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Abstract

We present two methods to obtain O(1/N?) local propagation of chaos
bounds for N diffusive particles in W~1°° mean field interaction. This ex-
tends the recent finding of Lacker [Probab. Math. Phys., 4(2):377-432, 2023|
to the case of singular interactions. The first method is based on a hierarchy of
relative entropies and Fisher informations, and applies to the 2D viscous vor-
tex model in the high temperature regime. Time-uniform local chaos bounds
are also shown in this case. In the second method, we work on a hierarchy
of L? distances and Dirichlet energies, and derive the desired sharp estimates
for the same model in short time without restrictions on the temperature.

1 Introduction and main results

In this work, we are interested in the following system of IV > 2 interacting particles
on the d-dimensional torus T¢ = (R/Z)%:

. 1 . . .
dX{ = Y K(X[-X])dt+V2dW;,  forie [N], (1)

JE[N]:j#i
where K is a singular interaction kernel, W? are independent Brownian motions.
and [N] == [1,N] ={1,...,N}. To be precise, we will consider kernels admitting
the decomposition K = K; + K5 such that K; is divergence-free and belongs
to W—1°(T4; R9), in the sense that K;, = Zgzl 08Vpa for some matrix field
V € L®(T%4R¥4) and Ky € L>®(T4;R?Y). We then write the particle system’s
formal mean field limit when N — oc:

dX, = (K xm)dt +vV2dW,,  m; = Law(X,), (2)

and wish to show that the system (1) converges to (2) when N — oo in an appro-
priate sense.

The main example of the system in singular interaction is the 2D viscous vortex
model, where d = 2 and K is a periodic version of the following kernel defined on
R2:

K, 1 .Z'L 1 X9 X1 T
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Notice that we have K’ =V - V' for

1 (_ arctan(zz/z1)

/ 0
Vi(z) = 0 arctan(m/xz)) .

S on
The model originates from the studies of 2D incompressible Navier—Stokes equations
and we refer readers to the work of Jabin and Z. Wang [15] and the expository article
[22] (and references therein) for details.

Throughout the paper, we suppose that the N particles in the dynamics (1)
are exchangeable, that is, for all permutation o of the index set [N], we have
LaW(th, cee XtN) = LaW(Xf(l), e ,Xf(N)), and denote miv’k = LaW(th, cen th)
The aim of this paper is then to investigate quantitatively the behavior of the dis-
tance between miv * and m;@k when N — oo and k remains fixed, that is, a quanti-
tative propagation of chaos (PoC) phenomenon. The distances with which we work
are the relative entropy

H(mq|mz) = /1og Z;Egml(dx)

and the so-called x2 distance

Dmlmz) = [ (22 - 1)2m2<dsc>

ma(x)

The second distance will also be called the L? distance colloquially, if that leads to
no confusion. In both of the two equations above, we have identified the probability
laws my, mo with their density functions (with respect to the appropriate Lebesgue
measure). The results of this paper are thus upper bounds on

Hf = H(miv’k m,‘?k), Df = D(miv’k’m,‘?k)

that are diminishing when N — oo. In the case of diffusion processes, the two
crucial quantities

Tomlmz) = [ \wog o rm(dx),

my(x) 2

ma(x)

ma(dz),

Emina) = [|7

called respectively (relative) Fisher information and Dirichlet energy, also appear
when we study the time-evolution of the relative entropy and the L? distance. In
fact, the inclusion of these quantities in the analysis is the main novelty of this
work.

Recently, the propagation of chaos phenomenon of singular mean field dynamics
has raised high interests, and the main technique to overcome the singularity in the
interaction is to study the evolution PDE describing the joint probability distribu-
tion of the N particles m{ == my""" = Law (X}, ..., X}N), i.e. the Liouville or the
Fokker—Planck equation of the particle system (1):

1 . .
omy = Z AymlY — N_1 Z Vi- (mi\[K(zZ —a7)). (3)
i€[N] i, €[N]:i#j



Notice that the N-tensorization m®" of the mean field system (2) solves

ym®N Z AmPN = N Vi (mPN (K «my)(2). (4)

1€[N]

Then it remains to find the appropriate functionals measuring the distance be-
tween mY and m®", and study the functionals’ evolution. For W~1 kernels
with W1 divergences, Jabin and Z. Wang [15] have revealed that the relative
entropy is the right functional and derived global-in-time PoC in this case.! For
deterministic dynamics with repulsive or conservative Coulomb and Riesz interac-
tions, Serfaty constructed the modulated energy in [23] and derived their global-in-
time PoC. Then, Bresch, Jabin and Z. Wang [6, 5] extended the method of Serfaty
to diffusive (and possibly attractive) Coulomb and Riesz systems and showed the
global-in-time PoC by marrying relative entropy with modulated energy, the new
functional being called modulated free energy. We mention here also another work
[8] on the attractive case with logarithmic potentials. More recently, refinements of
the methods above allow for uniform-in-time PoC estimates [11, 7] and extensions
to the whole space have been done in [10, 19, 21].
The main result of [15] applied to our dynamics (1), (2) already indicates

H(m,{V’mg@N) < Cett

for some C' > 0, if the initial distance is zero: m{\ = m?N. Then by the super-
additivity of relative entropy, we get

CeCt
= N/E)

H(miv’k’m;@k

and this is already a quantitative PoC estimate. However, the findings of Lacker
in [17] reveal that the O(k/N)-order bound obtained above is sub-optimal for reg-
ular interactions (where K is e.g. bounded), and the sharp order in this case is
O(k?/N?). The method of Lacker is to consider the BBKGY hierarchy of the

marginal distrbutions (miv ’k)ke[ ~], where the evolution of m; Nk depends on itself
and the higher-level marginal mN k“, namely
1 Nk i j
atm ZATI’L —mz .vi-(mt’K(.’I] _[L'J))
i€ k] i,j€[k]:i#]

(5)

([ K6 g e ),

ze[k

and then to calculate the evolution of Hf = H (miv ok ‘mi@ k), which yields a hierarchy
of ODE where dH}/dt depends on HF and HF''. Solving this ODE system allows
for the sharp O(k?/N?) bounds on Hf. This method of Lacker is local in the sense
that the quantity of interest describes the behavior of a fixed number of particles
even when N — oo, and stand in contrast with the global approaches mentioned in
the paragraph above, where the N-particle joint law is instead considered. Then,
together with Le Flem, Lacker [18] strengthened his result and proved uniform-
in-time O(k%/N?) rate in a high temperature regime, with the help of log-Sobolev

1This work will be referred as “Jabin-Wang” in the following of this paper without including
the name initial of the second author.



inequalities. Very recently, Hess-Childs and Rowan [13] extended this hierarchical
method to the L? distance and obtained sharp convergence rates for higher-order
expansions in the case of bounded interactions (the convergence of miv * %o the
tensorized law m?k being merely zeroth-order). One limitation of the entropy
and L? methods is that we require the diffusivity of the dynamics to be non-zero,
thus excluding deterministic Vlasov dynamics considered in the recent work of
Duerinckx [9]. Still, two improvements are made possible via the entropy and
L? methods. First, the norm-distance between miv * and m?k (which scales as
the square root of relative entropy) can be shown to be of order O(k/N), while
directly applying the correlation bounds in [9] gives only an O(k?/N)-order control.
Note that this is also the order obtained in [20] for dynamics with collision terms.
Second, we do not need to assume high regularity for the kernel and work with
weaker norms for higher-order corrections as in [9], thanks to the fact that the
Laplace operator prevents loss of derivatives in the BBKGY hierarchy. Finally,
we note that Bresch, Jabin and coauthors have also applied hierarchical methods
to study second-order dynamics of singular interaction in recent works [4, 3|, and
have shown respectively short-time strong PoC and global-in-time weak PoC under
different regularity assumptions. This is significant progress, as the previous best
PoC results for second-order systems, to the knowledge of the author, apply only
to mildly singular kernels satisfying K (z) = O(|z|~%) for a < 1.

