arXiv:1811.03705v2 [math.AP] 2 Jun 2019

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

HAFIDA LAASRI AND DELIO MUGNOLO

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

1. Introduction

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

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

A theory originally developed by J.-L. Lions shows that well-posedness in Hilbert space can be proved under much weaker assumptions, most notably mere measurability of the time dependence, provided the problem has a nice variational structure: this is typically the case if the differential equation is parabolic at any given time. By adapting the setting of (time-independent) bounded elliptic forms it is thus possible to show that the equation has a solution that is, in particular, continuous in time. This motivates the study of non-autonomous forms, a topic which has received much attention in the last decade: we mention among others [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. All these articles are chiefly devoted to study properties of solutions of partial differential equations, with a focus on maximal regularity issues and hence allowing for inhomogeneous terms.

Our main aim in this paper is to develop an abstract theory with a more operator-theoretical flavor. Indeed, Lions’ result paves the way to the possibility of defining an evolution family (or

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 47D06, 47A07, 35K90, 35K08, 47D99. Key words and phrases. Evolution families, non-autonomous parabolic problems, kernel estimates. The first author was supported by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (Grant LA 4197/1-1). The second author was partially supported by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (Grant 397230547). 1

evolution system, or propagator), i.e., a family of operators U(·, s) mapping each initial data u(s) = x ∈ H to the orbit of the solution u̇(t) + A(t)u(t) = 0 a.e. on [s, T ] .

Because the initial condition may well be imposed at instants s ≠ 0, this actually define a twoparameter family U := (U(t, s))_{(t,s)∈Δ} of bounded linear operators on H by U(t, s)x := u(t), where Δ := {(t, s) ∈ (0, T )^2 : s < t}. Some good compendia on such evolution families are [6, Chapt. 7], [7, Chapt. 5], [8, Chapt. 7], [9, Section VI.9], or the monograph [10].

The tumultuous development of Hilbert space methods, and especially the theory of Dirichlet forms, have been fruitful also in the non-autonomous environment: a theory of non-autonomous Dirichlet forms has been recently introduced in [11]. If A(t) ≡ A, the above abstract Cauchy problem is autonomous and its solution is simply given by u(t) = U(t, s)x := e^{−(t−s)A}x ; hence the findings in [11] can be regarded as a strict generalization of the classical theory of Markovian operators and Dirichlet forms represented e.g. in [12]. Our goal is to complement these results, thus setting up a non-autonomous variational program analogous to the autonomous one outlined in classical monographs like [13]: among other things we study extrapolation to L^p-spaces, ultracontractivity, or Gaussian-type bounds on integral kernels of evolution families.

It should be mentioned that ultracontractivity and kernel estimates have been observed already in [14, 15] for specific instances of parabolic non-autonomous equations; in particular, Aronson observed in [16] that the fundamental solution (t, s; x, y) → Γ(t, s; x, y) of a certain class of nonautonomous diffusion equations in (domains of) R^d satisfies (1.1) Γ(t, s; x, y) ≤ K G(t − s; x − y) where (t, x) → G(t, x) is the Gaussian kernel that yields the fundamental solution of the (autonomous) heat equation on R^d . Analogous Gaussian bounds have ever since been proved for integral kernels of semigroups generated by large classes of second-order elliptic operators, possibly with complex coefficients [17]; in the non-autonomous case, Aronson’s original findings have been extended to operators on domains in [14, 15].

In this paper we are going to introduce a general approach, based on the so-called Davies’ Trick, to prove Gaussian bounds for heat kernels of evolution families that govern non-autonomous parabolic equations. Inspired by some techniques introduced in [15, 17], we show the applicability of our methods by showing that a large class of elliptic operators with complex-valued, bounded measurable coefficients are associated with evolution families that satisfy Gaussian bounds, thus extending the main results in [17] to the non-autonomous setting.

Our approach will heavily rely upon the method of product integrals, whose historical evolution is thoroughly discussed in [18], [8, § 7.10] and whose scope has been extended to non-autonomous forms with measurable dependence on time in [19, 20]. We adapt it to our present setting, thus deriving in Theorem 2.2 a version that we will use over and over again in different contexts throughout this paper. The method of product integrals proves especially efficient when it comes to discuss long-time behavior of evolution families. While there is already a wide literature devoted to this topic, see e.g. the survey in [21], our setting allows us to provide conditions that are very easy to check in many concrete cases. While all strongly continuous semigroups are exponentially bounded, this is not the case for general evolution families, cf. [9, § VI.9]: unlike in the general case, though, evolution families associated with non-autonomous forms are always exponentially bounded and we give sufficient criteria for exponential stability and for uniform convergence towards equilibrium; in [22, § 5], only strong convergence was studied.

The present paper is organized as follows. After describing our mathematical framework in Section 2, in Section 3 we present sufficient conditions that enforce qualitative properties based on the lattice structure of L^2-spaces and, using Perron–Frobenius-type arguments, we discuss long-time behavior of evolution families.

Gaussian-type bounds are shown to depend on ultracontractivity properties of certain operator families related to U. This approach requires, in turn, suitable common bounds in L^p-norm, uniformly on all compact subsets of Δ. Inspired by similar criteria in the autonomous setting we show that efficient conditions based on Sobolev-type inequalities can enforce such bounds. In Section 4 we develop a theory of ultracontractive evolution families: a technical difficulty we face is related to the failure of self-adjointness of evolution families, a phenomenon that typically occurs even when all operators A(t) are self-adjoint. We take over an idea from [15] and circumvent this problem by studying some non-autonomous form associated with a tightly related backward evolution equation.

It has been known since [23] that ultracontractivity is an important, but not yet sufficient ingredient to prove Gaussian bounds for semigroups. In Section 5 we present different conditions that imply Gaussian bounds for evolution families. In particular, our approach allows us to show Gaussian bounds for the evolution family associated with a large class of elliptic operators, thus generalizing the pioneering results in [14, 15].

Several applications are reviewed in Section 6: we discuss well-posedness and qualitative properties of dynamical systems on undirected graphs tightly related to the theory of dynamic (positive) graphs discussed in [24] as well as models of Black–Scholes-types equations with time-dependent volatility [25]; we extend the kernel estimates in [26] to more general non-autonomous diffusion equations on possibly infinite networks; and finally, we prove Gaussian bounds for the heat kernel for a large class of elliptic operators with time-dependent, possibly complex coefficients, thus deducing the main results in [15, 17] as special cases.

2. Evolution families: Notations and preliminary results

Throughout this paper H is a separable, complex Hilbert space and V is a further complex Hilbert space that is densely and continuously embedded into H. Let V^′ denote the antidual of V with respect to the pivot space H; the duality between V^′ and V is denoted by ⟨., .⟩. We also denote by (· | ·)_V and ‖ · ‖_V the scalar product and the norm on V , respectively; and by (· | ·) and ‖ · ‖ the corresponding quantities in H.

We fix T ∈]0, ∞[ and consider a time-dependent family (a(t))_{t∈[0,T ]} of mappings such that a(t; ·, ·) : V × V → C is for all t ∈ [0, T ] a sesquilinear form and

[0, T ] ∋ t → a(t; u, v) ∈ C is measurable for all u, v ∈ V ;

(2.1) and such that furthermore there exist constants M, α > 0 and ω ≥ 0 such that the boundedness and H-ellipticity estimates |a(t; u, v)| ≤ M‖u‖_V ‖v‖_V for a.e t ∈ [0, T ] and u, v ∈ V, (2.2) Re a(t; u, u) + ω‖u‖^2_H ≥ α‖u‖^2_V for a.e t ∈ [0, T ] and u ∈ V,

(2.3) hold. In what follows we call such a family a := (a(t))_{t∈[0,T ]} bounded H-elliptic non-autonomous form: following [2] we denote by Form([0, T ]; V, H) the class of all such forms.

By the Lax–Milgram theorem, for each t ∈ [0, T ] there exists an operator associated with a(t, ·, ·), i.e., an isomorphism A(t) : V → V^′ such that ⟨A(t)u, v⟩ = a(t, u, v) for all u, v ∈ V : accordingly we refer to the family (A(t))_{t∈[0,T ]} as the operator family associated with a := (a(t))_{t∈[0,T ]}.

Regarded as an unbounded operator with domain V , −A(t) generates a holomorphic semigroup on V^′, and in fact by [27, Thm. 7.1.5] on H too, since a(t) is for all t a bounded, H-elliptic sesquilinear form: with an abuse of notation we denote its generator – the part of −A(t) in H – again by −A(t), and the semigroup by T_t := {e^{−rA(t)} | r ≥ 0}. Hence, for each fixed t, s ∈ [0, T ] the Cauchy problem u̇(r) + A(t)u(r) = 0, r ∈ [s, T ], u(s) = x ∈ H, is well-posed, its solution being given by u(r, x) := e^{−(r−s)A(t)}x. However, we are rather going to focus on the non-autonomous Cauchy problem u̇(t) + A(t)u(t) = 0, t ∈ [s, T ], u(s) = x ∈ H. (2.4)

In order to introduce the main objects of our investigations, let a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H). A classical well-posedness theorem by J.-L. Lions [28, §§ XVIII.3.2–3] states that for each s ∈ [0, T [ and each x ∈ H (2.4) admits a unique solution u in the maximal regularity space MR(V, V^′) := MR(s, T ; V, V^′) := L^2(s, T ; V ) ∩ H^1(s, T ; V^′).

It is well-known that MR (V, V^′) is continuously embedded into C([s, T ]; H), see e.g. [29, Prop. III.1.2]: this allows us to introduce a family of linear operators by (2.5) U(t, s) : H ∋ x → U(t, s)x := u(t) ∈ H, (t, s) ∈ Δ, where here and in the following we adopt the notation Δ := {(t, s) ∈ (0, T )^2 : s < t}.

and u is the unique solution of the Cauchy problem (2.4) in MR (V, V^′). Letting X := V^′ and D := V (whence in particular T r = H) in [30, Prop. 2.3 and Prop. 2.4] it now follows that U := (U(t, s))_{(t,s)∈Δ} is a strongly continuous evolution family on H, i.e., the following properties hold:

(i) U(s, s) = Id_H for all s ∈ [0, T ], (ii) U(t, s) = U(t, r)U(r, s) for all 0 ≤ s ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T , (iii) (t, s) → U(t, s)x is for all x ∈ H continuous from Δ into H.

If in fact a ∈ Form([0, ∞[; V, H), then arguing as above we deduce that u̇(t) + A(t)u(t) = 0, t ∈ [s, ∞[, u(s) = x ∈ H, has for all s > 0 and all x ∈ H a unique solution u ∈ L^2_{Loc}(s, ∞; V ) ∩ H^1_{Loc}(s, ∞; V^′), hence u ∈ C([0, ∞[; H): this defines a strongly continuous evolution family (U(t, s))_{0≤s≤t<∞}.

In the following we will refer to U := (U(t, s))_{(t,s)∈Δ} as the evolution family associated with the non-autonomous form a or with the operator family (A(t))_{t∈[0,T ]}.

Remark 2.1. A non-autonomous form is called coercive if (2.3) is satisfied with ω = 0. Now, a satisfies (2.3) if and only if the form a_ω given by a_ω(t; u, v) := a(t; u, v) + ω(u | v) is coercive: because a_ω ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) in its own right, it is associated with an evolution family. Moreover, u is a solution of class MR(V, V^′) of (2.4) if and only if v := e^{−ω(.−s)}u is a solution of class MR(V, V^′) of v̇(t) + (ω + A(t))v(t) = 0, t ∈ [s, T ], v(s) = x. Thus, the evolution family associated with a_ω is simply obtained by rescaling, i.e., (2.6) U_ω(t, s) := e^{−ω(t−s)}U(t, s), (t, s) ∈ Δ. The earliest well-posedness results for (2.4) were obtained by Kato based on an approximation method based on the theory of product integrals under strong regularity assumptions on the dependence t → a(t). Kato’s approach has been extended to non-autonomous form of class Form([0, T ]; V, H) in [31, 19]. We sketch the construction of evolution families proposed in [20] for the sake of self-containedness, since we are going to use it repeatedly in the next sections.

Let Λ = (λ_0, . . . , λ_{n+1}) be a partition of [0, T ], i.e., 0 = λ_0 < λ_1 < . . . < λ_{n+1} = T . Let (a_k)_{k∈N} be a family of sesquilinear forms defined by (2.7) a_k : V × V ∋ (u, v) → 1 λ_{k+1} − λ_k ∫_{λk+1} λ_k a(r; u, v)dr ∈ C , k = 0, 1, . . . , n. All these forms lie in Form([0, T ]; V, H) with constants M, α, and ω. The associated operators A_k ∈ L(V, V^′) are given by

(2.8) A_k : V ∋ u → 1 λ_{k+1} − λ_k ∫_{λk+1} λ_k A(r)udr ∈ V^′, k = 0, 1, . . . , n. The mapping A(·) : [0, T ] → L(V, V^′) is strongly measurable by Pettis’ Theorem [32, Thm. 1.1.1] since t → A(t)u is weakly measurable and V^′ is assumed to be separable. On the other hand, ‖A(t)u‖_V ′ ⩽ M‖u‖_V for all u ∈ V and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]. Thus [0, T ] ∋ t → A(t)u ∈ V^′ is Bochner integrable for all u ∈ V. Hence the integrals in (2.7) and (2.8) are well defined.

