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Abstract: We give a simple proof of the equipartition of the eigenfunctions of
a class of quantized ergodic area-preserving maps on the torus. Examples are the
irrational translations, the skew translations, the hyperbolic automorphisms and some
of their perturbations.

1. Introduction

Perhaps the simplest trace of the ergodicity of a Hamiltonian dynamical system
one expects to find in the corresponding quantum system is the equipartition of
its eigenfunctions in the classical limit. Such a phenomenon has been proved to
occur in several cases. For the geodesic flow on compact Riemannian manifolds it
is proved in [Sc, Z1,CdV]; for Hamiltonian flows on R?" in [HMR] and for smooth
convex two-dimensional ergodic billiards in [GL].

In this paper we study the quantization and the classical limit of certain
area-preserving ergodic maps on the two-torus 7, viewed as phase space, with
canonical coordinates (g, p) € [0,a[%x[0,b[. We will present a rather large class of
models for which the desired equipartition result can be proved very easily. We
will use the original idea of [Z1,CdV] which can be applied here with considerably
less technical complications. Before doing so, we nevertheless first need to decide
how to “quantize” an area-preserving map on the torus.

In Sect. 2 we describe the quantum Hilbert spaces associated to the torus. This
problem has been addressed and solved by many authors before us with various
different approaches [HB, BV, DE, DBDEG], always with the same result. The quan-
tum Hilbert space is an N-dimensional complex vector space where N is related
to A via the prequantum condition: 2nAN = ab. It carries an irreducible unitary rep-
resentation of the discrete Weyl-Heisenberg group {(mﬁ,n%, ) € R?|n,m € Z}.
Here we give a rigorous version of the ideas of [HB] and [BV], which is
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particularly well adapted for our purposes as will be seen below. The approach
is based on the following idea. Since the system is one-dimensional, its “wave
functions” have to be tempered distributions on the line and since it lives on the
torus, they have to be periodic of period a in position and of period » in momentum.
It then follows easily that the resulting wave functions form an N-dimensional vec-
tor subspace &'(k,N) of &'(R) provided 2nAN = ab for some N € N*, and that
it is empty otherwise. Here k € [0, %"[x[O, 211 is a parameter related to a choice
of phase. We then equip &’(k,N) with a unique Hilbert space structure by re-
quiring that the translations act unitarily. We write J#y(x) for the resulting Hilbert
space. The #y(x) are the quantum Hilbert spaces. The restriction of the represen-
tation of the discrete Weyl-Heisenberg group on &'(R) to #y(k) is unitary and
irreducible, the representations for different x being inequivalent. In this sense we
obtain a family of inequivalent quantizations. These results are implicit in [HB] and
[BV] (for k = 0), and are obtained also in [DE] and [DBDEG], from two different
points of view. We feel our approach here has a triple appeal. It uses only one
intuitively clear and very simple hypothesis on the quantum states. It uses only
the simplest mathematical structures. Finally, and most importantly, it realizes the
quantum Hilbert spaces in a way which reduces all semi-classical estimates needed
to simple known estimates, as will be seen in Sect. 3.

In Sect. 3 we show how to quantize observables, i.e. how to associate to each
f € C®(T?®) an operator on the quantum Hilbert space. We treat both the Weyl
and anti-Wick quantizations and show some estimates on their classical limit, needed
in the rest of the paper. The Weyl quantization Op” (1) of f on #y(x) we present
here is identical to the one proposed in [HB] and [DEGI]. The anti-Wick quantiza-
tion Op?”(f) is based on a construction of coherent states adapted to the present
situation: they are just periodicized Gaussians. These have been used in the liter-
ature before by [LV]. We show how some of their expected properties (resolution
of the identity, semi-classical behaviour) are readily obtained by remarking that
Op?? (f) is the restriction to #y(x) of the anti-Wick quantization Op?”(f) of
f on &'(R). For completeness, we indicate how they can be used to identify
Hy(x) with a reproducing kernel subspace %y (i) of LA(T®), %2 the so-called
Bargmann representation. This is also the Hilbert space one would obtain from
geometric quantization, if working with a Kéhlerian polarization and is as such
a space of theta-functions. We have found it convenient to do all estimates in
H (k) directly. The computations needed to control the behaviour of the theta-
functions when % goes to 0, although intuitively clear, seem to become rapidly
messy.

At this point we can then quantize Hamiltonian flows with Hamiltonian
H € C®(T®) by constructing on #y(x) the unitary one-parameter groups
exp(—i %Op,ZV (H)). Of course, they are never ergodic. We can also quantize kicked
(or pulsed) systems such as the kicked Harper model or the standard map. They have
propagators of the form exp(—£Op! (H,)) exp(—;O0pY (H,)). We are not aware of
any examples of this type that are ergodic. This leaves the question on how to
quantize those area-preserving maps known to be ergodic.

The simplest ergodic transformations of the torus are undoubtedly the irra-
tional rotations and the skew translations [CFS]. They were quantized in [DBDEG].
In Sect. 4 we will give a very short proof of the equipartition of their eigenfunctions
(Theorem 4.2). Indeed, thanks to the unique ergodicity of these transformations,
and using a simple estimate on the anti-Wick quantization, the result is obtained
directly from an Egorov theorem, proven in Sect.4 (Proposition 4.1). This first
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example has the benefit of showing the essence of the arguments needed in the
general case.

More generally, suppose @ is an ergodic area-preserving map that we know how
to quantize. Let us write M, (@) for its quantization: M, (®P) is a unitary map on
Hn(K) (M (@) € U(H#N(x)). Suppose moreover one can show an Egorov theorem,
ie. Vf e C®(T®), Vk € N, 3C > 0 so that for all N,

[M(@)F0pY (fIM(DY — OpY (f 0 )| 20300 < (1.1)

N’
This means that the classical and quantum evolutions commute “mod O(%).” It
is then a simple matter to adapt the arguments of [Z1,CdV,HMR] to show an
equipartition result as follows (Sect. 5).

Theorem 1.1. Let & be an ergodic area-preserving map on the torus such that
YN Tk € [0, Z[x[0, 22[ and M,(®) € W(Hy(k)) satisfying (1.1). Write

M( D)) = % ¢
for the eigenvalues and the eigenfunctions of Mi(®). Then there exists E(N) C

{1,...,N} satisfying limy_, @% =1 such that for all functions f € C>(T?)

and for all maps j: N € N — j(N) € E(N), we have

. dqd
le};0< (N),OPK () (N JoeN) = f f(a.p p (12)

and d d
Jim (@, OB (NDNy)am) = [ flap)=E (13)

7@
uniformly with respect to the map j.

