
for any measurable f: Y — R,

/ F )ty / / o T )ar(a)
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In our setting, Y = FL(H),X = &y and 7 : FL(H) — &y is the natural projection as
above.

As defined above &y is not a Hausdorff space since a geodesic may intersect Sj M in
an infinite set with an accumulation point. Moreover, the ‘fibers’ (geodesics) have infinite
measure. For our purposes, it is possible to avoid this problem by truncation: fix § > 0 and
let FLs(H) = U)y<5 G'(SiM). We then let Y = FLs(H), &5 = FLs(H)/ ~. This is a much
simpler quotient but note that any geodesic arcs on H get collapsed to points. In particular
if H = v is a closed geodesic, then S*v is a single orbit and a single point in the quotient.
We thus have a map 7 : S;; M — &5, but it may fail to be 1-1 due to tangential geodesics.

To remove the latter problem, we use a truncation from [TZ, [CGT17] that punctures out
a neighborhood of the tangent directions S*H as well as in time. In terms of Fermi normal
coordainates (z', x,,) with H = {z,, = 0}, for § > 0, let S*H(0), ;= {(2,&) € S M;|{,] < 6}
and let SHM(0) = S;M\S*H(S). Also let S*M(H,0) = {|z,| < 9§, |&| > Cd§} with
C =C(H,g) > 1is a sufficiently large constant. We then have a map

M5 STM(H,6) — ] G(S;M(5))

[t]<é

which is 1-1 for ¢ sufficiently small.

Now consider a general invariant measure 4 on S*M. To apply the disintegration theorem,
we first restrict p to F'L(H), by multiplying p by the characteristic function 1ppg). It is
equivalent to use F'L(H) or A. Then,

(2) fFLé(H) fdp = f@5 <f,r—1(y) fdﬂy> dv(y),
(58)

(i) fS*M(H,é) fdp = fS;{M(é) <f7r—1(1",§) fdt) dvgl (2, €).

Evidently, du, = dt when dyu is an invariant measure. Note that (i) is independent of §
but the disintegration measure dv is not a measure on Si M. In the integral (i), dv¥ is a
measure on Sj M but depends on 4. In [CGT17|] the same measure is written in terms of
Fermi-coordinates as

(59) dp(w,€) = |&a| 7! dv! (¢, € &) dan,  (,€) € S™M(H,9),
using that dt = |¢,|~! dx,,. For future reference (see Proposition we set
(60) dﬂgl(x/vf) = |€n’_1d’/§[($/’5)7 €] > C.

The special case where = p, (Liouville measure) is discussed in [TZ] Lemma 13.

A natural question regarding (ii) is the behavior of the integrals as § — 0. To consider an
extreme case, suppose that dyu is a periodic orbit measure 4, along a closed geodesic v of a
surface M and that H = . Then the left sides of either equation are fv fds. On the right
side of (i), dv is a point mass at 7 € &s. This measure cannot be represented by the right
equation since it punctures out v C S*H.

We now formulate a condition so that the integral (i) over &; can be given by an integral
(i) over Sj M. This is the case if v-almost every orbit in &4(H) intersects Sj; M once. For
future reference, we state this as the following
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LEMMA 4.4. If the disintegration measure dv of an invariant measure du has the property
that v-almost every orbit in Bs(H) intersects S7M once, then there exists a Borel measure
vy on S M with the property that

o) = / » ( / » fduy> ruy) = | » ( / » fdt> s (y)

Proof. By deleting a set of v-measure zero of &5, m: S;;M — & is 1-1. Hence, it admits an
inverse 77! : &5 — S M. Then, dvy = (771).dv or equivalently dv = T.dvy.
O

REMARK 4.5. Another map is m (x, &) = Gh@8 (x,€), the first impact map. If H is strictly
convex or concave, so that geodesics can only have first order contact with H then the first
return time to H is strictly bounded below even for tangential directions. Hence there exists
d > 0 so that each orbit in F Ls(H) intersects Sy M exactly once.

In Section [6.2] some conditions on sequences of eigenfunctions are given so that their
defect measures satisfy the hypotheses of Lemma [4.4]

5. RELATING MATRIX ELEMENTS ON H TO MATRIX ELEMENTS ON M

This section reviews the relation between matrix elements on H and matrix elements on
M. The main result (Proposition is repeated from [TZ13]. To make this article relatively
self-contained we also review the background leading to its statement and proof.

Let (M, g) be a compact Riemannian manifold and let H be a compact embedded C*
submanifold. We denote by U(t) = eV=2 the wave group of (M, g). As is well-known, it is
a homogeneous unitary Fourier integral operator of order 0 whose canonical relation is the
graph of the homogeneous geodesic flow at time ¢; we refer to [HoIII, [HoIV] for background.

