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GLOBAL SMOOTH SOLUTIONS TO THE LANDAU-COULOMB EQUATION IN [3/2
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ABSTRACT. We consider the homogeneous Landau equation in R3 with Coulomb potential and initial data
in polynomially weighted L3/2. We show that there exists a smooth solution that is bounded for all positive
times. The proof is based on short-time regularization estimates for the Fisher information, which, combined
with the recent result of Guillen and Silvestre, yields the existence of a global-in-time smooth solution.
Additionally, if the initial data belongs to LP with p > 3/2, there is a unique solution.

At the crux of the result is a new e-regularity criterion in the spirit of the Caffarelli-Kohn-Nirenberg
theorem: a solution which is small in weighted L3/2 is regular. Although the L3/2 norm is a critical
quantity for the Landau-Coulomb equation, using this norm to measure the regularity of solutions presents
significant complications. For instance, the L3/2 norm alone is not enough to control the L> norm of the
competing reaction and diffusion coefficients. These analytical challenges caused prior methods relying on
the parabolic structure of the Landau-Coulomb to break down.

Our new framework is general enough to handle slowly decaying and singular initial data, and provides
the first proof of global well-posedness for the Landau-Coulomb equation with rough initial data.
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1. INTRODUCTION

We consider the homogeneous Landau equation on R? with Coulomb potential,

(1.1) O f =V - (AlfIVf = Valf]f).
Here the non-local coeflicients A[f] and a[f] are given by convolutions:
II(v) . 1 VRV
Alf] = * alf] = (-A = * I(v) = Id — —5.
=gl = A = e ) =10- 55

The mathematical investigation of equation (1.1) has witnessed remarkable activity over the past three
decades, leading to significant advancements and culminating in the recent breakthrough result by Guillen
and Silvestre in [26]. In [20], they consider C'! initial data with Maxwellian upper bounds and show the
existence and uniqueness of a global-in-time classical solution to (1.1). Their proof relies on a novel approach
to the equation that enables them to prove that the Fisher information, defined via

e IV 2
0= [ =1Vl
is monotone decreasing. Then, by a standard Sobolev embedding, the Fisher information controls the L3
norm uniformly in time. Consequently, the coefficients A[f] and Va[f] are bounded! for all times ¢ > 0.
Combined with the known lower bound on A[f], (1.1) becomes a uniformly parabolic equation. Global
regularity then follows via several approaches. One approach, taken in [26], is to use the maximum principle
to propagate bounds on the initial data. Another approach, taken here, is to use parabolic regularization
estimates to show smoothing effects for less regular initial data (see Theorem 1.2). The important point is
that the a priori estimate on the Fisher information rigorously justifies that (1.1) is a parabolic equation
with bounded (uniformly in time) measurable coefficients. This satisfactorily addresses the well-posedness
theory for (1.1) for smooth and rapidly decaying initial data.

By contrast, the global well-posedness for rough, slowly decaying initial data, meaning initial data with
bounded mass, temperature, and Boltzmann entropy, remains unknown. Notably, regularity and uniqueness
for H-solutions, first constructed by Villani in [38] and later revisited by Desvillettes in [11], are still unknown.
One approach in this program is to prove existence of strong solutions under minimal assumptions on the
initial data and show uniqueness of these strong solutions among a larger class of weak solutions.

In this manuscript, we establish the global in time existence of smooth solutions to (1.1) for slowly decaying
initial data in L3/2. We show that such solutions satisfy the quantitative short time regularization estimates:

C , C
sup [|f(t)lp~ <—  and sup i(f(t)) < —.
0<t<1 3 0<t<1 3
Since the Fisher information becomes instantaneously finite, we adapt the main result of [26] to our setting

and continue the local-in-time solutions to global-in-time solutions. We also prove existence of smooth
solutions with initial data in L? for any p > 3/2. In this case, we additionally show uniqueness.

Previous existence results for smooth solutions considered L™ data [4,28,29] , L? data [0], H' data [12],
and recently LP data with p > 3/2 [18,19].? Each of these works considers either global-in-time solutions
for initial data close to equilibrium or local-in-time solutions for general initial data. Furthermore, each of
these results requires the initial data to belong in a space which embeds into LP for some p > 3/2. The value
p = 3/2 is a threshold for the boundedness of the coefficients (A[f] can be unbounded for f € L?/2 ) and
also a threshold for time integrability of || f(¢)||r=. Consequently, p = 3/2 is the threshold at which most
known analytical techniques break down and no longer apply.

Literature: Following its introduction by Landau in [31], the Landau equation rapidly became one of
the most important mathematical equations for modeling collisional plasmas. The Landau equation first
appeared in the literature as a variant of the Boltzmann equation for particles interacting by a Coulomb
potential. Indeed, using methods developed for the Boltzmann equation in [14, 15, 34], one can construct
renormalized solutions to the Landau equation and show rigorously that the Boltzmann equation converges
to the Landau equation in a grazing collision limit [1, 13,37]. Separately, the Landau collision operator

ITechnically, Va[f] belongs to L>°(0,T; LP) with 3/2 < p < +oo if f € L*(0,T; L?).
2Technically, each of these results with the exception of Arsenev-Peskov [4] requires a weighted a version of the space or
additional L' moments.
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was also derived as a nonlinear version of a Fokker-Planck operator to describe particles that interact and
exchange only small amount of momentum during collisions [32].

The mathematical understanding of the Landau equation has come quite far in the past few decades,
with fundamental contributions in many different directions. Given the extensive body of work on the
Landau equation, our overview focuses primarily on works concerning the homogeneous Landau equation
with Coulomb potential. For a discussion of other potentials and the inhomogeneous equation, we direct
readers to the review paper of Silvestre [36]. Relevant to the present work, particularly from an analytical
standpoint, are noteworthy contributions that can be summarized, albeit incompletely, as follows: (i) The
existence and uniqueness of smooth solutions for short times [19]. (ii) Global existence and uniqueness
of smooth solutions with initial data near Maxwellian. Most relevant here are the ones by Carrapatoso
and Mischler [9], Desvillettes, He and Jiang [12], Golding, Gualdani, and Loher [18], along with Guo [27]
and related references. (iii) Conditional uniqueness and regularity, focusing on conditions ensuring the
global well-posedness of solutions for arbitrarily large times. This line of research includes investigations
by Silvestre [35], Gualdani and Guillen [24, 25], Alonso, Bagland, Desvillettes, Lods [3], Fournier [17], and
Chern and Gualdani [23]. (iv) Partial regularity [20,21]. (v) Study of modified models that pertain the same
difficulties of the Landau equation but seem analytically more tractable, explored in works by Gressman,
Krieger and Strain [22,30] and Gualdani and Guillen [24]. (vi) Efforts directed at ruling out blow-up profiles
initiated with the work of Bedrossian, Gualdani, and Snelson [5] and culminated in the recent work of Guillen
and Silvestre [26]. Noteworthy is the very recent proof of blow-up for a modified Landau equation by Chen
in [10].

Main results: Throughout the manuscript we assume that

(12) fin >0, (/ =1, /1vﬁn==Q and /"|m2ﬁn::&
]R3 R3 RS

We also denote by LP, the space of measurable functions such that

1/p
1 fllpe = (/11%3 TP ()™ dv) < +o0.

Our main results are summarized in the following theorems:
Theorem 1.1. (Local-in-Time well-posedness) Let % < p < 4o0. If the initial data f;, is such that
fm<v)% € LP(R?), then there exists a smooth solution f :[0,T] x R — R to (1.1) such that

3
(1.3) HfHC([O,T];Lg/2) + sup 2 [|f(t)]ze S C(fin)-
0<t<T

Moreover, if p > 3/2, this solution is unique among all smooth solutions® g : [0, T] x R — R* to (1.1) which
obtain the initial data in the following sense:
(1) lim g(t) = fin in the sense of distributions

t—0+

(2) g€ LT(O,T;LS/Q) for some pair (r,q), 3/2<q < o0,

95— 3 <r < oo.

The L?/? — L™ regularization estimate in (1.3) agrees with the regularization rate observed for the heat
equation. However, we conjecture that the LP — L regularization rate of the heat equation is subobtimal
for the Landau diffusion operator, when p < 3/2, as predicted in [6,25]. The enhanced regularization rate is
expected because the diffusion operator V - (A[f]V f) behaves more nonlinearly if p < 3/2. Let us comment
further on the meaning of the threshold p = 3/2. First, we recall that for any function f, the diffusion matrix
is uniformly bounded below as

Alfl(w,t) 2 eo (0) 1,
where ¢y only depends on the mass, energy, and entropy of f. One is then led to the toy problem:

(1.4) uy = Au + u?.

3More precisely, following [19], we assume g is a locally bounded H-solution: we assume g is a distributional solution;
we assume the entropy dissipation of g belongs to L(0,T); and we assume g satisfies the additional regularity assumption
g € L>®(s,T; L>=(Q)) for each s > 0 and Q C R compact. It is well-known that such solutions are necessarily qualitatively
smooth. This technical regularity assumption is solely to ensure that truncations of g are admissible as test functions for (1.1).
We expect this assumption is unnecessary and can be removed.
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and the associated l-parameter scaling uy = M2u(A\?*t, A\x). This scaling preserves (1.4) and leaves the
L>(0,T, L3/?) norm invariant. In this sense, the L3/2 norm is critical with respect to the scaling of this toy
problem. This analogy is, however, simultaneously both helpful and misleading. This comparison is helpful
in identifying the L?/? as an important norm for Landau, but not critical in the usual scaling sense. This
is the motivation for the e-regularity criterion, presented in Section 4, which shows that if a solution to the
Landau equation (1.1) is small in a (critical) weighted L3/? norm, then the solution is smooth. Because
the smallness required by the e-regularity criterion cannot be directly removed, we are not able to show
regularization estimates of the form L°°(0,T,L%?) — L*(t,T,L>), nor are we able to propagate L3/2
directly. Instead, we can replace the smallness by estimates of the form C(0,T, L3/?) — L*°(t, T, L>) and
quantitatively propagate continuity in L3/2 by solving a system of coupled differential inequalities. While
the comparison to (1.4) provides inspiration for the smoothing estimates, the standard techniques for the
semilinear heat equation and for the incompressible three-dimensional Navier-Stokes equation do not apply
here, due to the nonlinear and nonlocal nature of (1.1) and the presence of the unbounded coefficients.

For all positive times, the solution constructed in Theorem 1.1 is smooth and the notion of solution
is unambiguous. However, the initial data is rough, and the sense in which the initial data is obtained
is a delicate point, especially when considering uniqueness. For p = 3/2, the solution f does not belong

to L1(0,T,L>), and the uniqueness result by Fournier [17] does not apply. Nevertheless, we expect this
solution to be unique among smooth solutions in the class C([0,T7; Lg;g), but the proof is still open. For

readers interested in investigating uniqueness, we note that the solutions constructed here in the p = 3/2
case additionally satisfy:
fELTT(0,T;LY,) ifqe[3/2,00),  Vf¥'eL*0,T;L3),), and lim ¢ f(t)] o = O
t—0

Note that the unweighted p = oo result of Arsenev-Peskov [4] fits naturally in our framework. Our decay
assumptions are less restrictive in terms of weights than the ones in [3] used to show conditional regularity.
This is a result of a new (weighted) e-Poincaré inequality used to rigorously show uniqueness (see Lemma 7.5).
The proof of Lemma 7.5 follows from the Caffarelli-Kohn-Nirenberg inequality and is located in Appendix
C. The integrability condition f € Li and the normalization (1.2) for f are used solely in the lower bound
for A[f].

To obtain global-in-time solutions from Theorem 1.1 we use the monotonicity of the Fisher information
proved by Guillen and Silvestre in [26]. Their framework, as stated, requires C* initial data with Maxwellian
tails. We cannot expect that the solutions constructed in Theorem 1.1 satisfy these assumptions for generic
initial data. Instead, we use the following adaptation of their result:

Theorem 1.2. Suppose g, € L, for some m > 6 and g, € VVllocl has finite Fisher information®. Then,

there is a unique global-in-time smooth solution to (1.1) with initial datum g, and decreasing Fisher infor-
mation.

The proof of Theorem 1.2 uses an approximation argument that ensures the Guillen-Silvestre a priori
estimates can be applied here. Consequently, applying Theorem 1.2, we obtain the following global-in-time
existence result:

Theorem 1.3. (Global-in-time Fxistence) Fix % <p< oo, m>6, and mg > 9/2, and initial data fi, such
that
mo — 3

for some a >0 and k <
p—1

1 a

Then, (1.1) admits a global-in-time smooth solution f : [0,00) x R® — R with initial data fi,. Moreover,
f has decreasing Fisher information, which satisfies the short-time smoothing estimate:

2
(1.6) /R3 |V;”| v < C@p, kémmfm)

4There are two reasonable definitions for the Fisher information of a general nonnegative function g € L'(R3) that will

for 0<t<l.

be used frequently, namely {|\/§{|f{1 and Hg’l |Vg|2HL17 with the convention that the integrand is 0 on the set {g = 0}. We

remind the reader that under the mild assumption that g € Wllocl these definitions are equivalent up to a factor of four.
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Remark 1.4. There is an implicit compatibility condition hidden within assumption (1.5). Namely, the lower
bound (v) " must belong to L2, N Lk . This holds if

mo — 3 mo + 3

0 2k>max( 0+ ,m+3).
p—1 P

In particular, this compatibility condition is satisfied for initial data f;, satisfying

fin € L¥*(Bg), fin 21 on Bg, fin ~ 0| ™" for |v] > R,

provided k& > 9.

