arXiv:2502.03216v1 [math.AP] 5 Feb 2025

ELLIPTIC OPERATORS WITH
NON-LOCAL WENTZELL-ROBIN BOUNDARY CONDITIONS

MARKUS KUNZE, JONATHAN MUI, AND DAVID PLOSS

ABSTRACT. In this article, we study strictly elliptic, second-order differential
operators on a bounded Lipschitz domain in R? subject to certain non-local
Wentzell-Robin boundary conditions. We prove that such operators generate
strongly continuous semigroups on L2-spaces and on spaces of continuous func-
tions. We also provide a characterization of positivity and (sub-)Markovianity
of these semigroups. Moreover, based on spectral analysis of these operators,
we discuss further properties of the semigroup such as asymptotic behavior
and, in the case of a non-positive semigroup, the weaker notion of eventual
positivity of the semigroup.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let © € R? be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary I' = 9. In this
article, we study strictly elliptic second-order differential operators, such as the
Laplacian A (which we will consider for the rest of this introduction), subject to
the non-local Wentzell-Robin boundary condition

dvu(z) = Au(z) —|—/ ba1 (2, x)u(x) dA(z) + / baa(z, w)u(w) do(w) (1.1)
Q r

for z € T. Here A denotes the Lebesgue measure on 2, o denotes the (d — 1)-
dimensional Hausdorff measure on I', and by; € L>°(I'x ) and bag € L>°(I'xT") are
suitable integral kernels that account for the non-locality of the boundary condition.
If b1 = 0 and bes = 0, we obtain local Wentzell-Robin boundary conditions.

In contrast to the classical Dirichlet, Neumann, and Robin boundary conditions,
the boundary trace of the differential operator occurs in the local Wentzell-Robin
boundary condition. The presence of this term accounts for the fact that there
might be some energy concentrated on the boundary I'. We refer to [Gol06] for a
derivation and physical interpretation of these boundary conditions. Second-order
differential operators with local boundary conditions of Wentzell-Robin type have
been widely studied in the literature, see for example [FGGR02, AMPRO03, Eng03,
EFO05, Nit11, War13, FGGT16, BE19).

The motivation to consider non-local terms in boundary conditions stems from
probability theory and goes back to the pioneering work of Feller [Fel52, Fel54],
who studied one-dimensional diffusion processes. A probabilistic interpretation of
boundary conditions may be found in [IM63], see also the recent article [Bob24].
Roughly speaking, the kernels by; and bos are responsible for restarting the associ-
ated stochastic process when it reaches the point z € T'.

However, in addition to this probabilistic motivation, there are also real-world
models in which differential operators subject to non-local boundary conditions
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naturally appear. Some examples include thermoelasticity [Day83], a model of
Bose condensation [Sch89], or a model of a thermostat [GM97].

An important question is whether the differential operator subject to the bound-
ary condition (1.1) generates a strongly continuous semigroup, i.e. whether the
associated Cauchy problem is well-posed. Additional properties of the semigroup
such as positivity, (sub-)Markovianity, and asymptotic behavior are also of interest.
For the semigroup to be the transition semigroup of a stochastic process, it is of
course essential that it is Markovian. However, in some real-world applications the
semigroup fails to be Markovian or even positive. In this case, it is rather natural to
ask whether the semigroup is eventually positive in some sense. A theory of eventu-
ally positive semigroups has been established in [DGK16a, DGK16b, DG18a]. As
it turns out, the question of whether a given semigroup is eventually positive can
be deduced from spectral information about its generator. In [GM24], the authors
investigated the question of whether a symmetric, strictly elliptic second-order dif-
ferential operator subject to non-local Robin boundary conditions (i.e. (1.1) without
the Laplacian term and with be; = 0) generates an eventually positive semigroup.

In this article, we carry out a systematic investigation of strictly elliptic opera-
tors of second order, subject to general non-local Wentzell-Robin boundary condi-
tions — see Hypothesis 3.1 for our standing assumptions on the coefficients of the
differential operator and the boundary conditions. There are two primary objec-
tives.

Firstly, we want to establish that our operator generates a strongly continuous
semigroup and characterize when this semigroup is positive and/or (sub-) Mar-
kovian. Our main results in this direction are Theorems 3.3, 4.4, and 5.3. These
results complement results in the literature concerning non-local Dirichlet bound-
ary conditions (see [GS01, BAP07, BAP09, AKK16]) and non-local Robin boundary
conditions (see [Sku89, Tail6, AKK18]). In the case of positive semigroups, we also
obtain a complete characterization of the asymptotic behavior of the semigroup in
Theorem 6.3.

Secondly, we want to identify situations in which the associated semigroup is
eventually positive but not positive. As we remarked above, this requires us to study
certain spectral properties of the generator. Unsurprisingly, it is very hard to discuss
these questions in full generality, as spectral properties may depend intricately on
the coefficients. Therefore, we focus more on examples for this second point. In
Theorem 7.5, we identify a concrete subclass of operators for which the semigroup
is eventually positive. However, it may happen that even eventual positivity fails.
In Section 8, we discuss a specific one-dimensional example depending on a real
parameter 7, where eventual positivity fails for certain choices of 7. As a matter of
fact, Theorem 8.2 shows that different spectral phenomena may be responsible for
the failure of eventual positivity.

Acknowledgments. The authors thank Wolfgang Arendt and Jochen Gliick for
many insightful discussions and comments. The second author acknowledges the
financial support of DFG Project 515394002. The third author acknowledges the
financial support of DFG Project 258734477 (SFB 1173).

2. SECOND ORDER. ELLIPTIC OPERATORS

Throughout this article @ C R? denotes a bounded domain with Lipschitz
boundary I'.  We denote Lebesgue measure on 2 by A and surface measure on
I (i.e. (d — 1)-dimensional Hausdorfl measure) by o. For p € [1,00] the corre-
sponding complex LP-spaces are denoted by LP(§2) and LP(I") respectively and the
corresponding norms are || -||q., and || - ||r ,. Similarly, the scalar products on L?()
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and L?(T") are denoted by (-, -)o and (-, -)r respectively. The classical Sobolev space
of square integrable functions on  with weak derivative in L2(f2) is denoted by
HY(Q).

In this section, we define a uniformly elliptic second-order differential operator
on L?(Q2) that will play a central role throughout. The following are our standing
assumptions on the coefficients.

Hypothesis 2.1. ¢ R?is a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary I'. We are
given a function A = (a;;) € L>(Q; R¥%) and b = (b;),c = (¢;) € L>®(Q;RY). The
matrix A = (a;;) is assumed to be symmetric (i.e. a;; = aj; for all 4,5 =1,...,d)
and uniformly elliptic in the sense that there exists a constant n > 0 such that
d

D ai(@)éig; > nléf

i,j=1
for all ¢ € C% and almost all 2 € Q.

We now define the distributional operator £ : H(Q) — D (Q)’ by setting

d d
(Lu, p) = Z / a;jDiuDjp dX + Z/ bi(Dju)@ + cjuDje dA (2.1)
ij=1"% j=17%

for all ¢ € C(Q2). Here, D(Q)’ refers to the space of all anti-linear distributions.
The maximal L?-realization of £ is denoted by L, i.e.

Diax(L) = {u € H'(Q) | 3 f € L*(?) with
(Lu, @) = 5 fpdA\ Ve CSO(Q)} (2.2)
Lu=f.

Sectorial forms play an important role in this article. Form methods provide
useful tools to establish well-posedness of certain Cauchy problems on a Hilbert
space H. Indeed, if the operator A is associated to a closed, densely defined and
sectorial form, then — A generates an analytic, strongly continuous semigroup on H,
see Section 1.4 of [Ouh05]. For our purposes, we introduce the sectorial (actually,
symmetric) form q : HY(Q) x H'(2) — C by setting

d d
qlu,v] = Z / ai; DiuDjv dX + Z/ b;(D;u)T + cjuDjv dA. (2.3)
ij=1"9 j=179

Noting that qfu, ] = (Lu, @) for all u € Dpyax(L) and ¢ € C°(2) we see that the
associated operator is a suitable realization of L on L?*(2). We use a larger class of
test functions to define the weak conormal derivative.

Definition 2.2. Let u € Dyax(L). We say that u has a weak conormal derivative
in L2(T) if there exists a function g € L?(T") such that

qlu, v] — (Lu,v)q = / gtrudo (2.4)
r

for all v € H'(2). In this case, we set 0fu = g. Occasionally, we abbreviate

the statement that u has a weak conormal derivative in L?(T") by merely writing

OLu e L*(I).

Under our assumptions on the coefficients, given u € H'(2), there is at most
one function g satisfying (2.4). Thus, the conormal derivative is unique whenever
it exists. Moreover, it depends on the operator L only through the coefficients A
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and c. If these coefficients are smooth enough to have a trace on the boundary, it
can be shown that

d d
8fu = Z (ZtraijDiu—i—trcju)yj, (2.5)
j=1 i=1
where v = (v1,...,vq) denotes the unit outer normal of 2, which exists o-almost

everywhere on I'. For a proof of these facts and further information, we refer to
[Agrl5, Section 8.1].

It is immediate from the definition of the conormal, that the domain of the
operator associated to the form q is given by {u € Dpax(L) | dfu = 0}. More
generally, we have the following:

Lemma 2.3. Let f € L*(Q) and g € L*(T). If u € HY(Q) satisfies

q[u,v]:/fﬁd/\Jr/gde,
Q T

for all v € HY(Q), then u € Dyax(L), Lu = f and 0Lu = g. In this case, we say
that u is a weak solution of the Neumann boundary value problem

{Lu =f in Q,

2.6
oy =g on T. 26)

Proof. That u € Duyax(L) with Lu = f follows by considering v € C°(€2). But
then

qlu,v] = (Lu, v)q :/gmda
r

for all v € HY(Q) and 8Zu = g follows from the definition of the weak conormal
derivative. 0

Similarly we may also consider q*[u, v] := q[u,v] + Mu,v)q for A € R to define
a weak solution u € H'(2) of the shifted Neumann problem
{(/\JrL)uf in €,

2.7
oku =g onT, @7)

which is uniquely solvable for large enough A by [Nit11, Proposition 3.7]. We next
recall a regularity result from [Nit11].

Lemma 2.4. Let d > 2 and £ > 0 be given. Then there exist constants o € (0,1)
and C' > 0 such that the following holds:
(i) Let X large enough, f € L4~1+2(Q) and g € L4~1+5(T"). Then the Neumann
problem (2.7) has a unique weak solution w. This solution u belongs to
C*(Q) and
lullce < C(Ifloa-1+e + lgllra-1+¢)-
(i) If u € HYQ) is a weak solution of (2.6) and additionally satisfies u €
LA=1%€(Q), then
lullce < C(lulloa-1+e + I flloa-1+= + lglra-1+e)-

Proof. For (i), see [Nit11l, Lemma 3.10]. For (ii) note that if u solves (2.6), then u
also solves

{()\+L)uf+>\u in ,
(2.8)

Oklu =g onT
for every A. If X is large enough, part (i) yields
[ullce < C(IIf + Mulloa-14¢ +llgllra—1+2)- O
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Corollary 2.5. Let d > 3, € > 0 be given and define 1 : [2,00) — [2,00] by

W(p) = df%ijfpp, for2<p<d—1+e¢,
o0, forp>d—1+c¢.

Then, if f € LP(Q), g € LP(T"), and u is a weak solution of (2.6), then u € LY®) (1)
and tru € LY@ (T"). Moreover, there is a constant C independent of f and g such
that

Qu(p) T [ tru”l“ﬂ/)(;u) < C(HUHQ,IJ + ||f||fl,p + ”9”1‘,;7)-
Proof. We fix A € R large enough so that (2.7) is uniquely solvable. Note that for

u € C*(Q) we have u € L*°(2) and tru € L*(T"). Thus, Lemma 2.4(i) implies
that there exists a constant C such that

Il 2,00 + | tralir,oe < C (I flloa-1+e + 1llra-1+) (2.9)

whenever f € L~1+¢(Q), g € L4=1*¢(T"), and 4 is the unique weak solution of the
Neumann problem (2.7) with right-hand sides f and §.