Next, consider the bounded H-elliptic non-autonomous form a_Λ := (a_Λ(t))_{t∈[0,T ]} defined by (2.9) a_Λ(t; ·, ·) : V × V ∋ (u, v) → { a_k(u, v) if t ∈ [λ_k, λ_{k+1}[ a_n(u, v) if t = T .

Its associated time-dependent operator family A_Λ := (A_Λ(t))_{t∈[0,T ]} ⊂ L(V, V^′) is given by

(2.10) A_Λ(t) := { A_k if t ∈ [λ_k, λ_{k+1}[ A_n if t = T .

For each k = 0, 1, . . . , n we denote by T_k := {e^{−rAk} | r ≥ 0} the C_0-semigroup generated by −A_k. For each a, b ∈ [0, T ] such that (2.11) λ_{m−1} ≤ a < λ_m < . . . < λ_{l−1} ≤ b < λ_l we define the operator families U_Λ := (U_Λ(t, s))_{(t,s)∈Δ} ⊂ L(V^′) by (2.12) U_Λ(b, a) = e^{−(b−λl−1 )Al−1} e^{−(λl−1−λl−2)Al−2} . . . e^{−(λm−1 −λm−2)Am−2} e^{−(λm−a)Am−1} , and for λ_{l−1} ≤ a ≤ b < λ_l by (2.13) U_Λ(b, a) = e^{−(b−a)Al} .

Remark that U_Λ defines an evolution family on H (as well as on V^′ and V ), since all semigroups T_k consist of bounded linear operators on H. Additionally, one sees that the conditions (2.1)–(2.3) are satisfied by the forms a_Λ, too. Moreover, for all x ∈ H the function u_Λ(·) := U_Λ(·, s)x is the unique solution of class MR(s, T ; V, V^′) of the problem u̇_Λ(t) + A_Λ(t)u_Λ(t) = 0, t ∈ [s, T ], u_Λ(s) = x .

(2.14)

A similar approximation scheme was introduced in [19] in the more general context of inhomogeneous non-autonomous problems; several convergence results could be deduced there, depending on conditions satisfied by the non-autonomous form. In the language of evolution families, we can paraphrase Proposition 3.1 in [19] and state the following.

Theorem 2.2. Let a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) and let U and U_Λ be the evolution families associated with a and a_Λ, respectively. Then lim_{|Λ|→0} U_Λ(t, s) = U(t, s) for all (t, s) ∈ Δ

in the strong operator topology of L(H).

The proof of Theorem 2.2 is very similar to that of [19, Prop. 3.1] and will be omitted. The product integral method can be applied to deduce two results about the long-time behavior of evolution families. The following assertion about quasi-contractivity is similar to [33, Prop. 2.1], whereas strong stability was proved in a special case in [22, Thm. 5.4].

Proposition 2.3. Let a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H). Then the associated evolution family U is quasicontractive, i.e., ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(H)} ≤ e ∫_t s ω(r) dr for all (t, s) ∈ Δ, for some ω ∈ L^1(0, T ) such that (2.15) Re a(t; u, u) + ω(t)‖u‖^2_H ≥ 0 for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ] and u ∈ V.

If in particular a ∈ Form([0, ∞[; V, H), ω ∈ L^1_{loc}([0, ∞[), and lim sup_{t→∞}^1_{t−t0} ∫_t t_0 ω(r) dr = Ω < 0 for

some t_0, then U is uniformly exponentially stable, i.e., ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(H)} ≤ M_{t0} e^{(t−t0 )Ω} for some M_{t0} and all t > t_0.

In view of Proposition 2.3 and Remark 2.1 and up to scalar perturbations of (A(t))_{t∈[0,T ]}, we will thus often assume without loss of generality that the associated evolution family U is contractive. Proof. Let [a, b] ⊂ [0, T ], Λ be a partition of [a, b] as in (2.11) and consider the discretized evolution family U_Λ. Let ω_k ∈ R be defined by

(2.16) ω_k := 1 λ_{k+1} − λ_k ∫_{λk+1} λ_k ω(r)dr, k = 0, 1, . . . , n. Then by definition of a_k in (2.7), (2.15) implies Re a_k(u, u) + ω_k‖u‖^2_H ≥ 0 for all u ∈ V and k = 0, 1, · · · , n, hence the associated semigroup satisfies (2.17) ‖e^{−rAk} ‖_{L(H)} ≤ e^{rωk} for all k = 0, 1, . . . , n, r ≥ 0. Now we obtain from (2.12)

(2.18) ‖U_Λ(a, b)‖_{L(H)} ≤ n∏ k=0 e ∫_{λk} λk−1 ω(r)dr = e ∫_b a ω(r)dr . The claim now follows from Theorem 2.2 and Fatou’s Lemma.

The second assertion follows by observing that ‖U(t, s)x‖ ≤ ‖U(t, t_0)‖‖U(t_0, s)x‖ ≤ e^{(t−t0 )Ω}‖U(t_0, s)‖‖x‖ =: M_{t0} e^{(t−t0 )Ω}‖x‖ for all 0 ≤ s ≤ t < ∞ and x ∈ H. □

3. Invariance Properties Let us discuss invariance of a given subset C of H under U, i.e., whether u(s) ∈ C implies that the solution u(t) of (2.4) lies in C for any (t, s) ∈ Δ. The following criterion is known: it combines [20, Thm. 4.1] with an extension to non-accretive forms [34, Thm. 2.1] of Ouhabaz’ classical invariance criterion [35, Thm. 2.1].

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

(i) C is invariant under the semigroup T_t associated with a(t) for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]; (ii) C is invariant under the evolution family U.

(iii) P u ∈ V and Re a(t; P u, u − P u) ≥ 0 for all u ∈ V and a.e. t ≥ 0; Then (i) is equivalent to (iii) and both imply (ii).

The implication (iii) ⇒ (ii) has been proved in [11, Thm. 2.2] in the more general case of inhomogeneous equations. Special instances of the same assertion have been obtained in [36, § 3.5.5]. The implication (i) ⇒ (ii) allows us to deduce invariance properties for U even when P is not explicitly known, e.g., when T_t is known to preserve convexity for a.e. t [37].

For our purposes, a particularly interesting instance of closed convex sets are order intervals in Hilbert lattices: we hence assume in the following H to be a Hilbert lattice. It is known that each separable Hilbert lattice is isometrically lattice isomorphic to a Lebesgue space L^2(X) for some σ-finite measure space (X, Σ, μ), see e.g. [38, Cor. 2.7.5]. Accordingly, we can consider the set H_R := L^2(X; R) of real-valued functions. Let a, b ∈ R ∪ {±∞}: we introduce the (bounded or unbounded) order intervals

[a, b]_H := {f ∈ H_R : a ≤ f(x) ≤ b for a.e. x ∈ X} :

which are closed convex subsets of H. Many qualitative properties of solutions to evolution equations can be described by means of invariance of order intervals under the flow that governs the associated Cauchy problems.

Definition 3.2. Let (X, Σ, μ) be a σ-finite measure space. An evolution family U on the Hilbert lattice L^2(X) is called (a) real if U(t, s)H_R ⊂ H_R for all (t, s) ∈ Δ;

(b) positive if it is real and U(t, s)[0, ∞[_H ⊂ [0, ∞[_H for all (t, s) ∈ Δ;

(c) L^p-contractive, p ∈ [1, ∞], if U(t, s) maps {f ∈ L^2(X) ∩ L^p(X) : ‖f‖_Lp ≤ 1} into itself for all (t, s) ∈ Δ; (d) completely contractive if it is both L^1-contractive and L^∞-contractive;

(e) completely quasi-contractive if there is some constant ω̃ such that the rescaled evolution family U_{ω̃} defined by (3.1) U_{ω̃}(t, s) := e^{−ω̃(t−s)}U(t, s), (t, s) ∈ Δ, is completely contractive;

(f) sub-Markovian if it is positive and L^∞-contractive; Markovian if additionally ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}∞_) = 1; (g) sub-stochastic if it is positive and L^1-contractive; stochastic if additionally and ‖U(t, s)f‖_L1_{(X)} = ‖f‖_L1_{(X)} for all 0 ≤ f ∈ L^2(X) ∩ L^1(X) and all (t, s) ∈ Δ.

Remark 3.3. Let U be a completely quasi-contractive evolution family on L^2(X). Then by the Riesz–Thorin Theorem the rescaled evolution family U_{ω̃} is L^p-contractive for all p ∈ [1, ∞] and each U(t, s) can be extended from L^p(X) ∩ L^2(X) to a quasi-contractive operator U_p(t, s) on L^p(X) for all p ∈ [1, ∞]. The extrapolated family U_p := {U_p(t, s) | (t, s) ∈ Δ} is consistent, i.e., for all p ∈ [1, ∞]

U_p(t, s)f = U_2(t, s)f for all (t, s) ∈ Δ and all f ∈ L^p(X) ∩ L^2(X).

Clearly, U_p(s, s) = I_H and U_p(t, s) = U_p(t, r)U_p(r, s) for all 0 ≤ s ≤ r ≤ t ≤ T and p ∈ [1, ∞]. Moreover, by the interpolation inequality (Hölder inequality) we obtain that U_p is strongly continuous on Δ for all p ∈]1, ∞[. Using a similar argument as in [39, Prop. 4] we conclude that U_p is a strongly continuous evolution family on L^p(X) for all p ∈ [1, ∞[.

For future reference let us note explicitly the following consequence of Proposition 3.1.

Proposition 3.4. The evolution family U associated with a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) is (1) positive provided (Re v)^+ ∈ V , Re a(t; Re v, Im v) ∈ R, and Re a(t; (Re v)^+, (Re v)^−) ≤ 0 for all v ∈ V and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ].

(2) L^∞-contractive, provided (1 ∧ |v|) sgn v ∈ V and Re a(t; (1 ∧ |v|) sgn v, (|v| − 1)^+ sgn v) ≥ 0 for all v ∈ V and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ].

Let us state a further consequence of Proposition 3.1 concerning irreducibility of evolution families on L^2(X) on a given σ-finite measure space (X, Σ, μ). We denote by 1_Ξ the characteristic function of any given Ξ ∈ Σ.

We can now provide sufficient conditions for the evolution family to converge towards a rank-one projector, thus extending to the non-autonomous setting one of the main results of the classical theory of positive semigroups. Given a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H), if (3.2) (Re v)^+ ∈ V, Re a(t; Re v, Im v) ∈ R and Re a(t; (Re v)^+, (Re v)^−) ≤ 0 for all v ∈ V and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ] and (3.3) for all Ξ ∈ Σ 1_ΞV ⊂ V implies μ(Ξ) = 0 or μ(X \ Ξ) = 0, then the holomorphic semigroups T_t are for a.e. t ∈]0, T [ positivity improving; if they are additionally compact, then by classical Perron–Frobenius theory there is a spectral gap of size s̃(t) > 0 between their dominant eigenvalue and the bottom inf {Re λ > 0 : λ ∈ σ(A(t))} of the remaining spectrum of their generators A(t).

Proposition 3.5. Let a ∈ Form([0, ∞[; V, H), with V compactly embedded in H. Assume that (3.2) and (3.3) hold and that furthermore s̃ ∈ L^1_{loc}(]t_0, ∞[) and lim inf_{t→∞}^1_{t−t0} ∫_t t_0 s̃(r) dr =

Σ̃ > 0 for some t_0 > 0. If for a.e. t ∈ [0, ∞[

• the spectral bound of A(t) is 0, • Ker(A(t)) is spanned by the same vector u, and • Ker(A^∗(t)) is spanned by the same vector ϕ, with (ϕ|u) = 1, then lim_{t→∞} U(t, s) = P := ϕ ⊗ u in norm for all s ≥ 0.

Under the assumptions of Proposition 3.5, the vectors u, ϕ are strictly positive.

Proof. The part Ã(t) of A(t) in the Hilbert space Ker(P ) is associated with a form ã ∈ Form(]0, ∞[; V ∩ Ker(P ), Ker(P )) that satisfies ã(t; u, u) ≥ s̃(t)‖u‖^2 for a.e. t ∈]0, ∞[ and all u ∈ V ∩ Ker(P ).

Given a partition Λ = (λ_0, . . . , λ_n) of a compact interval [a, b], we can hence define in the usual way the averaged forms ã_k, which satisfy Re ã_k(u, u) ≥ s̃_k‖u‖^2, u ∈ V ∩ Ker(P ), for s̃_k := 1 λ_{k+1} − λ_k ∫_{λk+1} λ_k s̃(r)dr. Therefore, the associated semigroup (e^{−rÃk} )_{r≥0} is uniformly exponentially stable: more precisely ‖e^{−rÃk} ‖ = ‖e^{−rAk} (I − P )‖ ≤ e^{−s̃kr} for all r ≥ 0.

Observe now that U_Λ(b, a) − P = U_Λ(b, a)P − P + U_Λ(b, a)(I − P ) = e^{−(λn−λn−1)An} · · · e^{−(λ1 −λ0)A1} P − P + U_Λ(b, a)(I − P )^n = U_Λ(b, a)(I − P )^n.

