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STABILITY ANALYSIS FOR

A KINETIC BACTERIAL CHEMOTAXIS MODEL

VINCENT CALVEZ , GIANLUCA FAVRE , AND FRANCA HOFFMANN

Abstract. We perform stability analysis of a kinetic bacterial chemotaxis model of bacterial
self-organization, assuming that bacteria respond sharply to chemical signals. The resulting
discontinuous tumbling kernel represents the key challenge for the stability analysis as it rules
out a direct linearization of the nonlinear terms. To address this challenge we fruitfully separate
the evolution of the shape of the cellular profile from its global motion. We provide a full nonlinear
stability theorem in a perturbative setting when chemical degradation can be neglected. With
chemical degradation we prove stability of the linearized operator. In both cases we obtain
exponential relaxation to equilibrium with an explicit rate using hypocoercivity techniques. To
apply a hypocoercivity approach in this setting, we develop two novel and specific approaches:
i) the use of the H1 norm instead of the L2 norm, and ii) the treatment of nonlinear terms.
This work represents an important step forward in bacterial chemotaxis modeling from a kinetic
perspective as most results are currently only available for the macroscopic descriptions, which
are usually parabolic in nature. Significant difficulty arises due to the lack of regularization of
the kinetic transport operator as compared to the parabolic operator in the macroscopic scaling
limit.

1. Introduction, model and main results

Bacteria such as Escherichia coli can navigate in heterogeneous environments made of chemical
gradients. Moreover, they can produce the chemical positive cues they are sensitive to. This leads
to the possible aggregation of the cell population into a stable cluster of bacteria, as reported in
the biophysical literature, see e.g. [29]. This cluster results from the interplay between the self-
attraction effect of chemotaxis, and the dispersive effect of cell motion with random reorientations.
Additional mechanisms can put these clusters in motion, such as local nutrient consumption, leading
to remarkable collective propagation of the cell population, turning the mathematical stationary
state into a traveling wave problem [36].

This work is devoted to the stability analysis of stationary clusters of bacteria under the effect
of positive self-induced chemotaxis. Chemotaxis is subject to an intense mathematical analytical
effort (see recent review [1] and references therein). We shall put the focus at the mesoscopic
level of description, using a kinetic-transport equation as it is common for bacteria which have a
persistent motion (run) with intermittent reorientation (tumble). Many results in the literature are
dealing with macroscopic derivations of parabolic models from kinetic equations, with increasing
level of accuracy, aligned with the accumulation of knowledge of how single bacteria navigate in a
heterogeneous environment [25, 21, 13]. However, quantitative results at the mesoscopic level per
se are much less available.

Key words and phrases. Chemotaxis, run-and-tumble model, nonlinear stability, kinetic transport equation,
hypocoercivity.
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Here, we focus on an underlying kinetic-transport equation suitable to describe the individual
run-and-tumble motion of bacteria. The phase space distribution of cells is denoted by f(x, v; t) :
R

d ×
(

V ⊂ R
d
)

× [0,∞) → R≥0, where the set of admissible velocities V is bounded and symmet-
ric with respect to the origin and endowed with a probability measure dµ, renormalized such that
∫

V
dµ(v) = 11. The corresponding macroscopic cell density is then given by ρ(t, x) =

∫

V
f(x, v; t) dµ(v).

The chemoattractant concentration S(t, x) is generated by the cell density. This results in the fol-
lowing model for cluster formation and stabilization,

ft + v · ∇xf =

∫

V

(

T [S](t, x, v′, v)f ′ − T [S](t, x, v, v′)f
)

dµ(v′) ,(1.1a)

−∆S(t, x) + αS(t, x) = ρ(t, x) ,(1.1b)

where the primed notation stands for the dependence on v′ instead of v. The tumbling kernel
T [S](t, x, v′, v) denotes the turning frequency for cells moving at velocity v′ to change direction due
to a tumble event resulting in a new velocity v. Cells adapt their tumbling frequency locally in space
based on the chemoattractant concentration S(t, x). The parameter α ≥ 0 is the natural decay of
the chemical component. The system (1.1) is equipped with an initial condition f(x, v; 0) = f0(x, v),
whose regularity and decay at infinity will be discussed below.

This kinetic model is a particular case of [9]. The agreement with experimental data was shown
to be satisfactory in [36]. Note that exponential relaxation to equilibrium was established in [12] for
the linear problem, where the communication signal S is prescribed, using hypocoercive techniques.
This was extended in [28] to any dimension of space for a given radially symmetric chemoattractant
density S, and improved in [15, 16] removing the radial symmetry assumption and considering
a wider class of tumbling kernels including physically more relevant non-uniform kernels. In [15]
the authors further consider a chemoattractant density S(t, x) with a fixed dependence on ρ(t, x)
that is more amenable to analysis than (1.1b) and can be considered as an interpolation between
the linear setting and the full physically relevant non-linear model (1.1), resulting in a non-linear
model without a stiff non-Lipschitz term in the tumbling rate. This modification removes the need
to assume that the chemoattractant density has a single peak. [15] is the only other work in the
literature we are aware of that provides convergence results for non-linear run and tumble equations
of the form (1.1a). Our work goes beyond [15], considers the full physically relevant model (1.1) and
uses different techniques. In particular, our tumbling kernel breaks the differentiability assumptions
that are necessary for the convergence results in [15] to hold. For the sake of simplicity, we will
focus here only on the one-dimensional case (d = 1) and on the two-velocity case.

The tumbling kernel. From now on, we consider the following choice of the tumbling kernel

T [S](t, x, v, v′) = σK(t, x, v) , K(t, x, v) = 1− χ sign(v) sign(∂xS(t, x)) ,(1.2)

where χ ∈ (0, 1) is the chemoattractant sensitivity and σ > 0 denotes the relative intensity of the
tumbling rate. In other words, under this modelling ansatz, we assume that the probability for a cell
to change direction from v to v′ only depends on the prior velocity. This kernel was introduced in
[36], and further studied in [12, 9]. The peculiar form of the sign function is motivated by biological
evidence of efficient signal integration of molecular variations at the single cell level (see discussion
in the aforementioned references, but note that more realistic, logarithmic gradient-sensing rules
have been derived in the biophysical literature in the past decade, see e.g. [33] and references
therein). Moreover, on the side of mathematical considerations, it is compulsory to have a sharp

1Although stated here for general measures µ, we should emphasize that we will restrict the analysis to the two
velocity model dµ(v) = 1

2
δ
−1(v) +

1

2
δ+1(v), in one dimension of space.
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transition at small gradient amplitude, otherwise dispersion will dominate for cells that lie far away
from the bulk, resulting in cell leakage hindering the existence of a stationary state. Finally, it is
one of the advantages of the choice (1.2) that the existence of stationary states is tractable [12].
They are even explicit in the case of two-velocities considered in this work. Existence of a stationary
state is expected also for the logarithmic gradient sensing rule, but this is far beyond the scope of
the present work.

The choice of the sign function, however, comes with a serious price to pay regarding stability
analysis, as it rules out a direct linearization of the nonlinear term, obviously. On the other hand,
K is a piecewise linear function, which is fully determined by the knowledge of those points where
∂xS changes sign. We base our strategy on the latter observation. For our results to hold, we make
the following assumption throughout:

We assume that S(t, x) has a unique critical point(H1)

(which is a global maximum) at all times t ≥ 0.

This assumption enables us to define uniquely the point x(t) where ∂xS(t, x) changes sign:

(1.3)

{

sign(∂xS(t, x)) = 1 , x < x(t) ,

sign(∂xS(t, x)) = −1 , x > x(t) .

Consequently, the tumbling kernel simplifies to

K(t, x, v) = 1 + χ sign(v) sign(x− x(t)) ,

By changing reference frame y = x−x(t), we can fruitfully separate the shape of the density profile,
from the movement of its center x(t). Two of the authors already applied this approach successfully
in the macroscopic case [11]. However, much difficulty arises here due to the lack of regularization
of the kinetic transport operator, as compared to the parabolic operator in [11].

1.1. Main results.

For most turning mechanisms K and velocity measures µ, it is not straight forward to identify
a steady state f∞, and an explicit expression may not be found. This motivates the two velocity
model as shown in the following proposition.

Proposition 1 (Existence of steady states). Under Hypothesis (H1), and in the case of the two
velocity model

dµ(v) =
1

2
δ−1(v) +

1

2
δ+1(v) , V = {+1,−1},

there exists a family of steady states

df∞(x, v) =
Mσχ

2
e−σχ|x−x∞|dxdµ(v)

with mass M and center x∞ for the system (1.1) with tumbling kernel (1.2). Moreover, the choice
dµ = 1

2δ−1 +
1
2δ+1 is the only velocity measure µ for which the steady state f∞ is independent of

velocities up to dilatations.

Proof. The expression for f∞(x, v) in the case of the two velocity model can be checked by direct
substitution. To show the last statement of the proposition, note that at steady state we have
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ẋ = 0, and so for x(t) = x∞ any steady state f∞(x, v) satisfies

v∂xf∞ = σ

∫

V

K(x, v′)f ′
∞ dµ(v′)− σK(x, v)f∞

= σ

(
∫

V

f ′
∞ dµ(v′)− f∞

)

+ σχ sign(x− x∞)

(
∫

V

sign(v′)f ′
∞ dµ(v′)− sign(v)f∞

)

.

For a steady state f∞ that is independent of velocities, this reduces to

v∂xf∞ = σχ sign(x − x∞)f∞

(
∫

V

sign(v′) dµ(v′)− sign(v)

)

= −σχ sign(x− x∞) sign(v)f∞ .

Rearranging and integrating in space, we have

log f∞ = −σχ |x− x∞|
|v| + g(v)

for some function g : V → R independent of x. From this expression it becomes clear that f∞ is
only independent of the velocity variable v if |v| is constant for all v ∈ V. In one dimension, this
means v = ±c for some constant c, and by rescaling the velocities, without loss of generality, we
arrive at g ≡ 0, V = {−1,+1} and dµ = 1

2δ−1 +
1
2δ+1, ensuring that

∫

V
dµ(v) = 1. In this case, we

recover df∞(x, v) = Mσχ
2 e−σχ|x−x∞|dxdµ(v). Q .E .D .

For simplicity and without loss of generality (as it corresponds to rescaling the density and time
and space variables accordingly), we will from now on consider mass M = 1/χ and relative intensity
σ = 2, and we will denote λ := 2χ+

√
α throughout. In this case, we write the steady state as

df∞(x, v) = η∞(x− x∞)dxdµ(v) , η∞(y) := e−2χ|y| .

All arguments also hold for general choices of M and σ. We denote by H1 the weighted space of
relative energy equipped with the following norm

(1.4) ‖g‖H1 =

(

∫∫

(

∣

∣

∣

∣

g

η∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∂x

(

g

η∞

)∣

∣

∣

∣

2
)

η∞ dxdµ(v)

)1/2

.

Theorem 2 (Nonlinear stability: case α = 0). Let α = 0. Under Hypothesis (H1), and for
dµ(v) = 1

2δ−1(v) +
1
2δ+1(v), the steady state df∞(x, v) is locally nonlinearly stable in the following

sense: There exists ε0 = ε0(χ) > 0, C0 > 0 and γ > 0 such that, for all initial data f0 of mass 1/χ

satisfying
∫∫

vf0(x, v) dx dµ(v) = 0 and

(1.5)

∥

∥

∥

∥

f0 − η∞(· − x(0))

η∞(· − x(0))

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞
+

∥

∥

∥

∥

∂x

(

f0 − η∞(· − x(0))

η∞(· − x(0))

)
∥

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ ε0 ,

we have for all t > 0,

(1.6) ‖f(x, v; t)− η∞
(

x−x(t)
)

‖H1 ≤ C0e
−γt‖f0(x, v; t)− η∞

(

x−x(0)
)

‖H1 , lim
t→∞

x(t) = x∞ ,

where C0 > 1. Moreover, the limit x∞ exists but has no explicit value, up to our knowledge.

Remark 1. The rate γ is quantitative (and could me made explicit in the parameter χ), as it is
usual when applying hypocoercivity methods.

Next, we linearise the operator around the steady state df∞(x, v) = η∞(x − x∞)dxdµ(v), and
obtain a linear stability result for any α > 0.
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Theorem 3 (Linear stability: case α > 0). Let α > 0. Under Hypothesis (H1), and for dµ(v) =
1
2δ−1(v) +

1
2δ+1(v), the steady state df∞(x, v) is linearly stable in the following sense: There exists

εα = εα(χ) > 0, Cα = Cα(χ) > 0 and γ > 0 such that, for all initial data f0 of mass 1/χ satisfying
∫∫

vf0e
−√

α|x−x(0)| dxdµ(v) = 0 and

‖f0(x, v) − η∞
(

x− x(0)
)

‖H1 ≤ εα ,

we have for all t > 0, up to nonlinear perturbations,

(1.7) ‖f(x, v; t)− η∞
(

x− x(t)
)

‖H1 ≤ Cαe
−γt‖f0(x, v)− η∞

(

x− x(0)
)

‖H1 , lim
t→∞

x(t) = x∞ ,

where Cα = Cα(χ) > 0. Moreover, the limit x∞ exists but has no explicit value, up to our knowledge.

Remark 2. The assumption
∫∫

vf0e
−√

α|x−x(0)| dxdµ(v) = 0 can be relaxed. Indeed, if this expres-
sion is non-zero initially, Lemma 7 guarantees that it decays exponentially in time, and therefore
all estimates can be extended to still hold with an exponentially small perturbation; see Remark 5
for more details.

1.2. Q&A Session.

Why should we reduce our analysis to the two-velocity model in the one dimensional spatial dimen-
sion?

• The steady state generally depends on the velocity set V and this dependence is not explicit
in principle, see [12, 9], except in this special case d = 1 and V = {−1,+1} as shown in
Proposition 1. Achieving results for non-linear settings where the steady state is not known
is an interesting and relevant open problem, with recent progress for weakly non-linear run
and tumble equations [15].

• A more serious obstacle arises in a crucial part of the proof. In fact, we work in the mov-
ing frame y = x − x(t). We run perturbative estimates under the key condition that ẋ

remains uniformly small, comparably smaller than the speed of individual bacteria, actu-
ally. Therefore, allowing for arbitrarily small velocities would immediately break down our
strategy.

Why should we split our result between α = 0 (nonlinear stability) and α > 0 (linear stability)?

• We realized in a previous work by two of the authors [11] that the case α > 0 can induce some
additional difficulty due to various exponential weights in the corresponding conservation
laws (conservation of mass, and conservation of the center of distribution in the moving
frame). Here, we expect the situation to be much more challenging, which is why we
proceed with the strategy outlined in the next point.

• We provide a full nonlinear stability theorem in a perturbative setting, under the conditional
hypothesis (H1), in the simpler case α = 0. Then, we investigate the case α > 0, for which
we restrict to a linear stability result to focus on the structure of the linearized operator.

How reasonable is Hypothesis (H1)?

• The condition appearing in Hypothesis (H1) lies at the heart of analytical results concern-
ing the piecewise constant tumbling kernel (1.2), see [35, 12, 9, 11]. At the level of the
macroscopic problem, it was shown to propagate along the flow when it is true at initial
time [11, Proposition 1.1]. At the level of the mesoscopic problem, the existence of station-
ary states for which this condition holds true was shown in a fairly general setting [9], far
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beyond the two-velocity case. However, we are lacking a nice argument as in [11] in the
present setting to propagate the shape of S along the flow. The reason is that we could
not derive a tractable equation for the derivative of ∂xS(t, x), as done in the proof of [11,
Proposition 1.1].

• The case α = 0 is an exception, as the condition appearing in Hypothesis (H1) is always
satisfied, simply because ∂xxS(t, x) = −ρ(t, x) ≤ 0 for all (t, x), and so S is concave in
space for all times.

• The following example is meant to show that the condition is not expected to be propagated
in full generality because of inertia in the kinetic transport equation: Let ρ(0, x) be a
standard Gaussian. Then S(0, x) has a unique critical point, which is a global maximum
(see [9, Proposition 5.1]). Consider that ρ(0, x) is generated by the underlying initial kinetic
density

f(0, x, v) = ρ(0, x) (1x<0 δv=−1 + 1x>0 δv=1) .

Then after a small time t > 0, the spacial density ρ(t, x) is expected to form two peaks,
resulting in two peaks for S(t, x), provided α is large enough.

How do our results compare with current state-of-the-art?

• This work represents an important step forward in bacterial chemotaxis modelling from a
kinetic perspective. The mathematical literature in bacterial chemotaxis is overwhelmingly
dominated by questions about blow-up vs. global existence of solutions for the macroscopic
descriptions, which are usually parabolic in nature. However, kinetic equations have been
shown to be an important tool for capturing collective behaviour at the mesoscopic scale
[9]. Although the blow-up issue can also be formulated for kinetic chemotaxis equations
[7], uniformly bounded, stationary equations are more meaningful for studying bacterial
collective at this scale.

• This work builds on the hypocoercivity technique as presented in [14], but develops two
novel and specific approaches. The first involves the use of the H1 norm instead of the L2

norm. This kind of approach was introduced in a general way for linear problems by Mouhot
and Neumann in [30]. The second approach addresses the treatment of nonlinear terms,
as introduced by Favre, Pirner, and Schmeiser in [18]. Furthermore, these two aspects
are intertwined, as it is in the nonlinear term that higher-order terms emerge. Up to our
knowledge, this is the first result about H1 nonlinear hypocoercivity.

