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Abstract

We consider the Hastings–Levitov HL(0) model in the small particle scaling limit and
prove a large deviation principle. The rate function is given by the relative entropy of the
driving measure ρ for the Loewner–Kufarev equation:

H(ρ) =
1

2π

∫∫
ρ̄t(θ) log ρ̄t(θ)dθdt,

whenever ρ = ρ̄tdθdt/2π with
∫
S1 ρ̄tdθ/2π = 1. We investigate the class of shapes that

can be generated by finite entropy Loewner evolution and show that it contains all Weil-
Petersson quasicircles, all Becker quasicircles, a Jordan curve with a cusp, and a non-simple
curve. We also consider the problem of finding a measure of minimal entropy generating a
given shape as well as a simplified version of the problem for a related transport equation.
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1 Introduction

1.1 The Hastings–Levitov model

Description via iterated conformal maps

The Hastings–Levitov model was introduced [15, 8] in an attempt to describe stochastic
Laplacian growth by means of a sequence of random conformal maps. Let D be the unit disc
in the complex plane C and write ∆ = Ĉ ∖ D for the exterior disc. Consider the conformal
map

φd : ∆ → ∆∖ [1, 1 + d]

fixing ∞ with positive derivative there. We write φd,θ(z) = eiθφd

(
e−iθz

)
and think about

φd,θ as attaching a “particle” (i.e., a slit) of size d at an angle θ to the unit disk. Composing
these maps gives a sequence {Φn} of conformal maps

Φn = φd1,θ1 ◦ · · · ◦ φdn,θn . (1.1)

The Φn maps the exterior disk to the exterior of a growing cluster Kn whose shape will depend
on the choice of angles {θk} and particle sizes {dk}.

In the Hastings–Levitov model HL(α), α > 0, the angles {θk} are chosen to be i.i.d.
uniform random variables, which corresponds to attaching particles independently, according
to harmonic measure seen from ∞. The particle sizes {dk} are given by

dk = ε|Φ′
k−1(e

iθk)|−α/2. (1.2)

Here α, ε > 0 are parameters, the latter describing the overall scale of particles.
Different values of the parameter α (heuristically) correspond to different lattice growth

models. For instance, it has been argued that α = 1 corresponds to a continuum version of the
Eden model while α = 2 corresponds to a continuum version of diffusion-limited aggregation
(DLA), see [15] which also conjectures an intriguing phase transition at α = 1. In practice,
one needs to regularize the model due to the difficulty in evaluating the derivative of the
conformal map on the irregular cluster boundary, see, e.g., [8, 24, 18]. In this paper we only
consider the HL(0) model which requires no regularization, and in this case the mapping
(1.1) is a composition of i.i.d. random uniform rotations of the fixed conformal map φd. This
model is the easiest to analyze and it has received substantial attention in the literature, see,
[21, 24, 25, 17, 4, 16, 5].

Description via the Loewner-Kufarev equation

It is useful to describe the HL(0) growth process in continuous time using the Loewner–
Kufarev equation, see [8]. Briefly put, letting each slit particle grow continuously one after
the other (keeping the overall order of the particles) and parametrizing appropriately, we
obtain a family of exterior conformal isomorphisms ft : ∆ → ∆t, where ∆t = Ĉ ∖ Kt are
decreasing simply connected domains and ft(z) = etz + o(1) as z → ∞. The family (ft)t⩾0 is
known as a Loewner chain and satisfies the Loewner–Kufarev equation:

ḟt(z) = zf ′
t(z)pt(z), f0(z) = z, z ∈ ∆, (1.3)
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understood in the absolutely continuous (integrated) sense, where

pt(z) =

∫ 2π

0

z + eiθ

z − eiθ
ρt(dθ)

is an analytic function with positive real part and p(∞) = 1. Here (ρt)t⩾0 is a family of
probability measures on S1 = [0, 2π] which we shall often identify with the unit circle.

Conversely, under suitable assumptions, a given family of probability measures (ρt) (de-
fined for a.e. t) can serve as an input, refereed to as driving measure, for the Loewner–Kufarev
equation which can be solved to produce a Loewner chain (ft). The clusters Kt = Ĉ ∖ ∆t

of the family of decreasing domains ∆t := ft(∆) is a family of growing compact sets. For
example, if ρt ≡ dθ/2π, we have ft(z) = etz and Kt = etD. In general, there is a one-to-one
correspondence between growing clusters, Loewner chains, and driving measures. See, e.g.,
[28] and the references therein.

Remark. The most classical setup, used for instance when constructing Schramm-Loewner
evolution curves, is that the measure is a continuously moving point mass on the circle:
ρt = δWt(θ), where the continuous function t 7→ Wt takes values in S1.

Note that the Loewner–Kufarev equation (1.3) ensures that time is parametrized in such
a way that the cluster Kt has log-capacity c(t) =

∫ t
0 |ρs|ds at time t, where |ρs| is the total

mass of ρs. In particular, if ρs is a probability measure for every s ⩾ 0, then Kt has capacity
equal to et for any t ⩾ 0, but one may also consider more general finite measures. In general,
ft(z) = ec(t)z + o(1) as z → ∞.

The Hastings–Levitov HL(α) model (K1,K2, . . . ,Kn) described above fits in the frame-
work of Loewner chains. Reparametrizing time so that the corresponding cluster grown at
time t ⩾ 0 (denoted with a small abuse of notation by Kt) has capacity given by cap(Kt) = et

for all t ⩾ 0, its family of driving measures (ρt)t⩾0 depends on ε and we call it µε = (µε,t)t⩾0.
It is easy to check that

µε,t(dθ) =

n∑
k=1

δθk(dθ)1[Tk−1,Tk)(t), (1.4)

where Tk =
∑k

i=0 ti, with capacity increments {tk} given by

etk = 1 +
d2k

4(1 + dk)
(1.5)

and {dk} defined as in (1.2). When the parameter α = 0, the slit length dk ≡ ε is constant.
Also, δθ denotes the Dirac measure at θ. (Note that with this time-parametrization, µε,t is a
probability measure for each 0 ⩽ t < Tn and for all ε > 0.) With this choice of parametrisation,
the relation between the map Φn of (1.1) and the Loewner map ft is that Φn = fTn .

The small particle scaling limit

We shall be concerned with the small particle scaling limit of HL(0)-clusters, see, e.g., [21,
17, 18]. This is the limit where the particle size ε → 0 and the number of particles n → +∞
simultaneously in such a way that the limiting cluster becomes non-trivial, in the sense that it
has positive (and finite) log-capacity. That is, let tk be as in (1.5) the individual log-capacity
of each particle. (Recall that since α = 0, we have dk = ε and thus tk = c(ε) := 1

4ε
2 + o(ε).)

For some given T > 0 we take n = n(ε) such that nc(ε) → T as ε → 0. This ensures that,
after n particles have been added, the capacity of Kn converges (in the limit as ε → 0) to eT .
We are interested in the limiting cluster.
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1.2 Large deviation principles

Large deviations in random geometry

A large deviation principle (LDP) describes probabilities of rare events on an exponential
scale. Let (Xε)ε>0, be a family of random variables. Roughly speaking, (Xε) is said to
satisfy an LDP if there exists a non-negative and lower semi-continuous function I, called
rate function, and a function r, called the rate, with r(ε) → ∞ as ε → 0, such that

P (Xε ∈ A) ≈ e−r(ε) infx∈A I(x), ε → 0 + .

To make such a statement precise one has to specify the topology and replace ≈ by suitable
estimates. A classical example is when Xε is taken to be (

√
εBt)t⩾0, where B is standard

Brownian motion. In this case the rate function is the one-dimensional Dirichlet energy, which
is finite for functions in the Sobolev space W 1,2 (the Cameron-Martin space); this is known as
Schilder’s theorem. Recently there has been substantial interest in large deviation principles
in random planar geometry, in particular in relation to Schramm-Loewner evolutions [30, 2,
14, 20, 1]. Both the Loewner energy and Loewner–Kufarev energy (see below) arise as rate
functions in this context. The study of these rate functions and the geometry of configurations
(curves, loops, foliations) which are assigned finite energy has been fruitful, see [31] and
the references therein. In this paper we study the Hastings–Levitov model from a similar
perspective: we prove several LDPs and identify the corresponding rate functions. We then
analyze the geometry of configurations that are assigned finite values by the rate function.

LDP for HL(0) in discrete time

To state our first result we need some additional notation. We write S1 = [0, 2π) (recall also
that we sometimes identify S1 with the unit circle in the complex plane). For T > 0, let
M(S1 × [0, T ]) be the space of Borel measures on the cylinder S1 × [0, T ] and let

NT = {µ ∈ M(S1 × [0, T ]) : µ(S1 × I) = |I| for any interval I ⊂ [0, T ]},

where |I| denotes Lebesgue measure of I. When T = +∞ we writeN+. Elements ofNT will be
referred to as (normalized) driving measures. By disintegration every ρ ∈ NT corresponds to
a family of probability measures (ρt) as above. We equip NT with the weak topology. We also
view the driving measures µε in (1.4) as a measure in NT by setting µε(dθ, dt) = µε,t(dθ)dt.

It is known that in the small particle limit (described above) as ε → 0, the HL(0) driving
measures for the Loewner–Kufarev equation (1.3) converge towards the deterministic limit
µ0(dθ, dt) = dθdt/2π almost surely, in the topology of weak convergence in NT . By continuity
the corresponding Loewner chains also converge almost surely, in the Carathéodory sense.
See [17, Theorem 2] for these facts. As pointed out above, the limiting driving measure µ0

generates growing discs etD. This statement can be interpreted as a shape theorem: the
HL(0) clusters converge towards a family of growing concentric discs.

In this article, we are interested in the large deviation event that the HL(0) cluster process
is “close” to a given growth process, potentially different from concentric discs, in the small
particle limit. One way to make this precise is via the driving measures. The corresponding
large deviation result is stated below, and is the first main result of this article.

