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INSTABILITY RESULTS FOR THE LOGARITHMIC SOBOLEV
INEQUALITY AND ITS APPLICATION TO RELATED INEQUALITIES

DAESUNG KIM

ABSTRACT. We show that there are no general stability results for the logarithmic Sobolev
inequality in terms of the Wasserstein distances and L?(dy) distance for p > 1. To this end,
we construct a sequence of centered probability measures such that the deficit of the logarith-
mic Sobolev inequality converges to zero but the relative entropy and the moments do not,
which leads to instability for the logarithmic Sobolev inequality. As an application, we prove
instability results for Talagrand’s transportation inequality and the Beckner—Hirschman in-
equality.

1. INTRODUCTION

n |I 2
Let dy = (277)7567T| dx be the standard Gaussian measure on R” and du = fd~v a prob-
ability measure on R” where f is a nonnegative function in L!(dvy). The Fisher information
I(p) and the relative entropy H(u) of u with respect to « are defined by

2
10 = [ n‘vf’dw, H(o) = [ flogfan

The classical logarithmic Sobolev inequality (henceforth referred to as the LSI) states that

§(1) = 51() — H(u) > 0. (1.1)

We call §(p) the deficit of the LSI. If dpu = fdry, then we simply write I(f), H(f), and J(f).
Note that the constant % is dimension-free and best possible.

The characterization of equality cases in (1.1) was proven by Carlen [7]. He derived a
Minkowski-type inequality and the strict superadditivity for the Fisher information. Combin-
ing these with the factorization theorem, he showed that equality holds in (1.1) if and only
if f(z) = exp(b-z — 4[b|%) for some b € R™. Note that the Gaussian measure v is the only
centered optimizer.

Carlen also provided an alternative proof for the characterization of equality cases based on
the Beckner—Hirschman entropic uncertainty principle, which was conjectured by Hirschman [15]
and proven by Beckner [3]. Indeed, he showed that (u) is bounded below by the relative en-
tropy of the Fourier—Wiener transform. Then, equality cases in (1.1) follows from the fact that
the relative entropy of the Fourier—Wiener transform vanishes if and only if p is a Gaussian
measure.
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2 INSTABILITY RESULTS FOR THE LSI

After equality cases were fully understood, there has been much effort to find quantitative
improvement of the log Sobolev inequality. Carlen [7] found the lower bound of the deficit in
terms of the Fourier-Wiener transform as mentioned above. Otto and Villani [23] exploited
the HWI inequality to derive the lower bound of the deficit in terms of the Fisher information
and the quadratic Wasserstein distance Wy (see (1.5)).

In particular, there has been a great deal of interest in finding quantitative improvement of
LSI in terms of functionals that quantify how far a measure is away from the optimizers. Let
M be a family of centered probability measures fdy such that I(f) and H(f) are well-defined.
Let daq be a distance (or a functional that identifies the equality cases) in M. We say that
the LSI is weakly dq—stable in M if 6(pu) — 0 and py, € M imply dag(pg,y) — 0. We say
that the LSI is daq—stable if a modulus of continuity is explicit, that is, there exists a modulus
of continuity w such that §(u) > w(da(p,y)) for all p € M.

The first quantitative LSI in terms of metrics was discovered in [17]. Indrei and Marcon
used the optimal transportation to obtain a lower bound of the deficit of the LSI in terms
of the eigenvalues of the Hessian of the optimal transportation potential. Then, they ap-
plied Caffarelli’s contraction theorem [6] and its generalization due to Kolesnikov [18], which
leads to Wa—stability for the LSI. We note that the potential is a solution to the Monge—
Ampere equation under some regularity assumptions on the densities, and that these results
of Caffarelli and Kolesnikov can be thought of as Sobolev type estimates of the equation.

A strict improvement of the LSI for the class of probability measures satisfying a (2, 2)-
Poincaré inequality was proved in [12], which yields stability bounds with respect to W5 and
L'(dv). Using the scaling asymmetry of the Fisher information and the relative entropy, it
was shown in [4] (see also [10, Theorem 1] and [5]) that the LSI is Wa—stable in the space
of probability measures whose second moments are bounded by the second moment of the
standard Gaussian measure (which is the same as the dimension of the underlying space).
In [13, Proposition 4.7], the authors proved L?-stability (and so L!-stability) in the space
of probability measures satisfying a positivity condition on the Fourier transform. Recently,
Indrei and the author in [16] proved Wj-stability as well as L'-stability (only in the one
dimension case) in the space of probability measures with bounded second moments, where
Wy is the Kantorovich-Rubinstein distance. In [19], the authors investigated the distance
functionals induced by the Stein characterization, and proved stability results for the LSI in
terms of these functionals using the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck semigroup. Recently, Gozlan [14]
showed that a certain form of stability estimates of the LSI is equivalent to the Mahler
conjecture, which states that the product of the volumes of a convex body and its polar body
is minimized when the convex body is a hypercube.

Given such effort to find stability for the LSI in terms of different assumptions and distance
functionals, a natural question is to determine the best possible conditions on probability mea-
sure and distances for stability for the LSI. The goal of the paper is to investigate conditions
under which stability for the LSI fails. To this end, we construct sequences of probability mea-
sures such that the deficit of the LSI converges to 0 but the relative entropy does not. It turns
out that our examples yield several instability results for the LSI in terms of the Wasserstein
distances and LP(d~) distances. The results imply that some of the existing stability esti-
mates cannot be improved in terms of spaces of probability measures or distances. Moreover,
we apply our examples to Talagrand’s transportation inequality and the Beckner—Hirschman
inequality to obtain instability results.
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1.1. The log Sobolev inequality. For a probability measure g on R™ and p > 1, the p-th
moment of p is defined by

malo) = [ Jal dp.

The space of probability measures on R™ with finite p-th moments is denoted by P,(R"™). The
Wasserstein distance of order p between two probability measures p, v € P,(R") is defined by

300 =i [ 1o ap it

where the infimum is taken over all probability measures m on R™ x R"™ with marginals p
and v. In particular, W is called the Kantorovich—Rubinstein distance and W5 is called the
quadratic Wasserstein distance.

Let M > 0 and P} (R"™) be the space of probability measures x4 on R” with ma(u) < M.
Note that the standard Gaussian measure dvy belongs to P (R") for M > n and is the unique
optimizer of the log Sobolev inequality in PJ(R™). Note also that the space P (R") for
M > n has other optimizers of the form ebz=Ibl*/ 2dry for some b € R™. Note that the standard
Euclidean logarithmic Sobolev inequality, which is equivalent to (1.1), is not invariant under
scaling. Optimizing in the scaling parameter, Wy—stability was derived in [10, Theorem 1]
(see also [4]), which states that if a probability measure p on R™ is centered and its second
moment is bounded by n (that is, u € PF(R™)), then

5(p) > Cu Wi (11, 7).

