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Abstract. In this paper, we establish the well-posedness of Cauchy problems for weak solutions to
second-order degenerate parabolic equations with a non-smooth, time-dependent degenerate elliptic
part that includes both bounded and unbounded lower-order terms. The unbounded lower-order
terms are allowed to lie in mixed time-space Lebesgue or even Lorentz spaces. Our notion of weak
solutions is formulated under minimal assumptions. We prove the existence and uniqueness of a
fundamental solution, which coincides with the associated evolution family for the homogeneous
problem (i.e., with zero source term) and provides a representation formula for all weak solutions.
We also establish L2 off-diagonal estimates for the fundamental solution and derive Gaussian upper
bounds under the weak assumption of Moser’s L2–L∞ estimates for weak solutions. Our approach is
purely variational and avoids any a priori regularity assumptions on weak solutions or regularization
via smooth approximations. Two key ingredients are norm inequalities for fractional powers of the
degenerate Laplacian, and a set of embeddings that ensure time continuity of weak solutions,
extending the classical Lions regularity theorem and accommodating a wide class of source terms.
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1. Introduction

The aim of this paper is to construct solutions to parabolic Cauchy problems of the form{
∂tu+ Bu = f in D′((0,T)× Rn),
u(0) = ψ ∈ L2(Rn, dω),

(1.1)

where B denotes the degenerate elliptic part, which is non-autonomous and includes both bounded
and unbounded lower-order terms. More precisely, we consider

(1.2) Bu = −ω−1divx(A∇xu)− ω−1divx(ω au) + b · ∇xu+ cu,

where the coefficients A, a, b, and c depend on both time and space variables (t, x). The leading-
order term involves a matrix-valued function A = A(t, x) with complex measurable entries. The
degeneracy of the operator is governed by a spatial weight ω = ω(x), which is assumed to be time-
independent and to belong to the Muckenhoupt class A2(Rn). In this setting, we consider ω−1A to
be bounded, and we may also assume that it satisfies the classical uniform ellipticity condition. For
the lower-order terms a, b, and c, we assume that each can be decomposed as the sum of a bounded
term and an unbounded one. Our main interest is in unbounded terms in critical or near-critical
spaces, such as mixed time-space Lebesgue or Lorentz spaces, which arise in parabolic PDEs with
rough coefficients and degenerate elliptic structures.

The main and natural questions one may ask are the following:
• What conditions should be imposed on the coefficients a, b, and c to establish the well-

posedness of (1.1) ?
• How may these coefficients depend on the weight ω, and what additional assumptions,

beyond the A2 condition, might be required on ω ?
• In what sense is (1.1) well-posed ?
• What is the appropriate existence and uniqueness class, and for which classes of source

terms can one solve (1.1) ?
• What is the regularity of weak solutions ?
• Is there a fundamental solution for the degenerate parabolic operator ∂t+B that represents

weak solutions ?
• If so, does it satisfy bounds similar to those known in the classical literature when ω = 1 ?

This paper provides us with an answer to all these questions. Before summarizing our results,
it is useful to briefly review some classical and well-known results that address these questions
in particular cases, such as the unweighted case (i.e., ω = 1) or situations without unbounded
lower-order terms. The existing literature on the subject is vast, so we will highlight only a few
representative works to give context and motivation.

Let us begin with the unweighted case ω = 1. When the coefficients are sufficiently regular, several
classical methods are available to establish well-posedness and construct the fundamental solution.
One of the most effective techniques combines a parametrix construction with the freezing point
method [Fri64]. This approach simplifies the problem by locally freezing the coefficients, making
them effectively space-independent, and yields explicit solutions represented by smooth kernels
Γ(t, x, s, y) with Gaussian decay. In the case where the coefficients are merely real, measurable, and
possibly unbounded, the classical theory of Ladyzhenskaya, Solonnikov, and Ural’tseva [LSU68]
provides a foundational framework. Along similar lines, and still in the case of real coefficients and
an elliptic part of order two, Aronson [Aro67, Aro68] constructed generalized fundamental solutions
using Nash’s regularity theory [Nas58] and proved upper and lower Gaussian bounds. More recently,
Auscher and Egert [AE23] revisited these problems of constructing solutions and extended the results
of [LSU68] to more general settings, allowing complex coefficients and even unbounded lower-order
terms lying in mixed Lorentz spaces. Their work relies on a variational approach that unifies and
generalizes many earlier methods. For additional related works, see also [AMP19, KRW22].

In the weighted case (ω ̸= 1) and in the pure second-order setting (i.e., a = b = c = 0), the
existence of a fundamental solution was established by Cruz-Uribe and Rios [CUR14], under the
additional assumptions that A is real-valued, symmetric, and independent of time. In this case,
the fundamental solution is constructed via the semigroup (e−tB)t>0 associated with the operator
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B = −ω−1divx(A(x)∇x). More recently, Ataei and Nyström [AN25] extended this result to the case
where A = A(t, x) depends on time, still within the pure second-order framework and under the
assumption that A remains real-valued. Their construction relies on an approximation argument
inspired by Kato’s abstract theory [Kat61]. Both works make use of Hölder continuity estimates for
weak solutions to derive pointwise Gaussian upper bounds. More recently, the author [Baa25], using
a variational framework, reproved and generalized these results to allow for complex coefficients, and
obtained upper pointwise Gaussian bounds using simpler arguments and under weaker assumptions
than those required for Hölder continuity estimates of weak solutions. While all of these approaches
can be readily extended to include bounded lower-order terms, the situation becomes significantly
more delicate in the presence of unbounded ones, and the question of constructing weak solutions
has not been addressed.

Although it is a different question, regularity of local weak solutions has been studied. Ishige
[Ish99] establishes Harnack inequalities for nonnegative weak solutions with real coefficients and
some unbounded lower-order terms, extending previous works in the purely second-order setting
[CS84a, CS84b, CS85]. His assumptions rely on a strong reverse doubling condition on the weight
(assumption (A5) in [Ish99]). We will consider different conditions, so regularity theory under our
conditions will require some further work that we plan to do subsequently.

We now turn to the presentation of our results. We restrict ourselves to one representative result
in the case where only the lower-order coefficients are unbounded and T = ∞, corresponding to the
homogeneous version of our theory. Further extensions and variants will be discussed in the paper.

Fix r, q ∈ [2,∞) and assume that

ω ∈ A2(R
n) ∩RH q

2
(Rn) and

1

r
+
n

2q
=
n

4
.

Note that r = 2 is possible, in which case n ≥ 3 and q = 2⋆ := 2n
n−2 , but we always have q > 2 since

1
r > 0. For any open interval I ⊂ R, we define the mixed space

Σ̇r,q(I) :=
{
u ∈ L1

loc(I;L
2
ω(R

n)) : u ∈ Lr(I;Lq
ωq/2(R

n)) and ∇xu ∈ L2(I;L2
ω(R

n)n)
}
,

and endow it with the norm

∥u∥Σ̇r,q(I) := ∥u∥Lr(I;Lq

ωq/2
(Rn)) + ∥∇xu∥L2(I;L2

ω(Rn)n).

Set

(1.3) Pr,q := ∥a∥
L

2r
r−2 (R;L

2q
q−2 (Rn)n)

+ ∥b∥
L

2r
r−2 (R;L

2q
q−2 (Rn)n)

+ ∥c∥
L

r
r−2 (R;L

q
q−2 (Rn))

.

Set M := ∥ω−1A∥L∞(Rn+1). Assuming only M <∞ and Pr,q <∞ allows us to define the operator

∂t + B : Σ̇r,q(I) → D′(I × Rn).

To construct solutions, we begin with the case of I = R, under the hypothesis that the restriction

∂t + B : V̇0 → V̇ ⋆
0

is invertible, where V̇0 is a variational space that can be viewed as

V̇0 = L2(R; Ḣ1
ω(R

n)) ∩ Ḣ
1
2 (R;L2

ω(R
n)).

The space V̇ ⋆
0 is the anti-dual of V̇0, and this is what we call the "variational approach".

Let us formulate our representative result. We assume that A is elliptic in the sense of Gårding;
that is, there exists ν > 0 such that for all t ∈ R and all u ∈ H1

ω(R
n),

ν

ˆ
Rn

|∇xu(x)|2 ω(x)dx ≤
ˆ

Rn

Re
(
A(t, x)∇xu(x) · ∇xu(x)

)
dx.

We use fractional powers of the degenerate Laplacian −∆ω = −ω−1divx(ω∇x). See Section 2.2.

Theorem 1.4. There exists a constant ε0 = ε0(M,ν, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q) > 0 such that, if Pr,q ≤ ε0,

then the following assertions hold.
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(1) Let ρ ∈ [2,∞], and define β = 2
ρ ∈ [0, 1] and let ρ′ denotes the Hölder conjugate of ρ. Let

h ∈ Lρ
′
((0,∞);L2

ω(R
n)) and ψ ∈ L2

ω(R
n). There exists a unique u ∈ Σ̇r,q((0,∞)) solution

to the Cauchy problem{
∂tu+ Bu = (−∆ω)

β/2h in D′((0,∞)× Rn),
u(t) → ψ in D′(Rn) as t→ 0+.

Moreover, u ∈ C0([0,∞);L2
ω(R

n)), with u(0) = ψ, t 7→ ∥u(t)∥22,ω is absolutely continuous
on [0,∞) and we can write the energy equalities. Furthermore, there exists a constant
C ∈ (0,∞), depending only on the structural constants M , ν, [ω]A2, [ω]RH q

2
, n and q, such

that

sup
t≥0

∥u(t)∥2,ω + ∥∇xu∥L2((0,∞);L2
ω(Rn)n) ≤ C(∥h∥Lρ′ ((0,∞);L2

ω(Rn)) + ∥ψ∥2,ω).

(2) There exists a unique fundamental solution Γ = (Γ(t, s))0≤s≤t<∞ for ∂t + B. In particular,
for all t ≥ 0, we have the following representation formula for u, the solution in item (1):

u(t) = Γ(t, 0)ψ +

ˆ t

0
Γ(t, τ)(−∆ω)

β/2h(τ) dτ,

where the integral is weakly defined in L2
ω(R

n), and also strongly defined in the Bochner sense
when ρ = ∞.

Let us comment this result. First, it is perturbative in nature with respect to the pure second-
order case and follows as a particular instance of Theorem 3.43. The smallness of Pr,q is sufficient to
guarantee the invertibility and causality of the degenerate parabolic operator ∂t + B on R, but it is
not necessary. For alternative invertibility conditions that do not require a smallness assumption, as
well as for the definition of a fundamental solution, the interpretation of the equations, and further
details, we refer the reader to Sections 2 and 3.

Second, note that the quantity Pr,q does not depend on ω: it is exactly the one taken in the
unweighted theory [LSU68, AE23]. This may seem surprising at first. The reason is that we use the
Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev estimates in Theorem 2.4 for the degenerate Laplacian −∆ω, and this is
precisely where the assumption ω ∈ RH q

2
(Rn) comes into play. These estimates are a key ingredient

of our theory. Third, despite the apparently abstract formulation of our source terms, it covers in
fact the following concrete ones and their linear combinations:

• When ρ = ∞, we have (∆ω)
β/2h = h ∈ L1((0,∞);L2

ω(R
n)).

• When ρ = 2, we can write, for any F ∈ L2((0,∞);L2
ω(R

n)n), −ω−1divx(ωF ) = (−∆ω)
1/2h

for some h ∈ L2((0,∞);L2
ω(R

n)). See Lemma 3.1.
• When 2 ≤ ρ < ∞, set r̃ = ρ and let q̃ ∈ (2,∞) satisfy 1

r̃ + n
2q̃ = n

4 . If ω ∈ RHq̃/2(R
n),

then any g ∈ Lr̃
′
((0,∞);Lq̃

′

ωq̃′/2(R
n)) can be written as g = (−∆ω)

β/2h for some h ∈
Lr̃

′
((0,∞);L2

ω(R
n)), see Lemma 3.5. If, in addition, ρ ≥ r, the condition on ω in the

last statement is fulfilled; see Point (2) of Remarks 3.4.
Note that it is also possible to consider lower-order terms lying in mixed Lorentz spaces. Namely,

we may assume that

Lr,q := ∥a∥
L

2r
r−2 ,∞

(R;L
2q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn)n)
+ ∥b∥

L
2r
r−2 ,∞

(R;L
2q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn)n)
+ ∥c∥

L
r

r−2 ,∞
(R;L

q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn))
<∞,

where Lp,q denotes Lorentz spaces. An example of such coefficients is

a(t, x) =
a∞(t, x)

|t|n
r−2
2r |x|n

q−2
2q

, b(t, x) =
b∞(t, x)

|t|n
r−2
2r |x|n

q−2
2q

, c(t, x) =
c∞(t, x)

|t|n
r−2
r |x|n

q−2
q

(t, x) ∈ R1+n,

where a∞, b∞, and c∞ are measurable and bounded functions on R1+n taking values in Cn, Cn,
and C, respectively. For instance, when r = 2, this gives us a(t, x) = a∞(t,x)

|x| , b(t, x) = b∞(t,x)
|x| ,

c(t, x) = c∞(t,x)
|x|2 , the usual size for drifts and potentials. The assumption Lr,q < ∞, together with

invertibility of ∂t + B on a variational space, is sufficient to construct solutions of equations of the
form ∂tu + Bu = f in D′(R × Rn). These solutions belong to a suitable class L̇r,q(R), which is



DEGENERATE PARABOLIC EQUATIONS WITH UNBOUNDED LOWER-ORDER TERMS 5

contained in Σ̇r,q(R), and we allow for a wider class of source terms f also measured by mixed
Lorentz spaces. In the context of parabolic Cauchy problems, we require the stronger condition

ℓr,q := ∥a∥
L

2r
r−2 ((0,∞);L

2q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn)n)
+ ∥b∥

L
2r
r−2 ((0,∞);L

2q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn)n)
+ ∥c∥

L
r

r−2 ((0,∞);L
q

q−2 ,∞
(Rn))

<∞,

which remains a weaker assumption than Pr,q < ∞. This distinction is used to ensure causality
results. We refer the reader to Section 4 for further details.

Now, when each of the lower-order terms a, b, and c is decomposed into the sum of a bounded
part and an unbounded one (“unbounded” meaning belonging to the mixed Lebesgue or Lorentz
spaces introduced above), this corresponds to the inhomogeneous version of our theory, which is
treated in Section 5. This is the case, for any pair (r̃, q̃) with r ≤ r̃, 2 < q̃ and 1

r̃ +
n
2q̃ >

n
4 , when

a, b ∈ L
2r̃
r̃−2 (R;L

2q̃
q̃−2 (Rn)n) and c ∈ L

r̃
r̃−2 (R;L

q̃
q̃−2 (Rn)),

with the additional condition 1
r̃ −

1
2q̃ <

1
4 when n = 1. See Remark 5.6 for further details and the

connection with subcritical exponents appearing in the previously cited literature.
In the final section, Section 6, we establish L2 off-diagonal estimates for the fundamental solution.

We also derive Gaussian upper bounds under the assumption that Moser’s L2–L∞ estimates hold
for local weak solutions.

It is important to note that in both the homogeneous and inhomogeneous frameworks, we obtain
weighted versions of the results in [LSU68, AE23], including the case r = 2, which is excluded by the
classical theory [LSU68]. Conversely, the case r = ∞, covered by the unweighted theory [LSU68],
is excluded from our setting, as in the unweighted version [AE23], since the method is variational.

In [AE23], all the function spaces under consideration are embedded in the ambient space of
distributions D′(R1+n), and the analysis relies on the use of the Fourier transform in the x-variable.
However, this approach is no longer applicable when dealing with weighted spaces and degenerate
operators. A key feature of our approach is the use of distribution spaces adapted to the degenerate
operators under consideration, following the framework introduced in [AB25a]. These spaces may
appear abstract, as they are tailored to the functional analytic structure of the operator and do
not necessarily sit inside D′(R1+n) in any obvious way. Nonetheless, they provide the appropriate
setting to establish existence results for weak solutions. It is important to stress, however, that
this level of abstraction is used solely as a technical tool. All our results concerning well-posedness
such as existence, uniqueness, and representation formulas are formulated in concrete terms, within
explicit functional spaces that preserve a strong connection to the PDE framework.

For further details, we refer the reader to the main text.

Notation:
♦ Throughout the paper, we fix an integer n ≥ 1.
♦ We use the notation D(Ω) for the space of smooth (C∞) and compactly supported test

functions on an open set Ω. Variables will be indicated at the time of use.
♦ We use the sans-serif font C0 to denote the space of continuous functions, valued in a

normed vector space, that vanish at infinity, and the sans-serif font "loc" to indicate that
the prescribed property holds on all compact subsets of the given set.

♦ For a given complex normed space E, the space E⋆ denotes its anti-dual space.
♦ By convention, the notation C = C(a, b, . . . ) for a constant means that C ∈ (0,∞) and

depends only on (a, b, . . . ).
♦ For any ρ ∈ [1,∞], ρ′ denotes its Hölder conjugate.
♦ Lpω̃(R

n) (resp. Lp,qω̃ (Rn)) denote Lebesgue (resp. Lorentz) spaces with respect to the measure
ω̃(x)dx. When ω̃ = 1, we simply write Lp(Rn) (resp. Lp,q(Rn)).

♦ We use the same notation for the norms of Lebesgue and Lorentz spaces when dealing with
functions taking values in C, Cn or Mn(C). For example, we write ∥a∥

L
2r
r−2 (I;L

2q
q−2 (Rn))

,

∥∇xu∥L2(I;L2
ω(Rn)) instead of ∥a∥

L
2r
r−2 (I;L

2q
q−2 (Rn)n)

, ∥∇xu∥L2(I;L2
ω(Rn)n), etc. We also use the

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality implicitly when applying Hölder inequalities to functions taking
values in Cn.



6 KHALID BAADI

Acknowledgements. I am deeply grateful to my PhD thesis advisor, Professor Pascal Auscher, for
suggesting this problem, for fruitful discussions, and for providing valuable suggestions that greatly
improved earlier versions of this manuscript.

2. Basic Assumptions, Preliminaries, and Parabolic Tools

In preparation for the analysis of the well-posedness of parabolic equations in weighted settings, we
begin by specifying the main assumptions on the weights and the underlying functional framework.
We then present some preliminaries and parabolic tools that will be used repeatedly in the sequel.

2.1. Muckenhoupt and reverse Hölder weight classes. We refer to [Ste93, Ch. V], [GF85],
and [Gra08, Ch. 7] for classical facts on weights. We say that an almost everywhere (for Lebesgue
measure) defined function ω : Rn → [0,∞] is a weight if it is locally integrable on Rn. The
Muckenhoupt class A2(Rn) is defined as the set of all weights satisfying

(2.1) [ω]A2 := sup
Q⊂Rn

(
1

|Q|

ˆ
Q
ω(x) dx

)(
1

|Q|

ˆ
Q
ω−1(x) dx

)
<∞,

where the supremum is taken with respect to all cubes Q ⊂ Rn with sides parallel to the axes and
|Q| is the Lebesgue measure of Q.

The reverse Hölder class RHq(Rn), q ∈ [1,∞), is defined as the set of all weights ω verifying, for
some constant C, (

1

|Q|

ˆ
Q
ωq(x) dx

) 1
q

≤ C

|Q|

ˆ
Q
ω(x) dx,

for all cubes Q ⊂ Rn with sides parallel to the axes. The infimum of such constants C is what we
denote by [ω]RHq . Note that RH1(Rn) is the class of all weights.

In the following proposition, we summarize some properties of these classes of weights.

Proposition 2.2. We have the following properties.
(1) RHq(Rn) ⊂ RHp(Rn) for all 1 < p ≤ q <∞.
(2) If ω ∈ RHq(Rn), 1 < q <∞, then there exists p ∈ (q,∞) such that ω ∈ RHp(Rn).
(3) A2(Rn) ⊂

⋃
1<q<∞RHq(Rn).

2.2. Function spaces and the degenerate Laplacian. Throughout this paper, we fix a weight
ω belonging to the Muckenhoupt class A2(Rn). We introduce the measure dω := ω(x)dx. If
E ⊂ Rn a Lebesgue measurable set, we write ω(E) instead of

´
E dω.

