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UNIQUENESS FOR THE HOMOGENEOUS LANDAU-COULOMB
EQUATION IN [3/2

MARIA PIA GUALDANI AND WEIRAN SUN

ABSTRACT. We prove the uniqueness of H-solutions to the homogeneous Landau-Coulomb
equation satisfying (v)*0 f € C([0,T]; L*/2(R?)) and (v) =32V, (((v)™ £)*>/*) € L*((0,T) x R?)
for any ko > 5. In particular, this shows that the solutions constructed in @ﬂ are unique. The
present work thus completes the global well-posedness theory in the critical space L%/ 2(R3).
Our proof is part of a broader effort to use the M-operator technique developed in to
establish the uniqueness of rough solutions to nonlinear kinetic equations. When applied to the

space-homogeneous case, the M-operator can be taken simply as a Bessel potential operator.
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1. INTRODUCTION

We consider the space-homogeneous Landau-Coulomb equation

atf =V, (A[f]vvf - fvva[f]) ) f|t:0: fm(v)v (1'1)
with A[f], a[f] being defined as
1 P(v—2) Z2Q® 2z
Ak =g [ Sz P .
1 1

t,v):=Tr(A = — —f(t, z)dz. 1.2
alfl(t.0) = Tr(Alf) = = [ s s (12)

The goal of this paper is to establish the uniqueness of smooth solutions generated from rough
initial data and the uniqueness of H-solutions satisfying additional regularity properties. Using
the standard notation (v) := /1 + [v|? for any v € R3, our main result is summarized as follows.

Main Theorem. Let kg > 5, (v)* fin e L3/2(R3), and \|fi”|]L1(R3): 1. Let Ty > 0 be arbitrary.
If f is a nonnegative H-solution to (1.1|) that additionally satisfies

W)k e C0, T I¥2(R?), () 3F1 Vo (f3/Y) € L2((0,Tp) x R?). (1.3)

Then it is unique.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.20899v1

2 MARIA PIA GUALDANI AND WEIRAN SUN

Recall the definition of the H-solution (see Corollary 1.1 in [5]): for any test function ¢ €
C2([0,T] x R3), it holds that

) T
— [ (0, v)dv - / o6 dv dt
R3 0 JR3
T T
=/ A[f]frV%dvdH/ Valf]f - Vodvdt.
0 JR3 0o JR3

Although the existence of smooth solutions to for initial data f* € L'(R3) (with suitable
moment conditions) is well understood (see [6,/9,/11,|16] and references therein), the question
of uniqueness remains largely open. In particular, beyond the major unresolved problem of
uniqueness for H-solutions, even the uniqueness of smooth solutions with initial data in LP with
1<p< %, such as those constructed in [6},9,16], has not yet been established.

The Main Theorem above provides two contributions: First, it shows that smooth solutions
with initial data in L3/2 are unique. The existence of such solutions was proved in [9]. Our result
thus completes the global well-posedness analysis of the Landau equation with initial data in
LP(R3) with p > % Second, it yields a uniqueness result for H-solutions: if an H-solution
additionally satisfies uniform bounds in L3/2 then it is unique.

The conditional uniqueness of H-solutions is reminiscent of the work in [8]. In [8], uniqueness
of H-solutions is obtained under a conditional uniform bound in L'(0,T; L>°(R?)). Many works
have built their uniqueness theory based on such L!(0,T; L>°(R?)) bound, and therefore, by
estimating the blow-up rate of ||f(¢)||;~ at t = 0 and showing that it is integrable (see, for
example, [10,/15,/18]). In this regard, it has been shown in [9] that if f" € LZO (R?) and p > 3/2,
then the corresponding solution f belongs to L'(0,T; L>°(R?)), and consequently, it is unique.
Recently, an alternative proof of the uniqueness theorem in [8] has been provided in [4] using a
novel estimate on the contractivity of the 2-Wasserstein distance.

However, as shown in [6,9,/16], if the initial data is not smooth enough, one can often only
expect || f(t) || ~ +. In this case, the uniqueness requires a novel approach and has been an
open problem until now.

Weak-strong uniqueness is another concept that is widely used to study kinetic equations
(see, for example, [13-15,/19]). The basic idea is to show that if there exists a solution with
sufficient regularity, then any weak solutions with the same initial data will agree with the
stronger solution. In this direction, the most recent result for the homogeneous Landau is
in [19], where it is shown that the relative entropy between an H-solution f and a regular
solution g is controlled by the initial relative entropy and the norms of g. The regularity of g is
stronger than L3/2.

The two routes mentioned above differ from our framework. There is one recent work [12]
that is closely related to ours, in which negative Sobolev spaces and energy methods are used
for the homogeneous Landau-Coulomb equation. The energy estimates are carried out using
a Littlewood-Paley type decomposition and pseudo-differential analysis. The main uniqueness
result in |12] is established for initial data in a logarithmically modified Sobolev space H —1/2r,
Note that in R3, the space H~1/2 is precisely the H®-space that L3/% embeds into. It is, however,
unclear to us whether this embedding still holds for the modified space H —1/27 n contrast, we
directly work with L3/2-spaces and our analysis is performed in the physical space.

Methodology. The main idea in this work is to study uniqueness in suitable negative Sobolev
spaces via direct energy estimates. To do so, we have been developing an M-operator framework
to tackle the issue of rough solutions. We initiated our program in a preliminary work on spatial

inhomogeneous kinetic equations in |1, where a model system and a modified Landau-Coulomb
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equation are shown to have unique bounded solutions. In [1], we choose a particular M with
symbol

1
~ 1+5ftT<£+(t—T)77>2 dr’

where (§,7) are the Fourier variables of (v, x) respectively, and ¢ is a small parameter appropri-
ately chosen. Such an operator was explicitly designed to have a manageable commutator with
the transport operator d; +v - V,. The M-operator defined above was first introduced in [2] to
show the regularization from H % to L? of the linearized non-cutoff Boltzmann equation, where
s is the singularity strength of the Boltzmann operator.

The current work is part of this program and is an application of the M-operator method to
the space-homogeneous Landau-Coulomb equation. For space-homogeneous equations, the M-
operator above simplifies significantly. We simply choose M to be the Bessel potential operator:

M=(T-A)"1,

where [ is the identity operator. The advantage is that such M has an integral representation
in terms of the Bessel potential:

e—lv—u1]
(Mh)(v) L /]R3 ——h(vy) do;. (1.4)

- = h
47 |v —v1]

Although M has a simple symbol in the Fourier space, we choose to work in the physical space
using its integral representation . The main idea is to derive a closed L2-energy estimate of
Muw, where w is the difference of two solutions generated from the same initial data (weighted
with (v)?). Working with Mw instead of w allows one to consider less regular functions w.
Unlike in [1], the particular choice of the Bessel potential avoids the need of pseudo-differential
calculus to treat commutators. Instead, we use the following obvious yet convenient identity

h=(I—Ay)Mh, (1.5)

and then work with the commutators generated by I —A,. This makes our computation explicit
and elementary.

Another important application of and is that it enables us to rewrite the non-
local operators A[w] and a[w] in the Landau equation precisely into combinations of A[Muw],
A[A,Muw], a[Mw], and a[A, Mw]. Consequently, we obtain a closed-form equation for Mw. If
one only relies on upper bounds and inequalities on A[w] or a[w], one might end up with terms
of the form M|w| which cannot be controlled by |Mw|. We are currently investigating whether
the techniques developed here for the homogeneous case can be used to improve the results in [1]
for the inhomogeneous Landau equation. We also believe this M-operator strategy could apply
to the non-cutoff Boltzmann equations in both space-homogeneous and inhomogeneous cases.

A final remark is in order. Our uniqueness result for H-solutions concerns the energy space
associated with C([0,T7; L3/ 2) and the bound on V f3/4 as in the energy inequality. It is natural
to ask whether uniqueness holds for H-solutions under the sole additional assumption that
f € C([0,T); L*/?). We show at the end of this paper that, in the a priori sense, the condition
f € C([0,T); L*/?) does indeed imply the desired bound on V f3/4. However, it is unclear whether
H-solutions satisfy this a prior: estimate. This may not be merely a technical limitation. In
fact, as a comparison, in the case of incompressible Navier-Stokes, it is known that there are
“wild” weak solutions in C'(0,T'; L?) which are not Leray solutions [3], even though in an a priori
sense, the bound in C(0,T’; L?) would yield a bound on the L?(0,T; H') norm.



4 MARIA PIA GUALDANI AND WEIRAN SUN

Notation: The following notations are adopted throughout this work. We denote LP(R™)
and W*P(R") as the usual Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces. They are often abbreviated as LP and
WP when there is no confusion. The weighted space LZ (R3), or simply Lz, consists of functions
satisfying

k
h € LX(R?) < (v)"h € LP(R?).
We reserve A[-] and a[-] as the nonlocal operators defined in (1.2]). The operators V,, V,- and
A, always act on the velocity variable v, and the subscript v is often omitted for brevity. The

Hessian matrix of a function & is denoted either as Hess(h) or V2h. The constant C' may change

from line to line. The equivalence o ~ 3 is
a~p <= caa<f<aa,
for some ¢y, co > 0. Moreover, for any 6 > 0, 5 = 5%170(33 /9) is the usual mollifier with support
B(0,6), 0 <no <1, and [g3 mo(v)dv = 1.
2. TECHNICAL LEMMAS

Here we collect some technical lemmas that will be often used in later sections.