Accordingly, ‖U_Λ(b, a) − P ‖ ≤ ‖e^{−(λn −λn−1)An} (I − P )‖ · · · ‖e^{−(λ1 −λ0)A1} (I − P )‖ ≤ e^{−(λn+1 −λn)s̃n} · · · e^{−(λ1 −λ0)s̃1} = e^− ∫_b a s̃(r)dr whence lim_{t→∞} ‖U_Λ(t, t_0) − P ‖ ≤ lim_{t→∞} e^− ∫_t t0 s̃(r)dr ≤ lim t→∞ e^{−Σ̃(t−t0 )} and for all x ∈ H by Theorem 2.2 lim_{t→∞} ‖U(t, t_0)x − P x‖ = lim_{t→∞} lim_{|Λ|→0} ‖U_Λ(t, t_0)x − P x‖ ≤ lim_{t→∞} e^{−Σ̃(t−t0 )}‖x‖. This concludes the proof. □ In the following sections we will often need to discuss complete contractivity. In order to find sufficient conditions, observe that U is L^1-contractive if and only if U(t, s)^∗ is L^∞-contractive for all (t, s) ∈ Δ. How to prove L^∞-contractivity of all U(t, s)^∗? Consider the non-autonomous adjoint form a^∗ : [0, T ] × V × V → C of a defined by a^∗(t; u, v) := a(t; v, u) for all t ∈ [0, T ] and u, v ∈ V . While a^∗ ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H), too, and hence a^∗ is associated with an evolution family (U_∗(t, s))_{(t,s)∈Δ}, one has in general U_∗(t, s) ≠ U(t, s)^∗. However, it was observed in [15, Thm. 2.6] that the returned adjoint form ←− a^∗ : [0, T ] × V × V → C of a defined by ←− a^∗ (t; u, v) := a^∗(T − t; v, u), t ∈ [0, T ], u, v ∈ V, which clearly belongs to Form([0, T ]; V, H), too, is associated with an evolution family ←− U^∗ that satisfies (3.4) [←− U^∗(t, s) ]_∗ f = U(T − s, T − t)f for all f ∈ H and (t, s) ∈ Δ. In particular, U is L^1-contractive if and only if ←− U^∗ is L^∞-contractive; U is completely contractive if so is ←− U^∗; and by Proposition 3.4 we conclude the following.

Proposition 3.6. The evolution family U associated with a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) is (1) L^1-contractive provided (1 ∧ |u|) sgn u ∈ V and Re a(t; (|v| − 1)^+ sgn v, (1 ∧ |v|) sgn v) ≥ 0 for all v ∈ V and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ];

(2) completely contractive provided (1 ∧ |u|) sgn u ∈ V and Re a(t; (|v| − 1)^+ sgn v, (1 ∧ |v|) sgn v) ≥ 0, Re a(t; (1 ∧ |v|) sgn v, (|v| − 1)^+ sgn v) ≥ 0 for all v ∈ V and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]. We can now give a sufficient condition for L^p-quasi-contractivity of the evolution family U that governs the Cauchy problem (2.4).

Theorem 3.7. Let a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) and let p ∈]1, ∞[ be given. Assume that there exists a function ω̂_p ∈ L^∞(0, T ) such that (T_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} satisfies

(3.5) ‖e^{−rA(t)}f‖_Lp_{(X)} ≤ e^{rω̂p(t)}‖f‖_Lp_{(X)} for all f ∈ L^2(X) ∩ L^p(X), r ≥ 0, and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ].

Then the evolution family U associated with a extrapolates to a consistent evolution family on L^p(X) and (3.6) ‖U(t, s)f‖_Lp_{(X)} ≤ e ∫_t s ω̂_p(r)dr‖f‖ L^p(X) for all f ∈ L

2(X) ∩ L^p(X) and (t, s) ∈ Δ.

Proof. The case where ω̂_p ≡ 0 follows directly from Proposition 3.1; the general case is slightly more delicate. First, applying [40, Thm. 4.1] to the non-autonomous form a(t, ·, ·) + ω̂_p(t)(· | ·)_L2 , we see that the assumption (3.5) is equivalent to the following condition: P_Bp V ⊂ V and for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ] (3.7) Re a(t; u, |u|^{p−2}u) + ω̂_p(t)‖u‖^p_Lp ≥ 0 for all u ∈ V s.t. |u|^{p−2}u ∈ V. (Here B^p denotes the L^p-unit ball and P_Bp is the projector of L^2(X) onto B^p.)

Let now [s, t] ⊂ [0, T ] and let Λ = (λ_0, λ_1, . . . , λ_n) be a partition of [s, t] and let a_k : V × V → C , k = 0, 1, . . . , n, be the family of bounded H-elliptic forms given by (2.7) and (e^{−rAk} )_{r≥0} be the associated C_0-semigroup. Furthermore, define the finite real sequence ω̂_{k,p}, k = 0, 1, . . . , n, as follows

(3.8) ω̂_{k,p} := 1 λ_{k+1} − λ_k ∫_{λk+1} λ_k ω̂_p(r)dr k = 0, 1, . . . , n. Then (3.7) implies that for all k = 0, 1, . . . , n (3.9) Re a_k(u, |u|^{p−2}u) + ω̂_{k,p}‖u‖^p_Lp ≥ 0, for all u ∈ V s.t. |u|^{p−2}u ∈ V. Again applying [40, Thm. 4.1] to the form a_k + ω̂_{k,p}(· | ·)_L2 we obtain

(3.10) ‖e^{−rAk} ‖_Lp_{(X)} ≤ e^{rω̂k,p} for all s ≥ 0 and k = 0, 1, . . . , n.

Thus, using (2.12)-(2.13) we find

(3.11) ‖U_Λ(t, s)‖_Lp_{(X)} ≤ e ∫_t s ω̂_p(r)dr for all (t, s) ∈ Δ and each partition Λ of [s, t].

Thus the desired estimate (3.6) follows from Theorem 2.2 and Fatou’s Lemma. □

In a similar way we can discuss stochasticity, another feature that cannot be easily interpreted as an invariance property.

Proposition 3.8. The evolution family U associated with a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) is stochastic provided (Re u)^+ ∈ V , Re a(t, Re u, Im u) ∈ R, Re a(t; (Re u)^+, (Re u)^−) ≤ 0, 1 ∈ V , and a(t; Re u, 1) = 0 for all v ∈ V and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ].

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

Proposition 3.9. Let a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) and denote as usual by U the associated evolution family. Let furthermore W be a separable Hilbert space that is densely and continuously embedded in H and b ∈ Form([0, T ]; W, H): we denote by V the associated evolution family. Assume that • Re u ∈ V and (Re u)^+ ∈ V for all u ∈ V ; • V is a generalized ideal of W , i.e.,

– u ∈ W implies |u| ∈ W and – u_1 ∈ V and u_2 ∈ W are such that |u_2| ≤ |u_1|, then u_2 sgn u_1 ∈ V ;

• Re a(t; Re u, Im u) ∈ R for all u ∈ V ; • Re a(t; (Re u)^+, (Re u)^−) ≤ 0 for all u ∈ V ; • Re a(t; u, v) ≥ b(t; |u|, |v|) for all u, v ∈ V s.t. uv ≥ 0.

Then U is dominated by V, i.e., (3.12) |U(t, s)f| ≤ V (t, s)|f| for all (t, s) ∈ Δ and f ∈ H. Proof. Let Λ be a partition of [0, T ]. Define the piecewise constant b_Λ ∈ Form([0, T ]; W, H) via formulae which are analogous to (2.7) and (2.10) and let V_Λ be the associated evolution family. By [34, Thm. 4.1] we see that the semigroup associated with the averaged forms b_Λ dominate T_k, hence that V_Λ dominates U_Λ. By Theorem 2.2 we conclude that U is dominated by V. □

4. Ultracontractivity

In this and the next section we are going to restrict to the case of H = L^2(X), where X an σ-finite measurable space. Recall that a C_0-semigroup S on L^2(X) is said to be ultracontractive if there exist constants c_0, n > 0, and ω̃ ∈ R such that

(4.1) ‖S(r)f‖_L∞_{(X)} ≤ c_0r^{− n2} e^{rω̃}‖f‖_L1_{(X)} for all r ≥ 0 and all f ∈ L^2(X) ∩ L^1(X).

In this section we are going to develop a theory of ultracontractive evolution families.

Definition 4.1. We call an evolution family U on L^2(X) ultracontractive if there exist constants c_0, n > 0 and ω̃ ∈ R such that

(4.2) ‖U(t, s)f‖_L∞_{(X)} ≤ c_0(t − s)^{− n2} e^{(t−s)ω̃} ‖f‖_L1_{(X)} for all (t, s) ∈ Δ and f ∈ L^2(X) ∩ L^1(X).

By a direct consequence of the Kantorovitch–Vulikh Theorem, see e.g. [41, Theorem 1.3], any ultracontractive evolution family U is given by an integral kernel: more precisely, there exists a family (Γ(t, s))_{(t,s)∈Δ} ⊂ L^∞(Ω × Ω) such that U(t, s)f(x) = ∫ Ω Γ(t, s; x, y)f(y) dy for all (t, s) ∈ Δ, f ∈ L^2(X) ∩ L^1(X) and a.e. x ∈ Ω,

with ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}1_{(X),L}∞_{(X))} = ‖Γ(t, s)‖_L∞_{(Ω×Ω)}, for all (t, s) ∈ Δ.

It is well-known that ultracontractivity of semigroups can be deduced from the Nash or Gagliardo– Nirenberg inequalities for the domain of the associated form, see [13, Chapt. 6]. We are going to extend this result to the non-autonomous setting. For that we need the following definitions.

Definition 4.2. Let V be a subspace of L^2(X). The space V is said to satisfy

(i) a Nash inequality if there exist constants C_N , μ > 0 such that

(4.3) ‖u‖^{2+} 4 μ L^2 (X) ≤ CN ‖u‖ 2 V ‖u‖ 4 μ L^1 (X) for all u ∈ L

1(X) ∩ V ;

(ii) a Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality if there exist constants C_G, N > 0 such that (4.4) ‖u‖_Lq_{(X)} ≤ C_G‖u‖^{1−N} q−2 2q L^2 (X) ‖u‖ N^{q−2}_{2q} V for all u ∈ V

holds for all q ∈]2, ∞[ such that N^{q−2}_{2q} ≤ 1.

Sobolev spaces H^1(I) on intervals I ⊂ R satisfy e.g. the Nash inequality, see e.g. [42, § 1.4.8]. More generally, the same is true for each closed subspace V of H^1(X) which has the L^1 − H^1-extension property [43, Lemma 2.7], where Ω is an arbitrary open set of R^d . Several geometric conditions on Ω ⊂ R^d under which a Sobolev space V = H^k(Ω) satisfies a Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality are known, see e.g. [44, Chapter 5].

Here and in the following, we are adopting the usual notations introduced in (2.1)–(2.3). Theorem 4.3. Let a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) such that the associated evolution family U is completely quasi-contractive with constant ω̃ ∈ R. If V satisfies a Nash inequality (4.3) for some constants μ, C_N > 0, then U is ultracontractive and

(4.5) ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}1_{(Ω),L}∞_{(Ω))} ≤ (μC_N 4α ) μ_2 (t − s)^{− μ2} e^{max{ω,ω̃}(t−s)} for all (t, s) ∈ Δ. Proof. The first part of the proof is similar to that of [43, Prop. 3.8]. Upon rescaling U(t, s) by e^{− max{ω,ω̃}(t−s)} we can without loss of generality assume both a to be coercive and the evolution family U to be completely contractive. Let f ∈ L^1(X) ∩ V and let s ∈ [0, T [ be fixed. If y ∈ MR (V, V^′) then ‖y(·)‖^2_H ∈ W^{1,1}(s, T ; V^′) and

(4.6) d dt ‖y(·)‖^2_H = 2 Re⟨ẏ(·), y(·)⟩ by [29, Prop. III.1.2]: accordingly, using (2.3) and since t → U(t, s)f ∈ MR(s, T ; V, V^′) we obtain that for all f ∈ V ∩ L^1(X) and a.e. (t, s) ∈ Δ ∂ ∂t ‖U(t, s)f‖^2_L2_{(X)} = 2 Re⟨ ∂ ∂t U(t, s)f, U(t, s)f⟩ = −2 Re⟨A(t)U(t, s)f, U(t, s)f⟩ = −2a(t; U(t, s)f, U(t, s)f) ≤ −2α‖U(t, s)f‖^2_V ≤ − 2α C_N ‖U(t, s)f‖^{2+} 4 μ L^2(X)‖U(t, s)f‖ −^4_μ L^1(X).

It follows that ∂ ∂t ( ‖U(t, s)f‖^2_L2_{(X)} )_− 2_μ = − 2 μ ‖U(t, s)f‖^{−2−} 4 μ L^2(X) ∂ ∂t ‖U(t, s)f‖^2_L2_{(X)} ≥ 4α μC_N ‖U(t, s)f‖^− 4 μ L^1(X) ≥ 4α μC_N ‖f‖^− 4 μ L^1(X)

since U is completely contractive. Integrating this inequality between s and t we find

(4.7) ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}1_{(X),L}2_{(X))} ≤ (μC_N 4α ) μ_4 (t − s)^{− μ4} for all (t, s) ∈ Δ.

