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Abstract. In this paper, we study local regularity properties of minimizers of nonlocal
variational functionals with variable exponents and weak solutions to the corresponding
Euler–Lagrange equations. We show that weak solutions are locally bounded when the vari-
able exponent p is only assumed to be continuous and bounded. Furthermore, we prove that
bounded weak solutions are locally Hölder continuous under some additional assumptions
on p. On the one hand, the class of admissible exponents is assumed to satisfy a log-Hölder-
type condition inside the domain, which is essential even in the case of local equations.
On the other hand, since we are concerned with nonlocal problems, we need an additional
assumption on p outside the domain.

1. Introduction

The aim of this paper is to study the regularity theory for minimizers of the nonlocal
variational functional

(1.1) F(u) =

ˆ
Rn

ˆ
Rn

|u(x)− u(y)|p(x,y)

p(x, y)|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx

and for weak solutions to the corresponding Euler–Lagrange equation, where n ∈ N, s ∈ (0, 1),
and p : Rn × Rn → R is a continuous function such that

(1.2) p(x, y) = p(y, x)

and

(1.3) 1 < inf
x,y∈Rn

p(x, y) ≤ sup
x,y∈Rn

p(x, y) < +∞.

This functional is a nonlocal analog of a local variational functional

(1.4) Floc(u) =

ˆ
Ω

1

p(x)
|Du(x)|p(x) dx,

where Ω is a bounded domain in Rn and p : Ω → R is a measurable function such that
1 < infx∈Ω p(x) ≤ supx∈Ω p(x) < +∞. The functional in (1.4) was first considered by Zhikov
[52, 51]. The regularity properties for minimizers of (1.4) or more general local variational
functionals have been established in several works. See for instance [46, 47, 2, 53, 5, 20, 54,
21, 34, 3, 38, 37, 17, 48, 32] and the references therein.
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Key words and phrases. local boundedness, Hölder regularity, weak solution, nonlocal equation, fractional

Sobolev space, variable exponent, Caccioppoli estimate, De Giorgi iteration.
Jamil Chaker gratefully acknowledges funding by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (SFB 1283/2 2021

– 317210226). Minhyun Kim gratefully acknowledges funding by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (GRK
2235/2 2021 - 282638148).

1

ar
X

iv
:2

10
7.

06
04

3v
2 

 [
m

at
h.

A
P]

  2
0 

Ju
l 2

02
1



2 JAMIL CHAKER AND MINHYUN KIM

A function u ∈W s,p(·,·)(Rn) is said to be a minimizer of F in Ω if

F(u) ≤ F(u+ ϕ)

for any measurable function ϕ : Rn → R supported inside Ω. See Section 2.2 for the definition
of the function space W s,p(·,·)(Rn). It is standard to show that minimizers of F in Ω are weak
solutions to the Euler–Lagrange equation

(1.5) (−∆)sp(·,·)u = 0

in Ω, where (−∆)sp(·,·) is the fractional p(·, ·)-Laplacian defined by

(−∆)sp(·,·)u(x) = P.V.

ˆ
Rn

|u(x)− u(y)|p(x,y)−2(u(x)− u(y))

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy, x ∈ Rn.

See Section 3 for the precise definition of weak solution.
Before we formulate the assumptions on p and the main results of this paper, let us recall

the regularity results for local variational functionals and the corresponding local operators.
It is known [34] that minimizers of (1.4) in Ω and weak solutions to the corresponding Euler–
Lagrange equation −∆p(·)u = 0 in Ω are locally bounded in Ω, provided that p : Ω → R is
continuous on Ω. Moreover, if the modulus of continuity ω of p satisfies

(1.6) lim sup
R→0

ω(R) log

(
1

R

)
< +∞,

then the minimizers and weak solutions are locally Hölder continuous. The log-Hölder con-
tinuity (1.6) is sharp in the sense that regularity properties such as Hölder continuity and
even higher integrability fail to hold if the condition (1.6) is violated (see [54]). Moreover, it
is proved [54] that the functional (1.4) exhibits the Lavrentiev phenomenon if and only if the
condition (1.6) is dropped. Furthermore, the singular part of the measure representation of
relaxed integrals with variable exponent disappears if and only if (1.6) holds (see [1]).

The log-Hölder-type condition (1.6) is equivalent to the condition that there exists a con-
stant L > 0 such that

Rp−(BR(x0))−p+(BR(x0)) ≤ L for all BR(x0) ⊂ Ω,

where

p+(E) := sup
x∈E

p(x) and p−(E) := inf
x∈E

p(x),

see [29]. It is natural to expect that a similar condition on p is required to obtain Hölder
regularity results for the nonlocal variational functional (1.1) and the nonlocal equation (1.5).
We introduce the following condition on p.

Definition 1.1. We say that a function p : Rn ×Rn → R satisfies the condition (P1) in Ω if
there exists a constant L > 0 such that

(P1) Rp−(B×B)−p+(B×B) ≤ L for all B = BR(x0) ⊂ Ω,

where

p+(E × F ) = sup
x∈E,y∈F

p(x, y) and p−(E × F ) = inf
x∈E,y∈F

p(x, y).

Since we are concerned with nonlocal problems, we also need the information of p outside
the domain.
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Definition 1.2. We say that a function p : Rn ×Rn → R satisfies the condition (P2) in Ω if

(P2) p+(B ×Bc) ≤ p+(B ×B) and p−(B ×Bc) ≤ p−(B ×B) for all B = BR(x0) ⊂ Ω.

Let us make some comments on the conditions (P1) and (P2).

Remark 1.3.

(i) Note that the condition (P1) does not imply that p is log-Hölder continuous as a 2n-
variable function, since B×B in (P1) is not a ball with respect to the Euclidean metric
in R2n. The condition (P1) is actually weaker than the log-Hölder continuity of p. Let us
first prove that the log-Hölder continuity of p implies (P1). If p is log-Hölder continuous,
that is,

|p(x1, y1)− p(x2, y2)| ≤ C

− log
√
|x1 − x2|2 + |y1 − y2|2

for all (x1, y1), (x2, y2) ∈ Ω× Ω with
√
|x1 − x2|2 + |y1 − y2|2 ≤ 1/2, then

|p−(B ×B)− p+(B ×B)| ≤ C

− log(2
√

2R)

for any B = BR(x0) ⊂ Ω with R ≤ 1/8. Thus,

Rp−(B×B)−p+(B×B) ≤ RC/ log(2
√

2R) = exp

(
C

logR

log(2
√

2R)

)
≤ e2C .

If R > 1/8, then Rp−(B×B)−p+(B×B) ≤ 8p+(B×B)−p−(B×B) ≤ 8‖p‖∞ . Therefore, (P1) is
proved for any R > 0.

Let us next provide an example of p that is not log-Hölder continuous, but satisfies
the condition (P1). The example will be given in R×R, but it can be easily extended to
Rn×Rn. Let ω be a modulus of continuity that is smooth, bounded, concave, increasing,
and satisfies

(1.7) lim
R→0

1

− logR

1

ω(R)
= 0.

Define p(x, y) = |x|ω(|y|), then p is clearly not log-Hölder continuous by (1.7). To show
that p satisfies (P1) in (−1, 1), let x, y ∈ B := (x0 −R, x0 +R) with R < 1. Then,

p+ := p+(B ×B) = (|x0|+R)ω(|x0|+R) and

p− := p−(B ×B) =


0 if |x0| < R,

(x0 −R)ω(x0 −R) if x0 ≥ R,
(x0 +R)ω(x0 +R) if x0 ≤ −R.

When |x0| < R, we have

Rp−−p+ = R−(|x0|+R)ω(|x0|+R) ≤ R−2Rω(2R) ≤ R−2‖ω‖∞R ≤ 2‖ω‖∞.
If x0 ≥ R, then by the mean value theorem,

p+ − p− = 2Rf ′(x∗)

for some x∗ ∈ B, where f(t) = tω(t). Since f is concave and bounded, we have f ′(t) =
ω(t) + tω′(t) ≤ 2ω(t) ≤ 2‖ω‖∞. Thus,

Rp−−p+ ≤ R−2Rf ′(x∗) ≤ R−4‖ω‖∞R ≤ 4‖ω‖∞.
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The case x0 ≤ −R can be treated in the same way. Therefore, p satisfies (P1) in (−1, 1).
For an explicit example of such p, one can consider a modulus of continuity ω that

behaves like 1/ log(− logR) or log(log(1/R))/(− logR) near zero.
(ii) Let us provide a nontrivial example of a function p : Rn × Rn → R satisfying (P1) and

(P2) in B1. Let ω be given by

ω(r) =

3−
(
− 1

log r
∧ 1

)
if r < 1

e ,

ω0(r) if r ≥ 1
e ,

where ω0 is any non-increasing function such that ω0(1/e) = 2 and limr→∞ ω0(r) > 1,
and define p : Rn × Rn → R by p(x, y) = ω(|x − y|) (see Figure 1). Then, p satisfies
(P1) because p is log-Hölder continuous as a 2n-variable function. Moreover, for any

B = BR(x0) ⊂ B1, we have

p+(B ×Bc) = 3 = p+(B ×B) and p−(B ×Bc) = 2 ≤ ω(2R) = p−(B ×B).

Therefore, p also satisfies (P2).

Figure 1. Visualization of an example.

(iii) The conditions (P1) and (P2) do not restrict p on Ωc×Ωc. In fact, for the local regularity
results we do not need any information about p on Ωc ×Ωc except for the global bound
(1.3). This is because the double integral over Ωc×Ωc vanishes whenever we use a cutoff
function.

