Chapter 2

Boundary Potential Theory

for Schrodinger Operators Based
on Fractional Laplacian

by K. Bogdan and T. Byczkowski

2.1 Introduction

Precise boundary estimates and explicit structure of harmonic functions are
closely related to the so-called Boundary Harnack Principle (BHP). The
proof of BHP for classical harmonic functions was given in 1977-78 by
H. Dahlberg in [65], A. Ancona in [3] and J.-M. Wu in [153] (we also re-
fer to [99] for a streamlined exposition and additional results). The results
were obtained within the realm of the analytic potential theory. A proba-
bilistic proof of BHP, one which employs only elementary properties of the
Brownian motion, was given in [11]. The proof encouraged subsequent at-
tempts to generalize BHP to other processes, in particular to the processes
of jump type.

BHP asserts that the ratio u(z)/v(z) of nonnegative functions harmonic
on a domain D which vanish outside the domain near a part of the domain’s
boundary, 9D, is bounded inside the domain near this part of 9D. The result
requires assumptions on the underlying Markov process and the domain.
For Lipschitz domains and harmonic functions of the isotropic a-stable Lévy
process (0 < o < 2), BHP was proved in [27]. Another proof, motivated
by [11], was obtained in [31] and extensions beyond Lipschitz domains were
obtained in [150] and [38]. In particular the results of [38] provide a conclusion
of a part of the research in this subject, and offer techniques that may be
used for other jump-type processes.

Lipschitz BHP leads to Martin representation of nonnegative a-harmonic
functions on Lipschitz domains ([28] and [56]). Another important conse-
quence of BHP are sharp estimates of the Green function of Lipschitz
domains and the so-called 3G Theorem (see (2.26) below). We give these
applications in the first part of the chapter, along with a self-contained proof
of BHP, following [27] and [38].

In the second part of the chapter we focus on the potential theory of
Schrédinger-type perturbations, A%/2 4 ¢, of the fractional Laplacian on sub-
domains of R%. The main result we discuss here is the Conditional Gauge
Theorem (CGT), asserting comparability of the Green function of A%/ 4 ¢
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with that of A%/2, under an assumption of “non-explosion”. Here 0 < o < 2,
and the proof of CGT relies on the 3G Theorem, thus on (Lipschitz) BHP.
In presenting these results we generally follow the approach of papers [32] and
[33]. The approach was modeled after [62], which deals with the Laplacian
and its underlying process of the Brownian motion (see [64] for Schrodinger
perturbations of elliptic partial differential operators of second order). For a
different technique we refer to [54]. It should be noted that there are many
algebraic similarities between the fractional Laplacian (o < 2) and the Lapla-
cian (a = 2), but there are also deep analytical differences between these two
cases, primarily due to the discontinuity of paths of the isotropic a-stable
Lévy process for 0 < a < 2.

2.2 Boundary Harnack Principle

Below we freely mix ideas from [27], [31], [32], [150], and [38], with some
didactic improvements and modifications aimed at the simplification of pre-
sentation. In particular we give perhaps the shortest existing proof of BHP
for a-harmonic functions.

In what follows nonempty D C R? is open. We intend to present the main
ideas of the proof of BHP as given in [38] for arbitrary domains. However,
for the simplicity of the discussion in the remainder of this chapter unless
stated otherwise, we will assume that D is a Lipschitz domain, and we will
concentrate on finite nonnegative functions f on R®, which are represented
on D as Poisson integrals of their values on D°:

f(z) = - f(y)Pp(z,y)dy, «€ D°. (2.1)

For instance, if (D is a Lipschitz domain and) f > 0 is bounded on D,
then f = Pp[f] on D, see [27]. For a general discussion of the notion of a-
harmonicity we refer the reader to [32, 38]. We should perhaps state a warning
that some aspects of the notion are richer and even counter-intuitive when
confronted with the properties of harmonic functions of local operators. In
particular, non-negativeness of functions which are a-harmonic on D is useful
only if assumed on the whole of R? (rather than merely on D). For instance,
if |y| > r, then the function

B, >z w— [Sup PBT(v,y)} — Pp, (v,y),
vEB,.

takes on the minimum of zero in a interior point of B,, in stark contrast
with the Harnack inequality. The reader may also want to consider (non-
Lipschitz) domains with boundary of positive Lebesgue measure and domains
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Fig. 2.1 D, B,, and
outer cone

with complement of zero Lebesgue measure but positive Riesz capacity, to ap-
prehend the complexity of the boundary problems for a-harmonic functions.

For function f > 0 satisfying (2.1) we have A®/?f(x) = 0 on D, see [32].
Furthermore, for every open U C D we have

f(x) = Ucf(y)wff(dy% zeU. (2.2)

This follows from (1.51). We emphasize that for the above mean value prop-
erty of Poisson integrals it is not necessary that U be a compact subset of D,
and we to refer the reader to [38] for cautions needed to deal with the general
nonnegative a-harmonic functions.

When 0 < r < 1 we let D, = DN B,, a domain with the outer cone
property, see Figure 2.1. We will often use (2.2) for U = D,.. We note that
wh (0D;) =0 for x € D,, in particular we can employ (1.53) for such U.

Consider B = B; and assume that

f=0onB\D. (2.3)

Since Gp, < Gp, (see (1.45), (1.46)), by the definition of Poisson kernel
(1.49) we get

Pp (z,y) < Pp.(x,y), x€D,,y€ By.

By the mean value property and the assumption (2.3) we obtain

f@)< | fPp.(z,y)dy, z€B., 0<r<l1. (2.4)
By
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The function Pp,_(z,y) has a singularity at |y| = r. To remove this inconve-
nience, we will consider an analogue of volume averaging used on occasions in
the classical potential theory. We fix a nonnegative function ¢ € C°((1/2,1))
such that f11/2 ¢(r)dr =1 and we define

1

¢($, y) = 1/2 ¢(7‘) Pg, (LL', y) dr

ly|AL (r2 — ‘x|2)o¢/2
=cz\y—x|—d/ W oydr, oz y e RY.
iz (9IF — 12)ar?

It is not difficult to check that

C

d
Aippee 1#l<1/3, yeR® (2.5)

[U(z,y)| <

By Fubini’s theorem and (2.4) we obtain
@< [ i <C [ 1m0+ ce B (26)

To obtain a reverse inequality for x € D; = D N B being not too close
to dD; we note that Pg_(0,y) > Cr|y|=1=%, see (1.57). If 1o > 0 and
B(2ry,xz0) € D1, then

flao)= /B POy )i /B Crely — 2o~ f(y)dy.

¢(xo0,70)

(2.7)

By the Harnack inequality for f on B(xzg,79) we can enlarge the domain of
integration so that

flan) > [ (14l fw)dy.

Here and in what follows the constants (¢, C etc.) depend on d, o and D, in
particular on rg.
This and (2.6) yield the following Carleson-type estimate.

