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Abstract. We consider the ordinary or fractional Laplacian plus a homogeneous, scaling-

critical drift term. This operator is non-symmetric but homogeneous, and generates scales of

Lp-Sobolev spaces which we compare with the ordinary homogeneous Sobolev spaces. Unlike

in previous studies concerning Hardy operators, i.e., ordinary or fractional Laplacians plus

scaling-critical scalar perturbations, handling the drift term requires an additional, possibly

technical, restriction on the range of comparable Sobolev spaces, which is related to the

unavailability of gradient bounds for the associated semigroup.
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1. Introduction and main result

1.1. Introduction. We consider Kolmogorov operators, i.e., ordinary or fractional Lapla-

cians plus gradient perturbations, given by (−∆)α/2 + b(x) · ∇, acting on functions in Rd with

d ∈ N := {1, 2, . . .}. Here, α ∈ (0, 2] and b : Rd → Rd is a vector field. Their study is

motivated, among others, by probability theory, where they arise as generators of Brownian

motion or α-stable processes with drift. Kolmogorov operators are also important in physics,

biology, finance, and further applied sciences, where the inclusion of gradient perturbations

allows for modeling additional forces or influences acting on the system, thereby providing a

more comprehensive description of the underlying processes. For example, in turbulent fluids,

Kolmogorov operators describe anomalous diffusion, i.e., particles spreading at a rate different

from what Brownian motion or α-stable processes predict [MK00]. In biology, gradient pertur-

bations can represent directed movement or taxis [KRS08], and in finance, they can represent

drifts in asset price dynamics [CT04]. For further examples and references, we refer, e.g., to

the review [Sti19].

In this paper, we consider the following Kolmogorov operator, formally given by

Λκ := (−∆)α/2 +
κ

|x|α
x · ∇, (1.1)

for d ∈ N and α ∈ (1, 2] with α < (d + 2)/2 and a coupling constant κ ∈ R. We call the

gradient perturbation “attractive” for κ > 0 and “repulsive” for κ < 0, following terminology

in [KS23, KMS24], and motivated by considering the action of x · ∇ on positive functions

decaying at infinity. The assumption α > 1 is necessary for the heat kernel of Λκ—which

will be a key technical tool in our paper—to have a chance to be comparable with that of

Λ0. We defer a more detailed explanation to Remark 2.6. Besides, α ≥ 1 is used in technical

integral estimates, especially in Section 4, below. The assumption α < (d+ 2)/2 is crucial as

it ensures that Λκ generates a holomorphic semigroup and poses only an additional restriction

when d = 1 or d = 2. We will review the precise definition of Λκ in Subsection 1.2 below.

Importantly, Λκ is homogeneous (of degree −α). Therefore, one expects Λκ and Λ0 to be

comparable to each other in some sense. That this is indeed the case, is the main result of the

present paper. In Theorem 1.2 below, we compare the Lp(Rd)-Sobolev spaces generated by

powers of Λκ with the ordinary, homogeneous Sobolev spaces. Our result joins a line of recent

research [KMV+18, FMS21, Mer21, BD23] on the so-called Hardy operator,

Lκ := (−∆)α/2 +
κ

|x|α
in L2(Rd), (1.2)

i.e., the fractional Laplacian plus the scalar-valued, so-called, Hardy potential κ/|x|α. We also

refer to [FM23, BM23] for studies concerning the regional fractional Laplacian [BBC03] on

the half-space Rd
+ with Hardy potential κ/xαd depending on the distance to the bounding half-

plane. As (−∆)α/2 and |x|−α share the same scaling behavior, these operators compete with

each on every length scale, thereby leading to the emergence of a critical coupling constant.

More precisely, by the sharp Hardy–Kato–Herbst inequality [Har19, Har20, Kat66, Her77]1∥∥(−∆)α/4f
∥∥2
L2(Rd)

≥ κ∗
∥∥|x|−α/2f

∥∥2
L2(Rd)

for all α ∈ (0, 2] ∩ (0, d) and f ∈ C∞
c (Rd)

(1.3)

1See also [KPS81, Yaf99, FLS08, FS08] for other proofs of (1.3) with the optimal constant κ∗. Formula (1.3)

is often simply called Hardy inequality.
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with

κ∗ = κ∗(d, α) := 2α
Γ
(
d+α
4

)2
Γ
(
d−α
4

)2 , (1.4)

the quadratic form corresponding to Lκ is bounded from below if and only if κ ≥ −κ∗. More-

over, if κ ≥ −κ∗, then this form is nonnegative and Lκ can be realized as a self-adjoint operator

by a theorem of Friedrichs. While Lκ has no eigenvalues, there is a strictly monotonously in-

creasing function

(−∞, κ∗] ∋ κ 7→ δκ ∈ (−M, (d− α)/2], (1.5)

where

M :=

{
α if α < 2,

∞ if α = 2,
(1.6)

such that Lκ|x|−δκ = 0 holds pointwise almost everywhere. As |x|−δκ is, however, not square-

integrable, this function is sometimes called generalized eigenfunction or generalized ground

state, and 0 is called the corresponding generalized eigenvalue of Lκ. We refer, e.g., to [FMS21,

p. 2286] for an expression of δκ and merely record δ−∞ = −M , δ0 = 0, and δκ∗ = (d− α)/2.

1.2. Main result. To state our main result, Theorem 1.2, we introduce notation related to

the homogeneity of Λκ and, in fact, two, corresponding critical coupling constants. In the

following, we parameterize κ via

κ = Ψ(β)

where

Ψ(β) :=

 2α

β−α
· Γ(β

2 )Γ(
d
2
−β−α

2 )
Γ( d

2
−β

2 )Γ(
β−α
2 )

for α ∈ (1, 2) and β ∈ (α, d+ α),

d− β for α = 2 and β ∈ R.
(1.7)

Thus, as β runs through the domain of Ψ(β), so does the coupling constant κ = Ψ(β); below,

we will discuss the behavior of Ψ(β) in detail. The parameter β enters in the generalized

eigenvalue equation Λ∗
κ|x|β−d = 0 with Λ∗

κ = Λ0 − κ∇ · (|x|−αx) being the formal adjoint of

Λκ, sometimes called Fokker–Planck operator. As δκ plays an important role in the analysis

of Lκ, we anticipate that the parameter β will be important in the present study. We note

that the fraction of the four Gamma functions in (1.7) becomes maximal for β = (d + α)/2,

i.e., the midpoint of the interval (α, d); cf. [FMS21]. Thus, we denote the corresponding value

of κ by

κc := Ψ

(
d+ α

2

)
=

2α+1

d−α
· Γ( d+α

4 )
2

Γ( d−α
4 )

2 if α < 2,

d−2
2

if α = 2,
(1.8)

which turns out to be one of the critical coupling constants as we will discuss shortly. However,

Ψ(β) is not symmetric around the midpoint β = (d + α)/2, see, e.g., [KSS21, p. 1868] and

[KS23, p. 347] for plots. Note further that limβ↗d Ψ(β) = limβ↘d Ψ(β) = 0, limβ↗d+α Ψ(β) =

−∞, and

κc =
2

d− α
κ∗(d, α). (1.9)

The following lemma—whose proof is deferred to Appendix A.1—asserts that Ψ(β) is de-

creasing for β > (d+ α)/2. Thus, for each κ ≤ κc there is a unique β such that κ = Ψ(β).
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Lemma 1.1. Let α ∈ (1, 2] and M = α if α < 2 and M = ∞ if α = 2. Then, the map

((d+ α)/2, d+M) ∋ β 7→ Ψ(β), given by (1.7) is strictly monotonously decreasing.

We now explain how the scaling criticality of the gradient perturbation κ|x|−αx · ∇, called

Hardy drift in [KSS21], manifests itself in the emergence of two critical coupling constants.

(1) The first, and for us more important, critical coupling constant is κc. For κ < κc the

Hardy drift is a Rellich perturbation of (−∆)α/2, i.e.,

∥κ|x|−αx · ∇(ζ + (−∆)α/2)−1∥L2(Rd)→L2(Rd) < 1. (1.10)

This follows from Hardy’s inequality (1.3) in the form

∥κ|x|1−α(−∆)−(α−1)/2∥L2(Rd)→L2(Rd) < 1, (1.11)

whenever κ < κ∗(d, 2(α − 1)) = κc and α < (d + 2)/2. Consequently, Λκ can be constructed

as the algebraic sum (−∆)α/2 + κ|x|−αx · ∇ in L2(Rd) with domain being the Sobolev space

Hα(Rd), and Λκ generates a holomorphic semigroup, denoted by e−tΛκ , in L2(Rd) whenever

κ < κc; see also [KSS21, Proposition 8], [KS23, §8], and [KS20, Theorem 4.2]2. Since the

holomorphic semigroup corresponding to Λκ plays an important technical role in the following,

we restrict our attention from now on to κ < κc, or, equivalently, to

β ∈
(
d+ α

2
, d+M

)
with d ∈ N and α ∈ (1, 2] ∩ (1, (d+ 2)/2) (1.12)

in view of (1.8) and Lemma 1.1. Moreover, Kinzebulatov, Semenov, and Szczypkowski [KS20,

KSS21, KS23] proved that e−tΛκ is an L∞ contraction and extends by continuity to a C0

semigroup on Lr(Rd) for all r ∈ [2,∞) whenever κ < κc. Furthermore, for α < 2, they proved

that the kernel e−tΛκ(x, y) is bounded from above and below by positive constants times the

heat kernel of Λ0 times a weight, depending on only one of the spatial variables. The reason

that this weight depends only on one of the variables is due to the non-symmetry of Λκ.

See (2.12) below for these bounds. Analogous bounds for α = 2 do not appear to be available

yet. However, in view of the factorization of the bounds for e−tΛκ with α < 2, we expect them

to be of the form (2.14).

(2) The second critical coupling constant is 2κc. While the Hardy drift is not a Rellich

perturbation anymore for κ ≥ κc, the operators Λκ and e−tΛκ can still be defined for all

κ ∈ [κc, 2κc). More precisely, for α < 2, [KSS21] define e−tΛκ as the limit of the heat kernels

associated to (−∆)α/2 + κ(|x|2 + ε)−α/2x · ∇ + ακε(|x|2 + ε)−α/2−1, defined on the Sobolev

space (1 − ∆)−α/2Lp(Rd) for all p ∈ [1,∞), as ε ↘ 0 in Lr(Rd) for all r ∈ (rκ,∞) with an

explicit rκ ≥ 2. Correspondingly, for κ ∈ [κc, 2κc), Λκ is defined to be the generator of the

so-constructed heat kernel e−tΛκ . We refer to [KSS21, Section 3] and [KS20, Section 4] for the

precise procedures for α < 2 and α = 2, respectively. For α < 2, the work [KSS21] shows the

heat kernel estimates for κ < κc discussed above extend to all κ < 2κc. One of the reasons why

2κc also deserves to be called a critical constant is that for α = 2 and κ > 2κc, appropriately

defined weak solutions to the corresponding parabolic equation cease to be unique [KS20,

p. 1588]. Moreover, for d = 3 and κ = 2κc, the properties of the corresponding semigroup

are drastically different from the properties of et∆ and e−tΛκ with κ < 2κc, see, e.g., [FL19].

Noteworthy, for α ∈ (1, 2), an optimal analog of Hardy’s inequality (1.3) in Lp in [BJLPP22]

allows to extend certain estimates used in [KSS21] to construct e−tΛκ and Λκ even for κ > 2κc;

see [KSS21, Remark 6].

2While [KS20, KSS21, KS23] state their results only for d ∈ {3, 4, . . .} and α ∈ (1, 2], an inspection of their

proofs, taking (1.11) into account, show that all their results actually hold for all d ∈ N and α ∈ (1, 2] with

α < (d + 2)/2.
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We now state our main result using the notation

dβ :=
d

(d− β) ∨ 0
and (dβ)

′ := 1 ∨ d

β
(1.13)

for β > 0 with A ∨B := max{A,B} and the convention 1/0 = ∞.

Theorem 1.2 (Equivalence of Sobolev norms). Let d ∈ N, α ∈ (1, 2] with α < (d + 2)/2,

s ∈ (0, 1], β ∈ ((d + α)/2, d +M), and κ = Ψ(β) be defined by (1.7). If α = 2, assume that

the upper heat kernel bound (2.14) for e−tΛκ holds. If

(dβ)
′ < p <

d

αs
∧ dβ, (1.14)

then the following statements hold.

(1) Assume furthermore that αs < α− 1. Then,

∥(Λ0)
sf∥Lp(Rd) ≲d,α,s,β,p ∥(Λκ)

sf∥Lp(Rd) for all f ∈ C∞
c (Rd). (1.15)

(2) We have

∥(Λκ)
sf∥Lp(Rd) ≲d,α,s,β,p ∥(Λ0)

sf∥Lp(Rd) for all f ∈ C∞
c (Rd). (1.16)

Thus, Theorem 1.2 says that the Sobolev spaces generated by powers of Λκ and Λ0 are

comparable with each other when the coupling constant is not too large in a quantitative sense;

in particular, the singularity of the drift perturbation (which is also reflected in the important

bounds for the heat kernel of Λκ) limits the range of admissible Sobolev exponents s. More

precisely, when β < d (corresponding to κ > 0, i.e., an attractive gradient perturbation), then

d/(αs) ∧ dβ = d/(αs) and the range of admissible powers s ∈ (0, β/α) becomes smaller as

β runs from d to (d + α)/2. However, since s ≤ 1, the condition s < β/α only poses an

additional restriction when d = 1 since to have (d + α)/(2α) < 1 (which is the value of β/α

when β = (d+ α)/2), one needs α > d, which is only possible if d = 1.

Here and in the following, we write A ∧ B := min{A,B}. Moreover, for A,B ≥ 0 and a

parameter τ , we write A ≲τ B whenever there is a τ -dependent constant cτ > 0 such that

A ≤ cτB. The notation A ∼τ B means B ≲τ A ≲τ B. The dependence on fixed parameters

like d, α, s, β, p is usually omitted. Generic (real positive) constants will often be denoted by

c or C. For brevity, we sometimes write ∥f∥p instead of ∥f∥Lp(Rd).

The rest of this introduction is structured as follows. First, we state auxiliary tools, so-

called reversed and generalized Hardy inequalities, and use them to prove Theorem 1.2. These

inequalities are also of independent interest. Afterwards, we compare Theorem 1.2 to earlier,

related results and outline implications. Finally, we outline the rest of the paper.

1.3. Proof of Theorem 1.2. The ideas to prove Theorem 1.2 are similar to those in [KMV+18,

FMS21, Mer21, BD23, FM23, BM23], where heat kernel bounds were paramount. For α < 2,

the heat kernel of Λκ decays polynomially, while for α = 2 it obeys Gaussian bounds (compare

(2.12) and (2.14) below). Thus, since the proofs of our results are significantly simpler for

α = 2, we will prove Theorem 1.2 and the following auxiliary statements involved in its proof

only for α ∈ (1, 2), and omit the extension of the proofs to the case α = 2.

Compared to the above-mentioned studies, our proof of Theorem 1.2 requires more technical

effort. First, as opposed to [FMS21, FM23], due to the non-symmetry of Λκ, establishing the

equivalence of L2-Sobolev norms via the spectral theorem is impossible. Therefore, we will

resort to the continuous square function estimates established in [BD23] and again applied

in [BM23]. Due to the non-symmetry of Λκ, we need to investigate the boundedness of the
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following two square functions: The first is associated with Λκ and the latter is associated

with its adjoint Λ∗
κ. For γ > 0, they are defined as

SΛκ,γf(x) =

(ˆ ∞

0

|(tΛκ)
γe−tΛκf |2dt

t

)1/2

(1.17)

and

SΛ∗
κ,γf(x) =

(ˆ ∞

0

|(tΛ∗
κ)

γe−tΛ∗
κf |2dt

t

)1/2

. (1.18)

As Λκ generates a holomorphic semigroup [KSS21], the functional calculus in [McI86] implies

that the square functions SΛκ,γ and SΛ∗
κ,γ are bounded on L2(Rd). In the following theorem,

which we prove in Section 3, we show that SΛκ,γ and SΛ∗
κ,γ are also bounded on Lp(Rd) with

p ̸= 2 and, in particular, obtain a square function representation of ∥Λs
κf∥p.

Theorem 1.3. Let γ ∈ (0, 1], α ∈ (1, 2] with α < (d + 2)/2, β ∈ ((d + α)/2, d +M), and

κ = Ψ(β) be defined by (1.7). If α = 2, assume that the upper heat kernel bound (2.14) holds.

Then,

∥SΛκ,γf∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥f∥Lp(Rd) for all (dβ)
′ < p <∞ (1.19)

and

∥SΛ∗
κ,γf∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥f∥Lp(Rd) for all 1 < p < dβ. (1.20)

Consequently, for all s ∈ (0, 1) and (dβ)
′ < p < dβ,∥∥∥∥( ˆ ∞

0

t−2s|tΛκe
−tΛκf |2dt

t

)1/2∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

∼ ∥Λs
κf∥Lp(Rd). (1.21)

Thus, to prove Theorem 1.2, it suffices to compare the square functions associated to Λs
κ and

(−∆)αs/2 with each other. To that end, we prove the following two statements, called reversed

and generalized Hardy inequalities. We first state the reversed Hardy inequalities, expressed in

terms of the square functions SΛκ,γ. These inequalities give an upper bound for the difference

of the square functions associated to Λκ and Λ0 in terms of the scalar Hardy potential. While

one would expect upper bounds in terms of the gradient perturbation, the bounds below are

sufficient for our purposes. In particular, the advantage to incorporate the Hardy potential is

that it is sign-definite and a mere multiplication operator. In turn, these properties enable us

to straightforwardly prove that powers of the Hardy potential are bounded by powers of Λκ,

leading to the generalized Hardy inequality in Theorem 1.5 below.

Theorem 1.4 (Reversed Hardy inequality). Let α ∈ (1, 2] with α < (d + 2)/2, β ∈ ((d +

α)/2, d +M), s ∈ (0, 1), and κ = Ψ(β) be defined by (1.7). If α = 2, assume that the upper

heat kernel bound (2.14) holds. Then the following statements hold for all p ∈ ((dβ)
′,∞).

(1) If αs < α− 1, then∥∥∥∥∥
(ˆ ∞

0

t−2s
∣∣(tΛκe

−tΛκ − tΛ0e
−tΛ0

)
f
∣∣2 dt
t

)1/2
∥∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≲

∥∥∥∥ f

|x|αs

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

. (1.22)

(2) For any γ ∈ (0, 1) such that 1− γ ≤ αs < α− γ, we have∥∥∥∥∥
(ˆ ∞

0

t−2s
∣∣(tΛκe

−tΛκ − tΛ0e
−tΛ0

)
f
∣∣2 dt
t

)1/2
∥∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≲

∥∥∥∥∥ |Λ
1−γ
α

0 f(x)|
|x|αs+γ−1

∥∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

+

∥∥∥∥ f

|x|αs

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

.

(1.23)
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The proof of (1.22) uses ideas in [FMS21, Mer21, BD23] and relies on pointwise estimates

for the difference of the heat kernels associated to Λκ and Λ0, as well as their time derivatives.

These bounds are summarized in Proposition 4.5 below. To obtain these estimates, we use

Duhamel’s formula

e−tΛκ(x, y)− e−tΛ0(x, y) = −κ
ˆ t

0

dτ

ˆ
Rd

dz e−(t−τ)Λκ(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇ze
−τΛ0(z, y).

