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Abstract

In this paper, we consider the mean field limit of Brownian particles with Coulomb
repulsion in 3D space using compactness. Using a symmetrization technique, we are
able to control the singularity and prove that the limit measure almost surely is a weak
solution to the limiting nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation. Moreover, by proving that
the energy almost surely is bounded by the initial energy, we improve the regularity
of the weak solutions. By a natural assumption, we also establish the weak-strong
uniqueness principle, which is closely related to the propagation of chaos.

1 Introduction

There are many phenomena in natural and social sciences that are related to interacting
particles [1, 2, 3, 4]. An effective method for studying these large and complex systems
where small individuals interact with each other is the mean field approximation [5, 6, 7, 8.
In this approximation, the effect of surrounding particles is approximated by a consistent
averaged force field so that we have a one body problem. The mean field approximation
naturally applies to the kinetic theory where the macroscopic properties of gases are studied
[9, 10, 11, 12]. A desired property in the mean field limit is the so-called “propagation
of chaos” [10, 13, 14, 15]. Roughly speaking, starting with a chaotic initial configuration
where the particles are from independent copies of the initial state, the statistical correlation
between finite groups of particles vanishes at a later (fixed) time as the number of particles
goes to infinity. In other words, the particles reduce to independent copies of nonlinear
Markov processes.

In this paper, we are interested in the mean field limit of Brownian particles with
Coulomb interaction in three dimensional space. More precisely, we consider the N par-
ticle system

. 1
dx;N = fﬁvmiﬂ(x,}”, L XYNYdt+V2dBY ) i=1,...,N (1.1)
where
1
H(zla-'-azN) = ZQ(SCZ*SCJ) = 5 'Z‘g(xifzj)v (12)
1,7:1<] 1,507
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with ¢ being the interaction potential. This system can be regarded as the overdamped
limit of Langevin equations [16] so that dX’s are from the friction terms while %V, % can
be thought as the interacting forces. Hence, in the remaining part of the paper, we will call
this the “interacting forces”, though it may have other interpretations in some applications.
The scaling 1/N appears because we desire to have a total mass or charge to be O(1) so
that there is a mean field limit as N — oco. The Brownian motion is not scaled since the
strength is determined by the temperature instead of the mass of the particle. Of course,
if one desires to consider other scaling regimes, there may be factors depending on N for
both terms. The initial values {XS’N} are i.i.d from some given density po. Also, {BN}Y
are independent d-dimensional standard Brownian motions. Hence, the N-particle system
is totally determined by (Xol’N, - ,XéV’N, BN, ...,BY). It is standard by Kolmogorov
extension theorem [17, 18] that there exists a probability space (€, F,P) so that all the
random variables {(X3",..., X", BN, ..., BN)}%_, are on this probability space and
they are all independent. Clearly, if we identify B for different N’s the law of XZ’N
is unchanged. Hence, we will drop the index N for the Brownian motions from now on.
Moreover, we use E to mean the expectation under P. If the interaction potential is given
by

—L£loglz|, d=2
_ 27 ) ’ 1.3
9(@) {Cd|z|<d2>, d>3, (13)

where

1 (r@)*
Ca = d(d—2)m (r(g)) (14)

is chosen such that —Ag = &y holds in the distributional sense, then the interaction is called
Coulomb repulsive interaction. Moreover, we define the Coulomb repulsive force as

x
|

F(z) = =Vg(z) = (d—2)Ca (1.5)
We will particularly focus on d = 3 case but some discussions are performed for general d.
Our goal is to show that as N — oo, the empirical measure

1 N
wo = == — 6X1,N (16)

(as a random variable taking values in P(C([0,7];R?))) converges in law to a random mea-
sure u, whose density is almost surely a solution of the nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation

Op=A2p+ V- (pV(g*p)), ple=o = po (1.7)

provided that the initial empirical measure converges weakly to the initial data pg. The
meaning of “solution” here is the weak solution, which will be clarified later (Definition 3.1).
In fact, we have the following result.

Theorem (Informal version of Theorem 3.1). When d = 3, under suitable conditions of
the initial data po, any limit point p of the empirical measure ™ under the topology of
convergence in law in P(C([0,T]; RY)) has a density p a.s., and p is a weak solution to (1.7)
a.s. in the sense of Definition 3.1.

If the solution p is proved to be unique, so that the limit measure p is deterministic, then
we have the propagation of chaos (see [15, Proposition 2.2]). However, the regularity of the
weak solution in Definition 3.1 is limited and it is very challenging to show the uniqueness of
the weak solutions under these conditions even though the initial data pg is very good. On the
other hand, it is standard to show that if pg > 0, pg € L*(R?)NH™(R?) with some m > d/2,
the equation has a unique global strong solution p € C([0,T]; L*(R?)) N C([0, T); H™(R%))



with p > 0. Moreover, ||p|l1 = ||pollx and p € C*°((0,00), H®) for all s > 0. See Appendix A
(Proposition A.2—A.3) for reference. Hence, one desires to improve the regularity of the weak
solutions so that one can eventually show that the ”weak solution” by the limit measure is
the same as the strong solution, which is one common way to establish the propagation of
chaos. This is known to be the ”weak-strong uniqueness principle” [19, 20, 21, 22].

As a second main result of this work, we show that the energy almost surely is bounded
by the initial energy so that we can improve the regularity of the limiting weak solutions (see
Proposition 3.2 and 3.3). Together with this, the extra assumption that the weak solution
p € L2 ([0,T]; L?(R3)) can imply the weak-strong uniqueness principle.

loc

Theorem (Informal version of Proposition 3.2 and Proposition 4.1). With suitable assump-
tions on the initial data po, for general dimension d > 3, for any limit point p of u™, the
energy is bounded by the initial energy almost surely

//RdXRd gz — y)pe(dx) e (dy) < //]Rdx]R'i g(x —y)po(z)po(y) dzdy.

Consequently, the density p € L>(0,T; H=1) and V(g * p) € L>(0,T; L?) almost surely.
Lastly, for d = 3, if one further assumes such a weak solution p € L% (0,T; L*(R?)), then
it must be the unique strong solution.

We will explain in Section 4 that the L2 (0, T'; L?(R?)) assumption makes perfect physical
sense due to the energy dissipation. However, rigorous justification is not easy. Combining
these two results, we obtain a condition for the propagation of chaos.

Theorem (Informal version of Theorem 4.1). Consider d = 3. With suitable assumptions
on the initial data po, if the density p for any limit point u of the empirical measures p™v

satisfies EfOT fR3 p? dxdt < oo, then there is propagation of chaos.

The tool we use to establish the above results is the compactness method based on
entropy and Fisher information estimates. In [23], the propagation of chaos result for d = 2
case is proved using compactness through a self-consistent martingale problem. The proof
needs to control singularity with (d — 1)th order using Fisher information from [24] (see
Lemma 2.5 for a slightly generalized form). However, the proof there cannot be applied
directly to d > 3 cases. (As will be remarked in section 3, the compactness method based on
Fisher information seems not to work for d > 4 cases, and new tools should be developed to
tackle this problem.) What we do is to use certain symmetrization to reduce the singularity
in the third term of (1.7) from d — 1 to d — 2. Using this trick and the estimates of Fisher
information, we show that the limit measure almost surely is a weak solution to the limiting
nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation (1.7) for d = 3 (Theorem 3.1). This is the first main result
in this work. As already mentioned, the weak-strong uniqueness principle is only established
by assuming that the density of the limit measure almost surely is in L2 (0, T; L*(R?)) (see
Proposition 4.1). Though physically significant, the justification seems hard.

Let us mention some related references, which by no means are exhaustive. In [25, 21, 12],
the mean field limit problems for particle systems without Brownian motions with various
interaction kernels have been established. In particular, in [12], Serfaty and Duerinckx es-
tablished the results for particles with Coulomb interaction even for d > 3. When Brownian
motions are present, we have stochastic systems [26, 27, 24, 28, 23, 29, 30]. In [27], propa-
gation of chaos was proved uniformly in time when the interaction kernel is regular enough
and a confining potential is present. In [23], the propagation of chaos for 2D Coulomb in-
teraction was proved using nonlinear martingale problems. In [29], the propagation of chaos
for W12 kernels has been established, and this include the kernels considered in [24, 23].
By estimating the relative entropy, they found the convergence rate of propagation of chaos
for some models. However, the 3D Coulomb kernel is not included in their model so their
method does not apply.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we review and prove some basic
results for Fisher information of probability measures and N particle systems. In particular,
the empirical measures of the N particle systems are tight so that any subsequence has a



further converging subsequence to some limiting measure. Also, there are uniform estimates
of the Fisher information. In section 3, using a symmetrization technique together with the
Fisher information estimate, we show that the limit measure almost surely is a weak solution
to the nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation (1.7). In section 4, we establish the weak-strong
uniqueness principle based on the assumption p € L2 (0,7 L*(R?)), and remark on the
propagation of chaos. In appendices A and B, we provide the notes for strong solutions and

missing proofs for reference.

2 Setup and existing results

In this section, we first recall some basic properties of Fisher information and extend the
estimates in [24] to high-dimensional cases. Then we give an alternative proof for the well-
posedness of the system (1.1). Finally we present the results of tightness of the empirical
measures in [23].

2.1 Entropy and Fisher information of probability measures

We begin with the definition of Fisher information. For any probability measure f €
P((R%)*), we recall that the entropy and Fisher information are defined respectively by

H(f) R ka‘d plngdl‘, lff:pd.fC, I L kad ‘v::lzdl', lff:pdl', (2 1)
' +00 otherwise; ' +00 otherwise. .

We also introduce the normalized entropy and Fisher information for f € P((R%)¥):

Hi(f) = TH(D), Te(f) = 71(F). (22)
The normalized version is introduced so that Hy(f®%) = Hy(f) and I, (f®*) = I, (f) for f €
P(R%), which is convenient for the mean field limit discussion. We remark that the notations
we use here are different from those in [31], where they use H to mean the normalized version
while H; is the unnormalized version. In the following discussion, we sometimes use I (p)
and Hy(p) to represent I (f) and Hi(f) (or I(p), H(p) to represent I(f) and H(f)).

We denote the set of all symmetric probability measures on (R?)* by Py, ((RY)¥). By
”symmetric”, we mean the measure stays unchanged under the pushforward corresponding
to any permutation of the k copies of R?. If the distribution of some k particle system is
symmetric for all time, then the system is said to be exchangeable. Recall that for the joint
probability distribution F' € P(X*) of k random variables taking values in X, the marginal
distribution of X%, ... X% with {iy,...,i.} C {1,..., N} is defined by

Fiy i, ::/ Fdx'* ... dx"™, (2.3)
Xk—r

where {i,41,... i} = {1,...,N}\ {i1,...,4.}. If Fis symmetric, the marginal distribu-
tions are the same for different choices of i1,...,%, and this will be called the r-marginal
distribution later, denoted by F(").

Below, we list out some standard properties of the entropy and Fisher information.

Lemma 2.1 ([31], Lemma 3.3). We have the following super-additivity of entropy:

1. Suppose all the one marginal distributions of F € P((R)¥) are the same, denoted by
f € P(RY). If Hi(f) < oo, then Hx(F) > Hi(f). The equality holds if and only if
F— fok

2. Consider F € P((RY)¥). Then the un-normalized entropies satisfy

H(F) = H(F,,..;,) + H(F; (2.4)

T+1a‘“,ik)'

The equality holds if and only if F = F;, ... ;, @ F; ... wherer € {1,...k—1}.

k



Proof. We briefly give the proof below. By Jensen’s inequality, we have f  glog % dr <0
for any probability densities g, h on a Polish space E. Hence,

/gloggdzz/gloghdx. (2.5)
E E

The equality holds if and only if g = h, a.e.. Now we take £ = (R%)*. The first part of the
claim follows by taking g = F and h = f®* in (2.5). And the second part follows by taking
g = F and h = E17“'7i7‘ X Fir+17“'7ik' O

Lemma 2.2 ([32, Theorem 3]). Suppose F € P((RY)*). Then the non-normalized Fisher
information satisfies

I(F) =2 I(Fyy e i) + 1(F i) (2.6)
The equality holds if and only if ' =F; .. ; @ F . . i,

From Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.2, for f € Py, ((R%)¥) with jth marginal distribution
9, where k = qj +r, ¢, € Z,q > 0,0 <7 < j — 1, one then has

k() > aiL(F9) +r L (f7), BH(f) 2 qiH(f9) +rH (F7). - (27)
Moreover, [31, Lemma 3.7] shows that that
L(f9) < Iu(f), (28)

i.e., for symmetric probability measures, the normalized Fisher information for marginal
distributions f) can always be bounded by Iy (f).