Corollary 2.1. There is a constant C' depending only on d, «, and xg such
that
f(l’) < Cf(xo), x,To S D1/3 . (28)

In what follows we will consider Dy /4 and will fix g € Dy /5. We have

f@= [ P dy= [ Goulmoke)de, (29
D;/4 Dy
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where
K(v) = / Aa—aly — o F(y)dy, ve Dy,
DC

1/4

We thus have f expressed as the Green potential of the charge k(v) inter-
preted as the intensity of jumps of Y “to” f on D€. Let

1 (v) = / Aualy — o f(y)dy, ve Dyja,
BC

1/3

a(v) = / Aa—aly — v/~ f()dy, v € Dy,
B1/3\D1,4

and

filz) = Gp, (2, v)ki(v)dv, i=1,2. (2.10)
Dy

We note that f; are a-harmonic, in fact Poisson integrals, on D /4. We observe
that x1 is bounded, in fact nearly constant on Dy 4:

¢ hi(v2) < k1(v1) < eki(v2), v1,v2 € Dy, (2.11)

because |y — v| =97 is nearly constant in v € D, 4 (uniformly in y € Bf/g).
Also, k1(v) < ef(xg), see (2.7). Thus

fi(z) < ef(xo) i Gp,,,(v,v)dv = cf(xo)sp, ,(¥), x€ Dyj. (2.12)
1/4

We will see that sp, , faithfully represents the asymptotics of f = fi + f2 at
90D N By 5. To this end we first note that by (2.8),

fal@) < Cf(xo)wp, ,(Bijs), =€ Dy (2.13)

Lemma 2.2. For every p € (0,1) there is a constant C' such that if D C B
then
wH(B) < Csp(z), xze€D,.

Proof. Let 0 < p < 1. We choose a function ¢ € C2°(R%) such that 0 < ¢ < 1,
e(y) =11if ly| < p, and ¢(y) = 01if |y| > 1. Let = € D,,. By (1.47) we have

wp(B°) =/c(<p(x)—<p(y))w%(dy) </ (p(z) = (y))wp (dy)

c

—/ Gplz,y) A ?p(y)dy .
D

It remains to observe that A®/2¢ is bounded and the lemma follows. O
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By (2.13), scaling and Lemma 2.2 (with p = 4/5) we obtain that fo(z) <
cf(x0)sp,,, () for x € Dy 5. This, and (2.12) yield the following improvement
of Carleson estimate

¢ f(0)sp, . (x) < f(z) < cf (w0)sp,,,(x), @€ Dyys. (2.14)

Indeed, the lower bound in (2.14) follows from the inequality

fz) > Gp, (2, v)r3(v)dv,

Dy

where
K3(v) = /( )f(y)Ad,_aly — 0|7y > cf(x0) , v € Dy,
B(x!,r’

and B(2r',2") C Dy4 \ D15 is a ball (if the set Dy,4 \ Dy /5 is empty then
f2 =0, and we simply use (2.11) and (2.10)).
The following Boundary Harnack Principle is a direct analogue of (1.14).

Theorem 2.3 (BHP). If functions f1 and fy satisfy the above assumptions
on f, then

fi@) fa(y) < ChHi(y) fa(z), z,y € Dyys.

Proof. We fix o € DN By 5. For z,y € DN By /5 we obtain from (2.14)

fl(l')fQ(y) < C2f1($0)f2(x0)sD1/4('T)SD1/4(y) )

and
fi) fa(z) = <2 f1(20) f2(20)sD, ,,(¥)SDy 4 () -

The result, translation and scaling invariance of the class of a-harmonic
functions, and the usual Harnack inequality, allow to estimate the growth of
a-harmonic functions vanishing at a part of the domain’s boundary up to
this part of the boundary. The constant C' in our present proof depends on
D (and the choice of xg), however a more delicate and technical proof shows
that C' may be so chosen to depend only on d and . We refer the reader to
[38] for this important strengthening of BHP. An important consequence of
the domain-independent, or uniform BHP of [38] is given in the following
statement

Dgﬂo fi1(z)/ fa(x) exists. (2.15)

BHP and (2.15) were given in [27] (see also [31]) for Lipschitz domains,
generalized in [150] to the so-called x-fat domains, and proved for arbitrary
open sets in [38]. The proof of (2.15) seems too technical to be discussed here,
but we will hopefully give some insight into its main idea, when discussing
the uniqueness of the Martin kernel with the pole at infinity for cones.
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Let p(z) = dist(z, D¢). Compared to BHP, the following local estimate
for individual (nonnegative) Poisson integral on Lipschitz domains, if not
sharp, is more explicit.

Lemma 2.4. Let T : R? — R satisfy (1.12), and T'(0) = 0. Let D = DrN B,
and A =(0,0,...,0,1/2) € D. There are C = C(d,a, \) and ¢ = €(d, o, \) €
(0, ) such that

CTH(A)p(2) ¢ < f(x) < Cf(A)p(x), x € Dyys. (2.16)

The right hand side of (2.16) is a strengthening of the Carleson estimate,
and it asserts a power-type decay of u at the boundary of D. This decay rate
is related to the existence of outer cones for the boundary points of D, and
steady escape of mass of the process when it approaches 9D (see our discus-
sion above of the fact that w} (0D) = 0). For a class of domains including
domains with the boundary defined by a C? function we have € = /2, which
may be verified by a direct calculation involving the Green function of the
ball, and of the complement of the ball, see [56], [109]. Then (2.16) becomes
sharp, meaning that all sides of the inequality are in fact comparable. The
exponent «/2 is also related to the fact that

f@)=a%", zeR, (2.17)

is a-harmonic on the half-line {z > 0}, see [30] for explicit calculations in-
volving A%/2.

For general Lipschitz domains the exponent € on the right-hand side of
(2.16) is usually not given explicitly. We like to note that € > 0 may be arbi-
trarily small, e.g. for the complement of cone with sufficiently small opening
in dimension d > 2. For a more detailed study of the asymptotic behavior of
a-harmonic functions in cones, and some open problems we refer the reader
to [5] and [123].

We will briefly discuss the left hand side inequality in (2.16). We like to
emphasize the fact that the power-type decay cannot be arbitrarily fast, a
significant difference when compared with the classical harmonic functions
in narrow cones. Indeed, ¢ > 0 may be arbitrarily small (for very narrow
cones), but we always have a« —e < a! This is a noteworthy contrast with the
classical potential theory (a = 2). For an explanation of this phenomenon we
will consider exponentially shrinking disjoint balls B¥ = B(A*, crF), where
0 < r < 1 and c are such that B¥ ¢ D,» (k =0,1,...), see Figure 2.2. By
the mean value property, we have

k—1
fahy =3 / )it (dy) (2.18)
=0 )

Bl

k—1
> CZ f(Al)T(k_l)a ,
1=0 /B!
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Fig. 2.2 Exponentially
shrinking balls

where we used the formula for the Poisson kernel of the ball. Thus, Gy :=
f(ARYp—ka > O Zf;ol B;. By induction we see that 8, > C(1+ C)* 3y, which
yields the exponent oo — e < « on the left hand side of (2.16).

We note that the first term of the sum in (2.18) approximately equals
rFe f(Ap), which is much smaller than the whole sum. Thus a direct jump (say,
to Bp) has a negligible impact on the values of the a-harmonic function on
B*. Instead, the many combined shorter jumps between the balls {B'} yield
the main contribution. The geometry of Lipschitz domains plays a role here.
Domains which are “thinner” at some boundary points may show a different
decay rate of a-harmonic functions (i.e. that given by a few direct jumps
may prevail, see [125]). This observation leads to a notion of inaccessibility
developed in [38].

