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ULTRACONTRACTIVITY AND GAUSSIAN BOUNDS FOR EVOLUTION
FAMILIES ASSOCIATED WITH NON-AUTONOMOUS FORMS

HAFIDA LAASRI AND DELIO MUGNOLO

ABSTRACT. We develop a variational approach in order to study qualitative properties of non-
autonomous parabolic equations. Based on the method of product integrals, we discuss invariance
properties and ultracontractivity of evolution families in Hilbert space. Our main results give suffi-
cient conditions for the heat kernel of the evolution family to satisfy Gaussian-type bounds. Along
the way, we study examples of non-autonomous equations on graphs, metric graphs, and domains.

1. INTRODUCTION

Non-autonomous evolution equations are partial differential equations in which relevant coef-
ficients of the differential operator and/or in the boundary conditions are time-dependent, thus
allowing for underlying models that are variable over time.

In the autonomous case (i.e., evolution equations with time-independent coefficients), well-posedness
is known to be equivalent to generation of a semigroup in a suitable Banach space; in comparison,
the theory for well-posedness of non-autonomous problems on general Banach spaces is more rudi-
mentary. If the coefficients of a non-autonomous equation are piecewise constant, then one may
find a solution by following the orbit of the semigroup governing a given problem as long as the
coefficient stays constant; then “freeze” the system; use the final state as an initial condition for a
new evolution equation with new (constant) coefficient, and so on: this boils down to consider the
composition of a finite numbers of semigroups.

A theory originally developed by J.-L. Lions shows that well-posedness in Hilbert space can be
proved under much weaker assumptions, most notably mere measurability of the time dependence,
provided the problem has a nice variational structure: this is typically the case if the differential
equation is parabolic. By adapting the setting of (time-independent) bounded elliptic forms it is
thus possible to show that the equation has a solution that is, in particular, continuous in time,
cf. Theorem [2.]] for a precise statement. This motivates the study of non-autonomous forms, a
topic which has received much attention in the last decade: we mention among others [ADLO14]
ADI17, [ADF17, |Ouhl5l [Fac17]. In all these articles, the focus lies on properties of solutions of
partial differential equations, with a focus on maximal regularity issues and hence allowing for
inhomogeneous terms.

Our main aim in this paper is to develop a more abstract theory with an operator theoretical
flavor. Indeed, Lions’ result paves the way to the possibility of defining an evolution family (or
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evolution system, or propagator), i.e., a family of operators U(-, s) mapping each initial data
u(s) =z € H
to the orbit of the solution
u(t) + A(t)u(t) =0 a.e. on [s,T] .
Because the initial condition may well be imposed at instants s # 0, this actually define a two-
parameter family

U:= (U(tv 8))(,‘,,5)63
of bounded linear operators on H by U (t, s)z := u(t), where
A:={(ts)€(0,T)*:s <t}

Some good compendia on such evolution families are [Tan79, Chapt. 7], [Paz83l Chapt. 5], [Fat83l
Chapt. 7], [ENOQ, Section VI.9], or the monograph [CL99].

The tumultuous development of Hilbert space methods, and especially the theory of Dirichlet
forms, have been fruitful also in the non-autonomous environment: a theory of non-autonomous
Dirichlet forms has been recently introduced in [ADO14]. If A(t) = A, the above abstract Cauchy
problem is autonomous and its solution is simply given by

u(t) = U(t, s)z = e 94

hence the findings in [ADO14] can be regarded as a strict generalization of the classical theory of
Markovian operators and Dirichlet forms represented e.g. in [FOTI10]. Our goal is to complement
these results, thus setting up a non-autonomous variational program analogous to the autononomous
one outlined in classical monographs like [Ouh05] [Are06]: to this aim we study further operator
theoretical properties, including extrapolation to LP-spaces, ultracontractivity, or Gaussian-type
bounds on integral kernels of evolution families. It should be mentioned that ultracontractivity and
kernel estimates have been observed already in [Aro68, [Dan00] for specific instances of parabolic
non-autonomous equations; in particular, Aronson observed in [Aro67] that the fundamental solution
(t,s;z,y) — I'(t,s;2,y) of a certain class of non-autonomous diffusion equations in (domains of ) R%
satisfies

(1.1) [(t,s;2,y) < K Gt —s;x —y)

where (t,x) — G(t,z) is the Gaussian kernel that yields the fundamental solution of the (au-
tonomous) heat equation on R?. Analogous Gaussian bounds have ever since been proved for inte-
gral kernels of semigroups generated by large classes of second-order elliptic operators, possibly with
complex coefficients [Ouh04]; in the non-autonomous case, Aronson’s original findings have been
extended to operators on domains under Dirichlet or Robin boundary conditions in [Aro68, Dan00].

In this paper we are going to introduce a general approach, based on the so-called Davies’ Trick, to
prove Gaussian bounds for heat kernels of evolution families that govern non-autonomous parabolic
equations. Inspired by some techniques introduced in [Dan00, [Ouh04], we show the applicability
of our methods by showing that a large class of elliptic operators with complex-valued, bounded
measurable (both in time and space) coefficients are associated with evolution families that satisfy
Gaussian bounds, thus extending the main results in [Ouh04] to the non-autonomous setting.

Our approach will heavily rely upon the method of product integrals, whose historical evolu-
tion is thoroughly discussed in [Sla07], [Fat83, § 7.10] and whose scope has been extended to non-
autonomous forms with measurable dependence on time in [EL16, [SL15]. We adapt it to our present
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setting, thus deriving in Theorem a version that we will use over and over again in different
contexts throughout this paper.

The present paper is organized as follows. After describing our mathematical framework in Sec-
tion (2], in Section [l we present sufficient conditions that enforce qualitative properties based on the
lattice structure of L2-spaces, including stochasticity or domination. Also, we are able to discuss
cases where evolution families on L?-spaces extrapolate to further LP-spaces. This is a key feature
of the theory of Dirichlet forms in the autonomous case and shows the flexibility of the Hilbert space
approach in the non-autonomous context, too. Even evolution equations on structures that change
over time can be studied by means of our theory.

Gaussian-type bounds are shown to depend on ultracontractivity properties of certain operator
families related to Y. This approach requires, in turn, suitable common bounds in LP-norm, uni-
formly on all compact subsets of A. Inspired by similar criteria in the autonomous setting we show
that efficient conditions based on Sobolev-type inequalities can enforce such bounds. In Section [4]
we develop a theory of ultracontractive evolution families: a technical difficulty we face is related to
the failure of self-adjointness of evolution families, a phenomenon that typically occurs even when all
operators A(t) are self-adjoint. We take over an idea from [Dan00] and circumvent this problem by
studying some non-autonomous form associated with a tightly related backward evolution equation.

It has been known since [Dav87] that ultracontractivity is an important ingredient to prove Gauss-
ian bounds for semigroups. Expanding the scope of Davies’ trick, in Section Blwe are going to present
different sufficient conditions under which an evolution family satisfies Gaussian bounds.

In particular, our approach allows us to show Gaussian bounds for the evolution family associated
with a large class of elliptic operators, thus generalizing the pioneering results in [Aro68), [Dan00].

Several applications of increasing complexity are reviewed in Section [t we discuss well-posedness
and qualitative properties of dynamical systems on undirected graphs tightly related to the theory
of dynamic (positive) graphs discussed in [Sil08] as well as models of Black-Scholes-types equations
with time-dependent volatility [Hes93|; we extend the kernel estimates in [Mug07] to more general
non-autonomous diffusion equations on possibly infinite networks; and finally, we prove Gaussian
bounds for the heat kernel for a large class of elliptic operators with time-dependent, possibly
complex coefficients, thus deducing the main results in [Dan00l [(Ouh04] as special cases.

2. EVOLUTION FAMILIES: NOTATIONS AND PRELIMINARY RESULTS

Throughout this paper H is a separable, complex Hilbert space and V is a further complex
Hilbert space that is densely and continuously embedded into H. Let V' denote the antidual of V/
with respect to the pivot space H; the duality between V' and V is denoted by (.,.). We also denote
by (-]-)v and || - ||y the scalar product and the norm on V', respectively; and by (-|-) and || - || the
corresponding quantities in H.

We fix T' €]0, oo and consider a time-dependent family (a(t)).c[o,r) of mappings such that a(t; -, ) :
V xV — Cisforall t €[0,7] a sesquilinear form and

(2.1) [0,T] >t — a(t;u,v) € C is measurable for all u,v € V;

and such that furthermore there exist constants M, « > 0 and w > 0 such that the boundedness and
H-ellipticity estimates

(2.2) la(t; u,v)| < M|ully||v|ly for a.ete€[0,T] and u,v €'V,
(2.3) Rea(t;u,u) + wllul?; > al|ul|} for a.e t € [0,T] and u € V,
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hold. In what follows we call such a family a :
form: following J[AD17] we denote by ForMm(]0,
By the Lax—Milgram theorem, for each t € [
i.e., an isomorphism A(t) : V' — V' such that
(A(t)u,v) = a(t,u,v) for all u,v €V :

accordingly we refer to the family (A(t))¢cpo, 7] as the operator family associated with a := (a(t))se(o,1]-

Regarded as an unbounded operator with domain V', —A(t) generates a holomorphic semigroup
on V', and in fact by [Are06, Thm. 7.1.5] on H too, since a(t) is for all ¢ a bounded, H-elliptic
sesquilinear form: with an abuse of notation we denote its generator — the part of —A(t) in H —
again by —A(t), and the semigroup by

Ti = {7 | r > 0}.
Hence, for each fixed t, s € [0,7] the Cauchy problem
u(r) + A(t)u(r) =0, r € l[s,T],
u(s) =z € H,

r—s)A(t)

= (a(t))icjo,r) bounded H-elliptic non-autonomous
T);V, H) the class of all such forms.
, T'] there exists an operator associated with a(t,-,-),

is well-posed, its solution being given by u(r,z) := e~(
focus on the non-autonomous Cauchy problem
u(t) + A(t)u(t) =0, telsT],
u(s) =z € H.
The Hilbert space setting discussed above is rather benign and we can combine a few known results

to observe the following non-autonomous counterpart of the Lumer—Phillips Theorem. Throughout
this article we adopt the notation

x. However, we are rather going to

(2.4)

A= {(t,s) € (0,T)*: s < t}.
The following result has already been proved under slightly stronger assumptions in [LaalS|

Prop. 2.1]. We re-formulate it for the sake of self-containedness.

Theorem 2.1. Let a € FORM([0,T];V, H) and (A(t)):ejo,) be the associated operator family. Then
for all s € [0,T) and all x € H there is a unique [s,T] 3 t — u(t) € MR(V, V'), where
MR(V, V') := MR(s,T;V,V') := L*(s, T; V)N H'(s,T; V'),
that satisfies
o u(t) + A(t)u(t) = 0 (as equality of elements of V' [l for a.e. t € (s,T) and
e u(s) = x (as equality of elements of H ).
Because MR(V, V') — C([s,T]; H),
U(-,s): (s, T] x H> (t,x) —» u(t) =:U(t,s)r € H
defines a strongly continuous evolution family on H, i.e., the following properties hold:
(1) U(s,s) =1Idg for all s € [0,T],
(ii) U(t,s) =U(t,r)U(r,s) for all0 <s<r <t<T,
(iii) (t,s) — U(t,s)z is for all x € H continuous from A into H.

