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(WEAK) HARDY AND POINCARE INEQUALITIES AND CRITICALITY
THEORY

MARCEL SCHMIDT

ABSTRACT. In this paper we study Hardy and Poincaré inequalities and their weak versions
for quadratic forms satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion. We employ these inequalities
to establish a criticality theory for such forms.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let q: L?(X,pu) — [0,00] be a closed quadratic form satisfying the first Beurling-Deny
criterion. A typical example is the quadratic form of a (discrete) Schrédinger operator, see
e.g. [201 30}, 12] or a Dirichlet form, see e.g. [5]. We deal with inequalities of the form

(<) /X f2wd,u < a(r)q(f)+ r<I>(f)2, f Ly kerq, r > 0.

Here, w: X — (0,00), a: (0,00) — (0,00) is decreasing, ®: L?(X, u) — [0,00] is a sublinear
functional and the symbol 1, indicates that orthogonality is considered in L?(X,wpu). If
ker ¢ = {0}, Inequality (&) is called weak Hardy inequality and if ker ¢ # {0}, Inequality (&)
is called weak Poincaré inequality. In the case ® = 0, the function a becomes a constant
and Inequality () is referred to as Hardy inequality if ker g = {0}, respectively Poincaré
inequality if ker ¢ # {0}.

The goal of this paper is to provide abstract criteria for (weak) Hardy/Poincaré inequalities
with respect to the sublinear functionals ® = 0 and ®(f) = || f/h| ., where h: X — (0,00).
We study which w are eligible but do not aim at giving explicit bounds for « if ® # 0. More-
over, we apply these inequalities to establish a criticality theory for general forms satisfying
the first Beurling-Deny criterion.

It turns out that if one replaces [ f 2wdp on the left side of Inequality &1 by ( [f wdp)?, then
for generic sublinear ® there exists a function « such this inequality holds, see Theorem
For forms with the first Beurling-Deny criterion and ker ¢ = {0}, this always leads to a weak
Hardy inequality with respect to ®(f) = || f/hl|, aslong as h € L*(X, u) and w € L*(X, h%p),
see Theorem [£.3l Thus, one can say that weak Hardy inequalities hold generically for forms
with the first Beurling-Deny criterion and trivial kernel.

Forms satisfying a Hardy inequality are called subcritical and there is a large amount of lit-
erature on subcriticality, see e.g. (and references therein) [16, [19] 21] for elliptic operators with
real coefficients, [4l B0l [32] for generalized Schrodinger forms (Dirichlet form plus potential
term) and [12] for discrete Schrodinger operators. It turns out that weak Hardy inequalities
can be employed to study subcriticality. We give a comprehensive characterization in The-
orem [5.2] which should cover most previous results (for quadratic forms), simplifies/unifies
proofs and also gives some new insights.

If ¢ is irreducible, in the situations where subcriticality is well understood (see the men-
tioned references on subcriticality), there is a dichotomy. Either g is subcritical or there exists
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a sequence (@,) with ¢(¢,) — 0 that converges pointwise to a strictly positive function h.
In this second case, ¢ is called critical and the function A is unique up to multiplication by
a constant, the so-called Agmon ground state of q. Our discussion in Theorem shows
that this dichotomy may fail in general. It becomes a trichotomy and the third case (besides
criticality and subcriticality) happens if and only if the form ¢ does not possess an excessive
function, see Corollary 5.3l So far we do not have a concrete example for this case. The
reason is that in the situations where subcriticality was studied previously, the corresponding
semigroups are semigroups of kernel operators and we show in Appendix [Al that irreducible
semigroups of kernel operators always admit excessive functions. Along the way we give a
partial answer to a question of Schep [24] on more general positive operators on LP-spaces.

Weak Poincaré inequalities were introduced in [23] for conservative Dirichlet forms on
finite measure spaces to study the rate of convergence of their semigroups to equilibrium
when there is no spectral gap, i.e., when they do not satisfy a Poincaré inequality with w = 1.
Similarly, the weak Hardy inequalities mentioned above can be employed to establish the rate
of convergence to 0 of semigroups coming from forms with trivial kernel, see the remark after
Theorem 3]

A closed quadratic form ¢ on L?(X,p) with the first Beurling-Deny criterion can be ex-
tended to a lower semicontinuous quadratic form g, on L(X, ), the so-called extended form.
With this at hand the Agmon ground state (if it exists) is an element of the kernel of g,
and criteria for subcriticality can be formulated conveniently in terms of g.. One of the
observations is that subcriticality is equivalent to the domain of ¢. being a Hilbert space,
a fact which is well-known for Dirichlet forms (where subcriticality is called transience and
the domain of the extended form is the extended Dirichlet space), see e.g. [0, Section 1.6].
Moreover, it is known for critical Dirichlet forms (usually called recurrent Dirichlet forms)
that the quotient of the extended Dirichlet space modulo constants is a Hilbert space if a
Poincaré inequality holds, see e.g. [5, Section 4.8]. We show in Theorem that some sort
of converse holds in our setting: In the critical case completeness of the domain of g. modulo
the kernel of ¢, is equivalent to a weak Poincaré inequality. This observation seems to be new.
An example from [23] shows that there are irreducible conservative Dirichlet forms without
weak Poincaré inequality and as a consequence we obtain that their extended Dirichlet space
modulo constants (i.e. the domain of the extended form modulo its kernel) is not complete,
see Corollary To the best of our knowledge it is a new observation that such forms exist.

At the heart of the considerations regarding the completeness of the domain of the extended
form lies the following observation: If ¢ has an excessive function, weak Hardy/Poincaré
inequalities are equivalent to the continuity of the embedding of (a quotient) of the domain
of the extended form equipped with the norm coming from ¢, into (a quotient) of L°(X, 1)
equipped with (the quotient topology of) the topology of local convergence in measure. That
this continuity is equivalent to completeness of the the domain of the extended form is a
consequence of the abstract Theorem 2.3, which is taken from [25].

For technical reasons and in order to understand the third case besides criticality and
subcriticality in the mentioned trichotomy better, we introduce another functional ¢t on
LT (X, p) (the cone of [0, 0o]-valued p-a.e. defined functions), which is a lower semicontinuous
extension of g.. If ¢ is irreducible, the mentioned trichotomy then reads either ker g™ = {0}
(subcriticality) or kerg™ = {\h | A € [0,00]} (criticality, with Agmon ground state h) or
ker gT = {0, 0}.

As discussed above, besides new insights, our approach to criticality theory also yields
simplified /unified proofs for facts, which are known for Dirichlet forms and some more general
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situations. We lay out the material such that our proofs do not depend on known aspects
of criticality theory, for otherwise they would not really simplify /unify arguments. To this
end, we discuss properties of forms with the first Beurling-Deny criterion in Section [B] in
some detail. Among other things we give a short independent proof for the existence of the
extended forms g., see Proposition [3.6] which otherwise could be deduced from [27].

Acknowledgments: The author thanks Matthias Keller, Felix Pogorzelski and Yehuda Pin-
chover for sharing their knowledge on criticality theory and for listening to his ideas on the
matter during a stay at the Technion in Haifa. Moreover, he thanks Anton Schep for discus-
sions on positive operators.

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Closed quadratic forms on L?(X,u) and L°(X,p). Throughout this text (X,%A, 1)
is a o-finite measure space. By LT (X, ) we denote the quotient of the space of measurable
functions f: X — [0, 00] with respect to equivalence p-a.e. and by L°(X,u) we denote the
quotient of the space of measurable functions f: X — R with respect to equivalence p-a.e.
For f € LT (X,pn) we write f > 0 if f(xz) > 0 for p-a.e. z € X. For any sequence (fy)
in LT (X, p) the pointwise a.e. defined functions liminf, . f, and limsup,,_,. fn exist in
LH(X, ).

We equip L°(X, ) and LT (m) with the topology of local convergence in measure. More
precisely, we choose an integrable ¢: X — (0,00) and define for f € L°(X, i) the F-norm
(which is not a norm)

1l = /X (U1 A )i

It induces a metric d on L°(X,u) by d(f,g) = ||f — gll, and a metric p on LT(X,pu) by
p(f,g9) = d(arctan(f),arctan(g)) (with the convention arctan(ooc) = 7/2). A sequence (f,)
in L°(X, ) or in LT(X,p) converges with respect to these metrics to a function f if and
only if any subsequence of (f,) has a subsequence converging to f p-a.e. In particular, the
topologies generated by d and p coincide on LY (X, ) = LO(X, ) N LT (X, p). Both LO(X, 1)
and Lt (X, p) are complete and L°(X, u1) is a topological vector space, i.e., addition and scalar
multiplication are continuous.

As usual, for p € [1,00] we denote by LP(X, ) the Lebesgue spaces of p-integrable real-
valued functions with corresponding norm |- . The scalar product on L?(X, i) is denoted by
(-,+). By LE (X, i) we denote the cone of nonnegative functions in LP(X, 1), p € {0} U [1, c0].
If h € LY (X, p) is strictly positive, we let

Lit(X,p) = {f € L)X, p) | f/h € L™(X, )}
and equip it with the norm [|f||;, .. = I/ /Al -
In this text we consider quadratic forms on the Hilbert space L?(X, 1) and on the topo-

logical vector space L(X, ), and certain homogenous functionals on the cone LT (X, p).
Let p € {0,2} and let ¢: LP(X, u) — [0,00] be a quadratic form with domain

D(q) ={f € LP(X, p) [ 4(f) < o0}

By polarization it induces a bilinear form on its domain, which we also denote by ¢. In this
sense we have ¢(f) = q(f, f) for f € D(q).
We call the quadratic form ¢ closed if D(q) is complete with respect to the metric dy(f, g) =

o(f — ) 2+ ||f - gll,- The topology induced by this metric on D(g) is called the form
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topology. As is well known in the case p = 2, closedness of a quadratic form is equivalent to
lower semicontinuity. According to Lemma [26] Lemma A.4], the same is true for quadratic
forms on any complete metrizable topological vector space. Since this is important for us we
formulate it as a lemma.

Lemma 2.1. Let p € {0,2} and let q: LP(X, ) — [0,00] be a quadratic form. The following
assertions are equivalent.
(i) q is closed.
(ii) q is lower semicontinuous, i.e., for all (f,) in LP(X,u) the convergence f, — f in
LP(X, p) implies
q(f) < liminf q(fy,).
n—oo
If p =2, both are equivalent to:
(iii) q is weakly lower semicontinuous, i.e., for all (f,) in L?>(X,u) the convergence
fn — f weakly in L?(X, u) implies
Q(f) < lim ian(fn)'
n—oo

Remark. What makes this lemma nontrivial is that in general L°(X,u) is not a locally
convex vector space. Hence, one can not just use a modified version of the Hilbert space
proof.