We want to point out after [38], that BHP can be studied as a property
of the Poisson kernel and the Green function, without even referring to the
notion of a-harmonicity. In fact, the main application of BHP is the following
one, to fi(x) = Gp(x,x1) and fo(z) = Gp(x,x2), for x (in a Lipschitz subset
of) D\ {x1,z2}. We fix an arbitrary reference point zy € D and we define
the Martin kernel of D,

. GD(J:’ U)
M = 1 -
p(z,y) Dalﬂy G (z0,0)

, z€RY yecaD. (2.19)
Theorem 2.5. The limit in (2.19) exists. x — Mp(x,y) is up to constant
multiples the only nonnegative a-harmonic function on D and equal to zero
on D¢ which continuously vanishes at D\ {y}.
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The existence part of the result follows easily from (2.15). The a-
harmonicity of Mp, however, depends delicately on the Lipschitz geometry
of the domain via the lower bound in (2.16), see [28]. We refer the reader
to [28] for an elementary study of the properties of Mp(-,y) for Lipschitz
domains. We also refer to [38] for the case of arbitrary open set and for the
explanation of the role played by the accessibility of the point y from within
the set.

It should be noted that Mp(-,y) is not of the form (2.1). Nonnegative
a-harmonic functions vanishing on D€ are called singular a-harmonic. They
resemble classical Poisson integrals of singular measures on the sphere (and
also nonnegative martingales converging to zero almost surely).

We will cite after [28] the representation theorem for nonnegative a-
harmonic functions on bounded Lipschitz domains D (for arbitrary nonempty
open subsets of R? see [38]).

Theorem 2.6. For every function u > 0 which is a-harmonic in D there
exists a unique finite measure > 0 on D, such that

u(w) = / Po(e.yyulp)dy + | Mpleyuldy), zeD.  (2.20)
c oD

In view of the recent developments in [38] we like to make the following
comments. First, [,,. Pp(z,y)u(y)dy above may be generalized to Poisson
integrals of nonnegative measures:

. Pp(z,y)A\(dy) < oo, (2.21)

and it is legitimate to regard D¢ as the “Martin boundary” of (bounded
Lipschitz) D for A*/2, with kernels Mp(-,y), y € dD, and Pp(-,y) + 8,(-),
y € D\ dD. Second, for general domains in arbitrary dimension, inaccessi-
ble points of the Euclidean boundary will contribute a Poisson kernel, rather
than a Martin kernel. Third, for unbounded domains a Martin kernel may
be attributed to the point at infinity (if accessible). For details we refer the
reader to [38], which appears to finalize the problem of representing nonneg-
ative a-harmonic functions, and offers notions and methods appropriate for
handling more general Markov processes with jumps. To further encourage
the interested reader, we want to point out that for bounded domains their
“Martin boundary” decreases when the domain increases [38]. Comparing to
A, we see that the potential theory of A®/? is more compatible with the
Euclidean topology of R<.

We return to considering a Lipschitz domain D ¢ R? in dimension d > 2.
For y € 9D, Mp(z,y) is (up to constant multiples) the unique a-harmonic
function continuously vanishing on D¢\ {y} (and having a singularity at y,
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which “feeds” the function through (1.63)). As remarked above, a similar
function can be constructed for the point at infinity, if D is unbounded:

. GD(xa U)
M(z) =M = D30 o0 G (20,0)
(fE) D(x’ OO) Dav,lﬁg‘l—)oo GD (ZEOa U)

, TR (2.22)
In the case when D is an open cone C C RY, the existence, uniqueness and
homogeneity properties of M were studied [5] and [123]. Below we will give a
flavor of the technique used in the study. We first note that the mean value
property holds for such M for every bounded open subset U of C, as the
pole is so far away. Let 1 # 0 be a point in R? (say 1 = (0,...,0,1)). For
x € R\ {0}, we denote by §(x) the angle between x and 1. The right circular
cone of angle © € (0, ) is the Lipschitz domain

C=Co=1{zeR?: 0(z) < O}.
Clearly, for every » > 0 we have rC = C. In particular, by scaling, if u is
a-harmonic on C, then so is « — wu(rz). We will prove the uniqueness of M.

To this end, we assume that there is another function m > 0 on R4 which
vanishes on C¢, satisfies m(1) = 1 and

m(m) = Ewm(YTB) ’ T e Rd ’
for every open bounded B C C. By BHP,

C'm(x) < M(z) < Cm(x),
for x € BNC. By scaling, this extends to all x € C with the same constant.
We let a = inf,cc m(x)/M(x). For clarity, we note that C~! < a < 1. Let
R(x) = m(z) —aM (), so that R > 0 on R%. Assume (falsely) that R(z) >0
for some, and therefore for every = € C. Then, by BHP and scaling,

R(z) > eM(z), z€RY,

for some £ > 0. We have

a = inf m(z) = inf M
zec M(x) zeC M(x)

Z>a+¢,

which is a contradiction. Thus R = 0, m = aM, and the normalizing condi-
tion m(1) = M (1) = 1 yields a = 1. The uniqueness of M is verified.

We like to note that the existence of the limits of the ratios of nonnegative
a-harmonic functions, (2.15), is proved by a similar argument, see [27, 38].
This oscillation-reducing mechanism of BHP is well known for local op-
erators, e.g. Laplacian ([11]), but the non-local character of the fractional
Laplacian seriously complicates such arguments, except in some special cases,
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like that of the cone. Some elements of the proof (of vanishing of oscillations of
ratios of non-negative a-harmonic functions) are given in [27]. The complete
details in the generality of arbitrary domains are given in [38].

To appreciate the importance of uniqueness, we return to the discussion of
the Martin kernel with the pole at infinity for the cone. By scaling, for every
k > 0 the function M (kx)/M (k1) satisfies the hypotheses defining M. Thus
it is equal to M, or

M(kx) = M(x)M (k1) z€R?.

In particular, M (kl1) = M(11)M (k1) for positive k,l. By continuity of a-
harmonic functions on the domain of harmonicity, there exists 0 such that
M (k1) = kP M(1) = k” and

M(kz) = E°M(z), zeR?,

M(z) = |2|°M(z/|z]), = #0, (2.23)

compare (2.16). By (2.14), M is locally bounded and tends to zero at the
origin, thus
0<pf<a. (2.24)

It is known that (3 is close to « for very narrow cones, and it will be close to
0 for obtuse cones (for © close to 7), at least in dimension d > 2. We refer
the reader to [5], [123], [35] for more information and a few explicit values of
B for specific cones (see (2.17) for the half-line).

2.3 Approximate Factorization of Green Function

In this section we will consider a bounded Lipschitz domain D € R?, d > 2,
with Lipschitz constant A. To simplify formulas, we recall the notation ~: we
write f(y) = g(y)fory € A if there exist constants C, C3 not depending on
y such that C1 f(y) < g(y) < C2 f(y), y € A.

Let 6(x) = dist(z, D). We fix xg,21 € D, 29 # z1, and we let k =
1/(2v/1 + X2). For x,y € D we denote r = r(x,y) = 6(z) Vi(y)V | x —y |. For
small r > 0 we write B(x,y) for the set of points A such that B(A, xr) C DN
B(z,3r)N B(y, 3r), see Figure 2.3, and we put B(x,y) = {z1} for large r [29].
The set B(z,y) is nonempty (see [98] or [29] for details). Informally speaking,
A € B(z,y) dominates x and y similarly as A of Lemma 2.4 dominates the
points of D /o, see Figure 2.3. Let G = Gp, the Green function of D for the
fractional Laplacian. We define

¢(z) = G(xg,z) A c.
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Fig. 2.3 A € B(z,y)

The following is a sharp, if not completely explicit, approximate factorization
of G(x,y).

—1 (]5(.%')(]5(:1/) _ o la—d T (b(.’[?)(b(y) T — a—d
C W\m y|* 7 < G(x,y) < 07(;52(14) |z —y|* . (2.25)

Here A is an arbitrary point of B(z,y). A proof of (2.25) is given in [98] (see
also [29] for the case of a = 2). We will sketch the proof.