Due to the gradient perturbation, we only obtain suitable bounds if αs < α − 1. In Ap-

pendix B.2, we discuss the necessity of this assumption and argue that our pointwise kernel

bounds in Proposition 4.5 do not hold if αs ≥ α − 1. On the other hand, (1.23) also covers

the case αs ≥ α− 1 as this bound also involves the operator Λ0 on the right-hand side of the

estimate. The proof of this inequality is technically more involved and does not rely on kernel

bounds. Instead, we estimate |(tΛκe
−tΛκ − tΛ0e

−tΛ0)f(x)| pointwise. While one might suspect

that there is a bound similar to (1.23) involving ∥|x|1−γ−αs|Λ
1−γ
α

κ f |∥p on the right-hand side,

we are, unfortunately, not able to prove such a bound yet. One idea to obtain such a bound

is to rewrite the above Duhamel formula as

e−tΛκ(x, y)− e−tΛ0(x, y) = κ

ˆ t

0

ds

ˆ
Rd

dz e−(t−s)Λ0(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇ze
−sΛκ(z, y).

This approach requires, however, gradient bounds for e−tΛκ , e.g., those stated in (B.3), see

also Appendix B.3 for a more detailed discussion. As such bounds are currently unavailable

and are likely difficult to obtain, we believe it is an interesting problem to derive sharp bounds

for |∇xe
−tΛκ(x, y)|.

We now present generalized Hardy inequalities giving upper bounds for the scalar-valued

Hardy potential in terms of Λκ.

Theorem 1.5 (Generalized Hardy inequality). Let α ∈ (1, 2] with α < (d + 2)/2, β ∈ ((d +

α)/2, d +M), s ∈ (0, 1], and κ = Ψ(β) be defined by (1.7). If α = 2, assume that the upper

heat kernel bound (2.14) holds. If p ∈ ((dβ)
′, d/(αs)), then

∥|x|−αsg∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥(Λκ)
sg∥Lp(Rd) for all g ∈ C∞

c (Rd) (1.24)

and, for all 1 > γ ≥ 1− αs ≥ 0,

∥|x|α(
1−γ
α

−s)|Λ
1−γ
α

κ g|∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥(Λκ)
sg∥Lp(Rd) for all g ∈ C∞

c (Rd). (1.25)

To prove (1.15) for s = 1 without using the above-outlined square function representation,

the estimate ∥|x|−αx · ∇g∥p ≲ ∥Λκg∥p would be beneficial. As our proof of Theorem 1.5 relies

on Riesz and heat kernel bounds for e−tΛκ , this would require gradient estimates for e−tΛκ ,

too. In Proposition C.1, we prove a new generalized Hardy inequality for |x|−αx · ∇ assuming

that suitable bounds for the gradient of e−tΛκ are available.

With Theorems 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5 at hand, we now give the

Proof of Theorem 1.2. For s ∈ (0, 1), the square function estimates in (1.21), the triangle

inequality, the reversed and generalized Hardy inequalities (Theorems 1.4–1.5) yield, whenever
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αs < α− 1,

∥(Λ0)
su∥Lp(Rd) ∼

∥∥∥∥( ˆ ∞

0

t−2s|tΛ0e
−tΛ0f |2dt

t

)1/2∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≤
∥∥∥∥( ˆ ∞

0

t−2s|tΛκe
−tΛκf |2dt

t

)1/2∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

+

∥∥∥∥(ˆ ∞

0

t−2s|(tΛ0e
−tΛ0 − tΛκe

−tΛκ)f |2dt
t

) 1
2

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≲ ∥(Λκ)
su∥Lp(Rd) +

∥∥|x|−αsf
∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≲ ∥(Λκ)
su∥Lp(Rd).

(1.26)

This proves (1.15). Similarly, for any γ ∈ (0, 1) with 1− γ ≤ αs < α− γ if αs ≥ α− 1,

∥(Λκ)
su∥Lp(Rd) ∼

∥∥∥∥(ˆ ∞

0

t−2s|tΛκe
−tΛκf |2dt

t

)1/2∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≤
∥∥∥∥(ˆ ∞

0

t−2s|tΛ0e
−tΛ0f |2dt

t

)1/2∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

+

∥∥∥∥(ˆ ∞

0

t−2s|(tΛ0e
−tΛ0 − tΛκe

−tΛκ)f |2dt
t

) 1
2

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≲ ∥(Λ0)
su∥Lp(Rd) +

∥∥|x|−αsf
∥∥
Lp(Rd)

+

∥∥∥∥∥ |Λ
1−γ
α

0 f |
|x|αs+γ−1

∥∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≲ ∥(Λ0)
su∥Lp(Rd),

(1.27)

which proves (1.16) for all s ∈ (0, 1). For s = 1, the square function estimates are not necessary.

We merely use the triangle inequality and Hardy’s inequality (see (1.25) with κ = 0, s = 1,

and γ = 0) to get the desired estimate. □

Remark 1.6. In view of the above discussion, it is an open problem to decide whether (1.15)

holds for a wider range of parameters. If the gradient bound in (B.3) was true for some

γ > 2α−d, then, in view of the above proof, (B.17), Proposition C.1, and (1.25), Formula (1.15)

would hold for all s ≤ 1 and β > d− 1.

1.4. Discussion of Theorem 1.2. In this subsection, we put Theorem 1.2 into context and

compare it with earlier, related results. In Section 7, we present two concrete applications of

Theorem 1.2.

1.4.1. Comparison with earlier results. We compare Theorem 1.2 with the results in [KMV+18,

FMS21, Mer21, BD23], where the Lp-Sobolev spaces generated by the Hardy operator Lκ =

(−∆)α/2 + κ/|x|α with κ ≥ −κ∗ were considered3. Using the parameterization of κ via (1.5),

the following statements hold for s ∈ (0, 1] and 1 < p <∞:

(1) If d
d−(δκ∨0) < p < d

(δκ+αs)∨0 , then

∥(L0)
sf∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥(Lκ)

sf∥Lp(Rd) for all f ∈ C∞
c (Rd). (1.28)

(2) If d
d−(δκ∨0) < p < d

αs∨δκ , then

∥(Lκ)
sf∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥(L0)

sf∥Lp(Rd) for all f ∈ C∞
c (Rd). (1.29)

3We point out two misprints in [BD23, (3)]: There, the operators (−∆)αs/2 and (La)αs/4 should be replaced

with (−∆)αs/4 and (La)s/2, respectively.
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Let us compare the assumptions on p in these statements for Lκ with the conditions in Theo-

rem 1.2. Keeping in mind that β has a similar interpretation as δκ, we note two differences.

(1) The lower bound p > d
d−(δκ∨0) in (1.28)–(1.29) is replaced with p > 1 ∨ d/β in (1.15)–

(1.16).

(2) The upper bounds on p in (1.28)–(1.29) are replaced with p < d/(αs)∧ d/((d− β)∨ 0)

in (1.15)–(1.16).

The lower bounds on p in (1.28)–(1.29) in [Mer21, BD23] and in (1.15)–(1.16) in Theorem 1.2

arise in the reversed Hardy inequality in [Mer21, Proposition 3] or [BD23, Theorem 4.2] and

the generalized Hardy inequality [Mer21, Proposition 1] involving Lκ, and their analogs in

Theorems 1.4 and 1.5 involving Λκ.

The different upper bounds on p in (1.28)–(1.29) come from the reversed Hardy inequality

requiring p < d/max{δκ, 0} and the generalized Hardy inequality requiring p < d/max{αs+
δκ, 0}. In the present situation, the reversed Hardy inequality holds for all p < ∞ and the

generalized Hardy inequality holds for p < d/(αs). In particular, these two upper bounds are

independent of β, which is due to the non-symmetry of Λκ and the resulting sharp bounds for

the associated semigroup in (2.12). Additionally, due to our use of square function estimates

(Theorem 1.3), we also assume p < d/((d− β) ∨ 0) for the validity of (1.15)–(1.16).

Another novelty compared to the previous results on equivalence of Sobolev norms is the

additional restriction αs < α− 1 for the validity of (1.15), which is due to the gradient in the

perturbation κ|x|−αx · ∇ as we discussed in the proof of Theorem 1.2 above.

1.4.2. Impact of Theorem 1.2. Homogeneous operators like Λκ or Lκ frequently arise as model

operators or scaling limits in more complicated problems. Hence, their analysis is paramount to

advance studies of the more complicated problems they originate from. In many applications,

one has to deal with functions, e.g., powers greater than one, of these operators, which are,

however, difficult to handle. The equivalence of Sobolev norm results in [KMV+18, FMS21,

Mer21, BD23, FM23, BM23] and Theorem 1.2 here are useful to overcome this obstacle as

they allow to replace the usually difficult to handle operator functions of Λκ or Lκ with easier

to handle operator functions of (−∆)α/2.

For instance, the equivalence of Sobolev norms for Lκ established in [KMV+18] for α = 2

was paramount for Killip, Miao, Murphy, Visan, Zhang, and Zheng [KMV+17, KMVZ17]

to study global well-posedness and scattering of nonlinear Schrödinger equations with the

inverse-square potentials κ/|x|2.
In mathematical physics, the equivalence of Sobolev norms for Lκ with α = 1 in [FMS21]

was crucial, e.g., to study the electron density of large, relativistically described atoms close

to the nucleus, and, in particular, to prove Lieb’s strong Scott conjecture [Lie81, Sim84] in

[FMSS20, MS22]; see also [FMS23b] for a shorter proof and the recent review [FMS23a] for an

introduction to the Scott conjectures. We explain this point in more detail to outline potential

applications of Theorem 1.2. The strong Scott conjecture asserts that the (appropriately

rescaled) probability density function of finding one of Z electrons in an atom of nuclear

charge Z at a position x on the length scale Z−1—called one-particle ground state density—is,

to leading order as Z → ∞, described by the probability density function of the same atom,

but where the electron-electron interactions are neglected. In this scenario, the energy of a

single electron is described by
√
1−∆− 1 + κ/|x| in L2(R3) where

√
1−∆− 1 describes the

kinetic energy of the electron and is a bounded perturbation of
√
−∆, and where κ < 0 is

the effective coupling strength between the electron and the nucleus. Thus, the resolution of
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the strong Scott conjecture can be interpreted as the successful derivation of an effective one-

particle equation: The prohibitively difficult study of a genuine many-particle quantity—the

ground state density—is reduced to the analysis of a one-particle quantity, namely the sums of

squares of the eigenfunctions of the single-particle operator
√
1−∆−1+κ/|x|. Let us explain

why the equivalence of Sobolev norms is crucial to prove the strong Scott conjecture. On a

technical level, the proof in [FMSS20] relies on first order perturbation theory4 for the infinitely

many eigenvalues of
√
1−∆− 1+ κ|x|−1 −λU(x) for a sufficiently well-behaved perturbation

U : Rd → R, regarded as functions of λ ∈ R in a neighborhood of zero. Among others,

this perturbation theory requires to prove relative trace class bounds of the perturbation

U with respect to powers of
√
1−∆ − 1 + κ|x|−1; more concretely, one has to show that

(
√
1−∆− 1 + κ|x|−1 +M)−sU(

√
1−∆− 1 + κ|x|−1 +M)−s is trace class for some s > 1/2

and M > 0 such that
√
1−∆ − 1 + κ|x|−1 +M is a positive and hence invertible operator5.

To verify the relative trace class condition, one aims to replace (
√
1−∆− 1 + κ|x|−1 +M)−s

with the Fourier multiplier (
√
1−∆ − 1 +M)−s. While this replacement is straightforward

for s ≤ 1/2 (by using Hardy’s inequality) justifying it for s > 1/2 crucially relies on the

equivalence of Sobolev norms in [FMS21] (i.e., the analog of Theorem 1.2 where the gradient

perturbation |x|−αx · ∇ is replaced with the Hardy potential |x|−α).

In the context of the present work, many-particle equations involving (−∆)α/2 + b(x) · ∇
arise in physics e.g., to describe plasmas or stellar matter, see, e.g., [Dol91, BD95], statistical

properties of laser light [Ris89], diffusion in random media, see, e.g., [AKR03], or in biol-

ogy, e.g., to describe chemotaxis by the Patlak–Keller–Segel model, see, e.g., [FJ17, Tar24].

While these works are concerned with the case α = 2, it has become clear that physical,

chemical, or biological systems where particles appear to move slowly for certain time inter-

vals and suddenly fly as in a jet flow should rather be described by fractional Laplacians;

see, e.g., [SLD+01] for references pointing to research in atmospheric science, anomalous dif-

fusion, geophysics, and maritime science. The mean-field limit and propagation of chaos

of such many-particle equations—that is, the derivation of effective, nonlinear effective one-

particle equations describing these many-particle systems—first envisioned by Boltzmann, and

mathematically first formalized by Kac [Kac56] and McKean [McK66, McK67]6, has been in-

vestigated in great detail for sufficiently regular drifts b(x), excluding scaling-critical drifts

considered here; for α = 2, see, e.g., the lecture notes [Szn91, Mél96], the recent works

[BGM10, MMW15, Cat24, DPT25], and [CD22] for a review; for α ∈ (1, 2), see, e.g., the

recent works [Cav25, HRZ24, HJM+24]. The mean-field limit equations—called nonlinear

Fokker–Planck equations—have been studied in the fundamental works of McKean [McK66]

and Vlasov [Vla68]—see also [Fun84, Szn91] and the monograph [CD18a, CD18b]—for α = 2

and [BR24] for α ∈ (1, 2); see also [CV10, Sil12b, Sil12a, WT15] for the analysis of the linear

Fokker–Planck equation involving (−∆)α/2 − b(x) · ∇ with α < 2. In this light, the results

in the present paper will not only be useful to study nonlinear equations involving Λκ but

also to advance the analysis of many-particle equations involving Λκ and to derive effective

one-particle equations in the presence of critically singular drift terms like |x|−αx · ∇.

Organization. In Section 2, we recall kernel bounds for e−tΛκ and use them, together with a

Phragmén–Lindelöf argument, to prove bounds for complex-time heat kernels. We use these

4For single or finitely many eigenvalues, this is known as Feynman–Hellmann theorem.
5Actually, one has to show this relative trace class condition only in every fixed angular momentum channel,

i.e., when the operator is restricted to the space of square-integrable functions of the form f(|x|)Yℓ(x/|x|), where

Yℓ denotes the ℓ-th spherical harmonic on the unit sphere.
6See [Azi69] for a reprint of [McK67].
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bounds to prove novel bounds for the kernels of (tΛκ)
ke−tΛκ and corresponding Lp → Lq-

estimates. We apply the latter bounds in Section 3 to prove the square function estimates for

(Λκ)
s in Theorem 1.3. In Section 4, we prove bounds for the kernel of the difference tΛ0e

−tΛ0 −
tΛκe

−tΛκ . These bounds are crucial to prove the reversed Hardy inequality (Theorem 1.4) in

Section 5. In Section 6, we prove the generalized Hardy inequality (Theorem 1.5). In the

appendices, we prove auxiliary results and discuss the necessity of αs < α− 1 for the validity

of (1.15).

2. Estimates involving the heat kernel of Λκ

In this section, we collect known pointwise estimates for the heat kernel e−tΛκ and derive

novel bounds for the complex-time heat kernel and (tΛκ)
ke−tΛκ with k ∈ N.

To begin, we introduce some notation. We denote the average of a measurable function f

over a measurable set E with 0 < |E| <∞ by
 
E

f(x)dx =
1

|E|

ˆ
E

f(x)dx.

Given a ball B, we associate annuli Sj(B) := 2jB\2j−1B for j = 1, 2, 3, . . .. For j = 0, we

write S0(B) = B. For p > 0, the Hardy-Littlewood maximal function Mp is defined as

Mpf(x) := sup
B∋x

( 1

|B|

ˆ
B

|f(y)|p dy
)1/p

, x ∈ Rd,

where the supremum is taken over all balls B containing x. When p = 1, we write M instead

of M1.

2.1. Spatially averaged estimates. In this section, we prove spatially weighted estimates

for a family of operators whose kernels behave similarly to the heat kernel bounds of Λκ,

presented in (2.12) below. We will use them to prove bounds for time-derivatives of the heat

kernel of Λκ in Proposition 2.9 and the square function estimates in Section 3 below.

We start with some auxiliary estimates, whose manual proofs we omit.

Lemma 2.1. Let d ∈ N and α > 0. Then the following estimates hold.

(a) For all ε ∈ (0, d) there exists C = Cε > 0 so that for all t > 0,
ˆ
B(0,t)

( t

|x|

)d−ε

dx ≤ Ctd.

(b) For all ε > 0, there exists C = Cε > 0 such that

ˆ
Rd

1

td/α

(t1/α + |x− y|
t1/α

)−d−ε

dy ≤ C

for all x ∈ Rd.

(c) For all ε > 0, there exists C = Cε > 0 such that

ˆ
Rd

1

td/α

(t1/α + |x− y|
t1/α

)−d−ε

f(y)dy ≤ CMf(x)

for all t > 0, x ∈ Rd, and f ∈ L1
loc(Rd).

Using these estimates, we prove the following estimates.
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Theorem 2.2. Let d ∈ N, α > 0, and β > 0. Let {Tt}t>0 be a family of linear operators on

L2(Rd) with their associated kernels Tt(x, y). Assume that there exist C > 0 and θ ∈ (−∞, d)

such that for all t > 0 and x, y ∈ Rd\{0},

|Tt(x, y)| ≤ Ct−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−β(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
. (2.1)

Assume that d
d−θ

∨ 1 < p ≤ q < ∞, where dθ is defined as in (1.13). Then, for any ball B,

every t > 0, and j ≥ 2, we have(  
Sj(B)

|Ttf |q
)1/q

≲ max
{( rB

t1/α

)d/p
,
( rB
t1/α

)d}(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β(  
B

|f |p
)1/p

(2.2)

for all f ∈ Lp(Rd) supported in B, and( 
B

|Ttf |q
)1/q

≲ max
{(2jrB

t1/α

)d
,
(2jrB
t1/α

)d/p}(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β( 
Sj(B)

|f |p
)1/p

(2.3)

for all f ∈ Lp(Rd) supported in Sj(B).

Proof. Note that the estimate (2.1) boils down to

|Tt(x, y)| ≤ Ct−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−β

,

as long as θ ∈ (−∞, 0).

Hence, it suffices to prove the theorem for θ ∈ [0, d). In this case, d
d−θ

∨ 1 = d
d−θ

.

Since |x− y| ∼ 2jrB whenever x ∈ Sj(B) and y ∈ B,

∥Ttf∥Lq(Sj(B)) ≤

{ˆ
Sj(B)

[ ˆ
B

t−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−β(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

]q
dx

}1/q

≤ t−d/α
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β
{ˆ

Sj(B)

[ ˆ
B

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

]q
dx

}1/q

≤ t−d/α|2jB|1/q
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β
ˆ
B

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy.

(2.4)

We now estimate the integral on the right hand side of (2.4). We have
ˆ
B

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

=

ˆ
B∩B(0,t1/α)

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy +

ˆ
B∩B(0,t1/α)c

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

=: I1 + I2.

By Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 2.1 (since θp′ < d),

I1 ≤
[ ˆ

B(0,t1/α)

(
1 +

t1/α

|x|

)θp′
dy
]1/p′

∥f∥Lp(B) ≤ Ct
d

αp′ |B|1/p
( 

B

|f |p
)1/p

.

