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SEMI-LOCAL BEHAVIOUR OF NON-LOCAL HYPOELLIPTIC EQUATIONS:

BOLTZMANN

AMÉLIE LOHER

Abstract. The purpose of this note is to demonstrate the announced result in [12] by filling the gap
in the proof sketch. We prove the semi-local Strong Harnack inequality for the Boltzmann equation
for moderately soft potentials without cutoff assumption. The non-local operator in the Boltzmann
equation is in non-divergence form, and thus the method developed in [14] does not apply. However,
we exploit that the Boltzmann equation is on average in divergence form, and we show that the non-
divergent part of the collision operator is of lower order in a suitable sense, which proves to be sufficient
to deduce the Strong Harnack inequality. Consequentially, we derive upper and lower bounds on the
fundamental solution of the linearised Boltzmann equation.
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1. Introduction

The aim of this article is to establish the Strong Harnack inequality for the Boltzmann equation for moder-
ately soft potentials without cutoff assumption. The Boltzmann equation models the dynamics of a dilute
gas. It is given by

(1.1) ∂tf + v · ∇xf = Q(f, f),

where f : R × R
d × R

d → [0,∞) encodes the density of the gas particles, which at any given time t ∈ R

have location x ∈ R
d and velocity v ∈ R

d. The right hand side Q denotes the Boltzmann collision operator,
whose explicit form is given by

(1.2) Q(f, f) =

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Sd−1

[f(w∗)f(w) − f(v∗)f(v)]B(|v − v∗| , cos θ) dσ dv∗,

where v, v∗ are the post-collisional velocities, and w,w∗ the pre-collisional velocities, so that

w =
v + v∗

2
+

|v − v∗|
2

σ, w∗ =
v + v∗

2
− |v − v∗|

2
σ.
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The rate of change in velocities is determined through the cross-section B, which reads

(1.3) B(r, cos θ) = rγb(cos θ), b(cos θ) ≈
∣

∣

∣

∣

sin

(

θ

2

)∣

∣

∣

∣

−(d−1)−2s

,

with parameters γ ∈ (−d, 1] and s ∈ (0, 1), and where cos θ is defined as

cos θ :=
v − v∗
|v − v∗|

· σ, sin

(

θ

2

)

:=
w − v

|w − v| · σ.

We restrict our analysis to moderately soft potentials, which means we consider 0 ≤ γ+2s ≤ 2 throughout
this article, and moreover, we are interested in long-range interactions, which occur when we do not cut off
the singularity in the kernel at sufficiently small deviation angles θ.

1.1. Boltzmann collision operator. The Boltzmann equation is a kinetic integro-differential equation
with a bounded, non-negative source term. To see this, we split the collision operatorQ into two parts

Q(f, f) = Q1(f, f) +Q2(f, f),

where

Q1(f, f) =

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Sd−1

f(w∗) [f(w)− f(v)]B(|v − v∗| , cos θ) dσ dv∗,

and

Q2(f, f) = f(v)

(
ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Sd−1

[f(w∗)− f(v∗)]B(|v − v∗| , cos θ) dσ dv∗
)

.

Then, as shown in [15, Lemma 4.1], Q1 can be rewritten as

Q1(f, f) =

ˆ

Rd

[f(t, x,w)− f(t, x, v)]Kf (t, x, v, w) dw,

where the kernel Kf depends implicitly on the solution f and is given by

(1.4) Kf (v, w) = 2d−1 |w − v|−1

ˆ

w′⊥w−v

f(v + w′)B(r, cos θ)r−d+2 dw′,

with r2 = |w − v|2 + |w′|2 = |v − v∗|2 and cos θ = w′−(v−w)
|w′−(v−w)|

· w′+(w−v)
|w′+(w−v)|

, w∗ = v + w′, and v∗ = w + w′.

The proof is based on a change of variables. In particular, Q1 is a non-local operator with a non-negative
kernel Kf .

Moreover, the term Q2 can be viewed as a non-negative source term due to cancellation effects. It is well
known in the kinetic literature, as stated for example in [15, Lemma 5.1], that Q2 is of the form

Q2(f, f) = f(v)

(
ˆ

Rd

f(v − w′)B̃(
∣

∣w′
∣

∣) dw′

)

,

where

(1.5) B̃(r) :=

ˆ

Sd−1

(

2
d
2

(1− σ · e) d
2

B

( √
r√

1− σ · e
, cos θ

)

−B(r, cos θ)

)

dσ > 0.

Here e is any unit vector, and cos θ = σ · e.
1.1.1. Integro-differential equation with non-negative source. We have therefore derived the integro-differential
form of the Boltzmann equation with a non-negative source term: if f solves (1.1), then

(1.6) ∂tf(t, x, v) + v · ∇xf(t, x, v) =

ˆ

Rd

(

f(t, x, w)− f(t, x, v)
)

Kf (t, x, v, w) dw +Λff(t, x, v),

where Kf is given by (1.4), and Λf is determined by

(1.7) Λf :=

ˆ

Rd

f(v −w′)B̃(
∣

∣w′
∣

∣) dw′ ≥ 0,

where B̃ is defined in (1.5).
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1.1.2. Integro-differential equation in divergence form on average. There is, however, also another way we
can think of the Boltzmann equation, which proves to be useful for the purpose of this article. If we
reconsider the term Q2, then we realise that the change of variables according to [6, Lemma A.9] together
with (1.4) yields

(1.8)

Q2(f, f) = f(v)

(
ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Sd−1

(

f(w∗)− f(v∗)
)

B(|v − v∗| , cos θ) dσ dv∗
)

= f(v)

(

2d−1

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

w′⊥w−v

|w − v|−1B(r, cos θ)r−d+2(f(v + w′)− f(w +w′)
)

dw′ dw

)

= f(v)

(
ˆ

Rd

(

Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)
)

dw

)

Thus any solution of (1.1) satisfies

(1.9)

∂tf(t, x, v) + v · ∇xf(t, x, v) =

ˆ

Rd

(

f(t, x, w)− f(t, x, v)
)

Kf (t, x, v, w) dw

+ f(t, x, v)

(
ˆ

Rd

(

Kf (t, x, v, w)−Kf (t, x,w, v)
)

dw

)

=
1

2

ˆ

Rd

(

f(t, x, w)− f(t, x, v)
)(

Kf (t, x, v, w) +Kf (t, x, w, v)
)

dw

+
1

2

ˆ

Rd

(

f(t, x, w) + f(t, x, v)
)(

Kf (t, x, v, w)−Kf (t, x, w, v)
)

dw.

The strength of this reformulation (1.9) is the emphasis on the fact that on average, the Boltzmann equation
is an equation in divergence form.

1.2. Conditional regime. In either formulation, (1.6) and (1.9), we see that the coefficients Kf (1.4) and
Λf (1.7) depend implicitly on the solution, stressing the non-linear character of the equation. Without any
further assumptions on the solution itself, it seems out of reach to treat the non-linearity in the equation.
In order to make quantitative statements on the coefficients, we need to work in a conditional regime [7].
We thus assume throughout this article that the solutions we consider satisfy the following hydrodynamic
bounds: for any (t, x) ∈ R+ × R

d, there exists m0,M0, E0,H0, such that

(1.10)

0 < m0 ≤
ˆ

Rd

f(t, x, v) dv ≤M0,

ˆ

Rd

f(t, x, v) |v|2 dv ≤ E0,

ˆ

Rd

f(t, x, v) log f(t, x, v) dv ≤ H0.

In other words, the mass, the energy and the entropy are bounded. Then, Silvestre showed [15, Theorem
1.2], that there is a constant C0 > 0 depending only on m0,M0, E0,H0 such that

‖f‖L∞(R+×Rd×Rd) ≤ C0.

This conditional a priori bound on the solution enables us to quantify an ellipticity class on the coefficients
Kf and Λf , and thus the non-linearity is treated by absorbing it in the macroscopic quantities.

1.3. Main result. In this conditional regime, a series of works by Imbert-Silvestre(-Mouhot) [5–8] showed
first that any solution of (1.1) satisfies the Weak Harnack inequality, and is thus Hölder continuous [6],
then that the regularity of the kernel K can be transferred onto the solution in the sense of Schauder
estimates [8], and finally that these local results can be globalised via a change of variables [7, Section 5]
due to the decay properties of the solution [5], so that eventually the Schauder estimates can be bootstrapped
to obtain smooth solutions [7]. Later a constructive proof of the Weak Harnack inequality and the Schauder
estimates appeared in [11,13]. One of the difficulties posed by (1.1) is its non-local operator, which means
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that the behaviour of the solution inside a given domain is affected by the values attained in the whole
velocity space. In contrast to equations with a local diffusion operator, we cannot deduce from these Hölder
estimates a bound on the local supremum of the solution in terms of the local infimum. Such a bound is
known as the Strong Harnack inequality. The problem is that the behaviour of the tail is encoded in the
constant appearing in the bound. Intuitively, it might not even be clear that we should expect a fully local
bound on a solution to a non-local equation. Even though it is known that such a statement does hold for
parabolic non-local equations [16], it turns out to fail in the kinetic case [10]. We showed in [14], however,
that a local Harnack inequality without tail terms holds for global solutions to non-local kinetic equations
in divergence form. The key is to capture the behaviour of the tail. Here we show how to obtain the Strong
Harnack inequality for global solutions to the Boltzmann equation.

