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EXTENDING CERCIGNANI’S CONJECTURE RESULTS FROM BOLTZMANN TO

BOLTZMANN-FERMI-DIRAC EQUATION
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Sorbonne Université, CNRS, Université Paris Cité, Laboratoire Jacques-Louis Lions (LJLL), F-75005
Paris, France

Abstract. We establish a connection between the relative Classical entropy and the relative Fermi-Dirac
entropy, allowing to transpose, in the context of the Boltzmann or Landau equation, any entropy-entropy
production inequality from one case to the other; therefore providing entropy-entropy production inequalities
for the Boltzmann-Fermi-Dirac operator, similar to the ones of the Classical Boltzmann operator. We also
provide a generalized version of the Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker inequality to weighted Lp norms, 1 ≤ p ≤ 2
and a wide class of entropies.
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1. Introduction

In the study of quantum dilute gases, Nordheim [25], Uehling and Uhlenbeck [28] proposed in the early 1930s
a kinetic approach, with a modified Boltzmann equation - bearing the names Nordheim equation, quantum
Boltzmann equation, or Boltzmann-Fermi-Dirac equation (for fermions). Quoting Villani [29, Chapter 5.3],
this description ”does not rest on the traditional quantum formalism, [...] it is rather a classical description of
interacting particles with quantum features”, which nevertheless allows to recover the expected Fermi-Dirac
statistics (in the context of fermions) and Bose-Einstein statistics (in the context of bosons). In this paper,
we focus on the case of fermions in which Pauli’s exclusion principle is taken into account.

In the context of the study of trend to equilibrium, the use of entropy-entropy production inequalities,
allowing to obtain explicit rates of convergence, has been increasing in the recent years. We mention the
results of Villani [30] for the Classical Boltzmann operator, Desvillettes [13], Desvillettes and Villani [17],
Carrapatoso, Desvillettes and He [10] for the Landau operator, Alonso, Bagland, Desvillettes and Lods [1, 2]
and Alonso, Bagland, and Lods [3] for the Landau-Fermi-Dirac (LFD) operator. We also refer the reader to
the reviews [29, 16]. Up to now, no such results were known for the Boltzmann-Fermi-Dirac (BFD) operator,
and the initial goal of this work was to fill this gap. In doing so, we actually established a connection between
the Classical and Fermi-Dirac cases, allowing to transpose any entropy-entropy production result from one
setting to the other under suitable conditions. Entropy-entropy production estimates for the BFD operator
then directly follow from the ones of Villani [30] for the Classical Boltzmann operator - the same procedure
can be applied to transpose entropy-entropy production estimates for the Landau operator to ones for the
LFD operator.

This paper is constructed as follows. In the rest of this section, we introduce our mathematical setting,
useful definitions and further discuss our motivations. In Section 2, we state our main results, which are
the connection between the Fermi-Dirac and Classical relative entropies (Theorem 1 and Proposition 2),
the entropy-entropy production estimates for the BFD operator (Corollary 3), and a generalization of the
Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker inequality (Proposition 4). We provide the proof of Theorem 1 in Section 3, of
Corollary 3 in Section 4, discuss the case of the Landau / LFD equation in Section 5 and provide the proof
of Proposition 4 (along with a more precise result and discussions) in Section 6. We very briefly discuss
the case of bosons in Appendix A. Considerations about a wider class of entropies (with a generalization of
Proposition 4) are provided in Appendix B. In particular, we provide in Proposition 15 a general formula
for the minimizer of a general entropy under the constraints given by general conserved quantities, under
a sole condition of existence. There are links with the results of [7] where equilibria of collision kernels of
type “two particles give two particles” appearing in weak turbulence theory are rigorously obtained. In fact,
Proposition 15 does not replace a rigorous study of equilibria, such as in [7], but gives insights, in a general
setting, on to which distributions we should be expected to be equilibria. Finally, technical results relevant
to our study are proven in Appendix C.

1.1. The Boltzmann-Fermi-Dirac operator. The spatially homogeneous Boltzmann-Fermi-Dirac (BFD)
equation writes

(1) ∂tf = Qε(f, f), f(0, ·) = f in,

where f ≡ f(t, v) ≥ 0 represents a density of fermions (quantum particles of half-integer spin, e.g. electrons),
depending on time t ≥ 0 and velocity v ∈ R

3, f in ≡ f in(v) ≥ 0 is an initial distribution and Qε stands
for the BFD operator. We refer the reader to [12, 18, 22, 24] for results on the Cauchy problem associated
to (1). In this paper, we focus on the operator Qε and, if not specified otherwise, discard the time variable
t, considering f ≡ f(v) ≥ 0.

In dimension 3, the BFD operator writes, for ε > 0 and measurable f : R3 →
[
0, ε−1

]
,

(2) Qε(f, f)(v) :=

∫∫

R3×S2

[
f ′f ′

∗(1 − εf)(1 − εf∗) − ff∗(1 − εf ′)(1 − εf ′
∗)
]
B(v, v∗, σ) dσ dv∗,

where we used the standard shorthands f ≡ f(v), f∗ ≡ f(v∗), f ′ ≡ f(v′), f ′
∗ ≡ f(v′

∗) and

(3) v′ =
v + v∗

2
+

|v − v∗|
2

σ, v′
∗ =

v + v∗

2
− |v − v∗|

2
σ.
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We insist that any physically meaningful solution f to (1) should be such that 1−εf ≥ 0. As a consequence
of time micro-reversibility and Galilean invariance properties, the collision kernel B ≥ 0 is assumed to satisfy,
for (v, v∗) ∈ R3 × R3 and σ ∈ S2,

(4) B(v, v∗, σ) ≡ B(|v − v∗|, cos θ),

with cos θ = σ · v − v∗

|v − v∗| . At this level of generality, no other assumption is made on B. Formally choosing

ε = 0 in (2) yields the Classical Boltzmann operator

(5) Q0(f, f)(v) :=

∫∫

R3×S2

[
f ′f ′

∗ − ff∗

]
B(v, v∗, σ) dσ dv∗,

with the same shorthands as in (2). Now for ε ≥ 0, define

(6) ϕε(x) :=
x

1 − εx
, for x ∈ R+ s.t. 1 − εx > 0.

Remark that when ε = 0, corresponding to the classical case, we have ϕ0 = IdR+ . Moreover, ϕε is a

C1-diffeomorphism from [0, ε−1) to R+, with ϕε
−1 = ϕ−ε.

Then, when f is such that 1 − εf > 0 almost everywhere, Equation (2) can be rewritten in the following
form resembling the Classical Boltzmann operator (5),

(7) Qε(f, f)(v) :=

∫∫

R3×S2

[
ϕε(f)′ ϕε(f)′

∗ − ϕε(f)ϕε(f)∗

]
Bf

ε (v, v∗, σ) dσ dv∗,

using the same shorthands as in (2), and

(8) Bf
ε (v, v∗, σ) = (1 − εf(v))(1 − εf(v∗))(1 − εf(v′))(1 − εf(v′

∗))B(v, v∗, σ),

The collision kernel Bf
ε straightforwardly satisfies the usual assumptions of symmetry and micro-reversibility

which imply the weak form of the classical Boltzmann operator, (see for instance [12]), so that for any test
function ψ : R3 → R,
(9)∫

R3

ψ(v)Qε(f, f)(v) dv = −1

4

∫∫∫

R3×R3×S2

[
ϕε(f)′ ϕε(f)′

∗ − ϕε(f)ϕε(f)∗

](
ψ′ + ψ′

∗ − ψ − ψ∗

)
Bf

ε dσ dv dv∗,

still using the same shorthands as in (2) for ϕε(f) and ψ. Formally taking ψ(v) = 1, ψ(v) = vi for i = 1, 2, 3

and ψ(v) =
1

2
|v|2 in (9) yields the conservation of mass, momentum and energy

(10)

∫

R3




1
v

1
2 |v|2



Qε(f, f)(v) dv = 0.

In the following, we define, for p ≥ 1 and s ∈ R, the weighted Lp
s norm of some function g by

(11) ‖g‖Lp
s

:=

(∫

R3

|g(v)|p (1 + |v|2)
ps
2 dv

) 1
p

,

and its essential supremum by ‖g‖∞.

1.2. Macroscopic quantities and equilibrium distribution. Throughout this paper, for any nonnega-
tive f ∈ L1

2(R3) \ {0}, we denote (ρ, u, T ) ∈ R∗
+ × R3 × R∗

+ respectively the density, mean velocity and
temperature associated to f , in the sense that

(12)

∫

R3

f(v)




1
v

|v|2


 dv =




ρ
ρu

3ρT + ρ|u|2


 .

We also define the minimal directional temperature of f ,

(13) T∗(f) :=
1

ρ
inf

e∈S2

∫

R3

f(v) (v · e)2 dv,
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as well as the so-called Fermi temperature associated to ρ and ε > 0,

(14) TF (ρ, ε) :=
1

2

(
3ερ

4π

) 2
3

,

and the ratio

(15) γ :=
T

TF (ρ, ε)
,

with the convention γ = +∞ when ε = 0. The adimensional number γ is thus the ratio between the actual
temperature of the system and its Fermi temperature. In [22], Lu proved that

(16) 1 − εf ≥ 0 =⇒ γ ≥ 2

5
,

as well as, for any fixed ε > 0,
(

1 − εf ≥ 0 and γ =
2

5

)
⇐⇒ f ≡ F ρ

ε := ε−1 1
|·−u|≤( 3ερ

4π )
1
3
,(17)

(
1 − εf ≥ 0 and γ >

2

5

)
⇐⇒ there exists a unique ε-Fermi-Dirac distribution Mf

ε such that(18)

∫

R3

Mf
ε (v)




1
v

|v|2


 dv =




ρ
ρu

3ρT + ρ|u|2


 ,

where we recall that the ε-Fermi-Dirac distributions are the ones which are such that ϕε(Mf
ε ) is a Maxwellian

distribution. Equivalently, ε-Fermi-Dirac distributions are the distributions defined by

(19) Mf
ε (v) =

eaε+bε|v−uε|2

1 + εeaε+bε|v−uε|2 , aε ∈ R, uε ∈ R
3, bε < 0.

In particular, a characterisation of the Fermi-Dirac (or of the Maxwellian, when ε = 0) distribution Mf
ε is

that log ◦ϕε(Mf
ε ) is a linear combination of v 7→ 1, v 7→ v and v 7→ |v|2 (that is, of the conserved quantities).

The interested reader shall find further discussions on this matter in Appendix B.

As proven in [22], F ρ
ε and Mf

ε are the only two possible equilibria of the (spatially homogeneous) BFD
dynamic (1). Contrary to Mf

ε (called first equilibrium in [22]), which is an attractor, the distribution F ρ
ε

(called second equilibrium in [22]) is not, and corresponds to a degenerate state, which can actually occur
for very cold gases (note that (16)–(17) imply that F ρ

ε is of “lowest” temperature).

From now on, we denote by Mg the Maxwellian distribution associated to a distribution g, in the sense that

Mg ≡ Mg
0.

1.3. Fermi-Dirac entropy. We now define the ε-entropy of the distribution f .

Definition 1. We define, for any ε ≥ 0 and x ∈ R+ such that 1 − εx ≥ 0,

(20) Φε(x) :=

∫ x

0

logϕε(y) dy,

where ϕε is defined in (6). The function Φε is well-defined as log ∈ L1
loc(R+). For any nonnegative f, g ∈

L1
2(R3) such that 1 − εf ≥ 0 and 1 − εg ≥ 0, we define the ε-entropy of f by

(21) Hε(f) :=

∫

R3

Φε(f)(v) dv,

as well as the relative ε-entropy of f and g by

(22) Hε[f |g] := Hε(f) −Hε(g).

Remark 1. Our definition of entropy slightly differs from the usual ones, but is actually equivalent in the
problems that we consider. We choose to define the entropy with (20)–(21) because, our study relying on a
Taylor expansion, it is here the more natural definition. Let us detail the link between the ε-entropy and
usual definitions.
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• Classical entropy. If ε = 0, then Φ0(x) = x log x−x with the convention 0 log 0 = 0, the condition
1 − εf ≥ 0 is always satisfied, and

H0(f) =

∫

R3

(f log f − f) dv.

Note that often (consider for instance [30]), the classical entropy is defined by

H̃0(f) =

∫

R3

f log f dv ≡
∫

R3

Φ̃0(f) dv,

with Φ̃0(x) = x log x.

• Fermi-Dirac entropy. If ε > 0, then Φε(x) = x log x+ ε−1(1 − εx) log(1 − εx) with the convention
0 log 0 = 0, and the condition 1 − εf ≥ 0 is satisfied if and only if f ≤ ε−1. In this case, we have

Hε(f) =

∫

R3

f log f + ε−1(1 − εf) log(1 − εf) dv.

Note that for instance in [1] (up to a minus sign, which is just a choice of convention), the Fermi-
Dirac entropy is defined by

H̃ε(f) = ε−1

∫

R3

(εf) log(εf) + (1 − εf) log(1 − εf) dv ≡
∫

R3

Φ̃ε(f) dv,

with Φ̃ε(x) = ε−1 (εx log(εx) + (1 − εx) log(1 − εx)).

As we are only interested in the relative (Classical of Fermi-Dirac) entropy between f and its associated
equilibrium distribution Mf

ε (defined in (18)), we see in the following Proposition 1 that only Φ′′
ε is actually

relevant to the definition. From Φ̃′′
ε = Φ′′

ε , we then obtain H̃ε[f |Mf
ε ] = Hε[f |Mf

ε ], ensuring the announced
equivalence.

Proposition 1. For any ε ≥ 0 and nonnegative f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} such that 1 − εf ≥ 0 and either γ >

2

5
if ε > 0 or f ∈ L logL(R3) if ε = 0, denoting by Mf

ε the Fermi-Dirac (or Maxwellian if ε = 0) distribution
associated to f , we have the following representation of the relative ε-entropy between f and Mf

ε ,

Hε[f |Mf
ε ] =

∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)

[∫

R3

(f − Mf
ε )2 Φ′′

ε

(
(1 − τ)Mf

ε + τf
)

dv

]
dτ(23)

=

∫

R3

∫ f(v)

Mf
ε (v)

f(v) − x

ϕε(x)
ϕ′

ε(x) dxdv.(24)

It holds that

(25) Hε[f |Mf
ε ] ≥ 0 and (Hε[f |Mf

ε ] = 0 ⇐⇒ f = Mf
ε ).

The reader will find the proof of (23) and (25) in Appendix B - see Proposition 15. We just point out
here that this comes straightforwardly from a Taylor expansion of the function Φε, and that (25) is a direct

consequence of (23) because Φ′′
ε > 0 on (0, ε−1). Equation (24) comes directly from Φ′′

ε =
ϕ′

ε

ϕε
and the change

of variable, for fixed v, x = (1 − τ) Mf
ε (v) + τ f(v) inside (23).