Lemma 2.1. (Basic Inequalities) Suppose f,g are sufficiently reqular such that each term in
the inequalities is well-defined.
(a) Young’s inequality:

1 1 1

1fxgller <Ml llglipa,  T+2="40, T<pg<oo.
(b) (LP, L9)-interpolation:
1 1 1
0 —0
1 e < o 15 112" el 0 pr<g 0<O<L

(¢) Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev (HLS): denote

I,\f:/ f(y))\dy, 0<A<n.
rn [T =yl
Then
1 1 A
||I/\f||Lq(Rn) SCHfHLp(Rn)» 1+6:5+Ev I1<p<qg<oo.

(d) Sobolev embedding: if 1/p > k/n, then

. 1 1
WFP(R™) < LYR"), = =-— k
q p n
If 1/p < k/n, then
WEP(R?) < COT(R™),  (+a=k——, a€c(0,1), l=Fk-— m — 1
p p
(e) Bounds of the Bessel potential operator:
1 2 1 1 n
n < ny - S - S ) Py
HMfHLq(R ) = CHfHLP(R ) p nog-p p< 5
B
[MP1 ],y S oM lipaey . 1 <p <00 820,
[VeMf HLp(Rn) < Gpllf | () 5 1 <p <o, laf =1,2.

(f) Equivalent bounds:
Co [IM ()" ) I Lpgay < )T MF [l ppgsy < CrIM ()% ) [l Lo g3y » (2.1)
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for any 1 < p < oo and a € R. The constants C1,Cy only depend on a,p. Moreover, it holds
that

H<v>ﬁ VoM f HLP(Rg) <C H( ‘ la|=1,2, (2.2)

Lr(R3)

forany BER and 1 < p < 0.

Bounds in (a) — (d) are classical. Bounds in (e) and (f) are also classical in harmonic analysis.
For completeness, we provide proofs of (e) and (f) in Appendix A.

We will frequently use the bounds on A[-] and a[-] summarized in the lemma below.

Lemma 2.2. (A) Let F' > 0 be such that
e < /F dv < ca,

/F\v[z dv < c3, /FlnF dv < ¢4.
There exists cg > 0 depending on cy, ¢z, c3 and c4 such that
§-A[F]-€> @), VEeR? (2.3)

(B) Suppose h is sufficiently smooth such that every term in the following inequalities is well-
defined. Then,
(a) for each v € R® and any k € R,

(v)? Vva[h]‘ < Cy <v>1k/ [f0)" " hon)| dvi + C || [l 1 (gsy -

—vi|<i@wy v —oif?

(0)2 va[h]‘ +

(b) If, in addition, (v)>h € L>°(R3), then

2
. < .
H<> VUA[h]HLoo R3)+H vva[h]HLw(Ri”) CH hHLOO(R?’)—l_CHhHLl(RS)
(c) for each v € R3 and any k € R,
1+k
_ h(vy)|
Ah+ah§0vk/ Hon 7 hlol 4 oy .
Apl el <G [ B e+ C bl

Proof. (A). The proof of the now-standard inequality (2.3) can be found in [7] or in [17].
(B). (a) By the definition of A,
h h
(2| < o w? [ RO v+ 0 | T o,
[v—v1|>3 (v)

|v—v1\§%(v) ”U - Ul‘z v — 1)1‘2

<C<v>1k/ M\h(v )| dvy 4+ C ||k ||
> o v1\< |val\2 1 1 L1(R3)>

where we have used that on the domain where |v — v;|< 1 (v), it holds that
2 (v) < (v1) < e (v), (2.4)

with ¢1, ¢ being generic constants. The bound on (v)? Va[h] holds similarly since Va and VA
have similar upper bounds.

(b) The proof follows immediately from the inequality in part (a) with k& = 0, since

Ol = (T R Y

Ly |0 —v1]? Loo(R3)
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(¢) The proof is similar to part (a). By the definition of A,

A < © LGV e e
p—vi<d) [V = o1 fo—u1]> 1) [V = 01
where for [v — v1|< § (v), we have |v_1v1| < %h)me and (v) ~ (v1). Therefore,

v
Al < C ) )] dvr + Ol s,

o—v1|<L () v —v1]?
<Cw)* W)™ )] do 4 C
< C(v) Y m\ (v1)[ dvr + C |7 ]| sy

where we have applied the equivalence in (2.4) over the domain v — v1|< 1 (v). O

In later proofs, we often need to separate f into its smooth and non-smooth parts. The
following lemma shows the uniform smallness of the non-smooth part of f.

Lemma 2.3. Suppose [ € C([O,T(]];Li(/)Q(RS)). Let fs = fxns. Then, for any e > 0, there exist
Ox, tsx > 0 small enough such that for any 0 < § < J,

W) (£ £5(0) |

Supeo,t.]

<€
L3/2(R3)

This also implies that

< () < o0, (2.5)

L3/2 —

@ fs|

Supeo,r.]
where Cy is independent of §.

Proof. First, by the continuity in time, there exists t, small enough such that

(W) f(t) = ()™ f <e/4

L3/2(R3)

Supte[ﬂ,t*]

Young’s inequality gives that for each ¢ < t,,

VKo _ ko pin ko _ ko rin
[ pems = oo pmyems | < @0 rO =@ < e
Choose d, < 1 small enough such that for any 0 < § < d, < 1,
ko pin _ ko prin <
[t s = e | < /4
Furthermore,
—v
W)™ f5 — ((v)* f *775‘ < / ‘ (v1)]mo ( 5 1) du
< C ’1)1 —U“<Ul>k0_1 f(vl)‘no (v_(svl> dUl
lv—v1|<8

< s (Yo 1£1) « s,

where we have used that |v; — v|< 6 < 1, and consequently, |v; — v|< 2(v1). By Young’s
inequality, there exists C' > 0 independent of ¢, such that for each ¢ € [0, ],

| s = () ) m | < CB[| (07 171) |

<caflor s

L3/2(R3)

< Co < €/4,

1.3/2 (R?’
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by taking § < ;7. Therefore, by applying the triangle inequality, we obtain that
Supreio. || (01" £8) = ) £3(8)|
< >k0 (t B ko pin
= PUPie(o,t.] (W)™ ) = (W)™ f 13/2(R%)
+ Supyefo ] (<v>k° f) *ns(t) — (<U>k° fm) % 15 ‘
o+ Suppepo, || (%0 £7) s — ()0 fin

+ Suprepns || ()5 fs = (@) 1) <5 |

L3/2(]R3)

L3/2(R3)

LS/Z(RS)

<€
L3/2(R3)

O

Remark 2.1. Note that the space C’([O,To];L%Q(Rg)) in Lemma can be replaced by any

C’([O,To];LzO(R3)) with 1 < p < 0.

From now on, we will restrict the time interval to [0,7] C [0, ] C [0,7p] and 0 < § < ds.

3. A Priori ESTIMATES

In this section, we perform the a priori estimates for the Landau equation. More specifically,
suppose f,g are two solutions to (1.1) with the same initial data f and f,g satisfy (1.3).

Denote
2
wo == f —g, w = (v)" (f - 9).
Then w satisfies the linear equation

ow =V, - (Alf]Vyw) =V, - (wVa[f]) + <v>2 Vo - (Alwo]V49)
— (1)? Vy - (gVa[wo)) + Ry + Ry,

with w™ = 0 and

Ry = <’U>2 VU : (A[f]Vywo) - VU : (A[f]vvw)7
Ry =V, - (wVa[f]) — (v)* Vy - (woVualf]).

We can simplify R; and Ro as
Ry = —2v- A[f]V,wo — 2V, - (A]f] v wy), Ry = 2vwq - Vyalf].

Multiplying (3.1])) by the test function ¢ = M?w and integrating in (¢,v) we get
T
M) By = [ [ MV ALV dode
0o Jr3
T
- / MPwV, - (wV,a[f]) dvdt
0o Jr3
T
—|—/ M2w (0)2 Y, - (Alw]Vog) dv dt
0o Jrs
T
— / MP*w ()2 Y, - (gValwe)) dv dt
0o Jrs

T T
+ / M?*w Ry dvdt + / M>2w Ry dv dt
0 R3 0 R3

=: IHt(Il) + Int(IQ) + Int(Ig) =+ IHt(I4) + Int(I5) + Int(Iﬁ).

(3.5)
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In the following subsections, we estimate each I separately. As mentioned in the introduction,
to convert estimates on w, wg into bounds on Mw, Mwg, we will often use the identities

— (= A)Muw,  wo= (I - A,)Mug. (3.6)

3.1. Estimate of Int(/;). Denote

T
L= / Mw V- M((A[f]Vyw)) do, Int(L) = / I dt.
R3 0
Through integration by parts and ({3.6]), we decompose I; as follows:
IL = MwV, M((A[f]V,w))dv
R3

=/, VoMuw - M((A[f]V,w)) dv

=— | V,Mw- M(A[fJM 'V, Muw) dv

R3

using the fact that V,w = V,(M~IMw) = M1V, Muw . From I;, we will get a purely coercive
term

D := —/ (VoMuw, A[fIVMuw) dv
R3

and lower order terms. For that, we first have to commute M1 with A[f]: recall that M~! =
I —A, and
hi M7 hy = MY (hihg) + hoAyhy + 2V hy - Vb,
which yields
MA[fIMTIV Mw) = A[f]VyMuw + M(ALA[f]V o Mw) + 2M (9, A[f]V 00, Mw).

