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LANDIS-TYPE RESULTS FOR DISCRETE EQUATIONS

AINGERU FERNÁNDEZ-BERTOLIN, LUZ RONCAL, AND DIANA STAN

Abstract. We prove Landis-type results for both the semidiscrete heat and the stationary dis-
crete Schrödinger equations. For the semidiscrete heat equation we show that, under the as-
sumption of two-time spatial decay conditions on the solution u, then necessarily u ≡ 0. For the
stationary discrete Schrödinger equation we deduce that, under a vanishing condition at infinity
on the solution u, then u ≡ 0. In order to obtain such results, we demonstrate suitable quanti-
tative upper and lower estimates for the L2-norm of the solution within a spatial lattice (hZ)d.
These estimates manifest an interpolation phenomenon between continuum and discrete scales,
showing that close-to-continuum and purely discrete regimes are different in nature.

1. Introduction and main results

Let us consider the stationary Schrödinger equation

(1.1) (−∆+ V )u = 0 in R
d,

with |V (x)| ≤ 1. The question about the maximal rate of decay of a solution to (1.1) was raised
by Landis in 1960 (see [KL88]). The so-called Landis’ conjecture states that if a solution of the
equation (1.1) satisfies |u(x)| ≤ exp (−C|x|1+), then u ≡ 0. Meshkov [Mesh91] disproved the
conjecture by constructing a complex-valued potential V and a nontrivial solution u to (1.1) with

|u(x)| ≤ exp (−C|x| 43 ). Moreover, he showed that if |u(x)| ≤ exp (−C|x| 43+), then u ≡ 0. In
words, the exponent 4/3 is optimal in the complex case. Later on, Bourgain and Kenig [BK05]
showed a quantitative form of Meskhov’s result which was in connection with the resolution of
Anderson localization for the Bernoulli model in higher dimensions. We also mention the complex
counterexample by Cruz-Sampedro [CS99] that improves Meskhov’s result.

A refinement of Landis’ conjecture was presented by Kenig [K05], who raised the question about
the validity of the conjecture for real-valued potentials and solutions. A partial positive answer
was given by Kenig, Silvestre, and Wang [KSW15], who proved that a quantitative form of the
conjecture is true in the plane (d = 2) for real-valued V ≥ 0. Landis’ conjecture in the real
case with d = 1 was studied by Rossi [R21]. Recently, Logunov, Malinnikova, Nadirashvili, and
Nazarov [LMNN20] showed that Landis’ conjecture is true for d = 2 and real potentials, and
Davey [Davey23] extended the result also for d = 2 and real potentials, by allowing the potentials
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2 A. FERNÁNDEZ-BERTOLIN, L. RONCAL, AND D. STAN

to grow. Up to our knowledge, the Landis conjecture in its general form in higher dimensions d ≥ 3
remains still an open question.

Let us consider now the time-dependent Schrödinger equation

(1.2) ∂tu(t, x) = i(∆u+ V u).

In a series of works, Escauriaza, Kenig, Ponce, and Vega [EKPV06,EKPV08,EKPV10,EKPV16,
EKPV12] proved that if V satisfies one of the following conditions

(i) limR→∞
´ T

0 sup|x|>R |V (t, x)| dt = 0

(ii) V (t, x) = V1(x) + V2(t, x), where V1 is real-valued and for some positive α and β,

sup
[0,T ]

‖eαβT 2|x|2/(√αt+
√
β(T−t))2V2(t)‖L∞(Rd) < +∞,

and we assume that u is a solution to (1.2) which fulfills the decay conditions |u(0, x)| ≤ Ce−α|x|2 ,

|u(T, x)| ≤ Ce−β|x|2 with αβ > 1/(16T 2), then u ≡ 0. Similarly, for the heat equation with
potential, the following result can be deduced: let V (t, x) ∈ L∞(R × Rd) and u be a solution to

∂tu = ∆u+V u; if |u(T, x)| ≤ Ce−δ|x|2 and δ > 1/(4T ), then u ≡ 0. The conditions on αβ and δ are
sharp. These results can be understood as dispersive and parabolic analogues of Landis’ conjecture.

In this paper, we are interested in: (1) studying analogous Landis-type results to the ones
described above when we consider equations involving discrete Laplacians in a mesh of size h > 0,
and (2) analysing the different behaviour of the solutions as long as the size of the mesh is shrinking
to zero. In general, we refer to Landis-type results when we are interested in the maximum vanishing
rate of solutions to equations with potentials, namely:

• In the case of elliptic equations, we are concerned about the maximal rate at which nontrivial
solutions vanish at infinity.

• Concerning dispersive or parabolic equations, we are concerned about the maximal spatial
decay rate of nontrivial solutions when time varies whithin a bounded interval.

Let us consider the discrete lattice (hZ)d with h ∈ R+, d ≥ 1. Given a function f : (hZ)d → R,
we define the discrete Laplacian as

(1.3) ∆dfj :=
1

h2

d∑

k=1

(
fj+ek − 2fj + fj−ek

)
, j ∈ Z

d,

where we denote fj := f(hj) and ek is the unit vector in the k-th direction. Landis-type uniqueness
theorems for the time-dependent Schrödinger equation with a discrete Laplacian were studied in
[FB19,FB18,FBV17,JLMP18]. We consider the equation, in a mesh of size h = 1,

(1.4) ∂tuj = i(∆duj + Vjuj) in Z
d × R+,

where V : Zd×R+ → R is a bounded potential and we use the notation uj = uj(t) := u(j, t). It was
proved in [JLMP18] (for d = 1) and in [FBV17] (for arbitrary dimensions) that, if u is a solution
to (1.4) and there exists a constant γ such that

|u(j, 0)|+ |u(j, 1)| ≤ C exp(−γ|j| log |j|), j ∈ Z
d \ {0},

then u = 0.
Estimates on the decay of stationary solutions of discrete Schrödinger operators

∆duj + Vjuj = 0 in Z
d,
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where V : Zd → R is a bounded potential and uj := u(j), and sharp uniqueness results for this
equation, were obtained in [LM18] by Lyubarskii and Malinnikova: if u(x) satisfies the following
decay estimate

lim inf
N→∞

ln(max|n|∞∈{N,N+1} |u(n)|)
N

< −‖V ‖∞ − 4d+ 1

where |n|∞ = max{n1, . . . , nd}, for n ∈ Z
d, then u ≡ 0.

Comparing these results to the continuum versions, we see that the decay assumption is much
weaker in the discrete results, which, intuitively, points out to the fact that the discretization
process deteriorates the fast decay of the solutions at large scales. The goal of this paper is to
show Landis-type results for the semidiscrete heat equation and the stationary discrete Schrödinger
equation with bounded potentials, in a mesh (hZ)d, for h > 0 and d ≥ 1, and through our results
we want to connect the different behaviors above mentioned, studying the discrete solutions at
different scales. More concretely, we will deal with the following problems:

(1) the semidiscrete heat equation

(1.5) ∂tuj = ∆duj + Vjuj in (hZ)d × R+ uj(0) = ψj in (hZ)d,

where V : (hZ)d×R+ → R is a bounded potential, u : (hZ)d×R+ → R, and ψ : (hZ)d → R.
(2) the stationary discrete Schrödinger equation

(1.6) ∆duj + Vjuj = 0 in (hZ)d,

where V : (hZ)d × R+ → R is a bounded potential and u : (hZ)d → R.

Notice that for the equation (1.5) we use the notation uj = uj(t) := u(hj, t), whereas for (1.6) the
notation is uj := u(hj). The different meaning with the notation involving only the spatial lattice
component will be clear from the context.

The main results of the paper are Theorems A and B. An interesting, new contribution is that the
results will be obtained through quantitative estimates within a spatial lattice (hZ)d which manifest
an interpolation phenomenon between continuum and discrete scales. In the case of the semidiscrete
heat equation, under assumption of a two-time spatial decay condition on the solution, we conclude
that the solution is trivial, see Theorem A; for the stationary discrete Schrödinger equation, we
prove that if a solution decays at a certain rate, then the solution is trivial, see Theorem B.

1.1. Qualitative estimates. Our first main result will show qualitative behaviour of solutions to
(1.5), assuming a two-time decaying condition. Such a condition is given in terms of Macdonald’s
functions Kν(x) (see Appendix B for the definition). We denote1

‖V ‖∞ := sup
j∈Zd, t∈[0,1]

{|Vj(t)|}, ‖u‖2 :=
(
hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

|uj(t)|2 dt
)1/2

.

Theorem A (Landis-type result for the semidiscrete heat equation). Let h > 0 and u ∈ C1([0, 1] :
ℓ2((hZ)d)) be a solution to

∂tuj = ∆duj + Vjuj in (hZ)d × R+,

where ‖V ‖∞, ‖u‖2 are finite and independent of h.

1Along the paper, we will be considering an interval of time t ∈ [0, 1]. All the results can be adapted to an interval
[0, T ] for a fixed T > 0; in that case there will be constants which will depend on T .
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(1) Let γ be a positive constant and assume that

hd
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

(K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

)(
|uj(0)|2 + |uj(1)|2

)
<∞

uniformly with respect to h. Then there exist C, h0 > 0 such that if γ < C and h ∈ (0, h0),
u ≡ 0.

(2) There exists µ0 = µ0(d) such that if, for µ > µ0

hd
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

(Kjkµ(
2

eh2 )

K0(
2

eh2 )

)(
|uj(0)|2 + |uj(1)|2

)
<∞,

then u ≡ 0.

The uniqueness property in (1) of Theorem A corresponds with a situation in which the mesh
is shrinking to the continuum Euclidean setting. Up to our knowledge, this situation had not been
explored so far. On the other hand, property (2) is linked to a purely discrete regime, where we
should understand h as a fixed parameter. The parameter γ involved in (1) is not playing a relevant
role in the purely discrete regime in the sense that there cannot be a suitable choice of γ which
produces a contradiction in the reasoning, leading to the desired conclusion (this will become clear
in Subsection 3.3, see also Remark 3.6). This forces to consider a different condition in (2) for
the purely discrete regime. This result in (2) is actually a slightly improved and scaled version
of [FBV17, Theorem 1.2] (see also [JLMP18]).

We want to point out that if µ0 in (2) of Theorem A, a quantity that we are not quantifying,
is seen to be small enough, then one could prove the first part of the theorem, for any γ, as a
consequence of the second part. However, we have decided to state and prove the two parts of
Theorem A separately to stress out the results one can get by analyzing, on the one hand, the
close-to-continuum setting, which resembles the decay condition given by Escauriaza, Kenig, Ponce
and Vega, and, on the other hand, the purely discrete setting.

The second main result concerns the elliptic equation (1.6).

Theorem B (Landis-type result for the stationary discrete Schrödinger equation). Let h > 0 and
u ∈ ℓ2((hZ)d) be a solution to

∆duj + Vjuj = 0

where ‖V ‖∞, ‖u‖2 are finite and independent of h.

(1) There exists µ0 = µ0(d) such that if

hd
∑

j∈Zd

eµ0|jh|4/3 |uj |2 <∞,

uniformly with respect to h, then there exists h0 > 0 such that if h ∈ (0, h0), u ≡ 0.
(2) There exists µ0 = µ0(d) such that if, for some β > 3

hd
∑

j∈Zd

eµ0|jh|
1+ 1

β log |j|h|uj|2 <∞,

uniformly with respect to h, then there exists h0 > 0 such that h ∈ (0, h0) implies u ≡ 0.
(3) There exists µ0 = µ0(d) such that if,

hd
∑

j∈Zd

eµ0|j| log |j|h|uj |2 <∞,
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then u ≡ 0.

Let us discuss the different statements in Theorem B. The first part concerns the close-to-
continuum setting and it will be derived from the study of nontrivial solutions close to the contin-
uum, posing our problem in a mesh of size h which shrinks to zero. We observe that we get the
same exponent as in [BK05,Mesh91]. The third part, for which h is considered a fixed parameter,
concerns the purely discrete setting, and the result can be compared with the uniqueness result
in [LM18]. The second part lies in between these two regimes as we will derive these result by
understanding the behavior of nontrivial solutions at scales h−β for β large. While we are still
posing our problem in a lattice that shrinks to zero, we are looking at our solutions in a region
that is far from the close-to-continuum setting. As we can see in the result, what we deduce is
that an interpolating decay between the continuum decay (exponent 4/3) and the purely discrete
decay (exponent 1 up to a logarithm) provides unique continuation. As it happens in the parabolic
setting, we can see these theorems as a cascade of results, since (3) implies (2) and (2) implies
(1). Since our goal is to understand the effect of the discretization on the continuum result, we
have decided to state and prove each part separately because it clearly shows how the largest decay
possible for a nontrivial solution deteriorates as we escape the close-to-continuum region.

The strategy of the proofs follows the scheme of the continuum results in [EKPV12]; similar
approach was also exploited in [FBV17]. In the case of Theorem A, the first step (inspired in the
classical approach used by Agmon for elliptic equations [A65]) is to show logarithmic convexity
estimates for certain weighted norm of the solution to (1.5). With this logarithmic convexity at
hand, the decay conditions at times t = 0 and t = 1 imply upper bounds for the ℓ2-norm of the
solution localized to a region of size |hj| ≃ R with R large. By distinguishing two regimes, we
deduce upper bounds, under slightly different conditions, within the close-to-continuum and the
purely discrete regime. The two scenarios arise naturally when we study the second ingredient,
which are suitable lower bounds obtained through a Carleman inequality.

Indeed, the second step is to prove a Carleman-type inequality, whose proof relies on the com-
putation of a commutator between a symmetric and antisymmetric conjugate operator involving
a parameter (Carleman parameter). Thanks to this inequality, one can deduce lower bounds for
nontrivial solutions of (1.5) with a general bounded potential. In order to do that, one considers
suitable cut-off functions and defines a function to which the action of the commutator is computed.
The only assumption to obtain the lower bound is that the solution is nontrivial. It is at this point
where the quantitative nature of the problem plays a role and it forces to the appearance of two
cases: the lower bounds involve hyperbolic functions with arguments depending on the mesh size.
We linearize these functions by using the corresponding asymptotics, which lead to the dichotomy of
conditions and to the two regimes: the close-to-continuum scenario and the purely discrete regime.

Finally, with an appropriate choice of the Carleman parameter and comparing with the corre-
sponding upper bound, a contradiction is reached in each case, so that it is deduced that u ≡ 0.

