arXiv:2208.06944v1 [math-ph] 14 Aug 2022

DISTRIBUTIONS OF RESONANCES OF SUPERCRITICAL QUASI-PERIODIC OPERATORS

WENCAI LIU

Abstract. We discover that the distribution of (frequency and phase) resonances plays a role in determining the spectral type of supercritical quasi-periodic Schrödinger operators. In particular, we disprove the second spectral transition line conjecture of Jitomirskaya in the early 1990s.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we study the quasi-periodic Schrödinger operator H = H_{λv,α,θ} defined on ℓ^2(Z): (1) (H_{λv,α,θ}u)(n) = u(n + 1) + u(n − 1) + λv(θ + nα)u(n), n ∈ Z where λ is the coupling constant, v : T = R/Z → R is the (analytic) potential, α ∈ R \Q is the frequency, and θ ∈ R is the phase. Letting v = 2 cos 2πθ in (1), we obtain the almost Mathieu operator

(2) (H_{λ,α,θ}u)(n) = u(n + 1) + u(n − 1) + 2λ cos 2π (θ + nα)u(n).

The almost Mathieu operator is a popular model in both mathematics and physics. We refer readers to [20, 21, 27, 38, 40, 41] for the history and recent development of quasi-periodic Schrödinger operators.

By Avila’s global theory [5], the analytic quasi-periodic Schrödinger operator (1) can be categorized into three cases based on the behavior of the complexified Lyapunov exponent of corresponding Schrödinger cocycles: subcritical, critical and supercritical. For the almost Mathieu operator, the Lyapunov exponent on the spectrum only depends on λ [15], so the three regimes are characterized by the coupling constant λ, 1. subcritical: |λ| < 1; 2. critical: |λ| = 1;

Key words and phrases. Almost Mathieu operator, supercritical quasiperiodic Schrödinger operator, Lyapunov exponent, second spectral transition line, frequency resonance, phase resonance, Anderson localization.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary: 47A10. Secondary: 81Q10, 47B39. 1

3. supercritical: |λ| > 1.

We remark that the three regimes of the almost Mathieu operator are not surprising, which has already been seen from the prediction of Aubry and André [1]:

1. if |λ| < 1, H_{λ,α,θ} has purely absolutely continuous spectrum for all α ∈ R and θ ∈ R;

2. if |λ| = 1, H_{λ,α,θ} has purely singular continuous spectrum for all α ∈ R\Q and θ ∈ R. 3. if |λ| > 1, H_{λ,α,θ} has only pure point spectrum for all α ∈ R\Q and θ ∈ R.

For the subcritical (namely |λ| < 1) almost Mathieu operator, after many earlier works [6, 8, 19, 30], Avila finally proved that the spectrum is purely absolutely continuous [3] for any (α, θ) ∈ R^2 . From the almost reducibility conjecture [2, 4], subcritical analytic quasiperiodic Schrödinger operators (for small λ, the operator (1) is always subcritical) always have purely absolutely continuous spectrum.

It is expected that the critical quasi-periodic Schrödinger operator only supports the singular continuous spectrum. This has been recently proved for the almost Mathieu operator [9, 22]. We should mention that critical analytic quasi-periodic Schrödinger operators do not typically happen [5].

The supercritical analytic quasi-periodic operator (for large λ, the operator (1) is always supercritical) has Anderson localization (only pure point spectrum with exponentially decaying eigenfunctions) for almost every (α, θ) in R^2 [13, 14, 30], but not for all α ∈ R\Q and θ ∈ R since the arithmetics of frequencies α and phases θ play roles [12, 18, 28, 39]. This in particular implies that Part 3 of Aubry-Andre’s prediction does not hold all α ∈ R\Q and θ ∈ R.

From the discussion above, one can see that it is particularly interesting to study supercritical quasi-periodic operators, which is exactly the main focus of this paper.

By Kotani theory, the supercritical analytic quasi-periodic operator does not have any absolutely continuous spectrum [31, 32]. It is believed that whether the spectrum is pure point or singular continuous depends on resonances arising from the small denominators and the Lyapunov exponent.

There are two types of resonances appearing naturally. The first one, the frequency resonance, was first observed in [12, 18], which is quantified by

(3) β(α) = lim sup_{|k|→∞} − ln ||kα||_{R/Z} |k| , where ||x||_{R/Z} = dist(x, Z). Another one, the phase resonance, happens for even functions [28] and is quantified by

(4) δ(α, θ) = lim sup_{|k|→∞} − ln ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} |k| . A celebrated result of Jitomirskaya show that when β(α) = δ(α, θ) = 0, H_{λ,α,θ} has Anderson localization for |λ| > 1 [24, 30]. In [29], Jitomirskaya conjectured that for the supercritical almost Mathieu operator, the spectral type (pure point spectrum/localization or singular continuous spectrum) completely determined by competitions between the Lyapunov exponent and frequency/phase resonances quantified by (3) and (4). More precisely,

Conjecture 1

• the almost Mathieu operator H_{λ,α,θ} satisfies Anderson localization if |λ| > e^{β(α)+δ(α,θ)};

• the almost Mathieu operator H_{λ,α,θ} has purely singular continuous spectrum if 1 < |λ| < e^{β(α)+δ(α,θ)}.

Conjecture 1 is referred to as the second spectral transition line conjecture.

Significant progress in establishing the second spectral transition line has been made in the past 15 years [7, 8, 10, 11, 16, 17, 23, 25, 26, 33, 35–37]. Here is a summary.

Second spectral transition line

1. When |λ| > e^{β(α)} and δ(α, θ) = 0, H_{λ,α,θ} has Anderson localization [25].

2. When |λ| > e^{δ(α,θ)} and β(α) = 0, H_{λ,α,θ} has Anderson localization [26].

3. When |λ| > e^{2β(α)}, H_{λ,α,θ} satisfies Anderson localization for completely resonant phase θ, namely, 2θ ∈ αZ + Z [34].

4. When 1 < |λ| < e^{β(α)}, H_{λ,α,θ} has purely singular continuous spectrum [11].

5. When 1 < |λ| < e^{δ(α,θ)}, H_{λ,α,θ} has purely singular continuous spectrum [26].

It is worthwhile to mention that Part 3 solves a conjecture of Avila and Jitomirskaya [7]. It is easy to see that for completely resonant phases θ, namely 2θ ∈ αZ + Z, δ(α, θ) = β(α), so Part 3 is a particular case of Conjecture 1. All previous results give positive answers to Conjecture 1. In this paper, we discover that not just strength of frequency and phase resonances plays a role in the supercritical regime, distributions of resonances are also crucial to the spectral types. In particular, we disprove Conjecture 1.

We postpone our main theorem to Section 2 and list some corollaries first.

We denote the continued fraction expansion of α by

(5) α = [a_0, a_1, a_2, · · · ] = a_0 + 1 a_1 +^1_{a2+ 1a3+ 1} ... .

Corollary 1.1. Assume that α satisfies 0 < β(α) < ∞ and lim inf_{n→∞} a_n ≥ 10^{20}. Then there exists θ with 0 < δ(α, θ) < ∞ such that

1. for |λ| > e^{δ(α,θ)}, H_{λ,α,θ} has Anderson localization; 2. for 1 ≤ |λ| < e^{δ(α,θ)}, H_{λ,α,θ} has purely singular continuous spectrum;

3. for |λ| < 1, H_{λ,α,θ} has purely absolutely continuous spectrum.

Corollary 1.2. For any 0 < μ < ∞, there exist α with β(α) = μ and θ with 0 < δ(α, θ) < ∞ such that

1. for |λ| > e^{δ(α,θ)}, H_{λ,α,θ} has Anderson localization; 2. for 1 ≤ |λ| < e^{δ(α,θ)}, H_{λ,α,θ} has purely singular continuous spectrum;

3. for |λ| < 1, H_{λ,α,θ} has purely absolutely continuous spectrum.