Theorem 1.1. The family of HL(0) driving measures {µε : ε > 0} defined in (1.4) satisfies
an LDP in NT , equipped with the weak topology, with rate 4/ε2, and convex, good rate function
H : NT → R+ given by the relative entropy:

H(ρ) =
1

2π

∫∫
S1×[0,T ]

ρ̄t(θ) log ρ̄t(θ)dθdt (1.6)

whenever ρ = ρ̄t(θ)dθdt/2π and the integral exists, and set to +∞ otherwise.
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In other words, H is a convex, lower semi-continuous function with compact level sets
{H(ρ) ⩽ a}, such that for any open set O and any closed set C of NT ,

(i) lim sup
ε→0

ε2

4
logP(µε ∈ C) ⩽ − inf

C
H(ρ),

and

(ii) lim inf
ε→0

ε2

4
logP(µε ∈ O) ⩾ − inf

O
H(ρ).

Remark. The relative entropy functional arises from Sanov’s classical theorem, see [9], which
is applied in the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Recall that, given two measures µ and ν, such that ν is absolutely continuous with respect
to µ with Radon-Nikodym derivative given by f , the relative entropy of ν with respect to µ
(or Kullback–Leibler divergence) is the quantity

H(ν|µ) :=
∫

log fdν =

∫
f log fdµ.

Thus the rate function H in the above theorem is the relative entropy with respect to the
measure µ0(dθ, dt) = dθdt/2π on S1 × [0, T ], whose total mass of its t marginal is 1. That is,

H(ρ) = H(ρ|µ0) =

∫∫
S1×[0,T ]

ρ̄t(θ) log ρ̄t(θ)µ0(dθ, dt),

where ρ̄t(θ) is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of ρ with respect to µ0. By Jensen’s inequality,
since x 7→ x log x is convex on (0,∞) and dθ/2π is a probability measure, H(ρ) ⩾ 0.

Remark. The proof of Theorem 1.1 also gives the corresponding result for the anisotropic
HL(0) model of [17]. In this model the distribution of angles is chosen according to some
given density λ as opposed to being uniform. In this case, the rate function is

Hλ(ρ) =
1

2π

∫∫
S1×[0,T ]

ρλt (θ) log ρ
λ
t (θ)λ(θ)dθdt

and ρλt is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of ρ with respect to λ(θ)dθdt/2π.

LDP for HL(0) in continuous time

We now consider the Hastings–Levitov HL(0) model, where particles arrive in continuous time
according to a Poisson process rather than discrete time, see, e.g., [16]. More precisely, let
(N(t), t ⩾ 0) be a Poisson process with intensity λ = 4/ε2, independent of the i.i.d. angles
{θk}k⩾1 defining the discrete time model in (1.2), (1.1). We then set Φ̃t := ΦN(t) for t ⩾ 0.

We encode this growth process via a Loewner evolution (f̃t)t⩾0. It is driven by a family of
measures µ̃ε = (µ̃ε,t)t⩾0 as in (1.4), but the form of these driving measures is slightly more
complicated, as we are not simply reparametrizing by capacity:

µ̃ε,t :=
∞∑
k=1

tk
Xk

δθk(dθ)1(τk−1,τk](t). (1.7)

Here the (Xk)k⩾1 are the independent exponential random variables with parameter λ defining
the intervals of time during successive arrivals of the Poisson process (N(t))t⩾0, and for k ⩾ 0,
τk = X1 + · · · +Xk is the time of the kth arrival in the Poisson process (so N(τk) = k, and
τk − τk−1 = Xk).
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The coefficient of the Dirac mass in the right hand side of (1.7) ensures that the log-
capacity of K̃t := C \ f̃t(∆) grows by a total of tk (depending on ε as in (1.5)) during the
interval between the time of arrival of the (k − 1)th particle and that of the kth particle, as
in (1.4). With these choices, for any k ⩾ 0 we have

Φ̃τk = f̃τk

and K̃t has capacity exp(λ−1N(t) + o(1)), where o(1) is a term which is uniformly bounded
by a quantity tending to zero as ε → 0 (and comes from the fact that in between the two
successive values of τk the capacity grows by a fraction of tk and so is bounded by tk = O(ε2)).
That is, for every fixed t ⩾ 0 we have f̃t(z) = ec(t)z + o(1) as z → ∞, where the log-capacity
c(t) of K̃t satisfies c(t) = λ−1N(t) + o(1), and o(1) converges to zero as ε → 0 uniformly.

Note that by the law of large numbers, as ε → 0, c(t) → t in probability. But at the level
of large deviations, it is perfectly possible for c(t) to grow at a different rate. Denote

Ñ : =
{
µ ∈ M(S1 × R) : there exists a differentiable function m : R → R such that

µ(S1 × I) =

∫
I
mtdt for any interval I ⊂ R

}
.

Given ρ̃ ∈ Ñ , let s 7→ t(s) be an increasing diffeomorphism so that if we define ρ via

ρ̃s = t′(s)ρt(s), (1.8)

then ρ has marginal mass t 7→ mt ≡ 1, i.e., ρ ∈ N and the corresponding Loewner chains
satisfy f ρ̃

s = fρ
t(s), see [28]. To state our large deviation principle for this continuous-time

HL(0) model, we shall impose a restriction that the total number of particles (or equivalently
the total capacity) is fixed, equal to what one would have if growing the shape at constant
rate. Set

ÑT =
{
ρ̃ ∈ Ñ : m̃ has support in [0, T ] and

∫ T

0
m̃(s)ds = T

}
and extend the definition of H to ÑT by setting

H(ρ̃) =

∫∫
S1×[0,T ]

ρ̃s log(2πρ̃s)dθds.

Finally, let

hT (f) =

∫ T

0
f log fdt.

Proposition 1.2. The family of continuous-time HL(0) driving measures {µ̃ε : ε > 0} defined
in (1.7) satisfies an LDP in ÑT , equipped with the weak topology, with rate λ = 4/ε2 as ε → 0,
and convex, good rate function

ρ̃ ∈ ÑT 7→ H(ρ̃) = H(ρ) + hT (m̃),

where m is an increasing diffeomorphism that relates ρ̃ and ρ in the equation (1.8).

The proof is sketched in Section 2.1.
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LDP for HL(0) shapes

Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 1.2 take into account the whole history of the growth process.
It is also natural to consider only the shape of the cluster at a given time T > 0, and ask
for a corresponding large deviation event. One way to phrase such a result is in terms of
the discrete time HL(0)-map Φn which induces a probability distribution on the space of
normalized conformal maps

Σ′
T =

{
g univalent in ∆, omits a neighborhood of 0, and g(z) = eT z +O(1/z)

}
,

equipped with the locally uniform topology.

Corollary 1.3. The maps Φn satisfy an LDP in Σ′
T equipped with the topology of uniform

convergence on compact subsets of ∆, with rate 4/ε2, as ε → 0, and good rate function given
by

H∗
T (Φ) = inf

ρ
H(ρ), (1.9)

where eT is the capacity of K = Ĉ∖Φ(∆), and the infimum is over driving measures generating
Φ via the Loewner–Kufarev equation on [0, T ].

Proof. The result follows from Theorem 1.1 and the contraction principle [9, Theorem 4.2.1].
Indeed, solutions to the Loewner–Kufarev equation depend continuously on their driving
measures with respect to the weak topology and the locally uniform topology, respectively,
see [17].

Remark. The minimum in (1.9) is achieved by some measure in NT , see Lemma 2.3.

While the question — how hard it is to build the shape K using HL(0) model — is
answered in principle by Corollary 1.3, the answer is not very explicit. We are led to the
following.

Problem 1.4. What are the shapes whose cost (rate function) is finite? And given such a
shape, what growth processes achieve the infimum defining H∗

T (Φ) in (1.9)?

1.3 Finite entropy shapes

We are interested in describing the class of shapes that can be grown by a measure of finite
entropy, where by shape we mean the boundary of a fixed compact hull, and by entropy we
mean the large deviation functional H appearing in Theorem 1.1.

Loewner–Kufarev entropy and energy

We begin by describing some parallels with the notion of Loewner–Kufarev energy, see [2, 28],
with a view of discussing shapes with finite entropy below. To simplify this comparison it
is useful to consider a slightly more general setting, in which, instead of a family of growing
hulls (Kt)t∈[0,T ] of capacity et for t ∈ [0, T ], and starting at time 0 from K0 = D, we have a
growing family (Kt)t∈R indexed by all of R, and of capacity et for t ∈ R. In this manner, the
hulls start at time t = −∞ from a ‘single seed’ (the origin), in the sense that ∩t∈RKt = {0}.

We thus introduce an enlarged space on which the Loewner–Kufarev entropy will be
defined. We first define

N = {µ ∈ M(S1 × R) : µ(S1 × I) = |I| for any interval I ⊂ R}.

7



Note that NT can be embedded in N by extending µ ∈ NT to a measure in N by defining it
to equal dθdt/2π where not originally defined. We will always consider NT embedded in N
in this way.

A measure µ ∈ N defines a growing family of hulls (Kt)t∈R, known as a whole-plane
Loewner chain, via the Loewner–Kufarev equation and the initial condition

lim
t→−∞

etft(z) = z,

where ft : ∆ → ∆t = Ĉ∖Kt is the corresponding conformal map. As in [28], under regularity
assumptions, one may think of ∂Kt as defining a continuous foliation of C ∖ {0}. (However,
as we will see, finite entropy measures do not in general give rise to foliations in the sense of
[28].) See Section 7.1 of [28] for a detailed description of this setup.

We are now ready to extend our definition of entropy.

Definition 1.5. Let ρ ∈ N and write ρ = ρt(θ)dθdt = ρ̄t(θ)dθdt/2π by disintegration. We
define the Loewner–Kufarev entropy of ρ by

H(ρ) =
1

2π

∫∫
S1×R

ρ̄t(θ) log ρ̄t(θ)dθdt

whenever this is defined, and set H(ρ) = +∞ otherwise.