Theorem 1.1 (Strong Harnack for Boltzmann). Let T > 0. Let f solve (1.1) in (0, T )× R
d × R

d in the
sense of Definition 2.1 with a cross section B given by (1.3) with 0 ≤ γ+2s ≤ 2. If f satisfies (1.10), then
for any 0 < r0 <

1
6
, there is C > 0 such that

sup
(τ0,τ1)×Qt

r0
4

f ≤ C inf
(τ2,τ3)×Qt

r0
4

f,

where 0 < τ0 < τ1 < τ2 < τ3 such that τ1 − τ0 = τ2 − τ3 =
(

r0
4

)2s
and τ2 − τ1 ≥ r2s0 , and where

Qt
r0
4

:=
{

(x, v) ∈ R
2d : |x| <

(

r0
4

)1+2s
, |v| < r0

4

}

is the kinetic cylinder sliced in time. The constant C

depends only on s, d, γ,m0,M0, E0,H0, and in case that γ ≤ 0, it depends on the decay of the initial data.

This is the first time a Strong Harnack inequality for the Boltzmann equation has been derived. Moreover,
we can deduce consequences on bounds on the fundamental solution, similar to [14, Theorem 1.2 and
Theorem 1.3]. We refer the reader to Section 5.

Acknowledgements. We are extremely grateful for the incredible support we get from Clément Mouhot,
and for his confidence in our work that endures long after ours vanished.

2. Setup

We first describe the notion of solutions that we work with.

2.1. Notion of solutions. Since we require further regularity properties of the solution to deduce that
the skew-symmetric part of Kf is of lower order in the sense of (2.6), we need to work with the following
notion of solutions.

Definition 2.1 (Solutions). We say that f :
(

0, T
)

× R
d × R

d → R is a solution of (1.1), if

(i) f is non-negative everywhere,

(ii) f solves (1.1) classically for every (t, x, v),

(iii) f ∈ C∞ in time, space, and velocity,

(iv) For each value of (t, x) the function f decays rapidly as |v| → ∞, that is for any q > 0

lim
|v|→∞

f(t, x, v)

(1 + |v|)q = 0

locally uniformly in (t, x).

(v) f is periodic in x,
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(vi) f conserves mass:

∀0 ≤ t1 < t2 ≤ T :

¨

R2d

f(t2) dxdv ≤
¨

R2d

f(t1) dxdv.

Apart from the mass conservation, this notion of solutions was also used by Imbert-Silvestre in [7].

For any solution in the sense of Definition 2.1 satisfying the assumption on the macroscopic quantities
(1.10), we can quantify a notion of ellipticity on the coefficients.

2.2. Ellipticity class. For any (t, x) ∈ R+ × R
d, we can show that there exists λ0,Λ0, µ0 > 0 depending

on γ, s, d,m0,M0, E0,H0 such that Kf given in (1.4) and Λf given in (1.7) satisfy the following state-
ments.

We start by noting that Λf given in (1.7) is non-negative, and can be bounded by a constant depending
only on γ, s, d and the macroscopic bounds (1.10), that is

(2.1) 0 ≤ Λf ≤ Λ0.

Concerning Kf , first, we assume a weak form of coercivity: for any ϕ ∈ C∞
c (Rd) there holds

(2.2)

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

(

ϕ(v)− ϕ(w)
)2
Kf (v, w) dw dv ≥ λ0

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

|ϕ(v)− ϕ(w)|2

|v − w|d+2s
dv dw.

Second, we assume an upper bound on average: for any r > 0

(2.3) ∀v ∈ R
d

ˆ

Br(v)

Kf (v, w) |v − w|2 dw ≤ Λ0r
2−2s.

Third, we discuss the symmetry of the kernel. Note that the kernel Kf satisfies a pointwise symmetry of
the form Kf (v, v+w) = Kf (v, v−w). This symmetry assumption gives rise to a non-local operator in non-
divergence form. However, the kernel does not satisfy a pointwise divergence form symmetry : Kf (v, w) =
Kf (w, v). This implies that the non-local operator with kernel Kf is not self-adjoint. It does, however,
satisfy a weak divergence form symmetry:

(2.4) ∀v ∈ R
d

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

PV

ˆ

Rd

(

Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)
)

dw

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Λ0,

and if s ≥ 1
2
we assume that for all r > 0

(2.5) ∀v ∈ R
d

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

PV

ˆ

Br(v)

(v − w)
(

Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)
)

dw

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ Λ0r
1−2s.

These conditions mean that the anti-symmetric part is bounded. It seems that conditions (2.4) and (2.5)
are not sufficient to deduce our main theorem. We also need to assume that the anti-symmetric part is of
lower order with respect to the symmetric part: for any 0 < r ≤ 1 there is α > s such that

(2.6) sup
v∈Br

ˆ

Br

|Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)|2
(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))

dw ≤ µ0r
2(α−s).

This condition has been used to derive Hölder continuity of solutions to parabolic non-local equations by
Kassmann-Weidner [9].

The assumptions (2.1)-(2.6) are satisfied for any solution f of (1.1) in (0, T ) × R
d × R

d, such that (1.10)
holds, and in case that γ ≤ 0, provided that for any q > 0 there is Nq > 0 such that f0(x, v) = f(0, x, v) ≤
Nq(1 + |v|)−q for (x, v) ∈ R

d × R
d. For the justifications, we refer the reader to [15, Lemma 5.2] for

(2.1), to [3, Theorem 1.2] for (2.2), to [6, Lemma 3.5, Lemma 3.6, Lemma 3.7] for (2.3), (2.4) and (2.5),
respectively. For a justification of the last assumption, we use further regularity properties of solutions to
(1.1), derived by Imbert-Mouhot-Silvestre in [4,6,7].
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2.3. On the non-divergent part of the kernel. We consider a solution f of (1.1) in (0, T )× R
d × R

d,
periodic in x, such that (1.10) holds. If γ ≤ 0, then we also assume that for any q > 0 there is Nq > 0 such

that f0(x, v) = f(0, x, v) ≤ Nq(1 + |v|)−q for (x, v) ∈ R
d × R

d. Then for every q > 0 there is a constant
Cs,q > 0 and α > s depending only on s, d, γ,m0,M0, E0, H0 and Nq in case that γ ≤ 0, such that for any
R > 0, any (t, x) ∈ (τ0, T )×BR1+2s and any v, w ∈ R

d with |v −w| < min
{

R
2
, 1
}

there holds

(2.7) |f(v)− f(w)| ≤ Cs,q |v − w|α
(

1 + |v|
)−q ≈ Cs,q |v − w|α

(

1 + |w|
)−q

.

An even stronger statement is derived in [7, Corollary 7.8]. We now consider (t, x, v) ∈ QR for 0 < R ≤ 1.
We recall [15, Corollary 4.2]: for any v, w ∈ R

d

Kf (v, w) ≈ |v − w|−(d+2s)

ˆ

w′⊥v−w

f(v + w′)
∣

∣w′
∣

∣

γ+2s+1
dw′.

Thus for v ∈ BR we take q > d+ 2s + γ and use (2.7), so that

PV

ˆ

BR

|Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)| dw = 2d−1

ˆ

BR

ˆ

w′⊥v−w

∣

∣f(v + w′)− f(w +w′)
∣

∣

rγb(cos θ)

|v − w| rd−2
dw′ dw

≈
ˆ

BR

|v −w|−(d+2s)

ˆ

w′⊥v−w

∣

∣f(v + w′)− f(w + w′)
∣

∣

∣

∣w′
∣

∣

γ+2s+1
dw′ dw

≤ Cs,q

ˆ

BR

|v −w|−(d+2s)+α

ˆ

w′⊥v−w

(

1 +
∣

∣v + w′
∣

∣

)−q ∣
∣w′
∣

∣

γ+2s+1
dw′ dw

≈ Cs,q

ˆ

BR

|v −w|−(d+2s)+α

ˆ

w′⊥v−w

(

1 +
∣

∣w′
∣

∣

)−q ∣
∣w′
∣

∣

γ+2s+1
dw′ dw.

In particular, we see for any 0 < R ≤ 1 and any v ∈ BR

ˆ

BR

|Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)|2
(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))

dw

.

ˆ

BR

|v − w|−(d+2s)

(

´

w′⊥v−w
|f(v + w′)− f(w + w′)| |w′|γ+2s+1

dw′

)2

´

w′⊥v−w
(f(v + w′) + f(w + w′)) |w′|γ+2s+1 dw′

dw

≤ C2
s,q

ˆ

BR

|v − w|−(d+2s)+2α

(

´

w′⊥v−w

(

1 + |w′|
)−q |w′|γ+2s+1

dw′

)2

´

w′∈Rd(f(v +w′) + f(w + w′)) |w′|γ+2s dw′
dw

≤ CC2
s,q

ˆ

BR

|v − w|−d+2(α−s) 1
´

|w′|≥1
(f(v + w′) + f(w + w′)) dw′

dw

≤ Cm−1
0 C2

s,qR
2(α−s).

This proves (2.6) for any solution f of (1.1) in QR satisfying (1.10) and (2.7), or in general for a solution

f of (1.1) in (0, T )× R
d × R

d satisfying (1.10), and f0(x, v) ≤ Nq(1 + |v|)−q if γ ≤ 0.

2.4. Notation. We define the kinetic domains for time, space and velocity respecting the scaling of the
equations. On the one hand, equation (1.1) is scaling-invariant. Specifically, for any r ∈ [0, 1] the scaled
function

fr(t, x, v) = f(r2st, r1+2sx, rv)

satisfies the Boltzmann equation with scaled coefficients. On the other hand, (1.1) is invariant under
Galilean transformations

z → z0 ◦ z = (t0 + t, x0 + x+ tv0, v0 + v)
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with z0 = (t0, x0, v0) ∈ R
1+2d. If f is a solution of (1.1), then its Galilean transformation fz0(z) = f(z0 ◦ z)

solves (1.1) with correspondingly translated coefficients. In view of these invariances we define kinetic
cylinders

Qr(z0) :=
{

(t, x, v) : −r2s ≤ t− t0 ≤ 0, |v − v0| < r, |x− x0 − (t− t0)v0| < r1+2s} ,

for r > 0 and z0 = (t0, x0, v0) ∈ R
1+2d.

