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FROM LOCAL EQUILIBRIUM TO NUMERICAL PDE:
METROPOLIS CRYSTAL SURFACE DYNAMICS IN THE ROUGH
SCALING LIMIT*

ANYA KATSEVICHT

Abstract. We derive the PDE governing the hydrodynamic limit of a Metropolis rate crystal
surface height process in the “rough scaling” regime introduced by Marzuola and Weare. The PDE
takes the form of a continuity equation, and the expression for the current involves a numerically
computed multiplicative correction term similar to a mobility. The correction accounts for the fact
that, unusually, the local equilibrium distribution of the process is not a local Gibbs measure even
though the global equilibrium distribution i¢s Gibbs. We give definitive numerical evidence of this
fact, originally suggested in Gao, et. al., Pure and Applied Analysis (2021). In that paper, an
approximate PDE — our PDE, but without the correction term — was derived for the limit of the
Metropolis rate process under the assumption of a local Gibbs distribution. Our main contribution
is to present a numerical method to compute the corrected macroscopic current, which is given by a
function of the third spatial derivative of the height profile. Our method exploits properties of the
local equilibrium (LE) state of the third order finite difference process. We find that the LE state of
this process is not only useful for deriving the PDE; it also enjoys nonstandard properties which are
interesting in their own right. Namely, we demonstrate that the LE state is a “rough LE”, a novel
kind of LE state discovered in our recent work on an Arrhenius rate crystal surface process.

1. Introduction. Consider a microscopic particle system in global equilibrium.
Taking the viewpoint of equilibrium statistical mechanics, we can describe the sys-
tem by its ensemble, a probability distribution over particle configurations. Typically,
physical principles dictate that the distribution belong to some family of distributions,
and a few average statistics of the system (e.g. the mean) determine the particu-
lar distribution in this family. For example, the speeds of particles in an idealized
gas follow a distribution in the one-parameter family of Maxwell-Boltzmann distribu-
tions [Man13]. The average speed of the particles in the gas determines the parameter.
Now consider an out-of-equilibrium particle system, evolving in time toward its global
equilibrium state. If the system is locally equilibrated, then an analogous principle
applies. There is a single family of probability distributions governing the particle
configurations in each space-time region of mesoscopic extent, an intermediate scale
between micro- and macroscopic. For example, the speeds of particles in a mesoscopic
region of a locally equilibrated gas can still be expected to be Maxwell-Boltzmann dis-
tributed. But unlike globally equilibrated systems, the average statistics determining
the parameter now vary among these mesoscopic regions, and they also vary in time.

If we rescale time and space appropriately, a macroscopic equation of motion —
a partial differential equation — emerges from the microscopic particle dynamics.
The PDE governs the evolution in time of a limit of these local mesoscopic statistics,
as they tend toward their single constant value in global equilibrium. Typically,
knowing the parameterized family of local equilibrium (LE) distributions is sufficient
to determine the PDE.

In this paper, we derive the PDE limit of a stochastic microscopic dynamics
modeling particle diffusion on a crystal surface. The global equilibrium (GE) family
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for this particle system are the Gibbs measures. Unusually, however, the LE family
is not made up of local Gibbs measures, as we show numerically. In other words, the
LE family is not the same as the GE family. Moreover, the LE family is not known
explicitly at all. As such, it is impossible to obtain an exact analytic expression for
the PDE, and we opt for a numerical approach instead. Our approach to derive the
PDE exploits fundamental properties of LE states without needing to know the LE
family explicitly. Although understanding why the LE family is not local Gibbs is an
interesting and important problem, it is beyond the scope of this paper.

1.1. Background and Main Contribution. We now give some background
on the crystal surface model and on related works. We model the crystal surface as
a collection of particles arranged in a height profile on a one-dimensional periodic
lattice. At lattice site i, the height h; represents the number of particles which are
stacked in a column above (positive “height”) or below (negative “height”) the lattice,
which represents height zero. The particle dynamics is governed by a Markov jump
process hy(t) € ZYN (where N is the lattice size), in which the topmost particles
jump to neighboring columns with certain jump rates. Jumps which lower the surface
energy have higher rates than jumps which increase it, where the energetically optimal
configuration is a flat surface. In this context, the micro-to-macro limit is known as
a “hydrodynamic” limit, obtained by scaling height, time, and lattice width with NV
according to a certain scaling regime, and taking N — oo. The limit is a macroscopic
height profile h(t, x), where the spatial domain is the unit torus.

Here, we assume the microscopic dynamics evolves under “Metropolis-type” jump
rates, which are functions only of the difference in the surface energy before and after
the jump. We study the macroscopic limit in a nonstandard, so-called “rough” scaling
regime. The rough scaling regime was introduced in [MW13] to study the limit of the
better-known, Arrhenius jump rate crystal surface dynamics. Marzuola and Weare
show that the PDE of the Arrhenius process in this rough scaling limit takes the form
ht = Ozg exp(—hyy). Meanwhile, the PDE governing the more standard scaling limit
(which the authors call the “smooth scaling regime”) is essentially given by linearizing
the exponential in the rough PDE. Thus, the rough PDE describes surfaces h in which
|hee| is large (and cannot be linearized), so that h is “rapidly varying” and hence
“rough”. For a discussion of the physical relevance of the rough scaling regime, see
e.g. [GLLM20, LLMM19, MW13].

Similarly, the rough scaling limit for the Metropolis rate process is the limit which
leads to a PDE with exponential nonlinearity. The Metropolis rough scaling limit was
first studied in [GKL'20]. In this work, the authors assume the LE distribution can
be approximated by a local Gibbs measure to derive the approximate PDE

(1.1) ht = =0y (sinh(Khyyz)),

where K is inverse temperature. That the PDE takes the form of a continuity equa-
tion naturally follows from the microscopic dynamics, which preserves total sum of
heights (see (2.6) for the corresponding microscopic continuity equation). However,
the current jgibbs(hmx) := sinh(K hy,,) is not the true macroscopic current. Indeed,
the authors of [GKLT20] observe a discrepancy between the solution to the PDE (1.1)
and the microscopic process hy, which does not vanish as one increases N.

Our main contribution in this paper is a numerical method which removes this
discrepancy. Namely, we compute a multiplicative correction ¢ to the current, to

obtain the true current J = o x jgibbs, and the true PDE

(1.2) hy = 0y (0(Ras ) SINh(K hygs)) -
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The method uses sample runs of the microscopic process generated from only a single
initial datum, and requires evolving the process in time only sufficiently long to reach
local, rather than global, equilibrium. The function ¢ is K-dependent and converges
to 1 as K | 0. This shows that the local Gibbs approximation becomes accurate in
the small K limit. Using observed qualitative properties of o (e.g. that it is even and
increasing when A, > 0), we also extend the results of [GKLT20] on properties of
the PDE (1.1). Namely, we show that strong solutions of (1.2) exist, are unique, and
enjoy the same regularity properties as those shown for solutions to (1.1).

The way o appears in (1.2) bears some resemblance to a mobility: a medium-
dependent constant of proportionality determining the current in a diffusion. The
similarity is somewhat superficial, however, because the PDE (1.2) is not a standard
diffusion. Indeed, the current does not follow Fick’s law, since it is not proportional
to the gradient of an appropriate potential. Nevertheless, we mention this similarity
because like our correction o, mobilities arising in the continuum limit of microscopic
processes often cannot be computed explicitly. There is a vast body of work on
computing mobilities numerically, and we will not attempt to review it here. The
closest such work to ours that we are aware of, in terms of similarity of the physical
model, is [KDMO95]. The authors study the smooth scaling PDE limit of a microscopic
crystal surface jump process, in which the rates are also of Metropolis type. The PDE
limit takes the form of a standard diffusion, which allows the authors to use linear
response theory to compute the slope-dependent mobility. In addition, we mention
the work [EDZR18] (see also the references therein). This work is similar to ours
in that the authors’ approach to compute the mobility only requires simulating the
process until local equilibrium.

Since the PDE (1.2) is not a standard diffusion, methods for computing mobilities
such as linear response are not available to us in computing the factor o. Instead we
develop an alternative numerical approach. It is borne out of the LE framework of
our recent work [Kat21] on rough-scaled processes, as we now explain.