Remark 1.3. • The second spectral transition line for (α, θ) in Corollaries 1.1 and 1.2 is |λ| = e^{δ(α,θ)} differing from |λ| = e^{β(α)+δ(α,θ)} , which disproves Conjecture 1.

• Parts 2 and 3 in Corollaries 1.1 and 1.2 are known for all possible α and θ [3, 22, 26]. They are included here for completeness.

• Part 1 in Corollaries 1.1 and 1.2 follows from our main Theorem 2.1 below and some simple facts about continued fraction expansions.

The proof of our main results is constructive. As we mentioned earlier, our key observation is that the distribution of resonances plays a role in determining the spectral type. The main idea behind our construction is that when locations of phase resonances and frequency resonances are far away, the Lyapunov exponent with a smaller magnitude (predicted by Conjecture 1) is sufficient to beat both frequency and phase resonances. Our analysis in the present paper gives us the indication that Conjecture 1 is only true for the two extreme cases (β(α) = 0 or δ(α, θ) = 0). So, we conjecture that

Conjecture 2 For any α with 0 < β(α) < ∞ and 0 < κ < ∞, there exists θ with δ(α, θ) = κ such that the following is not true. H_{λ,α,θ} has Anderson localization for |λ| > e^{κ+β(α)} and has purely singular continuous spectrum for 1 < |λ| < e^{κ+β(α)}.

We list two simpler versions of Conjecture 2 here. Conjecture 3 For any α with 0 < β(α) < ∞, there exists θ with 0 < δ(α, θ) < ∞ such that the following is not true. H_{λ,α,θ} has Anderson localization for |λ| > e^{δ(α,θ)+β(α)} and has purely singular continuous spectrum for 1 < |λ| < e^{δ(α,θ)+β(α)}. Conjecture 4 For any 0 < μ < ∞ and 0 < κ < ∞, there exist α and θ with β(α) = μ and δ(α, θ) = κ such that the following is not true. H_{λ,α,θ} has Anderson localization for |λ| > e^{κ+μ} and has purely singular continuous spectrum for 1 < |λ| < e^{κ+μ}.

As a corollary of Theorem 2.1 below, we prove Conjecture 4 in the regime κ ∈ [100μ, ∞) and 0 < μ < ∞, namely,

Corollary 1.4. For any 0 < μ < ∞ and any κ ∈ [100μ, ∞), there exist α and θ with β(α) = μ and δ(α, θ) = κ such that

1. for |λ| > e^{δ(α,θ)}, H_{λ,α,θ} has Anderson localization; 2. for 1 ≤ |λ| < e^{δ(α,θ)}, H_{λ,α,θ} has purely singular continuous spectrum;

3. for |λ| < 1, H_{λ,α,θ} has purely absolutely continuous spectrum.

2. Constructions of θ

Without loss of generality, assume α ∈ [0, 1]\Q. Recall (5) and for n ≥ 1, let (6) p_n q_n = [a_1, a_2, · · · , a_n] = 1 a_1 +^1

a_2+^1

a3+ 1.

.._{+ 1an} ,

where (p_n, q_n) = 1. By setting q_0 = 1 and q_{−1} = 0, one has that for any n ≥ 1,

(7) q_n = a_nq_{n−1} + q_{n−2}.

By basic facts of the continued fraction expansion, we have that for any 1 ≤ k < q_{n+1}, (8) ||kα||_{R/Z} ≥ ||q_nα||_{R/Z},

(9) 1 q_n + q_{n+1} ≤ ||q_nα||_{R/Z} = |q_nα − p_n| ≤ 1 q_{n+1} . and for even n,

(10) p_n q_n < α < p_{n+1} q_{n+1} . By (3) and (7)-(9), one has that

(11) β(α) = lim sup_{n→∞} ln q_{n+1} q_n . We are in a position to construct θ.

Fix any η with 0 < η ≤ 10^{−2}. Assume that α satisfies

(12) lim inf_{n→∞} a_n ≥ 10^{18}η^{−1}.

By the assumption (12), there exists large enough j̃_0 such that for any j ≥ j̃_0,

(13) ηq_{j+1} ≥ 10^{17}q_j .

Let k_0 be a positive integer (the existence is guaranteed by the ergodic theory) so that

(14) (−k_0α) mod Z ∈ [ 1 10 , 1 5 ] . Case 1: lim sup_{j→∞}^{ln q2j}_{q2j−1} = β(α). Let k~_{j0} = k_0. For any j ≥ j̃_0, define

(15) k_{j+1} = k_j + ⌊ η q_{2j+1} q_{2j} ⌋ q_{2j} , where ⌊x⌋ is the largest integer that is less than or equal to x. For any j ≥ j̃_0, let (16)

I_j = { θ ∈ [0, 1/2] : − 10η q_{2j} ≤ 2θ − ((−k_j α) mod Z) ≤ − η 10q_{2j} } .

By (9), (10), (13), (14), (15) and inductions, one has that for any j ≥ j̃_0,

((−k_{j+1}α) mod Z) − ((−k_j α) mod Z) = − ⌊ η q_{2j+1} q_{2j} ⌋ (q_{2j} α − p_{2j} ) ≥ −η q_{2j+1} q_{2j} |q_{2j} α − p_{2j} | ≥ − η q_{2j} ,

((−k_{j+1}α) mod Z) − ((−k_jα) mod Z) ≤ −η q_{2j+1} 2q_{2j} |q_{2j} α − p_{2j} | ≤ − η 4q_{2j} , and (−k_j α) mod Z ∈ [ 1 20 , 1 5 ] . Therefore, we have that I_j (a closed interval), j ≥ j̃_0, is monotone, namely I_{j+1} ⊂ I_j. This implies there exists θ such that

(17) θ = ∞⋂ j=j̃_0 I_j. Case 2: lim sup_{j→∞}^{ln q2j+1}_{q2j} = β(α). For any j ≥ j̃_0, define

(18) k_{j+1} = k_j + ⌊ η q_{2j} q_{2j−1} ⌋ q_{2j−1}. For any j ≥ j̃_0, let (19)

I_j = { θ ∈ [0, 1/2] : η 10q_{2j−1} ≤ 2θ − ((−k_jα) mod Z) ≤ 10η q_{2j−1} } . By (9), (10), (13), (14), (18) and inductions, one has that for any j ≥ j̃_0,

((−k_{j+1}α) mod Z) − ((−k_j α) mod Z) = − ⌊ η q_{2j} q_{2j−1} ⌋ (q_{2j−1}α − p_{2j−1}) ≤ η q_{2j} q_{2j−1} |q_{2j−1}α − p_{2j−1}| ≤ η q_{2j−1} ,

((−k_{j+1}α) mod Z) − ((−k_jα) mod Z) ≥ η q_{2j} 2q_{2j−1} |q_{2j−1}α − p_{2j−1}| ≥ η 4q_{2j−1} , and (−k_j α) mod Z ∈ [ 1 10 , 2 5 ] . Therefore, we have that I_j (a closed interval), j ≥ j̃_0, is monotone, namely I_{j+1} ⊂ I_j. This implies there exists θ such that

(20) θ = ∞⋂ j=j̃_0 I_j. Theorem 2.1. Fix any η with 0 < η ≤ 10^{−2}. Assume that α satisfies 0 < β(α) < ∞ and lim inf_{n→∞} a_n ≥ 10^{18}η^{−1}. Let θ be constructed by (17) or (20). Then for any |λ| > e^{δ(α,θ)}, H_{λ,α,θ} has Anderson localization.

In the following sections, we prove Theorem 2.1. In order to avoid repetitions, we only prove the Case 1: lim sup_{j→∞}^{ln q2j}_{q2j−1} = β(α). The proof of Case 2 is similar. We list the definitions and standard facts in Section 3. In Section 4, we provide several technical lemmas. Sections 5 and 6 are devoted to treating non-resonant and resonant sites respectively. In Section 7, we prove corollaries and three claims which are used in Sections 5 and 6. Proofs of those claims are quite standard if readers are familiar with the small denominator arguments related to almost Mathieu operators.