If 2 and y are close to each other but far from the boundary, then (2.25)
is equivalent to G(x,y) ~ |x — y|*~%, because the term subtracted in (1.45)
is small.

Another case to consider is the situation of |y — x| being large and §(z),
d(y) being small. By symmetry, G(z,y) is a-harmonic both in z, and in y
(on D\ {y} and D\ {z}, correspondingly). By BHP (and the usual Harnack
inequality) G(x,vy)/G(xo,y) = G(x,21)/G(x0, z1). Since 0 < G(zg,x1) < 00
is a constant, we obtain (2.25) in the considered case. If |y — z|, d(x), and
d(y) are all small then we use BHP in a similar way, but twice. If §(z) is
small, and d(y) is large, then G(z,y) = G(y,x) =~ G(zo,x) by the Harnack
inequality.

We remark that ¢(-) may be replaced by sp(-) in (2.25), compare
Lemma 2.2, [38]. For bounded C? domains we may use ¢(-) = 6%/2(-),
obtaining an estimate which is both sharp and explicit, [109, 56].

We will give a short proof of the following celebrated inequality known as
3G Theorem:

Theorem 2.7 (3G).

|z —y|* "y — 2[*
G(z, 2) |z — z|—d

, ,y,z€D. (2.26)

Proof. let x,y,z € D and R € B(x,y), S € B(y,z), T € B(z, z). By (2.25),
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where W = [¢(y)d(T)]/[¢(R)$(S)]. We will verify the boundedness of W. Let
r1=0(x)Vo(y)Vi|e—yl,ra =0(y)Vi(z)V|y—z|, and r5 = 6(z) VI(z) V]z—z|
because ¢ is bounded. If R = 1 and S = x; then W < C. If R # x4, that is if
r1 is small, then we choose @ € 9D such that d(y) = |y — Q|. By the Carleson
estimate ¢(y) < C¢(R). Consequently, if S = x1, then W < C. The same
holds true if S # z; and R = x;. By symmetry, to complete the proof, we
may assume that 1 < ro are small. We have rg < rq + 19 < 219, so 73 is also
small. In fact [T —Q| < [T —z|+|y—z|+|y—Q| < 3rg+ra+7r2 < 8ra, therefore
by the Carleson estimate and the Harnack inequality ¢(7T') < C¢(S). Recall
that ¢(y) < Cp(R), thus W is bounded in this case, too. This finishes the
proof. a

Since |z — y|* "y — 2|*74/]z — 2|*7 < 207 (Jo —y|* T + |y — 2|*79),
we obtain the following version of 3G:

SC(Kylz—y)+Koaly—2), =zyeD. (2.27)

The definition of the Martin kernel yields

G
W<C(Ka(m—y>+f<a<y—£)), z,y€D,E€aD.

(2.28)

As we have mentioned, the importance of 3G in potential theory was ob-
served in [64]. Below we will use a probabilistic framework of conditional
processes to employ 3G to construct and estimate the Green function of
Schrédinger perturbations of A®/2. Before we take our chances in this en-
deavor, however, we like to notice that a purely analytic approach to this
problem also exists. The approach is based on the so called perturbation se-
ries, or Duhamel’s formula, whose application is greatly simplified if 3G is
satisfied. We refer the reader to a self-contained exposition of this technique
in [85] (see also [84]). Analogous consideration based on so-called 3P The-
orem of [36] yields comparability of the perturbed transition density with
the original one. We refer the interested reader to [36] and [37] for these
developments.

2.4 Schrodinger Operator and Conditional
Gauge Theorem

We will focus on the potential theory of Schrédinger operators, u — A®/2y 4+
qu, on subdomains of R?, following the development of [32, 33, 62]. The class
of admissible “potentials” ¢ is tailor-made for the transition probability of
{Y;} (and A®/2).
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Put in a general perspective we consider here “small” additive perturba-
tions of the generator of a semigroup and we expect the potential-theoretic
object to be similar before and after these perturbations. In particular, the
conditional gauge function defined below is the ratio between the Green func-
tions after and before the perturbation, and the Conditional Gauge Theorem
(CGT) asserts that the function is bounded under certain assumptions. Orig-
inally, many authors considered the Laplace operator and bounded ¢, or ¢ in
a Kato class and smooth domains D, see the references in [64]. The paper
[64] made an essential progress by including Lipschitz domains in the case of
the Laplace operator. This direction of research is summarized in [62].

The paper [54] initiated in 1997 the study of CGT for rotation invariant
stable Lévy and more general processes for Schrédinger and more general
perturbations. The focus of [54] was on C''! domains. CGT for the stable
proceses in Lipschitz domains was proved in 1999 in [32]. We also like to note
that there is a recent non-probabilistic approach to CGT, see [85] and [37].

A (Borel) function ¢ on R? is said to belong to the Kato class J,, if

t
lim sup / E®|q(Ys)|ds =0. (2.29)
t10 zera Jo

Thus, (2.29) is a statement of negligibility of ¢ in (small) time, with respect
to the given transition probability. To make (2.32) more explicit we recall the
following well-known estimate (see (1.29)):

t t
-1 —d/a —d/a
C <|xd+a/\t )gpt(m)§0<|x|d+a/\t ) (2.30)
The estimate is proved by subordination (see, e.g., [39]). Noteworthy,

t
P <t Ve ff < |a]®. (2.31)
x [e%

We easily see that

! t? 1

By the definition of E*, and Fubini-Tonelli, g € 7, if and only if

12 1
lim su A du— 0.
t10 weﬂg‘i /Rd |:|y - $|d+a |y — x|a—d |q(y)| Y
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It follows that (2.29) is equivalent to the following condition of negligibility
of ¢ in (small) space with respect to the potential operator:

i sup [ Kale ) o) dy =0, (2.32)
Y10 peRra Jjo—y|<vy

We also note that L>(R%) ¢ J, C L} .(R9).

loc

For q € J, we define the additive functional

t
A0 = [ avds,
0
and the corresponding multiplicative functional

eq(t) = exp(A4,(2)) -

We have
eq(t+s) =eq(t) (eq(s) 0 b)), t,s=0.
Here 0, is the usual shift operator acting on the process Y by the formula:
Yo et = Y2+s~
For an open bounded set D we define the killed Feynman-Kac semigroup
T; by the formula

Ty f(z) = E*[t < Tp;eq(t) f(Y2)] . (2.33)

Ty is a strongly continuous semigroup on L, (D), 1 < p < oo, and on C(D)—
for regular D. For each t > 0, the operator T} is determined by a symmetric
transition density function u(z,y) which is in Co(D x D) for regular D. We
should note that {T}, t > 0} is generated by A®/? 4 ¢, see [32]. The next
lemma is fundamental in the theory of Feynman-Kac semigroups— this is seen
in the development of [62], which we will follow quite closely below.

Lemma 2.8. [Khasminski lemma] Let T be an optional time of Y such that
T<t+700;, on{t<t},t>0. (2.34)
Suppose that ¢ > 0 and E*A(T) < oo for all x € R%. Then for each integer
n > 0 we have,
sup E*[A(7)"] < nlsup(E*A(T))". (2.35)
x x
If sup, E*A(T) = a < 1 then

sup B¢ < (1 —a)™ ',
xT
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The condition (2.34) is satisfied if 7 is constant or if 7 = 7p for some
D CR%

Proof. Since ¢ > 0, the functional A(-) is nonnegative and nondecreasing. By
Fubini-Tonelli and (2.29), A(T) < co a.s. We have

A(r)ntt
n+1

_ /OT[A(T) — AW dA().

