arXiv:1906.07296v3 [math.CA] 27 Aug 2021

CENSORED STABLE SUBORDINATORS AND FRACTIONAL DERIVATIVES

QIANG DU, LORENZO TONIAZZI, AND ZIRUI XU

Abstract. Based on the popular Caputo fractional derivative of order β in (0, 1), we define the censored fractional derivative on the positive half-line R+ . This derivative proves to be the Feller generator of the censored (or resurrected) decreasing β-stable process in R+ . We provide a series representation for the inverse of this censored fractional derivative, which we use to study general censored initial value problems. We are then able to prove that this censored process hits the boundary in a finite time τ∞, whose expectation is proportional to that of the first passage time of the β-stable subordinator. We also show that the censored relaxation equation is solved by the Laplace transform of τ∞. This relaxation solution proves to be a completely monotone series, with algebraic decay one order faster than its Caputo counterpart, leading, surprisingly, to a new regime of fractional relaxation models. Lastly, we discuss how this work identifies a new subdiffusion model.

Contents

1. Introduction 2 2. Preliminary notation and definitions 5 2.1. R–L calculus and fractional function spaces 5 2.2. Censored fractional derivative 6 2.3. An integral operator and related kernels 7 3. Well-posedness of the censored IVPs 10 3.1. Inverse of ∂^β_0 10 3.2. General censored IVPs 13 3.3. A linear censored IVP 17 3.4. Other linear censored IVPs 20 4. Censored decreasing β-stable process 22 4.1. Construction and finite lifetime 23

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 26A33, 60G52, 60G40.

Key words and phrases. Fractional initial value problem, censored stable subordinator, fractional relaxation equation, Mittag-Leffler function.

Research supported in part by NSF DMS-2012562, the ARO MURI Grant W911NF-15-1-0562 and the Marsden Fund administered by the Royal Society of New Zealand.

The following statement is added upon the request of the publisher: “This paper is published (in revised form) in Fract. Calc. Appl. Anal. Vol. 24, No 4 (2021), pp. 1035–1068, DOI: 10.1515/fca-2021-0045, and is available online at https://www.degruyter.com/journal/key/FCA/html, so please always cite it with the journal’s coordinates”. 1

4.2. Probabilistic representations of I^β_0 25 4.3. Laplace transform of τ_∞ 27 Acknowledgement 32 Appendix A. Proofs of elementary properties of J^β_0 and D^β_0 32 A.1. Proof of Lemma 2.3 32 A.2. Proof of Hölder regularity of J^β_0 g 34 A.3. Proof of the diagram in Remark 2.8 36 Appendix B. Uniform bounds from maximum principle arguments 40 B.1. Bounds of Caputo relaxation solutions (Mittag-Leffler and Kilbas–Saigo functions) 40 B.2. Bounds of censored relaxation solutions 41 Appendix C. Derivation of E_x [ (τ_j )^n ] in Remark 4.14-(i) 43 References 44

1. Introduction

Fractional derivatives, a special class of nonlocal integral and pseudo-differential operators [15, 21, 46, 27], have been successfully employed to model heterogeneities and nonlocal interactions in many applications (see, e.g., [38, 41, 43, 11]). They also enjoy an interesting mathematical theory with deep connections to Lévy processes (see, e.g., [40, 7, 32, 33, 34]). For example, the Caputo derivative [14] of order β ∈ (0, 1) on the positive half-line R^+ , plays important roles in modelling non-exponential relaxation [14, 41] and non-Markovian sub-diffusive dynamics [39, 1, 22]. For a smooth function u vanishing outside R_+ , the Caputo derivative equals the Riemann–Liouville (R–L) derivative D^β_0 [14] given by

D^β_0 u(x) = ∫_x 0 ( u(x) − u(x − r) ) r^{−1−β} | |Γ(−β) | | dr + u(x) x^{−β} Γ(1 − β)

, x > 0. (1.1)

Probabilistically, −D^β_0 generates a killed Lévy process, which is the decreasing β-stable process S^1 = {S^1_s }_{s≥0} killed at time τ_1, the first exit time from R_+ [3, 28]. Intuitively, the first summand in (1.1) describes the decreasing β-stable jumps landing inside R_+ , while x^{−β}/Γ(1−β) = ∫_∞ x r^{−1−β} /| Γ(−β) | | dr is the killing coefficient for the jumps landing outside

R_+ . In this work, we introduce what we call the censored fractional derivative ∂^β_0 , allowing the representation

∂^β_0 u(x) = ∫_x 0 ( u(x) − u(x − r) ) r^{−1−β} | |Γ(−β) | | dr, x > 0. (1.2) It is intuitively clear that −∂^β_0 only allows the decreasing β-stable jumps to land inside R_+ , and suppresses those landing outside R_+ . Indeed we prove that it is the (Feller) generator of S^c = {S^c_s }_{s≥0}, the censored decreasing β-stable process in R_+ . We will construct S^c by repeatedly resurrecting in situ the killed decreasing β-stable process, following the canonical

Ikeda–Nagasawa–Watanabe (INW) piecing together procedure [25]. (Cf. [36, Remark 3.3] for two other notions of “censoring” a process.)

We initiate the study of the censored fractional derivative, and then apply its theory to derive several new and non-trivial results about the censored stable subordinator, as we now explain. We first prove the well-posedness of the basic initial value problem (IVP) { ∂^β_0 u(x) = g(x), x ∈ (0, T ], u(x) = u_0, x = 0,

(1.3)

for any T > 0, u_0 ∈ R and certain g ∈ C(0, T ]. Our proof is based on constructing the candidate solution u = u_0 + I^β_0 g, where I^β_0 allows a probabilistic series representation and the expected potential representation, namely

I^β_0 g(x) = J^β_0 g(x) + ∞∑ j=1 E_x [ J^β_0 g(X_j ) ] (1.4)

= E_x [ ∫_{τ∞} 0 g(S^c_s ) ds ] . (1.5)

Here, J^β_0 is the R–L integral, i.e. the inverse of D^β_0 , given by

J^β_0 g(x) = ∫_x 0 g(y) (x − y)^{β−1} Γ(β) dy = E_x [ ∫_{τ1} 0 g(S^1_s ) ds ] , (1.6)

where the second identity is the known potential representation for J^β_0 ; the discrete-time process X | X_0 = x is defined as X_j := x ∏_j i=1 B_i, where {B_i}_{i∈N} is an i.i.d. collection of beta-distributed random variables with parameters 1 − β and β; and τ_∞ is the lifetime of S^c. The equivalence of (1.4) and (1.5) is due to the equality in law between X_j and S^c at its j-th resurrection time, combined with the second identity in (1.6) (see Remark 4.6 for more details). The way we solve (1.3) is to regard it as a linear R–L IVP D^β_0 u = ku+g, u(0) = 0 with the coefficient k(x) = x^{−β}/Γ(1−β). It turns out that the formula given in [14, Theorem 7.10] for bounded k still converges for this specific unbounded k, allowing us to construct the solution. (As for more general k that may diverge as O(x^{−β}), [37, Example 3.4] gave a non-constructive proof of the existence result.) This explicit solution then allows us to establish the (global) well-posedness of general IVPs ∂^β_0 u = f(x, u), u(0) = u_0, for certain Lipschitz data f.

Using the results above, we are able to solve the linear IVP ∂^β_0 u = λu, u(0) = u_0, for any λ ∈ R. We obtain the Mittag-Leffler-type representation for its solution

u(x) = u_0 ∞∑ N=0 λ^N x^{βN} N∏ n=1 ( Γ(1 + nβ) Γ(nβ + 1 − β) − 1 Γ(1 − β) )_{−1} , (1.7)

where an empty product equals 1 by convention (also, u(x) = u_0 if λ = 0) and each factor of the indexed product is positive by (2.1). Surprisingly, for λ < 0, this solution decays at the fast algebraic rate x^{−1−β} (Theorem 3.17), which we believe is a new regime for fractional relaxation models. Indeed the Caputo fractional relaxation solution u_0E_β(λx^β ) decays at the rate x^{−β} [14, Theorem 7.3], where E_β(x) = ∑_∞ n=0 x^n/Γ(nβ + 1) is the Mittag-Leffler function. Moreover, the lagging and leading coupled fractional relaxation equations in [2, 49] model the decay rate x^{−γ} for some γ ∈ (0, 1). Our proof (inspired by [17, Theorem 3.2]) is based on maximum principle and turns out to be versatile, albeit elementary. Indeed the same argument proves the decay rate x^{−1−α} of the solution to ∂^β_0 u = λx^{α−β}u (λ < 0, α > 0) (see Proposition 3.24), which is again one order faster than its Caputo counterpart (expressed by the Kilbas–Saigo function [42]). Moreover, we will show how to adapt this argument to the Caputo setting to give new and simple proofs of the two-sided uniform bounds of E_β and more generally, a class of Kilbas–Saigo functions, which are the recent results in [45, Theorem 4] and [10, Proposition 4.12], respectively. This very argument may have even broader applications, e.g., in general Caputo-type relaxation problems (corresponding to general killed subordinators), as we discuss in Remark 3.18- (iii).

As a special case of (1.5), we have the identity

E_x [τ_∞] = E_x [τ_1] βπ βπ − sin(βπ) , where E_x [τ_1] = x^β Γ(β + 1)

, (1.8)

which implies that S^c hits 0 in finite time, a fact that we believe has not been shown before. This is fundamental and not obvious, especially in view of [6, Theorem 1.1-(1)], which proves that the censored symmetric β-stable Lévy process never hits the boundary, whether censored in an interval or R_+ . (Also, censored decreasing compound Poisson processes do not hit the barrier in finite time, and our numerical simulations suggest neither do censored gamma subordinators.) We are then able to show several more connections between the analytic and probabilistic aspects of ∂^β_0 . That is, we will prove that S^c is indeed a Feller process generated by −∂^β_0 , and that the exit problem for τ_∞ is solved by (1.7), i.e.

u_0 E_x [ exp{λτ_∞} ] equals the series (1.7), for all x > 0 and λ ∈ R. (1.9)

As a consequence of (1.9), we can obtain all the moments of τ_∞ and confirm the complete monotonicity of (1.7). We emphasise that (1.9) is significantly harder to prove than Caputo’s counterpart E_x [ exp{λτ_1} ] = E_β(λx^β ). This is mainly due to the inapplicability of Laplace transforms to S^c and the complexity of the coefficients in (1.7) (see Remark 4.14 for more detail). Nonetheless, we obtain a proof by combining our series solution to the resolvent equation ∂^β_0 u = λu + g with a simple semigroup theory argument, following [23, Corollary 5.1]. We could alternatively try combining our IVP theory with standard potential theory (see, e.g., [13, Chapter 3]) appplied to the Feynman–Kac semigroup of −D^β_0 + (λ + k), but it would be more involved. (We also remark that (1.9) serves as an efficient alternative to numerically compute (1.7) for λ < 0.)

Lastly, we discuss how this work sets the foundations for the study of a new timefractional diffusion equation ∂^β_0 u = Δu/2, solved by the process {B_{τ∞(t)}}_{t≥0}. (Here ∂^β_0 acts on the time variable, B is a Brownian motion independent of τ_∞(t) := τ_∞ | S^c_0 = t.) This is the censored analogue of the Caputo time-fractional diffusion equation D^β_0 [ u − u(0) ] = Δu/2, which is solved by the fractional kinetic process {B_{τ1(t)}}_{t≥0} (with B independent of the inverse stable subordinator τ_1(t) := inf{s : t < −S^1_s }), a non-Markovian sub-diffusion process arising from several central limit theorems [39, 1, 22]. As we discuss in Remark 4.15- (i), although both B_{τ1} and B_{τ∞} are sub-diffusion processes (due to (1.8)), their respective characteristic functions, E_β(λt^β ) and (1.7) (for some λ < 0), display strikingly different decay rates (due to our results on relaxation solutions).

This work is organized as follows: Section 2 introduces notation, recalls basic results on fractional calculus, defines the censored fractional derivative, and studies the solution kernels; Section 3 focuses on the well-posedness and series representation of the solution to (1.3), then addresses linear and non-linear censored IVPs; in Section 4 we construct the censored decreasing β-stable process and apply our IVP theory to its study.

2. Preliminary notation and definitions

Throughout this article, we denote by β (0 < β < 1) the order of fractional derivatives, and by [0, T ] (0 < T < ∞) the interval of interest. We denote by N, R and R_+ the sets of positive integers, real numbers and positive numbers, respectively. For any interval Ω ⊆ R we denote by C(Ω), C^1(Ω), C^{0,β}(Ω) and L^1(Ω) the real functions on Ω that are continuous, continuously differentiable, β-Hölder continuous and Lebesgue integrable, respectively. We abbreviate C(Ω)∩L^1(Ω) to C ∩L^1(Ω). For compact Ω we denote by ‖·‖_{C(Ω)} the sup norm. We denote by Γ the gamma function and frequently use without mention the standard identities Γ(2 − α) = (1 − α)Γ(1 − α) for all α ∈ R\N , Γ(β + 1)Γ(1 − β) = βπ/ sin(βπ) and ∫_x 0 (x − r)^{γ−1}r^{α−1} dr = x^{γ+α−1} Γ(γ)Γ(α) Γ(γ + α) for all α, γ, x > 0. We also rely crucially on the inequality (which we prove in Lemma 2.14)

Γ(α + 1 − β) < Γ(1 + α)Γ(1 − β) for all α > 0. (2.1)

2.1. R–L calculus and fractional function spaces. We present some basic results about the R–L fractional derivative, and proofs are given to make our presentation selfcontained. We refer to [14] for a general study of Caputo/R–L derivatives.

Definition 2.1. For β ∈ (0, 1), u ∈ C ∩ L^1(0, T ], we define the R–L integral

J^β_0 u(x) = ∫_x 0 (x − r)^{β−1} Γ(β) u(r) dr, x ∈ (0, T ], we define the function spaces

C_β (0, T ] = { u ∈ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] : J^{1−β}_0 u ∈ C^1(0, T ] } , C_β[0, T ] = C[0, T ] ∩ C_β(0, T ], and for u ∈ C_β(0, T ], x ∈ (0, T ], we define the R–L derivative

D^β_0 u(x) = d dx J^{1−β}_0 u(x) = d dx ∫_x 0 (x − r)^{−β} Γ(1 − β) u(r) dr. Remark 2.2.

(i) Note that C_β(0, T ] is chosen so that the image of D^β_0 is contained in C(0, T ]. Moreover, C_β[0, T ] is chosen to be the solution space, as we will explain in Remark 2.8.

(ii) Note that C_β[0, T ] is not a subspace of C^{0,β}[0, T ]. Indeed x^α is in C_β[0, T ] for all α ≥ 0, but in C^{0,β}[0, T ] only if α ≥ β.

Lemma 2.3. The following relations between D^β_0 and J^β_0 hold (proved in Appendix A.1).

(i) If u ∈ C ∩ L^1(0, T ], then J^β_0 u ∈ C ∩ L^1(0, T ]. (ii) If u ∈ C ∩ L^1(0, T ], then J^β_0 u ∈ C_β(0, T ] and D^β_0 J^β_0 u = u. (iii) Assume g ∈ C ∩ L^1(0, T ]. Then

u = J^β_0 g if and only if u ∈ C_β(0, T ], D^β_0 u = g, lim_{x→0} J^{1−β}_0 u(x) = 0.

(iv) If u ∈ C_β[0, T ] satisfies D^β_0 u = 0, then u = 0.

Remark 2.4. Note that in Lemma 2.3-(iv), the condition u ∈ C_β[0, T ] cannot be weakened to u ∈ C_β(0, T ], since D^β_0 x^{β−1} is also 0. Remark 2.5. For g ∈ L^1(0, T ] satisfying | g(x) | ≤ Mx^{α−β} for some α, M ≥ 0 and all x ∈ (0, T ], the Hölder regularity of J^β_0 g is summarized as follows. See Lemmata A.2 and A.4 for the proofs.

(i) For any T_1 ∈ (0, T ), J^β_0 g ∈ C^{0,β}[T_1, T ] with a Hölder constant 2M max{T^{α−β}_1 , T^{α−β}}/ Γ(1 + β).

(ii) If 0 < α < β, then J^β_0 g ∈ C^{0,α}[0, T ] with a Hölder constant 2MΓ(α+1−β)/Γ(1+α). 2.2. Censored fractional derivative. We now define our censored fractional derivative. Definition 2.6. Given β ∈ (0, 1), we define the censored fractional derivative of any u ∈ C_β(0, T ] as

∂^β_0 u(x) = D^β_0 u(x) − x^{−β} Γ(1 − β) u(x), for all x ∈ (0, T ].

Remark 2.7.

(i) Like the Caputo derivative, the censored fractional derivative maps constants to 0, and satisfies the scaling property ∂^β_0 v(x) = c^{−β}∂^β_0 u(x/c), where u ∈ C_β(0, T ], c is a positive constant and v(x) := u(x/c) ∈ C_β(0, cT ].

(ii) For functions of the form x^α (α > 0), the censored fractional derivative equals the R–L derivative up to a constant multiple: ∂^β_0 x^α = c_{α, β}D^β_0 x^α, where c_{α, β} = 1 − Γ(α + 1 − β) Γ(α + 1)Γ(1 − β) , D^β_0 x^α = x^{α−β} Γ(α + 1) Γ(α + 1 − β) . By (2.1), c_{α, β} is in (0, 1). In particular, for α = β, we have ∂^β_0 x^α = Γ(β + 1) ( βπ − sin(βπ) ) /(βπ). While we can talk about the semigroup property for D^β_0 and the Caputo derivative [14, Theorem 2.13 and Lemma 3.13], we cannot for ∂^β_0 . For instance,

∂^β_0 ∂^γ_0 x^α = c_{α−γ, β} c_{α, γ} D^{β+γ}_0 x^α,

∂^γ_0 ∂^β_0 x^α = c_{α−β, γ} c_{α, β} D^{β+γ}_0 x^α, however c_{α−γ, β} c_{α, γ} ≠ c_{α−β, γ} c_{α, β} unless β = γ. (iii) If u ∈ C^1(0, T ] ∩ L^1(0, T ], then on (0, T ], ∂^β_0 u allows the representation (1.2), from which it is clear that −∂^β_0 satisfies the positive maximum principle [9], and hence it is dissipative in the sense that ‖λu + ∂^β_0 u‖_{C[0,T ]} ≥ λ‖u‖_{C[0,T ]} for any λ > 0 and u ∈ C^1[0, T ].

