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NONLOCAL OPERATORS RELATED TO NONSYMMETRIC FORMS I:
HÖLDER ESTIMATES

MORITZ KASSMANN AND MARVIN WEIDNER

Abstract. The aim of this article is to develop the regularity theory for parabolic equations
driven by nonlocal operators associated with nonsymmetric forms. Hölder regularity and
weak Harnack inequalities are proved using extensions of recently established nonlocal energy
methods. We are able to connect the theory of nonsymmetric nonlocal operators with the
important results of Aronson-Serrin in the local linear case. This connection is exemplified
by nonlocal-to-local convergence results identifying the limiting class of operators as second
order differential operators with drift terms.

1. Introduction

The aim of this article is to prove regularity properties for nonlocal operators related to nonsym-
metric bilinear forms. Such operators are determined by jumping kernels K : Rd×R

d → [0,∞]
which might be nonsymmetric. The corresponding operators are of the form

−Lu(x) = 2p. v.

∫

Rd

(u(x)− u(y))K(x, y)dy. (1.1)

The operator L is associated with the nonsymmetric bilinear form

E(u, v) = 2

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

(u(x)− u(y))v(x)K(x, y)dydx

=

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

(
u(x)− u(y)

)(
v(x)− v(y)

)
Ks(x, y)dydx

+

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

(
u(x)− u(y)

)(
v(x) + v(y)

)
Ka(x, y)dydx ,

(1.2)

where Ks and Ka are the symmetric respectively the antisymmetric part of K. In the last 15
years, a lot of research has been devoted to the symmetric case, i.e., when Ka = 0. As we
explain in this work, treating the antisymmetric part requires a refinement of the proofs of the
Caccioppoli estimates that have been developed for the symmetric case.

In the symmetric case, energy form approaches have been developed in order to establish reg-
ularity properties such as Hölder regularity, local boundedness or the validity of weak and full
Harnack inequalities for weak solutions to nonlocal elliptic and parabolic equations. Let us
comment on this approach and refer to Subsection 1.5 for research in related settings. On the
one hand, a Moser iteration scheme for elliptic equations driven by operators related to the
fractional Laplacian was developed in [Kas09]. This method has been refined in [DK20] and ex-
tended to singular anisotropic jumping measures in [CK20], [CK21b]. A parabolic version was
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provided in [FK13] and further modified in [KS14], [CKW19]. On the other hand, [DCKP14]
and [DCKP16] adopted the De Giorgi method in order to prove regularity estimates and Har-
nack inequalities for nonlinear operators related to the fractional p-Laplacian. Their ideas were
extended in [Coz17] and [CKW21], [CK21a], [Ok21], [BOS21] to problems with more general
nonlinearities and growth conditions. Parabolic problems were considered, e.g., in [CCV11],
[Str19], [Kim20], [DZZ21]. In contrast to the aforementioned methods, the symmetric case has
been successfully studied with the help of the corresponding Markov jump process, too. See
[BL02] and [CK03] for first results and [CKW20] for further references to this approach.

In this work, we extend some of the aforementioned approaches to the nonsymmetric case. The
results can be seen as analogs of the results by Stampacchia [Sta65], and Aronson-Serrin [AS67]
in the linear case. The space-time integrability of lower order terms considered in this article
is in align with the theory for local equations. One class of examples of nonsymmetric jumping
kernels K that we consider is given by

K(x, y) = g(x, y)|x − y|−d−α, (1.3)

where g : Rd × R
d → [0,∞) is a suitable nonsymmetric function and α ∈ (0, 2). We discuss

more general examples in Section 8.

1.1. Main results. Let Ω ⊂ R
d be an open set. This article focuses on nonlocal Moser

iteration which yields a weak Harnack inequality for nonnegative weak supersolutions and an
interior Hölder regularity estimate for weak solutions u to

∂tu− Lu = f in IR(t0)×B2R ⊂ R
d+1, (PDE)

where B2R ⊂ Ω is some ball, IR(t0) = (t0 − Rα, t0 + Rα) ⊂ R, t0 ∈ R, 0 < R ≤ 1, f ∈
L∞(IR(t0)×B2R) and L is defined as in (1.1).

Now, we state our first main result. Our assumptions will be introduced and explained in the
sequel.

Theorem 1.1. Assume that (K1loc), (K2), (Cutoff), (Poinc) and (Sob) hold true for some
α ∈ (0, 2), θ ∈ [ dα ,∞].

(i) (weak Harnack inequality): Then there is c > 0 such that for every 0 < R ≤ 1, and
every nonnegative, weak supersolution u to (PDE) in IR(t0)×B2R:

inf
(t0+Rα−(R

2
)α,t0+Rα)×BR

2

u ≥ c


−
∫

(t0−Rα,t0−Rα+(R
2
)α)×BR

2

u(t, x)dxdt−Rα‖f‖L∞


 . (1.4)

(ii) (Hölder regularity estimate): Assume (∞-Tail). Then there are c > 0 and γ ∈ (0, 1)
such that for every 0 < R ≤ 1 and every weak solution u to (PDE) in IR(t0) × B2R

with f ≡ 0:

|u(t, x)− u(s, y)| ≤ c‖u‖L∞(IR(t0)×Rd)

(
|x− y|+ |t− s|1/α

R

)γ

(1.5)

for almost every (t, x), (s, y) ∈ IR/2(t0)×BR.

Analogous results are established for weak (super)-solutions u to

∂tu− L̂u = f in IR(t0)×B2R ⊂ R
d+1, (P̂DE)

where L̂ is the dual operator associated with L. We refer to Section 2 for the precise definition

of L̂ and the weak solution concept.
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Theorem 1.2. Assume that (K1glob), (K2), (Cutoff), (Poinc) and (Sob) hold true for some

α ∈ (0, 2), θ ∈ ( dα ,∞].

(i) Then there is c > 0 such that for every 0 < R ≤ 1, and every nonnegative, weak

supersolution u to (P̂DE) in IR(t0)×B2R, the weak Harnack inequality (1.4) holds.

(ii) Assume (∞̂-Tail). Then there are c > 0 and γ ∈ (0, 1) such that for every 0 < R ≤ 1

and every weak solution u to (P̂DE) in IR(t0) × B2R, the Hölder regularity estimate
(1.5) holds.

Remark. (i) The constants in Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2 only depend on d, α, θ, as well as

the constants from (K1loc), (K1glob), (K2), (Cutoff), (Poinc), (Sob), (∞-Tail), (∞̂-Tail).

(ii) The exclusion of the case θ = d
α in Theorem 1.2 is in align with the theory of second-

order partial differential operators, see Equation (7.2) in [Sta65].
(iii) Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 are robust in the sense that the constants do not explode

as α ր 2, if the constants in (K1loc), (K2), (Poinc), (Sob), (Cutoff) and (∞-Tail) are
independent of α.

Remark. (i) Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2 remain valid for (super)-solutions u to (PDE),

resp. (P̂DE), where f ∈ L∞(IR(t0);L
Θ(B2R)) for some Θ ∈ ( dα ,∞), with only marginal

manipulations in the proofs. We exclude more general source terms in this work.
(ii) It is possible to extend the aforementioned results to equations on IR(t0) × B2R with

R ≤ R for any R > 0 by assuming (K1loc), (K2), (Cutoff), (Poinc), (Sob) for balls with
larger radii. However, the constants in (1.4), (1.5) would depend on R and blow up as
R ր ∞ due to the lack of symmetry.

(iii) Theorem 1.1 remains valid if (K1loc) is replaced by the assumption that there is C > 0
such that for every 0 < r ≤ 1 and B2r ⊂ Ω, v ∈ L2(B2r):
∥∥∥∥
|Ka(·, y)|2
J(·, y) dy

∥∥∥∥
Kd,α(B2r)

≤ C, [v]2
Hα/2(B2r)

+ EJ
B2r

(v, v) ≤ CEKs
B2r

(v, v). (1.6)

Here, Kd,α(B2r) denotes the nonlocal Kato-class associated with (−∆)α/2, see Section 2.

As explained above, it is helpful to take into consideration the regularity results for partial
differential equations of second order in order to understand the scope of Theorem 1.1 and
Theorem 1.2. A concrete relation to this theory is given by Theorem 7.1, where we study the
limit behavior of the corresponding bilinear forms, as α ր 2.

1.2. Discussion of assumptions. Let us analyze the effect of a nonsymmetric jumping ker-
nel in more detail in order to motivate our main assumptions and to explain our approach.
Throughout this section, it is instructive to think of K being defined as in (1.3). Explicit
examples of admissible jumping kernels are provided and discussed in Section 8.
We decompose K = Ks+Ka into its symmetric part Ks and its antisymmetric part Ka, where

Ks(x, y) =
K(x, y) +K(y, x)

2
, Ka(x, y) =

K(x, y)−K(y, x)

2
, x, y ∈ R

d.

Note that by construction Ks(x, y) = Ks(y, x) and Ka(x, y) = −Ka(y, x). Since K(x, y) ≥ 0 it
holds that Ka is dominated by Ks in the following sense:

|Ka(x, y)| ≤ Ks(x, y). (1.7)
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By making use of the decomposition of K and the symmetry (resp. antisymmetry) of Ks and
Ka, we can rewrite E as follows:

E(u, v) = 2

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

(u(x)− u(y))v(x)Ks(x, y)dydx+ 2

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

(u(x) − u(y))v(x)Ka(x, y)dydx

=: EKs(u, v) + EKa(u, v),

where

EKs(u, v) =

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) − v(y))Ks(x, y)dydx,

EKa(u, v) =

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) + v(y))Ka(x, y)dydx.

The novelty caused by the absence of symmetry therefore lies in the existence of the second
summand EKa which is of different shape compared to EKs . Such decomposition of the jumping
kernel is standard in the literature concerned with nonsymmetric energy forms (see [FU12],
[SW15], [FKV15]). However, note that for any possibly nonsymmetric kernel K it holds:

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) − v(y))K(x, y)dydx = EKs(u, v). (1.8)

There is a vast amount of research concerning symmetric energy forms of type EKs and corre-
sponding function spaces. Throughout this article we will assume that Ks satisfies the Lévy-
integrability condition

(
x 7→

∫

Rd

(
|x− y|2 ∧ 1

)
Ks(x, y)dy

)
∈ L1

loc(R
d). (1.9)

In order to control the nonsymmetric part EKa , we need to impose suitable conditions on the
jumping kernel K. To motivate our main assumption, we recall the following result:

Proposition 1.3 ([SW15] Theorem 1.1). Assume that Ks satisfies (1.9) and that

sup
x∈Rd

∫

Rd

|Ka(x, y)|2
Ks(x, y)

dy < ∞. (1.10)

Then E(u, v) is well-defined for u, v ∈ C lip
c (Rd) and there exists a domain F ⊂ L2(Rd) such

that the pair (E ,F) is a regular lower bounded semi-Dirichlet form on L2(Rd).

Note that although it is desirable from a conceptual point of view, we do not necessarily
require the energy form E to be a regular lower bounded semi-Dirichlet form in order to give a
reasonable definition of a weak solution or to prove regularity estimates. However, it is crucial
for our purposes that E(u, v) is well-defined, provided that EKs(u, v) < ∞, see Lemma 2.2.

We introduce the following notation, given a set M ⊂ R
d ×R

d, and a jumping kernel K:

EK
M (u, v) :=

∫∫

M
(u(x)− u(y))v(x)K(x, y)dxdy.

Analogously, we define EKs
M , EKa

M . If M := Br ×Br for a ball Br ⊂ R
d, we write EK

Br
= EK

Br×Br
.



NONLOCAL OPERATORS RELATED TO NONSYMMETRIC FORMS I: HÖLDER ESTIMATES 5

Let α ∈ (0, 2). The following condition will be our main assumption on the nonsymmetric part
of the jumping kernel. It is a considerably more general assumption compared to (1.10).

Assumption (K1). Let J : Rd ×R
d → [0,∞] be a symmetric jumping kernel and θ ∈ [ dα ,∞].

• K satisfies (K1loc) if there is C > 0 such that for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω with r ≤ 1:
∥∥∥∥
∫

B2r

|Ka(·, y)|2
J(·, y) dy

∥∥∥∥
Lθ(B2r)

≤ C, EJ
B2r

(v, v) ≤ CEKs
B2r

(v, v), ∀v ∈ L2(B2r). (K1loc)

• K satisfies (K1glob) if J satisfies (Cutoff) and there is C > 0 such that for every ball
B2r ⊂ Ω with r ≤ 1:∥∥∥∥
∫

Rd

|Ka(·, y)|2
J(·, y) dy

∥∥∥∥
Lθ(Rd)

≤ C, EJ
B2r

(v, v) ≤ CEKs
B2r

(v, v), ∀v ∈ L2(B2r). (K1glob)

We will see later that in the simplest case, (K1loc) and (K1glob) hold true with J = Ks. However,
allowing for general symmetric kernels J gives rise to a significantly larger class of operators,
as we will discuss in Section 8.

To get a feeling for (K1loc), it is important to observe that Ka must possess a singularity on the
diagonal that is of lower order compared to J . Indeed, if J(x, y) ≍ |x− y|−d−α, it must be that

Ka(x, y) ≍ |x−y|−d−β for some 0 < β < α/2 close to the diagonal in order for y 7→ K2
a(x,y)
J(x,y) to be

integrable close to x. Consequently, we regard EKa as a lower order term, dominated by EKs . In
this respect, allowing for nonsymmetric jumping kernels in the framework of regularity theory
- with a well-behaved symmetric part and an antisymmetric part satisfying an integrability
assumption as (K1loc) - can be considered as an extension of the existing nonlocal theory to
nonlocal diffusion operators that are perturbed by nonlocal lower order terms.

Example 1.4. Let K be as in (1.3), i.e. K(x, y) = g(x, y)|x − y|−d−α. We see that

2Ka(x, y) = (g(x, y) − g(y, x))|x − y|−d−α, 2Ks(x, y) = (g(x, y) + g(y, x))|x − y|−d−α.

Let us discuss assumption (K1loc) for the particular choice

g(x, y) = 1 + (V (x)− V (y)), where V : Rd → R, |V (x)− V (y)| ≤ 1, ∀x, y ∈ R
d.

In that case Ks(x, y) ≍ |x− y|−d−α and

Ka(x, y) = (V (x)− V (y))|x− y|−d−α ≍ |x− y|−d−β, if V ∈ C0,α−β(Rd) .

(K1loc) holds true with J = Ks if β ≤ α/2. In this respect, EKa becomes a lower order
term through the prescription of regularity for V . We observe that the linear operator L
corresponding to K is given by

−Lu(x) = (−∆)α/2u(x) + Γ(α)(u, V )(x), (1.11)

where Γ(α)(u, V ) denotes the nonlocal carré du champ defined by

Γ(α)(u, V )(x) =

∫

Rd

(u(x)− u(y))(V (x)− V (y))|x− y|−d−αdy.

By comparison with its local counterpart Γ(2)(u, V )(x) = (∇u(x),∇V (x)), one can consider
the operator (1.11) as a model example of a nonlocal diffusion operator with a nonlocal drift
term. Let us make a related observation that extends a well-known fact for local operators.
For a positive function ρ, the operator

(−∆)α/2u(x)− 1

ρ
Γ(α)(u, ρ)(x), (1.12)
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is a symmetric operator in L2(Rd; ρ(x)dx) for 0 < α ≤ 2.

As Example 1.4 indicates, the regularity results in this work can be seen as a nonlocal extension
of the De Giorgi-Nash-Moser-theory for second order divergence form operators with a drift:

Lu = ∂i(ai,j∂ju) + bi∂iu, resp. L̂u = ∂i(ai,j∂ju− biu), (1.13)

see, e.g., [Sta65], [AS67], [GT01]. In Section 7, we justify this viewpoint by providing an
approximation result for α ր 2 (see Theorem 7.1). We refer to Section 8, where Example 1.4
is extended and further assumptions on the coefficient g with respect to (K1loc) are discussed.

Remark. (i) Clearly, when (K1loc) is satisfied for some θ, it also holds true for every
θ′ ≤ θ.

(ii) The restriction to θ ≥ d/α in (K1loc) is natural in the light of the classical fractional
Sobolev embedding, see (Sob) and Lemma 2.2.

(iii) Weak Harnack inequalities and Hölder estimates were proved for weak (super)-solutions
to

∂tu− Lu = f, in IR(t0)×B2R

where, L is as in (1.13), respectively the corresponding elliptic equation, using De
Giorgi-Nash-Moser theory (see, e.g., [Sta65], [AS67], [GT01]) under the condition |b|2 ∈
Lθ(Ω) for some θ ∈ [d2 ,∞] and ai,j bounded, uniformly elliptic. For weak (super)-
solutions to

∂tu− L̂u = f, in IR(t0)×B2R,

corresponding estimates were proved for |b|2 ∈ Lθ(Ω) with θ ∈ (d2 ,∞].
In this sense, the range of θ in this work is in align with the theory of second-order
operators in divergence form.

In addition to (K1loc), respectively (K1glob), we impose the following assumption on K:

Assumption (K2). There exist C > 0, D < 1 and a symmetric jumping kernel j : Rd×R
d →

[0,∞] such that for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω with r ≤ 1 and every v ∈ L2(B2r) with EKs
B2r

(v, v) < ∞:

K(x, y) ≥ (1−D)j(x, y), ∀x, y ∈ B2r, EKs
B2r

(v, v) ≤ CEj
B2r

(v, v). (K2)

We consider (K2) to be an ellipticity assumption on K since it ensures that the symmetric
kernel Ks − |Ka| is locally coercive with respect to EKs . In fact, it turns out that if Ks(x, y) &
|x− y|−d−α, assumption (K1loc) is already sufficient for (K2) to hold true on balls B2r ⊂ 5−nΩ
for some n ∈ N, see Proposition 2.7 and the following discussion.

Remark. (i) Variants of assumptions (K1loc), (K1glob), (K2) have already appeared in the
literature, see [SW15], [FKV15], [DT20].

(ii) (K1loc), (K2) are localized properties since only x, y ∈ Ω are taken into account. This
turns out to be sufficient for proving interior regularity estimates for L.

The following three assumptions only affect the symmetric part Ks. They are standard in the
regularity theory of nonlocal operators related to energy forms, appear in different variations
(see [DK20], [FK13] and the comments below) and include for example Ks(x, y) ≍ |x− y|−d−α

but also more general kernels, see Section 8. Let α ∈ (0, 2), as before:
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Assumption (Cutoff). There is c > 0 such that for every 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1, z ∈ Ω such
that Br+ρ(z) ⊂ Ω there is a radially decreasing function τ = τz,r,ρ centered at z ∈ R

d with

supp(τ) ⊂ Br+ρ(z), 0 ≤ τ ≤ 1, τ ≡ 1 on Br(z) and |∇τ | ≤ 3ρ−1:

sup
x∈Br+ρ(z)

ΓKs(τ, τ)(x) ≤ cρ−α, (Cutoff)

where ΓKs(τ, τ)(x) :=
∫
Rd(τ(x)− τ(y))2Ks(x, y)dy is the carré du champ associated with EKs .

Assumption (Poinc). There is c > 0 such that for every ball Br ⊂ Ω with 0 < r ≤ 1 and
v ∈ L2(Br):

∫

Br

(v(x) − [v]Br)
2 dx ≤ crαEKs

Br
(v, v), (Poinc)

where [v]Br = −
∫
Br

v(x)dx.

Assumption (Sob). There is c > 0 such that for every ball Br+ρ ⊂ Ω with 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1
and v ∈ L2(Br+ρ):

‖v2‖
L

d.
d−α (Br)

≤ cEKs
Br+ρ

(v, v) + cρ−α‖v2‖L1(Br+ρ). (Sob)

We collect a few comments on the aforementioned assumptions.

Remark. (i) (Cutoff) guarantees the existence of suitable cutoff functions τ . A sufficient
condition for (Cutoff) to hold true is (see [CKW19]): There is c > 0 such that for every
0 < ζ ≤ ρ ≤ r ≤ 1, z ∈ R

d with Br+ρ(z) ⊂ Ω:

sup
x∈Br+ρ(z)

(∫

Rd\Bζ(x)
Ks(x, y)dy

)
≤ cζ−α. (1.14)

(ii) Instead of (Sob) it is equally sufficient for our purposes to assume a global Sobolev

inequality: There exists c > 0 such that for every v ∈ L
2d

d−α (Rd):

‖v2‖
L

d
d−α (Rd)

≤ cEKs(v, v). (1.15)

(iii) (1.15) and (Cutoff) together already imply the localized Sobolev inequality (Sob).
(iv) (Sob) and (Poinc) both follow if one assumes coercivity of EKs on small scales, i.e., that

there is c > 0 such that for every ball Br ⊂ R
d, 0 < r ≤ 1:

EKs
Br

(v, v) ≥ c[v]2
Hα/2(Br)

, ∀v ∈ L2(Br). (1.16)

A sufficient condition for (1.16) is given in [CS20].

The final assumption is a condition on the decay of the jumping kernel K at infinity.

Assumption (∞-Tail). There are c, σ > 0 such that for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω, 0 < r ≤ 1 and
every A > 1 with Ar ≥ 1:

sup
x∈B2r

(∫

Rd\BAr(x)
K(x, y)dy

)
≤ c(Ar)−σ, (∞-Tail)

sup
x∈B2r

(∫

Rd\BAr(x)
K(y, x)dy

)
≤ c(Ar)−σ. (∞̂-Tail)
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Remark. (i) (∞-Tail), (∞̂-Tail) hold with σ = α if (1.14) is satisfied for every ζ >
0. These assumptions appear only in the proofs of Lemma 5.1, Lemma 5.2 and are
reminiscent of condition (1− 16) in [DK20].

(ii) It is important to allow for σ < α in (∞-Tail) and (∞̂-Tail) since the operators under
consideration might have nonlocal drifts of lower order, see Proposition 8.8.

1.3. Time-dependent jumping kernels. Let I ⊂ R be an open interval. In this section, we
discuss how the main results Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 can be extended to nonsymmetric
nonlocal operators of type (1.1) with time-inhomogeneous jumping kernels k : I × R

d × R
d.

The proof of the main result in this context, see Theorem 1.5, is provided in Section 6.
Given k, we define the associated nonlocal operator and bilinear form via

−Ltu(t, x) = 2p. v.

∫

Rd

(u(t, x)− u(t, y))k(t;x, y)dy, (1.17)

Ek(t)
B (u, v) =

∫

B

∫

B
(u(x) − u(y))v(x)k(t;x, y)dydx, B ⊂ R

d. (1.18)

Moreover, we define L̂t and Êk(t) as the corresponding dual operator and bilinear form. As
before, we decompose k(t) = ks(t) + ka(t) into its symmetric and antisymmetric part.
A common assumption on the symmetric part ks is that there exist a symmetric jumping kernel
Ks : R

d ×R
d → [0,∞], and a measurable function a : I ×R

d ×R
d → [λ,Λ], given 0 < λ ≤ λ,

which satisfies a(t;x, y) = a(t; y, x) for every t ∈ I, x, y ∈ R
d, such that

ks(t;x, y) := a(t, x, y)Ks(x, y).

Note that the specific structure of ks is not restrictive, since it is equivalent to

λKs(x, y) ≤ ks(t;x, y) ≤ ΛKs(x, y), t ∈ I, x, y ∈ R
d, (ks ≍)

upon defining a(t;x, y) := ks(t;x, y)/Ks(x, y).

In fact, Hölder regularity estimates, as well as weak Harnack inequalities as in Theorem 1.1,
can be established for symmetric time-dependent jumping kernels ks satisfying (ks ≍) via the
same proof, up to some straightforward modifications, see [FK13].
By contrast, the case of time-dependent jumping kernels is of particular interest due to the lack
of symmetry. In fact, assuming boundedness in t of the constant from (K1loc) is not necessary
and would not be in align with the theory for local operators, see [AS67].
Given θ, µ ∈ (1,∞], we will work under the following assumption, which can be interpreted as
a time-inhomogeneous analog to (K1loc):

Assumption (K1t). Let J : Rd ×R
d → [0,∞] be a symmetric jumping kernel.

