arXiv:1909.08449v1 [math.SP] 18 Sep 2019

Strong coupling asymptotics for δ-interactions supported by curves with cusps

Brice Flamencourt and Konstantin Pankrashkin

Dedicated to the memory of Johannes F. Brasche (1956–2018 )

Abstract. Let Γ ⊂ R^2 be a simple closed curve which is smooth except at the origin, at which it has a power cusp and coincides with the curve |x_2| = x^p_1 for some p > 1. We study the eigenvalues of the Schrödinger operator H_α with the attractive δ-potential of strength α > 0 supported by Γ, which is defined by its quadratic form H^1(R^2 ) ∋ u → ∫∫ R^2 |∇u|^2 dx − α ∫ Γ u^2 ds,

where ds stands for the one-dimensional Hausdorff measure on Γ. It is shown that if n ∈ N is fixed and α is large, then the welldefined nth eigenvalue E_n(H_α) of H_α behaves as

E_n(H_α) = −α^2 + 2^{2p+2} E_n α^{6p+2} + O(α^{6p+2 −η}), where the constants E_n > 0 are the eigenvalues of an explicitly given one-dimensional Schrödinger operator determined by the cusp, and η > 0. Both main and secondary terms in this asymptotic expansion are different from what was observed previously for the cases when Γ is smooth or piecewise smooth with non-zero angles.

1. Introduction

Schrödinger operators with singular interactions supported by submanifolds represent an important class of models in mathematical physics, and they have been the subject of an intensive study during the last decades. In the present work we deal with two-dimensional operators, so we assume that Γ is a metric graph embedded in the Euclidean space R^2 , and we will be interested in the spectral study of the operators formally written as H_α := −Δ − αδ(x − Γ) with δ being the Dirac distribution and α > 0 being the coupling constant. Such operators describe the motion of particles confined to the graph Γ but allowing for a quantum tunneling between its different

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35J50, 35P20, 35Q40, 47A75. Key words and phrases. Schrödinger operator; δ-potential; boundary with a cusp; eigenvalue asymptotics; dimension reduction; effective operator. 1

parts. The above definition is made rigorous by considering first the quadratic form

H^1(R^2 ) ∋ u → h_α(u, u) := ∫∫ R^2 |∇u|^2 dx − α ∫ Γ u^2 ds,

where ds is the one-dimensional Hausdorff measure on Γ. Under suitable regularity assumptions on Γ (e.g. a finite union of bounded Lipschitz curves) the quadratic form h_α is closed and semibounded from below, and, hence, generate in a canonical way a unique self-adjoint operator H_α in L^2(R^2 ) whose domain is contained in H^1(R^2 ) and such that ∫∫

R^2 u H_αu dx = h_α(u, u) for any function u in the domain. In the informal language, the operator H_α is the distributional Laplacian in R^2 \ Γ with interface conditions [∂u] + αu = 0 on Γ, where [∂u] denotes a suitably defined jump of the normal derivative of u on Γ, see e.g. [2,6] for a more detailed discussion.

The well-known review paper [10] provides an introduction to the topic and proposes a number of research directions. An interesting problem setting is provided by the strong coupling regime, i.e. the case α → +∞. It can be easily seen that the lowest eigenfunctions of H_α concentrate exponentially near Γ, so that one might expect that an “effective operator” on Γ governing the spectral behavior could come in play. This was first proved in [14] for the case when Γ is a C^4-smooth loop: for any fixed n ∈ N the operator H_α admits at least n negative eigenvalues if α is sufficiently large, and the nth eigenvalue E_n(H_α) behaves as E_n(H_α) = −^1_4 α^2 + E_n(P ) + O

(_{log α} α ) , (1)

where P is the operator on L^2(Γ) acting in the arc-length parametrization as f → −f^{′′} −^1_4 γ^2f with γ being the curvature. A similar result holds for finite open arcs as well [12]. To our knowledge, no sufficiently detailed analysis for non-smooth Γ was carried out so far. Being based on the general machinery for problems with corners [5, 8, 16] one might expect that if Γ is piecewise smooth with non-zero angles, then at least several lowest eigenvalues behave as E_n(H_α) ≃ −μ_nα^2 as α → +∞, where μ_n ∈ (^1_4 , 1) are spectral quantities associated with some model operators (so-called star leaky graphs) whose exact values are not known: we refer to [7, 9, 11, 18, 21] for a number of estimates.

It seems that no work analyzed the case of non-Lipschitz Γ, and we make the first step in this direction in the present text by considering curves with power cusps. More precisely, we assume that Γ is a Jordan curve satisfying 0 ∈ Γ and the following two conditions:

Γ is C^4-smooth at all points except at the origin, there exist ε_0 > 0 and p > 1 such that

3 Γ ∩ (−ε_0, ε_0)^2 = { (x_1, x_2) : x_1 ∈ (0, ε_0), |x_2| = x^p_1 } . (2)

The value p is indeed unique. It is easily seen that the essential spectrum of H_α covers the half-axis [0, +∞) and that for any α > 0 the discrete spectrum is non-empty and finite. Our result on the asymptotics of individual eigenvalues of H_α for large α involves an auxiliary one-dimensional operator A in L^2(0, +∞) acting as (Af)(x) = −f^{′′}(x) + x^pf(x) on the functions f satisfying the Dirichlet condition f(0) = 0. It is directly seen that A has compact resolvent and that all its eigenvalues E_n(A) are strictly positive and simple.

Theorem 1. For any fixed n ∈ N one has, as α tends to +∞,

E_n(H_α) = −α^2 + 2^{2p+2} E_n(A) α^{6p+2} + O(α^{6p+2 −η})

where η := min {_{p−1} 2(p+2) , 2(p−1) (p+1)(p+2) } > 0.

Remark 2. For the quadratic cusp, p = 2, the eigenvalues E_n(A) can be computed explicitly. The operator A in this case is unitary equivalent to the restriction of the harmonic oscillator to the odd functions, and its eigenvalues are the usual harmonic oscillator eigenvalues with even numbers, i.e. E_n(A) = 4n − 1 for any n ∈ N. Hence, the asymptotics of Theorem 1 takes the very explicit form

E_n(H_α) = −α^2 + (4n − 1) √ 2 α^{32} + O(α^{118} ).

We are not aware of other values of p > 1 admitting a simple expression for the eigenvalues of A.

Remark 3. Both main and secondary terms in the result of Theorem 1 are different from the asymptotics (1) for the smooth curves and from the expectations for the curves with non-zero angles. In particular, the distance between the individual eigenvalues is of order α^k, where the power k =^6_{p+2} can be given any value between 0 and 2 by a suitable choice of p ∈ (1, +∞). Such a control of the eigenvalue gap asymptotics represents a new feature of the model, which is not observed for δpotentials supported by curves of a higher regularity. Nevertheless we recall that similar effects can be seen in other boundary eigenvalue problems by a suitable control of the boundary curvature, see e.g. [15, 22].

Remark 4. One should remark that the presence of a singularity does not involve any problem with the semiboundedness of the form h_α, and arbitrary values of p are allowed due to the fact that both sides of Γ are involved. In fact, this directly follows from the fact that Γ can be decomposed into two smooth open arcs, and the L^2-trace of a function from H^1(R^2 ) to such an arc is well-defined. This is in contrast with the one-sided Robin problems for the Laplacian in a domain surrounded by Γ, for which the cusp is not allowed to be very sharp: see e.g. [17] for the study of the eigenvalues and [19, 20] for the issues concerning the definition of the operator.

The proof of Theorem 1 is almost entirely based on the min-max tools for the study of the eigenvalues: we recall them in Section 2. We first apply some truncations in order to localize the problem near the cusp and then extend it to a suitable half-place and rescale it in order to have a semiclassical formulation admitting a more explicit analysis (Section 3). The resulting problem in the half-plane is analyzed by considering first the action of the operator in one of the variables and then by showing that only the projection onto the lowest mode contribute to the individual eigenvalues. At some points the problem shows a number of similarities to the case when Γ is a sharply broken line [9], and we were able to use a part of that analysis. The overall proof scheme is rather classical, see e.g [15], but a big number of various new technical ingredients and adapted variables are required in order to carry out the complete study. In Section 4 we show the upper bound for E_n(H_α), which is rather straightforward. The lower bound is obtained in Section 5, and is much more demanding, both for the dimension reduction and for the analysis of the resulting one-dimensional effective operator.

The present work is dedicated to the memory of Johannes F. Brasche (1956–2018). His first works on Schrödinger operators with measure potentials [1,6] served as a basis for the rigorous mathematical study of a large class of quantum-mechanical models, and the works of last years on large coupling convergence [3] suggested a far-reaching abstract generalization of strongly coupled δ-interactions, which will certainly lead to further progress in the domain.

2. Preliminaries

We will recall some notation and basic facts on the min-max principle for the eigenvalues of self-adjoint operators.

In this paper we only deal with real-valued operators, so we prefer to work with real Hilbert spaces. Let H be a Hilbert space and u ∈ H, then we denote by ‖u‖_H the norm of u. For a linear operator T we denote D(T ) its domain. If the operator T is self-adjoint and semibounded from below, then Q(T ) denotes the domain of its bilinear form, and the value of the bilinear form on u, v ∈ Q(T ) will be denoted by T [u, v]. For n ∈ N := {1, 2, 3, . . . }, by E_n(T ) we denote the nth discrete eigenvalue of T (if it exists) when enumerated in the nondecreasing order and taking the multiplicities into account.