The assumptions on the decay of the solutions in Theorem A are stated in terms of Macdonald’s
Bessel functions. We remark that in the present paper, since we are interested in the role of the
size of the mesh h > 0 and the interpolation phenomenon between the discrete and the continuum
regimes, we have to be very careful in the quantification of the arguments; this translates into a
fine use of asymptotics of Bessel and hyperbolic functions at different scales.

The Landis-type result for the semidiscrete heat equation is a blueprint for scaled versions of
the results in [FBV17, JLMP18], namely for the discrete time-dependent Schrödinger equation in
the mesh (hZ)d. It is expected that the same strategy will go through, although it is likely more
technically delicate. We do not tackle this problem in the present paper. On the other hand, the
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approach used to study the semidiscrete heat equation facilitates the investigation of the elliptic
equation, where a similar idea to obtain the corresponding lower bounds is used and, moreover, the
estimate of the commutator is automatically obtained from the proof of the Carleman estimate for
the semidiscrete heat equation. It is interesting to notice that Theorem B is indeed a discrete version
of the original Landis’ conjecture. Observe also that we are not assuming that the potential is either
complex-valued or real-valued. Further, the problem is in connection with the Anderson–Bernoulli
model on the lattice, which is the random Schrödinger operator on ℓ2(Zd) given by

H = −∆d + δV,

where V is a random potential whose values Vj ∈ {0, 1} for j ∈ Zd are independent and satisfy
P[V = 0] = P[V = 1] = 1/2, with δ > 0 being the strength of the noise, see [BK05,DS20,LZ22,L22].

1.2. Quantitative estimates: semidiscrete heat equation. The proof of Theorem A will rely
on precise quantitative upper and lower bounds for the solutions to (1.5). We start showing the
upper bound, which holds under the two-time decaying assumption for the solutions.

Theorem 1 (Upper bound, close-to-continuum regime). Let d ≥ 1 and let u ∈ C1([0, 1] : ℓ2((hZ)d))
be a solution to (1.5). Assume that for some γ > 0 there exists a finite positive constant c indepen-
dent of h such that

(1.7) hd
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

(K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

)(
|uj(0)|2 + |uj(1)|2

)
< c.

Then there exists h0 > 0, with γ
h2
0
≥ M = 100, such that for 0 < h < h0, if we choose R > 1 with

Rh < γ
2 and R

h ≥M , then

hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt ≤ Cγe
−dR2/γ ,

where Cγ is a positive constant independent of h and R.

Theorem 1 will follow from a log-convexity argument which will be shown in Section 3 and hence
it may be compared with the convexity result [FB18, Theorem 2.2]. In the current situation, in
order to justify the computations of the formal log-convexity property, the introduction of the scale
h makes things more delicate. Indeed, when dealing with a general h, the bounds blow-up as the
scale shrinks to 0 and we have to use an approximation argument to get uniform bounds in h.

Remark 1.1. The motivation for the condition (1.7) in Theorem 1 (and hence in Theorem A
(1)) relies on the fact that it can be seen as a discrete version of the decay of the inverse contin-
uous Gaussian function. Indeed, this is reasonable in view that the fundamental solution of the
semidiscrete heat equation is given in terms of a modified Bessel function Iν(x) defined in (B.1)
(see [CGRTV]) which asymptotically behaves, essentially, as the inverse of a Macdonald’s function.
On the other hand, it could be thought that a suitable condition might consist of discretizing the con-
tinuum weight. Nevertheless, the fundamental solution to the semidiscrete equation is not a mere
discretization of the solution to the continuum equation, although the latter converges in certain
sense to the former as h shrinks to zero, see Appendix A.

Observe that Theorem 1 is stated for a regime in which Rh is small, so it can be understood as a
close-to-continuum regime. If we study the corresponding upper bound in the regime in which Rh
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is large, which can be understood as a purely discrete regime, under the same decay condition (1.7)
we see that the obtained estimate is not enough to conclude a Landis-type result as in Theorem A,
see Remark 3.6. The reason, essentially, is that the relevant parameter γ which should be exploited
to produce a contradiction is not playing any significant role in the upper and lower bounds in this
regime.

Nevertheless, as it was shown in [FBV17, Theorem 1.2] in the case h = 1, it is possible to impose
a weaker condition (although not sharp) which produces an appropriate upper bound which gives
rise to a contradiction. Motivated by this fact, we state an upper bound in the purely discrete
regime which will help us prove the Landis-type result in Theorem A (2).

Theorem 2 (Upper bound, purely discrete regime). Let u ∈ C1([0, 1] : ℓ2((hZ)d)) be a solution to
(1.5) and assume that, for a fixed µ > 0,

(1.8) hd
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

Kjkµ(
2

eh2 )

K0(
2

eh2 )

(
|uj(0)|2 + |uj(1)|2

)
<∞.

Then there exists h0 > 0 such that for h ∈ (0, h0) and R > 1 satisfying Rh ≥ 2
eµ , the following

holds

hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

|uj(t)|2dt ≤ Ce−µc0

(
R
h log(Rh)+R

h logµ
)

for some positive constants c0 and C independent of h and R.

Remark 1.2. It can be checked that the function uj(t) =
∑

j∈Zd

∏d
k=1 e

−2t/h2 Ijk (2t/h
2+1/h2)

I0(1/h2) is a

solution to equation (1.5) so that (1.7) and (1.8) are satisfied, see Section 6.

Remark 1.3. The upper bound in Theorem 2 essentially reduces to the one in [FBV17, Corollary
2.1] when h = 1. It is possible to adjust the argument of the Macdonald’s functions in condition
(1.8) to allow the case h = 1.

The change of regimes in Rh exhibited in Theorems 1 and 2 will be also explicit in the lower
bound (and actually this change of regimes will become apparent in the proof of the lower bound).

Theorem 3 (Lower bound). Let u ∈ C1([0, 1] : ℓ2((hZ)d)) be a nontrivial solution to (1.5). Then
there exist h0 > 0, R0 = R0(d, u(0), ‖V ‖∞) > 0, and a positive constant C, such that for R ≥ R0

and h ∈ (0, h0) it follows that

(1.9) hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt &
{
e−CR2

if Rh ≤ 1

e−C R
h log(Rh) if Rh > 1.

We emphasize that in both of our quantitative results, the identified critical regime Rh being
very small corresponds to the case in which the mesh is shrinking to the continuum Euclidean
setting. The estimates in the regime in which Rh is large concern a purely discrete situation and
for this we are also giving a uniqueness result in Theorem A (2).

1.3. Quantitative estimates: stationary discrete Schrödinger equation. The proof of The-
orem B will be a consequence of lower bounds for the solutions to (1.5). The strategy to obtain such
lower estimates relies on a Carleman estimate (see Theorem 6) which is nothing but a simplified
version of the Carleman estimate for the semidiscrete heat equation in Theorem 5. Indeed, there are
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no conditions between the parameters (unlike the case for the semidiscrete heat equation) thanks
to the positivity of the commutator.

Theorem 4 (Lower bound). Let u ∈ ℓ2(hZ)d be a non-trivial solution to

∆duj + Vjuj = 0

for a bounded potential V .

(1) (Case hR1/3 ≤ 1) There exists R0 = R0(d, ‖V ‖∞) > 0 and a positive constant C such that
for h > 0 and R ≥ R0 satisfying hR1/3 ≤ 1, it follows that

(1.10) e−CR4/3 ≤ hd
∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

|uj |2.

(2) (Case hR1/3 > 1) There exists R0 = R0(d, ‖V ‖∞) > 0 and a positive constant C = C(d)
such that for h > 0 and R ≥ R0 satisfying hR1/3 > 1, it follows that R can be written as
R = h−β for some β > 3, and

e−CR
1+ 1

β log(R1−1/β) ≤ hd
∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

|uj|2.

Moreover, if we look at what happens when R is large, not depending on h, we get e−C R
h log(Rh)

as a lower bound, where C = C(d).

Remark 1.4. The exponent in (1.10) in Theorem 4 is the same as in the continuum problem and,
as shown by Meshkov [Mesh91] and by Bourgain and Kenig [BK05], it is sharp if the potential is
allowed to be complex.

1.4. On sharpness and improvement of the results. Concerning the sharpness of the results,
in Section 6 we will show an example that illustrates the optimality of the quantitative estimates
in Theorems 1, 2, and 3 and hence of Theorem A. On the other hand, in view of the results
in [LM18, Subsection 4.4], and the examples in Subsection 7.3 (see Corollary 7.3), it is reasonable
to expect that (2) in Theorems B and 4, while being analogs of the analysis carried out in the
parabolic case to prove Theorem A, are not sharp. At present, it remains uncertain whether (1) in
Theorem 4, and consequently in Theorem B, particularly concerning the close-to-continuum regime,
achieves optimality. This issue stands as an interesting problem deserving further exploration.

Furthermore, another interesting open question is whether the two-time decaying condition in
Theorems 1 and 2 can be relaxed to a one-time decaying condition, as it is done in [EKPV16]
for parabolic evolutions in the Euclidean case. See [EKPV08], where this result is proved for the
Schrödinger equation in R

d, and also [EKPV08, Theorem 4], where a non-optimal version for the
heat equation in the continuum case is shown. Finally, it would be also interesting to extend the
results presented in this paper, or improved versions of them, to the non-stationary Schrödinger
equation in the lattice (hZ)d.

1.5. Organization of the paper. The paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we introduce
notational conventions and technical results which will be used later. Section 3 contains a weighted
log-convexity property of the solutions of (1.5) and the proofs of Theorem 1 and 2. Section 4 is
devoted to the proof of a Carleman estimate for the semidiscrete heat operator, which will be a
fundamental tool in the subsequent proof of Theorem 3 in the same section. After that, in Section 5
we present the proof of the Landis-type results in Theorem A. Optimality of the results concerning
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the semidiscrete heat equation are discussed in Section 6. Finally, in Section 7, we present the
results within the setting of discrete Schrödinger equation, namely the proofs of Theorems 4 and B.

Acknowledgments. The authors are greatly indebted to Angkana Rüland for very helpful discus-
sions at various stages of the project.
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2. Preliminaries and auxiliary results

2.1. Notational conventions. For f : (hZ)d → R, the ℓp norms on the lattice (hZ)d are defined
as

‖f‖ℓp((hZ)d) :=
(
hd
∑

j∈Zd

|fj|p
)1/p

, 1 ≤ p <∞, ‖f‖ℓ∞((hZ)d) := sup
j∈Zd

|fj|,

and the scalar product is given by 〈f, g〉ℓ2((hZ)d) := hd
∑

j∈Zd fjgj . We will sometimes use just

‖f‖ℓp, ‖f‖p, ‖f‖ℓ∞, ‖f‖∞ without further comment. We will also define the left/right difference
operators at scale h as D±,kfj := ±h−1(fj±ek − fj). Observe that the (normalised) discrete

Laplacian in (1.3) can be expressed as ∆d :=
∑d

k=1 ∆d,k :=
∑d

k=1D−,kD+,k. We also write
Ds

kfj := 1
2h (fj+ek − fj−ek) to denote the symmetric difference operator in the k-th direction and

Dsfj :=
∑d

k=1D
s
kfj . Summation rule has the form

(2.1)
∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

D+,kfj gj = −
∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

fj D−,kgj.

With the letters c, C, . . . we denote structural constants that depend only on the dimension and
on parameters that are not relevant. We shall write X . Y to indicate that X ≤ CY with a positive
constant C independent of significant quantities and we denote X ≃ Y when simultaneously X . Y
and Y . X . We write f(x) ∼ g(x) as x → c to indicate that f(x)/g(x) → 1 in the limit point
c. We will sometimes use the notation X ≪ Y to denote that X is much smaller than Y , i.e.,
there exists a big constant, say C ≥ 103, such that X ≪ C−1Y . Analogously, X ≫ Y means that
X ≥ CY , for instance.

2.2. Auxiliary results. In this subsection we collect some technical results which will be used
later on. First, we prove the following energy estimate.

Lemma 2.1 (Energy estimate). Let u ∈ C1([0, 1] : ℓ2((hZ)d)) be a solution to the initial value
problem (1.5) with V ∈ L∞((hZ)d × [0, 1]) and u(0) ∈ ℓ2((hZ)d). Then
(2.2)

‖u(·, t)‖2ℓ2((hZ)d)+2hd
ˆ t

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

|D−,kuj(τ)|2 dτ ≤ e2t‖V ‖
L∞((hZ)d×[0,1])‖u(·, 0)‖2ℓ2((hZ)d), ∀t ∈ (0, 1].

Proof. Let u be a solution to (1.5). Then, by summation rule (2.1),

d

dt

∑

j∈Zd

u2j = −2
∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

|D−,kuj |2 + 2
∑

j∈Zd

Vju
2
j ≤ −2

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

|D−,kuj |2 + 2‖V ‖L∞((hZ)d×[0,1])

∑

j∈Zd

u2j .
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We multiply by e−2t‖V ‖
L∞((hZ)d×[0,1]) so that

d

dt

(
e−2t‖V ‖

L∞((hZ)d×[0,1])

∑

j∈Zd

u2j

)
≤ −2e−2t‖V ‖

L∞((hZ)d×[0,1])

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

|D−,kuj |2

and we integrate in time from 0 to t to obtain

e−2t‖V ‖
L∞((hZ)d×[0,1])

∑

j∈Zd

u2j −
∑

j∈Zd

u2j(0) ≤ −2

ˆ t

0

e−2τ‖V ‖
L∞((hZ)d×[0,1])

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

|D−,kuj(τ)|2 dτ,

whence the desired result is deduced. �

The second technical result is a smoothing estimate, or Caccioppoli-type inequality for solutions
to (1.5), providing interior parabolic regularity. We will denote by A(r1, r2) the region {hj ∈ (hZ)d :
r1 < |hj| < r2} = Br2 \Br1 , with Br = Br(0) ∩ (hZ)d.

Lemma 2.2 (Interior parabolic regularity). Let u ∈ C1([0, 1] : ℓ2((hZ)d)) be a solution to the initial
value problem (1.5) with V : (hZ)d × [0, 1] → R uniformly bounded in h and u(0) ∈ ℓ2((hZ)d).

Then there exist constants C1 > 0 and C2 > 1 depending on ‖V ‖L∞ such that, for 0 < t < 1, we
have

(2.3) C1

d∑

k=1

ˆ 1

0

‖h−1(u(h(·+ ej), t)− u(h·, t))‖2ℓ2(A(R−1,R)) dt ≤ C2

ˆ 1

0

‖u(h·, t)‖2ℓ2(A(R−2,R+1)) dt

+ ‖u(·, 0)‖2ℓ2(A(R−2,R+1)).