1 Even as equality of elements of H if additionally the dependence ¢ — a(t) is Holder continuous of exponent 3 > %;
or else of bounded variation.
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In the following we will refer to U := (U(t, 5))(t,s)eZ as the evolution family associated with the
non-autonomous form a or with the operator family (A(t)):c(0,1]-

Proof. Let a € FOrRM([0,T]; V, H). A classical well-posedness theorem by J.-L. Lions [DL92} §§ XVIII.3.2—-
3| states that for each s € [0,T) and each z € H (2.4]) admits a unique solution u in the mazimal regu-
larity space M R(V,V"). It is well-known that MR (V, V") is continuously embedded into C([s, T]; H),

see e.g. [Sho97, Prop. I11.1.2]: this allows us to introduce a family of linear operators by

(2.5) Ut,s): H>xw— U(t,s)r :==u(t) € H, (t,s) € A,

where u is the unique solution of the Cauchy problem ([2.4) in M R (V,V'). The proof of (i) — (iii) now
follows from [ACFP07) Prop. 2.3 and Prop. 2.4] letting X := V/ and D := V, whence in particular
Tr=H. (]

Remark 2.2. If in fact a € FORM([0,00[; V, H), then arguing as above we deduce that
u(t) + A(t)u(t) =0, t € [s,00),
u(s) =z € H,

has for all s > 0 and all x € H a unique solution u € L2 (s,o0;V) N H},.(s,00;V'), hence
u € C([0,00); H): this defines a strongly continuous evolution family (U(t,s))o<s<t<oo-

Remark 2.3. It follows from the above mentioned result by Lions that U(t,s) maps H into V for
all s € [0, T] and almost all t € [0,T] with (t,s) € A. Thus using the evolution family law (ii) we
deduce that U(t,s) is a compact operator on H for all (t,s) € A provided V' is compactly embedded
in H. Likewise, if the embedding of V' in H is of p-Schatten class for some p € [1,00][, then U(t,s)
is of p-Schatten class — hence by (ii) of trace class — for all (t,s) € A.

Remark 2.4. A non-autonomous form is called coercive if (23] is satisfied with w = 0. Now
observe that a satisfies (23) if and only if the form a,, given by

ay (t;u,v) == a(t;u,v) + w(u|v)

is coercive: because a, € FORM([0,T];V,H) in its own right, it is associated with an evolution
family. Moreover, u is a solution of class MR(V,V') of @4) if and only if v := e “t"5u is a
solution of class MR(V, V') of

o(t) + (w+ A())o(t) =0,  tels,T],
v(s) = x.
Thus, the evolution family associated with a,, is simply obtained by rescaling, i.e.,
(2.6) U,(t,s) == e “t=U(t,s), () €A,

The earliest well-posedness results for (2.4]) were obtained by Kato based on an approxima-
tion method based on the theory of product integrals under strong regularity assumptions on
the dependence t — a(t). Kato’s approach has been extended to non-autonomous form of class
ForMm([0,T]; V, H) in [LE13] [EL16]; this has, in turn, allowed for a new proof of Lions’ Theorem 2.1]
in [SL15). Let us sketch now his approach here for the sake of self-containedness, since we are going
to use it repeatedly in the next sections.
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Let A = (Ao, ..., Ans1) be a partition of [0,77], i.e., 0 = X\g < Ay < ... < A1 = T. Let (ag)ren
be a family of sesquilinear forms defined by

1 Ak+1
(2.7) ak:VxVB(u,v)b—)i/ a(r;u,v)dr € C, k=0,1,...,n.

Ak+1 — Ak S,
All these forms lie in FOrRM([0,T]; V, H) with constants M, «, and w. The associated operators
Ay € L(V, V') are given by

1 Ak41
(2.8) Ak:VauHi/ A(r)udr € V', k=0,1,...,n.
Ak+1 — Ak S,

The mapping A(-) : [0,7] — L(V,V') is strongly measurable by Pettis’ Theorem [ABHNO1]
Thm. 1.1.1] since ¢ — A(t)u is weakly measurable and V' is assumed to be separable. On the other
hand, ||A(t)ully < M|ully for all w € V and a.e. t € [0,T]. Thus [0,7] > t — A(t)u € V' is Bochner
integrable for all w € V. Hence the integrals in (2.7) and (Z.8]) are well defined.

Next, consider the bounded H-elliptic non-autonomous form ay := (aa(t))¢cpo, 7] defined by

ag(u,v) if € [Ak, Appa
2.9 t;:) VXV 3 (u,v)— )
(2.9) ap(ts,-) : Vo x (u,v) {an(U,v) Fr T
Its associated time dependent operator family Ap := (Aa(t))ico,r) C L(V, V') is given by
A, ifte [)\k, )‘k+1[
2.10 Ap(t) :=
(2.10) Al) {An ift="T.

For each k = 0,1,...,n we denote by Ty := {e 7% |7 > 0} the Cy-semigroup generated by —Ay.
For each interval [a,b] C [0, 7] such that

(2.11) M1 <a< A <...< N1 <b< N
we define the operator families Uy := (Ua(t, 5)) @, s)ea C L(V') by
(212) UA(b, a) = e_(b_)‘lfl)Alfl e_()‘lfl_)‘l*Q)Al72 . e_()‘mfl_)\m72)Am—2e_()\m—a)Am,1

9

and for A\j_; <a<b< )\ by
(2.13) Up(b,a) = e~ 0=0A
Remark that Uy defines an evolution family on H (as well as on V/ and V'), since all semigroups Ty,
consist of bounded linear operators on H. Additionally, one sees that the conditions ([2.I)-(23]) are
satisfied by the forms ay, too: hence for all x € H also the function wuy(+) := Ux(+, s)z is the unique
solution of class M R(s,T;V, V') of the problem
UA(t) + AA(t)uA(t) =0, te [87 T]7

u(s) =z .
More precisely, let € H. On the interval [Ag, A1[, the function us coincides with the solution of the
autonomous problem

(2.14)

Tlo(t) + AQUO(t) =0, t e [)\0, )\1[,
UQ()\()) =T,
which belongs to M R(M\g, A\1; V, V') < C([Ao, M1]; H).
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Next, for each kK = 1,2,...n, the restriction uA\[)\k,Ak+1[COinCideS with the solution of the au-

tonomous problem
U (t) + Agug(t) =0, t € [Aky Akt1ls
up(Ax) = up—1(An),
which belongs to M R(A\g, \kv1; V, V’). We conclude that Uy (-, s) € MR(s,T;V,V’) and is the unique
solution of (2.14).

A similar approximation scheme was introduced in [EL16] in the more general context of inhomo-
geneous non-autonomous problems; several convergence results could be deduced there, depending
on conditions satisfied by the non-autonomous form. In the language of evolution families, we can
paraphrase the main result in [EL16] and state the following.

Theorem 2.5. Let a € FOrRM([0,T];V, H) and let U and Up be the evolution families associated
with a and ap, respectively. Then

lim Ux(t,s) =U(t,s) for all (t,s) € A
|[A|—=0

in the strong operator topology of L(H ).

Proof. By Remark 24 we can assume that w = 0 in (Z3). For each u € L%(s,T;V), Ar(-)u(-)
converges to A(-)u(-) on L?(s,T; V') as |A| — 0 by [LEI3, Lemma 2.3 and Lemma 3.1]. Let z € V.
Let u,upn € MR(V, V') solve (24) and (2.14)), respectively. Set wp :=up —u and gy := (A — Ap)u.
Then wpy € MR(V,V') and satisfies

W (t) + Aa(B)wa(t) = ga(t),  te€[sT],

wa(s) = 0.
If y € MR(V,V’) then |ly(-)||% € Whi(s,T;V’) and
(215) SOl = 2Reli(),y()

by [Sho97, Prop. II1.1.2]: accordingly,

d
lea®lE = 2Re(g, () = Ax(Ow, (1), w, (¢)
— 2Rean(t, w, (t),w, (1)) + 2Re(g, (£),w, (1)
for a.e. t € [s,T]. Integrating this equality between s and ¢ and using (Z3]) we obtain

t t
a / e, (8)]12:ds + [[w, (5)[2 < / L ) 1o ()l vds.

This estimate and Young’s inequality yield the estimate

1
allwalZegs ) < EHQAH%Z(S,T:V’)'
The term of the right-hand side of this inequality converges to 0 as |A| — 0. It follows that uy — u
in L%(s,T;V). Again by [LEI3, Lemma 2.3 and Lemma 3.1], A, upx — Au in L?(s,T;V"). Letting
|A] — 0 in
W, =, —i=f— Aux— 1
and recalling the continuous embedding of M R(V, V') into C([s,T]; H) implies the claim. O
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While all strongly continuous semigroups are exponentially bounded, this is not the case for
general evolution families, cf. [ENOQ, § VI.9]. Evolution families associated with non-autonomous
forms are rather special, though. Let us show how to apply the product integral method to de-
duce two known results about long-time behavior of evolution families: the assertion about quasi-
contractivity is [Laal8, Prop. 2.1], whereas strong stability was proved by similar means in a special
case in [ADKF14, Thm. 5.4].

Proposition 2.6. Let a € FOrM([0,T];V, H). Then the associated evolution family U is quasi-
contractive, 1i.e., )
U (¢, S)HL:(H) < e@(t=s) for all (t,s) € A,
where & is the mean value over [s,t] of some w € L'(0,T) such that
(2.16) Rea(t;u, u) + w(t)||ul|} >0 for a.e. t €[0,T] and u € V.

If in particular a € FORM([0,00[; V, H) and ftz w(s) ds < 0 for some tg and all t > tg, then U is
uniformly exponentially stable.

In view of Proposition 2.61(1) and Remark 2.4] we will often assume without loss of generality
that w = 0, and thus that an evolution family is contractive up to a scalar perturbation of the family

(A(t))tepo,1-

Proof. Let [a,b] C [0,T], A be a partition of [a, b] as in (2.I1]) and consider the discretized evolution
family Up. Let wi € R be defined by

1 Ak+1
(2.17) Wy = 7/ w(r)dr, k=0,1,...,n.
Ak+1 — Ak S,
Then by definition of a in (7)), (Z.I6]) implies
Reay,(u,u) + wil|ul|F > 0 foralu eV and k=0,1,--- ,n,

hence the associated semigroup satisfies
(2.18) He_TAkHL(H) < e forall k=0,1,...,n, 7> 0.
Now we obtain from (2.12])

L )\k wl(r T
(2.19) 1UA(a,0) | cery < H ey @@ rryar
k=0
The claim now follows from Theorem and Fatou’s Lemma. O

We conclude this section by formulating a perturbation lemma that will prove useful will discussing
concrete examples.

Lemma 2.7. Let a € (0,1) and let Hy be some normed space such that V. — H, — H and such
that additionally

£l < MallFIGPIFN S forall f € V.
Let a € FORM([0,T1; V, H) and b, ¢ be family of sesquilinear mappings such that b(t;-,-) : VxH, — C
and c(t;-,-) : Hy, x V. — C are for all t € [0,T] bounded with bound independent of t. Then
a+b+ce ForMm([0,T);V, H).

This extends [Mugldl Lemma 6.22] to the case of non-autonomous forms and can be proved
likewise.
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3. INVARIANCE PROPERTIES

Let us discuss invariance of a given subset C' of H under U, i.e., whether u(s) € C implies
that the solution u(t) of (2.4) lies in C for any (¢,s) € A. The following criterion is known: it
combines [SL15, Thm. 4.1] with an extension to non-accretive forms [MVV05, Thm. 2.1] of Ouhabaz’
classical invariance criterion [Ouh96, Thm. 2.1].

Proposition 3.1. Let a € FORM([0,T];V, H). Let C be a closed convex subset of H and denote by
P the projector of H onto C. Consider the following assertions:

(i) C is invariant under the semigroup T; associated with a(t) for a.e. t € [0,T];
(i) C is invariant under the evolution family U.
(iii) Pu € V and Rea(t; Pu,u — Pu) > 0 for allu € V and a.e. t > 0;

Then (i) is equivalent to (iii) and both imply (i7).

The implication (i7i) = (7i) has been proved in [ADOI14] Thm. 2.2] in the more general case of
inhomogeneous equations. Special instances of the same assertion have been obtained in [Tho03|
§ 3.5.5]. The implication (i) = (ii) allows us to deduce invariance properties for U even if P is not
explicitly known, e.g., when 7; is known to preserve convexity for a.e. ¢ [BB12].