A natural questions is whether the same stability holds without the moment assumption. Our
first main result shows that the stability in terms of Wy and LP (p > 1) does not hold for
centered probability measures whose second moments are bounded by M for M > n. The
result also implies that the L'-stability estimate in [16, Theorem 1.1] for n = 1 cannot be
improved in terms of the LP distances.

Theorem 1.1. Let M > n andp > 1. There exists a sequence of centered probability measures
dug = frdy in P (R") such that limy_oo 6(pg) = 0,

lim Wa(uk,v) = ¢ >0,
k—o0
and
likrgioréf I fx — UlLr(ay) > 0.

Let p > 2. By Jensen’s inequality, we have Wa(u,v) < Wy(u,y). Thus, it follows from
Theorem 1.1 that there is no W), stability in P!(R™) when M > n.

We note that the LP-distance of probability measures can be understood as a f-divergence
functional where f(t) = |t — 1|P, and the L? distance is in particular called the Pearson x?
divergence. We also notice here that the LSI is stable in terms of the LP distance for p > 1
under some integrability assumptions (see [16, Corollary 1.2]).

The proofs of Theorem 1.1 and the following results are based on the example in Lemma 1.13.
The motivation of the proof is to consider the weighted sum of the optimizers ebe=Ibl?/2 for
the LSI. In order to facilitate to control the relevant quantities with explicit orders, we cut
the overlaps of the densities of the optimizers and connect them to get a C'*° density.

Note that our example does not give an instability result for L!(dy) distance. Indeed, one
can see that if dup = frdy is a sequence of probability measures constructed in Lemma 1.13,
then [|fy — 1[|L1(ay) — 0 as k — oo.
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Remark 1.2 (Sharp exponent in L'-stability). The L'-stability estimate in [16, Theorem
1.1] states that if du = fdy € P}M(R) is centered, then 6(f) > ||f — 1||‘i1(d7). The higher

dimensional stability estimates in terms of L! can also be found in [16, Corollary 1.4, Remark
1.5] under additional assumptions on the probability measures. It is open to determine the
sharp exponent in L'-stability. We note that for o < 1, the example in Lemma 1.13 satisfies

lim 6(fx)

— e = (.
koo || fr — 1”%1(d’y)

Thus, it is expected that the sharp exponent will be between 1 and 4. For higher dimensions,
weak L!'-stability in P57 without any additional assumptions was proven in [16, Theorem
1.22] but the modulus of continuity is not known yet.

It was shown in [16] that if p is a centered probability measure with bounded second
moment (that is, € P57(R™)), then there exists a constant Cy, 5; > 0 such that

S(p) > Crypg min{ Wi (1, 7), Wi (1, 7)}- (1.2)

The next result shows that the stability in terms of W), distance for p > 1 does not holds for
centered probability measures with finite second moments. As a consequence, we conclude
that the stability estimate (1.2) in terms of W; distance is sharp in terms of P2 (R").

Theorem 1.3. Let p > 1, then there exists a sequence of centered probability measures duy =
frdy in Pa(R™) such that limy_,o 0(p) = 0 and limy_yoo Wy (g, ) = o0.

Remark 1.4 (Sharp exponent in W)-stability for p € [1,2)). A natural question is to find
the sharp exponent in (1.2). Let p € [1,2), a < ;Tpp, and M > n. By Lemma 1.13 with the
appropriate choice of parameters (s = (M —n)/4 and t = 2, see the statement of the lemma
below), one can show that there exists a sequence of centered probability measures py such
that pg € PM(R™) for large k, 6(ug) — 0, Wy(ug,v) — 0, and

lim 6(p)

Vel 7 i—
k—o0 WS (g, )

On the other hand, the construction of Lemma 1.13 does not give such an example if o = 2
and p = 1. Thus, it is expected that the sharp exponent in (1.2) would be 2, which is an open

problem. For 1 < p < 2, W,-stability in P} (R") is not known yet. It is expected that the
2p

sharp exponent would be 55

Our instability results for the LSI allow us to compare different probability measure spaces
where stability for the LSI holds. The following two remarks show that the space P57 (R") is
different from the spaces considered in existing stability results in [13,16].

Remark 1.5. Let S be the space of probability measures fdv satisfying
F (el [ f(2v/mx)) > 0,

where .Z(-) denotes the Fourier transform. It was shown in [13, Proposition 4.7] that if
fdy € S then

() 2 5515 — 115 (13)
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We claim that S ¢ PM(R") and PM(R") ¢ S for any M > 0. Suppose P3f C S. By
Theorem 1.1, there exists a sequence of probability measures frdy € P2 C S such that

lim inf UK _ < =0.

koo || fr — 113
In particular, one has §(f) < &/ fx — 1|3 for large k, which contradicts to (1.3). Thus, we
have P31 ¢ S for all M > 0. Let frpdy be the centered Gaussian with variance k, then { frdy}
is not included in P! for any M > 0. Since e~mlel®\/F (2rx) is also Gaussian, its Fourier

transform is positive, which implies S ¢ PM.

Remark 1.6. For a > 0 and g € L'(dy), we define B(a,g) = {fdy € P: a < f < g}.
In [16, Theorem 1.6], the weak L'-stability was proven in B(a,g): if {fxdy} C B(a,g) and
5(fx) — 0 as k — oo for some a > 0 and g € L'(dy), then fi, — 1 in L'(dy). For any
M,a > 0 and g € L'(dy), we claim that B(a,g) ¢ PY(R") and P (R") ¢ B(a,g). It
suffices to consider the case n = 1. Let M > 0 be fixed and frdy be a sequence of probability
measures constructed as in Lemma 1.13 with ¢ = 2, and choose s so that {frdy} C P}, Since
the minimum of fj converges to 0, we get P57 ¢ B(a,g). We define a sequence of functions
fr such that fi(z) = fr(—x) and

2

8

e 2
> , x €0,k
e 2
oy U B0

where CY, is the normalization constant so that fidv is a probability measure. Indeed one can
compute C}, as

e (1 ()
E2+1 '

where ®(k) = folz dv. Note that Cp — 1 as k — oo. Furthermore, there exist C,«a > 0 such
that f > « for all k and

2
Cr = —(arctan(k:) +

s

22

Cez

A1) € L'(dv)

fr(z) <
for all  and k. Since the second moment of frdy diverges, we conclude that B(a,g) ¢
PM(R™).

1.2. Talagrand’s transportation inequality. Talagrand [24] proved that the relative en-
tropy is bounded below by the quadratic Wasserstein distance, that is,

Srar (1) := 2H () — W5 (1,7) > 0, (1.4)

where 01,1 (1) is called the deficit of Talagrand’s inequality. This inequality has a close relation
to the LSI. Both the inequalities for the Gaussian measure are dimension independent, have
the tensorization property, and imply the concentration phenomenon. Otto and Villani [23]
showed that a measure satisfying a log Sobolev inequality also satisfies a Talagrand-type
inequality, and the converse holds under a curvature condition. From the HWI inequality

Wl 3)V/T0) = 5WE 1) 2 H(w),
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one can see that the deficit of Talagrand’s inequality is bounded by that of the LSI in the
following sense

> ¢ (Vi) ~ Wa,m) = 3 (V) — Walu,))

5Tal(:u)2 5Tal(:u)2

2 (VHG) + Wa(y) OO

In the last inequality, we used the Talagrand’s transport inequality (1.4). In particular, if
d(pr) — 0 and H(py) — c for some constant ¢, then da1(pg) — 0. This observation leads to
the following Wo—instability result for Talagrand’s inequality.

