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NON-EXISTENCE OF RADIAL EIGENFUNCTIONS

FOR THE PERTURBED HEISENBERG SUBLAPLACIAN

LUCA FANELLI, HARUYA MIZUTANI, LUZ RONCAL, AND NICO MICHELE SCHIAVONE

Abstract. We prove uniform resolvent estimates in weighted !2-spaces for radial solutions of the sub-

laplacian L on the Heisenberg group H
3 . �e proofs are based on the multipliers methods, and strongly

rely on the use of suitable multipliers and of the associated Hardy inequalities. �e constants in our in-

equalities are explicit and depend only on the dimension 3 . As application of the method, we obtain some

suitable smallness and repulsivity conditions on a complex radial potential+ on H
3 such that L ++ has

no radial eigenfunctions.

1. Introduction

In this manuscript, we are interested in the following inhomogeneous Helmholtz equation for the
sublaplacian L in the Heisenberg group H

3

(1.1) −LD + _D = 5

where 3 ≥ 1, D, 5 : H3 → C, and _ ∈ C. Merely assuming 5 ∈ � −1 (H3), we can make sense of the
weak formulation in � 1 (H3) of equation (1.1): we say that D is a solution of (1.1) if D ∈ � 1 (H3 ) and

(1.2) −〈∇HE,∇HD〉 + _〈E,D〉 = 〈E, 5 〉

for all E ∈ � 1 (H3 ), see Section 2 for the notation. With a customary abuse of notation, in the le�-hand
side 〈·, ·〉 denotes the inner product on !2 (H3), and in the right-hand side the duality pairing between
� 1 (H3) and its dual � −1 (H3 ).

In the Euclidean se�ing, equation (1.1) reads as

(1.3) ΔD + _D = 5

with D, 5 : R3 → C, and _ ∈ C. �e above equation is probably the strongest link between Spectral
�eory, Fourier Analysis and Partial Differential Equations. When 5 = +D, with + : R3 → C, this is
the eigenvalue equation associated to the operator −Δ + + , which is possibly non self-adjoint, since
+ is complex-valued. Recently, due to the introduction of quantum mechanical models described by
non-self-adjoint Hamiltonians (see e.g. [1,5,47]), an increasing interest of the mathematical community
has been devoted to the associated spectral analysis (we mention, among others, [10, 11, 19–22, 27, 28,
30, 42, 48] and the references therein). Some basic questions about the spectrum of these Hamiltonians
are quite difficult to answer, since many classical tools such as the Spectral�eorem and the variational
methods are not available in the non-self-adjoint se�ing. Tipically, the most challenging problems con-
cern the point spectrum: for instance, when an external potential is present, it is desirable to determine
a suitable notion of smallness such that the potential is not able to create eigenvalues. Recently, in the
non-self-adjoint context, two particular strategies have proven to be quite useful at this aim: on the
one hand, the combination of suitable resolvent estimates with the Birman–Schwinger principle; on
the other hand, the so-called method of multipliers.
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1.1. Resolvent estimates and Birman–Schwinger principle. A�er the pioneer results by Simon
in [48], related with symmetric Hamiltonians, a breakthrough has been provided in the seminal work
by Frank [27], who introduced the so-called !? − !@ uniform resolvent estimates, a classical tool from
Fourier analysis and PDEs which mainly refers to the celebrated paper [40] by Kenig, Ruiz and Sogge,
and its further generalizations [34, 41, 45]. Combing these estimates with the Birman–Schwinger prin-
ciple (see [35] for a comprehensive picture of the principle), Frank showed that the point spectrum of
−Δ++ , with+ possibly complex-valued, is empty provided that ‖+ ‖!3/2 is sufficiently small. �e proof
of the uniform resolvent estimates strongly relies on the Fourier representation of solutions to (1.3),
which in the se�ing of the Heisenberg group is somehow tricky. Indeed, the group Fourier transform
of a function 5 ∈ !1 (H3 ) is the operator-valued function defined, for each _ ∈ R

∗, by

5̂ (_) := c_ ( 5 ) =
∫
H3

5 (I, C)c_ (I,F ) 3I 3C,

where c_ , for each _ ∈ R
∗ = R \ {0}, is an irreducible unitary representation of H3 realized on !2 (R3)

with action given by

c_ (I, C)i (b) = 48_C48 (G ·b+
1
2G ·~)i (b + ~)

for i ∈ !2 (R3) and I = G + 8~. As a fact, up to our knowledge, uniform estimates are not available in
the se�ing of the Heisenberg group for equation (1.1). We refer the reader to the renowned papers by
Folland and Stein [26], Jerison and Lee [37], and Frank and Lieb [29] for the related Hardy–Li�lewood–
Sobolev estimates at the zero-energy _ = 0.

1.2. Kato–Yajima estimates and multipliers method. In the a�empt to reach in the Heisenberg
context results on resolvent estimates and spectral stability akin to their Euclidean counterparts, we
will look for uniform resolvent estimates which can be proved by real analytical techniques. �is is the
case of weighted !2-estimates, for which a huge amount of results is available. Among them, in [39]
Kato and Yajima proved, along with other inequalities, that

(1.4)


|G |−1D



!2 (R3 ) ≤ � ‖ |G | 5 ‖!2 (R3 ) , _ ∈ C \ [0, +∞), 3 ≥ 3,

for some � > 0 independent on _, where D solves (1.3). Notice that the zero-energy version of (1.4) is

(1.5)


|G |−1(−Δ)−15 



!2 (R3 ) ≤ � ‖ |G | 5 ‖!2 (R3 ) , 3 ≥ 3,

or equivalently

(1.6)


|G |−15 



!2 (R3 ) ≤ � ‖ |G |Δ5 ‖!2 (R3 ) , 3 ≥ 3,

which is a weighted version of the well-known Rellich inequality (see [44]), namely

|G |−25 


!2 (R3 ) ≤ � ‖Δ5 ‖!2 (R3 ) , 3 ≥ 5.

�e proof by Kato and Yajima relies on the Fourier representation of solutions to (1.3); nevertheless,
Burq, Planchon, Stalker, and Tahvildar-Zadeh proved (1.4) in [6,7] by themultipliers method, which only
involves algebraic manipulations of equation (1.3). �is also permits to involve in [6,7] some repulsive
potentials with critical behavior with respect to the free scaling in the topic. Later, Barceló, Vega, and
Zubeldia proved in [4] a stronger estimate than (1.4). More precisely, if D is a solution to (1.3), denoting
by _ = _1 + 8_2, and

(1.7) D± (G) := 4±8 sgn(_2 )
√

|_1 | |G |D (G),
where sgn is the sign function defined in (2.6), the following estimate holds in the cone |_2 | ≤ _1:

(1.8) ‖∇D− ‖!2 (R3 ) ≤ � ‖ |G | 5 ‖!2 (R3 ) , 3 ≥ 3.

�e zero-energy case has to be understood as a weightedHardy–Rellich inequality (see for instance [8])
for a suitable gauge transformation on D. Notice that (1.8) scales as (1.4), namely if D: (G) := D ( G: ) for
: ∈ R, then 

|G |−1D:

2!2 (R3 ) = :

3−2 

|G |−1D

2
!2 (R3 ) ,



∇D−: 

2
!2 (R3 ) = :

3−2 ‖∇D− ‖2
!2 (R3 ) .
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On the other hand, (1.8) implies (1.4) in dimension 3 ≥ 3, thanks to the Hardy inequality

(1.9)

∫
R3

|D |2
|G |2 =

∫
R3

|D− |2
|G |2 ≤

(
2

3 − 2

)2 ∫
R3

|∇D− |2, 3 ≥ 3.

In dimensions 3 = 1, 2 estimate (1.8) fails, as well as (1.4). Indeed, their validity would imply absence
of eigenvalues for−Δ++ for sufficiently small+ , while it is known (see [43,�eoremXIII.11]) that even
compactly supported potentials + in general produce eigenvalues (the Laplacian is said to be critical).
Although (1.8) can be understood from the Fourier analytical viewpoint as a radiation condition for
solutions to the Helmholtz equation, the proof in [4] is inspired by the method introduced by Ikebe and
Saito in [36] and completely relies on real analytical techniques based onmultipliers methods. �is per-
mits the authors to involve electromagnetic perturbations in their statements, and obtain quite strong
informations from the point of view of sca�ering theory. To complete the picture, in [21] the authors
used techniques similar to the ones in [4] to get spectral information for non-self-adjoint Hamiltonians.

1.3. Aim of the paper. Moving into the se�ing of the Heisenberg group, it is natural to investigate
about the validity of inequalities in the same style as in (1.4), (1.5), (1.6), and (1.8). As argued above, the
Fourier analysis does not seem to help in understanding an estimate like (1.8), and finding an analogous
result in this way can be challenging. �erefore, we will here rely on the multipliers method.

Similarly to what happens for the Hardy inequality in the Heisenberg group, a first difficulty is
to understand what weights should be involved in such estimates. In fact, one may firstly wonder
whether (1.6) is valid for horizontal weights, i.e. functions depending only on the horizontal variable I.
Comparing with the horizontal Hardy inequality (3.5) below, one may wonder if an inequality like

(1.10)


|I |−15 



!2(I,C ) (H3 ) ≤ � ‖ |I |L 5 ‖!2(I,C ) (H3 )

can hold for some positive constant �. If (1.10) was true, then it would imply, by standard Kato-
smoothing, the following estimate

(1.11)


|I |−14−8BL 5 



!2B!
2
(I,C ) (H3 ) ≤ � ‖ 5 ‖!2(I,C ) (H3 )

for the Schrödinger evolution equation associated toL. Nevertheless, (1.11) cannot hold, since it would
contradict the existence of soliton-like solutions to the evolution flow generated by 4−8BL , as showed
by Bahouri, Gérard and Xu in [3] (see also [2], where some averaged Strichartz estimates are proved).
We conclude that (1.10) is necessarily false.

Another difficulty arises form the multipliers method itself: even though it has proved to be a robust
technique valuable in providing spectral information in various contexts (see e.g. [10,11,13,21]), unfor-
tunately it lacks of an abstract formulation and it turns out to be difficult to generalize. Formally, the
method relies on some precise algebraic manipulations of identities, obtained by the Helmholtz equa-
tion choosing suitable test functions (the multipliers of the method). As a consequence, it is a quite
delicate machinery and usually strongly sensitive to the model under consideration.