We denote by g the restriction operator vy f = f|lg : C(M) — C(H) and by ~j; the
adjoint of vy with respect to the inner product on L?(M,dV’) where dV is the Riemannian
volume form. Thus,

i f = fou, since (vif.q) = / fgds,
H

where dS is the surface measure on H induced by the ambient Riemannian metric. The fact
that 7}, does not preserve smooth functions is due to the fact that WF},(yy) = N*H. Thus,
V5 Opr(a)vy is not a Fourier integral operator with a homogeneous canonical relations in
the sense of [Holll] because its wave front relation contains N*H X Op«p U Opspy X N*H
(where Op«ps is the zero section of T*M). For this reason we need to introduce microlocal
cutoffs as in [TZ13]. In the following, x € C§°(R; [0, 1]) is a cutoff function with x(¢) = 1 for
[t| <1 and supp x C [-2,2].
Define:

V(t;a) = U(=t)v;;0pr(a)vrU(t),
(62)

Ve(a) i= & [ x(T71) V(t:a) dt,

T
LEMMA 5.1. For any a € C°(T*H),

(63) (Opu(a)e;lm, oilm) 2y = (Vr(a)es, ©5) 120,
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Proof. This follows from the sequence of identities,

(Opu(a)pjlu, i) 2y = (Opu(a)yap;, vavs) L2 m)

= (YrOpu(a)yaUt)p;, Ut)ei) 2o
(64)
= (V(t;a)pj, ) L2
= (VT(CL)QOJ‘: 90j>L2(M)
O

A detailed description of V7(a) is given in Proposition |5.2|from [TZ13]. There it is proved
that, after cutting off from the tangential singular set Xr C T*M x T*M and the the
conormal sets N*H X Op«pz, Opspr X N*H, VT(a) becomes a Fourier integral operator VT,E(CL)
with canonical relation given by
(65)

WEVyda)): ={(z,&2,)eT*M xT*M : 3t € (-T,T),

exp, t& = exp, t& =s € H, G'(z,¢§)

T.H = Gt($l>§/) s €l = ¢}
5.1. Good cutoffs. In view of and Lemma we consider the disjoint, closed sets
Kl = S*M \ A, K2 = AR7€

where R = R(J) and € = ¢(d) are chosen as in (55). Thus, by the C* Urysohn lemma, there
exists a cutoff xg. € C>(S*M; [0, 1]) with

1 (l‘,g) c KQ

Xre(®,§) = {0 (2,) € K1.

We abuse notation somewhat and denote the postive homogeneous degree zero extension
of xXre to T*"M — 0 also by xgr. and the corresponding pseudodifferential operator by
\ne(2, D) € Op(S*(T* M —0)).

At this point, as in [TZ] we introduce some further cutoff operators supported away
from glancing and conormal directions to H. For fixed e > 0, let x!*(z, D) = Op(x'*™) €
Op(SY%(T*M)), with homogeneous symbol XE“‘”) (x, &) supported in an e-aperture conic neigh-
bourhood of T*H C T*M with X?“") = 1 in an $-aperture subcone. The second cutoff

operator Y\ (z, D) = Op(x{™) € Op(S°%(T*M)) has its homogeneous symbol x™ (z, £) sup-

tan)

ported in an e-conic neighbourhood of N*H with XE”) =1 in an 5 subcone. Both XE and

™ have spatial support in the set where |z, < € (see [TZ] (5.1) and (5.2)). To simplify

notation, define the total cutoff operator

(66) Xe(z, D) = x"")(z, D) + x" (z, D).

5.2. Cutoff of v};,0py(a)yy and its time average. We define

(67) (vaOpr(a@)vu)>e = (I — x£)virOpu(a)yu (1 — Xe),
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and
(68) (YuOpa(a)yr)<e = X2vuOpu (@) VHXe-

By a standard wave front calculation, it follows that
(69) YaOpu(a)ve = (VuOpu(a)yu))ze + (v Opu(a)yu))<e + K,
where, (K.@;, ¢j) 2y = O(A; ™). We then define
(70) Ve(t; a) := U(=t)(vgOpn(a)yu)=cU(1),
and

— 1 o

(71) Vrdo) =1 [ x@ Vit

The next proposition provides a detailed description of VTﬁ(a) as a Fourier integral oper-
ator with local canonical graph away from its fold set and computes its principal symbol.

PROPOSITION 5.2. Fiz T, e > 0 and let a € SY(T*H) with ag(s,&) = a(s,&|g) € S (THM)).
Then VT7E(CL) 15 a Fourier integral operator with local canonical graph, and possesses the
decomposition

Vrela) = Pre(a) + Fre(a) + Rre(a),
where, (i) Pr.(a) € Opy(S°(T*M)) is a pseudo-differential operator of order zero with prin-
cipal symbol

(72) are(x,§) == o(Pr(a))(z,§) = %Z(l =X (@Y ag) (G (@, €)) X(T (. )

jez
where, t;(x,£) € C°(T*M) are the impact times of the geodesic exp,(t€) with H, and vy is
defined by .
(i1) Fr.(a) is a Fourier integral operator of order zero with canonical relation ..

NT,E

(73) Frda)=3_ Fgl()

where the F}Q(a);j = 1,..., Ny, are zeroth-order homogeneous Fourier integral operators
with .
WF'(Ffl)(a)) = graph(R;) N I

and symbol

, 1 o - A
P(F)(.€) = 7. an) (G (2,) X(T 7,2, €)) |dade]}
(11i) Rr.(a) is a smoothing operator.