(1.5)

Theorem 1.7. Let M > n, then there exists a sequence of centered probability measures
duy, = frdy in PM(R™) such that limy e dar () = 0 and

lim Wa(pg,v) = ¢ > 0.
k—o00

We note that an improvement of Talagrand’s inequality was shown in [22]. In particular,
if 4 € PY(R™) then the deficit of Talagrand’s inequality is bounded below by the relative
entropy, which implies Wa—stability. It was also shown that the condition P3(R") is sharp
by giving an example. In one dimension, Barthe and Kolesnikov [2] showed that the deficit
of Talagrand’s inequality is bounded below by the optimal transportation cost with cost
function ¢(z) = z — log(1l + z). This leads to Wj-stability for Talagrand’s transportation
inequality. In [12], the authors generalized the stability estimate to higher dimensions. In
fact, they showed the W 1-stability bound, where W1 ; is the L'-Wasserstein distance with
¢! cost function on R”™. Cordero-Erausquin [9, Theorem 1.3] improved the result by replacing

n_%WLl with W7. That is, it was shown that if u € Py(R™), then
Orar (1) = Cin{ Wi (p,7), W (1, 7)}- (1.6)

The next result shows that the result of [9] cannot be improved in terms of the W), distances.

Theorem 1.8. Let p > 1, then there exists a sequence of centered probability measures dpuy =
fkd’y m PQ(]R”) such that limk_mo 5Ta1(/~bk) =0 and limk_mo Wp(ﬂkv 'y) = OQ.
Remark 1.9 (Sharp exponent in Wi—stability for Talagrand’s inequality). Let @ < 1. By

Lemma 1.13, it is easy to see that there exists a sequence of probability measures py in P2 (R™)
such that dpa(pg) — 0, Wi (ug,y) — 0, and

O7al (1k)
W (ks y)

as k — oo. This observation implies that the exponent of Wj in (1.6) cannot be replaced by
any smaller number than 1. It is natural to expect that the sharp exponent would be 1. Note
that if one shows (1.6) with the exponent 1, then Wj—stability for the LSI with the sharp
exponent 2 can be obtained by the proof of [16], as expected in Remark 1.4.

—0

Remark 1.10. Suppose py, is the sequence of probability measures constructed in Lemma 1.13
with ¢ € (0,1). It follows from Lemma 1.13 and (1.6) that &(ux) — 0, Wi(uk,vy) — oo,
Ora1 () — 00, and

W2 (g, )

H ()

as k — oo. This observation implies that the relative entropy term in the lower bound of (1.5)
is necessary.

—0
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1.3. The Beckner—Hirschman inequality. We prove that there are no stability estimates
for the Beckner—Hirschman inequality (the BHI for short) in terms of L distances with specific
measures and range of p. In this subsection, we restrict to the case n = 1. The Shannon
entropy of a nonnegative function h on R with ||k||2 = 1 is given by

S(h) = —/ hlogh dzx.
R
The Beckner—Hirschman inequality states that
opn(h) = S(BI?) + S(hI*) — (1~ log2) 2 0

for a nonnegative function h with ||kl = 1, where % is the Fourier transform defined by
h(§) = [p e > Eh(x) dz. We call dpu(h) the deficit of the BHI. The inequality is also called

the entropic uncertainty principle. We say that a function h is an optimizer for the BHI if
opu(h) = 0. Let & be the set of all nonnegative, L?normalized optimizers for the BHI. Using
the fact that the optimizers are Gaussian (see [20] and [7, p.207]), we get

2 1
& = {Ga,r(x) — (?‘z) terale=? Ly s 0,r € R} . (1.7)

We denote by Gq(x) := Gqo(x) and g(x) := Gr(z). For a measure g on R and p > 0, we
define

distp (g (h, &) = inf I1h —ull Lo = a>i()f}f€R |h = GarllLo(dp)-

It was shown in [7] that the deficit of the LSI is bounded below by that of the BHI. To be
specific, we have

Sun(h) = 3(F) — [ WP log Wi dy < 5(5),
where W is the Fourier—Wiener transform of f, defined by Wf = é(ﬁ), and
1
hz) = (f(2Vrz))2g(x).
We are ready to state our instability results for the BHI.

Theorem 1.11. Let A > 0, dny = || z, and p > 2(\ + 1), then there exists a sequence of
nonnegative functions {hy}r>1 in LP(dny) such that ||hgll2 = 1, opu(hr) — 0, [[hellLe(dn,) —
o0, and

dist;p hi, ®
lim inf UL (dm)( £ ®)

>C(p,\) > 0.
koo ||kl Le(any) )

Theorem 1.12. Let p > 0 > 0 and dmg = g %dx. There exists a sequence of nonnegative
functions {hy}r>1 in LP(dme) such that ||hgll2 = 1, dgu(he) — 0, [[hellLe(dmy) — 00, and

. distre(gmy) (A, ®)
limin
koo (|l Lo (dmy)

> C(p,0) > 0.

We emphasize that dn) is a more suitable reference measure than dmy in a sense that
LP(dny) contains all optimizers & whereas LP(dmy) does not (see (5.2)). If we choose the
Lebesgue measure as a reference measure (that is, # = 0 in Theorem 1.12 or A = 0 in
Theorem 1.11), then the sequence of functions hj converges to g in LP (see Remark 5.4). It
remains open to show LP—stability for the BHI with respect to the Lebesgue measure.



8 INSTABILITY RESULTS FOR THE LSI

1.4. Main Lemma. The main idea of the proofs of the instability results is to consider the
weighted sum of the optimizers for the LSI. Roughly speaking, we study the sum of Gaussian
measures 7y + (v, + 7—p) where 7 > 0 and 7, is the Gaussian measure with barycenter b. We
then observe the behaviors of the deficit of the LSI and other quantities such as the relative
entropy and the Wasserstein distances when the barycenter b is large and the weight r is
small. It turns out that the deficit of the LSI does not see the barycenter and depends only
on the weight asymptotically. Since other quantities rely on both b and r, the example leads
to several types of instability results. The observation is summarized in the following lemma.

