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ON ORDER ISOMORPHISMS INTERTWINING SEMIGROUPS

FOR DIRICHLET FORMS

LIPING LI AND HANLAI LIN

Abstract. This paper is devoted to characterizing the so-called order iso-
morphisms intertwining the L

2-semigroups of two Dirichlet forms. We first
show that every unitary order isomorphism intertwining semigroups is the
composition of h-transformation and quasi-homeomorphism. In addition, un-
der the absolute continuity condition on Dirichlet forms, every (not necessarily
unitary) order isomorphism intertwining semigroups is the composition of h-
transformation, quasi-homeomorphism, and multiplication by a certain step
function.
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1. Introduction

In a famous paper [7], Kac asked the following question: Let Ωi ⊂ R
d, i =

1, 2, be bounded domains satisfying certain regularity condition, and ∆i be the
Laplacian with Dirichlet boundary condition on Ωi. Does it follow that Ω1 and Ω2

are congruent if knowing that ∆1 and ∆2 have the same series of eigenvalues? This
question can be formulated in terms of the L2-semigroups (T i

t )t≥0 generated by ∆i.
Take an orthogonal basis {ein : n ≥ 1} of L2(Ωi) consisting of eigenfunctions of ∆i

and let U : L2(Ω1) → L2(Ω2) be the linear operator such that Ue1n = e2n for n ≥ 1.
Then the assumption the the spectra coincide is equivalent to that

UT 1
t = T 2

t U, t ≥ 0. (1.1)

Kac’s problem amounts to asking that does it follow that Ω1 and Ω2 are congruent
if (1.1) holds for a certain unitary operator U : L2(Ω1) → L2(Ω2)? It has been
shown in [6] that, in general, the answer is negative.

In [2], Arendt studied Kac’s problem under an additional condition that U is
a so-called order isomorphism: U is bijective, and for f ∈ L2(Ω1), f ≥ 0 if and
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2 LIPING LI AND HANLAI LIN

only if Uf ≥ 0. The main result of [2] stated that if U is an order isomorphism
satisfying (1.1), then Ω1 and Ω2 are congruent. In a recent paper [9], Lenz et al.
investigated an analogical problem in terms of Dirichlet forms. The terminologies
and notations concerning Dirichlet forms are referred to [3, 5]; see also §2.1. Let
(Ei,Fi) be two quasi-regular and irreducible Dirichlet forms on L2(Ei,mi), whose
L2-semigroups are denoted by (T i

t )t≥0, for i = 1, 2. Consider an order isomorphism
U : L2(E1,m1) → L2(E2,m2), which is defined by the same way as the Laplacian
case, and assume that U intertwines (T 1

t )t≥0 and (T 2
t )t≥0 in the sense of (1.1).

Then Lenz et al. showed that the topologies of E1 and E2 coincide in the following
sense: There exist Ei-nests {F i

n : n ≥ 1} and a map j : E1 → E2 such that j|F 1
n
is a

homeomorphism from F 1
n to F 2

n for any n ≥ 1. This problem is also considered in [4]
for possibly reducible Dirichlet forms and unitary order isomorphisms intertwining
their L2-semigroups by an argument involving the so-called ergodic decompositions
of Dirichlet forms.

The main purpose of the current paper is to characterize the order isomorphisms
intertwining the L2-semigroups of two Dirichlet forms by means of transformations
of Dirichlet forms. We first note that two transformations of Dirichlet forms, i.e. h-
transformation and quasi-homeomorphism, are corresponding to particular unitary
order isomorphisms intertwining semigroups, as will be explained in §2.2 and §2.3.
Then it turns out in Theorem 3.1 that every unitary order isomorphism intertwin-
ing semigroups is the composition of h-transformation and quasi-homeomorphism.
Regarding general (not necessarily unitary) order isomorphisms intertwining semi-
groups, we assume the absolute continuity condition for the probability transition
semigroup of the Markov process associated with (E1,F1) and obtain an irreducible
decomposition of E1 for (E1,F1) in the sense of Kuwae [8]. Then E2 also admits
an irreducible decomposition for (E2,F2). Our main result, Theorem 4.6, concludes
that every order isomorphism intertwining semigroups is the composition of three
transformations: h-transformation, quasi-homeomorphism, and multiplication by a
step function which is constant on each invariant set of (E2,F2).

The paper is organized as follows. In §2 we prepare some terminologies and
notations about Dirichlet forms and order isomorphisms. Particularly, Lemmas 2.2
and 2.3 show that h-transformation and quasi-homeomorphism give special unitary
order isomorphisms intertwining semigroups. The characterization of unitary order
isomorphisms intertwining semigroups will be completed in §3. Then the general
case will be studied in §4.

2. h-transformation, quasi-homeomorphisms and order isomorphisms

In this section we prepare some terminologies and notations about Dirichlet
forms and order isomorphisms.

