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Let P = (P;)s>0 be a right continuous Markov semigroup on R¢, d > 1, such that its
potential kernel Vj := fooo P, dt is given by convolution with a [P-excessive function

where ¢ is a decreasing function on [0,00) such that 0 < g < oo on (0,00),
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Abstract

Let us suppose that we have a right continuous Markov semigroup on R¢,
d > 1, such that its potential kernel is given by convolution with a function
Go =g(] - |), where g is decreasing, has a mild lower decay property at zero,
and a very weak decay property at infinity. This captures not only the Brow-
nian semigroup (classical potential theory) and isotropic a-stable semigroups
(Riesz potentials), but also more general isotropic Lévy processes, where the
characteristic function has a certain lower scaling property, and various geo-
metric stable processes.

There always exists a corresponding Hunt process. A subset A of R? is
called unavoidable, if the process hits A with probability 1, wherever it starts.
It is known that, for any locally finite union of pairwise disjoint balls B(z, ),
z € Z, which is unavoidable, > ., g(|2])/g(r.) = co. The converse is proven
assuming, in addition, that, for some ¢ > 0, |z — 2| > ¢|2|(g(|2])/g(r2))"4,
whenever 2,2 € Z, z # Z'. Tt also holds, if the balls are regularly located, that
is, if their centers keep some minimal mutual distance, each ball of a certain
size intersects Z, and r, = g(¢(|z])), where ¢ is a decreasing function.

The results generalize and, exploiting a zero-one law, simplify recent work
by A.Mimica and Z. Vondracek.

Introduction and main results

Go=yg(l-1),

lim, 0 g(r) = g(0) = oo and the following holds:

(LD) Lower decay property: There are Ry > 0 and Cg > 1 such that

(1.1) d/ s g(s)ds < Carig(r), for all » > Ry.
0
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(UD) Upper decay property at infinity: There are Ry > 0, n € (0,1), and K > 1
such that

(1.2) g(Kr) <ng(r), for all r > Ry.

REMARK 1.1. The inequality (ILI]) has a very intuitive meaning: If B is a ball
with radius r and center 0, and A denotes normed Lebesgue measure on B, then the
potential GAp := GoxAp of Ap satisfies GAp(0) < Cgg(r) (and hence GAp < Cag(r)
on RY), where ¢(r) is the value of Gy at the boundary of B.

In Section 2] we shall see the following.

1. For the Brownian semigroup (classical potential theory) and isotropic a-
stable semigroups (Riesz potentials) we have g(r) = 7~ «a € (0,2], a < d, and our
assumptions are satisfied with Ry = Ry = 0. This holds as well for the more general
isotropic unimodal Lévy semigroups considered in [11].

2. If (LD) is satisfied for some Ry > 0, then, for every R > 0, there exists
Ce > 1 such that (L)) holds for all » > R (and hence the restriction r, > Ry, for all
z € Z, imposed below, reduces to the requirement that inf,cz r, > 0). Analogously
for (UD).

3. If fol 5971g(s)ds < oo and g(r) =~ r?~4, 0 < < d, as r — oo, then (LD) and
(UD) hold with arbitrary Ry, Ry € (0, 00).

Subordinate Brownian semigroups with subordinators having Laplace exponents
of the form

o\ =’ (1+1?),  0<d6<1,ae(0,2],a<d,

provide examples (symmetric geometric stable processes, if § = 1), where (LD) does
not hold with Ry = 0. Here g satisfies

gr) =~ r~ "1 /ryasr— 0 and  g(r) = %% as r — 0.

Let X = (Q,9M,9M;, X;,0;, P®) be an associated Hunt process on R¢ (for its
existence see Remark B.211). A Borel measurable set A in R? is called unavoidable,
if

PeTy <o) =1 for every x € R,
where Ty (w) := inf{t > 0: X;(w) € A}. Otherwise, it is called avoidable, that is,
A is avoidable, if there exists z € R? such that P*[Ty < oo < 1.

For all z € R? and r > 0, let B(z,r) denote the open ball with center x and
radius 7, and let B(xz,r) be its closure. Let us introduce two properties for families
of balls which, in the the classical case, have already been considered in [3], 4] (and
where it does not make a real difference, if we look at open or closed balls, since
a union of open balls is unavoidable if and only if the union of the corresponding
closed balls is unavoidable; see Remark [3.22).