In order to obtain the L^2 − L^∞-bound and thus prove the claimed ultracontractivity we will use the returned adjoint form ←− a^∗ introduced in Section 3. In fact, arguing as in the first part of the proof we find that the evolution family ←− U^∗ associated with ←− a^∗ satisfies (4.7) with the same bound. Then using the identity (3.4) we conclude that

(4.8) ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}2_{(X),L}∞_{(X))} ≤ (μC_N 4α ) μ_4 (t − s)^{− μ4} for all (t, s) ∈ Δ.

Finally, the evolution law satisfied by U completes the proof. □ Definition 4.4. An evolution family U on L^2(X) is called linearly quasi-contractive if for some constants α_1, α_2 independent of p (4.9) ‖U(t, s)f‖_Lp_{(X)} ≤ e^{(t−s)(α1 +pα2)}‖f‖_Lp_{(X)} for all (t, s) ∈ Δ, f ∈ L^2(X) ∩ L^p(X), and p ∈ [2, ∞[.

Linear L^p-quasi-contractivity turns out to be a key notion when it comes to checking ultracontractivity when the domain of the form satisfies a Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality. Indeed, in this case we have the following result.

Theorem 4.5. Let a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H). Assume that U and ←− U^∗ are both linearly quasicontractive with constants α_1, α_2, α^∗_1, α^∗_2. If V satisfies a Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality for some C_G, N > 0, then U is ultracontractive and we have

(4.10) ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}1_{(X),L}∞_{(X))} ≤ C^{N2}_G α^{− N} 2 4(N+2) eω̄(t−s)(t − s)− N2 2(N+2) for all (t, s) ∈ Δ,

where ω̄ := ω + α_1 + α^∗_1 +

2(N + 2) N [α_2 + α^∗_2].

In the proof of Theorem 4.5 we will need the following lemma. Lemma 4.6. Let a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) and let U and ←− U^∗ be the evolution families associated with a and ←− a^∗, respectively. Assume that U and ←− U^∗ are both linearly quasi-contractive (with constants α_1, α_2, α^∗_1, α^∗_2). In addition we assume that there exist constants κ_1, κ > 0 such that (4.11) ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L2 (X),L}^_{2 (X))} ≤ κ(t − s)^{− κ12} e^{(t−s)[α1 +^2α2]} for all (t, s) ∈ Δ and (4.12) ‖ ←− U^∗(t, s)‖_{L(L2 (X),L}^_{2(X))} ≤ κ(t − s)^{− κ12} e^{(t−s)[α∗1 +^2α∗2 ]} for all (t, s) ∈ Δ where ^2 :=^{2N}_{N−2} for some integer N ≥ 3. Then U is ultracontractive: more precisely,

(4.13) ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}1_{(X),L}∞_{(X))} ≤ κ^{N2} c(t − s)^{− Nκ12} e^{ω̃(t−s)} for all (t, s) ∈ Δ with t > s for some positive constants c, μ > 0 that depend only on N, κ_1, where ω̃ := [α_1 + α^∗_1] + μ[α_2 + α^∗_2].

Proof. For the proof we follow similar argument as in [17, Thm. 5.2] and [45] where ultracontractivity for semigroups are treated.

Step 1. We will first prove that (4.14) ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}2_{(X),L}∞_{(X))} ≤ κ^{N2} C(t − s)^{− κ1N4} e^{α1(t−s)}e^{μα2 (t−s)}, where the positive constants C and μ depend only on N and κ_1. For some r > 2 that will be fixed later we can combine (4.11) with the linear L^r-quasi-contractivity of U and obtain by a version of Riesz–Thorin interpolation theorem [46, Thm. 2.2.14] that for any θ ∈ [0, 1] ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}p_{1 (X),L}q_{1 (X))} ≤ κ^θ(t − s)^{− κ1θ2} e^{(1−θ)(t−s)[α1 +rα2]}e^{θ(t−s)[α1+^2α2]} where^1_{p1} :=^{1−θ}_r +^θ_2 ,^1_{q1} :=^{1−θ}_r +^θ_{^2} . Let now p ∈]2, ∞[. Choosing θ :=^1_p and r = 2(p − 1) in the above equation we obtain that (4.15) ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}p_{(X),L}N_{p (X))} ≤ κ^{1p} (t − s)^{− κ12p} e^{(1− 1p )(t−s)[α1 +2(p−1)α2 ]}e^{1p (t−s)[α1+^2α2]} holds for all p ∈]2, ∞[ where N_p := p^N_{N−1} .

Next, set R =^N_{N−1} , p_k = 2R^k and t_k =^{N+1}_{2N} (2R)^{−k} =^{N+1}_{Npk} 2^{−k} for all k ∈ N. Moreover, let s_0 = s and s_{k+1} = s_k + t_k(t − s) for each integer k > 0. Then we have ∑ k t_k = 1, ∑ k 1 p_k = N 2 . Furthermore, s_{k+1} < s_k for all k ∈ N and t = lim_{k→∞} s_k. Thus, applying (4.15) for p = p_k, using (4.9) and the evolution law satisfied by U we deduce that ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}2_{(X),L}∞_{(X))} ≤ ∏ k≥0 ‖U(s_{k+1}, s_k)‖_{L(Lpk (X),L}N_{pk (X))}

≤ ∏ k≥0 κ^{1p}k t^− κ1 2pk k (t − s)^{− κ12p}k e^{(1− 1p}k^{)(sk+1−sk)[α1+2(pk −1)α2]+ 1p}k^{(sk+1 −sk)[α1+^2α2]}

= κ^{N2} (t − s)^{− κ1N4} ∏ k≥0 t^− κ1 2pk k e^{(1− 1p}k^{)(sk+1−sk)[α1+2(pk−1)α2]+ 1p}k^{(sk+1 −sk)[α1+^2α2]}

= κ^{N2} (t − s)^{− Nκ14} ∏ k≥0 t^− κ1 2pk k ∏ k≥0 e^{(t−s)tk α1} ∏ k≥0 e^{(t−s)tk α2[pk−1−} pk−1 pk +^{^2}_{pk} ]

= κ^{N2} (t − s)^{− κ1N4} ∏ k≥0 t^− κ1 2pk k e^{α1 (t−s)}e^{α2(t−s)} ∑ j≥0 t_j [_{(pj −1)2+ 2NN−2} pj ]

≤κ^{N2} C(t − s)^{− κ1N4} e^{α1(t−s)}e^{μα2 (t−s)}, where the positive constants C and μ depend only on N and κ_1.

Step 2. It remains to estimate U(t, s) in L(L^1(X), L^2(X)). To this end, we will follow an idea in [15, Corollary 5.3] and use the returned adjoint form ←− a^∗ . Indeed, by assumption ←− a^∗ is linearly contractive. Thus one can just repeat the argument in Step 1 and obtain

(4.16) ‖ ←− U^∗(t, s)‖_{L(L}2_{(X),L}∞_{(X))} ≤ C̃(t − s)^{− κ1N4} e^{α∗1 (t−s)}e^{μ̃α∗2 (t−s)}

for each (t, s) ∈ Δ and some constants C̃, μ̃ that depend only on N, κ_1. This yields, in turn, an estimate of U(t, s) from L^2(X) to L^1(X), thanks to (4.16). Finally, using again the evolution law satisfied by U we conclude that U is ultracontractive and (4.13) holds. □

Proof of Theorem 4.5. Upon rescaling the evolution family by e^{−ω(t−s)} we can without loss of generality assume U to be contractive. Let q > 2, f ∈ L^q(X) ∩ L^2(X) and set

^U(t, s) := e^{−(t−s)[α}1^{+qα}2^]U(t, s) for each (t, s) ∈ Δ.

Because of (4.9) we have that t → ‖ ^U(t, s)f‖_Lq_{(X)} is decreasing on [s, T ] for each s ∈ [0, T ). Let now (t, s) ∈ Δ: the contractivity of U together with the Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality and (4.6) imply that for all q > 2 and all (t − s)‖ ^U(t, s)f‖ 4q N(q−2) L^q (X) ≤ ∫_t s ‖ ^U(r, s)f‖ 4q N(q−2) L^q (X) dr ≤ C 4q N(q−2) G ∫_t s ‖ ^U(r, s)f‖ 4q N(q−2) −2 L^2 (X) ‖ ^U(r, s)f‖^2_V dr ≤ C 4q N(q−2) G α^{−1}‖f‖ 4q N(q−2) −2 L^2(X) ∫_t s [ Re a ( r; ^U(r, s)f ) + [α_1 + qα_2] ‖ ‖ ^U(r, s)f ‖ ‖ L^2(X) ] dr = −C 4q N(q−2) G α^{−1}‖f‖ 4q N(q−2) −2 L^2(X) ∫_t s Re < ∂ ∂r U(r, s)f, U(r, s)f > dr = −C 4q N(q−2) G α^{−1}2^{−1}‖f‖ 4q N(q−2) −2 L^2(X) ∫_t s ∂ ∂r ‖U(r, s)f‖^2_L2_{(X)}dr = −C 4q N(q−2) G α^{−1}2^{−1}‖f‖ 4q N(q−2) −2 L^2(X) ( ‖U(t, s)f‖^2_L2_{(X)} − ‖f‖^2_L2_{(X)} )

≤ C 4q N(q−2) G α^{−1}‖f‖ 4q N(q−2) L^2(X) .

Here we have used that t → ^U(t, s)f solves (2.4) with A(t) replaced by A(t) + [α_1 + qα_2]. It follows that for all (t, s) ∈ Δ and all q > 2 (4.17) ‖U(t, s)‖_{L(L}2_{(X),L}q_{(X))} ≤ C_Gα^{−N q−24q} (t − s)^{−N q−24q} e^{(t−s)[α1 +qα2]} and likewise

(4.18) ‖ ←− U^∗(t, s)‖_{L(L}2_{(X),L}q_{(X))} ≤ C_Gα^{−N q−24q} (t − s)^{−N q−24q} e^{(t−s)[α∗1 +qα∗2 ]} Choosing now q =^{2(N+2)}_{N+2−2} =^{2(N+2)}_N in (4.17)-(4.18) we obtain that (4.12)-(4.11) are fulfilled with

κ = C_Gα^{− N2(N+2)} and κ_1 =^N_{N+2} . Thus we conclude by Lemma 4.6 that U is ultracontractive and (4.10) holds. □

Remark 4.7. Theorem 4.5 holds in particular for N^{q−2}_{2q} = 1: in this case the Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality becomes ‖u‖_Lq_{(X)} ≤ C_G‖u‖_V for all u ∈ V , i.e., (4.4) reduces to the elementary assumption that V is continuously embedded in some L^q(X): a classical Sobolev inequality. More precisely, if there exists N > 2 such that

(4.19) V ⊂ L^q(X) for 1 q = 1 2 − 1 N , then U is ultracontractive and (4.10) holds.

5. Gaussian bounds

The existence of integral kernels of the evolution family, established in the previous section, paves the way to the discussion of kernel estimates.

Definition 5.1. Let U be an evolution family on L^2(R^d ) with an integral kernel Γ. Then U is said to satisfy Gaussian bounds if there exist b, c > 0, n > 0, and ω ∈ R such that (5.1) |Γ(t, s; x, y)| ≤ ce^{ω(t−s)}(t − s)^{− n2} exp ( − b |x − y|^2 t − s ) for all (t, s) ∈ Δ and a.e. x, y ∈ R^d .

We regard L^2(Ω) as a closed subspace of L^2(R^d ), extending operators on L^2(Ω) to L^2(R^d ) by 0. In this way we can naturally define Gaussian bounds for operators on L^2(Ω).

Gaussian bounds for evolution equations can be characterized by ultracontractivity. Well-known for autonomous closed forms, this characterization is based on the so-called Davies’ trick, first appeared in [23], see also [43, Thm. 3.3] and [27, Thm. 13.1.4] for more general versions. Davies’ trick is essentially an algorithm centered around an auxiliary result, whose non-autonomous counterpart is Theorem 5.2 below.

To begin with we introduce a suitable space (5.2) W := { ψ ∈ C^∞(R^d ) ∩ L^∞(R^d ) | ‖D_j ψ‖_∞ ≤ 1, ‖D_iD_j ψ‖_∞ ≤ 1, i, j = 1, . . . , n } of smooth functions. By [47, p. 200–202], the function d : R^d × R^d → R_+ defined by d(x, y) := sup{|ψ(x) − ψ(y)| | ψ ∈ W } is a metric equivalent to the Euclidean one: there exists β > 0 such that (5.3) β|x − y| ≤ d(x, y) ≤ β^{−1}|x − y| for all x ∈ R^d . Let U be an evolution family on L^2(Ω) and, as usual, extend it if needed to L^2(R^d ). For a fixed ψ ∈ W we define perturbed evolution families U_ρ on L^2(R^d ) by U_ρ(t, s) := U^ψ_ρ (t, s) := M_ρU(t, s)M^{−1}_ρ , ρ ∈ R, where M_ρ is the isomorphism on L^2(R^d ) defined by (M_ρg)(x) := (M^ψ_ρ g)(x) := e^{−ρψ(x)}g(x), g ∈ L^2(R^d ), x ∈ R^d .

