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ABSTRACT. We prove some interpolation inequalities which arise in the analysis of
pattern formation in physics. They are the strong version of some already known
estimates in weak form that are used to give a lower bound of the energy in many
contexts (coarsening and branching in micromagnetics and superconductors). The
main ingredient in the proof of our inequalities is a geometric construction which
was first used by Choksi, Conti, Kohn, and one of the authors in [4] in the study of
branching in superconductors.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we establish some interpolation inequalities which are connected with
the study of certain physical phenomena. More precisely, the inequalities that we
prove are the strong versions of some already known interpolation estimates in weak
form that play a crucial role in the study of pattern formation in physics.

In many physical phenomena described by a variational model, in order to un-
derstand why certain patterns are observed, it is natural to study the features of
pattern with close to minimal energy. This requires a good understanding of at least
the scaling of the minimal energy in terms of the model parameters. Upper bounds
on the minimal energy are obtained by physically motivated trial patterns (Ansatz).
Typically, Ansatz-free lower bounds rely on suitable interpolation inequalities that
involve some functional norms related to the energy under consideration.

The first two interpolation inequalities that we present here involve the BV-norm
and the H-norm of a function u. The first estimate holds in any dimension d and it
is stated in Proposition 1.1 below. The second inequality (see Proposition 1.2) holds
in dimension 2 for functions bounded below, and it improves the result in Proposition
1.1 by a logarithmic factor.

Here with H~! we refer to the homogeneous negative Sobolev space H~!. Let u be
a periodic function defined on the torus [0, A] and with vanishing average. We recall
that the H'-norm of v is defined as follows

lallgs = 1V 2 = inf{ /
J [0,A

= /[A]d Vp? where — Ay = u.
0?
1

’ Fik |j is periodic and V - j = u}



It can also be defined via Fourier transform:
1191l = [ (k11w
where f dk has to be interpreted in a discrete sense.

Proposition 1.1. Let u : [0,A]? — R be a periodic function such that f[o e U= 0.
Then, there exists a constant C' > 0 only depending on d such that

1 B 1
lulls < ClIVul IV ull3 (1.1)

Let us comment on the nature of (1.1), which is the model of three further in-
terpolation estimates appearing in this paper. Its interest for applications is that it
relates:

e the L'-norm of Vu, with its obvious geometric interpretation via the coarea
formula and its ensuing connection to an interfacial energy;

e the L2-norm of Vi with —Agp = u: [|Vp|? is a prototype for a field energy,
e.g. the electrostatic energy of u interpreted as a charge distribution;

e some LP-norm of u itself, which typically can be estimated below using the
non convex features of the model where u plays the role of an order parameter.

Let us go one step deeper: (1.1) is one end-point estimate in the one-parameter
family of Gagliardo-Nirenberg estimates

1 1
lully, < CIVullg 11V ull3, 1<q< 00, (1.2)

where the integrability exponent p on the left-hand side is determined by the relation
1 11 11
p 2 q 22
that is p = ;—fq. This exponent is the only one compatible with rescaling of length.
At the same time, the estimates (1.2) are “extensive”, that is, compatible with taking
volume averages, i.e. passing from f[O,A]d dx to A9 f[o,A}d dx, as can be seen from

rewriting (1.2) as

1 1.1 1.1
» 37 33
(/ |u|pdat> <C (/ |Vu|q> (/ ||V|_1u|2) :
[0,A] (0,A] [0,A]

This extensivity is a crucial feature in the applications: the estimate should be com-
patible with taking volume averages, since it should be oblivious to the artificially
introduced period A. In this sense, the family of estimates (1.2) is “orthogonal” to
Sobolev estimates, which are saturated by localized functions.

Among the family of estimates (1.2), the one with ¢ = 2 (and thus p = 2) is

particularly simple and can be established by Fourier representation. The estimates
2



for 1 < p < oo are fairly easy to prove using Calderon-Zygmund theory, i.e. the
maximal regularity for —A in L%-spaces. The latter is no longer available for the
end-point ¢ = 1 and thus it is not surprising that this estimate was only recently
established. It was first proved by Cohen, Dahmen, Daubechies, and DeVore (see
Theorem 1.5 in [6]) using the wavelet analysis of the space BV, while our proof uses
a technique introduced by Ledoux (see Theorem 1 in [13]) to give a direct proof of
some improved Sobolev inequalities.

The following proposition improves the result in Proposition (1.1) by a factor Ini u
and it holds in dimension d = 2 for functions bounded below.

Proposition 1.2. Let u : [0, A]> — R be a periodic function such that u > —1 and

\f[O,A]d u = O.
Then, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

: b 11Tl
Julnt max{u,e}s < C[Vull} V] ull3: (1.3)

The main ingredient in the proof of Proposition 1.2 is a geometric construction (see
Lemma 4.2), which was first used by Choksi, Conti, Kohn, and one of the authors in
[4] in the context of branched patterns in superconductors.

These two interpolation inequalities are naturally connected to many physical prob-
lems (coarsening, domain branching in ferromagnets, superconductors, twin branch-
ing in shape memory alloys) whose energy is given by the competition of two main
terms: an interfacial energy (described by a BV-norm) and a field energy (described
by an H~'-norm ). In Section 2 we will explain how estimates (1.1) and (1.3) are
used to give lower bound for the energy in two different problems: coarsening and
micromagnetics.

Our last two interpolation inequalities are connected with the study of branching
in superconductors and they both involve the Wasserstein distance.

We recall (see for instance [20]) that the Wasserstein distance between two measures
with densities v and v is given by

W2(u, v) :inf{//|x—y|2d7r(x,y)|/d7r(~,y)u, /dﬁ(x,')v}. (1.4)

The measure on the product space « is called transportation plan and it is admis-
sible if its projections to first and second coordinates are measures with densities u
and v respectively.

A useful property of the Wasserstein distance is the Kantorovich duality (see Chap-

ter 5 in [20]), which allows to write the Wasserstein distance in a dual form in the
3



following way:

Wﬂwwzam{/uummmﬁy/wwww@|¢m+w@ng—mﬂ.<Lm

This property will be useful in the proof of Propositions 1.3 and 1.4 below.

Loosely speaking, the Wasserstein distance between u and v is a nonlinear version
of a negative norm of u — v. The first proposition states an interpolation estimate
with the H~'-norm of u (or rather of u — 1) replaced by Wa(u,1).

Proposition 1.3. Let u : [0,A]? — R be a periodic function such that u > 0 and
A f[O,A]du =1.
Then, there exists a constant C > 0 only depending on d such that
(= ©)llzgs < © (IFll) 5 (W30, 1), (16)
where (u — C)4 := max{u — C,0}.

In the recent paper [14], M. Ledoux showed that our inequality (1.6) is actually a
particular case in a all family of interpolation inequalities (called Sobolev-Kantorovich
inequalities) that hold in the more general setting of non-negatively curved (weighted)
Riemannian manifolds. The proofs in [14] rely on the use of heat flows and Harnack
inequalities.

Let us comment a bit on interpolation estimate (1.6). Because of the formal scalings

|Vul|; has unit of length™' x volume,

W2(u,1) has unit of length? x volume,

|(w — C)4|l, has unit of Volume%,

the pair of exponents on the right-hand side of (1.6) is determined by the integrability
2+3d
T3d
one compatible with rescaling of length and taking the volume average. The exponent

exponent p = appearing on the left-hand side. The pair of exponents is the only
p could not be inferred by a simple scaling argument. It is the exponent that appears
on the left-hand side in the linear interpolation estimate

324 2d a+2
HUH% < CHVUHf+5d|HV|7T_¢_Qu||§;§d'

4

In this sense, W3 (u, 1), at least as seen from the “peaks” of u (i.e. the part of u that
is much larger than 1), behaves as the negative fractional Sobolev norm
2d d+2

d+2
mvwﬂwuu=/ﬂwﬁud.
d

The last nonlinear interpolation estimate of this paper replaces the negative norm

in Proposition 1.1 and the Wasserstein distance in Proposition 1.2 by a mizture of
4



both. We recall that by the K-method of interpolation spaces (see Chapter 3 in [2])
a norm || - || intermediate between some norms || - ||y and || - [|1) can be obtained via
the construction

= inf { — o)+ T }
lull =sup inf e =l +p= 7 vl

By the equivalence of approximation and interpolation theory (see Chapter 7 in [2])
in term of

1—6
_0 .
\wu~(prbeuﬁ mu—w@lwmnsmu) ,
M>0 v:RI—R

we also obtain a representation with mixed homogeneity

21\ 20
il ~ (sup_int Lot =ollo+ (67 lell) })
u>0 v:RI—R

In Proposition 1.4, with an application described in the next section in mind, we
replace |[u—vl| (o) by W3 (u,v) and ||v||1) by the homogeneous fractional Sobolev norm
||V|~2v]|2, and choose 6 = —5- This leads to

| 2 IO
sup_inf ¢ pWE(u,0) + (4D [0 Ro) ) (1.7
>0 v:RI-R
2 a1 | T
=sup inf {VWWQQ(U, v) + V7d7+1|HV\_§vH§} .
>0 v:RISR

Proposition 1.4. Let u: R — R be such that u > 0 and fu < 00.
Then there exists a constant C' > 0 only depending on d such that

2d_ _ 3
uwgﬁscwvmm”-g&&gﬁ&wiWﬂmm+vﬁﬁmvw%%}?