Since the entropy might be negative, we do not have H;(f)) < Hy(f) and H;(f7) <
(k/(qj))Hg(f). To resolve this, we note the following lemma, which gives a lower bound for
the entropy by moments of f.

Lemma 2.3 ([31], Lemma 3.1). For any p,\ > 0, there exists a constant Cp x € R such
that for any k > 1, F € P((RY)F) with

k
1 p
M _E (| + 1)2 F(d
p(F) /Rd)kk_ (l:]* + (dz) <

one has

) > —Cpx — AM,(F) (2.9)

Hy(F
Combining equations (2.7) and (2.9), one gets a control of H;(f7) in terms of Hy(f) as
follow. k

H;(f9) <
qj

Next we extend the estimates in [24] to high-dimensional cases.

Hi(f) + %(AMM% +Cp). (2.10)

Lemma 2.4. Let d > 3. For any probability density f in R? with finite Fisher information
I(f), one has

1

a+l  d
Vg € |1, 2] 19 lgame < Cual ()55 (2.11)

d—1

1

d d(1-1
W€ |12 | ey < Cpal (5303, (212)
If d =2, then (2.11) holds for q € [1,2) while (2.12) holds for p € [1,400).

Proof. We start from (2.11). By Holder’s inequality

V 2 % q
vsiy < ([ S ) s (213)



For1 <¢q< %, we use the interpolation along with Sobolev’s inequality
—0)| £110 0
£l < IfIlt 1 e < CaallV £lg, (2.14)

where 6 is given by 2%‘1 = dd—_qq@ + (1 — 0). Note that f is a probability density. Plugging
(2.13) into (2.14), we get (2.11).

Now for 1 <p < ﬁ’ we can find some 1 < r < % satisfying p = 5= Then by (2.14)
and (2.11) we can easily obtain (2.12). O

The following lemma is a slight generalization of those in [31] to higher dimension, which
is important to control some singular integrals using Fisher information.

Lemma 2.5. Suppose (X1, X2) is a random variable with density F in R? x RY. Assume
that F has finite Fisher information I(F).

1. For any 0 <~ <2 and 3 < 3 < 2, there exists Cy g such that

F(x1,72)

dyRd |:L'1 — :L'2|'V

E[|X; — Xo| 7] = / dydrs < Oy (I(F)F +1). (2.15)
R

Moreover, for any € > 0, the following estimate holds:

F
/ E@Y) gy < C, 5B I(F)7 (2.16)
|lz—y|<e |'T - y|'y
2. Ford >3 and v = 2, it also holds that
— F(.Tl $2) C
E[|X; — X572 = — = dridrs < ——=I(F). 2.17
1% 2] /]Rdx]Rd |z1 — 222 e = (d—2)? (F) (217)

Proof. Set Y1 = Xl;\/;ﬁ, Y, = % and denote the joint distribution of (Y7,Y2) by

F(y1,92). Then I(F) = I(F). Denote the density of Y; by f. From the super-additivity

property of Fisher information (Lemma 2.2), we see that I(f) < I(F) = 2I5(F).
1. By simple computation:

F , f
/ (1"15 1"2) dl'ldl'Q — 25 f(y) dy
RixRd |T1 — Ta|7 ra Y7

#) (2.18)
F JY)
</y>1 Fonare [ 58 dy) |

The first term does not exceed 1, while for the second term one applies Holder’s inequality
and (2.12),

w2

<2

fv) 2\ 7 - 84 48
/ —dy < (/ Iyl_ﬁdy> Ifll < CypI(f)? <20, 31(F)=. (2.19)
\ ly|<1 e

yl<1 |y|7

Note that the restriction £ < d comes from the integrability of |y|* while 8 < % comes
from (2.12). Therefore (2.15) holds. For (2.16), one has

. _
/ (z,y) dxdy:/ f(y)dy
lo—y|<e [T — Y| <= |yl

g(/l |

S
which implies (2.16).

(2.20)

~ dB dg
2

g
Iyl_%dy> 1 e, < Chpe® ()= <2059 L(F) 7,



2. For d > 3 and v = 2, we note

1 N B
/Rd el dy = d_Q/Rd Lz Vi ay
1 1 1[IVl
<73 <6/Rd |y|2f(y)dy+45 e 7w) dy)-

One can choose § = d—f and obtain

1 - 1 ~

TfWdy < ——5I(f).
Jo T4 < gt

The integration by parts can be easily justified by approximating f with compactly sup-

ported smooth functions. The claim therefore follows. |

2.2 The N-particle system

In this part, we study the N-particle system (1.1) and provide some estimates on the entropy
and energy. Most of the results have been established in [23], but we will give alternative
proofs here for the convenience of the readers. These results will be used further in the proof
for propagation of chaos result in section 4.

Assume the dimension d > 3 and throughout this part and IV is set to be fixed. We
will also use X} to represent XE’N in this section for convenience. The joint distribution of
the particles (X}, ..., X}V) is denoted by f}¥. The important quantities associated with the
system include entropy and energy. Recall the entropy defined in (2.2) and we also define
the energy given by (recall (1.6) for the empirical measure u')

a5 )= [[ ol —p ¥ )0 = 535 e - XD, 22
i)

where D represents the diagonal {(x,y) : = y}. For the convenience, we define

ho = (=A)"'po = /Rd 9(x —y)po(y) dy. (2.22)

The continuous system has an initial energy:
1
E(po) =5 g(z —y)po(x)po(y)dzdy
2 (Rd)2

:/ Vho()* dz = [lpollf-+ < Cllpoll %, (2:23)
Rd d+2

by Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev inequality. Moreover, it holds that

Eéy (0) = “—E(po).

We first of all state the results about the well-posedness of the system (1.1):

Theorem 2.1. For anyd > 3 and N > 2, consider a sequence of independent d-dimensional
Brownian motions {(B:)i>0}Y., and the independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) ini-
tial data {X§}Y.| with a common distribution fo satisfying Hy(fo) < 400 and a common
density po € L%(Rd) N LY R, (1 + |z|*)dz). Then there exists a unique global strong
solution to (1.1) with X} # X a.s. for allt >0 and i # j.

The proof for the non-collision result and energy estimate is based on mollification ap-
proximation. Recall that the potential g(z) = Cy|z|>~? is the solution to —Ag = §, and the
mollification we use is given by

ge = Jex g, FE(:C) = 7Vg€(z)a (224)



where J. = ZJ(£), for some ﬁxed J(x) € C*(RY) which is non-negative, radial, with
suppJ(z) € B(0,1) and [, J(2)de = 1. This mollification has the following standard
properties, for wh1ch we omit the proofs.

Lemma 2.6 ([23], Lemma 2.1). (i) g-.(z) = g(x), Fe(x) = F(z) whenever |z| > €;
(i) F-(0) =0, V- F.(z) = J(x);
(iii) |F.()| < min{ S, |F ()]}

We first consider the following regularized system for (1.1):

N
1 i j ; i i
~ > F(X[T - XPF)dt +V2dB], X{|i—0 = X (2.25)
J=1j#i

dXpe =

We try to use system (2.25) to approximate (1.1). Since F. € CZ(R%), (2.25) is well-defined
and has a unique strong solution. We start with the a priori estimates of the entropy and
energy for this regularized system.

Lemma 2.7. Let {X}*® N | be the unique strong solution to (2.25) with joint distribution
(ftN’a)tZO and density (piv’e)tzo. Then we have the following relation for energy

t
(in’E,EN’E>+/ (pév’e,|F1N€| ds —|——/ N.e ,JJo (11 — x2)) ds
0
Nl / /( L9 Dpo@uly) dedy < 1), (226)
Rd 2

and uniform estimates for entropy and second moment as follows

Hy(f°) + / InN(fN%)ds + —/ VE (w1 — x2)) ds = Hy(f3') = Hi(po),
E[|X°?] < 3E[|X3[?] + CtE(po) + 6td.
(2.27)
Here
1 N N
BN () = oo Y g(wi—xy), F Z —a) (2.28)
i,j=1,i#] =

Sketch of the proof. Since the force field is bounded and smooth and the initial density pév €
is continuous, pév’s is a classical nonnegative solution to the Fokker-Planck equation

1
Qipy© = 5V (pr Vg™ e) + Appe, (2.29)
where )
N,
9" (@) = .2‘98(% —a;) = Va, gV (2) = —2FNF
i,51i7]

For (2.26), one starts with (2.29) to obtain

N
d 1 2
") = - <p§V’8,§|VgN’8l2> A D DEPACEENDE (2.30)

By exchangeability,

(PN, Vg™ ey = NN, Vo, gV E[2) = N (™= [N 2).



By dividing both sides by 2N and integrating on time, the equality in (2.26) follows. More-
over,

1 Ne ne N—1// E
S e p— - dzd
2N<P0 ,97) 5N (Rd)Zg (z —y)po(z)po(y) dzdy

1
< 5/ Vho(z) - Vhi(x) de < C||[Vholl3.
Rd

This holds because | Vh§||2 < ||Vholl2 by Young’s convolutional inequality.
Now by simple computations and integration by parts,

d N,e / N,e
—H ' —1 g “d 2.31
i N( t ) N RNd J T, ( 3 )

i,5=1,i#j

which gives the entropy relation in (2.27) since J; is non-negative.
For the moment estimate in (2.27), since X;*° is the solution to (2.25), one can deduce
that

2
N

i i 3t i . i
1 X¢1? < 3|1X5)° + ﬁ/ Z L(XE — X99)| ds + 6|Bi% (2.32)
Jj=1,3

Taking expectation of (2.32), and noting exchangeability, one has

N
. 2
E )‘ZlFE(XSE x| | =k NZ‘ FL(X5 — X5)
J=1,j#i =1 j=1,j#i
= N3 (o, |,
Then, the moment estimate in (2.27) follows from (2.26) directly. O

Proof for Theorem 2.1. First we restrict ourselves to a finite time period [0, T]. In order to
show that the particles in (1.1) a.s. never collide, we consider system (2.25) along with the
stopping time ' ‘
7. = inf{t > 0] H;ln | X3¢ — X{°| < el
i#£j

Since (1.1) and (2.25) takes the same initial value, and by the fact that F.(x) = F(x)
whenever |z| > ¢, for any €1 > € and w € Q, if we define

5 €

Xs (W) = 1, ()<t X5 (@) + 1r, ()51 XS (@) (2.33)

then (2.33) is also a solution for system (2.25) on [0, ¢] since F.(z) = F¢, (x) when |z| > €.
Therefore from the uniqueness of the solution (since F. is Lipschitz over R?), we see that

P(XJ'1, 5o = X711, 5, VO < s <t)=1. (2.34)
Now we consider the set

Ace, = ﬂ{XsEl]-'rEl>t = X5617'€1>t7vo < s <t}
teQ

where Q is the set of rational numbers. By (2.34) P(A.) = 1. For w € A,, if 7. (w) < 7¢, (w),
then there exists a rational number ¢ € Q such that 7. (w) < t < 7, (w), then by the definition
of A we see that X5 = X¢ for 0 < s < ¢, which contradicts with the assumption 7. (w) < t.
Therefore we have proved that when €1 > ¢, 7. > 7, for a.s. w € Q.
We take ¢, = 2% Consider
() Aecn

n>m>1



From the discussion above, we see that {7, } is non-decreasing when n — oo for w € A and
P(A) = 1.