3. Tail bound on upper level sets

In this section we establish the non-local-to-local bound from Proposition 3.1 in [14] for the Boltzmann
equation. It is in this section that the weak divergence form structure of (1.9) proves useful. Just as in the
divergence form case, we derive this non-local-to-local bound on upper level sets. To this end, we consider
l ∈ R+. We check using (1.9) that if f solves (1.1), then f − l satisfies

(3.1)

∂tf + v · ∇xf =
1

2

ˆ

Rd

(

(f − l)(w)− (f − l)(v)
)(

Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v)
)

dw

+
1

2

ˆ

Rd

(

(f − l)(v) + (f − l)(w)
)(

Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)
)

dw

+ l

ˆ

Rd

(

Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)
)

dw

≥ 1

2

ˆ

Rd

(

(f − l)(w)− (f − l)(v)
)(

Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v)
)

dw

+
1

2

ˆ

Rd

(

(f − l)(v) + (f − l)(w)
)(

Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)
)

dw.

The last inequality follows due to the classical cancellation from (1.8) and (1.5) provided that l ≥ 0.

To derive a tail bound on upper level sets, we use the formulation in (3.1). The idea is to construct a
concave test function that localises only on the upper level sets. Then, the weak divergence form structure
proves to be sufficient to make the terms on the lower level sets vanish. Moreover, the cross terms end up
with a sign.

Proposition 3.1 (Non-local-to-local bound). For given R > 0, z0 ∈ R
1+2d, l ∈ R+, and any non-negative

super-solution f of (1.9) in [0, T ] × R
d × R

d with a kernel Kf that satisfies (2.3), (2.4), (2.5), (2.6), and
such that f conserves mass, we can find for any ζ ∈ (0, 1), a constant C > 0 depending on ζ, s, d,Λ0, µ0

such that

(3.2)

ˆ

Q 3R
4

(z0)

ˆ

Rd\BR(v0)

(f − l)+(w)χf>l(v)Kf (v, w) dw dv

≤ CR−2s sup
QR(z0)

(f − l)1−ζ
+

ˆ

QR(z0)

(f − l)ζ+ dz.

The proof of this proposition relies on the following preliminary estimates.

Lemma 3.2. Let R > 0 and v0 ∈ R
d. Let η ∈ C∞

c (Rd) be some smooth function with support in BR(v0).

Let f : Rd → R be non-negative, l ≥ 0, fl,ε = (f − l)+ + ε for some ε > 0 and ζ ∈ (0, 1). Then there holds:

i. First, we have for any v, w in f(v) > l ∩ f(w) > l

(3.3)
[

f(v) − f(w)
]

[

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

]

≤ −4(1− ζ)

ζ2

(

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v)− f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

)2

.



SEMI-LOCAL BEHAVIOUR OF NON-LOCAL HYPOELLIPTIC EQUATIONS: BOLTZMANN 8

ii. Second, for any v, w in f(v) > l ∩ f(w) > l

(3.4) min
{

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v), f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

}

|f(v)− f(w)| ≤ 2

ζ
max

{

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v), f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

} ∣

∣

∣

∣

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v)− f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

,

iii. Third, for any v, w in f(v) > l ∩ f(w) > l

(3.5)

min{(f − l)+(v), (f − l)+(w)}
∣

∣

∣f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

∣

∣

∣

≤ ζ

2(1− ζ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v)− f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

min

{

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v), f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

}

.

iv. Fourth,

(3.6)
1

2

∣

∣

∣

∣

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

−
(

η(v)− η(w)
)2
fζ
l,ε(w) ≤ min

{

η2(v), η2(w)
}

∣

∣

∣

∣

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v)− f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

.

and

(3.7)
1

2
max

{

η2(v), η2(w)
}

∣

∣

∣

∣

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v)− f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤
∣

∣

∣

∣

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

+
(

η(v)− η(w)
)2
fζ
l,ε(v).

Proof of Lemma 3.2. For a proof of (3.4), (3.6), (3.7) we refer the reader to [14, Lemma 3.3]. It remains
to establish (3.5). To prove (3.5), if we use

F̃(ξ) := −ξ−
ζ
2

1
(1−ζ) , with F̃ ′(ξ) :=

ζ

2

1

1− ζ
ξ

−(2−ζ)
2(1−ζ) ,

so that for all v, w in f(v) > l ∩ f(w) > l, we note by Cauchy’s mean value theorem
∣

∣

∣
f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
f

ζ
2
l,ε(v)− f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣
f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
F̃
(

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

)

− F̃
(

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)

)

∣

∣

∣

≤ max

{

1

F̃ ′
(

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)

)
,

1

F̃ ′
(

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

)

}

≤ 2(1− ζ)

ζ
max

{

f
−

(2−ζ)
2

l,ε (v), f
−

(2−ζ)
2

l,ε (w)
)

}

.

Multiplied by min{(f − l)+(v), (f − l)+(w)} yields (3.5). �

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Our aim is to get a local bound on the tail of a level set function. To this end
we do a concavity estimate on level sets by testing the equation with the level set of the solution to some
inverse power. This creates cross terms, which have the good sign due to the concavity of the test function.
Moreover, we only localise on upper level sets, which makes the terms on lower level sets vanish due to the
weak divergence structure.

Due to the translation invariance of (1.1), we may, with no loss in generality, consider z0 = (0, 0, 0). Then
we consider 0 ≤ ψ given by

ψl(t, x, v) := η2(t, x, v)χf>l(t, x, v) + χf<l(t, x, v),

for l ∈ R+, and where η ∈ C∞
c (R2d+1) is such that η = 1 in Q 3R

4
and η = 0 outside Q 7R

8
. In particular, for

any v, w ∈ R
d there holds:

i. If f(v), f(w) > l then ψl(v) = η2(v) and ψl(w) = η2(w).

ii. If f(v), f(w) < l then ψl(v) = ψl(w) = 1.
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iii. If f(v) > l > f(w) then ψl(v) = η2(v) ≤ 1 = ψl(w).

iv. If f(w) > l > f(v) then ψl(w) = η2(w) ≤ 1 = ψl(v).

We test (3.1) with f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε ψl for any l ∈ R+ and ε > 0.

Step 1: Non-local operator.

We first consider for fixed (t, x) the right hand side of (3.1) after testing with f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε ψl:

E := E
(

f − l, ψf
−(1−ζ)
l,ε

)

=

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]ψl(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v) dw dv

=
1

2

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]
[

ψl(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− ψl(w)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

]

dw dv.

We then split E into three parts: we introduce

χup(v, w) := χf(v)>lχf(w)>l,

χlow(v, w) := χf(v)<lχf(w)<l,

χcross(v, w) := χf(v)>lχf(w)<l + χf(v)<lχf(w)>l,

so that

(3.8)

E =

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]ψl(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)χup(v, w) dw dv

+

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]ψl(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)χlow(v, w) dw dv

+

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]ψl(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)χcross(v, w) dw dv

=: Eup + Elow + Ecross.

Step 1-i.: Non-locality on lower level sets.

As a consequence of the weak divergence form structure of (1.9), we see that the choice of ψl implies through
observation ii, that

(3.9)

Elow =
1

2

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]

×
[

ψl(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− ψl(v)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

]

χlow(v, w) dw dv

= 0.

Step 1-ii.: Cross non-locality.
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Moreover, we claim that the cross term has a sign:

(3.10)

Ecross =
1

2

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]

×
[

ψl(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− ψl(w)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

]

χcross(v, w) dw dv

=
1

2

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]

×
[

η2(v)(f − l + ε)−(1−ζ)(v)− ε−(1−ζ)
]

χf(v)>l>f(w) dw dv

+
1

2

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]

×
[

ε−(1−ζ) − η2(w)(f − l + ε)−(1−ζ)(w)
]

χf(w)>l>f(v) dw dv

≤ 0,

where the last inequality uses if f(v) − l > 0 then −(f(w) − l) > 0, and thus the concavity of the test
function together with iii gives a signed integrand. Similarly, if −(f(w) − l) < 0 then f(v) − l < 0 and iv
applies.

Step 1-iii.: Non-locality on upper level sets.

To bound Eup, we first note that Eup is localised in time and space due to the test function. In fact, if we
integrate over time and space on the whole space, the support of η restricts it to a local domain. Thus, we
find for any (t, x) ∈ [−R2s, 0]×BR1+2s due to i

(3.11)

Eup =

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]ψl(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)χup(v, w) dw dv

=

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]ψl(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)χup(v, w) dw dv

+

ˆ

BR

ˆ

Rd\BR

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]ψl(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)χup(v, w) dw dv

=: E loc
up + E tail

up .

For E tail
up , we note that there is no singularity, due to the choice of η, which vanishes outside B 7R

8
. Thus we

find due to (2.3)

(3.12)

E tail
up =

ˆ

BR

ˆ

Rd\BR

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)] η
2(v)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)χf(v)>lχf(w)>l dw dv

=

ˆ

BR

ˆ

Rd\BR

(f − l)+(v)η
2(v)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)Kf (w, v)χf(v)>lχf(w)>l dw dv

−
ˆ

BR

ˆ

Rd\BR

(f − l)+(w)η
2(v)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)Kf (v, w)χf(v)>lχf(w)>l dw dv

≤ Λ0

(

R

8

)−2s ˆ

BR

((f − l)+ + ε)ζ(v)χf>l(v) dv

−
ˆ

BR

ˆ

Rd\BR

(f − l)+(w)η
2(v)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)Kf (v, w)χf(v)>l dw dv.

In particular, the tail of (f − l)+ has a good sign.