On the other hand, [Nit1l, Lemma 3.7 and 3.8] yield that there is a constant C'
such that for f € L?(2) and § € L*(T') and the weak solution @ of (2.7) it holds
that

[[ul

[alle,z + [ trallrz < C([flloz + 1dlr,2)- (2.10)

We may now use an interpolation argument similar to [Nit11, Lemma 3.11]. We
put Xo = L3(Q) x L2(I"), X; = L71+(Q) x L4=1+5(T), Y, = L*(Q) x L(T") and
Y1 == L>®(Q) x L>=(T"). Consider the unique solution operator to problem (2.7)

Ro:Xo— Yy, (f.9)+~ (@tra)

which is continuous by (2.10). By (2.9), its restriction R; := Ry|x, is also contin-
uous from X to Y;. Using complex interpolation, it follows that Ry = Rol[x,:x,],
is continuous from the interpolation space [Xo : Xi]p to [Yo : Yi]p. Using that
complex interpolation is compatible with Cartesian products (see [Tri95, §1.9]) and
the standard identification of interpolation of LP-spaces, it follows that

lalle.p) + Tt dllrpe < C(1flep + 13lr.p)
where @ = (1;0) for the unique solution 6 of % = 1;29 + d7€+5-

Now let u be a (not necessarily unique) weak solution of (2.6). As in the proof
of Lemma 2.4 v will also satisfy

qMu, v] :/(f+)\u)17dx+/gﬁda
Q r
and thus coincide with the unique solution of
A+ Lya=f+ in Q,
o =g on I,
whence [lullop+ [l trullrp = [[@flop+ [ tralle, < [If+Aullop+Iglr,p, from which

the claim follows. O

3. THE SECTORIAL FORM

We are now ready to introduce the Wentzell-Robin boundary conditions. We
will work on the Hilbert space # = L?(Q2) x L?(I') and write « = (u1,u2) € #.
The scalar product on # is defined by

(w,9)3 = (u1,v1)a + (uz, v2)r.

Occasionally, we identify # with L?(QQUT), where we endow the disjoint union
QU T with the product measure A ® o.
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We point out that # consists of complex-valued functions. The real part of #
is the subspace

Hr = {u € #H | up € L*(R),up € L*(T;R)}

consisting of real-valued functions. A linear operator & on # is called real if
S(#Hr) C Hr.

The following are our standing assumptions:

Hypothesis 3.1. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and let the operators By; € L (L?(Q)),
Bas € L(L*(T)), B2 € L(L*(T), L2(Q)) and Bg; € L (L?(Q2), L3(T')) be real in the
sense that they map real-valued functions to real-valued functions. We define the
bounded linear operator B € L(#) by setting

Bi1 Bio
B = .
(321 Baa
Example 3.2. Motivated by the probabilistic interpretation from the introduc-
tion, an important example for the operators By; is given by integral operators.
Let us briefly recall the definition and some important properties of integral op-
erators. Let (S;,%;,u;) be finite measure spaces for j = 1,2. An operator

K € L(L*(S1), L*(Sy)) is called integral operator if there exists a product mea-
surable map k : .S; x Sy — C — the kernel of the integral operator — such that

[K f](z) = /S k(z,y)f(y) dui(y) for po-almost every = € Ss.

Buhvalov [Buh74] has characterized integral operators by the property that they
map dominated, norm-convergent sequences to almost everywhere convergent se-
quences.

Interesting additional mapping properties can be characterized through integra-
bility assumptions on the kernel. For example, a kernel operator K maps L?(S;) to
L*°(Sy) if and only if k € L>°(S5; L?(S1)) in the sense that sup,c g, [|k(, )| L2(s;) <
oo, see [AB94, Theorem 1.3]. In the case where (S1,%1, 1) = (So, X, u2), it is
well known that K is a Hilbert—Schmidt operator if and only if k € L?(S; x S1),
see [RS80, Theorem VI.6].

We now define the form a: D(a) x D(a) — C by setting
D(a) ={u € | uy € H'(Q),uz = tru; } (3.1)
and then
afw, 0] = qui, v1] — (Bu, o)z (3.2)

= q[’LLl, ’Ul] — / [Buul + Bu’dg}m d\ — / [Bglul + BQQ’U,Q]E do
Q T

for u, 0 € D(a).

Theorem 3.3. Under Hypothesis 3.1, the form a is densely defined, closed and
sectorial. The associated operator A has compact resolvent, and — A generates an
analytic, strongly continuous semigroup (T (t))i>0 on F. This semigroup is real in
the sense that T (t)Hgr C Hg for all t > 0.

Proof. We start by proving that D(a) is dense in #. First note that (,0) € D(a)
whenever ¢ € C°(Q). It follows that L?(Q) x {0} C D(a). Recall that the trace
operator defines a bounded map from H'(Q) to H'/?(T") and the latter is dense in

L?(T"), see [McLO00, Theorem 3.38]. Thus, given fo € L*(T'), we find u; € H*(Q)
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with [|f2 — trui||? < e. Now pick ¢ € C®(Q) with |[u1 — ¢||3 < € and define
0 = (v1,v2) by setting v; = u3 — ¢ and vy = tru; = trovy. Then o € D(a) and

100, f£2) = oll% = llvall& + | trun — fo|f < 2e.

As e > 0 was arbitrary, the claim follows. As D(a) is a vector space, it follows that
D(a) = #.

To prove closedness, first observe that there exists @ > 0, such that
Re q[u1] + @flur]|g > nflus]|Fn,
see [Ouh05, Equation (4.3)]. In view of the boundedness of B, it follows that
Realu] +wlalF > nllulF
with w = @ + ||B||. On the other hand, we clearly have
lafw, o] < Cllua || lor | a1

for a constant C' that depends upon the L*-bounds of the coefficients a;;, b;, and
¢; fori,5=1,...,d, and the operator norms || By for k,I = 1,2. This yields that
the form a is sectorial and that the associated norm

[ellg == Re afa] + (w + 1) /[

is equivalent to |juq||%: + |luz||E. Now let u;, = (u1,n,u2,,) be a Cauchy sequence
in (D(a),| - |la).- By what was done so far, (u1 ,) is a Cauchy sequence in H'(Q),
hence convergent to some u; € H'(2), and (us,,) is a Cauchy sequence in L?(T)
and thus has a limit, say us € L%(T'). As the trace operator is continuous from
HY(Q) to L*(T), it follows that up = tru;, whence u = (ug,us) € D(a). Thus, a is
closed.

Since Q is a bounded Lipschitz domain, the embedding of H(Q) into L?(Q) is
compact. As tr: H'(2) — L?(T') is a continuous map, it follows that tr(H*(£)) is
a compact subset of L?(I"). These observations imply that the embedding of D(a)
into # is compact, and thus A has compact resolvent.

That the operator — A generates an analytic, strongly continuous semigroup
follows from general results concerning densely defined, closed, sectorial forms, see
Section 1.4 of [Ouh05]. To prove that the semigroup is real, we use a Beurling—
Deny type criterion, see [Ouh05, Proposition 2.5]. We thus have to prove that for
« € D(a), it holds that Reu € D(a) and a[Rew,Imu] € R. If u = (u1,us2) € D(a),
then Reu = (Rewuy, Reus). Since the trace operator is real, it follows that Reus =
Retru; = trRewy, proving Reu € D(a). As all coefficients a;;, b;, ¢; are real-valued
and the operators By; are real, it easily follows that a[Reu,Imu] € R. (Il

We next identify the operator A associated to the form a.
Proposition 3.4. It holds that
D(A) = {u = (u1,us) | w1 € Dax(L), 0 u; € L*(I), ug = tru, }

and

Au = [ Twr = Buw = Bouz \ _ (Lur _ 5
- 8VLu1 — B21’LL1 - BQQ’LLQ - aful ’

Proof. For the time being, let A be the operator from the statement of the Propo-
sition and C be the operator associated to the form a, i.e. w € D(C) with Cu = f if
and only if « € D(a) and (f, o) = afu, o] for all v € D(a). We prove that A = C.
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We start by proving A C C. It obviously holds that D(A) C D(a). Moreover,
if u € D(A), then

(Au, 0\ = (Lui,vi)q + (05u1, vo)r — (Bu, o)z
= (Luy,v1)q + <8fu1,trvl>p — (Bu, )z
= qluy, v1] — (Bu, o)z = au, 9]
for all v € D(a). This proves that « € D(C) and Cu = Au.
Conversely, assume that « € D(C) with Cu = f. In this case,

qlur,vi] — (Bu, 0)ze = (f1,v1)0 + (f2, v2)T
= (f1,v1)a + (fo, tron)r (3.3)

for all v € D(a). It follows from Lemma 2.3 that u1 € Dpax(L) and Lu; =
f1 + Biiug + Biauo and 8£u1 = fo + Bajui + Basus € L2(F) It follows that
fo = 0Luy — Bojup — Bogugp. Altogether, we have proved that « € D(A) and
Cu = Auw. This finishes the proof. (]

Remark 3.5. Note that every u € D(A?) satisfies the generalized Wentzell bound-
ary condition

tI‘(LUl — B11u1 — B12’LL2) = 8fu1 — B21’LL1 — BQQUQ.

Proposition 3.4 shows that tr(Lu; — By11u; — Biaug) exists in L2 (T"). The individual
traces of the summands need not exist in general. We also point out that since I
is analytic, we have 7 (t)ug € D(AFX) for all t > 0, k € N, and ug € #.

Following the ideas of [Nit11, Sections 3 and 4] we also obtain Holder continuity
of elements of D(A*) for large enough k.

Lemma 3.6. Given d > 3, ¢ > 0, assume that B is bounded on LI~1+¢(Q) x
LA=1(T). Moreover, let 2 < p < d — 1+ & and let the function 1 be as in
Corollary 2.5. Then, if u € D(A) N (LP(2) x LP(T")) with Au € LP(Q) x LP(T"), it
follows that u € L¥®)(Q) x L¥®)(T).

Proof. Tt follows by interpolation that B maps LP(2) x LP(T") to itself for every
p € [2,d—1+¢). We note that for « € D(A), it holds that u; € Dyax(L) C HY(Q)
and LU1 = (ﬂu)l — Bnul — 312UQ and aful = (ﬂll)g — Bgl’ul — BQQ’U,Q. ThU.S,
ifu € LP(Q) x LP(T") and Au € LP(Q) x LP(T), it follows that Lu; € LP(Q) and
OLu, € LP(T). The claim now follows from Corollary 2.5. O

Theorem 3.7. Assume Hypothesis 3.1 and let € > 0. If d > 3, assume that B is
bounded on LA=1%¢(Q) x LI=1*¢(T"). Then there are k = k(d) € N and o € (0,1)
such that u € D(A*) implies u1 € C%(Q), and hence u € L°>(Q) x L>=(T).
Proof. If u € D(A), then uj € Dyax(L) C HY(Q) and
LU1 = (ﬂll)l — BH’U,l — Blg’u,g and aful = (ﬂu)g — Bgl’u,l — BQQ’U,Q.

If d = 1, then H*(Q) is continuously embedded into C*(£2) and the result follows.
In the case d = 2, Lemma 2.4(ii), applied with ¢ = 1, implies that u € C*()
without additional regularity assumptions on B as d — 1+ ¢ = 2.