In our main �eorem 1, we succeed in finding the analogous of the estimates (1.4) and (1.8) in the
context of the Heisenberg group. However, due to the aforementioned technical difficulties arising
from the multipliers method, only under radial assumptions for the weak solutions of (1.1). Leveraging
on this result, in �eorem 2 we are able to exclude the existence of radial eigenfunctions for suitable
small, possibly complex, perturbation of the sublaplacian. �eorems 3, 4 and 5 are dedicated instead
to improve the first two results in the presence of real and/or repulsive potentials. It is not clear if a
different choice of the multipliers, or of the change of gauge D− , could let us approach also the general
case, or if on the contrary the multipliers method is not the most suitable one for the Heisenberg
group. Here we start a research program aiming to produce resolvent estimates, particularly weighted
!2-estimates, in H

3 . Different approaches will be explored by the authors in a subsequent work [23].
�is paper is structured as follows. In the next Section 2, a�er recalling some basic knowledge on

the Heisenberg group and the sublaplacian, we state our main results. Section 3 is devoted in recalling
(weighted) Hardy inequalities, crucial tools in our demonstration. Section 4 is dedicated to the proof of
�eorem 1, which constitutes a blueprint for the proofs of �eorems 2–5, considered in Sections 5–7.
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2. Main results

In dimension 3 ≥ 1, let H3 := C
3 × R be the 3-dimensional Heisenberg group endowed with the

usual metric structure induced by the Koranyi norm

(2.1) | (I, C) |H := ( |I |4 + C2)1/4, (I, C) ∈ H
3 ,

as well as the group law

(I, C) (I′, C ′) :=
(
I + I′, C + C ′ + 2 Im(I · I′)

)
,

being I · I′ = I1I
′
1 + · · · + I3I′3 with I, I′ ∈ C

3 . We will regard H
3 as a measure space together with

the Haar measure, i.e. nothing else than the Lebesgue measure 3I 3C on C
3 ×R. From now on we will

make use of the natural identification C
3 ≃ R

23 , thanks to which we can write

C
3 ∋ (I1, . . . , I3) = I ≃ (G,~) = (G1, . . . , G3 , ~1, . . . , ~3 ) ∈ R

23,

where

G 9 = Re I 9 , ~ 9 = Im I 9 , |I |2 = |G |2 + |~ |2.
Hence we can introduce, for 9 ∈ {1, . . . , 3}, the (23 + 1) le�-invariant vector fields

- 9 :=
m

mG 9
+ 2~ 9

m

mC
, .9 :=

m

m~ 9
− 2G 9

m

mC
, ) :=

m

mC
,

and the spanD := span{- 9 , .9 } 9=1,...,3 which provides a sub-Riemannian structure onR23+1. �e above
vector fields satisfy, for any 9, : = 1, . . . , 3 , the commutation relations

(2.2) [- 9 , -: ] = [.9 , .: ] = 0, [- 9 , .: ] = −4X 9:),
where X 9: is the Kronecker’s delta. �e associated Laplacian, called sublaplacian, is the hypoelliptic
operator L defined by

L := −
3∑
9=1

(
- 2
9 + . 2

9

)
.

Using the notation

∇H := (-1, . . . , -3 , .1, . . . , .3 ),
the sublaplacian can be wri�en in the divergence form L = −∇H · ∇H. We will refer to the vector ∇H
as the horizontal gradient, since it does not involve the vertical direction generated by) = m

mC , whereas
∇ = (∇H,) ) is the (complete) gradient in the Heisenberg group.

Let us recall also the natural dilations X_ on the Heisenberg group, defined by

(2.3) X_ (I, C) = (_I, _2C).
Notice that this dilation has a good interactionwith the sublaplacian and the Haarmeasure, in the sense
that, taking (for instance) a smooth compactly supported function 5 ∈ C∞

0 (H3 ), then

L( 5 ◦ X_) = _2 (L 5 ) ◦ X_ .
�is means that L is homogeneous of degree 2, and for the Haar measure d we have

d (X_ (I, C)) = _&3I3C
where & = 23 + 2 is the homogeneous dimension of H3 .

We also introduce the Sobolev space � 1 (H3 ) of the functions D : H3 → C such that

‖D‖� 1 (H3 ) :=
(
‖D‖2 + ‖∇HD‖2

)1/2
< +∞

where ‖·‖ denotes the !2-norm, viz.

‖D‖ ≡ ‖D‖!2 (H3 ) :=

(∫
H3

|D |23I 3C
)1/2

.
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Following the nomenclature, e.g. in [31], in the present work a function 6 : H3 → C is defined to be
radial1 if there exists some function 60 : [0, +∞) → C such that

(2.4) 6(I, C) = 60 ( |(I, C) |H).
For a complete description of H3 , we address the reader to the standard reference [25].

Now, given _ = _1 + 8_2 ∈ C, and D : H3 → C, we define

(2.5) D± (I, C) := 4±8k (I,C )D (I, C), k (I, C) :=
√
3

2

Γ

(
3
2

)
Γ

(
3+1
2

) sgn(_2)√|_1 | | (I, C) |H ,

where Γ is the Euler Gamma function and

(2.6) sgn(F ) :=
{
F
|F | if F ≠ 0,

1 otherwise.

We are finally ready to state the first result of this paper.

�eorem 1. Let 3 ≥ 1 and let D ∈ � 1 (H3 ) be a radial weak solution of (1.1). �en, for any X > 0, the
following estimates hold:

(2.7) ‖∇HD‖ ≤ 1 + 1/X
3






 | (I, C) |
2
H

|I | 5






 , if |_2 | > X_1

and

(2.8) ‖∇HD− ‖ ≤  3 (X)





 | (I, C) |

2
H

|I | 5






 , if |_2 | ≤ X_1

where

(2.9)  3 (X) := min
W>0

©­
«
83 + 2 + W

√
X

43
+

√
(83 + 2 + W

√
X)2

1632
+
√
X

2W

ª®
¬
.

In particular, the uniform estimate

(2.10)






 |I |
| (I, C) |2

H

D






 ≤ ^3






 | (I, C) |
2
H

|I | 5







holds, where

(2.11) ^3 := min
X>0

max

{
1 + 1/X
32

,
 3 (X)
3

}
.

Remark 2.1. It is interesting to compare these estimates to their Euclidean counterparts, and to the
well-known Hardy-type inequality by Garofalo and Lanconelli in [31, Corollary 2.1], on which we will

return later in Section 3. First of all, notice that the weight
| (I,C ) |2

H

|I | is equal to the reciprocal of the

weight appearing in the Garofalo–Lanconelli inequality. �e geometrical meaning of this quantity is
soon explained: it is the ratio between the Koranyi gauge and the modulus of its horizontal gradient
(see (4.2) and (4.3)). Explicitly:

| (I, C) |2
H

|I | = | (I, C) |H ·
(

|I |
| (I, C) |H

)−1
=

| (I, C) |H
|∇H | (I, C) |H | .

In the Euclidean case, replacing | (I, C) |H with |G | and ∇H with ∇ in the right-hand side, this quantity
simply reduces to the weight |G | appearing on the right-hand side of (1.4). Formally, comparing (1.4)

1Notice that the literature is not unanimous in the use of this terminology: sometimes a function 6 : H3 → C is said to be

radial if there exists 60 : [0, +∞) ×R → C such that 6(I, C) = 60 ( |I |, C).
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and (2.10) (but also the Hardy inequalities (1.9) and (3.1)), one can switch from the Euclidean to the
Heisenberg case of these inequalities according to the table:

Euclidean Heisenberg

3 & = 23 + 2
|G | | (I, C) |H
∇ ∇H

|∇|G | | = 1 |∇H | (I, C) |H | = |I |
| (I,C ) |H

Clearly this comparison, even if evocative, must be taken with (more than) a grain of salt, since the
non-flat geometry of the Heisenberg group and its intrinsic structure make the situation much more
peculiar. For example, and this is crucial in our proof, whereas the Euclidean radial derivative can be

wri�en as a directional derivative, md =
∇|G |
|∇ |G | | · ∇, this is not true in the Heisenberg group, where the

natural radial derivative is related to the Euler vector field defined in (2.21) below. �is motivates the
introduction of a change of coordinates in the Heisenberg group (as we will do later, see Subsection
4.2.2). Finally, it should be noted that our result holds for any 3 ≥ 1, whereas the Euclidean one holds
for3 ≥ 3. �ese dimensional conditions are inherited by the respective ones on the Hardy’s inequalities
(the Euclidean Laplacian is critical for3 = 1, 2, and the EuclideanHardy’s inequality is not valid in these
dimensions). Again, one can see that the Euclidean condition 3 ≥ 3 becomes & ≥ 3 (and so 3 ≥ 1) in
the Heisenberg case.

Remark 2.2. �e Euclidean version of �eorem 1 is contained inside the proof of [21, �eorem 8],
although it is not stated as an a priori estimate. In addition, no optimization on the opening parameter
X of the cone |_2 | ≤ X |_1 | is provided in [21], where merely X = 1. We highlight that here we are giving
explicit constants in the estimates (2.7), (2.8), and (2.10), unlike [4, 6, 7, 21]. �is does not depend on
our radial assumption on the solution, and these constants are valid also in the Euclidean case, for any
D ∈ H

1 (R3), a�er replacing 3 with 3/2 − 1 in the above formulas (see next Remarks 2.3 and 2.5 too).
Up to our knowledge, this kind of result was totally unknown in the se�ing of the Heisenberg group.

Remark 2.3. By elementary calculus, it is easy to check that the minimum in the expression of  3 (X)
is a�ained when W = WX , where WX > 0 is the unique positive solution of the cubic equation

(2.12)
√
XW3X + (43 + 1)W2X − 3

2 = 0.

�erefore, we have

 3 (X) =
3

W2
X

,

or equivalently,  3 (X) is the unique positive solution of the equation

(2.13)
√
3X 3 (X)−3/2 + (43 + 1) 3 (X)−1 = 3.

As for ^3 , since
1+1/X
32

is strictly decreasing in X , while  3 (X )
3 is strictly increasing with respect to X ,

then there exists a unique positive X∗ such that

(2.14) ^3 =
1 + 1/X∗
32

=
 3 (X∗)
3

.

From (2.12) and (2.13) we see that (WX∗, X∗) is the unique positive solution of the system{
1+1/X
32

= 1
W2
,√

XW3 + (43 + 1)W2 − 32 = 0

which leads to

X2∗√
1 + X∗

+ 4X∗ =
1

3
, WX∗ =

3X∗
X∗ + 1

.(2.15)
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Equivalently, ^3 is the unique positive solution of the equation

(2.16)
^−2
3√

32 − ^−1
3

+ (43 + 1)^−13 = 32.

In the following table we show the explicit value of the constants X∗ and ^3 in some particular cases
(the values are approximated to the fi�h decimal place).

3 X∗ ^3

1 2.37340 · 10−1 5.21337
2 1.21514 · 10−1 2.30737
3 8.17278 · 10−2 1.47064
4 6.15799 · 10−2 1.07744
5 4.94043 · 10−2 8.49645 · 10−1

Again we stress that an explicit value for ^3 was not known even in the Euclidean case. To obtain
the Euclidean analogue it is enough to replace 3 with 3/2 − 1 above. It is an interesting open question
to establish whether the constant ^3 is optimal. Finally, it can be observed that X∗ and ^3 are strictly
decreasing to 0 as 3 → +∞, as per their implicit definition. Also, ^3 satisfies the naı̈f bound from below

(2.17) ^3 >

43 + 1

32

since from its implicit definition (2.16) one has 32 − (43 + 1)^−1
3

> 0.