Remark 2. We point out that for any 0 < x < ε−1, we have

Φ′′
ε (x) =

ϕ′
ε(x)

ϕε(x)
=

1

x(1 − εx)
.

Hence for any τ ∈ (0, 1), (1 − τ)Mf
ε + τf ∈ (0, ε−1), and Φ′′

ε

(
(1 − τ)Mf

ε + τf
)

is thus well-defined.

Moreover, with ε = 0 (Classical case), Equations (23)–(24) write

H0

[
f |Mf

]
=

∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)

[∫

R3

(f −Mf)2

(1 − τ)Mf + τf
dv

]
dτ(26)

=

∫

R3

∫ f(v)

Mf (v)

f(v) − x

x
dxdv.(27)
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1.4. Entropy production. We finally define the entropy production Dε of the BFD operator by

(28) Dε(f) := −
∫

R3

logϕε(f)Qε(f, f)(v) dv.

We get, taking ψ = logϕε(f) in (9),

(29) Dε(f) =
1

4

∫∫∫

R3×R3×S2

[
ϕε(f)′ ϕε(f)′

∗ − ϕε(f)ϕε(f)∗

]
log

(
ϕε(f)′ϕε(f)′

∗

ϕε(f)ϕε(f)∗

)
Bf

ε dσ dv dv∗ ≥ 0.

Formally, a solution f to the BFD equation (1) satisfies

d

dt
Hε(f(t, ·)) = −Dε(f(t, ·)),

or, using the relative entropy,

(30)
d

dt
Hε[f(t, ·)|Mfin

ε ] = −Dε(f(t, ·)).
The nonnegativity of Dε then ensures the second principle of thermodynamics.

1.5. Trend to equilibrium and Cercignani’s conjecture. The relative entropy between a solution at a
given time t and its associated equilibrium is a very useful quantity to estimate how close to equilibrium the
system is, and (25) in Proposition 1 makes it a suitable tool into proving convergence towards equilibrium.
Indeed, if one shows for some solution f that

Hε[f(t, ·)|Mfin

ε ] −→
t→∞

0,

then the Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker (CKP) inequalities, discussed below in Proposition 4 and Section 6 yield

‖f(t, ·) − Mfin

ε ‖L1
2

−→
t→∞

0,

with a rate of convergence related to the one of the relative entropy. In the study of large-time behaviour
of the solutions to the (Classical of Fermi-Dirac) Boltzmann equation, the relative entropy is thus a major
tool. The idea of entropy-entropy production methods is to prove an inequality of the type

Dε(f) ≥ Θ(Hε[f |Mf
ε ]),

for some suitable function Θ (typically, a linear or power law function), allowing to obtain, combined with
(30) and using a Gronwall-type argument, an explicit rate of the convergence towards 0 of the relative entropy
- thus of the L1

2 distance, using the CKP inequality.

In the early 80’s, Cercignani conjectured in [11], in the context of the Classical Boltzmann equation with
suitable collision kernels, that for any distribution f , there exists some λ > 0 depending only on density,
temperature and upper bound on the entropy of f (this is called the strong form of Cercignani’s conjecture)
such that

D0(f) ≥ λρH0[f |Mf ],

where we recall that ρ is the density associated to f , D0 is the entropy production in the classical case, H0 the
classical entropy and Mf the Maxwellian associated to f . It is now known that this is false in general (see the
negative result of Bobylev and Cercignani [5]), however Villani proved in [30] the strong form of this conjecture
when the collision kernel B is ”super-quadratic”, as well as a weak form D0(f) ≥ C(f)H0[f |Mf ]1+δ, holding
for all δ > 0, for general collision kernels (and C(f) depending on various quantities related to f). We
mention the cornerstone papers of Toscani and Villani [26, 27] on this topic, and refer the reader to [16] for
a review of Cercignani’s conjecture results for the Boltzmann and Landau equations.

Similar ideas hold in the study of the Landau equation (we shall talk about Cercignani’s conjecture for the
Landau equation), this topic is further addressed in Section 5.

The motivation of this work is to provide Cercignani’s conjecture type results in the case of
the Boltzmann-Fermi-Dirac equation, uniformly with respect to ε > 0.

The simple yet fundamental idea which is at the root of this work is the fact that, whenever ε > 0, assuming
1 − εf ≥ κ0 for some κ0 ∈ (0, 1) straightforwardly implies

B(v, v∗, σ) ≥ Bf
ε (v, v∗, σ) ≥ κ4

0 B(v, v∗, σ),
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so that, as log in nonincreasing,

(31) D0 (ϕε(f)) ≥ Dε(f) ≥ κ4
0 D0 (ϕε(f)) .

Therefore, relatively to κ0, the quantity Dε(f) (the Fermi-Dirac entropy production associated to f) behaves
like D0 (ϕε(f)) (the Classical entropy production associated to ϕε(f)). Our main results, Theorem 1 and
Proposition 2, allow to state a similar property for the relative entropies. We find that, relatively to κ0, the
quantityHε[f |Mf

ε ] (the Fermi-Dirac relative-entropy between f and Mf
ε ) behaves likeH0[ϕε(f)|Mϕε(f)] (the

Classical relative entropy between ϕε(f) and Mϕε(f)). This entails that any entropy-entropy production
inequality in the Classical case yields the same inequality (with an almost identical constant) in the
Fermi-Dirac case; this corresponds to Corollary 3 (and Proposition 8 for the Landau/Landau-Fermi-Dirac
adaptation). The same holds for counter-examples to entropy-entropy production inequalities.

2. Main results

In this section, we state our main results.

2.1. Comparison of the Fermi-Dirac and Classical relative entropies. Theorem 1 is the main con-
tribution of this work, as it establishes a strong link between the different entropies, allowing to transfer
“positive” Cercignani’s conjecture results from the classical to the fermionic case.

Theorem 1. Lower-bound inequality. For any ε > 0 and nonnegative f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} such that

1 − εf > 0 and
f

1 − εf
∈ L1

2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3),

we have

(32) H0

[
f

1 − εf

∣∣∣∣M
f

1−εf

]
≥ Hε[f |Mf

ε ].

The hypotheses of Theorem 1 are actually the minimal ones to ensure that every term in (32) makes sense.
The following Proposition 2 allows to transfer “negative” Cercignani’s conjecture results from the classical
to the fermionic case.

Proposition 2. Upper-bound inequality. For any κ0 ∈ (0, 1), any ε > 0 and nonnegative f ∈ L1
2(R3)\{0}

such that

(33) 1 − εf ≥ κ0,

we have

(34) H0

[
f

1 − εf

∣∣∣∣M
f

1−εf

]
≤ C0(κ0)Hε[f |Mf

ε ],

with C0(κ0) = exp
(
16 (κ−1

0 − 1)
)
.

Remark 3. Inequality (32) becomes reversed in the Bose-Einstein case. We refer the interested reader to
Proposition 12 in Appendix A. In fact, we expect that both inequalities, but reversed (and probably with a
different constant C0), hold in the Bose-Einstein case, as the core of the proof would be the exact same in
this case, only changing ε into −ε (hence the reversal of the inequalities).

2.2. Entropy-entropy production inequalities for the Boltzmann-Fermi-Dirac (BFD) equation.
As a corollary to Theorem 1 and Proposition 2, adapting the main results found in Villani [30], we obtain
the following entropy-entropy production estimates.

Corollary 3. • Cercignani’s conjecture result for the BFD operator with super-quadratic kernels

(adaptation of [30, Theorem 2.1]). Assume that B satisfies (4) and

B(v, v∗, σ) ≥ 1 + |v − v∗|2.
Then, for any κ0 ∈ (0, 1), ε ≥ 0 and nonnegative f ∈ L1

2(R3) \ {0} such that 1 − εf ≥ κ0, we have
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(35) Dε(f) ≥ K(f)Hε[f |Mf
ε ],

with

(36) K(f) =
2π

7
κ5

0 min(1, T ) ρ T∗(f),

where ρ, T , T∗(f) are defined in (12)–(13), Dε, Hε and Mf
ε are given respectively in (28)–(29), (21)–(22)

and (18) (note that T∗(f) can be bounded below using the entropy or an L∞ bound [17, Proposition 2]).

• Super-linear Cercignani’s conjecture result for the BFD operator with general kernels

(adaptation of [30, Theorem 4.1]). Assume the existence of B0 > 0 and β+, β− ≥ 0 such that

(37) B(v, v∗, σ) ≥ B0 min
(
|v − v∗|β+ , |v − v∗|−β−

)
,

and B satisfies (4). We consider κ0 ∈ (0, 1), 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} and ε ≥ 0 such that 1 − εf ≥ κ0 and

(38) ∀ v ∈ R
3, f(v) ≥ K0 e

−A0|v|q0
(K0 > 0, A0 > 0, q0 ≥ 2).

Then for any α ∈ (0, 1) there exists an explicit constant Kα(f) depending on α, B0, an upper bound of
ε and on f only through ρ, T , q0, and upper bounds on A0, 1/K0, 1/κ0, ‖f‖L1

s
and ‖f‖Hk , where s =

s(α, q0, β−, β+) and k = k(α, s, β−, β+), such that

(39) Dε(f) ≥ Kα(f)Hε[f |Mf
ε ]1+α.

• Counter-example to Cercignani’s conjecture for the BFD operator with sub-quadratic ker-

nels (weak adaptation of [5] and [30, Theorem 1.1]). Assume that B satisfies (4) and that there exists B0 > 0
and 0 ≤ β < 2 such that ∫

S2

B(v, v∗, σ) dσ ≤ B0 (1 + |v − v∗|β).

Then for any ε ∈ (0, 1
2 ), we have

inf

{
Dε(f)

Hε[f |Mf
ε ]

∣∣∣∣∣ f ∈ Cε
1,0,1 and f(v) ≥ 1

2
(2π)−3/2 e−|v|2

, v ∈ R
3

}
= 0,

with

f ∈ Cε
1,0,1 ⇐⇒ 0 ≤ f ∈ L1

2(R3), 1 − εf ≥ 0, 1 ≤ ρ ≤ 1 + 2ε, |u| ≤ 4
√

3 ε,
1

1 + 2ε
≤ T ≤ 1 + 2ε.

We recall that ρ, u and T are defined in (12). The last part of the corollary (the counter-example) is a
weak version of [5, Theorem 1], due to the presence of Cε

1,0,1 instead of the more expected C0
1,0,1 (the set

of normalized functions) and the lack of a condition on the ‖ · ‖L1
s

and ‖ · ‖Hk norms. One could probably

replace Cε
1,0,1 by C0

1,0,1 and add the ‖ · ‖L1
s

and ‖ · ‖Hk conditions with further technical work.

2.3. About the Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker inequality. The Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker (CKP) inequality
is a well-known link between the total variation distance of two probability measures and their relative
entropy, which is often used to transform a convergence in relative entropy into a convergence in an actual
norm, such as L1 or L1

2. In conducting our study, we were led to prove Proposition 4 (or the optimal
Proposition 10), which are generalizations of the CKP inequality.

A generalization of the CKP inequality allowing for a weight in the total variation distance, called ”weighted
Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker inequalities” was already provided by Bolley and Villani in [6, Theorem 2.1]. How-
ever our inequality does differ from theirs. On the one hand, as far as drawbacks are concerned, we need the
reference measure to be an equilibrium distribution while it is not the case in [6], and our constant depends
on f while it doesn’t in the inequality in [6]. On the other hand, for the improvements, our constant seems
more precise and a great deal smaller (possibly the constant in Proposition 10 is optimal), in the sense that
choosing a weight equal to |v|α with α > 2 yields a finite constant in our case but an infinite one in [6,

Theorem 2.1]. In particular, remark that by Jensen’s inequality, ‖M̟2‖L1 ≤ log
∫
e̟2

M dv.

In another direction, in the study of the Vlasov-Poisson system, Cáceres et al. provided a generalization
of the CKP inequality to Lp norms with 1 ≤ p ≤ 2 in [8, Proposition 3.1] (specifically in the note [9]) for
various different entropies, which formulation and proof is quite close to our result. However, as far as the
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standard entropy is concerned, their result works only for p = 1, is without weights, and their constant is
not optimal. I am not aware of other such generalizations of the CKP inequality in the literature.

Finally, the main idea of our proof of this inequality was already present in Jüngel’s [20, proof of Theorem
A.2], and he also proposed a generalization in [20, Theorem A.3], which differs from ours and holds for the
L1 norm.

In the following Proposition 4 (and in Proposition 10 in Section 6), we propose an extension the CKP
inequality to weighted Lp distances for p ∈ [1, 2], as well as to other entropies than the Classical entropy
(typically, the Fermi-Dirac and the Bose-Einstein entropies), which could be seen as a extension of the
previously mentionned three generalizations. We denote this extension by L1-L2 weighted Csiszár-Kullback-
Pinsker inequality.

We moreover wish to highlight the fact that the proof of these inequalities, which is the same as in [20,
Theorem A.2], but with the addition of weights and of considering Lp, 1 ≤ p ≤ 2, relies on a Hölder inequality.
In particular, our proof of the original CKP inequality relies on a Taylor expansion and a Cauchy-Schwarz

argument, instead of the tricky inequality (see for instance [19]) x log x− x+ 1 ≥ 3

2
× (x− 1)2

x+ 2
.

For the sake of readability, we present hereafter a simplified non-optimal version of the proposition, and refer
the reader to Section 6 for the refined and more general version of it, where it is also extended to the Bose-
Einstein case and further discussed. We also extend it to a broader class of general entropies (Φ-entropies
in the text) in Proposition 16 of Appendix B.

Proposition 4. L1-L2 weighted Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker inequality related to the Classical and

Fermi-Dirac relative entropies. [simplified]

Let ̟ : R3 → R+ be measurable, and r ∈ [1, 2].

• Classical CKP inequality. For any 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3) \ {0}, assuming that the norms

below are finite, it holds

(40)
∥∥(f −Mf )̟

∥∥2

Lr ≤ 2 max
(∥∥Mf ̟2

∥∥
L

r
2−r

,
∥∥f ̟2

∥∥
L

r
2−r

)
H0[f |Mf ],

where Mf is the Maxwellian associated to f .

• Fermi-Dirac CKP inequality. For any ε > 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} such that 1 − εf ≥ 0 and

γ > 2
5 , assuming that the norms below are finite,

(41)
∥∥(f − Mf

ε )̟
∥∥2

Lr ≤ 2 max
(∥∥Mf

ε ̟
2
∥∥

L
r

2−r
,
∥∥f ̟2

∥∥
L

r
2−r

)
Hε[f |Mf

ε ],

where Mf
ε is the ε-Fermi-Dirac distribution associated to f .

In the above proposition, when r = 2, L
r

2−r should be understood as L∞.