In this work, we extend the entropic hierarchy of Lacker and the L? hierarchy of
Hess-Childs-Rowan (only in the zeroth-order) to the case of W~1:°° interactions. In
the new hierarchies of ODE, which describe the evolution of H}® and DF respectively,
Fisher information and Dirichlet energy of the next level appear, and we develop
new methods to solve the ODE systems. In the first entropic case, we show that
HF = O(k*/N?) globally in time, if the temperature of the system is high enough (or
equivalently, upon a rescaling of time, the interaction is weak enough). Moreover,
in the case of 2D vortex model, we show that sup; HF = O(k?*/N?) and H} =
O(k3e~"'/N?) for some r > 0, thanks to the exponential decay established in [11,
7]. In the second L? case, we remove the restriction on the temperature by working
with L? distances D¥ and show that DF = O(1/N?) for k = O(1) but only in a
short time interval.

We state the main results and discuss them in the rest of this section, and give
their proof in Section 2. The studies of the ODE hierarchies, which are the final
steps of the proof and the main technical contributions of this work, are postponed
to Section 3. We present some other technical results in Section 4.

Throughout the paper, we will work with solution m.¥ of the Liouville equation
(3) for which we can find a sequence of kernels K¢ € C>(T?) and probability
densities m}*® € C>(T?) such that they satisfies (3) when K, mY are respectively
replaced by K¢, m!"%; that K¢ — K almost everywhere and m}*® — m{ weakly as
probability measures; and finally that miv *® is lower bounded from 0. We suppose
also that the mean field flow m; is the weak limit of C*® approximations m§ that
correspond to the McKean—Vlasov SDE (2) driven by the regularized kernel K¢,
and that each m§ has also strictly positive density. In particular, the 2D viscous
vortex model verifies this assumption. See e.g. [19] for details. (Although the
setting there is on R? instead of T? but the argument is the same.) We impose this
technical assumption in order to avoid subtle well-posedness issues in the singular



PDE (3) and we mention that it is also possible to work with entropy solutions for
the same purpose. See [15] for details.
The main assumption of this paper is the following.

Assumption. The interaction kernel admits the decomposition K = Ki + Ko,
where K1 = V -V for some V € L*(T%4 R x RY) and satisfies V - K1 = 0, and
Ky e L*°.

We then state our main results.

Theorem 1 (Entropic PoC). Let the main assumption hold. Suppose that the
marginal relative entropies at the initial time satisfy

k k>
Hy < Com

for all k € [N], for some Cy > 0. If |V~ < 1, then for all T > 0, there exists M
depending on

Co, IVllze, [Kzllze, sup [[Viogmy||fe+ [ V*logmyl|
t€[0,7]

such that for all t € [0,T],

If additionally Ko =0 and
[V1ogmi||3 e + [V logmy||poe < Mye™

for allt >0, for some M,, > 0 and n > 0, then for all v such that 0 < r < r, =
min(n, (1 — [|V]|L=)872), there exists M' depending on

CO’ ||V||L°°5 va nr
such that for all t > 0, we have

k n K

!/ : -
H < M'min(1, ke )ﬁ

Theorem 2 (L? PoC). Let the main assumption hold. Suppose that the marginal
L? distances at the initial time satisfy
]{32
N2
for all k € [N], for some Cy > 0. Let T > 0 be arbitrary. If the matriz field V
satisfies

DE < Cy

My = sup sup |V (x— y)|2mt(dy) <1,
te[0,7] zeTe JTd

then there exists Ty > 0, depending on
Vllzee, My, || KallLe, sup ]||V10gmt||2m+ IV*log 1y | o
te[0,T

such that for all t € [0, T« NT), we have

MeMk
(T —t)3N2’
for some M depending additionally on Cy.

Df <

We discuss some consequences of the two theorems above.



V - K; = 0 is not restrictive. First, as noted in [15], the condition that the
singular part K is divergence-free is not restrictive. Indeed, if the interaction
kernel K admits the decomposition K = Kj{ + K}, where both K| and V - K|
belong to W~1° (which is the regularity assumption of [15]), and K} € L*°, we
can find, by definition, a bounded vector field S such that V- K{ = V- S. By
shifting the components of S by constants, we can also suppose without loss of
generality that this vector field verifies de S = 0. Thus, we have the alternative
decomposition
K= (K{—-S)+ (K}y+59),

where the first part K{—.S is divergence-free and the second part K}+.5 is bounded.
Since S € L*° and de S = 0, we can find a bounded matrix field Vg such that
V. -Vs =S and ||Vg|re < C4|| S| L= for some C4 depending only on the dimension
d.> So the new decomposition satisfies the main assumption and it only remains
to verify the respective “smallness” conditions of the two theorems for the kernel
K] -S.

2D vortex at high temperature. Second, Theorem 1 applies to the 2D viscous
vortex model if the vortex interaction is weakly enough. Indeed, in the vortex case,
we have K = V -V for some V € L* and V- K = 0 so the main assumption
is satisfied with K5 = 0. The required regularity bounds for the mean field flow
my have been established in [11, 7]. More precisely, it is shown in [7, Section 3.2]
that if the initial value mg of the mean field equation belongs to W2°°(T9) and
verifies the lower bound inf mg > 0, then we have the required decaying bound on
the regularity:
IV log me||7 + |V log me|| o < Mpe™ .

So Theorem 1 applies if ||V||z~ < 1. Upon a time-rescaling, this result can be
extended to 2D viscous vortex at any temperature 7 > 0 (where the diffusion
coefficient in (1) is /7 instead of v/2), once ||V||z < 7/2. In this high temperature
regime, the second assertion of Theorem 1 provides a finer long-time convergence
estimate on the relative entropies for the 2D viscous vortex model compared to the
global results in [11, 7]. These results seems to be new, but it is unclear to the
author if the high-temperature restriction can be lifted. (See also the discussion on
L? results in below.)

L interaction at any temperature. On the contrary, if the interaction kernel
K is of the slightly higher regularity class

Kelt V.-KelL?

2For example one can take Véi(ml,m2, ooz = foxl S (y,x2,...,2%) dy for i € [d] and ng =0
for 7 # 1.

3The rate of convergence stated in [7] is not explicit. However, it seems to the author that
we can take 7 = 472 by the following argument. First by computing the evolution of the en-
tropy H(m:) and integrating by parts & la Jabin—Wang, we find that dH(m:)/dt = —I(m¢) <
—8n2H(my) thanks to the log-Sobolev inequality (see also [19, Proof of Theorem 4.11]), and
therefore H(m¢) < e=87%t. This implies that ||m¢ — 1]|;1 < e—dr’t by Pinsker. Then we use
the hypercontractivity [7, Corollary 2.4] and the regularization |7, Proposition 2.6] to find that
IVme|| e, |V2me|lne < e=47%t 50 the desired bound follows with n = 4m2. This rate is optimal
as it is verified by the heat equation (K = 0) with initial data mo(z) = 1+ asin(2wz)+bcos(2rz).
With = 4n2, the minimum for the rate in the second assertion of Theorem 1 is equal to
min(1,2 — 2||V|| Lo )42,



then Theorem 1 can be applied without any restriction on the strengh of K. To
this end, we consider K¢ = K * p° where p° is a sequence of C* mollifiers on T¢.
Since [p, K —K¢=0and [, V-K—V-K* =0, the result of Bourgain and Brezis
[2] indicates that we can find a matrix field V and a vector field S on T? solving
the equations V- V=K - K¢and V-S =V K — V- K¢ with the bounds

V2~
151l Lo

CallK — K*| L=,
CallV-K =V K| 1~

NN

for some Cy > 0 depending only on d. By shifting the components of S, we can
suppose that f,ﬂ,d S = 0 and this does not alter the L* bound on S above. We find
again a matrix field Vg such that V- Vg = S and ||Vg||p~ < Cql|S||p~. Then we
decompose the kernel K in the following way:

K=(K-K°)+K°=V-V+K*=V-(V-Vs)+(K°+89).
By construction, the singular part is divergence-free:
V2 (V-Vs)=V - (K-K°)-V-5=0,

and the remaining part K¢ + S is bounded, so the main assumption is satisfied.
The W 1> norm of the singular part is controlled by

IV = Vslpe < VL + Vsl < Ca(|K = K¥||pa + ||V - K = V- K 1a).
Yet, the mollification is continuous in L¢:
|IK — K®||pa, V- K-V -KF||pa — 0, when ¢ — 0.