In our proof, we will use the following representation of the fractional Sobolev

[T B R e (1.9

|

norms

Let us comment on Proposition 1.4. We claim that it can be interpreted in the
sense of “WZ(u,v) acts as |||V|2(u — v)|;”. Indeed, if in (1.7) we replace W3 (u,v)
by [[|V]|™%(u — v)||1, we have

d+1

2) d+3
20 —1(d-1) -1
o= o+ (e vbl)

5

sup inf
u>0 d

v:R4—



According to the above discussion, this expression is equivalent to

. - _1-6 _1
sup 1nfR{,uH\V| w=o)i +p 7 |V 2””2}7

u>0 v:RA—

. L1
where 0 = ﬁ. The norm of this interpolation space [H; 2, H, 2]y has the same scaling
- (1-0)(—2)+0( -1 . —2d
as the norm of the fractional Sobolev space H( 1)( +0(=3) = H,5", that is
(1-0)1+6% d+1

_2d
N1V ] g
d+1

With this substitution, the nonlinear interpolation estimate of Proposition 1.4 turns
into the much more standard linear interpolation estimate

2d sg O3
lullsaes < CIVully™ [V 52 ull 15
In this sense, WZ(u,v) acts as |||V|72(u — v)]|;.

When deriving an Ansatz-free lower bound in the physical applications, only a weak
version of these four interpolation inequalities is needed, in the sense that it is enough
to have these estimates with the LP-norms on the left-hand side replaced by the weak
LP -norm. The contribution of this paper is to pass from the weak formulation to the
strong one.

The paper is organized as follows:

e In Section 2 we expose the connection between the above interpolation in-
equalities and the study of pattern formation by considering three examples:
coarsening, micromagnetics, and superconductors.

e In Section 3 we prove Proposition 1.1, using a method introduced by Ledoux
in [13].

e In Section 4 we give the proof of Proposition 1.2, whose main ingredient is
the geometric construction given in Lemma 4.2, introduced in [4].

e In Section 5 we prove Propositions 1.3 and 1.4.

2. THREE MODELS: COARSENING, MICROMAGNETICS, AND SUPERCONDUCTORS

In this section we expose the connection between our interpolation inequalities and
three different physical phenomena.

The first model that we consider describes thermodynamically driven demixing,
the second one describes the magnetization in a ferromagnet. In the first model, we
are interested in the phenomenum of coarsening of the spatial phase distribution, in
the second model, we are interested in the phenomenum of domain branching in a

strongly uniaxial ferromagnet towards the sample surface.
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In both of them a crucial ingredient in the proof of a lower bound for the energy is
a weak version of our first two interpolation inequalities (Propositions 1.1 and 1.2).

The last model that we consider describes type-I superconductors. Also here, the
phenomenum of interest is branching: it is the magnetic flux carrying normal phase
that branches when approaching the sample surface. In this phenomenum, several
different regimes occurs and Propositions 1.3 and 1.4 are related to the analysis of
two of them.

The discussion in this section is not rigorous; the main aim is to show how the
quantities involved in our interpolation estimates arise naturally from the energy
functionals associated to these three models.

1. Coarsening. The Cahn-Hilliard equation models the thermodynamically driven
demixing of a two-component system. The relative concentration is described by an
order parameter, say on a large torus, u : [0, A] — R. The driving free energy is of
Ginzburg-Landau form

E(u) = %/[W(WUF + (1= w?))da. 2.1)

The postulate that the free energy decreases while the order parameter is conserved
in time (i.e. % f[o,A]d u = 0) is satisfied by the evolution equation
o€ 3
8tu—A%:8tu—A(Au+u—u):0, (2.2)
which is the Cahn-Hilliard equation.

Starting from a small perturbation of the critical mixture v = 0, numerical simu-
lations show after an initial stage the emergency of two convoluted regions in which
u is very close to either its equilibrium value 1 and —1, respectively. These regions
are separated by a shortly modulated characteristic transition layer given by the one-
dimensional minimizer of (2.1). In the sequel, the evolution is essentially geometrical
(named after Mullin and Sekerka) and is driven by a reduction of the interfacial
energy. This leads to a coarsening of the two complementary domains, i.e. to an
increase of their average length (as embodied by its average width or radius of curva-
ture). Eventually, this coarsening stops because the average length-scale reaches the
artificial period A. The coarsening is observed to be “statistically” self-similar in the
sense that e.g. the two-point correlation function is (approximately) self-similar. It
is characterized by the exponent 1/3 in the sense that average length scale as ¢'/3.

In [12], Kohn and one of the authors proved quantitatively that, independent of the
initial data provided that they are well-mixed, coarsening cannot proceed at a faster

rate. The strategy for the proof has since been applied to many models that feature
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coarsening (see e.g. the discussion in [3]) and relies on the gradient flow structure.
Morally speaking, it consists in converting information on the steepness of the energy
landscape (how quickly does the energy decrease as a function of the intrinsic distance
to the well-mixed state) into information on the speed of relaxation (how fast does
the energy decrease as a function of time), see the discussion in [17]: if the landscape
is not too steep, the relaxation is not too fast.

As can be easily inferred from (2.2) the Cahn-Hilliard evolution is the gradient flow
of the Ginzburg-Landau energy £ with respect to the Euclidean geometry given by
the inner product in H~'. Hence showing that the energy landscape is not too steep

means establishing an estimate of the form
1 1
E@IVIullz 2 AT, (2.3)

the power of the system volume A¢ being dictated by the need to take volume averages.

We now heuristically point out the connection to the interpolation estimate from
Proposition 1.1. As mentioned above, the evolution relevant for coarsening is well
approximated by the free-boundary problem named after Mullin and Sekerka, which
is the gradient flow of

Co [|Vu| if we{-1,1}

+00 else

5M5(U) =

with respect to H~'. Hence replacing € by Eys in (2.3) leads to

_ 1 5 we{-113 1
\Y% V| ulls > =A2 =T =
[Vulhl[] - ulle 2 Af S 2

which is the squared version of our interpolation estimate.

el s,
3

Let us now turn to Proposition 1.2. If the mixture is strongly off-critical, by which

one understands that
A u=—14+¢ with ¢ <1,
[0,A)¢

the above strategy gives the correct scaling of the prefactor in the upper coarsening
bound in the volume fraction ¢ in dimensions d > 2. In low volume fraction, numerical
simulations show that the region covered by the minority phase u = 1 breaks up into
many connected components which quickly relax to have approximately round shape.
Coarsening then proceed by Ostwald ripening: the large balls grow at the expense of
the small ones that eventually collapse.

Asymptotic analysis for d = 2 shows that there is a logarithmic correction to the

prefactor in the coarsening rate [16]. It is the interpolation estimate in Proposition
8



1.2 that correctly captures this logarithmic correction, as shown in [8], where also the
weak form of (1.3) was established.

2. Branching in Ferromagnets. We are interested in a ferromagnet in form of a
slab of thickness 2t; for simplicity, we assume periodic boundary conditions in the
horizontal directions so that the fundamental domain is given by [0, A]? x (—t,t). The
magnetization m is a unit-length vector field m : [0, A]? x (—t,t) — S? that locally
indicates the mean direction of the spin.

