arXiv:2304.03447v1 [math.AP] 7 Apr 2023

ON THE MEAN-FIELD AND SEMICLASSICAL LIMIT FROM QUANTUM
N-BODY DYNAMICS

XUWEN CHEN, SHUNLIN SHEN, AND ZHIFEI ZHANG

ABSTRACT. We study the mean-field and semiclassical limit of the quantum many-body dynamics
with a repulsive -type potential NSBV(NB:C) and a Coulomb potential, which leads to a macro-
scopic fluid equation, the Euler-Poisson equation with pressure. We prove quantitative strong
convergence of the quantum mass and momentum densities up to the first blow up time of the
limiting equation. The main ingredient is a functional inequality on the J-type potential for the
almost optimal case 8 € (0,1), for which we give an analysis of the singular correlation structure
between particles.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background and Problems. The foundations of microscopic physics are Newton’s and
Schrodinger equations in the classical and the quantum case respectively. By the first principle
of quantum mechanics, a quantum system of N particles is described by a wave function satisfying
a linear N-body Schrodinger equation. In realistic systems like fluids, the particle number is so
large that these N-body equations are almost impossible to solve. The macroscopic dynamics are
therefore modeled by phenomenological equations such as the Euler or the Navier-Stokes equations,
which are an important part of many areas of pure and applied mathematics, science, and engineer-
ing. These macroscopic equations are usually derived from continuum under ideal assumptions, but
they are, in principle, consequences of the microscopic physical laws of Newton or Schrodinger. A
key goal of statistical mechanics is to justify these macroscopic equations from microscopic theories
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in appropriate limit regimes. It is thus of fundamental interest to establish macroscopic equations
from the microscopic level.

In the current paper, we start from the bosonid] quantum many-body dynamics with §-type
and Coulomb potentials, and study the mean-field and semiclassical limit which would lead to
macroscopic fluid equations as particle number N tends to infinity and Planck’s constant & tends
to zero. The dynamics of N quantum particles in 3D are governed by, according to the superposition
principle, the linear N-body Schrédinger equation:

(1.1) thopn = Hn N -

Our Hamiltonian Hy p is

N
1 1 K
(12) HNJ'L = Z —§FL2ij + N Z VN(LZ']' - Ll'k) + N Z Vc(a;] - xk),

j=1 1<j<k<N 1<j<k<N

where the factor 1/N is the mean-field averaging factor. The §-type and Coulomb potentials are

13) V() =

:m7

{ Vi(z) = N3V (NPz),

in which, the parameter 5 € [0,1] characterises different density regimes which correspond to
different physical situations.
To have a fixed number of variables in the N — 0o process, we define the marginal densities

’Y](\]Z)h(t) associated with ¢y 5 (t) = e™#Nnqpy 1 (0) in kernel form by

(1.4) fY](\I;:’)ﬁ(t7Xk7X]/g) = /wN,h(t,Xk,XN—k)TZJN,h(t,X;Q,XN—k)dXN—k,

where X}, = (z1,..., 1) € R* and Xy_j = (2411, ..., zx) € R¥N=F)_ Tt is believed that nonlinear
Schrodinger equations (NLS) is the mean-field limit equation for these quantum N-body dynamics,
that is,

(1.5) Yt T, 7)) ~ (o) (0],

where ¢(t) solves NLS.

There is a large amount of literature devoted to the mean-field theory from quantum many-body
dynamics, such as [1H4] 6221 25] 26l 28-33] 3644, 4648, 55, [68H62]. In particular, for the case of
defocusing d-type potential, it was Erdos, Schlein, and Yau who first rigorously derived the 3D cubic
defocusing NLS from quantum many-body dynamics in their groundbreaking papers [28731]9111
their analysis, apart from the uniqueness of the infinite hierarchy which was widely regarded as
the most involved part, understanding the singular correlation structure generated by the J-type
potential was one of the main challenges.

In the mean-field limit as the particle number N tends to infinity, the potential V converges
formally to the Dirac-delta interaction ([ V)4, also called the Fermi potential. For 8 < %, the

average distance between the particles, which is O(N _%), is much less than the range of the
interaction potential, which is O(N —B ), and there are many but weak correlations. For g > %,
then the analysis is much more involved because of the strong correlations between particles. For
B close or equal to 1, as the scaling is starting to match the Laplacian operator, it is expected that

1N2 and Oz molecules are bosons (99.03% of air) and 99.05% H2>O molecules are bosons.
2Around the same time, see also [I] for 1D case.
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the 0-type potential generates an interparticle singular correlation structure, closely related to the
zero-energy scattering equation

<—h2A + %VN(az)> nn(z) =0,

lim fyn(z) =1

|z| =00

(1.6)

The scattering function (1 — fn s(x)) varies effectively on the short scale for |:L'$§,§ N~ and has
the same singularity as the Coulomb potential at infinity. It is believed that], instead of the
factorization property, that is,

2 L !
’Y](V,)h(ty T1, L5 T, Tp) ~ ’Y](V,)h(tv Z1; 95/1)71(\7,))5(’57 93 75),

the marginal densities should be considered as

’Yz(\?,)h(tv 1, w232, 25) ~ fyn(r1 — z2) fnn(@) — 33'2)%(\},);7/(@ T1; 56/1)%(\},))3('57 22 T5).
The singular correlation structure is very subtle and plays a crucial role in the mean-field limit
from quantum N-body dynamics, as it gives an O(N?) correction to the N-body energy.

For the semiclassical limit, the connection between Schrodinger-type equations and the classical
fluid mechanics was already noted in 1927 by Madelung [51]. Starting from a single NLS, the
asymptotic behavior of the wave function as the Planck’s constant goes to zero is studied by
many authors using various approaches based on Madelung’s fluid mechanical formulation. See, for
example, [35,45,[50,[64]. For a more detailed survey related to semiclassical limits, see [5165] and
references within. There are many deep problems on the study of classical limiting dynamics from
quantum equations.

The joint mean-field and semiclassical limit from quantum N-body dynamics formally gives a
direct connection between quantum microscopic systems and classical macroscopic fluid equations.
Providing a rigorous proof is certainly a challenging problem. For the repulsive Coulomb poten-
tial, Golse and Paul [34], based on Serfaty’s inequality [57, Proposition 1.1], justified the weak
convergence to pressureless Euler-Poisson in the mean-field and semiclassical limit. For the case of
the 0-type potential, in our previous work [23], we derived the compressible Euler equations with
strong and quantitative convergence rate from quantum many-body dynamics by a new strategy
of combining the accuracy of the hierarchy method and the flexibility of the modulated energy
method. Subsequently, such a scheme was adopted in [24] to obtain the quantitative convergence
rate from quantum many-body dynamics to the pressureless Euler-Poisson equation.

Despite a series of progress on the mean-field and semiclassical limit from the quantum N-body
dynamics with singular potentials, a number of challenges remain open:

(1) The derivation of the full Euler-Poisson equation with pressure from the quantum many-
body dynamics. In [24,[34], the limiting Euler-Poisson equation is pressureless. However,
the pressure is a fluid defining feature and essential for the macroscopic fluid equation. It is
thus a fundamental question to understand the emergence of pressure from the microscopic
level.

(2) The large 8 problem is known to be difficult in the mean-field and semiclassical limit due
to the strong correlations between particles. The main challenge lies in the analysis of the
singular correlation structure generated by the §-type potential.

(3) To obtain the quantitative strong convergence rate, a double-exponential restriction between
N and h was needed in [23], which is of course not optimal. From the perspective of energy,
the restriction should be at least polynomial. To relax the double-exponential restriction,
it requires new and finer techniques.

3See for example [49] for the static case and [28)30,31] for the time-dependent case.
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(4) The scheme in [23] currently cannot deal with the T2 case, since its proof highly relies on a
key collapsing estimate, which fails in the H! energy space for the T? case as proven in [36].
Thus, the T? case requires new ideas. The torus case is the beginning to understand other
related and important problems, such as the microscopic descriptions of the Mach number
and Knudsen number and their limit to incompressible fluids.

In this paper, our goal is to settle the above open problems.

1.2. Statement of the Main Theorem. Starting from the quantum N-body dynamics (LI]),
we take the normalization that ||y x(t)] 2 = 1, and define the quantum mass density and
N

momentum density by
(1.7) AL Xk) = Wh(t X Xa), T n(t,2) = T (AV,,20), ) (8 23.2).

The limiting macroscopic equation would be the compressible Euler-Poisson equation with a

pressure term P = %0 p?, which is (in velocity form)

Op+V - (pu) =0,
(1.8) Ou+ (u-V)u~+bgVep+ V. (Ve p) =0,
(b, w)le=0 = (p™,u™),
or (in momentum form)
Op +divJ =0,
(1.9) 00T+ div (£22) + 19 (bop?) + kpVa(Ve + p) =0,
(P, Dli=0 = (o™, J™).
Here, as usual,
p(t,z) :Rx R3 - R
u(t,z) = (ul(t,z),u’(t, z),u3(t,z)) : R x R3 = R3
J(t,z) = (pu) (t,x) : R x R3 — R3

are respectively the mass density, the velocity, and the momentum of the fluid. The coupling
constant by = f V' is the macroscopic effect of the microscopic interaction V. When the coefficient
k = 0, the system (L.8]) is reduced to a compressible Euler equation. Specifically, we consider the
initial data satisfying the condition

pin c HS_I(R3)7 uin c HS(R3)7
P 2o, [ s =1,
R3

with s > % and s € N, so that the Euler-Poisson system (L.8) has a unique solution (p,u) up to
some time Ty such thatfd

(1.10)

p e C(0, Tols H*7H(RY)), u e C([0, To); H*(RY)),

(1.11) -
p(t,x) >0, /R3 p(t,z)dr = 1.