3. Basics

All basics in this section are taken from [33]. We refer readers to [33] and references therein for details. Let H be an operator on ℓ^2(Z). We say ϕ is a generalized eigenfunction corresponding to the generalized eigenvalue E if (21) Hϕ = Eϕ, and |ϕ(k)| ≤ Ĉ(1 + |k|). By Shnol’s theorem, in order to prove Anderson localization of H, we only need to show that every generalized eigenfunction is in fact an exponentially decaying eigenfunction, namely, there exists some constant c > 0 such that |ϕ(k)| ≤ e^{−c|k|} for large k. For simplicity, we assume Ĉ = 1 in (21).

From now on, we always assume ϕ is a generalized eigenfunction of H_{λ,α,θ} and E is the corresponding generalized eigenvalue. Without loss of generality assume ϕ(0) = 1. It is well known that every generalized eigenvalue must be in the spectrum, namely E ∈ Σ_{λ,α}, where Σ_{λ,α} is the spectrum of H_{λ,α,θ} (the spectrum does not depend on θ).

For any x_1, x_2 ∈ Z with x_1 < x_2, denote by P_{[x1,x2]}(λ, α, θ) = det(R_{[x1,x2]}(H_{λ,α,θ} − E)R_{[x1,x2]}), where R_{[x1,x2]} is the restriction on [x_1, x_2]. Let us denote P_k(λ, α, θ) = det(R_{[0,k−1]}(H_{λ,α,θ} − E)R_{[0,k−1]}). When there is no ambiguity, we drop the dependence on parameters E, λ, α or θ. Clearly, (22) P_{[x1,x2]}(θ) = P_k(θ + x_1α), where k = x_2 − x_1 + 1. Let (23) A_k(θ) = 0∏ j=k−1 A(θ+jα) = A(θ+(k−1)α)A(θ+(k−2)α) · · · A(θ) and (24) A_{−k}(θ) = A^{−1}_k (θ − kα)

for k ≥ 1, where A(θ) = ( E − 2λ cos 2πθ −1 1 0 ) . A_k is called the (k-step) transfer matrix.

By the definition, for any k ∈ Z_+, m ∈ Z, one has that

(25) ( ϕ(k + m) ϕ(k + m − 1) ) = A_k(θ + mα) ( ϕ(m) ϕ(m − 1) ) . It is easy to check that for k ∈ Z_+,

(26) A_k(θ) = ( P_k(θ) −P_{k−1}(θ + α) P_{k−1}(θ) −P_{k−2}(θ + α) ) . The Lyapunov exponent is given by

(27) L(E) = lim_{k→∞} 1 k ∫ R/Z ln ‖A_k(θ)‖dθ. The Lyapunov exponent can be computed precisely for E in the spectrum of H_{λ,α,θ}.

Lemma 3.1. [15] For E ∈ Σ_{λ,α} and |λ| > 1, we have L(E) = ln |λ|.

In the following, let L := ln |λ| be the Lyapunov exponent of the almost Mathieu operator for energies in the spectrum.

By upper semicontinuity and unique ergodicity, one has

(28) L = lim_{k→∞} sup_{θ∈R} 1 k ln ‖A_k(θ)‖. Therefore, for any ε > 0, (29) ‖A_k(θ)‖ ≤ e^{(L+ε)k}, when k is large enough (independent of θ).

By (26) and (29), one has that for large k, (30) |P_k(θ)| ≤ e^{(L+ε)k}, and hence for large |x_2 − x_1|, (31) |P_{[x1,x2]}(θ)| ≤ e^{(L+ε)|x2−x1|}. By (25) and (29), one has that for large |k_1 − k_2|,

(32) ‖ ‖ ‖ ( ϕ(k_1 + 1) ϕ(k_1) )‖ ‖ ≤ e^{(L+ε)|k}1^{−k}2^| ‖ ‖ ‖ ( ϕ(k_2 + 1) ϕ(k_2) )‖ ‖ . For any x_1, x_2 ∈ Z with x_1 < x_2, let G_{[x1,x2]} be the Green’s function: G_{[x1,x2]} = (R_{[x1,x2]}(H_{λ,α,θ} − E)R_{[x1,x2]})^{−1}. By Cramer’s rule, for any y ∈ [x_1, x_2], one has |G_{[x1,x2]}(x_1, y)| = | | | P_{[y+1,x2]} P_{[x1,x2]} | | | , (33) |G_{[x1,x2]}(y, x_2)| = | | | P_{[x1,y−1]} P_{[x1,x2]} | | | . (34)

It is easy to check that (35) ϕ(y) = −G_{[x1,x2]}(x_1, y)ϕ(x_1 − 1) − G_{[x1,x2]}(y, x_2)ϕ(x_2 + 1).

Denote by x^′_1 = x_1 − 1 and x^′_2 = x_2 + 1.

By (33), (34) and (35), one has that for any y ∈ [x_1, x_2], (36) |ϕ(y)| ≤ |P_{[x1,x2]}|^{−1}|P_{[x1,y−1]}||ϕ(x^′_2)| + |P_{[x1,x2]}|^{−1}|P_{[y+1,x2]}||ϕ(x^′_1)|. Given a set {θ_1, · · · , θ_{k+1}}, the Lagrange interpolation terms Lag_m, m = 1, 2, · · · , k + 1, are defined by

(37) Lag_m = ln max_{x∈[−1,1]} k+1∏ j=1,j≠m |x − cos 2πθ_j | | cos 2πθ_m − cos 2πθ_j | .

Lemma 3.2. Given a set {θ_1, · · · , θ_{k+1}}, there exists some θ_m in set {θ_1, · · · , θ_{k+1}} such that | | |P_k ( θ_m − k − 1 2 α )| | ≥ e^{kL−Lagm} k + 1 . Assume k is odd. Set I = [j_0 −^{k+1}_2 + 1, j_0 +^{k+1}_2 − 1] = [x_1, x_2].

Assume that |P_{[x1,x2]}| ≥ e^{kL−μ}. By (31) and (36), for any y ∈ [x_1, x_2] with large enough |y − x_1| and |y − x_2|, one has that |ϕ(y)| ≤ ∑ i=1,2 e^{(L+ε)(k−|y−xi|)−kL+μ}|ϕ(x^′_i)| ≤ e^μ ∑ i=1,2 |ϕ(x^′_i)|e^{εk−L|y−xi|}. (38)

4. Technical preparations The estimates in the following proposition will be constantly used in the proof.

Proposition 4.1. Let θ be given by (17). When j is large enough, we have that

(1) for any k = k_j + l_1q_{2j−1} with 1 ≤ |l_1| ≤^{q2j}_{10} , (39) ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_{2j} ; (2) for any k = k_j +l_1q_{2j−1}+l_2 with |l_1| ≤^{q2j}_{10q2j−1} and 1 ≤ l_2 < q_{2j−1}, (40) ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_{2j−1} ; (3) for any k = k_j + l_1q_{2j} with |l_1| ≤^{ηq2j+1}_{30q2j} , (41) ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} ≥ η 20q_{2j} ; (4) for any k = k_j + l_1q_{2j} + l_2 with |l_1| ≤^{10ηq2j+1}_{q2j} and 1 ≤ l_2 < q_{2j} , (42) ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_{2j} ; (5) for any k = l_1q_n + l_2 with |l_1| ≤^{qn+1}_{10qn} and 1 ≤ l_2 < q_n, (43) ||kα||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_n .