• Here, we take advantage that the nonlinearity occurs only through a scalar component x(t),
which enables to split the problem into subparts with different features (PDE & ODE). Of
note, this type of structure is not isolated, an important example for instance is the dy-
namics of neuron populations whose individual firing rate depends on the global activity
of the network, through the (scalar) total intensity of firing neurons [8]; another important
class of models is mutation-selection models in quantitative genetics where individuals are
in competition through the consumption of a single resource [2]. Yet, despite many sim-
plifications, this should not be considered a toy problem, as many difficulties arise in the
coupling due to the lack of regularity of the hyperbolic operator.

1.3. Strategy of the proof.

We borrow some key ideas from the macroscopic case [11]. In view of Hypothesis (H1) and
(1.3), it is natural to reformulate (1.1) in the moving frame y = x− x(t). For

(f̄(y, v; t), S̄(t, y)) := (f(x, v; t), S(t, x)) ,
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and with corresponding steady state (f̄∞(y, v), S̄∞(y)). After performing the change of variable
y = x − x(t), we derive energy estimate of order 0 and order 1 for the density f . We apply the
operator splitting à la Dolbeault-Mouhot-Schmeiser [14], since it is well suited for kinetic equations.
Namely, we can write (in abstract form),

(1.8) ∂tWy + TWy = LWy + R(W ) ,

where W collects some proxies of the cell density (after appropriate reformulation), and Wy denotes
the derivative along the spatial coordinate. Here, T and L encode linear transport and collision
terms respectively, as introduced in [12], whereas R collects nonlinear and nonlocal remainder
terms depending on W , Wy and Wyy. By investigating the asymptotic behaviour of the semigroup
generated by L − T, our goal is to quantify its stability or, to be precise, to determine the rate of
convergence of W towards zero as t → ∞. Since the operator L − T acts linearly on Wy, there
is no restriction to study fluctuations around a global equilibrium, and we can apply the general
methodology of hypoercoercivity for linear kinetic equations conserving mass as outlined in [14].
The important difference is that here, we are working in H1 as opposed to L2 as it is done in
the classical setting. The reason for choosing H1 is because we need to control the dynamics
of x(t), which contains pointwise values of f at x = x(t) which cannot be evaluated by energy
estimates of order 0. More precisely, we have to control separately f(x(t),+1; t) and f(x(t),−1; t)
and their derivatives. The difference of f(x(t),+1; t) and f(x(t),−1; t) can be readily controlled by
microscopic dissipation, but to control each separately we need to use the macroscopic dissipation.
This requires the careful combination of microscopic and macroscopic estimates. Achieving such a
control is one of the main contributions in this work, allowing the application of the hypocoercivity
approach to this nonlinear model.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we carefully describe the modeling set-up,
separating the evolution of the shape of the solution from the evolution of the chemoattractant
peak x(t) and writing the two-velocity model in the perturbative setting close to the steady state;
finally, we discuss conservation laws and notation used throughout the paper. Section 3 provides an
explicit expression for the H1-entropy dissipation which is the starting point of our hypocoercivity
analysis; the technical proof is postponed to Appendix A. Section 4 is dedicated to several functional
inequalities which is the ground work for the later hypocoercivity estimates as well as for the control
of ẋ(t) in Section 4.1. Section 5 is focused on hypocoercivity, a key mathematical tool to achieve
convergence to equilibrium. A Lyapunov (L�punov) functional is introduced modifying the entropy
of the system, and controling its dissipation requires careful estimation of the linear and nonlinear
contributions in combination with the functional inequalities from Section 4. Subsequently, in
Section 6, we apply the previous machinery to analyse the nonlinear case with the parameter α = 0,
for which we need a detailed examination of entropy decay and the control of nonlocal terms. Since
in this case the weights of the involved functional spaces are the same, we are able to provide a
nonlinear stability analysis, concluding with the proof of Theorem 2 in Section 6.3. Section 7 treats
the linear case for α > 0. To prove Theorem 3, we split the argument in two cases: 1) we show
the convergence of the shape profile centered at ẋ applying hypocoercivity techniques to a different
modified entropy that includes an α-dependent nonlocal term, and 2) we show convergence of the
chemoattractant peak using the first step. Technical details of some of the proofs from across all
sections are postponed to Appendices A and B.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. Set-up.
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Moving frame. We consider the change of reference frame

y = x− x(t)

For (f̄(y, v; t), S̄(t, y)) := (f(x, v; t), S(t, x)), and writing (f, S) instead of (f̄ , S̄) for brevity, equation
(1.1) simplifies to

ft + (v − ẋ)∂yf = σ

∫

V

(

K(y, v′)f ′ −K(y, v)f
)

dµ(v′)(2.1a)

= σ

∫

V

K(y, v′)f ′ dµ(v′)− σK(y, v)f ,

− ∂yyS(t, y) + αS(t, y) = ρ(t, y) ,(2.1b)

K(y, v) = 1 + χ sign(y) sign(v) .(2.1c)

Note that the evolution of the kinetic cell density f is still coupled to the chemoattractant S via
the evolution of the chemoattractant peak x(t).

Dynamics of the chemoattractant peak. The dynamics of x(t) inherit from the condition ∂yS(t, 0) =
0 by using the explicit representation formula for S in terms of ρ. Indeed, we can write S = Gα ∗ ρ
for α > 0, where Gα is the fundamental solution of (2.1b):

(2.2) S(t, y) =
1

2
√
α

∫ ∞

−∞
e−

√
α|y−z|ρ(t, z) dz .

Lemma 4. The dynamics of the chemoattractant peak ẋ = ẋ[f ] are given by

ẋ(t) =

∫

V
vf(0, v; t)dµ(v)−

√
α
2

∫

R×V
vfe−

√
α|y| dy dµ(v)

ρ(0; t)−
√
α
2

∫

R
ρe−

√
α|y| dy

.

Proof. To derive an equation for ẋ, we integrate (2.1a) over velocities to obtain the evolution of the
mass

(2.3) ρt +∇y ·
∫

V

(v − ẋ)f dµ(v) = 0 .

Using the explicit expression for S, we can rewrite the condition ∂yS(t, 0) = 0 as

0 =

∫

R

sign(y)e−
√
α|y|ρ(t, y) dy .

Differentiating in time, we get

0 =
1

2

∫

R

sign(y)e−
√
α|y|∂tρ(t, y) dy

= −1

2

∫

R

sign(y)e−
√
α|y|

∫

V

(ẋ− v)∂yf(y, v, t) dµ(v) dy

=

∫

V

(v − ẋ)f(0, v, t) dµ(v) − 1

2

√
α

∫

R

∫

V

e−
√
α|y|(v − ẋ)f(y, v, t) dµ(v) dy

= −ẋρ(0, t) + ẋ
1

2

√
α

∫

R

e−
√
α|y|ρ(y, t) dy

+

∫

V

vf(0, y, t) dµ(v)− 1

2

√
α

∫

R

∫

V

e−
√
α|y|vf(y, v, t) dµ(v) dy .
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This completes the proof. Q .E .D .

For a detailed derivation of the chemoattractant peak dynamics of the corresponding macroscopic
model, see [11, Lemma 2.1].

2.2. Two velocity model.

We reduce V to {−1, 1} by choosing

dµ(v) =
1

2
δ−1(v) +

1

2
δ+1(v) .

Together with the choice of tumbling kernel (2.1c), the kinetic cell evolution (2.1a) simplifies to

∂tf+ + (1 − ẋ)∂yf+ = (1 − χ sign(y))f− − (1 + χ sign(y))f+ ,(2.4a)

∂tf− − (1 + ẋ)∂yf− =
σ

2
(1 + χ sign(y))f+ − σ

2
(1 − χ sign(y))f− ,(2.4b)

for f±(y, t) := f(y,±1; t). Next, we renormalize the two-velocity model by using instead

ϕ(y; t) =
f(y, 1; t)

f∞(y, 1)
, ψ(y; t) =

f(y,−1; t)

f∞(y,−1)
,

and reducing model (2.1) to

∂tϕ+ (1 − ẋ)∂yϕ = ϕ(ẋ− 1)∂y ln f∞|v=+1 + (1 − χ sign(y))ψ − (1 + χ sign(y))ϕ ,(2.5a)

∂tψ − (1 + ẋ)∂yψ = ψ(ẋ + 1)∂y ln f∞|v=−1 + (1 + χ sign(y))ϕ− (1− χ sign(y))ψ .(2.5b)

Observe that in this case, the steady state of (2.4) can be determined explicitly: for initial datum
f0 of mass 1/χ, it is given by

f∞(y,+1) = f∞(y,−1) = η∞ , η∞ := e−2χ|y| , ẋ = 0 ,

with
∫

R
η∞(y) dy = 1/χ. Substituting the explicit expression for the steady state, the normalized

two velocity model (2.5) reduces to

∂tϕ+ (1 − ẋ)∂yϕ = −2ẋχ sign(y)ϕ− (1− χ sign(y))(ϕ− ψ) ,(2.6a)

∂tψ − (1 + ẋ)∂yψ = −2ẋχ sign(y)ψ + (1 + χ sign(y))(ϕ − ψ) ,(2.6b)

with

ẋ =
ϕ(0; t)− ψ(0; t)−

√
α
2

∫

Rd(ϕ− ψ)e−(2χ+
√
α)|y| dy

ϕ(0; t) + ϕ(0; t)−
√
α
2

∫

Rd(ϕ + ψ)e−(2χ+
√
α)|y| dy

.

Model (2.6) can be written in more compact form as

∂tϕ+ ∂yϕ = ẋη−1
∞ ∂y (ϕη∞)− (1− χ sign(y))(ϕ− ψ) ,(2.7a)

∂tψ − ∂yψ = ẋη−1
∞ ∂y (ψη∞) + (1 + χ sign(y))(ϕ − ψ) .(2.7b)

2.3. Perturbative Setting.

As we are concerned with convergence to equilibrium when we are close to a steady state, we
consider a linear perturbation around the steady state,

ϕ(y; t) = 1 + u(y; t) , ψ(y; t) = 1 + v(y; t) .

The evolution of ẋ in terms of the perturbations u, v is then given by

(2.8) ẋ(t) =
u(0; t)− v(0; t)−

√
α
2

∫

Rd(u− v)e−(2χ+
√
α)|y| dy

4χ
2χ+

√
α
+ u(0; t) + v(0; t)−

√
α
2

∫

Rd(u+ v)e−(2χ+
√
α)|y| dy

.
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Model (2.6) then becomes

∂tu+ (1− ẋ)∂yu = −2ẋχ sign(y)u − (1− χ sign(y))(u − v)− 2ẋχ sign(y) ,(2.9a)

∂tv − (1 + ẋ)∂yv = −2ẋχ sign(y)v + (1 + χ sign(y))(u − v)− 2ẋχ sign(y) .(2.9b)

Analogous to (2.7), we can rewrite equations (2.9) as follows

∂tu+ ∂yu = ẋη−1
∞ ∂y

(

(u + 1)η∞
)

− (1− χ sign(y))(u − v) ,(2.10a)

∂tv − ∂yv = ẋη−1
∞ ∂y

(

(v + 1)η∞
)

+ (1 + χ sign(y))(u − v) .(2.10b)

Differentiating system (2.10), we obtain for uy and vy,

∂tuy + ∂yuy = ẋ∂y
(

η−1
∞ ∂y

(

(u+ 1)η∞
))

− (1− χ sign(y))(uy − vy) + 2χδ0(u− v) ,(2.11a)

∂tvy − ∂yvy = ẋ∂y
(

η−1
∞ ∂y

(

(v + 1)η∞
))

+ (1 + χ sign(y))(uy − vy) + 2χδ0(u − v) .(2.11b)

2.4. Conservation laws.

For a scalar a ∈ R
+, we define the scalar product

〈f, g〉a =

∫

fg e−a|y| dy ,

with corresponding weighted average

〈f〉a :=
a

2
〈f, 1〉a .

With this notation, we have 〈1〉a = 1 for any a ∈ R
+. The kinetic model (2.1) has two conservation

laws: (1) conservation of mass, and (2) invariance by translation. Fixing the mass to 1/χ > 0, these
write in the moving frame

∫

R

∫

V

f(y, v; t) dµ(v) dy =
1
χ ,

∫

R

∫

V

∂yf(y, v; t)e
−√

α|y| dµ(v) dy = 0 .

We can then derive the corresponding conservation laws for the normalizations ϕ, ψ from (2.4).

Lemma 5. Denote λ = 2χ+
√
α. Then the solution (ϕ, ψ) to (2.4) satisfies the two conservation

laws

〈ϕ+ ψ〉2χ = 2 , 〈ϕy + ψy〉λ = 0 .

Proof. For the first conservation law, this result follows by direct substitution. For the second
conservation law, we calculate directly

0 =

∫

R

∫

V

∂yf(y, v; t)e
−√

α|y| dµ(v) dy =
1

2

∫

R

(∂yf+ + ∂yf−) e
−√

α|y| dy

=
1

2

∫

R

(∂y(ϕη∞) + ∂y(ψη∞)) e−
√
α|y| dy

=
1

2

∫

R

(ϕy + ψy) e
−λ|y| dy−χ

∫

R

(ϕ+ ψ) sign(y)e−λ|y| dy

=
1

2

∫

R

(ϕy + ψy) e
−λ|y| dy+

χ

λ

∫

R

(ϕ+ ψ) ∂ye
−λ|y| dy

=

(

1

2
−
χ

λ

)
∫

R

(ϕy + ψy) e
−λ|y| dy ,

and the result follows since 1
2 − χ

λ =
√
α

2λ 6= 0. Q .E .D .
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Remark 3. We remark that the second conservation law is equivalent to the statement of a centering
frame ∂yS(0; t) = 0. To see this, observe from the proof of Lemma 4 that ∂yS(0; t) = 0 corresponds
to

0 =

∫

R

sign(y)e−
√
α|y|ρ(y; t) dy =

∫

R

∫

V

sign(y)f(y, v; t)e−
√
α|y| dµ(v) dy

= − 1√
α

∫

R

∫

V

f(y, v; t)∂ye
−√

α|y| dµ(v) dy =
1√
α

∫

R

∫

V

∂yf(y, v; t)e
−√

α|y| dµ(v) dy .

Finally, the following formulation of the two conservation laws for the perturbed densities u, v
solving (2.9) is a direct consequence of Lemma 5.

Corollary 6. Denote λ = 2χ+
√
α. Then the solution (ϕ, ψ) to (2.4) satisfies the two conservation

laws

〈u+ v〉2χ = 0 , 〈uy + vy〉λ = 0 .

Notably, there is a discrepancy between the weights, here e−2χ|y| and e−(2χ+
√
α)|y|. It was shown

in [11], that the choice of weight η∞ = e−2χ|y| for the entropy estimates, which is more restrictive
in terms of the class of functions considered, comes without restrictions on α. It is also the natural
choice, given it corresponds to the steady state of the system.

Lemma 7. Given the initial condition 〈u− v〉λ(0) then the solutions u and v to (2.9) satisfy

(2.12) 〈u− v〉λ(t) = e−2t〈u− v〉λ(0) .
Proof. From (2.9), we deduce

∂t(u− v) + ∂y(u+ v) = ẋη−1
∞ ∂y

(

(u− v)η∞
)

− 2(u− v) ,

and hence

d

dt
〈u− v〉λ = −〈uy + vy〉λ − 2〈u− v〉λ = −2〈u− v〉λ

thanks to the second conservation law above. Q .E .D .

This third condition (2.12) is fundamental while considering the Poincaré inequality. In Section
4 in the case α = 0 we show that the Poincaré inequality in the exp (−2χ|y|) weighted space holds
up to a term that coincides exactly with 〈u − v〉2χ. This condition allows us to avoid this term
entirely by choosing a suitable initial condition satisfying 〈u− v〉2χ(0) = 0. It follows directly from
the above lemma that 〈u − v〉2χ(t) vanishes for all times if 〈u− v〉2χ(0) = 0.

2.5. Notation.

Denoting by Π the projection on velocity averages, we write

W :=

[

u
v

]

, ΠW :=
1

2

[

u+ v
u+ v

]

=
1

2
(u+ v)1 with 1 :=

[

1
1

]

.(2.13)

Further, let us introduce the following weighted inner product and corresponding norm

〈W1,W2〉 := 〈u1, u2〉2χ + 〈v1, v2〉2χ =

∫

(u1u2 + v1v2) η∞ dy , ‖W‖ := 〈W,W 〉1/2 .

Then

‖(I−Π)W‖2 =
1

2

∫

|u− v|2η∞ dy , ‖ΠW‖2 =
1

2

∫

|u+ v|2η∞ dy ,
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and so

‖W‖2 = ‖(I−Π)W‖2 + ‖ΠW‖2 =

∫

(

|u|2 + |v|2
)

η∞ dy .

