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THE DERIVATION OF THE BOLTZMANN EQUATION FROM
QUANTUM MANY-BODY DYNAMICS

XUWEN CHEN AND JUSTIN HOLMER

ABSTRACT. We consider the quantum many-body dynamics at the weak-coupling scaling.
We derive rigorously the quantum Boltzmann equation, which contains the classical hard
sphere model and, effectively, the inverse power law model, from the many-body dynamics
assuming a physical and optimal regularity bound. The regularity bound we find, on the
one hand, is satisfied by quasi-free solutions and comes from calculations regarding the local
Maxwellian solution, in which we also prove that 2-body molecular chaos never happens
unless N = +o00; on the other hand, it arises from the well-posedness threshold of the
limiting Boltzmann equation below which we prove ill-posedness. That is, the regularity
cannot be higher at the N-body level, cannot be lower in the limit, and is hence a double
criticality. To work with this borderline case, we analyze all four sides, with respect to
the Fourier transform, of the BBGKY hierarchy sequence with new tools and techniques.
We prove well-definedness, compactness, convergence, and uniqueness of hierarchies right at
the criticality to complete an optimal derivation. In particular, we have proved that, for
physical N-particle solutions, the Boltzmann equation emerges as the mean-field limit and
time is hence irreversible, from first principles of quantum mechanics.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In 1872, Boltzmann devised the now so-called Boltzmann (transport) equation, a fun-
damental equation in kinetic theory which describes the time-evolution of the statistical
behavior of a thermodynamic system away from a state of equilibrium in the mesoscopic
regime, accounting for both dispersion under the free flow and dissipation as the result of
collisions. Let the probability distribution for the position and velocity of a typical particle
be denoted by f. Under the molecular chaos assumption, he wrote the collision as

QA = [ [ = ol = ol ) [F) £07) = F()f(0)] dud

where [ is the differential cross section of the collision, u,v are the incoming velocities for
a pair of particles, w € S? is a parameter for the deflection angle in the collision of these
particles, and the outgoing velocities are u*, v*:

(1.1) W=u+w-(v—u)w and v =v—|w- (v —u)w.
Together with the transport part, the Boltzmann equation reads
(1.2) (0 +v-V,) f=Q(f, f) in R*C.

Equation (I.2)) sits between the law of motion of the microscopic particles (atoms, molecules,
..) and the macroscopic phenomena (and is hence called mesoscopic). For example, the
Navier-Stokes equations and the Euler equations in fluid dynamics are special limits of (I.2]).
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(See, e.g. [54L[69] for a physics oriented and [81] for a mathematics oriented discussion.)
Moreover, it naturally carries the nondecreasing quantity, entropy, written as

S:—/flnfdv

in the Gibbs entropy form. That is, equation (I.2) is time irreversible while the laws of motion
of the microscopic particles are time reversible. Thus, rigorously justifying the emergence
of (L2) from first principles of the microscopic mechanics connects the microscopic and
macroscopic theories and establishes time irreversibility, and is hence a fundamental problem.

This problem is also specifically mentioned in Hilbert’s explanation to his 6th problem.
The explicit statement of the 6th problem of Hilbert, raised in 1900, reads:

Mathematical Treatment of the Axioms of Physics. The investigations on the
foundations of geometry suggest the problem: To treat in the same manner, by
means of axioms, those physical sciences in which already today mathematics
plays an important part; in the first rank are the theory of probabilities and
mechanics.

Hilbert gave the further explanation of this problem and its possible specific forms as the
following;:

As to the axioms of the theory of probabilities, it seems to me desirable that
their logical investigation should be accompanied by a rigorous and satis-
factory development of the method of mean values in mathematical physics,
and in particular in the kinetic theory of gases. ...Boltzmann’s work on the
principles of mechanics suggests the problem of developing mathematically
the limiting processes, there merely indicated, which lead from the atomistic
view to the laws of motion of continua.

One version of the contemporary understanding of the program is the following.

time reversible first time macroscopic
) . ) ) Boltzmann .
microscopic | — | irreversible |— equation — | hydrodynamical
law of motion model equations

Here, there is not a definitive answer to the so called “first time irreversible model”, and
that is why some surveys (e.g. [21[87]) about time irreversibility state that deriving the Boltz-
mann equation for a long time (from N-body systems) would prove the time irreversibility
but proving time irreversibility may not require the derivation of the Boltzmann equation.

In this paper, we consider part of the problem. We consider the rigorous derivation of
a version of the Boltzmann equation (L2) and hence the time irreversibility from quantum
N-body dynamics.

It is evident that the “mechanics” and the “atomistic view” in Hilbert’s explanation should
be Newtonian mechanics (it may mean specifically the hard sphere model, but that is much
less clear) as quantum mechanics was still one of the two “clouds”l] described by Lord Kelvin

IThere are many versions of the record in many different textbooks and papers. But all of them says one
“cloud” became relativity and the other “cloud” became quantum mechanics.
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in April of the same year 1900. Again at the same year, Planck produced the now called
Planck’s law and quantum theory was born. Hence, Hilbert could not have had accounted
for another development in his 1900 statement, that is, the existence of a more accurate
time-reversible but probabilistic microscopic theory, since the probabilistic interpretation of
the wave function was only raised by Born [10] in 19261 While quantum theory has become
the concurrently most accurate microscopic model, any modern understanding of Hilbert’s
program should allow quantum theory, in which the probabilistic feature is an axiom but
the time-irreversibility problem stands still, to be a microscopic starting point, as well as
Newtonian mechanics.

On the other hand, deriving (I.2]) from quantum theory sounds like an even more challeng-
ing problem as ([.2) is largely regarded as classical. Because it has been proven many times
that there is no obvious gap between quantum theory and classical mechanics, there is no
reason not to use a more accurate model. For example, one could derive the Euler equations
directly from quantum N-body dynamics without passing through any Boltzmann equa-
tions [38,[39,42] 73]E Interestingly, in 1877, Boltzmann also suggested that the energy of a
particle could be discrete; in 1896, he replied to Zermelo [9, Vol. III, paper 119] that “the
Maxwell distribution law (and hence the Boltzmann theory) is not a theorem from ordinary
mechanicd] and cannot be proven from mechanical assumptions”. [1 In fact, the large num-
ber of quantum “dice”ﬁ might contribute to the time irreversibility. (See also, the on-going
development of quantum thermodynamics and hence entropy, in for example, [60L/89].)

We denote the microscopic interparticle interaction by the 2-body radial interaction ¢. As
assumed in basic kinetic theory, the interaction should be repelling (¢ > 0) if the distance
between 2 particles is small while it should be attractive (¢ < 0) if the distance is large. We
further assume that [ ¢ = 0 to avoid zero momentum exchanges. While [ ¢ # 0 is certainly
allowed in quantum mechanicsﬁ, our desired limit is classical and hence the model has to be
compatible with it.

Put yy = (y1,...,yn) € R3N as the position vector of N particles in R®. We write the
N-body Hamiltonian at the weak-coupling scaling as

N

g2 Yi—Yj\ . -3
(13) HN,& = Z —Eij + Z \/EQS(T) with N =¢7°.

Jj=1 1<i<j<N

Denoting the k-th marginal densities by 755), we consider the N-body dynamic

(14) i£07 = [Hye /02

>The main object of study in our paper, the Schrodinger equations, are deterministic, and the probabilistic
feature is an interpretation of the solutions.

3See also [EILI76L7T] for derivations of fluid equations directly from systems with probabilistic features.

4Judging from the time, this “ordinary mechanics” by Boltzmann should also mean Newtonian mechanics.

SThese replies to Zermelo were recommended as “superbly clear and right on the money” by Lebowitz [70).

Dice as described by Einstein.

It is even one of the starting points, e.g. the hydrogen atom.
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under the normalization condition that
Y (yrsyx) = 0 and /751\;)(Yk;Yk)dYk =1,
and the symmetric condition that, Vo € S, the permutation group of k-elements
V18 = AN Yo 1) Yoh) Yoty Yiry) A AV (Vi vi) = VN (a3 5,

if A% | in kernel f
Yn~ 1s put i kernel form.
We need the (x,v) phase space picture (to state the limit in the common formatla), thus

we consider the Wigner transform { f](\f )} of {75'\;)} defined as

(1.5) f](\f)(xk,vk) = We(VE\?)
1 3k . € £
= () [emaont Seax - je0de

Via direct computation, we have that the family { f](\f )} solves the quantum Bogoliubov-
Born-Green-Kirkwood-Yvon (BBGKY) hierarchy

k
1 N
N K _ L o) (k1) pk1)
(1.6) (&—l—?_l:vj V)V = AR+ B,

where the two inhomogeneous terms are given by

AP = 3" A itk > 2, and AD =0,

Z?]’
1<i<j<k

k
k
Bé = Z Bja',k-i-lv
j=1
with

—1 ih-(acifacj-) ~
(1L7) AP = — Za/ dh e p(h)

(27T>3 o==+1 R3

£ (¢ x U P

N y Xky U1-+25 Vi1, U5 0'2,’112_;,_1,...,’0]_1,’1]]—|—0'2,U]+1,...,Uk )
_z ih-(m-fzk+1) ~

(1.8)  Bjjp V= 3 Z ‘7/ d$k+1/ dvk+1/ dhe— = ¢(h)
(2m)" = e ”? ”?

2

This model has been studied by many prominent authors in both the inhomogeneous
and the homogeneous cases. See, for example, [6-8] by Benedetto, Castella, Esposito, and
Pulvirenti and [47] by Erdds, Salmhofer and Yau. One of the original motivation was the
possibility of the emergence of the Uehling-Uhlenbeck equation [86] in the quasi-free case. It

(k+1)
N by Xk L1y Vleeny Ujo1, U — 05 Uity oo Ukl +o- .

8We actually work in 4 representations of the problem.
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was X.Chen and Guo [25] who noticed that is not possible formally. Then, for the spatial
homogeneous case, under the quasi-free assumption at the initial condition, T.Chen and
Hott [20] proved that quasi-freeness persists approximately in time and that the conclusion
in [25] holds. Moreover, they found a density condition such that the Uehling-Uhlenbeck
equation emerges.

We use the casual A,B notation for the two inhomogeneous terms in (LL6]) as they indi-
vidually do not generate the Boltzmann collision kernel and they tend to zero as ¢ — 0
if applied to smooth functions. This is very different from the usual hierarchy analysis in
which a formal limit is first found in the smooth setting without well-definedness issues, and
was raised as a question in [6] and more specifically [8, p.11]. We answer this question in
detail during the proof. In short, the answer would be, in order to arise from an N-body
solution, f](\f ) must satisfy a physically reasonable regularity requirement related to quantum
quasi-freeness, under which the B term will not tend to 0 (though without a clear form for
the limit due to the effect of the irregular parts making the hierarchy unbalanced.) Then,
another coupling provides a balanced hierarchy mainly on the core part and a recognizable
limit via a special combination of A and B while the irregular effects vanish. This is also a
reason and benefit that one works in the critical regularity, which also happens to be physical
for this problem.

Another problem of the analysis of hierarchy (IL6]) is that it is not clear if hierarchy (I.6]) is
a well-defined equation and if f](\f ) is nonnegative real-valued immediately from its definition,
being the Wigner transformf] of (IL4]). See, for example, the dvg.; integration in (L8] and
the i’s in (L7) and (L8). It turns out that the functions spaces we are forced to work in,
to be compatible with the quantum quasi-freeness, is also where hierarchy (LG)) is at the
borderline of well-definedness, and this is one aspect of the optimality of our derivation.

Our target is the following quantum version of (L.2))

(1.9) (O +v-Va) f=Q(f, f)

in which the quantum collision operator () is given by

(1.10) Q(f.9) = Q'(f,.9)-Q (f.9)

] R 2
- RE;alu/SQQLSLJw-(v—u)I d((w-(v—u))w)

82
[f (t’ ZL’,’U*) g(t’ ZL’,U*) - f(t>Ia U)g(t,l’, u)] :

which would arise as the “not-so-obvious” mean-field limit of hierarchy (L6). As pointed out
in [], the classical collision cross section in ((ILI0) proves the macroscopic effects of quantum
microscopic interaction, it directly shows a transition rate which is independent of time
and is proportional to the strength of the coupling between the initial and final densities of
states of the system, and it is hence a representation of the “Fermi Golden Rule” which is
the quantum version of “Stosszahlansatz” in the physics point of view or time irreversibility.

91f one considers the Husimi transform instead, the marginals would be nonegative but with more compli-
cated equations. Thus, it is expected that f J(\f ) is nonnegative (or provides nonnegative limits.)
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1.1. The cycle regularity condition. We will work with hierarchy space-time bounds@
built to be compatible with the quantum quasi-freeness, which is required as f](f ) are the
Wigner transforms of quantum N-body states, and to be compatible with the single particle
norms in the molecular chaos case f*) = f®* which happens in the limit. As we are
interested in N — oo behaviors, we look for regularity conditions uniform in N (or for all
large enough N). Though, for each N, f ](\f ) could be a very smooth function, the uniform in N
regularity of the family is in fact far from being high. Our main working space and topology,
is based on the usual H’L>»* norm, which, when defined for a single particle distribution
function, is

iz = [ UV )" Flasoft da.

Considering the limit, it is usually customary to work with space-time bounds like

k
(1.11) . I (Ve )8 22, < CF,

te[0,T i=1

but the situation we consider in this paper requires us to work with a more general and less

regular setting as assuming (LII) will lead to a trivial limit if » > 1 (let alone it is in fact

unphysical) or an ill-posed limiting equation (let along things becoming not well-defined)
3

if simply putting » < 1. In fact, the customary bound only holds at most for r = 5 even

when f](\f ) tends to a local Maxwellian We would need to work under a physical N-body
regularity implied by the quantum quasi-free condition. As noted in much literatur the
physical situation is quasi-free (or restricted quasi-free).

Denote 7 a permutation in the k-permutation group Sj, we assume the quantum BBGKY
hierarchy sequence (LO) has the wave packet structure that, at each time ¢, it decomposes
into a sum

(1.12) £ =" fe)

TESk

(where each f](\f Zr(t) is not necessarily quasi-free) and we assume the regularity that, there
exists a constant C' so that

(1.13) VN >0,t€[0,T], 7 €Sy, wehave |fy.(t)x, <C*

where the norm X, is specified below. In the decomposition (LIZ), the term fx corre-
sponding to the identity m = [ is called the core term, and the analysis ultimately shows
that it is the only term that has a nontrivial limit as N — oo, and the terms fy .(t) with
m # I are called “irregular” (in terms of the customary bounds (ILIT])) or “cycle” terms. It
is not assumed that the decomposition (LI2) is unique.

10Ag pointed out by Cercignani, this is one important part of the hierarchy analysis.

1, — % also happens to be the regularity we need to prove the emergence of the collision kernel.

128¢e, for example, [8, p.4], A7, p.2], and [61].
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1
For the core term f](\;f)l, we assume the Halfr(Li’?Jr N L% N L!) energy condition, that is,

there exists a C' > 0 independent of k or N such that, Vk > 0, we have

1 14
(1.14) sup ||( H<Vx3>+ N k)1||LgU < Ch
t€[0,T] J=1
y
(1.15) sup I H<V%> M fullzas < CF
e 5
k
1 sk
(1.16) sup |[(JT (V) V2 < C*.
te[0,T J=1

On the other hand, though they are considered errors to the core term f ](\f )1 and will vanish
in the N — oo limit process, the cycle terms fy,(t) with m # I, are irregular in the sense
that (LTI only holds with r = % even in the local Maxwellian case. However, they can be
up to H'* in what we call the permutation coordinates depending on the permutation 7.
That is why we call them the cycle terms.

The cycle coordinates are actually coordinates such that the operator Zle vj - Vg, 18

invariant. To explain it, it is easier to go back to the Schrédinger picture (L3])-(L4) in which
the hyperbolic Laplacian reads
k
e> (By - 0y,).
j=1

Given m € Sy, define the cycle coordinates by

(1.17) =y +ty) 4§ =~ v=)/6
Then the hyperbolic Laplacian and the evolution become
& k
1° Z(Ayé —Ay) = D ViV,
j=1 j=1

1 .
By By iy, Vg,

Recalling the fact that, the Wigner transform (.3)) is but a Fourier transform with shifts, if we
denote ¢ the inverse Fourier variable to v, then Zle v;- Vg, in (L) becomes Zle Ve, -V,
with
v=yity &=yl
That is, the (z,v) coordinate is the special m = I case of the cycle coordinates (LIT).
For 7 # I, we assume the H'T cycle regularity that, there exists C' > 0 independent of 7,
k or N, such that

(1.18) sup HH< ) s, <

where W_! is the inverse Wigner transform which takes the (x,v) picture back to the (y,y’)
picture and the derivative and integrations are in (I.I7]) coordinates. It is pretty low and not
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in the usual coordinates. But there are some extra good things about the cycle / irregular
terms.

The cycle terms are representations of a type of quantum symmetry. We can quantify
such symmetries. Given 7w # [ in which (i,, j) is a 2-cycle in its cycle decomposition, we
define the interchange/substitution operator T(; ;. ) acting on the function §® with (p7,qf)
variables by

(k)

T i 3™ (P, af) = 3% ((in, jx)PE, (ixy jr)A}),

that is, T(;, j,) interchanges the (p} ,qf ) and (pj_, q}.) variables inside the function g Let

— k ~(k i m
We 1f](v,3r(ta}’k7)’;g) = g](\/)(tv pkuqk)a

then f](\f’ ZT has the symmetry measuremen that,

T m K
(1.19) sng<vp;.;> (% P, a) = Tt (4 DT a) )|
LT\' T
i Yim

) 1+ _ k
< <t |([L(Ver) DOV ANz,

j=1

Moreover, due to the high number of collisions of our model and hence high number of
interactions between the cycle terms and the core term, we have many times in [0, 7] such
that the symmetry strengthens (actually “jitters” as explained in §7) To realize such a
symmetry strengthening (gain), we would like to assume that for each £ > 0, there is a subset
E. C [0,T] such that, given any open interval I. with length at least 5%, we have F. N1, is
nonempty, and for each ty € E., we have the symmetry difference strengthens to,

2+
~ k‘ e s ~ s ™
(1.20) H<Vp;-;>4 (gj(v)(thpkaqk)_T(imjw)g(k)(thpkaqk))

k 1+
S e sw (IT(Var) VT Az,

for some p > %

The assumptions above certainly need more explanation. We will justify why the regu-
larities cannot be higher or lower and how the permutation coordinates come in via sharp
technical estimates, ill-posedness results, and matching computations regarding construc-
tions of the local Maxwellian from quantum N-body solutions, throughout the whole paper
and more specifically in §3.843.9and §71 In particular, our assumptions hold (and are implied)
if f ](Vk )(t) is generalized quasi-free, or just quasi-free. That is, our assumptions is general and
covers the physical cases.

131t is a measurement of symmetry as (L19) would be zero if f](\f )7r is fully symmetric.
MJitters” as in electrical engineering (EE).
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1.2. Statement of the Main Theorem.
Theorem 1.1 (Main Theorem). Let { ](\f)} be the N-body dynamic given by the BBGKY hi-

erarchy (1.6) with a pair interaction ¢ in Schwartz class with zero integration and gES vanishes
at zero up to the 1st order. Assume
(i) The initial datum to (I1.0) is of asymptotic molecular chaos, that is, for some one-

1
particle density fo(x,v) € H;+(L12,’2+), for all k, we have,

k
(1.21) ](\f)\t:o — Hfo(:c,v) weakly in L2 L2 as N — oc.

T Vg
Jj=1

(i1) In the time interval [0, T], f](\f) > 0.
(111) In the time interval [0,T], the sequence {{f](\f)}

condition specified in 11
Then we have propogation of chaos that Vk and Wt € [0, T

N

} satisfies the cycle reqularity
k=1) N=1

k
(1.22) f](\f)(t) - Hf(t,a:,v) weakly in L2 L2 as N — oo,
j=1
1
where f € H;+(L12)’2+) solves (1.9) with initial condition fli—o(x,v) = fo(x,v). Moreover, if
fo € LY . then the concluded limit limpy_, o0 f](\f) (t)e L,

We have not assumed the well-posedness of (I9) in [0, 7] in the statement of Theorem [L.11
On the one hand, we prove a local H!T(L*%") N H2 +(L12,’%+) unconditional well-posedness
result for (L9]). On the other hand, the limit process actually generates a H ;JF(L?)’%JF) solution
lim o0 f](\,l )(t) to (L9) and is hence the only possible everywhere in time solution subject
to the initial condition at this regularity. This is not surprising due to two reasons: (1) it is
known that if the initial datum takes the form of (L2I]) then the first marginal of the infinite
Boltzmann hierarchy (2.5]) is a formal solution to (I.9); (2) due to our method, if, a priori,
the H;+(L12)’%+) norm of solution(s) to (LI)) (if exists) is known to be finite in [0, 7], one can
construct a C([0, T, H;*(Li’%Jr)) solution to (EEQI)

From the above discussion, our proof of Theorem [[1] does not directly rely on (L2I]) to
conclude a limit exists for the BBGKY sequence. That is indeed the case.

Corollary 1.2. Let { ](Vk)} be the N-body dynamic given by the BBGKY hierarchy (1.0)
with a pair interaction ¢ in Schwartz class with zero integration and gES vanishes at zero up
to the 1st order. Assume (ii) and (iii) in Theorem [1.1] and

(i’) The initial datum to (1.48) has a L2L? weak limit which is in H%*(Li’%Jr), that is there
s a family {fék)} such that

(1.23) W o = 7 weakly in L2 L> as N — oo,

Xk~ Vi

158ee [41] for the global well-posedness at such low regularities which is also sharp as ill-posedness starts
to happen below it.
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for some fék) satisfying the customary bound (L11) with r = 14 and s = %+. Then there is
a unique family { f®'} in [0,T] such that Vk and Vt € 0,7

(1.24) J(Vk)(t) — f®) weakly in Ly L3 as N — oo,

and { f(k)} solves the infinite quantum Boltzmann hierarchy (2.3) with initial condition

FOL_o(xk,vi) = £ (xp, vie) and satisfies the customary bound (I11) with r = 1+ and
1

S = §+

1.3. Optimality of the Main Theorem. The derivation in Theorem [[.1]is optimal. The
low regularity setting (LI2)-(T20) is physically required and a mathematically critical spot
needed for a long time derivation as we explan below. We remark that assuming instead,
finite second moments like energy and variance, will not lower the requirement. On the other
hand, interestingly, assuming much more smoothness does not help to simplify the argument
and might even run into the problem that it forces (L)) to have a trivial limit as pointed
out in [6L[§] (and is in fact nonphysical). As usual, the critical regularity argument tells most
of the story and high regularity theory actually relies on it.

It is self-evident that the justification of any mean-field limits should be settled in settings
pertinent to their physical backgrounds which have made these problems fundamental. We
calculate in §7 that, for the quantum N-body density fj(vk ) to converge to a local Maxwellian,
the most well-known stable solution to (LL9), as N — oo, the regularity of f](\f ) checks our
assumptions in §l.1land cannot be higher. In fact, we prove in Lemma[3.2] and Corollary .13
that if f](\f ) was a bit more regular, then the B term in (L8)) tends to zero and the limit of
(LG) is trivial. Thus our regularity assumption is physical and is even at the critical physical
regularity. It is usually expected that the critical physical regularity is set higher than the
lowest regularity@ reachable by mathematics proofs after one sees the formal limit assuming
a high regularity. That is not the case here and we are in a physically enforced low regularity
situation. Moreover, as suggested by the first ill-posedness result regarding the Boltzmann
equation in [36] by the authors, and as explained below, the problem studied in this paper
happens to have these two regularities coincide and thus creates a double criticality and
makes things extremely delicate and difﬁcult

After showing the regularity assumptions are physical and cannot be higher, one needs to
have a corresponding and compatible low regularity theory for the N-body analysis and the
limiting Boltzmann equation (L)) so that, in the end, one could identify the N-body limit
with (L9). To start, one needs to prove hierarchy (L) and equation (L) are well-defined
as PDEs under this low regularity. A good parallel problem to the general audience is the
well-definedness problem of the free boundaries in the hard sphere models [15,52,[68] when

1
N is finite. To this end, the L2*? part can be seen from hierarchy (IL6]); the L3’2+ part can
be better understood in the analysis of the limiting hierarchy (2.3]) and equation (L9) at the
collision operator (I.I0), mainly due to the “all integrals are well-defined” confusion caused

16Depending on the systems, some might be known, some might still be unknown.
I7If one considers the particle system as a dynamical system, it’s known that the analysis gets more and
more rigid as regularity drops.



12 XUWEN CHEN AND JUSTIN HOLMER

by the Schwartz assumption on the interaction potential ¢; away from the quantum N-body
requirement, the H!* part is actually caused by both the well-definedness of the z-trace in
the hierarchy definition and the collision operator (LI0), but it is easier to realize it from
the definition of the solution. We refer readers to §3H3l for the details.

Once the well-definedness of hierarchy (L€) and equation (L.9) is settled, we need to
prove the solutions being discussed to hierarchy (L)) and equation (I.9) solve these PDEs
everywhere in time. That is, an almost everywhere in time with respect to some measure
solution is not acceptable since it would be kind of weird that the laws in physics only

hold with respect to some measure. It is better to see this from the well-posedness theory
of equation (L9) in §& equation (L) is in fact locally well-posed in H!T(L*°") but such
solutions would only solve the PDE a.e. in time, while HT(L*%") N Hx%Jr(Li’%Jr) is the
borderline regularity to solve the PDE everywhere in time. (H}T(L?0T) Nz Lz’%Jr) is also

the borderline regularity for equation (L9) to be unconditionally well-posed ')

Last but not least, the limiting equation must be well-posed in the working space as well.
Here, by well-posedness, we mean existence, uniqueness and the uniform continuity of the
datum to solution map. It is well known that, for large k, limits like (IL22)) are not stable in
norms against small perturbations. If the solution map for equation (L9)) is not uniformly
continuous, then the targeted limit (L.22]) and the believed approximation, hierarchy (L.4),
could change very much as N — oo and invalidate the limit process. In §8 we prove equation
(T9) is locally well-posed in H:(L*°") for all s > 1 and ill-posed in H:(L%**') for any s < 1
and all s; € ]R+ That is, we are indeed working at the borderline of well-posedness of
equation (L9). We remark that, the low regularity well-posedness for (I.9]) here is required
to identify the N-body limit and (.9) because, physically, the N-body limit process has
to be done at such a low regularity though the limit itself could be very smooth like the
local Maxwellian. It just also happens that it is also the sharp well/ill-posedness separation
point

The L? weak limit in Theorem [L.T] cannot be upgraded to strong either. The cycle terms
with 7 # I, are O(1) in L? (the Jacobian is O(1)). The weak limit is only possible because
the O(1) sized quasifree terms are geometrically stretched. More specifically, an O(1) ball

18T, Kato raised the unconditional well-posedness notion in 1995 [62] when strong but a.e. in time
solutions became popoluar. So far, all unconditional well-posedness, even for NLS and NLW, were proved
for everywhere in time solutions.

9The “bad” impolsion solution family we consider has uniformly bounded second moments, so assuming
in addition finite second moments will not improve.

20Though implosion solutions cause blow ups for the compressible Euler equations, as proved here and
first by [306], they are no problem for (L), except norm deflations causing ill-posedness at low regularity.
We thank Jiajie Chen for discussion related to this matter.

21Apparently, the N-body analysis requires such low regularity well-posedness results and thus provides
the physical background for these results as well. T. Chen, Denlinger, and Pavlovié¢ [I6HI8] might be the
first to systematically use dispersive analysis and reach such low regularity well-posedness for Boltzmann
type equations, which is then proved to be the sharp well/ill-posedness separation points in [36] by X.C. and
J.H. See [40,41] for further developments along this line.
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in (py, q;) space (coordinates depending on N) gets stretched and flattened upon transfor-
mation to (xy, &) in such a way that its intersection with an O(1) ball in (x, &) space has
volume tending to 0.

We do admit that, it would be better to prove the energy assumptions (or (restricted)
quasi—freeness) in Theorem [L1] for a general class of initial data and could be considered
a drawback. As explained and proven, these assumptions are the minimal and necessary
requirement and the physical cases fit exactly here. As long as the assumption remains valid
(which is the case for (generalized) quasifree solutions), the long time derivation of (L9]), and
hence the time-irreversibility from the microscopic law of motion, is now justified. We also
recall again Boltzmann’s 1896 comment [9, Vol. III, paper 119] that “the Maxwell distribu-
tion law (and hence the Boltzmann theory) is not a theorem from ordinary mechanics and
cannot be proven from mechanical assumptions”. The derivation in this paper automatically
applies to any future work using higher regularities while a higher regularity is always more
difficult to prove to hold than a lower one and may not be true physically (and might lead
to trivial limits). Again, we point out in §7l that local Maxwellians, and their small pertur-
bations, are qualified data for Theorem [[.1]in the limit, and we expect that, counting in the
damping effects we will be able to prove the energy assumption for this class of datum
and that is our next step.

