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UNIFORM SOBOLEV ESTIMATES ON COMPACT MANIFOLDS
INVOLVING SINGULAR POTENTIALS

MATTHEW D. BLAIR, XIAOQI HUANG, YANNICK SIRE, AND CHRISTOPHER D. SOGGE

ABSTRACT. We obtain generalizations of the uniform Sobolev inequalities of Kenig,
Ruiz and the fourth author [17] for Euclidean spaces and Dos Santos Ferreira, Kenig
and Salo [10] for compact Riemannian manifolds involving critically singular poten-
tials V € L™2. We also obtain the analogous improved quasimode estimates of
the the first, third and fourth authors [3] , Hassell and Tacy [12], the first and fourth
author [4], and Hickman [I3] as well as analogues of the improved uniform Sobolev es-
timates of [9] and [I3] involving such potentials. Additionally, on S™, we obtain sharp
uniform Sobolev inequalities involving such potentials for the optimal range of expo-
nents, which extend the results of S. Huang and the fourth author [14]. For general
Riemannian manifolds we improve the earlier results in [3] by obtaining quasimode
estimates for a larger (and optimal) range of exponents under the weaker assumption
that V € L™/2.

1. Introduction and main results.

The main purpose of this paper is to extend the uniform Sobolev inequalities on com-
pact Riemannian manifolds (M, g) of [10], [9], and [19] to include Schrédinger operators,

(1.1) Hy = —Ay + V(x),

with critically singular potentials V', which are always assumed to be real-valued. For
the most part, we shall merely assume that

(1.2) Ve LV2(M).

In an earlier work of three of the authors [3], in addition to (2]), it was assumed
that V € K, the Kato class (see § ). The spaces L™/? and K have the same scaling
properties, and both obey the scaling law of the Laplacian, which accounts for their
criticality. As was shown in [3], this condition that V' be a Kato potential is necessary
to obtain quasimode estimates for ¢ = co. On the other hand, for the exponents arising
in uniform Sobolev assumptions we merely need to assume ([2). There is also recent
related work of the second and fourth authors [16] and Frank and Sabin [I1] involving the
Weyl counting problem for Kato potentials. Using the uniform Sobolev estimates that
we shall prove, we shall easily be able to obtain L? quasimode estimates for the optimal
range of exponents (L)), and if we assume, in addition to (L2), that V_ = max{0, -V}
is in the Kato space K(M), we shall also be able to prove quasimode estimates for larger
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exponents. In an earlier work, the stronger assumption that V' € (M) was used to
obtain results for large exponents.

As we shall show in an appendix, if we assume ([2]) then Hy is essentially self-adjoint
and bounded from below with discrete spectrum, Spec Hy . After adding a constant to
V', we may without loss of generality assume, as we shall throughout, that

(1.3) 0 € Spec Hy and Spec Hy C Ry = [0, 00).

In order to prove these uniform Sobolev estimates we shall use the second resolvent
formula which is valid on the intersection of the domains of the respective resolvents:

(14) (A +V =07 = (=8g =) = = (=8 =)' V(=D +V =¢)7!, Im¢#0,

along with quasimode estimates and uniform Sobolev estimates for the unperturbed op-
erator Hy = —A, from [22] [10], [9] and [19].

The universal uniform Sobolev estimates and quasimode estimates that we can obtain
are the following.

Theorem 1.1. Let n > 3 and suppose that

. 2(n+1
(1.5 min(g, p(a)) 2 20, and L~ 1= 2.
Then if V € L™?(M) satisfies (L3)), and § > 0 are fired we have the uniform bounds
(1.6) lullg < Cvl|(Hv = C)ull, e o ¢ €,
where

(1.7) Qs ={¢e€C: (Im¢)* > 5§Re(| if Re¢ > 1, and dist((,R}) >d if Re( < 1}.
Also, suppose that

(1.8) 2<q< 2 ifn>5, or2<g<oo, if n=34.
Then if u € Dom(Hy), we have

(1.9) lullg S AD(Hy — X%+ idullz, if A>1,

if

n(l—l)—%, q> 2(;1;1—11),

(1.10) o(q) =

B - 1), 2sg< i

Here, Dom(Hy ) denotes the domain of Hy . Also, v’ denotes the conjugate exponent
for r, i.e., the one satisfying 1/r + 1/r' = 1. Additionally, we are using the notation
that A < B means that A is bounded from above by a constant times B. The implicit
constant might depend on the parameters involved, such as (M, g), ¢ and V in (L9).

The range of exponents in (LH) for the uniform Sobolev estimates (L)) is more re-
strictive than the corresponding estimates for R™ in [17] since we require certain L? — L"
quasimode estimates from [22] for both r = ¢ and r = p(q)’, which are only valid when
the first part of (LE) holds. Succinctly put, our proof of (L) requires that we use the
manifold version of the Stein-Tomas extension theorem [29], which is only valid when
this condition holds (see [24] for more details).
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The condition in the uniform Sobolev inequalities for R™ in [I7] is that we replace
(CH) with the weaker requirement that
(1.11) min (g, p(q)’) > 2% and qu) - é =2
which was shown to be be sharp in [I7]. The gap condition in (LH) and (ILII) that
ﬁ — % = %, follows from scaling considerations, while the necessity of the first part of
(CII) is related to the fact that the Fourier transform of surface measure on the sphere
in R™ is not in LI(R") if ¢ < 2.

Even though the range of exponents for the uniform Sobolev estimates above might
be non-optimal, the ones in (L)) for the quasimode estimates (9] are best possible. For
n > 4 this is due to a counterexample for the V' = 0 case in [25] (see also [26]), and for
n = 3 it follows from a counterexample in [3, §1] involving a nontrivial L™/? potential.
It was a bit surprising to us that, even though the range of exponents for the uniform
Sobolev estimates ([6]) might be a bit restrictive, we can use them along with their proof
to obtain quasimode bounds as in (L9) for the optimal range of exponents.

In an earlier work [3] bounds of the form (9] were only obtained for the smaller range

where ¢ < 22, Moreover, the bounds () also improve the earlier ones since we are

only assuming that V' € L™/?(M) and not that V is a Kato potential, i.e., V € K(M).

As we mentioned before, if in addition to (L2)), we also assume that the negative part
of V satisfies V_ € (M) then we can also obtain the (modified) quasimode estimates in
(T3Y) and the related spectral projection estimates for larger exponents. See the end of

§@

We would also like to record that by using the quasimode estimates (9] in Theo-
rem [[LT] we can obtain, as a corollary, Sobolev estimates for Hy in higher dimensions
which appear to be new since they only involve the assumption V € L™/ 2(M) under
which favorable heat kernel estimates need not be valid (see Aizenman and Simon [I] and
Simon [20]).

Corollary 1.2. Let (M, g) be a compact Riemannian manifold of dimension n > 5 and
assume that Hy is as above with V € L™?(M). Then

(1.12) [(Hy + 172 fll paary S I pocans
provided that
(1.13) n(l/p—1/q) =a and 245 <p<2<q<2

The proof is simple. Since we are assuming ([3]), we obtain from the spectral theorem
2n

and the special case of (LI) with A = 1 that (Hy +1)~!: L?(M) — L»-1(M), and by
duality it also maps Lw¥a (M) — L?*(M). By applying Stein’s interpolation theorem, the
spectral theorem and the trivial L? bounds, we deduce that (Hy + 1)=%/2 : L*(M) —
LI(M) for 2 < ¢ < 22 with a = n(1/2 — 1/q), and also (Hy + 1)~%/2 : LP(M) —

L?(M) for nz__& < p <2 with @« = n(1/p—1/2). Since these two facts yield the desired
LP(M) — L4(M) bounds for (Hy + 1)~%/2 the proof is complete.

As in [9], in certain geometries we can obtain improved uniform Sobolev estimates and
quasimode estimates using improved bounds for the unperturbed operator Hy.
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First, if we use the improved spectral projection estimates of Hassell and Tacy [12]
and two of us [4], we can obtain the following.
Theorem 1.3. Let n > 3 and suppose that
. 2(n+1
(1.14) min(q, p(q)’) > %, and qu) — % =2

Assume also that (M,g) has monpositive sectional curvatures, V. € L™?(M) satisfies
[@3), and that § > 0 are fived. Then we have

(1.15) lullg < C|(Hy = Q)ull,y» i €€ e,
where
(1.16) Qe ={¢: (Im¢)? > 5 (e(N)* [Re(| if Re¢ > 1,
and dist(¢,R4+) > § if Re(¢ < 1},

with

(1.17) e(\) = (log(2+\)) .

Also, suppose that

(1.18) %<q§%, if n>5, 0T%<q<oo, if n=23,4.
Then if o(q) is as in (LI0) and u € Dom(Hy),

119)  ully S (VEO) AT [(Hy — A2 4 e\ )ulla if A 1.
Finally, if g = q. = % we have for some 0, > 0 depending on the dimension

(1.20) ull g S AT (g(n)) O

~

(Hy — (A +ie(X)*)ul,

The quasimode estimates (ILI9) improve those in [3] in several ways. First, as noted
before, we are not assuming that V' is a Kato potential, only ([2]). Moreover, unlike [3]
we also do not have to assume that V has small L™/2-norm. We also obtain the bounds
in (LI9) for the optimal range of exponents given by (L8], and the bounds (L20)) for
the critical exponent ¢ = ¢. are new. We have only stated the bounds of the form (T.20)
for ¢ = q.; however, if one interpolates with the trivial L? estimate one sees that bounds
of the form (20) also hold for all ¢ € (2,¢.) if one replaces §,, with the appropriate
On,q > 0.

As we noted after Theorem [I.T] we also can obtain quasimode bounds for exponents
larger than the ones in (LI9)) if we assume that V_ € K(M), and here too, in this case,
we can drop the smallness assumption that was used in [3].

By results in [26] the bounds in (I.T9]) are equivalent to the following spectral projection
bounds
(1.21) ”XK\,)\-i-(log)\)*l]||L2(M)—>LQ(M) < (log \)7/2N@ 1 N> 1,
for ¢ as in (LIN), if XK,X+(log2+>\)*1] denotes the spectral projection operator which
projects onto the part of the spectrum of +/Hy in the corresponding shrinking intervals
A, A+ (2 +1og A7t If in addition to (I2)) we also assume that V is in the Kato class
then we also have (I.ZI)), as in the V' = 0 case in Hassell and Tacy [12] for all p > %

The bounds in ([20)) extend the log-improvements of two of us [4] to include singular
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potentials as above. Just as was the case for (L.2I]), the quasimode estimates in (L.20)
yield the equivalent log-improved spectral projection estimates

(1.22) IXPort ogczeay -1 Nl S A7) (log(2 4+ X))~ || fl2-

Additionally, in §[5] we shall obtain quasimode estimates of the form (L.I9) and (T20)
when n = 2; however, as in [3] (which handled small potentials), in this case we shall
have to assume that V € L'(M) N K(M). We improve the corresponding results in [3],
though, by dropping the smallness assumption on V.

As was shown in Hickman [13] in higher dimensions and Bourgain, Shao, Yao and one
of us [9] for n = 3, one can use the decoupling theorem of Bourgain and Demeter [6] to
obtain substantial improvements of (L2I]) when M = T" is the torus, which correspond
to taking e(\) = A~1/3%¢ for all ¢ > 0. Using these improved quasimode estimates we
can prove the corresponding stronger version of Theorem for tori.

Theorem 1.4. Let n > 3 and assume that p(q) and q are as in (LII). Then for
V € L"?(T") satisfying (L3), § > 0 and co > 0 fived, we have

(123) ||u||Lq(T") < CH (HV - C)”HLP(Q)(T”)? lf C € Qa,tsu
where Q. s is as in (LIG) with

A—B1(n,p())+co 2" _2n_
(1.24) c(N) = ’f RN
A~Pilna)teo gif 2n<g< 2

n3’

for certain B1(n,r) >0 and p(q)" such that 7+ = 1. Also, suppose that

p(q p(tz)

Ly o QAT (”+1)<q<n 5
Amsteo 2o <g < 2 fn > 5, or 2 < g < oo, if n=34,

where

ﬁ('rh q) = min{ﬁl (nap(q)l)v (,,E+1)()nq 1)2(1(712 ]:,35:11—)"_214,8}
Then we have the analog of (LI9) on T™ for q satisfying (LIS).
(125)  Jullgaceny S (VEO) T AT OT(Hy = A +ie(N)N)ull ey, if A= 1.