Theorem 1.1. Let 5 € (0,1), k > 0 and the marginal densities I'yj, = {’y](\];)h} associated with
Y., be the solution to the N-body dynamics (L)) with a smooth compactly supported, spherically

4We are not dealing with sharp well-posedness of (L8] here. The local well-posedness of the Euler system here is
known by the standard theory on hyperbolic systems,see [52H54].
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symmetric nonnegative potential V and a repulsive Coulomb potential V.. Assume the initial data
satisfy the following conditions:
(a) ¥nr(0) is normalized and the N-body energy bound holds:

(1.12) (WNA(0), (Hy /N + 1)*¢n1(0)) < (Eo)?,

for some Fgy > 0. o
(b) The initial data (p",u'™) to (L)) satisfy condition (LIQ) with s = 5, and the modulated
energy between (LI)) and (L8) at initial time tends to zero, that is, M(0) — 0 where

M(0)
- / (7 4y — u(t, 21)) (0, Xy )PdXy
RSN
N1
N

o [ o ap" ey =20 [ ) 0,00 oy
R R

Vn(zy — xg)pg\%)h(O, x1,x9)dr1dTy

N-—-1 . . )
+ / Ve(w1 — ) {Tpﬁ?ﬁw,m,wz) o™ (1) (w2) — 207 (21)p (0, 22) | darydls.

Then under the polynomial restriction
(1.13) r(N,h) = C(NPIh=5 + N=5 14 + N~ h—4) — 0,
we have the quantitative estimates on the strong convergence of the mass density
1
(1.14) o8t ) = ot 2) |3 0 g2 ) S MUO) + (N ) + 12,
and on the convergence of the momentum density

(1) 2 2
(1.15) HJNﬁ(t,x) - (,ou)(t,x)( < M(0) + r(N, k) + 2.

~

Lg°[0,T0] L3 (R?)

When k > 0, Theorem [L.1] is the first result which simultaneously deals with the J-type and
Coulomb potentials and establishes the quantitative strong convergence to the full Euler-Poisson
equation with pressure. Compared to [24,[34], the emergence of the pressure term is the main
novelty. We point out that, it is not clear if the scheme in [23,24] can handle the J-type and
Coulomb potentials simultaneously, since the energy estimates and collapsing estimates are totally
different in the d-type and Coulomb potentials. Therefore, it requires completely new ideas for a
simultaneous consideration of d-type and Coulomb potentials.

When k = 0, it reduces to the sole J-type potential case. Compared with our previous work [23],
we here list the breakthroughs.

(1) The parameter (3 is extended to the full range of (0, 1), which is almost optimal in the dilute
regime.

(2) The previous double-exponential restriction between N and 7 is relaxed to be polynomial,
which is a tremendous improvement.

(3) Our new approach also works for the T3 case with slight modifications, as the proof is
independent of the hardcore harmonic analysis on T?.

Additionally, the convergence rate h? should be optimal since the convergence rate of the mod-
ulated kinetic energy part at initial time is at most the order of h2. Besides, this can be achieved
with WKB type initial data.

5(IEE{I) is in fact a rational restriction. We say polynomial to avoid confusing “rational” and “reasonable”.
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1.3. Outline of the Proof. The proof is based on a modulated energy method[] The modulated
energy we use includes three parts

(1.16) M(t) = Mk (t) + F5(t) + Felt),
where the kinetic energy part is
(1.17) M (t) = / (Y, = ult, 21)) (e, X) P X,
R
the -type potential part is
N -1
(1.18) ]:5(75) = // VN($1 — l‘g)pg\zf)h(t,$1,$2)d$1dl‘2
N R3xR3 ’

+ bo /3 p(t, x1)p(t, x1)dzy — 2bo /3 plt, 21) Py (1) dary
Rs Rs

and the Coulomb potential part is

N -1
(119) F = [, v a0 | S
R3xR3

+p(t, x1)p(t, x2) — 2p(t,x1)pg\1,’)h(t,x2)} dxidzs.
In Section 2], we first derive the time evolution of the modulated energy
d — ~ ~
(1.20) M@ = Mg () + F5(t) + Fe(t),

where the kinetic energy contribution part is

3
MK(t) = — Z /RSN (@uk + 8kuj) (—iﬁajl/JNﬁ — ujle,ﬁ)(—iﬁakl/JNﬁ — ukl/JNﬁ)dXN
-

2

K
+5 [ Aldiv w)(t,21)p\y (8, 21 )dacn,
R3 ’

with the notations v = (u',u?,u3), 1 = (2},2%,23) € R® and 9; = 0, the é-type potential
1
contribution part is

~ N -1
(1.21) Fs(t) ==~ /(u(t,xl) —u(t,z2))VVy(z1 — xg)pg\z,’)h(t,xl,xg)dxldazg

- bo/divu(t,:nl)p(t,:nl) [p(t,xl) - ZpS\I,?h(t,:El)] dxy,

and the Coulomb potential contribution part is

(1.22) Folt) = / (ult, 1) — ult, 22))VVi(z1 — 2)
N-—-1
[Tﬂg?h(t, x1,22) + p(t, z1)p(t, 22) — 2p(2, ﬂfl)ﬁg\lz,)h(t, 962)] dr1dzs.
It is easy to control the kinetic energy contribution part
(1.23) M (t) S Mg (t) + B2

The toughest part in the modulated energy method is to control the potential contribution part both
in the classical and quantum setting. See, for example, [27.[34,50,56,57,64]. In the classical mean-
field limit with Coulomb potential, Serfaty in [57, Proposition 1.1] establishes a crucial functional
inequality to solve this challenging problem. Then for the quantum many-body systems with

6A closely related method is the relative entropy method, see for example, [63].
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Coulomb potential, based on Serfaty’s inequality, Golse and Paul in [34] managed to control the
Coulomb potential contribution part F.(t) as follows

(1.24) Fu(t) SFu(t) + CN73,
(1.25) 0 <F.(t) + CN™3.

Serfaty’s inequality is a special and impressive tool based on deep observations of the structure of
Coulomb potential. It is limited to a special class of singular potentials, as its proof highly relies on
the structure and the profile of the potentials, such as the Coulomb characteristic that —AV, = ¢gd.
Therefore, it is quite difficult to establish a Serfaty’s inequality for the J-type potential case, because
of the general profile and sharp singularity of the d-type potential. In fact, due to the presence
of the singular correlation structure caused by the J-type potential, the analysis would be totally
different and is expected to be rather intricate.

In this paper, we develop a new scheme without using Serfaty’s inequality to control the J-type
potential parts Fs(t) and Fs(t) and establish

(1.26) ﬁ(;(t) S-Fé(t) + T(Nv h)v
(1.27) 0 <Fs(t) +r(N,h).
The proof is divided in several steps.

Step 1. Preliminary reduction. Applying the approximation of identity to the one-body
term of Fj(t), we have the approximation

(1.28) Fs(t) N/VN(SU —y) [%ﬂﬁ?ﬁ(m,y)

—pNh(t0)p(ty) = p(t. )P (. y) + plt, 2)p(t,y) | dady.

To have a closed estimate, namely, letting fg(t) match the approximation of Fs(t), we get by
integration by parts for the two-body term that

~ N -1 .
Fs(t) ==~ divu(t,z1)Vn(z1 — xg)p%?h(t,xl,xg)dajldxg

_ /(u(t, x) —u(t,y))Vn(z — y)VmpS\zf?h(t, x,y)dzdy

- bo/divu(t,:nl)p(t,:nl) [p(t,xl) - 2p5\1,?h(t,:n1)] dxy.

Using the approximation of identity to the one-body term again, we decompose j-:(;(t) into the main
part and error part

(1.29) Fs(t) = MP + EP,
where
. N—-1 3
(1.30) MP ~— [ divu(t,z)Vy(x —y) TPN,h(tv x,y)

—Pn(t 2t y) = plt,)pGh (8 y) + p(t,)p(t,y) | dady,

(1.31) EP =— /(u(t,x) —u(t,y))Vn(z — y)prS\Z,:?h(t,x,y)dxdy.

Such a decomposition is based on the key observation that the difference coupled with the §-type
potential

(1.32) (u(t, z) —u(t,y))Vn(z — ),
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when it is tested against a regular function, would vanish in the NV — oo limit. Such a structure
is notably special for the §-type potential, since the difference coupled with a common potential
including the Coulomb case cannot provide any smallness.

To prove that the error part (I.3]]) is indeed a small term, it requires the regularity of the two-
body density function. Therefore, we delve into the analysis of two-body energy estimates, then
deal with the error part and the main part in the Step 3 and 4 respectively.

Step 2. Two-body energy estimate. As usual, a-priori estimates are one of the toughest
parts in the study of many-body dynamics as one must seek a regularity high enough for the limiting
argument and at the same time low enough that it is provable. In Section [3, we prove that the wave
function with added the singular correlation structure satisfies the two-body H' energy bound

Yt XN) YNt Xn)
1-— wN,ﬁ(azl — $2)7 1-— wNﬁ(xl — xg)

where wy () satisfies the zero-energy scattering equation

<—h2A + %VN(:UQ (1 — wy (x)) =0,

lim ’LUNﬁ(l‘) =0.
|x|—o00

(1.33) <(1 —B2AL) (1 — R2A,,) >§ c,

(1.34)

The singular correlation function wy ;(z) varies effectively on the short scale for |z| < N~# and
has the same singularity as the Coulomb potential at infinity.

One of the main difficulties here is to understand the interparticle singular correlation structure
generated by the d-type potential. See, for example, [49] for the study of the static case of Bose gas.
For the time-dependent systems, Erdos, Schlein, and Yau [28,30,31] first introduced the two-body
energy estimate which plays a central role in the derivation of Gross-Pitaevskii equation with the
nonlinear interaction given by a scattering length. However, instead of showing the emergence of
the scattering length, our purpose here is proving the functional inequalities (L26]) and (L27]).

Another difficulty lies in the Coulomb singularity. The Coulomb potential, if taken to high
powers, results in singularities which cannot be controlled by derivatives. The (H N7h)2 energy
estimate (L33]) we prove (and require here) is at the borderline case. Indeed, the square of the
Coulomb potential is bounded with respect to the kinetic energy in the sense that as operators
|Vo(2)|> < C(1 — A;). However, no such estimates hold for |V.(x)|* due to the singularity of the
origin.

Step 3. Analysis of the Error Part. After setting up the energy estimates, we begin to
analyze the error part (I3I]). Because of the presence of the singular correlation structure, the
two-body density function lacks the a-priori energy bound but can be decomposed into the singular
and regular (relatively speaking) parts

p%,)h(t, z,y)

(135) P%?ﬁ(u%y) = (1 - wN,ﬁ(‘T - y))2 (1 — wN,ﬁ(x — y))g :
Hence, we need to rewrite the error part (L31)) as
Jtta) ~ utt) - Vit = )V | (1= wyate - ) altan) o,
bl bl xT ,h (1 o U)N’h(;lj o y))2
(2)
pN7h(t7$7y)
= [ wtt) = ult.) - Ve =) (Tl = o = 9)%) Gt dady
)
pNﬁ(t?xay)
+ /(u(t, z) —ut,y)) - Vv(z —y)(1 —wyple —y))* Vs o dxdy.
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When the derivative hits the singular correlation function, it produces singularities by the defining
feature of the singular correlation function, which would give a rise of O(N?). On the other hand,
when the derivative hits the (relatively) regular part, it still requires a careful analysis as we have
limited regularity as discussed before on the modified two-body density function.

