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ON WELL-POSEDNESS FOR SECOND-ORDER DEGENERATE PARABOLIC

EQUATIONS WITH UNBOUNDED LOWER-ORDER TERMS

KHALID BAADI

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 L? off-diagonal estimates for the fundamental solution and derive Gaussian upper
bounds under the weak assumption of Moser’s L>~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

u+Bu=f inD'((0,T)xR"),
(1.1) { u(0) =1 € L*(R™, dw), "

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 = —w 'div,(AV,u) — w tdive (wau) + b - Veu + cu,

where the coefficients A, a, b, and ¢ depend on both time and space variables (¢,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 w = w(z), which is assumed to be time-
independent and to belong to the Muckenhoupt class As(R™). In this setting, we consider w™'A to
be bounded, and we may also assume that it satisfies the classical uniform ellipticity condition. For
the lower-order terms a, b, and ¢, 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:

e What conditions should be imposed on the coefficients a, b, and ¢ to establish the well-
posedness of (1.1) ?

e How may these coefficients depend on the weight w, and what additional assumptions,
beyond the As condition, might be required on w ?

e In what sense is (1.1) well-posed ?

e What is the appropriate existence and uniqueness class, and for which classes of source
terms can one solve (1.1) ?

e What is the regularity of weak solutions ?

e Is there a fundamental solution for the degenerate parabolic operator 0 + B that represents
weak solutions 7

e If so, does it satisfy bounds similar to those known in the classical literature when w =17

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., w = 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 w = 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
I'(¢, z, 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 [LSUGS]
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 [AFE23] revisited these problems of constructing solutions and extended the results
of [LSUGS| 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 (w # 1) and in the pure second-order setting (i.e., a = b = ¢ = 0), the
existence of a fundamental solution was established by Cruz-Uribe and Rios [CURI14|, 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 (e7*5);~¢ associated with the operator



DEGENERATE PARABOLIC EQUATIONS WITH UNBOUNDED LOWER-ORDER TERMS 3

B = —w div,(A(x)V,). More recently, Ataei and Nystrom [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 Holder 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 Holder 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 ¥ = oo, corresponding to the
homogeneous version of our theory. Further extensions and variants will be discussed in the paper.

Fix r,q € [2,00) and assume that

1 n n
n n
wEAQ(R)ﬂRH%(R) and *+27q Z
Note that r = 2 is possible, in which case n > 3 and ¢ = 2% := = 2, but we always have ¢ > 2 since

% > 0. For any open interval I C R, we define the mixed space
¥r(]) = {u € Lig(I; LZ(R™)) twe L'(I; LY ,(R™) and V,u e L*(I; Li(R”)”)},
and endow it with the norm
lullsra(ry = llull e (LY (R™)) + [IVaull L2102 (Rryn)-
Set

1.3 P., =
(19 wimlall I e Tl

Set M := [lw™ " Al| foc(rn+1). Assuming only M < oo and Pr,q < oo allows us to define the operator
O+ B:¥"(I) — D'(I x R").
To construct solutions, we begin with the case of I = R, under the hypothesis that the restriction
O+ B:Vy— VO*
is invertible, where Vj is a variational space that can be viewed as
o = LA(R; FIL(R™) 1 2 (R; T2 (R™).

The space VO* is the anti-dual of V), 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 Géarding;
that is, there exists v > 0 such that for all ¢ € R and all u € HL(R™),

V/R" Vu(z)]? w(z)de < /n Re (A(t,x)vxu( ) - Veu(z )) dz.

We use fractional powers of the degenerate Laplacian —A, = —w™'div,(wV,). See Section 2.2.

Theorem 1.4. There exists a constant £g = eo(M, v, [w]a,, [(WRH,, 1, q) > 0 such that, if P, 4 < eo,
2

then the following assertions hold.
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(1) Let p € [2,00], and define = % € [0,1] and let p' denotes the Hdlder conjugate of p. Let

h € LP((0,00); L2(R™)) and ¢ € L2(R"™). There exists a unique u € ¥"9((0,00)) solution
to the Cauchy problem

O+ Bu = (—AL)P2h  in D'((0,00) x R™),
u(t) = 1 in D'(R") as t — 0.

Moreover, u € Co([0,00); L2 (R™)), with u(0) = 1, t ||u(t)|]%w is absolutely continuous

on [0,00) and we can write the energy equalities. Furthermore, there exists a constant

C € (0,00), depending only on the structural constants M, v, [w]a,, [w|rH,, 7 and q, such
3

that
sup ()20 + [Vaull 2((0,00); 02 Rr)m) < CURI Lot (0,00);02 R F 1P]l20)-

(2) There exists a unique fundamental solution I' = (I'(t, s))o<s<t<oo for O¢ + B. In particular,
for all t > 0, we have the following representation formula for u, the solution in item (1):

u(t) = D(t,0)) + /0 t D(t,7)(—Ay)*?h(7) dr,

where the integral is weakly defined in L2 (R™), and also strongly defined in the Bochner sense
when p = 0.

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 P, , is sufficient to
guarantee the invertibility and causality of the degenerate parabolic operator d; + 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 P, does not depend on w: it is exactly the one taken in the
unweighted theory [LSUGS, 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 —A,, and this is
precisely where the assumption w € RH g (R™) 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:

e When p = oo, we have (A,)?/2h = h € L((0,00); L2 (R™)).

e When p = 2, we can write, for any F € L?((0,00); L2(R™)"), —w ™ div (wF) = (—AL)Y?h
for some h € L?((0,00); L2 (R™)). See Lemma 3.1.

e When 2 < p < o0, set 7 = p and let § € (2,00) satisfy % + 3¢ = 1. lfw € RHz/(R™),

then any ¢g € Lf/((O,oo);LZ;d,/Q(R”)) can be written as g = (—A,)?/2h for some h €
LF/((O,oo);Li(R")), see Lemma 3.5. If, in addition, p > r, the condition on w 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

L = r b T . oo )
= 0y I, 2 eyt ) <0
where LP? denotes Lorentz spaces. An example of such coeflicients is
Ao (t, ) boo(t, ) Coo(t, )
alt,x) = —= "=, Wta) = —= 2t eltr) = —= i (o) eRTT
[t =[] 2 [t 2 || 2 2" e

where aoo, boo, and cs, are measurable and bounded functions on R'*" taking values in C", C",
aoo(tvx)’ b(t’ :L,) — boo(tvx)

|z] [

c(t,z) = C°‘°x(|t2’x), the usual size for drifts and potentials. The assumption L, , < oo, together with

invertibility of d; + B on a variational space, is sufficient to construct solutions of equations of the
form dyu + Bu = f in D/(R x R™). These solutions belong to a suitable class £™?(R), which is

and C, respectively. For instance, when r = 2, this gives us a(t,z) =
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contained in Zr’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
brg = llall 2 24y o0, + [lo]l . + [lell T
L7=2 ((0,00); L1 = (Rm)n) L‘Z( 00); L1 T (Rm)n) L =2 ((0,00);L @ (R™))
which remains a weaker assumption than an < oo. This dlstmctlon 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 ¢ 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 (7,§) with r <7, 2 < ¢ and 1 =+ 95 > 1> when

< 00,

a,be L2 (R; L«fz(R")”) and ce L72(R; L2 (R")),
with the additional condition % 5= 2%1 < 7 when n = 1. See Remark 5.6 for further details and the
connection with subcritical exponents appearmg in the previously cited literature.

In the final section, Section 6, we establish L? off-diagonal estimates for the fundamental solution.
We also derive Gaussian upper bounds under the assumption that Moser’s L?~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 [LSUGS|. Conversely, the case r = oo, covered by the unweighted theory [LSUGS|,
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’(R!*"), and the analysis relies on the use of the Fourier transform in the z-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’(R!*") 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() for the space of smooth (C*) and compactly supported test
functions on an open set ). Variables will be indicated at the time of use.

¢ We use the sans-serif font Cy 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 FE, the space E* denotes its anti-dual space.

¢ By convention, the notation C' = C(a,b,...) for a constant means that C' € (0,00) and
depends only on (a,b,...).

¢ For any p € [1,00], p’ denotes its Holder conjugate.

¢ L% (R") (vesp. LZ?(R™)) denote Lebesgue (resp. Lorentz) spaces with respect to the measure
@(z)dx. When @ = 1, we simply write LP(R™) (resp. LP4(R™)).

¢ We use the same notation for the norms of Lebesgue and Lorentz spaces when dealing with

functions taking values in C, C" or M,(C). For example, we write Ha||
22 (1772 (Rm))]

[Vaull 2 (;02 (R instead of ||a|| s I1Vaull L2102 (Rrym, ete. We also use the

72 (L3 2 (R™)™)
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality 1mpllcltly when applying Holder inequalities to functions taking
values in C™.
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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 Holder 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 w : R™ — [0,00] is a weight if it is locally integrable on R™. The
Muckenhoupt class A2(R™) is defined as the set of all weights satisfying

2 o = g (11 o) (g o) <

where the supremum is taken with respect to all cubes @ C R™ with sides parallel to the axes and
|@| is the Lebesgue measure of Q.
The reverse Holder class RH,(R™), ¢ € [1,00), is defined as the set of all weights w verifying, for

some constant C,
1

<@/(QMQ(x) dx)q < @/Qw(w) dz,

for all cubes () C R™ with sides parallel to the axes. The infimum of such constants C' is what we
denote by [w]rm,. Note that RH;(R™) 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) RHy(R™) C RH,(R™) for all1l < p < q < oo.
(2) If w e RHy(R™), 1 < q < oo, then there exists p € (q,00) such that w € RHy(R™).
(3) A2(R") C Ucgeoo BHy(R™).

2.2. Function spaces and the degenerate Laplacian. Throughout this paper, we fix a weight
w belonging to the Muckenhoupt class A3(R™). We introduce the measure dw := w(z)dz. If
E C R™ a Lebesgue measurable set, we write w(E) instead of [, dw.

It follows from (2.1) that there exists a constant D = D(n, [w]4,), called the doubling constant
for w, such that

(2.3) w(2Q) < Dw(Q),

for all cubes  C R™ 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 C R™ a measurable set, we denote by L (K) the space of all measurable

functions f : K — C such that
1/p
flzzise = ([ 17Pae) <o

In particular, L2 (R") is the Hilbert space of square-integrable functions on R™ with respect to dw.
We denote its norm by |||, and its inner product by (-, )2. The class D(R") is dense in L2 (R™)
as dw is a Radon measure on R™. Moreover, by (2.1), we have

LE(R™) € Lie(R™).
We define H}(R™) as the space of functions f € L2 (R") for which the distributional gradient V. f
belongs to L2(R™)", and equip this space with the norm || f|| ;1 := (||f||§w + Hvfo;w)l/Q making
it a Hilbert space. The class D(R") is dense in H}(R") and this follows from standard truncation

and convolution techniques combined with the boundedness of the (unweighted) maximal operator
on L2 (R™). For a proof, see [Kil94, Thm. 2.5].
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We define the degenerate Laplacian —A, as the unbounded self-adjoint operator on L2 (R")

associated to the positive symmetric sesquilinear form on HL(R™) x HL(R™) defined by
(u,v) — Vau - Vv dw.
Rn

The operator —A,, is injective, since the measure dw has infinite mass, as it is doubling (2.3). For
all 8 € R, we define (—A,)? as the self-adjoint operator constructed via the functional calculus for
sectorial operators, or equivalently, through the Borel functional calculus, since —A,, is self-adjoint.
For further details, we refer to [RS80, McI86, Haa06]. Let the domain of (—A,)? be denoted by
D((_Aw)ﬁ)' For 8 =0, (_Aw)ﬁ =

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

Theorem 2.4. Let q € [2,00). The following statements are equivalent.
(1) we RHg(R").
(2) Fora =n <% — 7> there exists a constant C' such that
(2.5) Ve fllzagny = 1flee ey < ClI(=A W) fllra ey, Y € D((—A,)"?).
Moreover, the constant C in (2) depends only on [w]a,, [WRH,, N, and q.
2

Remark 2.6. A typical example of a weight w € A2(R™) N RH%(R") with 2 < g, is given by
3 n ) 2n
w(z)=|z|”, VzxeR", with —— <fg<n.
q

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 C R be an open interval.
(1) For F € LL (I; LL(R™)"), we define —w~'divy(wF) € D'(I x R™) by setting, for all p €

D(I x RM),
(—w™ N divy (wF), //1an (t,z) - Vzo(t,z) dw(z)dt = /( (t), Vap(t))2wdt.
(2) For h € LL _(I; L2(R")) and B € [0,1], we define (—A,)%/2h € D'(I x R™) by setting, for all
p € D(I xR"),
5/2 .TU / . T ) awl(x = —Rw A2 w .
(=20, ) // bt 2) (AP Pp(t, ) o) doladdt = [ (10, (-0 Po(O)

(3) If ¢1 € [2,00) and gy € [1,00) are such that w?/? is locally integrable on R™, and if g €
L (I; LQQ,/Q(R”)), then we define, for all ¢ € D(I x R™),

loc
- // olt,z) - Bt @) dw(z)dt = / (9(t), (1)) .
IxR™ I

(4) (Time derivative) If u € LL (I; L%(R™)), we define its distributional time derivative dyu €
D'(I x R™) by setting, for all ¢ € D(I x R™),

{(Opu, ) //Ian u(t,x) - 0¢p(t, x) dw(x)dt = / (u(t), Orp(t))2w dt.