Remark 3.2. We have remarked that the mapping [0,T] > t — A(t) € L(V, V') is strongly measur-
able under our standing assumptions. It is unclear whether the same assumptions also imply strong
measurability of its resolvents, apart from the somewhat trivial case where the operators commute
and are therefore simultaneously diagonalizable.

If however strong measurability of [0,T] > t — Ry(\) € L(V') for each X is imposed, then in view of
the representation of the holomorphic semigroups Ty as inverse Laplace transforms of Ry(-) [ABHNO1
Thm. 3.7.11] we can deduce that [0,T] > t — T;(r) € L(V') is strongly measurable, too, for each r.
Given a partition A of [0,T] we can define the “averaged operator family ™ Ty := (TA(t))ejo,

1
Ae1 — Ak
and show that, again, their product integrals converge towards the evolution family U as the partition
becomes finer. In this case, if a closed (but not necessarily convex!) subset C of H is invariant
under all semigroups T¢, then we can apply the strategy in Remark and introduce Up based on
the semigroups in [B.1)); accordingly, C is also invariant under Up(b,a) for all (b,a) € A and all
partitions A, hence by Theorem [2.1 also under U.

It is known that under (rather strong) conditions on the dependence on t of the resolvent operators
of A(t), U can be showed to be immediately differentiable and even holomorphic (i.e., continuously dif-
ferentiable, resp. holomorphic from A to L(H)), and to map H into D(A(t)), see [Fat83, Thm. 7.2.5
and Thm. 7.4.1].

Akl
(3.1) Ta(t)z := e Ty = / e mAG) g ds ift € (g, Ajs1), €V,
Ak

For our purposes, a particularly interesting instance of closed convex sets are order intervals in
Hilbert lattices: we hence assume in the following H to be a Hilbert lattice. It is known that each
separable Hilbert lattice is isometrically lattice isomorphic to a Lebesgue space L?(X) for some
o-finite measure space (X, 3, i), see e.g. [MN91l, Cor. 2.7.5]. Accordingly, we can consider the set
Hy := L?(X;R) of real-valued functions. Let a,b € R U {#o00}: we introduce the (bounded or
unbounded) order intervals

[a,blg :={f €Hr:a< f(zx)<bforae ze€X}:
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or, more generally,

(¢, )i == {f € Hr : ¢(z) < f(x) < ¢ for ace. v € X},

where ¢, : X — [—o00,00] are measurable functions: they are closed convex subsets of H. Many
qualitative properties of solutions to evolution equations can be described by means of invariance of
order intervals under the flow that governs the associated Cauchy problems.

Definition 3.3. Let (X,X,u) be a o-finite measure space. An evolution family U on the Hilbert

lattice L*(X) is called

(a) real if U(t,s)Hr C Hg for all (t,s) € A;

(b) positive if it is real and U(t, s)[0,00[g C [0,00[gy for all (t,s) € A;

(¢) positivity improving if U is positive and additionally U(t,s)f(z) > 0 for all (t,s) € A and a.e.
x € X provided f € [0,00[ and f Z 0.

(d) L°-contractive if U(t,s)[—1,1]g C [=1,1]g for all (t,s) € A;

(e) completely contractive if it is both L'-contractive and L>°-contractive;

(f) completely quasi-contractive if there is some constant @ such that the rescaled evolution family
Uy defined by

(3.2) Us(t,s) == e “E Ut s), (L) €A,

1s completely contractive;

(g) sub-Markovian if it is positive and L>°-contractive and Markovian if additionally ||U (t, 5)||z (L) =
1;

(h) sub-stochastic if it is positive and L'-contractive and stochastic if additionally and ||U (¢, ) fllox) =
[ fllzr(x) for all0 < f € L*(X) N LYX) and all (t,s) € A.

Remark 3.4. (i) Let U be a completely quasi-contractive evolution family on L*(X). Then by
Riesz—Thorin the rescaled evolution family Ug is LP-contractive for all p € [1,00]. Hence each
Ul(t,s) can be extended from LP(X) N L*(X) to a quasi-contractive operator Uy(t,s) on LP(X)
for all p € [1,00|. The extrapolated family U, = {Uy(t,s)|(t,s) € A} is consistent, i.e., for
all p € [1, 0]

Uy(t,s)f = Us(t,s)f  forall (t,s) €A and all f € LP(X) N L*(X).
It is clear that the extended family U, satisfies conditions (i)—(ti) in Theorem[Z1l Moreover, by
the interpolation inequality (Hélder inequality) we obtain that U, satisfies (iii) in Theorem [21]
for all p €]1,00[. Using a similar argument as in [V0i92, Prop. 4] we conclude that U, is a
strongly continuous evolution family on LP(X) for all p € [1,00].

(ii) We also deduce from Remark and |Are06, Prop. 4.4.3] that if V is compactly embedded in
H, then Up(t, s) is a compact operators for all p €]1,00] and a.e. (t,s) € A.

For future reference let us note explicitly the following consequence of Proposition [3.11

Proposition 3.5. The evolution family U associated with a € FOrRM([0,T];V, H) is

(1) positive provided (Rev)™ € V, Rea(t;Rev,Imv) € R, and Rea(t; (Rev)™, (Rev)™) < 0 for all
v eV and a.e. t €[0,T).

(2) L*°-contractive, provided (1 A |v|)sgnv € V and Rea(t; (1 A |v|)sgnv, (Jv] — 1) sgnv) > 0 for
allv eV and a.e. t € 0,T].

Likewise, owing to [Ein08, Prop. 4.4.1] we obtain the following.
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Proposition 3.6. Let ¢ : X — [0,00) and ¢ : X — (—00,0] be measurable. The evolution family
U associated with a € FORM([0,T); V, H) leaves the order interval
(i) | — 00, ]y invariant provided min{Rewv,v} € V, Rea(t; min{Rewv, v}, (Rev —)*) > 0 for all
veV and a.e. t €[0,T).
(i) (¢, Y]u invariant provided max{¢p, min{Rev,9}} € V,

Rea(t; max{¢, min{Rev,¥}}, Rev — )T — (Rev —¢)") >0
for allv eV and a.e. t € [0,T].

Let us state a further consequence of Proposition 8.1l concerning irreducibility of evolution families
on L?(X) on a given o-finite measure space (X, 3, ). We denote by 1z the characteristic function
of any given = € X.

Proposition 3.7. Let a € ForMm([0,T); V, H) and assume that (Rev)t € V, Rea(t; Rev,Imv) € R,
and Rea(t; (Rev)™, (Rev)™) <0 for allv € V and a.e. t € [0,T). If additionally

1=V CV  implies p(E) =0 or u(X \ E) =0,
for all 2 € X, then U is positivity improving.

Proof. Let A be a partition of [a,b] as in (ZI1]) and consider the discretized Cp-semigroups T, k =
0,1,--- ,n. It follows from [Are06, Thm. 10.1.5 and Thm. 10.1.2] that T is positivity improving for
all k=0,1,--- ,n. The assertion now follows from Theorem O

This enables us to provide sufficient conditions for the evolution family to converge towards a
rank-one projector, thus extending to the non-autonomous setting one of the main results of the
classical Perron—Frobenius theory for semigroups.

Corollary 3.8. Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.7, let additionally a € FORM([0, c0[; V, H)
and V' be compactly embedded in H. Assume that for all t € [0, 00|
e the spectral bound of A(t) is 0,
o for a.e. t €]0,00[ Ker(A(t)) is spanned by the same strictly positive vector u, and
o for a.e. t €]0,00[ Ker(A*(t)) is spanned by the same strictly positive vector ¢, with (p|u) = 1.
Then
lim U(t,s) =P:=¢Qu strongly in H for all s > 0.

t—o0

Proof. Under our assumptions the semigroups 7; are for a.e. t €]0, oo[ holomorphic, positivity im-
proving, and compact: hence by classical Perron—Frobenius theory there is a spectral gap of size
5(A(t)) > 0 between their common dominant eigenvalue 0 and the bottom of the strictly positive
part of the spectrum of their generators A(t): accordingly, the part A(t) in the Hilbert space Ker(P)
is associated with a form a € FOrRM(0, co0; V N Ker(P), Ker(P)) that satisfies
alt;u,u) > e(t)||ul? for a.e. t €]0,00[ and all u € V N Ker(P)

and any ¢ € L'(0,00) s.t.

0<e(t) <3(A(t)) :=inf{ReXA >0: A€ o(A(t))} fora.e. t€]0,00].
Given a compact interval [a,b] and a partition A = (Ag,...,Ap+1) of [a,b], we can hence define in
the usual way the averaged forms aj, which satisfy

Reay(u,u) > 5k||u||2, u €V NnKer(P),
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1 Akt1
Ek 7/ e(r)dr.

Ak+1 — Ak S,

for

Therefore, the associated semigroup (e_T’Ak)TZO is uniformly exponentially stable: more precisely
He_”{’“H = [le”™ (I — P)|| < e” " for all » > 0.
Observe now that
Ur(b,a) — P =Up(b,a)P — P+ Up(b,a)(I — P)

— e Qnr1=2n)Ang1 L o=(M—do)Aip _ p Un(b,a)(I — P)"

= Up(b,a)(I — P)".
Accordingly,

JUA®, @) — P|| < [le”Grs1 =3 Awa (1 = Py |le= im0 (1 - )|

< e—()\n+1—)\n)6n . e—(>\1—)\o)61 _ ef:a(r)dr
and for all x € H by Theorem

b
|U(b.a)z ~ x| = lim [U(b.a)z — Pa| < =) [z,

Now the claim follows, since e(r) > 0 for a.e. r. O

In the following sections we will often need to discuss complete contractivity. In order to find
sufficient conditions therefor, observe that f is L'-contractive if and only if U (t, s)* is L>-contractive
for all (t,s) € A. How to prove L*-contractivity of all U(t,s)*? Consider the non-autonomous
adjoint form a* : [0,7] x V x V' — C of a defined by a*(¢;u,v) := a(t;v,u) for all ¢t € [0,7] and
u,v € V. While a* € ForM([0,T];V, H), too, and hence a* is associated with an evolution family

(U (t, 3))(t,s)eZv one has in general U, (t, s) # U(t, s)*. However, it was observed in [Dan00, Thm. 2.6]

%
that the returned adjoint form a* : [0,T] x V x V' — C of a defined by

&
a*(t;u,v) = a*(T — t;v,u), tel0,T], u,veV,

(_
which clearly belongs to FOorM([0,T];V, H), too, is associated with an evolution family * that
satisfies

(3.3) [ﬁ(t, )] f=U(T-sT—t)f foral feH and (t,s) € A.

<_
In particular, U is L'-contractive if and only if U* is L™>-contractive; U is completely contractive
if so is U*; and by Proposition we conclude the following.

Proposition 3.9. The evolution family U associated with a € FOrRM([0,T];V, H) is

(1) L'-contractive provided (1 A |u|)sgnu € V and Rea(t; (Jv] — 1)t sgno, (1 A |v])sgnv) > 0 for all
veV and a.e. t €10,T);

(2) completely contractive provided (1A |u|)sgnu € V and Rea(t; (J[v|—1)T sgnv, (1A |v])sgnv) > 0,
Rea(t; (1A |v|)sgnv, (Jv] —1)Tsgnv) >0 for allv €V and a.e. t € [0,T].
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Recall that a Cp-semigroup S = (5(7)),>0 on L?(X) is said to be LP-quasi-contractive for some
p € [1,00] if there exists a constant @, € R such that

(3.4) 1SC) Fllecx) < €Pllflox)  forall 7> 0 and f € LA(X) N LP(X).

In this case, S extends by contlnulty to a bounded linear operator on LP(X) and, by the Riesz—Thorin
Theorem, on LI(X) for all ¢ between 2 and p.