Proof. Let us denote A1 := A(R− 1, R), A2 := A(R− 2, R+ 1). Let η : (hZ)d → [0, 1] be a cut-off
function given by η = 1 in A1, and η = 0 in Ac

2. We multiply equation (1.5) by (uη2)j(t), apply
the summation by parts formula, and subsequently integrate it over time

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

[
∂tuj(t) · (uη2)j(t) + h−2

d∑

k,n=1

(uj+ek (t)− uj(t))
(
(uη2)j+en (t)− (uη2)j(t)

)
(2.4)

− Vj(t)uj(t)(uη
2)j(t)

]
dt = 0.

Integrating by parts in the first term above, we have
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

∂tuj · (uη2)j dt = −
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

uj(t)∂t(uη
2)j(t) dt+

∑

j∈Zd

uj(1)(uη
2)j(1)−

∑

j∈Zd

uj(0)(uη
2)j(0).

Moreover, since η does not depend on time, we compute directly the above integral

(2.5) −
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

uj(t)∂t(uη
2)j(t) dt = −1

2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

∂tu
2
j(t) · η2j dt =

1

2

∑

j∈Zd

u2j(0)η
2
j −

1

2

∑

j∈Zd

u2j(1)η
2
j .

Hence, (2.4) reads as

− 1

2

∑

j∈Zd

u2j(0)η
2
j +

1

2

∑

j∈Zd

u2j(1)η
2
j +

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

[
h−2

d∑

k,n=1

(uj+ek (t)− uj(t))((uη
2)j+en (t)− (uη2)j(t))

− Vj(t)uj(t)(uη
2)j(t)

]
dt = 0.
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Multiplying by 2, expanding and rearranging, we have

∑

j∈Zd

u2j(1)η
2
j + 2

ˆ 1

0

h−2
∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k,n=1

(uj+ek (t)− uj(t))(uj+en (t)− uj(t))η
2
j (t) dt

=
∑

j∈Zd

u2j(0)η
2
j − 2

ˆ 1

0

h−2
∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k,n=1

(uj+ek (t)− uj(t))uj+en (t)(η
2
j+en (t)− η2j (t)) dt

+ 2

ˆ 1

0

h−1
∑

j∈Zd

Vj(t)uj(t)(uη
2)j(t) dt.

We multiply by hd and observe that we are boiled down to handling the same terms as in [FBRRS20,
Lemma 4.1, (30)] with ak,n = 1. Then, proceeding as in the proof of [FBRRS20, Lemma 4.1], we
obtain

hd
∑

j∈Zd

u2j(1)η
2
j +

ˆ 1

0

d∑

k=1

‖h−1(u(·+ hek, t)− u(·, t))η‖2ℓ2((hZ)d) dt

≤ hd
∑

j∈Zd

u2j(0)η
2
j +

1

4

ˆ 1

0

d∑

k=1

‖h−1(u(·+ hek, t)− u(·, t))η‖2ℓ2((hZ)d) dt+ C2

ˆ 1

0

‖u(·, t)‖2ℓ2(A2)
dt,

where C2 depends on ‖V ‖l∞(A2). From here, we conclude

C1

ˆ 1

0

d∑

k=1

‖h−1(u(·+ hek, t)− u(h·, t))‖2ℓ2(A1)
dt

≤ hd
∑

j∈Zd

u2j(0)η
2
j − hd

∑

j∈Zd

u2j(1)η
2
j + C2

ˆ 1

0

‖u(·, t)‖2ℓ2(A2)
dt.

as desired. �

3. Semidiscrete heat equation: upper bounds

This section is dedicated to proving the upper bounds in each of the two scenarios: when Rh
small and when Rh large. In Subsection 3.3 we supply the proof of Theorem 1. The main ingredient
of the proof is a weighted log-convexity property of the solutions to (1.5), which we will establish
in Subsection 3.2. Specifically, in Proposition 3.5 we demonstrate that the quantity

(3.1)
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

|uj(t)|2

is logarithmically convex with respect to the time variable. Thus, we can control this quantity by
the corresponding weighted norms for the solution u to (1.5) at times 0 and 1, as stated in (1.7).
Our strategy is as follows: firstly, we establish the well-defined nature of the quantity

Hδ(t) :=
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

K2δ
jk

( γ
h2
)
|uj(t)|2, for t ∈ [0, 1].

This step relies on weighted energy estimates, detailed in Proposition 3.1 in Subsection 3.1. Sub-
sequently, we prove its log-convexity in Proposition 3.4. Next, in Proposition 3.5 we conclude that
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the above energy (3.1) is finite by using the upper bound for Hδ(t) and allowing δ → 1. Finally, we
employ an abstract convexity result from [EKPV08] (which we recall here in Lemma 3.3) in order
to derive the desired log-convexity estimate.

In Subsection 3.4, we will provide the proof of Theorem 2.

3.1. Weighted energy estimates.

Proposition 3.1. Let u ∈ C1([0, 1] : ℓ2((hZ)d)) be a solution to the initial value problem (1.5) with
V ∈ L∞((hZ)d × R+) and u(0) ∈ ℓ2((hZ)d). Let

H(t) =
∑

j∈Zd

|ωjuj |2 with ωj = ω(hj, t) :=
d∏

k=1

Kjk

( γ
h2

+
2t

h2
)
,

for some γ > 0. Then H(t) ≤ e2t‖V ‖∞H(0).

Proof. We split the proof into two parts. In the first part we assume that all the weighted energy
terms are finite and we perform some formal computations in order to derive the desired inequality.
In the second part of the proof we validate the assertions made in the first part by employing a
truncation argument.
Part I. Let fj := ωjuj. Then ∂tfj = Sfj +Afj + Vjfj , where

(3.2) Sfj =
∂tωj

ωj
fj +

1

2
ωj∆d

( fj
ωj

)
+

1

2

1

ωj
∆d(fjωj)

and

(3.3) Afj =
1

2
ωj∆d

( fj
ωj

)
− 1

2

1

ωj
∆d(fjωj).

Notice that S is a symmetric operator, while A is an antisymmetric operator. Then

H ′(t) = 2
∑

j∈Zd

fj(fj)t = 2Re
∑

j∈Zd

fjSfj + 2
∑

j∈Zd

Vjf
2
j ,

since
∑

j∈Zd fjAfj = 0. By using (3.2), we can deduce that

H ′(t) = 2
∑

j∈Zd

∂tωj

ωj
f2
j +

∑

j∈Zd

ωj∆d

( fj
ωj

)
fj +

∑

j∈Zd

1

ωj
∆d(fjωj)fj + 2

∑

j∈Zd

Vjf
2
j

= 2
∑

j∈Zd

∂tωj

ωj
f2
j − 4d

h2

∑

j∈Zd

f2
j +

2

h2

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

ωj

ωj+ek

fj+ekfj +
2

h2

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

ωj+ek

ωj
fj+ekfj + 2

∑

j∈Zd

Vjf
2
j

≤ 2
∑

j∈Zd

∂tωj

ωj
f2
j − 4d

h2

∑

j∈Zd

f2
j +

1

h2

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

ωj−ek

ωj
f2
j

+
1

h2

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

ωj

ωj+ek

f2
j +

1

h2

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

ωj

ωj−ek

f2
j +

1

h2

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

ωj+ek

ωj
f2
j + 2

∑

j∈Zd

Vjf
2
j ,

where we employed the inequality 2fj+ekfj ≤ f2
j+ek

+ f2
j . Let ωj =

∏d
k=1Kjk

(
γ
h2 + 2t

h2

)
as in the

hypothesis. Thus,

∂tωj =
2

h2

d∑

k=1

K ′
jk

( γ
h2

+
2t

h2
) d∏

m 6=k,m=1

Kjm

( γ
h2

+
2t

h2
)
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=
2

h2

d∑

k=1

K ′
jk

(
γ
h2 + 2t

h2

)

Kjk

(
γ
h2 + 2t

h2

)
d∏

m=1

Kjm

( γ
h2

+
2t

h2
)
=

2

h2

d∑

k=1

K ′
jk

(
γ
h2 + 2t

h2

)

Kjk

(
γ
h2 + 2t

h2

)ωj ,

where K ′
jk
(z) denotes ∂zKjk(z). Thus, we can write

H ′(t) ≤
∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

Ej,kf
2
j − 4d

h2
H(t) + 2

∑

j∈Zd

Vjf
2
j ,

with

Ej,k =
4

h2
K ′

jk

Kjk

+
1

h2
Kjk−1

Kjk

+
1

h2
Kjk

Kjk+1
+

1

h2
Kjk

Kjk−1
+

1

h2
Kjk+1

Kjk

,

where all the Bessel functions are evaluated at z = γ
h2 + 2t

h2 . We check now that Ej,k ≤ 0. Using
the recurrence formula (B.4), we obtain

Ej,k = − 2

h2
Kjk+1

Kjk

− 2

h2
Kjk−1

Kjk

+
1

h2
Kjk−1

Kjk

+
1

h2
Kjk

Kjk+1
+

1

h2
Kjk

Kjk−1
+

1

h2
Kjk+1

Kjk

=
1

h2

(
− Kjk+1

Kjk

+
Kjk

Kjk−1

)
+

1

h2

(
− Kjk−1

Kjk

+
Kjk

Kjk+1

)
.

By Turán inequality (B.6), we can deduce that Ej,k ≤ 0. Thus, we have

H ′(t) ≤
(
2‖V ‖∞ − 4d

h2

)
H(t) ≤ 2‖V ‖∞H(t) ≤ 2‖V ‖∞H(t),

and integrating the above inequality from 0 to t for t > 0, we deduce that the quantity e−2t‖V ‖∞H(t)
is monotone decreasing in time. Therefore, the conclusion follows.
Part II. For m ∈ Z, let us define ψR

m by

ψR
m :=




Km

(
γ
h2 + 2t

h2

)
if |m| ≤ R,

KR

(
γ
h2 + 2t

h2

)
if |m| ≥ R,

and let, for j ∈ Zd, ωR
j =

∏d
k=1 ψ

R
jk
. Observe that all the inequalities in Part I, up to the choice

of the weight wj , are valid in this case and they are finite since we work with the truncated
weight ωR

j , for each j ∈ Zd. We now continue the argument in Part I, but instead of choosing

ωj =
∏d

k=1Kjk

(
γ
h2 + 2t

h2

)
, we carry out the computations with the weight ωR

j just defined. Let

HR(t) =
∑

j∈Zd |ωR
j uj|2. Arguing as above we get

H ′
R(t) ≤ 2

∑

j∈Zd

∂tω
R
j

ωR
j

f2
j − 4d

h2

∑

j∈Zd

f2
j +

1

h2

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

ωR
j−ek

ωR
j

f2
j +

1

h2

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

ωR
j

ωR
j+ek

f2
j

+
1

h2

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

ωR
j

ωR
j−ek

f2
j +

1

h2

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

ωR
j+ek

ωR
j

f2
j + 2

∑

j∈Zd

Vjf
2
j

≤ −4d

h2
HR(t) + 2‖V ‖∞HR(t) +

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

ER
j,kf

2
j ,

where the quantities ER
j,k enclose the error terms. After tedious computations, it is possible to

check that for every k ∈ {1, . . . , d} the error terms are bounded as ER
j,k ≤ 2

h2 , so the conclusion of
the proof is true for HR. Finally, we let R tend to ∞ to complete the proof. �
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3.2. Log-convexity estimates. First, we require a technical result.

Lemma 3.2. Let δ ∈ [0, 1]. For any x > 0 and any j ∈ Z, the following holds

(3.4) Λδ :=
K2δ

j+1(x)

K2δ
j (x)

+
K2δ

j−1(x)

K2δ
j (x)

−
K2δ

j (x)

K2δ
j−1(x)

−
K2δ

j (x)

K2δ
j+1(x)

+
K2δ

j+1(x)

Kδ
j (x)K

δ
j+2(x)

−
Kδ

j (x)K
δ
j+2(x)

K2δ
j+1(x)

+
K2δ

j−1(x)

Kδ
j (x)K

δ
j−2(x)

−
Kδ

j (x)K
δ
j−2(x)

K2δ
j−1(x)

≥ −2
(
1 +

1

x
+

1

4x3

)
.

Moreover, when δ = 1, Λ1 > 0.

Proof. Using inequality (B.6), we have that

K2δ
j+1

K2δ
j

≥
K2δ

j

K2δ
j−1

and
K2δ

j−1

K2δ
j

≥
K2δ

j

K2δ
j+1

.

For the remaining terms, we combine the bounds (B.7) and (B.8) to conclude that
K2

j+1(x)

Kj(x)Kj+2(x)
≥

1

1 + 1
x + 1

4x3

for all j ∈ Z. Thus, by estimating from below the negative terms in the second line of

(3.4), we obtain that

−
Kδ

j (x)K
δ
j+2(x)

K2δ
j+1(x)

−
Kδ

j (x)K
δ
j−2(x)

K2δ
j−1(x)

≥ −2
(
1 +

1

x
+

1

4x3

)δ
≥ −2

(
1 +

1

x
+

1

4x3

)
,

for any x > 0 and j ∈ Z.
When δ = 1, it was proved in [FB18, p. 269] that Λ1 > 0. �

It will be convenient to recall here part of [EKPV08, Lemma 2] which relates the log-convexity
of the L2-norm of a function with a weak “pseudo-positivity” condition on the commutator of
symmetric and antisymmetric part of an operator.

Lemma 3.3 ( [EKPV08, Lemma 2]). Let S be a symmetric operator and let A be an antisymmetric
operator, both allowed to depend on the time variable. Let G be a positive function, f(x, t) be a
reasonable function,

H(t) = 〈f, f〉, D(t) = 〈Sf, f〉, ∂tS = St.

Then, if
|∂tf −Af − Sf | ≤M1|f |+G in R

n × [0, 1], St + [S,A] ≥ −M0,

and M2 = sup[0,1] ‖G(t)‖/‖f(t)‖ is finite, then logH(t) is “convex” in [0, 1], in the sense that there
is a universal constant N such that

H(t) ≤ eN(M0+M1+M2+M2
1+M2

2 )H(0)1−tH(1)t, when 0 ≤ t ≤ 1.

Proposition 3.4. Let δ ∈ (0, 1), h, γ > 0 and define

Hδ(t) :=
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

K2δ
jk

( γ
h2
)
|uj(t)|2, for t ∈ [0, 1].