1.4. Incorporation of the hard-sphere and the inverse power law models . Equation
(CY) incorporates the celebrated hard-sphere model and effectively the inverse power law
model of power —1 (the v = —1 model) at the same time. It extends both models and
interconnects them together as temperature changes, as predicted in theoretical physics and

observed in experiements.
2

For demonstration purposes, let us assume ‘&S’ is a bump function supported in [%, 2C2j|

and is 1 in [cy, ¢o]. Then the collision kernel in (L.I0) equals exactly the hard sphere collision
kernel |v - w| for v € [¢1, co]. For the v = —1 model part, it is not so obvious. It is easier to
see this from the loss term. Consider the angular integral

/Szdsw\w.m (W v)w)

12
for large |v| in which ‘gb’ is like a bump function. For the integrand to be nonzero, one

Y

:

= cosf ~ 1/ |v]| < 1. By the geometry, if say % is pointing at the north

o]

would need ’w . ‘—;"

pole, and w is on S?, then the set on S? almost perpendicular to ﬁ is basically the equator
times the width 1/ |v|. Hence, the measure of the w integration set is like 1/ |v|, thus

/ dS, |w - v|
S2

22This is noted to be very difficult in [47, p.2]. Progress has been made in a similar situation in [20].
23The equation derived from this physical model is with an angular cut-off, so we do not expect hypoelliptic
structure(s) coming from the non-cut-off case. How to derive a non-cut-off equation which generated many

b((w-vyw)| ~ 1/l

nice work, for example, [IL[72], is also open.
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That is, formally, we expect the v = —1 model behaviors for large |v|. These two models have
been tested countless times in their regimes of validity. The famous hard-sphere model is
in the regime of moderate/atmospherical temperature, in which, it also implies the classical
ideal gas laws and Newton’s cooling law and its rigorous derivation from Newtonian N-
body dynamics has been studied in many work, see, for example, [I5/52,[68] using analytic
methods (hence does not need a priori bounds and is up to a sufficiently small time). The
v = —1 model applies to high temperature situations while, to the best of the authors’
knowledge, this paper offers the first rigorous derivation of an inverse power law model
(effectively and with a cut-off though) from N-body systems.

Let us recall the fact that the mean speed of the molecules in a gas is proportional to the
temperature and the speed is distributed fairly close to the mean speed with variance also
proportional to the temperature. That is, equation ((L9) interconnects the hard-sphere and
v = —1 models in the sense (at least formally) that it behaves like the hard-sphere model at
moderate/atmospherical temperature and the v = —1 model at high@ temperature.

The paper [26] by X.C. and L. He justifies mathematically the above observation on T2,
For initial condition near a Maxwellian, they prove that, for larg ¢, solutions to (L9)
and the hard-sphere model are close for a long time depending on ¢y, and if cl_l, o — 00,
(L9) converges to the hard sphere model. Moreover, they prove that, for fixed ¢, and fixed
background temperature, solutions to (L9) will tend to equilibrium at a exponential rate
(signature of the hard potentials and Maxwellian particles) for a long time depending on
¢o and the background temperature, then at a polynomial rate (signature of soft potentials)
determined by the datum’s energy and the v = —1 model. This hints at the physical fact that
the specific heat capacity (and hence the adiabatic index) of matter increases as temperature
increases (hence it takes longer to reach equilibrium)

That is, (I.9), derived from quantum N-body dynamics, in its regime of validity, rigorously
interconnects and enhances the hard-sphere and the inverse power law models. A further
goal is to uncover the physical meanings of ¢; and ¢y or, more specifically, to determine the
empirical correspondence of regions in which |2 ~ O(1) or @2 ~ o(1). In general, there
are many interpretations and models about the microscopic interactions, but experimental
science tends to verify their effects and implications instead of providing a direct observa-
tional window. We plan to investigate how the heat capacity depends on ¢; and ¢y in (L9).
To gain more insight into this topic, a toy problem could be testing numerically if one could
match more digits of the heat capacity using Boltzmann theory by varying ¢; and cs.

24Both of them are known to be invalid outside of some temperature range so there is no contradiction.

25The regime of validity of the ideal gas laws is well-known. The failure of the exponential to equilibrium
law at high temperature might be first documented by Dalton [7§].

26The “high” here is relative as it is well below the noticeable ionization temperature ~ 3 x 103K at which
point some Vlasov theory comes into play.

2TThis “large” is also relative as particle speeds in (L9) and the hard-sphere model are all 4-5 digits smaller
than the speed of light in reality and one could say they both have bounded collision kernels in practice.
However, the unboundedness of the hard-sphere collision kernel has indeed motivated many innnovations in
mathematics theory and have propelled mathematics forward.

28H,0 could be the most checked example, though this has also been observed for He.
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2. PROOF OF THE MAIN THEOREM

2.1. The quantum set-up and the trivial limit puzzle. Write the propagator as S®)(t) =
k

H. X e~ iVer we first rewrite ((LH) in Duhamel form:
.

21 A0 = SPw) / Mty = tra) AD £ (ti1) At

/ S®(ty — tyy)BEHY (k+1)(tk+1)dtk+1-

Iterating relation (2:1I) once, we have

(22) £y ()

1 %
= S(k)(tk)f](\f)(O)jL—/ S(k)(tk—tk+1)A§k)fJ(\f)(tk+1)dtk+1
Ve Jo
N " (k1) (k1) (k+1)
NG Sty — o) BT ST (U ) fy T (0)dt gt
0
N th tet+1
+;/ S®(t, — tk+1)B£k+1)(/ S® (g — tk+2)Agk+1) J(\;€+1)(tk+2)dtk+2>dtk+1
0 0

NZ [t k k+1 et k+1 k+2) p(k+2)
+7/ S® (ty — tyr) BT )(/ SEH (ts1 = topa) BE T (ts2) dtig2) b
0 0

® (1) F0) + RXP P (1) + R pED (1) 4 (RAETD 4 QUHD) rE (1)
+R§>\§k+2) ](\;6—1—2) (tk)

where

(2.3) RNV (1)

A(k+1) p(k+1
Z Z R I (0)

=1 1<i<j<k+1
(4,5)#(Lk+1

k th
= = Z Z / S® (tx — tk+1)Bl€,k+1
0
)

let1
( / SE (b — trya) A5, f Nt dbsa)dia,
0



16 XUWEN CHEN AND JUSTIN HOLMER

and

k
k+1 k+1 . k+1
24) QYT = Y @y (W)
j=1

k
N [
DI AELIOSTARE
0

j=1

tet+1
([ 8001 tu12) A5 8 tsa)tcs) s
0

Hierarchies (2.1)) and (2.2)) are equivalent by definition. On the one hand, (2.2)) is longer
and more complicated than (ZI]). On the other hand, testing the formal limit under smooth
condition is usually the first thing to try in dealing with mean-field limits. Interestingly,
for a very smooth f](\f), the A, B terms in (ZI)) actually tend to zero. In fact, one just
needs the customary bound (III) to hold with > 1, then Ne 2B and ¢ 2A tend to 0
as N — oo, that is, ([2.I)) yields a trivial limit at regularity higher than H!*. At the same
time, (2.2) will produce a nontrivial limit with (I.9) as the mean-field equation if tested
using smooth functions. While the Boltzmann equation (I.9) certainly does not agree with a
trivial transport equation, the iteration of (2.1)) yielding (2Z.2) also looks especially suspicious.
This is the trivial limit puzzle stated in [6] and more specifically [8 p.11].

This puzzle should be the first thing to solve in the derivation of (L9)) and we answer it in
detail in §71and §3.9 It turns out, the quantum N-body solutions to (2.I) coming from (L.4])
is not smooth at all. The simplest and nontrivial example is to check the regularity using the
local Maxwellian. On the one hand, we prove that f](\f ) can never be a direct tensor product
of local Maxwellians unless N — oco. On the other hand, we compute the expectations of
the Sobolev regularity of the quantum N-body states converging to a direct tensor product
of local Maxwellians and we found the regularity conditions in §I.1l This computation thus
proves that the N-body solution cannot be more regular for the problem considered in this
paper It also turns out that, if the solution is quantum quasi-free, then it satisfies the
regularity conditions. That is, the low regularity setting we seek is not only mathematical,
but also physical.

Under such physical regularity conditions, we prove that N £ 1B is actually an O(1) quan-
tity. That is, the limit is not trivial for solutions under the problem’s setting. On the other
hand, the limit of N £ 2B is unclear, thus we iterate (2I]) once to its equivalent form (2.2)
from which we can conclude a cleanly formatted limit Thence the trivial limit puzzle is
solved. (A more quantitative puzzle can be provided once one finishes §3])

2.2. Four sides of the Boltzmann equation. As Theorem [I.1] is optimal, its proof is
extremely rigid and tight. One needs to explore and invoke every ¢ room of play to avoid

290ne might argue that quantum states far away from the local Maxwellian might be even rougher, but
it would result in the limiting equation being ill-posed and hence unlikely physically.

30Such iterations of basic hierarchy yielding a managable limit has a similar scenario in the NLS case,
which is only formally realized by X.C. & J.H. in [35], (see also [42]), was implicitly used in [24}28[31], and
might be first hinted in [22] by T. Chen & Pavlovic.
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failing the proof or losing the optimality (and the physicality at the same time as they are
tied together). One thing we do is to explore all four sides of the Boltzmann equation (not
counting the cycle coordinates (LIT)).

The usual side (t,z,v) is associated with the kinetic transport operator 9, + v - V,. To
be very honest, they are not exactly used anywhere in our proof. We use this side solely to
state the results in their usual format.

The (t, z, &) or the ~ side is associated with the hyperbolic symmetric Schrodinger operator
10, + V¢ - V,. We denote functions on this side with a ~. It is obtained by applying the
inverse Fourier transform to v of the usual (¢, x,v) side. It is not new and has been used by
many authors before. (See [L617] for the Wigner transform version.) In our setting, this side
sort of undoes the Wigner transform and gives a more Schrodinger-like equation for which
there are Strichartz estimates [63]. One preconception about this side is that it requires
the Fourier transform of the collision kernel, which is only explicit in some cases, to work.
However, the vantage point of the equation i0; + V¢ - V, suggests to consider estimates in
the X ; spaces which are carried out on the dual side and thus do not require computing the
Fourier transform of the collision kernel. We study the remainder term R%k) in (2.2)) and the
well /ill-posedness of (.9) on this side. For the quasifree terms, the cycle coordinates (p™, ¢™)
associated to a permutation 7 are also most naturally related to the (z,¢) coordinates.

The (7,n,v) or the A side is associated with the multiplication operator 74wv-7n. We denote
functions on this side with a A. It is obtained by applying the Fourier transform on (¢, x)
of the usual (¢, x,v) side or on the whole (¢, x,&) of the (¢,z,€) side. That is, we construct
the X, Fourier restriction norm spaces as in [5,11,166,[80] for (L9), and prove multilinear
estimates regarding () in X, , to obtain bilinear improvements over the Strichartz estimates
in the (¢, x,&) side. As one works on the characteristic surface on this side, it does not need
the Fourier transform of the collision kernel and gives a direct treatment of the problem
in terms of multilinear estimates without oscillation. This perspective was used in [36] to
obtain the first separation of well/ill-posedness of Boltzmann type equations. A drawback
is that direct analysis can involve numerous cases and technical geometrical decompositions.
We use this side to deal with one of the difficulties, the so called remainder term R%k
22).

The (t,7n,&) or the V side is associated with the intertwined kinetic transport operator

)in

Oy +n - Ve. We denote functions on this side with a V, and it is obtained by applying the
Fourier transform to x of the (¢, x, &) side. We find the representation of the B operator on
this side more convenient, especially when B is composed with other operators (Duhamel,
an A, or another B). This side has oscillatory terms but most of them vanish in the ¢ — 0
limit, meaning that these oscillations cannot be important for uniform estimates. We carry
out many key N-body estimates and estimates regarding the collision kernel on this side. It
is still a bit mysterious why this is effective while the other transport side (x,v) typically
involves oscillations that cannot be ignored. Even more unexpected is that we found, in
the uniqueness proof, an application of the so-called kinetic transport Strichartz estimates
[T2,13.,[75] on this side although they were originally conceived for application on the usual
(t,z,v) transport side. This side might need further investigation in the future.
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Before we start the proof of the main theorem, an interesting point to reflect upon is
whether these four sides provide new information or if they can shed light on the classical
hard-sphere model. The (7,7n,v) and (¢,7,§) sides seem very difficult to define in the hard-
sphere model, due to the freely moving billiards and their free boundaries in space. That
is, even in terms of techniques, the quantum problem here is indeed very different from the
classical problem. Each has its own beauty although the quantum problem should ultimately
incorporate the classical problem in a limiting regime as explained in §1.4l Maybe one could
understand the hard sphere model better by changing the model a bit to define the (7,7, v)
and (t,n,&) sides.

2.3. Proof of the Main Theorem. Having given an overview of the trivial limit puzzle
and the existence of solutions with suitable regularity, we now turn to a discussion of the
proof.

Due to the double criticality — the N-body solution cannot carry higher regularity and
the limiting Boltzmann equation cannot admit lower regularity as one has to stay physical
and the other one has to remain well-posed — there are few off-the-shelf lemmas available to
employ. A problem sharing similar “endpoint” flavor is the derivation of the H!-critical NLS
at H'-regularity [33,34] by X.C. and J.H., which was constructed on the scaffold of prior
work [19,21H24] 27321 135,137, 42}, 431 (53] 57,5864, 67,[82] by many authors, on the derivation
of the H'-subcritical NLS at H'-regularity with the hierarchy method, pioneered by Erdos,
Schlein, and Yau [48-50]. However, even at the critical level, the structures, methodologies,
and analysis of the Boltzmann equation and NLS are totally different. For example, unlike
the NLS cases, we do not have a “subcritical” case to refer to, and the Boltzmann equations’
well-posedness threshold does not lie at the scaling criticality Thus, we have to build much
of our analysis from scratch.

2.3.1. Step 1. Preparation of the N-body analysis and estimates of term sizes in §3. Recall
that the BBGKY family F = {fy = {f](\f)}kN:l}%:l satisifies hierarchy (2.2) under the
(cycle) regularity conditions specified in §I.T], and the main object of study is the limit of fy
if there is one. The first step is analyzing the sizes of the terms in (2.2), which are all highly
oscillatory integrals on the (z,v) side, so that one can arrange the proof later. This is where
the four sides in §2.2] natually come in for estimating and comparing. This is done in §3l
We warm up by estimating the e 24 operator in the (z,¢) side in Lemma 3.1 We can
immediately see that the (x, ) representation is more convenient than the (z,v) representa-
tion. For % derivatives which is applicable to the whole f ](Vk ), we prove that the 24 operator
and R%k) tend to zero strongly. We then prove that the N £ iB operator also tends to zero
strongly if one has H1* derivative, in Lemma 3.2, by working on the (7, £) side. The operator
B expressed on the (7, &) side only involves oscillation with an € coefficient that vanishes as
e — 0, and thus the estimate reduces to managing positive weights, and is readily shown
to be sharp. Lemma together with §3.8H3.9) and 7] settles the trivial limit puzzle and
justifies the low regularity assumption at which N e 2B is O(1) but without a clear limit.

31Though [36] is on the Boltzmann equation using dispersive techniques, it is simultaneously an example
on how different the Boltzmann equations and the usual dispersive equations, NLS/NLW, are.
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(As assumption of uniform smoothness of the densities gives a zero limit and thus hinders
a formal computation of the limit.) We can now legitimately go to the next iteration (2.2I)
and find the limit by tending to the main difficult terms, Qg\];+1), R%kﬂ), and R%kw) which
are part of the technical highlights.

We prove in Proposition that the Qg’\;ﬂ) operator is strongly bounded at the price of
just 3/4 derivative, so that we can take the N — oo limit later on. Even though the proof
is done in the (7, ) side which admits a convenient representation for B, the proof is more
difficult than the preliminary estimates mentioned above mainly due to the role of the time
integration coming from the Duhamel operator sandwiched between the B and A operators.
Rescaling this time variable produces an € gain factor at the expense of leaving a rescaled
time integral that must be carried out effectively over the whole real line. It turns out when
Lg norms are brought to the inside by Minkowski’s integral inequality, scaling produces a
power of this rescaled time that is integrable provided p = 34. Proposition[3.3]is at the same
time a foundational estimate for the limit collision operator (2.6]), which we will use for the
analysis of the infinite hierarchy and the limiting equation. We recall that the needed 3/4
x-derivative in Proposition B3] is the borderline regularity satisfied by the N-body solution
as a whole instead of only the core part. This unexpected match of regularity thus checks
again that our analysis is optimal and physical.

After the proof of Proposition regarding where the collision kernel should arise, we

deal with Rj‘ékﬂ) in Proposition B4l We again work in the (7, {) side, with a careful analysis

s
"1 tends to zero weakly in L2 but strongly in H, * at

of all the cases, we prove that Rj‘v(
the price of 1/3 x-derivative, hence it applies to both the core term and the irrgular parts of
f](\f ). An interesting comment to Propositions [3.3] and [3.4] is that they could also be proved
using Strichartz estimates on the (z,¢) side and this suggests further investigation of the
relation between the (7,&) and (z, ) sides.

For the last term in (2.2]), R%Hz), we work in the (n,v) side. R%Hz) is the most com-
plicated term in (2.2), though it is not particularly bad from the perspective of the ending
estimate, which is in fact better than R?‘V(Hl). The estimate regarding R%Hz), despite being
a strong L? estimate, requires the Duhamel operator to hold, that is, it is actually a dual X,
type Strichartz estimate in diguise. The direct X,; analysis reveals the exact mechanism
of gaining an ¢ from the Duhamel iteration sandwiched in the two B’s in term R?V(k) and
justifies that the (n, v) side is the right place to work it out. Proposition 3.5 records this dual
Strichartz estimat for analysis regarding the Boltzmann equation and proves that R%Hz)
tends to zero for the core term. Then an advantage of X techniques surfaces: such a direct
frequency argument allows the derivatives at different variables to be freely redistributed
and creates the flexibility to fit in the irregular part of f](\f ),

We can now take the formal limit of (Z.2)) mainly regarding QE\I;H). On the new (7, §) side,

its formal limit is very obvious and in clean format as no oscillation forms are present. We

3270 the best of the authors’ knowledge, the X s,b analysis for the Boltzmann equation was started in [30]
in which there is no dual Strichartz.
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can then compute the limit in the (z,¢) side which will be needed later, and then in the
usual (x,v) form, in §8.61 They are actually new representations of the collision operator.

Taking the limit also yields Proposition which is the ¢ = 0 version of Proposition
B3l In fact, carefully examining the new form of the collision operator in §3.6 inspires new
estimates which will lead to the optimal unconditional well-posedness of (I.9) in §6 and [8
We record the new estimate as Proposition [3.10], a fixed-time L? bilinear estimate. Different
from other technical estimates in §3, Proposition B.I0 is a LP estimate and hence we call
in some very different and delicate LP harmonic analysis and the Littlewood-Paley square
functlonl B to prove it.

We are now left with the size estimates for R?’(Hl), Slvﬁl) and R%Hz) applied to the
irregular parts, fN77r with 7 # I, under the cycle regularity condition, as R%k) and R%Hl)
are already compatible with the roughness. We do so in §3.843.9. We 1st set up more
suitable notations and provide examples to the cycle regularity for 7 # I in §3.81 We also
prove (generalized) quantum quasi-freeness implies the regularity assumptions in §I.1] there.
We then compute and handle R?’(Hl (kH and Q (k1) (kH) with the cycle regularity in

771'

complete detail in §3.91 In particular, we prove (2.1) has a O(1) B-term while (2.2) has a
tending to zero R?’(Hl) terms as the extra iteration provides the chance of hitting a minuscule
better symmetry spot in the time interval due to the high number of collisions. We omit the
handling of the R%Hz) ](\f :2) term as, it should be clear that it follows a similar pattern we
have demonstrated in other estimates.

So far, in §3], we have completed the full picture of the sizes and inner mechanism of (2.2))
and ready to put them to use in §HOl. The calculation in §3] also provides a quantitative
answer to the trivial limit puzzle: (1) physically, fj(vk ) has 2 parts, the core term and the
“goes-to-zero” but irregular part; (2) the irregular part, though it goes to 0, is not small
under the B operator so (2.1) is unbalanced and has no clear limit; (3) Qy applied to the
irregular part is small hence (2.2) is balanced and effectively a hierarchy of the core term
from which the limit can be obtained and is nontrivial.

2.3.2. Step 2. Compactness in ] With the preparatlon done in §3] we define a metric

space (A*,p) to study the limit based on the H 1JFL 2t space. Different from usual, due
to the m # [ cycle terms, the sequence F is not in a very good space for compactness.
Hence, the compactness and convergence parts of this paper are also unusual. We study the

N (o]
projected sequence PF = {PN v = {P](Vk ) f](\f )}k } first, then comeback in Step 3 / §0l
=) N=1

to conclude { f](f )} has the same limit as N — oo. We prove in §] that PF is compact in

our metric space (A*, p) based on a relatively crude estimate that

pk) k) < 27FCOF R
|| N JN ||C([O,T};H$:Li'k%+) = C"k

Hence, limit points of PF are well-defined. The above crude estimate is also good enough
for the convergence part, but not enough for the uniqueness part. Thus we prove a finer

33See [84].
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estimate
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in Lemma for the m # I cycle terms so that we can conclude a proper regularity bound
of the limit points.

2.3.3. Step 3. Convergence and the emergence of the collision kernel in 3. With the prepa-
ration done in §3] we prove that every limit point { f (k)} of PF in (A*, p) coming from I
satisfies the infinite Boltzmann hierarchy

(2.5) (0, + Vi - Vi, ) f® = QU+D plht1)

where the collision term can be decomposed into

Q(k+1 (k+1) Z Q. k+1f (k+1)

j=1
if we write the collision operator pieces into the gain/loss terms,

(2.6) Qj7k+1f(k+1) — ;_k-i-l (k+1)_Q;: +1f(k+1)

1
- dka/dS w0 =) |3 (- (v = w)e)
R3 S2

82

.f(xk> Lk+1, V1, -5 Uj—1, U_javj-i-la Uk, ,Uk—i-l) - f(xka Lh+1, Vk-i—l)-

2

Then, together with Lemma .3 we conclude for some C' > 0 that

k k
S 19y e <O
to be ready for the uniqueness argument in Step 4 / §6. We also prove that if there is only
1 limit point { f*} of PF, then f](\f ) also converges weakly in L2L% to f),

Looking back from this point, one might ask why whether we could have based (A*, p) on
wa and simplify the argument by removing the projections. This seems not possible — we
need the test functions in ] to be very weak, due to fact that a test function at tier k+1 is
generated from a smooth test function at tier £ and the adjoint of the collision operator, and
the resulting composed tier k£ + 1 test function cannot lie in wa. The unusual compactness
and convergence argument is a minor novelty compared to the estimates in §3]

2.3.4. Step 4. Uniqueness in §8. We prove a HI*(L?%F) N H2+(Lv’2+) uniqueness theorem
regarding the infinite Boltzmann hierarchy (2.5). As the weak limit coming from the core
1 1
of the N-body solution and the solution to (L9) both verify the H!*(L2%T) N H£+(Li’2+)
regularity, on the one hand we conclude that all limits points from Step 2 / §4lactually agree,
that is, there is only one limit point {f*)}2°, for PF and the sequence actually converges

n (A%, p); on the other hand, the limit is determined by

k
{f(k)} - {H f(t,l'i,'l/i)} for all t € [O,To]
=1
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where f solves (L), that is, propagation of (quantum) molecular chaos and the derivation
of the Boltzmann equation.

The proof of the uniqueness of hierarchy (2.1]) is by adopting the recently perfected scheme
for the NLS case in [34]. Though this is the first time such a scheme is fully carried out for
the Boltzmann case, the grand scheme is not new. Arkeryd, Caprino & laniro has suggested
using the Hewitt-Savage theorem to prove uniqueness for Boltzmann hierarchies in [3]. The
scheme in [34] actually matured from [I9] which creatively adds the quantum de Finetti
theorem to the Klainerman-Machedon board game and the dispersive multilinear estimates
originated in [67] for the NLS case.

The new find in the uniqueness proof is not in its scheme, but its enactment. Despite the
L? disguise in many aspects, the core of the estimates is, for the first time, a L? estimate,
Proposition B.I0L It then unexpectedly enables the utilization of the Strichartz estimates [75]
for the intertwined kinetic transport operator d;+m- V¢ in the (¢, 7, §) side for the Boltzmann
bilinear estimates for the collision operator in §6.2. In fact, a more surprising aspect and
yet another sign of optimality is, though being a (7, ) fixed time estimate, Proposition 310
lands right by the (false) endpoint of the intertwined kinetic Strichartz estimates. On the
other hand, we have obtained the first unconditional uniqueness result for the Boltzmann
equation. We believe the uniqueness result is optimal because the uniqueness space lies
exactly at the borderline at which solutions to (LL9]) satisfy the equation everywhere in time
instead of almost everywhere in time, and the fact that so far, no one has been able to prove
an unconditional uniqueness result for almost everywhere in time solutions for any equation.

The proof of Theorem [I.1]is finished at this step but for completeness, we have two more
steps.

2.3.5. Step 5. Justification of physicality / reqularity from the viewpoint of the local Mazwellian,
a quasi-free construction in {7 In §7, we construct some quantum N-body solutions converg-
ing to the local Maxwellian as N — co. We also compute the regularities for these N-body
solutions. It turns out that even without interactions and in a supposedly very smooth case,
in order to be a quantum N-body solution, f](\f ) can only have the customary uniform-in-N
regularity (LII) up to r = 2, and its whole regularity takes the form we assumed in 11 It
is surprising that such a low regularity still happens even for such a basic and supposedly
smooth example. Moreover, based on the combinatorics, we find the inner symmetry and
hence the cycle regularity condition for the irregular part. Last but not least, we include a
computation in §7.3 to calculate the frequency of the changes of symmetry in cycle terms.
Recall that we have proved that our assumed (cycle) regularity which comes from this local
Maxwellian computation is compatible with the quantum quasi-free condition in §3.81 Thus
we see Theorem [[.1]is physical and optimal in the sense that the N-body solution cannot be

more regular.

2.3.6. Step 6. Proof of optimality / well-posedness and ill-posedness of (1.9) in §8 In §8
we prove that (L9) is locally well-posed in H:L*%* for s > 1, and ill-posed in H:L*%F for
s < 1. Moreover, the solution constructed in H*L?%" for s > 1, is nonnegative and in L!
if the initial datum carries these properties. Together with §6l we conclude that (L9) is
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locally unconditionally well-posed in H!*(L2°T) N Hm% +(L12,’%+) which is also the borderline
regularity to allow everywhere in time solutions to . The proof of the well-posedness
follows from a dispersive bilinear estimate also used in% based on the (t, 7, ) side analysis,
while the ill-posedness is adapted from [36] (See [40] for a more detailed proof.) The new
mechanical contribution is the proof that such low regularity solutions belong to L' if the
initial datum is in L!. This step in §8, on the one hand, proves that there is a solution to
(CY) in the space of the N-body limit, on the other hand proves that the regularity of the
limiting Boltzmann equation cannot be lower, which is yet another aspect of the optimality
of our proof.

Steps 5-6 are not 1nvolved. 33 in the proof of Theorem [[.T1but they are part of the inspiration
of Theorem [I.J With Steps 5-6 done, the whole overview of Theorem [I.T] is now completed.

3. PREPARATION FOR N-BODY ANALYSIS

3.1. BBGKY in the four spaces and basic operator estimates. Recall (2.1I), the
quantum BBGKY hierarchy is, for 1 <k <N,

(3.1) @ NPT Vwka = —1/2A(kf + Ne —1/2B(k+1)f](\;c+l)

where the cumulative interaction operators are

B

6—1/2A£k) _ Z —1/2Aej7 Ne_1/2B€(k+1) _ Z _1/2B;k+1

1<i<j<k j=1

with components defined by

[ —1/2AE ](t in,’Uk 1/2 Z / (wi—xj /E¢ )

o=*+1
h h
f](\f)(t,ack,vl,...,vi Ol +U§,...,Uk)dh
and
N8 IV @, o) = —iNe2 Y o / el g(h)

o==+1 xk+1vvk+17

(k+1) h

N (t, Lp41,V15 -+, U5 — 0'5, ceey Ukt + 0'5) dl’k_H dUk.H dh

The above is the (xy, vy) formulation. We shall need the alternative formulations, and let
us start with the (x, &) formulation. The hierarchy becomes, for 1 < k < N,

OF®) — iV, Vg fU) = e 2AW fE) | Nem1/2 plD) fllHD

34The scheme in [34] developed from [19] has this feature which seems to imply that, at critical regularity,
unconditional uniqueness is always stronger than Strichartz well-posedness. The first work carrying such a
feature is [59] regarding the NLS.

35This is why some lengthy details in §7[§] are left in another paper or available upon request.
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The components of the operators are

(32) (VAN @) = —ie Y oo (T

o==+1

2 26— €)W (t 2w )

and
[N _1/2Bek+1f(k+1 ](ta Lk, Ek)

Js

3.3 o -z o ~
(3:3) = —iNe '/ Z g ¢( = 553) ](\;€+1)(tvwk+17€k70) dzp11

o=+1 JTkt1
where the last 0 means that &, is set = 0.
In (x, &) form, it is straightforward to derive a typical estimate for the A-operator that
sacrifices derivatives in exchange for the gain of € factors.

Lemma 3.1 (A estimate). For any 0 <s < 3,
— Te 17k s—— s s
I A1 (G €illaz , S €2 IV |21V, 12 F (e €z,

Proof. Let p = % We divide into two cases, depending upon the relative size of the frequency

of fj(\f ) in x; versus the size of the frequency of f](\f ) in x; and thus, by symmetry of the
argument that follows, might as well assume that the frequency in z; dominates the frequency
in x;. This allows us to transfer derivatives in z; to derivatives in z; at the end of the
argument. From (3.2), by Hélder in x; between ¢ and f](\f )

_ e 7k _
e 2 A8, FWN(E 2 &) Iz, S €2

o==+1

¢(@+3<£,~—@>)‘LP

7k
5 10 @, €)1,

Tq

where % + % = % Scaling out in the ¢ term yields the factor €°. Since % =

embedding implies

Sobolev

1_ s
2 3

S A LA 1)

Following through with the ng norm, transferring half of the s-derivatives in x; to z;, then

applying the remaining L? norms, yields the claim. U

In (n,, &) coordinates,

ie f(k) za
B N8 = — i 3 o [ derten
o=+1 Y
k _ _
()(t Nyy---5M; — € 1y7"'7nj+€ 1y7"'7nk7€k)dy

For the B-operator, we apply Plancherel zj.1 — 7, in the integral in (B.3), we obtain
(3.5)
€ k‘ 1
[Ne™ 2B k+1f i ]( M &)

10€ k 1
= —iNe? Z Bemyi)e f’nk“/zf Dty M = Mgt - Tt 1 €0 0) Ay

o==+1 Mk+1

Note that Ne®/2 = ¢71/2 when N = €73, In (n,,&,) form, it is straightforward to derive a
typical estimate for the B-operator that sacrifices derivatives in exchange for the gain of €
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factors. Notice that Lemma is significantly weaker than the estimate in Lemma [3.1] for
A, but nevertheless Lemma with s = %—i— gives a bound that decays as e — 0 and has
right side in the space HLT (L2 N L)).