We proceed to consider I2. Here, we have
(
1 + t1/α

|y|

)θ
∼ 1. Hence,

I2 ≲ ∥f∥L1(B) ≲ |B|
(  

B

|f |p
)1/p

.
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Consequently,

ˆ
B

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy ≲

[
t

d
αp′ |B|1/p + |B|

](  
B

|f |p
)1/p

.

Inserting this into (2.4) gives

∥Ttf∥Lq(Sj(B)) ≤ t−d/α|2jB|1/q
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β[
t

d
αp′ |B|1/p + |B|

](  
B

|f |p
)1/p

≤ |2jB|1/q
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β[
t−

d
αp |B|1/p + t−d/α|B|

](  
B

|f |p
)1/p

≤ |2jB|1/q
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β

max
{( rB

t1/α

)d/p
,
( rB
t1/α

)d}(  
B

|f |p
)1/p

.

Similarly, we obtain

∥Ttf∥Lq(B) ≤

{ˆ
B

[ ˆ
Sj(B)

t−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−β(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

]q
dx

}1/q

≤ t−d/α
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β
{ˆ

B

[ ˆ
Sj(B)

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

]q
dx

}1/q

≤ t−d/α|B|1/q
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β
ˆ
Sj(B)

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy.

(2.5)

We now write

ˆ
Sj(B)

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

=

ˆ
Sj(B)∩B(0,t1/α)

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy +

ˆ
Sj(B)∩B(0,t1/α)c

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

=: II1 + II2.

Similarly to the term I1, by Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 2.1,

II1 ≤
[ ˆ

B(0,t1/α)

(
1 +

t1/α

|x|

)θp′
dy
]1/p′

∥f∥Lp(Sj(B))

≤ Ct
d

αp′ |2jB|1/p
(  

Sj(B)

|f |p
)1/p

.

We proceed to consider II2. Here,
(
1 + t1/α

|y|

)θ
∼ 1. Therefore,

II2 ≲ ∥f∥L1(Sj(B)) ≲ |2jB|
(  

Sj(B)

|f |p
)1/p

.

The estimates for II1 and II2 yield

ˆ
Sj(B)

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy ≲

[
t

d
αp′ |2jB|1/p + |2jB|

](  
2jB

|f |p
)1/p

.
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Inserting this into (2.5) gives

∥Ttf∥Lq(B) ≤ t−d/α|B|1/q
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β[
t

d
αp′ |2jB|1/p + |2jB|

](  
Sj(B)

|f |p
)1/p

≤ |B|1/q
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β[
t−

d
αp |2jB|1/p + t−d/α|2jB|

](  
Sj(B)

|f |p
)1/p

≤ |B|1/q
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β

max
{(2jrB

t1/α

)d/p
,
(2jrB
t1/α

)d}(  
Sj(B)

|f |p
)1/p

.

This concludes the proof. □

We now prove similar estimates for kernels of operators which are formally adjoint to those

with integral kernels obeying the assumptions in Theorem 2.2.

Theorem 2.3. Let d ∈ N, α > 0, and β > 0. Let {St}t>0 be a family of linear operators on

L2(Rd) with their associated kernels St(x, y). Assume that there exist C > 0 and θ ∈ (−∞, d)

such that for all t > 0 and x, y ∈ Rd\{0},

|St(x, y)| ≤ Ct−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−β(
1 +

t1/α

|x|

)θ
. (2.6)

Assume that 1 < p ≤ q < d
θ∨0 (with the convention d/0 = ∞). Then, for any ball B, every

t > 0, and j ≥ 2, we have(  
Sj(B)

|Stf |q
)1/q

≲
( rB
t1/α

)d(
1 +

t1/α

2jrB

)d/q(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β( 
B

|f |p
)1/p

(2.7)

for all f ∈ Lp(Rd) supported in B, and(  
B

|Stf |q
)1/q

≲
(2jrB
t1/α

)d(
1 +

t1/α

rB

)d/q(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β(  
Sj(B)

|f |p
)1/p

(2.8)

for all f ∈ Lp(Rd) supported in Sj(B).

Proof. Note that the estimate (2.6) boils down to

|St(x, y)| ≤ Ct−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−β

as long as θ ∈ (−∞, 0). Hence, it suffices to prove the theorem for θ ∈ [0, d). In this case,
d

θ∨0 = d
θ
with the convention d/0 = ∞.

Since |x− y| ∼ 2jrB whenever x ∈ Sj(B) and y ∈ B,

∥Stf∥Lq(Sj(B)) ≤

{ˆ
Sj(B)

[ ˆ
B

t−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−β(
1 +

t1/α

|x|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

]q
dx

}1/q

≤ t−d/α
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β
{ˆ

Sj(B)

[ ˆ
B

(
1 +

t1/α

|x|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

]q
dx

}1/q

≤ t−d/α
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β[ ˆ
Sj(B)

(
1 +

t1/α

|x|

)θq
dx
]1/q

∥f∥L1(B).

(2.9)
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On the other hand, by Lemma 2.1,

ˆ
Sj(B)

(
1 +

t
1
α

|x|

)θq
dx =

ˆ
Sj(B)∩B(0,t

1
α )

(
1 +

t
1
α

|x|

)θq
dx+

ˆ
Sj(B)∩B(0,t1/α)c

(
1 +

t
1
α

|x|

)θq
dx

≲
ˆ
B(0,t1/α)

(
1 +

t1/α

|x|

)θq
dx+

ˆ
Sj(B)

dx

≲ td/α + |2jB| ∼ |2jB|
(
1 +

t1/α

2jrB

)d
.

(2.10)

Inserting this into (2.9), we get

∥Stf∥Lq(Sj(B)) ≲ t−d/α|2jB|1/q
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β(
1 +

t1/α

2jrB

)d/q
∥f∥L1(B)

≲ t−d/α|2jB|
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β(
1 +

t1/α

2jrB

)d/q
|B|
(  

B

|f |p
)1/p

≲ |2jB|1/q
( rB
t1/α

)d(
1 +

t1/α

2jrB

)d/q(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β(  
B

|f |p
)1/p

,

where we used Hölder’s inequality in the second inequality. This proves (2.7).

Similarly,

∥Stf∥Lq(B) ≤

{ˆ
B

[ ˆ
Sj(B)

t−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−β(
1 +

t1/α

|x|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

]q
dx

}1/q

≤ t−d/α
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β
{ˆ

B

[ ˆ
Sj(B)

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

]q
dx

}1/q

≤ t−d/α
(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β[ ˆ
B

(
1 +

t1/α

|x|

)θq
dx
]1/q

∥f∥L1(Sj(B)).

(2.11)

Similarly to (2.10),

ˆ
B

(
1 +

t1/α

|x|

)θq
dx ≲ |B|+ t

d
α ∼ |B|

(
1 +

t1/α

rB

)d
.

Therefore,

∥Stf∥Lq(B) ≲ t−d/α|B|1/q
(
1 +

t1/α

rB

)d/q(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β

∥f∥L1(Sj(B))

≲ t−d/α|B|1/q
(
1 +

t1/α

rB

)d/q(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β

|2jB|
(  

Sj(B)

|f |p
)1/p

≲ |B|1/q
(2jrB
t1/α

)d(
1 +

t1/α

rB

)d/q(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−d−β( 
Sj(B)

|f |p
)1/p

.

This concludes the proof. □

Theorem 2.4. Let d ∈ N, α > 0, and β > 0.

(a) Let {Tt}t>0 be a family of linear operators as in Theorem 2.2 satisfying (2.1). Then, for

any d
d−θ

< p ≤ q ≤ ∞, we have

∥Tt∥p→q ≲ t−
d
α
( 1
p
− 1

q
).
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(b) Let {St}t>0 be a family of linear operators as in Theorem 2.3 satisfying (2.6). Then, for

any 1 ≤ p ≤ q < d
θ
, we have

∥St∥p→q ≲ t−
d
α
( 1
p
− 1

q
).

Proof. The proof of (b) is similar to that of (a) with similar modifications as in the proof of

Theorem 2.3. Hence, we only provide the proof of (a). For f ∈ Lp(Rd), we have

∥Ttf∥Lq(Rd) ≤
{ˆ

Rd

[ ˆ
Rd

t−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−β(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

]q
dx

}1/q

≤
{ˆ

Rd

[ ˆ
B(0,t1/α)

t−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−β(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

]q
dx

}1/q

+

{ˆ
Rd

[ ˆ
B(0,t1/α)c

t−
d
α

(t 1
α + |x− y|

t
1
α

)−d−β(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

]q
dx

}1/q

=: I1 + I2.

We first consider I1. By Minkowski’s inequality,

I1 ≲
ˆ
B(0,t1/α)c

{ˆ
Rd

[
t−d/α

(t1/α + |x− y|
t1/α

)−d−β]q
dx

}1/q (
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy

≲ t
d
αq

− d
α

ˆ
B(0,t1/α)c

(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)θ
|f(y)|dy.

Together with Hölder’s inequality and Lemma 2.1 (since θp′ < d), this estimate yields

I1 ≲ t
d
αq

− d
α

[ ˆ
B(0,t1/α)

(
1 +

t1/α

|x|

)θp′
dy
]1/p′

∥f∥p

≲ t
d
αq

− d
α t

d
αp′ ∥f∥p ≲ t−

d
α
( 1
p
− 1

q
)∥f∥p.

We proceed to consider I2. Here, we have
(
1 + t1/α

|y|

)θ
∼ 1 whenever y ∈ B(0, t1/α)c. Hence,

I2 ≲

{ˆ
Rd

[ ˆ
Rd

t−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−β

|f(y)|dy
]q
dx

}1/q

∼ ∥e−t(−∆)α/2 |f |∥q ≲ t−
d
α
( 1
p
− 1

q
)∥f∥p.

This concludes the proof. □

2.2. Pointwise estimates. In the following, pt(x, y) and p̃t(x, y) shall denote the kernels of

e−tΛκ and e−tΛ0 , respectively, i.e.,

pt(x, y) := e−tΛκ(x, y) and p̃t(x, y) := e−tΛ0(x, y).

As indicated in Section 1, we only consider κ < κc, i.e., β > (d+α)/2, since in that situation,

e−tLκ is a holomorphic semigroup in L2(Rd) and a C0 semigroup on Lr(Rd) for all r ∈ [2,∞). As

in [KMV+18, FMS21, Mer21, BD23, FM23, BM23], a paramount role to prove the reversed and

generalized Hardy inequalities is played by bounds for pt(x, y). According to [KSS21, KS23],

we have,

pt(x, y) ∼ p̃t(x, y) ·
(
1 ∧ |y|

t1/α

)β−d

for all α ∈ (1, 2), t > 0, and x, y ∈ Rd (2.12)
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with

p̃t(x, y) ∼ t−d/α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+α

for all α ∈ (0, 2), t > 0, and x, y ∈ Rd, (2.13)

see, e.g., [BG60]. When α = 2, corresponding estimates for e−tΛκ are unavailable to the best

of our knowledge. However, in view of the factorization of the bounds in (2.12) as product of

the heat kernel with κ = 0 times a singular weight, we expect

t−d/2

(
1 ∧ |y|

t1/2

)β−d

e−c1|x−y|2/t ≲ e−tΛκ(x, y) ≲ t−d/2

(
1 ∧ |y|

t1/2

)β−d

e−c2|x−y|2/t

for α = 2, all t > 0, and all x, y ∈ Rd,

(2.14)

and certain c1 ≥ c2 > 0, depending only on d and β.

Remark 2.5. Metafune, Negro, Sobajima, and Spina [MSS17, MNS18] proved matching upper

and lower bounds for the heat kernel associated to

−∆+ (a− 1)
d∑

j,ℓ=1

xjxℓ
|x|2

∂

∂xj

∂

∂xℓ
+ κ|x|−2x · ∇+

b

|x|2
in L2(Rd, |x|(d−1−κ)/a−(d−1) dx). (2.15)

In particular, in this weighted L2-space, the operator can be realized as a self-adjoint operator.

Thus, unlike (2.12) or (2.14), the corresponding heat kernel bounds are symmetric in x and y.

We refrain from attempting to prove an analog of Theorem 1.2 for the operator in (2.15) to

keep the paper at a reasonable length. Such a proof likely requires a combination of techniques

in [KMV+18] and the present ones, together with more technical work due to the necessity

to work in weighted Lebesgue spaces. Additionally, new ideas will be needed to deal with the

case a ̸= 1.

Remark 2.6. In the critical case α = 1 and the supercritical case α ∈ (0, 1), Kinzebulatov,

Madou, and Semenov [KMS24, Theorem 1] showed e−tΛκ(x, y) ≲ t−d/α(1 ∧ |y|/t1/α)β−d for

t ≲ 1, κ < 0, d ≥ 3, and κ = Ψ(β) defined in (1.7)7. This bound is insufficient for our

purposes since it does not decay at all for |x−y| ≳ t and is only stated for t ≲ 1. The decay in

|x− y|/t1/α is, however, crucial to estimate several integrals discussed below. We do not know

if the estimate in [KMS24] can be improved in this regard. Moreover, it remains to be explored

if their estimate holds for t ≳ 1, and if a corresponding lower bound holds. For Kato-class

gradient perturbations, this possibility is ruled out by the observations in [BJ07, p. 181]. There,

the authors note that the heat kernel of (−∆)α/2+ |x|−1x ·∇ in d = 1 equals e−tΛ0(y− (x+ t))

for all x, y ∈ R, t > 0, and α ∈ (0, 2). Thus, taking x = y and considering t↘ 0 and α ∈ (0, 1],

this kernel is bounded from above and below by t−α, whereas e−tΛ0(t, x, x) is bounded from

above and below by t−1/α. Thus, for α ∈ (0, 1) the heat kernels of the fractional Laplacian

with and without Kato-class gradient perturbations are not comparable with each other. This

result, although proved for Kato-class gradient perturbations and not for the perturbation

|x|−αx · ∇ considered in [KMS24] and in the present paper, may be considered as a warning

signal: There might not be a lower bound for e−tΛκ(x, y) which matches the upper bound

obtained in [KMS24, Theorem 1] when α ∈ (0, 1).

Remark 2.7. The heat kernels of (−∆)α/2+b(x) ·∇ with less singular, decaying drifts b : Rd →
Rd are bounded from above and below by multiples of e−tΛ0(x, y), at least for small times; see

[BJ07] for α ∈ (1, 2) and, for instance, [GL90, Zha95, Zha97, KS06] for α = 2.

7The terminologies “supercritical” and “critical” are motivated by the fact that a gradient perturbation

b · ∇ is of the same weight as
√
−∆, while if α < 1, then, formally, b · ∇ dominates (−∆)α/2.
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Given the above bounds for e−tΛκ and the estimates in Subsection 2.1, we now prove further

estimates for e−tΛκ . First, by Theorem 2.4, we see that e−tΛκ is Lp(Rd)-bounded whenever

p ∈ (d/β,∞]. We now prove bounds for time derivatives of e−tΛκ . To that end, we use that

Λκ generates, according to [KSS21, Proposition 8], a holomorphic semigroup in L2(Rd), and

prepare the following bounds for the holomorphic extension of e−tΛκ to the right complex

half-plane. In the following, we write Cθ := {z ∈ C : | arg z| < θ} for θ ∈ [0, π/2].

Proposition 2.8. Let α ∈ (1, 2∧ (d+ 2)/2), β ∈ ((d+ α)/2, d+ α), and κ = Ψ(β) be defined

by (1.7). Then for any ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists a constant C such that

|pz(x, y)| ≤ C|z|−d/α
( |z|1/α

|z|1/α + |x− y|

)(d+α)(1−ε)(
1 +

|z|1/α

|y|

)d−β

(2.16)

for all x, y ∈ Rd and z ∈ Cεπ/4, where pz(x, y) is the kernel associated to the semigroup e−zΛκ.

Proof. We use Davies’ method [Dav90], which relies on a Phragmén–Lindelöf argument. For

z ∈ C, set

wz(x) =
(
1 +

z1/α

|x|

)−(d−β)

, x ∈ Rd.

We first claim that there exists C > 0 such that

|pz(x, y)wz(y)| ≤
C

|z|d/α
(2.17)

for all x, y ∈ Rd and z ∈ Cπ/4. To that end, let w be a nonnegative locally integrable function

on Rd. We define

L1
w(Rd) =

{
f : |f |L1

w(Rd) :=

ˆ
Rd

|f(x)|w(x)dx <∞
}
.

Hence, the inequality (2.17) is equivalent to

∥e−zΛκ∥L1

w−1
z

(Rd)→L∞(Rd) ≤
C

|z|d/α
.

For z ∈ Cπ/4 we can write z = 2t+ is for some t ≥ 0 and s ∈ R such that t ∼ |z|. Then,

∥e−zΛκ∥L1

w−1
z

(Rd)→L∞(Rd)

≤ ∥e−tΛκ∥L2(Rd)→L∞(Rd)∥e−isΛκ∥L2(Rd)→L2(Rd)∥e−tΛκ∥L1

w−1
z

(Rd)→L2(Rd).

This, together with Theorem 2.4 and the fact ∥e−isΛκ∥L2(Rd)→L2(Rd) ≲ 1 (since Λκ has a

bounded functional calculus on L2(Rd) for β > (d+ α)/2, see [KSS21, KS23]), implies

∥e−zΛκ∥L1

w−1
z

(Rd)→L∞(Rd) ≲ t−
d
2α∥e−tΛκ∥L1

w−1
z

(Rd)→L2(Rd). (2.18)

It remains to estimate ∥e−tΛκ∥L1

w−1
z

(Rd)→L2(Rd). For f ∈ L1
w−1

z
(Rd), we have, by (2.12),

∥e−tΛκf∥L2(Rd) ≲
[ ˆ

Rd

∣∣∣ ˆ
Rd

t−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−α

wz(y)
−1|f(y)|dy

∣∣∣2dx]1/2.
By Minkowski’s inequality,

∥e−tΛκf∥L2(Rd) ≲
ˆ
Rd

[ ˆ
Rd

∣∣∣t−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−α∣∣∣2dx]1/2wz(y)
−1|f(y)|dy

≲ sup
y∈Rd

[ ˆ
Rd

∣∣∣t−d/α
(t1/α + |x− y|

t1/α

)−d−α∣∣∣2dx]1/2∥f∥L1

w−1
z

.
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Using Lemma 2.1, we get

∥e−tΛκf∥L2(Rd) ≲ t−
d
2α∥f∥L1

w−1
z

,

which yields

∥e−tΛκ∥L1

w−1
z

(Rd)→L2(Rd) ≲ t−
d
2α .

Inserting this into (2.18) gives

∥e−zΛκ∥L1

w−1
z

(Rd)→L∞(Rd) ≤ t−
d
α ∼ 1

|z|d/α
,

which implies (2.17), i.e.,

|pz(x, y)| ≲
1

|z|d/α
(
1 +

|z|1/α

|y|

)d−β

for all x, y ∈ Rd and z ∈ Cπ/4. By the Phragmén–Lindelöf argument in [DR96, Proposition 3.3]

or [Mer22, Theorem 2.1], we get (2.16).

This completes our proof. □

For each k ∈ N, we denote by pt,k(x, y) the kernel of Λk
κe

−tΛκ . As a consequence of Propo-

sition 2.8 and Cauchy’s formula, we obtain the following result.