Then, Hδ is log-convex, in the sense there exists a constant N1 > 0 such that

Hδ(t) ≤ e
N1(‖V ‖∞+ 4d

h4 (1+h2

γ + h6

4γ3 ))
Hδ(0)

1−tHδ(1)
t,

for every t ∈ [0, 1].
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Proof. First of all, we need to justify that Hδ(t) is well defined. This follows using Proposition 3.1
and the following claim

(3.5) Kδ
j

( γ
h2

)
< cKj

( γ
h2

+
2t

h2

)
for all t ∈ [0, 1], j ∈ Z,

for some positive c. Let us prove the claim. First, we argue for large j. Let t = 1. We utilize the
asymptotic approximation for large order (B.10). Therefore, there exists a j0 ∈ Z such that, for
j ≥ j0, the following estimate holds

Kj(
γ
h2 + 2

h2 )

Kδ
j (

γ
h2 )

∼ jj(1−δ)j−
1
2 (1−δ)2j(1−δ)e−j(1−δ)

( (
γ
h2

)δ
γ
h2 + 2

h2

)j

.

First, we will prove that this quantity is larger than 1 for large j. The dominant term is the first
one, jj(1−δ), and we will use it to control all the small terms. Indeed, we have the lower bound

Kj(
γ
h2 + 2

h2 )

Kδ
j (

γ
h2 )

≥ j
1
4 j(1−δ)j(

1
4 j− 1

2 )(1−δ)
(
2
j

1
4

e

)j(1−δ)
(
j

1
4 (1−δ)

γ

h2 + 2
h2

( γ

h2 )δ

)j

.

Let j1 be such that j
1
4 (1−δ)
1 ≥

γ

h2 + 2
h2

( γ

h2 )δ
. For j ≥ max{j0, 2, e4, j1} we have that

Kj(
γ

h2 + 2
h2 )

Kδ
j (

γ

h2 )
≥

j
1
4 j(1−δ) > 1. Now, we argue for smaller values of j. For j ∈ (0,max{j0, 2, e4, j1}) ∩ Z, by the

positivity of Kj(x), there exists b > 0 such that
Kj(

γ

h2 + 2
h2 )

Kδ
j (

γ

h2 )
≥ b. Thus, for all j ∈ Z we have that

Kj(
γ

h2 + 2
h2 )

Kδ
j (

γ

h2 )
≥ min{1, b}. Since Kj(·) is monotone decreasing, we conclude that

Kj(
γ
h2 + 2t

h2 )

Kδ
j (

γ
h2 )

≥ min{1, b}, for all t ∈ [0, 1], j ∈ Z.

Finally, by taking c =
1

min{1, b} , we conclude the proof of inequality (3.5).

We continue the proof of Proposition 3.4. We will make use of [EKPV08, Lemma 2] (that we
reproduced in Lemma 3.3 above). Let fj := ωjuj , with

(3.6) ωj =
d∏

k=1

ωjk with ωjk := Kδ
jk

( γ
h2
)
.

Then ∂tfj = Sfj +Afj +Vjfj where S and A are defined in (3.2) and (3.3). Notice that the weight
ω in this situation does not depend on time.

Moreover, since the weight is given by a tensorial product, we can rewrite S andA in an equivalent

form as S =
∑d

k=1 Sk and A =
∑d

k=1 Ak, with

Skfj =
1

2
ωjk∆d,k

( fj
ωjk

)
+

1

2

1

ωjk

∆d,k(fjωjk), Akfj =
1

2
ωjk∆d,k

( fj
ωjk

)
− 1

2

1

ωjk

∆d,k(fjωjk).

After a tedious computation, we obtain that [Sk, Am]fj = 0 for all k 6= m, and all j ∈ Zd. Thus,

the commutator’s expression reduces to [S,A]fj =
∑d

k=1[Sk, Ak]fj . We verify that the conditions
of [EKPV08, Lemma 2] are satisfied, namely: |∂tfj − Sfj − Afj | ≤ M1|fj| and 〈[S,A]fj , fj〉 ≥
−M0‖fj‖22 (note that the weight wj does not depend on the variable t, so the action of St is
irrelevant here) for some constants M0,M1 > 0. The first estimate can be easily derived since the
potential Vj is bounded, namely |∂tfj − Sfj −Afj | = |Vjfj| ≤ ‖Vj‖∞|fj |.
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For the second estimate, we notice that

∑

j∈Zd

〈[S,A]fj , fj〉 =
d∑

k=1

∑

j∈Zd

〈[Sk, Ak]fj , fj〉 = 2Re

d∑

k=1

∑

j∈Zd

〈Skfj, Akfj〉

=
1

2

d∑

k=1

[
∑

j∈Zd

(
ωjk∆d,k

( fj
ωjk

))2
−
∑

j∈Zd

( 1

ωjk

∆d,k

(
fjωjk

))2
]
=:

1

2

d∑

k=1

Λk.

We prove that each Λk is bounded from below by −c‖fj‖22 for some c > 0. Indeed, we have that

Λk =
1

h4

∑

j∈Zd

(ωjk−ekωjk+ek

ω2
jk

−
ω2
jk

ωjk−ekωjk+ek

)
(fj+ek − fj−ek)

2 +
1

h4

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

(ω2
jk−ek

ω2
jk

+
ω2
jk+ek

ω2
jk

−
ω2
jk

ω2
jk−ek

−
ω2
jk

ω2
jk+ek

+
ω2
jk−ek

ωjkωjk−2ek

− ωjkωjk+2ek

ω2
jk+ek

− ωjkωjk−2ek

ω2
jk−ek

+
ω2
jk+ek

ωjkωjk+2ek

)
f2
j .

Now we take into account the definition of the weight ωj in (3.6). The first sum is positive since, by

the Turán inequality (B.6), the following coefficient is positive, namely
ωjk−ek

ωjk+ek

ω2
jk

− ω2
jk

ωjk−ek
ωjk+ek

>

0. The coefficient in the second sum can be rewritten in terms of the Macdonald’s function Kjk ,

and, by Lemma 3.2, this quantity is bounded from below by −2(1 + h2

γ + h6

4γ3 ). Thus

〈[S,A]f, f〉 =
d∑

k=1

∑

j∈Zd

〈[Sk, Ak]fj , fj〉 ≥ −4d

h4

(
1 +

h2

γ
+

h6

4γ3

)
‖f‖22.

Thus, by [EKPV08, Lemma 2], there is a universal constant N1 such that

Hδ(t) ≤ e
N1(‖V ‖∞+ 4d

h4 (1+h2

γ + h6

4γ3 ))
Hδ(0)

1−tHδ(1)
t.

The proof is complete. �

The fact that the lower bound has a bad dependence on h in Proposition 3.4 (it blows up
as h → 0) can be improved. Indeed, the latter proposition can be used to justify the previous
computations in the case δ = 1. In [FB18, Theorem 2.1], the positivity of the commutator (which is
the same for both heat and Schrödinger evolutions) is proved, and therefore we have the following

Proposition 3.5. Let u be a solution to (1.5). Assume that

(3.7) hd
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

(K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

)(
u2j(0) + u2j(1)

)
< c

for a positive constant independent of h. Then, there exists a constant N2 > 0 such that, for every
t ∈ (0, 1), the following log-convexity estimate holds

hd
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

(K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

)
u2j(t)

≤ eN2‖V ‖∞hd
[ ∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

(K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

)
u2j(0)

]1−t[ ∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

(K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

)
u2j(1)

]t
.
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Proof. Let H(t) :=
∑

j∈Zd

∏d
k=1

K2
jk

( γ

h2 )

K2
0(

γ

h2 )
u2j(t). By Fatou’s Lemma, Proposition 3.4 and Dominated

Convergence Theorem, we have that

∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

K2
jk

( γ
h2
)
u2j =

∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

lim
δ→1

K2δ
jk

( γ
h2
)
u2j ≤ lim

δ→1

∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

K2δ
jk

( γ
h2
)
u2j

≤ lim
δ→1

e
N(‖V ‖∞+ 4d

h4 (1+h2

γ + h6

4γ3 ))
[ ∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

K2δ
jk

( γ
h2
)
u2j(0)

]1−t[ ∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

K2δ
jk

( γ
h2
)
u2j(1)

]t

= e
N(‖V ‖∞+ 4d

h4 (1+h2

γ + h6

4γ3 ))
[ ∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

K2
jk

( γ
h2
)
u2j(0)

]1−t[ ∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

K2
jk

( γ
h2
)
u2j(1)

]t
.

Thus, by virtue of (3.7), we proved that
∑

j∈Zd

∏d
k=1K

2
jk
( γ
h2 )u

2
j is finite for all 0 ≤ t ≤ 1. This

allows us to prove log-convexity for the quantity H(t). We follow the same approach as in the proof
of Proposition 3.4 and utilize the fact that Λ1 > 0. Here, Λ1 is defined in equation (3.4). Thus,
in this case, we have 〈[S,A]f, f〉 ≥ 0. Furthermore, by employing Lemma 3.3 once again, we can
establish the existence of a universal constant N2 such that the following inequality holds

H(t) ≤ eN2‖V ‖∞H(0)1−tH(1)t for all t ∈ [0, 1].

With this, we conclude the proof. �

3.3. Upper bound: proof of Theorem 1 (case Rh small). Observe that Proposition 3.5 guar-

antees that for all t ∈ [0, 1], the quantity hd
∑

j∈Zd

∏d
k=1

(K2
jk

( γ

h2 )

K2
0(

γ

h2 )

)
|uj(t)|2 is finite. Consequently,

hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|jh|<R+1

|uj(t)|2 dt = hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|jh|<R+1

d∏

k=1

( K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

)
|uj(t)|2 dt

≤ hd sup
j∈Z

d

R−2<|jh|<R+1

d∏

k=1

( K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

)
sup

t∈[0,1]

∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

(K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

)
|uj(t)|2,

and, by virtue of Proposition 3.5, the quantity with the supt∈[0,1] can be bounded by a finite constant
C uniformly in h. Hence, our goal is to provide an upper bound estimation for the following quantity

(3.8) sup
j∈Z

d

R−2<|jh|<R+1

d∏

k=1

( K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

)
.

To facilitate the analysis, let us first consider the one-dimensional case. It suffices to examine
nonnegative values of j ∈ Z, as per the observation in (B.3). We will consider jh ≃ R andK2

j (
γ
h2 ) =

K2
j (j

γ
jh2 ) (which implies that γ/(jh2) ≃ γ/(Rh) is fixed). Then, we will use the asymptotic relations

(B.11) for large argument and (B.12) for large index (we bring them here for the sake of the reading)

K0(z) ≤ CM
1√
z
e−z, for all z ≥M,
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and

Kj(jz) ≥ cM
1√

j(1 + z2)1/4
e
−j
(√

1+z2+log z

1+
√

1+z2

)
, for all |j| ≥M,

where M = 100 has been fixed in the hypotheses. Thus, for h as in the hypothesis, which ensures
that γ

h2 ≥M and j ≃ R
h ≥M , we have

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

K2
j (

γ
h2 )

.
jh2
√
1 + γ2

j2h4

γ
exp

[
− 2

(
γ

h2
− j

√

1 +
γ2

j2h4
− j log

( γ
jh2

1 +
√
1 + γ2

j2h4

))]

≃ Rh

γ

√
1 +

γ2

R2h2
exp

[
− 2

(
γ

h2
− R

h

√
1 +

γ2

R2h2
− R

h
log
( γ

Rh

1 +
√
1 + γ2

R2h2

))]
.(3.9)

We rewrite the estimate (3.9) in the form

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

K2
j (

γ
h2 )

.

(√
R2h2

γ2
+ 1

)
exp

[
−2

(
γ

h2
− γ

h2

(√
R2h2

γ2
+ 1

)
+
R

h
log
(Rh+ γ

√
R2h2

γ2 + 1

γ
−1+1

))]
.

We will use the Taylor expansion
√
1 + z2 ∼ 1 + z2/2 and log(1 + z) ∼ z as |z| < 1. In order to do

this, we recall that, by hypothesis Rh
γ < 1

2 , thus
√

R2h2

γ2 + 1 ∼ R2h2

2γ2 + 1 and

Rh+ γ
√

R2h2

γ2 + 1

γ
− 1 ∼

Rh+ γ(R
2h2

2γ2 + 1)

γ
− 1 =

Rh

γ
+
R2h2

2γ2

which has modulus less than 1, using again the fact that Rh
γ < 1

2 . Then,

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

K2
j (

γ
h2 )

.

(
1 +

R2h2

2γ2

)
exp

[
− 2

γ

h2
+ 2

γ

h2

(
R2h2

2γ2
+ 1

)
− 2

R

h
· 1
γ

(
Rh+

R2h2

2γ

)]

.
(
1 +

1

2γ2

)
exp

[
− R2

γ

(
1 +

Rh

γ

)]
≤ Cγe

−R2/γ .

We extend this estimate to the multidimensional case as follows. Let us consider the tensorial
product (3.8) for some fixed j ∈ Zd such that R− 2 < |jh| < R+1. Then, there exists at least one
component jk such that |jkh| ∼ R, let us assume this is j1. We split the product in

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

K2
j1
( γ
h2 )

d∏

k=2

( K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

)
. Cγe

−R2/γ · 1,

where the quotients in the tensorial product are simply bounded by 1, since the modified Bessel
functions are monotone increasing with respect to order (see (B.5)). The proof is complete now.

Remark 3.6. Let d ≥ 1 and u ∈ C1([0, 1] : ℓ2((hZ)d)) be a solution to (1.5). Assume that for
some γ > 0 there exists a finite positive constant c(γ) independent of h such that

hd
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

(K2
jk
( γ
h2 )

K2
0 (

γ
h2 )

)(
|uj(0)|2 + |uj(1)|2

)
< c(γ)
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and that there exists h0 > 0 with γ
h2
0
≥ M = 100. If now we choose R > 1 such that Rh

γ > 1

and R
h ≥ M , for 0 < h < h0, then arguing as in the previous proof, the quantity in (3.9) can be

estimated by

Rh

γ

(
1 +

γ2

2R2h2

)
exp

[
− 2γ

h2
+

2R

h

(
1 +

γ2

R2h2

)
− 2R

h
log(Rh)− 2R

h
log
(2
γ

(
1 +

γ2

4R2h2

))]

.
1

γ
exp

[
c
(
− 2R

h
log(Rh)− 2R

h

(
log
( 2
γ

)
− 1
)
+ log(Rh)

)]
,

and observe that the leading term on the right hand side is e−cR
h log(Rh), c being independent of all

relevant parameters. Notice that the term Rh in front of the exponential on the left hand side has
been absorbed by the exponential, with the cost of certain constant. On the other hand, the term 1/γ
in front of the exponential is not playing a relevant role. Eventually, this estimate does not produce
a contradiction if we combine it with the lower bound in Theorem 3. This motivates to consider a
different condition for the regime Rh large.