Let us now present the main results of this paper. The first result is the local boundedness
of weak solutions to (1.5). Throughout the paper, we always assume that p : Rn × Rn → R
is a continuous function satisfying (1.2) and (1.3). Note that the following theorem does not
require the conditions (P1) and (P2).
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Theorem 1.4. Let Ω be a bounded domain in Rn. If u ∈W s,p(·,·)(Rn) satisfies

(1.8) sup
x∈Ω

ˆ
Rn

u+(y)p(x,y)−1

1 + |y|n+sp(x,y)
dy < +∞

(
sup
x∈Ω

ˆ
Rn

u−(y)p(x,y)−1

1 + |y|n+sp(x,y)
dy < +∞, respectively

)
and is a weak subsolution (supersolution, respectively) to (1.5) in Ω, then u is locally bounded

from above (below, respectively) in Ω. If u ∈ W s,p(·,·)(Rn) is a weak solution to (1.5) in Ω
satisfying (1.8) with u+ replaced by |u|, then u ∈ L∞loc(Ω).

As a consequence of Theorem 1.4, we know that every minimizer of (1.1) in Ω is locally
bounded in Ω since it is a weak solution to (1.5) in Ω.

Indeed, we prove a stronger result than Theorem 1.4, which provides a quantitative esti-
mate of the supremum u, see Theorem 4.1. The strategy for the proof of Theorem 1.4 or
Theorem 4.1 is to develop the De Giorgi theory for the nonlocal functional F with variable
exponent. This approach for nonlocal functionals with constant exponent has been studied
extensively in the last few years. See for instance [41, 18, 36, 42, 33] for the case p = 2,
and [26, 27, 16, 45, 22] for p > 1. For a deeper discussion on fractional De Giorgi classes
and their applications for the regularity of nonlocal problems, we refer the reader to [23] and
the references therein. Analogously, we obtain the Caccioppoli-type estimate that contains
terms with variable exponents, and then use the De Giorgi iteration technique to establish
Theorem 1.4. Due to the variable exponent in the Caccioppoli-type estimate, an additional
difficulty arises in the De Giorgi iteration that does not occur in the case of the constant
exponent. That is, different exponents involving p+ and p− come into play in the iteration.
Thus, the supremum of u is controlled by a maximum of two Lp+-norms of u with different
powers, and the nonlocal tail term having the variable exponent (see Theorem 4.1).

Let us mention that local boundedness of weak solutions to more general problems involving
subcritical nonlinearity has been recently settled by Ho and Kim [39]. However, their result
requires an additional log-Hölder-type assumption on p to cover the subcritical nonlinearity
with variable exponent. For the equation (1.5), this type of additional regularity on p is not
necessary.

The second main result is the Hölder continuity of bounded weak solutions to (1.5).

Theorem 1.5. Let Ω be a bounded domain in Rn. Assume that p satisfies (P1) and (P2)

in Ω. If u ∈ W s,p(·,·)(Rn) is a weak solution to (1.5) in Ω satisfying (1.8), then u is locally
Hölder continuous in Ω.

Theorem 1.5 follows from a growth lemma. In order to prove the growth lemma, we
need two ingredients: an improved Caccioppoli-type estimate and a fractional De Giorgi
isoperimetric-type inequality. The Caccioppoli-type estimate we establish to prove Theo-
rem 1.4 is actually an improved version, which was first introduced by Cozzi [22] for the
fractional p-Laplacian with p constant (see also [18]). Our Caccioppoli-type estimate not
only makes it possible to use the fractional De Giorgi isoperimetric-type inequality as in [22],
but also takes variable exponents into account.

The proof of Theorem 1.5 is significantly different in the De Giorgi iteration from the one
for the case of the constant exponent. As in the proof of Theorem 1.4, we also encounter
different exponents involving p+ and p− in the De Giorgi iteration. However, this mismatch
of exponents causes a more serious problem when we investigate the modulus of continuity of
weak solutions. We will see that the assumption (P1) on p solves this problem.
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Another difference is that the variable exponent in the nonlocal tail term affects the iter-
ation as well. This difficulty does not exist in the local variational problems with variable
exponent as well as the nonlocal problem with constant exponent. The variable exponent
in mixed regions, which appears in the nonlocal tail, interacts with the variable exponent in
local terms. With this regard, the assumption (P2) on p is required.

Similar results to ours have recently been studied by Jihoon Ok using a different approach,
see [49].

The authors wish to thank Moritz Kassmann from Bielefeld University for stimulating
discussions.

Outline. The article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall the variable exponents
Lebesgue spaces, fractional Sobolev spaces with variable exponents, and fractional Sobolev
embedding theorems. Section 3 is devoted to the proof of the improved Caccioppoli-type
estimate with variable exponent, which will be used in the proofs of local boundedness and
Hölder regularity for weak solutions. In Section 4, we actually prove a stronger assertion
Theorem 4.1 than Theorem 1.4, which provides a quantitative local estimate on the supremum
of weak subsolutions. Finally, we prove Theorem 1.5 in Section 5 by establishing a growth
lemma. This is proved by using the improved Caccioppoli-type estimate and the isoperimetric-
type inequality.

2. Preliminaries

In this section, we briefly review the variable exponent Lebesgue spaces and fractional
Sobolev spaces with variable exponents. Furthermore, we recall the fractional Sobolev em-
bedding theorems for the constant exponent case.

2.1. Variable exponents Lebesgue spaces. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be an open set and let p : Ω→ R
be a measurable function satisfying

1 < inf
x∈Ω

p(x) ≤ sup
x∈Ω

p(x) < +∞.

We define the variable exponent Lebesgue spaces

Lp(·)(Ω) =
{
u : Ω→ R measurable : %Lp(·)(Ω)(u/λ) < +∞ for some λ > 0

}
endowed with the norm

‖u‖Lp(·)(Ω) = inf
{
λ > 0 : %Lp(·)(Ω)(u/λ) ≤ 1

}
,

where

%Lp(·)(Ω)(u) =

ˆ
Ω
|u(x)|p(x) dx.

It is well known that Lp(·)(Ω) is a Banach space, see [44, 35, 30] for instance. Let us collect
some useful inequalities for later use.

Lemma 2.1. [35, Theorem 1.3] Let u ∈ Lp(·)(Ω) and p± = p±(Ω), then

(i) ‖u‖Lp(·)(Ω) > 1 (= 1;< 1) if and only if %Lp(·)(Ω) > 1 (= 1;< 1);

(ii) if ‖u‖Lp(·)(Ω) ≥ 1, then ‖u‖p−
Lp(·)(Ω)

≤ %Lp(·)(Ω)(u) ≤ ‖u‖p+

Lp(·)(Ω)
;

(iii) if ‖u‖Lp(·)(Ω) ≤ 1, then ‖u‖p+

Lp(·)(Ω)
≤ %Lp(·)(Ω)(u) ≤ ‖u‖p−

Lp(·)(Ω)
.
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Lemma 2.2. [44, Theorem 2.1] For every u ∈ Lp(·)(Ω) and v ∈ Lp′(·)(Ω), it holds thatˆ
Ω
|u(x)v(x)| dx ≤ 2‖u‖Lp(·)(Ω)‖v‖Lp′(·)(Ω),

where 1/p(x) + 1/p′(x) = 1.

See [44, 35, 30, 24] for more properties of the variable exponent Lebesgue spaces.

2.2. Fractional Sobolev spaces with variable exponents. The fractional Sobolev spaces
with variable exponents were first introduced recently by Kaufmann, Rossi, and Vidal [43],
and have been studied in different contexts. See [25, 11, 12, 4, 7, 10, 39, 8, 13, 15, 19, 50,
6, 9, 14, 40, 55] and references therein. Note that the Triebel–Lizorkin spaces with variable

smoothness and integrability have been introduced in [31], which are isomorphic toW k,p(·)(Rn)

if k ∈ N∪ {0} respectively, the variable exponent Bessel potential space Lα,p(·)(Rn) for α > 0
under suitable assumptions on p. In the scope of this paper, we will focus on the fractional
Sobolev spaces with variable exponents introduce in [43].

In this section, let Ω be a bounded Lipschitz domain in Rn or Ω = Rn. Let p ∈ C(Ω× Ω)
be such that p(x, y) = p(y, x) and

1 < p−(Ω× Ω) ≤ p+(Ω× Ω) < +∞,

and define p̄(x) = p(x, x). For s ∈ (0, 1), the fractional Sobolev space with variable exponents
is defined as

W s,p(·,·)(Ω) :=
{
u ∈ Lp̄(·)(Ω) : %W s,p(·,·)(Ω)(u/λ) < +∞ for some λ > 0

}
,

where

%W s,p(·,·)(Ω)(u) =

ˆ
Ω

ˆ
Ω

|u(x)− u(y)|p(x,y)

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx.

We define a seminorm

[u]W s,p(·,·)(Ω) = inf
{
λ > 0 : %W s,p(·,·)(Ω)(u/λ) ≤ 1

}
.

It is well known [43] that W s,p(·,·)(Ω) is a Banach space with the norm

‖u‖W s,p(·,·)(Ω) = ‖u‖Lp̄(·)(Ω) + [u]W s,p(·,·)(Ω).

Let us also define

%̃W s,p(·,·)(Ω)(u) = %Lp̄(·)(Ω)(u) + %W s,p(·,·)(Ω)(u)

and a norm

|u|W s,p(·,·)(Ω) = inf
{
λ > 0 : %̃W s,p(·,·)(Ω)(u/λ) ≤ 1

}
.

Then, it is clear that two norms ‖u‖W s,p(·,·)(Ω) and |u|W s,p(·,·)(Ω) are comparable, see [39]. It

is also easy to obtain the following lemma from the definitions of the norms.