The proof of Propositon goes roughly as follows: we decompose Vr(a) into a pseudo-
differential and a Fourier integral part according to the dichotomy that (z,&,2’,&’) in (65))
satisfy either

(i) G'(z, &) = G'(2',¢), or
(74)
(“) Gt(x/7 5/) = THGt(xv f))



NODAL INTERSECTIONS AND GEOMETRIC CONTROL 27

where ry is the reflection map of T*H in . Thus,
(75) WE(Vre(a)) = Aperrsrer U

The pseudo-differential part Pr. of Vi (a) is its microlocalization to (i) and the Fourier
integral part Fr. is its microlocalization to (ii). For further details, we refer the reader to
Proposition 7 in [T7Z].

6. PROOF OF PROPOSITION [0.9] AND THEOREM [0.10]

By — and by Proposition , the weak™® limits of the restricted matrix elements
are those of

(76) (Vre(a)e;, i) 2y = (Prews, 5) 2oy + (Fre@j, ¢5) r2ony + (Breps, ©5) L2(a)-

It is clear that (Rr.cpj, ¢j)r2(my — 0 for the entire sequence of eigenfunctions. We now
argue that the Frp . term is negligible for a density one subsequence.

6.1. Removing the Fp. term and proof of Proposition [0.9. We now consider the
Fourier integral matrix elements (Fr0;, ©;) r2(amr)-

LEMMA 6.1. Suppose that H is an asymmetric hypersurface. Then for any fixed T > 0,e > 0

there exists a subsequence Sp(T,€) of the eigenfunctions of density one such that
<FT,€()Dj7(70j>L2(M) — 07 j € SF(Tv E)‘

Proof. 1t suffices to show that

(77) hmsup Z ‘ T.e(@)@j, ;) r2(m )| =0.
j)\ <A

The proof of this Lemma is essentially identical to that in [TZ13], since it did not use
ergodicity of the geodesic flow. Hence we only sketch it for the sake of comleteness. First,
we note that for any R > 0, we clearly have

(Fre(a)es, oi)r2on) = (Frre(a)es, ;) L2 ),

where Frr(a) = 55 f_RR U(r)*Frc(a)U(r)dr. Then, the Weyl sum in by the corre-
sponding Weyl sum with Fr, replaced with Frr.. To prove we first use the Schwartz
inequality

(78) ﬁ S [(Frre(a)es, o3|’ < ﬁ S (Fane(@) Frne(@)gs, 25) 2o

JiA <A JiA <A

to bound the variance sum by a trace. We then use the local Weyl law for Fourier integral
operators associated to local canonical graphs,

1
(79) INTZSY <Fg0)\j7 QO)\].> - O-A<F)d/'I’L7
N()\> ];)\ ST rNAg+ s

where ' is the canonical relation of F', ST' is the set of vectors of norm one, and ST pNA7+ s
is its intersection with the diagonal of T*M x T*M. Also, oa(F') is the (scalar) symbol in
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this set and du, is Liouville measure. Thus, if I'g is a local canonical graph, the right side is
zero unless the intersection has dimension m = dim M. The microlocal asymmetry condition
is precisely that the intersection has measure zero. Then, as in [TZ] Lemma 3, one gets that
under the asymmerry condition on H,

. 1 2
(80) 111AT1_>S£P NOY Z [(Frrela)es, i) r2an|” = ore(1)
JiA <A
as R — oo. Since the LHS in equals the LHS in and the latter is independent of
R, letting R — oo in completes the proof of Proposition O

As in the introduction, for fixed € € (0,1), let X% € C5°(B*H) be a cutoff with supp
x2 c {(s,0) € B*H : ||o|, — 1] < €}. Proposition then follows from Lemma [5.1]
Proposition [5.2] and Lemma [6.1]

6.2. Proof of Theorem[0.10. To complete the proof of Theorem [0.10]we ‘disintegrate’ each
microlocal defect measure du of the sequence Sp in the sense of Section As discussed
there, we first have to localize du to FL(H), and we further localize it to F'Ls(H) by
multiplying by its characteristic function. If we apply the disintegration theorem, we obtain
a measure on &;. Proposition |0.10]asserts that there exists a sequence of density one so that
each of its microlocal defect measures can be disintegrated to a measure on Sj; M. To prove
this, we show that there exists a subsequence of density one for which Lemma holds.
That is, only a subsequence of density zero can charge S*H.

Let 8’ C Sr be a subsequence corresponding to a global defect measure dud on S*M. To
simplify notation we simply write du = du below (and similiarily, we write du® for duf).

PROPOSITION 6.2. There exists a density one set Si C Sk such that, for any defect measure
w arising from a subsequence {;, } with jr € S' C S, the corresponding Borel measures dul
on S*M(H,0) defined in (@) converge weakly as § — 0 to a Borel measure du! on Si M.

Proof. As suggested above, a sequence failing to have this property must blow up along
H. An example would be restrictions of Gaussian beams along a closed geodesic v to the
geodesic, or restrictions of whispering gallery modes of a convex domain to its boundary.
We now prove that there exists a subsquence of density one so that

(81) ||¢th||L2(H) =0(1).
In fact, the next Lemma proves more:

LEMMA 6.3. Fiz 0y > 0 small and let H, = {x, = 7} with |7| < do. Then, there is a
density-one sequence S such that

sup [0y, [z, = O(1),  j €S,
|T[<do
as h; — 0.

