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HYDRODYNAMICS FOR SSEP WITH NON-REVERSIBLE
SLOW BOUNDARY DYNAMICS: PART I, THE CRITICAL REGIME AND BEYOND

C. ERIGNOUX, P GONCALVES, AND G. NAHUM

ABSTRACT. The purpose of this article is to provide a simple proof of the hydrodynamic and hydrostatic
behavior of the SSEP in contact with slowed reservoirs which inject and remove particles in a finite size
windows at the extremities of the bulk. More precisely, the reservoirs inject/remove particles at/from any
point of a window of size K placed at each extremity of the bulk and particles are injected/removed to
the first open/occupied position in that window. The hydrodynamic limit is given by the heat equation
with non-linear Robin boundary conditions or Neumann boundary conditions, the latter being in the case
when the reservoirs are too slow. The proof goes through the entropy method of [16]. We also derive
the hydrostatic limit for this model, whose proof is based on the method developed in [18] and [20]. We
observe that we do not make use of correlation estimates in none of our results.

1. INTRODUCTION

One of the intriguing questions in Statistical Physics is related to the understanding of how local
microscopic perturbations of the dynamics of a particle system, carries through its macroscopic descrip-
tion. In recent years, several articles have been dedicated to the understanding of adding a slow bond,
a slow site or a slow boundary to the most classical interacting particle system, namely, the exclusion
process. For references on this topic, we refer the reader to [13, 14, 1] and references therein, where
the hydrodynamic limit for the symmetric simple exclusion process (SSEP) with, respectively, a slow
bond, a slow site and a slow boundary was analyzed. Recently, the case of the non-simple symmet-
ric exclusion process with slow boundary has been analyzed in [15, 3, 4] and the asymmetric case in
[19]. In the studied cases mentioned above with a slow boundary, the macroscopic PDE, ends up with
boundary conditions of the type: Dirichlet, (linear) Robin, or Neumann.

In this article, motivated by deriving other types of boundary conditions, we consider the SSEP in
the discrete box {1,...,N —1} coupled with slow reservoirs, placed at x =0 and x =N, whose role is to
inject and and remove particles in a window of a fixed size K = 1. A particle may enter to the first free
site and leave from the first occupied site in its respective window (i.e., {1,...K},{N—K,...,N—1}).
We control the action of the reservoirs by fixing the rates of injection/removal as proportional to N~?.
In this article, we address here the characterization of the hydrodynamic and hydrostatic behavior for
the slowed regime 6 > 1, and we will consider in the second part of this article [9] the case where
6 € (0,1), which requires a different set of tools. More precisely, we show that the spatial density of
particles is given by a weak solution of the heat equation with non-linear (resp. linear) Robin boundary
conditions, if 6 =1 and K = 2 (resp. K =1, in which we recover the results of [1]), and Neumann
boundary conditions, if 6 > 1 for any K = 1. For the case 6 =1, the irreversibility of the boundary
dynamics reflects on a non-linear macroscopic boundary evolution for K = 2 and a simplified version
of this model was studied in [6]. The model where particles may enter only through the right and
leave only through the left with rates % was first introduced by De Masi et al in [6], and the reservoirs
were termed "current reservoirs", since they do not fix the value of the density at the boundary, but
its gradient. The dynamics we consider here is a generalization of the dynamics of [6] since we allow
injection and removal from both reservoirs and moreover, the rate is slowed with respect to the bulk
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dynamics. In [6], the dynamics was shown to have the Propagation of Chaos property, and that result
was obtained by providing sharp estimates on the L norm of v—functions. As a consequence, the
Fick’s Law was shown to hold and the hydrostatic limit was proved in [8] and [7], respectively.

When K =1, we are reduced to the SSEP with classical slowed reservoirs, where the hydrodynamic
and hydrostatic scenario were both investigated in [1] for 6 = 0 and for 6 < 0, the hydrodynamic be-
havior was studied in [15]. For 6 = 0, in [1], Baldasso et al showed the hydrodynamic limit by the
application of the Entropy method, first presented in [16]. In their case, which corresponds here to the
case when K =1, they were able to use an auxiliary measure which is product and given by a suitable
profile and for that reason, the entropy production at the boundaries is small enough to enable them
to show a replacement lemma at the boundaries. In the present paper, we apply a similar strategy for
6 = 1, but with an extra difficulty due to the explicit correlation terms at the boundaries, which makes
us use another replacement lemma. Unfortunately, that same procedure is not possible for 6 < 1 since
the comparison measure, namely, a measure close to the stationary state of the system, is quite far
from being of product type. Due to the boundary terms of the dynamics, we are not able to control the
entropy of the initial measure w.r.t. any product measure and therefore we cannot apply the entropy
method except in the case where the boundary is quite slow, that is, when 6 = 1. For this reason, in
the second part of this article [9], we make use of duality estimates already exploited in [10, 11] to
derive both the hydrostatic and hydrodynamic limit in the case 6 € (0,1).

As a consequence of the hydrodynamic limit we derive Fick’s Law. More precisely, we consider two
currents related to the system, the conservative and the non-conservative. The former counts the net
number of particles going through a bond, while the later counts the number of particles injected minus
the number of particles removed from the system through a site. Then, we associate the correspond-
ing fields and we show their convergence. This is the content of Theorem 2.8 whose proof is given in
Section 4.

Having the hydrodynamic limit proved, it is simple to obtain the hydrostatic limit, by showing that
the stationary correlations of the system vanish as the system size grows to infinity. When K =1 that
is exactly the strategy pursued in [1]. In our case, when K = 2 we do not have any information about
the stationary correlations of the system and for that reason we have to do it in a different way. There-
fore, here the hydrostatic behavior is investigated through the methods developed in [20] and [18]. In
particular, we will follow essentially [20], where the hydrostatic limit was shown for K = 1. The proof
presented in [18] is robust enough for the hydrostatic limit to follow directly from the hydrodynamic
limit when 6 =1, thus we will focus on the case 6 > 1 and refer the interested reader to [18] and
references therein. Our main interest is when 6 > 1, where the macroscopic evolution is governed by
a Neumann Laplacian on [0,1]. In contrast to the arguments in [1], where the hydrostatic limit was
shown through estimates on the density and correlation fields, the method in [20] is based on the study
of the system’s evolution at a subdiffusive time scale. This allows us to show replacement lemmas that,
under a different time scale, do not hold. In this sense, our results regarding the hydrostatic limit also
extend the ones obtained in [1] for 6 = 1 by the application of a simpler method and when correlation
estimates are not easy to obtain.

Regarding the results of the present paper, as already mentioned, the model expresses a macroscopic
phase transition from non-linear Robin to Neumann boundary conditions. In particular, we derive the
following hydrodynamic equation when 6 =1

ope(W) =37 p, (), (t,u)€[0,T1x(0,1),
dup:(0)= _Da,ypt(o)a t€(0,T],
3up[(1)=D/5,5p[(1), te(0,T],
p(0,:)=fo ("),

where a=(ay,...,ag), B =(B1,..-,Px),6 =(61,-..,06k), Y =(71,.-.,Yx ) are parameters of the boundary
dynamics and the operator D,  is defined for any vectors A = (44,...,Ag),0 =(03,...,0x) and f :

(€8]



[0,1]> R as

K
(Dy,of )u) = Z{lx(l —f@)f* T W) =0 f @WA—f @)} 2
x=1

In the case 0 > 1, the non linear Robin boundary conditions are replaced with Neumann boundary
conditions

atpt(u):auzpt(u)’ (t,u)E[O,T]X(O,].),

aupt(o)zaupt(l)zoy tE(OJT]) (3)

p(0,-)=fo(")
We also prove uniqueness of the weak solution of (1) in the case where the parameters satisfy suitable
conditions (cf. (HO) below).

Our results generalize those of [6] and our proof is much simpler and does not require any knowl-
edge on the decay of v-functions. Our proof relies on good estimates between the Dirichlet form and
the carré du champ operator and a few replacement lemmas which allow to control the boundary
terms. Throughout the paper we will state the results for K = 2, but in some cases present the proofs
in detail for K = 2 only, since for K > 2 the techniques are exactly the same and the biggest change is
in the notation. Nevertheless, whenever required, we will state some appropriate remarks regarding
the general case K > 2. For , =y, =1and 6§, =a, =0 for all x € {1,---,K}, the uniqueness for the
Cauchy problem (1) was shown in [8]. For K =2 with a, =7, and 3, = §, the proof reduces to the
case of linear Robin boundary conditions, whose uniqueness problem was studied in [1].

Since we treat in [9] the case 6 € (0, 1), the main issue left open is related to the fluctuations around
the hydrodynamic limit, for which we need to obtain very sharp estimates on the space-time correla-
tions of the system. Large deviations from the stationary state is also another challenge to look at in
the near future. Note that in order to get exact information about the stationary state of the system,
we cannot make use of the preliminary work on the matrix product ansatz of Derrida [5], since it does
not straightforwardly apply to this dynamics in general, and encompasses the case K =1 only.

The article is divided as follows. In section 2 we present the model, the notation, the weak formu-
lation for the solution of the Cauchy problem and the main results, namely, the hydrodynamic limit
(Theorem 2.7), a law of large numbers for the current (Theorem 2.8), and the hydrostatic limit (The-
orem 2.9). In section 3 we show the hydrodynamic limit: we start presenting an heuristic proof for
finding the notion of weak solution of the PDEs, we identify the main difficulties in the proof and
we present the tools to solve them. Then we proceed with the entropy method: in Proposition 3.2
we show tightness of the sequence of empirical measures, which shows that there exists convergent
subsequences. With the assumption on the uniqueness of the solution of (1), we proceed with the
characterization of limit points. In particular, in Proposition 3.3 we show that the spatial density of
particles converges to the solution of (1). Section 4 is devoted to the proof of the law of large numbers
for the current fields associated to the system. Section 5 is devoted to the proof of the hydrostatic limit.
In the Robin case (6 = 1), we require the existence of a unique stationary solution, to which the hy-
drodynamic solution converges. These two elements are obtained in Sections 5.2 and 5.3, respectively.
In the Neumann case (6 > 1), however, any constant profile is stationary, so that we need one further
argument. We therefore show in Section 5.1 that the total mass of the system evolves in the subdiffu-
sive time scale N1*9, and on this time scale it converges to a unique constant which determines the
stationary profile. In the appendix, we prove some technical results required throughout the proofs,
namely the replacement lemmas (Appendix A), an energy estimate (Appendix B), and the uniqueness
of the weak solution to (1) (Appendix C).