• Assume that there is C > 0 such that for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω and any interval Ir ⊂ I
with r ≤ 1:

∥∥∥∥
∫

B2r

|ka(·; ·, y)|2
J(·, y) dy

∥∥∥∥
Lµ,θ
t,x (Ir×B2r)

≤ C, EJ
B2r

(v, v) ≤ CEKs
B2r

(v, v), ∀v ∈ L2(B2r). (K1tloc)

• Assume that there is C > 0 such that for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω and any interval Ir ⊂ I
with r ≤ 1:

∥∥∥∥
∫

Rd

|ka(·; ·, y)|2
J(·, y) dy

∥∥∥∥
Lµ,θ
t,x (Ir×Rd)

≤ C, EJ
B2r

(v, v) ≤ CEKs
B2r

(v, v), ∀v ∈ L2(B2r). (K1tglob)
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Here, ‖v‖
Lµ,θ
t,x (I×B)

:= ‖v‖Lµ(I;Lθ(B)). Moreover, we introduce the following compatibility con-

dition for µ, θ, which is in align with (3) in [AS67] in the linear case, see also [LSU68]:

d

αθ
+

1

µ
≤ 1, θ ∈ (d/α,∞], (CP)

d

αθ
+

1

µ
< 1. (ĈP)

The following condition is an analog to (K2):

Assumption (K2t). There exist C > 0, D < 1 and a symmetric jumping kernel j such that
for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω and every interval Ir ⊂ I with r ≤ 1 and every v ∈ L2(B2r) with

EKs
B2r

(v, v) < ∞:

k(t;x, y) ≥ (1−D)j(x, y), ∀t ∈ Ir, x, y ∈ B2r, EKs
B2r

(v, v) ≤ CEj
B2r

(v, v). (K2t)

Finally, we introduce the following time-dependent analog to (∞-Tail) and (∞̂-Tail):

Assumption (∞-Tailt). There are c, σ > 0 such that for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω and any interval
Ir ⊂ I with 0 < r ≤ 1 and every A > 1 with Ar ≥ 1:

sup
(t,x)∈Ir×B2r

(∫

Rd\BAr(x)
k(t;x, y)dy

)
≤ c(Ar)−σ, (∞-Tailt)

sup
(t,x)∈Ir×B2r

(∫

Rd\BAr(x)
k(t; y, x)dy

)
≤ c(Ar)−σ. (∞̂-Tailt)

Now, we can formulate counterparts of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 for time-inhomogeneous

jumping kernels. Note that in the time-inhomogeneous context, (PDE) and (P̂DE) have to be

understood with L replaced by Lt, respectively L̂ replaced by L̂t.

Theorem 1.5. Assume that there is a symmetric jumping kernel Ks such that (ks ≍) holds
true and Ks satisfies (Cutoff), (Poinc) and (Sob) for some α ∈ (0, 2). Moreover, assume (K2t).

(i) Assume (K1tloc) holds for (µ, θ) satisfying (CP). Then, any nonnegative, weak superso-
lution u to (PDE) in IR(t0)×B2R satisfies the weak Harnack inequality (1.4).
Moreover, if k satisfies (∞-Tailt), then any weak solution u to (PDE) in IR(t0)×B2R

with f ≡ 0 satisfies the Hölder regularity estimate (1.5).

(ii) Assume (K1tglob) holds for (µ, θ) satisfying (ĈP). Then, any nonnegative, weak super-

solution u to (P̂DE) in IR(t0)×B2R satisfies the weak Harnack inequality (1.4).

Moreover, if k satisfies ( ̂∞-Tailt), then any weak solution u to (P̂DE) in IR(t0)×B2R

with f ≡ 0 satisfies the Hölder regularity estimate (1.5).

Remark. These results are in align with those of Aronson and Serrin in the linear case, see
[AS67] and Ladyzhenskaya-Solonnikov-Ural’tceva, see [LSU68]. Note that even in the local
case, it is still unknown, whether the Hölder estimate holds true in the limit case, when (CP)
holds true with equality, e.g, if θ = d

α and µ = ∞.
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1.4. Strategy of proof. The main challenge in this article are adequate Caccioppoli-type
estimates, which take into account the special structure of nonsymmetric energy forms. Let us
motivate the idea behind our approach by recalling how to establish the following Caccioppoli-
type estimate in the elliptic Hölder regularity program for second order operators with a drift
term: ∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)|∇ log u(x)|2dx ≤ c

∫

Br+ρ

(τ2(x) + |∇τ(x)|2)dx. (1.19)

Here τ ∈ C1
c (R

d) is a cutoff function between two balls Br and Br+ρ ⊂ B2r, and u ≥ 0 solves

D(u, φ) :=

∫

Rd

(a(x)∇u(x),∇φ(x))dx+

∫

Rd

(b(x),∇u(x))φ(x)dx ≤ 0, ∀φ ∈ H1
0 (B2r), (1.20)

with a uniformly positive definite and bounded diffusion matrix a and a bounded drift coefficient
b. In fact, (1.19) implies an energy estimate for log u wherefrom it can be deduced that u is of
bounded mean oscillation, allowing to connect negative and positive exponents via the John-
Nirenberg lemma (see [GT01]). Estimate (1.19) is proved by testing (1.20) with φ = −τ2u−1,
where u ≥ ε for some ε > 0. Then, by product rule and the assumptions on a:

c1

∫
τ2(x)|∇ log u(x)|2dx ≤ Da(u,−τ2u−1) + c2

∫
(∇ log u(x),∇τ(x))τ(x)dx,

where we set Da(u, φ) =
∫
(a∇u,∇φ). By Young’s inequality:

c3

∫
τ2(x)|∇ log u(x)|2dx ≤ Da(u,−τ2u−1) + c4

∫
|∇τ(x)|2dx. (1.21)

In the case b ≡ 0, i.e. without lower order term, (1.21) already implies (1.19) since u satisfies
(1.20). Otherwise, one can estimate the drift contribution Db(u, φ) =

∫
(b,∇u)φ as follows

−Db(u,−τ2u−1) ≤ c3
2

∫
τ2(x)|∇ log u(x)|2dx+ c5

∫
τ2(x)dx, (1.22)

and deduce (1.19) by combination of (1.21), (1.22) and absorption of c3
2

∫
τ2(x)|∇ log u(x)|2dx.

Due to the locality of the underlying equation, (1.22) is a simple consequence of the chain rule
and Young’s inequality, since b is bounded.
A key problem in the nonsymmetric nonlocal case is to find nonlocal counterparts of the chain
rule, which allow to absorb the nonsymmetric nonlocal contributions into the weighted sym-
metric energy of log u. A nonlocal analog to (1.22) is an estimate of the form (see (3.15)):
∫∫

B2
r+ρ

(u(y)− u(x))(u−1(x) ∧ u−1(y))(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ka(x, y)dydx

≤ 1

2

∫∫

B2
r+ρ

(log u(x)− log u(y))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx+ c

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)dx,

(1.23)

which can be proved with the help of (K1loc). This estimate matches the following well-known
inequality for symmetric forms (see (3.13), (3.14)), which is a nonlocal version of (1.21):

∫∫

B2
r+ρ

(log u(x)− log u(y))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

≤ EKs
Br+ρ

(u,−τ2u−1) + c

∫

Br+ρ

Γ(α)(τ, τ)(x)dx.

(1.24)

The integral on the left hand side is a nonlocal analog to
∫
τ2|∇ log u|2. When u satisfies

E(u, φ) ≤ 0, the estimates (1.23), (1.24) can be combined as in the local case. However, since
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the quantity on the left hand side of (1.23) is not equal to EKa
Br+ρ

(u,−τ2u−1), an additional step

is required in order to obtain∫∫

B2
r+ρ

(log u(x)− log u(y))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx ≤ c

∫

Br+ρ

(τ2(x) + Γ(α)(τ, τ)(x))dx,

which is a nonlocal counterpart of (1.19). The above arguments are presented in full detail in
the proof of Lemma 3.6.
Due to the lack of the chain rule, establishing Caccioppoli-type estimates for nonsymmetric
kernels requires a careful treatment of the terms involved. In particular, an optimization of
the existing methods for symmetric kernels (see [Kas09], [FK13], [DK20]) is needed in order to
make possible the absorption of all nonsymmetric terms.

Another difficulty comes from the consideration of the dual energy form Ê . In contrast to

(PDE), the family of supersolutions to (P̂DE) is not invariant under addition of constants.
This property is at the core of the proof of oscillation decay, which yields Theorem 1.2 (ii).

In order to enforce such invariance, we introduce the generalized dual equation (P̂DEd) and

prove a weak parabolic Harnack inequality for supersolutions to (P̂DEd), see Theorem 4.4. This

requires proving Caccioppoli-type estimates also for the dual form Ê . Note that Theorem 1.2

(i) can be proved without considering (P̂DEd).

1.5. Related literature. As we have explained above, regularity properties of solutions to
nonlocal equations governed by nonsymmetric bilinear forms have not yet been studied sys-
tematically. Hölder regularity estimates are proved in [IS20] for a large class of kinetic integro-
differential equations using an adaptation of De Giorgi’s method. These equations include
nonlocal operators of type (1.1), (1.3) with nonsymmetric kernels whose antisymmetric part
satisfies certain cancellation conditions:

sup
x∈Rd

∣∣∣∣∣p. v.
∫

Br(x)
Ka(x, y)dy

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ c, sup
x∈Rd

∣∣∣∣∣p. v.
∫

Br(x)
Ka(x, y)(y − x)dy

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ cr1−α ∀r ∈ (0, 1) .

On the one hand, this setup includes kernels with an integrable antisymmetric part, but it also
includes some kernels whose antisymmetric part might be of the same order as the symmetric
part if α ∈ (0, 1). On the other hand, [IS20] does not cover a large and natural class of nonlocal
drifts that are covered by our methods. In particular, the cancellation condition implies that
the dual operator is also of the form (1.1) plus a bounded killing term. Such a representation
formula for the dual operator is rather restrictive and is not necessarily true in our setup.

In the beginning of the introduction, we have already commented on energy form approaches
to Hölder regularity, local boundedness and Harnack inequalities in the symmetric case de-
veloped in [Kas09, CCV11, FK13, DCKP14, KS14, DCKP16, Coz17, CKW19, Str19, Kim20,
DK20, CK20, DZZ21]. We refer to these articles for a detailed account of results and technical
challenges in this case.

It is important to mention that there have been a lot of related research activities for nonlocal
operators L that are not related to bilinear forms. Let us make a digression to explain some
results for these nonlocal non-divergence form operators. This naming relates to the fact that
Lu can be evaluated pointwise for smooth functions u as in the case

Lu(x) =
∫

Rd

[u(x+ h)− u(x)− 1B1(h) (∇u(x), h)]K(x, x+ h)dh , (1.25)

where symmetry in the form of K(x, y) = K(y, x) is not assumed. [Sil06] provides a surprisingly
elementary proof of Hölder regularity for elliptic equations. Fully nonlinear elliptic equations
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are treated in [CS09] under the additional symmetry assumption K(x, x+h) = K(x, x−h) for
all x, h ∈ R

d. Main results include Hölder regularity estimates and a Harnack inequality. The
results are robust in the same way as the results of this work, see the remark after Theorem 1.2.
Results of [CS09] have been extended for nonsymmetric kernels in [LD12], [KL13]. Analogous
results for parabolic equations were established in [Sil11], [LD14], [SS16a]. Note that operators
L of the form (1.25) come along with first order local drift terms. If we set

J(x, h) = K(x, x+ h), Je(x, h) =
1
2(J(x, h) + J(x,−h)), Jo(x, h) =

1
2(J(x, h) − J(x,−h)) ,

then

Lu(x) =
∫

Rd

(u(x+ h) + u(x− h)− 2u(x))Je(x, h)dh

+

∫

Rd

(u(x+ h)− u(x− h))Jo(x, h)dh+

(∫

B1

Jo(x, h)dh

)
· ∇u(x).

Formally, there is no obstacle to study equations involving L for Je(x, h) ≍ |h|−d−α with α ≤ 1
and Jo 6= 0, although the order of the first summand does not necessarily dominate the order
of the drift term, see [SS16b] for a related counterexample. [Sil11], [LD16], [SS16a] establish
Hölder regularity of solutions to certain parabolic equations under certain conditions even when
α ≤ 1 and a drift term of type (b(x),∇u(x)) is present.

Finally, let us mention results of different nature that are related to nonsymmetric operators
in the sense of this article. Nonsymmetric quadratic forms of jump-type were investigated in
[FU12]. Assumptions on K are given such that E is a regular lower bounded semi-Dirichlet
form and existence of an associated Hunt process follows. These results were extended in
[SW15]. In [Uem14], a class of degenerate nonsymmetric diffusion processes with jumps was
investigated. Concerning the actual objects of study, the closest to our article is [FKV15],
where existence and uniqueness of solutions to the elliptic and parabolic Dirichlet problem
for linear nonlocal operators with nonsymmetric jumping kernels, as well as an elliptic weak
maximum principle were proved. In [Dáv20], the author established parabolic comparison
principles for nonlinear nonlocal equations with a nonlocal drift. A nonlocal analog to Donsker
and Varadhan’s inverse problem for elliptic nonlocal operators with nonlocal drift reminiscent
of (1.11) was derived in [DT20]. Let us also mention the recent article [DROSV20] where
interior and boundary regularity properties are studied for translation invariant operators, i.e.,
generators of nonsymmetric Lévy processes.

1.6. Outline. This article is structured as follows: In Section 2 the weak solution concept is
introduced and some auxiliary results are provided.
Section 3 is devoted to the proof of several Caccioppoli-type estimates suitable to the nonsym-
metric structure of the nonlocal forms under consideration. A reader who is only interested in
the proof of Theorem 1.1 might only consult Lemma 3.5 and Lemma 3.6.
The proofs of weak parabolic Harnack inequalities, see Theorem 1.1(i) and Theorem 1.2(i), are
given in Section 4. In Section 5, we prove Hölder regularity estimates, see Theorem 1.1(ii),
Theorem 1.2(ii). In Section 7 we investigate convergence of nonsymmetric nonlocal forms to
local forms with a drift term in the sense of Mosco-Hino. Several examples are presented in
Section 8.

2. Preliminaries

In this section we explain the notion of a weak (super/sub)-solution to (PDE), resp. (P̂DE)
and establish several auxiliary results which will be of use in the following chapters.
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Let us fix α ∈ (0, 2) and θ ∈ [ dα ,∞] for the remainder of this article. In the following all
constants are assumed to depend only on d, α, θ and the constants in (K1loc), (K1glob), (K2),
(Cutoff), (Poinc), (Sob) and (∞-Tail) if not explicitly mentioned.

Given a kernel K and the associated operator L, see (1.1), and its bilinear form E , see (1.2),

we define the dual bilinear form Ê via Ê(u, v) = E(v, u). The form Ê is associated with L̂, the
dual operator of L defined via

E(u, v) = (Lu, v) = (L̂v, u) = Ê(v, u). (2.1)

2.1. Weak solution concept. For the study of solutions to (PDE) and (P̂DE) to be based
on a solid mathematical framework we introduce the following function spaces for Ω ⊂ R

d:

V (Ω|Rd) =
{
v : Rd → R : v |Ω∈ L2(Ω) : (v(x) − v(y))K1/2

s (x, y) ∈ L2(Ω×R
d)
}
,

HΩ(R
d) =

{
v ∈ V (Rd|Rd) : v = 0 on R

d \ Ω
}

equipped with the norms

‖v‖2V (Ω|Rd) = ‖v‖2L2(Ω) +

∫

Ω

∫

Rd

(v(x) − v(y))2Ks(x, y)dydx,

‖v‖2HΩ(Rd) = ‖v‖2L2(Rd) + EKs(v, v).

We emphasize that both spaces are completely determined by the symmetric part of the jumping

kernel Ks. When EKs ≍ [·]2
Hα/2 , the notations V (Ω|Rd) = V α(Ω|Rd) and HΩ(R

d) = H
α/2
Ω (Rd)

are standard.

The following definition provides the solution concept of this article. In order to prove Hölder

estimates for solutions to (P̂DE), we need to consider the more general equation (P̂DEd).

Definition 2.1. Let Ω ⊂ R
d be a bounded domain, I ⊂ R a finite interval and f ∈ L∞(I×Ω).

(i) We say that u ∈ L2
loc(I;V (Ω|Rd)) is a supersolution to (PDE) in I × Ω if the weak

L2(Ω)-derivative ∂tu exists, ∂tu ∈ L1
loc(I;L

2(Ω)) and

(∂tu(t), φ) + E(u(t), φ) ≤ (f(t), φ), ∀t ∈ I, ∀φ ∈ HΩ(R
d) with φ ≤ 0. (2.2)

u is called a subsolution if (2.2) holds true for every φ ≥ 0. u is called a solution, if it
is a supersolution and a subsolution.

(ii) We say that u ∈ L2
loc(I;V (Ω|Rd)∩L2θ′(Rd)) is a supersolution to (P̂DEd) in I ×Ω for

some d ∈ L∞(I ×R
d) if ∂tu ∈ L1

loc(I;L
2(Ω)) and

(∂tu(t), φ) + Ê(u(t), φ) + ÊKa(d(t), φ) ≤ (f(t), φ) (P̂DEd)

for every t ∈ I and every φ ∈ HΩ(R
d) with φ ≤ 0. We call u a supersolution to (P̂DE)

if u is a supersolution to (P̂DEd) with d ≡ 0.

Let us point out that the solution concept also makes sense under much weaker assumptions
on u without any change in the proofs being needed (see [FK13]). In particular, one can drop
the condition that the weak time derivative ∂tu exists. However, we restrict ourselves to this
stronger notion of a supersolution in order for the presentation to be less technical.
We only consider solutions on special time-space cylinders IR(t0) × B2R, where B2R ⊂ Ω is a
ball, IR(t0) = (t0−Rα, t0+Rα), 0 < R ≤ 1, t0 ∈ R, and Ω ⊂ R

d is a fixed open set. Moreover:

I⊖R (t0) := (t0 −Rα, t0), I⊕R (t0) := (t0, t0 +Rα).
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The following lemma ensures that the expressions in (2.2) are well-defined. For symmetric forms
such result is immediate from the definition of the function spaces and Hölder’s inequality.

Lemma 2.2. Let 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1, B2r ⊂ Ω.

(i) Assume that one of the following is true:
– (K1loc) holds true with θ = ∞,
– (K1loc) holds with θ ∈ [ dα ,∞) and (Sob) holds true.

Then E(u, φ) is well-defined for u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd), φ ∈ HBr+ρ(R
d).

(ii) Assume that (K1glob) holds true with θ ∈ [ dα ,∞].

Then Ê(u, φ) is well-defined for u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd) ∩ L2θ′(Rd) and φ ∈ HBr+
ρ
2
(Rd).

(iii) Assume that (K1glob) holds true with θ ∈ [ dα ,∞] and that (Cutoff) is satisfied.

Then ÊKa(d, φ) is well-defined for d ∈ L∞(Rd) and φ ∈ HB
r+

ρ
2
(Rd).

Proof. It is well-known that EKs(u, φ) < ∞ for u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd), φ ∈ HBr+ρ(R
d). For the

antisymmetric part, it holds by Hölder’s and Young’s inequality:

EKa
Br+ρ

(u, φ) =

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(u(x)− u(y))φ(x)Ka(x, y)dydx

≤ 1

2
EJ
Br+ρ

(u, u) +
1

2

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

φ2(x)
|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx.

The first summand is finite by definition of V (Br+ρ|Rd) and (K1loc). In case θ = ∞, the second

summand is finite by (K1loc) and if θ ∈ [ dα ,∞), by Hölder’s inequality:

∫

Br+ρ

φ2(x)

(∫

Br+ρ

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dy

)
dx ≤ ‖φ2‖Lθ′ (Br+ρ)

∥∥∥∥∥

∫

Br+ρ

|Ka(·, y)|2
J(·, y) dy

∥∥∥∥∥
Lθ(Br+ρ)

≤ C|Br+ρ|p‖φ2‖
L

d
d−α (Br+ρ)

,

where 1
p =

(
d

(d−α)θ′

)′
. Thus, we conclude from (Sob) that also in this case the second term is

finite. Moreover, we estimate using (1.7)

EKa

(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c
(u, φ) =

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Bc
r+ρ

(u(x) − u(y))φ(x)Ka(x, y)dydx

≤ 1

2

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Bc
r+ρ

(u(x)− u(y))2Ks(x, y)dydx+
1

2

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Bc
r+ρ

φ2(x)Ks(x, y)dydx

≤ 1

2

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Bc
r+ρ

(u(x)− u(y))2Ks(x, y)dydx+
1

2

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Bc
r+ρ

(φ(x) − φ(y))2Ks(x, y)dydx.

Again, the first summand is finite by definition of V (Br+ρ|Rd). The second summand is finite

since φ ∈ HBr+ρ(R
d), proving (i). In order to prove (ii), we compute

ÊKa(u, φ) =

∫

Rd

∫

Rd

(φ(x)− φ(y))u(x)Ka(x, y)dydx

≤ 1

2
EJ (φ, φ) +

1

2

∫

Rd

u2(x)

(∫

Rd

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dy

)
dx.
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The second summand is finite as a direct consequence of Hölder’s inequality and the assumption
u ∈ L2θ′(Rd). To prove finiteness of the first summand, we estimate using (K1glob)

EJ(φ, φ) = EJ
Br+ρ

(φ, φ) + EJ
(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c

(φ, φ)

≤ EKs
Br+ρ

(φ, φ) +

∫

Br+
ρ
2

φ2(x)



∫

Rd\B ρ
2
(x)

J(x, y)dy


 dx < ∞

where we applied (Cutoff) with τ = τx, ρ
4
, ρ
4

in the last step and used that φ ∈ HBr+
ρ
2
(Rd).

Finally, we prove (iii). We decompose the domain of integration into three parts: R
d ×R

d =
(Br+ρ ×Br+ρ) ∪ (Br+ρ ×Bc

r+ρ) ∪ (Bc
r+ρ ×Br+ρ) and compute:

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

|φ(x) − φ(y)||Ka(x, y)|dydx ≤ EJ
Br+ρ

(φ, φ) +

∫

Br+ρ

(∫

Br+ρ

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dy

)
dx.

The right hand side is finite by φ ∈ HBr+
ρ
2
(Rd) and (K1glob). Next, we estimate using (1.7):

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Bc
r+ρ

|φ(x)− φ(y)||Ka(x, y)|dydx =

∫

Br+
ρ
2

|φ(x)|
(∫

Bc
r+ρ

|Ka(x, y)|dy
)

dx

≤ ‖φ‖L2(Br+
ρ
2
)

∥∥∥∥∥∥

∫

B ρ
2
(·)c

Ks(·, y)dy

∥∥∥∥∥∥
L2(B

r+
ρ
2
)

.

The right hand side of this quantity is finite by definition of HBr+
ρ
2
(Rd) and by (Cutoff), applied

with τ = τ·,r+ ρ
2
, ρ
2
. The proof of finiteness for the integral over (Bc

r+ρ × Br+ρ) follows by the

same arguments. �

2.2. Auxiliary results. We list several results for later use in the proofs of Section 3.

The following lemma is a direct consequence of the symmetry properties of Ks and Ka:

Lemma 2.3. Let u, v ∈ L2(Rd), f : Rd → R be measurable and A,B ⊂ R
d. Then

EKs
A×B(u, v) = 2

∫∫

A×B∩{f(y)>f(x)}
(u(x) − u(y))(v(x) − v(y))Ks(x, y)dydx,

EKa
A×B(u, v) = 2

∫∫

A×B∩{f(y)>f(x)}
(u(x) − u(y))(v(x) + v(y))Ka(x, y)dydx.

Proof. The first identity follows by the following computation:∫∫

A×B∩{f(x)>f(y)}
(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) − v(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

=

∫∫

A×B∩{f(y)>f(x)}
(u(y)− u(x))(v(y) − v(x))Ks(y, x)dydx

=

∫∫

A×B∩{f(y)>f(x)}
(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) − v(y))Ks(x, y)dydx.