The proof of this theorem is given in Sect. 5. Equation (1.2) and (1.3) can
be interpreted as saying that the Wigner and the Husimi distribution of the ¢% i)

converge to 1 on T® (Proposition 3.4, Proposition 3.7). Of course, this is a con-
vergence in the sense of the distributions, not a pointwise convergence.

The diffeomorphisms of the torus known to be ergodic with respect to the
Lebesgue measure include, in addition to the translations and the skew transla-
tions, the hyperbolic automorphisms and their perturbations. The hyperbolic auto-
morphisms of the torus are the simplest examples of hyperbolic dynamical systems.
A particular subclass of them was quantized in [HB]. The general case was solved
in [DE] by group theoretic methods and in [DBDEG] through geometric quanti-
zation. We treat the general case in Sect. 6 very simply in the spirit of [HB] using
the approach of Sect.2 as follows. Any automorphism 4 of the torus acts on R?
by a linear symplectic map. The corresponding propagator M(4) on &'(R) is well
known from standard quantum mechanics or in terms of group theory (the meta-
plectic representation [F]). We show that for each 4 and N there exists at least one
K so that M(A4)#y(x) C #y(x) and call M, (A4) the restriction of M(4) to #y(k).
As mentioned before, this is just the idea of [HB], except that there the choice
k = 0 was made from the beginning, which restricts the family of “quantizable” A4,
as remarked also in [DE]. We think of M,(4) as the quantization of 4 in #y (k).

The Egorov result needed to apply Theorem 1.1 with @ =4 is immediate.
Indeed, when A4 is an automorphism of the torus, it is a property of the Weyl
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quantization Op! (f) that
OpY (f 0 A) = M(4)*Op)! (/)M (4) (1.4)

for a suitable choice of k, depending on 4 and possibly on N, as explained
above. Equation (1.4) states that the quantum and the classical evolutions com-
mute without error term as in (1.1), which is not surprising since it is a well
known property of linear area-preserving maps on 7*IR. As a result of (1.4), the
conclusion of Theorem 1.1 holds with @ replaced by 4. The quantization of the
toral automorphisms introduced in this paper is isomorphic to the one obtained in
[HB, DE, DBDEG]. By this we mean that there exist unitary operators that identify
the quantum Hilbert spaces in those different contexts in such a way as to inter-
twine the irreducible unitary representation of the discrete Weyl-Heisenberg group,
the quantizations of the automorphisms, as well as the Weyl-quantization introduced
in each case. Recently, a C*-algebraic approach to quantum ergodicity was devel-
oped [Z2]. As an example of this approach the Toeplitz quantization of the toral
automorphisms is constructed and the analog of Theorem 1.1 proven. As remarked
in [Z2], it is not completely obvious that the Toeplitz quantization is isomorphic to
the above ones.

Our result on the equipartition of the eigenfunctions of the quantized hyperbolic
automorphisms of the torus complements the one obtained in [DEGI]. Indeed, there
the result was obtained only for a special class of matrices 4 considered in [HB]
(see Sect. 6 below, Eq.(6.7)) and taking the limit along a particular susbsequence
N; of primes depending on A. On the other hand, given these restrictions, their
result is sharper, since they can take E(N) = {1,...,N} (see Theorem 1.1). In this
sense, their result proves “unique quantum ergodicity” [Sa] meaning that in the
limit N, — oo the Wigner function of the eigenfunctions cannot have support on
any other invariant set of the dynamics. Of course, one could protest that this is
a slightly exaggerated claim, since the sequence N is density zero in the integers.
It is moreover chosen so as to ensure that the degeneracies of all eigenvalues
of the quantized automorphisms remain bounded in the limit. It is tempting to
speculate that it is precisely when the degeneracies grow that “unique quantum
ergodicity” could be violated. This, at least, is what happens in integrable systems,
when constructing eigenfunctions concentrating on closed trajectories, rather than
on invariant tori [DB]. It would be interesting to see if such a phenomenon persists
here, where all periodic trajectories are highly unstable.

The proof in [DEGI] is of a completely different nature as ours: it is based on
an explicit construction of all eigenfunctions of M,(4) and uses heavily arithmetic
properties of the map 4. It therefore cannot be applied to other, not explicitly solv-
able models. On the other hand, it permits to obtain additional results on the limit
N — oo of off-diagonal matrix elements (}yy, Ope” (f)bpny)ceny GIN)FA(WN))
which are related to the mixing properties of the classical map. Similar results
should be accessible with our approach along the lines of [CR].

All the examples we considered so far are obtained by periodization of affine
transformations on the plane. On the plane they are obtained by integrating the flow
of quadratic Hamiltonians, and as such they are exactly solvable both classically
and quantum mechanically. Although the situation is considerably more complex
for the quantum problem on the torus (see Sect.4 and [DEGI]), it is fair to say
that these examples are too simple to capture the essence of the general situation.

The only other class of measure preserving smooth transformations of the torus
known to be ergodic that we are aware of all the perturbations of the hyperbolic
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toral automorphisms [M, Si]. If H € C>®°(T®), we write ® for the corresponding
Hamiltonian flow and introduce, for 4 € SL(2,Z), [TrA4| > 2,

d=004.

Since A is Anosov, ¢ will also be Anosov and hence ergodic if ¢ is small enough
[M]. We define

M (@) = e~ £ ) 6 11 (4) .

In view of (1.4) and the standard Egorov Theorem for e Fort ([Ro]
Theorem IV.10), it is clear (1.1) holds. Hence Theorem 1.1 applies to this ex-
ample.

2. The Hilbert Space of States

Following the standard point of view of the physics literature, we will say that
the state of a quantum mechanical particle having R as configuration space, and
hence IR? as phase space, is a tempered distribution i/ € %’(R). When s belongs to
L?*(IR, dx), the state is said to be normalizable. The phase space translation operators

U(g, p, ) = e~ #%er(PQ=4F)

with (QY)(x) = xy(x) and (PY)(x) = %.‘;—f (x) yield a representation of the
Weyl-Heisenberg group on %’(R), restricting to a unitary irreducible represen-
tation on L?(RR,dx) [F]:

! / / / 1 / 7
U(q,p,¢)U(q’,p’,¢)=U<q+q,p+p,¢+¢> +§(qp - pq )) .