For ¢ with spatially compact support, the integral in (1) exists whenever ¢ € L>(I; HL(R")), in (2)
whenever ¢ € L>(I; D((—A,)?/?)), and in (3) whenever ¢ € L®(I; L% (R™)). Thus, in the same

wai/2
way, and with a slight abuse of notation, we keep writing the distributional anti-duality bracket

with the test function ¢ on the right-hand side whenever this is meaningful, even if ¢ ¢ D(I x R™).
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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

(=AL)B2 ¢ = (=A,)P%¢, forall B e [0,1] and ¢ € D(R™).

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 (Dgq)acr of completions of the domains D(S%) with respect
to the homogeneous norms ||S® - ||gz. These spaces embed into a common ambient space E, the
anti-dual of the Fréchet space E_ := [ cgr D(S%). Moreover, Dg, N H = D(S%) for all « € 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 o € [—1, 1],

. l-a
V, = {u € L>(R;Dg1): D, uc LQ(R;D&Q)} ,

1+«

W, = {Dt 2g:gc¢€ L2(R§DS,a)}7

with
1/2
lully, = <||ur|LzRDSI+||D u||L2RDSa>) ,

+
£y, = 1Dy 2 fllz2®;ps,0)-
We have set D] g := F~! (|7|” 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 a,a’ € [~1,1] with a < o', we have a continuous
inclusion V,, C Vi and V¥ = L2(R; Ds 1) + W_,.
(2) (Extended Lions’ embedding) For o € [~1,0), we have Vy < CO(R H)
(3) (Hardy Littlewood-Sobolev embedding) Let o € (0,1] and letr = = € [2, oo) Then, we

have V,, = L"(R; Ds.o) and there is a constant C = C(r) such that for all u € V,

lull ey < CIDE ulli2gips.a)-
Consequently, we have LT/(R; Dg_o) — W_a.
(4) (Mixed norm embeddings) Forr € (2,00) and o = 2/r € (0,1), we have the embeddings
VinL®R;H) < L"(R; Ds.o) and Vi < L"(R; Ds.),
with
el gy < Il ol
lll g0y < COMulSamng ) 10F el i
Consequently,

L"(R;Dg ) = L*(Ry Dg_1) + L'(R; H) and L" (R; Ds_a) <= L*(R; Dg 1) + Wo = V.
Proposition 2.10 (Integral identities). Let I be an open interval of R. Assume that u € L*(I; Dg 1)
if I is unbounded, and that u € L?(I; Dg1) N LY(I; H) if I is bounded. Let p € (2,00]. Assume that

ou=f+g inD(;Ex),
with f € L*(I; Dg.—1) and g € LP (I; Ds_g), where 8 =2/p € [0,1). Then u € C(I,H) (Co(I, H)

if T is unbounded), t — |lu(t)||%; is absolutely continuous on T and for all o,7 € T such that o < T,

T

(2.11) lu(m) I — llu(o)lI = 2R6/ (F(t), u®)) -1+ (9(t), u(t)) 1, —p dt.

oz



DEGENERATE PARABOLIC EQUATIONS WITH UNBOUNDED LOWER-ORDER TERMS 9

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 (R"), we define the following positive,
self-adjoint, and injective operator:

S:=(=A)Y2,  with D(S) = D((-A,)"?) = HLRM).

We recall that D(R") is dense in D(S) = HL(R™) with respect to the graph norm.
We adopt the definitions from Section 2.4, with S = (—Aw)1/2. The space Vy will play a central
role as the variational space throughout this work.

We record the following useful identification result.

Lemma 3.1 (Linking L?(I; Dg_;) and L?*(I; H;'(R"))). Let I C R be an open interval. For any
F € L*(I; L2 (R™)"), there exists a unique h € L?(I; L2 (R™)) such that

1Al 22, rey) < N 22122 (R7Y)»
and

(—w™ N divy(wF), @) = /(h(t), So(t))e,dt, Ve € L*(I; HL(R™) D D(I x R").
1
Conversely, for any h € L*(I; L2 (R™)), there exists F € L*(I; L?(R")) such that

1F 22,2 rryy < 1PNl L2122 (R7))
and the same identity holds:
(o diva(wF), o) = [ (bt), Se(Ohaudt, Vi € LI HLRM) 5 DU X RY),
I
In both cases, we have —w ™ 'div,(WF) = Sh = (—=AL)Y?h in the weak sense against functions

o € L*(I; HL(R™)) D D(I x R™).

Proof. The first result is straightforward by using the duality between L?(I; Dg 1) and L?(I; Dg —1).
The converse also follows by an application of the Hahn-Banach theorem. We omit the details. [J

3.2. Embeddings. We adopt the following convention, since L{. (I; L2(R™)) will serve as our main
ambient space. For a given normed space E of Banach-valued functions defined on I, we define
B := BN Lio(I; L(R™)),

equipped with the same norm as F. This condition is to be understood in a qualitative sense. For
example, for a measurable set I C R, 7 € [1,00], and a € R, noting that Dg, N L3 (R") = D(5%),
we have

L"(I; Do) = {ue LL (I; LA(R™) : u(t) € D(S%) for a.e. t € I, and 15%ull Lr(1.02 (R)) < 00} .
In the case of V, for —1 < o < 1, I = R automatically when considering Vctoc.

We now recall the definition of mixed spaces. For pairs of exponents (r,q) € [1,00]?, intervals
I C R, open sets Q C R”, and a weight © on , we write L"(I; LL(€)) for the mixed norm space of
measurable functions u : I x 2 = C with
1/r

r/q
lull ;28 @) = (/1 </Q lu(t, z)|? ddz(z)) dt) < 00,

with the usual modifications if either r = co or ¢ = 0o, or if the functions take values in C”.
For any open interval I C R, we recall that we have set

ST = {u e Ll (ILARY):ue L"(I; L7, ,(R") and V,ue L*I; Li(R”)”)} ,

wa/2
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where the gradient is taken in the sense of distributions, with norm
lullsra(ry = HUHU(I;L‘I LRy T IIVaull 2 r2 rey)-

Note that when w?/? is locally integrable on R™, then D(I x R") is dense in L"(I; L? La2(RM)). In
particular, L"(I; L? a2 (R™))1°¢ is a dense subspace of L"(I; LY ~as2(R™)). Moreover, by using the map
u — (u, Vzu) together with Lemma 3.1, the duality theory is easily understood by identifying
isometrically ¥74(I) to a subspace of L"(I; LZ;q »(R™)) x L2(I; L2(R™)™). As a consequence, when
(r,q) € [1,00)2, we have

M) = L*(I; D, 1) + L7 (I, qu 15 (R™)).
More precisely, for ¢ € X9(I)*, there exists (F,g) € L*(I; L2(R™)") x L™ (I; qu 12(R™)) such that

Y= —wildivx(w F)+g,
that is

() = / (F(0), Vault))o + (g(0), u(t))2w) dt,  Yu € S79(T),

I
with

H@Hzr,qm* = So:_mlgilvfz(wFH I L2(r;2 (rmy) + ||9|| ILq NGO

Remark 3.2. Here, the inner product (-,-)2,, serves as the (natural) anti-duality pairing between
the spaces L . (R") and Liq,/Q(R”).

Definition 3.3. A pair (7, q) is admissible if w € RH%(R”) and % +9q =1, With 2 <7, ¢ < oo.

Remarks 3.4. (1) fwe RH%(R"), then w?/? is locally integrable on R™.
(2) If (r,q) is admissible and (7, ) is another pair with » < 7 < oo and 3¢ = 17, then it
is automatically admissible. Indeed, we have § € (2,¢] and w € RH «(R ") C RH %(R") by
Point (1) of Proposition 2.2.

ﬁm—t

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

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

L'(I; Dg2) = L'(I; L, (R™))°.
By duality, this yields the continuous embeddmg

L"(I; L7, (R™) < L"(I; Dy _2)".

wi'/2
Proof. If w € L"(I; Dy 2)10C then u(t) € D(S%) for almost every ¢ € I. Moreover, the pair (r,q) is

admissible if and only if w € RHgq g (R™) and 2 =n (% - 5) Therefore, using Theorem 2.4, there is

a constant C' = C([w]a,, [w|rH,, 1, q) such that for almost every t € I,
2

2
lu@®llze @ = CISTw)(O)l]z2 Rn)-

The first continuous inclusion then follows by raising both sides of this inequality to the power r
and integrating with respect to t € 1.

To prove the dual embedding result, fix g € L" (I; qu,/Q(R")). Then for all ¢ € L"(I; DS’;)IOC,
we have by Hoélder inequality,

9001 < Ul gz, o Plincr

wq/2( n CHg” ILq / (Rn))HSO”LT(I,DS’%)

IThis is not a genuine set-theoretic inclusion. The meaning of this embedding is clarified in the proof.
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Moreover, we have D(I x R™) C L"(I; DS,g)IOC, and it is a dense subspace of both L"(I; qu/Q(R"))
and L"(I; Dg 2). Thus, there exists a unique h € L™ (I; L2 (R™)) such that

12l (1.12 (Rey) < CHgHLT’(I;Lq/q,/z(R"))’

and
(g, 0) = (h,S7@), Vi € L"(I3 Dg2)" > D(I x R").

Corollary 3.6. If (r,q) is an admissible pair, then
‘OIOC — Vzloc — L"(R;Dg2)N LQ(R; DSJ)IOC — EW(R).
By duality, this yields the continuous inclusions

S4(R)* < L*(R; Dg,—1) + L"(R; Dy _2)— Ve Vg

Proof. For the first embedding, holds because the inclusion Vy < V2 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. O

Remark 3.7. Roughly speaking, what happens here is that we first apply the time Hardy—Littlewood
—Sobolev embedding to obtain the inclusion HFTQ(R;DSQ) < L"(R; Ds,a), with o = 2. Then,

we apply the spatial Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev embedding Dyg.q (: Hjj(R”)) < LY . (R™), for

wd/2
a=n (% — %) Combining these yields the mixed-norm space L’“Liq s, as an endpoint embedding

space. Solving for « in terms of r and ¢ leads to the definition of (7, ¢q) as an admissible pair.

3.3. The degenerate parabolic operator 0; + B. The parabolic operator 9; + B on R x R"
has a non-autonomous elliptic part B with unbounded lower-order terms, as defined in (1.2). Its
coefficients A, a, b, and ¢ depend on (¢,z). The first coefficient is a matrix-valued function A :
R x R"™ — M,,(C) with complex measurable coefficients such that w™'A is bounded, so for all t € R
and u,v € HL(R"),

(3.8) {w P AV, Vev)a o] < M||IVaull2w||Vavl|2.w,
with M := [[w™ Al oo (rn+1). In particular, we have
(3.9) /R [{w™ AR Vau(t), Vou(t))2w| dt < M| Veull 2722 (rey) Vol 221,22 (Re)),

for all distributions u,v € D'(R"*!) with V,u,V,v € L*(R; L2(R™)"). For all t € R and u,v €
D'(R™) with V,u, Vv € L2(R")", we set

A1) (u,v) := (w P A Vu(t), Veu(t))aw.
For all distributions u,v € D'(R"*!) with V,u, V,v € L?(R; L2 (R™)"), we set the form

A, v) = /R A (ult), () dt = /R (@ VAV aut), Va(t)) o dt.

The lower-order coefficients a, b are n-vectors of complex-valued, measurable functions on R'*”, and
c is a complex-valued, measurable functions on R'*". Next, we introduce the sesquilinear pairings
corresponding to the lower-order terms. For all t € R, we set

Bt)(u,v) := (a(t)u, Vav)aw + (b(t) - Vau, v)a + (c(t)u, v)2.0-

We also introduce the notation

Blu,v) == /R Bt (u(t), v(t)) dt.
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The formal complex adjoint of B is given by
B*u = —w tdiv,(A*V,u) — w ldivy (wbu) + @ - Veu + cu.
The quantity P, 4 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 P, < co. For all u,v € ¥4 and
almost every t € R, we have

18w 0)(1)] <lla(t)
FION, 2, O o[Vl 2

Hle® g2y g l@llze @y llv(O]l2e

w9

[
La=2

o T2 ) 19000 i

2 (R™)
In particular, t — B(u,v)(t) € LY(R) and we have
1801,0)| < Prgltll o 101l sa e
Proof. For the first inequality, we proceed as follows. Regarding the term involving a, we write:

/ la(t, )||u(t, z)||Vzo(t, )| dw(z) —/ la(t, )| % u(t, z)|w'/?(z) x |Veu(t, )|w'/?(z) dz,
R R

and the result follows from Holder inequality, since

1 n 1 . 1 .
2 Tt =1
=
The term involving b is treated in the same way. The same applies to the term involving c, since
1 1 1
— t-+-=1
-2 q 4q
The second inequality is treated in exactly the same way, using Holder’s inequality, since
1 1 1 1 1 1
o +*+*:1 and T—i-*—‘-*:l
=L r 2 L r r
r—2 r—2

0

Remark that at this stage, we have not used the RH,/, condition on w. 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 P,, < co. Then there exists a
constant C = C(|w]a,, [W]RrH, N, q) such that
3

|B(u,v)| < CPgllully, llvlly,
for all u,v € .OIOC. In other words, (3 : VOIOC X VOIOC — 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 P, 4 < oo.