The ground state minimizes the Landau-Lifshitz energy functional (as modified by
Brown):

E(m) :dQ/[OA] ( )]Vm\Qda:JrQ (m§+m§)dx+/ V|~V -m|*da.
A2 x(—t,t

[0,A]2xR
(2.4)
The first term, the exchange energy, is of quantuum mechanical origin, and models

[0,A]2x (—t,t)

a short range attraction between the spins and comes with its intrinsic length scale
d. The second term, the anisotropy energy, comes from the interaction of the mag-
netization with the lattice structure of the metal; here, it is uniaxial and favors the
third axes and thus the values m = (0,0, 1). The last term, the stray field energy,
can also be written directly in terms of the stray field h, which is determined by the
static Maxwell equations:

/ |h|*dz, where V- (h+m)=0, Vxh=0. (2.5)
[0,A]2xR

Both equations are to be interpreted distributionally in R3, where m is extended
trivially outside the slab. In other words, h is the Helmoltz projection of the extended
m. There is a mathematical analogy from magnetostatics convenient for the intuition:
there are two sources for the stray field, namely ”volume charges ” coming from —V-m
in the bulk R? x (—t,t) of the sample and ”surface charges” 4ms at the surface
R? x {—t,t} of the sample. Like in electrostatics, both give rise to the potential field
h.

Following Hubert (see Chapter 3 in [11]), let us euristically explain why branching
occurs; see also [10, 18]. A constant magnetization in direction of the easy axes, say
m = (0,0, 1), would have zero exchange and anisotropy energy. However, by (2.5), we
would have h = m so that the stray field energy per area of cross section would be 2t.
However, the H'-norm of distributional divergence V -m, which here comes from the
ms-component at the sample surfaces [0, A]* x {—t,¢} (that is the surface charges),
can be reduced by horizontally alternating between m = (0,0,1) and m = (0,0, —1),

and thus alternating the sign of the charges. In fact, for magnetization that only
9



depends on 2’ = (x1,x5) and alternates with a period w < t, the stray field energy
would behave as the squared H~2-norm in the horizontal variables 2/ = (21, x2) of the
surface charges ms, that is like f[()’ AJ2 ||V'|~2ms|?da’. The exchange energy prevents
such jumps of m, but they can be replaced by smooth z;-dependent transition layers
(Bloch walls) between the magnetizations (0,0,—1) and (0,0,1). These transition
layers are determined by a balance between exchange and anisotropy energy in form

of
2 dm |? 2 2
d y dry + Q [ (m] + m3)dx,
1

1 dm3 2
= d? — | d 1 —m?)d
/1—m§<dx1) x1+Q/( ),

1 d
> SdQ? /ﬁdxl — Q3.

Dimensional analysis shows that the width w,,; of the transition layers scales as
Waall ™~ dQ_% and the above inequality shows that the wall energy per area in vertical
direction is given by dQ%. This suggests to consider the reduced energy functional

E(m) = dQ? |Vrng|da + / IR R (2.6)
[0,A]2 % (—t,t) (0,A]2xR
subject to mg = +1. From this reduced functional it is clear that there is an optimal
period Wyomain for up-down domains alternating in the x;-direction and separated by
Bloch walls. The wall energy of such a configuration per area in the cross section x-z
behaves as (specific wall energy) x (wall area per cross section) = dQz x twyt
From the above remark on the H~2-norm we have by a dimensional argument that
for wWyomain <K t, the stray-field energy scales as wyomain. Hence the optimal period
scales as Waomain ~ (dQ%t)%, which is consistent with wye < Waomain < t provided
dQ% <& t. The energy per cross-sectional area scales as (dQ%t)%, beating the uniform
magnetization in the above regime. However this is not the scaling of the minimal
energy! Intuitively, it is advantageous to have the period wiomain depending on xs:
for 3 ~ +t, the domain width wgemain(z3) should be vanishing in order to have mean
cancellation in the ”surface charges” given by mgs |I3:it; for 3 away from the surfaces,

the domain width wWgomain(z3) should be large in order to avoid wall energy. Such a
height-dependent domains width can be realized by domain branching. However,
there is no free brunch: the branching of domains means that the interfacial layers
between (0,0,1) and (0,0, —1) are no longer vertical but tilted, hence they carry a

(volume) charge V - m and thus generate a stray field. If this tilt is small, at least in
10



the bulk, this suggests to consider the following anisotropic reduction of (2.6):
E(m) = dQ} (V' ms|dz + / IV [Oymaf2de,  (27)
[0,A]2 % (—t,t) [0,A]2xR
subject to mg = £1. Note that with our convention mg = 0 for |z3| > ¢, the finiteness
of the anisotropic version (2.7) of the stray field energy implies that ms <X 0 for x5 —
+t, that is, infinite branching. Now thanks to its anisotropic character, the reduction
(2.7) has a scale invariance that allows for the following non-dimensionalization

— (dQ?)5t5a (and thus A = (dQ?)5t3A),
oS (2.8)

x5 = 2, and PE (dQ2)3 %A

that removes all parameters This suggests that the domain width in the bulk scales on
average as Wyomain ~ (dQ )3ts and the energy per cross-sectional area as (dQ )3753
which indeed beats the unbranched case.

The passage from (2.4) to (2.7) has been made rigorous in [18] on the level of a
['-convergence result for infinite cross-sectional area. A key ingredient for this is a
ﬁminE, that is
independent of the artificial periodicity A > Wyomain. It is here that the interpolation
estimate from Proposition 1.1 comes in. Let us show how, w.l.o.g. on the level of

lower bound on the minimal energy per cross-sectional area, i.e.

the non-dimensionalization (2.8). By Poincaré’s inequality in 3 (recall that ms is
supported in (—1,1)), Young’s inequality and the interpolation inequality in ' (and
thus for d = 2), we have as desired:

E(m) = / |@’m3\d§c+/ ||@’|_153m3|2d§c
[0,A]2x(—1,1)

[0,A]2xR

1

> / (/ |@’m3|di’—|—/A ||@|—1m3|2df;’) dis
-1 [0,A)? [0,A)?

1 . 3 . 3

/(/ |V’m3|d§:’) (/ ||V|‘1m3|2d§c’) dis
[0,A]2 [0,A]2

// |m3| di'dis
[0,A]2

3. Branching in Superconductors.

Vv

Vv

Z A

The so-called intermediate state of a type-I superconductor is characterized by
penetration of the magnetic field in some parts of the material which leads to the
formation of normal and superconductive domains. The superconductive regions are

characterized by the expulsion of the magnetic field, this is the so called Meissner
11



effect. In [4, 5] the mathematically rigorous study of this pattern formation prob-
lem, via energy minimization, was initiated. In particular, the authors established
rigourous upper and lower bounds for a reduced energy associated to this problem, in
different regimes depending on the value of the external magnetic field (small, inter-
mediate, or close to critical). Similarly to the case of micromagnetics, interpolation
inequalities can be seen as playing a crucial role to prove an ansatz-free lower bound.
In the sequel we briefly describe the physical model.

Following [9], for A,¢ > 0, we consider a wave function ¢ : [0, A]* x (—t,t) — C,
which plays the role of the order parameter, and a vector potential A : [0, A]* x
(—t,t) — R3. We introduce the following quantities:

the density of superconducting electrons |2,

the magnetic field B :=V x A,
the covariant derivative Va1 := Vi —iAv,
the kinetic energy |V av|%,
and the superconductive current j := Z(YV 4¢).

We observe that, if 1 is written in polar coordinates 1) = pe®, then
IVaU> = |Vp|* + p*|VO — A* and j = p*(VO — A).

Sometimes we will use the notation B’ to denote the first two components of the
magnetic field: B = (By, By, B3) = (B’, Bs).

There are three parameters that govern the behavior of the material: the external
magnetic field B, the coherence length &, which measures the typical length on
which 1 varies, and the penetration length A, which describes the typical length

on which the magnetic field penetrates the superconducting region. The Ginzburg-
A
E.
For any pair (¢, A) such that physically observable quantities p, B, j are [0, A]*-

Landau parameter is given by k =

periodic, we define the Ginzburg-Landau functional:
2
K

) = [ (ke G- [ B BuPdes)
[O’APX(_tut) [0,A]2><R

li2

= / (|Vp|2+p2|v9—A|2+ (1 —,02)2) dz (2.10)
[0,A]2 % (—t,t) 2

+/ |B - Bewt‘Qdm7
[0,A]2xR

where B, = (0,0, P) is the external magnetic field and the penetration length A is

normalized to be 1 (that is, in this unit, x represents the inverse of the coherence
12



length). The Meissner effect, namely the fact that the kinetic energy disfavors the
magnetic field where the material is superconducting (i.e. p > 0) can easily be
seen from this formula: In simply connected regions where p? is positive, the vector
potential A wants to be close to gradient (the gradient of the phase 6) so that the
magnetic field B wants to be small.

