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Abstract

We study the mean field limit for singular dynamics with time evolving weights.
Our results are an extension of the work of Serfaty [14] and Bresch-Jabin-Wang
[8], which consider singular Coulomb flows with weights which are constant time.
The inclusion of time dependent weights necessitates the commutator estimates of
[8,14], as well as a new functional inequality. The well-posedness of the mean field
PDE and the associated system of trajectories is also proven.

1. Introduction

We aim to study the well posedness and the mean field limit of the doubly
non-local transport PDE

O —div(ua s p) =hlul, u,x) = o, (L.D)

where a : R? — R is a given vector field and / [1] is the signed measure given
by

hp] :=pn(x) /ﬂ;{d Sx —yyny)dy (1.2)

for some function S : RY — R. We use u(x)dx as the notation for integrating
against the measure p independently of being absolutely continuous or not with
respect to the Lebesgue measure. Moreover, we shall denote by w1 (x) its density with
respect to the Lebesgue measure in case it is absolutely continuous. Here, both a
and S satisfy some appropriate structural hypothesis specified in Sect. 2. The initial
data po belongs to P(RY), where P(R?) is the set of probability measures on R4,
The solutions u(t, -) € P(R?) sought after are curves of probability measures, and
thus the source term 4 [1] has to have zero average.
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The existence and uniqueness theory of PDEs of the type (1.1) or variants
thereof has been handled in several works: in [23] the existence and uniqueness of
measure valued solutions has been established for non-negative source terms / [11]
which satisfy a boundeness and Lipschitz condition with respect to the Wasserstein
distance. In [24], a variant of the Wasserstein distance for signed measures has
been introduced and applied in order to remove the positivity assumption on /.
The non-positivity assumption is important if one wishes to study models in which
h [u] has zero mean. Both of these results do not cover the important case where
h [u] is given by the formula (1.2), since such source terms typically satisfy the
boundeness and Lipschitz conditions required only locally. This obstacle has been
successfully overcome in [16], in which the derivation of the PDE (1.1) as a mean
field limit is also studied.

Let us denote by RYV\ A y the set of non-overlapping configurations, that is, the
setof Xy := (x1,...,xn) € R4N such that x; # x;j foralli # j, and let us denote
by MY the set of admissible weights, that is, the set of my := (my, ..., my) such
that m; > 0, with Z,N: 1 m; = N. We can define the empirical measure associated
with this configuration as

11
= i= 1IN “miby,. (1.3)

The following system of ODEs governs the particle dynamics:

N = -

[
+J= 1]sz7(t)a(va(z) - xj.V(t)), Ny = 10N

(1.4)
[
) (1) = 4 j= INEmY OmY O SGN @0) — x¥ @), mY (©0) = m".

Subject to several technical assumptions on the functions a and S, the ODE system
(1.4) has a globally well defined flow (xy (z), my (¢)), see [2, Theorem 3], where
xy (@) = (@), ..., xN (@) e RIN and my (1) := m (1), ..., mN (1)) e MV,
We will denote by py () the empirical measure associated to the system (1.4), with
a slight abuse of notation, as the empirical measure given by (1.3) associated to
the configuration (xy (¢), my (¢)). The empirical measure is readily checked to be
a distributional solution of the PDE (1.1). We say that (1.1) is the mean field limit
of the interacting particle system (1.4) if

Wiun ). no) = 0= Wilun®). n®) — 0.1€[0.T],

where 1 (t) is the solution to the PDE (1.1) with initial data g at time ¢t and W,
is the Wasserstein (or Monge-Kantorovich) distance. Before we proceed with the
mathematical discussion, let us say a few words about the real life phenomena that
the above models idealizes. Given N agents interacting pairwise via a given inter-
action a with time evolving opinions (va ®, ..., xjj\\,l (1)) and weights of influence
(mllV ), ..., m%(r)) the system (1.4) describes the evolution both of the opinions
and the weights of influence in time. As it can be seen from (1.4), the i-th opinion
and the i-th weight evolve according to a law which takes into consideration all the
other involved opinions and influences.
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Opinion dynamic models enter into the realm of consensus or synchronization
models. An archetypical example is the Kuramoto model for synchronization and
its variants [1, 11]. Similar models appear also in crowd dynamics and have received
mathematical treatment in [20,24]. The book [27] and the surveys [9, 12] gives an
exhaustive account of various different models describing collective behavior in the
context of alignment in velocity instead of opinion dynamics. These modelling ideas
have also been used in global optimization methods, coined as consensus-based
optimization, see [28] for a recent review of the subject. The scientific literature
seems to be so far mostly limited to treat continuous interaction kernels a, although
Hegselmann-Krause-type opinion models may also include jump discontinuities,
which correspond to threshold effects in the interaction between the agents, see the
discussion in [10]. To the best of our knowledge, the blow-up singularities which
are considered in the present work have not yet been studied for when the weights
evolve in time.

Viewed as a system of opinion dynamics, the mean field limit can be interpreted
as a large population limit. This limit has been proven in [16], with an approach
which resembles the celebrated Dobrushin theorem [13]. In [2] a weak version of
the mean field limit has been recovered through a graph limit approach. By “weak”
we mean that the result is limited to a special choice of initial configurations (at
the microscopic level) and a special choice of initial data for the Cauchy problem
(1.1). Among other works which consider the graph limit and its link with the mean
field limit we mention [7,22] as well as [3] for a general overview. The case where
the weights form a non-symmetric matrix, a scenario which arises for instance in
Neuron dynamics, is also very interesting and has been analyzed in [19]. All of these
results considered measure valued solutions, and typically one has to require that
the functions a and S at least satisfy some Lipschitz continuity. However, the case
where the function a admits discontinuities is also relevant and requires a different
mathematical treatment. In the recent work [5], the well posedness and mean field
limit has been established for the one dimensional attractive Coulomb kernel, which
corresponds to the choice a(x) = sgn(x) in one dimension. The argument proposed
there relies on recasting the limit PDE as a Burgers type equation only valid in one
dimension, and invoking Kruzkhov theory of conservation laws in order to prove
stability estimates for the resulting Burgers equation. It should be mentioned that
singularities emerging from S are also relevant and have been considered in [6,20].
These singularities arise naturally in models of pairwise competition and positional
influence which describe voting systems.

The purpose of this work is twofold: to study the well posedness and mean field
limit for (1.1) for arbitrary dimension d > 3 in the case where a exhibits a Coulomb
type singularity, thereby addressing a question left open in [5]. More precisely, we
assume the following hypotheses (H1) on the functions a and S in (1.1):

e (H1-i):a = JVV, with V(x) the d—dimensional repulsive Coulomb interaction

d=3),Vx) = —‘2'; Here J is either a d x d anti-symmetric matrix or the

T
identity matrix.
o (H1-ii): S € S(RY) is an odd (S(—x) = —S(x)) function.
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Note that div(JVV) = 0 when J is anti-symmetric and div(JVV) = —§p when
J is the identity. In comparison to [5], the difficulties which must be addressed in
the new singular settings are reflected on several levels: First, one has to justify
why (1.4) has a globally well defined flow. This result is classical when the weights
are time independent and follows from the observation that initial separation of
opinions is propagated in time, i.e.,

0,N 0,N N N
X; ;éxj = |x; (t)—xj (1) > 0.

The inclusion of weights which evolve in time necessitates imposing a condition on
S which would prevent a Ricatti type blow-up, and this is why we impose the parity
condition S(x) = —S(—x). The main difficulty for obtaining the well-posedness at
the macroscopic level lies in the fact that when handling discontinuous V there is no
reason to expect that the term JV V x  verifies a Lipschitz condition on the space of
probability measures with respect to the Wasserstein distance. This fact eliminates
the possibility of proving the stability estimate with respect to the Wasserstein
distance. We are therefore led to restrict the solutions considered to more well
behaved function spaces, namely L? or Sobolev spaces. Thirdly, since the stability
estimate at our disposal is restricted to L? spaces, we are unable to apply it directly
for the empirical measure in order to obtain the long time convergence. The most
difficult part of this work boils down to overcoming this issue. Our main idea is to
make use of the functional inequalities discovered in [8, 14] as well as proving new
functional inequalities which are necessary due to the inclusion of a source term.
The functional inequalities in [14] reflect a particularly exciting development in the
theory of mean field limits, as they allow for the first time to rigorously identify the
mean field limit of Coulomb flows and have already found numerous applications
both in classical mean field limits [18,21,25] as well as in quantum many body
systems [17,26]. Before stating our two main results, namely the well posedness
and the mean field limit, we introduce the following hypotheses:

(H2) The initial data ug € P(R?Y)N W1 (R?) is such that there is some R > 0
with supp(uo) C B(0, R).

Theorem 1.1. Let assumptions (H1)—(H2) hold. Then, there exists a unique so-
lution to the problem (1.1) with initial data . Moreover, this solution satisfies
e C([0,T]; LP(RY)) forall 1 < p < coand n € L™ ([0, T]; WhP(RY))
forall 1 < p < oo. Furthermore, |4(t, -) is compactly supported and its support
satisfies

supp(u(t, -)) € B(O, R), forallt € [0, T],

where R = R(lloll Lo , R, T, ISl o).

Theorem 1.2. Let assumptions (HI1)-(H2) hold and let (¢, -) be the unique so-
lution with initial data o ensured via Theorem 1.1. Let m?v e MY such that
m?’N < M for some M > 0 and X?V € RN\ Ay. Denote by (xy (1), my (1)) €
C([0, TT; RN x RNY the solution to the system of ODEs (2.1) with initial data
(XON, mON) ensured via Theorem 2.2. Then
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un(t,-) N—> u(t, ) in the weak sense locally uniformly in time,
—> 00

provided that Ey (0) N—> 0 where Ey (t) is defined by
—00

En ()= / V) = e, )Py,
x#y

Several parts of this work could be easily generalized to Riesz interactions,
however not all main results in Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 follow in a direct manner, as
discussed at the end of this work. Obtaining a full generalization of the previous
theorem to Riesz interactions is an interesting open problem, in particular in the
most singular range.

The paper unfolds as follows: In Sect. 2 we recap basic structural properties of
the model and state the main results. Afterwards, we include an important discus-
sion in which we elaborate on the novelty of our method. Section 3 is devoted to
proving the existence of solutions to (1.1) and the stability estimate, from which
the uniqueness follows at once. Section 4 is devoted to proving the global well-
posedness of the ODE (1.4). Finally, Sect. 5 is devoted to modifying the modulated
energy approach introduced in [14] and extended in [8], thus yielding the mean
field limit.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. The Equation for the Trajectories

The dynamics that we consider are governed by the following system of (d +
1) x N ODEs:

] [ o,N
Ny = -5 j= UINTmY OIVV N @) — xN @), xN(©0) = x; @.1)

[
wd (1) = & j= UNEmY @mY @GN @) — x¥ @), mP (©0) = m™"
The notation is as follows: the unknowns are xiN e R and mlN € R are referred
to as opinions and weights respectively, and are supplemented with initial data
0,N 0,N

xl L

,m

Definition 2.1. We say that (xy (r), my (1)) € C([0, T]; RN x RV) is a solution
to the system of ODEs (2.1) on [0, T) (T < o0) if

min [x' (1) = xY¥ ()| > 0, 1 € [0, T)
i#]

and forallr € [0, T)and all 1 <i < N it holds that
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[ 13
Noy=xN - L j= 1]N2/0 mY @IVV () () — x) (x))d7

[ t
m () =m™N + +Jj= 1]N2/0 m (@©ym} (1) S(x) (v) — x¥ (r))d.

We say that (xy (¢), my () is a solution to the system of ODEs (2.1) with maximal
life span T > 0 if it is a solution on [0, T') to (2.1), but is not a solution on [0, T].

The following theorem establishes that there is a well-defined flow for the system
of ODEs (2.1), the proof is postponed to Sect.4:

Theorem 2.2. Let hypothesis (H1) hold. Suppose that for any N € N it holds that
X(I)\, € R‘”V\AN, m?v € My and there is some M > 0 such that forall 1 <i < N
it holds that

Then, the system of ODEs (2.1) has a unique global solution (Xy(t), my(¢)) €
CL([0, 00); RN x RN) solution with initial data (X?V, m(z)v)' In particular xiN (1) #
x}v(t)for allt € [0,00) and all i # j.

Remark 2.3. Since V is the Coulomb interaction there is some constant C > 0 such
that

|2V, = clun,

and

~ C
0<Vx) <—5,
|x]

where V is the Fourier transform of V. The first inequality is the Calderon-Zygmund
inequality (see [15, Theorem 4.12]), and the second inequality is due to the fact
that —AV = .

Remark 2.4. The assumption that S is odd implies that any solution (X (), my (¢))
of the system of ODEs (2.1) has mlN(t) > 0 for all r € [0, T'] and conserves the
total weight, i.e.