The second identity follows by the following computation:∫∫

A×B∩{f(x)>f(y)}
(u(x) − u(y))(v(x) + v(y))Ka(x, y)dydx
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=

∫∫

A×B∩{f(y)>f(x)}
(u(y)− u(x))(v(y) + v(x))Ka(y, x)dydx

=

∫∫

A×B∩{f(y)>f(x)}
(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) + v(y))Ka(x, y)dydx.

�

As we explained in Subsection 1.4, the proof of Caccioppoli-type estimates for nonsymmetric
forms relies on the fact that lower order terms can be absorbed into symmetric energies related
to the leading order term. This argument requires some control over the terms which are not
absorbed. In our setup, this is guaranteed by assumption (K1loc), as the following lemma
demonstrates:

Lemma 2.4. (i) Assume that (K1loc) holds true for some θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. Moreover, assume
(Sob) if θ < ∞. Then, there exists c1 > 0 such that for every δ > 0 there is C(δ) > 0
such that for every v ∈ L2(Br+ρ) with supp(v) ⊂ Br+ ρ

2
, and every ball B2r ⊂ Ω with

0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1 it holds
∫

Br+ρ

v2(x)

(∫

Br+ρ

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dy

)
dx ≤ δEKs

Br+ρ
(v, v) + c1(C(δ) + δρ−α)‖v2‖L1(Br+ρ). (2.3)

Moreover, if θ ∈ ( dα ,∞], the constant C(δ) has the following form:

C(δ) =




‖W‖L∞(Br+ρ), θ = ∞,

δ
d

d−θα ‖W‖
θα

θα−d

Lθ(Br+ρ)
, θ ∈ ( dα ,∞),

where W (x) :=

∫

Br+ρ

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dy. (2.4)

(ii) Assume that (K1glob) holds true for some θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. Moreover, assume (Sob) if θ < ∞.

then (2.3) holds true with
(∫

Rd
|Ka(x,y)|2
J(x,y) dy

)
instead of

(∫
Br+ρ

|Ka(x,y)|2
J(x,y) dy

)
.

Proof. For θ = ∞, (2.3) directly follows from Hölder’s inequality. Let now θ ∈ [ dα ,∞). Writing

W (x) =
∫
Br+ρ

|Ka(x,y)|2
J(x,y) dy =: W1(x) + W2(x), where W1(x) := W (x)1{|W (x)|>M}, we observe

that for every δ > 0 there exists M > 0 such that ‖W1‖
L

d
α (B

r+
ρ
2
)
< δ. Thus, by (Sob):

∫

Br+ρ

v2(x)W (x)dx ≤
∫

B
r+

ρ
2

v2(x)W1(x)dx+

∫

B
r+

ρ
2

v2(x)W2(x)dx

≤ δ‖v2‖
L

d
d−α (Br+ρ)

+M(δ)‖v2‖L1(B
r+

ρ
2
)

≤ cδEKs
Br+ρ

(v, v) + (cδρ−α +M(δ))‖v2‖L1(Br+ρ),

as desired, where we also used supp(v) ⊂ Br+ ρ
2
. Moreover, in case θ ∈ ( dα ,∞), we compute

‖W1‖
L

d
α (Br+

ρ
2
)
≤ 2‖W‖Lθ(Br+

ρ
2
)|{W ≥ M}|αd − 1

θ ≤ 2‖W‖Lθ(Br+
ρ
2
)

(‖W‖Lθ(Br+
ρ
2
)

M

)θ(α
d
− 1

θ )

= 2‖W‖
θα
d

Lθ(B
r+

ρ
2
)
M1− θα

d .

Thus, in order to prove (2.4), we have to choose M >
(
δ
2

) d
d−θα ‖W‖

θα
θα−d

Lθ(Br+
ρ
2
)
.

The proof of (ii) follows by the same arguments, after redefining W (x) =
∫
Rd

|Ka(x,y)|2
J(x,y) dy. �
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Remark. Note that (2.3) also holds true in case (1.6) holds true, i.e., there is C > 0 such that
for every 0 < r ≤ 1 and B2r ⊂ Ω, v ∈ L2(B2r):

∥∥∥∥
|Ka(·, y)|2
J(·, y) dy

∥∥∥∥
Kd,α(B2r)

≤ C, [v]2
Hα/2(B2r)

+ EJ
B2r

(v, v) ≤ CEKs
B2r

(v, v). (2.5)

Here, Kd,α(Br+ρ) denotes the Kato class associated to (−∆)α/2, i.e., the family of measurable
functions W : Br+ρ → [0,∞]:

lim
εց0

sup
z∈Br+ρ

∫

Bε(z)∩Br+ρ

|z − x|α−dW (x)dx = 0,

This observation shows, that one could prove Theorem 1.1 also under (1.6), instead of (K1loc).

We state a classical algebraic inequality which will become useful later.

Lemma 2.5. Let τ1, τ2 ≥ 0. Then for every δ ∈ (0, 1) it holds

τ21 ∨ τ22 ≤ (1 + δ)(τ21 ∧ τ22 ) + (1 + δ)δ−1(τ2 − τ1)
2 (2.6)

Proof. Without loss of generality assume that τ1 < τ2. Then by Young’s inequality

τ22 = (τ2 − τ1 + τ1)
2 = τ21 + (τ2 − τ1)

2 + 2τ1(τ2 − τ1) ≤ (1 + δ)τ21 + (1 + δ−1)(τ2 − τ1)
2.

�

The following result states that comparability of energy forms is preserved under addition of
weight functions τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y):

Lemma 2.6. Let j, J : Rd × R
d → [0,∞] be symmetric. Assume that there exist c1, c2 > 0

such that for every 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1 and every v ∈ L2(Br+ρ) it holds:

c1EJ
Br+ρ

(v, v) ≤ EKs
Br+ρ

(v, v) ≤ c2Ej
Br+ρ

(v, v). (2.7)

Then, it holds for every 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1, v ∈ L2(Br+ρ) and τ = τr,ρ

c1

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(v(x) − v(y))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

≤
∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(v(x)− v(y))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

≤ c2

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(v(x)− v(y))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))j(x, y)dydx

Proof. Since τ = τr,ρ is radially decreasing, there exists a Borel measure ν on (r, r + ρ] such

that τ2(x) =
∫ r+ρ
r 1Bt(x)ν(dt), see [DK13]. An elementary computation shows

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(v(x)− v(y))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx =

∫ r+ρ

r
EJ
Bt
(v, v)ν(dt). (2.8)

Similar identities hold true for j,Ks. Thus, the desired result directly follows from (2.7). �
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2.3. (K1) implies (K2). Let Ω ⊂ R
d be bounded. The goal of this section is to show that

assumption (K1loc) implies (K2) under suitable additional assumptions on Ks. We will prove
the following statement:

Proposition 2.7. Assume that there is c > 0 such that for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω and every r ≤ 1:

Ks(x, y) ≥ c|x− y|−d−α, ∀x, y ∈ B2r. (2.9)

Assume that (K1loc) holds true with θ = ∞ and some jumping kernel J satisfying J(x, y) ≤
|x− y|−d−α. Then there is n ∈ N such that (K2) holds true for every ball B2r ⊂ R

d with r ≤ 1
and B5nr ⊂ Ω, i.e. there exists a symmetric jumping kernel j : Rd × R

d → [0,∞] and c > 1
such that

K(x, y) ≥ c−1j(x, y), ∀x, y ∈ B2r, Ej
B2r

(u, u) ≥ cEKs
B2r

(u, u), ∀v ∈ L2(B2r),

for every B2r ⊂ 5−nΩ,.

A consequence of Proposition 2.7 is that for any jumping kernel K satisfying the assumptions
of Proposition 2.7, assumption (K2) holds true for all balls which are far from the boundary of
Ω, relative to their radius. By close inspection of the proofs of Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2, it
becomes apparent that this weaker version of (K2) suffices to also prove the Hölder estimate
and the weak Harnack inequality on such balls. By a covering argument, it is then possible to
deduce the aforementioned estimates for any ball B2R ⊂ Ω.

The main ingredient for the proof of Proposition 2.7 is the following result from [CS20]:

Lemma 2.8 ([CS20]). Let j : Rd ×R
d → [0,∞] be symmetric. Assume that there are λ > 0,

µ ∈ (0, 1) such that for every ball B ⊂ Ω and every x ∈ B:

|{y ∈ B : j(x, y) ≥ λ|x− y|−d−α}| ≥ µ|B|. (2.10)

Then, there exist c > 0, n ∈ N such that for every ball Br ⊂ Ω with B5nr ⊂ Ω and every
u ∈ L2(Br):

Ej
Br

(u, u) ≥ c[u]2
Hα/2(Br)

.

Proof. Lemma 5.1 in [CS20] yields that for every ball Br ⊂ Ω with B5nr ⊂ Ω, and every
u ∈ L2(B5nr) it holds:

Ej
B5nr

(u, u) ≥ c1[u]
2
Hα/2(Br)

for some c1 > 0 and n ∈ N. Thus, by an argument based on Whitney decomposition, as in
Lemma 6.13 in [DK20], it follows that

Ej
Br

(u, u) ≥ c2[u]
2
Hα/2(Br)

for every Br ⊂ B, where B ⊂ Ω can be any ball with the property 5nB ⊂ Ω. Here, c2 > 0 is a
constant depending only on c1, d, α, n. In particular, c2 does not depend on B, which implies
the desired result. �

The following lemma contains a sufficient condition for (K2):

Lemma 2.9. Assume that there is c > 0 such that for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω and every r ≤ 1:

Ks(x, y) ≥ c|x− y|−d−α, ∀x, y ∈ B2r.

Assume there are D ∈ (0, 1) and µ ∈ (0, 1) such that for every ball B ⊂ Ω and every x ∈ B:

|{y ∈ B : |Ka(x, y)| ≤ DKs(x, y)}| ≥ µ|B|. (2.11)
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Then there is n ∈ N such that (K2) holds true for every ball B2r ⊂ R
d with r ≤ 1 and B5nr ⊂ Ω.

Proof. We define

j(x, y) = Ks(x, y)1{K(x,y)≥(1−D)Ks(x,y)}.

Then by definition, K ≥ (1−D)j. Note that for x, y such that |Ka(x, y)| ≤ DKs(x, y), it holds
that

K(x, y) ≥ (1−D)Ks(x, y) ≥ c(1 −D)|x− y|−d−α.

Therefore, j satisfies (2.10). Consequently, Lemma 2.8 implies that Ej
Br

(u, u) ≥ cEKs
Br

(u, u), for

every B2r ⊂ R
d with B5nr ⊂ Ω, as desired. �

Lemma 2.10. Assume that for every B2r ⊂ Ω with r ≤ 1:

∥∥∥∥
∫

B2r

|Ka(·, y)|2
| · −y|−d−α

dy

∥∥∥∥
L∞(B2r)

≤ C. (2.12)

Then, for every D > 0 there is µ ∈ (0, 1) depending on diam(Ω) such that for every ball B ⊂ Ω
and every x ∈ B:

|{y ∈ B : |Ka(x, y)| ≤ D|x− y|−d−α}| ≥ µ|B|.

Proof. Assume for contradiction that there is D > 0 such that for every µ ∈ (0, 1) there exist
a ball B ⊂ Ω and x ∈ B such that

|{y ∈ B : |Ka(x, y)| ≥ D|x− y|−d−α}| ≥ (1− µ)|B|. (2.13)

We will prove that (2.12) fails under this assumption. Indeed, under (2.13) and by boundedness
of Ω, for every ε > 0 it is possible to find a ball B ⊂ Ω and x ∈ B with Bε(x) ⊂ B such that

|M | := |{y ∈ Bε(x) : |Ka(x, y)| ≥ D|x− y|−d−α}| ≥ 1

4
|Bε(x)|,

by choosing µ > 0 small enough. As a consequence,

∫

Bε(x)

|Ka(x, y)|2
|x− y|−d−α

dy ≥ c1ε
d−
∫

M

|Ka(x, y)|2
|x− y|−d−α

dy ≥ c2ε
d−
∫

M
|x− y|−d−αdy ≥ c3ε

−α,

where c1, c2, c3 > 0 depend only on d,D. Taking ε ց 0 implies the desired result. �

We are now in the position to prove Proposition 2.7:

Proof of Proposition 2.7. By assumption, there exists C > 0 such that (2.12) is satisfied. By
Lemma 2.10 and (2.9), there exists µ ∈ (0, 1) such that

|{y ∈ B : |Ka(x, y)| ≤
1

2
Ks(x, y)}| ≥ µ|B|,

i.e. (2.11) holds true with D = 1
2 . Then, the desired result follows from Lemma 2.9. �
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3. Caccioppoli-type estimates for nonsymmetric forms

The goal of this section is to establish Caccioppoli-type estimates that are suitable to perform

Moser iteration for nonnegative supersolutions to (PDE), (P̂DE) and (P̂DEd). Caccioppoli
estimates for local equations are a simple consequence of the chain rule. Therefore, the main
task in our setup is to find suitable algebraic estimates which work as a nonlocal replacement
of the chain rule. Although nonlocal Caccioppoli estimates of different kinds have already
been established for equations with symmetric jumping kernels, see [Kas09], [Coz17], [DK20],
[DCKP16], [CK21b], it is necessary to refine the existing proofs in order to allow for jumping
kernels with an additional antisymmetric part. In order to understand the main technical ideas,
it is instructive to look at the proof of Lemma 3.5, which is later applied to solutions of (PDE).

The details get more complicated when considering (P̂DE).

In the sequel, we present proofs of nonlocal Caccioppoli estimates in a very general framework.
Such estimates are derived by testing the respective equation with a test function of the form
φ = −τ2(u + ε)−p for p > 0, where u is a nonnegative supersolution to the equation, τ is a
suitable cutoff-function and ε > 0. Note that, formally speaking, we do not prove Caccioppoli
estimates but estimates for E(u, φ), so that it only remains to apply the supersolution property
for u.

The section is structured as follows: In Subsection 3.1 we derive substitutes for the chain rule,
which we later apply to power functions t 7→ t−p for p > 0. Since Lemma 3.1 provides estimates
for general functions g resp. G, we can treat the cases p ∈ (0, 1) and p > 1 simultaneously
in the subsequent results of this section. In Subsection 3.2 we concentrate on the equation
(PDE) resulting in estimates of E(u,−τ2(u+ ε)−p) in Lemma 3.5 for p 6= 1 and corresponding

estimates for p = 1 in Lemma 3.6. Subsection 3.3 deals with (P̂DE) and (P̂DEd). First, we

derive estimates, analogous to the lemmas from Subsection 3.2, for Ê(u,−τ2(u + ε)−p), see

Lemma 3.7 and Lemma 3.8. Finally, we treat the extra term ÊKa(d,−τ2(u + ε)−p) arising in

(P̂DEd), see Lemma 3.9 and Lemma 3.10.

3.1. Substitutes for the chain rule.

Lemma 3.1. Let g : (0,∞) → (0,∞) be continuously differentiable. Assume that g is decreas-
ing. Let G : (0,∞) → R be a function satisfying the relation G′(t) = (−g′(t))1/2. Then, for
every s, t > 0:

(s− t)(g(t) − g(s)) ≥ (G(t) −G(s))2, (3.1)

|t− s|
|G(t)−G(s)| ≤

1

G′(t)
∨ 1

G′(s)
,

(g(t) ∧ g(s))|t − s|
|G(t) −G(s)| ≤ g(t)

G′(t)
∨ g(s)

G′(s)
, (3.2)

|g(t)− g(s)|
|G(t)−G(s)| ≤ G′(t) ∨G′(s),

(t ∧ s)|g(t)− g(s)|
|G(t) −G(s)| ≤ tG′(t) ∨ sG′(s). (3.3)

Proof. Let us compute, using that G′(t) = (−g′(t))1/2 and that G′ ≥ 0 and with the help of
Jensen’s inequality:

(s− t)(g(t) − g(s)) = (t− s)

∫ t

s
−g′(τ)dτ = (t− s)

∫ t

s
G′(τ)2dτ

≥
(∫ t

s
G′(τ)dτ

)2

= (G(t) −G(s))2,
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which proves (3.1). (3.3) is a consequence of Cauchy’s mean value theorem and the fact that
|g′|
|G′| =

(−g′)

(−g′)1/2
= G′ by definition of G and since g is decreasing. The second assertions in (3.2),

respectively (3.3) follow by multiplication with (g(t) ∧ g(s)), respectively (t ∧ s). �

Lemma 3.2. Let G : (0,∞) → R. Then for any τ1, τ2 ≥ 0 and t, s > 0:

(τ21 ∧ τ22 )|G(t) −G(s)|2 ≥ 1

2
|τ1G(t)− τ2G(s)|2 − (τ1 − τ2)

2(G2(t) ∨G2(s)), (3.4)

(τ21 ∨ τ22 )|G(t) −G(s)|2 ≤ 2|τ1G(t) − τ2G(s)|2 + 2(τ1 − τ2)
2(G2(t) ∨G2(s)). (3.5)

Proof. The proof of (3.4) and (3.5) is straightforward. Let us assume without loss of generality
that τ1 < τ2. Then

τ1G(t)− τ2G(s) = τ1(G(t)−G(s)) +G(s)(τ1 − τ2),

τ2(G(t)−G(s)) = τ1G(t)− τ2G(s) + (τ2 − τ1)G(t)

and (3.4) and (3.5) follow by taking absolute value in the above lines. �

In the sequel, we will work with the following specific functions g,G. Let us define for p > 0:

g(t) = t−p, G(t) =

{
2
√
p

−p+1t
−p+1

2 , p 6= 1,

log(t), p = 1.
(3.6)

It is easy to check that g,G satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 3.1, i.e. g is decreasing and it
holds G′(t) = (−g′(t))1/2. Moreover, g is convex, which implies that G′ is decreasing.
The following lemma is a direct consequence of the definition of g,G and lists several identities
involving g,G for the readers’ convenience.

Lemma 3.3. For every p > 0 and t ∈ (0,∞]:

g(t)

G′(t)
=

{
1√
pt

−p+1
2 , p 6= 1,

1, p = 1,
G′(t) =

{√
pt

−p−1
2 , p 6= 1,

1
t , p = 1,

tg(t) =

{
t−p+1 , p 6= 1,

1 , p = 1,
, G2(t) =

{
4p

(p−1)2
t−p+1 , p 6= 1,

log(t)2 , p = 1.
,

tG′(t) =

{√
pt

−p+1
2 , p 6= 1,

1, p = 1,
t1/2g(t)1/2 =

{
t
−p+1

2 , p 6= 1,

1 , p = 1.
,

The case p = 1 can be regarded as a special case due to the appearance of the logarithm.
In particular, we will avoid using (3.4), (3.5) in this case, and apply the following algebraic
estimate instead:

Lemma 3.4. Let τ1, τ2 ≥ 0 and t, s > 0. Then the following holds true:

(τ21 ∧ τ22 )| log t− log s|2 ≥ 1

2
(τ21 ∧ τ22 )

(
log

t

τ1
− log

s

τ2

)2

− (τ1 − τ2)
2. (3.7)

Proof. We assume τ1 < τ2 without loss of generality and compute

τ1

(
log

t

τ1
− log

s

τ2

)
= τ1(log t− log s) + τ1(log τ2 − log τ1)
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= τ1(log t− log s) + τ1−
∫ τ2

τ1

1

τ
dτ.

Taking absolute value,

τ1

∣∣∣∣log
t

τ1
− log

s

τ2

∣∣∣∣ ≤ τ1| log t− log s|+ τ1−
∫ τ2

τ1

1

τ
dτ

≤ τ1| log t− log s|+ (τ2 − τ1).

This proves the desired result. �

3.2. Basic bilinear forms. In this section, we prove nonlocal Caccioppoli-type estimates
which will be used to derive the weak parabolic Harnack inequality for supersolutions to (PDE).
We start with an estimate arising from testing the equation with −τ2(u+ ε)−p for some p 6= 1.

The following lemma merges Lemma 4.3 in [DK20] and Lemma 3.3 in [FK13] into one statement
and generalizes both results to nonlocal forms with nonsymmetric jumping kernels.

Lemma 3.5. Assume that (K1loc) and (Cutoff) hold true for some θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. Moreover,
assume (Sob) if θ < ∞. Then there exist c1, c2 > 0 such that for every 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1 and
every nonnegative function u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd), and every p ≥ 1−κ−1, with p 6= 1, ε > 0, it holds:

EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ
−p+1

2 , τ ũ
−p+1

2 ) ≤ c1|p− 1|E(u,−τ2ũ−p) + c2 (1 ∨ |p − 1|) ρ−α‖ũ−p+1‖L1(Br+ρ),

where B2r ⊂ Ω, τ = τr, ρ
2
, ũ = u+ ε, and κ = 1 + α

d .

Remark. Note that one can replace the lower bound p ≥ 1 − κ−1 by any number strictly
greater than zero for the above result to hold true. However, the constant c of course depends
on the lower bound for p.

Proof. Let us fix a pair of functions g,G satisfying the assumptions of Lemma 3.1. Later,
we will fix p ≥ 1 − κ−1 with p 6= 1 and define g,G as in (3.6). We define M := {(x, y) ∈
Br+ρ ×Br+ρ : g(ũ(x)) > g(ũ(y))}. The proof is divided into several steps.

Step 1: First, we claim that there are c1, c2 > 0 such that for every δ0 ∈ (0, 1) and δ1 > 0:

EBr+ρ(u,−τ2g(ũ)) ≥ c1δ0EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))− δ1EKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)G′(ũ)−1, τg(ũ)G′(ũ)−1)

− c2

(
δ0C‖τ2G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) +

δ0
ρα

‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) +
δ−1
0 + δ0δ1

ρα

∥∥∥∥∥

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

+ C(δ0δ1)

∥∥∥∥∥τ
2

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

+ ρ−α ‖ũg(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ)

)
,

(3.8)

where C = C(1), C(δ0δ1) > 0 denote respective constants from (2.3).

For the symmetric part, we compute using Lemma 2.3:

EKs
Br+ρ

(u,−τ2g(ũ)) = 2

∫∫

M
(ũ(y)− ũ(x))(τ2(x)g(ũ(x)) − τ2(y)g(ũ(y)))Ks(x, y)dydx

= 2

∫∫

M
(ũ(y)− ũ(x))(g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y)))τ2(x)Ks(x, y)dydx

+ 2

∫∫

M
(ũ(y)− ũ(x))g(ũ(y))(τ2(x)− τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx
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= Is + Js.

For the nonsymmetric part, we compute using Lemma 2.3:

EKa
Br+ρ

(u,−τ2g(ũ)) = 2

∫∫

M
(ũ(y)− ũ(x))(τ2(x)g(ũ(x)) + τ2(y)g(ũ(y)))Ka(x, y)dydx

= 2

∫∫

M
(ũ(y)− ũ(x))(g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y)))τ2(x)Ka(x, y)dydx

+ 2

∫∫

M
(ũ(y)− ũ(x))g(ũ(y))(τ2(x) + τ2(y))Ka(x, y)dydx

= Ia + Ja.

By adding up Is + Ia and using (3.1), (3.4), (1.7), (Cutoff) and again Lemma 2.3, we obtain
that for any δ0 ∈ (0, 1):

Is + Ia = 2

∫∫

M
(ũ(y)− ũ(x))(g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y)))τ2(x)K(x, y)dydx

≥ 2

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))K(x, y)dydx

≥ δ0

∫∫

M
(τ(x)G(ũ(x))− τ(y)G(ũ(y)))2K(x, y)dydx− 2δ0

∫

Br+ρ

G2(ũ(x))ΓKs(τ, τ)(x)dx

≥ δ0
2
EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))− cδ0ρ
−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ)

− δ0
2

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(τG(ũ(x))− τG(ũ(y)))2|Ka(x, y)|dydx.

For the summand involving Ka, we find using (K1loc) and (2.3) that for every δ > 0
∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(τG(ũ(x))− τG(ũ(y)))2|Ka(x, y)|dydx

≤ δEJ
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ)) + cδ−1

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)G2(ũ(x))

(∫

Br+ρ

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

)
dx

≤ cδEKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ)) + c[δ−1C(δ2) + δρ−α]‖τ2G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ).

