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OPTIMAL HARDY INEQUALITY FOR THE FRACTIONAL
LAPLACIAN ON [P

KRZYSZTOF BOGDAN, TOMASZ JAKUBOWSKI, JULIA LENCZEWSKA,
AND KATARZYNA PIETRUSKA-PALUBA

ABSTRACT. For the fractional Laplacian we give Hardy inequality which is optimal
in L? for 1 < p < co. As an application, we explicitly characterize the contractivity
of the corresponding Feynman-Kac semigroups on L*.

1. INTRODUCTION

Hardy inequalities are of paramount importance in harmonic analysis, functional
analysis, partial differential equations, potential theory and probability. They are ap-
plied to embedding theorems, Gagliardo—Nirenberg interpolation inequalities and in
real interpolation theory, see Chua [21], Kalamajska and Pietruska-Patuba [10]. They
yield contractivity of operator semigroups, a priori estimates, existence and regularity
results for solutions of PDEs, plus their asymptotics and qualitative properties, see,
e.g., Maz'ya [51], Arendt, Goldstein and Goldstein [2], Barras and Goldstein [4], and
Vazquez and Zuazua [61]. The important connection betweeen Hardy-type inequali-
ties and superharmonic functions was exploited, e.g., by Ancona [!], Fitzsimmons [29],
Bogdan and Dyda [10], Dyda [26], Devyver, Fraas and Pinchover [25], Bogdan, Dyda
and Kim [!1], Bogdan, Jakubowski, Grzywny and Pilarczyk [13]. In particular, the
inequalities are connected to sharp estimates of the heat kernel of A%/? 4 g|z|~* [13],
see also Calvaruso, Metafune, Negro and Spina [18].

For an account of the history of Hardy-type inequalities we refer to Opic and Kufner
[52]. The subject was initiated in 1920, when Hardy [34] discovered that

1) [ e [T

for absolutely continuous functions u such that u(0) = 0 and «/ € L?(0,00). The
classical Hardy inequality in R? for d > 2 is

—2)2 u(z)?
) /Rd Vu()p > 4= /R @) 15, we L2RY.

4 a |z|?
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Here the left-hand side of (2) is considered infinite if the distributional gradient of u is
not a square-integrable function, see, e.g., [11, (30) and (32)] for this formulation.

In 2000 Fitzsimmons [29] proved an abstract analogue of (2), in which the Dirichlet
integral appearing on the left-hand side of (2) is replaced by a general symmetric Dirich-
let form & in the sense of Fukushima, Oshima, Takeda [33]. The rule stemming from
[29] is the following: If £ is the generator of the form and function h is superharmonic,
i.e., h >0 and Lh <0, then &(u,u) > — [u>Lh/h.

The paper [11] gives similar results in the setting of symmetric transition densities,
with explicit construction of the function h, Riesz’ charge —Lh, and the Hardy weight,
or Fitzsimmons’ ratio, —Lh/h. The resulting Hardy inequalities, in fact, Hardy identi-
ties, in some cases are optimal in the sense of large weight and large functional domain,
desirably the whole of L2.

The present work extends part of the results of [11] to the setting of LP spaces with
arbitrary p € (1,00). We focus on integral forms related to the semigroup of fractional
Laplacian and give optimal inequalities in this case. We also show that the inequalities
lead to optimal contractivity results for related operator semigroups on LP. From our
presentation it should also be evident that the approach applies to more general sub-
Markovian semigroups.

1.1. Sobolev-Bregman forms. Let d € N and 0 < o < 2. We consider the fractional
Laplacian,

AY?y(z) = —(=A)*?u(z) ;= lim (u(y) — u(z)) v(z,y)dy, zcR<

Here, say, u € C2(R),
V($7y) :Ad,—a|y_$|_d_av x,yeRd,
and Ag_o = 2°T((d + a)/Z)W_d/Q/]F(—a/2)|. We further consider

(3) e s= Eun) = 5 [ ] (ula) = uw)Priay) dy o

defined for every (Borel measurable) u : R? — R. The natural domain D(&) of the form
consists of those functions u € L?(R?) for which £[u] < co. By [11, Proposition 5], for
all0 < a<dA2,0<f<d-a,and u € L*(R?), we have the Hardy-type identity

o [ U [H) w@]P
@ etd=rs [ Mo [ [0 o) dyds,

where h(z) := |z|7”, and

«a +a d—
(5) kg = 2 F( 2 )F<Tﬁ)
d—B—«a
(3T (=52)
Before [11], the identity (4) was given by Frank, Lieb and Seiringer in [30, (4.3)] for

functions u € Cg°(R?\ {0}) and B8 € [0,(d — «)/2]. We note that the coefficient g
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is increasing on [0, (d — «)/2], symmetric with respect to (d — «)/2 and takes on the
maximal value at 8 = (d — «)/2, which is

o (d+a\? (d—a\ 2
F&(d—a)/z:?F( 1 )F< 1 > ;

see [30, Lemma 3.2] or [ 1, p. 237]. Correspondingly, the following optimal fractional
Hardy inequality holds

(6) Elu] > Kty /R

The inequality is also known as Hardy-Rellich inequality and was proved by Herbst
[35, (2.6)], Beckner [6, Theorem 2] and Yafaev [62]. We will propose an optimal ana-
logue of the inequality appropriate for LP(R?). To this end for p € (1,00) and (Borel
measurable) u : RY — R we define the Sobolev-Bregman form, or the p-form,

M gl ] ) = uw) ) — ) e, g) dyda

Here and below we use the notation
k)

u(zr)?

dz forall wue L*(R%).

a |z

alf) = ]a|ksgna, a, k € R,

where 0¥ = 0. The p-form is well defined since the integrand in (7) is nonnegative for
every u. In fact, to compare &, with £ = &>, we recall that

(8)  4(p— 1)p2(6%/2 — /22 < (b — a)(bP~1) — g~y < 2(pP/2) — P/2))2,

The inequality holds true for all p € (1,00) and a,b € R, see, e.g., Liskevich, Perelmuter
and Semenov [16, Lemma 2.1]. By (6) and (8),

dr, wu€ LP(RY).

9 |u(z)[”
9) Eplu] > 4(p — 1)p™ “Kd—a) /2 /Rd 2]
We remark that the inequality (9) is given in Cialdea and Maz’ya [22, p. 231]. Our
goal is to improve the constant. To this end, inspired by Bogdan, Dyda and Luks [12,
(9)], we consider the Bregman divergence:

(10) Fy(a,b) := b — |a|” — pa® V(b —a), a,beR.

It is the second-order Taylor remainder of the convex function R > z — |z|P, so
Fy(a,b) > 0. For instance, Fy(a,b) = (b — a)®. The function F, may be used to
quantify the regularity of functions in integral forms generalizing (3). Indeed, the
symmetrization of F), is

(11) %(Fp(a, b) + Fy(b,a)) = g(b — )P — gDy,

which is the expression in the definition of &,, up to the factor of p. In passing we refer
the reader to Bogdan, Grzywny, Pietruska-Paluba and Rutkowski [15] for references to
applications of Bregman divergence in analysis, statistical learning and optimization,
and to Bogdan and Wigcek [17] for a martingale connection.
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1.2. Main results. For § € R we denote hg(z) := 2|77, 2 € RY. Of course, for a € R,
(12) hg(x)® = hap(z), =€ R
We propose the following Hardy-type identity for the Sobolev-Bregman forms.