In Section [A.1], we prove that, the cancellation structure (L32) indeed dominates the singularity
generated by the d-type potential and singular correlation function, and obtain the error estimate

(1.36) EP < NA-1h=6 4 N~5p4

Step 4. Analysis of the Main Part. One difficulty of the analysis of the main part (L30)
is the sharp singularity and the unknown profile of Vy(z). To overcome it, our strategy is to
replace Vy(z) with a slowly varying potential Gy (x) which enjoys a number of good properties,
but it comes at a price of the integrand’s regularity. Thus, for the main part (I30]), we again need
to decompose the two-body density function into the singular part and relatively regular part as
follows

2
— wy p( —
N (1 —-wnpz—y))?

(1.37) MP :/div u(t,z)Vy(z —y)

—Pn(t @)t y) = plt,2)p (8 y) + ot 2)p(t,y) | ddy.

Note that (1 — wy s(z —y))? ~ 1+ O(wy s(z — y)). Then by the two-body energy bound and the
property for the scattering function wy s(x — y), we can prove that

N -1 pg\zf?h(t7$7y)
N (1 -wnp(r—y))?

(1.38) MP ~ — /div u(t,z)Vn(z —y)

—h(t @)t y) = plt,2)p (8 y) + ot 2)p(t,y) | ddy.

Since the integrand now enjoys the energy bound, we are able to replace Vy by G and get
2
N-1  pShtzy)
N (I —wnp(z—y))?

—pﬁ?h(t,w)p(t,y) - p(t,x)pﬁ,)h(t,y) + p(t,w)p(t,y)] dzdy,

(1.39) MP ~ — by / divu(t, )Gy (z — y)

where Gy (z) = N'G(N"z) with n < %
In Section .2l we will give a detailed proof of the above analysis and and arrive at the approxi-
mations of F5(t) and Fs(t) given by

a0 F@) [ Gulo—y [%A@?h(m,y)

P\t )plt ) = ol 2)p (6 y) + plt)p(t y) | dedy,

and
~ ) N -1
(1.41) Fs(t) ~— b()/le u(t,z)Gn(x —y) [Tpf,’)h(t,x,y)
(1)

P\t )p(t ) = plt 2)pG (6 ) + plt)p(t, y) | dady.
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Now, from the approximations of Fs(t) and ]?5(15), we are left to prove a reduced form of the
functional inequality

. N -1
/ divu(z)Gn(z —y) [Tpﬁ,)n(w, y) = P\ (@) — p(x)p ) (v) + p(x)p(y)} dzdy
N -1
S / Gn(z —y) [Tpﬁ,)h(x, y) — pfé,)h(x)p(y) - p(w)p%,)n(y) + p(x)p(y)} drdy + o(1),
which looks more concise and tractable than the original functional inequality (.26]). But, it is

unknown if the integrand

(1.2 Mo 0) — A @) — ) h) + p()oln)

is non-negative. We cannot simply rule out the term divu(x) either. Thus, it is still non-trivial
to deduce the inequality. In fact, as we will see in Section 3] the special structure (I.42]) with a
slowly varying potential Gy (z) plays a crucial role in establishing the reduced version of functional
inequality. Then, at the end of Section 3] we conclude the functional inequalities (L26]) and
(@.27). B ~

Finally in Section [l by using functional inequalities on F5(t) and F.(t), we prove the Gronwall’s
inequality for the positive modulated energy

%M*(t) < ME(t) + 12,

where M™T(t) = M(t) + 2r(N,h). Subsequently, with the quantitative convergence rate of the
positive modulated energy, we further conclude the quantitative strong convergence rate of quantum
mass and momentum densities, in which the é-type potential part plays an indispensable role in
upgrading to the quantitative strong convergence.

2. THE TIME EVOLUTION OF THE MODULATED ENERGY

We consider the modulated energy in the quantum N-body dynamics corresponding to the d-type
and Coulomb potentials

M(t) = /RSN | (ihVy — u(t, 21)) Y a(t, Xn)PdX N + Fs(t) + Fult),

where the d-type potential part is

N -1
(2.1) ]:5(75) :T //3 . VN($1 — $2)p§\27?h(t,$1,$2)d$1dl‘2
R3 xR

+ bo /3 p(t,z1)p(t, x1)dz1 — 2bo /3 P(taﬂfl)Pg\l/,)h(t,xl)dxl,
R R

and the Coulomb potential part is

N -1
(22 Fi = [ v = a0 | S
R3 xRR3

1
+p(t, x1)p(t, x2) — 2p(t,m1)pgv’)h(t,x2) dxidzs.
Here, we might as well assume that the coefficient k = 1, as the proof works the same for x > 0.
First, we need to derive a time evolution equation for M(t). The related quantities for ¢ 5 are
given as the following.
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Lemma 2.1. We have the following computations regarding Yy p:

(2.3) oy, + div I, =0,
12 _ _
(2.4) Kyh =5 / Re ((— Ay O ) Var ¥Nh + ON iV Ay hn i) dXa v
N-—-1
_ T / Vgcl(VN + Vc)($1 — l‘Q),Og\%?h(t, ry, l‘Q)dl‘Q,
(2.5) EN’h(t) = ENJZ(O) < Ey,

where Xo Ny = (22, ...,xN) and the momentum density J](\})h(t, x1) and the energy Eni(t) are defined

by

(2.6) TG (¢, e1) =Im (hvxﬂ};}h) (t,z1;21) = h / T (P 7V, i) (, Xn)dXo N,
|

(2.7) En (1) =N

(Hnp+ N)np(t), ¥ a(t)).

Proof. As the mass and energy conservation laws are well-known, we omit the proof of (23] and
235]). We provide the proof of the evolution (2.4]) of the momentum density. From (2.0)), we can
write out

DI\ =h / Im (DN Ve UNp + NV Otbn ) dXo v
= / Im (i HN pONEV 2, ON g — ON Y 2 HN pUN ) dXo N
:/Re (HN 3N ey onh — ON Ve HNpbn ) dXo N
=Ix + v,
where

FL2 N L . N
Ik =— [ Re <Z<—Amw1v,ﬁ)vxlwm — NV Y —Axin,h> dXs N,

2 ; ,
=1 =1

and

N
1 -
Iy :/Re N D (Vv + Vo) (@i — 2) 0N iV, o | dXon

i<j
N
— 1
- /Re N Va5 > (Vv + Vo) (@i — ) tns | dXow.
i<j

For I, we use integration by parts with A, to obtain

h? - -
Ik = 5 Re ((—Az,¥np) Ve, N + ON Ve, Aa Uns) dXo N,

where the other i-summands vanish when ¢ > 2.
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For I/, we note that the i-summands also vanish when ¢ > 2 and hence have

N
1 -
Iy :/Re N ;(VN + Vo) (@1 — )N Ve YN | dXo N

N
1
Re 0N Z(VN + Vo)(z1 —xj)n g | dXo N

\

N -
/ [NV, (Vi + Vo) (21 — 22)dXo v
/ 1 VN + V (a:l — x2)p§\/)h(t a:l,xg)dazg
This completes the proof of (2.4)). O

Now, we derive the time evolution of M(t).

Proposition 2.2. Let M(t) be defined in (211, there holds

(2.8) %M(t)

3
T Z /RSN (ajuk + akuj> (—ihd N — Wn ) (—ihORN n — ukn p)d X

" = s
+ 5 [ AWive)(t e (e der + Fs(t) + Felb),
R3 ’

where we used the notations u = (u',u?,u?), r1 = (z1,2%,23) € R and 9; = 0, - Here, the d-type
1
potential contribution part is

I
(2.9) Foty =2 / (ults 1) — u(t, 22))VVir (21 — 22)p Dyt 01, 22) o1 s

_ bo/div u(t,z1)p(t, 1) [p(t,xl) — Qp%?h(t,xl)] dxy,

and the Coulomb potential contribution part is

(2.10) Fa(t) = / (u(t, 31) — ut, 22))VVi(wr — 22)
[NT_pgv)h(t x1,x2) + p(t, x1)p(t, x2) — 2p(t,a:1)pg\1,’)h(t,x2) dxidzs.

Proof. We decompose the modulated energy into five parts to do the calculation.
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My (t) = / BV o ot X ) PdX
RSN
+—// VN+V)($1 —xg)pgv)h(t xl,xg)dxldazg,
R3xR3
Ma(t) = ih / -l o) BNV eyt — G Ve TN X)X,
R
Mi(t) = / Jult, 21w (e, X)X,
R
Mit) =t [ pltaptande+ [ plton) (Vs p)(ta)den,
R R
M (t) = —2bg /3 p(t,:nl)pg\l,?h(t,:nl)dznl - 2/(VC * p)(t,xl)pg\lf?h(t,xl)dxl.
R

For M;(t), by the symmetry of the wave function ¢y x(t), we obtain

M () :/ <—h2Ax17!)N,h + %(VN + Ve)(z1 — $2)¢N,h> Y pdX N
R3N
:% (Hnptonp(t), ¥nn(t))

:%(HN,;#/JMH(O), YN i(0)),

where in the last equality we have used the conservation of energy. Therefore, we have that

@Ml( ) =
For Ms(t), from the definition of J](\i)h(t, x) in (2:6]), we note that
Ma(t) =i [ | ult, o0 TNy — 0¥y ), X )Xo
R
=- 2/U(t7$1)h/Im(ﬂ)N,thﬂﬁN,h)(t,XN)dX2,NdSE1

=— Z/u(t,:nl),]](\i)h(t,xl)dxl.