Here, C(δ2) > 0 denotes the constant from (2.3). Consequently, by choosing δ > 0 small
enough,

Is + Ia ≥ δ0
4
EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))− cδ0

(
C‖τ2G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + ρ−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ)

)
. (3.9)

To estimate Js, we use (3.2), (3.5), (Cutoff) to prove that

Js ≥ −
∫∫

M
|G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y))|

(
g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))
∨ g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))

)
|τ(x)− τ(y)|(τ(x) ∨ τ(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

≥ − δ0
32

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx− c

δ0
ρ−α

∥∥∥∥∥

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

≥ − δ0
16

EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))− c

δ0
ρ−α

∥∥∥∥∥

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

− cδ0ρ
−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ).
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Note that (3.2) is applicable since on M it holds: g(ũ(y)) ≤ g(ũ(x)). Next, we estimate Ja, and
prove using Lemma 2.5, (1.7), (3.2), (Cutoff), (3.5), as well as the fact that g(ũ(y)) ≤ g(ũ(x))
on M , that for every δ1 > 0:

Ja ≥ −8

∫∫

M
|ũ(x)− ũ(y)|g(ũ(y))(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))|Ka(x, y)|dydx

− 8

∫∫

M
|ũ(x)− ũ(y)|g(ũ(y))(τ(x) − τ(y))2Ks(x, y)dydx

≥ −δ0
c

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x)) −G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

− cδ−1
0

∫∫

M

(
g(ũ(x))

G′(ũ(x))
∨ g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))

)2

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))
|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx

− 16

∫

Br+ρ

ũ(x)g(ũ(x))ΓKs(τ, τ)(x)dx,

≥ − δ0
16

EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))− cδ0ρ
−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) − cρ−α ‖ũg(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ)

− δ1EKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)G′(ũ)−1, τg(ũ)G′(ũ)−1)− c[C(δ0δ1) + δ0δ1ρ
−α]

∥∥∥∥∥τ
2

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

,

where C(δ0δ1) > 0 is the constant from (2.3), depending on the product δ0δ1, and we used
(K1loc) and (2.3) applied with δ := δ0δ1 in the last step to estimate:

δ−1
0

∫∫

M

(
g(ũ(x))

G′(ũ(x))
∨ g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))

)2

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))
|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx

≤ δ1EKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)G′(ũ)−1, τg(ũ)G′(ũ)−1) + c[C(δ0δ1) + δ0δ1ρ
−α]

∥∥∥∥∥τ
2

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

and used Lemma 2.6, (K1loc), (3.4) and (Cutoff) to estimate

δ0

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x)) −G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

≤ cδ0

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

≤ cδ0EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ)) + cδ0ρ
−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ).

(3.10)

Altogether, we obtain:

EBr+ρ(u,−τ2g(ũ)) ≥
[
δ0
4

− δ0
8

]
EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))− δ1EKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)G′(ũ)−1, τg(ũ)G′(ũ)−1)

− c

(
δ0C‖τ2G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + δ0ρ

−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + [δ−1
0 + δ0δ1]ρ

−α

∥∥∥∥∥

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

+ C(δ0δ1)

∥∥∥∥∥τ
2

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

+ ρ−α ‖ũg(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ)

)
,

The desired estimate (3.8) follows.

Step 2: In addition, we claim

−E(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c(u,−τ2g(ũ)) ≤ cρ−α‖ũg(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ). (3.11)
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To see this, we compute using (1.7) and (Cutoff)

−E(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c(u,−τ2g(ũ)) = −2

∫

(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c
(u(x)− u(y))(−τ2(x)g(ũ(x)))K(x, y)dydx

= 2

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)u(x)g(ũ(x))

(∫

Bc
r+ρ

K(x, y)dy

)
dx− 2

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)g(ũ(x))

(∫

Bc
r+ρ

u(y)K(x, y)dy

)
dx

≤ 2

∫

Br+ρ

ũ(x)g(ũ(x))ΓKs(τ, τ)(x)dx ≤ cρ−α‖ũg(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ),

using that u,K ≥ 0, u ≤ ũ.

Step 3: Observe that

EBr+ρ(u,−τ2g(ũ)) = E(u,−τ2g(ũ))− E(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c(u,−τ2g(ũ)).

Therefore, combining (3.8), (3.11) yields

EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ)) ≤ c1δ
−1
0 E(u,−τ2g(ũ)) + c1δ

−1
0 δ1EKs

Br+ρ
(τg(ũ)G′(ũ)−1, τg(ũ)G′(ũ)−1)

+ c2

(
C‖τ2G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + ρ−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + [δ−2

0 ρ−α + δ1ρ
−α]

∥∥∥∥∥

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

+ δ−1
0 C(δ0δ1)

∥∥∥∥∥τ
2

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

+ δ−1
0 ρ−α ‖ũg(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ)

)
,

Finally, let us fix p ≥ 1 − κ−1 with p 6= 1 and define g,G as in (3.6). We apply Lemma 3.3

to deduce the desired result, choosing δ0 = (1 − κ−1) |p−1|
p ≤ 1 and δ1 = 1

8c1
δ−1
0 = (1−κ−1)p

8c1|p−1| .

Moreover, note that |p−1|
p ≤ (1− κ−1)−1 by assumption on p. �

Note that the aforementioned lemma does not use the equation, but only properties of the
jumping kernel K and the estimates (3.1), (3.2), (3.4) and (3.5).

The following Caccioppoli-type estimate gives an estimate for the energy of the logarithm of a
function u. It arises from testing the equation with −τ2(u+ ε)−1. Note that the proof follows
the general structure of the proof of Lemma 3.5 but requires (K2).

Lemma 3.6. Assume that (K1loc), (K2) and (Cutoff) hold true for some θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. Moreover,
assume (Sob) if θ < ∞. Then there exist c1, c2 > 0 such that for every 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1 and
every nonnegative function u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd), and every ε > 0, it holds:

c1

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))

(
log

ũ(x)

τ(x)
− log

ũ(y)

τ(y)

)2

Ks(x, y)dydx

≤ E(u,−τ2ũ−1) + c2ρ
−α|Br+ρ|,

where B2r ⊂ Ω, τ = τr, ρ
2
, and ũ = u+ ε.

Proof. We will explain how to prove that there are c1, c2 > 0 such that

EBr+ρ(u,−τ2ũ−1) ≥ c1

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(log ũ(x)− log ũ(y))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

− c2[C + ρ−α]|Br+ρ|
(3.12)

Here, C = C(1) > 0 denotes the constant from (2.3). This estimate can be seen as the
counterpart to Step 1 in the proof of Lemma 3.5 for g,G as in (3.6) with p = 1. Let us explain
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how to deduce the desired result from (3.12). First, observe that by the same argument as in
Step 2 of the proof of Lemma 3.5, we have that

−E(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c(u,−τ2ũ−1) = −E(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c(u,−τ2g(ũ)) ≤ cρ−α‖ũg(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ) = cρ−α|Br+ρ|,
see (3.11). Thus, using (3.7) and (Cutoff), (3.12) translates to

E(u,−τ2ũ−1) = EBr+ρ(u,−τ2ũ−1) + E(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c(u,−τ2ũ−1)

≥ c2

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y)) (log ũ(x)− log ũ(y))2Ks(x, y)dydx− c1[C + ρ−α]|Br+ρ|

≥ c2

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))

(
log

ũ(x)

τ(x)
− log

ũ(y)

τ(y)

)2

Ks(x, y)dydx− c1ρ
−α|Br+ρ|.

In the last step, we used that ρ ≤ 1. It remains to prove (3.12). As in the proof of Lemma 3.5,
we will first work in a general setting, using an abstract pair of functions g,G satisfying the
properties of Lemma 3.1, before fixing g,G as in (3.6) with p = 1 in order to deduce (3.12).

EKs
Br+ρ

(u,−τ2g(ũ)) = Is + Js, EKa
Br+ρ

(u,−τ2g(ũ)) = Ia + Ja.

To estimate Is + Ia, we proceed as follows, using (3.1), (K2), Lemma 2.3 and Lemma 2.6:

Is + Ia = 2

∫∫

M
(ũ(y)− ũ(x))(g(ũ(x)) − g(ũ(y)))τ2(x)K(x, y)dydx

≥ 2

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))K(x, y)dydx

≥ (1−D)

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))j(x, y)dydx

≥ B

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx,

(3.13)

where B > 0 is a constant. To estimate Js, we use Lemma 2.5, (Cutoff) and (3.2) to obtain
that there is c > 0 such that for every δ > 0:

Js ≥ −4

∫∫

M
|ũ(x)− ũ(y)|g(ũ(y))|τ(x) − τ(y)|(τ(x) ∨ τ(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

≥ −δ

∫∫

M
|ũ(x)− ũ(y)|2g2(ũ(y))(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx− cδ−1EKs

Br+ρ
(τ, τ)

≥ −2δ

∫∫

M
|ũ(x)− ũ(y)|2g2(ũ(y))(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

− 2δ

∫∫

M
|ũ(x)− ũ(y)|2g2(ũ(y))(τ(x) − τ(y))2Ks(x, y)dydx− cδ−1ρ−α|Br+ρ|

≥ −2δ

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2
(

g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))
∨ g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))

)2

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

− cδ−1ρ−α|Br+ρ| − cδρ−α‖ũ2g2(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ),

(3.14)

where we also used that g(ũ(y)) ≤ g(ũ(x)) on M to apply (3.2).
To estimate Ja, we observe that there exists c > 0 such that for every δ > 0:

Ja ≥ −4

∫∫

M
|ũ(y)− ũ(x)|g(ũ(y))(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))|Ka(x, y)|dydx
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≥ −δ

∫∫

M
|ũ(x)− ũ(y)|2g2(ũ(y))(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

− cδ−1

∫∫

M
(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx.

Similar to the estimate for Js, we obtain by Lemma 2.5, (3.2), (Cutoff), but also (K1loc) and
Lemma 2.6:

δ

∫∫

M
|ũ(x)− ũ(y)|2g2(ũ(y))(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

≤ 2δ

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2

(
g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))
∨ g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))

)2

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

− cδ−1ρ−α‖ũ2g2(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ).

Furthermore, by (K1loc), (2.3) applied with δ = 1, and (Cutoff), we obtain

∫∫

M
(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx ≤ cEKs
Br+ρ

(τ, τ) + c[C + ρ−α]

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)dx ≤ c[C + ρ−α]|Br+ρ|,

where C = C(1) > 0 denotes the constant from (2.3). Altogether, we have shown

Ja ≥ −2δ

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(G(ũ(x)) −G(ũ(y)))2
(

g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))
∨ g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))

)2

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

− cδ−1[C + ρ−α]|Br+ρ| − cδρ−α‖ũ2g2(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ),

(3.15)

and therefore, by combining the estimates for Is + Ia, Js and Ja, choosing g,G according to
(3.6) for p = 1 and applying Lemma 3.3, we have proved (3.12), as desired after choosing δ > 0
small enough. This concludes the proof. �

3.3. Dual bilinear forms. The following Caccioppoli-type estimates are designed for the dual

equation (P̂DE). The general structure of the proofs in this section resembles the one from the
previous section. However, particular care is required since the dual form does not satisfy

Ê(u+ ε, v) = Ê(u, v).

The following lemma is a counterpart to Lemma 3.5 for the dual form.

Lemma 3.7. Assume that (K1glob) and (Cutoff) hold true for some θ ∈ ( dα ,∞]. Moreover,
assume (Sob) if θ < ∞. Then there are c1, c2 > 0, γ > 1 such that for every 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1 and

every nonnegative function u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd) ∩ L2θ′(Rd), and p ≥ 1− κ−1 with p 6= 1, ε > 0:

EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ
−p+1

2 , τ ũ
−p+1

2 ) ≤ c1|p− 1|Ê(u,−τ2ũ−p) + c2 (1 ∨ pγ) ρ−α‖ũ−p+1‖L1(Br+ρ),

where B2r ⊂ Ω, τ = τr, ρ
2
, and ũ = u+ ε.

Proof. We fix a pair of functions g,G satisfying the assumptions of Lemma 3.1. Later, we will
fix p ≥ 1− κ−1 with p 6= 1 and define g,G as in (3.6). Let M be as in the proof of Lemma 3.5.
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Step 1: We claim that there exist c1, c2, c3 > 0 such that for every δ0 ∈ (0, 1), δ1, δ2 > 0:

ÊBr+ρ(u,−τ2g(ũ)) ≥ c1δ0EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))

− c2

(
δ−1
0 δ1EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũG′(ũ), τ ũG′(ũ)) + δ2EKs

Br+ρ
(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2)

)

− c3

(
δ0C‖τ2G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + δ0ρ

−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + δ−1
0 ρ−α

∥∥∥∥∥

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

+ δ−1
0

[
C(δ1) +

δ1
ρα

]
‖τ2ũ2G′(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + C(δ2)‖τ2g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) +

δ2+1
ρα ‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ)

)
.

(3.16)

Here, C = C(1), C(δ1), C(δ2) > 0 are respective constants from (2.3). We observe the following
algebraic identity:

(a+ b)(τ22 g(̃b)− τ21 g(ã)) = (b− a)(g(̃b)− g(ã))τ21 + 2a(g(̃b)− g(ã))τ21 + (a+ b)g(̃b)(τ22 − τ21 ).

We use Lemma 2.3 to estimate

ÊKa
Br+ρ

(u,−τ2g(ũ)) = 2

∫∫

M
(u(x) + u(y))(τ2(y)g(ũ(y))− τ2(x)g(ũ(x)))Ka(x, y)dydx

= 2

∫∫

M
(ũ(y)− ũ(x))(g(ũ(y))− g(ũ(x)))τ2(x)Ka(x, y)dydx

+ 4

∫∫

M
u(x)(g(ũ(y))− g(ũ(x)))τ2(x)Ka(x, y)dydx

+ 4

∫∫

M
(u(x) + u(y))g(ũ(y))(τ2(y)− τ2(x))Ka(x, y)dydx

≥ 2

∫∫

M
(ũ(y)− ũ(x))(g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y)))τ2(x)Ka(y, x)dydx

− 4

∫∫

M
ũ(x)|g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y))|τ2(x)|Ka(x, y)|dydx

− 8

∫∫

M
g(ũ(y))ũ(y)|τ2(x)− τ2(y)||Ka(x, y)|dydx

= Ia +Ma +Na,

where we used that g(ũ(x)) ≥ g(ũ(y)) on M , which implies that ũ(y) ≥ ũ(x) since g is
decreasing, as well as u ≤ ũ. As in the proof of Lemma 3.5, we can decompose

EKs
Br+ρ

(u,−τ2g(ũ)) = Is + Js.

The estimate of Js goes as in the proof of Lemma 3.5. Moreover, using the same arguments as
in the proof of Lemma 3.5, we estimate for any δ0 ∈ (0, 1):

Is + Ia = 2

∫∫

M
(ũ(y)− ũ(x))(g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y)))τ2(x)K(y, x)dydx

≥ δ0
4
EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))− cδ0

(
C‖τ2G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + ρ−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ)

)
.

It remains to estimate Ma and Na:
For Ma, we obtain using, (3.3), (3.5) and (Cutoff) that for every δ1 > 0:

Ma ≥ −4

∫∫

M
|G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y))|

(
ũ(x)G′(ũ(x)) ∨ ũ(y)G′(ũ(y))

)
τ2(x)|Ka(x, y)|dydx



NONLOCAL OPERATORS RELATED TO NONSYMMETRIC FORMS I: HÖLDER ESTIMATES 29

≥ −δ0

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(y) ∨ τ2(x))J(x, y)dydx

− cδ−1
0

∫∫

M
τ2(x)ũ2(x)G′(ũ(x))2

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx

≥ −cδ0EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))− cδ0ρ
−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ)

− cδ−1
0 δ1EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũG′(ũ), τ ũG′(ũ))− cδ−1

0 [C(δ1) + δ1ρ
−α]‖τ2ũ2G′(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ),

where we used that, by (K1glob) and (2.4) applied with some δ1 > 0,

δ−1
0

∫∫

M
τ2(x)ũ2(x)G′(ũ(x))2

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx

≤ δ−1
0 δ1EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũG′(ũ), τ ũG′(ũ)) + cδ−1

0 [C(δ1) + δ1ρ
−α]‖τ2ũ2G′(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ).

(3.17)

Here, C(δ1) > 0 denotes the constant in (2.4). Moreover, by (Cutoff), (3.5) and (K1glob):

δ0

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(y) ∨ τ2(x))J(x, y)dydx

≤ 2δ0EJ
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ)) + cδ0ρ
−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ)

≤ cδ0EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ)) + cδ0ρ
−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ).

For Na, we compute using Lemma 2.5 and (1.7) that for every δ2 > 0:

Na = −8

∫∫

M
g(ũ(y))ũ(y)|τ(x)− τ(y)|(τ(x) + τ(y))|Ka(x, y)|dydx

≥ −c

∫∫

M
g(ũ(y))ũ(y)(τ(x)− τ(y))2Ks(x, y)dydx

− c

∫∫

M
g(ũ(y))ũ(y)(τ(x) ∧ τ(y))|τ(x) − τ(y)||Ka(x, y)|dydx

≥ −cρ−α‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) − c

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)g(ũ(x))ũ(x)
|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx

≥ −cC(δ2)‖τ2g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) − c(δ2 + 1)ρ−α‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ)

− cδ2EKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2),

where we applied (Cutoff) and used the same argument as in (3.17) to estimate the second
summand in the last step. Here, C(δ2) > 0 is the constant from (2.4). Altogether, we have

ÊBr+ρ(u,−τ2g(ũ)) ≥
[
δ0
4

− δ0
8

]
EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))

− δ−1
0 δ1EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũG′(ũ), τ ũG′(ũ))− cδ2EKs

Br+ρ
(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2)

− c

(
δ0C‖τ2G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + δ0ρ

−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + δ−1
0 ρ−α

∥∥∥∥∥

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

+ δ−1
0 [C(δ1) +

δ1
ρα

]‖τ2ũ2G′(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + C(δ2)‖τ2g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) +
δ2 + 1

ρα
‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ)

)
.

This yields (3.16), as desired.
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Step 2: Moreover, it holds

−Ê(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c(u,−τ2g(ũ)) ≤ cρ−α‖ũg(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ). (3.18)

The proof works similar to the proof of Step 2 in Lemma 3.5.

Step 3: Combining (3.16) and (3.18), we have proved that

EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ)) ≤ c1δ
−1
0 Ê(u,−τ2g(ũ))

+ c2δ
−2
0 δ1EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũG′(ũ), τ ũG′(ũ)) + c2δ

−1
0 δ2EKs

Br+ρ
(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2)

+ c3

(
C‖τ2G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + ρ−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + δ−2

0 ρ−α

∥∥∥∥∥

(
g(ũ)

G′(ũ)

)2
∥∥∥∥∥
L1(Br+ρ)

+ δ−2
0 [C(δ1) + δ1ρ

−α]‖τ2ũ2G′(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ)

+ δ−1
0 C(δ2)‖τ2g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) + δ−1

0 (δ2 + 1)ρ−α‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ)

)
.

Fixing p > 0 with p 6= 1, and defining g,G as in (3.6), we deduce the desired result from

Lemma 3.3, choosing γ = d
d−θα , δ0 = (1 − κ−1) |p−1|

p ≤ 1, δ1 = c4
1
p2

and δ2 = c5
1

|p−1| for some

small enough constants c4, c5 > 0, using that |p−1|
p ≤ (1− κ−1)−1 by assumption on p. �

The following lemma is a counterpart to Lemma 3.6 for the dual form.

Lemma 3.8. Assume that (K1glob), (K2) and (Cutoff) hold true for some θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. More-
over, assume (Sob) if θ < ∞. Then there are c1, c2 > 0 such that for every 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1 and

every nonnegative function u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd) ∩ L2θ′(Rd), and every ε > 0

c1

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))

(
log

ũ(x)

τ(x)
− log

ũ(y)

τ(y)

)2

Ks(x, y)dydx ≤ Ê(u,−τ2ũ−1) + c2ρ
−α|Br+ρ|,

where B2r ⊂ Ω, τ = τr, ρ
2
, and ũ = u+ ε.

Proof. The proof is a combination of the proofs of Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.7. We will explain
how to prove that there are c1, c2 > 0 such that

ÊBr+ρ(u,−τ2ũ−1) ≥ c1

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(log ũ(x)− log ũ(y))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

− c2[C + ρ−α]|Br+ρ|,
(3.19)

where C = C(1) > 0 is the constant from (2.3). Note that by the same argument as in Step 2
of the proof of Lemma 3.5, one can prove that

−Ê(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c(u,−τ2ũ−1) = −Ê(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c(u,−τ2g(ũ)) ≤ cρ−α‖ũg(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ) = cρ−α|Br+ρ|.

By combining these two estimates, one easily deduces the desired result using (3.7) and (Cutoff),
as in the proof of Lemma 3.7.

It remains to prove (3.19). First, we estimate

ÊKs
Br+ρ

(u,−τ2g(ũ)) = Is + Js, ÊKa
Br+ρ

(u,−τ2g(ũ)) ≥ Ia +Ma +Na,
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as in the proof of Lemma 3.7. The estimates of Js and Is+Ia work as in the proof of Lemma 3.7
and yield that there are c,B > 0 such that for every δ > 0

Is + Ia ≥ B

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx,

Js ≥ −2δ

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2
(

g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))
∨ g(ũ(y))

G′(ũ(y))

)2

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

− cδ−1ρ−α|Br+ρ| − cδρ−α‖ũ2g2(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ),

Recall that the estimate of Is + Ia requires (K2).
For Ma, we observe that there exists c > 0 such that for every δ > 0:

Ma ≥ −δ

∫∫

M
(ũ(x)|g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y))|)2 (τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

− cδ−1

∫∫

M
(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx.

By (K1glob), (2.3) applied with δ = 1 and (Cutoff), we have
∫∫

M
(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx ≤ cEKs
Br+ρ

(τ, τ) + cρ−α

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)dx ≤ c[C + ρ−α]|Br+ρ|,

(3.20)

where C = C(1) > 0 denotes the constant from (2.3). Therefore, by Lemma 2.5:

Ma ≥ −δ

∫∫

M
(ũ(x)|g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y))|)2 (τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx− c(δ)ρ−α|Br+ρ|

≥ −2δ

∫∫

M
(ũ(x)|g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y))|)2 (τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

− 2δ

∫∫

M
(ũ(x)|g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y))|)2 (τ(x)− τ(y))2J(x, y)dydx− cδ−1[C + ρ−α]|Br+ρ|.

We deduce using (3.3), Lemma 2.6 and (Cutoff):

Ma ≥ −2δ

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2

(
ũ(x)G′(ũ(x)) ∨ ũ(y)G′(ũ(y))

)
(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

− 2δρ−α‖ũ2G′(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) − cδ−1[C + ρ−α]|Br+ρ|.

For Na, we compute using the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 3.7 that:

Na ≥ −cρ−α‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) − c

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)g(ũ(x))ũ(x)
|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx

≥ −c[C + ρ−α]‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) − cEKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2),

where we applied (2.3) to estimate the second summand in the last step and C = C(1) is the
constant from (2.4).

Altogether, we have shown

ÊBr+ρ(u,−τ2g(ũ)) ≥ B

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(G(ũ(x)) −G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

− 2δ

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2
(
ũ(x)G′(ũ(x)) ∨ ũ(y)G′(ũ(y))

)
(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx
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− 2δ

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2
(
ũ(x)G′(ũ(x)) ∨ ũ(y)G′(ũ(y))

)
(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

− c
(
[C + ρ−α]

[
|Br+ρ|+ ‖ũg(ũ)‖L1(Br+ρ)

]
+ δρ−α

[
‖ũ2g(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + ‖ũ2G′(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ)

])

− cEKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2).

Finally, choosing δ > 0 small enough, we deduce the desired result after choosing g,G as in
(3.6) with p = 1 and applying Lemma 3.3 and Lemma 2.6. �

In order to prove Hölder estimates for solutions to (P̂DE), we need to show a weak parabolic

Harnack inequality for weak supersolutions to (P̂DEd). For this purpose, it remains to prove

estimates for quantities of the form Ê(u,−τ2g(ũ)) + ÊKa(d,−τ2g(ũ)), where g(t) = t−p. The
following two lemmas distinguish between the cases p 6= 1 and p = 1.

