arXiv:1905.07042v1 [math.PR] 16 May 2019

A SPECTRAL THEORETICAL APPROACH FOR HYPOCOERCIVITY APPLIED TO SOME DEGENERATE HYPOELLIPTIC, AND NON-LOCAL OPERATORS

P. PATIE AND A. VAIDYANATHAN

Abstract. The aim of this paper is to offer an original and comprehensive spectral theoretical approach to the study of convergence to equilibrium, and in particular of the hypocoercivity phenomenon, for contraction semigroups in Hilbert spaces. Our approach rests on a commutation relationship for linear operators known as intertwining, and we utilize this identity to transfer spectral information from a known, reference semigroup ~P = (e^{−t}~^A)_{t⩾0} to a target semigroup P which is the object of study. This allows us to obtain conditions under which P satisfies a hypocoercive estimate with exponential decay rate given by the spectral gap of ~A. Along the way we also develop a functional calculus involving the non-self-adjoint resolution of identity induced by the intertwining relations. We apply these results in a general Hilbert space setting to two cases: degenerate, hypoelliptic Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroups on R^d, and non-local Jacobi semigroups on [0, 1]^d, which have been introduced and studied for d = 1 in [12]. In both cases we obtain hypocoercive estimates and are able to explicitly identify the hypocoercive constants.

1. Introduction

When a system has a steady-state, one is naturally interested in how quickly the dynamics convergence to this equilibrium. We think of such a system as being described by a contraction semigroup P = (P_t)_{t⩾0} = (e^{−tA})_{t⩾0} acting on a Hilbert space H, and the equilibrium consisting of P -invariant vectors given by {f ∈ H; P_tf = f, ∀t ⩾ 0} with corresponding projection P_∞. Of particular interest is an estimate of the form ‖P_tf − P_∞f‖_H ⩽ Ce^{−γt}‖f − P_∞f‖_H, where C ⩾ 1 and γ > 0 are constants, which is said to be hypocoercive. The literature on this topic is very rich and active, and several elegant techniques have been developed; we mention, without aiming to be exhaustive, generalizations of the Γ-calculus by Baudoin [6] and Monmarché [36], entropy functional techniques by Dolbeault et al. [16, 17] and Arnold [4], the shrinkage/enlargenment approach by Gualdini et al. [25], Bouin et al. [10] and Mischler and Mouhot [35], generalized quadratic and Dirichlet form approaches by Ottobre et al. [37] and Grothaus and Stilgenbauer [23], respectively, a weak Poincaré inequality approach by Grothaus and Wang [24], a direct spectral approach for some toy models by Gadat and Miclo [22], and a spectral approach combined with techniques from non-harmonic analysis by Patie and Savov [38] and Patie et al. [39]. We also mention the fundamental memoir by Villani [45], noting that the techniques developed therein were inspired by the work of Talay [43]. Now, when C = 1 and P is self-adjoint in H, the constant γ can be identified as the spectral gap of the operator A and thus there is a clear connection with the spectral theory of the underlying generator; however, outside of this situation a description of the constants C and γ is, first, difficult to obtain, and, second, is often not connected to the spectrum of A. The aim of this work is to offer a new and spectral approach to the hypocoercivity phenomenon. Our approach rests on investigating the commutation relationship, known as intertwining, given, for any t ⩾ 0, by

P_tΛ = Λ ~P_t,

where Λ : ~H → H is a bounded, linear operator and ~P = (e^{−t}~^A)_{t⩾0} is a reference contraction semigroup on another Hilbert space ~H. Our main results in this context assume that ~A is a normal operator with a

Date: May 20, 2019.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 58J51, 47G20, 60J75.

Key words and phrases. Hypocoercivity, Spectral theory, intertwining, degenerate hypoelliptic Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operators, integro-differential operators.

This work was partially supported by NSF Grant DMS-1406599 and a CNRS grant. Both authors are grateful for the hospitality of the Laboratoire de Mathématiques et de leurs applications de Pau, where this work was initiated. 1

spectral gap γ_1, and we are able to show, under some conditions, that P satisfies a hypocoercive estimate with exponential rate γ_1, the spectral gap of the reference operator ~A. As applications of these results we obtain hypocoercive estimates for degenerate, hypoelliptic Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroups on R^d , and for non-local Jacobi semigroups on [0, 1]^d, recently introduced and studied for d = 1 in [12]. In both cases we make explicit the two hypocoercive constants in terms of the initial data.

This paper is organized as follows. In the remainder of this section we consider a motivating example and some preliminaries. In Section 2 we state our main results in a general Hilbert space setting and in Section 3 we present our application of these general results to degenerate, hypoelliptic Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroups and non-local Jacobi semigroups. Finally, in Section 4 we provide the proofs.

1.1. A motivating example. We present a motivating example from [38], which served as an inspiration for this work. Denote by P = (e^{−tG})_{t⩾0} and ~P = (e^{−t}~^G)_{t⩾0} the generalized and classical Laguerre semigroup, which are contraction semigroups on the spaces L^2(ν) and L^2(ε), respectively, where ε(x) = e^{−x}, x > 0, and ν is the unique invariant probability density on (0, ∞) for P , see [38, Theorem 1.6(2)]. The operator −G acts on suitable f via

−Gf(x) = a^2xf^{′′}(x) + (k + a^2 − x)f^′(x) +

�_∞ 0 � f(e^{−y}x) − f(y) + yxf^′(x) � Π(x, dy),

where, in what follows, we consider a^2 > 0, k ⩾ 0 and Π(x, dy) = x^{−1}Π(dy) with Π a finite non-negative Radon measure on (0, ∞) satisfying

�_∞ 0 (y^2 ∧ y)Π(dy) < ∞. Note that − ~G is given from the above formula by setting a^2 = 1, k = 0, and Π ≡ 0, and that in [38] the authors treat a much wider class of parameters. For each generalized Laguerre semigroup P , there exists a bounded linear operator Λ : L^2(ε) → L^2(ν) with dense range such that, for all t ⩾ 0 and on L^2(ε),

(1.1) P_tΛ = Λ ~P_t.

Recall that ~P , as a self-adjoint and compact semigroup on L^2(ε), is diagonalized by an orthonormal basis (L_n)_{n⩾0} of L^2(ε) formed of Laguerre polynomials, i.e. for f ∈ L^2(ε) and t ⩾ 0, we have ~P_tf = �_∞

n=0 e^{−nt}⟨f, L_n⟩_L2_{(ε)}L_n. This fact, together with (1.1), gives, for t ⩾ 0 and on the dense subspace Ran(Λ),

(1.2) P_tf = ∞� n=0 e^{−nt}⟨Λ^†f, L_n⟩_L2_{(ν)}P_n,

where Λ^† denotes the pseudo-inverse of Λ, and P_n = ΛL_n is a Bessel sequence, i.e. for f ∈ L^2(ν) we have

�_∞ n=0 |⟨f, P_n⟩_L2_{(ν)}|^2 ⩽ ‖f‖^2_{L2(ν)} (Λ has operator norm 1). For this subclass of generalized Laguerre semigroups there exists (V_n)_{n⩾0} ∈ L^2(ν) solving the equation Λ^∗V_n = L_n, where Λ^∗ denotes the Hilbertian adjoint of Λ, see Section 8 of the aforementioned paper. It follows that (P_n)_{n⩾0} and (V_n)_{n⩾0} are biorthogonal, i.e. ⟨P_n, V_k⟩_L2_{(ν)} = 1 if n = k and 0 otherwise, but as (V_n)_{n⩾0} is not itself a Bessel sequence we cannot substitute Λ^∗V_n for L_n in (1.2). Nevertheless, the multiplier sequence given by m^2_n =^{Γ(n+1)Γ(m+1)}_{Γ(n+m+1)} , where m = a^{−2} � k + �_∞ 0 yΠ(dy) � < ∞, is such that (m_nV_n)_{n⩾0} becomes a Bessel sequence, and consequently L^2(ν) ∋ f →

�_∞ n=0⟨f, m_nV_n⟩_L2_{(ν)}P_n defines a bounded linear operator. Furthermore, there exists a constant T_m > 0 such that, for t > T_m, sup_{n⩾1}(m_ne^{nt})^{−1} ⩽ √ m + 1e^{−t} and for any f ∈ L^2(ν),

P_tf = ∞� n=0 e^{−nt}⟨f, V_n⟩_L2_{(ν)}P_n.

A consequence of the above spectral expansion for P is the hypocoercive estimate � � �P_tf −

�_∞ 0 f(x)ν(x)dx � � � L^2(ν) ⩽ √ m + 1e^{−t} � � �f −

�_∞ 0 f(x)ν(x)dx � � � L^2 (ν) , which holds for all t > 0 and any f ∈ L^2(ν), noting that, as the only P -invariant functions are constant, P_∞f =

�_∞ 0 f(x)ν(x)dx. In this paper we provide a comprehensive framework that generalizes this approach, wherein the reference semigroup admits merely a spectral gap and does not necessarily have a discrete point spectrum, neither is necessarily compact.

1.2. Preliminaries. For a (real or complex) separable Hilbert space H we write ⟨·, ·⟩_H and ‖·‖_H for the inner product and norm, respectively. Given two Hilbert spaces H and ~H we write B(H, ~H) for the space of bounded linear operators from H to ~H, with norm ‖·‖_{H→} ~_H, writing simply B(H) for the unital Banach algebra of bounded linear operators on H. Next, recall that a mapping P : [0, ∞) → B(H) is said to be a strongly continuous contraction semigroup, or simply contraction semigroup for short, if (1) P_0 = I, where I is the identity on H, (2) P_{t+s} = P_tP_s for any t, s ⩾ 0, (3) ‖P_t‖_{H→H} ⩽ 1 for all t ⩾ 0, (4) and lim_{t→0}‖P_tf − f‖_H for all f ∈ H.

For a contraction semigroup P let

D(−A) = � f ∈ H; lim_{t→0}

P_tf − f t exists � , and − Af = lim_{t→0}

P_tf − f t , ∀f ∈ H.

The operator (−A, D(−A)) is generator of the semigroup P , which justifies writing P = (e^{−tA})_{t⩾0}, and we adopt this convention in order to have, by the Hille-Yosida Theorem, that the spectrum of A is contained in {z ∈ C ; Re(z) ⩾ 0}. When A is a normal operator then P = (e^{−tA})_{t⩾0} also holds in the sense of the Borel functional calculus for A, see e.g. [40, 8]. We refer to the excellent monographs [15, 21] for further aspects on the theory of one-parameter semigroups. Next, recall that P_∞ denotes the orthogonal projection onto the closed subspace {f ∈ H; P_tf = f, ∀t ⩾ 0} of P -invariant vectors.

Definition 1.1. We say that P converges to equilibrium with rate r(t) if, for all f ∈ H and t large enough,

(1.3) ‖P_tf − P_∞f‖_H ⩽ r(t)‖f − P_∞f‖_H,

where lim_{t→∞} r(t) = 0. In the case when, for some C ⩾ 1 and γ > 0,

(1.4) ‖P_tf − P_∞f‖_H ⩽ Ce^{−γt}‖f − P_∞f‖_H

then we say that P satisfies a hypocoercive estimate.

Note that our definition of hypocoercivity for a contraction semigroup P = (e^{−tA})_{t⩾0} agrees with the definition (on the semigroup level) given by Villani in [45, Chapter 3], when Ran(P_∞) = Ker(A). However, for our purposes, it is useful to maintain a definition of convergence to equilibrium, and of hypocoercivity, purely on the semigroup level. When P = (e^{−tA})_{t⩾0} is a normal semigroup and satisfies a hypocoercive estimate with C = 1 and γ > 0 then γ is a gap in the spectrum of A, in which case (1.4) is also known as the spectral gap inequality see [5, Section 4.2]. Indeed, for the converse assertion, assuming that P is normal and that A admits a spectral gap γ_1 > 0, one gets that, for any f ∈ H with P_∞f = 0 and t ⩾ 0,

||P_tf||^2_H = � σ(A)

e^{−2 Re(γ)t}d⟨E_γ f, f⟩_H = � {Re(γ)⩾γ_1}

e^{−2 Re(γ)t}d⟨E_γ f, f⟩_H ⩽ e^{−2γ1t}‖f‖^2_H,

where E is the unique resolution of identity associated to A, see the proof of Lemma 4.2 below where we recall this classical argument in more detail. We mention that Miclo in [32] gives a sufficient condition for a self-adjoint operator to admit a spectral gap. However, in general, the constants C and γ in (1.4) may have little to do with the spectrum of A, and one of the purposes of our work is to elucidate their role. Finally, we now state our definition of intertwining.