2. MODEL AND RESULTS

2.1. The microscopic model. Denote by N a scaling parameter, which will be taken to infinity later
on. For N = 2 we call bulk the discrete set of points Ay :={1,...,N—1}. The exclusion process in
contact with stochastic reservoirs is a Markov process, that we denote by {7, : t = 0}, whose state
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space is Qy := {0,1}*. The configurations of the state space Qy are denoted by 7, so that for x € Ay,
1(x) =0 means that the site x is vacant while 17(x) =1 means that the site x is occupied. For any fixed
K eN*, we define IX :={1,...,K}, If :={N—K,...,N—1}. We introduce the infinitesimal generator

Ln=%Lnot ﬁgN,b @
acting on functions f : Qy — R by
N—-2
(Luof )= > (F@™N—f(m)) and (L)) = (Lyf)0)+( Ly f)n)
x=1
where
(Ly L= Em(F)—F () ®)
xeIk

and for x € IK\ {1,N—1}
c.(M=a,n(1)--nlx—1)(1—n(x))+7,(1—n(1))---(1—n(x—1))n(x),
cf(m) =PBy—xQ1—nCNN(x+1)---n(N—1)+6y_,n(x)(1—n(x+1))---(1—n(N—1))

and ¢ (n) = ay (1~ (1) +711(1) and ¢;_, (1) = By—y (1—n(N — 1))+ y_;n(N —1). To simplify
notation, we will identify B, = By_x,0, = Ony_x. In the formulae above, we shortened

N, 2 4%,y ()5 £
7Y@ ={n0)s=x , 7*@)= {” ST

1—-n(x),z=x

n(x),z=y

and the a;, v;, B;, 6;, for i=1,...,K are fixed non-negative constants. The size K of the boundary

is considered to be a fixed constant as well. In other words, as illustrated in Figure 1, we consider a

stirring dynamics in the bulk, and at the two boundary sets I 5 , particles get created (resp. removed) at

the empty (resp. occupied) site closest to the boundary. The role of the parameter 6 appearing in (4)

is to slow down (0 = 0) or speed up (6 < 0) the boundary dynamics relatively to the bulk dynamics. In

this article we restrict ourselves to the case 6 = 1 and in a companion article [9], we look at the case

0 < 6 < 1. Throughout the article, we therefore fix 6 = 1 and consider the Markov process (1;):>¢
with infinitesimal generator given by %y.

©)

) (7)

as

Y1

FIGURE 1. Left boundary dynamics.

2.2. Hydrodynamic equation and uniqueness. We now define the macroscopic limit of our model
and its topological setup. We denote by (,-),, the inner product in L2([0,1]) with respect to a measure
u defined in [0,1] and || - [[;2(,) is the corresponding norm. When u is the Lebesgue measure we write
(-,-) and || - || 2 for the corresponding norm.

Fix once and for all a finite time horizon T > 0. We denote by C™"([0, T]x[0,1]) the set of functions
defined on [0, T] % [0,1] that are m times differentiable on the first variable and n times differentiable
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on the second variable, with continuous derivatives. For a function G := G(s,u) € C™"([0,T]x[0,1])
we denote by 9,G its derivative with respect to the time variable s.

Now we want to define the space where the solutions of the hydrodynamic equations will live on,
namely the Sobolev space #! on [0,1]. For that purpose, we define the semi inner-product (-,-); on
the set C*°([0,1]) by (G,H); =(3,G,J,H) and the corresponding semi-norm is denoted by || - ||;.

Definition 2.1. The Sobolev space #* on [0,1] is the Hilbert space defined as the completion of C°°([0,1])
for the norm || - ||§ip1 = IIi2 +]|- II% Its elements elements coincide a.e. with continuous functions. The
space L2(0,T; 1) is the set of measurable functions f : [0, T]— ' such that fOT ||fs||§%,1ds < 0.

We can now give the definition of the weak solution of the hydrodynamic equation that will be
derived for the process described above when 6 > 1.

Definition 2.2. Let f,:[0,1] — [0,1] be a measurable function, and recall from (2) the definition of the
operator D, . We say that p : [0,T]x[0,1] —[0,1] is a weak solution of the heat equation with Robin
boundary conditions (this will be obtained in the case 8 =1)

atpt(u)zauzpt(u)’ (t,u)E[O,T]X(O,l),
d.p(0)= _Da,ypt(o)a t€[0,T]

8
8,p(1)=Dy 5p,(1), t€[0,T] ®
p(0,-)= fo("),

if the following two conditions hold:
1. p€L?(0,T;x#"Y),
2. p satisfies the weak formulation:
t
F(p,G,t) = (p,Ge)— (fo. Go) — f (ps,(82+8,)G; )ds
0
t t t (9)
+f {ps(l)auGs(1)_ps(0)auGs(O)}ds—f Gs(l)(D[j,Eps)(l)ds_f Gs(o)(Da,yps)(O)dszo:
0 0 0

for all t €[0,T], any function G € C*2([0,T]x[0,1]).

We say that p :[0,T]x[0,1]— [0,1] is a weak solution of the heat equation with Neumann boundary
conditions (this will be obtained in the case 6 > 1)

op (W) =27 p (W), (t,u)€[0,T]x(0,1),
oup(0)=0,p(1)=0, t€[0,T] (10
p(0,-)=fo("),

if conditions 1. and 2. above hold, with (9) replaced by

(P (87 +2, )Gy ds) + f {PAG - p,01,6,(0)} ds =

t
F(p,G,t):= (pt’Gt>_UCO’GO>_J
° (11)

0

Throughout the present article we make the following assumption in the case 8 =1 (Robin coundary
conditions),
The (finite) sequences a, vy, f and 6 are non-increasing, (HO)

which ensures uniqueness of the weak solutions of equation (8):

Lemma 2.3. [Uniqueness of weak solutions ] Consider the notion of weak solution introduced in Definition
2.2, and fix a measurable initial profile fy:[0,1] — [0,1]. Assuming (HO), the weak solution of (8) is
unique. Moreover, the weak solution of (10) is unique.

The proof of the first statement is postponed to Appendix C. The Neumann case is classical and for
that reason it is omitted, but the proof can be found in [13]. For the sake of concision, we do not recall
for each of our main results that assumption (HO) is made, however since it guarantees uniqueness of
weak solutions, this assumption is made throughout the article whenever 6 = 1.
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Remark 2.4. For f =y =j and 6 = a = 0 we recover the boundary conditions of [6].
Remark 2.5. For K =2, (8) rewrites as

opc(W)=02p (), (t,u)€[0,T]x(0,1),
3,pc(1)=P1—(B1+61)p (1) +(8:—B2)(p2(1)—p (1)),
2upe(0)=p¢(0)(a1 +11)— a1 —(r2—a2)(P7(0)—p.(0)), ¢t &[0, T]
p(0,-)= fo(),
and for oy =y and 3, = 6, we recover the linear Robin boundary conditions as in [1] and when oy =y4 =
Por=06,=0and ; =1—6; =P and a; =1—a,; = a we deal with exactly the same model of [1] and we

recover their result. Further note that the weak solution of (12) when a, =74 and f3, = &4 (corresponding
to linear Robin boundary conditions) is shown in [1] to be unique.

(12)

2.3. Hydrodynamic limit. In this section we state the hydrodynamic limit of the process {1;n2}:>0-
Note the scaling factor N2 whose purpose is to accelerate the process to a diffusive time scale. Let
M be the space of positive measures on [0, 1] with total mass bounded by 1 equipped with the weak
topology. For any configuration 1) € Qy we define the empirical measure 7V (n,-) € .#* on [0,1] as

V(o du) = = > 1005 (dw), a3

XEAN

where §, is a Dirac mass on a €[0,1]. Given the trajectory {n,y2}:>¢ of the accelerated process, we
further introduce rtltv (du) := 7N (n,n2,du) the empirical measure at the macroscopic time t. Below,
and in what follows, we use the notation (nltv ,G) to denote the integral of G w.r.t. the measure nlt\’ .
This notation should not be confused with the inner product in L?([0,1]). Fix T >0 and 6 > 0. We
denote by P, = the probability measure in the Skorohod space 2([0,T],f2y) induced by the Markov
process {ny2}:>o and the initial probability measure uy and E,  denotes the expectation w.r.t. P, .

Definition 2.6. We say that a sequence of probability measures {uy}y>1 on Qy is associated with a
profile pq :[0,1] — [0,1] if for any continuous function G :[0,1] — R and every 6§ >0

lim ,uN(nEQN:|(7TN,G)—(G,p0){>5)=O. 14
N—-oo
Our first result is the hydrodynamic limit for the process introduced above and it is stated as follows.

Theorem 2.7. Let f,:[0,1] —[0,1] be a measurable function and let {uy}n>1 be a sequence of proba-
bility measures in Qy associated with f, in the sense of Definition 2.6. Then, for any t €[0,T],

NlingoIP’MNU(nIf,G)—(G,ptH>5)=0,

where p.(-) is the unique weak solution, in the sense of Definition 2.2, of (8) for 6 =1, resp. (10) for
0>1.

Let {Qy}n>1 be the sequence of probability measures on 2([0,T],.# ") induced by the Markov
process {m} }, and P, , namely Qy =P, o(n")™'. To prove Theorem 2.7 we first show that the
sequence {Qy }y>1 is tight, and then prove that any of its limit points Q is concentrated on trajectories
of measures that are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure (this is a consequence
of the exclusion dynamics), whose density p.(u) is the unique (cf. Lemma 2.3) weak solution of the
hydrodynamic equation. We prove Theorem 2.7 in Section 3.