If the system has the two-torus ) = R?/I" as phase space, where I' = {(na, mb)|
(n,m) € Z*} (a,b € R} fixed), what should be its quantum states? It is reasonable
to require them to have the same periodicity as the underlying classical system i.e.

U(a,0,0)y = e ™19y | 2.1)

U(0,5,0)y = ™2y (22)

for some x = (k1,K2) € [0, %[X[O, 2% Here one allows k=40 because two distri-
butions y; and , satisfying y; = ™y, for some o € R describe the same state of
the system in the standard formulation of quantum mechanics.

The rest of this section is an immediate extension of the approach used in solid
state physics when dealing with electrons in a periodic structure (Bloch waves).
In that case, only (2.1) is imposed. Adding (2.2) makes the computations slightly
more involved, but still straightforward provided the Poisson sum formula is used:

So(x —t) = 3 e

teZ k€Z

Some additional arguments are needed to turn these calculations into proofs. As
already pointed out, the results of this section are known under various forms, in
particular in signal analysis, the theory of the fast Fourier transform, etc.
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Proposition 2.1. There exist Yy € &'(R) (Y %0) satisfying (2.1)-(2.2) iff AN € N

so that
2nhN = ab . (2.3)

In that case the space of solutions &' (k,N) to (2.1)~(2.2) is N-dimensional and
each y € &'(k,N) can be written uniquely as

_Ja biy a
Y(x) = ﬁn%:zcné (x — (E + n) ]V) 2.4)

for some ¢, € C, satisfying '
Cnan = €%, . 2.5)

Conversely, each  of the form (2.4)—(2.5) belongs to &' (x,N).

Notation. From now on U(q, p) := U(g, p,0).

Proof. The requirement (2.1)—(2.2) implies U(a,0)U(0,b)y = U(0,b) U(a,0).
Since U(a,0)U(0,b) = e_%“bU(O,b)U(a,O), there exists N € N such that

2nhN = ab.
To prove the rest of the proposition note that (2.2) reads

Y = by in F(R),

from which one concludes that i is of the form (2.4) (the factor \/% is chosen for
later convenience). Imposing (2.1) yields (2.5). The last statement 1s obvious. [J

From now on we always assume (2.3) holds. Let us introduce Vj € Z,

Ky = ([ L5 emaig [ 9bF2 A
e;(x) Nzn:e 5(x N N na).

The {ef}jyz_ol form a basis of &/(x,N) which allows the identification of Y €
S (k,N) with (cj)jy:“ol € CV. This is interpreted as the “position representation.”
Needless to say, one passes via a Fourier transform to the “momentum representa-
tion.” This amounts to performing a discrete Fourier transform on the coefficients
c,. We consider &'(x,N) as the space of quantum states of the system. It will
be convenient in further computations to notice that &'(k,N) can be obtained by

symmetrisation as follows.
Lemma 2.2. Define

S(x): ¥ € L(R) - S(k)y € ¥ (R)

by
S = 3 (= 1)Nmmeitaan—mb) 7 g mb )y . (2.6)

Then S(x) maps S(R) onto &' (k,N).

Remark. One can think of the S(k) as “projections” onto &’(x,N). Note that there
is some standard group theory hidden here since the (x,N) index all characters of
the discrete Weyl-Heisenberg group over I

Proof. A simple calculation that we omit. [



Equipartition of Eigenfunctions 89

We will see below (Sect. 6) what is the role of the freedom in the choice of k.
For now, let us show how to equip %/(x,N) with a natural Hilbert space structure.

Proposition 2.3.
(1) U(g, p)¥'(,,N) C &'(x,N)

iff An1,n2) € Z* so that (q, p) = (m £, m5);

(ii) There exists a Hilbert space structure ( -, « )un) on ' (k,N), unique
up to normalization, for which all U(m%,nzl%), (n1,ny) € Z?* are unitary. It is
given by

N—1
W )eny = Z%] ¢jc; (2.7)
=
in the notations of (2.4)—(2.5). We shall denote the resulting Hilbert space by

Hn(EK) = (L' (N, () Doeon))s
(ili) Writing U (5 a,52b) for the restriction of U(5ta,3b) to &'(x,N), we

N
have
2nja 2n/b
PR [ [ dm()#u(x), (238)
0 0
where dm(k) = (2—‘%5(1’1(, and
2n/a2n/b
My m,m
U(ﬁa,ﬁb> - { {dm(K)UK(Na,Nb> . (2.9)

Remark. Note that (2.8)—(2.9) is nothing but the direct integral decomposition
into irreducible subrepresentations of the representation of the discrete Weyl—
Heisenberg group {(nl%,nzl%,q’)ﬂnl,nz €Z, ¢ € R} on LA(R).

Proof. (i) Using (2.4), for all  in &'(x,N),

;21 . 7 b
Ulan o) = [ 37 €5 S et 805 (x = 2% )

neZ

Since k] and k; are defined mod(%”) and mod(%”) respectively, &'(k,N) is invari-
ant under the action of U(g, p) iff there exists k) = Kk, mod %” such that

abk; abx),

2a N ta= 2N

and

C,,+Nelp 3 (n+N) _ emlacnelp b

Since ¢4y = 1%, it follows that U(g, p)¥"'(k,N) C &'(k,N) iff (¢, p) = (m &,
m L) with (ny,m) € Z2.
(i) Since

U (m1.0) € = e (2.10)

b : N
U (O,nﬁ> ef = e’(b"2+2"/)77e]’~‘ , (2.11)
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and e N = e_”‘l"e}‘, the requirement for U(m%,nzﬁ-) to be unitary for all
(nl,nz) € 77 leads to the conditions:

leflloeny = lleglloeny YO < jjk <N -1,
(ef,et)oeny) =0 Vi+k.

Hence, for all ¢ = Z, o c]e and /' = kN Olcfcek, (+, * )Ny is given by (2.7)
up to normalization.