(iv) The Laplace transform of the censored fractional derivative can be written as L [ ∂^β_0 u ] (k) = k^β ( L[u](k) − k^{−1}L [ u(x/k)x^{−β} Γ(1 − β) ] (1) ) , k > 0, which differs from k^β ( L[u](k) − k^{−1}u(0) ) , the Laplace transform of the Caputo derivative [40, Chapter 2.4]. One can notice that even in Laplace space, it is unclear if the initial conditions can be imposed on the problem ∂^β_0 u = g.

Remark 2.8. We will spend the next few pages establishing the well-posedness of ∂^β_0 u = g with u(0) = u_0, for certain g. With the initial condition imposed, C_β[0, T ], which equals { u ∈ C[0, T ] : J^{1−β}_0 u ∈ C^1(0, T ] } , now becomes a natural function space for solutions. A large part of the Caputo literature (e.g., [14]), however, chose J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] , i.e., the image of J^β_0 over C ∩ L^1(0, T ], as the solution space. This difference seems not to matter, at least to our studies. Indeed, the set U consisting of the solutions to (1.3) (for those g of interest) is contained in the intersection of those two spaces, as shown in the diagram below (see Appendix A.3 for the proof of the diagram) C_β(0, T ]

C_β[0, T ]

J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] U where we define U = { u ∈ C_β[0, T ] : x^{β−α}∂^β_0 u ∈ C[0, T ] for some α > 0 } . Lastly, let us mention that J^β_0 C[0, T ] = { u ∈ C[0, T ] : J^{1−β}_0 u ∈ C^1[0, T ] } [47, Proposition 4.1].

2.3. An integral operator and related kernels. As we can see from (1.4), the solution to the IVP (1.3) may be seen as a variation of the R–L integral. In this subsection we introduce an integral operator and related kernels for the convergence study of (1.4). This leads to Lemma 2.14, which is a crucial bound in this work. The probabilistic interpretation of the kernels under consideration will be presented in Section 4. Definition 2.9. For 0 < r < x, we define the following kernels recursively

k_j (x, r) = (x − r)^{β−1}r^{−β} Γ(β)Γ(1 − β) , j = 1, ∫_x r k_1(x, s)k_{j−1}(s, r) ds, j ≥ 2. (2.2)

Remark 2.10. Note that for each x > 0, k_1(x, · ) is a beta distribution on (0, x) with parameters (1 − β, β), and straightforward induction arguments can be used to prove that ∫_x 0 k_j (x, r) dr = 1 (j ≥ 1, x > 0) and k_j(x, r) = ∫_x r k_{j−1}(x, s)k_1(s, r) ds (j ≥ 2, x > r > 0). Definition 2.11. For ψ ∈ C[0, T ], we define Kψ(x) = ∫_x 0 k_1(x, r)ψ(r) dr, x > 0, ψ(0), x = 0, where the explicit dependence of K on β is suppressed to ease notation. Remark 2.12. It is easy to see that Kψ(x) = J^β_0 [ x^{−β}ψ(x)/Γ(1 − β) ] for ψ ∈ C[0, T ] and x ∈ (0, T ], and that K is a linear operator preserving positivity (Kψ ≥ 0 if ψ ≥ 0). Lemma 2.13. For any α ≥ 0, we have Kx^α = x^α Γ(α + 1 − β) /( Γ(1 + α)Γ(1 − β) ) . If ψ ∈ C[0, T ] satisfies | |ψ(x) | | ≤ Mx^α for some M > 0 and all x ∈ (0, T ], then Kψ ∈ C[0, T ], and | |Kψ(x) | | ≤ MKxα for all x ∈ (0, T ]. Proof. The first claim is immediate from the definition of K, and by the assumption on ψ, we have | |Kψ(x) | | ≤ K|ψ|(x) ≤ MKx^α. We now prove that Kψ is continuous on (0, T ].

For ε ∈ (0, x/2), define K_εψ(x) = ∫_{x−ε} ε k_1(x, r)ψ(r) dr. Given T_1 ∈ (0, T ], for every x ∈ [T_1, T ] and ε ∈ (0, T_1/2), we have | K_εψ(x) − Kψ(x) | ≤ ∫_ε 0 k_1(x, r) | ψ(r) | dr + ∫_x x−ε k_1(x, r) | ψ(r) | dr ≤ β(x/ε − 1)^{β−1} + (1 − β)(x/ε − 1)^{−β} β(1 − β)Γ(β)Γ(1 − β) ‖ψ‖_{C[0,T ]} ≤ β(T_1/ε − 1)^{β−1} + (1 − β)(T_1/ε − 1)^{−β} β(1 − β)Γ(β)Γ(1 − β) ‖ψ‖_{C[0,T ]}, therefore, as ε → 0, K_εψ → Kψ uniformly on [T_1, T ]. Because K_εψ is continuous on [T_1, T ], Kψ must be continuous on [T_1, T ], and thus on (0, T ]. In addition, by the continuity of ψ at x = 0, Kψ(x) → ψ(0) as x → 0, and therefore Kψ ∈ C[0, T ]. □ We can now obtain the crucial bound that will help us adapt [14, Theorem 7.10] to the censored IVP (1.3) in order to express the solution as a series.

Lemma 2.14. For any α > 0, we have ∞∑ j=1 K^j x^α = x^α ( Γ(1 + α)Γ(1 − β) Γ(α + 1 − β) − 1 )_{−1} . (2.3)

If ψ ∈ C[0, T ] satisfies | ψ(x) | ≤ Mx^α for some M > 0 and all x ∈ (0, T ], then ∞∑ j=1 K^j ψ ∈ C[0, T ], and | | | | ∞∑ j=1 K^j ψ(x) | | | | ≤ M ∞∑ j=1 K^j x^α for all x ∈ (0, T ].

In addition, K^j ψ(x) = ∫_x 0 k_j(x, r)ψ(r) dr for all j ∈ N, x ∈ (0, T ].

Proof. We first confirm (2.1) using the fact that t^α and (1−t)^{−β} strictly increase, so that 1 α − β + 1 = ∫_1 0 (1 − t)^α(1 − t)^{−β} dt <

∫_1 0 t^α(1 − t)^{−β} dt =

Γ(1 + α)Γ(1 − β) Γ(1 + α + 1 − β) . Applying Lemma 2.13 for j times, we get K^j x^α = x^α ( Γ(1+α)Γ(1−β)/Γ(α+1−β) )_{−j} . Then, by summing over j, we obtain (2.3) from (2.1). Meanwhile, we have | |Kj ψ(x) | | ≤ MKj xα and K^j ψ ∈ C[0, T ], so ∑_∞ j=1 K^j ψ converges uniformly to a limit in C[0, T ], whose absolute value is pointwise bounded by M ∑_∞ j=1 K^j x^α. Finally, by induction, K^j ψ(x) = KK^{j−1}ψ(x) = ∫_x 0 k_1(x, r) ∫_r 0 k_{j−1}(r, s)ψ(s) ds dr = ∫_x 0 ∫_x s k_1(x, r)k_{j−1}(r, s)ψ(s) dr ds = ∫_x 0 k_j (x, s)ψ(s) ds. □ Remark 2.15. In Lemma 2.14, we require α > 0 (though the last statement there holds for all α ≥ 0), in fact, if α = 0, let ψ = 1, then ∞∑ j=1 K^j ψ(x) = ∞∑ j=1 ∫_x 0 k_j(x, r) dr = ∞.

3. Well-posedness of the censored IVPs

3.1. Inverse of ∂^β_0 . We begin with the basic censored IVP (1.3) with g ∈ C(0, T ] and u_0 ∈ R. Our strategy is to consider the equivalent Caputo/R–L problem for ū = u − u_0 with the unbounded coefficient x^{−β}/Γ(1 − β),

D^β_0 ū(x) = x^{−β} Γ(1 − β) ū(x) + g(x), x > 0, ū(0) = 0, (3.1)

and then show that for certain forcing terms g, the formula [14, Theorem 7.10] for bounded coefficients still yields a solution to (3.1), and thus to (1.3).

Remark 3.1.

(i) We can solve (3.1) using Picard iteration, i.e., ū_{m+1}(x) = J^β_0 [ x^{−β}ū_m(x)/Γ(1 − β) + g(x) ] (m = 1, 2, · · · ) with ū_1 = 0. By Remark 2.12, the limit equals I^β_0 g defined in (3.2) if the iteration converges.

(ii) For g ∈ C[0, T ] and u_0 = 0, [37, Example 3.4] guarantees (after change of variables) that there is a unique solution in J^β_0 C[0, T ] to (3.1) and thus to (1.3) (and also to (3.22), a linear IVP we will study later). However, [37] does not cover nonlinear IVPs (3.10). Moreover, it provides neither explicit expressions nor stochastic interpretations for the solutions, and seemingly cannot obtain the continuous dependence. Lastly, no singularity of g at x = 0 is allowed there either. Let us also mention that, as stated beneath [37, Equation (5)], for singular fractional differential equations one should not expect to impose initial conditions without losing regularity. But (3.1) proves to be an exception. In fact, constant functions solve its homogeneous version because of the specific coefficient x^{−β}/Γ(1 − β).

(iii) If one replaces the coefficient in the R–L problem (3.1) by Cx^{−β}/Γ(1 − β), then the series representation for the solution would be ū = ∑_∞ j=0 C^jK^j J^β_0 g, which does not converge for important data (like g = 1) if |C| ≥ Γ(1+β)Γ(1−β). In other words, the Picard iteration will not converge for such C. The above threshold can be obtained from the proof of Lemma 2.14, and is consistent with the condition “b(0) < Γ(α+1)” in [37, Example 3.4].

We now present a key result concerning IVP (1.3), which serves as the fundamental theorem of calculus for ∂^β_0 . Or simply put, I^β_0 is to ∂^β_0 as J^β_0 is to D^β_0 .

Theorem 3.2. Let u_0 ∈ R and g ∈ C(0, T ] such that | g(x) | ≤ Mx^{α−β} for some M, α > 0 and all x ∈ (0, T ]. Then there exists a unique function u ∈ C_β[0, T ] satisfying (1.3), and it has the series representation

u(x) − u_0 = I^β_0 g(x) := ∞∑ j=0 K^j J^β_0 g(x), (3.2)

where K^0 is the identity operator by convention. Moreover, u depends on u_0 and g continuously in the sense of Remark 3.4.

Theorem 3.2 is an immediate consequence of Lemmata 3.5 and 3.6.

Remark 3.3. For g satisfying the conditions in Theorem 3.2, I^β_0 g can be equivalently represented as

I^β_0 g(x) = J^β_0 g(x) + ∞∑ j=1 ∫_x 0 k_j (x, r)J^β_0 g(r) dr, (3.3)

= ∞∑ j=1 K^j [ Γ(1−β)x^β g(x) ] (3.4)

= ∞∑ j=0 J^β_0 [ K^j [ x^βg(x) ] x^β ] , (3.5)

where (3.3) is due to Lemma 2.14, while (3.4) and (3.5) are due to Remark 2.12. From any representation, we can see that I^β_0 is a linear operator preserving positivity (I^β_0 g ≥ 0 if g ≥ 0).

Remark 3.4. For g ∈ C[0, T ], we can prove the continuous dependence by showing that ‖u − u_0‖_{C[0,T ]} ≤ C‖g‖_{C[0,T ]} for some C dependent only on β and T . For a more general g which may diverge at x = 0, C will depend also on α, and ‖g‖_{C[0,T ]} needs to be replaced by ‖g‖_{Gα−β (0,T ]}, where we define for any γ ∈ R a Banach space G^γ (0, T ] = { h ∈ C(0, T ] : ‖h‖_Gγ_{(0,T ]} < ∞ } , with the norm ‖h‖_Gγ_{(0,T ]} := sup { |x^{−γ} h(x)| : x ∈ (0, T ] } . In particular, if g ∈ C[0, T ] and α = β, then ‖g‖_{Gα−β (0,T ]} = ‖g‖_{C[0,T ]}. (Note that G^γ is the same as B̂ defined in [14, Proof of Lemma 5.3].)

Lemma 3.5. Solutions to problem (1.3) are unique in C_β[0, T ].

Proof. Let u_1, u_2 ∈ C_β [0, T ] be two solutions to problem (1.3). By linearity of ∂^β_0 , u := u_1 − u_2 ∈ C_β[0, T ] satisfies ∂^β_0 u = 0 on (0, T ]. Therefore for every x ∈ (0, T ], D^β_0 u(x) = Γ(1 − β)^{−1}x^{−β}u(x), where the right-hand side is in C ∩ L^1(0, T ]. Using Lemma 2.3-(ii) as well as Remark 2.12, we obtain

D^β_0 u(x) = x^{−β} Γ(1 − β) u(x) = D^β_0 J^β_0 [ x^{−β} Γ(1 − β) u(x) ] = D^β_0 Ku(x), where Ku ∈ C_β(0, T ]. By Lemma 2.13, Ku is in C[0, T ], and so is u − Ku. Consequently, u − Ku ∈ C_β[0, T ]. By the linearity of D^β_0 , we know D^β_0 [ u − Ku ] =0. According to Lemma 2.3-(iv), we obtain u = Ku.

Let ξ ∈ arg max_{r∈[0,T ]} | |u(r) | |. If ξ = 0, then u = 0 on [0, T ] because u(0) = 0. If ξ > 0,

using the fact that u(ξ) = Ku(ξ), we have ∫_ξ 0 k_1(ξ, r) ( u(ξ)−u(r) ) dr = 0, where u(ξ)−u(r) never changes sign for all r ∈ [0, ξ], according to the definition of ξ. So u(ξ) = u(r) for all r ∈ [0, ξ], therefore u(ξ) = u(0) = 0, and we still obtain u = 0 on [0, T ]. This proves u_1 = u_2, and we are done. □

Lemma 3.6. For g satisfying the conditions in Theorem 3.2, I^β_0 g is in C_β[0, T ] with I^β_0 g(0) = 0 and ∂^β_0 I^β_0 g = g. In addition, I^β_0 g depends on g continuously in the sense of Remark 3.4.

Proof. Using representation (3.4), we can see I^β_0 g(0) = 0 from the assumptions on g and Definition 2.11, then from Lemma 2.14 we obtain for all x ∈ (0, T ], | I^β_0 g(x) | ≤ I^β_0 |g|(x) ≤ Mx^α ( Γ(1 + α) Γ(α + 1 − β) − 1 Γ(1 − β) )_{−1} , and I^β_0 g ∈ C[0, T ]. (3.6)

Note that in (3.5), the summation commutes with J^β_0 , by Fubini’s Theorem and the above bound. So

I^β_0 g(x) = J^β_0 ∞∑ j=0 K^j [ x^βg(x) ] x^β = J^β_0 [ g(x) + x^{−β} ∞∑ j=1 K^j [ x^βg(x) ]]

= J^β_0 [ g(x) + x^{−β}I^β_0 g(x) Γ(1 − β) ] , (3.7)

with the last equality due to (3.4). Therefore, I^β_0 g = J^β_0 ψ for a ψ ∈ C(0, T ] satisfying | |ψ(x) | | ≤ Mx^{α−β} ( 1 − Γ(α + 1 − β) Γ(1 + α)Γ(1 − β) )_{−1} , for all x ∈ (0, T ], (3.8)

so Lemma 2.3-(ii) proves that I^β_0 g is in C_β (0, T ] and thus C_β[0, T ]. Lemma 2.3-(ii) also proves that

D^β_0 I^β_0 g(x) = ψ(x) = g(x) + x^{−β}I^β_0 g(x) Γ(1 − β)

, for all x ∈ (0, T ],

which rewrites as ∂^β_0 I^β_0 g = g by Definition 2.6.

To see the continuity of I^β_0 , let the M in (3.6) be ‖g‖_{Gα−β (0,T ]} (G^γ (0, T ] is defined in Remark 3.4), then we obtain

‖I^β_0 g‖_Gα_{(0,T ]} ≤ ( Γ(1 + α) Γ(α + 1 − β) − 1 Γ(1 − β) )_{−1} ‖g‖_{Gα−β (0,T ]}. Since α > 0, we have ‖I^β_0 g‖_{C[0,T ]} ≤ T^α‖I^β_0 g‖_Gα_{(0,T ]} ≤ C‖g‖_{Gα−β (0,T ]} for some C dependent only on α, β and T . □ Example 3.7. Recall that for the Caputo IVP D^β_0 [ u − u(0) ] = x^α (α > −1) with u(0) = u_0, the solution is u_0 + J^β_0 x^α [14]. By (3.4) and Lemma 2.14, the solution to (1.3) for g(x) = x^α (α > −β) is

u(x) − u_0 = I^β_0 x^α = ( Γ(α + β + 1) Γ(α + 1) − 1 Γ(1 − β) )_{−1} x^{α+β} = c^{−1}_{α+β, β} J^β_0 x^α, (3.9) where c_{α+β, β} is defined in Remark 2.7-(ii). In particular, when α = 0, c^{−1}_{α+β, β} = βπ /( βπ − sin(βπ) ) . If α ∈ (−1, −β], we may not be able to impose the initial condition in (1.3), since the solution may explode at 0. For example, when α = −β, one can verify that a particular solution is −Γ(1 − β) ln(x)/H_{−β}, where H_{−β} is the Harmonic number.

Remark 3.8. Assume g satisfies the conditions in Theorem 3.2. By (3.8) and Remark 2.5, I^β_0 g is Hölder continuous. More specifically,

(i) for all T_1 ∈ (0, T ), I^β_0 g ∈ C^{0,β}[T_1, T ] with a Hölder constant being

2M max{T^{α−β}_1 , T^{α−β}}Γ(1 + α)Γ(1 − β) [ Γ(1 + α)Γ(1 − β) − Γ(α + 1 − β) ] Γ(1 + β) ; (ii) additionally assume α < β, then I^β_0 g ∈ C^{0,α}[0, T ] with a Hölder constant being

2MΓ(1 − β)Γ(α + 1 − β) Γ(1 + α)Γ(1 − β) − Γ(α + 1 − β) . 3.2. General censored IVPs. We now study the censored IVP with more general Lipschitz data f: { ∂^β_0 u(x) = f ( x, u(x) ) , x ∈ (0, T ], u(x) = u_0, x = 0.