The type-I superconductors correspond to the regime of x small (k < v/2). In this
regime, there is a positive surface tension that leads to the formation of normal and
superconductive regions corresponding to p ~ 0 and p ~ 1, respectively, separated
by interfaces. Indeed, using an identity on |V 49]?, the energy Ey in (2.9) can be
bounded below by (see [9], Lemma 2.3)

2
K K
1—— )|V 2+(B - —(1- 2)
( ﬂ)| o+ (B- 251 2)
+|B’|2—@2+i®} dm—l—/ |B — Bew|*dx. (2.11)
V2 [0,A]2 X (R\(~1,¢))

We observe that, under the sharp Meissner condition p?B = 0, the sum of the first

Ey(v, A) 2/

[0,A]2x(—t,t)

two terms on the right-hand side can be written as

N [ L O )

K 2 k2
- 1= ) 1ol + Eoxmor (1= 0202 + xgomo (Bg——) dz.
/[o,A]zx(—t,a [( ﬂ) Vo X v V2

This is a Modica-Mortola type functional with a degenerate double-well potential

dx

given by
W(p) = xgpm0p(1 = p*)%.
After introducing the new order parameter Yy = 1 — p?, and rescaling according to
T = ‘/Tizfc, B = \%B, d = \%@, a Modica-Mortola type argument leads to the reduced

functional in the regime k < 1:

4
/ (—w B+ (Bs x>2) an [ 1B — (0,0,)da
0,A2x(—t) \3 [0,A]2 % (R\ (=£,¢))
(2.12)

subject to the constraints: x € {0,1} (xy = 0 corresponds to the superconducting
phase, and x = 1 to the normal phase),

V-B =0 everywhere,

and

(1—x)B=0 in [0,A]* x (—t,1),
13



where V - B = 0 comes from the Maxwell equations in form of B =V x A, while the
last constraint (1 — x)B = 0 represents the Meissner effect.

We now perform the following anisotropic rescaling: z’/ = ¢34 , r3 = tiz, B’ =
=3B’ inside the sample [0, A]2 x (—t,¢), and = = t34 (and thus A = t3A), B=1¢"3B
(and thus & = t*%@) outside the sample. If we define v = t%, we get the energy
functional in the regime ¢ > 1 (for simplicity of notations we drop the * on functions
and variables):

4 1
oem = [ (Gdeast)as [ B (0,000
0.A2x(~11) \3 V J10,ARx(R\(~1,1))
(2.13)
subject to the constraints

x € {0,1},

Jsx + V' (xB') = 0 in sample,
X = Bs at surface,

V - B = 0 outside sample.

(2.14)

Note that in this regime of ¢t > 1, the penalization of 0;x fades away, while the
penalization of Bs — x turns into the hard constraint B3 = x in the sample, so that
together with the Meissner effect B(1 — x) = 0, V- B = 0 turns into the transport
equation

83)( + V’ . (XB/> = (.

As for the case of micromagnetics, also in this case a branched pattern is observed:
x alternates between the two phases y = 0 and y = 1 on a length-scale which
decreases while approaching the boundaries {z3 = +1}.

Let us have now a closer look at the quantities involved in the energy F(y, B).

We first observe that, thanks to the last two constraints in (2.14), the last term in
the energy is estimated by

_1
/ B = (0,0,0)dz 2 ||V (quemy — D3 (215)
[0,A]2x (R\(—1,1))
since (cf. (1.8))
V1471 = 2t { | BPde VB =0, B0~}
[0,A]2 % (0,00)

Here, we denote by Xl{age1) the weak limit of x as x3 T 1; in particular, X|(aymry DAY

not be a characteristic function.
14



FIGURE 1

We consider now the second term f[o A2 (—1,1) x| B'|?dz: Using again that y satisfies

the continuity equation, cf. (2.14),
83X + v (XB/) = Oa

the classical Benamou-Brenier result in optimal transport theory [1] implies that for

any slice {x3 = z} for z € (—1,1)

Bfd 2 Wy : 2.16
/[;)7/\]2)((_1’1) X| | X ~ 2 <X‘{13:z}7 X|{23:1}) ( )

Combining together (2.15) and (2.16), we deduce that there exists a slice z € (—1,1)
such that

E(x.B) > / VX
[0,A]2

1 1
dz’ + W22(X\{E3:z}7X|{z3:1}) + ;H|V| 2 (X|(13:1} - CI))”%

(2.17)
The quantities on the right-hand side are the ones involved in our Proposition 1.4.
In [5, 4] rigourous upper and lower bounds for the energy (2.13) are established.
The study of minimizing configurations reveals different regimes, depending on the
parameter ¥ < 1 and on the value ® of the external field.

Here we list three different regimes with the corresponding behavior of the energy:
15



(1) For v < 1 and 1 — ® < 1 the minimal energy per area behaves like:
A?min E ~ (1 — ®)In3(1 — ).

In this regime, the minority phase is not connected, as shown in Figure 2
below. The interpolation estimate used for this regime is again the one with
the logarithmic gain, established in Proposition 1.2.

| | Nllél
<l
e

2
1&

FIGURE 2

(2) For v < 1 and v7 < ® < 1 the minimal energy per area behaves like:
AminE ~ ®i.

In this regime, the minority phase is connected and we have uniform branching,
as shown in Figure 3 below. In this case, if we further simplify the model
letting v — 0, the last term |||V|_%(X|{ZS:1} -
X|(zy—1; = P and in order to bound from below the energy E(x, B) it is enough

®)||3 turns into the constraint

to bound from below the quantity:
|1+ Wi ),
[0,A]?

Let us show how, for this regime, our Proposition 1.3 leads to the right scaling

for the minimal energy. By (2.16) and Young’s inequality we have for some
16



slice z € (—1,1):

B(.B) - / (V'] + x|B'P)dz > / VX e+ WE @)
[O,A]2><(—1,1)

[0,A]2
2 VX 0
(/[O,A]Q l{eg=2)

2
3 1
dw’) (Wf(;q s <I>)) ' (2.18)
We apply now our inequality (1.6) for d = 2 to the function u =

Xl{x — .
3=z}
> 1n

order to get
%

(‘I)—l/ |V’X|{13:Z} dqj’) ((I)—1W22(X|{13:Z}7(1)>) 3
3 x€{0,£,¢<<1

4
2 [[max{u—2, 033
3

2
~  V'ullf Wa(u,1)5

A2P 3. (2.19)
Combining (2.18) and (2.19), we obtain
E(x,B) 2 A*®3.

(3) For v < 1 and ¢ < % the minimal energy per area behaves like:
A2minE ~ dv7.
This regime differs from the previous regime by the non-uniformity of x| {z3=1}
(see Figure 4 below). In this last regime, after rescaling by a suitable power of
v, the lower bound for the energy can be deduced from Proposition 2.1 below
(applied in the case of dimension d = 2). More precisely, inequality (2.21) for
3d+3 _

d = 2 reads (after taking power 57 = 2):

<u - y%f dz < C (HVUHl S WR(u,v) + v ||| V] (v — cp)||§) . (2.20)
[0,A]2 +

We observe that if we set u = M, v = M4 (and thus ® = M®), z = £i (and
thus A = KA) the quantities on the right hand-side of (2.20) scale as follows:

IVull, = eM ||Vl
W3 (u,v) = LEMW3 (@, 9),
IIVI72 (0 = )13 = M2V |72 (0 — D)5

We now choose ¢ = M = 175, use the scalings above and multiply by Vo in
(2.20) to deduce:

14

N

Q A A 1 A~
| a=vtde < (Vi + Wi, o)+ 1930 - $)18)
[0,A]2

17



FIGURE 3

Using (2.17) and applying the above inequality with 4 = ¥ (rgeey A0 0 =
X|(ayery> WE get the desired lower bound:

2

A?minE > dv7.

Proposition 2.1. Let u, v : [0,A]* — R be periodic functions with u, v > 0 and

AN fu=A"[v="2.
18



FIGURE 4

Then, there exists a constant C > 0 only depending on d such that for any v > 0
with ® < %ng—i;, we have

We write here the interpolation estimates (2.21) in additive form, since this is the one

3d+1

< & (IVull + v W3 o) + v V@ - 9))3)

3d+3
3d+1

(2.21)

useful for the application. We prefer to state Proposition 1.4 in multiplicative form,
19



since this is the standard form for interpolation inequalities. In Section 5 we will see

that Proposition 1.4 follows easily from Proposition 2.1.

3. INTERPOLATION INEQUALITY IN GENERAL DIMENSION

In this section we give the proof of Proposition 1.1. We start by recalling the weak
version of estimate (1.1). We remind the definition of the weak L -norm of a function
w:

[ ullw—p = sup pl{[ul > p}]'?.
u>0

Lemma 3.1 ([19]). There exists a constant C' < oo only depending on d such that
for all periodic functions u : [0,A]” — R, with [u =0, we have

1 _ 1
lull,—s < CIVullf V] ull3.