I
ﬁzzl]NZmlN(t)zl

forall # € [0, T']. In addition there is a constant M=MM, [IS|lso) such that for
all # € [0, T]itholds thatm (r) <M, i =1,...,N.
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2.2. The Mean Field Equation

Recall that the mean field limit PDE that is expected to be derived from (2.1)
is
O — div(pdVV x w) = hul, pn(0,x) = po. (2.2)

We introduce the notation S[u]:= fRd S(x —y)u(y)dy and A[n]:=JVV x u. We
endow the space C ([0, T']; P(R?)) with the metric

D(H’? \}):: Sup Wl(“(tv ')9 U(t, ))
t€l0,T]

where W) is the Wasserstein distance (see [29]). Our notion of weak solution is as
follows:

Definition 2.5. Assume V and S satisfy (H1) and let o € L'(RY) N L®°(R%). A

time dependent u € C ([0, T]; L' (RY)) N L>®(0, T; L (RY)) is said to be a weak
solution of (2.2) if for all ¢ € C$°(R?), it holds that

d
7 w(X)/t(t,x)dX+/ Vo)A, x)u(t, x)dx =/ hlp)(t, x)p(x)dx, u(0, x) = no,
t Jrd RA R4

in the distributional sense.
Notice that the second term in the definition of weak solution to (2.2) makes
sense by a separation into short and long range terms in V'V » u using that p(¢, -) €

L'(RY) N L®[RY) forall ¢ € [0, T].

Remark 2.6. As remarked in [16], an equivalent definition to Definition 2.5 is to
demand that for each ¢ € C*°((0, T') x R4 )) it holds that

T
/0 /le [0r (2, X)pu(t, x) + Vo (t, X)A [u] (1, x)pu(t, x) — (2, x)h 1] (¢, x)] dxdt = 0.

Remark 2.7. In case VV is Lipschitz, the definition of weak solution to (2.2) can
be done assuming only pgo € L' (Rd).

We will frequently need several structural properties of the source term which
are not influenced by the regularity imposed on S. We summarize these properties

in the following result:

Proposition 2.8. [16, Proposition9] Forall u € P(Rd), it holds that supp(h [u]) =
supp(w), | [l < [ISlloo 1, and

/ hu] (x)dx =0.
R4
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2.3. Comments on the Method

The most technically involved part of this work is the derivation of the PDE
(2.2) as a mean field limit from the dynamics (2.1). Therefore we turn the reader’s
attention to several key points in the proof. First, let us consider the case where
S = 0. In this case the PDE (2.2) is homogeneous, and the weights are constant in
time - for simplicity we can take mlN = % forall 1 <i < N. The method in [14]
rests upon a clever renormalization argument of a weak strong stability principle
for the limit PDE. Let us introduce first the weak strong stability principle at the
level of the limit PDE followed by a brief outline of the renormalization procedure
carried out in [14].

The weak strong stability principle. Given solutions (¢, -), u2(t, -) to the
PDE (2.2), consider the modulated energy

8(r>:=/d (11— 12) (1, )V * (1 — p1a) (2, X)dx.
R
A standard calculation reveals that

Cew < —f AVV % pa(t, x) = IVV * a2, )
dt R xRd
YV —y) (ui(t, ) — pa(t, ) dxdy

<2 sup [V2V g [ 19V e Gu) - ot dx
1€[0,T] o0 JRRd

<2 sup HVZV*;,LZ(I, )H £(), 2.3)
t€l0,T] oo

where we used the identity

/ Vix = yux)u(y)dxdy = /
R4 xRd d

R x

y IVV % u|? (x)dx (2.4)

for any u € H! (Rd ), d > 3, which can be readily seen in Fourier. Assuming
that u2(0, ) € wL-p (R4 (for p > 1 sufficiently large) and that puy enjoys prop-

agation of Sobolev regularity, it can be shown that sup ”V2V * uo(t, -) ||OO <
t€l0,T]
|20, )|lw1.». Thus the inequality (2.3) yields the stability estimate

E@) < eC1E(0)

for some constant C = C(||u2(0, -)|lyy1.»). It is remarkable that this argument
necessitates only regularity on one of the solutions involved.

Renormalization. We now define the renormalized modulated energy associ-
ated to p and uy as

En(u, un) = /# V(x —y) (un() — () dxdy. (2.5)
xXF#y
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Given a solution w (¢, -) to the PDE (2.2) and a solution Xy () to the system of
ODEs (2.1), we define the renormalized modulated energy associated to them as

En() = En(u(t, ), un (2, ). (2.6)

The definitions (2.5) and (2.6) extend in the obvious manner in the case of weighted
empirical measures. A standard calculation reveals that

d
L ev < —f AVV % ult, ) — IVV % (e, )
dt Xy

VV(x —y) (un(t, ) — u(t, )®* dxdy.

Note the removal of the diagonal in the integrals above, which is necessary due
to the singularity of V at the origin. The functional inequality which allows us to
close the estimate, and which reflects the outstanding novelty of [14], is that for any
given configuration xy € RN\ Ay, bounded probability density 4 and bounded
Lipschitz vector field u there holds the inequality

/ (x) —u(y) VV(x = y) (uy — w)®* dxdy| < C/ Vix—y)
xX#y x#y

(un — W& dxdy +on(1), 2.7)

where C > 0 is some harmless constant. We will refer to (2.7) as the commutator
estimate, see [26]. The representation (2.4) is inapplicable to the renormalized
energy En (1) due to the removal of the diagonal. A key observation of [14] is
that the identity (2.4) admits a renormalized version. More precisely, denote by

5)(5”) the uniform measure of mass 1 on dB(x, n). Given = (n1,...,nnN) set

m._1

[ )
wy i=x i= 1]N28g”). Then, letting ri:=}¢rn72n|xi —xj‘ and n; < r;, Serfaty
i#]

proves the identity

1 2 [
En(p, un) = o (fRd g Vo () — M)’ (x)dx — Cﬁd i= 1]NZV(m)>

+ negligible terms. (2.8)

The weak strong stability principle with source term. Coming back to the
more general scenario at stake, where a source term /[u] is included, it can be

shown by direct calculation that in this case £(¢) verifies

d
Zew < —/ AVV %, x) = IV 5 (e, ) VV (= ) (1 2, ) — o, )2 dxdy 2.9
dt RA xRd

+ 2fRd pa VE=D (] @) =k 2] 4,0) G123 = w2, 3)) dxdy=D'(t) + D*(1).

The first term D' in the right hand side of (2.9) can be handled precisely as before.
Thus, the inclusion of the source term is manifested through the second term D2,
In this context, our key observation is that A is a Lipschitz operator on H ! (R%),
namely we will show (see Corollary 3.7) an inequality of the form

Ihlpr] = hlp2lll -1 gay < Cllrt — m2ll g-1(ga)y - (2.10)
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Equipped with Inequality (2.10) abound on D? () by means of £() can be obtained.
Indeed, appealing to Fourier we see that

D(1) = 2/Rd Vox (h[pi] = hlp2]) (2, x) (i (2, x) — p2(t, x)) dx

_, / (h lpa] — R L)) 0. 3) (i1 — ),
= X
R x| x|

< 2[R (. )] = Ao I o gy 1 () = ot 1 gy -
by Cauchy-Schwarz. This combined with (2.10), shows that
DX1) S e, ) = pa(t, o gay = EO)-

which in turn closes the Gronwall estimate.
Renormalization with source term. We will show by a direct calculation (see
Theorem 5.1) the inequality

d
TEN(D <~ /# AVV w1ty x) = IVV % 1, ) VV (= 3) (y (1) — e, ) dxdy
XF#y

+ 2/# V=) (h[an @ )] @) = k()1 0) (un @, y) — @, y)) dxdy
Xty

=Dy ) + D3 (0. (2.11)

The first term D zlv in the right hand side of Inequality (2.11) can be handled precisely
via the commutator estimate (2.7) in the same manner outlined before. Thus, the
main challenge is to renormalize the argument outlined in the previous paragraph in
order to control DIZV (t) by means of Ey (7). A first possibility is to attempt proving
an identity in the spirit of (2.8) for

/# V(x — y)(hlpun] — hlu]) (x)(hlun] = A [pD (y)dxdy.
xX#y

However, it is not clear if the fine cancellations which produce this formula can be
extended in this manner, since the operation p +— h[x] is non linear. We therefore
pursue a different path inspired by the work of Bresch-Jabin-Wang [8], which
avoids making use of this representation. The merit of this approach is that it does
not necessitate any algebraic identities, but only inequalities. With this approach
we will prove a functional inequality of the form

/;éV(x =) (uy — 1) ) (h[un] = h[u])
X y

(»dxdy < C/ Vx —y) (uy — & dxdy + oy (1), (2.12)
xX#y

for some constant C > 0.
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3. The Well Posedness of the Mean Field Equation

3.1. Existence

We start by recalling existence and uniqueness for the limit PDE as established
in [16].

Proposition 3.1. ([16, Theorem 2]) Assume that V'V is Lipschitz, let S € W1 (R?)
be odd and let the initial data 1o satisfy (H2). Then, there exist a unique solution
uw e C(0,TI; P(RYY) of (2.2) in the sense of Definition 2.5 and Remark 2.7.
Moreover, u(t, -) is compactly supported for all t € [0, T].

Remark 3.2. If one further assumes V € S(RY), § € S(RY) and py € C5°(RY)
in Proposition 3.1, then it is possible to show that the solution p provided by
Proposition 3.1 is a smooth compactly supported function. Consequently, subject
to these assumption the solution is classical.

The main theorem of this section concerns the existence of a solution to (2.2) and
is based on a stability argument using suitably mollified problems. An important
component of the proof is the propagation of Sobolev norms. Sobolev regularity is
important in order to be able to use the commutator estimate (2.7) against Lipschitz
vector fields. In this context, we will need the following near-boundedness of the
Calderon-Zygmund operator on L.

Proposition 3.3. ([4, Proposition 7.7]) Let s > 0 and let a € [1,00) and b €
[1, oo]. Then, there is some C > 0 such that

|92V | =€ (min (19V gl atlla) + itlog (1 + flog ] )

log (max (e, lltllo) + llelicos) -

Theorem 3.4. Assume that S and V are as in (HI) and let the initial data o
satisfy (H2). Then, there exist a solution in the sense of Definition 2.5 to (2.2) with
initial data wo. Moreover, this solution satisfies u € C ([O, TT; LP(Rd)) for all
1 <p<ooand pu € L*® ([0, T1; Wl’p(Rd)) forall 1 < p < oo. Furthermore,
wu(t, -) is compactly supported and its support satisfies

supp(u(t,-)) C B0, R), forallt € [0, T1,
where R = R(||joll oo » R, T, || S| foo).

Proof. Step 1. Propagation of L” norms. Let x. be a standard mollifier and let
Vei=xexV and A []:=JV V, x . Let . be the solution of the mollified equation

O pre — div (ueAclpe]) = A lpel, pe(0,x) = xe * po. 3.1
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This solution is classical and is ensured via Proposition 3.1 and Remark 3.2. We
wish to quantify the growth, size of support and regularity of this solution. We
compute the time derivative of ||, (¢, -) ||§.

d _
77 e, Mp = p/ pl N, x) 9 g (2, x)dx
t Rd
=p f PN Y (e DA 11, 1)) dx
IX
+p /d wl= e, )R (el (¢, x)dx:=Jy + Ja.
R
To bound J1, note that integration by parts yields
Ji= p/ w7 ) Ve (1, 1) Aelie ], x)dx +p/ i (1, 0)div (Al el(t, x)) dx
R4 R4
=(p- D/}Rd i (1, )iV (JV Ve % g (1, x)) dox. (3.2)

Note that div(JVV, x ue) = 0 if J is antisymmetric and div(JVVy x g) = —xe *
we < 0if J is the identity. Thus, (3.2) proves that J; < 0. Furthermore, we have

|2l < P Jga € (1, %) [S[pell (2, x)dx < plIS[el(t, oo et Iy
< P UISlloo e, DI .