To bound the not-too-non-local non-locality of Eup, we exploit the concavity of the test function again, due
to which we get a signed coercive term, and we show that the terms that have no sign have a singularity of
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lower order, and thus can be bounded. Concretely,

(3.13)

E loc
up =

1

2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]

×
[

η2(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− η2(w)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

]

χup(v, w) dw dv

=

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]

×
[

η2(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− η2(w)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

]

χup(v, w)χf(w)>f(v) dw dv

=

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]

×
[

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

]

η2(v)χup(v, w)χf(w)>f(v) dw dv

+

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[(f − l)(v)Kf (w, v)− (f − l)(w)Kf (v, w)]

×
[

η2(v)− η2(w)
]

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)χup(v, w)χf(w)>f(v) dw dv

=

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[fl(v)− fl(w)]
[

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

]

η2(v)Kf (v, w)χupχf(w)>f(v) dw dv

+

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w)] fl(v)
[

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

]

η2(v)χupχf(w)>f(v) dw dv

+

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[fl(v)− fl(w)]
[

η2(v)− η2(w)
]

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)Kf (w, v)χupχf(w)>f(v) dw dv

+

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w)]
[

η2(v)− η2(w)
]

fl(w)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)χupχf(w)>f(v) dw dv

=: Ifconcave + IKconcave + Ifcutoff + IKcutoff ,

where we denoted fl = f − l.

For Ifconcave we use (3.3), (3.6), and (2.3)

Ifconcave ≤ −4(1− ζ)

ζ2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v)− f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

)2

η2(v)Kf (v, w)χup(v, w)χf(w)>f(v) dw dv

≤ 4(1− ζ)

ζ2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w)

(

η(v)− η(w)
)2
Kf (v, w) dw dv

− 2(1− ζ)

ζ2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

Kf (v, w)χup(v, w)χf(w)>f(v) dw dv.
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In order to absorb the remaining terms by the signed term, we distinguish the symmetric and the anti-
symmetric part, so that due to Young’s inequality and (2.6) we find for δ sufficiently small

(3.14)

Ifconcave ≤ CR2−2s ‖Dvη‖2L∞

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw

− (1− ζ)

ζ2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+
(1− ζ)

ζ2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

≤ CR−2s

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw

− (1− ζ)

ζ2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ δ

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (w, v) +Kf (v, w))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ C(δ, ζ)

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2 |Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w)|2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))
χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

≤ CR−2s

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw

− (1− ζ)

2ζ2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ C(δ, ζ)

ˆ

BR

η2(v)fζ
l,ε(v) sup

v∈BR

ˆ

BR

|Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w)|2
(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))

dw dv

+ C(δ, ζ)

ˆ

BR

η2(w)fζ
l,ε(w) sup

w∈BR

ˆ

BR

|Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w)|2
(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))

dv dw

≤ CR−2s

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw

− (1− ζ)

2ζ2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv.

To bound IKcutoff we use
∣

∣η2(v)− η2(w)
∣

∣ ≤ max{η(v), η(w)} |η(v)− η(w)|, (f − l)+ ≤ fl,ε, Young’s inequal-
ity, (2.6), and (2.3)

(3.15)

IKcutoff =

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w)]
[

η2(v)− η2(w)
]

(f − l)(w)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

≤
ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

|Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w)|2
(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))

max{η2(v), η2(w)}fζ
l,ε(w)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(Kf (w, v) +Kf (v, w)) |η(v)− η(w)|2 fζ
l,ε(w)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

≤ C(µ0)

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw + CR2−2s ‖Dη‖2L∞

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw.
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For Ifcutoff , we use (3.4), Young’s inequality twice, (3.7), (2.3), and (2.6)

(3.16)

Ifcutoff =

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[(f − l)(v)− (f − l)(w)]
[

η2(v)− η2(w)
]

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)Kf (w, v)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

≤ 2

ζ

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

∣

∣

∣

∣

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v)− f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

f
ζ
2
l,ε(w)

∣

∣η2(v)− η2(w)
∣

∣Kf (w, v)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

≤ δ

2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

∣

∣

∣

∣

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v)− f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

max{η2(v), η2(w)}Kf (w, v)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ C(δ)

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) |η(v)− η(w)|2Kf (w, v)χup(v, w)χf(w)>f(v) dw dv

≤ δ

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

Kf (w, v)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ δ

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w)(η(v)− η(w))2Kf (w, v)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ C(δ) ‖Dvη‖2L∞ R2−2s

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw

≤ δ

2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+
δ

2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ C(δ)R−2s

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw

≤ δ

2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ C(δ)

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2 |Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)|2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))
χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+
δ

2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ C(δ)R−2s

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw

≤ δ

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ C(δ)R−2s

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw.
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Finally, to bound IKconcave, we use (3.5), Young’s inequality, (2.6), (3.7), (2.3)

(3.17)

IKconcave =

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

[Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w)]
[

f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)− f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (w)

]

fl(v)η
2(v)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

≤ ζ

(1− ζ)

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

|Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w)|
∣

∣

∣

∣

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v)− f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v)η

2(v)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

≤ C(δ)

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

|Kf (w, v)−Kf (v, w)|2
(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))

fζ
l,ε(v)η

2(v)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+
δ

2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(Kf (v,w) +Kf (w, v))

∣

∣

∣

∣

f
ζ
2
l,ε(v)− f

ζ
2
l,ε(w)

∣

∣

∣

∣

η2(v)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

≤ C

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(v) dv

+ δ

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))
(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ δ

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))
(

η(v)− η(w)
)2
fζ
l,ε(v)χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

≤ C

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(v) dv + CR2−2s ‖Dvη‖2L∞

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw

+ δ

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))
(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv.

If we combine (3.13) with (3.14), (3.15), (3.16), (3.17), we find for δ sufficiently small

(3.18)

E loc
up ≤ CR−2s

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw

− (1− ζ)

2ζ2

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)
)2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

+ 2δ

ˆ

BR

ˆ

BR

(

(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(v)−
(

ηf
ζ
2
l,ε

)

(w)

)2

(Kf (v, w) +Kf (w, v))χf(w)>f(v)>l dw dv

≤ CR−2s

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw.

In particular, this implies together with (3.11) and (3.12)

(3.19) Eup ≤ CR−2s

ˆ

BR

fζ
l,ε(w) dw −

ˆ

BR

ˆ

Rd\BR

(f − l)+(w)η
2(v)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)Kf (v, w)χf(v)>l dw dv.

Step 1-iv.: Non-locality.

We conclude from (3.8), (3.9), (3.10), (3.19),

(3.20)

E = Eup + Elow + Ecross ≤ C(ζ,Λ0, µ0)R
−2s

ˆ

BR

(f − l + ε)ζ(v)χf>l dv

−
ˆ

BR

ˆ

Rd\BR

(f − l)+(w)η
2(v)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)Kf (v, w)χf(v)>l dw dv.

Note that this estimate holds true for any (t, x). Moreover, as remarked above (3.11), since the only positive
contribution stems from Eup, the estimate in (3.20) is localised in time and space.

Step 2.: Transport.
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Finally we use the equation. For the transport operator we use the divergence theorem, the fact that f
conserves mass, integration by parts and use that |T η| ∼ R−2s. We get

(3.21)

ˆ

[0,T ]×R2d

T f(z)ψl(z)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (z) dz =

ˆ

[0,T ]×R2d

T f(z)η2(z)χf>l(v)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (z) dz

+

ˆ

[0,T ]×R2d

T f(z)χf<l(z)ε
−(1−ζ) dz

=
1

ζ

ˆ

R1+2d

T ((f − l)+ + ε)ζ(z)η2(z) dz

+

ˆ

[0,T ]×R2d

T (f − l)−(z)ε
−(1−ζ) dz

= −1

ζ

ˆ

R1+2d

((f − l)+ + ε)ζ(z)T η2(z) dz

+

ˆ

R2d

(

(f − l)−(T, x, v)− (f − l)−(0, x, v)
)

ε−(1−ζ) dxdv

≤ C(ζ)R−2s

ˆ

QR

((f − l)+ + ε)ζ(z) dz.

Thus by (3.1), (3.21), and (3.20)

0 ≤
ˆ

[0,T ]×R2d

T f(z)ψl(z)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (z) dz +

ˆ

[0,T ]×R2d

E
(

f − l, ψlf
−(1−ζ)
l,ε

)

dxdt

≤ C(ζ)R−2s

ˆ

QR

(f − l + ε)ζ(z)η2(z)χf>l(z) dz

−
ˆ

R1+d

ˆ

BR

ˆ

Rd\BR

(f − l)+(w)η
2(z)f

−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)Kf (v, w)χf(v)>l dw dz,

or rearranged
ˆ

Q 3R
4

ˆ

Rd\BR

(f − l)+(w)f
−(1−ζ)
l,ε (v)Kf (v, w)χf(v)>l dw dz ≤ CR−2s

ˆ

QR

(f − l + ε)ζ(z)η2(v)χf>l(v) dz.

Step 3.: Conclusion.

This implies (3.2), if we let ε → 0, take out the infimum of (f − l)−(1−ζ) over z ∈ Q 3R
4

∩ χf>l on the left

hand side, divide the estimate by the infimum (note f − l ∈ L∞(QR)), and use (inf g)−1 = sup g−1, so that
ˆ

Q 3R
4

ˆ

Rd\BR

(f − l)+(w)χf>l(v)Kf (v, w) dw dv ≤ CR−2s sup
Q 3R

4
∩f>l

(f − l)1−ζ

ˆ

QR

(f − l)ζ+ dz.

�

4. Linear L1 to L∞ bound

We use a De Giorgi argument in L1 to derive a linear L1-L∞ bound for solutions to (1.1).