Theorem 1. If0 < a < dAN2,0< B < (d—a)AN(d—-a)/(p—1), h = hg and
u € LP(R?), then

(13) Ep[u] _ Rp-1)8 +( B 1)K5 / |’LL|( |)|pdx
Rd T

e /R ()i ) M e,y

In particular, for 5 = (d — «)/p we obtain

(14) gp[u] = K(d—a)/p /Rd |U( )|pd‘r

[

i 219 /Rd /Rd fr (Zg;’ Zg;) h(z)P~ h(y)v(z,y) dy dz,

and, of course,

lu(x)[P d
(15) Eplul > K(d—a)/p /]Rd e dx for all we LP(R?).
The results extend the Hardy identities from [I1] and the ground-state representations
of Frank, Lieb and Seiringer in [30, Proposition 4.1], see also Frank and Seiringer [31]

and Beckner [7]. The proofs of (13) and (14) are given in Section 3. In Lemma 8 of
Section 3 we also show that (15) improves (9), namely for p # 2 we have

2
A(p—1) 2°T (42)
(16) K(d—a)/p > — 3 r(La)?

p
Figure 1 compares both sides of (16), by showing k(q_q)/, of (15) (solid line) and
A(p—1)p ?K(4—a) 2 of (9) (dashed line) as functions of 1/p € (0,1] for d = 3 and a = 1.
Here is a statement deeper than (16), which we prove in Section 4.

Theorem 2. The constant in (15) is sharp.

The result was previously known only for p = 2; we again refer to [35, (2.6)], [0,
proof of Theorem 2] or [62].

For the sake of comparison we recall the fractional Hardy-Sobolev inequality from
[31, Theorem 1.1]:

)P [u(z)P
(17) // — d+ps dedy > Cqsyp p” dx
Re JR \95 \ Re ||

The constant Cy s, is known and sharp, too. Of course, the forms in (7) and (17) are
different generalizations of the quadratic form in (3). Correspondingly, the inequalities
(15) and (17) are different optimal generalizations of the fractional Hardy inequality
(6). In passing we refer the reader to [15, Section 6] for an additional insight into the
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FIGURE 1. Illustration of (16) for d =3,a =1

comparison of (15) and (17) and to Frank and Seiringer [32] for a version of (17) for

half-spaces.
Not unexpectedly, our main application of Theorem 1 and 2 is to the L” contractivity
of the Feynman-Kac semigroup P; generated by A%/? 4+ ks|z|~* with ks given by (5).

Theorem 3. Let 0 < a <2Ad, § €[0,(d-a)/2], 1 <p<ooand0 <t<oo. The
operator P; is a contraction on LP(R?) if and only if ks < K(d—a)/p-

The proof of this characterization is given in Section 5, see also Remark 1 there. The
result is analogous to the classical case (o = 2), where the operator A+ k|z|~2 generates
a contraction semigroup on LP(R?) if and only if x < K(d—2)/p = (d— 2)2(p—1)p~2, see
Kovalenko, Perelmuter and Semenov [13], see also Liskevich and Semenov [18, Theorems
1 and 2] and [2, Corollary 1.2]. Theorem 3 is illustrated by Figure 2. Notably, if « = 2
then kg = f(d—2—p3) and (16) becomes equality, so we have improved Hardy inequality
for the nonlocal operator A%2 but not for the local operator A.

Here is the last theorem of the paper.

Theorem 4. Let 0 < a <2Ad, § € [0,(d—a)/2], 1 <p <ooand0 <t <oo. The
operator Py is bounded on LP(R?) if and only if § < d/p*, where p* = max{p,p/(p—1)}.

The result is proved in Section 5. As we shall see, the result is a consequence of the
estimates of P, given in [13]. An illustration of Theorem 4 is given in Figure 3.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we give preliminaries and ponder
definitions. The proof of Theorem 1 is given in Section 3. The proof of Theorem 2 is
in Section 4. In Section 5 we prove Theorem 3 and Theorem 4. In Section 1.3 we point
out to related results in the literature and broader perspectives.
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FIGURE 2. The shaded area shows the values of 1 /p, for which, given
§€[0,(d—a)/2] and AY? + ks|z|~®, P, are contractive on LP(R?).

=

FicURE 3. The shaded area shows the~values of 1/p, for which, given
§€0,(d— a)/2] and A2 + kg|z|~*, P; are bounded on LP(R%).

Acknowledgements. We thank Rupert Frank, Damir Kinzebulatov, Bartlomiej
Dyda, Jerome Goldstein, Kamil Kaleta, Mateusz Kwagnicki, Adam Nowak, Sergey
Pirogov, Réne Schilling and Karol Szczypkowski for helpful comments, discussions and
references. We thank Yuli Semenov for an inspiring lecture in September 2018 in
Wroctaw.



HARDY INEQUALITIES 7

1.3. Further discussion. The main results of the paper are the optimal Hardy iden-
tity (14) and inequality (15). In this section, however, we try to give a broader per-
spective for the considered Sobolev-Bregman forms and point out to connections and
inspirations. It is well known that the ramification of the potential theory of symmet-
ric Markovian processes and semigroups by means of the theory of Dirichlet forms on
L? spaces turned out extremely succesful [33], Ma and Réckner [19]. Therefore many
authors worked to extend it to the case of the LP spaces. The development is related
to the fact that (—Af, fP~1) > 0 for f in the domain of the generator, see (40) below.
We recall that for p € (1,00) the dual space of L? is, of course, LP/?~1) and for u € L?
we have u(P~1) € LP/(P=1) and ||u||h = [|u|P = [ |uP~DP/P=1) = [4(P~Dy. Therefore
HuHZQ,_p u?~1) yields a linear functional on LP appropriate for testing the dissipativity
of generators in the Lumer—Phillips theorem, see, e.g., Pazy [53, Section 1.4] or [22,
p. 3]. For the semigroups generated by local operators we refer to Langer and Maz'ya
[15], Sobol and Vogt [58, Theorem 1.1] and the monograph [22], see also the historical
comments in Section 4.7 therein.

As we shall experience first-hand in Section 5, the forms &, capture the evolution of
LP norms of functions upon the action of operator semigroups. The connection is well
known, since at least the paper of Varopoulos [60, (1,1)]. It was then used, e.g., to study
perturbations of semigroups on L? in [16, Theorem 3.2] and [18]. For nonlocal operators
we refer the reader to Farkas, Jacob and Schilling [27, (2.4)] and to the monograph of
Jacob [37, (4.294)]. As a rule the authors use the intermediary L? setting, relying on
inequalities similar to (8) and to (39) below. Therefore the resulting inequalities do not
allow for optimal constants, certainly in the case of nonlocal generators, cf. (9) and
(15); see also [22, p. 231]. Suboptimal constants may lead to suboptimal qualitative
results, as shall be evident from the proof of Theorem 3. We avoid the inaccuracy of
(8) by systematically using the Bregman divergence — we work intrinsically in LP and
therefore obtain the optimal constants and the optimal range of exponents in Theorems
2 and 3.