Thus, we have
(2.11) —M2 =— 2/8tu (t,x1) 1’] t,x1)dr) — 2/u(t,xl)i?tjj(\;)h(t,xl)dazl.
For the second term on the r.h.s of (2.I1), by ([2.4) we obtain

- 2/u(t,ml)atJ](\}’)h(t,azl)dazl

=—n /U(@ z1)Re (=Az, ¥N:) Ve, Ung + UN Ve Ag Unp) dX N

2(N -1

% /u(t,ml)VxI(VN + Vo) (g — xg)pg\z,’)h(t,ml,xg)dxldazg
(2.12) =—n /U(@ z1)Re ((—Az, N ) Var ¥N g+ UN Ve Agy b ) dX N

(N-1)

o / (u(t, 21) = u(t, 22)) Ve (Ve + Vo) (21 = 22)p0 (£, 21, 22)d1 s,

13
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where in the last equality we used the antisymmetry of V(Viy + V).
Next, we deal with ([2.12]). By integration by parts, we obtain

— h? / u(t, z1) Re ((—Az, ¥np) Ve N + ONEV e Ag Ung) dX N

=—h%’Re / 2u(t, 21)(—Az, YNp) Ve, ¥np — (divu)yn nAz v pd Xy

=—i? Z Re/Qaku] DN 1) UN 1+ 2u? (e hn 1) 00N nd X
7,k=1

+ hz Re /(diV u)l/JNﬁAxlle,ﬁdXN

=h? Z/ 6u +8ku]> DN 1O UN pdX N

7,k=1
(2.13) — n? Z RG/QUJ (Ok N 1) 0RO N ndX N + h° Re/(leU)TﬂN Az YN pdX N,
7,k=1

— (1 .2 .3 _ (] 2 .3 3 _
where we used the notations u = (u',u*,u?), z1 = (2, 27,27) € R° and 0; = 895{'

Using again integration by parts on the two terms of (2.13]) gives

3
(2.14) — 1> Re / 2u? (O 1) Ok 0jb N nd X N + h? Re / (div u)n pAr, YN pdX N
k=1
=h*Re / divu (Ve ¥n sl + On e ¥ng) dX v
h2
=— Re/divu(Axl\sz,ﬁP)dXN
712 1)
=3 (Adivu)(t, z1)py (L, z1)d: .
Combining estimates (2.I1)-(2.14]), we provide
d
M)
(atu J](V)h +h2 Z / 8 iU +8ku3> TZJNrakQﬁthXN
7,k=1
h2
+ 5 (A div u)(t,:nl)pg\l,?h(t,xl)dxl
N -1
( N ) /(u(t,xl) —u(t,z2)) - Vg, (VN + Vo) (21 — $2)p§\27?h(t,$1,$2)d$1dl‘2.
For M3(t), by the Euler-Poisson equation (L8] and the mass conservation law (2.3)), we obtain
d

_M3 £)
dt/|ut z1)[? ,oNht x1)dry

:/2u(t,x1)-8tu(t,a;1)p§\1,’)h(t,a;1)da:1 +/]u(t,a;l)]28tp§\1,?h(t,a;1)da:1
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=—2 / u(t,z1) - (u-Vu+bVp+ VVe. % p) pg\lf?h(t, x1)dry
+ /V (Ju(t, z1)]?) J](\;)h(t,xl)dazl.

Expanding it gives

3
d ,
EM?’(t) =—2 E /ukujajukpg\l,?h(t, x1)dxy — 2b0(p§\1,?h, u-Vp) — 2(p§\1,?h, u - VVexp)

k=1
3
+2 Z /ukajukt]](\%(t,xl)dxl.
k=1

For My(t), plugging in the Euler-Poisson equation (L)), we have

d d d
G0 = [ ottt + 5 [ ptan) (Vo p)tan)don

=2bo(p,u- Vp) +2{p,u- VV.*p).

For M5(t), similarly we get to
d
— t
dtMS( )

d d
=— 2b0$ o(t, ml)pg\lf)h(t, x1)dr — 2d— /(Vc * p)(t, xl)pg\l,)h(t, x1)dxy
R3 ) t )

= —2bg (@p, PN + (o, C‘%p%,)h}) -2 ((&:p, Ve x pi) + (Ve s p, 8tp§$,)h>> :

Plugging in the Euler-Poisson equation (L.§]) and the mass conservation law (2.3]), we have

d
EM5(t>

=2y ({div(pu), piy)) + (. div I3 ) + 2 ((div(pu), Ve x o) + (Ve % p,div I()))
= — 2o(p,u - Voih) — 2(p,u- Ve piyh) — 200(Vp, JG)) — 2V Ve % p, Ty 1)

Therefore, putting the five terms together, we reach

d d d d d d
EM(U :EMl(t) + EM2(t) + aM:@(t) + EMA‘(t) + EMs(t)

3
(2.15) = — 2<8tu, ']](\})h> — h? Z / (8juk + akuj) 8j1/)N,h/8k¢NﬁdXN
7 jm1 /R
h? . (1)
+ 5 A(divuw)(t, z1)pp (L, 1)dxy
R3 ’
N-1 2
N (u(t,z1) — u(t, z2)) - Va, (Vv + Vo) (21 — 22)ppy 5 (t, 21, 22)dz 1 dze

3
(2.16) -2y /ukujajukpﬁ?h(t, w1)dzy — 2bo(p§ )y u - Vp) = 2(p ) u - V'V p)
G k=1

+{(V(|Jul?), J](\}),Q + 2bo(p,u - Vp) 4+ 2(p,u - VV_* p)
—2bo(p,u- Vplh) — 2p,u- VVex piyh) — 260(Vp, J$)) — 2V Ve sk p, Ty h).

15
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From the above equation, we collect the d-type potential contribution part fg (t) in (Z8) from
N -1

/(u(t,xl) —u(t,z2)) - Vg, Vn(z1 — xg)pﬁ?h(t,xl,xg)dxldzng
— 2b0<p§\1,’)h, u-Vp) —2by(p,u - V,Og\l/,)ﬁ + 2bo (p,u - Vp)

N-—-1
==~ /(u(t,xl) —u(t,z2)) - Vg, Vn(z1 — xg)pﬁ?h(t,xl,xg)dxldzng
_ bo/div u(t,z1)p(t,x1) [p(t,a:l) — Qp%?h(t,xl)] dx;.

and the Coulomb potential contribution part F,(t) in (Z.8) from

N-—-1
N (u(t,z1) —u(t,x2)) - Vg, Ve(z1 — azg)pg\%’)h(t,xl,xg)dxldazg

- 2<p§$,)h7u -VVexp) = 2(p,u- VV, p%,)h) +2(p,u - VVe % p)
- / (ult, 21) — ult, 22)) V(a1 — 22)

N -1
[TPE\Zz?ﬁ(t, x1,72) + p(t, x1)p(t, x2) — 2p(t, xl)Pg\lf,)h(t’ z2)| dr1dz2,

where in the last equality we used the antisymmetry of VV..

As for the first term in (28], we use the Euler-Poisson equation (L8] to combine the terms

taking the form of (e, JJ(\},)h>

— 2(0yu, Ty p) — 2b0(Vp, Ty h) — 2(V Ve x p, JG) + (V([uf?), T )
=2(u- Vu, Iy p) + 2V - (w @), J\))

3
(2.17) =ih Y /SN <8juk - 8kuj> w (YN 1ORON 1 — N aORYNB)AX N
jk=1"R

If we rewrite the first term on the right hand side of (2.8)

3
- Z / <6juk + akuj> (—ih0j N — Wn 1) (—ihdkn s — uF PN i) dX N
k=1

3
=1 Z / (Ojuk + akuj> 0N YN RAX N
k=1

3
-2 Z /ukujﬁjukpg\lf?h(t,xl)dxl

j,k=1

3
+ih Z (8juk + 3kuj) W (YN RORYN R — ONRORYNR)AX N,
R3N

J,k=1

these are the Z?k terms in (2I5),(2I6) and (ZI7). Therefore, we arrive at equation (2.8) and
complete the proof.

0
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3. (Hn;)?* ENERGY ESTIMATE USING SINGULAR CORRELATION STRUCTURE

As mentioned in the preliminary reduction step in the outline, Sectionm the two-body energy
estimate is crucial for the analysis of the d-type potential parts Fs(t) and Fs(t). The main difficulty
is the singularities simultaneously from the Coulomb potential, from the direct d-potential in the
N — oo limit, and from the interparticle singular correlation structure.

Recall the zero-energy scattering equation

<—h2A + %VN(@*)> (1 —wnp(x)) =0,

(3.1)
lim wyp(z) = 0.
|z| =00
and our target estimate
t, Xn) YNt XN)
2 1_ 2Am 1_ 2A;p wN,ﬁ(7 N s 9 < ‘
(3.2) (1= 80,)(1 = WD) 1 T T e $2)> <c

We first give the properties of the scattering function.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that V > 0 is smooth, spherical symmetric with compact support and 1 —
wn,k(x) satisfies the scattering equation [B.I)). Then there exists C, depending on V', such that

(3.3) 0 <wyp(z) < NHQ(\xIC—i— NBY’
(3.4) |Vwpy i(x) ¢

<
< NR2(|z|2 + N—28)’
for all x € R3.
Proof. The properties of scattering function have been studied by many authors, see, for example,

[3,28,[49]. Here, we include a proof for completeness. First, by the maximum principle, it follows
that (1 —wn x(x)) < 1. From the scattering equation (L6]), we can rewrite

(35 wn @) = g | TV = wa(w)dy,

where ¢ is the renormalized constant.
Then the Hardy-Littlewood-Sobolev inequality implies that

o || + N8

(lz] + N~ )wn p(x) VN (y)(1 —wni(y))dy

T N2 |z — v
co [lz—yl+ly+N"
V d
<N / F— N (y)dy

LVl o1 Vi,
Nh? N1+Bp2 |z — 9]

51\%2 (IVllx + IV Wl 3 ) -
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For (3.4)), by taking the gradient of (8.5]), we also have
|(J2* + N72%)Vywy ()]
_Wz(\xrz =N [V V) (1 = )iy

|z =yl + |yl + N 25
< V; d
4175 n 1 /1 + N2 |yPVn (y)
~ Nh? N2 |z —y|?

<z (VI + 192V @)l

dy

For simplicity, we adopt the shorthands
(3.6) w2 = wyp(T1 — x2), Vwia = (Vwng) (1 — 22),
and start the proof of (3.2]).