Lemma 2.3. Let u ∈W s,p(·,·)(Ω) and p± = p±(Ω× Ω), then

(i) if [u]W s,p(·,·)(Ω) ≥ 1, then [u]
p−
W s,p(·,·)(Ω)

≤ %W s,p(·,·)(Ω)(u) ≤ [u]
p+

W s,p(·,·)(Ω)
;

(ii) if [u]W s,p(·,·)(Ω) ≤ 1, then [u]
p+

W s,p(·,·)(Ω)
≤ %W s,p(·,·)(Ω)(u) ≤ [u]

p−
W s,p(·,·)(Ω)

;

(iii) if |u|W s,p(·,·)(Ω) ≥ 1, then |u|p−
W s,p(·,·)(Ω)

≤ %̃W s,p(·,·)(Ω)(u) ≤ |u|p+

W s,p(·,·)(Ω)
;

(iv) if |u|W s,p(·,·)(Ω) ≤ 1, then |u|p+

W s,p(·,·)(Ω)
≤ %̃W s,p(·,·)(Ω)(u) ≤ |u|p−

W s,p(·,·)(Ω)
.
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Recently, the fractional Sobolev embeddings with variable exponents have been studied
in [43, 39, 40]. However, the fractional Sobolev embeddings with constant exponents are
sufficient for the local regularity theory with variable exponents. Let us recall the following
embedding theorems for constant exponent fractional Sobolev spaces.

Theorem 2.4. [28, Theorem 6.7] Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Let s ∈ (0, 1)
and p ∈ [1, n/s). Then there exists a constant C = C(n, s, p,Ω) > 0 such that, for any
u ∈W s,p(Ω), we have

‖u‖Lq(Ω) ≤ C‖u‖W s,p(Ω)

for any q ∈ [1, np/(n− sp)].

Theorem 2.5. [22, Corollary 4.9] Let s ∈ (0, 1), p ∈ [1, n/s), and R > 0. Let u ∈ W s,p
0 (BR)

and suppose that u = 0 on a set Ω0 ⊂ BR with |Ω0| ≥ γ|BR| for some γ ∈ (0, 1]. Then,

‖u‖
L

np
n−sp (BR)

≤ C[u]W s,p(BR)

for some C = C(n, s, p, γ) > 0.

Theorem 2.6. [28, Theorem 8.2] Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded Lipschitz domain. Let s ∈ (0, 1)
and p > n/s. Then there exists a constant C = C(n, s, p,Ω) > 0 such that, for any u ∈ Lp(Ω),
we have

‖u‖Cα(Ω) ≤ C‖u‖W s,p(Ω),

where α = (sp− n)/p.

3. Caccioppoli-type estimate

This section is devoted to the Caccioppoli-type estimate for weak subsolutions and super-
solutions to (1.5). Let us first provide the definitions of weak subsolutions and supersolutions.

Definition 3.1. A function u ∈ W s,p(·,·)(Rn) is a weak subsolution (weak supersolution,
respectively) to (1.5) in Ω if

ˆ
Rn

ˆ
Rn

|u(x)− u(y)|p(x,y)−2(u(x)− u(y))(ϕ(x)− ϕ(y))

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx ≤ 0 (≥ 0, respectively)

for every nonnegative ϕ ∈ W s,p(·,·)(Rn) such that ϕ = 0 a.e. outside Ω. A function u ∈
W s,p(·,·)(Rn) is a weak solution to (1.5) in Ω if it is a weak subsolution and supersolution.

The Caccioppoli-type estimate is a key ingredient for the local regularity results. This
type of estimate has been established by many authors (see for instance [27, 45, 16, 22]) for
the case of the fractional p-Laplacian with a constant p > 1. The main difference between
Caccioppoli-type estimates for the local and nonlocal operators is that the estimate for the
nonlocal operator involves a nonlocal tail term. Moreover, in [22], Cozzi improved the estimate
to take an isoperimetric-type inequality into account. In this section, we generalize Cozzi’s
estimate to the fractional p(·, ·)-Laplacian.
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Theorem 3.2. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a bounded domain. Let u ∈W s,p(·,·)(Rn) be a weak subsolution
to (1.5) in Ω. Then, for any Br(x0) b BR(x0) ⊂ Ω and any k ∈ R,

%W s,p(·,·)(Br(x0))(w+) +

ˆ
Br(x0)

w+(x)

ˆ
BR(x0)

w−(y)p(x,y)−1

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx

≤ C
ˆ
BR(x0)

ˆ
BR(x0)

∣∣∣∣w+(x)

R− r

∣∣∣∣p(x,y) dy dx

|x− y|n−(1−s)p(x,y)

+ C

 sup
x∈BR+r

2
(x0)

ˆ
Rn\BR(x0)

w+(y)p(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)

(
2R

R− r

)n+sp(x,y)

dy

 ˆ
BR(x0)

w+(x) dx,

(3.1)

where w± := (u− k)±. The constant C depends only on p±(BR(x0)×BR(x0)).

Remark 3.3. If u ∈W s,p(·,·)(Rn) is a weak supersolution to (1.5) in Ω, then (3.1) holds with
w+ and w− replaced by w− and w+, respectively.

In order to prove Theorem 3.2, we need an algebraic inequality. Recall that, in the case of
p(·)-Laplacian with 1 < p− ≤ p(x) ≤ p+ <∞, the inequalities

|Dw|p(x)−2Dw ·D(wηp+) ≥ |Dw|p(x)ηp+ − p+|Dw|p(x)−1ηp+−1w|Dη|

≥ |Dw|p(x)ηp+ − 1

2
|Dw|p(x)η

(p+−1)
p(x)
p(x)−1 − Cwp(x)|Dη|p(x)

≥ 1

2
|Dw|p(x)ηp+ − Cwp(x)|Dη|p(x)

(3.2)

for some C > 0, play a crucial role for establishing Caccioppoli-type estimates (see, e.g., [34]).
The following lemma is a discrete version of (3.2).

Lemma 3.4. Let a, b ≥ 0, τ1, τ2 ∈ [0, 1], and 1 < p− ≤ p(x, y) ≤ p+ <∞. Then,

|a− b|p(x,y)−2(a− b)
(
aτ

p+

1 − bτp+

2

)
≥ 1

2
|a− b|p(x,y)(max{τ1, τ2})p+ − C(max{a, b})p(x,y)|τ1 − τ2|p(x,y),

(3.3)

for some C = C(p+, p−) > 0.

Proof. Since

(a− b)
(
aτ

p+

1 − bτp+

2

)
≥ (a− b)2τ

p+

1 − b|a− b||τp+

1 − τp+

2 | and

(a− b)
(
aτ

p+

1 − bτp+

2

)
≥ (a− b)2τ

p+

2 − a|a− b||τp+

1 − τp+

2 |,

we have

(3.4) (a− b)
(
aτ

p+

1 − bτp+

2

)
≥ (a− b)2(max{τ1, τ2})p+ −max{a, b}|a− b||τp+

1 − τp+

2 |.

By convexity of the function f(τ) = τp+ ,

|τp+

1 − τp+

2 | ≤ max{f ′(τ1), f ′(τ2)}|τ1 − τ2|
≤ p+|τ1 − τ2|(max{τ1, τ2})p+−1.

(3.5)
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Thus, it follows from (3.4), (3.5), and Young’s inequality that

|a− b|p(x,y)−2(a− b)
(
aτ

p+

1 − bτp+

2

)
≥ |a− b|p(x,y)(max{τ1, τ2})p+ − p+

p(x, y)− 1

p(x, y)
ε

p(x,y)
p(x,y)−1 |a− b|p(x,y)(max{τ1, τ2})(p+−1)

p(x,y)
p(x,y)−1

− p+

p(x, y)
ε−p(x,y)(max{a, b})p(x,y)|τ1 − τ2|p(x,y)

≥
(

1− p+ε
p+/(p+−1)

)
|a− b|p(x,y)(max{τ1, τ2})p+ − p+

p−
ε−p+(max{a, b})p(x,y)|τ1 − τ2|p(x,y).

Taking ε = (1/(2p+))(p+−1)/p+ , we obtain (3.3) with C = p+

p−
(2p+)p+−1. �

Proof of Theorem 3.2. In this proof, every ball is centered at x0. Let η be a cut-off function
satisfying η ∈ [0, 1], supp η ⊂ BR+r

2
⊂ BR, η ≡ 1 in Br, and |Dη| ≤ 4/(R − r). Let p± =

p±(BR ×BR). We first assume that u ∈ L∞(B2R), then ϕ(x) = w+(x)η(x)p+ ∈ W s,p(·,·)(Rn)
by [49, Lemma 4.1]. Applying the definition of weak subsolutions with the test function ϕ,
we have

0 ≥
ˆ
BR

ˆ
BR

|u(x)− u(y)|p(x,y)−2(u(x)− u(y))(ϕ(x)− ϕ(y))

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx

+ 2

ˆ
BR

ˆ
Rn\BR

|u(x)− u(y)|p(x,y)−2(u(x)− u(y))w+(x)η(x)p+

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx =: I1 + I2.

(3.6)

It is easy to see that

|u(x)− u(y)|p(x,y)−2(u(x)− u(y))(ϕ(x)− ϕ(y))

≥ |w+(x)− w+(y)|p(x,y)−2(w+(x)− w+(y))(w+(x)η(x)p+ − w+(y)η(y)p+),
(3.7)

as in the proof of [27, Lemma 1.4]. Moreover, by Lemma 3.4 with a = w+(x), b = w+(y),
τ1 = η(x), and τ2 = η(y), we obtain

|w+(x)− w+(y)|p(x,y)−2(w+(x)− w+(y))(w+(x)η(x)p+ − w+(y)η(y)p+)

≥ 1

2
|w+(x)− w+(y)|p(x,y)(max{η(x), η(y)})p+

− C(max{w+(x), w+(y)})p(x,y)|η(x)− η(y)|p(x,y)

(3.8)

for all x, y ∈ BR, where C = C(p+, p−) > 0. On the other hand, it is obvious that

(3.9) |u(x)− u(y)|p(x,y)−2(u(x)− u(y))(ϕ(x)− ϕ(y)) = 0

when u(x), u(y) ≤ k. Furthermore, if u(x) > k and u(y) ≤ k, then

|u(x)− u(y)|p(x,y)−2(u(x)− u(y))(ϕ(x)− ϕ(y))

≥ c
(

(w+(x)− w+(y))p(x,y) + w+(x)w−(y)p(x,y)−1
)
ηp+(x)

(3.10)
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by a similar argument as in [22, Proposition 8.5], where c = 2p−−2 ∧ 1. Therefore, combining
(3.7)–(3.10) and using the symmetry of p(x, y), we estimate I1 by

I1 =

(ˆ
A+
k,R

ˆ
A+
k,R

+2

ˆ
A+
k,R

ˆ
BR\A+

k,R

)
|u(x)− u(y)|p(x,y)−2(u(x)− u(y))(ϕ(x)− ϕ(y))

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx

≥ c
ˆ
Br

ˆ
Br

|w+(x)− w+(y)|p(x,y)

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx+ 2c

ˆ
Br

w+(x)

ˆ
BR

w−(y)p(x,y)−1

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx

− C
ˆ
BR

ˆ
BR

w+(x)p(x,y)|η(x)− η(y)|p(x,y)

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx,

(3.11)

where A+
k,R = BR ∩ {u > k}.