A quadratic form ¢’ on LP(X, ) is called an extension of ¢ if D(¢) € D(¢’) and ¢’ = ¢
on D(q). We call ¢ closable if it possesses a closed extension. As for closedness the stan-
dard characterization of closability extends from the Hilbert space case to LY(X, ), see [26],
Lemma A.3]. Again there is some difficulty because L°(X, i) is not locally convex.

Lemma 2.2. Let p € {0,2} and let q: LP(X, ) — [0,00] be a quadratic form. The following
assertions are equivalent.

(i) q is closable.
(ii) q is lower semicontinuous on its domain, i.e., for all (f,) in D(q) and f € D(q) the
convergence f, — f in LP(X, ) implies

q(f) <liminf g(fp).
n—oo
In this case, q possesses a smallest closed extension q: LP(X, ) — [0, 00|, which is given by

i) { li_)m q(frn) if there ex. q-Cauchy sequence (fy,) with f, — f in LP(X, u)
q f— n o

00 else

Sometimes closedness of a quadratic form on LP(X,u) is equivalent to (D(q)/kerq,q)
being a Hilbert space (i.e. to ensure completeness the convergence with respect to [|-||,, can be
omitted). The following theorem shows that this is precisely the case if (D(q), q) continuously
embeds into a quotient of LP(X, u). It is a special case of [25, Theorem 1.38]. Since here we
only deal with metrizable topological vector spaces, the proof simplifies and we include it for
the convenience of the reader.

Theorem 2.3. Let p € {0,2} and let q: LP(X, 1) — [0,00] be a quadratic form. Each two of
the following statements imply the third.
(i) q is closed.
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(ii) ker q is closed in LP(X, 1) and the embedding

v: (D(q)/ kerq,q) — LP(X, )/ kerq, [ f

is continuous. Here, LP(X, p)/ker q is equipped with the quotient topology.
(iii) (D(q)/ker q,q) is a Hilbert space.

Proof. In both cases p = 0,2, we equipped LP(X,u) with the translation invariant metric
dp(fi9) = |If —gll,- If F C LP(X, pt) is a closed subspace, then

dr(f+F,g+F)=if{||f —g+hl, | h e F}

is a translation invariant metric inducing the quotient topology on LP(X, u)/F. With respect
to this metric the quotient space is complete.

(i) & (ii) = (iii): Let (f, + ker ¢) be g-Cauchy. Since the metrics are translation invariant,
(ii) implies that (f, + ker q) is Cauchy in LP(X, )/ ker . By completeness of the quotient we
obtain f € LP(X, u) such that f, +kerq — f+kerqin LP(X, u)/ ker ¢ and hence f, +k, — f
in LP(X, u) for some k,, € ker q. Using lower semicontinuity guaranteed by (i), we obtain

o(f — f) <1t g(fn + b — f2) = lminf g(f — f).

This yields f, + kerq — f + ker ¢ with respect to gq.

(i) & (iii) = (ii): Lower semicontinuity implies that ker ¢ is closed. Since (D(q)/ ker ¢, q) is
complete and by the closedness of ker g the space LP(X, u)/ker ¢ is complete, we can use the
closed graph theorem (which holds for maps between complete metrizable topological vector
spaces, see e.g. [8]). Hence, it suffices to show that the map ¢ is closed. To this end, consider
a sequence ( f,, +ker ¢) with f,, +ker g — f+ker ¢ with respect to ¢ and f,, + ker¢g — g+kerq
in LP(X, )/ ker q. Using lower semicontinuity guaranteed by (i) (which passes to the quotient
space), we obtain

q(f — 9) < liminfq(f — f,) =0.

This yields f + ker ¢ = g + ker ¢ and closedness of ¢ is established.

(i) & (ili) = (i): Let (fn) be LP(X,u)-Cauchy and ¢-Cauchy. We need to show that
(fn) converges with respect to the form topology. By completeness of LP(X, u) there exists
f € LP(X,u) with f, — f. Since also (D(q)/ ker ¢, q) is a Hilbert space, we have q(g— f,,) — 0
for some g € D(q). Then (ii) implies f,, +k, — ¢ in LP(X, u) for some k,, € ker q. Altogether,
(kyn) converges in LP(X,u) to k = g — f. Since kerq is closed and k,, € kerq, we obtain
g — [ € kerq. This implies ¢(f — f,) — 0 and we obtain f, — f with respect to the form
topology. O

2.2. Extensions of positivity preserving operators. Let T': LP(X,u) — LP(X,u) be a
positivity preserving operator, i.e., f > 0 implies Tf > 0. We abuse notation and extend it
to an operator T': L (X, u) — LT(X, ) by letting

Tf= lim Tf,
n—o0

for a sequence (f,) in Lt (X, p) with f, / f p-a.s. The limit always exists p-a.s. and
does not depend on the choice of the sequence (f,) (here we use the continuity of positivity
preserving operators, see e.g. [I5, Proposition 1.3.5]). This extension is a linear map on the
cone LT(X,u). It follows from the definition that 7T satisfies Fatou’s lemma, i.e., for any
sequence (f,) in LT (X, 1) we have

Tliminf f, < liminf T'f,.

n—oo n—oo
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If f € L%X,p) such that T|f| € L°(X, i), then we set Tf = Tf, — Tf_. This yields a
linear operator on L°(X, u) with domain {f € L%(X,u) | T|f| € L°(X,pn)}, which extends
the given operator T'. Moreover, there is also a version of Lebesgue’s dominated convergence
theorem for the extension. If g € LY (X, ) such that Tg € LY (X, p), then f, — f in LY(X, p)
and | f,| < g imply T|f| € L°(X, ) and Tf = lim,, 0o T f, in LO(X, p).

3. THE BEURLING-DENY CRITERIA, EXCESSIVE FUNCTIONS AND EXTENDED FORMS

In this section we review properties of forms satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion.
Most of the results here are known but we include proofs for two reasons: 1) Some of the
proofs in the literature use parts of the theory we develop in subsequent sections. This can
lead to intransparent cross-references, which we try to avoid. 2) Making consequent use of
lower semicontinuity and excessive functions leads to shorter proofs of some known results.

3.1. Basics and excessive functions. Let p € {0,2} and let ¢: LP(X,u) — [0,00] be a
quadratic form. We say that ¢ satisfies the first Beurling-Deny criterion if q(|f]) < q(f)
for all f € LP(X,p). A function h € L%(X,pu) (with h_ € L?(X,u) in the case p = 2) is
called g-ezcessive if q(f A h) < q(f) for all f € LP(X,u), where f A h = min{f, h}. If the
constant function 1 is g-excessive, then g is said to satisfy the second Beurling-Deny criterion.
If, additionally, p = 2 and D(q) is dense in L?(X, ), then q is called Dirichlet form. As is
common in the literature, below £ will denote a Dirichlet form on L?(X, ).

Remark. (a) For closed forms the existence of a nonnegative excessive function implies the
first Beurling-Deny criterion. In particular, closed forms with the second Beurling-Deny
criterion satisfy the first. The question which forms satisfying the first Beurling-Deny
criterion admit an excessive function is of interest and will be discussed in detail below.

(b) If p = 2, we could also look at lower semibounded quadratic forms. There are two reasons
why if one assumes one of the Beurling-Deny criteria, it suffices to consider nonnegative
forms: 1) A lower semibounded quadratic form satisfying the second Beurling-Deny is
always nonnegative. 2) A quadratic form ¢ satisfies the first Beurling-Deny criterion if
and only if for @« € R the quadratic form ¢ + « ||||§ satisfies the first Beurling-Deny
criterion. Hence, ¢ is either nonnegative anyway or one can add a multiple of the square
of the L?-norm to obtain a nonnegative form without loosing Beurling-Deny criteria.

Lemma 3.1. Let p € {0,2} and let q: LP(X, ) — [0,00] be a quadratic form satisfying the
first Beurling-Deny criterion. For all f,g € LP(X, u)
a(f Ng)+a(fVvg) <alf)+alg)

In particular, D(q) is a lattice and functions in ker q are q-excessive.
Proof. The parallelogram identity and the first Beurling-Deny criterion yield
2q(fNg)+29(fVg) =a(fAg+ Vg +a(f Ng—FVyg)
=a(f+9)+a(f -9
<q(f+9)+a(f -9
= 2q(f) + 2q(9)- O

The following lemma shows that the set of nonnegative excessive functions is closed under
local convergence in measure.
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Lemma 3.2. Let p € {0,2} and let q: LP(X, ) — [0,00] be a closed quadratic form. Let
(hy) be a sequence of nonnegative q-excessive functions converging in LY(X,u) to h. Then h
18 g-excessive.

Proof. Since h,, and h are nonnegative, we have fAh, = fy ANh,—f_- — fr Ah—f_ = fAhin
LP(X, p) (this is clear for p = 0, for p = 2 it follows from Lebesgue’s dominated convergence
theorem). Hence, lower semicontinuity of ¢ on LP(X, ) implies

q(f A h) < liminf q(f A hy) < q(f).
n—o0
This shows that h is g-excessive. ]

The following lemma is due to Ancona, see [2, Proposition 4]. It shows that for forms
satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion taking the absolute value is continuous with respect
to the form topology (which is induced by the metric dy(f,g9) = q(f — V24 |f - g||p on
D(q)). The setting of [2] is a bit different and therefore we explain why Ancona’s proof can
be applied in our situation.

Lemma 3.3. For p € {0,2} let q be a closed quadratic form on LP(X,u) satisfying the first
Beurling-Deny criterion. Then

l: D(g) = D(q), [+ I|f]
s continuous with respect to the form topology.

Proof. The equations necessary for proving that f,, — f with respect to the form topology
implies |f,| — |f| with respect to ¢ are contained in the proof of |2 Proposition 4]. In
contrast to our assumptions, the setting of [2] requires that (D(q), q) is a Hilbert space and
that (D(q),q) continuously embeds into L°(X, u). However, what Ancona really uses in the
proof of [2, Proposition 4] is that if (f,) in D(q) is g-bounded and f, — f in LP(X,pu),
then f € D(q) and f, — f g-weakly. This is a standard result if p = 2 and proved in [26],
Lemma A.5] for p = 0. O

Assumption. From now on we assume that all quadratic forms on LP(X, u), p € {0,2}, are
densely defined, i.e., D(q) is dense in LP(X, ).