Remark 3.13. We could have chosen admissible pairs (r;, ¢;) possibly different for each of the entries
a, b, and ¢ in Lemma 3.10. In this case, we must assume that w € RH wmax(;) (R™). One would

2
then work in the intersection of the spaces X%, 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 d; + B applied to u € X"9(I)). Let (r,q) be a
compatible pair for lower-order terms, and let I C R be an open interval. For any u € ¥™4(I) and
all test functions ¢ € D(I x R™), we define

(0 + B)u, ) := —{(u, i) + (Bu, ¢))
= /I‘ _<u(t)7 8t90(t)>2,w dt + /(A(t)vxu(t>v vmgo(t»?,w + B(t) (U(t), So(t)) dt.

I
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Remark 3.15. From (3.9), we can define the bounded operator, with bound M,
A: L*(R;Dg1) — L*(R; Ds,—1),
by setting, for all u,v € L?(R; Dg1),
{(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 P, 4,
B:3(R) = SR)* = L*(R; Dg_1) + L' (R, L7, ,(R™),

wia'/2
by setting, for all u,v € ¥"4(R),
(Bu,v)) = B(u,v).
Note that we have Bu = Au+ Bu, in D'(R'*"), for all u € ¥"(R) and Bu € ¥™4(R)*. This remains
valid when R is replaced by any open interval I C 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 C R be an open interval. Suppose that uw € X™4(I). For f in a
suitable class of source terms, the following holds: w is a solution to the equation

Owu+ Bu=f inD'(I xR"),
if and only if u is a solution to the equation
Owu+Bu=f inD([;Ey),
where the latter distributional formulation is interpreted via the anti-duality bracket defined previ-
ously, against test functions ¢ € D(I; E_).
The same equivalence holds for Cauchy problems with initial data in L2 (R™).

Such source terms include
f=—wldivy(wF) + Fy + (_Aw)ﬁ/zhl + ho + hs,

where Fy € L2(I; LA(R™)"), Fy € L*(I; L2(R™)), hi,hy € LP (I; L2(R")) where p € (2,00) and
B =2¢(0,1) and hs € L'(I; L (R™)).

Proof. This follows directly from [AB25a, Lemma 8.2], since D(R™) is dense in D(S) = HL(R™) with

respect to the graph norm. Note that u € ¥"(I) C Li (I; L2(R™)) by assumption, and we also use

Lemma 3.1, and Lemma 3.5 for the norms involving || - || 1z, ¢ 15 (RM)): The details are omitted. O
e

3.4. The variational approach. We seek weak solutions u € ¥™9(I) to the equation dyu+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 H; for the Hilbert transform in the time variable, defined via its symbol i7/|7|. For
details, see [AB25a, Section 6.1]. We define a bounded sesquilinear form

By, : Vg x Vg = C
by

By, (u,0) : = /R (D u(t), D} 0(t))20 + (A®)Vrult), Vap(t))aw + Blu, v)(t) dt

— / (H,DYu(t), DY v(t)) 2 dt + A(u, 0) + (u,v),
R
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for all u,v € VJ°°. We define H: V3°¢ — (VJ°°)* by
<<7-lu,v)>vo*yo = By, (u,v), u,v € Ve,
We have
(Gt + B)\V(%OC =H , (—8t + B*)IV(%OC = H*,
where H* : VOIOC — (VOIOC)* is the adjoint of H. Indeed, we have the equality

/ (DY 2u(t), DY 20(t))s,., dt = — / (u(t), Brv(t))2.0 dt
R R

when u € VIOC and v € D(RY"). Thus, we may refer to H (more precisely, to its unique extension
from Vj to VO) as the variational parabolic operator associated with B, since it arises from the
sesquilinear form By, (more precisely, from its unique extension to Vo x VQ), and the space Vp 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 P, , 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 Garding if there exists v > 0 such that for all ¢ € R and all u € H(R"),

(3.17) V||Vmu||g7w < Re ((w_lA(t)qu, V$u>27w) .
A sufficient condition to obtain this ellipticity is to assume that A is uniformly elliptic, that is

v [€]* w(z) < Re(A(t,2)é - £),
for all £ € C™ and (t,z) € R x R™.

Theorem 3.18 (Invertibility). Let (r,q) be compatible pair for lower-order terms. Then the operator

H extends uniquely to an operator H: Vo — V. Moreover, if (3.17) holds, there exists a constant

g0 = eo(M,v, [Wa,, [WRH, M, q) such that if P, < €9, then the operator H is invertible, with a
2

bound of HL depending only on M and v.

Proof. We start with the extension result. We first recall that V10C is dense in Vj for this latter space
topology. In particular, up to unique abstract extensions, we have (Voloc)* = V" and the uniqueness
of the extension of H is obvious. Hence, we only need to prove that By, extends to a sesquilinear

form on Vy x V. To do so, we notice that the sesquilinear pairing in BVO involving the half-order
time derivative DI/ ? and the Hilbert transform H, is well-defined on Vj x Vj, so no need to extend it.

Using the bound (3 9) and Corollary 3.11, we see that A and [ extend respectively to sesquilinear
forms A and 3 on Vj x Vg with bounds M and CP, 4, respectively, where C' = C([w] a,, [w]rE 4> 7, @)
3

is a constant. Thus, H extends to H: Vo — Vo , defined by
(Hu, vy, v, = By (w,0) 1= / (HDu(t), Dy 0(t))a. dt + Alu,v) + Blu,v), u,v € Vp,

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 H; commutes with Dl/ % and

S, it is a bijective isometry on Vo. As it is skew-adjoint, for all § € R, 1 + §H, is an isomorphism
on Vp and ||(1+ 5Ht)u||2- (14 62)||u||2 The same equality holds on V.
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Let & > 0 to be chosen later. The modified sesquilinear form BVO('7 (14 dH;)-) is bounded on
Vo x Vp and, for all u € Vj,

Re BVO (u, (1 +0H;)u) = Re </R<HtDt1/2u’ Dtl/Q(l + 0H)u)2. dt) + Re A(u, (14 §Hy)u)

+ Re B(u, (1 + 6Hy)u)
= 5”Dtl/2uH%2(R;Lg(Rn)) + Re A(u, u) + 6 Re A(u, Hu) + Re B(u, (1 + 6Hy)u),

where we have used that H; is skew-adjoint, hence
Re / (H,:D}"*u(t), D}"*u(t))s,, dt = 0.
Using (3.17), (3.8) (more precisely,Rtheir extensions to Dg 1) together with Corollary 3.11, we obtain
Re By, (u, (1+ 6Hy)u) > 3D *ul3 2,z ey + (v = M) [[ull 2y ) — CPrg V'L + 02|,
Choosing first § = 7777 and then g9 > 0 such that CeoV/1+ 62 = §/2, then P, , < go implies that

~ ) .
(3.19) Re (Hu, (1 + 6Hy)u))vg vy = Re(By (u, (1+ Hy)u)) > Slullf,, Vu € V.

Fix f € VO*. The Lax-Milgram lemma implies that there exists a unique u € Vj such that
BVO(U, (L+60H;):) = (1+6Hy) o f.

Furthermore, we have the estimate
2
lully, < 5 I+ 0H)" o flly
Using the fact that (1 + dH;)* is an isomorphism on VO* with operator norm equal to /1 + 62, we
have that for each f € Vj there exists a unique u € Vj such that BVO (u,-) = f, i.e. Hu = f with

2
lully, < < % V1+82[fly, -

0
0

Remark 3.20. Note that the elliptic part B, initially defined as a bounded operator B : Er’q(R) —
¥4(R)* = L*(R; Dg,_1) + L”/(R;Liq,/Q(R”)), when restricted to LT(R?DS,%) N L?(R; Dg1)"¢ by
Corollary 3.6, extends uniquely to a bounded operator

~ * ’
B:L"(RyDg:) N L*(R; Dg1) — (L’“(R;DS’%) N LQ(R;DSJ)) = L*(R;Ds,—1) + L" (R; Dy _2).

r

In particular, we have

Vo

B=A+/3 and <8t+l§) =H.
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 eg = eo(M, v, [w] 4y, [(W]RH,, 1, q) such that P, < eo implies
3

that Oy + B is causal in the following sense: if I is an open interval that contains a neighborhood of
—o0 and u € ¥"(I) satisfies Oyu + Bu = 0 in D'(I x R™), then u = 0.

Proof. If u € ¥X74(I) satisfies yu+Bu = 0 in D' (I xR™), then dyu = —Bu = —Au—fu in D' (I xR™).
We have u € L?(I; Dg1)"°¢ and Au + fu € L*(I;Ds_1) + L7 (I; Lz:q,/Q(R”)) C L*(I;Ds—1) +

L (I;Dg _2). By combining Propositions 3.16 and 2.10, we have u € Co(I; L2(R™)) and, for all
o,7 € I such that o < T,

T

()3, = lu(0)l5,, = QRG/ (W™ A Vau(t), Vou(t))2w + Bu, u)() dt.

[
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We choose 7 € T such that Hu(T)ng = suptejHu(t)H;w =: Sand set I = [T vau(t)H%w dt.
Letting 0 — —oo in the above equality and using (3.17), we deduce that

T

(3.22) S<-2wil+ 2/ 18(u, w)(t)] dt.

—0o0
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([w]4,, [w]rH, N, q) such that
2

_1
T

Nl
3=

||U||Lr((—oo,r);LZq/2(Rn)) < CHUHLT((—OO,T);DS’%) <CSs

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

/ |B(u, u)(t)| dt < CP,, (g%*%ﬁ% +§1f%ﬁ) _
Going back to (3.22), we have
S < -wI+2CR,, (S350 +8'7717).

Since r € [2,00), we make use of Young’s convexity inequality to deduce the inequality

1
s<-wrvacn, (G- Ds+ G+ D).

Now, if P, < min <C(%”+%), 20(%1_%)> =: 2¢p, we conclude that S = 0, and hence u = 0. O

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 ¢ > 0 such that

Re (Bu,u)) > cHquH%%R;La(Rn)) for all u € Vj°c.

Then H. is invertible.
(2) Assume that

Re (A(t)(u,v) + B(t)(u,u)) >0 forallt €R and u <€ HL(R™).
Then Oy + 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 Vj) and proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 3.18, we have

=~ 1/2
Re (Hu, (L+ 0H)u)) v v = 5|\ D, ull72 w2 mey) F lulFaming,) — IMIull L2reps ) | Hiull L2 (i )

= 0B gllullgra | Hetll g

1/2 Y
> 5HDt/ UH%Q(R;Lg(R”)) + (C - 5M)||UH%,2(R;DS,1)

2
— 0P, (HUHLT(R;qu (Rr)) T HHtu”LT(R;qu/Q(R"))) )

/2
with M := M 4 2P, ,, where in the second inequality we used that Hj is an isometry on L?(R; Dg 1),
and trivial lower bounds together with elementary estimates such as 2ab < a? + b* for a,b > 0.

By combining Lemma 3.5 with the second embedding in (4) of Proposition 2.9, there are constants
Cy = C1([w]ay, [WRH, s 1, q) and Co = Co(r) such that
2

2 —a
(3.24) [0ll L (r;12 / vHILQ(R;LEJ(R"))’

1
o®) < Cillvllr@n, ») < C1C200l 72w pg ) |1 De
2

for all v € Vp, with a = 2. We set C := C1C%.

T
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If r = 2, then there is no contribution of Dt1 2 (3.24) and by combining this inequality with
the fact that Hy is an isometry on L%(R; Dg 1), we obtain

- 1/2 -
Re (Hu, (1 + 6He)u)) v v, = 8|\ Dy UH%Z(R;La(R")) + (c—6(M + 402Pr,q))HUH%%R;DSJ),
and we choose & > 0 such that ¢ — §(M +4C?P,,) > 0 and we obtain the invertibility of H.
If r > 2, ie ac(0,1), then for € > 0 to be fixed later, by convexity, from (3.24) we obtain

loc

Il mes, ,mmy < C (s = 0l 2mng,) + (1= @)e ™o 1D 2ol 2@z ) o for all v e V)
Using this inequality with the fact that H; is an isometry on Vo, we obtain
Re (Hu, (1+ 6Hy)ul)y, 7, >0 (1 — 8C2P, (1 - a)%ﬁ) (X [
+ (= 03 — 86C? Py g0 % ) ullbagipg, )

We begin by choosing € > 0 such that 1 — SC2PW(1 — 04)25ﬁ > 0, and then choose § > 0 such
that ¢ — 9 (M + SCQPT,anf-:_%) > 0. Under these conditions, we conclude the invertibility of H.
For the proof of (2), we argue as in the proof of Theorem 3.21. By the energy equality, we obtain

T

a3 = ~2Re | (Buft),u(e)

—0o0
We then conclude directly from the assumption of (2) that u = 0. U
3.6. Existence and uniqueness results. In this section, we establish the well-posedness of par-
abolic equations of the form d;u + Bu = f on R'™ = R x R", 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) A is invertible;
(C) O+ 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 J := || G:Z)AHVO*—W()‘ The assumption (C) will be invoked

only when it is used. We also fix a pair (r,¢) that is compatible for lower-order terms.
Note that this includes the assumption w € RHg (R™).