Lemma 3.9. Assume that (K1glob) and (Cutoff) hold true for some θ ∈ ( dα ,∞]. Moreover,
assume (Sob) if θ < ∞. Then, there is γ ≥ 1 such that for every δ ∈ (0, 1), there are c1, c2 > 0,
with the property that for every 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1 and every nonnegative function u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd),

and p ≥ 1− κ−1 with p 6= 1, ε > 0, d ∈ L∞(Rd):

−δEKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ
−p+1

2 , τ ũ
−p+1

2 ) ≤ c1|p− 1|ÊKa(d,−τ2ũ−p) + c2 (1 ∨ pγ) ρ−α‖ũ−p+1‖L1(Br+ρ),

where B2r ⊂ Ω, τ = τr, ρ
2
, and ũ = u+ ε+ r

1
2(α−

d
θ )‖d‖∞.

Proof. Throughout the proof, we define η := 1
2

(
α− d

θ

)
. We will often use that by definition

of ũ: ‖d‖∞ ≤ ρ−ηũ. Moreover, we fix a pair of function g,G satisfying the assumptions of
Lemma 3.1 and such that G′ is decreasing. Later, we will fix p ≥ 1−κ−1 with p 6= 1 and define
g,G as in (3.6). We define M as in the proof of Lemma 3.5.

Step 1: We claim that there exists c > 0 such that for every δ0 ∈ (0, 1), δ2, δ3 > 0:

ÊKa
Br+ρ

(d,−τ2g(ũ))

≥ −δ0EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))− δ1EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũG′(ũ), τ ũG′(ũ))− δ2EKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2)

− c
(
δ0ρ

−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) + [C(δ0δ1) + δ0δ1] ρ
−α‖τ2ũ2G′(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ)

+ C(δ2)ρ
−α‖τ2g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) + [1 + δ2]ρ

−α‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ)

)
.

(3.21)

Here, C(δ0δ1), C(δ2) > 0 denote respective constants from (2.4). We compute

ÊKa
Br+ρ

(d,−τ2g(ũ)) ≥ −2‖d‖∞
∫∫

M
|τ2g(ũ(x))− τ2g(ũ(y))||Ka(x, y)|dydx

= −2‖d‖∞
∫∫

M
τ2(x)|g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y))||Ka(x, y)|dydx

− 2‖d‖∞
∫∫

M
g(ũ(y))|τ2(x)− τ2(y)||Ka(x, y)|dydx

=: I1 + I2.
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Note that on M it holds: (ũ(x) ∧ ũ(y))(G′(ũ(x)) ∨ G′(ũ(y))) = ũ(x)G′(ũ(x)) since G′, g are
decreasing. Thus, using (3.3) we obtain that for every δ0 ∈ (0, 1):

I1 ≥ −2ρ−η

∫∫

M
|G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y))| ũ(x)G′(ũ(x))τ2(x)|Ka(x, y)|dydx

≥ −δ0

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x)) −G(ũ(y)))2(τ2(y) ∨ τ2(x))J(x, y)dydx

− cδ−1
0 ρ−2η

∫∫

M
τ2(x)ũ2(x)G′(ũ(x))2

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx.

With the help of (3.5), (K1glob) and (Cutoff), we estimate the first summand from below by

−2δ0EKs
Br+ρ

(τG(ũ), τG(ũ))− cδ0ρ
−α‖G(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ),

Moreover, by definition of η, (K1glob) and (2.4) applied with δ = δ0δ1
c ρ2η, C(δ) ≤ cC(δ0δ1)ρ

− d
θ

for some δ1 ∈ (0, 1), where C(δ), C(δ0δ1) > 0 denote the constants from (2.4):

cδ−1
0 ρ−2η

∫∫

M
τ2(x)ũ2(x)G′(ũ(x))2

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx

≤ δ1EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũG′(ũ), τ ũG′(ũ)) + c
[
C(δ0δ1)ρ

−α + δ0δ1ρ
−α
]
‖τ2ũ2G′(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ).

(3.22)

This provides the estimate for I1. To estimate I2, we use (K1glob), (Cutoff), and the fact that
g(ũ(y))(ũ(x) ∧ ũ(y)) ≤ g(ũ(x))ũ(x) ∧ g(ũ(y))ũ(y) to show that for every δ2 > 0:

I2 ≥ −2ρ−η

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(ũ(x) ∧ ũ(y))g(ũ(y))|τ2(x)− τ2(y)||Ka(x, y)|dydx

≥ −2

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

ũ(y)g(ũ(y))(τ(x) − τ(y))2J(x, y)dydx

− 2ρ−2η

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(ũ(x) ∧ ũ(y))g(ũ(y))(τ2(x) + τ2(y))
|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx

≥ −cρ−α‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) − cρ−2η

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(y)g(ũ(y))ũ(y)
|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx

≥ −cρ−α
(
C(δ2)‖τ2g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) + [1 + δ2]‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ)

)

− δ2EKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2).

Note that in the last step, we applied a similar argument as in (3.22), this time applying (2.4)

with δ = δ2
c ρ

2η, C(δ) ≤ cC(δ2)ρ
− d

θ . This proves the desired estimate.
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Step 2: Note that for every δ2 > 0:

ÊKa

(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c
(d,−τ2g(ũ)) ≥ −2‖d‖∞

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Bc
r+ρ

τ2(x)g(ũ(x))|Ka(x, y)|dydx

≥ −2ρ−η

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Bc
r+ρ

g(ũ(x))ũ(x)|τ2(x)− τ2(y)||Ka(x, y)|dydx

≥ −2

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Bc
r+ρ

g(ũ(x))ũ(x)(τ(x) − τ(y))2J(x, y)dydx

− 2ρ−2η

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)g(ũ(x))ũ(x)

∫

Bc
r+ρ

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx

≥ −cρ−α
(
C(δ2)‖τ2g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) + δ2‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ)

)
− δ2EKs

Br+ρ
(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2).

(3.23)

Here, we used the same arguments as in the estimate of I2 and (K1glob).

By combining (3.21) and (3.23), we obtain the desired result, upon defining g,G as in (3.6),

using Lemma 3.3 and setting, for some arbitrary δ ∈ (0, 1): δ0 = δ(1 − κ−1) |p−1|
p ≤ 1, δ1 =

δ
p|p−1| , δ2 =

δ
|p−1| . �

Lemma 3.10. Assume that (K1glob), (K2) and (Cutoff) hold true for some θ ∈ ( dα ,∞]. More-
over, assume (Sob) if θ < ∞. Then for every δ > 0, there is c > 0 such that for every
0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1 and every nonnegative function u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd), ε > 0, d ∈ L∞(Rd):

−δ

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))

(
log

ũ(x)

τ(x)
− log

ũ(y)

τ(y)

)2

Ks(x, y)dydx

≤ ÊKa(d,−τ2ũ−1) + cρ−α|Br+ρ|,

where B2r ⊂ Ω, τ = τr, ρ
2
, and ũ = u+ ε+ r

1
2(α−

d
θ )‖d‖∞.

Proof. The proof follows by combination of the respective proofs of Lemma 3.8 and Lemma 3.9.
As before, let us denote η := 1

2

(
α− d

θ

)
and note that by definition, ‖d‖∞ ≤ ρ−ηũ. Moreover,

we define M as in the proof of Lemma 3.5. We will explain how to prove that for every δ > 0
there exists c > 0 such that

ÊBr+ρ(u,−τ2ũ−1) ≥ −δ

∫

Br+ρ

∫

Br+ρ

(log ũ(x)− log ũ(y))2(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))Ks(x, y)dydx

− c[C + ρ−α]|Br+ρ|,
(3.24)

where C = C(1) > 0 is the constant from (2.3). By the same arguments as in Step 2 of the
proof of Lemma 3.9, one can prove that

ÊKa

(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c
(d,−τ2ũ−1) = ÊKa

(Br+ρ×Br+ρ)c
(d,−τ2g(ũ))

≥ −c[Cρ−α + ρ−α]‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) − cEKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2)

= −cρ−α|Br+ρ|,

choosing g,G as in (3.6) with p = 1 and applying Lemma 3.3, where we used that ρ ≤ 1.
Combining these two estimates, the desired result directly follows using (3.7) and (Cutoff), as
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in the proof of Lemma 3.6.
It remains to prove (3.24). As in the proof of Lemma 3.9, we decompose

ÊKa
Br+ρ

(d,−τ2g(ũ)) ≥ I1 + I2.

To estimate I1, we compute that there exists c > 0 such that for every δ > 0:

I1 ≥ −2ρ−η

∫∫

M
τ2(x)ũ(x)|g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y))||Ka(x, y)|dydx

≥ −δ

∫∫

M
(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y)) (ũ(x)|g(ũ(x)) − g(ũ(y))|)2 J(x, y)dydx

− cδ−1ρ−2η

∫∫

M
(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx.

As in the estimate for Ma in the proof of Lemma 3.8, we estimate the first summand as follows:

δ

∫∫

M
(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y)) (ũ(x)|g(ũ(x))− g(ũ(y))|)2 J(x, y)dydx ≤ 2δρ−α‖ũ2G′(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ)

+ 2δ

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2

(
ũ(x)G′(ũ(x)) ∨ ũ(y)G′(ũ(y))

)
(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx,

using (3.3), (Cutoff), Lemma 2.5 and Lemma 2.6. Moreover, by definition of η, and (K1loc):

δ−1ρ−2η

∫∫

M
(τ2(x) ∨ τ2(y))

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dydx ≤ cδ−1ρ
d
θ
−α‖τ2‖Lθ′ (Br+ρ)

≤ cδ−1ρ−α|Br+ρ|.

This provides the desired estimate for I1.
The estimate of I2 follows along the lines of the corresponding estimate in the proof of Lemma 3.9
and yields that there exists c > 0 such that:

I2 ≥ −c[Cρ−α + ρ−α]‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) − cEKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2).

Altogether, we have shown:

ÊKa
Br+ρ

(d,−τ2g(ũ)) ≥ −c[Cρ−α + ρ−α]‖g(ũ)ũ‖L1(Br+ρ) − cEKs
Br+ρ

(τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2, τg(ũ)1/2ũ1/2)

− 2δ

∫∫

M
(G(ũ(x))−G(ũ(y)))2

(
ũ(x)G′(ũ(x)) ∨ ũ(y)G′(ũ(y))

)
(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))J(x, y)dydx

− 2δρ−α‖ũ2G′(ũ)2‖L1(Br+ρ) − cδ−1ρ−α|Br+ρ|

Finally, let us choose g,G as in (3.6) with p = 1. This implies (3.24) upon using Lemma 3.3
and Lemma 2.6, as desired.

�

4. Weak parabolic Harnack inequalities

In this section we establish our main results Theorem 1.1(i) and Theorem 1.2(i). Moreover, we

will prove a weak parabolic Harnack inequality for nonnegative weak supersolutions to (P̂DEd).
The Caccioppoli-type estimates for nonsymmetric forms established in Section 3 are tailored
in such a way that it is possible to perform the well-known Moser iteration technique for

solutions to (PDE) and (P̂DE) (respectively (P̂DEd)) in the same way as for parabolic equations
connected to symmetric forms. We follow the the proof in [FK13], which is based on Moser’s
original arguments, see [Mos64], [Mos71].
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First, we set up Moser iteration schemes for negative and small positive exponents (see Theorem 4.1,
Theorem 4.2), in order to prove estimates for the infimum and the L1-norm of a nonnegative
supersolution. These results require the Caccioppoli-type estimates Lemma 3.5, Lemma 3.7
and Lemma 3.9.

Theorem 4.1 (Moser iteration I: negative exponents). Assume (Cutoff) and (Sob).

(i) Assume (K1loc) holds true for some θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. Then, there exist c > 0 and δ > 0 such
that for every p∗ ∈ (0, 1], for every 0 < R ≤ 1, every σ ∈ [1/2, 1) and every nonnegative,
weak supersolution u to (PDE) in I⊖R (t0)×B2R and every ε > 0, it holds:

inf
I⊖σR(t0)×BσR

ũ ≥
[
c(1− σ)δ

]1/p∗
(
−
∫

I⊖R (t0)
−
∫

BR

ũ−p∗(t, x)dxdt

)−1/p∗

, (4.1)

where B2R ⊂ Ω and ũ = u+ ε+Rα‖f‖∞.
(ii) Assume (K1glob) holds true for some θ ∈ ( dα ,∞]. Then, there exist c > 0 and δ > 0 such

that for every p∗ ∈ (0, 1], every 0 < R ≤ 1, every σ ∈ [1/2, 1) and every nonnegative,

weak supersolution u to (P̂DEd) in I⊖R (t0) × B2R and every ε > 0 the estimate (4.1)

holds true with ũ = u+ ε+Rα‖f‖L∞ +R
1
2(α−

d
θ )‖d‖L∞ .

Proof. We first explain how to prove (i). The proof works as in [FK13]. First, let 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤
r + ρ < R, and q ≥ p∗ for some p∗ ∈ (0, 1]. Writing q = p − 1, we observe that Lemma 3.5
implies that for any nonnegative u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd):

EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ−
q
2 , τ ũ−

q
2 ) ≤ c1qE(u,−τ2ũ−q−1) + c2(1 ∨ q)ρ−α‖ũ−q‖L1(Br+ρ), (4.2)

where c1, c2 > 0 are some constants. We observe that ∂t(ũ
−q) = −qũ−q−1∂tu. For any nonneg-

ative weak supersolution u to (PDE), we obtain using (4.2) with q = p− 1:

c1

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)∂t(ũ
−q)(t, x)dx+ EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũ−

q
2 (t), τ ũ−

q
2 (t))

≤ c1q
[
(∂tu(t),−τ2ũ−q−1(t)) + E(u(t),−τ2ũ−q−1(t))

]
+ c2(1 ∨ q)ρ−α‖ũ−q(t)‖L1(Br+ρ)

≤ c3q
[
(f(t),−τ2ũ−q−1)

]
+ c2(1 ∨ q)ρ−α‖ũ−q(t)‖L1(Br+ρ)

≤ c4(1 ∨ q)ρ−α‖ũ−q(t)‖L1(Br+ρ),

(4.3)

where c3, c4 > 0 are constants and we tested the equation with −τ2ũ−q−1, where τ = τr, ρ
2
.

Moreover, we used that by definition of ũ:

(f(t),−τ2ũ−q−1) ≤ c5ρ
−α‖ũ−q(t)‖L1(Br+ρ)

for some c5 > 0. Let now χ ∈ C1(R) be a nonnegative function such that χ ≡ 1 in I⊖r ,
‖χ‖∞ ≤ 1, ‖χ′‖∞ ≤ 2((r + ρ)α − rα)−1 and χ(t0 − (r + ρ)α) = 0. We multiply (4.3) with χ2

and integrate from t0 − (r + ρ)α to t for some arbitrary t ∈ I⊖r (t0). This yields
∫

Br+ρ

χ2(t)τ2(x)ũ−q(t, x)dx+

∫ t

t0−(r+ρ)α
χ2(s)EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũ−

q
2 (s), τ ũ−

q
2 (s))ds

≤ c6(1 ∨ q)ρ−α

∫ t

t0−(r+ρ)α
χ2(s)‖ũ−q(s)‖L1(Br+ρ)ds

+ c6

∫ t

t0−(r+ρ)α
|χ′(s)|χ(s)

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)ũ−q(s, x)dxds,
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where c6 > 0. Using the properties of χ we obtain

sup
t∈I⊖r

∫

Br

ũ−q(t, x)dx+

∫

I⊖r

EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ−
q
2 (s), τ ũ−

q
2 (s))ds

≤ c7(1 ∨ q)
(
ρ−α ∨ ((r + ρ)α − rα)−1

) ∫

I⊖r+ρ

‖ũ−q(s)‖L1(Br+ρ)ds

for some c7 > 0. Let us define κ = α
d = 1 + α

d > 1. By Hölder interpolation with 1
κ =

(κ−1)/κ
1 + 1/κ

d/(d−α) and Sobolev inequality (Sob) we obtain

‖ũ−q‖Lκ(I⊖r ×Br)
≤
(
sup
t∈I⊖r

‖ũ−q(t)‖κ−1
L1(Br)

∫

I⊖r

‖ũ−q(s)‖
L

d
d−α (Br)

ds

)1/κ

≤ c8(1 ∨ q)
(
ρ−α ∨ ((r + ρ)α − rα)−1

)
‖ũ−q‖L1(I⊖r+ρ×Br+ρ)

(4.4)

for some c8 > 0. Next, we define sequences (qi)i, (ρi)i with ρi, qi > 0, qi ր ∞ and ρi ց 0 such
that ri := ri−1 − ρi ց σR and r0 = R. Namely, we set ρi = 2−i(1 − σ)R, qi = κqi−1 = κiq0
and q0 = p∗. Then we take (4.4) to the power 1/q0 = 1/p∗, iterate, and use that as i → ∞:

(
−
∫

I⊖ri

−
∫

Bri

ũ−qi(t, x)dxdt

)−1/qi

→
(

inf
I⊖σR×BσR

ũ

)−1

.

Further details can be found in [FK13].

The proof of (ii) works in a similar way. In fact, any nonnegative weak supersolution to (P̂DEd)
satisfies

c9

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)∂t(ũ
−q)(t, x)dx+ EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũ−

q
2 (t), τ ũ−

q
2 (t)) ≤ c10(1 ∨ qγ)ρ−α‖ũ−q(t)‖L1(Br+ρ)

(4.5)

for some c9, c10 > 0 and γ ≥ 1. This is due to the fact that Lemma 3.7 and Lemma 3.9 imply:

EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ−
q
2 , τ ũ−

q
2 ) ≤ c11q

[
Ê(u,−τ2ũ−q−1) + ÊKa(d,−τ2ũ−q−1)

]
+ c12(1 ∨ qγ)ρ−α‖ũ−q‖L1(Br+ρ)

for some c11, c12 > 0, γ ≥ 1. With the help of (4.5), we can establish (ii) via the same arguments
as in the proof of (i). �

Theorem 4.2 (Moser iteration II: small positive exponents). Assume (Cutoff) and (Sob).

(i) Assume (K1loc) holds true for some θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. Then, there exist c > 0 and δ > 0 such

that for every p∗ ∈ (0, κ−1), every 0 < R ≤ 1, every σ ∈ [1/2, 1) and every nonnegative,
weak supersolution u to (PDE) in I⊕R (t0)×B2R and every ε > 0, it holds:

−
∫

I⊕σR(t0)×BσR

ũ(t, x)dxdt ≤
[
c(1 − σ)−δ

]( 1
p∗

−1
)(

−
∫

I⊕R (t0)
−
∫

BR

ũp
∗

(t, x)dxdt

)1/p∗

, (4.6)

where B2R ⊂ Ω, κ = 1 + α
d and ũ = u+ ε+Rα‖f‖∞.

(ii) Assume (K1glob) holds true for some θ ∈ ( dα ,∞]. Then, there exist c > 0 and δ > 0 such

that for every p∗ ∈ (0, κ−1), every 0 < R ≤ 1, every σ ∈ [1/2, 1) and every nonnegative,

weak supersolution u to (P̂DEd) in I⊕R (t0) × B2R and every ε > 0, the estimate (4.6)

holds true with ũ = u+ ε+Rα‖f‖L∞ +R
1
2(α−

d
θ )‖d‖L∞ .
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Proof. We first explain how to prove (i). The proof works as in [FK13]. Let 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ r+ρ <
R, and q ∈ [p∗, κ−1) for some p∗ ∈ (0, κ−1). Writing q = 1 − p, we observe that Lemma 3.5
implies that for any nonnegative u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd):

EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ
q
2 , τ ũ

q
2 ) ≤ c1qE(u,−τ2ũq−1) + c2(1 ∨ q)ρ−α‖ũq‖L1(Br+ρ), (4.7)

where c1, c2 > 0 are some constants. We observe that −∂t(ũ
q) = −qũq−1∂tu. For any nonneg-

ative weak supersolution u to (PDE), we obtain using (4.7):

−c1

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)∂t(ũ
q)(t, x)dx+ EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũ

q
2 (t), τ ũ

q
2 (t))

≤ c1q
[
(∂tu(t),−τ2ũq−1(t)) + E(u(t),−τ2ũq−1(t))

]
+ c2(1 ∨ q)ρ−α‖ũq(t)‖L1(Br+ρ)

≤ c2q
[
(f(t),−τ2ũq−1(t))

]
+ c3qρ

−α‖ũq(t)‖L1(Br+ρ)

≤ c4ρ
−α‖ũq(t)‖L1(Br+ρ),

(4.8)

where c3, c4 > 0 are constants, we used that q ≤ 1, and we tested the equation with −τ2ũq−1

with τ = τr, ρ
2
. Moreover, we used that by definition of ũ:

(f(t),−τ2ũq−1(t)) ≤ c5ρ
−α‖ũq(t)‖L1(Br+ρ)

for some c5 > 0. The difference between (4.8) and the estimate (4.3) in the proof of Theorem 4.1
is the negative sign in front of the term involving the time derivative. Therefore, we take a
nonnegative function χ ∈ C1(R) such that χ ≡ 1 in I⊕r (t0), ‖χ‖∞ ≤ 1, ‖χ′‖∞ ≤ 2((r + ρ)α −
rα)−1, χ(t0 + (r+ ρ)α) = 0 and multiply (4.8) with χ2 and integrate from t to t0 + (r+ ρ)α for
an arbitrary t ∈ I⊕r (t0). This yields

∫

Br+ρ

χ2(t)τ2(x)ũq(t, x)dx+

∫ t0+(r+ρ)α

t
χ2(s)EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũ

q
2 (s), τ ũ

q
2 (s))ds

≤ c6ρ
−α

∫ t0+(r+ρ)α

t
‖ũq(s)‖L1(Br+ρ)ds

+ c6

∫ t0+(r+ρ)α

t
|χ′(s)|χ(s)

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)ũq(s, x)dxds

for some c6 > 0. Consequently:

sup
t∈I⊕r

∫

Br

ũq(t, x)dx+

∫

I⊕r

EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ
q
2 (s), τ ũ

p
2 (s))ds

≤ c7
(
ρ−α ∨ ((r + ρ)α − rα)−1

) ∫

I⊕r+ρ

‖ũq(s)‖L1(Br+ρ)ds

for some c7 > 0. Recall that κ = 1 + α
d > 1 and observe that using Hölder interpolation and

Sobolev inequality (Sob) we can derive:

‖ũq‖Lκ(I⊕r ×Br)
≤
(
sup
t∈I⊕r

‖ũq(t)‖κ−1
L1(Br)

∫

I⊕r

‖ũq(s)‖
L

d
d−α (Br)

ds

)1/κ

≤ c8
(
ρ−α ∨ ((r + ρ)α − rα)−1

)
‖ũq‖L1(I⊕r+ρ×Br+ρ)

(4.9)

for some c8 > 0. Next, again an iteration argument yields the desired result (see [FK13]).
The proof of (ii) works in the same way. In fact, one can prove, as in the proof of Theorem 4.1,
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that any nonnegative weak supersolution to (P̂DEd) satisfies

−c10

∫

Br+ρ

τ2(x)∂t(ũ
q)(t, x)dx+ EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũ

q
2 (t), τ ũ

q
2 (t)) ≤ c11ρ

−α‖ũq(t)‖L1(Br+ρ)

for some c10, c11 > 0, using Lemma 3.7 and Lemma 3.9. From this line, (ii) follows by the same
arguments as before. �

Next, we establish weak L1-estimates for the logarithm of a nonnegative supersolution to (PDE),

respectively (P̂DEd), using the Caccioppoli-type estimates derived in Lemma 3.6, Lemma 3.8,
and Lemma 3.10.

Theorem 4.3 (weak L1-estimates for log ũ). Assume (K2), (Cutoff) and (Poinc).