We would like to estimate the decay of the H1-norm ‖Wy‖2. Since the evolution of the derivatives
uy, vy contains singular terms, we first regularize equation (2.11) before differentiating. We choose
a suitable regularization kernel K ∈ C∞(R;R≥0) satisfying

K(−y) = K(y) ,

∫

R

K(y) dy = 1 ,

and define uε = Kε ∗ u, vε = Kε ∗ v, where Kε(y) := 1
εK

(

y
ε

)

for any ε > 0. Further, we write for
any function f : R → R,

〈〈f〉〉 := lim
ε→0

∫∫

K(y)K(z)f(ε(y − z)) dy dz ,

if the limit exists. Note that if f is continuous at the origin, then 〈〈f〉〉 = f(0). If f has right and left
limits at the origin, then 〈〈f〉〉 = (f(0+)+f(0−))/2. This notation allows to express the H1-entropy
dissipation in a nice compact form.

3. Entropy Dissipation

In this short section we express explicitly the H1-entropy dissipation.

Proposition 8 (H1-entropy dissipation). If (u, v) solve equation (2.10), then

1

2

d

dt
‖Wy‖2 = −

∫

|uy − vy|2η∞ dy+2χ [u(0)− v(0)− 2ẋ] 〈〈uy + vy〉〉

− ẋ

2

∫

∂y
(

|uy|2 + |vy|2
)

η∞ dy−4χẋ [u(0)〈〈uy〉〉+ v(0)〈〈vy〉〉] .

In the above expression for the dissipation, the first line corresponds to linear terms in equa-
tion (2.9), whereas the second line contains the nonlinear contributions.

The proof of Proposition 8 is rather technical, and we postpone it to Appendix A. We give
here a formal version. The main difficulty arises from the fact that uy(0) and vy(0) may not be
well-defined as they are not necessarily continuous at zero. For the formal proof below we assume
that uy and vy are continuous as the origin, an assumption that cannot be expected to hold for
the dynamics (2.10). In Appendix A we rigorously derive the H1-entropy dissipation using instead
〈〈uy〉〉, 〈〈vy〉〉 and 〈〈uy + vy〉〉 which exist and are well-defined.

Formal proof of Proposition 8. We write the L2
2χ-norm of Wy and we compute its time derivative

1

2

d

dt
〈Wy ,Wy〉2χ = 〈∂tuy, uy〉2χ + 〈∂tvy, vy〉2χ .

From equation (2.11a) the first term can be written as

〈∂tuy, uy〉2χ = 〈−uyy + ẋuyy − 2ẋχ sign(y)uy − 4ẋδ0(u+ 1) + 2χδ0(u− v), uy〉2χ
− 〈(1− χ sign(y))uy, uy〉2χ + 〈(1− χ sign(y))vy , uy〉2χ .

Computing explicitly the scalar product 〈·, ·〉2χ we get

〈∂tuy, uy〉2χ = 2χ(u(0; t)− v(0; t)) ∂yu(0; t)− ‖uy‖2 − 4ẋχ∂yu(0; t)(u(0; t) + 1)

− ẋχ〈sign(y)uy, uy〉2χ − χ〈sign(y)vy , uy〉2χ + 〈uy, vy〉2χ .
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We do the same for 〈∂tvy, vy〉2χ and then we sum the two results,

〈∂tuy, uy〉2χ + 〈∂tvy, vy〉2χ = 2χ(u(0; t)− v(0; t))(uy(0; t) + vy(0; t))−
∫

|uy − vy|2η∞ dy

− ẋ

2

∫

∂y(|uy|2 + |vy|2)η∞ dy

− 4ẋχ(u(0; t) + 1)∂yu(0; t)− 4ẋχ(v(0; t) + 1)∂yv(0; t)

This argument is only formal as uy, vy may not be continuous at zero. The fully rigorous expression
is instead

〈∂tuy, uy〉2χ + 〈∂tvy, vy〉2χ = −
∫

|uy − vy|2η∞ dy− ẋ

2

∫

∂y(|uy|2 + |vy|2)η∞ dy

+ 2χ(u(0; t)− v(0; t))〈〈uy + vy〉〉
− 4χẋ(u(0; t)〈〈uy〉〉+ v(0; t)〈〈vy〉〉)− 4χẋ〈〈uy + vy〉〉 .

Q .E .D .

4. Poincaré and interpolation inequalities

In order to estimate ẋ, we make use of the following inequalities.

Lemma 9 (Interpolation inequalities). Fix a ≥ b > 0. For any function f ∈ L1
a(R) such that

f ′ ∈ L2
b(R), we have

(4.1) |f(0)− 〈f〉a|2 ≤
(

1

2a− b

)

1

2

∫

|f ′(y)|2e−b|y| dy

and

(4.2) 〈f〉a ≤ 2
√

2(2a− b)

(
∫

|f(y)|2e−b|y| dy

)1/2

.

Proof. The first inequality is simply an interpolation result, and was shown in [11, Lemma 3.5].
The second estimate follows in the same way as a direct consequence of Hölder’s inequality,

〈f〉a =
a

2

∫

f(y)e−(a−b)|y|e−b|y| dy

≤ a

2

(
∫

|f(y)|2e−b|y| dy

)1/2(∫

e−2(a−b)|y|e−b|y| dy

)1/2

=
2

√

2(2a− b)

(
∫

|f(y)|2e−b|y| dy

)1/2

.

Q .E .D .
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Proposition 10 (Poincaré Inequalities). For any u, v ∈ L1
(

e−2χ|y|
)

such that uy, vy ∈ L2
(

e−2χ|y|
)

,

we have

‖ΠW‖ ≤ 1
χ‖ΠWy‖ ,(4.3a)

‖(I−Π)W‖2 ≤ 1
χ2 ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 +

1

2χ
〈u− v〉2

2χ ,(4.3b)

‖W‖2 ≤ 1
χ2 ‖Wy‖2 +

1

2χ
〈u − v〉2

2χ .(4.3c)

Proof. These estimates follow from the classical Poincaré inequality with exponential weight: For

any w ∈ L1
(

e−2χ|y|
)

such that w′ ∈ L2
(

e−2χ|y|
)

,

(4.4)

∫

R

|w(y)− 〈w〉2χ|2e−2χ|y| dy ≤ 1
χ2

∫

R

|w′(y)|2e−2χ|y| dy .

Moreover, the constant χ−2 is optimal. Choosing w = u + v and using the first conservation
law in Corollary 6 immediately gives the first estimate (4.3a). Similarly, with w = u − v, the
Poincaré inequality (4.4) translates into estimate (4.3b). Adding (4.3a) and (4.3b) immediately
yields (4.3c). Q .E .D .

Corollary 11. Assume α ≥ 0. For any u, v ∈ L1
(

e−λ|y|) such that uy, vy ∈ L2
(

e−2χ|y|
)

that

solve (2.9), the following improved Poincaré inequality holds

‖(I−Π)W‖2 ≤ 1
χ2 ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 +

1
χ 〈u − v〉λ

(

〈u− v〉2χ − 1

2
〈u − v〉λ

)

.

Proof. Using the improved Poincaré inequality in [11, Proposition 3.1] it immediately follows that
we can improve (4.3b) to the above estimate. Q .E .D .

Corollary 12. Assume α = 0. For any u, v ∈ L1
(

e−2χ|y|
)

such that uy, vy ∈ L2
(

e−2χ|y|
)

that

solve (2.9) with initial condition 〈u− v〉2χ|t=0 = 0, the following classical Poincaré inequality holds

‖ΠW‖2 ≤ 1
χ2 ‖ΠWy‖2 ,(4.5a)

‖(I−Π)W‖2 ≤ 1
χ2 ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 ,(4.5b)

‖W‖2 ≤ 1
χ2 ‖Wy‖2 .(4.5c)

Proof. This follows directly from Proposition 10 and Lemma 7. Q .E .D .

4.1. ẋ estimate.

Recall the expression for ẋ as stated in (2.8); we can simplify it to

ẋ =
λ (u(0)− v(0))−√

α〈u − v〉λ
c(u, v)

,(4.6a)

c(u, v) := 4χ+ λ(u(0) + v(0))−
√
α〈u+ v〉λ .(4.6b)

Comparing with the expression for ẋ in the macroscopic setting [11], we see that 〈u− v〉λ is a truly
kinetic contribution which does not appear in the macroscopic limit.
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Proposition 13. For parameters χ > 0, α ≥ 0 and solutions (u, v) to equation (2.10) satisfying

µ :=
4χ
√

2(χ+
√
α)

λ
> ‖ΠWy‖+ 2χ‖ΠW‖ ,

ẋ is controlled by

|ẋ(t)| ≤ ‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ 2χ‖(I−Π)W‖
µ− ‖ΠWy‖ − 2χ‖ΠW‖ .(4.7)

Proof. Let us start by providing an upper bound for the numerator in the expression for ẋ. We
have

∣

∣λ (u(0)− v(0))−
√
α〈u− v〉λ

∣

∣ = |λ [u(0)− v(0)− 〈u− v〉λ] + 2χ〈u− v〉λ|
≤ λ |u(0)− v(0)− 〈u− v〉λ|+ 2χ |〈u− v〉λ| .

From Lemma 9, we estimate

|u(0)− v(0)− 〈u− v〉λ|2 ≤ 1

2(χ+
√
α)

1

2

∫

|uy − vy|2η∞ dy =
1

2(χ+
√
α)

‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 ,

and

|〈u− v〉λ| ≤
λ

2
√

χ+
√
α

(
∫

|u− v|2η∞ dy

)1/2

=
λ

√

2(χ+
√
α)

‖(I−Π)W‖ .

Hence, the numerator in (4.6a) is bounded by

∣

∣λ (u(0)− v(0))−
√
α〈u− v〉λ

∣

∣ ≤ λ
√

2(χ+
√
α)

(‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ 2χ‖(I−Π)W‖) .

Similarly, we can derive a bound from below for the denominator in (4.6b) by estimating

|u(0) + v(0)− 〈u+ v〉λ|2 ≤ 1

2(χ+
√
α)

1

2

∫

|uy + vy |2η∞ dy =
1

2(χ+
√
α)

‖ΠWy‖2 ,

and

|〈u+ v〉λ| ≤
λ

2
√

χ+
√
α

(
∫

|u+ v|2η∞ dy

)1/2

=
λ

√

2(χ+
√
α)

‖ΠW‖ .

Putting the above estimates together, we obtain

c(u, v) = 4χ+ λ [u(0) + v(0)− 〈u + v〉λ] + 2χ〈u+ v〉λ

≥ 4χ− λ
√

2(χ+
√
α)

‖ΠWy‖ −
2χλ

√

2(χ+
√
α)

‖ΠW‖ .(4.8)

Substituting in the expression for ẋ completes the proof. Q .E .D .

Remark 4. Using Proposition 10, the bound on ẋ can be further simplified to

|ẋ(t)| ≤ 3‖(I−Π)Wy‖+
√
2χ|〈u− v〉2χ|

µ− 3‖ΠWy‖
.
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5. Hypocoercivity

This section is devoted to bounding the dissipation of a suitable modified entropy which is a
well-chosen δ-perturbation of the H1-entropy. In particular, the goal is to write an upper bound on
the dissipation of this modified entropy that depends on the H1-distance of the solution from the
local and the global equilibria.

In Section 5.1 we introduce the notions of microscopic and macroscopic coercivity as well as
a suitable operator splitting that allows to derive the H1-entropy dissipation in a compact form.
Next, we introduce the exact expression for the modified entropy in Section 5.2. The remainder of
Section 5 is then dedicated to control the dissipation of the additional terms in this modified entropy;
Section 5.3 deals with the linear terms, whereas Section 5.4 handles the nonlinear contributions. The
nonlinear terms are mainly controlled through the regularizing properties of the operator introduced
to modify the entropy. This operator morally acts as the inverse of the space derivative, allowing to
control the higher order derivatives appearing in the nonlinear operator. We then collect all these
estimates for hypocoercive control of the modified entropy dissipation in Section 5.5. The bound
we obtain has coefficients depending on the nonlocal term ẋ, on the entropy modification parameter
δ, on |u(0; t)− v(0; t)|, and on the parameters of the model.

5.1. Set-up.

In order to show exponential convergence to equilibrium, we write our system with a more
general notation consistent with the one adopted by Dolbeault, Mouhot, and Schmeiser in [14].
Following the operator splitting in [18], model (2.10) can be expressed as

(5.1) ∂tWy + TWy = LWy + R(W ) ,

where the collision operator L and the transport operator T are defined as

LW :=

[

v − u
u− v

]

= −2(I−Π)W, TW :=

[

uy − χ sign(y)(u− v)
−vy − χ sign(y)(u − v)

]

.

Then L and T are symmetric and skew-symmetric respectively,

〈LW1,W2〉 = 〈W1, LW2〉 , 〈TW1,W2〉 = −〈W1,TW2〉 .
With R(W ) we refer to the remainder terms

R(W ) := 2χδ0(u − v)1+ ẋ∂y

(

η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞
(

W + 1

)

)

)

= 2χδ0(u − v)1+ ẋ

(

Wyy − 2χ sign(y)Wy − 4χδ0

(

W + 1

)

)

.

Note that R acts also on W and Wyy, not just on Wy. Constant vectors (1, 1) are in the intersection
of the kernels kerT and ker L. The operator Π as defined in (2.13) represents the orthogonal
projection on the set of local equilibria:

LΠ = 0 .

We notice that the entropy dissipation is coercive with respect to the distance to the set of local
equilibria. It follows that the entropy does not contain the whole information needed to show the
convergence to the global equilibrium. In order to fill the information gap we should introduce the
H1-equivalent Lyapunov (L�punov) functional Л[Wy], which will be defined in Section 5.2.

In order to apply the general methodology of hypocoercivity in our context, we work on deriva-
tives Wy and verify the corresponding microscopic and macroscopic coercivity assumptions [30, 39]:
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Lemma 14. Let uy + vy ∈ L1
λ and uyy + vyy ∈ L2

2χ.

(1) Microscopic Coercivity: L
∗ = L and

(5.2) 〈LWy ,Wy〉2χ = −2‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 .
(2) Macroscopic Coercivity: T

∗ = −T and

(5.3) ‖TΠWy‖ ≥ χ‖ΠWy‖ .
(3) Diffusive macroscopic limit:

(5.4) ΠTΠ = 0 .

In particular, microscopic coercivity means that the collision operator L is dissipative in the sense
that 〈LWy ,Wy〉2χ ≤ 0. Macroscopic coercivity means that the transport operator T is coercive when
restricted to ker L. It corresponds to a spectral gap-like inequality for the operator obtained when
taking an appropriate macroscopic diffusion limit [14, 12].

Proof of Lemma 14. Following the strategy in [14], the first statement is a direct consequence of
the identity

〈LWy ,Wy〉2χ = 〈LWy , (I−Π)Wy +ΠWy〉2χ = −2‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + 〈Wy , LΠWy〉2χ
and LΠ = 0, whereas the second statement can be rewritten as

4

(2χ)2
1

2

∫

|uyy + vyy|2 η∞ dy ≥ 1

2

∫

|uy + vy |2 η∞ dy .

Thanks to the second conservation law 〈uy+vy〉λ = 0, we can directly apply the improved Poincaré
inequality as shown in [11, Proposition 3.1] to obtain macroscopic coercivity as stated above.

The diffusive macroscopic limit property holds by direct investigation. Q .E .D .

Thanks to the fact that T
∗ = −T implies 〈TWy,Wy〉 = 0, we have

(5.5)
1

2

d

dt
‖Wy‖2 = 〈LWy,Wy〉+ 〈R(W ),Wy〉 .

If 〈LWy ,Wy〉 was coercive with respect to the norm ‖ ·‖, and the remainder term 〈Wy,R(W )〉 could
be controlled with a small enough multiple of ‖Wy‖2, then exponential decay to zero as t → ∞
would follow. The microscopic coercivity assumption (5.2) states that such a coercivity for L does
not hold fully for Wy, but only with respect to a bound on (I−Π)Wy away from the local equilibria.
In other words, the restriction of L to (ker L)⊥ is coercive, and as soon as the evolution has driven
the solution to the set of local equilibria kerL, the action of L does not contribute anymore, and a
different approach is needed to show that the solution reaches the global equilibrium.

Control of the nonlinear and nonlocal terms in the entropy dissipation. From Proposition 8 we know
that

〈Wy,R(W )〉 = 2χ [u(0)− v(0)− 2ẋ] 〈〈uy + vy〉〉(5.6)

+
ẋ

2

∫

∂y
(

|uy|2 + |vy|2
)

η∞ dy−4χẋ [u(0)〈〈uy〉〉+ v(0)〈〈vy〉〉] .

We will control this term separately in the two different cases: a linearized version of (2.9) with
α ≥ 0, and the full nonlinear model with α = 0.
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5.2. Modified Entropy.

The key tool for this aim is the modified entropy which is given by the following Lyapunov
(L�punov) functional [14, 24]

Л[Wy] :=
1

2
‖Wy‖2 + δ〈AWy ,Wy〉2χ , with A := (I+ (TΠ)∗(TΠ))−1

(TΠ)∗ ,

for a well-chosen constant δ > 0 to be fixed later. The idea is to define the modification in such
a way that Л[Wy] is equivalent to ‖Wy‖2. It is worth noticing that the operator A is bounded,
furthermore we have

Lemma 15. With the assumptions 1 and 3 of Lemma 14, and given f ∈ L2
2χ, then the operator A

is bounded by 1/2 in L2
2χ, furthermore

‖Af‖ ≤ 1

2
‖(I− Π)f‖ .