This lemma is proven in [19]. Here, for the sake of completeness, we give the proof
of this weak estimate, since it is also useful to prove the strong version (1.1).

Proof of Lemma 3.1. For simplicity of notations, in the following we will write “a < b”
to mean that there exists a positive constant C' only depending on d such that a < Cb,
and [ u to denote f[o,A]d u(z)dz. By a scaling argument in z, it is enough to show

4 _
sup 2 [{[u > p} SVl + V]~ ull3.
u=>0
Indeed, the change of variables x = Lz yields
4 1 a
sup 3 [{ful > p}| S L Hvalls + L2V 3,
>
where the symbol V denotes the gradient with respect to the new variable . The
A1 _2
choice of L = ||Vul]?[||V| ully? yields
4 ~ 2 A 2
sup p3|{|u] > p}| S|Vl [Vl
>0
Raising to the power 3/4 we get, as desired,
S S |
lully—s S IVl IV ull3

For an arbitrary level 1 > 0 we introduce the signed characteristic function x,(z)
of the pu-level set of u:

1 for p < w
Xy 1= 0 for —p < uw < p . (3.1)
—1 for u < —pu



We select now a smooth symmetric ¢)(Z) > 0 supported in {|z| < 1} with [¢dz =1
and define the Dirac sequence ¢g(x) = 77¢(%). Consider then the mollification of a
function v on scale R, defined as vg := ¥g * v. We have the identity

/xuu = /xu(u—uR) +/xu,Ru.

Using the duality between H' and H~"' in the second term on the right-hand side,
we get the inequality

u/ Xl < /qu < llu = urll + [1Vxurl2 [V ull2. (3.2)
On the one hand, since ¥y is supported in {|z| < R} we have
[ — ugly < R Vull. (3.3)

On the other hand, using the definition of x, r and of 9 r, we deduce

19 xrlle < 96zl lxallz = B0 ( / mr) . (3.4)

Plugging (3.3) and (3.4) into (3.2), we get

u [ bl < RIVals + R0, ( / rm) 1V "allo.

The choice of R = ,u’% thus yields after multiplication with ,ué:

4 2 4 % _
it [ bl < 19l + 1961, (w / |><M|) 1" ull.

Using Young’s inequality, we may absorb the first factor of the second term on the
right-hand side and obtain the desired estimate.
O

We give now the proof of Proposition 1.1. The interpolation estimate (1.1) was first
established by Cohen, Dahmen, Daubechies, and Devore (see Theorem 1.5 in [6]) by
wavelet methods. We give here an elementary proof, which uses an idea by Ledoux

[13].

Proof of Proposition 1.1. By scaling in z as in the proof of Lemma 3.1 it is enough

to prove
4 -
/IUIB S IVl + 11V all3.

For an arbitrary level ;1 > 0 we use the signed characteristic function y,, defined in
(3.1). Following an idea of Ledoux [13] for the proof a similar interpolation inequality

we introduce a large parameter M > 1 to be adjusted later. We consider as before
21



Xu,r = VR * Xu, Where g is the convolution kernel defined in the proof of Lemma
3.1. We have:

/X,uu = /(Xu_Xu,R)u+/Xu,RU

= / (Xp = Xu.r)u + / (Xp = Xur)u + /XMRU‘
{lu|<Mp} {lu|>Mp}

Using that ||x, — Xurlle < 2, we obtain the inequality

/ W < My / X — Xr + 2 / jul + / Yt
{lu|>p} {lu|>Mp}

MMR/]VXM\+2/ 1 +/X%Ru.
{lu[>Mp}

We multiply with /f% and choose R = u*% as in the proof of Lemma 3.1. Integrating

IN

over 1 € (0,00) and using the duality between H~' and H', we get

/ / lu|dzdp
0 {lul>p}
< M/ /]qu\dmdu—FZ/
0 0
+/ </ ngu,Rd/J) udx
0
M/ /|qu|da:d,u+2/ u‘g/ |uldzdpu
0 0 {lul> My}
([t
0

1

where we keep the abbreviation R = 5.
On the left-hand side we have

o ju(e)
/ 3/ x)|drdp = /\u |/ 3dudx—3/|u|
0 |u($)|>ﬂ}

We address the three terms on the right-hand side one by one. We start by the second

I

03\1\3

03\!\3

/ |uldzdpu
{lul>Mp}

IN

I1V]~ ull2,

2

one:

w\m

/ x)|dxdu
|u(z)\>MH}

@) 1 \
/|u(x)|/ u_3dudx:3M_3/|u|3.
0
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We now address the first term. By the coarea formula we get

| [ 19dedn = [ exttu > ) + Pert <~ = |9l

where Per(A) denotes the perimeter of A. Finally we consider the last term (with
1

R = y/73):

HV (/ .U_gXuRdM)
= / / S g/VXMR-V)(,,qudxd,u’alu

2

= 2 / / P / (=A)Xp,r Xpr redxdp'dp
0 0
2

K 2 ,_2
IO / Ve ¥ (—AYR) * X, Xwdrdy'dp

2

o B 2 ,_2
: 2/ / 7S ol AR Il X lsodidde
0 0

~ o0 ® 2,2
= 2HA¢H1/ / PR Xl hdpd dp
0 0

~ o0 Ko g ,
= 28wl [ [ R il
0 0

) 0 ) (@)
— 6]| Ay, / i 1{ul > e = 6| A, / / 1 dude
0 0

9 4 4
= 518wl [ 1ult
These inequalities combine to
4
3 [ ful
1
_1 4 9. a2 1
< M|[Vulp+6M75 [ fuls +{ SIA¢I [ fuls ) VIl

We obtain the desired estimate by absorbing the middle right-hand side term for M
large enough and absorbing the first factor of the last right-hand side term by Young’s

W=

inequality:. U

4. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1.2

In this section we prove Proposition 1.2. We begin by recalling a geometric version
of estimate (1.3), which was established by Conti, Niethammer, and one of the authors

in [8].
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Lemma 4.1 ([8]). Let x : [0,A]* — {0,1} be a periodic characteristic function with
volume fraction ® := A2 [y < 1.
Then, there exists a constant C > 0 such that

ot 5 <0 (n /w)( JILRE <1>|). (1.1

The proof of this Lemma made use of the following geometric construction, that

plays a crucial role also in the proof of our strong estimate (1.3).

Lemma 4.2 ([8]). For any periodic function x : [0,A]*> — {0,1} and R < L there
exists a potential ¢p (x) € [0, 1] such that

[x s & [Ivd+ [xon (1.2
/max{—AgbRL,O} < R (ml %)/x, (4.3)

[ona s 2R [ (1.4)

We note that for L = R we could just choose ¢r 1 = g * x = Xr; the interest here
is the logarithmic gain In™! % for L > R.

Remark 4.3. We observe, for later reference, that for any function ¢/(x) € [0,1] we

L
/ Vorr Ve < R2 (ml E) / X (4.5)

/ Vors Vo

have

Indeed, we have

— /<—A¢R,L>¢,§/maX{_AgvaL’O}d

/max{—AqﬁR,L,O} <R? (hl_l %) /X,

where in the first two inequalities we have used ¢’ > 0 and ¢’ < 1 respectively. The

IN

last inequality follows by applying (4.3).
In particular, we obtain for ¢' = ¢p 1,

/ Voro* SR (ln‘l %) / X. (4.6)
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This type of geometric construction was first used by Choksi, Conti, Kohn, and
one of the authors in [4] in the context of branched patterns in superconductors.

For the convenience of the reader we reproduce a version of the proof of Lemma
4.2.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. We split the proof in two steps.

Step 1. In the first step, we construct a set Qg that covers most of {x = 1} (see
Claim 1 below) and has radius of curvature < R (see Claim 2 below). As before, let
Xr = ¥r * x denote the mollification of y on scale R. We define

QR = {XR > 1/2}
This time, we take the non-smooth “Dirac sequence”
45 for |z| <
— mR?
so that g can be characterized via the density of {x = 1} in balls of radius R/2 as

o3l

follows
Op = {x | {x =1} N Bg(2)| > }|Bs(@)]}.
We show now the two following claims.
Claim 1. for Qi defined above we have

/x N R/|VX|+/QRX~ (4.7)

/x —/Q x =0 =131 fxn < 1/2}] < 2 — xalls < zR/ Vx|

Claim 2: There exists a finite number N of points y; € Qg for i = 1, ..., N, such
that

Indeed,

N
1

Qg C UBR(%’) and N S ﬁ/X

=1

Indeed, let {y1,...,yn} be maximal with the property that Bz (y;) N Bz (y;) = 0
for any 4,5 = 1,...,N, with ¢ # j. The first part of the claim follows from the
maximality of {yy, ..., yn }; indeed if there were an yy € Qr with yo € Br(y;) and thus
Bg(yo) N Bg(yi) = () for all : = 1,..., N, also the strictly larger set {yo,v1,...,yn}
would be admissible.