2.4. Convergence towards equilibrium. A result like Corollary 3 constitutes the core of the proof of
convergence of solutions to the Boltzmann-Fermi-Dirac equation towards equilibrium based on an entropy
method. The proof is then complete provided that the solution satisfies a variety of bounds. The obtention
of these bounds is an ongoing work that Bertrand Lods and I are currently conducting in the cutoff hard
potentials case.

Proposition 5. Let ε > 0 and f in ∈ L1
2(R3)\{0} such that 0 ≤ f in ≤ ε−1. We consider a collision kernel B

satisfying the symmetry and micro-reversibility assumptions, thus having the form (4), as well as, for some
B0 > 0 and β+, β− ≥ 0,

B(|v − v∗|, cos θ) ≥ B0 min
(
|v − v∗|β+ , |v − v∗|−β−

)
.

We assume the existence of a solution f ≡ f(t, v) to the spatially homogeneous Boltzmann-Fermi-Dirac
equation (1) associated to the quantum parameter ε, the collision kernel B and the initial distribution f in.
Assume that there exists an explicit time t0 > 0 depending only on ε, B and f in such that

• ∃κ0 ∈ (0, 1) depending only on ε, B and f in such that 1−εf(t, v) ≥ κ0 for any (t, v) ∈ [t0,+∞)×R3,

• ∃K0, A0 > 0 depending only on ε, B and f in such that f(t, v) ≥ K0e
−A0|v|2

for any (t, v) ∈
[t0,+∞) × R3,
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• ∀ k, l ∈ N, there exist Ck > 0, C̃l > 0 depending only on ε, B and f in such that supt≥t0
‖f(t, ·)‖L1

k
≤

Ck and supt≥t0
‖f(t, ·)‖Hl ≤ C̃l.

Then for any p ≥ 1, l ≥ 0 and α > 0 there exists an explicit constant Cp,l,α > 0 depending only on p, l, ε,
B and f in such that for any t ≥ t0,

(42)
∥∥∥f(t, ·) − Mfin

ε

∥∥∥
Lp

l

≤ Cp,l,α (1 + t)−1/α.

Proof. The assumptions on the solution f allow to apply Corollary 3, more specifically Equation (39), yielding
the fact that for any t ≥ t0 and α > 0, there is an explicit constant Kα(f(t, ·)) depending only on α, B0, an
upper bound of ε and on f(t, ·) only through ρ, T (its density and temperature, defined by (12)), and upper
bounds on A0, 1/K0, 1/κ0, ‖f(t, ·)‖L1

s
and ‖f(t, ·)‖Hk , where s = s(α, q0, β−, β+) and k = k(α, s, β−, β+),

such that

(43) Dε(f(t, ·)) ≥ Kα(f(t, ·))Hε[f(t, ·)|Mf(t,·)
ε ]1+α.

From our assumptions, we observe that Kα(f(t, ·)) can be upper-bounded by a constant K̂α depending only
on ε, B and f in (in particular not on time t). Moreover, since f solves (1), we have for all t ≥ 0 that

Mf(t,·)
ε = Mfin

ε and, at least formally, that

d

dt
Hε[f(t, ·)|Mfin

ε ] = −Dε(f(t, ·)).

Then (43) implies

d

dt
Hε[f(t, ·)|Mfin

ε ] ≤ −K̂αHε[f(t, ·)|Mfin

ε ]1+α.

Integrating this equation between t0 and t > t0 yields

Hε[f(t, ·)|Mfin

ε ] ≤
(
Hε[f(t0, ·)|Mfin

ε ]α + αK̂α(t− t0)
)−1/α

.

We then conclude that for any t ≥ t0, (even if Hε[f(t0, ·)|Mfin

ε ] = 0, in which case Hε[f(t, ·)|Mfin

ε ] = 0)

(44) Hε[f(t, ·)|Mfin

ε ] ≤ Ĉα (1 + t)−1/α,

where Ĉα > 0 is explicit and depends only on α, ε, B and f in. Finally, we recall the CKP inequalities
provided in Proposition 4, Equation (41) in the Fermi-Dirac context, for weighted L1 norms, implying that
for any k ≥ 0 we have for any t ≥ t0

∥∥∥f(t, ·) − Mfin

ε

∥∥∥
2

L1
k

≤ 2 max

(∥∥∥Mfin

ε

∥∥∥
L1

2k

, ‖f(t, ·)‖L1
2k

)
Hε[f(t, ·)|Mfin

ε ].

Since by assumption ‖f(t, ·)‖L1
2k

≤ C2k, we conclude that there exists an explicit C′
k depending only on ε,

B and f in such that

∥∥∥f(t, ·) − Mfin

ε

∥∥∥
2

L1
k

≤ C′
k Hε[f(t, ·)|Mfin

ε ] ≤ C′
k Ĉα (1 + t)−1/α.

Then (42) for the L1
k norm is finally obtained with C1,k,α =

√
C′

k Ĉα/2 and Lp
l norms follow, as Mfin

ε ∈
L∞(R3) and f ∈ L∞(R+ × R3). �

3. Proof of Theorem 1 and Proposition 2

This section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 1 and Proposition 2. We make use of Proposition 1, which
is later proven in Appendix B - see Proposition 15.
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3.1. Key element of the proof. The main argument in the proofs of Theorem 1 and Proposition 2 lies in
the following proposition.

Proposition 6. Let 0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3) \ {0} and define, for ε ≥ 0,

(45) Rg(ε) := Hε

[
ϕ−1

ε (g)
∣∣∣Mϕ−1

ε (g)
ε

]
.

Then ε 7→ Rg(ε) is C1 on R∗
+, with, for any ε > 0,

(46) R′
g(ε) =

∫

R3

∫ g(v)

Mε(v)

∂ε(ϕ−1
ε )(g(v)) − ∂ε(ϕ−1

ε )(y)

y
dy dv,

where we used the shorthand Mε = ϕε(Mϕ−1
ε (g)

ε ).

The striking point of (46) lies in the fact that it immediately proves that, for any ε > 0, the global mono-
tonicity of x 7→ ∂ε(ϕ−1

ε )(x) translates into the same monotonicity of Rg at the point ε, as the integral in y
in (46) is automatically nonnegative if x 7→ ∂ε(ϕ−1

ε )(x) is nondecreasing, or nonpositive if x 7→ ∂ε(ϕ−1
ε )(x) is

nonincreasing. Moreover, this proposition generalises to any family of entropies and any conserved quantities
(provided a suitable differentiability property for Rg), as all key arguments rely only the generic framework
we present in Appendix B, and the specificity of the Fermi-Dirac case is used only for the study of the
differentiability of Rg.

Proof. Using the relative entropy representation (24) in Proposition 1, we have, for any ε > 0,

Rg(ε) =

∫

R3

∫ ϕ−1
ε (g(v))

M
ϕ

−1
ε (g)

ε (v)

(ϕ−1
ε (g(v)) − x)

ϕ′
ε(x)

ϕε(x)
dxdv.

Changing variables y = ϕε(x), with then dy = ϕ′
ε(x) dx and x = ϕ−1

ε (y), we obtain

Rg(ε) =

∫

R3

∫ g(v)

Mε(v)

ϕ−1
ε (g(v)) − ϕ−1

ε (y)

y
dy dv.

where we denoted Mε = ϕε(Mϕ−1
ε (g)

ε ) for convenience of notations. We fix v ∈ R3 and set, for (ε, z) ∈ (R∗
+)2,

(47) K(ε, z) :=

∫ g(v)

z

ϕ−1
ε (g(v)) − ϕ−1

ε (y)

y
dy.

Note that if g(v) = 0 then K(ε, z) = ε−1 log(1 + εz). The application K is clearly C1 on (R∗
+)2, and

straightforward computations can provide that differentiation in ε under the integral in y is valid. We find
that

∂εK(ε, z) =

∫ g(v)

z

∂ε(ϕ−1
ε (g(v))) − ∂ε(ϕ−1

ε (y))

y
dy,

∂zK(ε, z) = −ϕ−1
ε (g(v)) − ϕ−1

ε (z)

z
.

As a result of Lemma 21 in Appendix C, the application ε 7→ Mε(v) is C1 on R∗
+ (as a composition of C1

applications), hence so is ε 7→ K(ε,Mε(v)), and we have, for any ε > 0 and v ∈ R3,

(48)
d

dε
K(ε,Mε(v)) =

∫ g(v)

Mε(v)

∂ε(ϕ−1
ε )(g(v)) − ∂ε(ϕ−1

ε )(y)

y
dy − (∂εMε(v))

ϕ−1
ε (g(v)) − ϕ−1

ε (Mε(v))

Mε(v)
.

Now note that

(49) Rg(ε) =

∫

R3

K(ε,Mε(v)) dv.

Then Rg is indeed C1 on R∗
+, and differentiation under the integral is valid, if we can prove that for any

ε > 0, there is a δ ∈ (0, ε) such that

(50)

∫

R3

sup
ε∗∈(ε−δ,ε+δ)

∣∣∣∣
d

dε∗
K(ε∗,Mε∗

(v))

∣∣∣∣ dv < ∞.
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For the sake of clarity, we continue our computations assuming (50) for now, and show (50) after we have
obtained our claimed result (46).

Differentiating (49) in ε under the integral in v, using (48), yields for any ε > 0 (omitting to write the
dependence in v for clarity)

(51) R′
g(ε) =

∫

R3

∫ g

Mε

∂ε(ϕ−1
ε )(g) − ∂ε(ϕ−1

ε )(y)

y
dy dv −

∫

R3

(∂εMε) × ϕ−1
ε (g) − ϕ−1

ε (Mε)

Mε
dv.

Now remark that

(52)
∂εMε

Mε
= ∂ε

(
log ◦ϕε

(
Mϕ−1

ε (g)
ε

))
.

Since Mϕ−1
ε (g)

ε is a Fermi-Dirac statistics, we have, denoting its coefficients by aε, uε and bε (as in (19)),
that for any v ∈ R3,

(53) log ◦ϕε

(
Mϕ−1

ε (g)
ε

)
(v) = αε + βε · v + bε |v|2,

where αε = aε + bε|uε|2 and βε = −2bε uε. Lemma 21 in Appendix C ensures that the application ε 7→
(aε, uε, bε) is C1 on R∗

+, hence so is the above expression pointwise in v, and we conclude that
∂εMε

Mε
is a linear

combination of the functions v 7→ 1, v 7→ v and v 7→ |v|2. By construction, ϕ−1
ε (g) and ϕ−1

ε (Mε) = Mϕ−1
ε (g)

ε

share the same normalization in v 7→ 1, v 7→ v and v 7→ |v|2, hence
∫

R3

(
ϕ−1

ε (g) − ϕ−1
ε (Mε)

) ∂εMε

Mε
dv = 0,

and (51) becomes the announced (46).

We now show (50), ensuring the validity of the differentiation in ε under the integral in Equation (49), by
dominated convergence. The previous computations imply that for any ε > 0,

∣∣∣∣
d

dε
K(ε,Mε(v))

∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣
∫ g

Mε

∂ε(ϕ−1
ε )(g) − ∂ε(ϕ−1

ε )(y)

y
dy

∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣
∂εMε

Mε
(ϕ−1

ε (g) − ϕ−1
ε (Mε))

∣∣∣∣ .

On the one hand, using (52)–(53), we get, for any v ∈ R3,
∣∣∣∣
∂εMε

Mε
(ϕ−1

ε (g) − ϕ−1
ε (Mε))

∣∣∣∣ ≤ (|∂εαε| + |∂εβε| + |∂εbε|) (1 + |v|2) |ϕ−1
ε (g(v)) − ϕ−1

ε (Mε(v))|

≤ (|∂εαε| + |∂εβε| + |∂εbε|) (1 + |v|2) {g(v) +Mε(v)} ,
where for the last inequality, we used the inequalities |x− y| ≤ x+ y and ϕ−1

ε (x) ≤ x for x, y ≥ 0.

On the other hand, remarking that

(54) ∀x ≥ 0, ∂ε(ϕ−1
ε )(x) = ∂ε

(
x

1 + εx

)
= −

(
x

1 + εx

)2

= −ϕ−1
ε (x)2,

we obtain, as x 7→ ϕ−1
ε (x)2 is increasing,
∣∣∣∣
∫ g

Mε

∂ε(ϕ−1
ε )(g) − ∂ε(ϕ−1

ε )(y)

y
dy

∣∣∣∣ =

∫ g

Mε

ϕ−1
ε (g)2 − ϕ−1

ε (y)2

y
dy.

In the last equation, as well as in the four following ones, we omit writing the dependence of g and Mε in v
for clarity. From the identity |x2 − y2| = (x + y)|x− y|, for x, y ≥ 0, the fact that ‖ϕ−1

ε ‖∞ = ε−1 and that
ϕ−1

ε is increasing, we get
∫ g

Mε

ϕ−1
ε (g)2 − ϕ−1

ε (y)2

y
dy ≤ 2ε−1

∫ g

Mε

ϕ−1
ε (g) − ϕ−1

ε (y)

y
dy,

which, using the bound |ϕ−1
ε (x) − ϕ−1

ε (y)| ≤ |x− y| for x, y ≥ 0 and ε > 0, is less than

2ε−1

∫ g

Mε

g − y

y
dy.
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By direct integration, the latter equals

2ε−1 (g log g − g logMε − g +Mε) ,

which, recalling that Mε(v) = exp
(
aε + |v − uε|2

)
and g ≥ 0, is itself less than

2ε−1 (g log g − aε g +Mε) .

All in all, as −aεg ≤ |aε|g, we have for any ε > 0 and v ∈ R3 that

(55)

∣∣∣∣
d

dε
K(ε,Mε(v))

∣∣∣∣ ≤

2ε−1 {g log g(v) + |aε|g(v) +Mε(v)} + (|∂εαε| + |∂εβε| + |∂εbε|) (1 + |v|2) {g(v) +Mε(v)} .

Let us now fix ε > 0 and an arbitrary δ ∈ (0, ε). Since the application ε 7→ (αε, βε, bε) is C1 on R∗
+, there

exists c0 > 0 such that

sup
ε∗∈(ε−δ,ε+δ)

(|∂ε∗
αε∗

| + |∂ε∗
βε∗

| + |∂ε∗
bε∗

|) ≤ c0.

Moreover, as ε 7→ aε is continuous on R+, there is a c1 > 0 such that

sup
ε∗∈(ε−δ,ε+δ)

|aε∗
| ≤ c1.

Finally, from Lemma 22 in Appendix C (with ε = ε + δ in the lemma), there exist c2 > 0 and η > 0 such
that for any v ∈ R3,

sup
ε∗∈[0,ε+δ]

Mε∗
(v) ≤ c2 e

−η|v|2

.