(3.10)

Analogously to Caputo IVPs [14, Chapter 6] and classical ODEs, the censored IVP (3.10) can be solved by Picard iteration, with Theorem 3.2 acting as the fundamental theorem of calculus.

Proposition 3.9. For f : (0, T ] × [u_0 −Y, u_0 +Y ] → R, where u_0 ∈ R, Y > 0, assume that there exist L, α, M > 0 such that for all x ∈ (0, T ] and all y, ỹ ∈ [u_0 − Y, u_0 + Y ], (i) f( · , y) ∈ C(0, T ], (ii) | f(x, y) | ≤ Mx^{α−β}, (iii) | f(x, y) − f(x, ỹ) | ≤ Lx^{α−β}|y − ỹ|. Then there exists a unique u ∈ C_β[0, ~T ] solving (3.10) on [0, ~T ], where either ~T = T , or ~T ∈ (0, T ) with u( ~T ) ∈ {u_0 −Y, u_0+Y }. Furthermore, u depends on u_0 and f continuously, in the sense of Lemma 3.13.

We leave the proof of Proposition 3.9 at the end of this subsection. Now we are going to prove the following lemmata. Lemma 3.10 gives us a bound which is essential to the convergence of our Picard iteration. Lemmata 3.12, 3.13 and 3.14 guarantee the uniqueness, continuous dependence and the local existence of the solutions, respectively. Finally we will prove the global existence by extending the local solution.

Lemma 3.10. For x, α > 0 and N ∈ N, we have ( I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ] )_N 1(x) ≤ C 2^N x^{Nα} (N!α^N )^β , where 1(x) is the constant function 1, C is a positive constant dependent only on α and β, and we denote ( I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ] )_N g(x) = I^β_0 [ x^{α−β} · · · I^β_0 [ x^{α−β} N times g(x) ] · · · ] .

Proof. From Example 3.7 we know that ( I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ] )_N 1(x) = N∏ n=1 ( Γ(1 + nα) Γ(nα + 1 − β) − 1 Γ(1 − β) )_{−1} x^{Nα}, (3.11)

where each factor is positive. Using Stirling’s formula for the gamma function, i.e.

Γ(z) = √ 2π z (z e )_z( 1 + O (1 z )) , we have the following approximation

Γ(1 + nα) Γ(nα + 1 − β) = (nα)^β ( 1 + O ( 1 n )) , which indicates that there exists ñ ∈ N such that for all n > ñ,

Γ(1 + nα) Γ(nα + 1 − β) − 1 Γ(1 − β) ≥ (nα)^β 2 , so there exists C > 0 such that Lemma 3.10 holds for all N ∈ N. □

Remark 3.11. In Proposition 3.9, if α = β, then we only need (I^β_0 )^N 1(x) for its proof. The multiplier x^{α−β} is to accommodate more general f that may diverge at x = 0.

Lemma 3.12. If f satisfies the condition (iii) in Proposition 3.9, and both u_1, u_2 ∈ C_β[0, T ] solve IVP (3.10), then u_1 = u_2.

Proof. By the linearity of ∂^β_0 , the difference u := u_1 − u_2 ∈ C_β [0, T ] satisfies { ∂^β_0 u(x) = f ( x, u_1(x) ) − f ( x, u_2(x) ) , x ∈ (0, T ], u(x) = 0, x = 0.

Since u ∈ C_β[0, T ], we know ∂^β_0 u(x) ∈ C(0, T ], so f ( x, u_1(x) ) − f ( x, u_2(x) ) ∈ C(0, T ]. By assumption, for all x ∈ (0, T ], | |f(x, u_1(x)) − f(x, u_2(x)) | | ≤ Lx_{α−β}|u_1(x) − u_2(x)| = Lx_{α−β}|u(x)|. Then by Theorem 3.2 and the positivity preserving property of I^β_0 , for all x ∈ (0, T ], | |u(x) | | ≤ I^β_0 | |f(x, u_1(x)) − f(x, u_2(x)) | | ≤ LIβ_0 [x_{α−β}|u(x)|]. Iterating the above inequality, we obtain for all N ∈ N, x ∈ (0, T ], | u(x) | ≤ L^N ( I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ] )_N |u|(x) ≤ ‖u‖_{C[0,T ]}L^N ( I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ] )_N 1(x).

By Lemma 3.10, as N → ∞, we obtain u(x) = 0 for all x ∈ (0, T ]. □ We prove below the continuous dependence of u on f. Then the continuous dependence on u_0 is a simple corollary if we take f̃(x, y) = f(x, y + δ), where δ is the tiny change in u_0.

Lemma 3.13. If f and f̃ satisfy conditions (ii) and (iii) in Proposition 3.9, and u, ũ ∈ C_β[0, T ] satisfy ∂^β_0 u = f(x, u) and ∂^β_0 ũ = f̃(x, ũ) with u(0) = ũ(0) = u_0, then ‖u − ũ‖_{C[0,T ]} ≤ Cε, where C depends only on α, β, L, T , and ε = sup { x^{β−α}|f(x, y) − f̃(x, y)| : x ∈ (0, T ], y ∈ [u_0 −Y, u_0 +Y ] } (the definition of ε is analogous to ‖g‖_{Gα−β (0,T ]} in Remark 3.4).

Proof. By assumption, ∂^β_0 u, ∂^β_0 ũ ∈ C(0, T ], so f ( x, u(x) ) , f̃ ( x, ũ(x) ) are in C(0, T ] and bounded by Mx^{α−β}. According to Theorem 3.2 and the positivity preserving property of I^β_0 , for all x ∈ (0, T ], we have | |u(x) − ũ(x) | | = | |Iβ_0 f(x, u(x)) − Iβ_0 f̃(x, ũ(x)) | | ≤ | |Iβ_0 f(x, u(x)) − Iβ_0 f(x, ũ(x)) | | + | |Iβ_0 f(x, ũ(x)) − Iβ_0 f̃(x, ũ(x)) | | ≤ I^β_0 | |f(x, u(x)) − f(x, ũ(x)) | | + Iβ_0 | |f(x, ũ(x)) − f̃(x, ũ(x)) | | ≤ LI^β_0 [ x^{α−β} | |u(x) − ũ(x) | | ] + εI^β_0 x^{α−β}. Like the proof of Lemma 3.12, by iterating the above inequality, we obtain for all N ∈ N, x ∈ (0, T ], | |u(x) − ũ(x) | | ≤ ‖u − ũ‖_{C[0,T ]}L^N (I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ])^N 1(x) + ε N−1∑ n=0 L^n ( I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ] )_{n+1} 1(x). By Lemma 3.10, as N → ∞, the first summand goes to 0 uniformly in x, and the second summand can be bounded by εC for some finite C dependent only on α, β, L, T . □

Lemma 3.14. If f satisfies conditions (i), (ii) and (iii) in Proposition 3.9, then there exists u ∈ C_β[0, h] solving the IVP (3.10) on [0, h], as long as h ∈ (0, T ] satisfies h^α ≤ Y M ( Γ(1 + α) Γ(α + 1 − β) − 1 Γ(1 − β) ) . Proof. Define the function space U = { φ ∈ C[0, h] : ‖φ − u_0‖_{C[0,h]} ≤ Y } . For φ ∈ U, we know that f ( x, φ(x) ) ∈ C(0, h] and | |f(x, φ(x)) | | ≤ Mxα−β, so by Theorem 3.2 we can define the following Picard iteration operator

Pφ = u_0 + I^β_0 f ( x, φ(x) ) . From (3.6) we know that Pφ ∈ C[0, h], and ‖Pφ − u_0‖_{C[0,h]} = ‖ ‖Iβ_0 f(x, φ(x)) ‖ ‖ C[0,h] ≤ Mh^α ( Γ(1 + α) Γ(α + 1 − β) − 1 Γ(1 − β) )_{−1} ≤ Y.

Therefore, P[U] ⊆ U. In addition, for any φ, ψ ∈ U and any x ∈ (0, h], | Pφ(x) − Pψ(x) | ≤ I^β_0 | |f(x, φ(x)) − f(x, ψ(x)) | | ≤ Iβ_0 [Lx_{α−β}|φ(x) − ψ(x)|]. Like the proof of Lemma 3.12, by iterating the above inequality, we obtain for all N ∈ N, x ∈ (0, h], | |P^N φ(x) − P^N ψ(x) | | ≤ L^N (I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ])^N |φ − ψ|(x) ≤ ‖φ − ψ‖_{C[0,h]}L^N (I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ])^N 1(x). By Lemma 3.10, there exists N large enough, such that P^N is a contraction on U, which is a complete metric space under the metric induced by ‖ · ‖_{C[0,h]}. By a corollary of the Banach fixed point theorem, P has a unique fixed point u_∗ ∈ U. Then, by Theorem 3.2, u_∗ is a solution to (3.10) on [0, h]. □

With the preceding lemmata, we are ready to establish the global well-posedness of IVP (3.10).

Proof. [of Proposition 3.9] The uniqueness and continuous dependence of the solution are already shown in Lemmata 3.12 and 3.13, respectively.

By Lemma 3.14, for some h ∈ (0, T ], there exists u_∗ ∈ C_β[0, h] solving (3.10) on [0, h]. If h < T and | u_∗(h) − u_0 | < Y , we are going to extend u_∗ beyond h, in a manner similar to the proof of [14, Theorem 6.8]. Let us choose h̃ ∈ (h, T ] such that |h̃ − h|^β ≤ Y − | |u_∗(h) − u_0 | | 2M max{h^{α−β}, T^{α−β}} ( 1 − Γ(α + 1 − β) Γ(1 + α)Γ(1 − β) ) Γ(1 + β).

Define the function space V = { φ ∈ C[0, h̃] : ‖φ − u_∗‖_{C[0,h]} = 0 and ‖ ‖φ − u_∗(h) ‖ ‖_{C[h,h̃]} ≤ Y − | |u_∗(h) − u_0 | | } , which is a complete metric space under the metric induced by ‖ · ‖_{C[0,h̃]}.

For φ ∈ V , we know that f ( x, φ(x) ) ∈ C(0, h̃] and | f ( x, φ(x) )| ≤ Mx^{α−β}, so Pφ ∈ C[0, h̃], where P is introduced in the proof of Lemma 3.14. By Remark 3.8-(i), Pφ ∈ C^{0,β}[h, h̃] with a Hölder constant C = 2M max{h^{α−β}, T^{α−β}} Γ(1 + β) ( 1 − Γ(α + 1 − β) Γ(1 + α)Γ(1 − β) )_{−1} . For all x ∈ [h, h̃], | Pφ(x) − Pφ(h) | ≤ C|x − h|^β ≤ C|h̃ − h|^β ≤ Y − | u_∗(h) − u_0 | . Recall that u_∗ is already a fixed point of P on [0, h], we have Pφ(h) = Pu_∗(h) = u_∗(h). Therefore Pφ ∈ V and P[V ] ⊆ V . Similar to the proof of Lemma 3.14, we can show that P^N is a contraction on V for some large N, so P has a unique fixed point v_∗ ∈ V , which is a solution to (3.10) on [0, h̃]. Choose h̃ as large as possible and repeat the procedure, then we can extend the solution all the way to the boundary of the domain. That is, the solution must exist on the entire interval [0, T ], or attains u_0 + Y or u_0 − Y . □

3.3. A linear censored IVP. We now consider the IVP ∂^β_0 u = λu for a constant λ. Like its counterpart in classical ODEs, such IVP can play important roles in more general equations.

Lemma 3.15. For any λ, u_0 ∈ R, the linear IVP { ∂^β_0 u(x) = λu(x), x ∈ (0, T ], u(x) = u_0, x = 0,

(3.12)

has a unique solution in C_β[0, T ] given by the series u(x) = u_0 ∑_∞ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^N 1(x), which is equivalent to (1.7) by letting α = β in (3.11).

Proof. By Lemma 3.10, we know that u = u_0 ∑_∞ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^N 1 converges uniformly on [0, T ], thus u ∈ C[0, T ] with u(0) = u_0. By the continuous dependence in Theorem 3.2,

I^β_0 u = u_0 I^β_0 [_∞∑ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^N 1 ] = u_0 ∞∑ N=0 I^β_0 [ λ^N (I^β_0 )^N 1 ] = u_0 ∞∑ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^{N+1}1,

therefore u_0 + λ I^β_0 u = u. By Theorem 3.2, u ∈ C_β [0, T ] and solves (3.12). Uniqueness is a consequence of Proposition 3.9. □

Remark 3.16. We can obtain the solution (1.7) by Picard iteration, i.e. recursively solving the IVPs: ∂^β_0 u_{m+1} = λu_m with u_m(0) = u_0 (m = 1, 2, · · · ), where u_1(x) = u_0 for all x.

Although the series (1.7) looks cumbersome, it surprisingly decays at the simple algebraic rate x^{−1−β} for λ < 0.

Theorem 3.17. For λ < 0 and u_0 > 0, the solution u to (3.12) is completely monotone (i.e., (−1)^nu^{(n)} ≥ 0 on R_+ for n = 0, 1, 2, ...) and there exists a constant C > 1 such that C^{−1} x^{1+β} ≤ u(x) ≤ C x^{1+β} , for all x ≥ 1.

Proof. The complete monotonicity will be proved in Corollary 4.13, using a probabilistic argument. The upper and lower bounds are proved in Lemmata 3.20 and 3.21 below, using a maximum principle argument. □

Remark 3.18.

(i) For Caputo’s counterpart of IVP (3.12), i.e., D^β_0 [ u − u(0) ] = λu with u(0) = u_0, the solution can be expressed in terms of the Mittag-Leffler function

u(x) = u_0 ∞∑ N=0 (λx^β)^N Γ(Nβ + 1)

. (3.13)

For λ < 0 and u_0 > 0, it is completely monotone and decays at the rate x^{−β} [14, Theorem 7.3]. By contrast, the censored relaxation equation (3.12) models a new decay regime x^{−1−β}. (See also [49, Page 1623] for related fractional relaxation equations, where the decay rate is x^{−γ} for some γ ∈ (0, 1).)

As a side note, for λ, u_0 > 0, obviously both (1.7) and (3.13) increase in x faster than any polynomial. Indeed, for λ = 1, the latter grows at the rate e^x [20, Proposition 3.5], and our numerical results suggest exp{x + cx^{1−β} } for the former, where c is positive and depends only on β.

(ii) For (3.13) with λ = −1, u_0 = 1, [45, Theorem 4] gave the uniform estimates with optimal constants: ( 1 + Γ(1−β)x^β )_{−1} ≤ u(x) ≤ ( 1 + Γ(1+β)^{−1}x^β )_{−1} . In Proposition B.1 we give what we believe to be a new and simple proof of those bounds, using the same strategy used for the uniform bounds of (1.7). Recently [10, Proposition 4.12] gave another new proof by showing the generalized results for a class of Kilbas–Saigo functions. Our simple proof can also be applied with few modifications to prove those generalized results (see Proposition B.4). In Section 3.4 we will use it again, to prove the uniform bounds of (3.20), the solution to ∂^β_0 u = λx^{α−β} u.

(iii) The reason why our proof is both simple and versatile is that it involves only maximum principle (mentioned in Remark 2.7-(iii)) and some suitable candidate bounds (e.g. (1 + cx)^{−1−β}), but no specific representation of the solution (e.g. (1.7) or (1.9)). In fact, we expect this strategy to have broader applications. As an example, consider a general Caputo-type derivative D^ψ_{∗0} (so −D^ψ_{∗0} generates a non-increasing pure jump Lévy process killed upon leaving R^+ [33]) for a Lévy measure ψ with ∫_∞ 0 min{r, 1}ψ(dr) < ∞, D^ψ_{∗0}u(x) = ∫_x 0 ( u(x) − u(x − r) ) ψ(dr) + ( u(x) − u(0) ) ψ ( (x, ∞) ) , and its relaxation equation D^ψ_{∗0}u = λu (λ < 0). The solution is given as an expectation or a series under mild assumptions [30, Lemma 3.4]. It is possible for our strategy to prove two-sided bounds of this solution without those representations of it. Indeed, this has already been done for certain absolutely continuous ψ (so ψ(dr) = ψ(r) dr). For instance, for compactly supported ψ, the solution is given an upper bound of the decay rate x^{−1} [17, Remark 3.5]. A special case is the truncated fractional kernel ψ(r) = 1_{{r∈(0, δ]}} r^{−1−β} with δ > 0 (see [17, Theorem 3.2], which inspired our proof). Even if ψ is not compactly supported, as long as ∫_∞ 0 rψ(r) dr < ∞, the same argument applies. Another instance is when r^{1+β}ψ(r) is continuous on R_+ and bounded within [C^{−1}, C] for some C > 1, our strategy (in Proposition B.1) can still prove the twosided bounds, both of x^{−β} decay.

Lemma 3.19. If λ < 0 and v ∈ C^1(0, T ]∩C[0, T ] satisfies ∂^β_0 v ≥ λv, then v is nonnegative if v(0) ≥ 0, and positive if v(0) > 0.

Proof. If v(0) ≥ 0 but v is not nonnegative, let x_0 be a minimum point of v on [0, T ], then x_0 > 0 and v(x_0) < 0. So we have 0 < λv(x_0) ≤ ∂^β_0 v(x_0). However, since v ∈ C^1(0, T ], by Remark 2.7-(iii) we know that

∂^β_0 v(x_0) = ∫_{x0} 0 ( v(x_0) − v(x_0 − r) ) r^{−1−β} | |Γ(−β) | | dr ≤ 0, which is a contradiction. Similarly, we can prove that v is positive if v(0) > 0. □ With the above lemma, we can get the desired bounds for the solution to (3.12).