Let H be an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space and T be a lower semibounded self-adjoint operator in H. If T is with compact resolvent, we set Σ := +∞, otherwise let Σ denote the bottom of the essential spectrum of T . The nth Rayleigh quotient Λ_n(T ) of T is defined by

Λ_n(T ) := inf_{L⊂Q(T )}

dim L=n sup u∈L\{0} T [u, u] ‖u‖^2_H . The well-known min-max principle, see e.g. Theorem 5 in Section 10.2 of [4], states that one and only one of the following two assertions is true:

(a) Λ_n(T ) < Σ and E_n(T ) = Λ_n(T ).

(b) Λ_n(T ) = Σ and Λ_m(T ) = Λ_n(T ) for all m ≥ n.

In what follows we will actively work with the Rayleigh quotients of various operators instead of eigenvalues as the former are easier to deal with. The passage from the Rayleigh quotients to the eigenvalues will be done at suitable points by simply checking that the values are below the essential spectrum.

One of the most classical applications of the min-max principle is recalled in the next assertion (the proof is by a direct application of the definition). It will be used systemically through the whole text.

Proposition 5. Let T and T^′ be lower semibounded self-adjoint operators in infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces H and H^′ respectively. Assume that there exists a linear map J : Q(T ) → Q(T^′) such that ‖Ju‖_H′ = ‖u‖_H, T^′[Ju, Ju] ≤ T [u, u] for all u ∈ Q(T ). Then for any n ∈ N there holds Λ_n(T^′) ≤ Λ_n(T ).

At the last steps of the proof of Theorem 1 we will also need the following result, which is a slight reformulation of [13, Lemma 2.1] or of [23, Lemma 2.2]. As some details are different, we prefer to give a complete proof, which is quite short.

Proposition 6. Let H, H^′ be two infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces and T be a non-negative self-adjont operator in H and T^′ be a lower semibounded self-adjoint operator in H^′. Assume that there exist a linear map J : Q(T ) → Q(T^′) and non-negative numbers δ_1 and δ_2 such that for all u ∈ Q(T ) there holds

‖u‖^2_H − ‖Ju‖^2_H′ ≤ δ_1 ( T [u, u] + ‖u‖^2_H ) , T^′[Ju, Ju] − T [u, u] ≤ δ_2 ( T [u, u] + ‖u‖^2_H ) , and that for some n ∈ N one has the strict inequality

δ_1 ( Λ_n(T ) + 1 ) < 1, (3)

then

Λ_n(T^′) ≤ Λ_n(T ) + ( δ_1Λ_n(T ) + δ_2 )( Λ_n(T ) + 1 ) 1 − δ_1 ( Λ_n(T ) + 1 ) .

Proof. During the proof we abbreviate λ_n := Λ_n(T ). By (3), for any sufficiently small ε > 0 one has δ_1(λ_n + 1 + ε) < 1. (4) In view of the definition of λ_n, one can find an n-dimensional subspace F ⊂ Q(T ) such that T [u, u] ≤ (λ_n + ε)‖u‖^2_H for all u ∈ F . Therefore, for any u ∈ F one has

‖Ju‖^2_H′ ≥ (1 − δ_1)‖u‖^2_H − δ_1T [u, u] ≥ ( 1 − δ_1(λ_n + 1 + ε) ) ‖u‖^2_H. The first factor on the right-hand side is strictly positive by (4), and it follows that J : F → J(F ) is injective. In particular, dim J(F ) = n. Therefore, for u ∈ F \ {0} one has Ju ≠ 0 and T^′[Ju, Ju] ‖Ju‖^2_H′ ≤ T [u, u] + δ_2 ( T [u, u] + ‖u‖^2_H ) ‖Ju‖^2_H′ ≤ T [u, u] + δ_2 ( T [u, u] + ‖u‖^2_H ) ( 1 − δ_1(λ_n + 1 + ε) ) ‖u‖^2_H ≤ λ_n + ε + δ_2(λ_n + 1 + ε) 1 − δ_1(λ_n + 1 + ε)

= λ_n + λ_n + ε + δ_2(λ_n + 1 + ε) − λ_n ( 1 − δ_1(λ_n + 1 + ε) ) 1 − δ_1(λ_n + 1 + ε)

= λ_n + ε + (δ_1λ_n + δ_2)(λ_n + 1 + ε) 1 − δ_1(λ_n + 1 + ε) . Due to the definition of Λ_n(T^′) one has

Λ_n(T^′) ≤ sup v∈J(F )\{0} T^′[v, v] ‖v‖^2_H′ = sup u∈F \{0} T^′[Ju, Ju] ‖Ju‖^2_H′ ≤ λ_n + ε + (δ_1λ_n + δ_2)(λ_n + 1 + ε) 1 − δ_1(λ_n + 1 + ε) , and the claim follows by sending ε to zero. □

3. Reduction to a problem in a moving half-plane We first apply some truncations in order to obtain a model problem which only takes into account the cusp and neglects the rest of Γ. For ε > 0 we denote Γ_ε := { (x_1, x_2) : x_1 ∈ (0, ε), |x_2| = x^p_1 } and consider the half-plane Ω_ε := (−∞, ε) × R. One clearly has Γ_ε ⊂ Ω_ε, and by H_{α,ε} we denote the self-adjoint operator in L^2(Ω_ε) given by H_{α,ε} = ∫ ∫ Ω_ε |∇u|^2 dx − α ∫ Γ_ε

u^2 ds, Q(H_{α,ε}) = H^1_0 (Ω_ε).

We start with the following result, taking ε_0 from (2):

Lemma 7. Let ε ∈ (0, ε_0) and n ∈ N. Assume that

for some c >^1_4 there holds Λ_n(H_{α,ε}) ≤ −cα^2 for large α > 0, (5) then Λ_n(H_α) = Λ_n(H_{α,ε}) + O(1) for α → +∞.

Proof. The proof will be in two steps. We first reduce the problem to a bounded neighborhood of the origin, and then to the half-plane Ω_ε, as the latter is easier to analyze.

For ε > 0 denote □_ε := (−ε, ε)^2, then the assumption (2) rewrites as there exists ε_0 > 0 such that Γ ∩ □_{ε0} = Γ_{ε0} , and then for any ε ∈ (0, ε_0) one has Γ ∩ □_ε = Γ_ε as well; we remark that the condition (2) implies ε_0 ≤ 1.

From now on let us pick some ε ∈ (0, ε_0) and let χ_1, χ_2 ∈ C^∞(R^2 ) such that χ^2_1 + χ^2 = 1 and χ_1 = 1 in □^ε_2 , χ_1 = 0 outside □_ε.

An easy computation shows that for any u ∈ Q(H_α) ≡ H^1(R^2 ) one has H_α[u, u] = H_α[χ_1u, χ_1u] + H_α[χ_2u, χ_2u] − ∫ R^2 ( |∇χ_1|^2 + |∇χ_2|^2 ) u^2 dx ≥ H_α[χ_1u, χ_1u] + H_α[χ_2u, χ_2u] − C‖u‖^2_L2_{(R}2_), (6) where C = ‖ |∇χ_1|^2 + |∇χ_2|^2 ‖ ∞. Denote by D_{α,ε} the self-adjoint operator in L^2(□_ε) given by D_{α,ε}[u, u] = ∫∫ □_ε |∇u|^2 dx − α ∫ Γ_ε

u^2 ds, Q(D_{α,ε}) = H^1_0 (□_ε).

Due to suppχ_1 ⊂ □_ε we have

χ_1u ∈ Q(D_{α,ε}), H_α[χ_1u, χ_1u] = D_{α,ε}[χ_1u, χ_1u].

On the other hand, by the initial assumption of Γ (C^4-smoothness except at the origin) one can find a C^4-smooth Jordan curve Γ^′ which coincides with Γ outside □^ε_2 . Denote by H^′_α the self-adjoint operator in L^2(R^2 ) given by H^′_α[u, u] = ∫ ∫ R^2 |∇u|^2 dx − α ∫ Γ^′

u^2 ds, Q(H^′_α) = H^1(R^2 ).

As suppχ_2 ∩ □^ε_2 = ∅, one has H_α[χ_2u, χ_2u] = H^′_α[χ_2u, χ_2u], and the inequality (6) takes the form

H_α[u, u] + C‖u‖^2_L2_{(R}2_) ≥ D_{α,ε}[χ_1u, χ_1u] + H^′_α[χ_2u, χ_2u]. (7) Noting that J : L^2(R^2 ) ∋ u → (χ_1u, χ_2u) ∈ L^2(□_ε) ⊕ L^2(R^2 ) is isometric and that (7) can be rewritten as H_α[u, u] + C‖u‖^2_L2_{(R}2_) ≥ (D_{α,ε} ⊕ H^′_α)[Ju, Ju], we conclude by the min-max principle (Proposition 5) that Λ_n(H_α) ≥ Λ_n(D_{α,ε} ⊕ H^′_α) − C for all n ∈ N, α > 0.