1.2. Companion Finite Difference Process and Rough LE. Note that the
macroscopic current in the PDE (1.2) is a function of hg,,. This is a reflection of
the fact that (1) the jump rates are functions of the third order finite difference
w; := hiro — 3hiy1 + 3h; — h;—1, and (2) in the rough scaling regime, w; has order
O(1) as N — oo. This consideration motivates us to consider the companion process
wn(t) = (wi(t),...,wn(t)) — in particular, the distribution Law(wy(¢)) in local
equilibrium — as the central object of study. A finite difference (FD) process also
plays a central role in our previous work [Kat21], in which we take a closer look at
the Arrhenius rate process in the rough scaling regime. There, we show that the
PDE governing the hydrodynamic limit A is determined by the LE distribution of the
second order FDs of the heights. We will call this second order FD process w4;", for
comparison with the third order FD wy of the Metropolis height process.

We show in [Kat21] that wi" has a novel, “rough” LE state. The defining char-
acteristic of the rough LE state is that the expected profile (Ew?™)Y | is rough in
the sense that |Ew{}"; — Ew{*"| does not go to zero as N increases. (The discovery
of this rough profile retroactively lends a second meaning to the name “rough scaling
regime”, which was coined earlier for different reasons). Moreover, the distributions
Law(w;) do not enjoy a crucially important feature enjoyed by more standard particle
systems: belonging to a mean-parameterized measure family. However, we show that
the probability distributions given by mesoscopic window averages of the single site
marginals do have this property, and their means do vary smoothly across space.

3



For the Metropolis process, we do not have explicit access to Law(wy ). However,
we will show empirically that wy also has a rough LE state, confirming that this
new kind of LE is not an isolated phenomenon. Building off the work in [Kat21],
our numerical method for computing o exploits the crucial fact that upon mesoscopic
window averaging, the LE state is described by some mean-parameterized family. We
will not need to know which family this is.

The function J = o x jgibbs will be defined in terms of properties of the LE state
of wy. To show this same J is the macroscopic current arising in the h PDE, we
take two more steps. First, we prove that if wy converges to a macroscopic w in
an appropriate scaling regime, then w must be the solution to w; = ;. (w).
Second, we prove that hy then has a unique limit h in the rough scaling regime,
where hy,,z, = w and h is the solution to h; = —(%j(hzm). Our proofs rely on two
boundedness conditions which we confirm numerically, but are otherwise rigorous.
These two steps were also informally described in [Kat21] (in particular we did not
check the boundedness conditions), but they served only as motivation for studying
the LE properties in that paper.

Organization. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we
introduce the Metropolis height process as well as the companion finite difference
processes. In Section 3, we define the hydrodynamic limit in the rough scaling regime
and motivate studying the limit of hy via the limit of the third order FDs wy.
In Section 4, we formalize this approach, proving that the limit A of hy and the
PDE governing it follow from the limit w of wy and the corresponding PDE. We
also introduce a key property of rough LE states which makes our numerical method
possible. In Section 5, we review the concept of LE states, show wy has a rough
LE state, and explain how the macroscopic current J arises from LE properties. We
also show the local Gibbs measure is not correct, so that we do not know the explicit
form of the LE state and cannot compute .J analytically. In Section 6 we present our
numerical method and confirm that we have derived the correct PDE for h. Finally,
we analyze the PDE in Section 7, and make a few concluding remarks in Section 8.

Notation. For a sequence of vectors vy € RN, N =1,2, ..., we let the entries
of vy be vy = (v1,v9,...,vy), omitting the dependence of each v; on N for brevity.
We let T denote the unit interval with periodic boundary conditions (the unit torus).
Next, let mq(p) denote the first moment of a probability mass function (pmf) p on Z,
ie. mi(p) =, np(n), and we write

p(f):= > f(n)p(n)

to denote the expectation of the observable f under p. We use the notation
{p[A]| X € R}

to denote a family of pmfs on Z, parameterized by A; so that p[A](n) denotes the
probability of n under p[A], and p[A](f) denotes the expectation of f under p[A].

Acknowledgments. Thanks to Yuan Gao, Jian-Guo Liu, Jianfeng Lu, and
Jeremy Marzuola, with whom the author discussed the possibility of generalizing
the analysis of (1.1) to that of the PDE 1.2. Thanks also to Jonathan Weare and
Jeremy Marzuola for their guidance and insights throughout the last five years, in
which this project came to fruition. Finally, thank you to NYU High Performance
Computing for access to computing resources.
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2. Preliminaries: Metropolis Rate Model. In this section we will introduce
the Metropolis rate crystal height process hy as well as two companion processes. We
will then explain the role of the companion processes in deriving the PDE governing
the hydrodynamic limit of hy. Finally, we will briefly mention key features of the
Arrhenius rate process studied in [Kat21]. This process will repeatedly serve as a
point of comparison to the Metropolis process.

2.1. Microscopic Dynamics. Let hy(t) = (hi(t),...,hn(t)) € ZN be a
Markov jump process, with h;(t) representing the discrete height at lattice site j
of the crystal, relative to some fixed arbitrarily chosen zero height level. Note that
each h; depends on N as well as 7. The lattice is periodic, so that we identify j with
j+mN,m € Z. As we will soon see, the dynamics of the height process hy () will be
determined entirely by the companion slope process zy (t) = (21(t), ..., 2n(t)), where

zi(t) = hit1(t) — hi(2).

We will use the letters h and z, with no subscript, to denote an arbitrary height
and slope configuration in Z", respectively. The surface energy, or Hamiltonian, of a
configuration h is given by

N N

(2.1) H(h) = (hit1 —hi)* =Y _ 2} = H(z).

i=1 =1

Although the absolute value potential is the most physically relevant choice for mod-
eling crystal surface energies, we choose a quadratic interaction potential because
certain calculations can be done explicitly in this case. In the mathematical study
of hydrodynamic limits of interfaces, it is standard to consider energies of the form
> V(|hig1 —h;|) for general convex V. See e.g. [Nis02, FS97]. We see that the energy
of a height profile h is actually a function of the corresponding slope profile z.

The process hy(t) evolves through particle jumps between neighboring lattice
sites which, on average, lower the surface energy. We represent a jump from lattice
site i to site j by h+ h®J_ |i — j| = 1. Here, h*J is the height profile such that

hi—1, k=1,
(2.2) (W)k = hj+1, k=4,
hi, otherwise.

Now, suppose hy(t) = h, so that zy(t) = z, the corresponding slope profile. If hy ()
undergoes the transition h +— h%J, then zy(t) undergoes the transition z — 2z,

where z*7 is the slope profile corresponding to h*7. Explicitly, we compute
PIAAS R (CONNPAS R (O

d® — ei1 _ 9¢i 4 gitl

3

(2.3)

where e/ denotes the jth unit vector. The jumps h — h*J occur at certain rates
7% (h). The rates indicate the probability of a jump in time dt, as follows: suppose
the process is in state h at time ¢, and let Ry (h) be the sum of the rates of all possible
jumps from h. Then the probability that the jump h h%7 occurs in the interval
(t,t +dt] is (ry (h)/Ry(h))dt.

In this paper, we will consider rates of the form 7%/ (h) = N*%J(h). Here,
N* is the appropriate time scaling to take a hydrodynamic limit, as we will explain
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in Section 3. The unscaled rates 7%/ (h) only depend on the local configuration of
heights, and not on N. Formally, the rates determine the dynamics of hy through
the generator Ly:

(2.4) (Lnf)(h)=N* > r"I(h) [f(h"7) - f(h)] .

li—jl=1

Consider applying Ly to f = m;, where m;(h) = h;. Note that h; decreases by 1 if a
particle at ¢ jumps to i £ 1, and h; increases by 1 if a particle at ¢ &= 1 jumps to i. As
a result,

(2 5) (;C]\ﬂ'f‘ﬁ(h) _ N4 [(ri—l,i _ Tz’,i—l) (h) _ (,rz',i-&-l _ ri+1,i)] (h)
— N4(Ji—1,i _ Ji,i+1)(h>7

where J4*1(h) = (rbitl — pi+tLi)(h) is the current: the net, expected amount of

mass flowing from ¢ to ¢ + 1 per unit of unscaled time if the process is in state h. By

definition of the generator, we then have

(26)  AE[hi(t)] = E [(Lym)(hy(D)] = N'E [(J'77H = J" ) (hy(1))]