Define

Ag = {1, T +o0}.
If we can show that
P(Ap) =1, (2.35)

then for w € Ay N A there exists an M (w) such that 7. (w) > T when n > M (w). This
implies that X" (w) = X; ™ (w) for n > M(w) and 0 < t < T. Therefore we can define

X (w) = XM (w) (2.36)

whenever w € Ag N A, and for other w € Q we just put X;(w) = Xo(w). Then X, satisfies
(1.1) when 0 < ¢ < T a.s. w € §, which gives the existence of the solution.
For the uniqueness, suppose that X; is another solution that solves (1.1). Consider the
stopping time _
oc = inf{t > 0| min | X} — X/| <e}.
i#]

Similar to (2.33),
1>
s (w) = 105(W)StXé€’(w) + 165(W)>tXS (W) (2-37)

X
gives a solution for (2.25), from which by using the uniqueness it is not hard to see the set

A= ({Xodo,, 50 = XS, 5, V0 <5 <t,n > 1}
teQ

satisfies P(A;) = 1. Now for w € Ay, if 0. < 7. for some ¢ = g, since for fixed w, X; and
X} are continuous in ¢, from the definition of the stopping time we see

min |[X. — X! | =e,min| X% — X7 | > ¢,
i#] N c i#] c c
by continuity there exists a t € Q such that
min | X} — X7| — min |X}° — X7 <0, t<o.,
1#] i#]

which contradicts with the definition of A;. This gives the fact that 0., (w) > 7, (w) as
long as w € A;. Now if (2.35) holds then P(A4gNANA;) =1, and forw € Ag N AN Ay, we
have X, (w) = X; " (w) = X;(w), which concludes the proof for uniqueness.
Now we show (2.35). Since 7., is a.s. non-decreasing, to show 7., 1T 400, a.s., it suffices
to show that for any fixed T,
lim P(r. < T) = 0. (2.38)

e—0

We consider the unnormalized energy

N
1 . )
N = v > gt (xpT - X))

g
i,j=1,i#j
Then we have the following basic fact
{r.<T}cC { sup @5 > <I>i;N} . (2.39)
te[0,T]

Since g¢ € CZ(RY), by Itd’s formula and the fact that —Ag®(z) = J.(x) =0 on |z| > &, we
get

2

9 t+ N N
e, N __ e,N _ = £ 1,6 _ J,€
oY = 25" — /0 ; jflz;#F (X5 — X79)| ds

N t
2 . 4
- > / Jo(XP5 — X1%)ds — M, (2.40)
ij=1,i#j "0

10



N t
Mf:% Z / FL(X5 — X3) . (dB! — dBY) Z /F Xi — X9).dBL.

1,j=1,i#j

Since F; is bounded, M; is a martingale with

) ) 2
E[(M;)?] = g / > R - xio)| [ as
le J#i

. 5 2.41
=/<s,2|v9N|> 24
0
t
:2N/ (PN |12 ds < ONE(po).
0

The last inequality comes from (2.26). Combining (2.39) and (2.40), from the positivity of
9° (since d > 3) we have

fresThc {(@5" — int M) > 1o} (2.42)
CH%N>RMw{mp(AKﬁ>%MQR}. (2.43)
0<t<T

for any R > 0. Here g(c) = Cye?~%. We notice that

E[®5"] = (N — 1)/ po(z)po(y)g°(z — y)dzdy < C(N —1)E(po). (2.44)
R2d
Therefore, Markov’s inequality gives
1
P(®;" > R) < = (N = 1)CE(po). (2.45)

For the second term, we apply Doob’s inequality for martingales (p.203, Theorem 7.31 in
33])

€ 1 N 112 ’
P (&?ﬁT(Mt) > Ng(s) - R) < O - NE (EH OzltlgT(*Mt )l ]) (2.46)
AN cong o CWV,d,E(po))
< m(EHMﬂ )z < 9(6) —NR °

where we used (2.41). Combining (2.42), (2.45) and (2.46)

P(r. < T) < C(N) (l R

wt SO NE NR) . (2.47)

We take R = g(e)z and the conclusion follows from the fact that g(g) = C(d)e2~ % — oo as
e —0.

Lastly, we conclude the global existence and uniqueness. For k > 1, suppose Xt(k) is the
a.s. unique solution to (1.1) on the time interval ¢ € [0, k]. From the previous local existence
and uniqueness proof, we find that the set

So=) {Xt(k) —xO, k>0t [o,e]}

>1

has probability 1. Therefore if we define

Xi(w) = XD ()1, (w) + Xo(w)1s5(w)

11



then X, satisfies (1.1) for all £ > 0 a.s.. (Here [t] rounds ¢ to the nearest integer). Meanwhile,
if X; is another global solution for ¢t > 0, then by local uniqueness we know that for any
k>1, Xy = Xt(k),VO <t < k, a.s.. This implies that X; = X,, which gives the global
uniqueness. O

Next we state some useful estimates for the N-particle system (1.1).

Proposition 2.1. Suppose {X:}i>0 is the solution for (1.1) with joint distribution f{.
Then fN has a density function pY. Moreover, we have the following estimates:

Hy (1Y) + / In(FN)ds < Hy(fo) (= Hn (£)). (2.48)

E&y (t) +E/O %Z ’% > F(X; - X)) *ds < N]\; 15(/)0), (2.49)
i GijAi

E[|X/|?] < 3E[|Xg]?] + Ct&E(po) + 6td. (2.50)

Proof. Throughout this proof, C' denotes the constant which depends on N, pg, d and so on,
but not on e. Note that for any density p € L*(RN?), |plog™ p| < 1. For a < 1,

o e 1—o
/ |p(x)log™ p(z)|de < C |p|%dz < C (/ |x|2pd:c) (/ |x|*ﬁdz) .
|o|>1 || >1 RN || >1
(2.51)

If we take N]E& < «a < 1, then from the uniform estimate (2.27) we deduce

/ @) ogpl (@)lde < C. (2.52)
R

which means that p; is uniformly integrable in L'(RN9). Consider the sequence {p; " :

€n = 5 }. Denote by B, = {|z| < r} the ball in R¥? centered at the origin with radius r.

By Dunford-Pettis theorem (p.412, Theorem 12 in [34]), there exists a subsequence {piv(f)”}

i\f(l). This subsequence has a further subsequence

converging weakly in L'(Bz) to some in(Q). From the uniqueness of the weak limit we see

converging weakly in L'(B;) to some p

that pi\f@) = pi\f(l) a.e. on Bj. Proceeding this process and taking the diagonal sequence,

there exists a subsequence (without relabeling) and a p¥ € L (R™?) such that

prm = pN in LY(By),Vk > 1. (2.53)

(2.53) also gives [|pf | 1 @wvay < 1. Now the moment estimate in (2.27) gives the tightness
of pV=. L., fIIIZM pN#(x)dr goes to 0 as M — oo uniformly in e, by (2.53) it is not hard
to observe that for any ¢ € L (RN4), (¢, pi=") — (¢, pN), i.e.,

plEen s pNin LY (RN, (2.54)

In particular, HpivHLl(RNd) = 1. From the proof of Theorem 2.1 we see that X;" — X, a.s.,
therefore for any ¢ € C,(RV?), we have

(p,of) = lim {p,p ") = lim E[p(X;")] = E[p(X0)] = (¢, /) (2.55)

n—oo n—oo

This gives the fact that f/ has density p)¥. Note that

t t
s BN+ [N BN s = BEN ) + [ BN YOI (250
0 0

and that for a.s. w € Q, X" (w) = XN (w) when 7 is big enough, from the Fatou’s lemma,
the exchangeability, and (2.26) we obtain (2.49). Similarly, (2.50) holds. Now combining
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the entropy estimate in (2.27) and the fact that the functionals H and I are both lower
semicontinuous with respect to weak convergence (Theorem 5.4 and Theorem 5.7 in [31]),
we see that

t

HN(ftN)Jr/ IN(fN)ds<hm1nf (HN( Ns")+/

IN(fs,N’E")ds) < Hi(po), (2.57)
0 0

which gives (2.48).
|

2.3 The weak convergence of the empirical measures

In this part we recall the results in [23] for the weak convergence of the empirical measures.

Proposition 2.2 ([23], Lemma 3.1). For any N > 2 andd > 3, let {(X}"" )o<i<r}¥, be the
unique strong solution to (1.1) with the i.i.d. initial data {Xé’N N .. Suppose the common
density po(x) € L%(Rd) N LY R, (1 + |z|*)dx) and Hi(po) < oo. Recall the empirical
measure p” defined in (1.6). Then

(i) The sequence {L(X M)} is tight in P(C([0, T];RY));

(i) The sequence {L(u™)} is tight in P(P(C([0, T]; R? )))

Here £(X 1) is the law of X1V ie. L(XVV)(A) = P(XLY € A) for A C C([0,T];RY)
Borel measurable; Similar for £(u"). For the convenience of the readers, we provide a
concise proof in Appendix B.

We consider the projection 7 : (C([0,T];R9), B) — R? where B is the standard Borel
o-algebra in C([0, T]; R%):

m(X) = X (b).

Then, for some measure v € P(C([0,T];R%)), we define the time marginal v; as the push-
forward of v under m:

Vy = (ﬂ-t)# (258)

or
v(E) = v(r; Y(E)), VE € R? Borel measurable.

Consequently, we have
(t o ut) e o([0, T); P(RY)),

where P(R?) is equipped with the topology of weak convergence.
We easily conclude the following by change of measures, i.e., for T': (X,v) — (), 7) with
7(A) = v(T~(A)), one has [, fdv = [, foTdv.

Lemma 2.8. Suppose v € P(C([0, T]; RY)) with time marginal v; € P(RY), and 1 is a Borel
measurable function on R* . Then for 0 <t < T, the equation

/ P(Xw(dX) = | p(@)n(de) (2.59)
C([0,T);R4) R

holds if either side is integrable. Similarly, for the product space C([0,T];R%) x C([0, T]; R?)
and Borel measurable function v on R% x RY,

// V( Xy, Y)r(dX)v(dY) = / U(x, Yy )ve(de)v(dY)
C([0,T);R4)2 C([0,T);R4) JRE
=[] wtpmtnmiay) (@50
R4 xRd

if either side of (2.60) is integrable.
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Recall that a sequence of random variables Z,, taking values in some Polish space X con-
verges in law to Z means that Ep(Z,,) — Ep(Z) for any ¢ € Cp(X) (i.e. bounded continuous
functions). The following lemma gives the consequence of the tightness in Proposition 2.2.

Lemma 2.9. 1. There is a subsequence of the empirical measures, u™¥ € P(C([0, T]; R?))
(without relabeling), and a random measure i : (2, F,P) — P(C([0,T]; RY)) such that

pY = pin law as N — oo. (2.61)
(Or L(uN) converges weakly to L(1) in P(P(C([0,T];R?))).)

2. For the subsequence in 1, ul¥, as P(R?) valued random measures, converge in law to
wi. In other words, L(u) converges weakly to L(u:) in P(P(RY)).

Proof. The first claim follows from the tightness of {£(x™)} in P(P(C([0,T];R%))) by the
Prokhorov’s theorem.

For the second, we first note that a sequence v € P(C([0,T];R?)) converges weakly
to v € P(C([0,T); RY)) will imply that (v"); € P(R?) converges weakly to 14 € P(R?). In
fact, for any function ¢ € Cy(R?), we have [5, ¢(z)d(vn ) = fC([O,T];Rd) ¢(X+)dvy,. Note that
X — ¢(X;) is a continuous functional on C([0,7];R?) and thus

lim [ ¢@)d(va): = /C oy PO = [ o)

n—r00 R4

Now, consider a continuous functional ' : P(R%) — R. We define T'; : P(C([0,7]; R?)) — R
as
Ii(v) :=T().

According to what has been justified, I'y is a continuous functional on P(C([0,T]; R?)).
Consequently,
ELy (™) = ET1 (1) = ET (1) = ET (pae).

This then verifies the second claim. O
The following lemma gives another property which will be useful to us.

Lemma 2.10. Let X be a Polish space. Suppose u™N,u are random measures on X (i.e.,
P(X)-valued random variables), such that u™N converge to u in law. For any ) € Cyp(X x X),
if we define a functional Ky : P(X) — R with

Kypw) = | (X, Y)p(dX)v(dY),
XZ
then Ky (™) — Ky (u) in law as N — oc.

Proof. We consider the metric on P(X) induced by weak convergence. By p.23, Theorem
2.8 in [35], vV — v in P(X) implies that Ky (1Y) — Ky (v), therefore for any ¢ € Cy(R),
¢ o ICy is a bounded continuous functional on P(X’), then

E[¢(Ky (1™))] = E[p(Ky ()], N — oo,

which gives the last claim. |

We note the following facts regarding the marginal distributions (see [31, Lemma 5.6]
[24, Theorem 4.1] and [23, Lemma 3.2]). The results are modified for our purpose here and
we sketch a quick proof for reference.

Proposition 2.3. Under the assumption of Proposition 2.2, denote by (fN)i>o the joint
distribution of {(X}™ )0}, and t(J)’N be the jth marginal of fY for any j > 1. Then
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(i) For any j that is a positive integer, we have

T
sup / |£C|2ft(])’N(d$) < oo, sup Hj( t(])’N) < 00, sup/ Li( t(])’N)dt < 0.
t€[0,T],N JRRdi te[0,T],N N Jo

(2.62)

(i1) ft(j)’N has a density p,gj)’N. Consider pl)N = (pgj)’N) € LY([0,T) x RY). It has
a subsequence pUhN  (without relabeling) weakly converging to p) in L*([0,T] x RY) as
N — oo, and also for a.e. t € [0,T], f;])’N = pgj)’N dx converges weakly to pgj) dx as
probability measures. Besides,

. . . t .
sup / |z|2p§J)d:c < 00, sup / pE])|long])|d:c < 00, / Ij(pgj))ds <oo. (2.63)
t€[0,T] J R t€[0,T] J R 0

Moreover, let p be the limit (random) measure of any further subsequence of u™ , and let yu
be the time marginal of p. Then, for a.e. t € [0,T), it holds that

/Rd_ o pdr =E((u?, ¢)), Vg € Cy(RY).