We remark that (39) and (40) can be traced back to the papers [60] and Liskevich, Se-

menov [17]. In our notation it reads there as (—Af, fP~1) ~ (—AV2f®/2) AV/2 fP/2)),
see [17, Theorem 1], see also Kinzebulatov and Semenov [12, Proposition 8] for recent
developments and [11] for applications to symmetric stable processes with drift, under-

stood as solutions of stochastic differential equations.

Finally, it may be hard to point out the first occurrence of (8). Our best guess is
[17, Lemma 1] and [16, Lemma 2.1], see also [60, p. 246], Bakry [3, p. 39], Stroock [59,
Lemma 9.9 and p. 134] and Carlen, Kusuoka and Stroock [19, p. 269] for formulations
with nonnegative arguments or one-sided comparison. We also point out to the calcu-
lations with forms and powers in Davies [2, Chapter 2 and 3], to the calculations in
[22, Section 7.6] and [15, (2.19)], and to Lemma 5 below.

2. PRELIMINARIES

13

We use “:=" to indicate definitions, e.g., a A b := min{a, b}, a V b := max{a, b},
and a4 := a VvV 0. All the functions considered below are Borel measurable either by
construction or assumptions. If F is a family of functions, then we let Fy = {f € F :
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f > 0}. For nonnegative functions f and g we write f(z) ~ g(z) to indicate that there
are numbers 0 < ¢ < C < oo such that cf(x) < g(z) < Cf(z) for all the considered
arguments . We call such comparisons two-sided or sharp. For an open subset D of
the d-dimensional Euclidean space R?, we let C2°(D) be the space of smooth functions
with compact support in D.

Note that (|z[P)’ = pz®P~1 on R for p € (1, 00). We shall focus on related inequalities.

Lemma 5. For p € (1,00) there are constants C,C" > 0 such that for a,b € R,
(18) 0 < [bf = |afP —pa® M (b—a) < Clb—al*([b| + |a))P*, A€ 0,2],

(19) 161 = |alP| < (p + C)[b — al (|b] + [al ",

(20) b= — P D < C|b—aM(Jb] + [al)PT A, A e [0,1].
Proof. The inequality (18) with A = 2 follows from [12, Lemma 6]. In fact, we have
(21) b7 — [af” = pa'?~ " (b —a) = (b— a)*(jb] + |a]}" %, a,bER,

see [12, (11)]. Here is, however, another proof: if a # 0, then we let = b/a and arrive

at the following equivalent statement of (18):
0<|zlP—1—pxz—1)<Clz -1 (z| +1)P*, zeR.
Since x — |z|P is strictly convex, both sides are continuous and strictly positive on
R\ {1}. Let first A = 2. By a compactness argument it is enough to notice that
P —1-p—1)
lim =
a—too (. — 1)%(|z| + 1)P—2

Y

and, by L’Hopital’s rule,

o 1B —1-pl@—-1)  pp-1)

e LA
When \ € [0,2], we have that [b — a|?(|b] + |a])P~2 < [b— a|*(|b] + |a|)P~*, which gives
(18). (19) follows from (18) with A = 1, and (20) can be proved like (18). O

2.1. Functions and kernels. Let g denote the Gaussian kernel
(22) gi(z) = (47Tt)7d/2€7|z|2/(4t) ., t>0, zeR?.

Let n;(s) > 0 be the density function of the a/2-stable subordinator at time t, see, e.g.,
Bliedtner and Hansen [, Section V.3], Schilling, Song and Vondracek [57, Chapter 13]
or Sato [55, Section 6.30]. In particular, n:(s) = 0 for s < 0, and we have the following
formula for the Laplace transform of 7;:

a/2

o
/ e n(s)ds =e ™, uw>0, t>0.
0

We define, by subordination, the convolution semigroup of functions (the a-stable semi-
group):

(23) pi(x) = /Ooo gs(@)me(s)ds, t>0, xeR%
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It is well known that the functions p; satisfy the following scaling property:

(24) pi(x) = t_gpl(t_éx) t>0, zeR%.
We consider the following transition probability density
(25) pi(z,y) = pily —x), ¢>0,2,y€R%

Clearly, pi(z,y) is symmetric in the space variables: p,(x,y) = pi(y, x). It is well known
that

(26) pe(x,y) < cmin (t_d/a,ﬂx — y|_d_a) , t>0, z,yeR?
and so we can record the following convenient estimate

(27) pe(z,y)/t < ev(z,y), t>0, zyeRe

see, e.g., Bogdan, Grzywny and Ryznar [16, Theorem 21]. Also,

(28) pi(z,y)/t — v(z,y)ast — 0T,

see, e.g., Cygan, Grzywny and Trojan [23, Proof of Theorem 6]. We will use (27) and
(28) to support arguments based on the following general fact.

Lemma 6. If nonnegative functions satisfy fn, < cf forn € N, and f = lim f,,, then
lim [ fodp = [ fdu for any measure p.

Proof. If the integral [ fdpu is finite, then the dominated convergence theorem applies.
Otherwise, by Fatou’s lemma, [ fdu = oo = liminf [ f,du = lim [ f,du, too. O

For a < d and § € (0,d), we let
fa(t) = !y e R

Here ¢ € (0, 00) is a normalizing constant so chosen that

(29) | stom@ri = o = hste). Rt
For g € (0,d — a) we let

1 o0
30) qp(x ::/ fL(®)pe(z)dt, xeRY.
( o) = s [ m
We note that the choice of ¢ does not affect gg. By [11, Section 4],
(31) 45(z) = gl

By [11, the proof of Proposition 5], the function 3 — kg is increasing on (0, (d — «) /2]
and decreasing on [(d — a)/2,d — «). Furthermore, kg = Kkq_q—3-

We denote, as usual, Pu(z) = [pq u(y)p(z,y) dy for u: R? — R and z € R, if the
integral is well defined.

Since [pa pi(@,y)dy = [ga pe(x,y)dx =1, by Schur’s test, for every p € [1, o],

(32) 1PNl < 1 Fllps  f € LP(RY).
In fact, since py(x,y) < p(0,0) = t=%*p;(0,0) < oo, by Young inequality,

(33) 1Peflloc < cill fllp,  f € LP(RY).
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By [I1, Eq. 7], for 0 < 5 <d— a,
(34) Phg < hg.

In this sense, hg is supermedian when 0 < 8 < d — a.

2.2. The domain of the form &,. Recall that p € (1,00). As usual, LP(RY) is
the collection of all the real-valued functions on R? such that [p, |f(z)[Pdz < oco; we
identify functions u,v € LP(R?) if u = v a.e. on RY The dual space of LP(R?)
is, of course, LI(R?), where ¢ = p/(p — 1). We also consider the canonical pairing
(u,v) = (v,u) = [pau(@)v(z)dr, u € LP(R?),v € LI(RY).