As discussed in the introduction, see e.g. Eq. (1), due to the smoothness of Γ^′, for some C_0 > 0 one has H^′_α ≥ −^1_4 α^2 −C_0 for large α > 0. Hence, if for some c >^1_4 there holds Λ_n(D_{α,ε}) ≤ −cα^2 for large α > 0, (8)

then Λ_n(D_{α,ε} ⊕ H^′_α) = Λ_n(D_{α,ε}), and then Λ_n(H_α) ≥ Λ_n(D_{α,ε}) − C for large α > 0. On the other hand, by the min-max principle one directly has Λ_n(H_α) ≤ Λ_n(D_{α,ε}). Therefore, the assumption (8) implies

Λ_n(H_α) = Λ_n(D_{α,ε}) + O(1) for α → +∞. (9)

Now we need to pass from D_{α,ε} to H_{α,ε}, which is done in a very similar way. First, by the min-max principle we have

Λ_n(H_{α,ε}) ≤ Λ_n(D_{α,ε}) (10)

for any α > 0. Furthermore, let us pick ξ_1, ξ_2 ∈ C^∞(R^2 ) such that ξ^2_1 + ξ^2 = 1 and

ξ_1(x) = 1 for x ∈ (0, +∞) × (−ε^p, ε^p), ξ_1(x) = 0 for x /∈ (−ε, +∞) × (−ε, ε). For any u ∈ Q(H_{α,ε}) we have then, with W (x) := |∇ξ_1|^2 + |∇ξ_2|^2 ≤ C^′, H_{α,ε}[u, u] = H_{α,ε}[ξ_1u, ξ_1u] + H_{α,ε}[ξ_2u, ξ_2u] − ∫ ∫ Ω_ε

W u^2 dx ≡ D_{α,ε}[ξ_1u, ξ_1u] + ∫∫ Ω_ε | |∇(ξ_2u) | |^2 dx − ∫∫ Ω_ε

W u^2 dx

≥ D_{α,ε}[ξ_1u, ξ_1u] − C^′‖u‖^2_L2_{(Ωε)}.

As in the first part of the proof, this implies

Λ_n(H_{α,ε}) ≥ Λ_n(D_{α,ε} ⊕ O) − C^′ (11)

with O being the zero operator in L^2(Ω_ε). Let (5) hold, then by (11) we also have Λ_n(D_{α,ε} ⊕ O) ≤ −cα^2 for large α. Then Λ_n(D_{α,ε} ⊕ O) = Λ_n(D_{α,ε}), and (8) holds, which implies the estimate (9). At the same time, Eq. (11) reads now as Λ_n(H_{α,ε}) ≥ Λ_n(D_{α,ε}) − C^′, and together with (10) we arrive at Λ_n(D_{α,ε}) = Λ_n(H_{α,ε}) + O(1) for large α. Substituting this estimate into (9) we prove the claim. □

Let us apply an additional scaling in order to pass to the semiclassical framework. For h > 0 and b > 0 consider the self-adjoint operator F_{h,b} in L^2(Ω_b) defined for Q(F_{h,b}) = H^1_0 (Ω_b) by F_{h,b}[u, u] = ∫∫ Ω_b ( h^2(∂_1u)^2 + (∂_2u)^2 ) dx − ∫_b 0 √ 1 + p^2h^2s^{2(p−1)} ( u(s, s^p)^2 + u(s, −s^p)^2 ) ds.

Lemma 8. For any ε > 0 and α > 0 and n ∈ N one has Λ_n(H_{α,ε}) = α^2Λ_n(F_{h,b}) for h = α^{1−pp} , b = εα^{1p} ≡ εh^{11−p} .

Proof. We prefer to give a detailed explicit computation. Consider the unitary operator Θ : L^2(Ω_b) → L^2(Ω_ε) given by (Θu)(x_1, x_2) = α^{12 ( 1p +1)} u(α^{1p} x_1, αx_2), then ΘQ(F_{h,b}) = Q(H_{α,ε}). By writing the one-dimensional Hausdorff measure on Γ_ε in an explicit form, for any u ∈ Q(H_{α,ε}) we have H_{α,ε}[u, u] = ∫∫ Ω_ε [ (∂_1u)^2 + (∂_2u)^2 ] dx − α ∫_ε 0 √ 1 + p^2s^{2p−2} ( u(s, s^p)^2 + u(s, −s^p)^2 ) ds. Then for any v ∈ Q(F_{h,b}) one obtains

H_{α,ε}[Θv, Θv] = α^{1p +1} ∫ ∫ Ω_ε [ α^{2p} ∂_1v(α^{1p} x_1, αx_2)^2 + α^2∂_2v(α^{1p} x_1, αx_2)^2 ] dx_1 dx_2 − α^{1p +2} ∫_ε 0 √ 1 + p^2s^{2(p−1)} ( v(α^{1p} s, αs^p)^2 + v(α^{1p} s, −αs^p)^2 ) ds. Using the new variables y_1 = α^{1p} x_1, x_2 = αy_2, t = α^{1p} s we rewrite it as H_{α,ε}[Θv, Θv] = ∫ ∫ Ω_{εα 1p} [ α^{2p} ∂_1v(y_1, y_2)^2 + α^2∂_2v(y_1, y_2)^2 ] dy_1 dy_2

− α^2 ∫_{εα}^1p 0 √ 1 + p^2α^{2−2pp} s^{2p−2} ( v(t, t^p) + v(t, −t^p) ) dt = α^2F_{h,b}[v, v], which shows that H_{α,ε} is unitarily equivalent to α^2F_{h,b}. □ By combining Lemma 7 with Lemma 8 we arrive at the following reformulation:

Lemma 9. Let ε > 0, h_0 > 0, n ∈ N be such that

Λ_n(F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} ) ≤ −c for all h ∈ (0, h_0) and some c >^1_4 . (12)

Then Λ_n(H_α) = α^2Λ_n(F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} ) + O(1) for h := α^{1−pp} and α → +∞.

4. Upper bound

4.1. Reduction to a one-dimensional effective operator. For some k > 0, to be chosen later, denote

Ω^′_h := (0, h^k) × R

and denote by G_h the self-adjoint operator in L^2(Ω^′_h) given by G_h[u, u] = ∫∫ Ω^′_h ( h^2(∂_1u)^2 +(∂_2u)^2 ) dx− ∫_hk 0 ( u(s, s^p)^2 +u(s, −s^p)^2 ) ds and Q(G_h) = H^1_0 (Ω^′_h). For sufficiently small h > 0 one has the inclusion Ω^′_h ⊂ Ω_{εh} 1_{1−p} , and for u ∈ H^1_0 (Ω^′_h) we denote u_0 its extension by zero to Ω_{εh} 1_{1−p} , then F_{h,b}[u_0, u_0] ≤ G_h[u, u]. It follows by the min-max principle that:

Lemma 10. For any ε > 0 there exists h_0 > 0 such that for h ∈ (0, h_0) and n ∈ N there holds Λ_n(F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} ) ≤ Λ_n(G_h).

In order to study G_h we will use some facts on a simple onedimensional operator T_x, x > 0, which is the self-adjoint operator in L^2(R) given by T_x[f, f] = ∫ R f^′(y)^2 dy − ( f(x)^2 + f(−x)^2 ) , Q(T_x) = H^1(R). (13)

We recall some simple properties of T_x established in [9, Proposition 2.3]. The bottom of the spectrum of T_x is a simple isolated eigenvalue, which we denote by σ(x) due to its special role in what follows,

σ(x) := Λ_1(T_x), x > 0,

and we denote by Ψ_x the respective eigenfunction chosen L^2-normalized and positive. We will use the following properties of their dependence on x > 0:

Proposition 11. The following holds:

(a) −1 < σ(x) < −^1_4 for all x ∈ (0, +∞), (b) σ is non-decreasing, (c) σ(x) = −1 + 2x + O(x^2) for x → 0^+, (d) the function x → ‖∂_xΨ_x‖_L2_{(R)} is bounded on (0, +∞), (e) for x < 1 one has Λ_2(T_x) = 0.

The above properties allows one to give an upper bound for the Rayleigh quotients of G_h by those of a one-dimensional operator on (0, h^k). Namely, denote by K_h the self-adjoint operator in L^2(0, h^k) given by K_h[f, f] = ∫_hk 0 ( h^2f^′(x)^2 + 2x^pf(x)^2 ) dx, Q(K_h) = H^1_0 (0, h^k). (14)

Lemma 12. There exists a_0 > 0 such that Λ_n(G_h) ≤ −1+Λ_n(K_h)+a_0(h^{2+2k(p−1)} +h^{2kp}) for all h > 0 and n ∈ N.

Proof. If f ∈ H^1_0 (0, h^k), then for the function u ∈ H^1_0 (Ω^′_h) defined by u(x_1, x_2) = f(x_1)Ψ_x^p_1 (x_2) we have ‖f‖_L2_{(0,h}k_) = ‖u‖_L2_{(Ω}′_{h)} and ∫∫ Ω^′_h

(∂_2u)^2 dx− ∫_hk 0 ( u(s, s^p)^2 +u(s, −s^p)^2 ) ds = ∫_{hk} 0 σ(x^p_1)f(x_1)^2 dx_1.