Lemma 3.20. For λ < 0 and u_0 = 1, the solution u to (3.12) is positive and can be bounded from above by v(x) = (1 + c|λ|^{1/β} x)^{−1−β}, where c = | |Γ(−β) | |^{1/β} 2 (21+β − 1 1 − β + 2 β )_{−1/β} . (3.14)

Proof. We know from Lemma 3.15 that u ∈ C[0, T ]. We also know that u ∈ C^1(0, T ] from the uniform convergence of the series representation of its derivative on any closed interval not containing 0. Thus u remains positive by Lemma 3.19.

Let v(x) = (1 + x/c)^{−1−β} and first assume that there is a constant c > 0 such that v satisfies the condition in Lemma 3.19. Under this assumption, we get ∂^β_0 (v−u)−λ(v−u) ≥ 0 with v(0) − u(0) = 0. By Lemma 3.19, we have v ≥ u on [0, T ].

Now, given β ∈ (0, 1) and λ < 0, up to a constant multiple, it remains to find a constant c > 0 such that v(x) = (x + c)^{−1−β} satisfies ∂^β_0 v ≥ λv, i.e., for all x > 0, ∫_x 0 ( v(x) − v(x − r) ) r^{−1−β} | |Γ(−β) | | dr ≥ λv(x), or equivalently, for all x > 0, | |λΓ(−β) | | ≥ ∫_x 0 ( (x + c)^{1+β} (x + c − r)^{1+β} − 1 ) dr r^{1+β} . (3.15)

Let y = x + c, then the right-hand side of (3.15) equals ∫_{y−c} 0 ( y^{1+β} (y − r)^{1+β} − 1 ) dr r^{1+β} = y^{−β} ∫_{1−c/y} 0 ( 1 (1 − s)^{1+β} − 1 ) ds s^{1+β} . (3.16)

If y ≤ 2c, then the right-hand side of (3.16) can be bounded from above by y^{−β} ∫_{1/2} 0 ( 1 (1 − s)^{1+β} − 1 ) ds s^{1+β} ≤ y^{−β} ∫_{1/2} 0 2s(2^{1+β} − 1) ds s^{1+β} = 2^β y^β 2^{1+β} − 1 1 − β . If y > 2c, we split the interval [0, 1 − c/y] into two parts [0, 1/2] and [1/2, 1 − c/y]. For the second subinterval, ∫_{1−c/y} 1/2 ( 1 (1 − s)^{1+β} − 1 ) ds s^{1+β} ≤ 2^{1+β} ∫_{1−c/y} 1/2 ds (1 − s)^{1+β} ≤ 2^{1+β} β ( y c )_β . Therefore the right-hand side of (3.15) can be bounded from above by 2^β y^β 2^{1+β} − 1 1 − β + 2^{1+β} y^ββ (y c )_β ≤ 2^β c^β 2^{1+β} − 1 1 − β + 2^{1+β} c^ββ . Let c ≥ 2 | |λΓ(−β) | |^{1/β} (21+β − 1 1 − β + 2 β )_{1/β} , then (3.15) will be satisfied and we are done. □

Lemma 3.21. If λ < 0 and u_0 = 1, then the solution to (3.12) is bounded from below by w(x) = (1+d|λ|^{1/β} x)^{−1}(1+d^β |λ|x^β )^{−1}, where d = | Γ(−β) |_{1/β} max { 4, (1−β)(1+2^β )/β }_{1/β} . The proof is similar to that of Lemma 3.20, so we put it in Appendix B.2.

3.4. Other linear censored IVPs. We conclude this section by generalizing IVP (3.12) to the inhomogeneous version with a variable coefficient.

Proposition 3.22. Let λ, u_0 ∈ R and g ∈ C(0, T ] such that | g(x) | ≤ Mx^{α−β} for some M, α > 0 and all x ∈ (0, T ]. Then the inhomogeneous linear IVP { ∂^β_0 u(x) = λu(x) + g(x), x ∈ (0, T ], u(x) = u_0, x = 0,

(3.17)

has a unique solution in C_β[0, T ] given by the following series

u(x) = u_0 ∞∑ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^N 1(x) + ∞∑ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^{N+1}g(x), (3.18)

and from Proposition 3.9, u inherits the continuous dependence on u_0 and g.

Proof. From (3.6) we know I^β_0 g ∈ C[0, T ] and thus (I^β_0 )^{N+1}g ∈ C[0, T ] for N = 0, 1, 2, · · · . Then, by the positivity preserving property of I^β_0 , we have | (I^β_0 )^{N+1}g | ≤ (I^β_0 )^N |I^β_0 g| ≤ (I^β_0 )^N 1 · ‖I^β_0 g‖_{C[0,T ]}.

By Lemma 3.10, the series ∑_∞ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^N 1 converges uniformly on [0, T ], and so does ∑_∞ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^{N+1}g. So the function u given by (3.18) is in C[0, T ] and I^β_0 u is well-defined.

Therefore,

λ I^β_0 u + I^β_0 g = λu_0 I^β_0 ∞∑ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^N 1 + λI^β_0 ∞∑ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^{N+1}g + I^β_0 g

= λu_0 ∞∑ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^{N+1}1 + λ ∞∑ N=0 λ^N (I^β_0 )^{N+2}g + I^β_0 g

= u − u_0,

where the second equality is due to the continuous dependence in Theorem 3.2. Using Theorem 3.2 again, we know that u solves (3.17). By Proposition 3.9, u is actually the unique solution in C_β [0, T ], and depends on (u_0, g) continuously. □

Lemma 3.23. For λ, u_0 ∈ R and α > 0, the linear IVP { ∂^β_0 u(x) = λx^{α−β} u(x), x ∈ (0, T ], u(x) = u_0, x = 0.

(3.19) has a unique solution in C_β[0, T ] given by the following series

u(x) = u_0 ∞∑ N=0 λ^N ( I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ] )_N 1(x)

= u_0 ∞∑ N=0 (λx^α)^N N∏ n=1 ( Γ(1 + nα) Γ(nα + 1 − β) − 1 Γ(1 − β) )_{−1} . (3.20)

We omit the proof since it is a special case of Proposition 3.28. Surprisingly, the solution (3.20) has a decay property analogous to what we see in Section 3.3.

Proposition 3.24. For λ < 0 and u_0 > 0, there exists a constant C > 1 such that the solution u to (3.19) satisfies C^{−1} x^{1+α} ≤ u(x) ≤ C x^{1+α} , for all x ≥ 1.

Proof. See Lemmas 3.26 and 3.27, which can be shown by maximum principle arguments. □ Remark 3.25.

(i) For Caputo’s counterpart of IVP (3.19), the solution can be expressed in terms of the Kilbas–Saigo function

u(x) = u_0 ∞∑ N=0 (λx^α)^N N∏ n=1 ( Γ(1 + nα) Γ(nα + 1 − β) )_{−1} . (3.21)

For λ < 0 and u_0 > 0, the solution (3.21) decays at the rate x^{−α} [10, Remark 4.6 (c)] (and is completely monotone [10, Remark 3.1 (d)] if α ≤ 1). On the other hand, the censored IVP (3.19) once again models a new decay regime x^{−1−α}.

As a side note, for λ, u_0 > 0, both (3.20) and (3.21) increase in x faster than any polynomial. Indeed, for λ = 1, the latter can be bounded by exp { (^β_α +ε)x^{α/β} } for any ε positive and x large enough [20, Theorem 5.9], and our numerical results suggest the same for the former.

(ii) For (3.21) with λ = −1, u_0 = 1, [10, Proposition 4.12] proved the uniform bounds ( 1 + Γ(1 − β)x^α )_{−1} ≤ u(x) ≤ ( 1 + Γ(1 + α − β)Γ(1 + α)^{−1}x^α )_{−1} . As mentioned in Remark 3.18-(ii), our maximum principle argument can give a new and simple proof of those bounds.

(iii) For α = 1, (3.19) can be seen as a linear equation σ∂^β_0 u = λu, where we let σ(x) = x^{β−1} so that the rescaled fractional derivative σ∂^β_0 acts like the classical first order derivative on linear functions. This kind of rescaling naturally extends to more general nonlocal derivatives, and we refer to [15] for a discusison of nonlocal calculus and rescaling.

Lemma 3.26. For λ < 0 and u_0 = 1, the solution to (3.19) is positive and can be bounded from above by v(x) = ( 1 + (c|λ|^{1/α}x)^{1+α} )_{−1} , where c = | |Γ(−β) | |^{1/α} 2^{β/α} ( 2^{1+α} α + α^{α/(1+α)} 1 − β )_{−1/α} . The proof is similar to that of Lemma 3.20, so we put it in Appendix B.2.

Lemma 3.27. If λ < 0 and u_0 = 1, then the solution to (3.19) is bounded from below by w(x) = (1+d|λ|^{1/α}x)^{−1}(1+d^α|λ|x^α)^{−1}, where d = | Γ(−β) |_{1/α} max { 4, (1+2^α)(1−β)/α }_{1/α} . The proof is parallel to that of Lemma 3.21, so we omit it.

Proposition 3.28. Let λ, u_0 ∈ R, α > 0 and g ∈ C(0, T ] such that | g(x) | ≤ Mx^{γ−β} for some M, γ > 0 and all x ∈ (0, T ]. Then the inhomogeneous linear IVP { ∂^β_0 u(x) = λx^{α−β} u(x) + g(x), x ∈ (0, T ], u(x) = u_0, x = 0,

(3.22)

has a unique solution in C_β[0, T ] given by the following series

u(x) = u_0 ∞∑ N=0 λ^N ( I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ] )_N 1(x) + ∞∑ N=0 λ^N ( I^β_0 [x^{α−β} · ] )_N I^β_0 g(x). (3.23)

From Proposition 3.9, u inherits the continuous dependence on u_0 and g.

The proof is parallel to that of Proposition 3.22, so we omit it. A quick check can be done by Picard iteration.

4. Censored decreasing β-stable process

In this section we first prove that the hitting time of 0 (or lifetime) for the censored decreasing β-stable process is finite and that I^β_0 has probabilistic representations (1.4) and (1.5). We then use these results to prove that our censored process is Feller with generator −∂^β_0 , which in turn leads us to show that the Laplace transform of the lifetime equals the series (1.7), and thus they are completely monotone. We denote by 1_A the indicator function of a set A. All our stochastic processes are real-valued right-continuous with left limits (càdlàg), hence we always assume the canonical underlying filtered probability space as in [4, Chapter O]. For a stochastic process Y = {Y_s}_{s≥0} and a real-valued integrable function f on the probability space of Y , we use the notation E_y [ f(Y ) ] = E [ f(Y ) | | Y_0 =y], E[f(Y )] = E_0 [ f(Y ) ] , and correspondingly P_y[A], P[A] when f = 1_A. We write Y_{t−} = lim_{s↑t} Y_s. By a β-stable subordinator (β ∈ (0, 1)) we mean the Lévy process −S^1 = {−S^1_s }_{s≥0} characterised by the Laplace transform E [ exp{kS^1_s } ] = exp{−sk^β}, k, s > 0 [4, Chapter III].

We denote by B[0, T ] the set of real-valued bounded Borel measurable functions on [0, T ] and define C_∞(0, T ] = { u ∈ C[0, T ] : u(0) = 0 } , both understood as Banach spaces with the sup norm. We extend the domain of any f ∈ B[0, T ] to a cemetery state ∂ imposing f(∂) = 0. As discussed in Section 1, we treat the censored decreasing stable process in R_+ because it is generated by −∂^β_0 , where ∂^β_0 is the “left” censored derivative (at 0). However, it should be clear that all the results in this section translate immediately to the censored stable subordinator in (−∞, b) when paired with the “right” censored derivative at b ∈ R.

4.1. Construction and finite lifetime. The starting point of the censored process is always assumed to be fixed to some x > 0. We define the censored decreasing β-stable process S^c by the INW piecing together construction, then [25, Theorem 1.1 and Section 5.i] guarantees us a càdlàg strong (sub-)Markov process. The construction is: run x + S^1_t until τ_1, the time when it first exits (0, T ], where −S^1 is a β-stable subordinator (started at 0); then kill the process if x+S^1_{τ1−} ≤ 0; otherwise piece together an independent copy of S^1 started at x + S^1_{τ1−} and repeat the same procedure for at most countably many times.

With Lemma 4.1 we prove that we can directly define the censored decreasing β-stable process S^c | S^c_0 =x as

S^c_t := { ~S^j_t , τ_{j−1} ≤ t < τ_j, j ∈ N, ∂, t ≥ τ_∞, (4.1)

with

~S^j_t := { x + S^j_t , j = 1, ~S^{j−1}_{τj−1−} + S^j_{t−τj−1} , j ≥ 2, and τ_j := 0, j = 0, inf { s > τ_{j−1} : ~S^j_s ≤ 0 } , j ∈ N, lim_{j→∞} τ_j , j = ∞, where {−S^j}_{j∈N} is an i.i.d. collection of β-stable subordinators. Recall [4, Chapter III] the expectation of the inverse stable subordinator E [ E_1(y) ] = y^β/Γ(β + 1), where E_j (y) := inf { s > 0 : y < −S^j_s } , j ∈ N, y > 0. (4.2) Lemma 4.1. For any x > 0 and j ∈ N, assuming S^c_0 = x, we have

(i) E_x [τ_j ] < ∞, P_x [ S^c_{τj} ∈ (0, x) ] = 1 and S^c_{τj} has the density k_j (x, · ), as defined in (2.2);

(ii) S^c_{τj} > 0, and (4.1) equals the INW construction of the censored decreasing β-stable process;

(iii) E_x [τ_{j+1} − τ_j] = E_x [ E_{j+1}(S^c_{τj} ) ] = ∫_x 0 y^β Γ(β + 1) k_j(x, y) dy; (4.3)

(iv) P_x[τ_∞ < ∞] = 1 and P_x [ S^c_{τ∞−} = 0 ] = 1.

Proof. The statement (ii) follows immediately from (i). We now prove (i) by induction. For j = 1, E_x [τ_1] = E [ E_1(x) ] = x^β/Γ(β + 1) < ∞, and it is known that S^c_{τ1} = x + S^1_{τ1−} is beta-distributed on (0, x) with density k_1(x, · ) [4, Chapter III, Proposition 2]. Then we perform induction for each j ≥ 1: since τ_j < ∞, S^c_{τj} > 0 and S^{j+1} is independent of (S^c_{τj} , τ_j ), we have

τ_{j+1} − τ_j = inf { s > τ_j : S^c_{τj} < −S^{j+1}_{s−τj} } − τ_j = inf { r > 0 : S^c_{τj} < −S^{j+1}_r } = E_{j+1}(S^c_{τj} ). (4.4)

Combining (4.4) with S^c_{τj} < x and (4.2), we obtain

E_x [τ_{j+1}] = E_x [ E_{j+1}(S^c_{τj} ) ] + E_x [τ_j ] ≤ E [ E_{j+1}(x) ] + E_x [τ_j ] < ∞.

By definition and (4.4), we have S^c_{τj+1} = S^c_{τj} + S^{j+1}_{(τj+1−τj )−} = S^c_{τj} + S^{j+1}_{Ej+1(Scτj )−} ∈ (0, S^c_{τj} ) ⊆ (0, x). Therefore for any bounded measurable f, we have E_x [ f ( S^c_{τj+1} )] = E_x [ f ( S^c_{τj} + S^{j+1}_{Ej+1(Scτj )−} )]

= ∫_x 0 (∫_y 0 f(z)k_1(y, z) dz ) k_j (x, y) dy = ∫_x 0 f(z) (∫_x z k_j (x, y) k_1(y, z) dy ) dz, where the second equality holds because S^c_{τj} is independent of S^{j+1} and has the density k_j (x, · ); the last equality is due to Fubini’s theorem. By Remark 2.10 we know that S^c_{τj+1} has the density k_{j+1}(x, · ). The induction step is now complete.

For part (iii), by (4.4) we have E_x [τ_{j+1} − τ_j] = E_x [ E_{j+1}(S^c_{τj} ) ] , meanwhile, since S^{j+1} is independent of S^c_{τj} , by (4.2) we have E_x [ E_{j+1} ( S^c_{τj} )] = ∫_x 0 E [ E_{j+1}(y) ] k_j (x, y) dy = ∫_x 0 y^β Γ(β + 1) k_j(x, y) dy. We now prove part (iv). The results obtained so far are enough to derive Theorem 4.2 below, which immediately implies that P_x[τ_∞ < ∞] = 1. To prove P_x[S^c_{τ∞−} > 0] = 0, first, observe that P_x [ S^c_{τ∞−} > 0 ] ≤ ∞∑ n=1 P_x [ S^c_{τ∞−} ≥ n^{−1} ] , and for each n ∈ N P_x [ S^c_{τ∞−} ≥ n^{−1} ] = P_x [_∞⋂ j=1 { S^c_{τj} ≥ n^{−1} } ] = lim_{j→∞} P_x [ S^c_{τj} ≥ n^{−1} ] , where we used {S^c_{τj} ≥ n^{−1}} ⊇ {S^c_{τj+1} ≥ n^{−1}} for each j ∈ N and convergence from above of finite measures. Then, Chebyshev’s inequality and the above results guarantee that 1 n P_x [ S^c_{τj} ≥ n^{−1} ] ≤ E_x [ S^c_{τj} ] = ∫_x 0 k_j (x, y)y dy, and the right-hand side goes to 0 as j → ∞ by Lemma 2.14. □ We can now prove our main result of this subsection, which gives (1.8).

Theorem 4.2. The hitting time of 0 of the censored β-stable Lévy process (4.1) is finite in expectation, with E_x [τ_∞] = E_x [τ_1] ( 1 − sin(βπ)/(βπ) )_{−1} , x > 0.

Remark 4.3. Our key ingredient for proving Theorem 4.2 is the following closed formula for (4.3) (obtained in the proof of Lemma 2.14) ∫_x 0 y^βk_j(x, y) dy = x^β ( Γ(β + 1)Γ(1 − β) )_{−j} , for all j ∈ N and x > 0.

Proof. [of Theorem 4.2] On the one hand, by Monotone Convergence Theorem, E_x [τ_∞] = lim_{j→∞} E_x [τ_{j+1}]. On the other hand, by (4.2), (4.3) and Remark 4.3, for each j ∈ N,

E_x [τ_{j+1}] = E_x [τ_1] + j∑ i=1 E_x [τ_{i+1} − τ_i] = x^β Γ(β + 1) j∑ i=0 ( Γ(β + 1)Γ(1 − β) )_{−i} , and as Γ(β + 1)Γ(1 − β) = βπ/ sin(βπ) > 1, the result follows letting j → ∞. □

Remark 4.4.