Since for any a,b € R we have (b — a)(b®~1 — aP=1)) > 0, the nonlinear form

Sl =5 [ [ (ule) = u) @ @) = u V), dy d
is well-defined, perhaps infinite, for every u : R* — R. We define its natural domain:
(35) D(Ey) = {u € LP(RY) : Ey[u] < oo}
For p = 2, as usual, we let
Elu] = lim %(u — Py, u),

where u € L?(R%) is arbitrary and the expression under the limit is decreasing in ¢ (see
Hille and Phillips [36, Section 22.3] and [33, Lemma 1.3.4]). We also let
D(E) = {u € L*(RY) : £]u] < o0}.
Note that the quantity suggested by the definition of E[u],
1
S(t)(u,v) = ;(u — Pau,v), t>0,

makes sense for all u € LP(RY) and v € LI(R?) because P,LP(RY) C LP(RY). In
fact, (P;)¢>0 form a strongly continuous semigroup of contractions on LP(R%), see, e.g.,

Kwasnicki [44], and we denote by D,(A*?2) the domain of A®/? considered as the
generator of this semigroup. We can now characterize D(€,). We note that (39) is a
variant of [10, Theorem 3.1}, see also [10, Remark (3)].

Lemma 7. Let p > 1. Then for every u € LP(R?) we have

(36) &lu] = lim ED (u, uP~1),
Furthermore,
(37) D(E,) = {u € LP(RY) : sup £V (u, uP~V) < o0}
>0
(38) = {ue LP(RY) : finite %ir% E® (u, ulP=VY exists).
ﬁ

For arbitrary Borel measurable u : R* — R we also have

4(1’7;1)5[“@/%] < Elu] < Qg[u(p/2>]

(39) p
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and D(&,) = D(E)?/P) .= {w2/P) .y € D(E)}. Finally, Dy(A?) C D(E,) and

(40) Eplu) = —(AY 2y, P~V oy e Dy(AY?).

Proof. Since [gpape(z,y)dy =1 for all t >0, z € RY, the symmetry of p(z,y) yields

e =4 [ ] oieg) (o) = utw)dyula) " do

— t/Rd /]Rd pe(y, ) (uly) — u(;p))dwu(y)(pﬂ) dy
B 2% /R /R pe(, y) (@) — u(y) (u(@) P~ — u(y)*~) dy da

for every u € LP(R?). By Lemma 6, (27) and (28) we get (36). Since the limit in
(36) exists for all u € LP(R?), we obtain (37) and (38), using dominated convergence.
From (8) we obtain (39). Of course, if v € D(E) and u = v{¥/P)| then by (39), &,[u] <
28 [(w /P P/2)] = 2€[v] < 00, s0 u € D(E,). Conversely, if u € D(E,) and we define
v = u'P/?) then by (39), E[v] < p*(4(p — 1))"'&[u] < o0, so v € D(E) — and clearly
u = v{2/p),

Let u € D,(A%/?). Consider again H{u — Pu,u?~1) as t — 0*. By the defini-
tion of the semigroup generator [14], we see that (Pyu — u)/t converges to A2y in
LP(RY). Since u?~1 e L/~ (R4 the expression £ (u,u?~1) tends to (finite)
— (A4, uP~1). On the other hand, it converges to &,[u] by (36). O

3. HARDY IDENTITY AND INEQUALITY

Proof of Theorem 1. For 8 as in the assumptions of the theorem, we write h = hg,
f = fs, etc. Take u € LP(R?) and let v = u/h, so that vh = u a.e. The factorization
vh = w is the essence of Doob’s conditioning, which inspired the calculations in [11,
Theorem 2] and in what follows. Let ¢t > 0. Of course, vh € LP(RY), and by (34),
vPh € LP(R?). Consider (36). We have

EW (wh, (vh)#~1) = 1<vh (vh)P=1y — %<Pt(uh),(vh)<f>*1>>

o P — 1 h — Pth <p—1> p— 1 Pth <p—1>
= P o o)) P (o))
1 hp—1 — ppr—1 1 PhP~
ol T R a Vil

—i—p( " ,Uh>+p<v ; ,vh)

o)

(o)) = 14 1 4
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where
-1 h-P —1 By
10 =P LB ey S P L [ gt B TE
D t D Jrd t
p—1 _ p—1 p—1 _ p—1
e I
p t d t
1 P,hP ~1 P P,
Ji = 5<v<p_1> tht vh) + p(v;h, (vh)P=1) —( t(:h),(vh)(p_1)>.

By the symmetry of p(z,y) and the definition of F},,
1
_ 1 / o(@)Ph(y) he) P2 gy d

P Jrd JRd t

—1
el [ ] e@paar ) P Y) gy o
R4 JRA

- / / o(@) P Vo) hy) P8 dy g

Rd Rd t

-, /Rd /Rd [|U(y)|p — (@) P — po(z)P~V (v(y) — v(@))| h(z)P " h(y) pt(:;,y) dy dx

_} o(x). v :L,pfl pt(‘r y) .
—p/Rd/Rdeu), () by () P2y a
By Lemma 6, (27) and (

p—1
%Eﬂ% e = /Rd/ v(y)) h(z)P~ " h(y)v(z,y) dy dx
u(y
" T p By \ atay oy ) @0 dy dz.
. p/]Rd/]Rd p(h;c " h(y > ()P~ h(y)v(z,y) dy dx
We next consider I; (1) and recall that h(z)= [ f x)ds, so for x # 0,

(h— Pih) /f $)palz ds—/ F(8)pase(a
/0 [£(s) = (s — Dlps(a) ds.

Thus,

p—1 v(z)[Ph(z)P~! o1 5 — sdzx.
[ lo@pnar [7 315 - £ = 0] pu(ayasd

t
We have 0 < f(s) — f(s —t) < Ctf'(s) for s,t > 0. By Lemma 6 and (31) we get

lim 10 — —1 [ o@Ph(y 1/ F(s)ps(x) ds da

t—0
p

(42) /y Ph(zpa(r) de = P8 [ @

p e |z]*
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We can treat It(Q) analogously. The analogy has several layers. We let p' = p/(p — 1).
We have p =p//(p' — 1) and (p' — 1)(p — 1) = 1. By considering (12) and (29) we get

p—1 _ — hp—1)8(x) — Php_1)5()
1(2) > ‘ (z )1/ 1) ‘p hpp i)ﬁ(‘m (r—1)8 g (r—1)8 de.

We note that 0 < (p — 1)/3 < d — « and by the case of [t(l) we get

(43) lim 12 = Z=D2 / @I g,
t—0 D Rd |z|® ’
By (36), (41), (42) and (43) we get (13). O

For § = (d—a)/p, we have k(,_1y3 = Ka—a—pg = kg, which yields (14). As aforemen-
tioned in Introduction, our constant is better than that in (9).