In the remaining case d > 3, it follows from Sobolev embedding that u; €

d
Lﬁ(ﬂ) and tru; € L%(F). It follows that « € LP*(Q) x LP (T') for p; =
dQle > 2. At this point, Lemma 3.6 and induction yield that « € D(A*) implies
u € LPr(Q) x LP*(T), where py == ¥ (px_1), i.e. pr = Y¥~1(p1). Tt is clear from the
structure of the function 1 that ¥*(p) — oo as k — oo for every p € (2,00). We

thus find a smallest index k* such that py~ > d — 1 +¢. Then for u € D(AF +1),
we have u, Au € LP+* (Q) x LPx* (T') € L4~1+¢(Q) x L4=1+4(T). It follows that also
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Bu € L471+2(Q) x LI=1+¢(T). At this point Lemma 2.4(ii) yields u; € C%(Q) for
w € D(AF ). 0

4. POSITIVITY AND MARKOV PROPERTIES

Positivity is another key feature in this article, and therefore we recall some
concepts regarding the order structure on #. The positive cone in # is

%-i- = {ZL S %]R | up > 0,’U,2 > 0}
Here and in what follows, u; > 0 means uq(z) > 0 for A-almost every z € Q and
ug > 0 means us(x) > 0 for o-almost every € I'. We write u > 0 if u € #,. The
notation « > 0 indicates « > 0 and « # 0. We say that « is strictly positive, and
write « > 0, if uy(z) > 0 for A-almost every x € Q and uz(z) > 0 for o-almost
every ¢ € I.

The lattice operations of supremum and infimum in # are denoted respectively
by
« Vo :=sup(u,v), w Ao = 1nf(u, ),
for all u,v € #, and should be interpreted component-wise; for instance,
w Vo= (uy Vur,us V).

Moreover, we define the positive and negative parts of an element u € # by

ut =u Vo0, u” = (—-u) VO,
and the modulus is given by

] =« V (=) = (fual, Jual).

An operator § on # is called positive if S(#;) C #4. Observe that a positive
operator is automatically real. We denote the constant function on # with value
1 by 1 =(1g,1r). A positive operator & on # is called Markovian, if § 1 = 1; it
is called (sub-)Markovian if $ 1 < 1. We call a semigroup § = (8(¢))¢>0 positive
((sub-)Markovian) if every operator §(t) is positive ((sub-)Markovian).

Before characterizing positivity and (sub-)Markovianity of the semigroup 7 as-
sociated to the form a, we recall the following notion.

Definition 4.1. If (M, i) is a measure space and H = L?(M, i), then a bounded,
real linear operator S : H — H is said to satisfy the positive minimum principle if
(Sf,g) > 0 whenever f,g € H; satisfy (f,g) = 0.

The importance of operators that satisfy the positive minimum principle stems
from the following result, which is taken from [AGGT86, Theorem C-1I.1.11], where
it is stated in the general setting of Banach lattices.

Lemma 4.2. Let A be a real, bounded linear operator on L*(M, u). The following
are equivalent:

(i) et =372, % >0 forallt>0;
(ii) A satisfies the positive minimum principle;
(i) A+ ||A|I > 0.

We point out that it is equivalent to ask in (iii) that there is some o > 0 such
that A+ al > 0, as the semigroup generated by A+ al is given by (e®*e!4);5 and
this is positive if and only if the semigroup (e*4);>¢ is positive. It follows that a
bounded linear operator A on an L?-space satisfies the positive minimum principle
if and only if it can be written as A = P — M, where P is a positive operator
and M is a multiplication operator, i.e. [M f](z) = m(x)f(x) for some function
m € L°°(M). This representation is the appropriate generalization of a matrix
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with positive off-diagonal entries to the L?-setting. An important special case is
when P is a positive integral operator and M is chosen in such a way that A1 = 0.

Example 4.3. Let 0 < k € L>®(Q; L?(Q2)) and put pu(z) = [, k(z,y) dy. Then the
operator A € L(L*(Q)), defined by

Af@) = [ belf) = 1@ dy= [ k) ) dy— ) /(@)
satisfies the positive minimum principle.
We can now characterize positivity and (sub-)Markovianity of the semigroup 7.

Theorem 4.4. Assume Hypothesis 3.1. For parts (b) and (c) additionally assume
that c € WHo°(Q; RY). We denote the unit outer normal of by v.

(a) The semigroup T is positive if and only if
(i) Bi2 and Bay are positive operators;
(ii) B11 and Baa satisfy the positive minimum principle.
(b) The semigroup T is sub-Markovian if and only if
(i) T is positive, i.e. conditions (i) and (ii) of part (a) are satisfied,
(11) diVC+ B11 ]].Q +B12 ]]-F S 0 and
(111) Bgl ]lQ +322 ]11" S c-V.
(¢) The semigroup T is Markovian if and only if conditions (i) — (iil) from (b)
are satisfied with equality in (i) and (iii).

Proof. (a) As T isreal, it follows from [Ouh05, Theorem 2.6] that J is positive if and
only if for every real-valued u € D(a), it holds that «™ € D(a) and afu™,2~] < 0.
An easy calculation shows that (i) and (ii) are sufficient for the positivity of 7.

To prove that they are necessary, assume that 7 is positive and let « = (u1,us) €
D(a) be real. Note that uj € H'(Q) whenever u; € H(Q) is real. In this case,
we also have (tru;)t = tr(u]), so that «™ = (u],uJ) belongs to D(a) whenever
w € D(a).

Next, we recall Stampacchia’s lemma [GT01, Lemma 7.6], which states that
Djuf = 1{y, 50y Djur and Djui = 1y, <o} Djus. It follows that g[uf,uy] =0 for
all w € H'(Q). Thus, [Ouh05, Theorem 2.6] implies that

0< (But,u )g. (4.1)

It follows from Theorem 3.3 that, given f; € L?(Q)+ and fo € L*(I')4, we find
a sequence (u,) C D(a) with u, — (f1,—f2) in #. By continuity of the lattice
operations, (u1,)" — f1 and (u1,)” — 0in L?(Q) and (u2,,)" — 0, (u2.,)~ = fa
in L?(T"). Thus, using (4.1) with « = u,,, it follows upon letting n — oo that

0< /(BQIfl)fQ do.
r

As f; and f5 are arbitrary, the positivity of Bs; follows. The positivity of Bis is
proved similarly, approximating (— f1, f2) instead. This proves condition (i).

Approximating (f1,0) for arbitrary f; € L%(Q), (4.1) yields (By1f;, fi )a > 0.
Given f,g € L*(Q); with (f,¢g)o = 0, we may consider f; = f — g, so that
fir = fand f{ = g, to infer (By1f,g)q > 0. This proves that Bj; satisfies the
positive minimum principle. To establish the positive minimum principle for Bas,
we approximate (0, f2) for arbitrary fo € L?(T") and argue similarly.

(c) Let us consider the case where J is positive. In this case, 7 is Markovian
if and only if for 1 = (1q, 1) we have 7 (¢t) 1 = 1 for all ¢ > 0 which, in turn, is
equivalent to 1 € ker(—A).
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We note that 1g € Dpyax(L) with L 1g = — divcand 0% 1g = c-v. It thus follows
from Proposition 3.4 that 1 € ker(—A) if and only if dive + By 1o+ B2 1r =0
and Bgl ]19 +322 ]11" =cC-V.

(b) To prove necessity of (i) — (iii), assume that 7 is sub-Markovian. Then T is
positive and (i) follows from part (a). By the Beurling-Deny criterion (see [Ouh05,
Corollary 2.17]) 7 is sub-Markovian if and only if for every « € D(a) N# it holds
that « Al in D(a) and afu AL, (u—1)*] > 0. Noting that D;(u1Alg) = Ly, <1} Dju
and Dj(u; — 1o)T = 1y, 1y Dju, it follows that

0<aluAl,(u—1)7]
d
= Z/ chj(ul — ]].Q)Jr d\ — / [Bll(ul A ]].Q) =+ BlQ(UQ A ]]-F)} (u1 — ]].Q)Jr dA
/e Q

— /F [Bgl(ul A ]].Q) =+ B22(u2 A ]]-F)} (UQ — ]].p)+ do.

Integrating by parts in the first integral and inserting « = 0o+ 1 for 0 < 0 € D(a),
it follows that

/ (Bu 1g +Bio 1 +div C)’U1 d\ + / (BQQ Ir+B91 1g —c- l/)’Ug do <0.
Q T

By density, this inequality extends to arbitrary o € #; and this proves the necessity
of conditions (ii) and (iii).

It remains to prove the sufficiency of conditions (i) — (iii). We observe that,
in view of part (a), (i) immediately implies that J is positive. We now employ a
technical construction. Note that the orthogonal projection onto the linear span
of 1 is given by Pru = o(I')"*u, Ir)r Ir. We define a new operator By €
L(L*(I), L*(€)) by

Blg’u = Blg(I — PF)’LL — (u, ]lr)r(BH 1o +div C).

1
o)
Setting u = I yields div c4+By; 1g +Bia Ip = 0. If 0 < u € L2(T"), then (u, Ip) >0
and condition (ii) yields

- 1
Blgu Z Blg(l — PF)’U, + ﬁ<U7 ]]-F>FB12 ]]-F = Blg’u.

This proves that Bis < Bu. In particular, as B1s is positive, so is Bu. Similarly, for
every u € L?(€2), we consider the orthogonal projection Pou := A(Q) " u, 1g)q 1o
and define

N 1
Boyu i= By (I — Po)u — m@, 1o)(Bao Iy —c - v/)

for all u € L?(Q). One checks as above that Boy € £ (L2(Q), L2(I")) is a positive
operator such that Bgl ]].Q +B22 ]]-F =c-v and B21 S B21.

Now consider the operator
~ By 312>
B=|=
<Bgl By

and define @[u, 0] == q[u, 9] — (Bu, o)z for u,o € D(d) = D(a). It follows from
part (c) that the semigroup T associated with & is Markovian. It is straightforward
to check that afu,o] < au,¢] for all 0 < w,o € D(a). Thus, by the Ouhabaz
domination criterion for positive semigroups (see [Ouh05, Theorem 2.2.4]), it follows
that

0< T <T(t)f for all t >0,/ € #,.

As T is Markovian, this clearly implies that 7 is sub-Markovian. ([
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Remark 4.5. (i) The assumption that ¢ € W1*°(Q; R?) in Theorem 4.4 is nec-
essary for parts (b) and (c). Indeed, [Nit1l, Example 4.4] provides an example
that without this assumption the semigroup J (even after possible rescaling) is
not contractive on L*(Q) x L*°(T") and thus, in particular, not sub-Markovian.
(ii) The conditions of Theorem 4.4(a) are equivalent to the positivity of the semi-
group (e'%);>0 on L2(Q) x L(T") and thus to the operator B satisfying the positive
minimum principle.

We end this section by discussing irreducibility of the semigroup 7. If F is a

Banach lattice, then a subspace J of E is called an ideal if
(i) w € J implies |u| € J; and
(ii) if 0 < v <w and u € J, then also v € J.

A strongly continuous semigroup on F is called irreducible if the only closed ideals
that are invariant under the semigroup are {0} and E. Often, an irreducible semi-
group is tacitly assumed to be positive. This is the case, for example, in [AGGT 86,
Section C-III.3], where one can find a characterization of irreducibility for strongly
continuous positive semigroups on Banach lattices. However, if the semigroup is
positive and analytic, as is the case when the semigroup arises from a form, then
irreducibility is equivalent to the formally stronger notion of positivity improving
in the sense that f > 0 implies S(¢)f > 0 for all ¢ > 0; cf. [Ouh05, Definition 2.8 &
Theorem 2.9] or [AGGT86, C-IIT Theorem 3.2(b)]. This type of result has recently
been shown to hold for eventually positive semigroups in [AG24] (see Proposition
3.12 in particular), where the reader will find a more thorough investigation of
irreducibility under eventual positivity assumptions. We stress, however, that in
our terminology, an irreducible semigroup is not assumed to be positive (or even
eventually positive), in general.