Remarks 3.25. (1) (I) is equivalent to the statement that 7{*, the unique extension of H* to
. .. . ~ 27\ —1
Vo, is invertible, and we have J = [|(H*) HVO*—>V0‘
(2) (C) is equivalent to the statement that —0; + B* is anti-causal (when I is assumed to be a
neighborhood of +00).
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 € X™4(R) is a weak solution of dyu+ Bu = 0, then u = 0.
Proof. Using the equation, we have dyu—A,u = —A,u—Bu in D'(RY™"), with —A,u € L?(R; Dg_1)
and Bu € SP(R)* = L2(R; Ds 1) + L (R, LY, (R")) = L*(R; D, 1) + L' (R; Dg_2) by Lemma
3.5. Using Proposition 3.16, we also have

Ou — Ayu = —Ayu— Bu  in D'(R; Ey).
As —Ayu — Bu € L*(R; Ds,—1) + L’",(R;D&_%) — VF=W_+ W_% by Corollary 3.6, we use

[AB25a, Theorem 4.16| to conclude that u € Va4V .a=V.aocCcl by Proposition 2.9, Point (1).

q'/2

Thus, we have u € VOIOC and Hu = 0, hence u = 0 by the invertibility assumption (I). O
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3.6.2. Source term in suitable subspaces of VO*. We recall that we have
(at + B) =1,
Vo
and B defined in Remark 3.20. We also recall that, for any open interval I C R,
L (I; Ds,g) = {(=Au)*h, he L/ (IIA(R")}.
We now state the following result.

Proposition 3.27 (Source term in L#' (R; Dg,_3), 2 < p < 00). Let p € [2,00) and set B = %. Let
h e L (R; L2(R™)). Then, there exists a unique u € X™9(R) solution of
dyu+ Bu = (—A)2h in D'(R*™).

Moreover, u € Co(R; L2 (R™))NVo, and there exists a constant C = C(M, 3, Prq, [w] Ay, [W]RH4 > M @, p)
3
such that

(3.28) sup [u(8) |z ey + IVl sz < Ol oy oy

Proof. Uniqueness follows from Proposition 3.26. For existence, we observe that the source term
(—Aw)gh lies in Vg, so defining u := ﬁ_l((—Aw)gh) provides a function u € Vj that solves
Opu+ Bu = (—Ay)2h in D'(R, Ex).

Moreover, using the equation, we have dyu = —Bu + (—Aw)gh in D'(R, Ex), which implies that
u € Co(R; L2 (R™)) by Proposition 2.10. Even better, applying [AB25a, Theorem 4.16], we obtain u €
V. min(2,8) and by (2) of Proposition 2.9, we have the embedding V_ min(2,8) C Co(R; L2 (R™)) N Vp.

Now, using the first embedding in (4) of Proposition 2.9, we have u € L7(R; Dg )" for all
7 € [2,00) with & = 2. By taking 7# = r and applying Lemma 3.5, we conclude that u € 3"9(R).

T

Furthermore, since;t € Co(R; L2 (R™)) C Li (R; L2 (R™)), it then follows from Proposition 3.16 that
O+ Bu = (—Ay)2h in D'(RT7).
Finally, to prove (3.28), since by definition u = H~((—Ay)

~_ B ~ B ~
(3.29) lully, = 177 (= A0) 2 h)lly, < TN(=Aw)2hlly < T % C(p) 1Al L g,z (Rey)-

8 .
2h), we obtain

In this last inequality, we used that (—Aw)gh € L (R;Dg_pg) — W_p — Vjﬁ < Vi, which follows
from Points (3) and (1) of Proposition 2.9. This yields the desired estimate on V,u as
1/2
maX(HDt/ UHLQ(R;LEJ(R”))a ||vquL2(R;LE,(R"))) < HUHVO-
To prove the L*°-norm estimate, we use the energy identity (2.11) in Proposition 2.10 to deduce

ullZy Ropz rey) S2MIVaullF2(r, 2 mey) + 20 Prgllully,

+ 2” (_AW)B/QUHLP(R;LZ,(R")) ||h||Lp’(R;L3)(Rn)),
where C' = C([w]a,, [W]RrH4 M, q) is the constant from Corollary 3.11. Combining (3.29) with the
2

second embedding in (4) of Proposition 2.9 for the norm ||(—Aw)ﬁﬂuHLP(R;La(Rn)), one then obtains
the desired estimate. O

By the assumption (I), H : VOIOC — VO* is injective. Moreover, by the above result, we have
H': | LY (RiDs—p) = Co(RiLE(R™) NVp C V.
2<p<o0
As H is the extension of H to Vp, then H 1 : Us<pcoo L (R; Ds._g) — Co(R; L2(R™)) N Vi C Vjoc.
We stress that whenever we write u = H~'f, for f € U2Sp<oo LPI(R; Dg _3), this means that u is

the unique element of V3°° satisfying Hu = f. We then know a posteriori that u € Co(R; L2 (R™)),

etc. Providing such a candidate u was the sole purpose of introducing H. From this point onward,
we work directly with H. We could do the same with sources in W, for —1 < o < 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). Fiz p € [2,00) and set 3 =2/p € (0,1]. Then,
HL:LP(R;Ds_5) = V_ 5 NCo(R LL(R™) (C V™) is bounded.
The same holds for (H*)~!

mln(

Proof. Refer to Proposmon 3.27 above and 1ts proof. We stress that this does not imply that H
maps V_ min(2,6) into L* (R; Dg,—p), since H~!, as mapped above, is not necessarily surjective. [J

==

Corollary 3.31. Let (7,q) be a pair with r <7 < oo and =z + 5z = 7. Let g € L™ (R; quw(R”)).

LN

Then, there exists a unique u € X']T’q(R) solution of
o+ Bu=g in D R™™).
Moreover, u € Co(R; L2 (R™))NVo, and there exists a constant C = C(M,J, Py, [W] Ay, [W]REH4 > 7 @, §)
2
such that

s [0z + IVt oy < Ol oy

Proof. The pair (7, ¢) 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 p =7. O

Remark 3.32. Since w € J RH%O(R”) by Point (2) of Proposition 2.2, when r > 2 we may take

q0>9
ge L™ (R; qu 1»(R™)) in the above corollary for any admissible pair (7, §) with 7 € [r,,,7), for some
€ [2,7).

3.6.3. Source term in L'(R; L2(R™)). The assumption (I) cannot be straightforwardly applied to
prove existence for a source term in L'(R; L2(R™)), since L*(R; L2(R™)) ¢ V. However, it is still
possible to handle such source terms by employing a duality scheme

Proposition 3.33 (Source term in LY(R; L2 (R™))). Let f € LY(R; LE(R™)). Then, there exists a
unique u € ¥"9(R) solution of
O+ Bu=f inD(RT.
Moreover, u € Co(R; LE(R™)), and there exists a constant C = C(M, 3, Py 4, [w] a5, [wWRH, 7, q) Such
that i
ilelg lu®lzz®e) + Vel 2ri02 rry) < CllfllL1R;L2 R7))-

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 p = 2 implies that (#*)~! is bounded from
L*(R; Dg —1) into Cy(R; L2 (R™)). We define

T:L'RiLZ(R™)) = D'(R; Exo), (TF,0) :=(f, (H) o) p1(Ro12 (Rv)).L (Ri12 (R7))-
We have, for C = C(M, 3T, Prq, [w]A,, [W]RH, 7, q) a constant,
2
(3.34) ITf 2 rips.y) < C IRz mm)) -
Next, let f in D(R; E_). We write for all ¢ € D(R; E_), observing that D(R; E_,) C VO*,
(Tfo) = (HHT (M) oy v, = (- 0)
Hence, Tf =H™'f € Co(R; LZ(R™)) and
(3.35) Vo € DRE-c), —(T£00) + (BTS).0) = [ (10, 9Ot
Since O, T f = —B(T f)+ f in D'(R; Ey), the energy equality (2.11) in Proposition 2.10 implies that
HTf”%oo(R;La(Rn)) < 2M||Tf||%2(R;DS,1) + 2PT7Q||TfH2Zr,q(R) + 2T fll oo Rz Rep L |21 (Rs 22, (R ) -
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Next, using the inequality H'Tf||22,,yq(R) < 2(H7'fH%2(R;DSJ) + HTfH?T(R;Lq (R")))’ and combining

/2
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 < 6%2 + %%, we obtain, via this absorption argument, the following
estimate holds, with C' = C(M,3J, P, 4, [w]a,, [w]RH% ,M,q) a constant:

(3.36) 1T fllcor:cz rmy) < CllfllLrR;z2 Rr))-

Now, let us pick f € L*(R; L2(R™)). Let (fi)ren € D(R; E_oo)N such that f, — fin L*(R; L2 (R™)).
By (3.34) and (3.36), we have T fr — T f in L?(R; Dg1) N Co(R; LE(R™)), and consequently also
in LT(R;LZW(R")) and in ¥"9(R) by combining Lemma 3.5 with the first embedding in (4) of
Proposition 2.9. Using (3.35) with T fi for a fixed ¢ € D(R; E_) and letting k — oo imply that
O(Tf)+B(Tf) = fin D'(R; Ex). Furthermore, since Tf € Co(R; LZ(R")) C LL (R; L3(R")), it

then follows from Proposition 3.16 that T f is asolution of (T f) + B(T f) = f in D'(R'*7).
O

3.6.4. Source term is a Dirac measure on L2(R™). For any s € R and ¢ € L2(R"), we denote by
0s ® 1 the Dirac measure on s carried by 1 which is defined by

(3; @0, 0) = (. d(s))2w, for all ¢ € Co(R; LE(R™)).
Proposition 3.37 (Source term is a Dirac measure). Assume that (C) holds. Let s € R and
Y € LE(R™). Then there exists a unique u € ¥™9(R) solution of

ou+Bu=3ds2v¢ in DR,
Moreover, u € Co(R\ {s}, LE(R™)), equals 0 on (—oco,s) and lim,_, .+ u(t) =1 in L2 (R")) and the
map t — ||u(t)\|%7w admits an absolutely continuous extension to [s,+oo[. Furthermore, there exists
a constant C = C(M, T, Prq, (W] Ay, (W RH, s, q) such that
3
sup [[u(®)]l 2 _ny + [ Vaull 2((s,00):22 Rr)) < C 1Y 22 R -

s<t
Proof. This follows directly from [AB25a, Corollary 6.19|, now that we can solve for source terms
in L'(R; L2 (R™)). O
Remarks 3.38. (1) When formulating Proposition 3.37 with the backward equation
*asﬂ+8*ﬂ:5t®w, tGR,
the same result holds, with @ € Co(R \ {t}; L3(R™)), vanishing on (¢, +oc) and satisfying
limg - u(s) = 9.
(2) There is a statement for a source term that is any bounded L2 (R™)-valued measure on R,
defined as an element of the topological anti-dual of Co(R; L2 (R™)) with respect to the sup
norm. In this case, u is only in L>(R; L2(R™)). See [AB25a, Proposition 6.16].
(3) If we dont not assume that (C) holds, the result above can still be proved but w is not
necessarily equal to 0 on (—oco, s) and has limits at s*. See [A1123].

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(3J, P4, ... ), as in Propositions 3.27, 3.33,
and 3.37, depend only on (M, v, [w]a,, [W|RH,:7: ¢, ...). When a lower bound c is available, as in

2
Theorem 3.23, all the constants C' = C(J,...) depend on (¢, M, [w]a,, [W|RHy 7, G, Prgs - - ).
2

3.7. The Fundamental solution. The fundamental solution is defined as the family of operators
that represent the inverse of the degenerate parabolic operator d; + B on R x R™.

Definition 3.40 (Fundamental solution for d; + B). A fundamental solution for d; + B is a family
I = (T'(t,5))t,ser of bounded operators on L2(R") such that :

(1) (Boundedness) supy jer [[T(¢,5)| 212 (rn)) < F00-

(2) (Causality) I'(t,s) =01if t < s.
(3) (Weak measurability) For all 1,1 € D(R"), the function (t,s) — (T'(t, s)1, )2, is Borel

measurable on R2.
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(4) (Representation) For all ¢ € D(R) and ¢ € D(R"), any u € >™4(R) solution of the equation
du+ Bu = ¢ ® ¢ in D'(R x R") satisfies (u(t), )20 = [g@(s)(L(t, 5)Y,¥)2, ds, for all
¥ € D(R™) and for almost every t € R. We have set (¢ ® ¢)(t, ) = p(t)¢(z).

In the same manner, one defines a fundamental solution (I'(s,t))stcr to the backward operator

-0 + B*.

Theorem 3.41 (Existence, uniqueness, and properties of the fundamental solution). Assume that
(C) holds. There exists a unique fundamental solution T' (up to equality almost everywhere) to
0, + B in the sense of the above definition, and it satisfies the following properties.
(1) (Estimates for the fundamental solution of 0, + B) For all s € R and ¢ € L2(R"), we
have T'(-,8)y € Co([s,00); LE(R™)) with T'(s,s)) = 1, and there exists a constant C =
C(M,3, P4, [w]a,, [w]RH% ,n,q) such that

Slilt) ||F(t73)||c(Lg(Rn)) <C and Hvzr‘('a3)¢||L2((s,oo);Lg(Rn)) <C ||¢||2,w'

(2) (Estimates for the fundamental solution of —0y + B*) For all't € R and Y e L2 (R™), we
have T'(-,t)1 € Co((—o0,t]; L2(R™)) with T'(t,t)1 = 1, and there exists a constant C =
C(M,3,P,q, WAy, [wRH, s, q) Such that

2

sup IT(s, )l zzrey < C and Vol (5 )0 12((—copyir2 mry) < CllY]|2-

(3) (Full representation) Let p € [2,00] and set § = %. Let s € R and ¢ € L:(R™). Let
h e L (R; L2(R™)). Then the unique solution u € ¥"9(R) of the equation

Byu+ Bu =08, ® ¥ + (—~Ay)2h in D'(R™™)

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

mwzrw$w+/ Pt 7)((—Aw)

—0o0

[N

h(r))dr,

where the integral is weakly defined in L2 (R™) and al~so strongly defined in the Bochner sense
when p = oo. More precisely, for all t € R and 1 € L?(R"), we have the equality with
absolutely converging integral

t

<MW@MZGW@W@m+/ (h(r), (~A)

—0o0

N[

f‘(T, t)1;>2,w dr.