For t < 7, by (2.34),

t+71060;
A(F) — A(t) < A(t+700,) — A(t) = / o(Ys) ds
= [/OTq(YS)ds]OHt = A(1) 0 0;.

By Fubini’s theorem,

oo

ETAM™T 2 1A o0 a0 = [ Ble < 7il46) o ra(v) .

n+1

By the Markov property the last integral is equal to

/0 T B < 7 BV A(D)] o(Y))] dt < sup E*[A(7)" /O T B < (Y] dt
= Sl;p E*[A(T)"] E* A(T) .

It follows that

sup B7* [A(T)"] < (n+1) sup E*[A(7)"] sup E*[A(7)],

hence (2.35) is proved by induction on n. The last assertion of the lemma is
an immediate consequence of (2.35). O

We like to note that A(t) increases where ¢ > 0, and e,(t) may be inter-
preted as the mass of a particle moving along the trajectories of the process
in the potential well given by ¢. If ¢ < 0 then the mass is always bounded by
1 (subprobabilistic), which corresponds to Courrége’s theorem, see (1.25).

The gauge function of D and ¢ is defined as follows:

u(z) = E%eq(1pD) .
We can interpret u(x) as the expected mass of the particle when it leaves

the domain. We note that since 7p is an unbounded random variable, the
mass may be infinite if ¢ is (say, positive and) large enough. When the gauge
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function satisfies u(x) < oo for (some, hence for all) x € D, we call the pair
(D, q) gaugeable.

We consider w(z,y) = E*[li<rpeq(t)|Y; = yl, the integral kernel of T;.
We define the Green function of the Schrodinger operator on D,

Viz,y) = /000 ug(z,y) dt.

The potential operator of the the Feynman-Kac semigroup T3 killed off D is,
by definition

Vi) = / S L)t = / T Bt < pieq(t) F(YVi)] dt

[ " e ®) F(Yi) dt = [ View) st dy.

Both functions V' and u; are symmetric in (z,y) € D x D and u; is continuous
whenever D is regular.

The theorem below provides the fundamental property of the gauge and
clarifies conditions on gaugeability. For the proof, we refer to [62] (see § 5.6
and Theorem 4.19), or [33, Theorem 4.2], where it can be seen that the result
is analogous to the Harnack inequality.

Theorem 2.9 (Gauge Theorem). Let D be a domain with m(D) < oo
and let ¢ € J*. If u(zg) < 0o for some xg € D, then u is bounded in R.
Moreover, the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) (D, q) is gaugeable;

(ii) The semigroup Ty satisfies [ ||Tt]|oc dt < 00;

(i4i) V1 € L= (R%);

(iv) Vigl € L= (R).

Thus, for the sake of brevity, we can write V1 € L>(R?) to indicate that
(D, q) is gaugeable. In what follows we always assume that (D, q) is gaugeable
indeed. We like to remark that gaugeability is difficult to express explicitly.
However a useful connection exists of gaugeability to the existence of positive
functions harmonic on D for A®/2 4 ¢, which can be used to give natural and
simple examples of the gauge function for some (not-so-natural) potentials ¢,
see Figure 2.4 and [33].

The following estimate for the kernel w;(x,y) of the Feynman-Kac
strengthens Lemma 4.7 in [32] and enables us to simplify the proof of
CGT, compared to [32].

Theorem 2.10. Let D C R? be open with finite Lebesque measure and q €
Juo. If (D, q) is gaugeable and 0 < 6 < 1 then for x,y € R?

wy(z,y) < CLt~ V[tV —y)" A1 for 0<t<ty, (2.36)
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25t a=0.7 i

0.5} i

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
-2 -1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2

Fig. 2.4 A gauge function for ¢ > 0, see [33]

where tg = to(9,q, ), C1 = C1(d, a) and
us(x,y) < Cy exp (—=0t), for t>ty, (2.37)
where Co = Co(D,d, ), 8 = B(0,q,«). Furthermore, if D is additionally
bounded then
V(,y) < Calz—y|* " (2:38)

Proof. Let p > 1 be fixed. Choose ty > 0 such that for 0 <t < ¢

sup E¥[egpq(t)] < 2.
xeD

For 0 < t < tg and f € L?(D) define S, f(x) = E*[t < Tp; epe(t) f(Y2)]. By
Schwarz inequality, for 0 < t < ¢ty we have

|Sef (@) < B¥[t < Tp; eapg(t)] B7[t < 75 f(Y2)?] < 2 E*[f(Y2)?]
=2 [ WP pieg) dy < 2607 17 supp o).
Thus, we have obtained

19t |2.00 < Ct=4/2.
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Now, observe that for positive f € L' and positive ¢ € L? we have

/abstfdx - /fstqbdz < ||st¢||oo/fdm < 118ellz.00 1612 1111 -

This shows that S;f € L? and ||S|[1.2 < ||St||2.00- If f € L' we have S, f =
St/QSt/Zf € L™ so

1Stl11.00 < 1ISe/2ll1,2 11Se/2ll2,00 < [[Si/2]l3,00 < CEY.
Let B be a Borel subset of D. Then

Tilp(x) < E°[t < Tp; epg(t) 1B(Yt)]1_‘5 E*[t < Tp; 1B(Yt)]6

= (Si1p(2)'" (P 1p(2))’
1S 22 m(B) =2 [Cr = (71 p)~ > A1)y m(B))°
Ct= e m(By [Cyt= Y (7 p)= T A1)
Cst=*m(B)[(t™*p)~ > A1),

NN N

where p = sup, g |z — y| and we applied the fact that

PP (z,y) < pulw,y) =tV pr (7 (z — y))
<O YoV —y)T e A], >0, 2,y € RE.

Thus, we have obtained

b
m(B)

/ wi(,y) dy < Cy t= m(B) [/ p)=4= A 1J°.
B
Consider B = B(yp,0) and z,yo € D. Letting ¢ | 0, we obtain
wy(z,y) < Cat= V[tV |z —y)~ T A1]%,
which gives (2.36). Since (D, q) is gaugeable, by Theorem 2.5 we obtain
ITill < Ce™,

for t > tg and for some ¢ > 0. On the other hand

1

L o) 103y = i

As before, this gives ui(x,y) < ||T¢|]1,00 - Since

ITel00 < N Tuollo0 1 Te—to 1t < 1T 1,00 C ™75,
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we obtain (2.37). To prove (2.38) we apply (2.36) to estimate

to to
cy{/ m@wyug/mfﬂmuAUAMMfyw%ﬂPﬁ
0 0

to ¢ —d—«
— / =Y <a> 19 dt
0 |z -y

lo—yloAL
= |z — y| 700+ / " -/ g
0

to
+ / =gy
|[z—y|>Ato

In the first integral on the right hand-side we take a § > 0 such that d/a <
}—fg, and we then see that the first integral is convergent. We obtain the

upper bound
Cala — y| 7o) g — y|A=d/atord/aN™ | gy — ylod = Oz — y|*~?.

To finish the proof we observe that (2.37) yields

| wleyde< gie

to

which, together with the observation that |z — y| < diam(D), concludes the
proof of (2.38). O

We note that since u:(x,y) is continuous, the above estimate yields the
continuity of V(x,y) for x,y € RY z # y, under the assumption that D is
regular (and bounded).

We should also mention that there exists a new method of estimating w
based on the notion of conditional smallness of ¢ which yields comparability
of u; and p, in finite time, see [36].

The following lemma is a well-known but fundamental relationship be-
tween Gp and V, see [62], Ch. 6. For an analyst, the lemma is an instance of
the (implicit) perturbation formula for V', compare [85].

