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DISCRETE VS. CONTINUOUS IN THE SEMICLASSICAL LIMIT

SIMON BECKER, JENS WITTSTEN, AND MACIEJ ZWORSKI

ABSTRACT. We compare the bottom of the spectrum of discrete and continuous
Schrédinger operators with periodic potentials with barriers at the boundaries of
their fundamental domains (see Figure 3). Our results show that these energy levels
coincide in the semiclassical limit and we provide an explicit rate of convergence.
We demonstrate the optimality of our results by using Bohr-Sommerfeld quanti-
zation conditions for potentials exhibiting non-degenerate wells, and by numerical
experiments for more general potentials. We also investigate the dependence of the
spectrum of the discrete semiclassical Schrodinger operator on the semiclassical pa-
rameter h and show that it can be discontinuous.

1. INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF RESULTS

Suppose that V' € C*(R"™;R) is periodic with respect to Z": V(x +v) = V(x),
v € Z™. We make the following general assumptions on V' (see Figure 3):

3 a fundamental domain of Z", F, such that V]sr > min V. (1.1)

To V we associate discrete and continuous Schrodinger operators,

n

(Pa(h)v)(7) =D (2v(7) —v(y+€5) —v(y —€)) + V(hy)o(v), y€Z", (12)

j=1
and

P.(h)u(z) == —Au(z) + V(hx)u(x), =€ R", (1.3)
which are selfadjoint on ¢*(Z") and L*(R") (with domain H?(R")), respectively.

Motivated by questions considered by Detherage—Stier—Srivastava [DSS24] (we refer
to that paper for background and pointers to related work) we provide the following
general result:

Theorem. Suppose that V' satisfies (1.1) and P, are defined in (1.2) and (1.3). Then

min Spec(Py(h))
min Spec(P.(h))

d(h) := =1+ 0O(h). (1.4)
As a consequence, the bottom of the spectrum of the discrete operator Py(h) can be

determined by studying the (often more tractable) continuous Schrédinger operator
1
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? ;W(x) = 1+ cos(2mz)

0 —Va(z) = cos*(2mx)

o[ Vi(z) = 1/2sin(4rx) — cos(2 %

1 —Vi(z) = e)ip/(;l/ Sin2(27rx)) . \/
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FIGURE 1. Plots of d(h) in (1.4) sampled at rational values, h € Q for
four different potentials. The results of [DSS24] show that d(h) < 1 for
h ¢ Q. The spikes indicate dramatic discontinuities of the spectrum of
Py(h) at rational points — see §4.2 — where d(h) > 1.

P.(h), and vice versa. The proof of the theorem follows standard semiclassical argu-
ments, similar to, though much simpler than, those in Helffer—Sjostrand [HelSj89b]
and Becker-Zworski [BeZw19, §5].

When more structure of V' is known, for instance when V has a unique non-
degenerate minimum in the fundamental domain then one can replace the bound in
(1.4) by a full asymptotic expansion — see §5 for a detailed analysis in dimension one.
That shows that the error bound in (1.4) is optimal — see Figure 2. We also remark
that the spectrum of P, is absolutely continuous while the spectrum of P; may have a
very complicated structure depending on the rationality properties of h. In particular,
we can see discontinuities in d(h) — see §4.2.1.

2. LOCALIZATION OF SPECTRA OF PERIODIC OPERATORS

Instead of considering the operators given in (1.2) and (1.3), we will consider oper-
ators unitarily equivalent to Py and P, respectively: with T" := R"/(27Z)",

H:=> 2(1-cosa;)+V(hD,), €T, H:L*T") — L*(T"),
j=1

P:=—-h*A+V(z), v €R", P:H*R") — L*R").

(2.1)
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FiGURE 2. The loglog plot corresponding to Figure 1 indicating that
O(h) in Theorem 1 is optimal.

Without loss of generality we can assume that minV = 0 and that F = {z: 0 < z; <
1}.

Assumption (1.1) implies that we can choose an open subset, 2 € F, such that
Vipa > co > 0. We can also choose an open neighbourhood (in R"), T' of F such
that V|r > ¢ > 0. The image of I under V' (or just I') will be called the barrier. This
is illustrated in Figure 3.

We will use the following set of localizing functions:
XY ECE®Y0,1), Y x(E=1=1 xla=1,
~EZn (2.2)
supp Vx, supp VX, supp V) C ', Xlsuppy =1, ¥fsuppy = 1-
We then define
Vo(z) ==V (z)+1—v(z), Vo(x)>min(c,1), = ¢ (2.3)
and the corresponding operators
Hy =Y 2(1—cosxz;) + Vo(hD,), x€T", Ho:L*(T") — L*(T"),
i=1 (2.4)
Py = —h*A+Vy(z), v €R", Py: H*(R") — L*(R").

These operators have discrete spectrum in a neighbourhood of 0 (see the proof of
Lemma 3 for that standard fact).
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F

FiGUuRrRE 3. Graph of a potential V' with a barrier, over a fundamental
domain F' C R (indicated in grey), showing a neighbourhood I" of the
boundary OF such that V|r > min V. The barrier V(I') is shaded blue.

The key result now is given in
Lemma 1. In the notation of (2.1) and (2.4)
Spec(H) N[0, co/2] C Spec(Hy) + (—e(h),e(h)),
Spec(P) N[0, cy/2] C Spec(Py) + (—e(h),e(h)),
where e(h) = O(h™) .

(2.5)

Proof. We will prove the first assertion in (2.5). The second one can be proved similarly.
It is more standard and also follows from Floquet theory and the existence of a barrier.
We will use semiclassical pseudodifferential calculus on T — see [Zw12, §5.3.1] for a
presentation which allows us to cite results from [Zw12, Chapter 4].