Proposition 4.1 (L1-L∞ bound). Let 0 < R ≤ 1, z0 ∈ R
1+2d, and let f ∈ L2([−3, 0] × B1;L

∞(Rd) +
Hs(B1)) be a non-negative solution to (1.6) in QR(z0) with a kernel Kf and a coefficient Λf that satisfy
(2.1), (2.2), (2.3), (2.4), (2.5), (2.6). Then there exists a large constant C > 1 depending on s, d, λ0,Λ0, µ0

such that

for a.e. z1 ∈ QR
8
(z0): f(z1) ≤ CR−(2d(1+s)+2s)

ˆ

QR(z0)

f(z) dz.
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The proof of this proposition makes use of the gain of integrability stemming from the fractional Kolmogorov
equation.

4.1. Fractional Kolmogorov. We consider the fractional Kolmogorov equation given by

(4.1) ∂tf + v · ∇xf + (−∆v)
sf = h1 + h2

for some h2 ∈ L1
(

[0, τ ] × R
2d
)

and some h1 such that
∥

∥

∥
(−∆v)

− s+ǫ
2 h1

∥

∥

∥

L1([0,τ ]×R2d)
< +∞ for 0 ≤ ǫ <

s.

Proposition 4.2. Let 0 ≤ f solve (or be a sub-solution of) (4.1) in [0, τ ]×R
2d, with f(0, x, v) = f0(x, v) ∈

L1 ∩ L2(R2d), and with h = h1 + h2 where h1, h2 ∈ L1 ∩ L2([−τ, 0]× R
2d) such that

∥

∥

∥(−∆v)
− s+ǫ

2 h1

∥

∥

∥

L1([−τ,0]×R2d)
< +∞.

Then for any 0 ≤ ǫ < s and any 1 ≤ p < 1 + s−ǫ
s+2d(s+1)+ǫ

there holds

‖f‖Lp([0,τ ]×R2d) . τ
1
p
−αǫ

∥

∥

∥
(−∆v)

− s+ǫ
2 h1

∥

∥

∥

L1([−τ,0]×R2d)
+τ

1
p
+ 1

2
−α0 ‖h2‖L1([0,τ ]×R2d)+τ

1
p
+ 1

2
−α0 ‖f0‖L1(R2d) ,

where αǫ = d
(

1 + 1
s

)

(

1− 1
p

)

+ s+ǫ
2s

.

We refer the reader to [14, Proposition 4.1].

4.2. Proof of Proposition 4.1. We use the tail bound from Proposition 3.1 to get a local energy estimate.
Then we use the gain of integrability in L1 from Proposition 4.2, by comparing the solution of (1.6) to the
fractional Kolmogorov equation (4.1). We bound the right hand side by the local energy estimate, and the
tail term again with Proposition 3.1. Finally, we iterate the so gained local a priori estimate on level set
functions.

Step 1: Energy estimate. Let φ ∈ C∞
c (R1+2d) be such that φ(t, x, v) = 0 for (t, x, v) outside QR

4
and

φ(t, x, v) = 1 for (t, x, v) ∈ QR
8
. We then test (1.6) with (f − l)+φ

2, so that if we denote by

Lf(v) :=
ˆ

Rd

(

f(w)− f(v)
)

Kf (v, w) dw,

we get

(4.2)

Λf

ˆ

R1+2d

f(z)ϕ2(z)(f − l)+(z) dz

≥ 1

2

ˆ

R1+2d

T (f − l)2+(z)φ
2(z) dz −

ˆ

R1+2d

Lf(z)(f − l)+(z)φ
2(z) dz.



SEMI-LOCAL BEHAVIOUR OF NON-LOCAL HYPOELLIPTIC EQUATIONS: BOLTZMANN 17

We observe that for any R
4
< r, if we abbreviate (f−l)+ =: fl+ and if we denote by Ωρ := [−ρ2s, 0]×Bρ1+2s ,

then

(4.3)

−
ˆ

R1+2d

Lf(z)(f − l)+(z)φ
2(z) dz

=

ˆ

R1+2d

ˆ

Rd

[

f(t, x, v)− f(t, x,w)
](

(f − l)+φ
2
)

(t, x, v)Kf (t, x, v, w) dw dz

=
1

2

ˆ

ΩR
4

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

f(v)− f(w)
]

[

(

fl+φ
2)(v)−

(

fl+φ
2)(w)

]

Kf (v, w) dw dz

+
1

2

ˆ

ΩR
4

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

f(v)− f(w)
]

[

(

fl+φ
2
)

(v) +
(

fl+φ
2
)

(w)
]

Kf (v, w) dw d dxdt

+

ˆ

ΩR
4

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Rd\Br

[

f(v)− f(w)
](

fl+φ
2)(z)Kf (v, w) dw dz.

Step 1-i.: Transport. We integrate by parts the transport term, and use T φ ∼ −R−2s.

(4.4)

−1

2

ˆ

R1+2d

T (f − l)2+(z)φ
2(z) dz =

1

2

ˆ

R1+2d

(f − l)2+(t, x, v)T φ2(t, x, v) dz

≤ CR−2s

ˆ

QR
4

(f − l)2+(z) dz.

Step 1-ii.: Tail bound. We use Proposition 3.1 for f , which we assume to be a solution, in particular a
super-solution, so that for r = R

2

(4.5)

ˆ

ΩR
4

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Rd\Br

[

f(w) − f(v)
](

fl+φ
2
)

(z)Kf (v, w) dw dz

≤ sup
QR

4

(f − l)+

ˆ

QR
4

ˆ

Rd\BR
2

(f − l)+(w)Kf (v, w)χf>l(v) dw dz

≤ CR−2s sup
QR

4

(f − l)+ sup
QR

2

(f − l)1−ζ
+

ˆ

QR
2

(f − l)ζ+(z) dz

≤ CR−2s



sup
QR

2

(f − l)+





2−ζ
ˆ

QR
2

(f − l)ζ+(z) dz.

We used −f(v) < −l in the first inequality, and Young’s inequality in the last inequality.

Step 1-iii: Not-too-non-local operator. What remains to be estimated is the local contribution of the non-
local operator,

Eloc :=
1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

f(v)− f(w)
]

[

(

fl+φ
2)(v)−

(

fl+φ
2)(w)

]

Kf (v,w) dw dv

+
1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

f(v)− f(w)
]

[

(

fl+φ
2)(v) +

(

fl+φ
2)(w)

]

Kf (v, w) dw dv =: Esym
loc + Eskew

loc ,

where we recall fl+ = (f − l)+.
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Claim 1. For z = (t, x, v) and r = R
2

(4.6)

Esym
loc ≥ 1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

(

fl+φ
)

(v)−
(

fl+φ
)

(w)
]2

Kf (v, w) dv −Cr−2s

ˆ

Br

fl
2
+(v) dv

+
1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

fl−(v)− fl−(w)
]

[

(

fl+φ
2
)

(v)−
(

fl+φ
2
)

(w)
]

Kf (v, w) dw dv.

See [14, Claim (4.5)].

Claim 2. For any δ0 ∈ (0, 1), there exists a constant C > 0 depending on δ0 such that

(4.7)

Eskew
loc ≥ 1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

fl−(v)− fl−(w)
]

[

(

fl+φ
2
)

(v) +
(

fl+φ
2
)

(w)
]

Kf (v, w) dw dv

− CR−2s

ˆ

BR
4

fl
2
+(v) dv −

(

1

4
+ δ0

)
ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

(

fl+φ
)

(v)−
(

fl+φ
)

(w)
]2

Kf (v, w) dw dv.

To prove (4.7), we note

[

fl+(v)− fl+(w)
]

[

(

fl+φ
2)(v) +

(

fl+φ
2)(w)

]

=
[

(

fl
2
+φ

2
)

(v)−
(

fl
2
+φ

2
)

(w)
]

+ fl+(v)fl+(w)
[

φ2(w)− φ2(v)
]

.

Together with fl−(v)− fl−(w) = f(v)− f(w)−
(

fl+(v)− fl+(w)
)

, this implies

(4.8)

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

f(v)− f(w)
]

[

(

fl+φ
2)(v) +

(

fl+φ
2)(w)

]

Kf (v, w) dw dv

=

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

fl−(v)− fl−(w)
]

[

(

gl+φ
2
)

(v) +
(

fl+φ
2
)

(w)
]

Kf (v, w) dw dv

+

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

{

[

(

fl
2
+φ

2)(v)−
(

fl
2
+φ

2)(w)
]

+ fl+(v)fl+(w)
[

φ2(w)− φ2(v)
]

}

Kf (v, w) dw dv.

Then we use the cancellation (2.4)

(4.9)

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

(

fl+φ
)2
(w)−

(

fl+φ
)2
(v)
]

Kf (v, w) dw dv

=

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

(

fl+φ
)2
(w)
[

Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)
]

dw dv ≤ Λ0

ˆ

Br

(

fl
2
+φ

2)(w) dw.

Moreover, we bound with Young’s inequality, on the one hand, and using −2ab = (a− b)2 − a2 − b2, on the
other hand,

fl+(v)fl+(w)
[

φ2(v)− φ2(w)
]

≤ 1

2

[

fl
2
+(v) + fl

2
+(w)

]

φ2(v) +
1

2

(

fl+(v)− fl+(w)
)2
φ2(w)− 1

2

[

fl
2
+(v) + fl

2
+(w)

]

φ2(w)

=
1

2

[

fl
2
+(v) + fl

2
+(w)

][

φ2(v)− φ2(w)
]

+
1

2

(

fl+(v)− fl+(w)
)2
φ2(w).