Proof. The proof is based on (8), (9) and (16). By direct computations, we have that in (1), ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} = ||2θ + k_jα + l_1q_{2j−1}α||_{R/Z} ≥ |l_1| ||q_{2j−1}α||_{R/Z} − ||2θ + k_jα||_{R/Z} ≥ |l_1| 2q_{2j} − 10η q_{2j} ≥ 1 4q_{2j} , in (2) ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} = ||2θ + k_jα + l_1q_{2j−1}α + l_2α||_{R/Z} ≥ ||l_2α||_{R/Z} − ||2θ + k_jα||_{R/Z} − ||l_1q_{2j−1}α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 2q_{2j−1} − 10η q_{2j} − |l_1| q_{2j} ≥ 1 2q_{2j−1} − 10η q_{2j} − 1 10q_{2j−1} ≥ 1 4q_{2j−1} , in (3), ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} = ||2θ + k_jα + l_1q_{2j} α||_{R/Z} ≥ ||2θ + k_jα||_{R/Z} − |l_1| ||q_{2j}α||_{R/Z} ≥ η 10q_{2j} − |l_1| q_{2j+1} ≥ η 20q_{2j} , in (4) ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} = ||2θ + k_jα + l_1q_{2j} α + l_2α||_{R/Z} ≥ ||l_2α||_{R/Z} − ||2θ + k_jα||_{R/Z} − ||l_1q_{2j} α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 2q_{2j} − 10η q_{2j} − |l_1| q_{2j+1} ≥ 1 2q_{2j} − 20η q_{2j} ≥ 1 4q_{2j} , and in (5), ||kα||_{R/Z} = ||l_1q_nα + l_2α||_{R/Z} ≥ ||l_2α||_{R/Z} − ||l_1q_nα||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 2q_n − |l_1| q_{n+1} ≥ 1 4q_n . □ Lemma 4.2. Let θ be defined by (17). Then

(44) δ(α, θ) = lim sup_{j→∞} − ln ||2θ + k_jα||_{R/Z} k_j = lim sup j→∞ ln q_{2j} k_j and (45) (1 − 10^{−14}) β η ≤ δ(α, θ) ≤ (1 + 10^{−14}) β η . Proof. By (15), one has that for j ≥ j_0, (46) − q_{2j} ≤ k_{j+1} − k_j − ηq_{2j+1} ≤ 0. By (46) and inductions, we have that for large j, (47) |k_j − ηq_{2j−1}| ≤ 100q_{2j−2} ≤ 10^{−15}ηq_{2j−1}. This implies that

δ(α, θ) = lim sup_{k→∞} − ln ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} |k| ≥ lim sup j→∞ − ln ||2θ + k_j α||_{R/Z} k_j (48) ≥ (1 − 10^{−14}) β η . (49)

Assume k satisfies k_j < |k| ≤ k_{j+1}. Case 1: |k| ≥ 10^{−3}ηq_{2j+1} and k ≠ k_{j+1}

In this case, by (8), (9) and (16), one has ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} = ||2θ + k_{j+1}α + (k − k_{j+1})α||_{R/Z} ≥ ||(k − k_{j+1})α||_{R/Z} − ||2θ + k_{j+1}α||_{R/Z} ≥ ||q_{2j}α||_{R/Z} − ||2θ + k_{j+1}α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 2q_{2j+1} − 10η q_{2j+2} ≥ 1 4q_{2j+1} . Case 2: k_j < |k| < 10^{−3}ηq_{2j+1} Write k as k = k_j + l_1q_{2j} + l_2, where l_1 ∈ Z with |l_1| ≤^{10−3ηq2j+1}_{q2j} + 2 and 0 ≤ l_2 < q_{2j} .

By (41) and (42), one has that ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} ≥ η 20q_{2j} . Putting both cases together, we have that δ(α, θ) = lim sup_{k→∞} − ln ||2θ + kα||_{R/Z} |k| ≤ lim sup j→∞ ln q_{2j} k_j (50)

≤ (1 + 10^{−14}) β η . (51) We conclude that (44) follows from (48) and (50), and (45) follows from (49) and (51). □ Lemma 4.3. Let θ be defined by (17). Assume lim inf a_n = ∞. Then (52) δ(α, θ) = β η . Proof. By the first inequality of (47) and the fact that lim inf a_n = ∞, one has that (53) lim_{j→∞} k_j q_{2j−1} = η. Now (52) follows from (44) and (53). □ 5. Non-resonant sites In the following, we always assume

• θ is given by (17),

• L = ln |λ| > δ(α, θ), • ε > 0 is an arbitrarily small constant.

• C is a large constant (depends on λ and α) and it may change even in the same equation, • n is large enough which depends on all parameters and constants.

Let b_n = 10^{−7}ηq_n. For any ℓ ∈ Z, let r^{ε,n}_ℓ = sup_{|r|≤10ε} |ϕ(ℓq_n + rq_n)|, and for n = 2j − 1, r^{ε,n}_{ℓ+η} = sup_{|r|≤10ε} |ϕ(ℓq_n + k_j + rq_n)|. From (47), one can see that k_j ≈ ηq_n. So r^{ε,n}_{ℓ+η} is essentially the value of |ϕ(y)| with y ≈ (ℓ + η)q_n.

Lemma 5.1. Assume that |λ| > 1. Let ℓ be such that 0 ≤ |ℓ| ≤ 50^{bn+1}_{qn} . Then for sufficiently large n, the following statements hold:

• when n = 2j − 1 (namely, n is odd), we have that for any y ∈ [ℓq_n + 10εq_n, ℓq_n + k_j − 10εq_n], (54) |ϕ(y)| ≤ r^{ε,n}_ℓ exp{−(L−ε)(|y−ℓq_n|−3εq_n)}+r^{ε,n}_{ℓ+η} exp{−(L−ε)(|ℓq_n+k_j−y|−3εq_n)}, and for any y ∈ [ℓq_n + k_j + 10εq_n, ℓq_n + q_n − 10εq_n], (55) |ϕ(y)| ≤ r^{ε,n}_{ℓ+η} exp{−(L−ε)(|y−ℓq_n−k_j |−3εq_n)}+r^{ε,n}_{ℓ+1} exp{−(L−ε)(|ℓq_n+q_n−y|−3εq_n)}; • when n = 2j (namely, n is even), we have that for any y ∈ [ℓq_n + 10εq_n, (ℓ + 1)q_n − 10εq_n], (56) |ϕ(y)| ≤ r^{ε,n}_ℓ exp{−(L−ε)(|y−ℓq_n|−3εq_n)}+r^{ε,n}_{ℓ+1} exp{−(L−ε)(|ℓq_n+q_n−y|−3εq_n)}. Proof. Assume n = 2j − 1 first. For any p ∈ [ℓq_n, ℓq_n + q_n] satisfying |p − ℓq_n| ≥ εq_n, |p − ℓq_n − q_n| ≥ εq_n and |p − ℓq_n − k_j| ≥ εq_n, let d_p = 1 100 min{|p − ℓq_n|, |p − ℓq_n − q_n|, |p − ℓq_n − k_j|, 10^{−5}ηq_n} Let n_0 be the smallest integer such that 2q_{n−n0} ≤ d_p, and let s be the largest positive integer such that 2sq_{n−n0} ≤ d_p. Notice that 2(s + 1)q_{n−n0} ≥ d_p, one has that (57) sq_{n−n0} ≥ 1 4 d_p ≥ 1 400 εq_n.

Case 1: p ∈ [ℓq_n + εq_n, ℓq_n + k_j − εq_n].

If p ≤ ℓq_n +^{kj}_2 , we construct intervals I_1 = [−2sq_{n−n0} , 2sq_{n−n0} − 1], I_2 = [p − 2sq_{n−n0} , p − 1]. If p > ℓq_n +^{kj}_2 , we construct intervals

I_1 = [−2sq_{n−n0} , 2sq_{n−n0} − 1], I_2 = [p + 1, p + 2sq_{n−n0} ]. Case 2: p ∈ [ℓq_n + k_j + εq_n, ℓq_n + q_n − εq_n].