Proof. For completeness, we recall the proof given in Lemma 1 of [14].
Let introduce h = Af , using the definition of A and the properties of T and Π we can write

h = (TΠ)∗f − (TΠ)∗(TΠ)h .

Testing by h the latter equation we immediately get

‖h‖2 + ‖TΠh‖2 = 〈f,TΠh〉 = 〈(I−Π)f,TΠh〉

≤ 1

4
‖(I−Π)f‖2 + ‖TΠh‖2 ,

which concludes the proof. Q .E .D .

Lemma 16. Given W solution to equation (5.1), then the following chain of inequalities holds

(5.7)
1− δ

2
‖Wy‖2 ≤ Л[Wy ] ≤

1 + δ

2
‖Wy‖2 .

A general proof has been given in Lemma 1 of [14], it concerns the boundedness of the A operator.
If the Lyapunov (L�punov) functional is coercive with respect to the L2-norm of Wy then it is

possible to obtain Grönwall’s inequality

d

dt
Л[Wy](t) ≤ −λ′‖Wy‖2 ≤ −λЛ[Wy]

for some computable convergence rate λ. Such a strategy is referred to as hypocoercivity [14, 24, 39].
We start with a preliminary result on the dissipation of the perturbation term in the modified
entropy.

Lemma 17. For W solving (5.1), it holds

d

dt
〈AWy ,Wy〉2χ = −D(t) +R(t) ,

where D(t) and R(t) are given by

D(t) = 〈ATΠWy ,Wy〉2χ + 〈AT(I−Π)Wy ,Wy〉2χ − 〈TAWy ,Wy〉2χ − 〈ALWy ,Wy〉2χ ,(5.8a)

R(t) = 〈AR(W ),Wy〉2χ + 〈AWy ,R(W )〉2χ .(5.8b)

Proof. This result follows by direct computation, noting that T
∗ = −T and L

∗
A = LA = LΠA =

0. Q .E .D .
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Here, we used the splitting as proposed in [18]. We can think of D(t) and R(t) as a linear
and nonlinear contributions, respectively. Indeed, the expression for D(t) in (5.8a) only contains
linear operators acting on Wy . And we will see that the linear contributions in the first term
〈AR(W ),Wy〉2χ in (5.8b) disappear, and the linear contributions in the second part 〈AWy,R(W )〉2χ
can all be expressed in terms of ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 which will be absorbed into the decay term −‖(I−
Π)Wy‖2 in the expression for d

dtЛ[Wy ](t) above.

5.3. Control of the linear remainder D(t).
From the macroscopic coercivity (5.3) and writing L as (TΠ)∗(TΠ) we obtain that

〈LWy,Wy〉2χ ≥ χ ‖ΠWy‖2 .

Writing ATΠ = (I+ L)−1 L we can consider the spectral gap of L
1+L (see [19] Lemma 5). Then we

notice that A = ΠA, concluding that

(5.9) 〈ATΠWy,Wy〉2χ = 〈 L
I+ LWy,ΠWy〉2χ ≥

χ

1 + χ‖ΠWy‖2 .

We observe that L = −ΠT2Π is the weighted Laplacian operator in the L2
2χ-space, i.e.

Lz = −η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞∂y(Πz)
)

= −∆η(Πz) , where ∆ηu := η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞∂y(u)
)

.

Here, the operator ∆η acts component-wise, ∆η(z1, z2) = (∆ηz1,∆ηz2), and L∗ = L since

(5.10) 〈Lz, ξ〉2χ =
1

2

∫

∂y(z1 + z2)∂y(ξ1 + ξ2)η∞ dy = 〈z,Lξ〉2χ for all z, ξ ∈ H1
2χ .

Lemma 18. For all W ∈ H1
2χ,

‖AWy‖ ≤ 1

2
‖(I− Π)Wy‖ ,(5.11)

‖TAWy‖ ≤ ‖(I−Π)Wy‖ ,(5.12)

AT(I−Π) = 0 ,(5.13)

‖ALWy‖ ≤ ‖(I−Π)Wy‖ .(5.14)

Proof. The first two inequalities have been shown in [14, Lemma 1]. The third identity is a conse-
quence of

T(I−Π)Wy =
1

2
∆η(u− v)1 ,

and the fact that for any scalar function z, we have ΠT

[

z
z

]

= Π

[

z′

−z′
]

= 0. Finally, for the last

inequality, we recall that

‖LWy‖2 = 2‖(I−Π)Wy‖2

and using the boundedness of A we conclude the proof. Q .E .D .

Corollary 19. The linear remainder term can be controlled by

−D(t) ≤−
χ

1 + χ‖ΠWy‖2 + ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + ‖(I−Π)Wy‖‖ΠWy‖ .
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Proof. We can control the linear termD(t) by applying the estimates in Lemma 18 to the expression
for D(t) in Lemma 17 and using the properties of the operators L,T,Π shown before. Indeed, the
first term can be bounded as in (5.9). The second term vanishes using (5.13). Since A = ΠA,
ΠTΠ = 0 from Lemma 14 and (I−Π)∗ = I− Π, the third term can be bounded as follows:

〈TAWy ,Wy〉2χ = 〈TΠAWy ,Wy〉2χ = 〈(I−Π)TΠAWy ,Wy〉2χ = 〈TΠAWy , (I−Π)Wy〉2χ
≤ ‖TΠAWy‖ ‖(I−Π)Wy‖ = ‖TAWy‖ ‖(I−Π)Wy‖ ≤ ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 ,

where we used (5.12) in the last inequality. For the last term in (5.8a), we use A = ΠA together
with (5.14) to conclude

−〈ALWy,Wy〉2χ = −〈ΠALWy ,Wy〉2χ = −〈ALWy,ΠWy〉2χ
≤ ‖ALWy‖ ‖ΠWy‖ ≤ ‖(I−Π)Wy‖ ‖ΠWy‖ .

This concludes the proof. Q .E .D .

5.4. Control of the nonlinear remainder R(t).
There are no known results in the literature that can directly be applied to control the nonlinear

remainder R(t), it depends on the specific structure of the R(W ) term. This subsection is devoted to
bound the nonlinear remainder in terms of the norm of Wy. The way to get the wished inequalities

is to use recursively the regularizing property of the operator L, appearing in A = −
(

I+ L
)−1

ΠT.
The operator L acts as a Laplacian. Roughly speaking, the operator A can be seen as acting as the
inverse of the space derivative. Morally, we gain one derivative order each time that the operator
A is applied.

Lemma 20. If W solves (5.1), then

〈AR(W ),Wy〉2χ ≤ |ẋ| ‖Wy‖
(

‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ 4χ2‖(I−Π)W‖
)

.(5.15)

Proof. First we write A explicitly, then we use the selfadjointness of (I+ L)−1 to get

〈AR(W ),Wy〉2χ = −〈ΠTR(W ), (I+ L)−1Wy〉2χ .
According to the definition of T and Π we know that

ΠTR(W ) = 2χΠT
[

δ0(u− v)
]

1+ ẋΠT

[

∂y

(

η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞
(

W + 1

)

)

)

]

.

The first and the last terms belong to the set of local equilibria, this implies that they vanish as a
direct consequence of the property ΠTΠ = 0. This is why we can think of the first contribution to
R(t) as a truly nonlinear term. Defining the operator Q as

(5.16) Q[W ] =

[

q1
q2

]

= ∂y
(

η−1
∞ ∂y(η∞W )

)

,

the structure of the previous term reduces to

ΠTR(W ) =
ẋ

2
η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞(q1 − q2)
)

1 .

Given ζ = (ζ1, ζ2) solution of

(5.17) ζ + Lζ = ΠTR(W ), equivalent to (I+ L)−1ΠTR(W ) = ζ ,
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we notice that ζ1 = ζ2 as L acts component-wise. Let define ξ = (ξ1, ξ2) as the auxiliary function
that solves

(5.18) ξ + Lξ = ζ, equivalent to (I+ L)−1ζ = ξ ,

it follows by construction that also for ξ it holds ξ1 = ξ2. From the latter property we deduce that
we can consider the scalar problem instead. This follows from the fact that also L acts component-
wise on the first and second variable. For this reason, to lighten the notation, without loss of
generality we reduce the computation to the scalar version.

Boundedness of Lξ. Let us test (5.18) with Lξ, we get

〈ξ,Lξ〉2χ + ‖Lξ‖2 = 〈ζ,Lξ〉2χ .
Then, thanks to the positiveness of the first term on the left hand side, and using the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality we obtain the wished estimate

‖Lξ‖ ≤ ‖ζ‖ .

Estimate on ζ. Testing the left hand side of equation (5.17) by ζ, recalling the property (5.10) of
the weighted Laplacian, and using the definition of ξ we get

(5.19) 〈ζ, ξ〉2χ + 〈Lζ, ξ〉2χ = 〈ζ, (I + L)ξ〉2χ = ‖ζ‖2 .
In order to estimate the right hand side of equation (5.17) we use the definition of Q,

〈ΠTR(W ), ξ〉2χ =
ẋ

2

∫

R

∂y
(

η∞(q1 − q2)
)

ξ · 1 dy = − ẋ

2

∫

R

η∞(q1 − q2)∂yξ · 1 dy

= − ẋ

2

∫

R

η∞∂y
(

η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞(u− v)
)

)

∂yξ · 1 dy

=
ẋ

2

∫

R

∂y(η∞∂yξ)η
−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞(u− v)
)

· 1 dy

= − ẋ

2

∫

R

∂y
(

η∞(u− v)
)

Lξ · 1 dy ≤ |ẋ|
2
‖Lξ‖ ‖η−1

∞ ∂y
(

η∞(u− v)
)

1‖

≤ |ẋ|
2
‖ζ‖

∥

∥η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞(u− v)
)

1

∥

∥ .

It follows from (5.19) and (5.17) that ‖ζ‖2 = 〈ΠTR(W ), ξ〉2χ, and so

(5.20) ‖ζ‖ ≤ |ẋ|
2

∥

∥η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞(u− v)
)

1

∥

∥ .

Estimate on the right hand side of (5.20). Using the definition of the operator Π we have that

∥

∥η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞(u − v)
)

1

∥

∥

2
= 2

∫

R

η∞
(

η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞(u− v)
)

)2

dy

= 2

∫

R

η∞
(

uy − vy − 2χ sign(y)(u− v)
)2

dy

≤ 2

∫

R

η∞|uy − vy|2 dy+8χ2

∫

R

η∞|u− v|2 dy

= 2‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + 8χ2‖(I−Π)W‖2 .
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Putting together the previous estimates we conclude with the wished result

〈AR(W ),Wy〉2χ = −〈ζ,Wy〉2χ ≤ ‖ζ‖‖Wy‖

≤ |ẋ|‖Wy‖
(

‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ 4χ2‖(I− Π)W‖
)

.

Q .E .D .

Lemma 21. Let W be a solution of (5.1). Then

〈R(W ),AWy〉2χ ≤ c0
2
|u(0; t)− v(0; t)|‖(I−Π)Wy‖

+ |ẋ|
(

c1‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ c2‖Wy‖2 + c3‖ΠW‖2
)

(5.21)

with c1 = 4
√
χ (1 + 2χ), c2 = (1 + 4χ2), c3 = 4χ2 and

c0 :=

{

4
√
χ if χ2 ≤ 1/2 ,

8χ2
√
χ/
√

(2χ− 1)(2χ+ 1) if χ2 > 1/2 .

Proof. Similarly as for the previous lemma, we define ζ as the (now scalar) solution of

(5.22) ζ + Lζ = ∆η∞
(u− v) , equivalent to ζ = (1 + L)−1∆η∞

(u− v) ,

then

AWy = −ζ
2
1 .

We split R(W ) in three terms R(W ) = R1 + R2 + R3, where
(5.23)

R1(W ) := 2χδ0(u− v)1 , R2(W ) := ẋ∂y

(

η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞W
)

)

, R3(W ) := ẋ∂y

(

η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞
)

)

1 .

Preliminary results for ζ. The weighted interpolation introduced in [11] and defined in (4.1) gives
the following estimate

|ζ(0)− 〈ζ〉2χ|2 ≤ 1

4χ
‖ζy‖2 .

At this point we look for a bound on ζy testing (5.22) with ζ,

‖ζ‖2 + ‖ζy‖2 =

∫

ζ((1 + L)ζ)η∞ =

∫

ζ∆η(u− v)η∞

≤
(
∫

|ζy |2η∞
)

1
2
(
∫

|uy − vy|2η∞
)

1
2

= ‖ζy‖
√
2‖(I−Π)Wy‖(5.24)

≤ ε

2
‖ζy‖2 +

1

ε
‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 ,(5.25)

which implies

‖ζy‖2 ≤ cε
ε
‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 − cε‖ζ‖2

with cε = 2/(2− ε) and ε ∈ (0, 2), i.e. cε ∈ (1,∞). As an immediate consequence, we have

‖ζ‖2 + ‖ζy‖2 ≤ ε

2

(cε
ε
‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 − cε‖ζ‖2

)

+
1

ε
‖(I−Π)Wy‖2

≤
(

cε
2

+
1

ε

)

‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 =
2

(2− ε)ε
‖(I−Π)Wy‖2(5.26)
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which is optimized by choosing ε = 1. Next, in order to control ζ(0), we use Jensen’s inequality to
deduce 〈ζ〉2

2χ ≤ χ‖ζ‖2, and by combining with the above bounds we estimate

|ζ(0)|2 ≤ (|ζ(0)− 〈ζ〉2χ|+ |〈ζ〉2χ|)
2 ≤ 2|ζ(0)− 〈ζ〉2χ|2 + 2〈ζ〉2

2χ

≤ 1

2χ
‖ζy‖2 + 2χ‖ζ‖2 ≤ cε

2χε
‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 +

(

2χ− cε
2χ

)

‖ζ‖2 .

We choose ε = 1 if χ2 ≤ 1/2 and ε = 2 − 1/(2χ2) if χ2 > 1/2. With this choice, the last term in
the inequality above is less or equal to zero. We conclude that

(5.27) |ζ(0)|2 ≤
( c0
4χ

)2

‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 ,

where

c0 := 4χ
( cε
2χε

)1/2

=

{

4
√
χ if χ2 ≤ 1/2 ,

8χ2
√
χ/
√

(2χ− 1)(2χ+ 1) if χ2 > 1/2 .

Bound on 〈R1, ζ1〉2χ. Using the estimate (5.27) from the preceding paragraph, we immediately
obtain the bound

〈R1, ζ1〉2χ = 4χζ(0; t)(u(0; t)− v(0; t))

≤ c0|u(0; t)− v(0; t)| ‖(I−Π)Wy‖ .(5.28)

Bound on 〈R2, ζ1〉. Integrating by parts 〈R2, ζ1〉2χ we get

〈R2, ζ1〉2χ = −ẋ

∫

R

∂y(ζη∞)∂y
(

η∞(u+ v)
)

η−1
∞ dy

≤ |ẋ|
[
∫

R

|∂y(ζη∞)|2η−1
∞ dy

]
1
2
[
∫

R

|∂y
(

(u+ v)η∞
)

|2η−1
∞ dy

]
1
2

= 2|ẋ|
[
∫

R

(

|ζy|2 + 4χ2|ζ|2
)

η∞ dy

]
1
2
[
∫

R

(

|uy + vy|2 + 4χ2|u+ v|2
)

η∞ dy

]
1
2

≤ |ẋ|
(

‖ζy‖2 + 4χ2‖ζ‖2 + ‖uy + vy‖2 + 4χ2‖u+ v‖2
)

= |ẋ|
(

‖ζy‖2 + 4χ2‖ζ‖2 + 2‖ΠWy‖2 + 8χ2‖ΠW‖2
)

.

Bound on 〈R3, ζ1〉. Similarly, integrating by parts the last term yields

〈R3, ζI〉2χ = −2ẋ

∫

R

∂y(ζη∞)

(

η−1
∞ ∂y

(

η∞
)

)

dy

= 4χẋ

∫

R

∂y(ζη∞) sign(y) dy

≤ 4χ|ẋ|
∫

R

(

|ζy|+ 2χ |ζ|
)

η∞ dy

≤ 4|ẋ|
√
χ (‖ζy‖+ 2χ‖ζ‖) .
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Combining estimates. It follows from (5.26) that for ε = 1 we have

‖ζ‖+ ‖ζy‖ ≤ 2‖(I−Π)Wy‖ .

Combining all the previous bounds, we then obtain

〈R(W ), ζ1〉2χ ≤ c0|u(0; t)− v(0; t)|‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ 4|ẋ|
√
χ (‖ζy‖+ 2χ‖ζ‖)

+ |ẋ|
(

‖ζy‖2 + 4χ2‖ζ‖2 + 2‖ΠWy‖2 + 8χ2‖ΠW‖2
)

≤ c0|u(0; t)− v(0; t)|‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ 8|ẋ|
√
χ (1 + 2χ)‖(I−Π)Wy‖

+ 2|ẋ|
(

(1 + 4χ2)‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + ‖ΠWy‖2 + 4χ2‖ΠW‖2
)

≤ c0|u(0; t)− v(0; t)|‖(I−Π)Wy‖

+ 2|ẋ|
(

4
√
χ (1 + 2χ)‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ (1 + 4χ2)‖Wy‖2 + 4χ2‖ΠW‖2

)

.