We can now give a sufficient condition for LP-quasi-contractivity of the evolution family U that
governs the Cauchy problem (2.4]).

Theorem 3.10. Let a € FORM([0,T];V, H) and let p €]1,00[ be given. Assume that there erists a
function @, € L>(0,T) such that (Tt)icpo,1) satisfies
(3.5) le™ 4D fllpoixy < € PO flloxy  for all f € L*(X)NLP(X), r >0, and a.e. t € [0,T].

Then the evolution family U associated with a extrapolates to a consistent evolution family on LP(X)
and

t o~
(3.6) Ut 9) Fllzrx)y < = 2O f oy for all f € LP(X) N LP(X) and (t,5) € A.

Proof. The case where w, = 0 follows directly from Proposition B.I} the general case is slightly more
delicate. First, applying [Nit12, Thm. 4.4] to the non-autonomous form a(t, -, ) +@, (t)(- | -) 72, we see
that the assumption (3.3]) is equivalent to the following condition: Pg»V C V and for a.e. t € [0, 7]

(3.7) Rea(t,u, [ulP~?u) + &p(t)|ull}, >0 forallu eV st. [ulff2ue V.

(Here BP denotes the LP-unit ball and Pg» is the projector of L?(X) onto BP.)
Let now [s,t] C [0,7] and let A = (Ao, A1,...,An) be a partition of [s,t] and let a5 : V x V — C,
k = 0,1,...,n, be the family of bounded H-elliptic forms given by (2.7) and (e‘mk)rzo be the

associated Cp-semigroup. Furthermore, define the finite real sequence wy, ,, £ = 0,1,...,n, as follows
1 Ak+1
(3.8) Wpp = 7/ Wp(r)dr k=0,1,...,n.
Akt+1 — Ak S,
Then B.7) implies that for all k =0,1,...,n
(3.9) Reay(u, [ulP~?u) + g pllull}, >0, forallu eV st. |[ufP~2ue V.

Again applying [Nit12, Thm. 4.4] to the form aj, + @y (- |-) 2 We obtain

(3.10) lle™" k”Lp <e“‘””’ foralls >0and k=0,1,...,n

Thus, using (Z12)-(ZI3]) we find

(3.11) NUA(t, 8)lLe(x) < els @p(r)dr for all (t,s) € A and each partition A of [s,].

Thus the desired estimate (3.6) follows from Theorem and Fatou’s Lemma. (]

Let us now discuss stochasticity, another feature that cannot be easily interpreted as an invariance
property.
Proposition 3.11. The evolution family U associated with a € ForM([0,T]; ,H) is stochas-
tic provided (Reu)t € V, Rea(t,Reu,Imu) € R, Rea(t; Reu)™,(Reu)”) < 0, 1 € V, and
a(t;Rewu,1) =0 for allv € V and a.e. t € [0,T].



14 HAFIDA LAASRI AND DELIO MUGNOLO

Proof. We will again use the approximation techniques described in Section[2l Let A = (Mg, A\, .., Ap)
be a partition of [0, 7], a : V xV — C be given by (2.7) and 7} be the Cy-semigroup associated with
ap in H for £k =0,1,...,n: under our assumptions it is easy to check that 7} is positive, 1 € V', and
ap(Rev,1) =0 for all v € V and k = 0,1,...,n which is equivalent to the fact the all semigroups
Ti. are stochastic. Now the claim follows from Theorem O

Our last result in this section is devoted to the issue of domination of evolution families.

Proposition 3.12. Let a € FOrRM([0,T];V, H) and denote as usual by U the associated evolution
family. Let furthermore W be a separable Hilbert space that is densely and continuously embedded
in H and b € FORM([0, T]; W, H): we denote by V the associated evolution family. Assume that

e Reu €V and (Reu)t €V for allu e V;
e V is a generalized ideal of W, i.e.,
— u € W implies |u| € W and
—uy €V and uy € W are such that |us| < |uy|, then ugsgnuy € V;
e Rea(t;Rewu,Imu) € R for allu e V;
e Rea(t;(Reu)™,(Reu)”) <0 for allu e V;
e Rea(t;u,v) > b(t;|ul, |v|) for all u,v € V s.t. uv > 0.

Then U is dominated by V, i.e.,
(3.12) |U(t,s)f| < V(t,s)|f] for all (t,s) € A and f € H.

Proof. Let A be a partition of [0,7]. Define the piecewise constant by € Form([0,7]; W, H) via
formulae which are analogous to (Z7) and (2.I0) and let V5 be the associated evolution family.

By [MVVO05, Thm. 4.1}, domination holds if and only if V is a generalized ideal of W and
Rea(t;u,v) > b(t;|u|,|v|) for all u,v € V such that uv > 0; in this case, the latter property
holds also for the averaged forms by and hence, again by [MVV05, Thm. 4.1], also the associated
semigroups dominate 7;. It follows from (ZI2]) that Uy is dominated by Va: letting |A| — 0 and in
view of Theorem we conclude that U is dominated by V. (]

Example 3.13. To illustrate our results obtained so far, let us briefly dip into the topic of diffusion
equations on dynamic graphs that appear in different applications, like flocking models [NZ12].

Consider a (finite or infinite) simple graph G with vertex set V and edge set E, with V vertices
and E edges (i.e., V.= |V| and E = |E|). Fiz an orientation of G and introduce the V- x E (signed)
incidence matriz T = (1ye) of G by

—1 if v is initial endpoint of e,
lve := { 41 if v is terminal endpoint of e,
0 otherwise.

Let m € £>°(E) be a family of edge weights and consider the (weighted) Laplacian L = TMIT on
2(V), where 0 < M := diag(m(e))ece. (L can be shown to be independent of the orientation.)

We assume that G is uniformly locally finite, i.e., there is M < oo such that ) g |tve| < M for
allv € V: in this case T is a bounded linear operator from £%(E) to £2(V) [Mugl4], Lemma. 4.3], hence
L is a positive semi-definite, bounded self-adjoint operator on (*(V): we can thus take V = H =
V! = 2(V). It is well-known that the semigroup generated by —L is sub-Markovian, see e.g. [Mugl4
§ 6.4.1]; if the graph is finite, then it is Markovian and stochastic, too.
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Let us now regard G as a reference graph (one may e.g. think of a complete graph, or else of a
lattice graph Z2) and consider a family (G(t))eejo,r) of modifications of G — in other word, a graph-
valued dynamical system, or dynamic graph [Sil08]. We describe the dependence of G(t) on t by
introducing a measurable function [0,T] > t — m(t) € £>°(E): this allows e.g. for sudden switching
of edges is allowed (as in the case of adjacency driven by a Poisson process). In particular, we
consider the non-autonomous form a defined by

a(t;u,v) := (diag(m(t,e))ITu]ITU)ZQ(E) , t€[0,T], u,v € £2(V).

It is easy to see that a € FOrM([0,T); £2(V),£2(V)) and the associated operators are the Laplacians
(Lo))eeo,r- (We are not assuming boundedness from below on m: this is made unnecessary by the
boundedness of the operator Lgyy for all t; in fact, even negative weights and hence signed graphs
are allowed.) We deduce by Proposition [31) that the non-autonomous Cauchy problem

u(t,v) + Lopu(t,v) =0, t>s, veV,

u(s,v) =z,, vevV

is governed by an evolution family on €2(V); in fact, for all x € (>(V) the above equation enjoys
backward well-posedness, too, and the unique solution u is of class H'(R; (2(V)): the corresponding
evolution family (U(t,s)) s)ecr2 can be defined via product integrals. As observed in [ADI7, Exam-
ple 7.3] U(t,s) is sub-Markovian for all t,s; in particular, U extrapolates to a consistent family
of contractive evolution families on P(V) for all p € [1,00]. The evolution family is also posi-
tivity improving, and additionally stochastic if G is finite. Furthermore, [Laal8, Thm. 2.6] yields
that the evolution family is immediately norm-continuous if [0,T] 3 t — m(t) € ¢>°(E) is Holder
continuous with exponent o > 1/2; by [Fat83 Thm. 7.4.1] it is even holomorphic if additionally
[0,T] >t — m(t) € £>°(E) extends to a holomorphic function on an open convex neighborhood in C
of [0,T].

To conclude, let us study Laplacians on subgraphs Gy induced by subsets Vi of V as in [Chu97,
Chapt. 8| in the unweighted case (m(t,e) € {0,1}). Even in the autonomous case, Laplacian on (non-
trivial) subgraphs of G generate semigroup that neither are dominated by, nor dominate (e_T’EG)TZO:
this can e.g. be seen by applying [Ouh05, Cor. 2.22]. Things change, however, if Dirichlet boundary
conditions are imposed, e.g., if L on G is restricted to

D, = {f S 62(V) : f|V\Vt = 0}, t e [O,T]

Because Dy is for all t a generalized ideal of V = (?(V), the associated Laplacian Lp, generates for
all t a semigroup (e_TE\Dt)TZO each of which is — again by [Ouh05, Cor. 2.22] — indeed dominated by
(e7™),>0. Therefore, by Proposition [31] and Proposition [312 the evolution family (U (t, 5))(t,s)eA
satisfies

(3.13) Ut s)f| <e DL f|  forall (t,s) € A and f € H.

We have seen in the introduction that if A(t) = A, then the evolution family that governs the
non-autonomous problem is nothing but

Ut,s) =94 (t,5) € A,

hence U satisfies Gaussian bounds if and only if so does (eT’A)Qo. We are already in the position
to shows a less trivial instance of Gaussian-type estimate.
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Gaussian-type kernel bounds on (e*9);>o have been proved in [Del99] for certain classes of G.
Thus, if (Gt)ejo,r) is a family of subgraphs of a reference graph G with measurable t — m(t,e) for
all e € E, and if U 1s the evolution family associated with the corresponding Laplacians —Lp,,
then BI3) yields a Gaussian-type kernel estimate. If we e.g. take G to be Z, then

0 <T(t,s;n1,n2) < G(t — s;m1,n2), (t,s) € A, ni,ng € Z,

where
iy

1
G(r;ny1,ng) = %/ cos((ny — ng)q)e 2r1—cosalqq

—Tr

is the heat kernel on Z explicitly computed e.g. in [Dav07, Exa. 12.3.3].

4. ULTRACONTRACTIVITY

In this and the next section we are going to restrict to the case of H = L?(X), where X an o-finite
measurable space. Recall that a Cp-semigroup S on L%(X) is said to be ultracontractive if there
exist constants cg,n > 0, and @ € R such that

(4.1) 1S(r) fllpee(x) < COT‘_%EMHfHLl(X) for all » > 0 and all f € L*(X) N LY(X).
In this section we are going to develop a theory of ultracontractive evolution families.

Definition 4.1. We call an evolution family U on L?(X) ultracontractive if there exist constants
co,n >0 and & € R such that

(4.2) Ut 8)fllzee ) < colt=5) 72" fllpaxy  for all (t,5) € A and f € L*(X)NLY(X).

By a direct consequence of the Kantorovitch—Vulikh Theorem, see e.g. [AB94, Theorem 1.3], any
ultracontractive evolution family U is given by an integral kernel: more precisely, there exists a
family (I'(£,5)),s)ea C L>(Q x Q) such that

Ul(t,s)f(x) = /QF(t,s;x,y)f(y) dy for all (t,s) € A and f € L*(X)N LY(X) and a.e. z € Q,

with
1T )l (x),z00x)) = IT(E 8) | Lo @xa)y,  forall (¢,s) € A.

We observe in passing that if I is ultracontractive and €2 has finite measure, then I'(¢, s) € L?(£2x )
for all (¢,s) € A, hence U consists of Hilbert—Schmidt operators; in fact even of trace class operators,
by the operator equation that defines evolution families ((ii) in Theorem 2.1]). Different sufficient
conditions for the trace class property of U have been presented in [LaalS8, § 3].