This equation is valid regardless of the specific form of 7%/ (h). It can be thought
of as a microscopic continuity equation: the change in mass (height) is given by the
divergence (finite difference) of a current. We now specify the “Metropolis-type” rates
considered in this paper:

(2.7) ri’j(h) = exp (—[2( [H(z”) — H(h)]) , li—j]=1

Here, K = 1/(kgT), where kp is the Boltzmann constant and 7' is the ambient
temperature, held constant over time. See Remark 2.1 for an explanation of the name
“Metropolis”. Using the formulas (2.1) for the Hamiltonian, (2.3) for the transitions
z +— z"7 and (2.7) for the Metropolis rates, we obtain the following explicit expression
for the rates:

r T (h) = 2 (z) = exp (3K + K (2101 — 22 +2i.1))

2.8 L L
(28) r’“’l(h) = 7"”'1”(z) = exp (—3K — K(zi+1 — 2z + zi—1)) .

Note that these rates depend on h only through z; in fact, only through a further finite
difference (FD). This implies that zx (¢) is also a Markov jump process which can exist
independently of a height process: it is the process which takes jumps z — z*7 with
rates N4r®J(z). The form of the rates (2.8) motivates us to also introduce the third
order FD process wy (t) = (wi(t),...,wn(t)), with

wz(t) = (21;1 —2z; + Zi+1)(t) = (hi,1 —3h; + 3hi+1 — hi+2>(t).

We let w denote a generic third order FD profile corresponding to the generic height
profile h. The process wy(t) is also a Markov jump process which can be indepen-
dently defined. It undergoes jumps w — w1 w i+ with? with rate N*r*(w;) and
N4r~(w;), respectively, where r*(w) = e 3K+Kw and

whitl — w - d@ | witli — w1 4@,

dW = e72 —4e'! 4 e’ — 4e'T! e,
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2.2. Role of Height, Slope, and Third Order FD Process. Now that we
have introduced the three processes hy, zy, and wy, let us explain their roles in
this paper. The original hy(¢) is the physically meaningful process, and our main
goal is to derive the PDE governing its hydrodynamic limit h. However, it will
be more convenient to first study the hydrodynamic limit w of wy, and to deduce
the PDE governing h from the PDE governing w. As an indication of why this is
more convenient, recall the evolution equation (2.6) for E [h;(t)]. Using (2.8) and the
definition of w;, we can now write the current J%*1 as J»i*1(h) = J(w;), where

(2.9) J(w) = (rT —r7)(w) = 273K sinh(Kw).
Therefore, with the Metropolis rates (2.8), the evolution equation (2.6) takes the form
(2.10) HE[hi(1)] = =N'E [J(wi(t)) — J (wi—1(1))]-

Thus, the evolution of E [h;] depends nonlinearly on the FDs w;, w;_1. In hydrody-
namic limit derivations, such dependence on finite differences is inconvenient. But if
we take the third order FD of both sides of (2.10), we get

(2.11) o E [wl(t)] = _N'E [J(’wzfg) — 4J(wi,1) + 6J(w2) — 4J(wi+1) + J(’LUZ‘+2)] .

We see that the evolution of E [w;] can be written in terms of w;’s alone.

Now, let us address the role of zy. Roughly speaking, the PDE governing the
limit w comes from replacing E [J(w;)] in the righthand side of (2.11) by J(w(t,i/N))
for some function J. Showing such a replacement is possible and determining J will
require us to have some knowledge of Law(wx (¢)). Since the distribution Law(zy (t))
determines the distribution Law(wy(t)), we could study the former to understand
the latter. As a helpful starting point, it turns out that z, has the special property
that it is reversible with respect to the standard Gibbs measure

N
Oy (z) x exp(—KH(z)) = exp(fKZziz), zcZV.

This is a result of detailed balance, i.e.
ri,i—i—l(z)@N(z) _ Ti+1’i(zi’i+1)@N(Zi’i+l)

for all 4, which is easy to see using the original formulation of the rates (2.7).

REMARK 2.1. Any rates of the form r%3(z) = ¢(AH) which satisfy v(—AH) =
Y(AH)eSAH gre in detailed balance with the Gibbs measure ® . Another example of
rates in this family is Y(AH) = e KAH A1, which is the acceptance probability in a
Metropolis-Hastings scheme to sample from ® . This is where the name “Metropolis”
comes from.

Reversibility of zx with respect to @y suggests that for N large, Law(zy (t)) is a local
Gibbs product measure of the form

N N
(2.12) P(zyn(t) = z) = p[A](z) x exp (—KZ 22+ QKZ )\izi>

for some A; = A;(t). There are deeper and more technical reasons why the local Gibbs
measure typically arises, which we will not get into here. See e.g. [GPV88, KL9g]
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for a rigorous probabilistic treatment of this topic and [Spol2] for a more physical
treatment.

The paper [GKL"20] assumed that Law(zy(t)) is a local Gibbs distribution to
carry out the aforementioned replacement and to determine the function J. However,
the authors gave preliminary evidence that interestingly enough, the local Gibbs dis-
tribution is not accurate for all K. And indeed, we will show definitively in Section 5.2
that Law(zy (t)) cannot be approximated by a local Gibbs distribution as N — oo.
Why the local Gibbs distribution is not the correct form of Law(zy(¢)) is a very in-
teresting question worthy of further investigation, but we do not pursue the question
here. We will see that despite being incorrect, the local Gibbs approximation (2.12)
to Law(zn(t)) leads to a crude but numerically useful approximation to the true
function J , the computation of which is the main goal of this paper. Beyond this
approximation, however, the z process will play no role in our PDE derivation.

2.3. A Close Cousin: Arrhenius Rate Dynamics. Throughout the paper,
it will often be helpful to compare the Metropolis rate process and its hydrodynamic
limit to the Arrhenius rate process and its limit, which were studied in [Kat21].
For the sake of a self-contained paper, let us review the key features of the Arrhe-
nius process. We will let h%;" denote the height process, z%" denote the first order
FD (slope) process, and Wa’”r denote the second order FD process. The Arrhenius
rates 7‘1\’,] can also be written r}y J(h) = N*ri(h), where r*d(h) = r*(z). They are
symmetric with respect to jumping left and right, with 7%**!(z) = r(z; — z;_1) for
r(w) = e~ 2K=2Kw_For the physical interpretation of these rates, see [Kat21] and the
references therein. Like the Metropolis rates, the Arrhenius rates are reversible with
respect to the Gibbs measure ®y(z) x exp(—KH(z)). But unlike Law(zy(¢)) for
the Metropolis process, the distribution Law(z%"(t)) does converge to a local Gibbs
measure as N — oo. This is the key difference between these two otherwise very sim-
ilar processes. Another similarity is that the evolution of E [w3'(¢)] takes the exact
same form as the evolution (2.11) of E [w;(t)], except that the function J is replaced
with the function r.

3. Hydrodynamic Limit in the Rough Scaling Regime. In this section,
we define the hydrodynamic limit of a Markov jump process vy (t) € Z" under a
given scaling regime. We then specify the rough scaling regime for the Metropolis hy
process, and motivate recasting the limit of hy in terms of the limit of wy.

Let vy(t) € ZV, N = 1,2,... be a sequence of Markov jump processes on the
periodic lattice {1,2,..., N} with transitions v — v occurring at rates

rﬁvj (v) = NI (v)

for some «. In order for a hydrodynamic limit to exist, the rates and transition rules
should satisfy certain conditions. We will content ourselves with taking vy to be one
of hy or wy, for which these conditions are satisfied.

The hydrodynamic limit of vy arises by rescaling three characteristic scales: time,
space, and amplitude The N® time rescaling has already been incorporated into
the transition rates ry/. The spatial scaling occurs by identifying the N lattice sites
with points on the pel"lOdlC unit interval (torus), denoted T. Specifically, we identify
v (t) = (v1(t),...,vn(t)) with a random measure on the unit interval:

N .
1 {
VN(t) — t dw leglvl (./L'_ N> .
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Another equivalent way to think of vy (¢) is as a step function, with value v;(¢) in the
interval [i/N, (i41)/N). For the amplitude rescaling, we assume that the v; grow with
N, so that to obtain a finite macroscopic limit, the v; must be scaled down. We will
incorporate the amplitude rescaling into the following definition of a hydrodynamic
limit:

DEFINITION 3.1 (Hydrodynamic Limit, [Kat21]). Suppose vy (0) is initialized in
a random configuration for which there exists vg : T — R such that

N y .
(init) Jbz;gb (]i/‘) (N~Pv;(0)) on 2pob /Tqﬁ(x)vo(x)dx, N — 0.