The second part of the claim can be seen as follows:

N N
T 52
N R ;|B§,(yl)|<2;—1|{x 1} 0 B (y:)| < 2/{x =1},
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where in the first inequality, we have used that for y; € Qg we have [{xy = 1} N
B (y)| > 1B 5 (y)|. In the last inequality we have used the pairwise disjointness of

{Bz(i)}im1,..v-
Step 2. In the second step, we construct the potential ¢r ;. We introduce the
capacity potential q;R, 1 of Br(0) in B (0) given by

R
L p € [0,1].

—_
o
=

®

IA

Or(2) = CLofor R
0 for L < |7|

IN
=
IN

We define
¢R,L(x) = 'maxNéRyL(:L’ — yz) & [0, 1]

=1,...,

/XSR/!VXH/WR,L.

Indeed in Claim 2 we have seen that Qr C Uf\il Br(y;), therefore, since by definition
<£R,L = 1 in Bg(0), we deduce that ¢p = 1 on Qp. This, together with Claim 1
implies Claim 3 and thus (4.2).

Claim 4. We have
[orasr2r [
Indeed, by the definition of ¢p 1, we have
/ bri <N / onp SNL* S LR / X

where we have used the upper bound on N established in Claim 2.
Claim 5:

Claim 3 we have

/max{—A(bR,L,O} < sz(lnf1 %)/X

Indeed, using the well-known fact that the singular part of (—A) max{¢, ¢2} is neg-
ative, we conclude similarly to the previous step:

/max{—Aqu’L,O} < N/max{—AqASRyL,O}

= N2rln™* % < R? (ln1 %) /X~

This concludes the proof of Lemma 4.2. O

For the convenience of the reader, we reproduce the proof of Lemma 4.1 from [8].
26



Proof of Lemma 4.1. By the three properties of the geometric construction we have

/X < R/|Vx|+/¢R,LX
= R/\Vx|+/¢R,L(X—<D)+<D/¢R,L

< & [19x+ (190 [ 1910 0 ) +<1>/¢RL
nfm (o) o fron) o3

We first absorb the factor [ y of the middle right-hand side term by Young’s inequality
to get

[ 5 nfwaer (v k) [iorto-or e (5) [x

In order to absorb the last right-hand side term, we choose L to be a small but order
one multiple of ®~3R. Since L is a small multiple of Q_%R, we have @(%)2 < 1so
that indeed we can absorb; since it is an order one multiple of d 2R and ® < 1, we
have L > R and ln}% ~ In é. Hence we obtain:

[x s mfwder (wg) [I9ra- o

We finally optimize in R by choosing R = ([ [Vx|)75((In"" L) [ ||V} (x — ®)[?)3,

and we get
[x s (mé é) (/lw) (/vax—@)\?)é.

3 we obtain the desired estimate. ]

wln

Dividing by A? and multiplying by In3 é,

As in the previous section, we recall here the weak version of our interpolation

inequality (1.3) in dimension 2, which was proven in the PhD thesis of Viehmann
[19].

Proposition 4.4 ([19]). Let u: [0,A]> — R be a periodic function with u > —1 and

fu:O.

Then, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that
1 3 1 - 1
sup (I o) [{Ju} > p}|5 S IVulii V] tull3
u>e
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Proof of Proposition 4.4. By Lemma 3.1 and by a scaling argument in z, it is enough
to show

4 1 _
sgu?’(lm 1) Hlul > p}) S Vully + 11V all3.
w

For a given level 1 > 1 we consider the characteristic function x,(x) € {0,1} of the
corresponding level set of u, that is

{xu =1} ={u>u}.

For given length scales R < L (to be chosen later) let ¢, g be the potential con-
structed in Lemma 4.2 based on x,. According to Lemma 4.2 we have

/xﬂ N R/‘VXM‘+/X;L¢H,R,L'

Using that ¢, g > 0 and the crucial assumption u > —1, we rewrite this as

R/|VXM| +/XM¢/L,R,L

< R/vaul +N_1/Xu¢uyRyLu

= B [wul et [t ) =i [
< R/IVXMI +M_1/¢M,R,L(u+1) —u‘l/xu%,R,L
= R/lVX,A +N_l/¢u,R,LU+M_1 /(1 — Xp)PuR,L

R/|VX;L’ +/~Ll/¢u,R,LU+N1/¢u,R,L
—1 2 —1 2 2 —1
< R [Vl (/\WH,R,Lr Jiv ur) i [ b

We now insert estimates (4.4) and (4.6) from Lemma 4.2 to obtain

/Xu S R/|VXM|
-1 —2 —1 L —1,.12 % —1 L ?
e (R (InT /XM/IIVI L B A /XM'

In order to absorb the last right-hand side term, we choose L to be a small but order

IN

one multiple of u2 R. Since L is a small multiple of u2 R, we have 1 H(%)? < 1 so

that indeed we can absorb; since it is an order one multiple of ,u%R and p > 1, we
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have L > R and ln}% ~ In . Hence we obtain:

[ s v fiwnlen (2 [ [1vrae)

In order to absorb the factor [ x, of the last remaining right-hand side term, we use

Young’s inequality and we get

o>l = [ SR [1Valn R 2w [IVP @)
By the coarea formula, we have [} [|Vx,|dzdy < [|Vu| so that there exists a

p e (b with o [ |Vx,| <2 [ |Vul|. Using (4.8) for p replaced by i/ we thus have

s} S R [ (Va4 w0 R ) [ 1191
which because of ' € [§, p] turns into
ozl s Rt [ Fal B2 0 [V
We multiply with u% In3 1 and we get
i s pl{u > )|
S R(plnp)s /|Vu|+R (pln ) §/||V| Tul?,
The choice of R = (u1n u)_E yields the desired estimate. O

We now give the proof of our strong interpolation inequality in dimension 2.

Proof of Proposition 1.2. By an approximation argument, we can assume that u is
a step function (indeed all the quantities appearing in inequality (1.3) well behave
under approximation by step functions). By a scaling argument in x and the result
in Proposition 1.1, it is enough to show for M > 1:

/ wd s u S (| Vall + V] ul.
{u>2M}

We consider an arbitrary level > M > 1 and start as in the proof of Proposition
4.4, considering the potential ¢, r . Observe that, since we are assuming that u is
a step function, then ¢, 1 is piecewise constant as a function of p, and therefore it
is measurable in p. This will be important later since we will integrate ¢, g r, in dpu.
For L chosen such that (£)? ~ u, we get

/Xu S R/|VXM|+M_1/¢N,R,LU-
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But we now rather proceed as in Proposition 1.1. We multiply with (xIn ,u)%, choose
R = (pln ,u)_% and integrate in u € (M, o00) for M > 1:

/ (ulnu)é/xudwdu
M

= / /|VXu|d$dﬂ+/ </ 2 ¢M7RLdﬂ> udx
M M 43
% |3

\% </ M¢,u,RLdM>
Mo B

On the last right-hand side term we argue along the lines of Proposition 1.1, now

V1 a2 (4.9)

2

using the property (4.5) of our geometric construction, that is

11
/V¢uRL Vo rpde S -5 L /xudx, (4.10)

1

where R’ and L’ are related to y' like R and L to p, that is, R’ := (¢/Inpy’)"3,
(L—,) ~ /. Using (4.10) and by the choice of R and L, we get

1 2
> In3
HV (/ 2M¢M,R,Ldﬂ>
M 3 )

 In3 ln3
= / / " /v¢u RL " Vcﬁu/ R, L/dzd,u d/L

2

W3

l
ns

- / / z 7 /V¢M,RL Vo rdedu'dp
M 3 /3
(4 10) I 1 1 1 1
/ / ngQM nw oL / Xpdzdp'dp
ME M 3 R In E
|
/ / n3 ,U d,u /Xudxdu
e

S / (peIn o) / Xpdady.
M

Hence, coming back to (4.9), we can absorb this term by Young’s inequality and

obtain

/ (uln )} / vudrdu < [Vully + V] all2

M
We conclude by observing that for M > 1

/ (,ulnu)% /Xudxdu :/ / (ulnu)édud:ﬂ,%/ us In? u.
M {u>M} J M {u>2M}
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5. PROOF OF PROPOSITIONS 1.3 AND 2.1

In this section we prove Propositions 1.3,2.1, and 1.4. The two main ingredients in
the proofs are the geometric construction of Lemma 4.2 and the Kantorovich duality
for the Wasserstein distance.