(iii) Identifying #y(x) with CV as above, we need to prove L*(R)=
L*([0, Z[x[0, 22, dm(x); CV). For that purpose, we define

F:yeP(R)—(le ],S(x)¢>(KN) S er? <{o,2a—” {x [o 2b” [ dm(x); CN)

We will first prove it is an isometry. Indeed, using (2.6), a computation shows

b
(ef, S(FW) ey = [Z ey (;n’;\j + ———na) )

So 2nja 2n/b -
f f dm(K)Z (€, S(W) e,y (€] S ) (e,
a*b 2"/” N-— abk, a
~ ooy ] % zzw( i N—na)

b 2n/a
% l// (a K2 +]_ _na> f encl(n _n)adk'

%N /N
abic2+ 8 _
N /W

N—-1 2n/b
where we have used the Fubini theorem. Thus we see that F' is well defined and
has a unique extension to an isometry on L?(RR).
To prove that F' is onto, we compute F*. Note that for all x € R there exists
unique n € Z, j€{0,...,N — 1}, kx € [0,27"[ such that

2

dr, = f|l//(x)|2 dx,

2nN

a abxz
N

One defines, for ¢ € L*([0, Z[x][0, 2—"[,afm(lc); ),

=j— —na. (2.12)

a a 2n/a )
(Ge)(x) = A\ N [ drie™™ ik, 12)
0

where x, j, n and k, are related by (2.12). An easy computation shows G = F*,
which proves (2.8).
In view of Theorem XIIL.83 in [RS], and since the operators U.(5a, 32b) are

unitary for all k € [O 1[0, 2], (2.9) follows if we prove that for all ¥ € #(IR),

(0 (2a220)9), =0 (a0 50
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This fact is obvious since U(5ta,%b) and S(x) commute. The operators
U(5ta, 32b) are the fibers of U(5ta, 2b). O

The space used in [HB] and [BV] is #%(0) identified with €V as above.
In [S], #n(5, %) identified with C" is used, and in [DE,DEGI] all #y(x), iden-
tified with €V, are introduced. We will see in Sect. 6 why it is necessary to allow
for k+0. In addition, it will become clear in the next section that by considering
all ¥ “at once” as in (2.8), the semi-classical estimates become simple.

3. The Weyl and Anti-Wick Quantizations

Classical observables are C* functions on 7). Having constructed the Hilbert
space of states, we need to show how to associate to each f € C°°(T®) an operator
on #y(x). When the phase space is R? and the Hilbert space L*(RR,dx), there
are several such quantizations available. We show how to adapt two of them —the
Weyl and the anti-Wick quantizations — to the two-torus T®). Note first that any
f € C®(T™®) can be seen as a periodic C* function on R?. The Weyl quantization
Op” (f) is the operator on %/(R) given by

i(2ZpQ— 28 a b
()= T fine @R & pu (g ) @)

n,meZ n,meZ

where
f@p)= Y fame =g
z

n,me

(see [F] or [Ro]). It restricts to a bounded operator on L?>(IR). Since
U(na, mb)Op” (f)U(na,mb)* = Op” (f)
it follows from the definition of s#y(x) that
Op” () #n(x) C Hn(xc) .

We shall write Op?(f) for the restriction of Op”(f) to #Hw(x). In view of
Proposition 2.3 (iii) and (3.1), we immediately have

Lemma 3.1. If f € C>(T®) then, as operators on L*(RR),

2n/a 2n/b

op”(f) = Of 0fa’m(K)Op,iV(f)- (3:2)

To interpret our main result (Theorem 1.1) and to facilitate the link with the
literature on torus quantization, we now define “the Wigner function of ¢;, ¢, €
Hn(x).” There are several different definitions around in the literature [HB, DEGI,
AB]. Our discussion will elucidate the origin of this apparent freedom of choice.

There are at least two equally elegant and equivalent ways to define the Wigner
function of two square integrable functions ¢; and ¢, on the line. We will see that,
adapted to the torus, they yield different notions. The first approach is interpreta-
tionally the most natural [HOSW]. Given ¢y, ¢, € L*(R), one defines the tempered
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distribution W (¢, ¢,) on R? as follows:
Qe ' W(d1,¢2) : f € L(R?) — (¢1,0p" (f)h2) 2w € C - (33)

This is often written with the usual abuse of notation as

(61,00" Ny = | I DLW (1, 42)s (34)

Equation (3.4) is at the origin of the interpretation of W(¢,¢) as a “quasi-
probability density”: the quantum expectation value (¢, Op” (f)o) [2(R) 1S written
as the “average” of f for the “quasi-probability density” W(¢,¢) [HOSW]. For
the second approach to the definition, recall first that the Weyl quantization is a
bijection

f €L R — 0p"(f) € L(F(R), S (R))

([F, Theorem 1.30 and Definition (2.1)]). One calls f the Weyl symbol of Op” ( f).
Defining for ¢, ¢, € L?>(IR) the rank one operator Pg,.¢, bY

Pypp = (1Y) pry®2 YW € L(R),

the Wigner function W (¢, ¢2) of ¢1,d, can also be defined as the Weyl symbol
of Py, 4,. It turns out that these two definitions are equivalent. This is a direct con-
sequence of the following property of the Weyl quantization referred to as unitarity
[Ro], traciality [FGBV], or the Moyal identity [F], depending on the authors: Weyl
quantization is a unitary map from L2(R2, %4%2) onto the Hilbert—Schmidt operators

> 2nh
on L*(R), in particular,
Tr 0p” (9)0p" (f) = f fg, Vf,g € LA(R?). (3.5)

Hence, inserting Op” (W(¢1,$2)) = Py, 4, = Op” (g) into (3.5), the compatibility
of both definitions follows from (3.4). Remark that, more generally, (3.5) implies
that the Weyl symbol of any Hilbert-Schmidt operator G on L?(R) is the tempered
distribution f € #(R?) — 2nATr GOp” (f) € C. How can this be adapted to the
torus? We start with the following definition.

Definition 3.2. Let G € L (#n(x)). The Weyl symbol of G is the distribution
67 (G), defined by:

a”(G): f e C®(TP) — ‘]’v—bTr GopY (f). (3.6)

This seems fair enough in view of the above. But be careful: a simple calcula-
tion shows that Vf € C(T®), ¢”(Op? (f))* f (see (3.8) below). This might
seem annoying but is unavoidable: the linear map f € C(T®) — Op?(f) €
L(#n(x)) is not injective since it maps an infinite dimensional space to a fi-
mte dimensional one. As a result, one could at best call f “a” Weyl symbol of

pY (f), never “the” Weyl symbol. In the spirit of (3.3)—(3. 4) and Definition 3.2,
We now have:
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Definition 3.3. The Wigner function of &1, ¢ € Hn(k) is the distribution
Wi(¢1,92):

b
Wldr.da) - f € CT®) = Tdr.0pY ()
or Vf € C®(T®),

(61,00 (N, = | LW g1,62)7 . 3.7)
2 2nkh

This definition coincides with the one given in [HB] for k¥ = 0, as a computation
shows. It is actually easy to see that W,(¢1,¢,) and, more generally, the Weyl
symbol of any G € L(H#n(k)) is of the form