Then (55) implies that for any v ∈ R3,

sup
ε∗∈(ε−δ,ε+δ)

∣∣∣∣
d

dε∗
K(ε∗,Mε∗

(v))

∣∣∣∣ ≤

2(ε− δ)−1
(
g log g(v) + c1g(v) + c2 e

−η|v|2
)

+ c0(1 + |v|2)
{
g(v) + c2 e

−η|v|2
}
.

Since g ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩L logL(R3), the right-hand side of the above equation is integrable, and we conclude, by

dominated convergence, to the differentiability of Rg and the validity of the differentiation in ε under the
integral, ending the proof. �

3.2. Continuity at zero. The second and last argument required in the proofs of Theorem 1 and Propo-
sition 2 is the continuity of ε 7→ Rg(ε) at the point ε = 0, which is given in the following lemma.

Lemma 7. Let 0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3) \ {0}. Then the function ε ∈ R+ 7→ Rg(ε) defined in (45) is

continuous at the point ε = 0.

Proof. We write Rg(ε) as

(56) Rg(ε) = Hε

(
g

1 + εg

)
−Hε

(
M

g
1+εg
ε

)
.

We show that both terms, in the right-hand-side, are continuous at the point ε = 0. Firstly, by definition of
the Fermi-Dirac entropy, it holds for any ε > 0 that

Hε

(
g

1 + εg

)
=

∫

R3

{
g

1 + εg
log

(
g

1 + εg

)
+ ε−1

(
1 − ε

g

1 + εg

)
log

(
1 − ε

g

1 + εg

)}
dv

=

∫

R3

{
g

1 + εg
log g − ε−1 log(1 + εg)

}
dv.

As g ≥ 0, we have for any ε > 0 that
∣∣∣∣

g

1 + εg
log g

∣∣∣∣ ≤ g| log g| and
∣∣−ε−1 log(1 + εg)

∣∣ ≤ g,
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Since by hypothesis 0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩L logL(R3), the function g| log g| + g is integrable, and, by dominated

convergence, we then conclude to the limit

Hε

(
g

1 + εg

)
ε→0−−−→

∫

R3

{g log g − g} dv = H0(g).

Secondly, going through the same computations as for the first term, we have, for any ε > 0,

Hε

(
M

g
1+εg
ε

)
=

∫

R3

{
Mε

1 + εMε
logMε − ε−1 log(1 + εMε)

}
dv,

where we denoted Mε = ϕε

(
M

g
1+εg
ε

)
. Lemma 22 in Appendix C (with ε = 1 in the lemma) provides the

existence of C, η > 0 such that for all 0 ≤ ε ≤ 1,

| logMε(v)| ≤ C(1 + |v|2) and Mε(v) ≤ C e−η|v|2

.

Hence, for any 0 ≤ ε ≤ 1 and v ∈ R3,

∣∣∣∣
Mε(v)

1 + εMε(v)
logMε(v)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C2 e−η|v|2

(1 + |v|2), and
∣∣ε−1 log(1 + εMε(v))

∣∣ ≤ Mε(v) ≤ C e−η|v|2

.

By dominated convergence, it thus comes that

lim
ε→0

Hε

(
M

g
1+εg
ε

)
=

∫

R3

lim
ε→0

(
Mε

1 + εMε
logMε − ε−1 log(1 + εMε)

)
dv.

As Lemma 20 ensures that lim
ε→0

Mε(v) = Mg
0(v) for all v ∈ R3, the above limit becomes

∫

R3

Mg
0 log Mg

0 − Mg
0 dv,

that is H0(Mg
0), ending the proof. �

We can finally conclude to the announced inequalities of Theorem 1 and Proposition 2.

3.3. Final proof of Theorem 1. Let ε > 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} such that

g :=
f

1 − εf
∈ L1

2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3) \ {0}.

Proposition 6 ensures that the application Rg defined by (45) is C1 on R
∗
+, and combining (46) with (54)

yields, for any ε∗ > 0,

R′
g(ε∗) = −

∫

R3

∫ g

Mε∗

ϕ−1
ε∗

(g)2 − ϕ−1
ε∗

(y)2

y
dy dv.

As, for any ε∗ > 0, the application x 7→ ϕ−1
ε∗

(x)2 is increasing, the integral in y is nonnegative, hence so is
the integral in y and v, therefore

∀ ε∗ > 0, R′
g(ε∗) ≤ 0.

Combining this result with Lemma 7, which states that ε∗ 7→ Rg(ε∗) is continuous at the point ε∗ = 0, Rg

is then nonincreasing on R+, which implies in particular that

Rg(0) ≥ Rg(ε),

that is

H0 [g |Mg ] ≥ Hε

[
ϕ−1

ε (g)
∣∣∣Mϕ−1

ε (g)
ε

]
,

or the announced inequality (32),

H0

[
f

1 − εf

∣∣∣M
f

1−εf

]
≥ Hε

[
f
∣∣Mf

ε

]
.
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3.4. Final proof of Proposition 2. Let us fix ε > 0, κ0 ∈ (0, 1) and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} such that

1 − εf ≥ κ0. We let

g :=
f

1 − εf
.

Then 0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩ L∞(R3) \ {0}, which is in particular included in L logL(R3). We apply the results

of Proposition 6 and Lemma 7 with the function g, ensuring that the application Rg, defined by (45), is
continuous on R+ and C1 on R∗

+ with, combining (46) with (54),

∀ ε∗ > 0, R′
g(ε∗) = −

∫

R3

∫ g

Mε∗

ϕ−1
ε∗

(g)2 − ϕ−1
ε∗

(y)2

y
dy dv.

For ε∗ > 0, v ∈ R3 and any y between Mε∗
(v) and g(v), one has (omitting the dependencies in v for clarity)

|ϕ−1
ε∗

(g)2 − ϕ−1
ε∗

(y)2| = (ϕ−1
ε∗

(g) + ϕ−1
ε∗

(y))|ϕ−1
ε∗

(g) − ϕ−1
ε∗

(y)| ≤ cg(ε∗) |ϕ−1
ε∗

(g) − ϕ−1
ε∗

(y)|,
where we denoted

cg(ε∗) := ‖ϕ−1
ε∗

(g)‖∞ + max

(
‖ϕ−1

ε∗
(g)‖∞, ‖Mϕ−1

ε∗
(g)

ε∗
‖∞

)
.

As both z 7→ ϕ−1
ε∗

(z)2 and z 7→ ϕ−1
ε∗

(z) are increasing, we thus have

R′
g(ε∗) ≥ −cg(ε∗)

∫

R3

∫ g

Mε∗

ϕ−1
ε∗

(g) − ϕ−1
ε∗

(y)

y
dy dv = −cg(ε∗)Rg(ε∗).

Noticing that

cg(ε∗) ≤ ‖g‖∞ + max

(
‖g‖∞ + ‖Mϕ−1

ε∗
(g)

ε∗
‖∞

)
,

we conclude to the relationship, for any ε∗ > 0,

(57) R′
g(ε∗) ≥ −

(
‖g‖∞ + max

(
‖g‖∞ + ‖Mϕ−1

ε∗
(g)

ε∗
‖∞

))
Rg(ε∗).

By hypothesis, it holds that 1 − εf ≥ κ0, hence

(58) ‖g‖∞ ≤ ε−1 (κ−1
0 − 1),

and we have for any ε∗ > 0 that

(59) ε∗ϕ
−1
ε∗

(g) =
ε∗g

1 + ε∗g
≤
(

1 +
1

ε∗‖g‖∞

)−1

≤
(

1 +
ε

ε∗
(κ−1

0 − 1)−1

)−1

.

Let us use the notation

γε∗
=

T∗

TF (ρ∗, ε∗)
,

where ρ∗ and T∗ are respectively the density and temperature associated to the distribution ϕ−1
ε∗

(g) defined

as in (12), and TF (ρ∗, ε∗) =
1

2

(
3ρ∗ε∗

4π

)2/3

is the corresponding ε∗-Fermi temperature.

Using Equation (117) in Proposition 18 in Appendix C and the fact that Mϕ−1
ε∗

(g)
ε∗

≤ ϕε∗

(
Mϕ−1

ε∗
(g)

ε∗

)
, we

have, whenever γε∗
≥ γ† =

(
4
π

) 1
3
(

5
3

) 5
3 ,

(60) ε∗‖Mϕ−1
ε∗

(g)
ε∗

‖∞ ≤ 2

3

(
γε∗

γ†

)−3/2

.

We now notice that [22, Proposition 4] actually implies

γε∗
≥ 2

5

(
ε∗‖ϕ−1

ε∗
(g)‖∞

)−2/3
,

which, combined with (59), yields

(61) γε∗
≥ 2

5

(
1 +

ε

ε∗
(κ−1

0 − 1)−1

)2/3

.
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We define

(62) ε† :=

((
5

2
γ†

) 3
2

− 1

)−1

(κ−1
0 − 1)−1 ε.

Then, for any ε∗ ∈ (0, ε† ], combining (61) with (62) yields

γε∗
≥ 2

5

(
1 +

ε

ε†
(κ−1

0 − 1)−1
)2/3

= γ†.

Applying (60), along with (61) and the fact that

2

3

(
5

2
γ†

) 3
2

=
2

3

(
5

2

) 3
2
(

4

π

) 1
2
(

5

3

) 5
2

≤ 11,

gives, for any ε∗ ∈ (0, ε† ],

‖Mϕ−1
ε∗

(g)
ε∗

‖∞ ≤ 11

ε∗ + ε(κ−1
0 − 1)−1

≤ 11 ε−1 (κ−1
0 − 1).

Therefore, recalling (58), we have for any ε∗ ∈ (0, ε† ] that

‖g‖∞ + max

(
‖g‖∞, ‖Mϕ−1

ε∗
(g)

ε∗
‖∞

)
≤ ε−1 (κ−1

0 − 1) + 11ε−1 (κ−1
0 − 1) = 12 ε−1 (κ−1

0 − 1),

implying, with the relationship (57), that for any ε∗ ∈ (0, ε† ],

(63) R′
g(ε∗) ≥ −12 ε−1 (κ−1

0 − 1)Rg(ε∗).

Applying a Grönwall argument over (63) and using the continuity of ε∗ 7→ Rg(ε∗) at the point ε∗ = 0
provided by Lemma 7, we obtain

(64) ∀ ε∗ ∈ (0, ε† ], Rg(0) ≤ exp
(

12
ε∗

ε
(κ−1

0 − 1)
)
Rg(ε∗).

On the one hand, if ε ≤ ε†, we take ε∗ = ε in (64) to get

(65) Rg(0) ≤ exp
(
12 (κ−1

0 − 1)
)
Rg(ε).

On the other hand, if ε ≥ ε†, we apply (64) with ε∗ = ε† to get

(66) Rg(0) ≤ exp

(
12
ε†

ε
(κ−1

0 − 1)

)
Rg(ε†).

Since it holds for any ε∗ > 0 that ‖Mϕ−1
ε∗

(g)
ε∗

‖∞ ≤ ε−1
∗ , we have in particular that, for any ε∗ ∈ [ε†, ε],

‖Mϕ−1
ε∗

(g)
ε∗

‖∞ ≤ (ε†)−1,

which, combined with (57) and (58), leads to

(67) ∀ ε∗ ∈ [ε†, ε], R′
g(ε∗) ≥ −ε−1

(
(κ−1

0 − 1) + max
(
κ−1

0 − 1,
ε

ε†

))
Rg(ε∗).

By a Grönwall argument over (67), we obtain

(68) Rg(ε†) ≤ exp

(
ε− ε†

ε

(
κ−1

0 − 1 + max
(
κ−1

0 − 1,
ε

ε†

)))
Rg(ε).

Recalling that ε† is defined by (62), we have

ε

ε†
=

((
5

2
γ†

) 3
2

− 1

)
(κ−1

0 − 1).
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As γ† =
(

4
π

) 1
3
(

5
3

) 5
3 , we have

(
5
2 γ

†
) 3

2 − 1 ≤ 15, therefore

(69)
(
κ−1

0 − 1 + max
(
κ−1

0 − 1,
ε

ε†

))
≤ 16 (κ−1

0 − 1).

Combining (68) with (69), we get

(70) Rg(ε†) ≤ exp

(
ε− ε†

ε
16
(
κ−1

0 − 1
))

Rg(ε).

Finally, combining (66) with (70), we obtain, in this case where we assumed ε ≥ ε†,

Rg(0) ≤ exp

({
12
ε†

ε
+ 16

ε− ε†

ε

}
(κ−1

0 − 1)

)
Rg(ε) ≤ exp

(
16 (κ−1

0 − 1)
)
Rg(ε).

We thus conclude, with (65), that in any case, we have

Rg(0) ≤ exp
(
16 (κ−1

0 − 1)
)
Rg(ε),

yielding the required result as Rg(0) = H0

[
f

1−εf

∣∣∣M
f

1−εf

]
and Rg(ε) = Hε

[
f
∣∣Mf

ε

]
.

4. Proof of Corollary 3

This section is devoted to the proof of Corollary 3. Throughout this section, we use the notation

(71)




ρε

ρεuε

3ρεTε + ρε|uε|2



 =

∫

R3

ϕε(f)(v)




1
v

|v|2



 dv,




ρ
ρu

3ρT + ρ|u|2



 =

∫

R3

f(v)




1
v

|v|2



 dv.

In the following, we use the bound

(72) 1 − εf ≥ κ0 =⇒ Tε ≥ κ0T.

This comes by first remarking that, if 1 − εf ≥ κ0,

3ρεTε =

∫

R3

ϕε(f)(v)|v − uε|2 dv ≥
∫

R3

f(v)|v − uε|2 dv =

∫

R3

f(v)|v − u− (uε − u)|2 dv = 3ρT + ρ|uε − u|2,

implying ρεTε ≥ ρT , and the fact that

(73) ρε =

∫

R3

ϕε(f)(v) dv ≤ κ−1
0

∫

R3

f(v) dv = κ−1
0 ρ.

4.1. Super quadratic kernels.

Proof. Let κ0 ∈ (0, 1), ε > 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} such that 1 − εf ≥ κ0. We have from (31) that

(74) Dε(f) ≥ κ4
0 D0(ϕε(f)).

We apply [30, Theorem 2.1] to the function ϕε(f), adapted (since it is written for normalized functions) with
the change of variable w =

√
Tε v + uε, and obtain

D0(ϕε(f)) ≥ min(1, Tε)
|S2|
28

(3ρεTε − ρεT
∗(ϕε(f))) H0

[
ϕε(f)

∣∣∣Mϕε(f)
]
,

where T ∗(g) stands for the maximal directional temperature of g, defined by
sup
e∈S2

∫
R3

g(v) (v·e)2 dv

∫
R3

g(v) dv
. Since in

particular,

3ρεTε − ρεT
∗(ϕε(f)) ≥ 2ρεT∗(ϕε(f)),

where T∗(g) stands for the minimal directional temperature of g, defined in (13), we obtain

(75) D0(ϕε(f)) ≥ min(1, Tε)
2π

7
ρεT∗(ϕε(f)) H0

[
ϕε(f)

∣∣∣Mϕε(f)
]
.
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Applying Theorem 1’s lower-bound inequality (32), we obtain

(76) H0

[
ϕε(f)

∣∣∣Mϕε(f)
]

≥ Hε[f |Mf
ε ].