Remark. For forms ¢ on LP(X,u), p € {0,2}, satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion,
this assumption is not a restriction. In this case, D(q) is a lattice and hence the LP(X, u)-
closure of D(q) is a closed vector lattice in LP(X, ). Such lattices are given by LP(Y,B, pu|ss),
where Y C X and ‘B is a g-algebra on Y contained in the original o-algebra. Hence, ¢ can
always be considered to be densely defined on some LP-space.

Let ¢ be a closed form on L?(X, uu). For a > 0 we define the quadratic form
Gt L(X,1) = [0,00], qalf) = a(f) +a | f]l5-

By the Riesz representation theorem for a > 0 and f € L?(X, i) there exists a unique element
Gof € D(q) such that

(Gaf,9) +al{Gaf,g) = (f 9)

for all g € D(g). The induced family of self-adjoint operators (Gg)as0 on L2(X, 1) is called
resolvent family of gq. Since ¢ is densely defined, it corresponds to a unique nonnegative self-
adjoint operator L, the so-called generator of q through G, = (L+a)~!, a > 0. Moreover, it
is strongly continuous, i.e., for f € L?(X, u) we have aG.f — f, as a — oo. Using spectral
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calculus of L, we obtain a self-adjoint Cy-semigroup (T})i>0 = (e7**)s~0 on L?(X, i), which
we call semigroup associated with q.

It is well-known that G, o > 0, and T3,t > 0, are positivity preserving if and only if ¢
satisfies the first Beurling-Deny criterion. Moreover, (Gy)a>0 and (1});~0 are Markovian (i.e.
0 < f <1implies 0 < aG f < 1 respectively 0 < T f < 1) if and only if ¢ satisfies the second
Beurling-Deny criterion. See e.g. [22] Theorem XIII.50 and Theorem XIII.51]. We need the
following extension of this result, which is basically taken from [9, Proposition 4].

Lemma 3.4. Let q: L*(X, u) — [0,00] be a quadratic form satisfying the first Beurling-Deny
criterion. For h € LS]F(X , i) the following assertions are equivalent.
(i) h is q-excessive.
(ii) aGyh < h for all o > 0.
(iii) Tyh < h for all t > 0.
If, additionally, h € D(q), this is equivalent to q(h,g) > 0 for all nonnegative g € D(q).

Proof. This follows directly from Ouhabaz’ invariance criterion for closed convex sets under
the resolvent respectively semigroup, see [I§]. See also the proof of [9, Proposition 4] for more
details. O

Remark. There are two immediate consequences of this lemma, which we will use below:

(a) Assertion (i) yields that if h € LY (X, yt) is excessive and strictly positive, then aG, and
T} extend to contractions on L{°(X, u). By duality we obtain that aG, and T} extend to
a contraction on L'(X, hpu).

(b) The characterization of excessive functions in the form domain shows that for nonnegative
f € L*(X,pn) and B > a, the resolvent G, f is qp-excessive.

If g satisfies the first Beurling-Deny criterion, for o < [ the resolvent identity G, =
Gg + (B — a)GaGp extends from L2 (X, u) to the extended operators on L*(X, ). This
implies that for f € L1 (X, ) the map (0,00) — LT (X, u), o — G4 f is monotone decreasing.
Hence, for each nonnegative f € LT(X, ) the limit

6f = iy, Gof

exists in LT(X, ). The map G: L1 (X, ) — LT(X, ) is called the Green operator of q.
Lemma 3.5. Let q: L?(X, u) — [0,00] be a quadratic form satisfying the first Beurling-Deny
criterion.

(a) Let g € LY (X, ) and suppose that Gg € LY(X, ). Then Gg is q-excessive.
(b) Suppose g € L% (X, p) is strictly positive such that for all f € D(q)

/ | Flgdpe < a(f)V2.
X
Then Gy is strictly positive and Gg € L} (X, gp).

Proof. (a): According to the previous lemma, for f € L% (X, u) and 8 < « the resolvent G f
is ga-excessive. Now Gy is the limit in L°(X, 1) of functions of the form Ggf with 8 < a and
f < g. Hence, Gg is also g,-excessive by Lemma We obtain

a(f AGg) + | f AGll5 = gal(f AGg) < aal(f) = a(f) +allfIl5-
Letting a — 0+ yields the claim.
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(b): Strict positivity follows from aG,g — g, as @ — oo, and the fact that « — G,g is
decreasing. Using the definition of G, we obtain

2
(/XgGagdu> < ¢(Gag) = (9,Gag) — a||Gagll3 .

This implies [ v 9Gagdp < 1 and we obtain the statement from the monotone convergence
theorem. 0

3.2. The extensions ¢. and ¢'. Every quadratic form ¢ on L?(X,p) can be interpreted
to be a quadratic form on L°(X, i) by letting ¢(f) = oo for f € L°(X,u) \ L?*(X, ). The
following lemma shows that forms on L?(X, ) satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion are
closable when viewed in this sense as forms on L°(X, p).

Proposition 3.6 (Existence of the extended form). Let q be a closed quadratic form on
L?(X,u) satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion. Then q is closable on L°(X,u) and
its closure q. is a quadratic form satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion. Moreover,
D(qe) N L*(X,pu) = D(q) and a function h € LY (X,p) is g-excessive if and only if it is
Qe-excessive.

Proof. According to Lemma we need to show that ¢ is lower semicontinuous with respect
to L°(X, pu)-convergence on its domain. Thus, let (f,) and f € D(q) such that f, — f in
LO(X, ). Without loss of generality we can assume liminf, .. ¢(f,) < co and f,, — f p-a.e.
(else choose a subsequence).

Case 1: There exists a g-excessive function h > 0.

First we assume there exists C' > 0 such that |f,| < Ch for all n € N. For ¢ € L'(X, hu) N
L?(X,u) and a > 0 we obtain

4(f,Gap) = (f, 0 — aGap) = lim (fu,¢ = aGap) = 4(fn, Gay)-

For the second equality we used Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, which can be
applied since aGp € LY(X, hu) by h being excessive. Elements of the form G, as above
are dense in D(q) with respect to ¢. Since (f,,) is g¢-bounded, this implies f,, — f weakly with
respect to gq. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, weak convergence yields

q(f) < liminf g(fn).

This shows lower semicontinuity for sequences, which are uniformly bounded by an excessive
function.

With this at hand we can treat the general case. Since h is excessive, for any C' > 0
the function C'h is excessive, and since h > 0, we have f = limc_oo(f A (Ch)) V (=Ch) in
L?(X,u). The L2lower semicontinuity of ¢, Ch being excessive and the lower semicontinuity
for sequences which are uniformly bounded by an excessive function yield

() < limin g((f A (Ch)) v (~Ch)
< liminf lim inf q((f A (Ch)) V (~Ch)

This is the claim we wanted to prove.
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Case 2: q does not have a strictly positive excessive function. By pointwise convergence
the pointwise supremum F' = sup,, |f,| exists and is finite p-a.e. We let g = ¢/(F Vv 1) for
some 0 < ¢ € LY(X, ) N L®(X, ). Then by construction (f,,) is bounded in L?(X, gu).

Next, for ¢ > 0 we consider the quadratic form G: L?(X, ) — [0, 0o] defined by

i) = alf) +e /X Fgdu.

By Lemma the Green operator of the form ¢ applied to g exists and is strictly positive.
Therefore, ¢ has an excessive function h > 0. Moreover, liminf, ,~ ¢(f,) < oo by our choice
of g. Hence, Case 1 shows

q(f) < liminf g(fn).
n—oo

Since (f,) is bounded in L?*(X, gu), we can take the limit ¢ — 0+ and obtain the desired
lower semicontinuity.

qe satisfies the first Beurling Deny criterion: For f € D(g.) we can choose f, € D(q) with
fn — fin L%X, u) and q(fn) — ge(f). The lower semicontinuity of ¢. and g. = q on D(q)
yield

ge(|f]) <liminf ge(|fn) = liminf ¢(| fx]) < lim q(fy) = ge(f)
n—oo n— oo n—oo

It remains to prove D(q.)NL?(X, 1) = D(q) and the statement on excessive functions. The
inclusion D(q) € D(qe) N L*(X, u) is trivial. Let f € D(qe) N L*(X, ) and let (f,) be a g-
Cauchy sequence with f, — f in L°(X, ). Without loss of generality we can assume f, — f
p-a.e. (else choose a subsequence). Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem implies

f = T (A Lfal) V(= 1Fal) (U ALTaD V(=1 ful)

in L?(X,u). The L2-lower semicontinuity of ¢ and the subadditivity of ¢ with respect to
taking suprema yield

a(f) < minf L inf g(f A |fal) V (<1fal)) <3 Tim g(f) < oo.

This shows f € D(q).

Since ¢ = g on L*(X, ) (here we use D(q.) N L*(X, 1) = D(q)), nonnegative g.-excessive
functions are g-excessive. Now suppose h € L9r (X, p) is g-excessive. For f € D(q.) we choose
(fn) in D(q) with f, — f in L%(X, u) and q(f,.) — ge(f). The lower semicontinuity of g. and
q = ge on D(q) yield

Ge(f A ) < liminf go(fo A ) = liminf g(fu A h) < liminf g(f,) = ge(/):

This shows that h is also g.-excessive. O

= lim lim
n—oo0 m—oo

Definition 3.7 (Extended form). The closed quadratic form g. on L°(X,u) introduced in
the previous proposition is called the extended form of q.

Note that it follows directly from D(q) = D(q.) N L?*(X, i) and the lower semicontinuity of
¢e that ¢ and ¢. have the same excessive functions.

Remark. (a) Using the formula for ¢, from Lemma and the characterization of conver-
gence in L°(X, i) in terms of p-a.e. convergent subsequences, it is easy to see that if & is
a Dirichlet form, then D(&,) is the extended Dirichlet space of £ and & is the extension
of € to the extended Dirichlet space, see e.g. [3| Definition 1.1.4] for the definition of the
extended Dirichlet space.
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(b) The first assertion of this proposition (namely closability of ¢ on L°(X, p1)) is known. For
Dirichlet forms it is equivalent to the fact that the extension of the Dirichlet form to
the extended Dirichlet space is well-defined, see [5, Theorem 1.5.2], which has its origin
n [28]. In the generality we use here, the lower semicontinuity of ¢ on its domain with
respect to a.e.-convergence is the main result of [27]. As mentioned in the introduction,
the proof given in [27] uses parts of the criticality theory we develop below. Therefore,
we gave an independent proof. The idea of first proving lower semicontinuity for forms
with excessive functions and then extending it to the general case is taken from [27] but
our proof of Case 1, which is based on properties of excessive functions, is much shorter
than the one in [27]. For Dirichlet forms a version of the argument is contained in the
proof of [25, Theorem 1.59].