3.4. Upper bound: proof of Theorem 2 (case Rh large). Analogously to the approach in
[FB18, Lemma 3.1 and Remark 3.2] (see also [FBV17, Lemma 2.2]), we can prove that

hd
∑

j∈Zd

eβ·j|uj(t)|2 ≤ eC‖V ‖∞hd
∑

j∈Zd

eβ·j
(
|uj(0)|2 + |uj(1)|2

)
.

In fact, it can be verified that the commutator computation in the proof of Proposition 3.4 is
identical to that in [FB18, proof of Theorem 2.2]. This commutator computation, with the specific
weight eβ·j delivers the result in [FB18, Lemma 3.1 and Remark 3.2], scaled in h.

If we multiply by
∏d

k=1 e
− 2

eh2 cosh (βk/µ) and integrate in β ∈ R
d we have, in virtue of (B.14),

ˆ

Rd

eβ·j
d∏

k=1

e−
2

eh2 cosh (βk/µ) dβ = 2d
ˆ ∞

0

· · ·
ˆ ∞

0

d∏

k=1

eβkjk + e−βkjk

2
e−

2
eh2 cosh (βk/µ) dβ1 · · ·βd

= 2d
ˆ ∞

0

· · ·
ˆ ∞

0

d∏

k=1

cosh(βkjk)e
− 2

eh2 cosh (βk/µ) dβ1 · · ·βd = (2µ)d
d∏

k=1

Kjkµ

( 2

eh2

)
.

By Tonelli, we deduce that

hd
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

Kjkµ

( 2

eh2

)
|uj(t)|2 ≤ eC‖V ‖∞hd

∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

Kjkµ

( 2

eh2

)(
|uj(0)|2 + |uj(1)|2

)

and from here trivially

(3.10) hd
∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

Kjkµ(
2

eh2 )

K0(
2

eh2 )
|uj(t)|2 ≤ eC‖V ‖∞hd

∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

Kjkµ(
2

eh2 )

K0(
2

eh2 )
)
(
|uj(0)|2 + |uj(1)|2

)
,

which is bounded by a constant C uniformly in h, by hypothesis.
On the one hand, taking h small enough, we can use the asymptotics (B.11) so that

(3.11) K0

( 2

eh2

)
∼ h exp

[
− c

h2
]
.
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On the other hand, taking into account that |jh| ≃ R let us assume, without loss of generality, that
|j1h| ≃ R. By using the asymptotics in (B.10) we obtain, for Rh > 2

eµ ,

(3.12) 2µKj1µ

( 2

eh2

)
∼
√
h

R
exp

[µR
h

log(Rh) +
µR

h
logµ

]

since the exponential absorbs the terms multiplying by
√
µ in front of the exponential. Now we

have

hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|jh|<R+1

|uj(t)|2 dt = hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|jh|<R+1

d∏

k=1

( K0(
2

eh2 )

Kjkµ(
2

eh2 )

Kjkµ(
2

eh2 )

K0(
2

eh2 )

)
|uj(t)|2 dt

≤ hd sup
j∈Z

d

R−2<|jh|<R+1

d∏

k=1

K0(
2

eh2 )

Kjkµ(
2

eh2 )
sup

t∈[0,1]

∑

j∈Zd

d∏

k=1

Kjkµ(
2

eh2 )

K0(
2

eh2 )
|uj(t)|2.

By (3.10), the quantity with supt∈[0,1] is bounded uniformly in h. On the other hand, considering

the tensorial product
∏d

k=1

K0(
2

eh2 )

Kjkµ(
2

eh2 )
for a fixed j ∈ Zd such that |jh| ≃ R we have, by (3.12),

(3.11), and (B.5)

K0(
2

eh2 )

Kj1µ(
2

eh2 )

d∏

k=2

K0(
2

eh2 )

Kjkµ(
2

eh2 )
. h

√
R

h
exp[− c

h2
] exp

[
− µR

h
log(Rh)− µR

h
logµ

]

. exp
[
− c0

(µR
h

log(Rh) +
µR

h
logµ

)]

which leads to the desired estimate.

4. Semidiscrete heat equation: lower bound

The lower bound in Theorem 3 will be obtained through a Carleman estimate, which is stated
and proven in the next subsection.

4.1. A Carleman inequality for the heat operator.

Theorem 5 (Carleman inequality). Let R ≥ 1 and f : (hZ)d × [0, 1] → R be such that

supp(f) ⊂
{
1 ≤

∣∣hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1
∣∣ ≤ 4

}
× (0, 1).

Let φ : (hZ)d × [0, 1] → R, φj(t) = α
∣∣hj
R + ϕ(t)e1

∣∣2, where ϕ : [0, 1] → [0,∞) is a smooth function
such that supp(ϕ) ⊂ (0, 1). Then there exists h0 > 0 and C > 1 such that

1

h2

√
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
‖f‖L2([0,1]:ℓ2(hZd))

(4.1)

+
2

h2

√
sinh

2αh2

R2

(
hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

∣∣∣
fj+ek − fj−ek

2

∣∣∣
2

dt
)1/2

≤ C‖eφ(∂t −∆d)(e
−φf)‖L2([0,1]:ℓ2(hZd))
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where α, 0 < h < h0, and R satisfy the relations

(4.2) α ≤ cϕ
1

h4
sinh

(2αh2
R2

)
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)

for a constant cϕ = cϕ(d, ‖ϕ′‖∞, ‖ϕ′′‖∞) and

(4.3) α ≥ cR2 if
αh

R
≤ 1/10

or

(4.4) 1 .
1

Rh
e
(2−ε) αh

R
√

d if
αh

R
≥

√
d/2

for a small, universal ε such that h/R < ε/
√
d.

Proof. We argue in two steps. First we derive the commutator contributions and in the second step
we explain how to absorb the unsigned contributions.

Step 1: Commutator. Let φj(t) = α
∣∣hj
R +ϕ(t)e1

∣∣2, where ϕ : [0, 1] → [0,∞) is a smooth function

supported in [ 14 ,
3
4 ]. As explained, we will often omit the time variable to simplify notation, that

is, we will frequently write fj := fj(t). In view of [FBV17], we can decompose −eφ∆d(e
−φf) =

Sf +Af , where

S fj =
1

h2

{
−2dfj+

d∑

k=1

cosh
(2α
R

( jk + 1/2

R
+ϕ(t)δ1k

))
fj+ek+

d∑

k=1

cosh
(2α
R

(jk − 1/2

R
+ϕ(t)δ1k

))
fj−ek

}

and

Afj =
1

h2

{
−

d∑

k=1

sinh
(2α
R

(jk + 1/2

R
+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))
fj+ek +

d∑

k=1

sinh
(2α
R

(jk − 1/2

R
+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))
fj−ek

}
.

Thus, we have eφ(∂t −∆d)g = −∂tφf + ∂tf + Sf +Af = S̃f + Ãf , with S̃ = S − ∂tφ, Ã = A+ ∂t.

We compute the expression 〈[S̃, Ã]f, f〉L2([0,1]:ℓ2(hZd)) = (I) + (II) + (III) + (IV ), where the
terms (I), (II), (III) and (IV ) are explained and discussed in the sequel. More precisely, we have

(I) := 〈[−∂tφ, ∂t]f, f〉, (II) := 〈[−∂tφ,A]f, f〉, (III) := 〈[S, ∂t]f, f〉, (IV ) := 〈[S,A]f, f〉.
We next study these contributions individually. By the observations from [FBV17], it is known that
(IV ) gives rise to positive contributions, it will thus be our main aim to either deduce positivity
also for (I)− (III) or to absorb the possibly non-negative contributions into (IV ).

We begin by computing (I)

(I) = hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

∂2t φj(t)|fj |2dt = 2αhd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

(
(ϕ′(t))2 +

(hj1
R

+ ϕ(t)
)
ϕ′′(t)

)
|fj|2dt.

Next, for (II) we obtain

(II) = 2αhd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

sinh
(2αh
R

(h(jk + 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))(hj1
R

+ ϕ(t)
)
ϕ′(t) fj+ekfj dt

− 2αhd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

sinh
(2αh
R

(h(jk − 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))(hj1
R

+ ϕ(t)
)
ϕ′(t) fj−ekfj dt
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= −2αh

R
hd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

sinh
(2αh
R

(h(j1 + 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)

))
ϕ′(t)fjfj+e1 dt.

For (III) we infer

(III) = 2〈Sf, ∂tf〉 = −4d hd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

fj ∂tfj dt

+ 2hd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

cosh
(2αh
R

(h(jk + 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))
fj+ek∂tfj dt

+ 2hd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

cosh
(2αh
R

(h(jk − 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))
fj−ek∂tfj dt

=: (III1) + (III2) + (III3).

In (III) we observe the first term (III1) = 0 (since after integration by parts in time we get
(III1) = −(III1)). For the second sum in (III) we also integrate by parts in time and obtain that

(III2) = −2hd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

[
∂t cosh

(2αh
R

(h(jk + 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))]
fj+ekfj dt

− 2hd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

cosh
(2αh
R

(h(jk + 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))
(∂tfj+ek) fj dt

= −2hd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

2αh

R
ϕ′(t)δ1k sinh

(2αh
R

(h(jk + 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))
fj+ekfj dt

− 2hd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

cosh
(2αh
R

(h(jk − 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))
(∂tfj)fj−ek dt.

Now, observe that the last term above is just −(III3) and thus

(III) = (III2) + (III3) = −4αh

R
hd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

sinh
(2αh
R

(h(j1 + 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)

))
ϕ′(t)fj+e1fj dt,

so that (III) = 2(II).
Finally, for (IV ), we use observations from [FBV17] adapted to the rescaled setting. This yields

(IV ) = 4hd−4 sinh
2αh2

R2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

sinh2
(2αh
R

(hjk
R

+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))
|fj|2dt

+ 4hd−4 sinh
2αh2

R2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

∣∣∣
fj+ek − fj−ek

2

∣∣∣
2

dt.

Combining the computations for (I)− (IV ), we obtain, for the full parabolic commutator,

〈[S̃, Ã]f, f〉 = 2αhd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

(
(ϕ′(t))2 +

(hj1
R

+ ϕ(t)
)
ϕ′′(t)

)
(fj)

2dt
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− 6αhd−2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

sinh
(2αh
R

(h(j1 + 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)

)) h
R
ϕ′(t) fj+e1fjdt

+ 4hd−4 sinh
2αh2

R2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

sinh2
(2αh
R

(hjk
R

+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))
|fj |2dt

+ 4hd−4 sinh
2αh2

R2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

∣∣∣
fj+ek − fj−ek

2

∣∣∣
2

dt.

As already indicated above, we view (IV ) as the dominant term and seek to control all possibly
non-signed commutator contributions by this term. Thus, we search for sufficient conditions on
the parameters such that all not correctly signed contributions from (I) − (III) can be absorbed
into 1

2 (IV ). Since all terms carry a factor hd, in the sequel, we will simply drop this in comparing
the different contributions. As above, we will deduce sufficient conditions allowing to absorb the
possibly non-signed terms by studying the non-signed contributions individually next and compare
their coefficients to the ones from (IV ).

Step 2: Absorption arguments. For the first contribution (I) we only seek to absorb the second
term, since the first one is positive. Thus, comparing the coefficients of the second term in (I) with
the first term in (IV ), we are led to impose the following sufficient condition

2α‖ϕ′′‖∞
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

∣∣∣
hj1
R

+ ϕ(t)
∣∣∣|fj |2

≤ 2

3

1

h4
sinh

2αh2

R2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

sinh2
(2αh
R

(hjk
R

+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))
|fj |2.

Due to the support of f , it turns out that for any point in the support we have
∣∣hjk

R +ϕ(t)δ1k
∣∣ ≤ 4,

∀k ∈ {1, . . . , d}, while there exists l ∈ {1, . . . , d} such that
∣∣hjl
R + ϕ(t)δ1l

∣∣ ≥ 1√
d
. This implies that

the first contribution can be absorbed as long as

(4.5) 8α‖ϕ′′‖∞ ≤ 2

3h4
sinh

(2αh2
R2

)
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
.

For (II) we first apply Young’s inequality 2fj+e1fj ≤ (fj+e1)
2 + (fj)

2 and, after translating in
j, we need the condition

(4.6)
α

hR
‖ϕ′‖∞

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

∣∣∣ sinh
(2αh
R

(h(j1 ± 1/2)

R
+ ϕ(t)

))∣∣∣|fj |2

≤ 1

3h4
sinh

2αh2

R2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

sinh2
(2αh
R

(hjk
R

+ ϕ(t)δ1k

))
|fj |2.

We are reduced to analyze under which assumptions on α, h and R, inequalities (4.5) and (4.6)
hold. Let us consider two cases. Without loss of generality, let ‖fj‖L2([0,1]:ℓ2(hZd)) = 1 below.

Case 1 : αh
R ≤ 1

10 . Thanks to the support condition, the left hand side of (4.6) is bounded from
above by

(4.7) ‖ϕ′‖∞h−2αh

R
sinh

(9αh
R

)
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and the right hand side of (4.6) is bounded from below by

(4.8)
2

3
h−4 sinh

(2αh2
R2

)
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
.

Since sinh(x) ∼ x for x small, we have that (4.7) is bounded by (4.8) whenever α ≥ cR2 (in
particular when α = CR2 for a suitable constant C = C(‖ϕ′‖∞) > 0).

Case 2 : αh
R ≥

√
d
2 . Since h/R is small, we can assume that there exists a small, universal ε such

that h/R < ε/
√
d2. For each j = (j1, . . . , jd), we distinguish two situations.

Situation 2.1: the component j1 satisfies
∣∣hj1

R + ϕ(t)
∣∣ ≥ 1√

d
. Let us look at the argument of sinh in

the left hand side of (4.6), namely 2αh
R

(
h(j1±1/2)

R + ϕ(t)
)
= 2αh

R

(
hj1
R + ϕ(t)

)
± αh2

R2 . Hence,

αh2

R2
≤ αh

R

ε√
d
. ε

αh

R

∣∣∣
hj1
R

+ ϕ(t)
∣∣∣

and so the term on left hand side of (4.6) is bounded from above by a constant times

h−2αh

R
sinh

(
(2 + ε)

αh

R

∣∣∣
hj1
R

+ ϕ(t)
∣∣∣
)
.