Lemma 3.2 (B estimate). Let N = 3. If for some s > 0, there holds |p(C)| < |C]* for
I <1, then

(543 €
;)" GO 2B N s €

M€k
ST ) e ) F T i 6 0) ez,
In particular, if s = %+, then
my) T INE 2B F N s €z
S ) ) AN @ ,nkﬂ,sk, Ollee, .,

Proof. Applying |¢(¢)] < [¢]°,
|[N _1/2Bﬁk+1 k+1)](t7nk7€k)‘

s—4L F(k+1
56 2/ |nk+1| | " )(tunlv”’unj_nk—i-l?"'7nk+17£k70)‘dnk+l
Mk+1

Apply the L%k ¢, norm and Minkowski’s integral inequality,

(543 € (k+1
1)~ GFDNe 2B FETV1E s €0 12

NL€k

s—1 s —(2 k+1
Se 2/ Mk41] ||<77j+77k+1> G+D (+)(t777k777k+17€k7 )||L37k§kd77k+1
n

k41

Writing 1 = <nk+1>_3/2_(77k+ )+3/2+ and applying Cauchy-Schwarz in 7, ;,
~1/2 e k1)
()~ G D[N 2B VI M €)llz

s—3 s s k+1
Se 2||<77 k1) it (77]+77 1) (3+3 )f( " )( ,771@,771@+1>€k> 0)| 2

Ne+18k

By dividing into the three cases |1, | < |n;|, |n11| > |n;| and |9, 4| ~ |n;|, we see that in
any case

»Iw

+3+

Nlw

(k41 >S+2 (M + Mpyr) (G+9) < <77]>§ (Mi41)

U

3.2. Duhamel formulations. To start the analysis of (2.2]), we shorten its notation. Let
(3.6) D" £k (¢ / SE (it — ") f® () dt’

In this notation, the first Duhamel iterate (21) reads:
V(1) = 8W (1) £ (0) + DO 2AR [7)(1) + DB Ve V2 BE ) (1)
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and the second Duhamel iterate ([2.2) is
V(1) = SO S(0) + DO 2AL £)(1) + DOV 2 BED S 1E D (0))

+ D) [N€—1/2B€(k+1 D(k+1)6—1/2A£k+1)f](\;f+1)]

(3.7) + p®) [Ne —1/2B(k+1)D(k+1)N —1/2B§k+2)f](vlc+2)]
= 5® () /3 (0) + DWRYY 137 (1) + DRV 17 (0)

+ D) (QEIJH + R%kﬂ ) ](\;c+1 (t )+D(k R (k+2) f(k+2 (t)

The last two terms contain the composite operators

( (k+1) + R (k+1) ) J(Vk+1) _ Ne_l/zB(kH)D(k+1)6—1/2A£k+1)fz(vk+1)

(3:8) = Y NeV2Bj,, DED AL Y
1<<k
1<i<j<k+1
(3.9) R%H?) ](\;f+2) _ N€—1/2BE(k+1)D(k+1)N€—1/2Bs(k+2)f](\;f'i‘?)
We define Q%H) and R?‘V(Hl) as the following components of the sum indicated in (3.8)). The
operator 5\1;+1) corresponds to / =i and j =k + 1:
(3.10) QW Y Z Qi fy

where

Qi k1 z(\fﬂ) :N€_1/2BE D(kH _1/2A:k+1 z(\fﬂ)

The operator R%Hl) corresponds to the remaining terms in the sum (3.8]):

A(k+1) p(k+1) 4,N (k+1)
(311) RN N - § : RZZ]k+1 N
1<e<k
1<i<j<k+1
except £=i, j=k+1
where
4,N (k+1) _ nre=1/2 ge (k+1) ~1/2 g ¢(k+1)
RZ .7, k+1f B&k-l-lp A N

The operators defined in (BI0), (311, and (B.9) and are studled in the next three sub-
sections.

3.3. Collision operator Q(kH .

(k+1)

Proposition 3.3 (Qy ~ estimates). The operator Q%H) defined by (B.I0) satisfies the

bound

3

(k+1) p(k+1) 34 3 k+1)
HQ ( ( HL°°L2 Lz, S ZH M) (Npgr) 1 <V£k+1>2+f( ( Mg Sprt) Loz 12

Me+1" €41

This bound is uniform in N but does not have an €** prefactor.
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Proof. Now we study QU £ (1) defined by (BI0). Recall (33),

— e < (k+1 L0LE
Ne 1/2Be,k+191(v+ [ty &) = —iNe™? Z Blenyyy e e /?
(3.12) a=t1 M
< (k+1
9( i )(t Mo s Mo = Mits -+ s Mt Sk 0) dny1

By (3.4),

- (k+1
g](V )(tv MNi11s €k+1

(3.13) = / /gb 1o (&i=€;)-y/2 =i (t=t')(n;—n;)-y/2
t/
(k)(

— plk+) —1/2Ae (k+1)(t)

t 7Ty Ty — y/E, : 77]]' +y/67 : 7nk+17€k+1 - (t o t,)nk—l—l) dydt/

We now consider the form of Q5 ;, which is the composition of ([3.12) and (B.I3)) in the
case { =1 and j =k + 1.

Qz k+1f(k+1 Z OéO'/

t
/ Hene o)
aoe{£l} g1 7y =0

emfﬁmk+1/2ei05iy/2e—w(t—t )(771'—277k+1)y/2

k+1 Y Y
(+ )(t M, ~’77i—77k+1—? ->77k+1‘|'?§1_(t—t,)771> O]

§i — (t - t/)(m - 77k+1)7 &k — (t - t/>nk7 —(t - t/)nk—i-l) dngq1 dy dt’

Now change variable 7, + 7;,; — ¥ to obtain

k+1
zk-l—lf § OéO'/

/ dlen =90
a,cc{£1} M1 Sy =

1€ (s 1=Y) /2 i0&iy /2 o —io (t=t')(en; —2em 1 +2y)y/ (2€)

k+1
f( " )(t ULE ->77i—77k+1,---,77k+1,§1—(t—t')m, i

§—(t—t )(G"h — Mgy T y)/e & — (t— t/>77k7 —(t - t/)(ﬂ?kﬂ —y)/e) A1 dy dt’

Now change ' — s where s = (t —t') /e to obtain

zk—f—lf k+l Z CW/ /y s 0¢ M1 — )C%( )

a,0e{£1} Me+1
(3.14) el (eny1=Y) /2 pio&sy/2 o —ios(en; —2eny, 1 +2y)y/2
E+1
f( i )(t_ES Mo s i = Mgt - Mgt §1 — €SN -

§; — Sy —€sn; + €SN, & — €Npi1, SY — 5577k+1) dng 1 dy ds
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Let L2 denote the L%q norm for all 1 < ¢ < k except ¢ = i. Apply the L%ngk norm to

obtam
t/e
k 1 A o
105 o S ngpN/ // Semar — )16)]
n y Js=0

k+1
#(k+1)
H ) (t — €S, My M = Mgty 5 M1 & sy — 3577k+1)||L3]2L§k d7hc+1 dy ds

Bring the y integration to the inside and Hélder between the three factors |p(en, =yl
l6(y)|, and f (L sy — seny,1). This can be done in two ways, that generate different
factors s~ after rescaling f ](Vk +1), as in the following table

rescaling se
. . (k+1) F(k+1
Slemer =y 16w 1A sy —sem)| | FETY when
L3~ L3~ L3t s s<1
L3t L3t Ly~ 571 s>1
This gives
(oY, Ol PP~ s
N1 7 5=0
F(k+1)
H (t — €81y s M — Mgty - Moy 1 Eern) | (g NLE L2, L2 Ay ds
k41 k1’ €k
Apply Sobolev embedding in &, ;:
F(k+1) e
Qe Oy, < [ [ 5
M =k N1 7 5=0
k41
I <£k+1> ( i )(t = €S M T T Mgt -5 Mt 15 €k+1)HLiZL§kH dnj1q ds

For fixed n;, divide the 7, integration into two pieces depending upon which of the two
quantities |n; — 1,4 and |n,,,| is maximum. Since both cases are similar, we will just
assume |7, ;| is maximum. In this case,

(][54
=l
=l

_l’_

LS (= M) ™2 (0 — My ) * (M)

can be inserted. This allows Cauchy-Schwarz in 7, ; giving

oY

t/e
(k+1) _ _ 3
Hsz—i—l N+ ()HLf]kLZk 5/ 05 1+<5>0 ||<77i_77k+1>4+<77k+1> *

1 (k+1
<§k+1>2+1(v )(t—€$>771,~~- n; — 77k+1>->77k+1>€k+1)||L2 szﬂds
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where we note that L7. norm on v](\f ) has been replaced by L?. , which means the L7
k k+1 q

norm for all 1 < ¢ < k+ 1 except ¢ =i. Now apply the th_ norm to obtain

PN

t/e

k+1 — — 3

15k /i Oz, 1z < / ST (= M) )
s=0

14 F(ke1)
(Erp)2 fy (t—es "7k+1a€k+1)||Lz,kHL§k+1d5

Taking sup in the t-component of f](\f ) and carrying out the s-integral gives the result. [

3.4. Remainder operator R (kt1)

Proposition 3.4 (R4(k+1) estimates). The operator R?\;kﬂ) defined by [BII) satisfies the
following estimate:

_3_ k k
[ R FE 0 2 S Y /

1<i<j<k

Wl

k 1
3+f( +1) ( 7nk+17£k+1)“Lle+1L§kng 1 4

;)3 ()

1<m:)

Proof. There are four cases.
Case 1. £ # i and j = k + 1. Composing ([B.12) and (3.I3)) in this case gives

t
54, N x k+1 - -
Ré,i,k+1,k+1 ](V E aa/ / 0¢(€7lk+1)¢(y)
yJt'=

a,oe{t1} Me+1
eiaEEenkH/262'0(51-—5k+1)y/26—20(t—t )(ni—nk+1)y/2
F(k+1 Y Y
f](V )(t/anhwm_E?'ané_nk+1a'ank+1+g>

§1— (t - t’)m, &0 — (t - t’)(m - 77k+1)= &k — (t - t/>nk7 —(t - t')nm) dng 1 dy dt’

Change variables y — ey to obtain

54, N k+1
Re,i,k+1,k+1f E: aa/

t
/ ¢(€77k+1)¢(€y)
aoe{£1} M1 Yy JE'=0

6i0l€§e77k+1/26i05(§i—§k+1)y/2e—ZUE(t t)(n;—Ng41)y/2

k+1
(+ )(t My M — Y, 'ané_nk-i-la 'ank+l+ya

§1— (t —t )7717 &0 — (t - t')(m - 77k+1)= &k — (t - t,>nk7 —(t - t’)nm) dng1 dy dt’
This gives

54, N k+1
B E ) < / / / e )lloen)]
NMyy1 Yy J U=

F(k+1)
| ( s 1 17-7772'_%-777@_%+17-777k+1+y7

&1 — (t - t’)m, & — (t - t/)(W - 77k+1)7 &k — (t - t/)nka _(t - t/>77k+1>| dﬁk+1 dy dt’
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Start by applying L2k, applying Minkowski’s integral inequality, and sup-out in the &,

t
54, N F(k+1 g 4
IR dy (Dl <€ / / / [Slenin)llo(ey)]
N1 Yy J'=0

F(k+1)
|| ) (t,a My M =Y, -5 — nk—l—l’ . ank—l—l + Y, Ek-}-l)”L%kngJrl dnk—i-l dy dt,

entry:

Let Lz* indicate the L? norm over all n, for 1 < q < k except ¢ = 1 and ¢ = {. By
Mmkowskl s integral inequality,

4,N Z(k+1)
||Rz,z,k+1k+1 N ( HL2 L2 <e€ / / /W €Nk ||¢ EZ/)|
=0 J

k+1)
[ ( (t/ﬂh, S =Yy Mo — Met1s -5 M1 T ya&k-f-l)HLingkLgZH Ay dy dt'
Divide the n,_,, y integration space into three regions depending upon the relative size of
1m; — yl, [n — Mg ], and |m4q + y|. In the case when the quantity |n; — y| is the largest of
the three, we use

W=
wl»—'
oal»-

1 1
1< (g = Mg1) 2 s +9) 2 (0 — )3 (0 — 0geg1) 3 (Mpegy + )37

From here, it is similar to the conclusion of Case 3.

Case 2. { =i and j < k. Aside from altering inconsequential phase factors, this case is
identical to Case 3 below.

Case 3. £ = j and j < k. In this case, we obtain the bound (B3.I6]) below. Composing (3.12)
and (313) in this case gives

54, N (k+1 _ “
Rj,i,j,k—i—l ](\7+ )(t) = —¢ QU/ / Cb €Mkt Jo(y)
M1 Yy J=

a,oe{£1}
eiaffjnk+1/2ei0(fi—fj)y/Qe—W(t ) (n;=n;+Ng41)Y/2

F(k41 Yy Yy
J(V )(t/>771> My — E’ 'anj — N+ + Ea s Mix15

E = (t—=1)ny, . >€j —(t— t')(nj - 77k+1)a L& — (=), —(t — t')nkH) A1 dy dt’

Change variables y — ey to obtain

54, N v(k+1
Ry inefn Z ao /

t
/ (enear)dley)
a,oe{+1} M1 7y /=0

mfﬁj??k+1/2ei06(5i—§j)9/2e—lgf(t—t/)(ni—nj+77k+1)y/2

k+1
(+ )(t My -1 — Y, '7nj_nk+1+y7 <y M1

§ — (t —t )7717 . 75]' - (t - t’)(m— - 77k+1)7 &k — (t - t/>nk7 _(t - t’)nm) d77k+1 dy dt’
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This gives
t
54, N F(k+1 - -
Rl 012 [ [ [ jitenliote)
M1 vy J'=0
k+1)
| fx ( ) (t/ﬂhv S =Y N = Mg T Y5 - Mg

§ = (t—=1)ny, . >fj —(t— t')(nj - 77k+1)a L& — (=), —(t — t’)nk+1)l A1 dy dt’

Let Lf;;; indicate the L? norm over all 7, for 1 < g < k except ¢ = i and ¢ = j. Start by
applying L%Zsz, applying Minkowski’s integral inequality, and sup-out in the . entry:

54, N F(k+1
RS FE Oy < [ [ eeman)
(3.15) i =0 Jng 41

|| (k-l—l (/

o o= Y1 = Mg + 95T Sg) 02,03 e il dy dt

For fixed n; and n;, we can divide the 7, , y integration space into three pieces depending
on the relative size of the three quantities |1, —y|, |n; — nx41 +yl, and |1, |- Since all three
cases are similar, we will just present one of them. If |, — y| is largest, then we use

1 1 1 1 1

1< (0 = )72 i) ™2 (0 = )30y = Mg +9)3 (0 0)
Apply Holder in y on the inside using that for fixed n; and 7,,,, the quantity |(n, —
M1 + y)_%_HLgf is finite (uniformly in 7; and 7,,,), then Holder in n,,, using that

_1_ . . .
[ (Mgy1) 2 ||L2;+1 is finite, to obtain

t
54, N F(k+1)
[Py ()||L2 L2 SE/ Id(enr)llse Nlo(ey)ll s+
t/

3% Mk4+1

+

=

1{m; — y>§+<7]j — N1 T Z/>§ <77k+1>

k+1
( * )(t N M =Yy 5N — N1 T Y5 -ank+1a£k+1)||L2L2 L2,12 L dt/

Th41" 3 "€k €y

Scale the norms on ¢, which reduces €2 to €**. Apply the LO"L2 norm, and on the right-side,
bring the L2 norm to the inside by Minkowski’s integral mequahty On the inside the norms
in the order L2 LZLfn admit translational change of variables that yield:

t

54, N 2(k+1)
HRj,i,j,kHJ(v ()HLML%ZLEI Lz, < € [ )
t'=

1 1 k 1
1.5 0,05 sy S IV s €s )2 12 1o dl!

Mk+17 €k Skt

The same result can be obtained by applying the L,;“;L%j norm instead of the L%L%i norm.
Thus

t

H4,N F(k+1
||Rj,i,j7k+1 J(V+ )(t)H(LOOLZ NLL3. )L2 2 < 50+/
t,

& -0
k+1)
{3 " (4

=

» ME4-15 €k+1)HL%k+1L§kLgZH dt

;)5 ()
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Finally, we conclude by applying Schur’s test on the left side in the form
_3_
) =3 (0) "3 (o, )Lz, S RIS o I

Lo L2 L°L2
to obtain

t

8, 8 aN A(k41
[FCa) ™27 () Rj,i,j,k—i—l](\f )(t>HL% 12, §€0+/ ;
t=

1 1 k+1)
||<77i>3+<77j>3+<77k+ >3+f( ) M- Erp )z 12 1 dt

Me4+1" €k Sk+1

(3.16)

Case 4. { ¢ {i,5} and j < k. This case results in the inequality (B3.I7) below. Composing
BI2) and ([BI3) in this case gives

~ vkl ~ ~
RSl == 5 ao [ [ oot
k+1

a,oe{+1}
eiaffenk+1/2ei0(5i—5j )y/2€—w(t—t )(m—nj)y/2

F(k+1 Yy Yy
f](V )(t/an1>'>77i_g>'ané_nk+la"nj+g>'>77k+l>

E ==, & — (=) = Mpgr)s &k — (E =)0y —(E = E)py) Ay dy dt’
Change variables y — ey to obtain

54, N V(k—i—l
Ré,i,j,k—i-l N E CW/ / /¢ E771g+1
Nk+1

a,oce{£1}
6ia€€e77k+1/26i05(§i—€j)y/2e ioe(t—t")(n;—n;)y/2

k+1
(+ )(t M 5T =Y 5N — M1 'anj+ya s Mix-1s

§1— (t —t )7717 &0 — (t - t')(m - 77k+1)= &k — (t - t,>nk7 —(t - t/)nk-i—l) dng, 1 dy dt’

This gives

t
54, N F(k+1 - A
REN L FED ) < 6 / / / Blemen)l|9(ey)]
t'=0J gy vy

F(k+1)
T 0, 0= Y e = Trs -7+ Y T

& —(t— t,)771a N T t,)(W - 77k+1)> N (e t')nk, —(t - t’)nk+1)| d77k+1 dy dt’

Let L2* indicate the L? norm over all n, for 1 < ¢ < k except ¢ = i and ¢ = j. Applying
L2 L2 .» applying Minkowski’s integral inequality, and sup-out in the §, ., entry:

4, N k+l
1 POz 1z, < & / / / Blenan)[(ey)
V=0 Jmy 4

k+1)
|| ( (tlu M s =Yy 50 T Ys Mieyrs €k+1)“Lf}ZL§kng+l Ay dy dt’

For fixed n,, we divide the y integration space into two cases depending upon which of the
two quantities |, — y| or |n; + y| is minimum. The two cases are similar so we just present
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one and assume |n;, — y| is minimum. In this case we use
_2_ 1 1
1< (n—y) 3 <7h‘_y>3+<77j+y>3+

Insert this bound, and also 1 < Uk+1>_%_<77k+1>%+, and Cauchy-Schwarz in y and 7;,;:

t
54, N F(k+1) o 5 _2_
IR i f 0 ®)llzz, 2 SE/ (eniss) (M) ™5 llee Nd(ey)n; — u) 75 |1z
/=0

&k Mk+1

1 1 1
1 — y)5t (i + )3 ()3T

(k‘-i-l) (

o0y, m =y, 15 T Y 77k+1>€k+1)||L§L2 LgkLgo . digiq dy dt’

where now L2 » indicate the L? norm over all ), for 1 < ¢ < k+1 except ¢ =i and ¢ = j.
By Holder and scahng,

(e m) =5 Nl SNl e 5%, o(en) ()75 [le S 1@l e s*

which can be inserted above. Following through with the norm Ly°L? N LXL7 gives
i j j i

t
54, N F(k+1)
HMM&<WWWW%M%<elﬂ
1 1 14 x(k+1
||<77i>3+<77j>3+<77k+1>3+ ](V )(tank+1a€k+1)||L L3 LE, d77k+1 dy dt’

Nk4+1" &k

Finally, we conclude by applying Schur’s test on the left side in the form
_3_
) =3 (0) "3 (o, )Lz, S RIS g IR

Leer2 Wl peor2

to obtain

t

-3 —3_ p4N F(k+1
1227 (ny) ™1 By e N )(t)HLZ L2 §€0+/
/=0

(3.17)
1 1 k
H<77i>3+<77j>3+<nk+1>3+f( +1( 777k+17€k+1)“L2 L3, L dﬁk+1 dy dt’

Mk+1"" &g

3.5. Remainder operator R?V(Hz).

(R 5(k+2)

Proposition 3.5 estimates). Assume ’&(C)’ < [¢|' for ¢ near zero, the operator

R%Hz defined by [B.9) satisfies the following estimate

5k 2 k+2
IDW B2 I ()]s, 13,
k t
5&2/|mwmmwwﬁwmw
i=1 /"=0
(k+2)(

v 2 2 v dt”
s Mk4-25 k+2)||Lnk+2L WL Lh,

“23/ O (1) ) )

1<i<j<k

(k+2)(

"
n v 2 2 71 1 dt
s Wk+2y k+2) ||Lnk+2kaka+1ka+2
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(k+2) p(k+2) :
Proof. Now we study R (t) defined by (B.9)). This expands as the sum

5(k+2) p(k+2 N,5 k+2
RJ\E )z(v )(t): Z Ri,j,k+2](\/ )(t)
1<i<k
1<j<k+1
where

N5 p(kt2) _ nr—1/2 pe

(k+1) AT.—1/2 e (k+2)
1,5,k+2J N i,k +1D Ne B] k+2f

To prepare for calculating the composition, let us rewrite (B.5) with indices (i, k + 1) and
then again with indices (7, k + 2):

Ne _1/2Bz k-‘rl + )( 7nk7€k = _ZN€5/2 Z ¢ Enk ) iaegink+1/2
(318) a=+1 Mk+1
- (k+1
9( )(t MMy = Mgggas - - 7nk+17€k70> ANt
- (k+1 - € k42
g](V )(tv 77k+17£k+1) = D Ne 1/233 k+2 z(v )(tv 77k+17€k+1)
(3.19) SN2 Y g / (D)7~ 22
o=+1 Mk+2
k+2
( i )(t MM — Mgy - - s Mir2s kg1 — (t - t/)nk+1a 0) Ao dt’

There are three cases

Case 1. j = k + 1. This case results in the bound (3.20) below. For this case, we assume
16(C)] S |¢|° for |¢] < 1. Combining (BIR) and (3I9) gives

H>N,5 v(k—i—2)
Ri,k+1,k+2 N (1)

— 4 ) . — _ /
= —¢ 1 E O’Oé/ / ¢ 677k+1)¢(677k+2)6wl€€mk+1/26 ioe(t—t" )My 1Mk 42/2
Mk+1 ¥ Mk+2

a,0e{—1,1}

k+2
f( )(t M 5T = M1y 5 M1 — nk+277]k+27£1 - (t— t/)Tha i

=t =1V —msn)s - & — (=), =t = )14y, 0) iy diyyp dt’

On f(]ng , pass to the Fourier side in &, + vj42, and on the left side, pass to the Fourier
side in &, — wvy. The result is the hat form for this remainder term:

RS F+2) ) 1 -
i k4 1,k+2) N (t) € Z oo i1 et 677k+1)¢(€77k+2)

a,0e{-1,1} Vk41,Vk+1

6—i0€(t—t/)77k+177k+2/26— i(t—t")ny,- vke_z(t_t,)nk+1vk+le (t=t")Mpg1vi

k+2
f( )(t/ My 51y — nk-l—l’ : 77]19-}—1 - nk+27 nk+27

!
V1, o, U — Q€N /2, Uk, Vkta) AUk 41 AUo Ay q Ay o di

Now we must add the additional Duhamel operator, for which we replace the old ¢’ with ¢’
and the old ¢ with ¢'. The propagator associated with this Duhamel term places a new phase
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—a — / .
factor e {1V,

A(k) HN,5 pRH2) oy -1 .
D )Rz‘,k+1,k+2 N (1) =—€ Z 004/ /t” Oﬁfmmw (1) (€N i)

a,0e{—1,1} Vk41,Vk41

e—i(t—t’)nk Vg e—zof(t —t )nk+177k+2/2 —i(t' —t")ny,- vke—z(t —t' )77k+1vk+1€ (" ) vs

A(k+2
](\7 )(t y M s = M1y - M1 = Mieg-25 M2

V1, -,V — OéET]k+1/2, <y Uk, Uk+2) d’Uk_H d/Uk_l,_Q dnk—i-l dnk+2 dt// dt/

Now we switch the order of the ¢’ and t” integrals, which allows us to bring the ¢ integral
onto the phase factors:

k _
p* Rzk+1k+2 (+2)(t):—5 ' Z Ua/

a,0e{-1,1} =0

ﬁk+1ﬂ7k+2 Enk+1>¢(€nk+2>

Vk+1,Vk+2

t
/ 6_i(t_t,)77k Uk e—ioﬁ(t/—t”)nk+177k+2/2e—i(t/—t”)nk"’k e—i(t’—t”)nk+1vk+1 ei(t”’)nkﬂvi dt/
t

Ul

F(k+2
](V )(t s M 5T — M1y - M1 — Miet-25 Mke+2>

"
V1, U= Q€N /2, Uk Ukra) AUk 1 AUkq A1y g Ao dt

¢ —i(t—t" v —i(t—¢"
/ e~ 1=t =it e -) — e it=t")n
t/// Z(M _ I/)

t
/ e—i(t—t')ue—i(t’”)u dt'
t///
provided t < 1. Thus

A (k) HN,5 (k+2 1
PORE O < [ [ o) Benssa)

Vk+1,Vk+2
-1

For p,v e R,

which implies

(n—v)

<77k+1 : (—Uenm + v; + Vgt1))

k+2)
| ( ( s M = M1 -5 M1 — Mie+25 Miet-25

n
V1, 5 V= QN1 /2, - Ukt Ukg2)| AU dog o dny g dny o di

Insert 1 < (vps1) 2 (vpe1)2F, grouping the (1)t factor with £ and then sup this
factor out in vgyq:

A(k) HN,5 Ak+2 -
PR PO s [ [ benlidene) I
=0 77k+1777k+2

2 k+2)
||<'Uk+ > +f( ( sy -5 1 —771@+1, '777k+1 _7719+2>77k+2>
U1, -, U — Oé€ﬁk+1/2, y Uk+1, Uk+2)||ngHL}Jk+2 dﬁk+1 dnk+2 dt”

where we have used

/ (Mt - (%UE%H 0+ Upg1)) T (V1) T dupr S Ml -
Vk+1
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Now we proceed depending on which of the three quantities is maximum among |1; — 7,4/,
1M41 — Mol and |m, o] Since all three cases are similar, we will just assume |n; — 74| is
maximum. In this case, we insert

3 3

1< <77k+1 - 77k+2>_§_<77k+2>_§_<77i - 77k+1> 1+

L L+

M1 — 77k+2> 77k+2>

and apply Cauchy-Schwarz:

t
A~ 5N, r(k+2 — -3
|D(k)Ri,ki—1,k+2 J(V )(t)| <€ 1/ [{Mks2) ™2 D(€EMpy2) |22
t

"—0 Nk+2
- _ _3_
||¢(677k+1)‘77k+1‘ 1+<77k+1 —Uk+2> 2 ||L°° L2

Ng+2 " Mk+1
|| <7h' - 77k+1>1+<77k+1 - 77k+2>1+ <77k+2>1

* (Uk+1>2+
AJ(JH-Q) (t/

'
s M M = M1 - M1 — Mieg25 M2

"
U1, -, U4 04577k+1/27 5 Uk+1, Uk-l-?) ||L%k+1L%k+2L$z+1qujk+2 dt

Now use |¢(en,12)| < €7 mp40/°" and |d(eny )| S € |maa|'™, where 0+ and 1— are selected
to sum to 14. This gives

t
(k) HN,5 A(k+2
|D(k)Ri,k+1,k+2 J(V )(t)| N e’ /t”—o

1 {m; — 77k+1>1+<77k+1 - 77k+2>1+<77k+2>1+<vk+1>
F(k42) /1
Nt

2+

'
s M M = M1y -5 M1 — Mea25 M2y

"
v LU — O{E” 2 ., U v 2 2 oo 1 dt
1, -» Vs k—i—l/ s+ Vk+1, k+2)||L”7k 1L"7k 2ka 1ka 5

Now apply Ly L7 and Minkowski’s integral inequality to obtain

t
A(k) N5 F(k+2
||D(k)Rzgk+1,k+2 J(V )(t)HL%kL%k S €0+/ ||<77i>1+<77k+1>1+<77k+2>1+<vk+1>2+
=0
A(k+2)

/" n
N Mo Vo)l 13, e o, dE

(3.20)