(c) To the best of our knowledge the literature only contains that the extension of g to the
extended space D(q.) is lower semicontinuous on its domain, i.e., f, — f in L°(X, 1) and
f € D(q.) implies ¢.(f) < liminf, o qe(frn), see e.g. [3, Corollary 1.1.9]. The statement
of our proposition is stronger. Since our approach automatically gives closedness of g,
we have lower semicontinuity of ¢. on the whole space L°(X, ). This is not a mere
technicality, but crucial for our considerations below.

Lemma 3.8. Let q be a closed quadratic form on L?(X, ) satisfying the first Beurling-Deny
criterion. For a > 0 the operator aG,: D(q) — D(q) extends by continuity with respect to q
to a contraction aGy: D(qe) — D(qe) with respect to q.. This extension is compatible with
the extension of Gy to L°(X, 1), which was discussed in Subsection [Z2. Moreover, for any
f € D(q.) we have f — aGof € L*(X, u) and

algng ge(aGof) = 0.

Proof. By the spectral theorem for the (nonnegative) generator of ¢ we have

o2
Ga - ———dor(\ ~ Ado¢(A\) =
00Ga) = [ Smae < [ o) = ()
and )
_ 2 _ S o r(\) —
ollf ~0Gafl’ = [ G Tamin NS [ o) =a)

where o is the spectral measure of the generator at f € L?(X,u). Using Lebesgue’s domi-
nated convergence theorem, this shows lim,—04 ¢(aGof) =0 for f € D(q).

Now let f € D(q.) and let (f,) be ¢-Cauchy with f, — f in L°(X,u). By the lower
semicontinuity of ¢. we have f,, — f in the g.-form topology. The inequalities above show
that (aGqfn) is ¢-Cauchy and that (f, — aGafn) is L?(X, u)-Cauchy. Hence, there exists
R.f € L°(X, p) such that oGy f, — Rof in LY(X, u) with f — Ry f € L?(X, ). This implies
R.f € D(qe) and

Qe(Raf) < hnnigf(J(aGafn) < hnrggf(J(fn) = Qe(f)'

We proved that aG,: D(q) — D(q) extends to a contraction R, : D(g.) — D(ge) with the
continuity property that (f,,) in D(q) with f,, — f in the form topology yields aGy fr, — Ra f
in LO(X, ).

It remains to show R, f = aG.f, where the right side of this equation denotes the extension
of aG, discussed in Subsection Lemma B3] yields |f,| — |f| in the g.-form topology.
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Fatou’s lemma for positivity preserving operators and our definition of R, show
aGolf| < lim aGo|fa] = Ralf| € D(ge)
n—oo

This implies that aG,, f exists. Now consider g, = (f A|f])V(=|f]). Since D(q.)NL*(X, ) =
D(q), we have g, € D(q). Moreover, by Lemma [3.3] (g,,) converges to f in the form topology.
Using |g,| < f we can apply Lebesgue’s theorem for positivity preserving operators and obtain

aGaf = ILm aGagn = Raof.

For the last equality we used our definition of R,.
The convergence lim,_,0+ ge(Gq f) = 0 follows from the fact that D(q) is dense in D(q.)
with respect to the form topology and that oG, is a contraction. U

Remark. The previous lemma is a resolvent version of [32, Lemma 2.8|, which treats the
semigroup. We included a short proof because in [32] the relation of the extension of G to
D(qe) by continuity and by positivity are not explained.

There is another lower semicontinuous extension of g, to L™ (X, i), which we discuss next.
Since the topologies of LT(X,u) and L°(X, u) agree on LY (X, u), the restriction of g to
D(qe)N LT (X, u) is lower semicontinuous with respect to L+( w)-convergence. This implies
that ¢*: LT(X, u) — [0, 00] given by

N { lim g.(f,) if there ex. g.-Cauchy sequence (f,,) with f, — f in L1T(X, u)
q (f) — { n—
00 else
is well-defined. The same arguments used in the proof showing that ¢, is lower semicontinuous
also yield that ¢ is lower semicontinuous, see the proof of [26] Lemma A.3]. The functional
qt: LT(X,pu) — [0,00] is not a quadratic form as L*(X,u) is not even a vector space.
However, it is readily verified that it is homogeneous, i.e., A2g*(f) = ¢t (\f) for all A > 0
and f € LT (X, p).

The lower semicontinuity of ¢ and the corresponding inequality for g., Lemma [3.1], show

a"(FAg)+a (FVe) <a(f)+d"(9).

With this at hand, if we let D(¢") = {f € LT (X, ) | ¢7(f) < oo}, the same proof as the
one we gave for the identity D(q.) N L?(X, 1) = D(q) yields

D(¢*) N LE(X, 1) = D(ge) N LE(X, p).
Moreover, if h is g-excessive (or equivalently g.-excessive), then also

¢ (fAR) < g (f), feLT(Xp).
The functional ¢+ can assign finite values to functions taking the value co on a set of

positive measure. However, the following lemma shows that this is only the case if ker ¢* is
nontrivial.

Lemma 3.9. Let q be a closed quadratic form on L*(X, ) satisfying the first Beurling-Deny
criterion. For f € L1 (X, p) with ¢*(f) < oo we have 0o - 15—} € kerg™.
Proof. Let h = 00 - 17—y = limy04 Af. The lower semicontinuity and homogeneity of qt
yield
*(h) < liminf ¢"(\f) = liminf \*¢™ () = 0.
¢ (h) < liminf ¢ (Af) = liminf A" (f)
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Lemma 3.10. Let g be a closed quadratic form satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion.
Let (fy) be a sequence in LT (X, p) with > 52, ¢ (fx) < 0o. Then

¢ (liminf f,) = ¢ (limsup f,) = 0.
n—00 n—o00
In particular, if ker g* = {0}, then f, — 0 u-a.e.
Proof. We only treat limsup f,,, the statement on lim inf f,, follows along the same lines. We

have

limsup f,, = lim sup f; = lim lim sup fj
n—00 =00 >p n—=00 N—=0o N>[>p

pointwise p-a.e. and hence in L™ (X, ). Since ¢T is lower semicontinuous on L1 (X, 1), we
obtain

¢ (limsup f,) < hm mf hm infg*( sup f;) < hm mf hm 1nf Z qa (fi) =

n—00 N—o0 N>I>n

For the second inequality we used the subadditivity of ¢™ with respect to taking suprema.
The ’in particular’-statement follows immediately. O

Remark. The previous lemma is a continuity property for the functional ¢*. If ker g™ = {0},
it yields that (D(qg.),q.) continuously embeds into L°(X,u). This observation is exploited
further in Section [l

3.3. Invariant sets and irreducibilty. Let ¢ be a quadratic form on LP(X, i), p € {0,2}.
We say that a measurable set A C X is g-invariant if q(14f) < q(f) for all f € LP(X, u).
Indeed, this definition of irreducibilty equals the usual one, see e.g. [25, Lemma 2.32]. The
quadratic form ¢ is called irreducible or ergodic if every g-invariant set A satisfies u(A) = 0
or (X \ A) = 0. Using lower semicontinuity it is easy to see that for a closed form satisfying
the first Beurling-Deny criterion a set A is g-invariant if and only if it is ge-invariant. In
particular, g is irreducible if and only if ¢. is irreducible.

Proposition 3.11. For p € {0,2} let q be a closed quadratic form on LP(X, u) satisfying the
first Beurling-Deny criterion. Let h € L°(X, i) be q-excessive.

(a) h_ € kerq. In particular, if ker g = {0}, then every excessive function is nonnegative.
(b) If h is nonnegative, then {h > 0} is g-invariant. In particular, if q is irreducible, every
nontrivial nonnegative excessive function is strictly positive.

Proof. (a): h— = (=h) V0= —(hA0). We obtain
q(h-) = q(—=h-) = q(h N 0) < q(0) = 0.

This shows h_ € kerq.
(b): For f € LP(X, ) the identity

Unsopf = lim (f A (nh)) V (=nh)
holds in LP(X, u). Since nh is also excessive, we obtain using lower semicontinuity
4(Lps0pf) < limint g((f A (nh) v (~nh)) < o(f).

This shows the invariance of {h > 0}. O
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Corollary 3.12. For p € {0,2} let q be an irreducible closed quadratic form on LP(X, )
satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion. Then ker q is at most one-dimensional and if
ker g # {0}, there exists a strictly positive h € LP(X, u) such that ker ¢ = Rh.

Proof. Assume there exists 0 # h € ker g (else there is nothing to show). Since ¢ satisfies the
first Beurling-Deny criterion, we can assume h > 0 (else consider |h| instead of h). Part (b)
of the previous lemma yields A > 0 (use that functions in ker ¢ are excessive).

Now let I/ € ker g. and for @ € R consider the function g, = b’ — ah € kerq. Using part
(b) of the previous lemma again, g, has fixed sign, i.e., either g, = 0, go > 0 or g, < 0. Let
ap = sup{a | go > 0}. Then, obviously, 0 = g, = b’ — aph. O

4. (VERY) WEAK AND ABSTRACT POINCARE AND HARDY INEQUALITIES

In this section we discuss very weak Poincaré and Hardy inequalities, which are valid
for most quadratic forms on Hilbert spaces. We then show how they yield weak Hardy
inequalities for forms satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion with trivial kernel. Moreover,
we prove abstract Hardy inequalites, which hold for all forms satisfying the first Beurling-Deny
criterion.

Our very weak Poincaré and Hardy inequalities are based on the following rather elementary
observation.

Lemma 4.1 (Completeness of weakly compact sets and continuity). Let q: H — [0,00] be a
closed quadratic form on the Hilbert space H and let C' be a weakly compact set in H. Then
D(q) N C equipped with the pseudometric induced by the seminorm q'/2 is complete and for
any w € (ker ¢)* the map

D(gNC =R, [ (wf)
s continuous with respect to q.
Proof. Let (f,) be ¢-Cauchy in D(q) N C. By the Eberlein-Smulian theorem (f,) has a

subsequence (fy, ) that converges weakly to some f € C. The weak lower semicontinuity of ¢
yields

Q(f - fn) < hkrgg.}f Q(fnk - fn)

This shows f € D(q) and f, — f with respect to g.