For I2, we use the inequalities

|u(x)− u(y)|p(x,y)−2(u(x)− u(y))w+(x) ≥ −(u(y)− u(x))
p(x,y)−1
+ w+(x)

≥ −w+(y)p(x,y)−1w+(x)

and
|y − x0|
|x− y|

≤ 1 +
|x− x0|
|x− y|

≤ 1 +
R+ r

R− r
=

2R

R− r
, x ∈ BR+r

2
, y ∈ Rn \BR,

to obtain

I2 ≥ −2

ˆ
BR

ˆ
Rn\BR

w+(y)p(x,y)−1w+(x)η(x)p+

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx

≥ −2

(
sup

x∈supp η

ˆ
Rn\BR

w+(y)p(x,y)−1

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy

)ˆ
BR

w+(x)η(x)p+ dx

≥ −2

 sup
x∈BR+r

2

ˆ
Rn\BR

w+(y)p(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)

(
2R

R− r

)n+sp(x,y)

dy

ˆ
BR

w+(x) dx.

(3.12)

Therefore, (3.1) follows from (3.6), (3.11), (3.12), and |Dη| ≤ 4/(R− r).
The general case u ∈W s,p(·,·)(Rn) follows in the standard way by using truncated functions

and the monotone convergence theorem. �

4. Local boundedness

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.4. The idea of the proof of the local boundedness is
to fix a point x0 ∈ Ω and find a small ball BR/2(x0) ⊂ Ω on which u is bounded. We begin
with Theorem 4.1, where the case p(x0, x0) ≤ n/s is covered. Theorem 4.1 not only proves
the local boundedness of weak subsolutions in BR/2(x0) but also provides a quantitative
estimate of their supremum. The proof of Theorem 4.1 is based on the De Giorgi iteration
technique. In the end of this section, we will prove Theorem 1.4 by combining Theorem 4.1
and Theorem 2.6.

Theorem 4.1. Let Ω be a bounded domain in Rn and let 0 < σ < s < 1. Let u ∈W s,p(·,·)(Rn)
be a weak subsolution to (1.5) in Ω satisfying (1.8). For each x0 ∈ Ω with p(x0, x0) ≤ n/s,
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there is a radius R ∈ (0, 1) such that BR = BR(x0) ⊂ Ω, p+ < p∗− := np−
n−σp− , and

sup
BR/2

u ≤ C max


( 

BR

u
p+
+ (x) dx

) 1
p+

,

( 
BR

u
p+
+ (x) dx

) 1
p−

q−p−
q−p+


+

(
sup
x∈BR

ˆ
Rn\BR/2

u+(y)p(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)
dy

)1/(p+−1)

+ 1

(4.1)

for any q ∈ (max{p+,
n

n−σ}, p
∗
−), where p± = p±(BR × BR). The constant C depends on n,

s, σ, p+(BR × Rn), p−(BR ×BR), q, and R.

Remark 4.2. If u ∈W s,p(·,·)(Rn) is a weak supersolution to (1.5) in Ω satisfying (1.8) (with
u−), then −u is a weak subsolution to (1.5) in Ω satisfying (1.8) (with u+), and hence (4.1)
holds with u replaced by −u.

The Caccioppoli-type inequality and the fractional Sobolev inequality are crucial tools for
the De Giorgi iteration. One can make use of the fractional Sobolev inequality with variable
exponent developed in [39], but it requires the assumption p+(BR(x0)×BR(x0)) < n/s, which
is stronger than the assumption made in Theorem 4.1, namely p(x0, x0) ≤ n/s. Thus, we will
use the fractional Sobolev inequality with constant exponent (Theorem 2.4).

For local variational problems, we have the continuous embedding W 1,p(·)(Ω) ↪→W 1,p−(Ω)

by a simple inequality
´
|Du|p− dx ≤

´
(|Du|p(x) + 1) dx. However, a similar continuous

embedding W s,p(·,·)(Ω) ↪→W s,p−(Ω) is not available. Instead, we prove the following lemma,
which shows a continuous embedding into a larger space with smaller orders of differentiability
σ < s and integrability q < p−. This lemma is a generalization of [22, Lemma 4.6].

Lemma 4.3. Let Ω′ ⊂ Ω ⊂ Rn be two bounded measurable sets with d := diam(Ω) ≤ 1. Let

1 ≤ q < p− ≤ p(x, y) ≤ p+ and 0 < σ < s < 1, where p± = p±(Ω × Ω), then W s,p(·,·)(Ω) ↪→
W σ,q(Ω). In particular, for any u ∈W s,p(·,·)(Ω),(ˆ

Ω

ˆ
Ω′

|u(x)− u(y)|q

|x− y|n+σq
dy dx

)1/q

≤ C max


(
|Ω′|d(s−σ)

p+q

p+−q

) p+−q
p+q

,

(
|Ω′|d(s−σ)

p+q

p+−q

) p−−q
p−q

 [u]W s,p(·,·)(Ω),

where C = C(n, s, σ, p+, p−, q) > 0.

Proof. We define

U(x, y) :=
|u(x)− u(y)|q

|x− y|n+σq
,

then

U(x, y) =
|u(x)− u(y)|q

|x− y|(n+sp(x,y)) q
p(x,y)

1

|x− y|n
p(x,y)−q
p(x,y)

−(s−σ)q
=: V (x, y)W (x, y).
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Thus, by Lemma 2.2 we obtainˆ
Ω

ˆ
Ω′

|u(x)− u(y)|q

|x− y|n+σq
dy dx = ‖U‖L1(Ω×Ω′)

≤ 2‖V ‖
L
p(·,·)
q (Ω×Ω′)

‖W‖
L

p(·,·)
p(·,·)−q (Ω×Ω′)

= 2[u]q
W s,p(·,·)(Ω)

‖W‖
L

p(·,·)
p(·,·)−q (Ω×Ω′)

.

Using Lemma 2.1, we have

‖W‖
L

p(·,·)
p(·,·)−q (Ω×Ω′)

≤ max

{
%
L

p(·,·)
p(·,·)−q (Ω×Ω′)

(W )
p+−q
p+ , %

L
p(·,·)
p(·,·)−q (Ω×Ω′)

(W )
p−−q
p−

}
.

Since d ≤ 1,

%
L

p(·,·)
p(·,·)−q (Ω×Ω′)

(W ) =

ˆ
Ω′

ˆ
Ω

|x− y|(s−σ)
p(x,y)q
p(x,y)−q

|x− y|n
dy dx

≤
ˆ

Ω′

ˆ
Ω

|x− y|(s−σ)
p+q

p+−q

|x− y|n
dy dx

≤ p+ − q
(s− σ)p+q

|Sn−1||Ω′|d(s−σ)
p+q

p+−q .

Therefore, combining the previous estimates finishes the proof. �

As mentioned before, we will prove Theorem 4.1 by using the De Giorgi iteration technique.
For this purpose, we need the following lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that a sequence {Yj}∞j=0 of nonnegative numbers satisfies the recursion
relation

Yj+1 ≤ Cbj max
{
Y 1+β1
j , Y 1+β2

j , . . . , Y 1+βN
j

}
for some constants C ≥ 1, b > 1, N ∈ N, and β1 ≥ β2 ≥ · · · ≥ βN > 0. If

(4.2) Y0 ≤ min

{
C
− 1
βN b

− 1

β2
N , C

− 1
β1

}
,

then

(4.3) Yj ≤ C
− 1
βN b

− 1

β2
N

− j
βN for all j ≥ 0,

and, consequently, Yj → 0 as j →∞.

Proof. When Y0 ≤ 1, one can easily prove by induction that

Yj ≤ C
(1+βN )j−1

βN b
(1+βN )j−1

β2
N

− j
βN Y

(1+βN )j

0 ≤ 1, for all j ≥ 0,

under the assumption Y0 ≤ C
− 1
βN b

− 1

β2
N . This yields (4.3).

When Y0 ≥ 1, a similar argument shows that

Yj ≤ C
(1+βN )j−1

βN b
(1+βN )j−1

β2
N

− j
βN Y

(1+β1)(1+βN )j−1

0 ≤ 1, for all j ≥ 1,

under the assumption (4.2). This also proves (4.3). �
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We are now in a position to prove Theorem 4.1 by using Theorem 3.2, Lemma 4.3, and
Lemma 4.4.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Let x0 ∈ Ω with p(x0, x0) ≤ n/s. By the continuity of p, we can take
R ∈ (0, 1/2) sufficiently small such that BR(x0) ⊂ Ω and

(4.4) p+ < p∗− :=
np−

n− σp−
,

where p± = p±(BR(x0)×BR(x0)). Note that σp− < sp− ≤ n.