Then, using the proof of (3.7) and Young’s inequality, we see for any δ0 ∈ (0, 1)

1

2

(

fl+(v)− fl+(w)
)2
φ2(w) ≤

(

1

2
+ δ0

)

[

(

fl+φ
)

(v)−
(

fl+φ
)

(w)
]2

+ C(δ0)
(

φ(v)− φ(w)
)2
fl

2
+(v).
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Thus, by doing a Taylor expansion of φ, using the upper bound (2.3) for s ∈ (0, 1/2), or the cancellation
(2.5) and the upper bound (2.3) for s ∈ [1/2, 1), and finally using the definition of η, we find

(4.10)

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

fl+(v)fl+(w)
[

φ2(v)− φ2(w)
]

Kf (v, w) dw dv

≤ 1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

fl
2
+(v) + fl

2
+(w)

][

φ2(v)− φ2(w)
]

Kf (v, w) dw dv

+
1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

(

fl+(v)− fl+(w)
)2
φ2(w)Kf (v, w) dw dv

≤ 1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

fl
2
+(v)Dvφ

2(v) + fl
2
+(w)Dvφ

2(w)
]

(v −w)Kf (v, w) dw dv

+
∥

∥D2
vφ

2
∥

∥

L∞

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

fl
2
+(v) + fl

2
+(w)

]

|v − w|2Kf (v, w) dw dv

+

(

1

2
+ δ0

)
ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

(

fl+φ
)

(v)−
(

fl+φ
)

(w)
]2

Kf (v, w) dw dv

+ C(δ0)

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

(

φ(v)− φ(w)
)2
fl

2
+(v)Kf (v, w) dw dv

≤ 1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

fl
2
+(v)Dvφ

2(v)(v − w)
[

Kf (v, w)−Kf (w, v)
]

dw dv

+ CR2−2s
∥

∥D2
vφ

2
∥

∥

L∞

ˆ

Br

fl
2
+(v) dv

+

(

1

2
+ δ0

)
ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

(

fl+φ
)

(v)−
(

fl+φ
)

(w)
]2

Kf (v, w) dw dv

≤ CR1−2s
∥

∥Dvφ
2
∥

∥

L∞

ˆ

Br

fl
2
+(v) dv + CR−2s

ˆ

Br

fl
2
+(v) dv

+

(

1

2
+ δ0

)
ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

(

fl+φ
)

(v)−
(

fl+φ
)

(w)
]2

Kf (v, w) dw dv

Combining (4.8) with (4.9) and (4.10) yields (4.7).

Thus, from the claims in (4.6) and (4.7), we infer for δ0 sufficiently small (δ0 <
1
8
) and for r = R

2

(4.11)

Esym
loc + Eskew

loc ≥ 1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

(

fl+φ
)

(v)−
(

fl+φ
)

(w)
]2

Kf (v, w) dv − Cr−2s

ˆ

Br

fl
2
+(v) dv

+
1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

fl−(v)− fl−(w)
]

[

(

fl+φ
2)(v)−

(

fl+φ
2)(w)

]

Kf (v, w) dw dv

+
1

2

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

fl−(v)− fl−(w)
]

[

(

fl+φ
2
)

(v) +
(

fl+φ
2
)

(w)
]

Kf (v, w) dw dv

− CR−2s

ˆ

BR
4

fl
2
+(v) dv

−
(

1

4
+ δ0

)
ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

(

fl+φ
)

(v)−
(

fl+φ
)

(w)
]2

Kf (v, w) dw dv

≥ 1

8

ˆ

Br

ˆ

Br

[

(

fl+φ
)

(v)−
(

fl+φ
)

(w)
]2

Kf (v, w) dv − Cr−2s

ˆ

Br

fl
2
+(v) dv.
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Step 1-iv.: Conclusion. Combining (4.2) with (4.4), (4.5), and (4.11), we conclude

(4.12)

1

8

ˆ

ΩR
4

¨

BR
2

×BR
2

[

(

(f − l)+φ
)

(v)−
(

(f − l)+φ
)

(w)
]2

Kf (v, w) dw dv dxdt

≤ CR−2s

ˆ

QR
4

(f − l)2+(z) dz + CR−2s
(

sup
QR

2

f
)2−ζ

ˆ

QR
2

(f − l)ζ+(z) dz + µ0 sup
QR

4

f

ˆ

QR
4

(f − l)+ dz.

Note that we used (2.1) to bound Λf .

Step 2 & 3: Gain of Integrability & De Giorgi iteration. These steps carry over verbally from [14, Proof of
Prop. 3.1], if we work with the Boltzmann equation in the formulation (1.6). Then we have the following
gain of integrability

(4.13)

‖(f − l)+φ‖Lp(QR
8
) ≤ CRs+ǫ ‖(f − l)+(t0)‖L1(Q

t0
R
4

)
+ CR−s+ǫ ‖(f − l)+‖L1(QR

2
)

+ CR−s+ǫ
∣

∣

∣{f > l} ∩QR
2

∣

∣

∣

1
2 ‖(f − l)+‖L2(QR

2
)

+ CR−s+ǫ

(

sup
QR

(f − l)+

)
2−ζ
2
(
ˆ

QR

(f − l)ζ+(z) dz

) 1
2

|{f > l} ∩QR|
1
2

+ CR−s+ǫ sup
QR

(f − l)1−ζ
+

ˆ

QR

(f − l)ζ+ dz

+ CRs+ǫ sup
QR

f |{f > l} ∩QR|+ CRǫ(sup
QR

f)
1
2 |{f > l} ∩QR|

1
2 ‖(f − l)+‖

1
2

L1 ,

with which we conclude for almost every (t, x, v) ∈ QR
8

f(z) ≤ L = δ(1 +R2s) sup
QR

f +R−
(s−ǫ)p
p−1 2

4p2

(p−1)2 δ−
2−ζ
ζ

p
p−1

ˆ

QR

f(z) dz.

For R ≤ 1, we absorb the first term on the right hand side with a standard iteration argument, concluding
the proof of Proposition 4.1.

4.3. Strong Harnack for Boltzmann.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let f solve (1.1) in (0, T )× R
d ×R

d, and assume (1.10) holds. Then, in particular,
Kf and Λf given in (1.4) and (1.7) satisfy (2.1)-(2.5). Moreover, due to our notion of solutions in Definition
2.1, also (2.6) is satisfied.

Let I− := (τ0, τ1) and I+ := (τ2, τ3) be two disjoint compactly contained subsets of (0, T ) such that
τ2 − τ1 ≥ r2s0 for sufficiently small r0 <

1
6
. As a consequence of Proposition 4.1, Young’s inequality and the

Weak Harnack inequality [6, Theorem 1.6], we obtain for any δ ∈ (0, 1) and for ζ ∈ (0, 1) from the Weak
Harnack inequality,

sup
I−×Qt

r0
4

f ≤ Cr
−(2d(1+s)+2s)
0 ‖f‖L1(I−×Qt

2r0
) ≤ δ sup

I−×Qt
r0
4

f +C(δ)r
−

(2d(1+s)+2s)
ζ

0 ‖f‖Lζ(I−×Qt
2r0

)

≤ δ sup
I−×Qt

r0
4

f +C(δ)r
−

(2d(1+s)+2s)
ζ

0 inf
I+×Qt

2r0

f.

We recall that there is no source term appearing after applying the Weak Harnack inequality, due to the
positivity of Q2 (1.8), which implies that f is a non-negative super-solution to (1.6) with zero source term.
Absorbing the first term on the left hand side with a standard iteration argument concludes the proof of
Theorem 1.1. �
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5. Brief note on bounds of the fundamental solution

We end this article with a short remark on how to adapt Aronson’s method for non-local hypoelliptic
equations in divergence form to the case of more general kernels that satisfy the ellipticity assumptions
(2.2)-(2.6) inspired from the Boltzmann collision kernel.

5.1. Results. As a consequence of Theorem 1.1, we derive polynomial upper and exponential lower bounds
on the fundamental solution of (1.6) with coefficients Kh and Λh given by (1.4) and (1.7), respectively, for
a fixed function h ≥ 0 that satisfies (1.10). To give sense to the next three theorems, we assume existence
of a non-negative measurable function J , which is the fundamental solution of (1.6) linearised around a
fixed function g, connecting a given point (t, x, v) ∈ R

1+2d with (τ, y, w) ∈ R
1+2d, in the sequel denoted

by

J(t, x, v; τ, y, w) = J(t− τ, x− y − (t− τ )w, v −w) =: J
(

(τ, y,w)−1 ◦ (t, x, v)
)

,

where ◦ denotes the Galilean translation, that is (t0, x0, v0) ◦ (t, x, v) = (t0 + t, x0 + x+ tv0, v0 + v), which
respects the translation invariance of (1.1). Moreover, we assume that the fundamental solution J has the
following properties:

i. For every t ∈ R+ there holds the normalisation

(5.1)

ˆ

R2d

J(t, x, v) dxdv = 1.

ii. There holds J ≥ 0, and for all (t, x, v), (τ, y, w) ∈ R+ × R
2d a form of symmetry

(5.2) J
(

(τ, y,w)−1 ◦ (t, x, v)
)

= J
(

(τ, x, v)−1 ◦ (t, y, w)
)

.

iii. For any 0 ≤ τ < σ < t < T and any (x, v), (y, w) ∈ R
2d the Chapman-Kolmogorov identity holds

(5.3) J(t, x, v; τ, y,w) =

ˆ

R2d

J(t, x, v;σ, ϕ, ξ)J(σ, ϕ, ξ; τ, y,w) dϕ dξ.

Then, we deduce, on the one hand, polynomial upper bounds.

Theorem 5.1 (Polynomial upper bounds on the fundamental solution). Let x, v, y0, w0 ∈ R
d, and 0 ≤

τ0 < σ < T . Let J be the fundamental solution of (1.6) in [0, T ]×R
2d with coefficients Kh and Λh given by

(1.4) and (1.7), respectively, for a fixed function h ≥ 0 that satisfies (1.10). Assume J satisfies (5.1), (5.2)
and (5.3). Then there exists C > 0 depending on s, γ, d,m0,M0, E0,H0 (note that these constants refer to
the mass, energy and entropy of h), such that

(5.4)

J(σ, x, v; τ0, y0, w0)

≤ C(σ − τ0)
−

2d(1+s)
2s



1 +
max

{

|v − w0|2s , |x− y0 − (σ − τ0)(v − w0)|
2s

1+2s

}

σ − τ0





− s
4s

.