(iii) The entropy and Fisher information of the limit random measure u satisfy that for

all t €0, T):

E(H, (1)) = sup H;(py”) < liminf Hy (f),
j>1 N —oc0

) N (2.64)
E(L1 (1)) = sup Ij(py”) < liminf I (f;").
ji>1 N —o0
(iv) We have the following estimates for the Fisher information
T
E/ I (pe)dt < C. (2.65)
0

Consequently, for a.s. w, p(w) has a density (p:(w))icjo, ). At time t = 0, pi(w) = po for
a.s. w.

Proof. (i) The second moment estimate follows directly from equation (2.50). Equation
(2.8) and (2.48) implies that [ L;(f7™N)dt < [ In(f7"N)dt < Hi(fo) — Hn(fN). By
the second moment estimates and Lemma 2.3 with p = 2, A = 1, we see that

Hi(py"™) > =Cpp = My(pf) > =€, (2.66)

where C depends only on pg, T and d. By Lemma 2.1, we have Hy (p) > Hl(p(Tl)’N) > -—C.
We thus have

T ) T
Sup/ L(f9Nyat < Sup/ IN(fN)dt < C(4,T,d) < cc. (2.67)
N Jo N Jo

We note that Hy (fY) is uniformly bounded. Then, by (2.7), we have (note that entropy
can be negative)

(@ N —mj Ny N =mj (f(N=mg).N
() < (10 S ) () = St ((770Y), 208)
where m is an integer chosen so that N — mj € [0,7). A simple application of (2.9) with
second moment gives the uniform bound for H;( t(] )’N).

(ii) By the uniform second moments estimate, pl/>:V is tight in L' ([0, T]|xR%). Moreover,
we have [, p9)V|log p)'V | dz to be uniformly bounded by the uniform estimates of H; and
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a similar calculation for (2.52). Hence, pUhN i uniformly integrable on [0, 7] x RY. Though
the Dunford-Pettis theorem is stated for finite measures, combined with the tightness, the
uniform integrability implies that pU)V is weakly compact in L'([0,T] x R¥). Hence, we
can find a subsequence pt)N converging weakly to pt7) in L([0,T] x R%).

The second moment mapping v — [, [z[*v(dz) is lower-semicontinous with respect to
the topology of weak convergence, which can be seen by approximating |z| with |z| A m.
After taking sup in ¢, it is still lower semicontinuous. It has been proved in [24, Lemma
4.2] that H; and I; are lower semi-continuous. Taking supremum in ¢, or taking integral of
nonnegative lower semicontinuous functionals still yield lower semicontinuous functionals.

Hence, taking N — oo in (2.62), we get the correspondlng estimates for p(] ). The second
moment and entropy estimates then yield sup;¢o 7 fRd] ptj )| log ptj )| dx < oo similarly as we
did in (2.52).

We now take ¢ € C’[O T] and ¢ € Cp(R¥). Then, T : C([0,T];R?)7 — R defined
by (X1,...,X7) — fo Jo(X},...,X])dt is a bounded continuous functional. A slight
generalizatlon of Lemma 2 10 with X = C([0, T]; RY) shows that

T
B((nY)%,1) » B, 1) = [ o, o) dr,
0
where the last term is obtained by Fubini and the definition of u;. Let
ve i= L(u) € P(P(RY)).
Define
v ::/ 9%9vy(dg) € P(RY).
P(RY)

By this definition, we have for any ¢ € Cy(R%Y) that

/ / 9% (dz)n(dg) = E((u&? o).
P(R4) JR4

This means that E((u™)®,T) — fo o(t) (v, ) dt.
On the other hand, by definition and Fubini theorem,

T _ , T
B0 = [ o008 (55 L et X)) e = g [ o0
T

: 1 .
Ew(X}N,...,ngN)de > dME(XN X Ndt. (2.69)

- 0
some i) s are equal

Simple estimate shows that the second term goes to zero as N — oo; while the first term

converges to fOT o(t) fRd] gop,gj ) ddt by the results we have just proved.
Since ¢(t) is arbitrary, for a fixed ¢, we have for a.e. ¢ that

/Rd oo de = (v, ). (2.70)

Moreover, since C2° is separable, we know for a.e. ¢ and all ¢ € C, that (2.70) holds. Using

(9)

the uniform second moment bounds of p;”’ and z/t (the proof of second moment for v can

be obtained similarly as for pg )), we know that they are tight. We thus can pass from C.
to Cy for these ¢. Hence, pg 7 is in fact the density of v for a.e. t € [0,T].
Now, a slight generalization of Lemma 2.10 with X = R% shows that for ¢ € C,(R¥)
that _
E((u")®, o) = E{(1e)®, ) = (1, ),
since pl¥ converges in law to u; by Lemma 2.9. Together with a similar computation of
(2.69) shows that we in fact have

lim [ ofPN(de) = (], ¢).

N—oco Rdj
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This in fact means
probability measures.

(iii) In [24, Lemma 4.2], it is proved that the functional I; is convex, proper and lower
semi-continuous. Then, [31, Lemma 5.6] showed that

ft(j)’N = pgj)’N dr — I/g for all £. Thus, for a.e. t, pgj)’N dx — p,gj) dx as

Bi(u) = [ Blom(ds) = s L))

On one side, the convexity gives

1 J 1 iy — ()
/p(]Rd) Ta(g)i(dg) = /p(]Rd) 31(9® Jvi(dg) = jI </P(Rd) 9 t(d9)> I ().

The other side is more tricky. One uses a type of affine property for the functional v —
sup;>q I;(v), and we refer the readers to [31, Theorems 5.4, 5.7].

Then, using (2.7), it is clear that limy_ oo I;(p9)Y) < limy_yeo IN(f). The lower
semicontinuity then implies I; (1)) < limy o0 I (p9)-V).

For the entropy, it is shown in [24, Lemma 4.2] that H; is convex, lower semi-continuous
and a certain affine property. E(H;(ut)) = fP(]Rd) Hi(g)vi(dg) = sup;>; H; (v]) holds.

Since the entropy could be negative, we should use the fact that the second moment of
p)N is uniformly bounded and (2.9). We apply (2.9) in (2.68) and have H;(pW)-N) < (1 +

By Hy (fN)+ 822 (Mo (pN=m3):N) 4 C o). Tt then follows that limy oo H;(p0)N) <

mj mj

limpy 00 Hy(f) still holds. The lower semicontinuity then gives the desired result.

(iv) By (2.67), we obtain (2.65). Now, since fOT Ii(us)ds < oo a.s., the definition of
Fisher information (Equation (2.1)) implies that for such w, (us)sefo,r] has density for a.e.
s € 10,T]. The claim for t = 0 is a simple consequence of law of large numbers.

O

3 The limit measure almost surely is a weak solution

Now we define the weak solution of (1.7) in the following sense:

Definition 3.1. We say p € L=(0,T; L*(R?)) is a weak solution to (1.7) if
e pdx € C([0,T]; Co(R?)) and pVh € L*(0,T; L*(R?)), where h = g x p.
e Forallte[0,T]:

(01 6) — (po, &) — /O /R Vo(w) - Vh(z)p(x) drds - /O (e Ad)ds =0 (3.1)

for any ¢ € C2(RY).
We first of all prove the following important result for d = 3.

Proposition 3.1. Let d = 3 and {(X}"™)}, be the unique solution to (1.1) with the i.i.d
initial data {Xé’N N .. Suppose the common density po satisfies H(po) < oo, ma(po) < o
and E(py) < oo. Assume the random measure i on C([0,T];R?) is a limit point of u™ under
the topology induced by convergence in law. Then, p has a density (ps)sejo,r) a.s. as we
have seen, and for fized ¢ € CZ(R?) and t € [0, T, p satisfies the following integral equation
almost surely.

et =tm) =5 [ [ (Vota) = Vo))

(2 —y)ps(2)ps(y) dudy ds — /0 (ps; Ag)ds = 0. (3.2)
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Proof. We divide our proof into the following steps.

Step 1 The integral (3.2) involves the singularity, therefore we need to show that it is
well-defined. Since ¢ € CZ(R?), we only need to show that the third term is integrable for
a.s. w € ). By the Tonelli’s theorem, it suffices to show that

< 00 (3.3)

" B/O | |(VO@) = Vo) - Fw = y)ls (dr)ps (dy)ds

Since ¢ € CZ(R?), by Lemma 2.5, we take d = 3 and & < 8 < 2, there exists a constant C
depending only on ¢, T and S such that

E {1/ /]R3><R3 |(Vo(z) — V(y)) - Fz — y>|ﬂs(d$)us(dy)ds}

< 2| V29| E “/ /RSXRS péwi ps@)osy) ;. dyds” (3.4)
< CE U (I(p®2) % + 1)ds} =CE VT Il(ps)%ds} + CT.
0 0

Since 5 < %, using the Holder’s inequality, there exists a constant C' = C(¢, T, 3) such that

T T 2
E |:/0 Li(ps)zds| <C (/0 I(p5>d8> . (3.5)

Combining (2.65), (3.4) and (3.5) together we obtain (3.3), which means that the integral
(3.2) is well-defined.
Now from Lemma 2.8 and (2.60), we can rewrite the integral (3.2) as

)= 00 =5 [ [ (F0l) = Tolw) - Flo — o (dnds — [ (e, Adds

1 t
=73 / / /(C([O ey (V) = V() FX = Yu(dX)u(dY s

+/C([°’T]?R3>(¢(Xt)(b(XO))M(dX)/cqo,T];Rs)/O AG(X)dsp(dX).

(3.6)
For X,Y € C([0,T]; R?), we define the functional
1t
HO6Y) = 6(3) — %) - [ (Vo00) ~ Vo)) PO - vis - [ Ao(x)ds (37

and similarly ¢.(X,Y) is the functional with F being replaced by F.. We also define
functional Ky and Ky on P(C([0,T]; R?)) by

Ko (v) = / B(X, Y YA(dX)AdY ),
(C([0,T];R3))2 (3.8)

ICwi(V) :/ V(XY )v(dX)v(dY).
(C([0,T];R3))2

If v is a random measure, i.e. a (measurable) mapping from (Q, F,P) to P(C([0,T];R3)),
then Ky (v) is a random variable on (€2, F,P). Since we can change the order of integration
in light of (3.3), from the definition (3.8) we see that for a.s. w € €, the left side of (3.2) is
actually equal to ICy(u(w)). Therefore it suffices to show that E[|/Cy ()] = 0.

For € > 0, one certainly has

E[ICy (1)) < E[IKy (1) = Ky ()] + E[I Ly, (w)]]- (3.9)
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In the following steps we show that each term of (3.9) goes to 0 as ¢ — 0.
Step 2 Now we investigate the first term of (3.9). For fixed w € Q, p is a probability
measure on C([0, 7], R?) thus we can apply Lemma 2.8 and obtain

E[|Ky (1) — Ky, ()]

. 51@ ) / /C | [V0(X0) = VoY) - [F(X, — ¥s) = (X, - Ys)]u(dX)u(dY)ds”

=g |7 = Vot () - Pl = oyt

3| [ J[, woe) ~ Vet <:c—y>—F<:c—y)]ps@)ps(y)dxdyds”

t
<cE|vol. [ ff dedyds.
0 lze—y|<e €T y|
(3.10)

In the equation we used the fact that |F.(x)| < |F(z)| and F.(x) = F(z) when |z| > e.
Now, we apply (2.16) in Lemma 2.5 by taking v = 1 and obtain

t t
IE/ // 2s(@)0sW) 44 ds < Cgsw_lE/ I(p®2) % ds
0 lz—y|<e |1' - y| 0
2 (3.11)

come (e f o)

where % <p< % Therefore by (2.65), there exists C' = C(¢, T, 3, pp) such that
E[ICu () — Ko ()] < Ce¥1, (3.12)

Step 3 For the second term of (3.9), since ¢, is bounded and continuous on C([0, T']; R3) x
C([0,T);R?) and pV — p in law, applying Lemma 2.10 with X = C([0, T]; R?), the random
variable KCy_(uY) converges to Ky (1) in law for fixed e. Since Ky_(u) and Ky (1) are
bounded by |[t)c|| L=, we can take ¢(z) = || A ||tbe]| L~ as the test function and conclude

Jim B[y, (™)) = E[IKy. ()] (3.13)

Now we investigate E[|K,_(4")|]. By definition, it holds that

N
1 i, N 1, N zN i, N
o) = L 30w Xy = L [ - o™
i,j=1 1,j=1

1 [t . , . , ¢ ,

=) / (VX)) = Vo(XIM)) - Fo(XEN = X]N)ds — / AG(XTM)ds|. (3.14)
0 0

Now we apply the It6’s formula to ¢ € CZ(R?) and obtain

N

>_(6(X™) = o(Xg™)) Z Z /W’X”V F(XN — XFBN)ds

i=1 i=1 k=1,k#i
N t
+Z / Ap(XN)ds + V2 / Vo(XN) - dB!. (3.15)
i=170 i=1"0

Note that by symmetry

PXN) - FXN = X5 )ds

zl=
—
<

=330 Y [ (VO - V() BN - XEV)ds. (316)
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Therefore, one has

N oot
C(F(XPN = XN - FL(XEN — ngN))} ds + % Z/O Vo(XoN)-dB:  (3.17)
i=1

and thus

e < 52 [ [ oot - volw)

VIh [ i i
(F(x —y) — Fe(x — y)))d:cdyds +E )W Z/ V(XN . dB! (3.18)
i=170
Again note that F.(x) = F(z) when |z| > €, one has
t
L L A @al(Vot) = Vo) - (Pl = 9) = Fu(o — )l dodyds
X
g Ny (3.19)
< QCdHVngHOO/ // L i ————dxdyds.
lz—y|<e ,T - yl
Applying Lemma 2.5 once more with & 3 <B< § and v = 1, one obtains
)N t
/ // s )dzdyds < Cpedh™ 1/ I(ng)’N)%ds
lz—y|<e 'T - y| 0
(3.20)

t 2
C(8,T)e~! ( / I(p?w(x,y))ds) < Ce¥1
0
Here the constant C' = C(¢, T, 3, po) comes from (2.62) for j = 2.