Let z € C and set
Q::H—Z, QO::HO_Z-

Let 7., : L?(T) — L*(T) be the multiplication operator 7, u(r) = e"*/"u(x) and . (&) =
o({—7), e =x,X,¥ (from (2.2)). Then

r’yQ = Qrw rye (hD) = .'y(hD)r'ya ® =X, X, 1/} (26)
As a candidate for an approximate inverse of () we introduce

F= Z X+(hD)(Q3) 'xy(hD),  QF =7, Qor—.

Since [[(Q3) 11212 = d(z, Spec(Hy))~ we have
F = O(d(z, Spec(Hy))™).
From (2.6), we see that
QX (hD) =1,(Qo — (1 = (hD)))r_ X, (hD) = (Q — (1 — ¥ (hD))X~ (hD).
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The assumptions that v» = 1 on the support of x, and Y = 1 on the support of y, and
> Xy =1 (see (2.2)) give

QF =1+ ) [Q3, %,(hD)(Q})"x+(hD).

YEL™
We now modify @)y to make it invertible without changing it on the support of Vy.
To this end, let ¢ € C°(R™; [0, 1]) satisfy (in the notation of (2.2))
supp C I, @lsuppvy = 1.
We then put
H1:H0+1—g0(hD), QlZHl—Z.

Since all the terms in the symbol of H; (also denoted H; for simplicity), are non-
negative, and 2 — (&) — p(§) > 2 for £ ¢ T and V| > ¢y, the symbol of H; satisfies

Hy(2,6) =2) (1—cos(z;) + V(§) + 1= (&) +1—¢(§) > ¢ > 0.

Jj=1

Hence, [Zw12, Theorem 4.29] gives the existence of Q;* (with a bound independent of
h) for z < ¢1, ¢p > 0 and 0 < h < hy. Writing Q] = r,Qqr_, we have

(@)~ = (@)™ = (@) ™H(Qg — @@y
which gives

QF =1+ ) [Q, %, (hD)(QY) " x,(hD)

= > 1@ % (RD)(QD (@5 — @D(@)) " x, (AD).

Since the symbol of [(Q)], X-(hD)] has support contained in supp Vx, and Q] = Q7
there, the second sum is O(h>d(z, Spec(Hy))~") since ) x, = 1. Hence,

QF =1+ Y A, +O(h™d(z, Spec(Ho)) )22,
yeLr

where

Ay = Q0 X, (hD)J(QY) "Xy (hD),  QF =71,Qjr—.

To bound the sum of A, we will use the Cotlar-Stein Lemma, see [Zw12, Theorem
C.5] and for that we need to estimate the norms of A, A% and A%A,.

By construction, supp x,Nsupp x, = @ unless p = y+3 7, aje; with a; € {-1,0, 1}.
In particular, the supports are disjoint if |y — p| > y/n and hence x.(hD)x,(hD) =0
if |y — p| > v/n. Since

Ay AL = 1Q3 XA (hD)I(QT) ™ X (hD)x, (hD)(Q7) Q6 X (hD)J*
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(if z € R, Qf is selfadjoint and to keep the notation simple we make that assumption)
this means that A, A} = 0 if |y — p| > /n. For |y — p| < y/n we note that modulo
terms of size O(h*), the symbol of [Q], X~(hD)] has support contained in supp Vi,
where x, = 0 — see [Zw12, Theorem 4.25]. Since () is invertible we find for fixed v
that

DoIAANE= S IAAY2 = O(r),
pEL" lp—I<vn
and the bound is uniform in ~. This gives sup, Y ;.|| A, A5[['/2 = O(h*).

Next, we consider

AL A, = Xy (hRD)(QY) Q0 X, (hD)]"[QF, X, (hD)I(@Q7) "X (hD).
We will show that
144,12 = O({y — p)h%), @)
which implies that sup, Y- 5. [| A5 A,/ = O(h>).

To see (2.7), we first consider the case of |y — p| < y/n. Then, as in the analysis of
AL A% [Q0, Xo(hD)(QT) " x,p(RD) = O(h>) 2,12, uniformly in p, giving (2.7). When
|v—p| > v/n, we note that x, = O(m; ") for any N, where m., is an order function (in
the sense of [Zw12, §4.4]) given by m,(z,§) := (1 + |£ — ~v[2)z. Composition formula
for pseudodifferential operators [Zw12, Theorem 4.18] then give A, A} = B, (x,hD, h),
B,y € S(O(h*)mNm_N). Since supgcgn m;Vm N < 2V2(p—7) 7N (Peetre’s inequal-
ity), (2.7) follows.

Hence the assumptions of the the Cotlar—Stein Lemma [Zw12, Theorem C.5] are
satisfied and we conclude that

QF =1+ R, |Rllz2re < 5e(h)d(z, Spec(Ho)) ™ e(h) = O(h™).
This shows that
d(z,Spec(Hy)) > e(h) = (H—-2)'=Q '=F1+R)™",
that is z ¢ Spec(H ), proving the first claim in (2.5). O

3. PROOF OF THE COMPARISON RESULT

We will now study the ground states of Hy and F,. They are localized to x = 0,
e, and £ =0, x € Q, respectively:

Lemma 2. Suppose that x € S(R*",1) (see [Zw12, §4.4]), x > 0, suppx C R" x
Bg~(0,1), and for some ¢; >0, j =0,1,
Vo(z) <co and [§] <1 = x(z,§) = 1.