Proposition 2.9. Let α ∈ (1, 2∧ (d+ 2)/2), β ∈ ((d+ α)/2, d+ α), and κ = Ψ(β) be defined

by (1.7). Then for any ε > 0 and k ∈ N,

|pt,k(x, y)| ≲k,ε t
−(k+d/α)

(t1/α + |x− y|
t1/α

)−d−α+ε(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)d−β

for all x, y ∈ Rd and t > 0.

Proof. Applying Cauchy’s formula, we get for every t > 0 and k ∈ N,

Λk
κe

−tΛκ =
(−1)kk!

2πi

ˆ
|ξ−t|=ηt

e−ξΛκ
dξ

(ξ − t)k+1
,

where η > 0 is small enough so that {ξ : |ξ − t| = ηt} ⊂ Cε̃π/4 with ε̃ = ε
d+α

, and the

integral does not depend on the choice of η. We now apply Proposition 2.8 and the fact that

|ξ| ∼ |ξ − t| ∼ t to deduce

|pt,k(x, y)| ≤ Ck,ε̃t
−(k+d/α)

(t1/α + |x− y|
t1/α

)−(d+α)(1−ε̃)(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)d−β

≤ Ck,εt
−(k+d/α)

(t1/α + |x− y|
t1/α

)−(d+α−ε)(
1 +

t1/α

|y|

)d−β

for all x, y ∈ Rd and t > 0. □

We also need estimates for |∇x∂te
−tΛ0(x, y)|. To that end, we first record the following

bounds for spatial derivatives, essentially contained in [BJ07, Lemma 5]; see also [KSS21,

(10), Lemma 1] for further estimates.

Lemma 2.10 ([BJ07, KSS21]). Let d ∈ N and α ∈ (0, 2). Then, for all t > 0 and x, y ∈ Rd,

|∇xe
−tΛ0(x, y)| ∼ |x− y|

t1/α
· t−

d+1
α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+2+α

≲ t−
d+1
α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+1+α

.

(2.19)
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Lemma 2.11. Let d ∈ N and α ∈ (0, 2). Then, for any ε > 0,

|∇x∂te
−tΛ0(x, y)| ≲ε t

− d+α+1
α

( t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+α+1−ε

. (2.20)

Proof. Note that ∇x∂te
−tΛ0 = ∂t∇xe

−tΛ0 . Hence, the proof is similar to that of Proposition 2.9

by using Lemma 2.10 and hence we omit the details. □

Lemma 2.12. Let d ∈ N, α ∈ (0, 2), and 0 ≤ γ < (d+ 1)/α. Then,

|∇Λ−γ
0 e−tΛ0(x, y)| ≲γ t

− d+1−γα
α

( t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+1−αγ

. (2.21)

Moreover, for α ∈ (1, 2 ∧ (d + 2)/2), 0 ≤ γ < d/α, β ∈ ((d + α)/2, d + α), and κ = Ψ(β)

defined by (1.7), we have

|Λ−γ
κ e−tΛκ(x, y)| ≲γ t

− d−γα
α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d−αγ (
1 ∧ |y|

t1/α + |x− y|

)β−d

. (2.22)

Note that the statements in this lemma are consistent their limits as t → 0 in view of the

Riesz kernel bounds for Λκ in Lemma 6.1 below.

Proof. We first prove (2.21). Using the formula

Λ−γ
0 = cγ

ˆ ∞

0

sγe−sΛ0
ds

s
,

we have

∇Λ−γ
0 e−tΛ0(x, y) = cγ

ˆ ∞

0

sγ∇e−(s+t)Λ0
ds

s
.

This, together with Lemma 2.10, implies

|∇Λ−γ
0 e−tΛ0(x, y)| ≲

ˆ ∞

0

sγ

(s+ t)
d+1
α

( (s+ t)1/α

(s+ t)1/α + |x− y|

)d+1+αds

s

=

ˆ t+|x−y|α

0

. . .+

ˆ ∞

t+|x−y|α
. . . =: I1 + I2.

We have

I1 ∼
ˆ t+|x−y|α

0

sγ(t+ s)
( 1

(s+ t)1/α + |x− y|

)d+1+αds

s

≲ (t1/α + |x− y|)α(γ+1)
( 1

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+1+α

∼
( 1

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+1−αγ

=
1

t
d+1−αγ

α

( t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+1−αγ

.

Similarly, since αγ < d+ 1, we have

I2 ∼
ˆ ∞

t+|x−y|α

sγ

s
d+1
α

ds

s

∼
( 1

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+1−αγ

=
1

t
d+1−αγ

α

( t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+1−αγ

.

This completes the proof of (2.21). As the proof of (2.22) is similar, we omit the details. □
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3. Proof of square function estimates (Theorem 1.3)

To prove Theorem 1.3, we recall two criteria for singular integrals to be bounded on Lebesgue

spaces, which will play an important role in the proof of the boundedness of the square

functions. The first theorem gives a criterion on the boundedness on Lp(Rd) spaces with

p ∈ (1, 2), while the second one covers the range p > 2.

Theorem 3.1. Let 1 ≤ p0 < 2 and let T be a sublinear operator which is bounded on L2(Rd).

Assume that there exists a family of operators {At}t>0 satisfying that for every j ≥ 2 and

every ball B (  
Sj(B)

|T (I −ArB)f |2
)1/2

≤ α(j)
(  

B

|f |p0
)1/p0

(3.1)

and (  
Sj(B)

|ArBf |2
)1/2

≤ α(j)
(  

B

|f |p0
)1/p0

(3.2)

for all f supported in B. If
∑

j α(j)2
jd <∞, then T is bounded on Lp(Rd) for all p ∈ (p0, 2).

Theorem 3.2. Let 2 < q0 ≤ ∞. Let T be a bounded sublinear operator on L2(Rd). Assume

that there exists a family of operators {At}t>0 satisfying(  
B

∣∣T (I −ArB)f
∣∣2dx)1/2 ≤ CM2(f)(x) (3.3)

and ( 
B

∣∣TArBf
∣∣q0dx)1/q0 ≤ CM2(Tf)(x) (3.4)

for all balls B with radius rB, all f ∈ C∞
c (Rd) and all x ∈ B. Then T is bounded on Lp(Rd)

for all 2 < p < q0.

For the proof of Theorems 3.1–3.2, see [Aus07].

Proof of Theorem 1.3. As detailed below, the proof of the theorem only relies on the kernel

estimates in Proposition 2.9. It suffices to prove the theorem for β ∈ ((d + α)/2, d] since the

proof for the case β ∈ (d, d +M) is similar to the case β = d. Since the proof of (1.19) is

similar to that of (1.20) (in fact, even easier), we only prove (1.20).

Fix δ ∈ (0, α) such that δ/α > γ. According to [KSS21, Proposition 8], Λκ generates a

holomorphic semigroup in L2. Therefore, Λκ and Λ∗
κ have a bounded functional calculus on

L2(Rd) and SΛ∗
κ,γ is bounded on L2(Rd) (see [McI86]). We now prove the boundedness of SΛ∗

κ,γ

and distinguish between whether p < 2 or p > 2.

Step 1: Proof of the Lp-boundedness for 1 < p < 2

Fix 1 < p ≤ 2. Due to Theorem 3.1, it suffices to prove( 
Sj(B)

|SΛ∗
κ,γ(I −ArB)f(x)|2dx

)1/2
≲ 2−(d+δ)j

( 
B

|f(x)|pdx
)1/p

(3.5)

and ( 
Sj(B)

|ArBf(x)|2dx
)1/2

≲ 2−(d+δ)j
( 

B

|f(x)|pdx
)1/p

(3.6)

for all j ≥ 2 and for every function f supported in B, where

ArB = I − (I − e−rαBΛ∗
κ)m, m >

d

αp′
+
δ

α
+ 1.
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Since

ArB =
m∑
k=1

Cm
k e−krαBΛ∗

κ ,

the estimate (3.6) follows directly from (2.12) and Theorem 2.3.

It remains to prove (3.5). To that end, we write( 
Sj(B)

|SΛ∗
κ,γ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mf |2dx
)1/2

≤
(ˆ rαB

0

∥∥(tΛ∗
κ)

γe−tΛ∗
κ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mf
∥∥2
L2(Sj(B), dx

|Sj(B)| )

dt

t

)1/2
+
(ˆ ∞

rαB

∥∥(tΛ∗
κ)

γe−tΛ∗
κ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mf
∥∥2
L2(Sj(B), dx

|Sj(B)| )

dt

t

)1/2
:= E1 + E2.

(3.7)

We first take care of I1. Note that

(Λ∗
κ)

γ =
1

Γ(1− γ)

ˆ ∞

0

u1−γΛ∗
κe

−uΛ∗
κ
du

u
. (3.8)

Using this and Minkowski’s inequality, we have

E1 ≲
( ˆ rαB

0

[ ˆ rαB

0

(u
t

)1−γ ∥∥tΛ∗
κe

−(t+u)Λκ(I − e−rαBΛ∗
κ)mf

∥∥
L2(Sj(B), dx

|Sj(B)| )

du

u

]2dt
t

)1/2
+
( ˆ rαB

0

[ ˆ ∞

rαB

(u
t

)1−γ∥∥∥tΛ∗
κe

−(t+u)Λ∗
κ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mf
∥∥∥
L2(Sj(B), dx

|Sj(B)| )

du

u

]2dt
t

)1/2
:= E11 + E12.

Using the identity

(I − e−rαBΛ∗
κ)m =

m∑
k=0

(−1)kCm
k e−krαBΛ∗

κ

for certain numerical values Cm
k , we have

E11 ≲
( ˆ rαB

0

[ ˆ rαB

0

(u
t

)1−γ t

t + u

∥∥∥(t + u)Λ∗
κe−(t+u)Λ∗

κf
∥∥∥
L2(Sj(B), dx

|Sj(B)| )

du

u

]2 dt
t

)1/2
+

m∑
k=1

( ˆ rαB

0

[ ˆ rαB

0

(u
t

)1−γ t

t + u + krαB

∥∥∥(t + u + krαB)Λ∗
κe−(t+u+krαB)Λ∗

κf
∥∥∥
L2(Sj(B), dx

|Sj(B)| )

du

u

]2 dt
t

)1/2
.

This, in combination with Proposition 2.9, Theorem 2.3, and the facts that t + u ≲ rαB and

(t+ u+ krαB)
1/α ∼ rB for u, t ∈ (0, rαB] and k ≥ 1, yields

E11 ≲
( ˆ rαB

0

[ ˆ rαB

0

(u
t

)1−γ t

t+ u

( rB
(t+ u)1/α

)d( 2jrB
(t+ u)1/α

)−d−δ

∥f∥Lp(B, dx|B| )

du

u

]2dt
t

) 1
2

+
m∑
k=1

( ˆ rαB

0

[ ˆ rαB

0

(u
t

)1−γ t

rαB
2−j(d+δ)∥f∥Lp(B, dx|B| )

du

u

]2dt
t

)1/2
.

Hence,

E11 ≲ 2−j(d+δ)
( 

B

|f |pdx
)1/p

.

To estimate E12, we use

(I − e−rαBΛ∗
κ)m =

ˆ rαB

0

. . .

ˆ rαB

0

(Λ∗
κ)

me−(s1+···+sm)Λ∗
κds⃗, (3.9)
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where ds⃗ := ds1 . . . dsm, to write

E12 ≲
(ˆ rαB

0

[ ˆ
[0,rαB ]m

ˆ ∞

rαB

(u
t

)1−γ∥∥∥t(Λ∗
κ)m+1e−(t+u+s1+...+sm)Λ∗

κf
∥∥∥
L2(Sj(B), dx

|Sj(B)| )

du

u
ds⃗
]2 dt

t

)1/2
.

In this case, u ∼ t+ u+ s1 + . . .+ sm ≥ rαB. Hence, by Proposition 2.9 and Theorem 2.3, we

obtain

E12 ≲
[ ˆ rαB

0

(ˆ
[0,rαB ]m

ˆ ∞

rαB

(u
t

)1−γ t

um+1

( rB
u1/α

)d(
1 +

u1/α

2jrB

)d/2
(
1 +

2jrB
u1/α

)−(d+δ)

∥f∥Lp(B, dx|B| )

du

u
ds⃗
)2dt

t

]1/2
.

(3.10)

We see that

ˆ ∞

rαB

(u
t

)1−γ t

um+1

( rB
u1/α

)d(
1 +

u1/α

2jrB

)d/2(
1 +

2jrB
u1/α

)−(d+δ)du

u

=

ˆ (2jrB)α

rαB

. . .+

ˆ ∞

(2jrB)α
. . .

∼
ˆ (2jrB)α

rαB

(u
t

)1−γ t

um+1

( rB
u1/α

)d(2jrB
u1/α

)−(d+δ)du

u

+

ˆ ∞

(2jrB)α

(u
t

)1−γ t

um+1

( rB
u1/α

)d( u1/α
2jrB

)d/2du
u

≲ 2−j(d+δ)
(rαB
t

)1−γ t

r
α(m+1)
B

+ 2−jd
((2jrB)α

t

)1−γ t

(2jrB)α(m+1)

≲ 2−j(d+δ)
(rαB
t

)1−γ t

r
α(m+1)
B

,

for all m ≥ 2. Inserting this into (3.10) yields

E12 ≲ 2−j(d+δ)∥f∥Lp(B, dx|B| )

( ˆ rαB

0

[ ˆ
[0,rαB ]m

(rαB
t

)1−γ t

r
α(m+1)
B

ds⃗
]2dt
t

)1/2
≲ 2−j(d+δ)

( 
B

|f |pdx
)1/p

.

Collecting the estimates for E11 and E12 gives

E1 ≲ 2−j(d+δ)
(  

B

|f |pdx
)1/p

.

We now take care of E2. To that end, we write

E2 ≲
( ˆ ∞

rαB

[ ˆ rαB

0

(u
t

)1−γ∥∥∥tΛ∗
κe

−(t+u)Λ∗
κ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mf
∥∥∥
L2(Sj(B), d

|Sj(B)| )

du

u

]2dt
t

)1/2
+
( ˆ ∞

rαB

[ ˆ ∞

rαB

(u
t

)1−γ∥∥∥tΛ∗
κe

−(t+u)Λ∗
κ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mf
∥∥∥
L2(Sj(B), dx

|Sj(B)| )

du

u

]2dt
t

)1/2
=: E21 + E22.
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Similarly to (3.10),

E12 ≲
( ˆ ∞

rαB

[ ˆ
[0,rαB ]m

ˆ rαB

0

(u
t

)1−γ t

tm+1

( rB
t1/α

)d(
1 +

t1/α

2jrB

)d/2(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−(d+δ)

∥f∥Lp(B, dx
|B| )

du

u
ds⃗
]2 dt

t

) 1
2

≲
( ˆ ∞

rαB

[(rαB
t

)1−γ rαmB

tm

( rB
t1/α

)d(
1 +

t1/α

2jrB

)d/2(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−(d+δ)

∥f∥Lp(B, dx
|B| )

]2 dt
t

)1/2
≲ 2−j(d+δ)

( 
B

|f |pdx
)1/p

,

for all m ≥ 2. Similarly as before,

E22 ≲
(ˆ ∞

rαB

[ ˆ
[0,rαB ]m

ˆ ∞

rαB

(u
t

)1−γ t

(t + u)m+1

( rB
(t + u)1/α

)d(
1 +

(t + u)1/α

2jrB

)d/2
×
(

1 +
2jrB

(t + u)1/α

)−(d+δ)

∥f∥Lp(B, dx
|B| )

du

u
ds⃗
]2 dt

t

)1/2
≲
(ˆ ∞

rαB

[ ˆ
[0,rαB ]m

ˆ ∞

rαB

(u
t

)1−γ 1

tm−1u

( rB
t1/α

)d(
1 +

t1/α

2jrB

)d/2(
1 +

2jrB
t1/α

)−(d+δ)

∥f∥Lp(B, dx
|B| )

du

u
ds⃗
]2 dt

t

) 1
2

≲
(ˆ ∞

rαB

[(rαB
t

)1−γ rαmB

tm−1rαB

( rB
t1/α

)d(
1 +

t1/α

2jrB

)d/2(2jrB
t1/α

)−(d+δ)

∥f∥Lp(B, dx
|B| )

]2 dt
t

)1/2
≲ 2−j(d+δ)

( 
B

|f |pdx
)1/p

,

for all m ≥ 2. Taking all the estimates of E21, E22 and E1 into account, we conclude that( ˆ
Sj(B)

|SΛ∗
κ,γ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mf |2dx
)1/2

≲ 2−j(d+δ)|2jB|1/2
(  

B

|f |2dx
)1/2

.

This completes the proof of (3.5).

Step 2: Proof of the Lp-boundedness for 2 < p < d
d−β

By Theorem 3.2, for any q ∈ (2, d
d−β

) it suffices to prove that(  
B

∣∣SΛ∗
κ,γ(I −ArB)f

∣∣2 dx)1/2 ≤ CM2(f)(x), (3.11)

and (  
B

∣∣SΛ∗
κ,γArBf

∣∣qdx)1/q ≤ CM2(|SΛ∗
κ,γf |)(x) (3.12)

for all balls B with radius rB, all f ∈ C∞
c (Rd) and all x ∈ B with ArB = I − (I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)m,

and m ≥ 2.

To prove (3.11), we write( 
B

|SΛ∗
κ,γ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mf |2dx
)1/2

≤
∑
j≥0

(  
B

|SΛ∗
κ,γ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mfj|2dx
)1/2

=:
∞∑
j=0

Fj,

where fj = fχSj(B).

For j = 0, 1, using the L2-boundedness of SΛκ,γ and ArB , we have

Fj ≲ M2(f)(x).

Hence, it suffices to prove that

Fj ≲ 2−jβ
(  

Sj(B)

|f |2dx
)1/2

(3.13)
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for all j ≥ 2. To do this, for j ≥ 2, we write( 
B

|SΛ∗
κ,γ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mfj|2dx
)1/2

≤
(ˆ rαB

0

∥∥(tΛ∗
κ)

γe−tΛ∗
κ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mfj
∥∥2
L2(B, dx|B| )

dt

t

)1/2
+
(ˆ ∞

rαB

∥∥(tΛ∗
κ)

γe−tΛ∗
κ(I − e−rαBΛ∗

κ)mfj
∥∥2
L2(B, dx|B| )

dt

t

)1/2
.

At this stage, we can argue as in the proof of (3.5) in Step 1. However, in this case, we will

utilize (2.8) instead of (2.7). By doing so, we arrive at the expression (3.13). As the proof

follows a similar structure, we omit the details.

It remains to prove (3.12). We first write(ˆ
B

|SΛ∗
κ,γArBf(x)|qdx

) 1
q
=
[ ˆ

B

( ˆ ∞

0

∣∣∣ m∑
k=1

Cm
k e−krαBΛ∗

κ(tΛ∗
κ)

γe−tΛ∗
κf(x)

∣∣∣2dt
t

)q/2
dx
] 1

q

≲
∑
j≥0

[ ˆ
B

(ˆ ∞

0

∣∣∣ m∑
k=1

Cm
k e−krαBΛ∗

κ [(tΛ∗
κ)

γe−tΛ∗
κfχSj(B)](x)

∣∣∣2dt
t

)q/2
dx
]1/q

which, along with Minkowski’s inequality, Proposition 2.9, and (2.8) in Theorem 2.3, gives( 
B

|SΛ∗
κ,γArBf(x)|qdx

)1/q
≲
∑
j≥0

(ˆ ∞

0

∥∥∥ m∑
k=1

e−krαBΛ∗
κ [(tΛ∗

κ)
γe−tΛ∗

κfχSj(B)]
∥∥∥2
Lq(B, dx|B| )

dt

t

)1/2
≲
∑
j≥0

2−jβ

(ˆ ∞

0

∥∥(tΛ∗
κ)

γe−tΛ∗
κf
∥∥2
L2(Sj(B), dx

|Sj(B)| )

dt

t

)1/2

≲
∑
j≥0

2−jβ
( 

2jB

|SΛ∗
κ,γf(x)|

2dx
)1/2

.