So in order to apply Theorem 1, it suffices to take an ¢ small enough. In a previous
work, Han [12, Theorem 1.2| derived global O(1/N?) PoC under the assumption
that K is divergence-free and belongs to LP for some p > d, and the N-particle
initial measure satisfies the density bound A=™! < m{Y < A uniformly in N. In
comparison to this work, our method achieves two major improvements: first, the
critical Krylov—Rockner exponent p = d is treated [16]; and second, the rather
demanding condition on m}’ (which excludes non-trivial chaotic data m{\ = mg"
for mg # 1) is lifted. These improvements are made possible by our consideration
of the new hierarchy involving Fisher information (see Proposition 5) and a Jabin—

Wang type large deviation estimate (see Corollary 10).

2D vortex at any temperature through L2?. By a similar regularity trick,
the L? result of Theorem 2 can be applied to the 2D viscous vortex model at
any temperature (or equivalently, without restriction on the interaction strength).
Indeed, as in the case, K =V -V for V € L* and V - K = 0, we can decompose

K=(K-K)+ K =V-(V-V)+K°

where K¢ = K % p° and V¢ = V % p°. Then the L? constant in Theorem 2 satisfies

My _ye:= sup sup [ |(V =V)(z —y)Pmi(dy) <[|V =V|72 sup [mylre,
te[0,T] z€Td JTd te[0,7]



and can be arbitrarily small as ¢ — 0. Thus Theorem 2 gives an O(1/N?) PoC
estimate in short time. Since our treatment of the L? hierarchy in Proposition 6 is
rather crude, it seems possible to the author that the explosion in finite time is sub-
optimal. Here, the major technical difficulty is that we cannot force the hierarchy
to stop at a certain level k ~ N a < 1 as done in Hess-Child-Rowan [13]. And
this is due to the fact that we do not have a priori bounds on L? distances and
Dirichlet energies that are strong enough.

Dynamics on the whole space. As a concluding remark, we could also expect
that similar results on O(1/N?) PoC hold for dynamics on the whole space, since the
Jabin—Wang results have been migrated to that case [10, 19, 21], and the original
theorem of Lacker [17] is already on R%.

2 Proof of Theorems 1 and 2

2.1 Setup and proof outline

In the proof we will work with regularized solutions introduced in Section 1 and
prove the bounds in both theorems for these approximations. Then the result holds
for the original solutions by lower semi-continuity. See [19] for details.

In the following, we will perform the entropic and L? computations at the same
time in order to exploit the similarity between them. We set p = 1 for the entropic
computations and p = 2 for the L? computations. Then, we can write the relative
entropy and the L? distance between miv * and m,‘?k formally as

1 N,k
Dk = Dp(miv’k’m;@k) = (hiv’k)pdmg@k —1]), where hiv’k L
p p— 1\ Jrka m]‘?k

The expression makes sense classically in the L? case where p = 2. In the entropic
case, this notation is motivated by the fact that

lim L(/h]”dml) :/hloghdm
p\lp—l

for all postive h that is upper and lower bounded (away from zero) and all proba-
bility measure m such that [hdm = 1.

Then, we use the BBKGY hierarchy (5) and the tensorized mean field equation
(4) to calculate the time derivative of D’;. We find

1 dD*k _
T R Ui e TR

1 -1
fyo X [T
i,jEk]:i#]

(K(a' = 27) — K % my(a?))mP* (dzl)
N -k N\p—1g , Nk
g Lo

) <K(l,i _ ,)’mi\f,(kﬂ)\k(.lm[k]) _ mt>m§§k(d$[l@])’



where the conditional measure mév’(k+1)|k(-|-) is defined as

Nk+1/_[k] ..
N,(k+1)|k, « m (ﬂf y L )
my O @l = tmzv—,k(mm)
t

Define also

£k = / (RY*YP 2| RN |2 dm*,
Tkd

This expression makes sense for both p = 1 and 2, and is the relative Fisher informa-
tion I} = I(miv’k|mi®k) for p = 1, and the Dirichlet energy EF = E(miv’k}m,‘?k) for
p = 2. Denote by A and B the last two terms in the equality above for p~! dD’; /dt.
We find that A = Ay + A3 and B = By + By where

A, = N1 Z /Edk (hiv’k)pilvihiv’h(Ka(zi—zj)fKa*mt(:ci))m?k(dm[k])
i,j€[k]:i#£]

N —k N,k\p—1 N,k
B, = —— E ’ hy
T N-—1- /W(ht )" Vil
i€ k]
. <Ka($i _ ,)’miv,(kﬂ)\k(.lm[k]) _ mt>m§k(dm[k]),

for a = 1, 2, since the expressions are linear in K and the kernel admits the
decomposition K = K + Ks. Thus, the evolution of D’; writes

k
1dD}

=—E" 1 A+ Ay + B + B,.
>l p T AL+ Az + D1+ 5o

We call Ay, As the inner interaction terms, and By, By the outer interaction terms,
as the first two terms correspond to the interaction between the first k particles
themselves, and the last two terms to the interaction between the first k£ and the
remaining N — k particles.

We aim to find appropriate upper bounds for the last four interaction terms Ay,
Ao, Bi, Bs in the rest of the proof. To be precise, we will show in the entropic case
p =1 the following system of differential inequalities:

LB
N2’

dHF
d—tt < —eIf + eolF ™ oy + My HF + Mzk(HtkH - Htk) Tpen + M3
where 3 is an integer > 2 and ¢, co, M;, i € [3] are nonnegative constants such
that ¢; > 2. And in the L? case p = 2, we show that

]{?2
< —C1EF + B ™ oy + Mok DF P oy + M3m,

D}
dt

where again ¢; > ¢ > 0 and My, M3 > 0. We will then apply the results from
the following section (Propositions 5 and 6) to solve the hierarchies and this will
conclude the proof.



2.2 Two lemmas on inner interaction terms

We establish two lemmas that will be useful for controlling the inner interactions
terms Al, AQ.

Lemma 3. Let p € {1,2} and k be an integer > 2. Let m € P(T?) and h : TF —
R> be exchangeable. Suppose additionally that f,ﬂ,kd hdm®* =1. Let U : T?¢ — R?
be bounded. For i € [k], denote

Z / W=k (U(2', 27) — (U (2, -),m>)m®k(dm[k]),
JE[k]:j#i

where (U (x! = [ra Uz, y)m(dy). Then in the case p = 1, we have for all
e>04

12 2 LY
agg/ Vibl® e WUNL~  J(k—1)
wa D £ (k—1) + (k= 1)(k — 2)\/2H (m3|m®3)

where m? is the 3-marginal of the probability measure hm®*:

m?(dz) :/ hm®* dgF\B],
T(k—3)d

And in the case p = 2, we have for all € > 0,

2(k — 1)?||U]|3 2(k — )||U2
a<e [ vimpamer 2T PI0 | 2 DI
Tkd 5 e

where D = [r.4(h —1)? dm®*,

Proof of Lemma 3. This estimate with p = 1 has already been established in [17],
and with p = 2 it is done implicitly in [13]. Nevertheless, we give a full proof
here for self-containedness. In the simpler case p = 2, using the Cauchy—Schwarz
inequality

hVih-& = ((h—1)+1)V;h- € < e|Vib]* + 2%((}1 —1)2+1)f¢)%,

we get

S aVih- (UGt 27) — (U, ), m))
jElRT#i
> U)W, ).m))

JE[K]:3 70

1
<V + o ((h = 1) +1)

4Here, and in the following, if a bracket without conditions appears in a math expression, it
means that both alternatives are valid.