Therefore,

L = VeMuw, A[f]VMuw) dv

3

X
/Rs(V Muw, M(A,A[f]V, Muw)) do

=

—2 [ (VoMuw, M(dy, A[f]V 8y, Mw)) dv
RS

= (VoMuw, A[f]VMuw) dv
R3

- /R 3<va2w, AL A[f]V . Muw) dv
- 2/RS<VUM2w, Dy, A[f]V 40, Mw) dv
Integration by parts in the last integral yields
L=— /RSWUMw,A[f]VMw dv
5 /R (00 VoM, 0, ALV, M) do

+ / (Vo M2, Ay A[f]Vs Mao) do
R3

=D+ 11’1 + 11,2.
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The dissipation term D gives

T
D < —c /0 |2 VoM ‘) (3.7)

2

d
L2(R3)
where ¢y depends on the mass, second moment, and entropy of the function f.

Estimates of Int(I1 2) In Int([;2), we first remove the gradient from V,Mw. Integrating by

parts, we rewrite I o as
L=~ Vy - (&;iviA[f]VvMQw) Muw dv
R3

=— [ Viduwalf]  VoMPoMwdo — | Muw Tr(dy,e, Alf]Hess(M?*w)) dv (3.8)
R3 R3

= [ Vof VoM2PwMwdv — [ Mw Tr(9y,0, Alf|Hess(M?w)) dv,
R3 R3

where we have used
Vo - A[h] = V,alh], —h = Ayalh].

In the second term of I 2, we now remove one derivative from A[f], yielding:
Muw Tr(By,0; A[f] Hess(M*w))dv = — [ 9y, Mw Tr(8y, A[f] Hess(M*w)) dv
R3 R3

- Muw Tr(dy, A[f] Hess(dy, M>w)) dv.
R3

In summary, I 2 is the sum of three terms of the form
Lip=— Muw Tr(0,, Al f] Hess(@UiMQw)) dov
R3

— [ 0y, Mw Tr(8,,Alf] Hess(M*w)) dv
R3

+ / (Vof - VoMPw) Mwdo = 1Y + 1% + 11%). (3.9)
R3 ’ ’ ’

We start with Iflz)

Lemma 3.1. Let ¢g > 0 be an arbitrarily small number. Then there exists C¢, > 0 such that

T 9 T
Mt (1) < eo/ H<U>_3/2 v, Muw HL dt+C’60/ |Muw |2, dt.
0 0
Proof. To deal with the term 9, A[f] we separate f into the smooth and less smooth parts, as
highlighted in Lemma [2.3] For that, fix any € > 0 small. Let 0, be defined in Lemma [2.3] and

denote f = f — fs with 0 < § < 6. Then we have

ol

f=1rs+7, Subie(o,t.] L3/2(®3) <e

Then

Int(ISQ) =— o Mauw Tr(A[dy, f5] Hess(9y, M?w)) dv

- Muw Tr(aviA[f] Hess(0y, M*w)) dv
R3

=: Int(ISQ’I)) + Int(ISf)).
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The integral with the smooth f5 is bounded as follows:

‘Int 15Yy SC/OT/R3 (v
o <v>3f5HLN+1)/OT/]RS (v)

Commuting (v)~>/? with Hess in the first L%-norm, we get

V=32 Hess(0,, M2w))

(0)?/2 (%iA[fa]’ (Muw| dodt

—3/2 HQSS(anM2U))‘ |Mw| dov dt.

1(v) ™2 Hess (0, M?w))|| 12 < |[Hess((v) ">/ 0, M*w)|| 2
+[1(0) ™2 By, MPw]| 24|00, 0, MPw| 2
= |8 ((v) > M(D, Mw)) || 2
+ ()72 0y, MPw]| 2| AMw] 2.
We have the following bounds: since A = —M~1 4 I, we get
IAM?w]| 2= [MPw]| g2+ Muw] 2 < 2] Muw]| 2., (3.10)
using the second inequality in Lemma [2.1] with 8 = 1 and p = 2. Moreover
1(0) ™2 8y, MPuw| 2= || (v) > M(Dy, M) 12 < [[(0) ™ O Muo]| 2, (3.11)

thanks to Lemma [2.1)( f) and the second inequality of Lemma [2.1fe) (with 8 = 1). To estimate
the term with the Laplacian, we first observe that

Ay ((0) 722 (05, MPw)) = Ay((v) ™), MPw
+ (0) 72 Ay (8, Mw)
+2V, ()72 Y, (8, MPw)
= Ay ((0) ) M(3y, M)
— ()32 0y, Mw + (v) 3% M(8,, Mw)
+ 2V, (0) 72V, (8, M2w).
Each term can be bounded as
124 ((0) ™) M (B, Mw) | 2 < || (0) ™2 0y, Mo 2,
1(0) 72 My, Mw) 2 < [[(0) ™ By M| 2, (3.12)
12V (0) 2 - Vo (0, MPw) | 2 < || Hess(MPw)]| 2 < [|Muw]| 2,
where in the last inequality we apply the third estimate of Lemma part (e) with a = 2.
Summarizing, from (3.10)), (3.11)), and we obtain
1(v) ™% Hess(0y, M*w)) |12 < | Mw]| 2+ (v) =2 8y, Muw]| 2.

1)

The bound above and Young’s inequality applied to I; 5 1 yield

s <o (s, +1) [ [ e

gGO/OTH< V732 9, Muw H dt + <H f5H ) /OTHMwHiQ dt. (3.13)

—3/2 Hess(@UiMZw)‘ |IMuw| dvdt
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Moreover, we have that

1

1/3
00 5 < 5 [0 e (L ) 22) = [

Next, we estimate Int(/; 1% 2)) Using Lemma . part (a) with £ = 1/2, we have

‘Int 1(12 <C/ /R3
sc/ Ll
+0/

<c /0 |22 v2m (vaw))

il

L3/2(R3)

—3/292 M (VUMw)’ ‘<v>3/2 VUA[ﬂ’ (Muw| dvdt

M (Vo M) ( / [(01)2 Fn)] dvl)
RS

|v — v1]?

<v>73/2 Mw‘ dvdt

<U>—3/2 V2M (vaw)] IMuw| dvdt (3.14)

72
[ o T,
r3 v —v1]?

o ane

Ll (R3

L2(R3) L3(R%)

L6(R3)
+ OIS oz ey 2 VIM (Y Mw)| [Mu] vt
In the last term, we apply Young’s inequality and then with « =2 and 8 = —3 to get
T
clif ||L1(R3)/ / (o) 72 VM (VM) | M| do dt
0 JR
<% TH< )32 (v, M ))2 dt+c/THM 12 g dt (3.15)
— 4 Jo ! N 2% €0 Jo @l < '
where C depends on the L' norm of f.
For the other term, HLS inequality yields
7/2 7,
v v ~
‘ / o) Tl <7
R |v— ] 13/2
L3(R3)
Hence, by the Sobolev embedding of H'(R?) < LS(R?) and (2.2) we get
o [ s vimasn],. [/ o) Flw)l
2®3) || Jrs v —vi]? L3(R3)
X H<U>_3/2 Muw ‘
LS(R3)
7/2 4 3/2
1
< (Camp 7 7] ,hn ) [ o @bt [ @t 010
Combining (3.15)) and - we get
T 2
57 )| < (o 7] 7% (7|
o (fm )< (C oup [ 7]+ T ) [ 07 @M g, a

c [T 9
+ — HMw ||L2(R3) dt
€0 Jo
By Lemma we can choose ¢ small enough such that

= Csup ()72 (f — £5)|

C'sup H 2 f ‘ 1372 0]

[0,7]

1372 S 60/4:7
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which gives

T 2 T
(1,2) €0 -3/2 2
’Int (1172 )‘ <3 /D H<U> (Vo Muw) \ poaany HHC /0 IMuw |25 dt. (3.17)
Combining (3.13) and (3.17), we obtain the desired bound for Int(7\3). O

)

Next, we estimate Int(IfQ)).

Lemma 3.2. Let ¢ > 0 be an arbitrarily small number. There ezists Ce, > 0 such that

T 2 T
Int(1{3) < eo/ H<U>—3/2 vV, Muw HLQ dt+060/ |Muw |2, dt.
0 0
Proof. This term can be handled with similar techniques as in Int(/; (1 )) The only difference is

that the operator VZM acts on V.Muw instead of Mw. We have

‘Int <C/ /
R3

For the smooth part of f, we obtain an estimate similar to after using ([2.2)) to estimate
[VZMMuw||2. Similar estimates for Int([fg) can be applied to bound the term with the non
smooth part of f. The resulting bound is similar to . The details are henceforth omitted
to avoid repetition. O

—3/2 (Vo Muw H 3/2V Al ]) ‘ngMw‘ dov dt.

The last term to be estimated in the decomposition (3.9) is Int(/; (3 )) This is the content of

the next lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Let ¢ > 0 be an arbitrarily small number. Then there exists Ce, > 0 such that

T 9 T
Int (I (3>) 0/0 H<”>73/2V?}MwHL2 dt + eo Supyg 7 |]Mw|ig+060/0 [ Muw]2; dt.