2.1. Dirichlet forms. Let (E,B(E)) be a measurable space and m be a σ-finite
measure on it. The completion of B(E) with respect to m is denoted by Bm(E). A
Dirichlet form (E,F) is a symmetric Markovian closed form on L2(E,m), for which
we refer to the standard textbooks [3, 5]. Set E1(f, g) := E(f, g) + (f, g)L2(E,m) for
any f, g ∈ F.

Assume further that E is a Hausdorff topological space with the Borel σ-algebra
B(E) being assumed to be generated by the continuous functions on E and that
m is fully supported on E. An ascending sequence {Fn : n ≥ 1} of closed subsets
of E is called an E-nest if ∪n≥1FFn

is E1-dense in F, where FFn
:= {f ∈ F : f =
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0,m-a.e. on F c
n}. A subsetN of E is called E-polar if there is an E-nest {Fn : n ≥ 1}

such that N ⊂ ∩n≥1(E \ Fn). A statement depending on x ∈ A is said to hold
E-quasi-everywhere (E-q.e. in abbreviation) on A if there is an E-polar set N ⊂ A
such that the statement is true for every x ∈ A \N . A function f on E is said to
be E-quasi-continuous (E-q.c. in abbreviation) if there is an E-nest {Fn : n ≥ 1}
such that f |Fn

is finite and continuous on Fn for each n ≥ 1.
The Dirichlet form (E,F) is called quasi-regular , if

(i) There exists an E-nest {Fn : n ≥ 1} consisting of compact sets;
(ii) There exists an E1-dense subset of F whose elements have E-q.c. m-versions;

(iii) There exists {fn : n ≥ 1} ⊂ F having E-quasi-continuous m-versions {f̃n :

n ≥ 1} and an E-polar set N ⊂ E such that {f̃n : n ≥ 1} separates the
points of E \N .

It is called regular , if E is a locally compact separable metric space, m is a Radon
measure on E with full support, and F∩Cc(E) is E1-dense in F and uniformly dense
in Cc(E) respectively, where Cc(E) is the family of all continuous functions with
compact support on E. Note that a regular Dirichlet form is always quasi-regular.

2.2. h-transformation. Let (E,F) be a quasi-regular Dirichlet form on L2(E,m).
Denote by (Tt)t≥0 the L2-semigroup of (E,F). Note that Tt|L2

+
(E,m) can be ex-

tended to an operator, still denoted by Tt, on L+(E,m), where L2
+(E,m) = {f ∈

L2(E,m) : f ≥ 0} and L+(E,m) is the family of all m-equivalence classes of
Bm(E)-measurable functions from E to [0,∞]. More precisely, take a strictly pos-
itive function η ∈ L2(E,m) and define for any f ∈ L+(E,m),

Ttf := lim
n→∞

Tt(f ∧ nη).

Since Ttg ≥ 0 for any g ∈ L2(E,m), it follows that Tt(f ∧ nη) ↑ Ttf and Ttf ∈
L+(E,m). This definition is independent of the choice of η. In fact, set fn := f∧nη.
For another sequence gn ∈ L2

+(E,m) ↑ f , T̃tf := limn→∞ Ttgn is also well defined

and T̃tf = Ttf can be obtained as follows: For any h ∈ L2
+(E,m), we have

∫

E

h · Ttfdm = lim
n→∞

∫

E

h · Ttfndm = lim
n→∞

∫

E

Tth · fndm

=

∫

E

Tth · fdm = lim
n→∞

∫

E

Tth · gndm =

∫

E

h · T̃tfdm.

As a result, Ttf = T̃tf .
We introduce a family of excessive functions with respect to (Tt)t≥0 as follows:

Exc+ :=
{

h ∈ L+(E,m) : Tth ≤ h, ∀t ≥ 0 and

h admits an E-q.c. m-version h̃ with h̃ > 0,E-q.e.
}

.
(2.1)

This family is not necessarily contained in L2(E,m) (cf., e.g., [3, 5]), and constant
functions belong to Exc+. For h ∈ Exc+,

Eh := {x ∈ E : 0 < h(x) < ∞} = E, m-a.e.,

and

T h
t f(x) :=

1

h(x)
Tt(hf)(x), t ≥ 0, f ∈ L2(E, h2 ·m) (2.2)

is called the h-transformed semigroup on L2(E, h2 ·m). Clearly (T h
t )t≥0 is a strongly

continuous contraction Markovian semigroup on L2(E, h2 ·m).



4 LIPING LI AND HANLAI LIN

Lemma 2.1. Let (E,F) be a quasi-regular Dirichlet form on L2(E,m) and h ∈
Exc+. Then the h-transformed semigroup (T h

t )t≥0 is associated with the quasi-
regular Dirichlet form on L2(E, h2 ·m):

F
h = {f ∈ L2(E, h2 ·m), fh ∈ F}

E
h(f, g) = E(fh, gh), f, g ∈ F

h.
(2.3)

Furthermore, the following hold:

(1) An ascending sequence {Fn} of closed subsets of E is an E
h-nest, if and

only if it is an E-nest.
(2) A set N ⊂ E is E

h-polar if and only if it is E-polar.
(3) f is E

h-q.c. if and only if it is E-q.c.