(4) (Adjointness property) For all s < t, T'(t,s) and T'(s,t) are adjoint operators.
(5) (Chapman—Kolmogorov identities) For all s < r < t, we have T'(t,s) = T'(t,r)I'(r, s).

Proof. The proof of uniqueness proceeds exactly as in [AB25a, Lemma 6.24], with E_,, replaced
by D(R™). 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. O

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 (—oo, 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 (0,00). In this section, we consider the Cauchy problem on the
half-line, namely (0, 00). The main result of this section is the following.

Theorem 3.43 (The Cauchy problem on (0,00)). Assume that, in addition to the invertibility
assumption (1), the causality assumption (C) also holds. Let p € [2,00], and define f = % € [0,1].
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Let h e LP'((0,00); L2(R™)) and ¢ € L2(R™). Then there exists a unique u € %79((0,00)) solution
to the Cauchy problem
m dwu + Bu = (—=A,)%2h in D'((0,00) x R™),
(3 ) : / n -+
u(t) - ¢ in D'(R") as t — 0.
Moreover, u € Co([0,00); L2 (R™)), with u(0) = ¢, t — |[u(t)||3,, is absolutely continuous on [0, 0)
and energy equalities hold. Furthermore, there exists a constant C = C(M, T, Prq, W] A,, [WRH, 7, )
2
such that

SUp [u(t)ll2 + [1VatllL2(.00yzzem) < CURNL (0 0022 Ry F 1¥1120)-

Lastly, for allt > 0, we have the following representation of u :
t
u(®) =T(,0) + [ T(t.)(~2.)"2h(r) dr,
0

where the integral is weakly defined in L2 (R™) and strongly defined in the Bochner sense when p = oo,
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 (—o0,0] and
keep the same notation for the extension. By combining Proposition 3.27, Proposition 3.33 and
Proposition 3.37, there exists a unique u € ¥"9(R) solution of the equation

Ol + Bt = 8 @ ¢ + (=A,)P?h in D' (R1™).

Moreover, by the causality assumption (C), @& € Co([0,00); L2 (R™)), % = 0 on (—00,0) and %(0) = 1.
The candidate u := ), satisfies all the required properties of the theorem, thereby proving
existence. As for the representation, it follows from that of @(t) for all ¢ € R, using the fundamental
solution defined on R. See Theorem 3.41, Point (3).

Next, we check uniqueness in the space ¥™9((0,00)). If u € ¥"9((0,00)) is a solution to (3.44)
with o = 0 and 1 = 0, then, by Proposition 2.10, we have u € Cy([0, 00); L2 (R™)) with u(0) = 0.
We extend u by zero on (—o00,0) x R” to obtain u € ¥"4(R), and use its L2 (R")-valued continuity on
[0, 00) to deduce easily that u is a solution to dyu + Bu = 0 in D’(R'*™). 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 ¢, on (0,00) x R™. We then extend A by I,, and a, b, and ¢ by 0 on
(—00,0] x R™; that is, By(u,v) = (Vau, Vav)a,, for all t < 0. In the same manner, the definition,
existence, and uniqueness of the fundamental solution on (0, c0) follow verbatim as in Section 3.7.

Remark 3.47 (The Cauchy problem on segments). By restricting from the case (0, 00), one obtains
the well-posedness of Cauchy problems on bounded intervals, namely (0, %), for any final time ¥ > 0.
The only difference in this case is that the uniqueness class becomes ¥™9((0, ))NL*((0,T); L2 (R™)),
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 w € RHg (R™) for some ¢ > 2 (which holds for any g € (2, q,] for some
gw > 2 by Point (2) of Proposition 2.2), the notion of (r, ¢)-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 u be a measure on R™. The Lorentz space Li,"(R™) is defined as the set of all measurable
functions f on R™ such that HfHLﬁ‘T(R") < 00, with

[ F 1 e rmy —‘{( v o (7P f*(1)" Cit> ;1< p,r<oo,
n
1

SuPy~0 tl/pf (t)v < p < o0, T = 09,
or equivalently (see [Gra08, Proposition 1.4.9])
Ul o = 4 @IS (5)777ds) " 1 <pr < ox,

" (RY) SUPg>0 8)\]0(5)1/27’ 1<p<oo, r=o0,

where
A(s) =p({z eR":|f(x)| >s}) and f*(t) =inf{s > 0: Ap(s) < t}.

It is known that LLP(R") = LE(R") with £l ze®ny = [1f1] 2 (Rny and [[f]| Lpr ey is non-increasing
as a function of r, so that L™ (R™) C LI;/"*(R™) if r; < ry. We recall that Holder's inequality holds
in Lorentz spaces: the product of two functions in LI"" belongs to L}L if p% + p% =1and % + % =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 o € (0,1] and let r = 2 € [2,00). Then, we
have V, < L"%(R; Dg.o) and there is a constant C = C(r) such that for all u € V,,

l1—a
lull pr2ripg.0) < ClID: * ullr2r;pg )
Consequently, we have L’”/’Z(R; Dg_o) — W_o, where v’ is the Hélder conjugate of r.
(2) (Mized norm embedding) For r € (2,00) and o = 2/r € (0,1), we have the embedding
Vo = L"%(R; Ds,4), with
HUHLTQ(R;DS’O[) < C(T)HUH%Q(R;DSJ)HD U”p R:H)
Consequently, L"?(R; Dg._o) < L*(R; Ds_1) + Wo = V§-.

Proof. The first result is obtained, as in the proof of [AB25a, Lemma 5.3|, by using the fact that the
Dg o-valued Riesz potential with exponent 1770‘ is L?>~L"? bounded, a result established by O’Neil
[O'NG3| (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. O

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 € [2,00). Assume that w € RH%(R") and set o = n (% — %) Then, there

exists a constant C = C([w]a,, [w]|rH,, N, q) such that
2

V@ fllzamn < Cl(-A0)% flliz @, ¥ € D(~A0)?).
Motivated by the above results, we introduce the following space for any open interval I C R:
LrUI) = {u e LL (R LE(R™) : vwu € L™*(I; L¥*(R™)) and V,u € L*(I; L3 (R™))},
where the gradlent is taken in the sense of distributions, with norm
ull fragry o= IVwull Lrzrpez@®e)) + 1Voull 22,22 re)-
Proceeding as in the previous section for Zr’q(I ), we have

Lr(I)* = L*(I; Ds,—1) + Vw L™ (I, LT 2(R™)).
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More precisely, for ¢ € £79(I)*, there exists (F,g) € L*>(I; L2(R™)") x L™ >(I; LY *(R™)) such that

0 =—w ldivy(wF) + Vwg,
that is

p(u) = /I(<F(t),VxU(t)>2,w +(g(t),u(t)2w) dt,  Vu e L7UI),

with

ol gracry wsz_lidrilvfz(wFHg IF N 2.2 rry) + IVW Gl L2102 (mey)-

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 C R is an interval, then we have a continuous
inclusion

Lm(I; DS%)IOC < o L"(I; Lq,2(Rn))loc.
By duality, this yields the continuous embedding
Ve L™ 2(I; LY2(RM) — L7 (I; Dg _2)*.
Consequently, we have T
70°¢ = Vo™ < L"(R; Dg 2) N L*(R; Ds1)"*¢ < L™(R).
By duality, this yields the cont;nuous embeddings
LTUR)* — L'2(R; Dy,_2)+ L*(R; Ds,—1) = Vi = Vg,
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. (I

4.2. The variational approach and the resulting theory. For any (r,q) € [2, 00|, we set

Leg = lal Bl 2

+ |l o o a4 o .
% (R, 2 % (RN)) (RiLT2 (Rn)) lell 5. (RLT-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 L, ; < co. Then, for allu,v € LM(R),
t = B(u,v)(t) € LY(R) and we have

|6(u, v)| < Lrg]
Moreover, there exists a constant C = C([w]a,, [W]RH,, N, q) such that
2

for all u,v € VOIOC. In other words, (3 : Voloc X VOIOC — C is a bounded sesquilinear form.

UHr;r,q(R) ”Ung,q(R)-

ullyplvllyg

Proof. For all u,v € £7(R) and almost every ¢ € R, we have
0, 0)O1 <], 25, . IVEUO e IV 2

+ ”b(t)”LqQTqZ,oo(Rn)H\/‘;U(t)HLq’Q(R”)Hvxu(t)HLg(R”)
Ve u@llzaz @) IV 0Ol o2 re)-

This is true as we have Holder’s inequality in Lorentz spaces: the product of three functions in L%

belongs to L' if q% + q% + q% =1 and % + % + % = 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 Vp. g

et 123 0

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 £ replacing ¥4
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

brg = llall | 2, b 2y + el

oo oo < 00,
(R Lq = (R™)) (R; Lq T2 (R))
which is still weaker than the case of lower-order terms in mixed Lebesgue spaces.

Lr =2 RLW (R™))

An example. Let us consider the case r = 2 (hence n > 3 and ¢ = 2*), A=1,, a =b=0, and

Coolt, x
c(t,z) = L’Q), where ¢5 is a bounded, measurable, complex-valued function on R'*™. In this
z
case, the degenerate parabolic operator reduces to the degenerate parabolic Schréodinger operator
Cooll, @
at - Aw + LQ)
|z|

As the norm ||¢|| is controlled by |[|cool| o0 (R14n), We state the following result, which is

the version of Tﬁ;(rZIZQ BOOAgnl)r)l 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 eg = o(n, [w]a,, [W]RHﬁ) such that if ||ceo || oo (R1+7) < €0,
then the following holds: Let p € [2,00] and define B = 2 € [0,1]. Let h e L” ((0,00); L2 (R™)) and
Y € LE(R™). Then there exists a unique solution u € ZT{;((O, 00)) to the Cauchy problem

{ Bru — Ay + Dy = (A)B2h in D'((0,00) x R,

|[2

u(t) = in D'(R") as t — 0.

Moreover, u € Co([0,00); L2(R™)), and the map t — |[u(t)||3,, is absolutely continuous. The energy
equalities, estimates, and the representation (by the fundamental solution of the degenerate parabolic
Schréodinger operator) as in Theorem 3.43 also hold.

Here we anticipate a bit, but note that, since @ = b = 0 and in the setting of the above result,
the fundamental solution of the degenerate parabolic Schrédinger operator satisfies L? off-diagonal
estimates (see Theorem 6.2). In the unweighted setting (w = 1), with co, = ¢ a negative constant,
and for non-negative L' 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 ¢ € [—cp,0], where ¢,, = ¢(n) is a constant. Always for w = 1, the Hardy inequality
provides a lower bound, allowing the recovery of the constant ¢, via the (inhomogeneous) variational
method (see [AE23]). However, the weighted Hardy inequality requires different conditions on w
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 S := (1 + 52)1/2 = (1 — A,)Y2. This formulation
naturally leads to the inhomogeneous theory for S. In fact, the "homogeneous" fractional domains
of S are precisely the "inhomogeneous" fractional domains of S. More precisely, for all & > 0, we
have Dg , = D(8%) = D((=Au)*?) and || (|5, = | |s.a + - [l = 1S |20 + || 2 For a <0,
we have Dﬁ,a = Dgo + L?(R™), with a norm equivalent to the corresponding quotient norm.

We denote by (Vi)—1<a<1 and (Wy)_1<a<1 the universal solution and source spaces associated
with S. Note that for all a € [0, 1], we have the continuous embedding V,, < V., since the operator
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l—«
D, ? is the same in both spaces. By duality, this implies the dual embedding V¥ < V¥, where the
duality is understood with respect to the L?(R; L2 (R"™)) 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
VO and V), we have

Vo=VnN LQ(RQL?U(R")) (C Voloc) and |- ”%/0 ~ |- H%'/O +1- H%?(R;LEJ(R"))'
Formulating Proposition 2.10 for S yields the following proposition.

Proposition 5.1. Let I C R be an open interval. Let u € L*(I; HL(R™)). Let p € [2,00] and set
B = % € [0,1]. Assume that dyu = (—AL)P/2hy + hy in D'(I x RY), with hy, hy € L (I; L2(R™)).
Then u € Co(I; LZ(R™)), and the map t — |u(t)[|3,, is absolutely continuous on I. Moreover, the
integral identities, as in (2.11), hold for all 0,7 € T with o < T.

Remarks 5.2. (1) In the case where [ is a bounded open interval, the conclusion of the above
proposition remains valid by viewing hs as an element of L'(I; L2 (R")), and by applying
Proposition 2.10 (i.e., the homogeneous theory for S, rather than for S ). Moreover, in this
setting, it suffices to assume that u € L(I; HL(R")) with V,u € L?(I; L2 (R")), rather than
requiring u € L(I; HL(R™)).

(2) Note that, since the embedding HL(R") — L2(R") is continuous and dense, the Lions
embeddlng theorem [[Li057] applies only in the case where I is a bounded interval and p = 2,
and one must a priori assume that v € L?(I; HL(R™)). 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 9; + B, with a time-dependent degenerate elliptic part Biy, 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) Binnu = —w ' divy (AVu) — w tdive(wau) + b - Veu + cu.