Proof. Recall
Ig) = /Ra(vvf - VM) Mw dv.
We first write
Vof =4 fiV,fi.
We separate V, f3/* = V,(f3/*) * n; + h, where
ht,x) = V(1) = Vo(£2) = s, (3.18)

Note that f3/* ¢ L°(0,T;L*(R3)) and V,f3* € L?((0,T) x R3). Together with Young’s
inequality, this implies that

Vo (3 xns € L2((0,T) xR?),  he L*(0,T) x R?).

First, we show that h is small in the sense of (3.19)).
We claim that lims_, fOT Jgs|h[? dvdt = 0. Let I be the Fourier transform in v, then

T T _—
2 — = 2 ¢12 3/4 2 .
| [ eavar= [ [ =GR €217 e P dear

Since 15 = 6%170(x /9) is the smooth mollifier with compact support, we have
WO0)=1, e COR?), |70 llpeomsy < llnollpey = 1-
This shows that for each t, &,

11— )P IEPI (P (P 0  asd—0,
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and
n2 < 4le|(£3/4)2 € LY((0,T) x R?).

Therefore, the Lebesgue Dominated Convergence theorem applies, and we have

T
lim |h|? dv dt = 0. (3.19)
0—0 R3

With this in mind, we rewrite Int(/ { 2)) as

)

(1Y) = 4 [ (v Mw - fiV, i )dev
= —% f]R3 (VUM2U1 . fZ <va% * 775)) M'LU dv — %fRS (vazw ' f%h> de’l)
=: Int(Z{3") + Int(1%7),

where h is defined in (3.18). We bound Int(I gl)) by

] < [ vt

fi

3
et ens | imw e at

C T
<5 (Swn I 1,5) [ 1Ml Va2 at
T T
€0 2 c 2 2
<D [ IvMul dt+ g (S 171,5)° [ IMulean @20)

where we have applied the Sobolev inequality and Young’s inequality:
HV(MQW) HLG(RS) <C HM2U) HLQ(R?’) <C HMU) ||L2(R3) ) HMw ||L6(R3) <Ci HVMU} ”LQ(R?)) )

and

vaf% * 75 ‘

f%*vﬁzs)

= Hfll‘*

L2 ‘ L2(R3) 3(R3)

2= 507

The second term Int (1 £ )) satisfies

fi

T
(1) < 0 / IV M(Mw) || o
0

Lol M o e

T
< (Swpon I 1,5) [ 1w s 2 VMo 2
Therefore, by the limit (3.19)), we choose ¢ sufficiently small such that

’Int([f’f)))

T ) 3 T ) 1
<C (sup[o,T] HfHLg,) (Sup[o,T] HMwHLQ) </0 [R5 dt) (/0 IV Muw |3, dt>
T 2 2 T ) T )
<c (/O IR 113 dt) (Supy [ Muw 2) +C (/0 112 dt) (/0 IV Muw |2, dt>

T
€ €
< DS upg gy [ M |2 + 20/0 IV Muw |2 dt. (3.21)

The desired bound for Int(I 1(32)) is obtained by combining (3.20)) and (3.21). O

By adding the bounds in Lemmas and redefining 3¢g as €y, we obtain the bound
for Int(/ 2) as follows.



14 MARIA PIA GUALDANI AND WEIRAN SUN

Lemma 3.4. Let ¢ > 0 be an arbitrarily small number. Then there exists Ce, > 0 such that
T 9 T
[Int(112)] < 60/ |72 urw [ dt + o Suppo gy [ Mw]2 +060/ IMuw |2, dt.
0 0

With the estimates above, we can now show the bound for Int(/;) defined in (3.5)).

Proposition 3.1. Let ¢g > 0 be an arbitrarily small number. Then there exists Ce, > 0 such
that

T 2 T
tut(1) < (ot eo) [ |@)72 Vodtw |, de+ coSuppoy [Mw 3+ Coy [ M0 a.
0 0

Proof. It remains to bound Int(/; ;). Note that I; ; is similar to Int(II%), since

T
Int(I11) = 2/ / (V2M2w : VA[f]) - VoMw dvdt = —2Int(I'3).
0 JR3 ’
Thus the bound for Int(/;) follows from Lemma and the lower bound for D in (3.7)). O

3.2. Estimates for Int(I2). Recall that
T
Tnt(Iy) = / M2w ¥, - (w¥,alf]) dvdt.
0o Jrs

Proposition 3.2. Let ¢g > 0 be an arbitrarily small number. Then there exists Ce, > 0 such
that

T 2 T
Int(L)| < 60/0 H<v>_3/2 Vo Muw HL dt + €0 Supy 7y |[Muw |22 + 060/0 |Muw |2, dt.

Proof. We substitute w with (I — A)Mw and integrate by parts in Int(I3) to get

T
Int(I) = / \ VoM?w - Vyalf] (I — Ay)Muw dv dt
0o Jr

T
= / (I—-A,) (VoMPw - Vya[f]) Mwdodt
o Jre
T

_ /(I—Av)(vv/\/lzw)-Vva[f]/\/lwdvdt
0 R3

T
9 / Vo (9, MPw) - Vo (Do, al f]) Muw do dt
0 R3

T
+/ VoM2w - (—A,)Vya|f] Mw dv dt
0 R3
=: Int(Igyl) + Il’lt(]gg) + Int(I273).

The term Int([ ;) is of a similar structure as

Tnt(7Y)) = — / Tr(A[Dy, f] Hess(Dy, M?w))Muw dv,
bl R3
with Hess(0,, M?w) replaced by (I — A,)(V,M?w) and d,,A[f] by V,a[f]. Note that the sup
norm of 9, A[f] and of V,a[f] are equivalent, as well as the L? norm of Hess(9,, M>w) and of
Ay (Vo M?2w). Therefore, without repeating the details, we conclude that

T
[Int(15,1)| < €0 /
0
3)

The term Int(I23) equals Int(Il(’z) since Aya[f] = —f, which implies

) T
‘(v>*3/2 Vo Muw HL2 dt+C€O/O |Muw |2, dt.

T 2 T
\Im(b,g)ygeo/o H@)—?’/z VUMwHLQ dt + €0 Supy 7y | Muw |2 +CEO/0 |Muw |2, dt.
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It remains to estimate Int(/2). Integration by parts yields

T
Int(Igyg) = 2/0 /R3 8112’ (vav(8v1M2w)) . Vva[f] dvdt

T
2/ / (AUVUMZU}) - Voa[f] Mw + 9y, (Mw)V o (0y, MPw) - Vya[f] dvdt
0 R3

T T
2 . o .
2/0 /]R (Vo M2w) - Vyalf] M dodt 2/0 /R (VoMuw) - Voalf] Mw dvdt

T
+2 / Dy, (Mw)V (8, MPw) - Vya[f] dv dt.
0 R3

The first two terms are similar to Int(I 512)) and the third term is similar to Int(I f22)) Therefore,
all the terms in Int(I3) are bounded similarly to the terms in Int(I;) and the desired bound
holds. g

Remark 3.1. Alternatively, the term Int(l2;) can be bounded using the following procedure.
We have

T T
Intu?,l):/o /RS(VUMw)~Vva[f5]devdt+/o /RS(VUMw)-V,,a[f]devdt.

First the first term we use Lemma part (b) and get:

/T/ (VoMuw) - Vya[fs] Mw dv dt‘

0 R3

< w02 wualsi | ([ 0022 9t a0) ([ it a

~ up[07T] (% 2| fs Lo (RY) ) [ v w 12 . W |2
T ) 1/2 T 1/2

< oo @ 55|, ([ o2 vumo[ at) ([ 1wl a)

o T " 9 1/2 T ) 1/2
< 5wy 1 I/ </ H<v>* 27, Muw H 2 dt) (/ | Muw |2, dt>
0 L 0

! ~3/2 2 c (" 2
<ao [ [t v, a5 [ 1w ae
0 0

1/2

Meanwhile, the second term in Int([l3 ;) satisfies

/oT /Rs (VoMuw) - Vyalf] Mw dv dt

1 [T 5 ~ 1 [T 0 =
= / |IMwl|” (—Ay)a[f]dvdt = / [IMwl|® fdvdt
2 0 R3 2 0 R3
T 5 . T 5 "
< [ il 7], a0 [ vl 7], a

< Sup,7 Hﬂ

T T
/ IV Muw || dtSGo/ IV Mw |72 dt,
L3/2 Jg 0

by taking ¢ small enough. Adding these two parts again gives that

T T
[Int(Io)| < 60/ IV Muw |32 dt+060/ IV Muw ||, dt.
0 0
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3.3. Estimates of Int(/3) and Int(/;). Unlike in I; or I3, the unweighted difference f — g in I3
and I appears inside the nonlocal operators A[-] or a[-]. The estimates required for these terms

therefore slightly differ from those used so far. In fact, the need for weighted estimates arises

precisely from these contributions: we will control A[f — g] and Va[f — g] by L? norms of Muw,

where w was defined as (v)2(f — ¢). This is the content of the next proposition.