Case 2. j < k and i = j. This case results in the bound (3.2I]) below. For this case, we
assume |¢(C)| < [¢]°F for |¢] < 1. Combining (B.I8)) and (3.19) gives

HIN,5 F(k+2) (t)

ii,k+2J N
¢
- Z aa/ / ¢(€7lk+1)¢(€7Zk+2)€ia6€m’f+1/zeiae(ﬁi_(t_t’)(’?i—Wk+1))nk+2/2
a,oce{—1,1} 0 g1 o
F(k+2
f](V )(tlvnlv oM = M1 — w2y > Mot Mhr2s §1 — (t—t)m, -,

§— (t— t’)(m - 77k+1)a & — (- t')nk, —(t - t/)nk+1> 0) dnk+1 dnk+2 dt’

This is handled similarly to Case 1.
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Case 3. 7 <k cmd i # j. This case results in the bound (B2I]) below. For this case, we
assume |¢(¢)| < |¢|2* for |¢] < 1. Combining (3I8) and ([319) gives

HN,5 7(k+2) (t)

i,5,k+2/ N
=—c Z Ua/ / ¢ 577k+1)‘%(5771%2)emﬁsmk“pem@j_(t_tl)nj)nka
a,ce{-1,1} Me+1 Y Mk+2
F(k+2
](\7 )(t sy -5 T — nk—i-l? . 777]‘ - nk+27 . 7nk+17nk+27£1 - (t - t/>7]17 )

£ — (t— t’)(m - nk—i-l)a N (e t')nk, —(t - t/)nk+1> 0) dnk+1 d77k+2 dt’

Let L’277Z denote all L%q except ¢ =1 and ¢ = j. By Minkowski’s integral inequality,

t
SN5 (k2 _ . R
HRz',j,kJrz z(v )(t>HLEIZL§k <e 1/0 / / ANt AMjego dt' |¢(€77k+1)H¢(€77k+2)|
Me+1 YN

k+2
F(k+2)
|| (t/, M M = Meg1s -5 M5 — M2 - 777k+1>77k+2>€k+2)||L2 L%kLgZHLgZH

We proceed depending upon the relative size of |n; — 1,.,| and |7;,,,| on the one hand, and
also depending upon the relative size of |1; —7,.,| and |7;_,| on the other hand. Thus, there
are four cases in total, although all are similar, so we just present one. Suppose that both

|77k+1| > |n; — Uk+1‘ and |77k+2‘ > ‘77]' - 77k+2" Then we use

1< (Mgn) 2 g (0 — i)™
and

1< <77k+2>_2_<77k+2>1+<77j — M) T

Inserting these two inequalities, apply Cauchy-Schwarz in both n,,, and 7,,,, and then
apply L7 szj to the entire expression to obtain

Nk €k

t
SN5 F(k+2)
||Ri,j,k+2 ](V ()||L2 2 <€ /
0

o( Nra) (Mya) > Iz

Nk+2

| &S(Enkﬂ) (Msr) "> |2

nk+1

14 F(k+2)
+f ( s Miey29 Ek+2)||Lnk+2L§kng+ngz+2 dt’

||<77i>1+<77j>1+<77k+1> <77k+2>

Since we have assumed the pointwise bound |¢(y)| < |y|z* for |y| < 1, it follows that

ld(ey) ()2 Ile < e2*

t
SN5 p(k+2
IR a4 Ol < [

1+f(k+2 (

(3.21)

/
s My Eya) ||L$,k+2L§k Lg L., dt

[1{n:) H <77j>1+ <%+1>1Jr <77k+2>
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3.6. Limiting collision operator Q**1: definition and forms . Recall that Qg\]frl) has
been defined by ([B.I0) as

(k+1) p(k+1) k+1)
Q ( Z Qz k41 ](V

where

f(k-i-l —1/2Bi5k+1p(k+1 —1/2A5 f(k-i-l

) k-‘rl i,k+1

A direct formula for QMC 1 has been computed in (B:IZI), that we repeat here:

< (k1 .
Qi,k+1 ](V )(t) = - 040'/ / ¢ EMg+1 — y)o(y)
a,oce{£1} M1 Yy 7 s=0
(322) 6ia§i(Enkﬂ—y)/?ewfzy/?e ios(en; —2en,11+2y)y/2
Fk+1
fj(v+ )(t — €8, My My = i1 -+ -5 Mer1> 1 — €8T, -

§; — sy —esn; + €SMNy1y - &k — €SMg11,SY — 3577k+1) dnm dy ds

We can formally set € = 0 in this expression to obtain the defining expression for collision
operator component (); y1:

Definition 3.6 (limit form of the collision operator). Let

k
(3.23) QWD FHD) =3 Qo fEHY
i=1

where the components Q; 1 f*Y take the form of [B22) with € = 0, using that since ¢ is
real-valued, ¢(y) = ¢(—y):

Qi k+1f(k+1)(t7nk7€k) == 0“7/ // (y)|%e o=t/ ioslyl?
(324) Ngt1 Yy Js=0

a,oe{£1}

f(k+l)(tan1> My = Mig1s - 777k+1>€1a . agi —3Y, . aglmsy) dnk+1 dde

Alternative forms for ([3.24) are derived below and given as [3.26]), B.27) and the gain minus
loss representation of Proposition 3.7

By taking the formal ¢ — 0, N — oo limit of the quantum BBGKY hierarchy defined in
(B10), we obtain the Boltzmann (infinite) hierarchy

(3.25) Of™ + vy - Vg, fB) = QUHD plhtl) E>1

From (B.24)), it is straightforward to take the inverse Fourier transform 1, — x; to obtain
the (xg, &) form of the operator

Qua ¥t &)=~ Y a0 / / (y)Peilr v/ 2ol
(3.26) a,oe{+1}
f(k+1)(t7 L, T, 517 . 7£i —8Y, . 7£k7 Sy> dy ds
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Applying the Fourier transform &, — vy, we obtain the (x, v;) form
Qi1 [TV (t, T, v) Z aa// / ()| 2e’v (k1 —vi) g=ilo+a)slyl*/2

(3.27) a,oe{£1} Ukt s=0

— 0
f(k+1 (t L, Ty V1, -, Y4 + Ty, . ,Uk+1) dy dUk+1 ds

It is customary to rewrite (3.27)) in terms of a gain and loss operator that involve a collision
kernel.

Proposition 3.7 (representation of @Q; x+1 in terms of gain minus loss). @Q;x+1 decomposes
as the difference of a gain and loss term

Qijt1 = Qi1 — Qi

where the loss term is

Qron /O (1, 2, v) / / rll(rw)
V41 w€eS?

( )f(k+1)(t Tk, Ti, V1) dw dUpq
r=w-(V; —Vk41

and the gain term is

b fE (g, o) / / 7]|6(rw) 2
Vg+1 NESQ

(k+1) *
f (t Lk, Ty V1, -, Uy, - Ukvvk—l—l) v =vi+rw
U TV 41—TW

r=w-(V;—Vg41)

dw d'Uk+1

r=w-(V+1—0i)

which are (2.8).

Proof. For expository convenience, we will write out the proof only in the case k = 2. In
this case, ([B.27)) takes the form

+oo
Qf( (t xllel Z OéO'/ // ‘2 —Za+a8|y\2 —zsy (v1—v2)

o==+1
a==%1

o — 0
f(2)(t7I1a Z1,v1 + Ty, UQ) ds d’ydUQ

We decompose this as
Q=Q"-Q"

where the gain operator Q* would be:

+oo
Q+f (t 1’1’7)1) Z / // |2 _20+a8‘y|2 —zsy (Ul U2)
(aU

& (t, 21, 21,01 + %y, vg) ds dyduy
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and the loss operator is )~ would be:

Q—f(2) (t, 71, Ul) _ Z / // |2 _Za+as\y|2€_isyv(vl—02)
(v, 01 _1

f® (t, 1, 01,01 + %y, v9) ds dyduy

The above is another version of the gain/loss collision operators in (z,v) coordinates. We
now rewrite them in the more standard format.
We reexpress the loss operator ()~ as follows:

Q_f(2)(t,$1,vl) :/ // Zsly‘ —|—6_28‘y| ) —isy-(v1—v2)
v2 JY

f(2) (t, r1,%y1, 1, Ug) ds dyd’UQ

Split the sum into two integrals, and in the second integral change variables s — —s and
y — —y. Since this transformed second integral is now over —oo < s < 0, the two integrals
now combine to give a single integral over —oo < s < 00:

Q" f (t,21,v1) / // ‘2 islyl® =iy (v1 = UQ)f(z)(ta Ty, 1,01, V2) ds dyduvy
Carrying out the s integral:
Q™ [P (t, 21, 01) = / /\Z?(Z/)F(S(\yﬁ —y- (0 = 0)) fOt, 21, 21,01, 00) dyduy
v2 JY

Introduce polar coordinates y = rw

Q_f(2) (ta Ty, 'Ul)

/ / / |6(rw)[26(r? — 1w - (v1 — v2)) fO (t, 21, 1, V1, v2) 72 dr dw dovy

vy JweS? Jr=0
Use the homogeneity ré(r* —rw- (v —v2)) = 0(r —w - (v; — va)):
t , L1, Ul

/ / / (rw) 25’f’—(.U'(Ul—Ug))f(2)(t,l'1,l’1,1)1,1)2)’f’d’f’da)d’UQ
w€eS?

The § term reduces the r integration to evaluation at r = w - (v; — v9) when this quantity is
positive:

@ o= [ [ s

v2 w-(vl—vg')>0

( )f(z)(t,ifl,l"l,vl,w)devz
r=w-(v1—va

By even extension:

Q" f( (t,z1,v1) = // o(rw | 7|
weS?

which is the standard form for the loss operator.

( )f(2)(t,a71,a71,v1,v2)dwdv2
r=w-(v1—vs
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Now we derive the standard form of the gain operator

Q+.f tl’l,vl / // |2 —isy-(v1—v2)
Yy

(FO(t, 21, 20,01 + y,v2) + fO (21, 20,01 — Y, v2)) ds dydv,

Split the sum into two integrals, and in the second integral change variables s — —s and
y — —y. Since this transformed second integral is now over —oo < s < 0, the two integrals
now combine to give a single integral over —oo < s < 00:

Q+f(2 t,x1,01) / // )|Pe Y (w1=02) £(2) (t, 21, 21,01 + Y, v2) ds dyduv,
yJs

To avoid confusion, we change notation v — v; and also we can set vi = v; +y.

Q+f t xlavl / // ‘2 sy (v = v2)f(2)(t,.]}'1,.f1}'1,’l]r,’l];)
yJs

Now move the v integration to the inside and (for fixed y) change variable v — vy where
vy =vy3+y

ds dydv;

vi=v1t+y

QT fA(t, x1,v1) = / // (y)|Pe sy (vi—vaty) () (¢, xl,xl,vl,vz))v oy 1y 48 dydus
’1.)2—’1.)2 Yy
Now carry out the s integral
Q+f( t 1'1,1)1 / /¢ |y|2 +y ('Ul _'UQ))f( (t 1'1,1’1,'111,'112)’1) T=vi+y dydv2
2—'02 Yy

Change to polar coordinates y = rw
Q+f(2) (t €, Ul)

+oo
// / (rw)26(r? + rw - (v1 — va)) f (L, 2, 21,07, 03) |- r? dr dw dv,
wes?

v =v1+y
U2—’l)2 Y

By homogeneity d(r? 4+ rw - (vy — vo))r = 0(r + w - (v — v2)),

) (t Zy, Ul)

Q" f
+oo
= [ [ s e et a0 )

The § term reduces the r integration to evaluation at 7 = w - (vy — v1) when this quantity is
positive:

dr dw dv,

vi=v1+y
'Ug =v2—Y

QF f(t,x1,v1)

= [ e PO )

v2 w-(v2—v1)>0 vy =v2—Trw

dw dvy

r=w-(va—v1)
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By even extension

QT fA(t,x1,v1)
/ / ’I“CU)| |’l“|f (t 1'1,1'1,'111,'112)}@ 1=v1trw
weS?

vy =v2—TW

as needed. O

dw dvy

r=w-(va—v1)

3.7. Limiting collision operator estimates. Analogous to Proposition 3.3 we have the
following, which is proved by the same methods as Proposition B.3]

Proposition 3.8 (Q**V) estimates in L?). The operator Q*+Y) defined by [B.23) (with
components ([324) ) satisfies the bound

3

§ 3
1QU FED @)1 12 <Z|| ) () (Ve )2 FE D mpn, Ea) iy, 12

Mk+1" " €k41
uniformly in t.

Proposition [3.10 below is an LP based bilinear estimate that is needed in later sections
with p > 2. Its proof requires use of the Littlewood-Paley square function.

Lemma 3.9 (Littlewood-Paley square function estimate). Let x(§) > 0 be a smooth function
with support contained in { £ : % < €] < 2} such that there exists C' > 1 for which

(3.28) VE£0,  CTM< ) x(g/M)<C
Me2Z

Let Py be the Fourier multiplier operator with symbol x(§/M). Then there exists a constant
Cp, > 1 such that

CyM M fllze < NS fllze < Cyll fllze

where the square function S is

1/2
(3.29) Sf = (Z \PMf\2>

Me2Z

Proposition 3.10 (Q**Y) estimates in L?). For any 2 < p < 0o and 0 < r < 1, we have
the following bound for fized t, i, and (&1, ..., &_1,&i1,- -2 &p)-:

IL <V£i>r Qi,k+1f(k+1)(tu Lk, ék)HL’gi SIIL <V5i>r f(k+1)(t Loy Ty €k+1)’|(L3++ NL

where L is any (possibly fractional) derivative operator in @y and/or (&1, ..., &1, 15+ Ep)--
The bound is uniform in t, x, and (&1, ..., & 1, &1, - Ep)-

p
5k+1)L5i

Proof. Since the L operator carries directly onto f*+1 we might as well take L = I. From
(B.28), we see that if @ = o, the (V)" passes dlrectly onto f**1. Thus let us assume
that (a,0) € {(—1,1),(1,—1)}. Both cases are similar, so for convenience we will take
(o,0) = (—1,1).

Qi JE D (b, @y, £) = / / () [2eveminl FOD (1 g a e e sy e sy)dyds
s=0
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By Minkowski’s integral inequality, we see that it suffices to consider, for fixed s > 0, the
operator Uy that acts on §(&;,&,) and returns a function of &, given by

(330)  O.g(e,) = / ) PeS(E, — sy, sy) dy = / / B PO g0y, sy) dy

(where, for the purposes of this proof, § denotes the Fourier transform of § in &; — v; only).
Our goal is to show that

(3.31) H<Y7&>TEQ§(£1)HL27f;s_l+<S>O_H<‘7&>T§(51agz)HuggmLS

e )LE

&1
First, we treat the case of r = 0. By Minkowski,

0360z, S [ 1613 50) 1z, dy

Then we do Holder in y, depending on the value of s:

. rescaling use
S)E (6 sy)lle  enerates | when
L2/2_ Lg* s s<1
L3 L3 s71- s> 1

This gives
UGNz, < 57 48) 1360 €a)ll ey
2 &2 7761

which completes the proof in the r = 0 case.
Next, we treat the case of r = 1.

(Ve ) Usg€)llz. ~ UGz + Ve, Usg(€r) ez,

The first term is treated by the r = 0 case. For the second term, we compute from the
definition (3.30) of Uy that

Ve U,4(6) = / () P iy + Ve, i(E, — 59, 5v) dy

This splits into two terms, the first is like the 7 = 0 case with |¢(y)|? replaced by y|d(y)|2,
and the second is like the r = 0 case with g replaced by V¢ g. This completes the proof in
the r =1 case.

For general 0 < r < 1, we first dispose of low frequencies.

Ve, ) UsPe1g(€n)llez < (Ve ) UsP1g(€1) ez,
and the proof is completed by appealing to the » = 1 case and using that
(Ve ) P<1g (&1, Ea)llr S 1(Ve)"9(E0, €22z,
Next, note that
1P<1{Ve,)"Usg(€)llz < 1Usg(&0) Iz,

and thus the proof reduces to the case of r = 0.
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In view of the above considerations, it suffices to prove

(3.32) 1P (Ve ) UsPrg(€n)ller < s IV ) 9 )l g nrg e

S)
€2 776
By the LP — LP boundedness of the operators

Pi(Ve,)'[Ve |77 and - Poy (Ve )7 [Ve, |

(which follows by the Mikhlin multiplier theorem) it suffices to prove the analogous result
with homogeneous derivative operators:

1P21|Ve, U Poag(€)llz S s () 1 Ve,"3(Ers €l s ir
31 €2 62776
Take any smooth x(&) as in the statement of Lemma [B.9 with the property thatP]

VEAO, D x(E/M)=1

Me2Z

which is stronger than (3228 and also implies that

(3.33) S Pp=1

Re2?
For each M € 27,
(3.34) PM|V§1|TUSP51 = PM|V§1|TUS(P¥/2 + Py + Popg) Py
+ Pu|Ve, ["Us[I — (Par2 + Par + Parr)| P
Let X(&,) = [£]"x(&;) and let
926(51) = €17 (x(21) + x (&) + x(261))

Let Py be the Fourier multiplier with symbol ¥(&, /M), and let ij be the Fourier multiplier
with symbol X (&,/M). Then

(335) PM|V51‘T(73(PM/2 + Py + PQM)le = pMUspMpzl‘VQV

by exchanging M" from the left P operator to the right P operator. Note how this effectively
moves the |V¢ |" operator past U, while preserving exact equality. Let

hi€)= > X(&/M), j=012

Me23%+5
(In other words, j = 0 sums over M = ...,%,1,8,..., while 5 = 1 sums over M =
..,i,2,16,... and j = 2 sums over M = ...,%6,%,4,32,....). It follows h;(&) = h;(8¢)

360ne can construct such a x as follows. Take any smooth 0 < x°(¢) < 1 with suppx” c { ¢ : % <
€ < 2} such that x°(&) = Lon A= { ¢ : 2 < g < V2 }. Let m() = Xyep0 \°(€/M). For € € A,
m(€) = x°(2€) + x°(€) + x°(£/2) since all other terms vanish. Thus 1 < m(£) < 3 for £ € A. From the
definition of m(¢), we have m(2¢) = m(€). Thus 1 < m(€) < 3 for all £ # 0. Now let x(&) = x°(¢)/m(€). Tt
follows that + < x(£) < 1 on A, that >0z X(§/M) =1 for £ # 0, and that suppx C { £ : 2 <[¢] < 2}
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and there exists a constant C' > 1 such that for j =0, 1,2, we hav
(3.36) Cl<h(e)<C  for& #0
Let H; be the Fourier multiplier operator with symbol h;. Then
> Pu
Me23Z+i

and each H; should be thought of as a near-identity operator. Substituting
PM =H;,— (H; — PM) j =logy, M mod 3
into (3.35]), we obtain
Put|Ve, "Uu(Parja + Pas + Poar) Py = Pyl H; Por|Ve, " — PoU,(H; — Pyg)Poy | Ve, |
Plug this into (8.34]) to obtain
Py Py| Ve, ["UPoy = Vi + VE+ V5
where, again with j =log, M mod 3, we define the components:
V
V
V

L Py Py U H, Poy | Ve, |

2 p Py, (H; — Py)Por|Ve, |

3 Py Py Ve |"U I — (Parja + Par + Par) Poy
By Lemma for the collection {Pys}as and the triangle inequality,
1P|V, O Poag€0l iz, S I1Por Pl Ve, O Posd(€) oz e

N Mg(f1)||L§1£§mZ + Hng(gl)HLngi - HVMQ(§1)||LP1£2

Me2Z

By the triangle inequality, we can split the norm on the main term V;},g(¢;) according to the
partition Z = 3Z U (3Z + 1) U (3Z + 2) as

||V1\14§(51)HL§152 v < || (fl)“Lé’lei{QSZ + H (51)||L7’

For each of the terms on the right-side, j = log,(M) mod 3 is a constant, and thus Lemma
with respect to the collection { Py} can be applied to each term separately to give

+ IVarg ()l oe o2

SZ+1 §1 ]\l 23242

2
Via(€liz e, 0 S 3 WOLH PV Gl
]:

By the r = 0 case of the estimate and the L? — L? boundedness of H; (which follows by the
Mikhlin multiplier theorem)

||Vz\14£~l(§1)||L§1£§l€2Z S ||P21|V£1|T§||(Lg;mL§;)Lgl

3ndeed, following the construct1on of x(&) given in the previous footnote and the definition of X(6),
we have 27" - 1 < X(€) for 7= < [§] < 2v/2, that suppy C { € 1 < |¢] €4}, and that for all &,
0 < x(€) < 3-4". Summing over M € 23217 at most 3 copies overlap for any given &, so h;(£) <9-4". By
the definition of h;(£), we have the periodicity h;(§) = h;(8), and from this, (B36) follows.
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It remains only to treat the error terms VZg(&;) and V3g(&;). The proof for VZ relies on
the fact that
(3.37) Hy—Py= Y Pp, j=log, M mod3

Re23%+

RAM

and the proof for V3 relies on the fact that

(3.38) I-Py= Y  Pp

Re2M
R¢{M/2,M,2M}

Letting o(A) denote the symbol associated to the operator A, the key property of (8.37) and
([3:38) is the following of separation of supports: for R € 2% but R ¢ {M/2, M,2M}:

dist(supp o(Pys), supp o(Pr)) ~ max(M, R)
and for R € 232%J j =log, M mod 3, and R # M,
dist (supp o' (Pyy), supp a(]:jR)) ~ max(M, R)

Since both proofs are similar, we will just complete the proof of the estimate for V3. By
[B30), it follows that

Pyl Pri(€)) = Pu / )P (Pag) (€, — sy, sy) dy
_ / / Ao/ M)x((on + 4)/ RS P50, sy) dy
v JYy
-/ (M0 + ) RGP0, 59) dy
v1 Jy, ly|~max(M,R)

— Py / 1) P (Prg) (&, — sy, sy) dy
Y ,|y|~max(M,R)

By following the proof of the r = 0 case, but also using that

. 1 .
HQS(y)HL“Zy‘NmaX(M’R) ~ max(M, R) |||y|¢(y)||L(\ly\~max(M,R)
we obtain
- 1
~ » < -1+ 0— e _ p
(3.39) 1Py UsPrg(€n)llz, < (ML R)° ()" N1 PRIl e arere,

By Minkowski’s integral inequality

3~ _
||VM9||L§115?MEZZ =

Z P51PM|V51 ‘TﬁsPRP21§(£1)
R L?#?Mezz

S ‘ Po1 Puy| Ve, |"Us PrP>13(&)

02 oL ?
Me2Z" Re2Z €1
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By (3.39),

IVirdllze ez,

M’ 14 0
s S| SNV, Pordll sz oz

R max(M, R) ||,

1
ME2NO Rre2No

where 2% has been replaced by 2™ due to the Ps; projections. The indicated double norm
in M, R is finite for » < 1 completing the proof. O

3.8. Permutation coordinates and associated norms. For a given m € S, below we
introduce a transformed coordinate system, and then use it to define an associated norm
X,. In the case m = I = Identity, the transformation is the identity — we use the original
coordinates (x, vy), and the associated norm

X; = HEF(LZ2T N LY N L)

It is easiest to describe the transformation starting from the (xy,&,) coordinate system.
Given 7, we introduce new coordinates

(3.40) PF = 525 + o) + 565 — &nii) » 07 =358+ E) + 3(x5 — 2a() €
for 1 < j < k. Notice that, for any particular j,

=i = pi=x,4=§
and thus if 7 = Identity, then (p], q7) = (xx, &,). Let

k ~(k
T8 (or,ap) = 9 (2, &)

meaning that when the function me(:ck,fk) is reexpressed in terms of the coordinates

(pr,q%), it will be denoted by f]%ir(pg,qg) to avoid confusion. The norm X, is defined
to be

HfN,nHXﬂ ||9 ||H1+H1/2+
Note that since the transformation (BEII) is e-dependent, typically
1FS % x 2 L FN e,

meaning the the comparability bounds are not uniform in €, and in fact there are examples
of functions f](\fzr for which ||f](\fzr||xﬂ remains bounded as N — oo while ||f](\fzr||XI — 400 as
N — 0o. An example is easily given in the case m = (12) using quasi-free states.

Definition 3.11. A density f](\f)(:ck,ék) is called quasi-free if

(3.41) =" R

mesk

with

f wkvﬁk HgO pquy>
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for some gy independent of N (and thus independent of €). A density f](\f)(:ck,ﬁk) is gener-
alized quasi-free if ([B.41)) holds with

r(k ~ T T
where §7(rk) is independent of N (and €). In other words, it is quasi-free but we do not assume

factorization in the (py, q,) coordinates.

Example 1 (2-cycles). An important case is when m € Sy contains a 2-cycle. To simplify
matters, let us consider k =2 and m = (12). Then

p1 = 5@+ a2) + 3e(& — &) @ =561+ &) + 3(a1 —2) /e
pr = (22 +21) + 5e(& — &) @2 = 56 + &) + 5(w2 — 1) /e
The conversion (x1,xs,&1,&5) <> (P1,D2, (1, q2) is clearly e-dependent. However, the conver-
sion (p1, P2, q1, @2) <> (Y12, Y1, f1o, 141) @S € independent, where
Yi2 =p1+p2 =21+ 32 fiy =@+ g2 =& +&
Y1=q — G = (11 —x9)/€ py =p1—p2=e(§ — &)
In the coordinates (Y12, Y1, g, i) the geometrical distortion is easier to see. Indeed, if
12| S 1 il S 1, il ST, [l S1

then
[z + 22| S 1, oy —as| Se, 6 +EIST, 6 -6 St
In particular, it is possible that |§;] ~ e for either j = 1 and/or j = 2. And if ny,ny denote
the Fourier dual variables to x1, xs, then likewise the induced effective support properties are
I+l ST, =l S

Let us write

72 ~(2 = (2
f](\77)(12) ($1,$27 &1 52) = gz(v,)(lg) (p17p27 q1, Q2) = hgv?(lg)(ylz, Y1, M2, Ml)

)
7(12

of N (and thus e = N~V3). It follows that izg\?)(lz) 1s also a smooth compactly supported

Now suppose that gﬁ ) is taken to be a smooth compactly supported function independent

function independent of N (and thus e = N~Y3). However, the support of f](vz)(m) will vary
with €, and as a result of the tight separation of x1,xs, derivatives in x1 or xo will generate
et factor losses. Even in an ideal situation, where one has restricted the support of &, &,
we have

_3_ _3_ s s 7(2 2-2s
(3.43) 103 €)™ Ve I IV Py 2 g, ~ €

Thus, one has only that f](vz)(m) s uniformly bounded in Hifl, but grows in H;, ~for s > %. In
this sense, the term is irregular. In fact, when we do not restrict the & support, the situation
18 even worse:
2 —2— . 2
1, ~ e while (17, ~ 1

Thus it is essential to estimate such a density in the X2y norm rather than the X; norm.
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The hypothesis of our main theorem is that the given densities can be, at each time ¢,
decomposed into a sum

(3.44) £ =" e

TESk
(where each f](\f Zr(t) is not necessarily quasi-free) but there exists a constant C' so that
(3.45) VN>0,te[0,T], 7€ S,, wehave |fn.(t)|x, <C*

The term fy; corresponding to m = I = Identity is called the core, and the analysis ulti-
mately shows that it is the only term that has a nontrivial limit as N — oo. It is not assumed
that the decomposition (B8.44]) is unique. It should be noted that (8.45]) holds when f](\f ) (1) is
generalized quasi-free, where the gfrk) terms in (342) are allowed to be time dependent but
are assumed to be independent of V.