Lemma 8. If p # 2, then kg_a)/p > 4(p — 1)p_2’f(d—a)/2-
Proof. Let p > 2. Denote

20T(9 +t)I(4 — 1)

r(t) = kot = TOT((d=a)/2— 1) tE(O,dTTa).
Putt—dz— Thenp——and
2 -«
(p2 D _ (dlfta)z (d% —1> _ (diGOZ)Qt((d—a)ﬂ—t) —_—

We only need to verify that
7(t) > Kg—ay28(t), t€ (0, doay,
Notice that 7(0%) = 0 and s(0%) = 0 and 7(52) = K(g_a)/2 = K(d—a)/25(452). Let
F(t) =Inr(t) — Inkg_q/28(t)

It suffices to show that F'(t) > 0 for ¢ € (0, %52). By [L1, Proof of Proposition 5],

Py I 1 L1 _(1_?1
T\ dik—t t+5+k (d—a)2+k—t t+k t (d—a)/2-t

k=
hence

> 1 1 1 1
F'(t) = — — +
®) Z;<g+k—t t+%4+k (d—a)/2+1+k—t t+1+k>

:i a1 - a1
A\ EH1IHR)(E+S+E) (S+k—0)(E5E2 +k—1)

k=
[e’e)

_a—QZ k(d — )+ (d — a)(d + 2) /4 — t(d + 2 + 4k)
2 1R SRR k)

The numerator of every term in the last series is decreasing in ¢t and equal to 0 for
t =952 50 F'(t) < 0 for t € (0, %95%). Since F(%5%) =0, F(t) > 0 for t € (0, 47%). We

).
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now consider the case p € (1,2). Let ¢ = }%. Of course, g € (2,00) and %—F% = 1.
We have £(g_q)/q = K(d—a)/p> Since (d —a)/q+ (d —a)/p = d — a and kg is symmetric
-1

with respect to (d — «)/2. Furthermore, 4(p — 1)p~2 = 4/(pq) = 4(q — 1)q~2. O

4. OPTIMALITY

In this section we prove Theorem 2. The argument is rather technical due to integra-
bility issues with the intended test function for (15). We start with three auxiliary
lemmas. The following decomposition of &,[u] is different and simpler than (13) but
we should note that the second term needs not be nonnegative or finite.

Lemma 9. Under the assumptions of Theorem 1 we have

Eplu] = kg /Rd [ulz) dx

|

.1 u(@)  uly)) (w@)P oy - pe(,y) .
i Q/Rd /Rd (h(IB) h(y)) ( h(x) h(y) )h( )h(y)it dy dx,

if additionally u € LP(R?, |z|~%dx).
Proof. Thus, u € LP(RY, (1 + |2|~%)dx). Let v = u/h. By (36),
Eplu] = lim ED(vh, (vh)P~1).

t—0t

By the proof of Theorem 1, vP;h € LP(RY). We have

h — Pth’ (’Uh)<p71>> T <1}Pth — Pt(’l)h)
t t
By (42) and the assumption u € LP(R?, |z|~“dx)

lim [; = Hﬁ/ ———dxr < .
i—0 R |z

Symmetrizing the integrand in J; we get
si= [, [ @) = o) e nwpt 22 gy s
= [ [ = o) (@0 — o) b nw)) 22 g
Rd JR4

ED (vh, (vh)P~1) = (v ,(h)PY = 1, + ;.

2t

Since u = vh, the result follows. O

Here is an informal idea of the proof of Theorem 2. Let
(44) w(z) = 2| P YDA 2| 7P, 2 eRE

Since h = hg, the integrand under the limit in Lemma 9 is zero if |z|, |y| < 1 and if
|z|,ly] > 1, and it has negative sign otherwise. This reverses the Hardy inequality,
but, unfortunately we need to face the aforementioned integrability issues. The next
result gives a preparation. For r > 0 we let B(0,7) = {x € R?: || < r}. Also, we let
By = B(0,1) and Bf = RY\ By.
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Lemma 10. Ifp > 2 and u >V (d — a)/p, then

i

Proof. For x € Bf we let Di(x) = B{ N B(0,|z|/2) ={y : 1 < |y| < |z|/2}, Da2(x) =
B 0 B(0,2al)° = B(0,2Je])° = {y : 2Ja] < |y}, and Dy(x) = B \ (Dy(x) U Dax)) =
{y : |x/2| V1 < |y| < 2|z|}. The sets form a partition of Bf. Note that pu + a >
(pB) V (d — @) + @ > d. With the above integrand, fo fD1(x) = fo fD2(m). Indeed, the

integrand is symmetric in z,y, on the left we integrate over {z,y € B{ : 2|y| < |z|},
and on the right — over {z,y € B : 2|z| < |y|}. Then for y € D;(z) we have |y| < |z|
and |z — y| > |z|/2, hence

/ / < gita / / 2|~y Prdy do
¢ J Dy (x) ¢ J Dy (z)

—zire / oyl Pdzdy = [y < .
C 02‘y|C C

For y € Dy(z) we have |y| > |z| and |z — y| > |y|/2, hence

/ / 2d+°‘/ / e Y O‘dydm—c/ |x| TPFT%dx < oo.
C Dg :17) C DQ(LL‘

We next note that for a,b > 0 and v > 0,
(45) 4™ = b7 < Ala—bl(a Ab) !
Indeed, if, say, a < b, then

b
T—b7 = fy/ s 7 s <y(b—a)a "t

For y € D3(z) we have |z|/2 < |y| < 2|z|, therefore,

/ / <cl/ / || 7PE 2|2 — y| T 2 dy da
¢ JDs(w ¢ J Ds(x)

< 61/ / || PE2 2740 2 dy = 62/ |z| PHT%dx < 0.
¢ JB(0,3]x)) B¢

O

|z|B=H — ]y\ﬁfu) ‘Ix’[g,(p,l)# _ ‘y|r3*(p*1)#"xrﬁ‘yrﬁy(:p,y) dy dz < 0.

Here is another auxiliary estimate.

Lemma 11. Ifp>2,0< 3 <pu, R>1and Ag ={r € R : 1/R < |z| < 1}, then
[ =t a2 = gy 08 a2y o) dy
Ag J BS

(46) < e(1v RP=D=d v 1og R).
Proof. We split the integral as follows:

Foo b f =
AR f Dy Bf Dy J D3 D2 J Dy
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where D; = {1/R < |z| < 1/2}, Dy = {1/2 < |z| < 1}, D3 = {1 < |y| < 2} and

Dy ={ly| >2}. If x € Ag and y € B{, then |y|?* < 1 and |z|~ =28 > |y|f~-1k,
Furthermore, for z € Dy and y € BY, we have |z — y| > |y|/2, hence

I‘Cl/ / | =P8y~ Py de = ¢ / | =P dy
Dy JB§ Dy

< ¢(1v RPDE~d v og R).