Proposition 3.3. Let wy = f—g. The terms Alwg] and V,a[wo] have the following expressions

i terms of Mwqg and V,Muwy:
Alwo] = A[Muwyo] — A[AMuw],
with the bounds
[A[Muwo](v)| < C (v) [Mw HL2(R3) )
and

3—3/2 ,
| AIAMuo] sy < C||6) 2 VM |4 C M s

where recall that w = (v)? wy. Moreover,
V- Alwo| = Vyalwy] = Ay + VM.
where Ay satisfies
[ A1 || Lo (rsy < C |Mwo || 2 (gs) -

Proof. The key step is again to write wg = (I — A)Muwg. One has

1 1
Vo - Alwo] = Vyalwe] = EVU - m([ — Ay, ) Muwp(vy) duy

1
v — w1

Ly, (IAm)(

47T R3

1 1
= Vv/ ———— Muwg(v1) dv; + V, / do(v — v1) Mwp(v1) dy
R

4 3 v — 1]

> Mug(vr) dvy

1 1
= —V Mwo(vl) dU1 +V Mwo
4 r3 |v— V1]

Let
A= v, 1 Muwp(vn)d
VT ur r3 |V — v1] ot/ gt
Then by HLS, A; satisfies
< Cf[Mwo || p2(rsy -

141 s, < 0]

1
/ ———=Muwg(v1) dug
R

3 v — o2

LS (R3)
Similarly,

Alwg] = - /R 3 PO =) (1 A, ) Mug (o) doy = AlMuwg] — A[AMu].

81 |v —v1]

Separating the integration domain, we have

[A[Muwo](v)| < C

]/\/lwo(vl)| d’Ul
g3 |V — v1]

1 1
\./\/lwo(vl)| d’U1 + C

<C
o—vi|<3(w) 1V — V1 o—v1[>1 () [V — 1

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz to the first term gives

1
/| - (Muo(w1)] vy < C (o) M | 2ggs) < C (0) [ Mw | 2z
vV—U1

o lv—vi]

(3.22)

(3.23)

(3.24)

(3.25)

(3.26)

]/\/lwg(vl)\ d’Ul.
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where the last inequality follows from Lemma part (f). Moreover, it holds that

1 _
/| ) Mag(v1)] dvy < € (o) [ Maso || s
v—v1

() ‘1} — ’U1|

< C ()" || () Mg |

—1
LQ(]R3) S C <U> HMU) ||L2(R3) .

Adding these two bounds gives the desired bound for |A[Mwy](v)|. Note that the embedding of
Muwyg from L' to a weighted-L? is the only reason that we need to consider a weighted energy

estimate.
Finally, to bound A[AMuwy|, we use its definition and obtain

1 P(v—w)
A 7AU
AlAMug]| = /R3 LA Mun(un) o
1 P(v—
T 8 / Vvl (v Ul) : vawO(Ul) duy
87 | Jrs |v —v1]
1
<C vy Muwg(v1)| doy.

M
By HLS,
-3/2
| ALAMuo] sy < C IV Mo [ agasy < C |62 VM || €M s
where the last inequality follows from Lemma [2.1| part (f). O
Now we show the bounds of Int(/3) and Int(Iy).

Proposition 3.4. Let ¢g > 0 be an arbitrarily small number. Then there exists Ce, > 0 such
that

T 2 T
Tut(Z5)] < €0 Suppory M |22 + o /0 |2 v at+c, /0 M 22 s, dt
A similar bound holds for Int(ly).

Proof. First, we introduce some notations. Separate g into its regular and irregular parts as
g = gs + g and denote its weighted version as

G = (v)y, G =Gs+ G, Gs = Gxns = ((0)2 g) * s,

where, as before, 75 is the rescaled mollifier. Decompose Int(/3) as
T
Int(I3) = / M2w (0)?V, - (A[wo]Vog) dv dt
0 JR3

T
=/ M2V, - (Alwo]V,G) dvdt — 2 / (MPw) v - Afwg| Vg do dt
0 R3

- 2/ (M>Pw) V, - (A[wo] v g) dv dt
R3
T ~
=— / Vo M(Muw) - (Afwy]V,Gs) dv dt + / VEM?2w : Alwo] G dv dt
0 R3 0 R3

T
+/ V. Mw - (V, A[wo])dedt+2/ (MPw)V, - (v - Alwo)) g dv dt
0 R3

- 4/ (MPw) (Alwo] v g) dv dt
R3

=: Int(I3,1) + Int(Ig?g) + Int(Ig’g) + Int(13,4) + Int(1375). (327)
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By (3.22)) in Propositions

T
Tnt(T1)] < /O /R (VeM(Muw)) (AlMu]) VG do dt‘

T
+ / / (VUM(Mw))(A[Ang])VUG(;dvdt‘ =: Int(1{Y) + Int(157).
0 R3

Applying (3.23) in Proposition we have
(1) g
tut(2D] < [ 1w gy ([ 192MM0)]0) 9,6l ) at
T
< /0 1Mo 2 gy IV MOMW) [ 2 g 1) VoG sy

T
< (Supto 10) Vs lizen) [ 1M [F2gas)

< 530/2 (Suppn |79 ) /OT M |22z dt, (3.28)

where we have applied Young’s inequality to the Gs-term, which is bounded by

1) VoG |2y < C||(()* 9) * V|

e (CRRN

L2(R3 L2(R3)

<)

13 1(Vio)s |l 6 < \}5 H<_>3g‘

3 .
L2

To bound the second term Int(Ig(fl)), we apply (3.24) in Proposition This gives
) T
(1) < /0 /R Vo M(Muw)| [A/AMw]| Vo G| dv dt
T
< /0 Vo M(Muw) || 2 [[A[AMW] || 16 VoG || 5 di

< C (Sup IVeGs ll sy /OT Mz (@72 Voo |+ 1Mz ) at

T 3 2 Ce [T 2
<ao [ e tesmul|, ae G [ i ar (3.29)

in which we have applied Young’s inequality to get

1 C C
19.Gs ll oy < 516G (Vno)s llzs < 5 1G o (Vs o < 75 [ ()7 ]

1.3/2 '
Together with (3.28)), we obtain that
T 3 2 C€ T )
IInt(Zs,1 )| geo/ H(m QVUMU)HL2 dt + 550/ |Muw |22 dt. (3.30)
0 0

Similarly, we bound Int(/32) as follows:

T " T ~
|1nt(13,2)\g// [V2MPu] |4 M| |G dvdt+// [V2Mu] [A[AMu)| |G| dvdr,
0 JR3 0 JR3
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By Sobolev embedding W%’Q(Rg) — L3(R3) we get

T _ T .
//}V3M2w\|A[Mw0]|‘G‘ dvdtg/ |Mw||L2(R3)/ }V?)MQw”(v)G‘ dvdt
0 R3 0 R3

T
< [ 1Mw

o5 vestu]

<0 [ 1M s [oM (017 woata) |, 026
gc/OT IMw |2 gs) || VoM (<u>—%vUMw)‘L3 <v>%c~;)L% dt

T _3
<C [ 1M s [0

L2
T
) [ 1M e

T 3 2 T 9
< 60/0 H(v) 2 Vo Muw HL2 dt + C’eo/o [Muw [|72gsy dt

< O (Sup ()5

‘(v)fg Vo Muw HL2 dt

Furthermore, by Proposition

T ~
/ / [VEM2w] [A]AMuw)| |G dvdt

/ |72 VMM || | lABMuo] [0 || )2 G| 4 at

) [ (ool et

2
) Vo] dt+C/ IMuw |2, dt,
0

<C (SUP[O,T} H<U>

T
Sﬁo/
0

by taking ¢ small enough. Overall, we have

T . 2 T
Int(I32)] < 60/0 <v>*%vawHL2 dt+060/0 IMw |2 gs) dt. (3.31)

By (3.25]) in Proposition we bound Int(I33) as follows.

T ~
Int (I3 3)| = / V. M*w - (V, - Alw]) G dv dt)
0 R3

T - T ~
1/ / VoM |41] |G dvdt+/ / VoM [V, Mg |G| doat
mTJo JR3 0 JR3
=: Int([ég) + Int(Ié?g),

where by the bound of A; in (3.25)),

T T
(5] < € (Swp |G| ) /0 VoM || g [ Masg |2 dt < € /O | Mw |22(gs) dt.

Finally, by Hélder’s inequality and the relation w = (v)%wy,

T
’Int([ézg))‘g/o HVvMZwHLﬁ v)~3/2 dt

)

d

é” dt
LS

L3

T
+/0 VoM, [ Mo |12
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Note that by Holder’s inequality again,

1, <1l ol
L3 L9/2 L3/2
<elall e tvwtor ]+l ..

where C is independent of §. Therefore,

nt(1{3) < C (Suppy Hé ’ L%)‘l‘ (Supo.r IMw )

dt
L2

x /0 ' (lor > vue |+ M l2) || 0) 72 W) 904
L%) /OT [Muw || 2

-3 5 3742 V2 2
OV ), ) (Suppery Ivtw )

/2 )
, dt) /0 H(v)_3/2 VoMuw HL2 dt

+C (Sup[oﬂ Hé ‘
1 T

) (

2 ([ et sra

r 2
) [ Ml a

By taking 0 small enough, we have

<v>7% VMuw HL2 dt

< (]

+C <Sup[O,T} HCNJ‘ ’

L

+C (Sup[O,T} Hé‘

(2) 2 4 ~3/2 2 ! 2
[t (13)] < coSupy IMw 72 + o O (ORI e M3

Therefore, we obtain the bound for Int(/33) as

T 2 T
[Int(T3)] < € Supjo 7y [ Muw |22 + o / H<”>_3/Q Vo Muw HL dt + C., / |Muw |2, dt. (3.32)
0 0

The last two terms, Int(54) and Int(I35), are lower order terms that can be bounded directly.
More specifically,