Note that this definition is consistent with (1.6) for a measure in NT extended to a measure
in N as explained above.

Next, for f ∈ W 1,2(S1) (absolutely continuous and derivative in L2) let

D(f) =
1

2

∫
S1

|f ′(θ)|2dθ

be the one-dimensional Dirichlet energy.

Definition 1.6. Let ρ ∈ N . The Loewner–Kufarev energy of ρ is defined by

S(ρ) =

∫
R
D(

√
ρt)dt,

whenever ρ = ρt(θ)dθdt and set to ∞ otherwise. We write S+ for the integral over R+.

The Loewner–Kufarev energy arises as the large deviation rate function for Schramm-
Loewner evolution curves, SLEκ, as the parameter κ → +∞. More precisely, an LDP in a
similar setting as Theorem 1.1 was proved in [2] with rate function S(ρ). That result was
derived from an LDP for the local time of Brownian motion rather than from Sanov’s theorem
as in the case of HL(0).

The Loewner hulls generated by measures of finite Loewner–Kufarev energy were studied
in depth in [28]. These enjoy some remarkable properties that we summarize now. Let γ be
a Jordan curve and write f : D → D, g : ∆ → D∗ for the conformal maps onto the bounded
and unbounded component of C∖ γ respectively. Define the Loewner energy of γ by

IL(γ) =
1

π

∫
D

∣∣∣∣f ′′

f ′

∣∣∣∣2 dz2 + 1

π

∫
∆

∣∣∣∣g′′g′
∣∣∣∣2 dz2 + 4 log

|f ′(0)|
|g′(∞)|

.

This quantity arises as the large devation rate function for SLEκ, as κ → 0+ [29, 31]. We
say that γ is a Weil-Petersson quasicircle1 if IL(γ) < ∞. This interesting class of rectifiable

1Recall that a quasicircle is the image of the unit circle under a quasiconformal homoemorphism of the
plane.
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quasicircles has many different characterizations, see [6]. For now we just note that any
C3/2+ϵ, ϵ > 0, Jordan curve belongs to this class and while no Weil-Petersson quasicircle has
a corner, it may still fail to be C1.

It was proved in [28] that the interfaces (∂∆t)t∈R corresponding to a Loewner chain driven
by ρ with S(ρ) < ∞ form a family of Weil-Petersson quasicircles that continuously foliate
C∖{0} as t ranges over the reals. We refer to such a collection of Jordan curves as a foliation
(see [28] Section 2 for more details and a more precise definition). In fact, given any Weil-
Petersson curve γ (separating 0 from ∞), there exists a measure generating it as a shape and
one obtains the Loewner energy by minimizing the Loewner–Kufarev energy,

inf S(ρ) =
1

16
IL(γ)− 1

8
log

|f ′(0)|
|g′(∞)|

,

where the infimum is taken over ρ ∈ N generating γ as a shape. See Theorem 1.4 of [28]. We
will discuss the optimal ρ below.

We now return to the problem of describing the class of shapes that have finite entropy.
As we have seen, a given shape may be described in several ways, for instance by a measure ρ
generating it at a given time T , by the corresponding conformal map Φ, or by the boundary
of the cluster ∂Φ(∆). Given any such description, we slightly abuse notation and write

H∗(ρ) = H∗(Φ) = H∗(∂Φ(∆)) := inf
µ

H(µ)

where µ ranges over those measures in N that generate the given shape. (We treat the special
time T for ρ as implicit in the notation.)

We point out that both the Loewner energy IL (associated to a Jordan curve) and the
minimal entropy H∗ (associated to a compact hull, whose boundary may or may not be a
Jordan curve) are nonnegative functionals measuring how much a given shape deviates from
being a circle (or disc). This raises the questions of how qualitatively different these two
functionals are. The next result, based on the log-Sobolev inequality, gives the following
relation.

Theorem 1.7. Let ρ ∈ N . Then

H(ρ) ⩽ 2S(ρ). (1.10)

In particular, if K is any compact hull bounded by a Weil–Petersson quasicircle, then K can
be generated by a measure with finite Loewner–Kufarev entropy.

The result is proved in Section 4.1.
Let E be the set of shapes (boundary of compact hulls K) that can be generated by

Loewner–Kufarev evolution driven by a finite entropy measure. The theorem below summa-
rizes some facts about E proved in this paper, the first of which follows immediately from
Theorem 1.7. We define the class of Becker quasicircles in Section 4.2.

Theorem 1.8. Let E be as above. Then the following holds.

(i) E contains every Weil-Petersson quasicircle separating 0 from ∞.

(ii) E contains every finite time Becker quasicircle.

(iii) E contains a Jordan curve with a corner.

(iv) E contains a Jordan curve with a cusp.

(v) E contains a non-simple curve.

Since no quasicircle has a cusp, the theorem shows in particular that E contains a Jordan
curve which is not a quasicircle. We do not know if E contains all quasicircles. The proof will
be completed at the end of Section 4.

9



1.4 Minimal entropy driving measures

Given a shape with finite entropy, can one describe a measure of minimal entropy that gen-
erates it via the Loewner equation? Is such a measure unique? This optimization problem is
reminiscent of an entropic optimal transport problem with a rather complicated constraint.
Solving this in some generality appears difficult, and we do not answer these questions in this
article. However, we give a counterexample that shows that a natural guess which is correct
for the Loewner–Kufarev energy (given by the “equipotentials” of K) cannot in general be
the answer to this optimization problem. In Section 5 we study the minimal entropy func-
tional H∗(Φ) (which can be viewed as a function of the shape K) along with several related
optimization problems.

1.5 Organization of the paper

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 contains basic properties of the entropy function-
als. In Section 3 we give a proof of the large deviations theorem for HL(0), Theorem 1.1, and
a sketch for the proof of the continuous-time LDP, Proposition 1.2. In Section 4 we discuss
the proofs of the geometric properties: Section 4.1 contains the short proof of the entropy-
energy inequality, Theorem 1.7, Section 4.2 discusses Becker quasicircles, and we construct
explicit examples of shapes with finite entropy in Section 4.3. Finally, in Section 5 we first
recall from [28] precisely how the equipotential foliation minimises the Loewner–Kufarev en-
ergy, and describe in Proposition 5.4 why that cannot be the case for the entropy. We also
describe in Section 5.2 a non-analytic version of Loewner’s equation and connections between
the question of entropy minimization and a transport equation.
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Basic properties of the entropy

The following proposition summarizes some easy facts about the entropy H defined in (1.6).
We recall that

Ñ : =
{
µ ∈ M(S1 × R) : there exists a differentiable function m : R → R such that

µ(S1 × I) =

∫
I
mtdt for any interval I ⊂ R

}
and N is the subset of Ñ where mt ≡ 1.

Proposition 2.1. Let ρ ∈ Ñ . Then the following holds.

(i) If ρ ∈ N , then H(ρ) ⩾ 0 with equality if and only if ρ ≡ dθdt/2π;
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(ii) H is lower semi-continuous on N ;

(iii) Let s 7→ t(s) be an increasing diffeomorphism of R. If ρ̃ is the time-changed measure

ρ̃s = t′(s)ρt(s),

then
H(ρ̃) = H(ρ) + hR(m̃)− hR(m), (2.1)

whenever hR(m̃) and hR(m) are well-defined, where

hR(f) =

∫
R
f log fdt

is the differential entropy of f : R → R on R.

Proof of Proposition 2.1. (i) This follows immediately from Jensen’s inequality and the fact
that x 7→ x log x is convex.

(ii) Let ρ ∈ N . Recall that hS1(ρ̄t) =
1
2π

∫
S1 ρ̄t log ρ̄tdθ is the relative entropy of ρ̄tdθ with

respect to dθ/2π. Since x log x+e−1 is lower semi-continuous and non-negative it follows from
Fatou’s lemma that hS1 is lower semi-continuous.

Moreover, since H(ρ) =
∫
R hS1(ρ̄t)dt and hS1(ρ̄t) ⩾ 0 (this is where we use the assumption

that ρ ∈ N ), we conclude that H is lower semi-continuous on N by another application of
Fatou’s lemma, as desired.

(iii) Suppose that ρ̃ ∈ Ñ and that hR(m̃) as well as hR(m̃) are well defined. We have

H(ρ̃) =

∫∫
S1×R

ρ̃s log(2πρ̃s)dθds

=

∫∫
S1×R

ρt(s) log(2πt
′(s)ρt(s))t

′(s)dθds

=

∫∫
S1×R

ρt log(2πρt)dθdt+

∫∫
S1×R

ρt(s)t
′(s) log t′(s)dθds

= H(ρ) +

∫
R
mt(s)t

′(s) log t′(s)ds

= H(ρ) + hR(m̃)−
∫
R
mt(s)t

′(s) logmt(s)ds

= H(ρ) + hR(m̃)− hR(m),

where we used that
∫
S1 ρt(θ)dθ = mt for a.e. t ∈ R.

Remark. Note that the differential entropy h can be both positive and negative and that ρ̃s
is not necessarily a probability measure.

Proposition 2.1 shows that H is not invariant under time-reparametrisation. But it is,
in fact, easy to modify the definition of H to obtain a notion which is independent of the
time-parametrisation.

Corollary 2.2. Let ρ = ρtdθdt ∈ Ñ with mass mt = |ρt|, t ∈ R. Define the invariant entropy
as

Hinv(ρ) = H(ρ)− hR(m).

Then if ρ̃ is as in (1.8), Hinv(ρ̃) = Hinv(ρ).

While the above invariant entropy may be more natural to work with from a geometric
point of view, we do not know of a probabilistic interpretation.

11



Remark. Theorem 1.7 gives an upper bound on the entropy in terms of the Loewner–Kufarev
energy. Pinsker’s inequality can be used to give a lower bound:

H(ν|µ) ⩾ 1

2

(∫
Ω
|f − 1| dµ

)2

, where f =
dν

dµ
. (2.2)

See [7, Theorem 2.12.24]. This uses that we are considering probability measures.