Definition 1.2. Two contraction semigroups P and ~P on H and ~H, respectively, are said to intertwine if there exists Λ ∈ B( ~H, H) such that, for all t ⩾ 0 and on ~H,

P_tΛ = Λ ~P_t.

The operator Λ is called the intertwining operator and we use the shorthand P^Λ→ ~P .

2. Main Results

2.1. The similarity case. Throughout this section P and ~P = (e^{−t}~^A)_{t⩾0} shall denote contraction semigroups on Hilbert spaces H and ~H, respectively. We think of P as the object of interest and ~P as a reference semigroup so that the intertwining P^Λ→ ~P allows us to transfer properties from the reference to the target. The relation → between contraction semigroups on Hilbert spaces is trivially reflexive and transitive but is, in general, not an equivalence relation due to the lack of symmetry. There are several ways that one can symmetrize this relation, one that involves further assumptions on the intertwining operator and another that is more structural. First, if P^Λ→ ~P and the intertwining operator Λ is a bijection then it is straightforward that → defines an equivalence relation among contraction semigroups on Hilbert spaces. We denote the equivalence class of ~P by S( ~P ), which we call the similarity orbit of ~P . Hence,

P ∈ S( ~P ) ⇐⇒ ∃Λ ∈ B( ~H, H) a bijection s.t. P_t = Λ ~P_tΛ^{−1}, ∀t ⩾ 0.

For a bijective operator Λ ∈ B( ~H, H) we denote its condition number by κ(Λ) = ‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖Λ^{−1}‖_{H→} ~_H ⩾ 1. Next, we write σ( ~A) ⊂ C for the spectrum of ~A and B(C ) for the Borel subsets of the complex plane. Recall that a densely defined operator ~A on ~H is normal if ~A ~A^∗ = ~A^∗ ~A, where ~A^∗ denotes its adjoint in ~H. To every normal operator ~A on ~H there exists a unique (self-adjoint) resolution of identity E : B(C ) → B( ~H) such that, by the Borel functional calculus for ~A,

~P_t = � σ(~A) e^{−γt}dE_γ ,

where we recall that, for each Ω ∈ B(C ), E_Ω is a self-adjoint projection and that, for (f, g) ∈ ~H × ~H, γ → d⟨E_γ f, g⟩ defines a complex valued measure on σ( ~A), see e.g. [40, 8]. Let L(H) be the space of linear (not necessarily continuous) operators on H and write D ⊂_d H if D is a dense subset of H. Then, we say that F : B(C ) → L(H) is a non-self-adjoint (nsa) resolution of identity if

(1) there exists D ⊂_d H such that for each Ω ∈ B(C ), F_Ω is a closed, linear operator with domain D, (2) for each Ω ∈ B(C ), F_Ω ≠ F^∗_Ω, (3) F_∅ = 0, F_C = I, and, for any subsets Ω_1, Ω_2 ∈ B(C ), F_{Ω1} F_{Ω2} = F_{Ω2} F_{Ω1} = F_{Ω1∩Ω2} , (4) for a countable collection of pairwise disjoint subsets (Ω_i)^∞_{i=1} we have, in the strong operator topology,

F_∪∞_{i=1Ωi} =

∞� i=1

F_{Ωi} .

We shall always write F for a nsa resolution of identity, keeping the notation E exclusively for a self-adjoint resolution of identity, and this notion has been studied, with C replaced by R, by Burnap and Zwiefel [11]. A semigroup P is a spectral operator in the sense of Dunford [18, 19] if there is a uniformly bounded nsa resolution of identity F commuting with P , and is of scalar type if, for all t ⩾ 0,

P_t = � σ(A)

e^{−γt}dF_γ .

We refer to [20] for more on the theory of scalar and spectral operators. The following result, proved in Section 4.2, highlights a first connection between intertwining and convergence to equilibrium.

Proposition 2.1. Suppose that P ∈ S( ~P ). If ~P converges to equilibrium with rate r(t) then P converges to equilibrium with rate κ(Λ)r(t). In particular if ~P satisfies a hypocoercive estimate with constants C ⩾ 1 and λ > 0, as in (1.4), then P satisfies a hypocoercive estimate with constants Cκ(Λ) and λ. Furthermore, if ~P is a normal semigroup then P is a scalar, spectral operator in the sense of Dunford.

The idea of classifying and studying contraction semigroups via their similarity orbit has been used, in the context of transition semigroups of Markov chains, in [14, 13] where the authors study more than simply convergence to equilibrium. As a concrete example to which the above proposition applies, one can take ~P to be a normal, contraction semigroup on Rd , d ⩾ 1, and let Λf(x) = f(V x), where V is an invertible, d-dimensional matrix. Then the semigroup P defined via P_t = Λ ~P_tΛ^{−1}, t ⩾ 0, is a scalar, spectral operator.

2.2. Beyond the similarity case. In this section we go beyond the case when P is a scalar, spectral operator in sense of Dunford, and when the intertwining operator is a bijection. To this end we need the following notion.

Definition 2.1 (Proper intertwining). Let P^Λ→ ~P = (e^{−t}~^A)_{t⩾0}, where ~A is a normal operator. We say that Λ is a proper intertwining operator if Ran(Λ) ⊂_d H and if, for any Ω ∈ B(C ),

E_Ω

� Ran(Λ^∗) � ⊆ Ran(Λ^∗),

where E : B(C ) → B( ~H) is the unique resolution of identity associated to ~A, and Ran(Λ^∗) denotes the closure of Ran(Λ^∗). In such case we say that P intertwines with ~P properly, or P^Λ→ ~P properly, for short.

We note that the second property of the definition holds trivially, and independently of E, when Ker(Λ) = {0}. An operator Λ ∈ B( ~H, H) with Ker(Λ) = {0} and Ran(Λ) ⊂_d H is said to be a quasi-affinity, and two

semigroups P and ~P are said to be quasi-similar if P^Λ→ ~P ~Λ → P , with Λ and ~Λ being quasi-affinities. The study of quasi-similarities of contraction operators on Hilbert spaces was initiated by Sz. Nagy and Foias, see [42]. This notion yields another symmetrization of the relation →, and the results presented below may be viewed as extending the quasi-similar framework. We also mention that Antoine and Trapani [2] have studied quasi-similarity applied to pseudo-Hermitian quantum mechanics. Given Λ ∈ B( ~H, H) we write Λ^† for its pseudo-inverse, which is well-defined as Λ is a closed, densely-defined linear operator, see e.g. [7, Chapter 9]. As a stepping stone towards convergence to equilibrium we establish the following.

Proposition 2.2. Suppose that P^Λ→ ~P = (e^{−t}~^A)_{t⩾0} properly and that ~A is a normal operator with unique resolution of identity E : B(C ) → B( ~H). Then the intertwining induces a nsa resolution of identity F : B(C ) → L(H) with domain Ran(Λ) via

F_Ω = ΛE_ΩΛ^†.

Furthermore, for each (f, g) ∈ Ran(Λ)×H, γ → ⟨F_γ f, g⟩ defines a complex-valued measure, and for all t ⩾ 0,

P_t = � σ(~A) e^{−γt}dF_γ

on Ran(Λ), in the sense that ⟨P_tf, g⟩_H = � σ(~A) e^{−γt}d⟨F^γ f, g⟩^H.

This result is proved in Section 4.3. Note that the intertwining P^Λ→ ~P allows P_t to be expressed as a spectral integral, with respect to the nsa resolution of identity induced by Λ, over the spectrum of ~A, i.e.

e^{−tA} = � σ(~A) e^{−γt}dF_γ , on Ran(Λ) .

As we show in Lemma 4.3, the function γ → e^{−γt} may be replaced more generally by any bounded measurable function on σ( ~A) and thus we get a Borel functional calculus for A, even though A itself is not necessarily normal. Let us mention that such a spectral integral with respect to an nsa resolution of identity has also been shown in Patie et al. [39] in the context of Krein’s spectral theory of strings, see Corollary 2.6 therein.

Next, we say that a normal operator ~A on ~H with σ( ~A) ⊆ {z ∈ C ; Re(z) ⩾ 0} has a spectral gap, denoted by γ_1, if

γ_1 = inf � Re(γ); Re(γ) > 0, γ ∈ σ( ~A) � = inf � Re⟨ ~Af, f⟩ ~_H

‖f‖^2~_H

; 0 ≠ f ∈ D( ~A) � > 0.

We write L^∞(σ( ~A)) for the space of complex-valued, bounded Borelian functions on σ( ~A) equipped with the uniform norm ‖·‖_∞ and, for any complex valued measure μ we denote its total variation by |μ|. The following is one of the main results of this work.

Theorem 2.1. Let P^Λ→ ~P = (e^{−t}~^A)_{t⩾0} properly, and suppose that ~A is normal with spectral gap γ_1. Assume that there exists a function m ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) such that

(a) for (f, g) ∈ Ran(Λ) × H, � σ(~A)

|m(γ)|d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H| ⩽ ‖f‖_H‖g‖_H,

where F is the nsa resolution of identity induced by the intertwining, (b) and for t > T_m > 0, with T_m a constant, γ → e^{−γt} m(γ)

∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)).

Then, we have the following.

(1) For t > T_m, � σ(~A) e^{−γt}dF^γ extends to a bounded, linear operator on H.

(2) Let M^{(γ1)}_t ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) be given by M^{(γ1)}_t (γ) =^{e−γt}_{m(γ)} 1_{{Re(γ)⩾γ1}}. Then, for all f ∈ H and t > T_m,

‖P_tf − P_∞f‖_H ⩽ ‖M^{(γ1)}_t ‖_∞‖f − P_∞f‖_H.

If M^{(γ1)}_t attains its supremum at γ_1 then, for all f ∈ H and t > T_m,

‖P_tf − P_∞f‖_H ⩽ 1 |m(γ_1)| e^{−γ1t}‖f − P_∞f‖_H.

This theorem is proved in Section 4.4 and in Theorem 2.2 we provide a sufficient condition for Item (a) of the theorem to be fulfilled. Note that, except in the case when Λ^{−1} ∈ B(H, ~H), the function m must be decreasing as |γ| → ∞. Indeed, supposing that |m(γ)| ⩾ c > 0 for all γ ∈ σ( ~A), the condition in Theorem 2.1(a) yields c � σ(~A) d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H| ⩽ ‖f‖_H‖g‖_H.

However, as we show in Lemma 4.3, the measure γ → ⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H has total variation no greater than ‖Λ^†f‖_H‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖g‖_H and thus, for a finite constant K, we deduce that ‖Λ^†f‖_H ⩽ K‖f‖_H. Similarly, the condition in Item (b) cannot hold for t = 0 except in the case when Λ admits a bounded inverse. In this sense the function m indicates the departure of F from being a uniformly bounded nsa resolution of identity, and the rate of convergence in Theorem 2.1(2) is given by the norm of an operator that measures this departure.

The second part of Theorem 2.1(2) provides a simple condition under which P satisfies a hypocoercive estimate with a rate equal to the spectral gap of the normal operator ~A associated to the reference semigroup ~P . As mentioned earlier, this is not surprising given that intertwining transfers spectral information from the reference to the target semigroup. In Section 3 below we will give examples of functions m satisfying the conditions of Theorem 2.1 and for which M^{(γ1)}_t attains its supremum at the spectral gap γ_1. Finally, the fact that the small-time behavior for the rate of convergence may be different from exponential has been observed in the context of some toy models by Gadat and Miclo [22], for degenerate, hypoelliptic Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroups by Monmarché [36], see also Theorem 3.1 below, and in the context of some non-reversible Markov chains by Patie and Choi [13, 14]. This suggest that studying hypocoercivity only for t > T_m may be natural.