Therefore, we conclude that

% liee(t, Y < pISloo lte, 5
which entails
e (e, Y < ePISToet 10, )15 = P15l [, % pollly < P15t |l 1],
or

e (2, ), < €M1 ol 1< p < oo,

Since according to Proposition 3.1 . (t, -) is compactly supported we can pass to
the limit as p — oo in the last inequality in order to deduce

et ), < WSt g, 1< p < oo (3.3)

Step 2. Propagation of support. Denote by R, (¢) the size of the support of
We(t, -),1.e. Rg(t):=|supp(ue(t, -))|. For each n > 0 consider the function

op(t, x)i=—m-—.
! N+ pe(t, x)
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Multiplying (3.1) by ¢, and integrating on [0, 7] x R? we arrive at the equation
t
/ e (t, X)@y(t, x) :/ e (0, x)@y (0, x) +/ / 070y (T, X) e (T, x)dxdt
R4 R 0 JRA
t
+ / /d @y (T, X)div(pe (T, X)Aelpel(t, x))dxdr
0o JR

t
+ f / @y (t, x)h[pel(t, x)dxd. (3.4)
0 JRd
We proceed by manipulating the inner integrals in the right-hand side of (3.4).
I’LE(Tv )C)a-[,bbg(f, .X)
0 T,X T,x)dx = — dx
[ trontemmstrovin = - [ Hon D0
_ _/ pe (T, )div(pe (7, 1) As [e] (T, X)) |
Rd (1 + e (t, x))?
/ pe (T, X)h[pel(z, x)d
_ —dx
R (1 + pe(T, X))
_ _/ e (T, X)V e (T, x)Ag[pe](T, X)
R (1 + pe (T, )2
B / 1z (T, ) div(Ae e 1T, X))
R (1 + e (T, x))?
/ pe (T, X)hlpel(z, X)d
_ —dx
rd (N + pe(T, X))
Integrating by parts the first integral in the right-hand side of (3.5) we get
/ te (T, V)V e (T, x)Aclinel(t, X) dx
R (1 + pe (T, x))?

1
= _A;{d Aglusl(r, x)V (m) Me (T, x)dx

. l’LE(Ta X)
= Aé‘ & k] - <
/Rd VAl (T ) N+ ue(z, x)dx

dx

dx

(3.5)

+ /Rd Aglpel(T, x)Viog (n + pe(t, x))dx. (3.6)

As for the second integral in (3.4), we observe the identity
/Rd @y (T, x)div(pe (T, Y)Ag[1e (T, x))dx = ./Rd Aelpel(t, x)Vlog (n + pe(r, x)) dx

. 'u,g(‘[,x)
+A‘gd le(As[He](Tvx))m

(3.7
The combination of Egs. (3.5), (3.6) and (3.7) yields

/ 3r§0n(fax)ﬂs(fvx)dx+/ (Pn(f’x)div(ﬂa(fsx)As[ME](Tax))dx+/ @y (T, Dhlpe](t, x)dx
R4 R4 R4

) .

_ [ m@0dvAelpel( x) [ pe(T 0)hlpel (T, x)

- /Rd RGeS Aa oy oF Ad onle Rl dx
=0+ L+ I
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Using that div(Ag[ie]) = —xe * pe if J = Id and div(Ag[ue]) = 0 if J is
antisymmetric we see that

111 < e * e oo / @ e
R

< sup uels Mo [ 300 0
s€[0,T] R4

< ol [ e ), G8)
where in the last inequality we used (3.3). Furthermore, we have the inequalities

|]2|</ 12 (z, x) |S * pel (z, x)
— JRrd (1 + pe (T, x))?

dx < [ISllo /R (@09 (T 0dx (39)
and

53] = /Rd @n(T, X) e (T, %) |S * el (7, x)dx < IISIIOO/W M (T, X) @ (T, X)dx.
(3.10)

Putting M = max {2 [[Slo . e!SI=T || 110]l«} and substituting (3.8), (3.9) and
(3.10) in (3.4) we find that

/ bt Xy (1, x) < / 1 (0, )0y (0, x)
R4 R4

t
+2M(// o5 (T, X)pi(r, x)dxdt
0 JRA

t
+/ [ (p,,(r,x)ug(r,x)dxdr>.
0 JRd

Since ¢, (t, x) e (2, x) —>0 1. )<r.)(x), passing to the limit in the last inequality
7)4)

as 7 — 0 we obtain

t
RY(1) < RY(0) + 2M/ RY(v)dr.
0

Hence, by Gronwall’s inequality we deduce that R.(f) < R (O)e% < (R +

5)e2MTT. To conclude, we have proved
R:(t) <R, t €[0,T] (3.11)

for some R = R(l|toll o » R, T, |1 S] 1o0).
Step 3. Propagation of Sobolev norms. Expanding the divergence in (3.1), we
get

Orpte — VeV Ve x e — nediv(JVVe x pe) = h el .
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Taking its j-th derivative, we obtain

alan MHe — Vaxj,usu]lvvg * e — axl,- IV Ve x ) Ve — ijugdiv(JVVg * fLe)
— Hediv(IV Ve % 0y 1e) = Rj (1, X), (3.12)

with R; . (2, x)::E)X_/h [1ee]. Set v (¢, x):=JVV, x . and wj,,s:axj e, SO that the
Eq. (3.12) reads

0wj e — V) gve — Z% vﬁa)k,g —wjdiv(vg) — ugdiv(axj ve) = Rj (1, %).
k

[
We compute the time derivative of j= 1]d>_ Ha) et ) ”Z as follows:
-1
fracddtz Ha)j,g(t, -)||£ = pZ /Rd }a)j,g|p (t, x)0; |a)j,8} (t, x)dx
j j
-1
=pZ fRd lwj.e|”" (t, x)sgn(w; e (1, x))
j
X (Va)jygvs + Z(ij vé‘)a)k,g + wjdiv(ve) + wediv(dy; v8)> (t, x)dx
k
-1
+py f |@je "7 (1, x)sgn(; e (1, )R e (2, x)dx.
— JRd
i

The right-hand side of the last equation is bounded by

0x; vé‘ (t, x) }a)k,g‘ (t, x)dx

;/I‘W |w./'.s|f" (t, x) |div(ve)| (¢, x)dx + p%: /l‘y |wm‘p4 %)
+ PZ /Rd |wj,s‘1’ (t, x) |div(ve)| (¢, x)dx + pZ /D;d ‘wj’g|p—l .5 |l/-gaxldiv(v£)} -
' j
el )
+piij1[ |oj.c|P ™" (4 %) [R)e| (¢, x)dx

<(p+ 1)Z/Rd |w_,_€|” |div(ve)| (2, x)dx + pZ /Ru |w_,.ye|p71 (t, x)
J Jik

k
Ve

Ox

SN () |on e | (1, x)dx

+ pC(T, [1Sloo s nuonwsz |wjel” (¢, x)dx + py /Rd |wje["~" (0. 0) [Rye| 1, 2)dx.
J J

In the last inequality we invoked (3.3), according to which there holds the estimate

div(ve) (2, Moo = NdIVAIVV * o) (1, oo < N1te(t, oo = C

and thus

/|w,-,g|”(t,x)|div(v8)|(r,x)dxgc/ lwje|” (t.x)dx,  (3.13)
R4 R4
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where C = C (||40lloo s 1Slloo » T'). Invoking Proposition 3.3, (3.3) and Young’s
inequality for products yields

p/ lwje|” %)
Rd

3x,-”§(ls ')HOO P/Rd |a)j,s|pf1 (¢, x) |a)k,8| (t, x)dx

< C(d, llpe(t, )lloo) log (max (e, [l (1, o) + lle (2, )l o)

1 1
xp(p—/ |wj’8(t,x)|pdx+—/ |wk,8([’x)|pdx)
P Jrd P Jrd

[
< Clog (C + et )% ) j= 1Y st )]

3y, VE| (1, %) || (£, X)dx

=

where C = C (p, [|Sllao> T, d, 0lloo) > e. Choosing s = 1 — % we have by
Morrey’s inequality

lite ()5 S Mo ey ey < € (T2 1S loc - l0los - d. )

[
<1+ J=1d Y o)., "”Z) :

Hence, we have proven

p/ lwje|” @0
Rd

[ [
< Clog (c +Cj=11d ) |wjet. -)||§) J=11d Y e
(3.14)

9, v~

Xj e

(t, x) |wi,e| (2, x)dx

Thanks to Holder’s inequality, it holds that

p/ |w_,>,g|p7] (t, x) ‘R”| (t, x)dx
Rd

= prd |wj.e|” 7" @x) |wje| (1 2) SIe]| (. x)dx + p /Rd |wj.e|” ™" (o) pe (1.0 |8, Slae ]| (1, x)dx

p—1

1
P P r P v
< plSls , |wje|” (&, x)dx + p . |wje|” (&, x)dx , ‘,usa)(js*ﬂel (t, x)dx
R R R

p—1

r
<plISllso /d |wj.e|” (¢, x)dx + C(p. Nitollog » T. IS i) (f, w6 ]” (t,x)dx)
R R4

= C(Jose.0]l+1). (3.15)

where C = C (T, ||Sllyi . lto0lloo » p)- Put

d
Q=) e )]

j=1
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Gathering (3.13), (3.14) and (3.15), we arrive at the inequality
d
EQ(I) < Clog(1+ (1)) (1+ (), or equivalently
d
Eloglog(l + Q) <C,

for a suitable constant C = C (||uo||oo, ISy, T,d, p). Solving the above
inequality yields

C Ct
Ve, )b = Q@) < CA+Q0) <C(1+Vuollh)" , 1<p<oo
(3.16)

Step 4. Compactness and extraction of a solution. We start by showing that
we € C([0, T1; LP(RY)) uniformly in €. By (3.1) we have

llpe (2, ) — pe(s, )l < 1t — sl sup  (Idiv(ue (T, YAelptel(T, N p + 1ALl (T, )l p) -
7€[0,T]

We expand
div(pe (T, )Aeel(T, ) = Ve (T, DA e l(T, -) + pe(t, Hdiv(Ag [ (T, ).

In what follows C = C (lliollywi.e . ISllwi . T, d, p) is a constant which may
change from line to line. According to (3.16) there holds the estimate

IV ez, ), < €
while according to inequality (3.3) we have
A [T, Moo < NIVV > e (T, oo < C. (3.17)
Thus, we get the estimate
Ve (T, YA pel(T, I, < IVie (T, )l 1A l1s](T, oo = C.

From the same consideration

ez, DI, < €
and
div(Ae[pel(T, Nlloo = llxe * e (T, oo = ke (T, Moo = C.
Hence
Tes[l(l)%] ldiv (e (T, )Ae[pel(z, DI, = C. (3.18)

In addition, notice the bound

sup [hlpel(z, ), < ISllee sup lue(z, ), < C. (3.19)
7€[0,T] 7€[0,T]
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Therefore, from (3.18) and (3.19) we obtain

e, ) = pe(s, ), < Clt —sl. (3.20)

By the theorem of Arzela-Ascoli and (3.20) we may extract a subsequence (g, and
some
p e C(0,T]; L (R)

such that

Su

p ke, ) =@, — o
1€l0,7] m—>00

By (3.11), u(t, -) has compact support and supp(u(t, -)) C R and by (3.16) and
the Banach-Alaoglu theorem 1o € L°([0, T]; W7 (R?)).We proceed by showing
that u is a weak solution to the equation (2.2). To achieve this it suffices to check
that

up | A, Lhte, 12, gt (2. ) = ALl e, )|, — 0,

tel0, T
sup | hlpe,1(2,-) — hlpl@. )|, — 0. (3.21)
te[0,T] m—>00

By the triangle inequality,

[ Ay e 1t D itey, (¢, ) — AL, et ) || < || Aey, [iten 12 ) (e, (2, ) = (e, D
+ |, ) (A L2, 1, ) = AL, D) | :=A1 + Aa.

By (3.17) we see that
Al = C e, (0, ) = (@, - (3.22)
Furthermore, we have

Ag < || (e, ) Ay [1aen, 1) = Ay, L, D |4 + [ 120, VA, 1@, ) — ALl )]
=C (||Agm (e 125 ) = Agy (1102, ) |5 + [|Asy, (12, ) — Al (2, ->||2)
<C(JIVV % (e, — )5 + || xen * ALl ) — Alul (@, ) |,) -

Clearly by passing to Fourier we have
[3VV % (e, = (0, )y = € e 0, ) = 1) | o1 gy < € e, @) = u. )], -
In addition, by (3.16) one has
| xen * AL, ) = ALl ) |, < C e, * ) = 1, )| g1 ga
< C |lxe, x 11t ) = u(0. )|, < Cem IV ), < Cem,
from which we get

Az < C (llpe(t, ) — (e, )y + &m) - (3.23)
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Inequalities (3.22) and (3.23) entail the first convergence in (3.21). In addition, we
estimate

[Ale, 102, ) = ALl |y < [ Greyy — DS * prey, ()| + [, (S * e, — S* 0, ) |
< ISlloo [ tem @, ) = e, )|y + ISlloo |16, @) = e, )|
=2Slloo [[em . ) — 1, )] .

which establishes the second convergence in (3.21), thereby proving that p is a
weak solution in the sense of Definition 2.5. O

Remark 3.5. For what concerns the existence proof as stated in Theorem 3.4, it
suffices to require that S is bounded. However, for the uniqueness and the mean-
field limit more regularity is needed in order to ensure sufficient decay of the
Fourier transform of §. Still, we make no claim to the optimality of the assumption
S € S(RY).

3.2. Uniqueness

To prove uniqueness, we study the evolution of the interaction energy
6([):/ (I’Ll _MZ) (tv .X)(V * (,bL] _I’L2))(l9 x)d-x = ||/"L1 (tv )_I’Lz(ts ')”z—l(Rd) .
R4

We start by proving that 4[] is Lipschitz with respect to the H ~! (R) norm. In fact
we have the following more general Lemma, from which the Lipschitz continuity
of h[u] with respect to H~!'(R?) will follow. In the next lemma, we show some
estimates involving a given kernel W. The next lemma will eventually be used for
either the Coulomb interaction V' or some regularized kernels thereof in the next
sections.