(i) Theorem 4.2 is not obvious. For instance, the censored symmetric β-stable process for β ∈ (0, 1) never hits the boundary, whether the censoring is performed in an interval or R_+ [6, Theorem 1.1-(1)].

(ii) Any compound Poisson process in R^d censored upon exiting an open set must have infinite lifetime, and so does a non-increasing compound Poisson process censored in (0, T ]. This is because the lifetime can be bounded from below by ∑_∞ n=1 e_n = ∞, where {e_n}_{n∈N} is an infinite subset of the i.i.d. exponential waiting times of the process.

(iii) The censored gamma subordinator with Lévy measure ψ(r) = e^{−r}/r [7, Example 5.10] seems to have infinite lifetime, because our numerical simulations indicate pathwise that τ_j ≈ 2 √ j/3 and S^c_{τj} ≈ exp { − √ 3j } for x = 1 and j ≫ 1. We do not know whether other censored (driftless) subordinators hit the barrier in finite time. If they do, it is not clear if our proof strategy can be extended to such cases, as it relies on the closed formula for the potential kernel, which is only available for the stable case.

4.2. Probabilistic representations of I^β_0 . Firstly, we prove that I^β_0 is equal to the potential of the semigroup of the censored process S^c. Secondly, we give a representation of I^β_0 in terms of products of i.i.d. beta-distributed random variables.

Proposition 4.5. If g satisfies the assumption in Theorem 3.2 or if g ∈ B[0, T ], it holds that I^β_0 g ∈ C_∞(0, T ], and for all x ∈ (0, T ] we have the identity

I^β_0 g(x) = E_x [ ∫_{τ∞} 0 g(S^c_s ) ds ] . (4.5)

Proof. For g ≥ 0 we justify the following equalities E_x [ ∫_{τ∞} 0 g(S^c_s ) ds ] = ∞∑ j=0 E_x [ ∫_{τj+1−τj} 0 g(S^c_{τj +s}) ds ]

= ∞∑ j=0 E_x [ ∫_{Ej+1(S}c_{τj )} 0 g(S^c_{τj} + S^{j+1}_s ) ds ]

= ∞∑ j=0 E_x [ E [ ∫_{Ej+1(S}c_{τj )} 0 g(S^c_{τj} + S^{j+1}_s ) ds | | S^c_{τj} ]]

= ∞∑ j=0 E_x [ J^β_0 g(S^c_{τj} ) ] = ∞∑ j=0 K^j J^β_0 g(x) = I^β_0 g(x). (4.6)

The first equality is an application of Tonelli’s Theorem and a simple change of variables; the second follows from (4.4); the third is due to the law of total expectation; the fourth is due to the independence of S^{j+1} and S^c_{τj} along with the known identity (1.6) (which is a straightforward consequence of [7, Eq. (1.38)]); the fifth follows from Lemmata 4.1-(i) and 2.14; the last follows the definition of I^β_0 . If g ∈ B[0, T ], recalling that J^β_0 |g|(x) ≤ sup { |g(y)| : y ∈ [0, x] } x^β/Γ(β + 1) and J^β_0 g ∈ C[0, T ], by Lemma 2.14 we know that ∑_∞ j=0 K^j J^β_0 g ∈ C_∞(0, T ], and that we can apply Fubini’s Theorem to the above equalities.

If g satisfies the condition in Theorem 3.2, then Theorem 3.2 proves I^β_0 g ∈ C_∞(0, T ] and justifies the application of Fubini’s Theorem. □

Remark 4.6.

(i) The above proof provides the following intuition for how ∂^β_0 extends the memory effect of D^β_0 . Rewrite the right-hand side of (4.5) as E [ ∫_{E1(x)} 0 g(x + S^1_s ) ds ] + E_x [ ∫_{τ∞} τ_1 g(S^c_s) ds ] . (4.7)

Then the first term in (4.7) weights the past values of g on the interval (x+S^1_{E1(x)−}, x], just like (1.6) in the Caputo case (note that (1.6) takes a slightly different form, just because there we assume S^1 starts from x instead of 0). Meanwhile, the second term proceeds on the interval (0, x + S^1_{E1(x)−}] according to the censored process. This second term can be simplified further using the the distribution of S^c_{τj} and written in terms of products of i.i.d. beta-distributed random variables, as we will see in Proposition 4.8.

(ii) Proposition 4.5 proves that E_x [ ∫_{τ∞} 0 (S^c_s)^α ds ] equals the right-hand side of (3.9). If α > −β, it is finite and yields Theorem 4.2 (by letting α = 0). If α ≤ −β, then it is infinite by Remark 2.15. In contrast, E [ ∫_{E1(x)} 0 (x + S^1_s )^α ds ] < ∞ for all α > −1.

Definition 4.7. For any x > 0, we define the (0, x]-valued discrete time Markov process X_j = x ∏_j i=1 B_i, j ∈ N, with X_0 = x, and {B_i}_{i∈N} being an i.i.d. collection of betadistributed random variables on (0, 1) with parameters (1 − β, β).

Proposition 4.8. Under the assumption of Proposition 4.5, S^c_{τj} equals X_j in law for each j ∈ N, and I^β_0 allows the probabilistic series representation

I^β_0 g(x) = ∞∑ j=0 E_x [ J^β_0 g(X_j ) ] , x ∈ (0, T ]. (4.8)

Proof. We use induction to prove that k_j (x, · ) is the density of X_j | X_0 =x, for each j ∈ N.

The case when j = 1 is clear. By the independence of B_{j+1} and X_j, and the induction hypothesis

P_x[X_{j+1} ≤ r] = P_x[X_j B_{j+1} ≤ r] = P_x [ B_{j+1} ≤ r X_j ] = ∫_x 0 k_j (x, s) P [ B_{j+1} ≤ r s ] ds. Then, recalling that k_1(1, · ) is the density of B_{j+1} and that it is supported on (0, 1), d dr P_x[X_{j+1} ≤ r] = ∫_x 0 k_j (x, s) d dr P [ B_{j+1} ≤ r s ] ds = ∫_x r k_j (x, s) 1 s k_1 ( 1, r s ) ds = ∫_x r k_j (x, s) k_1(s, r)ds. Now apply Remark 2.10 and we know that k_{j+1}(x, · ) is the density of X_{j+1} | | X_0 =x. The induction step is now complete. By Lemma 4.1-(i), we know that S^c_{τj} equals X_j in law for each j ∈ N, therefore the left-hand side of (4.6) equals the right-hand side of (4.8). □

Remark 4.9. Clearly Proposition 4.8 can be strengthened into that {S^c_{τj} }_{j∈N} equals {X_j }_{j∈N} in law. It is also clear that the series in (4.8) equals Γ(1−β) ∑_∞ j=1 E_x [ (X_j )^β g(X_j ) ] , since we know J^β_0 g(x) = Γ(1 − β)E_x [ (X_1)^βg(X_1) ] from Remark 2.12.

4.3. Laplace transform of τ_∞. We recall some definitions adapted to our setting that relate to Feller semigroups [9]. A collection of operators P = {P_s}_{s≥0} is said to be a semigroup on a Banach space X if P_s : X → X is bounded and linear for any s > 0, P_sP_t = P_{s+t} for all t, s > 0, and P_0 is the identity operator. We say that P is strongly continuous on L ⊆ X if for any f ∈ L, P_sf → f in X as s → 0, and that P is strongly continuous if P is strongly continuous on X. We define the generator of P to be the pair (G, D), where D := {f ∈ X : Gf converges in X} with Gf := lim_{s→0}(P_sf − f)/s, and we call D the domain of the generator of P . Moreover, P is said to be a positivity preserving contraction on X ⊆ B[0, T ] if 0 ≤ P_sf ≤ 1 for any s > 0 and f ∈ X such that 0 ≤ f ≤ 1. Finally, a semigroup P on X = C_∞(0, T ] is said to be a Feller semigroup if it is a strongly continuous positivity preserving contraction on X. We recall [9, Page 15] that there exists a one-to-one correspondence between Feller semigroups and Markov processes {Y_s}_{s≥0} such that f( · ) → P_sf( · ) := E [ f(Y_s) | Y_0 = · ] , s ≥ 0, is a Feller semigroup [9, Page 15].

Proposition 4.10. For any T > 0, the censored decreasing β-stable process S^c induces a Feller semigroup on C_∞(0, T ], whose generator is ( −∂^β_0 , I^β_0 C_∞(0, T ] ) . Proof. Let P^c_t f(x) = E_x [ f(S^c_t ) ] for t ≥ 0 and f ∈ B[0, T ] (defining S^c_t = ∂ for all t > 0 if S^c_0 = 0). Then P^c = {P^c_t }_{t≥0} is a positivity preserving contraction semigroup on B[0, T ], due to S^c being a Markov process. We denote by L^c the largest subset of B[0, T ] on which

P^c is strongly continuous and by D^c the domain of the generator of P^c. First we prove L^c ⊇ C_∞(0, T ]. For f ∈ C_∞(0, T ], let f̃(x) := f ( max{x, 0} ) for any x ∈ (−∞, T ], and compute | P^c_t f(x) − f(x) | ≤ | |E x [ 1_{{t<τ1 }}(f(S^c_t ) −f(x)) ]| | + E x [ 1_{{t≥τ1}}|f(S^c_t ) −f(x)| ] ≤ | |E [ 1_{{t<E1(x)}}(f̃(x + S^1_t ) − f̃(x)) ]| | + 2‖f‖_{C[0,x]}P [ t ≥ E_1(x) ] ≤ | |E [~ f(x + S^1_t ) − f̃(x) ]| | + 3‖f‖_{C[0,x]}P [ t ≥ E_1(x) ] , where the first summand vanishes uniformly in x as t → 0 because S^1 is a Feller process on { g ∈ C(−∞, T ] : lim_{x→−∞} g(x) = 0 } [9]. Meanwhile for the second summand, for any ε > 0 we can choose δ > 0 so that ‖f‖_{C[0,x]} ≤ ε for all x ∈ (0, δ] and then we choose t̃ small so that P [ t ≥ E_1(x) ] = P[x + S^1_t ≤ 0] ≤ P[δ ≤ −S^1_t ] ≤ ε, for all x ≥ δ and t ≤ t̃,

so for all t ≤ t̃ 3‖f‖_{C[0,x]}P [ t ≥ E_1(x) ] ≤ {3ε, 0 ≤ x ≤ δ, 3ε‖f‖_{C[0,T ]}, δ < x ≤ T. (4.9)

Therefore we have proved the strong continuity of P^c on C_∞(0, T ] and thus C_∞(0, T ] ⊆ L^c. We now prove that C_∞(0, T ] is invariant under P^c. The key ingredients are Theorem 4.2 and Proposition 4.5, which prove that I^β_0 equals the potential ∫_∞ 0 P^c_s ds and is a bounded operator from B[0, T ] to C_∞(0, T ]. Then [18, Theorem 1.1’] implies D^c = I^β_0 L^c, and we have I^β_0 C_∞(0, T ] ⊆ I^β_0 L^c ⊆ I^β_0 B[0, T ] ⊆ C_∞(0, T ].

Because Stone–Weierstrass Theorem and Example 3.7 prove that I^β_0 C_∞(0, T ] is dense in C_∞(0, T ], by [18, Property 1.3.B] and the above inclusions we obtain L^c = C_∞(0, T ]. Because P^cL^c ⊆ L^c [18, Property 1.3.A], we have proved that P^c is a Feller semigroup on C_∞(0, T ]. Since its potential is I^β_0 and a bounded potential determines the generator [18, Theorem 1.1’], Theorem 3.2 implies that the generator of P^c is ( − ∂^β_0 , I^β_0 C_∞(0, T ] ) . □ Remark 4.11.

(i) As a corollary of Proposition 4.10, for any b > 0 and f ∈ I^β_0 C_∞(0, b], u(t, x) = E_x [ f(S^c_t ) ] is the unique solution satisfying the conditions [18, a, b and c of Theorem 1.3] to the evolution equation (with ∂^β_0 acting on the spatial variable) d dt u = −∂^β_0 u, (t, x) ∈ R_+ × (0, b]; u(t, 0) = 0, t ∈ R_+ ; u(0, x) = f(x), x ∈ (0, b].

(ii) Note that Proposition 4.10 relies crucially on Theorem 3.2. Also, it is not a special case of [26, Theorem 3.3], primarily because the latter needs the assumption that S^c is a Feller process, which is not clear from the INW construction.

We are now ready to prove a Mittag-Leffler-type representation for E_x [ e^{λτ∞} ] , whose analogue in the Caputo setting is the probabilistic identity E_x [ e^{λτ1} ] = ∞∑ j=0 λ^jx^{βj} Γ(jβ + 1)

, (4.10)

first proved in [5]. Our proof follows the approach of [23, Corollary 5.1] to (4.10). This approach allows one to solve exit problems by computing the Laplace transform of the lifetime of a killed Markov process when one knows the analytical solution to the resolvent equation −Gu = λu + g (G being the generator of the process). In our case, the analytical solution is given by Proposition 3.22.

Theorem 4.12. For every λ < 0, T > 0 and g ∈ C[0, T ], E_x [ ∫_{τ∞} 0 e^{λs}g(S^c_s ) ds ] = ∞∑ j=0 λ^j (I^β_0 )^{j+1}g(x), x ∈ (0, T ]. (4.11)

Moreover, the Mittag-Leffler-type series (1.7) (u_0 = 1) equals E_x [ e^{λτ∞} ] for all λ ∈ R and x > 0. Proof. For the first claim, if g ∈ C_∞(0, T ], recalling [18, Theorem 1.1], the equality (4.11) holds by Propositions 4.10 and 3.22, as both sides of it are the unique solution in C_β[0, T ] to the resolvent equation

∂^β_0 u = λu + g, u(0) = 0, g ∈ C_∞(0, T ],

where we used I^β_0 C_∞(0, T ] ⊆ C_β[0, T ] given by Lemma 3.6. Now, for any g ∈ C[0, T ], take g_n ∈ C_∞(0, T ] so that g_n → g uniformly on every compact subset of (0, T ] and sup_n ‖g_n‖_{C[0,T ]} < ∞. Fix x ∈ (0, T ], then for any s > 0, E_x [ g_n(S^c_s) ] → E_x [ g(S^c_s) ] , as n → ∞, by Dominated Convergence Theorem. Then another application of Dominated Convergence Theorem, with the dominating function sup_n ‖g_n‖_{C[0,T ]}e^{λs}, yields ∫_∞ 0 e^{λs}E_x [ g_n(S^c_s) ] ds → ∫_∞ 0 e^{λs}E_x [ g(S^c_s) ] ds, as n → ∞. On the other hand, by the continuous dependence in Proposition 3.22 (let the α there be e.g. β/2),_∞ ∑ j=0 λ^j(I^β_0 )^{j+1}g_n(x) → ∞∑ j=0 λ^j(I^β_0 )^{j+1}g(x), as n → ∞.

Therefore we have proved (4.11) for all g ∈ C[0, T ].

To prove the second claim for λ < 0, in (4.11) let g = λ, so that on the left-hand side E_x [ ∫_{τ∞} 0 e^{λs}λ ds ] = λ E_x [e^{λτ∞} ] − 1 λ = E_x [ e^{λτ∞} ] − 1, and on the right-hand side ∞∑ j=0 λ^{j+1}(I^β_0 )^{j+1}1(x) = ∞∑ j=0 λ^j (I^β_0 )^j 1(x) − 1.

Hence by (3.11) (with α = β) we have proved the second claim for λ ≤ 0 (with λ = 0 being a trivial case), which combined with Lemma 3.10 allows us to compute the moments E_x [ (τ_∞)^j ] (j ∈ N) by differentiating E_x [ e^{λτ∞} ] in λ (λ ≤ 0) for j times. Those moments are displayed in (4.12), and in turn they allow us to prove the second claim also for λ > 0, since we have E_x [ e^{λτ∞} ] = ∞∑ j=0 λ^j j! E_x [ (τ_∞)^j ] , λ, x > 0, where the series in the right-hand side converges to (1.7) by Lemma 3.10. □

Corollary 4.13. For any λ < 0, the Mittag-Leffler-type series (1.7) is completely monotone. More generally, for any Bernstein function f the series (1.7) composed with f^{1/β} is completely monotone.

Proof. Denote by μ_1 the law of τ_∞ for S^c_0 = 1 and by M_λ(x) the series (1.7) (u_0 = 1). Then M_λ(x) = M_{λx}β (1) = E_1 [ e^{(λxβ )τ∞} ] = ∫ [0,∞) e^{λxβ y}μ_1(dy), where the second equality is due to Theorem 4.12. The second claim now follows from [44, Theorem 3.7] because M_λ composed with f^{1/β} equals x → ∫ [0,∞) e^{λf(x)y} μ_1(dy), the composition of x → ∫ [0,∞) e λxyμ_1(dy) (which is completely monotone [44, Theorem 1.4]) with the Bernstein function f. The first claim corresponds to the Bernstein function f(x) = x^β. □

Remark 4.14. The proof of (1.9) in Theorem 4.12 suits well our IVP theory, but is rather indirect, especially when compared to the standard proofs of (4.10). Below we discuss the issues encountered with adapting those standard proofs to our censored setting, suggesting that our strategy is quite efficient.

(i) A simple proof of (4.10) follows the known direct evaluation of the moments E_x [ (τ_1)^n ] = x^{βn}n!/Γ(βn + 1), as then one can write E_x [ e^{λτ1} ] = ∑_∞ n=0 λ^nE_x [ (τ_1)^n ] /n! for λ > 0 and check the convergence [8]. In Theorem 4.12 after proving that (1.9) holds for all λ ≤ 0, we obtain the closed form for the moments E_x [ (τ_∞)^n ] = x^{βn}n!C_n where

C_n = n∏ j=1 ( Γ(1 + jβ) Γ(jβ + 1 − β) − 1 Γ(1 − β) )_{−1} , n ∈ N, (4.12) and those moments in turn allow us to prove the case when λ > 0. But obtaining those moments by a direct evaluation is not easy. Indeed, although one can directly compute E_x [ (τ_∞)^n ] = lim_{j→∞} E_x [ (τ_j )^n ] = x^{nβ}n! lim_{j→∞} C_{n,j} (see Appendix C for details),

where C_{n,j} = ∑ n_1+...+n_j =n Γ(1 − β)^{1−j} Γ(βn_j + 1) j−1∏ i=1 Γ ( 1 − β + β ∑_{i−1} l=0 n_{j−l} ) Γ ( 1 + β ∑_i l=0 n_{j−l} ) , n ∈ N, a direct proof of C_{n,j} → C_n as j → ∞ appears hard (nonetheless, Theorem 4.12 can serve as an indirect proof).