Proof. Let {7,}22, be a countable set in [0, 1] and let H,, be the corresponding sequence of
hypersurfaces.
By the pointwise Weyl law, ﬁ Zhjz@ lon, lL2r,,) ~n—o cn|Hr,| and consequently for

each n, there exists a density-one subset S, such that for j € S,,
(82) It g,y < C, j €S
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where C' > 0 is independent of n. Since S = ﬂn21 S, is also of density-one, it follows from

that
(83) ||90thT||L2(HTn) <C, jeS§, n=123..

Now consider a general H,. We pick {7,} to be dense in [0,1] and to contain 0. In
particular, holds for j € S. To prove that it holds for all 7 € [0, 8] for some dy > 0
we argue by contradiction. For any 7 and any € > 0, there exists H, with d(H, , H,) =
inf ;. yem,, «u, d(x,y) < e. We then consider the functions

p(7) = limsup |[n, || 22,
J—oo
Since 7 — ||¢n, ||2(#,) is a continuous function, p(7) is lower semi-continuous. If p is not
bounded on any interval [0, d], then there exists a sequence {7;}72; with 7, — 0 (disjoint
from {7,}) and so that ||<th;’“ L2, ) > k. Since p is lower semi-continuous, each superlevel

set {p > k} is open and non-empty. But this contradicts the fact that p < C on the dense

set {7, }.
U

We now show that the disintegration measure of any defect measure arising from a subse-
quence in Sp N S is a measure on S M, i.c. the measures dul’ have a weak limit.

Suppose 0 < a € C=(SiM). Then, since &2 = 1 — |¢'|, for (2/,£) € S3; M, stereograph
projection maps 7y : Sg*M \ S*H — B*H given by np;(a/, &, +£y/1— |€']?) = («/,¢) are

diffeomorphisms. Consequently, there exist a* € C"X)(B:H ) with a* o 75, = af §he 0 and

in terms of Fermi coordinates, a*(2/,¢) = a(«, &, £y/1—|€']2), («/,€') € B*H. Next,
we decompose Riemann measure and write dx = do,, -, dr where do,, —, is hypersurface
measure on H, = {z,, = 7}. Then, in view of (59)), one can write

/ adpl! :/ aduf+/ adul
S5 M Si*M Sp*M

<timsup ( sup (a* (o', hD)(1 = xeo) (VT + 28, 9l b o)

h—0 |T|<50
+limsup ( sup (o (a's D) (1= xcs) (VT4 WP ) i) i) )
—0 T|<do
(84) < limsup sup {(a(’, hD')cthT, gthT>L2(HT) = O(1)||al| L,

h—0 |T|<50

by L?-boundedness and Lemma [6.3]
Since the O(1) bound on the RHS of 1' is uniform in ¢ and [, , adpys is monotone
H

non-decreasing as 0 — 0, it follows that for 0 < a € C*(S; M), the lims_g fS*Mad,uHﬁ
H

exists. A similar argument applies to a € C* with a < 0. In general, for a € C°(S}; M) we

make the decomposition @ = a; — a_ and mollify ay by considering ay g := xg * ax € C

with 0 < xg € C*° an approximation of the identity. One then applies the above argument

to ag + separately and takes the 8 — 0 limit at the end.
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Finally, setting
dp (a) = lim adpl,
it is clear that du® is linear, non-negative and from satisfies [dp" (a)] < Cllal|zo sy 1)
and is consequently a measure on S}, M.

O

REMARK 6.4. We note that the eigenfunction subsequences with defect measures du satisfy-
ing the conditions in Proposition[6.9 are precisely the ones for which the map m : SyM — &
in Lemma[4.4) of section[{.3 is v almost everywhere 1-1.

In view of Proposition [0.9] to complete the proof of Theorem [0.10} we must compute the
integral of o(Pr.) against an invariant measure g using the disintegration decomposition of
dp in (58)) (ii) and Proposition First, we recall from (58) (ii) and that for 6 > 0
sufficiently small,

(85) dy seatiins) = dv, dill(2',€),  (&/,€) € SiM(5).

Provided the defect measure du corresponds to a density-one eigenfunction subsequence
in Proposition , one can take the weak limit in (85)) as 6 — 0. The result is that
(86) dp(x, &) = dw, du' (2,€), (x,€) € S*M,

where du” is a Borel measure on S} M.
Provided one chooses T' = T'(¢) small enough so that there is only one term in (72)), it
then follows by and that
(87)
fS*M aT,E(‘ra §)dﬂ = % fS*M(l - Xe)(W*V_laH)(th(x’é)(% §)) du

S*M(H,§) = dtdl/fl

= 1 fy x(3)dt Jo: (= x)(@, ) 7y Ha', &) an (2, §) (. ) dp™ (', )

= fS;IM(l - X€>aH<'r/7 f) d/LH(.%‘/, 5)

In the penultimate line of we have used that for (z/,&) € Sy;M, |&,| = 7" y(2', ) so
that the 7*~! factor in the symbol of Pr. gets cancelled by the |¢,| = 7*v factor in the
numerator coming from the disintegration of dpu.