For the second term of (3.18), from the independence of the Brownian motions { B} |
one can easily calculate its second moment

\/5 N /t N 12
1, d 13
I+ 2 |, Vo) an:

2 N t ) 2
= 3 [ RV < 2TIVoI, (21
1=1

which implies

V2 > [ iN i c
E UW ;/o Vo(XPNY . dBi|| < —=. (3.22)
Plugging (3.20) and (3.22) into (3.18), one finds that for any ¢, N > 0,
1
E[|Ky. (1)) < C (— +s3f’*1) : 3.23
(1. (u™)] < Wi (3.23)
Step 4 Finally, we combine the estimates above together.
Plugging (3.23) into (3.13), one finds that
EJiCy, (1)) = Jim_ BIJKy, (V)] < Ce%. (3.24)
By (3.12),
E[|Ky (1) — Ky ()] < C¥0. (3.25)
Finally by (3.24) and (3.25)
E[[KCy ()] < lim inf(E[[Cy (1) = Ko ()] + E[[ . ()]]) = 0. (3.26)
This is the desired conclusion. O
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Note that in (3.2), we have symmetrized equation (3.1). This symmetrization technique
reduces the singularity from |z|=2 to |z|7? so that Lemma 2.5 can be applied to control
the singularity. This is one of the important observations in this work. The bottleneck for
general d is that the singularity allowed in Lemma 2.5 is only (0,2) for all d. In fact, for
d > 4 cases, Proposition 3.2 below (the proof does not rely on d) actually implies that (3.3)
still holds. Therefore, Step 1 and Step 2 of the proof is still valid with (3.12) replaced by
lime o E[|/Cy (1) — Ky, (1)|] = 0. However, the difficulty arises from the N particle system
(3.20), where the Fisher Information no longer provides the uniform estimate and we know

nothing about
lim lim / / / i y2) dxdyds.
e—0 N—oo lo—y|<e |SC*’IJ|

Recalling the proof of Lemma 2.5, if we can find better uniform L? estimates for the density
of Xti’N — th’N, then one might be able to pass the limit for d > 4 cases. Hence, we think
for general d > 4, the entropy way does not work unless new estimates are found.

We now give some LP estimates for the density p of the limit measure u. For the
convenience, we will then reserve h as

h=(=A)"tp=gx*p. (3.27)

Lemma 3.1. Let d = 3. Let p be the density of the (random) limit measure p. Then for
a.s. w € ), we have the following claims:

p € LT3 (0,73 W) N L7055 (0,75 LP), p € [1,3],q € [1,3/2),
Vh e L?P/Cri=3) (0, T; LPY), p; € (3/2,00).

Consequently, pVh € L*(0,T; L*(R?)) a.s

The claims for p follow from equation (2.65) and Lemma 2.4. The claims of Vh are due
to the Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev inequality since Vh = Vg % p. We skip the details.

By Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 3.1, now we are able to prove that the density of the
limit measure p is a.s. a weak solution for the equation (1.7).

Theorem 3.1. Suppose d = 3 and pg, uN, b, p satisfy the assumptions in Proposition 3.1,

e., the common density po satisfies H(po) < oo, ma(pg) < oo and E(py) < oo, while the
random measure p on C([0,T];R®) is a limit point of u’¥ under the topology induced by
convergence in law with a.s. density p. Then for a.s. w € Q, p is a weak solution to the
nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation (1.7).

Proof. First we fix ¢ and show that (3.2) holds for all ¢ € [0,7] and a.s. w € Q. In fact, by
Proposition 3.1 and (3.4), the following set has probability 1:

a={ocal [ [ (Vo) = Vo) o~ plldoe,(dn)ds < o
(3.2) holds for ¢ € [0,T] N @}. (3.28)

For any probability measure u € P(C([0,7];R?))), ¥ € Cy(R?) and t,, — t we may apply
the dominant convergence theorem

/ (X, )u(dX) - (X u(dX), (3.29)
C([0,T):R?) C([0,T):R?)
which gives

nlggo (@), (de) = /st(w)ﬂt(dx) (3.30)

by Lemma 2.8. From (3.30) we see that both (A¢, 1) and (¢, p¢) are continuous functions
on [0,T]. The continuity them implies that for w € A, (3.2) holds for all ¢ € [0, T].
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Now we show that for a.s. w € Q, p(w) satisfies (3.2) both for all ¢ € [0,7] and all
¢ € C2(R?). In fact, since CZ(R3) is separable (note that C?(R?) is not separable), there
is a countable dense set {¢,}. Then, for a.s. w € Q, p(w) satisfies (3.2) for all ¢ € 0,7
and ¢ = ¢,,. Now in light of (3.4), for a.s. w € Q, the left side of (3.2) can be viewed as a
bounded linear functional on C?(R?). The conclusion then follows from the density of {¢,,}.

Lastly, pVh € L1(0,T; L'(R?)) from Lemma 3.1, and we can then change the symmetric
integral equation (3.2) into the usual one (3.1). O

The weak solution defined above has the minimal regularity requirement. In fact, the
system we consider could give more information and we can improve the regularity. We first
of all have the following important claim about the energy.

Proposition 3.2. Consider a general dimension d > 3. Suppose i is any limit point of the
u™N which a.s. has density as we have seen. Then for a.s. w € Q, the energy

stw) = [ oo vmldouan) (3.31)

is bounded by the initial energy:

sup &'(t,w) < &(po) // 9@ =y)po(@)po(y) dudy.
R4 xR

te[0,T
Proof. From (2.40), it holds that
N N

1 1 . : 1
sup — EX XJE (X, - X))+ —= sup (—MF). (3.32
S 3 o J<xr X S X+ s (M) (332)
i,J=1,i#j i, J=1,i#]
Since for fixed N, g°(X;° — X7°) = g(X{ — X7) for all t € [0, T] outside a set A, whose
probability goes to zero as € — 0 by the non-collision result, we then have almost surely
that
R :
sup — — X/)=lim sup — (X — X9,
OSth NZ ; ‘g( )= e—0 0<t£T N2 Z )
i,j=1,i#j i,j=1,i#j

Fatou’s lemma gives us that

+
su )—&
|2, 3 i ()
N (3.33)
<lminfE | — S g*(Xi— XI) — E(po) |+ liminf —E o)
SIBfE| 5 2 o9 R B s P A
0,J:10F#] ==

Doob’s L? inequality for martingale (p.203, Theorem 7.31 in [33]) and (2.41) imply that

1/2
< 1 (IE sup (—Mf)2> < %E[(M§)2]

0<t<T

Od7p0
VN

Hence, the last term goes to zero as N — oo. Moreover, at ¢ = 0, the joint distribution of
(X¢, X(]), X§r, X§) is simply pf 4 if they are all distinct. In the square of iz 9 9°(X§—X3),
the number of terms where some X{¢’s are repeated is O(N?3). Hence, most terms are those
where the four X{’s are distinct. Using this fact and direct computation, we find

W=

<

sup (—My)
0<t<T

(3.34)

L2(P)

lim liminfE($ D (X - XP) - E(po))+

N—oco e—0

1,19
, 3
. . 1 i j
< lim liminf E’WE oF (X3 — X3) = E(po) —0. (3.35)

1,J:17#]
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It follows that

lim E[ Sup —5 Z (‘J(po)rr =0.

N —o00 OStST it

Now, for v € P(C[0, T],R9), we define

V= [ ate - ymitanman) (3.36)

where v, is defined in (2.58).
We also define

Q) == sup Qi(v) = sup / / gla = y(devi(dy) (3.37)

0<t<T 0<t<T

We claim that if we consider the topology induced by weak convergence on P(C[0,T], R%),
then Q(v) is a lower semi-continuous functional on P(C[0,T],R%). In fact, we can define

(m) . ) ) )
//C([o ] ]Rd))z (X (1) = Y(t)v(dX)v(dY),

where g™ (z) = g(|z|) if |z| > 1/m and g™ (z) = m|z|g(1/m) if |z| < 1/m. Since g™ is a
continuous bounded function, by [35, Theorem 2.8] (p. 23), Q™) is a continuous functional.
Moreover, by monotone convergence theorem, Vv € P(C[0, T],R%), Q;(v) = sup,, Q") (v).
Hence, Q); is lower semicontinuous, and thus @) = sup, Q; is lower semicontinuous.

From previous proof, a subsequence of {uy} converges in law to some random measure
p. Since P(C[0,T],R) is now a Polish space, from [36, p.415, Theorem 11.7.2] there exists
some probability space (€, F,P) and random measures jiy, i : (€, F,P) — P(C[0,T],R%)
such that gy — @ a.s., and fin, &t has the same law as un, u. By the Fatou Lemma and the
lower semicontinuity, we have

E[(Q(1) — £(po)) "] = E[(Q() — E(po)) "]
< lim inf E[(Q(fin) — £(po)) ] = liminf E[(Q(x) — E(p0))*] = 0. (3.38)

Moreover, since p has density almost surely, then almost surely it holds that

sup //]Rdx]R'i gz — y)pe(dx) e (dy) < E(po)- (3.39)

0<t<T
O

With the above estimate, p € L>(0,7; H~') and Vh € L>(0,T; L?). Then, we have
the following improved weak solution, and we provide the proof in Appendix B.

Proposition 3.3. Let d = 3. Suppose u(-) is a time-dependent probability measure, which
has a density p. Assume that p is a weak solution to (1.7) in the sense of Definition 3.1. If

T
moreover, [ I(pt)dt < oo and supyeio 1) [[gsyrs 9(T — y)pe(dx)pe(dy) < E(po), then

1. p € L3/6Gr=9(0,T; L") for r € [3/2,3]; Vh € L9/=2)(0,T; L9) for ¢ > 2. Conse-
quently, pVh is in L3/®P=6)(LP) for 1 < p < g (recall h =g x*p).

2. In LS/°((0,T), W=112/11) it holds that
Op =V - (pVh) + Ap. (3.40)
Moreover, p is a mild solution in L*/3(0,T; L3/?(R3)) so that

t
)=+ [ IAT - (Th)as (3.41)
0

Note that the mild solution form here does not necessarily give the continuity of p(t) at
t = 0 because we do not know whether the second term goes to 0 as t — 0.
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4 A comment about propagation of chaos in 3D

We have established the fact that the limit measure is almost surely a weak solution to
the nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation (1.7). An important question in the mean field limit
research is whether we have propagation of chaos. In other words, we expect the j-marginal
tends to the tensor product of the limit law p. First we recall the following standard
equivalent notions of propagation of chaos which can be found in the lecture of Sznitman
(Proposition 2.2 in [15]).

Definition 4.1. Let X be a Polish space and [ be a probability measure on X. A sequence
of symmetric probability measures f~N on XN are said to be f—-chaotic, if one of the three
following equivalent conditions is satisfied:

(i) The sequence of second marginals fON L f@fas N — oo;

(i4) For all j > 1, the sequence of j-th marginals fU)N — f®5 g5 N — oo;

(iii) Let (XVN ...  XNN)y € XN be drawn randomly according to f. The empirical
(random) measure p” = % i 6xin converges in law to the constant probability measure f
as N — oo.