As a consequence of�eorem 1, we can prove that the eigenfunctions of some complex perturbations
of L can not be radial, in the sense that if D ∈ � 1 (H3) is a radial solution of (L ++ )D = _D for some
_ ∈ C, then D ≡ 0.

Firstly, we recall thatL is the positive self-adjoint operator on !2 (H3) associated to the quadratic form

@0 [k ] :=
∫
H3

|∇Hk |2, � (@0) = � 1 (H3 ).

�e spectrum of L is purely continuous and given by f (L) = f2 (L) = [0, +∞), see e.g. [18] and the
references therein. Let now+ : H3 → C be a measurable function and assume + is subordinated to L,
with bound less than one, namely

(2.18) ∃ 0 < 1 such that

∫
H3

|+ | |k |2 ≤ 0
∫
H3

|∇Hk |2,

for allk ∈ � 1 (H3 ). �is implies that the quadratic form

@+ [k ] :=
∫
H3

+ |k |2, � (@+ ) :=
{
k ∈ !2 (H3) :

∫
H3

|+ | |k |2 < ∞
}

is relatively bounded with respect to @0, with bound less than 1. Consequently, one can define an
<-sectorial differential operatorL++ associated to the quadratic form@ := @0+@+ , since this is a closed
form (see [38, Chapter VI, �eorem 2.1]). �e subordination condition (2.18) needs to be understood in
terms of the Hardy inequalities on H

3 , to which we devote Section 3 below.
We have the following consequence of �eorem 1.

�eorem 2. Let 3 ≥ 1, let + : H3 → C be a measurable function satisfying (2.18). Assume that

(2.19)

∫
H3

| (I, C) |4
H

|I |2 |+ |2 |k |2 ≤ 12
∫
H3

|∇Hk |2,

for allk ∈ � 1 (H3 ) and for some positive constant 1 > 0 satisfying

(2.20) 1 <

1

3 ^3
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where ^3 is given by (2.11) or equivalently (2.16). �en, L ++ has no radial eigenfunctions.

Remark 2.4. When D = D0 ( | (I, C) |H) is a radial function, from an easy computation we get

−LD (I, C) = |I |2
| (I, C) |2

H

(
D′′0 ( | (I, C) |H) +

23 + 1

| (I, C) |H
D′0 ( | (I, C) |H)

)
,

showing that the sublaplacian does not preserve radial symmetry. On the one hand, this is aweakness of
�eorem 2, since it shows that there is no reason for which radial eigenfunctions should exist, even for
radial potentials+ . On the other hand, this opens an interesting question about the possible symmetries
of the eigenfunctions of −L ++ , which will be object of further investigation in the next future, with
a special a�ention devoted to the case of cylindrically symmetric potentials.

Remark 2.5. Comparing the above result with the Euclidean analogue in [21, �eorem 2] for the
Schrödinger Hamiltonian, we see that the bound (2.20) is be�er. Indeed, if one replaces3 by3/2−1 then
the above condition reads as 1 <

2
3−2 ^

−1
3/2−1, which is be�er than the bound 1 <

3−2
53−8 in [21, �eorem

2], as it easily follows from analogous arguments as before.

Remark 2.6. By Cauchy–Schwarz and the Hardy inequality (3.1), one can estimate

∫
H3

|+ | |k |2 ≤
(∫

H3

| (I, C) |4
H

|I |2 |+ |2 |k |2
) 1

2
(∫

H3

|I |2

| (I, C) |2
H

· |k |2

| (I, C) |2
H

) 1
2

≤ 1

3

∫
H3

|∇Hk |2,

and clearly (2.18) is automatically satisfied, if we assume (2.20) and we take (2.17) into account. To
obtain explicit examples of potentials+ satisfying (2.19), it is sufficient to involve the Hardy inequality
(3.1) to realize that the critical potential scaling is given by homogeneous functions like | (I, C) |−2

H
.

We now pass to some generalizations of�eorems 1 and 2, in which some symmetric perturbation of
order zero is also present, in order to detect a suitable smallness condition which fits with the physical
notion of repulsivity. Before doing this, we need to introduce the Euler vector field defined by

(2.21) E := I · ∇I + 2C mC ,

which characterizes the homogeneity on the Heisenberg group, in the sense that it is the only vector
field such that E5 = a 5 if 5 is a-homogeneous with respect to the Heisenberg dilation (2.3), explicitly
5 ◦ X_ = _a 5 . �en, we define the operator

md := | (I, C) |−1
H

E

which arises naturally in the literature as the radial derivative, in the Heisenberg se�ing, taken with
respect to the Koranyi gauge, and hence as a counterpart of the radial derivative G

|G | · ∇ from the Eu-

clidean case (see for instance [46, Section 3.1], but also Remark 4.3 below). Let us consider now the
equation

(2.22) −LD −+D + _D = 5 ,

where D, 5 : H3 → C, _ ∈ C, and the potential+ : H3 → R is a real-valued measurable function on H
3 .

�e weak formulation of (2.22) is now

(2.23) −〈∇HE,∇HD〉 − 〈E,+D〉 + _〈E,D〉 = 〈E, 5 〉.
Our next result is a generalization of �eorem 1, related to equation (2.22). We start with the case of

a positive potential. Below,, :,3
loc

(H3 ;R) stands for the usual Sobolev space of real-valued functions

5 ∈ !3 (H3 ) such that 5 and its weak derivatives up to order : have a finite !3 -norm.

�eorem 3 (Positive potentials). Let 3 ≥ 1, D ∈ � 1 (H3 ) be a radial weak solution of (2.22), with non-

negative potential+ ∈ !1
loc
(H3 ;R) ∩, 1,3

loc
(H3 ;R), and assume that there exists a constant 0 ≤ 1 < 1 such

that, for any k ∈ � 1 (H3 ), we have

(2.24)

∫
H3

[
md ( |(I, C) |H+ )

]
+ |k |

2 ≤ 12
∫
H3

|∇Hk |2,
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where [·]+ = max{0, ·}. �en, for any X > 0, the following estimates hold:

(2.25) ‖∇HD‖ ≤ 1 + 1/X
3






 | (I, C) |
2
H

|I | 5






 if |_2 | > X_1,

and

(2.26) ‖∇HD− ‖ ≤  3,1 (X)





 | (I, C) |

2
H

|I | 5






 if |_2 | ≤ X_1,

where

(2.27)  3,1 (X) := min
W>0

©­­«
83 + 2 + W

√
X

43 (1 − 12) +

√√√[
83 + 2 + W

√
X

43 (1 − 12)

]2
+

√
X

2W (1 − 12)
ª®®¬
.

In particular, the following uniform estimate holds:

(2.28)






 |I |
| (I, C) |2

H

D






 ≤ ^3,1






 | (I, C) |
2
H

|I | 5







where

(2.29) ^3,1 := min
X>0

max

{
1 + 1/X
32

,
 3,1 (X)
3

}
,

and  3,1 (X) is the constant in (2.27).

Remark 2.7 (Repulsive potentials). Notice that if+ ≥ 0 is repulsive, in the sense that md ( |(I, C) |H+ ) ≤
0, then 1 = 0 in (2.24) and the above result reduces to �eorem 1. Notice also that md ( |(I, C) |H+ ) =

+ + |(I, C) |H md+ = (1 + E)+ .

In the following result we allow a negative part for + .

�eorem 4. Let 3 ≥ 1, D ∈ � 1 (H3) be a radial weak solution of (2.22), with potential+ ∈ !1
loc
(H3 ;R) ∩

, 1,3
loc

(H3 ;R), and assume that there exist two constants 0 ≤ 11, 12 < 1 such that, for anyk ∈ � 1 (H3), we
have

(2.30)

∫
H3

+− |k |2 ≤ 121
∫
H3

|∇Hk |2

and

(2.31)

∫
H3

[md ( |(I, C) |H+ )]+ |k |2 ≤ 122
∫
H3

|∇Hk |2,

where +− = max{0,−+ }. �en, for any X > 0, the following estimates hold:

(2.32) ‖∇HD‖ ≤ 1 + 1/X
3 (1 − 121)






 | (I, C) |
2
H

|I | 5






 if |_2 | > X_1,

and

(2.33) ‖∇HD− ‖ ≤ "3,12 (X)





 | (I, C) |

2
H

|I | 5






 if |_2 | ≤ X_1,

where

(2.34) "3,12 (X) := min
W1>0

0<W2<1

63,X,12 (W1, W2)
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and 63,X,12 (W1, W2) := 0 +
√
02 + 1 , with

0 =

43 + 1 + W1
√
X

2 + 1
1−122

( √
X

83W2

)2
23 (1 − 122) (1 − W22 )

, 1 =

√
X

2W1 (1 − 122) (1 − W22 )
.

In particular, the following uniform estimate holds:

(2.35)






 |I |
| (I, C) |2

H

D






 ≤ `3,11,12






 | (I, C) |
2
H

|I | 5







where

(2.36) `3,11,12 := min
X>0

max

{
1 + 1/X

32 (1 − 121)
,
"3,12 (X)

3

}
,

and "3,12 (X) is the constant in (2.34).

Remark 2.8. Observe that if 11 = 12 = 0 in �eorem 4, we are not recovering the results in the
free case. �is is due to the presence of an additional term involving the negative part of + which
scales differently than the other terms, see (6.5) below. �e corresponding minimization problem of the
constants is quite more involved, see Remark 2.11 below.

Remark 2.9. �e regularity assumption + ∈ !1
loc
(H3) is the minimal requirement in order to give a

meaning to the weak formulation in (2.23). On the other hand, the assumption+ ∈, 1,3
loc

(H3 ) is needed
in order to produce a rigorous proof, a�er a regularization argument. We send the reader to the proof
of [10, �eorem 3.1], in which this argument is treated in detail, in the Euclidean se�ing (which does
not present relevant differences from our case, from the point of view of regularity).

Remark 2.10. Since+ is real, we only need to assume here the subordination condition on the negative
part (2.30) on +− , instead of (2.18). Indeed, the Friedrichs’ extension theorem allows to define the self-
adjoint differential operator L ++ associated to the natural quadratic form, which under assumption
(2.30) is positive.

Remark 2.11. �e shape of the constant "3,12 (X) is more complicated, compared with the free con-
stant  3 in (2.9), since it involves a double optimization problem. �e difference arises since we need
to estimate some terms involving + (see (6.5)) which live at a different scale with respect to the one
given by estimate (2.33). We stress that this problem does not exist if some additional sign condition is
assumed (e.g., if + ≥ 0, so that the term to estimate in (6.5) is null). In conclusion, we decided to write
(2.34) in such a general form, although the difficulty can be reduced in some specific cases.