Combining (74)–(76) yields

Dε(f) ≥ 2π

7
κ4

0 min(1, Tε) ρε T∗(ϕε(f)) Hε[f |Mf
ε ].

The required result is obtained after remarking that, from (72), Tε ≥ κ0T , and

ρε T∗(ϕε(f)) = inf
e∈S2

∫

R3

ϕε(f)(v) (v · e)2 dv ≥ inf
e∈S2

∫

R3

f(v) (v · e)2 dv = ρ T∗(f).

�

4.2. General kernels.

Proof. Let κ0 ∈ (0, 1), ε > 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} such that 1 − εf ≥ κ0. Again, (31) yields

Dε(f) ≥ κ4
0 D0(ϕε(f)).

Remarking that ϕε(f)(v) ≥ f(v) ≥ K0 e
−A0|v|q0

, we apply [30, Theorem 4.1] to the function ϕε(f) and
obtain for any α ∈ (0, 1) the existence of some Kα (ϕε(f)) depending only on α, upper and lower bounds
on ρε, Tε (see Remark 4 below), q0 and upper bounds on A0, 1/K0, ‖ϕε(f)‖L1

s
and ‖ϕε(f)‖Hk where

s = s(α, q0, β+, β−) and k = k(α, s, β+, β−) such that

D0(ϕε(f)) ≥ Kα (ϕε(f))H0

[
ϕε(f)

∣∣∣Mϕε(f)
]1+α

.

Again, Theorem 1’s lower-bound inequality (32) implies

H0

[
ϕε(f)

∣∣∣Mϕε(f)
]

≥ Hε[f |Mf
ε ],

so that

Dε(f) ≥ κ4
0 Kα (ϕε(f)) Hε[f |Mf

ε ]1+α.

Moreover, we can upper-bound ‖ϕε(f)‖L1
s

by κ−1
0 ‖f‖L1

s
, and ‖ϕε(f)‖Hk by a polynomial in (‖f‖Hl)l≤k, κ−1

0

and an upper bound on ε, since for l ≥ 1, and x such that 1 − εx ≥ κ0,

|ϕ(l)
ε (x)| =

l! εl−1

(1 − εx)l+1
≤ l!κ−l−1

0 εl−1.

We end the proof by using

• Equations (72)–(73) stating that ρε ≤ κ−1
0 ρ and Tε ≥ κ0 T ,

• the fact that ρ ≤ ρε, coming from
∫

R3

f dv ≤
∫

R3

f

1 − εf
dv,

• the fact that Tε ≤ κ−1
0 T , coming from

3ρεTε + ρε|uε − u|2 =

∫

R3

ϕε(f)(v) |v − u|2 dv ≤ κ−1
0

∫

R3

f(v) |v − u|2 dv = κ−1
0 3ρT.

implying ρεTε ≤ κ−1
0 ρT hence Tε ≤ κ−1

0
ρ
ρε
T ≤ κ−1

0 T .

�

Remark 4. In [30, Theorem 4.1], the constant K̄α (ϕε(f)) is said to depend on ρε, Tε. Having a look at the
proof there, this dependence can be relaxed into a dependence on upper and lower bounds of those quantities.
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4.3. Inverse result. Let ε ∈ (0, 1
2 ), B0 > 0 and 0 ≤ β < 2. We assume that
∫

S2

B(v, v∗, σ) dσ ≤ B0 (1 + |v − v∗|β).

Relying on Bobylev and Cercignani’s [5, Theorem 1], and the nice formulation of this theorem by Villani [30,
Theorem 1.1], we know that there exists a family of normalized functions (gl), in the sense that for any l,

(77)

∫

R3

gl(v)




1
v

|v|2



 dv =




1
0
3



 ,

such that (taking δ = 1 − 1+2ε
2 > 0 in [30, Theorem 1.1])

(78) ∀v ∈ R
3, 2 ≥ gl(v) ≥ 1 + 2ε

2
(2π)−3/2 e−|v|2

,

and

(79)
D0(gl)

H0[gl|Mgl ]
−→
l→∞

0.

We now consider

fε
l =

gl

1 + εgl
≡ ϕ−1

ε (gl).

As ϕ−1
ε is increasing, and from (78), we have

fε
l (v) ≡ gl(v)

1 + εgl(v)
≥ gl(v)

1 + 2ε
≥ 1 + 2ε

2(1 + 2ε)
(2π)−3/2 e−|v|2

=
1

2
(2π)−3/2 e−|v|2

.

We denote
∫

R3

fε
l (v)




1
v

|v|2


dv =




ρl
ε

ρl
εu

l
ε

3ρl
εT

l
ε + ρl

ε|ul
ε|2


 ,

We have, from fε
l = gl

1+εgl
and gl ≤ 2,

1

1 + 2ε

∫

R3

gl(v) dv ≤
∫

R3

fε
l (v) dv ≤

∫

R3

gl(v) dv,

that is
1

1 + 2ε
≤ ρl

ε ≤ 1.

Secondly,

3ρl
εT

l
ε ≤ 3ρl

εT
l
ε + ρl

ε|ul
ε|2 =

∫

R3

fε
l (v) |v|2 dv ≤

∫

R3

gl(v) |v|2 dv = 3,

that is ρl
εT

l
ε ≤ 1, hence

T l
ε ≤ 1

ρl
ε

≤ 1 + 2ε.

On the other hand, since gl is normalized by (77), we have

3ρl
εT

l
ε =

∫

R3

fε
l (v) |v − ul

ε|2 dv ≥ 1

1 + 2ε

∫

R3

gl(v) |v − ul
ε|2 dv =

3 + |ul
ε|2

1 + 2ε
≥ 3

1 + 2ε
,

that is ρl
εT

l
ε ≥ 1

1+2ε , hence

T l
ε ≥ 1

ρl
ε

× 1

1 + 2ε
≥ 1

1 + 2ε
.

Finally, since fε
l = gl − ε

g2
l

1+εgl
, gl is normalized by (77) and gl ≤ 2, we have

ρl
ε |ul

ε| =

∣∣∣∣
∫

R3

fε
l (v) v dv

∣∣∣∣ = ε

∣∣∣∣
∫

R3

gl(v)2

1 + εgl(v)
v dv

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ε

∫

R3

gl(v)2

1 + εgl(v)
|v| dv ≤ 2ε

∫

R3

gl(v) |v| dv

≤ 2ε

(∫

R3

gl(v) dv

)1/2(∫

R3

gl(v) |v|2 dv

)1/2

= 2
√

3 ε,
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where the last inequality is a Cauchy-Schwarz argument. We then conclude, since ε ∈ (0, 1
2 ), that

|ul
ε| ≤ 1

ρl
ε

2
√

3 ε ≤ 2
√

3 (1 + 2ε) ε ≤ 4
√

3 ε.

All in all, we proved that for any l, fε
l ∈ Cε

1,0,1.

We now apply Equation (31) to get

Dε(fε
l ) ≤ D0(gl),

and Proposition 2’s upper-bound inequality, Equation (34), which gives, for any ε ∈ (0, 1
2 ), and denoting

κε
0 = 1 − 2ε (so that 1 − εfε

l ≥ κε
0),

Hε

[
fε

l

∣∣∣Mfε
l

ε

]
≥ 1

C0(κε
0)
H0

[
fε

l

1 − εfε
l

∣∣∣∣∣M
fε

l
1−εfε

l

]
=

1

C0(κε
0)
H0[gl|Mgl ].

We finally obtain that, for any ε ∈ (0, 1
2 ),

(80)
Dε (fε

l )

Hε

[
fε

l

∣∣∣Mfε
l

ε

] ≤ 1

C0(κε
0)

× D0(gl)

H0[gl|Mgl ]
−→
l→∞

0.

5. About the Landau-Fermi-Dirac equation

A study of the entropy-entropy production relationship for the Landau-Fermi-Dirac equation for various cross
sections was recently conducted by Alonso, Bagland, Desvillettes and Lods in [1, 2] (see also Desvillettes [15]
and Alonso, Bagland, Lods [3]) and we do not (intend to) provide here any new result on this side. We
refer the interested reader to these papers and the references therein for a detailed study of the Landau-
Fermi-Dirac equation. Nevertheless, using the exact same strategy of transposing results from the Classical
towards the Fermi-Dirac case that we used in the Boltzmann-Fermi-Dirac case (Corollary 3), we obtain an
original proof of inequalities reminiscent of the ones stated in [1, 2] and [15], namely [1, Theorem 1.4], the
first inequality in the proof of [2, Proposition 5.8] and [15, Proposition 2]. Let us first briefly introduce the
Landau-Fermi-Dirac equation.

In dimension 3, the Landau-Fermi-Dirac operator writes, for ε ≥ 0 and nonnegative f ∈ L1
2(R3) such that

1 − εf ≥ 0,

(81) QL
ε (f)(v) := ∇v ·

∫

R3

Ψ(|v − v∗|)Π(v − v∗)
[
f∗(1 − εf∗)∇f − f(1 − εf)∇f∗

]
dv∗.

The case ε = 0 corresponds to the classical Landau operator. In (81), we used the common short-hands
f ≡ f(v) and f∗ ≡ f(v∗), Π(z) denotes the orthogonal projection on (Rz)⊥, whose components are

Πij(z) = δij − zizj

|z|2 ,

and Ψ is sometimes called the kinetic potential. The entropy production associated to the Landau-Fermi-
Dirac operator writes

(82) DL
ε (f) =

1

2

∫

R3×R3

Ψ(|v − v∗|) ff∗(1 − εf)(1 − εf∗)

∣∣∣∣Π(v − v∗)

( ∇f
f(1 − εf)

− ∇f∗

f∗(1 − εf∗)

)∣∣∣∣
2

dv dv∗.

We notice that (82) can be rewritten (where ϕε is defined in (6))

DL
ε (f) =

1

2

∫

R3×R3

Ψ(|v − v∗|)ϕε(f)ϕε(f)∗(1 − εf)2(1 − εf∗)2

∣∣∣∣Π(v − v∗)

(∇ϕε(f)

ϕε(f)
− ∇ϕε(f)∗

ϕε(f)∗

)∣∣∣∣
2

dv dv∗.

This directly implies that for any κ0 ∈ (0, 1), ε > 0 and nonnegative f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} such that 1 − εf ≥ κ0,

(83) DL
0 (ϕε(f)) ≥ DL

ε (f) ≥ κ4
0 DL

0 (ϕε(f)).

This inequality, similar to (31), allows to apply the same strategy as in the Boltzmann-Fermi-Dirac case.
Adapting the entropy-entropy production inequalities known for the Landau equation [29, Chapter 3, The-
orem 14] and [15, Remark 1], we get the following proposition.
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Proposition 8. Entropy-entropy production inequalities for the Landau-Fermi-Dirac operator

(adaptation of [29, Chapter 3, Theorem 14] and [15, Remark 1]). We recall that DL
ε , Hε and T∗(f) are

defined respectively in (82), (21)–(22) and (13).

• Over-Maxwellian case [Adaptation of [29, Chapter 3, Theorem 14, (i)]]. Assume Ψ(|z|) ≥ |z|2.
Then, for any κ0 ∈ (0, 1), ε ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1

2(R3) \ {0} such that 1 − εf ≥ κ0, we have

(84) DL
ε (f) ≥ 4 κ4

0 ρ T∗(f)Hε[f |Mf
ε ],

• Soft potentials [Adaptation of [29, Chapter 3, Theorem 14, (ii)]]. Assume Ψ(|z|) ≥ |z|2(1 + |z|)−β

with β > 0. Then, for any κ0 ∈ (0, 1), ε ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} such that 1 − εf ≥ κ0, for any s > 0,

there exists a constant CL
s (f), explicit and depending on f only via ρ, T , κ0, an upper bound on ε and an

upper bound on Hε(f) such that

(85) DL
ε (f) ≥ CL

s (f)

(
‖f‖L1

s+2
+ ‖∇

√
f‖2

L2
1+ s

2

)− β
s

Hε[f |Mf
ε ]1+ β

s .

• Hard potentials [Adaptation of [15, Remark 1]]. Assume Ψ(|z|) ≥ |z|2+β with β ∈ (0, 1]. Then, for
any κ0 ∈ (0, 1), ε ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1

2(R3) \ {0} such that 1 − εf ≥ κ0, there exist two explicit constants
KL

1 (f) and KL
2 (f) which depend on β, on f only via ρ, T , κ0 and on an upper bound on ‖f‖2

L2
6

such that

(86) DL
ε (f) ≤ KL

1 (f) =⇒ DL
ε (f) ≥ KL

2 (f)Hε[f |Mf
ε ].

We briefly discuss here the qualitative difference of our results with respect to the ones in [1, 2] and [15]. The
inequality we obtain in the over-Maxwellian case (84) is almost identical to the one in [1, Theorem 1.4], with
however an extra quantity in the constant in their inequality. As for the soft potentials case, the inequality
in the proof of [2, Proposition 5.8] involves the hard potential of order η > 0 entropy production (for some
chosen η > 0), which relates in (85) with the ‖∇√

f‖2
L2

1+ s
2

norm (for some chosen s > 0). We also point

out that, while [2, Proposition 5.8] holds for soft potentials of order at most − 4
3 , there is no such restriction

in (85). As far as hard potentials are concerned, the result we obtain (which could actually be more precise,
but somewhat more complicated, by using [15, Theorem 1] instead of [15, Remark 1]) is very similar to the
one obtained by Desvillettes in [15, Proposition 2], with the difference that his result involves the relative
Fisher information instead of the relative entropy (hence yielding a stronger result); our methodology only
gives another proof to obtain it. Also, the inequality obtained in [1, Theorem 1.4] comes with a more
complicated constant than in [15, Proposition 2] (similarly, than (86)), but holds without any assumption
of smallness on DL

ε (f). We mention that a statement of the type (86) entails an exponential decay with
explicit constants (if KL

1 (f) and KL
2 (f) are controlled below) as shown in [15, Lemma 1]. Finally, we can

also obtain inequalities for hard potentials of order β > 1 by adapting [29, Chapter 3, Theorem 14, (iii)].

Remark 5. We want to mention [13] which bounds below the entropy production with a weighted version of
the Fisher information, which would lead to a weighted relative entropy with power one in the right-hand-side
of (85). A similar result for hard potentials was proven in [10]. We refer the interested reader to [14] (in
french) for a discussion on the entropic structure of the Landau operator. However our method of adapting
results from the Classical to the Fermi-Dirac situation breaks here, as we did not prove any link between
weighted entropies.