W
0 (G) = 3 e G)olg — 4;()3(p — pr(x) (338)
Js
for some c;(G) € € and where g;(x) = ({ — $2)&, pp(x) = (% sz 2)2. Note

that the space of distributions of the form (3.8) is (2N )2—d1men51onal whereas
PL(Hy(k)) is only N2-dimensional. This explains why not all ¢ k(G) are inde-
pendent: ¢;i(G), cjini(G), ¢jrin(G) and cjynin(G) (,k=0,...,N —1) are
all equal up to a sign, as remarked already in [HB] for k = 0. This makes the
Weyl symbol of G a somewhat unpleasant object to work with. In spite of this and
thanks to (3.7), it is easy to rephrase Theorem 1.1 in terms of the Wigner function
of the ¢ i)

Proposition 3.4. Under the hypotheses of Theorem 1.1,
N—oo
NWK((IS%N)’ %N)) — 1
in the sense of distributions on T®.

In [DEGI] a different definition of the Wigner function is used. It is inspired by
the second definition for the Wigner function on the line. In our formalism, it can
be understood as follows. We already remarked that the map f — Op” (f) is not
injective. Let us show it is surjective. For that purpose, consider the N 2-d1mens1ona1

Hilbert subspace £y of L?>(T®, L2 dqg ) made up of all trigonometic polynomials
flg, p)= Zivs l()frs i Sq__rp)
Lemma 3.5. Op? is a unitary map from Sy onto L(Hn(x)),{ +, * us), where
VF, G € L(#n(x)), (F,G)us = Tr F*G. In particular
. dqdp —
Vg€ gy, THOpl (N opl )= [ SEE 7. (3.9)
r) 2nh

Proof. 1t suffices to establish that the U(r%,s]%) (r,s =0,...,N—1) form a
(+, + )us-orthogonal basis of L(#y(x)). This follows from

AN a ,b
T g i e 10¢ of -
rU< v N) U( N .8 N> N6, 165, O

This result suggests the following definition:
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Definition 3.6. Let F € 3’(%]\/(&)) The polynomial Weyl symbol of F is the
unique element f € Sy so that OpY (f)=F. Similarly, the polynomial Wigner
Sfunction WE(d1,¢02) of ¢1,¢2 € #n(x) is the unique element of Fy so that
OpY (WE(d1,$2)) = Py, 4, One easily sees that

= ~ (2 sg— ) a b "
f(q,p) Ze TrU(rN sN) F

r s=0

and

rsO

Wi 920, ) = 7 > <¢)1,U (_rjﬁv,_s]_l\’[_> ¢2>(K’N) S

Several remarks are in order. First of all, Wj(¢1, ¢>) differs from W,(¢1, $2)
for all choices of ¢q, ¢,. This is clear from (3.8). Note also that (3.9) means that
WE(p1, ¢2) satisfies

d
(b1, 0pY (F)b2) iy = f " LW 1,920, )f (4 P)

for £ € #y but not for all £ € C®°(T®). One nevertheless has the following result:
Proposition 3.7. Under the hypotheses of Theorem 1.1,

N—>
NWP(d)](N)a ¢](N)) =

in the sense of distributions on T®.

Proof. For f € C®(T®), write f = fy + fr, where fy is the projection of f
onto fy. Then, since W§ € Sy,

dgd dqd
N [ L (g, pWE @iy S — | 2L (@)
o ab r@ 4
dqd,
=N YR g, pIWE By By~ I = @p
7(2) a
dqd,
<¢)j(N)’OpK (fN) j(N)> f —q—bﬁf(qsp)
7@ @
dqdp

= %N), OPK ) /(N)) f
7(2)

—f(g,p) —( %N)’ op} (fR)¢j(N)>

A simple estimate shows that the last term converges to zero so that Theorem 1.1
implies the result. [

The polynomial Wigner function was introduced in [DEGI] (and is simply called
the Wigner function there). Polynomial Weyl symbols should a priori be easier
to deal with than general Weyl symbols. To see this, remark that any f € 9y
is completely determined by its values on the lattice (q,, ps) = (r%,s%), (r,s =
0,...,N —1). Moreover, given d,; € My(C), there is a unique f € #y so that
f(r]%,s%) =d,,, and hence in view of Lemma 3.5, a unique F € L(H#n(k)) so
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that F = Op! (f). There are now no constraints between the matrix elements d,. ; as
in the case of the Weyl symbol. As we point out in Sect. 6, W5 has some drawbacks
as well, in particular for the study of the quantization of toral automorphisms. There
are still other definitions of “Wigner function” around in the literature [AB]. They
are obtained by taking the explicit expression for W(¢i, P2)(g, p) for ¢1, ¢, €
& (R) and by trying to adapt it to the torus. The result has no obvious link with
Weyl quantization and we shall not consider it further.

To describe the anti-Wick quantization we need to fix some notations. For z € C,
and Imz > 0, define the gaussian

1
Imz\* 2
10,0,2(x) = (ﬁ) ew .

We can then construct the coherent states [Pe]

”q,p,z(x) = ( U(q, p)"I0,0,z )(x)

in the standard manner. It will be useful on occasion to use the bra-ket notation
of Dirac:
"Iq,p,z(x) = <x I q, D, Z> .

Using the symmetrisation operator S(x) introduced in Sect. 2, we define
g, p, z, k) = 8(x) |q, p, z) € Hw(k). (3.10)

We are now ready to define, for any f € L°(T™?) its anti-Wick quantization by

op(f) = ff f(q,p)lq,p,z k), P 7,5 . (3.11)
This is of course the obvious equivalent of the usual anti-Wick quantization
on L2(R):

d
o= [ ;hqf(q,p)lq,p, z)(q, p, z| .
]RZ

This, we recall, has the property (Resolution of the identity)

dpd
0P (1) = Wy = | T 1. .2) g, pu2]
r2 <7

Lemma 3.8.