Gaussian bounds for U can now be derived from uniform ultracontractivity of the perturbed evolution families U_ρ with respect to ρ and ψ. The proof of this fact is very similar to that of the autonomous case studied in [43, Prop. 3.3] and we omit it: our result contains [15, Thm. 6.1] as a special case.

Theorem 5.2. Let U be an evolution family on L^2(Ω). Then the following are equivalent:

(i) There exist c > 0, n > 0, and ω̃ ∈ R such that (5.4) ‖U_ρ(t, s)‖_{L(L}1_{(R}d_{),L}∞_{(R}d_{))} ≤ c(t − s)^{− n2} e^{ω̃(1+ρ2)(t−s)}

for all ρ ∈ R, ψ ∈ W , and (t, s) ∈ Δ. (ii) U satisfies Gaussian bounds.

In this case U satisfies (5.1) with b =^{β2}_{4ω̃} , c, ω̃ as in (5.4) and β in (5.3).

The form domain V of a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) is said to be W -invariant if M_ρV ⊂ V for all ρ ∈ R and ψ ∈ W. In this case the family of mappings a^ρ given by (5.5) a^ρ(t; u, v) := a(t; M_ρu, M^{−1}_ρ v), ρ ∈ R, t ∈ [0, T ], u, v ∈ V, is well-defined. Let now a^ρ ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H): for each ρ ∈ R, ψ ∈ W , and t ∈ [0, T ] we can hence consider the operator family A^ρ(t) := M^{−1}_ρ A(t)M_ρ,

D(A^ρ(t)) := { u ∈ L^2(Ω) | M_ρu ∈ D(A(t)) } , and −A^ρ(t) is for all ρ ∈ R and all t ∈ [0, T ] the generator of the semigroup T^ρ_t given by T^ρ_t (r) := M^{−1}_ρ e^{−rA(t)}M_ρ, r ≥ 0.

Lemma 5.3. Assume that V is W -invariant and a^ρ ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) for each ρ ∈ R with constants M_ρ, α_ρ > 0 and ω_ρ ∈ R, i.e., |a^ρ(t; u, v)| ≤ M_ρ‖u‖_V ‖v‖_V Re a^ρ(t; u, u) + ω_ρ‖u‖^2_H ≥ α_ρ‖u‖^2_V for all t ∈ [0, T ], u, v ∈ V. (5.6)

Then (A^ρ(t))_{t∈[0,T ]} and U_ρ are the operator family and the evolution family on H associated with a^ρ, respectively.

The easy proof is left to the reader.

After all these preparatory results we are finally in the position to present our main theorems: given a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) we introduce two sets of assumptions, which impose a Sobolev-like embedding on V and a contractivity condition on the perturbed semigroups T^ρ_t , and show that each of them imply Gaussian bounds for the evolution family associated with a. Theorem 5.4. Let a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H). Assume that V is W -invariant and that (5.6) holds for a uniform choice of α and for ω_ρ such that (5.7) ω_ρ ≤ ω(1 + ρ^2) for some constant ω > 0 that is independent of ρ. Assume V satisfies a Nash inequality and the semigroups (e^{−ωρr}T^ρ_t (r))_{r≥0} are completely contractive for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ] and all ρ ∈ R. Then the evolution family U associated with a satisfies Gaussian bounds.

Proof. By Propositions 3.4 and 3.6 the evolution family (e^{−ωρ(t−s)}U_ρ(t, s))_{(t,s)∈Δ} is completely contractive. Thus by Theorem 4.3

(5.8) ‖e^{−ωρ(t−s)}U_ρ(t, s)‖_{L(L}1_{(Ω),L}∞_{(Ω))} ≤ ( μc 4α ) μ_2 (t − s)^{− μ2} e^{ωρ(t−s)} for all (t, s) ∈ Δ. Now, using (5.7) we obtain that U_ρ satisfies (5.4): the claim follows from Theorem 5.2. □ Theorem 5.5. Let a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H) with associated evolution family U. Assume that V is W -invariant and that (5.6) holds for a uniform choice of α and all t, u, v. Assume that V satisfies a Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality and both U_ρ and ←−− U_ρ^∗ are linearly quasi-contractive for all ρ ∈ R.

Then U_ρ is ultracontractive for all ρ ∈ R with

(5.9) ‖U_ρ(t, s)‖_{L(L}1_{(Ω),L}∞_{(Ω))} ≤ C^{N2}_G α^{− N} 2 4(N+2) e(t−s)ω̃ρ (t − s)− N2 2(N+2) for all (t, s) ∈ Δ,

where ω̃_ρ := ( ω_ρ + α_{ρ,1} + α^∗_{ρ,1} +

2(N + 2) N [α_{ρ,2} + α^∗_{ρ,2}] ) and α_{ρ,i}, α^∗_{ρ,i} are the constants that appear in the linear quasi-contractivity estimate. Thus, if additionally ω_ρ, α_{ρ,i}, α^∗_{ρ,i}, i = 1, 2, can be chosen in such a way that

(5.10) ω̃_ρ ≤ ω_0(1 + ρ^2)

for some constant ω_0 > 0 independent of ρ, then U satisfies Gaussian bounds.

Proof. The assertion can be proved similarly to Theorem 5.4, based in this case on Theorem 5.2 and Theorem 4.5. □

6. Applications

6.1. Diffusion equations on dynamic graphs. Consider a (finite or infinite) simple graph G with vertex set V and edge set E, with V vertices and E edges (i.e., V = |V| and E = |E|). Fix an orientation of G and introduce the V × E (signed) incidence matrix I = (ι_{ve}) of G by

ι_{ve} :=

−1 if v is initial endpoint of e, +1 if v is terminal endpoint of e, 0 otherwise.

Let m ∈ ℓ^∞(E) be a family of edge weights and consider the (weighted) Laplacian L := IMI^T on ℓ^2(V), where 0 ≤ M := diag(m(e))_{e∈E}. (L can be shown to be independent of the orientation.)

We assume that G is uniformly locally finite, i.e., there is M < ∞ such that ∑ e∈E |ι_{ve}| ≤ M for all v ∈ V: in this case I is a bounded linear operator from ℓ^2(E) to ℓ^2(V) [48, Lemma. 4.3], hence L is a positive semi-definite, bounded self-adjoint operator on ℓ^2(V): we can thus take V = H = V^′ = ℓ^2(V). It is well-known that the semigroup generated by −L is sub-Markovian, see e.g. [48, § 6.4.1]; if the graph is finite, then it is Markovian and stochastic, too.

Let us now regard G as a reference graph (one may e.g. think of a complete graph, or else of a lattice graph Z^d) and consider a family (G(t))_{t∈[0,T ]} of modifications of G – in other word, a graph-valued dynamical system, or dynamic graph [24]. We describe the dependence of G(t) on t by introducing a measurable function [0, T ] ∋ t → m(t) ∈ ℓ^∞(E): this allows e.g. for sudden switching of edges is allowed (as in the case of adjacency driven by a Poisson process). In particular, we consider the non-autonomous form a defined by a(t; u, v) := ( diag(m(t, e))I^T u | I^T v ) ℓ^2(E) , t ∈ [0, T ], u, v ∈ ℓ 2(V).

It is easy to see that a ∈ Form([0, T ]; ℓ^2(V), ℓ^2(V)) and the associated operators are the Laplacians (L_{G(t)})_{t∈[0,T ]}. (We are not assuming boundedness from below on m: this is made unnecessary by the boundedness of the operator L_{G(t)} for all t; in fact, even negative weights and hence signed graphs are allowed.) We deduce by Proposition 3.1 that the non-autonomous Cauchy problem u̇(t, v) + L_{G(t)}u(t, v) = 0, t ≥ s, v ∈ V, u(s, v) = x_v, v ∈ V

is governed by an evolution family on ℓ^2(V); in fact, for all x ∈ ℓ^2(V) the above equation enjoys backward well-posedness, too, and the unique solution u is of class H^1(R; ℓ^2 (V)): the corresponding evolution family (U(t, s))_{(t,s)∈R}2 can be defined via product integrals. As observed in [2, Example 7.3] U(t, s) is sub-Markovian for all t, s; in particular, U extrapolates to a consistent family of contractive evolution families on ℓ^p(V) for all p ∈ [1, ∞]. The evolution family is also positivity improving, and additionally stochastic if G is finite. Furthermore, [33, Thm. 2.6] yields that the evolution family is immediately norm-continuous if [0, T ] ∋ t → m(t) ∈ ℓ^∞(E) is Hölder continuous with exponent α > 1/2; by [8, Thm. 7.4.1] it is even holomorphic if additionally [0, T ] ∋ t → m(t) ∈ ℓ^∞(E) extends to a holomorphic function on an open convex neighborhood in C of [0, T ].

To conclude, let us study Laplacians on subgraphs G_t induced by subsets V_t of V as in [49, Chapt. 8] in the unweighted case (m(t, e) ∈ {0, 1}). Even in the autonomous case, Laplacian on (non-trivial) subgraphs of G generate semigroup that neither are dominated by, nor dominate (e^{−rLG} )_{r≥0}: this can e.g. be seen by applying [13, Cor. 2.22]. Things change, however, if Dirichlet boundary conditions are imposed, e.g., if L on G is restricted to D_t := {f ∈ ℓ^2(V) : f_{|V\Vt} ≡ 0}, t ∈ [0, T ].

Because D_t is for all t a generalized ideal of V = ℓ^2(V), the associated Laplacian L_{|Dt} generates for all t a semigroup (e^{−rL|D}t )_{r≥0} which is – again by [13, Cor. 2.22] – dominated by (e^{−rL})_{r≥0}. Therefore, by Proposition 3.1 and Proposition 3.9 the evolution family (U(t, s))_{(t,s)∈Δ} satisfies (6.1) |U(t, s)f| ≤ e^{−(t−s)L}|f| for all (t, s) ∈ Δ and f ∈ H. We have seen in the introduction that if A(t) ≡ A, then the evolution family that governs the non-autonomous problem is given by U(t, s) = e^{(t−s)A}, hence U satisfies Gaussian bounds if and only if so does (e^{rA})_{r≥0}. We can now show a less trivial instance of Gaussian-type bounds.

Gaussian-type kernel estimates on (e^{−tLG} )_{t≥0} have been proved in [50] for certain classes of G. Thus, if (G_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} is a family of subgraphs of a reference graph G with measurable t → m(t, e) for all e ∈ E, and if U is the evolution family associated with the corresponding Laplacians −L_{|Dt} , then (6.1) yields a Gaussian-type kernel estimate. If we e.g. take G to be Z, then 0 ≤ Γ(t, s; n_1, n_2) ≤ G(t − s; n_1, n_2), (t, s) ∈ Δ, n_1, n_2 ∈ Z, where G(r; n_1, n_2) := 1 2π ∫_π −π cos((n_1 − n_2)q)e^{−2r(1−cos q)}dq

is the heat kernel on Z explicitly computed e.g. in [46, Exa. 12.3.3].

6.2. Time-dependent pageranks. Let us study a model similar to that of Example 6.1: it is based on an idea proposed in [51], cf. [52] for later developments, where the connectivity of G describes the links within a server network – possibly the whole World Wide Web.

We thus consider an orientation of a finite complete graph (i.e., a graph such that either (v, w) ∈ E or (w, v) ∈ E for any v, w ∈ V with v ≠ w). As in 6.1, we assign a weight m to each edge: if e.g. m(t, e) ∈ {0, 1} for all e ∈ E and all t ∈ [0, T ], then we are effectively shutting off/switching on certain links in the considered network. We then consider the matrix (6.2) A := IM(I^−)^T (D^{out})^{−1} where I is again the incidence matrix of G (see Example 6.1), I^− := (ι^−_{ve}) is its negative part, M = diag(m(e))_{e∈E}, and D^{out} := diag(deg^{out}(v))_{v∈V}, where deg^{out}(v) := ∑ e∈E |ι^−_{ve}m(e)|.

Then, A defines a so-called heat kernel pagerank e^{−rA}x of G with parameters r and x: here r is a positive time and x a probability distribution on V, i.e., x ∈ R^V , x_v ≥ 0 for all v ∈ V and ‖x‖_1 = 1. The rationale behind this definition is that A is a column stochastic matrix, hence (e^{−rA})_{r≥0} is a stochastic semigroup and e^{−rA}f is thus again a probability distribution for all r ≥ 0, which can be used to measure the relevance of a certain node within a network in a way similar to Google’s classical PageRank, cf. [48, § 2.1.7.3].

We can now consider a measurable function t → (m(t, e))_{e∈E} and accordingly a time-dependent matrix family (A(t))_{t∈[0,T ]} as in (6.2) these matrices will in general not be symmetric, but in view of finiteness of V they are certainly associated with a form a ∈ Form([0, T ]; ℓ^2(V), ℓ^2(V)). Accordingly, in view of Proposition 3.8 the associated evolution family (U(t, s))_{(t,s)∈Δ} consists of stochastic operators and hence U(t, s)f is a probability distribution on V for all (t, s) ∈ Δ and all probability distributions f ∈ R^V .

There is a correspondence between linear transport differential equations on networks and flows on their underlying graphs [53]: accordingly, our results also extend to the space-continuous case. The well-posedness result in [54, § 6] – which relies on the assumption that the dependence of the graph on time is absolutely continuous – can thus be strengthened: we omit the details.