Let (r,q) be an admissible pair. We assume that a, b, ¢ can be decomposed as a = ay + oo,
b="by 4+ b, ¢ = cp + ¢ With

64 Pl g Il el ) <
1
(5.5) P00 = ||a00||L°°(R1+") + ||b00HL°°(R1+") + ||COO||zoo(R1+n) < 0.

The power 1/2 on HcooHlL/OZ (R+n) is relevant for scaling and for a cleaner presentation, as we will see.

Remark 5.6 (Example: subcritical exponents). Let (7, ¢) be a pair with » < 7, 2 < g and %—FQ% > 7,
with the additional condition % — 2%1. < % when n = 1. Any coefficients

T 2q T q
a,be L2 (R, L72(R")") and ce LT3 (R; L7 (R")),
can be decomposed as above, that is, a = ap + G0, b = by, + b, and ¢ = ¢, + oo, With
an, by € L72 (R L2 (R™)"), ¢ € L72 (R; LT (R™)), oo, boo, € LR and cop € L®(RUM),

by visualizing exponents in a (’z?,qf)—plane and truncating each coefficient at a fixed level £ > 0

(namely, yp = y1{y>0 and yoo = Y1y <sy). In fact, setting 7° = f% € (1,00] and ¢° = QEQ IS

(1,00], then the condition £ + 36 > 7 Is equivalent to
1

2q
which are the subcritical exponents appearlng in [Alo(ié%, LSU68, AMP19, AE23|. For the additional
assumption when n = 1, it is equivalent to 5 >

2q
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Next, we introduce the sesquilinear forms associated with the lower-order terms. For all ¢ € R
and u,v € HL(R™), we set
5h( ) (1w, v) == {an(t)u, Vev)aw + (bu(t) - Vau, v)2u + {en(t)u, v)2.0,
Boo () (1, ) 1= (aoo ()t Vav)2,u + (boo(t) - Vatt, v)2.u + (Coo(t)us V)2,
Binn () (1, v) 1= Bu(t) (1, v) + Boo(t) (u, v).
Now, for all u,v € ¥"4(R) N L?(R; L2 (R™)), we set

Binh (1, v) 1= Pp(u, v) + Poo(u,v) := /Rﬁh(t)(u(t), v(t))dt + /Rﬁoo(t)(u(t),v(t)) dt.
We record the following lemma.
Lemma 5.7. For all u,v € ¥"(R) N L?(R; L2 (R™)), we have
* | Boo (U, )| < Poo oo ([ull L2(rsz2 R | Vel 2R 2, (R7)) + Vel L2z Rep 1V] 22 (R 22 (R7Y))
+ P2 ollull z2rerz ey 10l 22 Rip2 (Re)»
o 1B (1,0)] < Prglltll a0l e
In particular, Binn : Vo X Vo — C is a bounded sesquilinear form.

Proof. The bound on [ follows directly from the Cauchy—-Schwarz inequalities. For By, this is

exactly Lemma 3.10. The statement on Sy follows directly by combining Corollary 3.6 with the

embedding Vy — V4. O

Remark 5.8. We may define the bounded operator, with bound Py o + P2 00
Bt 2R HLR)) — LA(R; HL(R™)) = L2(R; L2(R™)) + L*(R; Ds, 1),

We also define the operators 3, : ¥"(R) — X"4(R)* = L*(R;Dg_1) + L" (R, qu/Q(R")) and

A:L*(R;Ds1) — L*(R; Ds_1) as in Remark 3.15.

In order to employ the variational approach, we introduce the following bounded sesquilinear
form By, : Vo x Vo — C, defined for all u,v € Vj by

By, (u,v) : = /R (H Dy *u(t), Dy 0(8)) 2,0 + (A1) Vault), Vop(t))2w + Binn(t) (u(t), o(t)) dt

_ / (H.D?u(t), DY ?0(t))a,0 dt + A(u, v) + Bu(u, v) + Boo (1, 0)
R

=: By, (u,v) + Boo(u, v).
Next, we define Hipn: Vo — Vi by (Hinnu, U>>VO*7VO := By, (u,v) for all u,v € Vj. Note that, as
before, we have (0; + Binn),,., = Hinh and (—0; + B’i*nh)w0 = HZ,. Note also that we have the
decomposition

Vo

Hinh = Hn + Boo,
where H}, 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 g = eo(M, v, [w]a,, [WRH,, 7, q) and ko = ko(M, v, W] Ay, [W]RH4 s M, G, Poo,co) such that if
2 2

P, <eg and k > Ko, then the operator Hi,p+ K : Vo — Vi is invertible, with a bound of its inverse
depending only on M and v.

Proof. Since H; is skew-adjoint on L?(R; L2(R™)), for all u € Vj and & > 0, we have
Re (i + 1)1, (1 + SH) v v = Re (R, (L4 6H, ) g, + Re oo (u, (1 + 5Hyu)

+ ffH“H%?(R;Lg(Rn))-
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Now, proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 3.18 for the homogeneous part Hy, and choosing § > 0
and g as done there, if P, < g, then by Lemma 5.7, we have

0
Re ((Hinn + £)u, (1+ 6H)w)vg vy > 5 [lullf,
— 2P 00V 1+ 02||ull 2(r; 22, (R | Vattll 2(Rs 22, (R7Y)
— P V14 52”“”%2(R;L3(Rn)) + ff”“”%%R;Lg(Rn))-
If Ps oo = 0, then we are done. Otherwise, using the inequality 2ab < %az + Ab? with A > 0 such
that P ooVl + 62X = g, and using the fact that [|[Va - | L2®;z2 re)) < | - [y, we see that

)
Re (Hinh + £)u, (1+ SH)uhvg vy > - lullf,

!
Py ooV'1 + 62
+ ("f — PLooV1+62 - )\) ull?2 g, 22 ey -
Now, if
0 PyoooV1+62 6 4
K > Ko ::Z+P§O7OO 1+52+%: Z+P°2°’°° <\/1+62+5(1+52)>,

then we have
O w2, Oy 1o 0 12
Re (Hinn + £)u, (1 + dHe)u) vy ,vo = ZHUHVO + ZHUHLQ(R;LEJ(R")) = ZHUHVO»
and the invertibility follows. 0

Remark 5.10. As already noted in the proof, if Py oo = 0 and P, 4 < ¢¢, then the operator Hy, + £ :
Vo — V' is invertible for all £ > 0.

Theorem 5.11 (Causality, inhomogeneous version). Assume that (3.17) holds. There are two
constants g = eo(M, v, [w]a,, [WRH,, 7, q) and ko = ko(M, v, W] Ay, [W]RH 4 s T, G, Poo,co) such that if
2 2

P., <o and k > Ko, then Oy + Binn + K is causal in the following sense: if I is an open interval
that contains a neighborhood of —oo and u € X4(I) N L2(I; LE(R™)) satisfies Oyu + Bipnu + ku = 0
in D'(I x R™), then u = 0.

Proof. Ifu € 2%(1([)(1[12([; L2 (R™)) satisfies dyu+Biynu+ru = 0 in D'(I xR™), then, by Proposition
5.1, we have u € Co(I; L2(R™)). We choose 7 € T such that Hu(T)H%w = SUp,.7 Hu(t)||%w =: 5, and
set I = [T Hvxu(t)H%w dt. Writing the energy equality between o and 7, and letting 0 — —o0,
we deduce, using (3.17), that

S<-wl+ 2/ |Bn(8) (u(t), u(t)) dt + 2/ [Boo (8) (ult), w()| dt — 26]|ull 22 (o )iz o)

Proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 3.21 for fy, and by using Lemma 5.7 for B, we have

3 3 1 3 1
S<-2vI+20P, <(2 -8+ (G T)I) + 4P 0oL 2 ||ull L2((—00,); 12 (R7))

+ 2P<>20,oo||u’|%2((7oo,7);LE,(R”)) - 2HHU||%2((7OO,T);LZ(R7L))

1
< =201 +4CP,q (S + I) + 4Poc oL 7 [t L2 (—oo,ryiz2 Rr)) + (2P.00 = 26 [UllT2 (s )22 (RR))
2P
< (_2V + 4CP7“»(1 + 2P00700A)l + 4CP7"7Q§ + (;O’OO + 2P§O,OO - 2/{;> ||u”%2((—oo,7');La(Rn))7

for all A > 0, using the inequality 2ab < %aQ +Ab%. We choose A > 0 such that —2U42P5 oA = —V,
from which the conclusion easily follows by taking P, sufficiently small and  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,¢’ > 0 such that
Re (Binhu, u)) > cHquH%Q(R;La(Rn)) — c’HuH%Q(R;LE(Rn)) for all uw € V.
Then Hinn + k is invertible, for all k > kg = Kko(c, ).
(2) Assume that that there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that
Re (A(t)(u,v) + Binn (t) (u, u)) > —c’HuH%w forallt €R and u € HL(R™).
Then Oy + Binn + K 1s causal in the sense of Theorem 5.11, for any k > .

Proof. For the first point on invertibility, taking k¢ := ¢ + ¢/, we have, for all kK > kg,

Re ((Binn + K)u, u) > c <||unf|%2(R;Lg(Rn)) + HUH%Q(R;LE(R"))> = CH“H%?(R;H}U(RW)) = CHUH%?(R;DSJ)?

for all u € Vp. The argument then follows exactly the same lines as in the proof of Theorem
3.23, with S in place of S, that is, the inhomogeneous version of Theorem 3.23. In this case, the
corresponding constant ¢ obtained there depends on P, , as well as on Py o, in addition to the
structural constants (¢, ¢, n, [w]a,, [W]rH,, and M). We emphasize, also, that by separating the
b
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 kg sufficiently large, of the form kg = C(d, M,n,c,c')(1 + POQO’OO), where § depends on ¢, ¢,
n, [w]a,, [WlrRH o , M, and P, g4, but not on Py .
n—2
The second point on causality is straightforward and we omit the details.
0

r 2
Remark 5.13. We observe that if » > 2, then for any a,b € L?"%(R;LQTQQ(R”)") + L (RiFm)n
and ¢ € Lﬁ(R;Lq%(R")) + L®(R'Y™), and for every ¢ > 0, we can write ¥y = y, + Yoo for
each y € {a,b,c} such that P, (an,bn,cn) < € and Ps oo (Goo; boos Coo) < 00, by truncating the
unbounded parts at large heights £ > 0 (namely, y, =y Liy>0 and yoo =y 1{|y|§g}> together with

2
the dominated convergence theorem for LqTQQ(R")— (resp. Lq%?(R”)-) 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
2r T

and g = %), we cannot perform the same truncation as in the case r > 2, since ;=5 = =5 = oo.

In this case, we assume directly that P, , is small or that there exist constants ¢, ¢’ > 0 such that
Re (A(t)(u, v) + Binn(t)(u, u)) > cHquH%’w - c/||uH§’w forallt € R and w € HL(R"),
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,%). We now study the Cauchy problem in the inhomogeneous
setting.
Theorem 5.14 (The Cauchy problem on (0,%)). Assume that, for some k > 0, Hinn+£ : Vo — Vf
is invertible and Op + Binn + K is causal. Let T > 0. Let p € [2,00], and define = % € [0,1]. Let
h e LF'((0,%); L% (RY)), and ¢ € L2(R™).

(1) There ezists a unique u € ¥"9((0,%)) N L*((0,%); L2 (R™)) solution to the Cauchy problem

dpu + Bipnu = (—A,,)2h in D'((0,%) x R™),

(5.15) . ~om 1
u(t) - ¢ in D'(R") as t — 0.

Moreover, u € C([0,%]; L2(R™)), with u(0) = 1, t — |lu(t)||3,, is absolutely continuous
on [0,%] and we can write the energy equalities. Furthermore, there exists a constant C
independent of ¥ and h such that

Oiltlgi [w(t)]l2,w + HvquLQ((O,T);La(R”)) < C(HhHLP,((O7‘I);LEJ(Rn)) + [[¥l2.0)-
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(2) There exists a unique fundamental solution I' = (I'(t, s))o<s<t<z for O¢+ Binn in the sense of
Definition 3.40in (0,%). In particular, for allt € [0, %], we have the following representation
of u :

u(t) = D(t,0)1) + /0 t D(t,7)(—Ay)?2h(7) dr,

where the integral is weakly defined in L2 (R™), and also strongly defined in the Bochner sense
when p = 00, as described in Theorem 5.41.

Proof. We begin with existence. We extend h by 0 on [T, 00) x R™. Apply Theorem 3.43 with S
replacing S to the auxiliary Cauchy problem

v + (Binh + £)v = (—=AL)P2e % h  in D'((0, 00) x R™),

v(t) = ¢ in D'(R") as t — 0T,

and obtain a weak solution v € ¥9((0,00)) N L?((0,00); L2 (R™)). The function u := e**v restricted
to [0,%F] gives us a weak solution with the desired properties.

Next, we check uniqueness. Assume that u € X™9((0,%)) N L2((0,%); L2(R™)) is a weak solution
to (5.15) with h = 0 and ¢ = 0. Set v = e~"u on (0,%), so that v € ¥9((0,%))NL2((0,%); L2 (R™))
and v is a solution to the Cauchy problem

O+ (B + k)v =0 in D'((0,%) x R"),
{ v(t) = 0in D'(R") as t — 0T,

In particular, by Proposition 5.1, we have v € C([0,%F]; L2(R™)) with v(0) = 0. By restriction
from R, as in the existence part, we can construct vy € X"9((%,00)) N L2((T,00); L2(R™)) N
Co([T,0); L2 (R™)) with initial data vg(T) = v(T), which satisfies Ov + (B + k)v = 0 in
D'((%,00) x R"). For t € (—o0,0] x R", we set vo(t) = 0. Using the L2 (R")-valued continuity, we
can glue vy, v, and vg together to obtain & € X™4(R) N L?(R; L2 (R™)) solving 8yt + (Biny + k)7 = 0
in D'(R'*™). Using the inhomogeneous version of Proposition 3.26, we obtain @ = 0, hence v = 0,
and therefore u = 0.