If E=LP(M) (1 <p< o), then JC E is a closed ideal if and only if there is
a measurable subset S C M such that

J={f e LP(M) ] fls = 0ae};

see for instance [BFR17, Proposition 10.15]. In order to make use of this charac-
terization in our setting, we will identify L2(Q2) x L?(T) with L?(QUT,\ ® o) as
before.

Proposition 4.6. If Q is connected then the semigroup I is irreducible.

Proof. Given a measurable subset S of QUT, we identify L?(S) with the closed
subspace
{feL?(QUT) | flse =0 ael}.

To establish irreducibility, we have to prove that 7 (¢)L?(S) C L?(S) for all t > 0
implies (A ® 0)(S) = 0or (A®0)(QUT)\S) = 0. To that end, we can use a
Beurling—Deny type criterion, see [Ouh05, Theorem 2.10 and Corollary 2.11]. We
point out that the assumption of accretivity in that Theorem is not needed, as we
may rescale the semigroup appropriately. It thus suffices to prove that if S C QUT
satisfies 1gu € D(a) for allu € D(a), then (A®c)(S) = 0or (A®o)((Q2UT)\S) = 0.
Assume that (A ® 0)(S) > 0. Note that if « € D(a) satisfies u; = 0 almost
everywhere then « = 0. This implies that S; = S N Q has positive Lebesgue
measure. It follows that for every u; € C°(Q2) we have 1g, u; € HY(Q). Arguing as
in the proof of [Ouh05, Theorem 4.5], we see that this is only possible if A(Q2\S;) =
0. It now follows that also (A ® o)((QUTI)\ S) =0. O

5. THE SEMIGROUP ON THE SPACE OF CONTINUOUS FUNCTIONS

Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.7 the semigroup 7 maps L?(Q) x L*(T)
into L>*(Q) x L>(T"). In particular, we may consider the restriction 7, of I to
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L>(Q) x L>°(T"). We prove that, under appropriate assumptions, this restriction is
a strong Feller semigroup in the sense of Definition A.5. Our setting is as follows.

As a compact space, we choose M = Q x I', endowed with the product topology
and let p = A®o. Then p(B(x,e)) > 0 for all z € M and € > 0. Moreover, we may
then identify L2(Q2) x L?(T") with L?(M, ) and L>(Q) x L>°(T') with L>(M, p).
Likewise, the space C(M) can be identified with C(Q2) x C(I'). We will consider
the space

C = {u | u; € C(Q) with up = tru;} c C(Q) x C(I),

which is obviously closed in C(Q) x C(I'). We start with addressing the situation
where B = 0. We denote the form a with B = 0 by h and the associated operator
by L. The semigroup generated by —JL is denoted by §.

Proposition 5.1. Assume Hypothesis 2.1 and additionally ¢ € W1 (Q;R4).
Then, the semigroup § restricts to a weak”-semigroup So in the sense of Defi-
nition A.2 on the space L°(Q)) x L>(T'). The semigroup S is a strong Feller
semigroup with respect to C. In particular, it restricts to a strongly continuous
semigroup Se on C.

Proof. We write Su(t) == 8 (t)|L()x (), Which is well-defined by Theorem 3.7.
To prove that S (t) is an adjoint operator, we use Lemma A.1. If (f,)nen is a
bounded sequence in L () x L*°(T") that converges pointwise to f, then f, — f in
L?(Q2)x L*(T") by dominated convergence. It follows that §(t)f,, — S(t)f in L?(Q)x
L?(T"). Passing to a subsequence we may (and shall) assume that Soo (t)fn, — Seo(t)f
pointwise almost everywhere. As S (t) is a bounded operator on L™ () x L>(T"),
the sequence Su (t)f, is uniformly bounded. Thus, if g € L'(Q) x LY(T), it follows
by dominated convergence that (g, Soo(t)fn) — (g, Soo(t)f). As this is true for every
subsequence, it follows that Se (t)fn, —* Soo(t)f as n — co. By Lemma A.1, Sy (t)
is an adjoint operator.

In order to prove that & is an adjoint semigroup, it remains to show that
Soo(t)f —=* f for every f € L>=(Q) x L (T") as t \( 0. To that end, we first note that
since ¢ € WH2°(€; RY), it follows from [Nit11, Proposition 4.5], that there exists
a > 0 such that || So (t)]| < e for all t > 0. By strong continuity on L?(Q) x L(T),
for every f € L°°(Q) x L>=(T') we have Soo(t)f — f in L*(Q) x L?(T'). Thus, given
a sequence t, \, 0, we may assume, passing to a subsequence, that Soo(t,)f — f
pointwise almost everywhere. Using dominated convergence, it follows that

(9, Soo(tn)f) = (9, /)
for every g € L*(Q2) x LY(T'). As this is true for every subsequence, it follows that
Soo(t)f —* f as t \( 0. This proves that S is a weak*-semigroup. Clearly the
generator of 8o 18 —Loo, the part of —L in L>(£2) x L>°(T).

It remains to prove that S is a strong Feller semigroup with respect to C. To
that end, we first note that Theorem 3.7 and the analyticity of & imply that S
maps L>®(2) x L>®(T') to C. It follows from [Nit11, Lemma 4.6] that the domain of
—JL' is dense in C, whence [ABHNO1, Corollary 3.3.11] implies that So restricts
to a strongly continuous semigroup 8¢ on C. This finishes the proof. ([

We now turn to the semigroup 7. In order to establish that also I restricts to
a strong Feller semigroup with respect to C, we employ Theorem A.7 and make an
additional assumption on 3.

Hypothesis 5.2. We assume ¢ € W5>®(;R%) and that the operator B maps
L>(Q) x L (T) to itself.

Theorem 5.3. Assume in addition to Hypothesis 3.1 also Hypothesis 5.2. Then
Tso =T |Loe(@)x Lo (1) 18 a strong Feller semigroup with respect to C. In particular,
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it restricts to a strongly continuous semigroup Jo on C. The generator of Jo is

—Ae, the part of —A in C.

Proof. Once again, let JL denote the operator associated to the form § and let &
be the semigroup generated by —L. By Proposition 5.1, S = &|Lee(Q)x Lo (1) is 2
strong Feller semigroup with respect to C. We denote its weak*-generator by —oLo,
as above.

Similar arguments as in the proof of Proposition 5.1 show that @|Lm(9)wa(p)
is an adjoint operator. Thus, Theorem A.7 yields that —Lo + B|pec(Q)x Lo (r) 18
the weak*-generator of a strong Feller semigroup with respect to C. Noting that
—Lioo +B| () x Lo (1) is merely the part of —A in L>(2) x L*>*(I"), it follows from
the uniqueness theorem for Laplace transforms, that the semigroup generated by
—Lioo + B (q)x 1o (r) must be the restriction of T to L>(Q) x L>(T"). O

Remark 5.4. Define V : C(Q) — C by Vu = (u,tru). Then V is bijective with
inverse V=1 : (u,tru) — u. Instead of the semigroup Je, it is often preferable to
consider the similar semigroup Tg == V17V on C(Q). It is again a strongly
continuous semigroup and its generator is —A¢c where

D(Ac) = {tu € Diax(L)NC(Q) | 0fu € L*(T), Lu — Biju — Biatru € C(Q),
and tr (Lu — Byju — Byo tr u) = a,fu — Boju — Bog tr u}

and Acu = Lu — Biju — Biatru. Thus, elements of D(A¢) satisfy the Wentzell-
Robin boundary condition. We note that if B maps C(Q) x C(I') to itself, then it
follows that for u € D(A¢) we have Lu € C(Q) and 0fu € C(T), cf. [AMPRO3,
Theorem 3.3], and the boundary condition also holds in a pointwise sense.

6. SPECTRAL THEORY AND ASYMPTOTIC BEHAVIOR

In this section, we study the spectrum of — A, the generator of the semigroup
T on # = L3(2) x L?(T"). If Hypothesis 5.2 is satisfied, we may also consider the
semigroup Je (with generator —A¢) on the space C, or the semigroup T¢ (with
generator —A¢) on the space C(ﬁ) We note that —A¢ and —Ae are similar, see
Remark 5.4, so that o(—A¢e) = o(—Ac¢).

We start with a general result. Recall that the spectral bound s(A) is defined by

s(A) =sup{Re | A € 0(4)}.
Given a semigroup T = (T'(t))>0 the growth bound wo(T) is defined by
wo(T) = inf{w € R | IM > 0 with ||T(¢)|| < Me*" for all t > 0}.

Proposition 6.1. Assume Hypothesis 3.1.

(a) o(—A) consists of only isolated eigenvalues which are poles of the resolvent
and whose eigenspaces are finite dimensional.

(b) Assume additionally Hypothesis 5.2. Then o(—A) = o(—A¢) = o(—Ac)
and all spectra only consist of isolated eigenvalues with finite-dimensional
e1genspaces.

(c) It holds that s(—A) = wo(T). Furthermore, assuming additionally Hypoth-
esis 5.2, we also have s(—Ae) = wo(Te) and s(—Ac) = wo(Te).

Proof. As —A has compact resolvent by Theorem 3.3, part (a) follows immediately
from [Kat76, Theorem II1.6.29]. Now additionally assume Hypothesis 5.2 is satis-
fied. We note that the semigroup J¢ is also compact, as it maps (by analyticity of
J and Theorem 3.7) into the space C == {(u,tru) | u € C*(Q)}, which is easily
seen to be a compact subset of C. Compactness of T now follows from similarity.
It also follows that o(—A¢) and o(—Ae) consist of isolated eigenvalues only with
finite-dimensional eigenspaces.



NON-LOCAL WENTZELL-ROBIN BOUNDARY CONDITIONS 15

As the semigroups 7 and Je are consistent and compact, [Are94, Proposition
2.6] yields o(—A) = o(—=Ae). That o(—Ae) = o(—A¢) follows by similarity. At
this point, (b) is proved.

As for part (c), we note that since all the semigroups are compact, they are
immediately norm continuous and hence the equality of growth and spectral bounds
follows from [EN00, Corollary IV.3.11]. O

In the rest of this section, we take a closer look at the spectral bound s(—.A). We
are particularly interested in the question whether s(—A) € o(—A) and, if this is
the case, in additional information about this spectral value. We briefly recall the
relevant terminology. Given a closed operator A, we say that s(A) is a dominant
eigenvalue, if s(A) is an eigenvalue of A (thus, in particular, s(4) € o(A)) and
Re A < s(A) for all A € o(A) \ {\}. Note that if s(A) is an eigenvalue of A, then
s(A) is dominant if and only if o(A4) N (s(4) +R) = {s(4)} C R.

We call an eigenvalue Ay of an operator A algebraically simple if it is an isolated
point of the spectrum and the associated spectral projection P, defined by

= R\, A) d),
211 [A=Xo|=¢

where ¢ > 0 is chosen small enough so that B(\g,e) N a(A) = {\o}, has rank
1. We note that if )y is algebraically simple, then )y is a first order pole of the
resolvent and the eigenspace ker(A — Ag) is one-dimensional. Moreover, the gener-
alized eigenspace |J,, o ker(A — Ao)™ is also one-dimensional. It is well-known that
if Ao is a pole of the resolvent (of any order), then A is algebraically simple if and
only if the generalized eigenspace is one-dimensional. Moreover, if A\ is an alge-
braically simple eigenvalue, it is a geometrically simple eigenvalue, i.e. ker(A—X\g) is
one-dimensional. Conversely, if Ay is geometrically simple, then )\g is algebraically
simple if and only if Ag is a pole of first order of the resolvent, which in turn is
equivalent to the property ker(A — \g) = ker((A4 — X\g)?). For more information, we
refer to [Kat76, Section IIL.6], or [CD13].