10



k

Thus, integrating against m®*, we get

/de WV (U2, 27) — (U (', -),m))m®k(dw[k])
JElkl:j#i

<5/ |V;h|? dm®*
Tkd

1 ’ Ll i 2 ok gk
tor [ (G174 3T (U6 — ), m) | m* ()
jelkli
_1)2 2
<E/ |vih|2dm[k]+%D
Thd 2e
1 o _ 2
2 L] X U6 ) m) m(aat)

Jelk]:j#i

The integral in the last term is equal to
/ (U, am) = (U’ -),m)) - (U(a',2%2) — (U, ), m))m®* (daM),
PETING S

and we notice that by independence, the integral above does not vanish only if
J1 = jo. Thus we get the upper bound

/de

and this finishes the proof for the p = 2 case.
Now treat the entropic case where p = 1. Using Cauchy—Schwarz, we get

2
(U(a',a?) = (U (', ), m) ()| m**(de™) < 4(k = DU,
GElR]:i#

> Vih- (U@, 27) - (U, ), m))
Jelk]:j#i

1 2

<eh Vi + Y (U@ ) - U, ),m))
JE[k]:j#i

Then integrating against m®*, we find

Z ,/ﬂ*kd Vih - (U(zi’ zj) - <U(1'i, '), m>)m®k(dm[k])

i,j€[k]:g#1
712
<5/ [V:h? dm®*
Tkd h

1
4e Tkd

(U(a*,27) = (U(z',-),m)) hm®* (dxk]).

JE[k]:j#i

So it remains to upper bound the last integral. Employing the crude bound

2
<Ak - 1|07~

Y. (U@ a) - (UE',),m)

JE[k]:g#i

11



and the fact that Am®* is a probability measure, we get

/’]I‘kd

This yields the first claim for the case p = 1. For the finer bound, we again expand
the square in the integrand:

L.

Y (U ) — U ), m)| b (dz) < (k- 12| U3 .

JE[K]:3#i

2
hm®* (da!*)

(U(mi,xj) —(U(z", -),m>)

jelklizi
= > / U (2, 27) — (U(a", ), m)*hm®* (dz!*])
jelr\{ay T

s Y[ UEe) - e m)

J1,J2€[k]\{i}:51#j2
(U(at, %) — (U(a*, ), m)) hm®* (daM).

The first term can be bounded crudely by 4(k —1)||U||2 ~ as before. For the second
term, we notice that the integration against the measure hm®* can be replaced by
the integration against the 3-marginal

m?(de’ da?t de??) — / hm®k qgplE\ 2}
T(k—3)d

Notice that, by independence, we have

/ (U(xi,:cjl) —(U(a',-), m)) : (U(xi,:ch) —(U(a',-), m})m®3(dzi dz?* dz??) = 0.
T3d

Using the Pinsker inequality between m?3 and m®3, we find for j; # o,

/ (U@, a) = (U, ), m) - (U, 27) — (U, ), m))m?(de’ da?* da?)
T3d

< 4|U|[7 o v2H (m3[m®3),
and this concludes the proof for the case p = 1. [l

Lemma 4. Under the same setting as in Lemma 3, let ¢ : T?* — R be a bounded
function verifying ¢(z,z) = 0 for all x € T¢ and the (second-order) cumulant
property:

/¢$y (dy) = /¢y, =0, for all z € T?.
Then we have

E / hp¢($i, :Cj)m®k (d:l:[k])
“ Tkd
1,j€[k]
3k2 9
< l@lleee | V2CowN( Dy + <5 | + 5 Dplp=s|,

where Cyw is a universal constant to be defined in Section 4.2 and Dy, is defined by

) Jika hloghdm@€ when p=1,
D=4 197 g0 -
pra(h —1)%dm when p = 2.

12



Proof of Lemma 4. In the case p = 1, thanks to the convex duality of entropy, we
have

> / ho(a', 2 ym®F (daM)
i,5€ (K]
Z/ h—1)¢(zt, 27 )m® (daFl)

i,j€[K]

<77_1/ hloghdm®k+n_1log/ exp( Z oz, xj) m®k (dz),
Tkd

i,jE[k]

for all n > 0. Then taking 7 such that v/2Cyw| ¢||L=Nn = 1 and applying the
modified Jabin—Wang estimates in Corollary 10, we get

Z/ ho(a?, 27 ym®* (de™) < /20w |¢>||LooN<D1+?\l;)
i,5€ (k]

In the case p = 2, we use the elementary equality

R2=(h—-1)2+2(h—1)+1

and get
Z/ R2p(a’, 27 Ym®* (da*])
i,j€[k]
= 3 [ et e aal)
ijelk) 7T
+2 Z/ h—1)p(z, 27 )m®* (da*)
i, € k]

<Bél~ [ (017 am®
Tkd

N 2(/W(h - 1)2dm®k)1/2 UT (.Z

1,j€[k]

2 1/2
oz, xj)) dm®k]

The last integral has already been estimated in the intermediate (and in fact the
easiest) step of the Jabin—-Wang large deviation lemma (see Proposition 9):

/ ( > ot 2 ) dm®* < 26 Cw | 6]|7 -

1,j € [k]

Thus we have
/ h2(a’, 27 )m®* (dal) < k2| ¢|| LDy + 2K]| ¢ L /2C 3w Dy,
Tkd

so the desired result follows from the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality. |

13



2.3 Control of the inner interaction terms

In this step, we aim to find appropriate upper bounds for the inner interactions
terms

A, = 1 Z / (hiv’k)p_lvihiv’k-(Ka(a:i—xj)—Ka*mt(xi))mg@k(dw[k]),
ijelkliizi ” T

where p=1,2and a =1, 2.

2.3.1 Control of the regular part A,
First start with the regular part. In this case, we directly invoke Lemma 3 with

U(z,y) = Kz(z —y) and € = (N — 1)e; for some €1 > 0. Summing over i € [k], we
get

Ko7k k—1)2
g < o1t + ClEz x{( )

e1(N —1)2 (k—=1)+ (k—1)(k — 2)\/H}
for the case p =1, and

ClEallfk(k =12 b | ClER|7<k(k = 1)

Ay < e EF
2sak T N1y t (N —1)2

for the case p = 2. In both inequalities above, C denotes a universal constant that
may change from line to line, and we adopt this convention in the rest of the proof.

2.3.2 Control of the singular part A;
Recall that K1 = V-V and V- K; = 0. Then we perform the integrations by parts:

p(N —1)A;
=p Z / hin) Vh,{\”C (Kqi(2' —27) — (K1 xmye)(x ))m?k(dw[k])
i,j€[k]:i#]
= / Vi (hiv’k)p (Ki(a' —a?) — (K *mt)(xi))m,?k(dm[k])
ijelk]sizg 7 T

- Z /kd (hiv’k)pVIOgmt(xi)

ijelk]izs VT
(Ki(a = 27) — (K *me) (2'))mEF (da M)

= Z /T g hNk Vlogmt(:ci)m?k)

i,j€[k]:i#£]
(V@' —a27) — (Vxmy)(2")) da!*,

Noticing that Vlogm,(z')m* = V; (m?k), we get

Vi ((hiv’k)pv log my (xi)m,‘?k)

pv mt(z) Qk

= p(h"")’ IV ihF @ Vieg my(2)ymEF + (") L

14



Hence,
p(N —1)4
=p Z / hin Vhin(X)Vlogmt( D)
i,j€[k]:i#£]
C(V(a' —27) — (Vxmy) (2'))mE* (daM)
V2my(a?) , . X
hNkp t A(Vi(xt =29 = (V i ®kd[k]
w2 [T (V=) (w0l
i,j€[k]:i#]
= p(N — 1)(A11 + A12).
For the first part A11, we invoke Lemma 3 with U(z,y) = Vlegmy(z) -V (z—y)
and € = (N — 1)eq for some 2 > 0. Summing over i € [k], we get
ClIVlogml3~VIi~k {(k 1)?