We finally state our last theorem, which should be compared with �eorem 2, and where a radial
condition on the real part of the potential is also present.

�eorem 5. Let3 ≥ 1,+ ∈ !1
loc
(H3 ;C)∩, 1,3

loc
(H3 ;C), and assume that there exist non-negative numbers

0 ≤ 11, 12 < 1 and 13 satisfying

(2.37) 0 ≤ 13 < − 1

83
− 43 + 1

2

√
1 − 121 +

√[
1

83
+ 43 + 1

2

√
1 − 121

]2
+ 3 (1 − 122)

√
1 − 121

such that, for allk ∈ � 1 (H3),

(2.38)

∫
H3

[Re+ ]− |k |2 ≤ 121
∫
H3

|∇Hk |2 ,

(2.39)

∫
H3

[md ( |(I, C) |H Re+ )]+ |k |2 ≤ 122
∫
H3

|∇Hk |2 ,
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and

(2.40)

∫
H3

| (I, C) |4
H

|I |2 | Im+ |2 |k |2 ≤ 123
∫
H3

|∇Hk |2 .

�en L ++ has no radial eigenfunctions.

Remark 2.12. �eorem 5 is analogous to [21, �eorem 3] for the Euclidean case. For the regularity

requirement + ∈ !1
loc
(H3 ;C) ∩, 1,3

loc
(H3 ;C), the same discussion as in Remark 2.9 is valid. We stress

that one can ask the additional condition

121 + 122 +
13

3
< 1

to ensure that+ is subordinated, and hence to have the operatorL ++ well-defined. Indeed, (2.38) and
(2.39) in particular imply ∫

H3

| Re+ | |k |2 ≤ (121 + 122)
∫
H3

|∇Hk |2

whereas from (2.40) and the Hardy inequality (3.5) it follows that

(2.41)

∫
H3

| Im+ | |k |2 ≤
(∫

H3

| (I, C) |4
H

|I |2 | Im+ |2 |k |2
) 1

2
(∫

H3

|I |2

| (I, C) |4
H

|k |2
) 1

2

≤ 13

3

∫
H3

|∇Hk |2.

Remark 2.13. It is relevant to stress that the kind of radiality assumption for the solutions in the
theorems is a technical requirement introduced in order to apply the method of multipliers in the
Heisenberg se�ing, as will be clear later from our proofs. In the same way, the definition of radial
function as6(I, C) = 60 ( | (I, C) |H) is more appropriate than the definition as6(I, C) = 60 ( |I |, C) for which,
again, the methods and techniques in this paper do not work. �e radial hypothesis can be relaxed if
we stay outside the cone around the continuous spectrum of L: (2.7), (2.25) and (2.32) holds even in
the generic case, and perturbations of the sublaplacian, under the smallness assumptions in �eorem 2
and 5, do not create eigenvalues far away from the non-negative half-line (since there are no non-
vanishing solutions to (L ++ )D = _D for |_2 | > X_1 with suitable X > 0, see Sections 5 and 7).

�e real deal is the conic region |_2 | ≤ X_1: do estimates (2.8), (2.26) and (2.33) hold even for non-
radial solutions (possibly with a change of gauge different from (2.5))? Or at least the Kato–Yajima-type
estimates (2.10), (2.28) and (2.35)? �e answer to these questions will be object of further investigation
in a subsequent work [23].

3. Hardy ineqalities on H
3

We recall in this section some classic results on Hardy and weighted Hardy inequalities in the H3

se�ing, which will be useful in the sequel. First of all, we mention the celebrated work by Garofalo and
Lanconelli [31], in which the authors prove that

(3.1)

∫
H3

|I |2

| (I, C) |2
H

· |D |2

| (I, C) |2
H

≤
(

2

& − 2

)2 ∫
H3

|∇HD |2,

for any D ∈ � 1 (H3). �is estimate (cf. [31, Corollary 2.1]) represents the counterpart in the Heisenberg
group of the well-known Hardy inequality (1.9), which is among the most important mathematical
manifestations of the uncertainty principle from�antum Mechanics.

�e statement of (3.1) is quite intrinsically related to the sub-Riemannian structure ofH3 (it involves

a weight related to the fundamental solution of L, which is given by | (I, C) |−&+2
H

, see Folland [24]) and
the constant of the inequality is known to be sharp. Generalizations of estimate (3.1) are desirable, in
particular in the sense of the involved weights. For our purposes, we will need other than (3.1), also
its weighted version (3.4) below. However, it is nice to show the following much more general result
proved by D’Ambrosio [16] (see also [15, 17] and the references therein for a comprehensive picture).
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�eorem 6 ( [16, �eorem 3.1]). Let 3 ≥ 1, Ω ⊂ H
3 be an open set, and ℎ ∈ C1 (Ω;R23+1) be a vector

field such that divH ℎ > 0, where

divH ℎ := div (f)fℎ), f :=

(
I3 03 2~
03 I3 −2G

)
∈ M23×(23+1) (R).

�en the inequality

(3.2)

∫
Ω

|D |? | divH ℎ | 3I3C ≤ ??
∫
Ω

|fℎ |? | divH ℎ |−(?−1) |∇HD |? 3I3C

holds for any ? > 1, and D ∈ C1
0 (Ω).

In particular, se�ing

ℎ(I, C) = |I |?1 | (I, C) |−? (0+1 )
H

(
I,

C

2|I |2

)
(to be precise, one needs to employ also a standard approximation argument to cut the singularity of ℎ

when I = 0, see [16]), and since |∇H | (I, C) |H | = |I |
| (I,C ) |H (see (4.2) and (4.3) below), it follows the next

�eorem 7 ( [16, �eorem 3.2]). Let 3 ≥ 1, Ω ⊂ H
3 be an open set, ? > 1, and 0,1 ∈ R such that

&
? = 23+2

? > max{0, 1 + 2
? − 1}. �en the inequality

(3.3)

(
&

?
− 0

)? ∫
Ω

[
|∇H | (I, C) |H |1

| (I, C) |0
H

|D |
]?
3I3C ≤

∫
Ω

[
|∇H | (I, C) |H |1−1

| (I, C) |0−1
H

|∇HD |
]?
3I3C

holds for D in the closure of the space C∞
0 (Ω) w.r.t. the norm



|∇H | (I, C) |H |1−1 | (I, C) |1−0
H

∇HD



!? (Ω) .

Choosing in particular Ω = H
3 , 3 ≥ 1, ? = 2, 0 = 1 = 1, we recover the Garofalo–Lanconelli

inequality (3.1), whereas choosing Ω = H
3 , 3 ≥ 1, ? = 2, 0 = 1

2 and 1 = 1, we obtain its weighted
version

(3.4)

∫
H3

|I |2

| (I, C) |2
H

|D |2
| (I, C) |H

3I3C ≤
(

2

& − 1

)2 ∫
H3

| (I, C) |H |∇HD |23I3C,

which should be compared with its Euclidean counterpart∫
R3

|D |2
|G | 3G ≤

(
2

3 − 1

)2 ∫
R3

|G | |∇D |23G.

Even if they will not be employed in the current work, it is quite interesting to note that the result by
D’Ambrosio can be used also to generate Hardy’s inequalities with weights independent on the vertical
direction C . Indeed, plugging in (3.2) the choices

Ω = H
3 , ? = 2, ℎ(I, C) =

(
I

|I |2 , 0
)
=⇒ divH ℎ =

23 − 2

|I |2 , |fℎ | = 1

|I | ,

then (3.2) gives the horizontal Hardy inequality

(3.5)

∫
H3

| 5 |2
|I |2 ≤

(
2

23 − 2

)2 ∫
H3

|∇H 5 |2,

for any 5 ∈ � 1 (H3) and 3 ≥ 2. Analogously, plugging in (3.2) the choices

Ω = H
3 , ? = 2, ℎ(I, C) =

(
I

|I | , 0
)
=⇒ divH ℎ =

23 − 1

|I | , |fℎ | = 1,

we obtain the weighted horizontal Hardy inequality∫
H3

| 5 |2
|I | ≤

(
2

23 − 1

)2 ∫
H3

|I | |∇H5 |2,
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for any 5 ∈ � 1 (H3 ), and 3 ≥ 1. Again, an approximation argument should be used to make the proof
rigorous. Compared to theHardy inequality (3.1) by Garofalo and Lanconelli, (3.5) has a stronger weight
at the le�-hand side (obviously, |I |−2 ≥ |I |2 | (I, C) |−4

H
) but a worse constant (indeed, 2

&−2 =
1
3
<

1
3−1 ).

Notice that in the three cases, namely Euclidean Hardy’s inequality (1.9), Garofalo–Lanconelli in-
equality (3.1) and its horizontal version (3.5) by D’Ambrosio, the best constant of the inequality has the

usual shape
(

2
�−2

)2
, where the dimensional role � is played respectively by the Euclidean dimension 3

in (1.9), by the homogenous dimension& in (3.1), and by the horizontal dimension 23 in the case of (3.5).
Similarly in their weighted version.

For completeness, we cite the recent developments in [9] about magnetic Hardy inequalities in the
context of the Heisenberg group.

With (3.1) and (3.4) in our hands, we are ready to prove our main results.

4. Proof of Theorem 1

In the sequel, by the identification C
3 ≃ R

23 , the symbol I will be used for the vector (G,~) ∈ R
23 .

Also, for short we will always write the integrals∫
5 =

∫
H3

5 (I, C) 3I 3C, 5 : H3 → C,

and we will make use of the notation

(4.1) d := | (I, C) |H , ω :=
|I |

| (I, C) |H
.

It is straightforward to compute

(4.2) ∇H | (I, C) |H =
|I |2I + (~,−G)C

| (I, C) |3
H

, L|(I, C) |H = −(23 + 1) |I |2
| (I, C) |3

H

,

and hence

(4.3) |∇Hd | = ω, Ld = −(& − 1)ω
2

d
,

which should be compared to the Euclidean case |∇|G | | = 1, −Δ|G | = −(3 − 1) 1
|G | .

4.1. Proof of estimate (2.7). �e case |_2 | > X_1 splits into the two subcases _2 > X_1 and _2 < −X_1.
Let us firstly consider the case _2 > X_1. We may assume thatD ∈ � 1 (H3 ) is a non-null solution of (1.1)
(otherwise, estimate (2.7) is trivial). Let us choose E = D in (1.2) as test function: subtracting X times the
real part of the resulting identity from its imaginary part, we get

(4.4) (X_1 − _2)
∫

|D |2 = X
∫

|∇HD |2 + X Re
∫

D5 − Im

∫
D5 .