It follows from (2.1) that there exists a constant D = D(n, [ω]A2), called the doubling constant
for ω, such that

(2.3) ω(2Q) ≤ Dω(Q),

for all cubes Q ⊂ Rn with sides parallel to the axes. We may replace cubes by Euclidean balls. For
simplicity, we keep using the same notation and constants.

For every p ≥ 1 and K ⊂ Rn a measurable set, we denote by Lpω(K) the space of all measurable
functions f : K → C such that

∥f∥Lp
ω(K) :=

(ˆ
K
|f |p dω

)1/p

<∞.

In particular, L2
ω(R

n) is the Hilbert space of square-integrable functions on Rn with respect to dω.
We denote its norm by ∥·∥2,ω and its inner product by ⟨·, ·⟩2,ω. The class D(Rn) is dense in L2

ω(R
n)

as dω is a Radon measure on Rn. Moreover, by (2.1), we have

L2
ω(R

n) ⊂ L1
loc(R

n).

We define H1
ω(R

n) as the space of functions f ∈ L2
ω(R

n) for which the distributional gradient ∇xf

belongs to L2
ω(R

n)n, and equip this space with the norm ∥f∥H1
ω
:= (∥f∥22,ω + ∥∇xf∥22,ω)1/2 making

it a Hilbert space. The class D(Rn) is dense in H1
ω(R

n) and this follows from standard truncation
and convolution techniques combined with the boundedness of the (unweighted) maximal operator
on L2

ω(R
n). For a proof, see [Kil94, Thm. 2.5].
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We define the degenerate Laplacian −∆ω as the unbounded self-adjoint operator on L2
ω(R

n)
associated to the positive symmetric sesquilinear form on H1

ω(R
n)×H1

ω(R
n) defined by

(u, v) 7→
ˆ

Rn

∇xu · ∇xv dω.

The operator −∆ω is injective, since the measure dω has infinite mass, as it is doubling (2.3). For
all β ∈ R, we define (−∆ω)

β as the self-adjoint operator constructed via the functional calculus for
sectorial operators, or equivalently, through the Borel functional calculus, since −∆ω is self-adjoint.
For further details, we refer to [RS80, McI86, Haa06]. Let the domain of (−∆ω)

β be denoted by
D((−∆ω)

β). For β = 0, (−∆ω)
β = I.

The following result concerns norm inequalities for fractional powers of the degenerate Laplacian
−∆ω. For the proof, see the case p = 2 in [AB25b, Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 3.24].

Theorem 2.4. Let q ∈ [2,∞). The following statements are equivalent.
(1) ω ∈ RH q

2
(Rn).

(2) For α = n
(
1
2 − 1

q

)
, there exists a constant C such that

(2.5) ∥
√
ω f∥Lq(Rn) = ∥f∥Lq

ωq/2
(Rn) ≤ C∥(−∆ω)

α/2f∥L2
ω(Rn), ∀f ∈ D((−∆ω)

α/2).

Moreover, the constant C in (2) depends only on [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, and q.

Remark 2.6. A typical example of a weight ω ∈ A2(Rn) ∩RH q
2
(Rn) with 2 ≤ q, is given by

ω(x) = |x|β, ∀x ∈ Rn, with − 2n

q
< β < n.

2.3. The distributional anti-duality bracket. In this paper, we adopt the following definition
of the distributional anti-duality bracket, which differs from the standard one. All equalities in D′

are understood in this sense when tested against functions in D.

Definition 2.7 (The distributional bracket). Let I ⊂ R be an open interval.
(1) For F ∈ L1

loc(I;L
2
ω(R

n)n), we define −ω−1divx(ωF ) ∈ D′(I × Rn) by setting, for all φ ∈
D(I × Rn),

⟨⟨−ω−1divx(ωF ), φ⟩⟩ :=
¨
I×Rn

F (t, x) · ∇xφ(t, x) dω(x)dt =

ˆ
I
⟨F (t),∇xφ(t)⟩2,ω dt.

(2) For h ∈ L1
loc(I;L

2
ω(R

n)) and β ∈ [0, 1], we define (−∆ω)
β/2h ∈ D′(I ×Rn) by setting, for all

φ ∈ D(I × Rn),

⟨⟨(−∆ω)
β/2h, φ⟩⟩ :=

¨
I×Rn

h(t, x)((−∆ω)β/2φ(t, ·))(x) dω(x)dt =
ˆ
I
⟨h(t), ((−∆ω)

β/2φ(t)⟩2,ω dt.

(3) If q1 ∈ [2,∞) and q2 ∈ [1,∞) are such that ωq1/2 is locally integrable on Rn, and if g ∈
L1
loc(I;L

q2

ωq′1/2
(Rn)), then we define, for all φ ∈ D(I × Rn),

⟨⟨g, φ⟩⟩ :=
¨
I×Rn

g(t, x) · φ(t, x) dω(x)dt =
ˆ
I
⟨g(t), φ(t)⟩2,ω dt.

(4) (Time derivative) If u ∈ L1
loc(I;L

2
ω(R

n)), we define its distributional time derivative ∂tu ∈
D′(I × Rn) by setting, for all φ ∈ D(I × Rn),

⟨⟨∂tu, φ⟩⟩ :=
¨
I×Rn

−u(t, x) · ∂tφ(t, x) dω(x)dt =
ˆ
I
−⟨u(t), ∂tφ(t)⟩2,ω dt.

For φ with spatially compact support, the integral in (1) exists whenever φ ∈ L∞(I;H1
ω(R

n)), in (2)
whenever φ ∈ L∞(I;D((−∆ω)

β/2)), and in (3) whenever φ ∈ L∞(I;L
q′2
ωq1/2

(Rn)). Thus, in the same
way, and with a slight abuse of notation, we keep writing the distributional anti-duality bracket
with the test function φ on the right-hand side whenever this is meaningful, even if φ /∈ D(I ×Rn).
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Remark 2.8. In the above definition, we use sesquilinear brackets. However, we may transition to a
distributional duality bracket without complex conjugation, since

(−∆ω)β/2 ϕ = (−∆ω)
β/2ϕ, for all β ∈ [0, 1] and ϕ ∈ D(Rn).

2.4. Parabolic embeddings and integral identities. In this section, we collect some relevant
abstract tools taken from [AB25a], to which we refer the reader for details. We do so to avoid
repetition in both the homogeneous and the inhomogeneous versions of the theory.

Let H be a separable complex Hilbert space, and let S be a positive, self-adjoint, and injective
operator on H. There exists a family (DS,α)α∈R of completions of the domains D(Sα) with respect
to the homogeneous norms ∥Sα · ∥H . These spaces embed into a common ambient space E∞, the
anti-dual of the Fréchet space E−∞ :=

⋂
α∈RD(Sα). Moreover, DS,α ∩H = D(Sα) for all α ∈ R.

We refer to [HvNVW16] for the definition and properties of Banach-valued Lp(I;B) spaces. We
recall the hierarchy of intermediate homogeneous solution and source spaces, for α ∈ [−1, 1],

V̇α :=

{
u ∈ L2(R;DS,1) : D

1−α
2

t u ∈ L2(R;DS,α)

}
,

Ẇα :=

{
D

1+α
2

t g : g ∈ L2(R;DS,α)

}
,

with

∥u∥V̇α :=

(
∥u∥2L2(R;DS,1)

+ ∥D
1−α
2

t u∥2L2(R;DS,α)

)1/2

,

∥f∥Ẇα
:= ∥D− 1+α

2
t f∥L2(R;DS,α).

We have set Dγ
t g := F−1 (|τ |γ Fg) where F is the Fourier transform on R.

Proposition 2.9 (Various homogeneous embeddings). We have the following embeddings.
(1) (Hierarchy and anti-duals) For all α, α′ ∈ [−1, 1] with α ≤ α′, we have a continuous

inclusion V̇α ⊂ V̇α′ and V̇ ⋆
α = L2(R;DS,−1) + Ẇ−α.

(2) (Extended Lions’ embedding) For α ∈ [−1, 0), we have V̇α ↪→ C0(R;H).
(3) (Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev embedding) Let α ∈ (0, 1] and let r = 2

α ∈ [2,∞). Then, we
have V̇α ↪→ Lr(R;DS,α) and there is a constant C = C(r) such that for all u ∈ V̇α,

∥u∥Lr(R;DS,α)
≤ C∥D

1−α
2

t u∥L2(R;DS,α).

Consequently, we have Lr′(R;DS,−α) ↪→ Ẇ−α.
(4) (Mixed norm embeddings) For r ∈ (2,∞) and α = 2/r ∈ (0, 1), we have the embeddings

V̇1 ∩ L∞(R;H) ↪→ Lr(R;DS,α) and V̇0 ↪→ Lr(R;DS,α),

with

∥u∥Lr(R;DS,α)
≤ ∥u∥αL2(R;DS,1)

∥u∥1−αL∞(R;H),

∥u∥Lr(R;DS,α)
≤ C(r)∥u∥αL2(R;DS,1)

∥D1/2
t u∥1−α

L2(R;H)
.

Consequently,

Lr
′
(R;DS,−α) ↪→ L2(R;DS,−1) + L1(R;H) and Lr

′
(R;DS,−α) ↪→ L2(R;DS,−1) + Ẇ0 = V̇ ⋆

0 .

Proposition 2.10 (Integral identities). Let I be an open interval of R. Assume that u ∈ L2(I;DS,1)
if I is unbounded, and that u ∈ L2(I;DS,1)∩L1(I;H) if I is bounded. Let ρ ∈ (2,∞]. Assume that

∂tu = f + g in D′(I;E∞),

with f ∈ L2(I;DS,−1) and g ∈ Lρ
′
(I;DS,−β), where β = 2/ρ ∈ [0, 1). Then u ∈ C(Ī , H) (C0(Ī , H)

if I is unbounded), t 7→ ∥u(t)∥2H is absolutely continuous on Ī and for all σ, τ ∈ Ī such that σ < τ ,

∥u(τ)∥2H − ∥u(σ)∥2H = 2Re

ˆ τ

σ
⟨f(t), u(t)⟩H,−1 + ⟨g(t), u(t)⟩H,−β dt.(2.11)
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3. Lower-order coefficients in mixed Lebesgue spaces

In this section, we develop our variational framework for solving second-order degenerate para-
bolic equations with unbounded lower-order terms in mixed Lebesgue spaces, and obtain existence,
uniqueness, regularity, and representation for the equations and their associated Cauchy problems.

3.1. The variational space and an identification. On L2
ω(R

n), we define the following positive,
self-adjoint, and injective operator:

S := (−∆ω)
1/2, with D(S) = D((−∆ω)

1/2) = H1
ω(R

n).

We recall that D(Rn) is dense in D(S) = H1
ω(R

n) with respect to the graph norm.
We adopt the definitions from Section 2.4, with S = (−∆ω)

1/2. The space V̇0 will play a central
role as the variational space throughout this work.

We record the following useful identification result.

Lemma 3.1 (Linking L2(I;DS,−1) and L2(I; Ḣ−1
ω (Rn))). Let I ⊂ R be an open interval. For any

F ∈ L2(I;L2
ω(R

n)n), there exists a unique h ∈ L2(I;L2
ω(R

n)) such that

∥h∥L2(I;L2
ω(Rn)) ≤ ∥F∥L2(I;L2

ω(Rn)),

and
⟨⟨−ω−1divx(ωF ), φ⟩⟩ =

ˆ
I
⟨h(t), Sφ(t)⟩2,ω dt, ∀φ ∈ L2(I;H1

ω(R
n)) ⊃ D(I × Rn).

Conversely, for any h ∈ L2(I;L2
ω(R

n)), there exists F ∈ L2(I;L2
ω(R

n)) such that

∥F∥L2(I;L2
ω(Rn)) ≤ ∥h∥L2(I;L2

ω(Rn)),

and the same identity holds:

⟨⟨−ω−1divx(ωF ), φ⟩⟩ =
ˆ
I
⟨h(t), Sφ(t)⟩2,ω dt, ∀φ ∈ L2(I;H1

ω(R
n)) ⊃ D(I × Rn).

In both cases, we have −ω−1divx(ωF ) = Sh = (−∆ω)
1/2h in the weak sense against functions

φ ∈ L2(I;H1
ω(R

n)) ⊃ D(I × Rn).

Proof. The first result is straightforward by using the duality between L2(I;DS,1) and L2(I;DS,−1).
The converse also follows by an application of the Hahn-Banach theorem. We omit the details. □

3.2. Embeddings. We adopt the following convention, since L1
loc(I;L

2
ω(R

n)) will serve as our main
ambient space. For a given normed space E of Banach-valued functions defined on I, we define

Eloc := E ∩ L1
loc(I;L

2
ω(R

n)),

equipped with the same norm as E. This condition is to be understood in a qualitative sense. For
example, for a measurable set I ⊂ R, r ∈ [1,∞], and α ∈ R, noting that DS,α ∩ L2

ω(R
n) = D(Sα),

we have

Lr(I;DS,α)
loc =

{
u ∈ L1

loc(I;L
2
ω(R

n)) : u(t) ∈ D(Sα) for a.e. t ∈ I, and ∥Sαu∥Lr(I;L2
ω(Rn)) <∞

}
.

In the case of V̇α for −1 ≤ α ≤ 1, I = R automatically when considering V̇ loc
α .

We now recall the definition of mixed spaces. For pairs of exponents (r, q) ∈ [1,∞]2, intervals
I ⊂ R, open sets Ω ⊂ Rn, and a weight ω̃ on Ω, we write Lr(I;Lqω̃(Ω)) for the mixed norm space of
measurable functions u : I × Ω → C with

∥u∥Lr(I;Lq
ω̃(Ω)) :=

(ˆ
I

(ˆ
Ω
|u(t, x)|q dω̃(x)

)r/q
dt

)1/r

<∞,

with the usual modifications if either r = ∞ or q = ∞, or if the functions take values in Cn.
For any open interval I ⊂ R, we recall that we have set

Σ̇r,q(I) =
{
u ∈ L1

loc(I;L
2
ω(R

n)) : u ∈ Lr(I;Lq
ωq/2(R

n)) and ∇xu ∈ L2(I;L2
ω(R

n)n)
}
,
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where the gradient is taken in the sense of distributions, with norm

∥u∥Σ̇r,q(I) := ∥u∥Lr(I;Lq

ωq/2
(Rn)) + ∥∇xu∥L2(I;L2

ω(Rn)).

Note that when ωq/2 is locally integrable on Rn, then D(I × Rn) is dense in Lr(I;Lq
ωq/2(R

n)). In
particular, Lr(I;Lq

ωq/2(R
n))loc is a dense subspace of Lr(I;Lq

ωq/2(R
n)). Moreover, by using the map

u 7→ (u,∇xu) together with Lemma 3.1, the duality theory is easily understood by identifying
isometrically Σ̇r,q(I) to a subspace of Lr(I;Lq

ωq/2(R
n)) × L2(I;L2

ω(R
n)n). As a consequence, when

(r, q) ∈ [1,∞)2, we have

Σ̇r,q(I)⋆ = L2(I;DS,−1) + Lr
′
(I, Lq

′

ωq′/2(R
n)).

More precisely, for φ ∈ Σ̇r,q(I)⋆, there exists (F, g) ∈ L2(I;L2
ω(R

n)n)× Lr
′
(I;Lq

′

ωq′/2(R
n)) such that

φ = −ω−1divx(ω F ) + g,

that is

φ(u) =

ˆ
I
(⟨F (t),∇xu(t)⟩2,ω + ⟨g(t), u(t)⟩2,ω) dt, ∀u ∈ Σ̇r,q(I),

with

∥φ∥Σ̇r,q(I)⋆ ≃ inf
φ=−ω−1divx(ωF )+g

∥F∥L2(I;L2
ω(Rn)) + ∥g∥

Lr′ (I,Lq′

ωq′/2 (R
n))
.

Remark 3.2. Here, the inner product ⟨·, ·⟩2,ω serves as the (natural) anti-duality pairing between
the spaces Lq

ωq/2(R
n) and Lq

′

ωq′/2(R
n).

Definition 3.3. A pair (r, q) is admissible if ω ∈ RH q
2
(Rn) and 1

r +
n
2q = n

4 , with 2 ≤ r, q <∞.

Remarks 3.4. (1) If ω ∈ RH q
2
(Rn), then ωq/2 is locally integrable on Rn.

(2) If (r, q) is admissible and (r̃, q̃) is another pair with r ≤ r̃ < ∞ and 1
r̃ + n

2q̃ = n
4 , then it

is automatically admissible. Indeed, we have q̃ ∈ (2, q] and ω ∈ RH q
2
(Rn) ⊂ RH q̃

2
(Rn) by

Point (1) of Proposition 2.2.

This definition of admissible pairs is motivated by the forthcoming results.

Lemma 3.5. If (r, q) is an admissible pair and I ⊂ R is an interval, then we have a continuous
inclusion

Lr(I;DS, 2
r
)loc ↪→ Lr(I;Lq

ωq/2(R
n))loc.

By duality, this yields the continuous embedding

Lr
′
(I;Lq

′

ωq′/2(R
n)) ↪→ Lr

′
(I;DS,− 2

r
)1.

Proof. If u ∈ Lr(I;DS, 2
r
)loc, then u(t) ∈ D(S

2
r ) for almost every t ∈ I. Moreover, the pair (r, q) is

admissible if and only if ω ∈ RH q
2
(Rn) and 2

r = n
(
1
2 − 1

q

)
. Therefore, using Theorem 2.4, there is

a constant C = C([ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q) such that for almost every t ∈ I,

∥u(t)∥Lq

ωq/2
(Rn) ≤ C∥(S

2
r u)(t)∥L2

ω(Rn).

The first continuous inclusion then follows by raising both sides of this inequality to the power r
and integrating with respect to t ∈ I.

To prove the dual embedding result, fix g ∈ Lr
′
(I;Lq

′

ωq′/2(R
n)). Then for all φ ∈ Lr(I;DS, 2

r
)loc,

we have by Hölder inequality,

|⟨⟨g, φ⟩⟩| ≤ ∥g∥
Lr′ (I;Lq′

ωq′/2 (R
n))

∥φ∥Lr(I;Lq

ωq/2
(Rn)) ≤ C∥g∥

Lr′ (I;Lq′

ωq′/2 (R
n))

∥φ∥Lr(I;D
S, 2r

).

1This is not a genuine set-theoretic inclusion. The meaning of this embedding is clarified in the proof.



DEGENERATE PARABOLIC EQUATIONS WITH UNBOUNDED LOWER-ORDER TERMS 11

Moreover, we have D(I × Rn) ⊂ Lr(I;DS, 2
r
)loc, and it is a dense subspace of both Lr(I;Lq

ωq/2(R
n))

and Lr(I;DS, 2
r
). Thus, there exists a unique h ∈ Lr

′
(I;L2

ω(R
n)) such that

∥h∥Lr′ (I;L2
ω(Rn)) ≤ C∥g∥

Lr′ (I;Lq′

ωq′/2 (R
n))
,

and
⟨⟨g, φ⟩⟩ = ⟨⟨h, S

2
rφ⟩⟩, ∀φ ∈ Lr(I;DS, 2

r
)loc ⊃ D(I × Rn).

□

Corollary 3.6. If (r, q) is an admissible pair, then

V̇ loc
0 ↪→ V̇ loc

2
r

↪→ Lr(R;DS, 2
r
) ∩ L2(R;DS,1)

loc ↪→ Σ̇r,q(R).

By duality, this yields the continuous inclusions

Σ̇r,q(R)⋆ ↪→ L2(R;DS,−1) + Lr
′
(R;DS,− 2

r
) ↪→ V̇ ⋆

2
r

↪→ V̇ ⋆
0 .

Proof. For the first embedding, holds because the inclusion V̇0 ↪→ V̇ 2
r

is continuous. The second
embedding is the Hardy–Littlewood–Sobolev embedding in the time variable, as stated in Point (3)
of Proposition 2.9. The third embedding is precisely the result of Lemma 3.5. The embeddings of
the dual spaces follow straightforwardly, and we skip details. □

Remark 3.7. Roughly speaking, what happens here is that we first apply the time Hardy–Littlewood
–Sobolev embedding to obtain the inclusion Ḣ

1−α
2 (R;DS,α) ↪→ Lr(R;DS,α), with α = 2

r . Then,

we apply the spatial Hardy–Littlewood–Sobolev embedding DS,α

(
= Ḣα

ω (R
n)
)
↪→ Lq

ωq/2(R
n), for

α = n
(
1
2 − 1

q

)
. Combining these yields the mixed-norm space LrLq

ωq/2 as an endpoint embedding
space. Solving for α in terms of r and q leads to the definition of (r, q) as an admissible pair.