We fix k ∈ R and k̃ ∈ R+. In order to use the De Giorgi iteration, we set for each j ∈ N∪{0}

rj =
1

2
(1 + 2−j)R, r̃j =

rj + rj+1

2
, kj = k + (1− 2−j)k̃, and k̃j =

kj+1 + kj
2

,

and define
wj = (u− kj)+ and w̃j = (u− k̃j)+.

For simplicity, we write Bj = B(x0, rj) and B̃j = B(x0, r̃j).
By (4.4), we can choose a constant q such that

(4.5) max

{
p+,

n

n− σ

}
< q < p∗−.

Then, q = t∗ = nt
n−σt for some 1 < t < p− ≤ n/σ. By applying Theorem 2.4 to w̃j in B̃j , we

have
‖w̃j‖Lq(B̃j) ≤ C‖w̃j‖Wσ,t(B̃j)

for some C > 0 depending on r̃j . Since r̃j ∈ [R/2, R], we may assume that C depends on R,
but not on j, with a possibly larger constant C. Since the quantities n, s, σ, p+(BR × Rn),
p−(BR × BR), q, and R are not important for the iteration, we will absorb these quantities
into constants C. Moreover, using Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 2.2, we have

‖w̃j‖Wσ,t(B̃j)
≤ C‖w̃j‖W s,p(·,·)(B̃j)

for some C = C(n, s, σ, p+, p−, q, R) > 0. By Lemma 2.3,

‖w̃j‖W s,p(·,·)(B̃j)
≤ 2|w̃j |W s,p(·,·)(B̃j)

≤ 2 max
{
%̃W s,p(·,·)(B̃j)

(w̃j)
1/p− , %̃W s,p(·,·)(B̃j)

(w̃j)
1/p+

}
.

(4.6)

We set A+
h,r = Br ∩ {u > h} and

Yj =

 
Bj

w
p+

j (x) dx,

and estimate %̃W s,p(·,·)(B̃j)
(w̃j) in terms of j and Yj .

By Theorem 3.2, we have

%̃W s,p(·,·)(B̃j)
(w̃j)

≤ C2jp+

ˆ
Bj

ˆ
Bj

w̃j(x)p(x,y)

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
|x− y|p(x,y) dy dx

+ C

(
sup

x∈B(x0,
1
2

(rj+r̃j))

ˆ
Rn\Bj

w̃j(y)p(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)

(
4rj

rj − rj+1

)n+sp(x,y)

dy

)ˆ
Bj

w̃j(x) dx

=: I1 + I2.
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Since w̃j = 0 on Bj \A+

k̃j ,rj
, w̃j ≤ wj , and R < 1/2, we estimate I1 as follows:

I1 ≤ C2jp+

ˆ
A+

k̃j ,rj

ˆ
Bj

(wj(x)p+ + 1)
|x− y|(1−s)p−
|x− y|n

dy dx

≤ C2jp+

ˆ
A+

k̃j ,rj

wj(x)p+ dx+ |A+

k̃j ,rj
|


≤ C2jp+

(
Yj + |A+

k̃j ,rj
|
)
.

For I2, we use p(x, y) ≤ p+(BR × Rn) and (k̃j − kj)p+−1w̃j ≤ wp+

j . Then,

I2 ≤ C2j(n+sp+(BR×Rn))

(
sup
x∈BR

ˆ
Rn\BR/2

w̃j(y)p(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)
dy

)ˆ
Bj

w
p+

j (x)

(k̃j − kj)p+−1
dx

≤ C2j(n+sp+(BR×Rn))

(
sup
x∈BR

ˆ
Rn\BR/2

w0(y)p(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)
dy

)(
2j+2

k̃

)p+−1 ˆ
A+
kj,rj

w
p+

j dx

≤ C2j(n+2p+(BR×Rn)) T

k̃p+−1
Yj ,

where

T = sup
x∈BR

ˆ
Rn\BR/2

u+(y)p(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)
dy.

Combining the estimates above and using

|A+

k̃j ,rj
| ≤ 1

(k̃j − kj)p+

ˆ
Ak̃j ,rj

w
p+

j dx ≤ C
(

2j

k̃

)p+

Yj ,

yield that

%̃W s,p(·,·)(B̃j)
(w̃j) ≤ C2j(n+2p+(BR×Rn)−1)

(
1 +

1

k̃p+
+

T

k̃p+−1

)
Yj .

Assuming

(4.7) k̃ ≥ T 1/(p+−1) + 1,

we arrive at

(4.8) %̃W s,p(·,·)(B̃j)
(w̃j) ≤ C2j(n+2p+(BR×Rn))Yj .

On the other hand, recalling that (4.5) holds, we have w̃qj ≥ (kj+1 − k̃j)
q−p+w

p+

j+1, and
hence

‖w̃j‖qLq(B̃j) ≥ ‖w̃j‖
q
Lq(Bj+1) ≥ c(2

−j k̃)q−p+Yj+1.(4.9)

Therefore, from (4.6), (4.8), and (4.9), we deduce

Yj+1 ≤ Ck̃p+−qbj max
{
Y 1+β1
j , Y 1+β2

j

}
,

where β1 = q/p− − 1 > 0, β2 = q/p+ − 1 > 0, b = 2q−p++(n+2p+(BR×Rn))q/p− , and C > 0 is a
constant depending only on n, s, σ, p+, p−, q, and R.
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By Lemma 4.4, if

(4.10) Y0 ≤ min

{
(Ck̃p+−q)

− 1
β2 b
− 1

β2
2 , (Ck̃p+−q)

− 1
β1

}
,

then Yj → 0 as j →∞. Thus, if we take

(4.11) k̃ ≥ max

{(
C

1
β2 b

1

β2
2 Y0

) 1
p+

,
(
C

1
β1 Y0

) 1
p−

q−p−
q−p+

}
,

then (4.10) is satisfied, and hence

sup
BR/2

u ≤ k + k̃.

Note that the choice

k̃ = C0 max


( 

BR

w
p+

0 (x) dx

) 1
p+

,

( 
BR

w
p+

0 (x) dx

) 1
p−

q−p−
q−p+

+ T 1/(p+−1) + 1

with

C0 = max

{(
C

1
β2 b

1

β2
2

) 1
p+

,
(
C

1
β1

) 1
p−

q−p−
q−p+

}
is in accordance with (4.7) and (4.11). The constant C0 depends on n, s, σ, p+(BR × Rn),
p−(BR ×BR), q, and R. We finish the proof by choosing k = 0. �

Let us conclude this section with the proof of Theorem 1.4 by using Theorem 4.1 and
Theorem 2.6.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Suppose that u ∈ W s,p(·,·)(Rn) is a weak subsolution to (1.5) in Ω
satisfying (1.8). Let us fix x0 ∈ Ω. If p(x0, x0) ≤ n/s, then by Theorem 4.1,

sup
BR/2(x0)

u < +∞

for some R ∈ (0, 1). If p(x0, x0) > n/s, then the fact that u ∈ W s,p(·,·)(Ω) implies that u is
bounded in a neighborhood of x0. Indeed, by the continuity of p, we can take R > 0 such
that BR(x0) ⊂ Ω and

p− := p−(BR(x0)×BR(x0)) >
n

σ
for σ ∈ (0, s) sufficiently close to s. Let q ∈ (n/σ, p−), then by Theorem 2.6

‖u‖
Cα(BR(x0))

≤ ‖u‖Wσ,q(BR(x0)).

Moreover, by Lemma 4.3 and Lemma 2.2, we obtain

‖u‖Wσ,q(BR(x0)) ≤ C‖u‖W s,p(·,·)(BR(x0)) < +∞.

Therefore,

‖u‖L∞(BR(x0)) ≤ ‖u‖Cα(BR(x0))
< +∞.

When u ∈ W s,p(·,·)(Rn) is a weak supersolution, −u is a weak subsolution and hence
infBR(x0) u = − supBR(x0)(−u) > −∞ for some R > 0. �
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5. Hölder estimate

This section is devoted to the proof of the local Hölder regularity of weak solutions to
(1.5). In this part of the paper, the assumptions (P1) and (P2) on p take an important role
for our analysis. The key step in establishing the local Hölder regularity is a growth lemma,
see Lemma 5.2. We start with an auxiliary result that is needed in the proof of the growth
lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Let BR = BR(x0) ⊂ Rn with R ∈ (0, 1). Let H > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1/8] and 0 <
σ < s < 1. Assume that p satisfies (P1) and (P2) in BR, Hp+−p− ≤ 2, and p+ < p∗−, where

p± = p±(BR × BR) and p∗− = np−
n−σp− . Let u ∈ W s,p(·,·)(Rn) be a weak supersolution to (1.5)

in BR such that

(5.1) 0 ≤ u ≤ 2H in BR and |BR/2 ∩ {u ≥ H}| ≥ γ|BR/2|

for some γ ∈ (0, 1). Assume Rs ≤ δH and

(5.2) sup
x∈B3R/4

ˆ
Rn\BR

u−(y)p(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)
dy ≤ R−sp+(δH)p+−1 +R−sp−(δH)p−−1.

Let 1 ≤ q < p−. Then there is a constant C = C(n, s, σ, p+(BR×Rn), p−(BR×Rn), q, L) > 0
such that for any ` ∈ [2δH,H]

[(u− `)−]qWσ,q(BR/2) ≤ C`
qR−σq max

{
|A−`,R|, |A

−
`,R|

1+ q
p−
− q
p+ , |A−`,R|

1+ q
p+
− q
p−
}
,

where A−`,R = BR ∩ {u < `}.

Proof. Let ` ∈ [2δH,H]. The idea of the proof is to estimate [(u − `)−]qWσ,q(BR/2) using

Lemma 4.3 and then applying the Caccioppoli-type inequality to estimate %W s,p(·,·)(BR/2)((u−
`)−). In the following C > 0 denotes a constant depending on n, s, σ, p+(BR×Rn), p−(BR×
Rn), q, and L whose exact value is not important and might change from line to line.