A < 521k+ 52(N71)2 (k71)+(k71)(k72)\/H_§

for the case p =1, and

ClIV log mul|7o [VIIEo k(k = 1) 1 ClIV logmullfo [V k(k = 1)

Ay < e2EF+
s e eo(N — 1)?2 t 2o(N — 1)2

for the case p = 2.
For the second part Ais, we invoke Lemma 4 with

(1) = {vj@%z) (Ve—y) - (Vem) (@) ifz#£y,

0 ifx=uy.

Note that the cumulant condition
o yymi(dy) = [ olyiami(dy) =0
Td Td

is verified due to the definition of convolution and the fact that V2:V = V- K; = 0.
Thus, we get

[V2me/mal| L~ [V ]| oo K2
A12 N — 1 CN DS + m + kQDS 11):2

where C' is a universal constant.
Denote

My, = |[V1ogmi|[ 1o [VII7 + V2 me/mill Lo | V]| e,

and note that here, since VZm;/m; = (V logm;)®?+V?log my, the constant My,
is finite by the assumptions of the theorems. Summing up A;; and A;s, we get

k2 C My, k k2
Ay IF + CMy,,, | HF + ——me
ey + Vv, t( N2)+ N2 X {kz—i—k2 ’_HE’

for the case p =1, and

2 3

k
Ay < eoEF My |1+ =
1 €2 t+C v, t< +N+52N2

k2
)D,’f + CMy ., (1 4+ 51—

N2
for the case p = 2.
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2.4 Control of the outer interaction terms

Now we move on to the upper bounds for the terms By, B. Recall that they are
defined by

L N -k N,k\p—1lo ; N,k
Byi= 5 'E%/W(ht VTV

i <Ka(1,i _ .)7m£V,(k+1)\k(.|m[k]) _ mt>m;®k(dm[k]),
where p=1,2and a =1, 2.

2.4.1 Control of the regular part Bs

For the term B,, we notice that in the entropic case, we have by the Pinsker
inequality

‘<K2(xi _ -),mivv(k“”k(-kc[’“]) _ mt>‘ < ||K2HL°° \/QH(miV,(k+1)|k(,|w[k])‘mt)’

and in the L? case, we have

(1ata = miX D) — )| < Ealle D )
In both cases, we apply the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality

() (Kofa =) m O f) — m)

e3(N —1) = N g2 N,k|2
< N —Ek (ht ) |V1ht ‘
(N —k) i N, (k+ 1)k | [k] 2
453(N71)‘<K2(z =) (la) —me)

Integrating against the measure m®* and summing over i € [k], we get

Kol (N — k)%
By < eyt 4 12
2 S ey + des(N — 1)2
8 Jrka 2H(mév’(k+1)|k(-|:v[k])|mt)m£®k(dw[k]) when p =1
f-ﬂ-m D(mév’(k+1)|k(~|a:[k])|mt)m£®k(dm[k]) when p = 2
[ Ko7 (N — k)
2pe3(N —1)?

— eyt + (P -},

The last equality is a “towering” property of relative entropy and x? distance, which
can be verified directly from the definition of conditional density.

2.4.2 Control of the singular part B;

By the same Cauchy—Schwarz inequality as in the previous step, the term B; sat-
isfies

(N —k)?k
464 (N - 1)2

) 2
0|t = ) < )
Tkd

B1 < s +

mZ* (dzkl).
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In the entropic case where p = 1, applying the first inequality of Proposition 7
in Section 4 with m; — miv’(kﬂ)lk(-kc[k}), mg — My, we get

. 2
’<K1(xz _ .),mévy(kJrl)lk(.'w[k]) _ mt>’
N,(k k
<V 2 (1 + 5) I (mp F Tl )
_ N,(k k
2| V]2 (1 + e5 D)V log me |2 H (m) F () [my).

Noticing that the conditional entropy and Fisher information satisfy the towering
property:

/ H (mg" V) g (a2 = HPH -

N B+ (K] Ny I
I ’ . ’ d =
/de (mt (|l )’mt)mt (dz'™) y

we integrate the equality above with respect to mév’k and obtain

1+e5)|[V]2w(N — k)%k
By < egIf ( IR
e T GV T S R
A+ es VG Viogme|| 7 (N = k) it
HI — k).
* 2e4(N —1)2 (H; )

In the L? case where p = 2, we apply the second inequality of Proposition 7 in
Section 4 with m; — Ve (kFD)lk

" (-|£*]), mo — my, and get
. 2
(Koo' = SO ol )
< My (1+e5)E(m ") m,)
+ My (1+ 5[V logme || 2o D (mp F (2l [my).

for My = supe(o 71 5upyere Jra|V(z — y)[*mi(dy). Noticing that the towering
property holds for x? distance and Dirichlet energy:

,(k k
/Jl‘kd D(mi\,[ac([k]—i_l)l |mt)m;€®k(dm[k]) = DzltH_l - Dzltcv

/ E(mN,(k+1)|k’mt)m®k(dw[k]) _ Ef‘f‘l
Tkd talt] t E+1°

we integrate against m?k and get
1+e5)My(N —k)?k
B < Ek ( Ek-‘,—l
LS el T T N e )

(1+e5 )My|[Viogmel|Fe (N = k)*k pin i
* 4e4(N —1)2 (D = D).
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2.5 Conclusion of the proof

By combining the upper bounds on A;, Ay, By, By obtained in the previous steps,
we get

dHF 4 (L+es)IVIIEe
dtt <-(1- )l + TLIt M lyen
+ C My, HF
O|Ks|2 = (14+ez V2|V Iogm:|?
4 ( K27 + ( s )IVIZ<l gme7 )k(HtkH *Htk)]lk<N
€3 254
k2 K22 My k2 k
CMyy,— +C L M) %
+ v: tNQ + ( €1 + 1S N2 1+k\/HE’
for the entropic case p = 1, and
1dDf 4 k, +es)My pp
— <—(1-— _.en)E — —FE71
2 dt ( anle ) ¢t T 4ey t k<N

k2 k3 |1 K22 oo k3
Mym [1+ = L=® | pk
+C{ v, < +N+52N2)+ e } K

ClIKallf~ | (1+e5")Mv|Viogmi|7~
+ +
€3 dey

oot~ )t
2

[ 52| 1)\ K
+ C(TL +MV,’mt(1 +52 1) m

for the L? case p = 2.
Since ||V ||2 <, My are respectively supposed to be smaller than 1 in Theorems 1
and 2, we can take

IVlze/2 whenp=1,
vVMy/2  when p=2.
so that for €1, 2, €3, €5 small enough, we have

- Z o (tes) [IVIEe whenp=1,
4ey My when p = 2.

n=1

Additionally, for the second assertion of Theorem 1, since we have

Tx
——— < 1,
8m2(1 = [[V][z=)

we can pick the ¢;, for ¢ € [3] and ¢ = 5, such that
4 3

(1+¢€5) <10 2+e5 T
1-Y e ———2|V|}e =1~ NP
Soeu— VI Ve = Y i > 55

n=1 i=1

Fix these choices of ¢; for i € [5] in the respective situations.
Then, for the first assertion of Theorem 1, we choose the first alternative in the
upper bound of dH,fC /dt, and get

k3
N2’

dH’

o < —erIf + eoIf P e + MUHT + Mk (HE ™ — HF) Loy + M}
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for ¢; > ¢o > 0 and some set of constants M/, i € [3]. Applying the first case of
Proposition 5 in Section 3 to the system of differential inequalities of HF, IF, we
get an M’ such that HF < M'eM'tk3/N?. So taking k = 3, we get the bound on
the 3-marginal’s relative entropy: H? < 27M’eM't/N2. Plugging this bound into
the second alternative in the upper bound of dH} /dt, we get

dHY k2

7 < —eIF + eI M e + My HE + Mok (HF ™ — HF ) Lyen + MgeMStm,

for some other set of constants M;, i € [3]. We apply again the first case of
Proposition 5 to obtain the desired result H < MeMk?/N2.
For the second assertion of Theorem 1, we have K5 = 0 and

IV logm|[7< + [V logme|| e < Mime™™".