If p ≤ ℓq_n +^{kj}_2 +^1_2 q_n, we construct intervals I_1 = [−2sq_{n−n0} , 2sq_{n−n0} − 1], I_2 = [p − 2sq_{n−n0} , p − 1]. If p > ℓq_n +^{kj}_2 +^1_2 q_n, we construct intervals

I_1 = [−2sq_{n−n0} , 2sq_{n−n0} − 1], I_2 = [p + 1, p + 2sq_{n−n0} ]. By the construction of I_1 and I_2, one has that for any j_1, j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 with j_1 ≠ j_2, there exist l_1 and l_2 with |l_1| ≤ 100^{bn+1}_{qn} +4 and 1 ≤ l_2 < q_n, and l^′_1 and l^′_2 with |l^′_1| ≤ 100^{bn+1}_{qn} + 4 and 1 ≤ l^′_2 < q_n such that j_1 − j_2 = l_1q_n + l_2, and j_1 + j_2 = k_j + l^′_1q_n + l^′_2.

Therefore, by (40) and (43), we have that that for any j_1, j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 with j_1 ≠ j_2, (58) ||(j_1 − j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_n and (59) ||2θ + (j_1 + j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_n . Assume n = 2j. For any p ∈ [ℓq_n, ℓq_n +q_n] satisfying |p−ℓq_n| ≥ εq_n and |p−ℓq_n −q_n| ≥ εq_n, let

d_p = 1 100 min{|p − ℓq_n|, |p − ℓq_n − q_n|, 10^{−5}ηq_n} Let n_0 be the smallest integer such that 2q_{n−n0} ≤ d_p, and let s be the largest positive integer such that 2sq_{n−n0} ≤ d_p. Notice that 2(s + 1)q_{n−n0} > d_p, one has that (60) sq_{n−n0} ≥ 1 4 d_p ≥ 1 400 εq_n.

We construct intervals I_1 = [−sq_{n−n0} , sq_{n−n0} − 1], I_2 = [p − sq_{n−n0} , p + sq_{n−n0} − 1]. In this case, one has that for any j_1, j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 and j_1 ≠ j_2, j_1 − j_2 = l_1q_n + l_2, where |l_1| ≤ 100^{bn+1}_{qn} + 4 and 1 ≤ l_2 < q_n. Therefore, by (43), we have that (61) ||(j_1 − j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_n . and by (41) and (42), we have that

(62) ||2θ + (j_1 + j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ η 20q_n . In all cases, let θ_m = θ + mα for m ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2. By the small divisor conditions (58), (59), (61) and (62), and modifying the proof of [7, Lemma 9.9] (or Appendices in [25] and [33]), we can prove that for any m ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2, one has that Lag_m ≤ εq_n. Now Lemma 5.1 follows from standard block expansions (e.g., [25, Lemma 4.1] and [26, Lemma 3.4]). □

6. Resonant sites and proof of Theorem 2.1 We are going to deal with the resonances ℓq_n + k_j and ℓq_n first. For simplicity, we drop the dependence of n and ε in notations r^{ε,n}_ℓ and r^{ε,n}_{ℓ+η}. Denote by β_n =^{ln qn+1}_{qn} . Clearly, for large n, β_n ≤ β + ε. Since L > δ, by Lemma 4.2, one has that for large j,

(63) L > β_{2j−1}q_{2j−1} k_j , and for large n

(64) L > (1 − 10^{−14}) β η > (1 − 10^{−13}) β_n η . Theorem 6.1. Assume that n = 2j − 1 and |ℓ| ≤ 20^{bn+1}_{qn} . Then (65) r_{ℓ+η} ≤ e^{Cεqn+βnqn} ( e^{−Lkj} r_ℓ + e^{−Lqn+Lkj} r_{ℓ+1} ) . Proof. Take any p with |p − (ℓq_n + k_j)| ≤ 10εq_n into consideration. Let n_0 be the least positive integer such that q_{n−n0} ≤ ε 2 ( k_j 2 − 2εq_n ) .

Let s be the largest positive integer such that sq_{n−n0} ≤^{kj}_2 − 2εq_n. By the fact that (s + 1)q_{n−n0} ≥^{kj}_2 − 2εq_n, one has s ≥ 1 ε and (66) k_j 2 − 3εq_n ≤ sq_{n−n0} ≤ k_j 2 − 2εq_n. Construct intervals I_1 = [−sq_{n−n0} , sq_{n−n0} − 1], I_2 = [ℓq_n + k_j − sq_{n−n0} , ℓq_n + k_j + sq_{n−n0} − 1]. Let θ_m = θ + mα for m ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2. The set {θ_m}_{m∈I1∪I2} consists of 4sq_{n−n0} elements. Let k = 4sq_{n−n0} − 1. By modifying the proof of [7, Lemma 9.9] and [36, Lemma 4.1] (or Appendices in [25] and [33]), we can prove the claim (Claim 1): for any m ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2, one has Lag_m ≤ (β_n + ε)q_n. For convenience, we include a proof in Section 7.

Applying Lemma 3.2, there exists some j_0 with j_0 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 such that

(67) | | |P^k ( θ_{j0} − k − 1 2 α )| | | ≥ e^{kL−(βn+ε)qn} . First, assume j_0 ∈ I_2.

Set I = [j_0 − 2sq_{n−n0} + 1, j_0 + 2sq_{n−n0} − 1] = [x_1, x_2]. By (38), (68) |ϕ(p)| ≤ ∑ i=1,2 e^{βnqn+Cεqn} |ϕ(x^′_i)|e^{−L|p−xi|}, where x^′_1 = x_1 − 1 and x^′_2 = x_2 + 1.

For simplicity, we are not going to make the difference between a ∈ Z and ã ∈ Z if |a − ã| ≤ 100εq_n. Clearly,

(69) x^′_1 ∈ [ ℓq_n − 1 2 k_j, ℓq_n + 1 2 k_j ] , x^′_2 ∈ [ ℓq_n + 3 2 k_j, ℓq_n + 5 2 k_j ] . By Lemma 5.1, one has that (70) |ϕ(x^′_2)| ≤ r_{ℓ+η}e^{Cεqn−L|x2−ℓqn−kj |} + r_{ℓ+1}e^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn+qn−x2|}. By Lemma 5.1 again, one has that for any x^′_1 ∈ [ℓq_n, ℓq_n +^1_2 k_j ], (71) |ϕ(x^′_1)| ≤ r_{ℓ+η}e^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn+kj −x1|} + r_ℓe^{Cεqn−L|x1−ℓqn|}, and for any x^′_1 ∈ [ℓq_n −^1_2 k_j , ℓq_n], (72) |ϕ(x^′_1)| ≤ r_{ℓ−1+η}e^{Cεqn−L|x1−ℓqn+qn−kj |} + r_ℓe^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn−x1|}. By (68)-(72), one has |ϕ(p)| ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lkj +βnqn} (r_{ℓ+η} + r_ℓ) + e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn} r_{ℓ−1+η} +e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn+Lkj} r_{ℓ+1}. (73)

Therefore, we have (74) r_{ℓ+η} ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lkj +βnqn} (r_{ℓ+η}+r_ℓ)+e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn} r_{ℓ−1+η}+e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn+Lkj} r_{ℓ+1}. Since L > δ(α, θ) >^{βnqn}_{kj} (by (63)), one has (75) e^{Cεqn−Lkj +βnqn} ≤ 1 2 . By (74) and (75), we have that (76) r_{ℓ+η} ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lkj +βnqn} r_ℓ + e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn} r_{ℓ−1+η} + e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn+Lkj} r_{ℓ+1} By (32), one has (77) r_{ℓ−1+η} ≤ e^{Cεqn} e^{Lqn−Lkj} r_ℓ. By (76) and (77), one has that (78) r_{ℓ+η} ≤ e^{Cεqn+βnqn} (e^{−Lkj} r_ℓ + e^{−Lqn+Lkj} r_{ℓ+1}). Thus in order to prove the theorem, it suffices to exclude the case j_0 ∈ I_1.