This implies (3.12). Hence the proof of Step 2 is completed.

Thus, we proved that the square function SΛ∗
κ,γ is bounded on Lp(Rd) for all 1 < p < ∞,

i.e.,

∥SΛ∗
κ,γf∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥f∥Lp(Rd).

As we remarked at the beginning of this proof, the Lp-boundedness of SΛκ,γ is proved analo-

gously. We new prove the reversed square function inequalities using duality. For the sake of

brevity, we only prove ∥f∥p ≲ ∥SΛκ,γf∥p; the proof for Λ∗
κ is again similar.

By functional calculus, for any g ∈ Lp′(Rd), we haveˆ
Rd

f(x)g(x)dx = c(γ)

ˆ
Rd

ˆ ∞

0

(tΛκ)
2γe−2tΛκf(x)g(x)

dt

t
dx,

where c(γ) =
´∞
0
t2γe−2t dt

t
. Using Hölder’s inequality, we obtainˆ

Rd

f(x)g(x)dx = c(γ)

ˆ
Rd

ˆ ∞

0

(tΛκ)
γe−tΛκf(x)(tΛ∗

κ)
γe−tΛ∗

κg(x)
dt

t
dx

≲
ˆ
Rd

SΛκ,γf(x)SΛ∗
κ,γg(x)dx

≲ ∥SΛκ,γf∥Lp(Rd)∥SΛ∗
κ,γg∥Lp′ (Rd).
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By (1.20), i.e., ∥SΛ∗
κ,γg∥Lp′ (Rd) ≲ ∥g∥Lp′ (Rd), we get

ˆ
Rd

f(x)g(x)dx ≲ ∥SΛκ,γf∥Lp(Rd)∥g∥Lp′ (Rd).

As a consequence,

∥f∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥SΛκ,γf∥Lp(Rd),

which completes the proof. □

4. Bounds for differences of kernels

The goal of this section is to prove pointwise estimates for the difference

Qt(x, y) := tΛ0e
−tΛ0(x, y)− tΛκe

−tΛκ(x, y) (4.1)

and |(Qtf)(x)| for any f ∈ Lp(Rd), p > 1 ∨ d/β. These will be instrumental to prove the

reversed Hardy inequality (Theorem 1.4) via Schur tests in the ensuing section. For the sake

of concreteness, we always assume α ∈ (1, 2), and β ∈ ((d+ α)/2, d+ α) from now on.

To that end, we use Duhamel’s formula and integral bounds involving, for t > 0, x, y ∈ Rd,

and γ, δ > 0 the functions

T γ
t (x, y) :=

(
1 ∧ |y|

t1/α

)β−d

t−d/α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+γ

(4.2)

and

Hγ,δ
t (x, y) := t−

d+δ
α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+γ

. (4.3)

For δ = 1 and appropriate values of γ, these functions arise from estimating t|∂te−tΛκ| and
t|∇x∂te

−tΛ0(x, y)|, respectively; see Propositions 2.9 and 2.11. We will formulate our bounds

on |Qt(x, y)| and |(Qtf)(x)| in terms of the functions

Lγ,δ
t (x, y) := 1{|y|≤t1/α}

( |y|
t1/α

)β−d−(α−γ)

t−
d
α

( t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+γ

· t(1−δ)/α

+ 1{|y|≤t1/α,|x|∼|y|}

( |y|
t1/α

)1+β−d−α

t−
d
α · t(1−δ)/α

+ 1{|y|≥t1/α}1|x−y|≥(|x|∧|y|)/2t
− d

α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+γ

|y|1−δ

(4.4)

and

Mγ,δ
t (x, y) := 1|y|≥t1/α1|x−y|≤(|x|∧|y|)/2 ·

( |x| ∨ |y|
t1/α

)δ−α 1

td/α

( t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+γ

. (4.5)

These two functions are similar to those in [FMS21, Lemma 3.1]. One major difference between

the function Mγ,δ
t (x, y) here and its analog in [FMS21, p. 2295] is that the power δ− α of the

factor |y|/t1/α is only −α in [FMS21]. In parts of our proofs below we will have δ = 0, while

in other parts δ > 0 is necessary, which is essentially due to the gradient perturbation.

In the following subsection, we estimate integrals involving the functions T γ
t (x, y) and H

γ,δ
t

in terms of the functions Lγ
t (x, y) and Mγ,δ

t (x, y). In the ensuing two subsections, we prove

pointwise bounds for |Qt(x, y)| and, afterwards, for |(Qtf)(x)|. The former bounds will be

used to prove part (1), while the latter will be used to prove part (2) in Theorem 1.4.
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4.1. Integral bounds. In this section, we estimate integrals involving the functions T γ
t (x, y)

and Hγ,δ
t . The estimates for δ = 1 will be crucial in Subsection 4.2, while those for δ = γ will

be important in Subsection 4.3. Our techniques are similar to those in [FM23, BM23].

The following lemma, whose proof we defer to Appendix A.2, will be useful for our endeavors.

Lemma 4.1. Let d ∈ N. Then for all N > 0, 0 < s < t, and x, y ∈ Rd, we have

ˆ
Rd

dz (t− s)−d

(
(t− s)

(t− s) + |x− z|

)d+N

s−d

(
s

s+ |z − y|

)d+N

∼ 1

td

(
t

t+ |x− y|

)d+N

. (4.6)

In the following lemma, we consider integrals arising when studying Qt in the region |x−y| <
(|x| ∧ |y|)/2, where we expect cancellation effects.

Lemma 4.2. Let α ∈ (1, 2], β ∈ ((d + α)/2, d + α), and γ, δ ∈ (0, α), t > 0, and x, y ∈ Rd.

Then,

1|y|≥t1/α1|x−y|≤(|x|∧|y|)/2

ˆ
Rd

ˆ t

0

T γ
t−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz ≲ |y|1−δMγ,δ
t (x, y). (4.7)

Despite the cancellations introduced by taking the gradient of the heat kernel, we do not

expect that (4.7) holds with Hγ,1
s (z, y) and Mγ,0

t instead of Hγ,δ
s (z, y) and Mγ,δ

t . See Appen-

dix B.2 for an argument.

Proof. By a scaling argument, it suffices to consider t = 1. Set

S := {(x, y) ∈ Rd × Rd : |y| ≥ 1, |x− y| ≤ (|x| ∧ |y|)/2}.

We write

1|y|≥11|x−y|≤(|x|∧|y|)/2

ˆ

Rd

ˆ 1

0

T γ
t−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz

= 1S(x, y)

ˆ
|z|≤|y|/8

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|1−αHγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz

+ 1S(x, y)

ˆ
|z|≥|y|/8

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|1−αHγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz

=: F1 + F2.

To bound F2, we use |z| ≥ |y|/8 and |y| ≥ 1, Lemma 4.1, and obtain

F2 ≲
1

|y|α−1

ˆ 1

0

ˆ
Rd

(1− s)−
d
α

( (1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ

s−
d+δ
α

( s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)d+γ

dz ds

≲
1

|y|α−1

( 1

1 + |x− y|

)d+γ

≲ |y|1−δ
( 1

|y|

)α−δ( 1

1 + |x− y|

)d+γ

≲ |y|1−δMγ,δ
1 (x, y).

(4.8)

We now consider F1. In this situation, we have |x| ∼ |y|, |x− z| ∼ |x| and |y − z| ∼ |y| as
|z| ≤ |y|/8 and |x− y| ≤ (|x| ∧ |y|)/2. Hence,

F1 ∼
ˆ
B(0,|y|/8)

ˆ 1

0

s−
d+δ
α (1− s)−

d
α |z|1−α

( |x|
(1− s)1/α

)−d−γ( |y|
s1/α

)−d−γ(
1 +

s1/α

|z|

)d−β

dsdz

∼ 1

|x|d+γ|y|d+γ

ˆ 1

0

(1− s)γ/αs(γ−δ)/α

ˆ
B(0,|y|/8)

|z|1−α
(
1 +

s1/α

|z|

)d−β

dz ds.



28 T. A. BUI, X. T. DUONG, AND K. MERZ

By Lemma 2.1,

ˆ
B(0,|y|/8)

|z|−α+1
(
1 +

s1/α

|z|

)d−β

dz ≤
ˆ
B(0,1)

|z|−α+1
(
1 +

1

|z|

)d−β

dz

+

ˆ
1≤|z|≤|y|/8

|z|−α+1
(
1 +

1

|z|

)d−β

dz

∼
ˆ
B(0,1)

1

|z|d−β+α−1
dz +

ˆ
1≤|z|≤|y|/8

|z|−α+1dz

≲ 1 + |y|d−α+1 ∼ |y|d−α+1,

where in the last inequality we used |y| ≳ 1. Plugging this into the bound of F1 and using

|x| ∼ |y| ≳ 1, we obtain

F1 ≲
|y|d−α+1

|x|d+γ|y|d+γ

ˆ 1

0

(1− s)γ/αs(γ−δ)/α ds ≲ |y|1−δ · |y|δ−γ−α · 1

|x|d+γ
≲ |y|1−δMγ,δ−γ

1 (x, y).

Since Mγ,δ−γ
1 (x, y) ≤Mγ,δ

1 (x, y), this completes the proof of (4.7). □

Remark 4.3. Note that in (4.8), the integral over |z| ∈ [(1 − ε1)|y|, (1 + ε2)|y|]c for arbitrary
but fixed ε1, ε2 > 0 is actually bounded by Mγ,0

1 (x, y) since in that case we can use

|z|s−
d+1
α

(
s1/α

s
1
α + |z − y|

)d+γ

≲ s−
d
α

(
s1/α

s
1
α + |z − y|

)d+γ−1

for |z| ∈ [(1− ε1)|y|, (1 + ε2)|y|]c.

The remaining integrals are convergent whenever γ ∈ (1, α).

The following lemma concerns the region where no cancellation effects are expected anymore.

It will be important in Subsection 4.3.

Lemma 4.4. Let α ∈ (1, 2], β ∈ ((d+ α)/2, d+ α), γ ∈ (0, 1), t > 0, and x, y ∈ Rd. Then,

1|y|≤t1/α

ˆ

|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

ˆ t

0

T γ
t−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz

+ 1|y|≥t1/α1|x−y|≥(|x|∧|y|)/2

ˆ

|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

ˆ t

0

T γ
t−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz

≲ Lγ,δ
t (x, y).

(4.9)

Proof. By a scaling argument, it suffices to consider t = 1. We first prove

1|y|≥11|x−y|≥(|x|∧|y|)/2

ˆ

|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz ≲ Lγ,δ
1 (x, y).

To do this, we break the integral with respect to dz as

ˆ

|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

. . . dz =

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

|z|≥|y|/100

. . . dz +

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

|z|<|y|/100

. . . dz.
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Subcase 1.1: |x| ∼ |z| ≥ |y|/100. By Lemma 4.1 and |z|−α+1 ≲ |y|−α+1 ≲ |y|1−γ, we have

1|y|≥11|x−y|≥(|x|∧|y|)/2

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

|z|≥|y|/100

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz

≲ |y|1−α
( 1

1 + |x− y|

)d+γ
ˆ 1

0

s−δ/α ds

≲ |y|1−δ
( 1

1 + |x− y|

)d+γ

≲ Lγ,δ
1 (x, y).

Subcase 1.2: |x| ∼ |z| < |y|/100. In this case |x− y| ∼ |z − y| ∼ |y|. Hence,

1|y|≥11|x−y|≥(|x|∧|y|)/2

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

|z|<|y|/100

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz

≲
ˆ

|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|
|z|<|y|/100

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1 1

s
d+δ
α

(s1/α
|y|

)d+γ

ds dz.

By Lemma 2.1,ˆ
Rd

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1dz ≲

ˆ
|z|≤(1−s)1/α

1

(1− s)d/α

((1− s)1/α

|z|

)d−β

|z|1−α dz

+

ˆ
|z|>(1−s)1/α

1

(1− s)d/α

( (1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ

|z|1−αdz

≲ (1− s)−1+1/α.

(4.10)

Hence,

1|y|≥11|x−y|≥(|x|∧|y|)/2

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

|z|<|y|/100

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz

≲
ˆ 1

0

(1− s)−1+1/α s
(γ−1)/α

|y|d+γ
ds ≲

1

|y|d+γ
≲ Lγ,δ

1 (x, y).

We have proved that

1|y|≥11|x−y|≥(|x|∧|y|)/2

ˆ

|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz ≲ Lγ,δ
1 (x, y).

It remains to prove

1|y|<1

ˆ

|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz ≲ Lγ,δ
1 (x, y).

We now break the integral with respect to dz into four integrals asˆ

|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

. . . dz =

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|
|y|/100<|z|<2|y|

. . . dz +

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

|z|≥t1/α

. . . dz

+

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|
2|y|≤|z|<t1/α

. . . dz +

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

|z|≤|y|/100

. . . dz.
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Subcase 2.1: |y|/100 < |z| < 2|y|. In this case, by Lemma 4.1 and |x| ∼ |z| ∼ |y|, we have

1|y|<1

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|
|y|/100<|z|<2|y|

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|1−αHγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz ≲ Lγ,δ
1 (x, y).

Subcase 2.2: |z| ≥ 2|y|. Similarly to Subcase 2.1, we have

1|y|<1

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

|z|≥1

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz

≲ |y|−α+1
( 1

1 + |x− y|

)d+1+γ

≲ Lγ,δ
1 (x, y).

Subcase 2.3: |z| ≤ |y|/100. In this case, |z − y| ∼ |y| ≳ |x− y|. Hence,

1|y|<1

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

|z|≤|y|/100

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz

≲
ˆ

|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|
|z|≤|y|/100

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1 1

s
d+δ
α

( s1/α

s1/α + |y|

)d+γ (
1s∈(0,1/2) + 1s∈(1/2,1)

)
dsdz

=: E1 + E2.

To bound E2, we use (4.10), and obtain

E2 ≲
( 1

1 + |x− y|

)d+γ
ˆ 1

1/2

(1− s)−1+1/αds ≲ Lγ,δ(x, y).

For the term E1, we have

E1 ≲
ˆ 1/2

0

ˆ
|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

( 1

|z|

)d−β

|z|−α+1 1

s
d+δ
α

( s1/α

s1/α + |y|

)d+γ

dzds

≲
ˆ 1/2

0

( 1

|x|

)d−β

|x|d−α+1 1

s
d+δ
α

( s1/α

s1/α + |y|

)d+γ

dzds

≲ |x|β+1−α

[ˆ |y|α

0

. . .+

ˆ 1/2

|y|α
. . .

]
≲ |y|β+1−d−α ≲ Lγ,δ

1 (x, y).

Therefore,

1|y|<1

ˆ

|x|/16≤|z|≤4|x|

ˆ 1

0

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,δ

s (z, y) ds dz ≲ Lγ,δ
1 (x, y).

This completes our proof. □

4.2. An estimate for |Qt(x, y)|. The estimate in this subsection will be used to prove part (1)

in Theorem 1.4 for αs < α− 1.

Proposition 4.5. Let α ∈ (1, 2), β ∈ ((d + α)/2, d + α), and κ = Ψ(β) be defined by (1.7).

Then, for any γ ∈ (0, α), x, y ∈ Rd, and t > 0,

|Qt(x, y)| ≲ Lγ,1
t (x, y) +Mγ,1

t (x, y). (4.11)
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Proof. By Proposition 2.9,

|p̃t(x, y)|+ t|p̃t,1(x, y)| ≲ Hγ,1
t (x, y) and

|pt(x, y)|+ t|pt,1(x, y)| ≲ T γ
t (x, y)

for all t > 0 and x, y ∈ Rd. We now consider two cases.

Case 1: [|y| ≤ t1/α] OR [|y| ≥ t1/α and |x− y| ≥ (|x| ∧ |y|)/2].
Since in this case

Hγ,1
t (x, y) + T γ

t (x, y) ≲ Lγ,1
t (x, y),

we get |Qt(x, y)| ≲ Lγ,1
t (x, y) as desired.

Case 2: |y| ≥ t1/α and |x− y| < (|x| ∧ |y|)/2.
By Duhamel’s formula,

p̃t(x, y)− pt(x, y) = κ

ˆ t

0

ˆ
Rd

pt−s(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s(z, y) dz ds

= κ

ˆ t/2

0

ˆ
Rd

pt−s(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s(z, y) dz ds

+ κ

ˆ t/2

0

ˆ
Rd

ps(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃t−s(z, y) dz ds.

(4.12)

Differentiating both sides with respect to t and multiplying by t gives

Qt(x, y) = κt

ˆ
Rd

pt/2(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃t/2(z, y) dz

+ κt

ˆ t/2

0

ˆ
Rd

pt−s,1(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s(z, y) dz ds

+ κt

ˆ t

t/2

ˆ
Rd

pt−s(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s,1(z, y) dz ds

=: I1 + I2 + I3.

(4.13)

Without loss of generality, we now assume t = 1. The term I1 can be written as

κ

ˆ
Rd

p1/2(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃1/2(z, y)dz = 6κ

ˆ 1/2

1/3

ˆ
Rd

p1/2(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃1/2(z, y)dzds.

By Lemma 4.2 and (2.19), we have Hγ,1
1−s(z, y) ∼ Hγ,1

1/2(z, y) ≳ |∇zp̃1/2(z, y)| and T γ
s (·, ·) ∼

T γ
1/2(·, ·) ≳ p1/2(·, ·) for s ∈ [1/3, 1/2]. Thus,

I1 ≲
ˆ 1/2

1/3

ˆ
Rd

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|1−αHγ,1

s (z, y) dz ds ≲
ˆ 1

0

ˆ
Rd

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|1−αHγ,1

s (z, y)dz ds

≲Mγ,1
1 (x, y).

We now estimate I2. Since 1− s ∼ t for s ∈ (0, 1/2),

|p1−s,1(x, z)| ∼ (1− s)|p1−s,1(x, z)| ≲ T γ
1−s(x, z)

and

|∇zp̃s(z, y)| ≲ Hγ,1
s (z, y)

due to (2.19). Therefore, by Lemma 4.2,

I2 ≲
ˆ 1/2

0

ˆ
Rd

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|1−αHγ,1

s (z, y)dzds ≲Mγ,1
1 (x, y).
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For the last term I3, by Proposition 2.11,

|∇zp̃s,1(z, y)| ≲ s−1Hγ,1
s (z, y) ∼ Hγ,1

s (z, y)

for s ∈ [1/2, 1]. This, together with |p1−s(x, z)| ≲ T γ
1−s(x, z) and (4.7) in Lemma 4.2, implies

I3 ≲
ˆ 1

1/2

ˆ
Rd

T γ
1−s(x, z)|z|−α+1Hγ,1

s (z, y) dz ds ≲Mγ,1
1 (x, y).