Lemma 2.11. Suppose that ¢ € J, and V1 € L>=(D). If V |q|Gp |f] < o0
on D then

Vi=Gpf+VqGpf.

Proof. By Fubini’s theorem we obtain

VqGp f(a) = B / " egt)a(¥) B¥ ] / " v ds) dt

5 [T ewa [ iwyasa
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TD TD
—p [ [ e dras
0 s
TD
=B [ ¥ els) - )ds =V fa) - G (),
0
The application of Fubini’s theorem is justified by the condition V' |¢| Gp | f]

< 0. O

An important consequence of the above lemma and Theorem 2.10 is the
following

Lemma 2.12. Suppose that ¢ € J, and V1 € L*°(D). Assume that D is
bounded and reqular. Then for every x,y € D, x # y we have

V(e.y) = Gole,y) + /D V(e w)q(w) Gplw,y)dw.  (2.39)

Proof. Applying the preceding lemma we obtain that for every x € D the
equation (2.39) holds y-almost everywhere. Assume that |z —y| > § > 0.
Then either | —w| > §/2 or |w — y| > 6/2. Suppose that the first condition
holds. Then, by Theorem 2.10 we obtain

V(z,w) < CKy(z,w) < CK,(0/2) so

Vi, w) lq(w)] Gp(w,y) < CKa(6/2) [q(w)] Ko(w —y).

In the second case we obtain

V(z, w)lq(w)| Gp(w,y) < C Koz —w)|qg(w)| Ka(6/2).
Consequently, when |z — y| > § we have

V(z, w) |g(w)| Gp(w,y) < CKa(6/2) [g(w)] [Ka(w —y) + Koz —w)].

Since D is bounded, it follows that the set of functions

{w = V(z,w)q(w) Gp(w,y); (x,y) € D x D, |z —y| > 0}
is uniformly integrable on D. On the other hand, for each w € D, the function

(2, y) = V(z,w) g(w) Gp(w,y)

is continuous except possibly at © = w or y = w. Therefore, the integral on
the right-hand side of (2.39) is continuous in (z,y) € D x D, |z — y| > 4.

Since ¢ is arbitrary, both members of (2.39) are continuous in (z,y) € D x D,
x # y. The proof is complete. a
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Let h be an a-harmonic and positive on a bounded domain D. By pP (z,y)
we denote the transition density function of (Y;) killed on exiting D. For
x,y € D and t > 0 we define time-homogeneous transition density (of Doob’s
h-process)

pu(t;z,y) = h(z) ' pp (z,y) h(y).-

This defines a strong Markov process on Dg = DU{9}. Here 9 is the absorb-
ing state (cemetery) attached to the state space to accommodate for the loss
of mass (the conditional process is generally subprobabilistic if considered
on the original state space, [23]). The h-process is denoted also by Y;, while
the corresponding expectations and probabilities are denoted by Ej, P;y. We
should note that even though we use the same generic notation for the condi-
tional process, there is no pathwise correspondence between the original and
the conditional processes, and theorems involving the conditional process are
usually more difficult.
The definition of the h-process yields,

EEt < 7p; f(Y3)] = h(x) P E*[t < mp; f(Y2) h(Y3)]. (2.40)
Let D be a bounded Lipschitz domain; for fixed £ € 9D we put

Here Mp(-, ) is Martin’s kernel of D, which is a-harmonic in D [27, 38].
We also need another version of conditioning: for fixed y € D we let

The function h above is a-harmonic in D \ {z}, and superharmonic in D, see
[56]. In the sequel, we will use the notation B¢, Py (E? | PZ, respectively) to
indicate conditioning by Martin kernel (Green function, respectively).

We redefine a-stable ¢-Lévy motion Y; by putting Yy = £ for s > 7p to get
the process on DU{¢}. Analogously, a-stable z-Lévy motion Y; is defined on
D and Y, = z for s > Tp\ (2}

For a stopping time 7' < 7p\ 1,,} we obtain a specialization of the formula
(2.40):

EZ:[T < TD\{y}> f(YT)] = GD(ZL', Z)_l Ew[T < Tp; f(YT) GD(YT, Z))] . (241)

A similar formula holds true for the {-process.

As an instructive exercise we compute the Green function of a-stable
z-Lévy motion.

Proposition 2.13 (Green function for conditional process). Let D
be a bounded Lipschitz domain in R, a < d, Y; - a-stable z-Lévy motion.
The Green function of D, as the function of y, computed for the process Y
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(starting at x € D and exiting at z € D) has the following form:

Gp(z,y) Gp(y,2)
Gp(z,y) '

Proof. Indeed, we obtain

TD\ {2} 00
g [ 00 d = [ Brle <oy fY0) e
0 0
:/ Gp(a,2) VB[t < oy oy f(Y1)Gp (Y, 2)] dt
0

— Gpe,2) B / " ) G (Y, ) dt
0

=Gp(z,2) 'Gp(f(-)Gp(-2))(z)

_ GD(J?,y) GD(yaZ)
a /D Gp(z,y) fw)dy.

By the above calculations, we obtain

T z TN GD z,y GD Y,z

<C’/[Ka(x—y)+Ka(y—z)]dy<2C K, (y)dy < 0.
D DNB(0,R)

The calculations provide the proof of the second formula in Theorem 2.14
below (the proof of the first formula is similar and will be omitted).

Theorem 2.14.
Egtp < o0, Pg(tl%giﬁ =& =1,

E,:TD\{Z} < 00, P;’(tT'}iDI?{Z) Yz = Z) =1.

Theorem 2.14 shows that the behavior of the conditional process is dramat-
ically different from that of the original process. In particular, the conditional
process exits through the pole of the function h and does so in a continuous
manner.

Lemma 2.15. Let D,U be bounded regular (e.g. Lipschitz) domains such
that U € D and z € U. Put Dp = D\ U and let ( = Tp\{.y. Let u € D,
u# z and x € Dy. Then we have

G z
Py =¢h = GZEZ 23 : (2.42)

PHrp, = =0. (2.43)
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Let us remark that the second formula states that the conditional process
cannot reach the point z jumping from outside a certain neighborhood of this
point. The first formula gives the precise value of the probability of reaching
the point z when starting from a point within a neighborhood of this point.
The formulas are essential in proving CGT for the operator A*/2, 0 < o < 2.

Proof. To prove the first formula we observe that
GD(U, U) = Ka(u - U) - Eu[Ka(YTD - U)] .
Consequently, we obtain

E'[ry <1p;Gp(Yry, 2)] = E¥[rv < 7p; Ka(Yr, — 2)]
—E"[ry < 1p; EYv [Ko(Yr, — 2))]
= E"[7y < 1p; Ko (Y7, — 2)]
—E"[ty < 1p; BY[Ko(Yrp — 2) 00, | Fry]]
= FE"[1y < 1p; Ko(Yoy, — 2) — Ko (Yo, — 2)]
= E"[Ka(Yr, — 2) = Ka(Yr, — 2)]
=Gplu,z) — Gu(u, z).

Taking into account
PX{ringzy # ¢ = Gp(u,2) " E¥ry < 703 Gp(Yey, 2)]

we obtain the first formula. To prove the second formula we observe that
Gp (-, #) is a-harmonic and bounded on Dy = D\ U so

E*Gp(Yrp,,2) =Gp(z,2)
and

P {rp, < (} = Gp(x,2) ' E*[rp, < 7p; Gp(Yrp,, 2)]
= GD(x,z)_lEIGD(YTDO,z) =Gp(z,2) 'Gp(z,2) =1.