Finally, definition, existence and uniqueness of the fundamental solution I' can be obtained by

proceeding as in Section 3.7.
O

Remark 5.16. If Hiny : Vo — V' is invertible and 0; + Binp is causal (the case £ = 0), then, as in
the homogeneous case, we may take T = 0o with a source term of the form (—=A,,)%/2h; 4 hy with
hi,ha € LP((0,00); L2(R™)) where p € [2,00], and 3 = % € [0,1]. The existence and uniqueness
class is $77((0,00)) N L2((0, 00); L2 (R™)), with regularity in Cy([0, c0); L2 (R™)).

Remark 5.17. If a = b = 0, then Bocu = coou € LY((0,%); L2 (R™)) for any u € L'((0,%); L2 (R™)).
Thus, we may extend the uniqueness class to X™9((0, %)) N L' ((0,%); L2 (R™)) by Remark 5.2, Point
(1).

Remark 5.18. As mentioned for the homogeneous Cauchy problem, the coefficients of the elliptic

part B—mnamely A, ay, oo, bp, boo, ¢ph, and coo—may be defined on (0,%) x R”. We then extend A
by I, and extend ay, Goo, bp, boo, Cn, and ¢ by 0, on R\ (0,%F) x R™.

Remark 5.19. The proof of Theorem 5.14 shows that for any xo > 0 such that Hin, + ko : Vo = V
is invertible and 0; + Binn + Ko is causal, if I'y, is the fundamental solution for 0; + Bi,n + ko, then
I'(t,s) = e“o(t_s)F,{O (t,s), foral0<s<t<%T, VI>O0.

Moreover, since the Cauchy problem (5.15) can be solved uniquely on any bounded interval (a,b) C
R, instead of just (0,%), the fundamental solution I' 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 L? off-diagonal estimates
(also known as Gaffney estimates) and pointwise Gaussian upper bounds, under the assumption of
Moser’s L?-L> estimates on local weak solutions.

6.1. L?>-decay for the fundamental solution. Let us first recall some relevant literature con-
cerning L? 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 [F'S86] 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 As-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 Gronwall 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 w, 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 Bi,p 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 P, ; and Ps  as used there. We consider two
cases:

e Case r > 2: we assume that (3.17) holds, and by Remark 5.13, we also assume that P, ;, < &g
as in Theorems 5.9 and 5.11.
e Case r = 2: we assume the existence of constants ¢, ¢ > 0 such that

(6.1)  Re(A(t)(u,u) + Binn(t)(u,u)) > c||quH§7w - c’HuH%w, for all t € R and u € H}(R™).
In this case, Theorem 5.12 applies.

In both situations, Theorem 5.14 applies. We now state the following L? off-diagonal estimates for
the fundamental solution I' constructed therein.

Theorem 6.2. Fiz T > 0. Then, there exist constants ¢, C > 0 and such that

—d(E’FZ cP2 —s
(6.3) IT(t, )0 2 () < Ce aet=n TP =Dy

for all t,s € [0, %] with s < t, all measurable sets E, F C R™ and all 1 € LE(R™), with support in
E. Here, d(E, F) denotes the Euclidean distance between E and F'.

o In the case r > 2, the constants ¢ and C' depend only on M, v, [w]4,, [w|rH,, 7, and q.
2
e In the case r = 2, they depend on ¢, ¢, n, [w]a,, [WrH » , M, and also on P, .
n—2
Proof. We will prove the result for all —co < s < t < 00, since the fundamental solution is defined
on R, see Remark 5.19. For a bounded Lipschitz function y : R* — R™*, we define the operator on

R x R™ obtained by conjugating 0; + Bi,n with the multiplication by eX. More precisely, in the weak
sense ((-,-) defined in Definition 2.7, we have

(6.4) eX(0y + Binn)e X = 0y + Biun + By in D'(R x R™),
with
(B, @) = By (u, @) : = (—w (AVax)u, Vo)) + (W AVau - Vax, @)
+ (—w T AV - Vax @) + ((a = ) - (VaX) u, 9))
= (axu, Vo) + (by - Vau, 9) + (cxu, o)),
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with
ay = —w TAVX,
by = w ATV, y,
Cy 1= —W TAVLX - Vax + (a —b) - Vi,

where AT denotes the real transpose of A. The coefficients a, and b, are bounded by the term
||w—1A”LOO(Rn+1) IVaxllLoerry = M||[Vax||Loorny- The first term in ¢, is bounded by MHVxX”%oo(Rn).
However, the second term in ¢, 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 0y + Binn + By. We may write a — b =
Qoo — boo +apn — by, where P, 4(an, by) < €g and P oo (oo, bos) < 00. Thus, the second term of ¢, can
be written as (oo — boo) - VX + (an — bn) - Vix. The first part is controlled by 2Pug ool| VX || £oo (Rn)-
Let 0; + By, denote the degenerate parabolic operator associated with A, ay, by, and ¢, and let Hy,
be the variational operator associated to d; + By,. Remark that, since P, < ¢ by hypothesis, Hy
satisfies (3.19) on V with §/2, where 6 = 6(M,v). For V € L7 (R;Lﬁ(R”)), the multiplication
by V defines a bounded operator V10C — VO*, given by (Vu, ) = (Vu, @), with bound

V0*7V0
C’HVHL xR (RR))’ where C' = C([w] 4,, [w]RHq ,M,q) is a constant. In particular, there exists a
constant /\ AMJw] Ay, [w ]RHq,n q) such that if HVH 2 p 7z Ry = < A, then

0
Re{((Hn + V)u, (1 + 5Ht)u>>VO*,V0 > ZHuH%/O, for all u € V.
For all £ > 0, using Markov’s inequality, the truncation V}, := 14, _p, |se(an — bn) - Vi satisfies

Vall 450 IV x| oo (rm)-

r _q_ <
LT=2(R;La-2(R™)) —
We then choose £ > 0 with 4e§¢~!||Vox|zeogrn) = A. On the other hand, the complementary
truncation Vi := 1j4, 4, |<¢(an — bn) - Vzx has the bound

42
[VoollLoo (r1+n) < L Vax||poorr) = TOHVJCXHLOO(R")'

We set Boo := Binh — Bn and BX := By — Vi, so that we have the following decomposition:
B + Binh + By + & = (3 + By + V&) + (By + Boo) + .

The variational operator associated to d; + By, + V4, is Hy + Vi, and the term Bx + B has first
order coefficients bounded by Pag o0 + || VaX || 1o (rn), and zero order coefficients bounded by P2 +
HVxxH%oo(Rn), up to multiplicative constants depending only on v, M, [w]a,, [w]|rH,, N, and q.

2

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

)
Re(((Hinn + By + £)u, (1+ SH)uhvs vo > gllully;,

for all k > Ko := 1+ C(0)(P2 +||X||Loo Rn)and all u € Vj.

Step 2: Norm bounds and scalmg We denote by F?go the fundamental solution for 0; 4 Binn + By + Ko
and I'y, the fundamental solution for d; + Binn + k0. Using (6.4), we have I'y, = e*XI’?gO eX and by
Remark 5.19, we have T'(t,s) = e*0(t=3)T  for all s < t. Thus, for all ¢ € L2(R") and all s < t,

[eXT(t, $)Yl L2 (rmy < GHO(t_S)HFfO(t, )Xl 2 (rny-
We know that Fi‘o (t,s)), s < t, are uniformly bounded operators on L2 (R") with a bound of type
C(0) 1+ M + P o + [Vax| oo @n))-
We first assume that ¢t — s = 1. Using this, we have
cs(IV2x)12 0o (o Pgo I
[XD(E s)llp ey < (CO)E)L+ M + P2 o + [ Vx| e gy )@ IV M #5) exap 1 )
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Using the elementary inequality (14 M + x)e®® < (2 4+ M)e(+D® for all 2 > 0, we deduce that
+1)(IVax 12 0o gy + P2 oo
(65) [Tt )¢z mn < (C@)e)2 -+ M)el DIt Fcd|jexy| 5 gy,
A scaling argument will allow to remove the assumption t — s = 1. By definition, u := I'(-, )t is
the unique solution in ¥™4(R) N L?(R; L2(R™)) to the equation
O+ Biphu = 0s ® ¢ in 'D,(R X Rn).

Fix R > 0. Taking ¢ € D(R x R™) and testing the above equation against ¢r(t,s) := p(s+ t}%zs,
we deduce that ug(t,z) := u(s + R%(t — s), Rx) solves

drug + BE ur =6, @ ¢Yr  in DR(R x R"),

where this distributional anti-duality bracket is exactly the one in 2.7, but with wr(z) = w(Rz)
instead of w, Yg(x) := ¥(Rx), and the elliptic part B, given by

)7

oy

BﬁhuR = —wgldivx(ARquR) — wﬁldivx(wR arur) + br - Vyur + crug,
with
Ag(t,z) = A(s + R*(t — s), Rz),
ar(t,r) := Ra(s + R*(t — s), Rx), br(t,x) := Rb(s + R*(t — s), Rx),
cr(t,x) ;== R*c(s + R*(t — s), Rx).

Note that wgp € A2(R™) N RH%(R”) with [wgr]a, = [w]4, and [wr]rH, = [W]rH,. Moreover, we
3

2

have P£,m = R Py, while P, , is scale-invariant, i.e. PR — P, 4, since % = (% — %) by the

S o

T?q
definition of admissibility. Now, applying (6.5) to the fundamental solution of 8y + B, at t such
that t — s = 1 with xg(x) := x(Rz), and changing variables in space, yields

1€XT (s + R, )| 12 ey < (C(8)e)(2 + M)e TV oo oy oo B2 oxp | o
In particular, for all ¢ > s and ¢ € L2(R™), one has
(6.6)  [[eXT(t, 8)¥ll 2 ey < (C(8)€)(2 4 M)el DUV Eoo oy # P o) (=) x|y o

Step 3: choice of x. Let E, F C R™ be two measurable sets and let s < t. We can assume that
2

t —s < d(E, F)?%, otherwise we conclude easily using (6.6) with y = 0. Fix N > %,

d(E, F)d(z, E)

2(cs + 1)(t — 9)

and set

x(z) := inf( ,N), forall x € R".

d 2 d
Then, we have x| > %, Xz = 0 and [|[Vax|[zeorn) < % Therefore, for ¢ €
L2 (R™) with support in E, applying (6.6) yields

d(E,F)?
62(c5+1)(t—3) ||F(t, S)Q)Z)HLa(F) S ||€XF(t7 S)T/]HLE)(RTL)
d(E,F)?

< 0(6, M) Gz
with C(6, M) = (C(d)e)(2 + M). Therefore, we obtain

+P2, 00 (t5)
[ IZCLSP

—MBEE ()P (1-3)
[0, $)Yl p2 () < C(0, M)e HotD= ’ 191l 2 (Rn)-
Proof in the case r = 2. Integrating (6.1) against ¢, we obtain
(6.7) Re (Binnu, u)) > CHV:E“H%%R;Lg(Rn)) - c’HuH%Q(R;La(Rn)) for all u € Vj.

As r =2, we have n > 3, ¢ = 2% = 2*, and therefore q%’2 = 5. For V € L>(R; L%(R”)), we have

n—2 —
[(Vu,v)| < ||V”Loo(R;L%(Rn))||u||L2(R;Li*2*/2(R”))||U||L2(R;Li;*/2(Rn))

< CHVHLoo(R;L?"g (R™)) ”vﬂ?uHLQ(R;LEJ(R")) ||V$UHL2(R;LEJ(R”))7
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with C = C([w]a,, [wlrH » ,n) a constant. In particular, if ||VHLOO RiLE (Rn)) = < 55, then (6.7) still
n—2

holds upon adding V', with § in place of c. By definition, we decompose a—b= 0o —boo + an — by,
where ap, by, € L*(R;L"(R™)), so that P, (an,bn) < 00 and Pag oo(@oo,bos) < 00, but we do
not control these quantities. As before, we decompose (ay — by) - Vyx into Vi, + Voo, with V4, €
L=(R; L3 (R™)) and Va, € L®(R'*"), by setting

Vh = 1jg, —py>e(@an — bn) - Vax,

Voo 1= Ljgy—pyj<e(@n — bn) - Vax,
and we choose £ > 0 such that

llan — bh||2<><>(R;Ln(Rn))”va”LOO(R”) _ <
[ 20"
so that
VA lan — bh”%oo(R;Ln(Rn))HVrXHLOO(Rn) _c
hil Lo (R;L 3 (Rn)) = 7 =50

2|19 x[1300 n)

HVC><>HL°°(R”") < KHV:BX”LOO(R") = .

The adapted decomposition this time is simply
Ot + Binh + By + kK = (8t+Binh+Vh)+ﬁX—Vh+li.