This completes our proof. □

4.3. An estimate for |(Qtf)(x)|. In this subsection, we prove an estimate, which we use to

show part (2) in Theorem 1.4.

Proposition 4.6. Let α ∈ (1, 2), β ∈ ((d + α)/2, d + α), and κ = Ψ(β) be defined by (1.7).

Then, for any γ ∈ (0, 1), x ∈ Rd, t > 0, and f ∈ Lp(Rd) with p > 1 ∨ d/β,

|(Qtf)(x)| ≲
ˆ
Rd

[
Lγ,1
t (x, y) +Mγ,0

t (x, y)
]
|f(y)|dy

+

ˆ
Rd

Lγ,γ
t (x, y)

∣∣(Λ 1−γ
α

0 f)(y)
∣∣dy

+

ˆ
Rd

Mγ,γ
t (x, y)

∣∣|y|1−γ(Λ
1−γ
α

0 f)(y)
∣∣dy.

(4.14)

Proof. By Duhamel’s formula,

p̃t(x, y)− pt(x, y) = κ

ˆ t

0

ˆ
Rd

pt−s(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s(z, y) dz ds

= κ

ˆ t/2

0

ˆ
Rd

pt−s(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s(z, y) dz ds

+ κ

ˆ t/2

0

ˆ
Rd

ps(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃t−s(z, y) dz ds.

Differentiating both sides with respect to t and multiplying by t gives

Qt(x, y) = κt

ˆ
Rd

pt/2(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃t/2(z, y) dz

+ κt

ˆ t/2

0

ˆ
Rd

pt−s,1(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s(z, y) dz ds

+ κt

ˆ t

t/2

ˆ
Rd

pt−s(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s,1(z, y) dz ds,

which implies

Qtf(x) = κt

ˆ
Rd

ˆ
Rd

pt/2(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃t/2(z, y)f(y) dz dy

+ κt

ˆ
Rd

ˆ t/2

0

ˆ
Rd

pt−s,1(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s(z, y)f(y) dz ds dy

+ κt

ˆ
Rd

ˆ t

t/2

ˆ
Rd

pt−s(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s,1(z, y)f(y) dz ds dy.

Without loss of generality, we now assume t = 1. Set Sx,1 = {z : |x|/16 < |z| < 4|x|},
Sx,2 = Rd \ Sx,1, Rx = {y : |y| ≥ 1, |x− y| < (|x| ∧ |y|)/2}. Then we can write

(Q1f)(x) =

ˆ
Rd\Rx

Q1(x, y)f(y)dy +

ˆ
Rx

Q1(x, y)f(y)dy.
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The first term can be done similarly to Case 1 in the proof of Proposition 4.5. We have∣∣∣∣ˆ
Rd\Rx

Q1(x, y)f(y)dy

∣∣∣∣ ≲ ˆ
Rd

Lγ,1
1 (x, y)|f(y)|dy.

For the second term, we write

ˆ
Rx

Q1(x, y)f(y)dy = κ
∑
i=1,2

ˆ
Rx

ˆ
Sx,i

p1/2(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃1/2(z, y)f(y) dz dy

+ κ
∑
i=1,2

ˆ
Rx

ˆ 1/2

0

ˆ
Sx,i

p1−s,1(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s(z, y)f(y) dz ds dy

+ κ
∑
i=1,2

ˆ
Rx

ˆ 1

1/2

ˆ
Sx,i

p1−s(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃s,1(z, y)f(y) dz ds dy

=: Q1,1f(x) +Q1,2f(x).

For Q1,2f , by the kernel bounds in Proposition 2.9, Lemmas 2.10 and 2.11 and Lemma 4.2,

(using Hγ+1,γ
t ≤ Hγ,γ

t )

|Q1,2f | ≲
ˆ
Rd

Lγ,1
1 (x, y)|f(y)|dy +

ˆ
Rd

Mγ,0(x, y)|f(y)|dy.

To study Q1,1f , we use ∇e−Λ0 = ∇Λ
− 1−γ

α
0 e−Λ0Λ

1−γ
α

0 . Thus,

Q1,1f = κ

ˆ
Rd

ˆ
Sx,1

p1/2(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zΛ
− 1−γ

α
0 e−

1
2
Λ0(z, y)Λ

1−γ
α

0 f(y) dz dy

+ κ

ˆ
Rd

ˆ 1/2

0

ˆ
Sx,1

p1−s,1(x, z)|z|−αz·∇zΛ
− 1−γ

α
0 e−sΛ0(z, y)Λ

1−γ
α

0 f(y) dz ds dy

+ κ

ˆ
Rd

ˆ 1

1/2

ˆ
Sx,1

p1−s(x, z)|z|−αz·∇zΛ
− 1−γ

α
+1

0 e−sΛ0(z, y)Λ
1−γ
α

0 f(y) dz ds dy

− κ

ˆ
Rd\Rx

ˆ
Sx,1

p1/2(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃1/2(z, y)f(y) dz dy

− κ

ˆ
Rd\Rx

ˆ 1/2

0

ˆ
Sx,1

p1−s,1(x, z)|z|−αz·∇zp̃s(z, y)f(y) dz ds dy

− κ

ˆ
Rd\Rx

ˆ 1

1/2

ˆ
Sx,1

p1−s(x, z)|z|−αz·∇zp̃s,1(z, y)f(y) dz ds dy.

(4.15)

We now set

Q1
1,1f(x) = κ

ˆ
Rd

ˆ
Sx,1

p1/2(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zΛ
− 1−γ

α
0 e−

1
2
Λ0(z, y)Λ

1−γ
α

0 f(y) dz dy

+ κ

ˆ
Rd

ˆ 1/2

0

ˆ
Sx,1

p1−s,1(x, z)|z|−αz·∇zΛ
− 1−γ

α
0 e−sΛ0(z, y)Λ

1−γ
α

0 f(y) dz ds dy

+ κ

ˆ
Rd

ˆ 1

1/2

ˆ
Sx,1

p1−s(x, z)|z|−αz·∇zΛ
− 1−γ

α
+1

0 e−sΛ0(z, y)Λ
1−γ
α

0 f(y) dz ds dy

(4.16)
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and

Q2
1,1f(x) = −κ

ˆ
Rd\Rx

ˆ
Sx,1

p1/2(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zp̃1/2(z, y)f(y) dz dy

− κ

ˆ
Rd\Rx

ˆ 1/2

0

ˆ
Sx,1

p1−s,1(x, z)|z|−αz·∇zp̃s(z, y)f(y) dz ds dy

− κ

ˆ
Rd\Rx

ˆ 1

1/2

ˆ
Sx,1

p1−s(x, z)|z|−αz·∇zp̃s,1(z, y)f(y) dz ds dy.

(4.17)

From the kernel bounds in Proposition 2.9 and Lemma 2.12, by using Lemmas 4.4 and 4.2,

we obtain

Q1
1,1f(x) ≲

ˆ
Rd

Lγ,γ
1 (x, y)

∣∣(Λ 1−γ
α

0 f)(y)
∣∣dy + ˆ

Rd

Mγ,γ
1 (x, y)

∣∣|y|1−γ(Λ
1−γ
α

0 f)(y)
∣∣dy. (4.18)

To bound Q2
1,1f(x), we use the kernel bounds in Proposition 2.9, Lemmas 2.10 and 2.11,

and Lemma 4.4. We obtain

|Q2
1,1f(x)| ≲

ˆ
Rd

Lγ,1
1 (x, y)|f(y)|dy.

This completes our proof. □

5. Proof of the reversed Hardy inequality (Theorem 1.4)

We now use the previous bounds for the difference of kernels to prove Theorem 1.4, i.e., the

reversed Hardy inequality, expressed in terms of our square functions.

Proof of part (1) in Theorem 1.4. Let αs < α− 1. By Proposition 4.5,(ˆ ∞

0

t−2s
∣∣(tΛ0e

−tΛ0 − tΛκe
−tΛκ

)
f(x)

∣∣2 dt
t

)1/2
=
[∑

j∈Z

ˆ 2α(j+1)

2αj

t−2s
∣∣(tΛ0e

−tΛ0 − tΛκe
−tΛκ

)
f(x)

∣∣2 dt
t

]1/2

≲

[∑
j∈Z

ˆ 2α(j+1)

2αj

t−2s

(ˆ
Rd

[Lγ,1
t (x, y) +Mγ,1

t (x, y)]|f(y)|dy
)2

dt

t

]1/2

≲
∑
j∈Z

2−jsα

ˆ
Rd

[
Lγ,1
2αj(x, y) +Mγ,1

2jα
(x, y)

]
|y|αs |f(y)|

|y|αs
dy

(5.1)

where in the last inequality we used the embedding ℓ1 ↪→ ℓ2. Thus, it suffices to show the

Lp(Rd)-boundedness of the operator with kernel∑
j∈Z

2−jαs
[
Lγ,1
2αj(x, y) +Mγ,1

2jα
(x, y)

]
|y|αs. (5.2)

To that end, we use Schur tests similar to those in [Mer21]. For the sake of completeness,

we give the details. We begin with the Schur test involving Mγ,1
2jα

. In particular, we will

see that these Schur tests require αs < α − 1. In the following, let N := 2−j ∈ 2Z. Using

1x∈Rd1|y|>t1/α ≤ 1|x|∨|y|>t1/α and noting that on the support of Mγ,1
N−α(x, y), we have |y|/2 ≤

|x| ≤ 2|y|, we may replace the kernel with a symmetric kernel, i.e., it suffices to carry out a
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single Schur test. We estimate

sup
y∈Rd

ˆ
Rd

dx
∑
N∈2Z

NαsMγ,1
N−α(x, y)(|x||y|)

αs
2

∼ sup
y∈Rd

ˆ
1
2
|y|≤|x|≤2|y|

dx
∑

N≥(|x|∨|y|)−1

Nαs N1−α+d

(|x| ∨ |y|)α−1

(
1 ∧ N−γ−d

|x− y|d+γ

)
(|x||y|)

αs
2

≲ sup
y∈Rd

|y|αs−α+1

ˆ
1
2
|y|≤|x|≤2|y|

dx
∑

N≥(2|y|)−1

Nαs+1−α+d

(
1 ∧ N−γ−d

|x− y|d+γ

)
.

(5.3)

Interchanging the order of integration and summation shows that the right-hand side is

bounded by

sup
y∈Rd

|y|αs+1−α
∑

N≥(2|y|)−1

Nαs+1−α+d

ˆ
1
2
|y|≤|x|≤2|y|

dx

(
1 ∧ N−γ−d

|x− y|d+γ

)

≤ sup
y∈Rd

|y|αs+1−α
∑

N≥(2|y|)−1

Nαs+1−α+d

ˆ
Rd

dx

(
1 ∧ N−γ−d

|x− y|d+γ

)
∼ sup

y∈Rd

|y|αs+1−α
∑

N≥(2|y|)−1

Nαs+1−α ∼ 1

(5.4)

where we used γ > 0 and αs < α−1. This concludes the Schur test involving the kernelMγ,1
2jα

.

It remains to carry out the Schur tests involving Lγ,1
2αj . The Lp-boundedness of the second

summand of Lγ,1
t follows from

ˆ ∞

0

dt

t

ˆ
Rd

1{|y|≤t1/α,|x|∼|y|}
|y|αs

ts

( |y|
t1/α

)1+β−d−α

t−
d
α |g(y)| dy ≲ (M1g)(x)

and the Lp-boundedness of the Hardy–Littlewood maximal operator. To treat the other two

summands, let N := 2−j ∈ 2Z as before. The tests for the regions |x|∨|y| < t1/α and |x|∧|y| >
t1/α are similar to those in [Mer21]; however, unlike in [Mer21], where p ∈ (d/β, d/(d − β))

was required, we only need p > d/β here because of the absent singular weight (|x|/t1/α)β−d

in the region |x| ∨ |y| < t1/α, which is due to the non-symmetry of Λκ. Let us now give the

details. First, we bound

|y|β−d−(α−γ)
∑

N≤|y|−1

Nαs+β−(α−γ)

(
N−1

N−1 + |x− y|

)d+γ

+
∑

N≥|y|−1

Nαs+d

(
N−1

N−1 + |x− y|

)d+γ

1|x−y|>(|x|∧|y|)/2

≲ |y|β−d|x− y|−αs−β + |x− y|−d−αs1|x−y|> |x|∧|y|
2

,

(5.5)
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where the summability relied on αs+β > 0 (which follows from β ≥ (d+α)/2) and αs−γ < 0

(which follow from s < 1 and that γ < α may be chosen arbitrarily close to α). Thus,∥∥∥∥∥
ˆ
Rd

dy
∑
N∈2Z

NαsLγ,1
N−α(x, y)|y|αsg(y)

∥∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≲ ∥g∥Lp(Rd) +

∥∥∥∥ˆ
Rd

dy |y|αs+β−d|x− y|−αs−βg(y)

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

+

∥∥∥∥ˆ
Rd

dy
1|x−y|>(|x|∧|y|)/2

|x− y|d+αs
|y|αsg(y)

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

.

(5.6)

Now, we estimate the last two summands by multiples of ∥g∥p using Schur tests with weights

being powers of |x|/|y|. By
ˆ

|x−y|>(|x|∧|y|)/2

dy

|x− y|d+αs
|y|αs

(
|x|
|y|

)δ/p

+

ˆ

|x−y|>(|x|∧|y|)/2

dx

|x− y|d+αs
|y|αs

(
|y|
|x|

)δ/p′

<∞

with 0 < δ/p < d + αs and −αs < δ/p′ < d (such δ exist for all 1 < p < ∞), the second

summand on the right-hand side of (5.6) is bounded by ∥g∥Lp(Rd). We now consider the first

summand on the right-hand side of (5.6). We have
ˆ
Rd

|y|αs+β−d|x− y|−αs−β

(
|x|
|y|

)δ/p

dy +

ˆ
Rd

|y|αs+β−d|x− y|−αs−β

(
|y|
|x|

)δ/p′

dx <∞

if 0 < δ/p < αs + β and d − αs − β < δ/p′ < d, or, equivalently, p > δ/(αs + β). Since

p > d/β and d/β > δ/(αs + β) (since d(αs + β) > αd > δβ because d > β > α and δ < α),

there are δ such that the condition δ/p < αs+ β is fulfilled. Thus, the first summand on the

right-hand side of (5.6) is bounded by ∥g∥Lp(Rd), too. This concludes the proof of part (1) in

Theorem 1.4.

Proof of part (2) in Theorem 1.4. We argue as before, but use Proposition 4.6 instead of

Proposition 4.5. More precisely, fix s ∈ (0, 1) and take γ ∈ (0, 1) such that 1−γ ≤ αs < α−γ.
Then, by Proposition 4.6,(ˆ ∞

0

t−2s
∣∣(tΛ0e

−tΛ0 − tΛκe
−tΛκ

)
f(x)

∣∣2 dt
t

)1/2
=
[∑

j∈Z

ˆ 2α(j+1)

2αj

t−2s
∣∣(tΛ0e

−tΛ0 − tΛκe
−tΛκ

)
f(x)

∣∣2 dt
t

]1/2
≤
∑
j∈Z

2−jsα

ˆ
Rd

[
Lγ,γ

2α(j+1)(x, y)|y|γ−1 +Mγ,γ
2jα

(x, y)
]
|y|αs |Λ

1−γ
α

0 f(y)|
|y|αs+γ−1

dy

+
∑
j∈Z

2−jsα

ˆ
Rd

[
Lγ,1

2α(j+1)(x, y) +Mγ,0
2jα

(x, y)
]
|y|αs |f(y)|

|y|αs
dy.

(5.7)

Since sα < α− γ, we have, using similar Schur tests as above,∥∥∥(ˆ ∞

0

t−2s
∣∣(tΛ0e

−tΛ0 − tΛκe
−tΛκ

)
f(x)

∣∣2 dt
t

)1/2∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≲
∥∥∥ |Λ 1−γ

α
0 f(x)|

|x|αs+γ−1

∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

+ ∥|x|−αsf∥Lp(Rd).

(5.8)

This concludes also the proof of part (2) in Theorem 1.4. □
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Remark 5.1. Note that the power d+γ in the Schur test forMγ,1
2jα

(see the factor
(
1 ∧ N−γ−d

|x−y|d+γ

)
in the second to last line of (5.4)) does not affect the range of admissible s, as long as γ > 0.

6. Proof of the generalized Hardy inequality (Theorem 1.5)

In this section, we prove the generalized Hardy inequality (Theorem 1.5). To that end,

we prove the following Riesz kernel bounds, which we obtain by integrating the heat kernel

bounds (2.12) against monomials in time.

Lemma 6.1. Let α ∈ (1, 2 ∧ (d + 2)/2), β ∈ ((d + α)/2, d + α), s ∈ (0, 1], and κ = Ψ(β) be

defined by (1.7). Then,

Λ−s
κ (x, y) ∼ |x− y|αs−d

(
1 ∧ |y|

|x− y|

)β−d

. (6.1)

Proof. By the functional calculus, we have

Λ−s
κ (x, y) =

1

Γ(s)

ˆ ∞

0

dt

t
tse−tΛκ(x, y).

By scaling and the heat kernel bounds (2.12),

Λ−s
κ (x, y) ∼ |x− y|αs−d

ˆ ∞

0

dt

t
ts

t

(t1/α + 1)d+α
·
(
1 ∧ |y|/|x− y|

t1/α

)β−d

.

In the following, we distinguish between |x− y| > |y|/2 and |x− y| < |y|/2.
Case |x− y| > |y|/2. We get

Λ−s
κ (x, y) ∼ |x− y|αs−d

[ˆ (|y|/|x−y|)α

0

dt

t
ts+1 +

ˆ 1

(|y|/|x−y|)α

dt

t
ts+1 ·

(
|y|/|x− y|

t1/α

)β−d

+

ˆ ∞

1

dt

t
ts+1−1−d/α

(
|y|/|x− y|

t1/α

)β−d
]

∼ |x− y|αs−d

[(
|y|

|x− y|

)(s+1)α

+

(
|y|

|x− y|

)β−d
]

∼ |x− y|αs−d ·
(

|y|
|x− y|

)β−d

.

Case |x− y| < |y|/2. We get

Λ−s
κ (x, y) ∼ |x− y|αs−d

[ˆ 1

0

dt

t
ts+1 +

ˆ (|y|/|x−y|)α

1

dt

t
ts+1−1−d/α

+

ˆ ∞

(|y|/|x−y|)α

dt

t
ts+1−1−d/α

(
|y|/|x− y|

t1/α

)β−d
]

∼ |x− y|αs−d

[
1 +

(
|y|

|x− y|

)αs−d
]
∼ |x− y|αs−d.

Combining the above two estimates concludes the proof. □

We are now ready to prove the generalized Hardy inequality.
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Proof of Theorem 1.5. It suffices to show the Lp-boundedness of the operator with integral

kernel |x|−αsΛ−s
κ (x, y). To that end, we use weighted Schur tests and distinguish between the

following regions.

Case |x − y| < 4(|x| ∧ |y|). In that case, |x| ∼ |y| and the integral kernel in question is

bounded from above and below by constants times |x|−αs|x− y|αs−d. By a Schur test,ˆ
|x−y|<4|x|

|x|−αs|x− y|αs−d dy +

ˆ
|x−y|<4|y|

|x|−αs|x− y|αs−d dx ≲ 1.