From Proposition [0.9]it then follows that for any € > 0, there exists a density-one sequence
S(e) € Sp(T'(€), €) such that

(88) (Opm(a(l=—x{ )@ lu, i) ray ~ko0 / (I=x)an (@', E)dp™ (2", €), i € S(e).
S5 M

Finally, choose a sequence €,, n = 1,2,3,... with ¢, — 0" in and set S 1= ﬂnzlg(en).

Theorem then follows by taking the €, — 0 limit in (88), with the result that for all

a€ S (H),

(Opr(a)ej | i, il H) L2() ~E—o00 / ag (2, &)du (2, €), jy € S.

S M
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7. MASS AND MICROSUPPPORT: PROOF OF THEOREM (0.5

We consider the space

Ay = |J {Prela) ra € S°(B H)}

T,e>0

of “cross-sectional pseudo-differential operators” operators acting on L?*(M) and let
aT75 = O—PT,E :

DEFINITION 7.1. We define the cross-sectional symbol space S’ Ay to be the space of zeroth-
order symbols ar. of Pr. € A.

As in [Ge], define the wave front set W F'(S) of obstructions to microlocal compactness of
S as follows:

DEFINITION 7.2. We define the semi-classical wave front set of a sequence S = {u,} with
respect to Ay such as
WFy,(S) = N {oa =0},
AeAp,AS compact
where the intersection runs over all A € Ay such that Au, is relatively compact in L*.

By a microlocal defect measure i of § we mean a probability measure on S*M obtained as a
weak™® limit of the functionals p;(A) = (Au;, u;). In the case that S has a unique microlocal
defect measure (quantum limit), a well-known result equates the wave front set with the
support of the microlocal defect measure: W F(S) = Suppp; see [Ge] for background. We
define the relative analogue using the subspace Ay:

LEMMA 7.3. If S = {p;} is a sequence satisfying ||¢;|a||r2(my) = o(1), then any microlocal
defect measure (quantum limit measure) p of S on S*M satisfies

suppp C ﬂ {oPr.(a) = 0}

a,e, T

Proof. 1t is obvious that if ||¢;|m||z2(m) = o(1) then ||Opp,(a)p;l|2my — 0 for all a €
Ce(T*H). Hence, all microlocal defect measures of the sequence (Opy,(a)g;,p;) on B*H
must vanish.
Proposition relates matrix elements on [ to matrix elements on M. If ||p;|#||r2(m) =
o(1) then
0= Jim (Pr(eos0) = [ or s
S*M

k—o0

O

REMARK 7.4. Note that du is the microlocal defect measure of S on S*M. It does not need
to equal du2l since the latter is the defect measure only relative to the subspace Ay. What
the Lemma asserts is that both measures must have the same integrals with respect to symbols
of operators in Ag.

We now want to show that {op,. (o) = 0} has measure zero and that a microlocal defect
measure supported in a set of measure zero must come from a zero-density subsequence.
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LEMMA 7.5. (Y cq,{0a =0} C S*M\FL(H). That is, (1, {0py.(a) = 0} is the complement
of the flowout FIL(H).

Proof. We denote by o Ag the set of all possible symbols of Pp. € Ay. By Lemma [8.1]
if ag > 0 then op, (2,£) > 0 if G*(z,§) intersects S;; M. Hence the set [\, {op, @) = 0}
cannot contain any points for 7' small (depending on € and € > 0. As a result, the zero set

can only contain points (z, &) for which the orbit never hits H.
0

7.1. Spectral projections in Hs. We have been considering microlocal defect measures
(quantum limits) of (Prc(a)p;, ;). But we may also consider microlocal defect measures of
the normalized traces

1

(89) ,057/\(14) = mTI‘AHS)\, A < .AH,

where if S = {¢;, } then
HS,)\f = Z <f7 @jk)@jk'
]AJkS)\

These are states on the space Ay.

LEMMA 7.6. Let pus be a microlocal defect measure for the functionals ps x. Then ar s =0
for all symbols in o Ay.

Proof. The argument above for individual eigenfunctions is also true for the microlocal lift of
the projector Ils x. Pick €, T so that the complement has measure < ¢, the putative density
of S.

Let d®; be a the postive microlocal lift of ¢}, i.e [, ad®; = (Op(a)y;, ¢;) where Op(a)
is a positive quantization (for example, a Friedrichs quantization). S and its density are
independent of 7', e. But the limit us of

1
sa = e Y O,
PSAZNONS) j

FA AN ES
must also satisfy
ar.eds = Oa
OJ

COROLLARY 7.7. The defect measures jis of the trace funtionals ps x are supported in a the
complement of FL(H) in S*M, a set of Liouville measure zero.

Proof. The limit is a G* invariant probability measure. Hence ps must vanish on FL(H).
Thus, us is supported on a closed invariant set of Liouville measure zero, i.e. S is a positive
sequence which ‘concentrates’ on a closed invariant set I' of uy-measure zero, where uy, is
Liouville measure.