Let Z be a countable set in R¢\ {0} and r, > Ry, z € Z, such that the balls
B(z,r,) are pairwise disjoint. We say that the balls B(z,r,), z € Z, satisfy the
separation condition, if Z is locally finite and

|z = 2|7 g(r2)

21 g(lz])

We say that they are reqularly located, if the following holds:

(13) infz7zlez7z7,gz/ > 0.
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(a) There exists € > 0 such that |z — 2/| > ¢, for all z,2" € Z, z # 2.
(b) There exists R > 0 such that B(z, R) N Z # 0, for every z € R%.
(c¢) There exists a decreasing function ¢: [0, 00) — (0, 00) such that r, = ¢(|z|).

Our main results are the following (where we might bear in our mind that 1/¢(r)
is approximately the capacity of balls having radius r, that is, the total mass of their
equilibrium measure; see Proposition [3.5)).

THEOREM 1.2. [f the balls B(z,r,), z € Z, satisfy the separation condition, then
their union A is unavoidable provided

gz _
ZzeZ g(rz) o '

COROLLARY 1.3. Suppose that the balls B(z,r,), z € Z, are reqularly located.
Then their union A is unavoidable if and only if

i)
/1 g =

The converse in Theorem is already known without any restriction on the
balls and assuming only lim, . ¢g(r) = 0 instead of (UD) (see [8, Theorem 6.8]; the

inequality Rf(z’rz) < g(|z])/g(r.), which is used in its proof, holds trivially, since g
is decreasing).

PROPOSITION 1.4. Let A be an unavoidable union of balls B(z,r,), z € Z.
Then 3_.c, 9(|21)/g(r2) = 00 and 3., 1/9(r2) = oc.

REMARK 1.5. 1. In the classical case, Theorem is [4, Theorem 6] (for un-
avoidableness under a weaker separation property see [3]) and Corollary is 3
Theorem 2.

2. In the more general case of isotropic unimodal Lévy processes, where the
characteristic function satisfies a lower scaling condition (and (LD), (UD) hold with
Ry = Ry = 0), both Theorem [[2] its converse, and Corollary [[3] are proven in [I1].
We shall use the same method of considering finitely many countable unions of con-
centric shells, but have to overcome additional difficulties caused by having only
a rather weak estimate for the exit distribution of balls (compare [11, Lemma 2.2],
going back to [5l Corollary 2|, and Proposition B7)). Nevertheless our proof for
Theorem can be simpler, since starting with an avoidable union A and an arbi-
trary § > 0, we may assume without loss of generality that P°[Ty < oo] < § (using
Proposition 3.3 and translation invariance).

3. If the balls B(z,r,), z € Z, are regularly located, then

oo ,.d—1

g(|z|)—oo if and only 1 r 9% 9(r) r =00
S mo eyt [ o

This is fairly obvious (see [I1, Lemma 4.1]) and allows us to reduce Corollary [[3 to
a consequence of Theorem by first treating a simple case (see Proposition [(.2]).




In view of the second statement in Proposition [[L4] let us mention the following
part of [8 Theorem 6.8] (where only lim, ., g(r) = 0 instead of (UD) is needed).
See also [7] for the result in classical potential theory.

THEOREM 1.6. Suppose that (LD) holds with Ry = 0. Let h: (0,1) — (0,1) with
lim; o h(t) = 0, let o € C(R?), ¢ > 0, and 6 > 0. Then there exist a locally finite
set Z in R and 0 < r, < ¢(z), 2 € Z, such that the balls B(z,r,) are pairwise
disjoint, the union of all B(z,r.) is unavoidable, and

> hr)/g(r) <6

In Section 2, we shall first take a closer look at the properties (LD) and (UD) and
then show that our assumptions cover the isotropic unimodal processes considered
in [I1] and geometric stable processes. In Section 3, we shall discuss some general
potential theory of the semigroup P, where, as in [§], at the beginning (LD) and (UD)
are replaced by the weaker properties fol rd=tg(r)dr < oo and lim,_,, g(r) = 0. In
Section 4, we prove Theorem [[.2], and the proof of Corollary [[L3lis given in Section 5.