The operator 0; + Bian + Vi, still satisfies (6.7) with § instead of ¢, and 3, — 14, has first order
coefficients bounded by 2M ||V x| 1< (rn), and zeroth order coefficients bounded by the term

MHVIXH%OO(Rn) + 2P00,00(a007 bOO)vaXHLOO(R”) + é‘|sz||%W(Rn)a

~ 2C|lan—by ||2 . . . .
where C := LERLTRY)  We write this bound of zeroth order coefficients as

Ci(1+ P oo + I VaX| 7 (rr));

where (' depends also on P, 4 but not on Py -
Proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 5.12, we prove that we have the lower bound

)
Re(((Hinh + By + £)u, (1 4+ 6H)whvs v, > 1||u|\%/0 for all u € Vp,

and for all Kk > ko := 1+ Cao(1 + POQQC>O + ||Vxx||2w(Rn)),with Cy depending on ¢, ¢, n, (w]a,,
[w] RH _n_; M and also on P, g4, but not on Py o and ¢ is independent of x and Py o. Now, it is

easy to conclude by proceeding exactly as in the case of r > 2: the fundamental solution I 2‘0 (t,s),
s < t, are uniformly bounded operators on L2 (R™) with a bound

03(1 + M + Pr2,q + P<>20,oo + vaXH%OO(R")),
with C3 depending on ¢, ¢, n, [w]a,, [wW]lrH » , M, and we write this bound as
n—2
Ca(1+ P2 oo + VX[ Foe re)):

with Cy depending only on ¢, ¢, n, [w]a,, [w|rHy n s M and P,,. Using an elementary inequality
n—2

as before in the case r > 2, we obtain that, for all s <twitht—s=1,
Co+1)(1+P2 +HIVaxll? oo mn
(6.8) JeXT(t, )0l g ey < 2Cael DO IV L))oy .
A scaling argument, together with choosing x exactly as before, yields that
d(E,F)?
IT(t, )]l 12 () < 2C4>Hle” D= 9t P oo(t= S)W”LQ 5>

for all s < t, all measurable sets £, F C R" and all 1) € L2 (R") with support in E. ([l

(C2+1)
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6.2. Pointwise Gaussian upper bounds and Moser’s L?-L>® estimates. As for pointwise
Gaussian bounds, Hofmann and Kim [HK04| proved, in the case w = 1, the equivalence between
Moser’s L?~L*> estimates and Gaussian upper bounds, extending Aronson’s results to small complex
perturbations of real coefficients. In the weighted case (w # 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 Holder continuity.

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

For any (t,7) € R x R® and r > 0, we set Q.(t,x) := (t — r%,t] x B(x,r) and QX(t,x) =
[t,t+71%) x B(z,r) where B(z,r) is the Euclidean ball of radius 7 and center x. Thus, Q, (¢, z) and
Q7 (t,x) denote the usual forward and backward in time parabolic cylinders. For any x € R and
r > 0, we set w.(z) = w(B(z,/r)) = fB(x,\/F) w(y)dy. Finally, we define the measure x4 on R}
by du(t, z) := w(z)dzdt.

Definition 6.9 (Local weak solutions). Fix an admissible pair (r,¢) and assume that P, ;, < oo and
P~ < 00, as in the previous section on Gaffney estimates. We say that u is a local weak solution
to the equation O;u+ Binnt = 0 in an open set Q = I x O C R, with I C R and @ C R” open sets,
if u € L®(I; L2(0)) with V,u € L?(I; L2(O)") and satisfies the equation dyu + Bippu = 0 in D'(£2)
as in Definition 2.7 with O replacing R". Local weak solutions to the equation —0v + B}, v = 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 € L"([; L! (O)). Moreover,

wi/2 Joc
if O’ is an open set with @’ C O, then such local weak solutions are continuous in time with values
in L2(0O'). This follows directly from Point (2) of Remark 5.2.

Definition 6.11 (Moser’s L?-L™ estimates). We say that d; + By, respectively —0;+ By, satisfies
Moser’s L2-L>® estimates if there exist constants B > 0 and 0 < Ry < oo such that that for all
R € (0, Ry), (to,70) € R"*™, and all local weak solutions of d;u + Biynu = 0 on a neighborhood of
Q2r(to, z0), respectively —0yv + B, v = 0 and Q35 (to, x0), respectively, have local bounds of the

form, respectively,

1/2
1 2
(6.12) esssup |u|=  sup esssup |u(t, )| | < B / lu|® du ,
Qr(to,wo) te(to—R2,to] \ B(wo,R) 1(Q2r(to, x0)) Q2r(to,wo0)

1/2
1
(6.13) esssup |v| = sup esssup |v(t,-)| | < B */ lv|? dp .
Q3 (t0.0) telto,to+ R2) \ B(zo.R) (@35t 70)) JQs,(to,0)

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

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 Oy + Binn and —0y+ B}, satisfy Moser’s L?-L*>® estimates, then 0; + Binn has Gaussian upper
bounds, that is, for all t,s € R with 0 <t —s < 4R(2), ['(t,s) is an integral operator with a kernel
['(t,x;s,y) satisfying a pointwise Gaussian upper bound, that is, for almost every (z,y) € R?",

|2

16 —
~L6levl 4 ep2  (t-5)

< ¢ e
B \/wt—S(x) \/wt—S(y) ’

where C' = é(D,B,C), C is the constant from Theorem 6.2, and c is the constant from the same
theorem. Moreover, in the case Ry < oo, there exist constants Ko = Ko([w]a,,n) > 1 and ko =
ko([w]a,,n) > 1 such that, for all £ > 1 and all t,s with ((AR3) <t—s < ({+1)(4R3), the operator

(6.15) IT(t, 25 5,9)|
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['(t,s) is an integral operator with kernel T'(t, x;s,y), which satisfies, for almost every (z,y) € R*",

16|z—y/|?
Ce+1K£+2 _ 16jlz—y| tePL ()

kZc(t—s)
\/wt s( \/Wtfs(y)

The function T'(t,x;s,y) is referred to as the generalized fundamental solution of Oy + Binn-

(6.16) IT(t, z; s,y)|

Remark 6.17. The factor ! appearing in (6.15) may be replaced by one of

\/Wt—s(m)\/“-)t—s(y)
1 1 1

wi—s(7)" wi—s(y)” max(wi—s(z), wi—s(y))’

and C and ¢ are replaced respectively by C° = C°(C, ¢, D) and 2¢. See [CUR14, Rem. 3].

Proof of Theorem 6.14. Let v > 0 and x € Lip(R™) a bounded Lipschitz function such that
[VaXllpoorny < 7. We fix ¢ € D(R") and also fix s € R. Under the hypothesis of Theorem

6.2, we rewrite (6.6) and (6.8) (after scaling) as

(6.18) |eXT(t, 8)e X || (gmy < CeeProoet=9) IV eX ooy =Dy, 0 for all ¢ > s,

with C, ¢ the constants obtained there that are independent of y. By duality, for all ¢ > s, we have
He*Xf‘(s, t)eXwHLE)(R”) < Cechopo(tfs)ec“VzXHQLoo(Rn)(t—S) ||7/}||LE,(R”)

For all ¢t > s, we set
U(t) :==T(t,s)e Xah.

For all t,s € R with 0 < t — s < 4R3, Moser’s L?>~L* estimate (6.12) with R = ¥ 152—5 < Ry implies
that for all x € R™ and for almost every z € B(z, R),

UG, 2)] < thx // (o)l dp

hence,
x(2) )—x() 2
U2 < et [ - 0T (7, )P do(y)dr
32 dv/t—s
g A L |e><<y)U<T,y>|2 defy)dr
32 Ay+\/t—s
/ |eXU ()|, dr.
t—s Jwi—s(

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

C2B2 4y+/t—s t
1 x(2) 2 o OB eV / 2P (r5) 2072 (7 ) '
(6 9) |€ U(t Z)| (t—S)wt s(x) ( . € dr ||¢||2w

Remark that for all z € B(z, R), we have B(z, Vtz ) C B(x,+/t — s) and using (2.3) we obtain
\/t

wi—s(2) =w(B(z,Vt —s)) < Dw(B(z,

As 7 —5s<t—s(<4R%), then in (6.19) we can majorate, for almost every z € B(z, R), with

2 P2 4vy/t—s
DC BT oopn sy 2o 2.

)) < Dwy—g(z).

XAyt 2))? <
| (t,2)]" < o0

Therefore,
(6.20) I/@r—s eXT(t, 8)e ™| oo (rny < VDO Be e l=8) WIS+ =) |y
Using (6.20) and a duality argument, we obtain

X (s, (Vs ¥z < VDO BeFhon =9 VIS ) g o
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Using the same computations and arguments with (s, t) (by using (6.13)), a duality argument
yields

(6.21) |XT(t, 8) (Vs € X¢)|low < VDCOBe TV 1y
Using the Chapman-Kolmogorov identities, we write I'(¢, s) = I'(¢, 25)T'(145, 5). Hence,

2 2
t+ s
Vwi—s eXI(t,5)(wi—s e X)) = Jwi—s eXT'(t,

e~ (Xf(it Vwi—s e7X)
/wts wtsef t+8 e X eXFt+S /wtéex wts
wts

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

Wi—s < DL/2

6.22
( ) Wt—s

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

| wi—s eXT(t, s)(y/wi—s €_X¢)||L00(Rn) < D3/2C2B2ecP2% oo (t=5) Q\fw\/t stey?(t—s) ]| 11 1 R7)
Since L*°(R™) = L (R™), the estimate (6.23) and the Dunford-Pettis theorem |[DP40] ensures that,

for all 0 < t — s < 4R2, T'(t, s) is an integral operator with a unique kernel I'(¢,z;s,y) satisfying,
for almost all z,y € R™, the estimate

621)  T(twsy)| < BB P 19 2V ) )X,
\/wt s \/wt s
When v = 0, that is yx is constant, we obtain the following bound
t, 28,y ’ < D3/202B2 w ecPOQO oo(tfs)'
\/wt s \/wt s
To prove (6.15), we fix s,t with 0 < t — s < 4R% and z 75 y € R™ for which (6.24) is valid. If

2

(6.25) |T'(¢,

lz—y|®

2yl 9 we have 1 < ece T6:t-9 and using simply (6.25), we obtain

2v/2v2/t—s
3/2 2 P2 |z—y|2
tass,y) < ——2 D o T
\/Wt s \/wt s

Now, assume that \/Iiy\t - > 2. Let v := ‘( |) take N > |z — y| and set, for all z € R",
x(z) := inf(y|z — y[, V).

It is a bounded Lipschitz function satisfying ||[Vix|[zrr) = 7, x(z) = 7]z — y| and x(y) = 0.
Remark that 2v/2yv/ — s < @, thus, (6.24) becomes

I°(t,

3/202 32
IT(t, 2 s,9)] < v D?/ c\/B ¢ oOP o (t=8) = X2 o2 (t—s)
We— S Wt— s
Remark also that — X(x) +e?(t—s)= - 1‘6x zy_| y- Therefore, we obtain
3/2,2 R2 ‘xfy|2
T(t, D3/2C%B P 0o (t=5) " T6c(t—5)

t
msy|_\/wts \/th

This concludes the proof in the case Ry = oo.
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Iteration in the case Ry < co:. We now suggest a way to iterate and thereby obtain (6.16). First,

it is known that, for all s < ¢, the degenerate heat semigroup e(*=5)2« has a kernel Ki—s(x,y)
satisfying two-sided Gaussian bounds [CUR14, AN25, Baa25|. More precisely, there exist constants
Ky = Ko([w]a,,n) > 1 and ko = ko([w]a,,n) > 1 such that, for almost all z,y € R™,

- a—y|? lz—y|?
K M < K:t , CE y < KO _ko(ty—s).
Vwi—s( \/wt s( \/wt () wi—s(y)

The case 0 < t — s < 4R3 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 z,y € R™,

(6.26)

(6.27) ID(t, 23 5,y)| < C KoePooel=9) K () (T2 9)-
16
Fix £ > 1 and let s, € R satisfy £(4R3) <t —s < (£ +1)(4R2). For each 0 < j < ¢+ 1, define
. dE—s)
rji=8+ Tr1
so that 79 = s, rpy1 = t, and rj4 1 —1; = £+1 € (0, 4R2) By the Chapman—Kolmogorov identities

(see Theorem 3.41, Point (5)), we have
L(t,s) =T(t,re)l(re,re—1) ... T(r1, s).

In particular, I'(¢,s) is an integral operator with kernel T'(¢,z;s,y). Moreover, using the Chap-
man-Kolmogorov identities for I" and for the semigroup kernel (equivalently, the additivity of the
semigroup), together with inequality (6.27), we have, for almost every z,y € R™,

L

IT(t, x;8,9)| < /(R ' H IT(7j41, 2j413 75, 25)| | dw(ze) dw(ze—1) ... dw(z1) (ze41 := 2 and 2o :=y)
n i=0

14
~ t— (+1
< (O (o) /( 1 Kea,, o0y et 23) | dwlz) dees) - dufzn)

Rn)l j=0 16

(CK )€+1 CPOO oo S)KCkO( )(a:,y)

16|z—y|?
(CKO)EHKO ecpgo,oo(t—s)efck%(til)
B \/wt s( \/wt—s (v)

S04 42 C16fz—yl? | o,
C KO ckg(t—s) +ePo 00 (t—5)

T Ve @) ’

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

Remark 6.28. The factor ky 2 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 % 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 (z,y) € R*", we have
L(s,yt,2) = T(t, 235,y),

where f(s, y;t,x) is generalized fundamental solution of the adjoint operator —0; + B, .
(2) (Chapman-Kolmogorov identities) If v € (s,t), then for almost every (x,y) € R?*", we have

[ Pl 2T 555,0) () = Dltzis, ),

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