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

(6.3) u_t(t, x) + 1 2 x^2σ^2u_{xx}(t, x) + rxu_x(t, x) − ru(t, x) = 0, t ∈ [0, τ], x ∈]0, ∞[, along with the final value assignment u(τ, x) = h(x) x ∈]0, ∞[ was derived in [55] and is currently considered among the main mathematical tool in the pricing theory of European options: the positive constants σ, r describe volatility and interest rate of the system, respectively, whereas τ is the maturity time of an option.

An effective variational approach to the relevant operator appearing in the Black–Scholes equation has been discussed in [56]: it is based on studying the sesquilinear form a(u, v) := σ^2 2 ∫_∞ 0 x^2u^′(x)v^′(x) dx

+ (σ^2 − r) ∫_∞ 0 xu^′(x)v(x) dx + r ∫_∞ 0 u(x)v(x) dx, u, v ∈ V, (6.4)

defined on the form domain V := {u ∈ W^{1,1}_{loc} ]0, ∞[∩L^2]0, ∞[: id ·u^′ ∈ L^2]0, ∞[}, which is a Hilbert space with respect to the inner product

(u|v)_V := ∫_∞ 0 x^2u^′(x)v^′(x) dx + ∫_∞ 0 u(x)v(x) dx. Then it was proved in [56, § 7.2] that V is continuously dense in L^2]0, ∞[ and that furthermore |a(u, v)| ≤ ( σ^2 2 + |σ^2 − r| + |r| ) ‖u‖_V ‖v‖_V Re a(u, u) + ( σ^2 − 3r 2 ) ‖u‖^2_L2 = σ^2 2 ‖u‖^2_V for all u ∈ V,

(6.5)

i.e., a is bounded and elliptic; and Re a(u, u) ≥ 0 if 3r ≥ σ^2.

The original Black–Scholes-theory assumes σ to be time-independent, but is rather unrealistic and has been questioned ever since: we mention the celebrated Heston model [25], which leads to a non-autonomous PDE similar to (6.3), based on the assumption that the volatility evolves following a certain Brownian-like motion. This justifies the study of u_t(t, x) + 1 2 x^2σ^2(t)u_{xx}(t, x) + rxu_x(t, x) − ru(t, x) = 0, t ∈ [0, τ], x ∈]0, ∞[, with measurable dependence t → σ(t). The computations in (6.5) show that if 0 < σ_0 ≤ σ(t) ≤ σ_1 for a.e. t ∈ [0, τ], then a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V ; H), where a is defined by a(t; u, v) := σ^2(t) 2 ∫_∞ 0 x^2u^′(x)v^′(x) dx

+ (σ^2(t) − r) ∫_∞ 0 xu^′(x)v(x) dx + r ∫_∞ 0 u(x)v(x) dx, u, v ∈ V. Furthermore, the semigroup associated with a is quasi-contractive and sub-Markovian: we deduce from Proposition 3.1 that such non-autonomous Black–Scholes equation is governed by a sub- Markovian evolution family U that extrapolates to all L^p]0, ∞[ spaces, p ∈ [2, ∞]. In view of Proposition 3.1 we can also apply [56, Thm. 7.2.5] and deduce that U leaves invariant the order interval ] − ∞, id]_H . By [56, Rem. 7.2.4] min{log, 0} ∈ V , hence V ↛ L^∞]0, ∞[; however, it is unclear whether V satisfies a Nash or Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality, which would imply ultracontractivity of the evolution family.

(A manifold of financial models exist that display a similar mathematical structure, albeit their meaning is different: the popular Cox–Ingersoll–Ross along with several other so-called short-rate models surveyed in [57] involve time-dependent σ and/or r and can be discussed with only minor variations to our treatment above.)

6.4. Second-order elliptic operators on networks. With the purpose of introducing a differential operator on a network-like structure, we consider like in Example 6.1 a possibly infinite, but uniformly locally finite graph G = (V, E) and identify each edge e ∈ E with an interval [0, 1]. In other words, we are considering a collection of copies of [0, 1] and gluing them in a graph-like fashion: we thus obtain what are often called metric graphs or networks in the literature [58, 48]. (For the sake of simplicity we are going to assume such a network to be connected.) The history of nonautonomous diffusion equations on networks goes back at least to pioneering investigations by von Below, Lumer, and Schnaubelt: well-posedness results could be proved in [59, 60], further results on long-time asymptotics have been deduced in [22].

We are going to apply in this context the theory developed in the previous sections: on each interval e ≃ [0, 1] we consider the operator family

A_e(t) : u_e → − d dx ( c_e(t) d dx u_e ) − p_e(t)u_e, t ∈ [0, T ]. We assume the coefficients

[0, T ] ∋ t → c_e(t) ∈ L^∞(0, 1; ℓ^∞(E)) and [0, T ] ∋ t → p_e(t) ∈ L^1(0, 1; ℓ^∞(E))

to be measurable: this defines in a natural way an operator A with domain D(A) := ~H^2(G) := H^2(0, 1; ℓ^2(E)) on the Hilbert space H := L^2(G) := L^2(0, 1; ℓ^2(E)). We will additionally assume that the operator family is uniformly elliptic, i.e.,

(6.6) c_e(t, x) ≥ γ for all e ∈ E and a.e. x ∈ (0, 1), t ∈ [0, T ], for some γ > 0. In order to reflect the topology of the graph, transmission conditions in the vertices are required: the most common conditions are usually referred to as continuity/Kirchhoff and amount to asking that

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

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

However, more boundary conditions are conceivable: a parametrization of an infinite class of boundary conditions that fits well the setting of sesquilinear forms has been discussed in [48, § 6.5.1], based on the finite case treated in [61, Thm. 5]. Fix a closed subspace Y of the Hilbert space ℓ^2(E) × ℓ^2(E), let (Σ(t))_{t∈[0,T ]} be a family of bounded linear operators on Y , and let

u := ( (u_e(0))_{e∈E} (u_e(1))_{e∈E} ) , u := ( (−c_e(0)u^′_e(0))_{e∈E} (c_e(1)u^′_e(1))_{e∈E}) ) . We can then consider the non-autonomous form a defined by a(t; u, v) = ∫_1 0 [( c_e(t, x)u^′_e(x)|v^′_e(x) ) ℓ^2(E) + (pe(t, x)ue(x)|ve(x))ℓ^2(E) ] dx + (Σ(t)u|v)_Y with time-independent form domain

H^1_Y (G) := { u ∈ ⨁ e∈E H^1(0, 1; ℓ^2(E)) : u ∈ Y } . Then the conditions in the vertices satisfied by functions in the domain of each operator A(t) associated with a can be written in a compact form as

(6.7) u ∈ Y and u + Σ(t)u ∈ Y^⊥.

We finally assume that for some P, S > 0

‖p(t)‖_L1 ≤ P and ‖Σ(t)‖_{L(Y )} ≤ S for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Using an obvious extension of [48, Lemma 6.22] to non-autonomous forms we see that a ∈ Form([0, T ]; V, H). Our abstract results in the previous sections hence yield the following.

Proposition 6.1. Under the above assumptions on the coefficients c_e, p_e, the space Y , and the operators Σ, the form a is associated with a strongly continuous evolution family U on H. If p_e(t) ≥ 0 and Σ(t) is accretive for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], then U is contractive.

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

We denote by P_Y the orthogonal projector of ℓ^2(E) × ℓ^2(E) onto Y ; the latter inherits the lattice structure of ℓ^2(E) × ℓ^2(E). Owing to Proposition 3.4 we can formulate the following generalization of [48, Thm. 6.85] (see also [62, Prop. 5.1]).

Corollary 6.2. (1) If e^{−rΣ(t)} (for all r ≥ 0 and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]) and P_Y are positive, then U is positive. If additionally p_e ≡ 0, e^{−rΣ(t)} is (sub-)stochastic and 1 ∈ Y , then U is (sub-)stochastic.

(2) Let p_e(t, x) ≥ 0 for all e ∈ E and a.e. t ∈ (0, T ) and x ∈ (0, 1). If e^{−rΣ(t)} (for all r ≥ 0 and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]) and P_Y are ℓ^∞-contractive, then U is L^∞(0, 1; ℓ^2(E))-contractive.

(3) Under the assumptions of (2), let additionally e^{−rΣ(t)∗} be ℓ^∞-contractive for all r ≥ 0 and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]. Then U is completely contractive; accordingly, it extrapolates to a strongly continuous, contractive evolution family on all spaces L^p(0, 1; ℓ^2(E)), p ∈ [1, ∞].

Example 6.3. The continuity/Kirchhoff vertex conditions are special cases of the general conditions in (6.7). Indeed, denote by c_V the vector in ℓ^2(E) × ℓ^2(E) that consists of vertex-wise constants, i.e., entries of c_V agree whenever they correspond to endpoints of edges the same vertex v ∈ V is incident with. Let by Y the subspace of ℓ^2(E) × ℓ^2(E) spanned by c_V and take Σ = 0: then (6.7) agrees with continuity–Kirchhoff conditions: we denote by

H^1(G)

the Sobolev space H^1_Y (G) with respect to this distinguished space Y . Under stronger assumptions on p_e, c_e, a well-posedness result comparable to Proposition 6.1 has been obtained in [22, Thm. 3.3]. Because H^1(G) → C(G), we furthermore deduce that U(t, s) maps C(G) ∩ L^2(G) into C(G) for all s ∈ [0, T ] and a.e. t ∈ (s, T ].

Due to the standing assumption that G is uniformly locally finite, P_Y is a block operator matrix whose blocks are of the form^1_n J_n (J_n denoting the n×n all-1-matrix, n the degree of the corresponding vertex). Because P_Y leaves invariant the order interval [−1, 1]_ℓ2_{×ℓ}2 and Σ ≡ 0, we deduce that (e^{−rA(t)})_{r≥0} is positive and – if p_e ≥ 0 – sub-Markovian for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]; hence by Proposition 3.1 so is the evolution family U.

As concerns the long-time behavior if T = ∞, we can hence discuss two cases:

• If lim inf_{t→∞}^1_{t−t0} ∫_t t_0 ess inf pe(r, ·) dr > 0 for all e ∈ E, then U is by Proposition 2.3 uniformly

exponentially stable.

• Let p_e ≡ 0 for all e ∈ E. The network is always assumed to be connected; if it is additionally finite (i.e., |E| < ∞), then by Proposition 3.5 and [48, Prop. 6.70] 0 is a simple eigenvalue of each A(t); A(t) is self-adjoint and the its null space consists of all constant functions. Furthermore, not only has each A(t) a spectral gap, but there is a uniform lower bound on them: By Nicaise’ inequality [63, Théo. 3.1] s̃(t) ≥^{γ2π2}_{|E|2} > 0 for a.e. t ∈ [0, ∞[, and we conclude by Proposition 3.5 that ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ U(t, s)f − 1 √ |E| ∫ G fdx · 1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ≤ e^{− γ} 2 π2 |E|2 (t−s)‖f‖ for all f ∈ H and 0 ≤ s ≤ t < ∞. Similar convergence results have been obtained in the strong topology for general inhomogeneous diffusion equations in [22, § 5.1].

Proposition 6.4. Let p_e(t, x) ≥ 0 for all e ∈ E and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ (0, 1). Let furthermore P_Y = (π^Y_{ij} ) and Σ(t) = (σ(t)_{ij} ) satisfy • ∑ j |π_{ij} | ≤ 1 for all i; • Re σ(t)_{ii} ≥ ∑ j≠i |σ(t)ij | for all i and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]; • Re σ(t)_{ii} ≥ ∑ j≠i |σ(t)ji| for all i and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ].

Then U is completely contractive. If additionally Y is a generalized ideal of ⟨c_V⟩, then U is ultracontractive.

Proof. It follows from [26, Lemma 6.1] and Corollary 6.2 that U is completely contractive.

Under the assumption that Y is a generalized ideal of ⟨c_V⟩ it has been shown in [64, Chapt. 3] that H^1(G) satisfies a Nash inequality whenever G is a connected, locally finite metric graph with edge lengths uniformly bounded away from 0: accordingly, the non-autonomous form with domain H^1(G) is associated with an ultracontractive U, owing to Theorem 4.3.

By [62, Thm. 6.2] the semigroup associated with a(t) ≡ a with domain H^1_Y (G) is dominated by the semigroup associated with the same form with domain H^1(G), provided Y is a generalized ideal of ⟨c_V⟩ (in fact by [65, Thm. C.II-5.5] the latter is the modulus semigroup of the former one). By Proposition 3.1, the same holds for the associated evolution families, hence the former heat kernel inherits ultracontractivity from the latter one. □

The following result seems to be new even in the autonomous case: in [26] Gaussian bounds for heat kernels on finite networks have been proved only in the special case of Y = ⟨c_V⟩, see also [48, Chapt. 7] for an abstract approach based on the theory of Dirichlet forms.

Corollary 6.5. Under the assumptions of Proposition 6.4, let Y be ⟨c_V⟩-invariant (i.e., the entrywise product ψc_V lies in Y for all ψ ∈ Y ), where the vector c_V is defined as in Example 6.3. If furthermore Σ(t) is diagonal for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], then U satisfies Gaussian bounds.