Lemma 1.13. For any s,t > 0, there exists a sequence of centered probability measures py
on R™ such that

(i) 6(ur) = Sk logk + o(k™"log k),

(ii) H(ug) = st b~ sk~'logk + o(k™ " log k),

(iii) W2 (e, ) = 25k2~¢ + Okt (log k)?),

(iv) ma(puk) —ma(y) = 25k~ + ma(1)k~" + o(k™),

(v) skP~t 4 o(kP~Y) < my(ug) — mp(y) < 220D skP~t 1 o(kP~Y) for any p € [1,00).

In the proof of Lemma 1.13, we modify the weighted sum of Gaussian measures so as
to remove the overlaps (see Figure 1). This facilitates the detailed computations and pro-
vides precise estimates for the Fisher information, the relative entropy, the distances and
the moments. This leads to, in particular, instability for the Beckner—Hirschman inequal-
ity (Theorem 1.11 and Theorem 1.12) and the observations on the sharp exponents given in
Remark 1.2, Remark 1.4, and Remark 1.9. The asymptotic estimates also reveal how such
quantities are related to each other when the deficit converges to 0. We believe that these
concrete estimates may be applied to other related inequalities.

After this paper has been announced in May 2018, another counterexamples were produced
n [11], where it was shown that the LSI is unstable in the Wasserstein distances and there
is no dimension-free general stability for W5. We note that the construction of the examples
in [11] is in the same spirit as in this paper. They considered the mixture of two Gaussian
measures and manipulated the barycenters, the weight, and the covariances to get the desired
the deficit of the LSI and the Wasserstein distances. Campared to the example presented in
this paper, it seems not easy to apply the counterexamples of [11] to the L? distances in the
setting of the entropic uncertainty principle. Also, it seems not clear how the examples in [11]
give similar arguments on the sharp exponents as in Remark 1.4 and Remark 1.9.

1.5. Organization. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide
basic facts about the Beckner—Hirschman inequality and discuss its relation to the sharp
Hausdorff-Young inequality. We present the proof of Lemma 1.13 in Section 3. In Section 4,
we prove the main results. Applying Lemma 1.13, we prove instability results for the log
Sobolev inequality and Talagrand’s transportation inequality. In Section 5, we prove the
instability results for the Beckner—Hirschman inequality.

1.6. Notation. Let aj and by be sequences of real numbers. We say a = O(by) if there exist
ko € N and M > 0 such that |ax| < M|bg| for all k& > ko. If M depends on some parameters
D, q,- -+, then we use the notation ar = Op4....(br). We say aj = o(by,) if for any € > 0, there
exists ko € N such that |ag| < €|bg| for all & > kyg. For a set A in R", the indicator (or
characteristic) function of A is denoted by 1 4.
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2. THE BECKNER—HIRSCHMAN INEQUALITY

In this section, we discuss the Beckner—Hirschman inequality and its relation to the sharp
Hausdorff-Young inequality. In particular, we review the stability result for the sharp Hausdorff—
Young inequality by Christ [8] and how it can be interpreted in terms of stability for the
Beckner—-Hirschman inequality heuristically. Together with the instability results (Theo-
rem 1.11 and Theorem 1.12), we can get a better idea what a possible stability result for
the Bechner—Hirschman inequality would be.

Let h € L?(R™) with h > 0 and ||h||2 = 1, then the Shannon entropy of & is given by

S(h) = —/ hlogh dzx.
The Beckner—Hirschman inequality (the BHI for short) states that
S(Ih) + S(RI%) = (1~ log2), (2.1)

where ﬁ(g) = fRn 6_2”“'5h(x)dx. By differentiating the (non-sharp) Hausdorff-Young in-
equality in p at p = 2, Hirschman [15] obtained S(|h|2) + S(|h|2) > 0. He conjectured in [15]
that the Gaussian functions are extremal for the inequality and the best constant in the right
hand side of (2.1) is n(1 —log2). Beckner [3] found the best constant in the Hausdorff~Young
inequality for all p € [1,2], which gave an affirmative answer to the conjecture.

Even though the Gaussian functions satisfy the equality, it was an open problem to show
that the Gaussians are the only optimizers. In [20], Lieb characterized the classes of optimizers
for the Hausdorff~Young inequality and the BHI. Indeed, he proved that every optimizer for
a convolution operator with a Gaussian kernel is Gaussian. Equality holds in (2.1) if and only
if h is of the form

h(a:) — Cef@c,(]w)#»x-v’

where ¢ € C, v € C" and J is a n x n real positive definite matrix (see [7, Remarks in p.207]).
Let g(z) = 2% ™*1* and dm = g(x)2dz. The Fourier-Wiener transform is defined by

WE = é(f;) Let f € L?(dm) with | fllz2(am) = 1. By the Plancherel theorem, we have
IWFlL2(am) = I1fl2(@m)y = 1. For a normalized function f in L*(dm), we define the deficit
of the LSI with respect to dm by

()= 5= [ Vs am— [ |fP o] 1 dm.

We note that 0(f) = dc(us) where uy(z) = (f(2y/7z))'/2. Applying the BHI (2.1) with
h = fg, Carlen [7] characterized the equality cases of the LSI by showing that

0= [ VIR Iog W Rdm = S(1fof) + S(FaP) —n(1—log2) > 0. (22

We define the deficit of the BHI by dpu(h) = S(|h|?) + S(|ﬁ|2) —n(1 —log2). Then it follows
from (2.2) that 6.(f) > dgu(fg).

We review the stability result for the Hausdorff-Young inequality by Christ [8] and in-
vestigate how it is related to stability for the BHI. Let p € [1,2], ¢ = p/(p — 1), and
A, = p/?Pg=1/24 For a complex-valued function h € LP(R™), the sharp Hausdorff-Young
inequality by Babenko [1] and Beckner [3] states that

Ihlle < ApliA]p.
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Lieb [20] showed that equality holds if and only if h(z) = ce= @@+ where v € C", ¢ € C,
and @ is a positive definite real quadratic form. Let ¢ be the set of all optimizers for the
Hausdorff-Young inequality. Define &2(R"™) to be the set of all polynomials P : R" — C of
the form P(z) = —z - Az + b -2z + ¢ where b € C", ¢ € C, and A is a symmetric, positive
definite real matrix. Note that ¢ \ {0} = {ef : P € 2(R")}. Let u € ¢4\ {0}. The real
tangent space to ¢ at u is T, = {Pu: P € Z(R")}, and the normal space to ¢ at u is

N9 = {h € LP: Re </ hPu|uyP2dx> = o} : (2.3)

Let dist,(h,¥) = inf,ecg ||h—ul|,. For each p € [1,2], there exists dp > 0 such that if a nonzero
function h satisfies dist,(h, %) < do||h||p, then h can be written as h = h* +7(h) where 7(h) €
4 and h' € N, (;)9. Since Aty = ||k — 7(h)||p and w(h) € 4, we have ||h*|, > dist,(h,9).
For a function h satisfying dist,(h, %) < do|h|p, we define dist’(h, %) = ||h*]|,. The deficit
of the Hausdorff-Young inequality is given by

5]
ony (h;p) :== Ay — ”th.
p

Let B, = 3(p — 1)(2 —p)Aj. For n > 0, we define

{ha | < nlx(h)],

hy =
0,  |ht]>nlm(h)l.

n

In [8], Christ proved the following quantitative Hausdorff-Young inequality. He showed a
compactness result using combinatoric arguments, and then computed the second variation
to obtain remainder terms for the Hausdorff-Young inequality.