Now we would like to use that sinh(x) ∼ ex/2 for x large (say x ≥ 1), this being possible since

(2 + ε)
αh

R

∣∣∣
hj1
R

+ ϕ(t)
∣∣∣ >

αh

R

2√
d
.

Thus

(4.9) h−2αh

R
sinh

(
(2 + ε)

αh

R

∣∣∣
hj1
R

+ ϕ(t)
∣∣∣
)
≤ h−2αh

R
e(2+ε)αh

R

∣∣hj1
R +ϕ(t)

∣∣
.

On the other hand, the term corresponding with the component j1 on the right hand side of (4.6)
is bounded from below by a constant times

(4.10) h−4 sinh
(2αh2
R2

)
sinh1+ε/2

(2αh
R

∣∣∣
hj1
R

+ ϕ(t)
∣∣∣
)
sinh1−ε/2

(2αh
R

∣∣∣
hj1
R

+ ϕ(t)
∣∣∣
)

≥ h−4 sinh
(2αh2
R2

)
e(2+ε)αh

R

∣∣ hj1
R +ϕ(t)

∣∣
sinh1−ε/2

(2αh
R

1√
d

)
.

Thus (4.9) is bounded by (4.10) whenever

(4.11) h−2αh

R
. h−4 sinh

(2αh2
R2

)
sinh1−ε/2

(2αh
R

1√
d

)
.

Nevertheless, since x ≤ sinhx for all positive x, it can be easily checked that the condition 1 .
1
Rhe

(2−ε) αh

R
√

d implies (4.11).

Situation 2.2: the component j1 satisfies
∣∣hj1

R + ϕ(t)
∣∣ ≤ 1√

d
. Recall that there exists l 6= 1 such

that
∣∣hjl
R + ϕ(t)δ1l

∣∣ ≥ 1√
d
. Then the left hand side of (4.6) is bounded from above by a constant

times h−2 αh
R sinh

(
2αh
R

1√
d
+ αh

R
ε√
d

)
≤ h−2 αh

R sinh
(
(2 + ε) αh

R
√
d

)
. On the other hand, the right hand

2Indeed, we can assume that ε/
√
d = 1/M , where M is the constant in Theorem 1.
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side of (4.6) is bounded from below by a constant times h−4 sinh
(
2αh2

R2

)
sinh2

(
2αh
R
√
d

)
. Therefore,

we require that

(4.12) h−2αh

R
e
(2+ε) αh

R
√

d . h−4 2αh
2

R2
e

4αh

R
√

d

and, as before, the condition 1 . 1
Rhe

(2−ε) αh

R
√

d is sufficient to ensure (4.12). The study of (III) is
identical to that of (II) and we arrive at the same condition, up to a dimensional constant.

If these conditions (which are the conditions given at (4.2)) are satisfied, then the unsigned
contributions of the commutator are absorbed in a constant multiple of (IV ), which is bounded by
the left-hand side of (4.1). This finishes the proof since

‖eφ
(
∂t −∆d

)
g‖2L2([0,1]:ℓ2(hZd)) = ‖S̃f + Ãf‖2L2([0,1]:ℓ2(hZd)) ≥ 〈[S̃, Ã]f, f〉L2([0,1]:ℓ2(hZd)),

as desired. �

4.2. Lower bound: proof of Theorem 3. The quantitative lower bound in Theorem 3 will be
derived from the Carleman estimate in Theorem 5. We first state and prove a technical lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Let u ∈ C1([0, 1] : ℓ2(hZd)) be a non-trivial solution to (1.5). Assume that R ≥ 1.
There exists h0 > 0 such that if (4.2),(4.3), (4.4) holds for h ∈ (0, h0), and for some C > 1,

(4.13) C
(
u(0) + ‖V ‖2∞

)
≤ 1

h4
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
,

are satisfied, then

(4.14)
1

h4
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
e−14α ≤ Chd

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt.

Proof. Let θR : Rd → R be a smooth function such that θR ∈ C∞
0 (Rd), θR(x) = 0 for |x| ≥ R and

θR(x) = 1 for |x| ≤ R− 1. Let φ : Rd × [0,∞) → R be defined by

φ(x, t) = α
∣∣∣
x

R
+ ϕ(t)e1

∣∣∣
2

,

where ϕ : [0, 1] → [0,∞) is a smooth function such that

0 ≤ ϕ ≤ 3, ϕ(t) = 0 for t ∈
[
0,

1

4

]
∪
[3
4
, 1
]
, ϕ(t) = 3 for t ∈

[3
8
,
5

8

]
.

Let η : Rd → R be a smooth function such that η(x) = 0 if |x| ≤ 1 and η(x) = 1 if |x| ≥ 2. Thus

gj(t) := uj(t) θR(hj) η
(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

)

is a compactly supported function for which the Carleman inequality (4.1) holds true.
We will use the decomposition

∆d,k(fg)j = gj∆d,kfj + 2Ds
kfjD+,kgj + fj−ek∆d,kgj .

This will give

(∂t −∆d)[gj(t)] = (∂t −∆d)[uj(t)] θR(hj) η
(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

)

− 2

d∑

k=1

Ds
kuj(t)D+,k

(
θR(hj)η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

))
−

d∑

k=1

uj−ek(t)∆d,k

(
θR(hj) η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

))



26 A. FERNÁNDEZ-BERTOLIN, L. RONCAL, AND D. STAN

+ uj(t)∂t

(
θR(hj)η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

))
.

Thus, the Carleman inequality (4.1) gives (notice that the hd term can be simplified from all
terms, so we refrain from writing it and will include it after these computations)

1

Ch4
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

(eφj(t)gj)
2dt

≤
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

(
eφj(t)Vj(t)uj(t) θR(hj) η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

))2
(4.15)

+ 2

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

e2φj(t)(Ds
kuj(t))

2
(
D+,k

(
θR(hj)η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

)))2

+

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

e2φj(t)(uj−ek(t))
2
(
∆d,k

(
θR(hj)η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

)))2

+

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

e2φj(t)(uj(t))
2
(
∂t

(
θR(hj)η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

)))2
.

First we aim to absorb the term with V into the left hand side. Thus, we need to ensure

(4.16) C‖V ‖2∞ ≤ 1

10

1

h4
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
.

We analyze each of the other terms individually. We have

D+,k

(
θR(hj)η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

))
= D+,kθR(hj) η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

)
+ θR((j + ek)h)D+,kη

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

)
.

Notice thatD+,kθR is supported inside {R−1−h < |hj| < R+h} and |D+,kθR(hj)| ≤ ‖∇θR‖∞ ≤ C.

Thus in this region |hjR + ϕe1| ≤ 4 + h and, by inequality (2.3), we obtain, for h0 small enough,

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

e2φj(t)(Ds
kuj(t))

2
(
D+,kθR(hj) η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

))2

≤ Ce33α
ˆ 1

0

∑

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt.

We observe that the support of D+,kη
(
hj
R + ϕ(t)e1

)
is contained in {1− h

R ≤ |hjR + ϕe1| ≤ 2 + h
R}

and
∣∣D+,kη

(∣∣hj
R + ϕ(t)e1

∣∣)∣∣ ≤ C 1
R . Hence, for any k = 1, . . . , d,

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

e2φj(t)(Ds
kuj(t))

2
(
θR((j + ek)h)D+,kη

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

))2
dt

≤ C
e2α(2+

h
R )2

R2

ˆ 1

0

∑

{|hj|<R+h}∩{1− h
R≤|hj

R +ϕe1|≤2+ h
R}

(Ds
kuj(t))

2 dt ≤ C
e2α(2+

h
R )2

R2

∑

j∈Zd

|uj(0)|2,

where we used the energy estimate (Lemma 2.1) in the last inequality and C depends on ‖V ‖∞.
For next terms we proceed similarly, delivering that for any k = 1, . . . , d,
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ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

e2φj(t)|uj−ek(t)|2
(
∆d,k

(
θR(hj) η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

)))2

≤ Ce33α
ˆ 1

0

∑

R−1−h<|hj|<R+h

|uj−ek(t)|2 dt+C
e2α(2+

h
R )2

R2

ˆ 1

0

∑

{1− h
R≤|hj

R +ϕe1|≤2+ h
R }

|uj−ek (t)|2 dt.

Finally, for the last term notice that ∂t
[
η
(
hj
R + ϕ(t)e1

)]
= ∂x1η

(
hj
R + ϕ(t)e1

)
ϕ′(t) so that

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

e2φj(t)(uj(t) θR(hj))
2
(
∂x1η

(hj
R

+ ϕ(t)e1

)
ϕ′(t)

)2

≤ C‖ϕ′‖∞‖∇η‖∞ e8α
ˆ 1

0

∑

|jh|<R

|uj(t)|2 dt.

For the left-hand of side (4.15) we notice that g ≡ u in the set {|hj| ≤ R− 1} × [ 12 − 1
8 ,

1
2 + 1

8 ]. In

this set ϕ ≡ 3 and thus |hjR + ϕ(t)e1| ≥ 3− R−1
R = 2 + 1

R . Thus,
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Zd

(eφj(t)gj)
2dt ≥

ˆ
1
2+

1
8

1
2− 1

8

∑

|hj|<R−1

(eφj(t)uj(t))
2 dt ≥ e2(2+

1
R )2α

ˆ
1
2+

1
8

1
2− 1

8

∑

|hj|<R−1

|uj(t)|2 dt.

Since u is nontrivial, after a suitable scaling one can assume that

hd
ˆ 1

2+
1
8

1
2− 1

8

∑

|hj|<R−1

|uj(t)|2 dt ≥ 1.

Indeed, if the latter integral is zero for every R, automatically u ≡ 0. So there must exist some R0

and some positive constant c such that for R ≥ R0 the integral is greater than c. Since a constant
times the solution solves the same equation, one can assume without loss of generality that c ≥ 1.

Altogether we obtain, from (4.15), after including the factor hd that we removed,

1

h4
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
e2(2+

1
R )2α

≤ Chd
(e2α(2+ h

R )2

R2

∑

j∈Zd

|uj(0)|2 + e33α
ˆ 1

0

∑

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt
)
,

where we also used the energy estimate in Lemma 2.1, namely
´ 1

0

∑
j∈Zd |uj(t)|2 dt ≤ C

∑
j∈Zd |uj(0)|2.

Thus, if

(4.17)
1

2

1

h4
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
≥ ‖u(·, 0)‖2ℓ2

R2

then for R ≥ 1

1

2

1

h4
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
e−14α ≤ hd

ˆ 1

0

∑

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt.

Now, to summarize, we just need to ensure that conditions (4.16) and (4.17) hold, or stated alto-
gether, that

C
(
u(0), ‖V ‖∞

)
≤ 1

h4
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
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holds. �

Now we are ready to prove the lower bound of Theorem 3.

Proof of Theorem 3. We have to optimize the lower bound from the previous Lemma 4.1 in α and
R. This amounts to studying the relation between α, h,R such that (4.2) and either (4.3) or (4.4),
hold. In words, besides (4.13) we need the condition (4.2)

cϕh
−4 sinh2(2αh/R

√
d) sinh(2αh2/R2) ≥ α

and

α ≥ cR2 if
αh

R
≤ 1/10 or 1 .

1

Rh
e
(2−ε) αh

R
√

d if
αh

R
≥

√
d/2

for a small, universal ε such that h/R < ε/
√
d. We have to take into account that h is small, R

large, and we would like to have α large, but going to infinity in the slowest possible way. Let us
first link R and h by taking R = h−β for β > 0 and do some casuistic to determine α at every scale
|hj| ∼ R. Observe that at each scale, (4.2) reads

(4.18) cϕR
4/β sinh2(2α/R1+1/β

√
d) sinh(2α/R2+2/β) ≥ α.

We recall that sinh(x) ∼ x and sinh(x) ∼ e|x|/2 for x small and large, respectively.
Case 1: Choice of α such that α ≤ R1+1/β/10. In this case, since αh/R ≤ 1/10, we require
α ≥ cR2. Besides, all hyperbolic functions are evaluated at small argument. Therefore in this
regime we can use the relation 2x ≥ sinhx ≥ x, for x positive, and condition (4.18) is satisfied if

cϕR
4/β 4α2

R2+2/βd

2α

R2+2/β
≥ α ⇐⇒ 8cϕα

2 ≥ dR4.

Hence, a choice to get a constant size and answer positively to our question is

α = cR2,

with c large enough independent of R. This is the same as in the continuum regime but this choice
forces the requirement cR2 ≤ R1+1/β/10 or, in other words, β < 1. If β = 1 we require some control
on the constant c (which depends on the dimension and the function ϕ).

Case 2: Choice of α such that α ≥
√
dR1+1/β/2 and α ≤ R2+2/β/10. This is the range for α

to satisfy (4.4), so at the scale R = h−β we require

(4.19) R−1+1/βe
(2−ε) α

R1+1/β√
d ≥ C1.

We recall that ε is a universal small number such that ε >
√
dh/R. Now, when the hyperbolic sine

is evaluated at small argument, we can use as before 2x ≥ sinhx ≥ x, while at large arguments one
has ex/2 ≥ sinhx ≥ ex/4. Therefore, to ensure (4.18) we require

cϕR
4/β e

4α

R1+1/β√
d

4

2α

R2+2/β
≥ α ⇐⇒ cϕe

4α

R1+1/β√
d

2R2−2/β
≥ 1,

which is a weaker relation than (4.19). Hence, we have to analyze the best relation in (4.19). If

β < 1 we take α =
√
dR1+1/β/2, if β = 1 we take α = cR2 with c = max{

√
d
2 ,

√
d
4 log

(
2
cϕ

)
}, and if

β > 1 we take α = c̃R1+1/β log(R1−1/β), for which we need

R((2−ǫ)c̃/
√
d−1)(1−1/β) ≥ C1
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which is satisfied if c̃ >
√
d

2−ǫ .

Case 3: Choice of α such that α ≥ R2+2/β. In this range we require (4.19) and, since both
hyperbolic functions are evaluated at large argument,

cϕR
4/βe

4α

R1+1/β√
d
+ 2α

R2+2β ≥ 16α.