It is well-known that ultracontractivity of semigroups can be deduced from the Nash or Gagliardo—
Nirenberg inequalities for the domain of the associated form, see [Ouh05, Chapt. 6]. We are going
to extend this result to the non-autonomous setting.

Definition 4.2. Let V be a subspace of L?>(X). The space V is said to satisfy
(i) a Nash inequality if there exist constants Cn,u > 0 such that

2+4 1
(4.3) HuHLQ(‘fX) < CN”UH%/”UHfl(X) for all u € Ll(X) Nnv;

(ii) a Gagliardo—Nirenberg inequality if there exist constants Cq, N > 0 such that

q—2 q—2

1—-N91=2
(4.4) lull oy < Collullpzy?” Iully * for allue v
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q—2
holds for all q €]2, 00[ such that N4 = < 1.

Sobolev spaces H!(I) on intervals I C R satisfy e.g. the Nash inequality, see e.g. [Maz85, § 1.4.8].
More generally, the same is true for each closed subspace V of H'(X) which has the L' — H!-
extension property [AtE97, Lemma 2.7], where €2 is an arbitrary open set of R?. Several geometric
conditions on  C R? under which a Sobolev space V = H¥(Q) satisfies a Gagliardo-Nirenberg
inequality are known, see e.g. [AF03 Chapter 5].

Here and in the following, we are adopting the usual notations introduced in 2.1))—(23).

Theorem 4.3. Let a € FORM([0,T]; V, H) such that the associated evolution family U is completely
quasi-contractive with constant & € R. If V satisfies a Nash inequality (L3)) for some constants
w,Cn >0, then U is ultracontractive and

HCN 3 max{w,w}(t—s)
(4.5) NUE )l ez @),coo@) < (ﬂ> (t—s)"2e for all (t,s) € A.

Definition 4.4. An evolution family U on L*(X) is called linearly quasi-contractive if for some
constants aq, o independent of p

(4.6) Ut 9) Fllzoxy < e@7D@HP| £l )
for all (t,s) € A, f € L*(X)NLP(X), and p € [2,00].
Theorem 4.5. Let a € FOorM([0,T];V,H). Assume that U and W are both linearly quasi-

contractive with constants aq,ao,af,as. If V' satisfies a Gagliardo—Nirenberg inequality for some
Ca,N >0, then U is ultracontractive and we have

N N2 __N?
(4.7) U ) 2o (x),L(x)) < CF @ TN () (t—s) 2N+ for all (t,s) € A,
where N
2 2
&)rzw—i-al—i-a’{—ku[ag—ka;].

N

Proof of Theorem [{.3 Upon rescaling U(t,s) by e~ max{w&}(t=s) we can without loss of generality
assume both a to be coercive and the evolution family U to be completely contractive. The first part
of the proof is similar to that of [AtE97, Prop. 3.8]. Let f € LY(X) NV and let s € [0,T) be fixed.
Using Z.15), (3) and since t + U(t,s)f € MR(s,T;V,V') we obtain that for all f € V N LY(X)
and a.e. (t,s) € A

U, 9) ey = 2Rel 2019, U (L))
= —2Re(A()U(L,s)f,U(t,s)f)
= —2a(t;U(t,s)f,U(t,s)f)

< —20||U(t,5) fII}
< ——HU(t s)fHLz U, S)fIILl(X
It follows that

o _2
o (10 o) ™ = =200 I 5 10 ) 2 5191

4
,u
LH(X
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Integrating this inequality between s and ¢ we find

uC
(48) 10t 9)leqer oo, < (P

In order to obtain the L? — L>°-bound and thus prove the claimed ultracontractivity we will use the

J=
>4 (t—s)"% forall (t,s) € A

&
returned adjoint form a* introduced in Section Bl In fact, arguing as in the first part of the proof

we find that the evolution family W associated with a* satisfies (A.8]) with the same bound. Then
using the identity (B.3]) we conclude that

pCN\ i _w
(4.9) Ut )l 222 (x).(x)) < (ﬂ) (t—s)% forall (t,5) € A.
Finally, the evolution law satisfied by U completes the proof. O

Linear LP-quasi-contractivity turns out to be a key notion when it comes to checking ultracon-
tractivity. In the proof of Theorem we will need the following lemma.

H
Lemma 4.6. Let a € FORM([0,T]; V, H) and let U and U* be the evolution families associated with

&
a and a*, respectively. Assume that U and U* are both linearly quasi-contractive (with constants
a1, a0, af,a5). In addition we assume that there exist constants k1,k > 0 such that

(4.10) 1T (t, 8|22 (0,0 (xy) < Rt — 8) ™ FeltmolortNeal o for gl (,5) € A
and

b= —EL (t—s)[at +Naaj]
(4.11) Ut )| 2r2(x),Lv2 (x)) S K(E—8)" 2 e 1T 2% for all (t,s) € A

where Ny := ]\2,—1172 for some integer N > 3. Then U is ultracontractive: more precisely,

Nk ~
(4.12) NU(E )|l ezt (x),000(x)) < /{%c(t —5) 2 Pl for all (t,s) € A witht > s
for some positive constants ¢, u > 0 that depend only on N, k1, where
@ = [a1 + of] + plag + o3).

Proof. For the proof we follow similar argument as in [Ouh04, Thm. 5.2] and [Cou93| where ultra-
contractivity for semigroups are treated.
Step 1. We will first prove that

(4.13) Ut )l 2z (x),nm=(x)) < 52 Ot §)~ " e (t=s) guaa(t=s),

where the positive constants C' and p depend only on N and k1. For some r > 2 that will be fixed
later we can combine (4.10) with the linear L"-quasi-contractivity of U and obtain by a version of
Riesz—Thorin interpolation theorem [Dav07, Thm. 2.2.14] that for any 0 € [0, 1]

K16

||U(7f, S)H£(LP1 (X).L91 (X)) < /{G(t N S)_ 1 e(l—@)(t—s)[ou+ra2]69(t—s)[a1+§a2}

where p% = %6 + g, q% = %6 + N%. Let now p €]2, 00[. Choosing 6 := % and 7 = 2(p — 1) in the

above equation we obtain that

(t — 5)" 5 (1Pt +2(p=Taz] (0=5){er+ 03]

Al

(4.14) Ut ) 2oor(x),8 (x)) S
holds for all p €]2, oo where N, := p%.
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Next, set R = %,pk = 2R* and t;, = %(ZR)_I“ = N+12 k for all k € N. Moreover, let sg = s
and sp11 = sg +ti(t — s) for each integer k > 0. Then we have Yopte=1 Zk o= N . Furthermore,
Sgr1 < s for all k € N and t = hm sk. Thus, applying (4.14)) for p = py, usmg (48) and the

evolution law satisfied by U we deduce that

Ut ) e x),m0e0x)) < TT IV Grrrs 81|z 00,05 ()
k>0

S H /{pk tk; pk (t _ S) ka e( _E)(skJrl_sk)[al+2(pk_1)a2]+i(sk+1_Sk)[a1+?a2}

_ (t— o »ﬂN Htk 2pk (1——)(sk+1 sk)a1+2(pr— l)ag]—i- ( 841 —Sk) @1 +2a2]

k>0
K P 1 2
<k % t—S Nl Ht 2pk Het stkOqH (t—s)traz[pr—1— I;k +-=]
k>0 k>0 k>0
(Pk*1)2+1\2,—17\r2
_ %(t—s) 4 t s)aq Htk 2(t— sZk>0tk|:7pk
k>0
(pk71)2+—1\2,i\’2]
N 2(t—s ty | ————————=
< 7(t—8) 4 tSHtk ) 2k>0 k|: Pk
k>0

< - 5 g gt

where the positive constants C' and p depend only on N and k.

Step 2. It remains to estimate U(t,s) in ﬁ(Ll(X),L2(X<l). To this end, we will fo(ll_ow an idea
in [Dan00) Corollary 5.3] and use the returned adjoint form a*. Indeed, by assumption a* is linearly
contractive. Thus one can just repeat the argument in Step 1 and obtain

k1N

$— ~ * ~ %
(4.15) 1T (&, 9)| cr2x), L0 (x)) < CE—5)7 1 el ehas(ims)
for each (t,s) € A and some constants C, i that depend only on N, x;. This yields, in turn, an

estimate of U(t,s) from L?(X) to L'(X), thanks to (ZI5). Finally, using again the evolution law
satisfied by U we conclude that U is ultracontractive and ([€I2)) holds. O

Proof of Theorem [{.5 Upon rescaling the evolution family by e~“(t=5) we can without loss of gen-
erality assume U to be contractive. Let ¢ > 2, f € L9(X) N L*(X) and set

U(t,s) := e~ t=olartacely o) for each (t,s) € A.

Because of ([@6) we have that t — [|U(t, s)fllra(x) is decreasing on [s,T] for each s € [0,T). Let
now (t,s) € A: the contractivity of U together with the Gagliardo—Nirenberg inequality and (2.15])
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imply that for all ¢ > 2 and all

=TI < [ 106150 b

< CF@ / T ) £1550D ) T, o)

<CN(‘1 Y _1HfHN(q v 2/ |:Rea(7’§[7(7"78)f)+[a1+q042 HU r,s f‘

o)

- lg -2 [t 0
CN(q D, l”f”g?((_x?) / Re < 8_U(r,s)f,U(r,s)j" > dr

=—0Wa—12—1|rf|r£;z;> [ ot s

_ T T a1y 1||f||g;g;> 2(||U<t,s>f||i2<X)—||f||%zm)
< CFWD 0 15D Y s
_ T T o £ .

Here we have used that ¢ — U(t, s)f solves ([24) with A(t) replaced by A(t) + [ + qaw]. It follows
that for all (¢,s) € A and all ¢ > 2

~NL2 ~NL2 (t—s)[a1+qa
(416) ||U(t, 8)||£(L2(X),L‘1(X)) < CGQ N 4q (t — S) N 4q e(t ) +qaz]
and likewise
U N N2 (t-s)[af+aa3]
(4.17) NU*(t, s)ll 2r2(x),0a(x)) < Coa ™ 40 (t—s)" " 40 e 1

Choosing now ¢ = %f;f% = 2(1\;\?2) in (AI6)-@I7) we obtain that (LII)-(@I0) are fulfilled with

__N
k= Cga 202 and Kk = NLH Thus we conclude by Lemmald.6l that I/ is ultracontractive and (4.7))
holds. g

Remark 4.7. Theorem [{.5] holds in particular for N% = 1: in this case the Gagliardo—Nirenberg
inequality becomes

lullLa(xy < Callully — for allu eV,

i.e., @A) reduces to the elementary assumption that V is continuously embedded in some L1(X): a
classical Sobolev inequality. More precisely, if there exists N > 2 such that

11 1
4.18 Vc LY(X —=—- - —
(118) C LX) for ~ = 5~ 5
then U is ultracontractive and (LX) holds.

5. GAUSSIAN BOUNDS

The existence of integral kernels of the evolution family, established in the previous section, paves
the way to the discussion of kernel estimates. We have already seen a simple class of evolution
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families satisfying Gaussian-type estimates in Example [3.13] In the following we are going to study
this issue more systematically.

Definition 5.1. Let U be an evolution family on L?(RY) with an integral kernel T'. Then U is said
to satisfy Gaussian bounds if there exist b,c > 0, n > 0, and w € R such that
. w(t—s) -z |$ — y|2
(5.1) IT(t,s;2,y)| < ce (t—s)"zexp(— bti)
—s

for all (t,s) € A and a.e. z,y € R%.

We regard L?(f2) as a closed subspace of L?(R?), extending operators on L?() to L?(R%) by 0.
In this way we can naturally define Gaussian bounds for operators on L?().