Lemma 3.6. Let S be as in (H1). Suppose further that

o 11, v € S'(RY) are tempered distributions such that [, € L®(R?).
eWelLl (Rd) is such that

loc
2

/ |W|(X)‘M—v‘ (x)dx < o0.

R4

e There is some ¢ > 0 such that for all x € R? it holds that |§| * W] (x) <
c|W](x).
Then, it holds that

o — 2 2
/ W10 [T — v (x)dxsc/ W1 [ 3]
R4 Rd

where C = C (c, H§”1 Moo s PToo) -
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Proof. We have

— 2 — —
Fim [ w0 riad =R cods = [ W10 w5 =S w000 (30T = 1v1) o
R4 R4
= / W10 =S %)) (1] = R [v]) (0)dx

/ WIS % 1= S x)() (el = R [v]) (0)dx
=11 + I. (3.24)

The first integral in the right-hand side of (3.24) is controlled as follows
I = / W1 =S %)) (1 T =h 1) (0dx
= [ WG =)« G (AT =B 1) (i
= [ @G0 0EG ) (T = 1) (dyds

< Pl /R W10 [0 00 8] = ) [T = 1| odya
(3.25)

Thanks to the assumption ]§| * |W|(x) < c|W](x) and since S is even we have
2 ST R
L= o Be =y wimdray = [ 7] 0)[81« w10y
R? xR4 R4
2
e [ JT=i oo,
R4
Furthermore, SelL! (Rd) shows that

L. d)h[mfhm\ ) 8] =) Wi odsay = |1, [ frta = | o 1wl (.

Collecting the last two estimates and applying Cauchy-Schwarz to (3.25), we con-
clude that

o 172
n=c (/R =3 0wl (y)dy) 1"

where C = C (c, S 1 ||ﬁ||oo) . As for the second integral in (3.24)

I = f WIS =)+ D) (AT =k ]) (dx

= [, WISt = =6 = »a0) (10— h1v]) (dxdy
RI xR4
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and by the same considerations as before, we deduce that

PO 2 1z
1 72lo) (/Rd =] <y>|W|<y>dy) 5,

from which we deduce that

L < C(C,

— 2 2
[wie | =nw| war < ¢ [ wieo [i=] wax.
R R4

where C = C (c. [S], . 1o - [Dllo)- o
As a corollary, we obtain continuity of i[u] with respect to the H 1 (Rd) norm.

Corollary 3.7. Suppose that ., v € L' N L®(R?) and that S is as in (HI). Then,
we have

IALT = RV o1 gy < €l = vl gy
where C = C (|| (1 + |~|2)§||L10Loc Ao » W lso)-
Proof. We take W = V= ﬁ in Lemma 3.6. We need to check the condition
S|+ W(x) < cW(x).

Indeed, we have

2 o Slo» S| () 1x — yP?
x| <|5\*W>(x) x| /Rdﬁdyssz_id +2 /2 |s\)*‘|2

lx —yI?
—2||5H1+2H(||2)S|) <2‘ +2H(H |S|)*;2
Il 1% lloo
By Young’s inequality, for any ¢ < %, we have the estimate
1 1 o~ o~ o~
H(II She s SH S e3] saa [123] < a+123]
17 oo [-17 1l q LinLe
and for any p > %, we have the estimate
15 - - |
arisp| < |2 |9l sa fees], <Ja+ips],, .
[] 170 P p L'nL=

Therefore, one finds that

o 1 c(Ja+1P8] i)
S|*— =< :
| ’ ||2 - |_x|2

The announced result follows now by Lemma 3.6. O



59 Page22of 56 Arch. Rational Mech. Anal. (2026) 250:59

Theorem 3.8. Let hypothesis (H1) hold. Let ,ul (t, ) and Mz (t, ) be weak solutions
to (2.2) with initial data u(l), p,% satisfying (H2). Then, the H! (Rd)-stability holds,
ie.

E@t) < eC1E(0),

where
c=c(Jasims], . Jml, 1)
A+FIDS] o [#o N
In particular, uniqueness of weak solutions to (2.2) is obtained.

Proof. Recall that div(JVV) = 0 when J is anti-symmetric and div(JVV) = —4§y
when J is the identity. We compute that

4 e =—2/ (,U,IJVV ol = J2IVV ;ﬂ) (t, X)VV * (,u —y?) (t, x)dx
dl Rd

+ Z/Rd (h [ul] —h [uz]) (t,x)V % (/1,1 — /1,2> (t, x)dx

=D\ (1) + D*(1).

Step 1. Estimate on D' (7). We can rewrite D' () as

D) = — 2/ IVV % ! (p} - M) (t, X)VV (,ﬁ - ;ﬂ) (t, x)dx
Rd
— 2/]Rd uz (JVV * (/Ll — /Lz)) (t,x)VV % (/1,1 — /L2> (t, x)dx
<=2 Jvv *,ul (,ul - ,uz) (t, x)VV x (ul — u2> (t, x)dx,
Rd

where in the last inequality we used JVV x uVV % u > 0. Therefore, we deduce

D=2 [ IVVapldv (Ve (' =12)) @0V * (1 = 122) (0 0)dx
2
—— | vVt 0V (‘vv . (y,l _ Mz)‘ ) (t, x)dx
Rd

_ /Rd div(JVV * u)(t, x) ‘vv . (,ﬁ - Mz)(z (t, x)dx

=2 swp i €0 =Sl
t€[0,T] o0

ub| . mE®.
o0
Hence, we conclude

D) < CUSle. |

b HOO T)EM). (3.26)
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Step 2. Estimate on D?(r). By Plancherel’s theorem we have

Do) =2 [ [T =207 ) (7 = 2) 1, 00
h ,ul/—\h u? T2
<cC ’ L] ‘(t,x)m M‘(t,x)dx
Rd |x| |x|
— 2 3 2 3
T o
<C f 5 (t, x)dx / —z(t,x)dx
R4 |x] R x|
1 2 1 2
=¢C ”h [M ] ) —h [M ] @, .)HH—](R”’) "u ) = nitt, ')”H—I(Rd) :
(3.27)
By Corollary 3.7 we have
[ [wt] @ r=n[w] @], . =€ |t ao—wen] o =cVED,
where C = C (| (1 + |18 wopy 1) 50 that by (3.27) we get
D2(1) < CE®).
To conclude, (3.26) and (3.27) show that
d N 1
afo=c(lasims]  Ju] 7) e,
and therefore £(r) < e€1£(0). |

4. Well Posedness for the ODE System

In this section, we explain how to prove the existence of a well defined flow for
the system

[
50 = = J= UNZm) OIVV 6 0 = xf ), 5 O ="

[
) (1) = & j= INEmY OmY SN 1) — x¥ @0)). mY (©0) = m.

We will adapt the proof about the well definition of the flow for time independent
weights Riesz potentials as in [25, Section 3.2] to the time dependent setting.
Consider the weighted interaction energy given by

HNU)iZZmz'(t)m,/(t)V(x,'(t) —x;j(1)).
i#]

We start by proving short time existence.
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Theorem 4.1. Let hypothesis (H1) hold. Assume that

. . 0,N 0,N
Vi#jox; ;/:xj

and there is some M > O such that forall N € Nand 1 <i < N one has

0

0<m)N <M.

Then, there is some Ty, > O suchthatthe system (4.1) has a unique CL([0, T): RN x
RN solution.

Proof. Let ¥ e Ci°(R) be such that W(r) = 1 for [r| < 1 and W(r) = O for
|r| > 2. Lety € Cgo(Rd) be the radial function defined by ¥ (x):=W(|x|). Let

2
Ve (x): =W (';C—l) .

and Vy(x):= (1 — ¥ (x)) V(x). In what follows we omit the superscript N from

xiNs and m fV .- Consider the regularized system

[
xi,s(t) = _% Jj= I]szj,e(t)vae(xi,e(t) - xj,é‘(t))9 xi,e(o) = x,Q (4.2)
: .
mie(t) = & j= UNY mi s (0)mj (1)S(x; (1) — xj 6 (1)), m;z(0) = m).

By [2, Theorem 3], system (4.2) has a unique global solution (x; ¢ (t), m; ¢(t)) on
[0, 00). We study the evolution of ’x,-,e(t) — x? ‘ given by

Xie(t) — xlo) < /
0

We can now estimate the L° bound of the velocity field using that

t

1 I
5 I= TN () - IV Vel o(s) = xie(s) | ds

2
X X
VVe(x) = =20 <|e_£> 8—2V(x) + (1 =Y (x)) VV(x).
Actually, writing k = d — 2 notice that

S

1
(=YD V@IS 7 and i

ow (B2} 2y
82 8_2 (.X)
hence

IVVe(x)| S

Sk

So, owing to Remark 2.4, we infer the inequality

1o T
e = 0| 5 mfo J=UNY i) ds = 5. (43)
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Thanks to Inequality (4.3), we can bound the seperation in time ¢ as follows

2Ck.aT
i (=221, O] 2 [x0 =8| = [ =1 0| = 1) 00| = [ 60| - =55
If we choose &g = %n;n x) — x?‘ and T > O such that
i#]j
1,0 0
min |[x; — x5
2Ck.aT - i#lj i x-"
k+1 = ’
€0 2
then for each ¢ € [0, T)) we get the bound
-
|Xie0 (1) — xj.e0 ()| = : (4.4)

2

It follows from (4.4) that for each ¢ € [0, T'] it holds that VV,(x; ¢ () — x¢(2))
= VV(x; () — xj(t)), and therefore for each ¢ € [0, T]

[
Kieg() = =3 J= 1IN m ey (DIVV (Xi gy (1) = Xy (1)), Xi gy (0) = x?

L
titi e (1) = 3 J= 1IN Y My o (00m j e (1) S (Xi ey (1) — X0 (1)), Mgy (0) = m.
0

Next, we claim that the quantity H y (¢) is propagated in time, and already here
the oddness of S is essential.

Lemma 4.2. Let (xy (1), my(t)) be a solution to the system of ODEs (4.1) with
initial data (Xn(0), my (0)). Then, the interaction energy satisfies

Hy (1) < 2SIt (0), for all t € [0, T).

Proof. We compute the time derivative as follows

d d
SN = ) mi(Om(OV (i (1) = x;(0)

i#]
=Y miOmO)V (xi(6) = xj (1) + Y _mi(Onij(0)V (xi(6) = xj (1))
i#j i#j
+Y mi(Om VY (xi () = x,(0)) - (i (1) — X(1)). (4.5)
i#]

The first 2 terms in the right hand side of (4.5) are paired together as follows.

D miOm OV (xi () = x; (1)
i#]

1
= 22 miOmeOm S ((e) = xi (Vi (1) = x; (1)),

itj k
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while

1
D_mi OOV (i (@) = xj0) = 3 > Tmi (Omj Omi ) S (1) = x; D)V (i (1) = x (1))
i£] i#] k

1
= 7 22 2 (Omj Ome DS i (1) = xi (DV (3} (1) = xi (1)
i#j k

So, since V is even, the first 2 terms in (4.5) add up to

2
N Z mi(t)m j()mi (1) S (xp (1) — x; (1)) V (x; (1) — x; (1))

i#).k
2018
< ||N|| D miOmj(Ome)V (xj (1) = x;(1) =2 [Sloo Hn (1), (4.6)
i#).k

where in the last equation we used conservation of the total weight (see Remark
2.4). The third sum in the right hand side of (4.5) writes

1 1
D mi@m (VY (xi(8) = x;(1) - (N Dk OIVV (1) = xi(0) = 2 meOIVY (i (1) = xk(t»)
i#j ki j ki
) —
= = 2 miOmOmOVV @i (1) = x; (1) - IV (i (1) = x(0))

i)k

where the equality is obtained by swapping the indices i and j in the first term and

the hat sum refers to a sum over the set of indices {(i, j, k) such thati # j, k # i}.
We finally notice that we can rewrite this term as follows

D omi@mjOm (VY (i (1) = xj (1)) - IVV (x; () = x. (1)
i,j.k

2
=y 2mi® (Z mj(OVV(xi () — x j<z>)) -J (Z mp(OVV (xi (1) — xk(z»)
i J#L
2
=—5 2 mi® (Zm,»(z)vvu,»(r) x,»(z))) J (

ki
D ompOVV(xi(1) - x; (t))) :
i#i J#
4.7

If J is anti-symmetric then the right-hand side of (4.7) is 0 while if J is the identity
matrix the right hand side of (4.7) is

2
—%me gm,mvvuz-(r)—xj(n) <o,
14 JFl

Therefore, we conclude that the third sum in the right hand side of (4.5) satisfies

Zmi(t)mj(t)VV(Xi (1) —xj(@®) - (Xi (1) — x (1)) < 0. (4.8)
i#]

Together with (4.6) this concludes the proof.
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As a corollary from propagation of energy, we get the following lower bound on
the minimal separation of the opinions, which will be needed in order to prove that
maximal lifespan solutions are in fact global. We are now well positioned to prove
Theorem 2.2, i.e. the existence of a globally well-defined flow.