We say vy converges hydrodynamically to v : (0,T] x T — R under amplitude scaling
N? and implied time scaling N® if for each t € (0,T], ¢ € C(T), we have

1 N ) —B.. in prob
(3.1) N;(z)(N) (N~Pu(t) " & /TQS(:E)v(t,m)dx, N — oc.

Here, the notation PP onotes convergence in probability. The probability dis-
tribution of [ ¢(x)N Pun(t,dz) is induced by Law(vx(t)) = Law(vx(0)) exp(Lnt),
where Ly is the generator of vy.

Note that the lefthand side of (3.1) equals [ ¢(z)NPuy(t,dzx), so that (3.1)
expresses that the random measure N~Pvy (¢, dz) converges to the measure v(t, z)dz.

DEFINITION 3.2 (Rough Scaling Regime). Let hy be governed by the Metropolis
dynamics specified in Section 2.1. We say hy converges to h : [0,T] x T — R in
the rough scaling regime if hy converges hydrodynamically to h under amplitude
scaling N3 and implied time scaling N*.

We will explain the choice a = 4 and § = 3 below. As an example of a distribution
on hy(0) satisfying (init) with 8 = 3, consider a product measure with marginals

h; ~ [N%ho(i/N)| + &,

where |¢| denotes the integer part of ¢ and &, i = 1,..., N are i.i.d. integer-valued
random variables with bounded support. In fact, (init) is satisfied as long as |¢;| < By
where By = o(N?3). To summarize the rough scaling regime in simple terms, start
with an O(1) height profile h;(0) = ho(i/N). Then, multiply it by N3 to get hx(0),
and evolve it forward according to the time-rescaled Metropolis rate dynamics. To
get a hydrodynamic limit, divide hy(¢) by N® and take N — oco. It may seem like
multiplying and dividing by N® should have no effect. But this is not so, because
scaling has a nonlinear effect on the dynamics, so that different choices of 3 for the
amplitude scaling lead to different hydrodynamic limits. A straightforward way to
see this is to note that the rates r#*! and i+ are exponential in w;. Scaling w; by
a constant multiple will affect the rates nonlinearly, and thus have a nonlinear effect
on the evolution of h;. To understand the effect of different 5 in more detail, suppose
for the moment that we have E [h;(t)] =~ N®h(t,i/N) for N > 1. (This of course does
not follow from hydrodynamic convergence.) Using (2.10), we should then have

(3.2) Oth(t,i/N) =~ —N*"P(EJ (w;) —EJ (w;_1)).

Now, if h; has order N then w; should have order N#—3, since it is the third order FD
of h; (this statement is purely formal; see below). If 5 < 3, then we expect that in the
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N — oo limit, the nonlinear function J will become linearized around 0. Taking =3
as in the rough scaling limit, the nonlinear function J is in some sense “preserved” as
N — o0, leading to a very different PDE. The reason for the N* time scaling is that
it ensures that the total power of N is 4 —3 =1 in (3.2), which balances the order of
the finite difference J(w;) — J(w;—1). In sum, the rough scaling regime is the unique
choice of «, 8 which leads to a nontrivial and non-exploding limit h governed by a
PDE which “preserves” the nonlinear function J (we use quotation marks because
the PDE will involve not J but a related J , also with exponential nonlinearity). Note
that this choice is tailored to the Metropolis dynamics. For the Arrhenius dynamics,
for example, a = 4, 8 = 2 gives the PDE with exponential nonlinearity.

Of course, if h; = O(N?) then in general we cannot infer w; = O(1), since taking
finite differences is unstable. This motivates us to take wy as our “original” process
and study its hydrodynamic limit under N° amplitude scaling. We then expect to
obtain the hydrodynamic limit of hy under N3 amplitude scaling by doing three
cumulative sum operations. We will carry out this program formally in the next
section. In particular, we will see that the function J of the macroscopic current
J (hgzee) in the h PDE is intrinsically linked to the wy process.

4. PDE for h via Third Order Finite Differences. This section explains
our approach to deriving the PDE governing the hydrodynamic limit of hy in the
rough scaling regime, via the hydrodynamic limit of wy. We begin the section with
an overview of this approach. First, we will show that

ptwise hydro hydro
(41) WN O w = WN — W = hy — h.

The rightmost limit denotes hydrodynamic convergence of hy in the rough scaling
regime: amplitude scaling N3, time scaling N4. We will show this follows from the
middle limit: hydrodynamic convergence of wy under amplitude scaling N° and time
scaling N*. The limiting function h will be uniquely determined from the function
w, the initial macroscopic condition hg, and the periodic boundary. The leftmost
limit denotes “pointwise mesoscopic” convergence of wy, which is nonstandard but
physically intuitive, and was used in our study of rough local equilibria in [Kat21]. We
will show that pointwise mesoscopic convergence implies hydrodynamic convergence.
Next, consider the following key approximation:

1 A 1
(4.2) e > EJ(wi(t) ~J e > Ewi(t)|, N>lLe<l
1€N (xte) i€EN (zte)

The existence of J such that (4.2) holds is a property of locally equilibrated processes,
as we will explain in Section 5.1. It is important to note that (4.2) is not an assump-
tion. In rigorous hydrodynamic limit arguments, proving the so-called “Replacement
Lemma”, which is analogous to (4.2), is typically the central and most difficult part
(for more on this, see the discussion and references in [Kat21]). We will show nu-
merically that (4.2) is satisfied for the Metropolis process. The equation is the key
ingredient to derive the PDE since, as we will show in Claim 4.5,

ptwise ~
(WN mego w) + (HJ s.t. (4.2) holdth,x)

(4.3)
= w solves Qyw = —0yppaad (W) weakly.
10



From here, we will be able to conclude that h, the hydrodynamic limit of hy in the
rough scaling regime, is the weak solution to the PDE

Oh = =03 J (haws).

Thus, if we can verify the conditions in (4.3) — that wy converges pointwise
mesoscopically to w, and a function J exists such that (4.2) holds for all t,x — then
the chain of logic just described will lead us to the PDE for h, our original goal. More
specifically, this logic establishes the form of the PDE, but it remains to compute J.
Doing so numerically will be the focus of Section 6.

The assertions (4.1) and (4.3) will be formalized in Section 4.1 and proved rig-
orously in Appendix A. The rigorous proofs rely on the following supplementary
boundedness assumptions:

(w-bd) sup sup E|w;(t)] <oco VE>0,
N i=1,..,N
(J-bd) sup sup sup |EJ(w;(s))] <oo Vt>0.

N se(0,t] i=1,...,N

These assumptions are extremely strong (most likely unnecessarily so), but our pri-
mary aim in presenting the proofs is to put our numerical method on firm footing.
We will numerically check both the boundedness assumptions and the two conditions
of (4.3) in Section 4.2.

Later in Section 6, we will verify numerically that the end goal has been achieved:
that h does in fact converge to the solution of the PDE we obtain. Given this, the
numerical and theoretical verifications of this section may seem unnecessary. Their
purpose is to confirm that we have obtained the correct PDE for the correct reason.
This is important because hydrodynamic limit derivations can be delicate. For exam-
ple, in [MW13] the authors used heuristic arguments to derive the PDE limit of the
Arrhenius dynamics in the rough scaling regime. They confirmed numerically that
the PDE they obtained is correct. However, we show numerically in [Kat21] that
some of the assumptions in [MW13] were incorrect, which obscured the true reason
the PDE takes the form it does (see the discussion in Section 6.4 of [Kat21]).

4.1. From w to h: Limit and PDE. We start by showing that the hydrody-
namic limit of hy is determined from the hydrodynamic limit of wy. The following
claim corresponds to the second (righthand) implication in (4.1).

CramM 4.1. Let hy(t), N =1,2,... be a sequence of Metropolis rate height pro-
cesses, and wy (t) be the corresponding third order FD processes. Suppose

N7 hi(0) HET M, N s oo,

=0

for some deterministic M and that (init) is satisfied for wy with § = 0 and some
vg = wq. If wy converges hydrodynamically to a function w under amplitude scaling
NO and if (w-bd) holds, then hy converges hydrodynamically under amplitude scaling
N3. The limit h is the unique periodic function such that fol h(t,z)dx = M, hypr = w,
and such that hy, hy, are also periodic.