2 Examples

Let us first consider an arbitrary positive decreasing function g on (0, c0) and write
down a few elementary facts justifying, in particular, our statements in Remark [L.T]

Given Ry > 0, we say that (LD) holds on (Ry, c0), if there exists C' > 1 such
that

(2.1) d/ s 1g(s)ds < Crig(r), for every r > Rj.
0

Similarly, given 0 < R; < oo, we say that (UD) holds on (R, 00), if there exist
K >1 and n € (0,1) such that

(2.2) g(Kr) <ng(r), for every r > R;.

LEMMA 2.1. 1. Ifthere is a function p > 0 on (0,1) with fol ¥4 Lo(y) dy < oo
and

g(yr) < e(v)g(r), for all v € (0,1) and r > 0,
then (LD) holds on (0, c0).
2. Let f(r) :=1r%g(r), Ry > 0, k,C € (0,00). If fol s71f(s)ds < oo, f > Kk on
(R07OO)) and

/T sTHf(s)ds < Cf(r), for every r > Ry,

Ro
then (LD) holds on (Ry,00).
3. If 0 < R < Ry and (LD) holds on (Ry, 00), then (LD) holds on (R, o).



Proof. 1. For every r > 0,

r 1 1
/ s"g(s)ds =1 / Y g(yr) dy < rig(r) / Y () dy.
0 0 0

Ro q—1

2. Clearly, c:= [, 5" 'g(s) ds < co. For every r > Ry,

/ s g(s)ds = ¢+ / sTUf(s)ds < (ck™ + OV f(r) = (ck™ + C)rig(r).
0 Ro

3. Let 0 < R < Ry < Ry and assume that (2.I)) holds. Defining C' := C(R;/R)?
we obtain that, for every r € [R, Ro|,

d/ s 1g(s)ds < CRlg(Ry) = CRY(Ry) < Crig(r).
0

LEMMA 2.2. Let 0 < R; < o0.

1. If there is a function ¢ > 0 on (R,00), R > 0, with limy_, . ¢(\) = 0 and
g(Ar) < p(N)g(r), for all X > R and r > Ry, then (UD) holds on (Ry, ).

2. If 0 < R < Ry and (UD) holds on (Ry,00), then (UD) holds on (R, o).

3. If (UD) holds on (Ry,0), then, for every § > 0, there exists K > 1 such that
g(Kr) < dg(r) for every r > R;.

Proof. 1. We take K > R such that ¢(K) < 7.
2. Let ¢:= Ry/R, r > R. Then ¢r > Ry and g(Kcr) < ng(cr) < ng(r).
3. We choose m € N such that n™ < § and replace K by K™. O

If 0 < a < dand g(r) = r*%, then, by Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2, (LD) and (UD)
hold on (0,00). So our assumptions are satisfied by Brownian motion and isotropic
a-stable processes with 0 < a <2, a < d.

Let us observe next that, more generally, our assumptions are satisfied by the
isotropic unimodal Lévy processes X = (X;, P*) studied in [I1], where the charac-
teristic function ¢ for X (characterized by e=*(#)) = EO[e¥®X1)] 't > 0) is supposed
to satisfy the following weak lower scaling condition: There exist o > 0 and Cp, > 0
such that

Y(Ar) > CpLA*Y(r), forall A\ >1and r >0

(see [11, (1.4)] and the subsequent list of examples in [11]). Then, by [11, Lemma 2.1]
(see also [5 Proposition 1, Theorem 3]), there exists a constant C' > 1 such that,
forallr >0and 0 <y <1,

c-! C
(2.3) W < g(r) < W’
(2.4) C*g(r) < glar) < Cy*g(r).

By Lemmal[2.T]1 and the second inequality of (2.4]), (UD) holds on (0, c0). Replacing,
in the first inequality of (2.4)), r by Ar and v by 1/, we see that g(Ar) < CA?~4g(r),

bt



for all » > 0 and A > 1. Hence (UD) holds on (0,00), by Lemma 221, provided
d > 3. For the case d < 2, see [11} Section 6].