Proof. Clearly h2 ·m is σ-finite and has full support in E, and (Eh,Fh) is a Dirichlet
form on L2(E, h2 ·m). It is easy to verify that ∪n≥1F

h
Fn

is Eh
1 -dense in F

h, if and

only if ∪n≥1FFn
is E1-dense in F. Hence {Fn} is an E

h-nest if and only if it is an
E-nest. Particularly, N is Eh-polar if and only if it is E-polar; every E-q.c. function
is E

h-q.c. and vice verse. In addition, the first condition (i) in the definition of
quasi-regularity holds true for (Eh,Fh). For another two conditions (ii) and (iii),

it suffices to note that for any E-q.c. continuous f̃ ∈ F, f̃ · h̃ ∈ F
h is Eh-q.c. That

completes the proof. �

The Dirichlet form (Eh,Fh) is called the h-transform of (E,F). Define an isom-
etry

Uh : L2(E,m) → L2(E, h2 ·m), f 7→
f

h
(2.4)

for h ∈ Exc+. Then (Eh,Fh) is the image Dirichlet form of (E,F) under Uh in the
sense that

F
h = UhF, E

h(f, g) = E(U−1
h f, U−1

h g), f, g ∈ F
h,

where U−1
h is the inverse of Uh. Note that (2.2) yields the following.

Lemma 2.2. Let h ∈ Exc+. Then UhTtf = T h
t Uhf for t ≥ 0 and f ∈ L2(E,m).

2.3. Quasi-homeomorphism of Dirichlet spaces. Given another Dirichlet form

(Ê, F̂) on a second L2-space L2(Ê, m̂), where Ê is also a Hausdorff topological

space and m̂ is fully supported on Ê, (E,F) is said to be quasi-homeomorphic to

(Ê, F̂) if there is an E-nest {Fn : n ≥ 1}, an Ê-nest {F̂n : n ≥ 1} and a map

j : ∪n≥1Fn → ∪n≥1F̂n such that

(i) j is a topological homeomorphism from Fn onto F̂n for each n ≥ 1.
(ii) m̂ = m ◦ j−1.
(iii) It holds that

F̂ = {f̂ ∈ L2(Ê, m̂) : f̂ ◦ j ∈ F},

Ê(f̂ , ĝ) = E(f̂ ◦ j, ĝ ◦ j), f̂ , ĝ ∈ F̂.

The map j is called a quasi-homeomorphism from (E,F) to (Ê, F̂). Define an isom-
etry

Uj : L
2(E,m) → L2(Ê, m̂), f 7→ f ◦ j−1 (2.5)



ORDER ISOMORPHISMS 5

for a quasi-homeomorphism j. Then (Ê, F̂) is the image Dirichlet form of (E,F)
under Uj , i.e.

F̂ = UjF, Ê(f, g) = E(U−1
j f, U−1

j g), f, g ∈ F̂,

where U−1
j is the inverse of Uj. It is worth pointing out that a quasi-regular

Dirichlet form is always quasi-homeomorphic to a certain regular Dirichlet form,
and the quasi-homeomorphic image of a quasi-regular Dirichlet form is still quasi-
regular.

Denote by (Tt)t≥0 and (T̂t)t≥0 the L
2-semigroup of (E,F) and (Ê, F̂) respectively.

The following lemma is obvious and the proof is omitted.

Lemma 2.3. Let j be a quasi-homeomorphism from (E,F) to (Ê, F̂). Then T̂tUjf =
UjTtf for any t ≥ 0 and f ∈ L2(E,m).

2.4. Order isomorphisms. Let (Ei,B(Ei)) be a measurable space and mi be a
σ-finite measure on it for i = 1, 2. The following concepts play a central role in
this paper. Note that we do not impose any topological structure on Ei for these
concepts.

Definition 2.4. (1) A linear map U : L2(E1,m1) → L2(E2,m2) is called pos-
itivity preserving if Uf ≥ 0, m2-a.e., for f ∈ L2

+(E1,m1).
(2) A positivity preserving map U is said to be an order isomorphism if U has

a positivity preserving inverse.

Remark 2.5. A positivity preserving operator is always bounded; see, e.g., [1, The-
orem 4.3]. An order isomorphism U is an invertible operator U : L2(E1,m1) →
L2(E2,m2) such that for any f ∈ L2(E1,m1), Uf ≥ 0 if and only if f ≥ 0. Mim-
icking the argument concerning Tt in the beginning of §2.2, we can also extend
U |L2

+
(E1,m1) to an operator from L+(E1,m1) to L+(E2,m2), which is still denoted

by U .

The following proposition presents a representation for order isomorphisms,
which is crucial to our treatment, and the proof is referred to [4, Proposition 3.2].

Proposition 2.6. Assume that Ei is a standard Borel space, i.e. isomorphic to a
Polish space with its Borel σ-algebra, for i = 1, 2. Let U : L2(E1,m1) → L2(E2,m2)
be an order isomorphism. Then there exists a measurable map s : (E1,Bm1(E1)) →
(0,∞) and a measurable map τ : (E1,Bm1(E1)) → (E2,Bm2(E2)) with measurable
a.e. inverse τ−1 such that

Uf =

(

f

s

)

◦ τ−1, ∀f ∈ L2(E1,m1). (2.6)

Here s and τ are unique up to equality almost everywhere.