For the proof of the claim see Appendix A. The claim implies in particular that (init)

is satisfied for hy with 8 = 3, where hg is uniquely determined from the function wy,
the constant M, and the periodic boundary.

11



We will now recall from [Kat21] the notion of pointwise mesoscopic convergence,
which will be very convenient to study from a numerical perspective. We begin with
some notation. For a vector w and a function f : R — R, define

— 1
(44) WN(z+e) = m Z Wi, f(WN(x:I:e) Z f w’L

1€N (zte) 1€N(z:|:e)

Here, i € N(x £ €) denotes i € 1,2,..., N such that |(i/N — z) mod 1| < e.

REMARK 4.2. Let (¢ * p)( fT w(dy) for a function ¢ : T — R and a
signed measure p on T. Usmg the mterpretatwn of wyn(t) = wy(t,dz) as a signed,
random measure, note that Wy (+)(t) can be written in the following way:

(45) W N (z+e) (t) = (¢e * WN(t))(x)v where (bs(x) = ]]‘(76,6) (J")/26

DEFINITION 4.3 (Pointwise Mesoscopic Convergence). We say wy converges
pointwise mesoscopically if there exists a continuous function w such that

2
(4.6) lim lim E|Wx(te(t) —w(t,z)| =0, Vt>0,zeT.

e—0 N—oo

The reason we think of (4.6) as a “pointwise” convergence is that it holds for each
x, and the limit is the pointwise quantity w(t,z). However, Wy (5+¢)(t) is not itself a
“pointwise” quantity, but rather an average over the mesoscopic, or local set N(x + €):
for each fixed € < 1, this set contains a number of microscopic lattice sites that grows
to infinity with V. At the same time, it corresponds to the small macroscopic interval
(r —e€,z+¢€). A practical reason to consider pointwise mesoscopic convergence is that
it connects with our numerical method to compute J , which uses the local quantities
WN(z+e) and j(wN(wie)). As such, it will be more straightforward to prove that w
solves w; = —ammj (w) if we know that w is the pointwise mesoscopic, rather than
hydrodynamic, limit of wy. Moreover, as noted in [Kat21], it is convenient that
convergence in L? (with respect to randomness) can be separated into convergence of
expectations and vanishing variance. Namely, (4.6) is equivalent to

(V) lim lim Var (WN(I:EG)( )) =0 VxeT,

e—0 N—oo
(E) There exists a continuous w(t,-) : T — R such that

lE)I(lJ th ]EWN(zie)( ) - w(t,x), Vz € Ta

for all ¢ > 0. We now formalize the first (lefthand) implication in (4.1).

CLAIM 4.4. Assume that wy converges pointwise mesoscopically to w, and
that (w-bd) holds. Then

(@.7) / o(@)wn (¢, dz) "B /T s@)w(t,z)ds, N — oo

for all ¢ € C(T) and t > 0. In other words, wx converges hydrodynamically to w
under amplitude scaling N°.

12



The proof is given in Appendix A. Now that we have discussed convergence of wy,
we turn to the problem of deriving the PDE governing its limit w. To do so, we will
exploit the following crucial property of any process with a “rough” local equilibrium
state (defined in Section 5.1):

(Ef) For all “suitable” f, there exists continuous f such that

16A

]Ef(WN(xie) (t)) ~ f (EWN(zie)( )) ) Ve eT.

We use the notation A " B to mean that |A — B| converges to zero as N — oo and
then € — 0. Note that if (E) and (Ef) both hold then

(48) lim lim E f(Wyto(t) = f(w(t,z)).

e—+0 N—oo

The “suitable” functions f are discussed in Section 5.1. For the Metropolis process,
we confirm (Ef) for both f(w) = w? and f(w) = J(w) in Section 4.2. However, to
derive the Metropolis PDE we will only use that (Ef) holds for f = J. The following
claim formalizes the assertion (4.3) in the introduction to this section.

CLAIM 4.5. Suppose wy converges pointwise mesoscopically to w, and that (Ef)
holds with f = J for allt > 0. Also, assume the bounds (w-bd) and (J-bd). Then w
is a weak solution to

(4.9) Qw(t,x) = —&mmj(w), t>0,2€eT,
. w(0,z) =wo(z), xze€T

in the sense that

a [ e - wwiar=- [ [ 00w s,

vt > 0,9 € C4(T).

Proof. First, we substitute w(t,x) — wo(x) on the lefthand side of (4.10)
by the limit of E [WN(IiG)(t) —WN(,;iE)(O)]. Thanks to (w-bd), we can pull
the limit outside of the integral. Thus, the lefthand side is the limit of
Jr¥(x)E [WN(mis) (t) — Wi (ate) (0)] dr as N — oo, € = 0. Now, as in Remark 4.2,
note that we can write

EWN(xie)(t) = (¢ *E [WN (t)])(m)v

where E [w (¢)] is the signed measure which assigns weight E [w;(t)] to x = i/N. We
can then use the identity [ 4 (x)(¢ * p)(z)dz = [,(¢ * ¢)(2)p(dx) which holds for
even functions ¢. Thus, we get that

A¢($)E (W (ate) (1) = Wi (ate)(0)] da

- / (¢ * ¢e)(2)E [wy(t, dz) — wn (0, dz)]
(4.11)



where D}, J(w;) = J(wi—2) — 4J(w;—1) + 6J(w;) — 4T (wi+1) + J(w;12). We can now
move N4D% onto (¢ % ¢.)(i/N). For N > 1, the result is approximately ()() *
¢¢)(i/N). Then we move ¢ back onto E [J(w;(s))], to arrive at
T —
[P Fontsn (6~ no O] do x = [ 696) [ BTy (s))dsda.
T T 0

We now apply (4.8) with f = J, and the bound (J-bd), to conclude by Dominated
Convergence. The details of the proof are filled in in Appendix A. 0

Finally, we return to our original goal to derive the PDE governing the rough
scaling limit of hy.

COROLLARY 4.6. Let hy(t) be a Metropolis rate process such that N~1 Zi\il h;(0)
converges to some constant M in probability, and assume the conditions of Claim 4.5.
Then hy has a hydrodynamic limit h in the rough scaling regime which is three times
continuously differentiable in x, and which is the weak solution to

(4.12) {ath(tvx) = =0y (hazs), t>0,z€T,

h(0,z) =ho(x), zeT

in the sense that
(4.13) /0 ¥(z) [h(t, ) — ho(x)] dw = /0 /0 () (hgwa (s, 7)) dwds

for all t >0 and ¢ € C*(T).

Proof. By Claim 4.4, wy converges hydrodynamically to w, and by Claim 4.1, hx
then converges hydrodynamically to the unique periodic h such that [ h(t, z)dx = M
for all t and hg., = w. Also, Claim 4.5 gives that w is the weak solution to w; =
—0Opwwzd (). Now, note that (4.13) is clearly satisfied for ¢ = 1, so it suffices to
show (4.13) for all ¢» € C*(T) which integrate to zero. For such , there exists a
function ¢ € C*(T) such that ¢(*), k = 0, 1,2 are all periodic and such that ¢ ., = 9.
We substitute ¢, = ¢ into the lefthand side of (4.13), integrate by parts, and use
the fact that w = hg, satisfies (4.10). O

So far, we have only established the form of the PDEs governing w and h. We
must now actually compute the function J. Note that according to (Ef) the points
(EWN(I:I:E)(t)an(WN(m:I:E) (t))) should lie on the curve {(w, j(w)) | w € R}. Thus,
we can compute J numerically simply by interpolating these points! This is the
essence of our numerical method, described in full in Section 6.

But is it possible to compute J analytically instead of resorting to numerics? To
address this question, we need to explain why we expect a function J satisfying (Ef)
to exist in the first place. This has to do with the form of the local equilibrium (LE)
distribution of w, discussed in Section 5.

4.2. Numerical Verification of Claim Assumptions. Let us now check nu-
merically the assumptions of Claims 4.4 and 4.5. Namely, we need to check (E),
(V), (w-bd),and (J-bd). Each of these conditions can be written in terms of expec-
tations of the form E[f(wy(t))]. For details on how we estimate such expectations
numerically, see Section 6.1.