(i) (Op" (1)) = op ().
(ii) If f € C®(TP) then
2nja2n/b
o ()= [ [ dm)0n" (1) (3.12)
(ii1)
Op¥ (1) = Idwy ) (Resolution of the identity) . (3.13)
(iv) For all f € C®(T?) and x,

Nop (Dllzemon = 1l - (3.14)
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Proof. (i) follows by a simple calculation.
For (ii), we first show that there exists C > 0 so that

sup || 0P ()| ¢y < C- (3.15)

Theorem XIII.83 in [RS] then implies that the right-hand side of (3.12) is well
defined. To show (3.15) note simply that for all ¢ and Y in #y(x),

dqd
<¢,OPﬁW(f)‘//>(x,N) =< “¢1|(K,N)lll/’ll(l<,N)”f”oo f <q’ D Z’Klq’p> 2, K) 27_[: .
T7(2)

Since, as is easily checked, (g, p, z,x| ¢, p, z,k) is continuous in x, (3.15) follows.
To prove (3.12) it suffices to compute Op?” (/) for ¥ € #(R). Using the peri-
odicity of f and Proposition 2.3 (iii), we have, writing ¥, = S(k)y,

op™ (f = fo f(q,p)|q+na P+ mb,z)

mn0 0
2n

b
x [ [ dm(k){q+ na, p+mb,zx|Y)un) -
0

St —aly

Since, as a simple calculation shows, U(na,mb)S(x) = S(x)U(na,mb) we have,
using (3.10),

|g + na, p + mb,z,k) = S(k)U(na, mb)eZLh("ap'mbq) lg, p, z)

— (_1)Nmne—i(}qna—-xzmb)ez’f—z(nap—mbq) I q,p. 2, K> .

Then, one obtains using (2.6),

2nja2n/b

op'" (f ) = f f dm(x )ff f(q,p)Z( Ly titana=iamt)

X U(na, mb) lq’ D> Z><q’ b,z K I ln/’K)(K,N)

2n/a2n/b

= Of Ofdm(K)OpﬁW(f)t/fK.

This proves (3.12). Note that (iii) is a special case of (ii) for /' = 1 and that (iv)
follows from (iii). [

Remark. Using the resolution of the identity, one can define an isometric map

W(k,z) 1 € Hn(k) — W2\ € L <T<2> “;q‘g’)
by
(W(K’Z)lp)(% P) = <q> b,z K l l//> .
The image of #y(x) under W(k,z) is a reproducing kernel subspace of
L(T®), dz‘itdff) In the language of geometric quantization, it is the space of square
integrable polarized sections of a prequantum line bundle over T determined by
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x and N [DBDEG]. Here the polarization is Kéahlerian and determined by the com-
plex vector field X, = 0, 4+ zd, on T®. The function [( «, -,z x|¥)|*> on TP is
referred to as the “Husimi distribution of ¥ in the physics literature.

For the proof of the equipartition of the eigenfunctions we need to compare the
Weyl and the anti-Wick quantizations as N — oo. The simple estimate needed is
given by the following lemma.

Lemma 3.9. For all f € C®(T?),
10P (1) = 0P (Nl 2mn = ONT) (N = 00). (3.16)
Proof. Thanks to (3.2),(3.12) and Theorem XIIL.83 in [RS], we have

sngOp,iV(f) — 0P (N 2y = 100" (F) = 06" (Dl wi2my) -

It is a standard result [GL, HMR] that
lop” (f) - OPAW(f)“y(LZ(lR)) =O0N"") (N—o00).

Thus (3.16) is proved. O

We end this section with a semi-classical estimate on the Weyl quantization,
crucial for the proof of the equipartition result in Sect. 5.

Proposition 3.10. For all f € C(T?),

bd qdp

L1 op! (f)N“‘”f G . (3.17)

N
Proof. Using the basis defined above,

1TrO W(f)—lNEIZf e U min—b— el
N pK - N iyt n,m jo N’ N j .
By (2.10) and (2.11), we have
1 N=1 -
NTr 0}7 (f) — Z IZ Z 1N+ e i&(IN+r)n _llKlaelNn(7+j+r)<ejve]+r>(K,N) )
N = =0

Then, since {e —0 ! is an orthonormal basis,

1N .
—TrOpK ()= anlN( 1)ine=itia ’W"z—z_ Z el%n}
N N P>
= foo+ X Sfavaye o,
AT S

The result follows using the regularity of f. O
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4. Translations and Skew Translations

In this section, we study two particular maps which, as stated in the introduction, are
undoubtedly the simplest ergodic transformations of the torus: the irrational transla-
tions and the skew translations. We will set @ = b = 1 for convenience. The transla-
tions are denoted by 7,, where a = (a;, %) € T®. If « is such that a;/a, €@, 1, is
said to be irrational. They acton 7@ as 1, : (¢, p) € T® — (g + oy, p+ o) € TP,
The skew translations are denoted by di’l‘;, where f ¢Q, k € Z,; d>’l§ is defined as

dﬁlg = 10,5y 0 K with K € SL(2,Z) of the form K = ((1) 1{) Both 7, and 45’/; are
uniquely ergodic area-preserving maps [CFS], meaning that there exists a unique
invariant probability measure for them (the Lebesgue measure). A well known and

useful fact concerning uniquely ergodic maps @ on a compact metric space X is
that for each continuous function f on X

1 T k T—o0 . )
Zfo@ — m(f) in L=(X), (4.1)

where m is this unique invariant probability measure [M, CFS]. We will see below
how this permits a particularly simple proof of the equipartition property. We first
need to show how to associate to each 7, and <D’l§ a unitary operator M,(t,) and
M(®f) on Hy(x). We treat 1, first.

Translations and skew translations were already quantized in [DBDEG] using
ideas from geometric quantization. We proceed slightly differently here. A natural
way to associate a unitary operator to 7, would have been to choose the translation
operator U(ay, o) = e%(“zg_“‘P), restricted to #y(x). But as we saw in Sect. 2, no
Hn(k) is preserved under these operators, unless a = (%, ) for some n, m € N.
We therefore need a different approach to quantize irrational translations. Recall
first that

U, o) = € 3 U(ay, 0)U(0, 2 .

This suggests quantizing 7(s,,0) and 7o, separately yielding M,(t(,,0)) and
M,(1(0,4,)) and then defining

xjop
M () = e’ MK(T(al,O))MK(‘C(O,az)) . (4.2)

This is how we will proceed. Recall now from (2.11) that

N\ kit ke
U(O,N>ej-e Nej.

In other words, the €%, j € {0,...,N — 1} are a basis of eigenvectors for the trans-
lations U(0, 7). This suggests the definition

My (T(0, o))} = 02272 g (4.3)

M, (T(4,,0)) is defined similarly by noting that U(4;,0) is diagonal in the momentum
representation.

To establish the equipartition result, the last ingredient needed is an Egorov type
theorem.