The L^2-normalization of Ψ_x^p_1 implies ∫ R Ψ_x^p_1 (x_2) ∂_{x1} Ψ_x^p_1 (x_2) dx_2 = 1 2 ∂_{x1} ‖Ψ_x^p_1 ‖^2_L2_{(R)} = 0,

hence, ∫∫ Ω^′_h

(∂_1u)^2 dx = ∫_hk 0 ∫ R [ f^′(x_1)^2Ψ_x^p_1 (x_2)^2

+ 2f(x_1)f^′(x_1)Ψ_x^p_1 (x_2)∂_{x1} Ψ_x^p_1 (x_2)

+ f(x_1)^2(∂_{x1} Ψ_x^p_1 (x_2))^2 ] dx_2 dx_1 = ∫_{hk} 0 ( f^′(x_1)^2 + w(x_1)f(x_1)^2 ) dx_1,

where we denote w(x_1) := ‖ ‖∂_{x1} Ψ_{x1} ‖ ‖^2_{L2(R)} ≡ p2x^{2(p−1)}_1 ‖ ‖(∂_z Ψ_z)_{z=xp1} ‖ ‖^2_{L2(R)}, and G_h[u, u] = ∫_hk 0 ( h^2f^′(x_1)^2 + [ σ(x^p_1) + h^2w(x_1) ] f(x_1)^2 ) dx_1

Due to Proposition 11(c,d) for a sufficiently large a_0 > 0 one can estimate p^2 ‖ (∂_zΨ_z)_{z=x}^p_1 ‖_2 L^2(R) ≤ a0, σ(x1) ≤ −1 + 2x p 1 + a_0h^{2kp}, x_1 ∈ (0, h^k),

and then

G_h[u, u] ≤ −‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,h}k_) + ∫_hk 0 ( h^2f^′(x_1)^2 + 2x^pf(x_1)^2 ) dx_1

+ a_0(h^{2+2k(p−1)} + h^{2kp})‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,h}k_).

Therefore, the linear operator J : Q(K_h) ∋ f → u ∈ Q(G_h) satisfies, for all f ∈ Q(K_h), the equality ‖Jf‖_L2_{(Ω}′_{h)} = ‖f‖_L2_{(0,h}k_) and the inequality

G_h[Jf, Jf] ≤ −‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,h}k_) + K_h[f, f] + a_0(h^{2+2k(p−1)} + h^{2kp})‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,h}k_), which implies the claim by the min-max principle. □

4.2. Analysis of the effective operator. Now we are reduced to the study of the eigenvalues of K_h for small h > 0. We will show that the princpal term of their asymptotics is determined by the eigenvalues of the model operator A.

For μ > 0, we introduce first two auxiliary operators C^μ_{N/D}, which are the self-adjoint operators in L^2(0, μ) given by C^μ_{N/D}[f, f] = ∫_μ 0 ( f^′(x)^2 + x^pf(x)^2 ) dx, Q(C^μ_N ) = { f ∈ H^1(0, μ) : f(0) = 0 } , Q(C^μ_D) = H^1_0 (0, μ).

An elementary scaling argument gives the following result:

Lemma 13. For any n ∈ N and h > 0 one has

Λ_n(K_h) = 2^{22+p} h^{2p2+p} Λ_n(C^μ_{N/D}), μ := 2^{12+p} h^{k− 22+p} .

Remark that if k <^2_{2+p} then in the above representation one has μ → +∞ as h → 0^+. Let us now study the behavior of the eigenvalues of C^μ_{N/D} for large μ > 0.

Lemma 14. Let n ∈ N be fixed, then Λ_n(C^μ_{N/D}) = Λ_n(A) + O(μ^{−2}) for μ → +∞. Proof. Directly by the min-max principle, for any μ > 0 one has the inequality Λ_n(A) ≤ Λ_n(C^μ_D). (15)

Furthermore, consider the self-adjoint operator D_μ in L^2(μ, +∞) given by D_μ[f, f] = ∫_∞ μ ( f^′(x)^2 + x^pf(x)^2 ) dx, Q(D_μ) = { f ∈ H^1(μ, +∞) : x^{p2} f ∈ L^2(μ, +∞) } , then one clearly has Λ_n(A) ≥ Λ_n(C^μ_N ⊕ D_μ) for any μ > 0. The lefthand side is independent of μ, while D_μ ≥ μ^p → +∞ as μ → +∞. Therefore, there exists μ_n > 0 such that

Λ_n(A) ≥ Λ_n(C^μ_N ) for μ ≥ μ_n. (16)

Now let χ_1, χ_2 ∈ C^∞(R) such that

χ^2_1 + χ^2 = 1, χ_1(t) = 1 for t ≤^1_2 , χ_1(t) = 0 for t ≥^3_4 ,

and denote χ_{j,μ} := χ_j (·/μ). Consider the self-adjoint operator D^′_μ in L^2(^μ_2 , μ) given by D^′_μ[f, f] = ∫_μ μ 2 ( f^′(x)^2 + x^pf(x)^2 ) dx, Q(D^′_μ) = H^1 (_μ 2 , μ ) .

Then a direct computation shows that for any f ∈ Q(C^μ_N ) one has, with K := ‖ ‖(χ′_1)2 + (χ′_2)2 ‖ ‖_∞, C^μ_N [f, f] = C^μ_N [χ_{1,μ}f, χ_{1,μ}f] + C^μ_N [χ_{2,μ}f, χ_{2,μ}f] − ∫_μ 0 ( (χ^′_{1,μ})^2 + (χ^′_{2,μ})^2 ) f^2 dx ≥ C^μ_N [χ_{1,μ}f, χ_{1,μ}f] + C^μ_N [χ_{2,μ}f, χ_{2,μ}f] − Kμ^{−2}‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} = C^μ_D[χ_{1,μ}f, χ_{1,μ}f] + D^′_μ[χ_{2,μ}f, χ_{2,μ}f] − Kμ^{−2}‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)}, = (C^μ_D ⊕ D^′_μ)[Jf, Jf] − Kμ^{−2}‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)}, Jf := (χ_{1,μ}f, χ_{2,μ}f), which implies Λ_n(C^μ_N ) ≥ Λ_n(C^μ_D ⊕ D^′_μ) − Kμ^{−2} for any μ > 0. By (16), for μ → +∞ the left-hand side of the last inequality remains bounded, while D^′_μ ≥ μ^p2^{−p} → +∞. Therefore, the value of μ_n in (16) can be assumed such that, in addition, Λ_n(C^μ_N ) ≥ Λ_n(C^μ_D) − Kμ^{−2} for any μ ≥ μ_n. (17) By putting together the above estimates, for μ ≥ μ_n we obtain

Λ_n(C^μ_D) − K/μ^{2 (17)}≤ Λ_n(C^μ_N )^{(16)}≤ Λ_n(A)^{(15)}≤ Λ_n(C^μ_D), which implies first Λ_n(C^μ_D) = Λ_n(A) + O(μ^{−2}) and then Λ_n(C^μ_N ) = Λ_n(C^μ_D) + O(μ^{−2}) = Λ_n(A) + O(μ^{−2}). □ By combining Lemma 13 with Lemma 14 we arrive at Lemma 15. For any n ∈ N and k ∈ (0,^2_{2+p} ) there holds Λ_n(K_h) = 2^{22+p} h^{2p2+p} Λ_n(A) + O(h^{2−2k}) as h → 0^+.

4.3. Proof of the upper eigenvalue bound. The substitution of the asymptotics of Lemma 15 (passage from K_h to A) into Lemma 12 (passage from G_h to K_h) shows that for every fixed n ∈ N and k ∈ (0,^2_{2+p} ) there holds

Λ_n(G_h) ≤ −1 + 2^{22+p} h^{2p2+p} Λ_n(A) + O(h^{2+2k(p−1)} + h^{2kp} + h^{2−2k}) as h → 0^+. For k ∈ (0,^2_{2+p} ) one has 2 + 2k(p − 1) = 2kp + 2(1 − k) ≥ 2kp, O(h^{2+2k(p−1)} + h^{2kp} + h^{2−2k}) = O(h^{2kp} + h^{2−2k}).

Taking k :=^1_{1+p} ∈ (0,^2_{2+p} ) and then applying Lemma 10 we see that for any ε > 0 and n ∈ N there holds, as h → 0^+, Λ_n(F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} ) ≤ Λ_n(G_h) ≤ −1 + 2^{22+p} h^{2p2+p} Λ_n(A) + O(h^{2p1+p} ) < −^1_2 . (18) It follows that the assumption (12) is satisfied for any ε > 0 and n ∈ N, which gives a stronger version of Lemma 9:

Lemma 16. For any n ∈ N and ε > 0 there holds

Λ_n(H_α) = α^2Λ_n(F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} ) + O(1) for h := α^{1−pp} and α → +∞. (19)

Applying again (18) to the right-hand side of (19) one arrives at

Λ_n(H_α) ≤ −α^2 + 2^{22+p} Λ_n(A)α^{62+p} + O(α^{41+p} )

≡ −α^2 + 2^{22+p} Λ_n(A)α^{62+p} + O(α^{62+p −η}), α → +∞.

where η :=^6_{2+p} −^4_{1+p} =^{2(p−1)}_{(p+1)(p+2)} > 0. As the upper bound obtained for Λ_n(H_α) is strictly negative for large α, it lies below the essential spectrum of H_α, and it follows by the min-max principle that Λ_n(H_α) is the nth eigenvalue of H_α.

5. Lower bound

5.1. Reduction to a smaller half-plane. Now we need to obtain a lower bound for the eigenvalues of F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} with a suitably chosen ε > 0. Recall that F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} [u, u] = ∫ ∫ Ω εh 1 1−p ( h^2(∂_1u)^2 + (∂_2u)^2 ) dx

− ∫_{εh}^11−p 0 √ 1 + p^2h^2s^{2(p−1)} ( u(s, s^p)^2 + u(s, −s^p)^2 ) ds. Let k > 0, to be chosen later, and h > 0 sufficiently small to have h^k < εh^{11−p} . Let R_h be the self-adjoint operator in L^2(Ω_hk ) given by R_h[u, u] = ∫∫ Ω_{hk} ( h^2(∂_1u)^2 + (∂_2u)^2 ) dx

− ∫_hk 0 √ 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} ( u(s, s^p)^2 + u(s, −s^p)^2 ) ds, Q(R_h) = H^1(Ω_hk ).