3.3. The degenerate parabolic operator ∂t + B. The parabolic operator ∂t + B on R × Rn

has a non-autonomous elliptic part B with unbounded lower-order terms, as defined in (1.2). Its
coefficients A, a, b, and c depend on (t, x). The first coefficient is a matrix-valued function A :
R × Rn →Mn(C) with complex measurable coefficients such that ω−1A is bounded, so for all t ∈ R
and u, v ∈ H1

ω(R
n),

(3.8) |⟨ω−1A(t)∇xu,∇xv⟩2,ω| ≤M∥∇xu∥2,ω∥∇xv∥2,ω,
with M := ∥ω−1A∥L∞(Rn+1). In particular, we have

(3.9)
ˆ

R
|⟨ω−1A(t)∇xu(t),∇xv(t)⟩2,ω| dt ≤M∥∇xu∥L2(I;L2

ω(Rn))∥∇xv∥L2(I;L2
ω(Rn)),

for all distributions u, v ∈ D′(Rn+1) with ∇xu,∇xv ∈ L2(R;L2
ω(R

n)n). For all t ∈ R and u, v ∈
D′(Rn) with ∇xu,∇xv ∈ L2

ω(R
n)n, we set

A(t)(u, v) := ⟨ω−1A(t)∇xu(t),∇xv(t)⟩2,ω.
For all distributions u, v ∈ D′(Rn+1) with ∇xu,∇xv ∈ L2(R;L2

ω(R
n)n), we set the form

A(u, v) :=

ˆ
R
A(t)(u(t), v(t)) dt =

ˆ
R
⟨ω−1A(t)∇xu(t),∇xv(t)⟩2,ω dt.

The lower-order coefficients a, b are n-vectors of complex-valued, measurable functions on R1+n, and
c is a complex-valued, measurable functions on R1+n. Next, we introduce the sesquilinear pairings
corresponding to the lower-order terms. For all t ∈ R, we set

β(t)(u, v) := ⟨a(t)u,∇xv⟩2,ω + ⟨b(t) · ∇xu, v⟩2,ω + ⟨c(t)u, v⟩2,ω.
We also introduce the notation

β(u, v) :=

ˆ
R
β(t)(u(t), v(t)) dt.
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The formal complex adjoint of B is given by

B⋆u = −ω−1divx(A
⋆∇xu)− ω−1divx(ω bu) + a · ∇xu+ cu.

The quantity Pr,q defined in (1.3), linked to the lower-order terms, arises in the following two results.

Lemma 3.10. Let (r, q) be an admissible pair and assume that Pr,q < ∞. For all u, v ∈ Σ̇r,q and
almost every t ∈ R, we have

|β(u, v)(t)| ≤∥a(t)∥
L

2q
q−2 (Rn)

∥u(t)∥Lq

ωq/2
(Rn)∥∇xv(t)∥L2

ω(Rn)

+ ∥b(t)∥
L

2q
q−2 (Rn)

∥v(t)∥Lq

ωq/2
(Rn)∥∇xu(t)∥L2

ω(Rn)

+ ∥c(t)∥
L

q
q−2 (Rn)

∥u(t)∥Lq

ωq/2
(Rn)∥v(t)∥Lq

ωq/2
(Rn).

In particular, t 7→ β(u, v)(t) ∈ L1(R) and we have

|β(u, v)| ≤ Pr,q∥u∥Σ̇r,q(R)∥v∥Σ̇r,q(R).

Proof. For the first inequality, we proceed as follows. Regarding the term involving a, we write:ˆ
Rn

|a(t, x)||u(t, x)||∇xv(t, x)|dω(x) =
ˆ

Rn

|a(t, x)| × |u(t, x)|ω1/2(x)× |∇xv(t, x)|ω1/2(x) dx,

and the result follows from Hölder inequality, since
1
2q
q−2

+
1

q
+

1

2
= 1.

The term involving b is treated in the same way. The same applies to the term involving c, since
1
q
q−2

+
1

q
+

1

q
= 1.

The second inequality is treated in exactly the same way, using Hölder’s inequality, since
1
2r
r−2

+
1

r
+

1

2
= 1 and

1
r
r−2

+
1

r
+

1

r
= 1.

□

Remark that at this stage, we have not used the RHq/2 condition on ω. By combining Lemma
3.10 and Corollary 3.6, we arrive at the following result.

Corollary 3.11. Let (r, q) be an admissible pair and assume that Pr,q < ∞. Then there exists a
constant C = C([ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q) such that

|β(u, v)| ≤ CPr,q∥u∥V̇0∥v∥V̇0 ,

for all u, v ∈ V̇ loc
0 . In other words, β : V̇ loc

0 × V̇ loc
0 → C is a bounded sesquilinear form.

Definition 3.12. A pair (r, q) is said to be compatible for lower-order terms if it is admissible and
satisfies Pr,q <∞.

Remark 3.13. We could have chosen admissible pairs (ri, qi) possibly different for each of the entries
a, b, and c in Lemma 3.10. In this case, we must assume that ω ∈ RHmax(qi)

2

(Rn). One would

then work in the intersection of the spaces Σ̇ri,qi , and all our results remain valid, provided the
embedding results are adjusted accordingly. To simplify the presentation, we assume they are the
same.

Definition 3.14 (Forward parabolic operator ∂t + B applied to u ∈ Σ̇r,q(I)). Let (r, q) be a
compatible pair for lower-order terms, and let I ⊂ R be an open interval. For any u ∈ Σ̇r,q(I) and
all test functions φ ∈ D(I × Rn), we define

⟨⟨(∂t + B)u, φ⟩⟩ := −⟨⟨u, ∂tφ⟩⟩+ ⟨⟨Bu, φ⟩⟩

:=

ˆ
I
−⟨u(t), ∂tφ(t)⟩2,ω dt+

ˆ
I
⟨A(t)∇xu(t),∇xφ(t)⟩2,ω + β(t)(u(t), φ(t)) dt.
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Remark 3.15. From (3.9), we can define the bounded operator, with bound M ,

A : L2(R;DS,1) → L2(R;DS,−1),

by setting, for all u, v ∈ L2(R;DS,1),

⟨⟨Au, v⟩⟩ = A(u, v).

Similarly, if (r, q) is a compatible pair for lower-order terms, then we define the bounded operator,
with bound Pr,q,

β : Σ̇r,q(R) → Σ̇r,q(R)⋆ = L2(R;DS,−1) + Lr
′
(R, Lq

′

ωq′/2(R
n)),

by setting, for all u, v ∈ Σ̇r,q(R),
⟨⟨βu, v⟩⟩ = β(u, v).

Note that we have Bu = Au+βu, in D′(R1+n), for all u ∈ Σ̇r,q(R) and Bu ∈ Σ̇r,q(R)⋆. This remains
valid when R is replaced by any open interval I ⊂ R.

We conclude this section with the following result, which states that in suitable settings, the
abstract test functions valued in E−∞ (adapted to S) can be replaced by standard test functions.
This is a key ingredient, as the existence results will be established in abstract spaces.

Proposition 3.16 (From the concrete to the abstract and vice-versa). Let (r, q) be a compatible
pair for lower-order terms, and let I ⊂ R be an open interval. Suppose that u ∈ Σ̇r,q(I). For f in a
suitable class of source terms, the following holds: u is a solution to the equation

∂tu+ Bu = f in D′(I × Rn),

if and only if u is a solution to the equation

∂tu+ Bu = f in D′(I;E∞),

where the latter distributional formulation is interpreted via the anti-duality bracket defined previ-
ously, against test functions φ ∈ D(I;E−∞).

The same equivalence holds for Cauchy problems with initial data in L2
ω(R

n).

Such source terms include

f = −ω−1divx(ωF1) + F2 + (−∆ω)
β/2h1 + h2 + h3,

where F1 ∈ L2(I;L2
ω(R

n)n), F2 ∈ L2(I;L2
ω(R

n)), h1, h2 ∈ Lρ
′
(I;L2

ω(R
n)) where ρ ∈ (2,∞) and

β = 2
ρ ∈ (0, 1) and h3 ∈ L1(I;L2

ω(R
n)).

Proof. This follows directly from [AB25a, Lemma 8.2], since D(Rn) is dense in D(S) = H1
ω(R

n) with
respect to the graph norm. Note that u ∈ Σ̇r,q(I) ⊂ L1

loc(I;L
2
ω(R

n)) by assumption, and we also use
Lemma 3.1, and Lemma 3.5 for the norms involving ∥ · ∥Lr(I;Lq

ωq/2
(Rn)). The details are omitted. □

3.4. The variational approach. We seek weak solutions u ∈ Σ̇r,q(I) to the equation ∂tu+Bu = f
for suitable source terms. We begin with the case I = R by introducing a variational parabolic
operator, allowing the use of the Fourier transform in the time variable. We will later restrict to
unbounded or bounded time intervals in the context of Cauchy problems.

We write Ht for the Hilbert transform in the time variable, defined via its symbol iτ/|τ |. For
details, see [AB25a, Section 6.1]. We define a bounded sesquilinear form

BV̇0 : V̇ loc
0 × V̇ loc

0 → C

by

BV̇0(u, v) : =

ˆ
R
⟨HtD

1/2
t u(t), D

1/2
t v(t)⟩2,ω + ⟨A(t)∇xu(t),∇xφ(t)⟩2,ω + β(u, v)(t) dt

=

ˆ
R
⟨HtD

1/2
t u(t), D

1/2
t v(t)⟩2,ω dt+A(u, v) + β(u, v),



14 KHALID BAADI

for all u, v ∈ V̇ loc
0 . We define H : V̇ loc

0 → (V̇ loc
0 )⋆ by

⟨⟨Hu, v⟩⟩V̇ ⋆
0 ,V̇0

:= BV̇0(u, v), u, v ∈ V̇ loc
0 .

We have
(∂t + B)|V̇ loc

0
= H , (−∂t + B⋆)|V̇ loc

0
= H⋆,

where H⋆ : V̇ loc
0 → (V̇ loc

0 )⋆ is the adjoint of H. Indeed, we have the equalityˆ
R
⟨HtD

1/2
t u(t), D

1/2
t v(t)⟩2,ω dt = −

ˆ
R
⟨u(t), ∂tv(t)⟩2,ω dt

when u ∈ V̇ loc
0 and v ∈ D(R1+n). Thus, we may refer to H (more precisely, to its unique extension

from V̇0 to V̇ ⋆
0 ) as the variational parabolic operator associated with B, since it arises from the

sesquilinear form BV̇0 (more precisely, from its unique extension to V̇0× V̇0), and the space V̇0 serves
as the underlying variational space.

3.5. Invertibility and causality. In this section, we give sufficient conditions for invertibility and
causality, both of which will be defined rigorously. The first two results are of perturbative nature
with respect to the pure second-order case, i.e., they hold when Pr,q is small enough, while the last
one only requires a lower bound.

We start with results of a perturbative nature. We recall that A is said to be elliptic in the sense
of Gårding if there exists ν > 0 such that for all t ∈ R and all u ∈ H1

ω(R
n),

(3.17) ν∥∇xu∥22,ω ≤ Re
(
⟨ω−1A(t)∇xu,∇xu⟩2,ω

)
.

A sufficient condition to obtain this ellipticity is to assume that A is uniformly elliptic, that is

ν |ξ|2 ω(x) ≤ Re(A(t, x)ξ · ξ),
for all ξ ∈ Cn and (t, x) ∈ R × Rn.

Theorem 3.18 (Invertibility). Let (r, q) be compatible pair for lower-order terms. Then the operator
H extends uniquely to an operator H̃ : V̇0 → V̇ ⋆

0 . Moreover, if (3.17) holds, there exists a constant
ε0 = ε0(M,ν, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q) such that if Pr,q ≤ ε0, then the operator H̃ is invertible, with a

bound of H̃−1 depending only on M and ν.

Proof. We start with the extension result. We first recall that V̇ loc
0 is dense in V̇0 for this latter space

topology. In particular, up to unique abstract extensions, we have (V̇ loc
0 )⋆ = V̇ ⋆

0 and the uniqueness
of the extension of H is obvious. Hence, we only need to prove that BV̇0 extends to a sesquilinear
form on V̇0 × V̇0. To do so, we notice that the sesquilinear pairing in BV̇0 involving the half-order

time derivative D1/2
t and the Hilbert transform Ht is well-defined on V̇0×V̇0, so no need to extend it.

Using the bound (3.9) and Corollary 3.11, we see that A and β extend respectively to sesquilinear
forms Ã and β̃ on V̇0× V̇0 with bounds M and CPr,q, respectively, where C = C([ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q)

is a constant. Thus, H extends to H̃ : V̇0 → V̇ ⋆
0 , defined by

⟨⟨H̃u, v⟩⟩V̇ ⋆
0 ,V̇0

:= B̃V̇0(u, v) :=

ˆ
R
⟨HtD

1/2
t u(t), D

1/2
t v(t)⟩2,ω dt+ Ã(u, v) + β̃(u, v), u, v ∈ V̇0.

Now, the invertibility result under a smallness assumption on the lower-order terms follows by a
perturbation of the case of pure second-order case. The invertibility in this latter case is essentially
due to Kaplan [Kap66]. For completeness, we provide the full details of this perturbative result.

By the Plancherel theorem and the fact that the Hilbert transform Ht commutes with D1/2
t and

S, it is a bijective isometry on V̇0. As it is skew-adjoint, for all δ ∈ R, 1 + δHt is an isomorphism
on V̇0 and ∥(1 + δHt)u∥2V̇0 = (1 + δ2)∥u∥2

V̇0
. The same equality holds on V̇ ⋆

0 .
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Let δ > 0 to be chosen later. The modified sesquilinear form B̃V̇0(·, (1 + δHt)·) is bounded on
V̇0 × V̇0 and, for all u ∈ V̇0,

Re B̃V̇0(u, (1 + δHt)u) = Re

(ˆ
R
⟨HtD

1/2
t u,D

1/2
t (1 + δHt)u⟩2,ω dt

)
+Re Ã(u, (1 + δHt)u)

+ Re β̃(u, (1 + δHt)u)

= δ∥D1/2
t u∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) +Re Ã(u, u) + δRe Ã(u,Htu) + Re β̃(u, (1 + δHt)u),

where we have used that Ht is skew-adjoint, hence

Re

ˆ
R
⟨HtD

1/2
t u(t), D

1/2
t u(t)⟩2,ω dt = 0.

Using (3.17), (3.8) (more precisely, their extensions to DS,1) together with Corollary 3.11, we obtain

Re B̃V̇0(u, (1 + δHt)u) ≥ δ∥D1/2
t u∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) + (ν − δM) ∥u∥2L2(R;DS,1)
− CPr,q

√
1 + δ2∥u∥2

V̇0
.

Choosing first δ = ν
1+M and then ε0 > 0 such that Cε0

√
1 + δ2 = δ/2, then Pr,q ≤ ε0 implies that

Re ⟨⟨H̃u, (1 + δHt)u)⟩⟩V ⋆
0 ,V0

= Re(BV0(u, (1 + δHt)u)) ≥
δ

2
∥u∥2

V̇0
, ∀u ∈ V̇0.(3.19)

Fix f ∈ V̇ ⋆
0 . The Lax-Milgram lemma implies that there exists a unique u ∈ V̇0 such that

B̃V̇0(u, (1 + δHt)·) = (1 + δHt)
⋆ ◦ f.

Furthermore, we have the estimate

∥u∥V̇0 ≤ 2

δ
∥(1 + δHt)

⋆ ◦ f∥V̇ ⋆
0
.

Using the fact that (1 + δHt)
⋆ is an isomorphism on V̇ ⋆

0 with operator norm equal to
√
1 + δ2, we

have that for each f ∈ V̇ ⋆
0 there exists a unique u ∈ V̇0 such that B̃V̇0(u, ·) = f , i.e. H̃u = f with

∥u∥V̇0 ≤ 2

δ
×
√

1 + δ2 ∥f∥V̇ ⋆
0
.

□

Remark 3.20. Note that the elliptic part B, initially defined as a bounded operator B : Σ̇r,q(R) →
Σ̇r,q(R)⋆ = L2(R;DS,−1) + Lr

′
(R;Lq

′

ωq′/2(R
n)), when restricted to Lr(R;DS, 2

r
) ∩ L2(R;DS,1)

loc by
Corollary 3.6, extends uniquely to a bounded operator

B̃ : Lr(R;DS, 2
r
) ∩ L2(R;DS,1) →

(
Lr(R;DS, 2

r
) ∩ L2(R;DS,1)

)⋆
= L2(R;DS,−1) + Lr

′
(R;DS,− 2

r
).

In particular, we have
B̃ = Ã+ β̃ and

(
∂t + B̃

)
|V̇0

= H̃.

We now state the following causality result of perturbative nature.

Theorem 3.21 (Causality). Let (r, q) be a compatible pair for lower-order terms. Assume that
(3.17) holds. There exists a constant ε0 = ε0(M,ν, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q) such that Pr,q ≤ ε0 implies

that ∂t + B is causal in the following sense: if I is an open interval that contains a neighborhood of
−∞ and u ∈ Σ̇r,q(I) satisfies ∂tu+ Bu = 0 in D′(I × Rn), then u = 0.

Proof. If u ∈ Σ̇r,q(I) satisfies ∂tu+Bu = 0 in D′(I×Rn), then ∂tu = −Bu = −Au−βu in D′(I×Rn).
We have u ∈ L2(I;DS,1)

loc and Au + βu ∈ L2(I;DS,−1) + Lr
′
(I;Lq

′

ωq′/2(R
n)) ⊂ L2(I;DS,−1) +

Lr
′
(I;DS,− 2

r
). By combining Propositions 3.16 and 2.10, we have u ∈ C0(I;L

2
ω(R

n)) and, for all
σ, τ ∈ I such that σ < τ ,

∥u(τ)∥22,ω − ∥u(σ)∥22,ω = 2Re

ˆ τ

σ
⟨ω−1A(t)∇xu(t),∇xu(t)⟩2,ω + β(u, u)(t) dt.
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We choose τ ∈ I such that ∥u(τ)∥22,ω = supt∈I ∥u(t)∥
2
2,ω =: S and set I =

´ τ
−∞ ∥∇xu(t)∥22,ω dt.

Letting σ → −∞ in the above equality and using (3.17), we deduce that

(3.22) S ≤ −2ν I + 2

ˆ τ

−∞
|β(u, u)(t)| dt.

Now, by combining Lemma 3.5 with the first embedding in (4) of Proposition 2.9, we obtain the
existence of a constant C = C([ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q) such that

∥u∥Lr((−∞,τ);Lq

ωq/2
(Rn)) ≤ C∥u∥Lr((−∞,τ);D

S, 2r
) ≤ C S

1
2
− 1

r I
1
r .

Combining this inequality together with an estimate as in the proof of Lemma 3.10, we obtainˆ τ

−∞
|β(u, u)(t)| dt ≤ CPr,q

(
S

1
2
− 1

r I
1
2
+ 1

r + S1− 2
r I

2
r

)
.

Going back to (3.22), we have

S ≤ −2ν I + 2CPr,q

(
S

1
2
− 1

r I
1
2
+ 1

r + S1− 2
r I

2
r

)
.

Since r ∈ [2,∞), we make use of Young’s convexity inequality to deduce the inequality

S ≤ −2ν I + 2CPr,q

(
(
3

2
− 3

r
)S + (

1

2
+

3

r
)I

)
.

Now, if Pr,q < min
(

ν
C( 1

2
+ 3

r
)
, 1
2C( 3

2
− 3

r
)

)
=: 2ε0, we conclude that S = 0, and hence u = 0. □

Finally, we state the following invertibility and causality result based on lower bounds.

Theorem 3.23 (Invertibility and causality through lower bounds). Let (r, q) be a compatible pair
for lower-order terms.