If
(HQ — )\)Ul = U, (Pg — )\)wl = Wy, A= O(h),
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then, with R(x, &) = (&, ),
ur = (R)" (2, hD)us + O([Jus 1) 2 + O([Juo|) 12, L* = L*(T"),
wy = X" (@, hD)wy + O([[wi[[h>) 7 + O(|lwoll)z2, L* = L*(R™),
where we identified Bgn(0,1) with a subset of T" := R™/(2nZ)"™.

(3.1)

Proof. Let us consider the case of Hy: since 27 (1 — cosz;) + Vo(§) + R*x(z, &) >
co > 0, we see that Hy + (R*x)"(z,hD) — X is invertible for h small enough, with
bounds independent of h (see [Zw12, Theorem 4.29]). Writing x“ := xV(x, hD) we
then have u; = uy + u3, where

uy = (Hy+ (R*x)Y — A) " H(R*) Vw1, us = (Hy+ (R*X)" — \) " tuy. (3.2)

If x has the same properties as y and Y = 1 on supp x, then the composition formula
[Zw12, Theorem 4.18] shows that

(1= (R*X)")(Ho + (R )" = \)THRX)™ = O(h™) ras e,
that is, in the notation of (3.2), (R*X)Vus = us + O(h™||u1|)r2. Hence,
(R*X)"ur = (RX)"uz + (R'X)"us = uz + O(h™[Jus)) 12 + O([Juol]) 2
= u1 + O(h™|Jwr]]) 2 + O([[uol)) 12
This gives the first statement in (3.1) with x replaced by Y. The argument for Fj is

the same. O

To compare the spectra it is convenient to make another modification and consider
an operator on R” whose ground state is within O(h>) of Hy. We define it as follows:
let

A(€) = 2Z<2 —cos&; — Uo(&))),

¢0 S Cé)o((_L ]-)7 [07 1])7 77b0|(—
We then put

(3.3)
11y =1, tho(=t) = (1)
Py = A(hD,) + Vi(x). (3.4)

If w is the ground state of Hy then Lemma 2 shows that it is localized and hence,
after taking the semiclassical Fourier transform, produces a quasimode for P; (i.e., a
solution to (P — A)u = O(h*) 2, ||u|| = 1). Similarly, a ground state of P; produces
a quasimode for Hy (using an appropriate periodization argument, cf. the proof of
[BeWi22, Corollary 1.4]). Hence,

min Spec(Hy) = min Spec(P;) + O(h™).

To obtain a comparison with min Spec(FP,) we record the following lemma:
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Lemma 3. Suppose that V; € C*(R"), minVy = 0, Vo(z) > ¢o > 0 for |z| > R.
Then, there exists Cy and hy such that for 0 < h < hyg,

Spec(—h*A + Vo) N [0, Coh] = Spec,, (—h*A + Vo) N[0, Cohl.
If AM(h) := min Spec,,(—h*A + Vp) and (—h*A + Vo)u = A(h)u, |lu|| =1, then
h?/Cy < A(h) < Coh  and ||(hD)*ul|* < ChA(R). (3.5)

Proof. The fact that the spectrum near zero is discrete is standard: suppose that
Vi(z) = Vy(x) for |x| > R and Vi (x) > ¢y everywhere. Then R(\) := (—h?*A+Vj(x) —
A7t LA(R™) — HP(R™) exists for Re A < ¢ if h is small enough: see [Zw12, Theorems
4.29, 7.1]. Then

WA+ Vo — A= (=R2A+ Vs = (I + RN (Vo — W) (3.6)

Since for Re A < ¢y, R(\)(Vp — V}) is a compact operator on L? (for instance we can
consider it as a pseudodifferential operator using [Zw12, §8.1] and then use [Zw12,
Theorem 4.28]) it follows from [Zw12, Theorem D.4] that A — (I + R(\)(Vo—V1)) ! is
meromorphic in Re A < ¢y. That means that the resolvent of —h2A+V is meromorphic
there and the spectrum is discrete.

That h%/Cy < A(h) < Cyh is equally standard. To see the upper bound, suppose
that ¢ € C(B(0,1)) and [g, |[¢(x)]*de = 1. Suppose that Vo(zg) = 0 = minVj
and assume without loss of generality that zop = 0. Then Vy(z) = O(|z|?). Define
Yn(x) == h~3¢(h~2z). Then

(=h2A + Vo)) on(z) = h (=~ FAw(h~3a) + A TO((h 3 P)u(h b)) = hib.

Since |[¢n] = 1 and ||¢]| < Cy for some constant Cy, this shows ming = ((—h*A +
Vo)u, u) < Coh, that is A(h) < Cyh.

For the lower bound on A(h), we note that the localization Lemma 1 applies to
—h?A+ V() and hence we can replace u by an approximate mode supported in |z| <
Ry and satisfying (—h2A + Vo(x) — A(h))u = O(h™) 2. In particular, ||z;ul 2 < Ro.
Hence, from the uncertainty principle (see [Zw12, Theorem 3.9]),

h

WDy tl| e >~ > h/Cy.
’ 2[|ajull

Together with V5 > 0, the equation for (the new) u gives

[hDul? + [V ull72 = A(h) + O(h™), D :=1(0,,,...,0s,), (3.7)

and this shows that A(h) > h?/Cy (after replacing Cy with max(Cy, C3) if necessary).
To obtain the second part of (3.5), we consider the equation satisfied by hD,, u:

—h?*A(hDy,u) + VohDyu + h(D,, Vo)u = A(h)hD,, u.
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Pairing the two sides with hD,, u, integrating by parts in the first term, and then using
|D,, Vol < CVi? and (3.7) gives
| D hDul|* < X(A)[AD, ull* = h((Dz, Vo)u, hDs,w)