Figure la and 1b confirm that the two limits (E) and (V) hold. In both figures,
wy (t) is computed as the third order finite difference of hy(t), generated from an
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Fig. 1: In (a), we confirm (E). The figure shows that E Wy (,+c(n))(t) converges as
N — oo to some w. We choose ¢ = ¢(N) as a proxy for taking a double limit; see
the text for details. In (b), we confirm (V). As expected, the variance of the window
average goes to zero as N — oo for each fixed e.

initial condition hy (0) satisfying (init), 8 = 3, with ho(x) = 0.0075 sin(27wz)and such
that w(0) satisfies (init), 8 = 0, with wy = h{’.

The double limit (E) as N — oo and € — 0 is delicate. This is because, as we
show later in Figure 3, the profile i/N — Ew; varies roughly, but we want to show
their sliding window averages converge to a smooth limit. We cannot take N — oo
numerically, and for every finite N, if € is small enough (e.g. smaller than 1/N), the
window average EW y (,+)(t) will revert back to being roughly varying. We therefore
cannot take e too small. We circumvent this problem with the following heuristic. For
each N, we choose a “good” €(N): for € > ¢(N), EWx(;+¢)(t) is smooth but biased,
whereas for € < €(V), it is unbiased but rough. We then check that EWx(,+e(ny) is
converging as N — oo, as shown in Figure la. Figure 1b shows that the variance of the
window average decays as N — oo for each fixed €, i.e. as the window size increases.
This suggests that pairs w;,w;, ¢ # j are uncorrelated or have low correlation.

Figure 2 shows that (Ef) is satisfied for f = J and f(w) = w?, using the same sinu-
soidal initial condition. In the figure, we plot the points (EW;+ne(t), E f(Witne())),
i =1,...,N, and confirm that they lie on a fixed curve in the N, e limit. We take
the double limit N — oo, € — 0 using the same heuristic as with (E): for each N, we
choose a “good” €(N) for the length of the averaging interval.

We now turn to the boundedness conditions (w-bd) and (J-bd). The top middle
panel of Figure 3 depicts E [w;(t)?], i = 1,..., N at three points in time at N = 400.
This is evidence for the fact that E |w;(t)| remains bounded over time and over i =
1,..., N, since E |w;| < \/E[w?] and we see that max; E [w;(¢)?] is decreasing in time.
Meanwhile, the bottom panel shows that max;—; . n E|w;(t)| remains bounded as
N increases. Similarly, the top right panel of Figure 3 shows E [J(w;(t))] remains
bounded over time and over ¢ = 1,..., N, while the bottom right panel shows it
remains bounded as N grows.

15



Existence of J . Existence of f, for f(w) = w2

4
« N =6,000 « N =6,000
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N = 15,000 4 N = 15,000
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Fig. 2: Here we confirm (Ef) for the two functions f(w) = J(w) = 2e 3K sinh(Kw)
(left) and f(w) = w? (right). The existence of J (i.e. f for f = .J) is the key reason
a macroscopic dynamics emerges in the hydrodynamic limit. Estimation of J will
enable us to determine the PDE numerically.

5. Local Equilibrium, but no Local Gibbs. Let us return to the questions
posed at the end of Section 4.1: can we compute J analytically, and why should we
expect J satisfying ]EJ(WN(:H:E)) ~ j(IEWN(miE)) to exist at all? To address these
questions, we first review the key ideas in [Kat21] on “smooth” and “rough” local
equilibrium (LE) states. We then show that Law(zy) is not a local Gibbs measure.

5.1. Local Equilibrium. This section reviews ideas from [Kat21] and is pri-
marily for the reader’s convenience. Informally, a Markov jump process vy has an
LE state if there is an M-parameter family of distributions (where M is fixed as
N — 00) such that for each ¢ and x, the PDE-relevant information contained in the
joint law of {v;(t)}ie N (z+e) is fully determined by a single measure in this family via
some parameters Ai(t,x),..., Ay (t,x) specifying this measure. What we mean by
“PDE-relevant” will become clear at the end of the section.

Here we will only discuss LE states which can be described by a M = 1 parameter,
mean-parameterized family {p[A] | A € R}. Here, each p[A] is a probability mass func-
tion (pmf) on Z, and “mean-parameterized” means A = m4(u[\]). The prototypical
LE state takes the form

N

(5.1) Law(vy(1)) = () ulo(t,i/N)

i=1

for a continuous function v(¢t,:) : T — R, where ® denotes taking a product of
measures. Thus, the joint distribution {v;(t)};c N (24 is fully determined by pfv(t, )],
since the random variables v;(t), ¢ € N(x £¢€) are independent and approximately
distributed according to p[v(t,z)] when N > 1, e < 1. Now, define f(v) := u[v](f),
the expectation of f under u[v]. Note that under (5.1), we have

(5.2) E[v] = v(t,i/N), Ef(v;)= f(Ev,).
16



If there is a pmf p dominating the measure family p[-] (see [Kat21] for the details),
then f is finite and continuous for any f € L!(p). Moreover, by continuity of v(t,-)
and f, we can take mesoscopic averages of the equality E f (v;) = f (Ewv;) to conclude
that (Ef) is satisfied. Thus, for prototypical LE states, f exists thanks to the fact
that the marginals Law(v;) belong to a single mean-parameterized measure family.

Of course, (5.1) is an idealized situation, and for general interacting particle sys-
tems we should not expect Law (v (t)) to be an exact prototypical LE state. But the
prototypical LE state — in particular the equalities (5.2) — serve as inspiration for
our definition of smooth LE states:

DEFINITION 5.1 (Smooth LE State [Kat21]). We say a process vy has a smooth
LE state if (V) and the following hold for eacht > 0 (dependence on t omitted below):

E’ There exists a continuous v : T — R such that
(
Nlim EoNgtr] =v(t,z), Ve eT, k=0,1,2,...fixed
— 00
(Ef") For all “suitable” f, there exists a continuous f such that

Ef(oneir) ~ f (Boners), VaeeT, k=0,1,2,... fied

N
The notation A ~ B means |A — B| = 0 as N — oo.

REMARK 5.2. The class of “suitable” functions f for which (Ef’) is satisfied will
depend on the LE state. For the prototypical LE state (5.1) with dominating pmf p,
this class consists of the functions f € L(p).

By contrast,

DEFINITION 5.3 (Rough LE State [Kat21]). We say vy has a rough LFE state if
(V), (E), and (Ef) hold for each t > 0, while (E’) and (Ef’) do not.

To explain the reason for the names “smooth” and “rough”, we define “smoothly”
and “roughly” varying as follows.

DEFINITION 5.4 ([Kat21]). We say a sequence of vectorsuy € RN, N =1,2,...
is smoothly varying in a neighborhood of x if for any finite R > 0 we have

lim max |uj41 —u;| =0.
N—oo |i7Na:\§R| o il

Otherwise, uy is roughly varying.

It is straightforward to see that if vy has a smooth LE, then the expectations (Ev;)Y,
and (E f(v;))X_; are smoothly varying in the neighborhood of each z.

We have already shown in Figures la, 1b, and 2 that (V), (E), and (Ef) are
satisfied for the Metropolis wy process. Let us now show that (E’) and (Ef’) are
not satisfied. It is sufficient to show (Ew;)¥,, and (E f(w;))Y, for some f, are
roughly varying. Consider Figure 3, which depicts the observable expectations E w;,
Ew?, and E J(w;). We see that Ew; and Ew? are roughly varying, since the rough
variation persists as N increases (bottom panel). It also persists as time evolves (top
panel). Thus, we have confirmed that wy has a rough LE state. This is itself an
interesting fact; it shows that the rough LE state discovered in [Kat21] is not an
isolated phenomenon.