Theorem 1.3 is NOT proved by iterating Theorem 1.1. Instead, Theorem 1.1 is used to show that
solutions to (1.1) with initial data satisfying (1.5) satisfy the regularization estimates (1.3) and (1.6) for a
short time. We then apply Theorem 1.2 with g¢;,, = f(¢) for any small time ¢ > 0 to obtain a global solution.
Global existence fundamentally relies upon the L' moments and the Fisher information, which are the only
quantities besides the entropy we know how to propagate for all time.

Let us comment briefly on (1.6). In fact, (1.6) is a consequence of the decay of the Fisher information
i(f) and the bound i(f) € L}, .(R"). The L' bound on the Fisher information is obtained by combining
pointwise lower bounds for f with the weighted L? estimates for V f. Because the Landau equation does not
generate polynomial lower bounds, we need to propagate a pointwise lower bound from the initial data. We
note that this assumption has the undesirable side effect of precluding vacuum regions in the initial data.
We expect that the pointwise lower can be weakened to a lower bound in an L? sense, but do not pursue this
here. Moreover, to overcome the technical difficulties created by A[f] being unbounded at time 0 for p = 3/2,
we take a Stampacchia approach to the maximum principle. Additionally, one could conceivably obtain a
version of Theorem 1.3 for initial data with Gaussian or stretched exponential tails, using the extensive study
of weighted L? estimates in [J].

It is natural to ask whether the regularization estimates found in Theorem 1.1 hold for all time. Since we
are not iterating Theorem 1.1 to produce a global solution, it is unclear in what form the estimates fond in
Theorem 1.1 hold for arbitrarily large times. Using known regularization techniques, one can show that for
t > 0 the function f can be bounded as

(1.7) £+ Dl < CULOllzy, > 1FOlls) < CUSO e, »i(F()))-

While the Fisher information decays, the Ll moments may grow at most linearly in time, raising the
possibility of infinite time blow-up. However, taking m > 16 in (1.5), one can show that the Lé+ norm of
f(¢) is bounded uniformly in time (for a precise reference see [12, Lemma 2.1]). As expected, this rules out
infinite time blow-up for initial data satisfying (1.5). Previously, the results in [12] quantitatively ruled out
infinite time blow up for H'! initial datum using a novel monotonicity formula connecting the H' norm to
the relative entropy. Alternatively, [20] qualitatively ruled out infinite time blow up via estimates on the
Hausdorff dimension of the singular set of suitable H-solutions. See also [21] for related partial regularity
results in space-time.

While (1.7) shows non-degeneracy for large time, more precise estimates can be obtained to study the
convergence to equilibrium. Using the estimates in Section 7 with p = 2 modified for h = f — p (instead of
f), we extend known convergence to equilibrium results in L' (see [3, Theorem 2]) and L? (see [0, Corollary
1.3]) to L°°:

Corollary 1.5. For any smooth, rapidly decaying f that solves Landau, and any m > 9/2,

(18) 1FT) ~ il S sup [1F(0) = 5 + 17(0) — 25
T t<T

If fin has finite Fisher information and fi, € L*(exp(\ (v)®)) for some s € (0,1/2) and \ > 0, then
(19) 1A = pll e Sens exp (~Rot?).
for some Mg = Xo(5, A, fin)-

The regularization estimate (1.8) is proved using a De Giorgi iteration that has essentially appeared in
the authors’ previous work as [18, Proposition 4.1]. A detailed proof can be found in the first author’s
dissertation as Proposition 4.12 and Proposition 4.13.
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The asymptotic behavior in (1.9) then follows combining known results on convergence to equilibrium in
weighted L! (specifically [, Theorem 2]), weighted L? (specifically [0, Theorem 1.1]), and the monotonicity
of the Fisher information for polynomial localized solutions proved in Theorem 1.2) above.

Open Problems: Given the rapid recent development of the theory for the homogeneous Landau equa-
tion, we collect here some interesting open problems. We emphasize problems whose resolution, in our
opinion, would advance the understanding of the collision operator in a manner that can be transferred to
the physical inhomogeneous Landau equation.

e Regularization estimates for smooth solutions using only the mass, energy, and entropy. That is,
do suitably nice solutions to (1.1) satisfy L>(0,T; L3 N Llog L) — L*(t,T; L>°) estimates? If so,
can one verify the conjectured regularization rate of %?

e A study of L* solutions, with only locally finite mass: Such solutions appear naturally in the
study of local regularity as the limit of suitable rescaling procedures (zooming in about a single
point). Additionally, self-similar solutions necessarily have infinite mass. See [3(] for a more in
depth discussion.

e Existence of additional Lypanov functionals: For example, are there monotone weighted quantities?
Are there higher order functionals, such as the derivatives of the Fisher information, which are
monotone?

Outline: The rest of the paper is divided as follows: In Section 2 we introduce several known results
without proof, as well as frequently used technical tools (i.e. embeddings and interpolation estimates). In
Section 3, we recall short time well posedness results and prove Theorem 1.2. The rest of the paper is then
devoted to proofs of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.3. The proofs split into two distinct cases, p = 3/2 and
p > 3/2. Section 4, Section 5, and Section 6 are devoted to the case p = 3/2. In Section 4, we prove novel
L3/? — L™ regularization estimates for smooth solutions using the De Giorgi method. In Section 5, we
use an ODE argument to propagate the L3/2 norm for a short time. Combined with the L™ regularization
estimates, additional higher regularity estimates, and a compactness argument we deduce the p = 3/2 case
of Theorem 1.1. In Section 6, we propagate the lower bound of the initial data using a barrier argument
and perform additional weighted estimates to show that under the hypotheses of Theorem 1.3, the Fisher
information becomes instantaneously finite, which concludes the proof of Theorem 1.3 for the p = 3/2 case.
In Section 7, we show the analogous regularization estimates for p > 3/2 and show Theorem 1.1 for the
p > 3/2 case. In Section 8, we show Theorem 1.3 for the p > 3/2 case.

2. KNOWN RESULTS AND TECHNICAL LEMMAS

It is known that L'-moments of any order s > 2 grow at most linearly in time.

Lemma 2.1 (Propagation of L' moments [%, Lemma 2.1]). Let k > 2. Fir a non-negative initial datum
fin € Lt N Llog L satisfying the normalization (1.2). Suppose f : RT x R® — R* is any weak solution of
(1.1) with initial datum f;,. Then, for each t > 0,

f(t,v) (v)k dv < C(1+1t).
R3

We will often use the uniqueness result due to Fournier:

Theorem 2.2 (Uniqueness [17, Theorem 2]). Suppose f, g :[0,T] x R® — RT are solutions to (1.1) in the
sense of distributions with the same initial datum fi, € L and both belong to L>(0,T; L) N L1 (0,T; L>).
Then, f(t) = g(t) for all0 <t <T.

Moreover, we collect all bounds on the coefficients in the following lemmas. We generally require mass,
energy and entropy of f to be bounded uniformly. If we know that f € LP for some p > 1, then the entropy
bound follows naturally from the L? bound.

Lemma 2.3. Suppose f : R? — RT satisfies for any p > 1

o<mo< [ savsan, [ pPrav< s, fPdv < K.
R3 R3 R3
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Then,
[, 711081 dv < Cmo, Mo, Eo. K. ).
R

We then state the uniform lower bound satisfied by the diffusion coefficient. Note that by the previous
Lemma, we can relax the entropy bound by the L? bound on f, if p > 1. This ellipticity result is by now
standard in the literature.

Lemma 2.4. Suppose f:R3 = RT satisfies

0<m0§/ f dv < My, / lv]*f dv < Ej, / flog(f)] dv < Hy.
RS RS RS
Then, there is a constant co = co(mo, Mo, Eo, Ho) such that

Alf)w) > 51
(v)
Moreover, we collect standard upper bounds on the coefficients in the following statement. A reference
can for example be found in [9, Lemma 4.2].

Lemma 2.5. For each 1 <p <3/2 < g < o0,

q

< LFIPSE | )5S < fE e R
IA M e S IANZ £ IIES and  [JA[fll e S A2 NFIIES
For each 1 <p <3 <q< o0,

IVa[fll e SIFEEEIAIET  and  [Valfllle S 115 IFILE -
For any3<p<ooandm>3(p—1),
Valf)w)| + VAL ©)] < )2 1f s -

Finally, we repeatedly use weighted interpolation and weighted Sobolev estimates. For the convenience
of the reader, we collect these estimates in the following lemma. Its proof may be found in the Appendix A.

Lemma 2.6 (Sobolev and Interpolation Inequalities). For each k > 3, there are C; = Ci(k) > 0 and
Co = Co(k) > 0 so that for all f € S(R?),

vgk*gﬁv% )0 2 dw o) 3 2 do.
(2.1) ([ rw) o [ @ rasa | w vk

Moreover, let 1 < p < q < 3p < oco. Then, for any f € S(R3),

3(a—p)

(22) [t <etn ([ <v>mfpdv>gg_pq(/R v ) T

where

o 2k — (k= 3)B3q¢—3p)
3p—q

3. PRIOR WELL-POSEDNESS RESULTS AND PROOF OF THEOREM 1.2

First, we state a local well-posedness result for subcritical norms, that is for p > 3/2, without any velocity
weights. The result is taken from [19].

=

. For

Theorem 3.1 (From [19, Theorem 1.1, Corollary 1.2, Theorem 1.3]). Fiz p > 2 and let m > %;’:
any given M, H and fi,, € Ly, N LP(R®) satisfying

falliy <3 and [ funlog(fin)] do < B,
R

there exists 0 < T = T(p,m, M, H) such that equation (1.1) admits a unique smooth solution on (0,T) x R3
such that limy_ o+ || f(t) — finllp» = 0. This solution satisfies, for t € (0,T), the smoothing estimate

(3.1) 1F®ll = < Cop,m, M. H) (14777 )

[
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where f* = B*(p,m) € (0,1) is explicitly computable. The mazimal time T* for which f can be uniquely
continued as a smooth solution is characterized by limy sp- f(t)||Lp(R3) = +oo0.

Next, we state a very recent result by Guillen-Silvestre [26] on the global well-posedness for C! initial
datum with sufficient decay. The proof is based on showing that the Fisher information i(f) is monotone
decreasing as a function of time:

Theorem 3.2 (From [26, Theorem 1.2]). Let fo : R® — [0,00) be an initial datum that is C* and satisfies
fo(v) < Coexp (—B |v|2) for some positive parameters Co and 3. Assume also that fo has finite Fisher

information. Then there is a unique C solution f : [0,00) x R® — [0, 00) to the Landau equation (1.1) with
initial datum f(0,v) = fo(v). For any positive time, this function f is strictly positive, in the Schwartz space,
and bounded above by a Mazwellian. The Fisher information i(f) is non-increasing.

The proof of Theorem 1.2 relies on approximating rough slowly, decaying initial data by initial data
satisfying the hypotheses of Theorem 3.2. However, because the Fisher information is a nonlinear quantity, we
will need to use a particular approximation. The following lemma will be used to construct the approximation:

Lemma 3.3. For any R > 0, there is a radial, monotone decreasing n € C°(R3) that satisfies:

1 ifz e Br(0) ovi—
0 if x ¢ Bag(0), R ’

)

C
0<n<l1, 77(96)={ IVnIST\/ﬁ and |V <

where C 1s a universal constant.

The proof is based on the standard construction of a smooth partition of unity in differential geometry.
For completeness, we provide a proof in Appendix B. We are now ready to prove an analogue of Theorem
3.2 for polynomially decaying initial data:

Proof of Theorem 1.2. We prove the theorem first for fo € C*°. For R > 0, fix nr as in Lemma 3.3 and
approximate fo by

for = fo(0)nr(v) + (1 = nr(v)e 7.
Note that fo r € C*°, fo,r has Gaussian tails, and fo g — fo pointwise as R — co. Also,

(3.2) /RS ()" | fo,r — fol dv < /}RB\BR(O) (o)™ (fo(v) + e*\UIQ) dv,

which converges to 0 since fo € L},. A similar argument gives fo r — fo in L?. We show next that the Fisher
information converges. For |v| < R, we have fo r = fo. On the other hand, for |v| > 2R, fo.r = e“”'z, SO

we have )
\%
/ | f07R| dv S/ |v|2e—\v|2 dv,
R3\Bar fO7R R3\Bgr

which evidently converges to 0 as R — oo. It remains to bound terms on the intermediate annulus Ag given
by R < |v| < 2R. We start by computing

Vfo.r = Vho(0)na(v) + fo(v)Vir(v) +  [(1 = na(v)e ]

and so by Cauchy Schwarz inequality,

2 2 —|v|? 2
/ ¥ ol dvé/ IV fo () > nr(v)2 + fo(v)? |Vna(v)| +‘v[(1—nR(v))e \|” A
AR AR

fo,r fo,r
The first term we control as
2 2 2
ne [ WAOLmeR,, [ AL,
Ag fonr(v) Ag 0

Because i(f;,) < 0o, the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem implies I; converges to 0 as R — co. We
control the second term using the specific form of ng:

2
Jo@P VI 4, < cp-2 [ fo0)dv < CR2,

I <
AR fOTIR(U) AR
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which converges to 0 as R — 0co. We control the third term similarly:

[V [(1 = () exp(—1)] | 2o gy [ ey VRO
A e e e A AL e b mr L

The first term converges to 0 again as R — oo, since the exponential dominates any polynomial. The second

term also converges to 0 as R — co, where we use the specific form of 1 —ng to conclude. Thus, we we have
shown

ngnoo i(fo.r) = i(fo)-

We now use Theorem 3.2 to deduce that for any R > 1, there exists fr : [0,00) x R® — [0, 00) solving (1.1)
with initial datum fo g, and whose Fisher information is monotonically decreasing. The Sobolev embedding
H'(R3) < LO(R?) implies that || fr(t)|| ;s < Ci(fo.r) for each t > 0 and R > 1. Using the propagation of L'
moments in Lemma 2.1, we apply Theorem 3.1 with initial data fr(¢) for any ¢ € [0,T]. By uniqueness of
L}, .(R*; L) weak solutions, we conclude that fg satisfies the smoothing estimate (3.1): for any T' > 0 and

loc

any t € (0,7,
(Ol < (sup 15mOle s [Fn(Olly ) (1567
0<t<T 0<t<T

for some explicit * € (0,1). Therefore, there is an f : [0,00) x R® — [0, 00) such that as R — oo, fr — f
weak starly in L°°(0,T; L?), and weakly in L} (RT; L*°). By well-known higher regularity estimates (used
in more detail below as Lemma 5.4), fg — f in C*(Q) for any k € N and any Q C (0,00) x R? compact.
This is certainly sufficient to conclude f is a smooth solution to (1.1) with initial data f.