Another hypothesis is needed for the main theorem regarding f](\f 3r when 7 contains one
or more 2-cycles. It is a symmetry condition that must hold on an €'/?*-dense set of times.
For example, if 7 = (12), then

k k
(3.46) WLt a1, o, T3, €1, €0, E4s) = Farn(t, To, 00, Bpos, Ea, €1, Eps)

In other words, (z1,x2) and (£;,&,) are simultaneously flipped to (x2,21) and (&,,&;) while
other coordinates remain unchanged. We note that this property is only required to hold
on an €/2* dense set of times. Specifically, there must exist a subset of times {t,} on
which (3:46) holds with the property that for any ¢ € [0,7], there exists a u such that
[t —t,| < e'/?F. The fact that (3.46) is not required to hold for all ¢ resolves the trivial limit
puzzle, as discussed in §7l and there it is further argued that in a collisional environment,
(B46) can only be expected to hold on an e dense set of times and typically (on a time set
of large measure) (B8.46) does not hold.
Consider now the Schrodinger coordinates

1. 1 I 1. 1
Yi = 3% — 3€&; Y; = 325 + 5655

Then
vp=yity & =0—y)le
whereas
Py =Yt Us) 4 = W — yx(i)/€
By the chain rule,

1 —1
Vi = Vp, —€ Vg, Vy =V, +e7V,,

J
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By reindexing,

k k
1 1
—GZ(A% ij) = 4€Z(Ay’ ym))
j=1 j=1
k
= ZEZ(V% + Vy‘rr(j)) (Vy' Vy‘rr(j)>
j=1
k
=> V,,-V,
j=1

Therefore, the semiclassical propagators have the conversion

1, )
ezlﬁt(Ay%—Ayk) _ ethpk~qu

3.9. Estimates in permutation coordinates for k£ = 1. In the case m = (12), we have

L=y Y2 = (21 + 32) + 5e(§) — &) = (Y1 —y2) /e = 3(6, + &) + 5(21 — 1) /€
pp=ys+y1=3@tz)+ie(&—8&) @=0hr—y)/e=1(E+E&) +5(m2—x1)/e

equivalently

2y1 = p2 — €qp = 11 — €&, 2] =p1 +eq = a1 + €&
20s = p1 —€q1 = T3 — €, 2yy = Do + €qa = X2 + €&,
equivalently
T =y, + 1 = 5(p1+p2) + 2e(qr — @) &= —y)/e=3(q + @)+ 5(p1 — p2) /e
To=1yh+ys = 3(p2+p1) + 26(q2 — @1) &=y —p)/e=3(2+q)+ 3(p2—p1) /e

In the case k = 1, the second Duhamel iterate (3.7) takes the form
IV (#) =SV 13 (0) + DN 2BESE 17 (0)]
(3.47) + DO[Ne 2 BADD =1/ 42) £ 2]
+pW [N6—1/2Be(2)D(z)NG—uzBE(s) fj(v?»)]
In § we need to estimate the weak pairing of f](\f) (t) — f](\f)(s) by |t — s|*, and in §5, we need

to estimate the weak pairing of f](\f) (t) — f®(t), where f*)(t) is the weak limit as N — oo,
by €’* (the relevant topologies are defined in §l). Recall also that

k k
I =3 I

mesk

Thus in ([3.47), the right side involves
V(1) = A1) + ) ()

(2 terms) and

P = Fa) + Fitin () + s () + Figas (8) + Faias () + i i) ()
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(6 terms). The components f](\i)ld(t) and fﬁ)ld(t) are the core terms, and they are estimated,
using the estimates in the earlier subsections of §3| for general k as explained in §4H5l In
this section, we explain that the term fz(\f2,)(12) (t) gives negligible contribution, as N — oo, in
the terms of (B.47). Specifically, for a fixed Schwartz class function J(z1,v1), we consider
I (1) = (J, DD N 2B S 21, (0)](8))
in Corollary B.14] and
V() = (J, DUNe 2 BEDO 2 AR £21,) 1)(1))

in Proposition 316l Term III(¢) (which is I1I.(¢) without the inner linear propagator) defined
below, is a template that is used in both Corollary B.14] and Proposition .16, and also used
to explain the trivial limit puzzle in Remark [3.15]

First, we consider the form of the operator Bi2 acting on a 2-density and returning a

1-density, but reexpressed in terms of (p, ¢) coordinates when 7 = (12). With, as usual,
- o _
F]s[7)(12) (t/> Ty, T2, 517 62) = Gg\[’)(m) (t/aplap2a q1, q2)

we have

Lemma 3.12 (7 = (12) form for B).

I1II(t) = J(wr, &)=V Ve (N 2Bs L P )t 21, &) dary dEy di!
t'=0 Jx1,§
t
(3.48) = 6_1/2/ / Tt —=t,p1, ¢+ @) (0(q2) — d(qr))
t'=0 Jp1,q1,q2

@53,)(12) (', p1 + €¢2, 1 — €G1, q1, ¢2) dp1 d1 dgs dt!

where

(349) j(t - tlvplv Q1+ (J2) = / eivl (q1+q2)6i(t_t/)€Apl J(pl + (t - t/)Ul, ’Ul) d’Ul

U1

For anyn >0, assuming |t| <1,

(3.50) Tt =t p1ai + @) So (p) @ +a2) 7"

Proof. The 3572 introduces an integral over x5 and also assigns &, = 0, equivalently
(3.51) Y2 = Y

equivalently

p2=p1 — (1 + q2)
We convert coordinates
(xla X2, gl) < (p17 q1, q2)
The differential conversion is
d.ﬁlfl dflfg dgl = 2€3dp1 dql dQQ
and in this setting,

AV, Ve, =€y +2-V, -V +e Ay —e 1A,
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In the Bi2 operator, the inner potential terms are evaluated at

y1—y2_y1—y§_ Z/ﬂ—yé_yi—yz_
= = —q2, = =q
€ € € €
where the restriction (3.51]) is employed, and thus the potential term is ¢(—g2) — #(q1). Since
¢ is radial, ¢(—g2) = ¢(g2). On the outside of the propagator, the test function is evaluated

at (x1,&,), which converts as

J(1,6) = J(p1 — g2, 41 + ¢2)
This yields the formula

t
III(t) = 6_1/2/ / j(pl, ¢+ q2)ei(t_t’)(5Ap1+2.Vpl.vq1+€—1Aq1 e 1Ay
t'=0 Jp1,q1,92

(A(q2) — ¢(91))é%?(12)(t/,291 + €G2, p1 — €1, Q1 G2) dpy dqy dgo dt’
after shifting p; — p1 + €ga. To proceed to (3.48)), we need to write

(3.52)

J(p1 — €2, q1 + q2) = /J(p1 — €qa, v1) e @92 Gy
and upon substitution into (8.52)), we obtain

II(t) = 6_1/2/ J(p1, Ul)/ 1 (@1a2) pilt—t)(epy +2Vp; Vg e Agy —¢ 1 Agy)
P1,v1 q1,92
~(2
(0(q2) — ¢(Q1))G§V?(12) (', p1 + €q2, 01 — €q1, 1, @2) dq1 dgo dpy dvy
_ 6_1/2/ J(pla Ul)/ 6iv1(q1+q2)6i(t—t’)5Ap1 e—2(t—t’)v1~vp1
P1,v1 q1,92

(¢(CI2) - ¢(Q1))é§\2f?(12) (t/,pl + €42, P1 — €41, q1, Q2) dqi dgs dpy dv,

_ 6_1/2/ elt=t")elAp, J(p1 + (t _ t')vl, 'Ul)/ eivi(ai+a2)
p1,v1 q

1,92
(¢(Q2) - ¢(q1))@§3?(12) (t/upl + €42, P1 — €41, q1, Q2) dqy dgo dpy dvy

which results in (3.48). Straightforward estimates resulting from transferring derivatives to
the test function J yield (3.50). O

The following is an analogue of Lemma (for £ = 1 and in weak form) for the case
T = (12).

Corollary 3.13 (7 = (12) estimate for B with symmetry assumption). Let Ey be the sym-
metry remainder:
~(2 ~(2
(3-53) Ez(t,pbPz, qi, Q2) = GEV,)(lz) (t,pl,pz, q1, Q2) - GSV?(lz)(@Pz,Pl, q2, C_Il)
Suppose that there exists pp > 0 and oo > 0 such that, for all Ty < Ts,

(D) ™ (@) ™ (V) 1 En(t, Dy, @3)|

L2
te[T1,T2] " P2492

< Ty — 1) (V) (V) TG ) (P12 a1, )| e

P1P29192

(3.54)
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Then the quantity I1I(t) from Lemmal312 is estimated as

(355)  IH(t) S (3 4+ ) [(Vp) T (V) T GR ) (F 01, 12, 1, @) o2

P1P29192

The value of p is addressed in the remark below.

Proof. Let u; be the frequency variable corresponding to p; under the Fourier transform.
Introduce the partition of (p;, p2) space

(3.56) I'=Poop+ Picog+ Pisorp + Prsan

according to frequencies, where

e P, is the projection onto the frequency set |ui| < |uq| and min(|us|, Jusg|) = |u1| <
-1
et
e P, i is the projection onto the frequency set |uq| < |ug| and min(|uq|, |us|) = |us| >

6_1

and analogously define Pi~o and Pioo p. In (8.48), insert the decomposition (3.56) on

ég\?,)(lz) to obtain

III(t) == IIIl<2,L(t) + IIIl<27H(t) + :[:[:[2<1,L(t> + ]:]:]:2<17H(t>

The treatment of the last two terms is completely analogous to the first two terms, so we
will only address the first two terms, III; o 1,(t) and 1115 g (%).
For IIly5 g (t), we do not need to use the symmetry assumption (3.53]) since we can

effectively use that 1 < ¢|V,,| to gain ez at the expense of 5+ derivatives, which we now
describe. By (8.50) and the bound |¢(q)| < (¢) %", we obtain

(357) Tt =t pi,q+a)é(@)] Sa (1) "o+ a2) ) 7" S ) M a) e T

and similarly

(358) | Tt —=t.p1i,q1 + @)o(@)] S (p1) a1+ @) g2) T S (o) @) T @) "

By Cauchy-Schwarz,
' “(2)
Lo, (8)] < 6_1/2/ |1 Pr<o, Gy 1) (s 1+ €42, p1 — €01, 41, G2) || 2

P1491492
/=0

Sup out in the p; coordinate and then apply Sobolev embedding to obtain
t
_ 3 ~
Mo n(t)] < e 1/2/ ||<Vp1>2+P1<2,HG§3?(12)(t/7p17p27ChaQ2)||L2 dt'

P1P29192
t'=0

Since |u1| > ¢!, we can trade £+ derivatives in p; in change for ext
t
o ()] < €0+/ ||<Vp1>2+P1<2,HG§\2/,)(12) (', 1,2, @15 @2 2 dt’

P1P29192
t'=0

Since |uy| < |us|, we can share the 2+ derivatives, obtaining the second part on the right-side

of (B.50) in this case.
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For 11,9 1,(t), we will need to use the symmetry assumption ([B.54). Take (3.48), split
into two pieces, and in the second piece swap ¢; and gs to obtain

it —1/2 / / Tt — ¥, o1 a1+ @)(6(a) — (@)

[Pico, LG (12) (t',p1 + €q2, 01 — €q1, q1, q2)
— Piy GO ‘1ot 1+ €q1, p1 — €42, 42, 1)) dpr dga dgo dt!

Appealing to the definition of Ey above,

T <0 1.( /, / Tt =t pi,q1 + ) (9(g2) — d(q1))

[P1<2LG (12) (t',p1 + €q2, 01 — €q1, q1, ¢2)

— Py, LG (12) (t',p1 — €2, p1 + €q1, q1, q2)
+ Pico n Es(t', p1 — €q2, 01 + €q1, 1, g2)| dp1 dgy dgo dt!

— Lo / / } / Tt =4, p1, a1+ 0)(6(2) — ()

[d9P1<2 LGN(12 (t',p1 + €0ga, p1 — €0q1, q1, G2)
+ Pico, L Es(t',p1 — €q2, 01 + €q1, q1, ¢2)] dp1 dqu dgo dt’ df

-1/2 / / ) / Tt~ proar + @2)(6(¢2) — (1))

€l(g2- Vp, —aqu - sz)P1<2,LGN7(12)](t D1+ €0g2, 01 — €9q1, ¢4, ¢2)
+ Pieo Es(t',p1 — €qa, 01 + €q1, a1, @2)] dp1 dgu dgo dt’ dO

Using (B.57), (358)) and applying Cauchy-Schwarz, we obtain

pr149192

[T <o,1.(t)] <€1/2/ / |V po| Preo, LGN(lg (t',p1 + €0g2, 01 — €01, q1, @) || 2. dt' db
9=—1

t
+ 6_1/2 / HP1<2,LE2(t/7p1 €92, D1 + €42, q1, q2)||L dt/
t/

pP149192
=0

In both terms, sup out in the p; coordinate, and apply Sobolev embedding to obtain

[T <o, (2)] <€1/2/ / |sz|P1<2 LGN(12 (', p1, P2 41, @) || 2 dt' df
0=—1

P1P29192

pP1P291492

+ _1/2/ 0 H<Vp1> P1<27LE2( 7p17p27QI7Q2)||L dt/
t'=
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In the first term, we use that |u;| < e ! to trade %— derivatives for e 27, giving

pr1P29192

|IHI<2L \<€0+/ 1/ p1 1 |Vp2‘P1<2LGN(12( 7P17P27Q17Q2)||L dt'dg

+e 1/2/ ||<Vp1> TPicorEs(t p1p2, a1y @) || 12 dt’
=0

P1P29192

In the second term, we transfer %+ derivatives from the p; term to the p, term. Applying
(B54) in the case n = 0 to the second term, we obtain the right-side of ([3.55). In (3.54) is
only available for some n > 1, then one can modify the above argument to capture some

additional decay from (3.57), (3:58)). O

Corollary 3.14 (Term III for 7 = (12) with linear propagator). Let ey be the symmetry
remainder:

~(2 ~(2
(3.59) ea(t, p1, P2 @1, q2) := gj(v,)(lg)(t>P1>P2> q1,q2) — 91(\/7)(12)(@292,1?1, 9, )

Suppose that there exists p > 0 and a time to such that
[{p2) " {g2) " (Vp > 62(15071927(12)||LP2QQ

(3.60) < o 1+ 14 ~(2)
~ € ||<Vp1> <v > gN(lQ)(t plapZanaQ?)HL 2

P1P29192

Let
= [ [ Tt T (N By e F ), ) do
t'=0Jx1,&

Then

(3.61) () S (@3 + (V) (V) 52 1) (¢ 01, b, 01,2 12

pP1P291492

Proof. Let éﬁ)(lz) be the linear evolution starting from t,, i.e.

~(2 i(t— . ~
GEV,)(12)(t’p17p27 a1, Q2) =€ (t=10) Vs Vq2gN(t07p17p27 q1, q2)

Then with Ey as defined in ([B.53)), it follows that (3.54) holds (and hence so does (3.53))
with the same value of p as in (B.60). O

Remark 3.15. Now suppose that f](\?)(lz) (t) represents the component for m = (12) of the
BBGKY k = 2 density f](\?) and correspondingly gﬁ) 19) 18 the expression in (p,q) coordinates.

Take GN(12 = g](i 1) in Corollary[3.13. If (B.54) holds with i = 1, then B58) gives an O(1)
bound on III(t). Thus we expect that this bound is indeed inherited from the N-body model.
If B54) holds with pn = 5+, then BBH) gives an O(") bound on II(t), and thus we do
not expect this improved bound in general, since it results in a trivial limit (zero collisional
effects). Now assume that both of the following hold

(1) B354 holds with ;1 = % and no higher value of pu.
(2) There exists one time to such that B60) holds with p = $+.
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Note that (1) and (2) can indeed simultaneously hold, since ([3:54) involves an integral in
t and thus does not “see” a better bound that holds on a small measure set. Now when both
(1) and (2) hold, Corollary[3.13, imply that both

(1) II(t) = O(1).
(2) L (t) = O(e*F)

This resolves the trivial limit puzzle.

Notice that in Lemmal33 (pertaining to m = Identity, the core terms) the needed et gain
is obtained from the vanishing of ¢(€) at &€ = 0. In Corollary [3I3/3.17 the €2 /ext gain
is instead obtained from the symmetry assumption. Thus the symmetry assumption is the
“faucet” that determines the extent of € gain in the m = (12) terms, and this faucet must be
tuned precisely as described above.

Replacing é%,)(m) in (BAR) with D@e /2 Ag g (12)» We can obtain the expression for Term
IV in 7 = (12) coordinates.

Proposition 3.16 (Term IV for © = (12)). Consider the weak form of Term IV:

t
IV(t) :/ J(SL’hfl)/ 61'(*/_*/)%1'%1Ne_l/zBf,z
1,6, t

=0

1"—0

t/
[/ ei(t’—t”)(vxl Ve, +v”2.v52)€_1/2Ai72fN,(12) (t”) dt” dt, dl'l d€1
t

Implement the coordinate conversion to the m = (12) frame,

(3.62) e N T @2, 61, &) = §1(5 1) (", 1, P2, 41, G2)

Let es be the symmetry remainder:

(2 (2
(3.63) ez(t, p1, P2, @1, 2) := gj(v,)(lg)(t>P1>P2> q1,q2) — 91(\/7)(12)(@292,1?1, %, 1)

Assume that

1(P2) ™" (@a) ™" (V) Tren(t, Doy @)l 11 12

(3.64) e Tl e
S €0+(T2 - Tl) ||< P1> < >1+g](\f)(12) (t b1, P2, q1, q2)||LOOLP1P2Q1q2
Then
_ 3 34 ~(2
[1V(t)| < =0t I <Vp1> 4+<V >4 <Q1> <Q2>0+91(V,)(12)(t D1, P2, 415 G2) HLt”mequqz
Proof. Let

t/
F(2)12)(t/) _ /t” . z(t’ t")(Vay Ve +VayVey) —1/2Ae 2f ( ) dt"

We convert coordinates

(2 ~(2
](\77)(12) (tlv Iy, T, 517 £2> = Gg\f’)(12) (t/7p17p27 q1, q2)



OPTIMAL DERIVATION OF THE BOLTZMANN EQUATION 57

The converted expression, using ([3.62)), is

tl

Gg\?,)(m)(t/’ P1, P2, q1, q2) — 6_1/2 / ei(t/_t")(vm‘vfn +VpyVay)
=0

(3.65)

P2 — D1 ~(2
Z oo (a - +q — Q2) 91(\7,)(12)(75//7]917]927 01, qz) dt”
o=+1

Substituting into (3.48),

Ivt:.g_l/? ! jt—t,, a1+ @ ) — 1
(3.66) (¥ 2 / / It )6l — o)

65\2/,)(12) (tla P1 + €92, p1 — €41, q1, Q2) dpy dg: dga dt’

where é%)(m) is given by (3.65]). Note that

/ _prlGN(m (t', p1 + €qo, p1 — €q1, @1, @) dpy
(3.67) "
:/ ezsqz uy —25(‘11""12 u2G(2 12)(t Uy — U2,U2aQ1>q2) du?

u2

In ([B.60), move the p; integration to the inside, apply Plancherel p; — u, and insert (3.67),
to obtain

172 Z/ / Tt =t ur,q + ¢2)(d(q2) — b))
— U1,U2,q1,92

6zeQ2 u1 —ze(Q1+Q2 uzG(2 12)(t Uy — UQ,UQ,C_Il,C_IQ) du1 du2 dql dq2 dt

Shift uy — uy + %ul to obtain the more symmetric expression

e/ Z / (t —t U1, g1+ Q2)(¢(Q2) ¢(Q1))€%ie(q2_ql)'ul
(368) o==%1 uU1,u2,91,92

—ie(q14q2)-u2 G

€ N,(12) (t/v %Ul — U2, %U1 + Uz, q1, q2) duy dug dgi dgy dt’

The check-space representation of (3.63)) is

t/
éﬁ)(lz) (t/7 Uy, s, i, Q2) _ 6_1/2/ / eiw'(ql_%)e_i(t/_t”)w'(ul_w)qﬁ(w)
(3.69) #'=0
w ow

. o
U/ 9](57)(12) (t uy + ? y U2 — c —q1 — (t/ - t//)uh q2 — (t/ - t//)uz) dw dt”
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Substituting (3.69) into (3.68)), we obtain

_ Y, / / / Tt =1 u, 0 + @) (6(g2) — d(ar)d(w)

o==+1

6225((12 Q1 ule—ze(ql—}—qz) u2 ezw (1 — qz)e2z(t’ t"w-ug

L (2 ow
gj(\f,)(12) (t//, % — U2 + y 2U1 + Uy — T,

q— (' - 75”)(5”1 —us), @2 — (' — ") (Fu1 + u2))
dw du1 dUQ dq1 dQQ dt” dt,
Replace uy — uy + 7

— Y. / / / Tt =1 u, 0+ ) (6(g2) — d(ar))(w)

o==%1
6225u1 (g2—q1) e—zeuz (q1+q2)e w-[(1—0)q1— (1+J)q2}62i(t’—t”)w-(u2+aw/e)

Gy (1" Jur — ua, Jus +u,
ogw ogw
¢ — ("= 1")(5ur —ug — —) @2 — (' = 1")(Fur + ug + T))

dw du1 dUQ dql dQQ dt// dt/

Convert to the A side by replacing the gﬁ’m term with

/ g](\?)( )(t// U1 — Ug, 2u1 + u2,w1,w2)
w1 ,w

wi-[q1— (t’—t")( u1—uz—72)] zwg lg2— (t’—t”)(%uy}—uz-{-%))}

e dw; dwo

Let

H(t — t”, Uy, U2, Wy, ’LUQ)

— [ [ Tt w)6la) - da)i)
o=+1 J¥=t"Ja,qw

657«5“1 (¢2—q1) o —ieuz-(q1+q2) piw-[(1=0)q1 = (1+0)q2] yiwi-q1 piwz g2

ei(t’—t”)[2w~u2—w1(%ul—ug)—wg(%uﬁ—uz)} it —t") 2wtwi —w2)- 7 dw dCh dq2 dt’

Bring the ¢’ integration to the inside, we obtain

t _/ / tt ul,u2,w1,w2)
(3.70) t'=0 Ju1,u2,w1,w2

~(2)

9N (12) (t// —u1 — Ug, 2U1 + U, W, wg) du1 dUQ dw1 dU)2 dt// dt

To evaluate H, substitute

j(t . t,>U1,Q1 + C]2) _ / eiv1~(Q1+q2)6i(t—t’)u1~v1ei(t—t’)e|u1\2j(ubUl) dv,

vl
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which then allows the evaluation of the ¢; and ¢ integrals:

H(t—t ul,UQ,’LUl,’LUQ =€ Z / / ulavl)éﬁ( )
o=%1 t'=t" Jw

(6®35—0®d)(—uv + Seu + eus — w(l — o) — wy,
— v — %eu1+euz+w(1+0) — wy)

ei(t—t’)ul-vl ei(t—t’)e|u1\2€i(t’—t”)[2wvu2—w1(%ul—uz)—wz(%ul—kug)}
V) _ ow
ez(t ") (2w+wi —ws2)- % dw dUl

Using the delta functions to evaluate in v; and appealing to radiality of ¢ gives

N (=t Yur v vlz—%eul—i-euz—i-(l—l—cr)w—wz
H(t—t ul,u2,w1,w2 =€ E J(ul,vl)e ! 1]
v

P v 1:%eu1+eu2—(1—a)w—w1

(et + 2w + wy — wy)dw)e =t el

6i(t’—t”)[2w~uz—w1(%ul _uz)—wz(%u1+u2)}ez’(t’—t”)(2w+w1 —w2)- % dw
v1=b
where the notation h(vl)] = h(b) — h(a). Integration in ¢’ is just integration of imaginary
v1=a
exponentials:
t i(t—t")r i(t—t")r
6_1 / 6i(t_t/)rlei(t,_t”)7"2 dt, _ [ ( . ) 2 (& ( ) 1
o i€(rg — 1)

Applying this, with
L= u v+ e\u1|2
ow

ry = 2W - Uy — wl(%ul — Ug) — wg(%ul + ug) + (2w + wy — we) - —

H(t — t” ul,uz,wl,wg)

t—t"ro ei(t—t”)ﬁ 01:—%eu1+eu2+(1+o)w—w2

u 7?'] .
02:;1 /“’ v ZG(TQ - Tl) v1=%eur+eug—(1—0)w—w;
¢(eu1 + 2w + wy — wl)&ﬁ(w) dw

This can be written more compactly as

H(t — t” , Uy, Ug, W1, ’LUQ)

it—=t")r2 _ gilt—t")r1 .
Z / (ug,v1) , o(euq + 2w + wy — wy)p(w) dw
w iea(re — 1)
o,ae{£l1}
where
v = —Saeu; + eus + wla+ o) — (1 + )ws — 2(1 — a)w;

L= u -V + e\u1|2

ow
ro = 2w - up — wy(Fur — uz) — wa(Fur + uz) + (2w + wy — wy) - —
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Note that the denominator is
ieo(ry — 1) = 1(2w + w1 — wq) - w + O(e)

The two vectors in the dot product on the main term, 2w + w; — wy and w, also appear
inside ¢, and moreover we assume that ¢(0) = 0. Thus vanishing denominators can be

suitably compensated, and overall the size of H is O(1). This can be proved by working in
w1 —w2

spherical coordinates for w + . In order to gain €**, we will need to split up H, and,
correspondingly IV (t) given by (B.70) as
where

H](t - t”a Uy, Uz, Wi, w2)

et(t=t")r;

Z / (ug,v1) (}(eul + 2w + wy — wl)gf)(w) dw
w iea(re — 1)

o,ae{£1}

Since 19 is oscillatory, an additional integration by parts can be employed for Hj inside IVa(t).
For H,, we will employ a near-symmetry. Let

H3(t - t//7u17u27 w17w2) = Hl(t - t//7 Uy, _u27w27w1) + Hl(t - t//,U1, u27w17w2)

Then H; = O(e€) (in a certain precise sense). This allows us to reexpress IVy(¢) in order to
invoke a symmetry assumption on g](v 12)- Writing H, = lH 1+ %H 1, and for the second copy
of Hi, substituting the symmetry:

Hi(t —t" uy, ug, wy, wy) = %Hl(t — " uy, g, wy, we) + %Hl(t — " uy, ug, Wi, wo)
= %Hl(t — 1" Uy, ug, wy, wo) — %Hl(t — 1" uy, —ug, wo, wy)
+ 2 Hs(t — 1", ur, us, wy, wo)
When substituted into the expression for IV;(t), in the second term, we change variable

(ug, Wy, wy) — (—ug, ws, w) to obtain

IV, (t / / Hy(t, 1", ur, ug, wy, w2)[g§\[)(12) (", Sur — ug, $u1 + uz, wy, Wwo)
t"=0 J uy,ug,wi,ws

— g](\?)(ﬁ) (t —u + Uo, %Ul — Ug, Wa, ’LUl)] dul dUQ dwl d’LUQ dt" dt’

/ / t t u17u27w17w2)
t"=0 Ju1,u2,w1,w2

g](\? ,(12) (t// —u1 — U2, 2U1 + U, W, wg) du1 dUQ dw1 d’UJQ dt// dt

In this first term, we use the symmetry assumption, and in the second term, the smallness
of Hy. All H; satisfy

|H;(t — " ug, ug, wi, we)| Sy (ug) T wy) T (we) "

(note the absence of (w)™™). O
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4. COMPACTNESS OF THE BBGKY FaMILY

In this section, we use the estimates in §3]to prove a compactness property of solutions to
the quantum BBGKY hierarchy.

Fix 6 > 0, sufficiently small. Let the operator Pﬁf ), acting on k-densities, cutoff all
components of @, and v to both spatial radius and frequency radius e=° (in other words,
it cuts off all of xy, 1, vk, &, to inside radius €~°) Note that the radius is expanding
(both in space and frequency) as N — oo, so it in the limit it becomes the identity. Given
a hicrarchy fy = {1, let Pyfy = {PP W1V | be the cut-off hicrarchy. Given a
collection F = { fn }n of hierarchies fy = {f](\f)},]f:l, let PF = {Pfx}n be the corresponding
collection of cut-off hierarchies.

Theorem 4.1. Let C' > 2. Suppose that F = {fy}n is a collection of hierarchies fn =
{f](\f)}{f:l such that each f](\f) admits a decomposition
k k
W= 1
TESk

and
(a) Each component f](\fzr satisfies the uniform-in-N bound

k _
(4.1) VE>1, @k ou)ll ooy < 27°CH

(b) Each fn = {f](vk)}ff:1 satisfies the quantum BBGKY hierarchy ([B.1).
Then PF is precompact in the metric space metric space C([0,T]; (A*, p)), where the metric
space (A*, p) is defined below.

The metric space A*, defined below, is H}c:Li’er on each k density with the weak-* topol-
ogy. The family F = {fx}n is not bounded in A*. In fact, the assumption (4.1) only
establishes that

k —
||f1(v)||0([o,T];LgkLgk) < 27FCkE!
Due to the fact that the X\¥) norms involve an e-dependent conversion of variables, as soon

as derivatives are added, this upper bound gains factors of e~! and thus diverges as N — oo.
With the projections P](f ), however, we are able to recover

plk) (k) < ok k(l S (é(w)—m(w))ﬁ)
1PN [ HC([O,T];H}B:Li’k%Jr) <2701+ €
ﬂ—iﬁs}ﬂ

1
by Lemmal@ 3 below and thus any limit point f of P.F satisfies f*) € C([0, T); (H, i:Li’er)Wk*)
and

In §5 we will prove that every limit point of PF in C([0,T7]; (A*, p)) satisfies the quantum
Boltzmann hierarchy. By the uniqueness of solutions to the quantum Boltzmann hierarchy,
proved in §6] it follows that there is only one limit point of PF in C([0,T7]; (A*, p)), which
then implies that Pyfxy — f in C([0,T]; (A% p)) as N — oo, where f is the solution
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to the quantum Boltzmann hierarchy. At the end of §8 we explain that Pyfy — f in
C([0,T); (A%, p)) implies that f](\f) — f® in C([0,T]; (L2, , )wi). This of course raises the

T,V
question of why we do not instead define A* to be L2 L2 on each k density with the weak-*

topology. The reason is that, in the proof of Theorem [l starting from a test function
J(xy, vy) (in the space of k-densities), a test function H (@1, vgs1) (in the space of k + 1
densities) emerges (5.12), built from J and the adjoint of the kernel of the collision operators.

3

These test functions must lie in A. The test function H only belongs to H;&:Lt_,fg_, as

proved below (5.12). Since H does not belong to L2 L2 we cannot define A* to be

LTp41" Vk41’

3 1
L2 L2 | and in fact the weakest space A* that could be used is H;%: Li’,er for each k density.

T U
Fortunately, the inclusion of the cutoff operator P](f ) does not complicate any of the weak
limit analysis, since P](V]’C ) can be transferred to the test function.

Now we define the space (A*, p). (For the moment, think of ¢ as absent or fixed). We start

1
by defining the space A of all J = (J®))2 | satisfying J*®) € H;kl_Li’k > and
lim C*||.J®)||

k—o00

12— T 0
zp Loy

where C' is as in (@:ﬂ)@ The set A is a Banach space with the norm
_ k| 7(k)
Il = sup CHIV

x], v

2,—%—
1
The dual space A* consists of all f = (f*))?°, satisfying f*) € H:}Z:Li’kfr with norm

A= CTF W

k=1

(4.2) /1

1
1 2,5+
Hyl L2

The space A is separable; in fact, there is a countable dense set {J;}32, C A that can be
selected so that for each ¢ and each k, Ji(k) is Schwartz class in xy, vy, and for each 7, the
function Ji(k) = 0 except for 1 < k < K(i). Put a metric on the space A*, as follows:

kVk

00 K (i) -
(4.3) p(fr9)=> 2" min 1, > / TR — g®) day duy
i=1 k=177

Then, as topological spaces, (A*, p) = (A*, wkx).