Based on these observables, we see that the qualitative properties of the local
equilibrium state of the Metropolis process wy are very similar to those of the Ar-

rhenius wi*. For the Arrhenius process, the points (i/N,Ew?™) also form a “cloud”
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N = 400: Evolution in time

) Elw;i(t)?] E[J(w;(t))]
z
& o2
1 S
&
« t=10" 2
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1 0 0.5 1

0.5
i/N
(a) Here we show the expectations of three observables of the wy process at different points
in time, with N = 400. In the left panel, the thin white line is the initial expected profile,
taken to be E [w;(0)] = const. X cos(27mi/N) exactly. Despite this smooth initial condition, we
see that the E [w;(t)] profile roughens over time. The E [w?] profile is also roughly varying,

although interestingly enough, E [J(w;)] is smoothly varying.

i/N

t = 1072 Increasing N

Efuw;(1)] Efw;(t)’] . EU(wi®)]
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—
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(b) The rough variation observed in (a) persists also as N increases, confirming that wy

does not have a smooth LE state. .
Fig. 3

with well-defined boundaries, and which narrows near integer values of the range. In
addition, despite the fact that both processes have a rough LE, the key functions
f (whose corresponding f arises in the PDE) has the property that (E f(w;)); is
smoothly varying in both cases. These qualitative similarities between the Arrhenius
and Metropolis LE are interesting because as we will show at the end of this section,
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there is a key difference between the local equilibrium measures of the two processes:
for the Arrhenius process, Law(wj") is induced by a local Gibbs distribution on z%",

whereas for the Metropolis process, zy does not follow a local Gibbs distribution.

REMARK 5.5. The phenomenon of narrowing near the integers is explained
in [Kat21] for the Arrhenius process, but the explanation relies on the local Gibbs
assumption, not valid for the Metropolis process.

Let us return to our main goal: computing f for f = J. Why might we expect f
to exist for a rough LE state like that of the Metropolis w7 There cannot possibly
be a mean-parameterized measure family describing each Law(w; ), because this would
imply E [J(w;)] can be expressed as a function of E [w;]. Plotting the former against
the latter confirms this is not the case (figure not shown). To answer the question,
it is insightful to return to wi*, observed in [Kat21] to have a rough LE state. In
that paper, we first confirmed that the distributions Law(w?™) are the pmfs induced
by Law(z¥") = p[A], the local Gibbs measure defined in (2.12). We then used this
explicit knowledge to show that while Law(w3™) is not mean-parameterized, we do
have that

— 1 arr arr
(5.3) BN (zte) = INe Z Law(w;™) ~ p[E WN(xie)]
1EN (zte)

for some mean-parameterized family u[]. As a result, defining f(w) = ulw](f), we see
that

E f_(w?\;fzj:e)) = /aN(x:te) (f) ~ M[EW?\;Ezie)](f) = f( W%Ezie))'
The first equality uses linearity of expectation with respect to measures; e.g. if 2Ne =
2 and p; = Law(w?™), we are using that ([ fdu1 + [ fdu2)/2 = [ fd(pa + p2)/2.

REMARK 5.6. The Arrhenius LE state shows that the PDE-relevant information
contained in the joint law of {vi(t) }ieN(z+e), 15 the measure fin(gte)-

Due to the qualitative similarity between the LE state of the Arrhenius wi;" and the
Metropolis wy, we speculate that the reason for the existence of J is the same for
the two LE states: there is some parameterized measure family to which mesoscopic
averages of Law(w;) all belong. This is supported by Figure 2 confirming (Ef) both
for f(w) = J(w) and f(w) = w?. To compute .J explicitly, however, we would need to
know this measure family. But our only guess is the family induced by a local Gibbs
product measure on Law(zy ), and we will now show that this guess is incorrect.

5.2. Local Gibbs Approximation: False but Numerically Useful. Recall
from (2.12) the form of the local Gibbs product measure p[A]. By completing the
square in the exponent, we can also write

efK(nf)\)2
pIA] = ®ip[Ai], where p[A](n) = —Z0) n € Z.
Here, Z(\) = Yoo exp(—K(m — \)?). To show that Law(zx(t)) is not a local

Gibbs distribution for any A, consider the following specially chosen observables:
fii(z) = exp (£2K(zi—1 — 22; + 2i41)) -

We will compare the expectation of the fzi under the local Gibbs measure and under
the true measure. Now, we showed in Section 6.1 of [Kat21] that

Z(A 2
(5.4) p[N(eF?) = exp(2K /4 + CK)\)(Z—(F)S/)'
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Using this formula, the fact that Z is a period 1 function, and the independence of
the z; under the product measure p[A], we compute

pIA(f5) = exp (6K £ 2K (A1 — 2\ + Xi—1)),
= p[Al (f;7) x pIA] (f7) = €K

for all 4, and regardless of A. Thus, we can confirm that Law(zy(t)) is not a local
Gibbs measure by showing that under the true measure,

(5.6) log (E [ (2w (1)] x E [f7 (an(1))] ) # 12K,

This is shown in Figure 4, with K = 1. Interestingly, the constant 12K seems to be
a tight lower bound for the lefthand side of (5.6).

(5.5)

Useful Numerical Estimate. As we will

R + -
explain in Section 6.2, the estimate Jgipns of log(ELf;" (2x)IXE[f;" (2x)])

—true val: N = 500
[
',W
y

J obtained by assuming Law(zy) = pA] is
a useful baseline estimate. To obtain Jgipps  13.5 true val: N — 2000
we must be able to write p[)‘](J(WN(xie))) —expect. under Gibbs

as a function of EWy(;+c). To do so, we A-”i
»
W
i
fo

—true val: N = 1000

of A > my (p[A]). Now, p[A](J (Wi(aure))) is

a function of \;, i € N(x £ €) and therefore

it is some further function of the E [z;]. 12.5

For general K, it is unclear whether this ‘{

further function depends on the E [z;] only \ /
through E Wy (z+c), i.e. whether a function o 'w
Sending EWN(wj:e) to p[A](‘](WN(a:ie))) ex-

ists at all. This is because the function

first note that \; must be given by \; = "*
A(E z;), where the function A is the inverse 13 M\]\
'\

-

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

A depends nonlinearly on E[z;]. However, )
. . e s . i/N
when K is small, simplifying approxima-
tions make this possible, and one obtains Fig. 4: This figure confirms (5.6), which
R _sK/2 . implies that for the Metropolis process,
(5.7)  Jgibbs(w) = 2e sinh(Kw). Law(zx(t)) is not given by a local

GKL20] £ . ¢ thi Gibbs measure. Here, K = 1, and we
See [GKL"20] for the computation of this .. 1.t 19K — 12 is a lower bound

function.  We .do not bother obtaining a for the quantity on the lefthand side
more exact estimate of Jgipps for larger K of (5.6).

since the local Gibbs distribution is incor-

rect. We only need a baseline estimate

which will help us compute the true J , and it will turn out that the estimate (5.7)
suits our needs, even for larger K.

We note that the discrepancy observed in [GKL™20] between hy, N — oo and the
solution to the PDE h; = —0, jgibbs(hmw), is mot caused by small K approximations.
The simulations in that paper take K = 0.25, for which jgibbs is a very accurate
estimate of the local Gibbs expectation. Rather, the discrepancy is caused by the fact
that the local Gibbs distribution is not the correct LE state.

6. Numerical Implementation. We begin in Section 6.1 by describing how
we simulate the Metropolis dynamics and compute expectations of observables. In
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Section 6.2, we explain in more detail how we compute the function J. Finally, in
Section 6.3, we confirm that we computed the function J correctly: we show that
the microscopic processes wy and hy converge to the solutions of the PDEs (4.9)
and (4.12), respectively, and not to the corresponding PDEs with jgibbs.

6.1. Set Up. Since the microscopic dynamics is a Markov jump process, the
path {hx(¢)}i>0 is a step function, with hy(¢) = hy when ¢ € [ty, tx+1). Therefore,
simulating the process in a time interval [0, T] amounts to drawing the pairs (hy, t),
tr < T, according to the law of the process hy. We do so using the Kinetic Monte
Carlo algorithm (KMC) [Gil76], presented in Algorithm 1 below. Note that the algo-
rithm uses rates 7 and rescales time, which is equivalent to using rates N4r®J. Given

Input: N, initial value h € Z", macroscopic end time ¢, rates r%7.
Output: Jump times t1,t9,t3,... and states hy, ho, hs, ...
540, k<0, hy < h;
while s < N*t do
R0 g (h);
Draw T ~ Exp(R);
Draw hyy; from the pdf p(h®/) = r®J(hy)/R;
s—s+T, t, < N4, k—k+1
end
Algorithm 1: KMC algorithm to simulate Markov jump processes

a smooth macroscopic initial condition hg(z), we initialize KMC with a microscopic
height profile hy(0) drawn from

(6.1) hy(0) ~ QN%O (;)J +§i)N , & ~ Bernoulli(p;),

=1

where the ¢; are independent and p; is the fractional part of N3hg(i/N). Thus E [h;] =
N3ho(i/N) exactly. This fact and the independence of the &; ensures that (init), 3 = 0,
is satisfied for wy and that N~! vazl hi(0) converges to a constant.