Additionally, for the critical point q. = 2(:_+11) , suppose that e(\) = A~ BL(np(ae) ) +co yhich
satisfies (L24)), or more explicitly

(1.26) e(A) = A5 ifn >4, and e(N) = A6, ifn =3,
we have for u € Dom(Hy)

_ _n+43 __n+3 3
(1.27)  [luflae(rey S AT (X)) TFOATZED [[(Hy — (A +ie(A)*)ul| L2y, A > 1,

We shall give the explicit definition of 51 (n, ¢) later in (£54). As we shall see, f1(n,q)
is a number that decreases from 1/3 to 0 when ¢ increases from 712—” to nT Similarly,
by an explicit calculation, S(n,q) is a number that increases from 0 to 1/3 when ¢
increases from % to %, in particular, when ¢ = %, B1(n,q) = B(n,q) = 1/3.
As a result, ([L23]) generalizes the uniform resolvent estimates of Hickman [I3] to the
setting of Schrédinger operators with Ve L™/ 2(T™), which also gives us certain uniform
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resolvent estimates on the torus for general pairs of exponents (p, ¢) satisfying (LI11). On

the other hand, when ¢ = 2% if we take u in (L25)) to be XK\,AH(A)]][’ we have

n—2’

1
||XK,,\+p)]f||L%(W) < (P2 £l n2(rnys Y0 >0, p > AT H0,
which generalizes the spectral projection estimates in [13] (and [9] for the n = 3 case) to
the setting of Schrodinger operators.

Theorems [[.3] and [[4] represent an improvement in terms of the £(\) defining €2, 5
as well as the parameter occurring in the quasimode estimates (L21]) over Theorem [IT]
which corresponds to e(A) = 1.

For the sphere no such improvement over the case where £(\) & 1 is possible since
one cannot have £(A\) — 0 as A = 400 in this case (see [I4] and [2I]). Notwithstanding,
for S™, we can get an improvement over Theorems and [[.4] for the uniform Sobolev
estimates by obtaining bounds for the optimal range of exponents satisfying ([LIT]). This
improvement is possible due to the fact that when M = S™ uniform Sobolev estimates
for Hy are known for this range of exponents (see [I4]).

Theorem 1.5. Consider the standard sphere S™ for n > 3 and assume that V €
L™/2(S™). If (L) is valid we have

(1.28) lullg < O (Hv = Q)ull,pyr i ¢ €D,

where Qs is as in (L1). Also, for q satisfying (L8), if o(q) is as in (LIN) and u €
DOm(Hv)

(1.29) lullg S XD1[(Hy = X2 4 iXullz,  if A > 1.

It would be interesting to see if the uniform Sobolev bounds (28] are universally true
or hold for generic Riemannian manifolds.

In a companion paper [I5] the second and fourth authors will obtain related uniform
Sobolev estimates for R™ which improve those in [3] and provide natural generalizations
of those in [I7].

The authors are grateful to R. Frank and J. Sabin for sharing their recent work which
influenced this paper. We are also grateful to R. Frank for helpful suggestions which
helped us to weaken the hypothesis on our potentials.

2. Universal Sobolev inequalities on compact manifolds: Abstract universal
bounds.

The purpose of this section is to prove simple abstract theorems that will allow us
to prove Theorems [[LTHI.Hl and to also improve the quasimode estimates of [3] for the
operators Hy, provided that we have the analogous improved estimates (quasimode and
uniform Sobolev) for the unperturbed operators Hy = —A,.

Throughout this section we shall assume that n > 3 since we shall be using uniform
Sobolev estimates for —A, which break down in two-dimensions. We shall obtain im-
proved quasimode estimates compared to those in [3] later by adapting the arguments
here.
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In this section we shall consider a pair of exponents (p,¢) which are among those in
the sharp range of exponents in the uniform Sobolev estimates in [I7] for the Euclidean
case, i.e., 1 <p <2< g < oo, and, moreover,

(2.1) 1—17 - 5 =2 min(q,p) > 2.

For later use, observe that if the pair (p, q) is as in (Z.I)) then so is (¢’,p’). We also note
that if (p, ¢) is as in () then 22 < ¢ < 2.

For both of the exponents in ([Z]), we shall assume that we have improvements of the
classical quasimode estimates of the fourth author [22] of the form

2.2) lull, < G5 ) AT (£(N) T [(=Ay = A2 +is(A)A)ul |,
for r=¢q,p" and A > 1.

where o(r) is as in (LI0). The (A, r) and () are assumed to be continuous functions
of A € [1,00). In practice they are nonpositive powers of A or log(2 + ).

In order to have improvements over the results in [22] for e(A) = 1 we shall assume
that

(2.3) e(A) Ny and £(\) € [1/A\1], A > 1.

We make the assumption that €(A) > 1/ since on compact manifolds it is unreasonable
to expect meaningful bounds of the form (2:2)) when £()\) is smaller than the associated
wavelength 1/X with A large. The estimates in [22] and the spectral theorem imply that
22) is valid when (A, r) =1, and so we shall also assume that

(2.4) (e(A)Y2 <6\ 7) <1 and 6(\,7) N\, A> 1.
We assume that §(\,7) > (g()\))'/? since, by (5.1.12) and (5.1.13) in [24], 2) cannot
hold if ((X\))Y2/6(\,7) — 00 as A — +o0.

Note that (LI9) corresponds to the “critical case” where §(\,7) = (£(\))'/2 for £()\)
as in (LI7)) in the case of manifolds of nonpositive curvature, as do the results of [9] for
n = 3 and [I3] for n > 4 with a more favorable numerology on tori.

Although a bit more cryptic at first, it is also natural to assume that
(2.5) limsup A”(@Fo®)-2 (V) 25\ q) 5\ p) =0.
A—00

This condition arises naturally in the proofs, and one can check that, for the the exponents
in (1)), it holds for the special case where £(\) = d(A,q) = §(\,p’) = 1, which will be
a useful observation when we prove certain estimates on S™. Also, by the first part of

@4, we have (Z3) if
(2.5") lim sup A7(@+o(®)-2 (V) 2 =0,

A—00

which is a bit more palatable.

In addition to these quasimode estimates we shall assume that we have the related
uniform Sobolev estimates for the unperturbed operators:

(2.6) lullq < Céo”(_Ag — N+ iue()\))\))unp, when A >1 and |u| > do,
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if 5o > 0. Here and in what follows p € R. Similar to the remark after (2.1I), observe
that if (p,q) are exponents for which (28] is valid, then, by duality this is also true for

the pair (¢/,p’).
The abstract theorem that will allow us to prove Theorems[[.TIHL.5lthen is the following.

Theorem 2.1. Assume (M, g) is a compact Riemannian manifold of dimension n > 3.
Assume further that (p,q) is a pair of exponents satisfying 2.1). Suppose further that

22), 1) and @) are valid with e(X), (A, 1), satisfying 23) and 24), respectively

with v = p', q in the latter. Then if V € L™?(M) we have
(2.7) lullg < Cl|(—Ag +V — X + z',us(/\)/\)qu, if lul>1and XN>A,
assuming that A = A(M,q, V) > 1 sufficiently large.
The assumption that A in (27) is large arises for technical reasons from the fact that
since we only are assuming that V € L™2, we only know via (1) in the appendix that

u € LYM) for ¢ < 22 if u € Dom(Hy ). On the other hand, after proving Theorem 2]
we can use its proof to establish the following much more favorable results.

Corollary 2.2. Assume the hypotheses in Theorem[21l Then for u € DomHy

(28) ullr < Oy 6 T) AT (e(N) T [(=Ag + V = N2+ i (WA )ul,,
if A>1land r=qor r=9p.

Additionally,
(2.9) lu|l» < Czi,V,rH(_Ag +V =N+ ius()\))\))uHS, when A >1 and |u| > o,
Zf 50 >0 and (T,S) = (Qap) or (p/aq/)'

Proof of Theorem [21l Let us first note that proving [2.7)) is equivalent to showing that
|(Hy =N +ipeMNN) | o0 ST i A>Aand |pf > 1,

with A sufficiently large and (p, ¢) as in (21)). By duality, it suffices prove this inequality
when

(2.10) 2 < g < 2

Thus, our task is to show that

(2.11) [(Hy =2 + i) || Loary < CllFllean i A>Aand |uf > 1,

with (p, q) satisfying (2.1)) and 2I0). As in Theorem 2Tl we are also assuming that (2.2])
and (Z0) are valid for this pair of exponents.

We are assuming (2Z.10) since by (6.7)) in the appendix we have
ue L(M), 2<q<2if (Hy — X +ipe(M)MN)u € L.
Thus for ¢ as in (Z10)
(2.12) [(Hy =N + i) || Loury <00 i f € L2(M).

In proving (ZI1)) since L? is dense in LP we may and shall assume that f € L*(M) to be
able to use (212)) to justify a bootstrapping argument that follows.
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The bootstrapping argument shall also exploit the simple fact that if we let

if <N
0, otherwise,

then, of course,

(2.14) [VenllLe <N,
and, if Vo n(z) =V (z) — Ven(2),
(215) ||V>N||L"/2(M) S 6(N), with 5(N) \ O, as N — o0,

since we are assuming that V € L™/2(M).
To exploit this we use the second resolvent formula (4] to write
(2.16)  (Hy — X* +ips(M)N) 7L f
=(—=Ay = N +ipe(MN) S
— (=g = N +ipeMNA) T (Van - (Hy — X +ipe(MA) ')
—(=Ay = N +ipe(NN) T (Vay - (Hy = XN +ips(MNA) L)
=1-1II-1II
Here and for the remainder of the proof of Theorem 2.1l we are assuming that
lul > 1.
We shall not appeal to our assumption that A is large until the end of the proof.
By the uniform Sobolev estimates (2.06) for the unperturbed operator we have
(2.17) 11l < CI1 £l
as well as
111l < C[Vo - (Hy =X +ips(N) ]|, < Vo nllosa- || By =N +ine )N~ £ ..
using Hoélder’s inequality and the first part of (2ZI)) in the last step. By (2.15) we can fix
N large enough so that C||Vs || pn/2 < 1/4, yielding the bounds
(2.18) 1170, < 5 1y = X2 + i)~ £,

It remains to estimate the norm of ITT in (2I6). We first note that by the quasimode
estimates (Z2)) for the unperturbed operator and (ZI4) we have

(219)  [[II1]lq < CS(A, A7 D~ (e(N) 7 |[Van - (Hy = A2 +ipe(W)N) /],
< ONSOL QXD W) 7 HI(Hy = X +ipe(NA) 7 2

We can estimate the last factor by appealing to the second resolvent formula one more
time. Here there is no need to split the potential, and, instead, we write

(2.20) (Hy — A +ipe(MNA) L = (A — A +ips(MA) L f
— (=D = AN +ipeNN) (V- (Hy — X2 +ipe(MA) ' f) = A- B.



10 MATTHEW D. BLAIR, XIAOQI HUANG, YANNICK SIRE, AND CHRISTOPHER D. SOGGE

By the dual version of (2.2) with r = p’, we have
(2.21) 4]l < CSAOATEI (X)) £,
as well as
(2.22) || Bl2 < CS(\p )N ) TV - (Hy = N +ipe(W)N) ]
< OO\ P )N W) TH IV osal|(Hy = X+ ipe(WN) 7]
using Holder’s inequality in the last step as before.

If we combine ([2:20), (22I) and (2.22) and use [2.I9) we conclude that

(2.23) [Ty < CNAT@F@)=2 (c(0)) T2 6(X, q) 5(A, 1)
< (Ifllp + IV pnrell(Hy = X +ipe(NN) 7 f],)
1 . _
< Cllfllp + N EHy = A +ipe(NON) |,
by @3) if A > A, with A sufficiently large, since N has been fixed.
If we combine [2.I7), (2I8) and (2.23), we conclude that for A > A we have
. - 1 . -

Iy = X + i)™ fll Loy < Clfllean + 5 1 (Hv = X +ips(ON) | Ly

By ([Z12)), this leads to (211 since we are assuming, as we may, that f € L*(M). O

Proof of Corollary [Z2. Let us first prove the quasimode estimates (2.8)). To be able to
use the uniform Sobolev estimates in Theorem 2.T] we shall initially assume that A > A,
where A = A(M,q,V) > 1is as in this theorem.

Proving the quasimode estimate is equivalent to showing that for ¢ as in ([Z8]) we have
[(Hv = X +ie(NN) 7 o, 10 S CSA QAT D7 e(N) T, A > A,
or, by duality,
(2.24) [[(Hy = 2 +ie)N) " |l oary < CSA A D) S llpw arys A 2 A

To prove this we note that (22 and duality yield

(2.25) [(=Ag = X2 +ic(WN) |y S CIA QXD e(N)TE, A>1,
while, (277)) yields
(2.26) |(Hy = N +ie(NN) | o v £C. AZA,

since, as remarked after [2.10), if (p, ¢) is as in (21]) then so is (¢, p’).