By Cauchy–Schwarz and the Hardy inequality (3.1), we estimate����X Re
∫

D5 − Im

∫
D5

���� ≤ (X + 1)
∫

|D | | 5 | ≤ (X + 1)



 d
ω
5








ωd D





 ≤ X + 1

3




 d
ω
5



 ‖∇HD‖ .

Plugging the last inequality in (4.4), we get

(4.5) 0 > (X_1 − _2) ‖D‖2 ≥ X ‖∇HD‖
(
‖∇HD‖ −

1 + 1/X
3




 d
ω
5




)

from which, since D is non-vanishing, estimate (2.7) necessarily follows.
In the case _2 < −X_1, a�er se�ing E = D in (1.2) and taking the imaginary part and X times the real

part, we add the two equations obtaining

(X_1 + _2)
∫

|D |2 = X
∫

|∇HD |2 + X Re
∫

D5 + Im

∫
D5

in place of (4.4). �en the proof proceeds in a completely analogous way as above.
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4.2. Proof of estimate (2.8). We assume now |_2 | ≤ X_1, and notice that then _1 ≥ 0. �e proof, which
is in part inspired by [21], is based on algebraic manipulations of equation (1.1) (or more precisely, of its
weak formulation (1.2)), and suitable choices of the test functions. For the sake of clarity, we first give
the proof assuming D, 5 to be smooth enough and compactly support; in a final step, we will remove
these regularity assumptions.

4.2.1. �e three identities. Let Φ1,Φ2,Φ3,1,Φ3,2 : H
3 → R be four sufficiently smooth functions. Choos-

ing E = Φ1D in equation (1.2), and taking the real part of the resulting identity, we get

(4.6) −1
2

∫
LΦ1 |D |2 −

∫
Φ1 |∇HD |2 + _1

∫
Φ1 |D |2 = Re

∫
5 Φ1D

where we used the identity

(4.7) 2 Re(D∇HD) = ∇H |D |2

and the integration by parts in the first term. Similarly, choosing E = Φ2D in equation (1.2), and taking
the imaginary part, we obtain the identity

(4.8) − Im

∫
∇HΦ2 · D∇HD + _2

∫
Φ2 |D |2 = Im

∫
5 Φ2D.

Finally, let us consider the skew-symmetric multiplier

(4.9) E = [L,Φ3,1]D − [) 2,Φ3,2]D = DLΦ3,1 − 2∇HΦ3,1 · ∇HD − D) 2
Φ3,2 − 2)Φ3,2)D

where ) 2 = )) . We are inspired by the Euclidean case, where one chooses the multiplier in the form

E = [−Δ,Φ3]D, with Φ3 (G) = |G |2
2 . On one hand we have that

−Re

∫
∇H ([L,Φ3,1]D) · ∇HD = − 1

2

∫
L2

Φ3,1 |D |2 + 2

∫
∇HD · ∇2

H
Φ3,1∇HD

+ 8 Re

∫
∇HΦ3,1 ·

(
03 I3

−I3 03

)
∇HD)D

(4.10)

where L2 = LL is the bi-sublaplacian, 03 and I3 are the 3-dimensional zero and identity matrix re-
spectively, ∇2

H
is the Hessian matrix

∇2
H
=

(
-8- 9 -8.9
.8- 9 .8.9

)
8, 9 ∈{1,...,3 }

and where we used the integration by parts combined with identity (4.7) and its analogue

2 Re(∇2
H
D∇HD) = ∇H |∇HD |2.

Similarly we also have

(4.11) Re

∫
∇H ([) 2,Φ3,2]D) · ∇HD =

1

2

∫
L) 2

Φ3,2 |D |2 + 2 Re

∫
∇H)Φ3,2 · ∇HD)D.

On the other hand

(4.12) Re

∫
_([L,Φ3,1]D)D = −2_2 Im

∫
∇HΦ3,1 · D∇HD

using again (4.7), the fact that Re(01) = Re0 Re1−Im0 Im1 for any 0, 1 ∈ C and thatΦ3,1 is real-valued,
and similarly

(4.13) Re

∫
_([) 2,Φ3,2]D)D = 2_2 Im

∫
)Φ3,2 · D)D.

Remark 4.1. Compared to the Euclidean case, from a technical point of view, the computations here
are complicated by the fact that the Hessian ∇2

H
is not symmetric, due to the commutation relations

(2.2), from which it originates the last term on the right-hand side of (4.10).
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Choosing the multiplier (4.9) in (1.2), considering the real part of the resulting identity multiplied by
a factor 1/2, and taking into account (4.10), (4.11), (4.12) and (4.13) we finally obtain the identity

Re

∫
∇HD · ∇2

H
Φ3,1∇HD − 1

4

∫ [
L2

Φ3,1 − L) 2
Φ3,2

]
|D |2

+ Re

∫ [
4∇HΦ3,1 ·

(
03 I3

−I3 03

)
+ ∇H)Φ3,2

]
· ∇HD)D

− _2 Im
∫

∇HΦ3,1 · D∇HD − _2 Im
∫
)Φ3,2 · D)D

=
1

2
Re

∫
5

[
LΦ3,1 −) 2

Φ3,2

]
D − Re

∫
5 ∇HΦ3,1 · ∇HD − Re

∫
5)Φ3,2 ·)D.

(4.14)

Roughly speaking, the idea of the multipliers method we are here employing is to recognize in the
equation (4.14) part of the square |∇H (4−8kD) |2 for some scalar function k , and to complete it adding
the symmetric identities with suitable choices of Φ1 and Φ2. At this aim, first of all we would like to
have ∇2

H
Φ3,1 = I23 in the first line of (4.14), and also to kill the bad term in the second line; therefore,

we choose

Φ3,1 (I, C) =
|I |2
2
, Φ3,2 (I, C) = C2,

so that our third inequality reads as

(4.15)

∫
|∇HD |2 − _2 Im

∫
D [I · ∇ID + 2C)D] = −(3 + 1) Re

∫
5 D − Re

∫
5 [I · ∇ID + 2C)D] .

Remark 4.2. Other than mere technical reason, there is a much more relevant and intrinsic argument
supporting the choice of the multiplier

(4.16) E =

[
L, |I |

2

2

]
D − [) 2, C2]D

as the adequate one, relying on the strong connection between the multipliers method and the Mourre
theory, as firstly noticed in [13] and reasoned in [12]. By analogy, let us firstly consider the Euclidean
case: here, the antisymmetric multiplier actually is, up to a constant factor, the generator of the (classic
Euclidean) dilations, namely

E =

[
−Δ, |G |

2

2

]
D = −8

(
G · ∇G +

3

2

)
D =: −28�D

where the dilation acts like X̃_ 5 (G) = 4
3
2 _ 5 (4_G) and X̃_ = 48_� .

When we turn to the Heisenberg case, we need to substitute the Euclidean dilation with the Heisen-
berg dilations, namely

X_ 5 (I, C) = 4
&
2 _ 5 (4_I, 42_C).

�e generator of dilations (X_ = 4
8_�H ) is now given by

�H := −8
(
I · ∇I + 2C) + &

2

)
,

and, in the light of this reasoning, is it not surprising now to notice that the multiplier (4.16) is actually
equal to E = −28�HD.

With the identity (4.15) in our hands, to continue our argument we would like to write

(4.17) I · ∇ID + 2C)D = � (I, C)∇Hk · ∇HD
for some non-null functions � and k . However, this is not possible without any assumption on D.
Indeed, it is readily checked that

∇Hk · ∇HD = ∇Ik · ∇ID + (~,−G))k∇ID + (~,−G)∇Ik)D + |I |2)k)D,
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and imposing (4.17) we get thatk should satisfy

∇I + (~,−G))k = �I, (~,−G) · ∇Ik + |I |2)k = �2C .

Multiplying the first one times (~,−G) and using the second one, one gets 2C� = 0: a contradiction. We
will assume D to be radial respect to the Koranyi norm, motivated also by the fact that

I · ∇I + 2C) = E = d md ,

where E is the Euler vector field (recall (2.21)) and md is the radial derivative with respect to the Koranyi
norm in (2.1). Here is also the key to choose this kind of radial functios rather than functions whose
radiality is with respect to the variable |I |. However, before doing this, it will be convenient to introduce
a suitable change of variables, and rewrite our identities accordingly.

4.2.2. �e change of variables. Let us consider the change of variables q : H3 \ Z → H
3 \ Z:

(I, C) = q (F,B) =
(
F

〈B〉1/2
,
B

〈B〉 |F |2
)
,

(F,B) = q−1(I, C) =
(
| (I, C) |H

|I | I,
C

|I |2

)
,

whereZ := {(I, C) ∈ H
3 : I = 0} is the center of the Heisenberg group, and 〈B〉 =

√
1 + B2 is the Japanese

brackets notation. �is change of variables satisfy the following identities:

(4.18) |F | = | (I, C) |H = d,
1

〈B〉 =
|I |2

| (I, C) |2
H

= ω
2, F̂ :=

F

|F | =
I

|I | =: Î,

where d and ω are defined in (4.1). �is means that the unit Koranyi sphere punctured at the north and
south poles, viz. {(I, C) ∈ H

3 \Z : d = 1}, is mapped by q−1 in the unit cylinder with respect to the new
coordinates, viz. {(F, B) ∈ H

3 \ Z : |F | = 1}; as a consequence, a radial function 5 (I, C) = 5 0 ( |(I, C) |H)
is a cylindrical function in the new coordinates, in the sense that ( 5 ◦ q) (F,B) = 5 0 ( |F |). Moreover,
the Garofalo–Lanconelli weight appearing in (3.1) now depends only on the new vertical variable B.

�e Jacobian matrix of this transformation is given by

Jq =

©­­­«

1

〈B〉1/2
I23 −1

2

B

〈B〉5/2
F

2
B

〈B〉F
|F |2

〈B〉3

ª®®®¬
=

©­­­­«

|I |
| (I, C) |H

I23 −1
2

|I |3

| (I, C) |4
H

CÎ

2
C

| (I, C) |H
Î

|I |6

| (I, C) |4
H

ª®®®®¬
and hence

|Jq | := | detJq | = |F |2

〈B〉3+1
,

∫
H3

5 (I, C)3I3C =
∫
R

23
∗ ×R

|Jq | 5 (q (F,B))3F3B.

On the other side, the Jacobian matrix of the inverse transformation is given by

Jq−1 =

©­­­­«

| (I, C) |H
|I |

[
I23 −

C2

| (I, C) |4
H

Î ⊗ Î
]

1

2

CÎ

| (I, C) |3
H

−2 CÎ|I |3
1

|I |2

ª®®®®¬
=

©­­­«
〈B〉 1

2

[
I23 −

B2

〈B〉2
F̂ ⊗ F̂

]
1

2

B

〈B〉
F̂

|F |
−2B 〈B〉 1

2
F̂

|F |
〈B〉
|F |2

ª®®®¬
.