Further, since the transition kernels P, are given by convolution with positive
functions p; (see, for example, [9]) satisfying ps * pr = psi+, S,t > 0, we have

G():/ ptdtGE]P.
0

Moreover, the separation condition (1.6) in [I1, Theorem 1.1] is our separation

condition (L3)).
Now let us look at a subordinate Brownian semigroup, where a € (0,2], o < d,
0 < 6 <1, and the Laplace exponent of the subordinator is

d(\) = In’(1 4+ A/2).
If § =1, then, by [13, Theorem 3.2 and Remark 3.3]),
g(r)y~r@In2(1/r)asr =0 and g(r)=~r*?asr — oo,

and (LD) certainly does not hold with Ry = 0, since, for r > 0,
(2.5) / s n2(1/s) ds = In~*(1/r).
0

In the general casdl, we have &' (N)/P2(\) =~ A1 In~ U (\). By [10, Proposition 4.5],
we obtain that
g(r) = 2 (r7 ) /*(r ) &~ r I (1)) asr — 0.

Further, by [12, Theorem 3.3], g(r) ~ r®*~4 as r — oco. Thus, by Lemmas R1]
and 22 our assumptions in Section 1 are satisfied taking any Ry, Ry € (0,00).

3 Potential theory of P

For the moment, let us assume that the right continuous semigroup P is only sub-
Markov and that, instead of (LD) and (UD),

1
(3.1) / r*lg(r)dr < oo and  lim, . g(r) = 0.
0

Let B(R?) (C(R?), respectively) denote the set of all Borel measurable numer-
ical functions (continuous real functions, respectively) on R?. We recall that the
potential kernel Vo = [° P, dt is given by

Vof (2) = Go* f(x) = / Gole —y)f(y)dy, [ e B (RY), 2 € R

Let Ep denote the set of all IP-excessive functions, that is, Ep is the set of all v €
B*(X) such that sup,., P,v = v. We note that Vo(BT(R?)) C Ep. If f € BT (RY) is
bounded and has compact support, then Vo f € C(R%) and V; f vanishes at infinity,
by (). This leads to the following results in [§ Section 6] (for the definition of
balayage spaces and their connection with sub-Markov semigroups see [2], [6], or [8]
Section 8§]).

IThe author is indebted to T. Grzywny for informations in this case.
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THEOREM 3.1. (R%, Ep) is a balayage space such that every point in R is polar
and Borel measurable finely open sets U # () have strictly positive Lebesque measure.

REMARK 3.2. 1. There exists a Hunt process X = (Q, 9, M, X;, 6;, P*) on R?
with transition semigroup P (see [2, IV.7.6]).

2. Every open ball B(xz,r), z € RY, r > 0, is finely dense in the closed ball B(z,r)
(see [8, Proposition 6.4]; the fine topology is the coarsest topology such that every
function in Ep is continuous).

For every subset A of R¢, we have a reduced function R::
R :=inf{v € Ep: v >1on A}.

Obviously, R{t < 1, since 1 € Fp. Hence R{! = 1 on A. If A is open, then R{' € Ep.
For a general subset A, the greatest lower semicontinuous minorant f%{‘ of Rt (which
is also the greatest finely lower semicontinuous minorant of R;') is contained in Ep.
It is known that R{ = R%* on A°. If A is Borel measurable, then, for every z € R,

(3.2) R (x) = P*[Ty < o0

(see [2, VI.3.14]). The zero-one law (B.3)) will be the key to our proofs of both
Theorem and Corollary [[3

PROPOSITION 3.3. Suppose that P is a Markov semigroup. Then the constant
function 1 is harmonic and, for each set A in RY,

(3.3) RY=1 or inf,epa RiNz) =0.

Proof. Having P;1 = 1, for every t > 0, we know, by [8, Theorem 6.3,4]), that 1 is
harmonic. Moreover, by [8, Proposition 2.3,1]), (3.3) holds. O

To illustrate that (3.3) is almost trivial, let us suppose that R{' € Ep (which is
true in our applications) and let v := inf, cga R{}(x). Since Ep is a cone, we trivially
have R‘f‘_,y =(1—"R € Bp. Sov =+ R‘f‘_ﬁ{ € Ep and v = 1 on A, hence
v > R{. Moreover, w := R{! —v € Ep and w = 1 — v on A, hence w > Rf‘—v'
Therefore R{ = v = vy + R{‘_ﬂY =7+ (1 —9)R{. Thus YR = ~, that is, v = 0 or
R =1.

For all z,y € R, let

Gy(x) = G, y) = Go(r —y),

and let us recall that, by definition, a potential is a positive superharmonic function
with greatest harmonic minorant 0. The next result is essentially [8, Theorem 6.6].