T
It (73,4)] < 2/ / | MPw| |V - (v Alwo]| |g] dvdt
0 R3
T T
SC/ / [MPw] | Afw]| Igldvdt+0/ / | MPw| [V, - Afwo]| [og| dv dt
0 R3 0 R3
=: Int(I{}]) + Int(I37)). (3.33)

Compared with Int(I332), Int(I?(,iL) ) has a similar and more regular structure, with V2M?w re-

placed by M?w. Therefore, it is expected that Int(Ié’lz ) satisfies a similar bound as Int(I32)

without the need to separate ¢ into its smooth and non-smooth parts. Indeed, by Proposition 3.3]

T T
jlnt(fgfg)] < 0/0 /RS | M2uw| |A[Mug)| ygydvdmc/o /RS | M2w| [A[AMuwg]| |g] dvdt,
(3.34)
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where, by (3.22)) in Proposition and Sobolev embedding W%’2(R3) — L3(R3),

T T
/ , | MPw| [AlMw]| |g| dvdt < C/ [Muw | 2 (/ | M2 ]vg\dv) dt
0 JR3 0 R3

T
< (Swpn g ) [ 1Mw s [|MP0 | dt

M%Mw‘

T
< C (Swpom g ln) [ 1wl e

T
< C (Swppony g ln) [ 1M
and by (3.25]) in Proposition [3.3| together with Sobolev embedding W12(R3) — L¢(R3),
T
/ / |M2w’ |A[AMuwy| |g| dv dt
o Jr3

T
< (Supto o) |40 o AL M) a

< (Swomlolhss) [ [t fo- omul], o

T
~3/2
< (SUP[O,T] ||9”L3/2>/0 Mo gz ) VMme d

T 9 T
g@A‘M>vammﬁa+ayAyMwﬁﬂn

Therefore,

’Int([éli)‘ < e /T H<.>—3/2 vV Mu H: dt + C,, /T |Muw |2, dt. (3.35)
0 L 0

)

The estimate for Int([éiz) is similar to Int(/33). By (3.25) in Proposition

T T
‘Int([é%z)‘ < C/ / ‘M2w‘ |A1] \vg|dvdt—|—0/ / ‘M2w| |V Muwy| |vg|dvdt,
’ 0 R3 0 R3
where, by (3.26]), the first term satisfies
T T
/ / |M2w’ |A1] Jvg| dvdt < (Sup[O,T] ||ngL3/z)/ HM2w||L6 | A1 || e dt
0o Jr3 0
T
gq/nMw@ﬂm (3.36)
0
and

T T
/ / | MPw| [V Muwy| |vg|do dt S/ / | MPw| [V Muwg| |(vg)s|dvdt
0 JR3 0o JR3

T
+/ / | MPw| [V Muwyg| [vg|do dt, (3.37)
0 R3
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where vg = vg — (vg)s = vg — (vg) *ns. The first term on the right-hand side of (3.37)) satisfies

T
/ / ‘M2w‘ |V Muwyg| |(vg)s| dvdt
0 R3

T
< (SUP[QT] 1(vg)s ||L°°)/0 [MPw ] 2 [V Mg | 2 dt

T
< Cs (Suppprylog ) [ 1w o o) 2 vt |, a
’ T
+Cs (Suppg o9 o) [ I Mw 32 a
T 9 ’ T
< 60/0 )= vt | dt+CeO/O M |2, dt. (3.38)

The second term on the right-hand side of ([3.37) satisfies

T
/ / | M2u| |V Muwo| [7g] dv d
0 R3

T
S/ / [MPw]| o IV Mawg |2 (05 ]2 dvdt,
0 R3

which has a similar structure as Int([é??))). The only difference is that we replace ||V/\/l2w H 16 10

Int(I:g’Zg)) by [[M?w HLG’ and both of them are bounded by C' ||Mw || ;.. Repeating the estimates

for Int(I?E??z), we obtain

T T 2
/ / ‘MQw} ‘VM'LUO| ’@| dvdt S EOSUP[O’T] ”M'LU H%z + 60/ H <U>_3/2 V,U/\/lw ‘ 12 dt
0 R3 0

T
+c/ | Maw |2 dt. (3.39)
0

Combining (3.39) with (3.38)) and (3.36)), we obtain that

T 2 T
‘Int(]éif)‘ < eoSupp 7y [ Muw |22 + o /0 H<”>_3/2 vawHLQ dt +C /0 |Muw |22 dt. (3.40)
Combining (3.40) with (3.35]) gives
T 9 T
[Int(T3.4)| < €Supgg 7 [|Muw |2 —{—60/ H<”>_3/2 Vo Muw HL2 dt+C/ |Muw |2, dt. (3.41)
0 0

To bound the last term Int(/35) in (3.27)), we integrate by parts and apply the decomposition
in Proposition [3-3}

T
Int(I35)| =4 / Vo M?w - (Alwo] v g) dv dt’
0o Jrs

T

gc/ / IV, M2w| | Afwo]| [og] dvdt
0 R3
T

< C/ / |V MPw]| |[A[Muwq| Jvg| dv dt
0 R3

T
+ C/ |V MPw]| [A[AMuwo]| [vg| dvdt, (3.42)
0o Jrs
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where by ([3.23)), the first term on the right-hand side of (3.42)) satisfies
T T
/ / IV, M2 | ALMug]| [vg| dvdt g/ IMuw |L2/ VoMM | (0)? g o
o Jr3 0 R3
T
< [ 1wl

< € (Suppm || )|

dt
13/2

Vo M3 Muw) ‘

<v>2g‘

L3

T
2
o) [ 1M

and the second term is bounded similarly to the second term for Int([éh) ) in (3.34), with
HMQw HLG in Int(I:,(,’lzz) replaced by HV/\/l2w HL6 here. Therefore, we have

T 9 T
IInt(s.5)] geo/o H<.>—3/2 vaHL2 dt+060/0 |Muw |2, dt. (3.43)

Combining (3.30), (3.31)), (3.32), (3.41), and (3.43]), we have

T 9 T
It (1) < o Suppoy [ 52 +eo [ o)™/ 0o | at+-Coy [ M gy
To bound Int(Iy), we first recall that G = (v)? g and
T
Int(1y) = / M2w (0)?V, - (gVyalwp]) dvdt
o Jrs

T T
=— / M>wV, - (G Valwo)]) dvdt + 2/ M>2w (vg) - Vyalwg) dv dt
0 R3 0 R3

T T
= / Vo M2w - (V,a[w]) Gdvdt + 2/ M>2w (vg) - Vyalwg)] dv dt
0 R3 0 R3

T T _
:/ V. M*w - (V,a[w]) Gs dvdt+/ Vo M*w - (V, - Alw])G dv dt
0 R3 0 R3

T
+ 2/ M2w (vg) - Vyawo] dvdt =: Int(Iy1) + Int(Iy2) + Int(Iy3),
0 R3

where Int(I42) is the same as Int(l33), and Int(ly3) is upper-bounded in the same way as
Int(Iéil)). By Proposition Int(14,1) satisfies

T
/ Vo Mw - (Vya[wg]) Gs dv dt‘
0o Jrs

T
< 0 (S 165 o) [ (VoM 1 s

T
40 [ VM0 1 190 Moo 12 165

T
o) [ 1M
T 1/2 T B 9
+0 (Suppory 163 1us) ([ hvtwlie a) ([ voata |, at)
C 2 T T 9
< G2 (swon|02a]],,) [ 1Ml ava [ w2 v a

5
<o <Sup[07T] |29 >/0T||MwH%2 dt + e /OTH<U>—3/2 VoM dr

< ¢ (Supp |79 |

1/2

1,3/2
2

1,3/2
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Thus, Int(1y) satisfies a similar bound as Int(/3):

T 2 T
IInt(1,)] < 60/0 H<”">_3/2 v,,MwHL2 dt + €0 Supy7 | Muw |2 +C€0/O IMuwl|2, dt. O

3.4. Estimates of Int(/5) and Int(ls). The last two terms, Int(/5) and Int(ls), are of lower
order, and they satisfy similar bounds as some of the terms in I; and I. We will sketch the
proof of their bounds and omit some repetitive details. More precisely, we have

Proposition 3.5. Let ¢g > 0 be an arbitrarily small number. Then there exists Ce, > 0 such
that

T 2
[Int(Z5)] + [Int(Z6)| < €0 Supjy 77 [Mw ||%2 + 60/ H<U>—3/2 Vo Muw ‘ L dt
0

+ Cq /0 ' |Mw ([ Z2gsy dE. (3.44)
Proof. We start with I, which satisfies
Int(Is) = 2/0T » M>2w (vwg) - Vyalf] dvdt.
Note that Int(I) has a similar and more regular structure to Int(l2), where VM?w and w in
Int(I5) are replaced by M2w and vwy = (v) ™ w respectively. Hence, Int(Ig) can be bounded in

a similar way as Int(/), which gives the part of bound for Int(s) in (3.44)).
To bound I5, we first rewrite

Ry = —2v - A[f]V,wo — 2V, - (A[f]vwo)
= —4V, - (A[f]vwo) + 2V, - (v - A[f])wo
= —4V, - (A[f]vwo) + 2a[f] wo + 2(v - Vyalf])wo,

where the last term is Re and we have used TrA[f] = a[f]. Hence,

T T
Int(I5) = 4/ Vo, M2w - A[f]vwg dv dt + 2/ M>2w af]wo dv dt + Int(Ig)
0 0o Jr3

R3
=: Int(l571) + Int(I572) + Int(I(;). (345)
We only need to bound the first two terms. By the definition of A, we have
1 Pv—v 1 Plv—v
Alflv=— va(t, vi)duv; = lef(t,vl) dvy = Afvf],

81 Jrs v — v 81 Jrs v — v

since P(v — v1)(v —v1) = 0. Therefore,
T
Int(l51) = 4/ / Vo, M2w - Al f]wg dv dt
0o JRrs

T
= 4/ / Vo M2w - Alvf] (I — A)Muwgdvdt
0o Jrs

T
— 2w . v w v
4/0 /Rgu A) (Vo MPw - Alof]) Muw dv dt

T T
= 4/ VoMuw - Alv flMwg dv dt — 8/ VEM2w - V,Alv f] Mwg do dt
0o Jrs 0o Jrs

2)

) + Int(fé?l)).