Theorem 2.1 ([8, Theorem 1.3]). For each n > 1 and p € (1,2), there exist ng,y > 0 and
C,c > 0 such that for all n € (0,10), if a nonzero function h € LP(R™) satisfies dist,(h,¥) <
0 ||hllp, then Sy (h; p) > Ri(h;p) + Ra(h;p) where

Ru(hip) = By — Cop)[H]157 ( /R n rhm?\w(hnp—?dm) , (2.4)
2
o (disty(h, 9)\P72 [ |kt = hit]l,
Ry(h;p 262”<p ’ > — = .
2(hip) = en 12l T,

By differentiating the sharp Hausdorff-Young inequality, one can derive the Beckner—
Hirschman inequality. Indeed, let h € LY(R"™) N L?(R™) with ||h|j2 = 1. Since dpy(h;p) >0
and dpy (h; 2) = 0, the derivatives of diy (h; p) with respect to p at p = 2 is less than or equal
to 0, which yields

d 1 ~
~ 0 (p)lp=r = 5 (SR + S(RP) = n(1 ~ 10g2)) > 0.
A natural question is whether the same argument yields a stability result for the BHI from
that of the Hausdorff-Young inequality. In what follows, we fix a function h € L*(R")NL*(R")
that satisfies dist,(h,¥) < &o||h||, and ||h|2 = 1 for all p € [1,2]. Note that h* and 7(h)
depend on p. We also assume the following:

(i) We can choose a constant dy to be uniform in p € [1, 2].
(ii) The constant 7 in (2.4) is independent of p € (1, 2).
(iii) We choose the constant C' = C(p) in (2.4) such that C is differentiable on (1, 2] and
C(2)=0.
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(iv) Ri(h;p) > 0 for all p € (1,2).
(v) h* and 7(h) are differentiable with respect to p.
We emphasize here that these assumptions are optimistic and speculative. Based on these
assumptions, we have dgy(h;p) > Ri(h;p) + Ra(h;p) > Ri(h;p) > 0 and oy (h;2) =
R1(h;2) = 0. Taking the derivative with respect to p, we obtain

- d h d
S + SORP) - (1 —10g2) = 42 (g — P2 o > 4Ly p))pms

ap\** [l d
and
R D) = 5 (B — Cn)lpea(lim [ [P )
dp TIPS g P P=pi2 Jge T
—_1 / : 12 p—2
G+ ') (i [ PR,

Let h be a nonnegative function and L, = {z : |ht(z)| < n|x(h)(z)|}, then h# =ht-1g,.
By Fatou’s lemma, we get

lim/|h#\2|7r(h)]p2dm2/|h#]2dx:/ |h — 7(h)|*dz.
12 Jr R

n

Since h —7(h) € Nyp)¥, it follows from (2.3) that m(h) is nonnegative with [[w(h)||2 < 1. Let
G={uec:u>0|ul <1}

Note th~at the set of the optimizers for the BHI defined in (1.7), &, is contained in ® and
m(h) € &. Let 1 be small enough that 3 + C’(2)n > 0, then we get

pu(f) > C,dista(h, )2,

where distg(ﬁ, Q~5) =inf & ||E — ul|2 and

Tp) = h(z), x € Ly,
i) {ﬂmmm ¢ L,

Our observation suggests that there could be a stability bound for the BHI in terms of L? or
weaker distance than L? with respect to the Lebesgue measure. We remark that Theorem 1.11
and Theorem 1.12 do not contradict to this observation.

In Theorem 1.12, we show that the BHI is not stable in terms of distpr(gpm,)(-,®) with
normalization for p > 6 > 0. In Remark 5.4, we explain that our example constructed
in Theorem 1.12 does not give any instability results for the BHI when # = 0. Note that
dista(+,-) is the boundary case when § = 0 and p = 2. Compared to Theorem 1.11, dista(-,-)
can be seen as the case when A = 0 (so that p > 2(A+ 1) = 2). Furthermore, Theorem 1.11
implies that L?-stability would be best possible if exists.

3. PROOF OF MAIN LEMMA

Before proving the main lemma, we give a simple observation.
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FIGURE 1. The graph of fi(x)y(z) constructed in the proof Lemma 1.13

b2

Example 3.1. Let b € R”, gy(x) = ¢~ 2, and di, = gydy. Since g; are the optimizers of
the LSI, we have d(gp) = 0 for all b € R™. Indeed, a direct calculation yields that

V 2
() = / | g’j‘ dy = bP? / gucly = b,

1 1
) = [ avtogady = [ (b0 - 508 ) v = 0P

mao(vp) = / |x]29bd’y = / |z + b]2d’y =n+ [b)°.
R Rn

We have I(v3), H(vp), and ma(13) tend to oo, as |b] — co. We remark that the deficit does
not see the behavior of the barycenter b, whereas the other quantities depend on b. Notice
also that the measure gyd~y is not centered provided b # 0.

As discussed in the introduction, the idea of the proof is to consider the weighted sum of
the optimizers g, for the LSI. To obtain the precise estimates for the relevant quantities, we
cut the overlaps of the densities of the optimizers and connect them to get a C'™° density.

Proof of Lemma 1.13. 1t suffices to consider the case n = 1 for the following reason. Suppose
that uy is the desired sequence of probability measures on R. Let v,—1 the standard Gaussian
measure on R"™! and fiy, = pg ® yn—1, then we have 1(jix) = I(pux), H(ix) = H(ug), 5(fix) =
O(pr), ma(fik) = (n — 1) +mo (), and my(fik) = 2Py (ug) — mp(n-1).