Further, by the Banach-Alaoglu theorem and monotonicity of the i(fz(t)), v/f € L™(R*; H') and

\/?H; < liminf sup \/fR—(t)H; = hRHLioré“(fO’R) = ilfo).

R—00 yepr+
To summarize, we have shown for any smooth fy with finite Fisher information, there is a unique global-in-
time smooth solution f to Landau with initial datum fy. This smooth solution satisfies the bounds

i(f(t)) <i(fo)  and sup 7 | f(®)ll o < Clfolla, +i(fo),m,T) for each T > 0.
0<t<T

sup i(f(t)) = sup
teR+ teRT

Finally, using uniqueness, we can show that f has decreasing Fisher information. In particular, fix 0 < s <t
and apply this result to f(s) to construct another solution f with initial data f;, = f(s). By construction,
i(f(t)) < i(fin) = i(f(s)). By the uniqueness from Theorem 2.2, f(r) = f(s + 7) for all 7 > 0. Taking

T =1 — s, we conclude i(f(t)) = i(f(t)) <i(f(s)).

This concludes the proof if fy is qualitatively smooth. If fy € V[/lloc1 is not smooth, then one can approxi-

mate fy by
2
fos = (% *\/ fo(')) ;

where s is a standard mollifier. The seemingly strange choice of approximation is exactly to easily imply
i(fo.s) — i(fo) as & — 0". Sending 6 — 0T one then concludes in the same manner as when taking
R — . g

4. AN e-REGULARITY CRITERION FOR LANDAU-COULOMB

In this section, we derive a smoothing estimate based on a De Giorgi argument for smooth functions.
Variants of the De Giorgi method have been used previously in [2, 3, 18-21] to obtain L* regularization
estimates for homogeneous kinetic equations. The novelty of the method presented here is that we use an
L3/%-based control quantity and use crucially the translation invariance of the estimates in the level set
parameter. The main result of this section is the following e-regularity criterion:

Proposition 4.1. Let c¢o > 0 arbitrary and let f : [0,T] x R® — R* a smooth, rapidly decaying solution to
(1.1) satisfying (1.2) with A[f] > co (v) 1. Then, there is a constant g9 > 0, depending only on co, such
that if [ satisfies

T
()= s [0 -8 a0 [ w2 v - x| <,

o<T<T
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for some threshold K > 0, then
f(rv) SCHK + 1)+ C*e¥3¢7! for each (1,v) € [t,T] x R3,
where C* > 0 depends only on cy.

We start by noting that for any smooth, rapidly decaying solution to (1.1), Lemma 2.4 and Lemma 2.3
imply that there is some ¢y > 0 such that

Alflv) 2 —5

Step 1: Introduction of Level Sets and Weighted Energy Functional

For f a solution to (1.1) and for any ¢ € R™, we denote the level set function

fe(t,v) := (f(t,v) =€)+ = max(f(t,v) — £,0).

We now define our main weighted energy functional associated to f: for 0 < T} < T, < T and £ € RT,

Ts 2
E(Th,Ts) : = sup / <v>9/2 f§/2 dv +/ / <v>3/2 ’Vf?ﬂl’ dv.
RS T JR3

T <t<Ts

Our first main goal is showing the following nonlinear inequality: for any £ > k> 0and 0 < Ty < Ty < T3 <

T,

N 1 +51/ (TLTy) 1+t 2
(C=k)(T=T) (=K (LK) ((—k)?

(11) &, T3) < C ] &1y, Ty),

where C' depends on ¢y. To prove (4.1), we will show a slightly more precise bound. It will be convenient at
times to work with each half of £ separately, therefore we introduce the following auxiliary functionals:

Ae(T1,T3) : = sup /<U>9/2fe3/2d”
RS

Ty <t<To>
(4.2) . )
_ 3/2 3/4
Bg(Tl,Tg):_/ / (v) ’wg ’ dvdt.
T R3

Step 2: Differential Inequality

We begin with the computation of the L? norm of the level set function f,. This computation will be
used frequently throughout the remainder of the paper.

Lemma 4.2. For f:[0,T] x R — R* a solution to (1.1), the following differential inequality holds for each
£>0, for each 1 < p < oo and m >0,

d m pp m— P m ep
3 Lo aavs [ w2 wse [ o gt avs cQall. o [ o iz

a3 U
+C€2/ (W)™ 7 do,
RS

where the constant C depends only on ¢y, p, and m.

Testing (1.1) by (v)™ f7~ ", and using V f; = x (s> Vf and 0 fr = X{s>¢0cf, we obtain
1 d m (p - 1) P/2 p/2
i L e 2 [ o A s [ O ANV
/RS ()" Vg7 Valf)f dv

V(™) - Valf)f dv
= Il + IQ —|— Ig
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We bound I using Young’s inequality as
1 m
:“/ J7P9 )" - AV o < /<w AV do
R3 p R3
+C Al [ 0" g .
Next, by integrating by parts, we rewrite I, which contains the highest order terms:
m — 1 m
IQZ—Ig+/ ()™ f¥ 1f2dv——/ ()" Va[f]- V[ dv
R3 P Jrs
m m pp— 1 m
= —13+/ ()™ fg’“dv+2é/ (v) fg’dv+£2/ (W)™ 7 dv — 5/ ()™ P f do
R3 R3

(4.4) /fz Valf] dv
— _1 o)™ p-‘rlv (2]7—1)[ D™ £P dw 2 o)™ p_l’U
~-n+ s W<>fg<1+—7¢—4¢>.&d+fég> st
+3/<V@vaV«AMﬁv—AMVﬁhw
P Jrs

Therefore, we bound I, and I3 together as
I2+I3§C/ ()™ f“dv—i—CE/ ()™ fdv—l—Cﬂz/ (W)™ 7~ do

RS RS RS

1 m 2 m
o [an -2 [ @m A G
P Jgs P Jrs
<c [ @" gt avr ClAll-+0) [ @7 fFavr ol [
R3 R3 R3

o [ A a,

where the last inequality follows from Young’s, as in (4.4). After reabsorbing terms and using the lower
bound for A[f], we find the desired inequality:

d m ym= m
3 Lo sans [ wse [ ot avs cQaill. +o [ o sz

R3

+ce2/ W)™ 7~ do.
]R3

This concludes the proof of Lemma 4.2.

Step 3: Gain of Integrability

In this step, we use Lemma 4.2 to obtain a slightly more precise form of the nonlinear inequality (4.1)
relating the energy functionals defined in (4.2).

Lemma 4.3. Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.1 and notation introduced in (4.2) of Step 1, the
energy functional € satisfies for each 0 <Th <To < T3 < T, each 0 <k < ¢,

A2 (Ty, Ts) 1 1+¢ I
kP Tk k) kP

STy, T3) < C |1+ ATy, T3) By, (Th, T),

where the constant C depends only on ¢y, the coercivity constant of A[f].



12 WILLIAM GOLDING, MARIA GUALDANI, AMELIE LOHER

We begin by integrating (4.3) (with m =9/2, p = 3/2) over 7 € [t1,t2] C [0,T], to obtain

/ v >9/2 3/2 dv—i—/ / s/z‘v 3/4} d’UdT</ (v >9/2f3/2( 1) dv
R3 R3

+C/ / 9/2 5/2dvdT+C£/ / 9/2 3/2
R3 RS
+O€2/ /]R <1}>9/2 2/2 dUdT—|—0/ /]R <’U>9/2 ||A[f(T)]||Lco fE/Q dv dr.
t1 3 t 3

Taking a supremum over to € [T, T3], then averaging over ¢; € [T7, T3], and recalling the definition of & in

(4.2), we find
// )9/2 3/2dvdT+C// )2 22 Quar
Q—Tl R% R%

(4.5) —i—CK/ / 9/2 4312 dvdT+Cf2/ / J9/2 £1/2 gy dr
Tl R3 R3
w0 [ [ @A £ v
T, JR3
Now, we note a simple consequence of the definition of f,: if 0 < k < ¢, then

{fg>0}={fk>f—/€}.

(T2, T3) <

Therefore, using Holder’s inequality and Chebychev’s inequality for the measure dv(v) = (v)g/ 2 dw, for any

0 < a1 <as,

o1

[ g <o o ([ rawm)”
(4.6) <v({fe2 > (0= k)% (/ fe2 du(v >

<o ([ o a).

Combining (4.5) and (4.6) (with oy € {1/2, 3/2} and as = 5/2 and integrated over 7 € [T3,T5]), we have
shown for 0 < k < ¢

1 4 9/2 5/2
E(Ty, T3) < C |1 dvd
(T2, Ts) < [ T omomye—m = = k ]/ /R3 o

T3
+C/T1 /RS W AL (]I e £2? dvdr.

We now bound the last term, using the identity f = f; + min(f, £), the linearity of A, the coefficient bounds
in Lemma 2.5, and the embedding L2, — L! for m > 1, and (4.6) (with oy € {3/2,2} and as € {13/6,5/2}):

(4.7)

1ALl ||fe||§é32 < (1ALl + [Afmin(f, 0)]] ) ||fe||3232
< O (ISl 125 + lmin(, O fooin O ) 1l

< Cllfelg, ern‘”’é% + OB o]
9/2
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Next, we use Lemma 2.6 with ¢ € {5/2,13/6}, p = 3/2, and 9/2 moments:

2/3
/ (0)9/2 f,f/Q dv < (/ (0)?/? 3/2 dv) (/ )32 ‘vf3/4’ dv) 7
RS RS R’i
9/2 ,13/6 9/2 ;3/2 7/ 3/2 3/4? 28
()7 f,7 7 dv < (v) ,Cdv \ 5 dv .
R3 R3 R3

Integrating in time and recalling the definitions of Ay and By in (4.2), we find

/ / 9/2 5/2 dl) dT < .A (Tl, Tg)Bk (Tl, Tg)
RS

(4.9)
Ts 3/2

/ </R (v)?/2 13/6 dv) dr < AYS(Ty, T3)Bi(Ty, Ts).

T

Combining (4.7), (4.8), and (4.9), and using £/3 < C(1 + ) we estimate & as

A2 (Ty, Ts) 1 1+¢ Iz 2/3
G PRy ey I iy (e V] R

E(T>,T3) < C |1+

This concludes the proof of Lemma 4.3.

Step 4: De Giorgi Iteration

We now conclude the proof of Proposition 4.1 by a De Giorgi iteration. We fix 0 < t < T the given times
and K > 0 the given threshold from the statement of Proposition 4.1. Then, for n > 0 arbitrary, we define
our iteration quantities:

by =K+ (1-2"")np, t, =t(1—27"), and E, =&, (tn,T).
Then, using Lemma 4.3, monotonicity in n, and we have the following recurrence:
Enpr =8, (the1,T)
< (1+ Ay, (tn, T)"/? N 1 P R 2
(b1 = £a)3% " (tns1 —ta) (o1 — L) (b1 —Ln)  (bnsr — £n)?

1 El/2 K K2
§01E2/3+C222n 1+ —+ 34 + = 4+ 5 E751/37
o3t

) A2 (b0, T)By, (10, T)

where C7, Co > 1 are now fixed constants depending only on ¢g. We attempt to find a barrier sequence of
the form B,, := B™"E, for some B > 1. That is, we wish to find values of n and B for which

1 E? K K?
Bpi1 2 Ole/S +0222n <1+ 77_ + 3/4 + ? + F Bi/:’,

Inserting the definition of B,,, this is implied by

. 1 E K K?
g2/ <1+ﬁ+n§/4 )

1>0C

2/3
0

We then pick B = 8 so that B3 = 4 and we need only show

1 EY? K K2
1> 8(Cy + Co)E23 £ 8CLEY? [ = + 20 i
= (1+ 2)0 + 2.1y, 77t+773/4+77+772

Next, we pick g¢ so that the first term is less than 1/2 if Fy < 9. More precisely, we pick

1
S0} max < ’ 64(01 + 02)3/2>
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We finally pick 7 so that each remaining term is less than 1/8:
n = max (6402, 256C1/%, 8CL/ 2) max (E§/ 31 B B2PK B 3K)

<c, 14+ K+ B3,

where the implicit constant depends only on Cs. With these choices of B, n, and &g, we find that if Ey < g,
then B, > E, for all n. More precisely, By = Ey, and by our choice of parameters B,, satisfies the reverse
inequality so that by induction,

1 E? 1+K K?
Epp1 < C1ES® 4 0922 [ 14+ — + 3/4 A LB s
nt n 7>

1 E” 1+K  K?
§0132/3+0222"<1+n—+ 373 ; +77 B3 < Bpny1.

Therefore,
fo{fZK'H]}HLOO(t,T o2y < lim B, < lim B, =0,

9/2) T n—oo n—o00

and we conclude f(7,v) < K +n pointwise a.e. on [t, 7] xR3. By the choice of 7, and noting ¢ = Ey < g9 < 1,
we have shown the desired pointwise estimate:

flrv) < CH(K + 1)+ C* /317! for almost all 7,v € [t,T] x R3.