Gaussian bounds for evolution equations can be characterized by ultracontractivity. This charac-
terisation is well-known for autonomous closed forms. It is based on the so-called Davies’ trick, first
appeared in [Dav87], see also [AtE97, Thm. 3.3] and [Are06, Thm. 13.1.4] for more general versions.
Davies’ trick is essentially an algorithm centered around an auxiliary result, whose non-autonomous
counterpart is Theorem below.

To begin with we introduce a suitable space

(5:2)  Wi={pe @Y NLRY| D)oo < 1L IDDstlloe < 1,05 =1,...,n}
of smooth functions. By [Rob91, p. 200-202], the function d : R? x R? — R, defined by
d(x,y) := sup{[¢(z) —¢(y)| [ ¢ € W}
is a metric equivalent to the Euclidean one: there exists 8 > 0 such that
(5.3) Bl —y| < d(x,y) < B e —y for all z € RY.
Let U be an evolution family on L?(Q) and, as usual, extend it if needed to L?(R%). For a fixed
Y € W we define perturbed evolution families 4/, on L?*(R%) by
Up(t,s) := Ug’(t,s) = MpU(t,s)Mp_l, pER,

where M, is the isomorphism on L? (RY) defined by

(Mpg)(x) := e_pw(x)g(x), g€ L2(Rd), r € R%.

Gaussian bounds for U can now be derived from uniform ultracontractivity of the perturbed evo-
lution families ¢, with respect to p and . The proof of this fact is very similar to that of the
autonomous case studied in [AtE97, Prop. 3.3]: our result contains [Dan00, Thm. 6.1] as a special
case.

Theorem 5.2. Let U be an evolution family on L?(Q2). Then the following are equivalent:
(i) There exist ¢ >0, n >0, and © € R such that

" 2)(t—s
(5.4) Ut ) 211 ety oo )y < €t — )72 20HP)0E)

forallp e R, v € W, and (t,s) € A.
(ii) U satisfies Gaussian bounds.

In this case U satisfies (5.1)) with b = %,C,(IJ are as in (5.4) and B is the constant in (5.3)).
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Proof. (i) = (i) Assume that (i) holds, hence U is given by an integral kernel (I'(Z,s))(,sea C
L>(Q x ). Thus for each ¢» € W the perturbed evolution family U, is also given by a kernel I,
with

Fp(t7 S, y) = ep(w(y)_d}(x))r(tv S5, y)7 (t7 S) € A) T,y € Q7

whose L>®-norm agrees with the £(L!, L°)-norm of U,. Using (5.4)) we obtain that for all (¢, s) € A,
peER and v € W

IT(t, s;2,y)] < c(t— s)_%ea(sz)(t_s)ep(d’(y)_w(x)), (t,s) € A, z,y € Q.
Replacing p by —p in this inequality yields
IT(t, s;2,9)| < c(t — )~ 2 (1P (E=5) g=pli(y) =¥ (@)
By [AtE97, Lemma 3.4] it follows that
ID(t, s;2,y)| < c(t — )~ 22077 (E=5) g—pd(z.y),

for a.e. z,y € Q, all p > 0, and all (¢,s) € A. Let now z,y € Q and (¢,s) € A be fixed. Then the
function

p > ot — 5)7 2 P10 (t=s) =pi(y)

attains its minimum at pg := (2w(t — s))~'d(z,y). Applying again [AtE97, Lemma 3.4] and using
(53) we deduce that U satisfies (5.1]) with b = % and thus (i7) holds.

(i) = (i)
One finds
1Us(ts )l £(p1 ey, ooy < IITp(E, 85 ) || Lo (x)
< eS8 SUp, cq IT(t, s; 2, y)|e|p||w(w)—¢(y)|
|2
< ot — 5)~ 3 =)~V 7 plla—yl
<ot — )" Tl o))
where (3 is as in (5.3]) and w := ﬁ, i.e., U, is ultracontractive. O

The form domain V of a € FOorM([0,T]; V, H) is said to be W -invariant if M,V C V for all p € R
and v € W. In this case the family of mappings a” given by

(5.5) a? (t; u,v) = a(t; Mpu,Mp_lv), peR, tel]0,T], u,vev,

is well-defined and in fact a? € FOrMm([0,T]; V, H). For each p € R, ¢ € W, and t € [0,T] consider
the operator family

AP(t) == M A(t)M,,
D(A°(t)) := {u € LX(Q) | Myu € D(A(t))}.

Now, —AP(t) is for all p € R and all ¢ € [0,T] the generator of the semigroup 7;” given by

Ttp(T) — Mp—le—rA(t)M

0> r > 0.
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Lemma 5.3. Assume that V is W-invariant and a” € FORM([0,T]; V, H) for each p € R such that
there exist M,,a, > 0 and w, € R with

|a?(t;u,v)| < Mpl|ullv [[v]lv

(5.6) forallt € [0,T),u,v € V.

Re a” (t; u, u) + wpllullf > aplull},
Then (Ap(t))te[oﬂ and U, are the operator family and the evolution family on H associated with
a?, respectively.
Proof. Let p € R,9p € W and t € [0,7] be fixed and denote by C?(t) the operator associated with
a’(t;-,-) on H. Then for each f,u € L?(Q) we have, u € D(C?(t)) and C”(t)u = f if and only if
u €V and

a(t;Mpu,Mp_lv) =(f|lv)g forallveV,
or equivalently if and only if v € V' and
a(t; Myu,w) = (M,f |w)g for all w e V.

This is equivalent to M,u € D(A(t)) and Mp_lA(t)Mpu = f. We conclude that C?(t) = Mp_lA(t)Mpu.
The last assertion is easy to prove: in fact, U, solves the Cauchy problem associated with (A(t))e(o,7)-

After all these preparatory results we are finally in the position to present our main theorems:
given a € FOrM([0,T];V, H) we introduce two sets of assumptions, which impose a Sobolev-like
embedding on V' and a contractivity condition on the perturbed semigroups 7,°, and show that each
of them imply Gaussian bounds for the evolution family associated with a.

Theorem 5.4. Let a € FORM([0,T); V, H). Assume that V is W-invariant and that (5.6]) holds for
a uniform choice of o and for w, such that
(5.7) w, < w(1+ p)

for some constant w > 0 that is independent of p. Assume V satisfies a Nash inequality and the
semigroups (e=“?"TF(r))r>0 are completely contractive for a.e. t € [0,T] and all p € R. Then the
evolution family U associated with a satisfies Gaussian bounds.

Proof. By Propositions and the evolution family (e~«»(=9)U »(t,5))(t,s)ca is completely con-
tractive. Thus by Theorem [£.3]

—wp(t—s He 5 —L wy(t—s
(5.8) e =T (¢, ) 211 ). () < (E) 2(t — 5)" 5 et for all (t,s) € A.
Now, using (5.7]) we obtain that U, satisfies (5.4]): the claim follows from Theorem O

Theorem 5.5. Let a € FORM([0,T;V, H) with associated evolution family U. Assume that V is
W -invariant and that (5.6) holds for a uniform choice of a and all t,u,v. Assume that V satisfies
a Gagliardo—Nirenberg inequality and both U, and U," are linearly quasi-contractive for all p € R.
Then U, is ultracontractive for all p € R with

N2 N2

N ]
(5.9) 1Up (¢t 9) |z (@), < CE o T l=9)% (¢ — 5)72WTD  for all (t,5) € A,

where
8 . L 2(N+2) .
wp = |wp+ap1+a,;+ T[a’)’z +aj o]
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and o, oz;i are the constants that appear in the linear quasi-contractivity estimate. Thus, if addi-
tronally wy, o, a;i,i = 1,2, can be chosen in such a way that

(5.10) @, < wo(l+ p?)
for some constant wy > 0 independent of p, then U satisfies Gaussian bounds.

Proof. The assertion can be proved similarly to Theorem [£.4], based in this case on Theorem and
Theorem O

6. APPLICATIONS

6.1. Time-dependent pageranks. Let us study a model similar to that of Example it
is based on an idea originally presented in [Chu07] and thoroughly developed ever since, cf. the
survey [Glel5], where the connectivity of G describes the internal links of a server network — possibly
the whole World Wide Web.

We thus consider an orientation of a finite complete graph (i.e., a graph such that either (v,w) € E
or (w,v) € E for any v,w € V with v # w).

As in[B.13] we assign a weight m to each edge: if e.g. m(t,e) € {0,1} for alle € Eand all t € [0,T],
then we are effectively shutting off/switching on certain links in the considered network. We then
consider the matrix

(6.1) A :=ZIM((Z)T (Do)t
where 7 is again the incidence matrix of G (see Example B.I3), Z= := (1) is its negative part,
M = diag(m(e))ece, and D" := diag(deg®*(v))vev, where deg®™(v) := Y cg [teem(e)].

Then, A defines a so-called heat kernel pagerank e "z of G with parameters r and z: here r is a

positive time and z a probability distribution on V, i.e., x € RV, z, > 0 for all v € V and ||z||; = 1.
The rationale behind this definition is that A is a column stochastic matrix, hence (e74),5 is a
stochastic semigroup and e "4 f is thus again a probability distribution for all » > 0, which can
be used to measure the relevance of a certain node within a network in a way similar to Google’s
classical PageRank, cf. [Mugl4, § 2.1.7.3].

We can now consider a measurable function ¢ — (m(t,e))ecg and accordingly a time-dependent
matrix family (A(t)).ejo,r) as in (€I]) these matrices will in general not be symmetric, but in view of
finiteness of V they are certainly associated with a form a € Form([0, T]; £2(V), £2(V)). Accordingly,
in view of Proposition .11l the associated evolution family (U(t,5)) sea consists of stochastic
operators and hence U(t, s) f is a probability distribution on V for all (¢,s) € A and all probability
distributions f € RV.

There is a known correspondence between linear transport differential equations on networks and
flows on their underlying graphs [Dor05]: accordingly, our results also extend to the space-continuous
case. In this way, the well-posedness result in [Bay12| § 6] — which relies on the assumption that
the dependence of the graph on time is absolutely continuous — can be strengthened: we omit the
details.

6.2. Black—Scholes equation with time-dependent volatility. The Cauchy problem consisting
of the backward parabolic equation

1
(6.2) ug(t, z) + §$202um(t,$) + raug(t, x) — ru(t,z) =0, t €[0,7], = €]0,00],



ULTRACONTRACTIVITY AND GAUSSIAN BOUNDS FOR EVOLUTION FAMILIES 25

along with the final value assignment
u(r,x) = h(x) x €]0, 00]

was derived in [BS73] and is currently considered among the main mathematical tool in the pricing
theory of European options: the positive constants o,r describe volatility and interest rate of the
system, respectively, whereas 7 is the maturity time of an option.

An effective variational approach to the relevant operator appearing in the Black—Scholes equation
has been discussed in [Ein08]: it is based on studying the sesquilinear form

0.2 [e%S) .
a(u,v) := 7/0 22/ () (z) da

+ (0% - 7‘)/ xu' (x)v(x) do + 7’/ u(z)v(z) dz, u,v €V,
0 0

defined on the form domain

V= {u € W10, 00[NL20, o0[: id -u’ € LA0,00[},

which is a Hilbert space with respect to the inner product

(ulv)y = /000 22/ () (z) dz + /000 u(x)v(x) de.

Then it was proved in [Ein08| § 7.2] that V is dense in L2]0, oo[ and that furthermore

2
g
atuo)) < (5 4102 = o1+ 1) Tl ol

(6.4) for all u € V,

3r o?
Rea(u,) + (o = 5 ) Julfe = Gl

i.e., a is bounded and elliptic; and Re a(u,u) > 0 if 3r > o2.