(i) Assume (K1loc) holds true for some θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. Moreover, assume (Sob) if θ < ∞.
Then there exists c > 0 such that for every 0 < R ≤ 1 and every nonnegative, weak
supersolution u to (PDE) in IR(t0)×B2R and every ε > 0, it holds:

∣∣I⊕R (t0)×BR ∩ {log ũ < −s− a}
∣∣ ≤ c

∣∣I⊕R (t0)×BR

∣∣
s

, s > 0, (4.10)

∣∣I⊖R (t0)×BR ∩ {log ũ > s− a}
∣∣ ≤ c

∣∣I⊖R (t0)×BR

∣∣
s

, s > 0, (4.11)

where B2R ⊂ Ω, a = a(ũ) ∈ R is a constant, ũ = u+ ε+Rα‖f‖L∞ .
(ii) Assume (K1glob) holds true for some θ ∈ ( dα ,∞]. Moreover, assume (Sob) if θ < ∞.

Then, there exists c > 0 such that for every 0 < R ≤ 1 and every any nonnegative,

weak supersolution u to (P̂DEd) in IR(t0)×B2R and every ε > 0 the estimates (4.10),

(4.11) hold true with ũ = u+ ε+Rα‖f‖L∞ +R
1
2(α−

d
θ )‖d‖L∞ .

Proof. We first explain how to prove (i). The proof works as in [FK13]. We apply Lemma 3.6

with r = R, ρ = R/2 and define v(t, x) = − log ũ(t,x)
τ(x) , where τ = τr, ρ

2
. Observe that ∂tv =

−ũ−1∂tu. For any nonnegative weak supersolution u to (PDE) and every t ∈ IR, we obtain
using Lemma 3.6:∫

B3R/2

τ2(x)∂tv(t, x)dx+ c1

∫

B3R/2

∫

B3R/2

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y)) (v(t, x)− v(t, y))2Ks(x, y)dydx

≤
[
(∂tu(t),−τ2ũ−1(t)) + E(u(t),−τ2ũ−1(t))

]
+ c2R

−α|BR|
≤ (f,−τ2ũ−1(t)) + c2R

−α|BR| ≤ c3R
−α|BR|,

for some constants c1, c2, c3 > 0, where we tested the equation with −τ2ũ−1 and used that

(f(t),−τ2ũ−1(t)) ≤ cR−α|BR|

by the definition of ũ. We define V (t) =

∫
B3R/2

v(t,x)τ2(x)dx
∫
B3R/2

τ2(x)dx
and apply a weighted Poincaré

inequality as it is derived from (Poinc) in [DK13] (see Proposition 4 in [DK13]). This yields∫

B3R/2

τ2(x)∂tv(t, x)dx+ c4R
−α

∫

B2R/3

(v(t, x) − V (t))2τ2(x)dx ≤ c2R
−α|BR|, (4.12)

where c4 > 0. Next, we integrate (4.12) in time over [t1, t2] ⊂ IR divide by
∫
B3R/2

τ2(x)dx and

restrict the domain of integration for the second integral to BR:

V (t2)− V (t1) + c5R
−d−α

∫ t2

t1

∫

BR

(v(t, x) − V (t))2dx ≤ c6(t2 − t1)R
−α,
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where c5, c6 > 0. From here, one proceeds as in [CKW19] or [FK13].
The proof of (ii) follows in the same way. Using Lemma 3.8 and Lemma 3.10, it becomes

apparent that any nonnegative weak supersolution to (P̂DEd) satisfies

∫

B3R/2

τ2(x)∂tv(t, x)dx+ c1

∫

B3R/2

∫

B3R/2

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y)) (v(t, x)− v(t, y))2Ks(x, y)dydx

≤
[
(∂tu(t),−τ2ũ−1(t)) + Ê(u(t),−τ2ũ−1(t)) + ÊKa(d,−τ2ũ−1(t))

]
+ c7R

−α|BR|
≤ c8R

−α|BR|

for some c7, c8 > 0. With the help of this estimate, the remaining proof of (ii) goes via the
same arguments as the proof of (i). �

Finally, we are in the position to deduce the desired weak parabolic Harnack inequality for

weak supersolutions to (PDE), respectively (P̂DE), using a well-known lemma by Bombieri
and Giusti.

Proof. (of Theorem 1.1 (i), Theorem 1.2 (i)) The proof works as in [FK13] or [CKW19]. The
idea is to make use of a lemma by Bombieri and Giusti (Lemma 2.2.6 in [SC02]).
For the application of this lemma, we need Theorem 4.3, Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2 applied

with ũ = u+ ε+Rα‖f‖L∞ , where u is a weak supersolution to (PDE), respectively (P̂DE) and
ε > 0 is arbitrary. This yields:

inf
(t0+Rα−(R/2)α ,t0+Rα)×BR/2

ũ ≥ c

(
−
∫

(t0−Rα,t0−Rα+(R/2)α)×BR/2

ũ(t, x)dxdt−Rα‖f‖L∞

)
.

The desired result follows upon taking the limit ε ց 0. �

Remark. Note that the proof of Theorem 1.2(i) relies on Theorem 4.3(ii), Theorem 4.1(ii) and
Theorem 4.2(ii) applied with d ≡ 0. Therefore, the results in Lemma 3.9 and Lemma 3.10 are

not required for the weak parabolic Harnack inequality for (P̂DE).

Moreover, thanks to Lemma 3.9 and Lemma 3.10, we are able to prove a weak parabolic Har-

nack inequality for nonnegative supersolutions to (P̂DEd):

Theorem 4.4. Assume that (K1glob), (K2), (Cutoff), (Poinc), (Sob), and (∞̂-Tail) hold true

for some α ∈ (0, 2), θ ∈ ( dα ,∞]. Then there is c > 0 such that for every 0 < R ≤ 1, every

d ∈ L∞(Rd) and every nonnegative, weak supersolution u to (P̂DEd) in IR(t0)×B2R:

inf
(t0+Rα−(R

2
)α,t0+Rα)×BR

2

u ≥ c


−
∫

(t0−Rα,t0−Rα+(R
2
)α)×BR

2

u(t, x)dxdt−Rα‖f‖L∞ −Rη‖d‖L∞


 .

(4.13)

Proof. By the same argument as in the proof of Theorem 1.2 (i), we can use the lemma by
Bombieri and Giusti after applying Theorem 4.3 (ii), Theorem 4.1 (ii) and Theorem 4.2 (ii)
with ũ = u+ε+Rα‖f‖L∞+Rη‖d‖L∞(Rd), setting η = 1

2

(
α− d

θ

)
> 0, and ε > 0 is arbitrary. �
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5. Pointwise regularity estimates

In this section we explain how to establish Hölder estimates for weak solutions to (PDE),

respectively (P̂DE), proving Theorem 1.1(ii) and Theorem 1.2(ii). The main idea is to use
the weak parabolic Harnack inequalities established in the previous section. The underlying
argument for weak solutions to (PDE) works similar to the symmetric case which is by now
standard. Therefore, we will restrict ourselves to pointing out the most important steps.
However, establishing Hölder estimates for solutions to the dual equation is not straightforward
and requires a careful adaptation of the existing arguments. This is due to the fact that the
solution property is not invariant under addition of constants, i.e. the family of solutions to
the dual equation does not satisfy the properties of the sets Sx,r introduced in [DK20].

We set up the following notation:

D(t0, R) = (t0 − 2Rα, t0)×B2R,

D̂(t0, R) = (t0 − 2Rα, t0)×B3R,

D⊖(t0, R) = (t0 − 2Rα, t0 − 2Rα + (R/2)α)×BR/2,

D⊕(t0, R) = (t0 − (R/2)α, t0)×BR/2.

The first step is to deduce an increase of infimum-estimate for weak supersolutions to (PDE).

Lemma 5.1. Assume that (K1loc), (K2), (Cutoff), (Poinc), (Sob), and (∞-Tail) hold true
with θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. Then there exist β ∈ (0, 1), δ ∈ (0, 1) such that for every 0 < R ≤ 1 and every
function u with

• u ≥ 0 in (t0 − 2Rα, t0)×B3R,
• u is a weak supersolution to (PDE) with f ≡ 0 in D(t0, R),
• |D⊖(t0, R) ∩ {u ≥ 1/2}| ≥ 1

2 |D⊖(t0, R)|,
• u ≥ 1− 3jβ in (t0 − 2Rα, t0)×B3jR, for every j ≥ 1,

it holds that u ≥ δ in D⊕(t0, R), where B2R ⊂ Ω.

Proof. First, observe that u+ is a weak supersolution to (PDE) with f(t, x) =
∫
Rd u−(t, y)K(x, y)dy.

This is due to the fact that for every φ ∈ Cc(B2R)

E(u−, φ) =
∫

Rd

∫

Rd

(u−(x)− u−(y))φ(x)K(x, y)dydx =

∫

B2R

φ(x)

(∫

Bc
3R

u−(y)K(x, y)dy

)
dx.

Note that by decomposing Bc
3r =

⋃
j∈NB3j+1r \ B3jr and using the observation that Bc

3jR ⊂
B3j−1R(x)

c for every x ∈ B2R, and (Cutoff), (∞-Tail)

‖f‖L∞(B2R) ≤
∑

j∈N
(3jβ − 1)

∥∥∥∥∥

∫

B
3j+1R

\B
3jR

K(·, y)dy
∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(B2R)

≤
∑

j∈N
(3jβ − 1)

∥∥∥∥∥

∫

B
3j−1R

(·)c
K(·, y)dy

∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(B2R)

≤ cR−α
∑

j∈N
(3jβ − 1)3−j(σ∧α),

where σ > 0 is the constant from (∞-Tail). Since this expression tends to zero, as β ց 0, we
can deduce the desired result from the weak Harnack inequality Theorem 1.1 (i) via standard
arguments. For a more detailed proof we refer to [FK13]. �
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Proof of Theorem 1.1 (ii). The proof of the Hölder estimate for solutions to (PDE) is well-
known. It uses Lemma 5.1 and follows along by the same arguments as the respective proofs
in [FK13], [CKW19]. �

Now, we prove Hölder estimates for weak solutions to (P̂DE). This goes via an increase of
infimum-estimate Lemma 5.2 which is used to establish oscillation decay for weak solutions,

like in the classical case. However, since the family of solutions to the dual equation (P̂DE) is not
invariant under addition of constants, we need to work with a larger class of functions, namely

the family of solutions to (P̂DEd), where d ∈ L∞(Rd). The main ingredient for Lemma 5.2 is

the weak Harnack inequality for weak supersolutions to (P̂DEd), see Theorem 4.4.

Lemma 5.2. Assume that (K1glob), (K2), (Cutoff), (Poinc), (Sob), and (∞̂-Tail) hold true

with θ ∈ ( dα ,∞]. Then there exist β ∈ (0, 1), δ ∈ (0, 1) and ν > 1 such that for every 0 < R ≤ 1
and every function u and every d ∈ R with

• u ≥ 0 in (t0 − 2Rα, t0)×B3νR,

• u is a weak supersolution to (P̂DEd) with f ≡ 0 in D(t0, R),
• |D⊖(t0, R) ∩ {u ≥ 1/2}| ≥ 1

2 |D⊖(t0, R)|,
• u ≥ −3ν2jβ in (t0 − 2Rα, t0)×B3ν2jR, for every j ≥ 1,

it holds that u ≥ δ − |d|R 1
2(α−

d
θ ) in D⊕(t0, R), where B2R ⊂ Ω.

Proof. Let v = u+ and observe that v is a supersolution to (P̂DEd) with right-hand side f given

by f(t, x) =
∫
Rd u−(t, y)K(y, x)dy, see the proof of Lemma 5.1. Using (Cutoff), (∞̂-Tail) and

the assumptions on u, we estimate:

‖f‖L∞(B2R) ≤
∥∥∥∥∥

∫

Bc
3νR

u−(y)K(y, ·)dy
∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(B2R)

≤ 3ν2β

∥∥∥∥∥

∫

B3ν2R\B3νR

K(y, ·)dy
∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(B2R)

+ 3
∞∑

j=2

ν2jβ

∥∥∥∥∥

∫

B
3ν2jR

\B
3ν2(j−1)R

K(y, ·)dy
∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(B2R)

≤ 3ν2β

∥∥∥∥∥

∫

BνR(·)c
K(y, ·)dy

∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(B2R)

+ 3
∞∑

j=2

ν2jβ

∥∥∥∥∥

∫

B
ν2(j−1)R

(·)c
K(y, ·)dy

∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(B2R)

≤ cR−α


ν2β−(α∧σ) +

∞∑

j=2

ν [2β−2(α∧σ)]j+2(α∧σ)


 .

Here, σ > 0 comes from (∞̂-Tail). The above quantity converges to zero if β < α∧σ
4 is chosen

small enough upon sending ν ր ∞. We deduce from (4.13) applied with v that for some c1 > 0:

inf
D⊕(R)

u ≥ c

(
−
∫

D⊖(R)
u(t, x)dxdt−Rα‖f‖L∞ −Rη|d|

)

≥ c

4
− c2


ν2β−(α∧σ) +

∞∑

j=2

ν [2β−2(α∧σ)]j+2(α∧σ)


− cRη|d|,

where we used the assumptions on u. By choosing β < α∧σ
4 and ν > 1 large enough , we deduce

that u ≥ δ − 8δ|d|Rη in D⊕(R), where δ = c
8 > 0, as desired. �
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We are now in the position to give the proof of the Hölder estimate for weak solutions to (P̂DE):

Proof of Theorem 1.2 (ii). Let us define ν = 6 ∨ 2 · 2 1
α ∨ 2

1
η ∨ ν ′, and δ = (1− ν−(β∧1∧ η

2
)) ∧ δ′,

where δ′, β, ν ′ are the constants from Lemma 5.2, η = 1
2

(
α− d

θ

)
. Moreover, we set γ =

−1
2 logν(1− δ) > 0. This yields

(1− δ) = ν−2γ , γ ≤ β ∧ 1 ∧ η

2
, D̂(t0, ν

−1R) ⊂ D⊕(t0, R). (5.1)

The goal of the proof is to construct an increasing sequence {mk} and a decreasing sequence
{Mk} such that

mk ≤ u ≤ Mk, in D̂(t0, ν
−2kR), (5.2)

Mk −mk = 2‖u‖∞ν−2γk
(
1 +

[
1 + ν2(γ−η) + · · · + ν2(k−1)(γ−η)

]
KRη

)
, (5.3)

where K = ν2γ−η ≤ 1.
Let us prove (5.2), (5.3) by induction. By defining m0 = −‖u‖∞ and M0 = ‖u‖∞, we have
proved the desired result for k = 0. We suppose that the desired result holds true for j ≤ k− 1
and intend to deduce that it holds true for k.
Note that always exactly one of the following two options holds true:

∣∣∣∣D⊖(ν
−2(k−1)−1R) ∩

{
u ≥ Mk−1 +mk−1

2

}∣∣∣∣ ≥
|D⊖(ν−2(k−1)−1R)|

2
∣∣∣∣D⊖(ν

−2(k−1)−1R) ∩
{
u ≤ Mk−1 +mk−1

2

}∣∣∣∣ ≥
|D⊖(ν−2(k−1)−1R)|

2
.

In the first case, we define v =
u−mk−1

Mk−1−mk−1
. The verification of the desired result (5.2), (5.3) in

the second case goes analogously by defining v =
Mk−1−u

Mk−1−mk−1
.

Let us assume that we are in the first case. Our goal is to apply Lemma 5.2 to v. Let us
therefore verify the assumptions:

First, note that v ≥ 0 in D̂(ν−2(k−1)−1R) by induction hypothesis.

Second, we observe that if u solves (P̂DE) and D ∈ R, then u − D solves (P̂DEd), where

d ≡ −D. Therefore, v is a supersolution to (P̂DEd) in D(ν−2(k−1)−1R), where d ≡ −mk−1

Mk−1−mk−1
.

Third, it clearly holds

|D⊖(ν
−2(k−1)−1R) ∩ {v ≥ 1/2}| ≥ 1

2
|D⊖(ν

−2(k−1)−1R)|

by definition of v and by assumption. Fourth, for every j ∈ N with j ≤ k − 1 and (t, x) ∈
(t0 − 2(ν−2(k−1)−1R)α, t0)×B3ν−2(k−j−1) it holds by the induction hypothesis:

v(t, x) =
u(t, x)−mk−1

Mk−1 −mk−1
≥ mk−j−1 −mk−1

Mk−1 −mk−1

≥ Mk−1 −Mk−j−1 +mk−j−1 −mk−1

Mk−1 −mk−1
= 1− Mk−j−1 −mk−j−1

Mk−1 −mk−1

= 1− 2‖u‖∞ν−2γ(k−j−1)
(
1 +

[
1 + ν2(γ−η) + · · ·+ ν2(k−j−2)(γ−η)

]
KRη

)

2‖u‖∞ν−2γ(k−1)
(
1 +

[
1 + ν2(γ−η) + · · ·+ ν2(k−2)(γ−η)

]
KRη

)

= 1− ν2γj

(
1 +

[
1 + ν2(γ−η) + · · ·+ ν2(k−j−2)(γ−η)

]
KRη

1 +
[
1 + ν2(γ−η) + · · · + ν2(k−2)(γ−η)

]
KRη

)

≥ 1− ν2γj
(
1 + (1− ν−η)−1

)



NONLOCAL OPERATORS RELATED TO NONSYMMETRIC FORMS I: HÖLDER ESTIMATES 44

≥ 1− 3ν2γj ,

where we used that R,K ≤ 1, γ ≤ η
2 , and the assumption ν ≥ 2

1
η which yields (1−ν−η)−1 ≤ 2.

For j > k − 1, we compute

v(t, x) =
u(t, x)−mk−1

Mk−1 −mk−1
≥ (Mk−1 −mk−1)− (M0 −m0)

Mk−1 −mk−1
= 1− 2‖u‖∞

Mk−1 −mk−1

= 1− 1

ν−2γ(k−1)
(
1 +

[
1 + ν2(γ−

α
2
) + · · · + ν2(k−2)(γ−α

2
)
]
KR

α
2

)

≥ 1− ν2γ(k−1) ≥ 1− ν2γj.

Consequently, all assumptions of Lemma 5.2 are satisfied by v and we deduce that

v ≥ δ − |d|(ν−2(k−1)−1R)η in D⊕(ν
−2(k−1)−1R).

Recall that by definition of ν > 0, it holds D̂(ν−2kR) ⊂ D⊕(ν−2(k−1)−1R), so we have by
mk−1 ≤ 2‖u‖∞:

u ≥ mk−1 + δ(Mk−1 −mk−1)−mk−1(ν
−2(k−1)−1R)η

≥ mk−1 + δ(Mk−1 −mk−1)− 2‖u‖∞(ν−2(k−1)−1R)η, in Iν−2kR ×B3ν−2kR.

We define mk := mk−1 + δ(Mk−1 −mk−1)− 2‖u‖∞(ν−2(k−1)−1R)η and Mk := Mk−1.
Then, it follows by the induction hypothesis, using (1− δ) = ν−2γ :

Mk −mk = (Mk−1 −mk−1)(1− δ) + 2‖u‖∞(ν−2(k−1)−1R)η

= 2‖u‖∞ν−2γ(k−1)
(
1 +

[
1 + ν2(γ−η) + · · ·+ ν2(k−2)(γ−η)

]
KRη

)
(1− δ)

+ 2‖u‖∞(ν−2(k−1)−1R)η

= 2‖u‖∞ν−2γk
(
1 +

[
1 + ν2(γ−η) + · · ·+ ν2(k−2)(γ−η)

]
KRη

)

+ 2‖u‖∞ν−2γkν2(k−1)(γ−η)ν2γ−ηRη

= 2‖u‖∞ν−2γk
(
1 +

[
1 + ν2(γ−η) + · · ·+ ν2(k−1)(γ−η)

]
KRη

)
,

where we used that K = ν2γ−η. We have proved (5.2), (5.3).
Consequently, we have shown that for every k ∈ N:

osc
D̂(ν−2kR)

u ≤ 2‖u‖∞ν−2γk
(
1 +

[
1 + ν2(γ−η) + · · ·+ ν2(k−1)(γ−η)

]
KRη

)

≤ 2‖u‖∞ν−2γk
(
1 + (1− ν−η)−1KRη

)
,

where we used the fact that γ ≤ η
2 . In fact, since K,R ≤ 1, we obtain that there exists some

C > 0 such that

osc
D̂(ν−2kR)

u ≤ C‖u‖∞ν−2γk.

From here, the desired result is an immediate consequence. �
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6. Extension to time-inhomogeneous jumping kernels

In this section, we discuss how to extend Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 to equations of type

(PDE) and (P̂DE), where Lt is defined as in (1.17) for some jumping kernel k : I ×R
d ×R

d →
[0,∞] which might depend on time. Let us fix k and assume that there exists Ks such that
(ks ≍) holds true. Moreover, assume that Ks satisfies (Poinc), (Sob) and (Cutoff).

First, we extend the weak solution concept for (PDE), (P̂DE) and (P̂DEd) to time-inhomogeneous
jumping kernels.

Definition 6.1. We say that u ∈ L2
loc(I;V (Ω|Rd))∩L∞

loc(I;L
2(Ω)) is a supersolution to (PDE)

in I × Ω if ∂tu ∈ L1
loc(I;L

2(Ω)) and

(∂tu(t), φ) + Ek(t)(u(t), φ) ≤ (f(t), φ), ∀t ∈ I, ∀φ ∈ HΩ(R
d) with φ ≤ 0.

Weak subsolutions and solutions, as well as the corresponding notions for (P̂DE) and (P̂DEd)
are defined analogously.

In the following, we will interpret θα
θα−d = 1 for θ = ∞. The main auxiliary result is a time-

inhomogeneous analog to (2.3) and (2.4).

Lemma 6.2. Let µ ≥ 1 and θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. There is c > 0 such that for every δ > 0 and

Z ∈ Lµ(Ir) there is D(δ) > 0 such that for every w ∈ L1(Ir), where Ir ⊂ I is an interval with
r ≤ 1, it holds: ∫

Ir

w(t)Z(t)
θα

θα−d dt ≤ δ
θα

θα−d sup
t∈Ir

w(t) + cD(δ)
θα

θα−d ‖w‖L1(Ir). (6.1)

Moreover, if µ > 1, the constant D(δ) has the following form:

D(δ) =

{
‖Z‖L∞(Ir), µ = ∞
‖Z‖

µ
µ−1

Lµ(Ir)
δ

1
1−µ , µ ∈ (1,∞)

(6.2)

Proof. As in the proof of (2.3), we will split Z(t) = Z1(t)+Z2(t), where Z1(t) = Z(t)1{|Z(t)|>M}
and choose M > 0 large enough, such that ‖Z1‖L1(Ir) < δ. This proves (6.1). To prove (6.2),
by a straightforward computation:

‖Z1‖L1(Ir) ≤ ‖Z‖Lµ(Ir)|{Z ≥ M}|1−
1
µ ≤ ‖Z‖Lµ(Ir)

(‖Z‖Lµ(Ir)

M

)µ−1

= ‖Z‖µLµ(Ir)
M1−µ.

In order for ‖Z1‖L1(Ir) ≤ δ to hold true, we can choose any M > δ
1

1−µ ‖Z‖
µ

µ−1

Lµ(Ir)
, which yields

the desired result. �

We are now ready to provide a proof of Theorem 1.5(i).