This concludes the proof, recalling AWy = − ζ
21. Q .E .D .

The above estimates allow us finally to obtain control of the nonlinear remainder term.

Corollary 22. If W solves (5.1), then there exists constants c0, c1, c2, c3 > 0 only depending on χ

such that

R(t) ≤ |ẋ| ‖Wy‖
(

‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ 4χ2‖(I−Π)W‖
)

+
c0
2
|u(0; t)− v(0; t)|‖(I−Π)Wy‖

+ |ẋ|
(

c1‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ c2‖Wy‖2 + c3‖ΠW‖2
)

.

Proof. This bound follows directly by combining the results in Lemma 20 and Lemma 21. Q .E .D .

5.5. Hypocoercive control.

At this point we have all the estimates needed to control the time derivative of the Lyapunov
(L�punov) functional Л[W ](t) in terms of norms of Wy, ΠWy , (I−Π)Wy .

Proposition 23. Let W be a solution of equation (5.1) satisfying 〈u − v〉2χ|t=0 = 0. Then there
exists constants c0, c1, c2, c3 > 0 only depending on χ such that for any δ > 0,

d

dt
Л[Wy](t) ≤ −2‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 − δ

χ

1 + χ‖ΠWy‖2

+ |ẋ|χ‖Wy‖2 + δ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + δ‖(I−Π)Wy‖‖ΠWy‖
+ δ|ẋ|(1 + 4χ) ‖Wy‖ ‖(I−Π)Wy‖
+ δ|ẋ|

(

c1‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ c2‖Wy‖2 + c3‖ΠW‖2
)

+ 2χ |u(0)− v(0)− 2ẋ| |〈〈uy + vy〉〉|+ δ
c0
2
|u(0; t)− v(0; t)|‖(I−Π)Wy‖

+ |ẋ|4χ |u(0)〈〈uy〉〉+ v(0)〈〈vy〉〉| .
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Proof. Applying the estimates from Corollary 19 and Corollary 22 to the terms in Lemma 17 and
combining with Proposition 8, we obtain

d

dt
Л[Wy](t) =

1

2

d

dt
‖Wy‖2 − δD(t) + δR(t)

≤ −2‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + 2χ [u(0)− v(0)− 2ẋ] 〈〈uy + vy〉〉

− ẋ

2

∫

∂y
(

|uy|2 + |vy|2
)

η∞ dy−4χẋ [u(0)〈〈uy〉〉+ v(0)〈〈vy〉〉]

− δ
χ

1 + χ‖ΠWy‖2 + δ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + δ‖(I−Π)Wy‖‖ΠWy‖

+ δ|ẋ| ‖Wy‖
(

‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ 4χ2‖(I−Π)W‖
)

+ δ
c0
2
|u(0; t)− v(0; t)|‖(I−Π)Wy‖

+ δ|ẋ|
(

c1‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ c2‖Wy‖2 + c3‖ΠW‖2
)

.

Next, we use the Poincaré inequality (4.5b) together with the assumption 〈u− v〉2χ|t=0 = 0 as well
as integration by parts. This allows to estimate the energy decay by

d

dt
Л[Wy](t) ≤ −2‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + 2χ |u(0)− v(0)− 2ẋ| |〈〈uy + vy〉〉|

+ |ẋ|χ‖Wy‖2 + |ẋ|4χ |u(0)〈〈uy〉〉+ v(0)〈〈vy〉〉|

− δ
χ

1 + χ‖ΠWy‖2 + δ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + δ‖(I−Π)Wy‖‖ΠWy‖

+ δ|ẋ|(1 + 4χ) ‖Wy‖ ‖(I−Π)Wy‖

+ δ
c0
2
|u(0; t)− v(0; t)|‖(I−Π)Wy‖

+ δ|ẋ|
(

c1‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ c2‖Wy‖2 + c3‖ΠW‖2
)

,

which completes the proof. Q .E .D .

The two terms −2‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 and −δ χ
1+χ‖ΠWy‖2 are the good contributions as they give us

the desired decay, and allow controlling all the other (bad) terms with carefully chosen parameter
δ. Indeed, they morally give the full control on the L2 norm of Wy:

−2‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 − δ
χ

1 + χ‖ΠWy‖2 ≤ −2α1‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 − α2‖Wy‖2 ,

where α1 ∈ [0, 1) can be chosen conveniently to control the other terms in Proposition 23, and

α2 := min
{

2(1− α1), δ
χ

1+χ

}

. The goal is to choose the first term on the right-hand side of order

1, and to combine only a small fraction (1− α1) of it with the second term to control the norm of
Wy.

6. Nonlinear case with α = 0

In this section, we consider the case α = 0 which results in λ = 2χ. This means all the weights of
our functional spaces are the same and in this simplified setting we are able to provide a nonlinear
stability analysis. Note that the choice of α only enters the dynamics through the movement of the
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chemoattractant peak. For α = 0, the expression for ẋ in (2.8) simplifies to

(6.1) ẋ(t) =
u(0; t)− v(0; t)

2 + u(0; t) + v(0; t)
,

and hence

u(0; t)− v(0; t)− 2ẋ =
|u(0; t)|2 − |v(0; t)|2
2 + u(0; t) + v(0; t)

.(6.2)

Choosing 〈u− v〉2χ(0) = 0 and applying the third condition (2.12) together with the interpolation
inequality (4.1) we have that

(6.3) |u(0; t)− v(0; t)| = |u(0; t)− v(0; t)− 〈u− v〉2χ(t)| ≤
1√
2χ

‖(I−Π)Wy‖ .

In what follows, we derive the decay of the modified entropy in the case α = 0, starting from the
bound on the entropy dissipation derived in Section 5.5. In order to prove Theorem 2 we proceed
in two steps: (1) we show in Section 6.2 that entropy decay holds as long as a certain smallness
condition is satisfied at all times, and (2) we use this result in Section 6.3 to obtain that the decay
ensures for the smallness condition to be propagated from initial time to all later times.

6.1. Control of nonlocal terms.

Subsequently, we will make frequent use of the following assumption.

Assumption 24. There exists T > 0 and p ∈ (0, 1) such that

|ẋ(t)| ≤ p for all t ∈ [0, T ] ,

where ẋ is defined by (6.1).

We begin by deriving explicit expressions for 〈〈uy〉〉 and 〈〈vy〉〉.

Proposition 25. Let Assumption 24 hold for some T > 0 and p ∈ (0, 1). Denote

z±(s, t) := ±s+ x(t)− x(t− s) for t > 0 , s ∈ [0, t] .

Then z+(s, t) > 0 and z−(s, t) < 0. Moreover, for any solution (u, v) of (2.9), we have for t ∈ [0.T ]

〈〈uy〉〉(t) = η∞(z−(t, t)) [uy(z−(t, t); 0) + 2χu(z−(t, t); 0)]

+

∫ t

0

e−sη∞(z−(s, t)) [vy(z−(s, t); t− s) + 2χv(z−(s, t); t− s)] ds

+ χ
∫ t

0

e−sη∞(z−(s, t)) [(uy + vy)(z−(s, t); t− s) + 2χ(u+ v)(z−(s, t); t− s)] ds

+ 4χ2

∫ t

0

ẋ(t− s)e−sη∞(z−(s, t)) ds−
χ

1− ẋ(t)
[u(0; t) + v(0; t) + 2ẋ(t)]
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and

〈〈vy〉〉(t) = η∞(z+(t, t)) [vy(z+(t, t); 0)− 2χv(z+(t, t); 0)]

+

∫ t

0

e−sη∞(z+(s, t)) [uy(z+(s, t); t− s)− 2χu(z+(s, t); t− s)] ds

+ χ
∫ t

0

e−sη∞(z+(s, t)) [(uy + vy)(z+(s, t); t− s)− 2χ(u + v)(z+(s, t); t− s)] ds

+ 4χ2

∫ t

0

ẋ(t− s)e−sη∞(z+(s, t)) ds+
χ

1 + ẋ(t)
[u(0; t) + v(0; t)− 2ẋ(t)] .

Proof. The proof of this result uses the method of characteristics, and we postpone it to Appendix B
to not distract from the main argument here. Q .E .D .

With these preliminary computations at hand, we are now ready to derive an upper bound for
the higher-order nonlocal terms.

Proposition 26. Let Assumption 24 hold with T > 0 and p ≤ 1/(4χ). If there is a constant c > 0
such that the initial data satisfies

‖u(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖v(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖uy(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖vy(·; 0)‖∞ ≤ c ,

then

∫ T

0

(|〈〈uy(t)〉〉|+ |〈〈vy(t)〉〉|) dt ≤
∫ T

0

g(t, p) dt

+
χ

1− p

∫ T

0

|u(0; t) + v(0; t) + 2ẋ| dt+
χ

1− p

∫ T

0

|u(0; t) + v(0; t)− 2ẋ| dt

+ 2χg0(p)

∫ T

0

(‖ΠWy‖+ 2χ‖ΠW‖) dt+g0(p)
∫ T

0

(‖Wy‖+ 2χ‖W‖) dt .

with r := 1 + 2χ(1 − p) and

g(t, p) := 2(1 + 2χ)ce−rt +
8pχ2

r
(1− e−rt) , g0(p) :=

√

4(1 + p)

r(1 − p)2
.(6.4)

Proof of Proposition 26. Using the explicit expression of 〈〈uy〉〉 provided by Proposition 25, we es-
timate for t ∈ [0, T ]

|〈〈uy〉〉| ≤ (1 + 2χ)ce−tη∞(z−(t, t)) +

∫ t

0

e−sη∞(z−(s, t)) |vy(z−(s, t); t− s) + 2χv(z−(s, t); t− s)| ds

+ χ
∫ t

0

e−sη∞(z−(s, t)) |(uy + vy)(z−(s, t); t− s) + 2χ(u+ v)(z−(s, t); t− s)| ds

+ 4pχ2

∫ t

0

e−sη∞(z−(s, t)) ds+
χ

1− p
|u(0; t) + v(0; t) + 2ẋ(t)| .
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Observe that |z−(s, t)| = s−x(t)+x(t−s) ≥ (1−p)s for all s ∈ [0, t], and so with r := 1+2χ(1−p),
we have

|〈〈uy〉〉| ≤ (1 + 2χ)ce−rt +
4pχ2(1 − e−rt)

r
+

χ

1− p
|u(0; t) + v(0; t) + 2ẋ(t)|

+

∫ t

0

e−rs |vy(z−(s, t); t− s) + 2χv(z−(s, t); t− s)| ds

+ χ
∫ t

0

e−rs |(uy + vy)(z−(s, t); t− s) + 2χ(u+ v)(z−(s, t); t− s)| ds .

Integrating in time between 0 and T , and using Lemma 37 from Appendix B.1 we get

∫ T

0

|〈〈uy〉〉| dt

≤
∫ T

0

(

(1 + 2χ)ce−rt +
4pχ2

r
(1 − e−rt) +

χ

1− p
|u(0; t) + v(0; t) + 2ẋ|

)

dt

+
1

1− p

∫ T

0

∫

R

e−
r

1+p
|y| (|vy|+ χ|uy + vy |+ 2χ2|u+ v|+ 2χ|v|

)

dy dt .

The same procedure can be done for the vy term. Summing the two results we get

∫ T

0

|〈〈uy〉〉|+ |〈〈vy〉〉| dt ≤
∫ T

0

g(t, p) dt

+
χ

1− p

∫ T

0

|u(0; t) + v(0; t) + 2ẋ| dt+
χ

1− p

∫ T

0

|u(0; t) + v(0; t)− 2ẋ| dt

+
2χ

1− p

∫ T

0

∫

R

e−
r

1+p
|y| (|uy + vy|+ 2χ|u + v|) dy dt

+
1

1− p

∫ T

0

∫

R

e−
r

1+p
|y| (|vy |+ |uy|+ 2χ(|v|+ |u|)) dy dt .

Using Cauchy-Schwarz and the condition 4χp ≤ 1, we have r
1+p ≥ 2χ, and so for any function z(y)

with sufficient integrability,

∫

R

e−
r

1+p
|y|z(y) dy ≤

√

∫

R

e−
r

1+p
|y| dy

√

∫

R

e−
r

1+p
|y|z(y)2 dy

=

√

2(1 + p)

r

√

∫

R

e−
r

1+p
|y|z(y)2 dy ≤

√

2(1 + p)

r
‖z‖ ,
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where ‖z‖ :=
(∫

R
|z(y)|2η∞ dy

)1/2
. Applying this idea to our last estimate, we obtain

∫ T

0

(|〈〈uy(t)〉〉|+ |〈〈vy(t)〉〉|) dt ≤
∫ T

0

g(t, p) dt

+
χ

1− p

∫ T

0

|u(0; t) + v(0; t) + 2ẋ| dt+
χ

1− p

∫ T

0

|u(0; t) + v(0; t)− 2ẋ| dt

+ 2χ

√

2(1 + p)

r(1− p)2

∫ T

0

(‖uy + vy‖+ 2χ‖u+ v‖) dt

+

√

2(1 + p)

r(1 − p)2

∫ T

0

(‖uy‖+ ‖vy‖+ 2χ (‖u‖+ ‖v‖)) dt .

Notice that ‖u + v‖ =
√
2‖ΠW‖ and ‖u‖ + ‖v‖ ≤

√
2
(

‖u‖2 + ‖v‖2
)1/2

=
√
2‖W‖ etc. This

concludes the proof. Q .E .D .

It remains to control the lower-order non-local terms 〈〈u〉〉 and 〈〈v〉〉, which can be done directly
with the bounds already established.

Lemma 27. If W solves (2.9), then

|〈〈u〉〉|2 + |〈〈v〉〉|2 ≤ 1

2χ
‖Wy‖2 + 2χ‖W‖2 ,

|〈〈u+ v〉〉|2 ≤ 1
χ‖ΠWy‖2 + 4χ‖ΠW‖2 .

Proof. Since u is continuous at y = 0, we compute directly using (4.1) and Jensen’s inequality,

|〈〈u〉〉|2 ≤ 2|u(0; t)− 〈u〉2χ|2 + 2〈u〉2
2χ ≤ 1

2χ
‖uy‖2 + 2χ‖u‖2 ,

and similarly for v. Summing the expressions for |〈〈u〉〉|2 and |〈〈v〉〉|2, we obtain the first result. The
second inequality follows by the same argument replacing u by u + v above and using ‖u + v‖2 =
2‖ΠW‖2 etc. Q .E .D .

Corollary 28. Let 〈u− v〉2χ(0) = 0. Let Assumption 24 hold with T > 0 and p ≤ 1/(4χ). If there
is a constant c > 0 such that the initial data satisfies

‖u(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖v(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖uy(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖vy(·; 0)‖∞ ≤ c ,

then for any δ ∈ (0, 1) there exist constants λ1, λ2 > 0 only depending on p, χ and δ such that

∫ T

0

(

|〈〈uy(t)〉〉|+ |〈〈vy(t)〉〉|
)

dt ≤
∫ T

0

(

λ1 + λ2

√

Л[Wy]

)

dt .



30 V. CALVEZ, G. FAVRE, AND F. HOFFMANN

Proof. The proof essentially reduces to an application of Proposition 26 and the Poincaré inequality.
More precisely, together with the control on the lower-order nonlocal terms in Lemma 27 we obtain

∫ T

0

(|〈〈uy(t)〉〉|+ |〈〈vy(t)〉〉|) dt ≤
∫ T

0

g(t, p) dt+
2χ

1− p

∫ T

0

|〈〈u(t) + v(t)〉〉|+ 2|ẋ| dt

+ 2χg0(p)

∫ T

0

(‖ΠWy‖+ 2χ‖ΠW‖) dt+g0(p)
∫ T

0

(‖Wy‖+ 2χ‖W‖) dt

≤
∫ T

0

(

4pχ

1− p
+ g(t, p)

)

dt+

(

2
√
χ

1− p
+ 2χg0(p)

)
∫ T

0

(‖ΠWy‖+ 2χ‖ΠW‖) dt

+ g0(p)

∫ T

0

(‖Wy‖+ 2χ‖W‖) dt

≤
∫ T

0

(

4pχ

1− p
+ g(t, p)

)

dt+3

(

2
√
χ

1− p
+ (1 + 2χ)g0(p)

)
∫ T

0

‖Wy‖ dt .

where we used 〈u− v〉2χ(0) = 0 together with (4.5c). This concludes the proof with constants

λ1(p, χ) := 2(1 + 2χ)c+
4pχ

1− p
+ 8pχ2 ,

λ2(p, χ, δ) :=
6
√
2χ

(
√
1− δ)(1 − p)

(

1 +

(

1 + 2χ

2χ

)√
1 + 4χ

)

.

since g(t, p) ≤ 2(1 + 2χ)c+ 8pχ2 for all t ≥ 0, and using the norm equivalence (5.7). Q .E .D .

6.2. Entropy decay.

Our strategy of proof to obtain entropy decay uses a ’security cylinder’: we show (1) that
entropy decay holds as long as a certain smallness condition is satisfied at all times, and (2) that
the decay ensures for the smallness condition to be propagated from initial time to all later times.
The following proposition is the key estimate to establish the first step. We will then combine (1)
and (2) in the next section for the proof of Theorem 2.