O

To get a contradiction, we need to show that if S has positive density, then the microlocal
defect measures cannot all be supported in a set of measure zero.
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PROPOSITION 7.8. Suppose that I is a closed invariant set of pp-measure 0, and that S is
a subsequence all of whose microlocal defect measures are supported in I'. Then D*(S) = 0.

Proof. We argue by contradiction and show that if S has positive density, then the ‘maximal’
microlocal defect measure cannot be supported in a set of y; measure zero. This maximal
measure comes from the spectral projections onto the sequence S.

If S has positive density, then there exists A > 0 so that

! N(X)
im su
/\—>oop N()‘7 8) o

Let V' be a conic neighborhood of I" and let xy be a conic cutoff to V. Then for any a,
(90) lim ps(Op(a)) = lim psA(Op(xva)).

A—00 A—00
Let
o X,
] A <A
Recall the local Weyl law
R 1
(91) PAA) = 5 Z (Apj, @) 2y = oadpr,
o 2, >y

on M.

For X sufficiently large, by ,

lim sup, N(A 3S) ij,\jgx,xjes pi(Op(a)) = limsup, (i/,\;) % by ijxjgmjes pi(Op(xva))

< Alimsup, ﬁ Zj:)\jg)\ p;i(Op(xva))

= Alimsup, pA(Op(xa)) < pr(V).

If 4o, (I') = 0 the the right side is < € if V' is an e-neighborhood. It follows that limy_,« ps A (Op(a)) =

0 for all a, which is absurd. This contradiction completes the proof.
O

8. PROOF OF THEOREM 0.6l

In this section we prove the quantitative refinement of Theorem stated in Theorem
0.6l

Proof. To prove Theorem 0.6{we study integrals [ u fle; 2dS or more general matrix elements
(Opn(a)vi s, Virei)r2m)- In order to prove that H is good for a density one sequence of
eigenfunctions, it suffices to show that the matrix elements to do not tend to zero for at least
one symbol a. Since

(ViOpu(@)v1))sejilt, 0jlu) 12 = (Vre(a)gs, 0) 2
it follows from that
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(92)
= 0.

lim SUp

‘2
A—00

P (5 Opa(@)1m)=e5, 03) 120 = ([Pre(a) + Fr(a@))es, e
JiA; <

8.1. Contribution of the pseudo-differential term Pr.(a). In view of , it follows
from that

(93)  limsup

1 . 2
msup > K (viOpu(a)yn))scs, 05) 120 — (Pre(@)es, ¢5) 2an|” = 0.

j)\]SA

Since we are free to choose the non-negative symbol a, we henceforth put a(s, o) := 1 and
simply write

(94) Py = Pr(1)
with
(95) o(Pr)(z,8) = %Z(l — x)TH (VNGO (2, €)) (Tt (, €))

8.1.1. Microlocal ellipticity of Pj.. We now observe that for fixed T > 0,e > 0, Py, is
microlocally elliptic on the support of x7..

LEMMA 8.1. We have

(96) o(PL)@,6) > . (5,€) € suppxe
Proof. The symbol of Py is
(97) o(Pr)(,) = = Z (1= x ) (v )G (@, €) X (T (2, €))

JEL

where, t;(x,&) € C®(T*M) are the impact times of the geodesic exp,(t§) with H, where ~y
is defined by .

By definition of the cutoff (66), it follows that for (x,&) € supp xr., the hitting time
ti(x, &) < T and (1 — x.)(G1@ (2, ¢)) = 1. Consequently,

(= X NG, ) X(T 5 (,€)) > iy (77 (G, €)) > o

jET

since w3 (7" 1) (s,n) > 1 for any (s,n) € Si;M

By the pointwise local Weyl law, for any a € S°(T*H),

lif\nSUp NOY " HnOpu (@) ) <ei, 05 2on|” = O(e)
oo FA <A

and so, from if follows that for any fixed 7" > 0,
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(98) lim sup

A—00

5 3 [ 1671 — Pheeseibizan | = 0C).

JiA <A

We note that in (98)), one is free to choose the time-average parameter 7. In [T7Z] we take
T — oo in order to apply the mean ergodic theorem, but here we will not take T" — o0o; rather,
here T will be a fixed constant to be specified later on. Consequently, taking liminf. .y of
both sides of , it follows that there is a density-one subset S C {1,..., A} such that

(99) lim inf | |0 22y — (Press @) eean | = o(1), A =00, j €S,

As a consequence of it suffices to estimate liminf._,o(P} @}, ¢;) 2 from below.
To do this, we will need the microlocal ellipticity result in Lemma combined with the
following lemma on a priori, microlocal eigenfunction mass estimates near S7; M under the
full-measure flowout assumption.

8.1.2. Microlocal eigenfunction mass estimates. In this section we prove that for all § > 0
there exists a positive lower bound Cs > 0 on a density > 1 — § subsequence for the matrix
elements of (Prpj, , ¢j.) where € = €(J) we be taken sufficiently small. Here, Pr . corresponds
to a positive symbol on B*H and as above we take it to equal 1. Then, Pp. = x71.5)(, D)

(66).)