6.1. The case of positive semigroups. Throughout this section, we assume
that Hypothesis 5.2 is satisfied and, moreover, that the semigroup 7 (and thus, by
consistency, also Jo and T¢) are positive. The latter is characterized by Theorem
4.4(a). Our primary goal is to describe the asymptotic behavior of these semigroups.

Before we state and prove the main theorem of this section, we recall a result
about the strict monotonicity of the spectral bound, that we will use in the proof.

Theorem 6.2. Assume that 81, Sy are strongly continuous semigroups on a Banach
lattice E with generators — A1 and —As, respectively. Assume that
(i) 0 < S81(t) < So(t) for allt >0,
(ii) Az has compact resolvent,
(ili) 82 is drreducible.
Then, if Ay # Az, we have s(— A1) < s(—Az).

Proof. This is a version of [AB92, Theorem 1.3]. O

We can now characterize the asymptotic behavior of the semigroup T on C(€Q).
Using the results of Proposition 6.1, it is straightforward to see that similar results
also apply to the semigroups J and Je.

Theorem 6.3. Assume Hypotheses 3.1 and 5.2, that S is connected and that the
conditions of Theorem 4.4(a) are satisfied so that the semigroups T, Jo and Tc are
positive.
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(a) If the conditions of Theorem 4.4(c) are satisfied, then s(—Ac) = 0 and
there exists a strictly positive measure p on €2 and constants M,w > 0 such
that

[Tc(t) = (o)1 H,p(c(ﬁ)) < Me ™t (t >0).

(b) If the conditions of Theorem 4.4(b) are satisfied but those of Theorem 4.4(c)
are not satisfied, then s(—Ac¢) < 0 and there exist constants M,w > 0 such
that

||TC(t)||£(c(§)) < Me ! (t>0).

(¢) If either dive + B11 1g+Bialr £ 0 or Boylg+Balr £ ¢ - v, then
s(—A¢) > 0 and there exist constants M,w > 0 such that

1TeOl cc@y) = Me** (t>0).

Proof. (a) Since T is Markovian it is wo(T¢) = 0, and thus s(—A¢) = s(—A) =
0 by Proposition 6.1. Since T is irreducible by Proposition 4.6, it follows from
[AGGT86, Proposition C-II1.3.5] that 0 is a first order pole of the resolvent of
A and the corresponding eigenspace is one-dimensional, hence spanned by 1. By
[AKKI1S8, Proposition A.5] also T¢ is irreducible and the same results follow for
Ac. The result about asymptotic behavior now follows from [AGGT86, Theorem
C-1V.2.1], see also [AKK18, Theorem A.2].

(b) Under the assumptions of the theorem, the proof of Theorem 4.4 yields a
Markovian semigroup J such that 0 < 7' (t) < 7 (t) for all t > 0. By part (a), for the
generator —A¢ of Te, we have s(—A¢) = 0. As the conditions of Theorem 4.4(c)
are not satisfied, the generator —A¢ of T¢ is different from —A¢ and Theorem 6.2
yields s(—A¢) < 0. Since the growth bound and spectral bound of T coincide, the
claim follows.

(c¢) Again, denote by b the form a with B = 0 and by £ and § the associated
operator and semigroup. It follows from Theorem 4.4 with B = 0 that & is Markov-
ian, whence s(—.L') = 0 by part (a) and Proposition 6.1. Using that By; and Bag
satisfy the positive minimum principle and that Bys, B2 are positive, it follows that
hlu, 9] < afu,9] for all 0 < u,v € D(a) = D(h). Thus, using the Ouhabaz criterion
for domination [Ouh05, Theorem 2.2.4], it follows that 0 < & < 7. By Proposition
4.6 J isirreducible and by Theorem 3.3 it is compact. However, by our assumption,
A1 # 0, so that L # A. Thus, Theorem 6.2 implies 0 = s(—L) < s(—A) =: w.
As 7 is irreducible, we find a strictly positive function « such that T (t)u = e“'u
for all t > 0, see [AGGT86, Proposition C-II1.3.5]. The claim follows. O

6.2. Perturbations of dissipative, self-adjoint operators. In this section, we
make additional assumptions on the coefficients b and ¢ appearing in the form g¢.

Hypothesis 6.4. Assume that b = ¢ € W1H*°(Q; R?) satisfy divb = dive = 0 and
b-v=c-v=0.

As before, £ denotes the operator associated to the form § (i.e. a with B = 0),
and & the semigroup generated by —L.

Lemma 6.5. Assume that Hypothesis 3.1 is satisfied and b,c € W1 (Q;R4).
Then the following are equivalent:

(i) =L is self-adjoint and S is Markovian.
(ii) Hypothesis 6.4 is satisfied.
In that case —L is dissipative with s(—L) = 0.
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Proof. L is self-adjoint if and only if q is symmetric, which in turn is equivalent to
b = c. It follows from Theorem 4.4(c), that & is Markovian if and only if dive =0
and ¢- v = 0. This shows the equivalence of (i) and (ii).

Moreover, for « € D(a), Hypothesis 6.4 enforces

d d d
[’)[Zt,lt] = q[ul,ul] = / Z aijDiuleul + Zb](Djul)U_1+ ijuleul d)\

2y5=1 j=1 j=1
d d
:/ Z aijDiuleul—i—/ ijDj|U1|2 d\
@4,j=1 =1
d
:/ Z aijDiuleul — / diVb|’LL1|2 d)\+/1/ . b|u1|2 do
Q5 Q r
i
d
= / Z aijDiuleul Z 77/ |VU1|2 dA Z 0.
Q50 Q

Thus b is accretive, or equivalently —.[ is dissipative. In particular, s(—.") < 0.
Equality is ensured by £ 1 = 0. (]

Theorem 6.6. Assume that Hypotheses 3.1 and 6.4 are satisfied, and that the
operator B is dissipative. Then s(—A) < 0 and o(—A) NiR C {0}. Moreover,
if 0 € o(—A), then ker(—A) = span(1l). In this case, s(—A) = 0, and 0 is a
dominant and algebraically simple eigenvalue.

Proof. For all u € D(a), we have
Realu,u] = quy, u1] — Re{Bu,u)g > 0

by Lemma 6.5 and the assumption that @B is dissipative. It follows that —A is
dissipative and hence J is contractive. This implies that s(—A) = we(7) < 0
(recall Proposition 6.1(c) for the equality of spectral and growth bounds).

Now assume that iw € o(—A)NiR for some w € R. As A has compact resolvent,
iw is an eigenvalue and hence we find 0 € # with |jo||zz = 1 and — A0 = iwo. It
follows that afo, 0] = (= A9, o) = iw and hence

qv1, v1] = iw + (B, o) %.
Taking real parts and using that Hypothesis 6.4 also yields the accretivity of q itself,
the dissipativity of B shows
0< 77/ |Voui |2 dX < qlvr,v1] = Re(Bo,0)5% < 0.
Q

Therefore Vu; = 0, which shows that v, (and also o, as ¢ € D(a)) is necessarily
constant. It follows from Hypothesis 6.4 that Lo = o - L1 = 0 for some a € C
and we thus find iw = —(Bo,0)% = —|a|>(B1,1)5% € R. This implies that w = 0.
Moreover, we see that 0 is dominant and geometrically simple.

To prove the last assertion of the theorem, we require some facts about the
adjoint semigroup. Recall that the adjoint generator —A* and dual semigroup 7 *
arise from the adjoint form

a*[u, 0] = afo, ], u,0 € D(a).
Since B is dissipative if and only if B* is dissipative, Lemma 6.5 again shows that

Rea*[u,u] = qlui, u1] — Re(B*u,u)g > 0
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for all « € D(a). As above, we deduce that s(—A*) < 0 and o(—A*) NiR C {0}.
Due to the relation

o(=A") = o(=A)" =A{p | peo(=A)},

see e.g. [Kat76, Theorem II1.6.22], it follows that 0 € o(—A*) if and only if 0 €
o(—=A). Thus if the latter holds, then 0 is also an eigenvalue of —A*, and the
previous computations can be applied to —A* to show that the 0-eigenspace of
—A* is one-dimensional and spanned by 1.

Finally, to show that 0 is an algebraically simple eigenvalue of — A, it suffices
to show that ker((—A4)?) C ker(—.A), since 0 is a pole of R(-,—A) by Propo-
sition 6.1(a). Hence let 0 # w € ker((—A)?), so that —Aw € ker(—A). Since
ker(—A) = span(1), there exists & € C\ {0} such that aAu > 0. Now observe
that

(I, aAu)ge = (A* 1, au)z =0,

because A*1 = 0. This implies aAu = 0, and consequently « € ker(—A) as
required. (I

Corollary 6.7. In the situation of Theorem 6.6, one has s(—A) = 0 if and only
if B1=0. Thus, if B1 # 0, then s(—A) < 0.

Proof. If s(—A) = 0, then Theorem 6.6 yields —A 1 = 0 and hence a[l,«] =0 for
all « € D(a). Noting that D; 1 =0 for all j = 1,...,d, it follows that

d
all, ] :/Qij]leul dX — (B 1, )y
j=1

=— / (divb)uy d\ + /(b viurdo — (BL,u)p = —(B1L,u)y.
Q r
Thus, we find (B 1,u)z = 0 for all « € D(a) which, by density of D(a) in #, implies
B1=0.

Conversely, if B1 = 0, then 1 € ker(—A), whence 0 € o(—A). At this point,
Theorem 6.6 yields s(—A) = 0. O

Example 6.8. A particular example of a dissipative operator B is a skew-symmetric
(or skew-adjoint) operator, i.e. B* = —B. In this case, we have Re(Bu,u)y = 0 for
all u € #. We note that B is skew-symmetric if and only if both B1; and Bgy are
skew-symmetric and B}y = —Ba;.

Let us give a particular example for this in the case of integral operators, see
Example 3.2. We choose By; = 0 and B2z = 0 and let k& € L>°(Q x T'; R). Define

(Brawl(a) = [

g k(x,z)uz(z) do(z) and [Baiui](z) = —/ k(x, z)ui (x) dA(z).

Q

Then, the resulting operator B is skew-symmetric. We note that in this case, we
have B 1 = 0 if and only if

/ k(x,z) do(z) = 0 for A-almost all 2z € Q
Q

and

/ k(x,z) dA(xz) = 0 for o-almost all z € T.
r

These conditions are satisfied, for example, if k(x, z) = f(x)g(z) where f € L>®()
and g € L*(T) satisfy [, f dA = [ g do =0.
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In the situation of Theorem 6.6, the operator — A = —L + B is the sum of two
dissipative operators and thus dissipative itself. We close this section by giving an
example showing that merely assuming that — A is dissipative is not sufficient to
obtain the conclusions of that theorem.

Example 6.9. Let Q = (0,1) C R so that I' = {0,1}. In this case L*(I") ~ C?.
For « in D(a), we have u; € H*(0,1) C C([0,1]) and we may (and shall) identify
ug = truy with the vector (u(0),u;(1)) € C2.

For our example, we choose a11 = 1, b1 = ¢; = 0 as well as By, B2 and Ba;
the appropriate 0 operators. Finally, let

1 -1
pam (1 7).
Then Bsy is symmetric and o(Ba2) = {0,2} so that Bgs (and hence B) is not
dissipative. It is easy to see that

(Bagua, uz)r = |ui(1) — ug (0)[2.
This implies that

afu,u] = /01 | (#)]2 dt — |ui(1) — u1(0)]?
= [ 1P a=| [ af =o

by Jensen’s inequality. Thus, a is accretive, implying that — A is dissipative, whence
s(—=A) < 0. We will show that 0 € o(—A), so that actually s(—A) = 0, but
ker(—.A) is two-dimensional.