Lemma 2.3. Suppose Φ is generated by a Loewner chain with ρ ∈ NT and that H(ρ) < ∞.
Then there exists a measure ρ∞ ∈ NT such that

HT (ρ∞) = H∗
T (Φ)

Proof. Let ρn ∈ NT , n = 1, 2, . . . , be a sequence such that each ρn generates Φ at time T and
limn→∞HT (ρn) = H∗

T (Φ). Since S1 × [0, T ] is compact, there is a further subsequence ρnk

which converges to some measure ρ∞ as k → ∞. By continuity of the Loewner map ρ 7→ Φ,
this limiting measure generates Φ as well so HT (ρ∞) ⩾ H∗

T (Φ). On the other hand, by lower
semicontinuity,

H∗
T (Φ) = lim

k→∞
HT (ρnk

) ⩾ HT (ρ∞).

The claim follows.

3 Proofs of the LDPs

3.1 Proof of Theorem 1.1

The proof of Theorem 1.1 will be completed at the end of this section.
The space M+(S

1 × [0, T ]) of non-negative finite measures, as well as the space M1(S
1 ×

[0, T ]) of probability measures, equipped with the weak topology, is metrizable, [7, Theo-
rem 8.9.4]. For our purposes the metric given by the Kantorovich–Rubinstein distance is
convenient. It is generated by the Kantorovich–Rubinstein norm:

||µ||KR = sup

{
µ(f) : f ∈ Lip1(S

1 × [0, T ]), sup
x∈S1×[0,T ]

|f(x)| ⩽ 1

}
,

where

Lip1(S
1 × [0, T ]) =

{
f : S1 × [0, T ] → R, |f(x)− f(y)| ⩽ |x− y| ∀x, y ∈ S1 × [0, T ]

}
.

Note that || · ||KR ⩽ || · ||TV, where the latter is the total variation norm. The Kan-
torovich–Rubinstein distance, given by

dKR(µ, µ̃) = ||µ− µ̃||KR,

metrizes the weak topology both inM+(S
1×[0, T ]) and inM1(S

1×[0, T ]), [7, Theorem 8.3.2].
Moreover, we may metrize M1(S

1) in precisely the same way, and use the same notation dKR

for the metric.
For a measure µ ∈ M+(S

1 × [0, T ]), denote by ⟨µ⟩m the approximation of µ, obtained by
averaging over intervals of length 1/m,

⟨µ⟩m(dθ, dt) =

m∑
i=1

(
m

∫ i
m

i−1
m

µ(dθ, ds)

)
1[ i−1

m
, i
m)(t)dt.
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Lemma 3.1. For any µ ∈ M+(S
1 × [0, T ]), dKR(µ, ⟨µ⟩m) ⩽ µ(S1×[0,T ])

m . In particular, the
approximation ⟨µ⟩m converges weakly to µ as m → ∞.

Proof. Let f ∈ Lip1(S
1 × [0, T ]) with sup(θ,t)∈S1×[0,T ] |f(θ, t)| ⩽ 1. The difference µ(f) −

⟨µ⟩m(f) can be estimated as follows:

|µ(f)− ⟨µ⟩m(f)| =

∣∣∣∣∣
m∑
i=1

(∫ 2π

0

∫ i
m

i−1
m

f(θ, t)µ(dθ, dt)−
∫ 2π

0

∫ i
m

i−1
m

f(θ, t̃)m

∫ i
m

i−1
m

µ(dθ, dt)dt̃

)∣∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣∣m
m∑
i=1

(∫ 2π

0

∫ i
m

i−1
m

f(θ, t)µ(dθ, dt)

∫ i
m

i−1
m

dt̃−
∫ 2π

0

∫ i
m

i−1
m

f(θ, t̃)

∫ i
m

i−1
m

µ(dθ, dt)dt̃

)∣∣∣∣∣
⩽ m

m∑
i=1

∫ 2π

0

∫ i
m

i−1
m

∫ i
m

i−1
m

∣∣f(θ, t)− f(θ, t̃)
∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸

⩽|t−t̃|⩽ 1
m

µ(dθ, dt)dt̃

⩽
µ(S1 × [0, T ])

m
.

Taking the supremum over all such f yields

dKR(µ, ⟨µ⟩m) ⩽
µ(S1 × [0, T ])

m
.

Since dKR metrizes the weak topology the claim that ⟨µ⟩m weakly converges to µ follows.

In the rest of the proof, without loss of generality, we take T = 1. Also, for the proof to
be more trackable we choose ε = ε(n) so that nc(ε) = 1, and denote µn = µε(n), where the
driving µε is defined in (1.4). The proof of the LDP is essentially the same for anisotropic
HL(0) model, so we denote by λ the distribution on S1 of attachment angles (θk); in particular,
set λ ≡ 1/2π for the classical HL(0) model.

Let us now consider the approximation of the driving measure µn:

µn,m(dθ, dt) = ⟨µn⟩m =
m∑
i=1

(
m

n∑
k=1

δθk(dθ)
∣∣[ i−1

m , i
m

)
∩
[
k−1
n , kn

)∣∣)1[ i−1
m

, i
m)(t)dt,

here |A| denotes the Lebesgue measure of a set A ⊂ R. This approximation can be decomposed
as

µn,m(dθ, dt) =
m∑
i=1

m
n

(⌊
i
mn
⌋
−
⌈
i−1
m n

⌉
+ 1
)
Ln,m
i (dθ)1[ i−1

m
, i
m)(t)dt+ rn,m(dθ, dt),

where

Ln,m
i (dθ) =

1(⌊
i
mn
⌋
−
⌈
i−1
m n

⌉
+ 1
) ⌊ i

m
n⌋∑

k=⌈ i−1
m

n⌉
δθk(dθ),

and

rn,m(dθ, dt) = m

m∑
i=1

(
δθ⌈ i−1

m n⌉(dθ)
(⌈

i−1
m n

⌉
1
n − i−1

m

)
+ δθ⌈ i

mn⌉(dθ)
(

i
m −

⌊
i
mn
⌋

1
n

))
1[ i−1

m
, i
m)(t)dt.

The approximating measure µn,m is broken down into two parts. The first consists of
(Ln,m

i )mi=1, which are mutually independent empirical measures. The Ln,m
i is made up of those
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θk that correspond to the 1/n-intervals fully contained in [ i−1
m , i

m). The second part rn,m is
the remainder, which is built from those θk that correspond to the 1/n-intervals intersecting
two neighboring 1/m-intervals. See Figure 1 for an illustration.

Jn,m
i

0 1
n

1
m

i−1
m

i
m 1

Figure 1: The interval Jn,m
i =

[⌈
i−1
m n

⌉
1
n ,
⌊

i
mn
⌋

1
n

)
consists of those

intervals of length 1/n that are fully contained in [ i−1
m , i

m ).

The constant factors m
n

(⌊
i
mn
⌋
−
⌈
i−1
m n

⌉
+ 1
)
and the remainder measure rn,m are irrelevant

to the the large deviations of µn,m, and the following measure can be considered instead:

µ̃n,m =
m∑
i=1

Ln,m
i (dθ)1[ i−1

m
, i
m)(t)dt

This is due to the fact that the two measures, µn,m and µ̃n,m, are exponentially equivalent as
the next lemma demonstrates.

Lemma 3.2. For any δ > 0, lim
n→∞

1
n logP [dKR(µn,m, µ̃n,m) > δ] = −∞.

Proof.

||µn,m − µ̃n,m||TV ⩽
1

m

m∑
i=1

∣∣m
n

(⌊
i
mn
⌋
−
⌈
i−1
m n

⌉
+ 1
)
− 1
∣∣+ m

n
→ 0 as n → ∞.

From the inequality || · ||KR ⩽ || · ||TV , we have P[dKR(µn,m, µ̃n,m) > δ] = 0 for n > N(m, δ),
which implies the claim.

Exponentially equivalent random elements satisfy the same LDP, see [9, Theorem 4.2.13].
Thus, we can concentrate our attention on µ̃n,m, which has the advantage that the summands
Ln,m
i are mutually independent.
1◦. The large deviations of the empirical measure Ln,m

i is the content of Sanov’s theorem,
see [10, Theorem 3.2.17] or [9, Theorem 6.2.10].

Theorem 3.3 (Sanov’s theorem). The empirical measures Ln,m
i , indexed by n, satisfy a large

deviation principle in M1(S
1), equipped with the weak topology, with rate n/m and convex,

good rate function H(·|λ), given by the relative entropy.

In other words, for any open set O and any closed set C of M1(S
1),

(i) lim sup
n/m→∞

1

n/m
logP [Ln,m

i (dθ) ∈ C] ⩽ − inf
ν∈C

H(ν|λ)

and

(ii) lim sup
n/m→∞

1

n/m
logP [Ln,m

i (dθ) ∈ O] ⩾ − inf
ν∈O

H(ν|λ).

Note that if the rate of convergence is considered to be n, then the rate function is simply
scaled by 1/m.

2◦. Every sequence, indexed by n, in the collection Ln,m
1 , ..., Ln,m

m satisfies the LDP in
M1(S

1) with rate n and common rate function 1
mH(·|λ). The sequence (Ln,m

1 , ..., Ln,m
m ) as
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an element of M1(S
1)m is made out of mutually independent empirical measures and thus

satisfies the LDP with the rate function Im : M1(S
1)m → [0,∞] given by

Im(ν1, ..., νm) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

H(νi|λ).

This general fact relies only on independence, see for example [23, Corollary 1.3].