For the next result, we recall that a normal operator ~A is said to have simple spectrum if there exists a vector v ∈ ~H such that, for all non-negative integers k, l, v ∈ D( ~A^{∗k} ~A^l) and ~H is the closed linear span of { ~A^{∗k} ~A^l; k, l ⩾ 0}.

Theorem 2.2. Let P^Λ→ ~P = (e^{−t}~^A)_{t⩾0} ~Λ → P properly, and suppose that ~A is normal with spectral gap γ_1.

If there exists m ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) such that m( ~A) = ~ΛΛ, then the condition in Theorem 2.1(a) is fulfilled with the normalized function m(‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖~Λ‖_{H→} ~_H)^{−1}. In particular, if ~A has simple spectrum then there exists m ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) such that m( ~A) = ~ΛΛ. If such a function m also satisfies the condition in Item (b) then the conclusions of Theorem 2.1 hold.

This theorem is proved in Section 4.5. The observation that the composition of intertwining operators can equal a function of the generator has been made before, and has been used recently in [33, 34] and also [12]. In particular, in [34] the authors introduce and study the notion of completely monotone intertwining relationships, which corresponds to m in Theorem 2.2 being a completely monotone function, and obtain, among other things, entropic convergence and hypercontractivity in this manner.

We have the following corollary of Theorem 2.2, which follows at once from the observation that, if

P^Λ→ ~P ~Λ → P with Λ and ~Λ quasi-affinities, then P^∗

~Λ^∗ → ~P^{∗ Λ∗}→ P^∗ with ~Λ^∗ and Λ^∗ being quasi-affinities.

Corollary 2.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.2, suppose that the intertwining operators Λ and ~Λ are quasi-affinities, and that the function m ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) satisfies the condition in Theorem 2.1(b). Then the conclusions of Theorem 2.1 hold upon replacing P by its adjoint semigroup P^∗ = (P^∗_t )_{t⩾0}, and by replacing

F by ~F, the nsa resolution of identity induced by the intertwining P^∗

~Λ^∗ → ~P^∗.

This result gives that, under a mild strengthening of the hypothesis in Theorem 2.2, the adjoint semigroup may be also expressed as an integral over the spectrum of ~A^∗ with respect to another nsa resolution of identity.

3. Applications

3.1. Hypoelliptic Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroups. In this section we apply the results from the previous section to hypoelliptic Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroups on R^d , d ⩾ 1. Without aiming to be exhaustive, we mention that [28] and the series of papers [29, 30, 31] have been important works on the Ornstein- Uhlenbeck semigroup, as well as the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator, and the main findings are collected nicely in [27, Chapter 9]; the recent survey [9], which presents a thorough account on the state-of-the-art for Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroups, shows that these objects continue to be active areas of research.

Let B be a matrix such that σ(B) ⊆ {z ∈ C ; Re(z) > 0} and suppose Q is a positive semi-definite matrix such that, with

Q_t =

�_t 0 e^{−sB} Qe^{−sB∗} ds,

we have det Q_t > 0, for all t > 0. In particular, this holds when Q is invertible, which we call the nondegenerate case, although it can happen that det Q_t > 0, for all t > 0, with det Q = 0, which we call the degenerate case. Under these assumptions on (Q, B), the hypoelliptic Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroup P associated to (Q, B) admits the representation

P_tf(x) = 1 (2π)^{d/2}(det Q_t)^{1/2} � R^d

f(e^{−tB} x − y)e^{−⟨Q−1t y,y⟩/2}dy,

where f is a bounded measurable function and ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the Euclidean inner product in R^d , and also extends to a contraction semigroup on the weighted Hilbert space L^2(ρ_∞), which plays the role of H from the previous section, where ρ_∞(x) = 1 (2π)^{d/2}(det Q_∞)^{1/2} e^{−⟨Q−1∞ x,x⟩/2},

with Q_∞ =

�_∞ 0 e^{−tB} Qe^{−tB∗} ds, and

L^2(ρ_∞) = � f : R^d → C measurable; ‖f‖^2_L2_{(ρ∞)} = � R^d

|f(x)|^2ρ_∞(x)dx < ∞ � . In fact ρ_∞ is the unique invariant measure of P in the sense that, for any f ∈ L^2(ρ_∞) and t ⩾ 0, � R^d Ptf(x)ρ∞(x)dx = � R^d f(x)ρ∞(x)dx, and, since the only P -invariant functions are constants, we get

that the projection P_∞ is given by P_∞f(x) = � R^d f(x)ρ∞(x)dx. The generator of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck

semigroup P = (e^{−tA})_{t⩾0} acts on suitable functions f via

−Af(x) = 1 2 d� i,j=1

q_{ij} ∂_i∂_j f(x) − d� i,j=1

b_{ij} x_j ∂_j f(x) = 1 2 tr(Q∇^2)f(x) − ⟨Bx, ∇⟩f(x), x ∈ R^d ,

and the condition det Q_t > 0, for all t > 0, is equivalent to the hypoellipticity of^∂_{∂t} + A in the d + 1 variables (t, x_1, . . . , x_d), hence the terminology. In [30, Theorem 3.4] it was shown that the spectrum of

A in L^2(ρ_∞) is entirely determined by the matrix B, specifically that, writing N = {0, 1, 2, . . .}, σ(A) = { �_r

i=1 k_iλ_i; k_i ∈ N}, where λ_1, . . . , λ_r are the distinct eigenvalues of B. Hence, in particular, the spectral gap γ_1 of A is given by the smallest eigenvalue of^1_2 (B + B^∗). Recall that κ(V ) denotes the condition number of any invertible matrix V , and note that if V is positive-definite then κ(V ) = v_{max}/v_{min}, where v_{max}, v_{min} > 0 are the largest and smallest eigenvalues of V , respectively. The following is the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.1. Let P be an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroup associated to (Q, B) such that Ker(Q) does not contain any invariant subspace of B^∗. Suppose that B is diagonalizable with similarity matrix V , and that σ(B) ⊆ (0, ∞). Then, there exists a non-degenerate, hypoelliptic Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroup ~P , self-

adjoint on L^2(~ρ_∞), such that P^Λ→ ~P ~Λ → P , where Λ and ~Λ are quasi-affinities. Furthermore, setting t =^1_{γ1} log κ(V Q_∞V^∗), we have

~ΛΛ = ~P_t.

Consequently, for any f ∈ L^2(ρ_∞) and t ⩾ 0, � � �P_tf − � R^d

f(x)ρ_∞(x)dx � � � L^2 (ρ_∞)

⩽ κ(V Q_∞V^∗)e^{−γ1t} � � �f − � R^d

f(x)ρ_∞(x)dx � � � L^2 (ρ_∞) . This result is proved in Section 4.6 and we proceed by offering some remarks. First, we emphasize that our result covers the case when Q is degenerate, which has attracted a lot of research interest and seen several elegant techniques developed, see e.g. [22, 26, 37, 23, 3]. The difficulty in dealing with the degenerate case stems, in part, from the fact that a degenerate Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroup can never be normal on L^2(ρ_∞), cf. [37, Lemma 3.3]. We mention that Arnold and Erb [4] have already shown hypocoercivity, under our assumptions, with exponential rate given by the spectral gap γ_1 and that Arnold et al. [3] and Monmarché [36] have proved hypocoercivity with exponential rate γ_1 without assuming that B is diagonalizable. However, in contrast to these existing results, we are able to explicitly identify the constant in front of the exponential, i.e. κ(V Q_∞V^∗), in terms of the initial data Q and B. In particular, if B is symmetric then V is unitary and κ(V Q_∞V^∗) = κ(Q_∞). Similar results have been obtained by Achleitner et al. [1], and by Patie and Savov [38] in the context of generalized Laguerre semigroups, as well as Cheridito et al. [12] in the context of non-local Jacobi semigroups. Let us mention that the restriction σ(B) ⊆ (0, ∞) was made only to simplify the computations involving the composition ~ΛΛ, and we believe that with some additional effort Theorem 3.1 holds for all diagonalizable matrices B with σ(B) ⊆ {z ∈ C ; Re(z) > 0}. Finally, we note that the intertwinings in Theorem 3.1 yield a completely monotone intertwining relationship, in the sense of [34], between P and ~P , and this stronger type of intertwining will be exploited to investigate, among other things, the hypercontractivity of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroups.

3.2. Non-local Jacobi semigroups. In this section we consider the non-local Jacobi semigroup on [0, 1]^d, whose generator is a non-local perturbation of the classical (local) Jacobi operator on [0, 1]^d. Given γ_1 > 0 and μ ∈ R^d such that γ_1 > μ_i > 0, for all i = 1, . . . , d, we recall that the classical Jacobi operator − ~A_μ acts on smooth functions f : [0, 1]^d → R such that f(x) = f_1(x_1) · · · f_d(x_d) via

~A_μf(x) = −^d � i=1 x_i(1 − x_i)∂^2_i f(x) + d� i=1 (γ_1x_i − μ_i)∂_if(x).

It generates the Jacobi semigroup ~P^{(μ)} = (e^{−t}~^{Aμ} )_{t⩾0}, which is a self-adjoint contraction semigroup on the weighted Hilbert space L^2(β_μ), where β_μ is the unique invariant measure of ~P^{(μ)} consisting of the product of beta densities on [0, 1]. Moreover, γ_1 is the spectral gap of ~A_μ – hence the notation – and the spectral gap uniquely determines the spectrum of ~A_μ in L^2(β_μ), which is given by σ( ~A_μ) = {n(n − 1) + γ_1n; n ∈ N}. We refer to [5, Section 2.7.4], as well as [12, Section 5], for a review of these objects.

The non-local Jacobi semigroup P = (e^{−tA})_{t⩾0} on [0, 1]^d is the tensor product of the one-dimensional non-local Jacobi semigroups that have been recently introduced and studied in [12]. The generator −A acts on suitable product functions f : [0, 1]^d → R, f(x) = f_1(x_1) · · · f_d(x_d), via

Af(x) = ~A_μf(x) + d� i=1 �_1 0 f_i(y)h_i(x_iy^{−1})y^{−1}dy,

where we assume that, for each i = 1, . . . , d, h_i : (1, ∞) → [0, ∞) is such that

(3.1) − (e^yh_i(e^y))^′ is a finite non-negative Radon measure on (0, ∞) with γ_1 > μ_i > 1 +

�_∞ 1 h_i(y)dy.

Note that the condition

�_∞ 1 h_i(y)dy < ∞ is implied by the previous requirement. This operator generates a contraction semigroup on the weighted Hilbert space L^2(β) = L^2(β_1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ L^2(β_d), where each β_i is the probability density on [0, 1] uniquely determined, for n ⩾ 1, by its moments �_1 0 x^nβ_i(x)dx = n� k=1 ϕ_i(k) k + γ_1 − 1

, where ϕ_i(u) = (μ − 1) + u −

�_∞ 1 y^{−u}h_i(y)dy,

and ϕ_i : [0, ∞) → [0, ∞) is a Bernstein function, i.e. ϕ ∈ C^∞(R_+ ), the space of infinitely differentiable functions on R^d , with ϕ^′ a completely monotone function, see [41]. The invariant measure β(x)dx of P is unique, and again we have that P_∞f = � [0,1]^d f(x)β(x)dx, however, except in the trivial case h ≡ 0, the

semigroup P is non-self-adjoint on L^2(β). We refer to Section 2.1 of [12] for detailed information, specifically Theorem 2.2 therein regarding the last two claims. In the following we use the notation (a)_x = Γ(x+a)/Γ(a) for a > 0 and x ⩾ 0.

Theorem 3.2. Let P be a non-local Jacobi semigroup with parameters γ_1, μ and h_1, . . . , h_d satisfying the conditions (3.1). Then, for each m ∈ (max μ_i, γ_1) there exists a local Jacobi semigroup ~P^{(m)} = (e^−~^{Am} )_{t⩾0}

on [0, 1]^d, with spectral gap γ_1 and drift vector (m, . . . , m), such that P^Λ→ ~P^{(m)} ~Λ → P , where Λ and ~Λ are quasi-affinities satisfying

~ΛΛ = F_m( ~A_m), where γ → F_m(γ) = (1)^γ (m)_γ

(γ_1 − m)_γ (γ_1 − 1)_γ

∈ L^∞(σ( ~A_m)).