Lemma 17. Let k ∈ ( 0,^2_{2+p} ) . There exists ε_1 > 0 such that for any ε ∈ (0, ε_1) and any n ∈ N there holds

Λ_n(F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} ) ≥ Λ_n(R_h) as h → 0^+.

For the proof of Lemma 17 we need an auxiliary one-dimensional operator, which will also plays a role on later steps. For x > 0 and β > 0 we denote by T_{x,β} the self-adjoint operator in L^2(R) given by T_{x,β}[f, f] = ∫ R f^′(y)^2 dy − β ( f(x)^2 + f(−x)^2 ) , Q(T_{x,β}) = H^1(R), which is closely related to the operator T_x from (13) and Proposition 11: a simple scaling argument shows that T_{x,β} is unitarily equivalent to β^2T_{βx} and Λ_n(T_{x,β}) = β^2Λ_n(T_{βx}) for any n ∈ N. In particular,

Λ_1(T_{x,β}) = β^2σ(βx).

Proof of Lemma 17. By considering separately the integrals for x_1 < h^k and x_1 > h^k we arrive at F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} [u, u] = I_1 + I_2 with

I_1 = ∫ ∫ Ω_{hk} ( h^2(∂_1u)^2 + (∂_2u)^2 ) dx

− ∫_hk 0 √ 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 ( u(s, s^p)^2 + u(s, −s^p)^2 ) ds,

I_2 = ∫_{εh}^11−p h^k [ ∫ R ( h^2(∂_1u)^2 + (∂_2u)^2 ) dx_2 − √ 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 ( u(x_1, x^p_1)^2 + u(x_1, −x^p_1)^2 )] dx_1,

and one has obviously I_1 ≥ R_h[u_1, u_1] with u_1 := u|_{Ωhk} .

Now one needs a lower bound for I_2. First, by dropping the nonnegative term (∂_1u)^2 and using the above one-dimensional operator operator T_{x,β} we estimate

I_2 ≥ ∫_{εh}^11−p h^k λ(x_1, h) ∫ R u(x_1, x_2)^2 dx_2 dx_1,

where we denoted

λ(x_1, h) := Λ_1 ( T_{xp1 ,}^√_{1+p2h2x2(p−1)1} )

≡ ( 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 ) σ (√ 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 x^p_1 ) . To estimate λ(x_1, h) from below let us pick q ∈ (0,^1_{p−1} ), then for small

h one has h^k < h^{−q} < εh^{11−p} .

Consider first the values x_1 ∈ (h^k, h^{−q}). Due to √ 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 x^p_1 > x^p_1 > h^{kp},

by Proposition 11(a,b) one obtains σ(h^{kp}) ≤ σ (√ 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 x^p_1 ) < 0. On the other hand, 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 < 1 + p^2h^{2−2q(p−1)}, which together with the preceding estimate gives ( 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 ) σ (√ 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 x^p_1 ) ≥ (1 + p^2h^{2−2q(p−1)})σ(h^{kp}).

Using Proposition 11(c) to estimate σ(h^{kp}), for small h > 0 we arrive at λ(x_1, h) ≥ (1 + p^2h^{2−2q(p−1)}) ( − 1 + 3 2 h^{kp} ) ≥ −1 +^3_2 h^{kp} − p^2h^{2−2q(p−1)}.

As k and q were rather arbitrary so far, we may assume that kp < 2, 0 < q <^{2−kp}_{2(p−1)} ≡^{1−} kp 2 p−1 <^1_{p−1} , then kp < 2 − 2q(p − 1) and h^{2−2q(p−1)} = o(h^{kp}). Therefore, λ(x_1, h) ≥ −1 + h^{kp} for x_1 ∈ (h^k, h^{−q}) and h → 0^+. (20) Keeping the above value of q consider now x_1 ∈ ( h^{−q}, εh^{11−p} ) . We have first √ 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 x^p_1 > x^p_1 > h^{−pq} and then, by Proposition 11(a,b), σ(h^{−pq}) ≤ σ (√ 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 x^p_1 ) < 0. In addition, 1 + p^2h^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 ≤ 1 + p^2ε^{2(p−1)}, and σ(h^{−pq}) < 0, therefore, λ(x_1, h) ≥ (1 + p^2ε^{2(p−1)})σ(h^{−pq}).

In view of Proposition 11(b,c), one can choose δ > 0 sufficiently small such that σ(h^{−pq}) ≥ −1 + 2δ for small h > 0. In addition, we may take ε_1 > 0 sufficiently small to have p^2ε^{2(p−1)}_1 < δ, then for any ε ∈ (0, ε_1) one λ(x_1, h) ≥ (1 + δ)(−1 + 2δ) ≥ −1 + δ for small h. By combining with (20) we see that λ(x_1, h) ≥ −1 + h^{kp} for all x_1 ∈ (h^k, εh^{11−p} ) if h is sufficiently small, and then

I_2 ≥ (−1 + h^{kp}) ∫_{εh}^11−p h^k ∫ R u(x_1, x_2)^2 dx_2 dx_1.

We summarize the above estimates as follows: there exist ε ∈ (0, ε_1) and h_1 > 0 such that for all h ∈ (0, h_1) and u ∈ Q(F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} ) there holds

F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} ≥ R_n[u_1, u_1] + (−1 + h^{kp})‖u_2‖^2_L2_{(Ωεh 11−p \Ωhk )},

u_1 := u|_{Ωhk} , u_2 := u|_{Ωεh 11−p \Ωhk} ,

and then for any fixed n ∈ N and small h one has Λ_n(F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} ) ≥ min { Λ_n(R_h), −1 + h^{kp} } . (21)

The min-max principle shows that Λ_n(R_h) ≤ Λ_n(G_h) for the operator G_h from Subsection 4.1, and the estimate (18) for Λ_n(G_h) yields Λ_n(R_h) ≤ −1 + O(h^{2p2+p} ). For k ∈ (0,^2_{2+p} ) one has h^{2p2+p} = o(h^{kp}) and then Λ_n(R_h) < −1 + h^{kp}. The substitution into (21) concludes the proof. □

5.2. Reduction to a one-dimensional problem. In the present section we will provide a lower bound for the eigenvalues of Λ_n(R_h) in terms of a one-dimensional operator. Namely, consider the function V : x → { 1, x < 0, 2x^p, x > 0 , and the operator Z_h in L^2(−∞, h^k) given by Z_hf = −h^2f^{′′} + V f with Neumann condition at the right end, f^′(h^k) = 0, i.e.

Z_h[f, f] = h^2 ∫_hk −∞ f^′(x)^2 dx +

∫_0 −∞ f(x)^2 dx + 2 ∫_hk 0 x^pf(x)^2 dx

with Q(Z_h) = H^1(−∞, h^k).

Lemma 18. For any n ∈ N, k ∈ (0,^2_{2+p} ) and s > 0 there holds

Λ_n(R_h) ≥ −1 + Λ_n(Z_{h0} ) + O(h^{2+2k(p−1)−s} + h^{2kp}), h → 0^+, where we denote h_0 := h √ 1 − h^s. The proof will occupy the rest of the subsection. It will be convenient to use the one-dimensional operator L_{x1,h} := T_{xp1 ,}√_{1+p2h2+2k(p−1)} , its first eigenvalue

κ(x_1, h) := Λ_1(L_{x1,h}) ≡ Λ_1 ( T_{xp1 ,}√_{1+p2h2+2k(p−1)} ) ≡ ( 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} ) σ (√ 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} x^p_1 ) , and the associated eigenfunction Φ_{x1,h} chosen positive and normalized by ‖Φ_{x1,h}‖_L2_{(R)} = 1. In terms of the first eigenfunction Ψ_x of T_x one has clearly Φ_{x1,h}(t) =^4 √ 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} Ψ√_{1+p2h2+2k(p−1) xp1} ( √ 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} t).

Due to Proposition 11 for any h > 0 the function x_1 → Φ_{x1,h} admits a finite limit Φ_{0,h} at x_1 = 0^+, so we define ^Φ_{x1,h} = { Φ_{x1,h}, x_1 > 0, Φ_{0,h}, x_1 < 0.

Consider the following closed subspace G of L^2(Ω_hk ),

G := { (x_1, x_2) → f(x_1)^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2) : f ∈ L^2(−∞, h^k) } , and denote by Π the orthogonal projector on G in L^2(Ω_hk ), then the operator Π^⊥ := 1 − Π is the orthogonal projector on G^⊥. One easily checks that for u ∈ L^2(Ω_hk ) there holds

(Πu)(x_1, x_2) = f(x_1)^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2) with f(x_1) = ∫ R ^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2)u(x_1, x_2) dx_2,

‖Πu‖^2_L2_{(Ωhk )} = ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,h}k_),

and that for u ∈ Q(R_h) one has f ∈ H^1(−∞, h^k). We keep this correspondence between u and f for subsequent computations. Recall that R_h[u, u] = ∫∫ Ω_{hk} ( h^2(∂_1u)^2 + (∂_2u)^2 ) dx

− ∫_hk 0 √ 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} ( u(s, s^p)^2 + u(s, −s^p)^2 ) ds. Using the spectral theorem for the above operator L_{x1,h} we obtain

I := ∫ ∫ Ω_{hk} (∂_2u)^2 dx

− ∫_hk 0 √ 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} ( u(s, s^p)^2 + u(s, −s^p)^2 ) ds ≥ ∫∫ Ω_{hk} ∩{x_1>0} (∂_2u)^2 dx

− ∫_hk 0 √ 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} ( u(s, s^p)^2 + u(s, −s^p)^2 ) ds = ∫_hk 0 [ ∫ R ∂_2u(x_1, x_2)^2 dx_2 − √ 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} ( u(x_1, x^p_1)^2 + u(x_1, −x^p_1)^2 )] dx_1 ≥ ∫_hk 0 ( Λ_1(L_{x1,h})‖Πu(x_1, ·)‖^2_L2_{(R)} + Λ_2(L_{x1,h})‖Π^⊥u(x_1, ·)‖^2_L2_{(R)} ) dx_1.