Proposition 29. Let W be a solution of equation (5.1) satisfying initially 〈u − v〉2χ(0) = 0. Let
Assumption 24 hold with p < χ/(16(1 + χ)) small enough and with T > 0 small enough such

‖ΠWy(t)‖+ 2χ‖ΠW (t)‖ ≤
√
2χ for all t ∈ [0, T ] .(6.5)

Then there exists constants µ0 = µ0(p, χ) > 0, δ = δ(p, χ) ∈ (0, 1) and a function µ(t) > 0 of the
nonlocal terms |〈〈uy(t)〉〉|+ |〈〈vy(t)〉〉| such that

d

dt
Л[Wy] ≤− µ0Л[Wy] + µ(t)Л[Wy] for all t ∈ [0, T ] .

Proof. Starting from the expression in Proposition 23 combined with equation (6.2), substituting
the expression (6.1) for ẋ for the c1 term, applying Young’s inequality with parameters β1, β2 > 0,
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using the Poincaré inequality (4.5a) and bound (6.3), we get

d

dt
Л[Wy ] ≤−

[

2− δ

(

1 +
c0

2
√
2χ

+

√
2χc1

|c(u, v)| +
β1 + β2

2

)

]

‖(I−Π)Wy‖2

− δ

(

χ

1 + χ − 1

2β1
− |ẋ| c3

χ2

)

‖ΠWy‖2

+ |ẋ|
(

χ+
δ(1 + 4χ)

2β2
+ δc2

)

‖Wy‖2(6.6)

+ 2χ

∣

∣u(0; t)2 − v(0; t)2
∣

∣

|2 + u(0; t) + v(0; t)| |〈〈uy + vy〉〉|

+ 4χ|ẋ| |u(0; t)〈〈uy〉〉+ v(0; t)〈〈vy〉〉|

with c(u, v) = 4χ+2χ(u(0; t)+ v(0; t)) as defined in (4.6b). Thanks to Lemma 27 and the Poincaré
inequality (4.5c), we have

∣

∣u(0; t)2 − v(0; t)2
∣

∣ ≤ u(0; t)2 + v(0; t)2 ≤ 1

2χ
‖Wy‖2 + 2χ‖W‖2 ≤ 5

2χ
‖Wy‖2 .

As a consequence and using the expression for ẋ in (6.1), we have

|ẋ| |u(0; t)〈〈uy〉〉+ v(0; t)〈〈vy〉〉|

≤ 2χ|u(0; t)− v(0; t)|
|c(u, v)| (|u(0; t)|+ |v(0; t)|) (|〈〈uy〉〉|+ |〈〈vy〉〉|)

≤ 2χ
u(0; t)2 + v(0; t)2

|c(u, v)| (|〈〈uy〉〉|+ |〈〈vy〉〉|) ≤
5

|c(u, v)| (|〈〈uy〉〉|+ |〈〈vy〉〉|) ‖Wy‖2 .

Combining these estimates, we can control the last two lines in (6.6) by

2χ

∣

∣u(0; t)2 − v(0; t)2
∣

∣

|2 + u(0; t) + v(0; t)| |〈〈uy + vy〉〉|+ 4χ|ẋ| |u(0; t)〈〈uy〉〉+ v(0; t)〈〈vy〉〉|

≤ 30χ

|c(u, v)| (|〈〈uy〉〉|+ |〈〈vy〉〉|) ‖Wy‖2 .

Next, we make use of the lower bound on c(u, v) derived in (4.8), together with Assumption (6.5),
to obtain

|c(u, v)| ≥ 4χ−
√
2χ (‖ΠWy‖+ 2χ‖ΠW‖) ≥ 2χ .

Using Assumption 24, we obtain the energy estimate

d

dt
Л[Wy ] ≤−

[

2− δ

(

1 +
c0

2
√
2χ

+
c1√
2χ

+
β1 + β2

2

)]

‖(I−Π)Wy‖2

− δ

(

χ

1 + χ − 1

2β1
− p

c3
χ2

)

‖ΠWy‖2

+ p

(

χ+
δ(1 + 4χ)

2β2
+ δc2

)

‖Wy‖2 + 15 (|〈〈uy〉〉|+ |〈〈vy〉〉|) ‖Wy‖2 .
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Recall the definition of constants c0, c1, c2 and c3 in Lemma 21. We choose β1 = β2 := (1+χ)/χ > 0

and p < χ/(8(1 + χ)) to guarantee
χ

1+χ − 1
2β1

− p c3
χ2 > 0. Next, we choose

δ = δ(p, χ) := 2

[(

1 +
c0

2
√
2χ

+
c1√
2χ

+
β1 + β2

2

)

+
χ

2(1 + χ)
− p

c3
χ2

]−1

(6.7)

Then δ < 2/

(

1 + c0

2
√

2χ
+ c1√

2χ
+ β1+β2

2

)

< 1. Finally, we define

η(p, χ) := 2− δ

(

1 +
c0

2
√
2χ

+
c1√
2χ

+
β1 + β2

2

)

= δ

(

χ

1 + χ − 1

2β1
− p

c3
χ2

)

and choose p small enough such that η > p

(

χ+ δ(1+4χ)
2β2

+ δc2

)

. We obtain

d

dt
Л[Wy] ≤−

[

η − p

(

χ+
δ(1 + 4χ)

2β2
+ δc2

)

− 15 (|〈〈uy〉〉|+ |〈〈vy〉〉|)
]

‖Wy‖2

≤− 2

(1− δ)

[

η − p

(

χ+
δ(1 + 4χ)

2β2
+ δc2

)

− 15 (|〈〈uy〉〉|+ |〈〈vy〉〉|)
]

Л[Wy]

thanks to the norm equivalence (5.7). This concludes the proof with

µ0 :=
2

(1− δ)

[

η − p

(

χ+
δ(1 + 4χ)

2β2
+ δc2

)]

,

µ(t) :=
30

(1− δ)
(|〈〈uy(t)〉〉|+ |〈〈vy(t)〉〉|) .

Q .E .D .

6.3. Proof of Theorem 2.

Proposition 30. Let W be a solution of equation (5.1) satisfying initially 〈u − v〉2χ(0) = 0, and

‖u(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖v(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖uy(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖vy(·; 0)‖∞ ≤ c

for some small enough constant 0 < c ≤ 2χ/(1+2χ). Let Assumption 24 hold with some T̃ > 0 and

p ≤ min
{

1
4χ ;

χ
8(1+χ)

}

small enough. Let T ∗ denote the first time when ‖ΠWy(·)‖+2χ‖ΠW (·)‖ =
√
2χ and define T := min{T ∗, T̃}. Then there exists a rate γ = γ(p, c, χ) > 0 and a constant

C = C(Л[Wy(0)], p, c, χ) > 1 such that

‖Wy(t)‖ ≤ C‖Wy(0)‖ exp (−γt) for all t ∈ [0, T ] .

Proof. Denote γ :=
(

µ0 − ( 30
1−δ )λ1

)

/2 with µ0, δ and λ1 as defined in the proofs of Corollary 28

and Proposition 29. By choosing p and c small enough, we can guarantee that γ > 0. Note that
c < 2χ/(1+2χ) guarantees that (6.5) is satisfied initially with strict inequality. By definition of T ,

we have ‖ΠWy(t)‖+2χ‖ΠW (t)‖ ≤
√
2χ for all t ∈ [0, T ] and Assumption 24 holds for all t ∈ [0, T ].

Integrating the decay estimate in Proposition 29 and writing Л[Wy](t) = Л(t) for short, we have
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for all t ∈ [0, T ] that it holds

d

dt

[

Л (t) exp

(

µ0t−
∫ t

0

µ(s) ds

)]

= exp

(

µ0t−
∫ t

0

µ(s) ds

)

[

Л̇ (t) + µ0Л (t)− µ (t)Л (t)
]

≤ 0 .

Then the control of the nonlocal terms from Corollary 28 yields

d

dt

[

Л (t) exp

(

(µ0 − λ′1)t− λ′2

∫ t

0

√

Л(s) ds

)]

≤ 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ]

with λ′i := ( 30
1−δ )λi for i = 1, 2 and for δ as defined in (6.7) in the proof of Proposition 29. Denoting

q(t) :=
∫ t

0

√

Л(s) ds, we conclude

Л (t) exp ((µ0 − λ′1)t) ≤ Л(0) exp (λ′2q(t)) for all t ∈ [0, T ] .(6.8)

We claim that q(t) is uniformly bounded above for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Indeed, it follows from (6.8) that

Л (t) ≤
[

Л(0) sup
0≤s≤T

exp (λ′2q(s))

]

exp (−(µ0 − λ′1)t) for all t ∈ [0, T ] .

Taking square roots on both sides and integrating, we obtain

q(t) =

∫ t

0

√

Л(s) ds ≤ 2
√

Л(0)

(µ0 − λ′1)
sup

0≤s≤t
exp

(

λ′2
2
q(s)

)[

1− exp

(

− (µ0 − λ′1)t

2

)]

≤
√

Л(0)

γ
exp

(

λ′2
2
q(t)

)

[1− exp (−γt)] for all t ∈ [0, T ] ,

where we used the fact that q(·) is an increasing function and the definition of γ := (µ0 − λ′1) /2.
Denote

0 ≤ R(t) :=

√

Л(0)

γ
[1− exp (−γt)] ≤

√

Л(0)

γ
.

Then

q(t) ≤ R(t) exp

(

λ′2
2
q(t)

)

≤
√

Л(0)

γ
exp

(

λ′2
2
q(t)

)

.(6.9)

Notice that the equation x =

√
Л(0)

γ exp
(

λ′

2

2 x
)

has exactly two roots in x > 0, say 0 < q1 < q2. In

other words, condition (6.9) means that either q(t) ≤ q1, or q(t) ≥ q2. Further, q(·) is a continuous
function due to its integral definition. As a result, if q(0) < q1, then q(t) ≤ q1 for all t ∈ [0, T ].
Returning to expression (6.8) with this uniform bound on q(·), we arrive at

Л (t) ≤ Л(0) exp (λ′2q1) exp (−2γt) , for all t ∈ [0, T ] .

By norm equivalence (5.7),
(

1− δ

2

)

‖Wy(t)‖2 ≤ Л[t] ≤ Л(0) exp (λ′2q1) exp (−2γt)

≤
(

1 + δ

2

)

exp (λ′2q1) ‖Wy(0)‖2 exp (−2γt) ,
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and so we conclude

‖Wy(t)‖ ≤ C‖Wy(0)‖ exp (−γt) for all t ∈ [0, T ]

with hypocoercivity constant

(6.10) C :=

√

1 + δ

1− δ
exp

(

λ′2q1
2

)

> 1

only depending on Л(0), c, p and χ. Q .E .D .

Corollary 31 (Convergence of the centre). Let W be a solution of equation (5.1) satisfying initially
〈u− v〉2χ(0) = 0, and

‖u(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖v(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖uy(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖vy(·; 0)‖∞ ≤ c

for some small enough constant 0 < c ≤ min{2χ/(1 + 2χ) ; χ/(3C)} with C as defined in (6.10).

Let Assumption 24 hold with some T̃ > 0 and p ≤ min
{

1
4χ ;

χ
8(1+χ)

}

small enough. Then

|ẋ(t)| ≤ 3Cc
χ e−γt for all t ∈ [0, T ]

with T > 0 and γ > 0 as defined in Proposition 30.

Proof. Thanks to the decay estimate from Proposition 30 and Poincaré inequality (4.5a), we deduce
that for any t ∈ [0, T ],

‖ΠWy(t)‖ + 2χ‖ΠW (t)‖ ≤ 3‖ΠWy(t)‖ ≤ 3‖Wy(t)‖

≤ 3C‖Wy(0)‖e−γt < 3C‖Wy(0)‖ ≤ 3

√

2
χCc

and so choosing c < χ/(3C) small enough, we can guarantee that
√
8χ−‖ΠWy(t)‖−2χ‖ΠW (t)‖ ≥√

2χ. We recall the dynamics (6.1) of the centre ẋ. Using the above, the bound from Proposition 13
on ẋ simplifies to

|ẋ(t)| ≤ ‖(I−Π)Wy(t)‖+ 2χ‖(I−Π)W (t)‖√
8χ− ‖ΠWy(t)‖ − 2χ‖ΠW (t)‖

≤ 3‖(I−Π)Wy(t)‖√
2χ

≤ 3‖Wy(t)‖√
2χ

≤ 3C‖Wy(0)‖√
2χ

e−γt ≤ 3Cc
χ e−γt

for any t ∈ [0, T ]. We conclude that ẋ is integrable on [0, t]. Q .E .D .

Proof of Theorem 2. Let f̄(t) be the reformulation in the moving frame y = x − x(t) solving (2.1)
with initial condition satisfying

∫∫

vf̄0 dy dµ(v) = 0 and (1.5). The latter is equivalent to

‖u(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖v(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖uy(·; 0)‖∞ + ‖vy(·; 0)‖∞ ≤ c

with c := ε0. Take ε0 = ε0(χ) > 0 small enough such that

0 < ε0 < min

{

2χ

(1 + 2χ)
;
χ

3C
;

1

12C
;

χ2

24C(1 + χ)

}

with C as defined in (6.10). Then Assumption 24 is satisfied at t = 0 with strict inequality with

p ≤ min
{

1
4χ ;

χ
8(1+χ)

}

thanks to Corollary 31. Denote

T̃ := inf

{

s > 0 : |ẋ(s)| = min

{

1

4χ
;

χ

8(1 + χ)

}}

.
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It follows from Proposition 30 that

‖Wy(t)‖ ≤ C‖Wy(0)‖ exp (−γt) for all t ∈ [0, T ] ,

with T := min{T ∗, T̃}, where T ∗ denotes the first time when ‖ΠWy(·)‖ + 2χ‖ΠW (·)‖ =
√
2χ.

If T ∗ < T̃ , then ‖ΠWy(T
∗)‖ + 2χ‖ΠW (T ∗)‖ ≤ C‖Wy(0)‖e−γT∗

<
√
2χ following the proof of

Corollary 31, which contradicts the definition of T ∗. Hence T = T̃ . Assume T̃ < ∞. Then from
Corollary 31,

min

{

1

4χ
;

χ

8(1 + χ)

}

= |ẋ(T̃ )| = |ẋ(T )| ≤ 3Cε0
χ e−γT ≤ 3Cε0

χ .

This is a contradiction with the upper bound on ε0. Hence T̃ = +∞.
We conclude applying Proposition 30 with T̃ = +∞ and noting that

‖f̄(t)− f̄∞‖2H1 = ‖W (t)‖2 + ‖Wy(t)‖2 ≤
(

1 +
1
χ2

)

‖Wy(t)‖2

≤
(

1 +
1
χ2

)

C2‖Wy(0)‖2e−2γt ≤ C0‖f̄0 − f̄∞‖2H1e−2γt

for all t ≥ 0 with C0 :=
(

1 + 1
χ2

)

C2 and where f̄(t) solves (2.1). This concludes the first part of the

theorem statement. For the second part regarding the convergence of the center, the exponential
decay of |ẋ| for all t ≥ 0 guaranteed by Corollary 31 immediately implies that ẋ is integrable between
0 and +∞, which concludes the existence of a limit x∞. Q .E .D .

7. Linear case with α > 0

Recall the operator splitting from equation (5.1),

∂tWy + TWy = LWy + R(W ) .

The only nonlinear terms in this equation appear in the operator R(W ) and correspond precisely
to

ẋQ[W ] := ẋ∂y
(

η−1
∞ ∂y (η∞W )

)

with the operator Q as in (5.16). For the statement in Theorem 3, we discard the nonlinear terms
in the evolution, and consider the solution W of the following linearized equation instead

(7.1) ∂tWy + TWy = LWy + 2χδ0(u− v − 2ẋlin)1 ,

where ẋlin is the linearization of ẋ,

(7.2) ẋlin(t) =
λ

4χ

(

u(0; t)− v(0; t)−
√
α

2

∫

Rd

(u− v)e−λ|y| dy

)

.

We obtain the following expression for the entropy dissipation for solutions W of the linearized
system (7.1).

Proposition 32. If W solves equation (7.1), then

1

2

d

dt
‖Wy‖2 = −2‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + 2χ [u(0)− v(0)− 2ẋlin] 〈〈uy + vy〉〉 .

Proof. The argument is analogous to Proposition 8. Q .E .D .

The only dependence on α > 0 in the linearized system (7.1) is via ẋlin. We start with an
auxiliary lemma rewriting this term.
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Lemma 33. For any t > 0 it holds

2χ [u(0; t)− v(0; t)− 2ẋlin(t)] 〈〈uy + vy〉〉(t)

=

√
α

2

d

dt
〈〈u− v〉〉2(t) + 2

√
α〈〈u− v〉〉2(t)−

√
αe−2t〈u− v〉λ|t=0

[

d

dt
〈〈u− v〉〉(t) + 2〈〈u− v〉〉(t)

]

.

Proof. The linearized equation (7.1) for Wy can be derived from the following equation on W ,
obtained by linearizing (2.10):

∂tu+ ∂yu = −ẋlin2χ sign(y)− (1 − χ sign(y))(u − v) ,(7.3a)

∂tv − ∂yv = −ẋlin2χ sign(y) + (1 + χ sign(y))(u − v) .(7.3b)

From (7.3) it follows that

(7.4) ∂t(u − v) = −(uy + vy)− 2(u− v) .