)

T
4 / Vo M2 - (Ay Ao f]) My do dt = Tnt(1)) + Tnt(18
0 JR3 ’

The term Int(Ié?l)) has a similar structure to I&), with V3 M?w and Mw in Iflg replaced by the
more regular V,M?w and Muwy, respectively, and f replaced by vf. Moreover, Int ([ égl)) has a
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similar structure to the second term in (3.8), with Mw in (3.8) replaced by Muwy, f replaced
by vf and VZM?w replaced by the more regular V, M?w. Therefore, they have similar bounds
to I1 2. We focus on Int([é’ll)), which can be rewritten as

T T N
Int(Ié}l)) = 4/0 - VoMuw - Al(vf)s] Muwo dv dt + 4/0 - VoMuw - Ao flMwg dv dt

= Int(135") + Int (1),

)

where we have decomposed vf into its smooth and less regular parts: (vf)s = (vf) * ns and
vf=vf — (vf)s. Using the smoothness, we can bound Int(/, 5( 1 )) directly by

nt(1557)| < € (Suppory [141©wF)s] = ) ( / vl dt> "

X (/OT H<”>3/2 Muwg H; dt> 1/2.

Note that for any h € L' N L, we have

|A[R]| < C vl dvq
g8 |V — v1]
[ (v1)] |h(vy)|
=C dv; +C dvy < C'||h ..
ol Jo = v1] o o= o] ol zin

Therefore,

‘I nt(I 11))‘ < C(Sup[O,T](||(Uf)5HleLOO)) </OTH<U>—3/2 VvaH; dt>1/2

< ([ I ar)
0
T _a/2 2 1/2 T 9
< s (swwpaylof 1) ([ o2 wumto [, at) ([ 1wl ar)
) / | Ma |3 dt.

(¢) in Lemma [2.2| and obtain

1/2

IN

. /OT H ()32 vy Muw H; dt + Cs (Sup[oj] H( ‘

To bound Int(Iéll’Q)) ,

)

T 5/2 %
‘Int(]éll’m)‘ < C/ / (v>_3/2 VU./\/lw’ / Mdvl | Muwp| dvdt
’ 0 JRr3 Ry v —v1f?
T
+c(sup{0ﬂ va||L1)/0 H(v)_3/2 VUMwHL2 IMuw ||, dt, (3.46)

where the first term satisfies a similar bound as the first term on the right-hand side of (3.14)).
Therefore,

)

T 9 T

(1,2) —3/2 3 2
e(1557)] geo/o )2 Vurw [ dt+Cs (Supg ) || v) fjm)/o IMuw |2, dt,
which, combined with the estimates for Int (/5 (1 1)) implies that Int(/; It )) thus Int(I5 1), satisfies

a similar bound. Finally, we note that Int(I572) has a similar and more regular structure as
Int(IE()’lQ)). Thus, Int(I5) satisfies the desired bound in (3.44). O
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4. UNIQUENESS

In this section, we apply the a priori estimates in Section [3] to prove the main uniqueness
theorem. First, we consider the L?/?-solutions from [9].

Theorem 4.1. Suppose (V) fin ¢ L3/2(R3) with kg > 5. Then the global solution to the
Landau-Coulomb equation (1.1)) constructed in 9] is unique.

Proof. Recall that the solutions found in [9] are classical V¢ > 0 and satisfy

F20,  fWllpesn =1 ©"feC(o,T];L*®R?),

)
3 3kq 3
4

()72 (v) * Vfi e L*((0,T) x R?),
and A[f] satisfies (2.3).

Let f,g be two such solutions with the same initial data and w = (v)? (f — g). Then w
satisfies and is a classical solution to Vt > 0. Therefore, the a priori estimates in
Section [3| are rigorous. Combining Propositions [3:2] and [3:4] we obtain the following energy
estimate: for any ey > 0, there exists C¢, such that

SUP[O,T] [Muw H%Q(Ri”)

T 9 T
<(w-a) [ @ 2T Mu|, dt+cSup M+ Co [ IMwl a
0 0

T 2
g@wﬁwé]wrwvwwwmm+@m4gﬂ&MMwaﬁu

where the constant C¢, depends on €y as well as the (uniform) bounds of H (v)ko f H
Lo (0,T;L3/2)

3k
and H(v)_% <U>TO Vf% LA(OT)XRS) Thus, we only need to first take ¢y = ¢p/2 and then take

T small enough to obtain that Supyy 7 ||| Mw || H%Q(RS) = 0, which gives the uniqueness. O

Remark 4.1. If the initial data f(0,v) and ¢(0,v) are different, then our estimate gives a stability
result since it is based on an energy method.

Now we prove the uniqueness of H-solutions, as stated in the Main Theorem in the introduction.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose f is a nonnegative H-solution to (1.1) satisfying the extra reqularity
3k
(W fe (o, THLY[®RY), () () * VI e LA((0,T) xR?),  ky>5.  (4.1)

Then f is unique.

Proof. Since it has been shown in the proof of Theorem that the energy estimate for Mw
implies uniqueness, we are left with the justification of the use of the test function ¢ = <U>2 M2
in the weak formulation of the H-solution. Recall the definition of the H-solution: for any test
function ¢ € C2([0,T] x R3), it holds that

, T
_ fm¢(()7 U) dv — /0 - famﬁ dvdt

RS

T T
—/ / A[f]f:V2¢dvdt+/ Val[f]f - Védvdt.
0 JR3 0 JR3
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Since the bounds of f in (4.1 are global in v, we only need ¢ € C2([0,7] x R?). Suppose f,g
are both H-solutions with the same initial data. Then their difference w = (v)? (f — g) satisfies

T T T
— — . 2 .
/0 /R3 wopdudt /0 - Alflw : V gbdvdt—i—/o ” Va[flw-V¢dvdt

T T
+/ A[w]g:v2¢dvdt+/ Va[w]g - Védodt, (4.2)
0 JR3 o JRr3

and w satisfies the same regularity in with a reduced weight kg — 2. Our goal is to show
that the energy inequality for Mw, and hence the a priori estimates in the previous section, are
rigorous.

We first show that, given the regularity

(0)* f € CI0,TLY2(®R), ()" f € L'(0,T; L*(R?)), (4.3)
()’ g € C(0,T]; L2(RY), () g € L'(0,T; L*(RY)), (4.4)

every term on the right-hand side of (#.2)) is well-defined with ¢ = M?w. The second condition
in (4.3) and (4.4) is guaranteed for H-solutions, see Theorem 1 in [5]. First, by HLS,

LA sy < SO sragas) < C 1O 1wy I 152 ps

1/2 1/2
Va0 lzsqesy < CNFE gagasy < O @ £ |y 16007 7 |y g
Moreover, for ¢ = M?w, we have
vaﬁb(t) ||L6(R3) = HV2M2w t) HLG R3) <C ||Mw ||L6(R3
<o||mhw | sy = C N llorages).
IV Il o sy = [|[VM*w | 16 sy < CllIMw ] > gs)
<o Ml 0 < Clwllsgs).

where we have used the Sobolev embedding in R3:

W23 (R — LY(R®), W23 (R%) — LA(R3).
Therefore,
T
A[f]w:v2¢dvdt' g/ / |A[f]] |w]| V36| dv dt
R3 0o JRr3
g 2
< [ 1AL sy o e 1926 s
1/2 1/2 2
<
< €T sup (170 e I 1) 32 (10 732 ) < o
and

T T
/ Va[f]w-qudvdt‘ < / / IVa[f]||w||Ve¢|dvdt
0 R3 0 R3

T
< [ 19l sy o gy 198 gy

< (0 10 [ 1) [ 071
/
< Cﬁ[so?%?] <H ’Ll & 1 HiSM(Ri’))) (/OT H<”>_Sf ‘ L3(R?) dt>1 2 =
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Similar arguments apply to the third and fourth terms of , since w, f and g enjoy the same
regularity.