Assuming that h is small, by Proposition 11(e) one obtains, for any x_1 ∈ (0, h^k),

Λ_2(L_{x1,h}) = ( 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} ) Λ_2 ( T√_{1+p2h2+2k(p−1) xp1} ) = 0,

which gives I ≥ ∫_hk 0 κ(x_1, h)‖Πu(x_1, ·)‖^2_L2_{(R)} dx_1 ≡ ∫_hk 0 κ(x_1, h)f(x_1)^2 dx_1.

Hence, if h is sufficiently small, for any u ∈ Q(R_h) we have R_h[u, u] ≥ h^2 ∫∫ Ω_{hk} (∂_1u)^2 dx + ∫_hk 0 κ(x_1, h)f(x_1)^2 dx_1. (22)

To obtain a lower bound for the first summand on the right-hand side we start with

Π∂_1u(x_1, x_2) = ∫ R ^Φ_{x1,h}(t)∂_1u(x_1, t) dt ^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2),

∂_1Πu(x_1, x_2) = ∂ ∂x_1 ( ∫ R ^Φ_{x1,h}(t)u(x_1, t) dt ^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2) )

= ∫ R ^Φ_{x1,h}(t)∂_1u(x_1, t) dt ^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2) + ∫ R (∂_{x1} ^Φ_{x1,h})(t)u(x_1, t) dt ^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2) + ∫ R ^Φ_{x1,h}(t)u(x_1, t) dt (∂_{x1} ^Φ_{x1,h})(x_2).

Therefore, using (a + b)^2 ≤ 2a^2 + 2b^2 and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, | (Π∂_1 − ∂_1Π)u(x_1, x_2) |_2 = | | | ∫ R (∂_{x1} ^Φ_{x1,h})(t)u(x_1, t) dt ^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2) + ∫ R ^Φ_{x1,h}(t)u(x_1, t) dt (∂_{x1} ^Φ_{x1,h})(x_2) | | | 2

≤ 2‖∂_{x1} ^Φ_{x1,h}‖^2_L2_{(R)}‖u(x_1, ·)‖^2_L2_{(R)} ^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2)^2 + 2‖^Φ_{x1,h}‖^2_L2_{(R)}‖u(x_1, ·)‖^2_L2_{(R)}(∂_{x1} ^Φ_{x1,h})(x_2)^2.

We further recall that ‖^Φ_{x1,h}‖^2_{L2(R)} = 1 for all x_1 and that

∂_{x1} ^Φ_{x1,h} = { ∂_{x1} Φ_{x1,h}, x_1 > 0, 0, x_1 < 0.

This gives ‖ ‖(Π∂_1 − ∂_1Π)u ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} ≤ 2 ∫_hk 0 ‖∂_{x1} Φ_{x1,h}‖^2_L2_{(R)}‖u(x_1, ·)‖^2_L2_{(R)} ( ∫ R Φ_{x1,h}(x_2)^2 dx_2 ) dx_1 + 2 ∫_hk 0 ‖u(x_1, ·)‖^2_L2_{(R)} ( ∫ R (∂_{x1} Φ_{x1,h})(x_2)^2 dx_2 ) dx_1 ≤ 4 ∫_hk 0 w(x_1, h)‖u(x_1, ·)‖^2_L2_{(R)} dx_1, where we denoted w(x_1, h) := ‖∂_{x1} Φ_{x1,h}‖^2_L2_{(R)}.

With λ := √ 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} we have Φ_{x1,h}(t) = √ λΨ_{λ x}^p_1 (λ t) and

w(x_1, h) = λ^3 ∫ R p^2x^{2(p−1)}

1 (∂_z Ψ_z)_{z=λ x}^p_1 (λ t)^2 dt

= λ^2p^2x^{2(p−1)}_1 ∫ R (∂_zΨ_z)_{z=λ x}^p_1 (t)^2 dt

≤ p^2(1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)})x^{2(p−1)}_1 sup_{z>0} ‖∂_zΨ_z‖^2_L2_{(R)}

Due to Proposition 11(d) the last factor on the right-hand side is finite,

and for a suitable b_0 > 0 one obtains w(x_1, h) ≤ b_0x^{2(p−1)}_1 , and then ‖ ‖(Π∂_1 − ∂_1Π)u ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} ≤ 4 ∫_hk 0 b_0x^{2(p−1)}

1 ‖u(x_1, ·)‖^2_L2_{(R)} dx_1

≤ 4b_0h^{2k(p−1)}‖u‖^2_L2_{(Ωhk )}.

In addition, the function (Π^⊥∂_1 −∂_1Π^⊥)u ≡ −(Π∂_1 −∂_1Π)u admits the

same norm estimate. Using (a + b)^2 ≥ (1 − δ)a^2 − δ^{−1}b^2 for a, b ∈ R

and δ > 0 we estimate, with any δ > 0, ‖ ‖∂_1u ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} = ‖ ‖Π∂_1u ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} + ‖ ‖Π^⊥∂_1u ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} = ‖ ‖∂_1Πu + (Π∂_1 − ∂_1Π)u ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} + ‖ ‖∂_1Π^⊥u + (Π^⊥∂_1 − ∂_1Π^⊥) ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} ≥ (1 − δ) ‖ ‖∂_1Πu ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} − δ^{−1} ‖ ‖(Π∂_1 − ∂_1Π)u ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )}

+ (1 − δ) ‖ ∂_1Π^⊥u ‖_2 L^2(Ω_{hk} ) − δ^{−1} ‖ ‖(Π^⊥∂_1 − ∂_1Π^⊥)u ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} ≥ (1 − δ) ‖ ‖∂_1Πu ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} − bδ^{−1}h^{2k(p−1)} ‖u‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )},

where we took b := 8b_0. To estimate the term with ∂_1Πu we compute

(∂_1Π)u(x_1, x_2) = f^′(x_1)^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2) + f(x_1)∂_{x1} ^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2)

and remark that due to ∫ R ^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2)∂_{x1} ^Φ_{x1,h}(x_2) dx_1 = 1 2 d dx_1

‖^Φ_{x1,h}‖^2_L2_{(R)} = 0

we have ‖∂_1Πu ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} = ∫_hk −∞ f^′(x_1)^2 ∫ R Φ_{x1,h}(x_2)^2 dx_2 dx_1 + ∫_hk −∞ f(x_1)^2 ∫ R ( ∂_{x1} ^Φ_{x1,h} ) (x_2)^2 dx_2 dx_1 ≥ ∫_hk −∞ f^′(x_1)^2 dx_1.

Therefore, ‖ ‖∂_1u ‖ ‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} ≥ (1 − δ)‖f^′‖^2_{L2(−∞,hk)} − bδ^{−1}h^{2k(p−1)} ‖u‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )}, and the substitution into (22) gives

R_h[u, u] + bδ^{−1}h^{2+2k(p−1)} ‖u‖^2_L2_{(Ωhk )}

≥ h^2(1 − δ) ∫_hk −∞ f^′(x_1)^2 dx_1 + ∫_hk 0 κ(x_1, h)f(x_1)^2 dx_1.

For what follows it is convenient to set δ := h^s with s > 0 to be chosen later, then R_h[u, u] + bh^{2+2k(p−1)−s} ‖u‖^2_L2_{(Ωhk )} ≥ h^2(1 − h^s) ∫_hk −∞ f^′(x_1)^2 dx_1 + ∫_hk 0 κ(x_1, h)f(x_1)^2 dx_1. (23)

In view of Proposition 11(c) one can find a constants a_0, a > 0 such that for small h and x_1 ∈ (0, h^k) there holds

κ(x_1, h) = ( 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} ) σ (√ 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} x^p_1 ) ≥ ( 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} )( − 1 + 2 √ 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} x^p_1

− a_0(1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)}) x^{2p}_1 ) ≥ ( 1 + p^2h^{2+2k(p−1)} ) (−1 + 2x^p − 2a_0h^{2kp} ) ≥ −1 + 2x^p − a(h^{2+2k(p−1)} + h^{2kp}).

Substituting this inequality into (23) and taking into account the inequality ‖f‖^2_{L2(0,hk )} ≡ ‖Πu‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} ≤ ‖u‖^2_{L2(Ωhk )} we obtain, with some constant B > 0,

R_h[u, u] + B(h^{2+2k(p−1)−s} + h^{2+2k(p−1)} + h^{2kp}) ‖u‖^2_L2_{(Ωhk )}

≥ h^2(1 − h^s) ∫_hk −∞ f^′(x_1)^2 dx_1 + ∫_hk 0 (−1 + 2x^p_1)f(x_1)^2 ) dx_1.