2.4. Empirical currents. Our next result is a law of large numbers for the empirical currents of the
process. Let Jf’ (x) denote the process that counts the flux of particles (in the accelerated process
(Msn2)s>0) through the bond {x,x+1} up to time t, i.e. the number of particles that jumped from the
site x to the site x4+ 1 minus the number of particles that jumped from the site x +1 to the site x during
the time interval [0, t]. The empirical measure associated with this conservative current is defined as

1 N-—=2
N ._ E N
Jt = ]W Jt (X)5X/N‘
x=1



7

Notice the normalization factor N which is taking into account the diffusive time rescaling and the
space normalization. For x € I ﬁ , we denote by Kf’ (x) the non-conservative current at the site x up to
time t, that is, the number of particles that have been created minus the number of particles that have
been remove of the system at site x. The corresponding empirical measure is given by

1
KY = > KN ()6
xelfurk

For a test function f we use the notation (J,f) and (KY, f) to denote, respectively:

N—2
(N, f) :=$ZJ§V(X)f(§) and (KY,f) :=]% > RN,
x=1 xelkurk

Our second main result is a law of large numbers for the current fields.

Theorem 2.8 (Law of large Numbers for the current). For any t €[0,T] and f € C*([0,1]),

t 1
(ng’f>_J J f(u)aups(u)dUds| > 5:| =0,
0JO

lim IF’MN[

N—-+00

N ETOO Fuy [

(Kivrf>_1{9—1}f f(O)(Da,yps)(O)+f(1)(D[5,5ps)(1)ds > 6] =0,
0

where p,(+) is the unique weak solution of (8) if 6 =1 (resp. of (10) if 6 > 1). In other words, writing
jN =JN +K¥, we have that jN converges weakly to jdu, where j is a weak solution to j =—Vp.

This theorem is proved in Section 4.

2.5. Hydrostatic limit. For any fixed N and 6 > 1, the Markov process 1), is irreducible on its finite
state space Qy, it has a unique stationary measure that we denote by uy. Our third main result
concerns the hydrostatic limit for the dynamics, which gives the macroscopic behavior of our model
starting from the stationary state uj. One important ingredient in our proof is the uniqueness of
the stationary solution of the hydrodynamic equation. In the regime 6 =1, on the other hand, to
establish the hydrostatic limit, it is sufficient to show that there is a unique stationary solution to the
hydrodynamic equation (8). In the regime 6 > 1 any constant profile is a stationary solution to (10),
however under suitable assumptions, this constant can be uniquely determined as the mass m* to which
the microscopic system relaxes on subdiffusive timescales.

To establish the different uniqueness results above, we will need in the two cases (8 =1 and 6 > 1)
further assumptions. For this reason, we introduce

51 < aq and ﬂl < Y1s (Hl)

and
a+pB and vy+6 arenon increasing. (H2)

We are now ready to state our third main result.

Theorem 2.9. For 6 =1, assuming (H1) there exists a unique stationary solution p* of (8), and uy is
associated with it in the sense of Definition 2.6, i.e.

nggoujg(|<nN,G>—(G,p*>| >5)=0.

For 6 > 1, assuming (H2) there exists a unique constant m* € [0, 1], such that uy is associated with the

constant profile p* = m*.

Remark 2.10 (On assumptions (H1) and (H2)). Assumption (H1) is used in the case 6 =1 to guarantee
uniqueness of the stationary solution. Assumption (H2) is used for 6 > 1 to prove convergence of the mass
of the system to a defined constant. As we will see through the article, one could weaken these assumptions,
yet we elected to settle for assumptions (H1) and (H2) to provide the reader with a working case, since
finding optimal bounds for both of the cases is a non-trivial algebraic problem that goes beyond the scope
of this article.
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The proof of Theorem 2.9 is the purpose of Section 5.

3. PROOF OF THEOREM 2.7

In this section we present the proof of the hydrodynamic limit and we start by giving an heuris-
tic argument in order to deduce the notion of weak solution given in Definition 2.2. To simplify the
exposition we present the proof for the case K = 2 but emphasize that the general case follows straight-
forwardly.

3.1. Heuristic argument. We start by briefly outlining the argument before detailing the relevant
steps of the proof in Section 3.3. Let us fix a test function G € C1?([0,T]x[0,1]). Following from
Dynkin’s formula and simple computations,

t
MY(G) = (1, Gy — (=Y, Go) — f (7Y, (8, +N22)G.) ds
0

t

=<n’§,Gt>—<ni¥,Go>—f ()3, + Ay)G;) ds
0

t

_f V3 Gs(0)n5n2(1) =V Gs(1)nn2 (N —1)ds

° . (15)

_x_ZJ Gs(;%){al_nsNZ(l)(Oﬁ+Y1)}+Gs(¥){/51_nsNZ(N—l)(ﬂ1+51)}d5
0

t

2 G2 agna (D —72mae (2) =1y (D2 (2) @y —12)}ds
0

N G2 By (N —1) = 8ymeya (N —2)— g2 (N — D)2 (N —2)(By — 55)}ds
0

is a martingale with respect to the natural filtration {Z, };>, where foreach t 20, Z, ;= o(nen2 : s < t).
Above, for x € Ay, the discrete derivatives of G are defined by

ViG(F)=N[G(5H)-G()],
VyG(F)= V+G(XN;1) and its discrete laplacian is defined by
ANG(E)=N?[G(51)—26(3)+G(5D)].

Remark 3.1. For fixed K = 2, the expression above can be compactly written by introducing the operators
DN-* defined by

(D) ) = { A f (D). f = DA F () =0, (A= F(1))... (A= F = 1)F ()} e
(DY ) = { A0 =FEDF (e +1).. f (N =D =0 f()A—Fx+1)... A= fF(N=1) 1y

for f:Z—-Rand A=(Aq,...,Ax),0 =(0...,0x). With this notation, Dynkin’s formula takes the form

(16)

M?I(G):(ﬂltv,GJ—(“g,Go)—f <7Tiv>(as+AN)Gs>dS
0

_f {V;\—]Gs(o)nsNz(1)_VKJG5(1)"75N2(N_1)}ds
0

N2 (* _
- ]W o {(TCN(D(]Z} Tsn2> ), Gs) + <7TN(D[31Y”5+7’5N2’ ), Gs)}ds'
In fact, the largest technical issue with the proof of the hydrodynamic limit is, as we will also see ahead,
P
the proof of the replacement lemmas which roughly states II\\;—Z (rN (Dflva,_nsNz, -, G) L, (Dq,yp5)(0)G,(0)
for 8 =1, with p(-) being the unique weak solution to (8).
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As we will show, E,, | [(M f’ (G))Z] vanishes as N — co. We now focus on the integral terms above.
Let us start with the boundary term coming from the bulk dynamics, that is, the term on the second
line of the previous display. By Theorem A.3, with the choice 1) =1, we are able to replace n,(1) (resp.
1ns(N —1)) by the average in a box of size | ¢N | to the right of site 1 (resp. to the left of site N—1):

1 1+eN 1 N—1—N
eN eN
TEN(]) = — E , TNIN-1):=— E , 17
g (1) eN < ns(x), M ( ) N L ns(x) a7

then, since, for N sufficiently big, WfN(l) ~ ps(0) (resp.) WfN(N— 1) ~ ps(1)) in a sense which will
be explained later on, and by a Taylor expansion on the text function G, we arrive at

f 8uGs(0)ps(O)_auGs(l)ps(l)ds-
0

which is exactly the fourth term at the right hand side of (9). By abuse of notation, above and below
eN denotes |¢N|. Now we analyse the terms coming from the boundary dynamics. We start with
the terms on the fourth line on the right hand-side of (15). Note that when 6 > 1, since G and 7
are bounded, these terms are of order O(N'~?) and so they vanish as N — +00. When 6 =1 and
using again Theorem A.3, with the choice ¢ = 1, those terms are going to contribute to the integral
formulation with

J Gs(0)(ay —(aj +71)ps(0))+G,(1)(B1 —(B1 +61)ps(1))ds.
0

Now we look at the fifth and sixth terms at the right hand-side of (15). We focus on the terms on
the fifth line, but we note that the analysis is completely analogous for the terms in the sixth line. As
before, for O > 1 those terms are of order O(N'~?) and so they vanish as N — +co. When 6 =1, from
Theorem A.2, with the choice ¢ =1, we can replace, for any term that does not involve the product
of n(1) and n(2), n(2) by n(1) and from Theorem A.3 (with 2 = 1), replace n(1) by n*N(1). For
the quadratic terms in n(1)n(2) we first apply Theorem A.3 (with ¢/(n) = n(1)), to replace n(2) by
1N (1). In the resulting term 1(1)n*N (1), we then replace n(1) by N (1) by applying Theorem A.3
(with ¢(n) = nsN (1)). From this we conclude that the terms on the fifth line of (15) contribute to the
integral formulation with

J G;(0)(ay _Yz)(PSZ(O)—pS(O))ds.
0

Recall that we defined after Theorem 2.7 the distribution Q of the trajectory of the empirical mea-
sure V. Assuming that one proves that the sequence {Qy }y>1 is tight (which is done in Section 3.2),
the arguments above prove that any of its limit points is a Dirac measure supported on the trajectory
. (du) = p,(u)du where p,(-) is the unique weak solution of (8). These arguments are carried out in
further detail in the next subsections.

3.2. Tightness.
Proposition 3.2. The sequence {Qy }y>1 is tight under the Skorohod topology of ([0, T], . # ™).

Proof. From Chapter 4 of [17], in order to prove tightness it is enough to show that

limlimsup sup PV (n. €2([0,T],Qp): |(7‘EN+A,G>—<7TN,G>{ > e) =0,
Y=0N—+00 TEIN,ASY HN ° :

for any continuous function G : [0,1] — R. Above Jy is the set of stopping times bounded by T. In
fact, we are going to prove the result for functions in C?([0,1]), but then, by an L' approximation it
is simple to extend the result to continous functions. By Proposition 4.1.7 in [17] it is enough to show
the result for every function G in a dense subset of C([0; 1]), with respect to the uniform topology.
From now on we assume that G € C2([0,1]). From Dynkin’s formula, plus Chebyshev’s and Markov’s
inequality, we can bound the previous probability by

2
= EMN

T+A
f Nng(ﬂiV,G)ds
€
T

};%Ew[(Mf(G)—MMG))Z]-
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Observe that since G € C%([0,1]) we have that ‘ANG(§)| < 2||G”Hoo and }vﬁG(zﬁvn < ||G’Hoo. In
particular, since there is at most one particle per site, and recovering from (15) the expression for
%,(nY,G), we obtain straightforwardly

IN22,(7Y, ) S 535 )|6 [l oo + 581G oo

where the notation < means "less than a constant times". As a consequence, for 6 > 1

J-o

Now we treat the remaining term. From Dynkin’s formula, (va (G)?—(MN(G)), is a (mean zero)
martingale with respect to the natural filtration &,. From [17] (Appendix 1.6) one obtains that its
quadratic variation is (MY (G)), := fot BN (G)ds , where

T+A
J N2y, <ﬂ?£], G)ds
T

lim limsup sup EMN|:

Y% N—oo teFy,A<y

BN(G) :=N?(2y (" (n,),G)*—2(n" (n,),G) Ly (n" (n,),G)).