If # € Dy, y € D3, then 1 — |y~ < |z|P~# — |y|P~# and |z|~P=2F — |y|f-—Dr <
|| B=@=Dr — |y [P~ 50 by (45),

Ll < e / / 2P P2y Ple — Py de < ¢ / / & — |~ 2dy do
D2 J D3 Dy J D3

< 01/ / 2|7 2dz dr < .
D2 JB(0,3)

To estimate I3, we note that for z € Do, y € D4 we have |z — y| > %|y|, SO

Be[ [ la-y el taydr < [yl dyde < oc.
Do J Dy Dy
O

Proof of Theorem 2. By Theorem 1 and (14), Eplu] > Kg_ay/p [ga [u()[Plz|~*dz for
u € LP(dx). Let k > K(g_q)/p- It suffices to verify that

p
(47) £ [u] < / @ 1, < oo
Re ||
for some u € LP(R?, (1 V |z|~)dx).
We first consider the case p > 2. Let (d —a)/p < 8 < (p —1)(d — a)/p. We note
that kg > K(4_a)/p- As usual, let h(x) = hg(x) = |z| 8. Let p > BV d/p, R > 1 and

(48) up(z) = |z P A 2| P ARz, 2 e RY

comp. (44). This will be our test function for the Hardy inequality (15). We have
ug € LP(R?, (14 |z|~)dx). Therefore not only the Hardy inequality holds true for ug,
but also the representation from Lemma 9 is valid:

l

|ur(z)
Eplur| =k / ——dx
P = e T

" un(@) un)Y (@)Y unl)o niz.y)
R ACT h<y>>( 2 R0) )h(”"(y) P

and the first integral on the right-hand side is finite. We next show that the limit of
the above double integral can be made negative by choosing a sufficiently large R. Let
By = B(0,1), By = B = B(0,R) \ B(0,1), Bs = Bt = B(0, R)°. By symmetry, we




HARDY INEQUALITIES 17

can split the integral as follows:

Jeho bt b o2 o S b2 20

=D+ L+ 208 + I 4 21F + 21f.

Note that ug(z) = |z|~#/®=Y on By, up(z) = |z|~? on By and ugp(zx) = R*P|z|~#
on B3. We see that I; = I = 0 and the the integrand in Igfz is negative. Moreover,
observe that I. é% decreases when R increases, so there is a constant Ag > 0 such that

- ur(®) ur(y)\ (ur(@)P  up(y)® Y pe(,y)
h?ﬁé‘p! Bé (7 - ;fiy))< Ha ) )h<$)h(y> o
< —Ap )

for all R > 1. We also have

10 [ Ry [l 0 o) dy e
3 3

= CR478 / /
¢ /B

— 0as R — oo,

P |l P00 Py P, y) dy de

see Lemma 10. Furthermore,

|I§|gc/ /
B1 JBs

<C [ [ e ey dyda s © [ [ el Py e,y dy o
By J B3 By J B3

|| (P=28/(—1) _ Ru—6|y|ﬂ—u‘ ‘1 _ R(p—l)(u—ﬂ)|y|6—(l7—1)#‘ lz| Py Pu(x, y) dy da

<o iy v errd [ ey
B3 BS

=c (Rfﬁfo‘ + Rf(pfl)'g*a> —0as R — .

Finally,

Fl<c / /
Bs J Bs
:CRd—a—Pﬂ/ /

AR f

—0as R — oo,

1— Rufﬁw‘ﬁfu‘ ‘|x|,(p,2)5 _ R(pfl)(ufﬁ)mﬁf(pfl)u‘ ’x|*5|yr5y(x,y) dy dx

1yl | =028 — =m0 0] Py |z, ) dy da

see Lemma 11. Hence, for R sufficiently large, E[ur| < kg [pa [ur(x)[P|z|~*dx.

Since f +— kg is continuous, symmetric about (d — a)/2 and increasing on
(0, (d — )/2), there is B € ((d — a)/p, (p — 1)(d — a)/p) such that ry_oy/p < kg < K.
Then Eplur] < K [ga |ur(x)|P|z|~*dx, which proves (47), and the theorem, for p > 2.

We now consider p € (1,2). Let p/ = p%l be its Holder conjugate. Of course,

p e (2,00) and (p—1)(p' —1) =1, or (p—1)p’ = p. For u € LP(RY) we let v = uP~1),
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ie., v~ = u. We have [ulP = |[v[F, s0 [gu |[v[P'dz = [ga|u[Pdz and v € LV (R?),
Also,

(49)  Eyfu] = % /R d /R @) = () ) 0(x) — o)l y) dy de = Efu]
and

@ [ up
0 fo et =

It follows from the first part of the proof that the Hardy inequality holds for the
exponents p and p’ with the same constants. In particular, the constant K(d—a)/p 18

optimal on L? (R%). This conforms with our claim, since K(d—a)/p) = K(d—a)/p> @S NOted
in the proof of Lemma 8. U

The following technical result will be useful in Section 5. Its proof may be of inde-
pendent interest, since it sheds some light on the structure of D(&,).

Lemma 12. If p > 2 then the inequality (47) holds for some function in C2°(RY),. .

Proof. Assume that k > K(g_q)/p- Let u be the function defined by (48) with suitable R
and such that (47) holds. The function is radially decreasing, meaning that u(z) < u(y)
if |z| > |y|. For e > 0 we let ¢c(a) = (a —€) V0, a € R. Of course,

(51) [¢c(a)l <la|  and  [Pc(b) — dc(a)| < [b—al, a,beR.
Consequently, by (21),
Fp(e(u(z)), de(u(y)))

%

(De(u(y)) = de(u(x))*(|¢e (u(y))] + [de(u(x)))P~2
< (u(y) — w(@))*(luy)] + |ule)])P~
~ Fy(u(@), u(y)).
Since ¢c(u) — u as € — 0, from the dominated convergence theorem we get
Eplde(u)] = Eplul.
By Fatou’s lemma
p P
lim inf [¢<(w)] M
e—0 \x|0‘ ‘.%"O‘
therefore taking a sufficiently small € we get that (47) holds with ¢¢(u). Slightly abusing
the notation, below we write u for the latter function, so u := ¢¢(u). The function is
radially decreasing and compactly supported and we have ulP/2) e D(E), which follows
from (8). Let ¢ : R? — R, be smooth, compactly supported, radially decreasing and
such that [ ¢ = 1. For > 0 denote ¢, (z) = n~%p(x/n) and let

dx > dx,

vy = ulP/?) « -

Each v, is smooth, nonnegative and of compact support. It is also radially decreasing,
as a convolution of two such functions, see Beckner [5, page 171]. It is evident that
v, — u'P/?) (pointwise) as 7 — 0. By the arguments from [14, the proof Lemma A.5]
we see that £[v, — u?/?)] — 0, hence by Vitali’s theorem, the functions

R x RY S (2,y) = (vy(2) — vy(y))>
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are uniformly integrable with respect to v(z,y)dzdy, see Schilling [56, Theorem 22.7].
Let

(52) Uy = (Un><2/p> = <U<p/2> * 9077)

Since v, > 0 is smooth and radially decreasing, u, is smooth, despite the fractional
exponent in its definition. It is clear that u, — u pointwise. Since

Fy(uy (@), un(y)) = (vg(2) — vy (y))?,

the left-hand side is uniformly integrable with respect to v(z,y)dzdy. By Vitali’s
theorem again, Eplu,] — &Eplu| as n — 0. By Fatou’s lemma, taking sufficiently small n
we see that (47) holds with u := u,. The proof is complete. O

(2/p)

5. APPLICATION TO PARABOLIC EQUATION

In this section we prove for p € (1,00) that the Feynman-Kac semigroup generated
by the Schrodinger operator A%/2 + K(d—a)/pl|~® is a contraction on LP(RY), and
the threshold k(q_q)/p is sharp. We shall also see that the semigroup generated by
A% 4 k|z|~® is bounded on LP(RY) if and only if either d/p* > (d — a)/2 and k <
K(d—a)/2 O d/p* < (d —a)/2 and Kk < K4y« Here p* = max{p,p/(p — 1)}.