THEOREM 3.4. 1. The function G is symmetric and continuous.
2. For every y € RY, G, is a potential with superharmonic support {y}.

3. If w is a measure on R with compact support, then Gu = [ G,du(y) is
a potential, and the support of p is the superharmonic support of Gu.



4. For every potential p on R?, there exists a (unique) measure u on R such
that p = Gu.

For every ball B let |B| denote the Lebesgue measure of B and let Ag denote
normalized Lebesgue measure on B (the measure on B having density 1/|B| with
respect to Lebesgue measure).

Let us now fix Ry > 0 and assume that (I.I]) holds, that is, for r > Ry,

(3.4) o (0) = Wlﬂ /B L GO < Coglr)

Then, in fact (see [8, (6.9)]),
(3.5) GApoy) < Cag(r), for every r > Ry.

Moreover, since g(r/2) < g on (0,7/2) and dfor/2 st ds = (r/2)?, we see that
there exists 1 < Cp < 2%C such that, for all r > Ry,

(3.6) g(r/2) < Cpyg(r) (doubling property).
To simplify our estimates, let us define, once and for all,
¢ :=max{Cp,Cqg}.

If B is an open ball, then RP = RIE is a continuous potential and, by Theorem
[3.4] there exists a unique measure p on B, the equilibrium measure for B, such that
RE = Gpu. For measures v on RY, let ||v|| denote their total mass. The following
holds (cf. [8, Proposition 6.7] in the case 1o = 0o; assuming r > Ry its simple proof
carries over word by word).

PROPOSITION 3.5. Let r > Ry, B := B(0,r), and let p be the equilibrium
measure for B. Then

g(r)

gy " g(r) g(r)

The following well known fact will be used in the proofs of Proposition [3.7] and
Lemma L1l By (B2), it is an immediate consequence of the strong Markov property.
For the convenience of the reader we write down its short proof (a corresponding
argument based on iterated balayage can be given using [2, VI.2.9]).

LEMMA 3.6. Let A be a Borel measurable set in an open set U C R? and v > 0
such that R <~ on U¢. Then P*[Ty < Tyc] > R (x) — v, for every x € U.

Proof. Let 7 := Ty and x € U. We obviously have the identity
[Th <o)\ [Ta<7]=[r<Ta<oo|=[r<TyNO(Ty < o0]).

Since X, € U€ on [T < o0], the strong Markov property yields that

P([r < T] N 07T < o) = / PX (T, < 00| dP” < 7.

[T<Ta]

and hence P*[Ty < oo] — P*[T4 < 7] < 7. O
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For every r > 0, we introduce the (closed) shell
S(r) := B(0,3r)\ B(0,r).

The following estimate of the probability for hitting a shell S(r) before leaving a ball
B(0, Mr), M large, will be sufficient for us (see [I1, Lemma 2.2], going back to [5]
Corollary 2], for a much stronger estimate which is used [11]).

PROPOSITION 3.7. Letr > Ry, n:=c3/2, M > 3, and g((M — 2)r) < ng(r).
Then

(3.7) P[Tsy < To,mry) > 1.

Proof. We choose z € 0B(0, 2r) and take B := B(z,r). Then B is contained in S(r).
By Proposition [3.5]

gl ) g3

(3:8) B0z = = o

> ¢ % =2,

whereas, for every y € B(0, Mr)°,

glly = =) _ g((M = 2)r)

3.9 RB(y) < < <.
39 T o0
The proof is finished by Lemma O

The next simple result on comparison of potentials will be sufficient for us (see
the proof of [8, Theorem 5.3] for a much more delicate version; cf. also the proof of
[1, Theorem 3]).

LEMMA 3.8. Let Z C R? be finite and r, > Ry, z € Z, such that, for z # 2,
B(z,r,) N B(2',3r,) =0. Let w € Ep and, for every z € Z, let u,,v, be measures
on B(z,r,) such that Gu, € C(RY), Gu. < w, and ||p.|| < ||v.||. Thenp =3, 1.
and v =) _, v, satisfy

(3.10) Gp <w+ cGr.

Proof. Let 2,2/ € Z, 2 # 2, and x € B(z,r.). For all y,y € B(2,r..), |y — | <
2ry < |z =y, hence Ry <1y < |z —y| < 2]z -y and g(|z — ¥') < cg(|lz —yl).
By integration, Gu./(x) < ¢Gv,(x). Therefore

(3.11) Gu(z) = Gu.(x) + szez,#z Gz (z) < w(z) + cGu(z).