Lemma 3.2. Let 8 € (0,1) and NP~'h=2 < 1. Then we have

N(N —1) Y v
: H N?Y) > ————=((1 — i*A,,)(1 — R*A,
(B7) W Hya+ N2 = == B e 7w
for ¢ € L2(R3N),
Proof. Let
(3.8) T-'—l—h—2A-+iZV(-— H'LZV(
. i — 2 7 2NNxZ ':Uj 2]\]037
J: g Jiji
we rewrite the Hamiltonian (L2I)
N
Hyp+ N = Z T;.
i=1
By the symmetry of ¢, we have
N
(3.9) (W, (Hnp+ NP9y = (0, TiTj)
4,3

=N(N = 1), Ty o) + N (1, T2p)
>N(N —1){¢, Ty Tov)).

Note that 1) = (1 — wi2)$12 and we have

—h2A1) = — B2A[(1 — wi2)¢12]
=(1 — wi2)(—h2A1¢12) + 20V 1w12hV 1 1o + 2 A wia¢12.
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Thus, together with the scattering equation ([B.1), we arrive at

(3.10) Ty =T1[(1 — wi2)é12]
2 2

R R
=(1 — wi2)(P12 — 7A1¢12) + hWViwi12AV 1912 + 7A1w12¢12

1
+ (1 —wiz) WZVN( ¢12+—ZV j)012
Jj=2 j>2
2 hV w
=(1 —wi2) [¢12 — A1y + ——2 hvﬂﬁm}
1
+ (1 —wi2) [mZVN(xl j)o12 + —ZV ¢12] :
Jj=3 j>2
Similarly, we also have
h2 hAVw
(3.11) Torp =(1 — wi2) [<2512 - —A2<Z512 + = ﬁVz(blz}

+ (1 —wi2) [2;[ > Vn(za — x5)d12 + % > Velws - xj)¢12] :

i>3 i#2

Further define the shorthands

2
(3.12) Li=1- h—Al 4 Vg
1 —wqo
h2 hv
(3.13) Loi=1— “ Ay 22,
2 1-— w19

which are symmetric with respect to the measure (1 — wi2)?dz, that is,

(3.14) [0 w0y = [P T
2
:/(1 — ZU12)2 [fg + %V1?V19:| .
Therefore, from (3.10) and (BII) we obtain

(T, o)

1 1
:/(1 — w12)2 Ll + W Z(VN + Vc)(azl — LZ']') + ch(l'l — xg) ¢12

>3

1
—Ve(x1 — x2) | d12.

1
Lo+ — (VN—l—VC)(azg—xj)—i-2N

2N
j>3

19
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Expanding it gives

(3.15) (T, Tay)

:/(1 — w12)2L1$12L2¢12

+

—

(1 —wi2)*(L1612) !2;, D (Vv + Vo) (o — ) + %Vc(fﬂl - 1’2)] 12
j>3

1 1 _
+ /(1 — wig)? IN ;(VN + Ve)(z1 — ) + WVc(l’l — 29) | PraLladio
[0 v |5 SO+ Vo) = )+ 5Vl — )| 9
w12 ON = N c)\ X1 — T5 ON c\T1 — T2 12

: [2?\7 > (Vv + Vo) (wr — ;) + %Vc(xl - $2)} b12-

j=3

By the nonnegativity of the potentials, we can discard the last term on the r.h.s of (B.I5). The
symmetry property (B.14]) of the operators Ly and Ly then yields

<T1¢7T2¢>
> /(1 — wi2)* L1 1o Ladia

2
+ /(1 — wip)? <|<2512|2 + %|V1¢12|2> % Z(VN + Ve)(x2 — )

2
+ /(1 - w12)2|¢12|2%‘/c(x1 —x2) + % /(1 — w12)*V1¢1,V1 <LVC($1 - $2)¢12>

b [ w? (160 + S a0l ) ok S0+ Va)(az — 2
w12 12 2 2¥12 2N N c )\ L2 x]

2
+ /(1 - w12)2!¢12!2%‘/c($1 —x2) + % /(1 — wi2)*Vs <%VC($1 - 332)512) Vagia.

Again using the nonnegativity of the potentials, we reach

(3.16) (Tv, Top) > /(1 —w12)2L1dyy Lo
2
+ % (1 —w12)*V1¢1, V1 <%Vc($1 - $2)¢12>

K2 1 _
Ly (1—wi2)?Vs <ch($1 - $2)<Z512> Vad12
=] +I1T+1II.
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For the first term I on the r.h.s of (3.16]), by (3.I4]), we have

_ hZ _
(3.17) I :/(1 — wig)? [¢12L2¢12 + 7V1¢12V1L2¢12]

K2 —
t3 (1 — wi2)? V1615 [V1, La]b12

25 |12] +7!V2¢12! + 7!V1¢12\ + Z‘V1V2¢12’

h2 _
+5 (1 — wi2)*V1¢12[V1, La]b12,

where in the last inequality we have used Lemma Bl that (1 —w2)? > 1. To control the last term
Therefore, we have

on the r.h.s of (B.I7), we note that
\V2w12] Vw12 2
+ .
1 —wia 1 —wis
h2

_ i
— [ (1 = w12)*V1$15[V1, Lo) 1o <= [ (|V2wi2| + [Vwiz|?) [Vidi2||p12]
2 2

Vaow

=1 + .
For I, by Holder and Sobolev inequalities we have

I §ﬁ4HV2w12HL§2HV1¢12HL2L32H¢12HL2L32

§h4HV2w12HLg IViVadallrars [[Vadiallrers -
r2

By the Calderén-Zygmund theory which implies that ||V2f||zr < [[Af]|ze for 1 < p < oo and the
scattering equation (3.I]), we get

1 NP
52\|V2w12\|L§ S h2||Aw12HL§ < NHVN(M )| 3 S N

3
2 2 LCC

2

Thus, we arrive at

NB
(3.18) LS Wﬁz (IV1Vasralfz + [Vigia|Z2) -

For I, by the properties of the scattering function in Lemma [31] we have
C
NR2(|zy — 29|2 + N—28)’

|Vwig| <

which implies that

~ Nh2 Nh2|l‘1 — ZE2|2 N N2714|l‘1 — ZE2|2 '
Then by Cauchy-Schwarz and Hardy’s inequalities, we get
(3.19) B <t [ [FuiaP (ol + 62

26
N

N6 1 N6
|Vw12|2 <

(IV1Vadial72 + | V2gr2ll72) -
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Next, we deal with the terms I7 and I1T in (8I7)). For I1, we have

h? 1
IT =3 (1 — w12)*V115V1 <2NV( $2)¢12>
2
[ w910 Vs — ) + (ViBia)ona Vi Viter - o)
h2
=) (1—wip)? (V1¢1z)¢12V12NV( — T2),

where in the last inequality we used the positivity of the Coulomb potential. Noting that |[VV.(z)| <
|| =2, we can use Cauchy-Schwarz and Hardy’s inequalities to obtain

h? 1
(3.20) II1>—-— (|V1<2512|2 + |¢12|2)

2N |21 — 22/?

z - ﬁ (”V1V2¢12H%2 + [ Vadia|32) -
As the term 1] can be estimated in the same way as II, we also have
h2
(3.21) 11 2 — = (HV1V2¢12||L2 + | V2o12l72) -

Together with estimates (B]ZEI)*(B:Z[I), we arrive at

1 K2 K2 %
(T, o) 25/ [\¢12!2 + 7’V2¢12\2 + ?\Vlmz\z + Z\V1V2¢12!2

NB N?28
= C( 1 + ) (IV1Vagnaliz + [Vidnal72)

> 16 / |p12|? 4 B2 |Vagia|?® + B2 V1d1a|* + B V1 Vad1a)?

116<(1 — WPA1) (1 = h*Ag) 12, ¢12),
where in the second-to-last inequality we have used that N?~1h~2 <« 1. With B3), we complete
the proof of the estimate (B.1]). O
Proposition 3.3. Let 8 € (0,1) and N*~'h? < 1. Define
Yt XN)

t, XN) = .
Onn2(t, Xn) = 7— Wy = 73)

There exists a constant C' > 0 such that
(3.22) (1= 1Az (1 = B Agy)dnna2(t), dnna2(t)) < C
for all t € R.

Proof. By the (Hy )? energy estimate in Lemma 3.2, we have
(1= 1*Ag,)(1 = B Ay, ) n12(t), onp1a(t))

<y v (0. ( + Ho) b (0)
T O (O + H ) 0)
<16(E)*,

where we have used the conservation of (Hy )? in the second-to-last equality, and the initial energy
condition (LI2)) in the last inequality. O
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4. FUNCTIONAL INEQUALITIES

In the section, with the a-priori energy bound established in Proposition B3] we control the
d-type potential parts Fz(t) and Fj(t) and establish the functional inequalities (L26) and (L27).
In Section @I we deal with the error analysis of the two-body term of ]?5(15) and then find the
main part of fg(t). In Section 2] we estimate the main part. By a replacement argument, we

find proper approximations of Fy(t) and fg(t), and hence arrive at a reduction of the functional
inequality. We then complete the proof of the reduced version of functional inequalities in Section

4.3l
The main goal of the section is the following proposition which is the precise form of (I.26]) and

2D,

Proposition 4.1. Let § € (0,1), we have the estimate

(4.1) Fs(t) < Fs(t) + ONPLh=0 4 N=5h~4 + N~1o 1)
and a lower bound of Fs(t)
(4.2) 0< F5(t) + O(NPU6 4 N=5 4 + N~ w4,

Here, the notation O(a+0b) is a shorthand for O(a)+ O(b) and the notation O(N~*h~2?) denotes
the same order of N~“*h™%2 up to an unimportant constantlC'.

Proof. We postpone the proof of Proposition [£.1] to the end of the Section [£.3l O

4.1. Error Analysis of Two-Body Term. From the expression of Fy(t)

~ N -1
(43 Fot) == [(altm) — ult, )V V(o — aa)pld) (b1,

~bo / divu(t, z)p(t,21) [p(t 21) = 200, (t,21)] dan,
the difficult part is the two-body term

2
[wtta) =~ utt.) - Ve~ 9)ofd) b2, )y,
At first sight, the lack of a uniform regularity estimate for the two-body density function pg\%)h(x, Y)
makes further analysis difficult. With the singular correlation structure in mind, we decompose the
two-body density function into the singular and regular parts

2
pﬁv?hm, Y)

1 —wyp(r—y))?