If we use (220) again with g = 1, then by (Z25]) we can estimate the first term in the
right side of this equality as follows:

(2.27) 1A]l2 < GO\, @A D= ) M Il ary-
By (2:28]) we also obtain
1Bll2 < CO A" D) TH[V - (Hy = X +ie(WN)H ],
< OV pnr20(A XD~ W) HIHy = N +ie(A)A) ",
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o = % due to the aforementioned fact that the pair (¢’,p’) is as in (2.1)).
I(Hy =X +ieNN) " flly < Cpvlifle, A=A,

and since V € L™/? we conclude that || B2 is also dominated by the right side of (Z.24)

for A as above.

To obtain the quasimode estimate (2.9)) in the Corollary we need to see that the bounds
in (224) are also valid when 1 < XA < A, with A = A(M, ¢, V) > 1 being the fixed constant
in Theorem [ZI1 This just follows from the fact that d(),¢) and £(\) are assumed to be
nonzero and continuous, and also by the spectral theorem

(2.28) ||(Hv — A + ia(A)A)’lfHLz(M) < C|(Hv = X+ ia(A)A)*1f||L2(M),
if 1<XA<A.

Let us finish the proof of the Corollary by proving (2.9]), which is equivalent to showing
that for (p,q) as in ([ZI]) we have

(2.29) I(Hy =N +iueN) " fllg < Csvgll fllps i A>Tand [u] > 4.
As before, we may assume that g € (%, %] to justify the bootstrap argument.

Since, similar to (Z28), by the spectral theorem, we have
(2.30) ||(Hv — A* + mg(/\)A)—lfHLz(M) < Cs,||(Hv — X + ig(/\)A)—lf\|L2(M),
if |u| >dp and A > 1.
Thus, by (28] and duality
(2.31)  [|[(Hy = 2N +ipeON) Y| 1o 12 < Coa8Ap)IATEI 1 (e(N) 72,
if |u| >do and A >1,
while by (Z2]) we have
(2.32) ||(=Ag = A +iue(MNN) | Lo 1o < Con8(A, @A D7 (e(N) !
if |u| >do and A >1,

Also, by (2.8)

(2.33) [(=Ag = X +ipeNAN) |, 0 < Cspr i |ul >80 and A > 1.
If we then split as in (2.16) and argue as before, we find that (233)) yields

(2.34) 1llq < Cooll £l

and

(2.35) 11, < %H(HV =X +ipeMNN) | L.

if for the latter N = N(dg, V) is fixed large enough and || > §p and A > 1.
If we use (2.32)) and (Z.I4]) along with (Z31]) and an earlier argument we obtain
1Tl < Coy NSO, @)A7@=H ()7 [ (Hy = X + ips()N) T ],
< O3, oL @)A1, PN 1) £,
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and since we are assuming (2.0 this yields
(2.36) 11T {lg < Cooll £l

Since [233)), 233) and ([Z30) yield ([229) the proof is complete. O

Now we show another abstract theorem that gives us quasimode estimates for larger
exponents.

Theorem 2.3. Assume (M,g) is a compact Riemannian manifold of dimension n > 5.
Assume further that Z8) holds for some 20 < < 20 it £()), 8(A, 1) satisfying

n—1 n—4’

@3) and @A) respectively. Then if V € L™?(M) we have for u € Dom(Hy)

(237) lully < v 6 ) AO71 (6(0) TH[(=Ag + V = A2 4+ ie(MA)u .
if A>1 r<qg< -2

n—4"

Similarly, for n=3 or n=4, assume that (Z8)) holds for some % <r < oo, with e(X),
(A7) satisfying (Z3) and 24), we have

(238) lully < Cv 6 ) AO71 (6(0) TH[(=Ag + V = A2 4+ ie(MA)u .
if A>1, r<q<oo.

Here compared with the non-perturbed case ([2Z.2]), we have §(\,r) on the right side of
@31) and ([Z38)) instead of (A, q) for larger exponents ¢. This is because we are using

the bound (28] for the exponent r in our proof. And as we can see in the first section,

except for the case ¢, = 2t for our applications we have 6(A,q) = +/e()) for all

n—1 7
larger exponents in the quasimode estimates.

Proof of Theorem[2.3. Throughout the proof we shall assume that

(2.39) 2tl) <pcg< 2 ifn>5, or 2D < < g < oo, if 0= 3,4.

n n—4’
Note that proving ([2.37) is equivalent to showing that for ¢ satisfying (2.39)
(240)  [[(Hv = A +ie(MA) ', < Cvr 6 m) A7@ (N) N fll2s it A>T,
As before, in order to justify a bootstrapping argument that follows, we shall temporarily
assume that for ¢ as in (Z39))
(2.41) |(Hv — X* + is()\))\)’lfHLq(M) <oo if feL*(M).
We shall give the proof of ([2:41]) later in Lemmal[Z4lby obtaining Sobolev type inequalities
for the operator Hy .
Fix a smooth bump function 8 € C§°(1/4,4) with § = 1in (1/2,2), and let P = /Ay,
write
(2.42) (Hy — N +ie(MN) ' f
= B(P/N)(Hy = X +ie(NA) T f + (L= B(P/N) (Hy = N +ic(M)A) 7 f
=A+B.
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To deal with the first term, note that since A=*7%3(7/\) is a symbol of order 0, by
Theorem 4.3.1 in [24], A=®(—=A,)% B(P/)) is a 0 order pseudo-differential operator, thus

(2.43) 1(=Ag) % B(P/ N orr S A%, if 1< 7 < oo,
So by Sobolev estimates, (243) and ([ZJ), if o« = n(L — %), we have
1Ally < 11(Ag)2 B(P/N)(Hy = X* +ie(N)X) " ]l
(2.44) <A (Hy = X 4ie(W)A) 7y
< Cvp 6 AN o,
Since n( — %) + o(r) = o(q), the first term is dominated by the right side of (Z40).
To bound the second term, we shall use the second resolvent formula (I4]) to write
(1= B(P/N) (Hy — A2 +is(WA) "L
=(1=B(P/N) (=D = X +ic(MN) 'S
= (L=BP/N)(=Ay = N +ie(MA) " (Van - (Hy — N +ie(MA) ')
— (1= B(P/N) (=g = X +icMA) " (Van - (Hy = X +ig(MA) 1)
=I-1I-1II

Since the function 1 — 5(7/A) vanishes in a dyadic neighborhood of A, it is easy to see
that

(1= B(r/N)) (7> = N +ie(MA) (72 + 1)
is a symbol of order zero, again by Theorem 4.3.1 in [24],
(1= B(P/N))(=Ag = X +ie(MA) " (=Ag +1)
is a 0 order pseudo-differential operator, thus
(245) (1= BP/N)(=Ag = X2 + 20N " lly < (=g + D)7 llgy i 1< g < .
So by ([245), Sobolev estimates, and Holder’s inequality, we have for ¢ satisfying (2.39))
111]lg < [1(=Ag +1)7H(Van - (Hy = X + i (M) ) fllg
(2.46) < | Van - (Hv = A +ie(NN) 7 fllp)
< CIVanllnpell(Hy = X2 +ie(NN) " fllg,

where ﬁ - % = 2. By ([2I5) we can fix N large enough so that C||[Van/|pn/2 < 1/2,

yielding the bounds

1 . _
(2.47) 11, < 3 |(Hv — A* + iue(A)A) 1f|\q.
Also note that for ¢ satisfying (2.39), we have % — % < % By Sobolev estimates, if
(11
a=n(z - g)

(248) (1= BP/N)(=Ag = X +ie(N)N) " [l
< (=Ag)F (1= BP/N)) (=Ag = X +ie(N)A) " f]l2
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Since the symbol of the operator on the right side of ([2.48) satisfies

(2.49) (1= B(r/N)(T? = X +ic(A)A)7F < A2,
a combination of (Z48) and (Z49) yields the bounds

(2:50) 17llg < X522 1)

as well as

11|, < Ve - (Hy = A2 +ie(A)A) 7 £l
< NA"ED2 ()Y £,

which is better than the right side of (Z3T) and (2:38)), due to the condition on £(\) and
(A, 7).

If we combine [2.44)), (241), 250), and 251, we conclude that for A > 1 we have

1

(252) ||(HV — )\2 + iu&()\))\)_lf||Lq(M) < Cvﬂn 5()\, T‘) )\n(77%))\0(r)_1||f||L2(M)
1 . _
2 =3 O g

By (A1), this leads to [237) and (Z38) since we are assuming that f € L?(M).

To finish the proof of Theorem 2.3 we shall need the following lemma which gives us
@.41.

Lemma 2.4. Assume (M, g) is a compact Riemannian manifold of dimension n > 3, if
V € L"?(M), there exists a constant No > 1 large enough such that

(2.53) fullg < |[(=Ag +V + No)qu(q), if ﬁ —1=2gpnd 25 <g< oo

(2.51)

q n

The condition on ¢ in (Z53) is necessary since we do not have the corresponding
Sobolev inequalities even for the non perturbed operator at the two endpoints p = 1 or
g = oo. Also observe that for ¢ satisfying (Z39), we have p(q) < 2. Thus, by the above
inequality, we have |[u||q(ar) < 0o for ¢ satisfying ([2.39) if v € Dom(Hy ), which implies

@.41.

To prove (253)), note that it is equivalent to showing that
(2.51) |(Hy +No) L apy < Cllflivany  if £ € L2(0),
with (p,q) as in (2Z53)). By duality, it suffices prove this inequality when

n 2n

We are assuming (Z.53]), since by (6.7) in the appendix we have
uwe LY (M), 2<q<:2%if ueDom(Hy).

Thus for ¢ as in (Z59)
(2.56) [(Hv +No) ™ fl pogary < 00 i f € L*(M).

As before, in proving (Z54)), since L? is dense in L, we shall assume that f € L?(M)
to be able to use (2.12) to justify a bootstrapping argument that follows.
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We shall use the second resolvent formula (4] to write
(Hy + No) ™' f =(=A¢ + No) ' f = (=8¢ + No) (Vo - (Hv + No) ™' f)
(2.57) — (=g + No) ' (Ven - (Hv + No) 7' f)
=I—II-1II.

By the Sobolev estimates for the unperturbed operator we have
(2.58) 1llq < Cllfllp:
where the constant C' does not depend on Ny. Similarly
11|y < C|[Van - (Hy + No) ' f, < ClIVanlpns - [|[(Hy + No) ™ £ .,
using Holder’s inequality and the fact that % > 2 in the last step. By ([2.15) we can fix
N large enough so that C||V>n||pn/2 < 1/4, yielding the bounds

(259) 111 < § v+ No) 1]l

To bound the third term, note that since 7211(}\,0 is a symbol of order 0, by Theorem
4.3.1 in [24],
(_AQ/NO + 1)71
is a 0 order pseudo-differential operator, thus
(2.60) (=g +No)™ fllg < 751 £llg, i 1< g < oo

As a result of ([2.60]), we have
(261) I111le < 5| (Hy + No) ™ £ -

If we choose Ny = 4CN, ([Z58), 259) and ([2.61]) imply
_ 1 _
Iy + No) ™" flloany < Cllf o + 5 I(HY + No) ™ F| aay-
By (2350), this leads to (Z53)), the proof is complete. O

Let us next show how Theorem [[]is also a corollary of Theorem 2. T]and Theorem 231

Proof of Theorem [11l. We shall use Theorem 2.1l with
(2.62) SO =e(N) =1, A>1,
and r = ¢ and r = p = p(q)’ satisfying (LT).

Then by the spectral projection estimates of the fourth author [22] we have the quasi-
mode estimates (2.2 for the unperturbed operators Hy = —A,. The uniform Sobolev
estimates (Z71) are due to Dos Santos Ferreira, Kenig and Salo [I0]. Also, it is a simple
exercise using (LI0) to check that for (p,q) as above we have o(q) + o(p’) — 2 < 0, and
so (2.3 is also trivially valid.

Thus, by inequality (2.8)) in Corollary and Theorem [Z3] we have (L9) for ¢ €

[%, %] if n>5,and ¢q € [%,oo) if n = 3,or 4. If we use the bound for g =
% along with Holder’s inequality and the trivial quasimode estimate for ¢ = 2 (which

. . 2(n+1)
follows from the spectral theorem), we also see that (L9 is valid for 2 < ¢ < ==5=.
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The other inequality in Corollary 2.2] ([2.9)), also trivially implies the uniform Sobolev
estimates (L)) in the region where Re{ > 1. Since the bounds for {¢ € 25 : Re( < 1}
are valid for the unperturbed operators Hy = —A, by [I0] we can use the quasimode
estimates (L9) for A = 1 and the proof that ([277)) implies (Z9) to see that the uniform
Sobolev bounds in Theorem [[T]in the region where Re ¢ < 1 are also valid, which finishes
the proof. a

Next, let us also see how we can use Theorem [Z1] and Theorem to prove Theo-
rem [[.5] which says that when (M, g) is the standard sphere we can improve Theorem [I]
by obtaining the inequalities for a larger range of exponents when V € L™/ 2(5m).