Indeed, for « € D(—A), it follows from Proposition 3.4 that — A« = 0 if and
only if v/ = 0 and d,u; = Basuy. The boundary condition translates to

—u3(0) = u1(0) — ur(1)
ui (1) = ug (1) = u(0).

Note that u] = 0 implies that ui(t) = a + bt. But it is easy to see that the
boundary conditions are satisfied independently of the choice of a and b. This
shows that 0 € o(—A) and that dimker(—A) = 2.

7. EVENTUAL POSITIVITY

In Section 6.1, we studied the asymptotic behavior of the semigroup J under
conditions which ensured the positivity of the semigroup. The advantage in this
setting is that we could draw on well-established results in the spectral theory
of positive semigroups. However, if the semigroup is not positive, one could ask
about positivity for sufficiently large times. This leads to the question of eventually
positive solutions to evolution equations. While isolated examples of such behavior
were known for several decades for matrix semigroups and in the PDE literature, a
systematic theory of eventually positive semigroups on infinite dimensional Banach
lattices was initiated fairly recently in the papers [DGK16a, DGK16b, DG18al.
This topic has rapidly developed in the last few years, and the interested reader
may consult the recent survey article [Glii22] for an overview of the current state
of the theory. Let (T'(t))t>0 be a strongly continuous semigroup on the Banach
lattice E. It is natural to call the semigroup (T(t))¢>0 eventually positive if for
every f > 0, there exists tg = to(f) > 0 such that

Tt)f>0 for all £ > . (7.1)

Many of the general results currently known about eventually positive semigroups
are inspired by classical Perron—Frobenius theory and the spectral theory of positive
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semigroups. For example, it is shown in [DGK16b, Theorem 7.6] that if A : D(A) C
E — F generates a strongly continuous semigroup that satisfies (7.1) and o(A) # 0,
then the spectral bound s(A) is a spectral value.

However, the general theory is more fruitful if we consider a stronger notion of
eventual positivity, which we will now introduce in the specific context of LP-spaces.

Definition 7.1. Let (M, 1) be a finite measure space, and let T' = (T'(¢));>0 be a
strongly continuous semigroup on the Banach lattice E = LP(M, u). We say that
T is eventually strongly positive if for every f € Ey \ {0}, there exists a constant
d =06y >0 and to = to(f) > 0 such that

T f>4d1 for all t > tg.

If the time ¢y can be chosen independently of f € E,, then we say that T is
uniformly eventually strongly positive. Note that in this case, for every t > ¢y the
operator T'(t) is strictly positive, as T'(t)f > 0 for every f > 0.

Remark 7.2. In accordance with [DGK16b, DGK16a], it would be more appropri-
ate to refer to the notion of (uniform) eventual strong positivity in Definition 7.1
as individual (respectively uniform) eventual strong positivity with respect to the
quasi-interior point 1. The general theory developed in [DGK16b, DGK16a] allows
for arbitrary quasi-interior points u € F, instead of 1.

In practice, the notion of eventual strong positivity in Definition 7.1 is related
to the question of asymptotic behavior and lower bounds on solutions of evolution
equations. For our applications, we are particularly interested in the eigenspace
corresponding to the spectral bound s(A4), and hence we introduce the following
notion: an operator P : LP(M,u) — LP(M, p) is called strongly positive if for all
f >0, there exists 6 = 6(f) > 0 such that

Pf>61. (7.2)
Another key ingredient for our purposes is the smoothing condition
T(t1)LP(M,p) C L>®(M,p) for some 1 > 0. (7.3)

By combining this condition with spectral information about the generator, the
following characterization of eventually strongly positive semigroups can be given.
For simplicity, we only state the result for generators with compact resolvent, which
is the case considered in this article.

Theorem 7.3. LetT = (etA)tzo be a real, strongly continuous semigroup on E =
LP(M, ), such that the generator A : D(A) C E — E has compact resolvent. If T
satisfies the smoothing condition (7.3), then the following are equivalent:

(i) T is eventually strongly positive.

(ii) s(A) is a dominant eigenvalue, and the corresponding spectral projection P
18 strongly positive.

(iii) s(A) is a dominant eigenvalue and geometrically simple, and the corre-
sponding eigenspace is spanned by a vector v such that v > § 1 for some
constant 6 > 0. Moreover, the dual eigenspace ker(s(A)I — A’) contains a
strictly positive functional ¢ (i.e. a positive functional such that (¢, f) >0
for all f € Ex \ {0}).

If any of the above conditions hold, then s(A) is even an algebraically simple eigen-

value of A.

Proof. The equivalence of (ii) and (iii), and the fact that these conditions imply
algebraic simplicity of s(A), is a general property of strongly positive projections,
which was proved in [DGK16a, Corollary 3.3].

The equivalence of (i) and (ii) is proved in [DGK16a, Theorem 5.2]. O
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Remark 7.4. For the interested reader, we point out that the implication (i)
= (ii) in Theorem 7.3 holds even without the smoothing condition, and this was
proved in [DG17, Theorem 5.1]. The reverse implication is possible thanks to
the smoothing condition, and does not hold in general, even for semigroups with
bounded generators. A counterexample is shown in [DGK16a, Example 5.4].

We now return to the Wentzell-Robin semigroup 7. Our spectral analysis in the
previous section leads to a simple sufficient criterion for eventual strong positivity.

Theorem 7.5. Assume Hypotheses 3.1 and 6.4. Suppose that B satisfies the fol-
lowing conditions:
(i) B is dissipative and B1 = 0;
(ii) B is bounded on L () x L>®(T") and extrapolates to a bounded operator
on LY(Q) x L(T).
Then T is eventually strongly positive.

Proof. We verify condition (iii) of Theorem 7.3.

From Theorem 6.6, we know that s(—A) = 0, o(—A) NiR = {0}, and the
associated eigenspace is one-dimensional and spanned by 1. In particular, s(A) is
a dominant eigenvalue of —A4. Theorem 3.7 shows that

T (#)F C L=(Q2) x L>°(T)

for all t > 0, and hence J satisfies the smoothing condition (7.3).

Recall that the adjoint generator —A* and dual semigroup 7 * arise from the
adjoint form

a*[u, 0] = alo,ul, w9 € D(a).

However, since A is real, one can show that the Hilbert space adjoints A* and
T * coincide with the Banach space adjoints A’ and T’ — see [DG18a, p. 10] for
a detailed explanation. In particular, if B is bounded on L>*(£2) x L>*(T") and
extrapolates to a bounded operator on L*(Q) x L'(I'), then it makes sense to say
that B*, which is a priori bounded on L!(Q)x L(T), extends to a bounded operator
on (L1(2) x LY(T)) = L>®(Q) x L>(T).

Regarding the spectrum of — A", we use again the relation

o(=A") = o(=A)" =A{p | peo(=A)}

as in the proof of Theorem 6.6. This in particular implies that s(—A*) = 0
is a dominant eigenvalue of —A*, and Theorem 6.6 applied to —A* shows that
the 0-eigenspace is one-dimensional and spanned by 1. Thus the dual eigenspace
ker(—A*) contains the strictly positive functional ¢» = (1, - )%, and Theorem 7.3
yields the claim. (I

Remark 7.6. (i) The assumption (ii) in Theorem 7.5 is not optimal. Indeed,
recalling the conditions of Theorem 3.7, we can omit condition (ii) if d = 1 and
d = 2. In case d > 3, we may replace (ii) with the following more general but
technical assumption: there exists some p € (d — 1, 00) such that B is bounded on
LP(Q) x LP(T) and extrapolates to a bounded operator on L¥ () x L?'(I'), where
p’ > 1 is the conjugate Holder exponent.

(ii) The semigroup J in Theorem 7.5 is even uniformly eventually strongly pos-
itive. This is because we can apply Theorem 3.7 to the adjoint semigroup and
obtain

T () C L=(Q2) x L=(T)
for all ¢ > 0. Combined with the spectral information on —A*, we can then
use [DG18a, Theorem 3.1] to deduce the following conclusion: there exist tg > 0
and 0 > 0 such that
TWu > 6(1L,u)x 1
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forallt >tgand all 0 < u € #.

Following Example 6.8, we can identify a class of operators B for which the cor-
responding semigroup is (uniformly) eventually strongly positive, but not positive.

Example 7.7. In Example 6.8, we constructed a skew-symmetric (hence dissi-
pative) operator B that satisfies 31 = 0 via a real-valued kernel function k €
L>*(QxT;R). Such an operator 3 is clearly bounded on L>(§2) x L*°(T"), and also
extrapolates to a bounded linear operator on L!(Q) x L}(T"). Hence B satisfies the
assumptions of Theorem 7.5. By Remark 7.6(ii) we know that the operator —A
associated to such B generates a uniformly eventually strongly positive semigroup
TJ.
However, if k is not equal to 0 almost everywhere, then the conditions

/ k(xz,z)do(z) =0 for d-ae. z€Q
Q

/ k(xz,z) d\(z) =0 for c-a.e. z €T
r

imply that k changes sign in 2 x I' so that Bys and Bs; from Example 6.8 are not
positive operators. Consequently, by the characterization in Theorem 4.4(a), we
deduce that the semigroup J is not positive.

8. A 1-DIMENSIONAL EXAMPLE IN DETAIL

In this final section, we examine in detail a one-dimensional example that illus-
trates the variety of effects that can occur when we add a very simple non-local,
skew-symmetric perturbation to an operator that generates a positive semigroup.
To that end, we investigate a slightly different Bos than in Example 6.9 and consider
the following situation.

Hypothesis 8.1. Let Q@ = (0,1) C R, ' = {0,1}. Let a11 =1, by = ¢; =0, and
let Bi11, B2 and Bs1 be the appropriate 0 operators. Finally, let

0 1
Byo = (1 0)

and consider the family of real operators — A, = —L + 78 for 7 € R.

It is easily seen, that Hypothesis 8.1 automatically implies Hypotheses 3.1 and
6.4. This example illustrates the behavior of perturbing a positive operator with
a small skew-adjoint matrix on the boundary. Slowly increasing the perturbation
parameter 7, we observe that positivity is lost instantly, but eventual positivity is
maintained in a certain parameter range. Increasing the perturbation parameter
further, we see that eventual positivity will fail for different reasons as one by one
the necessary conditions from Theorem 7.3 (iii) cease to be fulfilled. More precisely
we have the following behavior.

Theorem 8.2. Assume Hypothesis 8.1. Then there are values 0 < 7, < T, < T*
(defined respectively in Formulae (8.7), (8.6), and (8.4) below) such that for |7| < T*
the following behavior occurs:
(a) The semigroup I, is positive if and only if T = 0.
(b) The semigroup T, is eventually strongly positive in the sense of Defini-
tion 7.1 if and only if || < Tp.
(c) If |7| € [1p, T*) the semigroup T is not eventually strongly positive. More
precisely:
(i) If |7| = 7p, the spectral bound s(—A.) is a dominant, algebraically
simple eigenvalue, whose eigenspace is spanned by a positive (but not
strictly positive) function.
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(ii) If |7| € (7p,Ts), the spectral bound s(—A;) is a dominant, algebraically
simple eigenvalue whose eigenspace is spanned by a function with sign
change.

(iii) If |7| = 75, the spectral bound s(—A;) is a dominant, geometrically
simple eigenvalue that is not algebraically simple as the resolvent has
a pole of order two.

(iv) If |7| € (7s,7*%), the spectral bound s(—A;) is not contained in the
spectrum. Instead, there is pair of complex conjugate eigenvalues A € C
with Re X = s(—A,).

Remark 8.3. (i) In the case |7| < 7,, we even have uniform eventual strong
positivity, see Remark 7.6(ii).