Let r = R/2. First, by Lemma 4.3

[(u− `)−]qWσ,q(Br)
≤ C

ˆ
Br

ˆ
Br

|(u(x)− `)− − (u(y)− `)−|q

|x− y|n+σq
dx dy

≤ C
ˆ
A−`,r

ˆ
Br

|(u(x)− `)− − (u(y)− `)−|q

|x− y|n+σq
dx dy

≤ C max


(
|A−`,r|R

(s−σ)
p+q

p+−q

) p+−q
p+

,

(
|A−`,r|R

(s−σ)
p+q

p+−q

) p−−q
p−


× [(u− `)−]q

W s,p(·,·)(Br)

≤ C max

{
|A−`,r|

p+−q
p+ Rq(s−σ), |A−`,r|

p−−q
p− R

(s−σ)
p+q(p−−q)
(p+−q)p−

}
×max

{(
%W s,p(·,·)(Br)((u− `)−)

) q
p+ ,

(
%W s,p(·,·)(Br)((u− `)−)

) q
p−

}
.
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By Theorem 3.2, we can estimate %W s,p(·,·)(Br)((u− `)−) as follows:

%W s,p(·,·)(Br)((u− `)−) +

ˆ
Br

(u− `)−(x)

ˆ
Br

(u(y)− `)p(x,y)−1
+

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx

≤ C
ˆ
BR

ˆ
BR

∣∣∣∣(u(x)− `)−
R− r

∣∣∣∣p(x,y) dy dx

|x− y|n−(1−s)p(x,y)

+ C

 sup
x∈BR+r

2

ˆ
Rn\BR

(u(y)− `)p(x,y)−1
−

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)

(
2R

R− r

)n+sp(x,y)

dy

 ˆ
BR

(u(x)− `)− dx

=: I1 + I2.

First, we consider I1. By the nonnegativity of u in BR,

I1 = C

ˆ
A−`,R

ˆ
BR

∣∣∣∣(u(x)− `)−
R− r

∣∣∣∣p(x,y) dy dx

|x− y|n−(1−s)p(x,y)

≤ C|A−`,R|
(∣∣∣∣ `

R− r

∣∣∣∣p+

+

∣∣∣∣ `

R− r

∣∣∣∣p−)(R(1−s)p+ +R(1−s)p−
)

≤ C|A−`,R|
(
R−sp+`p+ +R−sp−`p−

)
,

where we used (P1) in the last inequality. Next, we study I2. Note that by the assumption
Rs ≤ δH ≤ ` and (P2), we have

(5.3) R−sp±(BR×BcR)`p±(BR×BcR) ≤ R−sp±`p± .

Using the nonnegativity of u in BR, the tail estimate (5.2), and (5.3):

I2 ≤ C sup
x∈BR+r

2

ˆ
Rn\BR

(u(y)− `)p(x,y)−1
−

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)
dy

ˆ
BR

(u(x)− `)− dx

≤ C sup
x∈BR+r

2

(ˆ
Rn\BR

u(y)
p(x,y)−1
−

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)
dy +

ˆ
Rn\BR

(
`

|y − x0|s

)p(x,y) `−1

|y − x0|n
dy

)
`|A−`,R|

≤ C`|A−`,R|

((
R−sp+(δH)p+−1 +R−sp−(δH)p−−1

)
+
(
`p+(BR×BcR)−1R−sp+(BR×BcR) + `p−(BR×BcR)−1R−sp−(BR×BcR)

))
≤ C|A−`,R|

(
R−sp+`p+ +R−sp−`p−

)
.

Hence, since R < 1,

%W s,p(·,·)(BR/2)((u− `)−) +

ˆ
Br

(u− `)−(x)

ˆ
Br

(u(y)− `)p(x,y)−1
+

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx

≤ C|A−`,R|
(
R−sp+`p+ +R−sp−`p−

)
≤ C|A−`,R|R

−sp+ (`p+ + `p−) .

(5.4)
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Combining the previous estimates, we get

Rσq[(u− `)−]qWσ,q(BR/2)

≤ CRσq max

{
|A−`,r|

p+−q
p+ Rq(s−σ), |A−`,r|

p−−q
p− R

(s−σ)
p+q(p−−q)
(p+−q)p−

}
×max

{(
|A−`,R|R

−sp+ (`p+ + `p−)
)q/p+

,
(
|A−`,R|R

−sp+ (`p+ + `p−)
)q/p−}

=: CRσq max{Υ1,Υ2}max{Φ1,Φ2}.

We need to check the four possible cases for that inequality. Before doing that, note that
since ` ∈ [2δH,H] and Rs ≤ δH, there is a constant C > 0 such that

(5.5) 1 + `p−−p+ ≤ 1 +Rs(p−−p+) ≤ 1 + Ls ≤ C,

where we used (P1).

Case 1: We have by (5.5)

RσqΥ1Φ1 = |A−`,R| (`
p+ + `p−)

q
p+ ≤ C|A−`,R|`

q.

Case 2: By ` ∈ [2δH,H] and the assumptions Hp+−p− ≤ 2 and (P1), we get

RσqΥ1Φ2 = |A−`,R|
1+ q

p−
− q
p+R

sq
p−

(p−−p+)
(`p+ + `p−)

q
p− ≤ C|A−`,R|

1+ q
p−
− q
p+ `q.

Case 3: Using (5.5) together with (P1), we get

RσqΥ2Φ1 = |A−`,R|
1− q

p−
+ q
p+R

(s−σ)
q2(p−−p+)

(p+−q)p− (`p+ + `p−)
q
p+ ≤ C|A−`,R|

1− q
p−

+ q
p+ `q.

Case 4: By Hp+−p− ≤ 2, and (P1), we get

RσqΥ2Φ2 = |A−`,R|R
(sp+−σq)q
p−(p+−q)

(p−−p+)
(`p+ + `p−)

q
p− ≤ C|A−`,R|`

q.

Combining the estimates from the previous four cases, proves the assertion of the lemma. �

We are now in a position to prove the growth lemma. It is the main ingredient for the
proof of the local Hölder regularity estimate.

Lemma 5.2. Let BR = BR(x0) ⊂ Rn with R ∈ (0, 1). Let H > 0, and 0 < σ < s < 1.
Assume that p satisfies (P1) and (P2) in BR, Hp+−p− ≤ 2, and p+ < p∗−, where p± =

p±(BR ×BR) and p∗− = np−
n−σp− . Let u ∈ W s,p(·,·)(Rn) be a weak supersolution to (1.5) in BR

such that (5.1) is satisfied for some γ ∈ (0, 1). Then there exists δ ∈ (0, 1/8], such that, if
Rs ≤ δH and (5.2) is satisfied, then

(5.6) u ≥ δH in BR/4.

The constant δ depends on n, s, σ, p+(BR × Rn), p−(BR × Rn), q, and L.

Proof. The proof follows the ideas of [22, Proof of Lemma 6.3]. Let 0 < δ < 1/8 and
0 < τ ≤ 2−n−1 to be specified later. We first suppose

(5.7) |BR/2 ∩ {u < 2δH}| ≤ τ |BR/2|

and prove the assertion of the lemma under this additional assumption. Afterwards we prove
that this precondition (5.7) is indeed a consequence of the given assumptions of the lemma.
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We use C > 0 for a constant depending on n, s, σ, p+(BR × Rn), p−(BR × Rn), q, and L
whose exact value is not important and that might change from line to line.

The idea to prove the assertion of the lemma is by iteration and the use of Lemma 4.4.
For this purpose, we need to establish some auxiliary results. Let δH ≤ h < k ≤ 2δH and
R
4 ≤ ρ < r ≤ R

2 . Note that by (5.7),

(5.8)

|Bρ ∩ {(u− k)− = 0}| = |Bρ \ {u < k}| ≥ |Bρ| − |BR/2 ∩ {u < 2δH}|

≥ |Bρ| − τ |BR/2| =
(

1− τ
(
R/2

ρ

)n)
|Bρ| ≥ (1− 2nτ) |Bρ|

≥ 1

2
|Bρ|.

Using (5.8), Theorem 2.5 and Lemma 5.1, we have

(5.9)

(k − h)|A−h,ρ|
n−σ
n ≤

(ˆ
A−h,ρ

(k − u(x))
n

n−σ dx

)n−σ
n

≤

(ˆ
Bρ

(u(x)− k)
n

n−σ
− dx

)n−σ
n

≤ C
ˆ
Bρ

ˆ
Bρ

|(u(x)− k)− − (u(y)− k)−|
|x− y|n+σ

dx dy

≤ Ckr−σ max

{
|A−k,r|, |A

−
k,r|

1+ 1
p−
− 1
p+ , |A−k,r|

1+ 1
p+
− 1
p−

}
,

where A−k,r = Br ∩ {u < r}. In the proceeding, we use (5.9) to prove the assertion of the

lemma by iteration. We define for j ∈ N ∪ {0}

rj =
1

4
(1 + 2−j)R, kj = (1 + 2−j)δH, and yj =

|A−kj ,rj |
|Brj |

.

Then rj ∈ (1
4R,

1
2R] and kj ∈ (δH, 2δH]. Choosing k = kj , h = kj+1, ρ = rj+1, and r = rj ,

we get from (5.9)

δH

2j+1

(
yj+1|Brj+1 |

)n−σ
n ≤ C(δH)r−σj max

{
rnj yj , (r

n
j yj)

1+
p+−p−
p+p− , (rnj yj)

1+
p−−p+
p+p−

}
,

which leads to

(5.10) yj+1 ≤ C
(

2jr−nj max

{
rnj yj , (r

n
j yj)

1+
p+−p−
p+p− , (rnj yj)

1+
p−−p+
p+p−

}) n
n−σ

.