The best choice in this case is then α = R2+2/β.
Combining the three cases, if β ≤ 1, α = min{cR2, CR1+1/β , R2+2/β} = cR2. In other words, if

Rh ≤ 1, the choice of α is the same as in the continuum case. If β > 1, then

α = min{c̃R1+1/β log(R1−1/β), R2+2/β} = c̃R1+1/β log(R1−1/β)

with c̃ a universal constant independent of β. Observe that at these scales R = h−β , we can take
Rh ≥ 1 and α = c̃R1+1/β log(R1−1/β) = c̃Rh log(Rh). We summarize this study as

(4.20) α =

{
cR2 if Rh ≤ 1,

c̃Rh log(Rh) if Rh > 1.

Inserting these choices into (4.14), taking (4.2) into account, we obtain

(4.21) Chd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt ≥ e−14αα ≥
{
e−cR2

if Rh ≤ 1,

e−c̃R
h log(Rh) if Rh > 1,

as desired.
If for fixed h we want to find the best choice of α, we notice that only (4.4) can occur, and in

order to satisfy this condition, we take α = cRh log(Rh). For c large enough, only depending on d,
(4.2) is sastisfied. This agrees with the previous lower bound. �

Remark 4.2. In the case R = h−β, Rh > 1 we can write the lower bound as

Chd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt ≥ e−14CR
1+ 1

β log(R1−1/β) if Rh ≥ 1.

It is possible to adapt the previous argument to have e−14CR
1+ 1

β log(1+R1−1/β) on the right hand side.
Then, the value β = 1 leads us to the close-to-continuum region, and gives us the R2 factor.

5. Landis-type results for the semidiscrete heat equation

5.1. The close-to-continuum regime: proof of Theorem A (1). We present a proof of the
Landis-type estimate for the discrete heat equation in Theorem A (1). Assume that u is nontrivial.
We focus on the regime Rh small, so in this case, from the lower bound in Theorem 3,

hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt & e−cR2

.

From the upper bound in Theorem 1,

hd
ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt ≤ Cγ,de
−dR2/γ
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and hence

e−cR2 ≤ Cγ,de
−dR2/γ .

Thus, for R greater than some specific R̄(C, γ, d) we arrive at a contradiction if γ < dc−1. Notice
this simultaneously gives the existence of some h0 = h0(γ, c) such that for h ∈ (0, h0) the regime
condition Rh ≤ min{γ/2, 1/10} is satisfied.

5.2. The purely discrete regime: proof of Theorem A (2). The proof of Theorem A (2)
follows the idea of the proof of Theorem A (1) and makes use of the upper and lower bounds in
Theorems 2 and 3, respectively. This time, if we assume µ to be large enough, only depending on
the dimension, by letting Rh ≫ 1, we reach a contradiction, hence u ≡ 0, see also [FBV17, p.
4864].

6. Optimality

We can see with an example how the quantitative estimates we have obtained in Theorems 1,
2, and 3 are optimal. For simplicity, we will restrict ourselves to the one dimensional case in this
section. Hence, we are going to provide a nontrivial solution uj(t) to the discrete free heat equation
with fast decay and study the quantity

h

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt.

This quantity behaves as the lower and upper bounds of the results above or, in other words, these
bounds are tight. This example does not contradict Theorem A (1) because the decay rate γ is too
large and the hypothesis γ < C of this result is not satisfied.

Indeed, let us consider the function

(6.1) uj(t) =
∑

j∈Z

e−2t/h2 Ij(2t/h
2 + 1/h2)

I0(1/h2)
.

First of all, one can check that this function is a solution to equation (1.5) such that fulfills the
condition (1.7). By taking for instance γ = 4 in (1.7), it suffices to see that the quantities

h
∑

j∈Z

K2
j (

4
h2 )I

2
j (

1
h2 )

K2
0 (

4
h2 )I20 (

1
h2 )

and e−
4
h2 h

∑

j∈Z

K2
j (

4
h2 )I

2
j (

3
h2 )

K2
0(

4
h2 )I20 (

3
h2 )

are finite, with estimates uniform in h. Intuitively, by arguments similar to those appearing in
[FB17, Theorem 2.1] or [CJK10, Proposition 4.7] (see also Appendix A), we can see that uj(t) is
an approximation of the solution to the free heat equation with Gaussian initial data, and that the
function Kj(4/h

2)/K0(4/h
2) approximates the inverse of another Gaussian function. Therefore,

both conditions above approximate an integral of a certain Gaussian function. In any case, one can
check this by means of computations in the spirit of the ones carried out in Subsection 3.3. Now
the analysis of the sums has to distinguish the regimes in which j2h4 ≤ c1 for some c1 positive and
small and j2h4 ≥ c2 for some c2 positive and large, and then make use of the uniform bounds (B.12)

and (B.13). For the sum
∑

c1<j2h4<c2

K2
j (

4
h2 )I2

j (
1
h2 )

K2
0(

4
h2 )I2

0 (
1
h2 )

(respectively, the one concerning the condition

on uj(1)), it suffices to notice that the j 7→ Kj(b)Ij(a), for a < b, is decreasing; this follows from
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(B.9). An analogous computation can be carried out to see that the function uj(t) in (6.1) satisfies
that

h
∑

j∈Z

Kjµ(
2

eh2 )I
2
j (

1
h2 )

K0(
2

eh2 )I20 (
1
h2 )

and e−
4
h2 h

∑

j∈Z

Kjµ(
2

eh2 )I
2
j (

3
h2 )

K0(
2

eh2 ))I20 (
3
h2 )

are finite (and actually uniformly in h, for µ = 1/e, for instance). This is the condition in Theo-
rem A (2).

Now, let us consider a point in the lattice such that jh ≃ R. Using once again the asymptotic
expressions of the Bessel functions one can check that

uj(t) ∼ e
− 1+2t

h2 +R
h

[
log

(
1+2t

hR+
√

h2R2+(1+2t)2
+
√

1+ (1+2t)2

h2R2

)]
1

(h2R2 + (1 + 2t)2)1/4
.

If Rh is small, we proceed as in the first part of Theorem 3; notice that R is a quantity assumed to
be large, by using Taylor approximations we deduce that the leading term of uj(t) behaves as

uj(t) ∼
1√

1 + 2t
e−

R2

2(1+2t) ,

which can be bounded uniformly with respect to t ∈ (0, 1). Thanks to the fact that the number of
lattice points j such that R− 2 < |hj| < R+ 1 is comparable to h−1 we conclude

h

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt ∼ e−cR2

.

If Rh is large, we proceed as in the second part of Theorem 3; similarly we get uj(t) ∼ e−cR
h log(Rh),

and therefore

h

ˆ 1

0

∑

j∈Z

R−2<|hj|<R+1

(|uj(0)|2 + |uj(t)|2) dt ∼ e−cR
h log(Rh).

As in Subsection 3.3, the argument can be adapted to the multidimensional case.

7. Landis-type result for the stationary discrete Schrödinger equation

The strategy carried out to deal with the parabolic setting can be adapted to discuss the discrete
elliptic framework of Landis conjecture. Now we are concerned with the problem

(7.1) ∆duj + Vjuj = 0 in (hZ)d,

where V : (hZ)d → R is a bounded potential and u : (hZ)d → R.
As before, we will prove a qualitative Landis-type result assuming decay of the solution to (7.1),

which will be based on lower quantitative bounds for the solutions.

7.1. Lower bound: proof of Theorem 4. The lower bound relies on the Carleman inequality
in Theorem 6. The proof of this inequality follows the same steps as the one for the heat equation
in Theorem 5 but it is simpler, since there are no conditions between the parameters thanks to the
positivity of the commutator. We will omit such a proof.

Theorem 6 (Carleman inequality). Let R > 1 and f : (hZ)d → R be such that

supp(f) ⊂
{
1 ≤

∣∣hj
R

+ 3e1
∣∣ ≤ 4

}
× (0, 1).
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Let φ : (hZ)d → R, φj = α
∣∣hj
R + 3e1

∣∣2. Then there exist R0 = R0(d) > 0, C > 1 and h0 > 0 such
that

(7.2)
1

h2

√
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
‖f‖ℓ2(hZd) + 2

1

h2

√
sinh

2αh2

R2

(
hd
∑

j∈Zd

d∑

k=1

∣∣∣
fj+ek − fj−ek

2

∣∣∣
2)1/2

≤ C‖eφ∆d(e
−φf)‖ℓ2(hZd)

for all R ≥ R0, 0 < h < h0.

The Carleman inequality will lead to the quantitative lower bound stated in Theorem 4.

Proof of Theorem 4. The proof is similar to the proof of the lower bound in the parabolic setting
and therefore we will omit part of the details. In a first step, we apply the previous Carleman
estimate and conclude, analogously as in Lemma 4.1, that

1

h4
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
e−14α ≤ hd

∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

|uj |2

as long as

(7.3) C
(
1 + ‖V ‖2∞

)
≤ 1

h4
sinh

2αh2

R2
sinh2

( 2αh

R
√
d

)
.

Analogously as in the parabolic case, let us first link R and h, write R = h−β for β > 0, and do
some casuistic to determine α. Since this choice is related to the amount of mass of the nontrivial
solution we capture at the scale |hj| ∼ R, our goal is to find, at each scale, the smallest possible
value of α, depending on R, such that (7.3) holds. At the scale R = h−β the condition reads

(7.4) R4/β sinh
(
2

α

R2+2/β

)
sinh2

(
2

α

R1+1/β
√
d

)
≥ C0.

Case 1: α ≤ R1+1/β. In this first case both hyperbolic functions are small and we can use the
chain of inequalities 2x ≥ sinh(x) ≥ x as we did in the parabolic setting. This implies

R4/β sinh
(
2

α

R2+2/β

)
sinh2

(
2

α

R1+1/β
√
d

)
∼ c

α3

R4
.

Thus, a choice to get a constant size and answer positively to our question is

α = cR4/3,

with an appropriate c, independent on h and R. This choice is possible only if 4/3 ≤ 1 + 1/β ⇔
β ≤ 3. Notice that β = 3 requires c ≤ 1, which may not be satisfied. If β > 3, this case will not
lead to a choice of α such that (7.3) holds.

Case 2: R2+2/β ≥ α ≥
√
dR1+1/β/2. In this case, by using the asymptotics of the sinh function

R4/β sinh
(
2

α

R2+2/β

)
sinh2

(
2

α

R1+1/β
√
d

)
∼ α

R2−2/β
e
4 α

R1+1/β√
d .

This motivates the choice
α = cR1+ 1

β log(R1−1/β)

with c a positive constant. Hence,

α

R2−2/β
e

4α

R1+1/β√
d = cR

4c(1−1/β)√
d

+ 3
β−1

log(R1−1/β)
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and by taking c =
√
d/4 condition (7.4) is satisfied. If β ≤ 3 we can remove the logarithm from the

choice of α and take α = cR2+2/β with c a sufficiently large constant, independent of R, h and β.
Case 3: α ≥ R2+2/β. Again, by the asymptotics of sinh,

R4/β sinh
(
2

α

R2+2/β

)
sinh2

(
2

α

R1+1/β
√
d

)
∼ R4/β α

R2−2/β
e
2 α

R2+2/β
+4 α

R1+1/β√
d .

And the appropriate choice of α is R2+2/β. Gathering the information of these three cases,
if β ≤ 3 we take α = min{cR4/3, cR1+1/β, R2+2/β} = cR4/3, while, if β > 3 we take α =
min{cR1+1/β log(R1−1/β), R2+2β} = cR1+1/β log(R1−1/β), being all constants independent of R.
After the choice of α is done, we get the lower bound as in the parabolic setting.

If we look at condition (7.3) for fixed h, then by taking α = cRh log(Rh) the condition is satisfied,
by following the previous strategy. �

7.2. Landis-type result for the solution to the discrete elliptic equation. We conclude this
section with the proof of the Landis-type results for the elliptic equation.

Proof of Theorem B. The proof follows from Theorem 4 and the assumptions on the solution. As-
sume u is nontrivial and let

ΛR := hd
∑

j∈Z
d

R−2<|hj|<R+1

|uj|2.

If the decay assumption in (1) is satisfied, it is easy to check that ΛR . e−µ0R
4/3

for all R. On the

other hand by taking for instance R = h−1/2, by the first part of Theorem 4 we get ΛR & e−CR4/3

.
We arrive at a contradiction by letting R → ∞ (and therefore h→ 0), choosing µ0 > C.

If the decay assumption in (2) is satisfied, ΛR . e−µ0R
1+1/β log(R1−1/β) for all R. Next, we get

from the second part of Theorem 4 that ΛR & e−CR1+1/β log(R1−1/β) by looking at the scale R = h−β ,
and we arrive at a contradiction by letting R→ ∞ (and therefore h→ 0) if µ0 is large enough.

To finish with the proof, under decay assumption (3), we are dealing with fixed h > 0 and we

get ΛR . e−
µ0
h R log(Rh), while, from Theorem 4 , ΛR & e−C R

h log(Rh), arriving to a contradiction by
letting R → ∞ if µ0 is large enough. �

Remark 7.1. It should be pointed out that the difference between the three parts of Theorem B is
that under the first decay condition we arrive at a contradiction by letting h → 0 looking at the
values of the nontrivial solution at points of the lattice that shrinks to the continuum, and therefore
it has to be understood as a close-to-continuum type result; under the second decay condition we are
looking at a spurious region of the lattice where we connect the close-to-continuum region with the
purely discrete situation, being this the case where we do not require h → 0, i. e., the third decay
assumption.

7.3. Examples. We illustrate the Landis-type result in Theorem B with some examples in the
spirit of [LM18]. Recall that we are working with the problem

(7.5) ∆du(x) + V (x)u(x) = 0, x ∈ (hZ)d,

where V : (hZ)d → R. Let |x|∞ := max{|x1|, . . . , |xd|}, x ∈ (hZ)d.

Lemma 7.2. Let h > 0 and R > 0 be of the form R = Nh with N ∈ N∗. Let V : (hZ)d → R and
u be a solution to (7.5). Denote qN := h2 max|n|∞=N |Vn|, n ∈ Nd. If u(x) satisfies the following
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−R

(j, R+ h)

(j, R)

Rj

Figure 1. Illustration in two dimensions; for a point in the ball of center (0, 0)
and radius R and the metric | · |∞, say (j, R) with j, R ∈ hZ, j < R, and for a
solution of the equation, then u(j, R− h) = 4u(j, R)− u(j − h,R)− u(j + h,R)−
u(j, R+ h) + V u(j, R) holds. Observe that on the right hand side of this equation
there are 2 · 2+ (2 · 2− 2) evaluations on the ball of radius R (2 · 2 are coming from
the values of u(j, R) and (2 · 2 − 2) from the values of u(j − h,R), u(j + h,R)),
and one evaluation of u on the ball of radius R + h. In higher dimensions, this
corresponds to 2d + (2d − 2) evaluations on the ball of radius R and one on the
ball of radius R+ h.

decay estimate

max
|x|∞∈{R−h,R}

|u(x)| < max|x|∞∈{0,h} |u(x)|
(4d− 1 + qN )(4d− 1 + qN−1) · · · (4d− 1 + q1)

,

then u ≡ 0.