5. THE LOCAL IN TIME L3/2 THEORY

5.1. Propagation of L;O’n/2 for smooth data. We now wish to propagate the L;O’n/2 norm of a solution f to

(1.1) for a time depending only on the initial data f;,. This will enable us to use Proposition 4.1 to gain
unconditional smoothing estimates, which can be used to construct solutions to (1.1). The main result of
this section is in the following proposition:

Proposition 5.1. Suppose fi, € L;O’n/2 is Schwartz class and satisfies

/ "R <H  and / (O™ (fin — K)3*dv =6,
R3 R3

for some m > 9/2 and K > 0. Then, there is an constant 6, = §1(H,m) > 0 such that if § < 61 and
f:[0,T*) x R® — R, is any smooth, rapidly decaying solution to (1.1) with initial datum fi,, there is
T=T(H,m,K) € (0,1] such that

min(7T,T7) 2
(5.1) sup / )™ (f — K)¥? dv +/ / (v)™? ‘V(f - K)Y* dvdr < 46,
R3 0 R3

0<7<min(T,T*)

and, moreover,

min(7,T
(5.2) sup / (v}mf?’/zdv—l—/ | )/ (v}m_3’Vf3/4}2 dvdr < C(m, K, H).
0<7<min(T,T*) JR3 0 R3
The proof of Proposition 5.1 is inspired by preceding results of the authors in [18, Section 3], but our
current setting presents significant complications. First, to use Proposition 4.1, we need more than f €
L>(0,T; L?nﬂ); we need additional regularity in time. For example, f € C(0,T; Lf’nﬂ) or f € BV(0,T; L?ﬁ)
would be sufficient. To this end, we introduce the following quantities:

(5.3) frK = (f - K)4, y(t) == /Rg <U>m 13</2 dv and F(t) = /R3 m 3 ‘Vf3/4‘ dw.

Since K will be fixed, the dependence of y on K is suppressed. Control of y(¢) uniformly in time encodes
uniform integrability of the profiles { f(t)},-,. Our goal now is to propagate smallness of y.

This leads, however, to another complication. We are not able to obtain an equation for the evolution of
y(t) using just that f solves (1.1). Instead, we must consider the following auxiliary “bulk” quantities:

(5.4) g2k = min(f,2K), z(t) ::/ <v>mg§é(2dv and G(t) ::/ )y 3’Vgg/4 dv.
R3 R3
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Note that f and its derivatives decompose as

f=fk+gx and O, f =0t fx + Orv9K.

Although their derivatives have essentially disjoint supports, fx and gx do NOT have disjoint support.
Therefore, to study the evolution of y, the nonlinear reaction term in (1.1) becomes

2= f2+2fkgx + g%

We begin by finding the evolution fk, i.e. show that y(t) satisfies a differential inequality, which essentially
appeared already in the proof of Proposition 4.1:

Lemma 5.2. Suppose f : [0,T] x R®> — R is a smooth, rapidly decaying solution to (1.1) with A[f] >

co (V). Then, for any K > 0, the corresponding quantities defined in (5.3) and (5.4) satisfy the differential
inequality:

dy
(55) WO 4 P(t) S PO + (1 K)le) +57(0) + K=(0),
where the implicit constant C depends only on m and cy.

Proof. Applying Lemma 4.2 (with p = 3/2, £ = K, and m fixed), we have the energy estimate:

d m— 2 m m
G Lo aresd [ o v e [ e s a5 [ e 22
dt R3 2 R3 R3 R3

+CK2/R3 (v)™ ;(/de.

where the constant C' depends only on ¢y and m. Bounding the highest order term first, we find by Lemma
2.6 (with p=3/2, k =9/2, and ¢ = 5/2):

/RS (W)™ 22 dv < </R ()™ f3/2 dv>2/3 (/R (v)™ 3 ‘fog‘*f dv) < F(t)y?/3.

Next, we bound the term with ||A[f]|| «~ using Lemma 2.5 (with ¢ = 9/2), ||fx|/;,» < 1, the Sobolev
embedding H'(R3) — L°(R?), and Young’s inequality:

AUl [ 0" £ o < ALl + I Aloall) o0
<o (Il ||fKHL9/2 + g7 g 12 ) w(t)

<o(/,

< SF(t) + C 3yt + CK/3y,.

vf3/4‘ ) y+CK1/3y

Lastly, we bound the lowest order term using Holder’s inequality and Chebychev’s inequality for the measure
dv = (v)"™ dv:

/ (v)™ 1/2dv / f11</2du+/ f1/2d1/
R3 {fz2K} {K<f<2K}
2/3 3/2 Y3 2/3 3/2 Y
oz K0 ([ 5Pa) oz 50 ([ ol
R

<K! (v)™ 3/2dv—|—K / mgg’gdv:Kfl(y—Fz).
R3
Picking ¢ sufficiently small depending only on ¢y and m and combining our estimates, we have shown that
y satisfies the differential inequality
dy

7 TFO) Smeo FOP?° + 1+ Ky +y7° + Kz,

where the implicit constant C' depends only on m and cy. g
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Next, we show that the bulk portion of f evolves according to a relatively simple integral inequality.
More precisely, in the following lemma, we show that z(t) solves a constant coefficient, linear equation with
a forcing term, which is nonlinear in y(t). Nonetheless, Gronwall’s lemma enables us to bound z(¢) in terms
of y(t) and reduce (5.5) to a scalar, albeit nonlinear, integral inequality.

Lemma 5.3. Under the same notations and hypotheses as Lemma 5.2, there is a constant C' > 0 depending
only on m and co such that

+ tG(s) ds <z(0)+2y(0)+ C(K +1) tz(s) ds+C tKBOy(s)'B1 ds
. J [ s |

47 1/3 $)ds
+C/O (F (s) + K +K)y()d,

where By > 0 and By > 1 are explicitly computed and depend only on m. For m =9/2, 51 =1 and fy = 24.

Proof. Using that 0,92 = X{f<2r}01f, Vgax = X{r<2k}Vf, and gax = 2K on the support of fax, we
compute

d 2
F50 =3 [ 0" g0 do
(5:7) 2 m 1/28 dv (2K)'? d m d
—g/RS<> :f TE/RSM fare dv.
Our main task will be to use that f solves (1.1) to bound the first term on the right hand side of (5.7),

which is the result of taking (v)™ g%{ as a test function in the weak formulation of (1.1):

/]R3< >m 1/2atf——/RSV(<v>mg;§<2) ( [f]vf—Va[f]f) dv

(5.8) = / ()" Yyl - Alf)Vg3R dv - / 9V ()" ALV dv

4
+ [ 0 e alfifav [ SV 0"Vl fdo =31

The first term, Iy, is our usual coercive term, which we rewrite as

-8
L = 9 | ()™ A[f]Vgg/4 Vggéf dv.
We expand the second term using the identity f = fox + g2 and that fo and Vgai have disjoint support
4 m
I = _g/w GolN ()™ A[f]VggMdv—/R 9ok ()™ - A[fIV faxc dv
6.9 == [ V0" (V- (Al fax) = Valflfor) do

=1y, —|—/ g2K fQKA[f] (v)m dv +/ g;ﬁngV ()™ Va[f]dv =T21 + o2 + I23
]R3

We bound I ; using Young’s inequality: for any § > 0,

Bl <6 [ ()" AV gl dos €O [ gAY )7V () do
(0)" AfIV 5} - i dv+C57! 3|A[f]|<v>m*g;”é?dv
R3 R

We bound 15 5 and I 3 using Holder’s inequality and Chebychev’s inequality as in (4.6) (with | = 2K, k = K,
ap =1, and ag = 3/2):

|L22] + |I23] < CE2 (|A[f]]| o + IIVa[f]HLoo)/RS ()" far dv

< C (AL~ + IValflll =) / )"
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Next, we further decompose the terms I3 and I. Integrating by parts and using that f < 2K on {f < 2K},
so that gox fox = 2K foi on the support of fox, we find

ILi+1, = / <U>mg;§<2f2dv—/ (v)mg%gVa[f] -Vfdv
R3 R3
= / ()™ géfﬂ dv — / ()™ g%?vq[f] -Vgor dv — / (v)™ g%éfVa[f] -V for dv
R3 R3 ]R3

m 2 m 2 m
(5.10) :/11@3 {v) 9;1{(2 (92K+f2K)fdv_§/R3 (v) ggfdv—i—g/ng%fV(v) - Va[f]dv

4 / ()™ foreVgarc - Valf] dv - / ()™ f farcghl2 + / 02 ForeV (o)™ - Valf] dv
R3 R3 R3

1 m 2 . -
=§/Rs (v) gSf?deJrg/nggé?w@ .Va[f]dv—i—/R3g;§<2f2Kv<v> - Va[f] dv

=131+ 132+ 133

Note that I3 3 = I5 3 has already been bounded. Now, we bound I3 ; using Holder’s inequality and Cheby-
chev’s inequality as in (4.6) (with [ = 2K, k = K, a1 = 1, and az = 3/2):

/ ()™ fargpl® dv < (2K)3/2/
R3

(W)™ foxc dv < (2K)3/2K—1/2/
R3

5 ™ 32 v < CK /]R )™ £3/2 .

We bound I3 5 by using Va[f] = V - A[f], integrating by parts, and applying Young’s inequality to obtain
for any § > 0,

ha=3 [ Vo[- (An6) - AUve] w
2 m 8 m
=3 [ oA v @ =g [ v o) Anvaita

<6 [ " AUV Vg dv+ O 1) [ (AL {0)" 7 g5l dv.
R R

Collecting these estimates, we have shown that
2
[ wraios+ [ @ vag] w<or [ o aavee [ 1 ga
R3 R3 R3 R3
+C K + Al + Valfll) [ 0" 5

Set ¢ = min (%, %) so that qqu > 4. Then, by linearity of A, Hélder’s inequality, the Hardy-Littlewood-

Sobolev inequality (recalling that the kernel of A belongs to the Lorentz space L3°°(R3)), interpolation of
Lebesgue spaces, gox < 2K, and Young’s inequality

A @) g2l av
= [ Jatzl 0 g3z v [ 1Alax)) (0" g3 o
(m—2) 3q/2 /e 3/2
<lAlfill o ([0 g a0) Al [ 07 a0

1/q
m 3/2 2/3 1 m 3/2
( JRC dv) +ClowlF owl2 [ ()™ o3fé o

3q 3q-3 3-2¢ . 1/q .
< O || fiellt 1l ( / ) g;”é?dv) +COK? / (o)™ gaxd
R* R*

3

< OK o || fiel| s

q
5q—3

342 3—2q
< CET5 || fxll ot +C(1+ K) / (o)™ 6212 dv,
]RS
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or in terms of F' and z, we may equivalently write
(5.11) /R Gk f dv+ G(t) < C (14 K) 2(t) + C (|A[flll oo + [IValf]ll o + K) y(t) + CK Py (1),

where 8y = % and 3 = 3(;%1‘1 for ¢ = min (% %) We now estimate ||A[f]|| -~ with Lemma 2.5,

I(f =2K)4||;: <1, and Lemma 2.6:

AL e = AU ) oo + 1 Algx ]l e < C LRI 1525 +C llgxll

(5.12) 0 (/

Similarly, we bound ||Va[f]| ;- as

IValf]ll e < IValfx]llpe + IValgrlll e < C Il 15l Sae + C llgrlih

(5.13) o </
< .

Combining (5.11) with the coefficient bounds (5.12) and (5.13), we obtain the following differential inequality:

2/3|‘ 1/3

9k

27
vfg/“} dv) +CKV3,

1/3 2/3

HQK”

a7
vfm} dv> + CK/3,

[ 9307 a0+ G) Sy (14 K 2(0)+ (P70 + KV + K )yl + Ky (o)™
R3
Using the identity (5.7), we have shown

Lo+ (2K)1/2% /R ()" Farc dv+ Gt) < O (1+ K) 2(0) + € (FY7(0) + K% + K) (1)
+ CKPoy(t)

Integrating in time, we find the integral inequality:
t t
+ / G(s)ds < z(0) + 2K1/2/ (V)™ fax (0)dv+ C (1 + K)/ z(s)ds
0 R3 0

t t
+ C/ (F4/7(s) + KY3 4 K) y(s)ds + C K0 / y(s)P* ds.
0 0
Finally, using Holder’s inequality and Chebychev’s inequality as in (4.6) (with | = 2K, k= K, oy = 1, and
ag = 3/2):
K2 [ " fac@) < [ )" 72200 do = y0),
R3 R3

which concludes the proof of (5.6). O

From the previous two lemmas, we obtain a system of differential inequalities for the evolution of y(¢) and
z(t). We now show that for a quantifiable time, the system propagates smallness of y(t) and boundedness
of z, the bulk of the L?/2 norm of f.