(ii) There exist several proofs of (4.10) whose key steps rely on the Laplace transform of −S^1 or infinitely divisible random variables (see [5, Proposition 1.a], [19, XIII.8 Example (b), p. 453], [50, Theorem 2.10.2], [30, Lemma 3.4] and [35, 6.6 (ii)]), and therefore these proofs do not apply to S^c. Also, the recent approach in [10, Section 4.1], which characterises complete monotonicity of Kilbas–Saigo functions, poses many challenges to being adapted to our censored setting (in particular obtaining an appropriate analogue of [10, Lemma 4.1]).

(iii) We could not apply the strategy used by the proof of Proposition 4.5 to prove (1.9), as one would need a closed form of the complicated expectations E_x [( E_β(λ(S^c_{τj} )^β ) − 1 ) e^{λτj} ] for j ∈ N, where E_β(x) = ∑_∞ n=0 y^n/Γ(βn + 1) (not to be confused with the inverse stable subordinator E_j (y) defined in (4.2)).

(iv) The simple observation that the relaxation equation (3.12) rewrites as the Dirichlet problem (−D^β_0 +q)u = 0, u(0) = 1 with the unbounded potential q = λ+x^{−β}/Γ(1−β), suggests combining our IVP theory with potential theoretic techniques to prove (1.9). Namely, show that the gauge function u(x) = E [ exp { ∫_{E1(x)} 0 q(x + S^1_t ) dt }] solves (3.12). Although this approach appears feasible (as Proposition 4.5 should prove gaugeablility by [7, Theorem 2.9.ii]), we expect it to be more involved than our strategy. The main reason is that, to show that the gauge function equals E_x [ exp{λτ_∞} ] , one would need to derive a relationship between the INW construction of S^c and the coefficient x^{−β}/Γ(1 − β). Such relationship seems difficult to derive without the knowledge of the generator of S^c (cf. [6, Theorem 2.1]), on the other hand this knowledge is already enough for our strategy to work. Another reason is that one would have to employ general results from the potential theory of Feynman–Kac semigroups (cf. [13, Chapter 3]), only making the proof more technical.

Remark 4.15.

(i) Let τ_1(t), τ_∞(t) and B denote E_1(t) (i.e. the inverse stable subordinator), τ_∞ | S^c_0 =t and an independent Brownian motion, respectively. It is known (e.g. [39]) that the Caputo time-fractional diffusion equation D^β_0 [ u − u(0) ] = Δu/2 is solved by the fractional kinetic process {B_{τ1 (t)}}_{t≥0}. This process is well-known as sub-diffusion since (4.2) implies E [ |B_{τ1(t)}|^2 ] = E [ τ_1(t) ] = t^β/Γ(β + 1), which is slower than normal diffusion E [ |B_t|^2 ] = t. Our work suggests that the censored counterpart ∂^β_0 u = Δu/2 is solved by a new sub-diffusion process {B_{τ∞(t)}}_{t≥0}. Indeed, Theorem 4.2 shows that E [ |B_{τ∞(t)}|^2 ] = ct^β (c > 0), and we expect the time-fractional evolution equation

∂^β_0 u = Gu + g, u(0) = ϕ to have a unique (generalised) solution u(t, x) = E [ ϕ(X_{τ∞} ) + ∫_{τ∞} 0 g(S^c_s, X_s) ds | | | (S^c0, X^0)=(t, x) ] , (t, x) ∈ (0, T ] × R^d , where ϕ ∈ Dom(G), g ∈ C ( [0, T ]×R^d ) , and ( G, Dom(G) ) is the generator of any Feller process X on R^d independent of S^c. (We think the last claim can be proved using the techniques from [16, 24], in the light of Proposition 4.10.) Let us also mention that to find strong solutions to ∂^β_0 u = Δu/2, Theorem 4.12 opens up the possibility of applying the spectral decomposition method of [12].

(ii) Although both B_{τ1} and B_{τ∞} spread like t^β, their respective Fourier modes model entirely different relaxation regimes. Namely, for any λ ∈ R^d we have, E [ exp { iλ · B_{τ1(t)} }] = E [ exp { −|λ|^2τ_1(t)/2 }] ≍ t^{−β}, E [ exp { iλ · B_{τ∞(t)} }] = E [ exp { −|λ|^2τ_∞(t)/2 }] ≍ t^{−1−β}, by (4.10), Theorem 4.12 and Remark 3.18-(i). Here f ≍ g means C^{−1}g ≤ f ≤ Cg for some constant C > 1.

(iii) There are several interesting questions revolving around B_{τ∞} , a new example of anomalous diffusion. For instance, it is natural to ask if there is a continuoustime-random-walk-type framework which scales to B_{τ∞} , as is the case for B_{τ1} [1, 39] and several other anomalous diffusion processes [2, 49] related to Caputo derivatives. Moreover, it is challenging and interesting to study the difference in path regularity between B_{τ∞} and B_{τ1} , in particular because the latter can be “trapped” [39].

(iv) We mention that sub-diffusion and fractional relaxation equations are widely used to model anomalous (non-Debye) relaxation in dielectrics, see [29, 48, 31, 49] and references therein. Their role is to provide a probabilistic theoretic explanation of the empirical (Havriliak–Negami) formula χ(ω) = ( 1 + (iω)^α )_{−γ} . (Here ω is the electric field’s frequency and χ is the electric susceptibility. This formula fits well a majority of experimental data.) A typical example (Cole–Cole) is α = β ∈ (0, 1) and γ = 1, which is modelled by the sub-diffusion B_{τ1} [48, Page 3]. On the other hand, we expect B_{τ∞} to model a new regime with α = 1 + β ∈ (1, 2) and γ = β/(1 + β) (by [48, Eq. (1) and (5)]), although in the literature (e.g. [31, 48]) we have not seen the parameter range α > 1.

Acknowledgement

The authors would like to thank Professors Kai Diethelm, Thomas Simon, Zhen-Qing Chen, Krzysztof Bogdan and Zhi Zhou for many helpful discussions.

Appendix A. Proofs of elementary properties of J^β_0 and D^β_0

A.1. Proof of Lemma 2.3. The proof consists of four parts.

(i) Since both u and x^{β−1} are in C ∩ L^1(0, T ], for any x ∈ (0, T ], J^β_0 u(x) is well-defined and finite. For ε ∈ (0, x), define

J^β_ε u(x) = ∫_{x−ε} 0 (x − r)^{β−1} Γ(β) u(r) dr. Given T_1 ∈ (0, T ], for all x ∈ [T_1, T ] and ε ∈ (0, T_1), we have | |J_{βε} u(x) − J β_0 u(x) | | ≤ ∫_x x−ε | | | (x − r)^{β−1} Γ(β) u(r) | | | dr ≤ ε^β βΓ(β) ‖u‖_{C[T1−ε, T ]}, therefore, as ε → 0, J^β_ε u → J^β_0 u uniformly on [T_1, T ]. By Dominated Convergence Theorem, J^β_ε u is continuous on [T_1, T ]. So J^β_0 u is also continuous on [T_1, T ], and thus on (0, T ]. Integrability of J^β_0 u follows by ∫_T 0 | J^β_0 u(x) | dx ≤ ∫_T 0 ∫_x 0 (x − r)^{β−1} Γ(β) | u(r) | dr dx = ∫_T 0 | u(r) | Γ(β) ∫_T r (x − r)^{β−1} dx dr ≤ T^β Γ(1 + β) ∫_T 0 | |u(r) | | dr < ∞. (ii) By Lemma 2.3-(i), J^β_0 u ∈ C ∩ L^1(0, T ], and J^{1−β}_0 J^β_0 u is well-defined on (0, T ]. For x ∈ (0, T ], J^{1−β}_0 J^β_0 u(x) = ∫_x 0 (x − r)^{−β} Γ(1 − β) ∫_r 0 (r − s)^{β−1} Γ(β) u(s) ds dr = ∫_x 0 u(s) ∫_x s (x − r)^{−β} Γ(1 − β) (r − s)^{β−1} Γ(β) dr ds = ∫_x 0 u(s) ds, (A.1)

where the second identity is due to Fubini’s Theorem. Therefore J^{1−β}_0 J^β_0 u ∈ C^1(0, T ] and D^β_0 J^β_0 u = u.

(iii) The “only if ” is due to Lemma 2.3-(ii) and (A.1) as well as the assumption that g ∈ L^1(0, T ]. For the “if ”, we use Lemma 2.3-(ii) to get D^β_0 u = g = D^β_0 J^β_0 g, so D^β_0 [u−J^β_0 g] = 0. By the definition of D^β_0 , we know that J^{1−β}_0 [u−J^β_0 g] is constant. By (A.1) we know that lim_{x→0} J^{1−β}_0 J^β_0 g(x) = 0, and by assumption lim_{x→0} J^{1−β}_0 u(x) = 0. Therefore J^{1−β}_0 [u − J^β_0 g] must be 0. Conclude with Lemma 2.3-(ii) which proves u − J^β_0 g = D^{1−β}_0 J^{1−β}_0 [u − J^β_0 g] = D^{1−β}_0 0 = 0.

(iv) For u ∈ C[0, T ], we have |J^{1−β}_0 u(x)| ≤ ‖u‖_{C[0,T ]}x^{1−β}/Γ(2 − β) → 0 as x → 0. Then the “if ” of Lemma 2.3-(iii) applies, giving u = J^β_0 0 = 0. □

A.2. Proof of Hölder regularity of J^β_0 g. For any interval Ω ⊆ R, we denote by L^∞(Ω) the essentially bounded functions in L^1(Ω).

Lemma A.1. If g ∈ L^∞(0, T ], then J^β_0 g ∈ C^{0,β}[0, T ] with J^β_0 g(0) being 0 and a Hölder constant being 2‖g‖_L∞_{(0,T ]}/Γ(1 + β).

Proof. For 0 < x < x + h ≤ T , the difference J^β_0 g(x + h) − J^β_0 g(x) equals ∫_{x+h} 0 (x + h − r)^{β−1} Γ(β) g(r) dr − ∫_x 0 (x − r)^{β−1} Γ(β) g(r) dr = ∫_x 0 (x + h − r)^{β−1} − (x − r)^{β−1} Γ(β) g(r) dr + ∫_{x+h} x (x + h − r)^{β−1} Γ(β) g(r) dr.

The absolute value of the first summand can be bounded from above by ‖g‖_L∞_{(0,T ]} βΓ(β) | |(x + h)^β − h^β − x^β | | ≤ h^β‖g‖^{L∞ (0,T ]} Γ(1 + β) ,

where the inequality is obtained by observing that (x+h)^β −h^β −x^β is decreasing from 0 to −h^β (unattainable) with respect to x ∈ [0, ∞). The absolute value of the second summand can be bounded from above by h^β ‖g‖_L∞_{(0,T ]}/Γ(1 + β). Therefore | J^β_0 g(x + h) − J^β_0 g(x) | ≤ 2h^β ‖g‖_L∞_{(0,T ]}/Γ(1 + β).

Note that for all x ∈ (0, T ], | J^β_0 g(x) − J^β_0 g(0) | ≤ x^β‖g‖_L∞_{(0,T ]}/Γ(1 + β), we know J^β_0 g ∈ C^{0,β}[0, T ] with 2‖g‖_L∞_{(0,T ]}/Γ(1 + β) as a Hölder constant. □

Lemma A.2. If g ∈ L^1(0, T ] satisfies | g(x) | ≤ Mx^{α−β} for some α, M ≥ 0 and all x ∈ (0, T ], then for all T_1 ∈ (0, T ), J^β_0 g ∈ C^{0,β}[T_1, T ] with a Hölder constant being 2M max{T^{α−β}_1 , T^{α−β}}/Γ(1 + β). Proof. For 0 < T_1 ≤ x < x + h ≤ T , we have

J^β_0 g(x+h) − J^β_0 g(x) = ∫_x 0 (x+h−r)^{β−1} − (x−r)^{β−1} Γ(β) g(r) dr + ∫_{x+h} x (x+h−r)^{β−1} Γ(β) g(r) dr.

The absolute value of the first summand can be bounded from above by ∫_x 0 (x − r)^{β−1} − (x + h − r)^{β−1} Γ(β) Mr^{α−β} dr = M Γ(β) ( x^α B(1; α+1−β, β) − (x + h)^α B ( x x + h ; α+1−β, β ))

≤ Mx^α Γ(β) ( B(1; α+1−β, β) − B ( x x + h ; α+1−β, β ))

= Mx^α Γ(β)

∫_1 x/(x+h) r^{α−β}(1 − r)^{β−1} dr ≤ Mx^α Γ(β) max { 1, ( x x + h )_{α−β}} 1 β ( h x + h )_β

≤ Mx^{α−β} Γ(1 + β) h^β ≤ Mh^β max{T^{α−β}_1 , T^{α−β} } Γ(1 + β) , where B is the incomplete beta function. The absolute value of the second summand can be bounded from above by ∫_{x+h} x (x + h − r)^{β−1} Γ(β) Mr^{α−β} dr = M Γ(β) ∫_h 0 (h − r)^{β−1}(x + r)^{α−β} dr ≤ M Γ(β) max{x^{α−β} , (x + h)^{α−β} } h^β β ≤ Mh^β max{T^{α−β}_1 , T^{α−β}} Γ(1 + β) . Therefore | |J^β_0 g(x + h) − J^β_0 g(x) | | ≤ 2Mh^β max{T^{α−β}_1 , T^{α−β}}/Γ(1 + β), we know J^β_0 g ∈ C^{0,β}[T_1, T ] with 2M max{T^{α−β}_1 , T^{α−β}}/Γ(1 + β) as a Hölder constant. □

Remark A.3. Lemma A.2 is a natural generalization of Lemma A.1, since ‖g‖_L∞_{[T1,T ]} ≤ M max{T^{α−β}_1 , T^{α−β} }. For α < β, the β-Hölder continuity of J^β_0 g is only local (away from 0), since T^{α−β}_1 explodes as T_1 → 0. Indeed, in such cases, | |J^β_0 g(x) − J^β_0 g(0) | | ≤ Mx^αΓ(α + 1 − β)/Γ(1 + α) for x ∈ (0, T ], with J^β_0 g(0) defined to be 0. So the uniform Hölder continuity of J^β_0 g on [0, T ] is probably only of exponent α. Sure enough, we have the following result.

Lemma A.4. For the same g in Lemma A.2, additionally assume α ∈ (0, β), then J^β_0 g ∈ C^{0,α}[0, T ] with a Hölder constant being 2MΓ(α + 1 − β)/Γ(1 + α).

Proof. By assumptions on g, we have | J^{β−α}_0 g(x) | ≤ J^{β−α}_0 |g|(x) ≤ MJ^{β−α}_0 [x^{α−β} ] = MΓ(α + 1 − β), then by Lemma A.1, J^α_0 J^{β−α}_0 g ∈ C^{0,α}[0, T ] with a Hölder constant being 2MΓ(α + 1 −

β)/Γ(1+α), and consequently J^α_0 J^{β−α}_0 g ∈ C[0, T ]. By Lemma A.2, J^β_0 g ∈ C(0, T ]. Recall-

ing [14, Theorem 2.2], we know J^α_0 J^{β−α}_0 g = J^β_0 g everywhere, with J^β_0 g(0) defined to be 0.

Therefore, J^β_0 g is also in C^{0,α}[0, T ] with the same Hölder constant as J^α_0 J^{β−α}_0 g. □

A.3. Proof of the diagram in Remark 2.8. The proof can be decomposed into several

statements.

(i) J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] ⊆ C_β(0, T ]: follows Lemma 2.3-(ii).

(ii) J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] ⊉ C_β(0, T ]: this is because x^β2^{−1} is in C_β(0, T ] but not in J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] . The latter fact can be proven by Lemma 2.3-(ii), noticing D^β_0 x^β2^{−1} /∈

L^1(0, T ].

(iii) J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] ⊈ C_β[0, T ]: for example, J^β_0 ( x^{− 1+β}2 ) is not in C[0, T ].

(iv) J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] ⊉ C_β[0, T ]: see Lemma A.5.

(v) J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] ⊇ U: follows Lemma 2.3-(iii).

(vi) J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] ∩ C_β[0, T ] ⊈ U: to see this, in the proof of Lemma A.5, we may take α−β−γβ ∈ (−1, −β] instead of α−β−γβ <−1, then ( J^{1−β}_0 u )_′ = O(x^{α−β−γβ} )+O(x^{α−β} ) is absolutely integrable. We know such u is in C_β[0, T ], and by Lemma 2.3-(iii), u ∈ J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] . Yet u /∈ U, because ∂^β_0 u = ( J^{1−β}_0 u )_′ − x^{−β}u/Γ(1 − β) = O(x^{α−β−γβ}) + O(x^{α−β}), which cannot be controlled by x^{α̃−β} for any α̃ > 0.

Lemma A.5. We have J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] ⊉ C_β[0, T ].