< MR + ChIVgull[hDgyull < A(hY? + ChA(R) (3.8)
< (C + Co)hA(h),
which gives (3.5). O

We also need an analogue of this lemma for P, defined in (3.4):

Lemma 4. Let A(§) be given by (3.3) and suppose that Vo € C*°(R"), minVy = 0,
Vo(z) > co > 0 for |x| > R. Then, there exists Cy and hg such that for 0 < h < hy,

Spec(A(hD) + V) N[0, Coh] = Spec,,,(A(RD) + Vi) N [0, Coh).
If A(h) := min Spec,,(A(hD) + Vo) and (A(hD) + Vo)u = A(h)u, |lul| =1, then
h?/Cy < A(h) < Coh  and ||[(hD)*ul|* < ChA(R). (3.9)

Proof. We follow the steps in the proof of Lemma 3. As in the beginning of the proof of
Lemma 1 we see that there exists x € C>°(R?*") such that A(hD)+Vy(z)+x"(z,hD)—A\,
A = O(h), is invertible. We then have an analogue of (3.6) (with —h?A replaced by
A(hD) and Vi by Vi + x™(x,hD)) which shows that the resolvent of A(hD) + Vj is
meromorphic near 0 and the spectrum is discrete there.

To see the upper bound on A(h), suppose that ¢» € C*(B(0,1)) and [, [¢(2)|*dx =
1. Suppose that Vy(z9) = 0 = min Vj and assume without loss of generality that zq = 0.
Then Vy(z) = O(|z|?). We define B(t) so that 2(2 — cost — g(t)) = t?B(t)* and thus

A(hD) = (hD)*(hDy,)*,  Bj(€) = B(&;),
(hD) ;Bg(hl)) (hDs;)",  B;(&) = B(&)) (3.10)
By e S((&)™"), Bj(§) = (&) /C, €eR™
For iy, (z) := h™ 11 (h2z) we have (A(hD) + Vo)t = hiby,, where
Un(x) = h™5 " By(hD)* (D) (h2z) + b= T O((|h~2a )b (A2 x) = O(1) 2.

=1
This shows that A(h) < Coh.

For the lower bound on A(h), we replace u by a quasimode localized using x € C°
(allowed by Lemma 2) to see that a pairing of (3.10) with u gives

S UB,(hDYAD, ull? + [Vitul® = A(h) + O(). (3.11)

j=1
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Since u is localized in € and x, and B;(hD) is elliptic, we can again use the uncertainty
principle:

1B (hD)hDyjul| = [[hDy;ull/C = O(h>) = b/ (2C||z5ull) = h/Cy.
Combined with (3.11) this gives A(h) > h?/C%.

To obtain the second part of (3.9) we again differentiate the equation with hD,,
and pair the result with hD,, u (see (3.8))

> |IBj(hD)hDy, Dy ul|* < M(h)||hDy,ull* + Chl|ViE ul||RDg,ull < CrhA(R).
j=1

Since u is localized (by Lemma 2) and B,’s are elliptic (in S((£;)™')), we obtain the
desired bound. O

Suppose ¢ € C2(R™;[0,1]) is supported in a small neighbourhood of 0 and equal to
1 near 0. Then u in the statement of Lemma 3 satisfies

= @(hD)u+ O(h*™) .

(This follows from semiclassical ellipticity of —h?A+Vy—A(h) for |£] > ¢ for any § > 0,
see [Zw12, Theorem 4.29].) We make sure to choose ¢ so that g = 1 on supp ¢, where
g is given by (3.3), and write

D 2(1 = cos&y)p(€) = [€%e( +Zs4ag a; € C2(R").

Then
(Pyu,u) = ((A(hRD)p(hD) 4+ Vo)u, u) + O(h™)

= ((=h*A + Vy)u, u) + Z(aj(hD)(thj)%, u) + O(h™)

< A(h) + C||(hD)?ul]* + O(h>*) < A(h)(1 + Cih),
where we used (3.5) to get the last inequality. This shows that
min Spec(Hy) = min Spec(P;) + O(h™) < min Spec(Fy)(1 + O(h)). (3.12)

Similarly we obtain the inequality with Hy and P, replaced (using Lemma 4 instead
of Lemma 3):

min Spec(Fy) < min Spec(P;)(1 + O(h)) = min Spec(Hy)(1 + O(h)). (3.13)

The inclusions (2.5) show that

min Spec(H) > min Spec(Hy) — O(h*°), minSpec(P) > min Spec(Fy) — O(h™).
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Since we can use the ground state eigenfunctions of Hy and F as test functions for
H and P respectively (their localization to €2 is key here), the opposite inequalities
follow. Combined with (3.12) and (3.13) this concludes the proof of (1.4).

4. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

Numerical investigation of the spectrum of the discrete operator (1.2) poses some
subtle challenges which require review of different aspects of the theory. Our experi-
ments are conducted in 1D and we specialize to that case in this section.

4.1. Auxiliary family of operators. Let V € CY(T!), T' := R/Z. To study
Spec(Py(h)) for incommensurable h, we introduce an auxiliary family generalizing
(1.2)

(Pa(h,0)v)(7) :=2v(7) —v(y+ 1) —o(y = )+ V(hy + 0)v(y), y€Z
with h > 0 and 0§ € R/Z. In addition, we define
She= | Spec(Pa(h,0)). (4.1)
0cR/Z

We recall the following well-known result.

Lemma 5. [HelSj88, (1.2)] For h ¢ Q the spectrum of P(h,0) does not depend on 0
and thus ¥, = Spec(P(h,0)) for all § € R/Z.