The original Black—Scholes-theory assumes o to be time-independent, but is rather unrealistic and
has been questioned ever since: we mention the celebrated Heston model [Hes93|, which leads to a
non-autonomous PDE similar to (6.2)), based on the assumption that the volatility evolves following
a certain Brownian-like motion. This justifies the study of

1
u(t, ) + §x202(7§)um(t,:ﬂ) + roug(t,x) — ru(t,z) = 0, t€[0,7], z €]0,00],
with measurable dependence ¢ — o(t). The computations in (6.4) show that if 0 < op < o(t) < X
for a.e. t € [0, 7], then a € FORM([0,T];V; H), where a is defined by

0.2 o)
a(t;u,v) := #/0 22 (2 (z) dz

+ (0%(t) — 7) /000 xu' (x)v(x) do + T/OOO u(x)v(x) de, u,v € V.

Furthermore, the semigroup associated with a is quasi-contractive and sub-Markovian: we deduce
from Proposition [B.] that such non-autonomous Black—Scholes equation is governed by a sub-
Markovian evolution family U that extrapolates to all LP]0,co[ spaces, p € [2,00]. In view of
Proposition we can also apply [Ein08, Thm. 7.2.5] and deduce that U leaves invariant the
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order interval | — oo,id]y. By [Ein08, Rem. 7.2.4] min{log,0} € V, hence V < L]0, c0[; how-
ever, it is unclear whether V satisfies a Nash or Gagliardo—Nirenberg inequality, which would imply
ultracontractivity of the evolution family.

(A manifold of financial models exist that display a similar mathematical structure, albeit their
meaning is different: the popular Cox—Ingersoll-Ross along with several other so-called short-rate
models surveyed in |[CKLS92] involve time-dependent o and/or r and can be discussed with only
minor variations to our treatment above.)

6.3. Second-order elliptic operators on networks. With the purpose of introducing a differ-
ential operator on a network-like structure, we consider once again a graph G = (V,E) (like in
Example B.13]) and identify each edge e € E with an interval [0, 1]. In other words, we are consider-
ing a collection of copies of [0, 1] and gluing them in a graph-like fashion: we thus obtain what are
often called metric graphs or networks in the literature [BK13| [Mugl4]. (For the sake of simplicity
we are going to assume such a metric graph to be connected.) The history of non-autonomous dif-
fusion equations on networks goes back at least to pioneering investigations by von Below, Lumer,
and Schnaubelt: well-posedness results could be proved in [Bel88| [LS99], further results on long-time
asymptotics have been deduced in [ADKF14].

We are going to apply in this context the theory developed in the previous sections: when intro-
ducing operators on metric graphs we avoid to go into full details and refer the interested reader
to [Mugl4, Chapter 6]. To fix the ideas, consider a possibly infinite, but uniformly locally finite (see
Example BI3]) graph G = (V,E) and upon rescaling identify each edge e with an interval (0,1). On
each interval e we consider the operator family

Ae(t) : ue — —% (ce(t)%ue> — pe(t)ue, te[0,7]:

we assume the coefficients

[0,T] 3t — ce(t) € L®(0,1;4°(E)) and [0,T] 3t — pe(t) € L*(0,1;£%(E))

to be measurable: this defines in a natural way an operator A with domain D(A) := H?(G) :=
H?(0,1;¢%(E)) on the Hilbert space

H := L*(G) := L*(0,1;*(E)) .
We will additionally assume that the operator family is uniformly elliptic, i.e.,
(6.5) ce(t,x) > for all e € E and a.e. x € (0,1), t € [0,7],

for some v > 0. In order to reflect the topology of the graph, transmission conditions in the
vertices are required: the most common conditions are usually referred to as continuity/Kirchhoff
and amount to asking that

e u is continuous, i.e., the boundary values of ue and us agree whenever evaluated at endpoints
of the intervals e, f that are glued together in the network G (continuity);

e v satisfies a Kirchhoff-type rule, i.e., at any vertex the sum over all neighboring edges of the
normal derivatives evaluated at the vertex vanishes.

However, many more boundary conditions are conceivable: indeed, a parametrization of a large
class of boundary conditions that fits very well the setting of sesquilinear forms has been discussed
in [Mugld4l § 6.5.1], based on the finite case treated in [Kuc04, Thm. 5].
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Fix a closed subspace Y of the Hilbert space ¢2(E) x £2(E), let (3(t))tefo,r) be a family of bounded
linear operators on Y, and consider the non-autonomous form a defined by

1
attin) = [ [(eclta) @) oh@) g + elts e do -+ (20l
with time-independent form domain

HY(G) = {u c@H(0,1;(E):ue Y}

ecE

U= <(ue(0))e€E>

o (ue(1))ece )
Then the conditions in the vertices satisfied by functions in the domain of each operator A(t)
associated with a can be written in a compact form as

(6.6) ueY and u+X(tuec v+,

where

where

o ((—Ce(O)U'e(O))eeE>
(ce(Due(1))ece) ) -

We finally assume that for some P, S > 0
lp@)l[pr <P and  [[X()|zovy <8 for all ¢t € [0,T].

Then taking into account Lemma 2.7 it is easy to see that a € FOorMm([0,T]; V, H).
Our abstract results in the previous sections hence yield the following.

Proposition 6.1. Under the above assumptions on the coefficients ce,pe, the space Y, and the
operators X, the form a is associated with a strongly continuous evolution family U on H. If
pe(t) > 0 and X(t) is accretive for a.e. t € [0,T], then U is contractive.

If all these coefficients are defined on the whole interval [0,00[, then U extends to an evolution
family on {(t,s) : 0 < s <t <oo}.

We denote by Py the orthogonal projector of £2(E) x ¢2(E) onto Y. Furthermore, for a,b €
RU{+o0} we denote as in SectionBlby [a, b7, [a, b]s2 42, and [a, b]y the corresponding order intervals
in H, (?(E) x £2(E), and Y, respectively (the latter inherits the lattice structure of £2(E) x £2(E)).

Due to the standing assumption that G is uniformly locally finite, Py is a block operator matrix
whose blocks are of the form %Jn (J,, denoting the n x n all-1-matrix, n the degree of the correspond-
ing vertex). Because Py leaves invariant the order interval [—1,1],2, 2, we deduce that if merely
(e7>(®),5¢ is LP-contractive for some p €]1,00[ and a.e. t € [0,T], then so is (e "4®),5q and a.e.
t € [0,7] and, by Proposition B also the evolution family .

Owing to Proposition we can formulate the following generalization of [Mugl4] Thm. 6.85]
(see also [CM09, Prop. 5.1]).

Proposition 6.2. Let a,b € R with a <0 <b and pe(t,xz) > 0 for alle € E and a.e. t € (0,T) and
xz € (0,1). Then the evolution family U associated with a leaves invariant [a, bl if

e Py leaves invariant the order interval [a,bly; and
o ¢ W) leaues invariant [a, bl 2 for all T >0 and a.e. t € [0,T).
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Three special cases are particularly noteworthy.

Corollary 6.3. (1) If e™"™>®) (for all r > 0 and a.e. t € [0,T]) and Py are real and positive, then
U 1is positive. If additionally pe =0 and 1 € Y, then U is stochastic.

(2) Let pe(t,z) > 0 for all e € E and a.e. t € (0,T) and x € (0,1). If e ™>® (for all 7 > 0 and
a.e. t € [0,T]) and Py are {>°-contractive, then U is L>(0,1;¢%(E))-contractive.

(3) Under the assumptions of (2), let additionally e=">®)" be £°-contractive for all v > 0 and a.e.
t € [0,T]. Then U is completely contractive; accordingly, it extrapolates to a strongly continuous,
contractive evolution family on all spaces LP(0,1;¢%(E)), p € [1,q].

Example 6.4. The continuity/Kirchhoff vertex conditions are special cases of the general conditions
in (6.6). Indeed, denote by cy the vector in (?(E) x £2(E) that consists of vertez-wise constants, i.e.,
entries of cy agree whenever they correspond to endpoints of edges the same vertex v € V is incident
with. Let by Y the subspace of £2(E) x (?(E) spanned by cy and take ¥ = 0: then (6.6) agrees with
continuity—Kirchhoff conditions: we denote by
H'(G)
the Sobolev space H%/(g) with respect to this distinguished space Y. Under stronger assumptions
0N Pe, Ce, @ well-posedness result comparable to Proposition [6.1] has been obtained in |[ADKEF14]
Thm. 3.3].
Because HY(G) — C(G), we furthermore deduce that U(t,s) maps C(G) N L*(G) into C(G) for all
s €1[0,T] and a.e. t € (s,T].
Under the same assumption that X = 0, we can consider two different cases:
o if ft'; ess inf pe(t,x) > 0 for a.e. z € (0,1) and all e € E, then U is by Proposition
uniformly exponentially stable; if pe = 0 and the network is finite (i.e., |E| < o0), then by
Corollary and [Mugl4], Proposition 6.70]

1
lim U(t,s :—/ dz-1 or all f € H.
Jin U(t5)f =~ | 1 for all f
A similar result has been obtained for general inhomogeneous diffusion equations on finite
networks in [ADKF14], § 5.1].

Proposition 6.5. Let p.(t,z) > 0 for alle € E and a.e. t € [0,T], x € (0,1). Let furthermore
Py = (w?}) and X(t) = (o(t);) satisfy

° Zj T3] <1 for all i;

® Reo(t)i > > 4 10(t)ij| for alli and a.e. t € [0,T];

e Reo(t)ii = 3,4 lo(t)jil for alli and a.e. t € [0,T].
Then U is completely contractive. If additionally Y is a generalized ideal of (cy), then U is
ultracontractive.

Proof. Tt follows from [Mug07, Lemma 6.1] and Corollary that U is completely contractive.
It has been shown in [Prd, Chapt. 3] that H'(G) satisfies a Nash inequality whenever G is a con-
nected, locally finite metric graph with edge lengths uniformly bounded away from 0: accordingly,
the non-autonomous form with domain H'(G) is associated with an ultracontractive U, owing to
Theorem 3]

In order to complete the proof, observe that by [CM09, Thm. 6.2] the semigroup associated with
a(t) = a with domain Hi-(G) is dominated by the semigroup associated with the same form with
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domain H'(G), provided Y is a generalized ideal of (cy) (in fact by [Nag86, Thm. C.II-5.5] the
latter is the modulus semigroup of the former one). It is a direct consequence of Proposition [3.1]
that the same holds for the associated evolution families, hence the former heat kernel inherits
ultracontractivity from the latter one. O

The following result seems to be new even in the autonomous case: in [Mug07] Gaussian bounds
for heat kernels on finite networks have been proved only in the special case of Y = (ey), see
also [Mugl4, Chapt. 7] for an abstract approach based on the theory of Dirichlet forms.

Corollary 6.6. Under the assumptions of Proposition[G.3, let Y be (cy)-invariant (i.e., the entrywise
product ey lies in'Y for ally €'Y ), where the vector cy is defined as in Example[6.4 If furthermore
X (t) is diagonal for a.e. t € [0,T], then U satisfies Gaussian bounds.

We stress that our assumption on Py and X are only enforcing complete contractivity, but the
evolution family need not be positive. An example is given by the non-autonomous parabolic equa-
tion on a loop with boundary conditions defined by ¥ =0 and Y = <(_11)>, which is (cy)-invariant

(here ¢y = G)) this equation is governed by a completely contractive and (in view of the Nash

inequality for H'(G)) ultracontractive evolution family 2/, which therefore enjoys Gaussian bounds.
However, U is not positive, since neither is Py .

Proof of Corollary [6.0. We apply Davies’ Trick in a slightly different version. Indeed, we adapt the
usual setting to our network environment by introducing the space

Wg = {¢ € H'(G)NC®0,1;2(E)) | [#/llo <1, [ ]|loc <1} :

then one can check that

d(z,y) ==sup{|[v(z) —vW)| | Y € W5},  x,y€G,

defines a metric on G that is equivalent to the canonical one [Mugl4) § 3.2]. (Recall that H'(G)
denotes the space H%,(g), where Y = (cy) is the space spanned by ¢y: each function in H'(G) is by
definition continuous on the metric space G. Observe that (cy) is in fact an algebra with respect to
the entry-wise product.) By definition, H}/ (G) is Wg-invariant if and only if u € Y implies e®Yu € Y,
i.e., if and only if Y is (cy)-invariant.