Proof. The equation can be rewritten as
∑d

k=1 u(x−hek) = −
∑d

k=1 u(x+hek)+ (2d− Ṽ (x))u(x),

with Ṽ (x) = h2V (x). Let y ∈ (hZ)d such that |y|∞ = R − h. For simplicity we assume the
maximum is attained in the first index, |y|∞ = |y1|.
Case y1 > 0. Then y1 = R − h. Let x = y + he1 = (R, y2, . . . , yd). Then |x|∞ = R and
|x+ he1|∞ = R+ h, |x± hek|∞ = R if k 6= 1. Hence

u(y) = u(x− he1) = −
d∑

k=2

u(x− hek)−
d∑

k=2

u(x+ hek) + u(x+ he1) + (2d− Ṽ (x))u(x)

and thus (see Figure 1)

|u(y)| ≤
d∑

k=2

|u(x− hek)|+
d∑

k=2

|u(x+ hek)|+ |u(x+ he1)|+ |2d− Ṽ (x))|u(x)|

≤ (2d+ 2d− 2 + Ṽ (x)) max
|x|=R

|u(x)| + max
|x|∞=R+h

|u(x)|.
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Case y1 < 0. Then y1 = −R + h. Let x = y − hee1 = (−R, y2, . . . , yd). Then |x|∞ = R and
|x − he1| = R + h, |x ± hek|∞ = R + h for k ≥ 2. We argue as above writing the expression for
u(x+ he1) using the equation

u(y) = u(x+ he1) = −
d∑

k=2

u(x+ hek)−
d∑

k=2

u(x− hek)− u(x− he1) + (2d− Ṽ (x))u(x).

Since y was chosen arbitrary with |y|∞ = R− h, we conclude that (after renaming variables)

max
|x|=R−h

|u(x)| ≤ (2d+ 2d− 2 + Ṽ (x)) max
|x|=R

|u(x)|+ max
|x|∞=R+h

|u(x)|.

Since u(x) with |x| = R also satisfies the previous inequality, then we can conclude that

max
|x|∞∈{R−h,R}

|u(x)| ≤ ( max
|x|∞=R

|Ṽ (x)| + 4d− 1) max
|x|∞∈{R,R+h}

|u(x)|.

Let x = nh, where n ∈ Zd. The latter is then rewritten as (here |n|∞ has the same meaning as
above, but with the maximum over {n1, . . . , nd}, n ∈ Nd)

max
|n|∞∈{N,N−1}

|un| ≤ (4d− 1 + max
|n|∞=N

|Ṽn|) max
|n|∞∈{N,N+1}

|un|.

If we write MN := max|n|∞∈{N,N−1} |un| and qN := max|n|∞=N |Ṽn|, the recurrence inequality
MN ≤ (4d− 1 + qN )MN+1 holds. Thus, repeating the same procedure

MN+1 ≥ MN−1

(4d− 1 + qN )(2d+ 1 + qN−1)
≥ · · · ≥ M1

(2d+ 1 + qN )(4d− 1 + qN−1) · · · (2d+ 1 + q1)
.

This gives that if

max
|n|∞∈{N+1,N}

|un| =MN+1 <
M1

(4d− 1 + qN )(4d− 1 + qN−1) · · · (4d− 1 + q1)
,

then u ≡ 0. By rescaling in h, we obtain the result. �

Corollary 7.3. Let h > 0 and R > 0 be of the form R = Nh with N ∈ N∗. Let V : (hZ)d → R be
a bounded potential. Let u be a solution to (7.5) which satisfies the decay estimate

max
|x|∞∈{R+h,R}

|u(x)| < e−
R
h log(4d−1+h2‖V ‖∞) · emax|x|∞∈{h,0} |u(x)|,

then u ≡ 0.

Proof. Since V is bounded, we easily obtain that qn ≤ ‖Ṽ ‖∞ = h2‖V ‖∞. Thus if

max
|x|∞∈{R+h,R}

|u(x)| < max|x|∞∈{h,0} |u(x)|
(‖Ṽ ‖∞ + 4d− 1)N

,

then u satisfies the hypothesis of Lemma 7.2, and, therefore, u ≡ 0. Notice that the right hand side

of the above bound can be written as e−
R
h log(4d−1+‖Ṽ ‖∞) max|x|∞∈{h,0} |u(x)|, and we are done. �

Remark 7.4. Observe that Corollary 7.3 is a scaled version of [LM18, Proposition 4.3].

As application of Lemma 7.2, we establish a unique continuation result with a specific potential.
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Example 7.5. Let h > 0 and R > 0 be of the form R = Nh with N ∈ N∗. Let u be a solution to

∆du(x) + xu(x) = 0, x ∈ (hZ)d.

Then, if u satisfies the decay condition

|u(R)| < e−
R
h log(4d−1+h2R) max

|x|∞∈{h,0}
|u(x)|.

then u ≡ 0.

Proof. In this situation we obtain Ṽ (x) = h2x. Recalling the notation from Lemma 7.2, in this case
we have qN = h3N and qN−1 · · · q1 = (h3)N−1(N − 1)!. Thus, by applying Lemma 7.2, we obtain
that, if u satisfies the decay estimate

(7.6) |u(R)| < e− log((4d−1+h3N)(4d−1+h3(N−1))...(4d−1+h3)) max
|x|∞∈{h,0}

|u(x)|

then u ≡ 0. Notice that, a stronger decay condition on u is

|u(R)| < e− log((4d−1+h3N)N max
|x|∞∈{h,0}

|u(x)| = e−N log(4d−1+h3N) max
|x|∞∈{h,0}

|u(x)|

which can be rewritten as |u(R)| < e−
R
h log(4d−1+h2R) max|x|∞∈{h,0} |u(x)|, so the result holds. �

Remark 7.6. Notice that the condition (7.6) implies:

|u(R)| < e− log((h3)NN !) max
|x|∞∈{h,0}

|u(x)| ≤ e−(3N) log h−log(N !) max
|x|∞∈{h,0}

|u(x)|

= e−(3N) log h−N logN+N max
|x|∞∈{h,0}

|u(x)|.

For large N , assuming h = 1 for simplicity, the aforementioned weaker decay simplifies to e−N logN+N ,
which, in accordance with (B.15), is essentially the behavior of the Bessel function |JN (t)| of order
N and fixed argument t, as N → ∞. Notably, the potential associated with Jn(t) is a solution
to (7.5) is 2

(
n
t − 1

)
and thus, in this situation, |Jn(t)| serves as an upper bound for solutions to

∆du(n)+2
(
n
t −1

)
u(n) = 0. Hence, it would be interesting to relax the condition (7.6) which, as we

have just seen, it is related to the behaviour of the Bessel function JN (t), to conclude that u ≡ 0.

Appendix A. Convergence to continuum Gaussian function

To support the fact that the weight involved in the decay conditions in Theorem A and Theorem 1
can be seen as a discrete version of the inverse of the Gaussian function, we rephrase here the
convergence result in [CJK10, Proposition 4.7] as follows.

Proposition A.1. Let h > 0 and x ∈ R. For any t > 0 we have

lim
h→0

1

h
e−2t/(xh)2I1/h(2t/(xh)

2) =
x√
4πt

e−
x2

4t .

Proof. The proof is the similar to [CJK10, Proposition 4.7] with the proper modifications. We are
going to prove that, for j ∈ Z and h > 0 such that jh = 1, we have

lim
j→∞,h→0

jh=1

je−2tj2/x2

Ij(2tj
2/x2) =

x√
4πt

e−
x2

4t .
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We will use the identity In(t) =
1
π

´ π

0
et cos θ cos θn dθ, for n ∈ Z (see [PBM1, p. 456]). Then

je−2t(j/x)2Ij
(
2t(j/x)2

)
= j

e−2t(j/x)2

π

ˆ π

0

e2t(j/x)
2 cos θ cos(θj) dθ

=
1

π

ˆ πj

0

e−2t(j/x)2(1−cos(y/j)) cos y dy,

where we made the change of variable y = θj in the last equality. By Taylor, for all v ∈ [0, π]

0 < c :=
1

2
− π2

24
≤ 1

2
− v2

24
≤ 1− cos v

v2
.

From here we obtain the uniform bound 1−cos(y/j)
(x/j)2 ≥ c

(
y
x

)2
. Moreover 1−cos(y/j)

(x/j)2
j→∞−−−→ y2

2x2 . Thus

ˆ πj

0

|e−2t(j/x)2(1−cos(y/j)) cos y| dy ≤
ˆ ∞

0

e−2t cy2

x2 dy =

√
πx

2
√
2ct1/2

,

so that by dominated convergence we have

je−2t(j/x)2Ij
(
2t(j/x)2

) j→∞−−−→ 1

π

ˆ ∞

0

e−
ty2

x2 cos y dy =
x√
4πt

e−
x2

4t ,

where the last identity can be found e.g. in [PBM1, p. 451]. �

Remark A.2. The argument in the proof of Proposition A.1 can be extended to the multidimen-
sional case without effort. Indeed, we consider the multidimensional discrete weight

1

h
e
− 2t

h2

(
1

x2
1
+··· 1

x2
d

) d∏

i=1

I1/h(2t/(xih)
2), x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ R

d.

It holds, for x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ Rd,

je
−2tj2

(
1

x2
1
+··· 1

x2
d

) d∏

i=1

Ij(2t/(xih)
2) = j

1

π

d∏

i=1

ˆ π

0

e
−2tj2 1

x2
i e2t cos θi cos(θij) dθi,

and each integral can be treated separately as in the one dimensional case. Observe also that we could
also consider a multidimensional mesh with different scale in every dimension, say h = (h1, . . . , hd),
and then study the limits hi → 0 simultaneously.

Appendix B. Some facts on Bessel functions

Let Iν(z) be the modified Bessel function of first kind given by the formula (see [Leb, Chapter
5, Section 5.7])

(B.1) Iν(z) =

∞∑

k=0

(z/2)ν+2k

Γ(k + 1)Γ(k + ν + 1)
, |z| <∞, | arg z| < π

and let Kν be the Macdonald’s function of order ν (see also [Leb, Chapter 5, Section 5.7])

(B.2) Kν(z) =
π

2

I−ν(z)− Iν(z)

sin νπ
, | arg z| < π, ν 6= 0,±1,±2, . . . .

For integer ν = n, we have that Kn(z) = limν→nKν(z), n = 0,±1,±2, . . .. From (B.2),

(B.3) K−ν(z) = Kν(z).



38 A. FERNÁNDEZ-BERTOLIN, L. RONCAL, AND D. STAN

Macdonald’s functions Kν(z) satisfy

(B.4)
∂

∂z
Kν(z) = −1

2
(Kν+1(z) +Kν−1(z)).

They are increasing with respect to order (see [OlMax, (10.37)]), namely for fixed argument,

(B.5) Kν(z) < Kµ(z), for all 0 ≤ ν < µ, for all z ∈ R.

They also fulfill the so-called Turán-type inequality (see for instance [S, Theorem 8]),

(B.6) K2
ν (z) ≤ Kν+1(z)Kν−1(z), for all ν ∈ R, z > 0

and (see [Ba, Theorem 2])

(B.7)
(Kν(z))

2

Kν+1(z)Kν−1(z)
≥ z

1 + z
, |ν| ≥ 1

2
, z > 0.

From [Ba, Theorem 2] by taking ν = 0 we deduce

(B.8)
1

1 + 1
z + 1

4z3

<
K2

0 (z)

K−1(z)K1(z)
<

z

z + 1
, z > 0.

The following monotonicity property of the product of Macdonald’s and modified Bessel functions
is proven in [S, Theorem 1]

(B.9)
Iν+1/2(x)

Iν−1/2(x)
<

x

ν +
√
ν2 + x2

≤ Kν−1/2(x)

Kν+1/2(x)
.

We have the following asymptotics:

• for large order and fixed z 6= 0, see [OlMax, (10.41.2)]

(B.10) Kν(z) ∼
√

π

2ν

( ez
2ν

)−ν

ν → ∞.

• for all ν ∈ C fixed and large argument, see [OlMax, (10.40.2)]

(B.11) Kν(z) ∼
1√
z
e−z as z → ∞,

• uniform estimate, see [OlMax, (10.41.4)]

(B.12) Kν(νz) ∼
1√

ν(1 + z2)1/4
e
−ν
(√

1+z2+log z

1+
√

1+z2

)
as ν → ∞, uniformly in z.

On the other hand, for the function Iν(x) we also have the uniform estimate ( [OlMax, (10.41.3)])

(B.13) Iν(νz) ∼
1√

2πν1/2(1 + z2)1/4
e
ν
(√

1+z2+log z

1+
√

1+z2

)
as ν → ∞, uniformly in z.

The integral representation for Macdonald’s functions is valid, see for instance [OlMax, 10.32.9]

(B.14) Kν(z) =

ˆ ∞

0

e−z cosh(t) cosh(νt) dt, | ph z| < 1

2
π, ν complex parameter.

Finally, we recall the Bessel function of the first kind of order ν ( [Leb, Chapter 5, Section 5.3])

Jν(z) =

∞∑

k=0

(−1)k
(z/2)ν+2k

Γ(k + 1)Γ(k + ν + 1)
, |z| <∞, | arg z| < π,
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with the asymptotics (see [OlMax, 10.19.1])

(B.15) Jν(z) ∼
1

2πν

( ez
2ν

)ν
ν → ∞.
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40 A. FERNÁNDEZ-BERTOLIN, L. RONCAL, AND D. STAN

[LMNN20] A. Logunov, E. Malinnikova, N. Nadirashvili, and F. Nazarov, The Landis conjecture on exponential
decay. arXiv:2007.07034.

[LM18] Y. Lyubarskii, E. Malinnikova, Sharp uniqueness results for discrete evolutions. Non-linear partial differential
equations, mathematical physics, and stochastic analysis, 423–436. EMS Ser. Congr. Rep., Eur. Math. Society
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