3◦. The passage from the vector (Ln,m
1 , ..., Ln,m

m ) in M1(S
1)m to the measure µ̃n,m in

M1(S
1 × [0, 1]) via the mapping

(ν1, ..., νm) →
m∑
i=1

νi(dθ)1[ i−1
m

, i
m)(t)dt

is a direct application of the contraction principle, [9, Theorem 4.2.1]. The continuity of the
mapping is proved in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.4. The mapping from M1(S
1)m to M1(S

1 × [0, 1]) given by

(ν1, ..., νm) →
m∑
i=1

νi(dθ)1[ i−1
m

, i
m
)(t)dt

is continuous in the weak topology.

Proof. The distance between the two measures µ(dθ, dt) =
m∑
i=1

νi(dθ)1[ i−1
m

, i
n
)(t)dt and µ̃(dθ, dt) =

m∑
i=1

ν̃i(dθ)1[ i−1
m

i
n
)(t)dt is

dKR (µ, µ̃) = sup
f

∣∣∣∣∣
m∑
i=1

(∫ 1

0

∫ i
m

i−1
m

f(θ, t)dtνi(dθ)−
∫ 1

0

∫ i
m

i−1
m

f(θ, t)dtν̃i(dθ)

)∣∣∣∣∣ ,
where the supremum is taken over Lip1(S

1× [0, 1]) functions with sup(θ,t)∈S1×[0,1] |f(θ, t)| ⩽ 1.

The function θ 7→ m
∫ i

m
i−1
m

f(θ, t)dt is again Lipschitz continuous, and moreover the norm does

not increase. Thus the distance can be bounded by

dKR (µ, µ̃) ⩽
m∑
i=1

sup
f

∣∣∣∣∣νi
(
m

∫ i
m

i−1
m

f(·, t)dt

)
− ν̃i

(
m

∫ i
m

i−1
m

f(·, t)dt

)∣∣∣∣∣
⩽

1

m

m∑
i=1

sup
g

|νi(g)− ν̃i(g)|

=
1

m

m∑
i=1

dKR(νi, ν̃i).

Lemma 3.5. The measures µ̃n,m =
m∑
i=1

Ln,m
i (dθ)1[ i−1

m
, i
m)(t)dt, indexed by n, satisfy a large

deviation principle in M1(S
1 × [0, 1]) with the rate n and the rate function

Im(µ) =

 1
m

m∑
i=1

H(νi|λ), if µ(dθ, dt) =
m∑
i=1

νi(dθ)1[ i−1
m

, i
m
)(t)dt with νi ∈ M1(S

1),

+∞, otherwise.
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Proof. Let L : (ν1, ..., νm) →
m∑
i=1

νi(dθ)1[ i−1
m

, i
m)(t)dt denote the continuous mapping of Lemma 3.4.

By the contraction principle, see [9, Theorem 4.2.1], the rate function is given by

Im(µ) = inf{Im(ν1, ..., νm) : (ν1, ..., νm) ∈ L−1(µ)}, µ ∈ M1(S
1 × [0, 1]).

If µ ∈ M1(S
1 × [0, 1]) has the form

µ(dθ, dt) =

m∑
i=1

νi(dθ)1[ i−1
m

, i
m)(t)dt, νi ∈ M1(S

1),

then L−1(µ) = {(ν1, ..., νm)}, and

Im(µ) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

H(νi|λ).

Otherwise, L−1(µ) = ∅, and the convention is that the infinum over an empty set is +∞.

4◦. Lemma 3.1 implies that µn,m is within distance 1/m to µn uniformly in n, since
µn(S

1 × [0, 1]) = 1. This, in turn, implies exponential closeness, that is, for any δ > 0

lim
m→∞

lim
n→∞

1

n
logP [dKR(µn, µn,m) > δ] = −∞,

since P [dKR(µn, µn,m) > δ] = 0 for any m > 1/δ.
The combination of the exponential closeness of µn and µn,m, the exponential equivalence

of µn,m and µ̃n,m, Lemma 3.2, and the LDP of µ̃n,m, Lemma 3.5, together with the standard
result on exponential approximations [9, Theorem 4.2.16] implies that the driving measures
µn satisfy the weak LDP with rate n and the rate function given by

I(µ) = sup
δ>0

lim
m→∞

Im(B(µ, δ)).

The next lemma shows that I equals the relative entropy and as a consequence is a good rate
function. First, recall the definition of the relative entropy: for any µ, µ̃ ∈ M1(S

1 × [0, 1])

H(µ|µ̃) =

{∫
S1×[0,1]

dµ
dµ̃ log dµ

dµ̃dµ̃, if µ ≪ µ̃

+∞, otherwise.

Lemma 3.6. For any µ ∈ M1(S
1 × [0, 1]), I(µ) = H(µ(dθ, dt)|λ(dθ)dt), where H is the

relative entropy. Moreover, I is a good rate function.

Proof. Recall the rate function of µn,m:

Im(µ) =

 1
m

m∑
i=1

H(νi|λ), if µ(dθ, dt) =
m∑
i=1

νi(dθ)1[ i−1
m

, i
m
)(t)dt with νi ∈ M1(S

1),

∞, otherwise.

From the approximate contraction principle the rate function of µn is given by

I(µ) = sup
δ>0

lim
m→∞

Im (B(µ, δ)) .

First, we prove that I(µ) ⩽ H(µ|λ(dθ)dt). Assume µ(dθ, dt) = ρt(θ)λ(dθ)dt and that∫∫
ρt(θ) log ρt(θ)λ(dθ)dt < ∞, for otherwise the inequality is trivially satisfied. By Lemma
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3.1, the approximation ⟨µ⟩m can be made arbitrary close to µ in the Kantorovich–Rubinshtein
distance, i.e., for any δ > 0 there exists mδ ∈ N such that for all m ⩾ mδ it holds that
dKR(µ, ⟨µ⟩m) < δ. Thus, the inclusion ⟨µ⟩m ∈ B(µ, δ) yields Im(B(µ, δ)) ⩽ Im(⟨µ⟩m). How-
ever, the bound Im(⟨µ⟩m) allows for the explicit formula

Im(⟨µ⟩m) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

H

(
m

∫ i
m

i−1
m

ρs(θ)dsλ(dθ)

∣∣∣∣∣λ(dθ)
)
.

The summands can be bounded with the help of Jensen’s inequality as the function f(x) =
x log x is convex:

f

(
m

∫ i
m

i−1
m

ρs(θ)ds

)
⩽ m

∫ i
m

i−1
m

f (ρs(θ)) ds.

Integrating with respect to λ(dθ) gives

H

(
m

∫ i
m

i−1
m

ρs(θ)dsλ(dθ)

∣∣∣∣∣λ(dθ)
)

⩽
∫ 2π

0
m

∫ i
m

i−1
m

f (ρs(θ)) dsλ(dθ),

which translates to Im(⟨µ⟩m) ⩽ H(µ|λ(dθ)dt). Thus, the bound

lim
m→∞

Im(B(µ, δ)) ⩽ H(µ|λ(dθ)dt),

is obtained, and after taking taking the supremum in δ > 0, we arrive at

I(µ) ⩽ H(µ|λ(dθ)dt).

Second, we prove the reverse inequality I(µ) ⩾ H(µ|λ(dθ)dt). Lower semi-continuity of
the relative entropy H can be formulated as

H(µ|λ(dθ)dt) = lim
δ↓0

inf
µ̃∈B(µ,δ)

H(µ̃|λ(dθ)dt).

Combining it with the identity

H(µ̃|λ(dθ)dt) = Im(µ̃), whenever µ̃(dθ, dt) =
m∑
i=1

νi(dθ)1[ i−1
m

, i
m
)(t)dt,

we obtain the following chain of inequalities

inf
µ̃∈B(µ,δ)

H(µ̃|λ(dθ)dt)

⩽ inf

{
H(µ̃|λ(dθ)dt) : µ̃ ∈ B(µ, δ) and µ̃(dθ, dt) =

m∑
i=1

νi(dθ)1[ i−1
m

, i
m
)(t)dt

}
⩽ inf

µ̃∈B(µ,δ)
Im(µ̃).

The last inequality uses the fact that Im(µ̃) = ∞ if µ̃ is not of the form
m∑
i=1

νi(dθ)1[ i−1
m

, i
m
)(t)dt,

thus allowing the addition of such measures to set, over which the infinum is taken, without
lowering the value of the infinum. After taking the limit in m and then in δ, we arrive at the
desired bound

H(µ|λ(dθ)dt) ⩽ sup
δ>0

lim
m→∞

inf
µ̃∈B(µ,δ)

Im(µ̃) = I(µ).

Therefore, combining the two bounds together, the equality I(µ) = H(µ|λ(dθ)dt) is ob-
tained. Moreover, since the relative entropy is a convex good rate function, so is I.
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Remark. In the proof above we have made use of the inequality Im(⟨µ⟩m) ⩽ H(µ|λ(dθ)dt)),
which is direct consequence of the Jensen inequality. In fact, one can show the convergence
lim

m→∞
Im(⟨µ⟩m) = H(µ|λ(dθ)dt), see [19], where the latter and the former quantities are called

coarse-grained and fine-grained entropies correspondingly.

By [7, Theorem 8.9.3], M1(S
1 × [0, 1]) is a compact space. Thus, one can conclude that

the family of probability laws of µn is exponentially tight. The weak LDP of µn together with
exponential tightness imply the full LDP of µn with a good rate function I = H, see [10,
Lemma 2.1.5]. This concludes the proof of Theorem 1.1.

3.2 Proof sketch for Proposition 1.2

We will not provide a full proof of Proposition 1.2, the large deviations result in continuous
time, but we will content ourselves with sketching its proof, as it shares many ideas with the
proof of Theorem 1.1.

Sketch of proof of Proposition 1.2. Since the Poisson process (N(t), t ⩾ 0) is independent of
the discrete time dynamics (1.1), and given Theorem 1.1, it suffices to consider the large
deviations of the total mass, i.e., we wish to obtain the asymptotics as δ → 0 of

logP(λ−1N(t) ∈ E)

for any Borel measurable set of functions m̃ : [0, T ] → [0,∞) equipped with the topology of
uniform convergence, and where we recall that λ = 4/δ2 is the rate of the Poisson process
(but is also the rate of the LDP in Theorem 1.1).