Proof of Theorem [ It is easy to modify the proof of Theorem[T.I]to obtain the uniform
Sobolev estimates for S™ which involve the improved range of exponents in (LIT]). As
in the preceding proof we shall use Theorem 2] with d(A,r) = €(A) = 1 when A > 1.
Here r = g and » = p = p(q)’ are assumed to be as in ([LII). A simple calculation using
(II0) then shows that we have o(¢) 4+ o(p') —2 € [-1,—1+41/2n] and so (2.0)) is trivially
valid. As a result, for ¢ < 2%, we would have the bounds in (L28) and (L29) when Re ¢
and A are larger than one, respectively, if we had the quasimode estimates (2:2)) and the
uniform Sobolev estimates ([27) for the unperturbed operators Hy, for e(\) and 6(\,r)
as above and exponents satisfying (LII)). The quasimode estimates are due to the fourth
author [21] (see also [I4]), and the uniform Sobolev estimates are due to S. Huang and
this author [14].

Since the remaining larger exponents ¢ in (L29) follows from the case ¢ < n2—f3 and

Theorem [2.3] and the cases where ¢ € Qs has Re{ < 1 or A > 1 in (I.28)) follow from our
earlier arguments, the proof is complete. 0

Spectral projection estimates for larger exponents.

Let us conclude this section by briefly reviewing how if, in addition to assuming (L.2])
(ie., V € L™?), we assume that V. = max{0,—V} € K(M), then we can obtain
spectral projection and quasimode estimates for exponents which are larger than those
in Theorems or Corollary

Recall that V is in the Kato class K(M) if

(2.63) lim sup/ b (dg(z,y)) |V (y)| dy = 0,
™0 2 JB, (2)

where
log(2+7r71), ifn=2
h’ﬂ(T) = 2-—n .
re " if n > 3.

Here d4(z,y) is the geodesic distance between z and y in M and B,(x) denotes the
geodesic ball of radius r about .

Let us first show that we can use estimates like (Z8]) to obtain certain spectral pro-
jection estimates. Specifically, if

(2.64) XDoate] = Inareon (VHY)
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is the projection onto the part of the spectrum of v/Hy in the interval [\, A\ +e(\)], then,
by the spectral theorem (28] implies that

(2.65) IXPorteofllr < Cva(A, A fll2, A= 1

To see this one takes u in (28] to be X[‘g\)/\ﬁ(}\)]f and then uses the spectral theorem to
see that that for this choice of u the right side of ([2.8)) is dominated by the right hand
side of (Z.63)).

Next we recall that, if V_ € K(M), then we have favorable heat kernel bounds (see
[28]), and, consequently, if 5 € C§°((1/2,1)) is a nonnegative function with integral one
and if

Ba(7) :/ e TN2B(N2) dt, T>0, A>1,
0
we have

(2.66) IBNHV)| e pe SACT9), i 2< 7 < g < oo

—La ~

For details see §6 of [3]E Arguing as in [3] it is a simple matter to use the spectral
theorem and (Z60) to see that if (265 is valid then we have

1

o(r)+n(L-1 :
267)  [Ixtoeeonfll, S SA NG D  fll, A2 1, i g € (ryo0]
when V_ € K(M).

Based on this and the aforementioned relationships between spectral projection esti-
mates and quasimode estimates, if V' € L™/?(M) and V_ € K(M), by Theorem [T} for
all (M,g) we can also obtain (2.65) with (A\) = §(\,7) = 1 when r > 2% if n > 5,
or r = oo if n = 3, 4, since o(r) + n(L — %) = o(q) if% <r < ¢ < oo. Thus, for
such exponents we recover the universal bounds in [3] while for smaller ones the ones

Theorem [l is stronger since it only requires V' € L™/?(M).

In the case of the standard sphere S™, if V' € L"/?(M) and V_ € K(M) , we can
similarly obtain (Z65) with e(A) = §(A\,7) =1 for r = co when n = 3, 4, and r > 2%
when n > 5.

We note that Theorem [[] says that when n = 3 or n = 4 we have ([ZG0) with
e(A) =0(A,r) =1forall 2 <r < oco. As noted in [3], such spectral projection estimates
can break down for r = 0o on S™ in all dimensions if one merely assumes V' € L"/2(S"),
and there is related recent results for general manifolds in Frank and Sabin [11].

We have focused here on variants of the spectral projection estimates for larger expo-
nents than the ones in Theorems [[.1] and As we shall see in the next two sections,
there are similar results corresponding to Theorems and [[4

3. Improved bounds for manifolds of nonpositive curvature.

The main purpose of this section is to prove Theorem [[L3l Consequently, we shall
assume throughout this section that n > 3 and that (M, g) is an n-dimensional manifold
all of whose sectional curvatures are nonpositive. In §[B we shall prove that the quasimode

1n [3] this inequality was only proved under the stronger assumption that V' € K; however, since the
proof only relied on the heat kernel estimates of Sturm [28] which are valid when V_ € K, it also yields

2.66)
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estimates in Theorem [[3] are valid in the two dimensional case if in addition to ([2]) we
assume that V' is a Kato potential.

By Corollary and Theorem we would have Theorem if we knew that for
(p, q) exponents satisfying

(3.1) min(p’, q) > 24D and

n—1

S

1_1_
P q

we had the classical quasimode estimates

(32)  ulle S A7 (W) 2= — A+ ie(V)? |12, for r=q,p, and A> 1,

as well as

(3.3) lully S (=g = (A +ie(A)?)ullp,  A>1,
where here and throughout this section we shall take

(3.4) e(\) = (log(2+\)) .

Even though we have replaced A\2+ig(A)A by (A+ig()))? here to simplify some calculations
to follow, (B2) and (B3]) are equivalent to (Z2) and (2.6]), respectively, with §(\,r) =
g(A) as in (B4) in the former.

Even though the first inequality is a consequence of spectral projection estimates in
Hassell and Tacy [12] following earlier results of Bérard [2] and even though the resolvent
estimates are in [9] and [I9], let us sketch their proofs since we shall need to adapt them
in order to show that we also get improved quasimode estimates for ¢ = ¢. = %,
which is missing in (8:2). We cannot appeal to Corollary to obtain these estimates
since it is not known whether the uniform Sobolev estimates ([B.3]) are valid when ¢ = ¢..
The quasimode estimates for this exponent are analogs involving L"™/? potentials of those

of two of us in [4], which treated the V' = 0 case.

Let us start with the sketch of [B2]). Since both r = p’ and r = ¢ in (B2) are smaller
than 2n/(n —4) when n > 4, by the discussion at the end of the last section, it is simple
to see that ([B.2) is equivalent to the spectral projection estimates for the unperturbed
operator Hy = —Ay:

(3.2) Ixpoteonfllr S VEOYATC [l A= 1, 7> 2l
with r as in [B.2]) (see [26]). We shall actually indicate why this inequality is valid for all
r > % Here x[x,a4e(n)) is the operator projecting onto the part of the spectrum of

\/—Ag in the shrinking intervals [A, A + ()]
To establish this fix a real-valued function a € S(R) satistying
(3.5) supp a C (—do,dp) and a(t) >1, t € [-1,1],

where &y > 0 will be specified later on. We then claim that (3.27) would be a consequence
of the following:

(3.6) [la(e\) T (P-M)A]|, S VEM) X [|hlls, A= 1,7 > 20D i p= /2R

To verify this claim one just takes h to be Xix xte(1))f Where

Xonare ) (7) = Tnareo (1) - (a6 T A =7)))
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Since this function has sup-norm smaller than one and since a((g(A))~1(P — A))h =
XA+ f> one obtains (3.2]) from (B6) and the spectral theorem.

We next observe that, by duality, (3.6) is equivalent to the statement that
(NP = M)l gy S VEINT, A2 T i > 200,

By a routine TT* argument this is equivalent to the following

()P = D) | ary 1y S SN,

A>1, ifr> %, and b(T) = (a(7’))2.

Next, since, by the first part of (B3], b is supported in (—260,20p), it follows from
Fourier’s inversion theorem, Euler’s formula and the first part of (83) that

(3.7) b((e\) NP = N)h = =) /T b(e(\)t) e " (costP)hdt
T J-rT

+b((e(N)"H(P+ X))k, where T =28 - ((X))"".
Since A > 1 and P > 0 using crude eigenfunction bounds one obtains

lo((e(\) (P + )\))HLl(M)—»L“’(M) =0\, A>1, N=1,2,3,...,

and consequently we would have ([B.6) if we could show that for small enough fixed § > 0
we have

< )\20’ ) , A Z 17
L™ (M)—=L"(M)

if 7> 20D and T =28 - (e(\) 7L

(3.8) H/TTE(s(A)t )e costht‘

Next, let us fix n € C§°(R) satisfying
(3.9) n(t)=1, t € (-1/2,1/2) and supp n C (—1,1).
Then it follows from the universal spectral projection estimates of one of us [22] that

(3.10) | / B b e (costP)f dt| S AT fll A= 1,

for all r > 2. Consequently we would have B8] if we could show that when dy as in (3]
and (B.8) is sufficiently small we have

(3.11) H/(l—n(t))f?(ﬁ(k)t)

Since the function

T = Uy(1) = /(1 —n(t)) E(E(A)t) e~ costr dt

< A2\ > 1,0 > 2t
"(M)—=Lr (M) ™ = n—l

clearly satisifes
[WA(T)] S (e(N) 7
it follows from the spectral theorem that

(3.12) H/(1 — (1)) B(eV)E) e~ costPdi] < ()" = log(2 4+ \).

L2(M)—L2(M)
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We claim that if we also had for some ¢y < oo

< A el < \F A0,
LY(M)—Lee (M) ™

(3.13) H/u —n(#) b(e(W)t) e costpdt}

then for §p small enough depending on r, we would have [BI0). This just follows from a
simple interpolation argument and the observation that if # = 2/r then (1 —0) - 2= <

20 (r) provided that r > (nH)

One can prove [BI3) using the Hadamard parametrix after lifting the calculation to
the universal cover of (M, g) as in Bérard [2] and Hassell and Tacy [12] (see also [23]).
This completes the proof of (3.6) and hence that of ([B.2).

The proof of (B3]) is very similar. As in [9 §2] we shall use the formula

(3.14) (—Ag — (A + is()\))z)_lf = m /000 eMem=Nt (costP) f dt.

If n is as in (39), we shall write
(~Ag — (A +ie(N)?) T =T+ TY + Ry,
where if T = 25g - (e(A\)) 7! is as in (3.7

) & )
- t t/T At 75(>\)t tP dt
oo | /D) e O costpa

is a local operator, while

(3.15) T =

1 _ ot = _ ixt_—e(A)t
(3.16) T, )\—l—ie()\)/o (1—=n@)nt/T)e e costP dt,
and
7 > .
1 = 1—n(t/T)) eMe =N costPdt
(3.17) Ry )\—I—is()\)/o (1 —=n(t/T))eMe costPd

2(n+1) 2n
n—1 7' n-2

To prove [B3), by duality, it suffices to handle the case where ¢ € (
which case the estimate is equivalent to the statement that

], in

(383) =2y = A+ | oo aty s pagary = O A> 1
2(n+1) n o
if g€ (522, 2] and ﬁ—%_%.
In view of the above decomposition, this would follow from
(3.18) ||S)\||Lp(q)(M)*>Lq(M) = O(l) if S>\ = T)(\), T)% or R)\.

As observed in [19] the bounds for Ry are in immediate consequence of (3.2) and a
simple orthogonality argument after observing that o(q) + o((p(q))’) = 1 if (p(q), q) are

as in (3.3 and

7 o .
=— 1—n(t/T)) eMe =Nt costrdt
T — m(7) )\-l-ia()\)/o (1—=n(t/T))ee costrd

satisfies

(3.19) A S ) 1+ (N A =7)) VYN, i >0, A> 1,

~
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assuming that, as above, T = 2Jy - (¢(\)) L.

The local operator T was estimated in [I0] and then later in [9] (see also [22]) where
it was shown that this operator enjoys the bounds in (BI8)) even for the larger range
of exponents where ¢ > =2-. One proves this result using stationary phase and Stein’s
oscillatory integral theorem in [27]. For this step it is convenient to assume, as we may,
that the injectivity radius of (M, g) is ten or more.

Based on this only one estimate in ([BI8) remains. We just need to handle 7%, i.e., if
= 24¢ - log(2 4+ \) with §p small enough

H/ (1 —n(t)) n(t/T)ete s costht‘

=0(1).

L(@) (M)—La(M)
Since ¢ < (p(q)) if (p(q),q) are is in (3.37) or (B.IT), by Hélder’s inequality, this would

follow from

3.20 1—n(t t/T D‘t —e(\)t tht’ — O\, if / 2n(n+1)
20) | [~ a=noyme/7)e costPar] L0, i < BE,
assuming that dp > 0 is small. Here, we are using the fact that (p(q)) < % (see

@.10)-

One can repeat the proof of (312) to see that

= O(T) = O(log(2+\)).