Remark 2.7. The map τ is an almost-isomorphism from E1 to E2 in the sense that
there exist mi-negligible sets Ni ∈ Bmi(Ei) such that τ : E1 \ N1 → E2 \ N2 is a
strict isomorphism.

The s and τ are called scaling and transformation associated with the order
isomorphism U respectively. Clearly, the inverse of U

U−1g = s · g ◦ τ, g ∈ L2(E2,m2)

is also an order isomorphism. The scaling and transformation associated with U−1

are 1
s
◦ τ−1 and τ−1.
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3. Unitary order isomorphisms intertwining semigroups

Let (Ei,Fi) be a Dirichlet form on L2(Ei,mi), where L
2(Ei,mi) is given in §2.4,

for i = 1, 2. Denote by (T i
t )t≥0 the L2-semigroup of (Ei,Fi). An order isomorphism

U : L2(E1,m1) → L2(E2,m2) is said to intertwine (T 1
t )t≥0 and (T 2

t )t≥0, if

UT 1
t f = T 2

t Uf, ∀f ∈ L2(E1,m1). (3.1)

Denote by O the family of all order isomorphisms intertwining (T 1
t )t≥0 and (T 2

t )t≥0.
Set

U :=
{

U ∈ O : (Uf, Ug)L2(E2,m2) = (f, g)L2(E1,m1), ∀f, g ∈ L2(E1,m1)
}

,

i.e. the family of all unitary order isomorphisms intertwining (T 1
t )t≥0 and (T 2

t )t≥0.
Any U ∈ U is an isometry between L2(E1,m1) and L2(E2,m2) and it is easy to
verify that

F
2 = UF

1, E
2(f, g) = E

1(U−1f, U−1g), f, g ∈ F
2; (3.2)

in other words, (E2,F2) is the image Dirichlet form of (E1,F1) under U .
We endow Ei with a Polish topological structure, i.e. Ei is assumed to be a

Polish space and B(Ei) is the Borel σ-algebra generated by the continuous functions
on Ei, for i = 1, 2. Further assume that (Ei,Fi) is quasi-regular. It is worth
emphasising that these assumptions are not necessary for the set-up of U ∈ O.
Denote by Exc+1 the family of excessive functions defined as (2.1) with respect
to (T 1

t )t≥0 and by (E1,h,F1,h) the h-transform of (E1,F1) for h ∈ Exc+1 . The

E
1-q.c. m1-version of h ∈ Exc+1 is denoted by h̃. Note that both Uh and Uj

corresponding to h-transformation and quasi-homeomorphism are unitary order
isomorphisms intertwining semigroups; see Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3. In general we have
the following characterization of unitary order isomorphisms intertwining (T 1

t )t≥0

and (T 2
t )t≥0.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that Ei is a Polish topological space with the Borel σ-algebra
B(Ei) and (Ei,Fi) is a quasi-regular Dirichlet form on L2(Ei,mi) for i = 1, 2. Then
U ∈ U, if and only if there exists h ∈ Exc+1 and a quasi-homeomorphism j from

(E1,h,F1,h) to (E2,F2) such that U = UjUh. The pair (h̃, j) for U ∈ U is unique up
to E

1-q.e. equality.

Proof. Sufficiency. Let (h, j) be such a pair. Clearly UjUh is invertible because so
are Uj and Uh. In addition, UjUhf ≥ 0 if and only if f ≥ 0 for any f ∈ L2(E1,m1).
Hence UjUh is an order isomorphism. For the intertwining property, it follows from
Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3 that for any t > 0 and f ∈ L2(E1,m1),

T 2
t (UjUh) f =

(

T 2
t Uj

)

Uhf =
(

UjT
1,h
t

)

Uhf

=Uj

(

T 1,h
t Uh

)

f = Uj

(

UhT
1
t

)

f = (UjUh)T
1
t f.

Finally UhUj is unitary because so are Uh and Uj .
Necessity. The idea of this proof is due to [9] and we present some details for

readers’ convenience. In view of Proposition 2.6, let s and τ be the scaling and
transformation associated with U ∈ U. Recall that T i

t and U also stand for the
extended operators on L+(E1,m1) or L+(E2,m2). Particularly (2.6) and (3.1)
also hold for f ∈ L+(E1,m1), and the Markovian property of (Ei,Fi) implies that
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T i
t 1 ≤ 1. Set h := s. It follows from

UT 1
t h = T 2

t Uh = T 2
t 1 ≤ 1

that T 1
t h ≤ U−11 = h. Then [9, Lemma 3.4 and Proposition 3.7] indicate that

h admits an E
1-q.c. m1-version h̃. Repeating the argument in the proof of [9,

Lemma 3.9], we can obtain that {h̃ = 0} is E
1-polar, and thus h ∈ Exc+1 . In

addition, the same argument as the proof of [9, Theorem 3.11] shows that τ admits
an m1-version τ̃ and there exist E

i-nests {F i
n} such that τ̃ |F 1

n
: F 1

n → F 2
n is a

topological homeomorphism. Set j := τ̃ . We show that j is a quasi-homeomorphism
from (E1,h,F1,h) to (E2,F2). In fact, the condition (i) in the definition of quasi-
homeomorphism has been obtained. To conclude (ii), it follows from (2.6) and the
unitary property of U that for any f, g ∈ L2(E1, h

2 ·m1),
∫

E1

fgh2dm1 =

∫

E2

U(fh)U(gh)dm2 =

∫

E1

fgd(m2 ◦ j).