Proof of Proposition 5.1

Fix initial data f;,, a weight m, and bound H. Recall from Lemma 2.4 that there is a ¢g = co(H) such
that for any smooth solution f to (1.1) with initial datum fi,, co (v) "> < A[f]. For K > 0 arbitrary and
f:10,T*) x R* - R the unique Schwartz class solution to (1.1) with data f;, define y(t), F(t), z(t), and
G(t) via (5.3) and (5.4). From Lemma 5.2, for any K > 0, there is a constant o = a(m, ¢p) > 0 such that y
solves

dy(t)
dt

We now pick é; = d1(m, H) as the solution to

(5.14) + F(t) Seoum —F (1) (1= ay®?) + (1L+ K)y(t) +57/5() + K=(0).

1

1-a(26)*?=0  orequivalently & = T
o
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Finally, fix any § < §; and K > 0 such that

y(0) = /]R W0)°" (fin — K)3* dv =6,

which completely fixes y, z, F', and GG. From here on, inessential constants are allowed to depend on m, H,
and also K. Now, integrating (5.6), and noting that z(0) < || fin || s/2» = H, z solves the integral inequality,

z(t)—!—/o G(s)ds < 2H—|—C/O F4/7(s)y(s)—I—y(s)—|—y(s)51 ds—!—C’/O z(s) ds,

where 81 = $1(m) > 1is defined in Lemma 5.3. Since F' and y are nonnegative, the first integral on the right
hand side is increasing in ¢ and the integral form of Gronwall’s inequality implies that for each 0 <t <1,

(5.15) 2(t) < C+ C/o FY7(s)y(s) +y(s) +y(s)? ds.

Substituting this explicit inequality for z into the right hand side of (5.14), we obtain

d@jTgt) +F(t) < ~CF(t) (1 - ay®*) + Cy(t) + Cy™*(t) + € < /O F*7(s)y(s) +y(s) + y(s)™ ds + C) :

Integrating in time, and using monotonicity to remove the double integrals in time, for each 0 < ¢t < 1,

y(t)—|—/0tF(s)ds§5—C/ F(s) (l—ayz/g(s)) ds—|—C’/0ty(s)—|—y7/5(s)ds

t

0
+C t /s FYT()y(1) + y(1) + y(r)* drds + Ct
0 JoO
— S —02/35 S S 7/55 S
<i-C [ P (1-0r(0) ds+C [ 40 +7 ()

+C /t FY7(s)y(s) +y(s) + y(s)? ds + Ct.
0

Using Young’s inequality, we arrive at the final form of our differential inequality for y:

1t t t
(5.16) y(¢) + 3 /0 F(s)ds <+ Cit — C4 /0 F(s) (1 - ay2/3(5)> ds + Cy /0 y(s) + ymxBrT/3) (5) ds,

where C7 > 0 is now a fixed constant. We then fix ' = T'(m, H, K') as the minimum of 1 and the unique
solution of

26 = 6+ C\T (1420 + 20y (71

We claim that y(t) < 26 for each 0 < ¢t < min(T,T*). By assumption y(0) = § < 26. Thus, by continuity of
y, either there holds y(t) < 26 for any ¢ € (0, min(7,T*)) or there is to € (0, min(7", 7)) such that y(to) = 2.

Suppose for the sake of contradiction that to < min(T,T*). Then, for any ¢t € [0,¢o] there holds y(t) <
20 < 201. By the definition of §;, we conclude

¢
—C’/ F(s) (1 - ay2/3(s)) ds <0, for each 0 <t < tg.
0
Therefore, (5.16) implies that y satisfies

t
y(t) <5+ Cit+C) / y(s) 4+ ymxBuT/3) (5) ds < §+Cyt (1 +20 + (25)max<ﬁ1,7/3>) , foreach 0 <t < t.
0
Therefore, evaluating at t = t,
26 < 5+ Cito (1426 + (2600 T/9) < 64+ O T (1426 + (26" T/9) < 25,

a contradiction. It follows that tg > min(T,T%), i.e. y(t) < 26 for ¢t € [0, min(7,Tp)). From (5.16), we
conclude that for 0 < ¢ < min(T, T*), there holds
1

t t
5/ F(s)ds <6+ Cyit + Cl/ y(s) + ym>xBrT/3)(5)ds < 5 4+ C1 T (1 + 26 + (25)max<61,7/3)) < 26,
0 0
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which implies (5.1). Therefore, returning to (5.15) and (5.6), we use the bounds on y(¢) and F(t) to obtain
t
+/ G(s)ds < C(K,H,m).
0

Finally, using the bounds on y and z we propagate the ng and using the bounds on F' and G we show the
creation of bounds on the energy:

LI (t)+2(t) < C(K,H,m) and Hvﬂ/‘*} )g/o F(s)+G(s)ds < C(K, H,m).

0,1:L3/%) = =Y L2(0,T3L7,

5.2. Construction of solution. In this section, we prove Theorem 1.1 (with p = 3/2) using an approxima-
tion argument similar to [19, Section 5]. A similar argument will be used in Section 7 to construct solutions
for p > 3/2.

Approximation

Take f;, € LY (R3) satisfying (1.2) and such that

9/2
/ )% 3% qv < H.
R3

Let {fin,e}e>o be a family of Schwartz class initial datum such that

i. for each e > 0, fin € S(R?),
ii. for each € > 0, finc is normalized through (1.2),

iii. for each € > 0,
[ w2 2o <o
R3

iv. {fine}eso = fin as e — 07 strongly in Lg§2 N L} and pointwise almost everywhere.

Then, by Theorem 3.1, there is a family of local-in-time Schwartz class solutions f- : [0,7.) x R® — R for
(1.1) with initial data f, ., existing up to time T, which is either infinite, or else

(5.17) Jian £ (8)l] e = o0

Uniform lower bound on time

We first show that the approximations exist on a uniform time interval, i.e. the maximal time of existence
T, is bounded below, uniformly in e. Fix ; = ¢1(H) as in Proposition 5.1 and g9 = €¢(H) as in Proposition

4.1, which are uniform in e. Then, because (0)”/2 f¥/2 — ()*/% 32 in L1(R3), the family is uniformly

in,e
integrable, allowing us to choose K independent of ¢ so that
€0

3
(5.15) [0 e =0 a0 < 2.
R3
Applying Proposition 5.1, there is a T =T (K, H) € (0, 1] independent of ¢ such that

min(7T,T;) 2
s [ @ - [ [ e - 007 < e,
R 0 R

0<7<min(T,T:)
By Proposition 4.1, there is C = C(K, H) > 0, independent of ¢, such that
(5.19) 1fe@ll posy <C (1 +¢71),  0<t<min(T,Ty).

[MIEe]

Finally, the continuation criterion (5.17) for f., implies T. > T for each ¢ > 0, providing a uniform in ¢
lower bound on the time of existence of f.. We will construct solutions on this uniform time interval [0, T7].

Higher regularity estimates

To construct a smooth solution f on [0, 7] we need strong compactness, which follows from uniform in
higher regularity estimates. The precise form of higher regularity estimates we will use are the local estimates
contained in the following lemma, which is shown in [19, Lemma 5.2]:

Lemma 5.4 (Higher regularity). The family f. : [0,T] x R® — R, constructed above satisfies for each
R>0,0<t<T,keN, the following reqularity estimates

Il o ey By < CUH, K, R, L E).
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The proof is based on combining the coefficient bounds in Lemma 2.5 and (5.19) to obtain uniform in
€ bounds. In particular, for positive times (1.1) can be viewed as a linear second order parabolic equation
with bounded measurable coefficients, for which bootstrapping argument and classical parabolic regularity
theory (viz. DeGiorgi-Nash-Moser estimates and Schauder estimates) yield Lemma 5.4.

Passing to the limit

As a consequence of the uniform estimates in (5.19), Lemma 5.4, Proposition 5.1, the Sobolev embedding
(2.1), and standard compactness results, we have a limit f : [0,7] x R®> — R, such that f. — f in the
following topologies:

i. strongly in C*((t,T) x Bg) for each k € N, for each R > 0 and for 0 < ¢ < T}
ii. pointwise almost everywhere in [0, 7] x R3;
iii. strongly in L!([0,T] x R?);

iv. weak-starly in L>(0,T; Ly/5(R®)) N L3/2(0,T; Ly)3);

v. V24— v 3/ weakly in L2(0,T; L2,,);

vi. and t71f. — t71 f weak-starly in L>((0,7) x R3).
In particular, the limit function f satisfies f > 0 and by Fatou’s lemma f € L>°(0,T; L}). Therefore, once
we show that the limit satisfies (1.1), f will automatically satisfy the normalization (1.2). Moreover, from
iv. and v., we see that f satisfies the desired estimates:

sup [|[f ()]l 52 + sup t][f(t)l - < C(H, K)
o<t<T 9/2 0<t<T

Finally, f also becomes instantaneously smooth, that is f € C°((¢t,T) x R3) for each 0 <t < T.
Limit equation

It remains to show that the limit f satisfies (1.1) on [0,7] x R3 with initial data f;, and that f €
C([O,T];Lg?;). First, we show that f is a classical solution to (1.1) on (0,7) x R3. Because f is smooth,
it suffices to show that the equation is satisfied in a weak sense. Since f. solves (1.1), there holds for any
p € C2((t,T) x RY),

(5.20) /t ' /R O dvdt = - /t : /R Ve (AILIVS. ~ Valf]f2) dvdr

The diffusion coefficient converges to the limit diffusion coefficient, since by Lemma 2.5 and Hoélder’s in-
equality, we have
2 1
”A[fs - f]HLl(t,T;LDO(n@)) <C Hfs - f”zl(t,T;Ll(u@)) Hfs - f“zl(t,T;Loo(Rs)) )
which converges to zero as ¢ — 07 by iv. and v. above. Similarly, for Va, again by Lemma 2.5 and Holder’s
inequality, we have the bound
1 2
[Valfe — f]HLl(t,T;Loo(W)) <C|f— f|\21(t7T;L1(R3)) | fe = f”il(t,T;Lm(RS)) )

which also converges to zero as € — 07 by iv. and v. above. The global convergence of the coefficients
together with the local compactness in C! given by i. implies in particular for any ¢ € C°((t,T) x R?)

T T
/ / cpatfdvdT:—/ Vo (AlfIVf —Va[f]f) dvdr.
t Jrs t Jrs

Thus, f solves (1.1) in a distributional sense, and consequently f solves (1.1) in a classical sense on (0, T') x R3.

Convergence to the initial datum

To show that the initial datum is obtained in a suitable strong sense, we integrate by parts in (5.20) to
obtain that f. satisfies for any ¢ € C2°([0,T) x R3)

/OT/Ra watfsdvdt_/OT/Rs V201 AL + 2V - Val£.lf. dv dt.

5The decay of the entropy implies and uniform bound on the energy implies strong compactness in L.
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Then we bound with Hélder’s inequality, f. € L>(0,T; L3/?(R3)), Lemma 2.5, and the smoothing estimate
(5.19)

T 2/3
[ 5% A sdwie < Wilaramoy [ ([ 1950 @) 1AL ey

T e 2/3 1/3 %
< C(H7 K) (/0 s ]V2<P! d’l)dt) </0 ”fs( )”L/l (R3) Hfs( )”L/oo (R3) )

2
T 3
< CO(H,K) HVQ%”HLmo,T)st) </0 =3 dt)

1
< O(Hv K)T3 ||90||L3(0,T;W2’3(R3)) :

Similarly, we bound with Holder’s inequality, Lemma 2.5 and the smoothing estimate (5.19)

T T
/0 s Vo - Val[fe]fe dvdt < ||f8||L°°(O,T;L3/2(R3))/ ||V<P(t)||L3 (R3) ||va[f8](t)||L°°(R3) dt

1
< C(H, K) el 13 0,7w2.3®e) / [ fe(t )||z 2 @) [fe (7 e (gsy dt

2
T 3

1 _3
< C(Hu K) ||(p||L3(O,T;W2v3(]R3)) ||f5||[2/oo(0)T;L3/2(R3)) (/0 4 dt)

1
< C(H,K)T% [0l 30, 7m25ws)) -
By a simple density and duality argument, we have shown that
||atfs||L3/2(0,T;W72,3/2(R3)) < C(H, K)

Combined with || fz|[ e (o 1,122y < C(H, K), the Aubin-Lions Lemma gives strong compactness of f in

C(0,T; W~13/2), Thus, up to extracting a subsequence, f. converges to f in C'(0,T; W~13/2(R?)). Together
with the fact that f.(0) = fin,, for each € > 0, f is continuous up to time 0 and f(0) = f;;, in the sense

of distributions. But then, using that f € L>(0,T}; ng(ﬂ@)), we conclude that f is weakly continuous in

time with values in L9§2 and f(0) = f;, almost everywhere. Moreover, by lower semicontinuity of the norm
in the weak topology, we have

(521) ||f”7'HLg;§(]R3) < ht%ér*lf ||f(t)||Lg§§(R3) .