LEMMA 8.2. Fiz T > 0. Then, for any 0 < 6 < 1, there ezists a subsequence S(6) of density
greater that 1 — & such that with ¢ = €(0) > 0 sufficiently mall, there exists Cs > 0,

(XT.e6) (%, D2)ps, 05) 2y = Cs,  j € S(0).

Proof. Throughtout T" > 0 will be fixed and so dependence of constants on T will be sup-
pressed. W let R > 0 be an 1ndependent parameter that we will choose sufficiently large

(see (101)) below). Letting (X7.c(5))r : Rfo t)xTe)U(t)dt, it follows that

(100) (XTe(5)05s ) L2(0M) = ((XT,5(6))R ©j, )Lz + OT()‘J‘ Y-

In view of 1) and since o((x7e5))r)(7,§) = }%fOR xre0) (G, §))dt can find R = R(9)
and enlarge £(9) to £'(d) > €(d) so that

(101) pr(supp(l — Xr(s).2(5) ) = O(9)

and there exists C'(0) > 0 with

(102) o((X76))re))(,§) = 2C(5) >0, (7,§) € SUPD XR(5).='(5)-

To simplify the writing, in the following we sometimes suppress the dependence of R, e
and € on §.

By (102 - (X1,2)r is microlocally elliptic on supp xg. and so by the sharp Garding in-
equality (cf. [HoIIl, Theorem 18.1.14] or [Tay, Theorem 6.1, p. 20]) applied to the operator
XR,e(xa D) - 20(5) XR,G’(J'? D),

(103) ((x1.e)r(x, Do) s, 050 12(m) = 2C(0)(Xrer 0> ©5) 1200y + Os(A) 1)
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We recall that the sharp Garding inequality states: If p € S with R®p > 0, then there exists
a constant Cy > 0 so that R(p(z, D)u,u) > —Colu|[3,_, -
One can write

(104) (XRre@s 0j) = BN R, e) — Cs{(I = xre)@5: 05) 2y + Os (A1),

where

BN R,e) == ((X1e) rXRerP5> 05) + ((XTe)R(I — XRe )05 05) + Cs((L — XRe)Pjs )

The point of isolating the 5(\;, R, €) term on the RHS of is that, as we now show, this
term is uniformly bounded from below as A\; — co. The C5(1 — x g )-term is added in the
definition of B(\;, R,¢€) to get a globally elliptic operator.

More precisely, from (103))

(105)  B(Aj; R, ) > Cs(Xrerps, 0j) + ((Xre) R — XRe )95, 05) + Cs((I — XRe' )5, ©5)-

Using the fact that (x7.)r (1 — xgre(2,€)) > 0, it follows by application of sharp Garding
in the second term on the RHS of (105]) that

(106) 6(>‘j; R, 5) > Cs <XR,6’90j’ ¢j> + C5<(] - XR,a’)SOj’ @j) + O()\j_l) > Cs+ O()‘]_l)’

since ]2, = 1.

To estimate the matrix value (xgr¢;, ¢;), the term involving Cs(1—x g ) is subtracted out
in , but in the variance sum this term gives a small contribution since jur (supp (1—xg.)
is small. More precisely, since [((I — xre)p;, 0i)|* < (I = xre ) @), ;) it follows from the
local Weyl law that

lim sup
A—00

Z ‘ XRE @]7@]”2 S / (1 - XR,€/)2 = 0(5)7
S*M

)\<)\

from which it follows that

lim Sup Z | XRe¥j) (70] B()‘Jv R 5) | 0(05 6)

A—00 /\ <A

By Chebyshev’s inequality,
Cs

D*({7; [{xrewss ps) — BN Roel > —- 5 )
- 0(0505 5) — 0(9),
and consequently,
ey C,
(107) D ({5 (e 03) = B Roel € 21 2 1-C9,

where C' > 0 is a constant independent of 6 > 0. For eigenfunctions ¢, satisfying
(X5, 05y — BN T, e| < < it folllows from the lower bound B(A;; R,e) > Cs+ O(X; ') in
(106) that for A; sufficiently large

Cs
<XR,£90j790j> > 7 > 0.
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Since then

el C
(108) D*({j; (Xreps, ) = 75}) >1-—C9,

that finishes the proof of Lemma (8.2
O

We are now in a position to prove lower bounds for (P%7E(5)cpj,<pj>Lz(M) where j € S(6)
with D(S(9)) > 1 — 4. To do this, we use the sharp Garding inequality yet again. Recalling
(94), we have o(P;.) > o(Pp.xr,.) and since P € Op(S°) and Pp_xr. € Op(S°), it
follows from the sharp Garding inequality that
2

1 )

(Preess @i)izon 2 (Prexrees eizon = Cellesll -y )

and so,

(109) (P}os 050 120m) = (PLoxTe05, 05) 2 + O(A7).

In view of (109)), it is enough to bound the matrix elements (Pj_x1.:9;,¢;) 2 from
below. Combining the microlocal mass estimate in Lemma and the microlocal ellipticity
result in Lemma it follows by sharp Garding that with € = €(¢) sufficiently small,

(110)
1 _ Cs .
<le1,€(5) XT.e(8) Pi» Pi) L2 (M) = ?<XT,5(5)903'7 ©j)L2(m) — C'a)\jl > o € S(9), Aj > A(9).
Consequently, from ((109)) and (110j),
Cs _ .
(111) (Prowein eilizon 2 o7 + 01, 5 € S(9).