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Step 1. Estimate on the separation. Set k:=d — 2. We
claim that if (xy(7), my(?)) is a solution to the system (4.1), then there holds the
estimate

- . ! v
l;r;él?tel[g,f]") |)Cl‘(t) — X](t)| > min {1, m} . (49)

If i # j are such that ]x,- () — x; (t)] < 1 then by Lemma 4.2 we have
1
< Hy @) < Py (0),
|xi (1) — x;j (1)
so that

B 1
‘x,'(f) —Xj(t)‘ z m'

It follows that for all i # j one has
| 1/k
|xi(t)—xj(t)’zmin{l,WHN(o)} ,
which establishes (4.9).

Step 2. Long time existence and uniqueness. Let (x (7), my (¢)) be a solution
to the system of ODEs (4.1) with maximal lifespan 7 > 0. We claim thatif T < oo
then

limmin |x; (t) — x;(#)| = 0.
tl/rr;rir;él?lxz() xj(0)]
Indeed suppose that T < oo and assume on the contrary that

li i (@) —xi(@)| =6 >0.
tl/,n}rir;él?lxl() xj(t)| =8>

Choose T’ < T sufficiently close to T such that

1)
inf min |[x;(t) —x;({)| > <.
TflgnthIEél? i () = x; ()] 2 2

Assume also that T — T’ < T, where T is the maximal lifespan solution of the
system of ODEs (4.1) with initial data (x; (T"), m;(T")), i.e. the equation
[
i) =—% j= 1IN n;(0O)IVV(zi(t) — 2 (1)), z:(0) = x;(T")
i) = & j= 1IN ni(On;(0)S(zi(t) — z; (1)), ni(0) = m;(T").

(4.10)
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Note that by Theorem 4.1, there exists a maximal life span solution (zy (¢), ny (¢))
on [0, Ta) to the system of ODEs (4.10). Define

()= xy (1) 0<t<T Ly (1):= my (1) 0<t<T
IND = et =TT <t <T' +Ta " N T oy =TT <t <T' +Tp °

Note that yx () is continuous and that by (4.9) we have

inf  min |y;(#) — y;i(®)| > 0.
o B, min lyi () — y;(0)]

We leave the reader to check that (yy(¢),1y(?)) is a solution to the system on
[0, T" + Ta) since we are dealing with an autonomous system. This entails a
contradiction to the assumption that 7' is maximal, because T’ + To > T. We
conclude that
T < oo = limmin |x,-(t) —xj(t)} =0.
t/Ti#]j

In view of (4.9) it follows that T = o0, as desired. O

5. The Mean Field Limit

In Sect. 5.1 we compute the time derivative of Ey(f), and in Sect. 5.2 we
establish the functional inequality (2.12) which in turn leads to a Gronwall estimate
on En(1).

5.1. Time Derivative of the Re-normalized Modulated Energy

We recall that the re-normalized interaction energy (2.6) is defined as
En) = f Vx =) (un () = i, ) dxdy
x7#y

1
= mzmi (Om () V (x; (1) — x; (1))
i#]
20
= 1= 1IN mi(V * W (i (1)

+/ w(t, x)(V % u)(t, x)dx.
R4

The aim of this section is to compute the time derivative of £y (), which is given
in the following result.

Proposition 5.1. Let hypotheses (HI)—(H2) hold. Let 1 (t, -) be the unique solution
to the PDE (2.2) with initial data o provided by Theorem 1.1. Then, we have

d
SEn = - f# AVV %t 1) — IV % (e, 3)) VV (& — 3) (a1, ) — (e, )52 dxdy
x#y

+2 /# Ve —y) (b [t 9] 00) = AT 91 (0) Gay (. y) — (e, y)) dxdy

=D} (1) + D3, ().
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Proof. We recall that from Theorem 2.2, we have that x; (t) # x;(¢) forall r > 0
and all i # j. This makes it straightforward to justify all calculations in the proof.
To make the equations lighter we shall omit the time variable whenever there is no
ambiguity.
Step 1. Calculation of di € > mi(t)m;(t)V (x;i(t) — x;(t)). We have
i#]

- N2 Zml Omj OV (xi () = x; ()

i#]
1
= mzmi(t)mj(l‘)VV(xi(l‘) —xj(1)) - (Xl(t) _ Xj(t))
i#]
1
+4z (mi (O)m (1) + mi(O)m () V (x; (1) — xj (1))
i#]
= E1+T. 5.0)

The first term in (5.1) is non-positive due to (4.8) in Lemma 4.2, i.e. E1 < 0. The
second term in (5.1) can be rewritten using symmetry as

2 ) 2
T = V2 E Am,-mjV(x,- —Xxj) = mg mim jmS(x; — xx)V(x; — xj)
i#£]j i,j.k
i#]

_) / V@] (O, .
x#y

Step 2. Calculatzonsof—mﬁ l_ LIND mi (£)(V*p) (¢, xi (7)) and < T fRd(V*
w)(t, x)u(t, x). Let us start with

d 21

= o = NINY mi OV« (e, xi(0)
= % VY 000V o 1) = = 1= 1IN Y iV 0yt 300))
2 = N VY sk = T+ B

where we have set

= l]NZmi Voxh[p] (x;),

N

Ty:

-7 2> mimi S — 30V )
ik

Eyi=— % ,[_ 1IN “mi Vo (div(udVV * @) (x;)
ZZm mEVV ox w(x)IVV (xp — xp). (5.2)
i#k

Observe that we can further write that

T, = —2/ Voxu(t, x)h[un(t,)]dx — 2/ Vxh[u]l (@, x)un(t, x)dx.
R4 R4
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With similar calculations, we find that

i Vo u(t, x)u(t, x)dx = 2/ V x (div(udVV * w) + h [i]) (x)(x)dx
dt Jpd R

(5.3)
= 2,/]}{‘1 Vox (div(uJVV * 1)) (x)(x)dx + 2/]1{‘1 Vxh[u] (x)u(x)dx:=E3 + T3.

‘We observe that

T\ +T+T3=2 /x;ﬁ Vx—=y) (h [y @ )] @)=k [, )] () (un (t, y)—u(t, y)) dxdy,
y

which implies that

d 1
NI Om OV (0 = xj(0) = By + E> + E
i# (5.4)

-|-2/7é Vx —y) (hlun@, )] ) = A, )1 () (un (@, y) — p(E, y) dxdy,
xX#y

where E1 < 0, E» is given by (5.2) and E3 by (5.3).
Step 3. Collecting (5.2) and (5.3), we get

Er)+ Ez =2 /d Vx (div(iuJVV x w)) (x)u(x)dx
R

2 NSV s @iV Y * )) ()
Nl_ ] Zml * (div(um * L)) (X

2
— mZmimkVV * W(x)IVV(xx — xi).
ik

We now work in each term on the right-hand side as follows. We first rewrite the
first term as

2/,1 Vx (div(iuJVV x 1)) (x)u(x)dx =—2/d LEX)(VV % ) (x)IVV x w)(x)dx
R R
=—2/ VVx=y)pn@)u(y)IVV > p)(x)dxdy,

R4 x R4

by integration by parts, while the second term can also be rewritten as

2

- i= 1N mi Ve div(uIVV + ) (x;) = —2/

e R V(x = y)div(udVV > ) (y)uy (x)dxdy
X

=2 [ VG DUV s oy
R4 xR
=2 f YV = )AVY % 0@y ()dxdy,
R4 xIR4

by integration by parts and symmetrization and the final term is equivalenty written
as

2
—mZmikaVV *u(xX)VV (g —x;) = =2 fRd i VYV = )IVV x n(0)p? (dxdy).
ik

X
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Hence, we find that

Ey+ E3= -2 /Rd r VV(x = NIV % p(x) (uy — ) (dxdy)

— 2/ JVV % n(x)VV x u(x)un (x)dx
R4

IA

2 / VV (= NIV % () (i — 1) (dxdy)
R4 xR

-/ VYR = IV + g0 WV (=) = ) ()
x#y

because JVV % i (x)VV x u(x) > 0. Hence, we conclude that

E\+E>+E3 5—/ AVV % u(x)=IVV % u(»)) VV (x—y) (uy — ) ®* dxdy,

XFEy
so that together with (5.4), we get

d
ESN(I) <- /# AVV % p(x) = IVV > u(y) VV (x = y) (un — )®> dxdy
XF#Yy

+2 / Vi — y) (h[an] (6) — b ] () (uw (3) — () ddy.,
xFy

as desired. |

5.2. Functional Inequalities

This sub-section develops the most subtle part of this work. Indeed, re-normalizing
the stability estimate from the previous section requires new arguments in compar-
ison to [8], due to the inclusion of a source term. The crucial technical argument
is found in Lemma 5.6 for which we need certain preliminary technical results.
The following regularization Lemma is an adaptation of [8, Lemma 4.1], which
was proved for the periodic case, to the Euclidean setting. We will designate by
IV IlLryre the norm of the space L” 4 L9 defined by

IV IlLo g o ==inf (Vi + [1Vall,)

where the infimum is taken over all splittings V = V| + V; such that V| € L? (Rd)
and V> € L4(RY).

Lemma 5.2. Let V(x) = ﬁ where 0 < k < d. Let 0 < ¢ < 1 be such that
¢ € C®MRY), ¢ = 0on Bi(0) and ¢ = 1 on R\By(0). Set {5(x) = ¢(3) for
0 < & < 1. Assume max{zd—k,l} <p< % < q < 09, then for each r € N
there is some constant C = C(p, q,d, k) and a r-differentiable approximation
Ve € C"(RY) of V such that

i. Vo > 0.

ii. [|Ve — Vilppyre < n(e) with n(e) satisfying n(e)—0as e — 0.
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e d_g
iii. 16 (Ve = Vllppape < C (S +67 7).
)

q
iv. Ve(x) < V(x)+e.
v Vel < iy Where ©(e)— Oas ¢ — 0.

Proof. Step 0. Note that V € L?(RY) + LI(RY) for | < p < % < q < oo.
We will need a further restriction p > 2‘1—k later in the proof. In addition, we have
V=C |x| 7% with k = d — k. Consider a kernel K!' : RY — R such that

o [raK'(@dz=1,K'>0,and |[K'(2)] < exp (= zI?).
e There is some C > 0 and r > 0 such that
e = 1?1(5) < )
C(1+ &) 1+ (&1
Let K(Slzzsl—dl(1 (%‘). Fix R = R(§) to be chosen later. Let x € Cgo(Rd) such that
x>0,x=1on B§ (0) and x = 0 on R\ B(0). Clearly, we get

kv v = [ xe[&!|@ve -5 - veod:

+/Rd(1 — @) ‘Kl‘ () |V(x = 82) — V(x)|dz. (5.5)

Ultimately V; will be defined by means of K al(s) * V for a well chosen function
8(¢e). Estimating (5.5) will be done by distinguishing between possible intervals
in which |x| lies in. In this Lemma, < stands for an inequality up to a constant
depending only on p, g, d, k.