(3.21) H/ (L=n(t))n(t/T)ee s costht‘
L2(M)—L2(M)

Also, by using the Hadamard parametrix and arguing as in [2] one can adapt the proof
of BI3) to see that

— O(A"7 A0%),

(3.22) H/ (1 — n(t))n(t/T)e™ *E@”costpdt’
LY(M)— Lo (M)

if 69 > 0 is small. Since
2n(n+1) < 2(n—-1)
n2—n—4 n—3

we have
el 1-6)<1 if 0=2/r" and ' < ( ),
we obtain (B.I8)) via interpolation if 6y = do(r’) is small enough.

This completes our proof of Theorem [[.3] except for the quasimode estimates (T20)
for the critical exponent ¢ = q. = %, which we shall handle in the next subsection.
Improved quasimode bounds for the critical exponent. As we noted before, we

cannot appeal to Corollary to obtain improved quasimode estimates for the critical
2(n+1)
n—1
form Sobolev estimates ([B.3]) when ¢ = ¢.. Despite this, we can use the above arguments
to obtain (L20) which extends the critical quasimode estimates of two of us [4] for the
V = 0 case to include singular potentials when n > 3. In a later section we shall prove

analogous estimates for the two-dimensional case.

exponent q. = on manifolds of nonpositive curvature since we do not have the uni-

To prove the quasimode estimates in (I.20), we shall of course use the fact that by [4]
we have ([L20) when V = 0 which is equivalent to the following

(3.23) 1 (=Ag = A+ 20D ™ | L2ganyos e oy S A7 (20) 7,
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as well as the following bounds for the spectral projection operators associated to Hy =
—Ag:

< )\U(‘Zc)

6'77/
(3.24) X+l 2 ay s pae ary S (=)™

To proceed, just as before we shall write
(3.25) (—Ay — (A+ie(\)?) " = Th+ Ry, where Ty = Ty + T},

with 79, T4 and R, as in B15), BI6) and [BI7), respectively.

Since Ry = mx(v/Hp) with my(7) as in (B.I9) one can use [8.24) and a simple orthog-
onality argument to see that

—146n \o(g.)—
(3.26) IRl 220y s pae (ary S () 0" A (@)1,

and also

(327)  ||Rxo (=2 — (A + i) seary ooy S (E) AT (e ().

If we set Ty = TY + T4 as above, then since Ty = (—A, — (A +1ig()\))?)~t — Ry, we
trivially obtain from (323) and (326]) the bound

—146n (g )—
(3.28) ITallL2any = rae (ar) S ((N)) A7)~
We noted before that

||T)?||Lp(qc)(M)—)ch(M) = 0(1) if ;D(lllc) — q—lc = %

Additionally, by our earlier argument, if the 5o > 0 used to define T} is small enough we
also have

(3.29) T oo (ar)—s e (ary = O(1),

2(n—1)

by Hélder’s inequality as ¢. < (p(qc))" and (p(q.))’ < =5~

If we combine the last two estimates we conclude that
(3.30) 1T\ Lrtae) (v1)— Lae () = O(1).
To use these bounds write
(3.31) u=(=Ay — (A +ie(\)?) " o (=Ay — (A +ic(V)?)u
=Ta(-Ag +V = (A +ie(N)*)u + Ta(Van -u) +Ta(Von - u)

+ Ra(—Ag — (A +ic(X)*)u
=T+ II+III+1V,

with Ven and Vs as in 213).
By B28)
—146n \ 0. ) — .
(3.32) g, S (60) 7A@ (Hy — (A + ie(V)?)ul2,
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and by ([B27) we similarly obtain

(333) [IV]e S ()"

A7 (A e(N)[ull2
—146n (g, )— .
S () NI (Hy — (A4 ie(V)2)ul,
using the spectral theorem in the last inequality.

If we use (2I8) along with Holder’s inequality and (330) along with the arguments
from § Bl we conclude that we can fix N large enough so that

(3.34) 11 q, < 5 llullg..
Also, (328) and (2I4) yield for this fixed N

(3.35) |||, <Cn (60\))—1””

A7) |
—146n (g, )— )
< ()TN (Hy — (A ie(X))ul e,
using the spectral theorem and the fact that e(A) - A > 1if A > 1.
Combining (3:32), B33), 334) and (B37) yields
—146n \o(qo)— )
lullg. S (£(V) AT (Hy — (A +ie(V)?)ul2,
and since this is equivalent to ([B:23]), the proof of the quasimode estimates for ¢ = ¢. in
Theorem [[.3] is complete.
4. Improved bounds for tori.

In this section we shall prove Theorem [[L4l Let us start by going over the proof of
quasimode and uniform Sobolev estimates for the unperturbed operator Hy = —Arn,

which involve the exponent ¢ = %:

(4.1) lall, 2y S ATHEON 2= = A+ i)l z2ceny
@Dl g S 2 = 2Nl 2y

for A > 1 with

(4.3) e(\) = AT1/BH0 g, > 0.

Recall that a(%) = %, and so (£I) corresponds to ([2Z.2) for ¢ = % with the optimal

5(Aq) = e(A).

Even though these estimates are in [9] for n = 3 and Hickman [I3] for other dimensions,
let us start by reviewing their proofs, since, as in the preceding section, we shall need to
modify them to handle the estimates for Hy, especially the ones involving exponents ¢
for which appropriate uniform Sobolev estimates are unavailable, which includes the case
where ¢ = q..

The main estimate that is used to prove these two inequalities is a discrete version of
the Stein-Tomas restriction theorem:

(4.4)  IIxpoatfllaemny S (A9 X | fllp2(pny, Yeo > 0,
if qc:%and A1 <p<l.
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Here, x; denotes the spectral projection operator associated with the interval I for Hy.
Since o(g.) = 1/q¢., this represents a substantial improvement over the unit band (p = 1)
spectral projection estimates of one of us [22]. On the other hand, unlike (1)), it does
not involve 6(p) = |/p. Indeed, no such estimate can be valid for p close to the associated
wavelength A1

Hickman [13] proved ([@4]) using the decoupling estimates of Bourgain and Demeter [6].
Specifically, Hickman showed that (4] is a consequence of Theorem 2.2 in [6]. Before
that, Bourgain, Shao, Yao and one of us [9] obtained a somewhat weaker form of (£4)
when n = 3 in which it was required that A='/3 < p < 1. This paper preceded the decou-
pling estimates of Bourgain and Demeter, and instead relied on multilinear techniques of
Bourgain and Guth [7].

We shall require an equivalent form of (@.4):

@4 [map(VHOS | o ey S Imasllos - (027X | 1] oy oy V0 > 0,

if supp my, C [\, A+pland X' <p<1.
After observing that ([4)) and orthogonality implies that ||[mx, || 2(rn)— rae (17) = O((pA)1/% A=)
for all €9 > 0, one obtains (4] from this and a standard T7* argument.

Let us now briefly recall the proof of ([@I). As we mentioned earlier, it is equivalent
to the statement that

1 _
(1) Ixprsenlaggn p 25 oy S VEOIAE, ) = X730, 5 > 0.

If ap € S(R) satisfies

(4.5) ap(0) =1 and supp ap C (—1/2,1/2),

then (L1]) is equivalent to the statement that ag((¢(A))~*(A — P)), P = v/Hp, maps
L*(T") to L%(T") with norm O(m)\%), and by a simple T7T* argument this in

turn is equivalent to the statement that

(4.17) |la(( ‘A= P)) - with a(r) = (ao(7))>.

S e AL

Ln 2 ) Ln+2

Next we note that

)

™

a((s()\))—l()\ — P))f = /d(a()\)t) eiMe=itP £ gt

_ /@(g(A)t) ¢ (costP)f dt + a((e(\) " (A + P)) f.

™

Since (¢(A))~!, A > 1 and P is a positive operator, it is a simple matter to use either
Sobolev estimates or spectral projection estimates from [22] to see that the operator in
the last term in the right maps L?(T") to Lo (T™) with norm O(A=) for any N. Thus
we would have (4.1”)), and consequently (&), if we could show that

(4.6) (TSI, 2 S, 22y e(\) = A5,

(1) La¥z (7’

where T'f = /&(e()\)t) e (costP)f dt.
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Note that, by (@H), the integrand vanishes when [t| > 2(g()\))™1. To exploit this, let
us fix a Littlewood-Paley bump function g € C§°((1/2,2)) satisfying

(4.7) i B(27it) =1, t >0,
and set )
(4.8) Bo(t) =1— Zﬂ(ﬁltl) € C5°(R).

Using these we can split the operator in (L0]) as
(4.9) Tf=> T,f,
j=0
where
(4.10) Tof = / Bo(t) a(e(N\)t) e (costP) f dt
and T f = /ﬂ(2*j|t|) a(e(A)t) eM(costP)fdt, j=1,2,....

Clearly then, (£8) would be a consequence of the following
(4.11) <2 —0,1,2,...,

w2 (o) 2 oy
for some 6 > 0 which depends on n and the §p > 0 in [@3).

The bound for j = 0 is a simple consequence of the spectral projection estimates of
one of us [22]. It is simple to check that the remaining bounds follow, by interpolation
from the following two estimates:

(4.12) ITAN s S ACNTFLHI|f] s, Veo >0,
L =1 (Tn) L n¥8 (Tn)
and
Indeed, since %2 = ¢ ("_H) + (1 9);, with 6 = (":(1717”12 by interpolation ({.I2)
and ({I3) yield for all g > 0
< Alteoz—wo¥
(4.14) 175 ]| L (o1 722 ey ATEONT 2

which implies (LI1)), since by ([&3) and [5), T; = 0 for 27 larger than a fixed constant
times A~31%_ So, given any fixed dy as in ([@3), we obtain ([@II) with § = dy/n if the
loss g > 0 here is small enough.

To finish our proof of ({1 it remains to prove ({.12) and (£.I3).
The first inequality follows from applying (£.47) with p = 277 since

/ﬁ(2‘j|t|)d(s()\)t) e eos(tr)dt = O(27(1+2/]A—7))™Y), VNif A>1 and 7> 0.

Note that the integral in the left vanishes if 27 is larger than a fixed multiple of (¢(\))~?.
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The remaining inequality, (£13]), amounts to showing that the kernel K;(z,y) of Tj
satisfies
(4.13") K;(z,y) = O\ 2"579).
If we relate T™ to (—m, 7)™ and the wave kernel costP on T™ to the Euclidean one (see,
e.g., [23, §3.5]), we can write this kernel as follows

(4.15) Kj(z,y) =@2m)™" Z /00 BRI t) a(e(\)t) eM(costy/—Agn)(x,y + £) dt,

Lezm

with (costy/—Agn )(z, y+£) denoting the wave kernel in R™. If we call the -th summand
above K ¢(x,y) then by using stationary phase and arguing as in [9] or [23] §3.5] shows
that

(416) |Kjele,y)l ST (At lo—y—0) 7T SAT Q+|)7, aye (-mal
Furthermore, by Huygens’ principle K ¢(z,y) = 0 when z,y € (—m, 7]™ and |¢| is larger
than a fixed multiple of 27. Therefore, for such z,y we have

1 n41 .

(4.17) Ki(z,y) AT Y QA+ S AT 2
{tezn: |0|<29}

as desired.

Let us now see how we can use this argument to prove the uniform Sobolev estimates
([#2). As was the case in § Bl we shall make use of the splitting of the resolvent operator

(—Arn — (A +1ie(N))?) ! as in BI4)-BI]), where £(A\) now as in [@3J). In our setting,
we may simplify things a bit compared to the argument in § Bl by taking T = (g(\))~1,

with, as we said, £(\) is now as in ([@3]). We then would obtain ([@2]) if we had B.I8)) in
the current setting.

The bounds there for Ry follow from a simple orthogonality argument and (4.1). Also,
just as before the bounds in (BI8) for the local operator are known (see [10], [9]).

To prove the bounds for the remaining operator T} in ([BI8), we split up the integral
dyadically as before by writing

Ty =T+ Ty,

Jj=1

where for j =1,2,...
4.1 Tl’j — ;/00 Q*jt 1— t t/T it ,—e(N)t tP dt
(4.18) V= iy L AT n@)n(t/T) e costp s

and T)'” is given by an analogous formula with $(277t) replaced by fo(t) € C5°(R™).
Since TA1 % is a local operator which shares the same properties as TI\J, we have the analog
of BI]) with Sy = T; 0. As a result, we would have the remaining inequality, (3.I8)
with Sy = T} if we could show that when ([£3) is valid we have, as before for some § > 0
depending on §y and n

L, n <279
(419) ||T)\ ||L"2+2 (T")*}L%(T”) ~ 2 '




UNIFORM SOBOLEV ESTIMATES INVOLVING SINGULAR POTENTIALS 27

Since T;’j = 0 when 27 is larger than a fixed multiple of ((\))~! by the proof of (@)
we would obtain this estimate via interpolation via the following two estimates:

L.j < AL )0 )\EFT 9w
(@20) L e ST XA s Ve >0
and
> _ n—1 n+1 .
(4.21) 173 gy S A0 A2 272 fllaony,

Due to the (A +ig(\))~! factor in [@IS) one sees from this formula and @IJ) that T,
behaves like A\™'T}; and so it is clear that the proof of (@I2) and [@I3) yield (@20) and
(@210, respectively. This finishes our proofs of [@I]) and [@2).