Now we recall that if Y1, . . . , Yn are i.i.d. Poisson random variable with rate 1 then
1
n

∑n
i=1 Yi satisfies an LDP on R with rate n and rate function

I(x) = x log x− (x− 1).

Using the fact that arrivals of particles during [t, t + ε] are given by a Poisson number of
particles with mean λε (or, alternatively, a sum of n = λε i.i.d. Poisson random variables of
rate 1), we deduce that λ−1N(t) satisfies an LDP with rate function∫ T

0
m̃t log m̃tdt−

∫ T

0
(m̃t − 1)dt

and rate λ. However, on the space ÑT we have necessarily
∫∞
0 m̃tdt = T so that the rate

function is just
∫ T
0 m̃t log m̃tdt = hR(m̃), as desired.

4 Geometric properties of finite entropy Loewner chains

This section completes the proof of Theorem 1.8.

4.1 Loewner–Kufarev energy and Weil-Petersson quasicircles

We now prove the entropy-energy inequality of Theorem 1.7.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. We claim that if ρ is a probability density on S1 such that
√
ρ is

absolutely continuous and
∫ 2π
0 ρ′(θ)2/ρ(θ)dθ < ∞ then the following inequality is satisfied:

hS1(ρ) ⩽ 2D(
√
ρ),
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where hS1(ρ) is the relative entropy of ρdθ with respect to dθ/2π. This immediately implies
the first claim of Theorem 1.7. To prove the estimate, we use the following logarithmic Sobolev
inequality ∫ 2π

0
f2 log f2 dθ

2π
−
∫ 2π

0
f2 dθ

2π
log

∫ 2π

0
f2 dθ

2π
⩽ 2

∫ 2π

0
|f ′|2 dθ

2π
,

which holds for all real f such that f ′ ∈ L2(S1),
∫
S1 f

′dθ = 0, and f is continuous and is

determined by f ′ up to a constant; see [12]. Then, for f(θ) =
√
2πρ(θ) we obtain the desired

inequality:

hS1(ρ) =

∫ 2π

0
log (2πρ(θ)) ρ(θ)dθ ⩽

1

2

∫ 2π

0

ρ′(θ)2

ρ(θ)
dθ = 2D(

√
ρ).

The last statement of Theorem 1.7, i.e., if K is any compact hull bounded by a Weil–
Petersson quasicircle, then K can be generated by a measure with finite Loewner–Kufarev
entropy, now follows from the inequality and Theorem 1.4 of [28].

Remark. Another link between the entropy H and energy S comes from the de Bruijn identity.
Let ρ0 be a probability density on S1 with ρ′0(0) = ρ′0(2π) = 0. Let ρt solve the heat equation
for t ⩾ 0, so that ρ̇t = ρ′′t /2, with Neumann boundary condition ρ′t(0) = ρ′t(2π) = 0. Then∫ 2π
0 ρtdx/2π ≡ 1 so we obtain a measure ρ = (ρt)ρ⩾0 whose marginals interpolate between ρ0
and the stationary solution ρ∞ ≡ 2π. Using the heat equation and integration by parts,

d

dt

∫ 2π

0
ρt log ρtdθ =

∫ 2π

0
ρ̇t(log ρt + 1)dθ

=
1

2

∫ 2π

0
ρ′′t log ρtdθ

= −D(
√
ρt) ⩽ 0,

with strict inequality unless ρ0 ≡ 2π. In this setting the Dirichlet integral on the right is
sometimes called the Fisher information. Hence, for T ⩾ 0, for this particular choice of
measure, ∫ 2π

0
ρT log ρTdθ −

∫ 2π

0
ρ0 log ρ0dθ = −S+(ρ |[0,T ]).

Since ρt converges to the stationary solution with vanishing entropy as t → ∞, by dominated
convergence we obtain interesting formula

S+(ρ) =

∫ 2π

0
ρ0 log ρ0dθ.

4.2 Becker quasicircles

Becker [3] gave a sufficient condition on the driving measure ρ to generate quasicircles via the
Loewner equation, see also [13]. Consider the Loewner–Kufarev equation (1.3). If w is on the
unit circle, the Möbius map z 7→ z+w

z−w maps the exterior disc ∆ = Ĉ ∖ D to the half plane of
points with positive real parts. Therefore, the function Ht appearing in (1.3) is analytic and
has positive real part in ∆ (such a function is sometimes called a Herglotz function). One
version of Becker’s condition can be stated as follows. If there exists κ ∈ [0, 1) such that for
a.e., t ∈ [0, T ],

Ht(∆) ⊂
{
w ∈ C :

∣∣∣∣1− w

1 + w

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ κ

}
, (4.1)
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then ft(S
1) is a quasicircle for every t ∈ [0, T ], where (ft)t∈[0,T ] is the solution to (1.3). Note

that w 7→ (1 − w)/(1 + w) is a Möbius transformation of the right half-plane onto the unit
disc with 1 mapped to 0. Since κ < 1, (4.1) implies that Ht(∆) is contained in a compact
subset of the right half-plane containing 1. We say that γ is a (finite time) Becker quasicircle
if γ = ft(S

1) for some Loewner chain satisfying (4.1). Neither the Becker condition nor
the S(ρ) < ∞ Weil-Petersson condition implies the other. Note that κ = 0 if and only if
ρt = dθdt/2π.

Proposition 4.1. If ρ ∈ NT satisfies (4.1), then H(ρ) < CT , where C < ∞ depends only on
κ.

Proof. Suppose Ht satisfies (4.1). Then Ht is a bounded analytic function in ∆. It follows
(see e.g. Corollary 2 to Theorem 3.1 of [11]) that ℜHt is the Poisson integral of an L∞(S1)
function ρt, that is, the measure ρt(dθ) is absolutely continuous with L∞ density ρt. Moreover,
M := ∥ρt∥∞ depends only on κ. Next we note that there exists C depending only on κ such
that,

1

2π

∫
S1

ρt(θ) log ρt(θ)dθ ⩽ sup
r∈[0,M ]

|r log r| < C.

Integrating over [0, T ], we see that H(ρ) < CT < ∞, as claimed. (In fact, a similar argument
can be used to show that if ℜHt(∆) is bounded, then the same conclusion applies.)

4.3 Examples of finite entropy shapes

We now discuss several examples where the entropy can be computed or estimated. These
examples combined with Theorem 1.7 prove Theorem 1.8.

Inward-pointing corner

This example is based on [27]. The conformal map φt(z) = et z−1
2 + 1

2

√
4z + e2t(1− z)2

takes the unit disk D to the union D ∪ B(et,
√
e2t − 1). Rotating the hull and applying the

Schwarz reflection we get the map ft(z) = −1/φt(−1/z) that takes the exterior disk ∆ to the
complement of the compact hull. Figure 2 illustrates the hull for different values of t > 0.

Figure 2: The growing hull given by the map ft : ∆ → ∆∖B(et,
√
e2t − 1)

The probability density that generates such hulls is

ρt(θ) = ρ̃t(π + θ)1[0,π)(θ) + ρ̃(π − θ)1[π,2π](θ),
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where

ρ̃t(θ) =

(
e−t

π(1− e−2t)
sin

(
θ

2

)√
e2t sin2

(
θ

2

)
− 1

)
1It(θ),

and It = [2 arcsin(e−t), 2π − 2 arcsin(e−t)].
For a fixed time t > 0, the relative entropy of this density with respect to the uniform

measure on S1 equals

hS1(ρt) =

∫ 2π

0
ρ̃t(θ) log(2πρ̃t(θ))dθ

= log

(
2

e2t − 1

)
+

2

π(e2t − 1)

∫ et

1
x
√

x2 − 1 log
(
x
√
x2 − 1

) dx√
e2t − x2

< +∞.

As t → 0 the probability density ρt localizes at one point and the entropy hS1(ρt) diverges.
However, as it diverges slower than 1/

√
t, the total entropy H(ρ) =

∫ 1
0 hS1(ρt)dt is finite.

H(ρ) ⩽
∫ 1

0
log

(
2

e2t − 1

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

∼log 1
t

dt+
2e
√
e2 − 1 log(e

√
e2 − 1)

π

∫ 1

0

arccos(e−t)

e2t − 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼ 1√

t

dt < +∞.

Inward-pointing cusp and non-Jordan curve

This example is also based on [27]. Consider the conformal maps

f̃s(z) = 1 +
2πis

log
(
z−e−iπs

z−eiπs

) , 0 ⩽ s < 1,

that map the exterior disk ∆ = {|z| > 1} to the complement of hulls depicted in Figure 3.

Figure 3: The hulls grown by the conformal map f̃s : ∆ → ∆∖B( 1
1−s ,

1+s
1−s ). Note that the interfaces

are not Jordan curves.

Note that the time-parametrization differs from the standard one. We have f̃s(z) =
β(s)z+ o(z), where β(s) = πs

sin(πs) . One can go back to the standard capacity parametrization

ft(z) = f̃α(t)(z) = etz + o(z) with the function α(t) = β−1(et). The probability density is

ρ̃s(θ) =
cos(θ)− cos(πs)

2s sin(πs)
1(−πs,πs)(θ), 0 ⩽ s < 1,

∫ 2π

0
ρ̃s(θ)dθ =

β′(s)

β(s)
;

or after time reparametrization one obtains

ρt(θ) = α′(t)ρ̃α(t)(θ) = α′(t)
cos(θ)− cos(πα(t))

2α(t) sin(πα(t))
1(−πα(t),πα(t))(θ), t > 0.
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For a fixed time t > 0, the relative entropy of the density with respect to the uniform
measure on S1 equals

hS1(ρt) = log

(
πα′(t)

α(t) sin(πα(t))

)
+

α′(t)

α sin(πα(t))
I(α(t)) < ∞,

where

I(α) =

∫ πα

0
(cos(θ)− cos(πα)) log(cos(θ)− cos(πα))dθ

=

∫ 1−cos(πα)

0

x log x√
1− (x+ cos(πα))2

dx.