Now, let us set u := D ◦ q , so that u(F,B) = D (q (F,B)) = D (I, C). By the chain rule

(∇I, mC )D (I, C) = (∇F, mB)u(F,B) · Jq−1

and hence

∇ID (I, C) = 〈B〉1/2
[
I23 −

B2

〈B〉2
F̂ ⊗ F̂

]
· ∇Fu(F,B) − 2B 〈B〉1/2 F̂

|F | mBu(F,B)

mCD (I, C) =
1

2

B

〈B〉
F̂

|F | · ∇Fu(F,B) +
〈B〉
|F |2 mBu(F,B).
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Denoting for short

(4.19) F⊥ := �F, I⊥ := �I = (~,−G), � :=

(
03 I3

−I3 03

)
,

we have

∇HD (I, C) = ∇ID (I, C) + 2I⊥)D (I, C)

= 〈B〉1/2 ∇Fu(F,B) − 〈B〉1/2
[
B

〈B〉 F̂ − 1

〈B〉 F̂
⊥
] [

B

〈B〉 F̂ · ∇Fu(F,B) + 2
〈B〉
|F | mBu(F,B)

]

=: ∇̃Hu(F,B).

Remark 4.3. Another meaningful change of variables, sometimes employed in the literature (see e.g.
[14, 32, 33]), is the one involving some modified spherical coordinates, namely

(I, C) = q̃ (d, \, o) = (d
√
sin\ l (o), d2 cos\ )

where the unit vector l (o) ∈ R
23 is given by

l (o) = (coso1, sino1 coso2, . . . , sino1 sino2 · · · coso23−1, sino1 sino2 · · · sino23−1)

and d ≥ 0, \ ∈ [0, c ], o = (o1, . . . , o23−2, o23−1) ∈ [0, c ] × · · · × [0, c ] × [0, 2c [.
Actually, we are essentially using this change of variables: indeed it is easy to switch from one to

the other observing that

d = |F |, l (o) = F̂, \ = arccos

(
B

〈B〉

)
,

1

〈B〉 = sin\,
B

〈B〉 = cos\ .

Moreover, the unitary vector 〈B〉−1 [BF̂ − F̂⊥] appearing in ∇̃H can be rewri�en as the action of a rota-
tion matrix on F̂ , viz.

B

〈B〉 F̂ − 1

〈B〉 F̂
⊥ = '\F̂, '\ :=

(
cos\ I3 − sin\ I3
sin\ I3 cos\ I3

)
.

Using the spherical change of variables q̃ it is also immediate to see that

d md = d
m

md
(I, C) · (∇I, mC ) = d (

√
sin\ l (o), 2d cos\ ) · (∇I, mC ) = (I, 2C) · (∇I, mC ) = E

justifying the connection between the Euler vector field and the radial derivative with respect to the
Koranyi gauge.

Exploiting the change of variables (I, C) = q (F, C), the three identities (4.6), (4.8) and (4.15) becomes
respectively

−1
2

∫
|Jq |L̃Ψ1 |u |2 −

∫
|Jq |Ψ1 |∇̃Hu |2 + _1

∫
|Jq |Ψ1 |u |2 = Re

∫
|Jq |fΨ1u,(4.20)

− Im

∫
|Jq |∇̃HΨ2 · u∇̃Hu + _2

∫
|Jq |Ψ2 |u |2 = Im

∫
|Jq |fΨ2u,(4.21) ∫

|Jq | |∇̃Hu |2 − _2 Im
∫

|Jq |F · u∇Fu = −(3 + 1) Re
∫

|Jq |fu − Re

∫
|Jq |fF · ∇Fu,(4.22)

where we set f = 5 ◦q , Ψ1 = Φ1 ◦q , Ψ2 = Φ2 ◦q and L̃ is L in the new variables (L̃Ψ1 := LΦ1). Notice
in particular that

(4.23) F · ∇Fu(F,B) = (I · ∇I + 2C mC )D (I, C)

and that F̂ · ∇F is the radial derivative with respect to the Koranyi norm in these coordinates.
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4.2.3. Radial assumptions. It is time to finally use our assumptions of radiality for the solutions to
proceed in the argument. Firstly notice that, for any radial function 6(F, B) = 60 ( |F |) it holds

∇̃H6 =
1

〈B〉1/2

[
1

〈B〉 F̂ + B

〈B〉 F̂
⊥
]
60A , |∇̃H6 | =

|60A |
〈B〉1/2

, L̃6 = − 1

〈B〉

(
60AA +

23 + 1

|F | 6
0
A

)
.

Assuming u(F,B) = u0 (A ), Ψ1 (F,B) = Ψ
0
1 (A ), and Ψ2 (F,B) = Ψ

0
2 (A ) with A = |F |, the identities (4.20),

(4.21) and (4.22) become respectively

1

2

∫ |Jq |
〈B〉

(
(Ψ0

1 )AA +
23 + 1

|F | (Ψ0
1 )A

)
|u0 |2 −

∫ |Jq |
〈B〉 Ψ

0
1 |u0

A |2 + _1
∫

|Jq |Ψ0
1 |u0 |2 = Re

∫
|Jq |fΨ0

1u
0,

− Im

∫ |Jq |
〈B〉 (Ψ0

2 )A · u0u0
A + _2

∫
|Jq |Ψ0

2 |u0 |2 = Im

∫
|Jq |fΨ0

2u
0,∫ |Jq |

〈B〉 |u0
A |2 − _2 Im

∫
|Jq | |F | · u0u0

A = −(3 + 1) Re
∫

|Jq |fu0 − Re

∫
|Jq |f |F |u0

A .

Let us write the following elementary computation as a lemma.

Lemma 1. Let U > 0. �en ∫ +∞

−∞

3B

〈B〉U+1
=
√
c

Γ
(
U
2

)
Γ

(
U+1
2

) ,
In particular, by Fubini–Tonelli �eorem, it follows∫

R3×R

| 5 (F ) |
〈B〉W+3+1

3F3B = �W+3,3

∫
R3×R

| 5 (F ) |
〈B〉3+1

3F3B, �U,V :=
Γ( U2 )Γ(

V+1
2 )

Γ( V2 )Γ(
U+1
2 )

=
1

�V,U
,

for any W + 3 > 0 and 5 depending only on F .

To calculate the integral in Lemma 1, we just make change of variable A = (1 + B2)−1, which implies∫
R
〈B〉−U−13B = � ( U2 ,

1
2 ) = Γ( U2 )Γ(

1
2 )/Γ(

U+1
2 ), where � (0,1) =

∫ 1

0
A0−1 (1 − A )1−13A is the beta function.

Recalling that |Jq | = |F |2
〈B 〉3+1 , using the lemma with W = 1, and defining for short

(4.24) �3 := �3+1,3 =
2

3


Γ

(
3+1
2

)
Γ

(
3
2

)


2

,

the three identities are equivalent to

1

2

∫
|Jq |

(
(Ψ0

1 )AA +
23 + 1

|F | (Ψ0
1 )A

)
|u0 |2 −

∫
|Jq |Ψ0

1 |u0
A |2 +

_1

�3

∫
|Jq |Ψ0

1 |u0 |2

=
1

�3
Re

∫
|Jq |fΨ0

1u
0,

− Im

∫
|Jq | (Ψ0

2 )A · u0u0
A +

_2

�3

∫
|Jq |Ψ0

2 |u0 |2 = − 1

�3
Im

∫
|Jq |fΨ0

2u
0,

2

∫
|Jq | |u0

A |2 − 2
_2

�3
Im

∫
|Jq | |F | · u0u0

A = −23 + 1

�3
Re

∫
|Jq |fu0 − 2

1

�3
Re

∫
|Jq |f |F |u0

A .

Now, recalling (2.5), we have that

u− (F,B) := (D− ◦ q) (F,B) = 4−8k̃ (F)u(F,B), k̃ (F ) = sgn(_2)
√

_1
�3

|F |.

Summing up all the three identities and choosing

Ψ
0
1 ( |F |) = 1 − |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
|F |, Ψ

0
2 ( |F |) = 2k̃ (F ) = 2 sgn(_2)

√
_1/�3 |F |,
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we obtain∫
|Jq | | (4−8k̃u0)A |2

[
1 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
|F |

]
− 23 + 1

2

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
|Jq |

|u0 |2
|F |

= − 1

�3
Im

∫
|Jq |2 sgn(_2)

√
_1/�3 |F |fu0 − 1

�3
Re

∫
|Jq |f

[
(23 + 1)u0 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
|F |u0 + 2|F |u0

A

]

= − 1

�3
Re

∫
|Jq |f

[
(23 + 1)u0 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
|F |u0 + 2|F |48k̃ (4−8k̃u0)A

]
,

where we used that

(4−8k̃u0)A = 4−8k̃
[
u0
A − 8 sgn(_2)

√
_1
�3

u0

]
,

| (4−8k̃u0)A |2 = |u0
A |2 + _1

�3
|u0 |2 − Im

(
2 sgn(_2)

√
_1
�3

u0u0
A

)
.

Multiplying by �3 and using again Lemma 1 with W = 1, we arrive at

∫
|Jq |

| (4−8k̃u0)A |2
〈B〉

[
1 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
|F |

]
− 23 + 1

2

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
|Jq |

1

〈B〉
|u0 |2
|F |

= −Re

∫
|Jq |f

[
(23 + 1)u0 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
|F |u0 + 2|F |48k̃ (4−8k̃u0)A

]
.

Using the formulas

|∇̃H6 |2 =
1

〈B〉 |6
0
A |2, 〈B〉1/2

[
1

〈B〉F + B

〈B〉F
⊥
]
· ∇̃H6 = |F |60A ,

valid for any 6(F, B) = 60 ( |F |), we finally reach the key identity

∫
|Jq | |∇̃Hu− |2

[
1 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
|F |

]
− & − 1

2

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
|Jq |

1

〈B〉
|u− |2
|F |

= −Re

∫
|Jq | 〈B〉1/2 |F |4−8k̃ f

[
& − 1

〈B〉1/2
u−

|F | +
|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

1

〈B〉1/2
u− + 2

[
1

〈B〉 F̂ + B

〈B〉 F̂
⊥
]
· ∇̃Hu−

]
.

Changing back the variables, and recalling the definitions of d,ω in (4.1), F̂, Î in (4.18) and F⊥, I⊥ in
(4.19), this is equivalent to∫

|∇HD− |2
[
1 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
d

]
− & − 1

2

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
ω
2 |D− |2
d

= −Re

∫
d

ω
4−8k 5

[
(& − 1)ωD

−

d
+ |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
ωD− + 2

[
|I |2
d2
Î + C

d2
Î⊥

]
· ∇HD−

]
.