For s > 0 we clearly have h^{2+2k(p−1)} = o(h^{2+2k(p−1)−s}), hence, with some B^′ > B,

R_h[u, u] + B^′(h^{2+2k(p−1)−s} + h^{2kp}) ‖u‖^2_L2_{(Ωhk )}

≥ h^2(1 − h^s) ∫_hk −∞ f^′(x_1)^2 dx_1 + ∫_hk 0 (−1 + 2x^p_1)f(x_1)^2 ) dx_1

≡ (−1 + Z_{h0} )[f, f]. (24)

Consider now the isometric map

J : L^2(Ω_hk ) ∋ u → (f, Π^⊥u) ∈ L^2(−∞, h^k) ⊕ G^⊥,

then the estimate (24) can be rewritten as ( R_h + B^′(h^{2+2k(p−1)−s} + h^{2kp}) ) [u, u] ≥ ( (−1 + Z_{h0} ) ⊕ 0 ) [Ju, Ju]. As this holds for all u ∈ Q(R_h), the min-max principle shows that for any fixed n ∈ N one has, as h → 0^+,

Λ(R_h) + B^′(h^{2+2k(p−1)−s} + h^{2kp}) ≥ Λ_n ( (−1 + Z_{h0} ) ⊕ 0 ) = min { Λ_n(−1 + Z_{h0} ), 0 } = −1 + min { Λ_n(Z_{h0} ), 1 } .

The min-max principle also shows that for any n ∈ N and h > 0 one has Λ_n(Z_h) ≤ Λ_n(K_h), where the operator K_h was defined in (14), and it was shown in Lemma 13 that Λ_n(K_h) = o(1) for small h. It follows that Λ_n(Z_{h0} ) = o(1), and then min { Λ_n(Z_{h0} ), 1 } = Λ_n(Z_{h0} ). This gives finally Λ(R_h) ≥ −1 + Λ_n(Z_{h0} ) + O(h^{2+2k(p−1)−s} + h^{2kp}). This proves Lemma 18.

5.3. One-dimensional analysis. Now we need a more precise analysis of Z_h for small h. We are going to prove the following result, whose proof will occupy the rest of the subsection:

Lemma 19. Let 0 < k <^2_{p+2} , then for any n ∈ N there holds

E_n(Z_h) = 2^{22+p} E_n(A) h^{2pp+2} + O(h^{5p2p+4} + h^{2−2k}) as h → 0^+.

It appears more convenient to change the scale in order to work with large constants. Namely, for λ > 0 and μ > 0 we introduce self-adjoint operators B^{μ,λ} in L^2(−∞, μ) by B^{μ,λ}[f, f] = ∫_μ −∞ f^′(x)^2 dx + λ

∫_0 −∞ f(x)^2 dx + ∫_μ 0 x^pf(x)^2 dx, Q(B^{μ,λ}) = H^1(−∞, μ). An elementary scaling argument gives the following result:

Lemma 20. For any n ∈ N one has Λ_n(Z_h) = 2^{22+p} h^{2p2+p} Λ_n(B^{λ,μ}) with λ = 2^{22+p} h^{− 2p2+p} and μ = 2^{12+p} h^{k− 22+p} .

In view of Lemma 20 the behavior of the eigenvalues of Z_h for h → 0^+ can be deduced from that of the eigenvalues of B^{λ,μ} for λ → +∞ and μ → +∞. The latter will be again approached using the auxiliary operators C^μ_{N/D} already studied in Subsection 4.2.

Lemma 21. For any n ∈ N there exists λ_n > 0 and M_n > 0 such that

Λ_j(C^μ_N ) − Kλ^{− 14} ≤ Λ_j(B^{λ,μ}) ≤ Λ_j(C^μ_D). (25) for all (λ, μ) ∈ (λ_n, +∞) × (1, +∞).

Proof. Remark first that all operators B^{λ,μ} and C^μ_{N/D} are nonnegative. For μ > 1 and λ > 0 the min-max principle gives 0 ≤ Λ_n(B^{μ,λ}) ≤ Λ_n(C^μ_D) ≤ Λ_n(C^1_D), (26) and it follows, in particular, that the eigenvalue Λ_n(B^{μ,λ}) is uniformly bounded. It remains to show the first inequality in (25). As the participating operators act in different spaces, it will be convenient to use Proposition 6, and we remark that this proof scheme is inspired by the constructions of [23]. Consider the linear map J : Q(B^{λ,μ}) → Q(C^μ_N ), (Jf)(x) = f(x) − f(0)e^{−x}, x ∈ (0, μ).

For any ε > 0 and a, b ∈ R one has (a + b)^2 ≥ (1 − ε)a^2 + ε^{−1}b^2. Therefore, for any f ∈ H^1(−∞, μ) and ε > 0 one has

‖Jf‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} = ∫_μ 0 ( f(x) − f(0)e^{−x} )_2 dx ≥ (1 − ε) ∫_μ 0 f(x)^2 dx − ε^{−1} ∫_μ 0 f(0)^2e^{−2x} dx ≥ (1 − ε)‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} − ε^{−1} f(0)^2, resulting in ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,μ)} − ‖Jf‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} ≤ ε‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} + ε^{−1} f(0)^2 + ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)}. (27) For any δ > 0 one can estimate

f(0)^2 = 2

∫_0 −∞ f(x)f^′(x) dx ≤ δ‖f^′‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} + δ^{−1}‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)},

and the substitution into (27) yields ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,μ)} − ‖Jf‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} ≤ ε‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} + δε^{−1}‖f^′‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} + ε^{−1}δ^{−1} ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} + ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} = ε‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} + δε^{−1}‖f^′‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} + (ε^{−1}δ^{−1}λ^{−1} + λ^{−1}) λ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)}. We now set δ := λ^{− 1}2 and ε := λ^{− 1}4 , then for λ > 1 we have ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,μ)} − ‖Jf‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} ≤ λ^{− 14} ‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} + λ^{− 14} ‖f^′‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} + (λ^{− 14} + λ^{−1}) λ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} ≤ 2λ^{− 14} ( ‖f‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} + ‖f^′‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} + λ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} ) , and it follows that

‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,μ)} − ‖Jf‖^2_L2_{(0,μ)} ≤ 2λ^{− 14} ( B^{λ,μ}[f, f] + ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,μ)} ) . (28) Now let us estimate the difference C^μ_N [Jf, Jf] − B^{λ,μ}[f, f]. For any ε ∈ (0, 1) and a, b ∈ R one has (a + b)^2 ≤ (1 + ε)a^2 + 2ε^{−1}b^2. Therefore, for any δ > 0 and ε ∈ (0, 1) we have, with some K > 0, C^μ_N [Jf, Jf] = ∫_μ 0 ( f^′(x) + f(0)e^{−x}

)_2

dx + ∫_μ 0 x^p ( f(x) − f(0)e^{−x} )_2 dx ≤ (1 + ε) ∫_μ 0 ( f^′(x)^2 + x^pf(x)^2 ) dx + 2ε^{−1}f(0)^2 ∫_μ 0 (1 + x^p)e^{−2x} dx

≤ (1 + ε) ∫_μ 0 ( f^′(x)^2 + x^pf(x)^2 ) dx + Kε^{−1}f(0)^2

≤ (1 + ε) ∫_μ 0 ( f^′(x)^2 + x^pf(x)^2 ) dx

24 + Kε^{−1} ( δ‖f^′‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} + δ^{−1}‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} ) . As previously, set δ := λ^{− 1}2 and ε := λ^{− 1}4 , then, with some K^′ > 0,

C^μ_N [Jf, Jf] ≤ (1 + λ^{− 14} ) ∫_μ 0 ( f^′(x)^2 + x^pf(x)^2 ) dx + Kλ^{− 14} ‖f^′‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} + Kλ^{− 14} · λ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} ≤ ∫_μ 0 ( f^′(x)^2 + x^pf(x)^2 ) dx + K^′λ^{− 14} ( ∫ μ 0 ( f^′(x)^2 + x^pf(x)^2 ) dx + ‖f^′‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} + λ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,0)} )

≤ B^{λ,μ}[f, f] + K^′λ^{− 14} ( B^{λ,μ}[f, f] + ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,μ)} ) , resulting in C^μ_N [Jf, Jf] − B^{λ,μ}[f, f] ≤ K^′λ^{− 14} ( B^{λ,μ}[f, f] + ‖f‖^2_L2_{(−∞,μ)} ) . (29)

By (28) and (29) we are in the situation of Proposition 6 with

T := B^{λ,μ}, T^′ := C^μ_N , δ_1 = 2λ^{− 14} , δ_2 = K^′λ^{− 14} .

Furthermore, in view of (26) one has Λ_n(B^{λ,μ}) ≤ M := Λ_n(C^1_D) for all (λ, μ) ∈ (0, +∞) × (1, +∞). Therefore, one can find λ_n > 0 such that

δ_1 ( 1 + Λ_n(T ) ) ≡ 2λ^{− 14} ( 1 + Λ_n(B^{λ,μ}) ) ≤ 2(M + 1)λ^{− 14}

for all (λ, μ) ∈ (λ_n, +∞) × (1, +∞). Hence, Proposition 6 implies

Λ_n(B^{λ,μ}) ≥ Λ_n(C^μ_N ) − ( 2Λ_n(B^{λ,μ}) + K^′ ) λ^{− 1}4 ( Λ_n(B^{λ,μ}) + 1 ) 1 − 2λ^{− 1}4 ( Λ_n(B^{λ,μ}) + 1 ) ≥ Λ_n(C^μ_N ) −

(2M + K^′)(M + 1)

1 − 2λ^{− 14}n (M + 1) λ^{− 14}

=: Λ_n(C^μ_N ) − M_nλ^{− 14}

for all (λ, μ) ∈ (λ_n, +∞) × (1, +∞). □

By combining Lemma 21 with the estimate of the eigenvalues of C^μ_N obtained in Lemma 14) one arrives at the following result:

Lemma 22. For any n ∈ N there exist m > 0 and M > 0 such that | |Λ_n(B^{λ,μ}) − Λ_n(A) | | ≤ M(λ^{− 1}4 + μ^{−2})

for all (λ, μ) ∈ (m, +∞) × (m, +∞).