Thus Gpu < w + ¢Gr on the union of the balls B(z,r.), 2 € Z. By the minimum
principle [2, I11.6.6], the proof is finished. O

REMARK 3.9. If each Gy, is only bounded by some potential in C(IR%), but there
exists v > 1 such that B(z,yr,)NB(2',3r,) = 0, whenever z # 2/, then (3.I1) holds
for all x € B(z,7r.), z € Z, and ([3.10) follows as well.



4 Proof of Theorem

From now on let us suppose that the assumptions introduced at the beginning of
Section 1 are satisfied. We recall that in many cases (LD) and (UD) hold with
Ry = 0 and R; = 0. If not, we may assume without loss of generality that Ry
and Ry, respectively, while being strictly positive, are as small as we want.

We prepare the proof of Theorem by a first application of Lemma [3.8]

LEMMA 4.1. Let p > max{Ro, R}, 0 <e < 1/4. Let Z be a finite subset of S(p)
and Ry < r, < |z|/4, z € Z, such that the balls B(z,4r,) are pairwise disjoint and

2 — 2| > 4elz|(g(|2D) /g(r)) ) whenever 2 # 2,

Let C:=1+ (4/¢)%3, § := (2Cc*)™L, M > 4, and suppose g((M — 3)p) < dg(p).
Then the union A of the balls B(z,1,), z € Z, satisfies

P*[Ta < Tpo.arp)) > 52@ g(12])/g(r.),  for every x € B(0, 3p).
Proof. Let B := B(0,4p). By (81),
(4.1) GAp < cg(4p).

For z € Z, let
_ 1/d
7. = max{r.,e[z[(g(|2])/g(r-)) "}
so that B(z,7,) N B(2/,37./) = (), whenever z # 2’
For the moment, fix z € Z. Since max{r,,¢|z|} < |z|/4 < pand g(|z])/g(r.) <1,
we know that B(z,7,) C B. Moreover,

~—d —d g(rz) —d g(rz)
(4.2) r,¢<e 7‘z|dg(‘z|)§€ g(dp)

Let p, be the equilibrium measure for B(z,r,), that is, Gu, = R?(z’“). Then
|| < eg(r.)~t, by Proposition We define

(4.3) v, = ||p [ ABesn) = BB AB,
where, by (4.2)),

|B]
|B(z,72)]

Let v := )" _,v.. Since the balls B(z,7), 2 € Z, are pairwise disjoint subsets of B,

we conclude, by (3], ([@4), and (&I]), that
(4.5) Gr < BGAp < (4/e)4c?.

(4.4) Bz = ||| <cg(r.)'(dp/7.)" < (4/e)cg(4p)! =: B.

Next let p:= )" ., p. so that

B(z,r»

z2€Z
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By Lemma 3.8, Gu <1+ cGv, and hence p < C, by (L5) and our definition of C.
Therefore, by the minimum principle [2, I11.6.6], we obtain that C~!p < R = RZ.
Trivially, R{ < p. Thus

(4.6) C7'p < R <p.

Let U := B(0, Mp) and z € Z. By Proposition 3.5 for y € U,

g(r) RV (y) < g(ly — 2)) < g((M = 3)p) < 3g(p).
whereas, for every x € B(0, 3p),
g(r=) BT (@) > eyl — 2|+ p) > ¢ g(Tp) > ¢ glp).
Defining v := > _, g(p)/g(r.) we hence see, by ([AG), that
R <6y on U, R > 25y  on B(0,3p).
By Lemma [3.6] for every = € B(0, 3p),
P*Ta < Tpo,mp)) > 67.
Observing that g(p) > g on S(p) the proof is finished. O]

Now let us fix a locally finite subset Z of R4\ {0} and r, > 4Ry, z € Z, such that
the balls B(z,r,) are pairwise disjoint and satisfy the separation condition (L.3]). Let
A denote the union of these balls. For a proof of Theorem [I.2l we show the following.

PROPOSITION 4.2. If A is avoidable, then )., g(|z|)/g(r.) < oc.