Pivn(@,y) = (1= wy (e — y))Q(

and rewrite the two-body term as
(2

_ . T — —wnp(z —1y))? pN’h(x’ v)
ah) ) ) TV ) e ) s

That is, the singularities come from the potential VVy and the singular correlation function (1 —
wy p(z —y))?. As mentioned in (L32) at the outline, a key observation to beat the singularities is
a cancellation structure from the difference coupled with the d-type potential

(4.5) (u(z) — u(y))Vn(z —y),
which would vanish as NV tends to the infinity. Such a structure is special for the d-type potential.
Many common potentials including the Coulomb do not carry such a property.

sdxdy.

"The constant could depend on the usual Sobolev constants and the fixed parameters such as the time Tp, the
energy bound Ey, and the Sobolev norms of (p,u) but the constant is independent of (N, ).
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We will prove that, based on ([B.22]), the cancellation structure (LI dominates the singularities
generated by the delta-potential and singular correlation function, which allows us extract the main
term from the two-body term.

Lemma 4.2. Let 8 € (0,1), we have
(146) [ wle) = ) - TV~ )68, o )dady

=— /div u(x)Vy(z — y)pg\zf)h(x, y)daxdy £ O(NP~1h=6 + N‘gh_4),
where the notation f = g £ O(N,h) means |f — g| < O(N, h).
Proof. First, due to the singular correlation structure, we rewrite the two-body term as ([@4]). To
employ the cancellation structure (4.3]), we take the derivative off Viy by integrating by parts

2)

B ' . ()2 pN,h(x’y)
[ @) = () TVt = )1 = (o = )t

sdzdy

—— [ divau(e)Vx (@ - y)ofd) o) dady

2)

PN (T Y)
(4.7) - /(u(:p) —u(y)Vn(z —y) Vs | (1 — wnn(z —y))? A wwn@—9)°

dxdy.

It remains to show the term (4.7)) is indeed an error term. For simplicity, we set

wi2 = wya(r1 —x2), Vwie = (Vwuni)(xr —x2), énpiz = (1 —wi2)Ynh.

Then we have

2)
PNﬁ(%y)
48 ) - um) Vil - )V | (0w ) s | dedy

= /(U(fﬂl) — u(x2)) Vi (z1 — 22) Ve, [(1 — wi2)dnpio)* dX y
<L2||Vul| oo / |21 — 22| Viv (21 — 22)|[Vwra| (1 — w12) [N p12|?dX v

+ 2||Vul| e / 21 — 2|V (21 — 22) (1 — w12)?|Vay b 12][dN 5 12|d X N
=:2(A+ B).

We bound A and B, using the properties of the scattering function, the two-body energy estimate
(322) and the operator inequalities in Lemma [A.2]
For the term A, by Lemma [3.1], we have the upper bound estimate
N2B8
(1—w2) <1, [Vwia| ik

Therefore, we arrive at

(4.9) A :/ ”VUHLOO‘xl — a:QIVN(xl — azg)]leg\(l — wlg)‘(ﬁNﬁJg’deN
NB
Sy Vulie [ N7er = 2alVy(er - aa)l6nnandXy
NB

Sy Vullzelllz[V (@)l (1 = Ae) )1 = Agy )N n12, dNn12),
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where in the last inequality we used the operator inequality (A.2]).
For the term B, we first discard (1 — w2)? and then use Cauchy-Schwarz to get

B =||Vul|r~ / |21 — 2|V (21 — 22) (1 — w12)? Ve, dNp 12| |ON n12|dX N

IVl

(4.10) STNF [04<N5|$1 — 22|VNn (21 — 22)dN,n12, ONb12)

+a YNy — 20| V(1 — 29) Vi, N h12, Vi, ON h12) | -
By applying the operator inequality (A.2) to the first term and the operator inequality (A3]) to
the second term on the r.h.s of (@I0]), we obtain
V|
VUL (v (@) 141 — D)1~ A )iz O )
+a” N2l V(@) 3 (1= Aa)(1 = Agy)éniz dn i)

_B
SN72((1 = Az )(1 — Ary)ON,n12, PN R12)

where in the last inequality we optimized the choice of a.
Together with (A.8]) and estimates for the terms A and B, we reach

95\2/,)71(5177 y)

(1 —wnp(r —y))?

(4.11) B<

/ (ule) — () Viv(z — ) Vs | (1 — wyale — ) dady

< <Nﬁ_1h_2 + N_§> (1 =Az)(1 = Ar)oNp12, ON512)
S (NP2 NTE ) R = B, ) (1= F2AL) 0N a2, 0N p12)
<NBA=IE=6 4 N=3h4,
where in the last inequality we used the two-body H' energy bound (3:22). This completes the

proof of (4.6]).
U

4.2. Tamed Singularities. As a result of the error analysis of the two-body term, we are able to
capture the main term

/div u(z)Vy(z — y)pgg,’)h(a;, y)dzdy.

Using the identity approximation to the one-body term of fg(t), we arrive at
~ ) N -1
Falt) ~ = [ divateoVia ) | T o)
1 1
—pﬁv,)ﬁ(t, z)p(t,y) — p(t, x)pgv,)h(t, y) + p(t, z)p(t, y)} dxdy.
By the identity approximation again, we also have the approximation of Fj(t) that

N -1 )

F0)~ [ Vta =) | S oShttan)
(1)

—pnu(tx)p(t, y) — p(t, w)pﬁ?h(t, y) + p(t,z)p(t, y)} dxdy.

We now need to deal with the sharp singularity of Viy(x). We tame the singularity by replacing
Vn (x) with a slowly varying potential with a number of good properties. However, the replacement
relies on the regularity of the integrand. Therefore, we again need to decompose the two-body
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density fungtion as the singular and relatively regular parts. We obtain proper approximations of
Fs(t) and Fs(t) and arrive at a reduced version of functional inequalities via a careful analysis.
The following is the main lemma of the section.

Lemma 4.3. Let

™

.
Glz) = <l>§ e Ga(a) = NSIG(N).
Then for the two-body term we have
@ [ FeVle - ey
=bo / F(z)Gy(x — y)pgg,’)h(a;, y)dady + O(NP~1h=6 + N=5h4 + N73pY,
and for the one-body term we have
@13) b [ Plaplo) [ple) - 200, @) do

=bo / F(z)Gn(z —y) [—p%,)h(w)p(y) — p(@)pih () + p(x)p(y)] dxdy = O(N™").

In particular, given F(x) =1, we have the approzimation of Fs(t)

(4.14) Fs(t) =bo / Gn(z —y) [% O y)

~Pn@)p() = @) (v) + plx)ply) | ddy
+ O(NP=LR=8 ¢ N=3h~4 4 N~3r9),
and given F(z) = divu(z), we have the approzimation of Fy(t)

N—l()

(4.15) Fs(t) = —bo / div u(z)Gn (z — y) [Tp]@h(x, y)
(1)

—ph(@)p(y) = (@) (4) + pl@)p(y)| dady
L ONP S 4 N=ind 4 N—ER),

Proof. For [@I2), we recall ¢y 12 = (1 — wi2)Yn,; and rewrite

/ F(2)Vy(z — y)pley (x,y)dzdy

=(F(2)Vn(z — y)(1 — w12)*ON p12, BN 512)

=(F(2)Vn(z — y)pNn12, DN p12) + (F(@)VN(z — y)(—2wi2 + (w12)?)dN h12, ON512)
=1 +1I.

For the term I, we use the Poincaré type inequality with 6 = % in Lemma [A.3] to obtain
[(F'(z)(VN(z = y) — bod(z — ) PN p12, ON,p12)]
SN E (T} (Ve P @), 12 221V ) (T S |
SNl + IVF )2V} (Vaa ) Enazllfe S N75H7,
where in the last inequality we used the two-body energy bound (3.:22]).
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For the term 1, by Lemma B}, we have |wis| < N#~1h=2. Therefore, we get
IT S||F e (VN (z — y)|wi2|oN 512, ON12)
SNPTRT2 (Vi (@ — ) dn p12, DN p12)
SNOTRT2((1 = D)) (1 — Duy) b n12, dpiz) S NPTRTS,

where we used the operator inequality (A2 in the second-to-last inequality and the two-body
energy bound ([3.22]) in the last inequality.
In the same way, we also obtain

bo [ F@)G (o~ 0o, (o v)dody

=bo / F(z)d(x — y)pgg,’)h(a;, y)dzdy £ O(N~3h~* + NP-1p0),
Then by the triangle inequality, we arrive at
| [Pt - 968, wdody — by [ F@)Gx e~ 9ok o, v)dady

NP6 4 N“Sht 4 N-3R4,

which completes the proof of (A12]).
or ([AI3]), we rewrite

[ F@o@) [pla) - 200, 0)] da
/ F(z)d(z —y) [—pﬁ,)h(w)p(y) — pl@)py () + p(w)p(y)} dzdy

— [ F@)Gx (s ) [0 @0(0) — o), 0) + p(w)p(y)] dady

(4.16) — (Fpp (Gx = 0) % p) = (G = 8) * (Fp), o) + (Fp, (G — 8) % p).
For the error terms in (£.I6]), we use Holder and Sobolev inequalities to get
(F o (G =t P+ [{(Gx = 6) % (Fo), o] + [(Fp, (G = 8) = p)|
<o (o8l + ol L) 1(Gr = 8) % pllnes + 08l 1 (G = 8) % (Fp)| e
PNl + ol G — 8) (90l + s [ — ) (V2(E)
SNTTIE e llpll s + (1ol =)
SNTE | gsllpll g,

where in the second-to-last inequality we used Lemma [A.T] and the mass conservation, and in the
last inequality we used Leibniz rule and Sobolev inequality. Therefore, we complete the proof of
(E.13).
For (41I4), by taking F(x) = 1 in (£I2]) and (£13]), we arrive at the approximation of Fs(t).
For (413)), by the error analysis (4.6) in Lemma [£.2] we get

j-v‘(; =—bg / divu(z)Vy(x — y)pﬁ)ﬁ(w, y)dxdy

~ b [ divu(o)p(e) [ola) - 200, @)] dz

+O(NPIh=6 + N=5h4).
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Then by taking F(z) = divu(z) in @I2) and @I3), we get the approximation (@IH) of Fs(t).
g

4.3. Reduced Version of Functional Inequality. After the analysis of error terms and simpli-
fication, we now work with a reduced form of functional inequality