The function I can be bounded by

|I(α)| ⩽ 1√
1 + cos(πα)

∣∣∣∣∣
∫ 1−cos(πα)

0

x log x√
(1− cos(πα))− x

dx

∣∣∣∣∣ ,
where the integral is computed explicitly; for a > 0,∫ a

0

x log x√
a− x

dx =
4

9
a3/2(3 log a− 5 + log 64).

Thus, as α → 0, |I(α)| ∼ α3 log 1
α . The derivative of α is given by

α′(t) =
et sin2(πα)

π(sin(πα)− πα cos(πα))
,

so that
α′

α sin(πα)
=

et sin(πα)πα

sin(πα)− πα cos(πα)
=

1

sin(πα)− πα cos(πα)
.

As α → 0

sin(πα)− πα cos(πα) ∼ (πα)3

3
+ o(α3).

Hence, it follows that the total entropy H(ρ) =
∫ 1
0 hS1(ρt)dt is finite

H(ρ) =

∫ 1

0
log

(
π

sin(πα(t))− πα(t) cos(πα(t))

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

∼log t

dt+

∫ α(1)

0

I(α)

α sin(πα)︸ ︷︷ ︸
∼α logα

dα < +∞.

Outward-pointing cusps

Consider the time-independent probability density given by the Poisson kernel:

ρt(θ) ≡
1

2π

R2 − 1

1− 2R cos(θ) +R2
,

where R > 1 is a fixed constant. The conformal map that solves Loewner–Kufarev equation,
driven by this density, is given by

ft(z) =
1

R

[
et
Rz + 1

2Rz

(
Rz + 1 +

√
R2z2 + 1 + 2Rz(1− 2e−t)

)
− 1

]
, z ∈ ∆.
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(a) R = 1.1 (b) R = 1.5 (c) R = 2

Figure 4: The hulls generated by the Poisson kernel density with constant parameter R > 1.

The derivation of this conformal map can be found, for example, in [26] along with many
other examples of Loewner chains driven by densities. Figure 4 illustrates the hulls generated
by the Poisson kernel density for different values of the parameter R > 1.

For a fixed-time t > 0, the relative entropy hS1(ρt) equals

hS1(ρt) =

∫ 2π

0

R2 − 1

1− 2R cos(θ) +R2
log

(
R2 − 1

1− 2R cos(θ) +R2

)
dθ

2π

=
1

π

∫ R+1
R−1

R−1
R+1

1
x log

1
x√(

R+1
R−1 − x

)(
x− R−1

R+1

)dx.
After the change of variable y = (x− R−1

R+1)
R2−1
4R we obtain

hS1(ρt) =
1

π

∫ 1

0

1
R−1
R+1

+ 4R
R2−1

y
log 1

R−1
R+1

+ 4R
R2−1

y√
(1− y)y

dy.

Since R−1
R+1 ⩽ R−1

R+1 +
4R

R2−1
y ⩽ R+1

R−1 , the logarithm takes both positive and negative values, and

changes the sign at y = R−1
2R . We can write down the following estimate

hS1(ρt) ⩽
1

π

∫ R−1
2R

0

1
R−1
R+1

+ 4R
R2−1

y
log 1

R−1
R+1

+ 4R
R2−1

y√
(1− y)y

dy

⩽
1

π

1
R−1
R+1

log
1

R−1
R+1

∫ R−1
2R

0

1√
(1− y)y

dy

⩽
2

π
arcsin

(√
R− 1

2R

)
R+ 1

R− 1
log

R+ 1

R− 1
.

As R ↓ 1, the upper bound essentially behaves like 1√
R−1

log 1
R−1 .

Now, let us consider the probability density given by the Poisson kernel where the param-
eter R = R(t) is time-dependent:

ρt(θ) =
1

2π

R(t)2 − 1

1− 2R(t) cos(θ) +R(t)2
.

Three different choices of R = R(t) are illustrated in Figure 5. The idea is that if we chose
R = R(t) appropriately, so that lim

t→1
R(t) = 1, then at time t = 1 the hull will form a cusp.
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(a) R(t) = 1 +
√
1− t (b) R(t) = 1

t
(c) R(t) = 1 + e−

1
1−t

Figure 5: The hulls grown by the Poisson kernel density with different choices of R = R(t).

For a fixed t > 0, the relative entropy hS1(ρt) equals the same expression that we have
computed for a constant parameter R > 1 above:

hS1(ρt) =

∫ 2π

0
ρt(θ) log ρt(θ)

dθ

2π
⩽

2

π
arcsin

(√
R(t)− 1

2R(t)

)
R(t) + 1

R(t)− 1
log

R(t) + 1

R(t)− 1
.

The total entropy H(ρ) =
∫ 1
0 hS1(ρt)dt is bounded by

H(ρ) ⩽
∫ 1

0

2

π
arcsin

(√
R(t)− 1

2R(t)

)
R(t) + 1

R(t)− 1
log

R(t) + 1

R(t)− 1
dt.

For both R(t) = 1+
√
1− t and R(t) = 1/t, the upper bound if finite, so they provide examples

of finite entropy hulls.
Next step is to investigate the derivative of the conformal map ft at time t = 1 around

the point z = 1. The conformal map gt = f−1
t , from ∆t = ft(∆) to ∆, satisfies the Loewner

equation
ġt(z) = −gt(z)pt(gt(z)), z ∈ ∆t,

with g0(z) = z, and where

pt(z) =

∫ 2π

0

z + eiθ

z − eiθ
ρt(dθ)

is an analytic function with positive real part and pt(∞) = 1. Differentiating the Loewner
equation with respect to z and then integrating with respect to t one gets

g′t(z) =
gt(z)

z
exp

(
−
∫ t

0
gsp

′
s(gs)ds

)
.

This translates to the derivative of ft via f ′
t(z) = 1/(g′t(ft(z))):

f ′
t(z) =

ft(z)

z
exp

(∫ t

0
gs(ft)p

′
s(gs(ft))ds

)
.

With the help of the identity

log
pt(gt(z))

p0(z)
=

∫ t

0

ṗs(gs) + p′s(ss)ġs
ps(gs)

ds,

which combined with the Loewner equation becomes∫ t

0
gsp

′
s(gs)ds = log

p0(z)

pt(gt)
+

∫ t

0

ṗs(gs)

ps(gs)
ds,

the expression f ′
t(z) transforms into

f ′
t(z) =

ft(z)p0(ft(z))

zpt(z)
exp

(∫ t

0

ṗs(gs ◦ ft)
ps(gs ◦ ft)

ds

)
.
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Specifying ρt to be the Poisson kernel density one can compute pt(z) explicitly, see [26]
for details:

pt(z) =
Rtz + 1

Rtz − 1
.

Then, f ′
t becomes

f ′
t(z) = (Rtz − 1)

ft(z)(R0ft + 1)

z(R0ft − 1)(Rtz + 1)
exp

(∫ t

0

−2Ṙs(gs ◦ ft)(z)
R2

s(gs ◦ ft)2(z)− 1
ds

)
,

and at t = 1, that is, when R1 = 1:

f ′
1(z) = (z − 1)

f1(z)(R0f1(z) + 1)

z(R0f1(z)− 1)(z + 1)
exp

(∫ 1

0

−2(gs ◦ f1)(z)
R2

s(gs ◦ f1)2(z)− 1
Ṙsds

)
.

To control the function inside the exponent denote ϕs = gs ◦ f1 and write∫ 1

0

−2ϕs(z)

R2
sϕs(z)2 − 1

Ṙsds =

∫ 1

0

2 Ṙs
R2

s

(ϕs(z) +
1
Rs

)2
ϕ̇s(z)ds,

where we used the identity
−ϕs(z)

Rsϕs(z)− 1
=

ϕ̇s(z)

ϕs(z) + 1

which follows from the Loewner equation.
For the case Rt = 1/t, the integral inside the exponent in the expression for f ′

1 is well-
behaved: ∫ 1

0

−2

(ϕs(z) + s)2
ϕ̇s(z)ds =

2

z + 1
− 2

ft(z)
+

∫ 1

0

2

(ϕs(z) + s)2
ds,

where∣∣∣∣∫ 1

0

2

(ϕs(z) + s)2
ds

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ ∫ 1

0

2

|z + s|2
ds =

2

ℑ(z)

(
arctan

(
ℜ(z) + 1

ℑ(z)

)
− arctan

(
ℜ(z)
ℑ(z)

))
.

Hence, the derivative can be factored as

f ′
1(z) = (z − 1)q(z),

where

q(z) =
f1(z)(R0f1(z) + 1)

z(R0f1(z)− 1)(z + 1)
exp

(
2

z + 1
− 2

ft(z)
+

∫ 1

0

2

(ϕs(z) + s)2
ds

)
.

Note that lim
z→1

q(z) ̸= 0. Therefore, around z = 1, the derivative behaves like f ′
1(z) ∼ z − 1.

Moreover, the limit lim
z→1

q′(z) exists and does not equal ∞.

Now we are in a position to show that the choice R(t) = 1/t produces a hull with a cusp
at time t = 1. Recall that f(∂∆) is said to have an inward-pointing cusp at f(1) ̸= ∞ if

arg(f(eiϑ)− f(1)) →

{
β as ϑ → 0+,

β + 2π as ϑ → 0− .

Remark. Note that here inward-pointing is understood from the perspective of the conformal
map f : ∆ → D, and it would be outward-pointing from the perspective of a conformal map
from the unit disk D to the inside of the hull.
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Theorem 4.2 ([22], Theorem 3.7). Let f : ∆ → D be conformal and ∂D be locally connected.
Then f(∂∆) has a cusp at f(1) ̸= ∞ if and only if

lim
z→1

arg
f(z)− f(1)

(z − 1)2
= β − π.