Proof. We only need to find a u ∈ C[0, T ], such that J^{1−β}_0 u ∈ C^1(0, T ] but ( J^{1−β}_0 u )_′ /∈ L^1(0, T ]. Once succeed, we know such u ∈ C_β[0, T ] by definition. If u ∈ J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] , then ∃ v ∈ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] such that u = J^β_0 v. By Lemma 2.3-(iii), we know v = D^β_0 u = ( J^{1−β}_0 u )_′ /∈ L^1(0, T ]. This contradiction implies u /∈ J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] and thus C_β[0, T ] ⊈

J^β_0 [ C ∩ L^1(0, T ] ] . In order for J^{1−β}_0 u to have continuous but not absolutely integrable derivative on (0, T ],

and thus have unbounded variation, u had better oscillate quickly near 0. Let u(x) =

x^α sin(x^{−γ} ), where α, γ > 0. Then

J^{1−β}_0 u(x) = ∫_x 0 r^α sin(r^{−γ} ) dr Γ(1 − β)(x − r)^β = x^{1−β+α} Γ(1 − β)

∫_1 0 s^α sin ( (xs)^{−γ} ) (1 − s)^β ds = x^{1−β+α} Γ(1 − β) ϕ(x), where ϕ is defined in Lemma A.6. So J^{1−β}_0 u ∈ C^1(0, T ] and ( J^{1−β}_0 u )_′ (x) = 1 − β + α Γ(1 − β)x^{β−α} ϕ(x) + x^{1−β+α} Γ(1 − β) ϕ^′(x) Note that ‖ϕ‖_L∞_{(0,T ]} ≤ Γ(1+α)Γ(1−β)/Γ(2−β+α), we know the first summand is absolutely

integrable, so ( J^{1−β}_0 u )_′ has the same absolute integrability with the second summand. By

Lemma A.6, we know x^{1−β+α} Γ(1 − β) ϕ^′(x) = γ^β x^{α−β−γβ} sin ( 1 x^γ − πβ 2 ) + O ( x^{α−β} ) . Choose γ large enough so that α−β−γβ <−1, then ( J^{1−β}_0 u )_′ /∈ L^1(0, T ] and we are done.

Note although the above estimate is enough for us, it may be tightened into ( J^{1−β}_0 u )_′ (x) = γ^βx^{α−β−γβ} [ sin(x^{−γ} −πβ/2) + O(x^γ ) ] . □ Lemma A.6. For α, γ > 0, define ϕ(x) = ∫_1 0 s^α sin ( (xs)^{−γ} ) (1 − s)^β ds, x ∈ (0, T ], then ϕ ∈ C^1(0, T ], and ϕ^′(x) is given by an improper integral which converges absolutely or conditionally,

ϕ^′(x) = −γ x^{1+γ} ∫_1 0 cos ( (xs)^{−γ} ) s^{γ−α}(1 − s)^β ds = ∫_∞ 1 −x^{−1−γ} cos(x^{−γ} r) dr r^{(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^β , x ∈ (0, T ], and we have the following estimate for ϕ^′,

ϕ^′(x) = γ^β Γ(1−β) x^{1+γβ} sin ( 1 x^γ − πβ 2 ) + O ( 1 x ) , which means ϕ^′ explodes like x^{−1−γβ} at 0.

Proof. For 0 < ε < 1/2, define

ϕ_ε(x) = ∫_{1−ε} ε s^α sin ( (xs)^{−γ} ) (1 − s)^β ds, x ∈ (0, T ], then ϕ_ε ∈ C^1(0, T ], and

ϕ^′_ε(x) = −γ x^{1+γ} ∫_{1−ε} ε cos ( (xs)^{−γ} ) s^{γ−α}(1 − s)^β ds = ∫_ε−γ (1−ε)^{−γ} −x^{−1−γ} cos(x^{−γ} r) dr r^{(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^β . As ε → 0, obviously ϕ_ε converges to ϕ uniformly on any closed subinterval of (0, T ]. Our next step is to verify ϕ^′_ε also converges uniformly on the closed subinterval. After that, we can obtain ϕ^′ by exchanging limit and differentiation. To this end, we will prove that ϕ^′_ε satisfies the Cauchy criterion for uniform convergence.

For 0 < ε < δ < 1/2 and x ∈ (0, T ],

ϕ^′_ε(x) − ϕ^′_δ(x) = −1 x^{1+γ} ( ∫_{(1−δ)}−γ (1−ε)^{−γ} + ∫_ε−γ δ^{−γ} ) cos(x^{−γ} r) dr r^{(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^β .

We can bound the above integral over the first subinterval as follows, | | | ∫_{(1−δ)}−γ (1−ε)^{−γ} cos(x^{−γ} r) dr r^{(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^β | | | ≤ ∫_{(1−δ)}−γ (1−ε)^{−γ} r^{−(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^{−β} dr = ∫_{(1−δ)}−γ (1−ε)^{−γ} r^{1−α/γ} r^{1+1/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^{−β} dr ≤ ∫_{(1−δ)}−γ (1−ε)^{−γ} (1 − δ)^{−γ} r^{1+1/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^{−β} dr = γ 1 − β δ^{1−β} − ε^{1−β} (1 − δ)^γ . For the second subinterval, we have | | | ∫_ε−γ δ^{−γ} cos(x^{−γ} r) dr r^{(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^β | | | = | | | ∫_ε−γ δ^{−γ} x^γ d sin(x^{−γ} r) r^{(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^β | | | ≤ | | | x^γ sin(x^{−γ} r) r^{(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^β | | | ε^{−γ} δ^{−γ} | | | + | |x^γ ∫_ε−γ δ^{−γ} sin ( x^{−γ} r ) d ( r^{−(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^{−β} ) | |, note that r^{−(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^{−β} is decreasing on (1, ∞), so the second summand can be bounded from above by −x^γ ∫_ε−γ δ^{−γ} d [ r^{−(1+α)/γ} (1−r^{−1/γ} )^{−β} ] = x^γ ( δ^{1+α}(1−δ)^{−β} −ε^{1+α}(1− ε)^{−β} ) . The first summand can be bounded from above by x^γ ( δ^{1+α}(1−δ)^{−β} +ε^{1+α}(1−ε)^{−β} ) . To sum up, for 0 < ε < δ < 1/2 and x ∈ (0, T ], we have | ϕ^′_ε(x) − ϕ^′_δ(x) | ≤ 1 x^{1+γ} ( γ 1 − β δ^{1−β} − ε^{1−β} (1 − δ)^γ + 2x^γ δ^{1+α} (1 − δ)^β ) ≤ 2^γ γ 1 − β δ^{1−β} x^{1+γ} + 2^{1+β} δ^{1+α} x , and thus Cauchy criterion is satisfied on any closed subinterval of (0, T ].

So far we have proved ϕ ∈ C^1(0, T ] and

ϕ^′(x) = ∫_∞ 1 −x^{−1−γ} cos(x^{−γ} r) dr r^{(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^β

, x ∈ (0, T ]. (A.2)

The only job left is to estimate ϕ^′ around x = 0. The essential observation is that the denominator in (A.2) behaves like γ^{−β}(r − 1)^β as r → 1, and that this singularity at r = 1 has the dominating effect on the whole integral, so that we need not worry such behavior is only asymptotic at r = 1. Our strategy is to replace the denominator with γ^{−β}(r −1)^β , which will make our life much easier, and then we only need to show the above replacement will only cause higher order effect. To this end, we need the boundedness of the total variation of η in Lemma A.7. Let us rewrite (A.2) in terms of η and (r − 1)^{−β} ,

ϕ^′(x) = −1 x^{1+γ} ∫_∞ 1 ( η(r) + γ^β (r − 1)^β ) cos ( x^{−γ} r ) dr.

The effect of η can be bounded as follows, | | | ∫_∞ 1 η(r) cos ( x^{−γ} r ) dr | | | = x^γ | | | ∫_∞ 1 η(r) d sin ( x^{−γ} r ) | | | = x^γ | |η(r) sin(x^{−γ} r) | |^∞_1 − ∫_∞ 1 sin ( x^{−γ} r ) dη(r) | | = x^γ | | | ∫_∞ 1 sin ( x^{−γ} r ) dη(r) | | | ≤ x^γ V^∞_1 (η),

where the third identity is due to η(1) = η(∞) = 0 and | sin(x^{−γ} r) | ≤ 1.

For (r − 1)^{−β} , we can evaluate the integral exactly, ∫_∞ 1 cos(x^{−γ} r) (r − 1)^β dr = ∫_∞ 0 cos(x^{−γ} r + x^{−γ} ) r^β dr = cos ( x^{−γ} ) ∫^∞ 0 cos(x^{−γ} r) r^β dr − sin ( x^{−γ} ) ∫^∞ 0 sin(x^{−γ} r) r^β dr = x^{γ−γβ} cos ( x^{−γ} ) ∫^∞ 0 cos(r) r^β dr − x^{γ−γβ} sin ( x^{−γ} ) ∫^∞ 0 sin(r) r^β dr = x^{γ−γβ}Γ(1 − β) ( cos ( x^{−γ} ) sin (πβ 2 ) − sin ( x^{−γ} ) cos (πβ 2 ))

= x^{γ−γβ}Γ(1 − β) sin ( πβ 2 − x^{−γ} ) . In conclusion ϕ^′(x) = γ^β Γ(1−β) x^{1+γβ} sin ( 1 x^γ − πβ 2 ) + O ( 1 x ) , where | |O(1/x) | | ≤ V ∞_1 (η)/x. □ Lemma A.7. For α, γ > 0, denote η(r) = r^{−(1+α)/γ} (1 − r^{−1/γ} )^{−β} − γ^β(r − 1)^{−β} , then η ∈ C^1(1, ∞), lim_{r→1} η(r) = lim_{r→∞} η(r) = 0, and V^∞_1 (η) = ∫_∞ 1 | |η′(r) | | dr < ∞. Proof. Obviously η ∈ C^1(1, ∞), and η(r) → 0 as r → ∞. By Taylor expansion at r = 1, we obtain η(r) = ( 1 + γ 2 β − 1 − α ) γ^{β−1}(r − 1)^{1−β} + O ( (r − 1)^{2−β} ) . So we know η vanishes at both 1 and ∞. Now let us substitute r with s^{−γ} , i.e., for s ∈ (0, 1) define η̃(s) = η(s^{−γ} ) = s^{1+α}(1 − s)^{−β} − γ^β(s^{−γ} − 1)^{−β} . Then η̃ ∈ C^1(0, 1) and

η̃^′(s) = s^α

1 + α (1 − s)^β + β s^{1+α} (1 − s)^{1+β} − β γ^{1+β} s^{−1−γ} (s^{−γ} − 1)^{1+β} . On (0, 1/2), we can bound |η̃^′| by an integrable function, |η̃^′(s)| ≤ 1 + α + β 2^{α−β} + βγ^{1+β} s^{γβ−1} (1 − 2^{−γ} )^{1+β} , s ∈ ( 0, 1 2 ) .

By Taylor expansion at s = 1, we obtain

η̃^′(s) =

2(α+1)−β(γ+1) 2 (1−β)(1 − s)^{−β} + β(γ+1) ( 3β(γ+1)−γ−5 ) −12α(α+1) 24 (2−β)(1 − s)^{1−β} + O ( (1 − s)^{2−β} ) . Note that η̃^′ ∈ C(0, 1), we know η̃^′ is absolutely integrable on (0, 1) according to the above estimates. Therefore V^1_0 (η̃) =

∫_1 0 | |η̃′(s) | | ds is a finite number which only depends on α, β, γ.

Since the change of variables from r to s is monotone, η and η̃ have the same total variation which is bounded. □

Appendix B. Uniform bounds from maximum principle arguments B.1. Bounds of Caputo relaxation solutions (Mittag-Leffler and Kilbas–Saigo functions). We define the Caputo derivative as D^β_{∗0}u := D^β_0 [u − u(0)]. Proposition B.1. For λ < 0 and u_0 = 1, the series (3.13), which solves D^β_{∗0}u = λu, has the following bounds for all x ≥ 0, 1 1 + |λ|Γ(1 − β)x^β ≤ u(x) ≤ 1 1 + |λ|Γ(1 + β)^{−1}x^β . Proof. Obviously the u defined by (3.13) is in C^1(0, ∞)∩C[0, ∞), so the Caputo derivative of u allows the representation

D^β_{∗0}u(x) = ∫_x 0 ( u(x) − u(x − r) ) r^{−1−β} |Γ(−β)| dr + u(x) − u(0) x^ββ|Γ(−β)| , x > 0. (B.1)

Then Proposition B.1 is immediate from Lemma B.2 and Lemma B.3 below. □ Lemma B.2. The solution u in Proposition B.1 stays positive and is bounded from above by v(x) = (1 + c|λ|x^β )^{−1}, where c = Γ(1 + β)^{−1}.

Proof. The positivity of u can be proven similarly to that in Lemma 3.20. As for its upper bound, analogously we let v(x) = (x^β + c)^{−1}. Now, given β ∈ (0, 1) and λ < 0, it remains to find a c > 0, such that D^β_{∗0}v ≥ λv, i.e., for all x > 0, ∫_x 0 ( v(x) − v(x − r) ) r^{−1−β} | Γ(−β) | dr + v(x) − v(0) x^ββ | Γ(−β) | ≥ λv(x), or equivalently, for all x > 0, | |λΓ(−β) | | ≥ ∫_x 0 ( x^β + c (x − r)^β + c − 1 ) dr r^{1+β} + β^{−1}x^{−β} ( x^β + c c − 1 ) , (B.2)

where the first summand can be bounded from above by c^{−1} ∫_x 0 ( x^β − (x − r)^β ) dr r^{1+β} = c^{−1} | Γ(−β) |( Γ(1 + β) − Γ(1 − β)^{−1} ) . In order to fulfil (B.2), we only need to require c to satisfy | |λΓ(−β) | | ≥ c−1 | |Γ(−β) | |Γ(1+β), so we can choose c = Γ(1 + β)/|λ|. □

Lemma B.3. The solution u in Proposition B.1 is bounded from below by w(x) = (1 + d|λ|x^β )^{−1}, where d = Γ(1 − β).

Proof. Similarly to the proof of Lemma B.2, given β ∈ (0, 1) and λ < 0, it remains to find a d > 0 such that D^β_{∗0}w ≤ λw, where w(x) = (x^β + d)^{−1} , i.e., for all x > 0, ∫_x 0 ( w(x) − w(x − r) ) r^{−1−β} | |Γ(−β) | | dr + w(x) − w(0) x^ββ | |Γ(−β) | | ≤ λw(x), or equivalently, for all x > 0, | λΓ(−β) | ≤ ∫_x 0 ( w(x − r) w(x) − 1 ) dr r^{1+β} + β^{−1}x^{−β} ( w(0) w(x) − 1 ) . Note that the first summand is nonnegative, and the second summand equals β^{−1}x^{−β} ( (x^β + d)/d − 1 ) and thus (dβ)^{−1}, so we only need choose such d that | |λΓ(−β) | | ≤ (dβ)−1, i.e., d ≤ | |λβΓ(−β) | |^{−1} = | |λΓ(1−β) | |^{−1}. □

Proposition B.4. For λ < 0, u_0 = 1 and α > 0, the series (3.21), which solves D^β_{∗0}u = λx^{α−β}u, has the following bounds for all x ≥ 0, 1 1 + |λ|Γ(1−β)x^α ≤ u(x) ≤ 1 1 + |λ|Γ(1+α−β)Γ(1+α)^{−1}x^α . Note that these two bounds are identical to those in [10, Proposition 4.12] (To see this, rewrite u(x) as E_{β, α/β, α/β−1}(λx^α) following their notation E_{· , · , ·} ( · ) which is the Kilbas–Saigo function). The proof is parallel to that of Proposition B.1, so we omit it. The only difference is that we now need the criterion D^β_{∗0}v ≥ λx^{α−β} v to find v of the form (1 + cx^α)^{−1} as the upper bound (the lower bound is analogous).

B.2. Bounds of censored relaxation solutions.

Proof. [of Lemma 3.21] According to Remark 2.7-(i), we only need to consider a particular λ. Take λ = −d^{−β}, and our job is to prove that the solution is bounded from below by w(x) = (1 + x)^{−1}(1 + x^β)^{−1}, which is convex on [0, ∞). Similar to the proof of Lemma 3.20, it remains to prove ∂^β_0 w ≤ λw, i.e., for all x > 0, ∫_x 0 ( w(x) − w(x − r) ) r^{−1−β} | |Γ(−β) | |dr ≤ λw(x), or equivalently, for all x > 0, | λΓ(−β) | ≤ ∫_x 0 dr r^{1+β} ( w(x − r) w(x) − 1 ) . (B.3)

For x > 2, the right-hand side of (B.3) can be bounded from below by ∫_x x−1 dr r^{1+β} (w(x−r) w(x) − 1 ) ≥ 1 x^{1+β} ( w(1) w(x) − 1 ) = 1 x^{1+β} ( 1 + x^β + x + x^{1+β} 4 − 1 ) ≥ 1 4 .

For 0 < x < 2, since w is convex, w(x − r) is bounded from below by w(x) − w^′(x)r, so w(x − r) w(x) − 1 ≥ r ( 1 1 + x + βx^{β−1} 1 + x^β ) , therefore the right-hand side of (B.3) can be bounded from below by ∫_x 0 dr r^β ( 1 1 + x + βx^{β−1} 1 + x^β ) ≥ x^{1−β} 1 − β βx^{β−1} 1 + x^β ≥ β (1 − β)(1 + 2^β ) . Now we only need verify λ = −d^{−β} satisfies | λΓ(−β) | ≤ min { 1/4, β(1−β)^{−1}/(1+2^β ) } , which is obvious by the definition of d. □ Proof. [of Lemma 3.26] The positivity of u can be proven similarly to that in Lemma 3.20. As for its upper bound, analogously we let v(x) = 1/(x^{1+α} +c). Now, given β ∈ (0, 1), α > 0 and λ < 0, it remains to find a c > 0, such that ∂^β_0 v ≥ λx^{α−β} v, i.e., for all x > 0, ∫_x 0 ( v(x) − v(x − r) ) r^{−1−β} | Γ(−β) | dr ≥ λx^{α−β} v(x), or equivalently, for all x > 0, | λΓ(−β) | ≥ x^{β−α} ∫_x 0 x^{1+α} − (x − r)^{1+α} c + (x − r)^{1+α} · dr r^{1+β} = x^{−α} ∫_1 0 1 − s^{1+α} c/x^{1+α} + s^{1+α} · ds (1 − s)^{1+β} , (B.4)

where s = 1 − r/x. To obtain an upper bound of the right-hand side of (B.4), we split the interval [0, 1] into two halves. For the first half interval, we have

∫_{1/2} 0 1 − s^{1+α} c/x^{1+α} + s^{1+α} · ds (1 − s)^{1+β}

≤ 2^{1+β}

∫_{1/2} 0 ds c/x^{1+α} + s^{1+α}

≤ 2^{1+β+α}

∫_{1/2} 0 ds (c^{(1+α)−1}/x + s)^{1+α} ≤ 2^{1+β+α} α x^α c^{α/(1+α)} , where the second inequality is due to Jensen’s inequality t^{1+α} + s^{1+α} ≥ 2^{−α}(t + s)^{1+α} for t, s, α > 0. For the second half interval, we have

∫_1 1/2 1 − s^{1+α} c/x^{1+α} + s^{1+α} · ds (1 − s)^{1+β} ≤ α^{α/(1+α)} 1 + α 2x^α c^{α/(1+α)} ∫_1 1/2 1 − s^{1+α} (1 − s)^{1+β} ds ≤ α^{α/(1+α)} 1 + α 2x^α c^{α/(1+α)} ∫_1 1/2 (1 + α)(1 − s)

(1 − s)^{1+β} ds = α^{α/(1+α)} 1 − β 2^β x^α c^{α/(1+α)} , where the first inequality is due to Young’s inequality for products: a^γ b^{1−γ} ≤ γa + (1 − γ)b with γ = α/(1 + α), a = c(1 + α^{−1})/x^{1+α} and b = (1 + α)s^{1+α}; the second inequality is due to the concavity of 1 − s^{1+α} whose tangent at s = 1 is (1 + α)(1 − s).