Proof of Theorem 1.5(i). We assume that (K1tloc) holds true. We will use the short notation

Z(t) :=

∥∥∥∥∥

∫

Br+ρ

|ka(t; ·, y)|2
J(·, y) dy

∥∥∥∥∥
Lθ(Br+ρ)

The first step of the proof is to establish Theorem 4.1(i) for weak supersolutions u to (PDE)
for time-inhomogeneous jumping kernels. By carefully following the proof of Lemma 3.5 and
reading off the precise dependence of the constant C(δ) > 0 from (2.4) on Z(t), it becomes
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apparent that the following counterpart of Lemma 3.5 holds true for u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd), given
any p ≥ 1− κ−1, with p 6= 1, ε > 0, t ∈ IR(t0):

EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ
−p+1

2 , τ ũ
−p+1

2 ) ≤ c1|p− 1|Ek(t)(u,−τ2ũ−p)

+ c2 (1 ∨ |p− 1|) ρ−α‖ũ−p+1‖L1(Br+ρ) + c2Z(t)
θα

θα−d ‖τ2ũ−p+1‖L1(Br+ρ).
(6.3)

We test the weak formulation of the equation for u with φ = −τ2ũq−1 for some q > 0, mul-
tiply with an adequate cut-off function in time χ, and integrate in time, as in the proof of
Theorem 4.1. By using (6.3), we obtain:

sup
t∈I⊖r+ρ(t0)

∫

Br+ρ

χ2(t)τ2(x)ũ−q(t, x)dx+

∫

I⊖r+ρ(t0)
χ2(s)EKs

Br+ρ
(τ ũ−

q
2 (s), τ ũ−

q
2 (s))ds

≤ c3(1 ∨ q)(ρ−α ∨ ((r + ρ)α − rα)−1)‖ũ−q‖L1(I⊖r+ρ×Br+ρ)

+ c3

∫

I⊖r+ρ(t0)
χ2(s)Z(s)

θα
θα−d ‖τ2ũ−q(s)‖L1(Br+ρ)ds.

(6.4)

An application of (6.1) with δ = δ0c
−1
3 for some sufficiently small δ0 ∈ (0, 1) yields

c3

∫

I⊖r+ρ(t0)
χ2(s)Z(s)

θα
θα−d ‖ũ−q(s)‖L1(Br+ρ)ds

≤ 1

2
sup

t∈I⊖r+ρ(t0)

∫

Br+ρ

χ2(t)τ2(x)ũ−q(t, x)dx+ c4‖ũ−q‖L1(I⊖r+ρ×Br+ρ)
,

where c4 = c3D(δ) > 0. Therefore, we have shown that

sup
t∈I⊖r

∫

Br

ũ−q(t, x)dx+

∫

I⊖r

EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ−
q
2 (s), τ ũ−

q
2 (s))ds

≤ c5(1 ∨ qγ)
(
ρ−α ∨ ((r + ρ)α − rα)−1

) ∫

I⊖r+ρ

‖ũ−q(s)‖L1(Br+ρ)ds.

(6.5)

From here, the proof of Theorem 4.1(i) goes through without any further change. Moreover,
note that an analog to Theorem 4.2(i) can be proved along the following arguments.

It remains to show Theorem 4.3(i) for weak supersolutions u to (PDE) for time-inhomogeneous
jumping kernels. From here, one can deduce the desired result by following the arguments from
the proof of Theorem 1.1.
By following the proof of Lemma 3.6, and applying Hölder’s inequality instead of (2.3) in the
estimate of Ja, we immediately obtain that for every t ∈ IR(t0)

c1

∫

B3R/2

∫

B3R/2

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))

(
log

ũ(x)

τ(x)
− log

ũ(y)

τ(y)

)2

Ks(x, y)dydx

≤ Ek(t)(u,−τ2ũ−1) + c2R
−α|BR|+ c2Z(t)|BR|

1
θ′ .

(6.6)

by testing the weak formulation of the equation with φ = −τ2ũ−1 and defining

v(t, x) = − log
ũ(t, x)

τ(x)
, V (t) =

∫
B3R/2

v2(t, x)τ2(x)dx
∫
B3R/2

τ2(x)dx
,

we obtain the following estimate by applying the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 4.3:

V (t2)− V (t1) + cR−d−α

∫ t2

t1

∫

BR

(v(t, x) − V (t))2dx ≤
∫ t2

t1

B(t)dt, (6.7)
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where [t1, t2] ⊂ IR and

B(t) = c2R
−α + c2Z(t)|BR|−

1
θ .

Next, we define

w(t, x) = v(t, x)−
∫ t

t0

B(τ)dτ, W (t) = V (t)−
∫ t

t0

B(τ)dτ.

The following estimate is a standard consequence of the definitions of w,W and the estimate
(6.7), see [FK13], [CKW19] and p.109 in [AS67]:

|I⊕r (t0)×BR ∩ {w ≥ a+ s}| ≤ c3
Rd+α

s
.

In order to deduce the desired result, it therefore remains to prove that
∣∣∣∣I⊕r (t0)×BR ∩

{∫ t

t0

c2Z(t)|BR|−
1
θ dτ ≥ s

4

}∣∣∣∣ ≤ c
Rd+α

s
.

By application of (K1loc), we can deduce
∫ t

t0

c2Z(t)|BR|−
1
θ dτ ≤ c4(t− t0)

1
µ′ ‖Z‖Lµ(I⊕r (t0))

R− d
θ ≤ c5(t− t0)

1
µ′ R− d

θ .

Since by (CP) it holds that dµ′

θ < α, we deduce that
∣∣∣∣I⊕r (t0)×BR ∩

{∫ t

t0

c2Z(t)|BR|−
1
θ dτ ≥ s

4

}∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣I⊕r (t0)×BR ∩

{
t− t0 ≥ c6R

dµ′

θ sµ
′

}∣∣∣∣

≤ c7

[
(1− c6s

µ′

) ∨ 0
]
Rd+α ≤ c8

Rd+α

s
,

where we applied the elementary estimate a − bµ
′ ≤ ca

2− 1
µ

b in the last step. These arguments
suffice to deduce (4.10) and (4.11) in our setting. This yields the desired result. �

We end this section by providing a proof of Theorem 1.5(ii). It follows the same structure
as the proof of Theorem 1.5(i) but some additional care is required when dealing with weak

solutions to (P̂DEd).

Proof of Theorem 1.5(ii). We assume (K1tglob) and denote

Z(t) :=

∥∥∥∥
∫

Rd

|ka(t; ·, y)|2
J(·, y) dy

∥∥∥∥
Lθ(Rd)

.

First of all, we can read off from the proof of Lemma 3.7 that for u ∈ V (Br+ρ|Rd), given any
p ≥ 1− κ−1, with p 6= 1, ε > 0, t ∈ IR(t0):

EKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ
−p+1

2 , τ ũ
−p+1

2 ) ≤ c1|p− 1|Êk(t)(u,−τ2ũ−p)

+ c2 (1 ∨ pγ)
[
ρ−α‖ũ−p+1‖L1(Br+ρ) + Z(t)

θα
θα−d ‖τ2ũ−p+1‖L1(Br+ρ)

]
.

(6.8)

Moreover, the proof of Lemma 3.9 yields that for any δ ∈ (0, 1):

−δEKs
Br+ρ

(τ ũ
−p+1

2 , τ ũ
−p+1

2 ) ≤ c3|p− 1|Êka(t)(d,−τ2ũ−p)

+ c4 (1 ∨ pγ)
[
ρ−α‖ũ−p+1‖L1(Br+ρ) + [ρ−2ηZ(t)]

θα
θα−d ‖τ2ũ−p+1‖L1(Br+ρ)

]
.

(6.9)
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Here, ũ = u+ ε+Rα‖f‖L∞ +Rη‖d‖L∞ , where η = 1
2(α− d

θ − α
µ ) > 0. The term [ρ−2ηZ(t)]

θα
θα−d

arises from an application of (2.3) with δ = ρ2η. Moreover, an application of (6.1) with
δ = δ0c

−1(1 ∨ qγ)−1ρ2η for some sufficiently small δ0 ∈ (0, 1) yields for any q > 0:

c4(1 ∨ qγ)

∫

I⊖r+ρ(t0)
χ2(s)[ρ−2ηZ(s)]

θα
θα−d ‖τ2ũ−q(s)‖L1(Br+ρ)ds

≤ 1

2
sup

t∈I⊖r+ρ(t0)

∫

Br+ρ

χ2(t)τ2(x)ũ−q(t, x)dx+ c5(1 ∨ qγ2)ρ−α‖ũ−q‖L1(I⊖r+ρ×Br+ρ)

(6.10)

where c1 > 0 is some constant, γ2 = γ
µ−1

θα
θα−d and we used that 2η µ

µ−1
θα

θα−d ≤ α. Note that

(6.10) would follow for any value 0 < η ≤ 1
2
(µ−1)(θα−d)

µθ = 1
2(α − d

θ − α
µ + d

µθ ). By testing

the equation for u with φ = −τ2ũq−1, and proceeding as in the proof of Theorem 1.5, we
obtain (6.5) after combining (6.8), (6.9) and (6.10). This proves Theorem 4.1(ii) for weak

supersolutions to (P̂DEd) with time-dependent jumping kernels. The proof of Theorem 4.2(ii)
follows along the same arguments.
It remains to show Theorem 4.3(ii) for weak supersolutions u to (PDE) for time-inhomogeneous
jumping kernels. By following the proof of Lemma 3.8 and applying Hölder’s inequality instead
of (2.3), we obtain that for every t ∈ IR(t0):

c1

∫

B3R/2

∫

B3R/2

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))

(
log

ũ(x)

τ(x)
− log

ũ(y)

τ(y)

)2

Ks(x, y)dydx

≤ Êk(t)(u,−τ2ũ−1) + c2R
−α|BR|+ c2Z(t)|BR|

1
θ′ .

(6.11)

By the same argument, we can deduce from the proof of Lemma 3.10 that for any δ ∈ (0, 1):

−δ

∫

B2R/2

∫

B3R/2

(τ2(x) ∧ τ2(y))

(
log

ũ(x)

τ(x)
− log

ũ(y)

τ(y)

)2

Ks(x, y)dydx

≤ Êka(t)(d,−τ2ũ−1) + c2R
−α|BR|+ c2R

−2ηZ(t)|BR|
1
θ′ .

In order to deduce Theorem 4.3, we proceed as in the proof of (i). It remains to estimate
∣∣∣∣I⊕r (t0)×BR ∩

{∫ t

t0

c2R
−2ηZ(t)|BR|−

1
θ dτ ≥ s

4

}∣∣∣∣

≤
∣∣∣∣I⊕r (t0)×BR ∩

{∫ t

t0

c3R
−α+α

µ ≥ s

4

}∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣I⊕r (t0)×BR ∩

{
t− t0 ≥ c4R

αsµ
′
}∣∣∣

≤ c5

[
(1− c4s

µ′

) ∨ 0
]
Rd+α ≤ c6

Rd+α

s
.

This proves Theorem 4.3(ii). As in the classical case, from here we can deduce the desired
results as in the proof of Theorem 1.2. However, note that due to the time-inhomogeneity, the
corresponding proofs have to be carried out with η = 1

2(α− d
θ − α

µ ). �

7. Approximation of local objects

In this section we demonstrate that in the limit α ր 2 the operators given by (1.1) approx-
imate second order divergence form operators with a drift term if an assumption reminiscent
of (K1glob) is satisfied uniformly in α. The main achievement of this section is a convergence
result in the spirit of Mosco convergence for nonsymmetric forms, see Theorem 7.1.
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Let B be a bounded open set B ⊂ R
d with a Lipschitz boundary and α0 ∈ (0, 2). Consider a

family of kernels (K(α))α∈(α0,2), K
(α) : Rd ×R

d → [0,∞] satisfying

sup
α∈(α0,2)

∥∥∥∥∥

∫

B

|K(α)
a (·, y)|2

K
(α)
s (·, y)

dy

∥∥∥∥∥
Lθ(B)

=: C < ∞, (7.1)

where θ ∈ [ dα ,∞] is allowed to depend on α. Furthermore, we assume the following pointwise
upper and lower bound on the symmetric part:

Λ−1(2− α)|x− y|−d−α ≤ K(α)
s (x, y) ≤ Λ(2− α)|x− y|−d−α (7.2)

for some constant Λ ≥ 1 and every x, y ∈ B. We define E(α)
B via

E(α)
B (u, v) =

∫

B

∫

B
(u(x) − u(y))v(x)K(α)(x, y)dydx.

Note that the following Sobolev inequality holds true by (7.2):

‖v2‖
L

d
d−α (B)

≤ cEK
(α)
s

B (v, v) + c|B|− d
α

∫

B
v2(x)dx. (7.3)

Let us prove that the conditions (7.1) and (7.2) are sufficient for (E(α)
B ,Hα/2(B)) to be regular

lower bounded semi-Dirichlet forms on L2(B) (see [Osh13], [MR92], and also [Sta65]).
First, in [SW15], Schilling and Wang proved this fact in the case θ = ∞ (see Proposition 1.3).
The proof amounts to the establishment of a sector condition and a Gårding-type inequality

for (E(α)
B ,Hα/2(B)). The remaining properties follow by the same arguments as in [FU12].

In analogy to the case θ = ∞, also when θ ∈ [ dα ,∞) it suffices to prove a sector condition and a
Gårding-type inequality. We restrict ourselves to the situation of B being bounded. Note that

due to (7.1), for every ε > 0 there exist c(ε) > 0, W
(α)
1 ∈ L

d
α (B), W

(α)
2 ∈ L∞(B) such that

‖W (α)
1 ‖

L
d
α (B)

< ε, ‖W (α)
2 ‖L∞(B) < c(ε), W

(α)
1 (x) +W

(α)
2 (x) =

∫

B

|K(α)
a (·, y)|2

K
(α)
s (·, y)

dy. (7.4)

In this case, the sector condition is a direct consequence of the following estimate:

EK
(α)
a

B (u, v)2 =

(∫

B

∫

B
(u(x)− u(y))v(x)K(α)

a (x, y)dydx

)2

≤ EK
(α)
s

B (u, u)

∫

B
v2(x)

(∫

B

|K(α)
a (x, y)|2

K
(α)
s (x, y)

dy

)
dx

≤ EK
(α)
s

B (u, u)

(
ε‖v2‖

L
d

d−α (B)
+ c(ε)‖v‖2L2(B)

)

≤ cEK
(α)
s

B (u, u)

(
cεEK

(α)
s

B (v, v) + (c(ε) + |B|− d
α )‖v‖2L2(B)

)
,

(7.5)

where we applied (7.3). Moreover, by application of Young’s inequality on (7.5) and choosing
ε > 0 small enough in (7.4) we get that the following Gårding-type inequality holds uniformly
in α, i.e. there exists λ > 1 (depending on |B|), such that

E(α)
B (u, u) ≥ 1

2
EK

(α)
s

B (u, u) − (λ− 1)‖u‖2L2(B). (7.6)

Therefore, also when θ ∈ [ dα ,∞) and B is bounded, (E(α)
B ,Hα/2(B)) are regular lower bounded

semi-Dirichlet forms.
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Our goal is to prove the following theorem:

Theorem 7.1. Let B ⊂ R
d be an open bounded set with Lipschitz boundary. Assume (7.1)

and (7.2). Then the sequence of regular lower bounded semi-Dirichlet forms (E(α)
B ,Hα/2(B))

converges to the regular lower bounded semi-Dirichlet form (E ,H1(B)) in the Mosco-Hino-sense
in L2(B) as α ր 2, where we define for δ > 0 and x ∈ B:

ai,j(x) := lim
αր2

∫

Bδ(0)
(−hi)(−hj)K

(α)
s (x, x+ h)dh, (7.7)

bi(x) := lim
αր2

∫

Bδ(0)
(−hi)K

(α)
a (x, x+ h)dh, (7.8)

if the limits exist and E is defined as

E(u, v) =
∫

B
ai,j(x)∂iu(x)∂ju(x)dx+ 2

∫

B
bi(x)∂iu(x)v(x)dx.

Remark. The limits in (7.7), (7.8) have to be understood in a pointwise a.e.-sense. Both limits
do not depend on δ.

The concept of Mosco-convergence was developed in [Mos94] and extended to nonsymmetric

forms in [Hin98]. The fact that (E(α)
B ,Hα/2(B)) → (E ,H1(B)) in the Mosco-Hino-sense implies

that the corresponding resolvents (G
(α)
λ ), as well as the semigroups (T

(α)
t ) converge in L2(B)

towards (Gλ) respectively (Tt). Moreover, the corresponding dual resolvents (Ĝ
(α)
λ ), and dual

semigroups (T̂
(α)
t ) converge weakly in L2(B) towards (Ĝλ) respectively (T̂t), see Theorem 3.1 in

[Hin98] and Remark 7.17 in [Töl10]. Therefore, Mosco-convergence is a considerably stronger

property than mere convergence of E(α)
B (u, v) → E(u, v) for arbitrary u, v (see Lemma 7.2).

Nonetheless, the latter is an important ingredient in the proof of Mosco-convergence.

Lemma 7.2. Let B ⊂ R
d be an open bounded set with Lipschitz boundary. Assume (7.1) and

(7.2). Then for every u, v ∈ H1(B) it holds

lim
αր2

EK
(α)
s

B (u, v) =

∫

B
ai,j(x)∂iu(x)∂jv(x)dx := Eai,j

B (u, v), (7.9)

lim
αր2

EK
(α)
a

B (u, v) = 2

∫

B
bi(x)∂iu(x)v(x)dx := Ebi

B (u, v), (7.10)

where ai,j, bi are defined as in (7.7), (7.8).
Moreover, a(x) := (ai,j(x))i,j is a symmetric matrix for a.e. x ∈ B, uniformly positive definite

and has bounded entries, and bi ∈ L2θ0(B), where θ0 := infα∈(α0,2) θ(α) and α0 ∈ (0, 2).

Proof. First, we point out that (7.9) was already proved in [FGKV20] in a more general frame-
work. We prove (7.10) for u, v ∈ C2

c (B) and conclude by a density argument. We write

EK
(α)
a

B (u, v) =

∫

B

∫

B∩{|x−y|>1}
(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) + v(y))K(α)

a (x, y)dydx

+

∫

B

∫

B∩{|x−y|≤1}
(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) + v(y))K(α)

a (x, y)dydx.



NONLOCAL OPERATORS RELATED TO NONSYMMETRIC FORMS I: HÖLDER ESTIMATES 51

Using (1.7), and (7.2) we obtain
∫

B

∫

B∩{|x−y|>1}
(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) + v(y))K(α)

a (x, y)dydx

≤ 1

2

∫

B

∫

B∩{|x−y|>1}
(u(x)− u(y))2|K(α)

a (x, y)|dydx

+
1

2

∫

B

∫

B∩{|x−y|>1}
(v(x) + v(y))2|K(α)

a (x, y)|dydx

≤ 2Λ(2 − α)

∫

B
(u2(x) + v2(x))

(∫

B∩{|x−y|>1}
|x− y|−d−αdy

)
dx → 0 as α ր 2.

(7.11)

On the other hand, by Taylor’s formula, for x, y ∈ B with |x − y| ≤ 1 there is a bounded
remainder r(x, y) such that

u(x)− u(y) = ∇u(x)(x− y) + r(x, y)|x− y|2.

Consequently:
∫

B

∫

B∩{|x−y|≤1}
(u(x)− u(y))(v(x) + v(y))K(α)

a (x, y)dydx

= 2

∫

B

∫

B∩{|x−y|≤1}

(
∇u(x)(x− y) + r(x, y)|x− y|2

)
v(x)K(α)

a (x, y)dydx

= 2

∫

B
v(x)∇u(x)

(∫

B∩{|x−y|≤1}
(x− y)K(α)

a (x, y)dy

)
dx

+ 2

∫

B
v(x)

∫

B∩{|x−y|≤1}
r(x, y)|x− y|2K(α)

a (x, y)dydx.

(7.12)

The first term converges to 2
∫
B v(x)∂iu(x)bi(x)dx by definition of b and dominated conver-

gence. For the second term we have by (7.2) and (7.1):
∫

B
v(x)

∫

B∩{|x−y|≤1}
r(x, y)|x− y|2K(α)

a (x, y)dydx

≤ c1‖r‖∞ sup
x∈B

(
(2− α)

∫

B∩{|x−y|≤1}
|x− y|4−d−αdy

)1/2 ∫

B
v(x)

(∫

B

|K(α)
a (x, y)|2

K
(α)
s (x, y)

dy

)1/2

dx

≤ c2 sup
x∈B

(
(2− α)

∫

B∩{|x−y|≤1}
|x− y|4−d−αdy

)1/2(
‖v‖L2(B) + EK

(α)
s

B (v, v)

)

→ 0 as α ր 2,
(7.13)

where c1, c2 > 0 are constants and we used a similar argument as in (7.5) in the last estimate.
It remains to prove the second part of the assertion. The desired properties of ai,j follow from
Proposition 3.1 in [FGKV20]. Next, we estimate:

bi(x) = lim
αր2

∫

Bδ(0)
(−hi)K

(α)
a (x, x+ h)dh ≤ |ai,i(x)|1/2

(
sup

α∈(α0,2)

∫

Bδ(0)

|K(α)
a (x, x+ h)|2

K
(α)
s (x, x+ h)

dh

)1/2

,
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which, by (7.1) and boundedness of ai,j, implies

‖bi‖L2θ0 (B) ≤ ‖ai,i‖1/2∞


 sup

α∈(α0,2)

∫

B

(∫

Bδ(0)

|K(α)
a (x, x+ h)|2

K
(α)
s (x, x+ h)

dh

)θ0

dx




1/(2θ0)

< ∞.

This concludes the proof. �

We are ready to prove Theorem 7.1. We point out that related results were proved in [FGKV20],
[FG20] for symmetric Dirichlet forms. Although Mosco-Hino convergence (see [Hin98]) requires
the verification of slightly stronger properties than for the symmetric analog (see [Mos94]), the
arguments in our proof are reminiscent of those in [FG20].

Proof. (of Theorem 7.1) Throughout this proof, we introduce the notation Es(u, v) = 1
2(E(u, v)+

E(v, u)) for the symmetric part of a bilinear form E .
First, we prove the Mosco convergence according to [Hin98]. Let (αn)n ⊂ (0, 2) be a sequence
such that αn ր 2 as n → ∞. It suffices to establish the following two properties:

(i) For every sequence (vn) ⊂ L2(B) with vn ∈ Hαn/2(B) and supn E(αn)
B (vn, vn) < ∞ and

every v ∈ H1(B) such that vn ⇀ v in L2(B) and every u ∈ C2
c (B) it holds

lim inf
n→∞

E(αn)
B (u, vn) ≤ E(u, v).

(ii) For every sequence (un) ⊂ L2(B) with lim infn→∞ E(αn)
B (un, un) < ∞ and every u ∈

L2(B) such that un ⇀ u in L2(B) it holds

E(u, u) ≤ lim inf
n→∞

E(αn)
B (un, un).

First, we prove (i). Note that supn ‖vn‖L2(B) < ∞ by the weak convergence vn ⇀ v. Thus,

due to Gårding’s inequality (7.6) and the fact that supn E(αn)
B (vn, vn) < ∞, we conclude

sup
n

EK
(αn)
s

B (vn, vn) + ‖vn‖2L2(B) < ∞. (7.14)

Since EK
(αn)
s

B (u, u) → Eai,j (u, u) for every u ∈ C2
c (B) by Lemma 7.2, we conclude that there

exists a subsequence (vnk
) ⊂ (vn) and v′ ∈ H1(B) such that vnk

⇀ v′ in Hα/2(B). In particular,

for every u ∈ C2
c (B) (see Theorem 5.59 in [FG20], resp. Lemma 2.2 in [KS03]):

EK
(αnk

)
s

B (u, vnk
) → Eai,j (u, v′). (7.15)

The weak convergence vn ⇀ v in L2(B) yields that v′ = v.
Furthermore, it is easy to see that upon replacing v by vn the proof of (7.10) yields

EK
(αn)
a

B (u, vn) → Ebi(u, v), u ∈ C2
c (B). (7.16)

Indeed, (7.11) remains valid since supx

(
(2− αn)

∫
{|x−y|>1} |x− y|−d−αndy

)
→ 0 and due to

(7.14). Also, the first summand in (7.12) tends to 2
∫
B v(x)∇u(x)b(x)dx since the convergence

in (7.8) is pointwise, b ∈ L2θ0(B), ∇u is bounded and therefore b∇u ∈ L2(B),
(∫

B∩{|·−y|≤1}
(y − ·)K(α)

a (·, y)dy
)
∇u → b∇u in L2(B) .
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The proof of (7.13) works in the same way using (7.14). Combining (7.15) and (7.16) yields

lim inf
n→∞

E(αn)
B (u, vn) ≤ lim

k→∞
E(αnk

)

B (u, vnk
) = E(u, v), u ∈ C2

c (B).