Now we can complete the proof of Lemma 19. Choosing λ = 2^{22+p} h^{− 2p2+p} and μ = 2^{12+p} h^{k− 22+p} and using Lemma 20, for h → 0^+ we obtain Λ_n(Z_h) = 2^{22+p} h^{2p2+p} Λ_n(B^{λ,μ}). (30)

By Lemma 22 we have

Λ_n(B^{λ,μ}) = Λ_n(A) + O(λ^{− 14} + μ^{−2}) ≡ Λ_n(A) + O(h^{p4+2p} + h^{42+p −2k}), and the substitution into (30) completes the proof of Lemma 19. 5.4. Proof of the lower eigenvalue bound. We now use all the preceding components to obtain the sought lower bound for the eigenvalues of R_h and then for those of H_α. For any m > 0 we have h^m_0 = h^m(1−h^s)^m2 = h^m +O(h^{m+s}), and then we conclude by Lemma 19 that

E_n(Z_{h0} ) = 2^{22+p} E_n(A) h 2p p+2 0 + O(h 5p 2p+4

0 + h^{2−2k}_0 ) = 2^{22+p} E_n(A) h^{2pp+2} + O(h^{2pp+2 +s} + h^{5p2p+4} + h^{2−2k}).

The substitution into Lemma 18 gives then Λ_n(R_h) ≥ −1 + 2^{22+p} E_n(A) h^{2pp+2} + ρ(h), ρ(h) = O(h^{2pp+2 +s} + h^{5p2p+4} + h^{2−2k} + h^{2+2k(p−1)−s} + h^{2kp}).

It is convenient to set first k =^1_{p+1} to have ρ(h) = O(h^{2pp+2 +s} + h^{5p2p+4} + h^{2+2 p−1p+1 −s} + h^{2p1+p} ).

Furthermore, choosing s = 1 +^{p−1}_{p+1} −^p_{p+2} ≡^{p(p+3)}_{(p+1)(p+2)} we have 2p p+2 + s = 2 + 2^{p−1}_{p+1} − s =^p_{p+2} + 1 +^{p−1}_{p+1} =^{p(3p+5)}_{(p+1)(p+2)} , ρ(h) = O(h^{p(3p+5)(p+1)(p+2)} + h^{5p2p+4} + h^{2p1+p} ).

(One can prove that this choice of s and k optimizes the order in h.) We compute then

p(3p+5) (p+1)(p+2) − 2p 1+p =^{p(3p+5)−2p(p+2)}

(p+1)(p+2) = p^2+p (p+1)(p+2) > 0,

which yields h^{p(3p+5)(p+1)(p+2)} = o(h^{2p1+p} ) and ρ(h) = O(h^{5p2p+4} + h^{2p1+p} ). To summarize,

Λ_n(R_h) ≥ −1 + 2^{22+p} E_n(A) h^{2pp+2} + O(h^{5p2p+4} + h^{2p1+p} ). By Lemma 17 we have then, with a suitably small ε > 0, Λ_n(F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} ) ≥ −1 + 2^{22+p} E_n(A) h^{2pp+2} + O(h^{5p2p+4} + h^{2p1+p} ).

Applying now Lemma 16, for h := α^{1−pp} and α → +∞ we obtain Λ_n(H_α) ≥ α^2Λ_n(F_{h,εh} 1_{1−p} ) + O(1), ≥ α^2 ( − 1 + 2^{22+p} E_n(A) α^{2(1−p)p+2} + O(α^{5(1−p)2p+4} + α^{2(1−p)1+p} ) ) + O(1) = −α^2 + 2^{22+p} E_n(A) α^{6p+2} + O(α^{13−p2p+4} + α^{41+p} ).

Noting that

η_1 :=^6_{p+2} −^{13−p}_{2p+4} =^{p−1}_{2(p+2)} > 0, η_2 :=^6_{p+2} −^4_{p+1} =^{2(p−1)}_{(p+1)(p+2)} > 0

we obtain

Λ_n(H_α) ≥ −α^2 + 2^{22+p} E_n(A) α^{6p+2} + O(α^{6p+2 −η}), η := min{η_1, η_2} > 0.

Recall that in Subsection 4.3 we already obtained a suitable upper bound and noted that Λ_n(H_α) is the nth eigenvalue of H_α if α is large. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.

References

[1] S. Albeverio, J. F. Brasche, M. Röckner: Dirichlet forms and generalized Schrödinger operators. H. Holden, A. Jensen (Eds.): Schrödinger Operators. Lecture Notes Phys., Vol. 345, Springer, Berlin, 1989, pp. 1– 42. [2] J. Behrndt, M. Langer, V. Lotoreichik: Schrödinger operators with δ and δ^′-potentials supported on hypersurfaces. Ann. Henri Poincaré 14 (2013) 385–423.

[3] H. BelHadjAli, A. BenAmor, J. F. Brasche: Large coupling convergence with negative perturbations. J. Math. Anal. Appl. 409 (2014) 582–597.

[4] M. S. Birman, M. Z. Solomjak: Spectral Theory of Selfadjoint Operators in Hilbert Space. D. Reidel Publ. Comp., Dordrecht, 1987.

[5] V. Bonnaillie-Noël, M. Dauge: Asymptotics for the low-lying eigenstates of the Schrödinger operator with magnetic field near corners. Ann. Henri Poincaré 7 (2006) 899–931.

[6] J. F. Brasche, P. Exner, Yu. A. Kuperin, P. Šeba: Schrödinger operators with singular interactions. J. Math. Anal. Appl. 184 (1994) 112–139.

[7] B. M. Brown, M. S. P. Eastham, I. G. Wood: Estimates for the lowest eigenvalue of a star graph. J. Math. Anal. Appl. 354 (2009) 24–30.

[8] V. Bruneau, N. Popoff: On the negative spectrum of the Robin Laplacian in corner domains. Anal. PDE 9 (2016) 1259–1283.

[9] V. Duchêne, N. Raymond: Spectral asymptotics of a broken δ-inter-action. J. Phys. A 47 (2014) 155203.

[10] P. Exner: Leaky quantum graphs: a review. P. Exner, J. P. Keating, P. Kuchment, T. Sunada, A. Teplyaev (Eds.): Analysis on Graphs and its Applications. Proc. Symp. Pure Math., Vol. 77, Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2008, pp. 523–564.

[11] P. Exner, V. Lotoreichik: Optimization of the lowest eigenvalue for leaky star graphs. F. Bonetto, D. Borthwick, E. Harrell, M. Loss (Eds.): Mathematical Problems in Quantum Physics. Contemp. Math., Vol. 717, Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2018, pp. 187–196 [12] P. Exner, K. Pankrashkin: Strong coupling asymptotics for a singular Schrödinger operator with an interaction supported by an open arc. Comm. PDE 39 (2014) 193–212.

[13] P. Exner, O. Post: Convergence of spectra of graph-like thin manifolds.

J. Geom. Phys. 54 (2005) 77–115.

[14] P. Exner, K. Yoshitomi: Asymptotics of eigenvalues of the Schrödinger operator with a strong δ-interaction on a loop. J. Geom. Phys. 41 (2002) 344–358.

[15] L. Friedlander, M. Solomyak: On the spectrum of the Dirichlet Laplacian in a narrow strip. Israel J. Math. 170 (2009) 337–354.

[16] M. Khalile: Spectral asymptotics for Robin Laplacians on polygonal domains. J. Math. Anal. Appl. 461 (2018) 1498–1543.

[17] H. Kovařík, K. Pankrashkin: Robin eigenvalues on domains with peaks.

J. Differential Equations 267 (2019) 1600–1630.

[18] V. Lotoreichik: Note on 2D Schrödinger operators with δ-interactions on angles and crossing lines. Nanosyst. Phys. Chem. Math. 4 (2013) 166–172.

[19] V. G. Maz’ya, S. V. Poborchi: Differentiable Functions in Bad Domains. World Scientific Publishing Co., Inc., River Edge, NJ, 1997.

[20] S. A. Nazarov, J. Taskinen: Spectral anomalies of the Robin Laplacian in non-Lipschitz domains. J. Math. Sci. (Tokyo) 20 (2013) 27–90.

[21] K. Pankrashkin: Variational proof of the existence of eigenvalues for star graphs. J. Dittrich, H. Kovařík, A. Laptev (Eds.): Functional Analysis and Operator Theory for Quantum Physics. EMS Series of Congress Reports, Vol. 12, Europ. Math. Soc. (EMS), Zürich, 2017, pp. 447–458.

[22] K. Pankrashkin, N. Popoff: An effective Hamiltonian for the eigenvalue asymptotics of the Robin Laplacian with a large parameter. J. Math. Pures Appl. 106 (2016) 615–650.

[23] O. Post: Branched quantum wave guides with Dirichlet boundary conditions: the decoupling case. J. Phys. A 38 (2005) 4917–4932.

Laboratoire de Mathématiques d’Orsay, Univ. Paris-Sud, CNRS, Université Paris-Saclay, 91405 Orsay, France

E-mail address: brice.flamencourt@math.u-psud.fr,

konstantin.pankrashkin@math.u-psud.fr