Remark 5.1. In the proof of Proposition 1.3 we need the analog of the geometric
construction of Lemma 4.2 in any dimension d. Following the proof of Lemma 4.2 it
is easy to see that given a function y : [0, A]Y — {0, 1} there exists a set 2, which is
defined as

Op = {z | {x =1} N Bs(x)| > }|Ba (@)},
and N points y; € Qg for 2 = 1,..., N such that

N
Qr C UBR(%‘) and N 5 %/Xa (5.1)
i=1
where {y1, ..., yn} is maximal with the property that Br/2(y;) N Bg/2(y;) = 0 for every
1,7 =1,..., N such that i # j.

Similarly to Lemma 4.2, we want to define now a potential ¢ associated to y.
Since here we are not interested in the logarithmic behaviour of the potential, it is
enough to define ¢ as the characteristic function of U1]i1 Br(y;). With this choice
of ¢, similarly to (4.2), we have

[xsr[19d+ [ron (5.2)

We are now ready to give the proof of our Proposition 1.3.

Proof of Proposition 1.3. As before, by approximation we may assume that u is a
step function. By a scaling argument in z it is enough to show that there exists a
constant C' only depending on d such that
243d
(e = )23 < C (IVully + Wy (u, 1)) (5.3)

To make the proof more readable, we divide it in three steps.
Step 1. We start as in the proof of Proposition 4.4 using our geometric con-
struction. For a given level i, let as before y,(x) € {0,1} denote the characteristic

function of the set {u > p} and let ¢, g be the potential associated to x, defined in
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Remark 5.1. By (5.2) we have

/Xu 5 R/|VXM|+/XM¢M,R

1
S R/|VXM|+;/¢M,RU' (54)

Let € be a small parameter to be adjusted later. We multiply (5.4) by p+34/Gd)
we choose R = 011 / 22/ (where C} is a dimensional constant to be specified later)
and we integrate in [ df‘ for > 1/€% to get

+o00o 9 +o00
/ " ggd/xudxd—ﬂ,i/ /\qu!dxdu
1/ed K 1/ed
+o0 9 d
+/ (/ uM¢M7R(x)—M) u(zr)dr.
1/ed H

Using the coarea formula as before, the first term on the right-hand side is estimated

(5.5)

as follows
+oo

/ VX, ldedps < ||Valls.

1/ed
To estimate the second term on the right-hand side of (5.5), we set
+o00 B du
ow)i= [ b (5:6)
1/ed 2

Using the Kantorovich duality (1.5) with v = 1, with ¢ replaced by —, and with
cost function ¢(z) = |z — y|*/e?, we have that

[ e@uta)in < Swin + [y 6.7)
where
o) = {ote) =~ { [ "o, a2 )

Combining all together in (5.5) we get

2434 d,u 1
[ eSS 190l Wi+ ot 39)

where 9 is defined in (5.8).
Step 2. In this step, we estimate the term [ 1. We will show that, for € small

enough, it can be absorbed on the left-hand side and this will conclude the proof. In
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this step, we will assume that the following inequality holds:

too d _yl?
w@sﬂﬂ[ wwwmﬁ—ﬁ4ﬂ}
+

T /Ed /J/ 52
< sup § C1p3 ¢, () — — = y)—,
IVE ' m €2 + M e

where, for simplicity of notations, we write sup{f}, in place of (sup{f}),. We will
prove this inequality in Step 3 below. By (5.10) we have that

/w(y)dy < /( I:%(y)df) dy = /I:O (/%(y)dy) df (5.11)

We recall that (see Remark 5.1) for any p, ¢, g is the characteristic function of the
union of N balls Bg(y;) for i = 1,..., N, where N is bounded above by % I X
This implies that

A 2 [z —yl?
Yuly) = 2supq Crusig, p(r) — N
@ +
Clu% if y € Br(y;) for somei=1,....N
max {C’l,u% —d;/e?, O} if y ¢ Bgr(y;) for every i,

where d,, := dist (y, UY,B R(yi)> , with dist(y, A) denoting the distance between y and
the set A. Observe that if y is such that d, > 011/25;;3%1 then {/JVM(y) = 0. Moreover by
the choice R = C/%1=2/39) and by our assumption p > 1/e?, we have C1/%cpsa > R,
Thus 1;“ is supported in the union of N balls B;(y;), with radius [ = R + Cll/Qeuﬁ <
2(]11/ %epma.

Hence we have

(5.1) o

~ : 1 :
/wu(y)dy < Npaald < edpst ﬁ/xudﬂc < elpitt /xudaﬁ-

Using (5.11) this yields

/w(y)dy S/ (/%(y)dy) & Séd/ s /Xudl“—u-
1/ed H 1/ed H

Combining all together in (5.9) we get that there exists a constant C' > 0 only

depending on d such that

/ wammﬁsc@wm+3%wm+ﬁ/ ﬁﬁfmwﬁ)
1/ed H € 1/ed K
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Choosing € = (25’)_1/ 4 we can absorb the last term on the right-hand side to get

© dn ~
/ y gfd/xudx—ﬂSZC’(HVUH1+(26’)2/‘1W22(U, D).
20 H

Evaluating the integral in p on the left-hand side we deduce (5.3) with C' = 4C2,
Step 3. In this last step we show (5.10) and therefore we conclude the proof. By

dilation in g, it is enough to prove that there exists a dimensional constant C; such
that
+o00 d _ 2 o0 _ 2 d

BTy 2 r—y M
sup {/ $3 6 () = %} < 2/ sup {CWM%,R(I’) - %} —
z 1 1% € + 1 z € + 2
(5.12)

We start by proving two technical estimates.
Claim A. Given a function f, we have the following relations between (discrete) dyadic

sums and (continuum) logarithmic integrals:

%/1 Zf (62%) d9</ flu “g/jki)f(ez’f)de. (5.13)

The proof of Claim A is trivial; indeed, using the change of variable y = 2%, we have

co [
/Zf@dee—Z/fezkde—Z/ iz/foof:;%u

Claim B. For any fixed ¢ € R and k& € N, let ¢y be a characteristic function.
Then, for p > 0, we have that for any x the following estimate holds:

[ee]

k\p 2r
2(92 Voo r(x) < o —

k=0

sup {(62%)P ¢y r(2)}. (5.14)

0<k<oo

To prove this claim, we set

K(x) := sup{k| ¢gx(x) # 0}. (5.15)

If K(z) = oo inequality (5.14) holds trivially since the right-hand side is infinite.
If K(z) < oo then we have

op(K(z)+1) _ q
Z (025 g () < Z(QQk)p =0—
pars k=0 -1
2P 2P
< (p2K@)” = sup {(62%)P¢g (1)},

2% -1 20— 1 ockzo

which concludes the proof of Claim B.
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Now, using (5.13) and (5.14) we deduce that (5.12) holds. Indeed, recalling that

¢u,r 1s the characteristic function of a finite union of balls (depending on p), we have

o dp  |x - @/!2}
sup / ,U/3d¢
T { 1 MR( ),U, 52 +
(5.13) 2 (& 2 —y|?
< sup{/ ( (92k)5”¢92k,R(95)> de — u 2@/\ }
z L\ k=0 c +

= sup {/1 (Z(QQk)i(ﬁwk,R(ff) b ;2y|2> d9}

k=0
= k2 |z — y|2
< sup 2(92 )34 dgor r(T) — T dg
r 1 k=0 +
2 - k2 \x - yP
= sup 2(92 )3d ¢92k,R(95) T2 do
1 z k=0 +

(iégu/’sup (ca sup {(62%)3 gze (o >}——Lfiifﬂf> b
1 +

0<k<oo 52

? k\ 2 |z —y|?
:/ sup | sup § C1(6027)3d pgor p(x) — 5 de
1z \0<k<oo 5 N
2 k2 v —y|?
= sup ( sup  C1(02%)3 ggor g(x) — 2 de
1 0<k<oco \ 5 N
2
/Z@ﬁwwwm>ﬁﬁbw
1 € +

(5.13) — 2 d
< 2/ sup{Clu:i@MR(x) — z — vl } —'u,
1 x +

2

where C} = 251 (cf. Claim B).
3d —
This concludes the proof of (5.10) and thus of the proposition.

O

We give now the proof of the interpolation estimate in additive form stated in

Proposition 2.1.