Step 1. The aim of this step is to prove there is some 0 < A < 1 such that
Ki*xV(x) < V(x)+C8, |x| > 8" (5.6)

for all § arbitrarily small. We assume that |x| > 2R4. First, note that |x| > 26R
and |z| < R implies that |x — z| > R, so

f 1@ || @1V =59 - violas g . (5.7)
R <

due to [VV(x)| < |x|+“ and the mean value theorem. We split the second integral
in (5.5) as

nate=[ 0@ K eve -0 vl
X—0z|==5~

+/, b =@ K@ IV =82 = Vo)l dz

2

The remaining of step 1 is occupied with estimating 77 and 75. The term 75 is

nsl  a-xe|K|ove-sdeve [ a-xe |k
|x—5z|2% R4

SwE+ve [ a-xen|x!| @ 58)
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Observe that for any given / > 0 we have the estimate

1
/ (1= x@) |[K'| @z = / Fdi S o (59
R? |z|z§ ~ R
Substituting (5.9) into (5.8) yields
V(x)
DS (5.10)

For the term 77, we separate between two cases: |x| > R first and then |x| < R.
Start with |x| > R, where we have

T < [Rda —x@) K| @1V =82 = Violdz V(x>+/Rd(1 —x@) [K!| @V - 62z,
We estimate
wt [ = xan|&! | @vea —sade s [ - xn|kd|@0x - e+ iefv - e
R4 R4

1
< __
SRl + V x K (x),

where we have set K (¢):= |K}| (¢) [¢|¥. Thanks to Young’s inequality it holds that
, 1
k d 1P kp' v
IV % Kllog < IVIiLrsra (KK Ny + 1K) S ) K| (&) IE1" d§
R

1
_d q' / P _d _d
+5* q(/ ‘Kl‘ (&) &4 dg)" < v ska
]Rd
Therefore, we find

k _ 1 _ S = k=4 o1 -t
|x] (1 x@) | K | (@)V(x —8z)dz < —|—8 -5 +68 1S 7l +45 7,

using p < % < ¢, and hence for |x| > R, we have
V) 85 1 1
X p
1= x@) K| @V —8dz S = + 2 S o + .
«/Rd R! |)C|k RI+k 8%_1{Rk

Therefore we conclude that

1
T] SW—FE’ for |x| ZR (511)
P
If |x| < R, we estimate
2
R (x) e V<x>
T1<e 2 e V(x —82)dz+ = / VO —0det
lx—sz|< 41 8¢ Jix—g1<3
- V() _ L 1
e X d—k
= V(&)dE + + )
5d /\‘SI i (6)dg Rl S 6d x| R xF
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so that we conclude that

T,

N

d—k, &
R e 2 1
5 + R for |x| < R. (5.12)

Note that in the proof (5.10), (5.11) and (5.12) we did not employ the assumption
|x| > 2RS4, a fact which will be useful later on. We now gather inequalities (5.7),
(5.10), (5.11) and (5.12) to obtain

SR 1 1 Ri—Fke—R? 1
|)C|k+l + RH—k + + 8d + Rl |x|k'

(5.13)

Kl«V(x)—Vx)|< ,
57 KRk

We can pick A’ € (0, 1) small enough so that 2k — % AN >0>k-— % -\

assuming that Zd_k <p< %. We observe that

=8, 8R=8" % k bysettingR=R@) =8 * k.

d
57 KRk
Rd—k(a)e—Rz(zS)

5 satisfies

Notice that there is some 8’ > 0 such that the function § —

d—k (5),~R2(6) / . d—k .
% < 8% when 8 — 0, since both R—d(‘s) and R?(8) are negative powers

of § under our assumptions. Then, owing to (5.13) we get
8¢ g, O
+ 6"+ —,
|x |k+] |.X|k

K} xV(x)—V@)|<
for some o« > 0, 8 > 0, y > 0, which implies that for a suitable choice of A > 0
it holds that
Ki*V(x) < V(x)+C8, |x| = 6",

as desired. Notice that we can assume that A < 1 without loss of generality since
& will be chosen converging to zero.

Step 2. In this step, we prove that
Kj *V(x) < C(V(x)+8"), forall x € RY. (5.14)

Note that in (5.14) we allow the estimate to hold up to a constant (unlike inequality
(5.6)). Assume first that |x| < 2R§. The following inequality follows by a direct
calculation

f vwws/ V(y)dy, (5.15)
B(0,5)

$<lyl<é

for 0 < k < d. We now split K} = V as

K} *V(x)szdx (%) K} (x—z)V(z)dz-i—/Rd <1—X <x;1>) K} (x —2) V(2)dz.
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The first term can be estimated as

r—-z 1 1
/Rd X (T) K5 (x —2) V(2)dz < f‘z ks ‘Ka‘(x -2 V(dz = /UB ‘Ka‘(x —2) V(2)dz,

where A = {z € R? : |z| <3RS, |z| < S Ix[}and B = {z e R? : L x| < |z] <
3RS} If |z] < % |x| then |x — z| > % |x| so that

lx|?
exp (—5-r s
/ K} =2 V()dz < %/ V(@)dz < p(5d262)'/. V(2dz
A A el 1xl

_ 2 2 d

exp(—7557) x X

< —d/ V(z)dz S exp —% L8 l V(x),
8 Dxl=lzi<dix] 28

Ix?

557) 50 ‘xl is uniformly

where we used (5.15). Note that the function x +— exp(— 55
bounded in 8. Therefore we conclude that

/ K} =2 Vdz S V),
A
In addition, we obtain

/B‘Kal‘(X—z)V(z)dzg V(x) )Ksll(x—z)dzﬁ Vx).

|z|<3Ré

Thus, we have proved that

/ X <x;z) ‘Ksl‘ (x —2) V(2)dz S V(x). (5.16)
R4 8

Next we handle the truncation far from the origin. By exactly the same argument
leading to (5.10), (5.11) and (5.12) we have

/ (1 - X <x _ Z)) Kal (x—2)V()dz = / (1= x@)K' @V (x —82)dz
R4 ) R4
< V(x) + 8" +68%. (5.17)

In view of (5.16) and (5.17), we deduce K(sl * V(x) < V(x)for |x| < 2RS. We are
left to treat the range 2RS < |x| < 8* If |x| > 2RS and |z| < R then clearly

X
|2|—| |_U<|| | — RS < |x —8z] = 2|x].

Thus, we infer that

fd 1@ K| @V - 62dz S V) k' @dz 5 v,
R

[zI<R

In addition, by step 2, we have

‘/d(l — X@)K @)V (x —82)dz| S V(x) + 8 + 8,
R
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for |x| > 2RS§. Together with inequality (5.6) in step 1, this establishes (5.14) by
redefining A if needed since A < 1 and § will be chosen converging to zero.

Step 3. We claim that there is a non-decreasing function f such that
Ki » V() = V), Ixl < f). (5.18)

In order to prove the claim, we first estimate it as

Kl s V) < / Vix —82) ‘Kl‘ (2)dz +/ Vix —682) ‘Kl ‘ ()dz=I + J.
lzI<1 lzI=1
By change of variables, we have
1
1 < ~d V(Z)dZa
Bs (x)

and since the function x - || By (x) V (z)dz attains its maximum at x = 0,! it follows
that

1
I < — V()dz = ——.
8d Bs(0) (d — k)&k

1
Hence, for all |x| < (d%k) ks, we get

/ 1 IV( )
= =-V(x).
T2k 2
In addition, we obtain
1 1

J

< < ,
(6 — lxDk = 2|x|*

forall [x| < —2+, sothat J < SV (x).
142K

1
To conclude, the claim follows by taking f(§) = min {%, (‘ﬂ) k } 3.
142F

Step 4. Construction of V. In this step we will construct V, and then show
that it satisfies the requested properties i.-iv. We construct our regularized kernel
following the same strategy as in [8, Lemma 4.1].

We now need to interpolate between this inequality near the origin and the far-
field inequality (5.6) by means of the inequality (5.14). This is crucially needed in

! For each x, y with |x| < |y] it holds that |x — z| < |y — z| forall z € Bs(0) and § > 0
sufficiently small. Consequently, given a radially decreasing function V (z) = v(|z|) for each
[x] < ]y| and § > O small enough it holds that

/ V(z)dz—/ V(z>dz=/ (w(lx — 2) — v(ly — z) dz > 0.
Bs(x) Bs(y) Bs(0)
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order to keep the constant 1 in front of V (x) on the right-hand side of our statement
in point iv. As mentioned the construction is motivated by [8, Lemma 4.1] proved

in the torus. 2

Given ¢ > 0 pick 0 < 81 < C , where C > 0 is the constant in (5.14), and
recursively pick 0 < §;41 such that

Sit1 < mln{f(S ),(Si}

Let M:= L%J where | x| denotes the closest lower integer to x, and set

11
Wei=- i= ]MZKBII_*V. (5.19)

Obviously §; is decreasing since A < 1 and max §; — 0 by construction.

1<i<M &—0
If [x| > 8%, (5.6) implies that
We(x) < V(x)+e.

If x| < f(8m), (5.18) implies that W, (x) < V (x).
If f(8y) < |x| <8, fix1 <i < M suchthat8; | < |x| < §;, then:

o If j > i+ 1then |x| > 8j41 > Sj.‘ so that using again (5.6) we get Kalj*V(x) <
V(x)+e.

o If j < ithen|x| <§; < f(§;) so that again by (5.18) we have Kali *V(x) <
V(x).

e If j =iorj =i+ 1 then according to (5.14) Ksl,- *V(x)<CV(x)+e).

We finally define

1
Vg(x).zmws(x) (520)

and conclude that Vi (x) < V(x) + ¢, which establishes point iv. Notice that the
definition of M is crucially used for this estimate.
That Ve > 0is immediate by construction by the choice of K'! and establishes

Vi e LP(Rd) and V, € L(R?) then

IWe=Villrizaqes) < max [ Ko« Vi=Vi] o+ max [ Ko« Va=Val] o)

<2 max §; — 0,
1<isM = &—0

which is assertion ii. Note further that for a given § > 0 one has

1 _
I |kL s @vy—ov

+ | @ = DK, @V

ek, «vr = sV

+ ek « 1 = 2V

LP 414 (RY) LP+L9(R4)

LP+L9(RY)
=1+ 11+ 111
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It is not difficult to check that | K} * f — qu <a 811V I, by using that the first
moment of K 51 is of order 8. Therefore, the first term is

1< HK;I_ * 5V — g5V

< ; < .
poggey S M5 V@V, < max s (19 VI, +1VVG,).

Observe that

1

1
1 q 00 q Sd
< b _ d—1—q(k+1) <o 8
159V, < (fHZa |x|q(k+])dx> (/6 , dr> S o

Also, a similar calculation reveals that

d d
S§a Xl
IVVEslly < 1VEslloo 1V La(By\Bs) S 1V Esll0 5 Sy 62D
d_1-k
hence I < e84 . Moreover
11 = {63 (K + (1 = ) V)| < [k} =@ = v
s (K5, x (1 =85)V)) LaLard) S 5 * (1 —=285) )LP(Rd)
1 4
< K8 1 10 = DV lineny S 6775
As for 111, we estimate
1 1
1< @ = D& oV, <16 = o KoV ]
d d_g
Sér ||§6V||L00(Rd) <ér ".
Therefore, we have proved
H Ks, *V v‘ <5 st
xV —
6K, s LrsLod) > -1 ;
which concludes the proof of item iii. We finally have
1 1 1 _d _d
et ev] = o], I, « [ Dol <5 07
o0 P q
so that by defining
_d _d
v - s Z 0 s T 1
Velloo < IIST}ISHM i + 12}1511]” i = _®(8)’
the statement v. follows. O

In the following Lemma we show that given a function in Fourier variable s (&)
satisfying some growth assumptions we can bound s x V. pointwise in absolute
value by means of V., where V is the approximating kernel constructed in Lemma
5.2.
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Lemma 5.3. Let V, be as in Lemma 5.2. Assume that there are some Sy > 0 and
some o > 2d such that

So
Is(€) < (5.22)
A+EDe
Given r > Lf%k set Sé::max {||s||1 , |o|d*ks”r,, (1+ |~|d*k)s”Loo}. Then, it
holds that
- - 0: (1)
(s % Vo) (®)] < C1Ve(§) + Co—

(1+1nt’
where C1 = ¢ (k, d)S6 and Cy = ca(k, 0, d)Sp

Proof. We separate between two regions. Put §:= max §; < ¢.
Step 1. Suppose that |£| <

1<i<M

%. Note that for all £ € R4

V®) = yracs 1= MK @VE < [K1] Ve 623

Fix some x € C(‘)’O(]Rd) with 0 < x < 1 and g
R?\ B>(0). In view of (5.23) we have

1 on B;(0) and x = 0 on

‘/Rd Vit — f)s(z)d;‘
< |&7 /d VE -0 ls@)lde
oo JR

|x1] </ 1= 0TE =0 lslde + [ (1= x€ - 0T ;)lv(;)ld;) (5.24)

We control each of the integrals in (5.24) separately. Thanks to (5.22) one has

€1 "[Q@V@ |s<s—¢>|dcszdx(<:)V(z>|s ¢ Is(E — Oldg
+ /Rd XOV@ el 15 — 0)lde

s asrbs] [ avietxove
sla | (et Vol

which shows that

PO T
L' (B2(0)) o8]

d—k
[ xe-ove-olsold s Lultuil

= S aHhs] Ve
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Secondly, we can estimate the truncation far from origin as follows
7 [ 1= e = PE 0 ls(0)lde
5[Rd & = 1TH U= xE = OVE - O Is@)]de
+ [l = e — 7€~ 0 o)l de
5/Rd Is(©)]de +/Rd & = 1" MIsE — 010 = x @)V (©)de

Slislhy + [ (=0 V], 1147 s

(5.26)

I

Choosing r > ﬁ ensures that | (1 — X)V”r < 00. Therefore we conclude from
(5.25). (5.26) that

/ Ve(E — ) Is1 (©)dE < SV (&),
Rd

Now, utilizing the assumption that |§| < % we see that Kal,« &)z 1foralll <i <
M, so that we find \7(5) < @(5), for €| < % and thus we get

_ - 1
s % Vo(®)] < SHVe(&), for |&] < =. (5.27)

Step 2. Suppose now |&| > % In this case we split the integral as follows

/ Ve(& — O)s(0)d¢ :/ Vg(s—;)s(oduf Ve(& — O)s(0)dg:=1(&) + J ().
R HESS le1<5!