Under the assumption h = p/q € Q, operators Py(h,0) are periodic and we can
describe the spectrum of Py(h, ) using Bloch-Floquet theory with Bloch boundary
condition vy, = €%, This implies that (see [KRL14, Remark 1.10])

Spec(Py(h,0")) = U Spec(Mp, ¢y) and Xj = U Spec(Mpy)
01€R/Z 0ER? /72

with My € C?*? given by

My =21, — G_ielK; — MK, + Z wge' ™ (Jyq)",

BEZ
- {1 if j = (i+1) modg
iy o

J, . = diag(e™U-Dr/a) K.
pa 8l ) (%, 0 otherwise.

It follows that approximating the spectrum of Spec(Py(h)) for h € Q reduces to
computing spectra of My, o over a fine enough discretisation of ;. To study Spec(Py(h))
for h € R\Q, we use that ¥, = Spec(Py(h)) by Lemma 5 and the following quantitative
continuity bound obtained by Avron, v. Mouche and Simon:
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Lemma 6. [AMS90, Proposition 7.1] Let V € C'(R/Z), then the map R 3 h + %, is
1/2-Hélder continuous in Hausdorff distance dyg. In particular, for h,h' € R

dg(Xh, Xp) < Cylh — h/|1/27

This results implies that the spectrum Spec(Py(h)) for irrational h can be well-
approximated by computing spectra of My for § € T2. Thus, in addition to d(h)
defined in (1.4), we numerically study

min Xy,

min Spec(P.(h))’

D(h) =

where ¥), was given in (4.1).

The numerical results are shown in Figures 1 and 2 for rational values of h and in
Figures 4 and 5 for irrational values (that is, using D(h) above as proxy). The figures
show the optimality of Theorem 1 in both cases. For irrational h we have D(h) = d(h).
For rational h we have D(h) < d(h). While d(h) in general is not continuous in h,
D(h) is continuous in h.

The experiments are performed for four potential:

(1) Vi(z) := 1+ cos(2mx), the subcritical Harper operator with non-degenerate
minima.

(2) Va(z) := cos(2mz), a potential with degenerate minima, that is V*)(1/4) = 0,
k < 4, but VW (1/4) = 24(2m)*.

(3) Va(z) := Lsin(4mz) — cos(2mz) + 13v/3, a potential with asymmetric wells at
points z = Z — - with series expansion V3(z) = 3v/3n(z + £)? — 27%(z +
) = 3V3r'(x + 15)* + O((z + 15)°).

(4) Vi(z) := exp(—1/sin®(27x)), a non-analytic C*> potential with minima of infi-
nite order at the zeros of the sine function.

We now show that it is in general not true that R > h — min Spec(Py(h)), let alone
R > h + Spec(Py4(h)), is continuous. The maps however are continuous on R \ Q.

4.2. (Dis)-continuity of spectra. To explain the discrepancy between Figures 1
and 4, especially close to h = 1/2 and h = 1, we argue that Spec(P;(h)) and also
min Spec(Py(h)) are in general discontinuous in the parameter h € R. By Lemma 6,
it suffices to show that Spec(Py(h)) # X5, and min Spec(Py(h)) > min X, respectively
for suitable choices of h. We illustrate this in Figures 6 and 7, respectively.

4.2.1. Discontinuities at h = 5. For V(x) = 1 + cos(2rz) we find

1
L
M, — 3 —2cosb; cos B >

cos 6y 3 —2cos(f; + )



FIGURE 4. Tllustration of the limiting quantity D(h) :=

DISCRETE VS. CONTINUOUS IN THE SEMICLASSICAL LIMIT

2 —Vi(z) = 1 + cos(27z)

1 — V() = cos® (2mx) —_

g ——V3(x) = 1/2sin(4nz) — cos(2mx) + 3%4@

J ——Va(@) = exp(=1/sin’(27z))
<0r N T~
N2

1

0 L

2 L

g) : NS ‘ N\u

0 0.2 04 p 06 0.8 :

min X, :
min Spec(Pc(h)) 1

(1.4) sampled at rational h € Q and stacked vertically. Since D(h) is
continuous in h and D(h) = d(h) for irrational h this serves as a proxy
for the limiting quantity in (1.4) for h € R\ Q. It follows from [DS524]
that D(h) <1 for h € R.

log |D(h) — 1

T —Vi(x) = 1 + cos(27x)
—Vs(x) = cos?(27x)
Or V3(z) = 1/2sin(4nx) — cos(2mz) + 3445 _______ 4
1 — Vi(z) = exp(—1/sin*(27z)) .... /.
o Lo i
]
_4 ................ ‘. | | | | | | |

-2 -18 -16 -14 -12 -1 -08 -06 -04

FIGURE 5. loglog plot associated with Figure 4 indicating that |D(h)—
1| = O(h) in Theorem 1 is optimal.

13
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Spec(Pa(h))  V(z) =1+ cos(2mx) X V(z) =1+ cos(2mz)

6. 6. .

T ool .."'|| .

St ””””:i”””:i JEn ||I|||”i|||

44 "| II III ||I 441 III III II

| Ih”“' . T T

- e

2 III IIllii‘“ 2'§ -I!|!||| ||||i”
1’E l||||I|||||I|.: 1’§. a 'I|||I||“||||.
: Dt Y
00_ - 10 20 30 40 50 00L 10 20 30 40 50

FIGURE 6. Hofstadter butterfly 2 = & ~ Spec(Py(h)) (left) and h =
&5 = Xy, (right) for V(x) = 1 + cos(27x). Discontinuities at p = 25, 50
are clearly visible on the left. Visible discrepancies between the two
butterflies are indicated by arrows.