Proof of Proposition 2.1. We follow the same strategy of the proof of Proposition 1.3
and we divide again the proof in three steps.
Step 1. We start by showing that inequality (2.21) holds with v = 1, that is we

want to prove that for every u,v > 0 such that A~ [u = A~ [v = ®, there exists
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a constant C with ® < C~!, such that
3d+3 9 9
[w-0F <o (Ival + w2 + 19w -9)R) . G1s)

We begin as in the proof of Proposition 1.3, assuming that u is a step function and
using our geometric construction. We have (cf. (5.4

/X /|qu| + — /(Z)MRU (5.17)

We multiply (5.17) by ug%? choose R = C’l/ i (where Cj is a dimensional
constant to be specified later) and integrate in f for p > 1, to get

| [rma
< [7 [1vatasaes [ ([ s ou@% ) utaie. 619

Using the coarea formula as before, the first term on the right-hand side is estimated

/ / VX (@)ldedps < | Va1
1

To estimate the second term on the right-hand side we proceed as in the proof of

as

Proposition 1.3. By analogy with (5.6), we set

-, d
o@)i= [ 10,00

Using again the Kantorovich duality, we obtain

/90( Yulz)dz < W2(u, 0) /q/) y)dy, (5.19)

where analogously to (5.10) we have

Uly) = Slip{w(fﬂ)—lfﬁ—yIZ}

+oo d
< sup {/ T () — o — y\Q}
x 1 1% +

+00 d
< 2/ sup {Cguﬁqﬁuﬁ(ﬂﬁ) — |z — y|2} _Mv
1 x tH
2
where Cy = 232
923d+1 —1

Plugging (5.19) into (5.18), we get

/ M?Zii’/xu dw B < 1Vully + W2(u, v) /1/; . (5.20)
1
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Step 2. In this step we estimate the term f Y. In order to do that, we define the
functions

~ 2
5utw) = 2sup { CorF 0y n(o) ~ o~} and 0)i= [ Gl
The second term on the right-hand side of (5.19) is bounded by
/wvs/{/?v:/{ﬁ(v—é)MD/J
~ B (5.21)
<1 VRNV o= )+ @ [ 4.

We give now an estimate for the quantity |||V|2¢]s. We recall that here H'/? refers
to the homogeneous fractional Sobolev space, endowed with the seminorm defined by

IV o) o= [ =L

We have

V3312 = H'V' %du
- /Rd/Rd (/ / wu |§,y)_)g5,+(1) wu(”#%) dydy
_ / du /udﬂ ( / (uly ‘ ))(sz() @”dydg)

Re JRd y — gldtt

where in the last equality we have changed the order of integration and we have

used the symmetry between p and /. To estimate the quantity I** we proceed as
follows. First recall that, since ¢, g is the characteristic function of the union of N
balls Br(y;), we have

JM (y)

2 (sup {Cguﬁgbuﬁ(x) — |z — y|2})

5 C’z,uﬁ if y € Br(y;) for some i
max {C’Q,M%H —d2, O} if y ¢ Bgr(y;) for every i.

+

(5.22)

where d,, := = dist(y, UY, Br(y;))}. Observe that if y is such that d, > cy/? {57 then

=0, and that by the choice R = 01/2 ~2/(3d+1) we have 5T > R, for p > 1.
m Yy M m =
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Thus {Zu is supported in the union of N balls B;(y;), with radius | = R+ C’21/2,1LT1+1 <
205/ QMﬁ. Moreover recall that the number N of balls is bounded by

1
By (5.22), we see that Ju satisfies
[Gul S psts, (5.24)
Vil S B S (5.25)
Using the fact that JH is supported in UY, B;(y;) and the symmetry between y and
7, we have
N ~ - ~ ~
/ Uu(y) — (@) (W () — Y ()
<9 / / (Y ) ) p dydy
N ~ ~ T ~
— 9 Z/ / (Vuly) — () Ww(y) — wu’(?J))dydy
=SB S @l-i<r) ly =gl
N ~ ~ T ~
_%ngju/j L/“ Wuly) = Yu@) W (9) = 9w @) ) 1
= JBw) S wl-a1>m) ly =gl

N
:fnz<ﬁf+ﬁy>.
=1

To bound the first term I{fi“l, we use that [ < p!/G4D) | the gradient bound (5.25) for

J#, and spherical coordinates centred at y. We get

/ ({/;u(y) - J#@))(&M (y) — KZM ) —
- dyd
o lLMOA;wMQ} ly — gl "

r 2 d—1

~ - PP
< Bl 1V8ullo 1V 8 1 / o

d _1 /L _d _1 /#
< ] JLBAFT BAFT = [y 3d+T (3T gy 3T,

~

On the other hand, using now the L*>-bound (5.24) for 1;#, we deduce
o= [ [ GRG0 ),
’ Bi(y)) J{w:ly—gl>r}

ly — |4t
. - oopdfl
S B! Wl Wl | Sz
2 1 d 2 2 1

2
< ld,u,3d+1 Iu/3d+1 — = [4B3a+T gy 3dFT M’sd+1 _.
r r
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’ ’ 1 1
Optimizing the sum I/ + I in r | we get for r = p2@aD /2G40

, 2d+3

N
< 22(%‘3"#15&“/) < N i

< 1 _2d4s P M
< Rduz(3d+l)# 2<3d+1> Xudl" < QBT g 26D ) 2GaFT) Xudx,

where we have used the bound (5.23) for N and the choice R = (3/?y~2/(3d+1),
Finally, integrating in p and p' we get

1~ oo Pdu! /
nwvw@=2/ —ﬂ/-#JW

"

< / du / W 8y e / dz X, (5.26)
1 M

5/ M§d+1 Xu dx
1

We now estimate the second term & f 1/) appearing in (5.21). By an analogue but

simpler computation, we deduce that

/qzu(y)dy § Nuﬁld g Rdlj,MQ-Hld/XM ~ M3d2f0i—luad2-o—1u3dil /X,u zuggif /X,u

Thus, plugging this into ¢ fzz, we get

<I>/J= <I>/1+OO (/%(y)dy> % S ¢/1+mﬂg’3ﬁ/xudfﬁdf- (5.27)

Plugging (5.21), (5.26), and (5.27) into (5.20), we deduce that there exists a constant
C > 0 such that

o0 a d
/ B / XM_“ < C||Vully + CW2(u, v)+ (5.28)
1

+C<H|V\ 2(v—@ HQ/ /ﬁdﬂ/xudx—) +C<I>/ /ﬂd+1/xudx—
(5.29)

Since (3d+2)/(3d+1) < (3d+3)/(3d+1), we can absorbe the last term on the right-
hand side for ¢ < % . Moreover, using Young inequality, we can absorb the second

factor of the third term on the right-hand side. Finally we evaluate the integral in p
on the left-hand side to get

3d+3
Jt- 0 <o0 (19ul+ Wi + 1V e - 9F). (530)
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Step 3. In this last step we show that, by scaling, the following inequality in
additive form containing the parameter v holds for ® < y3its /(2C)

+

+
/ (u- u+>+ <20 (IVully + v WE(w, 0) + v ||9] 30 = D)) . (5.31)

Indeed, set u = Ma, v = Mo, ® = M®, and © = Lz, by (5.30) we have for
d < (20M)!

¥ [ (- M) B < L [ a1t MW, o LRV - D)
We divide by LM 3 to get
u/@—wfﬂ?ESL”wfJH/NMHLﬂfﬁﬁwﬂmm+LMﬁﬁmvr%m@wa
Choosing L = M ~52F1 we have

[ @2 5 [ 19al+ A s, + IV - )

3d+3

This implies (5.31) for v = M~ 341, O

Finally, we prove Proposition 1.4, which follows easily by Proposition 2.1 by scaling
arguments.

Proof of Proposition 1.4. As a corollary of Proposition 2.1, we deduce that given two
nonnegative functions u,v : R* — R with [u = [v < oo, the following inequality in
additive form holds

/ (= v38) 5 < Tully + oW, 0) + 055 9ol
+

We pass from the additive form to the multiplicative one, by scaling in x. Indeed for

xr = Lz, we have

[ (=52 S 1
+

L5 (wLya Wi ) + (L) 9] 503).
cfi+11 5 1-d 1 _3dd+11
Setting 7 = v L and choosing L = (||Vu|| )3 ! (ﬁd“WgQ(U,U) + ﬁﬁ|||V|_§v||§> “
we deduce

d+3 d+1
[ (=33 < (19 ™ (et e, o) + o501 Holg)
+

Taking the supremum in v (that is the supremum in 7 on the right-hand side, since

v = Lv) and raising to the power (3d + 1)/(3d + 3) we conclude the proof. O
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