Pick a function 0 < y < 1 suchthat x = 1on [¢| < % and x =0on || > %
We start with 7 (£). We can write

1) = fm o Vel& =01 = x@)s(©)dg

2
- [,d o W= 6 = Ve — 01— x@)s(0)de
23
*/‘{, g Wiz16E = OVele — 01 = X(O)s(@)dg
=73
=11(8) + ().

First, we have

S 1 Spoe (1
|12(5)|5/ 0= x©s©lde § — g/ | g < o)
kI3 A+1gD2 iz (A +1¢)2 RESTE:

(5.28)
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Secondly, we can deduce that
(1+16%) @1 = (14 11%) [ 1146 - 076 - 00 - x@) s©)1ds
R4
S/Rd 6 = €13 116 — OVele = O = X @) Is@)lde
+/ L=V =01 —x @) (141617 ) Is@)] g
R4
5/Rd1"'fl(5 —01E = ¢1FVE =010 = x@)s@)ldg
[ iar€=07E -0 [a-xen (1+161%) s .
R4
The right-hand side of the last equation is bounded by

J

< Soos(1) + sup

1
> =
HEST

©lde + [ 1€ = €~ 01— e (14 161F) s e

> =
|_45 R

(141617 ) 5| S So0: (D). (5.29)

The combination of (5.28) and (5.29) reveal that
So0e (1)
(141503

To bound J (€), recall that by assumption, there is some C > 0 and » > 0 such that

PECIIBS (5.30)

<Kl .
ca+En =X O =1

As aresult, for any ¢, & such that |{| < % it holds that

Kl -0 =K~ 0) Kl @.

S S S
L+87 18 —¢1" = 1+6; 151
Consequently, we infer that

1
~ M1+ 2Ce)

1 L
R . B
S ST ace = IMY_KI GV E) = Ve(@).

~ [ — ~
Ve€ = 0) i=1MY K'(8i(E —¢)VE - 0)

for |¢| < Ig—‘ Hence we obtain

@< @(é)/Rd s @)d¢ < SV 6). (531)

Gathering Inequalities (5.27), (5.30) and (5.31) yields the announced result. O
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As a corollary we can estimate the Fourier transform of the §-truncation of V,
as follows.

Corollary 5.4. Under the same assumptions and notations of Lemma 5.2, it holds
that
87K =30,5-1(1)

—_— < —~
GV s Te+—

and
k= g 8 (1)
=TV < e+ o)
+18D=
Proof. Set x5 = 1 — ¢s. Observe thatg“/(gvs = EE * ‘78 = "/; — X5 * ‘78, which
shows that the first inequality would follow from the second inequality. To prove

the second inequality, notice that using the construction of V; in (5.19)—(5.20), we
can deduce for each § > 0 that

d k—d d
—~ 1 — ~ 1) _— A
_ 1(s. _ 1
Ve@8) = i ace) ; KIOoRIVOD = 31 2ce ; K ®VE)
il +2C86 ~
=46 T+ 2Ce Ve (6).
Note that i3 (x) = 8¢ % (8x). Therefore, we get
—~ = _ o~ _ = —1 _ d—k1+2C8_18
(s P06 = [ 76 = 00T, (571¢) de =5+ 0

/ 768 — V1, (0) de
Rd

_ gk ] +2Cs57 e

1+ 2Ce (X * Vs=1.)(88).

By using Lemma 5.3 with s = ¥, we conclude that

-1
A m(

1
e C1897K V1, (88) + Cpsd—k e~ 1 )
£

(1+ (582
8475 0,51(1)

Ci1Ve(§) + Ca -
(1+€D3

IA

where we made use again of (5.19)—(5.20). |

The following Lemma is the deterministic version of [8, Lemma 5.1], and it is
meant to provide a bound on the truncated off-diagonal interaction part in terms of
the modulated energy.
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Lemma 5.5. Under the same assumptions and notations of Lemma 5.2, let u €
L' N L®(R?) be a probability density and let .y be an empirical measure defined
by (1.3) associated to any xy € RN\ Ay and my € MV such that mlN < M for
some M > 0. Then, there is a constant C = Clnllo » ds k, p, q) such that the
renormalized energy (2.5) can be estimated from below as

M|V,
EN(,LL, /,LN) :/ V(X — y) (/‘LN _ /'L)®2 (dxdy) > ”NSHOO
XFY
o e S 5.32
_ 8k+1*% + + 0.(1) (5.32)

and
1
w3 2 mim; (1= &)V (i —xj) < CEn(u un) + O, 8,N)) - (5.33)
i#]
where O has the form

p M|V, d_
451 S0 (1) + ”Ns”oo Y

Proof. Step 1. In this step we prove (5.32). We denote by < inequality up to a
constant depending only on ||| » d, k, p, g. We have

/ LV = ) )
x#£y

O(e,8,N) =

5.34
8k+1—g (5.34)

= / cs(x — YV (x — y) (uy — w)®? (dxdy)
R4 x R4

+ /9é (1= s(x — ) V(x — y) (uy — w)®* (dxdy). (5.35)
Xy

Observing that
d—pk

(1 =) V) *pullos S8 7 (5.36)

by Holder’s inequality, we see that the second integral in the right-hand side is

/# (1= &(x — ) V(x — ) (uy — 0* (dxdy)
xX#y

1
= mzml'mj\/(xl' —xj) (1 =& —x;))
i#j
20
= 1= IND mi((1 = &)V » (i)
- f 1) (1= ) V) * p(x)dx
R4

1
> mzmimjv(xi —xj) (1 = &s(xi — x))
i#]

d=pk
—Clpllog - d, k, p)é 7.
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Hence, in view of Lemma 5.2-iv, we get
/#U—Q@—ﬂW@—WWN—M@WWW
x#y

1 d=pk
> 5 2 mimVe(xi = x)) (1 = 650 = 7)) = Cllplos . K, p)S 77 — .
i#]
(5.37)

Moreover, Lemma 5.2-iii entails

1(CsV) > — (5 Ve) * il oo
< 1Gs(Ve — V) x ulloo

& d_
5 ||§5(V5_V)”L1’+Lq g—d—i—ép R
shH1—2

so that we can bound from below the first integral in (5.35) as
[, et = Ve =) an - 0% xdy)
R4 xR4

z/ £ — Y)Velx — y) (o — %2 (dxdy)
R4 x R4

& d_
—C(Ilulloo,d,k,p)( Rl ") — e, (5.38)
sy

using again Lemma 5.2-iv. Hence summing up inequalities (5.37) and (5.38) we
get

/ V(x —y) (uy — w)®? (dxdy) >

x#y

/ L(x — Y)Velx — y) (un — 10)®* (dxdy)
R4 x R4

1
+ mZmim,-vsm —xj) (1= &(xi — x)))
i#]

d
—C(Ilulloo,d,k,p)( +81’k+s>. (5.39)

d
skt1—4
Notice that the second term in the right-hand side can be rewritten as

1
ngimjvs(xi —xp) (1 =g —x)) = fRdedu — L = Ve x — )y — 0@ (dxdy)
i#]

N
1
-7 ,2 m3 Ve (0) - /Rdm = E)Ve) % n(r)p(x)dx
N

2
+ 5 2 mi (= g)Ve) » u(x))- (5.40)
j=1
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Using Lemma 5.1-ii and (5.36), we have

(1 = 25)Ve) * plloo = I = 86) (Ve = V) * pillog + (1 = Z5) V) * pill oo

d_p d_p
S Ve =Viippgra +67 7 Sne)+87 .

Inserting this into (5.40) together with a trivial estimate on the second term of the
right-hand side of (5.40) we obtain

1
ﬁgmimj Vel —xj) (1= ¢s0x —xj)) = /Rdx]Rd(l — g5 — y)Vex — Yy — W& (dxdy)
M Vel

d_
N~ Cllnloo . d k. p) (w "+n(s)). (5.41)

We finally substitute (5.41) into (5.39) to conclude that

M|V,
/ Vx =) (uy — 0% (dxdy) > / Velr — ) (uy — 0 (dxdy) — T WVelloo
XF#y RI xR
d_
~ C(lullog . d- k. p) (d +8p k+n(€)>. (5.42)
s ¢

By Lemma 5.2 we have \78 > 0 so that in view of (5.42) we obtain

M || Vellso

/ VG =) Gy — 0% @rdy) =~
oty

d_
—c<||u||oo,d,k,p>< +or "+n<s>),

_d
5k1‘1

which is the desired inequality (5.32).

Step 2. We now prove (5.33). We follow the same procedure as in (5.40) re-
constructing the tensor measure (uy — ,u)®2 together with (5.36) to deduce

1
ﬁZm,-m,-u =) (x5 —x)V(x; —xj) sf# (=) =NV =) (uy — w2 (dxdy)
i#) 7Y
d—kp
+Ck,d, Inllog)s 7

= / Vx —y) (uy — 0% (dxdy)
X#y

- / G — NV —y) (uy — w® (dxdy)
XFY

d—kp
+Ck,d, [nlleg)d 7 (5.43)
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Notice that there is no diagonal term with respect to (5.40) since the integration
domain avoids the diagonal. Inequality (5.38) can be written as

—/# G — NV — y) (u — 10 (dxdy) < —/
xX#y

i B = 9Ve& = 3) (= &% (dxdy)

3 d_y
+Clulloo - d. k, p) 7 +or +e
skri—4

< / (1= 25)(x — Ve (x — ») (uy — 0® (dxdy)
R4 x R4

d
+C(|;L|oo,d,k,p)( +ap"‘) te (5.44)

d
8k+1_‘7

d—k—9
Zo,-1(1)
a

(+gH2

By Corollary 5.4 we have (1 = Z5)Ve < Vo + 50 that

/ (1= £5)(x — Y)Velx — ) (uy — )2 (dxdy) < / Vet — ) (uy — i) (dxdy)
Rd x R4 Rd xRd

i -2 )
+67% 7%, —1(1)/ —d§
PR (1488

S
5/ Velx — ) (uy — %2 (dxdy) + 8720 51 (1)
RI x R4

< / Velx — ) (uy — w®? (dxdy)
XF#y

M| Velloo

T T T} (5.45)

Notice that this passage to Fourier variables is justified since we work with the
regular interaction potential V; instead of V. By Lemma 5.2, we obtain

Ve it =V x plloo S Ve = Vlosporay = (6. (5.46)
Gathering (5.44), (5.45), and (5.46) we find

—/¢Qu—wvw—w0w—MWHM@o
XFEY

M || Velloo

s[ Ve(x — y) (uy — 1)®? (dxdy) + n
xF#y

& d_ T
+C(|lu||oo,d,k,p)( p + o0 Ky gdk 20551(1)>

s +1-4
M || Velloo

Sf# (Ve = V)(x — ») (uny — &% (dxdy) + En (i, un) + N
XF#Ey

d_j d—k—9
+C(||M||oo,d,k,17)< +87 " +94 20551(1)>-

skti= 4
Moreover, Lemmas 5.2-ii and 5.2-iv using (5.46) implies that

/ (Ve = V)(x = ) (ny — 1) (dxdy) S og(1) +[ Ve = V) — P dxdy) S os (1) +e.
xX#y x#y
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Therefore, in view of (5.43) we obtain

1
w2 2_mimj (= &)V (i = x)) = Clk, d, p, g, o) En (i, i) + Ole, 8, N))
i#]
with
M[Velloo | o4

+8 T o () + — 2 80

O(e,8,N) = N

d
skH1=4
as desired. O

We are now ready to estimate D%v in (2.11) by means of Ey (, ) in (2.6), which
is the main novelty of this section.

Lemma 5.6. Under the assumptions of Lemma 5.5, it holds that
D3, () = fm Vi —y) (uy — ) &) (h [y] = hlpl) ) (dxdy) < C(En (. uy) +n(e) + O(e, 8, N))
where O(g, 8, N) is given by (5.34).

Proof. Let s be a function as in Lemma 5.5. We split the integral into a near and
far parts from the origin as follows

DY () = _/Rd p G V)(x = y) (un — ) (x) (h[un] =k [1]) (y)dxdy

+ [x#y((l —)V)(x —y) (un — ) (x) (h[un] — h[u]) (y)dxdy
=I5+ Js.
We denote by < inequality up to a constant dependingond, k, p, ¢, [|S]lso » 1141l s
Step 1. The integral Js. We expand the integral as
= [ =i =y hfay] )dsdy

1

[
= 1IN “mi (1= £5)V)) % ;) (x;) (S % ) (x;)
1
N
[ i
+A§d RO = E)V) *h ) ()dx:= 1= 114 _Jj.