Therefore, using the definition of 〈〈·〉〉 directly, we can calculate explicitly

d

dt
〈〈u− v〉〉 = lim

ε→0

∫∫

K(y)K(z)∂t(u − v)(ε(y − z)) dy dz

= − lim
ε→0

∫∫

K(y)K(z) [(uy + vy) + 2(u− v)] (ε(y − z)) dy dz

= −〈〈uy + vy〉〉 − 2〈〈u− v〉〉 .
We conclude that

〈〈uy + vy〉〉 = − d

dt
〈〈u− v〉〉 − 2〈〈u− v〉〉 .

Using the explicit expression in (7.2), we can simplify the last term in the entropy dissipation as
follows:

2χ [u(0)− v(0)− 2ẋlin] 〈〈uy + vy〉〉
= −

√
α [u(0)− v(0)− 〈u− v〉λ] 〈〈uy + vy〉〉

= −
√
α [〈〈u− v〉〉 − 〈u − v〉λ]

[

− d

dt
〈〈u− v〉〉 − 2〈〈u− v〉〉

]

=

√
α

2

d

dt
〈〈u− v〉〉2 + 2

√
α〈〈u− v〉〉2 −

√
α〈u− v〉λ

[

d

dt
〈〈u− v〉〉+ 2〈〈u− v〉〉

]

.

Using (7.4) together with the second conservation law 〈uy + vy〉λ = 0 from Corollary 6 we immedi-
ately have

d

dt
〈u− v〉λ = −2〈u− v〉λ ,

and so 〈u − v〉λ decays exponentially (also see Lemma 7). Hence,

2χ [u(0)− v(0)− 2ẋlin] 〈〈uy + vy〉〉

=

√
α

2

d

dt
〈〈u− v〉〉2 + 2

√
α〈〈u− v〉〉2 −

√
αe−2t〈u− v〉λ|t=0

[

d

dt
〈〈u− v〉〉+ 2〈〈u− v〉〉

]

.

Q .E .D .

As a result, we are able to obtain energy decay for the H1-entropy with correction term.
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Proposition 34 (Coercivity of the local equilibria). Assume 〈u− v〉λ|t=0 = 0. Then the following
inequality holds

1

2

d

dt

(

‖Wy‖2 −
√
α〈〈u− v〉〉2

)

≤ −2χ+
√
α

χ+
√
α

‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 .

Remark 5. We can remove the assumption 〈u − v〉λ|t=0 = 0 at the price of obtaining additional
terms in the estimates on the right-hand side of Proposition 34 of order O(e−2t). This follows from
the fact that 〈u − v〉λ(t) ≤ e−2t〈u − v〉λ(0) up to nonlinear terms. In this case however a uniform
bound on 〈〈uy + vy〉〉 is needed.

Proof. Using the assumption 〈u − v〉λ|t=0 = 0, Lemma 7 and Lemma 9, we have

〈〈u− v〉〉2 = |u(0; t)− v(0; t)− 〈u− v〉λ|2 ≤ 1

2χ+ 2
√
α
‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 .(7.5)

Combining estimate (7.5) with Proposition 32 and Lemma 33 we conclude the proof:

1

2

d

dt

(

‖Wy‖2 −
√
α〈〈u− v〉〉2

)

= −2‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + 2
√
α〈〈u− v〉〉2

≤ −
(

2χ+
√
α

χ+
√
α

)

‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 .

Q .E .D .

Now we are ready to conclude for the proof of Theorem 3. We split the argument in two cases:
Step 1) convergence of the shape, and Step 2) convergence of the chemoattractant peak.

Proof of Theorem 3 - Step 1: convergence of the shape. Let f̄(t) be the reformulation in the mov-
ing frame y = x − x(t) solving the linearized version of (2.1) with initial condition satisfying
∫∫

vf̄0e
−√

α|y| dy dµ(v) = 0 for α > 0. Consider instead perturbations (u, v) solving the linearized
equation (7.3) with initial condition satisfying 〈u− v〉λ|t=0 = 0, which implies that Wy solves (7.1).
To handle the nonlocal terms involving α, we consider here the following L�punov functional:

Лα[Wy ] := Л[Wy]−
√
α

2
〈〈u− v〉〉2 =

1

2
‖Wy‖2 −

√
α

2
〈〈u− v〉〉2 + δ〈AWy ,Wy〉2χ .(7.6)

Recalling the operator splitting (5.1), the nonlinear terms in the evolution of Wy all appear in the
remainder R. More precisely, we use the notation from (5.23) and denote Rlin = R1 +R3 the linear
part of R, where

R1(W ) := 2χδ0(u − v)1 , R3(W ) := −ẋlin2χ sign(y)1 .

By direct inspection, we have

〈ARlin(W ),Wy〉2χ = 0

following the arguments in the proof of Lemma 20 for the linear terms only. Similarly, to estimate
〈Rlin(W ),AWy〉2χ we follow the argument in Lemma 21 to obtain

〈Rlin(W ),AWy〉2χ ≤ c0
2
|u(0; t)− v(0; t)|‖(I−Π)Wy‖

+ 4|ẋlin|
√
χ (1 + 2χ)‖(I−Π)Wy‖ .
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Using Proposition 34, and Lemma 17 together with Corollary 19 as well as the above estimates on
the linear part of the remainder Rlin, we have

d

dt
Лα[Wy ] =

1

2

d

dt

(

‖Wy‖2 −
√
α〈〈u− v〉〉2

)

+ δ
d

dt
〈AWy ,Wy〉2χ

≤ −2χ+
√
α

χ+
√
α

‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 − δD(t) + δ〈Rlin(W ),AWy〉2χ

≤ −2χ+
√
α

χ+
√
α

‖(I−Π)Wy‖2

− δ
χ

1 + χ‖ΠWy‖2 + δ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 + δ‖(I−Π)Wy‖‖ΠWy‖

+
δc0
2

|u(0; t)− v(0; t)|‖(I−Π)Wy‖+ 4δ|ẋlin|
√
χ (1 + 2χ)‖(I−Π)Wy‖ .

Further, since 〈u− v〉λ|t=0 = 0, equation (7.2) reduces to

|ẋlin(t)| =
λ

4χ
|u(0; t)− v(0; t)| .

Using Young’s inequality and the estimate on |u(0; t)− v(0; t)| in (7.5) we get

d

dt
Лα[Wy] ≤ −

(

2χ+
√
α

χ+
√
α

− δc′0

)

‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 − δ
χ

2(1 + χ)
‖ΠWy‖2

= − (c′1 − δc′0) ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 − δc′2‖ΠWy‖2 ,

where

c′0(χ, α) := 1 +
(1 + χ)

2χ
+

c0

2
√

2χ+
√
α
+

λ(1 + 2χ)√
2χ
√

χ+
√
α
,

c′1(χ, α) :=
2χ+

√
α

χ+
√
α
, c′2(χ) :=

χ

2(1 + χ)
.

Choosing δ = δ(χ, α) := min
{

1
2 ,

c′1
c′
0
+c′

2

}

, we obtain

d

dt
Лα[Wy] ≤ −δc′2‖Wy‖2 ,

and using the norm equivalence (5.7) and the positiveness of 〈〈u− v〉〉2 we get the wished result

d

dt
Лα[Wy] ≤ − 2δc′2

1 + δ

(

Л[Wy]−
√
α

2
〈〈u− v〉〉2

)

= −2γЛα[Wy]

with γ :=
δc′2
1+δ . By Grönwall’s inequality, we conclude for exponential decay in entropy,

Лα[Wy](t) ≤ e−2γtЛα[Wy](0) .

Finally, we observe that the norm equivalence (5.7) carries over to the perturbed entropy Лα thanks
to the estimate (7.5) and the bound ‖(I−Π)Wy‖2 ≤ ‖Wy‖2:

(7.7)

(

1− δ

2
−

√
α

4(χ+
√
α)

)

‖Wy‖2 ≤ Лα[Wy] ≤
1 + δ

2
‖Wy‖2 ,
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where the l.h.s. is strictly positive thanks to δ ≤ 1
2 . As a direct consequence, we obtain the desired

decay estimate

‖Wy(t)‖ ≤ Ce−γt‖Wy(0)‖ , with C :=

√

√

√

√

1 + δ
(

1− δ −
√
α

2(χ+
√
α)

) .(7.8)

We conclude the first step of Theorem 3 by noting that

‖f̄(t)− f̄∞‖2H1 = ‖W (t)‖2 + ‖Wy(t)‖2 ≤
(

1 +
1
χ2

)

‖Wy(t)‖2

≤
(

1 +
1
χ2

)

C2‖Wy(0)‖2e−2γt ≤ C2
α‖f̄0 − f̄∞‖2H1e−2γt

for all t ≥ 0 with Cα :=

√

(

1 + 1
χ2

)

C. Q .E .D .

Proof of Theorem 3 - Step 2: convergence of the centre. Take ε0 = ε0(χ, α) > 0 small enough such
that

(7.9) ε0 ≤ 2χ
√

2(χ+
√
α)

3Cλ

Then, using the Poincaré inequality (4.3a) from Proposition 10 and the decay estimate (7.8), we
have for all t ≥ 0

‖ΠWy(t)‖ + 2χ‖ΠW (t)‖ ≤ 3‖ΠWy(t)‖ ≤ 3‖Wy(t)‖ ≤ 3C‖Wy(0)‖ ≤ 3Cε0 <
µ

2
.

Hence, we can apply estimate (4.7) from Proposition 13 and the improved Poincaré inequality from
Corollary 11 together with Lemma 7 and 〈u − v〉λ|t=0 = 0 to obtain

|ẋ(t)| ≤ ‖(I−Π)Wy(t)‖ + 2χ‖(I−Π)W (t)‖
µ− ‖ΠWy(t)‖ − 2χ‖ΠW (t)‖

≤ ‖(I−Π)Wy(t)‖ + 2χ‖(I−Π)W (t)‖
µ/2

≤ 3‖(I−Π)Wy(t)‖
µ/2

≤ 6‖Wy(t)‖
µ

≤ 6C‖Wy(0)‖
µ

e−γt .

This exponential decay of |ẋ| immediately implies that ẋ is integrable between 0 and +∞, which
concludes the existence of a limit x∞. Q .E .D .

Appendix A. Rigorous proof of Proposition 8

In order to prove Proposition 8, we begin with a preliminary result.

Lemma 35. For any f, g ∈ C(R;R) not necessarily with continuous derivative at the origin, we
have

lim
ε→0

∫

f ε
y (∂yK

ε ∗ (sign(y)g))η∞ dy = 2g(0)〈〈fy〉〉+
∫

sign(y)fy(y)gy(y)η∞(y) dy .
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Proof. By direct computation,

∫

f ε
y (∂yK

ε ∗ (sign(y)g))η∞ dy =

∫

f ε
y (K

ε ∗ (2δ0g + sign(y)gy))η∞ dy

=
1

ε2

∫∫∫

K

(

y − z1
ε

)

fy(z1)K

(

y − z2
ε

)

(2δ0(z2)g(z2) + sign(z2)gy(z2))η∞(y) dy dz1 dz2

=
2g(0)

ε2

∫∫

K

(

y − z1
ε

)

fy(z1)K
(y

ε

)

η∞(y) dy dz1

+
1

ε2

∫∫∫

K

(

y − z1
ε

)

fy(z1)K

(

y − z2
ε

)

sign(z2)gy(z2)η∞(y) dy dz1 dz2

= 2g(0)

∫∫

K (z1) fy(ε(y − z1))K (y) η∞(εy) dy dz1

+
1

ε2

∫∫∫

K

(

y − z1
ε

)

fy(z1)K

(

y − z2
ε

)

sign(z2)gy(z2)η∞(y) dy dz1 dz2 .

The result then follows by taking the limit ε→ 0. Q .E .D .

Using this preliminary result, we are now ready to prove Proposition 8

Proof of Proposition 8. Convolving system (2.9) with Kε in the space variable, and then differen-
tiating, we obtain

∂t∂yu
ε + (1− ẋ)∂yyu

ε = −2ẋχ∂yK
ε ∗ (sign(y)u)− ∂y(u

ε − vε)

+ χ∂yK
ε ∗ (sign(y)(u− v)) − 2ẋχ∂yK

ε ∗ sign(y) ,(A.1a)

∂t∂yv
ε − (1 + ẋ)∂yyv

ε = −2ẋχ∂yK
ε ∗ (sign(y)v) + ∂y(u

ε − vε)

+ χ∂yK
ε ∗ (sign(y)(u− v)) − 2ẋχ∂yK

ε ∗ sign(y) .(A.1b)

We then compute directly for W ε
y := ∂yK

ε ∗W ,

1

2

d

dt
‖W ε

y ‖2 =
1

2

d

dt

∫

(

|uεy|2 + |vεy|2
)

η∞ dy =

∫

(

uεy∂tu
ε
y + vεy∂tv

ε
)

η∞ dy

= − (1− ẋ)

2

∫

∂y|uεy|2η∞ dy+
(1 + ẋ)

2

∫

∂y|vεy|2η∞ dy−
∫

|uεy − vεy|2η∞ dy

+ χ
∫

[

(uεy + vεy)∂yK
ε ∗ (sign(y)(u− v))

]

η∞ dy

− 2χẋ

∫

[

(uεy + vεy)∂yK
ε ∗ sign(y)

]

η∞ dy

− 2χẋ

∫

[

uεy∂yK
ε ∗ (sign(y)u) + vεy∂yK

ε ∗ (sign(y)v)
]

η∞ dy

= − (1− ẋ)

2

∫

∂y|uεy|2η∞ dy+
(1 + ẋ)

2

∫

∂y|vεy|2η∞ dy−
∫

|uεy − vεy|2η∞ dy

+ χIε1(u, v)− 2χẋIε2 (u, v)− 2χẋIε3(u, v) .
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Note that the last three terms Iε1 , I
ε
2 , I

ε
3 have a nice structure for which we can apply Lemma 35.

For Iε1 , we have f = u+ v, g = u− v, and so obtain the limit

lim
ε→0

Iε1 (u, v) = lim
ε→0

∫

[

(uεy + vεy)∂yK
ε ∗ (sign(y)(u − v))

]

η∞ dy

= 2(u(0)− v(0))〈〈uy + vy〉〉+
∫

sign(y)(|uy(y)|2 − |vy(y)|2)η∞(y) dy

= 2(u(0)− v(0))〈〈uy + vy〉〉+
1

2χ

∫

∂y(|uy(y)|2 − |vy(y)|2)η∞(y) dy .

where we integrated by parts in the last line using ∂yη∞(y) = −2χ sign(y)η∞(y). Similarly, with
f = u+ v, g = 1, we have for Iε2 that

lim
ε→0

Iε2(u, v) = lim
ε→0

∫

[

(uεy + vεy)∂yK
ε ∗ sign(y)

]

η∞ dy = 2〈〈uy + vy〉〉 .

Finally, for Iε3 , we have either f = g = u or f = g = v, and so

lim
ε→0

Iε3 (u, v) = lim
ε→0

∫

[

uεy∂yK
ε ∗ (sign(y)u) + vεy∂yK

ε ∗ (sign(y)v)
]

η∞ dy

= 2u(0)〈〈uy〉〉+ 2v(0)〈〈vy〉〉+
∫

sign(y)(|uy(y)|2 + |vy(y)|2)η∞(y) dy

= 2u(0)〈〈uy〉〉+ 2v(0)〈〈vy〉〉+
1

2χ

∫

∂y(|uy(y)|2 + |vy(y)|2)η∞(y) dy .

Putting the above expressions together, we conclude for the limit ε→ 0,

1

2

d

dt
‖Wy‖2 = lim

ε→0

1

2

d

dt
‖W ε

y ‖2

= − (1− ẋ)

2

∫

∂y|uy|2η∞ dy+
(1 + ẋ)

2

∫

∂y|vy|2η∞ dy−
∫

|uy − vy|2η∞ dy

+ 2χ(u(0)− v(0))〈〈uy + vy〉〉+
1

2

∫

∂y(|uy(y)|2 − |vy(y)|2)η∞(y) dy

− 4χẋ〈〈uy + vy〉〉 − 4χẋ (u(0)〈〈uy〉〉+ v(0)〈〈vy〉〉)

− ẋ

∫

∂y(|uy(y)|2 + |vy(y)|2)η∞(y) dy

= −
∫

|uy − vy|2η∞ dy− ẋ

2

∫

∂y
(

|uy|2 + |vy|2
)

η∞ dy

+ 2χ(u(0)− v(0))〈〈uy + vy〉〉 − 4χẋ [〈〈uy + vy〉〉+ u(0)〈〈uy〉〉+ v(0)〈〈vy〉〉] .

This concludes the proof. Q .E .D .