(ii) In the case |7| = 7p, it follows from [DGK16a, Theorem 8.3] that the semi-
group 7 is at least asymptotically positive in the sense that

dist(e AT () f, #Hy) — 0 ast — oo

for every f € #, . Note that the rescaled semigroup (e~ (=) (t));>0 has growth
bound and spectral bound 0. Thus, asymptotic positivity means that for positive
initial data, the orbit under the semigroup, when appropriately rescaled, approaches
the positive cone #, as t — co.

Before we prove Theorem 8.2, we need some preparation. Firstly, we collect
general spectral properties of A,. Note that (0,00) € p(—A;), so if A € o(—A;),
then —A € C\ (—o0,0]. We let /- : €\ (—00,0] = C denote the principal branch
of the square root. For —\ € C\ (—oc,0] we set 4 = /=X and w = iy = iv/—\.
Note that with this convention we always have Re y > 0 and Imw > 0.

Proposition 8.4. Assume Hypothesis 8.1. Then it is A* = A_, and o(A;) =
o(A_;). Moreover, A € o(—A;) if and only if u = v/ —\ satisfies

72*M2+M4

T (8.1)

cot(p) =

All spectral values of — A are isolated eigenvalues which are geometrically simple.

For all T # 0, it holds that s(—A;) < 0.

Proof. By Proposition 6.1(a), all spectral values are isolated eigenvalues with corre-
sponding finite-dimensional eigenspaces. We see directly that 7@ is skew-symmetric,
but for 7 # 0 we have 78 1 = TBQQG) = (") # 0. Thus Corollary 6.7 shows that

s(—A;) < 0. Rewriting —A-u = Au yields the eigenvalue problem
v’ (x) = \u(z),
u'(0) + Tu(1) = Au(0), (8.2)
—u'(1) — 7u(0) = Au(1).
Note that for 7 ## 0, complex eigenvalues A may also occur, so we use the complex
ansatz ae™® + Be~™? where A\ = w?. By standard ODE theory, all solutions of
u”(x) = Au(x) are of this shape whenever A # 0, thus in particular when 7 # 0.
A short calculation shows that the boundary condition translates to M,, (g) =0
with
M. — w—w? + Tev —w —w? +Te”Y
W\ —we? —w?e¥ — 7 we T —wle W 1)
Note that
det M, = 2(—7% — w? — w*) sinh(w) — 4w® cosh(w), (8.3)
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which shows that the spectrum only depends on the absolute value of 7. Also
observe that det M,, = 0 if and only if
2 2 4
4w cosh(w) = —2(72 4+ w? + w*) sinh(w) or coth(w) = 7%,
which is equivalent to (8.1) as u = —iw.

Finally, as L?(T") ~ C? is two-dimensional, the dimension of the kernel is at most
two. Double eigenvalues, however, can only occur when all entries of M,, are zero.
But if the entries on the diagonal are zero, we must have 7e¢¥ = (w? — w) and
7 = (w — w?)e™", which yields 7 = 0. For 7 = 0, the matrix can only vanish if
w = 0, which was excluded. That the unperturbed case has no double eigenvalue
at 0 follows from Theorem 6.6. O

In the ensuing investigations, we focus on values of 7 close to 0. As — A, =

—L 4+ 73 is a perturbation of —.L, perturbation arguments show that for |7| in
a certain range the first two eigenvalues of — A, are obtained as perturbations of
the first two eigenvalues of —L. The latter can be obtained from Proposition 8.4
setting 7 = 0:
Corollary 8.5. It is o(—L) C (—00,0] and X € o(—L) if and only if X = —pu?
for a solution p of cotp = % The largest three eigenvalues are A1(0) = 0,
A2(0) = —1.707 and A3(0) = —13.492. They satisfy /—X2(0) < 5 <7 < /—A3(0).

Now set

1
T = §|)\3(0) — )\2(0)| ~ 5.891. (84)
Then A2(0) — 7% &~ —7.598. Set
H:={Ae C| X(0) —7" <ReA}
and
S:={AeC | 0)—7"<ReA <0,|ImA <7} C H.

H
S

G =int~y

—~0
(en)
=
>
it
—
=
=
I
=
N
*

)\3 (O) )\2(0) -7 )\2

FIGURE 1. Spectral regions H and S, and integration path .
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Lemma 8.6. Let |7| < 7*. Then o(—A,)NHC S and
#(o(-A-)NH) € {1,2}.

Moreover, exactly one of the following three cases occurs:

(A) o(=A;)NH = {\(7), A2(7)} C R where A2(7) < A\ (7) = s(—A;). Both
eigenvalues are algebraically simple.

(B) o(=A;)NH = {A(7)} C R where s(—A;) = A(7) is geometrically simple
but not algebraically simple.

(C) o(=A;) NH = {\(7),\a(7)}, where Xo(7) = A (1) is a pair of complex
conjugates with non-zero imaginary part. Both eigenvalues are algebraically
simple.

Proof. We adapt the strategy from [DG18b, Lemma 3.3] to our situation. As
o(=L)NH = {A1(0), A2(0)}, an easy perturbation argument based on the Neumann
series shows that if |[Im A| > 7%, then A € p(—A;). Now let v be the path along
the boundary of the open box-shaped domain

G={AeC|X—T"<ReA< 7" |Im)\ <77}
As —L is self-adjoint [|R(\, —L)|| 7! = | dist(\, o(—L))], so for any A € H\ G D v
we have ||[R(\, —L)||7! = |dist(\, o(=L))] > 7* or, equivalently, |R(\, —L)| <
(7*)~!. This implies that H\ G C p(—A) for 7 < 7*. Indeed,
RO\, —A;) =R\, —L)I —TBR(\,—L))"" = R(\, L) Z[T@R(/\, —0))*,
k=0

and the latter converges absolutely, as ||[TBR(\, —L)| < |7](7*)7|B|| < 1. Now
consider the spectral projection

1
Py =— [ RO\, —L +78) A
27i J,
As —L = —Ajy has two algebraically simple eigenvalues in G, Py has rank two.

Next, we prove that P, depends continuously on 7 whence a perturbation result
due to Kato [Kat76, Lemma 1.4.10] yields that P has rank two for all |7| < 7*. To
that end, set @ := minye, [|[R(\, —A;)||"'. Then for |7|,|0] < 7%, § € (0,1), and
|7 — 0] < ad we have

> )
IR\, = A7) = RO, = Ap)|| < RO, =AY 110 = T)BRA, —A,)||F = )
k=1
and thus
(47 +[A2(0)])0
P, — P, -_
[ 0|l < a1 =) —0
for § — 0.

By what was done so far, we see that for |7| < 7*, the operator — A4, has at most
two eigenvalues in H, and all of them lie in GN{A | ReXA <0} =S. As —A; is
real, if A € o(—A,) N (C\ R), then also A € o(—A,). This shows that only one of
the cases (A), (B) or (C) can occur:

If there is only one eigenvalue, i.e. case (B) occurs, then it has to be a pole of
order two of the resolvent, as the corresponding spectral projection has rank two.
Moreover, in this case the eigenvalue has to be real, as otherwise there would be a
second eigenvalue. If there are two eigenvalues, the same argument shows that they
are both real (case (A)) or a pair of complex conjugates (case (C)). In all cases,
Proposition 8.4 yields the geometric simplicity of the eigenvalues.
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Lemma 8.7. Let J = (0,/—X2(0)) and |7| < 7*. Consider the function

fiod—=10,00), p f(p):=py/2pcot(p) +1 — p?
Then f(u) > 0 on J, f(p) =0 on 0J and f"(x) < 0 on J. Furthermore, for any
A € (A2(0)—7*,0], we have X € U( A-) if and only if there exists € [0, /—A2(0)]
with f(p) = |7'| such that X\ = —pu2.

Proof. As lim,_,o pcot(p) = 1, we have f(0) = 0. Straightforward calculations
yield f”(1) < 0 and f(u) > 0 on J. Furthermore, f(u) = 0 on 9J as 2ucot(u) +

1 — p? = 0 is equivalent to cot(u) = “;—;1 which is satisfied for p = y/—XA2(0) by
definition.

1.25 | £()

0.75 1
0.5+

0.25 +

o
—X1(0) Hs —2(0)

FIGURE 2. The function f(u) := puy/2pcot(p) + 1 — p2

For A € (A2(0) — 7*,0] and p € [0, /A2(0)], the equality f(p) = |7| implies (8.1)
if 7% 0. For 7 = 0, the assertion follows form Corollary 8.5. Thus by Proposition
8.4 the value A = —pu? is an eigenvalue of — A, which satisfies A € [X\2(0),0] and
A € (A2(0),0) if T # 0.

On the other hand, let A € (A2(0)—7*,0] be an eigenvalue of — A, and p = v/—\.
If 7 = 0, the assertion follows from Corollary 8.5. Now let |7| > 0. As s(—A) < 0,
it is u > 0. Moreover,

0<pu=vV-A<1 = X0)<V8<m.

Since g has to satisfy (8.1) we must have 2ucot(p) + 1 — p? = |T| > 0. We note
that the function p +— 2pcot(u) + 1 — p? is continuous on (0, 7) W1th a single zero

—X(0), at which it changes sign from positive to negative. Thus, we must have
1< y/—A(0) as claimed. O

In a next step, we precisely characterize the value of 7 for which we are in the
critical case (B) of Lemma 8.6.

Proposition 8.8. Let ps be such that f(us) is mazimal, i.e. ps is the unique
solution of the equation

1 =2u® — 3pcot i+ p? csc? p (8.5)
(s = 0.9307) and
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7o = f(us) = /2u3 cot pg + p2 — pt =~ 1.1474. (8.6)
Then the following hold true:
(a) For|r| € (0,7s), we are in case (A) of Lemma 8.6. Furthermore, A2(0) <
A2 (T) < M(7) =s(—=A) <0.
(b) For |t| = 75, we are in case (B) of Lemma 8.6 and \(1) = —u? < 0.
(¢c) For || € (15,7*), we are in case (C) of Lemma 8.0.

Proof. As |t| < 7*, it follows from Lemma 8.7 that A is a real eigenvalue of — A if
and only if u = v/=\ solves f(u) = 7. Since f is strictly concave, it has a unique
maximum at which f(u) = 7 has exactly one solution. This maximum can be found
by setting f’(u) = 0. Noting that f(u) > 0 on J, we can equivalently solve

0=2f"(u)f(1) = (f*) (1) = =2p(=1 + 244> = Bpcot(p) + 1 esc(u)) = (f*) ().

Thus the equation f'(u) = 0 is equivalent to (8.5) and we see that for u = ps we
are in case (B) of Lemma 8.6. For 0 < |7| < 75, there are exactly two real solutions
of f(u) = |7| and we are in case (A) of Lemma 8.6. If 7* > || > 74, there are no
real eigenvalues, so we have to be in case (C). (]

In a final step, we investigate for which |7| € (0,7s) it is possible to choose a
strictly positive eigenfunction. It will turn out that this is only true for |7| up to a
slightly smaller threshold 7, < 7.

Proposition 8.9. Let u, be the smallest strictly positive solution of cot u = p (i.e
w ~ 0.86033) and

— = S s Hr
Tp = f(1p) Ha + Sn(sy) 1.1349. (8.7)

Then 1, < Ts. Recall from Proposition 8.8 that for |7| € (0,7s), we have s(—A;) €
o(=A;) and the corresponding eigenspace Eig(—A,,s(—A;)) = span{ug} is one-
dimensional. Then the following is true:

(a) For|7| € (0,7,), we can choose ug strictly positive on [0, 1].

(b) For || = 1, we can choose ug positive on [0,1] and strictly positive on
(0,1), but up(z) =0 for some z €T

(c) For|t| € (1p,Ts), uo changes sign.