If 3(t) = 0, then the assertion has been proved in [Mug07, Thm. 4.7] by showing that the
relevant form (let us denote it by ap to stress the absence of boundary terms) induces perturbed
forms af that are associated with completely contractive perturbed evolution families (with the form
domain being unchanged and still satisfying a Nash inequality). In the general case of a(t;u,v) =
ao(t; u,v)+ (Z(t)ulv)y, we find that a?(t;u,v) = af(t;u,v)+ (Z(t)uv)y. These forms are associated
with completely contractive evolution families, hence the claim follows. O

6.4. Second-order elliptic operators with complex coefficients on open domains. Let Q2 C
R? be an open set and consider on the complex Hilbert space L?(Q) the non-autonomous form
ay : [0,T] x V x V defined by

(6.7)

d d
ay (t;u,v) := Z /Qakj(t;a:)DkuD—jv dx+2/ﬂ [bk(t; x) Duv + ¢y (t; x)uDkv}dx—F/an(t; x)uvdz
kj—1 k=1
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for all u,v € V where V is a closed subspace of H!(Q) that contains H}(£2). We assume that the
coefficients ay, ;, by, ¢, ap lie in L>°([0,7] x Q;C). Moreover, we assume that the principal part is
uniformly elliptic, i.e., there exist a constant v > 0 such that

d
(6.8) Re Z arj(t; 2)&x&; > v|€|? for ae. t € [0,T),ae. x € Q, and all £ € C".
k=1

Then ay defined in (6.7) belongs to ForMm([0,77]; V, L?(£2)) [Ouh05, Section 4.1]. In fact, we have

|av (£ u, v)| < MHUHVHUHV
for all u,v € V and a.e. t € [0,T],
Re ay (t;u,u) ‘|‘WHU||L2(Q ||uHV7

where M > 0 is a constant depending only on ||ak;jllso, |bklocs |k |00, @and [|ag||so, and we can choose
d _

w =21 5 (I Re(br + )| + [Tm(b — ci)l[3) + | (Re ag) ~[|oc-

Here (Reag)” = max{0,—Reag}. We can then associate an operator Ay (t) € L(V, V') with the
form ay which is formally given by

d d d
(6.9) .Av(t) = — Z Djaijku + Z bpDyu — Z Dk(cku) + cou.
kj=1 k=1 k=1

Let Ay (t) be the operator associated with a(t;-,-) on L?(£2). Thus Ay (t) is the realization of Ay (t)
in L?(2) with various boundary condition which are determined by the form domain V. For example
Ay (t) is the realization of Ay (t) with
(a) Dirichlet boundary condition if V = H}(€).
(b) Neumann boundary condition if V = H(Q).
(c) Mixed boundary condition if

HY(Q
V={uyq: ueCPRI\T)} @

where I' is a closed subset of the boundary of (2.

In particular, ay is associated with an evolution family Uy that governs the non-autonomous problem
driven by the operator family (Av (t));e[o,77- Each of these evolution families is positive, it dominates
the evolution family Uy and is dominated by Upy:1. Following [Ouh04] we introduce the following
notations:

M&

fe(t ) == ) Dj(Imay;(t, x)),
j=1
1 d
4—VZ {fk t,x) + Im(c(t, x) — be(t, x))]
k=1
d
Ry (t;u,v ::/ Z e(a;) DkuD vdr + Z / Re (br) Dxuvdx +Re(ck)uDkv / Re(ag)uvdz.

k,j=1

Lemma 6.7. Let ay be given by [6.0) and denote by Uy the associated evolution family on L?(S).
Assume that ([v| A1)sgnv € V for all v € V. Moreover, we assume that ay;(-,-) are real-valued
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functions for all k,7 = 1,2,...d. Then the evolution family Uy is LP-quasi-contractive for all
p € (1,00[ and we have
(6.10) 12Uy (t.9)f oy < €% flliniy  for all (t,5) € A,
where
(6.11)
_ d d .

__ JI®Reao) T lloo + 5 (5 + 3) ko e — ckllZ + 2 3k [ Recrl% if p € 2,00],

P I(Reao) ~floo + 2 (5 + 552) iy bs — k|2 + 552 ey I RebilZ if p €]1,2].
Proof. The assertion follows from Theorem B.I0l and [Ouh04, Thm. 4.3]. O

We can also discuss the case where ay, ; are complex-valued functions.

Lemma 6.8. Let ay be given by (6.7) such that (Jv|A1)sgnv € V for allv € V' and denote by Uy the
associated evolution family on L?(Q). Assume that fi, € L>([0,T] x ), Im (ag j(t, ) + ajx(t,)) =0
forallk,5=1,2,...,d and a.e. t € [0,T]. If either of the conditions

(i) V = Hy(Q);

(is) V # HY(Q),(Reu)t € V for allu € V and there exists two constants c1,co > 0 such that

/ m(t; z)|u>dz > cl/ lul?dz + ca ReRy (t;u,u) uw eV andt € [0,T];
Q Q

are satisfied, then Uy is LP-quasi-contractive and (6.10) holds (up to replacing Re ap(t,-) by Reao(t,-)—
m in the expression of Wp).

Proof. The assertion follows again from [Ouh04, Thm. 4.4] and Theorem O

Remark 6.9. If ay fulfills the assumptions of Lemmal[6.7] or those of Lemmal6.8, then we see that
the evolution family Uy is linearly quasi-contractive where ([AG) is satisfied with

d
_ 1
(6.12) a1 = [(Reag —m) ||oo+;Z||bk—Ck||§o
k=1
and
1 d
(613) 0 = -3 [ Reerl
k=1

— —
Likewise, the evolution family Uy, associated with af, is linearly quasi-contractive and (A0 is sat-
isfied with o] = a1 and

d
1
14 = § bie||%.
(6 ) Qo VkZIHRe k”oo

In view of Remark (6.9)), the following corollary follows directly from Lemma[6.7 and Lemma [6.8]

Corollary 6.10. Let a be given by [6.1) and denote by Uy, the associated evolution family on L?(2).
Suppose that V' satisfies a Gagliardo Nirenberg inequality and that the assumptions of Lemma [6.7]
(respectively that of Lemma [6.8) holds. Then Uy is ultracontractive and satisfies [{.7 with p = v

and aq = af, ag, ol are defined by ([6.12)-(6.14).
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Now we are going to prove that the evolution family Uy governed by the time dependent elliptic

operator (6.9) satisfies Gaussian bounds. We known from Theorem that Uy satisfies Gaussian
bounds if and only if there exist a constants ¢ > 0,n > 0 and w € R such that

||MpUV(t, S)Mp_l||£(L1(Rd)7L°°(Rd)) é C(t _ s)—%ew(l+p2)(t—s)

for all p € R,yp € Wand 0 < s <t < T. Let a given by (G7). Then the non-autonomous form
a?(t,u,v) = a(t; Myu, Mp_lv) is given by

(6.15)
d d
ap(t;u,v) == Z /akj(t;:E)DkuDjv dx+2/ [bk,p(t;:E)Dkuﬁ+ck7p(t;:E)uDkv]dx+/ ao,p(t; x)uvde
k=17 k=179 Q
where

d
bhp="b—p Y ar;Dji)

=1

d
Chp=ck+p Y axDit,
i=1

d d d
a0, =ao—p* Y axDiy Dy + p Y bpDyth — p Y cx Dy,

ik=1 k=1 k=1

In the following we define for each p € R,y € W the constants «; ,, o] b= 1,2, via formulas

which are analogous to ([6.12), (€13) and (6.14) where Reag is replaced by Reag — m if a ; are
complex-valued functions. Further, we set

(6.16) Co = maX{Hak,jHOOv 10k [|oos lleklloos [lcolloos By = 1,2, ..., d}
and
(6.17) w = 4cod® + deodiv L.

Lemma 6.11. (a) For all p e R,yp € W

(6.18) Rea” (t;u,u) + w(1 + p?)||ul* > gHuH%/ for a.e. t €[0,T], and allu €V

b) Assume that fi € L°([0,T] x Q), Im |ag ;(t,:) + a;r(t,")| = 0 for all k,j = 1,2,...,d and
7] ]7
t €10, T]. Then for all p € R,p € W we have
(6.19) a1, =0of, < 201 + p*(1+ 2d%co + 4d° Gy ") + cod?
(6.20) Qg < 209 + 243 p* iyt
6.21 b <208+ 243 p? v
( 2,p 2 P Co
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Proof. (a) We first show (GI8]). Let k =1,...,dandu eV
‘ Re [bk p(ts ) Dt + cg (2 x)uDku] ‘
‘bk t; x) Dyut + cx(t; x) uDku‘ + ]p]‘ Zak? (t;2)Djyp Dyut — Zal’f (t; ) DivpuDyu
7j=1
< 2¢q| Dyulu| 4+ 2d|p|co| Dyul|u| = 2¢(1 + d|p|)| Drul|ul
1
< 2¢0(1 + d|p|)e| Dul?® + 2—€]u\2co(1 +d|p|) (e >0).

Choosing € = m in the above inequality yields

| Re b (t ) Dyt + e (8 w)uDyu| | < ZDguf? + 263(1 + d]ol) v uf?

v
< §|Dku|2 +4c2d?(1 + pH)vHul?.

If follows
d v d
(6.22) ‘ Re " [bk ot 2) Dy + ey, (£ ) uDk’U] < 2D 1Dl + 4cdd* (1 + v ful
k=1 k=1
Likewise,
(6.23) ‘ Reag ,(t; x)uﬂ‘ < degd? (1 + p?)|ul?
Combining (6.8]), (622)) and (6.23)) yields (6.18]).
(b) Using again that |D;y| < 1,i=1,2,...,d we obtain
d
620) [ Reanld <20 RearlZ + 2953 laloo)? < 20 Rear 2 +2a2%,
i=1
and
(6.25) I Re by I3 < 2/| Re by |3, + 2d°pcf,

This proves ([6.20) and (621)). Next, using again that |D;¢| < 1,7 =1,2,...,d we obtain
1 1 d d
=3 b — el = = D7 I —ak =Y ae Dy = p Y au D]
e k j=1 i=1

1
. Z [201bx, — axll%, + 4d%0%

IN

(6.26)

| A

—Zku — ag|A, + 4d3p ct

33
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Since Im(ay ; +ajr) =0 for all k,j =1,2,...,d we have
d

1
mpy = kz_:l [fk + Im(c,p — bk,p)]
d
= 4%2 [karIm ¢k — bi) + pIm Zak] JT/)+ZamDﬂ/) ]
k=1 j=1 =1
=m.

Thus,

d d d
I(Reag, —mp)~ lloo < [[Reag —m)~ [loo + 10 Y ainDipDrp +p Y bk Dty — p > ex Dyt oo
i k=1 k=1 k=1

= |[(Reag — m) ™ ||loo + p?d*co + p* + cod®.
This equality together with (6.26]) prove (6.19)). O

Combining Theorem with Lemma, [6.17] and Corollary [6.10] we can finally prove that Gaussian

bounds are satisfied by those evolution families associated with families of uniform elliptic operators
of the form (6.9).

Theorem 6.12. Let V be W —invariant and satisfy [@.4)). If the assumptions of Lemmal[6.7 or those
of Lemmal6.8 are satisfied, then Uy satisfies Gaussian bounds. More precisely we have

(6.27) Ot = [ Tvlt.sam)f)dy
where
(6:25) vt < et (¢ — 5)exp (- 202240

for a.e. x € R?, all (t,s) € A, and all f € L*(R?), where ¢,wq,n and By are positive constants that
depend only on Cg, N,d,v,co and on the constant 3 defined in (5.3)).
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