Case 4|x| < |x − y| < 4|y|. In that case, |x − y| ∼ |y| ≥ |x| and the integral kernel in

question is bounded from above and below by constants times |x|−αs|y|αs−d. A Schur test with

weight being a power of |x|/|y| givesˆ
|x|<|y|

|x|−αs|y|αs−d(|y|/|x|)δ/p′ dx+
ˆ
|x|<|y|

|x|−αs|y|αs−d(|x|/|y|)δ/p dy ≲ 1,

whenever pαs < δ < p′(d−αs). Such δ exist since αs− αs
p
< d−αs

p
is true under the assumption

p < d/(αs).

Case 4|y| < |x − y| < 4|x|. In that case, |x − y| ∼ |x| > |y| and the integral kernel in

question is bounded from above and below by constants times

|x|−αs|y|β−d|x− y|αs−β ∼ |x|−β|y|β−d.

This integrand is similar to that in the previous case but with αs replaced with β and with

the regions of integration interchanged. Hence, arguing similarly as before yields (1.24) under

the assumption p > d/β.

Finally, (1.25) follows from (1.24) since

∥|y|α(
1−γ
α

−s)|Λ
1−γ
α

κ f |∥Lp(Rd) = ∥|y|α(
1−γ
α

−s)Λ
1−γ
α

κ f∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥Λs− 1−γ
α

κ Λ
1−γ
α

κ f∥Lp(Rd) = ∥Λs
κf∥Lp(Rd).

This concludes the proof. □

7. Applications of Theorem 1.2

In this section, we provide two concrete applications of the main result, Theorem 1.2, in the

contexts of nonlinear PDE and perturbation theory.

7.1. Application to the nonlinear heat equation associated to Λκ. As a first concrete

illustration of the usefulness of Theorem 1.2, we consider the Cauchy problem{
∂tu+ Λκu = F (u), (t, x) ∈ Rd+1

+ = [0,∞)× Rd,

u(0, ·) = u0,
(7.1)

where F : R → R is smooth and satisfies F (0) = F ′(0) = 0 and

|F ′(x)|+ |xF ′′(x)| ≲ |x|β−1 (7.2)

for all x∈ R and some β > 2. Typical examples for F (u) include the cases F (u) = |u|β or

F (u) = u|u|β−1 with β > 2.

In what follows, for s > 0, p ∈ (1,∞), and functions f = f(x) and u = u(t, x), we use the

notations

∥f∥Ẇ p
s (Rd) := ∥(−∆)s/2f∥Lp(Rd)

and

∥u∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
) := sup

t∈I
∥u∥Ẇ p

s (Rd).

The following chain rule is standard; see, for example, [Tay00, Chapter 2, Proposition 5.1].
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Lemma 7.1. Assume that F ∈ C1 with

F (0) = 0, |F ′(x)| ≤ C|x|σ−1, σ > 1.

Let s ∈ [0, 1] and 1 < p <∞. Then,

∥F (u)∥Ẇ p
s (Rd) ≤ C∥u∥σ−1

L∞(Rd)
∥u∥Ẇ p

s (Rd).

In the following, we use the equivalence Sobolev norms in Theorem 1.2, together with

estimates for e−tΛκ , to show existence, uniqueness, and a priori estimates for solutions of (7.1).

Thus, Theorem 1.2 is not only of theoretical interest: it provides a useful tool for solving

evolution equations involving Λκ in widely used function spaces of practical relevance.

Theorem 7.2. Let β > 1 and 0 < s < α − 1 and (dβ)
′ < p <

d

s
∧ dβ, where dβ is as in

(1.13). Then for any τ > 0, there exists ε0 > 0 such that if ∥u0∥
Ẇ

p
s (Rd)∩L∞(Rd)

≤ ε0, there

exists a unique solution u ∈ C
(
I; Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩ L∞(I;L∞(Rd)

)
, where I = [0, τ), of the Cauchy

problem (7.1) such that

∥u∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩L∞

(
I;L∞(Rd)

) ≲ ∥u0∥Ẇ p
s (Rd)∩L∞(Rd).

Proof. We fix s and p as above. By (2.14) and Theorem 2.4,

∥e−tΛκ∥Lp(Rd)→Lp(Rd) + ∥e−tΛκ∥L∞(Rd)→L∞(Rd) ≲ 1 (7.3)

holds uniformly for all t > 0.

Let τ > 0, to be fixed later. By Duhamel’s formula, a solution u to (7.1) satisfies

u(t, x) = e−tΛκu0(x) +

ˆ t

0

e−(t−σ)ΛκF (u(σ, x)) dσ.

By Theorem 1.2 and (7.3),

∥e−tΛκu0∥Ẇ p
s (Rd) ∼ ∥e−tΛκΛs/α

κ u0∥Lp(Rd)

≲ ∥Λs/α
κ u0∥Lp(Rd)

≲ ∥u0∥Ẇ p
s (Rd).

(7.4)

Moreover, whenever τ > t1 > t2 ≥ 0, by Theorem 1.2 and (7.3),

∥e−t1Λκu0 − e−t2Λκu0∥Ẇ p
s (Rd) ∼ ∥e−t1ΛκΛs/α

κ u0 − e−t2ΛκΛs/α
κ u0∥Lp(Rd)

≲ ∥e−(t1−t2)ΛκΛs/α
κ u0∥Lp(Rd)

≲ ∥e−(t1−t2)Λκ∥Lp(Rd)→Lp(Rd)∥Λs/α
κ u0∥Lp(Rd)

∼ ∥e−(t1−t2)Λκ∥Lp(Rd)→Lp(Rd)∥u0∥Ẇ p
s (Rd).

By an argument similar to that in the proof of estimate (i) on [BDY12, p. 2458],

∥e−(t1−t2)Λκ∥Lp(Rd)→Lp(Rd) → 0 as t2 → t1.

Therefore, e−tΛκu0 ∈ C
(
I; Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
. Moreover, by (7.4),

∥e−tΛκu0∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
) ≲ ∥u0∥Ẇ p

s (Rd).

Similarly,

∥e−tΛκu0∥
L∞
(
I;L∞(Rd)

) ≲ ∥u0∥L∞(Rd).

Consequently,

∥e−tΛκu0∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s )
)
∩L∞

(
I;L∞(Rd)

) ≲ ∥u0∥Ẇ p
s (Rd)∩L∞(Rd). (7.5)
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To prove the existence of a solution to (7.1), we consider the linear operator

u 7→ Sf(t, x) :=

ˆ t

0

e−(t−σ)Λκf(σ, x) dσ.

We first show that S is bounded on C
(
I; Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩L∞(I;L∞(Rd)

)
. Indeed, by Theorem 1.2,

(7.3), and Lemma 7.1, we have for all t ∈ I,

∥Sf(t, ·)∥Ẇ p
s (Rd) ∼ ∥Λs/α

κ Sf(t, ·)∥Lp(Rd)

≲
ˆ t

0

∥Λs/α
κ e−(t−σ)Λκf(σ, ·)∥Lp(Rd) dσ

≲ t sup
σ∈I

∥Λs/α
κ f(σ, ·)∥Lp(Rd)

≲ |I| sup
σ∈I

∥f(σ, ·)∥Ẇ p
s (Rd)

(7.6)

which implies that Sf(t, ·) ∈ Ẇ p
s (Rd) for all t ∈ I.

Next, for τ > t1 > t2 ≥ 0, we estimate

∥Sf(t1, ·)− Sf(t2, ·)∥Ẇ p
s (Rd) ≤

ˆ t2

0

∥Λs/α
κ

[
e−(t1−t2)Λκ − I

]
e−(t2−σ)Λκf(σ, ·)∥Lp(Rd) dσ

+

ˆ t1

t2

∥Λs/α
κ e−(t1−σ)Λκf(σ, ·)∥Lp(Rd) dσ.

Arguing as in (7.6), we obtain
ˆ t2

0

∥Λs/α
κ

[
e−(t1−t2)Λκ − 1

]
e−(t2−σ)Λκf(σ, ·)∥Lp(Rd) dσ

≲ ∥e−(t1−t2)Λκ − 1∥Lp(Rd)|I| sup
σ∈I

∥f(σ, ·)∥Ẇ p
s (Rd)

and ˆ t1

t2

∥Λs/α
κ e−(t1−σ)Λκf(σ, ·)∥Lp(Rd) dσ ≲ (t1 − t2)|I| sup

σ∈I
∥f(s, ·)∥Ẇ p

s (Rd).

Hence,

∥Sf(t1, ·)− Sf(t2, ·)∥Ẇ p
s (Rd) → 0 as t2 → t1.

Consequently, Sf ∈ C
(
I; Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
and

∥Sf∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
) ≲ |I|∥f∥

C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
).

A similar argument also implies that Su ∈ L∞(I;L∞(Rd)
)
; moreover, from (7.6),

∥Sf∥
L∞
(
I;L∞(Rd)

) ≲ |I|∥f∥
L∞
(
I;L∞(Rd)

).
Therefore, there exists A0 > 0 such that

∥Sf∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩L∞

(
I;L∞(Rd)

) ≤ A0∥f∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩L∞

(
I;L∞(Rd)

). (7.7)

Let u, v ∈ C
(
I; Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩ L∞(I;L∞(Rd)

)
satisfy

∥u∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩L∞

(
I;L∞(Rd)

) ≤ ε, ∥v∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩L∞

(
I;L∞(Rd)

) ≤ ε. (7.8)

By (7.2),

|F (x)− F (y)| ≤ C|x− y|(|x|β−1 + |y|β−1).
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Using this, we obtain from (7.3), for all t ∈ I,

∥F (u(t, ·))− F (v(t, ·))∥L∞(Rd) ≲ ∥u(t, ·)− v(t, ·)∥L∞(Rd)

[
∥u(t, ·)∥β−1

L∞(Rd)
+ ∥v(t, ·)∥β−1

L∞(Rd)

]
≲ εβ−1∥u(t, ·)− v(t, ·)∥L∞(Rd),

which implies

∥F (u)− F (v)∥
L∞
(
I;L∞(Rd)

) ≲ εβ−1∥u− v∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩L∞

(
I;L∞(Rd)

).
Next, we use

F (u)− F (v) = (u− v)

ˆ 1

0

F ′(u+ η(v − u))dη,

apply Lemma 7.1 and (7.8), and obtain, for t ∈ (0, τ),

∥F (u(t, ·))− F (v(t, ·))∥Ẇ p
s (Rd)

≲ ∥u(t, ·)− v(t, ·)∥L∞(Rd)

ˆ 1

0

∥F ′(u(t, ·) + η(v(t, ·)− u(t, ·)))∥Ẇ p
s (Rd)dη

+ ∥u(t, ·)− v(t, ·)∥Ẇ p
s (Rd)

ˆ 1

0

∥F ′(u(t, ·) + η(v(t, ·)− u(t, ·)))∥L∞(Rd)dη

≲ εβ−1
[
∥u(t, ·)− v(t, ·)∥L∞(Rd) + ∥u(t, ·)− v(t, ·)∥Ẇ p

s (Rd)

]
≲ εβ−1∥u− v∥

C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩L∞

(
I;L∞(Rd)

).
Hence, we can choose ε sufficiently small so that

∥F (u)− F (v)∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩L∞

(
I;L∞(Rd)

) ≤ 1

2A0

∥u− v∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩L∞

(
I;L∞(Rd)

).
From this, together with (7.7) and (7.5), we apply Proposition 1.38 in [Tao06] to find ε0 > 0

such that if ∥u0∥
Ẇ

p
s (Rd)∩L∞(Rd)

≤ ε0, then there exists a unique solution

u ∈ C
(
I; Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩ L∞(I;L∞(Rd)

)
to the Cauchy problem (7.1), satisfying

∥u∥
C
(
I;Ẇ p

s (Rd)
)
∩L∞

(
I;L∞(Rd)

) ≲ ∥u0∥Ẇ p
s (Rd)∩L∞(Rd).

This completes the proof. □

7.2. Application in perturbation theory. Theorem 1.2 is useful whenever perturbation

theoretic arguments are involved. For instance, since Λκ generates a holomorphic semigroup,

(Λκ)
s, s ∈ (0, 1], is a closed operator in Lp(Rd) for all β ∈ ((d + α)/2, d +M), i.e., the range

in Theorem 1.2. Let U : Rd → R be such that ∥U(Λ0)
−s∥Lp→Lp < ∞. Then, by perturbation

theory (see, e.g., [Kat66, Chapter IV, Theorem 1.1]), (Λκ)
s+ εU is also closed whenever there

are a ∈ [0, 1) and b ≥ 0 such that ∥εUf∥Lp ≤ a∥(Λκ)
sf∥p + b∥f∥p. By Theorem 1.2, whenever

applicable, this is indeed the case if ε is sufficiently small, depending on ∥(Λ0)
s(Λκ)

−s∥Lp→Lp ·
∥U(Λ0)

−s∥Lp→Lp . A similar argument (cf. [Kat66, Chapter IV, Theorem 1.16]) can be used to

show invertibility of (Λκ)
s + εU − z, whenever z ∈ C belongs to the resolvent set of (Λκ)

s.

Let us now outline another scenario, which could arise in a many-particle problem involv-

ing Λκ. As indicated in the introduction (specifically Subsection 1.4.2), Schatten bounds of

external perturbations relative to the operator describing a physical system are often crucial

to study its stationary states. In the context of quantum mechanics, this has been demon-

strated at the hand of the one-particle ground state density in [FMSS20], where the effective
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operator describing the electrons close to the nucleus of a relativistically described atom is

(−∆)1/2 + κ/|x| in L2(R3).

To make the following discussion precise, we introduce some notation. For p ∈ [1,∞), we

denote by Sp = Sp(L2(Rd)) the p-th Schatten ideal, i.e., the space of all compact operators on

L2(Rd), denoted by S∞, whose singular values belong to ℓp. For every p ∈ [1,∞), Sp equipped

with the Schatten norm ∥T∥Sp = ∥(µn(T ))n∈N∥ℓp , is a Banach space. Here, (µn(T ))n∈N are

the singular values of T in non-increasing order, appearing according to their multiplicities.

When p = ∞, ∥T∥S∞ denotes the operator norm of T . One also often considers the p-th

weak Schatten ideal Sp,∞, i.e., the space of all compact operators T satisfying ∥T∥Sp,∞ :=

supn µn(T )n
1/p < ∞. We record the inclusions Sp ⊆ Sp,∞ and Sp ⊆ S p̃ whenever p̃ ≥ p.

Moreover, ∥T∥Sp ≲p,q ∥T∥Sq,∞ whenever q < p. For further details on Schatten ideals, we

refer, e.g., to [Sim05, Chapters 1 and 2].

We now give an application of Theorem 1.2 on Schatten bounds relative to powers of Λκ.

Theorem 7.3. Assume s ∈ (0, 1], α ∈ (1, 2], α < (d + 2)/2, β ∈ ((d + α)/2, d + M),

(dβ)
′ < 2 < d

αs
∧ dβ, p = d/(2αs), and U ∈ Lp(Rd). If α = 2, assume that the upper heat

kernel bound (2.14) for e−tΛκ holds. Then

∥(Λκ)
−sU(Λκ)

−s∥Sp,∞ ≲d,α,s,β,p ∥U∥Lp(Rd) (7.9)

and for all q > p = d/(2αs),

∥(Λκ)
−sU(Λκ)

−s∥Sq ≲d,α,s,β,p,q ∥U∥Lp(Rd). (7.10)

The proof involves the weak Lp-space, denoted by Lp,∞(Rd) and consisting of all f ∈ L1
loc(Rd)

which satisfy ∥f∥p,∞ := supγ>0 γ · df (γ)1/p < ∞; here [0,∞) ∋ α 7→ df (α) := Leb({x ∈ Rd :

|f(x)| ≥ α}) is the distribution function of f at height α ∈ [0, α). Note that Lp(Rd) ⊆ Lp,∞(Rd)

and |x|−d/p ∈ Lp,∞(Rd) \ Lp(Rd).

Proof of Theorem 7.3. By Part (1) in Theorem 1.2,

∥(Λκ)
−sU(Λκ)

−s∥Sp,∞ ≤ ∥(Λ0)
s(Λκ)

−s∥2L2→L2 · ∥(Λ0)
−sU(Λ0)

−s∥Sp,∞

≲d,α,s,β,p ∥(Λ0)
−sU(Λ0)

−s∥Sp,∞ .

By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality for Schatten ideals (see, e.g., [Sim05, Theorem 2.8]) and

Cwikel’s inequality (see, e.g., [Sim05, Theorem 4.2]),

∥(Λ0)
−sU(Λ0)

−s∥Sp,∞ ≤ ∥|U(x)|1/2(−∆)−αs/2∥2S2p,∞ ≤ ∥U∥Lp∥|ξ|−2αs∥Lp,∞ ≲ ∥U∥p,

if p = d/(2αs). Thus, (7.9) follows. Formula (7.10) follows from (7.9) and the inclusion

properties of the Schatten ideals. □

Appendix A. Proofs of auxiliary statements

A.1. Proof of Lemma 1.1. For α = 2, the claim is obvious. Thus, let α ∈ (1, 2) and

β ∈ ((d+ α)/2, d+ α). We compute

dΨ(β)

dβ
=

2α−1Γ
(
β
2

)
Γ
(
1
2
(d+ α− β)

)
(α− β)2Γ

(
β−α
2

)
Γ
(
d−β
2

)
×
[
(β − α)

(
ψ

(
β

2

)
− ψ

(
β − α

2

)
+ ψ

(
d− β

2

)
− ψ

(
1

2
(d+ α− β)

))
− 2

]
with the Digamma function ψ(z) = Γ′(z)/Γ(z). Thus, the claim would follow from

ψ

(
d− β

2

)
− ψ

(
d− β + α

2

)
+ ψ

(
β

2

)
− ψ

(
β − α

2

)
< 0, β ∈ ((d+ α)/2, d+ α).
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To show this inequality, we use [DLMF23, (5.7.6)], i.e.,

ψ(z) = −γE +
∑
k≥0

(
1

k + 1
− 1

k + z

)
with the Euler–Mascheroni constant γE. Thus,

ψ

(
d− β

2

)
− ψ

(
d− β + α

2

)
+ ψ

(
β

2

)
− ψ

(
β − α

2

)
=
α

2

∑
k≥0

[
1

(k + β/2)(k + (β − α)/2)
− 1

(k + (d− β)/2)(k + (d+ α− β)/2)

]
which is negative for all β > (d + α)/2. Hence, the strict monotonicity of Ψ(β) for β ∈
((d+ α)/2, d+ α) follows. □

A.2. Proof of Lemma 4.1. The upper bound was proved in [FM23, Lemma 22]. The lower

bound for all N ∈ (0, 2] was proved in [BM23, Lemma 4.1]. We now give another proof of

the lower bound which covers all N > 0. We consider two cases s ∈ (0, t/2) and s ∈ [t/2, t).

Since these two cases are similar, we only give the proof for the first case s ∈ (0, t/2). In this

situation t− s ∼ t, and hence
ˆ
Rd

dz (t− s)−d

(
(t− s)

(t− s) + |x− z|

)d+N

s−d

(
s

s+ |z − y|

)d+N

∼
ˆ
Rd

dz t−d

(
t

t+ |x− z|

)d+N

s−d

(
s

s+ |z − y|

)d+N

.