Consider now time dependent hierarchies and the space C([0,T]; (A*, p)) which has met-
ric supg<;<7 p(f(t), g(t)). We would like to show that our collection of BBGKY hierarchy
solutions F = {fy}n is a precompact set in C([0,7]; (A*, p)). Clearly for each t € [0, 7],
Fi = {fn(t)}n is contained in the unit ball of A* by assumption (4.1) and (£.2]). Ascoli’s the-
orem states that if F is equicontinuous under p and for each t € [0, T, the set F; = {fn(t)}»
has compact closure in (A*, p), then F is contained in a compact subset of C'([0,77]; (A%, p)).
The fact that for each t € [0, T, the set F; = {fn(t)}n has compact closure in (A*, p) follows
from the weak-* compactness of the closed unit ball in A*, and the fact that p induces the

38Although the definition of our space A depends on C', we have suppressed this in the notation, and just
write A instead of the clumsier Ac.
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weak-* topology. The following elementary lemma gives the equicontinuity criterion that we
will employ.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that there exists a > 0 such that the following holds: for all 1 > 1,
for all1 < k < K(i), and for all N, there exists constants C; ), > 0 such that

(4.4)

/ TI(B(0) = £9(5)) dapdoy| < Cilt — s
T,V

where C; i, is independent of N. Then F = {fn}n is equicontinuous in C([0,T]; (A%, p)),
meaning that for each p > 0, there exists 0 > 0 such that for all N

VO<s<t<T, t—s<d = p(fQ(1),f(s) <p

Proof. Let I(u) be chosen sufficiently large so that 277! < y. Then from (&3] and (@4,

I(p) K
k k a
pn (P @), 1P (s)) < u+ quk |t — s
=1 k=1

For > 0, the function p — Zl(“ K(Z) C; x is finite (although its rate of growth as p N\, 0
is unknown). Therefore, it suffices to take

1/a
K(i
251 Yk Ci

The cutoff Pﬁf ) allows for control of the 7 # Id terms using the following lemma.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that = # 1d and [y (@, &) = 9 (Py: @4), where (py., a;) = (P, 4F)
are the transformed coordinates ([3.40). Then

n P Fk) < A(t-m)
(45) IPE T, e S AN g1
where [ is the sum of the lengths of all nontrivial disjoint cycles in m and m is the number

of such cycles.

Proof. Assume that k = r and m = (12---r). Due the frequency cutoffs included in ]5]8" ),

(4.6) L A T P ) 1 0 A P

£,
We will obtain two bounds:

(4.7) 1P P (@ &)z 2 S 1350 P a2z 2
r €, Prqy
and
~(r) 7(r r— _35r 3 34 (r
(48) PN k(@ €z 1z STV (V) 2N (V) N (B @) g, 02,

The first estimate (4.7)) just follows by dropping pj(vr ) and using the fact that the Jacobian
for the variable conversion (x,,&,) — (p,,q,) is O(1) (independent of ¢).
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The second estimate (8] is proved as follows. Due to the spatial cutoff in €, included in
Py

() F(r _3srn Flr
(4.9) 1B Fllis 2 S € 3 I fnllge s,
where at this point we discarded f’]s,r ). On the inside, sup out over ps,...,p., q1. Let
(ijE(]j, jzl,...,’f’

Then, for fixed §,, the mapping

Ty = (pla(ba"w(jr)

is invertible with O(1) Jacobian (independent of €). For fixed €, , implementing this change
of variable gives

Hf](\;,)ﬂ(wm E )z S ||§%?ﬂ(pra a1, € s E_lgr)||L12,1L§2_,_6TL§3...,,TL3?

By Sobolev embedding,

~(r 3 3 34 (r 1~ 1~
FNn (@ €2, S V)2 (V) 25 (Vo ) T 0 (D s € o € 00z 1212

Pk 917Gy qr
Changing variable ¢; — ¢; for j = 2,...,r, we obtain

3

#(r r— 3 34~ (r

1FO @0 €)1z, S 200, ) (Vg V335 (b, 0, s 12
By interpolating (A7) and (4.8]).

F(r r— — 1 1, (r

||f](\/,)7r(w7“7€7")“L%TL§r 5 6( /2 ||<VPT->2+<Vq7~>2+g§\7,)7r(pr7 qr)HL%TLgr

Combining with (4.6]) gives the claimed bound (45]) in the case of one cycle of length 7,
so £ = r and m = 1. The general case follows by separately treating each collection of
coordinates in a disjoint cycle. O

With these preliminaries out of the way, we can now prove Theorem [Tl

Proof of Theorem [{.1 We verify the condition (4.4)) in Lemma To this end, fix k& > 1,

and for notational convenience we will take s = 0. Since the projection P](f ) can just be
transferred to the test function J*), where it has no effect on estimates, we will drop it from
the exposition. We need to show that for fixed Schwartz class J(xy, vy),

—(k
[ 3 00 - 100 dewdon 5 1
L,V

where the implicit constant can depend on k and J, but not on N.
Appealing to the second Duhamel iterate (B.7)),
Bt) — 19(0) = [S0(8) — 17 (0) + DRI 18 () + DB R 3+ 1)
+ p(k)( g\l;—i-l) + R;l\;k—i-l)) ](\;“H)(t) + fD(k)R}’)\;k+2) ](\;c+2) (1)

(4.10)

(4.11)

where we adopt the notation of §3 for the Duhamel operators D*), the collision operators
%+1), and the remainder operators R%k), R%Hl), R%Hl), and R?V(k+2). Specifically,

2(k) p(k — k
R AD = a9
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ROEHD pUH) _ =172 glk)) g+ 1) £G4 ()

Slvﬁl) is defined in (310, R%Hl) is defined in (3.I1]), and R%kﬁ) is defined in (3.9)).

Each term in (411 is substituted into (4I0). Each of the five pieces is then estimated
by Cauchy Schwarz with J in the Sobolev norm dual to the norm on the left side of needed
estimate (Lemma [3.1H3.2, Proposition [3.3H3.5)).

For the S®) () — I term, we use the trivial estimate

()~ Con) e — 1 fO0) |1z, 1z, S 1S 0)I2s, 22

Mk Yk
For the R*®) term, the needed estimate follows from Lemma 3.1 with s = %+, and the |¢|
factor on the right-side comes from the outer Duhamel operator. For the R**+1) term, the
needed estimate follows from Lemma with s = %—i—, combined with the straightforward
estimate

_ Av4 F(k+1
||€ Mey1 5k+1f](\7 )(Oank+1>€ka0)||Lt°°L%k+1L§k

5 ||6_nk+1'vgk+1 V](\f—i_l)(ov 77k+17 €k+1) HL%kﬂLEkLEZH

For the Q%H) the needed estimate follows from Proposition 3.3l For the Rj‘v(kﬂ) the needed

estimate follows from Proposition [3.4l For the R?V(Hz) the needed estimate follows from
Proposition Note that these estimates incorporate the outer Duhamel operator, but still

generate a factor of |t|. O

5. CONVERGENCE TO THE BOLTZMANN HIERARCHY
Recall the definition of the Boltzmann hierarchy (2.3])
O™+ vp - Vo [ = QU >

with the collision operator given as (2.6]). As we mostly work in the V side in this section,
we also recall the V side collision operator given by (8.23]) and (3.24]).

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that fo, = {f®)}22 | is any limit point (convergence in C([0, T); (A*, p)))
of PF, where F = {fn}n is a collection of hierarchies satisfying the hypotheses of Theo-
rem [{.1. Then f. satisfies the Boltzmann hierarchy (2.3) with initial condition f(0) =
limy 00 f(0) (convergence in (A%, p)) and satisfies f* € C([0,T]; (H:}::L,z,’k%Jr)wk*) along
with the bounds

Vk=>1, ||f(k)(tvwk7'vk)||

Proof. 1t suffices to assume that f., satisfies the Boltzmann hierarchy (2.5) and then prove
that

sup p(Pnfn(t), fso(t)) = 0 as N — oo (along some subsequence)
t€[0,T

By the definition of p given in (43)), it suffices to show for that for any Schwartz J,

(5.1) sup / JE (PP By — fRB (1)) dadvg| < O
T,V

te[0,T
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where the implicit constant can depend on k and J.
Appealing to the second Duhamel iterate (B.7)),

V(1) = SO0 0+ DR @) + DY R ()

(5.2)
_FDwMQ%+D%_R%kH) $+”@)+ZﬂMR%“ﬂfﬁ+”@)

where we adopt the notation of §3l for the Duhamel operators D*), the collision operators
55“ and the remainder operators Rz(k R%Hl), R%Hl), and R?V(k+2). Specifically,
R%k)f](\;c) _ 6—1/2A(k)f]\;c : R%kﬂ) ](\;c+1) N€_1/2B(k+1)5(k+1)f(k+1)(O)’

k+1 is defined in (3.10), R4(k+1 is defined in (B.11]), and R (F2) is defined in (B3).
The Duhamel representation of (3.23)) is

(5:3) FRE) = SP@)F2(0) + DU fH (1)
Taking the difference of (5.2) and (5.3]) gives
PO (1) - 19
'f>< )[f](vk)( 0) = FOO) + DORYY £ () + DORETV ()
[Q(k—l—l k+1)f](\;c+1)<t> . Q(k+1)f(k+1 ( )] + Dk R4(k+1) ](\fﬂ)(t)
+ D< PRI + (P = DIV () + DT (1 = P £V ()

(5.4)

We substitute each of the terms in (5.4]) into (5.I]). The terms involving R2(k R%kﬂ), R%kﬂ),
R%kw) are estimated exactly as in the proof of Theorem ] by appealing to Lemma B}
3.2, Proposition after Cauchy-Schwarz placing J in the corresponding dual Sobolev
norm. Note that each of the estimates here yields a factor e’*, which are needed here
although were not needed for the proof of Theorem [4.1l It is also trivial to dispose of the
term S*)(¢) [f](\f)(O) — f®)(0)] since it is assumed that fy(0) — fs(0) in (A*, p). The term
involving (P](\fC - ) f](\f ) (t) goes to zero due to the smoothness and decay of J*). All cycle
terms of D®) Q(kH (I — P](\;CH)) ](\fﬂ)(t) go to zero by the estimates of §3.9, while the core

(k +1)( t) is handled by transferring the collision operator onto the test function,

component of fy
3 91
generating a new test function in Hg,' Li’k .2, as in the proof of (5.7]) below (see (5.12)).
Thus, the crux of the proof is to handle D*) [Q (k+1) P(kJrl (k+1)(t) QUL k41 (4)]. To

shorten formulae will drop the P operator from here on out. It is helpful to recall (3.14))

and (3.24):
i k+1f(k+1 Z OéO'/

/ ¢ MNpy1 — )¢( )
aoe{£1} M1 Jy o/ s=0

1€ (€N 1=Y) /2 i€y /2 p—ios(en;—2emi 1 +2y)y/2

k41
(+ )(t_ES My s Mg = Mgt Mer1s S1 — €871, -5

§;— Sy —€sn; + €SNy, - & — €SNy, SY — 5677k+1) dng, 1 dy ds
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Ql,k‘l'lf(k—‘rl)(t’ nk7€k> - — 040'/ // |2 74 o—Q fly/2 —20’5‘y|2
Ngt1 Yy v s=0

a,oce{x1}

and

f(k+1)(t7771a My = M1 - M1 51) . 762‘ — 8y, . >€ka Sy) dnk—i-l d'de
The relationship N = €2 is always fixed; for this proof we adjust our notation for fy to f..
Fix the test function J and let

I;lf—i—l( ) = / JDWQ zk+1f(k+1 ( )d’nk d&;,
Mi:€k

In this notation, € = 0 means @); +1 (the limiting collision operator) and 6 = 0 means f(s(kﬂ)

(limiting value of fy (.,
We must show that

(5.5) sup |If,§+1() IZOkOH()\—>Oase—>O
0<t<

Before addressing (5.5), which will of course exploit cancelation between the two terms,
we examine [ ,f +1(t) individually. Note that we can move the propagator in D" onto J:

I;lf—i-l / / ¢ j (M, &g + (t — t’)m) k+1f5k+1 (t /ankask) dny, d&y, dt’
t'= MNks8k

With Q;k 41 Written out,

- t' /e
I;lf—i-l Z O‘U/ / J(Ny, &, + (t — t’)m)/ //
M:Ek N1 Yy Js=0

a,oe{£1}
Benypr — Y)Py)e™ M=) 2eirtw 2 emios(en e $20)y/2

F(k+1
f(S( - )(t/ — €5, My — nk—i-lv cee 7nk+17£1 — €57, -,
§; — sy — €sn; + €MNypn, - & — €8Ty, SY — S€Nyi1) Ay dy ds

This formula is also valid when € = 0 provided #' /e is replaced by oo.
Our first observation is that we can discard s > ¢~/2. Specifically, define (note the new
superscript f3):

_ gt
I;lffl Z O‘U/ / J(ny, &, + (t — t’)m)/ //
M:Ek Ngt1 Yy Js=0

a,oe{£1}
Beypr — Y)Py)e™ M=) 2eirtw 2 emios(en e +20)u/2

F(k+1
f(S( - )(t/ — €5, My — nk—i-lv cee 7nk+17£1 — €57, -,
§; — sy — €sn; + €Myin, - & — €8Ty, SY — S€Nyi1) ANy dy ds
that restricts the s integration range to 0 < s < 7.

Lemma 5.2. Uniformly in e >0, 6 > 0, we have

€ — 3 34
sup | zk+1() quf1( IS (eB 1++t50+)||<7h'>4+<77k+1>4 <V5k+1> +f5k+1 HL L2 L2

0<t<T [0,1] "k+1 €rt1
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In particular, if we take 8 = €'/?, we obtain an €% prefactor.

Proof. From the definitions,

€,0 €,0
[z k+1( ) Iz k-l-Bl Z OKO'/ /

a,oe{£1} M:&k

/ /t’/e
y Js=p"1

J(my, & + (t—t)my, /
1

k+1
&(5771%1 _ y)&(y)eioc&(Enkﬂ—y)/2€zafiy/2e—i08(em—2enk+1+2y)y/2

F(k+1
6( )(t/ — €5, M, — nk—i-l? e '7nk+17£1 — €874, -,

§ — sy —esn; + €SMNkt15 - & — €8Nk41,SY — S€77k+1) dﬁk+1 dy ds

By Cauchy-Schwarz

1)~ IO S Wiy, [ / A [t =i

k+1)
| ( (t,_'esan1>""ni_'nk+1a'ank+1a§1__68n17'7

ds

2 72
L"kLE

§; — sy —esn; + €SMNjy1s - Ep — ESTpy1, SY — 3677k+1)| dy d77k+1’

By following the proof of Proposition B.3] we obtain
[ (8) = LR ()]

t/E 3 3 1
< / 0 / SO dsdt! (|00 ()3 (Ve ) FED
= —_p—1

(0,T7] "k+1L5k+1

Carrying out the s integral, we obtain

/ / s ()" ds dt’ ~ /t (min(B~, ¢ /e))O~ dt’ < /t [max(3, e/t')]°" dt’
t'=0Js=p""1 t'=0 t'=0

The t' integral is carried out in two pieces. First, ' < ¢3!, in which case max (8!, t'/¢) =
t'/e. Second, t' > ¢!, in which case max(8~",#/e) = B7'. The evaluation of these two

integrals gives the result. 0

In view of Lemma [5.2] to prove (5.5]), it suffices to show

sup |I5557 () = 1% (1)] = 0 as € = 0

0<t<T

And to prove this, it suffices to prove
(5.6)

€,6,€ _ 70,e,et/? < O/ \ 2+ 3+ 0+ 1+ (k+1
OZIET‘IMH () 1 O S € 11ma)* ms) (Ve ) (Ve,,,)2 HLOT] L3 L2
and
(5.7) sup [1%657 (1) = 1% () -0 as e —0

0<t<T
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We begin with the proof of (B.6]). For this, we start by switching the order of ¢’ and s
integrals and shifting the ¢ integration

gaw=- X e[ [ dmesrerocm [ |
s t'=—es Jm,&k Ne+1 Y'Y

a,oe{£1}
(5.8) &(Enkﬂ _ y)gb(y) i€ (eniy1=Y)/2 pio€iy/2 o —ios(en; —2en; 11 +2y)y/2
k+1
f( " )(t UTRRRER/ _nk-l-l?"'vnk—i-lvgl — €Sy, -,

§; — sy —esn; + €SMNk+15 - & — €SNk41,SY — 3577k+1) d77k+1 dy ds

This moves the s translation from the time argument of f to the test function. The rest of
the proof of (5.0) is just a matter of applying the fundamental theorem of calculus:

1
€ d €l
RO O

and then carrying out, via the chain rule, the f-derivative of (5.8)) with e replaced by €f (note
that 0 and [ are held fixed, although after the calculation is completed, we set 6 = € and
3 = €'/?). Rather than write one very long formula, we provide a table giving the result of
each term generated. We have enumerated the terms in the left column for ease of reference
below.

Term # 0 derivative lands on generates

1 J(m,, &, + (t —t' —efs)n,) —esVe, J(my, &, + (t =t — €fs)n,) - 1,

2 P(e0nk 11 — ) eV (ein = y) - iy

3 exp [%i@e(o@ + 20sy) - 77k+1} i(ae; + 20€sy) -y explai- - -]

4 exp [—Lifeosn; - y] —sieson; - yexp[—3i- - -]

F(k+1 k+1

) 5(+)("') 53[_nk'v£k+nk+l'(v§1 V5k+1>] (+)( )

Note that in each case, a factor € emerges, but in some cases this comes along with an s,
which is not small, but is bounded by 87!, and when 3 = ¢~'/2, we have |se| < €!/2. Factors

1, are absorbed onto .J, as are any factors &, since we can write

£, =&+ (t =t —ebs)my] — [(t —t' — ebs)n,]

and the prefactor |(t — ' — efs)| < 1. The extra y can be absorbed by ¢(y). The factor 7,
must be added to the right-side, as must the £-derivatives on ka( -+ ) that emerge in Term
5.

The very long expression for < Gl iilﬁ (t)], which has five copies of (B.8) with each of the
term replacements as given in the table above, can be estimated by the method of proof of
Proposition B3] to yield

€,6,el/ et/ 34 7 (k+1)
sup |I506, (8) = 19 (0] S €2 () 3 () (Vi) (Ve ) 3 AT lzgs 22, L2

0<t<T 011 L1 Ly
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This can be interpolated with the trivial bound that ignores cancelation and just estimates
I ;jl and 199¢*(t) separately via Proposition B3, with no e gain. The result of this

interpolation leaves an €’* at the expense of

<77k+1>0+ <V€Z>0+ <vfk+1 >0+

This completes the proof of (5.6]).

Next, we prove (5.7)). Both terms are expressed in terms of the limiting collision operator
Qi k+1, and the difference can be expressed as @); 41 acting on fe(kﬂ) — f®+) Thus, the
argument hinges upon whether the kernel of @); ;41 and the outside test function J can
together serve as a test function in (k + 1) variables, so that we can appeal to the fact that

fs(k+1) . f(k—i—l 5 0in (Hl—i- L272+)wk*-

Ty Vk+1
By Lemma [5.2] we can remove the 5~ = ¢~ 1/2 cutoff on the s-integral and thus it suffices

to examine

0,¢
[z k41

() IOO

i (0 Z O‘U/ / / T, &+ (t—t)my)
s=0 nkvgk

a,oe{%1}
/ ilo—a)§; —ios|lyl?/ F .
/ /|¢(y)|2e( )Eiy/2, [yl (fe(kH) . f(k—i-l))
Ne+1 Y'Y

(t,anb N nk—i-l? . 777k+1>€17 . agi — 8y, . aglmsy) d77k+1 d'de

Change variable y — &, /s

P -1m=— 3 a0 / 0 / / (€t (t— )my)
s t'=

aoe{+1} M-8k
/ _3|¢(€k+1/8)|2 i(o— a§£k+1/(2s) —za|§k+1\ /s(f(k—i-l f(k-i-l )
M1 ¥ €kt

t sy -5 — nk+1’ . ank+1a 51) . 762‘ - €k+1? . agka gk—l—l) dnk—l—l d€k+1 ds

Let
(5.9) h(&i &) = /OO S_3|€E5(€k+1/3)|2€i(0_a)5"5’““/(2s)6_i0‘5’“+1|2/S ds
s=0
Then
B - a0 =— Y o[ [ ] | Tt m
a,oe{£1} V=0 Jng,&k v M1 Y Epta

(51'7 fk+1)(fe(k+1) - JE(kH))(t/a M 5N = Mgt - M1
§1r > & — kv 5 Sk §k+1) A1 g1

Replace n; — n; + 14 and & — & + &1 The result is
Bt -1t =— Y ao [ [
(5.10) a,oe{£1} Net1:8k+1
H (M1, €k+1)(JEe(k+1) - JE(kH))(t/a Miet1s Engr) A1 diin
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where

(5.11) H(py1s Erpr) =h(& + & §k+1)j(771 M T Mgty 5 Mo
i+ (E=t)m &+ & + (E =)0+ Migr)s - § + (=)

We claim that

_3_ 1
(5.12) Hely i H,:>

Me+1 €rt1
uniformly in ¢, ¢'.

First, we note that with h(§;, &, ) defined by (5.9), we have

(5.13) (& Ein)| S gl ™
To see that (5.13) holds, note that

o

|7 (&, Erra)] < / 573 D(Eppn/5) | ds

s=0
Break the s integral into s < |{, 4] and s > |{,,4]. For s < |§,,4], since [§,,|/s > 1, we
use the assumption that ¢(y) < |y|~!~ for |y| > 1. Then

€511l 1 - 1§41l 1 24 1
J T [y e T
s s S

—0 mo Sl Gl
For s > |€,,4], since |€,,,|/s < 1, we just use that |¢(y) < 1 for |y| < 1. Then
I B oo 1
[ ogeEpass [ Sae
5=|8k 11 § s s=[€g 41l § |§k+l|
This completes the proof of (B.13).
By (B.I3) and the fact that J € S,
|H (M1 € )| S 20072 - (0 ) 72 (i) 72
(o + (=)™ (& A+ G+ (E =)+ ggr) - (G + (8 = 1)) ™2
Hence

[ H (Mg €l 22 . < ‘£k+1‘_2<771>_2 e 77k+1>_2 < ()7
&k
By dual Sobolev embedding,

HH(nk+17€k+1)1\5k+1\ﬁl||H7%7L2 5 ’|H("7k+17€k+1)1\5k+1\S1HL%7 12

Ek+1 " &k Ekt1 €k

S i ) ()

Also,
HH("MH; €k+1)1\5k+1\S1 HH&?ﬁILZk S ’|H(nk+17 €k+1)1\5k+1\ﬁl ||L§k+1L§k
S ) 2 ()
Consequently,

1/2
3_ 3 _
2 (Mrg1) "2 (M M) *dn; dﬁk+1> < o0

||H(nk+17€k+1)|| 2-4- -4 N (/ (m;)”~
N Mk+1

Lnj €k+1
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completing the proof of (5.12).
This establishes that the test function in (5.I0) belongs to A. Since (recalling p is the
metric assigned to A*)

(I ), FHD(E)) = 0
uniformly in ¢, it follows that (5.7]) holds. O

Corollary 5.3. Suppose that F = {fy}n is a collection of hierarchies satisfying the hy-
potheses of Theorem[J1] and Py fx — f in C([0,T]; (A%, p)), where foo = {f®}2,. Then
for all k> 1, £\ — f®) in C([0,T0; (L2, Jurs)-

Proof. The hypotheses of Theorem [A.1] suffice to imply that
1 Ollzz,,, < CFH

TRV

By density it suffices to show that for any of the test functions J*) described in the con-
struction of A, we have

/ T (@, ) (£ = FO) (@, vi) day, dog — 0
UL
It suffices to show that both
[ 0@~ PO o) da o = 0
TV

/ J(k)(wkvvk)(Pzgg)fJ(\f) - f(k))(wkavk) dx, dv,, — 0
TV

The first of these holds since ||({ — P](\f))J(k)HL%k% — 0 as N — oo, while, uniformly in NV,

I f](\f )|| 2, < Ckk!. The second statement holds since it was assumed that Py fx — foo in

C([0,T; (A%, p)). O
6. UNCONDITIONAL UNIQUENESS OF THE BOLTZMANN HIERARCHY

We now turn our attention to proving Theorem which concludes that there is only one
limit point resulting from the process in §4H5l

Definition 6.1. We say the the family {f*)} is admissible if it satisfies one of the following:
(i) It is a weak N — oo limit point of {f](\f)} which is some family of marginals of a
symmetric N-body system on ).
(i) It is a family of symmetric probability marginals.

Theorem 6.2. There is at most one admissible solution to the quantum Boltzmann hierarchy
(2:3) in [0, T] subject to the condition that, there is a Cy > 0, such that

<H<ij>1+ <vj>°+> FO (%0, Vi) < Ch

7=1 L2

x,v

(6.1) sup
t€[0,T

(6.2) sup
te[0,T

k
(H%ﬁ+ <vj>%+> FE (x5, vi) < CF

7=1 L2

x,v



OPTIMAL DERIVATION OF THE BOLTZMANN EQUATION 73

1, 91
Corollary 6.3. There is at most one C ([0, T], H L2 0 H5+L12,’2+> solution to the Boltz-
mann equation (1.9).

Proof. This corollary follows from the proof of Theorem without using Lemma [6.4, and
hence does not need the admissibile condition. O

The proof of Theorem consists of 3 main ingredients: a Klainerman-Machedon (KM)
combinatoric which is stated as Lemma and proved in §6.11to combine the factorial many
terms into exponentially many terms; a Hewitt-Savage theorem which gives a representa-
tion as a superposition of molecular chaos for the solution and hence simplifies the proofs
of the needed bilinear estimates@; and finally, the bilinear estimates in §6.2, which will be
iterated to conclude the difference of the solutions is actually zero.

We use the following version of the Hewitt-Savage theorem.

Lemma 6.4 (Hewitt-Savage). Let {f](\f)} be the family of marginals of a symmetric N-body
system on Q0 and let the family {f®} be a weak N — oo limit point of {f](\f)}, then there
exists a probability measure du(p) on P(2), the space of probability measures on Q, such that

(6.3) o = /P o)

Proof. There are many versions and related references for this theorem. See, for example, [3],
in which a version was used to deal with the homogeneous case. The version we are using
here is actually from the lecture note [79, §2]. As written in [79, (2.3) or (2.10)], in the
N-body context, the version one would like to use is mostly

) 4*/ p*Fdu(p) as N — oo.
P(©)
The quick argument on [79, p.29] directly near [79, (2.10)] needs compactness of §2. It is

then further investigated and a proof for the non-compact €2 case is given in [79, p.34]. O

Under representation (6.3]), we can restate the requirement (6.1))-(6.2]) using the Cheby-
shev’s inequality. In fact, if we take the (V,)'" (v)*" part as an example, like in [19], we
have for all K > Cy that

plp e PO [T 0" pll,, > K}

H (H (Vo) (Uj>0+) SOt Xk, Vi)

Jj=1

k
iz, G
Kk SRR

N

that is,
" {p e P : (Vo) () ol > K} _

39 3] also suggests the usage of this theorem.

40As we are not at scaling critical regularity, trace type multilinear estimate, which implies the product
type we use here, can be proved. But, away from requiring a even more technical analysis, it would result
in a conditional uniqueness theorem which needs a rerun of Section Al to verify the condition.
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That is, u is supported in the set of functions (not only probabilty measures):
(6.4) E(Cy) = {p € P(Q): max{H(Vx)H (v)°F ol L m>%+ (v>%+p‘ . } < C’o} .

Let fl(k) and fQ(k) be two solutions of the quantum Boltzmann hierarchy subject to the
same initial condition and (6.1)-(6.2), and 1, , and p, , be their corresponding Hewitt-Savage
measures, we would like to deduce Theorem by proving

FEt,xp,vi) = /p®’“dut(p) = /p®’“d (1s — Hay) (p) = 0.

Here, p, is a signed measure, but we only need the properties that d |u,| = dpu, , + dpy, is
finite and it is supported in £(Cy) defined in (6.4). It suffices to prove f) = 0 as the general
case follows from the same proof but with longer superscripts. Using the linearity of (2.3]),

we know
O (e, %, Vi) = / kk+1Q(k+1 (fE DV dty 1,
0

where we have taken up the shorthand
Zl — H e (ti—t;)vy- Vzk and Sll —e —(ti—t)v-Vaz

Iterating the hierarchy relatlon, we obtain the Dyson series-like interaction expansio of

o,
t1 to tr

(6.5) FOty,21,0) = / / / DD (Pt 1)) dty
0 0 0

where ty 1 = (t2, 13, ..., txr1) and

DFD(FED (1)) = STHQP ST .SE)  QE+D.

As QW has k terms inside (without splitting into Q*,Q~), (6.5) contains (k + 1)! many
summands. In the Lanford method, such a factorial factor is countered by a simplex in-
tegral of the time domain. In the quantum setting, there are some known combinatorics
based on Feymann diagrams. But we will not use any Feymann diagrams, we use our own
combinatoric, a KM board game, to reduce the number of terms by combining them

Lemma 6.5 (Klainerman-Machedon board game). One can group the (k + 1)! many sum-
mands inside (6.3) into at most 4% classes indexed by . € my, where my, is a set of suitable
permutations in the permutation group Syy1 satisfying p(j) < j forj = 2,....k + 11 For
each class p, all summands inside that class, can be summed (combined) mto one integral

(6.6) 0D (FHD) (1) = /T ( )D,S’““’(f(’““’(tkﬂ))d_tkﬂ
n

4IThere are many names attached to such expansions. But as we are in the quantum setting, we use
Dyson or Duhamel-Born here.