This yields

T+A
2
EMN I:(M'Irv’H_Mi’j) ] = EMN |:J‘ BﬁV(G)ds:| :
T

We can split BY (G) :=BY_(G)+BY,(G)+BY (G), where each term corresponds to the contribution
of Ly _,%n 0,%N +» respectively. Now note that

BY/(G)=N2 3 ({n" (1), H) = (n¥(n,), 1))’

XEAN

= Z (1500 =15 (x +1A(GCFH —G(7))? < T |67 oo -

XEAN
For the boundary dynamics, we bound the rates in the generator by a constant, which yields

1
NO6-1

2 1 2
B} (G)S IGlIzoand BY, (G) S 7a=IGIIZ,

,+ NO6-1

and concludes the proof. O

3.3. Characterization of the limit point. We now characterize the limit points of {Qy }y>; and show
that they concentrate on trajectories satisfying the weak form of the hydrodynamic equation.

Proposition 3.3. For any limit point Q of {Qy }x>1, it holds
Q(m.€2([0,T],-4): F(p,G,t)=0)=1
where F is given in (9) for 6 =1 and (11) for 6 > 1.

Proof. We present the proof for the case 6 =1 and K =2, since for 6 > 1 it is analogous. We present a
remark at the end regarding the extension to other values of K. Fix a limit point Q of {Quy}y>1- As a
consequence of Corollary B.2, we have that Q(R) = 1 where Ry is the event on which 7. is absolutely
continuous w.r.t the Lebesgue measure and with density in #!. To present the argument as simply
and concisely as possible, assume that G is time independent, but the same arguments apply when this
is not the case. To prove the Proposition, we show that for any § > 0 and any G € C%([0,1]):

Q(RT and sup |F(p,G,t)|>5)=0, (18)
0<t<T

<t<
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that is

Q(RT and | sup |<pt:G>_<fO:G>+J (05, AG)ds +J {Ps(12,6(1)—p,(0)2,6(0)} ds
0 0

O<t<T

—f {G(BL—(B1+81)p:(1)+(52—B2)(p2(1) — (1)) }ds (19
0

—f {G(0) (e = (a1 +71)ps(0) + (12— a2)(pZ(0) — p (O)) }ds |> 6)=
0

Due to the boundary terms, the set inside the probability above is not an open set in the Skorohod space.
As a consequence, at this point, we cannot apply Portmanteau’s theorem. To solve this problem, we
take the following functions: (_“(v) =1 = 1(y—eu)(v) and _L)lé(v) = %1[u,u+€)(v), and we use the notation
(m, T =2[" Eps(v)dv and (7, TY) = %ﬁwe ps(v)dv. Now observe that since p € L2(0, T;.#1), it
is easy to prove for all € > 0 that }ps(u)— (ns,(b_le‘)| < %6”3119”%- As a consequence of the last result,
we can bound the probability on the left-hand side of (19) by

Q(RT and sup

O<t<T

- f (GBI —(B1 +61)(m,, TL) +(85—Bo)(me, T ({m,, TL)—1) Jds (20)
0

(o, G)—(fo, G) — J (ps,07G) ds+ J {(m, THa.6(1)—(n, T2,G(0)}ds
0 0

—f {G(oxal—(al+y1)<ns,?2>+(rz—a2)<ns,?2>(<ns,?g>—1)}ds)>5/z)+og(1).
0

To finally apply Portmanteau’s theorem, we argue that we can approximate (L_’é,T)g by continuous
functions in such a way that the error vanishes as ¢ — 0. Then, we apply Portmanteau’s theorem
and bound the first term in (20) from above by limian_,oo QN(A(T G,6,¢€)), where we shortened
A(T,G,6,¢€) for the event in (20). Summing and subtracting f 0 Lyl 7T ,G)ds inside the absolute value
in A(T, G, 8,€), recalling (15), we obtain that Qy(A(T,G,5,€)) is less than the sum of the following
contributions

P, ::]P)HN( sup }MN| = —),

O<t<T

— N o5
Py:=Pyn (ozilgT L (), ANG)— (n 8 G)ds| > 14)
P ::]P)MN( sup f Nsn2(N—1)VyG(1)— (g N (_1)8 G(1)ds >£)
0<t<T | Jo 14
Py:=Pyn (OSUPT f G(I%)(/h—(/h+51)775N2(N—1))—G(1)(/51—(/51 +51)(7T ))ds > %)
<t< 0

JG(N N22)(85men2 (N —2)— Bonen2(N —1)—G(1)(52— ) (Y, T 1ds| >
0

o
14 )

Py =P ( sup
0<t<T

Pg 1=]P’,4N( sup f G(%)((Sz—ﬁz)nsNz(N—1)nsNz(N—2)—
0

0<t<T

G(1)(85—Bo)(mY, TH((nN, T €) —1)ds

€

5)
>_
14
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and finally P,, Pg, Py and P;(, which are the counterparts of P;, P,, P5 and Py for the left boundary,
which we do not explicitly write. The first term P; can be estimated with Doob’s inequality,

1
s\ _c 1 ¢ ! 2
PMN( sup M| > = )< SEw[|MF ] = < By UO BiV’Hds:| :

O<t<T

where C is a constant and Bév H was introduced in Section 3.2. We can now proceed as in the proof of
Proposition 3.2 to show that P; vanishes, as N — oo. The second term P, vanishes, for any N large
enough, because G is smooth.

To estimate the remaining probabilities we apply the replacement lemmas that are stated and proved
in Append1x A. To properly explain the procedure recall from (17) the definition of n N (N—1)
and n N (1), since n N (N—1)=(n",T2) (resp. n N.(1)= (7, 7%) we have nsNzEN(N 1~
p,(1) (resp Nz N (1) ~ ps(0)), we show in Appendlx A that we can exchange n y2(N —1) (resp.
nsn2(1)) by the averages above, and 1 y2(N —2) (resp. mM,n2(2)) by nen2 (N —1) (resp. mgn2(1)).
In particular, to estimate P;, note that the difference between VG(1) and 9,G(1) is of order N -1
Furthermore, applying Lemma A.3 to ¢(n) = 1, and using Markov’s inequality, we can replace 1,(N —1)
by m ¢ 0 €N(N —1) at the cost of an error of order N~!. This proves that P, vanishes in the limit N — co
and then € — 0. P, and Ps are estimated in the exact same way as Pj.

—eN

We now turn to Pg: in it, we first replace ny2(N —2) by 71 (N — 1) by applying Lemma A.3 and
Markov’s inequality to (1) = n,y2(N —1). Now that we have the term ngy2(N—1)7 n N (N—1), We
apply Lemma A.3 and Markov’s inequality a second time to (1) = W;IVVZ (N—-1) Wthh allows us to
replace ngy2(N—1) by 7611\,\[2 (N —1) up to a vanishing error term. Noting that (r,7’%) = ngz(l)
and (r (_1) —WE]I\\IIZ(N 1) and

(), TNy, T = () o (eN +1)+0((eN) ™),

s’ €

proves as wanted that Py vanishes, in the limit N — oo and then € — 0.

The bounds for P;, Pg, Py and P;,, are analogous to those on P;, P4, Ps and Pg. Together, all
those bounds prove that limsup,_,, limsupy_, o Qn(A(T,G,5,€)) =0, so that (20) vanishes in the limit
limsupy_, o, and then € — 0. This proves Proposition 3.3. U

Remark 3.4 (Case K = 2). For the general case K = 2, the main problem are the terms of the form pf‘l(O)
and (1—p,(0))X~! (and similarly for the right boundary). A simple way to solve this is to proceed by
induction. Since a? = (a+b;—b;)(a+by—by) = (a—b;)(a—by)+by(a—by)+by(a—by)+ by by and
we have that bybya = b, bz(a+ bs—b3)= bl bz(a b3)+ b1 b, bs, taking a=p,(0) and b; = (ns,T)g 1)e)
for j =0, we can replace p ~1(0) by ]_[J —o (s, L) plus a sum of terms that vanish when € — 0. For
the right boundary the argument is analogous.