If we prove that there are β1, β2, β3 > 0 such that

(5.11) yj+1 ≤ C2
n

n−σ j max
{
y1+β1
j , y1+β2

j , y1+β3
j

}
and y0 is sufficiently small, then we can apply Lemma 4.4 which would prove (5.6). We have
three cases for the maximum in (5.10):

Case 1: In the first case, we have

yj+1 ≤ C2
n

n−σ jy
n

n−σ
j .

Since n
n−σ > 1, this proves the assertion in the first case.
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Case 2: In the second case, using rj ≤ 1 and the fact that its exponent is positive,

yj+1 ≤ C2
n

n−σ jr

p+−p−
p+p−

n
n−σ

j y
n

n−σ+
p+−p−
p+p−

n
n−σ

j ≤ C2
n

n−σ jy
n

n−σ+
p+−p−
p+p−

n
n−σ

j .

Since n
n−σ + p+−p−

p+p−
n

n−σ >
n

n−σ > 1, we have proven the assertion in the second case.

Case 3: In the third case, using (P1), we have

yj+1 ≤ C2
n

n−σ jr
n

(n−σ)p+p−
(p−−p+)

j y
n

n−σ

(
1+ 1

p+
− 1
p−

)
j ≤ C2

n
n−σ jy

n
n−σ

(
1+ 1

p+
− 1
p−

)
j .

Note that by assumption p+ < p∗−, where p∗− = np−
n−σp− , which is equivalent to

p+ < p∗− ⇐⇒
σ

n
>

1

p−
− 1

p+
⇐⇒ n

n− σ

(
1 +

1

p+
− 1

p−

)
> 1.

This completes the proof in this case.

Hence, we have shown (5.11). Note that by (5.7)

y0 =
|A−

2δH,R
2

|

|BR
2
|
≤ τ.

Choosing τ sufficiently small, allows us to apply Lemma 4.4 which yields yj → 0 as j → ∞
and proves (5.6).

In the remainder of the proof, we show (5.7). We prove this assertion by contradiction.
Hence, suppose that (5.7) is not true, i.e.

(5.12) |BR/2 ∩ {u < 2δH}| > τ |BR/2|.

We split the proof into two cases for s ∈ (0, 1). First, when s is sufficiently large, we prove
the assertion using an isoperimetric-type inequality by Cozzi [22, Proposition 5.1]. Second,
in the case of small s, the assertion follows by a direct calculation.

Let s̄ be the constant coming from the isoperimetric-type inequality [22, Proposition 5.1]
(applied for the constant exponent case q and for σ) and let s ∈ [s̄, 1). For given δ, there is a
unique m ∈ N such that

2−m−1 ≤ δ < 2−m.

We define for i = 0, . . . ,m − 1, ki = 2−iH. Note that by definition ki ∈ (2δH,H]. In the
following, we check the conditions to apply [22, Proposition 5.1]. By (5.1) and (5.12), we get

|BR/2 ∩ {(u− ki−1)− ≤ 2−iH}| = |BR/2 ∩ {u ≥ ki}| ≥ |BR/2 ∩ {u ≥ H}| ≥ γ|BR/2|

and

|BR/2 ∩ {(u− ki−1)− ≥ 3 · 2−i−1H}| = |BR/2 ∩ {u ≤ ki+1}| ≥ |BR/2 ∩ {u < 2δH}| ≥ τ |BR/2|

for i = 1, . . . ,m− 2. In order to apply [22, Proposition 5.1], it remains to prove that there is
a constant C > 0 such that

(5.13) ‖(u− ki−1)−‖qLq(BR/2) +Rσq[(u− ki−1)−]qWσ,q(BR/2) ≤ C(ki − ki+1)qRn.

Using the nonnegativity of u in BR, we get

‖(u− ki−1)−‖qLq(BR/2) ≤ Ck
q
i−1R

n.
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Combining this estimate together with Lemma 5.1 for ` = ki−1,

‖(u− ki−1)−‖qLq(BR/2) +Rσq[(u− ki−1)−]qWσ,q(BR/2)

≤ Ckqi−1 max
{
|A−ki−1,R

|, |A−ki−1,R
|1+ q

p−
− q
p+ , |A−ki−1,R

|1+ q
p+
− q
p−
}

≤ C(ki − ki+1)qRn

(5.14)

for some constant C = C(n, s, σ, p+(BR×Rn), p−(BR×Rn), q, L) > 0, where we used (P1) in
the last inequality. This proves (5.13) and therefore, we can apply [22, Proposition 5.1] with
h = ki−1 − ki, k = ki−1 − ki+1, and the function (u− ki−1)−, that yields

(5.15)
(ki − ki+1)

[
|BR/2 ∩ {u ≥ ki}||BR/2 ∩ {u ≤ ki+1}|

]n−1
n

≤ CRn−2+σ[(u− ki−1)−]Wσ,q(BR/2)

∣∣BR/2 ∩ {ki+1 < u ≤ ki}
∣∣ q−1
q .

In the following, we show that this inequality leads to a contradiction. On the one hand, the
left-hand side can be estimated with (5.1) by

(ki − ki+1)
[
|BR/2 ∩ {u ≥ ki}||BR/2 ∩ {u ≤ ki+1}|

]n−1
n ≥ Cki+1

[
Rn|BR/2 ∩ {u < 2δH}|

]n−1
n .

On the other hand, we can estimate the right-hand side, using (5.14), by

Rn−2+σ[(u− ki−1)−]Wσ,q(BR/2)

∣∣BR/2 ∩ {ki+1 < u ≤ ki}
∣∣ q−1
q

≤ CRn−2+n
q ki+1

∣∣BR/2 ∩ {ki+1 < u ≤ ki}
∣∣ q−1
q .

Hence, we get from (5.15)

|BR/2 ∩ {u < 2δH}|
q(n−1)
(q−1)n ≤ CR

n−q
q−1
∣∣BR/2 ∩ {ki+1 < u ≤ ki}

∣∣ .
Summing up this inequality over i = 1, . . . ,m− 2 gives us

(m− 2)
[
|BR/2 ∩ {u < 2δH}|

] q(n−1)
(q−1)n ≤ CR

n−q
q−1
∣∣BR/2∣∣ = CR

q(n−1)
q−1 ,

which leads to

|BR/2 ∩ {u < 2δH}| ≤ CRnm−
n(q−1)
(n−1)q ≤ C|BR/2|| log δ|−

n(q−1)
(n−1)q .

Estimating the left-hand side by (5.12), we get

| log δ|−
n(q−1)
(n−1)q ≥ C.

Hence, choosing δ sufficiently small results in a contradiction and finishes the proof for the
case s ∈ [s̄, 1).

Now let s ∈ (0, s̄). In this case, we get by (5.4), (5.1), and (5.12)

((4δH)p+ + (4δH)p−)Rn−sp+ ≥ C
ˆ
BR/2

ˆ
BR/2

(u(x)− 4δH)
p(x,y)−1
+ (u(y)− 4δH)−

|x− y|n+sp(x,y)
dy dx

≥ C

Rn+sp−

ˆ
BR/2∩{u≥H}

(u(x)− 4δH)p(x,y)−1 dx

ˆ
BR/2∩{u<2δH}

(4δH − u(y))dy

≥ C

Rn+sp−
|BR/2 ∩ {u ≥ H}|min

{(
H

2

)p+−1

,

(
H

2

)p−−1
}

2δH|BR/2 ∩ {u < 2δH}|

≥ CRn−sp−δmin {Hp+ , Hp−} .
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Hence, since by Rsp−−sp+ ≤ Ls by (P1), we get

((4δH)p+ + (4δH)p−) ≥ Cδmin {Hp+ , Hp−} .
Choosing δ sufficiently small leads to a contradiction in this inequality and finishes the proof
of the lemma. �

We would like to emphasize that we made use of Lemma 4.3 in the foregoing proof. For
this reason we were able to prove the growth lemma without using the Sobolev inequality
for variable exponents. It was sufficient to make use the fractional Sobolev inequality for
constant exponents.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. Let x0 ∈ Rn. If p(x0, x0) > n/s, then we can find R > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1)

such that BR(x0) b Ω and u ∈ Cα(BR(x0)) as in the proof of Theorem 1.4. Thus, let us
assume p(x0, x0) ≤ n/s in the rest of the proof. In this case, for given σ ∈ (0, s) we can find
R ∈ (0, 1) such that BR(x0) b Ω and p+(BR(x0) × BR(x0)) < p∗−(BR(x0) × BR(x0)), where

p∗−(BR(x0)×BR(x0)) = np−(BR(x0)×BR(x0))
n−σp−(BR(x0)×BR(x0)) . By Theorem 1.4, u ∈ L∞(BR(x0)).

Let δ ∈ (0, 1) be the constant from Lemma 5.2 and let

(5.16) 0 < α < min

{
s, log4

(
2

2− δ

)
,

sp+(Ω× Rn)

2(p+(Ω× Rn)− 1)

}
be chosen such that the following is satisfied:

(5.17)

ˆ ∞
1

((4t)α − 1)p+(Ω×Rn)−1

t1+sp+(Ω×Rn)
dt+

ˆ ∞
1

((4t)α − 1)p−(Ω×Rn)−1

t1+sp−(Ω×Rn)
dt ≤ δp+(Ω×Rn)−1

2p+(Ω×Rn)nωn
,

where ωn denotes the volume the n-dimensional Euclidean unit ball. We define j0 ∈ N to be
the smallest natural number satisfying

(5.18)

j0 ≥ max

{
sp+({x0} ×Bc

R)

2

∣∣∣∣∣log4

(
δp+({x0}×BcR)−1

2C0

)∣∣∣∣∣ ,
sp−(Ω× Rn)

2

∣∣∣∣∣log4

(
δp−(Ω×Rn)−1

2C0

)∣∣∣∣∣, | log4( δ2)|
s− α

}
,

where C0 := max{1, 2p+(Ω×Rn)}
(

nωn
sp−(Ω×Rn) + 1

)
.