The spectrum of this matrix is given by

Spec(My) — {3 N /5 + 4cos(260;) + cos(26s) } |

V2

For 6, = 0, we have (Jy, .g Spec(Mp, o) = [3—v/5, 2]U[4, 34+V/5], while (Jycp2 Spec(Mp) =
[3—+/5,3+ 5]

Similarly, if V(z) = cos?(27z), then
My = diag(2 — 2 cos(6;) + cos*(6;),2 — 2 cos(0; + ) + cos*(6y)),

with Uy, g Spec(My, ) = [1, 5] while (Jycge Spec(My) = [0, 5].

4.2.2. Discontinuities at h = 1. For h =1 and V(z) = 1 4 cos(27z), we have
My =3 —2cosb; + cos by

which implies that [ J, p Spec(Mp, o) = [2,6] while | Jyeg. My = [0, 6].

For V(z) = cos*(2mz) we have
My =2 — 2cos by + cos b,

which implies that (Jy, . Spec(Mp, o) = [1,5] while Uyep: My = [0, 5].
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Spec(Pa(h))  V(x) =1+ cos*(2nz) X V(z) =1+ cos?(27mz)
S o :. . . 6". N .": :. . -
572 '|||||||" ||||| - ||||| -m,. s I|||| |I||| -1 ||| | -| I|||
|

47 ||’ ..l ‘ 4‘ ‘l ‘ 'l ..I .|l|
| 'W”" ""”H | ||| ""'”ih
I il I| ‘ '| ’ l | li L ‘ I| '| ’ ‘ li

l| ] 1 1 ] 1
i I.ll|||!| |||I,I': |||||!| ' “lhl':xz ::I |||||! I||||I,I':E ||I|I|!I ||||I 'x'
NE : INE W ;
0 10 20 : 40 50 0 10 20 %0 40 50

50h 50h

FIGURE 7. Hofstadter butterfly o = & ~ Spec(Py(h)) (left) and h =
L — % (right) for V() = 14 cos*(2nz). Discontinuities at p = 25, 50
are clearly visible on the left. Visible discrepancies between the two
butterflies are indicated by arrows.

5. THE BOHR-SOMMERFELD QUANTIZATION CONDITION

The distribution of eigenvalues of a symbol exhibiting a potential well can be ex-
pressed using a Bohr-Sommerfeld quantization condition. A rigorous approach to that
condition was developed by Helffer-Robert [HelRob84]. Tt allows us to compare our
numerical computations of the bottom of the spectrum to the analytic expressions
obtained from the quantization condition. We let p¥(x, hD) be either

pY(x,hD) = —h*A +Vy(x) or p“(x, hD) = 2(1 — cos(hD)) + Vy(x) (5.1)

(see (3.4)) with Vj as in (2.3). We use an elegant presentation of higher order Bohr—
Sommerfeld rules developed by Colin de Verdiere [CdV05],

o0

2m(n+ 3)h = S(En,h) =Y h¥Sy(E,), n€No. (5.2)

J=0

It follows from [HelSj88] (see also [HiZw24] for a recent treatment of a more general
case) that for analytic potentials V' with non-degenerate wells, the Bohr—Sommerfeld
rule is also valid for the bottom of the spectrum, n = 0. The analyticity assumption is
not essential: asymptotic formulas for the ground state in the case of non degenerate
minimum hold in all dimensions — see [DiSj99, Theorem 3.6, Theorem 4.23] and refer-
ences given there. In the analytic case we can use the more computationally tractable
Bohr—Sommerfeld rules but the expansions in terms of the potential are ultimately the
same.
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0r__ Spec: Vi(z)

........ B-S: V}_(.’L’)
0.5 __ Spec: 2Vi(z)
— | B-S: 2Vi(x)
| -1r Spec: 3Vi(z)
= B-S: 3Vi(x) -
%/ -1.51_ - Spec: 4V1(CL‘) /’: sy
= B.S: AV (2 ’_,./::.,-::w__.,-.-,
g -2F .,./-1:(121*::1:"'“'
252722

Lae

3 w
-2

0r__ Spec: V3(z)

........ B-S: Vg(l‘)
-0.5 - - Spec: 2V3(z)
— | B-S: 2V3(x)
| 4~ Spec: 3V3(x)
= B-S: 3V5(x)
= 5l " Spec: 4V3(x)
E il e I B-S: 4V3( )_,.
2 ozl
2 e
250" ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
5 1.5 logh -1 0.5 °

FIGURE 8. Linear convergence rate of |d(h)— 1] illustrated by compari-
son with leading term obtained from Bohr-Sommerfeld quantization con-
dition in (5.6) to spectral computations for various multiples of the po-
tentials V; (top) and V3 (bottom), i.e. operators p%(z, hD) = —h*A+\V
and p%(z, hD) = 2(1 — cos(hD)) + AV;(z) and X € {1,2,3,4}.

Hence, we restrict ourselves to the two potentials Vi, V5 described on page 12, as the
quantization rule may not apply to V5 (degenerate well) and V} (non-analytic potential
with an infinitely degenerate well).

The first two terms in (5.2) are given by
So(E) = / drdé, So(FE) = —i@%/ det(p") dx d¢.
{p<E} {p<E}
The first term is the classical action (dx d¢ is the Lebesgue measure on R?). The second

one comes from the proof of [CdV05, Theorem 2]. For analytic V4 such that

Vo(r) = apr® + ay2® + axz* + O(2°) (5.3)



DISCRETE VS. CONTINUOUS IN THE SEMICLASSICAL LIMIT 17

TABLE 1. Coeflicients «; appearing in the asymptotic expansion of the
action terms Sp, Se in (5.4).