We stress that our assumption on P_Y and Σ are only enforcing complete contractivity, but the evolution family need not be positive. An example is given by the non-autonomous parabolic equation on a loop with boundary conditions defined by Σ ≡ 0 and Y = ⟨

(_1 −1 ) ⟩, which is ⟨c_V⟩-invariant (here c_V =

(_1 1 ) ): this equation is governed by a completely contractive and (in view of the Nash inequality for H^1(G)) ultracontractive evolution family U, which therefore enjoys Gaussian bounds. However, U is not positive, since neither is P_Y .

Proof of Corollary 6.5. We apply Davies’ Trick in a slightly different version. Indeed, we adapt the usual setting to our network environment by introducing the space

W_G := { ψ ∈ H^1(G) ∩ C^∞(0, 1; ℓ^2(E)) | ‖ψ^′‖_∞ ≤ 1, ‖ψ^{′′}‖_∞ ≤ 1 } : then one can check that d(x, y) := sup{|ψ(x) − ψ(y)| | ψ ∈ W_G }, x, y ∈ G, defines a metric on G that is equivalent to the canonical one [48, § 3.2]. (Recall that H^1(G) denotes the space H^1_Ỹ (G), where Ỹ = ⟨c_V⟩ is the space spanned by c_V: each function in H^1(G) is by definition continuous on the metric space G and ⟨c_V⟩ is an algebra with respect to the entry-wise product.) By definition, H^1_Y (G) is W_G-invariant if and only if u ∈ Y implies e^{ρψ}u ∈ Y , i.e., if and only if Y is ⟨c_V⟩-invariant.

If Σ(t) ≡ 0, then the assertion has been proved in [26, Thm. 4.7] by showing that the relevant form (let us denote it by a_0 to stress the absence of boundary terms) induces perturbed forms a^ρ_0 that are associated with completely contractive perturbed evolution families (with the form domain being unchanged and still satisfying a Nash inequality). In the general case of a(t; u, v) = a_0(t; u, v) + (Σ(t)u|v)_Y , we find that a^ρ(t; u, v) = a^ρ_0(t; u, v) + (Σ(t)u|v)_Y . These forms are associated with completely contractive evolution families, hence the claim follows. □

6.5. Second-order elliptic operators with complex coefficients on open domains. Let Ω ⊂ R^d be an open set. On the complex Hilbert space L^2(Ω) we consider the non-autonomous form a_V : [0, T ] × V × V defined by

a_V (t; u, v) := d∑ k,j=1 ∫ Ω a_{kj}(t; x)D_kuD_j v dx + d∑ k=1 ∫ Ω [ b_k(t; x)D_kuv + c_k(t; x)uD_kv ] dx (6.8)

+ ∫ Ω a_0(t; x)uvdx for all u, v ∈ V where V is a closed subspace of H^1(Ω) that contains H^1_0 (Ω). We assume that the coefficients a_{k,j}, b_k, c_k, a_0 lie in L^∞([0, T ] × Ω; C ). Moreover, we assume that the principal part is uniformly elliptic, i.e., there exist a constant ν > 0 such that

(6.9) Re d∑ k,j=1 a_{kj}(t; x)ξ_kξ_j ≥ ν|ξ|^2 for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], x ∈ Ω and all ξ ∈ C^n .

Then a_V defined in (6.8) belongs to Form([0, T ]; V, L^2(Ω)). In fact, we have |a_V (t; u, v)| ≤ M‖u‖_V ‖u‖_V Re a_V (t; u, u) + ω‖u‖^2_L2_{(Ω)} ≥ ν 2 ‖u‖^2_V , for all u, v ∈ V and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ],

where M > 0 is a constant depending only on ‖a_{kj}‖_∞, ‖b_k‖_∞, ‖c_k‖_∞, and ‖a_0‖_∞, and one can choose ω = ∑_d k=1 1 2 ( ‖| Re(b_k + c_k)| + | Im(b_k − c_k)|‖^2_∞ ) + ‖(Re a_0)^−‖_∞ [13, Section 4.1]. Here (Re a_0)^− = max{0, − Re a_0}. We can then associate a family of operators A_V (t) ∈ L(V, V^′), t ∈ [0, T ], with the form a_V which are formally given by

(6.10) A_V (t) = − d∑ k,j=1 D_j a_{kj}D_ku + d∑ k=1 b_kD_ku − d∑ k=1 D_k(c_ku) + c_0u.

Let A_V (t) be the operator associated with a(t; ·, ·) on L^2(Ω). Thus A_V (t) is the realization of A_V (t) in L^2(Ω) with various boundary condition which are determined by the form domain V. For example A_V (t) is the realization of A_V (t) with

(a) Dirichlet boundary condition if V = H^1_0 (Ω). (b) Neumann boundary condition if V = H^1(Ω). (c) Mixed boundary condition if V = { u_{|Ω} : u ∈ C^∞_c (R^d \ Γ)

}H^1(Ω)

where Γ is a closed subset of the boundary of Ω.

In particular, a_V is associated with an evolution family U_V that governs the non-autonomous problem driven by the operator family (A_V (t))_{t∈[0,T ]}. Each of these evolution families is positive, it dominates the evolution family U_H1_0 and is dominated by U_H1 . Following [17] we introduce the following notations: f_k(t, x) := d∑ j=1 D_j(Im a_{kj} (t, x)), m(t, x) := 1 4ν d∑ k=1 [ f_k(t, x) + Im(c_k(t, x) − b_k(t, x)) ] ,

R_V (t; u, v) := ∫ Ω d∑ k,j=1 Re(a_{kj})D_kuD_j vdx + d∑ k,j=1 ∫ Ω [ Re(b_k)D_kuvdx + Re(c_k)uD_kv ] + ∫ Ω Re(a_0)uvdx. Lemma 6.6. Let a_V be given by (6.8) and denote by U_V the associated evolution family on L^2(Ω). Assume that (|v| ∧ 1) sgn v ∈ V for all v ∈ V . Moreover, we assume that a_{kj}(·, ·) are real-valued functions for all k, j = 1, 2, . . . d. Then the evolution family U_V is L^p-quasi-contractive for all p ∈ (1, ∞[ and we have

(6.11) ‖ U_V (t, s)f‖_Lp_{(Ω)} ≤ e^{(t−s)ω̃p} ‖f‖_Lp_{(Ω)} for all (t, s) ∈ Δ,

where (6.12)

ω̃_p := { ‖(Re a_0)^−‖_∞ +^1_ν

(_1 p +^1_2 ) ∑_d k=1 ‖b_k − c_k‖^2_∞ +^p_ν ∑_d k=1 ‖ Re c_k‖^2_∞ if p ∈ [2, ∞[, ‖(Re a_0)^−‖_∞ +^1_ν

(_1 2 +^{p−1}_p ) ∑_d k=1 ‖b_k − c_k‖^2_∞ +^p_{ν(p−1)} ∑_d k=1 ‖ Re b_k‖^2_∞ if p ∈]1, 2].

Proof. The assertion follows from Theorem 3.7 and [17, Thm. 4.3]. □

We can also discuss the case where a_{k,j} are complex-valued functions.

Lemma 6.7. Let a_V be given by (6.8) such that (|v|∧1) sgn v ∈ V for all v ∈ V and denote by U_V the associated evolution family on L^2(Ω). Assume that f_k ∈ L^∞([0, T ] × Ω), Im (a_{k,j}(t, ·) + a_{j,k}(t, ·)) = 0 for all k, j = 1, 2, . . . , d and a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]. If either of the conditions

(i) V = H^1_0 (Ω);

(ii) V ≠ H^1_0 (Ω), (Re u)^+ ∈ V for all u ∈ V and there exists two constants c_1, c_2 > 0 such that ∫ Ω m(t; x)|u|^2dx ≥ c_1 ∫ Ω |u|^2dx + c_2 Re R_V (t; u, u) u ∈ V and t ∈ [0, T ];

are satisfied, then U_V is L^p-quasi-contractive and (6.11) holds (up to replacing Re a_0(t, ·) by Re a_0(t, ·)− m in the expression of ω̃_p).

Proof. The assertion follows again from Theorem 3.7 and [17, Thm. 4.4]. □

Remark 6.8. If a_V fulfills the assumptions of Lemma 6.6 or those of Lemma 6.7, then we see that the evolution family U_V is linearly quasi-contractive where (4.9) is satisfied with

α_1 = ‖(Re a_0 − m)^−‖_∞ + 1 ν d∑ k=1 ‖b_k − c_k‖^2_∞ (6.13) and α_2 = 1 ν d∑ k=1 ‖ Re c_k‖^2_∞.

(6.14)

Likewise, the evolution family ←−− U^∗_V associated with ←− a^∗_V is linearly quasi-contractive and (4.9) is satisfied with α^∗_1 = α_1 and

(6.15) α^∗_2 = 1 ν d∑ k=1 ‖ Re b_k‖^2_∞.

In view of Remark (6.8), the following corollary follows directly from Lemma 6.6 and Lemma 6.7.

Corollary 6.9. Let a be given by (6.8) and denote by U_V the associated evolution family on L^2(Ω). Suppose that V satisfies a Gagliardo–Nirenberg inequality and that the assumptions of Lemma 6.6 (or those of Lemma 6.7) hold. Then U_V is ultracontractive and satisfies 4.10 with μ = ν and α_1 = α^∗_1, α_2, α^∗_2 defined by (6.13)-(6.15).

Now we are going to prove that the evolution family U_V governed by the time-dependent elliptic operator (6.10) satisfies Gaussian bounds. We known from Theorem 5.2 that U_V satisfies Gaussian bounds if and only if there exist a constants c > 0, n > 0 and ω ∈ R such that

‖M_ρU_V (t, s)M^{−1}_ρ ‖_{L(L}1_{(R}d_{),L}∞_{(R}d_{))} ≤ c(t − s)^{− n2} e^{ω(1+ρ2 )(t−s)}

for all ρ ∈ R, ψ ∈ W and 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T. Let a given by (6.8). Then the non-autonomous form a^ρ(t, u, v) := a(t; M_ρu, M^{−1}_ρ v) is given by

a_ρ(t; u, v) := d∑ k,j=1 ∫ Ω a_{kj}(t; x)D_kuD_j v dx

+ d∑ k=1 ∫ Ω [ b_{k,ρ}(t; x)D_kuv + c_{k,ρ}(t; x)uD_kv ] dx + ∫ Ω a_{0,ρ}(t; x)uvdx (6.16)

where b_{k,ρ} := b_k − ρ d∑ j=1 a_{kj}D_j ψ, c_{k,ρ} := c_k + ρ d∑ i=1 a_{ik}D_iψ and

a_{0,ρ} := a_0 − ρ^2 d∑ i,k=1 a_{ik}D_iψD_kψ + ρ d∑ k=1 b_kD_kψ − ρ d∑ k=1 c_kD_kψ. In the following we define for each ρ ∈ R, ψ ∈ W the constants α_{i,ρ}, α^∗_{i,ρ}, i = 1, 2, via formulas which are analogous to (6.13), (6.14) and (6.15) where Re a_0 is replaced by Re a_0 − m if a_{k,j} are complex-valued functions. Further, we set (6.17) c_0 := max{‖a_{k,j} ‖_∞, ‖b_k‖_∞, ‖c_k‖_∞, ‖c_0‖_∞, k, j = 1, 2, . . . , d} and (6.18) ω := 4c_0d^2 + 4c_0d^3ν^{−1}.

Lemma 6.10. (a) For all ρ ∈ R, ψ ∈ W

Re a^ρ(t; u, u) + ω(1 + ρ^2)‖u‖^2 ≥ ν 2 ‖u‖^2_V for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], and all u ∈ V

(6.19)

(b) Assume that f_k ∈ L^∞([0, T ] × Ω), Im [ a_{k,j}(t, ·) + a_{j,k}(t, ·) ] = 0 for all k, j = 1, 2, . . . , d and t ∈ [0, T ]. Then for all ρ ∈ R, ψ ∈ W we have α_{1,ρ} = α^∗_{1,ρ} ≤ 2α_1 + ρ^2(1 + 2d^2c_0 + 4d^3c^2_0ν^{−1}) + c_0d^2

(6.20) α_{2,ρ} ≤ 2α_2 + 2d^3ρ^2c^2_0ν^{−1}

(6.21) α^∗_{2,ρ} ≤ 2α^∗_2 + 2d^3ρ^2c^2_0ν^{−1}.