4. FICK’'S LAW

In this section, we prove Theorem 2.8. Recall the notations set in Section 2.4. Fix x € Ay. In order
to apply Dynkin’s formula to the current J g\’ (x) and Kﬁv (x), we denote by & the joint generator of 7,
JN(x) and KN (x), given by

(21)

where

LrofD= D () —nGE+D)F (> ,0—f(n,0)

seAy\(x}
+ ()1 =n(x+ 1) (T +1) = £ (0,9 +n(x + DA =00 (T =1)—F (0, ).
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and .Sfﬁ’b = N;,(’Jr +.27]f,“)_, with
pX _ + z _
DEFMK)= > E)F (7 K)—F(n.K))
zeli\{x}

+1 epy [ (L= nCEMF (0, K +1)— £ (0, K)) +0()cE M) (0", K—1)— £ (n,K)) |
Recalling the definition of the operators DN * and D *in (16),

Ly oI ) =000 —n,(x+1), Ly KY(x)=(D]7n)(x)  and £ K (x)= (Dﬂ S ) (),
for x € Ay, I, I, respectively.
By Dynkin’s formula,

MY (x) 1=J£V(X)—Jév(x)—f (ns(x)—ns(x +1))ds,
0

is a martingale w.r.t. %,, so that for any test function f € C1(0,1)

tN2N—2

MY (f) =T ()= (f)— f Zf(N)(TIs(X) ns(x+1))ds,

is a martingale as well. By summation by parts, the time integral above rewrites

N—-1
J = VR G+ F ()~ F (S, (V-1
0 x=1 (22)

t tN
=f <n’§,v1§f>ds+f FEIN(1)—fF(EIn(N—1)ds.
0 0

A simple computation also based on Dynkin’s formula, shows that its quadratic variation is given by
~ t
(N () = [y 72 Deeny f2E M5 () = ny(x +1))%ds,
so that the martingale Mgv (f) vanishes in ILZ(IF’HN ), as N — oo.
Now we analyze the time integral above. From Theorem 2.7 and the Replacement Lemma A.3 the
expression (22) converges, as N — o0, in P, to

t 1 t t 1
ffauf(u)ps(u)dudﬁf f(O)ps(O)—f(l)ps(l)ds=—J f fwad,pswds.  (23)
0 JO 0 0JO

Now we look at the non-conservative current. Using the same argument as above, we have that

Kﬁ“(f)—K{f(f)—N”f Zf(N)(DaYm)(X)ds—N“’f Zf(N)(DMm)(x)ds
0

xelf xEIK

is a martingale. As above it can be shown that this martingale vanishes in ILZ(IP“N ), as N — oo.
When 0 > 1 it is easy to see that the integral term above vanishes as N — +o00. In the case 6 =1,
from repeatedly applications of the replacement lemmas stated in Appendix A.2 the last expression

converges, w.r.t. P, ,as N — 00, to

f f(o)(Da,yps)(O)+f(1)(D[5,5ps)(1)ds:
0

which finishes the proof.
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5. HYDROSTATIC LIMIT

5.1. Proof of Theorem 2.9. Given an integer N, and 6 > 1, define the distribution & of the stationary
empirical measure, on A+, as Py :=u3 o(my )~!, where both .# " and the empirical measure 7y were
introduced at the beginning of Section 2.3. Recall from Definition 2.2 the definition of the functional
F(p,G,t) (depending on 6). Define

&= {Tc e " n(du)=p*W)du , F(p*,G,t)=0, Yt €[0,T], YG € CH*([0,T] x [0,1])},

which is the set of weak stationary solutions to the hydrodynamic equation. Now let d be the distance
defined on the Skorohod space 2([0,00), %) under which this space is a Polish space (see [17],
Chapter 4 for an example). The following result, which is analogous to e.g. Theorem 2.2 in [18], is
the main ingredient to prove Theorem 2.9.

Proposition 5.1. {Py}yey is concentrated in &, i.e., Y6 >0,

lim @y (77: et infd(n,7)> 5) ~o0.
Te

N—-oo
To prove Proposition 5.1, one needs two ingredients:

i) The empirical measure been macroscopically governed by a hydrodynamic equation (i.e. the hy-
drodynamic limit, Theorem 2.7, proved in Section 3).

ii) The existence of a unique solution of (8) (cf. Lemma 2.3) and its convergence, w.r.t. the L2
norm, as time goes to infinity, to a stationary solution, which is a consequence of Proposition 5.10
below for 8 = 1. In the case 6 > 1 this convergence is classical, but the interested reader can
straightforwardly adapt the argument we present below for the Robin case , derived when 6 =1,
to the Neumann case, derived when 6 > 1.

We will not prove this proposition, because once those two ingredients are obtained, it is a straightfor-
ward adaptation of Theorem 2.2 in [18].

We now use Proposition 5.1 to prove Theorem 2.9. In the case 6 =1, under assumptions (HO) and
(H1), we check in Section 5.2 that the set & above is a singleton (more precisely, & = {p*(u)du} where
p*(W)=1—u)p*(0)+up*(1) with its value at the boundary determined by the unique solution of the
nonlinear system of equations p*(1)—p*(0) = —D,, p*(0) = D, ,p*(1)), so that the first assertion of
Theorem 2.9 follows immediately from Proposition 5.1. For details we refer the reader to [20].

We now turn to the second assertion of Theorem 2.9, i.e. the case 6 > 1. In this case, any constant
solution is a stationary solution to the hydrodynamic equation, so that

&:={ne.#” : n(du)=mdu, me[0,11}.

We therefore further need to prove that 22 only charges, in the limit N — 0o, a single value m* from
all the possible constant values. For that purpose we use the method developed in [20], which consists
in studying the evolution of the process started from its stationary state in a subdiffusive time scale
N'*9_ In this subdiffusive time scale, the total mass of the system evolves via the boundary dynamics,
and converges in time to a uniquely defined constant which is exactly the constant m* we are looking
for. The non-linear boundary terms pose some extra technical difficulties w.r.t. [20], which are solved
in Corollary A.4.

To simplify the exposition we consider the case K =2, and we make the appropriate remarks in the
general case of K.

We now consider the process on the subdiffusive time-scale {nf’ = 1),N1+6 } >0, With initial distribu-
tion uj;. For each t >0 and 6 > 1 fixed, we define the mass of the system as

1
my = N—1 Z Niyie (0, 24

XEAN

and for each T > 0 we let 2([0, T],R) be the set of cadldg trajectories m. : [0, T] — R with respect to
the Skorohod topology. For each N € N, denote by & the distribution of the trajectory (m’t\’ )eelo,7]
on 2([0,T],R), with n started from the stationary distribution uy. A straightforward adaptation (to
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the subdiffusive timescale) of Proposition 3.2 shows that the sequence {2y }y>; is tight. From the
stationarity of uy, for any t >0, and any I =(a,b) C [0,1]
Py(n (7", 1) e =Qy(m! :m 1),
One may then bound, for any limit points &*, 2 of the sequences {Py}y>1, {2n}n>1 (for more
details, cf. [20], p.11) and for any fixed time t = 0,
Z*(n(du)=mdu, meI)< 2*(m.:m, €1). (25)
To conclude, we now only need to prove the following result

Lemma 5.2. There exists m* €[0,1] such that , for any € >0

Qf(m.:m,—m*|=Z¢e) — 0 (26)
t—>00

This Lemma, together with (25), proves as wanted that Z*(n(du) = m*du) =1, and concludes the
proof of Theorem 2.9.

Proof of Lemma 5.2. We start by characterizing the typical trajectories of 2*. We apply Dynkin’s for-
mula as in (15) and we take G =1 to obtain that

t

ml = m§+M£V(1)+f ar+ B +nY (W(ay—(a; +11))+ N (N —=1)(By—(B1 +51))ds
0

—f ran! (2)+6onY (N—2)+ 0N (1nN(2)(ay—y2) +nN (N —1)nN (N —2)(B,—62)ds.  (27)
0

Simple computations similar to the ones used in the proof of Proposition 3.2 also show that the qua-
dratic variation of M g\l (1) is of order O(N™!) so that M gv (1) vanishes as N — oo, with respect to the
L2 (P,ss)-norm. Moreover, from Corollary A.4 we are able to replace n¥(1) and 0 (2) (resp. Y (N—1)

and n?’ (N —2)) by m?’ . From this we get that

tN1+9

mItV =mg]+M£V(1)+f aq +/51+m£v(a2—(a1+Y1))+mf](ﬁ2—(ﬁ1+51))ds
0

(N1HO
_f yamd +6,mY + (mév)z(az —7r2)+ (miv)Z(ﬂz —0,)ds.  (28)
0

To simplify notation let i, = a, +f, and o, =7, +06,, for x ={1,...,K}. By taking the limit, when
N — +00, in the previous identity, we obtain that any limit point 2* is concentrated on solutions of
the Ricatti Equation

t
2 (m_ Tm, = m0+f ip+(ip—0y—(iy +01))ms—(12—02)m2(s)ds) =1. (29)
0

Remark 5.3. Observe that the equation above is equivalent to m, = mg+ f Ot D; ,myds. In fact, as for the
hydrodynamic limit, the same arguments show that for general values of K > 2 we have an analogous
integral equation, where now D , induces a K—degree polynomial. For the case K > 2, the proof above is
indeed identical in this case as long as we assume (H2). The only extra technical difficulty is that in (27)
we shall have higher order polynomials in m), so that we have to apply Corollary A.4 a certain number of
times to get closed equations in m?’ .

To conclude the proof of Lemma 5.2, we need to show the uniqueness of solutions for the Ricatti
equation and that all solutions uniformly converge to the same constant. We first state the following
technical lemma.

Lemma 5.4. Let A=(A4,...,Ag) and 0 =(0y,...,0k) and D, , be the operator defined in (2) for K =1
fixed. Then for f; : R — R with i = 1,2, we have

D; o f1— Dy ofo=—(f1—f2)Va o (f1,f2), (30)
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where V) ;(f1,f2) = Va(f1, f2) + Vo (1— f1,1—f;) with the operator Vy, for any sequence ¢ = (¢, )1<x<k>
is acting on functions (f1, f,) : R = R?, as

K x—=1
Volfrfo)unug) = D (b—basn) D @) (o)), with u=(ur,us).
=1 i=0
¢K):—1:=0 l
In particular, if A and o are non-negative, non-increasing and f; 2 0 for i = 1,2 then there is a constant
vi(A,0) >0, such that

Viof Z2vi(A,0). (31

We can now conclude the proof of Lemma 5.2. From Lemma 5.4 it is simple to see that m is locally
Lipschitz. By iteration we can extend to all times up to time t > 0, thus showing uniqueness. To see that
there exists a unique solution m = m* € [0, 1] to the equation defined by the mass, D; ,m, observe that
an immediate consequence of Lemma 5.4 is that D; ,f is both continuous and monotone decreasing
on f €[0,1]. In particular, letting O (resp. 1) be the constant O (resp. constant 1) function on [0, 1],
we have that

—01=D; ,1<D;,f <D; ,0=1iy,

thus, by the intermediate value theorem there exists a (unique) f =m €[0,1] such that D; ,m =0.
Now fix a solution m to

t
m; =mg +J Di’amsds,
0

and define m =m—m*, (30) yields
t
m, = /rﬁO—J m,V; ,(ms,m*)ds,
0

t % .
so that m, = ﬁl\oe_fo Vi,o(ms,m*)ds Using (31) then yields |m,| < e k(L0 which proves (26). O
We now prove the technical Lemma.
Proof of Lemma 5.4. For uq,u, €R, let y := f;(u;) and z := f5(u5y). Then