(1) Assume that there exists a constant c > 0 such that

Re ⟨⟨Bu, u⟩⟩ ≥ c∥∇xu∥2L2(R;L2
ω(Rn)) for all u ∈ V̇ loc

0 .

Then H̃ is invertible.
(2) Assume that

Re (A(t)(u, v) + β(t)(u, u)) ≥ 0 for all t ∈ R and u ∈ H1
ω(R

n).

Then ∂t + B is causal in the sense of Theorem 3.21.

Proof. We follow [AE23, Theorem 2.42]. We start with the proof of (1). Using the assumption
(more precisely, its extension to V̇0) and proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 3.18, we have

Re ⟨⟨H̃u, (1 + δHt)u⟩⟩V̇ ⋆
0 ,V̇0

≥ δ∥D1/2
t u∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) + c∥u∥2L2(R;DS,1)
− δM∥u∥L2(R;DS,1)∥Htu∥L2(R;DS,1)

− δPr,q∥u∥Σ̇r,q∥Htu∥Σ̇r,q

≥ δ∥D1/2
t u∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) + (c− δM̃)∥u∥2L2(R;DS,1)

− δPr,q

(
∥u∥Lr(R;Lq

ωq/2
(Rn)) + ∥Htu∥Lr(R;Lq

ωq/2
(Rn))

)2
,

with M̃ :=M+2Pr,q, where in the second inequality we used that Ht is an isometry on L2(R;DS,1),
and trivial lower bounds together with elementary estimates such as 2ab ≤ a2 + b2 for a, b ≥ 0.
By combining Lemma 3.5 with the second embedding in (4) of Proposition 2.9, there are constants
C1 = C1([ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q) and C2 = C2(r) such that

(3.24) ∥v∥Lr(R;Lq

ωq/2
(Rn)) ≤ C1∥v∥Lr(R;D

S, 2r
) ≤ C1C2∥v∥αL2(R;DS,1)

∥D1/2
t v∥1−α

L2(R;L2
ω(Rn))

,

for all v ∈ V̇0, with α = 2
r . We set C := C1C2.
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If r = 2, then there is no contribution of D1/2
t in (3.24) and by combining this inequality with

the fact that Ht is an isometry on L2(R;DS,1), we obtain

Re ⟨⟨H̃u, (1 + δHt)u⟩⟩V̇ ⋆
0 ,V̇0

≥ δ∥D1/2
t u∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) + (c− δ(M̃ + 4C2Pr,q))∥u∥2L2(R;DS,1)
,

and we choose δ > 0 such that c− δ(M̃ + 4C2Pr,q) > 0 and we obtain the invertibility of H̃.
If r > 2, i.e. α ∈ (0, 1), then for ε > 0 to be fixed later, by convexity, from (3.24) we obtain

∥v∥Lr(R;Lq

ωq/2
(Rn)) ≤ C

(
αε−

1
α ∥v∥L2(R;DS,1) + (1− α)ε

1
1−α ∥D1/2

t v∥L2(R;L2
ω(Rn))

)
, for all v ∈ V̇ loc

0 .

Using this inequality with the fact that Ht is an isometry on V̇0, we obtain

Re ⟨⟨H̃u, (1 + δHt)u⟩⟩V̇ ⋆
0 ,V̇0

≥δ
(
1− 8C2Pr,q(1− α)2ε

2
1−α

)
∥D1/2

t u∥2L2(R;L2
ω(Rn))

+
(
c− δM̃ − 8δC2Pr,qα

2ε−
2
α

)
∥u∥2L2(R;DS,1)

.

We begin by choosing ε > 0 such that 1 − 8C2Pr,q(1 − α)2ε
2

1−α > 0, and then choose δ > 0 such
that c− δ

(
M̃ + 8C2Pr,qα

2ε−
2
α

)
> 0. Under these conditions, we conclude the invertibility of H̃.

For the proof of (2), we argue as in the proof of Theorem 3.21. By the energy equality, we obtain

∥u(τ)∥22,ω = −2Re

ˆ τ

−∞
⟨Bu(t), u(t)⟩ dt.

We then conclude directly from the assumption of (2) that u = 0. □

3.6. Existence and uniqueness results. In this section, we establish the well-posedness of par-
abolic equations of the form ∂tu+ Bu = f on R1+n = R × Rn, where the source term f belongs to
various function spaces. We begin by stating the following assumptions, for which we have already
provided sufficient conditions in the previous section.

(I) H̃ is invertible;
(C) ∂t + B is causal in the sense of Theorem 3.21.

Until the end of this Section 3, we assume that (I) holds and will not repeat this
assumption in the statements. We set I := ∥(H̃)−1∥V̇ ⋆

0 →V̇0
. The assumption (C) will be invoked

only when it is used. We also fix a pair (r, q) that is compatible for lower-order terms.
Note that this includes the assumption ω ∈ RH q

2
(Rn).

Remarks 3.25. (1) (I) is equivalent to the statement that H̃⋆, the unique extension of H⋆ to
V̇0, is invertible, and we have I = ∥(H̃⋆)−1∥V̇ ⋆

0 →V̇0
.

(2) (C) is equivalent to the statement that −∂t + B⋆ is anti-causal (when I is assumed to be a
neighborhood of +∞).

Thus, all the results presented here also apply to backward equations.

3.6.1. Uniqueness. We establish the following uniqueness result, which is the only instance in which
we move from the concrete setting to the abstract one.

Proposition 3.26 (Uniqueness). If u ∈ Σ̇r,q(R) is a weak solution of ∂tu+ Bu = 0, then u = 0.

Proof. Using the equation, we have ∂tu−∆ωu = −∆ωu−Bu in D′(R1+n), with −∆ωu ∈ L2(R;DS,−1)

and Bu ∈ Σ̇r,q(R)⋆ = L2(R;DS,−1) + Lr
′
(R, Lq

′

ωq′/2(R
n)) ↪→ L2(R;DS,−1) + Lr

′
(R;DS,− 2

r
) by Lemma

3.5. Using Proposition 3.16, we also have

∂tu−∆ωu = −∆ωu− Bu in D′(R;E∞).

As −∆ωu − Bu ∈ L2(R;DS,−1) + Lr
′
(R;DS,− 2

r
) ↪→ V̇ ⋆

2
r

= Ẇ−1 + Ẇ− 2
r

by Corollary 3.6, we use

[AB25a, Theorem 4.16] to conclude that u ∈ V̇−1 + V̇− 2
r
= V̇− 2

r
⊂ V̇0 by Proposition 2.9, Point (1).

Thus, we have u ∈ V̇ loc
0 and Hu = 0, hence u = 0 by the invertibility assumption (I). □
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3.6.2. Source term in suitable subspaces of V̇ ⋆
0 . We recall that we have(

∂t + B̃
)

|V̇0
= H̃,

and B̃ defined in Remark 3.20. We also recall that, for any open interval I ⊂ R,

Lρ
′
(I;DS,−β) =

{
(−∆ω)

β
2 h, h ∈ Lρ

′
(I;L2

ω(R
n)
}
.

We now state the following result.

Proposition 3.27 (Source term in Lρ′(R;DS,−β), 2 ≤ ρ < ∞). Let ρ ∈ [2,∞) and set β = 2
ρ . Let

h ∈ Lρ
′
(R;L2

ω(R
n)). Then, there exists a unique u ∈ Σ̇r,q(R) solution of

∂tu+ Bu = (−∆ω)
β
2 h in D′(R1+n).

Moreover, u ∈ C0(R;L2
ω(R

n))∩V̇0, and there exists a constant C = C(M,I, Pr,q, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q, ρ)

such that

(3.28) sup
t∈R

∥u(t)∥L2
ω(Rn) + ∥∇xu∥L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) ≤ C∥h∥Lρ′ (R;L2
ω(Rn)).

Proof. Uniqueness follows from Proposition 3.26. For existence, we observe that the source term
(−∆ω)

β
2 h lies in V̇ ⋆

0 , so defining u := H̃−1((−∆ω)
β
2 h) provides a function u ∈ V̇0 that solves

∂tu+ Bu = (−∆ω)
β
2 h in D′(R, E∞).

Moreover, using the equation, we have ∂tu = −B̃u+ (−∆ω)
β
2 h in D′(R, E∞), which implies that

u ∈ C0(R;L2
ω(R

n)) by Proposition 2.10. Even better, applying [AB25a, Theorem 4.16], we obtain u ∈
V̇−min( 2

r
,β), and by (2) of Proposition 2.9, we have the embedding V̇−min( 2

r
,β) ⊂ C0(R;L2

ω(R
n))∩ V̇0.

Now, using the first embedding in (4) of Proposition 2.9, we have u ∈ Lr̃(R;DS,α̃)
loc for all

r̃ ∈ [2,∞) with α̃ = 2
r̃ . By taking r̃ = r and applying Lemma 3.5, we conclude that u ∈ Σ̇r,q(R).

Furthermore, since u ∈ C0(R;L2
ω(R

n)) ⊂ L1
loc(R;L

2
ω(R

n)), it then follows from Proposition 3.16 that
∂tu+ Bu = (−∆ω)

β
2 h in D′(R1+n).

Finally, to prove (3.28), since by definition u = H̃−1((−∆ω)
β
2 h), we obtain

(3.29) ∥u∥V̇0 = ∥H̃−1((−∆ω)
β
2 h)∥V̇0 ≤ I∥(−∆ω)

β
2 h∥V̇ ⋆

0
≤ I× C(ρ) ∥h∥Lρ′ (R;L2

ω(Rn)).

In this last inequality, we used that (−∆ω)
β
2 h ∈ Lρ

′
(R;DS,−β) ↪→ Ẇ−β ↪→ V̇ ⋆

−β ↪→ V̇ ⋆
0 , which follows

from Points (3) and (1) of Proposition 2.9. This yields the desired estimate on ∇xu as

max(∥D1/2
t u∥L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)), ∥∇xu∥L2(R;L2
ω(Rn))) ≤ ∥u∥V̇0 .

To prove the L∞-norm estimate, we use the energy identity (2.11) in Proposition 2.10 to deduce

∥u∥2C0(R;L2
ω(Rn)) ≤2M∥∇xu∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) + 2CPr,q∥u∥2V̇0
+ 2∥(−∆ω)

β/2u∥Lρ(R;L2
ω(Rn))∥h∥Lρ′ (R;L2

ω(Rn)),

where C = C([ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q) is the constant from Corollary 3.11. Combining (3.29) with the

second embedding in (4) of Proposition 2.9 for the norm ∥(−∆ω)
β/2u∥Lρ(R;L2

ω(Rn)), one then obtains
the desired estimate. □

By the assumption (I), H : V̇ loc
0 → V̇ ⋆

0 is injective. Moreover, by the above result, we have

H̃−1 :
⋃

2≤ρ<∞
Lρ

′
(R;DS,−β) → C0(R;L

2
ω(R

n)) ∩ V̇0 ⊂ V̇ loc
0 .

As H̃ is the extension of H to V̇0, then H−1 :
⋃

2≤ρ<∞ Lρ
′
(R;DS,−β) → C0(R;L2

ω(R
n)) ∩ V̇0 ⊂ V̇ loc

0 .
We stress that whenever we write u = H−1f , for f ∈

⋃
2≤ρ<∞ Lρ

′
(R;DS,−β), this means that u is

the unique element of V̇ loc
0 satisfying Hu = f . We then know a posteriori that u ∈ C0(R;L2

ω(R
n)),

etc. Providing such a candidate u was the sole purpose of introducing H̃. From this point onward,
we work directly with H. We could do the same with sources in Ẇα for −1 ≤ α < 0, but we refrain
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from doing so: these spaces are defined on the whole real line via the Fourier transform, and we
will later need to restrict to intervals.

Corollary 3.30 (Boundedness properties of H−1). Fix ρ ∈ [2,∞) and set β = 2/ρ ∈ (0, 1]. Then,

H−1 : Lρ
′
(R;DS,−β) → V̇−min( 2

r
,β) ∩ C0(R;L

2
ω(R

n)) (⊂ V̇ loc
0 ) is bounded.

The same holds for (H⋆)−1.

Proof. Refer to Proposition 3.27 above and its proof. We stress that this does not imply that H
maps V̇−min( 2

r
,β) into Lρ′(R;DS,−β), since H−1, as mapped above, is not necessarily surjective. □

Corollary 3.31. Let (r̃, q̃) be a pair with r ≤ r̃ < ∞ and 1
r̃ +

n
2q̃ = n

4 . Let g ∈ Lr̃
′
(R;Lq̃

′

ωq̃′/2(R
n)).

Then, there exists a unique u ∈ Σ̇r,q(R) solution of

∂tu+ Bu = g in D′(R1+n).

Moreover, u ∈ C0(R;L2
ω(R

n))∩V̇0, and there exists a constant C = C(M,I, Pr,q, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q, q̃)

such that
sup
t∈R

∥u(t)∥L2
ω(Rn) + ∥∇xu∥L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) ≤ C∥g∥
Lr̃′ (R;Lq̃′

ωq̃′/2 (R
n))
.

Proof. The pair (r̃, q̃) is admissible; see Point (2) of Remarks 3.4. The result then follows directly by
combining Lemma 3.5 (the duality result case I = R) with Proposition 3.27 applied with ρ = r̃. □

Remark 3.32. Since ω ∈
⋃
q0>q

RH q0
2
(Rn) by Point (2) of Proposition 2.2, when r > 2 we may take

g ∈ Lr̃
′
(R;Lq̃

′

ωq̃′/2(R
n)) in the above corollary for any admissible pair (r̃, q̃) with r̃ ∈ [rω, r), for some

rω ∈ [2, r).

3.6.3. Source term in L1(R;L2
ω(R

n)). The assumption (I) cannot be straightforwardly applied to
prove existence for a source term in L1(R;L2

ω(R
n)), since L1(R;L2

ω(R
n)) ⊈ V̇ ⋆

0 . However, it is still
possible to handle such source terms by employing a duality scheme.

Proposition 3.33 (Source term in L1(R;L2
ω(R

n))). Let f ∈ L1(R;L2
ω(R

n)). Then, there exists a
unique u ∈ Σ̇r,q(R) solution of

∂tu+ Bu = f in D′(R1+n).

Moreover, u ∈ C0(R;L2
ω(R

n)), and there exists a constant C = C(M,I, Pr,q, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q) such

that
sup
t∈R

∥u(t)∥L2
ω(Rn) + ∥∇xu∥L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) ≤ C∥f∥L1(R;L2
ω(Rn)).

Proof. Uniqueness is provided by Proposition 3.26. To prove the existence, we remark that Corol-
lary 3.30 for the backward operator H⋆ in the case ρ = 2 implies that (H⋆)−1 is bounded from
L2(R;DS,−1) into C0(R;L2

ω(R
n)). We define

T : L1(R;L2
ω(R

n)) → D′(R;E∞), ⟨⟨T f, φ⟩⟩ := ⟨⟨f, (H⋆)−1φ⟩⟩L1(R;L2
ω(Rn)),L∞(R;L2

ω(Rn)).

We have, for C = C(M, I, Pr,q, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q) a constant,

(3.34) ∥T f∥L2(R;DS,1)
≤ C ∥f∥L1(R;L2

ω(Rn)) .

Next, let f in D(R;E−∞). We write for all φ ∈ D(R;E−∞), observing that D(R;E−∞) ⊂ V̇ ⋆
0 ,

⟨⟨T f, φ⟩⟩ = ⟨⟨HH−1f, (H⋆)−1φ⟩⟩V̇ ⋆
0 ,V̇0

= ⟨⟨H−1f, φ⟩⟩.

Hence, T f = H−1f ∈ C0(R;L2
ω(R

n)) and

(3.35) ∀φ ∈ D(R;E−∞), −⟨⟨T f, ∂tφ⟩⟩+ ⟨⟨B(T f), φ⟩⟩ =
ˆ

R
⟨f(t), φ(t)⟩2,ω dt.

Since ∂tT f = −B(T f)+f in D′(R;E∞), the energy equality (2.11) in Proposition 2.10 implies that

∥T f∥2L∞(R;L2
ω(Rn)) ≤ 2M∥T f∥2L2(R;DS,1)

+ 2Pr,q∥T f∥2Σ̇r,q(R)
+ 2∥T f∥L∞(R;L2

ω(Rn))∥f∥L1(R;L2
ω(Rn)).
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Next, using the inequality ∥T f∥2
Σ̇r,q(R)

≤ 2
(
∥T f∥2L2(R;DS,1)

+ ∥T f∥2
Lr(R;Lq

ωq/2
(Rn))

)
, and combining

Lemma 3.5 with the first embedding in (4) of Proposition 2.9 for this second term, together with
basic inequalities of the type ab ≤ εa

2

2 + 1
ε
b2

2 , we obtain, via this absorption argument, the following
estimate holds, with C = C(M, I, Pr,q, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q) a constant:

(3.36) ∥T f∥C0(R;L2
ω(Rn)) ≤ C∥f∥L1(R;L2

ω(Rn)).

Now, let us pick f ∈ L1(R;L2
ω(R

n)). Let (fk)k∈N ∈ D(R;E−∞)N such that fk → f in L1(R;L2
ω(R

n)).
By (3.34) and (3.36), we have T fk → T f in L2(R;DS,1) ∩ C0(R;L2

ω(R
n)), and consequently also

in Lr(R;Lq
ωq/2(R

n)) and in Σ̇r,q(R) by combining Lemma 3.5 with the first embedding in (4) of
Proposition 2.9. Using (3.35) with T fk for a fixed φ ∈ D(R;E−∞) and letting k → ∞ imply that
∂t(T f) + B(T f) = f in D′(R;E∞). Furthermore, since T f ∈ C0(R;L2

ω(R
n)) ⊂ L1

loc(R;L
2
ω(R

n)), it
then follows from Proposition 3.16 that T f is asolution of ∂t(T f) + B(T f) = f in D′(R1+n).

□

3.6.4. Source term is a Dirac measure on L2
ω(R

n). For any s ∈ R and ψ ∈ L2
ω(R

n), we denote by
δs ⊗ ψ the Dirac measure on s carried by ψ which is defined by

⟨⟨δs ⊗ ψ, ϕ⟩⟩ = ⟨ψ, ϕ(s)⟩2,ω, for all ϕ ∈ C0(R;L
2
ω(R

n)).

Proposition 3.37 (Source term is a Dirac measure). Assume that (C) holds. Let s ∈ R and
ψ ∈ L2

ω(R
n). Then there exists a unique u ∈ Σ̇r,q(R) solution of

∂tu+ Bu = δs ⊗ ψ in D′(R1+n).

Moreover, u ∈ C0(R \ {s} , L2
ω(R

n)), equals 0 on (−∞, s) and limt→s+ u(t) = ψ in L2
ω(R

n)) and the
map t 7→ ∥u(t)∥22,ω admits an absolutely continuous extension to [s,+∞[. Furthermore, there exists
a constant C = C(M, I, Pr,q, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q) such that

sup
s≤t

∥u(t)∥L2
ω(Rn) + ∥∇xu∥L2((s,∞);L2

ω(Rn)) ≤ C ∥ψ∥L2
ω(Rn) .

Proof. This follows directly from [AB25a, Corollary 6.19], now that we can solve for source terms
in L1(R;L2

ω(R
n)). □

Remarks 3.38. (1) When formulating Proposition 3.37 with the backward equation

−∂sũ+ B⋆ũ = δt ⊗ ψ, t ∈ R,

the same result holds, with ũ ∈ C0(R \ {t};L2
ω(R

n)), vanishing on (t,+∞) and satisfying
lims→t− ũ(s) = ψ.

(2) There is a statement for a source term that is any bounded L2
ω(R

n)-valued measure on R,
defined as an element of the topological anti-dual of C0(R;L2

ω(R
n)) with respect to the sup

norm. In this case, u is only in L∞(R;L2
ω(R

n)). See [AB25a, Proposition 6.16].
(3) If we dont not assume that (C) holds, the result above can still be proved but u is not

necessarily equal to 0 on (−∞, s) and has limits at s±. See [AE23].

Remark 3.39 (Dependency of constants). When causality and invertibility are of the perturbative
case (Theorems 3.18 and 3.21), all the constants C = C(I, Pr,q, . . . ), as in Propositions 3.27, 3.33,
and 3.37, depend only on (M,ν, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q, . . . ). When a lower bound c is available, as in

Theorem 3.23, all the constants C = C(I, . . . ) depend on (c,M, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q, Pr,q, . . . ).