Let dy = (2%)_56*12/2 dz = y(z)dz and ®(x) = [*_dy. Let s,t > 0 be fixed. We define

a sequence of functions ﬁ; in C*°(R) by

17 |x’ S k - ﬁa
fe(@) = q Li(z), k— 57 < |z| <k,

rre2k(@—k) |x| > k,

where r, = § min{sk~, 1}, and Ly, is a function in C*°(R) satisfying Ly(k — ) = 1, Ly (k) =
T, and

1
re < |Lp(x)| <1 and |Li(x)| <4k for k — o < |z| < k.
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Note that f, € C®(R) N L!(dy). Since ®(k — 5-) — 1,®(k) — 1 are of order e~ for some
¢>0and |Lg| <1, we have

1 1

. k
L fll 21y = 2 <<I>(k —5) 5t /k Lipdy+ r;@(k)) =1+ 2r + O(eF).
T2

Define fj, = }T];/H}'V]CHLl(d,y) and dug = fr dy. Then we have

2 EL(a)? ) )
I = — dy +4r . k*®(k
(fr) TAE. </k_21k () v+ drk @ (k)

and

1

H(fi) = ( [ Fetog iy = 1ill iy og Hﬁumdw))

1 Fill 2 ()

9 k 00 -
= - (/ Ly log Ly dvy + / ri (logry + 2k(z + k)) d’y) —log || fell £ (ay)
| fell 21 a) — % —k

2 k _
= (/ Ly log Ly dvy + 2kriy(k) + (2k2 + log rk) @(k)) — log kaHLl(dv)-
| frllzr(ayy \/o—2

Here, we used the fact that [} zdy = ~(k). It then follows that

B 2 (L ()
6(fx) = 7”ﬁ||ﬂ(dw </k—21k < () Ly log Lk) dy = 2kry(k) — i log re @ (k)

+ log H]?kHLl(dy)'

Since |L},(2)[?/Ly(z) < 16k*/r), and 1, < $sk~" for all k, we have

koL (x)]? 8k 1 >
k d <7 k*i — —Ck .
/kl oy < Stk - ) = 0 )

T2k

Since |zlogx| <1 for all = € (0, 1], one has

1

< . ) = 7Ck2 .
< ool = o) = O™ )

k
/ Lk log Lk d’y
k

_ L
2k

Note that log Hﬁ”p(dw = 2r), + O(r?). Therefore, we have

3(frx) = —2rklogri + 2r; + O('r,%) T O(e,ckz)
= —2rplogry + 21 + o(1)

_ Syt S St —t
= 2k: (log4 tlogk‘)+2k +o(k™")

sty s de\  _, ¢
—2k logk+<210g8>k +o(k™"),
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and
H(fy) = 4k*ry, + 2r), log ry — log ||Ef‘|L1(dw) +0(e )
g2ty St 5_ _ 5t —t
= sk +2k: (log4 tlogk:) 2k +o(k™")
t 4
= sk2~t — %k*t log k — <; log ;) k4 o(k™).
Note that I(f},) = 4k?ry + O(e=**) = 25k2~t + O(e~*"). By (1.5), we see
2H(fr) — 4V/6(fr)H(fr) < W3 (k) < 2H(f).

Since
52t
O(fi)H(f) =\ 5 k(D log k + o(k*( =V log k)
=\ 5 k7 (logk)2 +o(k"™ (log k)2),
we obtain

W2 (s, 7) = 25k27 + O (log k)2) = 25k~ + o(k2~1).

For the second moment, we see

9 k— o ) k
)= ([ [
I fill 21 (ay) \Jo k—

2 o0
:1+~T’“/ |z + 2K|2 dy + O(e™ ")
[l (ayy 7k

1 2 (my() + Ak () + 4R2D(R)) + O(eH)
| fell 21 ()

=14 2sk>t + o(K*7).

|z Ly d7+7“k:/ |z [2e2H (k) d7>
k

1
2k

Similarly, we have

2 k_ik k )
mp(pg) = —<——— (/0 R~ dry +/k ) P Ly (z) dy + rk/ P e2k(z—k) d7>

| Fell 1 (a) — k

2 1 ©
== <2mp(7) + ’I“k/ (x + 2k)P d’y> + O(e—ckz)
| fell o ay —k
> my(7) + 22kPry — 2rgmy () + O(e™F)
and

mp(pe) < mp(y) + 22PkPr + 2Premy(y) + O(e*CkQ).

4. PROOFS OF MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we present the proofs of instability results for the log Sobolev inequality and
Talagrand’s transportation inequality. The proofs are based on the construction of a sequence
of probability measures and their asymptotic behaviors in Lemma 1.13.
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4.1. Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let s = (M —n)/4 and t = 2. By Lemma 1.13, there exists a
sequence of centered probability measures py, such that 6(ug) — 0, W (g, v) = @ +o(1),
and mao(ug) =n + @ + 0(1). Thus, we have py, € PM(R?) for large k and

M>O_

lim W2 =
Jim W, (ks Y) 5

By Holder’s inequality and the fact that zlog z < z— 1P+ 2]z — 1] for all z > 0, we have

2

1l
2

H(:) < =217 = Uy + 205 = Uiy

for du = fdy. It then follows from H(uy) = 252 + o(1) that

liminf || fx = Ul o(ay) > Cnprp >0
as desired. -

4.2. Proof of Theorem 1.3. Since Wi (ug,y) < Wp(uk,y) for all p > 1, it suffices to show
the case p = 1. Applying Lemma 1.13 with s = 1 and ¢t = %, we get a sequence of centered
probability measures p such that §(ur) — 0 and mq(pr) — oo as k — oo. Let dmg(z,y) be
a coupling of uy and ~, then it follows from the triangle inequality that

magn) = ms(2) < [ o = gl dri9) < ma ) + s (7).
Taking infimum over all couplings 7, we get

ma(pr) —ma(y) < Wilug,v) < mia(pe) +ma(y),
which finishes the proof. O

4.3. Proof of Theorem 1.7. Let s = (M —n)/4 > 0 and ¢ = 2, then by Lemma 1.13,
there exists a sequence of centered probability measures py such that §(px) — 0, H(ug) =

(M —n)/4+ o(1), W2(ug,vy) = (LQ_") +0(1), and ma(ux) =n+ @ + o(1). For large k,
px € PY(R™) and limg oo Wa (g, v) = (M —n)/2 > 0. By (1.5), we have

Orat (k) < 16H (11, )d (1) — 0,
which completes the proof. O

4.4. Proof of Theorem 1.8. Let ui be the sequence of probability measures constructed in

Lemma 1.13 with s = 1 and ¢t = %, then g, (pg) — oo. Let dmg(z,y) be a coupling of puy

and 7, then it follows from the inequality |z + y|P < 2P~!(|z| + |y|) for p > 1 that

2Py ) — () < [ o =y dme(a,) < 2 ) + 2y ().
Taking infimum over all couplings w, we get
2Py (k) — myp(y) < WE (g, v) < 27 my () + 20 'y ()
and limy_, oo Wy (g, y) = co. It follows from (1.5) and Lemma 1.13 that
Oral (pa)* < 16H ()0 (1)
= 852tk log k + o(k*1 " log k)
=4(p+ 1Dk Plogk + o(k' P log k)

as desired. O
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5. PROOFS OF INSTABILITY FOR THE BECHNER—HIRSCHMAN INEQUALITY

5.1. Auxiliary lemmas. To complete the proof of Theorem 1.12, we construct a sequence
of functions hy € LP(dmyg) from Lemma 1.13, and show that there exists a constant C' > 0
such that

dist 1o (dmg) (Pks 8) > Okl Lo (dmy)

for large k. Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.2 provide estimates of the LP distance on the left
hand side. To control the right hand side, we obtain a two-sided estimate of ||| zr(dm,) in
Lemma 5.3.
Lemma 5.1. Let p,0,aq,w > 0 be such thatp > 6 >0, ag > m, and 0 < w < (ao/w)%. Let
Go(z) := Gao(z) = (277“)&(3_‘””2 and M(a,w) := {z : Go(x) > wGr(x)}. Then, there exist
constants C(p, ag,w),C(p,0) > 0 such that
p—2 p—2