To conclude that lim;_,q+ f(t) = fin strongly in ng, it remains to show that
.22 li t in
(5.22) msup 03200 < oz

To this end, we recall the energy estimate from Lemma 5.2 (with ¢ = 0) implies

d 2
g Lo ras [ v wee [ @ R Ol | 0 2.
R3 R3 R3 R3

We now bound the first term using Lemma 2.6:

/Rg (W) v < © / W2 (fo = K)?dv+ CK | ()2 f32 dv

R3 R3

SV RCETE S 2/3 ([ @ w0 -2 [ av) + o

As in (5.18), relying on Proposition 5.1, we pick K uniform in ¢ so that

2/3
</ (v)°/? (fs(t)—K)i/2dv) <<1 for0<t<T(K, H).
R3
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combined with Lemma 2.5 and (5.19), we find
d
dt
where the constant is independent of €. Integrating in time, we find

sup ( / (0)*/2 £3/2(s) dv) < fm75|\L3§z + C(H, K)t*/3.
]RS 9/2

0<s<t

(5.23) W2 By <C1+t73), for0<t<T(K, H),
3

By fsi fin L*(0,T; ng), which implies the same convergence on smaller time domains, and lower semi-

continuity of the norm, with respect to the weak star topology,

sup </ ()22 $3/2(5) dv) < ||fm|\L3;2 + C(H, K)t*/3.
R3 9/2

0<s<t

3/2

Since f is weakly continuous taking values in Lg V2

0<t<T,

we conclude by lower semi-continuity again that for every

([ @ £20a0) < Ul e + Ol RO
R3 9/2
Taking ¢t — 0T, we conclude that f — f;, in L9§2 using (5.21). It remains now to show strong continuity of

f at any later time ¢ > 0.
Continuity

To show f is continuous in the strong topology on L 3/2 e show that the function

9/23

t [ )2 )P 2 do
R3

is absolutely continuous as a function of time. To rigorously justify the following computations, we work
with a truncation of the norm. For any R > 0, take ¢ € C2°(R3) a cutoff function that satisfies:

1 if v € Bg(0)
0 ifv ¢ BQR(O),

Because f € C™ and f, A[f], Va[f] € L=([s,T] x R®) for each s > 0, we can use ¢% /2 (1)”/? as a test
function for (1.1) and integrate in time for 7 € [s,t]. For positive times, integrating by parts several times
and using V - A[f] = Valf], the same computations as in Lemma 4.2 imply that for each 0 < s <t < T,

[ o™ o= [ g ) do
RS
:__/ /R3 9/2f1/2> [A[f]Vf — Va[f]f] dvdr
(5.24) _ __/ /R3 02 ALV 4 R/ dv+%/Rg 22 ()2 £5/2 4y

2
R
[ (7 () A) 201 [P (™) A
=D+ L+ I3+ 14

C C
[Vor| < =, and ’Vsz‘ < e

OS@RSIa <PR(U)—{ Ra

Because f € L%/2(0,T; Ly)3), the term I is bounded uniformly in R. Similarly, f € L>(0,T; Ly)3) and

A[f] € L*(s,t; L*) together imply I5 is bounded uniformly in R. By Young’s inequality, we bound I as

==t [ P [or )" Ton-+ Y )] - ANV
R3

1

C _
<—5h+ 45 /R AL oo (002 £5/2 dv + O/RS W) R RAY ()7 Y ()% do

1
= —511 + Is + I,
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where I5 and Ig are bounded uniformly in R. Thus, (5.24) and f € L“(O,T;ng) imply I; is bounded

uniformly in R. Therefore, using the monotone convergence theorem and the uniform in R bounds, taking
the limit as R — oo in (5.24), for every 0 < s < t < T,

[ prmao [ @0 £
R3

R

4 [t I
_ _g/S /]RS <1)>9/2 A[f]vf3/4 . Vf3/4 dv + 5/S /]R3 <’U>9/2 f5/2 do

- /: /]R3 (V2 <U>9/2 : A[f]) f% dv 4/: /]R3 JaaY <v>9/2 CA[f]V 3/ dw.

It follows that ¢ — [, (v)*/% £3/2(¢) dv is the integral of an L' function and thus is absolutely continuous.

Recalling f € C,,(0,T; Lg?;), this finishes the proof of continuity and Theorem 1.1 for p = 3/2.

6. THE GLOBAL IN TIME L3/2 THEORY

6.1. Pointwise lower bounds. Here we show the solution constructed in Theorem 1.1 propagates lower
bounds, which will be used to control the Fisher information. The basic idea is that the function (¢, v) =

aexp(—nt2/3) (v) " satisfies

Oy < A[f]: V) + fo,
provided 7 is chosen suitably large, because by combining 2.5 and our a priori estimate || f||; < ¢71, we
see || A[f]]l . < t71/3. Therefore, we expect that if the initial datum is above (v) ™", the solution f should
remain above v. However, we are not studying a parabolic equation with bounded coefficients, meaning that

the pointwise approach to the maximum principle fails. Instead, to fully justify that f > 1, we take the
Stampacchia approach here. We begin with a general weighted estimate:

Lemma 6.1. Suppose f: [0,T] x R — R* is a smooth, rapidly decaying solution to (1.1). For any smooth
function € : (0,T) — R and for any k > 0, define g(t,v) = ()" f(t,v) and go(t,v) = (L(t) — g(t,v))+.
Then, for n < —3 sufficiently large, go satisfies

% - ()" g% dv < (£(t) + C [|ALf (£)]]| oo £(2)) (/R

where C' > 0 depends only on n and k.

()" g,/ dv) :

3

Remark 6.2. Although the assumption that f is rapidly decaying implies that g is rapidly decaying, g, is
NOT rapidly decaying. The role of the negative weights, i.e. (v)" with n < —3 is exactly to ensure that
all integrals are finite. Note that in the proof we will frequently integrate by parts, and assume that the
boundary terms vanish without comment, because, in each instance, one can use the rapid decay of g, Vgy,
or (v)" for large enough n as a justification.

Proof. We begin by using 0;g¢ = (¢'(t) — 0;9)x{g<¢} to note that

(v) 93/2 dv = 5['(t)/ (v) gl}/z dv — 3 /'a (v) g}“atg dv.
R‘

E R3 R3
The first term is already in the correct form, while for the second we need to use that f solves (1.1). Recalling
that g = (v)k f, we write down an equation for g:

g = (0)" V- (AIfIVf — Valf1f)
= ()* - (7" AlfIVg + gAY (o)~ = (0) " Valflg)

Multiplying by — (v)" gl}/ % we find

- / )" g Pogdv = / V(@) () ALfIVg + gAY @) F = (o) Valflg) du
=L +1+Is.
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We further subdivide I; as

- 1/2 v
h= [ ) Ve alnvedo+ [

Using that Vg = —Xx{4<¢} Vg, the term I; ; is our usual coercive term:

8
I = _§/ﬂ{3< > A[f]V93/4 V93/4 dv.

<’U>7k (V <v>n+k) gt}/2 CA[fIVgdv =111 + I 5.

3

Using that V (0)* = k ()* % v, the term 1; o simplifies as:

4 k n

WD [ e ) Alnve v
n R3

For Iy, we integrate by parts and further subdivide as

b= [ gV AT 07 do = [l (A1) 9007 do

- /fg <U>n+k gi/nga[f] -V <U>_k dv=1I1+ Lo+ Irs.
R‘

I =—

Since we will use some cancellations between I, Is and I3, before bounding terms, we integrate by parts
and further subdivide I3 as

Is = / ()" g 1/2Vg Va[f]dv —/ (v}n 1/2 gfdv +/ <v>"+k 1/2gVa[f] \Y <v>7k dv
R3 R3 R3
=131+ 132+ I33.

Note that I> 3 = —I5 3 and I3 2, which contains the most singular terms, has a favorable sign, I3 o < 0. Next,
we expand o1 as
—4k n
La=—— [ g/'V ()" Alf)Vg dv.
n R3

Then, for I 2, we compute explicitly

Lo = —k(k +2) / (0)" 4 g2 (ALf] - v®v) dv+ k / (0)"2 gg?tr (A[f)) dv
R3 R3
<k [0 (0l ) e (alf) do
< k(1) / (o) g/t (ALf]) do,
RS

where only one term does not have a favorable sign. We rewrite I3 ; as

Iy; = —%/R ()" Vgy" - Valf] dv ;/WQ?/QV(?J)"-Va[f]dv—%/W ()" g2 f do
2 n
<3 [V (v ang’ - alfval’) a
4 " .
=5 Lo v Anva - [ 6 (Al v ) a,

where again the most singular term has a favorable sign. Expanding the last term further and using g < £(t)
on the support of gy

_E/RB 93/2 (A[f]: VZ (0)") dv = _W/RS <v>n—4gg/2 (Alf] : v®v) dv

- 2?n ()" 2 gy (trA[f]) dv
R3
< - / (0)" "% g, (ALf]) dv,
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where the first term has a favorable sign. Therefore, summing over I; j, we summarize our estimates as:
8 8 k
~ [ agans 5 [ ainve vetan < - SR [ gag e vgtta
R3 R3

R3 3n
(0 [ 0= (Al

3k —2n
Now, we bound the terms on the right hand side. Using g < ¢(¢) on the support of g, for any 6 > 0,

/W gAY ()" - Vgt dv < 6 g )" A[f]Vg v dv + 415/ g2 )T ALFIV ()" V()" do

<5 WAVt v rde+ L <v>”*4g§’/2,4[f]v-vdu

R3 45

n? A .y n—
<o [ or A vatans [(ZQHL O [ ot gan

Taking § sufficiently small depending only on n and k, we conclude that

d n 32 n-2 o172

— | (@)" g dv < (€(t) + Cln, k) [A[F (]| oo £(1)) / (W) g dv),

dt R3 R3
as desired. g
Lemma 6.3. Suppose f : [0,T] x R® — R is a smooth, rapidly decaying solution to (1.1) such that
IA[f (O]l poe < Mt=Y/3 fort € (0,T). Then, for each a >0, k > 0, and n < —3 sufficiently negative, there
is an n =n(n,k, M) > 0 sufficiently large so that f satisfies on (0,T),

d 3/2

3 L, o (ae (—n2) ~ r ) o <o

Proof. Fix k > 0 and n < —3 arbitrary. Then, set £(t) = aexp(—nt?/3) for > 0 to be determined,
k
g=(v)"f,and g, = ({ — g)+. We compute

0t) = —
Therefore, by Lemma 6.1, we find

% - ()" g2 dv < (£'(8) + Cn, k) [|ALF (0)]]| = £()) (/R3 (o) 2 g2 dv)

£(t) n—2 1/2
< (C(n, k)M —20/3) 775 (/RS ()" g,/ dv .
Picking n > 3C(n, k)M /2, we conclude that the right hand side is negative. O

_2_773(,5)'

2an
eXP(—ﬁf2/3) = 3¢1/3

3¢1/3

6.2. Bound on the Fisher information and proof of Theorem 1.3. Since we do not have uniqueness,
we follow the proof of Theorem 1.1. Suppose that the initial datum f;, € L1 N L;O’T{f for some m > 6
and mo > 6 and fi, > a(v >_k for some a > 0 and k > 0 as in the statement of Theorem 1.3. Then, let
fin.e € S(R3) be such that fi, . — fin in L}, ﬂL3/2 By Theorem 1.1, fi, . give rise to f. : [0, T] x R? — R,
Schwartz class solutions to (1.1) on [0, 7], for some 0 < T < 1 independent of ¢.

From the proof of Theorem 1.1, we have the uniform bounds

(6.1) sup [(FAG) 3/3/2+/ / ymo= 3’Vf3/4‘ dvdt + sup t]|f-(t)| e < C(fin,mo,T).
0< Ly, R3 o<t<T

Moreover, since ||fo(t)|| -~ < ¢, by Lemma 2.5, ||A[f(t)]|| -~ < t71/3. So, for n < —3 sufficiently
negative, we can apply Lemma 6.3 and conclude for some n = n(n, k, fin, T) > 0, independent of &:

% - (v)" (a exp (—nt2/3) — fe <v>k)i/2 dv <0, on (0,7T).

Integrating in time, we see that for each 0 <t < T,

[ (e (n) = o) @) v < [ (o= e ) v
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Noting that a < f;, (v)k and fin e — fin in L', the right hand side converges to 0 as e — 07. Since f. — f
in L1([0, 7] x R?) as ¢ — 07, we find for almost every t € (0,T),

/R3 ()" (anp (_nt2/3) — f(t,0) <U>k>i/2 v <0

Since f is smooth, f (v)* > aexp (—nt*/3) for every t € (0,T). Combined with (6.1), we have shown the
following upper bound on the Fisher information:

/ //R 'Vf ddt<CaTk//W

provided k& < 2mg — 6. Thus z( f ) is bounded almost everywhere in [0,7]. Finally, since L' moments are
propagated by Lemma 2.1, f(¢t) € L., where m > 6. Thus, applying Theorem 1.2 with initial data given by
the profile f(s), for each 0 < s < T, there is unique global-in-time smooth solution g : [0,00) x R?® — R?
with decreasing Fisher information and ||gs(t)|| ;- < oo for each t. Denote by f the concatenation:

()] if0<t<T/2,
) = {gT/g(t —T/2) otherwise.

f3/4( )‘ dvdt < C(G,T, kvfinvmo)a

By Fournier’s uniqueness result from Theorem 2.2, we conclude gs(t) = f(t —s) for each 0 < s <t < T.
Consequently, f is the desired global-in-time smooth solution. Moreover, f has decreasing Fisher information
and L! in time: for each 0 <t < T

i)y <Cc+t ).