K
Droy—Daoz=» A((1=y)y* 1 =(1=2)* ) =0 (y(1—y)*—2(1-2)1),

x=1

Observing that
(1_)/)yx_1 _(1 _Z)Zx_l = (yx_l —Zx_l)—(_yx _Zx),
Y=y =212 =~ {(1-2) = (1=2))~(A-»)7 =1 =2},

we let ho(x)=y*—2* and h;(x) =(1—y)*—(1—2)*. Performing a summation by parts, we have

K-1 K-1
DyoY—Dyoz= Z O xp1(hy(x+1)—hy(x))— Z Ax+1(ho(x +1)—ho(x))
x=0 x=0
k-1 (32)
= (oK) =0 hy (K)) = > { ey = As1Dho(x)— (0 0 1y ().
x=1

Using the fact that for any integer x = 1 holds
x—1
ax—bx=(a—b)2biax_l_i, a=b=0,
i=0
we have the following decomposition

x—1 x—1
ho(x) = (y—z)zziyx_l_i and hy(x)= —(y—z)Z(l_z)i(l_y)x—l—i‘

i=0 i=0
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Replacing hy(x) and h;(x) in (32) and rearranging the terms, we end the proof of (30). To see (31),
note that Zf:ol y* =gl > 1 for x =1,...,K. Thus, if the sequences A, o are decreasing we can bound
Va0 (¥,2) from below by A; + 01 —(Ag + o). If the sequences are constant, i.e., A, = A,,0, = 0, for
x =2,...,K, then we can bound from below by 1, + 0.

O

We end the present section with some observations.

Remark 5.5 (Case K =2.). Fixing K =2, the Ricatti equation (29) is explicitly solvable by separation of
variables. More precisely, we have two different scenarios: letting i, = 0, we recover both the results of [1]
and [20], where the mass stabilizes to i;(i; +01)~ . Otherwise, the equation has an oscillating solution,
which we present below. Define /A = —{i% +2i1(iy + 07 —05) + (07 + (i, —0,))?}. Then, we get

i + A2 1
m,=1/2— 1‘1 %1 - tan(—Al/Z(mO—t)).
2(i3—o0y)  2(iz—03) 2
In this way, imposing A =0 we have m, =m*=1/2— 2(21;0012).

Remark 5.6 (Case K > 2). To finish, we observe that for the model introduced in [6], i.e., taking above
By =vx=jand a, =6, =0 for x={1,...,K}, asimple computation shows that the solution of D; ;m* =0
is, in fact, m* = 1/2. The model in [6] is a particular case of considering i = o. For the latter; D; ;m* =0
can be solved for m = m* by noticing that D; ym = D; ym—D, o(1—m) =—(m—(1—m))V, o(m,1—m) =
0 & m* =1/2. Perhaps more interesting is the case when i, =i, o, = o for x € {1,...,K}, i.e., the rates
are constant in x. Under these conditions, we have

1_(m*)K _ E
1—-(1—m*K i’
If 0 =1 then the mass stabilizes to the middle of point of [0,1], but for fixed i (resp. o), as the rate of

removal (resp. injection) of particles increases (resp. decreases) that is o /* (resp. i\J), then the mass
decreases exponentially in K.

5.2. On the uniqueness of the stationary macroscopic profile for 6 =1. We now prove that, under
our assumptions, the hydrodynamic limit for & =1 admits a unique stationary solution.

The same idea used for 8 > 1 can be used now to guarantee uniqueness for the stationary solution of
the heat equation with Robin boundary conditions. We will start by observing that for every p*(1) fixed,
there exists a unique solution for p*(0) of the equation —D, , p*(0) = Dg 50*(1), which is equivalent
to Dy, p*(0) = D5 g(1—p*)(1). From the previous observations we know that Vf €[0,1] we have
Ds pf €[—P1,61], and also that Vu €[—yq,a; ] thereisone f €[0,1]: D, .. f =u. In this way, there exists
a unique p*(0) €[0,1] such that, for any fixed p*(1) with D g(1—p*)(1) =u € [—(y1 AB1), 21 AS1],
we have D, ,p*(0) =u. More precisely, by monotonicity, we have that

p*(0) €D, (a3 A61), D, (—(y1 A1 C[0,1]
p*(1) € [Dy 5(r1AB1), Dy 5(—(a1 A81))1 < [0,1]
To study p*(1)—p*(0) = Dg 5p(1), let us first define the (solution) map p*(1) = ¢, p.s(P*(1))
where ¢, 5 5(p*(1)) := p*(0) is the (unique for fixed p*(1)) solution (function of p*(1)) to the equa-
tion —D, ., p*(0) = Dg 5p*(1). Moreover, define the function T as
T:[D5(r1 AP, Dy s(—(a1 ASI] =R, u=TW=u—q,p5)—Dpsu.

Recall from (H1) that a; Ad; =07 and y; AfB; = B;. We claim that T is (Lipschitz) continuous and
monotone increasing on [0,1]. Assuming this, we conclude that T has domain [0,1] and therefore

(94,650 +L)=TO)STW)ST(D)=1461—¢q,p,5(1)

and thus there exists a unique p*(1) such that T o p*(1) =0, and we are done. To prove the claim,
consider g,h €[0,1] and shorten g*:= ¢, , 5 5(¢) and h* := ¢, g 5(h). Then,

T(g)—T(h)=g—h—(g"—h")+(g—h)Vp,5(g,h). (33)
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We now relate (g*—h*) and (g —h). From the definition of ¢ we have that D, ,g" +Dg 5¢ =0 and
D, h*+Dg sh =0. Subtracting the two previous equations we observe that

(8" —h" )W, (g",h")=—(g—h)Vp 5(g,h).
In this way, replacing in (33) the expression for g* —h* given in last display we arrive at
Vp,5(8,h)
Va,y(g*,h*))

and since from Lemma 5.4 there are universal constants such that the V.. terms above are bounded
from below, and since g,h,g*,h* €[0,1] they are also bounded from above, the claim is shown.

T(g)—T(h)=(g—h) (1 +Vps(g,h)+

5.3. Uniqueness and convergence of (8) to stationary solutions. In this section, we assume (H1),
and we show the convergence of the weak solution of (8) to the unique stationary solution, denoted
here by p*, investigated in the previous section. Existence and uniqueness of such a stationary solution
is proved in Section 5.2. The main difficulty on showing this result lies on the fact that the weak solution
is not regular enough w.r.t. time in order to have an integration by parts formula as we do w.r.t. space.
To solve this issue, our approach is to relate the weak formulation and the mild formulation of (8). We
then show, following [18], that mild and weak solutions are equivalent in some sense, which indirectly
gives us a regular enough version of the weak solution to then proceed with energy estimates. With a
few adjustments from [8] (Section 2.3), we first define the notion of mild solutions of (8).

Definition 5.7 (Mild solution of (8)). We call mild solution of (8) any function p :[0,T]x[0,1]—[0,1]
satisfying M(p,t) := p;—Sp; =0, with
1 t
Sp (W= f P V) fo(v)dv + f [P, 0Dy PO+ Py (1, 1)(Dp ) (D) s =0,
0 0
where P,(u,v) = Zwew_l(v)tbt(u, w) is the density kernel generated by the Laplacian 83 on [0,1] with
reflecting Neumann boundary conditions, related to the heat kernel

1 _ ww)?

Groe® oY

&, (u,w)=

by the reflection map v : R — [0,1] defined as

u, ue(0,1],k even,

Wtk = {1—u, ue[0,1],k odd,

extended to R by the symmetry ¥ (v) =y (—v), for veR.

Remark 5.8. Observe that fixed u € [0,1], Sp,(u) is differentiable w.r.t. time, and given a smooth
initial data f,, we have that Sp, € C°(0,1). Moreover, there exists the limits lim,_,q %S p(u) and
lim,_,; ;—LSp[(u)for any n €N, and for any t € [0,T] we have Sp, € C[0,1].

Following [ 18], with some adaptations to account for the fact that P, involves here Neumann bound-
ary conditions, we show below that if p is a weak solution of (8), then p,—Sp; =0 a.e. From
the previous remark, Sp is regular enough to satisfy F(p,Sp,t) =0. Moreover, letting p* be the
stationary solution, as mentioned in Theorem 2.9, from simple energy estimates we can see that
F(Sp,Sp,t)—F(p*,Sp,t)=0=> |ISp,— p*|l,2 = 0(e~") for positive constant C, which implies weak
convergence to the stationary profile. In this way, we have that 7, —» * in .# " (endowed with the
weak topology), since 7, (du) = p,(u)du, with p, 5 p* and p*(u)du=: 7*(du), and thus we can apply
Proposition 5.1.

Proposition 5.9. If a function p :[0,T]— [0,1] is a weak solution in the sense of Definition 2.2, where
it satisfies F(p,G,t) =0 for any G € C¥2([0,T]x[0,1]), then p also satisfies M(p,t)=0 a.e. Yt > 0.
Moreover, if p : [0,T]x[0,1] is a function satisfying (M(p,t),G) =0 for any G € C**([0,T]x[0,1]),
then we have F(Sp,G,t)=0.
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Proof. Let us fix g € C2([0,1]) and T >t > 0 and define G¢ :[0,T]x[0,1]—[0,1] as
t+e—s
€

Gse (w)= (Ptfsg)(u)]-{se[o,t]} +g(w) 1{sE[t,t+e]} +(1— 1{s€[t+e,T]})-

Above, for t =20andu€[0,1], (P.f)(u)= fol P.(u,v)f (v)dv={(P,(u,-),f). Assume now that p is a weak
solution in the sense of Definition 2.2. Recalling that for fixed v, P,(u,v) satisfies the heat equation,
with Neumann boundary conditions, taking G¢ € C12([0,T]x [0,1]) as our test function we have

t+e

F(p,Gf,T)=—(fo,Ptg>—f {(D/s,aps)(l)(Pt—sg)(l)+(Da,yps)(O)(Pt—sg)(O)}ds+J (ps,g)e 'ds
0 t

t+e
—J {(ps,afg) +(Dp,505)(1)g +(Dy,,p5)(0)g +ps(1)3ug(1)+ps(0)3ug(0)}6_1(t +e—s)ds.
t

Letting € — 0, G° converges in the sup norm to G(u) := P,_g(u). As a consequence, we have that
F(p,G¢,T) converges to

t t

((Dﬁ,ﬁps)(l)Pt—s(': 1): g>ds_J‘ ((Da,yps)(O)Pt—s("O)’ g>ds =0.
0

(pt,g)—(Ptfo,g)—f

0

Approximating G¢ by a sequence (G{);>1 in CH*([0,T]x[0,1]) wrt. the L' norm, and since g €
C2([0,1]) is arbitrary, proves as wanted that M(p,t) =0 a.e.