Action coefficients
Symbol | &+ V; £+ 2(1—cos(&))+Vi | 2(1—cos(&))+ V3
ag 272 3v/3m2 272 3v/3m2
1 4 1 1 —1/2 4 1 —1/2
a1 16mv/2 817-31/4 1672 + 3_21%) 817-31/4 + ﬁ??z
s 117 s 1 117 1
@2 82 27.33/4 52 T 32% 57.35/1 T 33%0

near x = 0 with ay > 0 (which holds for appropriate translations of V;, V3 with ay =
212, ay = 0, ay = —27%/3 and qp = 3v3n2, a1 = —27°, ay = —3/37, respectively)
we have

So(E) = mag 'E + w1 B> + O(E?), S4(E) = mas + O(E) (5.4)

for a; specified in Table 1 for V;, V5 and p in (5.1). Here, we used that the leading term
of Sp(F) is given only in terms of the leading order Taylor coefficient of the quadratic
well potential. This fact and further details on how to obtain the coefficients can be
found in the appendix. From the expansion of the action (5.4) and the quantization
condition (5.2), we immediately obtain

Eo(h) = ai*h — ai*(agon + an)h?® + O(hP). (5.5)

As seen in Table 1, there is a difference in a; depending on the choice of p in (5.1).
This difference only depends on the leading term in (5.3), and this is true for any such
potential, see Lemmas 9 and 10 in the appendix. We can relate this to d(h) in (1.4) by
inserting the semiclassical approximation for (5.5) which gives (see the remarks after

(5.2))

Proposition 7. Suppose that V€ C*(R;R) is Z-periodic, V has a single minimum,
To, in a fundamental domain and V(x) = ag(z — x9)* + O(|z — x0|?), ap > 0. Then

d(h)=1- \{;Z(’h + O(h?). (5.6)
We illustrate the effectiveness of (5.6) in Figure 8. In Figures 9 and 10, we illus-
trate the fast convergence of the Bohr-Sommerfeld rule to compute Ey(h) in (5.5). In
addition, in Figure 9, we show asymptotics of min Spec(P.(h)) and min Spec(Py(h)) in-
dicating the h%*/(*+1) behaviour, where 2k is the order of vanishing of V at the bottom
of the well. (This follows from a simple rescaling argument.) The scaling is visible for
relatively large h > 0 for analytic potentials Vi, V5, V3, but less so for the non-analytic
potential V.
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min Spec(P.(h))

min Spec(Py(h))

recursively by looking for an asymptotic expansion z(y) =
= O(Jy|™2). One directly

05f

..... B-S: Vi
— =Spec: Vj
— =Spec: Va
B-S: V3
Spec: V3
— =Spec: V}
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— = =
-

log min Spec(P.(h))
S
o

[ aawuns B-S: 1}
| = =Spec: V]
= =Spec: V3
B-S: V3
Spec: V3
| == =Spec: V}
0.9833 log(
1.2852log(
(
(

0.9787 log

+0.8109
——1.4893 log(h) + 1.2043

o e m me -

-2.5 -2

-15logh -1 05 0

FIGURE 9. Comparison of min(Spec(P,(h))) computed using direct
spectral (Spec) computations and using the first two terms of the Bohr-
Sommerfeld (B-S) condition, see (5.5), for potentials V3, V3. We also
include a linear fit at log-scale. It confirms the linear dependence on h
for potentials with non-degenerate minima and suggests the expected hi
behaviour for the potential with the fourth order minimum and h for
V, (while a larger power is expected from scaling).

\

0 0.2

04 h 06

0.8

et

log min Spec(Py(h))

b oSpec: Vy

——0.9706log(h) + 0.5875
—0.94031og(h) + 0.7334

)
S

-2

-1.5 logh-1

-0.5 0

FIGURE 10. Comparison of min(Spec(Py(h))) computed using direct
spectral (Spec) computations and using the first two terms of the Bohr-
Sommerfeld (B-S) condition, see (5.5), for potentials V;, V3 with linear
fit at log-scale.

APPENDIX: COMPUTATION OF BOHR-SOMMERFELD COEFFICIENTS

Let V(z) = 3 55 ano2™ with a, € R and ag > 0. We then solve V(z(y)) =

such that z,,(y) = >0, By™ satisfies |V (zm(y)) — v

> o1 Bay™ with B > 0



DISCRETE VS. CONTINUOUS IN THE SEMICLASSICAL LIMIT 19

verifies 01 = a, /2 Assume now that we have found ZTm, then for z,,,1 we find

V(tm(y) = Z an(ﬁerlmerl +zm(y))"

n>2
- Z“”Z ( ) (B )" ()"
n>2
+Zanz< ) ﬁm+1ym+l)n—kxm(y)k+ Z Cn,my”
n>2 n>m-—+2

for some coefficients ¢, ,,, where we used the induction in the last step. For this to
satisfy |V (xms1(y)) —4% = O(|y|™"3) we must eliminate the terms of order y™*2 on the
right-hand side. These are produced in the middle sum when n = 2 and k£ = 1, and in
the right sum when n = m + 2, so they are eliminated by setting 5,41 := —¢mi2.m/ 51
This way we find for the positive branch of V~1(y?) and asymptotic formula

V) = ag Py — jagany® + (Bag el — Jag ™ az)y

+ (—ag’af + ao ala2_‘ao Saz)y" + O(y).