Using (41 and (@2]) along with Corollary 2.2l we obtain the bounds in Theorem [[.4]

involving ¢ = %

Quasimode and uniform Sobolev estimates for the critical exponent. Suppose

that ¢. = 2(7:L:L11), p(éc) — q—lc = 2 and, as in Theorem [} let us assume that for an
arbitrary fixed dg > 0
(4.22) e(A) =A% ifn >4 and £(A) = A6 if p = 3.

We then recall that the estimates in Theorem [[4] for ¢ = ¢, say that for u € Dom(Hy )
we have

(423) [l paeqrey S A0 (e(A) T ZEI AT T || (Hy — (A + ie(A)2)ul g2y A > 1,
as well as

(124) Jull ey S 1 Hy = A+ i)l ooy, A > 1
As noted before, the inequality (£23]) is equivalent to the spectral projection estimates

(428 IxXPasp fllzaern S (0% 2 | fll2n,
V>0 pe [N 3T% 1] if n>4 or pe A"+ 1] if n=3.
This is weaker than the V' = 0 results of Hickman [13], i.e., (£4). Even though the

p-intervals in (#£237) do not shrink to {1} as n — oo, it would be interesting to try to
improve the range of p in this inequality.

Since it is straightforward to check that for £(\) satisfying @22), 2.5 is valid, by
Corollary 222 we would have ([{.23) and [@24)) if we knew that for such (), we had the
quasimode estimates

(4.25)  fullg S A (N) TN | (~Ay — (A+ie(A)?ull2, for A > 1,
and

(4.26) lllpqey < ()N (A, — (A +ie(N)%ull2, for A>T,
as well as

(4.27) lullg. S (=B — A+ ie(N))ullygg), A= 1.

Inequality (@28 follows from Hickman’s estimate ([@4]) and a simple orthogonality
argument. And (£20]) follows from the same argument by using the general spectral
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projection estimates of the fourth author [22]. As we shall see at the end of this section,
we can get a better bound than the right side of (28] for ¢ = p(g.)’, but here as long
as ([2.5)) is valid for e()\) satisfying [@22)), the powers of £(\) in inequalities ([E25) and
([@20), which are numbers between [—1, —3], are not crucial in the proof of @24).

Now let us see how we can modify the proof of [@2]) to obtain [@27). We shall make
use of the splitting of the resolvent operator (—Ag» — (A +ic(N))?) ! as in (B14)-BIF),
where £(\) now as in ([@22)). We then would obtain [@27)) if we had [BI8)) in the current
setting.

Unlike previous cases, we do not have sharp spectral projection bounds here for the
exponent ¢.. The operator Ry will be dealt with differently after we established the
desired bounds for T).

As we noted earlier the local operator 7Y always satisfies the desired bounds in the
uniform Sobolev estimates regardless of the choice of £(\):

1T Lotaor () paerny = O1) i —hs =L =2 e, p(ge) = S5

For the operator TY, just as in the proof of ([2)), we shall need to use the dyadic
decomposition

Ty =Ty 4> Ty
j=1
exactly as before where for j = 1,2,3,... T is given by (£I8) and for j = 0 the analog
of this identity with 8(277¢) replaced by Bo(t) € C§°(R). Since the factor (1 —n(t)) in
each of these integrals vanishes near the origin, the quasimode estimates in [22] imply that
||TA1’O||Lp<qC)(Tn)ﬁch(Tn) = O(1), or, alternately one can use the fact that T;’O behaves
like 77 and deduce this from arguments in [10], [9] or [22]. Based on the desired bounds
for j = 0, we conclude that if we could show that for some § > 0

(4.28) ||T;)j||LP(‘1c)('ﬂ‘")~>ch('ﬂ‘n) =0(277) if p—(;c) =2 =123,

then we would obtain || T)[|rce) (rr)— pac(rn)y = O(1). As before, § here depends on the
various parameters in ([{22), and, in order to get the bounds in [@28) we are lead to
assume that £(\) as in (£.22)).

In order to prove (£28)) we claim that, by interpolation, it suffices to prove the following
three inequalities

, .y '
(4.29) T || Loy paqrny S AOAT727%, Ve >0, if g= 22,
(4.30) ||T,\1’j||LP(1rn)_>Lq(qrn) < A7

2n

Veo >0, if ¢= =5, forn>4, or ¢ =00 for n =3,

and

n242n—

. _ 1 2 . . n2
(4.31) ||T>]\~7J||LP(‘]1‘")*>LQ(TTL) SAOATR2T T Ve >0, if g= 7(71712)("72).

where 1 — 1 = 2,
p g n
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2n(n+1)

nZ—n—4> when n > 4, we

To verify this claim we note that if p = ¢ and ¢ = p(q.)’ =
have

n— n—1)(n—2 . n27 n—
%:9.2_712—’—(1_9)'( 2)11(2 )’ 1f6‘:(n+1)3(n722)'

Consequently, by interpolation, (£29) and (£31]) yield for any g > 0

; n2_3n— n n—2 .
T8 ooy ey S A0 (725 TF000 (4 g =82 s

— \O\"w . 2%,

(4.32)

When n = 3, the above argument does not work since % < 0if n = 3. Instead,

we shall use interpolation between (£30) and ([@3T]). More precisely, note that if p = ¢,
and ¢ = p(q.)’ = 12, we have

c=p =05+ (1-0)- 5, if 6=1%

By interpolation, (I30) and @31 yield for any g9 > 0
. 3,1
T8 | o ey Loy S A% (A73299) 7 (27)
= A0\TT . 230,
By duality, ({.32)) and (£33)) leads to [@.28) if we fix 5o > 0 in ([@22) and choose &g

here to be sufficiently small since T;’] = 0 if 2/ is larger than a fixed constant times

((\))~!, which, satisfies [#22).

Now we shall give the proof of {@.29)-(£31]). The first inequality, (Z.29), follows from
([I4), since, as noted before, the operator T/\1 7 behaves like A™17}.

(4.33)

To prove the second inequality, first note that, if n > 4, by Theorem 2.7 in [6] and a
simple orthogonality argument, we have

2(n—1)

(4.34)  [Ixpoatallzerny—ramn) S pIAON D Veg >0, pe N1 if g = o

As a consequence of (L34, we have
(4.35) 1T | 2(emy s aerny S APATDTI2/2 0 Yy >0 if g = 2220

n—3
by an orthogonality argument, since, as noted before T/\l’j = A 'my ;j(v/Hp) where
ma,; (1) = 027 (1 +27|7 — A|)™Y) for any N if 7 > 0 and A > 1.

Inequality [@30) now just follows from ([A3H) and (@2I) via interpolation. Indeed,
since

712—71329' 2(7;;31)"'(1_9)'%7
"2—*7’1129-%—1—(1—9)-1,
with 6 = ”771, we deduce that for all eg > 0 and 0 as above we have

1,5 _7213 79\ 0 n=3 n+l \1-0
HTAJHL%(W)_,L%(TH) <A (AT 20/2) L (VT 2 )
— )\éo 2j,

as desired.
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The n = 3 case in [@30) follows from exactly the same argument by using the fact
that

1 _

(4.36) IXpoatpll L2y poe(rey S pZAOTE Ve >0, pe A1 1].
If we take p = A~! in the above inequality, ({36 is equivalent to counting the lattice
points on a sphere, which has a general upper bound in any dimensions, i.e.,
(437) ||X A A+ 1]||L2 (Tn)— Lo (T) < A z +50 VEO > 0, n > 2.

See e.g., [8] for a more detailed discussion about inequality ([@3T). (@306) now follows
from ([@37) by a simple orthogonality argument.

The third inequality, (£31]), involves the pair of exponents (p, q) which is the intersec-
tion of Stein—Tomas restriction line where ¢ = "+1 2t2p" and the uniform Sobolev line where
l — % . More precisely, note that by (IZZI) after using the same argument as in the

proof of (IZE) we have
(4.38) T (| L2 (rm) s e (mny S APATI2I(A27) V0 Ve > 0 if g, = 20l
Now (&3T]) follows from ([@38) and ([@ZI)) via interpolation. Indeed, since
(n—1)(n—2) __ 1 _ 1
(D2 g1 (1) L,

2n2

2
n+n+2:9.%+(1_9).1

2n?
with § = (D=2 - apq nling2 _ (oD02) 42 e deduce that for all &g > 0 and 6
as above we have

__ni8_ ni3 50, n=3_ntl.\1-0
||T ||Lp(qc)('ﬂ‘n)_>[,(p(qc)) ™) /\80 ()\ 2(n+1)22(n+1)3) ()\ 2 272 J)

n242n—2 .

1
= )\80 )\_52 n?2 J

b)
as desired.

For the remalnlng operator Ry, we claim that it has the same mapping properties as
the operator Ty* where 27 ~ £(\)~'. Recall that in proving (@.29), (£30) and .31,
the only properties we required for the operator T are

(4.39) T3 (7)) = O(2 (1 + 2|7 = A) ™),
and

(4.40) T3 ()] = 0T 25)
Similarly for the operator Ry, if 2/ ~ e(\)~!, by ([B19) we have
(4.41) [RA(T)| = O(27(1 + 27| = A)™Y).

And for the other kernel bounds ([@40), if we use the dyadic decomposition Ry =
> reo RE, where

i

4.42 Rfb = —— B2~ e(\)t) (1 = n(e(W)t) eMe =Mt costP dt,
AT A +ie(N)
v 0
and argue as in (L10)-(£10) using stationary phase, we have

ntl ok

IRE (2, y)| S AT 273 F(e(\) "% e
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After summing over k, we conclude that
(4.43) [Ra(z.y)| = O () 7).

As a consequence of (441 and ([@.43), by using the same argument as for the operator
TA1 . we obtain from this that

(4.44) [ BAll o) (rny = Lae () = O(1),
which completes the proof of ([@.27]).

Quasimode and uniform Sobolev estimates for general exponents. Now we will
see how we can modify the above argument to show that (L23)) and (23] hold for general
exponents g. We shall first give the proof of ([[L23)), since essentially it does not require
sharp spectral projection bounds. To see this, by Corollary 2] we would have (L23) if
we knew that for (p, ¢) exponents satisfying (L11]), we had the quasimode estimates

(4.45)  lu|, S A7 ( (A ))_1||(—Ag — (A +ie(\)%ulo, for 7 =gq,p’, and X > 1,

as well as
(4.46) lully S (=29 = A+ ie())ullp, - A =1,
where
A=ALp(@) 400y 5y > 0 i 2 -2
(4.47) e =19, 5 it 2 g
AP0 +80 vgo >0 if nlg S ¢ <2

We shall give the explicit form of 51(n,q) later in (IEZI) Roughly speaking, it is a
number that decreases from to 0 as g increases from =5 to nfS'

Here ([@45) follows easily from the spectral prOJectlon bounds of [22] and a simple
orthogonality argument. We shall obtain an improvement over (£41]) at the end of this
section by modifying the previous argument that was used to prove ([@I]). Right now the
bounds in ([45) is sufficient since for e(\) satisfying [@47), ([2.5) is valid for all for (p, q)
exponents satisfying (LII) by (4£.43).

2

To prove [AAG), by duality, it suffices to handle the case where ¢ € [-2%, 2%). As

before we shall split the resolvent operator as

(=Ay — (A +ic(\)H) 7L =T 4+ T + Ry.