For the converse, as in [18] we shall consider a test function g independent of time for a better
exposition, since the extension to g time dependent is completely analogous. Let us assume that
p:[0,T]x[0,1]—[0,1] satisfies p =Sp a.e. Yt. Then, for any g € C2([0,1]) it must satisfy

t

(pe8) =(P:fo,8) +J. (P—s (-, 1)(Dp 505)(1) + Pr(+,0)(Dq,, p5)(0), g )ds.
0

In particular, differentiating the expression above with respect to time, we have
d
7 Pog) =((82P,)g. fo) +Dp 5p:(1)g(1)+ D, 0. (0)(0)
t (35)
+ f <8tpt—s(': 1)D/3,5p5(1) + atpt—s(" O)Da,yps(o)’ g)dS
0

We now integrate by parts (8u2Pt)g(u) twice, that is:

1

1
(82P)g(w) = J g(»)97P(u,v)dv = J P (u,v)3}g(v)dv—P,(u,1)3,8(1) + P, (1,0)3,£(0).
0 0

Above, we used the fact that P, satisfies Neumann boundary conditions. Since by assumption M(p,t)=
0 a.e., we have a.e. P.f, = pt—fot {Pt_s(-,O)(Da,Yps)(O)+Pt_s(-,1)(Dﬁ’5p5)(1)}ds. In particular, re-
placing the expression above in (35), yields

d
E(pf,g) =(p:,828) +(Dp 50:)(1)g(1)+(Dy 0, )(0)g(0)+8,8(0)p(0)—3,8(1)p,(1)

t
—f (Pr—s(-,0)Dy , p5(0)+P,—(-, 1)Dg 5p5(1)g(1),82g)ds
0 t
- ug(O)f P,_(0,0)D,, , p5(0)+ P,_s(0,1)Dg 5p5(1)ds
° t
+0,8(1) fo P._(1,0)D,, ,p5(0)+P,_s(1,1)Dp 5 p5(1)ds

t
+f <atPt—s(';1)D[3,5ps(1)+atpt—s(':O)Da,yps(o);g>ds‘
0
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Integrating by parts the fourth line on the previous display twice, using the fact that P, satisfies the
heat equation with Neumann boundary conditions, yields

%(pt,g) = (p,878) +(Dp 50 )(1)g(1)+(Dy 0, )(0)g(0)+8,8(0)p(0)—28,8(1)p,(1).

Integrating in time this identity yields as wanted that F(p,g,t) =0 for any g € C?([0,1]). The case
when g is replaced by a time-dependent function G is similar, we omit it. O

We now show that any weak solution converges exponentially to the stationary solution p*.

Proposition 5.10. There exists a constant C > 0 such that any weak solution p of (8) satisfies

< e—ZCt

>

2
le—p*ll;2
where p* is the unique stationary solution to (8).

Proof. From Lemma 5.4 we know that D, ., p,(0)— Dy ,p*(0) =—(p(0)—p*(0))V, , (p¢,0*)(0,0). Let
us write V(0,t) :=V,,(p.,p*)(0,0) and V(1,t) =Vp 5(p¢,p*)(1,1). Both Sp and p* satisfy the weak
formulation and from Remark 5.8 letting w,(u) :=Sp(u)—p*(u) we have F(Sp,w,t)—F(p*,w,t)=0,
which rewrites

t

<wt,wt>=<wO,wO>+f (i, (82+2, Jw,)ds + f w,(0)( 8w, (0)—w,(0)V, (0,5))ds
0 0

t
- f wy(1)(8,w, (1) +w,(1)Vp 5(1,5))ds
0
Differentiating w.r.t. time we have

%(Wt’wt> = <Wta(au2 + 3 )w,) +w,(0)(3,w,(0)—w(0)V(0,t))—w,(1) (3w, (1) +w, (1)V(1,1)).

Integrating by parts the first term on the r.h.s. of the previous display once in space, we obtain

d

dt<W“W> (Wi, 0w, ) — (W, 3,w) — (W (0))*V(0,8)— (w(1))*V(1,¢).

Now note that (w,,d,w,) = %di(wt,wt). From Poincaré’s inequality, we know that there is a positive
constant C such that (,w,,d,w,) = C{w,,w,) so that rearranging the terms yields

_1d
=5 g Wow )+ (0w, dw,) +(w, (0))*V(0,0)+(w,(1))*V(1,1)
1d 1d

=~ —(w,w) +C{w,,w,) = S de ”Wt” +C||Wt||%2

2dt

where for the second inequality we used that from Lemma 5.4 we have V(k,t) >0 for k =0,1. In
particular, ||wt||%2 < ||w0||%2e’2Cf, follows from Gronwall’s inequality, which concludes the proof since

2
llwoll7> < 1. U

APPENDIX A. REPLACEMENT LEMMAS

In this section we prove the replacements lemmas that are needed along the arguments presented
above. We start by obtaining an estimate relating the Dirichlet form and the carré du champ operator
for this model. As above, for simplicity of the presentation, we state and prove the results for the case
K =2, but the extension to the general case is completely analogous.
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A.1. Dirichlet forms. Let p : [0,1] — [0,1] be a measurable profile and let vg(_) be the Bernoulli
product measure on Qy defined by

Womin(x)=1=p(F). (36)

P

For a probability measure u on 2 and a density f : Qy — R with respect to u, the Dirichlet form is
defined as

(o=t )= =L of )t 5o =L f Do (37)
and the carré du champ is defined by:
Dy (v/F 1) := Dy o(v/F 1) + 5 D o (V- 10), (38)

where

n—2
Dy o(v/Fo) = ) f [VFm=D-Fm)] du,
x=1JQy

Dy +(VT, u)—ch V@) —v/Fm)] du, (39)

xelf

where we recall the rates cf defined in (6) , and Dy j, = Dy _ + Dy . We claim that for 6 > 1 and for
p :[0,1]—[0,1] a constant profile equal to, for example, a, the following bound holds

(LyVF V) S—Dn(VF, 7)) +0(F). (40)

From Lemma 5.1 and Lemma 5.2 of [1] it is only necessary to control the contribution from the non-
linear part of the boundary dynamics. To do that, it is enough to apply Lemma 5.1 of [3] and the result
follows. We leave these computations to the reader.

A.2. Replacement Lemmas. We start this section by proving the next lemma which is the basis for
the replacement lemmas that are presented next.

Lemma A.1. Let x <y € Ay and let ¢ : Q — Q be a positive and bounded function which satisfies @(n) =
©(M***Y) for any z = x,---,y —1. For any density f with respect to v, and any positive constant A, it
holds that

(@EI=10) )y | 3o6(VF ) +A =)

Proof. By summing and subtracting appropriate terms, we have that

y—1

1
[EOCICRICHNINESSY

Z=X
—1
1%

+ E Z

Z=X

Note that since ¢ satisfies p(n) = ¢(n***1) for any z = x,---,y —1, by a change of variables, we

conclude that the last term in the previous display is equal to zero. Now, we treat the remaining term.

Using the equality (a—b) = (v/a—v'D)(v/a+v/b) and then Young’s inequality, the first term at the right
side of last display is bounded from above by a constant times

J. e(M)=n(z+DIf (M —f(n>**)] dVZ‘

J e(MnE)=n(z+DIF (M +f(n>**)]d

y—1
ZAJ(w(n)(n(Z)—n(H D)2 (V= )+ VF ) dol + %DN(\/?, )

The fact that ¢ is bounded, |n(x)| <1 and f is a density, the term on the left-hand side of last expression
is bounded from above by a constant. This ends the proof. O

We are now able to show the first Replacement Lemma.
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Lemma A.2. Fix x,y € Ay such that |x—y| =0(N). Let ¢ : 2 — Q be a positive and bounded function
which satisfies ¢(n) = ¢(n***1) for any 2 =x,-+-,y—1. For any t €[0, T ] we have that

t
limsupIEluN [ f (P(nsNz)(nsNZ(x)_nsNZ(y))dS :| =0. (41)
0

N—+o00o

Proof. From entropy inequality, Jensen’s inequality and Feynman-Kac’s formula, for any positive con-
stant B, the expectation in the statement of the lemma is bounded from above by

H(MN“’Q)

BN +tSUP{(tp(n)(n(X)—n(y)),f)vg +3 (L VF, \/ﬂv’l}' (42)
f

Now we observe that H (‘bLN|VI(;I )SNC,p. The remark that the supremum above is over densities f
with respect to v,. By Lemma A.1 with the choice A= % we have that

|(nMEO=10.1) | S FONCF, )+ Ly —x

From (40) and the inequality above, the term on the right-hand side of (42), is bounded from above
by I%Iy—x|+]l\,.TakingN—>oo and then B — +00 we are done. O

Lemma A.3 (Replacement Lemma). Let 1) : Q2 — Q be a positive and bounded function which satisfies
Y(n)=y(n***1) foranyz=x+1,---,x +eN—1. Forany t €[0,T] and x € Ay such that x €{1,-+-- ,N—
eN —2} we have that

f (a2 ) ey () =T N, (x))ds }= 0. 43)
0

limsuplimsupE
e—>0 N-+o0 KN |:
Note that for x € Ay such that x € {N —eN —1,N — 1} the previous result is also true, but we replace in
the previous expectation W;’V\’Z(x) by (ﬂf]’v\’z (x), where both averages were defined in (17).