7. THE SUBCRITICAL LOCAL IN TIME THEORY

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1.1 in the subcritical case, i.e. when p > 3/2. The general
strategy of proof is similar to the critical p = 3/2 case, but the proofs are comparatively simpler partially due
to uniform bounds on the diffusion coefficient A[f]: the analogue of the e-regularity criterion in Proposition
4.1 is a standard LP — L°° regularization estimate enabling a significant simplification in of the propagation
of weighted norms in Proposition 5.1. We remark that local well-posedness for initial datum in LP N L}, for
p > 3/2 was considered in [19], but the methods break down as p — 3/27 in the framework of [19]. The
alternative weighted L? framework offers the advantage of simplicity and does not break down as p tends to
either oo or 3/2. Due to these considerations, we show full proofs of necessary a priori estimates and omit

substantial details of the construction of the solution, which mimics Section 5 here or [19, Section 5].
By contrast with the p = 3/2 case, when p > 3/2 we can derive a uniqueness result based on the
LY(0,T; L) uniqueness result of Fournier [17]. The uniqueness follows the strategy in [19, Section 6], which

was based on the Prodi-Serrin criteria and the novel proof of an e-Poincaré inequality by Alonso et al. in [3].

7.1. Subcritical De Giorgi.

Proposition 7.1. Suppose f : [0,T] x R® — RT is a smooth, rapidly decaying solution to (1.1) where
M) P < A[f] <A. For anym >9/2 and 3/2 < p < oo, set

2/5
Ey = ( sup / (v)™ ) </ / me 3‘pr/2‘ dvd7'>
o<t<T Jrs R?

Then, we have the estimate

L _2
HfHLOO([t)T]XRa) S C' max (EOP (1 + t_%) 7E’()2p3> ,

where C' depends only on p, m, A, and A.
Step 1: Introduction of Level Sets and Weighted Energy Functionals

For f a solution to (1.1) and for any ¢ € RT, we denote the level set function

fe(t,v) := (f(t,v) =€)+ = max(f(t,v) — £,0).
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For m > 9/2 fixed and p > 3/2, we define three weighted energy functionals associated to f: for 0 < Ty <
To <T and 0 </ < o0,

A(Ty,To) : = sup /<’U>m P dv

T <t<T>
Bg(Tl,Tg):Z/ / )= 3‘v p/Q‘dv
R3
STy, Ts): = sup / o2y / / ym S‘pr”‘ dv dt
T <t<Ts> T R3
Our first goal is showing the following nonlinear inequality: for any 0 < k < fland 0 <T} < Ty <T3535 < T,
1 1 1+¢ ?

E(Ts, T3) < C { } ATy, T5) Bi(Ty, Ts),

(=R BT, —T) | (= Rt = e (O Ry
where C' depends on A, A, p, and m.
Step 2: Differential Inequality

Lemma 7.2. Under the assumptions of Proposition 7.1 and notation introduced in Step 1, the following
level set inequality holds for each £ > 0,

d <v>mffdv+/ <v>’”‘3‘v ”/2 dv < c/ fr dv+0(1+e)/ ()™ P dv
dt R3 R3 R3

+ce2/ (W)™ 7 do,
R3
where the constant C depends on p, m, A, and A.

The proof follows from Lemma 4.2, noting that [|A[f]||;. < A.
Step 3: Gain of Integrability

In this step, we use the inequality derived in Lemma 7.2 to obtain a nonlinear inequality for our energy
functional £ defined in Step 1.

Lemma 7.3. Under the assumptions of Proposition 7.1 and notation introduced in Step 1, the energy
functional £ satisfies for each 0 < Ty <To < T3 < T and each 0 < k < ¢,
1 1 1+¢ 2
+ — + +
(g _ k)2p/3(T2 _ Tl) (g _ k)2p/3 1 (g _ k)Qp/3 (g _ k)2p/3+1
where the constant C' depends only on p, A\, A, and m.

E(Ty,T3) < C { Ai/s(Tl,T@Bk(Tl,Ts),

Following the proof of Proposition 4.1, we integrate the inequality from Lemma 7.2 over 7 € [t1,t2] C [0, T],
take a supremum over to € [To, T3], and average over t1 € [T1, Ts] to find

sup / ()™ fr(r dv+/ / Y B’prm’ dvdr
TE[T2,T3] R3 R3
Pdvd P qud
T2_T1/ /R3 vT—I—C/ /]RS / vdr
+O( 1+£/ / ffdvdT+Cf2/ / Y™ P dwdr
R3 R3

Recall that as a consequence of the definition of the level set functions f, and Chebychev’s inequality for the
measure dv(v) = (v)™ dv, we have from (4.6), for any 0 < k < £ and 0 < a1 < az,
T3

(7.2) / / ™ e dy dr < (0 — k) o2 / 22 qy dr.
RS 7 JRs
Combining (7.1) and (7.2) (with oy € {p — 1, p, p+ 1} and a2 = 5p/3), we have shown

1 1 144 Ts fols
Eo(T,T5) < C [(TQ AT + P + (é—k)QP/3 =" (2p+3 /3} / /R% dvdr.

(7.1)
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By interpolation and the weighted Sobolev inequality from Lemma 2.6,

[ srase( [ wmga)” ([ e o w).

Since m > 9/2, integrating in time we find:
(/ ()™ 3 ‘fom‘ dv> dr
R3

/TT /R Wy g dvdTSC/::S </R <v>mffdv>

< CAYP(T0, T3)Bo(T1, T).

o

This concludes the proof of Lemma 7.3.

Step 4: De Giorgi Iteration

We now finish the proof of Proposition 7.1 using a De Giorgi iteration. We set 0 < ¢ < T the times from
the statement of Proposition 7.1. Then, we define our iteration quantities:

lo=K@1=2"")  t,=t(1—=27") B, =A(t,,T)B, (tn, T)*.
Then, using Young’s inequality and Lemma 7.3, we have the following recurrence for E,:

Eni1 < C (Aén+1 (tn-i-lv T) + Bfn+1 (tn-i-lv T)) = Cgén+1 (tn-i-l ) T)

1 1 1+ lpiq 2. 5/3
=¢ ((thrl - tn)(&ﬂrl - gn)Qp/B * (€n+1 - én)Qp/371 * (€n+1 - gn)Qp/B * (€n+1 - gn)Qp/ngl "
- 1 1 1+ K K? 5/3
< 2 <K2p/3t + K2p/371 + K2p/3 + K2p/3+1> E"

1 1 1
< O + + — | B3,
- <K2§’t K% Kz’)—g“‘)

where k = 2p/3 + 1 and C* > 1 is now a fixed constant. We attempt to find a barrier sequence of the form
B,, := B"FEy for some B > 1. That is, we seek values of K and B for which

1 1 1
By > C*2"% + + — | B33,
i (K—t K% K% 3)

Inserting the definition of B,,, this is implied by

* 2n—3 nK 2/3 1 1 1 )
1> Cc*BEtonsp i LN
- 0 (K—t K% K%

We first pick B sufficiently large so that B 3> o, Second, we pick K so that each remaining term is less
than 1/3:

- 1. i _2
K = C(C*, B, p) max (E(f t7% EY, EO>

With these choices of K and B, since By = Ejy, we find inductively:

1 1 1
En+1 < cr2me ( 7 T 7 T 2p—3 ) E751/3
K==

K¥ K+
*ONK 1 1 1 5/3
< C*2 (K%thrK%ﬁ M)Bn/ < Bps1

Therefore,

HfX{fZK}HLOO(t,T;Lfn) < lim B, < lim B, =0,

n—oo n—00

and we conclude f(7,v) < K pointwise a.e. on [t,7] x R?. By the choice of K, we have shown the estimate:
1 2
f(r,v) < Cmax (Eop (1 + t7%) ,E02p3> for almost all 7,v € [t,T] x R.

This concludes the proof of Proposition 7.1.
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7.2. Propagation of L? for smooth data.

Lemma 7.4. Suppose p > 3/2 andm > 9/2, fi, € S(R?), and f : [0,T*) — R* is a smooth rapidly decaying
solution to (1.1) with initial data fin. Then, there is a time T'=T(||fin|l» ,m,p) > 0 such that f satisfies

min(T,T) 3 ) 2
s fO [ [ @7 |9 dvar < algly
0<t<min(T,T*) 0 R3

Proof. From Lemma 7.2 with £ = 0, we find

d @”ﬂ®+/<wWﬂwWﬂ“§C/<WWwaur 7 (o)™ dv.
R3 R3

7.3 —
( ) dr R3 R3

By the interpolation estimate in Lemma 2.6 with ¢ = p + 1 (since m > %) and Young’s inequality (since
3/2p < 1 by assumption), we find for any 6 > 0,

/R3 ()™ P Ay < C (/R3 ()™ fP dv)l_l/zp (/R3 ()™ 3 ’prﬂr dv) v

<9 (/R (0)™? ‘pr/zr dv) +C6 s (/R (w)™ f7 dv) s |

Taking § sufficiently small, depending only on A, A, p, and m, and setting o = gg:é >1,y(t) = ||f(t)||72§n7
and F(t) = ||V f(t)r/? we find

2
12,
d o
Sy0)+ F(t) < Oy (1) + Cyl).
This is a Bernoulli-type differential inequality for y, which can be explicitly solved by a suitable change of
coordinates: Setting v = e~ C(1=®tyl= we find v satisfies
d

prie (1 —a)e”CU=ty=ay/(1) — C(1 — a)v > C(1 — a)e €U,

Integrating then gives that
v(t) > v(0) — [exp(C(a — 1)t) — 1].
This implies the following bound on y(t):

y(t) < exp(Ct) [y + 1 — exp(Cla — 1)1)] 7

Since o > 1, we find a T = T'(yo, @, C) sufficiently small such that y(¢) < 2yo on [0, min(7,7%*)]. Conse-
quently, we integrate to find

min(T,T)
/ F(t)dt <yo+ C(yg +y0)T < 2yo,
0
where the last inequality follows from picking 7" possibly smaller. O

7.3. Construction of solution. We now construct local-in-time solutions. For fi,, € L2, N L}, we take
fine €S (R3) so that fin,e converges to f, in LiN LP,. Using local-in-time well-posedness for fin,e, there
are corresponding solutions fe : [0,77) x R® — R*. From Lemma 7.4, there is a uniform-in-e time 7" such
that for 0 < ¢t < min(7,T}), we have the uniform estimate

3/5

(o, [ za)” ([ [ o loref war) <1

Using Proposition 7.1, we find that T > T for each € > 0 and there holds the uniform-in-¢ estimate:

1
Ife@)ll e S (1 + t3/2p) foreach 0 <t < T.
Passing to the limit, f. — f, where these bounds guarantee f € C(0,T; LE,) is smooth solution for positive
time and satisfies the claimed smoothing estimates. Moreover, by uniqueness result of Fournier, Theorem
2.2, the limit f is the unique L(0,T; L>°) solution with initial data f;,.
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7.4. Uniqueness. Let g : [0,7] x R? — RT be a weak solution of (1.1) with initial datum g;, € LN Llog L,

attained in the sense of distributions. We suppose further that g € L"(0, T} Lg/2(R3)) N L (s, T; Wh(Q))

for each 0 < s < T and each open, bounded Q C R3 and some pair (r,p)

Our goal is to derive a differential inequality for y(¢) := ||g(¢ )||Lp L(®9) much as in Lemma 7.4 to obtain
weighted L™(0,T; LP) — L*°(t,T; LP?) smoothing estimates. Forrnally, the idea is to test (1.1) with <v>9/2 gP~t
and use the Sobolev embedding in Lemma 2.6 to control the highest order term. Formally testing (1.1) with
gP~t <v>9/ %, Lemma 7.2 (with £ = 0 and m = 9/2) implies the following differential inequality:

d 2
(7.4) — / <v>9/2 gP dv + / <v>3/2 ’Vgpﬂ‘ dv < C/ <v>9/2 gPttdv + C'/ <v>9/2 g? dv.

dt Js R3 R3 R3
Then, we interpolate and use the Sobolev embedding from Lemma 2.6 and apply Young’s inequality to
obtain: for any € € (0,1)

9/2
[ @ o < ol Lol < ol
R3 /2

3
2 2p
<clalt ([ <v>3/2}vgp/2] )
9/2 R3
_1\_2p 2
c@lalfy P75 e ([ @ v av).
9/2 R3

Picking ¢ sufficiently small, the second term can absorbed by left hand side of (7.4). Denoting by y(¢) :=
Hg(t)”ign, for ¢ € (0,7 we find:

p/2

3
P
LQ

<Oy () +y().
3/2

d 2
s HVgp/Q(f)‘

Since y is only absolutely continuous for positive times, we integrate over [s,t] for 0 < s <t < T to obtain:

t t
(7.5) y(t) + P/2( )‘ . dr <y(s) + C(s)/ yHﬁ(T) dr +/ y(7)dr.

3/2 s s
Gronwall’s inequality and 55 < r then implies the explicit bound:

sup y(t) < y(s)exp (C(T —s)+ C/ Y3 (1) dT) < Cy(s).

s<t<T

Rearranging powers and averaging over s € [0, ¢], we find

t
T —1 T -1
loto)lig, < €t [ lato)lzg, as < o

We plug this estimate back into (7.5), to obtain for each 0 < ¢ < T,

T 9 T T
p /2 P p+r p
+ Hv P ] dr < ||g(t e / " d +/ d
(7.6) tjngHg(T)HLg/z /t g"=(7) , T ||9()||Lg/2 (e) t lg(PIze dr t Hg(T)IILg/2 T
<Ct .