2We are using binary trees for our algorithm, but they are not Feymann diagrams. Feymann diagrams
make up a proper subset of binary trees.

431, is the set of upper echelon trees as we will see in the proof in §6.11



OPTIMAL DERIVATION OF THE BOLTZMANN EQUATION 75

where the time integration domain T(u) C [O,tl]k is a unton of simplexes and is explicitly
determined by p and the integrand is gz’ven by

D£k+1)(f(k+1)(tk+1)) S 2@#(2 25 Qu Sy k+1Qu(k+1 k1
Proof. See §6.11 -

With Lemma [6.5] we turn our attention to the estimate of I,,.

Proposition 6.6. For I, coming from Lemmal6.3, and f® = [ p®*du,(p), we have

\
sup H )0+ ](k+1) (f(k+1>) (tl)) .
t1€[0,T] Ln151
< CTE_ /||p| H1+L2 0+ ||p|| §+L2 5+ d :uthrl (p)
Hiy Lo,

where C' is a constant fmm Sobolev and Strichartz type inequalities and does not depend on

f.

Proof. See §6.3 O
With Lemma [6.5] and Proposition 6.6, we provide the proof of Theorem [6.2 as the following.

Proof of Theorem[6.2. By Lemma 6.5 we have
V
sup. H Ve )T f0 HL?{& < 4” Z sup H IO (FEED) (1)) H . forall k

tepT HEME t1€[0.7] Loer

Let T' < 1 to be determined, use Proposition [6.6],

sup H( >O+f(1 H 3— 4kaT4/||p||H1+L20+ ||,0||
t1€[0,T] n &1

Apply the support property (@)

b 4+ d |y, | (p) for all k

sup ‘ < ZlkCZ'I‘CTélC”“1 2 for all k
1€[0,7] ’7151
— Oask — o0
if we select T' such that <4CCOT %> < % 0

6.1. Proof of the Klainerman-Machedon board game. The Klainerman-Machedon
(KM) board game [67] and its extensions [34,[37], since invented, has been used in every
paper in which the analysis of the Gross-Pitaevskii hierarchy is involved. Its original version
in which the time integration domain was unknown, has been used without proof in [16]
for the Boltzmann hierarchy. We hereby provide its full proof, for the Boltzmann hierarchy,
with the time integration domain computed using the newest techniques [34]. Most of the
materials in this section are a different version of [34] as well.

There are 2 key observations. One is the fact that after some suitable substitution, many
summands inside D*+D(f*+1)) actually have the same integrands and hence they can be
combined into the so-called upper echelon classes if we follow some rules. The other one
is that, if put in tree representations, all possible cases inside an upper echelon class are
actually all the possibilities in which children must carry a higher index than parents.
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Recall the notation of p in Lemmal6.5t {u} is a set of maps from {2,...,k+1} to {1,...,k}
satisfying p(2) = 1 and p(l) < for all [, and

D£k+1)(f(k+1)(tk+1)) S 2@#(2 252 3Qu Sy k+1Qu(k+1 k1

Throughout this section, we only work with & > 4, that is coupling to at least f©®, as it
is the minimal length for the argument to have enough room to work. (We actually want
k — oo anyway.)

Example 2. An example of i when k =5 is
jl2 3456
pl1 132 17

If p satisfies pu(7) < p(j+1) for 2 < j < kin addition to u(j) < j forall2 < j < k+1, then
it is in upper-echelon form as they are called in [66]. (The word “upper echelon” certainly

makes more sense when one uses the matrix / board game representation of DfﬁH)( fUD)
in [66].) Let u be a collapsing map as defined above and o a permutation of {2,... &k + 1}.
A KM acceptable move, which we denote KM(j, j + 1), is allowed when u(j) # p(j + 1) and
wu(j +1) < g, and is the following action: (u’,0") = KM(j,j + 1)(u, 0):

p=(j,j+1)opo(sj+1)
—(jj+1)o0

The first key observation is that if (¢, o) = KM(j, j + 1)(i,0) and f**V is a symmetric
density, then

(6.7) / D (FED) (b, 0" (t)) gy = / DI (FE D) (b, 07 (b)) g

where,
for ty,y = (ta, ..., trs1) we define o (1) = (to-1(2)s - -+ s to-1 (k1))
A simple example to see ([6.7)) is the following.

Example 3. The integrals
L = / 50125222551 45 0Qus (£,
D

L - / 50012520155 Q0450 Qs (f D)t
D

with D = {t; >ty > t3 > t4 > t5}, actually have the same integrand. For simplicity, pluging
in fO®) = p®> (the general case is the same but longer), we have

I, = / S1,2Q (52,4Q (54,5P7 S4,5Q(p7 p)) ) S2,3Q (53,5P7 53,50)) d§4
D

I, = /S1,2Q(52,3Q(S3,5/)753,5Q(Pap))752,4Q(54,5p754,5p)))d§4
D

Doing a ts <>ty swap in Iy, we have

51,2Q (52,369(53,5% 53,5Q(P7 /))), 52,4Q (54,5% 54,5P))) dt,

Dl
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where D' = {ty >ty > t4y > t3 > t5}. That is, I; and Is can be combined.

For each p and o, we define the Duhamel integrals

(6.8) I(p o, f&) (1) = / D£k+1)(f(k+1))(t1,£k+1) dty i1

t12t5(2) 2 2o (k+1)

It follows from (6.7) that
(g, o', fED) = I, 0, f0HY)

We combine KM acceptable moves as follows: if p is a permutation of {2,...,k + 1} such
that it is possible to write p as a composition of transpositions

p:frlo...ofrr

for which each operator KM(7;) on the right side of the following is an acceptable action

def

KM(p) = KM(71) o - -- o KM(r,)

then KM(p), defined by this composition, is acceptable as well. In this case (y,0’) =
KM(p)(u; o) and

@ =popop
o =poc

(67) and (€.8) hold as well. If g and p' are such that there exists p as above for which
(i, 0") = KM(p)(u, o) then we say that u' and p are KM-relatable. This is an equivalence
relation that partitions the set of collapsing maps into equivalence classes.

In the following, we represent these actions via tree diagrams in which the effect of the
actions and the “not obvious at all” time integration domain 7'(u) emerge clearly. Given a
p which is also a summand inside D*+D(f*+1) we construct a binary tree via Algorithm

il

Algorithm 1.

(1) Set counter j =2
(2) Given j, find the next pair of indices a and b so that a > j, b > j and

pla) = pu(j) and pu(b) = j

and moreover a and b are the minimal indices for which the above equalities hold. It
is possible that there is no such a and/or no such b.

(3) At the node j, put a as the left child and b as the right child (if there is no a, then
the 7 node will be missing a left child, and if there is no b, then the j node will be
missing a right child.)

(4) If =k + 1, then stop, otherwise set j = j+ 1 and go to step 2.

Example 4.
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Let us work with the following example

1 j |2 3456
\ low |1 1 1 2 3
2 We start with j = 2, and note that p,,,(2) = 1 so need to
/ \ find minimal a > 2, b > 2 such that p(a) =1 and p(db) = 2.
In this case, it is a = 3 and b = 5, so we put those as left
3 5 and right children of 2, respectively, in the tree (shown at
left)
1
\ Now we move to j = 3. Since u,,,(3) = 1, we find minimal
2 a and b so that a > 3, b > 3 and p(a) = 1 and p(b) = 3. We
/ \ find that a = 4 and b = 6, so we put these as left and right
3 5 children of 3, respectively, in the tree (shown at left). Since
/ \ all indices appear in the tree, it is complete.
4 6

Definition 6.7. A binary tree is called _an admissible tree if every child node’s label is
strictly larger than its parent node’s label For an admissible tree, we call the graph of the
tree without any labels in its nodes, the skeleton of the tree.

@

\ For example, the skeleton of the tree in Example @] is shown
O at left.
/ \ As the trees are coming from the hierarchy, Algorithm [T,

O O produces only admissible trees. The procedure is reversible —
given an admissible binary tree, we can uniquely reconstruct

/ \ the p that generated it.
o O

Algorithm 2.

(1) For every right child,  maps the child value to the parent value (i.e. if f is a right
child of d, then u(f) = d). Start by filling these into the u table.
(2) Fill in the table using that for every left child, p maps the child value to u(parent value).

Example 5. Suppose we are given the tree

4This is certainly a natural requirement coming from the hierarchy.
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1
\ Using that for every right child, p maps the child value
to the parent value, we fill in the following values in
2 the p table:
/ \ jl23456789
3 g MK 2 3 4 6
4/ \6 Now we employ the left child rule, and note that since

3 is a left child of 2 and pu(2) = 1, we must have

\ \ 1(3) =1, and ete. to recover
7 8 jl234567809
/ p|l1 1123466

9

One can show that, in the tree representation of u, a KM acceptable move, is the operation
which switches the labels of two nodes with consecutive labels on an admissible tree provided
that the outcome is still an admissible tree by writing out the related trees. For example,
interchanging the labeling of 5 and 6 in the tree in Example [4] is an acceptable move. That
is, KM acceptable moves preserve the tree structures but permute the labeling under the
admissibility requirement. Two collapsing maps p and p' are KM-relatable if and only the
trees corresponding to p and u' have the same skeleton.

Given k, we would like to have the number of different binary tree structures of k£ nodes.
This number is exactly one of the Catalan number as defined and is controlled by 4*. Hence,
we just provided a proof of Lemma [65, dropping the computation of T'(x). To this end, we
need to define what is an upper echelon form. Though the requirement u(j) < u(j + 1) for
2 < j <k is good enough, we give an algorithm which produces the upper echelon tree given
the tree structure, as the tree representation of an upper echelon form is in fact labeled in
sequential order. See, for example, the tree in Example [l

Algorithm 3.

(1) Given a tree structure with k nodes, label the top node with 2 and set counter j = 2.

(2) If j =k + 1, then stop, otherwise continue.

(3) If the node labeled j has a left child, then label that left child node with j + 1, set
counter j = j+ 1 and go to step (2). If not, continue.

(4) In the already labeled nodes which has an empty right child, search for the node with
the smallest label. If such a node can be found, label that node’s empty right child as
Jj+ 1, set counter j = j+ 1, and go to step (2). If none of the labeled nodes has an
empty right child, then stop.

Definition 6.8. We say p is in upper echelon form if u(j) < u(j+ 1) for 2 < j <k or its
corresponding tree given by Algorithm 1 agrees with the tree with the same skeleton given by
Algorithm [3.
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We define a map 7" which maps an upper echelon tree to a time integration domain / a
set of inequality relations by

T(a) ={t; >ty :j,k are labels on nodes of «

6.9
(6.9) such that the k node is a child of the 7 node }
where « is an upper echelon tree. We then have the integration domain as follows.

Proposition 6.9. Given a p in upper echelon form, we have

3 / DED (D) (4 1 )y, = / DEFD(FED) (b bty
t12t22t32>.. T(p)

Hom ™1 Zhit

Here, p,, ~ u means that p,, is equivalent to p under acceptable moves / the trees represent-
ing 1 and p,, have the same structure and T(u) is the domain defined in ([6.9]).

Proof. We prove by an example. For the general case, one merely needs to rewrite ¥; and
Yo, to be defined in this proof. The key is the admissible condition or the simple requirement
that the child must carry a larger lable than the parent.

Recall the upper echelon tree in Example 4l and denote it with a. Here are all the

admissible trees equivalent to a.
1 1 1 1

U U
Y AN ANV ANRVAN
AN ANVANRRYAN

NN,

VAN ANYANNEVAN
YANRANRVANREVAN

We first read by definition that

T(a) = {t1 = to, ty > t3,t3 > ta, t3 > tg, ta > t5}.
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Let o denote some composition of acceptable moves, we then notice the equivalence of the
two sets

¥ = {o:o' () <o7M(2) <07 B) <o 4),07(2) <o7'(5),07'(3) < a7(6)},

Yo = {o: 0 takes input tree to a where the input tree is admissibile} ,

both generated by the requirement that the child must carry a larger label than the parent.
That is, both ¥; and ¥, classifies the whole upper echelon class represented by a.
Hence,

U {t1 2ty > to) S toe} ={t1 > ta > t3 > tats > ts,t5 > te} = T(a)
oEeY

and we are done. O

6.2. Bilinear estimates. If

f~(2)(t7x17x27£17£2) f(t 1’1,51) (t 262,52)

we can deduce several consequences of Proposition 310

Lemma 6.10 (Well-posedness and uniqueness estimate I).

(V) (V) @ (e Vg, P Vem) oy

S UV VD G2 (V) (V) il e,

~Y

Proof. We prove this estimate inside Lemma [8.2]in the middle of the well-posedness argument.
O

Lemma 6.11 (Uniqueness estimate II).

(V)" Q@ (g, W)t )l 2+, po-

(=T, 17)"¢n

VO gt m, e, oo IV )V RO, 2, ) 12, (if B is a linear sol)

—T,T)

1(V2) V)50, 2, )2 (V) At 1, €) e 1= (iF g s a linear sol)

~

Proof. Recall

Qoo Bt 2, €) = / °° /C /2 2is0 G 2 )3 ()
9(t, 2, & — sQh(t, z, 5¢) ds d¢

Taking the Fourier transform x — n gives

Qualr i)t = [ / / ool 2= 2 ) ()
—u, & — sQ)h(t,u, s¢) ds d¢ du
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We can estimate in the norm L%_ first, bringing it to the inside by Minkowski’s integral
inequality, and applying Young’s inequality on the inner convolution (putting L%‘ on either
g or h, as desired). Then, continuing as in the proof of Proposition BI0), we obtain

(7)™ gt n, Ol gz 1A, 0. )l s

(V) g(t, n, €) ||L§*L;7 1A (t,n, &) (L3 L)LY

where it is meant that either the top or the bottom expression on the right side can be used.
Applying Sobolev in £ on the h terms to convert L§’+ to LZ’_ at the expense of adding (V)"
gives

(Ve Q* (3. )t ) <

1V (0,1, )l o (T Rt 0, )l 31
(V) 5627, €)ll 313 (V) Bt 7, )l o

The Strichartz estimate for the “kinetic” transport equation [75 Definition 2.1 & Theorem
2.4] with a = 2 applies with Ly L{L? with

(Ve Q* (. )t . )

where ¢ is defined via

1 3/(1 1
g 2\p r
for such a pair (p,7). In the endpoint case (which is not valid, see [12]), p = 2, r = 3

29
and ¢ = 2. For (p,r) meeting the requirements above, ¢ > 2. We will work with a triple

3
L3+L§_Lﬁ+. Now writing 1 = ()=~ (n)'* and applying Hélder in 7,
(V)™ Rt 0, )l 21y < ||<77>_1_||Lg*||<77>1+<V5>0+h(t,77,5)||L27L§7/z+

3
The Lg_ forces a specific L$+ according to the Strichartz theory reviewed above. Since we

3
are forced to work with a particular %—l— in the norm L,%Jr, we choose the 14 sufficiently
above 1 in the exponent (n)'* so that the reciprocal (n)~'~ is sufficiently below —1 so that
| (n)~1~ 72— < oo. If h(t,n,£) is a linear solution, then we can apply the Strichartz estimates
to obtain

(Ve)** hlt,n, )l 2+

(=T.T)

s S I (Ve h(0,m.6) .,

Thus the claimed estimate follows. O

Lemma 6.12 (Uniqueness estimate III - final estimate).

(Ve) ™ QF(g, bl =

(=T.T)

(V)2 (V)2 h| oo

2 2
7,1 Lae CrrLliae

1 1,
L3 S ||<Vx)2+<V5)2+g||L?3

We note that the estimate is done at fixed time; the L‘(’iT’T) norm s included since that is
the form in which the estimate is applied.
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Proof. We start by applying the estimate || F||z» < ||F||» where % +I% =1 and p > 2. This
estimate is applied in 7, so the left side is in the “check space” and the right side is in “tilde
space”.

(V)™ QF (g, bl <

(=T,T)

< 0+t~ 7
Lf?ﬁ ~ ||<v€> Q (g? h)HLEXiTYT)Lg,,L;%‘F

Recall
~ao‘ ~,}~l T, _ o0 i(o—a)E-C/2 —2isa|C|2/20  _ ~\ ]
Gorl it /320/C ‘ : H(-0)0(0)

g(t,x, & — sQ)h(t, x, s¢)dsdC

As in the proof of Proposition B0, we can effectively move the (V)" operator to act
directly on g, although for the gain term this also generates a power of ¢ (which is easily
absorbed by the ¢ terms). We indicate this with the & symbol, since it must be properly
justified with Littlewood-Paley theory:

(V) Qo (3. 1) (1,2, €) ~ / N / /220 2 _0)a(()
s=0J¢

(V) g(t, 2, & — sQh(t, x, 5¢) ds d¢

Bring the L¥Y*" norm inside by the Minkowski integral inequality, and Holder between the
g and h terms:

90 oo 3.0, Ol 5 [ [16-000600)

H <V§>O+§(t7 z, 5 - SC) HL?;L ||}~l(t7 z, Sg) ||LiJr ds dC
Now apply the Lg’_ norm and bring it inside the right side by the Minkowski integral in-
equality:

(6.10) V6" Qa3 2.l -y < [ °° /C =N

(V)™ g(t, @, €l - par 1t 2, s+ ds dC

Split the s integration in (GI0) into 0 < s < 1 and 1 < s < +00. For 0 < s < 1, apply
Holder in ¢ as follows

1 ~ A~ ~
[, [ RONTA ™ 30t Dl Wt .50 s

1 PN A~ ~
S V3t Ol iz [ 1S [t 5Ol

s

Scaling out the s inside the L{" norm gives s~

1
S V3t Ol gz 10l | 5Nk Ol

S el (V™ a(t 2 Ol - 1A, 2, Ol g2+ o+
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For s > 1 in (6I0), apply Holder in ¢ as follows
o0 . R _
OIS OINT 0, )l g5 V2,50 s

+o0 _
S V3t sz | IHOH s It 2,50z
Scaling out the s inside the Lg_ norm gives s17:

—+00

S V3t g gz lolEne |57 Wilt Ol e
< 1B 1 (0, 2,6 - It 2, Oll o
Putting the 0 < s < 1 and 1 < s < 400 cases together, we obtain
(V)™ Qao(g. B)(t -2
< IV 3t 2,6 Loy 1Lt 2, Ol v yu
SV (Ve (6,2, 2 (V)2 (Ve) 2 PRt 2, €) 12,
as claimed. 0
6.3. Iteration of bilinear estimates. We need 3 estimates from §6.2], in which
(6.11) (V) (V) QF (V= Veg, V= Veh) || oo
S VD) VD™ Gl 2 (V) (V) Rl e,

(6.12) [(Ve)™ Q= (3, h)(t, m, E)ll 2+ 1o

(=T,7)"¢&n
_ U5 iz 15 V) VO, 2, €)1z, G s  lincar sol)
T T (VO 50,2, )Lz, (V) Bt €)=, g ((F g is a linear sol)

are of Strichartz type (integrating in time is necessary for them to hold.) and will be used
iteratively, and

(6.13) (Ve Q*(@. )l s
S V)T (V) 343l 2 (V)2 (Vo) 2 Rl 2,
which is a fixed time estimate and will be used only once. We illustrate by the following

example on how to use them to estimate I(kJr1 (f* 1) (). As the role of the collision

operator here is to couple to the next level, we will call the collision operator fo(j) i the

(7 — 1)th coupling to be clear.

Example 6. Consider the summand

I= [ 80a15801,8Q5 P e
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in I (f@) (ty). Plugging in (63), it reads
P

where interchanging integration order is allowed as all measures are finite. Fxpanding it out,
we have

I/ dut4(p)/51,2Q+(52,3Q_(53,4/77 S34Q7(p, p)), Sa,4p)dtadtsdt,
P(Q)

Notice that, away from the most inner (the 3rd) coupling, every coupling takes the form
Q*(Sf,Sg). For the estimates, put I in the (n,§)-side and apply the L%l_gl norm to obtain

960 T

< / d|,| (p) / | (Ve Q* (525@7 (S0, 85,407 (0, ), S240) ||, dtadtydty
P(Q) [0,7]3 L

n1€1

For the first coupling, Cauchy-Schwarz in ty, and apply (612) to the first coupling, with the
bilinear variable which contains the 3rd coupling put in L7371_§1’ that is,

(Ve 1]l -

n1€1

< oT / d || (0) (V) (Ve )05 .
PQ) v

% / ((Ve,) " Q7 (S3.4p, S3.4Q (p, p)))VH . dtsdt,
[0,7]> l;nﬁ

Doing the same thing for the 2nd coupling,

1(V7e,)*7 1] -

n1€1

< (Or) [ dlud I el

Apply (613) to the 3rd coupling, we get

1(Ve)* 1] -

n1€1

1

2 1 1,
< (or+) / d |, | (o) [(V)" (Ve ) P[5 (V)3 (V)22 / dt,
P(Q) ¢ "o
1 2 ~ 1 1,
< (or)r / V) (Ve ) Il (V)2 (V)3 P32 d |, | (0)
P(S) = "

as needed.

6.3.1. Estimate for the general cases. We handle the general cases by the following algorithm.
Step 1 Put I\ (f*Y) (t1) in the Ly, norm on the (n,)-side with (V)" applied.
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Step 2 Pay a price of 2¥ to expand all the Q inside I,SkH) (f*FD) (¢1) into Q* so that there

is at most one Q*(p, p) at the k-th coupling in each summand denoted by Iuk;}i,

where sgn means signed. That is

Vv \%
[ (e () @), <o eme) R () @),
n1€1 €1
Step 3 Set counter j = 1, use Minkowski’s inequality to put the L3~ ¢, horm 1ns1de the
dty. . d ,utkH‘ integrals and expand the time integration domain to [0, 7]¥. That is,
0 k41 k41 v

|(@e® (i () @) .
n1é1

(Ve) " Q*(.)"

(p) / v§1 _
(0,713 L77151

b1

3

< / d ‘u
Py |

Step 4 If j < k, go to Step 5, otherwise go to Step 8.

Step 5 If the j-th coupling contains the k-th coupling in one of its two bilinear variables
(there can be at most one), then Cauchy-Schwarz in ¢;,, and apply estimate (G.12)
to the j-th coupling such that the bilinear variable carrying the k-th coupling is put
in ng and go to Step 7. If not, go to Step 6.

Step 6 Cauchy-Schwarz in ¢,,1 and apply estimate (6.11)) to the j-th coupling.

Step 7 j = j + 1 and go to Step 4.

Step 8 Apply estimate (6.13]) to the k-th coupling, we would have deduced that

(96 (a2 (5) (1))

< (CT%—) o /P(Q)

3—
n1€1

~1k—2 1 1,
P) (V) (Ve ) B[ (V) (V) 5472, / dtyir
v =€ J[0,7]

/"Ltk+1

1\ k! (k=2 1 1.
< (er) T [ Bl 1T (el d | 0
P() 2t v
That is,
V
s, [| (V) (1 (70 ),
te[0,7 n1é1

(p)

'utk+1

1\ kTt k=2 1 1.
< 2(0r) T [ O T T
as claimed in Proposition [6.6.

7. JUSTIFICATION OF PHYSICALITY: REGULARITY FROM THE LOCAL MAXWELLIAN
VIEWPOINT

The calculations in this section are not rigorous. However, the content of this section
is not needed for the proof of Theorem [I.1. This section is only intended to motivate the
hypotheses of Theorem [11.

In this section, we give a construction of an N-body solution converging to a local
Maxwellian. A simple tensor product of local Maxwellians is not qualified to be f](\f ); this
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format can only be achieved in the limit f*). By appealing to the law of large numbers to
obtain a representative form of fj(vk ), we find that f](\f ) must consist not only of the tensor
product of local Maxwellians that persist in the N — oo limit, but also additional quasi-free
terms that should, in some sense, vanish as N — oo while preventing one from closing the
BBGKY hierarchy estimates with only a single Duhamel iterate The quasi-free terms,
when measured in the standard Sobolev norms in the (x, &) reference frame, have growth
as N — oo. In this sense, these terms are irregular (or more precisely, sort of regular in their
own way) and must be isolated in the decomposition of f](\f ) and represented in their own
natural reference frame so that they can be estimated separately in the BBGKY hierarchy.

7.1. A N-body construction of the local Maxwellian. Let Y = O(1) in spatial R* and
W = O(1) in frequency R?. Let x be a Schwartz class function on R3. A wave packet

y—Y

)6iy~W/5

is spatially centered at position Y with spatial width O(¢'/?), and is frequency centered at
W /e with frequency width ¢~'/2. Under the evolution (i€d; + €2A)u = 0 on a unit time
scale, u(y,t) will be spatially centered at position Y — 2Wt with spatial width O(e!/?) and
frequency centered at W/e with frequency width O(e~1/2):

y—Y =2Wt . e
uly 1) = v (L e

where x,(y) = e*®x(y). In particular, on a unit time scale, not much decoherence will take

place, and this is why we have chosen spatial width O(e'/2). [ Note that
cov(W,Y + 2tW) = 2t cov(W, W) = 2t

and thus the frequency shift and positional shift, if initially independent, will have a linearly
evolving covariance. It seems reasonable that upon a collision, this covariance could shift
and thus an interacting multiparticle ansatz should incorporate a shift in time ¢; associated
with the jth particle.

Let Y7,..., YN, Wy, ..., Wy be an independent sample from the standard normal distribu-
tion and consider the wave function

yl_Yol_2to‘1Wol iy - €
Uy(yy) =k Z Xa(l)( ( )61/2 @O)Ma( ))e y1-Wo(1y/

(7.1) oeSy

(yN - Ya(N) - 2ta’(l\f)w/vff(f\f) )ein~Wa(N)/E

Xo(N) c1/2

where k is a suitable normalization, determined below. Note that we have applied the
permutation o to the spatial center indices Y,, the frequency center indices W,, and the

45This is actually conjectured in 8, p.11].

460ne way to see the lack of decoherence is to let v(y,t) = u(e'/2y,t). Then (id; + A)v = 0 with v(y, 0) =
x(y — e 2Y)etv W/ €/* " So the transformed initial condition v(y,0) solves the normalized Schrédinger
equation with O(1) width initial condition on a unit time scale; the oscillatory phase factor is handled by
Galilean invariance.
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profile indices x,. The time shifts ¢, allow us to consider a wave-form in which the (Y, W)
pair covariances vary.

When the wave function () is taken as the initial condition, the solution along the
N-body free linear flow (no interaction) is of a similar form with the Y’s suitably translated.

yl_Yal_2(t_tal)Wal iy - €
(72) g€SN

yN_YJN_Q(t_tUN>WaN UN- €
Yol W) e IWolan) ) iyse o/

where x;,(z) = €y, (x) (the e = 1 free linear Schrodinger propagator). Thus the covari-
ances of the (Y,, W,) pairs evolve linearly from their respective initial values t,.

In a collisional model, collisions are expected to occur on average every e increment of
time. Although the effect of collisions is weak, their expected impact over O(1) time is O(1).
Upon collision, the phase/velocity W, will shift giving rise to a shift in the (Y,, W,) pair
covariance. Thus (7.1]) seems to be a reasonable model of the functional form of the solution
at an arbitrary time and we will perform computations using the form (7).

From (7.1])

YnUNYN) = Un(yn) U (Yy)
Y1 — Yo) — 2teyWo(a
— 2 Y = 2o W,

1/2
oceSN €
o’'eSy
_ y,—Yo"l —2t0/1W0./1 i ) e ) .
Xo’(l)( 1 (1) -7 1) ( ))6 (W1 Woy—h W 1))/
yn = Yoy — 2o Woev)
Xo(v)( /2 )
_ y/ _YO"N_QT’O"NWO"N i ) e ) .
Xo’(N)( N () - N)WVa'( ))e UNWo(n)~Yn War )/

Upon setting

o /
yN:wN+€€N wN—yN+yN

y/]V:a:N_GEN €N:

we have

fN(mNu 51\/) = WN(yNa y/N)
this takes the form

. 2j = Yo(j) = 2ty Wo()
3 _ 2 J— to(y) T “la() P el 1/2 i (Wejy—Woriy)/€
fn(en, &) =K UEZS 1:[1)(0@»)( 7 + /2 ) etrr (o =Wor
(73) U’ES]]\;]

X (xa' — Yo ) = 2t (n Wor(j)
Xo'(j) €1/2

_ 61/25].)eiﬁj'(WauﬁWo’u))
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Proposition 7.1. The constant k needed to achieve the normalization E||U |2, = 1, where
Uy is defined by (1), is

1
(7.4) K% ~

N1e3N/2

Proof. We assume that x; = x and all time shifts £; = 0 (the general case is similar). We
have

(7.5) [l = [ Frlan.0)day = 3 Lo

UESN
o ESN
where
_ H — Yo )R Yo'(ﬂ')) i (Wo ()= Wor )/ e .
_ ; 61/2 X c1/2 € K

The condition E[|¥y||2, = 1 determines the normalization constant . We consider the value
of I, ,» in various settings, but first let us examine two representative cases.

Case 1. All ¢'(j) = o(j) for 1 < j < N. This case gives the largest expected value. In this
case,

— Yo
H Py =

We did not even need to take the expectation; it is constant on the probability space (2.