In the following we show that there is a non-increasing sequence (Mj) and a non-decreasing
sequence (mj) in R, such that for all j ∈ N ∪ {0}
(5.19) mj ≤ u ≤Mj in B4−jR(x0) and Mj −mj = Z4−αj ,

where

Z := 2 · 4αj0‖u‖L∞(BR(x0)) +Rs + 1

+

(
Rsp+({x0}×BR(x0)c) sup

x∈B3R/4(x0)

ˆ
Rn\BR(x0)

|u(y)|p(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)
dy

) 1
p+({x0}×BR(x0)c)−1

.

For j ∈ {0, . . . , j0}, we define Mj := 4−αjZ/2 and mj := −4−αjZ/2. Then (5.19) is clearly
satisfied for all j ∈ {0, . . . , j0}. It remains to prove the assertion (5.19) for j > j0. The
proof of the assertion follows by induction. Let us fix j ≥ j0 and assume that (5.19) is true
for all i ∈ {0, . . . , j}. We now construct the elements mj+1 and Mj+1 of the sequences. We
distinguish between two cases.
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First, we assume

(5.20)

∣∣∣∣B 4−jR
2

(x0) ∩
{
u ≥ mj +

Mj −mj

2

}∣∣∣∣ ≥ 1

2

∣∣∣∣B 4−jR
2

(x0)

∣∣∣∣ .
In this case, we define v := u−mj , H :=

Mj−mj
2 and R̃ := 4−jR.

The main idea for constructing mj+1 and Mj+1 is to apply Lemma 5.2 for the function v

and the radius R̃. Hence, we need to verify the requirements of the lemma. Note that by
assumption we have 0 ≤ v ≤ 2H in B

R̃
(x0) and |B

R̃/2
(x0) ∩ {v ≥ H} | ≥ 1

2 |BR̃/2(x0)|. It

remains to prove R̃s ≤ δH and (5.2). First we show R̃s ≤ δH. Note that 2H = Mj −mj =
Z4−αj ≥ Rs4−αj . Since j ≥ j0, we can use (5.18), which leads to

R̃s = 4−jsRs ≤ 4j(α−s)2H ≤ δH.

It remains to prove (5.2). We split Rn \B
R̃

(x0) as follows:

Rn \B
R̃

(x0) = (Rn \BR(x0)) ∪

(
j−1⋃
l=0

B4−lR(x0) \B4−(l+1)R(x0)

)
.

If x ∈ B4−lR(x0) \B4−(l+1)R(x0), then |x− x0| ≥ 4−l−1R and therefore

v(x) = u(x)−mj ≥ ml −Ml + 2H = 2H(−4(−l+j)α + 1)

≥ −2H

((
4|x− x0|

R̃

)α
− 1

)
.

On the other hand, if x ∈ Rn \ BR(x0), we have v(x) ≥ −|u(x)| − Z/2. Now we are in a
position to finalize the verification of (5.2). By the previous estimates on v in Rn \ B

R̃
(x0),

we have

sup
x∈B

3R̃/4
(x0)

ˆ
Rn\B

R̃
(x0)

v−(y)p(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)
dy

≤ sup
x∈B

3R̃/4
(x0)

ˆ
Rn\B

R̃
(x0)

(
2H
((

4|y−x0|
R̃

)α
− 1
))p(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)
dy

+ max{1, 2p+(BR(x0)×Rn)−1} sup
x∈B

3R̃/4
(x0)

ˆ
Rn\BR(x0)

|u(y)|p(x,y)−1 + Zp(x,y)−1

|y − x0|n+sp(x,y)
dy

=: J1 + J2.
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First note, that we can estimate J1 as follows:

J1 ≤
ˆ
Rn\B

R̃
(x0)

(
2H
((

4|y−x0|
R̃

)α
− 1
))p+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1

|y − x0|n+sp+(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)
dy

+

ˆ
Rn\B

R̃
(x0)

(
2H
((

4|y−x0|
R̃

)α
− 1
))p−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1

|y − x0|n+sp−(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)
dy

= nωn(2H)p+(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)−1R̃−sp+(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)

ˆ ∞
1

((4t)α − 1)p+(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)−1

t1+sp+(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)
dt

+ nωn(2H)p−(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)−1R̃−sp−(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)

ˆ ∞
1

((4t)α − 1)p−(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)−1

t1+sp−(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)
dt.

Using p−(Ω× Rn) ≤ p±(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c) ≤ p+(Ω× Rn) and (5.17), we get

ˆ ∞
1

((4t)α − 1)p±(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)−1

t1+sp±(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)
dt

≤
ˆ ∞

1

((4t)α − 1)p+(Ω×Rn)−1

t1+sp+(Ω×Rn)
dt+

ˆ ∞
1

((4t)α − 1)p−(Ω×Rn)−1

t1+sp−(Ω×Rn)
dt

≤ δp+(Ω×Rn)−1

2p+(Ω×Rn)nωn
.

Combing the previous two estimates, we arrive at

J1 ≤
1

2
Hp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1R̃−sp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)δp+(Ω×Rn)−1

+
1

2
Hp−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1R̃−sp−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)δp+(Ω×Rn)−1

≤ 1

2
(δH)p+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1R̃−sp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)

+
1

2
(δH)p−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1R̃−sp−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)

≤ 1

2
(δH)p+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0))−1R̃−sp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0))

+
1

2
(δH)p−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0))−1R̃−sp−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)).

In the last inequality we used that by (P2) and R̃s ≤ δH,

R−sp±(BR(x0)×BR(x0)c)(δH)p±(BR(x0)×BR(x0)c) ≤ R−sp±(BR(x0)×BR(x0))(δH)p±(BR(x0)×BR(x0)).
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Next, we estimate J2 as follows:
(5.21)

J2 ≤ max{1, 2p+(Ω×Rn)−1}R−sp+({x0}×BR(x0)c)Zp+({x0}×BR(x0)c)−1

+ max{1, 2p+(Ω×Rn)−1}

×
ˆ
Rn\BR(x0)

(
Zp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1

|y − x0|n+sp+(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)
+

Zp−(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)−1

|y − x0|n+sp−(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)

)
dy

≤ C0R
−sp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)Zp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1

+ C0R
−sp−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)Zp−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1

= C0(4jR̃)−sp+(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)(4αj2H)p+(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)−1

+ C0(4jR̃)−sp−(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)(4αj2H)p−(B
R̃

(x0)×B
R̃

(x0)c)−1

≤ C04
−sp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)

2
j0Hp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1R̃−sp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)

+ C04
−sp−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)

2
j0Hp−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1R̃−sp−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)

≤ 1

2
(δH)p+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1R̃−sp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)

+
1

2
(δH)p−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)−1R̃−sp−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)c)

≤ 1

2
(δH)p+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0))−1R̃−sp+(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0))

+
1

2
(δH)p−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0))−1R̃−sp−(B

R̃
(x0)×B

R̃
(x0)),

where we used the definition of Z, (P2), (5.16) and (5.18). Note that the constant C0 comes
from (5.18). Combining the estimates of J1 and J2, proves (5.2).

Hence, we can apply Lemma 5.2, which leads to

u ≥ mj + δH = mj + δ
Mj −mj

2
= mj +

δ4−αjZ

2
> mj + 4−αj(1− 4−α)Z in B

R̃/4
(x0),

where we used (5.16) in the last inequality. Hence, choosing Mj+1 = Mj and mj+1 =
mj + 4−αj(1− 4−α)Z proves (5.19) for the case (5.20).

In the second case∣∣∣∣B 4−jR
2

(x0) ∩
{
u ≥ mj +

Mj −mj

2

}∣∣∣∣ < 1

2

∣∣∣∣B 4−jR
2

(x0)

∣∣∣∣ ,
we can proceed similarly and consider the function v := Mj − u. In this case, we can choose
the members of the sequences to be of the form Mj+1 = Mj−4−αj(1−4−α)Z and mj+1 = mj .
This completes the construction of the sequences (Mj) and (mj) and completes the proof of
(5.19). Now the local Hölder regularity follows in a standard way. �
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Anal. Non Linéaire, 33(5):1279–1299, 2016.

[28] E. Di Nezza, G. Palatucci, and E. Valdinoci. Hitchhiker’s guide to the fractional Sobolev spaces. Bull.
Sci. Math., 136(5):521–573, 2012.



28 JAMIL CHAKER AND MINHYUN KIM

[29] L. Diening. Maximal function on generalized Lebesgue spaces Lp(·). Math. Inequal. Appl., 7(2):245–253,
2004.
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Theory Methods):295–318, 1999.

[35] X. Fan and D. Zhao. On the spaces Lp(x)(Ω) and Wm,p(x)(Ω). J. Math. Anal. Appl., 263(2):424–446, 2001.
[36] M. Felsinger and M. Kassmann. Local regularity for parabolic nonlocal operators. Comm. Partial Differ-

ential Equations, 38(9):1539–1573, 2013.
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[44] O. Kováčik and J. Rákosńık. On spaces Lp(x) and W k,p(x). Czechoslovak Math. J., 41(116)(4):592–618,
1991.

[45] T. Kuusi, G. Mingione, and Y. Sire. Nonlocal self-improving properties. Anal. PDE, 8(1):57–114, 2015.
[46] P. Marcellini. Regularity of minimizers of integrals of the calculus of variations with nonstandard growth

conditions. Arch. Rational Mech. Anal., 105(3):267–284, 1989.
[47] P. Marcellini. Regularity and existence of solutions of elliptic equations with p, q-growth conditions. J.

Differential Equations, 90(1):1–30, 1991.
[48] J. Ok. Harnack inequality for a class of functionals with non-standard growth via De Giorgi’s method.

Adv. Nonlinear Anal., 7(2):167–182, 2018.
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