As a corollary we obtain (compare Lemma 4.4 in [64]):

Corollary 2.16. Assume that y € D with d(y, D¢) > 36. Put U = B(y, 30).
Then we have

inf Pu{TUZTD} > 0, inf P;{TU\{y} ZC} > 0. (2.44)
u€B(y,0) u€B(y,0)\{y}

Proof. We first prove the second part of (2.44). In view of Lemma 2.15 we
have that



2 Boundary Potential Theory for Schrodinger Operators 49

Gu(uw,y) _ Gu(u,y) 1 d—apu
Py = = 2 =1- — R Dhs « YT 3 .
Y {TU\{y} ¢h Go(u,y) Ko (u,y) Ad,a|u Yl (Yo, y)

Observe that we have |u — y| < § for uw € B(y,d) and also |Y;, —y| > 39
which yields E*Ky (Y, ,y) < Ada(36)*~?% This completes the proof of the
second part of (2.44). We now prove the first part. We denote R = diam(D).
Then, by the explicit formula for Poisson kernel for balls (1.57), we obtain

Pu{TU = TD} = Pu{YTU c DC}

= P Y, 00 € D —y} = PUU{Y; € B(0,R)}

_Cd/ ((35)2—|u—y2>“/2 dz
“Desr \RF-GE ) Ju—y =2l

-1y e (86)/ 2w,
Cd ]6 /2 / P P > ey ,
e A PN U (oI

B(0,35)

WV

because we have p > R > 60 under the integral sign. By wg we denote the
surface measure of the unit sphere in R?. O

The following lemma is a “conditional” version of Khasminski’s lemma
(see Lemma 2.8). The proof relies on 3G Theorem (2.26) as in [64].

Lemma 2.17. For every e > 0 there exists n = n(e, D, q) such that for every
open set U C D with m(U) < n we have

TU\{y}
sup E;j/ lg(Yy)| dt < e
ueD,uty 0

and if 0 < e <1 then exp(—¢) < Eleq(() < (1—¢)7 "

Proof. Let z,y be in D, x # y. Applying the definition of transition proba-
bility p? of the process conditioned by the function h(-) = G(-,y) and using
Fubini’s Theorem we obtain

E[/O gV di] < E[/O 1 (V) (¥2)] di]

— [ [ pBpto o] dude
0 U

= Glay) ! / h /U PP (t: 2. u) |q(u)| G (u ) du dt

Gz, y)~! /U Gz, u) |q(w)| Glu, y) du.

By 3G Theorem, the last integral is estimated by

c /U (Ko, ) + Ka(u,y)] Ja(u)] du,
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with C' depending only on D and g. However, by the properties of Kato class,
we obtain

sup [ K, )| du — 0.

xeD JU
as m(U) — 0. The last part of the lemma now follows from Khasminski’s
Lemma. O

By the above lemma, Lemma 2.8 and Corollary 2.44, we easily obtain the
following result (compare Lemma 4.3 in [64]).

Lemma 2.18. Under the notation of Corollary 4.4 there exist constants Cy
and Cy such that for every u,v € B(y,0), v # vy, with 6 > 0 small enough we
have

Cy < EU[TU =Tp; eq(TD)] <0y, C1< E;[TU\{y} =(; eq(C)] < Csy.

(2.45)

Proof. We prove the second part of (2.18). The other case is similar and is left
to the reader. Applying Lemma 2.17 with & = 1/2, we obtain £}/ [e|q (T0)] < 2.
Denote the infimum in Corollary 2.16 by C. Then, in view of Jensen’s inequal-
ity, we obtain

Evleg(r)lr = ] > exp(EY] / Y gy difry = ¢}

WV

exo(- By | o) il = )y

WV

exp{=g Byl =G [ la(vi)| )

WV

1, [ 1
exp{—g Bl [ la)ld} > espl=55}.

Before stating the next lemma, we introduce some notation. For y € RY,
ly| > 1 let

Agad Ad.od
) = [ . du Bly)= [ Sl (240)
B(0,1 B(0,1

) |’U, _ y|d+a|u|d—a ’ ) ‘u _ y|d+a '

Lemma 2.19. For all y € R? such that |y| > 1 we have

Li(y) = LI(y) -

Proof. Clearly, we have I1(y) > I>(y). To show a reverse inequality, de-

note A(y) = B(y/lyl,1/2) N B(0,1), B(y) = B(0,1) \ A(y) and M(y)

= SUDyep(y) |V — u| 7 m(y) = infuepy) ly — u[797* . Tt is not difficult
Con

to see that M(y) < Cm(y). sequently,
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du du wq
<u) [ <)
/B(y) lu — yldtefuld-a luj<1 |ul?=2 o

Wy du
a|B)| Jpy) lu—ylite’

<C
However, for u € A(y) we have |u| > 1/2, so

/ du < Qd_a/ du -
A(y) [u— yldFe|uld=e A(y) [u—yldte

We define the conditional gauge as the gauge function for the conditional
process:

O

u(z,y) = Ejeq(Tp\(yy), €D, yeD.

Recall the Tkeda-Watanabe formula (1.52): for a bounded domain D with the
exterior cone property the density function of the P*-distribution of Y, is
given, for x € D, by

Gpl(z,v)
p v —ylite

Ad—a dv, yeD°.

The following explains the role of the conditional gauge function (compare
[62, Theorem 6.3]).

Lemma 2.20. If (D, q) is gaugeable then

V(.’E,y) :U(ZL',y) GD(mvy)v amyGD, ZL’#y (247)
Proof. Since x # y, by the proof of Lemma 2.12 we obtain that

Vi) lal(-) Gp(-y) < o0

on the set {(z,y) € D x D, |z —y| > ¢}, for a fixed § > 0. Applying Fubini’s
theorem,

¢ [e'S)
B [ eaaide = [ Bl < ey vl
—Gole)™ [ Bl < roiey (a0 Go(vi )] at

plx,y)~ /V:cw w) Gp(w,y) dw.

Since

x ¢ _ T deQ() x _ _
5; [ euvarar =57 [ 19D 0= e, ©) - 1) = ) -1,

by Lemma 2.12 we obtain (2.47). O
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The preceding lemma yields the following.

Lemma 2.21. Let D be an open reqular bounded subset of R%. Then the
gauge function u(x,y) is continuous and symmetric on D x D, x # y.

We thus arrive at the main conclusion of this section: Conditional Gauge
Theorem (CGT).

Theorem 2.22 (CGT). Let D be a bounded Lipschitz domain, ¢ € J<. If
(D, q) is gaugeable (i.e. E¥ey(tp) < 00) then

sup u(z,y) < o0,
z,yeD

and, moreover, u has a symmetric continuous extension to D x D.

Proof. The proof is carried out in several steps.

Step 1. For § > 0 we put Dy = {« € D; d(z, D) > 3§}. We choose and fix
throughout the proof § and a Lipschitz domain U such that D\Ds C USCD
and for all y € D

swp By [ lavolan < 172, swp B[ el < 172,
u€D,u#y 0 u€Rd 0

with 7 = 7\ [y} OF T = TB(y,35)\{y}- By Lemma 2.8 and Lemma 2.17 we
obtain
sup  Ejep(7) < 2, sup Bl (1) < 2.
weD,uty u€ER4

We show for x,y € Ds, x # y the following:

u(z,y) < C, where C = C(D,a,q,0).