Suppose j_0 ∈ I_1. Following the proof of (73), we obtain (move −ℓq_n − k_j units in (73)) |ϕ(0)| ≤ 1 2 . This contradicts ϕ(0) = 1. □

Theorem 6.2. Assume that n = 2j − 1 and 0 < |ℓ| ≤ 20^{bn+1}_{qn} . Then (79) r_ℓ ≤ e^{Cεqn+3βnqn} ( e^{−Lqn} r_{ℓ+1} + e^{−Lqn+Lkj} r_{ℓ−1+η} ) . Proof. Take any p with |p − ℓq_n| ≤ 10εq_n into consideration.

Construct intervals I_1 = [ − ⌊q_n 2 ⌋ , q_n − ⌊q_n 2 ⌋ − 1 ] , and I_2 = [ ℓq_n − ⌊q_n 2 ⌋ , (ℓ + 1)q_n − ⌊q_n 2 ⌋ − 1 ] . Let θ_m = θ + mα for m ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2. The set {θ_m}_{m∈I1∪I2} consists of 2q_n elements. Let k = 2q_n −1. In this case, similar to Claim 1, we can prove the claim (Claim 2): for any m ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2, one has Lag_m ≤ (3β_n + ε)q_n. For convenience, we include a proof in Section 7.

Applying Lemma 3.2, there exists some j_0 with j_0 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 such that

(80) | | |P_k ( θ_{j0} − k − 1 2 α )| | ≥ e^{kL−(3β}n^{+ε)q}n . First, assume j_0 ∈ I_2.

Set I = [j_0 − q_n + 1, j_0 + q_n − 1] = [x_1, x_2]. By (38), one has (81) |ϕ(p)| ≤ ∑ i=1,2 e^{3βnqn+Cεqn} |ϕ(x^′_i)|e^{−L|p−xi|}, where x^′_1 = x_1 − 1 and x^′_2 = x_2 + 1.

Clearly, (82) x^′_1 ∈ [ ℓq_n − 3 2 q_n, ℓq_n − 1 2 q_n ] , x^′_2 ∈ [ ℓq_n + 1 2 q_n, ℓq_n + 3 2 q_n ] . By Lemma 5.1,

• for x^′_2 ∈ [ℓq_n +^1_2 q_n, ℓq_n + q_n], (83) |ϕ(x^′_2)| ≤ r_{ℓ+η}e^{Cεqn−L|x2−ℓqn−kj |} + r_{ℓ+1}e^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn+qn−x2|}, • for x^′_2 ∈ [ℓq_n + q_n, ℓq_n + q_n + k_j], (84) |ϕ(x^′_2)| ≤ r_{ℓ+1+η}e^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn+qn+kj −x2|} + r_{ℓ+1}e^{Cεqn−L|x2−qn−ℓqn|}. • for x^′_2 ∈ [ℓq_n + q_n + k_j, ℓq_n +^3_2 q_n], (85) |ϕ(x^′_2)| ≤ r_{ℓ+1+η}e^{Cεqn−L|x2−ℓqn−qn−kj |} + r_{ℓ+2}e^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn+2qn−x2|}. By Lemma 5.1 again, one has

• for x^′_1 ∈ [ℓq_n − q_n + k_j, ℓq_n −^1_2 q_n], (86) |ϕ(x^′_1)| ≤ r_{ℓ−1+η}e^{Cεqn−L|x1−ℓqn+qn−kj |} + r_ℓe^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn−x1|}, • for x^′_1 ∈ [ℓq_n − q_n, ℓq_n − q_n + k_j], one has (87) |ϕ(x^′_1)| ≤ r_{ℓ−1+η}e^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn−qn+kj −x1|} + r_{ℓ−1}e^{Cεqn−L|x1−ℓqn+qn|}. • for x^′_1 ∈ [ℓq_n −^3_2 q_n, ℓq_n − q_n] one has (88) |ϕ(x^′_1)| ≤ r_{ℓ−2+η}e^{Cεqn−L|x1−ℓqn+2qn−kj |} + r_{ℓ−1}e^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn−qn−x1|}. By (81)-(88), one has |ϕ(p)| ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lqn+3βnqn} r_ℓ + e^{Cεqn−Lqn+Lkj +3βnqn} r_{ℓ+η} +e^{Cεqn−Lqn−Lkj +3βnqn} r_{ℓ+1+η} + e^{Cεqn−Lqn+3βnqn} r_{ℓ+1} +e^{Cεqn−2Lqn+3βnqn} r_{ℓ+2} + e^{Cεqn−Lqn+Lkj +3βnqn} r_{ℓ−1+η} +e^{Cεqn−Lqn+3βnqn} r_{ℓ−1} + e^{Cεqn−2Lqn+Lkj +3βnqn} r_{ℓ−2+η}. (89) Therefore, we have r_ℓ ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lqn+3βnqn} r_ℓ + e^{Cεqn−Lqn+Lkj +3βnqn} r_{ℓ+η} +e^{Cεqn−Lqn−Lkj +3βnqn} r_{ℓ+1+η} + e^{Cεqn−Lqn+3βnqn} r_{ℓ+1} +e^{Cεqn−2Lqn+3βnqn} r_{ℓ+2} + e^{Cεqn−Lqn+Lkj +3βnqn} r_{ℓ−1+η} +e^{Cεqn−Lqn+3βnqn} r_{ℓ−1} + e^{Cεqn−2Lqn+Lkj +3βnqn} r_{ℓ−2+η}. (90)

By (32), one has (91) r_{ℓ+η} ≤ e^{Cεqn} e^{Lkj} r_ℓ, r_{ℓ+1+η} ≤ e^{Cεqn} e^{Lkj} r_{ℓ+1}, r_{ℓ+2} ≤ e^{Cεqn} e^{Lqn} r_{ℓ+1}, and (92) r_{ℓ−1} ≤ e^{Cεqn} e^{Lkj} r_{ℓ−1+η}, r_{ℓ−2+η} ≤ e^{Cεqn} e^{Lqn} r_{ℓ−1+η}, By (90), (91) and (92), we have r_ℓ ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lqn+2Lkj +3βnqn} r_ℓ + e^{Cεqn−Lqn+3βnqn} r_{ℓ+1} +e^{Cεqn−Lqn+Lkj +3βnqn} r_{ℓ−1+η}. (93) By (64), one has (94) e^{Cεqn−Lqn+2Lkj +3βnqn} ≤ 1 2 . By (93) and (94), one has (95) r_ℓ ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lqn+3βnqn} r_{ℓ+1} + e^{Cεqn−Lqn+Lkj +3βnqn} r_{ℓ−1+η}. Thus to prove the theorem, it suffices to exclude the case j_0 ∈ I_1.

Suppose j_0 ∈ I_1. Following the proof of (95), we have |ϕ(0)| ≤ 1 2 . This contradicts ϕ(0) = 1. □ Theorem 6.3. Assume that n = 2j is even and 0 < |ℓ| ≤ 20^{bn+1}_{qn} . Then (96) r_ℓ ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn} (r_{ℓ−1} + r_{ℓ+1}) . Proof. Take any p with |p − ℓq_n| ≤ 10εq_n into consideration.

Construct intervals I_1 = [ − ⌊q_n 2 ⌋ , q_n − ⌊q_n 2 ⌋ − 1 ] , and I_2 = [ ℓq_n − ⌊q_n 2 ⌋ , (ℓ + 1)q_n − ⌊q_n 2 ⌋ − 1 ] . Let θ_m = θ + mα for m ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2. The set {θ_m}_{m∈I1∪I2} consists of 2q_n elements. Let k = 2q_n − 1. In this case, similar to Claims 1 and 2, we can prove the claim (Claim 3): for any m ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2, one has Lag_m ≤ (β_n + ε)q_n. For convenience, we include a proof in Section 7.