(4.25)

4.2.4. Estimates. We are ready to start our estimates, employing the Garofalo–Lanconelli estimate (3.1)
and its weighted version (3.4). For the le�-hand side of (4.25), thanks to (3.4), we get∫

|∇HD− |2
[
1 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
d

]
− & − 1

2

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
ω
2 |D− |2
d

≥
∫

|∇HD− |2 +
& − 3

& − 1

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
d |∇HD− |2

≥ ‖∇HD− ‖2 .

(4.26)
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In order to estimate the right-hand side of (4.25), first of all observe that choosing Ψ2 ≡ 1 in (4.21),
and using Lemma 1 with W = 1, we have

_2

�3

∫
|Jq |

1

〈B〉 |u |
2 = _2

∫
|Jq | |u |2 = Im

∫
|Jq |fu

which gives, changing back the variables,

_2

�3

∫
ω
2 |D |2 = Im

∫
5 D.

�erefore we may estimate, by Hölder’s and Young’s inequalities,

(4.27)

√
|_2 |
�3

‖ωD‖ ≤

√∫
| 5 D | ≤




 d
ω
5



 1
2





ωDd





1
2

≤ 1

2W




 d
ω
5



 + W

2





ωDd






for any W > 0. By (4.27) and the Hardy inequality (3.1), since |_2 | ≤ X_1, we obtain�����Re
∫

d

ω
4−8k 5

[
(& − 1)ωD

−

d
+ |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
ωD− + 2

[
|I |2
d2
Î + C

d2
Î⊥

]
· ∇HD−

]�����
≤




 d
ω
5




[
(& − 1)





ωD−d




 +

√
X

2W




 d
ω
5



 +

√
XW

2





ωD−d




 + 2 ‖∇HD− ‖

]

≤



 d
ω
5




[
2(& − 1) +

√
XW + 2(& − 2)

& − 2
‖∇HD− ‖ +

√
X

2W




 d
ω
5




]

=
83 + 2 + W

√
X

23




 d
ω
5



 ‖∇HD− ‖ +

√
X

2W




 d
ω
5



2

(4.28)

for any W > 0. From the above estimate, (4.25) and (4.26), we finally obtain

(4.29) ‖∇HD− ‖2 −
83 + 2 + W

√
X

23




 d
ω
5



 ‖∇HD− ‖ −

√
X

2W




 d
ω
5



2 ≤ 0.

Observe that the quadratic inequality above represents a parabola in the ‖∇HD− ‖ variable, hence it
implies that

‖∇HD− ‖ ≤ ©­«
83 + 2 + W

√
X

43
+

√
(83 + 2 + W

√
X)2

1632
+
√
X

2W

ª®¬



 d
ω
5





for any W > 0, from which (2.8) follows.

4.2.5. Removing regularity. So far we simply assumed that D and 5 are smooth and with compact sup-
port. Now we remove this additional assumption, applying a standard cut-off and mollification argu-
ment. Consider a smooth cut-off function j : R+ = [0, +∞) → [0, 1] such that

j (A ) ≡ 1 for A ≤ 1, j (A ) ≡ 0 for A ≥ 2,

j ′ ∈ !∞ (R+), A j ′′ ∈ !∞ (R+).
(4.30)

Define the scaled cut-off function, for ' > 0,

j' (I, C) := j

(
| (I, C) |H
'

)
.

Recalling (4.2), we have

∇H j' (I, C) =
1

'
j ′

(
| (I, C) |H
'

)
|I |2I + (~,−G)C

| (I, C) |3
H

L j' (I, C) = − 1

'

[
| (I, C) |H
'

j ′′
( | (I, C) |H

'

)
+ (23 + 1)j ′

( | (I, C) |H
'

)] |I |2
| (I, C) |3

H
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and hence, due to properties (4.30) and to (4.3), it follows

j' (I, C) ≡ 1 for | (I, C) |H ≤ ', j' (I, C) ≡ 0 for | (I, C) |H ≥ 2',

|∇H j' (I, C) | ≤ �j,3
1

'
ω, |L j' (I, C) | ≤ �j,3

1

'

ω

d
,

(4.31)

where �j,3 > 0 is a constant depending only on j and 3 . Let now i ∈ C∞
0 ([0, +∞); [0, +∞)) be

a positive decreasing function such that the kernel on H
3 defined by q (I, C) = i ( | (I, C) |H) has the

property
∫
H3 q (I, C) 3I 3C = 1. By scaling, we construct the delta-sequence

qY (I, C) := Y−23−1q
(I
Y
,
C

Y2

)

such that limY→0+ qY (I, C) = X (I, C), being X the Dirac mass centered at the origin. If D ∈ � 1 (H3) is a
weak solution to (1.2), then

D',Y := j'D ∗ qY
solves weakly the equation

−LD',Y + _D',Y = (j' 5 − 2∇Hj' · ∇HD + DLj') ∗ qY =: 5̃',Y,

namely

−〈∇HE,∇HD',Y〉 + _〈E,D',Y〉 = 〈E, 5̃',Y〉

for any E ∈ � 1 (H3 ). From the definition of 5̃',Y and the properties (4.31), note that


 d
ω
5̃',Y




 ≤



 d
ω
[j' 5 − 2∇Hj' · ∇HD + DLj']




(4.32)

≤



 d
ω
5



 + 4�j,3

(∫
'<d<2'

|∇HD |2
) 1

2

+
�j,3

'

(∫
'<d<2'

|D |2
) 1
2

=




 d
ω
5



 + > (1),

when ' → +∞, since D ∈ � 1 (H3). Finally, since D',Y and 5̃',Y are smooth and compactly supported,

(4.29) holds true with 5̃',Y and D
−
',Y (I, C) := 4−8 sgn(_2 )

√
_1/�3 | (I,C ) |HD',Y (I, C) in place of 5 and D− respec-

tively. By (4.32), we finally get



∇HD−',Y

 ≤ ©­«
83 + 2 + W

√
X

43
+

√
(83 + 2 + W

√
X)2

1632
+
√
X

2W

ª®¬
(


 d
ω
5



 + > (1)) ,

when ' → +∞. In conclusion, le�ing first Y → 0+ for fixed ' > 0 and then ' → +∞, by the dominated
convergence and monotonic convergence theorems we complete the proof of (2.8).

5. Proof of Theorem 2

We are now ready to prove �eorem 2. We need to prove that the equation

(5.1) −LD −+D + _D = 0

has no non-trivial radial solutions in� 1 (H3), for any _ ∈ C, so that we can consider (1.1) with 5 = +D.
We will treat separately the two cases |_2 | > X∗_1, and |_2 | ≤ X∗_1, where X∗ > 0 is implicitly defined
in (2.15).
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5.1. Case |_2 | > X∗_1. When _2 > X∗_1, arguing as in (4.5) we obtain

0 ≥ (X∗_1 − _2) ‖D‖ ≥ X∗ ‖∇HD‖
(
‖∇HD‖ −

1 + 1/X∗
3




 d
ω
+D





)

and by the assumption (2.19) we infer that

0 ≥
(
1 − 1 1 + 1/X∗

3

)
‖∇HD‖ .

By the identity (2.14) it is easy to realize that (2.20) is equivalent to 1 − 1 1+1/X∗
3

> 0, therefore we
necessarily conclude that D ≡ 0. �e case _2 < −X∗_1 is completely analogous.

5.2. Case |_2 | ≤ X∗_1. As above, we read (5.1) as (1.1) with 5 = +D. We then go back to the key identity
(4.25), which now reads

∫
|∇HD− |2

[
1 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
d

]
− & − 1

2

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
ω
2 |D− |2
d

= −Re

∫
d

ω
+D−

[
(& − 1)ωD

−

d
+ |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
ωD− + 2

[
|I |2
d2
Î + C

d2
Î⊥

]
· ∇HD−

]
.

�e le�-hand side is estimated as in (4.26). For the right-hand side, we argue in a slightly different way
than in (4.27) and we involve assumption (2.19), which together with the Hardy inequality (3.1) gives√

|_2 |
�3

‖ωD‖ ≤

√∫
|+ | |D |2 ≤




 d
ω
+D−




1/2




ωD−d






1/2

≤
√
1

3
‖∇HD− ‖ .

By the above inequality, assumption (2.19), and the Hardy inequality (3.1), since |_2 | ≤ X∗_1 we can
estimate �����Re

∫
d

ω
+D−

[
(& − 1)ωD

−

d
+ |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
ωD− + 2

[
|I |2
d2
Î + C

d2
Î⊥

]
· ∇HD−

]�����
≤




 d
ω
+D−





[
(& − 1)





ωD−d




 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
‖ωD− ‖ + 2 ‖∇HD− ‖

]

≤
(
13/2

√
X∗
3

+ 1 43 + 1

3

)
‖∇HD− ‖2 .

(5.2)

By (4.26) and (5.2), we get

(5.3)

(
1 − 13/2

√
X∗
3

− 1 43 + 1

3

)
‖∇HD− ‖2 +

23 − 1

23 + 1

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
d |∇HD− |2 ≤ 0.

Since from (2.13) and (2.14) it can be seen that[
1

3^3

]3/2 √
X∗
3

+
[
1

3^3

]
43 + 1

3
= 1,

it is easy to conclude that (2.20) implies that the coefficient of ‖∇HD− ‖2 in (5.3) is positive, so that
necessarily D ≡ 0. �is completes the proof of �eorem 2.

6. Proof of Theorems 3 and 4

We now prove �eorems 3 and 4, the proof of which is analogous to the one of �eorem 1, taking
into account the presence of + .
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6.1. Proof of estimates (2.25) and (2.32). As above, let us first consider the case _2 > X_1. Choosing
E = D in (2.23) as test function, subtracting X times the real part of the resulting identity from its
imaginary part, we get

(6.1) (X_1 − _2)
∫

|D |2 = X
∫

|∇HD |2 + X
∫

+ |D |2 + X Re
∫

D5 − Im

∫
D5 .

By Cauchy–Schwarz and the Hardy inequality (3.1), we estimate���X Re∫
D5 − Im

∫
D5

��� ≤ (1 + X)
∫

|D | | 5 | ≤ (1 + X)



 d
ω
5








ωDd





 ≤ 1 + X
3




 d
ω
5



 ‖∇HD‖ .

Plugging the last inequality in (6.1), neglecting the positive term involving ++ and using the subordi-
nation condition (2.30), we get

0 ≥ (X_1 − _2) ‖D‖2 ≥ X ‖∇HD‖
(
(1 − 121) ‖∇HD‖ −

1 + 1/X
3




 d
ω
5




)

(in the case of the estimate (2.25), we have 11 = 0) from which, if D is non-vanishing, estimates (2.25)
and (2.32) necessarily follow. �e case _2 < −X_1 is completely analogous and we omit the details.