Convergence towards equilibrium. As an example of application of Proposition 8, we provide a conver-
gence to equilibrium proposition in the hard potential case. We remind that this type of result was already
obtained in [1] (and in [2] for soft potentials), although the constants that we obtain do differ, and our proof
is shorter.

Proposition 9. Hard potentials case. Assume Ψ(|z|) = |z|2+β with β ∈ (0, 1]. Consider 0 ≤ f in ∈
L1

sβ
(R3) ∩ L∞(R3) with sβ = max

(
3β
2 , 4 − β

)
. Then there exists εin > 0 depending only on f in such that

for any ε ∈ (0, εin], there exists a solution fε to the homogeneous Landau-Fermi-Dirac equation (associated
to the collision operator QL

ε defined in (81) and the initial distribution f in) and two constants C1, C2 > 0
such that for any t ≥ 0,

(87) ‖fε(t, ·) − Mfin

ε ‖L1
2

≤ C1 e
−C2t.
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Proof. The proof is similar to the one of Proposition 5, to which we refer the reader, and we only outline
here the crucial points. First, we rely on [4, Corollary 3.7] to obtain the existence of εin > 0 depending only
on f in such that for any ε ∈ (0, εin], the solution fε associated to LFDε satisfies

sup
t≥1

(1 − ε‖fε(t, ·)‖∞) ≥ 1

2
.

We are now able to use (86). In order for the proof to be complete, we must ensure that the coefficient that
multiplies the relative entropy can be lower bounded uniformly in time. It amounts to upper bound the L2

6

norm of fε(t, ·) uniformly in time. This is possible as we have a uniform-in-time L∞ bound and [1, Theorem
1.3] ensures the generation and uniform-in-time boundedness of all moments at some explicit time. Then
the same argument as in [15, Lemma 1] provides the announced exponential decay to equilibrium. �

6. L1-L2 weighted Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker inequality

In this section, we discuss an optimized version of the L1-L2 weighted Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker (CKP)
inequality presented in Proposition 4. For a discussion on the CKP inequality and its previous generalizations,
we refer the reader to the paragraph preceding Proposition 4 in Subsection 2.3.

We highlight that the idea of the proof of (90) in the case r = 1, ̟ = 1, can be found in [22], and the
proof of (104) (Bose-Einstein case) for r = 1, ̟ = 1 was also done with the same approach by Lu [23].
Notice moreover that we consider here the case when f is defined on R3, but (89)–(90) and (104) do hold
in the broader setting where f and ̟ are defined on an arbitrary measured set, as long as the equilibrium
distribution is well-defined. This is further detailed in Appendix B. Finally, we inform the reader that the
Bose-Einstein case is briefly discussed in Appendix A, where useful definitions may be found.

Proposition 10. L1-L2 weighted Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker inequality. [optimal]

Let ̟ : R3 → R+ be measurable, and r ∈ [1, 2]. Denote

(88) Λ(λ) :=





2 if λ = 1,

(λ− 1)2

λ logλ− λ+ 1
if λ ∈ R+ \ {1}.

• Classical CKP inequality. For any 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3) \ {0}, assuming that the norms

below are finite,

(89) ‖(f −M)̟‖2
Lr ≤

∥∥M ̟2
∥∥

L
r

2−r
Λ

( ∥∥f ̟2
∥∥

L
r

2−r

‖M ̟2‖
L

r
2−r

)
H0[f |M ],

where we denoted M ≡ Mf the Maxwellian distribution associated to f and H0 is defined in (21)–(22) (with
ε = 0).

• Fermi-Dirac CKP inequality. For any ε > 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} such that 1 − εf ≥ 0 and

γ >
2

5
, assuming that the norms below are finite,

(90) ‖(f − M)̟‖2
Lr ≤

∥∥M̟2
∥∥

L
r

2−r
Λ

( ∥∥f ̟2
∥∥

L
r

2−r

‖M̟2‖
L

r
2−r

)
Hε[f |M],

where we denoted M ≡ Mf
ε the ε-Fermi-Dirac distribution associated to f and Hε is defined in (21)–(22).

The announced inequalities (40)–(41) of Proposition 4 are then consequence of Proposition 10 and the fact
that for any a ≥ 0 and b > 0,

(91) bΛ
(a
b

)
≤ 2 max(a, b).
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The latter inequality can be deduced from the following ones. We claim that in fact,

Λ(λ) ≤ 1 + λ2/3, λ ∈ [0, 1],(92)

Λ(λ) ≤ 2

3
(2 + λ), λ ∈ (1, 10)(93)

Λ(λ) ≤ λ

log(λ) − 1
, λ ≥ 10.(94)

Notice the improvement of (94) over (91) by a factor
1

2(log a− log b− 1)
when λ = a

b is large, which, even

if slowly, converges towards 0 as a goes to infinity. The second inequality (93) is well-known, and is actually
the one used in the standard proof of the usual CKP inequality (see for instance [19]). As for the third
one (94), we have for λ ≥ 10,

Λ(λ) =
(λ− 1)2

λ log λ− λ+ 1
=

λ− 1
λ

λ−1 logλ− 1
≤ λ

log(λ) − 1
.

Finally, the proof of the first inequality (92) is trickier and was suggested to me by Matthieu Dolbeault.
Changing variables x = λ1/3, it is enough to show that for any x ∈ [0, 1],

(1 + x2)(3x3 log x− x3 + 1) − (1 − x3)2 ≥ 0.

Developing, the above term actually equals x2g(x), where

g(x) = 1 + x− x3 − x4 + 3(x+ x3) log x.

We can then conclude once we prove that g is nonnegative on (0, 1). We compute its first four derivatives,

g′(x) = 4 − 4x3 + (3 + 9x2) log x, g′′(x) =
3

x
+ 9x− 12x2 + 18x logx,

g′′′(x) = 27 − 3

x2
− 24x+ 18 logx, g(4)(x) = 6(−4 + x−3 + 3 x−1).

The function g(4) is clearly nonnegative on (0, 1), hence g′′′ is nondecreasing on (0, 1). But g′′′(1) = 0, hence
g′′′ is nonpositive on (0, 1), thus g′′ is nonincreasing on (0, 1). Again, g′′(1) = 0 hence g′′ is nonnegative,
thus g′ is nondecreasing. Again, g′(1) = 0 hence g′ is nonpositive, thus g is nonincreasing on (0, 1). Finally,
g(1) = 0, so that g is nonnegative on (0, 1).

Let us now prove Proposition 10.

Proof. This proposition is a consequence of the general inequality (114) in Corollary 17 in Appendix B. We
prove both inequalities (89)–(90) simultaneously, as the first one corresponds to the limit case ε = 0 of the
second. Let us then consider ε ≥ 0.

We apply Corollary 17 with Φ(x) ≡ Φε(x) =
∫ x

0
logϕε(y) dy, J = (0, ε−1) and

F =




0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1 − εg ≥ 0,

∫

R3

g(v)




1
v

|v|2


dv =




ρ
ρ u

3 ρT + ρ |u|2







 ,

with ρ, T and ε such that γ >
2

5
(ensuring the existence of Mf

ε ). Then (114) writes, since HΦε ≡ Hε the

ε-Fermi (or Classical in the case ε = 0) entropy, and
1

Φ′′
ε

(x) = x(1 − εx) ≤ x,

∥∥(f − Mf
ε )̟

∥∥2

Lr ≤
(∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)
∥∥((1 − τ)Mf

ε + τf)̟2
∥∥−1

L
r

2−r
dτ

)−1

Hε[f |Mf
ε ].
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We focus on the integral in the variable τ . From Minkowski’s inequality, we have


∫ 1

0

1 − τ∥∥∥((1 − τ)Mf
ε + τf)̟2

∥∥∥
L

r
2−r

dτ




−1

≤



∫ 1

0

1 − τ

(1 − τ)
∥∥∥Mf

ε ̟2
∥∥∥

L
r

2−r
+ τ ‖f ̟2‖

L
r

2−r

dτ




−1

=
∥∥Mf

ε ̟
2
∥∥

L
r

2−r
Λ




∥∥f ̟2

∥∥
L

r
2−r∥∥∥Mf

ε ̟2
∥∥∥

L
r

2−r



 ,

where Λ is defined in (88). Indeed, this last equality comes from the Taylor expansion of λ 7→ λ log λ − λ
around 1,

λ log λ− λ = −1 + (λ− 1) log 1 + (λ− 1)2

∫ 1

0

1 − τ

(1 − τ) + τλ
dτ,

that is

∫ 1

0

1 − τ

(1 − τ) + τλ
dτ =






1
2 if λ = 1,

λ logλ− λ+ 1

(λ− 1)2
if λ ∈ R+ \ {1}

=
1

Λ(λ)
.

�

Finally, as a corollary to Proposition 10 come the standard Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker inequalities.

Corollary 11. Standard Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker inequalities.

For any real number x ∈ R, we denote in the following x+ = max(0, x).

• Standard Classical CKP inequalities. For any α ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3) \ {0},

‖f −M‖2
L1 ≤ 2 ‖M‖L1 H0[f |M ],(95)

‖(M − f)+‖2
L1

α
≤ 2 ‖M‖L1

2α
H0[f |M ],(96)

‖f −M‖2
L1

2
≤ 8 ‖M‖L1

4
H0[f |M ],(97)

where we denoted M ≡ Mf the Maxwellian distribution associated to f .

• Standard Fermi-Dirac CKP inequalities. For any ε > 0, α ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) \ {0} such

that 1 − εf ≥ 0 and γ > 2
5 ,

‖f − M‖2
L1 ≤ 2 ‖M‖L1 Hε[f |M],(98)

‖(M − f)+‖2
L1

α
≤ 2 ‖M‖L1

2α
Hε[f |M],(99)

‖f − M‖2
L1

2
≤ 8 ‖M‖L1

4
Hε[f |M],(100)

where we denoted M ≡ Mf
ε the ε-Fermi-Dirac distribution associated to f .

Proof. We only prove (98)–(100) as (95)–(97) can be seen as a limit case of the previous ones when ε → 0.

• Proof of (98). Applying Proposition 10, specifically Equation (90), with r = 1 and ̟ = 1, we obtain

‖f − M‖2
L1 ≤ ‖M‖L1 Λ

( ‖f‖L1

‖M‖L1

)
Hε[f |M].

Since ‖f‖L1 = ‖M‖L1 and Λ(1) = 2, we obtain (98).

• Proof of (99). Applying Proposition 10, specifically Equation (90), with ̟(v) = (1+ |v|2)α/2 1f≤M and
r = 1, we obtain

‖(M − f)+‖2
L1

α
≤ ‖M 1f≤M‖L1

2α
Λ

(
‖f 1f≤M‖L1

2α

‖M 1f≤M‖L1
2α

)
Hε[f |M].
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Since ‖f 1f≤M‖L1
2α

≤ ‖M 1f≤M‖L1
2α

and, from (92), Λ ≤ 2 on [0, 1], we obtain (99) after upper bounding

‖M 1f≤M‖L1
2α

by ‖M‖L1
2α

.

• Proof of (100). We remark that |f − M| = f − M + 2(M − f)+, and
∫

R3

(f − M)(v) (1 + |v|2) dv = 0,

so that
‖f − M‖2

L1
2

= 4‖(M − f)+‖2
L1

2
.

We apply (99) with α = 2 and obtain (100). �

Appendix A. Similar results in the Bose-Einstein case

An upper-bound inequality similar to (34) can also be obtained in the Bose-Einstein case. This latter case
formally corresponds to taking −ε instead of ε in our formulas. First define for any x ∈ R+ and ε > 0,

ϕBE
ε (x) :=

x

1 + εx
, ΦBE

ε (x) :=

∫ x

0

logϕBE
ε (y) dy,

and the Bose-Einstein entropy of 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3):

HBE
ε (f) :=

∫

R3

ΦBE
ε (f) dv.

Lu proved in [21] that, under the condition

(101) T ≥ ζ(5
2 )

ζ(3
2 )
Tc, Tc :=

1

2π

(
ρ ε

ζ(3
2 )

)2/3

,

where ζ is the Riemann Zêta function and Tc is called the critical temperature, there exists a unique ε-
Bose-Einstein statistics MBE,f

ε associated to f - that is a distribution such that logϕBE
ε (MBE,f

ε ) is a
linear combination of v 7→ 1, v 7→ v and v 7→ |v|2 and sharing the same normalization in v 7→ 1, v 7→ v
and v 7→ |v|2 as f . We can obtain from Proposition 15 in Appendix B that, denoting HBE

ε [f |MBE,f
ε ] :=

HBE
ε (f) −HBE

ε (MBE,f
ε ), we have

HBE
ε [f |MBE,f

ε ] =

∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)

(∫

R3

(
f(v) − MBE,f

ε (v)
)2

ΦBE
ε

′′ (
(1 − τ)MBE,f

ε (v) + τf(v)
)

dv

)
dτ

=

∫

R3

∫ f(v)

MBE,f
ε (v)

f(v) − x

ϕBE
ε (x)

ϕBE
ε

′
(x) dxdv,(102)

where the last equality comes from ΦBE
ε

′′
=

ϕBE
ε

′

ϕBE
ε

and the change of variables x = MBE,f
ε (v) + τ(f(v) −

MBE,f
ε ).

In the following Proposition, we provide a link between the relative entropies to equilibrium of the Bose-
Einstein and the classical cases. Although I believe that both inequalities could be obtained, we only present
here the “upper-bound” inequality as its proof is rather short. Further work may allow to obtain the lower-
bound inequality, with a constant that probably depends on an L∞ bound on f . This constitutes another
reason why we did not investigate this other inequality, as, although L∞ bounds are natural to use in the
Fermi-Dirac context, due to Pauli’s exclusion principle, they are not in the Bose-Einstein one, due to the
phenomenon of condensation.

Proposition 12. Upper-bound in the Bose-Einstein case. For any ε > 0 and nonnegative f ∈
L1

2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3) \ {0} which density and temperature satisfy (101), we have

(103) H0

[
f

1 + εf

∣∣∣∣M
f

1+εf

]
≤ HBE

ε

[
f |MBE,f

ε

]
.

Proof. The starting point of the proof are Equation (102) and the inequality |y − z| ≥ |ϕBE
ε (y) − ϕBE

ε (z)|
for all (y, z) ∈ R2

+, yielding

HBE
ε

[
f |MBE,f

ε

]
=

∫

R3

∫ f

MBE,f
ε

f − x

ϕBE
ε (x)

ϕBE
ε

′
(x) dxdv ≥

∫

R3

∫ f

MBE,f
ε

ϕBE
ε (f) − ϕBE

ε (x)

ϕBE
ε (x)

ϕBE
ε

′
(x) dxdv.
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Applying the change of variables y = ϕBE
ε (x) and using formula (27), we obtain

HBE
ε

[
f |MBE,f

ε

]
≥ H0

[
ϕBE

ε (f)|MϕBE
ε (f)

]
+

∫

R3

∫ MϕBE
ε (f)

ϕBE
ε (MBE,f

ε )

ϕBE
ε (f) − y

y
dy dv.