Consequently, for any m ∈ (max μ_i, γ_1), f ∈ L^2(β) and t ⩾ 0, � � � � P_tf − � [0,1]^d

f(x)β(x)dx � � � �_{L2 (β)} ⩽ m (γ_1 − 1) (γ_1 − m) e^{−γ1t} � � � � f − � [0,1]^d

f(x)β(x)dx � � � �_{L2(β)} . This result is proved in Section 4.7. Note that the non-local components of P may be different in each coordinate. Any homeomorphism H : [0, 1]^d → E ⊂ R^d induces a non-local Jacobi semigroup P^H with state space E and invariant measure β^H, the image of β under H, and also a unitary operator Λ_H ∈ B(L^2(β), L^2(β^H)) such that P^{H ΛH}→ P . Consequently, by a combination of Theorem 3.2 and Proposition 2.1 we deduce that P^H satisfies the same kind of hypocoercive estimate as P . In this way one may construct non-local dynamics on compact state spaces which are guaranteed to be hypocoercive. As a concrete example one may take H : [0, 1]^d → S^d to be the homeomorphism from [0, 1]^d to S^d = {x ∈ R^d ; x_1 + · · · + x_d ⩽ 1, x_i ⩾ 0, i = 1, . . . , d}, the standard simplex in d-dimensions.

4. Proofs

4.1. Preliminaries. Before giving the proofs of the main theorems we state and prove some preliminary results. Recall that an idempotent Π is any operator satisfying Π^2 = Π. The following simple result concerns the robustness of the convergence to equilibrium condition in (1.3) when considering bounded idempotents different from P_∞.

Lemma 4.1. Let P be a contraction semigroup on a Hilbert space H. If there exists an idempotent Π ∈ B(H) such that, for all f ∈ H and t large enough,

‖P_tf − Πf‖_H ⩽ r(t)‖f − Πf‖_H,

with lim_{t→∞} r(t) = 0, then Π = P_∞, and hence P converges to equilibrium with rate r(t).

Proof. Suppose that f ∈ Ran(P_∞). Then, by the convergence assumption and as f is P -invariant, it follows that for t large enough ‖f − Πf‖_H = ‖P_tf − Πf‖_H ⩽ r(t)‖f − Πf‖_H, and hence f = Πf, i.e f ∈ Ran(Π). On the other hand if f ∈ Ran(Π) then, for any s ⩾ 0 fixed and t ⩾ 0, ‖P_sΠf − Πf‖_H ⩽ ‖P_{s+t}f − Πf‖_H + ‖P_{s+t}f − P_sΠf‖_H ⩽ ‖P_{s+t}f − Πf‖_H + ‖P_tf − Πf‖_H, where the second inequality uses that ‖P_s‖_{H→H} ⩽ 1. Taking the limit as t → ∞ yields, by the convergence assumption, that Πf = P_sΠf, and thus f ∈ Ran(P_∞). To finish the proof we observe that for any f ∈ H, ‖Πf‖_H ⩽ ‖P_tf‖_H + ‖P_tf − Πf‖_H ⩽ ‖f‖_H + ‖P_tf − Πf‖_H, and taking t → ∞ yields ‖Πf‖_H ⩽ ‖f‖_H. This gives that ‖Π‖_{H→H} ⩽ 1, however, any idempotent satisfies ‖Π‖_{H→H} ⩾ 1, and thus we deduce ‖Π‖_{H→H} = 1. Consequently Π must be an orthogonal projection, and since orthogonal projections are uniquely characterized by their range we get Π = P_∞. □ Lemma 4.1 allows us to prove the norm convergence of P to any bounded idempotent, a strategy we will use in the sequel. Using it we can establish the following classical result, which will also be used in the proofs below, and we provide its proof for sake of completeness.

Lemma 4.2. Let ~P = (e^{−t}~^A)_{t⩾0} be a contraction semigroup on a Hilbert space ~H and suppose ~A is normal with spectral gap γ_1 > 0. Let Ω be either {0} or iR. Then, for any f ∈ ~H and t ⩾ 0, ‖ ~P_t − E_Ωf‖ ~_H ⩽ e^{−γ1t}‖f − E_Ωf‖ ~_H, where E : B(C ) → B( ~H) is the unique resolution of identity associated to ~A. Consequently, E_{{0}} = E_{iR} = ~P_∞. Proof. By the Borel functional calculus for A we have, for any t ⩾ 0 and f ∈ ~H, writing f = f − E_{{0}}f, ‖ ~P_tf‖^2~_H = ‖E_{{0}}f‖^2~_H + � σ(~A)\{0} e^{−2 Re(γ)t}d⟨E_γ f, f⟩ ~_H = � σ(~A)\{0} e^{−2 Re(γ)t}d⟨E_γ f, f⟩ ~_H ⩽ e^{−2γ1t}‖f‖^2~_H

where the inequality uses the fact that ~A has spectral gap γ_1. Next, by the spectral mapping theorem, see e.g. [40], we get that E_{{0}} = ~P_∞, and this may also be deduced from the Borel functional calculus for ~A via ‖( ~P_t − E_{{0}})E_{{0}}f‖^2~_H = � σ(~A)

|e^{−γt} − 1|^2d⟨E_γ E_{{0}}f, f⟩ ~_H = � {0} |e^{−γt} − 1|^2d⟨E_γ f, f⟩ ~_H.

Thus invoking Lemma 4.1 we conclude that ~P satisfies the spectral gap inequality and, in particular, converges to equilibrium. Hence it remains to show that E_{{0}} = E_{iR}. To this end, for any f ∈ ~H and t ⩾ 0, we have ‖ ~P_tf‖^2~_H = � σ(A)

e^{−2 Re(γ)t}d⟨E_γ f, f⟩ ~_H = ‖E_{iR}f‖^2~_H + � σ(A)\iR

e^{−2 Re(γ)t}d⟨E_γ f, f⟩ ~_H.

Taking f − E_{{0}}f = f − ~P_∞f in the above identity yields ‖ ~P_tf − ~P_∞f‖^2~_H = ‖ ~P_t(f − ~P_∞f)‖^2~_H = ‖E_{iR}(f − E_{{0}}f)‖^2~_H + � σ(A)\iR

e^{−2 Re(γ)t}d⟨E_γ (f − E_{{0}}f), f − E_{{0}}f⟩ ~_H.

The left-hand side converges to zero as t → ∞ since ~P converges to equilibrium, while the integral on the right-hand side is also easily seen to convergence to zero as t → ∞. Hence, by orthogonality of E, we get 0 = ‖E_{iR}(f − E_{{0}}f)‖^2~_H = ‖E_{iR}f − E_{{0}∩iR}f‖^2~_H = ‖E_{iR}f − E_{{0}}f‖^2~_H, and since f ∈ ~H was arbitrary we get E_{{0}} = E_{iR} as desired. □

4.2. Proof of Proposition 2.1. Since Λ ∈ B( ~H, H) is a bijection we get that its inverse satisfies Λ^{−1} ∈ B(H, ~H). Set Π = Λ ~P_∞Λ^{−1}, where ~P_∞ is the projection onto the set of ~P -invariant vectors. Then, as the composition of bounded operators we get that Π ∈ B(H), and it is straightforward to check that Π^2 = Π, i.e. Π is a bounded idempotent. If ~P converges to equilibrium with rate r(t) then

‖P_tf − Πf‖_H = ‖Λ ~P_tΛ^{−1}f − Λ ~P_∞Λ^{−1}f‖_H ⩽ ‖Λ‖ ~_{H→} ~_H‖ ~P_tΛ^{−1}f − ~P_∞Λ^{−1}f‖_H ⩽ κ(Λ)r(t)‖f − ~P_∞f‖_H, and hence P converges to equilibrium by Lemma 4.1. The proof of the last claim is straightforward and hence omitted. □ 4.3. Proof of Proposition 2.2. To begin we establish the following lemma, and we say that Λ ∈ B( ~H, H) is proper with respect to a self-adjoint resolution of identity E if the conditions in Definition 2.1 are fulfilled. Lemma 4.3. Let ~A be a normal operator on ~H with unique self-adjoint resolution of identity E : B(C ) → B( ~H). Suppose Λ : ~H → H is a proper linear operator with respect to E, and define F : B(C ) → L(H) via

F_Ω = ΛE_ΩΛ^†.

Then F : B(C ) → L(H) is a nsa resolution of identity with domain Ran(Λ) and, for (f, g) ∈ Ran(Λ) × H, we have the following properties.

(1) The measure γ → ⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H is of bounded variation, and γ → ⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H = ⟨E_γ Λ^†f, Λ^∗g⟩ ~_H. (2) For each m( ~A) ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) there exists a unique closed, densely-defined linear operator � σ(~A) m(γ)dF_γ

with domain Ran(Λ), which satisfies

⟨Λm( ~A)Λ^†f, g⟩_H = � σ(~A) m(γ)d⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H.

(3) For any m ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)), � σ(~A)

|m(γ)|d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H| = � σ(~A) d � � �⟨Fγ Λm( ~A)Λ^†f, g⟩H � � � . (4) For m_1, m_2 ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) we have, on Ran(Λ), the multiplicative property � σ(~A) m_1(γ)dF_γ � � σ(~A) m_2(γ)dF_γ � = � σ(~A)

(m_1m_2)(γ)dF_γ .

Proof. First we note that all the properties of the pseudo-inverse Λ^† used below are given in [7, Theorem 9.2], starting with the fact that D(Λ^†) = Ran(Λ). Then, by assumption on Ran(Λ), we get that, for each Ω ∈ B(C ), F_Ω is densely-defined, and the linearity of F_Ω follows from the linearity of each of the factors in the definition. Since Λ^† is a closed operator, and both Λ and E_Ω are bounded, it follows that F_Ω is closed. Next, let Ω_1, Ω_2 ∈ B(C ), so that

F_{Ω1} F_{Ω2} = ΛE_{Ω1} Λ^†ΛE_{Ω2} Λ^†,

where we used the fact that F_Ω(Ran(Λ)) ⊆ Ran(Λ). Since Λ^†Λ is the projection onto the closed subspace Ran(Λ^∗), the assumption that Λ is proper with respect to E then gives that ΛE_{Ω1} Λ^†ΛE_{Ω2} Λ^† = ΛE_{Ω1} E_{Ω2} Λ^† = ΛE_{Ω1∩Ω2} Λ^† = F_{Ω1 ∩Ω2} .

Finally, we suppose that (Ω_i)^∞_{i=1} ∈ B(C ) is a countable collection of pairwise disjoint subsets. Then, by continuity of the inner product we get, for (f, g) ∈ Ran(Λ) × H,

⟨F_{(Ωi )}∞_{i=1} f, g⟩_H = ∞� i=1 ⟨F_{Ωi} f, g⟩_H = ∞� i=1 ⟨E_{Ωi} Λ^†f, Λ^∗g⟩ ~_H, 11

and the countable additivity of F follows from the same property for E, which completes the proof that

F : B(C ) → L(H) defines a nsa resolution of identity. As shown above, we have, for Ω ∈ B(C ),

⟨F_Ωf, g⟩_H = ⟨ΛE_ΩΛ^†f, g⟩_H = ⟨E_ΩΛ^†f, Λ^∗g⟩ ~_H,

and since γ → ⟨E_γ Λ^†f, Λ^∗g⟩ ~_H has total variation ‖Λ^†f‖_H‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖g‖_H, we complete the proof of Item (1). Next, let s ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) be a simple function, i.e. for k ⩾ 1,

s(γ) = k� i=1 α_i1_{Ωi} (γ),

where Ω_1, . . . , Ω_k ∈ B(C ) are disjoint subsets and α_1, . . . , α_k ∈ C , so that by the Borel functional calculus for ~A,

s( ~A) = k� i=1 α_iE_{Ωi} .

Then, with (f, g) ∈ Ran(Λ) ∈ H, we have that

⟨Λs( ~A)Λ^†f, g⟩_H = k� i=1 α_i⟨ΛE_{Ωi} Λ^†f, g⟩_H = k� i=1 α_i⟨F_{Ωi} f, g⟩_H = � σ(~A) s(γ)d⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H.