3.7. The Fundamental solution. The fundamental solution is defined as the family of operators
that represent the inverse of the degenerate parabolic operator ∂t + B on R × Rn.

Definition 3.40 (Fundamental solution for ∂t + B). A fundamental solution for ∂t + B is a family
Γ = (Γ(t, s))t,s∈R of bounded operators on L2

ω(R
n) such that :

(1) (Boundedness) supt,s∈R ∥Γ(t, s)∥L(L2
ω(Rn)) < +∞.

(2) (Causality) Γ(t, s) = 0 if t < s.
(3) (Weak measurability) For all ψ, ψ̃ ∈ D(Rn), the function (t, s) 7→ ⟨Γ(t, s)ψ, ψ̃⟩2,ω is Borel

measurable on R2.
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(4) (Representation) For all φ ∈ D(R) and ψ ∈ D(Rn), any u ∈ Σ̇r,q(R) solution of the equation
∂tu + Bu = φ ⊗ ψ in D′(R × Rn) satisfies ⟨u(t), ψ̃⟩2,ω =

´
R φ(s)⟨Γ(t, s)ψ, ψ̃⟩2,ω ds, for all

ψ̃ ∈ D(Rn) and for almost every t ∈ R. We have set (φ⊗ ψ)(t, x) = φ(t)ψ(x).
In the same manner, one defines a fundamental solution (Γ̃(s, t))s,t∈R to the backward operator
−∂t + B⋆.

Theorem 3.41 (Existence, uniqueness, and properties of the fundamental solution). Assume that
(C) holds. There exists a unique fundamental solution Γ (up to equality almost everywhere) to
∂t + B in the sense of the above definition, and it satisfies the following properties.

(1) (Estimates for the fundamental solution of ∂t + B) For all s ∈ R and ψ ∈ L2
ω(R

n), we
have Γ(·, s)ψ ∈ C0([s,∞);L2

ω(R
n)) with Γ(s, s)ψ = ψ, and there exists a constant C =

C(M, I, Pr,q, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q) such that

sup
s≤t

∥Γ(t, s)∥L(L2
ω(Rn)) ≤ C and ∥∇xΓ(·, s)ψ∥L2((s,∞);L2

ω(Rn)) ≤ C ∥ψ∥2,ω .

(2) (Estimates for the fundamental solution of −∂t + B⋆) For all t ∈ R and ψ̃ ∈ L2
ω(R

n), we
have Γ̃(·, t)ψ̃ ∈ C0((−∞, t];L2

ω(R
n)) with Γ̃(t, t)ψ = ψ, and there exists a constant C =

C(M, I, Pr,q, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q) such that

sup
s≤t

∥Γ̃(s, t)∥L(L2
ω(Rn)) ≤ C and ∥∇xΓ̃(·, t)ψ̃∥L2((−∞,t);L2

ω(Rn)) ≤ C∥ψ̃∥2,ω.

(3) (Full representation) Let ρ ∈ [2,∞] and set β = 2
ρ . Let s ∈ R and ψ ∈ L2

ω(R
n). Let

h ∈ Lρ
′
(R;L2

ω(R
n)). Then the unique solution u ∈ Σ̇r,q(R) of the equation

∂tu+ Bu = δs ⊗ ψ + (−∆ω)
β
2 h in D′(R1+n)

obtained by combining Proposition 3.27, Proposition 3.33 and Proposition 3.37 can be rep-
resented pointwisely by the equation

u(t) = Γ(t, s)ψ +

ˆ t

−∞
Γ(t, τ)((−∆ω)

β
2 h(τ)) dτ,

where the integral is weakly defined in L2
ω(R

n) and also strongly defined in the Bochner sense
when ρ = ∞. More precisely, for all t ∈ R and ψ̃ ∈ L2

ω(R
n), we have the equality with

absolutely converging integral

⟨u(t), ψ̃⟩2,ω = ⟨Γ(t, s)ψ, ψ̃⟩2,ω +

ˆ t

−∞
⟨h(τ), (−∆ω)

β
2 Γ̃(τ, t)ψ̃⟩2,ω dτ.

(4) (Adjointness property) For all s < t, Γ(t, s) and Γ̃(s, t) are adjoint operators.
(5) (Chapman–Kolmogorov identities) For all s < r < t, we have Γ(t, s) = Γ(t, r)Γ(r, s).

Proof. The proof of uniqueness proceeds exactly as in [AB25a, Lemma 6.24], with E−∞ replaced
by D(Rn). For existence, one defines the Green operator using Proposition 3.37, as done by J.-L.
Lions [Lio61]. One then proves that it is the fundamental solution and that it satisfies all the listed
properties. See [AE23, AB25a] for details. □

Remark 3.42. Fundamental solutions can be defined without the causality assumption (2) in Defini-
tion 3.40, and the result above remain valid with appropriate modifications (e.g., replacing (−∞, t)
by R, etc.). We do not pursue this here, as the results are identical to those in the unweighted case
[AE23], and causality is essential for Cauchy problems.

3.8. The Cauchy problem on (0,∞). In this section, we consider the Cauchy problem on the
half-line, namely (0,∞). The main result of this section is the following.

Theorem 3.43 (The Cauchy problem on (0,∞)). Assume that, in addition to the invertibility
assumption (I), the causality assumption (C) also holds. Let ρ ∈ [2,∞], and define β = 2

ρ ∈ [0, 1].
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Let h ∈ Lρ
′
((0,∞);L2

ω(R
n)) and ψ ∈ L2

ω(R
n). Then there exists a unique u ∈ Σ̇r,q((0,∞)) solution

to the Cauchy problem {
∂tu+ Bu = (−∆ω)

β/2h in D′((0,∞)× Rn),
u(t) → ψ in D′(Rn) as t→ 0+.

(3.44)

Moreover, u ∈ C0([0,∞);L2
ω(R

n)), with u(0) = ψ, t 7→ ∥u(t)∥22,ω is absolutely continuous on [0,∞)

and energy equalities hold. Furthermore, there exists a constant C = C(M, I, Pr,q, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q)

such that

sup
t≥0

∥u(t)∥2,ω + ∥∇xu∥L2((0,∞);L2
ω(Rn)) ≤ C(∥h∥Lρ′ ((0,∞);L2

ω(Rn)) + ∥ψ∥2,ω).

Lastly, for all t ≥ 0, we have the following representation of u :

u(t) = Γ(t, 0)ψ +

ˆ t

0
Γ(t, τ)(−∆ω)

β/2h(τ) dτ,

where the integral is weakly defined in L2
ω(R

n) and strongly defined in the Bochner sense when ρ = ∞,
as described in Theorem 3.41, Point (3).

Proof. We start with the existence of such a solution. We first extend h by 0 on (−∞, 0] and
keep the same notation for the extension. By combining Proposition 3.27, Proposition 3.33 and
Proposition 3.37, there exists a unique ũ ∈ Σ̇r,q(R) solution of the equation

∂tũ+ Bũ = δ0 ⊗ ψ + (−∆ω)
β/2h in D′(R1+n).

Moreover, by the causality assumption (C), ũ ∈ C0([0,∞);L2
ω(R

n)), ũ = 0 on (−∞, 0) and ũ(0) = ψ.
The candidate u := ũ|(0,∞) satisfies all the required properties of the theorem, thereby proving
existence. As for the representation, it follows from that of ũ(t) for all t ∈ R, using the fundamental
solution defined on R. See Theorem 3.41, Point (3).

Next, we check uniqueness in the space Σ̇r,q((0,∞)). If u ∈ Σ̇r,q((0,∞)) is a solution to (3.44)
with h = 0 and ψ = 0, then, by Proposition 2.10, we have u ∈ C0([0,∞);L2

ω(R
n)) with u(0) = 0.

We extend u by zero on (−∞, 0)×Rn to obtain u ∈ Σ̇r,q(R), and use its L2
ω(R

n)-valued continuity on
[0,∞) to deduce easily that u is a solution to ∂tu+Bu = 0 in D′(R1+n). Therefore, by Proposition
3.26, we have u = 0.

□

Remark 3.45. Theorem 1.4 is a particular case of Theorem 3.43, when the invertibility and causality
assumptions are those of the perturbative case, as given by Theorems 3.18 and 3.21, respectively.

Remark 3.46. In this section on Cauchy problems, one may define the coefficients of the elliptic
part B, namely A, a, b, and c, on (0,∞) × Rn. We then extend A by In and a, b, and c by 0 on
(−∞, 0] × Rn; that is, Bt(u, v) = ⟨∇xu,∇xv⟩2,ω for all t ≤ 0. In the same manner, the definition,
existence, and uniqueness of the fundamental solution on (0,∞) follow verbatim as in Section 3.7.

Remark 3.47 (The Cauchy problem on segments). By restricting from the case (0,∞), one obtains
the well-posedness of Cauchy problems on bounded intervals, namely (0,T), for any final time T > 0.
The only difference in this case is that the uniqueness class becomes Σ̇r,q((0,T))∩L1((0,T);L2

ω(R
n)),

which is not clear to obtain in the presence of bounded first-order terms, as we will see.

Remark 3.48 (Case of purely second-order degenerate elliptic part). In the absence of lower-order
terms, this variational framework is used in [Baa25] to prove well-posedness of the Cauchy problem.
Assuming moreover that ω ∈ RH q

2
(Rn) for some q > 2 (which holds for any q ∈ [2, qω] for some

qω > 2 by Point (2) of Proposition 2.2), the notion of (r, q)-admissibility allows to treat source terms
in mixed Lebesgue spaces and to derive corresponding mixed-norm estimates.
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4. Lower-order coefficients in mixed Lorentz spaces

Let µ be a measure on Rn. The Lorentz space Lp,rµ (Rn) is defined as the set of all measurable
functions f on Rn such that ∥f∥Lp,r

µ (Rn) <∞, with

∥f∥Lp,r
µ (Rn) =

{(
r
p

´∞
0

(
t1/pf⋆(t)

)r dt
t

)1/r
, 1 ≤ p, r <∞,

supt>0 t
1/pf⋆(t), 1 ≤ p ≤ ∞, r = ∞,

or equivalently (see [Gra08, Proposition 1.4.9])

∥f∥Lp,r
µ (Rn) =

{(
r
´∞
0 sr−1λf (s)

r/p ds
)1/r

, 1 ≤ p, r <∞,

sups>0 s λf (s)
1/p, 1 ≤ p <∞, r = ∞,

where
λf (s) = µ ({x ∈ Rn : |f(x)| > s}) and f⋆(t) = inf {s > 0 : λf (s) ≤ t} .

It is known that Lp,pµ (Rn) = Lpµ(Rn) with ∥f∥Lp,p
µ (Rn) = ∥f∥Lp

µ(Rn) and ∥f∥Lp,r
µ (Rn) is non-increasing

as a function of r, so that Lp,r1µ (Rn) ⊂ Lp,r2µ (Rn) if r1 ≤ r2. We recall that Hölder’s inequality holds
in Lorentz spaces: the product of two functions in Lpi,riµ belongs to L1

µ if 1
p1
+ 1
p2

= 1 and 1
r1
+ 1
r2

= 1.
We refer to [SW71, Ch. V, §3 ] for more details.

4.1. Embeddings. We begin by stating the following result, which refines certain abstract embed-
dings from Proposition 2.9.

Proposition 4.1. We have the following embeddings.
(1) (Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev embedding) Let α ∈ (0, 1] and let r = 2

α ∈ [2,∞). Then, we
have V̇α ↪→ Lr,2(R;DS,α) and there is a constant C = C(r) such that for all u ∈ V̇α,

∥u∥Lr,2(R;DS,α)
≤ C∥D

1−α
2

t u∥L2(R;DS,α).

Consequently, we have Lr′,2(R;DS,−α) ↪→ Ẇ−α, where r′ is the Hölder conjugate of r.
(2) (Mixed norm embedding) For r ∈ (2,∞) and α = 2/r ∈ (0, 1), we have the embedding

V̇0 ↪→ Lr,2(R;DS,α), with

∥u∥Lr,2(R;DS,α)
≤ C(r)∥u∥αL2(R;DS,1)

∥D1/2
t u∥1−α

L2(R;H)
.

Consequently, Lr′,2(R;DS,−α) ↪→ L2(R;DS,−1) + Ẇ0 = V̇ ⋆
0 .

Proof. The first result is obtained, as in the proof of [AB25a, Lemma 5.3], by using the fact that the
DS,α-valued Riesz potential with exponent 1−α

2 is L2–Lr,2 bounded, a result established by O’Neil
[O’N63] (see also Tartar [Tar98]). The second result follows directly from the first, proceeding as
in the proof of [AB25a, Proposition 5.4]. Consequences by duality are immediate, so we omit the
details. □

We now present the following embedding in the space variable, which extends Theorem 2.4 to
boundedness into Lorentz spaces. For the proof, see the case p = 2 in [AB25b, Theorem 3.17].

Theorem 4.2. Let q ∈ [2,∞). Assume that ω ∈ RH q
2
(Rn) and set α = n

(
1
2 − 1

q

)
. Then, there

exists a constant C = C([ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q) such that

∥
√
ω f∥Lq,2(Rn) ≤ C∥(−∆ω)

α
2 f∥L2

ω(Rn), ∀f ∈ D((−∆ω)
α
2 ).

Motivated by the above results, we introduce the following space for any open interval I ⊂ R:

L̇r,q(I) :=
{
u ∈ L1

loc(R;L
2
ω(R

n)) :
√
ω u ∈ Lr,2(I;Lq,2(Rn)) and ∇xu ∈ L2(I;L2

ω(R
n))
}
,

where the gradient is taken in the sense of distributions, with norm

∥u∥L̇r,q(I) := ∥
√
ω u∥Lr,2(I;Lq,2(Rn)) + ∥∇xu∥L2(I;L2

ω(Rn)).

Proceeding as in the previous section for Σ̇r,q(I), we have

L̇r,q(I)⋆ = L2(I;DS,−1) +
√
ω Lr

′,2(I;Lq
′,2(Rn)).
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More precisely, for φ ∈ L̇r,q(I)⋆, there exists (F, g) ∈ L2(I;L2
ω(R

n)n)× Lr
′,2(I;Lq

′,2(Rn)) such that

φ = −ω−1divx(ω F ) +
√
ω g,

that is

φ(u) =

ˆ
I
(⟨F (t),∇xu(t)⟩2,ω + ⟨g(t), u(t)⟩2,ω) dt, ∀u ∈ L̇r,q(I),

with

∥φ∥L̇r,q(I)⋆ ≃ inf
φ=−ω−1divx(ωF )+g

∥F∥L2(I;L2
ω(Rn)) + ∥

√
ω g∥Lr′,2(I;Lq′,2(Rn)).

We record the following lemma, which states the embedding results obtained by combining both
time and space embeddings in this new setting.

Lemma 4.3. If (r, q) is an admissible pair and I ⊂ R is an interval, then we have a continuous
inclusion

Lr,2(I;DS, 2
r
)loc ↪→

√
ω Lr,2(I;Lq,2(Rn))loc.

By duality, this yields the continuous embedding
√
ω Lr

′,2(I;Lq
′,2(Rn)) ↪→ Lr

′,2(I;DS,− 2
r
)2.

Consequently, we have

V̇ loc
0 ↪→ V̇ loc

2
r

↪→ Lr,2(R;DS, 2
r
) ∩ L2(R;DS,1)

loc ↪→ L̇r,q(R).

By duality, this yields the continuous embeddings

L̇r,q(R)⋆ ↪→ Lr
′,2(R;DS,− 2

r
) + L2(R;DS,−1) ↪→ V̇ ⋆

2
r

↪→ V̇ ⋆
0 .

Proof. This follows by proceeding exactly as in Lemma 3.5 and Corollary 3.6, using Theorem 4.2
and Proposition 4.1 in place of Theorem 2.4 and Proposition 2.9, respectively. □

4.2. The variational approach and the resulting theory. For any (r, q) ∈ [2,∞], we set

Lr,q := ∥a∥
L

2r
r−2 ,∞

(R;L
2q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn))
+ ∥b∥

L
2r
r−2 ,∞

(R;L
2q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn))
+ ∥c∥

L
r

r−2 ,∞
(R;L

q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn))
.

Once again, this definition is motivated by the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Let (r, q) be an admissible pair and assume that Lr,q <∞. Then, for all u, v ∈ L̇r,q(R),
t 7→ β(u, v)(t) ∈ L1(R) and we have

|β(u, v)| ≤ Lr,q∥u∥L̇r,q(R)∥v∥L̇r,q(R).

Moreover, there exists a constant C = C([ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q) such that

|β(u, v)| ≤ CLr,q∥u∥V̇0∥v∥V̇0 ,

for all u, v ∈ V̇ loc
0 . In other words, β : V̇ loc

0 × V̇ loc
0 → C is a bounded sesquilinear form.

Proof. For all u, v ∈ L̇r,q(R) and almost every t ∈ R, we have

|β(u, v)(t)| ≤∥a(t)∥
L

2q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn)
∥
√
ω u(t)∥Lq,2(Rn)∥∇xv(t)∥L2

ω(Rn)

+ ∥b(t)∥
L

2q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn)
∥
√
ω v(t)∥Lq,2(Rn)∥∇xu(t)∥L2

ω(Rn)

+ ∥c(t)∥
L

q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn)
∥
√
ω u(t)∥Lq,2(Rn)∥

√
ω v(t)∥Lq,2(Rn).

This is true as we have Hölder’s inequality in Lorentz spaces: the product of three functions in Lqi,ri
belongs to L1 if 1

q1
+ 1

q2
+ 1

q3
= 1 and 1

r1
+ 1

r2
+ 1

r2
= 1. The remainder of the proof follows as in the

proof of Lemma 3.10, and we make use of Lemma 4.3 when it comes to involving V̇0. □

2This is not a genuine set-theoretic inclusion.
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Now, we can proceed as in the previous section, and all the results hold with L̇r,q replacing Σ̇r,q.
The only exception concerns the causality assumption (C) as stated in Theorem 3.21. It is based on
the first embedding of (4) in Proposition 2.9, which does not extend to time-boundedness in Lorentz
spaces. In this case, we consider the lower-order terms in the Lorentz space only with respect to
the space variable. More precisely, we assume the stronger condition

ℓr,q := ∥a∥
L

2r
r−2 (R;L

2q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn))
+ ∥b∥

L
2r
r−2 (R;L

2q
q−2 ,∞

(Rn))
+ ∥c∥

L
r

r−2 (R;L
q

q−2 ,∞
(Rn))

<∞,

which is still weaker than the case of lower-order terms in mixed Lebesgue spaces.

An example. Let us consider the case r = 2 (hence n ≥ 3 and q = 2⋆), A = In, a = b = 0, and

c(t, x) =
c∞(t, x)

|x|2
, where c∞ is a bounded, measurable, complex-valued function on R1+n. In this

case, the degenerate parabolic operator reduces to the degenerate parabolic Schrödinger operator

∂t −∆ω +
c∞(t, x)

|x|2
.

As the norm ∥c∥
L∞(R;L

n
2 ,∞(Rn))

is controlled by ∥c∞∥L∞(R1+n), we state the following result, which is
the version of Theorem 3.43 in this setting and when causality and invertibility are of perturbative
nature (see Theorems 3.18 and 3.21).

Corollary 4.5. There exists a constant ε0 = ε0
(
n, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH n

n−2

)
such that if ∥c∞∥L∞(R1+n) ≤ ε0,

then the following holds: Let ρ ∈ [2,∞] and define β =
2

ρ
∈ [0, 1]. Let h ∈ Lρ

′(
(0,∞);L2

ω(R
n)
)

and

ψ ∈ L2
ω(R

n). Then there exists a unique solution u ∈ L̇r,q((0,∞)) to the Cauchy problem{
∂tu−∆ωu+ c∞(t,x)

|x|2 u = (−∆ω)
β/2h in D′((0,∞)× Rn),

u(t) → ψ in D′(Rn) as t→ 0+.