3

From this expression, we readily obtain the following result.
Lemma 8. Let V' be real analytic such that
V(z) = apx® + a1 + . ..

with ag > 0. For x > 0 we set y*> = V() and let V=1 denote the positive branch of the
inverse such that v =V (y?), V71(0) = 0, and dz/dy = 2y/V'(V~(y?)). Then

ﬁ = by + bry + bay® + bsy® + O(y"),
where
by = aalﬂ, by = —ag’a;, by = gao 7/2a% — §a65/2a2
bs = —4dag’a} + 6ay ayas — 2aya;.

We use this result to compute Sy(E):

Lemma 9. Let p(z,§) = ({) + V(z) with V as in Lemma 8, and A(§) = &* or
A(&) =2(1 —cos&). Let So(F f{ <py drdg. If A(&) = & then

So(E) = ay 1/27TE+ V(35,7202 — 305" Pag)m B2 + O(E®). (A1)
If A(€) = 2(1 — cos) then

So(E) = ag *rE + L(L2a;"a? — 34y ay + Lag ) E? + O(EP). (A.2)
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Proof. We start with the case A(£) = £2. Then

So(E) = / dx d¢ = dx d€ + / da dE,
(p<E} {4V (2)<E, >0} (£4V(~2)<B, v>0}

where the last identity follows by a change of variables. Now apply Lemma 8 to each of
the two integrals on the right, noting that V(z) := V(—z) = dpa?+az®+. .. forx > 0
with dg; = ag; and dg;4; = —agj+1. Changing variables y? = V(z) and 42 = V(x),
respectively, we obtain

So(E) = / (bo + by + (by + by)y + (ba + o)y + (bs + bs3)y® + O(y*)) dy dé
{&24+y2<E, y>0}

with b; as in the lemma, and with Bj defined as b; but with a; replaced by a;. Then
by + by = 2bg, by + by = 2by, and by + by = b3 + bs = 0. Changing to polar coordinates
we get

EY2  om/2
So(E) = / / (2bor + 2bor® cos® t) dt dr + O(E®) = bowE + 1byn E* + O(E®).
0 —7/2

Inserting the expressions for b; from Lemma 8 gives (A.1).

Next, consider the case when A(§) = 2(1 — cos§). Make the change of variables
n? = 2(1—cos £) so that ¢ = arccos(1—n?/2) for € > 0. This gives d¢ = (1—n?/4)~"/2dn,
so d¢ = (1+n?/8 4+ O(n*)) dn by Taylor’s formula. Hence,

sE) = | (2B + 2bag? + O ) (1 + /8 + O dy d
{n?+y2<E, y>0}
= bomE + 1(by + bo)TE® + O(E®).
Inserting the expressions for b; from Lemma 8 gives (A.2). O

Lemma 10. Let p(z,&) = A(§) + V(z) with V as in Lemma 8, and A(§) = £ or
A(€) =2(1 — cos€). Let So(FE) = —5;0% f{ng} A"V (x)dx dE. If A(E) = &2 then

So(E) = i(%a&‘r’ﬂa% - 9a53/2a2)7r +O(E). (A.3)

If A(€) = 2(1 — cos) then

So(E) = & (Zag™?a? — 9ay*%ay + 2ay/*)w + O(E). (A.4)

Proof. We start with the case A(§) = £€2. We compute Sy(F) = —0%1(E), where

after a change of variable

I(E) = 2V"(x) dx d€ + / 2V"(—x) dx d€.

/{§2+V(a:)§E, x>0} {&2+V(—2)<E, z>0}
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As in the proof of Lemma 9, we change variables y?> = V(z) and y*> = V(—=z), respec-
tively. Using Lemma 8 and writing V" (V~=1(y?)) = Z?:o ¢! + O(y*), we get
co = 2a9, €1 = 6a61/2a1, Cy = —3a0_2a§ + 12a51a2,
c3 = gao e a? — 15a, aras + 20a63/2a3,

and I(F) =1, (F)+ I_(F), where

3 3
Ii(E):/ (Z (1) ey + Oly )(Z (£1)7b;9° + O(y ))dydg,
{€2+y2<E, y>0}

J= J=

with b; as in the lemma. Performing the multiplication and computing I 4 I_ we get
I(F) = / (4boco + 4(boca + bicy + baco)y? + O(y*h)) dy dE.
{€2+y*<E, y=0}

Changing to polar coordinates gives

E1/2
- / / (4bocor + 4(bocy + bycy + bycy)r® cos? t) dt dr + O(E?)
—m/2

= 2bocomE + 1(boca + bicy + baco)TE® + O(E®).
Hence,
So(E) = —5:1"(E) = — 55 (boca + bicy + baco)m + O(E).
Inserting the expressions for b; and ¢; we obtain (A.3).

Next, consider the case when A(§) = 2(1 — cos&). Change variables from z to
y as above, and then make the change of variables 7> = 2(1 — cos&) so that £ =
arccos(l —n?/2) for £ > 0, d§ = (1 +7*/8+ O(n*)) dn, and A”(§) = 2cosé = 2 — 0.
This gives

I(E) = / [2boco + 2(boca + bicr + baco)y” + O(yh)]
{n +y2<FE y>0}

< (2=n*)(1+n*/8+ O(n")) dy dn.

Here, (2—7)(1+7?/8+O(n*)) = 2(1 — 2n* + O(n")) so changing to polar coordinates
and computing the resulting integrals we obtain

I(E) = 2bycom B + %((5002 + bicy + bacy) — gboco)ﬂ'E2 + O(E®),

and
SQ(E) = —i]”(E) = —i(bng + b101 + bQCO - %boCo)ﬂ' + O(E)

Inserting the expressions for b; and ¢; gives (A.4). O
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