Hence m2 = (h2 ·m1)◦ j−1 and (ii) holds true. For (iii), (3.2) tells us that f ∈ F
2 if

and only if U−1f ∈ F
1. Note that U−1f = h · f ◦ j ∈ F

1, if and only if f ◦ j ∈ F
1,h.

Consequently f ∈ F
2 amounts to f ◦ j ∈ F

1,h. Meanwhile, (2.3) and (3.2) yield
that for f, g ∈ F

2,

E
2(f, g) = E

1(U−1f, U−1g) = E
1,h(f ◦ j, g ◦ j).

As a result (iii) is obtained. Finally it suffices to note that, on account of (2.4),
(2.5) and (2.6), U = UjUh holds true.

Uniqueness . Let (h̃1, j1) be another pair for U such that U = Uj1Uh1
. Then

h = h1 and j = j1, m1-a.e., due to the uniqueness stated in Proposition 2.6. The
identity j1 = j, E1-q.e., is a result of [9, Lemma 3.10]. Another identity h̃ = h̃1,

E
1-q.e., follows because both h̃ and h̃1 are E

1-q.c. That completes the proof. �

This characterization particularly shows that the existence of unitary order iso-
morphism intertwining (T 1

t )t≥0 and (T 2
t )t≥0, which depends only on the measurable

structures of E1 and E2, leads to the coincidence of topological structures of E1

and E2 in a q.e. sense. That is the following.

Corollary 3.2. Adopt the assumptions of Theorem 3.1. If U 6= ∅, then there exist
E
i-nests {F i

n : n ≥ 1} for i = 1, 2 and a map j : ∪n≥1F
1
n → ∪n≥1F

2
n such that j|F 1

n

is a homeomorphism from F 1
n to F 2

n for any n ≥ 1.

4. General order isomorphism intertwining semigroups

4.1. Invariant sets. Let (E,F) be a Dirichlet form on L2(E,m) and (Tt)t≥0 be its
L2-semigroup. A set A ∈ Bm(E) is called Tt-invariant if

1A · Ttf = Tt (1Af) , f ∈ L2(E,m).

Given a Tt-invariant set A, we can define the restriction of (E,F) to A as follows:

F
A := {f |A : f ∈ F}, E

A(f |A, g|A) := E(1Af, 1Ag), f, g ∈ F.

Note that (EA,FA) is a Dirichlet form on L2(A,m|A) whose L2-semigroup is

TA
t (f |A) = Tt(f1A)|A, f ∈ L2(E,m).

We would write m for m|A if no confusions caused. For f ∈ L2(A,m), denote
its zero extension to E still by f if there is no risk of ambiguity. In view of [3,
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Proposition 2.1.6], we may write L2(A,m) ⊂ L2(E,m) and F
A ⊂ F in abuse of

notations.

Lemma 4.1. Assume that E is a Hausdorff topological space and let A be a Tt-
invariant set. Endow A with the restricted topology of E. Then the following hold:

(1) If {Fn : n ≥ 1} is an E-nest, then {Fn ∩ A : n ≥ 1} is an E
A-nest.

(2) f |A is E
A-q.c. for any E-q.c. function f .

(3) If N ⊂ E is E-polar, then N ∩ A is E
A-polar.

Proof. We only need to prove the first assertion. Set F̂n := Fn ∩ A. It suffices to
show ∪n≥1F

A

F̂n

is EA
1 -dense in F

A. To accomplish this, take f ∈ F
A ⊂ F. Then there

exists {gn} ⊂ ∪n≥1FFn
such that ‖gn−f‖E1

→ 0. Without loss of generality assume
that gn ∈ FFn

. Set fn := gn|A ∈ F
A. Since gn = 0, m-a.e. on E \ Fn, it follows

that fn = 0, m-a.e. on A \ F̂n. Hence fn ∈ F
A

F̂n

. Applying [3, Proposition 2.1.6],

we get that
‖fn − f‖EA

1
≤ ‖gn − f‖E1

→ 0.

Therefore the assertion can be concluded. �

In addition, (Tt)t≥0 or (E,F) is called irreducible, if either m(A) = 0 or m(E \
A) = 0 for any Tt-invariant set A. It is worth pointing out that the definitions of
invariant set and irreducibility depend only on the measurable structure of E.