In a second step, we use smoothing estimates to show that g belongs to Fournier’s uniqueness class, i.e.
g € LY(0,T; L*). Using the smoothing estimate of Proposition 7.1 - which can be rigorously justified since
g€ Wﬁ)coo satisfies the global (in v) bound (7.6) - we obtain

HgHLm([t,T]XRB) < Cmax {t‘% (1+t*%) ,t‘ir(zip—w} <ot GH3) 4 ot

Since r > 5=, we see that g € L'(0,T; L*°(R?)). Since this holds for any locally Lipschitz g € L"(0, T’; L9/2)
by Fournler s uniqueness result in Theorem 2.2, we conclude that any two such solutions g with coinciding
initial data are equal.

We conclude this section by noting that while the above computations are merely formal, they can be
made rigorous. Although g is locally Lipschitz, g does not have sufficient (global) regularity to merit its use
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as a test function in (1.1). To rigorously justify the formal argument presented here, one should truncate
the norm, by using (v)9/2 ©?gP~1 as a test function, where ¢ is a Lipschitz cutoff to Br. To ensure that
the formal arguments presented transfer to the local truncations (uniformly in R), we need a more precise

version of the interpolation from Lemma 2.6 used above:

Lemma 7.5. Suppose g, ¢ are any Schwartz class functions. Then, for any 3/2 < q < oo, there is a
universal constant C = C(q) such that for any € > 0, there holds:

2 .
/ <’U>9/2 (p2gp+1 dv < E/ <’U>3/2 ‘v (spgp/2)‘ dv+C (5—3 ”gHi% )2q 3 / <’U>9/2 (,0291) dv.
R3 R3 9/2 R3

Such estimates were first applied to the study of the homogeneous Landau equation in the work of the
second author and Guillen [25], where they were termed e-Poincaré inequalities. More recently, a new e-
Poincaré inequality appeared in the work of Alonso et al. [3], enabling the authors to obtain a condition
for propagation and creation of LP norms. The e-Poincaré inequality of [3] was the crucial tool in [19] for
turning a priori smoothing arguments into a rigorous uniqueness proof. We postpone a proof of Lemma 7.5
to Appendix C and refer the reader to [19, Section 6] for details on how to use Lemma 7.5 to provide a
rigorous justification of the formal argument above.

8. THE SUBCRITICAL GLOBAL IN TIME THEORY

8.1. Pointwise lower bounds. Here we show the solution constructed in Theorem 1.1 propagates lower
bounds, which will be used to control the Fisher information. When p > 3/2, ||A[f]||,«~ <1 so that we can

show that the function (¢, v) = aexp(—nt) (v) " satisfies
o < Alf]: V2 + fo,

provided 7 is chosen suitably large. We still take Stampacchia approach to show f;, > (v}fk implies f >,
but take less care in justifying computations, particularly when using integration by parts. Because we have
uniqueness in the p > 3/2 case, a priori estimates can easily be extended to rough data. We begin by proving
that 1 as above is indeed a subsolution to the linearized equation:

Lemma 8.1. Suppose f :[0,T] x R — R* is a smooth solution to (1.1) with
C1(v)~° < A[f] < Ca.

Then, for each k > 5 and a > 0, there is 7 = n(Cy, Ca, k) sufficiently large so that ¢ (t,v) = aexp(—nt) (v) "
satisfies

o < A[f]: V* + .
Proof. Define ¥(t,v) = aexp(—nt) (v)~". Then, we compute derivatives of 1.

oY = —mp and Vi = aexp(—nt) (—k <’U>7k72 v)

Bk +2)220 _ ]y

V2 = aexp(—nt) [k(k+2) (0) T o@v — k (0) F 1d] = W'

So, using f > 0, tr (A[f]) < C1, A[f] > Cs (v)™?, by Young’s inequality

[ 2
By — A[f] : V2 — fb < gé—n—gﬁ@igmi]w
_<U> (v)
él 02
o I

B 10/3 B B
g(ﬁ(%) +cw@»5—n—cMm5]w

10/3

Therefore, picking § = % and then picking n > él(%) , concludes the proof. ]
1
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Lemma 8.2. Suppose f : [0,T] x R® — R is a smooth solution to (1.1) with initial data fi, € Lg/2 for

p>3/2and fin > a() " for k > 5 and a > 0. Suppose further that f € L>(0,T;L?) N L*(0,T; L*).
Then, there is an 1 = n(p, || finl|;») > 0 sufficiently large such that

k

f(t) > aexp(—nt) (v)~ for0<t<T.

Proof. Let v be as in Lemma 8.1, so that f;,(v) > (0, v) and
b < A[f]: V2 + 4 f.
Set ¢ = 1) — f so that by linearity,
O < A[f]: Vo + of.

Then, performing an LP estimate, we find

/ V!t (Alf]Ve — Valflp) dv

p2

< / o fdu < / P dv < [9(0)] o / o dv.
R3 R3 R3

—1 —1
= )/ V2 AlfIVE P dv+ 2= | VP - Valf] dv
R3 p R3

Since ¢ € L1(0,T; L) and ¢ (0) = 0, by Gronwall’s inequality, ¢ = 0 on [0, 7] x R3, which completes the
proof. O

8.2. Bound on the Fisher information and proof of Theorem 1.3. Fix initial datum f;, € L;,, N L?,_
for some p € (3/2,+00), with m and mg as stated in the theorem. From Theorem 1.1, we have a solution
f:[0,T] x R?® — RT satisfying the bounds

(8.1) sup | f(t) / / )T 3}pr/2} dvdt+ sup £ | f(t)l| < C(fin,mo,p,T).
0<t<T 0<t<T

Since || f(t)]|» S 1, by Lemma 2.5, [[A[f()]]| ;« S 1. So, by Lemma 8.2, for some 1 = n(k, p, || fin||» . T) > 0
there holds:

f(t,v) > aexp(—nt) (v) " for each (¢,v) € [0,T] x R>.
Combined with (8.1), we have shown the following upper bound on the Fisher information:
g ik ’ k(p—1) 2
/ p2 NI i < a1 k)/ / V92| dvdt < C(a, Tk, finmo,p)
R3 f;D ! 0 R3

provided k(p — 1) < mg — 3. We conclude as in the p = 3/2 case of Theorem 1.2 that f can be continued to
a global-in-time smooth solution with decreasing Fisher information.

APPENDIX A. PROOF OF LEMMA 2.6
In the section, we provide proofs for some of the basic technical tools used throughout.

Proof of the weighted Sobolev inequality (2.1)

Proof. The case k = 3 follows from the Sobolev embedding H'(R?) < L(R3) and Hardy’s inequality.
For k > 3, we first compute derivatives of our weight (v)" for m € R arbitrary.

VY =m @™ v and A @)™ =3m®)™" > +m(m—2) )™ *|v|?
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Now, we apply the Sobolev embedding to the function ¢ = (v)™ f and find for C; > 0 the Sobolev constant,

(/R (o) f6)1/3 <O /R v ()" I

— o)™ o)™ 2
= [ (V" + " V)

v2m 2 v m2 2v2(m72)02 m v2m72 v
Cr [ @ AR do [t @ o 2mf (0 VS

m m— 1 m
Cr [ (VAP dv € [ e i+ SV )
R3 R
m m— 1 m
= [ @IVAR o [ om0 R - A )
R3 R3
<o [ @I [ P
R3 R3
For m > 0, we use |v|? < (v)* to compute Cy as

Cy = Cy(m? — % (6m + 2m(2m — 2))) = C1(m? — 3m + 2m? + 2m) = —C1(m? +m) < 0.

Finally, setting 2m = k — 3, for k > 3, we conclude

1/3
_ _ C _
([Lwmr) <o [ wwe-Ge-ne-n [ 2w,
R3 R3 4 R3
O
Proof of the interpolation estimate (2.2)
Proof. We use interpolation of weighted Lebesgue spaces (i.e. Holder’s inequality) to bound || f|| Lo @s
k < m k=3 1-6
H<’U>q f} La — H<U> ' f} Lr <’U> ' f L3r

provided 6 € (0,1) and m € R satisfy the relations

1 6 1-6 k 0 k—3)(1-6

- = — and _:m_+¢_

g p 3p qg p p
Solving this system of constraints for 6 and m, we obtain

— — 2kp — (k — —
po—a g Ba=3 4, = He— (F—3)(3¢—3p)
2q 2q 3p—q
Therefore, since k > 3, we use the weighted Sobolev inequality (2.1) to obtain
3p—q k=3 |15(a—p) 3p—q 2(q—p) 3p—gq 3(q—p)
1 <0 [ 5 g <o el < oo o

which completes the proof. g

APPENDIX B. PROOF oF LEMMA 3.3

In this section, we construct the smooth cutoff used in the proof of Theorem 1.2.

Proof. We define first an auxiliary function ¢ as

(z) = {exp(—x_l) ife>0

0 otherwise.
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From ¢, we translate and rescale x — % and define the radial profile of the cutoff:
1, if r <R,
- 2 2
_ ¢(2—z/R) _ exp(—(2—z/R)~") .
pla) = (gﬁ 2-z/R)+¢(1—-(2-2/R))) exp(—(2—z/R)~1)+exp(—(z/R-1)"1) | ’ if R <z <2R,
0 if 2R < z.

The cutoff we seek is n(v) = ¢(Jv]). Note that because ¢ € C*>°, n € C* and we can easily verify 0 <5 <1,
n=1on Br, and n = 0 on R?\ Bg. It remains only to verify the differential inequalities, which are nontrivial
only when R < |v| < 2R.

Because 7 is radial, Vn(v) = |”T|<p'(|v|), so that |Vn(v)| = |¢'(Jv])]. For R < |v| < 2R, by explicit
computation,

o) — P(2—z/R) ’
10 =20 s £ 0= a7
:_%@Ia(W@—wNWﬂL%2—MRD+ﬂ2—WRW%%%2—MR»>'
R [p(2—x/R) +@(1 - (2 —z/R))]”
We bound the term in parentheses by computing it explicitly and realizing that for R < x < 2R the

denominator is minimized at = 3R /2, and that the numerator is bounded since z — e~ 2 s bounded,
as the exponential dominates:

e~ (2ma/R) e~ (-Ce/B) TN (9 — g /R)"2 + (1 — (2 — 2/R)) ]
[e=(@-a/R)"t 4 e=(1=(2-2/R)~1]?

0<

<C.

Therefore, ¢ is decreasing and
2Cyep(lvl) _ 2CVm
(B.1) V()] = I¢/(ol)] = —/(ol) < 2PAD 2OV
From (B.1), we deduce one differential equality for . On the other hand, we see for R < x < 2R,
p(1—-(2—-x/R))(p(1 - (2—-2/R)) +26(2 - z/R))
[2(2—=2/R)+¢(1—-(2-a/R)
o—(1-(2—z/R))™! {6417(2%/3))*1 T 26,(2,1/3)71}

1— () =

)

(e=(=2/R)7 4 ~(1-(2—a/R)1)?
so that the explicit expressions for ¢ yield
|(pl($)|2 B 4R—2e—(2—m/1’%)’1
1—op(z) [e=(1-@=2/R)N™" 4 2e—(2—=/R)7"]
e—(2—x/R)"* o—1/2(1—(2—x/R)) " [(2 —z/R)24+(1-(2- x/R))fQ}
[e-C—a/R)7! 4 e—(l—@—w/R))*l]?

C

X Sﬁu

where we bounded the term in brackets as before, minimizing the denominator and again using that the
exponential dominates any polynomial. We conclude

Cy1—nv)
R )
and (B.2) is the second differential inequality claimed. O

(B-2) [Vi(v)] <

APPENDIX C. PROOF OF LEMMA 7.5

In this section, we provide a proof of the e-Poincaré inequality in Lemma 7.5:
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Proof. We prove first an unweighted version of the desired inequality. Using Holder’s inequality and the
Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev inequality, we obtain:

where L= =

(C.1) / ©?gPTdv < e (/
R3 R3

1 g—1

q q q 2
[eeias ([ o) ([ #)™) " =lol o], 2
R3 R3 R3 La-1

(1-0)
< Cllgl |[vieo™) " [0,

1
<e </ V(sﬁgp/z’)’ dv> +Ce T | g|| 1’ </ 9P dv> :
R3 R3

— %. Solving for 6, we find 6 = % € (0,1) for ¢ > 3/2. Inserting this value of 8, we find

Vi) @) + e w1157 ([ oran).
R3

g—1 _ 1
2q 2

Repeating the above argument with homogeneous weights of the form |v|™ and using the Caffarelli-Kohn-
Nirenberg inequality (see [7] or later improvements in [16,33]) in place of the Gagliardo-Nirenberg-Sobolev
inequality, we find:

1 a-1
/m o2 g7 do < (/ [0l g d”) q (/ o]/ (W)*) q

2
=it o], = 2]

9/4 p/zH?“* )
L2

1
) 9/2

g </ 0] ngpdv),
La R3

<l |l Vi W)y

|

<e </}R3 |v|3/2 ‘V(gagp/Q)‘ dv> +Ce T

o
|v]2s

where 6 is now given by

u+%=9(1—1_—3/4>+(1—9)(2+9—/4>

2q 3 2 3 3
Solving for 0, we once again find § = £ € (0,1) for ¢ > 3/2. Consequently, we obtain
9/2 2 gpt1 3/2 'NE S|l ||z 9/2 o
(C.2) / |v] gPTdv <e / |v] ’V(wgp/ )’ dv | +Ce 23 |||v|2a g / [v]7" % gP dv | .
R3 R3 La R3
Summing (C.1) and (C.2), we obtain the desired bound. O
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