As noted earlier the local operator TY always satisfies the desired bounds regardless of
the choice of £(A). That is

(4.48) TRl ey Laqeny = O(1), if L =1 =2 and 2% <q < 25,

see e.g. [19] and [14] for a proof of the above inequality.
For the operator T, we shall need to use the dyadic decomposition
Ty =100+ Ty
j=1

exactly as before where for j = 1,2,3,... T% is given by (£I8) and for j = 0 the analog
of this identity with (277t) replaced by fo(t) € C5°(R). The operator Ty behaves like
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T and it is not hard to see that it satisfies (£.48). Based on the desired bounds for j = 0,
we conclude that if we could show that for some § > 0

(4.49) T3 Lo (rys paqrmy = OQR7°) i =1 =2 j=123,. .,

q
then we would obtain

I Tall e (1n)—La(Tny = O(1),
as well as

[Rxl| Lo (1) La(rny = O(1),
since, as mentioned before, the operator Ry behaves like T/\1 J

Given (£29), [@30) and (m the above inequality now follows easily from an inter-

polation argument. First, for n— <qg< C

2 .
Gy Write

(4.50) c=0- 52+ (196 ) =Dz e g, :zL(l_m D(n-2)y

’ n—2 2n?
Consequently, by 1nterpolat1on, 29) and (@3] yield for any g > 0

j _1.3i\0 ,L"*Q"Q 1-6
(4.51) T3 o (rnyspagrmy S A0 (ATm2%)7 - (A2 e

2 2
n 2n—2 nf—m-—2 -
+ 017

S S S et

Similarly, for m < q < ;75, write
(4.52) =0, CRE (1 6a) - 12, i By =n(f - 150,
By interpolamon, #30) and (@31) yield for any g > 0

n+2n 2

T || o (rmy s Ly S A (AT w2502 9) % (2j)1792

(4.53)
= NN~ 7 L 9Tl

As a result, given 6 and 63 as in ([@L50) and [@52), if we define
if 2 <g<
< q <

(454) ﬂl(n7q) = {"2"'2:;0_22_("2—?}—2)91 (n 1)(n 2)
T (2n—2)0; (n—l)(n—2) =5,
by @351 and @E3), we obtain ([@49) if we fix 69 > 0 in ({47) and choose gy above to

be sufficiently small since T4 = 0 if 27 is larger than a fixed constant times (e(\))~".
Thus, the proof of ([@40) is complete.

. 2(n+1
To conclude, we shall give the proof of (L25). We shall focus on the case % <

q < 2—"2, since, the estimates for ¢ > -==5 follows as a corollary of Theorem

To proceed, note that by Corollary as well as ([{40), we would have (28] if we
knew that for (p, ¢) exponents satisfying

2nt1) on 1_1_2
(4.55) <g< 5 oand o - o=,

we had the quasimode estimates

(456)  [ull, S A7 ()T (=Ay = (A +ie(N)2uls, for = q,p, and A > 1,
where we shall take

(4.57) e(\) = AP0y 50 5,
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with

n—1)%g—2(n—1)(n+1
(458) [32(”7 Q) = (7E+1)()nzl)q(,2(,,3i1)24),8-

Actually, given ([@406) and (€50]), in order to apply Corollary [Z2] it suffices to check
(2.5) is valid, which is equivalent to £(A) > A~2 when 2(:“) < ¢ < 22 However, for
such exponents ¢ we have

min(B1(n, q), B2(n, q)) < 1/3,

which implies ([2.57). Also as before the inequality for » = p’ ([@59) is not crucial for our
proof. Indeed, simple quasimode estimates as in ([@45]) are sufficient for our use.

Note that compared with ([@45]), the power on £(A) in ([@50) is sharp, which, as before,
is equivalent to the spectral projection estimates

(4.59) XA a0 fll Laerny S p/2xe (@ Il fll2crny, Vo > e(A).

To prove ([A59), if we repeat the argument in (@5)-(@I0), by using a TT* argument,
it suffices to prove that for ¢ > 2" and £(\) satisfying [@57)

n—1 7
(4.60) IT fllzacrny S A27D N fll gt (znys
where
(4.61) Tf= / eM(costP)f dt,

with a € S(R) defined as in ({@17).
As before we shall split the operator in (£61]) as

Tf=Y Tf,
§=0

where the operator T} is defined as in (ZI0).

Clearly then, (£61) would be a consequence of the following
(462) ||TJf||Lq(T") 5 275jA20(q)||f||qu(']1’")7 .] = 07 15 27 sy
for some ¢ > 0 which depends on n and the do > 0 in (Z3).

The bound for j = 0 is a simple consequence of the spectral projection estimates of
one of us [22], while the remaining bounds follow by interpolation from ({I12) and (E13).
Indeed, since for any ¢ > 200 1 —g. (n+1) +(1—-0)- =, with § = 2ntD) @T2) and

n—1 ' gq (n—D)g>
(#13)) yield for all g > 0
9 771 1. (n—1)g—2(n+1) n+1 (n—1)q—2(n+1) 2 2(n+1)
(4.63) |5l pagrny s por oy S AZ70F0 G=ha 2072 T m-ha MR TaeDa

As a result, given any fixed &y as in ([@ET), we obtain (£G2) if the loss g9 > 0 here is
small enough, since by &3)) and {H), 7; = 0 for 27 larger than a fixed constant times

e(A\)~! defined as in ([Z5T).

For later use, note that the above argument works for any n > 2. When n = 2, it
gives the following analog of (£59)

__a=6_ .
(4.64) e fllzacrny S p72A7 [ fllpaqeny, Yo > A75m0F% W6 >0, if g > 6.
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In particular, at the point ¢ = co, we have

o(r _1
(4.65) Xt fllEos ey S P 2AT | Fllp2grny, Yo > A73,

by using ({13) directly without interpolation with ([@I2]).

Remark: We shall briefly mention that improvements over the inequality (£59) can be
made in several ways. First, if we take p = A~! in [59), it is conjectured by Bourgain
in [5] that for n > 3

n—2

(4.66)  Ixpasr-11Fllzaeny SA7 T fllpa(ray, Yoo >0, A>1 and ¢ > 22

As in ([£3]), by Theorem 2.7 in [6], (£.66) holds for all ¢ > 2(7?—:31), which is currently
the best partial results for this problem. It is interesting and not known to the authors

that whether one can use ([€L6G6]) for g > @ to improve the range of p in the inequality

-3
2(n+1) 2n
@.59) when === < p < 75,

On the other hand, as in [9] and [I3], we can slightly improve the kernel bound (I7),
and thus obtain an improvement on the range of £(\) in inequalities such as ([{40),
(#50) and @59), by exploiting the cancellation between different terms in (4.13]) using
exponential sum estimates. We omit the details here for simplicity.

5. Improved quasimode estimates when n = 2.

The purpose of this section is to derive improved quasimode estimates under cer-
tain geometric assumptions for n = 2. Throughout this section we shall assume that
V € K(M) satisfying ([263), since in two dimensions V € L!(M) can not ensure that
the associated Schrodinger operator is self-adjoint. For a proof of self-adjointness of
Schrodinger operators with Kato potentials, see e.g., [3].

Unlike what was the case for higher dimensions in Theorem [Tl we cannot improve
the universal quasimode bounds in [3] when n = 2. We can, however, improve the bounds
in Theorem in two-dimensions by removing the smallness assumption on V' that was
made in [3], and we can also obtain new bounds for two-dimensional tori.

First, let us see that we have the following analog of Theorem

Theorem 5.1. Assume that (M,g) is a Riemannian surface of nonpositive curvature

and that V€ K(M). Then for q > 6, if

7 ifg=6
_ 72
(5.1) M@—{a ifa>6.

we have for uw € Dom(Hy ) and A > 1,

ola)— 146 .
(5:2) Jlly £ A7O (20) 7 [[(Hy = 0+ ie()))u,
where e(\) = (log(2 + X)) ~t. Consequently

(5.3) B s e £, S A7 tog(2 + 2) 5@ [ 1]l
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To prove (B.2]), as before we shall use the fact that by [4] and [12], we have (5:2]) when
V =0, which is equivalent to the following

. - o(q)— —1+4(q)
(5'4) H (_Ag - (/\ + ZE(/\))Q) ! HLQ(M)%L‘?(M) 5 A (@)=1 (5(>‘)) ! )
as well as the following bounds for the spectral projection operators associated to Hy =
—Ag:

< yo(@) (5()\))5(‘1) .

(5.5) HX[A,/\H(A)] HL%M)HLG(M) ~

The proof of (5.2)) is based on the same idea as in the critical exponent case for higher
dimensions. And unlike in higher dimensions, where we are able to prove uniform sobolev
estimates for certain range of exponents, the fact that §(¢) = 1/2 for ¢ > 6 is not crucial
in our proof.

Proof of Theorem[51]. As in [3], we shall first prove (52) for the exponent ¢ = oo, and
then use it to obtain (B.2)) for 6 < ¢ < 0.

To proceed, just as before we shall write
(5.6) (—Ay — (A+ie(\)?) " =T+ Ry, where Ty = Ty + T},

with 79, T} and R, as in 3.15), (316) and (BIT), respectively.

Since Ry = mx(v/Hp) with my(7) as in [8.19) one can use (5.5) and a simple orthog-
onality argument to see that for all ¢ > 6

ola)— —145
(5.7) IRz any—poqany S A7@ (e(0) T,

and also

(58)  [[Bro (=g = (A+ie(N)?)]| 2y SATO=L ()T (),

)—+La(M)

If we set T = TV + T as above, then since Ty = (—Ay — (A +1ig()\))?) ™! — Ry, we
trivially obtain from (5.4) and (51) the bound

o(q)— —146
(5.9) 1Tl 22 () pacary S AT@ 7 (1) T,

Note that by ([3.22)), if the §y > 0 used to define T} is small enough we have
(5.10) T Lt (a1 Loe (ar) = O(ATH2X0%) < 1.

Also for the local operator TY, we have the following kernel estimates

Collog(Ad ), if dy(z,y) <A
G11) [Ty < | 0D, B Al y) <
CO>\_1/2 (d!](xay)) 9 lf A_l S dg(I,’y) S 1

which comes from using stationary phase and the formulas

- ()\)/ n(\) n(t/T) eMe s N costP dt
0

5.12 e —
( ) AT N +ie

and

(5.13) Sy = #5(/\) /Ooo(n(t) — () n(t/T) eMte =Nt costP dt
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separately.
To see this, note that the multiplier associated to the operator S is

7 | ) e costr
0

)

SV(r) = ———
A7) A +ie

Using integration by parts, it is not hard to see that for j =0,1,2, ...,

j CjA—277 if |7 <A

5.14 A So(r)| << 7 : =

(5:14) aSolT)l < {cjm—?—a if 7] > A

Given (BI4)), if we argue as in the proof of [24] Theorem 4.3.1, along with a change
of variables, we have |So(x,y)| < Co|log(Ady(x,)/2)[14,(z,y)<r-1(z,y). The kernel for
the operator Si is a consequence of stationary phase argument after using Hadamard
parametrix, see [9] and [19] for more details.

Since by heat kernel methods we have Dom(Hy ) C L™(M) when n = 2, by the very
definition of the Kato space, S$(Vu) is given by an absolutely convergent integral. Thus,
if A =A(M,V) > 1 is sufficiently large, we have since V € K

(5.15) 188V el qan < 1/4llulleany, i A> A,

To use these bounds write
(5.16) u=(=Ag— A+ie(\)?) o (=Ay — (A +ic(V)?)u
= T)\(—Ag +V - ()\ + ZE(/\))2)’LL + T)\(VSN . u) + T)\(V>N . u)
+ Ry (A — (N +1ie(N)?)u

=T+ IT+III+1V,
with Ve and Vi as in (ZI3)).
By (9)
(5.17) 1llse S () 2N12) (Hy — (A +i2(X)?)ull2,

and by (B8) we similarly obtain

—1/2

(5.18)  [[Vlleo S ()" ATV (Ae(W) |ull2

S ()TN (HY — (A +ie(V)?)ulla,

~

using the spectral theorem in the last inequality.

If we use (BI0), (BI1) and (BI5), along with Holder’s inequality, we conclude that
we can fix IV large enough so that

(5.19) [ oo < 5 llulloo, if A > A,

Also, (59) and (2.14) yield for this fixed N
—-1/2 | _
(5.20) [[I]lo < Cn (V) /2 X2 |luy
—-1/2 | _ .
< (V) TEATV2) (Hy = (A +i2(V)2)ulls,

using the spectral theorem and the fact that e(A) - A > 1if A > 1.
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Combining (517), (6I8), (519) and (5:20) yields
(5.21) fulloo < () TEATV2(Hy = (A +ie(A)H)ulla, if A > A.
To obtain the quasimode estimate ([5.2]) for ¢ = oo, we need to see that the bounds in
(E20) are also valid when 1 < A < A, As before this just follows from the fact that
2 —1 2, 1 .
[(Hy = A +ie(NN) | oy < Cl(HY = N +ie(M)A) ]| gy 3 TSASA,
where C' is a constant that depends on A.