(6.22)

Proof. (a) We first show (6.19). Let k = 1, . . . , d and u ∈ V | | Re[b_{k,ρ}(t; x)D_kuu + c_{k,ρ}(t; x)uD_ku] | |

≤ | |b_k(t; x)D_kuu + c_k(t; x)uD_ku | | + |ρ| | |^d∑ j=1 a_{kj}(t; x)D_j ψD_kuu − d∑ i=1 a_{ik}(t; x)D_iψuD_ku | | ≤ 2c_0|D_ku||u| + 2d|ρ|c_0|D_ku||u| = 2c_0(1 + d|ρ|)|D_ku||u| ≤ ν 2 |D_ku|^2 + 2c^2_0(1 + d|ρ|)^2ν^{−1}|u|^2 ≤ ν 2 |D_ku|^2 + 4c^2_0d^2(1 + ρ^2)ν^{−1}|u|^2,

Here we used that |D_j ψ| < 1, i = 1, 2, . . . , d, the Young inequality and that d ≥ 1. Thus we have | | Re^d∑ k=1 [ b_{k,ρ}(t; x)D_kuv + c_{k,ρ}(t; x)uD_kv ]| | ≤ ν 2 d∑ k=1 |D_ku|^2 + 4c^2_0d^3(1 + ρ^2)ν^{−1}|u|^2

(6.23)

Likewise, | | Re a0,ρ(t; x)uu | | ≤ 4c0d^2(1 + ρ^2)|u|^2

(6.24)

Combining (6.9), (6.23) and (6.24) yields (6.19).

(b) Using again that |D_j ψ| < 1, i = 1, 2, . . . , d, one easily prove (6.21) and (6.22). Further, 1 ν ∑ k ‖b_{k,ρ} − c_{k,ρ}‖^2_∞ = 1 ν ∑ k [ ‖b_k − a_k − ρ d∑ j=1 a_{kj}D_j ψ − ρ d∑ i=1 a_{ik}D_iψ‖^2_∞ ]

≤ 1 ν ∑ k [ 2‖b_{k,} − a_k‖^2_∞ + 4d^2ρ^2c^2_0 ]

≤ 2 ν ∑ k ‖b_{k,} − a_k‖^2_∞ + 1 ν 4d^3ρ^2c^2_0

(6.25)

Since Im(a_{k,j} + a_{j,k}) = 0 for all k, j = 1, 2, . . . , d, we deduce that m_ρ = m for every ρ ∈ R. It follows that

‖(Re a_{0,ρ} − m_ρ)^−‖_∞ ≤ ‖(Re a_0 − m)^−‖_∞ + ‖ρ^2 d∑ i,k=1 a_{ik}D_iψD_kψ + ρ d∑ k=1 b_kD_kψ − ρ d∑ k=1 c_kD_kψ‖_∞ ≤ ‖(Re a_0 − m)^−‖_∞ + ρ^2d^2c_0 + ρ^2 + c_0d^2.

This equality together with (6.25) prove (6.20). □

Combining Theorem 5.5 with Lemma 6.10 and Corollary 6.9 we can finally prove Gaussian bounds for evolution families associated with families of uniform elliptic operators of the form (6.10).

Theorem 6.11. Let V be W −invariant and satisfy (4.4). If the assumptions of Lemma 6.6 or those of Lemma 6.7 are satisfied, then U_V satisfies Gaussian bounds. More precisely we have

(6.26) (U_V (t, s)f)(x) = ∫ R^d Γ_V (t, s, x, y)f(y)dy where

(6.27) |Γ_V (t, s, x, y)| ≤ c_0e^{ω0(t−s)}(t − s)^{− n2} exp ( − β_0 4 |x − y|^2 t − s )

for a.e. x ∈ R^d , all (t, s) ∈ Δ, and all f ∈ L^2(R^d ), where c, ω_0, n and β_0 are positive constants that depend only on C_G, N, d, ν, c_0 and on the constant β defined in (5.3).

References

[1] W. Arendt, D. Dier, H. Laasri, and E.M. Ouhabaz. Maximal regularity for evolution equations governed by non-autonomous forms, 2014.

[2] W. Arendt and D. Dier. Reaction-diffusion systems governed by non-autonomous forms. J. Differ. Equ., 264:6362– 6379, 2017.

[3] W. Arendt, D. Dier, and S. Fackler. J. L. Lions’ problem on maximal regularity. Arch. Math., 109:59–72, 2017. [4] E.M. Ouhabaz. Maximal regularity for non-autonomous evolution equations governed by forms having less regularity. Arch. Math., 105:79–91, 2015.

[5] S. Fackler. J.-L. Lions’ problem concerning maximal regularity of equations governed by non-autonomous forms.

Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré., Ann. Non Linéaire, 34:699–709, 2017.

[6] H. Tanabe. Equations of evolution, volume 6 of Monogr. Studies Math. Pitman, 1979. [7] A. Pazy. Semigroups of linear operators and applications to partial differential equations, volume 44 of Appl. Math.

Sci. Springer-Verlag, New York, 1983.

[8] H.O. Fattorini. The cauchy problem, volume 18 of Encyclopedia of Mathematics and its Applications. Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 1983.

[9] K.-J. Engel and R. Nagel. One-Parameter Semigroups for Linear Evolution Equations, volume 194 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, New York, 2000.

[10] C. Chicone and Y. Latushkin. Evolution semigroups in dynamical systems and differential equations., volume 70 of Math. Surveys and Monographs. Amer. Mat. Soc., Providence, RI,, 1999.

[11] W. Arendt, D. Dier, and E.M. Ouhabaz. Invariance of convex sets for non-autonomous evolution equations governed by forms. J. London Math. Soc., 89:903–916, 2014.

[12] M. Fukushima, Y. Oshima, and M. Takeda. Dirichlet forms and symmetric Markov processes, volume 19 of Studies in Math. de Gruyter, Berlin, 2010.

[13] E.M. Ouhabaz. Analysis of Heat Equations on Domains, volume 30 of Lond. Math. Soc. Monograph Series.

Princeton Univ. Press, Princeton, NJ, 2005.

[14] D.G. Aronson. Non-negative solutions of linear parabolic equations. Ann. Sc. Norm. Super. Pisa, Cl. Sci., 22:607– 694, 1968.

[15] D. Daners. Heat kernel estimates for operators with boundary conditions. Math. Nachr., 217:13–42, 2000. [16] D.G. Aronson. Bounds for the fundamental solution of a parabolic equation. Bull. Amer. Math. Soc., 73:890–896, 1967.

[17] E.M. Ouhabaz. Gaussian upper bounds for heat kernels of second-order elliptic operators with complex coeffcients on arbitrary domains. J. Operator. Theory., 51:335–360, 2004.

[18] A. Slavík. Product integration, its history and applications. PhD thesis, Matfyzpress, Praha, 2007. [19] O. El-Mennaoui and H. Laasri. On evolution equations governed by non-autonomous forms. Arch. Math., 107:43– 57, 2016.

[20] A. Sani and H. Laasri. Evolution equations governed by Lipschitz continuous non-autonomous forms. Czech. Math.

J., 65:475–491, 2015.

[21] R. Schnaubelt. Asymptotic behaviour of parabolic nonautonomous evolution equations. In Functional Analytic Methods for Evolution Equations, volume 1855 of Lect. Notes Math., pages 401–472. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2004.

[22] W. Arendt, D. Dier, and M. Kramar Fijavž. Diffusion in networks with time-dependent transmission conditions.

Appl. Math. Optim., 69:315–336, 2014.

[23] E.B. Davies. Explicit constants for Gaussian upper bounds on heat kernels. Am. J. Math., 109:319–333, 1987. [24] D.D. Šiljak. Dynamic graphs. Nonlinear Analysis: Hybrid Systems, 2:544–567, 2008. [25] S.L. Heston. A closed-form solution for options with stochastic volatility with applications to bond and currency options. Rev. Financ. Studies, 6:327–343, 1993.

[26] D. Mugnolo. Gaussian estimates for a heat equation on a network. Networks Het. Media, 2:55–79, 2007. [27] W. Arendt. Heat Kernels – Manuscript of the 9^{th} Internet Seminar, 2006. (freely available at

http://www.uni-ulm.de/fileadmin/website_uni_ulm/mawi.inst.020/arendt/downloads/internetseminar.pdf).

[28] R. Dautray and J.-L. Lions. Mathematical Analysis and Numerical Methods for Science and Technology, Vol. 5.

Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1992.

[29] R.E. Showalter. Monotone Operator in Banach Space and Partial Differential Equations, volume 49 of Math.

Surveys and Monographs. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1997.

[30] W. Arendt, R. Chill, S. Fornaro, and C. Poupaud. L^p-maximal regularity for non-autonomous evolution equations.

J. Differ. Equ., 237:1–26, 2007.

[31] H. Laasri and O. El-Mennaoui. Stability for non-autonomous linear evolution equations with L^p-maximal regularity. Czech. Math. J., 63:887–908, 2013.

[32] W. Arendt, C.J.K. Batty, M. Hieber, and F. Neubrander. Vector-Valued Laplace Transforms and Cauchy Problems, volume 96 of Monographs in Mathematics. Birkhäuser, Basel, 2001.

[33] H. Laasri. Regularity properties for evolution families governed by non-autonomous forms. Arch. Math., 2018. [34] A. Manavi, H. Vogt, and J. Voigt. Domination of semigroups associated with sectorial forms. J. Oper. Theory, 54:9–25, 2005.

[35] E.M. Ouhabaz. Invariance of closed convex sets and domination criteria for semigroups. Potential Analysis, 5:611– 625, 1996.

[36] S. Thomaschewski. Form methods for autonomous and non-autonomous Cauchy problems. PhD thesis, Universität Ulm, 2003.

[37] A. Bátkai and A. Bobrowski. On shape preserving semigroups. Arch. Math., 98:37–48, 2012. [38] P. Meyer-Nieberg. Banach Lattices. Universitext. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1991.

[39] J. Voigt. One-parameter semigroups acting simultaneously on different Lp-spaces. Bull. Soc. Royale Sci. Liège, 61:465–470, 1992.

[40] R. Nittka. Projections onto convex sets and L^p-quasi-contractivity of semigroups. Arch. Math., 98:341–353, 2012. [41] W. Arendt and A.V. Bukhvalov. Integral representations of resolvents and semigroups. Forum Math., 6:111–135, 1994.

[42] V.G. Maz’ya. Sobolev Spaces. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1985.

[43] W. Arendt and T. ter Elst. Gaussian estimates for second order elliptic operators with boundary conditions. J.

Operator Th., 38:87–130, 1997.

[44] R.A. Adams and J.J.F. Fournier. Sobolev Spaces. Elsevier, Amsterdam, 2003.

[45] T. Coulhon. Iteration de Moser et estimation gaussienne du noyau de la chaleur. J. Operator Th, 29:157–165, 1993.

[46] E.B. Davies. Linear Operators And Their Spectra. Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 2007. [47] D.W. Robinson. Elliptic operators and Lie groups. Oxford Univ. Press, Oxford, 1991. [48] D. Mugnolo. Semigroup Methods for Evolution Equations on Networks. Underst. Compl. Syst. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2014.

[49] F.R.K. Chung. Spectral Graph Theory, volume 92 of Reg. Conf. Series Math. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 1997.

[50] T. Delmotte. Parabolic Harnack inequality and estimates of Markov chains on graphs. Rev. Mat. Iberoam., 15:181– 232, 1999.

[51] F. Chung. The heat kernel as the pagerank of a graph. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA, 104:19735–19740, 2007. [52] D.F. Gleich. PageRank beyond the Web. SIAM Review, 57:321–363, 2015.

[53] B. Dorn. Semigroups for flows on infinite networks. Master’s thesis, Eberhard-Karls-Universität, Tübingen, 2005. [54] F. Bayazit. Positive evolution families solving nonautonomous difference equations. Positivity, 16:653–684, 2012.

[55] F. Black and M. Scholes. The pricing of options and corporate liabilities. J. Polit. Econ., 81:637–654, 1973. [56] M. Einemann. Semigroup Methods in Finance. PhD thesis, Universität Ulm, 2008.

[57] K.C. Chan, G.A. Karolyi, F.A. Longstaff, and A.B. Sanders. An empirical comparison of alternative models of the short-term interest rate. J. Finance, 47:1209–1227, 1992.

[58] G. Berkolaiko and P. Kuchment. Introduction to Quantum Graphs, volume 186 of Math. Surveys and Monographs.

Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI, 2013.

[59] J. von Below. Classical solvability of linear parabolic equations on networks. J. Differ. Equ., 72:316–337, 1988. [60] G. Lumer and R. Schnaubelt. Local operator methods and time dependent parabolic equations on non-cylindrical domains. In Evolution equations, Feshbach resonances, singular Hodge theory, pages 58–130. Wiley-VCH, Berlin, 1999.

[61] P. Kuchment. Quantum graphs I: Some basic structures. Waves Random Media, 14:107–128, 2004. [62] S. Cardanobile and D. Mugnolo. Parabolic systems with coupled boundary conditions. J. Differ. Equ., 247:1229– 1248, 2009.

[63] S. Nicaise. Spectre des réseaux topologiques finis. Bull. Sci. Math., II. Sér., 111:401–413, 1987. [64] R. Pröpper. Heat kernels on metric measure spaces. PhD thesis, Universität Ulm, (in preparation). [65] R. Nagel, editor. One-Parameter Semigroups of Positive Operators, volume 1184 of Lect. Notes Math. Springer- Verlag, Berlin, 1986.

Hafida Laasri, Arbeitsgruppe Funktionalanalysis, Fakultät Mathematik und Informatik, Universität Wuppertal, 42119 Wuppertal, Germany

E-mail address: laasri@uni-wuppertal.de

Delio Mugnolo, Lehrgebiet Analysis, Fakultät Mathematik und Informatik, FernUniversität in Hagen, 58084 Hagen, Germany

E-mail address: delio.mugnolo@fernuni-hagen.de