Now let ε > 0, m ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) and choose a simple function s such that ‖m − s‖_∞ < ε. Then, using the above representation for s we get that � � � �⟨Λm( ~A)Λ^†f, g⟩H − � σ(~A) m(γ)d⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H � � � � ⩽ � �⟨Λm(A)Λ^†f, g⟩_H − ⟨Λs(A)Λ^†f, g⟩_H � �

+ � � � � � � σ(~A)

(m − s)(γ)d⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H � � � � � ⩽ ‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖m − s‖_∞‖Λ^†f‖_H ‖g‖_H + � σ(~A)

|m(γ) − s(γ)|d|⟨E_γ Λ^†f, Λ^∗g⟩ ~_H|

⩽ 2ε‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖Λ^†f‖_H ‖g‖_H. Since ε was arbitrary it follows that

Λm( ~A)Λ^† = � σ(~A) m(γ)dF_γ

on Ran(Λ), and the fact that Λm( ~A)Λ^† is closed follows immediately from the closedness of Λ^†, which completes the proof of Item (2). For the proof of Item (3) let again s ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) be a simple function. Then, for (f, g) ∈ Ran(Λ) × H, � σ(~A)

|s(γ)|d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H| = � σ(A) k� i=1 |α_i|1_{Ωi} (γ)d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H| = k� i=1 |α_i||⟨F_{Ωi} f, g⟩_H|,

while on the other hand, since the measure γ → ⟨F_γ Λs( ~A)Λ^†f, g⟩_H is the sum of Dirac masses, � σ(~A) d|⟨F_γ Λs( ~A)Λ^†f, g⟩_H = k� i=1 |⟨α_iF_{Ωi} f, g⟩_H| = k� i=1 |α_i||⟨F_{Ωi} f, g⟩_H|.

For general m ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) and given ε > 0, let s be a simple function such that ‖m − s‖_∞ < ∞. Write μ_m for the measure γ → ⟨F_γ Λm(A)Λ^†f, g⟩_H, and similarly for μ_s. Then, using what we just proved for simple functions, we get � � � � � � σ(~A)

|m(γ)|d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H| − � σ(~A) d|⟨F_γ Λm(A)Λ^†f, g⟩_H| � � � � � ⩽ � σ(~A)

||m(γ)| − |s(γ)|| d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H| + � �|μm|(σ( ~A)) − |μs|(σ( ~A)) � � ⩽ ‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖m − s‖_∞‖Λ^†f‖_H ‖g‖_H + � σ(~A) d|⟨F_γ Λ � m( ~A) − s( ~A) � Λ^†f, g⟩_H|

⩽ 2ε‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖Λ^†f‖_H ‖g‖_H,

where in the second inequality we used the reverse triangle inequality for the sup-norm, while in the last inequality we used the reverse triangle inequality for the total variation norm together with linearity of the inner product in the first variable. This completes the proof of Item (3). Finally, for the multiplicative property of the integrals we observe that, by the multiplicative property for E, Λm_1( ~A)Λ^†Λm_2( ~A)Λ^† = Λm_1( ~A)m_2( ~A)Λ^† = Λ(m_1m_2)( ~A)Λ^†, where we again used that Λ is proper with respect to E. □

Proof of Proposition 2.2. Applying Λ^† to both sides of the intertwining P^Λ→ ~P gives

P_tΛΛ^† = Λ ~P_tΛ^†.

By [7, Theorem 9.2(e)], we have that ΛΛ^† is the projection onto Ran(Λ), and from Ran(Λ) ⊂_d H, we deduce that this projection is the identity on Ran(Λ). Thus, together with Lemma 4.3(3) and the fact that ~P = (e^{−t}~^A)_{t⩾0} we conclude that, on Ran(Λ),

P_t = Λ ~P_tΛ^† = � σ(~A) e^{−γt}dF_γ ,

and the remaining claims were proved in Lemma 4.3. □

4.4. Proof of Theorem 2.1. Let M_t : σ(A) → C be the function defined by

M_t(γ) = e^{−γt} m(γ) , which, for t > T_m, belongs to L^∞(σ( ~A)) by assumption. From the condition in Item (a) we deduce that, for (f, g) ∈ Ran(Λ) × H and t > T_m, � � � � ⟨ � σ(~A) e^{−γt}dF_γ f, g⟩_H � � � � ⩽ � σ(~A)

|e^{−γt}|d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H ⩽ � σ(~A) � � � e^{−γt} m(γ) � � � |m(γ)|d|⟨F^γ f, g⟩^H| ⩽ ‖M^t‖^∞‖f‖^H‖g‖^H.

Thus we conclude that, for t > T_m, the operator � σ(~A) e^{−γt}dF^γ is bounded on Ran(Λ) ⊂^d H, so that by invoking the bounded linear extension theorem we obtain a unique, continuous linear extension to all of H. Next, let us write simply E_0 and F_0 in place of E_{{0}} and F_{{0}}, respectively. Then, by evaluating the assumption in Item (b) at γ = 0 we get that the idempotent F_0 = ΛE_0Λ^{−1} satisfies, for all (f, g) ∈ Ran(Λ) × H,

|⟨F_0f, g⟩_H| ⩽ � {0} 1 |m(γ)|

|m(γ)|d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H| ⩽ 1 |m(0)| � σ(A)

|m(γ)|d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H| ⩽ 1 |m(0)|

‖f‖_H‖g‖_H,

and thus we deduce that F_0 is bounded on Ran(Λ). Since Lemma 4.2 gives that E_0 = ~P_∞ we get

P_tF_0 = Λ ~P_tΛΛ^†E_0Λ^† = Λ ~P_tE_0Λ^† = F_0,

so that F_0 is invariant for P , and in particular

(4.1) (P_t − F_0)(I − F_0) = P_t − P_tF_0 − F_0 + F^2_0 = P_t − F_0 − F_0 + F_0 = P_t − F_0, where both of these equalities hold on Ran(Λ). Putting all of these observations together we get that, for t > T_m and any f ∈ Ran(Λ),

‖P_tf − F_0f‖^2_H = � � � � � σ(~A)\{0} e^{−γt}d⟨F_γ (f − F_0f), P_tf − F_0f⟩_H � � � � ⩽ � σ(~A)\{0}

|e^{−γt}|d|⟨F_γ (f − F_0f), P_tf − F_0f⟩_H| = � Re(γ)⩾γ_1

|e^{−γt}|d|⟨F_γ (f − F_0f), P_tf − F_0f⟩_H|

⩽ ‖M^{(γ1)}_t ‖_∞ � Re(γ)⩾γ_1

|m(γ)|d|⟨F_γ (f − F_0f), P_tf − F_0f⟩_H|

⩽ ‖M^{(γ1)}_t ‖_∞‖f − F_0f‖_H‖P_tf − F_0f‖_H

(4.2) where, in order, we have used (4.1), the representation for P_t as a spectral integral, the fact that ~A admits a spectral gap γ_1 > 0 and finally the assumptions on the function m. Canceling ‖P_tf − F_0F ‖ from both sides of the inequality in (4.2) yields, for t > T_m and f ∈ Ran(Λ), ‖P_tf − F_0f‖_H ⩽ ‖M^{(γ1)}_t ‖_∞‖f − F_0f‖_H, which extends by density, and the continuity of the involved operators, to all of H. Then, invoking Lemma 4.1 completes the proof that P converges to equilibrium, since plainly lim_{t→∞}‖M^{(γ1)}_t ‖_∞ = 0. □ 4.5. Proof of Theorem 2.2. We shall provide two proofs of Theorem 2.2, one that invokes Theorem 2.1 and hence is based on properties of nsa resolutions of the identity, and another that makes use of the Borel functional calculus for ~A. We need a preliminary results regarding commuting operators. We say that an operator M ∈ B( ~H) commutes with a closed, densely-defined operator ~A on ~H if for some z ∈ ρ( ~A) = C \ σ( ~A), the resolvent set of A, we have MR_z( ~A) = R_z( ~A)M, where R_z( ~A) denotes the resolvent operator. The following two results are adapted from [44], and we refer to [44, Chapter 3] for the appropriate definitions.

Lemma 4.4. Let ~P = (e^{−t}~^A)_{t⩾0} be a contraction semigroup on ~H and suppose that ~A is normal and has simple spectrum. Then for operator M ∈ B( ~H) M ~P_t = ~P_tM, ∀t ⩾ 0 ⇐⇒ M = m( ~A), for some m ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)).

Proof. First we will show that (4.3) M ~P_t = ~P_tM, ∀t ⩾ 0 ⇐⇒ MR_z( ~A) = R_z ( ~A)M.

For the only if direction, if ~A is normal and commutes with a bounded operator M, then Mf( ~A) = f( ~A)M for any f ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)), which includes the exponential function γ → e^{−γt}, for any t ⩾ 0. In the other direction we use the fact that, for z ∈ ρ( ~A), R_z( ~A) =

�_∞ 0 e^{−zt} ~P_tdt.

Then, M ~P_t = ~P_tM, for all t ⩾ 0, implies that R_z ( ~A)M =

�_∞ 0 e^{−zt} ~P_tMdt =

�_∞ 0 e^{−zt}M ~P_tdt = MR_z( ~A).

Having established (4.3), the claim follows by similar arguments as in the proof of [44, Theorem 4.8]. □ First proof of Theorem 2.2. By assumption we have, for Λ : ~H → H and ~Λ : H → ~H proper intertwining operators, P_tΛ = Λ ~P_t and ~ΛP_t = ~P_t ~Λ, and by combining these two identities we deduce that ~P_t ~ΛΛ = ~ΛΛ ~P_t. Now, if ~A has simple spectrum then we may invoke Lemma 4.4 to get that there exists m ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)) such that

(4.4) m( ~A) = ~ΛΛ.

Next, by Lemma 4.3(3) and for (f, g) ∈ Ran(Λ) × H, we have � σ(~A)

|m(γ)|d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H| = � σ(~A) d|⟨F_γ Λm( ~A)Λ^†f, g⟩_H|.

Together with (4.4) and Lemma 4.3(1), this gives � σ(A)

|m(γ)|d|⟨F_γ f, g⟩_H| = � σ(~A) d|⟨F_γ Λ~Λf, g⟩_H| ⩽ ‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖Λ^†Λ~Λf‖_H‖g‖_H ⩽ ‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖~Λ‖_{H→} ~_H‖f‖_H‖g‖_H

where we also used that ΛΛ^† is the identity and that Λ^†Λ is a projection and thus a bounded operator with norm 1, see [7, Theorem 9.2] for both of these claims. Invoking Theorem 2.1 then completes the proof. □

Second proof of Theorem 2.2. By assumption on the function m, there exists T_m > 0 such that for t > T_m,

(4.5) γ → M_t(γ) = e^{−γt} m(γ)

∈ L^∞(σ( ~A))

and, by the Borel functional calculus for ~A, it follows that M_t( ~A) is a bounded operator for t > T_m. Next, by the intertwining P^Λ→ ~P and by the multiplicative property of the Borel functional calculus for ~A, we get, for t > T_m, ΛM_t( ~A)~ΛΛ = ΛM_t( ~A)m( ~A) = Λe^{−t}~^A = P_tΛ, and thus we deduce that P_t = ΛM_t( ~A)~Λ where the equality holds on Ran(Λ). However, as the right-hand side is a bounded linear operator we get, by the bounded linear extension Theorem, that for t > T_m,

(4.6) P_t = ΛM_t( ~A)~Λ on H.

Next, since ‖M_t‖_∞ < ∞ for t > T_m and taking γ = 0 in the definition of M_t in (4.5), we get that

γ → m_0(γ) = 1 m(γ)

1_{{γ=0}} ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A)),

and also note that m_0( ~A)E_{{0}} = E_{{0}}m_0( ~A) = m_0( ~A). Let Π ∈ B(H) be the operator defined by Π = Λm_0( ~A)~Λ. Using m( ~A) = ~ΛΛ, the previous observation, and the multiplicative property of the Borel functional calculus for ~A we get

Π^2 = � Λm_0( ~A)~Λ � � Λm_0( ~A)~Λ � = Λm_0( ~A)m( ~A)m_0( ~A)~Λ = Λm_0( ~A)E_{{0}} ~Λ = Λm_0( ~A)~Λ = Π,

and we conclude that Π is a bounded idempotent. Now, by (4.6) we get, for t > T_m,

P_tΠ = � ΛM_t( ~A)~Λ � � Λm_0( ~A)~Λ � = ΛM_t( ~A)m( ~A)m_0( ~A)~Λ = ΛM_t( ~A)E_{{0}} ~Λ = Λm_0( ~A)~Λ = Πf,

and thus it follows that

(P_t − Π)(I − Π) = P_t − P_tΠ − Π + Π^2 = P_t − Π − Π + Π = P_t − Π.