. N—-1 @ 1 1
(4.17) / div u(z)Gn (r —y) [Tpgv,)h(m, y) — pfv,)h(fc)p(y) - p(fc)pgv,)h(y) + p(w)p(y)] drdy

< [t =) [ o) = A 000) — o0 0) + oot | dady + o1,

which is more concise than the original functional inequality. However, it is unknown whether or
not the integrand

(4.18) %p%( JY) — pﬁ)f( )p(y) — p(x )pﬁ)f(y)er(x)p(y)

is non-negative, so we cannot directly bound the term div u(z) in (4IT7). We prove that, if integrated
against Gn(x—y), (4.18) provides a non-negative contribution up to a small correction and use that
to prove the lower bound of Fs(t). The special structure of a relatively slowly varying and explicit
potential Gy (x) plays a critical role in establishing the reduced version of functional inequality.
We then complete the proof of Proposition 4.1l

Lemma 4.4 (Reduced Version of Functional Inequality). Let n < % to be determined, we have

@19 [ PGyt 9) | T o) = o80000) ~ o) ) + oot | dady

<Pl [ Gate =) | S o8hte0) = sh@000) ~ pe)h (o) + ple)pl)| oy

+ O(N"M~2 4 N3171),

Proof. For simplicity, set py n(Xn) = [¥nr(Xn)|?. By the symmetry of pn n(Xn), we can write

/ F(@)Gx (e~ ) {NT‘A?E( )= L) — I ) + Pl | dady
2 Ls [ F@Gx i = 2ona(Xn)ixn + [ F@)Gnla - vpla)oly)dody
i#]

1 N
F(z;))Gn(z; — y)p(y)dypnn(Xn)dX
N;// N Y)p(y)dypn n(XNn)dX y
N

S / / F(2)Gy (e — 2))p(@)dzpyn(Xn)dXy

j=1
1 N
— [ F@Gx = 1) | 53 2 0@, 0) + (@)
i#]
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To simplify, we define the measure

(4.20) vy (dz) = % ivj 52, (dz) — pl(z)dz.

We rewrite B

(4.21) / F(z)Gn(z —y) [%pﬁh(w, y) — p%,)n(w)p(y) - p(fc)pgé,)h(y) + p(w)p(y)] drdy
= [ F@Gta — yxy (v @omaCin)axy - 0 [ Rl w)is

where the last term on the r.h.s of (£2I]) comes from the diagonal summation. In particular, if we
take F'(z) = 1, we also have

(4.22) / Gn(z—y) [%p%(w, y) = P\ (@)(y) — p(x)p ) () + p(x)p(y)} dzdy
= [ Gnto — y oo (pma()axn = O [ o0

Note that

(423) O [ P eie < N,

which is a smallness term as long as n < %
Next, we get into the analysis of the main term. Note that the convolution property of the
Gaussian function G, which is

(4.24) Gn(z—y) = /Go,N(m — 2)Go n(z — y)dz,

3
where Go n(z) = N3Go(N"z) and Go(z) = (2)? e~2#1* Putting (@24) into the main term of
[A22) gives

(4.25) [ PGt~ gy (oo (dg)onaXn)dXy

_ / F@)Gox (@ — 2)Gon (2 — 1)vxs (d2)vs (dy)py n(Xn)dzd X x

=A+ B,
where
(4.26) A= /(F(x) — F(2))Gon(z — 2)Gon(z — y)vxy (dr)vx, (dy) pnp(Xn)dzd Xy,
(4.27) B = / F(2)Gon(z — 2)Gon(z — y)vxy (dx)vxy (dy) pn (X N)dzd X N .

Thus, we are left to bound the terms A and B.
For the term A, we use Cauchy-Schwarz inequality to get

v S/ [/(F($) — F(2))Gon(x — Z)VXN(dx):| 2 pNi(Xn)dzdX
: / [/ Gon(z — y)”XN(dy)rpN,h(XN)ddeN

<2(A; + Ay) / [ / Go (s — y)uxN<dy)]2pN,h<XN)ddeN,
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o]

A = / [ / (F(x) — F(2))Go (x - z>p<x)d4 (X)X,

For Ay, we further decompose it into two parts A; = A1 + Ai2, where the diagonal part is

where

N

2
/ (F(x) ~ F()Gox (e~ 2) 5 D6, (d:p)] pnn(Xn)dzdXy,

1=1

A =33 Z/ (i) — F(2))Go,n (w; — 2)(F(x;) — F(2))Go,n (@i — 2)pnn(Xn)dzd Xy,

and the off-diagonal part is

A = N2 Z/ (73) — F(2))Gon (2 — 2)(F(x;) — F(2))Gon(2j — 2)pNp(XN)dzd X .
i#]

For Ay, by the symmetry of pn ;(Xn), we have

All §% /(F(ml) - F(Z))G07N(x1 — z)(F(ml) - F(Z))G07N(x1 — Z)pNﬁ(XN)dZdXN

IVE|Z0 B 2
§ N (]a;l Z’G()JV(.Z'l — Z)) pNﬁ(XN)dZdXN
_IVFIE

N llz1Go.n ()12 /PN,h(XN)dXN SN

where in the last inequality we used that |||z|Gon(z)||7: < N” and the mass conservation for
PN (X N)-
For Ay, by the symmetry of pn ;(Xn), we also have

Ap < / ’ xl ))Go N(azl — Z)(F(.Z’g) — F(Z))G07N(x2 — Z)‘pNﬁ(XN)dZdXN

§||VF||LOo / |z1 — 2|Go.N (21 — 2)|z2 — 2|Go.N (22 — 2)|pN (X N)dzd X

VI
= N277
IVE[Z

="z (Gin (@1 = 22PN, YN,

/GI,N(ﬂfl — z2)pn (X n)dX Ny

where
Gl,N(xl — 1’2) = /N"\xl - Z‘GOJ\T(II;l — z)N"\xg — Z’G()JV(.Z'Q - z)]dz.

To bound Aja, we recall ¢y 512 = (1 —wi2)Yn,; then get

Ay SN2 Gy N (21 — 22)(1 — w12)?ON 512, ON.h12)
SN2 Gy n(z1 — 22) PN 12, DN B12)
SN™2Gy N (1 = A1) (L — A2)pn iz, dnniz) S N 2ThH

where we discarded (1 — wi2)? in the second line and used the operator inequality (A.2) in the
second-to-last inequality, and the two-body H' energy bound ([3.22)) in the last inequality.
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For As, we rewrite
Ay =|P(Go p) = Go  (FpE [ pan)dX

=|F(Go.n * p) — Go,n * (Fp)|32,

where in the last inequality we used the mass conservation for py s(Xn). By the triangle, Holder
inequalities and Lemma [AT] we get

Ay <2||F(Gon * p) = Fpl2 + 2| Fp — Gon * (Fp)|72
SIFNZ(Gon = 6) % pll72 + |(Gon — 8) x (Fp)ll7-

1 1 _
Sl FIR~ 1)l + | () (Fp) B2 S N721.
To sum up, we complete the estimates for the term A and reach
(4.28) A< /AL + A+ VA SN £ N2 < N2,

where in the last inequality we used that N e < N7 fornp < %
For the term B, we rewrite

B = / F(2)Gon(x — 2)Gon(z — y)vxy (dx)vxy (dy)dzpn n(XN)dX N

:/F(z”GO’N x Uxy (2) P pnp(XNn)dzd XN .
Observe that
|Go.n * vxy (2)Ppnn(Xn) > 0

for a.e. (z, Xn) € R3 x R3"N. Therefore, we can directly bound F(z) and get

(4.29) B <||F]|p~ / (Gon % vy (2) 2o n( X )dzd Xy
:HFHLoo//GQN(JZ‘—Z)G(],N(Z—y)dZI/XN(d$)VXN(dy)pN7h(XN)dXN

= F'[| oo /GN(HJ —y)vxy (do)vxy (dy) pnp(Xv)dX N

Il [ Gate =) | S o8 o00to) o)) + ple)pl)| oy

Gn(0
171 S [0 @)a,

where in the second-to-last equality we used the property (£24]), and in the last equality we used

the equation (A.22]).
With the approximation forms (£.21]) and (£.25]), we use estimates (£23)), ([4.28]) for A and ([£29])

for B to arrive at

[ F@Gxte =) |2 o)~ @0~ s@oEho) + ola)ol)] dec

=A+ B+ O(N®11)

<[|F[[ e / Gn(z —y) [%p%(wa y) — p%,)ﬁ(w)p(y) - p(x)pgé,)h(y) + p(w)p(y)] drdy

+O(N™"h™2 4 N31—1),
which is the desired estimate (£.19). O
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To prove the lower bound estimate ([£.2]) for F5(t), we give the following estimate.

Lemma 4.5. Let n < l to be determined, we have

s [avta-y {N—‘pﬁvz( ) — PO @)pw) — (@)D >+p<x>p<y>} dady

)

> [ Gt = )l @) = @) (P4 0)  plw)dody ~ ONT)

Proof. We decompose

/ Gn(z —y) [%p%(% y) — P\ (@)p(y) — p(x)pih () + p(w)p(y)] dzxdy
=I+11I,
where
(4:31) 1= [ 6o = 9)(olih(e) = @) (o)) — plo)ddy,
(432) 1= [ Gute - ) |[S 8w - o0l )| doc

It suffices to prove a lower bound of the term I1. By the symmetry of the density function py i(Xn),
we rewrite

IT = /GN (x—y [N—_pgv)h( ) — PN (@) PN )} dzdy

/GNa:—

1 1
N2 Z Oz, (2 x] ng)h(x)/)gv?h(y)

i#]
1 N ) ) 1
— % 2 8n@)pin () — pn(@) 5 D e, () | dadypyn(Xn)d Xy
i=1 j=1

Z/GN(HJ — y)uxy (do)puxy (dy)pn (XN )dXn — G]]VV(O) /nglf,)h(x)d%

where
1 N
fix (d) NZ_: pNh( x)dz.