Remark that, as logMϕBE
ε (f) − logϕBE

ε (MBE,f
ε ) is a linear combination of conserved quantities (namely,

v 7→ 1, v 7→ v and v 7→ |v|2), we have by definition of MϕBE
ε (f) that

∫

R3

ϕBE
ε (f) log

(
MϕBE

ε (f)

ϕBE
ε (MBE,f

ε )

)
dv =

∫

R3

MϕBE
ε (f) log

(
MϕBE

ε (f)

ϕBE
ε (MBE,f

ε )

)
dv,

so that
∫

R3

∫ MϕBE
ε (f)

ϕBE
ε (MBE,f

ε )

ϕBE
ε (f) − y

y
dy dv =

∫

R3

∫ MϕBE
ε (f)

ϕBE
ε (MBE,f

ε )

MϕBE
ε (f) − y

y
dy dv ≥ 0,

ending the proof. �

Proposition 13. Bose-Einstein CKP inequality. Let ̟ : R3 → R+ be measurable, and r ∈ [1, 2]. We
recall the definition (88) of the function Λ,

Λ(λ) :=





2 if λ = 1,
(λ− 1)2

λ logλ− λ+ 1
if λ ∈ R+ \ {1}.

Then for any ε > 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3) \ {0} which density and temperature satisfy (101),

assuming that the norms below are finite,

(104) ‖(f − M) ̟‖2
Lr ≤

∥∥M(1 + εM)̟2
∥∥

L
r

2−r
Λ

( ∥∥f(1 + εf)̟2
∥∥

L
r

2−r

‖M(1 + εM)̟2‖
L

r
2−r

)
HBE

ε [f |M ] ,

where we denoted M ≡ MBE,f
ε the ε-Bose-Einstein distribution associated to f , and HBE

ε is the Bose-

Einstein entropy. When r = 2, L
r

2−r shall be understood as L∞.

Proof. The proof is similar to the one of Proposition 10. Let ε > 0.

We apply Corollary 17 with Φ(x) ≡ ΦBE
ε (x) =

∫ x

0
log y

1+εy dy, J = R∗
+ and

F =




0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∫

R3

g(v)




1
v

|v|2


 dv =




ρ
ρ u

3 ρT + ρ |u|2







 ,

with ρ, T and ε such that (101) is satisfied, ensuring the existence of MBE,f
ε . In the rest of this proof, we

denote for the sake of clarity M ≡ MBE,f
ε . Then (114) writes, since HΦBE

ε
≡ HBE

ε the ε-Bose-Einstein

entropy, and
1

ΦBE
ε

′′ (x) = x(1 + εx) is convex,

‖(f − M)̟‖2
Lr ≤

(∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)
∥∥((1 − τ)M(1 + εM) + τf(1 + εf))̟2

∥∥−1

L
r

2−r
dτ

)−1

HBE
ε [f |M].

We focus on the term with the integral in τ . From Minkowski’s inequality, it is smaller than
(∫ 1

0

1 − τ

(1 − τ) ‖M(1 + εM)̟2‖
L

r
2−r

+ τ ‖f(1 + εf)̟2‖
L

r
2−r

dτ

)−1

=
∥∥M(1 + εM)̟2

∥∥
L

r
2−r

Λ

( ∥∥f(1 + εf)̟2
∥∥

L
r

2−r

‖M(1 + εM)̟2‖
L

r
2−r

)
,

where Λ is defined in (88) and appears thanks to a Taylor expansion of λ 7→ λ logλ− λ around 1 like in the
proof of Proposition 10, allowing to conclude. �

From the previous proposition, we easily deduce the following standard inequalities.
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Corollary 14. Standard Bose-Einstein CKP inequalities. For any ε > 0, α ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈
L1

2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3) \ {0} satisfying (101),

‖(M − f)+‖2
L1

α
≤ 2

(
‖M‖L1

2α
+ ε ‖M‖2

L2
α

)
HBE

ε [f |M],(105)

‖f − M‖2
L1 ≤ 8

(
‖M‖L1 + ε‖M‖2

L2

)
HBE

ε [f |M],(106)

‖f − M‖2
L1

2
≤ 8

(
‖M‖L1

4
+ ε ‖M‖2

L2
2

)
HBE

ε [f |M],(107)

where we denoted for clarity M ≡ MBE,f
ε the ε-Bose-Einstein distribution associated to f .

We prove the above inequalities similarly as we did for Corollary 11. For (105) we apply Proposition 13
with r = 1 and ̟(v) = (1 + |v|2)

α
2 1f≤M and notice that Λ ≤ 2 on [0, 1]. We then obtain (106)–(107) by

decomposing |f − M| = f − M + 2(M − f)+, using the fact that f and M share the same normalization
in v 7→ 1, v 7→ v and v 7→ |v|2, and (105) with respectively α = 0 and α = 2.

Appendix B. A general discussion about entropies and equilibria

In this section we intend to provide general considerations on the entropy, which are much more general than
the scope of this paper, but give a good understanding of the notions we used, and could also be helpful in
the study of weak turbulence, where various kinds of unusual entropies can emerge (see [7]). Our setting
is laid down quite generally. Consider a measured space (E ,A, µ), an open interval J ⊂ R which closure
we denote by J̄ , and a function Φ ∈ C2(J) ∩ C0(J̄) such that Φ′′ > 0 on J . Remark that Φ′ is then a
C1-diffeomorphism from J onto Φ′(J).

Entropy. We define the Φ-entropy, for any (A, Bor(J̄))-measurable f : E → J̄ such that the following
integral makes sense and is finite, by

(108) HΦ(f) :=

∫

E

Φ(f(ζ)) dµ(ζ),

and we denote by EΦ the set of such f . We let the relative Φ-entropy of f and g to be

(109) HΦ[f |g] = HΦ(f) −HΦ(g).

We also define, for (A, Bor(J̄))-measurable f, g : E → J̄ , the Φ-relative-entropy (which in general differs
from the relative Φ-entropy) of f and g by

(110) HΦ[f |g] :=

∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)

(∫

g∈J

(f − g)2 Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf) dµ(ζ)

)
dτ.

Note that HΦ[f |g] is possibly infinite, but always well-defined, as

g ∈ J =⇒ ∀ τ ∈ (0, 1), (1 − τ)g + τf ∈ J,

and that HΦ[f |g] is always nonnegative. The following Proposition 15 gives a quite simple but general result
linking entropies, conserved quantities and equilibrium distributions, under a sole existence assumption.

Proposition 15. Let I be a countable set, (φi)i∈I a family of measurable real functions, (ωi)i∈I a family of
real numbers, and

F =

{
f ∈ EΦ s.t. ∀ i ∈ I,

∫

E

|f(ζ)| |φi(ζ)| dµ(ζ) < ∞ and

∫

E

f(ζ)φi(ζ) dµ(ζ) = ωi

}
.

Assume that Φ′(J) = R, and that there exists (αi(ω)) ∈ RI such that MF
Φ ∈ F , where

(111) MF
Φ := (Φ′)−1

(
∑

i∈I

αi(ω)φi

)
.
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Then the following four propositions are equivalent. Let g ∈ F .

(i) g ∈ J µ-a.e. and ∀ f ∈ F , HΦ[f |g] = HΦ[f |g],

(ii) g ∈ J µ-a.e. and ∀ f ∈ F , HΦ[f |g] < ∞ and

∫

E

(f − g) Φ′(g) dµ(ζ) = 0,

(iii) HΦ(g) = min
h∈F

HΦ(h),

(iv) g = MF
Φ µ-a.e.

In particular, MF
Φ is the unique minimizer of HΦ under the constraints of the set F .

The above proposition actually proves the following (under the assumptions Φ′(J) = R and of existence of
MF

Φ ). An admissible distribution g is an equilibrium relative to the conserved quantities φi, in the sense of
the minimization of the Φ-entropy [(iii)], if and only if Φ′(g) is a linear combination of the functions φi [(iv)],
if and only if the relative Φ-entropy between any admissible distribution f and g is given by (110) [(i)], if and
only if the quantity Φ′(g) is conserved amongst all admissible distributions [(ii)] - indeed, (ii) is equivalent,
assuming the following integrals make sense, to ∀ f1, f2 ∈ F ,

∫
E
f1 Φ′(g) dµ(ζ) =

∫
E
f2 Φ′(g) dµ(ζ).

The reader may notice that the Classical case corresponds to the choice Φ(x) ≡ Φ0(x) = x log x − x, for
which (Φ′

0)−1 = exp, hence MF
Φ is in this case a Maxwellian, since the conserved quantities (corresponding

to the functions φi in the proposition) are v 7→ 1, v 7→ v and v 7→ |v|2.

Moreover, the Fermi-Dirac case corresponds to the choice Φ(x) ≡ Φε(x) ≡
∫ x

0

log
y

1 − εy
dy, for which

(Φ′
ε)−1(x) =

ex

1 + εex
, hence MF

Φ is in this case a Fermi-Dirac distribution, since again, the conserved

quantities (corresponding to the functions φi in the proposition) are v 7→ 1, v 7→ v and v 7→ |v|2. Proposition 1
then comes as a corollary to Proposition 15 with E = R3 endowed with the Lebesgue measure, J = (0, ε−1),

Φ(x) ≡ Φε(x) ≡
∫ x

0

logϕε(y) dy, MF
Φ ≡ Mf

ε and

F =




0 ≤ f ∈ L1
2(R3)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
1 − εf ≥ 0,

∫

R3

f(v)




1
v

|v|2


 dv =




ρ
ρ u

3 ρT + ρ |u|2







 ,

with ρ, T and ε such that γ >
2

5
(ensuring the existence of Mf

ε , as proven in [22]).

Remark 6. The Bose-Einstein case is also recovered with Φ(x) ≡ ΦBE
ε (x) ≡

∫ x

0

log
y

1 + εy
dy, for which

(Φ′
−ε)−1(x) =

ex

1 − εex
, hence MF

Φ is in this case a Bose-Einstein distribution (when it exists).

Proof. We start by proving (i) ⇐⇒ (ii). Let f, g ∈ F such that g ∈ J µ-almost everywhere and
HΦ[f |g] < ∞. Using a Taylor expansion followed by Fubini’s Theorem, we get

HΦ[f |g] =

∫

E

(Φ(f) − Φ(g)) dµ(ζ) =

∫

g∈J

(Φ(f) − Φ(g)) dµ(ζ)

=

∫

g∈J

(
(f − g)Φ′(g) + (f − g)2

∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf) dτ

)
dµ(ζ)

=

∫

g∈J

(f − g)Φ′(g) dµ(ζ) + HΦ[f |g],

thus proving the announced equivalence. Remark that in the last equality we used the fact that HΦ[f |g] < ∞
to ensure that

∫
g∈J

(f − g)Φ′(g) dµ(ζ) is well-defined. We now show (iv) =⇒ (ii). Since Im(Φ′−1
) = J , we



EXTENDING CERCIGNANI’S CONJECTURE TO NORDHEIM 29

do have MF
Φ ∈ J µ-almost everywhere, and
∫

MF

Φ
∈J

(f −MF
Φ ) Φ′(MF

Φ ) dµ(ζ) =

∫

E

(f −MF
Φ )
∑

i

αi(ωi)φi dµ(ζ)

=
∑

i

αi(ωi)

(∫

E

f φi dµ(ζ) −
∫

E

MF
Φ φi dµ(ζ)

)
= 0,

where the last equality comes from the fact that both f and MF
Φ belong to F . We now focus on (ii) =⇒ (iv).

Assume the existence of g ∈ F such that g ∈ J µ-almost everywhere and

∀ f ∈ F ,
∫

g∈J

(f − g) Φ′(g) dµ(ζ) = 0.

Since we also have MF
Φ ∈ F , then MF

Φ ∈ J µ-almost everywhere and we just proved that
∫

MF

Φ
∈J

(g −MF
Φ ) Φ′(MF

Φ ) dµ(ζ) = 0,

allowing to deduce that ∫

E

(g −MF
Φ )(Φ′(g) − Φ′(MF

Φ )) dµ(ζ) = 0.

Since Φ′ is increasing, this implies that g = MF
Φ µ-almost everywhere. We now focus on (iv) =⇒ (iii).

Since we already proved (iv) =⇒ (ii) =⇒ (i), we have for any f ∈ F ,

HΦ[f |MF
Φ ] = HΦ[f |MF

Φ ] ≥ 0,

thus

HΦ(f) ≥ HΦ(MF
Φ ).

Finally, we prove (iii) =⇒ (iv). Assume HΦ(g) = min
h∈F

HΦ(h). We just proved that HΦ(MF
Φ ) = min

h∈F
HΦ(h),

hence HΦ(g) = HΦ(MF
Φ ) and HΦ[g|MF

Φ ] = 0. Since we also proved (iv) =⇒ (i), we know that

HΦ[g|MF
Φ ] = HΦ[g|MF

Φ ],

hence HΦ[g|MF
Φ ] = 0, that is

∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)

(∫

MF

Φ
∈J

(g −MF
Φ )2 Φ′′((1 − τ)M + τg) dµ(ζ)

)
dτ = 0.

This implies, since MF
Φ ∈ J and (1 − τ)MF

Φ + τg ∈ J µ-almost everywhere for any τ ∈ (0, 1), and Φ′′ > 0 on
J , that g = MF

Φ µ almost everywhere. �

General Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker inequality. The famous Csiszár-Kullback-Pinsker inequality, linking
the squared L1 distance of two probabilities with their relative Classical entropy can in fact be generalized to
the whole family of Φ-entropies, and for weighted Lr, 1 ≤ r ≤ 2 distances, by the following Proposition 16,
and more specifically, in the context of convergence towards equilibrium, by Corollary 17. Again, such
inequalities may be useful in the study of weak turbulence [7].

Proposition 16. Let some (A, Bor(J̄))-measurable ̟ : E → J̄ and r ∈ [1, 2]. Then for any (A, Bor(J̄))-
measurable f, g : E → J̄ such that all terms below are finite, we have

(112) ‖(f − g)̟‖2
Lr(g∈J) ≤

(∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)

∥∥∥∥
̟2

Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf)

∥∥∥∥
−1

L
r

2−r (g∈J)

dτ

)−1

HΦ[f |g],

where HΦ is the Φ-relative-entropy defined in (110).