Proof. Let i, be the smallest positive solution of cot(p) = p. Then, approximately,
pip /= 0.86033 < p1. Moreover, if |7,| = f(up), then —p2 = Ay (1) = s(=A,). Note
that

mw:Jwﬁmw+%*%:¢%+%

= \/12(1 + cot? () = —L2— ~ 1.13491 < 7.
\/'up( + cot (up)) sin(1, Ts
It turns out that (unlike the eigenvalues) the eigenfunctions do depend on the
sign of 7, so we make a case distinction. For our means it suffices to calculate
the eigenfunction corresponding to the spectral bound, which corresponds to the
solution of f(u) = |7| in the range 0 < p < g (cf. Figure 2).

Case 1: 7 > 0.
Set

2
vt (z) = cos(ux) — m sin(pzx).
pu+ 7 sin(p)
One can check that v (z) is an eigenfunction to the eigenvalue —u? of the operator

—A; for 7 = f(u). Note that u+ 7sin(u) > 0 for p € J.
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At 7 = 7, we have 7, sin(u,) = pp and cos(up) = pp sin(pyp), thus the eigenfunc-
tion to s(—A,,) = —uz is given by

v (x) = cos(ppr) — ppsin(p,x),
which is a strictly positive function on [0,1) with a zero in 2 = 1. This proves (b).
More generally for any p € J the function v™ has a zero if and only if tan(ux) =
%. As @ — tan(ux) is a strictly increasing function that maps [0, 77)
onto [0, c0), for fixed p this equation has a unique solution z, in (0, ﬁ) We note
that =, € (0,1) if and only if tan(u) > %; and the latter can be shown
to be equivalent to p > p,. This proves (a) and (c).

Case 2: 7 < 0.
For negative 7, we observe that

(1% sin(p) — pcos pu
psin(p) + p cos(p) — 7
is an eigenfunction of — A, for the eigenvalue —u?, where 7 = —f(u). Note that

the denominator is strictly positive for p € J.
The question of a sign change of the first eigenfunction reduces to whether

p° sin(p) — peos(p)
psin(p) + p2 cos(p) + f(p)’
occurs for x € [0,1]. For 0 < p < pp, the right hand side of (8.8) is negative, so
there is no equality in (8.8) for z € [0, 1]. For u = p,, it is v~ (z) = sin(ppx), which
has a zero in & = 0. Thus, we have proved (a) and (b). To prove (c), note that if
(> pp, the right hand side of (8.8) is strictly positive and

cos(px)

v (z) = sin(pz) —

tan(px) = (8.8)

p? sin () — prcos(p)
psin(p) + p? cos(p) + f(p)
By continuity, (8.8) has a solution z € (0, 1). O

tan(p) >

Now we can prove the main result of this section.

Proof of Theorem 8.2. (a). If T is positive, then 7By satisfies the positive mini-
mum principle by Theorem 4.4. However, for (é), (?) € ]Ri, we have (((1)), ((1))> =0,
(TBaa (é), (?)> = —7, and (7 Bag (?), ((1))) = 7. Both values are positive only if 7 = 0.
This proves necessity of 7 = 0. That T is positive for 7 = 0 follows immediately
from Theorem 8.2.

To prove (b), first observe that Theorem 3.7 implies the smoothing condition
(7.3). Propositions 6.1(a), 8.8(a), and 8.9(a) show that condition (iii) from The-
orem 7.3 is satisfied for the operator —A,. As the respective eigenfunctions are
continuous and have no zeros, they can be chosen to satisfy v > § 1. The conditions
on the dual semigroup follow from the fact that —A* = —A_; and that we can
choose 9 as the strictly positive element in ker(s(—A,)I + A_).

(¢) can be deduced by showing that in all sub-cases at least one of the conditions
from Theorem 7.3(iii) is violated. In the sub-cases (i) and (ii) we use Proposition
8.8(a) and Proposition 8.9(b) and (c¢). For (iii) and (iv) we use the sub-cases (b)
and (c) of Proposition 8.8, respectively. O

APPENDIX A. BOUNDED PERTURBATIONS OF WEAK*-SEMIGROUPS

Throughout this appendix, let M be a compact, separable metric space and u
be a finite Borel measure on M such that u(B(z,e)) > 0 for every z € M and
e > 0. We are interested in the space L (M, p). We start with a characterization
of adjoint operators.
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Lemma A.1. Let T € L(L*®(M,p)). Then T is an adjoint operator, i.e. there
is some T € L (LY (M, p)) with T* =T, if and only if whenever (f,) C L (M, 1)
is a bounded sequence with f, — f pointwise almost everywhere, it follows that

Tf, —*Tf.

Proof. f T = T* and (fn) is a uniformly bounded sequence that converges to f
almost everywhere, then for g € L*(M, i) we have

(9, Tfn) = (Tg, fn) = (Tg, ) = (9, Tf)

by dominated convergence.

Conversely, assume that T satisfies the stated continuity condition. Let g €
LY(M,p). We claim that T*g € L'(M, u) where we identify L'(M, u) canonically
with a closed subspace of L°°(M,u)*. To see this, put v(4) = (T*g,14). If
(An)nen is a sequence of pairwise disjoint Borel sets, we define f,, := 1y»_ 4, and
J = 1yx  a,. Then the sequence f, is uniformly bounded and converges to f
almost everywhere. By assumption,

(U Ak) (9, Tf)= hm (g,Tfn = hm iu
k=1

This proves that v is a Borel measure. As clearly v < pu, there is a function
h € LY (M, p) with dv = h du. This proves T*g = h € L*(M, p).
Setting T := T™|p1(ar,p), it follows that T =T O

Definition A.2. A weak*-semigroup on L™ (M, u) is a family (T'(¢)):>0 of bounded
linear operators on (L>°(M, 1)) such that
(i) T(O)=T and T(t+s) =T (t)T(s) for all t,s > 0;
(ii) every operator T'(t) is an adjoint operator;
(iii) for every f € L°°(M, ) the orbit t — T'(t) f is weak*-continuous.
The weak*-generator A of (T'(t)):>0 is defined by

Af = weak™ —hml( TMh)f - f),

on the domain D(A), consisting of all f for which this limit exists.

We show next that a weak*-semigroup is just the adjoint of a strongly continuous
semigroup on L'(M, u). For more information on adjoint semigroups, we refer to
[vN92].

Lemma A.3. Let (T'(t)i>0 be a weak®-semigroup. Then there exists a strongly
continuous semigroup (T(t))i>0 on Ll(M ) such that T(t)* = T(t ) for all t >0,
i.e. (T'(t))e>0 is an adjoint semigroup. If A denotes the generator of T, then A = A*
is the weak™-generator of T .

Proof. If T(t) is such that T(t)* = T(t), then (T(t)):>o clearly satisfies the semi-
group law. Moreover, as the orbits of T are weak*-continuous, the orbits of T
are weakly continuous. By [EN00, Theorem 1.5.8], T is strongly continuous. The
statement about the weak*-generator follows from [EN00, §II1.2.5]. O

Proposition A.4. Let (T'(t))i>0 be a weak™-semigroup with weak®-generator A and
let B € L(L>®(M,p)) be an adjoint operator. Then A+ B is the weak*-generator
of a weak*-semigroup (S(t))i>0. Moreover, it holds that

S f = T f + /O T(t — 5)BS(s)f ds (A1)
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for all f € L®(M,u) and t > 0. Here, the integral in (A.1) has to be understood
as a weak”-integral. Finally, if T is contractive and B is dissipative then also S is
contractive.

Proof. Let B € L(L'(M, 1)) be such that B* = B. Moreover, let (T(t));>0 be the
strongly continuous semigroup on L'(M, ) such that T(t)* = T(t) and A be the
generator of T, see Lemma A.1. By [EN0O, Theorem III.1.3], A+ B is the generator
of a strongly continuous semigroup (S(t))¢>0. The Duhamel formula (A.1) for T
and S follows from [EN00, Corollary I11.1.7]. Taking adjoints, the claim follows. For
the last statement first observe that if B is a bounded, dissipative operator, then
it is m-dissipative as some point on the positive real axis belongs to the resolvent
set of B, see [EN00, Proposition 11.3.14]. But then it follows that its pre-adjoint
B is also m-dissipative. If T'is contrative, then so is T, and it follows from [ENOO,
Proposition I11.2.7] that the semigroup generated by A + B is contractive. (I

Definition A.5. Let (T'(t)):>0 be a weak*-semigroup and X be a closed subspace
of C(M). Then T is called strong Feller semigroup with respect to X if

(i) T(t)f € X for every f € L®°(M, ) and t > 0;

(ii) for every f € X it holds that T'(t)f — f with respect to || - [|c as t — 0.

Remark A.6. Usually, a strong Feller operator is defined as a kernel operator on
By,(M), the space of all bounded, measurable functions on M, that maps By (M) to
C(M). However, if q : By(M) — L™ (M, 1), denotes the quotient map that maps
a bounded measurable function to its equivalence class modulo equality p-almost
everywhere, and if T € L(L*°(M, p)) is an adjoint operator that takes values in
C(M), then one can show that T o ¢ is a strong Feller operator in the classical
sense. In particular, the fact that 7T is an adjoint operator implies that T o ¢ is a
kernel operator. For more information we refer to [DHK24, Section 4.1]. We would
also like to point out that if T € L(L>°(M, u)) is an adjoint operator taking values
in C(M), then Ty := T'|c(ar) is weakly compact and T is compact, see [DHK24,
Theorem 4.4].

The following Theorem could be obtained as a special case of a perturbation
theorem for more general strong Feller semigroups, see [Kunl3, Theorem 3.3] (see
in particular [Kunl3, Example 3.4]) or [KK22, Theorem 3.2]. However, in our
situation, where we consider weak*-semigroups, we can give an easier and direct
proof.

Theorem A.7. Let T = (T(t))i>0 be a weak*-semigroup with weak®-generator A
and B € L(L*>®(M,p)) be an adjoint operator. Moreover, let S = (S(t))i>0 be the
weak* -semigroup generated by A+ B. If X is a closed subspace of C(M) and T is
a strong Feller semigroup with respect to X, then so is S.

Proof. Let us first prove that S(t)f € C(M) for every f € L>®(M,u) and ¢ > 0.
To that end, fix ¢ > 0 and note that T'(t — s)BS(s)f € C(M) for 0 < s < ¢, since
T(t — s)L>°(M) C C(M). For fixed x € M, let g, = pu(B(z,n™ 1)) Lggn-1). It
follows that

(gn,T(t —8)BS(s)f) — [T(t —s)BS(s)f](x) asn — oco.

This implies that for fixed x the map s +— [T'(t — s)BS(s) f](z) is measurable. We
may thus define the function h on M by setting

h(z) = /O [T(t — 5)BS(s)f]() ds. (A.2)

Then h € C(M). Indeed, if z, — z, it follows that [T'(t — s)BS(s) f](zn) —
[T'(t — s)BS(s)f](z) as n — oo and, as sup,ejg 4 |T(t — s)BS(s)|| < oo, continuity
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of h follows from the dominated convergence theorem. To see that actually h € X,
we first note that integrating (A.2) with respect to a Borel measure v yields

(h,v) = /0 (T'(t —s)BS(s)f,v) ds.

As T is a strong Feller semigroup with respect to X, it follows that for every
s € (0,t) the function T(t — s)BS(s)f is an element of X. If h ¢ X, the Hahn—
Banach theorem implies that there exists a measure v with (g,v) =0 for all g € X
but (h,v) # 0. This is a contradiction. At this point, it follows from the Duhamel
formula (A.1) that S(t)f € X.

Next note that C' = sup;¢(o,1) SUPseo, | T (¢ — 8)BS(s)|| < co. It follows that

H/OtT(t—s)BS(s)f dng/OtchH ds < CH|f]| =0 ast—0

for every f € C(M). As T(t)f — f for such f, condition (ii) in the definition of
strong Feller semigroup follows once again from (A.1). O
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