Equipartition of Eigenfunctions 99

Proposition 4.1. There exists a G dense subset 9 of T® with the property that
Yoo € 2, I(Ni)ken such that Vf € C°(TP), 3C so that

C
[Mie(12)*OpY (£ YMi(t2) — OpY (f © t)|| 2y < N

The proof ' is given below. We can now write and prove the equipartition result for
the translations.

Theorem 4.2. Write My(t,)¢) = A) §Y for the eigenfunctions and the eigenvalues
of M(t,), where o belongs "t the G5 dense set 9 of Proposition 4.1. For all
f € C®(T®) and for all maps

JiNy e N — j(Ny) € {1,...,Nk},

we have dad
) q P
kl_l_)l'ng(ng(Nk), OPK (f)¢j(Nk) (x, N) = f f

Proof. From the unitary of M,(t,), it follows that VT € IN*

dqd,
(D OPY (1B ey — I Tr

dgd
='<¢%]")’ ZM"(“)*ZOP ()M, (74) ¢j(Nk)> -/ f qbp
wN) 7@
dqd C
= <¢(Nk)’0p'< [ Efo%_ J p} ¢(N,,)> + jéf),
T(2) (6 N) k

where we used Proposition 4.1. Now using Lemma 3.9 and Lemma 3.8 (iv), we
have

d qdp

<¢ (Nk)’Op" (f)¢ (N )Ny =

1T dqdp Cr()
< op” | = 3 f ot — 5
= <¢j(Nk) T ,;f ! T<fz)f } ](Nk)>(x,N) N
dqd (7
< Zfo‘cloc_ffqp + ?éf)‘
72) oo k

Using (4.1), the result follows. [

Comparing this to Theorem 1.1, we see this is better in that we can take
E(Ny) ={1,...,N}. Of course, the result is subject to the same flaw as the one
pointed out in the introduction concerning [DEGI]: the sequence N depends on .
This is all the more unsatisfactory here since the translations 7, are uniquely ergodic
so that there are no other invariant measures for eigenfunctions to concentrate on.
The origin of the problem is to be found in the rather weak version of Egorov given
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by Proposition 4.1. It can probably not be improved considerably. If, for example
o = (a1,0), o €@, then one can show

limsup ||My(ta)*OpY (f)M(22) — Op (f o t)|| 2y = 2

N—oo

if (g, p) = e,
We now turn to the proof of Proposition 4.1.

Lemma 4.3. Let a,o/ € T®. Then 3C > 0 so that YN > 0,

[Mic(t2) — Mie(ta )| 2y < CN(Jon — af| + o2 — e3]) -
Proof. Note that, for = Z/ —o ¢je; one has, using (4.3),

[(Mc(t0.6)) = Mic(T0,05) Wl vy = CN otz = 5] [ ]l ey -

This, together with a similar argument for M, (7, 0y) and (4.2) yields the result. (J
Note that this implies that the map a — M,(7,) is continuous.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. The set % is defined as those « € T'® for which
I(Ni)ken, so that |oy — %%[ < NL/? and |0, — pNz—k"l < Nl/? have simultaneous so-
lutions for p;; € Z and p, € Z. This is easily seen to be a Gs set. The proof

follows immediately from Lemma 4.3 with o/ = (—%, pNZ—]‘(") and the observation that

Vn, m € Z,

U (5 5) 0" (5 5) = 00" Fomggn . O

We end this section with a brief discussion of the skew translations. We will

explain in Sect. 6 how to quantize K = (é 11‘) € SL(2,Z). Consequently, we define

M(@%) = Mi(t0.5)) 0 M(K) .

Since the Egorov theorem is exact for M, (K) (see Lemma 6.2), it suffices to use
Lemma 4.3 as in the proof of Proposition 4.1 to get an Egorov theorem for all
(B,k) € R x Z. This yields the desired equipartition result that we won’t state
explicitly.

5. Equipartition of the Eigenfunctions

In this section we prove Theorem 1.1. The hypotheses of the theorem will be
assumed throughout. Using the results of Sect. 3, the proof is easily adapted from
the proof of Theorem 2.2 and 3.1 in [HMR] and we will not therefore give all
details. We start with some preliminary work. The first lemma is a trivality that
does not involve any knowledge on the dynamics @ or on M, (®). It is in fact
a direct consequence of Proposition 3.10. Its analogue in [Z1,CdV,HMR] is not
trivial at all and does involve the dynamics.
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Lemma 5.1. Vf € C(T?®),

() = 3 S WO =T ), (51)
=1

where 1Y () = (Ope" (1)), ¢7).
Remarks.
(i) It is understood that we choose a x for each N. We shall not indicate the

k dependence of the u).
(ii) We can write

w(f) = (Jz") f(g, p)aw} (g, p) ,
T

where du(q, p) = (g, p,z,xl¢f’)|z‘é—‘§[df. So the 4} are in view of Lemma 3.8

positive probability measures on T, absolutely continuous with respect to the
Liouville measure.

Proof.

1
Ay (/) = ()l = |5 Tr 0P (f) - u(f)’

IA

1
SITe P2 (1) = opY ()l + ‘%T opl(f) - u(f)‘

IIA

10pE" (f) = OPY ()l 2wniey + ’%,Tr Opf(f)—u(f)‘ .

The result follows from Lemma 3.9 and Proposition 3.10. O

The lemma states that on average the (Op2"(f )qbfv ,(}5?’ ) converge to the de-
sired quantity, a fact we already knew for the (Op)'(f)¢},#}) from Proposition
3.10. The core of Theorem 1.1 is hidden in the following proposition. To establish
it, the dynamics @ intervenes through its ergodicity and the Egorov theorem (i.e.
Eq. (1.1)).

Proposition 5.2. Vf € C®(T®) and Ve > 0,
MBI D) -l <) .

1
N1—>oo N

(5.2)

Proof. For f € C®(T@) and for p € N* introduce the time average
12
f=LiSroat.
D k=1

The proof is a direct adaptation from the one in [HMR]. Indeed it is based, as in
Sect. 4, on four observations. First,

W () = u(f) = (o). 0p" (f — (S )Y)
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is close to ( LOpW (f —u(f ))qSN ) for large N thanks to Lemma 3.9. Next, since
the qﬁf’ are elgenfunctlons of M,(®) (stationary states), we have

1 2 X
2k Y MDY OpY (f — u(f)M(P) PY) .
k=1
(5.3)
The Egorov hypothe51s 1.1 then implies that, for large N, the right-hand side is
close to ( ,opY (fy — u(f ))¢§V ). Finally, we will use ergodicity, i.e. f, — u(f)
together W1th Lemma 5.1, to conclude that, for large p and N, ( ,0pY( Jp—

ulf ))(,159’ ) is small, at least for “many” j. The detailed argument is analogous to
the one in [HMR] and we skip it. [

A direct consequence of Proposition 5.2 is the following corollary which is
essentially the statement of Theorem 1.1, except for the dependence of E(N) on f.