6.2. Proof of estimate (2.26). Arguing as in the proof of (2.8), and involving + in the algebraic ma-
nipulations, a�er some integration by parts one obtains the analogous to (4.25), which is (recall the
definition of�3 in (4.24))∫ [

1 + |_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

d

]
|∇HD− |2 −

& − 1

2

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
ω
2 |D− |2
d

= −Re

∫
d

ω
4−8k ( 5 ++D)

{[
& − 1

d
+ |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3

]
ωD− + 2

[
|I |2
d2
Î + C

d2
Î⊥

]
· ∇HD−

}
.

(6.2)

Now, notice that, for a generic function 6,[
|I |2
d2
Î + C

d2
Î⊥

]
· ∇H6 =

∇Hd
|∇Hd |

· ∇H6 =
ω

d
[I · ∇I + 2C mC ] 6 +

C

d2
Î⊥ · ∇I6 = ωmd6 +

C

d2
Î⊥ · ∇I6.

If in particular 6(I, C) = 60 (d) is a radial function, then[
|I |2
d2
Î + C

d2
Î⊥

]
· ∇H6 = ωmd6.

�erefore the identity (6.2) becomes∫ [
1 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
d

]
|∇HD− |2 −

& − 1

2

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
ω
2 |D− |2
d

+ |_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
d+ |D− |2 −

∫
(+ + dmd+ ) |D− |2

= −Re

∫
d

ω
4−8k 5

{[
& − 1

d
+ |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3

]
ωD− + 2

[
|I |2
d2
Î + C

d2
Î⊥

]
· ∇HD−

}
.

(6.3)

For the estimate of the right-hand side of (6.3) we proceed exactly as in the free case+ ≡ 0, and we have
(4.28). In order to estimate the le�-hand side we need some slight modifications, due to the presence of
+ . First of all, by (2.24) we obtain

(6.4) −
∫ (

+ + dmd+
)
|D− |2 = −

∫
md (d+ ) |D− |2 ≥ −

∫ [
md (d+ )

]
+ |D

− |2 ≥ −12
∫

|∇HD− |2.

�en, arguing as above, we arrive at the estimate

(1 − 12) ‖∇HD− ‖2 −
83 + 2 + W

√
X

23




 d
ω
5



 ‖∇HD− ‖ −

√
X

2W




 d
ω
5



2 ≤ 0.



24 L. FANELLI, H. MIZUTANI, L. RONCAL, AND N. M. SCHIAVONE

�e proof now follows exactly the same as that of �eorem 1.

6.3. Proof of estimate (2.33). Let us start again by the key identity (6.3). For the estimate of the right-
hand side, we have (4.28) as above. We now only need to estimate the additional term containing + ,
for which, involving (2.30), we get

(6.5)

∫
d+ |D− |2 ≥ −

∫
+−

��√d D− ��2 ≥ −121
∫ ��∇H (√

d D−
) ��2 .

Moreover, recalling (4.3), the following identity holds:

(6.6)

∫
d |∇HD− |2 −

& − 1

2

∫
ω
2

d
|D− |2 =

∫
|∇H (

√
d D−) |2 − 1

4

∫
ω
2

d
|D− |2.

Pu�ing together (6.4), (6.5) and (6.6) we get∫ [
1 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
d

]
|∇HD− |2 −

& − 1

2

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
ω
2 |D− |2
d

+ |_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
d+ |D− |2 −

∫
(+ + dmd+ ) |D− |2

≥ (1 − 122)
∫

|∇HD− |2 + (1 − 121)
|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
|∇H(

√
d D−) |2 − 1

4

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
ω
2 |D− |2
d

.

(6.7)

To complete the estimate of the le�-hand side of (6.3) and prove its positivity, we finally need to control
the last negative term in (6.7). First, notice that (4.8) holds also in this case, since + ∈ R, and arguing
as in (4.27) we have that

(6.8)

√
|_2 |
�3

‖ωD‖ ≤ 1

2W̃




 d
ω
5



 + W̃

2





ωd D






for any W̃ > 0. By this and the Hardy inequality (3.1), and since |_2 | ≤ X_1, it follows

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
ω
2 |D− |2
d

≤ |_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

‖ωD− ‖




ωD−d





 ≤
√
X

2W̃3




 d
ω
5



 ‖∇HD− ‖ + W̃

√
X

232
‖∇HD− ‖2 .

Plugging this information in (6.7) we obtain∫ [
1 + |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3
d

]
|∇HD− |2 −

& − 1

2

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
ω
2 |D− |2
d

+ |_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
d+ |D− |2 −

∫
(+ + dmd+ ) |D− |2

≥
(
1 − 122 −

W̃
√
X

832

)
‖∇HD− ‖2 −

√
X

83W̃




 d
ω
5



 ‖∇HD− ‖

+ (1 − 121)
|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
|∇H(

√
d D−) |2.

(6.9)

Finally, by (4.28) and (6.9) we conclude, since 0 ≤ 11 < 1 by assumption, that(
1 − 122 −

W̃
√
X

832

)
‖∇HD− ‖2 −

(
83 + 2 + W

√
X

23
+

√
X

83W̃

) 


 d
ω
5



 ‖∇HD− ‖ −

√
X

2W




 d
ω
5



2 ≤ 0

for any W, W̃ > 0. Since we need the coefficient of ‖∇HD− ‖2 to be positive, we impose also W̃ < 832 (1 −
122)/

√
X (remember that by assumption 0 ≤ 12 < 1). A�er a change of variables W22 :=

W̃
√
X

832 (1−122 )
and
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renaming W1 := W , the last inequality above implies

‖∇HD− ‖ ≤ 63,X,12 (W1, W2)



 d
ω
5



 ,

for any W1 > 0 and 0 < W2 < 1, where 63,X,12 (W1, W2) is defined in the statement of �eorem 4.
�is formally completes the proof of estimate (2.33). To make the argument rigorous, one can argue

as in the free case. Nevertheless, some additional regularity needs to be assumed on + in order to

close the regularization argument, that is condition + ∈ ,
1,?

loc
(H3) in the statement of �eorem 4.

We address the reader to the proof of [10, �eorem 3.1], in which this topic is treated in detail in the
Euclidean case, for which the regularization works in a completely analogous way as in the case of the
present manuscript.

7. Proof of Theorem 5

�e proof of �eorem 5 follows exactly the same line as the proofs of the rest of the theorems, so we
only sketch it. First of all, we write the resolvent equation as

(7.1) −LD − (Re+ )D + _D = 8 Im+D,

and we aim to prove that the only � 1-solution is the null one. Let us fix X̃ > 0 such that

(7.2)

√
13

3 (1 − 121)
<

√
X̃ <

√
3

13

(
1 − 122 −

43 + 1

3
13

)
·
(
1

43
+ 13

)−1
.

�is choice is possible thanks to our assumption (2.37). Indeed, observe that the inequality√
13

3 (1 − 121)
<

√
3

13

(
1 − 122 −

43 + 1

3
13

)
·
(
1

43
+ 13

)−1

is equivalent to

123 +
(
1

43
+ (43 + 1)

√
1 − 121

)
13 − 3 (1 − 122)

√
1 − 121 < 0

and the le�-hand side represents a parabola in the variable 13, so assumption (2.37) arises a�er com-
puting the positive root.

�e easier case is when |_2 | > X̃_1, for which we can argue like in the analogous case in Subsec-
tion 4.1. Indeed, take 5 = +D, by Cauchy–Schwarz and Hardy inequalities, and by the subordination
conditions (2.38) and (2.41), we have

X̃ Re

∫
|D |2+ − Im

∫
|D |2+ ≥ −X̃

(
121 + 13 ·

1/X̃
3

) ∫
|∇HD |2.

Analogously as in Subsection 4.1, in view of (4.4) and of the la�er inequality, we get

0 ≥ (X̃_1 − _2) ‖D‖2 ≥ X̃ ‖∇HD‖
(
1 − 121 − 13 ·

1/X̃
3

)
from which, if D is non-vanishing, then necessarily

(
1 − 121 − 13 ·

1/X̃
3

)
‖∇HD‖ ≤ 0.

Notice that

1 − 121 − 13 ·
1/X̃
3

≤ 0 ⇐⇒ 13

3 (1 − 121)
≥ X̃,

hence in view of the le�-hand side of (7.2), we conclude that D ≡ 0 and hence the thesis of the theorem
in this case.
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In the cone |_2 | ≤ X̃_1, we start with the identity (6.3) replacing+ with Re+ and se�ing 5 = 8 (Im+ )D,
which reads∫ [

1 + |_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

d

]
|∇HD− |2 −

& − 1

2

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
ω
2 |D− |2
d

+ |_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
d Re+ |D− |2 −

∫
(Re+ + dmd Re+ ) |D− |2

= − Im

∫
d

ω
Im+

{[
& − 1

d
+ |_2/�3 |√

_1/�3

]
ω|D− |2 + 2

[
|I |2
d2
Î + C

d2
Î⊥

]
· D−∇HD−

}
.

(7.3)

For the le�-hand term, we proceed almost exactly as in the proof of estimate (2.33), with the only
difference that in place of (6.8) we use instead

(7.4)

√
|_2 |
�3

‖ωD‖ ≤

√∫
| Im+ | |D |2 ≤




 d
ω
Im+D




1/2




ωDd






1/2

≤
√
13

3
‖∇HD− ‖

obtained combining (4.8), (2.40) and the Hardy inequality (3.1). Consequently

(7.5)
|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫
ω
2 |D− |2
d

≤ |_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

‖ωD− ‖




ωD−d





 ≤

√
X̃13

33/2
‖∇HD− ‖2,

since |_2 | ≤ X̃_1. For the right-hand side, we proceed as in the proof of �eorem 2, obtaining, thanks
to the inequalities (7.5) and (2.41), an estimate analogous to (5.2), but with + , 1 and X∗ substituted by

Im+ , 13 and X̃ respectively. Pu�ing together all the informations we finally obtain the estimate

©­«
1 − 122 − 1

3/2
3 ·

√
X̃

3
− 13 ·

43 + 1

3
− 11/23 · 1

43

√
X̃

3

ª®¬
‖∇HD− ‖2 + (1 − 121)

|_2/�3 |√
_1/�3

∫ ��∇H (√
d D−

) ��2 ≤ 0,

and in particular, since 11 < 1,

©­«
1 − 122 − 1

3/2
3 ·

√
X̃

3
− 13 ·

43 + 1

3
− 11/23 · 1

43

√
X̃

3

ª®¬
‖∇HD− ‖2 ≤ 0.

�e thesis now follows from (7.2).
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[11] L. Cosse�i, L. Fanelli and D. Krejčiřı́k, Uniform resolvent estimates and absence of eigenvalues of biharmonic operators

with complex potentials. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.06823 (2023). 1, 3

[12] L. Cosse�i, L. Fanelli and N.M. Schiavone, Recent developments in spectral theory for non-self-adjoint Hamiltonians, to

appear in Mathematical Physics and Its Interaction. Springer Proceedings in Mathematics & Statistics. 15
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