From ((99) it follows that after possibly shrinking £(9) further,
Cs

AT Aj>A(6), jeS

(112) |95 1726y = (Proes) s> 03012 | <

Now, restricting to j € S(6) NS in (112) and using (111)) one gets

C ‘
lef IZ20m = 37 Ai 2 A(0). J € SNS().

This completes the proof of Theorem [0.6]

9. EXAMPLES OF HYPERSURFACES WITH u(FL(H)) = 1.

9.1. Simple convex surfaces of revolution. Let (M, g) be a strictly-convex surface of
revolution with metric g = df? + f(0)dp?* where 0 < §# < L and ¢ € [0,27] and f €
C*([0, L],R) with f(6) > 0,

f'(6o) =0, f"(6o) <O
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and
f'(0) #0 for 6 # 6.
The Hamiltonian
H(0,¢,80.8,) = & + [ (0)E

is Liouville completely integrable with integral in involution P((6, ¢, &, &,) = &,

The “equator” of the surface is the periodic geodesic

Yo 22{9:00, OSQO§27T}
The moment map (restricted to S*M) is
Pi=(1,£,): S*M — R?

If B,, denotes the regular values of the moment map, P~*(b) consists of (two) Lagrangian
tori [TZ03] (with slight abuse of notation we denote them both by A, C S*M). If S*M,, :=
UbeBregAb then

(S Myg) = 1.

The projections m(A,) with b € B,., of the invariant tori are the equatorial bands
(113) W(Ab> - {(97 90)70 € [00 - Tl(b)790 + T1<b)]7 0 S 2 S 27T}

where f(r;(b)) =0b, j=1,2.

On S*M,., there exist action-angle variables (6,I) in terms of which the Hamiltionian
H = H(I) and so the Hamltion equations are solvable by quadrature. Explicitly, the action
variables in this case are [TZ03]

1[0 B> \3
I = I = — 1— —— .
l(b) b> Z(b) \/Tl(b) < f2(0>) do
Under the twist assumption
(114) Viw(I)#0, w(l):=VH()

on the metric, there exists a family of irrational tori (which we denote by UpegeA, such that
the geodesic flow on each such torus A, is dense. That is, for any (6,1) € A, with b € Q¢ we
have that

(115) Urt:1.0) =0, beQ
teR

Consequently, for the projected geodesic,

(116) Umort:1,0) ==(n), beQ”

teR

Now suppose H C M is an simple, closed curve with
HnN Yo 75 @
Then, in view of (116]) and the band stucture in (113)) it follows that for any geodesic y(t; 6, I)
on A, with b € Q°, the projection 7 o y(t; 6, I) must intersect H for some t € R and so,

(0, 1)n S5 M # 0.

teR
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Then since Ay is G'-invariant, (J,cq. Ay € FL(H) and so,

pr(FL(H)) > ([ Ap) = (S Mieg) = 1.
beQe

Since trivially ur(FL(H)) <1 it follows that p(FL(H)) = 1.

To summarize: under the twist condition (114]), for any simple closed curve H with
H N~y # 0, we have that p(FL(H)) = 1.

It is well-known [BI] that both oblong (a < b) and oblate (a > b) ellipsoids §—§+ z—z+g—; =1
satisfy the twist condition, whereas the sphere does not. Indeed, in the latter case vy =
{(x,y,2) € S?;z = 0} and so the condition H N~y # () is clearly not sufficient since for any
closed curve H with diam H < diam -, there exist a postiive measure of 2r-periodic great
circles that do not intersect H.

9.2. Liouville metrics on tori. A Liouville torus (M, g) is a topological two-torus with
metric

g = [Ui(z1) — Up(w2)](dz? + da3), x = (21,22) € [0,1] x [0,1].
Here, U; are smooth Morse functions with period 1 and are required ro satisty Ui (z1) —
Usy(xe) > 0 for all z € [0,1] x [0,1]. Moreover, we assume that U; and U, each have one
maximum and minimum and that these critical points are all distinct. The associated
geodesic flow is generated by the Hamiltonian

H(w,&) = [Ur(21) — Ua(22)] (&7 + &)

and the integral in involution is
Us(z2) Ui(z1) 2

Ple,6) = (Ui (1) — U2($2)]€1 i [U1(1) = Us ()]

The restricted moment map is then P = (1, P) : S*M — R? Then [TZ03], the singluar
leaves of the Lagrangian foliation consist of two horizontal periodic geodesics i and 73
along with two vertical ones 7} and 2. The associated bands (projections onto M of invari-
ant Lagrangian tori) come in two horizontal (resp. vertical) families containing the projected
geodesics o y,? (resp. moy1?). (see [TZ03] for further details).

A similar argument to the one above for revolution surfaces, shows that under a twist
assumption on g, for any simple closed curve H C M satisfying

HOy?#0, Hnvyy?#0,
we have up (FL(H)) = 1.
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