Therefore the right-hand side of (B.4) can be bounded from above by 2^β c^{α/(1+α)} ( 21+α α + α^{α/(1+α)} 1 − β ) . Let c ≥ ( 2^β | |λΓ(−β) | | ( 21+α α + α^{α/(1+α)} 1 − β ))1+1/α , then (B.4) will be satisfied and we are done. □ Appendix C. Derivation of E_x [ (τ_j )^n ] in Remark 4.14-(i) By (4.4) and the multinomial formula we have E_x [ (τ_j )^n ] = E_x [(_j ∑ i=1 E_i(S^c_{τi−1} ) )_n] = ∑ n_1+...+n_j =n n! ∏_j i=1 n_i! E_x [_j ∏ i=1 E_i(S^c_{τi−1} )^{ni} ] , n ∈ N, where the right-hand side can be calculated using Lemma C.1.

Lemma C.1. For {n_i}^j_{i=1} ⊆ N ∪ {0} and n = n_1 + n_2 + ... + n_j (j ∈ N), it holds that E_x [_j ∏ i=1 E_i(S^c_{τi−1} )^{ni} ] = x^{βn} ∏_j i=1 Γ(n_i + 1) Γ(βn_j + 1)Γ(1 − β)^{j−1} j−1∏ i=1 Γ ( 1 − β + β ∑_{i−1} l=0 n_{j−l} ) Γ ( 1 + β ∑_i l=0 n_{j−l} ) . (C.1)

Proof. By Lemma C.2 (with m = 0), the left-hand side of (C.1) equals E_x [ E_j (S^c_{τj−1} )^{nj} j−1∏ i=1 E_i(S^c_{τi−1} )^{ni} ] = E_x [ (S^c_{τj−1} )^{βnj} j−1∏ i=1 E_i(S^c_{τi−1} )^{ni} ] Γ(n_j + 1) Γ(βn_j + 1)

. (C.2)

We now prove that the right-hand sides of (C.1) and (C.2) are equal, by induction on j. When j = 1, it is obvious; when j ≥ 2, suppose it is true for j − 1, then we have The right-hand side of (C.2)

= E_x [( S^c_{τj−2} + S^{j−1}_{Ej−1(Scτj−2 )−} )_{βnj} E_{j−1}(S^c_{τj−2} )^{nj−1} j−2∏ i=1 E_i(S^c_{τi−1} )^{ni} ] Γ(n_j + 1) Γ(βn_j + 1)

= E_x [ E [( S^c_{τj−2} + S^{j−1}_{Ej−1(Scτj−2 )−} )_{βnj} E_{j−1}(S^c_{τj−2} )^{nj−1} j−2∏ i=1 E_i(S^c_{τi−1} )^{ni} | | | S^cτj−2 ]] Γ(n_j + 1) Γ(βn_j + 1)

= E_x [ Γ(n_{j−1} + 1) Γ(1 − β)

Γ(βn_j − β + 1) Γ(βn_{j−1} + βn_j + 1) (S^c_{τj−2} )^{βnj−1+βnj} j−2∏ i=1 E_i(S^c_{τi−1} )^{ni} ] Γ(n_j + 1) Γ(βn_j + 1)

= Γ(n_{j−1} +1) Γ(1 − β)

Γ(βn_j − β + 1) Γ(n_{j−1} +n_j +1)

Γ(n_j + 1) Γ(βn_j +1) E_x [ (S^c_{τj−2} )^{βnj−1+βnj} j−2∏ i=1 E_i(S^c_{τi−1} )^{ni} ] Γ(n_{j−1} + n_j + 1) Γ(βn_{j−1} +βn_j +1) = The right-hand side of (C.1),

where the third equality is due to Lemma C.2, the equality in law between S^1 and S^{j−1}, as well as the independence of S^{j−1} and {S^c_t }_{t∈[0,τj−2]}; the last equality is due to the induction hypothesis. □ Lemma C.2. For all n ∈ N ∪ {0} and α ≥ 0, we have E [ E_1(x)^n(x + S^1_{E1−})^α ] = Γ(n + 1) Γ(1 − β)

Γ(α − β + 1) Γ(α + nβ + 1) x^{βn+α}. (C.3)

Proof. [suggested by Andreas Kyprianou and Jean Bertoin] Let p_s be the density of the β-stable subordinator −S^1 at time s > 0, and recall its Mellin transform for each n ∈ N, ∫_∞ 0 s^{n−1} Γ(n) p_s(x) ds = x^{nβ−1} Γ(βn) , x > 0. (C.4)

Applying the compensation formula as in the proof of [4, Proposition III.2-(i)] with f(x) = x^n and g(x) = x^α, we obtain E [ f ( E_1(x) ) g ( x + S^1_{E1(x)−} )] = E [ ∑ t≥0 f(t)g(x + S^1_{t−})1_{{−S}1_{t−<x}}1_{{−ΔSt>x+S}1_{t−}} ]

= ∫_∞ 0 E [ f(t)g(x + S^1_{t−})1_{{−S}1_{t−<x}} ∫_∞ x+S^1_{t−} z^{−1−β} | |Γ(−β) | | dz ] dt = ∫_∞ 0 ∫_x 0 f(t)g(x − y)p_t(y) ∫_∞ x−y z^{−1−β} | |Γ(−β) | | dz dy dt = ∫_x 0 (x − y)^α (x − y)^{−β} Γ(1 − β) ∫_∞ 0 t^np_t(y) dt dy = ∫_x 0 (x − y)^{α−β} Γ(1 − β)

Γ(n + 1) y^{nβ+β−1} Γ(nβ + β) dy = x^{nβ+α} Γ(α − β + 1) Γ(α + βn + 1)

Γ(n + 1) Γ(1 − β) . □ References

[1] M.T. Barlow, J. Černý, Convergence to fractional kinetics for random walks associated with unbounded conductances. Probability Theory and Related Fields 149, No 3 (2011), 639–673; DOI: 10.1007/s00440- 009-0257-z.

[2] P. Becker-Kern, M.M. Meerschaert, H.-P. Scheffler, Limit theorems for coupled continuous time random walks. Ann. Probab. 32, No 1B (2004), 730–756; DOI: 10.1214/aop/1079021462.

[3] V. Bernyk, R.C. Dalang, G. Peskir, Predicting the ultimate supremum of a stable Levy process with no negative jumps. Ann. Probab. 39, No 6 (2011), 2385–2423; DOI: 10.1214/10-AOP598.

[4] J. Bertoin, Lévy Processes. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (1996). [5] N.H. Bingham, Limit theorems for occupation times of Markov processes. Zeitschrift für Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie und Verwandte Gebiete 17, No 1 (1971), 1–22; DOI: 10.1007/BF00538470.

[6] K. Bogdan, K. Burdzy, Z.-Q. Chen, Censored stable processes. Probability Theory and Related Fields 127, No 1 (2003), 89–152; DOI: 10.1007/s00440-003-0275-1.

[7] K. Bogdan, T. Byczkowski, T. Kulczycki, M. Ryznar, R. Song, Z. Vondraček, Potential Analysis of Stable Processes and its Extensions. Springer, Berlin-Heidelberg (2009).

[8] L. Bondesson, G.K. Kristiansen, F.W. Steutel, Infinite divisibility of random variables and their integer parts. Statistics & Probability Letters 28, No 3 (1996), 271–278; DOI: 10.1016/0167-7152(95)00135-2.

[9] B. Böttcher, R. Schilling, J. Wang, Lévy Matters III, Lévy-Type Processes, Construction, Approximation and Sample Path Properties. Springer International Publishing, Cham (2013).

[10] L. Boudabsa, T. Simon, P. Vallois, Fractional extreme distributions. arXiv e-prints, arXiv:1908.00584 (2019).

[11] A. Carpinteri, F. Mainardi, Fractals and fractional calculus in continuum mechanics. In: International Centre for Mechanical Sciences, Springer, Vienna (1997).

[12] Z.-Q. Chen, M.M. Meerschaert, E. Nane, Space–time fractional diffusion on bounded domains. Journal of Mathematical Analysis and Applications 393, No 2 (2012), 479–488; DOI: 10.1016/j.jmaa.2012.04.032.

[13] K.L. Chung, Z. Zhao, From Brownian Motion to Schrödinger’s Equation. Springer, Berlin-Heidelberg (1995).

[14] K. Diethelm, The Analysis of Fractional Differential Equations, An Application-Oriented Exposition Using Differential Operators of Caputo Type. Springer, Berlin-Heidelberg (2010).

[15] Q. Du, Nonlocal Modeling, Analysis, and Computation. Ser. CBMS-NSF Regional Conference Series in Applied Mathematics. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics (2019).

[16] Q. Du, L. Toniazzi, Z. Zhou, Stochastic representation of solution to nonlocal-in-time diffusion. Stochastic Processes and their Applications 130, No 4 (2020), 2058–2085; DOI: 10.1016/j.spa.2019.06.011.

[17] Q. Du, J. Yang, Z. Zhou, Analysis of a nonlocal-in-time parabolic equation. Discrete & Continuous Dynamical Systems - B 22, No 2 (2016), 339–368; DOI: 10.3934/dcdsb.2017016.

[18] E.B. Dynkin, Markov Processes, Vol. 1. Springer, Berlin-Heidelberg (1965). [19] W. Feller, An Introduction to Probability Theory and Its Applications, Vol. 2. John Wiley & Sons, New York (1971).

[20] R. Gorenflo, A.A. Kilbas, F. Mainardi, S.V. Rogosin, Mittag-Leffler Functions, Related Topics and Applications. Springer, Berlin-Heidelberg, 2nd Ed. (2020).

[21] G. Grubb, Fractional-order operators: Boundary problems, heat equations. In: Mathematical Analysis and Applications–Plenary Lectures, Springer, Cham (2017), 51–81.

[22] M. Hairer, G. Iyer, L. Koralov, A. Novikov, Z. Pajor-Gyulai, A fractional kinetic process describing the intermediate time behaviour of cellular flows. Ann. Probab. 46, No 2 (2018), 897–955; DOI: 10.1214/17- AOP1196.

[23] M.E. Hernández-Hernández, V.N. Kolokoltsov, On the probabilistic approach to the solution of generalized fractional differential equations of Caputo and Riemann-Liouville type. Journal of Fractional Calculus and Applications 7, No 1 (2016), 147–175.

[24] M.E. Hernández-Hernández, V.N. Kolokoltsov, L. Toniazzi, Generalised fractional evolution equations of Caputo type. Chaos, Solitons & Fractals 102 (2017), 184–196; DOI: 10.1016/j.chaos.2017.05.005.

[25] N. Ikeda, M. Nagasawa, S. Watanabe, A construction of markov processes by piecing out. Proc. Japan Acad. 42, No 4 (1966), 370–375; DOI: 10.3792/pja/1195522037.

[26] N. Ikeda, M. Nagasawa, S. Watanabe, Fundamental equations of branching Markov processes. Proc.

Japan Acad. 42, No 3 (1966), 252–257; DOI: 10.3792/pja/1195522086.

[27] N. Jacob, Pseudo Differential Operators & Markov Processes, Vol. 3. Imperial College Press (2005).

[28] N. Jacob, A.M. Krägeloh, The Caputo derivative, Feller semigroups, and the fractional power of the first order derivative on C∞(R^+_0 ). Fract. Calc. Appl. Anal. 5, No 4 (2002), 395–410.

[29] A.K. Jonscher, A. Jurlewicz, K. Weron, Stochastic schemes of dielectric relaxation in correlated-cluster systems. arXiv e-prints, arXiv:cond-mat/0210481 (2002).

[30] E. Jum, K. Kobayashi, A strong and weak approximation scheme for stochastic differential equations driven by a time-changed Brownian motion. Probability and Mathematical Statistics 36, No 2 (2016), 201–220.

[31] Y.P. Kalmykov, W.T. Coffey, D.S.F. Crothers, S.V. Titov, Microscopic models for dielectric relaxation in disordered systems. Physical Review E 70, No 4 (2004), # 041103; DOI: 10.1103/Phys- RevE.70.041103.

[32] A.A. Kilbas, H.M. Srivastava, J.J. Trujillo, Theory and Applications of Fractional Differential Equations. Ser. North-Holland Mathematics Studies, Vol. 204, North-Holland (2006).

[33] V.N. Kolokoltsov, The probabilistic point of view on the generalized fractional partial differential equations. Fract. Calc. Appl. Anal. 22, No 3 (2019), 543–600; DOI: 10.1515/fca-2019-0033; https://www.degruyter.com/journal/key/FCA/22/3/html.

[34] M. Kwaśnicki, Ten equivalent definitions of the fractional Laplace operator.

Fract. Calc. Appl. Anal. 20, No 1 (2017), 7–51; DOI: 10.1515/fca-2017-0002; https://www.degruyter.com/journal/key/FCA/20/1/html.

[35] A.E. Kyprianou, Introductory Lectures on Fluctuations of Lévy Processes with Applications. Springer, Berlin-Heidelberg (2006).

[36] A.E. Kyprianou, J.C. Pardo, A.R. Watson, Hitting distributions of α-stable processes via path censoring and self-similarity. Ann. Probab. 42, No 1 (2014), 398–430; DOI: 10.1214/12-AOP790.

[37] K. Lätt, A. Pedas, G. Vainikko, A smooth solution of a singular fractional differential equation.

Zeitschrift fuer Analysis und Ihre Anwendungen 34 (2015), 127–147.

[38] A. Lischke, G. Pang, M. Gulian, F. Song, C. Glusa, X. Zheng, Z. Mao, W. Cai, M.M. Meerschaert, M. Ainsworth, G.E. Karniadakis, What is the fractional Laplacian? A comparative review with new results. Journal of Computational Physics 404 (2020), # 109009; DOI: 10.1016/j.jcp.2019.109009.

[39] M.M. Meerschaert, H.-P. Scheffler, Limit theorems for continuous-time random walks with infinite mean waiting times. Journal of Applied Probability 41, No 3 (2004), 623–638.

[40] M.M. Meerschaert, A. Sikorskii, Stochastic Models for Fractional Calculus. De Gruyter, Berlin (2012). [41] R. Metzler, J. Klafter, The restaurant at the end of the random walk, recent developments in the description of anomalous transport by fractional dynamics. Journal of Physics A, Mathematical and General 37, No 31 (2004), R161–R208; DOI: 101088/0305-4470/37/31/R01.

[42] E.C. de Oliveira, F. Mainardi, J. Vaz, Fractional models of anomalous relaxation based on the Kilbas and Saigo function. Meccanica 49, No 9 (2014), 2049–2060; DOI: 10.1007/s11012-014-9930-0.

[43] I. Podlubny, Fractional Differential Equations. An Introduction to Fractional Derivatives, Fractional Differential Equations, to Methods of Their Solution and Some of Their Applications. Ser. Mathematics in Science and Engineering, Vol. 198, Elsevier (1999).

[44] R.L. Schilling, R. Song, Z. Vondraček, Bernstein Functions. De Gruyter, Berlin (2012). [45] T. Simon, Comparing Fréchet and positive stable laws. Electron. J. Probab. 19 (2014); DOI:

10.1214/EJP.v19-3058.

[46] S. Umarov, Introduction to Fractional and Pseudo-Differential Equations with Singular Symbols.

Springer International Publishing (2015); DOI: 10.1007/978-3-319-20771-1.

[47] G. Vainikko, Which functions are fractionally differentiable? Zeitschrift fuer Analysis und Ihre Anwendungen 35 (2016), 465–487; DOI: 10.4171/ZAA/1574.

[48] K. Weron, A. Jurlewicz, M. Magdziarz, A. Weron, J. Trzmiel, Overshooting and undershooting subordination scenario for fractional two-power-law relaxation responses. Physical Review E 81, No 4 (2010), # 041123; DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevE.81.041123.

[49] K. Weron, A. Stanislavsky, A. Jurlewicz, M.M. Meerschaert, H.-P. Scheffler, Clustered continuous-time random walks, diffusion and relaxation consequences. Proc. of the Royal Society A, Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences 468, No 2142 (2012), 1615–1628; DOI: 10.1098/rspa.2011.0697.

[50] V.M. Zolotarev, One-dimensional stable distributions. In: Translations of Mathematical Monographs, Vol. 65, American Mathematical Society (1986).

Qiang Du Department of Applied Physics and Applied Mathematics, and Data Science Institute Columbia University New York 10027, USA

Email address: qd2125@columbia.edu

Lorenzo Toniazzi Department of Mathematics and Statistics Otago University Dunedin 9054, NZ

Email address: ltoniazzi@maths.otago.ac.nz

Zirui Xu Department of Applied Physics and Applied Mathematics Columbia University New York 10027, USA

Email address: zx2250@columbia.edu