[
i=1INY mi (1= &) V) * h ] (x;)

Owing to Lemma 5.5, we have

1
73] = 1Sl 2 2omim (1= &) = xV (i = x)) < € (EN (. i) + O, 8. V).
i#j

Next, using similar computations as in (5.21), we deduce the following elementary
bound

I =)V % palloo < I =2V Iy oo S 8975, (5.47)
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which together with the assumption (H1) directly implies that }182| < 847k Simi-
larly, we have that
I = 2)V) % b [illlos < 11 =)V Iy I 1)l S 8475,
yielding that |J 53| < 89k and |154 | < 897k Collecting these estimates, we find

Js < En(, un) + O(e, 8, N) + 897, (5.48)

To estimate I5, we need to use the regularization V, constructed in Lemma 5.2.
Note the identity

Is =/ L5 — )V = Ve)x — ) (uny — ) (0) (B [en] = 1S lloo en)
R4 x R4
—(h ] = 1Slloo 1)) ()dxdy

+ /Rded L5(x = YVex — y) (uy — ) () (h [on] — b [ul) (v)dxdy
+ usnoof s =V = Vo) — y) (uy — W& dxdy)y:=1§ , + I§  + 13 .
RY x R4 ' ’ '
In what follows, we separately estimate / al, oo 1 52 o 1 33 e

Step 2. The integral 1 31 .- The term [ 51 . is recast as

I = fR 4 S8E =D = VI = D) Ul sty = k[ D()dxdy
11
o 1= 1IN mi (6 (Ve = V) % (] = 1S oo 1)) (x0)
L (5.49)
+ 5 1= 1IN D mi(@ (Ve = V) % i) (i) (1S lloo = (8 % ) ()

+ /Rd(({s(Va = V) * W) @) UISlloo i = b [p])(x)dx.

AS ||S|loo N — h[pn] is a non-negative measure, by Lemma 5.2-iv, the 1st term
in the right-hand side of (5.49) is bounded by

SfRd Ss(x = UN @) UISlloo un — h[unDdxdy < 2|S] €.

Utilizing Lemma 5.2-iii. we see that the 2nd term in the right-hand side of (5.49)
is less than

(g5 (Ve = V) * (i [1t] = ISl i)l 0

e d_p
<Ngs(Ve = )llppyra 1A 1] = IISlloo lloo = 2C ltlloo IS lleo (W +ér ) .
§ T q

By the same token, the 3rd term in the right hand side of (5.49) is bounded by

d

& S —k

2([Slloo 165(Ve = V) * pilloo = 2118 lloo Itlloo 1185 (Ve = Willppy1a < 2C litlloo Slloo ( d +487 ) ,
5
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and the 4th term is dominated by

59

& d_k
2SNl ltllog 1165 (Ve = V)llLr4ra = 2C [1tlloo 1Slloo (W +ér ) :
e

Gathering our inequalities, we find that

Iy, <C —+47
g4

where C = C (||Slloo » Il - ds k. P, q)-

Step 3. The integral 1 62 .- Note first that

Iaz,g = /Rd CsVelx —y) (uy — ) (x) (h [un] — h[u]) (y)dxdy

= /R &Vew) (kv = 11) @) (BT = ) ()dx.

Therefore, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality yields

I,s%g f/ ‘QVE
R4

2 —
MN—,U«‘ (x)dx+f ’QVs
R4

—_— 2
Bl — k(| @dx.

(5.50)

Now, we want to apply Lemma 3.6 to the second term on the right-hand side of
(5.50). The first two assumptions are satisfied by the choice of § in (H1). We are
reduced to check the third assumption in Lemma 3.6. By Corollary 5.4 it holds that

847k 0, 5-1(1)

GVe| (6) S Ve®) + ;
. ) (1+1gn3
for 0 > 2d. By Lemma 5.3 we have

0s(1)

S| % Vo) S Vo) + ———,
(I+[x])2

while by the assumption that S € S (R9) we have

B () s
(I+1[-N> I+ 1xD=

Thus, we conclude that

5]+ <Vs + 0‘*—(1)> @) S Vel + !
(1+ D% (1+|xD?

849K =30.5-1(1)

(5.51)
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leading to the desired convolution inequality in Lemma 3.6. So, we are now entitled
. N i PN .
to apply Lemma 3.6 with W (x) = V. (x) + # to obtain that
+[x

e

which proves that

~ s k=50 (D) | — 2
I 5/ Vo) + 220 ) iy = | (.
" Rd< ‘ (1+1xD%

o s, | —
amaEan (x)deCf Vo) + ———— 0 N iy = [ o,
R? (1+1x)2

Hence, similar to Step 2 in Lemma 5.5, we arrive at the estimate

MVelos | d—k—%
e — o
N

i}, < /m- Vel = y) (uy — 1) ®? (dxdy) + +6 es—1 (1

M||Vell k-9
%H‘ Zo (1)

(5.52)

< /# (Velx =) = V(x — ) (v — 1) 22 (dxdy) + En G, uy) +
x#y

To finish, we estimate the first integral in the right-hand side of (5.52), which
is achieved by similar considerations to those in Step 2. Expanding the terms
break(uy — 1)®?% (dxd y) and using the fourth and the second statements in Lemma
5.2, we have

1
mzmimj (Vexi —xj) = V(xi —x))) <e,
i#]

21
N l
< itlloo Ve = Vo S nie),

20
= 1INY mi(Ve = Vyw x| < - i= 1IN Ve = V) # el

and
fRd(Vs—V)*M(X)M(X)dX S Ve = V) xplloe < ttlloo Ve = VilLrgra S n(e).

Collecting terms implies that
/ Ve V) ey = ) St 55
XF#y

Thus, (5.52) and (5.53) entail

M || Velloo

I;,<C (&v(u,m\/) +—

+ 5dk30881(1)> ,

where C = C ([[Slloo s I1lloo - d: K, Py q) -
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Step 4. We immediately have that
15’,5 = IISIIOO/ gs(x — MV x — ) (uy — w2 (dxdy)
R4 xIR4

— IISIIOOf cs(x — y)Velx — y) (uy — )% (dxdy).
R4 x R4
First, note that
/ G(x — YV (x —y) (uy — 10)®* (dxdy)
R4 x R4
= f B G(x — MV (x —y) (uy — W (dxdy)
x#y
1
= EN G, ) = 53 2 mim (1= E) V) (i — x7)
i#j
- / HEO((1 = E)V) % i) (x)dx
]Rd

= IV (= V)« )

=C (En mw) + O, 8. N) +847),

where the last inequality uses Lemma 5.5 to estimate the second term and the
observation that |[(1 — ¢5)V|; < 897% as in (5.47). Second, by Corollary 5.4 it
holds that

co L 8 o)

AP .
(1 +1gnf

so that we get

— 2
‘/ &Ve(x = ) Gy = 10)® (dxdy)‘ - '/ & V() v = | (dx
R4 R4

—~ 2 o
S /d Ve (x) ‘MN - u) (x)dx + 877 20,51 (D).
R
By (5.53) of step 3, it follows that

‘ /R [ GVex=y) 1y — ) ®? (dxdy)‘ < / B (Ve—=V)(x—y) (uy — 1) ®*(dxdy)
xF#y

M || Vel

e EN ) + 8% 0,51(1)
M|V, .
SEN(W, un) + & +n(e) + % + 817 20,51 (1).

This proves that

M || Velloo

Nt 897305 1 (1) + 897K + O(e, 8, N).

I, S ENG, uw) + & +n(e) +
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Collecting all previous terms Ialyg, 1525 and 153‘8, we find that

€ d_p MIVelloo
14 +5” +T
b q

+ 84750 1 (1) + 87K + O, 8, N).

Is S EN(, un) + &+ n(e) +

Combining estimate (5.54) with (5.48) and taking into account the definition of
O(e, 8, N) in (5.34), we deduce that

Dy (w) =I5 + Js S EnGu, ) +1(e) + O(e, 8, N), (5.54)

since we will eventually take § — 0, p > 1 and k — g > 0, and thus we conclude
the announced result. O

In order to prove the mean field limit, we need the asymptotic positivity, coerciv-
ity inequalities and the commutator estimate, which are the fundamental discoveries
in [14].

Proposition 5.7. ([14, Corollary 3.5]) Let V (x) = ﬁ where0 < k < d—1andlet

w € L2RY) NPRY). For any weights my € MY with mlN <M,i=1,...,N
and configurations xy € RN\ Ay, there exist a constant C = C(M, Ills > &, d)
such that the modulated energy is bounded below as

k_1

Env(p, un) = —C + [[pllo) N d

and thus, asymptotically non-negative.

Proposition 5.8. [14, Proposition 3.6] Let V(x) = # where 0 < k < d —1

and let n € L®RY) N PRY). For any weights my € MY with mlN <M,i=
1,..., N_and configurations Xy € RdN\AN and 0 < a < 1 there is some C =
C(d,k, M) > 0and » = r(d, k) > 0 such that for any ¢ € C*®(R?) it holds that

/}R 00 Gy — 1) (@) < CN gl coe

1

k_1\2

+Clgl . ax <£N(u,um+c<1+||mloo>zvd 1)
H 2

Theorem 5.9. ([14, Proposition 1.1]) Let the assumptions of Proposition 5.8 hold

and assume further that u € CO*(R?) for some o € (0, 1) and that u : R? — R?
is a Lipschitz vector field. Then

() —u()) VV(x = y) (uy — 1)> (dxdy)’
x#y

<c (f Vx =) (uy — 0% (dxdy) + N*f’)

#Y

where C = C (M, el oo, el coe » d, k) and B = B(k,d,a) > 0.
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We are now in a good position to prove our main theorem.
Proof of Theorem 1.2. By Lemma 5.6 we have

DY (1) S En(D) +n(e) + O(e, 8, N)
where O has the form

o M|V, d_
+5d_k_708371(1)+ ” 8”00 +68» k.

&
O(e,8,N) =
(6 ) skt1—4 N

Note that [|Ve]lo < ﬁ for some ®(¢) — 0 as ¢ — 0 due to Lemma 5.2-v.

Choose ¢ = ¢(N) — 0 as N — o0 and choose § = §(¢) such that

e(N)
max { n(e(N)), A S(g(N))k—H_g —0as N — oo.

Then, we get
D3(1) S En() +on(1),

since p > 1 k — g > 0. By Theorem 3.4 and the assumption o € W1 (R9), we

have JVVau € L*®([0, T], WH2°(R4)). Applying Theorem 5.9 withu = JVVxpu,
we infer

D) S EnD) + NP

where C = C(|liollw1.~ , d, k). By Proposition 5.1 we conclude

%&m <DL (@) + D% (1) < CENG) + on (D).

By Gronwall’s inequality and Proposition 5.7, it follows that sup Enx(r) — O,
1€[0,T] N—o0
which by Proposition 5.8 concludes the proof. O

Remark 5.10. Proposition 5.7, Proposition 5.8 and Theorem 5.9 in [14] are all
stated for the specific choice my = (1, ..., 1), but in fact hold for arbitrary con-
vex combinations of Diracs, as can be deduced from a careful examination of the
proof. Alternatively, this can be seen from Lemma 5.5 which we proved for general
weights: Proposition 5.7 follows directly from this Lemma by choosing & and &
appropriately and Theorem 5.9 follows by this Lemma by exactly the same argu-
ment outlined in [8, Corollary 5.1]. Those relations form a critical example of a
larger family of functional inequalities controlling various quantities by the mod-
ulated energy. Those inequalities could often be proved in a straightforward if the
empirical measure was replaced by a smooth function but cannot make for general
measures, which is why we constantly need to remove the diagonal here. Roughly
speaking Lemma 5.5 allows to control a neighborhood of the diagonal in the mod-
ulated energy, and this is the key step in extending functional inequalities, such as
given by Propositions 5.7, 5.8 and Theorem 5.9, to the empirical measure.
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Remark 5.11. In accordance to [8], we expect that it is possible to cover the full
range of Riesz interactions (i.e. allowingd — 1 < k < d) in the statement of the main
theorems. However, for what concerns the existence and uniqueness of (1.1) the
choice of Coulomb interaction offers some simplifications, which make the proofs
more self-contained. Moreover the asymptotic positivity, coercivity and commu-
tator estimates estimates (Proposition 5.7-Theorem 5.9) require some adjustments
whend —1 < k < d due toregularity needed in the functions in order to make sense
of singular integrals showing up for the gradient of V. Even more, the definition
of the convolution with the gradient of V appearing in the main equation (1.1) will
need to be considered in the principal value sense for the range d — 1 < k < d
leading to fine tuning of the estimates for singular integrals in different steps in
the proofs. We do not pursue this interesting generalization further in this work,
although we emphasize that our main regularized potential estimate in Lemma 5.2,
one of the most important technical steps in the proof of the mean field limit, holds
in the full range 0 < k < d.

Remark 5.12. Theorem 1.2 may be made quantitative, i.e. an explicit convergence
rate of Ey (t) might be deduced. Note however that in order to achieve this, one has
to optimize all the expressions involving ratios of ¢ and § (for instance (5.34) in
Lemma 5.5). This would result in more technical work which we do not include in
the present work.
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