Appendix B. Method of characteristics

In this section our main goal is to control the nonlocal terms 〈〈uy〉〉 and 〈〈vy〉〉 appearing as part
of the entropy decay in Proposition 23 for the case α = 0. This is achieved in Proposition 25 which
we will prove here. We begin by rewriting system (2.9) for

ũ(y; t) := etη∞(y)u(y; t) , ṽ(y; t) := etη∞(y)v(y; t) ,
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yielding the new system

∂tũ+ (1− ẋ)∂yũ = ṽ − χ sign(y)
(

ũ+ ṽ + 2ẋetη∞
)

,(B.1a)

∂tṽ − (1 + ẋ)∂y ṽ = ũ+ χ sign(y)
(

ũ+ ṽ − 2ẋetη∞
)

.(B.1b)

Notice that ∂yu(y; t) = ∂yũ(y; t)e
−tη−1

∞ + 2χ sign(y)u(y; t), and therefore

〈〈uy〉〉 = e−t〈〈ũyη−1
∞ 〉〉+ 2χ〈〈sign(y)u〉〉 = e−t〈〈ũy〉〉

thanks to the fact that u(y; t) is continuous at y = 0. Similarly, 〈〈vy〉〉 = e−t〈〈ṽy〉〉. This allows us to
work with 〈〈ũy〉〉 and 〈〈ṽy〉〉 directly, which we compute explicitly using the method of characteristics.

Lemma 36 (Method of Characteristics). If (ũ, ṽ) solve (B.1), then they have the following integral
representations.

ũ(y; t) = ũ(y − t+ x(t) − x(0); 0) +

∫ t

0

ṽ(y − s+ x(t)− x(t− s); t− s) ds

− χ
∫ t

0

sign(y − s+ x(t)− x(t− s))g̃(y − s+ x(t) − x(t− s); t− s) ds ,

ṽ(y; t) = ṽ(y + t+ x(t)− x(0); 0) +

∫ t

0

ũ(y + s+ x(t)− x(t− s); t− s) ds

+ χ
∫ t

0

sign(y + s+ x(t)− x(t− s))h̃(y + s+ x(t) − x(t− s); t− s) ds ,

where

g̃(y; t) := ũ(y; t) + ṽ(y; t) + 2ẋ(t)etη∞(y) , h̃(y; t) := ũ(y; t) + ṽ(y; t)− 2ẋ(t)etη∞(y) .

Proof. We consider the particle trajectories

Ẏ (s) = ±1− ẋ(s) ,

which for any s ≥ 0 has solution

Y (s) = Y (0)± s+ x(0)− x(s) .

Integrating solutions to (B.1a) along Y (s) using "+" in the trajectory dynamics, we have

ũ(Y (t); t) = ũ(Y (0); 0) +

∫ t

0

ṽ(Y (s); s) ds−χ
∫ t

0

sign(Y (s))g̃(Y (s); s) ds

Fix t ≥ 0, y ∈ R and choosing the initial condition Y (0) = y − t+ x(t)− x(0), we have

Y (s) = y + s− t+ x(t) − x(s) ,

and so Y (t) = y. Substituting into the expression for ũ(Y (t); t), and changing variables s 7→ t− s,
we obtain the first equation. The second equation for ṽ(y; t) follows in the same manner, using
instead the "−" case in the trajectories. Q .E .D .

With these preliminary computations, we are now ready to present the proof of Proposition 25.

Proof of Proposition 25. First, notice that the sign of z±(s, t) is a direct consequence of Taylor
expanding x(t) = x(t− s) + sẋ(ξ) with ξ ∈ (t− s, t) and using Assumption 24. Next, we will show
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the bound on 〈〈uy〉〉 in detail; the estimate for 〈〈vy〉〉 follows in a similar manner. In order to control
〈〈ũy〉〉, we directly differentiate the integral representation in Lemma 36 for y 6= 0,

∂yũ(y; t) = ∂yũ(y − t+ x(t) − x(0); 0) +

∫ t

0

∂y ṽ(y − s+ x(t) − x(t− s); t− s) ds

− χ
∫ t

0

sign(y − s+ x(t)− x(t − s))∂y g̃(y − s+ x(t)− x(t− s); t− s) ds−2χI(y; t) ,(B.2)

where

I(y; t) :=

∫ t

0

δ0(y − s+ x(t)− x(t− s))g̃(y − s+ x(t) − x(t− s); t− s) ds

characterises precisely the jump discontinuity of ∂yũ at y = 0. Changing variables to τ := y − s+
x(t)− x(t − s), we have

I(y; t) =

∫ y−t+x(t)−x(0)

y

δ0(τ)g̃(τ ; t− s(y; τ, t))

(

1

−1 + ẋ(t− s(y; τ, t))

)

d τ

=

∫ y

y−t+x(t)−x(0)

δ0(τ)g̃(τ ; t− s(y; τ, t))

(

1

1− ẋ(t− s(y; τ, t))

)

d τ .

At τ = 0, we define s∗(y; t) := s(y; 0, t) solving s∗ = y + x(t) − x(t − s∗), if it exists. Firstly,
note that I(y; t) = 0 if s∗(y; t) < 0 or s∗(y; t) > t. Consider the case 0 ≤ s∗(y; t) ≤ t ≤ T . From
Assumption 24, we deduce

x(t)− x(t − s∗(y; t)) =

∫ t

t−s∗(y;t)

ẋ(s̄) d s̄ ∈ [−ps∗(y; t),+ps∗(y; t)]

Hence

y

1 + p
≤ s∗(y; t) ≤ y

1− p
, which implies lim

y→0
s∗(y; t) = 0 ,

and so sign(s∗(y; t)) = sign(y). It follows that no such solution s∗ ≥ 0 exists if y < 0, meaning
I(y; t) = 0 for all y < 0, and so I(0−; t) = limy→0− I(y; t) = 0. For y > 0 small enough, the Dirac
delta has support in the integration range, and taking the limit y → 0+ we have

lim
y→0+

I(y; t) = lim
y→0+

g̃(0; t− s∗(y; t))

1− ẋ(t− s∗(y; t))
=

g̃(0; t)

1− ẋ(t)
= I(0+; t) .

Considering that all other terms in (B.2) are continuous at y = 0, we obtain

〈〈ũy〉〉 =
1

2

(

ũy(0
+; t) + ũy(0

−; t)
)

= ∂yũ(−t+ x(t)− x(0); 0) +

∫ t

0

∂y ṽ(−s+ x(t)− x(t− s); t− s) ds

− χ
∫ t

0

sign(−s+ x(t) − x(t− s))∂y g̃(−s+ x(t) − x(t− s); t− s) ds−χI(0+; t)

= ∂yũ(z−(t, t); 0) +

∫ t

0

∂y ṽ(z−(s, t); t− s) ds +χ
∫ t

0

∂y g̃(z−(s, t); t− s) ds−χI(0+; t) ,
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where we used that z−(s, t) = −s+ x(t) − x(t− s) < 0. Unwrapping the ∽ notation, we have

∂yũ(z−(t, t); 0) = η∞(z−(t, t)) [uy(z−(t, t); 0)− 2χ sign(z−(t, t))u(z−(t, t); 0)]

= η∞(z−(t, t)) [uy(z−(t, t); 0) + 2χu(z−(t, t); 0)] ,

∂y ṽ(z−(s, t); t− s) = et−sη∞(z−(s, t)) [vy(z−(s, t); t− s)− 2χ sign(z−(s, t))v(z−(s, t); t− s)]

= et−sη∞(z−(s, t)) [vy(z−(s, t); t− s) + 2χv(z−(s, t); t− s)] ,

∂y g̃(z−(s, t); t− s) = et−sη∞(z−(s, t)) [(uy + vy)(z−(s, t); t− s)

−2χ sign(z−(s, t))(u + v)(z−(s, t); t− s)]

− 4χẋ(t− s)et−sη∞(z−(s, t)) sign(z−(s, t))

= et−sη∞(z−(s, t)) [(uy + vy)(z−(s, t); t− s) + 2χ(u + v)(z−(s, t); t− s)]

+ 4χẋ(t− s)et−sη∞(z−(s, t)) .

We conclude that

〈〈uy〉〉 = e−t〈〈ũy〉〉
= e−tη∞(z−(t, t)) [uy(z−(t, t); 0) + 2χu(z−(t, t); 0)]

+

∫ t

0

e−sη∞(z−(s, t)) [vy(z−(s, t); t− s) + 2χv(z−(s, t); t− s)] ds

+ χ
∫ t

0

e−sη∞(z−(s, t)) [(uy + vy)(z−(s, t); t− s) + 2χ(u + v)(z−(s, t); t− s)] ds

+ 4χ2

∫ t

0

ẋ(t− s)e−sη∞(z−(s, t)) ds−χe−tI(0+; t) .

We proceed similarly for 〈〈vy〉〉. Differentiating the integral representation of ṽ in Lemma 36 for
y 6= 0, we obtain

∂y ṽ(y; t) = ∂y ṽ(y + t+ x(t) − x(0); 0) +

∫ t

0

∂yũ(y + s+ x(t)− x(t − s); t− s) ds

+ χ
∫ t

0

sign(y + s+ x(t)− x(t− s))∂yh̃(y + s+ x(t)− x(t− s); t− s) ds+2χJ(y; t) ,(B.3)

where

J(y; t) :=

∫ t

0

δ0(y + s+ x(t)− x(t− s))h̃(y + s+ x(t) − x(t− s); t− s) ds

characterises the jump discontinuity of ∂y ṽ at y = 0. Changing variables to τ := y+s+x(t)−x(t−s),
we have

J(y; t) =

∫ y+t+x(t)−x(0)

y

δ0(τ)h̃(τ ; t− s(y; τ, t))

(

1

1 + ẋ(t− s(y; τ, t))

)

d τ .

At τ = 0, we define s∗(y; t) := s(y; 0, t) solving s∗ = −y−x(t)+x(t− s∗), if it exists. Again, noting
that J(y; t) = 0 if s∗(y; t) < 0 or s∗(y; t) > t, we consider the case 0 ≤ s∗(y; t) ≤ t ≤ T . From
Assumption 24, we deduce

x(t)− x(t − s∗(y; t)) =

∫ t

t−s∗(y;t)

ẋ(s̄) d s̄ ∈ [−ps∗(y; t),+ps∗(y; t)]
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Hence

−y
1 + p

≤ s∗(y; t) ≤ −y
1− p

, which implies lim
y→0

s∗(y; t) = 0 ,

and so sign(s∗(y; t)) = − sign(y). It follows that no such solution s∗ ≥ 0 exists if y > 0, meaning
J(y; t) = 0 for all y > 0, and so J(0+; t) = limy→0+ J(y; t) = 0. For y < 0 close enough to zero, the
Dirac delta has support in the integration range, and taking the limit y → 0− we have

lim
y→0−

J(y; t) = lim
y→0−

h̃(0; t− s∗(y; t))

1 + ẋ(t− s∗(y; t))
=

h̃(0; t)

1 + ẋ(t)
= J(0−; t) .

Considering that all other terms in (B.3) are continuous at y = 0, we obtain

〈〈ṽy〉〉 =
1

2

(

ṽy(0
+; t) + ṽy(0

−; t)
)

= ∂y ṽ(t+ x(t) − x(0); 0) +

∫ t

0

∂yũ(s+ x(t)− x(t− s); t− s) ds

+ χ
∫ t

0

sign(s+ x(t) − x(t− s))∂yh̃(s+ x(t)− x(t− s); t− s) ds+χJ(0−; t)

= ∂y ṽ(z+(t, t); 0) +

∫ t

0

∂yũ(z+(s, t); t− s) ds+χ
∫ t

0

∂yh̃(z+(s, t); t− s) ds+χJ(0−; t) ,

where z+(s, t) = s+ x(t) − x(t− s) > 0. Unwrapping the ∽ notation, we have

∂y ṽ(z+(t, t); 0) = η∞(z+(t, t)) [vy(z+(t, t); 0)− 2χ sign(z+(t, t))v(z+(t, t); 0)] ,

= η∞(z+(t, t)) [vy(z+(t, t); 0)− 2χv(z+(t, t); 0)] ,

∂yũ(z+(s, t); t− s) = et−sη∞(z+(s, t)) [uy(z+(s, t); t− s)− 2χ sign(z+(s, t))u(z+(s, t); t− s)] ,

= et−sη∞(z+(s, t)) [uy(z+(s, t); t− s)− 2χu(z+(s, t); t− s)] ,

∂yh̃(z+(s, t); t− s) = et−sη∞(z+(s, t)) [(uy + vy)(z+(s, t); t− s)− 2χ sign(z+(s, t))(u + v)(z+(s, t); t− s)]

+ 4χẋ(t− s)et−sη∞(z+(s, t)) sign(z+(s, t))

= et−sη∞(z+(s, t)) [(uy + vy)(z+(s, t); t− s)− 2χ(u+ v)(z+(s, t); t− s)]

+ 4χẋ(t− s)et−sη∞(z+(s, t)) .

We conclude that

〈〈vy〉〉 = e−t〈〈ṽy〉〉
= e−tη∞(z+(t, t)) [vy(z+(t, t); 0)− 2χv(z+(t, t); 0)]

+

∫ t

0

e−sη∞(z+(s, t)) [uy(z+(s, t); t− s)− 2χu(z+(s, t); t− s)] ds

+ χ
∫ t

0

e−sη∞(z+(s, t)) [(uy + vy)(z+(s, t); t− s)− 2χ(u + v)(z+(s, t); t− s)] ds

+ 4χ2

∫ t

0

ẋ(t− s)e−sη∞(z+(s, t)) ds+χe
−tJ(0−; t) .

Q .E .D .
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B.1. From time to space.

This section is devoted to an auxiliary lemma, that allows to turn integration in time into
integration in space. It is used for the proof of Proposition 26.

Lemma 37. Fix µ > 0, and let Assumption 24 hold for some T > 0 and p ∈ (0, 1). Consider a
function f : R× R≥0 → R with enough regularity for the expressions below to make sense. Then

∫ T

0

∫ t

0

e−µs |f(z±(s, t); t− s)| ds dt ≤ 1

1− p

∫ T

0

∫

R

e−
µ

1+p
|y| |f(y; t)| dy dt .

Proof. Exchanging the order of integration, then changing variables to τ := t − s, followed by
another exchange of order of integration, we have

∫ T

0

∫ t

0

e−µs |f(z±(s, t); t− s)| ds dt =
∫ T

0

∫ T

s

e−µs |f(±s+ x(t) − x(t− s); t− s)| dt ds

=

∫ T

0

∫ T−s

0

e−µs |f(±s+ x(τ + s)− x(τ); τ)| d τ ds

=

∫ T

0

∫ T−τ

0

e−µs |f(±s+ x(τ + s)− x(τ); τ)| ds d τ .

Next, we introduce y(s) := ±s+x(τ +s)−x(τ). Then dy = (±1+ ẋ(τ +s)) ds. Writing s = s(y; τ),
the last expression is equal to

∫ T

0

∫ ±(T−τ)+x(T )−x(τ)

0

e−µs(y;τ) |f(y; τ)| 1

(±1 + ẋ(τ + s(y; τ)))
dy d τ .

We use again that

x(τ + s(y; τ))− x(τ) =

∫ τ+s(y;τ)

τ

ẋ(s̄) d s̄ ∈ [−ps(y; τ),+ps(y; τ)]

thanks to Assumption 24 since [τ, τ + s(y; τ)] ⊂ [0, T ]. Looking at the "+" case first, we notice that

(1− p)s(y; τ) ≤ y ≤ (1 + p)s(y; τ) =⇒ y

1 + p
≤ s(y; τ) ≤ y

1− p
.

and 0 ≤ T − τ + x(T )− x(τ) <∞. Hence
∫ T

0

∫ T−τ+x(T )−x(τ)

0

e−µs(y;τ) |f(y; τ)| 1

(1 + ẋ(τ + s(y; τ)))
dy d τ

≤ 1

1− p

∫ T

0

∫ ∞

0

e−
µy
1+p |f(y; τ)| dy d τ ≤ 1

1− p

∫ T

0

∫

R

e−
µ

1+p
|y| |f(y; τ)| dy d τ .

Which concludes the proof for the "+" case. For the "−" case, we have similarly,

−(1 + p)s(y; τ) ≤ y ≤ −(1− p)s(y; τ) =⇒ −y
1 + p

≤ s(y; τ) ≤ −y
1− p

and −∞ < −(T − τ) + x(T )− x(τ) ≤ 0. Hence
∫ T

0

∫ −(T−τ)+x(T )−x(τ)

0

e−µs(y;τ) |f(y; τ)| 1

(−1 + ẋ(τ + s(y; τ)))
dy d τ

≤ 1

1− p

∫ T

0

∫ 0

−∞
e

µy
1+p |f(y; τ)| dy d τ ≤ 1

1− p

∫ T

0

∫

R

e−
µ

1+p
|y| |f(y; τ)| dy d τ .

Q .E .D .
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Schwartz — EDP Et Applications (2011), 1–26
[5] B. Bobkov, F. Götze, Exponential Integrability and Transportation Cost Related to Logarithmic Sobolev In-

equalities. Journal Of Functional Analysis 163 (1998), no. 1, 1–28
[6] E. Bouin, J. Dolbeault, L. Lafleche, C. Schmeiser, Hypocoercivity and sub-exponential local equilibria. Monatsh

Math 194 (2021), 41–65
[7] N. Bournaveas, V. Calvez, Critical Mass Phenomenon for a Chemotaxis Kinetic Model With Spherically Sym-

metric Initial Data. Annales de l’I.H.P. Analyse non linéaire 26 (2009), no. 5, 1871–1895
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