Now we shall prove (5.2) for 6 < ¢ < co. We shall focus on the term II1, since by
E1), &8), and (&9), the other three terms are easily bounded by the right side of (5.2)).
Note that by (BI1)), we have

sup (/ 79 (2, )|%dz) /" < CA=2/9, if 6 < q < oo,
Yy M

Whence by Minkowski’s integral inequality,
(5.22) TSN 22 (a1) s Lacary < CAT/4.
If we combine (5.10) and (5.22]), by Holder’s inequality,
ITA(Vonu)llg < CA 9 Vanully < OX 9|V |1 |u] -
Since we have just proved that
—1/2 | _ .
lulloo £ ()" A2 (Hy = (A +i(N)?)ulla,

we conclude that the term 77 is dominated by the right side of (5.2)). O

We can also obtain the following improved quasimode estimates for the 2-dimensional
torus:

Theorem 5.2. Let T? denotes the 2 dimensional torus with flat metric, assume that
V € K(T?). Then for q > 6, if

_%4‘50 .
(5.23) e\ =e(\q) = A - Vo >0 if 6 < g < oo
A3 ’Lf q =00

we have for uw € Dom(Hy) and A > 1,

olq)— —1/2 )
(5'24) ||u||L‘1(']1‘2) 5 A (9-1 (50‘)) / H(HV - (/\ + ZS(A))2)UHL2(T2)'
Similarly, if e(A) > A", we have

(5.25) lulloczy < A% (A-e() ™ [[(Hy = (3 + ieO) )| 12 o)

To prove (.24)), we shall of course use the fact that by the spectral projection bounds
in (@.64)) and [@63), if £(\) satisfies (5:23)), we have (524)) when V' = 0 which is equivalent
to the following

(5.26) (=85 = A+ 20D ™ | oy poary S A7@ 7 (X)) T2
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Also for the critical point ¢ = 6 we shall use

<A (e(n)

Veg >0, if A7 <e(N) <1,

(5'27) H (_Ag - ()‘ + iE()‘))2)_l HL2(M)*>L6(M)
which is a consequence of the spectral projection estimates in (4.

Now let us see how we can modify the proof of (2] to obtain (524) and (Z.25]). As
before, we shall first prove (5.2]) for the exponent ¢ = oo, and then use it to obtain similar
inequalities for 6 < g < oco.

To proceed, write
(—Ay — (A +ie(\)?) " =Th+ Ry, where Ty = Ty + T},
with 79, T} and R, as in 315), BI06) and [BI7), respectively.
Since Ry = mx(v/Hp) with mx(7) as in (3.I9) one can use ([f64), (£65) and a simple

orthogonality argument to see that for all ¢ > 6
(5.28) | RxllL2(r2)—pa(r2y S A0~ (5(/\))71/2’
and also

(529)  ||Rxo(=A, — (A +ie( SAD (1) T2 (Ae(V).

)\))2)HL2('H‘2)4L4('H‘2)

If we set Ty = TY + T4 as above, then since Ty = (—A, — (A +1ig()\))?)~1 — Ry, we
trivially obtain from (5.26) and (5.28)) the bound

o(a)— —1/2
(5.30) |75 22 12y ey S AZD (e(0) T2, if g > 6.

For the operator T4, we claim that if e(A) > A~/3 as in (5.23)), we have
(5.31) 1T |1 (12)= oo (12) = O(1).
To see this, we shall split the integral dyadically as before by writing
T =T+ Ty,
j=1
where for j =1,2,...

T1>j — ; o0 2—Jt 1 _ t t T it —E(A)t tP t
A )\+¢g()\)/0 BT (A —n(t)n(t/T) e e costP dt,

and Ty is given by an analogous formula with 5(277t) replaced by Go(t) € C5°(R™).
If j = 0, by using the spectral projection estimates of one of us [22] and the fact that
() SA YA+ A=7))™N YNif A>1 and 7 >0,
it is not hard to obtain
(5.32) T3l L2 r2y = Lo (72) = O(1).
On the other hand, if j > 0, by using (@Z1]) for n = 2, we have
(5.33) T8 fllroerny S 2292 | flormey, 5=1,2,....
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Since Ty”7 = 0 if 27 is larger than a fixed constant times (¢(\))~!, after summing over 7,
if e(\) > A~1/3 we obtain (5.31)).

As for the local operator T, by repeating the argument in (5.12)-(5.15), we have the
following kernel estimates

Collog(Mdy(z,y)/2)], if dg(z,y)
CoA"V2(dg(z,y)) "%, if A1 <
which is independent of the choice of ().

(5.34) T (2, y)| < {

<At
dg(xvy) S 17

To use these bounds write
(5.35) u= (=D — (A+ic(\)?) o (=A, — (A +ic(\))u
=Ta(-Ag +V = (A +ie(N)*)u + Ta(Ven -u) +Ta(Von - u)
+ Ra(—Ay — (A +ic(N)?)u

=IT+II+IIT+1V,
with Ven and Vi as in 213).
By (.30)
(5.36) 1]loe S () ™ 2ATY2 ) (Hy — (A +i2(X)?)ull2,

and by (B.29) we similarly obtain
—-1/2 | _
(5.37) [1V]lse S (V) 2A72 - (Ae(V) [lu
—-1/2 | _ .
< (eOW) TPATV2(Hy = (A +ig(A\)2)ulla,

~

using the spectral theorem in the last inequality.

If we use (531), (534), and the definition of Kato class, we conclude as before that
we can fix IV large enough so that

(5.38) oo < 3 llulloe, if A > A.
Also, (5.30) and ([Z.14) yield for this fixed N

(5.39) |||l < Cn(=(N)

A2l
< ()N (Y = (20,

using the spectral theorem and the fact that e(A) - A > 1if A > 1.

Combining (536), (£31), (3]) and (B39) yields
(540)  Jullo < (V) ATV (Hy — (A +ie(N))ulla, if A> A,

To obtain the quasimode estimate (5.24)) for ¢ = co, we need to see that the bounds
in (B21)) are also valid when 1 < X < A, As before this just follows from the fact that

[(Hy =N +ieNN) T ] Lo qey < Cl(Hy = X +ie(M)A) T || ooy, TSASA,

where C' is a constant that depend on A.

Now we shall prove quasimode estimates for ¢ < oo. First, if 6 < ¢ < 0o, by using
E23), (29) and (530), we see that the terms I, IT, and IV are bounded by the right
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side of (524). Thus, we only need to focus on the third term I7I. Note that by (£.34),

we have

owp ([ [T, loan) /" < 0N, i 65 g <
M

Y

Whence by Minkowski’s integral inequality,
(5.41) TRl (r2) > Lacr2y < CAT2/9.
The T/\1 0 operator behaves like the local operator and we can also use the spectral
projection estimates in [22] to get
(5.42) T8O £t (12— pagrzy < CAT/4.

To obtain the analog of (5.42) for the operator T; J , we shall use interpolation between
(E33) and the following estimates:

(5.43) IT37 fllzerey S 28X 2| fllzry, §=1.2,...,
which follows from applying a dual version of ([E64]) with p = 277 as well as the fact that
T/ (r) =021 +2/ A —7))™), VYNif A>1 and 7> 0.
Since % =30+ =-(1-0), with 6 = %, by interpolation between (B33) and (&43)),
we get
(5.44) ||T>%)j||L1('JI‘2)—>Lq('JI‘2) < CY/\71/22J‘(%_§)7 if 2<¢g<o0.

After summing over the j € N with 27 < e(\)7!, we conclude that

3

(545) ||T)%||L1(T2)—>LQ(T2) < O)\il/zé‘()\)%_2 + CA2/a,
Thus, we would have

(5.46) | TA || 21 (r2) Lar2y < CA2/9,

if we knew g(\) > A" S However, since ;q;j > 33:—?0, this yields (540) for all e(\)
satisfying (B23)), if 6 < ¢ < co.
If we combine (B.41]) and (5.46]), by Holder’s inequality,
1T (Vo wu)llg < CA2Vanully < CA V1 [lullo

Since we have just proved that
oo S (V) A2 (Hy = A+ i2(V)?)ull2,

we conclude that the term I7] is dominated by the right side of (&.2]), this finishes the
proof of (524).

To conclude the section we shall prove (5.2H), by using (527), (#4), and repeating
the arguments above, we can easily see that the terms I, II, and IV are bounded by the
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right side of (525). For the third term I7I, if we combine (B.41]) and (54H), and use
BE24) for ¢ = oo as above, we have

ITN(Vanu)lle < CATY2 4+ A 26(0)572) Ve nulh
(5.47) <O A2 76) [V flullo
< (W) AT 4 (c0) AT | (Hy — (A ie(V) )2,
which is bounded by the right side of (5.25)) if (\) > A~'/>. Thus, the proof of [5.25) is

complete.

6. Appendix: Self-adjointness and limited Sobolev estimates.

As we stated before, for brevity, dz denotes the Riemannian volume element for (M, g).

Proposition 6.1. Forn >3, if V. € L™/?(M) the quadratic form,

(6.1) qv (u,v) = —/ Vuvde —|—/—Aguﬁd$, u,v € Dom(\/—A4 + 1),
M

is bounded from below and defines a unique semi-bounded self-adjoint operator Hy on
L?. Moreover, C*°(M) constitutes a form cordl for qy .

Proof. Since (—Ag+ 1)'/2 is self-adjoint, by perturbation theory (specifically the KLMN
Theorem (see [18, Theorem X.17]) it suffices to prove that for any 0 < & < 1 there is a
constant C. < 0o so that

(6.2) / V] |uf? de < e||(=A, +1)"2u]|} + Cellull3,  w € Dom(v/Hy),

where Hy = —Ag, + 1.

To prove this, for each small § > 0 choose a maximal §-separated collection of points
z;e€M,j=1,...,Ns5, Ns = ¢ " Thus, M = UB; if B; is the é-ball about z;, and if
B7 is the 20-ball with the same center,

(6.3) ZlB; (z) < Cw,

where C); is independent of § < 1 if 1 Br denotes the indicator function of Bs. Since
V € L™?(M), for any fixed &, we can choose § > 0 small enough so that

6.4 C Cyp su Vilin T <g,
(64) w(Cosup [Vilzagpasy )

where Cj is the constant in ([G.5]) below.

2Recall that a form core for qy is a subspace S which approximates elements v in the domain of the
form in that there exists a sequence um, € S satisfying lim,, |Ju — um||2 + qv(u — um,u —um) = 0.
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Now for each Bj, define a smooth bump function ¢; with ¢; =1 on Bj, and ¢; =0
outside on B}. Since M = UB;, we have

/ Vi dz <Y / V| |6yuf? da
J

< (sup ||V . 0| %2n
< (161\%” | Lnr2(m ,25)));”@53 20

(6.5) < Oo(sglr;[ IVllnr2(Ba2sy) D IV (¢u)l3
* j

< Co(sup [V ova(atuas) Y (19 ey, + 1(96;)w)3)
* j

< e||(=Ag + 1)Y2u|s + Ceflull?,  u € Dom(y/Hy),
where Hy = —A, + 1. Here we have used Sobolev estimates as well as (6.4]). |

If w € Dom(y/—Ay+1) then —Agju and Vu are both distributions. If Hy is the
self-adjoint operator given by the Proposition, then Dom(Hy ) is all such u for which
—Agu+Vue L2

If we take € = 1/2 in ([62]) we indeed get for large enough N

(6.6) Hw/—Ag—l—luH%:/(—Ag+1)uﬂdy§2/(—A9+V+N)uﬂdy
=2||\/Hy + Null,, if Hy = -2, +V.

Thus, (—A, + 1)Y2(Hy + N)~'/2 and (Hy + N)~'/2(=A, 4+ 1)'/2? are bounded on L?.
Since (—A, 4+ 1)7'/2 is a compact operator on L?, so must be (Hy 4+ N)~/2. From this
we conclude that the self-adjoint operator Hy has discrete spectrum.

A combination of Sobolev estimtes for the unperturbed operator and (G.6]) also gives
us

(6.7) [uf| 2o, < C[|VHy + Nul

Note that in the above inequality (65) and thus (6.6]), we need the condition that n > 3,

because we do not have a suitable Sobolev inequality at % when n = 2. Additionally,

if n > 5, by an analogous argument as in (G.3), we have for any 0 < ¢ < 1 there is a
constant C. < 0o so that

5 if u € Dom(Hy).

(6.8) /|Vu|2 do < el[(-Ay + 1)u||; +Cc|lull3, u € Dom(Hy),

where Hy = —A, + 1.

Inequality ([E.8) also appears in [I8, Theorem X.21] under a weaker assumption on V.
The reason it does not hold when n = 3,4 is that we do not have an appropriate Sobolev
inequality at % when n = 3,4. As a consequence of ([G.8)), we have for large enough N

(69) Cl||(—Aq+1)u||2 < H(Hv—l—N)uH2 < Cg||(—Ag+1)u||2, if Hy = —Ag—f"/.
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After replacing V by V 4+ N to simplify the notation, we may assume, as we have
throughout starting with (I3]), that (6.5) holds with N = 0. This just shifts the spectrum
and does not change the eigenfunctions. In this case the spectrum of Hy is positive and
its eigenfunctions therefore are distributional solutions of

Hyey = )\26,\, some A > 0,

which means here that A is the eigenvalue of the “first order” operator + Hy, i.e.,

(6.10) Pve)\ = )\6>\, if PV = \/Hv.
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