Now, we prove (ii). Let us assume that un ⇀ u, lim infn→∞ E(αn)
B (un, un) < ∞. By Gårding’s

inequality (7.6) and uniform boundedness of ‖un‖L2(B), which is due to the weak convergence,

lim inf
n→∞

EK
(αn)
s

B (un, un) < ∞. (7.17)

Then according to Proposition 4.2 in [Pon04] there exists a subsequence (unk
) ⊂ (un) with

unk
→ u in L2(B) due to (7.17). Consequently it must be that already un → u in L2(B).

Note that by the weak sector condition and Gårding’s inequality (7.6), Hαn/2(B) with scalar

product E(αn),s
B,λ (·, ·) := E(αn),s

B (·, ·) + λ(·, ·)L2(B) is a Hilbert space since the norm induced by

E(αn),s
B,λ (·, ·) is equivalent to the standard Hαn/2(B)-norm. From Lemma 7.2, it follows that one

can also prove a Gårding’s inequality for E . Thus, we see that also H1(B) with scalar product
Es
λ(·, ·) := Es(·, ·) + λ(·, ·)L2(B) is a Hilbert space. Due to Lemma 7.2, we know that

E(αn),s
B (u, u) = E(αn)

B (u, u) → E(u, u) = Es(u, u), for every u ∈ H1(B). (7.18)

Furthermore, since lim infn→∞ E(αn)
B (un, un) < ∞, it is also clear that there exists a subsequence

(unk
) ⊂ (un) such that limk→∞ E(αnk

)

B (unk
, unk

) = lim infn→∞ E(αn)
B (un, un). Note that (unk

)

is bounded with respect to E(αnk
),s

B,λ (·, ·). Due to (7.18) this implies according to Lemma 2.2 in

[KS03] that there exists a further subsequence (unkl
) ⊂ (unk

) that we will simply also denote

by (unk
), and u′ ∈ H1(B) such that for every v ∈ C∞

c (B):

lim
k→∞

E(αnk
),s

B (unk
, v) + λ(u, v) = lim

k→∞
E(αnk

),s

B,λ (unk
, v) = Es(u′, v) + λ(u′, v),

where we used that un → u in L2(B). Therefore, u′ = u and unk
⇀ u with respect to E(αnk

),s

B,λ ,

Es
λ. By Lemma 2.3 in [KS03], and un → u in L2(B), we deduce

E(u, u) + λ‖u‖2L2(B) = Eλ(u, u) ≤ lim inf
k→∞

E(αn)
B,λ (unk

, unk
)

= lim inf
k→∞

E(αn)
B (unk

, unk
) + λ‖u‖2L2(B)

and from the definition of (unk
) we obtain that even

E(u, u) ≤ lim inf
k→∞

E(αnk
)

B (unk
, unk

) = lim inf
n→∞

E(αn)
B (un, un),

as desired.
Finally, we prove that (E ,H1(B)) is a regular lower bounded semi-Dirichlet form. Recall
that due to Lemma 7.2, it holds that a(x) is uniformly positive definite and bounded, and
bi ∈ Ld(B) (E ,H1(B)). In particular, (E ,H1(B)) satisfies the sector condition and a Gårding-
type inequality as in (7.6). Consequently, (E ,H1(B)) is indeed a regular lower bounded semi-
Dirichlet form. �

Remark. Note that also in the case B = R
d, it is true that ai,j is uniformly elliptic and

bounded and bi ∈ L2θ0(Rd) under the condition that θ > d/2 is independent of α, where
ai,j(x), bi(x) are defined as in (7.7), (7.8) for x ∈ R

d.

If θ = ∞, Lemma 7.2 and property (i) in the proof of Theorem 7.1 also hold true with B = R
d.

However, property (ii) can only be verified for every strongly converging sequence un → u in
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L2(Rd) because (7.17) and boundedness of ‖un‖L2(Rd) only yield the existence of a subsequence

(unk
) ⊂ (un) converging in L2

loc(R
d). The combination of (i) and this weakened version of (ii)

can be regarded as a nonsymmetric analog to Gamma-convergence in L2(Rd).

Remark. Mosco-Hino convergence to (E ,H1(B)) in L2(B) also holds true for the sequence

(E(α)

B,Rd , V
α(B|Rd)), where

E(α)

B,Rd(u, v) =

∫

B

∫

Rd

(u(x)− u(y))v(x)K(α)(x, y)dydx,

and V α(B|Rd) = {u : Rd → R : v |B∈ L2(B) : EK
(α)
s

B,Rd(u, u) < ∞}, equipped with ‖u‖2
V α(B|Rd)

=

‖u‖L2(B) + E(α)

B,Rd(u, u) using the same arguments, as before. Note that the computation (7.5)

also works for (E(α)

B,Rd , V
α(B|Rd)), yielding the sector condition and Gårding’s inequality. More-

over, it is easy to see that E(α)

B,Rd(u, v) → E(u, v) as α ր 2 for every u, v ∈ H1(Rd).

8. Examples

The goal of this section is to discuss several classes of examples and to investigate the validity
of the key assumptions (K1loc) and (K2). The examples include the following cases:

K(x, y) = g(x, y)|x − y|−d−α,

K(x, y) = |x− y|−d−α + (V (x)− V (y))|x− y|−d−α,

K(x, y) = |x− y|−d−α
1D(x− y) + |x− y|−d−β

1C(x− y),

for appropriate functions g : Rd ×R
d → [λ,Λ], V : Rd → R, sets C,D ⊂ R

d, and α, β ∈ (0, 2).
The corresponding classes are considered in Subsection 8.1, Subsection 8.2 and Subsection 8.3.
Note that Subsection 8.2 generalizes Example 1.4 and connects this class of operators to second
order differential operators in divergence form through Theorem 7.1. In Subsection 8.3, we
discuss jumping kernels whose nonsymmetric part, as in the third example above, may live on
certain cones centered at the origin, giving rise to an example which satisfies (K1loc), (K2) with
j = J = |x− y|−d−α, but not with j = J = Ks.

Before we discuss the influence of nonsymmetry, let us comment on the assumptions on the
symmetric part Ks:

Example 8.1. A large class of symmetric kernels Ks satisfying (Cutoff), (Poinc), (Sob),
(∞-Tail) are those for which (1.14) holds for every ζ > 0 and there is Λ ≥ 1 such that (1.16)
holds true. This does not only include kernels that are pointwise comparable to the α-stable
kernel but also anisotropic kernels that are not fully supported on R

d ×R
d (see [BKS19]) as

Ks(x, y) = |x− y|−d−α
(
1C(x)(y) + 1C(y)(x)

)
,

where {C(x)}x∈Rd are certain configurations of double cones C(x) ⊂ R
d centered at x ∈ R

d.

As assumptions (Cutoff), (Poinc), (Sob) only affect the symmetric part and are well-known
in the literature, we focus on the effect of (K1loc), (K2) on the class of admissible kernels.
Trivially, given any symmetric Ks satisfying (Cutoff), (Poinc), (Sob), (∞-Tail) one can con-
struct an admissible kernel K by adding any antisymmetric Ka as long as (K1loc), (K2) and
|Ka(x, y)| ≤ |Ks(x, y)| hold true in order to obtain an admissible kernel satisfying all assump-
tions of Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2.
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We close this section by giving a sufficient condition for (K1loc) in a general setup. Consider a
symmetric kernel Jα : Rd ×R

d → [0,∞] and a function g : Rd ×R
d → [0,∞]. We define

K(x, y) = g(x, y)Jα(x, y).

Then

Ka(x, y) =
g(x, y) − g(y, x)

2
Jα(x, y), Ks(x, y) =

g(x, y) + g(y, x)

2
Jα(x, y).

Our goal is to discuss assumptions on g under which (K1loc) is satisfied for K with J = Ks.
(K1loc) reads as follows for K: There exists C > 0 such that for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω with r ≤ 1:

∥∥∥∥
∫

B2r

(g(·, y) − g(y, ·))2Jα(·, y)dy
∥∥∥∥
Lθ(B2r)

≤ C < ∞. (8.1)

The subsequent lemma provides a suitable criterion for the verification of (K1loc).

Lemma 8.2. Let V : Rd → R and θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. Assume that Jα satisfies (1.14) and that there
is a constant c > 0 such that for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω with r ≤ 1 it holds either

∃γ ∈ (α/2, 1] : ‖[V (·)]C0,γ (B2r)‖L2θ(B2r) ≤ c, (8.2)

where [V (x)]C0,γ (B2r) := inf {A > 0 | ∀y ∈ B2r : |V (x)− V (y)| ≤ A|x− y|γ}, or

‖∇V ‖L2θ(B2r) + ‖ sup
y∈B2r

r(·, y)‖L2θ(B2r)) ≤ c, (8.3)

where r(x, y) = [V (x)− V (y)− (∇V (x), x− y)] |x− y|−1. Then
∥∥∥∥
∫

B2r

(V (·)− V (y))2Jα(·, y)dy
∥∥∥∥
Lθ(B2r)

≤ C < ∞.

Proof. Let B2r ⊂ Ω. First, we claim that for every ε > 0 there exists c1 > 0 independent of
B2r such that

∥∥∥∥
∫

B2r

| · −y|α+εJα(·, y)dy
∥∥∥∥
L∞(B2r)

≤ c1. (8.4)

The claim follows directly by decomposing B4r(x) =
⋃∞

k=0B41−kr(x) \ B4−kr(x) and applying
(1.14) for every x ∈ B2r after enlarging the domain of integration for the inner integral to
B4r(x) ⊃ B2r for each x ∈ B2r.
If (8.2) is satisfied, the assertion follows by Hölder’s inequality and application of (8.4) with ε :=
2γ−α > 0. In case (8.3) holds, we observe that (V (x)−V (y))2 ≤ 2

(
|∇V (x)|2 + r2(x, y)

)
|x−y|2

and proceed as before, applying (8.4) with ε := 2− α > 0. �

Let us discuss assumptions (8.2) and (8.3) from Lemma 8.2 and give illustrating examples.

Case θ = ∞: The following functions V satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 8.2 with θ = ∞.

• If γ > α/2 then (8.2) holds with (θ = ∞, γ) for every V ∈ C0,γ(Ω). As by Morrey’s
inequality W s,p(Ω) ⊂ C0,γ(Ω) with γ = s − d

p , (8.2) is in particular satisfied for every

V ∈ W s,p(Ω) with 2s > α and p > 2d
2s−α if Ω is smooth.

• (8.3) is satisfied for every V ∈ C1(Ω) with ‖∇V ‖L∞(Ω) < ∞ by mean value theorem.

Case θ < ∞: It is possible to consider also less smooth functions V . This shows the advantage
of formulating assumption (K1loc) with general θ ∈ [ dα ,∞].
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• Let Ω = B2(0). Define V (x) = |x|γ0 for some 0 < γ0 < α/2. Then V ∈ C0,γ0(B2(0))
but (8.2) fails for θ = ∞. However, given x ∈ B2(0) and γ := γ0+ε ≤ 1 for some ε > 0:

sup
y∈B2(0)

|V (x)− V (y)|
|x− y|γ = |x|γ0−γ ,

so [V (·)]C0,γ (B2(0)) = | · |−ε ∈ L2θ(B2(0)) if ε < d
2θ . Note that γ > α

2 if ε > α
2 − γ0.

Thus, (8.2) is satisfied for any pair (θ, γ) such that θ ∈ [ dα ,
d

α−2γ0
) and ε ∈ (α2 − γ0,

d
2θ ).

• (8.3) holds with θ ∈ [ dα ,∞) if V ∈ W 1,2θ(Rd). A proof is given in [Spe16].

8.1. nonsymmetric coefficients. In this section we consider jumping kernels K that are
driven by a symmetric kernel Jα : Rd ×R

d → [0,∞] satisfying (1.14) for every ζ > 0, (Poinc)
and (Sob) for some α ∈ (0, 2) and a nonsymmetric coefficient function g : Rd × R

d → [λ,Λ],
where 0 < λ ≤ Λ < ∞. We define

K(x, y) = g(x, y)Jα(x, y). (8.5)

Jα can be any kernel from Example 8.1, the prototype kernel being Jα(x, y) = |x − y|−d−α.
First, we observe that by the boundedness of g, Jα inherits the properties (Cutoff), (Poinc),
(Sob), (∞-Tail) to K. Moreover, (K2) is satisfied even globally:

Proposition 8.3. Let D = Λ−λ
Λ+λ < 1. Then (K2) is satisfied. In particular,

|Ka(x, y)| ≤ DKs(x, y), ∀x, y ∈ R
d.

Proof. By definition of D, we have λ
Λ = 1−D

D+1 . Let x, y ∈ R
d with g(x, y) ≥ g(y, x). Then:

g(y, x)

g(x, y)
≥ λ

Λ
=

1−D

D + 1
,

which implies that |g(x, y) − g(y, x)| = g(x, y) − g(y, x) ≤ D(g(x, y) + g(y, x)). �

By application of Lemma 8.2 it is easy to verify (8.1) and therefore (K1loc) for certain classes
of coefficient functions g.

Example 8.4. Let K(x, y) = g(x, y)Jα(x, y), where Jα, g are as before. Assume that V1, V2 :
R

d → R satisfy the assumptions of Lemma 8.2 for θ ∈ [ dα ,∞]. Then (K1loc) (with θ) holds for
K if one of the following is true:

(i) g(x, y) := V1(x) + V2(y) ∈ [λ,Λ].
(ii) g(x, y) := V1(x)V2(y) ∈ [λ,Λ] and ‖V1‖L∞(Ω) + ‖V2‖L∞(Ω) < ∞.

If (i) or (ii) are satisfied, then Theorem 1.1 is applicable to K.

Remark. Note that one can carry out all the arguments from this section also if g : Rd×R
d →

[0,Λ] with g |Ω×Ω∈ [λ,Λ] without any significant changes.

8.2. Carré du champ-type nonlocal drift. In this section, we discuss and generalize Example 1.4
from the introduction. Let α ∈ (0, 2), L ∈ (0,∞], 0 < λ ≤ Λ < ∞ and j : Rd ×R

d → [λ,Λ] be
a symmetric function. Let V : Rd → R be such that

|V (x)− V (y)|1{|x−y|≤L}(x, y) ≤ λ, ∀x, y ∈ R
d. (8.6)

We define

K(x, y) = j(x, y)cd,α|x− y|−d−α + (V (x)− V (y))1{|x−y|≤L}(x, y)cd,α|x− y|−d−α, (8.7)
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where cd,α :=
2αΓ( d+α

2 )
πd/2|Γ(−α

2 )|
> 0. This class of kernels is without further assumptions not contained

in the class considered in Subsection 8.1 since the coefficient function g was supposed to be
bounded between two positive constants.

From the definition it is already clear that K ≥ 0 and

Ks(x, y) = j(x, y)cd,α|x− y|−d−α, Ka(x, y) = (V (x)− V (y))1{|x−y|≤L}(x, y)cd,α|x− y|−d−α.

Moreover, (Cutoff), (∞-Tail), (Poinc), (Sob) trivially hold by boundedness of j. (K1loc) holds
for K with θ ∈ [ dα ,∞] if V satisfies the condition of Lemma 8.2.

Note that if (K1loc) holds true with θ = ∞, (K2) is satisfied in the sense of Proposition 2.7.
The following is another sufficient condition for (K2):
Assume that there exists D < 1 such that for every ball B2r ⊂ Ω, 0 < r ≤ 1:

|V (x)− V (y)|1{|x−y|≤L}(x, y) ≤ Dλ, ∀x, y ∈ B2r. (8.8)

Under these additional assumptions on V,L, Theorem 1.1 is applicable to K.

We observe that for a given Hölder continuous function V it is possible to choose L suitably
such that (8.6), (8.8) hold true for K:

Proposition 8.5. Assume that V ∈ C0,γ(Rd) for some γ ∈ (0, 1]. If L ≤
(
λ[V ]−1

C0,γ (Rd)

)1/γ
,

then (8.6) holds true. If L ≤
(
Dλ[V ]−1

C0,γ(Rd)

)1/γ
for some D < 1, then (K2) holds for K.

Remark. The class of kernels defined in (8.7) can be generalized as follows:

(i) Consider symmetric kernels K1,2(x, y) ≍ |x− y|−d−α. Let V : Rd → R, L > 0. Define

K(x, y) := K1(x, y) + (V (x)− V (y))1{|x−y|≤L}(x, y)K2(x, y).

(ii) Let K1 be as before, 0 < β(i) < α/2 and K
(i)
2 (x, y) ≍ |x − y|−d−β(i)

symmetric, V (i) :

R → R and L(i) > 0, for i ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Define

K(x, y) := K1(x, y) +

d∑

i=1

(V (i)(xi)− V (i)(yi))1{|xi−yi|≤L(i)}(x, y)K
(i)
2 (x, y).

Under suitable assumptions on V,L, respectively V (i), L one can establish (K1loc), (K2).

Convergence to a diffusion with drift. The class of kernels defined in (8.7) is of fundamen-
tal importance to us since the corresponding operators can be regarded as nonlocal counterparts
of second order divergence form operators with a drift term. We define

Γ
(α)
L (u, V )(x) =

∫

Rd

(u(x)− u(y))(V (x)− V (y))1{|x−y|≤L}(x, y)cd,α|x− y|−d−αdy

and observe that EKa(u, v) =
∫
Rd ΓL(u, V )(x)v(x)dx.

Therefore K gives rise to the operator LKs + ΓL(·, V ), where LKs is a symmetric diffusion

operator comparable to (−∆)α/2. We interpret ΓL(·, V ) as a nonlocal drift whose direction

depends on V . A very simple example of V is given by V (x) =
∑d

i=1 bixi, where bi ∈ R.
We give a justification of this viewpoint through the approximation results from Section 7.
Given a suitable function V the following theorem is a corollary of Theorem 7.1 and states that

(−∆)α/2 + Γ
(α)
L (·, V ) → −∆+ (∇·,∇V ).
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Theorem 8.6. Let α0 ∈ (0, 2) and θ ∈ [ d
α0
,∞]. Let j : Rd × R

d → [λ,Λ] be symmetric and

V ∈ W 1,2θ(Rd) ∩ C1(Rd) and L ∈ (0,∞) such that (8.6) holds true. Define

K(α)(x, y) = j(x, y)cd,α|x− y|−d−α + (V (x)− V (y))1{|x−y|≤L}(x, y)cd,α|x− y|−d−α.

Then (7.1) and (7.2) hold true for (K(α))α∈(α0,2). Let B ⊂ R
d be a smooth bounded domain.

Then the sequence of forms (E(α)
B ,Hα/2(B)), with

E(α)
B (u, v) =

∫

B

∫

B
(u(x)− u(y))v(x)K(α)(x, y)dydx

converges in the Mosco-Hino-sense in L2(B) to (E ,H1(B)), given by

E(u, v) =
∫

B
ai,j(x)∂iu(x)∂ju(x)dx+ 2

∫

B
∂iV (x)∂iu(x)v(x)dx,

where ai,j is defined as in (7.7).

Proof. First, we observe that for θ < ∞ it holds (see Theorem 1.3 in [Spe16])

lim
δ→0

∫

Rd

(
sup

y:|x−y|≤δ

|V (x)− V (y)− (∇V (x), x− y)|
|x− y|

)2θ

dx = 0. (8.9)

Using the following identity

V (x)− V (y) = (∇V (x), x− y) + (V (x)− V (y)− (∇V (x), x− y)), (8.10)

we deduce that (7.1) holds true with θ by the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 8.2.
In case θ = ∞, the proof of (7.1) is immediate. Therefore, Theorem 7.1 is applicable to

(E(α)
B ,Hα/2(B)) and it only remains to prove that b = ∇V , where b is defined via

bi(x) = lim
αր2

∫

{|x−y|≤δ∧L}
(xi − yi)(V (x)− V (y))cd,α|x− y|−d−αdy.

First, we observe that since
∫
{|h|≤δ} hihjcd,α|h|−d−αdh → δi,j as α ր 2 for every δ > 0, it holds

for x ∈ R
d:

lim
αր2

∫

{|x−y|≤δ∧L}
(xi − yi)(∇V (x), x− y)cd,α|x− y|−d−αdy = ∂iV (x).

Moreover for x ∈ R
d:

lim
αր2

∫

{|x−y|≤δ∧L}
(xi − yi)[V (x)− V (y)− (∇V (x), x − y)]cd,α|x− y|−d−αdy

≤ lim
αր2

∫

{|x−y|≤δ∧L}

|V (x)− V (y)− (∇V (x), x− y)|
|x− y| cd,α|x− y|2−d−αdy

≤ c sup
y:|x−y|≤δ∧L

|V (x)− V (y)− (∇V (x), x− y)|
|x− y|

for some c > 0 independent of δ, α. Due to V ∈ C1(Rd) we can conclude from Taylor’s formula
that for every x ∈ R

d the above quantity becomes arbitrarily small by choosing δ > 0 small
enough. Therefore, in the light of (8.10), it holds that for every x ∈ R

d:
∫

{|x−y|≤δ∧L}
(xi − yi)(V (x)− V (y))cd,α|x− y|−d−αdy → ∂iV (x) as α ր 2,

so in particular, b = ∇V , as desired. �
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Remark. By choosing α0 suitably it is possible to apply Theorem 8.6 to any function V ∈
W 1,d+ε(Rd) ∩ C1(Rd), ε > 0, if L is such that (8.6) holds true.

8.3. Nonlocal drifts on cones. There exist also admissible nonsymmetric jumping measures
that are not induced by coefficient functions g or drifts V as in the previous two sections:

Example 8.7. Let Ks(x, y) ≍ |x−y|−d−α be given. Let g, h : Rd×R
d → R be antisymmetric.

Let L > 0 and β < α/2. We set

Ka(x, y) = g(x, y)|x − y|−d−β
1{|x−y|≤L}(x, y) + h(x, y)|x− y|−d−α

1{|x−y|>L}(x, y).

Under suitable assumptions on g, h, L one can verify (K1loc), (K2) so that K = Ks +Ka is an
admissible kernel in the sense of Theorem 1.1, Theorem 1.2.
A particular instance of this class is the following anisotropic kernel

K(x, y) = |x− y|−d−α + 1C(x− y)|x− y|−d−β ,

where 0 < β < α/2 < 1 and C is a single cone centered at the origin. (e.g. C = R
d
+). It is easy

to see that (K1loc), (K2) are satisfied in this case.

All examples mentioned so far have in common that they satisfy (K1loc) and (K2) with J = Ks,
respectively j = Ks. We would now like to give an example where (K1loc), (K2) hold true with
symmetric kernels j, J that are not pointwise comparable to Ks, see also [FKV15].

Proposition 8.8. Let C ⊂ R
d be a single cone and D ⊂ R

d be a double cone such that
C ∩D = ∅. Let 0 < 2β < α < 2. Consider

K(x, y) = |x− y|−d−α
1D(x− y) + |x− y|−d−β

1C(x− y).

Then (K1loc), (K2) hold true for K with J(x, y) = |x− y|−d−α, j(x, y) = |x− y|−d−α
1D(x− y)

with θ = ∞. Moreover, (Sob), (Poinc), (Cutoff) hold true with α and (∞-Tail) holds true.

Proof. Note that

Ks(x, y) = |x− y|−d−α
1D(x− y) +

1

2
|x− y|−d−β (1C(x− y) + 1C(y − x)) ,

Ka(x, y) =
1

2
|x− y|−d−β (1C(x− y)− 1C(y − x)) .

(K1loc) follows from the computation

∫

B2

|Ka(x, y)|2
J(x, y)

dy ≤ c

∫

B2(x)
|h|−d−2β+α < ∞,

using that β < α/2. To see (K2), note that trivially, K(x, y) ≥ j(x, y). The comparability of
the corresponding localized energy forms

EJ
Br+ρ

(v, v) ≍ EKs
Br+ρ

(v, v) ≍ Ej
Br+ρ

(v, v)

is well-known, given 0 < ρ ≤ r ≤ 1 and v ∈ L2(Br+ρ). Note that comparability of the latter
two forms requires β ≤ α. The remaining assertions are easy to check. �
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