C(p, ao,’LU)CL v < ||G0L ’ ]lM(a,w)HLP(dmg) < C(pa Q)CL w»
for all a > ag. In particular, if p > 2 then limg o [|Ga - Lag(a,w)ll e (dmy) = 00-
Proof. Since G, is symmetric and decreasing in [0, 00), the level set Mg, = [—x0, xo] where
xo > 0 satisfies G, (z9) = wGr(xg). Solving the equation for xy, we obtain

1\/10ga—10g7r—4logw
2 a—Tm '

Tro =

Let 8 = ap — 67 > 0, then

o

G Wattaa oy = | Gala)P g

=2t (p- ) a2 - )

Since /28xy — 00 as a — oo, there exists a constant C(ag,t) > 0 such that C(ag,t) <
20(\/28x9) —1 < 1. We have

1 _p=2 _ 1 1 p=2 1 _p=2 _1 p=2
21w 4 p 21’0(@0,11})1’(], p < ”Ga’]lM(a,w)HLp(dmg) < 21w 4 (p—g) 2rq 4P,

which completes the proof. O
Let fi be the sequence of functions defined in Lemma 1.13 with s = 1 and ¢t = % Note
that the sequence {f;} is construted in Section 3 as follows: let fi = cpfr € C°°(R) where
1, lz| <k — ﬁ,
fr(@) = { Li(x), k— o <zl <k,
rpe?F@k) x| >k,

where 71, = ﬁ, ck = Hﬁ”zll(dv), and Ly, is a function in C*°(R) satisfying Ly(k — &) = 1,
Li(k) = ﬁ, and
1 1
i <|Lp(z)| <1 and |Lp(x)| <4k for k — o < |z| < k.
Define hy(x) = / fx(2/7x)g(x), then it is easy to see ||hglla = || fxllL1(ay) = 1.
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Lemma 5.2. Let p > 2, p > 6 > 0, and hy be defined as above. There exist kg € N and
ag > m such that

Ak — Gall Lo (dmeg) = 1k — Gzl Le(dmy)
for all a > ag and k > ky.

Proof. Let Go(z) = Ga(3%)/Gr(5%) then
I = Gall gy = (45 [ 1V0) = Culo)Pr? (0) o

z 2
where v(z) = (2%)_56_% and § = %. We choose ko € N such that 3 < ¢; < 3 for all
k > ko. Since Li(z) < 1, we have |\/ciLg(z) — 1| < 1. Let k > ko, then we get

/Wv& ) — 1797 dx<0ﬂn9+2/~IVh ) — 1777 : (5.1)

Choose a; > 7 s0 that G,(1) < 3 < e foralla > ay. Setting A={z € [—(k—57),k— 5] :
Go(z) > 2}, then

/k_ Ver — Ga(2) dx>/’G () dz

ktog 2k

o=

>2111/|c: )[Py° dng(f) (2m) B~
fﬁaﬂaZm,hﬁBz{mZk:Vﬁi?Zl}Smw(%m)glbrxzkﬂmhwe
| W@ - Guapr @y de > [ VR - 117
> [T IWA@ -1 (w)dw—émw)—%-é

and

/ VFn@) — Gal)P2? (@) de
k_i
z/ e — Ga()PrP da:+2/k V@) A (@) de

ktap 2k

221‘p/léa(x)lpv dx+2/ [V Fi(@) = 17" (@)dz — Ca(p, 6).
A k

By Lemma 5.1, one can choose ag > a1 such that
/ 1Ga(@)P2 (2)dz > 27-1(C (p, ) + Ca(p, 0))
for all a > ag. By (5.1), we have
/\\/fk* )dx>21—p/|c: )Py dx+/|m—1\p
— C1(p,0) = Ca(p, 0)

> [IVAG@) - 1P4(a)da

which finishes the proof. O
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Lemma 5.3. Let p > 0 > 0 and hy be defined as above, then

_3 Ok>
Akl e (dmg) = Op,6 (k 1 exp (p — 9>> :

Proof. Let g = %. A direct computation yields that

B=1 P
1 amyy = 45) 5 [ 1) 4 )
k

— lenlf2 5 5 R(Bl - o) - D+ et [ (@B @
k—2k

B+1 p 1 pok2 _ pk
+272 |epry 2/8 2ep—0 (— — Bk

Choose k1 € N such that ¢; € [3, 3] and @(% — /Bk) > L for all k > ki. Then we have

0k2

HthLP(dmg) > C(p, e)k_%ep—ﬂ_
Since we have
PN . 1 o [* )
lex|2272 B2 (20 (\/B(k — o)~ 2| c| 2 /k 1 Li(2)| 572 (2)dz < C(p, ),

2k
we can choose ko € N such that

oK2

3
Pkl Lo (dmg) < C(p, 0)k™ 1€~

=

!

for all k > ka. g

5.2. Proof of Theorem 1.12. Let fi be the sequence of functions constructed in the proof of
Lemma 1.13 with s = 1 and ¢ = 3. Define hy(z) = / fi(2y/72)g(z). Note that 1kl 22 (dmg) =
| fillL1(ay) = 1. Note also that 6(fi) = d((fx(2v/m2)"/?) > dpu(hk) by (2.2). Thus, it follows
from Lemma 1.13 that dgg(hg) — 0 as k — oco. Since the function hy and g~% are symmetric

and the symmetric rearrangement of Gy, is G, it follows from the rearrangement inequality
(see [21, Theorem 3.5]) that

dist 1 (dmg) (hk, &) = ) i%foo) Ak — GallLr (dmg)
for all £ > 1. Here, we used the fact that
Ga,r € LP(dmy) if and only if a > 07 /p. (5.2)
Our goal is to show that there exists a constant C' = C(p,6) > 0 such that
Ak — GallLr(amg) = Cllhk |l Lr (dme)

for all a € (%”, o0) and for large k.
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Case 1: a > w. If p > 2, it follows from Lemma 5.2 that there exists ag > 7 such that

dist Lo (dmg) (b, ) = inf [lhg — Gall Lo (amy)

E(?7a0

for large k. Thus, it suffices to show that if k is large enough, then [|hy — Gallrr(dmg) >
Cllhll L (dmy) for all a € (7, agl. Since

1

Ga 055 (4T (- 07\ 5.3
1Gall sy =27 (5) © (== (5.3)
_1
= C(p,0)a"t <p—9;> 2

is uniformly bounded in a € [, ag], we can choose k1 € N so that for all k > k1, ||hil2r(dm,) >
2SUDPac(r 0] |GallLr(dmg) Py Lemma 5.3. We obtain

[h = GallLr(amg) = 1Pkl Lr(amg) — sup [|Gall Lo (dmy)

a€(m,ao]

\Y

> §HthLp(dm9)

for all a € [m,a0] and k > k.
If p <2, then it follows from (5.3) that |G, ||LP(dm9 <C(p,O)r'T (p 0)~ 2 for all a > .
By Lemma 5.3, we choose kg € N such that [|hy, — GallLr(dm,) > §Hhk||Lp(dm9) for all k > ko.