The Loewner map ft at time t = 1 satisfies

lim
z→1

f1(z)− f1(1)

(z − 1)2
= lim

z→1

f ′
1(z)

2(z − 1)
= lim

z→1

q(z)

2
=

q(1)

2
∈ R.

Thus

lim
z→1

arg
f1(z)− f1(1)

(z − 1)2
= 0,

and by continuity

lim
ϑ→0

arg
f1(e

iϑ)− f1(1)

(eiϑ − 1)2
= 0.

This immediately implies

arg
(
f1(e

iϑ)− f1(1)
)
=

{
π ϑ → 0+,

π + 2π ϑ → 0− .

Therefore, the family (ft(∂D))t∈[0,1] forms an inwards-pointing cusp at time t = 1 at the point
f1(1), and confirms the simulation in Figure 6.

Figure 6: The hulls grown by the Poisson kernel density with R(t) = 1/t.

5 Minimizing the entropy

In this section we discuss several optimization problems motivated by the problem to compute
more explicitly the minimizing rate function H∗ in Corollary 1.3. We will also discuss the
example showing that the equipotential measure does not in general give the minimal entropy.

5.1 Loewner–Kufarev evolution with constraint

While not exactly the setting of Corollary 1.3, the following formulation is convenient to work
with.

Problem 5.1 (Whole-plane Loewner–Kufarev entropy with prescribed interface). Let γ be
a Jordan curve separating 0 from ∞ and assume that the capacity of γ equals eT .

Minimize H(ρ) =

∫ T

−∞
hS1(ρt)dt, (5.1)
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where ρ ∈ N is subject to the constraint that ∂∆T = γ, where ∆t = ft(∆) and (ft)t∈R is the
Loewner chain of ρ.

The analog of Problem 5.1 with entropy replaced by energy was solved in [28] and a
solution exists if and only if γ is a Weil-Petersson quasicircle, i.e., has finite Loewner energy.
Let D be the bounded component of C∖γ. Consider the equipotential foliation of D defined as
follows. Let f : D → D be the conformal map such that f(0) = 0, f ′(0) > 0. The images under
f of concentric circles form a foliation of D which can be described by Loewner evolution.
Similarly, we can use the exterior normalized conformal map g to foliate the exterior C∖D by
equipotentials. Write ργeq. for the corresponding driving measure with marginals integrating
to 1. Note that ργeq. ≡ 1/2πdθdt for t ⩾ 0 (this uses that γ has capacity 1).

Theorem 5.2 ([28], Theorem 1.4). We have

inf S(ρ) = S(ργeq.) =
1

16
IL(γ)− 1

8
log

|f ′(0)|
|g′(∞)|

,

where the infimum is taken over ρ ∈ N generating γ as a shape and IL is the Loewner energy
of γ.

Corollary 5.3. The minimal entropy H∗(γ) needed to generate γ satisfies

H∗(γ) ⩽
1

8
IL(γ)− 1

4
log

|f ′(0)|
|g′(∞)|

.

Proof. By Theorem 1.7 we know that H(ρ) ⩽ 2S(ρ), so the estimate follows immediately from
this estimate combined with Theorem 5.2.

Given the corollary, one may ask whether equipotentials provide the solution to Prob-
lem 5.1 as well. This is however not the case.

Proposition 5.4. Consider Problem 5.1. There exists a Jordan curve γ such that

H∗(γ) < H(ργeq.),

where ργeq. is the driving measure of the equipotential foliation corresponding to γ.

Sketch of proof. Let ϵ > 0 be very small and consider the measure ρϵ defined by ρϵt ≡ 1/2π
for t ⩽ 0 and

ρϵt ≡
1

2π(1− 2ϵ)
1(ϵ,2π−ϵ)(θ), 0 ⩽ t ⩽ 1.

The hull at time at time 1 is a “Pac-Man” shaped compact set Kϵ ⊃ D whose boundary is a
Jordan curve γϵ containing the interval {eiθ : θ ∈ [−ϵ, ϵ]}. Write Dϵ for the simply connected
interior of Kϵ. Note that γϵ ∩ [1,∞) = {1} and, as ϵ → 0, the interiors Dϵ converge in the
Carathéordory sense towards the slit disc D0 := (eD)∖ [1, e]. Since the conformal maps from
the unit disc converge uniformly on compacts, the equipotential foliations converge and so do
the corresponding driving measures.

By Lemma 2.1 H is lower semi-continuous. Therefore, if we let ρDϵ
eq. be the driving measure

of the equipotential foliation of Dϵ considered up to time 1,

lim inf
ϵ→0

H(ρDϵ
eq.) ⩾ H(ρD0

eq.) > 0.

On the other hand, we compute that H(ρϵ) = O(ϵ). It follows that if ϵ > 0 is sufficiently
small then

H(ρϵ) < H(ρDϵ
eq.),

as claimed.
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5.2 Non-analytic Loewner evolution as a transport equation

We now consider a simpler optimization problem. It is convenient to work in the half-plane,
chordal, setting. First recall that the chordal Loewner–Kufarev PDE is

∂tft(z) = −f ′
t(z)

∫
R

dµt(x)

z − x
, z ∈ H, (5.2)

where (µt)t⩾0 is usually assumed to be a family of probability measures on R. Suppose
that (ρt)t⩾0 is a measurable family of real densities dµt = ρt(x)dx, smooth say, such that∫
R ρt(x)dx = 1. For each t, let Pt be the Poisson integral of ρt, that is,

Pt(x, y) = − 1

π
ℑ
∫
R

ρt(ξ)dξ

z − ξ
, z = x+ iy.

For x ∈ R, consider the following real PDE,

∂tu(t, y) = Pt(x, y)∂yu(t, y), u(0, y) = y. (5.3)

This is a transport equation in non-conservative form, with velocity field t 7→ Pt(x, y), which
depends on ρt in a non-local manner. Note that u depends implicitly on x. A similar equation
was considered by Carleson and Makarov who interpreted it as a non-analytic simplification
of the Loewner–Kufarev equation: (5.3) arises up to a factor π after taking the imaginary
part of (5.2) (with µt replaced by ρt) and ignoring the x-dependence, see Section 1.5 of [8].
In this context we view (5.3) as describing the evolution of a non-analytic map

Ut : x+ iy 7→ x+ iux(t, y), U0(x+ iy) = x+ iy,

and the image of the unit interval describes an interface or “shape”.
We are interested in the following optimization problem, where we recall the notation

hR(f) =
∫
R f log fdx.

Problem 5.5 (Non-analytic Loewner evolution). Let γ : R → R+ be a smooth function.

Minimize H(ρ) =

∫ 1

0
hR(ρt)dt, (5.4)

where ρ is subject to the following constraints:

• For each t ∈ [0, 1], ∫
R
ρt(x)dx = 1,

• ρ generates γ in the sense that for each x ∈ R, u(t, y) = ux(t, y) satisfies (5.3) with
velocity field Pt and

lim
y→0+

u(1, y) = γ(x).

In other words, we prescribe the interface U1(x) = γ(x) at time 1 and ask for a measure
with minimal entropy that produces this interface via (5.3). This is a version of Problem 5.1.
However, while the dynamics is simpler, solutions do not generate conformal maps which
results in loss of a source of integrability. Moreover, even though (5.3) can be solved by
characteristics via the ODE

Ẏ = −Pt(x, Y ), Y (0) = y0,
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the non-linear dependence on ρ still results in a complicated constraint. Even determining
a useful condition for γ to be generated by (5.3) with some ρ appears non-trivial. To make
progress, we will further simplify (5.3) by replacing Pt(x, y) by ρt(x) = limy→0+ Pt(x, y) and
for each x ∈ R we obtain the following transport equation,

∂tv(t, y) = ρt(x)∂yv(t, y), v(0, y) = y. (5.5)

Since the right-hand side of (5.5) can be written ∂tu = ∂y(ρtv) the equation is conservative.
(Recall that x is a parameter and not a variable.) Now it is not hard to determine what γ
can be generated and we formulate the following version of the problem.

Problem 5.6 (Conservative non-analytic Loewner evolution). Let γ : R → R+ be a smooth
function.

Minimize H(ρ) =

∫ 1

0
hR(ρt)dt, (5.6)

where ρ is subject to the following constraints:

• For each t ∈ [0, 1], ∫
R
ρt(x)dx = 1,

• ρ generates γ in the sense that for each x ∈ R, v(t, y) = vx(t, y) satisfies (5.5) with
velocity field ρ and

lim
y→0+

v(1, y) = γ(x).

Proposition 5.7. A solution to Problem 5.6 exists if and only if γ satisfies
∫
R γ(x)dx = 1

and hR(γ) < ∞, in which case the solution is constant in t,

ρ∗t (x) ≡ γ(x).

The minimal entropy equals the entropy of γ,

H∗ = hR(γ).

Proof. The solution to (5.5) is

v(t, y) = y +

∫ t

0
ρt(x)dt.

Therefore, the condition that ρ generates γ becomes

v(1, 0) =

∫ 1

0
ρt(x)dt = γ(x)

and so all constraints are linear. Combined with the requirement that
∫
ρtdx = 1 this gives

the necessary condition
∫
γ(x)dx = 1. Consider now the action functional with Lagrange

multipliers corresponding to the constraints

L(ρ, λ, µ) = H(ρ) +

∫ 1

0
λ(t)

(∫ ∞

−∞
ρt(x)dx− 1

)
dt+

∫ ∞

−∞
µ(x)

(∫ 1

0
ρt(x)dt− γ(x)

)
dx.

The Euler-Lagrange equation for ρ is

log ρ+ 1 + λ+ µ = 0,

so a stationary solution can be written in the form

ρt(x) = exp{−1− λ(t)− µ(x)} =: T (t)X(x).

On the other hand, the condition
∫
R ρt(x)dx = 1 implies T (t) ≡ 1 and finally the condition∫ 1

0 ρt(x)dt = γ(x) implies X(x) = γ(x).
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