As usual, let a € (0,2) and aw < d € N. For ¢ € [0,(d — «)/2], k = ks and ¢ = g5 as
in (31), we define (cf. [13]) the Schrédinger perturbation of p; from (25) by ¢ = g¢s :

(53) pe=>n".
n=0

Here for t > 0 and z,y € R¢ we let pgo)(x,y) = p(z,y) and

t
(54) pin) (z,y) = /0 /]Rd ps(x, z)q(z)pgﬁgl)(z,y) dzds

t
_ / / P (@, 2)q(2)prs(zy) deds, n > 1.
0 Rd

From the general theory [ 1], p; is a symmetric transition density, i.e., the following
Chapman-Kolmogorov equation holds:

(5) 2tz = = slan).
The scaling of p;(z,y) is the same as that of p,(z,y) [13, Lemma 2.2]:
(56) ila,y) =t (vt w,yt™=),  t>0, z,y € RL

For t > 0 and = # 0 we define the Feynman-Kac semigroup

Puf@) = [ o) )iy



20 K. BOGDAN, T. JAKUBOWSK]I, J. LENCZEWSKA, AND K. PIETRUSKA-PALUBA

The integral certainly makes sense if f is nonnegative, but the following result in fact
shows that P, may be contractive on LP(RY). Before we proceed, we note that for
nonnegative functions f, g on R? we have

o0 [ | eniwds@de= [ [ sty s

By Hoélder inequality, for each p € (1, 00) the operator norm of P; on LP is the same as
on LP/(P=1) _ below this fact will be referred to as the duality argument. Furthermore,
by (56) we have

(58) 1Pl Lo (rays Lo ety = |1 Poll oy poqray, > 0.

Remark 1. For clarity we note that the heat kernel p; of A%/2 + k|z|~® can be defined
also for kK € (—00,0), see Jakubowski and Wang [39], see also Cho, Kim, Song and
Vondracek [20]. Then 0 < P < pt, s0 || Pl zorey— oy < 1Pl Lowey—roray = 1 for
every p > 1. Further, for k£ > K(4_q)/2 we have py(z,y) = oo by [13, Corollary 4.11],
so || Pyl Lp(RY)—Lp(R4) = 00 in this case. The remaining cases are resolved in Theorem 3
and 4, by considering k = kg with 0 € [0, (d — «)/2].

We recall that analogous perturbations of local elliptic operators have been widely
investigated. We refer, e.g., to Kovalenko, Perelmuter and Semenov [413]. In particular,
the approach covers Hardy-type perturbations of the classical Laplacian. See also [18].
The relation of the Hardy inequality to the contractivity of the corresponding Feynman-
Kac semigroups is also the subject of [2]. In [2, Corollary 1.2] the authors use the Hardy
inequality to prove that the semigroup corresponding to the operator —A + x|z| =2 is
contractive on LP(R%) for d > 2 if and only if x < (d —2)?(p — 1)/p?. This accords well
with Theorem 3 because (d — 2)*(p — 1)/p® = K(g—q)/p if we let a = 2.

Let us first present an informal idea of the proof of Theorem 3. Consider

(59) {ut = A¥2y 4 Klz|”%u, t>0,z €R?

u(0,z) = f(x), r € R,

The semigroup solution of this Cauchy problem is u(t,z) = B.f (x), at least for f in
the domain of the generator. We multiply both sides of (59) by uP~1) and integrate

/utu<p_1>d:€=/ u<p_1>AO‘/2udx+/€/ |u|P ||~ *dx.
R4 Rd Re

By calculus and (15),

O [ |uP
60 — —dr < (—K(4_ K ulP|lz|"%dz <0,
(60) 5 | e < (a4 ) [ el e <
hence |Ju(t,-)||h is decreasing, and so ||Pif|l, < ||Ifll,- On the other hand, for x >
K(d—a)/p We have the opposite inequality for the function from Lemma 12. We now
present rigorous arguments (some technical results used in the proof are still deferred
to Section 6).
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Proof of Theorem 3. In the case of p = 2, the condition § < (d — «)/2 is clearly met,
while the contractivity of P, is proved in [13, Proposition 2.4], using Schur’s test. Let
p € (2,00). For M € (0,00) let ¢™)(z) = q(x) A M, where, recall, ¢ = ¢s. In a
similar manner as above, we define the Schrodinger perturbation of p; by ¢"M) | which
we denote ﬁEM). Since ¢™) is bounded, by Phillips’ perturbation theorem the domain
of the generator A%/2 of the strongly continuous semigroup P, on LP (RY) is the same

as the domain of the generator, A®/2 4 ¢(M)_ of the strongly continuous semigroup
5 (M (M
@)= [ 5 ) flo)d.

We refer to Phillips [54, Theorem 3.2] and [/, Lemma 4.2] for details. Let f be in the
domain of A2 on LP(R?). Let uM)(t,z) = Pt(M)f(:L‘). Denote u™)(t) = u(M)(¢,.).
From the general semigroup theory, the mapping [0,00) > t — u™)(¢) € LP(RY) is
continuously differentiable. We then verify that ¢ — |u™)(t)[P and t > u)(£)P-1

are continuous in L'(R%) and LP%(Rd), respectively, see Lemma 14. Then it follows
from Lemma 16 that |u(™)(t)|P is continuously differentiable in L'(R%) and

d \u(M)(t)|pd:L‘:/ dyu(M)(t)|pd:c:/ pu(M)(t)<p_1)du(M)(t)d:L‘
R4

% R4 R4 dt dt
—p /R ()1 (A2 () 1 DO (1)) d
(61) =p <—5p[u<M> ()] + / ¢ D <t>\pdx> <0,
Rd

provided # € [0, K(g_a)/p], see (60). We then get [pq \]%(M)f\pdx < Jga |fIPdz. This
extends to all f € LP(R%) by the density of the domain of the generator. We then let
M — oco. By monotone convergence, ;5§M) 1 p¢ and for every nonnegative f € LP(R?),

/ (P, f)Pdzx
]Rd

The estimate for general f € LP(R?) follows by considering f = f, — f_, see (67).
The case of p € (1,2) results from duality with the same range of « as for the
Holder conjugate of p, that is the contractivity of P, holds for x € [0, K(d—a) /p] With

(B pypde < | frda.
Rd R4

p'=p/(p—1). But Kg_q)/p = Kd—a)—(d—a)/p = K(d—a)/p- Lhus, the contractivity of
P, on LP(R%) is proved if p € (1,00) and & < K(d—a)/p-

We next assume £ > K (4_q)/p and prove that the contractivity fails. To this end we
first consider p € (2,00). By Lemma 12 there is a nonnegative f € C2°(R?) such that

(62) el <n [ HEE

[

dr < oo.