Fix 2,y € Ds and denote Dy = D\ B(y,d), U = B(y,30) \ {y} and

Tl :TDov Tn - Snfl +TD0 Oesn_lv
S():O7 Sn:Tn‘i’TUO'ng, n:1,2,...

Put ¢ = 7p\ ¢y} Because of the second formula in Lemma 2.15, the (condi-
tional) process exits from D \ {y} first entering B(y,d). Hence ¢ = S,,, for
some n. Thus, we obtain

Eje,(Q) =) EylTu < (S = G ¢q(Q)]. (2.48)

n=1
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For n = 1, by strong Markov property, we obtain
G(z,y) Ey[T1 < (, S1= (5 eq(Q)]
= G(x,y) By[rp, <5 eq(Ti){mu = G eq(rv)} 0 0r,]
Y.
= G(z,y) Byltp, < G eq(T1) Ey " [r0 = G eq(v)]]
Y,
= E”[p, < 7p;i €(Th) G(Yry, y) By " [ = G eq(10)]]-

Since Tp, < Tp yields Yr, € B(y,0), using Lemma 2.44 we obtain that the
last term above is equivalent to

E*[tp, <7p; eq(Th) G(Yry,y)] < E¥[eg(Th) G(Yry,y)] -
Taking into account one term of the series (2.48), we get
Gz, y) Ey[Th < ¢ Sn = ¢ eq(Q)]
(@,y) By [T < G eq(To){Tv = G; eq(10)} 0 01, ]
(@,9) Eg[T0 < G eq(Tn) By ™ [rv = G eq(Q)]]
[T < 75 €q(Tn) GV, 9) By ™ 10 = G eq(Q)]]

I
B Q@

Since Y7, € B(y, ), whenever T;, < 7p, so by Lemma 4.5 we obtain

E*[T, < 7p; eq(T, )G(YTn,y)E o = ¢ eq(Q)]]

E°[T, < 1p; eq(Th) G(Yr,,v)]

E*[Sn-1 < Tp; eq(Sn—1){7D, < TD; €4(TD,) G(YTDO7y)} ofs,_,]
E*[S,-1 < Tp; eq(Sn,l)EYS”*l[TDO < Tp; €q(TDy) G(YTDO,y)]]
E*[S

v n—1 < TD; eq(Snfl)Eysnil[eq(TDo) G(YTDovy)] ] .

Q

n—
n—

Using Tkeda-Watanabe formula for Dy and Lemma 2.19, we have for z € Dy

Ad,—a
E*eq(Tpy) G(Yrp, )] / / u(z,v) G(w,y) ————— d. 7o Gpo(2,0) dwdv
o JDsD v —wl

//ys) z,v) Ko W, y)‘ Adw|§+a Gp,(z,v) dw dv
_/Da(z,v)Ad,a(sdfl( 5”) Gy (2, 0) dv
z/ U(z,v) Ag aaa-d(s—w( g“) Gpo(2,v) dv

SR d/D /B( ; u(z,v |vfd ‘34_0‘ Gp,(z,v) dwdv

o J By,

<60 d/ / Z ’U Ad |d+a GDO(Z,’U)d’LUd'U
Do C

=67 dEzeq(TDo) ~ 60T dEZeq(TD) ~ 5
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by gaugeability. Here (2, v) = EZeq(Tpy\{v»}) is the conditional gauge of the
set Dyg.

If 7,1 < 7p, for n > 2, then Y,
4.5 we obtain

€ B(y,0) hence by (4) and Lemma

—1

G(2,y) By [T < ¢, S0 = (5¢q(Q)] < C6* B[St < T3 eq(Sn-1)]
= C5* BT, < mp;eg(Tn_1){Tv < Tpieq(tv)} 0 0, _,]
= C6 BT, 1 < Tp;eq(Tn_1)EY =11y < pseq(1v)]]
<206 UE* T,y < Tp; eq(Tn_1)]
~ 2C06° 1 E*[Ty_1 < Tp;eq(Tho1)EY ™11y = 7p; eq(10)] ]
=205 E" [Th—1 < Tp,Sn—1=Tp;eq(TD)] .

Thus

G(z,y) Ejeq(C) = Gla,y) Y Ep[Tn < ¢, S = G 4(0)]

n=1

< C8 (14 ) E*[Tuo1 < 7Dy Spo1 = 05 €4(D))])

n=2

< 674 (1 + E%ey(1p)) .

Recall that z,y satisfy the conditions d(x,D¢) > 36, d(y,D°) > 36 and
|z — y| < diam(D) < co. We obtain (compare [62], Lemma 6.7)

G(z,y) = C'|x —y|*~% > ¢’ (diam(D))* ¢,

with ¢ = C'(D, a, q,6). This clearly ends the proof of Step 1.

Step 2. In this step we remove the condition d(xz, D) > 3§ imposed on
x € D in (5).

To do this, assume that y € Ds but d(z, D) < 36. Let U? be as in Step 1.
Denote U = U? \ {y}. Then we have

wz,y) = Ejlru = G eq(to)] + Ejlry < G eq(t) u(Yy, y)]

< Ejejq(rv) (1+ o u(w,y)) .
w §HyWFY

By Step 1 and properties of U?, we obtain the conclusion.

Step 3. In this step we apply the symmetry of the function u(z,y) in
x,y € D to finish the proof of the boundedness of u.

Observe that the symmetry of uw along with Step 2 settle the case when
x € Ds and y € D§. It remains only the case when z # y, z,y € Dj.
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To resolve this case, we proceed exactly as in Step 2 to obtain
u(z,y) = Ejltu = G eq(tv)] + Byl < G eq(tr) u(Ye,,y)] -

If 7o < ¢ then d(Y;,,D°) > 30 which reduces the proof to the case z €
Ds, y € D§. By Step 2 and symmetry of u, we obtain the conclusion. This
completes the proof of the theorem. O

Concluding remarks. We like to note that in the proof of CGT for
A ([62]) one first considers conditioning by the boundary (Martin kernel).
The boundedness of the conditional gauge for interior points of the domain
is then obtained as an easy corollary by considering the further evolution
of the Brownian motion till it hits the boundary. For A%/? (0 < a < 2),
due to the jumps of the process, the more important is the boundedness
of the conditional gauge in the interior of D (conditioning by the Green
function), and it cannot be obtained easily from the boundary behavior of
the conditional gauge. Instead, we obtain the boundedness of the conditional
gauge on the boundary as an easy corollary by approximation from within
the domain.

We should also observe that the recent advances in the understanding of
the role of the 3G Theorem allow for analytic proofs of CGT in this and
other settings, by using the perturbation series. We refer the reader to [85] for
details, and to [84] for the general perspective on the role of BHP in proving
3G. Such an approach has the advantage of being more explicit, algebraic,
and discrete, paralleling the definition of the exponential function in terms
of the power series, rather than differential equations. On the other hand,
the probabilistic setting allows for intrinsic interpretations and verbalization
of the proofs in terms of mass and trajectories of stochastic processes. The
authors may only wonder which of these two approaches is more the reality,
and which is more the language.

We want to conclude our discussion by mentioning a few directions of
further research. First, it seems important to obtain an approximate factor-
ization of the Green function for general (non-Lipschitz) domains, by using
[38]. Second, it is of interest to study the asymptotics of the Martin kernel
for narrow cones, and use the setup of [5] to complete the results of [111].
Third, it is of paramount importance to give sharp estimates for the transi-
tion density of the killed process. Fourth, it seems important to generalize the
results discussed above to other stable Lévy processes ([40]), to more general
jump type Markov processes, and to more general additive perturbations of
their generators ([36, 52, 102, 82, 83)).
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