Recall that, for t > T_m, M^{(γ1)}_t : σ( ~A) → C is given by M^{(γ1)}_t (γ) =^{e−γt}_{m(γ)} 1_{{Re(γ)⩾γ1}}, and observe that

‖M_t − m_0‖_∞ = sup

γ∈σ(~A) � � � e^{−γt} m(γ)

1_{{γ≠0}} � � � = sup

0≠γ∈σ(~A) � � � e^{−γt} m(γ) � � � = sup

Re(γ)>0 � � � e^{−γt} m(γ) � � � = ‖M^{(γ1)}t ‖^∞ where in the third equality we used the fact that E_{iR} = E_0, which is a consequence of Lemma 4.2, and for the last equality used that ~A admits a spectral gap γ_1. Then, we conclude that, for any f ∈ H and t > T_m, ‖(P_t − Π)(f − Πf)‖_H = ‖ � ΛM_t( ~A)~Λ − Λm_0( ~A)~Λ � (f − Πf)‖_H = ‖Λ � M_t( ~A) − m_0( ~A) � ~Λ(f − Πf)‖_H ⩽ ‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖~Λ‖_{H→} ~_H‖M_t − m_0‖_∞‖f − Πf‖_H = ‖Λ‖ ~_{H→H}‖~Λ‖_{H→} ~_H‖M^{(γ1)}_t ‖_∞‖f − Πf‖_H. □ 4.6. Proof of Theorem 3.1. To give the proof of Theorem 3.1 we state and prove some auxiliary results that may be of independent interests. We write F_f for the Fourier transform of a suitable function f, which for a function f ∈ L^1(R^d ) and any ξ ∈ R^d , can be represented by F_f (ξ) = � R^d

e^{i⟨ξ,x⟩}f(x)dx,

and use, when needed, the notation e_{iξ} : x → e^{i⟨ξ,x⟩}. We also write ≺ for the Löwner ordering of positivedefinite matrices, that is, for two symmetric matrices X and Y , X ≺ Y if and only if X−Y is positive-definite. Hence X ≻ 0 is shorthand for saying that X is positive-definite.

Proposition 4.1. Let P and ~P be two Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroups associated to (Q, B) and ( ~Q, B), respectively, and suppose that 0 ≺ Q_∞ ≺ ~Q_∞. Then the operator Λ_{Q→} ~_Q = Λ : L^2(R^d ) → L^2(R^d ) defined, for f ∈ L^2(R^d ), by F_{Λf} (ξ) = e^{−⟨(} ~^{Q∞−Q∞)ξ,ξ⟩/2}F_f (ξ), ξ ∈ R^d , belongs to B(L^2(R^d )). Moreover, Λ ∈ B(L^2(~ρ_∞), L^2(ρ_∞)) is a quasi-affinity with ‖Λ‖_{L2(}~_{ρ∞)→L2(ρ∞)} = 1, and we have the intertwining P^Λ→ ~P .

For the proof of this proposition we shall need the following lemma, where we recall that any Ornstein- Uhlenbeck semigroup P extends to a contraction semigroup from L^p(R^d ), p ⩾ 1, to itself, see e.g. [27, Proposition 9.4.1].

Lemma 4.5. Let P be the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroup associated to (Q, B). Then, for any f ∈ L^2(R^d ) and t ⩾ 0, F_{Ptf} (e^{−tB∗} ξ) = 1 | det(e^{tB} )| e^{−⟨Qtξ,ξ⟩/2}F_f (ξ), ξ ∈ R^d .

Proof. By a change of variables we have that P_tf(x) = � R^d

f(y)ρ_t(y − e^{−tB} x)dy.

Then, since for any f ∈ L^2(R^d ) ∩ L^1(R^d ), P_tf ∈ L^2(R^d ) ∩ L^1(R^d ), we get using Fubini’s Theorem F_{Ptf} (ξ) = � R^d

e^{i⟨ξ,x⟩}P_tf(x)dx = � R^d

e^{i⟨ξ,x⟩} � R^d

f(y)ρ_t(y − e^{−tB} x)dydx = � R^d

f(y) � R^d

e^{i⟨ξ,x⟩}ρ_t(y − e^{−tB} x)dxdy = 1 | det(e^{tB} )| � R^d

f(y) � R^d

e^{−i⟨etB∗ ξ,x⟩}ρ_t(y + x)dxdy = 1 | det(e^{tB} )| e^{−⟨Qt etB∗ ξ,etB∗ ξ⟩/2} � R^d

e^{i⟨etB∗ ξ,y⟩}f(y)dy,

and the claim follows from L^2(R^d ) ∩ L^1(R^d ) ⊂_d L^2(R^d ) together with the continuity of the Fourier transform. □

Proof of Proposition 4.1. First, we note that Λ is a Fourier multiplier operator whose multiplier is, by the assumption ~Q_∞ − Q_∞ ≻ 0, a bounded measurable function; thus Λ ∈ B(L^2(R^d )). By identifying the multiplier we deduce that Λ is the convolution operator associated to the Gaussian measure with covariance matrix ( ~Q_∞ − Q_∞)^{−1}, i.e. writing ρ_Λ for this Gaussian measure, Λf(x) = f ∗ ρ_Λ(x), with ∗ denoting the additive convolution operator. Clearly for any f ∈ L^2(~ρ_∞), Λf makes sense, and hence it remains to show the boundedness and that Λ is a quasi-affinity. To this end we observe that the following factorization of measures holds ρ_∞ ∗ ρ_Λ = ~ρ_∞, which follows from the identity,

F_{ρ∞} (ξ) · F_{ρΛ} (ξ) = e^{−⟨Q∞ξ,ξ⟩/2}e^{−⟨(} ~^{Q∞−Q∞)ξ,ξ⟩/2} = e^{−⟨} ~^{Q∞ξ,ξ⟩/2} = F~_{ρ∞} (ξ), ξ ∈ R^d , together with the fact that the Fourier transform uniquely characterizes probability measures. Using this factorization we get, for any f ∈ L^2(~ρ_∞), and by appealing to Jensen’s inequality � R^d

|Λf(x)|^2 ρ_∞(x)dx ⩽ � R^d

Λ|f|^2(x)ρ_∞(x)dx = � R^d

|f(x)|^2 ~ρ_∞(x)dx,

and thus Λ ∈ B(L^2(~ρ_∞), L^2(ρ_∞)) with ‖Λ‖_{L2(}~_{ρ∞)→L2 (ρ∞)} ⩽ 1; however, equality is achieved by the constant function 1 ∈ L^2(~ρ_∞). Next we observe that, for any ξ ∈ R^d , Λe_{iξ}(x) = e^{−⟨(} ~^{Q∞−Q∞)ξ,ξ⟩/2}e_{iξ}(x). Thus Ran(Λ) contains the linear span of the set {e_{iξ}; ξ ∈ R^d } and to show that Ran(Λ) ⊂_d L^2(ρ_∞) it then suffices to show that this linear span is dense in L^2(ρ_∞). To this end, we suppose there exists g ∈ L^2(ρ_∞) such that ⟨e_{iξ} , g⟩_L2_{(ρ∞)} = 0, for all ξ ∈ R^d . Then, by standard application of Jensen’s inequality, g ∈ L^2(ρ_∞) implies that g ∈ L^1(ρ_∞) and hence (gρ_∞) ∈ L^1(R^d ). Thus (gρ_∞) is an integrable function with vanishing Fourier transform, and we conclude that g = 0 ∈ L^2(ρ_∞). Now, for any f ∈ Ker(Λ) we have that f ∗ ρ_Λ(x) = 0 a.e., which forces f(x) = 0 a.e. and thus f = 0 in L^2(~ρ_∞), which gives that Λ is a quasi-affinity. Finally, it remains to show that the intertwining relation P^Λ→ ~P holds. Using the fact that Λ ∈ B(L^2(R^d )), we have on the one hand, for f ∈ L^2(R^d ) and ξ ∈ R^d ,

F_{Pt Λf} (e^{−tB∗} ξ) = 1 | det(e^{tB} )| e^{−⟨Qtξ,ξ⟩/2}F_{Λf} (ξ) = 1 | det(e^{tB} )| e^{−⟨Qt ξ,ξ⟩/2}e^{−⟨(} ~^{Q∞−Q∞)ξ,ξ⟩/2}F_f (ξ) = 1 | det(e^{tB} )| e^{⟨(Q∞−Qt )ξ,ξ⟩/2}e^{−⟨} ~^{Q∞ξ,ξ⟩/2},

while on the other hand,

F_Λ ~_{Pt f} (e^{−tB∗} ξ) = λ(e^{−tB∗} ξ)F~_{Pt f} (e^{−tB∗} ξ) = 1 | det(e^{tB} )| e^{−⟨(} ~^{Q∞−Q∞)e−tB∗ ξ,e−tB∗ ξ⟩/2}e^{−⟨} ~^{Qtξ,ξ⟩/2}F_f (ξ),

where we used twice Lemma 4.5. Then, since

e^{−tB} Q_∞e^{−tB∗} =

�_∞ 0 e^{−(t+s)B} Qe^{−(t+s)B∗} ds =

�_∞ t e^{−sB} Qe^{−sB∗} ds = Q_∞ − Q_t

we get that

e^{−⟨(} ~^{Q∞−Q∞)e−tB∗ ξ,e−tB∗ ξ⟩/2}e^{−⟨} ~^{Qt ξ,ξ⟩/2} = e^{−⟨(} ~^{Q∞−} ~^{Qt)ξ,ξ⟩/2}e^{⟨(Q∞−Qt )ξ,ξ⟩/2}e^{−⟨} ~^{Qtξ,ξ⟩/2}

= e^{⟨(Q∞−Qt )ξ,ξ⟩/2}e^{−⟨} ~^{Q∞ξ,ξ⟩/2},

and thus we conclude that, for any f ∈ L^2(R^d ) and t ⩾ 0, F_{PtΛf} (e^{−tB∗} ξ) = F_Λ ~_{Pt f} (e^{−tB∗} ξ).

By the L^2-isomorphism of the Fourier transform we then deduce that, for any f ∈ L^2(R^d ) and t ⩾ 0, P_tΛf = Λ ~P_tf.

In particular, this holds for f belonging to C^∞_c (R^d ), the space of smooth, compactly supported functions on R^d and we have the inclusions C^∞_c (R^d ) ⊂_d L^2(ρ_∞) and C^∞_c (R^d ) ⊂_d L^2(~ρ_∞). Hence, by density and the continuity of all involved operators, the claimed intertwining also holds on L^2(~ρ). □

In the following we write, for a vector α ∈ R^d , D_α for the diagonal matrix with diagonal entries given by α. For α, δ ∈ R^d we denote by D_{αδ} = diag(α_1δ_1, . . . , α_dδ_d) = D_αD_δ.

Proposition 4.2. Let P be an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroup associated to (Q, B), and suppose that B = D_b, with b_i > 0 for all i. For any i ∈ {1, . . . , d} set

α_i = q_{∞,min} � q_{∞,max} q_{∞,min}

�_{bi/bmin}

and δ_i = q_{∞,min},

where q_{∞,min} and q_{∞,min} are the largest and smallest eigenvalues of Q_∞, respectively, and b_{min} is the smallest eigenvalue of B.

(1) We have D_α ≻ Q_∞ ≻ D_δ, and there exist matrices Q^{(α)}, Q^{(δ)} ≻ 0 such that

D_α =

�_∞ 0 e^{−sB} Q^{(α)}e^{−sB} ds, and D_δ =

�_∞ 0 e^{−sB} Q^{(δ)}e^{−sB} ds.