Case 2. All 0'(j) = o(j) for k+1 < j < N but all ¢/(j) # o(j) for 1 < j < k. In this case,
by independence, the expectation is

k
I'_yg(‘) - x'_ygl(') 1T (Wo (i) =Wy ()] €
s =11/ | KPR et o)
i=17%

o (3) Yo’ (7)) We (3) We' ()

9 Y1) 9 Yo (7)) 9 (Wa(5)) 9 (Wor () AT j AYo(5)AYor () AWe () AW (5

Yo (5)
/ / (L0 2 s i iy
Yo (5)

The last N — k factors yield e¥(N=%)/2 as before. In the first k factors, it is easiest to
start by carrying out the integrals over wey(;) and w,(;) which are just Fourier transforms

j=k+1

of g evaluated at —z;/e and z;/e respectively. Since we take g(w) = (27)~%2e~*"/2, the
standard normal distribution, each integral contributes e~#i1*/2 . Thus

k
- Tj = Yo() o Tj — Yo' () \ | |2/e2
El, . _ 30 k)/2H/ / x( J Y (J))X( J Y (J))e |12/
j=172; 7Y

a(3) Yo’ ()

6_‘yo-(j)|2/2€_|y0/(j)‘2/2dxj dyg(j)dya’(j)
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The integral over z; yields a factor €3, and the y,(;) and y,(;) integrals yield €/? [ x and
32 [ X, respectively. Thus

EL, . = eXN0/29% 5 (0) ¥ / )N

This is much smaller than Case 1, although the terms in Case 2 occur more frequently in
the sum over permutations.

Now let us return to ([CH). Suppose that we fix a permutation o of {1,...,N}. In terms
of o, we will categorize the set of all permutations o’ of {1, ..., N}. Specifically, decompose
the set of all ¢’ into a disjoint union EyU---U Ey, where E}, is the set of all ¢’ for which the
set S of indices j € {1,..., N} for which o(j) = ¢'(j) has cardinality N — k. The set Ej has
cardinality 1, since 0 = ¢’ on all of {1,..., N}. To determine the cardinality of F}, note first
that there are (]IX) different ways to select the set S. Once S has been selected, the value of
o' on S is determined (¢ = ¢ on S). On S¢ (which has cardinality k), we need to determine
the number of possible different selections for the values of ¢’. To do this, consider that for

1

any such o', v = 07 o ¢’ will have the property that

e for cach j € S, v(j) = j (in other words, v fixes S). From this we conclude that
v:S¢— S°.
e for each j € S¢ v(j) # 7, but v(j) is otherwise undetermined.

Thus v|ge is a permutation of S¢ with no fixed points, and this type of permutation is
called a demngemen. The number of derangements of a set of cardinality k is the integer
closest of k!/e. We can thus generate all ¢’ by allowing v to range through all derangements
of S¢ and for each v take 0’ = o owv.

| Ex| = (number of ways to select S)(number of derangements on k elements)

- [ ==

¢

where the brackets denote “integer nearest to”. From (.5,

N
E|[Un|7: =M+ R, where M = Y El,,and R= Y Y > El

O'ESN O'ESN k=1 O'IEEk
Taking all the x related integrals to be 1 for expository convenience, M is just determined
from Case 1 to be
M = Nlg23N/2

For R, there are N! choices for ¢ and for each o, there the set Ej has cardinality | E| < .

(N—F)!
Thus from Case 2,

|R| < N'l{2 i\f: N! 63(N—k)/2€6k
[— . _ '
p (N —k)!

47See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Derangement
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Using the crude bound ¢ A < NF =73k,

£3/2

2_3N/2 3k/2
|R| < N'k“¢ Z <.Ml_€3/2

k=1

Thus |R| is negligible in comparison to M. To achieve normalization, we set
1 =E||Uy|2. ~ Nlx2eN/2

from which it follows that (4] holds. O

7.2. The structure of marginals f](\f ). The following gives the decomposition of fj(vk ) into
a core term plus additional quasi-free terms.

Calculation 1. Let Uy be the set of all subsets of {1,..., N} of cardinality k. Let Sy denote

the set of permutations on {1,...,k}. Then f](vk) admits a decomposition
(7.6) N (@ &) = > fk(@, &)
TESk
where
~(k 1 ~
(7.7) (@i, &) = ™ o R e (@ &)
k7 {o(1),....0(k)} €U
and
(7.8)
xﬂ' + €€ = Yo() — 2t Woy) iwj-(Won =W _1,.)/€
fNocrow 1 wk?ék HXO’ 61/2 )6 7 D™ Woor=1(j)
Soonor (2 €§j — Yaonl(j)172 2taonfl(j>Waowfl(j))eig] (Woin W 1)
€

Proof. The marginals are given by
(. &) = /fN(wk,wN—k>§k>0) dx
By (Z3),

~(k k
(7.9) P &) = w2 > INEFE (@ &)
ceSN
o'eSn
where
N
Nk T — Yo() = 2ty Wo ()
]o',o" - H / Xa(j)( 61/2 )
j=k+1Y7%i

X (xa' — Yo ) = 2t (n Wor(j)
Xo'(j) €1/2

Jeits Wo)=War))/¢ gz,
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and

T O' 2tU'WU' QL ie N — €
fNaa wkask HXO’(] (4) — 7 (9) €] +€1/2§j)e i (Woiy=Wor(iy)/

T = Yor(j) = 2ty Worj)

Xo(3) (12 €l2g;)etts Moo i)

In the sum (7.9), both factors I f:;k and f](f Zy’o,(wk,ék) are random variables, and for each

(0,0'), these two factors are independent. By the arguments in §7.11 I N ¥ is dominated by

the case in which 0|41, v = 0'|k+1,. ~, explicitly
o(j)=d'(j)forj=k+1,...,N

and in this case, [ f:;k is a non-random variable that takes the value €3

reduce our study to

(7.10) T (@, &) = K2SNR/2 > o) (@ &)

o,0'€SN
olit1,. ,N=0"lk41,. N

N=K)/2 " Thus we

Now, if olps1,. v = 0/|gs1,. n, then let 7 = (0/)7! o 0, so that 7(j) = j for all j € {k+
1,...,N} and can thus be regarded as an element of Sj. Replacing o/ = o o =1, (Z10)
becomes

- 1 -
(7.11) fz(vk)(wk,fk)zm Z f](\izworl(wk,sk)

oESN, TESE

where we have substituted (7.4). For each o € Sy and w € S, the definition of f](\fir vor—1 (@i, &1)
depends only on {o(1),...,0(k)}, which is some subset of {1,..., N} of cardiﬂaiity k. Let
Uy be the set of all subsets of {1,..., N} of cardinality k. Then, of course, |Uy| = (]IX), so for
a fixed value of {o(1),...,0(k)}, there are N‘/(]IX) terms in the above sum. Thus we obtain

a), @D). O
Calculation 2. By (1), (T8) and the law of large numbers

93 +e§ =20 W5 i WeeW 1 Ve
f( (wy, &) ~E | | J 61/2 ) i (Wi=Wo—10)/
(7.12)

_ T — €& = Yar1(5) = 210 War) e owyaw,
X1 ( ’ 21/2 : )t (W)

By reindezing the product and using the independence of {(Y1,W1),...,(Yn,Wn)} to bring
the expectation inside the product:

)6i(xj —:L‘,r(j))-Wj/e

k
Fih(ai &) ~ T E e /2x,(
(7.13) j=1

.CL’j + Egj — Y} — 2thj
61/2

Xj( €l/2

) i(€;+Ex)) W.
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Let Gy (y) and Gw (w) be the pdfs of Y and W, which we take to be standard normal. Then
the expectation in (TI3) can be evaluated to give
k

N - 2q;
Tk (e &) ~ T (1+48) = ( / Ilez) Gw(*ﬁ)
" :
(7.14) ’ (o) - ’
Gy (—2— exp ( 4zt] . )
1 4t2
1+ 482 +
where
pi = 5(Tj +2e() + 366 — &) @ =35(8 + &) + 5(35 — i) e

Remark 7.2. The core term occurs when m = Identity and in this case, p; = x; and q; = &;,

and (TI14) becomes

k

(k) N -3/ a L
Fiéxtan &) ~ JJ0 + 46 (1) GWW#M;)

(7.15)

GY<7]) exp ( 4zt] )
1+4t2
\/1+ 4t

Upon taking the Fourier transform &, — vy, we obtain

k
T; Vs 2t;x;

N7r (Tk, Vi) ~ (/|X‘2) Gy | —— | Gw [\/1+4t2 (—]— L )}
H ’ 1+ 42 T\2 1445

After completing the square, we obtain

fj(\f) (k, Vi) ~ </\XJ|2) ~(Emuity)* /20 /8

which 1s the standard form of the local Mazwellian.

Remark 7.3. At this point, we recall Example [ an in particular [B.43]), which shows that
when k =2, m = (12), even in the ideal situation of assuming localization in &,, the function
f](\i)(lz)(:cg, &,) gwen by ([TIB) only satisfies uniform bounds in N in the space Hy, fors < 2.
From this point of view, such terms are irreqular when measured in the (xq,&,) coordinate

frame, since the convergence, compactness, and even the well-posedness of the limit equation,
reside in H!.

Proof of Calculation[2. Carrying out the expectation in (7.13),
zj +e§; —y; — 25w,
(k. &) NH/ ' ( 172

Yj,wWj
 (Tr) — €€npy — Y — 26w
X; ( ]61/2 X Gy (y;) Gw (w;) dy; dw;
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Shift y; — y; + 2t;w; and substitute

. Ot 1
Gy (3 + 2t50,) Gy () = Gy (—~2= ) Giw [\/1 + 482 <w,» + ;Z@z)]
1+ 42

2tJyJ
Then replace w; — w; — fEwT to obtain

T+ e =i\ _ [ Tx() — Sag) —
w’f’gk H/y o j < 61/]2 )Xj < /2
Y 2iq-w
exp ( 4Zt]1—|—4t2) GY(\/ﬁ)e G Gy |: \/1—|—4t2:| dy] dw]
J

Carrying out the w; integral gives

k

(@ &) ~ [TO+48) 726w (=) [ ¥y (L
j=1 /1457 Ty

Ta(i) — €01y — Y gy )
e ( = 52(” yj) exp (—zmj 4 y@) Gy (22— ) ay,
€ L+4i; J1+482

12, o
2z gives

Replacing y; = p; + €
- k 2q;
Ter@ &) ~ [T+ a8)Paw (=) / X0 = )X (g, — 2)
j=1 1+ 4t? Zj
12, 12,

1+4t? ,/1+4t§

This leads to the approximation ((7.14)) O

7.3. Effect of collisions. If initial condition (7)) with all ¢; = 0 evolves without interaction

(¢ = 0), the result is (7.2)), leading to dm]):
(7.16) TP @ &) = > ful(ené) = a%L(pF. af)

TESE TESE

where

k
. - 24 pj D
TR CTPRPRIN | (RSTISCH ST o (SRS Py Py
(T17) e Pr- 01) 1:[ Y\Virae/) T \VTrae T
In the collisionless case, ([[.16]) satisfies the linear BBGKY hierarchy (with A =0, B =0).

. “(k ~(k
0, + Ve, - Ve, [ =

This hierarchy decouples in k£ and for each k, it is just linear transport.
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We now look for an indication of how the evolution of fNJr(t, Py, q;) in time will be altered
by ¢ # 0. We know that f](\f ) satisfies the BBGKY hierarchy (where now A # 0 and B # 0)
as given by (B1]).

(7.18) 10 fN + Ve, Ve i) = VA ) 4 N2 BED oY

We anticipate that as N — oo, all 7 # Id terms in (716 vanish, leaving only the core

term with m = Id. Furthermore, the anticipated limiting form of BBGKY is the Boltzmann

hierarchy, in which only the composition of B and A in the Duhamel expansion survive to
give the collision operator:

(7.19) 0, f® 4V, - ngf(k) = QD) flk+1)

where Q1 is given by szl) Using the limiting form (7.19) of the equation (7.I8)) on the
finite N functional form of fN as given by (Z.I6]), we deduce a type of “linearization” for
the dynamics of fNﬂ for a fixed 7 € S*, as follows. Assuming that fNﬂ only interacts with
the core term, and the core term can be approximated by its N — oo limit f®), we can
write, for fixed = € S*:

NJ(\f) _ f +fN7r’ f(k+1) f (k1) 4 an ® f
This leads to the perturbative equation
(7.20) 0 fy + Ve, - Ve fan = Q4 (v © 1)
Since the limiting collision operator is explicitly given by (3.26]) and the form of the local
Maxwellian is explicitly given by (.I3]), we can compute that the effect of the Duhamel

operator of the right-side of (Z20) on the dynamics of f, J(Vk zr Written in (a, vy) coordinates,
the first-order Duhamel expression is

FOL(t, @, vp) = €706 Vor 1) (0)

t
+/ e_(t_t/)vk'v"zkQ(k"'l)(e_t/vk'v":k f](\f,zr(o) ® f(l)(t/))dt/
0

This expression is computable since its components consist of Gaussians. We are more
interested here however in explaining the origin of fluctuations in the dynamics that give rise
to perturbations of the symmetry in coordinates in f J(Vk zr Suppose that instead of substituting

([I5) into the Duhamel term, we use (C.1)-(Z8) for £ = 1, # = I (before the application of
averaging in Calculation 2)). In the case k =1, 7 = I, (I.7)-(.8)) reduce to the following

— 2t, W,
(1)(t 21,6 = 26—3/2 X, <$1 + €6y — 1/2 )
€

_ [r— €€ — 2t, W, "
%( £ e

where Et, = t'. The process is deterministic, however, we are interested in averages (expected

(7.21)

(7.22)

values) which are more easily extracted from a (pseudo-)random model. Since the Duhamel
term in (.2I]) involves a linear transport propagator, the path of the integral in time will
meet the collection of wave packets in ((.22) centered at Y, + 2t,WW, as o ranges over the
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full collection {1,..., N}, the jth particle (1 < j < k) will undergo collisions according to a
Poisson process with rate 1/e along its linear path. For expositional simplicity, let us assume
these collisions occur at regularly spaced times — every e unit of time. Writing in terms
of characteristics, the linear path of the jth particle, 1 < j < k, without perturbation is
xj(t) = x;(0) + 2tv;(0), but with the perturbation (Duhamel term), the path is perturbed.
Let us assume that the effect of each collision on z;(¢) is to randomly either raise or lower
the distance of x;(t) from z;(0) + 2tv;(0), measured orthogonal to v;(0), by €. Let

B
k=1

where {Uy} is a collection of independent standard normal random variables so S, is a
random walk with Gaussian increments. Our model is

|2;(t) = 2;(0) = 2tv;(0)] = [€5]1/e)|

Then
var |z7;(t) — x;(0) — 2tv;(0)] = €*|t/e] ~ et

and thus the standard deviation of these fluctuations, or effective width of the values around
a pure linear trajectory, is v/et.

Moreover, a straightforward calculation shows that the expected number of zero crossings
of S, is, asymptotically ~ 2\/ﬁ/ﬂ. With n = [t/e], this is ~ ¢~/ over a unit time interval.
Said differently, the time steps are of size €, although we cross over 0 on average every ~ e'/2
units of time.

In this model, the jth particle position-velocity covariance fluctuates around the value
—2t with effective width O(y/€), but revisits the exact value —2t every O(e'/?) time. Recall
that the time shifts ¢; were inserted into (7)) to allow the model to reflect deviations from
C;(t) = —2t that could vary from one particle to the next. Although the appeal to the law
of large numbers in Calculation 2, (7.I2]) should average over the values of t;, we need to
account for the fact that the process is dynamical. We can interpret the role of randomness in
the particle positions Y; and velocities W; to mean that they are randomly selected (sampled)
initially (say at time 0), and the collection will then evolve in time deterministically starting
from this initial, randomly selected configuration. Then, evolving forward deterministically
in time, each particle suffers collisions according to a pseudo-random process, such as the
simplified one described above. Thus we have left the ¢;’s in (Z.I4)) rather than replace them
with an expectation and offer the model above as a way to suggest that the proper physics
could be captured, at the level of particle densities f](\f ), by supposing that, for most times
t, the time offsets sastisfy |t; —t;| = O(e'/2), but for a set of times ¢ of negligible measure
we in fact have t; = t;. Moreover, this set of times of negligible measure is €'/? dense on the
timeline. Hence, we conclude condition (L20), along with everything else in §I.11

Looking backwards into the proof of Theorem [L.T], the above discussion might be a reason
of the emergence of time irreversibility after everything is finally well-defined and physical.

483ee the answer to Question #1338097 on https://math.stackexchange.com/, for the calculation.
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When the whole particle system returns to its initial state (recurrence) at ¢,, then, as indica-
tion, it is a quasi free symmetry event and ¢, ¢ E. and (L20) does not happen (though this
is not true the other way around), but as € tends to zero, the “jitter” set E. becomes dense
and the whole time line are symmetry strengthening events hence no recurrences. Thus,
the quantum model (dice) has indeed helped the time irreversibility and matches [9, Vol. III,
paper 119]. (Of course, this needs more explanation and investigation.)

8. PROOF OF OPTIMALITY: WELL/ILL-POSEDNESS SEPARATION OF THE LIMIT
EQUATION

Theorem 8.1. The quantum Boltzmann equation (I.9) is locally well-posed in HSL*T for
s > 1, and ill-posed in HL>°" for s < 1.Moreover, the solution constructed in HSL?>%T, for
s > 1, is nonnegative and in L., if the initial datum has the property.

8.1. Well-posedness. We prove a C([0,T]; H;+H§O+) local well-posedness theory for (L.9)
on the (z,€) side which is a C([0,T]; H:TL*%F) theory for (I.9) on the (x,v) side. That is,
we construct a unique solution to (L9) in the format of

i+ V- Vef =) +Q*(f, f)
+

in the space C([—T,T]; H%*Hé”) on a time interval whose length depends on the size of
O] —

Lemma 8.2. For given g, h, consider f solving
i f + Ve Vef =) +Q*(3,h)
-
with initial condition f(0). Then

(8.1) ||<V:L‘>1+<V€>O+f||C([—T,T];L§§)0L?fT’T)ng S ||<vﬂc>1+<vf>0+f(0)||Lfc5

F TV (VT 5002, €)1 a2 V) (VIR 2, Ol ze, | o

2
(7T,T)Lz§ (=T,T) x&

More precisely, given a choice of § > 0 in the operator (V,)'*°(V¢ )0 on the left side, it is

possible to select &' > 0, 8" > 0 so that the estimate holds with every instance of L%fTT)Lig
taken to be L?f%Z,T)Lig‘S, and every instance of the operator (V)" (V¢ ) on the right side is
(Vo)170(Ve )0 (exactly the same 6 > 0 as on the left side). Moreover the pair (2+6",3 —4")

18 Strichartz admissible.

Proof. The Duhamel form is

e == / O (), R(E)
4 0

1 EE, jitters are phase noises in the synchronizing clock, that is exactly the cause of the E. set here.
Moreover, jitters in EE indeed match the prediction here that they never go away, and increases as particle
number increase. (This is one of the reasons for better photolithography.) One can always observe them
directly on oscilloscopes as proof.
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By the Strichartz estimate,

1 0+ ¢
IKV2) V™ flloqermyez INLE Lo

s S V) (V) " FO) ]z,
+ Y VD (VT Q3. By

+

(=T,T) I&

By Proposition [3.10,
STV (Ve,) "0t @, &) (E 21, &) | 2+

3+ 3—
Crny L gy e, )LE,)

Recall that from the proof of Proposition B.10, we have the flexibility to use LZ’:“ N LZ’;“I

for any w > 0 and w’ > 0 arbitrarily small (as long as they are both strictly positive). By
the fractional Leibniz rule in z,

STV (V) a2, e, rarz (2, 2+

(TT)

+T1/2+||< §>0-|-g(t’a;’é")HL?i TL6+L2||< >1+h(t z €)||L2+

T,7)-% ~¢ -T,T)

L (LI L)
L3 (L nLy)

For the two terms ||h(t, z §)||L2+TT)L3<>(L3+0L3 and H<V5>O+§(t’x’g)HL‘(’iTT)L?ﬁLg’ we bring

the x-norm to the inside via Minkowski’s integral inequality, and then apf)ly Sobolev in x:
1/24 1+ 0+~

STV VGt )i,

+ TV (V) g (t 2, €)1

L2 L2||<Vx>1+h(ta$>§)||ﬁ+ y(LETNLE)LE”

® ) 5L2||< >1+h(t xr §)HL2+TT) (LEnLi)

In the argument above, the Holder exponent of L3~ is chosen to match exactly the Holder
exponent of Lz’_. The L§’+ norms are converted to the same LZ’_ at the expense of (V)"

via Sobolev.
STV AV 582l gy 1222V (V) D 7. e,

+ TV VO 3t 2, nge 12z (V) Vit 2, )l 2= o

3—

T)£

t

Local well-posedness, namely, existence, uniqueness, and uniform continuity of the datum
to solution map, now follows from Lemma by the standard contraction argument. The
solution we constructed is also a strong solution as it is in C([0,T]; H1TL?%T) and is nonneg-
ative and in Ll if the initial datum has the property as we will prove in §8T.1l However, it
only solves (L9) almost everywhere in time in the sense that the nonlinearity is defined a.e.
in time. (An additional Hm% +Li’%+ condition will make the solution an everywhere in time
solution.)

8.1.1. Nonnegativity and persistence of L.,

Lemma 8.3 (persistence of H2H?). Suppose that the initial condition f € H2HZ. Then the
unique solution constructed above in C([-T,T}; H;JFH?JF), where T' > 0 depends on the size
of ||f(0)||H;+H§+, in fact belongs also to C([=T,T); H}HZ) and this norm is controlled by the
corresponding norm of the initial condition.
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Proof. This follows using the same estimates after derivatives are added to the equation. [

Lemma 8.4 (nonnegativity of high regularity solutions). If f(0) € H2L?>? and f(0) > 0
pointwise, then the corresponding solution satisfies f(t) > 0 pointwise for all t.

Proof. This one follows from the same argument in [18]. O

Lemma 8.5 (L. bounds of high regularity solutions). If f(0) € H2L??> N L., then the

xT,v’

corresponding solution satisfies f € If(’fT T)Lglw.

Proof. This proof does not need the nonnegativity. We will estimate the solution f(¢) in the
Duhamel form.

)= 50050)+ % [ 8- Q0. 70 at

Applying the Ll norm, and using that this is preserved by the linear propagator,
1F)llzee . n, SOy, + ZTllQi J@), F@)llre,

Thus, it suffices to estimate ||Q*(f, f)HLEX’TT) 1, To this end, first note that
(8.2) 1Q*(f, Nl S NQF(S: Hll 22 = 1QF(F. )l
Recall

Qo3 1) (1,2, €) = / °° /C T2 20l 20 ()

g(ta xag - SC)iL(t’ z, SC) ds dC
Applying the operator (1 — A;) and differentiating under the integral sign gives

(1= A)Qu oG, B (t2,6) = / °° /C e/ 20l 2 ) (¢)

1 -
(1+ 1(0 Q)?[C]? = 2(0 — )¢ - Ve — Ag)g(t, z, & — sC)h(t, x,s¢) ds d(
All of the extra powers of ( that have been produced can be absorbed by qAb Thus, Minkowski,
we have
11 80Q4 @)t )iz S ot Ol | / (€10(-0H(Q)| [t 2. 50)| s e

Hélder in ¢ like in the proof of Lemma [6.12]
101 = A)Q* (3. W) (t, 2, )l < SOl o rza- 13t @ )2l Bt 2, €) o+ -
Applying the L. norm and using Cauchy-Schwarz in z,
1Q* @ ) (t. 2. Oz < 13t 2. )Nl 2zl h(t, 2, )| 22

where we have now absorbed [|(¢)24(C)||s+nzs- into the implicit constant. Returning to

B.2), N
||Q (.fa f)(tax>v)||L}cL}J 5 ||f(t,ZE','U)HL%L%QHf(t,ZIZ','U)HL%L%Q
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Combining Lemmas [8.4], 8.5 we obtain
Corollary 8.6. Suppose that f(0) € H2L>* N L! and f(0) > 0. Then the corresponding

T,

solution satisfies f € LE’ST’T)Ll f(t) >0, and

T,

(8.3) f(t,x,v)dxdv:/ f(0,z,v) dxdv

v

so that the L., norm is in fact preserved in time.

Proof. Since the quantity [[ f(t,x,v)dxdv is defined for all time by Lemma BF, it is
meaningful to compute

at/ f(t,x,v)dxdv =0

by substituting the equation and using that the integral of the gain term matches the integral
of the loss term. Thus (83]) holds. O

Now we can use the continuity of the data-to-solution map and Lemma as follows:
Suppose that f(0) € HP LT N L1, and f(0) > 0. Approximate this initial condition in
the space H!TL?>9T N Ll by a sequence such that for each n, f,,(0) € H2L*? and f,,(0) > 0.
The continuity of the data-to-solution map implies that f,, — f in C'([-T,T]; H:* L*>°*). By
Corollary [B.0, applied to each f,, we have each f,(¢) > 0 and

Vo, A fallee, ez, = (O, S 1F(0)s,

Now f, — f in C([-T,T); HITL?%") implies that for each ¢, f,(t) — f(t) in L2

Zys from

which it follows that there is a subsequence (depending on ¢, although this is not a problem)
such that f,, (t,xz,v) = f(t,x,v) for pointwise a.e. (z,v) € R°. Since this is a nonnegative
sequence, it follows from Fatou’s lemma that

/ / wf(t) da dv < lim inf / Fu @) drdv < / / ) F£(0) da do

8.2. Ill-posedness. We actually find the following result of ill-posedness.

Lemma 8.7. Given any sy > 0 and s < 1, the quantum Boltzmann equation (1.9) is ill-
posed in HSL?*' i.e. as long as the z-derivative is below 1, ill-posedness persists even with
high v-weights.

The mechanism of Lemma R was first discovered in [36]. It can be described as the
following. While it is universally known that the gain term is better than the loss term,
it was unknown that there is a regularity gap between the optimal estimates on the gain
term and the loss term such that the gain term cannot cancel the loss term at all. The
“bad” solutions we consider are mainly maximizers of estimate (81]) in the loss term of the
collision operator, while other parts — the gain term and the free term — in estimate (8.1])
in fact satisfy better estimates with lower regularity. That is, in a Duhamel iteration, the
loss term applied to the “bad” solutions will stay around the same size while the gain term
applied to the “bad” solutions will become smaller. Hence, putting in the maximizers of the
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loss term is like solving (L9) with only the loss term which drives down the amplitude of
the solution exponentially fast, and hence creates ill-posedness, in the sense that, there is
a family of norm deflation solutions and thus the datum to solution map is not uniformly
continuous.

We provide a construction of the approximate “bad” solution f, and a formal calculation
demonstrating the ill-posedness. For the remaining perturbation argument proving that
a small correction f. exists such that f = f, + f. exactly solves ([.9) and still exhibits
ill-posedness behavior, we refer readers to [36,/40].

Fix a s with s < 1. Let the dyadic parameters satisfy the relationship.

0<N<max(M, My) ' <1, M>1, My>1

We will consider |n,| ~ M, and |ve| ~ Ny, with My > 1 and Ny > 1 dyadic. On the unit
sphere, lay down a grid of J ~ M3$N3 points {e;}7_,, where the points e; are roughly equally
spaced and each have their own neighborhood of unit-sphere surface area ~ My Ny !, Let
P, denote the orthogonal projection onto the 1D subspace spanned by e; and Pet denote
the orthogonal projection onto the 2D subspace span{e;}*. We write

3
5—s

M v
flz,v,t) = WX(MM)X(N)
and
M= P P,
g(x,vg,t) ~ N2+51 ZX M2P ,’L’) ( N2 )X(M2P5JJ_U2)X( N2 )

whose H$L?** norms are O(1) and where the v, in the definition of g is to remind us the
v integration in the loss term. In the j—sum over J ~ MZN3 terms inside g, the velocity
supports are almost disjoint and the square of the sum is approximately the sum of the
squares. As mentioned before, f and g are actually maximizers for the loss term bilinear
estimate at critical regularity while the gain term satisfies better estimates. So we expect a
small gain term minus a large loss term behavior.

For the loss term, we compute Q~(f, g) for which we use the 1/ (u) approximation,

— ~ g(xuv27t>
Q (f,9)=f Rgmdw

Notice that f’s v support is of size N which is small and hence, (v — vg) ~ Ny. Carrying out
the integral for the bump functions,

Pej:)s)le_s 1 N,
Ny 7 NZTs1 Ny M2

J
Q (f.9) = [ x(MyPlz)x(
j=1

1 P, x
M1+3N2+81 ZX M2P Jj) ( ]\;2 )
Jj=

= f M§_8N581X(M2$)

= f
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A prototype approximate solution suggested by the formal Duhamel iteration of f+ ¢ is then
falz,v,t) = exp(=My "Ny " x(Maz)t) - f + g

which is just f 4 g above with f preceeded by an exponentially decaying factor in time. For
a fixed s; and M; >> N,, when s < 1, the size of the exponential term changes substantially

-1
on the short time scale ~ M 'N;' < 1.
Let us now set

M=M =M>1, N=M'«x1
then

fulw,0,t) = M5y (Ma)R(Mv) exp(— M= Ny ' y(Mz)t)

M= < P.x P.v
— M PEa) (=2 ) (M Plo) g (—2—
+N22+51 ;Zl X(MP; z)x( N IX(M P v)x( N, )

whose L% H% norm for any 0 < s < 1, s > 0 is
(8.4) | fall 2251 gyz0 ~ M~ exp[— M5 Ny S1] (M5 Ny~ 51¢)%0 4 ME0~*

Thus, if we let

CwwMo
InM " M'sNys

then at the endpoints of the interval [T, 0]:

(8.5) 0<s<l1, S0 =5 InM<t<0

1
§
o)zt ~ MP 3 1, 1 Faf0) g2 oo < o << 1,

Note that, as M 0o, s9 s, and this approximate solution, in L2 H30_ starts very small
in L2% [* at time 0, and rapidly inflates at time T}, < 0 to large size in L> H*® backwards
in time. By considering the same approximate solution starting at 7, < 0 and evolving
forward to time 0, we have an approximate solution that starts large and deflates to a small
size in a very short period of time.
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