Proof. So let us suppose that A is avoidable. To prove that > _, g(|z])/g(r.) < oo
we may assume that |z| > 8Ry, for every z € Z (we simply omit finitely many points
from Z). Further, we may assume that the balls B(z,4r,) are pairwise disjoint.
Indeed, since g(r) < g(r/4) < c*g(r), r > Ry, a replacement of r. by r./4 does
neither affect (L3) nor the convergence of . _, g(|2])/g(r.), and the new, smaller
union is, of course, avoidable. Moreover, similarly as at the beginning of the proof
of [I1, Theorem 1.1]), we may assume without loss of generality that

(4.7) r, <|z|/8, for every z € Z.

Indeed, replacing 7, by . := min{r,, |z|/8} our assumptions are preserved as well.
Suppose we have shown that Y _, g(|z|)/g(r.) < oo. Since g(|z])/g(|z]/8) > ¢3,
we see that the set Z’ of all z € Z such that 7, = |z|/8 is finite, and hence certainly
Y ez 9(12])/g(r2) < 0o. So we may assume without loss of generality that 7, = r_,
for all z € Z, that is, (4.7) holds.

By (L3), we may choose 0 < € < 1/4 such that, for 2,2’ € Z, z # 2/,

(4.8) |2 = ] > 8! 2| (g(|2]) /g (r)) ",

As in Lemma [T, we define

C:=1+(4/e)%, § = (20cH) 71

11



By Lemma 2.2] there exists M := 3™, m € N, such that
g((M —=3)p) < dg(p), for every p > R;.

Moreover, let us define
R :=1+ max{ Ry, R, }.

By Proposition 3.3] there is a point zy in R such that
(4.9) P*™[Ty < oo] = R} (x0) < 6/2.

Deleting finitely many points from Z, we obtain Z N B(0, 2|zo| + R) = (). Then, for
every z € Z,

(4.10) 21/2 < |z —wol <22, ¢ 7lg(]2]) < g(]z = wol) < cg([2])-
Hence, by (L7) and [A8), r, < |z — x¢|/4 and, for z,2' € Z, z # 2/,

d
(4.11) |2 = 2| = delz — w0l (9(]2 — o) /9(r2))".

By translation invariance, we may therefore assume without loss of generality that
29 =0, ZN B(0,R) = (), and ([&II]) holds instead of (£LS]).
For every 0 < j < m, let

R I nm+j
Z; Un:o ZNS(3"HR).
Then Z is the union of Zy, Z1, ..., Z,,—1. Therefore it suffices to show that
(4.12) Zzezj g(12])/g(r.) < oo, for every 0 < j < m.

So let us fix 0 < j < m. For the moment, we also fix n € {0,1,2,...} and define
p:=3"HR,

S =Tspy, 7:=Tpope, T =Tpompe, T :=min{Ty, 7'}
By Lemma [4.1]

PUTa <7265 glla/g(r),  for every y € S(p).
By Proposition BT, PY[S < 7] > 4, and hence, by (£9),

PYS < T) > P°[S < 7] — P°[Ty < o] > §/2.
Clearly, S+ Tpo00s=T4 and S+ 7 06g=17"on [S < T)]. Hence
[S<Ta<t]=[S<T,Ts<7]=[S<TINOS([Ta < 7).

Since Xg € S(p) on [S < 0], the strong Markov property yields that

PSS <T ’=/ PXS[T, '1dP° > (6%/2 gM)-
(S < Ty < 7] 5ot [T < 7] > ( /)ZzeZﬂS(p) g(r,)

Of course, 7 < S. Hence the sets [S < T4 < 7], obtained for different n, are pairwise
disjoint subsets of [Ty < oo] (recall that M = 3™). Thus, by (43,

>, 9(D/a(r) < (2/5)P[Ta < 00] < 1/5
U

Let us note that the preceding proof could also be presented in a purely analytic
way using iterated balayage of measures.
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5 Proof of Corollary

Again we suppose that the assumptions from the beginning of Section 1 are satisfied.
Let Z be a countable set in R? and r, > 0, z € Z, such that the balls B(z,7.) are
pairwise disjoint and regularly located. So there exist €, R € (0,00) such that the
points in Z have a mutual distance which is at least ¢ and every open ball of radius R
contains some point of Z. Moreover, r, = ¢(|z|), where the function ¢ is decreasing.
If (LD) does not hold with Ry = 0, we assume that x := inf,cga ¢(x) > 0. By
Lemma 2.1 we then know that (LD) holds, if we define Ry := /8. By Lemma 2.2
(UD) holds with, say, Ry := Ro + 1.