(2) The Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroups P^{(α)} and P^{(δ)} associated to (Q^{(α)}, B) and (Q^{(δ)}, B), respectively, are self-adjoint and P^{Λα}→ P^{(α)}, P^{(δ) Λδ}→ P , and P^{(δ) Λδ,α}→ P^{(α)} where, in the notation of Proposition 4.1, Λ_α = Λ_{Q→Q}(α) , Λ_δ = Λ_Q(δ)_{→Q}, and Λ_{δ,α} = Λ_Q(δ)_{→Q}(α) . Hence,

P^{Λα}→ P^{(α) Λ} ∗ δ,α Λ_δ

→ P and P^{(α) Λ} ∗ δ,α Λ_δ Λ_α

→ P^{(α)}.

(3) For x, ξ ∈ R^d Λ^∗_{δ,α}Λ_δΛ_αe_{iξ} (x) = e^{−⟨D(α2−δ2 )/α) ξ,ξ⟩/2}e_{iξ}(D δ_α x).

Consequently, with t = b^{−1}_{min} log^{q∞,max}_{q∞,min} ,

Λ^∗_{δ,α}Λ_δΛ_α = P^{(α)}_t .

Proof. Writing I_d for the d-dimensional identity matrix we recall that, for the Löwner ordering of symmetric positive-definite matrices, q_{∞,max}I_d ≻ Q_∞ ≻ q_{∞,min}I_d. By definition of α it follows that the smallest eigenvalue of the diagonal matrix D_α is q_{∞,max}, from which we conclude that D_α ≻ q_{∞,max}I_d ≻ Q_∞. Next we recall that

�_∞ 0 e^{−s2B} ds = (2B)^{−1}. Since B, D_α, and e^{−sB} , for any s ⩾ 0, are diagonal matrices it follows that they commute. Setting Q^{(α)} = D_α + 2B = D_{α+2b} ≻ 0 we get that �_∞ 0 e^{−sB} Q^{(α)}e^{−sB} ds = D_α(2B)

�_∞ 0 e^{−s2B} ds = D_α.

Similarly, setting Q^{(δ)} = q_{∞,min}2B we get that

�_∞ 0 e^{−sB} Q^{(δ)}e^{−sB} ds = D_δ, which proves the first claim.

The intertwinings P^{Λα}→ P^{(α)}, P^{δ Λδ}→ P , and P^{δ Λδ,α}→ P^{(α)} then follow from Proposition 4.1 and the fact that D_α ≻ Q_∞ ≻ D_δ. The self-adjointness of P^{(α)} and P^{(δ)} is equivalent to the commutation identities Q^{(α)}B = BQ^{(α)} and Q^{(δ)}B = BQ^{(δ)}, respectively, see e.g. [27, Proposition 9.3.10]. Taking the adjoint of the identity P^{(δ) Λα,δ}→ P^{(α)} and using the self-adjointness of P^{(α)} and P^{(δ)} then yields P^{(α) Λ} ∗ α,δ → P^{(δ)}, which combined with the aforementioned intertwinings finishes the proof of the second claim. For the last claim we get, from the definition of Λ_α and Λ_δ that, for all x, ξ ∈ R^d ,

Λ_δΛ_αe_{iξ} (x) = e^{−⟨(Dα−Q∞)ξ,ξ⟩/2}Λ_δe_{iξ} (x)e^{−⟨(Dα−Q∞)ξ,ξ⟩/2}e^{−⟨(Q∞−Dδ )ξ,ξ⟩/2}e_{iξ}(x) = e^{−⟨Dα−δ ξ,ξ⟩/2}e_{iξ} (x). Next, we shall characterize the adjoint operator Λ^∗_{δ,α}. To this end we note that, since D_α ≻ D_δ ≻ 0, the invariant measures of P^{(α)} and P^{(δ)} admit Gaussian densities, which we denote by ρ^{(α)}_∞ and ρ^{(δ)}_∞ , respectively. Let us formally define, for f ∈ L^2(ρ^{(δ)}_∞ ), the operator Λ^∗_{δ,α} : L^2(ρ^{(δ)}_∞ ) → L^2(ρ^{(α)}_∞ ) by

(4.7) Λ^∗_{δ,α}f(x) = 1 ρ^{(α)}_∞ (x)

(fρ^{(δ)}_∞ ) ∗ ρ_{δ,α}(x), x ∈ R^d , 18

where ρ_{δ,α} is the Gaussian density satisfying F_{ρδ,α} (ξ) = e^{−⟨(Dα−Dδ )ξ,ξ⟩/2} = e^{−⟨Dα−δ ξ,ξ⟩/2}, which is welldefined due to D_α − D_δ = D_{α−δ} ≻ 0. Then, for non-negative functions f ∈ L^2(ρ^{(δ)}_∞ ) and g ∈ L^2(ρ^{(α)}_∞ ),

⟨Λ^∗_{δ,α}f, g⟩_{L2(ρ}(α)_{∞ )} = ⟨(fρ^{(δ)}_∞ ) ∗ ρ_{δ,α}, g⟩_L2_{(R}d_) = � R^d � R^d

f(y)ρ^{(δ)}_∞ (y)ρ_{δ,α}(x − y)dy � g(x)dx = � R^d � R^d

g(x)ρ_{δ,α}(y − x)dx � f(y)ρ^{(δ)}_∞ (y)dy = ⟨f, Λ_{δ,α}g⟩_{L2 (ρ}(δ)_{∞ )}

where we used Fubini’s theorem and the symmetry of the density ρ_{δ,α}. By decomposing any f ∈ L^2(ρ^{(δ)}_∞ ) and g ∈ L^2(ρ^{(α)}_∞ ) into the difference of non-negative functions it follows that the above holds for all f ∈ L^2(ρ^{(δ)}_∞ ) and g ∈ L^2(ρ^{(α)}_∞ ), so that indeed Λ^∗_{δ,α} is the L^2(ρ^{(δ)}_∞ ) adjoint of the operator Λ_{δ,α}. By substituting the expression for the densities in (4.7) we find that

Λ^∗_{δ,α}e_{iξ}(x) = (2π)^{−d/2} � det D_α det D_δ det D_{α−δ} e^{⟨D−1α x,x⟩/2} � R^d

e^{i⟨ξ,y⟩}e^{−⟨D−1δ y,y⟩/2}e^{−⟨(Dα−δ )−1 (x−y),(x−y)⟩/2}dy = (2π)^{−d/2} (det D δ(α−δ)_α )^{1/2} e^{⟨(D 1}α^{−(Dα−δ )−1)x,x⟩/2} � R^d

e^{⟨(Dα−δ )−1 x+iξ,y⟩}e^{−⟨(D−1δ +(Dα−δ )−1)y,y⟩/2}dy

= (2π)^{−d/2} (det D δ(α−δ)_α )^{1/2} e^{−⟨D δα(α−δ) x,x⟩/2} � R^d

e^{⟨D 1α−δ x+iξ,y⟩}e^{−⟨D} −1 δ(α−δ) α y,y⟩/2 dy = e^{−⟨D δα(α−δ) x,x⟩/2}e^{⟨D δ(α−δ)}α^{(D 1α−δ x+iξ),D 1α−δ x+iξ⟩/2}

= e^{−⟨D δα(α−δ) x,x⟩/2}e^{⟨D δα(α−δ) x,x⟩/2}e^{i⟨ξ,D δ}α^{x⟩}e^{−⟨D δ(α−δ)}α^{ξ,ξ⟩/2} = e^{i⟨ξ,D δ}α^{x⟩}e^{−⟨D δ(α−δ)}α^{ξ,ξ⟩/2}, where in the second equality we expanded the quadratic form, and we repeatedly used some standard properties of diagonal matrices. Putting things together, we deduce that

Λ^∗_{δ,α}Λ_δΛ_αe_{iξ} (x) = e^{i⟨ξ,D δ}α^{x⟩}e^{−⟨(Dα−δ +D δ(α−δ)}α^{)ξ,ξ⟩/2} = e^{i⟨ξ,D δ}α^{x⟩}e^{−⟨D(α2 −δ2 )/αξ,ξ⟩/2}. Next, we note that P^{(α)}_t e_{iξ} (x) = e^{i⟨ξ,e−tB x⟩}e^{−⟨Qαt ξ,ξ⟩/2}.

Since B = D_b we get, by definition of α, δ and t, that the identity e^{−tDb} = D δ_α is satisfied. Using the identity Q^{(α)}_t = Q^{(α)}∞ − e^{−tDb} Q^{(α)}∞ e^{−tDb} = D_α − e^{−tDb} D_αe^{−tDb} and substituting e^{−tDb} = D δ_α we find that

Q^{(α)}_t = D_α − D δ_α D_αD δ_α = D_α − D_δ2_{/α} = D_{(α}2_{−δ}2_{)/α}.

This gives that Λ^∗_{δ,α}Λ_δΛ_αe_{iξ} (x) = P^{(α)}_t e_{iξ} (x) and, as the Fourier transform uniquely characterizes probability measures, the proof is complete. □

We are now able to give the proof of Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Since B is diagonalizable with similarity matrix V we have that V BV^{−1} = D_b, where b ∈ R^d is the vector of eigenvalues of B with b_i > 0 for all i. Under this change of coordinates, (Q, B) gets mapped to (V QV^∗, D_b) and a simple calculation shows that Q_∞ then gets mapped to V Q_∞V^∗. The change of coordinates map Φ_V f(x) = f(V^{−1}x) is a unitary operator from L^2(ρ_∞) to L^2(ρ^{ΦV}_∞ ), where ρ^{ΦV}_∞ denotes the image density of ρ_∞ under Φ_V , i.e. for x ∈ R^d , ρ^{ΦV}_∞ (x) =^1_{| det V |} ρ_∞(Φ_V (x)). Hence if we prove the desired result for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroup P associated to (V QV^∗, D_b) then, since P_t = Φ_V^{−1}P_tΦ_V we get, by Proposition 2.1 and the unitarity of Φ_V , that the claims hold for the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroup P associated to (Q, B). Thus, we suppose that B = D_b with b_i > 0 for all i. We aim to invoke Theorem 2.2 and to this end, since B is diagonal, Proposition 4.2(2) furnishes the intertwinings P^{Λα}→ P^{(α) Λ} ∗ δ,α Λ_δ

→ P , where P^{(α)} is the non-degenerate Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroup associated to (Q^{(α)}, B), see the notation therein. From Proposition 4.1 we have that Λ_α, Λ_δ, and Λ_{δ,α} are quasi-affinities, and hence Λ^∗_{δ,α}Λ_δ is also a quasi-affinity which proves that the intertwinings are proper. Next, Proposition 4.2(3) gives that the function m : σ(A^{(α)}) → C , in the notation of Theorem 2.2 and where −A^{(α)} is the generator of P^{(α)}, is given by

m(γ) = e^{−γt},

with t =^1_{bmin} log^{q∞,max}_{q∞,min} =^1_{bmin} log κ(Q_∞). However, from [30, Theorem 3.4] we get that γ_1 = b_{min}, and thus t =^1_{γ1} log κ(Q_∞) as claimed. Now, for any t > t, γ → e^{−γt} m(γ)

= e^{−γ(t−t)} ∈ L^∞(σ(A^{(α)})),

and plainly sup Re(γ)⩾γ_1

e^{−γ(t−t)} = e^{−γ1(t−t)}.

Next, Proposition 4.1 gives that ‖Λ_α‖_{L2(ρ}(α)_{∞ )→L2 (ρ∞)} = 1 and ‖Λ^∗_{δ,α}Λ_δ‖_{L2(ρ∞)→L2 (ρ}(α)_{∞ )} ⩽ 1. To deduce that ‖Λ^∗_{δ,α}Λ_δ‖_{L2(ρ∞)→L2 (ρ}(α)_{∞ )} = 1 it suffices to observe that Λ^∗_{δ,α}1 = 1, which follows from Equation (4.7) and the identity ρ^{(δ)}∞ ∗ ρ_{δ,α} = ρ^{(α)}∞ , with the notation therein. Consequently, invoking Theorem 2.2 we deduce that, for any f ∈ L^2(ρ_∞) and t > t,

‖P_tf − P_∞f‖_L2_{(ρ∞)} ⩽ e^{−γ1(t−t)}‖f − P_∞f‖_L2_{(ρ∞)} = κ(Q_∞)e^{−γ1t}‖f − P_∞f‖_L2_{(ρ∞)}.