Taking the first alternative in the upper bound of dH} /dt, we get

dHF
d—tt < —alf + el ey
+ CMpe "HF + C(1 + &5 YMpye ™ "k(HT — Hf ) Lpen
_ o K3
+ C(l + Eo 1)Mm€ th_
Notice that by our choice of constants, we have
r

*
c1—C =2 —=.
1 2/87'(2

On the other hand, according to [1, Proposition 5.7.5], the uniform measure 1 on
T = R/Z verifies a log-Sobolev inequality:

Vm € P(T) regular enough, 872 H(m|1) < I(m|1),

and the inequality with the same 872 constant for the uniform measure on T¢ by
tensorization property. By the gradient bound ||Vlogm:||2. < Mpe ™, we can
control the oscillation of logm:

M Vd
2

suplogm; — iq?df logm; < e M,

Td

Thus, by Holley—Stroock’s perturbation result [14], the measure m; satisfies a log-
Sobolev inequality with constant

MVd
872 exp ( m\/_e"t>,
2
which implies
r
Ik > * k
t gt

for sufficiently large t. Let r € (0,r.) be arbitrary. We can apply the second case
of Proposition 5 and get
3

. e K
HF < M" min(1, ke t)m
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We then plug the bound for H} back to the second alternative in the upper bound
for dHF /dt to get

dHF
d—tt < —Clltk +C2If+11k<N

+ OMpye  ™Hf + C(1 + 5" )Mpe "k(Hf T — HF ) 1y

_ k2
+ O +e5 M, (14 M")e "tm.

Applying again the second case of Proposition 5, we obtain the desired control
]{?2
N2

Finally, in the L? case, we apply the crude bounds k%N < k, k3/N? < k, DF <
Dy in the second line of the upper bound for dD} /dt, and k (D} ™! —DF) < kDf*!
in the third line. So we get

HF < M'min(1, ke™"")

dDy .k k1 k+1 k_Q

S Tab +aB ey + MzkDi™ Lean + Msom
for some ¢; > ¢co > 0 and Ms, M3 > 0. We conclude the proof by applying
Proposition 6 in Section 3 to the system of DF, EF. O

3 ODE hierarchies

3.1 Entropic hierarchy

Now we move on to solving the ODE hierarchy that is “weaker” than that considered
in [17]. As we have seen in the previous section, in the time-derivative of the k-th
level entropy dH} /dt, we allow the Fisher information of the next level, i.e. ItkH,
to appear. In this section, we show that as long as the extra term’s coefficient
is controlled by the heat dissipation, the hierarchy still preserves the O(k?/N?)
order globally in time. This is achieved by choosing a weighted mix of entropies at
all levels > k so that when we consider its time-evolution, a telescoping sequence
appears and cancels all the Fisher informations.

Proposition 5. Let T € (0,00] and let x*, y* : [0,T) — Rxq be C* functions, for
k € [N]. Suppose that x¥™ > ¥ for all k € [N — 1]. Suppose that there exist
integer B8 > 2, real numbers ¢ > co = 0 and Cy = 0, and functions My, Ms,
Ms :[0,T) — [0,00) such that for allt € [0,T) and k € [N], we have

Cok?
k 0
xg < _N2 )
day k k1 k k+1 k K’
W < —C1Y; + C2Yy ]lk<N + Ml(f).’L't + Mg(t)k/’(ZEt - -Tt)]lk<N + M3(t)m

(6)
Then we have the following results.

1. If My, My are constant functions and Ms(t) < Le™* for some L > 0, then
there exists M > 0, depending only on B, c1, ca, Co, My, My and L, such
that for all t € [0,T), we have

k Mt
Ty <M€ m
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2. If T = oo, the functions My, Ms, M3 are non-increasing and satisfy
Mz(t) < Le_"t

for allt € [0,00) and all i € [3], for some L >0, n >0 and if y¥ > px¥ for all
t € [ty,00) for some p > 0 and some t, >0, then for all r € (0, p(c1 — c2)),
there exists M’ > 0, depending only on v, 3, ¢1, c2, Co, L, p and t., such
that for all t € [0,00), we have

. kB
aF < M min(1, ke~ mm(m)t)m.

Proof. We prove the proposition by considering the two cases at the same time.
Notice that the relation

k k
Yr = pTy

trivially holds for p = 0. We set t. = oo in the first case. Allowing p to be a
function of time, we simply set p(-) = 0 in the first situation and in the second
situation on the interval [0, ¢,] for the rest of the proof. So formally we can write

p(t) = plize..
To avoid confusion we will always write p(-) for the time-dependent function and p
for the constant.

Step 1: Reduction to M7 = 0. We first notice that, by defining the new variables

t t
alf = af eXp</ Ml(S)dS), ylt =yt eXP(/ Ml(S)dS>,
0 0

we can reduce to the case where M7 = 0 upon redefining M3 (and therefore L in
the second case, but not 7). This transform does not change the relations

2+

k k
Z Xy

k
’ Yt 2 Py

and the initial values of 2, so we can suppose M; = 0 without loss of generality.

Step 2: Reduction to k < N/2. Second, by taking k = N in the hierarchy (6), we
find

ﬂ _ N B—2
ar < —p(t)zy + Ms(t)N

and thus the a priori bound follows:
t
) < (Coe Jor) Jr/ e o PC) Ma(s) ds> NFA=2 = MNNF-2 (7)
0

In the second case where p(-) is eventually constant: p(-) = p > 0, the quantity
M} is exponentially decreasing in ¢ with rate min(p,n). By the monotonicity of
ks xF, we get that for all kK > N/2,

LB
af <N < MNNP? < ZﬁMtNm.

So it only remains to establish the upper bound of ¥ for k < N/2.
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Step 3: New hierarchy. Let o be an arbitrary real number > 8 + 3. Recall that in
the second case, r € (0, pler — CQ)) and in the first case we simply set » = 0 and
adopt the convention 0/0 = 0. Let

io :max<1,inf{i>0: LS Cﬁr/p}).
(i+ 1)~ c1

The number i is always well defined, as lim; o i%/(i + 1) =1 > (ca +1/p)/c1.
Thus, for any i > iy, we have

C1 > Co + T
(i+1)> 7 4o pie’
Define, for k € [N] and ¢ > 0, the following new variable:

N

P o N
“ '_Z;(ikario)a

=

By summing up the ODE hierarchy (6) (with M; = 0), we find

dzt i a1y T NZI coy !
S prd (i —k+ig)® prd (i —k+ig)
N . N—-1 .
+M3 ; leizo) +M2( ) 2 m‘m?rl_x;)
The sum of the first two terms satisfy
_ Z ey ]Vil CT/
= (i —k+ig) P (i —k+ig)

N
__Clyt _ C1 C2 i
g +;( (i+1k+io)a+(z‘k+z‘0)a)yt

k
i N )
ro(t)y; rat .
< — _TRYIE L )
XX ka(l—k?—i-@o)a\ ;(l—l{?+’to)a rzy Lixt,,
thanks to our choice of iy. For the third term, we find

N

8 (i kz)ﬂ+k5 -
P sz+zo Cﬁg(szJrl CBZ

Mz

=1

CakP il

+ 8 ;io‘
< Cak?, (8)

where Cz > 0 (resp. Cqo,3 > 0) depends only on 3 (resp. @ and 3). In the following,
we allow these constants to change from line to line. For the last term, we perform
the summation by parts:

i :L_H-l_wi
Z(i*k‘i’lo) (t t)

N . .
ko N (i+1) i1
TR TN R Z<z—kz+zo G+1—k+ti)e)™

22




The coefficient in the last summation satisfies

i B (i4+1)

(i—k—+i0)® (i+1—Fk+ig)

1 1
B ((z‘kﬂ'o)al a (i+1k+io)0‘1)

. 1 1
+(’f"0)((ik+io)a - (Z‘+1’f“°)a)

__a-1 +k< 1 B 1 >
(i =k +ig)> (i—k+i0)* (i+1—k+ip)*)’

where the last inequality is due to j 71 — (j+ 1)t < (a—1)j~° for @ > 1 and
7 > 0. Thus, we have