Proof. Let us recall the definition of HΦ[f |g], that is

HΦ[f |g] =

∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)

(∫

g∈J

(f − g)2 Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf) dµ(ζ)

)
dτ.
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We fix τ ∈ (0, 1). Let p = 2
r ∈ [1, 2] and q = 2

2−r ∈ [2,+∞], so that
1

p
+

1

q
= 1. By Hölder’s inequality, we

have
∫

g∈J

|f − g| 2
p ̟

2
p dµ(ζ) =

∫

g∈J

|f − g| 2
p Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf)

1
p

[
̟2

Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf)

] 1
p

dµ(ζ)

≤
(∫

g∈J

(f − g)2 Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf) dµ(ζ)

) 1
p

∥∥∥∥∥

[
̟2

Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf)

] 1
p

∥∥∥∥∥
Lq(g∈J)

.

Raising the above inequality to the power p, we obtain
(113)(∫

g∈J

|f − g| 2
p ̟

2
p dµ(ζ)

)p

≤
(∫

g∈J

(f − g)2 Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf) dµ(ζ)

) ∥∥∥∥
̟2

Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf)

∥∥∥∥
L

q
p (g∈J)

,

where we used the fact that ‖ · 1
p ‖p

Lq = ‖ · ‖
L

q
p

. Since 2
p = r and q

p = r
2−r , (113) actually writes

‖(f − g)̟‖2
Lr(g∈J) ≤

(∫

g∈J

(f − g)2 Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf) dµ(ζ)

) ∥∥∥∥
̟2

Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf)

∥∥∥∥
L

r
2−r (g∈J)

.

If ̟ is zero µ-almost everywhere on {g ∈ J}, then the proposition is trivial. Else, since Φ′′ > 0 on {g ∈ J}
and (1 − τ)g + τf ∈ J on {g ∈ J} for any τ ∈ (0, 1), we know that

∥∥Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf)̟2
∥∥

L
r

2−r (g∈J)
> 0.

Since we assumed that the quantity
(∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)

∥∥∥∥
̟2

Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf)

∥∥∥∥
−1

L
r

2−r (g∈J)

dτ

)−1

is finite, we also know that for almost every τ ∈ (0, 1) we have

∥∥∥∥
̟2

Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf)

∥∥∥∥
L

r
2−r (g∈J)

< ∞. For

these values of τ , we then have

‖(f − g)̟‖2
Lr(g∈J)

1 − τ∥∥∥ ̟2

Φ′′((1−τ)g+τf)

∥∥∥
L

r
2−r (g∈J)

≤ (1 − τ)

(∫

g∈J

(f − g)2 Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf) dµ(ζ)

)
.

Integrating in τ yields

‖(f − g)̟‖2
Lr(g∈J)

(∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)

∥∥∥∥
̟2

Φ′′((1 − τ)g + τf)

∥∥∥∥
−1

L
r

2−r (g∈J)

dτ

)
≤ HΦ[f |g].

Since, again by hypothesis, the integral in τ is nonzero (its inverse is finite), we obtain (112). �

Remarking that {MF
Φ ∈ J} = E and that for any f ∈ F , HΦ[f |MF

Φ ] = HΦ[f |MF
Φ ] (see Proposition 15), we

straightforwardly obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 17. Let some (A, Bor(J̄))-measurable ̟ : E → J̄ and r ∈ [1, 2]. With the same notations as in
Proposition 15, assuming MF

Φ exists, we have for any f ∈ F such that the integral term below is finite,

(114)
∥∥(f −MF

Φ )̟
∥∥2

Lr ≤
(∫ 1

0

(1 − τ)

∥∥∥∥
̟2

Φ′′((1 − τ)MF
Φ + τf)

∥∥∥∥
−1

L
r

2−r

dτ

)−1

HΦ[f |MF
Φ ],

where HΦ is defined in (108)–(109) and MF
Φ is the equilibrium associated to Φ and the set F , defined in

(111).

Appendix C. Technical results

In this section, we consider Mf
ε , the Fermi-Dirac distribution associated to some ε > 0 and 0 ≤ f ∈ L1

2(R3)

such that 1 − εf ≥ 0. The existence of Mf
ε is provided by assuming γ >

2

5
(see [22]), where we recall the

notation

(115) γ :=
T

TF (ρ, ε)
,
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where TF (ρ, ε) =
1

2

(
3ρε

4π

)2/3

is the Fermi temperature associated to ρ and ε; and ρ, T are respectively the

density and temperature associated to the distribution f , defined in (12). We also recall the notation, for
x ∈ [0, ε−1),

ϕε(x) =
x

1 − εx
.

C.1. L∞ bound for the Fermi-Dirac statistics. In this subsection, we provide an L∞ bound on the
Fermi-Dirac statistics. The following result is very similar to [3, Lemma A.1].

Proposition 18. Let ε > 0 and f ∈ L1
2(R3) be a nonnegative distribution such that 1 − εf ≥ 0 and γ ≥ γ†,

where γ is given by (115) and

(116) γ† :=

(
4

π

) 1
3
(

5

3

) 5
3

.

Then the quantity ε‖ϕε(Mf
ε )‖∞ satisfies

(117) ε‖ϕε(Mf
ε )‖∞ ≤ 2

3

(
γ

γ†

)−3/2

.

Proof. Our proof is based on [22, proof of Proposition 3]. We introduce, for s ≥ 0,

Is(t) :=

∫ ∞

0

rs

1 + ter2 dr, P (t) := I4(t)[I2(t)]−5/3, t > 0.

It is proven in [22, proof of Proposition 3] that P is continuous and increasing on R+, and that

P

(
1

ε‖ϕε(Mf
ε )‖∞

)
= 3ρ−2/3 T (4πε−1)2/3 ≡ 35/3

2
γ.

Let α > 0 and

t = α−1 × 3
√
π

4
γ3/2.

As, for any r ≥ 0, it holds that

e−r2

1 + t
≤ 1

1 + t er2 ≤ e−r2

t
,

we have

P (t) ≤
(

1

t

∫ ∞

0

r4 e−r2

dr

)(
1

1 + t

∫ ∞

0

r2 e−r2

dr

)−5/3

=
(1 + t)5/3

t

(
1

2
Γ

(
5

2

))(
1

2
Γ

(
3

2

))−5/3

,

that is

P (t) ≤ (1 + t)5/3

t
× 3 × 21/3

π1/3
.

We define

γα :=

(
4

3
√
π

× α

α2/5 − 1

)2/3

.

Then, whenever γ ≥ γα, we have t ≥ 1

α2/5 − 1
, so that 1 + t ≤ α2/5 t, implying

P (t) ≤ t2/3 × 3 × 21/3 α2/3

π1/3
= α−2/3 ×

(
3
√
π

4

)2/3

γ × 3 × 21/3 α2/3

π1/3
=

35/3

2
γ = P

(
1

ε‖ϕε(Mf
ε )‖∞

)
.

Since P is increasing, we deduce that, whenever γ ≥ γα, we have

α−1 × 3
√
π

4
γ3/2 = t ≤ 1

ε‖ϕε(Mf
ε )‖∞

,

that is

(118) ε‖ϕε(Mf
ε )‖∞ ≤ α× 4

3
√
π
γ−3/2.
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By computing the derivative of α 7→ α

α2/5 − 1
, we can minimize α 7→ γα and find that the minimum value is

γ† =

(
4

π

) 1
3
(

5

3

) 5
3

,

reached for α† =
(

5
3

)5/2
, and, combined with (118), this proves (117).

�

C.2. Regularity in ε of the coefficients of the Fermi-Dirac statistics. In this last subsection, for any

ε ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3), we denote by Mε ≡ Mϕ−1

ε (g)
ε the ε-Fermi distribution associated

to ϕ−1
ε (g). In particular, in the limit case ε = 0, M0 is the Maxwellian distribution associated to g. We also

denote aε, bε, ūε and ρε, uε, Tε the quantities such that, letting

(119) Mε ≡ M
g

1+εg
ε , Mε =

Mε

1 − εMε
,

we have, for any v ∈ R3,

(120) Mε(v) = exp
(
aε + bε|v − ūε|2

)
,

and

(121)

∫

R3

g

1 + εg




1
v

|v|2



 dv =




ρε

ρεuε

3ρεTε + ρε|uε|2



 .

Lemma 19. Let 0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩L logL(R3). Using the notation (121), the application ε 7→ (ρε, uε, Tε) is

continuous on R+ and C1 on R∗
+.

Proof. The continuity of ε 7→ (ρε, uε, Tε) on R+ comes by dominated convergence, as it holds for any ε ≥ 0
and v ∈ R3 that

g

1 + εg
(1 + |v|2) ≤ g (1 + |v|2),

and by hypothesis 0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3). Similarly, for any ε > 0 and v ∈ R3 we have

∣∣∣∣∂ε
g

1 + εg

∣∣∣∣ (1 + |v|2) =

(
g

1 + εg

)2

(1 + |v|2) ≤ ε−1 g (1 + |v|2).

Therefore, for any ε > 0, we have

sup
ε∗∈(ε/2,3ε/2)

∣∣∣∣∂ε∗

g

1 + ε∗g

∣∣∣∣ (1 + |v|2) ≤ 2ε−1 g (1 + |v|2).

The differentiability of ε 7→ (ρε, uε, Tε) on R∗
+ then comes by dominated convergence, as g ∈ L1

2(R3). �

The following lemmas provide the continuity of ε 7→ (aε, bε, ūε) at the point ε = 0 and its differentiability on
R∗

+.

Lemma 20. Let 0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3). Using the notations (119)–(120), the application ε 7→

(aε, bε, ūε) is continuous at the point ε = 0.

Proof. Using the notations (119) and (121), we have
∣∣∣∣∣∣

∫

R3

Mε




1
v

|v|2


dv −

∫

R3

Mε




1
v

|v|2


dv

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∫

R3

εM2
ε

1 + εMε




1
v

|v|2


dv

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ ε‖Mε‖∞

∫

R3

Mε




1
|v|
|v|2


dv

≤ ε‖Mε‖∞(ρε + 3ρεTε + ρε|uε|2).(122)

Recall the notation, in this case,

γε =
Tε

TF (ρε, ε)
,
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where TF (ρε, ε) =
1

2

(
3ρε ε

4π

)2/3

. By continuity at the point ε = 0 of the application ε 7→ (ρε, Tε), given by

Lemma 19, we have

γε
ε→0−−−→ +∞.

Thereby, there exists ε∗ > 0 such that γε ≥ γ† for any ε ∈ (0, ε∗), where γ† is a universal constant defined
in Proposition 18. Then, from (117) in Proposition 18, for any ε ∈ (0, ε∗),

ε‖Mε‖∞ ≤ 2

3

(
γε

γ∗

)− 3
2

,

which vanishes as ε → 0, since γε tends to +∞ in this limit. Combining this result, the continuity of
ε 7→ (ρε, uε, Tε) at ε = 0, given by Lemma 19, and Equation (122), we obtain

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∫

R3

Mε




1
v

|v|2



dv −
∫

R3

Mε




1
v

|v|2



dv

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ε→0−−−→ 0.

The continuity of ε 7→ (ρε, uε, Tε) at ε = 0 being equivalent to the statement

∫

R3

Mε




1
v

|v|2


dv

ε→0−−−→
∫

R3

M0




1
v

|v|2


dv,

we finally conclude that
∫

R3

Mε




1
v

|v|2


 dv

ε→0−−−→
∫

R3

M0




1
v

|v|2


 dv.

Both Mε and M0 are gaussian distributions, which coefficients are continuously defined by the above mo-
ments, allowing to conclude to the continuity of these coefficients at the point ε = 0. �

Lemma 21. Let 0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3). Using the notations (119)–(120), the application ε 7→

(aε, bε, ūε) is C1 on R∗
+.

Proof. Since the distribution Mε(· + ūε) is radially symmetric, so is Mε(· + ūε), hence ūε = uε, which, by
Lemma 19, is C1 on R∗

+. We then define

gε := g(· + uε), Nε := Mε(· + uε) ≡ Mϕ−1
ε (gε)

ε and Nε := Mε(· + uε),

so that, for any ε > 0, it holds that

Nε = exp
(
aε + bε|v|2

)
.

As in (121), we let ρε, Tε > 0 be such that

∫

R3

gε

1 + εgε




1
v

|v|2


dv =




ρε

0
3ρεTε


 .

Let us now show that ε 7→ (aε, bε) is C1 on R∗
+. It is proven in [22, proof of Proposition 3] that, letting

Is(τ) :=

∫ ∞

0

rs

1 + τ er2 dr, P (τ) := I4(τ) I2(τ)−5/3, τ ∈ R
∗
+,

the function P is an increasing C1 function from R∗
+ to

(
35/3

5 ,+∞
)

, with P ′ > 0 on R∗
+. Therefore it is

invertible, and P−1 is also C1. All the more, a dominated convergence argument ensures that I2 is C1 on
R∗

+. It is moreover shown in [22, proof of Proposition 3] that

( ε

4π

)2/3

P

(
1

εeaε

)
=

3ρεTε

ρ
5/3
ε

, bε = −
(

4π

ερε
I2

(
1

εeaε

)) 2
3

.

By Lemma 19, the application ε 7→ (ρε, Tε) is C1 on R∗
+, hence so is the application ε 7→ (aε, bε), as a

composition of C1 applications. �
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Lemma 22. Let 0 ≤ g ∈ L1
2(R3) ∩ L logL(R3). Using the notation (119), for any ε > 0, there exist C > 0

and η > 0 such that for any ε ∈ [0, ε] and v ∈ R3, we have

(123) Mε(v) ≤ C e−η|v|2

,

and

(124) | logMε(v)| ≤ C(1 + |v|2).

Proof. We denote

a = sup
ε∈[0,ε]

|aε|, b = − sup
ε∈[0,ε]

|bε|, b = − inf
ε∈[0,ε]

|bε| and u = sup
ε∈[0,ε]

|uε|.

Combining the results of Lemmas 20 and 21, the application ε 7→ (aε, bε, uε) is continuous on R+, from which
we deduce that a, b and u are finite.

Moreover, as Mε ∈ L1(R3) for all ε ∈ [0, ε], the application ε 7→ bε is (strictly) negative on [0, ε], so that, as
ε 7→ bε is continuous on [0, ε], we have b < 0.

Therefore, for any 0 ≤ ε ≤ ε and v ∈ R3, we have

| logMε(v)| = |aε + bε|v − uε|2| ≤ a+ 2|b|u2 + 2|b| |v|2,
and, since |v − uε|2 ≥ 1

2 |v|2 − |uε|2 ≥ 1
2 |v|2 − u2 and b < 0,

Mε(v) = eaε+bε|v−uε|2 ≤ ea+b|v−uε|2 ≤ ea+|b|u2+ 1
2 b|v|2

.

Letting η = − 1
2b and C = max

(
a+ 2|b|u2, ea+|b|u2

)
yields the result. �
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