However, for 0 ⩽ t ⩽ t we have that κ(Q_∞)e^{−γ1t} ⩾ 1 and thus, by the contractivity of P on L^2(ρ_∞), it follows that the hypocoercive estimate holds for all t ⩾ 0. Finally, as remarked before the theorem, we have that P_∞f(x) = � R^d f(x)ρ∞(x)dx. □

4.7. Proof of Theorem 3.2. In this proof we use standard properties of tensor products of semigroups and generators, see for instance [5, Section 1.15.3]. Let us write P^{(i)} for the one-dimensional factors of the product semigroup P . By [12, Proposition 3.6] we get that, for each i = 1, . . . , d, there exists a one-

dimensional classical Jacobi semigroup ~P^{(m,i)} = (e^{−t}~^{Am,i} )_{t⩾0} on L^2(β_m) such that P^{(i) Λm,i}→ ~P^{(m,i)}

~Λ_{m,i} → P^{(i)}, where Λ_{m,i} ∈ B(L^2(β_m), L^2(β_i)) and ~Λ_{m,i} ∈ B(L^2(β_i), L^2(β_m)) are quasi-affinities with operator norm 1, such that ~Λ_{m,i}Λ_{m,i} = F_m( ~A_{m,i}),

see Proposition 3.5 and Lemma 3.10, respectively, of the same paper, and where we note that the quantity d, in the notation therein, may be taken to be 1. Since the parameter m is common to all factors of the

product semigroup we get, by tensorization, the intertwinings P^{Λm}→ ~P^{(m)}

~Λ_m → P , where Λ_m acts on f ∈ L^2(β) via Λ_mf(x) = Λ_{m,1}f_1(x_1) · · · Λ_{m,d}f_d(x_d), and similarly for ~Λ_m, and plainly both Λ_m and ~Λ_m are also quasiaffinities, hence proper linear operators. Next, the fact that F_m ∈ L^∞(σ( ~A_m)) follows from F_m being the Laplace transform of a probability measure on [0, ∞), see Section 3.7 in the same paper, so that |F_m(γ)| < ∞ for any Re(γ) ⩾ 0. Recall that σ( ~A_m) = {γ_n = n(n − 1) + γ_1n; n ∈ N} and thus, for γ_1t ⩾ log^{γ1(m+1)}_{2(γ1 −m+1)} ,

sup_{γ⩾γ1} e^{−γt} F_m(γ)

= sup_{n⩾1} e^{−γnt} F_m(γ_n)

⩽ sup_{n⩾1} e^{−nγ1t} F_m(γ_n) ⩽ m (γ_1 − 1) (γ_1 − m) e^{−γ1t},

see Equation (3.41) in [12]. Hence, by Theorem 2.2, we deduce the convergence to equilibrium estimate

(4.8) ‖P_tf − P_∞f‖_L2_{(β)} ⩽ m

(γ_1 − 1) (γ_1 − m) e^{−γ1t}‖f − P_∞f‖_L2_{(β)},

which is valid for all f ∈ L^2(β) and t ⩾^1_{γ1} log^{γ1(m+1)}_{2(γ1−m+1)} . However, for any 0 ⩽ t <^1_{γ1} log^{γ1(m+1)}_{2(γ1 −m+1)} it is straightforward to check that the constant in front of the exponential in (4.8) is strictly greater than 1 so that, by the contractivity of P , the estimate (4.8) holds for all f ∈ L^2(β) and t ⩾ 0. Recalling that P_∞f = � [0,1]^d f(x)β(x)dx we complete the proof of the claimed hypocoercive estimate. 20

References

[1] F. Achleitner, A. Arnold, and E. A. Carlen. On multi-dimensional hypocoercive BGK models. Kinet.

Relat. Models, 11(4):953–1009, 2018.

[2] J.-P. Antoine and C. Trapani. Some remarks on quasi-Hermitian operators. J. Math. Phys., 55(1):013503, 17, 2014.

[3] A. Arnold, A. Einav, and T. Wöhrer. On the rates of decay to equilibrium in degenerate and defective Fokker-Planck equations. J. Differential Equations, 264(11):6843–6872, 2018.

[4] A. Arnold and J. Erb. Sharp entropy decay for hypocoercive and non-symmetric Fokker-Planck equations with linear drift. arXiv e-prints, page arXiv:1409.5425, Sep 2014.

[5] D. Bakry, I. Gentil, and M. Ledoux. Analysis and geometry of Markov diffusion operators, volume 348 of Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer, Cham, 2014.

[6] F. Baudoin. Bakry-Émery meet Villani. J. Funct. Anal., 273(7):2275–2291, 2017. [7] A. Ben-Israel and T. N. E. Greville. Generalized inverses, volume 15 of CMS Books in Mathematics/Ouvrages de Mathématiques de la SMC. Springer-Verlag, New York, second edition, 2003. Theory and applications.

[8] Y. M. Berezansky, Z. G. Sheftel, and G. F. Us. Functional analysis. Vol. II, volume 86 of Operator Theory: Advances and Applications. Birkhäuser Verlag, Basel, 1996. Translated from the 1990 Russian original by Peter V. Malyshev.

[9] V. I. Bogachev. Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operators and semigroups. Uspekhi Mat. Nauk, 73(2(440)):3–74, 2018.

[10] E. Bouin, J. Dolbeault, S. Mischler, C. Mouhot, and C. Schmeiser. Hypocoercivity without confinement.

08 2017.

[11] C. Burnap and P. F. Zweifel. A note on the spectral theorem. Integral Equations Operator Theory, 9(3):305–324, 1986.

[12] P. Cheridito, P. Patie, A. Srapionyan, and A. Vaidyanathan. On non-local ergodic Jacobi semigroups:

spectral theory, convergence-to-equilibrium, and contractivity. available on Arxiv, 2019. [13] M. C. H. Choi and P. Patie. Analysis of non-reversible Markov chains via similarity orbit. Submitted, page 28, 04 2018.

[14] M. C. H. Choi and P. Patie. Skip-free Markov chains. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 371(10), 7301-7342, 2019.

[15] E. B. Davies. One-parameter semigroups, volume 15 of London Mathematical Society Monographs.

Academic Press, Inc. [Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Publishers], London-New York, 1980. [16] J. Dolbeault, C. Mouhot, and C. Schmeiser. Hypocoercivity for linear kinetic equations conserving mass. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 367(6):3807–3828, 2015.

[17] J. Dolbeault, and X. Li. φ-entropies: convexity, coercivity and hypocoercivity for Fokker-Planck and kinetic Fokker-Planck equations. Math. Models Methods Appl. Sci., 28(13):2637–2666, 2018.

[18] N. Dunford. Spectral operators. Pacific J. Math., 4:321–354, 1954.

[19] N. Dunford. A survey of the theory of spectral operators. Bull. Amer. Math. Soc., 64:217–274, 1958. [20] N. Dunford and J. T. Schwartz. Linear operators. Part III. Wiley Classics Library. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, 1988. Spectral operators, With the assistance of William G. Bade and Robert G. Bartle, Reprint of the 1971 original, A Wiley-Interscience Publication.

[21] K.-J. Engel and R. Nagel. One-parameter semigroups for linear evolution equations, volume 194 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, New York, 2000. With contributions by S. Brendle, M. Campiti, T. Hahn, G. Metafune, G. Nickel, D. Pallara, C. Perazzoli, A. Rhandi, S. Romanelli and R. Schnaubelt.

[22] S. Gadat and L. Miclo. Spectral decompositions and L^2 -operator norms of toy hypocoercive semi-groups.

Kinet. Relat. Models, 6(2):317–372, 2013.

[23] M. Grothaus and P. Stilgenbauer. Hilbert space hypocoercivity for the Langevin dynamics revisited.

Methods Funct. Anal. Topology, 22(2):152–168, 2016.

[24] M. Grothaus and F.-Y. Wang. Weak Poincaré inequalities for convergence rate of degenerate diffusion processes. Ann. Probab., to appear, page arXiv:1703.04821, 2017.

[25] M. P. Gualdani, S. Mischler, and C. Mouhot. Factorization of non-symmetric operators and exponential H-theorem. Mém. Soc. Math. Fr. (N.S.), (153):137, 2017.

[26] T. Lelièvre, F. Nier, and G. A. Pavliotis. Optimal non-reversible linear drift for the convergence to equilibrium of a diffusion. J. Stat. Phys., 152(2):237–274, 2013.

[27] L. Lorenzi and M. Bertoldi. Analytical methods for Markov semigroups, volume 283 of Pure and Applied Mathematics (Boca Raton). Chapman & Hall/CRC, Boca Raton, FL, 2007.

[28] A. Lunardi. On the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator in L^2 spaces with respect to invariant measures.

Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 349(1):155–169, 1997.

[29] G. Metafune. L^p-spectrum of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operators. Ann. Scuola Norm. Sup. Pisa Cl. Sci. (4), 30(1):97–124, 2001.

[30] G. Metafune, D. Pallara, and E. Priola. Spectrum of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operators in L^p spaces with respect to invariant measures. J. Funct. Anal., 196(1):40–60, 2002.

[31] G. Metafune, J. Prüss, A. Rhandi, and R. Schnaubelt. The domain of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck operator on an L^p-space with invariant measure. Ann. Sc. Norm. Super. Pisa Cl. Sci. (5), 1(2):471–485, 2002.

[32] L. Miclo. On hyperboundedness and spectrum of Markov operators. Invent. Math., 200(1):311–343, 2015.

[33] L. Miclo and P. Patie. On a gateway between continuous and discrete Bessel and Laguerre processes.

Annales Henri Lebesgue, to appear, page 41pp., 2018.

[34] L. Miclo and P. Patie. On completely monotone intertwining relations and convergence to equilibrium for general Markov processes. Working paper, 2019.

[35] S. Mischler and C. Mouhot. Exponential stability of slowly decaying solutions to the kinetic-Fokker- Planck equation. Arch. Ration. Mech. Anal., 221(2):677–723, 2016.

[36] P. Monmarché. Generalized Γ Calculus and Application to Interacting Particles on a Graph. Potential Anal., 50(3):439–466, 2019.

[37] M. Ottobre, G. A. Pavliotis, and K. Pravda-Starov. Some remarks on degenerate hypoelliptic Ornstein- Uhlenbeck operators. J. Math. Anal. Appl., 429(2):676–712, 2015.

[38] P. Patie and M. Savov. Spectral expansion of non-self-adjoint generalized Laguerre semigroups. Mem.

Amer. Math. Soc., to appear, page 179pp., 2019.

[39] P. Patie, M. Savov, and Y. Zhao. Intertwining, excursion theory and Krein theory of strings for nonself-adjoint Markov semigroups. Ann. Probab., to appear, 51 p., 2019.

[40] W. Rudin. Functional analysis. International Series in Pure and Applied Mathematics. McGraw-Hill, Inc., New York, second edition, 1991.

[41] R. L. Schilling, R. Song, and Z. Vondraček. Bernstein functions, volume 37 of De Gruyter Studies in Mathematics. Walter de Gruyter & Co., Berlin, second edition, 2012. Theory and applications.

[42] B. Sz.-Nagy, C. Foias, H. Bercovici, and L. Kérchy. Harmonic analysis of operators on Hilbert space.

Universitext. Springer, New York, enlarged edition, 2010.

[43] D. Talay. Stochastic Hamiltonian systems: exponential convergence to the invariant measure, and discretization by the implicit Euler scheme. Markov Process. Related Fields, 8(2):163–198, 2002. Inhomogeneous random systems (Cergy-Pontoise, 2001).

[44] G. Teschl. Mathematical methods in quantum mechanics, volume 157 of Graduate Studies in Mathematics. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, second edition, 2014. With applications to Schrödinger operators.

[45] C. Villani. Hypocoercivity. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc., 202(950):iv+141, 2009.

School of Operations Research and Information Engineering, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 14853. E-mail address: pp396@cornell.edu

Center for Applied Mathematics, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY, 14853. E-mail address: av395@cornell.edu