Note that since X is a Polish space, there exists a metric dy on P(X) such that for
vN v e P(X), vV — v in law if and only if do(vV,v) — 0 as N — co. Therefore as f is
constant, (iii) is equivalent to u” converging to f in probability.

The key point of propagation of chaos is therefore to establish a strong-weak uniqueness
principle for the solutions so that p;(w) is a.s. deterministic. The definition of weak solution
in Definition 3.1 is too weak and it is very hard to prove the uniqueness. We need to put
more constraints to make it unique. In fact, we have the strong-weak uniqueness principle
by assuming p € L2 ((0,T); L*(R3?)).

loc

Proposition 4.1. Let the initial density po € H™(R3) with m > 3/2. Suppose u(-) is a time-
dependent probability measure, which has a density p. Assume that p is a weak solution to

(1.7) in the sense of Definition 3.1. If moreover, fOT I(u)dt < oo, p € L2 ((0,T); L*(R?))
and

sup //(R3)2 g(x — y)pe(dz) e (dy) < E(po) = //(R3)2 gz —y)po(z)po(y) dzdy,

t€[0,T]
then p: is the unique strong solution of (1.7).

The proof of this proposition, though important, is tedious, and we attach it in Appendix
B. In fact, we do not have good enough a priori L? estimates, so the usual hyper-contractivity
method for Keller-Segel equations (for instance, [37, 38]) will not work. What we use is an
energy method appeared in [12].

Recall that the energy equality (2.26) tells us that

T
sup/ // Jo (1 — $2)M§3L($1, x9) drydaadt < co. (4.1)
0 (R3)2

N,e

Fomally, if we take ¢ — 0, we would have

T
/ Y (0,t)dt < C,
0

where 5V is the density for X{¥ — X&. As N — oo, it is expected that

T
/ / M(Q) (x,2) dedt < C}.
0o Jrs

T
E//dexdthl,
0 R3
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which is desired. However, rigorously justifying these limits need some uniform convergence
and this seems hard. We will keep on working on the weak-strong uniqueness principle.
One may be tempted to send N — oo first in

T
sup/ // J(x1 — xg)ug\?)s(zl,zg) dxidxodt < C.
N.e Jo R3 xR3 ’

The mollified system has the propagation of chaos, and the limit measure is unique, which is
the strong solution p. to the nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation with F' being replaced by Fr.
Though p. has uniform L2(0,T; L?) bound, one can show that p. converges to the strong
solution of the nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation constructed in Appendix A, instead of the
limit measure p. Hence, this does not work.

Remark 4.1. Note that for d = 2 case, the assumption p € L2(0,T; L?(R?)) is a direct
corollary from (2.12) in Lemma 2.4 by taking p = d = 2, and one can check that the proof
of Proposition 4.1 is valid for d = 2. And for Proposition 3.1, the self-consistent martingale
problem proved in Section 4 of [23] implies the conclusion. Hence combining these two
results one obtains the propagation of chaos result for d = 2 easily.

Remark 4.2. In fact, in the energy estimate, one also expects the first negative term will
give us

T
/0 /]R p|Vh|?* dxdt < C. (4.2)

If this is true, many proofs can be simplified. For example, we will then have Vp - Vh =
V/p(y/pVh) € L'(0,T; L*). Then using the mild solution form (3.41) and the nonnegativity
of p?, one finds p € L?(0,T; L?). However, (4.2) seems difficult to justify.

With Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 4.1, we conclude the following.

Theorem 4.1. Ford =3, let {(X"V)}N.| be the unique solution to (1.1) with i.i.d. initial
data {(XS’N) N . Suppose the common initial density po € L*(R3) N H™(R3) for m > 3/2,
with ma(po) < oo, Hi(pg) < co. Suppose any limit point of the empirical measure pu™™

defined in (1.6) satisfies
T
E/ / p? dadt < oco.
0 Jrs

Then, u™ goes in probability to a deterministic measure fi := (pt dx)ieo,r) in P(C([0, T];R?))
as N — oo, where p; is the unique strong solution to (1.7) with initial value pg.

Proof. We consider the metric dy on P(C([0,7],R?)) induced by weak convergence. From
Proposition 2.2, we know that £(u%) is tight in P(P(C([0,T];R?))). Therefore for any
subsequence of uV, there exists a further subsequence {u"*} converging in law to some
random measure pu: (2, F,P) — C([0,T];R3). Then by Theorem 3.1, for a.s. w € €, the
limiting point p has a density p, which is a weak solution to (1.7). By the assumption
and Proposition 4.1, the weak solution to (1.7) is unique. Therefore if we denote fi the
(deterministic) random measure with density p, which is the strong solution to (1.7), then
for any 0 <t < T and w € Q, p = fi for a.s. w € Q. Since the subsequence {u™*} converge
in law to p and p is a.s. equal to the deterministic probability measure 1, we see that
uNk converge in probability to fi. In other words, any subsequence of {u"} has a further
subsequence {uV¥} converging in probability to fi. Hence, {u”} converges in probability to
the deterministic probability measure fi in P(C([0,77;R?)). O

Acknowledgement

The work of L. Li was partially sponsored by NSFC 11901389, 11971314, and Shanghai
Sailing Program 19YF1421300. The work of J.-G. Liu was partially supported by KI-Net
NSF RNMS11-07444 and NSF DMS-1812573. P. Yu was partially supported by the elite
undergraduate training program of School of Mathematical Sciences in Peking University.

25



A Notes on the nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation

In this part, we investigate some properties of the nonlinear Fokker-Planck equation (1.7).
We will show the local existence and uniqueness of strong solution for (1.7) given the initial
data is small in some space H®, and then we will discuss some potential methods for the
uniqueness of the weak solution.

First we state a useful lemma in [39], which is some type of Banach fixed point theorem.

Lemma A.1l. Let (X, || - ||x) be a Banach space and H : X x X — X a bounded bilinear
form satisfying || H (z1,z2)||x < nllz1lx||z2]lx for all z1,20 € X and a constant n > 0.
Then, if 0 < e < ﬁ and if f € X is such that ||f||x < €, the equation x = f + H(x,x) has

a solution in X such that ||x||x < 2e. This solution is unique in the ball B(0, 2¢).
In light of Duhamel’s principle, we define the mild solution of (1.7) in the following sense:

Definition A.1. Let X be a Banach space over space and time. We call p € X a mild
solution to (1.7) with initial data po if p satisfies the following equation in X :

z,t) = et? te(tfs)A . S, - x p(s,- s. .
plant) =0+ [ IR (o)W (g pls. ) (A1)

Now we have the following local existence and uniqueness of mild solution:

Proposition A.1. Suppose m > g, d > 3, and the initial data py € L'(R?) N H™(R).

Then there exists a T > 0 such that equation (1.7) admits a unique mild solution p in
C([0,T); LY(RY)) n C([0,T]; H™(RY)). If we define Ty, to be the largest time of evistence,
i.e.,

Ty, = sup{T > 0| (1.7) has a mild solution in C([0,T]; L(R%)) N C([0,T]; H™(R))},

then Ty, < oo implies that limsup, . (|[p¢]|zm + ||pe|| 1) = +oo. Moreover, the integral of
b
the mild solution is preserved, 1i.e.,

/ p(z, t)de = / po(x)dx. (A.2)
Rd Rd
Proof. We will apply Lemma A.1 to prove this result. We set

X = C([0,T); L' (R) N C([0, T]; H™ (RY))

with norm [Jul|x := |[ullc(o,r:21) + [|ullc(jo, ;) and define the bilinear form H on X x X
by

H(u,v) = /0 eB=92(V - (u(s, )V (g * v(s, -))) ds.

We also denote

A= e + 1
for f € LY(RY) N H™(RY).
First, since H™ is an algebra as long as m > %, for f1, fo € LY(R4)) N H™(RY), we have

1£1V (g * f2)llm < Coll fillam |V (g * f2)l[rm . (A.3)
Note that

V(@ £l = [ Fla = PP +1€P)mde

21+ ey 21+ ey (A4)
= RIS LR el T B g
/m R /g>1 FEE

< Cm,all fall3 + 12l -
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Combining (A.3), (A.4) and the fact that || fa]lee < || f2]|z1, one finds that
111V (g * f2)llam < Call Allll fll- (A.5)
For 0 < o < 1, one also has the following for f € H™:
12V f 1o = /Rd FEP L+ [EP)mHefePe21e e
< 1 sup (€21 + [€2) e ) (4.6)
£ERE
< Ol flIm T+ 27179).

Hence, for u,v € X, one has that

sup | H (u,0) | grmte < C(TH2 4+ TU=92) ul o]l x. (A7)
te[0,7)
The heat kernel P(z,t) = ( 1)26_ T satisfies [VP(, )1 = aqt™2, where aq is a
4mt) 2

constant. Note that e!=AV . (uV (g xv)) = [o. VP(x —y,t — 5) - uV(g x v)(y, s) dy. One
thus has:

t
sup ||H (u,v)]|p1 < C/ (t—3s)"2||uV(g *v)|1(s)ds,
t€[0,T] 0

., (A8)
< Cllulxllollx / (T — 5)"V/2 ds.
0

Note that we used [|u(s)V(g*v)(s)|[1 < [Ju(s)]2||Vg*v(s)]2 < C|lu(s)||g=||v(s)|| by setting
m =0 in (A.4).

We now check that H(u,v) € X. By (A.7) and (A.8), it is easy to verify that H(u,v)
is continuous at ¢t = 0 in H™** and L' norm. We now fix ¢t > 0. Pick &§; € (0,¢) and set
w = uV(g *v). We calculate for |4] small enough (note that § can be negative) that

t—01
[1H (u, v)(t +0) = H(u, 0) (@) e < / (0792 — =92V -] gt ds
0
¢ t+6
+/ |t~ DAY - w(s)|| grmsads +/ |etH=IAY L ap(s)|| gmrads.  (A.9)
t—051 t—01
Using (A.6), the last two terms of (A.9) are bounded by C(|6] + &)™z =) ||| x||v| x-
The first term of (A.9) is similarly estimated as in (A.6):
t—01
[ 92— 2 )]s
0
t—01 2 2
< Cllullxlollx [ 11+ Jg) (e o000 — e g s (A.10
0

t
2 2 2
< CIIUIlelvllx/6 lge™ ST (1 g [g2) (712 — T IO 112,

By discussing the domains for |{| > L and [¢| < L, one can easily find that as 6 — 0, the
|- oo norm goes to zero. Hence, H(u,v) is continuous at ¢ under H™** norm. So we have
actually verified that H(u,v) € C([0,T]; H™T%(R?)) where 0 < a < 1.

Similar to (A.9), we have

t—91
[1H (u, 0)(t +0) = H(u,0)(8)]| L1 < / (072 — e=I2)T - w(s) | prds
0

s (A.11)

t
+/ ||e<t*S>Av-w(s)||L1ds+/ e HO=IAY L aw(s)| L1 ds.
t—51 t_51
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Similarly as in (A.8), the last two terms of (A.11) are controlled by 4Cy+/[6| + 01 ||u| x||v] x -
For the first term, we similarly write

t—01
|08 29 ) s
0
s (A12)
<Cllullxlolls [ I9PCt+0=5) = VPt = 9)]e
0

Since VP € C([61,T], L*(R?)) and thus uniformly continuous in time on [6;,7]. This term
goes to zero as § — 0. Hence, H(u,v) € C([0,T]; L*(R%)). We thus have H(u,v) € X with

1 H (w,0)l|x < Cam VT |lul|x|v] x- (A.13)
Now we apply Lemma A.1 by taking f = e py. Since
e pollr = [P(-+) * pollLr < llpoll s

—1£1? m
e pollrrm = [le™ 141+ 1€*) % o 2

we find that [[fllx < llpollzr + llpolla= = |lpoll. Therefore by Lemma A.l, equation
(1.7) admits a unique mild solution p € C([0,T]; L*(R%)) N C([0,T]; H™(R?)) where T =
teor—IF1%*. Moreover, [|pllx <2 fllx < 2]lpoll

Moreover, we claim that the mild solution is also unique on [0,7}), not just on [0,7]. In
fact, for two mild solutions p;(t),i = 1,2. Define I = {t : p1(s) = pa2(s),for all s < [0,¢)}.
Clearly, I is an interval and [0,7] C I. By viewing pi(¢),t € I as the new initial data
and applying Lemma A.1 again, we find that p is unique on some interval [t,¢ + £(t)] with
g(t) > 0. Hence, I is an open subinterval of [0,7},) with the topology inherited from R.
Moreover, by the continuity of p;(t), I is also closed. Hence, I = [0,T}).