Proof. We present the proof for the case when x € {1,---,N —eN —2} but we note that the other case
is completely analogous. By applying the same arguments as in the proof of the previous lemma, we
can bound from above the previous expectation by

C;Tﬁ+tsn;p{<w(n)(n(x)—ﬁ’€N(x)),f b+ 5@Vl (“44)

where B is a positive constant. The supremum above is over densities f with respect to v,. The first
term in the supremum above can be written as
x+eN

D @)=, F)

y=x+1

1
eN
By Lemma A.1 with the choice A= % and from (40), the term on the right-hand side of (44), is bounded
from above by Be + ]% Taking N — 00, ¢ = 0 and then B — +00 we are done. O

Now we state the replacement lemma that we need when the process is speeded up in the subdif-
fusive time scale.

Corollary A.4. Recall from (24) the definition of the mass of the system mltv at the subdiffusive time scale
tN'9. For any 6 > 1 and t €[0,T] and x # z € Ay we have that

N—+oo

t
f Nen1+6 (2)(Mgy1+6 (x)—m?’)ds ] =0. (45)
0

limsupE,, [

The proof follows exactly the same strategy as above, the only difference being that when we use
Lemma A.1 the function ¢ (1) =n(z) is not invariant under the exchanges in the bulk. Nevertheless,
by observing that the integrand function above can be written as

MG~ (7", 1) = =0E @ -G+ 1@ D 10)-n() 46)
Y#XZ
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and thanks to the exclusion rule, we can reduce the proof of this corollary to the proof of Lemma A.3.
To do that, go to the proof of Lemma A.3 take ¢ =1 and since the time scale is now subdiffusive, choose
A=BNY.

APPENDIX B. ENERGY ESTIMATE

Now we prove that the density p(t,u) belongs to the space L2(0, T;.#!), see Definition 2.1. Define
the linear functional £, defined in Cco’l([O, T1x(0,1)) by

T r1 T p1
£,(G)= J f 3,G,(W)p(s,u)duds = f f 3,G,(u) (s, du)ds.
o Jo o Jo

Proposition B.1. There exist positive constants C and c¢ such that
E sup {t,(@)—cllGl}]<Cc < oo,
GeCX([0,T]x(0,1))
Above ||G||, denotes the norm of a function G € L*([0,T]x (0,1)).
Before proving this result, we state and prove an energy estimate for the macroscopic density.
Corollary B.2. Any limit point Q of the sequence (Qy)y>1 satisfies
Q(n, € 9([0,T), . 4), n, :=p,(wW)du, p e L*O; T,%’l)) =1.
We denote Ry the event above.

Proof of Corollary B.2. We first note that because of the exclusion between particles, every limit point Q
is concentrated on trajectories of measure that are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue
measure (see e.g. [17], p.57, last paragraph for more details).

From Proposition B.1, £, is Q-almost surely continuous and therefore we can extend this linear

functional to L2([0,T]x (0,1)). As a consequence of the Riesz’s Representation Theorem there exists
H e L?([0,T]%(0,1)) such that

T 1
KP(G)Z_J J G,(wH,(u)duds
0 Jo

forall G e Cco’l([O, T]x(0,1)). From this we conclude that p € L2(0, T;#1). O

Proof of Proposition B.1. By density and by the Monotone Convergence Theorem it is enough to prove
that for a countable dense subset {G,,} ey 0n CX2([0,T]x (0,1)) it holds that

k k2
B[ max(t, (6 —cl6¥I3) | < o

for any m and for C, independent of m. Note that the function that associates to a trajectory 7. €
2([0,T], #*) the number max<, {Kp (GF)—c||Gk |I§} , is continuous and bounded w.r.t. the Skorohod
topology of 2([0,T],.# ") and for that reason, the expectation in the previous display is equal to the
next limit

T N—-1
. 1 krx k2
Jm By, {gg{ﬁ N_1X§:13uGS(N)nsNz(x)ds cllGHlI5 ¢ |-

By entropy and Jensen’s inequalities plus the fact that e™®<m% < ZZ‘:l e the previous display is
bounded from above by

1 N fTZe BuGK (7 I,y (X)ds—cNIG¥|2
CO+NIOgEv2{|:;eO AN N)Msw 2|,

By linearity of the expectation, to treat the second term in the previous display it is enough to bound
the term .
X
lim sup %ng vg [e Jo Seny 3uGs(ﬁ)T)sNZ(X)dS—CNHGH%]’

N—oo
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for a fixed function G € CCO’Z([O, T1x%(0,1)), by a constant independent of G. By Feynman-Kac’s formula,
the expression inside the limsup is bounded from above by

T
f sup{ﬂ D 8,6, (EI0)f (n)d VY —clIGIZ+N (Ly v/F, /) }ds 47)
0 Q

f N XEAN

where the supremum is carried over all the densities f with respect to Vg . Note that by a Taylor
expansion on G, it is easy to see that we can replace its space derivative by the discrete gradient
vy GS(XT_l) by paying an error of order O(]%). Then, from a summation by parts, we obtain

N-2

f D GGME) =l + D) (md vy
Qv x=1

By writing the previous term as one half of it plus one half of it and in one of the halves we swap the

occupation variables 1(x) and n(x +1), for which the measure v, is invariant, the last display becomes

equal to

N—2

1 X

5 f 2 G =G+ DI () —F (™ 1))d V. (48)
Qy x=1

Repeating similar arguments to those used in the proof of Lemma A.1, the last term is bounded from

above by

= Joy SR GG VT + VTP + 2 [ SN2/ F)— TGyt
< Deny G+ g Do (VT o)

for some C > 0. From (40) we get that (47) is bounded from above by

T
cf (14 3 @G2]ds = clicl
0

XEAN

1
plus an error of order O(%). Above C is a positive constant independent of G. Since N D Ay (GS(%))2
converges, as N — 400, to ||G||2, then it is enough to choose ¢ > C to conclude that
e
limsup {CJ [”N D (G(E0)?]ds — cllGl} 5 1
N—-oo 0 XEAN

and we are done. O

APPENDIX C. UNIQUENESS OF WEAK SOLUTIONS OF (8)

We start this section by recalling from Section 7.2 of [2] the next two lemmas, which will be used
in our proof. The first one concerns uniqueness of the strong solutions of the heat equation with linear
Robin boundary conditions.

Lemma C.1. For any t € (0, T], the following problem with Robin boundary conditions
Op(s,u)+adZp(s,u) = Ap(s,u), (s,u) €[0,t1x(0,1),

3,¢(s,0)=b(s,0)p(s,0), s€[0,t), 49)
9,p(s,1)=—b(s,1)p(s,1), s€[0,t),
o(t,u) =h(u), ue(0,1),

with h =h(u) € C3([0,1]), A=>0, 0<a=a(y,t) € C**([0,T]x[0,1]), and for u€{0,1}, 0< b=
b(u,t) € C2[0,T], has a unique solution ¢ € CH?([0,t]x[0,1]). Moreover, if h €[0,1] then we have
V(s,u)€[0,t]x[0,1]:

0< (s,u) <e M),

The second lemma is a technical regularization result on the coefficients b(s, ).
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Lemma C.2. Let O < b be a bounded measurable function in [0,T], A={t €[0,T]:b(t)>0}and p €

k—
[1,00). Then there is a sequence (by)x=o of positive functions in C°°[0,T] such that by % b in
LP([0,T]) and
b

21
by

k— o0
—0.

LP(A)

For the proof of Lemma 2.3, that is of uniqueness of weak solutions of (8), we will follow Filo’s
method [12], but mostly as presented in Section 7.2 of [2]. The main idea is to choose a particular
test function for the weak formulation satisfied by w := p™M —p@ where p™ and p® are two weak
solutions with the same initial data. Although we do not have as much work to treat the bulk terms as
in [2], our main issue is the non linearity of the boundary conditions.

Recalling the weak formulation in (9) and Lemma 5.4, since

Dy 6P M) =D; 5 pP(v) = —w (Vs o (0, pP) v, v) i=wi(V)Vy 5 (v,5)
forv=0,1 and (A,0)=(a,y),(,5), we have:

(we,Ge) =J <ws,(af+as)cs>ds+f w,(0)(8,G,(0)— G,(0)V,,, (0,5) )ds
0

0
—J wy(1)(8,G,(1)+G,(1)Vp 5(1,9))ds.  (50)
0

Now we choose our test functions. Since V.. does not have enough regularity, we have to overcome
this problem by using Lemma C.2. We focus on the left boundary, since for the right boundary the
computations are analogous. Let Ay = {t €[0,T]:V,,(0,t) > 0} (similarly, we define A; with respect
to the right boundary). From Lemma 5.4 we have V,,,.(0,s) > 0 and we may therefore exchange [0, t]
by Ay (resp. A;) and apply Lemma C.2. As a consequence of Lemma C.2, for k large enough, there
exists by(s,0) close to V,,(0,s) in LP([0,T]) for p €[1,+00):

Va,y(o’ )

_— Se
by(:,0)

LP(Ap)

for e >0 and Ay ={s €[0,t]:V,,(0,s) > 0}. Now we choose the space of test functions as a sequence
¢, where for each k, the function ¢, solves (49) with b;(:,0) given above and with A =0. From the
boundary conditions of (49), second term in (50) writes as

J gak(O,s)ws(O)(bk(O,s)—Va’Y(O,s))ds. (51D
0

Exchanging [0, t] by Ay, the last display can be bounded from above by

~ Vay(0,5)
by (0,s)

Va,r (0,5)
by (0,s)

~€7

)ds‘ < 2||bk(0,5)“L1(Ao)
L1(Ap)

| J wk(o,s)ws(O)bk(o,s)(l
Ao

where we used that () and w(:) are bounded functions. For the right boundary the argument is
completely analogous.
Now we treat the bulk term. From our choice of test function we have

f (Ws:(auz"’_as)gok)dszf (Ws’(l_a)auzgok(':s»ds'
0 0

Letting a = 1, we thus have that (w,, ¢,) S €. Since ¢, =h, itis enough to take h =h; € C3([0,1]) such
that hy(-) koo, Liuero,13:w, >0y (£,°) in L2([0,1]). The conclusion follows straightforwardly.
Remark C.3. We remark that for the model in [8] the lower bound takes the form of the term x =K in

the sum above, with v =0. For K =1, that is, the case studied in [1], we have V = p(l) +p(2), and thus
V=0= w=0.
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