Let w € H with w L kergq. Assume that the map f — (w, f) is not continuous. Then
there exists ¢ > 0 and f,, f € D(¢q)NC with [(w, f — f,)| > e foralln > 1 and ¢(f — f,) — 0,
as n — oo. Employing the Eberlein-Smulian theorem again, we can assume without loss of
generality f — f,, — h weakly in H. The weak lower semicontinuity of ¢ yields

q(h) < liminf g(f — f,) =0,
so that h € ker q. But then
0= [(w, )] = lim |(w. fu ~ )] .
a contradicition. 0

Theorem 4.2 (Very weak Poincaré/Hardy inequality). Let q: H — [0,00] be a closed qua-
dratic form on the Hilbert space H and let ®: H — [0, 00| be a sublinear functional such that
for every R > 0 the sublevel set By = {f € H | ®(f) < R} is closed and bounded in H. Then
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for every w € (ker q)* there exists a decreasing function o = ay,: (0,00) — (0,00) such that
for any r >0 and oll f € H we have

[(w, £)I* < a(r)g(f) +ro(f)*

Proof. Suppose that the statement does not hold. Then there exist » > 0 and a sequence (f},)
in D(q) with

[(w, fu) P > na(fa) +r@(fa)*.
In particular, [(w, f,)| > 0. Using that ¢ is a quadratic form and that ® is sublinear, we can
assume |(w, f,)| = 1. This implies ¢(f,) — 0 and f, € B;’I’fl /2~ Since in Hilbert spaces closed

bounded convex sets are weakly compact, the previous lemma applied to C' = B;I)_l /2 yields
(w, frn) — 0, a contradiction. O

Remark. (a) We call these inequalities very weak Hardy/Poincaré inequalities because in
the L?-case they have | [y fwdpu|* on their left side, while for weak Hardy/Poincaré in-
equalities we would like to have [ xf 2wdp for some nonnegative w on the left side.

(b) The statement can be strengthened a bit. Since w € (ker ¢)*, the sublinear functional ®
can be replaced by the sublinear functional

O(f) = inf{®(f + h) | h € kerg}.

Theorem 4.3 (Weak Hardy inequality). Let q be a closed quadratic form on L*(X, )
satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion with kerq = {0}. For every strictly positive
h € L*(X,u) and every nonnegative w € L*(X,u) N LY(X,h?u), there exists a decreasing
function o = o, p: (0,00) —= (0,00) such that

/X Pwdp < a(r)a(f) +r | /h% . € Dig).

Proof. Consider the sublinear functional ®: L?(X, ) — [0,00], ®(f) = ||f/h||.. It satisfies
®(f) < C if and only if |f| < Ch. Since h € L?(X,p), this implies that the sublevel sets
of ® are bounded and closed. Since ker ¢ = {0}, Theorem applied to w and ® yields a
decreasing function a: (0,00) — (0, 00) with

(@) [(f,w)? < a(r)q(f) +r | /Rl

for all r > 0 and f € L?(X, ). Now suppose that the claimed inequality does not hold. Then
there exists > 0 and (f,) with || f,/h]|,, =1 and

/ FulPwdp > ng(f) + .
X

Since |f,| < h and wh? € L'(X, i), this implies ¢(f,) — 0. Moreover, by the first Beurling-
Deny criterion, we can assume without loss of generality f, > 0 (else consider |f,|). Inequal-
ity then yields f,w — 0 in L'(X, ). We can assume without loss of generality that this
convergence also holds p-a.e. (else pass to a suitable subsequence). With this at hand and
| fnl?w < h?w € LY(X, ), we deduce with Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem

n—oo

0= lim / | foPwdp > lim inf ng(f,) +r > 7 > 0,
X n—o0

a contradiction. O
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Remark. (a) This statement shows that for forms with the first Beurling-Deny criterion, the
condition kerq = {0} implies a weak Hardy inequality. So, naturally, one may wonder
whether the same is true for forms with kerq # {0}. Of course, in this case, functions
in D(q) should be replaced by functions in (ker ¢)* (with respect to the L?(X,wpu)-inner
product) and hence one is looking for a weak Poincaré inequality. However, examples
from [23] show that weak Poincaré inequalities need not hold in general and in Section
we discuss which additional assumptions are needed.

(b) Weak Poincaré inequalities were systematically introduced in [23] to characterize the rate
of convergence to equilibrium for conservative Markovian semigroups without spectral
gap. In our case kerq = {0}, the associated semigroup (7;) does not converge to an
equilibrium (or projection to a ground state) but strongly to 0, as t — oo, see e.g. [10,
Theorem 1.1]. Still one can ask for the corresponding rate of convergence.

If ¢ has a strictly positive excessive function h, then (7}) is a contraction on L (X, u).
With the same arguments as in the proof of [23, Theorem 2.1], one can then show that
the inequality

(©) J 1P < ) + /M v > 0. f € D),
with some decreasing function a: (0,00) — (0,00) implies

ITefllz < EOULIZ+IF/RI),  f € LAX, p),

with £(¢) = inf{r > 0 | —1a(r)logr < t}. Since £(t) — 0 as t — oo, this is a uniform
rate of convergence for the semigroup.

If £ is a Dirichlet form on L?(X,p) with u(X) < oo and ker & = {0}, our theorem
above applied to w = 1 and the excessive function h = 1 yields Inequality (J)) for an
appropriate function «. Note however, that our result only yields the existence of o but
does not give an estimate for a (and £).

We can extend this weak Hardy inequality to all strictly positive h by passing to extended
spaces. In this case, the condition on the kernel is a condition on the kernel of the extended
form.

Corollary 4.4. Let q be a closed quadratic form on L*>(X,u) satisfying the first Beurling-
Deny criterion with ker go = {0}. Let h € L%(X, ) be strictly positive. For all strictly positive
w € LY X, (1+ h?)u) there exists a decreasing function o = au, ¢ (0,00) — (0,00) such that
forallr >0

/X Pwdp < a(ra(f) +r 1 F /R, f € Dlge).

Proof. We let ji = wpu. The restriction of . to L?(X, i) is a closed quadratic form satisfying
the first Beurling-Deny criterion and it has trivial kernel. Our assumptions on w yield 1 €
L2(X, 1) N LY(X, h?ji). The previous theorem yields a decreasing function o sucht that

/X PP < a(r)ae(F) + 7 L £/RI2,

for all f € D(g.) N L?(X,i). By our choice of w the inclusion f/h € L*(X,u) implies
f € L*(X, 1). Hence, the above inequality is indeed true for all f € D(q.). Since i = wp,
the claim follows. 0
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We finish this section with an abstract Hardy inequality that is valid for all forms satisfying
the first Beurling-Deny criterion. It compares a transform of the given form with a quadratic
form, which is not necessarily positive.

Proposition 4.5 (Abstract Hardy inequality). Let ¢ be a closed quadratic form on L*(X, 1)
satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion. Let h € D(q.) be nonnegative and let f € D(qe)
such that hf,hf? € D(q.). Then

ge(hf) > qe(hf? h).

Proof. Without loss of generality we can assume hf, hf? € D(q) (else change the measure p
to p/ to make sure that hf,hf? € D(q.) N L*(X, /) = D(q'), where ¢’ is the restriction of g,
to L2(X,/)). The spectral theorem implies

_ ) _ _ BT _ 2
a(hf) = a(hf*, 1) = Tim a((I = aGa)hf,hf) = Tim a{(I —aGu)hf®,h)
o 2 2 7\
—algélJra ((Gahf yh) — (Gahf, hf)).
Hence, it suffices to show that (aGohf?, h)—{aG.hf, hf) is positive. Since hf, hf? € L*(X, u)
and since the resolvents are continuous, it suffices to verify positivity for simple functions
f =, a;14, with pairwise disjoint sets 4; with hls, € L*(X,u). Using the symmetry of
G, for such a simple function we obtain
(Gohf? h) — (Gohf, hf) = Za (Gahla, h) = ciej(Gahla,, hla;)

i7j

=3 Z(GahlAi,hlAj>(ai — aj)?

7-7
+ Z Oé? <Gah1Ai’ h> - Z Oé? <GO€h1Ai7 hlUjAj>-

Since G, is positivity preserving, the right side of this equation is nonnegative. O

Corollary 4.6 (Hardy inequality for perturbed forms). Let q be a closed quadratic form on
L?(X, ) satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion. For all strictly positive g € L*(X, )
and all f € D(q) and o« > 0 we have

a(f) +allfI2 > /X P

Proof. We apply the previous proposition to the closed form ¢, = g+a ||-||* with D(gs) = D(q)
and h = Gag. For f € D(q) we have (f/h)h = f € D(q). Hence, if also (f/h)%*h € D(q), the
previous proposition yields

00l0) = 00/ 2 00U /1P ) = (5 Ga)? G Gat) = [ 1.

Next we show (f/h)?h € D(q) for all f € D(gq) N L°(X, u). As discussed in Lemma 3.5
the function h is g, excessive and strictly positive (here we use that G, is the Green operator
of ga). The form g, p: L*(X,p) — [0,00] defined by gon(f) = ga(hf) is a Dirichlet form.
Indeed, h > 0 implies that g, is densely defined. Moreover, h is go-excessive (see Remark
after Lemma [3.4]) so that

QQ,h(f A 1) = Qa(h(f A 1)) = Qa(hf A h) < Qa(hf) = QQ,h(f)




18 MARCEL SCHMIDT

shows that the constant function 1 is g, p-excessive. Then D(gq,p) N L (X, 1) is an algebra,
see e.g. [5, Theorem 1.4.2]. Since D(qopn) = {f € L*(X,pn) | fh € D(q)}, we obtain
for f € D(q) N Ly°(X,pn) that f/h € D(qan) N L>®(X,pn). The algebra property yields
(//1 € D{gap) N L(X, ), s0 that (f/h)?h € D(q).

Now let f € D(q). What we have shown so far yields the desired inequality for the functions
o= (fAnh)V (—nh) € D(q) N Ly°(X, ). Using that nh is strictly positive and g,-excessive
shows

fQLgdu= lim /XfﬁGg du < limsup ga(frn) < ga(f)- O

Oég n—oo
5. FROM WEAK HARDY INEQUALITIES TO HARDY INEQUALITIES - SUBCRITICALITY

In this section we discuss under which conditions weak Hardy inequalities lead to Hardy
inequalities, i.e., when the function « in the weak hardy inequality is bounded. Forms that
satisfy a Hardy inequality are called subcritical in the literature. Hence, the content of
this section is devoted to characterizing subcriticality for quadratic forms satisfying the first
Beurling-Deny criterion. Our arguments will rely on our weak and abstract Hardy inequalities
and their corollaries.