Applying Lemma 3.2, there exists some j_0 with j_0 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 such that (97) | | |P_k ( θ_{j0} − k − 1 2 α )| | ≥ e^{kL−(β}n^{+ε)q}n . First assume j_0 ∈ I_2.

Set I = [j_0 − q_n + 1, j_0 + q_n − 1] = [x_1, x_2]. By (38), one has that (98) |ϕ(p)| ≤ ∑ i=1,2 e^{βnqn+Cεqn} |ϕ(x^′_i)|e^{−L|p−xi|}, where x^′_1 = x_1 − 1 and x^′_2 = x_2 + 1.

Clearly,

(99) x^′_1 ∈ [ ℓq_n − 3 2 q_n, ℓq_n − 1 2 q_n ] , x^′_2 ∈ [ ℓq_n + 1 2 q_n, ℓq_n + 3 2 q_n ] . By Lemma 5.1, one has that

• for x^′_2 ∈ [ℓq_n +^1_2 q_n, ℓq_n + q_n], (100) |ϕ(x^′_2)| ≤ r_ℓe^{Cεqn−L|x2−ℓqn|} + r_{ℓ+1}e^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn+qn−x2|}, • for x^′_2 ∈ [ℓq_n + q_n, ℓq_n +^3_2 q_n] one has (101) |ϕ(x^′_2)| ≤ r_{ℓ+1}e^{Cεqn−L|x2−ℓqn−qn|} + r_{ℓ+2}e^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn+2qn−x2|}. By Lemma 5.1 again, one has that

• for x^′_1 ∈ [ℓq_n − q_n, ℓq_n −^1_2 q_n], (102) |ϕ(x^′_1)| ≤ r_{ℓ−1}e^{Cεqn−L|x1−ℓqn+qn|} + r_ℓe^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn−x1|}, • for x^′_1 ∈ [ℓq_n −^3_2 q_n, ℓq_n − q_n], (103) |ϕ(x^′_1)| ≤ r_{ℓ−2}e^{Cεqn−L|x1−ℓqn+2qn|} + r_{ℓ−1}e^{Cεqn−L|ℓqn−qn−x1|}. By (98)-(103), one has that |ϕ(p)| ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn} (r_ℓ + r_{ℓ+1} + r_{ℓ−1}) +e^{Cεqn−2Lqn+βnqn} (r_{ℓ+2} + r_{ℓ−2}). (104) Therefore, we have that r_ℓ ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn} (r_ℓ + r_{ℓ+1} + r_{ℓ−1}) +e^{Cεqn−2Lqn+βnqn} (r_{ℓ+2} + r_{ℓ−2}). (105) Since L >^β_{2η} , one has that e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn} ≤ 1 2 . By (105), we have that (106) r_ℓ ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn} (r_{ℓ+1} + r_{ℓ−1}) + e^{Cεqn−2Lqn+βnqn} (r_{ℓ+2} + r_{ℓ−2}). By (32), one has (107) r_{ℓ+2} ≤ e^{Cεqn} e^{Lqn} r_{ℓ+1}, r_{ℓ−2} ≤ e^{Cεqn} e^{Lqn} r_{ℓ−1}. By (106) and (107), one has that (108) r_ℓ ≤ e^{Cεqn−Lqn+βnqn} (r_{ℓ+1} + r_{ℓ−1}).

Thus in order to prove the theorem, it suffices to exclude the case j_0 ∈ I_1.

Suppose j_0 ∈ I_1. Following the proof of (104), we have that |ϕ(0)| ≤ 1 2 . This contradicts ϕ(0) = 1. □ Proof of Theorem 2.1. Once we have Theorems 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 and Lemma 5.1 at hand, Theorem 2.1 follows from standard iterations. See [25, 33, 34] for example. □

7. Proof of Corollaries and Claims 1-3 Proof of Corollary 1.1. It follows from Remark 1.3, (45) and Theorem 2.1 with η = 10^{−2}. □ Proof of Corollary 1.2. Let a_0 = 0, a_1 =^2_μ +10, q_{−1} = 0 and q_0 = 1. For n ≥ 1, define a_n and q_n inductively by (109) q_n = a_nq_{n−1} + q_{n−2}. and (110) a_{n+1} = ⌊e^{μqn} ⌋ .

Let α = [a_1, a_2, · · · , a_n, · · · ]. By some simple facts of the continued fraction expansion, one has that β(α) = μ (see Section 2 for more details). Now Corollary 1.2 follows from Corollary 1.1. □ Proof of Corollary 1.4. It follows from Theorem 2.1, Lemma 4.3 and the construction of α in Corollary 1.2. □ Proof of Claim 1. By the construction of I_1 and I_2 in Claim 1, we have the following estimates:

• for any j_1, j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 with j_1 ≠ j_2, one has that (111) j_1 − j_2 = l_1q_n + l_2,

where 1 ≤ l_2 < q_n and |l_1| ≤ 40^{bn+1}_{qn} + 4. Therefore, by (43),

(112) ||(j_1 − j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_n . • for any j_1, j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 with j_1 ≠ j_2, one has (113) (j_1 + j_2) = k_j + l_1q_n + l_2, where 0 ≤ l_2 < q_n and |l_1| ≤ 40^{bn+1}_{qn} + 4. Therefore by (40), for l_2 ≥ 1, (114) ||2θ + (j_1 + j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_n , and by (39) and (16), for l_2 = 0 (115) ||2θ + (j_1 + j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ η 10q_{n+1} ≥ e^{−(βn+ε)qn} . Moreover, for j_1 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2, there is at most one j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 such that the l_2 in (113) is 0. By the standard arguments (e.g. Appendices in [25, 33]), we have that for any m ∈ I_1 ∪ l_2, Lag_m ≤ β_nq_n + εq_n. □ Proof of Claim 2. By the construction of I_1 and I_2 in Claim 2, and Proposition 4.1, we have the following estimates:

• for any j_1, j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 with j_1 ≠ j_2, one has that (116) j_1 − j_2 = l_1q_n + l_2,

where 0 ≤ l_2 < q_n and |l_1| ≤ 40^{bn+1}_{qn} + 4. Therefore, for l_2 ≠ 0

(117) ||(j_1 − j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_n , and for l_2 = 0, (118) ||(j_1 − j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 2q_{n+1} ≥ e^{−(βn+ε)qn} . • for any j_1, j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 with j_1 ≠ j_2, one has (119) (j_1 + j_2) = k_j + l_1q_n + l_2,

where 0 ≤ l_2 < q_n and |l_1| ≤ 40^{bn+1}_{qn} + 4. Therefore, for l_2 ≠ 0

(120) ||2θ + (j_1 + j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_n , and for l_2 = 0 (121) ||2θ + (j_1 + j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ η 10q_{n+1} ≥ e^{−(βn+ε)qn} . Moreover, for any j_1 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2, there is at most one j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 with j_2 ≠ j_1 such that the l_2 in (116) is 0. For any j_1 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2, there is at most two j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 with j_2 ≠ j_1 such that the l_2 in (119) is 0. Following the discussion in Claim 1, we have that for any m ∈ I_1 ∪ l_2, Lag_m ≤ 3β_nq_n + εq_n.