Then by ([E24) and ([£23), we obtain
Gn(0
17 :/ Gon * pxy (2)Ppv (XN )dzd Xy — ]}]\; )

which completes the proof of estimate (£.30). O

phop(@)da 2 =N,

To the end, we get into the proof of Proposition .11

Proof of Proposition Bl For estimate (1)), the approximation ([@I5) of F3(¢) in Lemma 3]
gives
N—-1

Fs=— bo/diV u(z)Gn(z —y) [TPN (T, y)

—PP@)p() — p@)ph () + p(@)ply) | dedy
LONP 0 4 N~5ht 4 N=8hY),
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Then by the functional inequality (4.19) in Lemma [£.4] we get

~ . N —1
Fs <llavulis [ Gxtz—y [—pﬁi?ﬁu,y)

N
—P\n(@)p(y) — p(x)pih (@) + p(2)p(y)| dedy

+ONPIRS + N=Sh~4 4 N~ h~4 4 N~72 + N31-1),
Using the approximation (£I4]) of Fs in Lemma 3] we arrive at
Fs <||divulpeFs + ONP 0 4 N~§h4 4 N-3p~4 + N~1h~2 4 N31-1)
SFs+ ONP 5 4 N=5h~* 4 N-10h),

where in the last inequality we took n = %. Therefore, we complete the proof of the estimate (Z1]).
For the lower bound estimate ([£2]) on Fs, we use the approximation (£I4]) of Fs and estimate

(430) to obtain

N-—-1
7=t [ e =) |2 o)

—pﬁ?h(rv)p(y) = p(w)pﬁ?ﬁ(y) + p(z)p(y)| dzdy
+ O(NPI6 4 N=5 14 + N=3n7%)
(4.33) > / G (z — 1) (p§h(@) — p(@)) (P4 () — p(y))dwdy
—O(NPI=8 4 N=5p~4 4 N~#5~4 4+ N3,
By (4.24]), we observe that the term on the r.h.s of (433

/ G (@ — 1) (ph(@) — p(@)) (PN () — p(y))dwdy

1
:/ G * (0, = p)(2)2dz > 0,
Thus, we can discard this positive term and then take n = 1% to get

Fs > —ONP 04 N~5h 4+ N-toh4),
which is the lower bound estimate (4.2]). O

5. QUANTITATIVE STRONG CONVERGENCE OF QUANTUM DENSITIES

In the section, using functional inequalities, we prove the Gronwall’s inequality for the modulated
energy. Subsequently, with the quantitative convergence rate of the modulated energy, we further
conclude the quantitative strong convergence of quantum mass and momentum densities. Notably,
the d-type potential part is crucial in upgrading to the quantitative strong convergence, that is, in
the case of only the Coulomb potential, one cannot deduce the strong convergence here.

Recall the modulated energy

(5.1) M(t) = Mk (t) + Mp(t),

where the kinetic energy part is

(5.2) M (t) = /R 0, — ult,2)) Y alt, Xn) PaX
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and the potential energy part is
(5.3) Mp(t) = Fs(t) + Fel(t).

From lower bound estimates (£.2]) on F;5(t) and (L.25]) on F.(¢), we can add a small compensation
such that

(5.4) Fs(t) + Fe(t) +7(N,h) >0,

where r(N,h) = C(NP~1h=6 + N=Sh* + N_%h_ﬂ‘). Thus, we introduce the positive modulated
energy

(5.5) MT(t) =M(t) + 2r(N,h) > r(N,h) > 0.
We now provide a closed estimate for the positive modulated energy.

Proposition 5.1. Fort € [0,Ty], we have the differential inequality

(5.6) %M*(t) < M) + 2.

Moreover, we conclude

(5.7 [ 10, = ) wnalt, Xo)PdXy S M 0) + 12,
and

(5.8) / G (@ — ) (o5 (x) = p(2)) (PN () — p(y))ddy < MF(0) + B2,

Proof. From the evolution of the modulated energy (2.8]), we find that

d .,
aM (t)

3
Y /Rw <8juk T 8kuj) (—ihdn = W PN ) (—ihdbn p — ukpn ) dX N
=1

w = s
+5 [ Adiva)(te)piy (t e de: + Fs(t) + Folt)
R3 ’

Sl [0V, — wnaPdXy + 1 onal 3l A divul e + F0) + Fo(0)
R

By the functional inequalities 1)) on Fy(t) and ([L24) on Fe(t), we get
d

(5.9) EM+(t) S MT(t) + 2.
Then by Gronwall’s inequality, we arrive at
(5.10) M*(t) < exp(CTy) (MT(0) + 1%t) SMT(0) + A

for t € [0, Tp).
For the kinetic energy estimate (5.7), by (5.5) and (5.I0) we have that

[ ViV, =t 0)) ot X)) PaXy <MF () € MP(©) + 1P,
R

which completes the proof of (5.7]).
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For the potential energy estimate (5.8]), by (£30) in Lemma A5 and (£.14) in Lemma @3] we
have

[ Gt = et 0) — plt,2)) (60 (t.9) = plt,))dady <F(t) + (V. )
<MT(t) + (N, h).
Again by (5.10), we arrive at (5.8)). O
To the end, we get into the proof of Theorem [Tl

Proof of Theorem [Tl Convergence of the mass density pg\lf?h(t).

We decompose

/ G (@ — )PV, (1 2) — p(t,2) (P4 (t ) — p(t, y))dady
(5.11) —((Gy — b) * <p§V’h< £) — p(£)), Ph () = p(8)) + 650 (E) — p()]22-

For the first term on the r.h.s of (5.I1]), we use Holder inequality and Lemma [AJ] to obtain

(G — 8) * (P(0) = p(8)), P4 (8) — ()

)

<G = 8) # (0§®) = ), 3 P8 (1) = p(®) 15

)

SN ()b Ol g + 1ol 3) (1ROl + loO)llzs )

Next, we estimate the terms |(V >pNh( )H 3 and Hpg\lf?h(t)HLa. By the Calderén-Zygmund theory
which implies that ||[(V)fllze S IV fllze + ||f||Lp for 1 < p < oo, we get

1
)OI 3 S IV 5 + 1685 5
By the Leibniz rule, Minkowski, Holder, and Sobolev inequalities, we then obtain
IVt W, 3 S IV dnaOllee lvna@®lizzre, S Ve na@®liz S 572

where in the last inequality we have used the H' energy bound (23] for Yn,p. Similarly, we also
have

[SAC 3 S lowa®llzzlena®llzrs, < 1Wna®)llz (Ve ¥nn(®)lle S 57

and
I n @ les < lenan®)lFasg, € Ve bna®lze S 572
With n = 10, these bounds give that
(5.12) (G = 0) % (0(8) = p(1)), P, (1) — p(t)) S N6 < r(N, ).
Thus, combining (B.11]), (5.12]) with (58], we arrive at
(5.13) 19D,0) = pOI2 SN, )+ M*(0) + B2 S M*(0) + 12,

where in the last inequality we have used that 7(N, k) < M™1(0).
1)

Convergence of the momentum density J](V ().
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Recall the momentum density

T\h(t 1) = h/Im(mvxlsz,ﬁ)(t,XN)dxg day.
Then by the triangle and Hélder’s inequalities, we have
|751(8) = (o) (0)]

<ITR0) = (PO 1+ [Py (€)= (o) (0)] 1

=|| T <¢Nh( ) (", — iu(t)) P n(t )) o+ 1) (1) = (pu) (@)1

<[lon a2 1AV, = u()n @)l 2 + @) 2l n(t) = p(0)]| 12

SMH(0) + 12,
where in the last inequality we used the mass conservation, estimates (.7 and (B.13]). O
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APPENDIX A. SOBOLEV TYPE ESTIMATES

Lemma A.1 ( [21], Lemma A.5). Let d = 3 and Wx(z) = N**V(NPz)—bos, where by = [V (z)dz
For any 0 < s <1,

(A1) W % fllee < Cl @)V (@) o NP (V)° f |
for any 1 < p < o0.

Lemma A.2 ( [29], Lemma A.3). Let d =3 and Vy(x) = N3PV (NPz). Then

(A.2) V(1 —22) S C|V|p(1 — Ay )(1 = Ay,),
(A.3) V(21 — 2) < CNBHVIILg (1-Az),
(A.4) Vn(z1 — x3) < CN32|V || poo.

Lemma A.3. Suppose that f € L' such that

/\f(m)Ha;\éda; < 0.
Let f.(z) = €3 f(ex) and dy = [ fdz, then we have
[((felz = y) — dod(z — ), )]
(1= A)(1 = By)e,0) (1= Au) (1= Ay )b,

SIS

for 6 € (0,3).

Proof. For the derivation of NLS, this Poincaré type inequality is usually used in the convergence
part of the hierarchy method. See, for example, [29-31.46]. For completeness, we here include a
proof. Without loss of generality, we might as well assume that dy = [ fdz = 1. Switching to
Fourier space, we observe that

(o, (fe(x —y) — 6(z — y))¥)
= / dﬂj‘dpdéldfg@(fh 52)5(51 +p,& — p)f(:n)(eiep-x . 1)
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By using |e!® — 1| < min {a, 2} < 2a for 6 € (0,1) and |p|® < (&1)? + (&1 + p)?, we have
(o, (fe(x —y) = do(x = y))¥)
S2€9/f(x)\xfedl’/dpd€1d§2@(§1,§2)$(§1 +p,& —p)lpl’

~

<2¢’ / f($)|$|ed$/dpdﬁldﬁzﬁ(ﬁhﬁz)?ﬁ(& +p,& —p) (<fl>6 + (& +P>9> -

0

It suffices to bound the term containing (£)?, as the term containing (¢; — p)? can be estimated

similarly. We rewrite

/ dpdé1 d&sB (€1, €2)D(E1 + p. &2 — p) (E1)°

(&1)(&) (& +p) (&2 — )
(€)1=0{&) (& +p) (&2 —p)

_ / dpdéd&sd(Er, £)P(E1 + p, &2 — p)

By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

/ dpdé1d&sB (1, 62)D(E1 + .o — p) (E2)°

(€1)2(&2)? ~ 2
é |:/ dpd£1d£2 <£1 +p>2<£2 _p>2 |(10(£17£2)| :|
2e N2 3
- [ [ dvierde “1(; >€>_§§<2£2>f Zide +p 6 —p)ﬂ
- €262 . o]
— |:/ dpd£1d£2 <£1 +p>2<£2 _p>2 |(10(£17£2)| :|

€22~ ]
- [ [ dvicae: V6. ) ]

UL = AN = Do), )3 (1 — A)(L— Ag)e, 1))

where in the last inequality we used that

1
sup dp < 00
sl,ﬁg/ (&1 —p)27 (& —p)?

fora110§9<%. O

NI=
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