4.2. Invariant sets under order isomorphism. From now on let Ei be a Polish
topological space and (Ei,Fi) be a quasi-regular Dirichlet form on L2(Ei,mi) whose
L2-semigroup is denoted by (T i

t )t≥0 for i = 1, 2. Further let U ∈ O, whose scaling
and transformation are s and τ respectively.

Lemma 4.2. A is T 1
t -invariant, if and only if τ(A) is T 2

t -invariant. Particularly,
(E1,F1) is irreducible, if and only if so is (E2,F2).

Proof. Note that U : L2(E1,m1) → L2(E2,m2) is a bijective and write g := Uf for
f ∈ L2(E1,m1). Then f = U−1g. We have

1τ(A)T
2
t g = 1τ(A)UT 1

t f = 1τ(A) ·
T 1
t f

s
◦ τ−1 =

1AT
1
t f

s
◦ τ−1 = U

(

1AT
1
t f
)

and

T 2
t (1τ(A)g) = T 2

t

(

1τ(A)Uf
)

= T 2
t

(

1Af

s
◦ τ−1

)

= T 2
t U(1Af) = U

(

T 1
t (1Af)

)

.

Hence 1τ(A)T
2
t g = T 2

t (1τ(A)g) amounts to 1AT
1
t f = T 1

t (1Af). In other words, A is

T 1
t -invariant, if and only if τ(A) is T 2

t -invariant.
For the equivalence of irreducibility of (E1,F1) and (E2,F2), it suffices to prove

thatm1◦τ−1 andm2 are mutually absolutely continuous. In fact, takeA ∈ Bm2(E2)
with m2(A2) = 0. Then 1A = 0 in L2(E2,m2) and hence U−11A = 0 in L2(E1,m1).
It follows from

m1 ◦ τ
−1(A) =

∫

E1

1A ◦ τdm1 =

∫

E1

U−11A
s

dm1 = 0

that m1 ◦ τ−1 ≪ m2. The contrary can be obtained analogically. That completes
the proof. �

Denote by ‖U‖ the operator norm of U ∈ O. The following result characterizes
all order isomorphisms intertwining semigroups for irreducible case; see also [9].
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Proposition 4.3. Adopt the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 and assume further that
(E1,F1) is irreducible. Then U ∈ O, if and only if there exists h ∈ Exc+1 and a
quasi-homeomorphism j from (E1,h,F1,h) to (E2,F2) such that U = c · UjUh for

some constant c > 0. The pair (h̃, j) for U ∈ O is unique up to E
1-q.e. equality.

Proof. The sufficiency is clear because

Uc : L
2(E2,m2) → L2(E2,m2), f 7→ c · f

is an order isomorphism such that UcT
2
t = T 2

t Uc. For the necessity, on account of
Lemma 4.2, (E2,F2) is irreducible. Then [9, Corollary 2.4] leads to that U/‖U‖ is
unitary for U ∈ O. In other words, U/‖U‖ ∈ U. As a result, the representation of

U with c = ‖U‖ as well as the uniqueness of (h̃, j) is a consequence of Theorem 3.1.
That completes the proof. �

Obviously the analogical result of Corollary 3.2 holds.

Corollary 4.4. Adopt the same assumptions of Proposition 4.3. If O 6= ∅, then
there exist Ei-nests {F i

n : n ≥ 1} for i = 1, 2 and a map j : ∪n≥1F
1
n → ∪n≥1F

2
n

such that j|F 1
n
is a homeomorphism from F 1

n to F 2
n for any n ≥ 1.

4.3. General characterization. Take a T 1
t -invariant set A. Denote by T 1,A

t and

T
2,τ(A)
t the restrictions of T 1

t to A and T 2
t to τ(A) respectively. Clearly (2.6) yields

that (A, τ(A)) is U -invariant in the sense that

U(f1A) = 1τ(A)Uf, f ∈ L2(E1,m1).

As a consequence,

UA(f |A) := U(f1A)|τ(A) ∈ L2(τ(A),m2), f ∈ L2(E1,m1) (4.1)

is well defined.

Lemma 4.5. Adopt the same assumptions of Lemma 4.2 and let A be a T 1
t -

invariant set. Then (4.1) gives an order isomorphism

UA : L2(A,m1) → L2(τ(A),m2)

intertwining T 1,A
t and T

2,τ(A)
t .

Proof. Clearly UA is linear and injective. For g ∈ L2(τ(A),m2) ⊂ L2(E2,m2), set
f := (U−1g)|A ∈ L2(A,m1). Then

UAf = U(U−1g · 1A)|τ(A) = U(U−1g)|τ(A) = g.

Hence UA is surjective. Note that f ≥ 0 if and only if UAf ≥ 0 for any f ∈
L2(A,m1). Thus U

A is an order isomorphism. Since τ(A) is T 2
t -invariant, it follows

that for any f ∈ L2(A,m1) ⊂ L2(E1,m1),

UAT 1,A
t f = UA

(

T 1
t f |A

)

= U(T 1
t f)|τ(A) = T 2

t (Uf)|τ(A)

=T 2
t (Uf · 1τ(A))|τ(A) = T

2,τ(A)
t (Uf |τ(A)) = T

2,τ(A)
t (Uf |τ(A)) = T

2,τ(A)
t UAf.