It is well known that C2°(R?) is a subset of the domain of the generator of the semigroup
{P;,t > 0} acting on LP, see, e.g., Jacob [38, Theorem 3.3.11] or Farkas, Jacob and
Schilling [28, Theorem 1.4.2 or Proposition 2.1.1]; or use [55, Theorem 31.5], (27) and
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(28). Therefore f is in the domain of A%2 on LP(R%). For M € (0,00) we write
u(t, ) = P f(x) or u(t) = PM f. By (61),

d
WM @O Pde = p /R WM e (Aa/zuw)(t)+q(M>u<M>(t)> da

@ Rd
= (&0 [ e ope).
R4

In particular,

™) (1) Pda

4 (- ()| pp )
o =o(=an [ i

6 = ([ (@ L) ras) o (n [ ae-gir).

The last term is strictly positive by (62). Since ¢ (z) — k|z|~®, for sufficiently large
M the expression in (63) is strictly positive, and so for such M we get,

> 0.

d
— M)
dt Plio

Therefore for small ¢ > 0 we have

15 = )5 < [ @15 < 125,

The case p € (1,2) follows by the duality argument. O
To complement Theorem 3 we note that for z,y € R% and ¢ > 0,
t
64 5 (2, 1) ~ (1 #9/e —5) (1 0/ —5> Dl L —
(64) pe(z,y) + 7%z + 1%yl = g
The result is given in [13, Theorem 1] (for x = 0 or y = 0 we have pgl)(w,y) = 00;
see [39, Lemma 3.7 and the comment before Corollary 3.9], so p:(x,y) = oc0). Denote
H(z) = |z|™° v 1, z € RL Clearly,
(65) pi(z,y) ~ H(@)H(y)pi(z,y), @,y € R

Proof of Theorem J. By (58) it is enough to consider t = 1. Let B = B(0,1) C R%
Denote ¢ = p/(p —1). If § > d/q, then [ HY = oo, so there is f € L% such that
[ Hy)f(y) = oo, see, e.g., [9, Corollary 4.4.5]. By (65), Pif = co on R% Also,
if 6 > d/p, then Plg > cH1p, so f := 1g € L? but [ |P.f|P > chHp = oo. If
0 <é <d/p*, then welet f e L%, g € L% and consider

1£9) = [ | [ o@ H@H@P ) f0)dyds
Rd Rd
=1(f1p,91p) + I(f1p,91pc) + I(f1pe, 91pB) + I(f1pe, glpe).
By (32) and Holder inequality,
I(f1pe,g1pe) < |/ fllpllgllq-
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By Hélder inequality, [, 9H < c[gllg, where ¢ = ([, ]m|_5p)1/p < oo. Similarly,

<ec , Where ¢ = x|~ < o0. Furthermore, since p; 1s bounded,
Jp fH < c|fllp, wh (Jp L 00y Furth i is bounded

I(f1p,g1p) < ¢ [pgH [ fH < cllgllgllfllp- By (33), I(f1pe,91B) < [59H[Ip1flloc <
cllgllgll fllp- Similarly, I(f15,91pe) < cllgllgll fllp- By (65), P1 is bounded on LF. [

6. APPENDIX

For the convenience of the reader, we add some details to the arguments used in the
proof of Theorem 3. In what follows, we consider a measure space (X, u) and the spaces
LP(X,dp) for p > 1. For simplicity, we write LP for LP(X,du). Recall that p/(p —1) is
the Holder conjugate exponent of p € (1,00) (i.e. we have p~t + (p/(p —1))~1 =1).

Lemma 13 (Continuity). Let p € (1,00) and r € [I%,oo). If feLP, ge L", then

Hfg||ﬁ <\ flpllgllr- If fn — f in LP and g, — g in L", then fngn — fg in Lr+r.

p+r 1 1 p—1 1 _ pr
Proof. Of course, r > 1. Also, S Er Ty St = 1, thus o € [1,00). For
P and ]%,

f €Ll ge L", by Holder inequality with exponents =~

[ 150 < </|f|p)pir (/ w)pir <o,

and we get the first statement. The second statement is verified as follows,

angn - ng

pr = || fngn — fng + fng — fall 2~
p+r p+r
<A fnllpllgn = gllr + 1 fn = Flipllgll- =0,
as the sequence f, is bounded in LP. O

Let p € (1,00). Assume that [0,00) 5 t — u(t) € LP. We will relate the continuity

and differentiability properties of u in LP to those of |u|? in L'. We denote
Apu(t) =u(t+h) —u(t), ift,t+h>0.

We say that u is continuous in LP at t > 0, if Apu(t) — 0 in LP as h — 0, and
we say u is continuously differentiable at ¢t > 0 if «/(¢) := limy_y %Ahu(t) in LP with
continuous u'. Of course, u/(0) is the right-hand side derivative in the above setting.
Lemma 14. If u is continuous in L?, then |ulP and u?~Y are continuous in L' and
Lﬁ, respectively.

Proof. By (19), |Anlu(t)|P] < (p+ C)|Apu®)|(Ju(t+ k)| + |u(t)]|)P~L. Similarly, by (20),
|ARu(t) P < | Apu(t)M|u(t + )| + |u(t)])P~1*, and we can pick A > 0 such that
p—1—X> 0. The results follow from Lemma 13. O

Lemma 15 (Differentiability). If [0,00) 3 t — wu(t) is continuously differentiable in
LP, then |ulP is continuously differentiable in L' and (Jul?) = puP=1u/'.

For comparison, Marinelli, Réckner [50, p. 4] assert that for p > 2 the function
¢: H >z |z||P is weekly differentiable for every Hilbert space H, with the Fréchet
derivative Dg(z) : y + pllz|[P~2(z,y).
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Proof of Lemma 15. By Lemma 13, u*~14/ is continuous in L!. By (18), for X € [0, 2],
1 1
h(AMu%opmwmﬁAmmo\scw*HhAw@wwma+hﬂ+wun%*

We pick A > 1 such that p — A > 0 and the result follows. O

Recall that (P;,t > 0) is a strongly continuous operator semigroup on LP. Let f be
in the domain of its generator A. Let u(t) = P.f. Then v/ (t) = PAf = AP, f = Au(t).
By Lemma 15 we obtain the following result.

Lemma 16. |u(t)|P is differentiable in L' with the derivative
(66) ([u(@®)P) = pu®)P~ V! (t) = pu(t) PV PAS, ¢ > 0.

Finally, recall that in the proof of Theorem 3 we only proved the contractivity of the
semigroup for k < K(4_q)/p and nonnegative f € LP. This suffices because for general

[ € L? we may write f = fy — f- and we have (Pf)+ < Pfy, and (P,.f)_ < Pf_,
hence |P.f|P < (P, f+)P + (P, f-)P. Therefore,

(67) [1Bf@pds < [ Bfierac s [ Bi@pis
< [ fapass [ f@pie= [if@Pa.
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