Definition 5.1 (Subcriticality). A quadratic form q on L?(X, ) is called subcritical if there
exists a strictly positive w € L°(X, j1) such that the following Hardy inequality holds

/X |fPwdp < q(f), f € D(q).

In this case, w is called Hardy weight for q.

Remark. The definition of ¢* and ¢. and Fatou’s lemma yield that Hardy inequalities as
in the last definition extend to D(q") and D(g.). In particular, for subcritical ¢ we have
D(q") = D(ge) N LY(X, ).

The aim of this section is to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 5.2 (Characterization subcriticality). Let g be a closed quadratic form on L*(X, 1)
satisfying the first Beurling-Deny criterion. The following assertions are equivalent.

(i) q is subcritical.
(ii) There exists a strictly positive g € LO(X, 1) such that for all f € D(q)

/ \flgdp < q(f)Y2.
X

(111) ker gt = {0}.
(iv) ker ge = {0} and there exists a strictly positive q-excessive function h € D(qe).
(v) For one strictly positive f € LO(X, ) the limit Gf = limy_s04 Gof ewists in LO(X, ).
(vi) For all strictly positive g-excessive functions h € L°(X, p) and all f € LY (X, hp) the
limit Gf = limg_y01 Gof exists in LO(X, p).
(vii) ker go = {0} ¢ # 0 and the map

D(ge) = D(qe), f > |f]

s continuous with respect to qe.
(viii) The embedding (D(qe),qe) — LY(X, ), f > f is continuous.
(iz) (D(qe), qe) s a Hilbert space.
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Proof. Step 1: We first discuss the equivalence of (iii), (iv), (vii), (viii) and (ix).

(viii) < (ix): This is the content of Theorem 2.3

(viil) & (ix) = (iv): Let g € D(ge) with g > 0 be given. By (viii) the set {f € D(¢.) | f > g}
is a closed nonempty convex set in the Hilbert space (D(qe), ge). Hence, by the approximation
theorem in Hilbert spaces, there exists h € D(q.) with

qe(h) = inf{qe(f) [ f = g}-
For nonnegative ¢ € D(q.) and € > 0 we have h + o > g such that

ge(h) < qe(h+e9) = ge(h) + 22qe(h, @) + £°qe().

Letting ¢ — 0+ yields gc(h, ) > 0, so that h is g.-excessive by Lemma B4l (choose a measure
i = @u such that h € L?(X,u') and the result follows from Lemma B.4] applied to the
restriction of g, to L?(X, u')).

Since L°(X, i) is Hausdorff, the continuity of the embedding D(q.) — L°(X,u) implies
that (D(qe), ¢e) is Hausdorff as well. This means ker ¢. = {0}.

(vii) = (viii): Let h € D(g.) be strictly positive. Since ker g. = {0}, Corollary [4.4] yields a
function a: (0,00) — (0,00) and w > 0 such that

(AﬂﬂAm%MMSMM%QﬂAM+T

for all 7 > 0 and f € D(qe). Let (f,) in D(ge) with ¢e(f,) — 0 be given. The continuity of ||
with respect to g. implies that the map D(q.) — D(q.), f — |f| A h is also continuous with
respect to ge. We obtain g(|f,| A h) — 0 and our weak Hardy inequality implies

/Uthﬁwu%U
X

This yields f, — 0 in L°(X, 1) and we arrive at (viii).

(viii) = (vii): Assertion (viii) implies that the form topology is induced by the norm qi/ 2,
With this at hand, the assertion follows from Lemma [3.3]

(iv) = (iii): Let f € kerq™ and let f, € D(q.) with f, — f and q.(f,) — 0. Let
h € D(q.) be excessive and strictly positive. Using f,, Ah — f A hin L%(X, 1) and the lower
semicontinuity of g. we obtain

Qe(f A h) < hH_l)inf Qe(fn A h) < 1irr_1>inf Qe(fn) =0.

This implies f A h € ker g, so that f A h = 0 by our assumption. The strict positivity of h
yields f = 0.

(iii) = (viii): Let (f,) be in D(ge) with ge(fn) — 0. Since (f,) is an arbitrary sequence
with this property, it suffices to show that (f,,) has a subsequence converging to 0 p-a.e. Using
the first Beurling-Deny criterion, we choose a subsequence (f,, ) such that

Zqu(‘fnk’) = ZQe(‘fnk’) < oQ.
k=1 k=1

With this and ker ¢t = {0} at hand, |f,, | — 0 p-a.e. follows from Lemma 310l

Step 2: Now that we established the equivalence of (iii), (iv), (vii), (viii) and (ix), we show
that all of these are equivalent to (ii), (v) and (vi).

(vi) = (v): This is trivial.
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(v) = (ii): Without loss of generality we can assume that f is strictly positive and in
LY(X,u) N L*(X, ). Consider the function F = f/(Gf v 1). Then F < f and F < f/Gf,
and so the monotonicity of G yields [y, FGFdy < ||f|, . This implies

4a(GoF) = (F,GoF) < |[f]l; -
For g € D(q) we obtain

(91, F) = ga(|g]; GaF) < aa(l9]) /2 qa(GaF)?> < | 111 gal9) 2.

Letting o — 0+ yields (ii).

(ii) = (iv): If (ii) holds we have ker g. = {0} (since the inequality extends to the extended
space, see the remark before this theorem). The existence of a strictly positive excessive
function und (ii) is the content of Lemma (b).

(iv) = (vi): Let h € L%(X, u) be striclty positive and g-excessive and let f € L1 (X, hu).
Without loss of generality we can assume h € D(q.) (else consider h A b/ for a strictly positive
excessive function i’ € D(q.)). Lemma[B§and (viii) imply aGoh — 0in LO(X, 1) as o — 0+.
The resolvent identity and aG,h < h, see Lemma[34], show that this convergence is monotone
and that

Gs(h — aGuh) = Goh — BGoGsh < Goh < o™ 'h.

Let Ay = {aG,h < h/2} and note that A, X as @ — 0+ by our previous considerations.
Hence, it suffices to show that Gf is a.s. finite on A,. Using symmetry of the extended
resolvents and the inequality above, for > 0 we estimate

1
/ Gpfhdp < 2/ fGp(h —aGah)dp = —/ fhdp.
Aq X @ Jx

Hence, we obtain 14, Gf € L'(X, hu) and arrive at (ii).

Step 3: Assertions (ii) to (ix) are equivalent to (i):

(i) = (ii): Without loss of generality we can assume that the Hardy weight w is in L' (X, u).
For f € D(q) we obtain

1/2 1/2
2 1/2
[ 1t < ( 1 wdu) ( / wdu) < Cq(p

This yields the claim.

(v) = (i): Without loss of generality we can assume Gg € L°(X,p) for some strictly
positive g € L?(X, ). Then Corollary yields the claim for the Hardy weight w = ¢g/Gg
after letting a@ — 0+. U

Remark (Hardy weights). The proof of the theorem shows that for all strictly positive
g € L%(X, p) with Gg € L°(X, u) the function w = g/Gg is a Hardy weight for g. A criterion
for the existence of Gyg is given by assertion (iv).

Remark (State of the art). (a) Let € be a Dirichlet form. In this case, the constant function
1 is E-excessive and assertion (iii) reduces to ker & = {0}. This is one characterization
of transience of the Dirichlet form £ and the equivalence of transience to (ii), (iii) (iv),
(v), (vi) and (ix) is well-known, see the discussion in [b, Section 1.6 and Notes]. The
equivalence of transience to subcriticality with Hardy weight w = g/Gg is more or less
contained in [4] for regular Dirichlet forms. The additional regularity assumption in [4]
allows that the measure wu on one side of the Hardy inequality can even be replaced by
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a smooth measure. The equivalence of transience to (viii) is based on Theorem [2.3] and
taken from [25].

(b) For second-order linear elliptic operators the relation of Hardy inequalities and the behav-
ior of the resolvent at the infimum of the spectrum (which in our case can always be taken
to equal 0), i.e., the equivalence of (i) and (v), (vi) is well known, see e.g. [16, 19, 21] and
references therein.

The connection of subcriticality to transience of h-transformed Schrodinger type forms
(Dirichlet form + form induced by a potential) is studied in the recent [32], with previous
results in [30, B1]. For Schrodinger type forms on discrete spaces corresponding results
were obtained in [12].

(¢) The implication (viii) & (ix) = (iv) uses a standard argument showing that certain min-
imizers of the ’energy’ g are ’superharmonic’ functions. The idea to use the function
f/(Gf V1) in the proof of implication (v) = (ii) is taken from the proof of [5, Theo-
rem 1.5.1].

(d) The equivalence of subcriticality to (iii) and (vii) seems to be a new observation.

With this at hand we obtain that there are three types of irreducible forms satisfying the
first Beurling-Deny criterion.

Corollary 5.3. Let q be an irreducible quadratic form on L*(X, 1) satisfying the first Beurling-
Deny criterion. Then precisely one the following assertions holds.

(i) q is subcritical.

(ii) ker g. = Rh for some strictly positive h € L°(X, ).
(iii) ker T = {0, 00}.
Moreover, (iii) holds if and only if q does not possess a montrivial nonnegative excessive
function.

Proof. Suppose (i) does not hold. According to our theorem ker g+ # {0}. Now there are two
cases:

Case 1: ker g™ N LY(X, ) # {0}. Since D(ge) N LY (X, ) = D(¢™) N LY (X, p), this implies
ker g. # (). Now (ii) follows from Corollary B12l Since ker oMLY (X, 1) C ker ¢, this implies
that (iii) does not hold.

Case 2: kerq™ N LO(X,u) = {0}. Let 0 # h € kerqt. Since h ¢ L°(X,pu), the set
A = {h = oo} has positive measure. We show that it is g.-invariant as this implies (iii) by
the irreducibilty of q.