If |x− y| < 2t, then

ˆ
Rd

dz t−d

(
t

t+ |x− z|

)d+N

s−d

(
s

s+ |z − y|

)d+N

≥
ˆ
B(x,4t)

dz t−ds−d

(
s

s+ |z − y|

)d+N

≥
ˆ
B(y,s)

dz t−ds−d

(
s

s+ |z − y|

)d+N

≳ t−d ∼ 1

td

(
t

t+ |x− y|

)d+N

.

If |x− y| ≥ 2t, then we have |x− y| ∼ |x− y| for z ∈ B(y, |x− y|/2). Hence,
ˆ
Rd

dz t−d

(
t

t+ |x− z|

)d+N

s−d

(
s

s+ |z − y|

)d+N

≥
ˆ
B(y,|x−y|/2)

dz t−d

(
t

t+ |x− y|

)d+N

s−d

(
s

s+ |z − y|

)d+N

≥ t−d

(
t

t+ |x− y|

)d+N ˆ
B(y,s)

dz s−d

(
s

s+ |z − y|

)d+N

≳
1

td

(
t

t+ |x− y|

)d+N

.

This concludes the proof of Lemma 4.1. □

Appendix B. On the necessity of αs < α− 1 for (1.15)

In this appendix, we discuss the restriction αs < α − 1 for (1.15) in our main result,

Theorem 1.2, and the reversed Hardy inequality (1.22) in Theorem 1.4. Moreover, we discuss

whether one can expect a variant of Proposition 4.6 where Λ
1−γ
α

0 is replaced with Λ
1−γ
α

κ .
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B.1. On the restriction on s in (1.15). Let us discuss the restriction αs < α− 1 in (1.15).

To prove

∥Λs
0Λ

−s
κ f∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥f∥Lp(Rd)

it suffices, by the identity

Λ−s
κ =

1

Γ(s)

ˆ ∞

0

dt

t
tse−tΛκ ,

to estimate the kernel of Λs
0e

−tΛκ . By Duhamel’s formula

e−tΛκ(x, y) = e−tΛ0(x, y)− κ

ˆ t

0

ds

ˆ
Rd

dz e−(t−s)Λ0(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇ze
−sΛκ(z, y),

and integration by parts (since gradient bounds for e−tΛκ are unavailable at the time of this

writing and likely difficult to obtain), this requires to treat, among others,ˆ t

0

ˆ
Rd

∇z(Λ
s
0e

−(t−τ)Λ0(x, z))
z

|z|α
e−τΛκ(z, y) dz dτ. (B.1)

By scaling,

|∇Λs
0e

−(t−τ)Λ0(x, z)| ≲ (t− τ)−
1
α
−s 1

(t− τ)d/α

( (t− τ)1/α

(t− τ)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ

(B.2)

for some γ > 0. (One can deduce this bound, e.g., using (3.8) and Lemma 2.10.) By scaling,

the time-integral in (B.1) converges at τ = t, if and only if αs < α− 1.

The above argument indicates that (1.15) may only hold for αs < α − 1. However, if the

following gradient bound

|∇xe
−tΛκ(x, y)| ≲ t−

d+1
α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+γ (
1 ∧ |y|

t1/α

)β−d

(B.3)

held for some γ > 0, then we may circumvent the restriction αs < α− 1. Indeed, given (B.3),

we would not need to integrate by parts in the above Duhamel formula. In particular, in that

case, the factor (t− τ)−1/α appearing in (B.2) would be replaced by a factor s−1/α, which, in

turn, would make the τ -integration converge for s < 1. In view of scaling and Lemma 2.10

one may wonder if (B.3) holds.

Let us also remark that if the gradient perturbation |z|−αz · ∇ was replaced with a scalar

perturbation, we would have to consider

Λs
0e

−(t−τ)Λ0(x, z) ≲ (t− τ)−s 1

(t− τ)d/α

( (t− τ)1/α

(t− τ)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ

(B.4)

instead of (B.2). In this case, the remaining time-integral would converge whenever s < 1.

B.2. On the restriction on s in (1.22). Here, we argue that one can prove (1.22) in

Theorem 1.4 using only pointwise bounds for the kernel Qt(x, y) (defined in (4.1)) only if

αs < α − 1. This restriction arose when performing the Schur tests (5.3)–(5.4) involving the

function Mγ,1
t (x, y), defined in (4.5). As we noted in Remark 5.1, the reason why the Schur

test involving Mγ,1
t is positive only for αs < α − 1 is due to the exponent 1− α of the factor(

|x|∨|y|
t1/α

)1−α

, not because of the decay of the term depending on |x − y| in Mγ,1
t (x, y). The

proof of Proposition 4.5 reveals that the function Mγ,1
t arose when estimating the right-hand

side of (4.13) on the set {(x, y) ∈ R2d : |y| ≥ t1/α, |x − y| ≤ (|x| ∧ |y|)/2}. These estimates

were carried out in Lemma 4.2 and were based on Duhamel’s formula. In particular, the factor(
|x|∨|y|
t1/α

)1−α

only appears in the integral over |z| ∈ [(1 − ε1)|y|, (1 + ε2)|y|] for arbitrary but

fixed ε1, ε2 > 0; see also Remark 4.3.
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In the following, we argue that the Duhamel integrals in (4.13) are bounded from below by

a constant times (
|y|
t1/α

)1−α

t−d/α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+γ

for some γ > 0 and x, y ∈ Rd such that |y| > t1/α and |x − y| < (|x| ∧ |y|)/2. A strong

argument in that favor would be the lower bound

−
ˆ t

0

ds

ˆ
|z|∈[(1−ε1)|y|,(1+ε2)|y|]

dz (t− s)−d/α

(
(t− s)1/α

(t− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ1

|z|−α

× z · (z − y)/|z − y|
s1/α

s−d/α

(
s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)d+γ2

≳

(
|y|
t1/α

)1−α

t−d/α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+γ

(B.5)

for some γ1, γ2 > 0, arbitrary but fixed ε1, ε2 > 0, and some γ > 0 and x, y ∈ Rd such that

|y| > t1/α and |x− y| ≤ (|x| ∧ |y|)/2. Let us motivate the left-hand side of (B.5). The term

(t− s)−d/α

(
(t− s)1/α

(t− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ1

comes from the bounds for e−tΛκ(x, z) and its time-derivative (see (2.12) and Proposition 2.9)

when |y| > t1/α, i.e., when the singular weight (1 ∧ |y|/t1/α)β−d ∼ 1. The term

−(z − y)/|z − y|
s1/α

s−d/α

(
s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)d+γ2

comes from computing the spatial, and possibly additional temporal, derivatives of the right-

hand side of the bounds for e−tΛ0 in (2.13); see Propositions 2.10 and 2.11. Here, the prefactor

s−1/α(z − y)/|z − y| comes from the fact that td/αe−tΛ0(x, y) is a function depending only on

|x− y|/t1/α.

In the following, we establish the lower bound (B.5) in the technically simpler (but artificial)

one-dimensional case.

Proposition B.1. Let d = 1, α ∈ (0, 2), γ1, γ2 > 0, and t > 0. Then there are γ > 0,

y > t1/α, and x > 0 such that |x− y| ≤ (x ∧ y)/2 and (B.5) hold.

Proof. By a scaling argument, it suffices to consider t = 1. Let ε1 < 1/6 and x = (1−2ε1)y < y.

Then, |x − y| = 2ε1y ≤ (1/2 − ε1)y = x/2. Thus, it suffices to accomplish the following two

tasks for some 0 < ε2 < 1.

(a) Show

ˆ 1

0

ds

ˆ (1+ε2)y

y

dz (1− s)−
d
α

(
(1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ1

z1−αs−
d+1
α

(
s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)d+γ2

≤
ˆ 1

0

ds

ˆ y

(1−ε1)y

dz (1− s)−
d
α

(
(1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ1

z1−αs−
d+1
α

(
s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)d+γ2

.

(B.6)
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(b) Show

ˆ 1

0

ds

ˆ y

(1−ε1)y

dz (1− s)−
d
α

(
(1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ1

z1−αs−
d+1
α

(
s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)d+γ2

≳ y1−α

(
1

1 + |x− y|

)d+γ

.

(B.7)

We now accomplish these two tasks:

(a) We show that (B.6) even holds pointwise for all s ∈ [0, 1]. To see this, we use that

z1−α

(
(1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ1 ∣∣∣
z∈[y,(1+ε2)y]

≤ y1−α

(
(1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + y − x

)d+γ1

≤ z1−α

(
(1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ1 ∣∣∣
z∈[(1−ε1)y,y]

,

where we used |x− z| = z−x when z ∈ [(1− ε1)y, y] since x = (1−2ε1)y. Thus, it suffices

to show
ˆ (1+ε2)y

y

dz

(
s1/α

s1/α + z − y

)d+γ2

≤
ˆ y

(1−ε1)y

dz

(
s1/α

s1/α + y − z

)d+γ2

. (B.8)

But this just follows from shifting z 7→ z+y in both integrals and replacing z 7→ −z in one

of the integrals. In fact, we could get a strict inequality by taking ε2 < ε1. This concludes

the first task.

(b) We now show (B.7). As z ∼ y, it suffices to show

y1−α

ˆ 1

0

ds

ˆ y

(1−ε1)y

dz (1− s)−
d
α

(
(1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ1

s−
d+1
α

(
s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)d+γ2

≳ y1−α

(
1

1 + |x− y|

)d+γ

.

(B.9)

Let

F (s, x, y, z) := y1−α(1− s)−
d
α

(
(1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ1

s−
d+1
α

(
s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)d+γ2

.

By part (a), we bound

ˆ 1

0

ds

ˆ y

(1−ε1)y

dz F (s, x, y, z) ≳
ˆ 1

0

ds

ˆ (1+ε1)y

(1−ε1)y

dz F (s, x, y, z)

=

ˆ 1

0

ds

ˆ
R
dz F (s, x, y, z)−

ˆ 1

0

ds

ˆ
R\[(1−ε1)y,(1+ε1)y]

dz F (s, x, y, z).

(B.10)

Since
ˆ 1

0

ds

ˆ
R\[(1−ε1)y,(1+ε1)y]

dz F (s, x, y, z) ≲ y−α

(
1

1 + |x− y|

)d+(γ1∧γ2)
(B.11)
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by Remark 4.3 and y−α ≲ y1−α for y > 1, it suffices to estimates the first summand on

the right-hand side of (B.10). By (4.6), we have, for γ = γ1 ∨ γ2,

y1−α

ˆ 1

0

ds

ˆ
Rd

dz (1− s)−
d
α

(
(1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ1

s−
d+1
α

(
s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)d+γ2

≳ y1−α

ˆ 1

0

ds

ˆ
Rd

dz (1− s)−
d
α

(
(1− s)1/α

(1− s)1/α + |x− z|

)d+γ

s−
d
α

(
s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)d+γ

≳ y1−α

(
1

1 + |x− y|

)d+γ

,

(B.12)

as desired.

This concludes the proof. □

B.3. On a variant of Proposition 4.6 involving powers of Λκ. We now discuss the

possibility to prove a variant of the second version of the reversed Hardy inequality in Propo-

sition 4.6, where the terms involving Λ
1−γ
α

0 f are replaced with Λ
1−γ
α

κ . The idea to obtain an

estimate involving Λ
1−γ
α

κ f is to insert 1 = Λ
− 1−γ

α
κ Λ

1−γ
α

κ in Duhamel’s formula. To that end, we

use Duhamel’s formula in the form

pt(x, y)− p̃t(x, y) = κ

ˆ t

0

ˆ
Rd

p̃t−s(x, z)|z|−αz · ∇zps(z, y) dz ds

= −κ
ˆ t

0

ˆ
Rd

∇z

[
p̃t−s(x, z)|z|−αz

]
ps(z, y) dz ds.

Here, we integrated by parts to shift the z-derivative from ps(z, y) to p̃t−s(x, z) as derivative

bounds for e−tΛκ are unavailable at the time of this writing and likely difficult to obtain. In

this situation, the heat kernel e−tΛκ can now act on a function f and we can write e−tΛκf =

Λ
− 1−γ

α
κ e−tΛκΛ

1−γ
α

κ f . By the product rule,

p̃t(x, y)− pt(x, y) = κ

ˆ t

0

ds

ˆ
Rd

dz

[
|z|−αz · ∇zp̃t−s(x, z) +

d− α

|z|α
p̃t−s(x, z)

]
ps(z, y).

The second term has a |z|−α-decay and can be treated as in [FMS21], thereby giving rise

to terms involving Mγ,0
t and Lγ

t . To handle the first term, we proceed similarly as in the

proof of Proposition 4.6. The only difference is that in the analog of Q1
1,1 (see (4.16)), we use

e−Λκ = Λ
− 1−γ

α
κ e−ΛκΛ

1−γ
α

κ to get the estimate in terms of |Λ
1−γ
α

κ f |. We obtain, with Sx,1 = {z ∈
Rd : |x|/16 < |z| < 4|x|},

Q̃1
1,1f(x) := κ

ˆ
Rd

ˆ
Sx,1

|z|−αz · (∇zp̃1/2(x, z)) Λ
− 1−γ

α
κ e−

1
2
Λκ(z, y)Λ

1−γ
α

κ f(y) dz dy

+ κ

ˆ
Rd

ˆ 1/2

0

ˆ
Sx,1

|z|−αz · (∇zp̃1−s,1(x, z)) Λ
− 1−γ

α
κ e−sΛκ(z, y)Λ

1−γ
α

κ f(y) dz ds dy

+ κ

ˆ
Rd

ˆ 1

1/2

ˆ
Sx,1

|z|−αz · (∇zp̃1−s(x, z)) Λ
− 1−γ

α
+1

κ e−sΛκ(z, y)Λ
1−γ
α

κ f(y) dz ds dy.

(B.13)

We now argue that the right-hand side is not expected to give rise to Lγ
1 or Mγ,γ

1 . Let us

consider, e.g., the second summand on the right-hand side of (B.13), whose integral kernel is,
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in view of Lemma 2.10 and (2.22), bounded by a multiple of |x|1−α times

t−
d+1
α s−

d−γα
α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− z|

)d+1+α

·
(

s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)d−1+γ

+ t−
d+1
α s−

d−γα
α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− z|

)d+1+α

·
(

s1/α

s1/α + |z − y|

)β−1+γ ( |y|
s1/α

)β−d

.

(B.14)

However, since γ < 1 and β < d, we can now not argue as in the proof of Proposition 4.6

anymore, where we used Lemma 4.1. In particular, the z-integration is not expected to yield

a function F (x, y) satisfying F (x, ·) ∈ L1(Rd) and F (·, y) ∈ L1(Rd) for all x, y ∈ Rd, thereby

leaving us behind with an integral kernel for which we cannot apply Schur tests.

On the other hand, if we assumed that (B.3) holds, then ∇xΛ
− 1−γ

α
κ e−tΛκ(x, y) obeys a bound

similar to those in Lemma 2.12, namely

|∇xΛ
− 1−γ

α
κ e−Λκ(x, y)| ≲

(
1

1 + |x− y|

)d+γ

+

(
1

1 + |x− y|

)β+γ

|y|β−d. (B.15)

In turn, this bound would allow us to proceed as in the proof of Proposition 4.6 and show, for

all γ ∈ (0, 1), β ∈ (d− γ, d), t > 0, and x ∈ Rd,

|(Qtf)(x)| ≲
ˆ
Rd

[
Lγ,1
t (x, y) +Mγ,0

t (x, y)
]
|f(y)|dy

+

ˆ
Rd

Lγ,γ
t (x, y)

∣∣(Λ 1−γ
α

κ f)(y)
∣∣dy

+

ˆ
Rd

Mγ,γ
t (x, y)

∣∣|y|1−γ(Λ
1−γ
α

κ f)(y)
∣∣dy.

(B.16)

Consequently, by the proof of Theorem 1.4, we would obtain, for all γ ∈ (0, 1) such that

1− γ ≤ αs < α− γ, and β ∈ (d− γ, d),∥∥∥∥∥
(ˆ ∞

0

t−2s
∣∣(tΛκe

−tΛκ − tΛ0e
−tΛ0

)
f
∣∣2 dt
t

)1/2
∥∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

≲

∥∥∥∥∥ |Λ
1−γ
α

κ f(x)|
|x|αs+γ−1

∥∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

+

∥∥∥∥ f

|x|αs

∥∥∥∥
Lp(Rd)

.

(B.17)

Appendix C. Conditional generalized Hardy inequality for gradient

perturbations

Our current generalized Hardy inequality in Theorem 1.5 gives an upper bound of the

scalar Hardy potential in terms of Λκ. Here, we prove a generalized Hardy inequality for the

gradient perturbation in terms of Λκ under the assumption that suitable bounds for ∇e−tΛκ

are available.

Proposition C.1. Let d ∈ {3, 4, ...}, α ∈ (1, 2), β ∈ ((d+α)/2, d+α), and κ = Ψ(β) be defined

by (1.7). If (B.3) holds true for some γ > (2α− d)∨ 0, then, for any p ∈ (1∨ d/β, d/(α− 1)),

∥|x|−αx · ∇f∥Lp(Rd) ≲ ∥Λκf∥Lp(Rd). (C.1)

Note that the range of allowed p in Proposition C.1 would be slightly larger than that in

Theorem 1.5.
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Proof. We argue as in the proof of Theorem 1.5 using Schur tests and bounds for the integral

kernel of∣∣|x|−αx · ∇xΛ
−1
κ (x, y)

∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣|x|−αx

ˆ ∞

0

∇xe
−tΛκ(x, y) dt

∣∣∣∣
≲ |x|1−α

ˆ ∞

0

dt t−
d+1
α

(
t1/α

t1/α + |x− y|

)d+γ (
1 ∧ |y|

t1/α

)β−d

.

Arguing as in the proof of Lemma 6.1, we get, using γ > 2α− d,∣∣|x|−αx · ∇xΛ
−1
κ (x, y)

∣∣ ≲ |x|1−α |x− y|α−1−d

(
1 ∧ |y|

|x− y|

)β−d

.

Thus, it remains to perform Schur tests similar to those in Theorem 1.5. The conclusion

follows by noting that the only difference between the relevant kernel here and in that proof is

that α and s in the proof of Theorem 1.5 have to replaced with α− 1 and 1, respectively. □
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[KSS21] D. Kinzebulatov, Yu. A. Semënov, and K. Szczypkowski. Heat kernel of fractional Laplacian with

Hardy drift via desingularizing weights. J. Lond. Math. Soc. (2), 104(4):1861–1900, 2021.

[Lie81] Elliott H. Lieb. Thomas-fermi and related theories of atoms and molecules. Rev. Mod. Phys.,

53(4):603–641, October 1981.
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XIX—1989, volume 1464 of Lecture Notes in Math., pages 165–251. Springer, Berlin, 1991.

[Tao06] Terence Tao. Nonlinear dispersive equations. Local and global analysis. CBMS Regional Conference

Series in Mathematics, 106. Published for the Conference Board of the Mathematical Sciences,

Washington, DC; by the American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2006.

[Tar24] Yoan Tardy. Weak convergence of the empirical measure for the Keller-Segel model in both sub-

critical and critical cases. Electron. J. Probab., 29:Paper No. 142, 35, 2024.

[Tay00] Michael E. Taylor. Tools for PDE, volume 81 of Mathematical Surveys and Monographs. American

Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2000. Pseudodifferential operators, paradifferential opera-

tors, and layer potentials.
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