That completes the proof. �

Denote by X1 = (X1
t )t≥0 the Markov process associated with (E1,F1) and by

(P 1
t (x, dy))t≥0 the probability transition semigroup of X1. We impose the following

assumption:
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(AC): (P 1
t )t≥0 satisfies the absolute continuity condition with respect to m1, i.e.

P 1
t (x, dy) ≪ m1(dy) for any t ≥ 0 and x ∈ E1.

Under (AC), Kuwae [8] shows that E1 admits a unique irreducible decomposition
for (E1,F1):

E1 = ∪1≤n≤NA1
n, (4.2)

where {A1
n ∈ Bm1(E1) : 1 ≤ n ≤ N}, N ∈ N or ∞, forms a disjoint union, and

each A1
n is T 1

t -invariant and contains no proper T 1
t -invariant subsets. Particularly

the restriction of (E1,F1) to A1
n is irreducible. Set A2

n := τ(A1
n). On account of

Lemma 4.2,

E2 = ∪1≤n≤NA2
n, m2-a.e. (4.3)

forms an irreducible decomposition for (E2,F2). Define a family of step functions
on E2 as follows:

S :=

{

ϕ =

N
∑

n=1

cn · 1A2
n
: ∃c > 1, s.t. 1/c ≤ cn ≤ c, 1 ≤ n ≤ N

}

. (4.4)

For any ϕ ∈ S, define

Uϕ : L2(E2,m2) → L2(E2,m2), f 7→ ϕ · f. (4.5)

Clearly Uϕ is bijective and f ≥ 0 if and only if Uϕf ≥ 0. Consequently, Uϕ is an
order isomorphism. The main result is the following.

Theorem 4.6. Adopt the assumptions of Theorem 3.1 and assume that (AC)
holds. Then U ∈ O, if and only if

(i) E2 admits an irreducible decomposition (4.3) for (E2,F2);
(ii) There exists h ∈ Exc+1 , a quasi-homeomorphism j from (E1,h,F1,h) to

(E2,F2) and ϕ ∈ S such that

U = UϕUjUh. (4.6)

The triple (h, j, ϕ) for U ∈ O is unique in the sense that if (h1, j1, ϕ1) is another
triple such that U = Uϕ1

Uj1Uh1
, then

ϕ = ϕ1, m2-a.e.,

j = j1, h̃ = h̃1, E
1-q.e.

Proof. Sufficiency. Applying Theorem 3.1, we only need to show UϕT
2
t = T 2

t Uϕ.

In fact, let ϕ =
∑N

n=1 cn · 1A2
n
as in (4.4). Since (4.3) forms an irreducible decom-

position for (E2,F2), it follows that for any g ∈ L2(E2,m2),

1A2
n
· T 2

t g = T 2
t (g · 1A2

n
).

Hence

UϕT
2
t g =

N
∑

n=1

cn1A2
n
· T 2

t g =

N
∑

n=1

T 2
t (cng1A2

n
) = T 2

t

(

N
∑

n=1

cng1A2
n

)

= T 2
t Uϕg, (4.7)

where the third identity is due to the convergence of
∑N

n=1 cng1A2
n
in L2(E2,m2).

Necessity. Let (4.2) be the irreducible decomposition for (E1,F1). Set A2
n :=

τ(A1
n). Then (4.3) is an irreducible decomposition for (E2,F2), i.e. the first asser-

tion holds true. In view of Lemma 4.5,

Un := UA1
n : L2(A1

n,m1) → L2(A2
n,m2)
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is an order isomorphism intertwining T 1,n
t := T

1,A1
n

t and T 2,n
t := T

2,A2
n

t . Denote by
cn := ‖Un‖ the operator norm of Un, and set

ϕ :=

N
∑

n=1

cn · 1A2
n
.

We first prove that ϕ ∈ S. In fact, for any f ∈ L2(A1,m1) ⊂ L2(E1,m1),

‖Unf‖L2(A2
n
,m2) = ‖(Uf)|A2

n
‖L2(A2

n
,m2) ≤ ‖Uf‖L2(E2,m2)

≤ ‖U‖ · ‖f‖L2(E2,m2) = ‖U‖ · ‖f‖L2(A2
n
,m2).

This implies ‖Un‖ ≤ ‖U‖. Analogically we have ‖U−1
n ‖ ≤ ‖U−1‖. In addition, it

follows from Id1
n = U−1

n Un, where Id
1
n is the identity operator on L2(A1

n,m1), that

cn = ‖Un‖ ≥ 1/‖U−1
n ‖ ≥ 1/‖U−1‖.