According to Lemma [3.9, we have 14 - oo € ker ¢*. For nonnegative f € D(q.) we obtain

Ge(1af) = qe(f A (La-00)) =g (f A (La-00)) < g™ (f) +q"(1a - 00) = ge(f).
Since ¢, satisfies the first Beurling-Deny criterion, this implies f14 € D(q.) for all f € D(qe)
and

Ge(1af) = qe(lafy) +qe(laf-) —2qe(1afr,1af-)
< Qe(er) + Qe(f*) - QQe(lAer, 1Af*)'

It remains to prove qe(1af+,1af-) > qe(f+, f—) to establish the invariance of A. Nonnegative
h,h' € D(q.) with hAR' = 0 satisfy g.(h,h’) < 0 (this is a consequence of Lemma [3.1]). Hence,

Ge(frs f-) = qe(lafi, 1af-) + qe(lafy, Ix\af-) + qe(Ix\afs,1af-) + qe(lafy, 1x\af-)
< Qe(lAf-I—a 1Af—)'
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It remains to prove the 'Moreover’ statement. If (iii) does not hold, either (i) or (ii) are
satisfied. If (i) holds, then ¢ has an excessive function by the previous theorem and if (ii)
holds, h is an excessive function.

Now suppose ¢ has a nontrivial excessive function h € L(_)F(X ). If oo were in ker g™, we
would obtain

0 (h) = q* (00 A R) < g (00) = 0.
This implies ker ¢4 # {0,000}, so that (iii) does not hold. O

Definition 5.4 (Criticality). An irreducible form satisfying (ii) in the previous corollary is
called critical and the strictly positive function h is an Agmon ground state of q.

Remark. For irreducible Dirichlet forms the dichotomy between subcriticality (transience)
and criticality (recurrence) is well-known, see [5, Section 1.6]. It is also known for classical
Schrodinger operators [20], certain generalized Schrédinger forms [30] and discrete Schrodinger
operators [12].

For general irreducible forms however, it may happen happen that they are neither critical
nor subcritical. According to the corollary, this is precisely the case if they do not possess
excessive functions.

In concrete models the existence of an excessive function is often known. Indeed, we do not
have a counterexample of a closed form satisfiying the first Beurling-Deny criterion without
excessive function. Excessive functions usually correspond to superharmonic functions with
respect to an associated 'weakly defined operator’. Existence results for such functions are
sometimes referred to as Allegretto-Piepenbrink type theorems, see e.g. [29, [14], [6] and refer-
ences therein. Below in Appendix [A]l we prove existence of excessive functions for irreducible
forms for which the semigroup admits a heat kernel, an assumption that is satisfied for the
models considered in the mentioned [20} 30, 12]. Our existence result relies on a weak Harnack
principle, which is shown to hold for kernel operators with strictly positive kernel.

6. WEAK POINCARE INEQUALITIES AND COMPLETENESS OF EXTENDED FORM DOMAINS

In this section we discuss when weak Poincaré inequalities hold. For conservative Dirichlet
forms on L?(X, ) with finite u, they have been introduced and extensively studied in [23],
which also contains an abundance of examples and further references. Therefore, here we
restrict ourselves to two additional abstract criteria for the validity of such an inequality.

For simplicity we assume irreducibility of the form even though this is not necessary. More-
over, we write f 1., h to state that the functions f and h are orthogonal in the Hilbert space
L3(X,wp).

Theorem 6.1. Let q be an irreducible closed quadratic form on L?(X,m) satisfying the first
Beurling-Deny criterion. Assume further that q is critical such that ker o = Rh for some
strictly positive h € L°(X, u). The following assertions are equivalent.
(i) (D(qe)/Rh,qe) is a Hilbert space.
(ii) The map
(D(qe)/Rh, qe) — L°(X, ) /Rh,  f+Rh— f+Rh
is continuous. Here, L°(X, 1) /Rh is equipped with the quotient topology.
(iii) For one/all strictly positive w € L*(X, h%p) there exists a decreasing a: (0,00) — (0, 00)
such that for all f € L*(X,wu) with f Ly h and all 7 > 0 we have

/X FPwdp < a(r)ge(f) + Il /1% -
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Proof. The equivalence of (i) and (ii) is the content of Theorem 2.3

(i) = (ii): It suffices to show that if (f,,) is a sequence in D(q) with g.(fn) — 0, then
there exist C,, € R such that f, — C,h — 0 in L%(X,pu). Let w € LY(X,h?u) be strictly
positive such that the weak Poincaré inequality holds and consider

T: LO9(X,p) — LA X,wp), Tf=(fAh)V(=h).

For each n € N there exists C,, € R such that T'(f, — Cy,h) Ly, h. Since also |T'f| = |f| A h,
the weak Poincaré inequality applied to T'(f,, — C,,h) and h € ker ¢, imply

/X(|fn = Cuh| AW wdp < a(r)qe(T(fr — Coh)) +7 < a(r)ge(fa) + 1, 7> 0.

Since h,w are strictly positive, we infer f,, — C,h — 0 in LO(X, ) from g.(f,) — 0.

(ii) = (iii): Suppose that the weak Poincaré inequality does not hold for a given strictly
positive w € L'(X,h?u). Then there exist 7 > 0 and a sequence (fy,) in D(qe) N L°(X, p)
with f,, Ly h such that [ f2wdp =1 and

1> nge(fu) +r2 || fu/R))% -

This implies | f,| < h/r and g.(f,) — 0. Assertion (ii) yields C), € R such that f, —Cp,h — 0
in L°(X, ). Without loss of generality we assume the convergence holds u-a.e. (else pass to
a suitable subsequence). It suffices to show C;,, — 0 and hence f,, — 0 p-a.e. Indeed, using
|fn| < h/r and h € L?(X,wp), Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem and f, — 0 p-a.e.

imply

0= lim / fPwdp =1,
n—oo X

a contradiction.
From A > 0 and

|Cph| < |Cph — fol + | ful < |Crh — ful +h/r — h/r, n — oo,

it follows that C), is bounded. Hence, f,, — C,,h is bounded by some constant times h. Using
this and f,, 1., h, we conclude with the help of Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem

—Cn/ hrwdp = / (fn — Chh)hwdy — 0, n — oo.
X X
This shows the required C,, — 0. U

Remark. (a) Instead of working with the norm ||-/h|| ., on the right side of the inequality
in (iii), we could have also used Oy(f) = esssup f/h — essinf f/h. Note that J, is the
quotient norm on Lp°(X, p)/Rh.

(b) It is known for recurrent (critical) irreducible Dirichlet forms £ that Poincaré type in-
equalites yield that (D(&.)/R1, &) is a Hilbert space, see e.g. the discussion in [5, Sec-
tion 4.8], which is based on [I7] and treats Harris recurrent Dirichlet forms. The obser-
vation that the converse can be characterized by a weak Poincaré inequality seems to be
new.

Recall Theorem 5.2 which states that if (D(qge), ¢e) is a Hilbert space (and in particular
ker g. = {0}), not only weak Hardy inequalites but Hardy inequalites hold with respect to
certain Hardy weights. It would be interesting to know whether Poincaré inequalites with
respect to certain weights hold under the condition that (D(g.)/ker ., qe) is a Hilbert
space or what else has to be assumed. As mentioned above, for Dirichlet forms Harris
recurrence is sufficient for a Poincaré inequality to hold.
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In some sense a Poincaré inequality for ¢ can be interpreted as subcriticality of the
form ¢ considered on the quotient space L?(X,u)/Rh ~ (Rh)* (or . on the quotient
LY(X, 1)/Rh). These quotients do not carry a good order structure. Hence, the methods
used in the proof of Theorem [5.2] which heavily rely on the order structure of the function
spaces, are not available.

For an irreducible conservative Dirichlet form £ and finite u, in [23] it is noted that the
validity of a weak Poincaré inequality (with h = w = 1) is equivalent to Kusuoka-Aida’s weak
spectral gap property discussed in [I], [I3]. The weak spectral gap property is said to hold if
sequences (fy) in D(E) with || fn|ly <1, fr L 1 and E(f,) — 0 converge to 0 in measure with
respect to u. In this sense, our main observation is that the weak spectral gap property is the
same as the continuity of the embedding in assertion (ii). As shown in [I, Lemma 2.6], the
weak spectral gap property holds if the semigroup is a semigroup of kernel operators. Hence,
we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 6.2. Let £ be an irreducible conservative Dirichlet form on L?(X, u) with finite p.
If the associated semigroup admits an integral kernel, then (D(E.)/R1,E.) is a Hilbert space.

[23, Theorem 7.1] gives a sharp criterion for the weak Poincaré inequality for a conservative
irreducible Dirichlet form on a configuration space over a non-compact manifold M (with a
finite measure p on the configuration space, h = w = 1 and with respect to the quotient norm
0(f) = esssup f — essinf f on the right side of the weak Poincaré inequality). In particular,
it shows that if

A(r) = f{|[V fllzapp) | £ € C(M) with || fll 2y =1 and [[f]5, <r} =0

for some r > 0, then the considered Dirichlet form on the configuration space over M does
not satisfy a weak Poincaré inequality. But for M = R it is readily verified that A(r) = 0 for
any r > 0 (for n € N consider smoothed versions of f,: R — R, f,, = —|z|/n? +1/n). Hence,
on M = R the Dirichlet forms on configuration space over R described in [23, Section 7] do
not satisfy weak Poincaré inequalities and according to our theorem their extended Dirichlet
space is not complete. The existence of such examples seems to be a new observation and
therefore we state it as a corollary to our theorem.

Corollary 6.3. There exists an irreducible Dirichlet form & with ker &, = R1, such that
(D(&.)/R1, &) is not a Hilbert space.

APPENDIX A. EXISTENCE OF EXCESSIVE FUNCTIONS AND A QUESTION OF SCHEP

In this appendix we show that an irreducible form with the first Beurling-Deny criterion
has a strictly positive excessive function if its semigroup is a semigroup of kernel operators.
This result is based on a more general observation for positivity preserving kernel operators
on LP-spaces, which answers a question of Schep for this particular class of operators.

In this section (Y, ) denotes another o-finite measure space. We assume 1 < p < oo and
consider positivity preserving operators T': LP(X, ) — LP(Y,v), which are automatically
continuous, see e.g. [Ib, Proposition 1.3.5]. Their adjoint is denoted by T™*: LI(Y,v) —
L9(X, p) with 1/¢g+1/p = 1. Note that if f € L% (X, n), then fP~! € LY(X, p1). In particular,
if T is positivity preserving, T*(Tf)P~! is well-defined for f € LY (X, ) and belongs to
LI(X, p).

We consider the quantity

MT) =1inf{\ > 0| ex. strictly positive f € L% (X, p) with T*(Tf)P~1 < AfP~1}.
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It turns out that A(T") = || T||”, see [24, Theorem 4 and Theorem 8|, but we shall not use this
fact.

By definition, for A > A\(T) there exists a strictly positive f € LE (X, ) with T*(T f)P~1 <
AfP~L. Schep asked in [24] Section 8] what happens at A = A\(T). In this case, one cannot
expect to find a corresponding f € L% (X, p), but can still hope for a strictly positive f €
L9 (X, p). The following theorem shows that this is indeed true if T is a kernel operator with
strictly positive integral kernel.