Of course, we may assume that R > 1+ ¢(1). We already know (see Remark
L83 and Proposition [[.4]) that it suffices to show that the union A of all B(z,r,),
z € 7, is unavoidable provided

(5.1) S alle/glr) = oo

So let us suppose that (5.1) holds. Moreover, let us assume for the moment that

(5.2) limsup,, .. p?g(p)/9(d(p)) < o0

Then 8 := inf.cz g(r.)(]z|%(]z])) ™' > 0. Since |z — 2/| > & > 0, whenever z # 2/,

this implies that
K

: |2 =27 g(rs) _ 4
lnfz,z’EZ,z;éz’ |Z|d g(|Z|) 2 € ﬁ

Hence the balls B(z,r,), z € Z, satisfy the separation condition (L3), and A is

unavoidable, by Theorem [[.2l Thus already the following lemma would finish the

proof of Corollary [[.3l

LEMMA 5.1. Iflimsup, .., p%9(p)/9(¢(p)) = oo, the set A is unavoidable.

For Lévy processes considered in [I1], this is [T, Lemma 4.2]. However, its proof
(by contradiction) is almost as involved as the proof of [I1, Theorem 1.1].

By Proposition 3.3, we only have to show that inf,cge RZ'(2) > 0. Hence a second
application of Lemma [3.8, which is yet another variation of the arguments for quasi-
additivity of capacities in [1], will allow us even to prove the following.

PROPOSITION 5.2. Suppose that limsup,,_,, p*g(p)/g(é(p)) > n > 0. Then the
union A of all B(z,r,), z € Z, is unavoidable.

Proof. We define
a:=(2c)7'(18R)™%,  b:= AR,

and fix z € R?. There exists p > 9R + 2|x| + 4R, such that
(5.3) 7= p"9(p)/9((p)) > 1.

Let

r:=¢(p), B:=B(0,p) and S:=B(0,p/2)\ B(p/4).

13



There exist finitely many points yi, ...,y € S such that B(y;,3R), ..., B(Ym, 3R)
are pairwise disjoint and S is covered by the balls B(y;,9R), ..., B(ym,9R). Obvi-
ously, m > (1/2)(p/18R)?. There exist points z; € Z N B(y;, R), 1 < j < m. Then,
foralli,j e {1,...,m} with i # j, |z — z;| > |y; — y;| — 2R > 4R, and hence

Let 1 <j <m. Clearly, p > p/2+ R > |z;| > p/4 — R > R > 1, and hence
(5.5) r=¢(p) < o(lz]) =, <o(1) < R.

Moreover, r + |z — z;| < R+ |z| + p/2 + R < p, and hence g(|z — z;| + 1) > g(p).
So, by translation invariance and Proposition 3.7

(5.6) RYE (@) > e y(|a — 2| +1)/9(r) > ¢ Lglp) /g(r).
Let N
A, = B(z,7r)U---UB(2p,r) and p:=)» 1Rf(zj’r).
]:

Then A, C A, by (B3). So, by (5.6) and our definitions of v, a, and r,

(5.7) Ri* <R and  p(z) >mc'g(p)/g(r) > ay.

Now let py denote the equilibrium measure for B(0,r), Guy = R?(O’T). By

Proposition B3, ||uol| < cg(r)™'. We define

vj = |0l Apeey.r) = lloll(p/ R) 1 ae, ) An, L<j<m,

and v = Y70 v;. Since B(z1, R),. .., B(z;, R) are pairwise disjoint subsets of B
and GAg < cg(p), we see that

Gv < ||poll(p/R)*GAp < PR g(r) " plg(p) = br.

For every 1 < 7 < m, Rf(zj ™) = Gpu;, where p; is obtained from p translating

by zj. Let p:= 7", pj. By (B4), (2.3), and Lemma 3.8,
p=Gu<1+cGr <1+ cby.
Since p is supported by A, and p is continuous, we get that
Ri* = R > (1+cby)"'p,
by the minimum principle [2, I11.6.6]. In particular,

RA >RA.’1,‘ > ary _ a a
r(@) = 1(I)_1+cbfy 7—1—|—cb>n—1+cb

by (1) and (5.3]). Thus A is unavoidable, by Proposition B.3 O
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