Moreover, u ∈ C0([0,∞);L2
ω(R

n)), and the map t 7→ ∥u(t)∥22,ω is absolutely continuous. The energy
equalities, estimates, and the representation (by the fundamental solution of the degenerate parabolic
Schrödinger operator) as in Theorem 3.43 also hold.

Here we anticipate a bit, but note that, since a = b = 0 and in the setting of the above result,
the fundamental solution of the degenerate parabolic Schrödinger operator satisfies L2 off-diagonal
estimates (see Theorem 6.2). In the unweighted setting (ω = 1), with c∞ = c a negative constant,
and for non-negative L1 initial data, the connected yet subtly different question of the existence of
a distributional non-negative solution to the above Cauchy problem is also answered positively in
[BG84] for c ∈ [−cn, 0], where cn = c(n) is a constant. Always for ω = 1, the Hardy inequality
provides a lower bound, allowing the recovery of the constant cn via the (inhomogeneous) variational
method (see [AE23]). However, the weighted Hardy inequality requires different conditions on ω
than those we imposed (see [Muc72, Theorem 4] and [Sin89, Theorem 4.1]). This is why we have
restricted ourselves to the perturbative case in Corollary 4.5, which is, of course, still a new result.

5. The inhomogeneous version

So far, the results have a homogeneous flavor. We now develop an inhomogeneous version of the
theory, covering non-autonomous elliptic parts with bounded and unbounded lower-order terms.

5.1. Setup. The key ingredient to obtain the inhomogeneous theory from the homogeneous one
is to formulate the homogeneous theory for S̃ := (1 + S2)1/2 = (1 − ∆ω)

1/2. This formulation
naturally leads to the inhomogeneous theory for S. In fact, the "homogeneous" fractional domains
of S̃ are precisely the "inhomogeneous" fractional domains of S. More precisely, for all α ≥ 0, we
have DS̃,α = D(Sα) = D((−∆ω)

α/2) and ∥ · ∥S̃,α ≃ ∥ ·∥S,α+∥ · ∥2,ω = ∥Sα · ∥2,ω+∥ · ∥2,ω. For α < 0,
we have DS̃,α = DS,α + L2

ω(R
n), with a norm equivalent to the corresponding quotient norm.

We denote by (Vα)−1≤α≤1 and (Wα)−1≤α≤1 the universal solution and source spaces associated
with S̃. Note that for all α ∈ [0, 1], we have the continuous embedding Vα ↪→ V̇α, since the operator
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D
1−α
2

t is the same in both spaces. By duality, this implies the dual embedding V̇ ⋆
α ↪→ V ⋆

α , where the
duality is understood with respect to the L2(R;L2

ω(R
n)) pairing, as usual. As a consequence, the

Hardy–Littlewood–Sobolev-type embeddings stated in Proposition 2.9, both in the homogeneous
and inhomogeneous settings, together with their duals, hold. Moreover, for the variational spaces
V̇0 and V0, we have

V0 = V̇0 ∩ L2(R;L2
ω(R

n)) (⊂ V̇ loc
0 ) and ∥ · ∥2V0 ≃ ∥ · ∥2

V̇0
+ ∥ · ∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)).

Formulating Proposition 2.10 for S̃ yields the following proposition.

Proposition 5.1. Let I ⊂ R be an open interval. Let u ∈ L2(I;H1
ω(R

n)). Let ρ ∈ [2,∞] and set
β = 2

ρ ∈ [0, 1]. Assume that ∂tu = (−∆ω)
β/2h1 + h2 in D′(I × Rn), with h1, h2 ∈ Lρ

′
(I;L2

ω(R
n)).

Then u ∈ C0(I;L
2
ω(R

n)), and the map t 7→ ∥u(t)∥22,ω is absolutely continuous on I. Moreover, the
integral identities, as in (2.11), hold for all σ, τ ∈ I with σ < τ .

Remarks 5.2. (1) In the case where I is a bounded open interval, the conclusion of the above
proposition remains valid by viewing h2 as an element of L1(I;L2

ω(R
n)), and by applying

Proposition 2.10 (i.e., the homogeneous theory for S, rather than for S̃). Moreover, in this
setting, it suffices to assume that u ∈ L1(I;H1

ω(R
n)) with ∇xu ∈ L2(I;L2

ω(R
n)), rather than

requiring u ∈ L2(I;H1
ω(R

n)).
(2) Note that, since the embedding H1

ω(R
n) ↪→ L2

ω(R
n) is continuous and dense, the Lions

embedding theorem [Lio57] applies only in the case where I is a bounded interval and ρ = 2,
and one must a priori assume that u ∈ L2(I;H1

ω(R
n)). Point (1) above is a better result.

5.2. The degenerate parabolic operator and the variational approach. We consider degen-
erate parabolic operators of type ∂t + Binh with a time-dependent degenerate elliptic part Binh in
divergence form perturbed with both bounded and unbounded lower-order terms. We shall only
consider the case of unbounded lower-order terms in mixed Lebesgue spaces, since the case of mixed
Lorentz spaces can be treated in exactly the same way, with the modifications already mentioned
in Section 4 when proving causality results. Thus, we consider

(5.3) Binhu = −ω−1divx(A∇xu)− ω−1divx(ω au) + b · ∇xu+ cu.

Let (r, q) be an admissible pair. We assume that a, b, c can be decomposed as a = ah + a∞,
b = bh + b∞, c = ch + c∞ with

(5.4) Pr,q := ∥ah∥
L

2r
r−2 (R;L

2q
q−2 (Rn))

+ ∥bh∥
L

2r
r−2 (R;L

2q
q−2 (Rn))

+ ∥ch∥
L

r
r−2 (R;L

q
q−2 (Rn))

<∞,

(5.5) P∞,∞ := ∥a∞∥L∞(R1+n) + ∥b∞∥L∞(R1+n) + ∥c∞∥
1
2

L∞(R1+n)
<∞.

The power 1/2 on ∥c∞∥1/2
L∞(R1+n)

is relevant for scaling and for a cleaner presentation, as we will see.

Remark 5.6 (Example: subcritical exponents). Let (r̃, q̃) be a pair with r ≤ r̃, 2 < q̃ and 1
r̃+

n
2q̃ >

n
4 ,

with the additional condition 1
r̃ −

1
2q̃ <

1
4 when n = 1. Any coefficients

a, b ∈ L
2r̃
r̃−2 (R;L

2q̃
q̃−2 (Rn)n) and c ∈ L

r̃
r̃−2 (R;L

q̃
q̃−2 (Rn)),

can be decomposed as above, that is, a = ah + a∞, b = bh + b∞, and c = ch + c∞, with

ah, bh ∈ L
2r
r−2 (R;L

2q
q−2 (Rn)n), ch ∈ L

r
r−2 (R;L

q
q−2 (Rn)), a∞, b∞,∈ L∞(R1+n)n and c∞ ∈ L∞(R1+n),

by visualizing exponents in a ( r̃−2
r̃ , q̃−2

q̃ )-plane and truncating each coefficient at a fixed level ℓ > 0

(namely, yh = y 1{|y|>ℓ} and y∞ = y 1{|y|≤ℓ}). In fact, setting r◦ = r̃
r̃−2 ∈ (1,∞] and q◦ = q̃

q̃−2 ∈
(1,∞], then the condition 1

r̃ +
n
2q̃ >

n
4 is equivalent to

1

r◦
+

n

2q◦
< 1,

which are the subcritical exponents appearing in [Aro68, LSU68, AMP19, AE23]. For the additional
assumption when n = 1, it is equivalent to 1

r◦ >
1

2q◦ .
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Next, we introduce the sesquilinear forms associated with the lower-order terms. For all t ∈ R
and u, v ∈ H1

ω(R
n), we set

βh(t)(u, v) := ⟨ah(t)u,∇xv⟩2,ω + ⟨bh(t) · ∇xu, v⟩2,ω + ⟨ch(t)u, v⟩2,ω,
β∞(t)(u, v) := ⟨a∞(t)u,∇xv⟩2,ω + ⟨b∞(t) · ∇xu, v⟩2,ω + ⟨c∞(t)u, v⟩2,ω,
βinh(t)(u, v) := βh(t)(u, v) + β∞(t)(u, v).

Now, for all u, v ∈ Σ̇r,q(R) ∩ L2(R;L2
ω(R

n)), we set

βinh(u, v) := βh(u, v) + β∞(u, v) :=

ˆ
R
βh(t)(u(t), v(t)) dt+

ˆ
R
β∞(t)(u(t), v(t)) dt.

We record the following lemma.

Lemma 5.7. For all u, v ∈ Σ̇r,q(R) ∩ L2(R;L2
ω(R

n)), we have

⋆ |β∞(u, v)| ≤ P∞,∞(∥u∥L2(R;L2
ω(Rn))∥∇xv∥L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) + ∥∇xu∥L2(R;L2
ω(Rn))∥v∥L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)))

+ P 2
∞,∞∥u∥L2(R;L2

ω(Rn))∥v∥L2(R;L2
ω(Rn)),

⋆ |βh(u, v)| ≤ Pr,q∥u∥Σ̇r,q(R)∥v∥Σ̇r,q(R).

In particular, βinh : V0 × V0 → C is a bounded sesquilinear form.

Proof. The bound on β∞ follows directly from the Cauchy–Schwarz inequalities. For βh, this is
exactly Lemma 3.10. The statement on βinh follows directly by combining Corollary 3.6 with the
embedding V0 ↪→ V̇0. □

Remark 5.8. We may define the bounded operator, with bound P∞,∞ + P 2
∞,∞,

β∞ : L2(R;H1
ω(R

n)) → L2(R;H1
ω(R

n))⋆ = L2(R;L2
ω(R

n)) + L2(R;DS,−1).

We also define the operators βh : Σ̇r,q(R) → Σ̇r,q(R)⋆ = L2(R;DS,−1) + Lr
′
(R, Lq

′

ωq′/2(R
n)) and

A : L2(R;DS,1) → L2(R;DS,−1) as in Remark 3.15.

In order to employ the variational approach, we introduce the following bounded sesquilinear
form BV0 : V0 × V0 → C, defined for all u, v ∈ V0 by

BV0(u, v) : =

ˆ
R
⟨HtD

1/2
t u(t), D

1/2
t v(t)⟩2,ω + ⟨A(t)∇xu(t),∇xφ(t)⟩2,ω + βinh(t)(u(t), v(t)) dt

=

ˆ
R
⟨HtD

1/2
t u(t), D

1/2
t v(t)⟩2,ω dt+A(u, v) + βh(u, v) + β∞(u, v)

=: BV̇0(u, v) + β∞(u, v).

Next, we define Hinh : V0 → V ⋆
0 by ⟨⟨Hinhu, v⟩⟩V ⋆

0 ,V0
:= BV0(u, v) for all u, v ∈ V0. Note that, as

before, we have (∂t + Binh)|V0 = Hinh and (−∂t + B⋆inh)|V0 = H⋆
inh. Note also that we have the

decomposition
Hinh = Hh + β∞,

where Hh denotes the operator constructed in the absence of bounded lower-order terms, as con-
sidered in Section 3.

Now, as in the homogeneous theory, we provide sufficient conditions for invertibility and causality
results. We begin with perturbation-type results.

Theorem 5.9 (Invertibility, inhomogeneous version). Assume that (3.17) holds. There are two
constants ε0 = ε0(M,ν, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q) and κ0 = κ0(M,ν, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q, P∞,∞) such that if

Pr,q ≤ ε0 and κ ≥ κ0, then the operator Hinh +κ : V0 → V ⋆
0 is invertible, with a bound of its inverse

depending only on M and ν.

Proof. Since Ht is skew-adjoint on L2(R;L2
ω(R

n)), for all u ∈ V0 and κ > 0, we have

Re ⟨⟨(Hinh + κ)u, (1 + δHt)u⟩⟩V ⋆
0 ,V0

= Re ⟨⟨Hhu, (1 + δHt)u⟩⟩V̇ ⋆
0 ,V̇0

+Reβ∞(u, (1 + δHtu)

+ κ∥u∥2L2(R;L2
ω(Rn)).
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Now, proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 3.18 for the homogeneous part Hh, and choosing δ > 0
and ε0 as done there, if Pr,q ≤ ε0, then by Lemma 5.7, we have

Re ⟨⟨(Hinh + κ)u, (1 + δHt)u⟩⟩V ⋆
0 ,V0

≥ δ

2
∥u∥2

V̇0

− 2P∞,∞
√

1 + δ2∥u∥L2(R;L2
ω(Rn))∥∇xu∥L2(R;L2

ω(Rn))

− P 2
∞,∞

√
1 + δ2∥u∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) + κ∥u∥2L2(R;L2
ω(Rn)).

If P∞,∞ = 0, then we are done. Otherwise, using the inequality 2ab ≤ 1
λa

2 + λb2 with λ > 0 such
that P∞,∞

√
1 + δ2λ = δ

4 , and using the fact that ∥∇x · ∥L2(R;L2
ω(Rn)) ≤ ∥ · ∥V̇0 , we see that

Re ⟨⟨(Hinh + κ)u, (1 + δHt)u⟩⟩V ⋆
0 ,V0

≥ δ

4
∥u∥2

V̇0

+

(
κ− P 2

∞,∞
√

1 + δ2 − P∞,∞
√
1 + δ2

λ

)
∥u∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)).

Now, if

κ ≥ κ0 :=
δ

4
+ P 2

∞,∞
√

1 + δ2 +
P∞,∞

√
1 + δ2

λ
=
δ

4
+ P 2

∞,∞

(√
1 + δ2 +

4

δ
(1 + δ2)

)
,

then we have

Re ⟨⟨(Hinh + κ)u, (1 + δHt)u⟩⟩V ⋆
0 ,V0

≥ δ

4
∥u∥2

V̇0
+
δ

4
∥u∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) ≃
δ

4
∥u∥2V0 ,

and the invertibility follows. □

Remark 5.10. As already noted in the proof, if P∞,∞ = 0 and Pr,q ≤ ε0, then the operator Hh +κ :
V0 → V ⋆

0 is invertible for all κ > 0.

Theorem 5.11 (Causality, inhomogeneous version). Assume that (3.17) holds. There are two
constants ε0 = ε0(M,ν, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q) and κ0 = κ0(M,ν, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, n, q, P∞,∞) such that if

Pr,q ≤ ε0 and κ ≥ κ0, then ∂t + Binh + κ is causal in the following sense: if I is an open interval
that contains a neighborhood of −∞ and u ∈ Σ̇r,q(I)∩L2(I;L2

ω(R
n)) satisfies ∂tu+ Binhu+ κu = 0

in D′(I × Rn), then u = 0.

Proof. If u ∈ Σ̇r,q(I)∩L2(I;L2
ω(R

n)) satisfies ∂tu+Binhu+κu = 0 in D′(I×Rn), then, by Proposition
5.1, we have u ∈ C0(I;L

2
ω(R

n)). We choose τ ∈ I such that ∥u(τ)∥22,ω = supt∈I ∥u(t)∥22,ω =: S, and
set I =

´ τ
−∞ ∥∇xu(t)∥22,ω dt. Writing the energy equality between σ and τ , and letting σ → −∞,

we deduce, using (3.17), that

S ≤ −2ν I + 2

ˆ τ

−∞
|βh(t)(u(t), u(t))| dt+ 2

ˆ τ

−∞
|β∞(t)(u(t), u(t))|dt− 2κ∥u∥2L2((−∞,τ);L2

ω(Rn)).

Proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 3.21 for βh, and by using Lemma 5.7 for β∞, we have

S ≤ −2ν I + 2CPr,q

(
(
3

2
− 3

r
)S + (

1

2
+

3

r
)I

)
+ 4P∞,∞I

1
2 ∥u∥L2((−∞,τ);L2

ω(Rn))

+ 2P 2
∞,∞∥u∥2L2((−∞,τ);L2

ω(Rn)) − 2κ∥u∥2L2((−∞,τ);L2
ω(Rn))

≤ −2ν I + 4CPr,q (S + I) + 4P∞,∞I
1
2 ∥u∥L2((−∞,τ);L2

ω(Rn)) + (2P 2
∞,∞ − 2κ)∥u∥2L2((−∞,τ);L2

ω(Rn))

≤ (−2ν + 4CPr,q + 2P∞,∞λ)I + 4CPr,qS +

(
2P∞,∞
λ

+ 2P 2
∞,∞ − 2κ

)
∥u∥2L2((−∞,τ);L2

ω(Rn)),

for all λ > 0, using the inequality 2ab ≤ 1
λa

2+λb2. We choose λ > 0 such that −2ν+2P∞,∞λ = −ν,
from which the conclusion easily follows by taking Pr,q sufficiently small and κ sufficiently large,
with the desired dependencies. □

We conclude this section with the following non-perturbative result.
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Theorem 5.12 (Invertibility and causality through lower bounds, inhomogeneous version). The
following assertions are true.

(1) Assume that there exist constants c, c′ > 0 such that

Re ⟨⟨Binhu, u⟩⟩ ≥ c∥∇xu∥2L2(R;L2
ω(Rn)) − c′∥u∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) for all u ∈ V0.

Then Hinh + κ is invertible, for all κ ≥ κ0 = κ0(c, c
′).

(2) Assume that that there exists a constant c′ > 0 such that

Re (A(t)(u, v) + βinh(t)(u, u)) ≥ −c′∥u∥22,ω for all t ∈ R and u ∈ H1
ω(R

n).

Then ∂t + Binh + κ is causal in the sense of Theorem 5.11, for any κ ≥ c′.

Proof. For the first point on invertibility, taking κ0 := c+ c′, we have, for all κ ≥ κ0,

Re ⟨⟨(Binh + κ)u, u⟩⟩ ≥ c
(
∥∇xu∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) + ∥u∥2L2(R;L2
ω(Rn))

)
= c∥u∥2L2(R;H1

ω(Rn)) ≃ c∥u∥2L2(R;DS̃,1)
,

for all u ∈ V0. The argument then follows exactly the same lines as in the proof of Theorem
3.23, with S̃ in place of S, that is, the inhomogeneous version of Theorem 3.23. In this case, the
corresponding constant δ obtained there depends on Pr,q as well as on P∞,∞, in addition to the
structural constants (c, c′, n, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q

2
, and M). We emphasize, also, that by separating the

homogeneous and inhomogeneous parts, applying the assumptions, and taking suitable bounds for
the bounded and unbounded coefficients, and proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 3.23, one can
choose κ0 sufficiently large, of the form κ0 = C(δ,M, n, c, c′)(1 + P 2

∞,∞), where δ depends on c, c′,
n, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH n

n−2
, M , and Pr,q, but not on P∞,∞.

The second point on causality is straightforward and we omit the details.
□

Remark 5.13. We observe that if r > 2, then for any a, b ∈ L
2r
r−2 (R;L

2q
q−2 (Rn)n) + L∞(R1+n)n

and c ∈ L
r

r−2 (R;L
q

q−2 (Rn)) + L∞(R1+n), and for every ε > 0, we can write y = yh + y∞ for
each y ∈ {a, b, c} such that Pr,q(ah, bh, ch) < ε and P∞,∞(a∞, b∞, c∞) < ∞, by truncating the
unbounded parts at large heights ℓ > 0 (namely, yh = y 1{|y|>ℓ} and y∞ = y 1{|y|≤ℓ}) together with

the dominated convergence theorem for L
2q
q−2 (Rn)- (resp. L

q
q−2 (Rn)-) valued functions. In other

words, we can always decompose each coefficient into an unbounded part and a bounded part, in
such a way that the conditions of Theorems 5.9 and 5.11 are satisfied. However, when r = 2 (n ≥ 3
and q = 2n

n−2), we cannot perform the same truncation as in the case r > 2, since 2r
r−2 = r

r−2 = ∞.
In this case, we assume directly that Pr,q is small or that there exist constants c, c′ > 0 such that

Re (A(t)(u, v) + βinh(t)(u, u)) ≥ c∥∇xu∥22,ω − c′∥u∥22,ω for all t ∈ R and u ∈ H1
ω(R

n),

which ensures that the setting falls within the scope of Theorem 5.12, covering both causality and
invertibility.