Corollary 5.3. For all f € C>(T®) for all N, there exists a subset E(N, f) of
{1,...,N} satisfying

)

(@Y, 0D (f — (S NP}) =

_HEN, f)
m

(ii) for all maps j: N € N — j(N) € E(N, )

hm <OP (f)¢j(N), ¢j(N)>(K Ny =u(f),

and

A}E)noo<0pﬁw(f)¢%m’ d)j'\éN))(K,N) =u(f),
uniformly with respect to the sequence j.

The proofs of Corollary 5.3 and Theorem 1.1 use completely analogous argu-
ments to the ones in [HMR] and we omit them.

6. Quantization of the Automorphisms of 7?

The results of Sect. 3 allow us to quantize any globally Hamiltonian flow on 7
as follows. If H € C>°(T®) is the classical Hamiltonian of the flow then the cor-
responding unitary one-parameter group on (k) is exp(—if Op” (H)). But for
discrete maps such as the automorphisms of the torus, this approach does not work.
The framework we set up nevertheless provides an easy quantization for them, as
we now show. Any quadratic Hamiltonian H(q, p) = aq* + Bgp + yp* on R? gen-
erates a linear flow @,: for all £, &, € SL(2,R). The corresponding Weyl quantized
operators generate a unitary one-parameter group on L2(IR). Explicitly, one obtains
a map 4 € SL(2,IR) — M(4) € W(L*(R)), where for ay+0,

1/2
i) = ( 5 ) [ )y (61)
with
S(x,y) = %Z—sz - %xwr %al ¥,
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where 4 = (Z' :2 ) The M(A) are uniquely determined up to a phase, which can
3 a4
be fixed by group-theoretic consideration that won’t concern us here [F]. A crucial

property of the M(4) is:

M(A)U(g, p)M(A)* = U <A (Z)) : (6.2)
We shall refer to M(A4) as the quantum propagator associated to 4.
The subgroup of SL(2,IR) which leaves I' (see Sect.2) invariant is made up of

elements of the form
o pé
A = b .
<v§ 0 ) 3

with ad — By = 1 and («, 6, B,7) € Z*. 1t is diffeomorphic to SL(2,Z), and we shall
refer to the 4 in (6.3) as belonging to SL(2,Z) with some abuse of language. Any
A of the form (6.3) acts naturally on 7® = R?/I" as an area-preserving map. It is
well known [AA, CFS] that these transformations are globally hyperbolic dynamical
systems and hence ergodic iff |Tr4| > 2.

We now show how to associate to any 4 € SL(2,Z) a unitary operator on (some)
Hn(k). Clearly these 4 do not belong to one-parameter groups generated by a
Hamiltonian. Hence we cannot use Weyl-quantization as above. Instead, we simply
study the restriction of M(4) in (6.1) to #y(x). We have

Lemma 6.1.
M(A) (k) C Hn(x'),

K\ _ [ ap/b mod (%)
(£)-e(2) () (25)

Proof. Equation (6.2) implies

where

U(na,mb)M(A) = M(A)U(n' a,m'b) ,

where (:l,‘;) :A_l(m), S0 ("t) = ( 0 _ﬁ)<:) Then, using (2.1)—(2.3),

mb m —y o

for all Y € H#n(x), we have that
U(na,mb)M(A)y = ™™ g=itn'a=ran'dpr( gy

Introducing the canonical symplectic form on T®: w := dg A dp, we remark that
Kkin'a — wom'b = w((n'a,m'b), (2, x1)). As a result, since det4~! =1,

kin'a — kom'b = xna — Kymb ,

where (Kf, ) =4 ( 2 ) and
Ky K1

U(na, mb)M(A )w — einN[—y5n2—zxﬁmz+(oc5+ﬁy)nm]e——i(Ki/na—Ké'mb)M(A )lﬁ .
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Since —yon® — afm?® + (ad + Py)nm = yén + affm + mn (mod2), we have
U(na, mb)M(A )l// — einNnme—i[(K/l'-l»nN%s)na—(K§/+7zN%])mb]M(A )w .

Hence, since k, k, are defined mod(za—"), mod(%") (respectively) and the relation
modulo is preserved by 4, (6.4) follows. [

Given A with |TrA| > 2 there exists for each N a k € [0, 27"[><[0, [ 5o that
k' = k. This choice can be made independent of N iff 4 is of the form

A=<even odd%) or (oddb even§>, (65)

odd% even even, odd

in which case one can take k = 0. This is the case studied in [HB]. Otherwise,
there exists at least one choice for all even N and at least one choice for odd N,
different one from the other. The choices are unique if Tr4 = 3. When 4, N, k are
fixed so that M(A4)#n(x) C #n(x), we shall write M, (4) for the restriction of
M(A) to #y(x); we shall refer to M, (4) as the quantum propagator associated to
the area-preserving map 4 € SL(2,Z) on T®.

It remains to show M,(A) is unitary. But this is obvious since it is the restriction
of M(A) to one fiber of the direct integral (2.8).

We can now introduce the last ingredient that is needed in order to apply
Theorem 1.1 to @ = A.

Lemma 6.2. Let f € C®(T®), then
Op (f 0 4) = M(A) Op ()M (4) . (6.6)

Proof. Since Op” (f oA) = M(4)*Op” (f)M(A) [F], (6.6) is obvious, because
M(4) and Op?(f) are simply obtained by restricting M(4) and Op”(f)
to #n(k). O

Note that our proof of the equipartition result for M, (4) does not use the explicit
form of the M, (A4). Viewed as matrices on €V, the latter are indeed rather compli-
cated [HB, DE, DEGI] unless

. 2g 1
A_<4g2_1 2g>a QGN, (67)
which are the matrices studied in [HB] and for which the equipartition result is
proven in [DEGI].
As a final remark, we point out that the Wigner function WK(d);V ,¢j-v ) of any
eigenfunction of M, (4) is invariant, i.e.

Wx(d)j‘v’ d)jv) OA_I = WK(¢jv! d’jv) .

This is a direct consequence of (3.7) and (6.6). This property is not shared by the
polynomial Weyl symbol, since .#y is not invariant under 4.
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