On the other hand, we derive an exponential lower bound.

Theorem 5.2 (Exponential lower bounds on the fundamental solution). Let x, v, y0, w0 ∈ R
d, and 0 ≤

τ0 < σ < T . Let J be the fundamental solution of (1.6) in [0, T ]×R
2d with coefficients Kh and Λh given by

(1.4) and (1.7), respectively, for a fixed function h ≥ 0 that satisfies (1.10). Assume J satisfies (5.1), (5.2)
and (5.3). Then there exists C > 0 depending on s, γ, d,m0,M0, E0,H0 (note that these constants refer to
the mass, energy and entropy of h), such that

J(σ, x, v; τ0, y0, w0) ≥ C(σ − τ0)
−

2d(1+s)
2s exp

{

−C
(

|x− y0 − (σ − τ0)w0|2s
(σ − τ0)1+2s

+
|v − w|2s
σ − τ0

)}

.
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Remark 5.3. (i) The existence of a fundamental solution operator for hypoelliptic non-local equations
has recently been established by Auscher-Imbert-Niebel [1,2].

(ii) We can also draw a connection to the Gaussian lower bounds for solutions to the Boltzmann
equation by Imbert-Mouhot-Silvestre in [5]. The authors show that for any t ∈ [0, T ] there exists
a(t), b(t) > 0 such that any non-negative solution of the Boltzmann equation satisfies

f(t, x, v) ≥ a(t)e−b(t)|v|2 .

The same authors establish decay estimates for solutions to (1.1) in [4].

5.2. On the polynomial upper bounds. The proof method remains the same as [14, Section 6]. The
on-diagonal bound [14, Theorem 6.1] follows by Proposition 4.1. The off-diagonal bound [14, Theorem 6.2]
follows if we are able to derive Aronson’s bound in [14, Proposition 6.4] without using the divergence form
symmetry of the kernel of the non-local operator. This is contained in Proposition 5.4 below, which is
the weak divergence form analogue of [14, Proposition 6.4]. Once we have established Proposition 5.4 and
constructed a decay function H satisfying Aronson’s condition (5.5), the proof of Theorem 5.1 carries over
almost verbally from the proof of [14, Theorem 1.2].

5.2.1. Decay relation. We aim to define a function that satisfies for some ρ > 0

(5.5) TH(v) +
1

2

ˆ

Bρ(v)

[

H(w)−H(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw +
H(v)

2

ˆ

Rd

[Kh(v,w)−Kh(w, v)] dw ≤ 0.

Then we can derive the following statement.

Proposition 5.4 (Aronson’s auxiliary proposition). Let 0 < τ0 < σ < T and 0 < ρ. Let f ∈ L∞
(

(τ0, T )×
R

2d
)

solve (1.9) in (τ0, T )×R
2d with a non-local operator whose kernel is non-negative and satisfies (2.3),

(2.4), (2.5). Then for every bounded function H : [τ0, σ] × R
2d → [0,∞) such that H

1
2 ∈ L2

(

(τ0, σ) ×
R

d;Hs
v(R

d)
)

and DvH,D
2
vH ∈ L2((τ0, σ) × R

d;L∞(Rd)), and, moreover, satisfying (5.5) in (τ0, σ) × R
2d,

there exists a constant C = C(λ,Λ, s, d) such that

(5.6)
sup

t∈(τ0,σ)

ˆ

R2d

f2(t, x, v)H(t, x, v) dxdv ≤
ˆ

R2d

f2(τ0, x, v)H(τ0, x, v) dxdv

+ Cρ−2s ‖H‖L∞([τ0,σ]×R2d) ‖f‖
2
L2([τ0,σ]×R2d) .

Proof of Proposition 5.4. For R ≥ max{2, 2ρ + 1} we consider ϕR ∈ C∞
c (R2d) with 0 ≤ ϕR ≤ 1 such

that ϕR ≡ 1 for (x, v) ∈ B(R−1)1+2s × BR−1 and ϕR ≡ 0 for (x, v) outside BR1+2s × BR, with bounded

derivatives and such that |v · ϕR| ∼ R−2s. We test (1.9) with fHϕ2
R whereH satisfies (5.5) over [τ0, τ1]×R

2d

for 0 ≤ τ0 ≤ τ1 ≤ σ and get

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

T f
(

fHϕ2
R

)

dz =

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

ˆ

Rd

(

f(w)− f(v)
)

Kh(v,w)
(

fHϕ2
R

)

(v) dw dz

+

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

f(v)
(

fHϕ2
R

)

(v)

(
ˆ

Rd

(

Kh(v, w)−Kh(w, v)
)

dw

)

dz.

Step 1: Transport operator.
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First we integrate by parts the transport operator

(5.7)

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

T f
(

fHϕ2
R

)

dz

=
1

2

ˆ

R2d

f2Hϕ2
R

∣

∣

∣

τ1

t=τ0

dxdv −
ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

f2HϕRv · ∇xϕR dz − 1

2

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

f2ϕ2
RTH dz

≥ 1

2

ˆ

R2d

f2Hϕ2
R

∣

∣

∣

τ1

t=τ0

dxdv − CR−2s

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

f2HϕR dz − 1

2

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

f2ϕ2
RTH dz.

Step 2: Non-local operator.

Now we deal with the non-local term. We write

ˆ

Rd

(

L̃f
)

fHϕ2
R dv :=

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Rd

(

f(w) − f(v)
)

Kh(v, w)
(

fHϕ2
R

)

(v) dw dv

+

ˆ

Rd

(

f2Hϕ2
R

)

(v)

(
ˆ

Rd

(

Kh(v, w)−Kh(w, v)
)

dw

)

dv

=
1

2

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

B2R

[

f(w)− f(v)
]

[

(

fHϕ2
R

)

(v)−
(

fHϕ2
R

)

(w)
]

Kh(v, w) dw dv

+
1

2

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

B2R

[

f(w) − f(v)
]

[

(

fHϕ2
R

)

(v) +
(

fHϕ2
R

)

(w)
]

Kh(v, w) dw dv

+

ˆ

Rd

(

f2Hϕ2
R

)

(v)

(
ˆ

Rd

(

Kh(v, w)−Kh(w, v)
)

dw

)

dv

+

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

Rd\B2R

[

f(w)− f(v)
](

fHϕ2
R

)

(v)Kh(v, w) dw dv.

Then we note that

[

f(w)− f(v)
]

[

(

fHϕ2
R

)

(v) +
(

fHϕ2
R

)

(w)
]

=
[

f(w) + f(v)
]

[

(

fHϕ2
R

)

(v)−
(

fHϕ2
R

)

(w)
]

− 2f(v)
(

fHϕ2
R

)

(v) + 2f(w)
(

fHϕ2
R

)

(w),

and moreover, by Young’s inequality

f(w)
[

(

fHϕ2
R

)

(v)−
(

fHϕ2
R

)

(w)
]

≤ 1

2
f2(w)

[

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(v)−
(

Hϕ2
R

)

(w)
]

+
1

2
f2(v)

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(v)− 1

2
f2(w)

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(w).
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Thus

(5.8)

ˆ

Rd

(

L̃f
)

fHϕ2
R dv ≤ 1

2

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

B2R

f2(w)
[

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(v)−
(

Hϕ2
R

)

(w)
]

Kh(v, w) dw dv

+
1

2

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

B2R

[

(

f2Hϕ2
R

)

(w)−
(

f2Hϕ2
R

)

(v)
]

Kh(v, w) dw dv

+

ˆ

Rd

(

f2Hϕ2
R

)

(v)

(
ˆ

Rd

(

Kh(v, w)−Kh(w, v)
)

dw

)

dv

+

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

Rd\B2R

[

f(w)− f(v)
](

fHϕ2
R

)

(v)Kh(v, w) dw dv

≤ 1

2

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

B2R

f2(v)
[

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(w)−
(

Hϕ2
R

)

(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw dv

+
1

2

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

B2R

(

f2Hϕ2
R

)

(v)
[

Kh(w, v)−Kh(v, w)
]

dw dv

+

ˆ

Rd

(

f2Hϕ2
R

)

(v)

(
ˆ

Rd

(

Kh(v, w)−Kh(w, v)
)

dw

)

dv

+

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

Rd\B2R

[

f(w)− f(v)
](

fHϕ2
R

)

(v)Kh(v, w) dw dv

=: IH
loc + Iskew

loc + Iskew
nonloc + Itail.

First we note that the last integral in (5.8) tends to zero as R → ∞:

(5.9)
Itail =

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

Rd\B2R

[

f(w)− f(v)
](

fHϕ2
R

)

(v)Kh(v, w) dw dv

≤ CΛR−2s
∥

∥Hϕ2
R

∥

∥

L∞
‖f‖L1(BR) ‖f‖L∞(Rd\B2R) −−−−→R→∞

0.

Second, we distinguish the singular from the non-singular part to bound IH
loc. We have

(5.10)

IH
loc =

1

2

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

B2R

f2(v)
[

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(w)−
(

Hϕ2
R

)

(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw dv

=
1

2

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

B2R∩Bρ(v)

. . . dw dv +
1

2

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

B2R\Bρ(v)

. . . dw dv =: IH,s
loc + IH,ns

loc .

Then we bound the non-singular part using (2.3)

(5.11)
IH,ns
loc =

1

2

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

B2R\Bρ(v)

f2(v)
[

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(w)−
(

Hϕ2
R

)

(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw dv

≤ Cρ−2s ‖HϕR‖L∞(B2R) ‖f‖
2
L2(B2R) .