N-1 i
i+l
P (’L_k/"i‘io)a (Z't zt)
N-1 i+1
k 4 N N ot
< ——x) + z; +(a—1 -
28‘ t (N—k’—f— )a t ( )Z:k (’L—k/’"i"to)a

N-1 1 1
+k : : - — : i+1
i—k((lkJﬂO)a (Z+1k+lo)a)xt

k+

The difference between 2F! and zF reads

k+1 k - 1 1 i+1 af
K Zt§<(i—k+io>a(z’+1—kr+z'o)a)xt T

Then, rewriting in terms of zF and zF*!, we find that, for k € [N — 1], the last
summation satisfies

N—1 ;
1+1 7
2 G R )
1=k
N—-1
a—1 . N
< e S o § k k+1 _ _k N
=k tig) ! TR - 2) Y e
N .
(@ =1y T k+1 k N N
L — —t k(T )t —————x
Co Z:;rl(l_k_i_lo)a (t t) (N—k+lo)a t
(a=1)er k+1 k N N
=’ = k — —_— 7.
(6] zt + (Zt Zt) + (N — k + io)axt
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Then for k < N/2, we have

N-1

; szJrzo (xiJrl_xi)
< (a 621)61 k—l—k( k+1 ztk) + (NJ/\;)axiv
e L CLmr s
< (a _021)01Zf+k(zf+1 ztk) + QQJ%tN,

where the last inequality is due to a > f + 3. Combining the upper bounds for all
the terms, we get, for k < N/2,

d — 1)y Mo(t
A PRI Gt EL 21D BO S AP PR S R
dt C2
K8 20 MN My (t)
+ Ca,sMs(t) 57 + 3\,72’ (9)

For k = k := | N/2| + 1, we have by the a priori bound (7),

=+

I
Mz

Z < CoMNNP=2,

(z—kz—i—zo z—k:—i—zo

?r |

1=
According to the computations in (8), the initial values of zg, for k < N/2, satisfy

k2 k2
0 < CO(COW = Cém

In the following we apply the estimates of Lacker [17] and the time-uniform
estimates of Lacker and Le Flem [18] respectively in the two cases to conclude. We
first treat the first exponential growth case.

Step 4.1: Applying Lacker’s estimate in the first case. Recall that in the first case,
My is a constant function and M3(t) < Le*. We can control explicitly M} in (7)
as follows:

N < Cp+elt —

Thus, the hierarchy (9) for zF writes
dzt

dt
2F < Cu(Co+ P —1)NP2,

kP _
< Mj thngk( o+l zf)+L/eLtm, for k < k,

for some M/, L’ > 0. Define again the new variables

tk _ —Mjt_k
Zy o =e iy

Then they satisfy the system of differential inequalities

1k
dz;

B
= < Mgkz(zék"'l k) +L’e(L/*M{)tk—

N2
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for k < N/2. By iteratively applying Gronwall’s lemma to the differential inequality
above, we find

ESll
—

L e(L'=Mp)tpp—1

PARS <B€ ’f+—Aft)+A’“1t sup zF, 10
t (t)2 T A0) + A0 s S (0)

~
I
Ea

where Af(-), BL() are defined by

¢ tre ptre41 te . )
AL (ty) = (H M2j) / / / o™ Xi=k M2i(t—tie1) Qg1 dt gy di g,
o 0 Jo 0
tk pli4+1 te—1 1 .
Bi(t) <]-_-[ M2j> / / o / e Mabte=d o Mai(ti =t 1) 4y o Aty y g db s .
0 Jo 0

According to Lacker [17, Lemma 4.8], these combinatorical quantities satisfy the
bounds

kN2
l o — Mot _
AL (t) < exp( 200+ 1)(6 T+ 1 1)+>,

0 k ! Ma(r+1)t _ 1
S rag < BErte ,
— k-1 r+1

> CBi(t) < 2k

Then plugging the upper bounds of zf and zl’j“ into (10), we find

L e(L' =Myt 2

Ch & _
7k < N—g > Bi(t) + —SENT > P AL()
=k =k

+ Co(Co + e —1)NP2451 (1)

20/ 2 Mat 2 N L/e(L/,Ml’)t(eﬁMﬁ _ 1) (kJrﬂ)!

N? BM; & —1)IN?
2k\2
Lt B—2 _ —Mst _ 2%
+Cu(Co+e 1N exp< N(e N )+>

Notice that in the second term, we have

(k+p)! kB
kv S e

and in the last term, we have

2k \2
NB—2 —N( —Mat _ —)
exp( e N

B2 o {exp(NeQMzt/él) for k < e M2IN/4,

<
= 1 otherwise.
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In the first case, we use the elementary inequality e=® < Ala=? for @ > 0 and
obtain that, for all k > 1,

kB
< ﬁ!4ﬂ62ﬂ]\/12tm-

4 N2

B Ne—2Mst 3148 28 Mat
NP 2exp(— ) <

And in the second case, we observe that, for all k > e~ M2t N /4,

kB

— Mot B
e~ M- N) N-2 < 4BeBMat B

4

B—2 __ 4B _BMat
N = 4”e ( N

Combining two cases above, we find that, for all k£ > 1,

2k\2 kP
B—2 _ —Mat < Myt
N exp< N(e _)+) S Mye™" —,

where we set My = max(B!4%,28Ms). Hence, for k < N/2, the new variable z*
has the upper bound

ko 2066M2tk_2 N CﬁL/e(L 71\/[1)t(eﬁM2t _ 1) ﬁ
S

N2 BM, N2
Lt Mat kP
+ Ca(co + e — 1)M4€ 4 m
LB
< MseM‘r’tmv

for some M5 depending on all the constants appearing in the first inequality (but
independent from N, t). To conclude, we simply notice that, for k¥ < N/2,

. o M . i, KB
af <igaf <igelMitzk < ngse(M”Ml)tﬁ.
Now we treat the exponential decay case.
Step 4.2: Applying Lacker—Le Flem’s uniform estimates in the second case. In the
second case, we can find t, € [t,, 00) such that

po 0 DAlBl) 5 (54 an )

On the interval [0,t,), we apply the argument of Step 4.1 and get

LB

k
e ng

for all k € [N], for some M > 0. So it remains only to prove the exponential decay
of 2 for t > t.. Define

Mg(f), for t < t:k,
My(ty), fort>t..

-

And we denote M, = Ma(t.) for brevity in the rest of the proof. Since k +— zF is
increasing, we can replace the function Ms by M) in the original hierarchy (6) and
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all the arguments in the previous three steps go through. Then the new hierarchy
(9) implies that for ¢ > ¢,

kB

dzF
=t ~o

dt
2 < CuMNNP2,

< —r'zF 4 M*k(zthrl - ztk) + Mj(t) for k < k,

where we set

= (8+1)M,,
MY(E) = G s Ms(t) + 2 MM,

Applying iteratively Gronwall’s lemma, we find

|
|
—

- . 8-1 - _
b < (B - st + A~ ) s M)+ A0 1) sup S,
* M.N sE[t,t!] SE[t!,t]

~
Il
e

where fli(-), B,‘;() are given by

~ -1 te ple+1 te—1 , =1, 1 .
Bl(ty) = (H M*j)/ [ [
=k 0 JO 0

dty---dtgro dipsr

and .
~ k ~
AL (ty,) = M*E/ By (s) ds.
0

As we have ' /M, = f+ 1 > (3, we can apply [18, Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8] to obtain

- k B+1
sup AL(1) < Co [ ——)
up 44 0) ﬁQ+1)

Zfﬂ_lsupfli(t) < Ogkt,
=k t20

S Bl < Oyt
=k

Thus, plugging in the bound 2!, < MkP/N?, we get

kB 8

k Csk / s k
z < CgM— + sup Mjs(s) + C, (—) sup z,.
PETPENE T MNE Gyt \N/2) iy

Crudely bounding the last two terms by

Mi(s) < M4(tL), 28 < M"NP-2,

S

and combining with the result on [0,¢.], we obtain the time-uniform estimate

LB

k "
supz < M"—.
>0 0 N2
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It remains only to prove the exponential decay. The hierarchy (9) implies that

d_zf < —rzf1 + L’efntk(zk"'l — zk) + L/(f”tﬁ
ar t St>tu t t N2
< —rzF1 + Le Mt 4 L'e_"tﬁ
XX t Lt>ts t N2
for some L' > 0. Applying Gronwall’s lemma on the interval [t.,t] and using the
time-uniform bound on zF! we get
— min kB-‘rl
Zf < Lle (Tﬂl)t_NQ
for some L' possibly different. We conclude by using
af < igat. O

3.2 L? hierarchy

For the ODE system obtained from the L2 hierarchy, we only show that the
O(1/N?)-order bound holds until some finite time. We note that similar hierar-
chies have appeared recently in [4, 3].