□ Proof of Claim 3. By the construction of I_1 and I_2 in Claim 3, and Proposition 4.1, we have the following estimates:

• for any j_1, j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 with j_1 ≠ j_2, one has that (122) j_1 − j_2 = l_1q_n + l_2,

where 0 ≤ l_2 < q_n and |l_1| ≤ 40^{bn+1}_{qn} + 4. Therefore, for l_2 ≠ 0

(123) ||(j_1 − j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 4q_n , and for l_2 = 0

(124) ||(j_1 − j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ 1 2q_{n+1} ≥ e^{−(βn+ε)qn} . • for any j_1, j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2,

(125) ||2θ + (j_1 + j_2)α||_{R/Z} ≥ η 20q_n . Moreover, for j_1 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2, there is at most one j_2 ∈ I_1 ∪ I_2 with j_2 ≠ j_1 such that the l_2 in (122) is 0. Following the discussion in Claim 1, we have that for any m ∈ I_1 ∪ l_2, Lag_m ≤ β_nq_n + εq_n. □ Acknowledgments W. L. was supported by NSF DMS-2000345 and DMS-2052572.

References [1] S. Aubry and G. André. Analyticity breaking and Anderson localization in incommensurate lattices. Ann. Israel Phys. Soc, 3(133):18, 1980.

[2] A. Avila. KAM, Lyapunov exponents and the spectral dichotomy for one-frequency Schrödinger operators. In preparation.

[3] A. Avila. The absolutely continuous spectrum of the almost Mathieu operator. arXiv preprint arXiv:0810.2965, 2008.

[4] A. Avila. Almost reducibility and absolute continuity I. arXiv preprint arXiv:1006.0704, 2010.

[5] A. Avila. Global theory of one-frequency Schrödinger operators.

Acta Math., 215(1):1–54, 2015.

[6] A. Avila and D. Damanik. Absolute continuity of the integrated density of states for the almost Mathieu operator with non-critical coupling. Invent. Math., 172(2):439–453, 2008.

[7] A. Avila and S. Jitomirskaya. The Ten Martini Problem. Ann. of Math. (2), 170(1):303–342, 2009.

[8] A. Avila and S. Jitomirskaya. Almost localization and almost reducibility. J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS), 12(1):93–131, 2010.

[9] A. Avila, S. Jitomirskaya, and C. A. Marx. Spectral theory of extended Harper’s model and a question by Erdős and Szekeres. Invent. Math., 210(1):283–339, 2017.

[10] A. Avila, S. Jitomirskaya, and Q. Zhou. Second phase transition line. Math. Ann., 370(1-2):271–285, 2018.

[11] A. Avila, J. You, and Q. Zhou. Sharp phase transitions for the almost Mathieu operator. Duke Math. J., 166(14):2697–2718, 2017.

[12] J. Avron and B. Simon. Singular continuous spectrum for a class of almost periodic Jacobi matrices. Bull. Amer. Math. Soc. (N.S.), 6(1):81–85, 1982.

[13] J. Bourgain. Green’s function estimates for lattice Schrödinger operators and applications, volume 158 of Annals of Mathematics Studies. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2005.

[14] J. Bourgain and M. Goldstein. On nonperturbative localization with quasi-periodic potential. Ann. of Math. (2), 152(3):835–879, 2000.

[15] J. Bourgain and S. Jitomirskaya. Continuity of the Lyapunov exponent for quasiperiodic operators with analytic potential. volume 108, pages 1203–1218. 2002. Dedicated to David Ruelle and Yasha Sinai on the occasion of their 65th birthdays.

[16] L. Ge and J. You. Arithmetic version of Anderson localization via reducibility. Geom. Funct. Anal., 30(5):1370–1401, 2020.

[17] L. Ge, J. You, and X. Zhao. The arithmetic version of the frequency transition conjecture: New proof and generalization. Peking Mathematical Journal to appear.

[18] A. Y. Gordon. The point spectrum of the one-dimensional Schrödinger operator. Uspekhi Matematicheskikh Nauk, 31(4):257– 258, 1976.

[19] A. Y. Gordon, S. Jitomirskaya, Y. Last, and B. Simon. Duality and singular continuous spectrum in the almost Mathieu equation. Acta Math., 178(2):169–183, 1997.

[20] S. Jitomirskaya. One-dimensional quasiperiodic operators: global theory, duality, and sharp analysis of small denominators. Proceedings, 2022 ICM.

[21] S. Jitomirskaya. Critical phenomena, arithmetic phase transitions, and universality: some recent results on the almost mathieu operator, 2019.

[22] S. Jitomirskaya. On point spectrum of critical almost Mathieu operators. Adv. Math., 392:Paper No. 107997, 6, 2021.

[23] S. Jitomirskaya and I. Kachkovskiy. L^2-reducibility and localization for quasiperiodic operators. Math. Res. Lett., 23(2):431–444, 2016.

[24] S. Jitomirskaya, D. A. Koslover, and M. S. Schulteis. Localization for a family of one-dimensional quasiperiodic operators of magnetic origin. Ann. Henri Poincaré, 6(1):103–124, 2005.

[25] S. Jitomirskaya and W. Liu. Universal hierarchical structure of quasiperiodic eigenfunctions. Ann. of Math. (2), 187(3):721–776, 2018.

[26] S. Jitomirskaya and W. Liu. Universal reflective-hierarchical structure of quasiperiodic eigenfunctions and sharp spectral transition in phase. arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.00781, 2018.

[27] S. Jitomirskaya, W. Liu, and S. Zhang. Arithmetic spectral transitions: a competition between hyperbolicity and the arithmetics of small denominators. Harmonic Analysis and Applications, 27:35, 2020.

[28] S. Jitomirskaya and B. Simon. Operators with singular continuous spectrum. III. Almost periodic Schrödinger operators. Comm. Math. Phys., 165(1):201–205, 1994.

[29] S. Y. Jitomirskaya. Anderson localization for the almost Mathieu equation: a nonperturbative proof. Comm. Math. Phys., 165(1):49–57, 1994.

[30] S. Y. Jitomirskaya. Metal-insulator transition for the almost Mathieu operator. Ann. of Math. (2), 150(3):1159–1175, 1999.

[31] S. Kotani. Ljapunov indices determine absolutely continuous spectra of stationary random one-dimensional Schrödinger operators. In Stochastic analysis (Katata/Kyoto, 1982), volume 32 of North- Holland Math. Library, pages 225–247. North-Holland, Amsterdam, 1984.

[32] Y. Last and B. Simon. Eigenfunctions, transfer matrices, and absolutely continuous spectrum of one-dimensional Schrödinger operators. Invent. Math., 135(2):329–367, 1999.

[33] W. Liu. Almost Mathieu operators with completely resonant phases. Ergodic Theory Dynam. Systems, 40(7):1875–1893, 2020.

[34] W. Liu. Small denominators and large numerators of quasiperiodic Schrödinger operators. arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.04648, 2022.

[35] W. Liu and X. Yuan. Anderson localization for the almost Mathieu operator in the exponential regime. J. Spectr. Theory, 5(1):89–112, 2015.

[36] W. Liu and X. Yuan. Anderson localization for the completely resonant phases. J. Funct. Anal., 268(3):732–747, 2015.

[37] W. Liu and X. Yuan. Spectral gaps of almost Mathieu operators in the exponential regime. J. Fractal Geom., 2(1):1–51, 2015.

[38] C. A. Marx and S. Jitomirskaya. Dynamics and spectral theory of quasi-periodic Schrödinger-type operators. Ergodic Theory Dynam. Systems, 37(8):2353–2393, 2017.

[39] P. Sarnak. Spectral behavior of quasiperiodic potentials. Comm.

Math. Phys., 84(3):377–401, 1982.

[40] W. Schlag. An introduction to multiscale techniques in the theory of Anderson localization, Part I. Nonlinear Anal., 220:Paper No. 112869, 55, 2022.

[41] J. You. Quantitative almost reducibility and its applications. In Proceedings of the International Congress of Mathematicians—Rio de Janeiro 2018. Vol. III. Invited lectures, pages 2113–2135. World Sci. Publ., Hackensack, NJ, 2018.

(W. Liu) Department of Mathematics, Texas A&M University, College Station, TX 77843-3368, USA

Email address: liuwencai1226@gmail.com; wencail@tamu.edu