Once we have , the rigorous argument can then be performed by density argument via
mollifiers. In particular, one considers the sequence of test functions

¢5,e = N§M2M§w

where N is a convolution mollifier in time and M. = (I — eA,)"!. The energy estimate
with ¢ = M?w is then justified by passing ,e¢ — 0 via the Lebesgue Dominated Convergence
theorem. N

We remark that the condition (v)™V f 1 is not necessary to justify with ¢ = M2w. It
is, however, necessary to show uniqueness. In this regard, we close with a final remark: the a
priori estimate for Vf% can be derived from the bound of f in C([0,T]; L2/2(R3)) for k > 8
Nevertheless, as is common for nonlinear PDEs, such a priori estimates do not automatically
apply to weak solutions. Therefore, in Theorem we must include the condition on V f i

Proposition 4.3. Suppose f is a sufficiently smooth nonnegative solution satisfying

W f e CO.TEIP @), k>
Then (v) 3% ()T Vi € L2((0,T) x R?).
Proof. Our goal is to derive the bound of <U>k_3 Vf% in terms of H( f H Perform

L>°(0,T; L3/2)
k
the L?/2-energy estimate for (v)k by using <v>37 V/f as the test function for . We have

£y 33=—/RSV ¥ VF)- Al vido— [ V(¥ VF)-Valr rav
=5 [(@%vrt) an- (0¥ vrt) aveg [ ¥ ria

_ ;/R?)V«v)%k) f% .A[f].Vfidv—/RSV«wg;) f%.va[f]dv
=: F1 + E> + B3 + Ey. (4.5)

e (G

where to derive Fs, we have used —Aa[f] = f. Among these terms, Ey and E, are the leading
orders and F3, F4 are of lower order. The first term FE; provides the diffusion:

2
E; < —co/ O ‘(1))% Vf% dv;.
R3

Separating f = fs + fin FE5. Then we have
3k 2 3k 5
Ey < C/ <’U> 2 f62 dv+C <U> 2 f2dv=: E271 + E2’2.
R3 R3
For any 6 > 0, the first term E3; can be bounded directly as

3 3

2 C 2
PRSI (L

2
Apply Holder’s inequality and Sobolev embedding to Fs o and we get

N

Ba1 < C|fs llp || (0)*

<CH

N

L

E22<CH 7% v>%f j% 3k+9
sc<u<v>3/2<>3fwi oA L
gl onf, selit il
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where we have chosen 0 small enough such that

el 7],y 23
and k large enough such that 3k + < k or equivalently, k& > %. Summarizing these estimates,
we have
3
Beclwt s}y ro|wt s f + 2w, <o+ 2wt

where Cy depends on supjg 1 H<v> f

Now we show the bounds for the lower order terms F5 and F4. First, by integration by parts,

By = —i/RSv () £t Al vria

=5 [V (@) caustave g [ 9 (@0F) (7l s ae= Bk B

where, by Cauchy-Schwarz and HLS,

9 3
8 8

3k _ _
[Bsa[< CIAU s |[0) 2 72 F |7 <CIFlg [ F 4 @72 @)" 1
| ® 3/2 vk ¢ ||8
W |7 2w |y
for kK > 1/2. By Young’s inequality, for any ¢y > 0,
17 3
kool - ko2
[Baal < Co||(0)" £]| 'y +e0 |07 ) 7|7
<c =3/2 kg £ 2
< Crteo|/fo) W)V
where again, Cy depends on supp 7 H( i ey
2
Finally, By Lemma [2.2] part (a) and Young’s inequality,
3 2
5 v 3k_g3 .3
[Bazl < Cf Il ||t} £ |7y +© / Pl | ¥t
r3  |v—wi1] L2
L3
k % % 3 k %
< _3
<cfwt sy +ofwrs| e sy ot et
3, kw32
<Cr+e @2 Vst
with Cy depending on supjg 7 H(v)k f ‘ i Therefore,
,; 32
|E3|< 2¢0 H 2 >ka4 ‘LQ +C’€O,f,

where Cy ¢, depends on € and sup 7 H<v> I The last term Ej satisfies that Ey = %E&Q.
’ 2

Therefore, it satisfies a similar bound as Es3. Applying the estimates for Fy,---, F4 to (4.5) and

i%f‘/ w7 vsd

/OT H(v)_3 <v>% Vf% H; ds < CfT, < oo,

integrating in ¢, we have

by choosing €y = ¢/8. This gives

2
ds +tCy,
L2

5 _ H )k pin

L2

IS

where C

o,

5 algebraically. Il
2
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APPENDIX A. PROOF OF LEMMA 2.1
In this appendix, we prove parts (e) and (f) in Lemma

Proof. (e) Denote M (€) as the symbol of M. Then, for any 8 > 0, M? satisfies

eMP ()] < Ca )P < Cate) ™,

for all multi-index «. Therefore, Mikhlin’s multiplier theorem implies that M?# is bounded on
LP for any 1 < p < co. Similarly, the symbols of VM and V?M satisfy

|08 (EM(€)| < Ca ()T < Cate)™™,  |og(e @ EM(€))] < Ca (€)1

Therefore, VM, V2M are bounded on LP for any 1 < p < oo. Thus, the last two inequalities
n (e) hold. For the first inequality, note that for f € LP, we have Mf € W?2P by the third

1nequahty Therefore, by Sobolev embedding, if p < g, then W?2P — L7 with 1 = 5 — % The

full range of ¢ follows by interpolation, since the second inequality gives M f € Lp

(f) The inequalities in part (f) can be shown by commutator estimates for pseudo-differential

operators. However, given the explicit integral representation of M, we give direct proofs.

To prove , denote the commutator as
Tf = () Mf = M({v)* f).

Our goal is to prove

1T f e < C W) Mf 1, (A.1)
and
1T f oy < CIMEO™ ) Lo rn) - (A.2)
To prove , we rewrite T f as
Tf=MI=A) ()" Mf) = M({(v)" f) = =M (A () )M[) = 2M (V (v)* - VM)
= =3M((A ) )MFf) = 2VM - ((V (v)*) M[)
where

M (A @) )M I < Cp (A () MS 10 < Gy |02 M || < ol @) M Nl
and by part (e),
VM- ((V(0)*) M) [[1p < Cp IV (0)%) MFlpp < Cpal0)* MF I -
Therefore, holds, which implies that
M) ) | ppwny < ClI{0)* MF Il Logny -
To prove ([A.2), we rewrite T f as

Tf =" M((0)"" (I = AM((v)* f)) = M) f)
<v> ((A<v> M) f) +2 (0)* M(V () - V(M) 1))
== ()" M((A () "IM(()* f) + () VM- ((V {0) ") (M((0)* f)) -

Therefore, if we define

TG = )" M((A{@)"G), TG =@ VM- (V) )G),
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then it suffices to prove that 77,72 are both bounded on LP. By the integral form of M, we
have

ef‘vall

’TlG =C <U>a/ A <’U1>7a) G(’Ul) dv1

Rrs |V — v1]

e—lv—u1l
<C e /R )72 |G (vn)] duy

3 |v—wv1]

:c<u>a/ +c<u>a/ +o<v>a/ ,
o1 <1 o) o1 >2(0) Liop<fonl<2(0)

2

where over the three integration domains, we have

ezl Yy et < emall el el < o) o< L (),
e alvmul ()@ ()72 < emalul el gpplel o0 > 2 (),
(0)* (1) *? < C, L(v) < Jui|< 2 (v).

Therefore, over all the subdomains, we have

—Llv—v1]
e 2
G| < C/ |G (v1)] doy.

R |U— v

e*%‘“l‘

Since the kernel T € L'(R3), by Young’s inequality, we have

TG HLP(R3) <c|G& ||Lp(R3) ) V1<p<oo.

The LP — LP bound of 75 is shown in a similar way:

67|1;71)1|
< @ . -«
|7-2G’ =~ C <U> Vv s ’1) — Ul‘ (V <1}1> ) G(vl)dvl
cowe [ M e (G d
<O [ ) G,

By a similar estimate as for 77, we have
e~ zlv—u1l (W) (0)) "2 < C, Vo, v € R
Moreover, the kernel e‘ 2||21| € LY(R3). Therefore, T3 is also a bounded operator on LP(R3) for

any 1 < p < oo, which shows

o) M e < IME0)* N e + 1T F e < CIME)" F) [l o -

Next, we show details for proving (2.2) with |a|= 2. The case of |&|= 1 can be shown in a
similar way. To this end, we prove that

|02 g
for any 5 € R and 1 < p < oo. Rewrite the left-hand side as

)" v2Mm ()7 ()7 5)) |

Then our goal becomes showing that the operator (v)” VZM <<v>_ﬁ ) is bounded on LP(R?)
for any 1 < p < oo. For any h sufficiently smooth, by part (e), we have

2 92t (@7 h) | ey = [0 24 (7 (@7 )
< ¢t (@79 (7))

Lp R3) H LP(R3)

LP(R3)

Lr(R3)’



32

MARIA PIA GUALDANI AND WEIRAN SUN

where

(0)P V2 (<v>—/3 h) —V2h -2V ()P oV (<v>—/3 h) - (v2 (v)’B) )P h
— V2h - 2V ((v (0)?) ()~ h) + (v2 <v>ﬁ) ()P h.

Therefore, continuing the estimates in (A.3|), we have

|2 (101792 (@)= n) )

< MR gy + || M (72 @)) 07 n) |

+2 HMV ((v (0)%) ()P h) ’

Lp(R3 Lr(R3)

Lp (R3)

< C b pogusy + €| (V2 07) )P |, o+ €V @07 )P

LP(R3) Lr(R3)

< C Hh‘ HLP(Rs) )

where the second last step follows from part (e). Hence, by letting h = <v>'8 f, we obtain that

0" 92 Me ], g, = 007 92 (0077 (1007 1) ) .

Lp(R3) — H ‘ LP(R3)
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