5.3. The Cauchy problem on (0,T). We now study the Cauchy problem in the inhomogeneous
setting.

Theorem 5.14 (The Cauchy problem on (0,T)). Assume that, for some κ ≥ 0, Hinh+κ : V0 → V ⋆
0

is invertible and ∂t + Binh + κ is causal. Let T > 0. Let ρ ∈ [2,∞], and define β = 2
ρ ∈ [0, 1]. Let

h ∈ Lρ
′
((0,T);L2

ω(R
n)), and ψ ∈ L2

ω(R
n).

(1) There exists a unique u ∈ Σ̇r,q((0,T)) ∩ L2((0,T);L2
ω(R

n)) solution to the Cauchy problem{
∂tu+ Binhu = (−∆ω)

β/2h in D′((0,T)× Rn),
u(t) → ψ in D′(Rn) as t→ 0+.

(5.15)

Moreover, u ∈ C([0,T];L2
ω(R

n)), with u(0) = ψ, t 7→ ∥u(t)∥22,ω is absolutely continuous
on [0,T] and we can write the energy equalities. Furthermore, there exists a constant C
independent of ψ and h such that

sup
0≤t≤T

∥u(t)∥2,ω + ∥∇xu∥L2((0,T);L2
ω(Rn)) ≤ C(∥h∥Lρ′ ((0,T);L2

ω(Rn)) + ∥ψ∥2,ω).
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(2) There exists a unique fundamental solution Γ = (Γ(t, s))0≤s≤t≤T for ∂t+Binh in the sense of
Definition 3.40 in (0,T). In particular, for all t ∈ [0,T], we have the following representation
of u :

u(t) = Γ(t, 0)ψ +

ˆ t

0
Γ(t, τ)(−∆ω)

β/2h(τ) dτ,

where the integral is weakly defined in L2
ω(R

n), and also strongly defined in the Bochner sense
when ρ = ∞, as described in Theorem 3.41.

Proof. We begin with existence. We extend h by 0 on [T,∞) × Rn. Apply Theorem 3.43 with S̃
replacing S to the auxiliary Cauchy problem{

∂tv + (Binh + κ)v = (−∆ω)
β/2e−κth in D′((0,∞)× Rn),

v(t) → ψ in D′(Rn) as t→ 0+,

and obtain a weak solution v ∈ Σ̇r,q((0,∞))∩L2((0,∞);L2
ω(R

n)). The function u := eκtv restricted
to [0,T] gives us a weak solution with the desired properties.

Next, we check uniqueness. Assume that u ∈ Σ̇r,q((0,T)) ∩ L2((0,T);L2
ω(R

n)) is a weak solution
to (5.15) with h = 0 and ψ = 0. Set v = e−κtu on (0,T), so that v ∈ Σ̇r,q((0,T))∩L2((0,T);L2

ω(R
n))

and v is a solution to the Cauchy problem{
∂tv + (Binh + κ)v = 0 in D′((0,T)× Rn),
v(t) → 0 in D′(Rn) as t→ 0+,

In particular, by Proposition 5.1, we have v ∈ C([0,T];L2
ω(R

n)) with v(0) = 0. By restriction
from R, as in the existence part, we can construct vT ∈ Σ̇r,q((T,∞)) ∩ L2((T,∞);L2

ω(R
n)) ∩

C0([T,∞);L2
ω(R

n)) with initial data vT(T) = v(T), which satisfies ∂tv + (Binh + κ)v = 0 in
D′((T,∞) × Rn). For t ∈ (−∞, 0] × Rn, we set v0(t) = 0. Using the L2

ω(R
n)-valued continuity, we

can glue v0, v, and vT together to obtain ṽ ∈ Σ̇r,q(R)∩L2(R;L2
ω(R

n)) solving ∂tṽ+ (Binh + κ)ṽ = 0
in D′(R1+n). Using the inhomogeneous version of Proposition 3.26, we obtain ṽ = 0, hence v = 0,
and therefore u = 0.

Finally, definition, existence and uniqueness of the fundamental solution Γ can be obtained by
proceeding as in Section 3.7.

□

Remark 5.16. If Hinh : V0 → V ⋆
0 is invertible and ∂t + Binh is causal (the case κ = 0), then, as in

the homogeneous case, we may take T = ∞ with a source term of the form (−∆ω)
β/2h1 + h2 with

h1, h2 ∈ Lρ
′
((0,∞);L2

ω(R
n)) where ρ ∈ [2,∞], and β = 2

ρ ∈ [0, 1]. The existence and uniqueness
class is Σ̇r,q((0,∞)) ∩ L2((0,∞);L2

ω(R
n)), with regularity in C0([0,∞);L2

ω(R
n)).

Remark 5.17. If a = b = 0, then β∞u = c∞u ∈ L1((0,T);L2
ω(R

n)) for any u ∈ L1((0,T);L2
ω(R

n)).
Thus, we may extend the uniqueness class to Σ̇r,q((0,T))∩L1((0,T);L2

ω(R
n)) by Remark 5.2, Point

(1).

Remark 5.18. As mentioned for the homogeneous Cauchy problem, the coefficients of the elliptic
part B—namely A, ah, a∞, bh, b∞, ch, and c∞—may be defined on (0,T)× Rn. We then extend A
by In, and extend ah, a∞, bh, b∞, ch, and c∞ by 0, on R \ (0,T)× Rn.

Remark 5.19. The proof of Theorem 5.14 shows that for any κ0 ≥ 0 such that Hinh + κ0 : V0 → V ⋆
0

is invertible and ∂t + Binh + κ0 is causal, if Γκ0 is the fundamental solution for ∂t + Binh + κ0, then

Γ(t, s) = eκ0(t−s)Γκ0(t, s), for all 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T, ∀T > 0.

Moreover, since the Cauchy problem (5.15) can be solved uniquely on any bounded interval (a, b) ⊂
R, instead of just (0,T), the fundamental solution Γ is defined on R, and the above equality holds
throughout R.
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6. Bounds for the fundamental solution

In this section, we establish classical estimates for the fundamental solution in our degenerate set-
ting with both bounded and unbounded lower-order terms. These are the L2 off-diagonal estimates
(also known as Gaffney estimates) and pointwise Gaussian upper bounds, under the assumption of
Moser’s L2-L∞ estimates on local weak solutions.

6.1. L2-decay for the fundamental solution. Let us first recall some relevant literature con-
cerning L2 off-diagonal estimates. In the unweighted case without lower-order terms and with time-
independent coefficient matrix A, these estimates follow from Davies’ exponential trick [Dav87].
Fabes and Stroock [FS86] extended this approach to time-dependent A; see also [HK04] for related
results. In the degenerate case without lower-order terms, Davies’ exponential trick still applies
for time-independent A; for a more general framework, see [Dav92]. In the context of A2-weights,
such estimates appear in [CUR14] under the additional assumptions that A is real-valued and sym-
metric, and have been extended to real-valued, time-dependent A in [AN25]. For the fully general
case of complex, time-dependent A, see [Baa25], which employs the Grönwall lemma as a key tool.
While similar ideas apply when lower-order coefficients are bounded, handling unbounded lower-
order terms is more subtle, even in the unweighted case. A novel approach addressing this in the
unweighted setting is presented in [AE23], and we will see that these ideas extend to the weighted
setting, providing complete details due to the presence of the weight ω, while refining and adding
more precision to certain arguments.

Taking into account the invertibility and causality results from the previous section, we consider
an elliptic operator Binh as in (5.3), with lower-order coefficients decomposed as in that section and
satisfying (5.4) and (5.5), and we adopt the notation Pr,q and P∞,∞ as used there. We consider two
cases:

• Case r > 2: we assume that (3.17) holds, and by Remark 5.13, we also assume that Pr,q ≤ ε0
as in Theorems 5.9 and 5.11.

• Case r = 2: we assume the existence of constants c, c′ > 0 such that

(6.1) Re (A(t)(u, u) + βinh(t)(u, u)) ≥ c∥∇xu∥22,ω − c′∥u∥22,ω, for all t ∈ R and u ∈ H1
ω(R

n).

In this case, Theorem 5.12 applies.
In both situations, Theorem 5.14 applies. We now state the following L2 off-diagonal estimates for
the fundamental solution Γ constructed therein.

Theorem 6.2. Fix T > 0. Then, there exist constants c, C > 0 and such that

(6.3) ∥Γ(t, s)ψ∥L2
ω(F ) ≤ Ce

−d(E,F )2

4c(t−s)
+cP 2

∞,∞(t−s)∥ψ∥L2
ω(E),

for all t, s ∈ [0,T] with s < t, all measurable sets E,F ⊂ Rn and all ψ ∈ L2
ω(R

n), with support in
E. Here, d(E,F ) denotes the Euclidean distance between E and F .

• In the case r > 2, the constants c and C depend only on M , ν, [ω]A2, [ω]RH q
2
, n, and q.

• In the case r = 2, they depend on c, c′, n, [ω]A2, [ω]RH n
n−2

, M , and also on Pr,q.

Proof. We will prove the result for all −∞ < s < t < ∞, since the fundamental solution is defined
on R, see Remark 5.19. For a bounded Lipschitz function χ : Rn → R+, we define the operator on
R×Rn obtained by conjugating ∂t+Binh with the multiplication by eχ. More precisely, in the weak
sense ⟨⟨·, ·⟩⟩ defined in Definition 2.7, we have

(6.4) eχ(∂t + Binh)e
−χ = ∂t + Binh + βχ in D′(R × Rn),

with

⟨⟨βχu, φ⟩⟩ := βχ(u, φ) : = ⟨⟨−ω−1(A∇xχ)u,∇xφ⟩⟩+ ⟨⟨ω−1A∇xu · ∇xχ, φ⟩⟩
+ ⟨⟨−ω−1A∇xχ · ∇xχ, φ⟩⟩+ ⟨⟨(a− b) · (∇xχ)u, φ⟩⟩

= ⟨⟨aχu,∇xφ⟩⟩+ ⟨⟨bχ · ∇xu, φ⟩⟩+ ⟨⟨cχu, φ⟩⟩,
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with

aχ := −ω−1A∇xχ,

bχ := ω−1AT∇xχ,

cχ := −ω−1A∇xχ · ∇xχ+ (a− b) · ∇xχ,

where AT denotes the real transpose of A. The coefficients aχ and bχ are bounded by the term
∥ω−1A∥L∞(Rn+1)∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn) =M∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn). The first term in cχ is bounded byM∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn).
However, the second term in cχ is more delicate to handle directly, which makes it necessary to dis-
tinguish between the cases r > 2 and r = 2.
Proof in the case r > 2. We proceed in several steps.
Step 1: Decomposition and lower bound for the inverse of ∂t + Binh + βχ. We may write a − b =
a∞−b∞+ah−bh, where Pr,q(ah, bh) ≤ ε0 and P∞,∞(a∞, b∞) <∞. Thus, the second term of cχ can
be written as (a∞− b∞) ·∇xχ+(ah− bh) ·∇xχ. The first part is controlled by 2P∞,∞∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn).
Let ∂t + Bh denote the degenerate parabolic operator associated with A, ah, bh, and ch and let Hh

be the variational operator associated to ∂t + Bh. Remark that, since Pr,q ≤ ε0 by hypothesis, Hh

satisfies (3.19) on V0 with δ/2, where δ = δ(M,ν). For V ∈ L
r

r−2 (R;L
q

q−2 (Rn)), the multiplication
by V defines a bounded operator V̇ loc

0 → V̇ ⋆
0 , given by ⟨⟨V u, φ⟩⟩V̇ ⋆

0 ,V̇0
:= ⟨⟨V u, φ⟩⟩, with bound

C∥V ∥
L

r
r−2 (R;L

q
q−2 (Rn))

, where C = C([ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q) is a constant. In particular, there exists a

constant λ = λ([ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, q) such that if ∥V ∥

L
r

r−2 (R;L
q

q−2 (Rn))
≤ λ, then

Re⟨⟨(Hh + V )u, (1 + δHt)u⟩⟩V̇ ⋆
0 ,V̇0

≥ δ

4
∥u∥2

V̇0
, for all u ∈ V0.

For all ℓ > 0, using Markov’s inequality, the truncation Vh := 1|ah−bh|>ℓ(ah − bh) · ∇xχ satisfies

∥Vh∥
L

r
r−2 (R;L

q
q−2 (Rn))

≤ 4ε20ℓ
−1∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn).

We then choose ℓ > 0 with 4ε20ℓ
−1∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn) = λ. On the other hand, the complementary

truncation V∞ := 1|ah−bh|≤ℓ(ah − bh) · ∇xχ has the bound

∥V∞∥L∞(R1+n) ≤ ℓ∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn) =
4ε20
λ

∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn).

We set β∞ := Binh − Bh and β̃χ := βχ − Vh, so that we have the following decomposition:

∂t + Binh + βχ + κ = (∂t + Bh + Vh) + (β̃χ + β∞) + κ.

The variational operator associated to ∂t + Bh + Vh is Hh + Vh, and the term β̃χ + β∞ has first
order coefficients bounded by P∞,∞+∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn), and zero order coefficients bounded by P 2

∞,∞+

∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn), up to multiplicative constants depending only on ν, M , [ω]A2 , [ω]RH q
2
, n, and q.

Proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 5.9, we obtain the lower bound

Re⟨⟨(Hinh + βχ + κ)u, (1 + δHt)u⟩⟩V ⋆
0 ,V0

≥ δ

8
∥u∥2V0 ,

for all κ ≥ κ0 := 1 + C(δ)
(
P 2
∞,∞ + ∥χ∥2L∞(Rn)

)
and all u ∈ V0.

Step 2: Norm bounds and scaling. We denote by Γχk0 the fundamental solution for ∂t+Binh+βχ+κ0
and Γk0 the fundamental solution for ∂t + Binh + κ0. Using (6.4), we have Γk0 = e−χΓχk0e

χ and by
Remark 5.19, we have Γ(t, s) = ek0(t−s)Γk0 , for all s < t. Thus, for all ψ ∈ L2

ω(R
n) and all s < t,

∥eχΓ(t, s)ψ∥L2
ω(Rn) ≤ eκ0(t−s)∥Γχk0(t, s)e

χψ∥L2
ω(Rn).

We know that Γχk0(t, s)), s < t, are uniformly bounded operators on L2
ω(R

n) with a bound of type

C(δ)(1 +M + P 2
∞,∞ + ∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)).

We first assume that t− s = 1. Using this, we have

∥eχΓ(t, s)ψ∥L2
ω(Rn) ≤ (C(δ)e)(1 +M + P 2

∞,∞ + ∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn))e
cδ(∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)

+P 2
∞,∞)∥eχψ∥L2

ω(Rn).
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Using the elementary inequality (1 +M + x)ecδx ≤ (2 +M)e(cδ+1)x for all x ≥ 0, we deduce that

(6.5) ∥eχΓ(t, s)ψ∥L2
ω(Rn) ≤ (C(δ)e)(2 +M)e

(cδ+1)(∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)
+P 2

∞,∞)∥eχψ∥L2
ω(Rn).

A scaling argument will allow to remove the assumption t − s = 1. By definition, u := Γ(·, s)ψ is
the unique solution in Σ̇r,q(R) ∩ L2(R;L2

ω(R
n)) to the equation

∂tu+ Binhu = δs ⊗ ψ in D′(R × Rn).

Fix R > 0. Taking φ ∈ D(R×Rn) and testing the above equation against φR(t, s) := φ(s+ t−s
R2 ,

x
R),

we deduce that uR(t, x) := u(s+R2(t− s), Rx) solves

∂tuR + BRinhuR = δs ⊗ ψR in D′
R(R × Rn),

where this distributional anti-duality bracket is exactly the one in 2.7, but with ωR(x) := ω(Rx)
instead of ω, ψR(x) := ψ(Rx), and the elliptic part BRinh given by

BRinhuR = −ω−1
R divx(AR∇xuR)− ω−1

R divx(ωR aRuR) + bR · ∇xuR + cRuR,

with

AR(t, x) = A(s+R2(t− s), Rx),

aR(t, x) := Ra(s+R2(t− s), Rx), bR(t, x) := Rb(s+R2(t− s), Rx),

cR(t, x) := R2 c(s+R2(t− s), Rx).

Note that ωR ∈ A2(Rn) ∩ RH q
2
(Rn) with [ωR]A2 = [ω]A2 and [ωR]RH q

2
= [ω]RH q

2
. Moreover, we

have PR∞,∞ = RP∞,∞, while Pr,q is scale-invariant, i.e. PRr,q = Pr,q, since 2
r = n

(
1
2 − 1

q

)
by the

definition of admissibility. Now, applying (6.5) to the fundamental solution of ∂t + BRinh at t such
that t− s = 1 with χR(x) := χ(Rx), and changing variables in space, yields

∥eχΓ(s+R2, s)ψ∥L2
ω(Rn) ≤ (C(δ)e)(2 +M)e

(cδ+1)(∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)
+P 2

∞,∞)R2

∥eχψ∥L2
ω(Rn).

In particular, for all t > s and ψ ∈ L2
ω(R

n), one has

(6.6) ∥eχΓ(t, s)ψ∥L2
ω(Rn) ≤ (C(δ)e)(2 +M)e

(cδ+1)(∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)
+P 2

∞,∞)(t−s)∥eχψ∥L2
ω(Rn).

Step 3: choice of χ. Let E,F ⊂ Rn be two measurable sets and let s < t. We can assume that
t− s < d(E,F )2, otherwise we conclude easily using (6.6) with χ = 0. Fix N > d(E,F )2

(cδ+1)(t−s) , and set

χ(x) := inf(
d(E,F )d(x,E)

2(cδ + 1)(t− s)
, N), for all x ∈ Rn.

Then, we have χ|F ≥ d(E,F )2

2(cδ+1)(t−s) , χ|E = 0 and ∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn) ≤ d(E,F )
2(cδ+1)(t−s) . Therefore, for ψ ∈

L2
ω(R

n) with support in E, applying (6.6) yields

e
d(E,F )2

2(cδ+1)(t−s) ∥Γ(t, s)ψ∥L2
ω(F ) ≤ ∥eχΓ(t, s)ψ∥L2

ω(Rn)

≤ C(δ,M)e
(cδ+1)(

d(E,F )2

4(cδ+1)2(t−s)2
+P 2

∞,∞)(t−s)∥ψ∥L2
ω(Rn),

with C(δ,M) = (C(δ)e)(2 +M). Therefore, we obtain

∥Γ(t, s)ψ∥L2
ω(F ) ≤ C(δ,M)e

− d(E,F )2

4(cδ+1)(t−s)
+(cδ+1)P 2

∞,∞(t−s)∥ψ∥L2
ω(Rn).

Proof in the case r = 2. Integrating (6.1) against t, we obtain

(6.7) Re ⟨⟨Binhu, u⟩⟩ ≥ c∥∇xu∥2L2(R;L2
ω(Rn)) − c′∥u∥2L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)) for all u ∈ V0.

As r = 2, we have n ≥ 3, q = 2n
n−2 = 2⋆, and therefore q

q−2 = n
2 . For V ∈ L∞(R;L

n
2 (Rn)), we have

|⟨⟨V u, v⟩⟩| ≤ ∥V ∥
L∞(R;L

n
2 (Rn))

∥u∥L2(R;L2⋆

ω2⋆/2
(Rn))∥v∥L2(R;L2⋆

ω2⋆/2
(Rn))

≤ C∥V ∥
L∞(R;L

n
2 (Rn))

∥∇xu∥L2(R;L2
ω(Rn))∥∇xv∥L2(R;L2

ω(Rn)),
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with C = C([ω]A2 , [ω]RH n
n−2

, n) a constant. In particular, if ∥V ∥
L∞(R;L

n
2 (Rn))

≤ c
2C , then (6.7) still

holds upon adding V , with c
2 in place of c. By definition, we decompose a− b = a∞− b∞+ ah− bh,

where ah, bh ∈ L∞(R;Ln(Rn)), so that Pr,q(ah, bh) < ∞ and P∞,∞(a∞, b∞) < ∞, but we do
not control these quantities. As before, we decompose (ah − bh) · ∇xχ into Vh + V∞, with Vh ∈
L∞(R;L

n
2 (Rn)) and V∞ ∈ L∞(R1+n), by setting

Vh := 1|ah−bh|>ℓ(ah − bh) · ∇xχ,

V∞ := 1|ah−bh|≤ℓ(ah − bh) · ∇xχ,

and we choose ℓ > 0 such that
∥ah − bh∥2L∞(R;Ln(Rn))∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn)

ℓ
=

c

2C
,

so that

∥Vh∥L∞(R;L
n
2 (Rn))

≤
∥ah − bh∥2L∞(R;Ln(Rn))∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn)

ℓ
=

c

2C
,

∥V∞∥L∞(R1+n) ≤ ℓ∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn) =
2C∥ah − bh∥2L∞(R;Ln(Rn))

c
∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn).