If the blow-up criterion does not hold, there exists M > 0 such that sup,c(o 1,y [[p(t)[| x <

M. Set t; := ggz—M 2. The equation (1.7) with initial data p(T}, — ¢1/2) has a mild
d,m

solution g in C([0,t1]; LY(RY)) N C([0,¢1]; H™(RY)). If we define p(t) = p(t) for 0 < ¢ <

Ty, —t1/2 and p(t) = p(t — (Ty, — t1/2)) for t € [Ty, —t1/2, Tp +t1/2], then p is a mild solution

on [0, Ty + t1/2], which contradicts with the definition of Tj.

Lastly, we have

0

/Rd px, t)dx = /Rd (empo(x) +/ eI . (p(s, )V(g * p(s, ))ds)) dx. (A.14)

Since we have shown in (A.8) that the right side is in L', we can freely change the order of
the integral and the integral preservation follows. O

We now show that the mild solution is a strong solution. We say p € C([0, T]; L' (R%)) N
C([0,T); H™(R?)) is a strong solution if: (i) p is a weak solution that satisfies the equation
in the distributional sense; (ii) both 9:p and V - (pV(g * p)) + Ap are locally integrable
functions on (0,7) x R? so that the equation holds a.e.

Proposition A.2. Let py € L*(R?) N H™(R?) with m > £. Then the mild solution p is

a strong solution belonging to C°°((0,Ty), H™ (RY)) for any m/ > m. Moreover, the strong
solution is unique.

Proof. We take T' € (0,T}). From the proof of previous proposition, for 0 < o < 1,
H(p,p) € C([0,T]; H™+*(R%)).

Meanwhile, since py € H™(R?), it is easy to verify that e/®py € C((0,T]; H™) for any
m’ > 0. Therefore we see that p is in C((0, T]; H™+(R?)).

1
2

pM(t) == p(t — &) is a mild solution of (1.7) in C([0,T — &]; H™+*(R%)) N C([0,T —

Now for any 0 < t; < T, we take o = 5 with the new initial value pél) = pu. Then

ol
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4]; L (R?)). Therefore the previous argument implies that p™) € C((0, 7—4]; H™+2%(R%)).
Then we can take the new initial value p) = u(t;) along with p(? (¢) = uV (t— ). Iterating

this process for 2(m’ —m) + 2 times, we find that p € C([t;, T], H™ (R%)).
Take t; > 0. Let p(t) = p(t + t1). Then, p satisfies

ﬂﬂ=emﬁ®%+/,é“QAV-@V@*ﬁ»
0

We have w := V- (pV(g * p)) € C([0,T — t1]; H™(RY)) for any m > 0. It then follows

t
Ap(t) = Aet®5(0) —|—/ e Aw, ds. (A.15)
0

By the property for heat equation with L? initial data, we have e!®u — u = fot Ae™Audr if
u € L?. Hence,

t t t T t
/ (Ap(T) + w(r))dr :/ AGTA[_)()dT+/ / (T8 Aw, dsdTJr/ w(T)dT
0 0 0o Jo 0
t ot ¢ (
= ("o — po) + / / TR Aw, drds + / w(r)dr
0 Js 0

= p(t) — po.

A.16)

We exchanged the order of integral since e("*)2Aw, is bounded under L? norm. This
identity first of all implies that j is a weak solution since p € C([0,T]; L?). Moreover, it also
implies that p € C*°([t1,T]) under any H™ norm. Hence, taking derivative on time, we find
that p is a strong solution. Since ¢; is arbitrary, the claim follows.

The strong solution is a mild solution on [0,7]. The uniqueness then follows trivially by
the uniqueness of mild solutions. |

We are more interested in the non-negative initial data due to the problem we consider.
Proposition A.3. Besides the conditions in Proposition A.1, if we also have pg > 0, then

1. For all t in the integral of existence, we have p(x,t) > 0.

2. The strong solution exists globally, i.e. Ty = co.

Proof. 1. The proof of non-negativity follows in a similar way as in [40]. Here, we sketch
the proof briefly.

We fix an arbitrary 7' € (0,7}) and let p be the mild solution on [0,7]. We consider the
approximated problem

¢

pult) = S+ [ TIBT (G (9T (g7 % )
0

where €, = 1/n. Since V(g * p) is a smooth function with the derivatives bounded, then

pn € C([0,T], HY) N C([0,T], L) N C*((0,T), H'). Then, for t > 0, it holds in H~" that

Opn =V - (0 (5)V(g°" * p) + Apy.

Multiply p;; = — min(p,,0) on both sides and integrate. The right hand is equal to || Vp,, ||3.

pn(t)=pn(t=h)
h

Consider the left hand side. Since 0;p,, = lim;,_,o+ converges in L2, we have

- . - pn(t)—pn(t—h)> Lo lpn (O3 — llpn (E = h)|1?
=1 < —=1 .
<pnaatpn> hLIng <pna h = 2 hi}%h L

Since |p;, (t2) — p;, (t1)| < |pn(t2) — pn(t1)] holds pointwise and therefore in L2, we find that
t — |lpnll2 is in C[0,T) N CY(0,T) and

aillpz |13 < 0.
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This implies that p, = 0 and thus p} = p,. As n — oo, we can show that p, — p in
C([0,T], L?), which further implies that p > 0 on [0, T.

2. It suffices to show that the solution does not blow up in L' and H™ norm in a finite
time. By the integral preservation and positivity preservation, ||p(t)||rr = ||poll:. Hence,
we only need to consider H™ norm.

Note po € L for all p € [1,00). Using the facts that p € H™ for any m’ > 0 and that p
is smooth in time for t > 0, we can multiply the equation with ppP~! and integrate to have
for t > 0,

Alpllh = —plp — 1)(Vp, p">Vp) — (p*,pp" ") + (V(g % p), VpP)

=—(p- 1)/ (pp"2|Vp|* + pPT 1) dx.  (ALT)
Rd

Using the non-negativity of p, we find ||p||, < C, is uniformly bounded.

Now, we consider n = [m] + i (where i = 1,2 so that n is even) and use the data at
some t; > 0 as the initial data. Set ||f|| ;. = [[(=A)2 f||z2 = €15l 2, then ||p||gn can be
controlled by ||p]| z» and ||p||z2. Therefore we only need to show | p|| 7. does not blow up,
which clearly will indicate that the original || - || = norm does not blow up. Multiply (1.7)
by (—A)"p and integrate, we have for t > t;

%c’%llpl\z w = —lol%nes = (07 (=A)"p) + (Vp - V(g p), (—A)"p). (A.18)

For the second term of (A.18), after integrating by parts for n times, we obtain

—(p?, (=A)"p) = —((=A)"2p, (=A)"2(p?)). (A.19)
Expanding (—A)"/?(p?) out, this contains terms of the form CyD‘pD" ‘p where ¢ =
0,1,...,n and D denotes any partial derivative. For the ¢ = 0,n terms, we use the non-

negativity of p and find — [o, p|(—A)"/?p|?>dz < 0. Consider that 1 < £ < n —1. By
Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality:

Jj—d/p+d/r
(n+1)—d/2+d/r

107 flle < CIAI LN @ = (A.20)

Setting py = 27n, q = %, applying Holder inequality and (A.20), we find that for 1 < /¢ <
n—1,
n—d/2+2d/r

(D pD"™“p, D" p)| < ID*pllzec D™ pllzacllpll gra < Cllpll i, Mlpll - (A21)

Here we have used the fact that ||p¢||- < ||po|lL-- Here, p, and g; are chosen so that the
corresponding « € (0,1). We pick r > d and then the power of ||p| m+1 is less than 1.
For the third term of (A.18), we similarly have

(Vp-V(g*p),(=A)"p) = (=A)2(Vp- V(g p)), (=A)% p). (A.22)

Expanding out, we have terms of the form (VD" ¢p) D’V (g*p). The £ = 0 term contributes
to

n n 1 n
(-2)"729)-Tlg ) (-8)Fpdo = = [ pl(-A)FpP s <0,
Rd Rd
When ¢ > 1, by the singular integral theory, we have
1DV (g * p)|ee = [ DV (g % D' p)llre < 1D pllLre, 1< pe < oo (A.23)
Due to this reason, we find that when ¢ = 1, the pairing is controlled by

(VD" *p)D"V (g * p), (=A)% p) < VD" " pllass|DV (g * p)ll22+8) /5| pll g
< CIVD"  pllagslpoll gn
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By Galiardo-Nirenberg inequality again, ||[VD" 1p|24s < C||p|\%n+1||p|\;ﬁ, where a =

2(5—%. For ¢ > 1, using (A.23), the pairing (VD" “p)D*V(g * p), (—A)% p) is similarly

controlled as in (A.21). Hence we finally have for ¢ > ¢;

1 -
OlolG < =llplGnes + CllollE ol Gass + Clloll gl s (A.24)

where o € (0,1) and v € (0,1). This gives that ||p||z. never blows up in finite time for
t > t1, which further implies that ||p|| g= does not blow up. O

B The missing proofs

Proof of Proposition 2.2. Note that for any N, 0 < s <t < T, one has

1t :
XN X = L[S RO XN a4 VA BY)

8 j#1
This then motivates us to define
9 1/2
V2| Bl - BY| L A R N

0 \Uu#l
Clearly,
XN = X0V < (8- 9)"*(Zn + Un).

Moreover, Zn’s have the same distribution for all N, and
ZN < 00,a.s.

It follows that
lim sup P(|Zn| > R1) = 0.

Ry—o0 N>2

Using the energy estimate (2.49), we have
EUR < &(po)-

Moreover, E| XV |2 < co.
We define

K :={X € C([0,T);RY), | Xo| < A,|X; — X,| < R(t—s)"/2V0< s <t <T}

Clearly, K is a compact set in C([0, 7], R%) by Arzela-Ascoli theorem.
Moreover,

sup P(X}" ¢ K) < sup P(| XN | > A) + sup P(Zy + Un > R)
N>2 N>2 N>2

< sup P(| XN | > A) + sup (P(Zy > R/2) + P(Ux > R/2)).
N>2 N>2

Using the uniform bound on the moments of Xol’N, Uy, we find that for any € > 0, there
exist A > 0, R > 0 such that
sup P(X"N ¢ K) <,
N>2
which concludes the tightness of the law of X1,
The tightness of £(uV) follows from (i) and the exchangeability of the system. See [15,
Proposition 2.2].
O
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Proof of Proposition 3.3. Recall that h = g x p. By the assumption, one has
p€ L>®((0,T); H™Y), Vh € L>=((0,T); L?).

Since [gs p*2 dx < ||p]l sr—1 || \/Pll g1, we thus have

T T
lellscomyzm <€ [ 19VaR=dt=C [ 1(p)at
0 0

Interpolating this with p € L'(0,T; L?), we have p € L3/®7=6)(0, T, L") for r € [3/2, 3].
Moreover, V2h € L1(0,T; L?) since p € L1(0,T; L?), interpolating with Vh € L°(0,T'; L?)
by the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, we find that

Vh e LY=2((0,T); L), q > 2.
Hence, pVh € L3/(8=6)(0, T; L) for p € [1,6/5]. In particular, we have
pVh € L¥5((0,T), L'/,

Since A is bounded from W4 to W~14, by Lemma 3.1, we have Ap € L8/5((0,T), W —1L12/11),
Recall that

(01 8) — (90, &) — / V() - Vh(z)ps (z) deds — / (e Af)ds=0  (B.1)

R3

for any ¢ € C%(R3) and t € (0,7]. Using the regularity, we find that this holds for all
¢ € CZ(R?). In fact, we can take smooth truncation of ¢, = ¢y, where x,, = x(x/n) and
x = 1in B(0,1). Then, V(¢x,)-Vh — V¢-Vhin L2(0,T; L*) and (ps, D%(¢n)) — (ps, D)
where |a| < 2. The latter holds because ps € L' and the D*(¢— ¢,,) is bounded and nonzero
only outside B(0,n). That fot (ps, Ay ) ds — f§<ps, Ag) ds holds by dominate convergence
theorem.

Then, we claim that for any ¢ € C*([0,T], CZ(R?)) and ¢ € (0,77, it holds that

(0t = (0.0 0) = [ [ ot )0dads

+/O » Vo(x,s) - Vh(x)p(x,s)drds — /0 (p(z,5), Ad(-,s))ds = 0. (B.2)

In fact, we can take t = ¢t; and ¢ = t5 in (B.1) and take the difference to obtain {p:,, p) —

(pty,p) — :12 R :12 ... = 0, where the omitted content is clear. Then, we can take
© = ¢(-, t,,) so that we have kind of Riemann sum. The regularity ensures that the Riemann
sum converges to the desired integral form.