For the singular part, we observe that ϕR(v) = ϕR(w) for any w ∈ Bρ(v) and v ∈ BR−1
2

if R ≥ 1 + 2ρ, so

that we further split

(5.12)

IH,s
loc =

1

2

ˆ

B2R

ˆ

B2R∩Bρ(v)

f2(v)
[

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(w)−
(

Hϕ2
R

)

(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw dv

=
1

2

ˆ

BR−1
2

ˆ

B2R∩Bρ(v)

f2(v)ϕ2
R(v)

[

H(w)−H(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw dv

+
1

2

ˆ

B2R\BR−1
2

ˆ

B2R∩Bρ(v)

f2(v)
[

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(w)−
(

Hϕ2
R

)

(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw dv.
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Then note that as R → ∞, the last integral tends to zero as the integrand is bounded: Taylor expanding
HϕR, using (2.3) and (2.5)

1

2

ˆ

B2R\BR−1
2

ˆ

B2R∩Bρ(v)

f2(v)
[

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(w)−
(

Hϕ2
R

)

(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw dv

=
1

2

ˆ

B2R\BR−1
2

ˆ

B2R∩Bρ(v)

f2(v)Dv

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(v) ·
(

w − v
)

Kh(w, v) dw dv

+ C
∥

∥D2
v

(

Hϕ2
R

)
∥

∥

L∞(B2R\BR−1
2

)

ˆ

B2R\BR−1
2

ˆ

B2R∩Bρ(v)

f2(v) |w − v|2Kh(w, v) dw dv

≤ Cρ1−2s

ˆ

B2R\BR−1
2

f2(v)Dv

(

Hϕ2
R

)

(v) dv + Cρ2−2s
∥

∥D2
v

(

Hϕ2
R

)∥

∥

L∞(B2R\BR−1
2

)

ˆ

B2R\BR−1
2

f2(v) dv

−−−−→
R→∞

0.

We combine (5.10), (5.11), (5.12) and let R → ∞, so that

(5.13) IH
loc ≤ Cρ−2s ‖H‖L∞(Rd) ‖f‖L2(Rd) +

1

2

ˆ

Rd

ˆ

Bρ(v)

f2(v)
[

H(w)−H(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw dv.

Thus, by letting R → ∞, we conclude from (5.8), (5.9), (5.13),

(5.14)

ˆ

Rd

(

L̃f
)

fH dv ≤ 1

2

ˆ

Rd

f2(v)

ˆ

Bρ(v)

[

H(w)−H(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw dv

+
1

2

ˆ

Rd

(f2H)(v)

ˆ

Rd

[

Kh(v, w)−Kh(w, v)
]

dw dv + Cρ−2s ‖H‖L∞(Rd) ‖f‖
2
L2(Rd) .

Step 3: Conclusion.

We assemble the pieces. Equation (5.7) implies

1

2

ˆ

R2d

f2(τ1, x, v)H(τ1, x, v)ϕ
2
R dxdv

≤ 1

2

ˆ

R2d

f2(τ0, x, v)H(τ0, x, v)ϕ
2
R dxdv + CR−2s

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

f2(z)H(z)ϕR(x, v) dz

+

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

f2(z)ϕ2
R(x, v)TH(z) dz +

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

(

L̃f
)

(z)f(z)H(z)ϕ2
R(x, v) dz,

which as R → ∞ yields together with (5.14)

1

2

ˆ

R2d

f2(τ1, x, v)H(τ1, x, v) dxdv

≤ 1

2

ˆ

R2d

f2(τ0, x, v)H(τ0, x, v) dxdv +

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

f2(z)TH(z) dz

+
1

2

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

f2(z)

ˆ

Bρ(v)

[

H(w)−H(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw dz

+
1

2

ˆ

[τ0,τ1]×R2d

f2(z)H(z)

ˆ

Rd

[

Kh(v, w)−Kh(w, v)
]

dw dv + Cρ−2s ‖H‖L∞ ‖f‖2L2([τ0,τ1]×R2d)

≤ 1

2

ˆ

R2d

f2(τ0, x, v)H(τ0, x, v) dxdv + Cρ−2s ‖H‖L∞ ‖f‖2L2([τ0,τ1]×R2d) ,

since by construction H satisfies (5.5). This concludes the proof of Proposition 5.4. �
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It now only remains to show that we can construct a function H satisfying (5.5).

Lemma 5.5. Let y0, w0 ∈ R
d. Let 0 < ρ and 0 ≤ τ0 < σ. Let k ≥ 1 and α ≥ 0 be such that σ − τ0 ≤ ρ2s

4k
.

For (t, x, v) ∈ [τ0, σ]× R
2d, we define δ(t) := 2(σ − τ0)− (t− τ0) and

(5.15) H(t, x, v) := e
−max

{

1, 1
3ρ

max

(

|v−w0|,|x−y0−(σ+t−2τ0)w0|
1

1+2s

)}

log
(

ρ2s

kδ(t)

)

e
α

(σ−t)

ρ2s .

Then there exist constants C1, C2 > 0 depending only on s, d,Λ0 such that, if k > C1 and α > C2, then H
satisfies (5.5), where Kh is a non-negative kernel satisfying (2.3), (2.4), (2.5).

To check that H satisfies (5.5), we note that due to (2.4), we choose α such that

(5.16) − α

ρ2s
H(v) +

1

2
H(v)

ˆ

Rd

[Kh(v, w)−Kh(w, v)] dw ≤ −αH + Λ0H ≤ 0.

Then, for ease of notation, we write

H(t, x, v) = H0(t, x, v)e
α

(σ−t)

ρ2s ,

so that if H0 satisfies

(5.17) T H0 +
1

2

ˆ

Bρ(v)

[

H0(w)−H0(v)
]

Kh(w, v) dw ≤ 0,

then in particular H satisfies (5.5) due to (5.16). One can verify (5.17) by a case distinction, similar
to [14, Lemma 6.5].

Note that the remainder of the proof of Theorem 6.2 and Theorem 6.3 in [14] carries over almost verbally,
upon replacing Proposition 6.4 and Lemma 6.5 of [14] by Proposition 5.4, and Lemma 5.5. In particular,
the Theorem 5.1 follows similarly to [14, Theorem 1.2].

5.3. On the exponential lower bound. The only part where we use the divergence form symmetry of
the non-local operator in the derivation of the exponential lower bound on the fundamental solution is
in [14, Section 7.3]. Instead, we argue as follows.

Fix (τ0, y0, w0) ∈ [0, T ]×R
2d and let 0 < τ0 < σ < T . Consider for τ1 < σ and for some α large enough the

function

f(τ1, y1, w1) =M

ˆ

max

{

|x−y0−(σ−τ0)w0|
2s

1+2s ,|v−w0|
2s

}

<α(σ−τ0)

J(σ, x, v; τ1, y1, w1) dxdv,

where M ≥ 1 is some constant such that f(τ1, y1, w1) ≤ M for (τ1, y1, w1) ∈ [0, σ] × R
2d. Define

g(τ1, y1, w1) := f(τ1, y1, w1)e
−c0(τ1−σ) for τ1 < σ. Then g is a super-solution to the adjoint of (1.9) in

(0, σ)× R
2d, with initial values






g(σ, y1, w1) =M, if max
{

|y1 − y0 − (σ − τ0)w0|
2s

1+2s , |w1 − w0|2s
}

< α(σ − τ0),

g(σ, y1, w1) = 0, if max
{

|y1 − y0 − (σ − τ0)w0|
2s

1+2s , |w1 − w0|2s
}

> α(σ − τ0).

since

L∗g(v) =

ˆ

Rd

(

g(w)− g(v)
)

Kh(v, w) dw +

(

ˆ

Rd

Kh(w, v)−Kh(v, w) dw

)

g(v),

so that using (2.4) and choosing c0 > 0 large enough, we get

T ∗g(v)− L∗g(v) = −e−c0(τ1−σ)T f − e−c0(τ1−σ)Lf − Λ0g + c0g ≥ 0.

If we set

g̃(τ1, y1, w1) =

{

g(τ1, y1, w1), if τ1 < σ,

Me−c0(τ1−σ), if τ1 > σ,
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then g̃ is a non-negative super-solution of the adjoint of (1.9) in (0,∞) × R
2d since g̃ ≤ Me−c0(τ1−σ) for

(τ1, y1, w1) ∈ [0,∞)× R
2d, so that for τ1 > σ

T ∗g̃−L∗g̃ = c0Me−c0(τ1−σ)−Lg̃−Λ0g̃ =Me−c0(τ1−σ)(c0−Λ0)+

ˆ

[

Me−c0(τ1−σ) − g̃(w)
]

Kh(v, w) dw ≥ 0.

Thus by the Weak Harnack inequality [6, Theorem 1.6], we get using −c0(τ1 − σ) ≥ 0 for c0 ≥ 0 and the

fact that f̃(σ, y,w) = M for some δ > 0 sufficiently small

g̃(τ0, y0, w0) ≥





ˆ σ+δ

σ−δ

ˆ

max

{

|y′−y0−(τ ′−τ0)w0|
2s

1+2s ,|w′−w0|
2s

}

<α(σ−τ0)

g̃ζ(τ ′, y′, w′) dy′ dw′ dτ ′





1
ζ

≥





ˆ σ+δ

σ−δ

ˆ

max

{

|y′−y0−(τ ′−τ0)w0|
2s

1+2s ,|w′−w0|
2s

}

<α(σ−τ0)

f̃ζ(τ ′, y′, w′) dy′ dw′ dτ ′





1
ζ

≥ c > 0,

so that
f(τ0, y0, w0) ≥ cec0(τ0−τ1).

We conclude the proof of Theorem 5.2 with [14, Theorem 7.2].
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