The adapted decomposition this time is simply

∂t + Binh + βχ + κ = (∂t + Binh + Vh) + βχ − Vh + κ.

The operator ∂t + Binh + Vh still satisfies (6.7) with c
2 instead of c, and βχ − Vh has first order

coefficients bounded by 2M∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn), and zeroth order coefficients bounded by the term

M∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn) + 2P∞,∞(a∞, b∞)∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn) + C̃∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn),

where C̃ :=
2C∥ah−bh∥2L∞(R;Ln(Rn))

c . We write this bound of zeroth order coefficients as

C1(1 + P 2
∞,∞ + ∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)),

where C1 depends also on Pr,q but not on P∞,∞.
Proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 5.12, we prove that we have the lower bound

Re⟨⟨(Hinh + βχ + κ)u, (1 + δHt)u⟩⟩V ⋆
0 ,V0

≥ δ

4
∥u∥2V0 for all u ∈ V0,

and for all κ ≥ k0 := 1 + C2(1 + P 2
∞,∞ + ∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)),with C2 depending on c, c′, n, [ω]A2 ,

[ω]RH n
n−2

, M and also on Pr,q, but not on P∞,∞ and δ is independent of χ and P∞,∞. Now, it is

easy to conclude by proceeding exactly as in the case of r > 2: the fundamental solution Γχk0(t, s),
s < t, are uniformly bounded operators on L2

ω(R
n) with a bound

C3(1 +M + P 2
r,q + P 2

∞,∞ + ∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)),

with C3 depending on c, c′, n, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH n
n−2

, M , and we write this bound as

C4(1 + P 2
∞,∞ + ∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)),

with C4 depending only on c, c′, n, [ω]A2 , [ω]RH n
n−2

, M and Pr,q. Using an elementary inequality
as before in the case r > 2, we obtain that, for all s < t with t− s = 1,

(6.8) ∥eχΓ(t, s)ψ∥L2
ω(Rn) ≤ 2C4e

(C2+1)(1+P 2
∞,∞+∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)

)∥eχψ∥L2
ω(Rn).

A scaling argument, together with choosing χ exactly as before, yields that

∥Γ(t, s)ψ∥L2
ω(F ) ≤ 2C4e

C2+1e
− d(E,F )2

4(C2+1)(t−s)
+(C2+1)P 2

∞,∞(t−s)∥ψ∥L2
ω(E),

for all s < t, all measurable sets E,F ⊂ Rn and all ψ ∈ L2
ω(R

n) with support in E. □
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6.2. Pointwise Gaussian upper bounds and Moser’s L2-L∞ estimates. As for pointwise
Gaussian bounds, Hofmann and Kim [HK04] proved, in the case ω = 1, the equivalence between
Moser’s L2–L∞ estimates and Gaussian upper bounds, extending Aronson’s results to small complex
perturbations of real coefficients. In the weighted case (ω ̸= 1), [Baa25] recently extended this result
by establishing the same equivalence, so that Gaussian upper bounds follow immediately for real
A, with Gaussian lower bounds then deduced from the Harnack inequality and Hölder continuity.

In the presence of lower-order terms, we will also derive Gaussian upper bounds using the as-
sumption of Moser’s L2-L∞ estimates for local weak solutions. We plan to study this under our
assumption on ω and for real coefficients in a subsequent work.

For any (t, x) ∈ R × Rn and r > 0, we set Qr(t, x) := (t − r2, t] × B(x, r) and Q⋆r(t, x) :=
[t, t+ r2)×B(x, r) where B(x, r) is the Euclidean ball of radius r and center x. Thus, Qr(t, x) and
Q⋆r(t, x) denote the usual forward and backward in time parabolic cylinders. For any x ∈ Rn and
r > 0, we set ωr(x) := ω(B(x,

√
r)) =

´
B(x,

√
r) ω(y) dy. Finally, we define the measure µ on Rn+1

by dµ(t, x) := ω(x)dxdt.

Definition 6.9 (Local weak solutions). Fix an admissible pair (r, q) and assume that Pr,q <∞ and
P∞,∞ <∞, as in the previous section on Gaffney estimates. We say that u is a local weak solution
to the equation ∂tu+Binhu = 0 in an open set Ω = I×O ⊂ R1+n, with I ⊂ R and O ⊂ Rn open sets,
if u ∈ L∞(I;L2

ω(O)) with ∇xu ∈ L2(I;L2
ω(O)n) and satisfies the equation ∂tu+Binhu = 0 in D′(Ω)

as in Definition 2.7 with O replacing Rn. Local weak solutions to the equation −∂tv + B⋆inhv = 0
are defined similarly.

Remark 6.10. For a local weak solution u as above, localizing in space and applying the first em-
bedding of (4) in Proposition 2.9 together with Lemma 3.5 yield u ∈ Lr(I;Lq

ωq/2,loc
(O)). Moreover,

if O′ is an open set with O′ ⊂ O, then such local weak solutions are continuous in time with values
in L2

ω(O′). This follows directly from Point (2) of Remark 5.2.

Definition 6.11 (Moser’s L2-L∞ estimates). We say that ∂t+Binh, respectively −∂t+B⋆inh, satisfies
Moser’s L2-L∞ estimates if there exist constants B > 0 and 0 < R0 ≤ ∞ such that that for all
R ∈ (0, R0), (t0, x0) ∈ R1+n, and all local weak solutions of ∂tu + Binhu = 0 on a neighborhood of
Q2R(t0, x0), respectively −∂tv + B⋆inhv = 0 and Q⋆2R(t0, x0), respectively, have local bounds of the
form, respectively,

(6.12) ess sup
QR(t0,x0)

|u| = sup
t∈(t0−R2,t0]

(
ess sup
B(x0,R)

|u(t, ·)|

)
≤ B

(
1

µ(Q2R(t0, x0))

ˆ
Q2R(t0,x0)

|u|2 dµ

)1/2

,

(6.13) ess sup
Q⋆

R(t0,x0)
|v| = sup

t∈[t0,t0+R2)

(
ess sup
B(x0,R)

|v(t, ·)|

)
≤ B

(
1

µ(Q⋆2R(t0, x0))

ˆ
Q⋆

2R(t0,x0)
|v|2 dµ

)1/2

.

The above equalities follow from the local L2
ω-valued continuity of local weak solutions. See [Baa25,

Appendix A].

The main result of this section is the following.

Theorem 6.14 (Pointwise Gaussian upper bounds). Assume that we are in the setting of Theorem
6.2. If ∂t+Binh and −∂t+B⋆inh satisfy Moser’s L2-L∞ estimates, then ∂t+Binh has Gaussian upper
bounds, that is, for all t, s ∈ R with 0 < t − s < 4R2

0, Γ(t, s) is an integral operator with a kernel
Γ(t, x; s, y) satisfying a pointwise Gaussian upper bound, that is, for almost every (x, y) ∈ R2n,

(6.15) |Γ(t, x; s, y)| ≤ C̃√
ωt−s(x)

√
ωt−s(y)

e−
16
c

|x−y|2
t−s

+cP 2
∞,∞(t−s),

where C̃ = C̃(D,B,C), C is the constant from Theorem 6.2, and c is the constant from the same
theorem. Moreover, in the case R0 < ∞, there exist constants K0 = K0([ω]A2 , n) ≥ 1 and k0 =
k0([ω]A2 , n) ≥ 1 such that, for all ℓ ≥ 1 and all t, s with ℓ(4R2

0) ≤ t− s < (ℓ+1)(4R2
0), the operator
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Γ(t, s) is an integral operator with kernel Γ(t, x; s, y), which satisfies, for almost every (x, y) ∈ R2n,

(6.16) |Γ(t, x; s, y)| ≤ C̃ℓ+1Kℓ+2
0√

ωt−s(x)
√
ωt−s(y)

e
−16|x−y|2
k20c(t−s)

+cP 2
∞,∞(t−s)

.

The function Γ(t, x; s, y) is referred to as the generalized fundamental solution of ∂t + Binh.

Remark 6.17. The factor 1√
ωt−s(x)

√
ωt−s(y)

appearing in (6.15) may be replaced by one of

1

ωt−s(x)
,

1

ωt−s(y)
,

1

max(ωt−s(x), ωt−s(y))
,

and C̃ and c are replaced respectively by C◦ = C◦(C̃, c,D) and 2c. See [CUR14, Rem. 3].

Proof of Theorem 6.14. Let γ ≥ 0 and χ ∈ Lip(Rn) a bounded Lipschitz function such that
∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn) ≤ γ. We fix ψ ∈ D(Rn) and also fix s ∈ R. Under the hypothesis of Theorem
6.2, we rewrite (6.6) and (6.8) (after scaling) as

(6.18) ∥eχΓ(t, s)e−χψ∥L2
ω(Rn) ≤ CecP

2
∞,∞(t−s)e

c∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)
(t−s)∥ψ∥L2

ω(Rn) for all t > s,

with C, c the constants obtained there that are independent of χ. By duality, for all t > s, we have

∥e−χΓ̃(s, t)eχψ∥L2
ω(Rn) ≤ CecP

2
∞,∞(t−s)e

c∥∇xχ∥2L∞(Rn)
(t−s)∥ψ∥L2

ω(Rn).

For all t > s, we set
U(t) := Γ(t, s)e−χψ.

For all t, s ∈ R with 0 < t− s < 4R2
0, Moser’s L2–L∞ estimate (6.12) with R =

√
t−s
2 < R0 implies

that for all x ∈ Rn and for almost every z ∈ B(x,R),

|U(t, z)|2 ≤ B2

µ(Q√
t−s(t, x))

ˆ t

s

ˆ
B(x,

√
t−s)

|U(τ, y)|2 dµ,

hence,

|eχ(z)U(t, z)|2 ≤ B2

(t− s)ωt−s(x)

ˆ t

s

ˆ
B(x,

√
t−s)

e2(χ(z)−χ(y)|eψ(y)U(τ, y)|2 dω(y)dτ

≤ B2e4γ
√
t−s

(t− s)ωt−s(x)

ˆ t

s

ˆ
B(x,

√
t−s)

|eχ(y)U(τ, y)|2 dω(y)dτ

≤ B2e4γ
√
t−s

(t− s)ωt−s(x)

ˆ t

s
∥eχU(τ)∥22,ω dτ.

Using (6.18), we have for almost every z ∈ B(x,R),

(6.19) |eχ(z)U(t, z)|2 ≤ C2B2e4γ
√
t−s

(t− s)ωt−s(x)

(ˆ t

s
e2cP

2
∞,∞(τ−s)e2cγ

2(τ−s) dτ

)
∥ψ∥22,ω .

Remark that for all z ∈ B(x,R), we have B(z,
√
t−s
2 ) ⊂ B(x,

√
t− s) and using (2.3) we obtain

ωt−s(z) = ω(B(z,
√
t− s)) ≤ Dω(B(z,

√
t− s

2
)) ≤ Dωt−s(x).

As τ − s ≤ t− s (< 4R2
0), then in (6.19) we can majorate, for almost every z ∈ B(x,R), with

|eχ(z)U(t, z)|2 ≤ DC2B2e4γ
√
t−s

ωt−s(z)
e2cP

2
∞,∞(t−s)e2cγ

2(t−s) ∥ψ∥22,ω .

Therefore,

(6.20) ∥√ωt−s eχΓ(t, s)e−χψ∥L∞(Rn) ≤
√
DCBecP

2
∞,∞(t−s)e2γ

√
t−s+cγ2(t−s) ∥ψ∥2,ω .

Using (6.20) and a duality argument, we obtain

∥e−χΓ̃(s, t)(√ωt−s eχψ)∥2,ω ≤
√
DCBecP

2
∞,∞(t−s)e2γ

√
t−s+cγ2(t−s) ∥ψ∥L1

ω(Rn) .
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Using the same computations and arguments with Γ̃(s, t) (by using (6.13)), a duality argument
yields

(6.21) ∥eχΓ(t, s)(√ωt−s e−χψ)∥2,ω ≤
√
DCBecP

2
∞,∞(t−s)e2γ

√
t−s+cγ2(t−s) ∥ψ∥L1

ω(Rn) .

Using the Chapman-Kolmogorov identities, we write Γ(t, s) = Γ(t, t+s2 )Γ( t+s2 , s). Hence,
√
ωt−s e

χΓ(t, s)(
√
ωt−s e

−χψ) =
√
ωt−s e

χΓ(t,
t+ s

2
)e−χ(eχΓ(

t+ s

2
, t)

√
ωt−s e

−χψ)

=

√
ωt−s
ω t−s

2

√
ω t−s

2
eχΓ(t,

t+ s

2
)e−χ

eχΓ( t+ s

2
, t)
√
ω t−s

2
e−χ

√
ωt−s
ω t−s

2

ψ

 .

Notice that by the doubling property (2.3), we have

(6.22)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
√
ωt−s
ω t−s

2

∥∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(Rn)

≤ D1/2.

Combining (6.20), (6.21), (6.22) and the above Chapman-Kolmogorov identity, we deduce that
(6.23)

∥√ωt−s eχΓ(t, s)(
√
ωt−s e

−χψ)∥L∞(Rn) ≤ D3/2C2B2ecP
2
∞,∞(t−s)e2

√
2γ

√
t−s+cγ2(t−s) ∥ψ∥L1

ω(Rn)

Since L∞(Rn) = L∞
ω (Rn), the estimate (6.23) and the Dunford-Pettis theorem [DP40] ensures that,

for all 0 < t − s < 4R2
0, Γ(t, s) is an integral operator with a unique kernel Γ(t, x; s, y) satisfying,

for almost all x, y ∈ Rn, the estimate

|Γ(t, x; s, y)| ≤ D3/2C2B2√
ωt−s(x)

√
ωt−s(y)

× ecP
2
∞,∞(t−s)e2

√
2γ

√
t−s+cγ2(t−s)eχ(y)−χ(x).(6.24)

When γ = 0, that is χ is constant, we obtain the following bound

|Γ(t, x; s, y)| ≤ D3/2C2B2√
ωt−s(x)

√
ωt−s(y)

× ecP
2
∞,∞(t−s).(6.25)

To prove (6.15), we fix s, t with 0 < t − s < 4R2
0 and x ̸= y ∈ Rn for which (6.24) is valid. If

|x−y|
2
√

2
√
2
√
t−s

< 2, we have 1 ≤ e
2
c e

− |x−y|2
16c(t−s) and using simply (6.25), we obtain

|Γ(t, x; s, y)| ≤ D3/2C2B2√
ωt−s(x)

√
ωt−s(y)

e
2
c × e

− |x−y|2
16c(t−s)

+cP 2
∞,∞(t−s)

.

Now, assume that |x−y|
2
√

2
√
2
√
t−s

≥ 2. Let γ := |x−y|
4c(t−s) , take N > γ|x− y| and set, for all z ∈ Rn,

χ(z) := inf(γ|z − y|, N).

It is a bounded Lipschitz function satisfying ∥∇xχ∥L∞(Rn) = γ, χ(x) = γ|x − y| and χ(y) = 0.
Remark that 2

√
2γ

√
t− s ≤ χ(x)

2 , thus, (6.24) becomes

|Γ(t, x; s, y)| ≤ D3/2C2B2√
ωt−s(x)

√
ωt−s(y)

× ecP
2
∞,∞(t−s)e−

χ(x)
2

+cγ2(t−s).

Remark also that −χ(x)
2 + cγ2(t− s) = − |x−y|2

16c(t−s) . Therefore, we obtain

|Γ(t, x; s, y)| ≤ D3/2C2B2√
ωt−s(x)

√
ωt−s(y)

× ecP
2
∞,∞(t−s)e

− |x−y|2
16c(t−s) .

This concludes the proof in the case R0 = ∞.
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Iteration in the case R0 <∞:. We now suggest a way to iterate and thereby obtain (6.16). First,
it is known that, for all s < t, the degenerate heat semigroup e(t−s)∆ω has a kernel Kt−s(x, y)
satisfying two-sided Gaussian bounds [CUR14, AN25, Baa25]. More precisely, there exist constants
K0 = K0([ω]A2 , n) > 1 and k0 = k0([ω]A2 , n) > 1 such that, for almost all x, y ∈ Rn,

(6.26)
K−1

0√
ωt−s(x)

√
ωt−s(y)

e−
k0|x−y|2

t−s ≤ Kt−s(x, y) ≤
K0√

ωt−s(x)
√
ωt−s(y)

e
− |x−y|2

k0(t−s) .

The case 0 < t− s < 4R2
0 is covered by (6.15), which has now been established. In this case, using

the lower bound in (6.26), we have, for almost all x, y ∈ Rn,

(6.27) |Γ(t, x; s, y)| ≤ C̃ K0 e
cP 2

∞,∞(t−s)K ck0
16

(t−s)(x, y).

Fix ℓ ≥ 1 and let s, t ∈ R satisfy ℓ(4R2
0) ≤ t− s < (ℓ+ 1)(4R2

0). For each 0 ≤ j ≤ ℓ+ 1, define

rj := s+
j(t− s)

ℓ+ 1
,

so that r0 = s, rℓ+1 = t, and rj+1 − rj =
t−s
ℓ+1 ∈ (0, 4R2

0). By the Chapman–Kolmogorov identities
(see Theorem 3.41, Point (5)), we have

Γ(t, s) = Γ(t, rℓ)Γ(rℓ, rℓ−1) . . .Γ(r1, s).

In particular, Γ(t, s) is an integral operator with kernel Γ(t, x; s, y). Moreover, using the Chap-
man–Kolmogorov identities for Γ and for the semigroup kernel (equivalently, the additivity of the
semigroup), together with inequality (6.27), we have, for almost every x, y ∈ Rn,

|Γ(t, x; s, y)| ≤
ˆ
(Rn)ℓ

 ℓ∏
j=0

|Γ(rj+1, zj+1; rj , zj)|

 dω(zℓ) dω(zℓ−1) . . . dω(z1) (zℓ+1 := x and z0 := y)

≤ (C̃K0)
ℓ+1
(
ecP

2
∞,∞

t−s
ℓ+1

)ℓ+1
ˆ
(Rn)ℓ

 ℓ∏
j=0

K ck0
16

(rj+1−rj)
(zj+1, zj)

 dω(zℓ) dω(zℓ−1) . . . dω(z1)

= (C̃K0)
ℓ+1ecP

2
∞,∞(t−s)K ck0

16
(t−s)(x, y)

≤ (C̃K0)
ℓ+1K0√

ωt−s(x)
√
ωt−s(y)

ecP
2
∞,∞(t−s)e

−16|x−y|2
ck20(t−s)

=
C̃ℓ+1Kℓ+2

0√
ωt−s(x)

√
ωt−s(y)

e
−16|x−y|2
ck20(t−s)

+cP 2
∞,∞(t−s)

,

where, in the penultimate line, we used the upper bound in (6.26). □

Remark 6.28. The factor k−2
0 in (6.16) arises from the lack of explicit formulas for the degenerate

heat semigroup kernels, unlike in the unweighted case, where the kernels are explicit Gaussians and
the factor 16

c in (6.15) remains unchanged under iteration.

Corollary 6.29. Assume that we are in the setting of Theorem 6.14. Then, for all t, s ∈ R with
s < t, the following properties hold.

(1) (Adjointess property) For almost every (x, y) ∈ R2n, we have

Γ̃(s, y; t, x) = Γ(t, x; s, y),

where Γ̃(s, y; t, x) is generalized fundamental solution of the adjoint operator −∂t + B⋆inh.
(2) (Chapman-Kolmogorov identities) If r ∈ (s, t), then for almost every (x, y) ∈ R2n, we haveˆ

Rn

Γ(t, x; r, z)Γ(r, z; s, y) dω(z) = Γ(t, x; s, y).

Proof. This follows directly from the adjointness property together with the Chapman–Kolmogorov
identities, as stated in Theorem 3.41, Points (4) and (5). □
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