Proposition 6. Let T > 0 and let 2%, y* : [0,T] — Rsq be C* functions, for
k € [N]. Suppose that there exist real numbers ¢c1 > co > 0, and Cy, My, M3 > 0
such that for all t € [0,T] and k € [N], we have

2
xk<—cok
0 N2

dzf k k+1 k41 k?
s < —ayy + ey Len + Mokzy ™ gy + MBW'

Then, there exist Ty, M > 0, depending only on 3, c1, ca, Cy, Ma, Ms such that
for allt € [0, T« ANT), we have
oo M
b (T —t)3N?

Proof. For t € [0,T] and r € [ca/c1,1], we define the generating function (or the
Laplace transform) associated to x5

N
F(t,r) = Zrkxf.

k=1

Then, taking the time-derivative of F(¢,r), we get

OF (1,7) N N-1 N-1 My &
- Zrkyf + ¢ Z rEys 1 4 M, Z krkah Tl 4 Nz Zk%’k
k=1 k=1 k=1

ot =
N N-1 M N
< eyt + ) J(ex — )Ty R My Y D ka4 S kA
k=2 k=1 k=1

N-1 e
< M, Z krk:chrl + N—g ZkQTk.
k=1 k=1
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Notice that, by taking partial derivatives in r, we get

OF (t,r) e
T = Z (k + 1)7’sz+1,
k=0
0% [ 1 = L
ﬁ<1—r> => (k+2)(k+ 1)k,
k=0
Thus, we find
OF(t,r) < M, OF(t,r) 2Ms5 .
ot or N2(1—-17r)3
The initial condition of F' satisfies
N N
Co 2Cy
F — k .k g v ka g .
(0,7) k:1r %o NQ;T N2(1 —7)3

Let

and for t < T, AT, let (Ts)se[o,t] be the characteristic line:

ry = C—2 +M2(t — S).
C1

We then have rg < ¢a/c1 + Mat. Integrating along this line, we get

2M3 ¢ ds
F(t,r) < F(0,

o2, 2My [ dr
SN2 —ro)® T MyN? [, (1—r)3

. 20, N M, 1
S\ (1=rp)3  My(l—rp)2) N2

Thus we get

k
2C, M.
of <rF( ) < (C—l) ( T -
€2 (1= Myt — )" My(1— Myt — 2

4 Other technical results

4.1 Transport inequality for W~1° kernels

One key ingredient of the entropic hierarchy of Lacker [17] is to control the outer
interaction terms by the relative entropy through the Pinsker or Talagrand’s trans-
port inequality. In our situation, the interaction kernel is more singular, and we
are no longer able to control the difference by the mere relative entropy. It turns
out that the additional quantity to consider is the relative Fisher information.” We
also include the inequality for the L? hierarchy here, as the two inequalities share

the same form.

51t has been communicated to the author that Lacker has also obtained the inequality inde-

pendently.
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Proposition 7. For all K = V -V with V. € L>®(T%R? x RY) and all regular
enough measures my, mo € P(T%), we have

(K ma = ma)| < IV~ (VI (malma) + 1V 1og ma | /2 H (malma) ).
(B = m2)| < IV 2y (VE@malma) + [V logma | < v/Dlmifma) ).

Proof. For the first inequality, we have
(K, m1 — mo)]
= |<V, le — Vm2)|

</ IVI‘
Td mq mao
9 1/2
mi
<|V||Lw</ [V1og 22| dml) + 1V log mal| o [ V]| = [y — ma]| 2
Td mo

< |V o (\/I(m1|m2) + Hv1ogm2||Lm/2H(m1|m2)).

For the second inequality, we set h = mj/mso and find

\%
dmy +/ —| m2||V|d|m1 — mg)|
Td mao

|(K1,m1 — ma)|

= K(h — 1>dm2
Td
< VVhdms| + / V(h — 1)V logms dms
Td Td
<V 22 ma) IVl 2 (moy + [V Togme|| oo [ = 1| L2 (ms) ) - O

4.2 Improved Jabin—Wang lemma

In the following we state a slight improvement to [15, Theorem 4], in the sense that
we get the correct asymptotic behavior when the cumulant “test function” (¢ as
denoted in their work) tends to zero. This behavior is not needed for their global
approach but is necessary for the inner interaction bound in our local approach.
For simplicity, we denote the universal constant of Jabin—Wang by

Cyw = 1600* + 36¢".
Theorem 8 (Alternative version of [15, Theorem 4]). Let ¢ € L=(T9 x T4 R) and
m € P(T%) be such that [r, ¢(z,y)m(dy) = [1a ¢(y, z)m(dy) = 0 and ¢(z,z) =0

for all z € T?. Denote v = Cyw||¢||3. If v € [0,%], then for all integer k > 1,
we have

1 . .
1 Z i ®k (dzl*) < 6.
og /de exp(k E | o', x )) m&*(dze!™) < 64

i,j€k
The proof will depend on two combinatorical estimates in [15], which we state

here for the readers’ convenience.

Proposition 9 ([15, Propositions 4 and 5]). Under the assumptions of Theorem 8,
for all integer r > 1, we have

1 1 o
A d)(xlazj)
(27‘)! /de k i,;k]

2r

m® (da) < (6e?||@]lr=)?"  if 4r >k,
= (1600]|¢l| =) if 4 < 4r < E,
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Proof of Theorem 8. Let a # 0. We have the elementary inequality

r=2 r=2 r
o 2r o 2r+1
-3 jal*” Z al
= (2r)! (2r +1)!
= |al?" 2+l a 2r 4+ 2
oL ol
= (2r)! 202r + 1)1\ 2r +2 |al
e |a|27‘
<yl
r=1

The inequality e —a —1 < 3377, ‘a‘r holds true for a = 0 as well. Taking

a = %Zm—e[k] #(z*,27) in the inequality above and integrating with m®*(da!*l),
we get

/Wexp< > o, xﬂ) F(da!)

l]E[k

1+— Z o(a’, 27 ym®* (daF)

Dk (M),

The second term on the right hand side vanishes, asif i # j, we have [, ¢(z°, 27 )m®* (dz*) =

0, and if i = j, we have ¢(2%,2°) = 0. Thus, using the counting result of Proposi-
tion 9, we get

/Wexp( > o, xﬂ) F(da!*)

i,jE[k]
Lk/4] 0 3
2r 2
<143 (1600[gllL=)"+3 Y (6e*[p]r=)*" =1+ 5
r=1 r=|k/4]+1

: 3 3 1

We conclude by noting that log(l + ﬁ) < ﬁ < 6 for vy € [0, 5}.
Then, taking a rescaling of ¢, we get the following.

Corollary 10. Let ¢ € L*®(T?xT% R) and m € P(R?) be such that [, ¢(z,y)m(dy)

Jpa &(y, x)m(dy) = 0 and ¢(z,z) = 0 for all x € T%. Then, for all integer N > 2
and k € [N], we have

2
log / exp< > ol ) m®*(dal) < 6Cyw | gll3m ey
'ﬂ‘kd

N2’
i, € k]

given that Cyw||¢[|3 < 1/2.
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