Theorem A.1. Let 1 < p < oo and let T: LP(X,u) — LP(Y,v) be a kernel operator with
strictly positive integral kernel. Then there exists a strictly positive h € LY(X, u) such that

T*(Th)P~* < N(T)RP~ 1.

This theorem and our existence result for excessive functions are a consequence of the
following lemma, whose proof we give at the end of this section.

Lemma A.2. Let 1 < p < oo and let T: LP(X,u) — LP(Y,v) be a kernel operator with
strictly positive integral kernel. Let A > 0 and let f, € LP(X,u) be strictly positive with
T*(Tf,)P~ ! < )\fﬁ_l. Then there exist Cp, > 0 such that h = liminf,,_ . C,f. satisfies
0 < h<oo p-a.e and

T*(Th)P~ < ApP~L,

Proof of Theorem [A1l. Choose a sequence A, N\, A(T) and let f, € LP(X,u) be strictly
positive with T*(T'f,)P~1 < A, fﬁ_l. Choose C,, according to Lemma and set h =
liminf,, o0 Cpfn. Then h is striclty positive and in L°(X, ). Fatou’s lemma for positivity
preserving operators yields

T*(Th)P~! < liminf T*(T(Cy f,))P~! < liminf A\, (Cp fr)P ™1 = N(T)RP~L. O
n—o0 n—o0

Theorem A.3. Let q be an irreducible quadratic form on L?(X, i) satisfying the first Beurling-
Deny criterion. Assume that the associated semigroup is a semigroup of kernel operators.
Then there exists a strictly positive q-excessive function.

Proof. Irreducibility yields that the integral kernel of the associated semigroup (7}) is strictly
positive. We choose a strictly positive function g > 0. Then f, = G,g is strictly positive
and Ty f, < e'f, (use that Gy is gu-excessive and that (e7'*T});~¢ is the semigroup of ¢q,
then apply Lemma [3.4). According to Lemma [A.2] applied to p = 2 and T; = (Ty/2) T3 )9,
there exist C, > 0 such that h = liminf, o} Cq fa is strictly positive and in LY(X, u). Using
Fatou’s lemma for positivity preserving operators we obtain

Tih < liminf T;Cy fo < liminf e'®C,, fo = h.
a—0+ a—0+
Since this is true for any ¢ > 0, Lemma B.4] yields that h is excessive. O

Remark. The existence of an integral kernel for the semigroup (the heat kernel) is e.g.
guaranteed if X is a separable metric space, u is a Borel measure of full support on X and
T,L*(X,p) € O(X), t > 0, see e.g. [I1]. This property is a question of local regularity for
solutions to the corresponding heat equation and satisfied in the situations discussed in [20,
30, 12]. Another criterion ensuring the existence of heat kernels is L!-L° ultracontractivity
in the case of Dirichlet forms.
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We now prove Lemma [A2] for operators T which are positivity improving (f > 0 and f # 0
implies that T'f is strictly positive) and satisfy a weak Harnack principle. Then we show that
the weak Harnack principle holds for kernel operators with strictly positive kernel. We start
with two ergodicity properties for postivity improving operators.

Lemma A.4 (Ergodicity). Let 1 < p < oo and let T: LP(X, ) — LP(Y,v) be a positivity
improving operator. Every measurable A C X with

THT1af)P~ < 1ATHT S
for all f € LA (X, p) satisfies p(A) =0 or pu(X \ A) = 0.

Proof. If T is positivity improving, then T* is also positivity improving. If u(A) # 0, we can
choose f € L (X, n) with f # 0 on A. The positivity improving property for 7" and T* and
the inequality for A yields

0 < TH(T1af)P~t <14TH(T )P
Hence, p(X \ A) = 0. O

Lemma A.5. Let 1 < p < oo and let T: LP(X,u) — LP(Y,v) be positivity improving. Then
MT) > 0. Let h € LT (X, u) satisfy

T*(Th)»~! < KhP~!
for some K > X(T) > 0. Then either h=0, 0 < h < oo or h = oo holds p-a.s.

Proof. A\(T') > 0 directly follows from T' (and hence T*) being positivity improving,.
We show that the sets A1 = {h > 0} and Ay = {h = oo} satisfy

T*(T1a, f)P~! <14, TH(Tf)P1

for all f e L¥ (X, ), i =1,2. With this at hand, the statement follows from Lemma [A:4]
For any f € LY (X, ) we have

Lipsopf = lim f A (nh) and 1pp—oy f = lim f A (n~'h),

where the limits hold in LP(X, 1) due to Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem. More-
over, since T" and T™ are positivity preserving, we obtain

T*(T(f A (nh))P~ < T*(T )P
and
T*(T(f A (nh)P~" < T*(T(nh))P~" < K(nh)~".
These observations yield
T (T sy fYP = Jim T*(Tf A (nh))P~!
< lim (K(nhpP~") AT (T )

= Loy THT P

A similar computation yields the statement for the set {h = oo}. O
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Definition A.6 (Weak Harnack principle). Let 1 < p < oo and let T': LP(X, u) — LP(Y,v)
be a positivity preserving linear operator. We say that T satisfies the weak Harnack principle
at A > 0 if there exist D > 0 and measurable sets A, B C X with p(A), u(B) > 0, such that
for every f € L% (X, p) with

THTfP~H < APt
we have

/ fdu < Dessinf f.
A zeB
We can now prove a version of Lemma[A.2] for operators satisfying a weak Harnack principle.

Lemma A.7. Let 1 <p < oo and let T: LP(X, ) — LP(Y,v) be a positivity improving oper-
ator that satisfies the weak Harnack principle at some X > X\(T). Let f, € LP(X, u) be strictly
positive with T*(Tf,)P~! < )\fﬁ_l. Then there exist Cp, > 0 such that h = liminf, . C, fn
satisfies 0 < h < 00 p-a.e. and

T*(Th)P~ < ARP~L.

Proof. Let A,B C X and let D > 0 as in the weak Harnack principle, which we apply to
fn- From [, fndp > 0 we obtain essinfyep fn, > 0. Hence, we can choose Cj, > 0 such that
essinfyep C, fr, = 1. We set
h = liminf C,, f,, € LT (M).
n—o0

Fatou’s lemma for positivity preserving operators yields
T*(Th)P~! < liminf T*(TCy, fn)P~' < liminf A(Cp, f)P~! = ARP7L,
n—oo n—oo

According to Lemma [AJ5] it suffices to exclude the cases h = 0 and h = oo to obtain the
desired statement. From essinf,cpC,f, = 1 we infer h > 1 on B. Therefore, h # 0.
Moreover, Fatou’s Lemma yields

/ hdp < lim inf/ Chfndp <liminf Dessinf Cy, f, = D.

n—oo

In particular, h is p-a.s. finite on A and so we obtain h # oo. O

Lemma A.8. Let k: Y x X — (0,00) be bimeasurable. Then the function

k: X x X —[0,00), k(z,y)= /Yk(z,x)k(z,y)dl/(z)

is bimeasurable and there exists ¢ > 0 and a measurable set A C X with u(A) > 0 such that
k>conAx A.

Proof. The measurability of & follows from Fubini’s theorem. For the estimate we can assume
that p and v are probability measures (else restrict everything to sets of finite measure and
rescale). For n € N we consider the sets D,, = {(y,z) € Y x X | k(y,z) > 1/n} and for z € X
we consider the measurable sections (D,,)* ={y € Y | (y,z) € D, }. By definition we have

M) = | Fenk(eia)dv() = —5u((D) 0 (D)),

Hence, we need to prove that for some n € N there exists C' > 0 and a set A with u(A) > 0
and v((Dp)* N (Dy)Y) > C >0 for all z,y € A.
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Our assumption k£ > 0 yields D,, /Y x X, as n — oo. Using the monotone convergence
theorem, for ¢ > 0 we find n. € N with

(v @ u)(Dn) > 1 - <.

We claim that A. = {z € X | v((Dn.)*) > 1 — 2¢} satisfies p(A:) > 0 (here we use Fubini’s
theorem for the measurability of A.). If this were not the case, we would have v((D,_)*) <
1 — 2¢ for p-a.e. x € X. But then Fubini’s theorem leads to the contradiction

0@ n)(Du) = [ (D)) < 12
Hence, for z,y € A. we have
v((Dn.)* 0/(Dn.)") = v((Dn.)*) + v((Dn.)") = v((Dn.)* U (Dn.)?) > 1 = 4e,
so that A = A, for some ¢ < 1/4 is a set as required. O

Remark. If there exists ¢ > 0 and not neglibile sets A C X, B C Y such that k£ > ¢ on
B x A, then the statement of the previous lemma trivially follows from the definition of k.
Note however that k£ > 0 does not imply the existence of such sets, see e.g. [7, Theorem B.1].

Lemma A.9 (Weak Harnack principle for kernel operators). Let 1 < p < oo and let
T: LP(X,u) — LP(Y,v) be a kernel operator with strictly positive kernel. Then T satisfies
the weak harnack principle at every A > 0.

Proof. Let A > 0 and let f € LE (X, p) with T*(T f)P~! < A\fP~L. Using the previous lemma
we choose ¢ > 0 and a set A with u(A) > 0 such that

k(z,y) = Lk(z,x)k(z,y)du(z) >c

for all z,y € A. Let g such that 1/¢+ ¢/p = 1 and let ¢ € L% (X, p). Using Minkowski’s
inequality for integrals and Fubini’s theorem we obtain

3 [ s@ante) = [ elo) ( e ([ k(z,y>f<y>du<y>)p1du<z>>1/(pl) ()

</X o </Y ) /x Kz, ?/)f(y)d/w(y)dV(zOp_1 du(x)> o

p—1 1/(p—1)
[ et ([ e nimanm) d#(ﬁﬂ))

> c/Atp(w)du(w)/Af(y)du(y)-

Now we let ¢ = 1p, where B C A is a set wit 0 < m(B) < oo such that f < essinf,ca f+¢
on B. We obtain

v

Nessint f -+ <)m(B) = cn(B) | fw)duly).
z A
Since £ > 0 is arbitrary, this proves the claim with constant D = A/¢ > 0. O

Remark. We proved that in principle the weak Harnack principle holds at all A > 0. However,
nontrivial functions with T*(T f)P~1 < AfP~! only exist for A > A\(T).

Proof of Lemma[A.2. This follows directly from the previous two lemmas. O
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