As a result, ϕ ∈ S can be concluded. Secondly we assert that Un/‖Un‖ is unitary.
Denote by U∗

n the adjoint operator of Un. Set sn := s|A1
n
and τn := τ |A1

n
. For any

f, g ∈ L2(A1
n,m1), we have

(U∗
nUnf, g)L2(A1

n
,m1) = (Unf, Ung)L2(A2

n
,m2) =

∫

A1
n

fg

s2n
dm2 ◦ τn. (4.8)

In view of the proof of Lemma 4.2, we have m2 ◦τn ≪ m1. Set ρn := dm2 ◦τn/dm1.
It follows from (4.8) that U∗

nUnf = φnf where φn := ρn/s
2
n. On the other hand,

UnT
1,n
t = T 2,n

t Un implies T 1,n
t U∗

n = U∗
nT

2,n
t . Thus

φnT
1,n
t f = U∗

nUnT
1,n
t f = T 1,n

t U∗
nUnf = T 1,n

t (φnf).

Mimicking the proof of [9, Lemma 2.2], we can obtain that φn is constant, m1-a.e.
on A1

n. Then (4.8) leads to

(Unf, Ung)L2(A2
n
,m2) = c2 · (f, g)L2(A1

n
,m1)

for some constant c > 0. Therefore c = ‖Un‖ and Un/‖Un‖ is unitary. Finally,

let U−1
ϕ be the inverse of (4.5), and set Ũ := U−1

ϕ U . We show Ũ ∈ U, so that

Theorem 3.1 yields the representation (4.6). To accomplish this, note that Ũ is

clearly bijective and for f ∈ L2(E1,m1), f ≥ 0 if and only if Ũf ≥ 0. Thus Ũ is an
order isomorphism. Mimicking (4.7), we get that

U−1
ϕ T 2

t g = T 2
t U

−1
ϕ g, g ∈ L2(E2,m2).

It follows from U ∈ O that for any f ∈ L2(E1,m1),

ŨT 1
t f = U−1

ϕ T 2
t (Uf) = T 2

t U
−1
ϕ (Uf) = T 2

t Ũf.

Consequently Ũ ∈ O. In addition, (4.1) yields that

(Ũf, Ũf)L2(E2,m2) =

N
∑

n=1

c2n ·
(

Uf |A2
n
, Uf |A2

n

)

L2(E2,m2)

=

N
∑

n=1

c2n ·
(

Un(f |A1
n
), Un(f |A1

n
)
)

L2(A2
n
,m2)

.

(4.9)

Since Un/‖Un‖ is unitary, it follows that

(Ũf, Ũf)L2(E2,m2) =

N
∑

n=1

(f |A1
n
, f |A1

n
)L2(A1

n
,m1) = (f, f)L2(E1,m1).
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Therefore Ũ ∈ U.
Uniqueness . Note that U−1

ϕ1
U = Uj1Uh1

is unitary. Mimicking (4.9), we can
obtain that ϕ1 = ϕ, m2-a.e. Particularly, Uϕ = Uϕ1

and

Uj1Uh1
= U−1

ϕ1
U = U−1

ϕ U = UjUh.

The second identity is a consequence of the uniqueness obtained in Theorem 3.1.
That completes the proof. �

We end this section with two corollaries of Theorem 4.6. The first one is the
analogue of Corollary 3.2, and the proof is trivial.

Corollary 4.7. Adopt the same assumptions of Theorem 4.6. If O 6= ∅, then there
exist Ei-nests {F i

n : n ≥ 1} for i = 1, 2 and a map j : ∪n≥1F
1
n → ∪n≥1F

2
n such that

j|F 1
n
is a homeomorphism from F 1

n to F 2
n for any n ≥ 1.

Let U = UϕUjUh be in Theorem 4.6, and denote by Un := UA1
n the restriction of

U to the T 1
t -invariant set A

1
n. Although we cannot apply Proposition 4.3 directly to

Un because A1
n is not necessarily Polish, the analogical representation holds true for

Un. To accomplish this, denote by Exc+1,n the family of excessive functions defined

as (2.3) with respect to T
1,A1

n

t . The h-transform of (E1,A1
n ,F1,A1

n) for hn ∈ Exc+1,n
is denoted by (E1,A1

n
,hn ,F1,A1

n
,hn). Set

Ã2
n := j(A1

n), 1 ≤ n ≤ N.

Then Ã2
n = A2

n, m2-a.e. and

E2 = ∪N
n=1Ã

2
n, m2-a.e.

also forms an irreducible decomposition for (E2,F2). The restriction of (E2,F2) to

Ã2
n is denoted by (E2,Ã2

n ,F2,Ã2
n)

Corollary 4.8. Adopt the same assumptions of Theorem 4.6 and let U = UϕUjUh ∈
O. For any 1 ≤ n ≤ N , there exists hn ∈ Exc+1,n and a quasi-homeomorphism jn

from (E1,A1
n
,hn ,F1,A1

n
,hn) to (E2,Ã2

n ,F2,Ã2
n) such that Un = ‖Un‖UjnUhn

.

Proof. Set hn := h|A1
n
and jn := j|A1

n
. It suffices to note that hn ∈ Exc+1,n and jn

is a quasi-homeomorphism from (E1,A1
n
,hn ,F1,A1

n
,hn) to (E2,Ã2

n ,F2,Ã2
n) by virtue of

Lemma 4.1. �
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