For ¢ € C([0,T]; C%(R?)), we then have

t

[ o= [ [ Votw.s) - Vhwpte.s)dsds+ [ (9p.90)as

where O;p is the distributional derivative of p. Clearly, the right hand side is a bounded
functional for ¢ € L5(0,T; W12). By possible mollification procedure, we find

dip ="V - (pVh) + Ap, in LS/5((0,T), w—112/11), (B.3)
In fact, this weak solution is also a mild solution. To see this, we mollify p as
P70 = JP(t) % px J5 (@)
Here, J; is the mollification in time while Js is in space. Then, on t € (0,7 — §), we have

Oup 0 = T2 % J5 % 0yp =V - (J? % pVh* J5) + Ap°.
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Since all functions are smooth and bounded, with derivatives bounded, we have for § < t; <
t <T — ¢ that

t
P70 = (1) + [ IS (] g 5 ds
ty

Now, we claim that
P (1) 1= J5 % (1)

is a bounded continuous function on [0,7] x R3. In fact, we let ¢,(y) = J5(z —y) € Cy.
Then, we can define

Pat(X) = ¢ (X (1)).

This is a continuous bounded functional on C([0,T]; R?). Then, p,; — D(x,to) PoOINtwise as
t — tp and are bounded functional. Hence, we have by dominate convergence theorem

[ @i [ (X
C([0,TR?) C([0,TR?)

P (z,t) = p*(x,to), Vo € R3.

This means

Hence, p°(x,t) is continuous and bounded. Since p® € L' N L, then taking § — 0, we find
p=0(t) — pf(t),in L* N L2 t € (0,T)
Note that
VP, < Cut¥ 2 1 ¢ [1,00].

Picking r = 4/3, applying [41, Theorem 4] with pVh € L5/5(0,T; L'?/'), we find that
fttl Velt=9)2 . (pVh)ds € LY3((0,T); L*>/?). Taking 6 — 0, we have in L*3((0,T); L3/?)

that
t

t
/ eB=IAY (J0 % pVhx J5)ds — | ™AV . (J5 % (pVh)) ds.

t1 t1

Then, we have in L*/3((0,T); L3/?) that

t
p°(t) = BB pe (1)) +/ =AY . (J5 « (pVh)) ds.

ty

Now, for any ¢t > 0, we take t; — 0. By dominate convergence, we have:
t
PO =270+ [ AT (5 4 (pTR) s
0
Eventually, we take ¢ — 0 and we have in L*/3((0,T); L?/?) that

t
p(t) = e®po + / =AY . (pVh) ds. (B.4)
0

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Step 1 The L? bound for ¢ > 0.
We fix § > 0 and then
p € L*([6,T], L*(R?)).

Mollifying the equation for p in Proposition 3.3, we have
Op® —Vh-Vp* —Ap® =J° % (V- (pVh)) — Vh-Vp® =:r". (B.5)

Note that we do not have Vp - Vh € LY(§,T; L"), so Vp - Vh may not be a distribution.
This is why we cannot have such a term in the equation. Recall p € L?(,T; L*(R?)), and
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V2h € L2(5,T; L?>(R3)) by singular integral theory. We then use the proof of Lemma I1.1 in
[42] and conclude
e = —p?, LY0,T; Lioe(R?)).

(There is a small typo in the proof of Lemma I1.1 in [42], where ¢ =¥ is lost in the expressions
on P.517). In fact,

I (7 (99) = Vh- V' = = | V(e =) - o) Vh(w) dy — V-V
= [ (V) =)+ (Vi) = Thle)p(o)

By our construction, |[VJ¢||o < Ce™%. Tt follows that

| [0 =) (V) ~ Thi)ote) o

L'(B(0,R))
Vh(y) — Vh
< » / 3 VW) = Vh@)
B(0,R) ly—z|<Ce =

Let Dy = {(z,y) : « € B(0, R), |y — 2| < Ce}. We then have the above controlled by

( / /D 1 PQ(y)dxdy> 1z 3 ( / /D | (IVh(y) - Vh(z)|)2 dxdy) 1/2 |

The first term is controlled by Ce®/2||p||r2(p(0,r+1))- The second term is controlled by

_ |[Vh(y) — Vh(x)|\2
U R )
<e 3?2 </B(07R) dx /z<c dz(/o |V2h(x +taz)|)2>

1/2

1/2

Since

|:/B(O,R) dx(/ol V2h(w + tez)])?

We have the second term controlled by e=3/2C||V2h|| 2(5(0,r+1y)- Hence,

1/2 1
S/ [V2h(-+tez) || 20, r)) 4t < |V?h|L2(B(0,R+1))-
0

17Ol B0.r) < Cle®r250,74+1) IV RO 1250, R41))-

This bound is uniform in e. With the time dimension added in, the corresponding norms
are similarly controlled. By a density argument, we can then approximate p and V?2h
with smooth functions in their respective spaces. For smooth functions, the limit is clearly
pAh = —p2.

Recall that pdz € C([0,T7]; Cp(R?)), we have p* € C([0,T]; L*(R3)). Using basically the
same argument as in Step 1 of the proof of Lemma 2.5 in [43], we obtain that p® is a Cauchy
sequence in L'(8,T; L{ ) as € — 0. In fact, for convex function 8 € C*'(R?), we have the
following chain rule:

0:B(p°) = VB(p) - Vh+ B (p7)r + AB(p°) — 8" (p°)IVp° . (B.6)

Equation (B.5) and (B.6) will hold if we replace p® with p** — p®2 and ¢ with r°* — 72 since
(B.5) is linear. In particular, we choose 3(s) = s2/2 for |s| < A and S(s) = Als| — A?/2 for
|s| > A. This will give lime, 0,0 SUPg<;<T ng B(pt — p=2)x(x)dx = 0 for any x € C°.
(There is only one difference from [43]: to justify f]RS B(p*r — p=2)Vh - Vx — 0, we use
Vh € L>*(L?) and p' — p¥ — 0 in L?(6,T; L?)).
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Consequently, we have p € C([6,T]; L .(R?)). Moreover, using the uniform of estimates
Jgs plz|? dx so that {p(t)}e(sr) is tight, we have

p € C([6,T); L'(R?)). (B.7)

Next, following the proof of Lemma 2.5 in [43], taking some non-negative test function
X € C(R3) and integrate (B.6) over [§1,¢1] where § < §; < 1, we find

t1
[ otz [ [ niesrsds = [ 0 e
t1
[ [ BRI+ (B0 + ()~ BT Txdads. (B3

We first consider 3 € C?%(0,00) that is (i) convex, linear outside a compact set ( i.e., 8" is
continuous with compact support); (ii) for any |u| < L, there is C(L) such that |f(u)| <
C(L)|u|. Taking the limit e — 0 first and then xr(z) = x(%) with R — oo, we obtain that

R
ty
[ stods+ [ [ 0.9 Pdads
R3 51 R3

= /]RS B(ps, )dx + /511 /]RS (=B (ps)p? + psBlps)) T dads. (B.9)

The left hand side is obtained by Fatou’s lemma since 5 (s) > 0. The convergence of the first
term on the right can be obtained by decomposing 5(u) = (8(u) — Als|)+ Als|. (B(u)—A]|s|)
is treated by dominate convergence theorem while A|s| is treated by the L! convergence of
mollification. Other terms are dealt with by the regularity and the convergence of r — —p?
in L1(5, 73 L}, (R9)).

For general convex 3 € C%(0,00) with (i) 0 < B(u) < C(1+wullog(u)|), uB(u) —u?p’'(u) <
C(1 +u?); (ii) for any |u| < L, there is C(L) such that |3(u)| < C(L)|u|, we may choose
a sequence of smooth convex functions S with linear growth at infinity to approximate g
and obtain (B.9). In fact, for such 3, f;ll Jas (=B (ps)p? + psB(ps))Tdads is integrable by
decomposing the integrals into domains for p <1 and p > 1.

Now mimicking the proof of Lemma 2.7 in [43], we take for p > 2

Kr~t 1 KP )
——(ul —u)— —-K? lu>k,
logK(u ogu —u) q * log K =K

where 1—17+% = 1. Then 3 is convex, nonnegative and '(z) > 0. Moreover, uB(u)—u?g’(u) <
0 if K is large enough. By plugging /3 into (B.9) and sending K — oo, we find that

B(u) = %1u§K + (

1 4(p—1) /f/ 1
— by ~——— VP22 dads < = P,
p”ph”p p2 50 Jro | Ps | LAS > pHp51”p

Note that we know p € L1(0,T; L3(R3)) and that 0 < § < §; are arbitrary, we then find
that
p € Lis.((0,T); LP(R?)), p € (1,3].
Remark B.1. If we instead have p € L?(0,T; L*(R?)), we will have p € L>(0,T; L?) for
any p € [1,00).
Step 2 Weak-strong uniqueness.

For ¢ > 0, we have 4 ||p||3 +2||Vp[|3 < 0. Since we do not have p € L>(0,T; L*/?), so it
is very hard to obtain the usual hyper-contractivity

sup 1772 |p|l5 < C.
0<t<T
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Using p € L>(0,T; L'(R?)), we only have

d 10/3
Zllol3 + 1ol <0

which yields supg,<p t3/2||p||3 < C. This is not enough to prove the uniqueness as in the
standard Keller-Segel equations (see [37]). Hence, we must use other methods to prove the
uniqueness. Here, we use the strategy in [12], where weak-strong uniqueness was shown by
using the Coulomb energy. (If we know p € L?(0,T;L?), then p € L>(0,T; L") for any
p € [1,00), and the usual method will work.)

Using p € L. ((0,7); LP(R?)), p € (1,3] and converting the semigroup equation for p

loc
into the semigroup form for Vh, we see Vh € AC(to,T; L?) for any to > 0. Here “AC”
means absolutely continuous. It is then clear that
0Vh =VgxV(pVh) + AVh. (B.10)
Consider the strong solution ps. Vhe € C'° is clear.

Vhy = Vg *p2 = Vg|zj<1 * p2 + Vgjz|>1 * p2.

We have
[Vha| < |[Vglizi<illillpzllos + IVGzi>1lsollp2]l1-

Hence, Vhy is bounded. The derivatives of Vhy are clearly bounded. Moreover, by the
Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev inequality, Vhy € L°(0,7T;L4(R?)) for all ¢ > 3/2. Hence,
p2Vha € L*°(LP) for any p > 1. We also have the equation

8ch2 = Vg * V(pQVhQ) + Ath

Note that the singular integral theory tells us that Vg x V(p2Vha) € L>(0,T; L?), g > 1.
For ¢t > 0, we have

9 (Vh —Vhy) = Vg *V(p(Vh — Vhy)) + Vg« V((p — p2)Vhs) + A(Vh — Vhs).

Fort >ty > 0, Vh—Vhy € L>®[to, T, L%], then we can pair the equation with Vh — Vhs.
Then,

1
5OlIVh - Vha|3 = —(Vh — Vha, p(Vh — Vhs)) — (Vh — Vha, (p — p2)Vha)
+ <Vh - th, A(Vh - Vh2)> = 11 + IQ —|— Ig.
Here, we have use the fact
(Vo, VgV -v) = (g% Ap,V -v) = (V(g* Ag),v) = —(V,v).

Clearly, I; <0 and I3 <O0.
1
12 = 7/ le(V(h - h2) X V(h - h2) - §|V(h - h2)|2I)Vh2 dx
R3
1
_ / (V(h—h2) @ V(h = ha) = 5[V (h = ha) P V2hada < C | |V (h = ha)? da
R3 R3

Note that it is exactly at this point we need p2 to be the strong solution.
Using Gronwall, we have for ¢ € [tg, T

IVA(t) = Vha(t)]3 < C(T)[[VA(to) — Vha(to)|3-

Finally,

IV A(to) — Vha(to)||2 = &(te) — 2 /R Vh(to) - Vha(to) dz + &3(to),
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where

E(t) == //]R3><R3 g(x —y)p(z,t)p(y,t) dvdy = /Rs [Vh(z,t)| da,

and & is similarly defined for ps and hy. The second term is equal to 2 [gq ho(to)p(to) dz
which is continuous in tg. &3(t) is also continuous. Hence, we then have

t},iglo IVh(to) — Vha(to)ll5 = t})il?oé’(t) —2&(po) + E(po) < E(po) — 2E(po) + E(po)

by the condition. This means p — ps = 0 in L°(0,7; H~!). Since they are both in
L*(0,T; L"), then they must equal almost everywhere. O
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