Case 2: 9 < o < 7. By Lemma 5.3, it suffices to show that there exists a constant ¢ > 0
such that
0k2
Ak — Gall Lo (dmg) = ck™ Ter-

foralla6(9 )andlargek: Letﬁ—p andv—l—fthen0<v<1—g We define

Ry (z)/+/Fr(2), then
E ~
1k — Clall oy = (47) / Ve — GalPyPda
= (47T)ﬂ;1/|1 - Rv,k’p‘fk’%')’ﬁdx

S P h(z—k) . 8
> (4m) 2 |egrg)2 1 — R, i|PeP ~Pdx.
k

Let Qui(x) = (2 — 277]6)2 - (1;1’)]62, then

(1—v)i Qv k(@)
Ryp(z) = ~———Fexnk
(ckri)?

for > k. Choose w € (1, ;25), then

a8 - (2= o (5.
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Since the map z — 2271 is decreasing on (1, -25), we know

_ 2(%)—1 2 _ g2 _
2w 1> p—0 _p =0 S P 9.

w2 - (L)Q - p2 P
p—0
Since v € (0, ppe) we have @, ;(2wk) < 0. The function @, x(x) is symmetric about z = %
and 28 > 2wk. This yields that Qux(z) < Qux(wb) for all z € [ka 2% — 2wk]. Thus we can
choose k3 € N so that R, x(z) < 5 for all k > k3 and v € (0, T)' Smce (w—25) <0and
(2-—w-— -25) = ¢ > 0 uniformly in v, we can choose k4 € N so that
o (2m/B (2w L))o (omy/B(w-—L))>1
v p—20 p—20 -2
for all kK > k4 and v € (0, pp%a). If k is large enough, then we obtain
Bt p 8 [ pk(e—k). B
|hi — G ||Lp(dm > (4m) 2 27P|egry|2 e ~Pdx
k
81 2 P
> 955 - Vg (a (kB2 —w- 2
B o5 (1-o )
e (zkf <w— )) )
3p pOk?

>C(p, )k 4ero.

By Lemma 5.3, we have
Ak — GallLr(amg) = CllPll Le (dmy)

for all a € (%”, 7), which completes the proof. O

5.3. Proof of Theorem 1.11. We note that G, , € LP(dny) for all @ > 0 and r € R. Indeed
we have

|G Wiy = [ [Gar @) dny (5.4)

< [1Gata)p dn,
2 P
)
P .2
( )4 (2ap)~ 2/|x|>‘e2dx

22—2

= C(p,Na" 5 ma(y),

where my(7) is the A-th moment of the standard Gaussian measure. Let fi be the sequence
of functions constructed in the proof of Lemma 1.13 with s =1 and ¢ € (@, 2). Define
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— V/@/ma)g(a), then
144y = O ) [ 1)

> Cp, Nlerl / e F a2 gy
k

r p
2 2

72 (@)|a Nz

= C(p, Nexry| 2 / [ + 2k*e i da

> C(p, Nlerr] 2 (1251 = ma(7))
so that [|hgl|Lr(dy,) — 00 as k — oo. By the rearrangement inequality,
dist 1o (an, ) (hi, &) = lnf Pt — GallLr(dny)-

Assume p = 2\ + 2, then ||Gal|1p(an,) = C(p, \)ma(7) is independent of a. We pick k1 € N
such that [|Agllze(any) = 2llGallLe(any) for all k > k1, then

Ihe = GallLr(any) = 1hellze(any) — 1Gallo(dny) = 2||hl<:||LP (dny)

for all k£ > kq, as desired.

Suppose p—2A—2 > 0. By (5.4), we have ||Gy||1p(an,) — 00 as a — oo. Since ||hg|Lo(an,) —
oo and [|Gyl|p(dn,) is bounded in a € (0, ap] for a fixed ag by (5.4), it suffices to show that
there exist kg and ag such that

Hhk - GaHLP (dna) Z ”hk - GFHLP (dny)

for all k > ko and a > ag. Let Gq(z) = Ga(57= )/G (5= ) then

I = Gall iy = C0.N) [ IVAGE) = Gala) P2 (@) o

We choose k; € N such that 1 5<¢c < % for all k > k. Let I = [—xq, x| with
o 1\/loga—10g7r—4log(3/2)
072 a—T ’
then Gq(z) > 3/2 for all z € I. Choose a; > 7 so that Go(1) < 1 < /¢ for all @ > aq, then
C (k=) k— 5] We get
1

/ o V) )Py (@) e > / V(@) — Ga(@) P (@) o

p—2(A+1)
> Cp, Na" 25 / 2Ny — Cu(p, A),
I/

where I' = [—/52x0, \/5220]. Since \/axg — oo as a — oo, there exist az and C' > 0 such

that [, |z[*dy > C for all @ > as. Let B = {x: \/fi(z) > 1,|z| > k}. Since Gq(z) < 1 for
x > k, we have

/k VTe@) — Gal) P ()| > / V(@) — 1775 (2) 2] da
> /k VFe(@) — 1P% (2) 2]z — C(p, V).



22 INSTABILITY RESULTS FOR THE LSI

Combining our observation, we get

/ VI(@) — Gal@) P15 ()] da
k—
> / V) - Ga@Pr @l 2 / V(@) — Gal2)Py} (@2 de
—(k— k

—2(A+1)
2(11(19,%)@1] ! +2/ IV fr(@) = 11778 (2) |z da — Ca(p, N).
k

We choose ko large enough so that for all k£ > ko, we have

/|\/fk J— 1P (@)|a Mz < Cy(p, ) +2/k V(@) — 174 (@)]a]da.

It then follows that

/ V@) — Ga(@)Prb (@)aPde > Cr(p, N)a™ 5 / V(@) — 145 ()] da
- C2(p’ )‘) - 03(])’ >‘)

Letting a large enough, we obtain

JIVE@ - Ga@l @)l de > [ VA - 1P @)l da.

Therefore we have [|hy — GallLp(any) = [|hk — Gz lle(ay,) as desired.

Remark 5.4. For the Lebesgue measure and p > 0, we have
I = Gally = (45" [ 1V~ 1P o
P p
2

= O(Té) +2(Ck7'k)g/ ’ek(x’k) — 1‘ v3 (z)dx
k

Thus, we get
lim distpp(ge) (he, &) < lim [|hy, — Gzl =0
k—o0

k—o00

which implies that our example does not give an instability result for the BHI when # = 0 in

Theorem 1.12 and A = 0 in Theorem 1.11.
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