Most of the quantities we need to compute are observables E[f(wn(t))] of the
third order FD process wy (t). We estimate these by drawing M independent initial
conditions hg\]f)(()), k=1,..., M from the distribution (6.1), evolving them forward
using KMC, and then estimating

M
(62) E[f(wa ()]~ 1= D F(wid (D),

k=1

where WE\I;) is the third order FD of hg\]f). Some observables f we need to compute
(such as the current observable f(w) = sinh(Kw)) have extremely high variance, and
the number of samples M needed to sufficiently reduce the sample variance of (6.2) is
intractable. For such observables, we can reduce the variance further by integrating
over a small time window:

(6.3)

M
E[f(wn(t))] ~ %/I E [f(w(s)]ds ~ % kzi Fwi(s)ds, A< 1.
t,A =1

It A
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oo ho(z) = csin(2mx) | X107 ho(z) = (1 — e~ sn0m2)) 4 X107 ho(z) = csin(27z)?

0.005 0

0 1
1
-0.005 -2
-0.01 -3 0
0 0.2 04 06 08 10 02 04 06 08 10 02 04 06 08 1
T x x
wo(z) wo() wy(z)
2 2 4
1 1 2
0 0 0
1 -1 2
2 -2 4
0 0.2 04 0.6 08 10 02 04 06 08 10 02 04 06 08 1
T x €T

Fig. 5: Initial Conditions. We take ¢ = 0.0075 in the first (leftmost) column, ¢ = 0.001
in the second column, and ¢ = 0.003 in the third column. The initial condition
ho(z) = esin?(27z) in the third column is reserved for computing J.

Here, I; o is some time interval of length A containing . We can compute the
time integrals in (6.3) exactly since the paths of the process are step functions. See
Appendix B for justification of the time average approximation to the expectations
E[f(wx (1))

Figure 5 depicts the initial conditions (ICs) we used in our simulations. The
rightmost IC is reserved for computing the function J in the PDE. We use the other
two ICs to confirm the resulting J gives the correct PDE.

6.2. Computation of Current. In this section, we will describe our procedure
to compute J , for which we will use statistics collected from a process with initial
condition given by the third column in Figure 5, and K = 2.

As we mentioned in Section 4.1, our general strategy for computing J is to interpo-
late the points (EWy (y+e)(t), EJ(Wn(21)(t))) computed at multiple (¢, z). However,
we will need to refine this strategy slightly to incorporate new information and to make
numerical estimation more convenient. The new information we have is that, as seen
in Figure 3, the expectations E J(w;) vary smoothly with . Therefore we will not
average the expected current over space. The next modification is to replace expecta-
tions at a single time ¢ with expectations integrated over s € I; o. As explained above,
sample average estimates of these time-integrated quantities have much lower vari-
ance. In sum, we replace (EW y(z+¢) (1), EJ(WN(Iie) (t))) with (we a(t, ), Ta(t, z)),
where

1
(64) we,A(tax) = Z EWN(z:te)(S)dsv
It A
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and

(6.5) Ia(t, ) := % E J(w nqy(s))ds.

I, A
In what follows, we will write we a (¢, ) and Ja(t,z) to denote our sample average
estimates of these quantities, computed as in (6.3). We also sometimes abbreviate
notation by writing we A = we a(t, ) and Ja = Ja(t, x) to denote these quantities
at a generic point (¢, x).

Next, we need to address an important issue with the strategy of interpolating
(we,n, JA) to compute the function J: namely, we need the z-coordinates w. a to
span all of R in order to accurately estimate the value of J (w) for w ranging over
all of R. This is where the “baseline estimate” jgibbs come in handy. Conveniently,
J(W)/Jgibbs (W) rapidly levels out to a constant asymptote as |w| — ool Therefore, it
will be much simpler to estimate

(6.6) o(w) := j(w)/jgibbs(w),
and then obtain J as J = crjgibbs. We can estimate o(w) by interpolating the points
t 1 2
(67) {(We,A(t7x)a S jA( 71.) > ‘zaa"'al}
Jgibbs(we,A(t7x)) NN

inside a bounded domain, and extrapolating to a constant outside of it.

This strategy raises a new issue, which is that both Ja and jgibbs (we,A) approach
zero when we o — 0. We will address this issue shortly. First let us choose suitable
parameters t = ty, € = ex, A = Ay for each of N = 1000, 2000, 4000. We will then
plot three curves of points {(we a, jA/jgibbs(we’A))} corresponding to these three
values of N, to ensure that the curves have converged.

Step 1: Choose t. We observe that sup; |Ew;(t)| decreases with time, so for
the purpose of generating points w, a (¢, 2) which span a large interval, it is better to
take ¢t small. On the other hand, ¢ must be sufficiently large that the process has had
time to locally equilibrate. As N — oo, the “burn-in” time ¢y until local equilibration
— i.e. until we can expect the crucial condition (Ef) of a rough LE state to be
satisfied — should go to zero. In other words, equilibration occurs instantaneously
when N — oo. However, for finite N we must be careful to wait sufficiently long so
as to avoid collecting statistics (we a(f, ), Ja(t,)) from a pre-LE distribution. In
order to determine whether a given time t is past burn-in for a fixed N, we do the
following heuristic test: first, we check that the points (we a(t,x), Ja(t, x)), x = i/N,
all lie on a single curve, i.e. they pass the straight line test. Second, we check that
for ¢/ > t, the corresponding points lie on the same curve as at time ¢.

Step 2: Choose ¢, A. We choose appropriate values € = ¢y and A = Ay as
follows: we plot the points (6.7) (with ¢ = ty) for a range of ¢ and A, and look for
en, An which lead to curves which are neither too biased compared to the curve
corresponding to the smallest €, A, nor too noisy. Figure 6 depicts these curves for
fixed N = 4000 and several values of €, A. We omit points in the set (6.7) for which
lwe,a] < o for a 6y < 1. We see in the figure that the effect of varying A is much
less significant than the effect of varying e. For N = 4000, we take ¢ = 0.0015 and
A =4 x 10719, Using this procedure for N = 1000, 2000, we take ex = 0.003,0.002,
respectively, and Ay = 4 x 1070 for both.

Step 3: “Fill in” the curve near zero. Having identified e and Ay, we next
“fill in” the curve of points (6.7) in the neighborhood |w| < §p. We do so using the
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o K = 2: effect of ¢, A on JA/jGibbs(weyA)

1t 7
A . e
« 0.005,6 x 10710 -

0.8 « 0.005,4 x 10710 % _
+ 0.005,2 x 10710 4 7
« 0.003,6 x 10710
+ 0.003,4 x 10710 k
0.6 - 0.003,2x 10710 § y
0.001,6 x 10710 :
0.001,4 x 1071 *)'? f{
0.001,2 x 10710
1

0.4
We, A

Fig. 6: Effect of varying € and A on the curve of points (wg,A,jA/jgibbs(we)A)) at
fixed N = 4000, and K = 2. We see that varying € has a more significant effect than
does varying A. Based on this plot, we choose ey = 0.0015 and Ay =4 x 10710,

numerical observation that o has a local (and global) minimum at zero. This implies
that for small values of w we should have o(w) ~ a + bw? for some values a,b. We
find optimal a = an, b = by for each N by solving

2
(6.8) (an,bn) = arggig)l Z <JA —(a+ bwiA)JgibbS(wéyAQ )
’ |w€)A‘<51

where € = ey, A = Ay, and the sum is over all points in the set (6.7) such that
|we,a| < 01. Here, 67 is small but greater than dg. We take §; > dp in order to obtain
a smoother transition between the quadratic approximation near the origin and the
remaining curve.

Next, we visually confirm that the filled in curves converge as N increases. This
is shown in Figure 7. Finally, we use the N = 4000 curve to compute the function o,
by fitting a smoothing spline to it. We fit the spline inside a bounded interval (e.g.
[-2.5,2.5] for K = 2) by calling MATLAB’s fit routine with the option “smooth-
ingspline”. This routine implements the following minimization:

R 2
o =arg min A Z (JA/Jgibbs(We,A) - S(WE,A)>
splines s o >60
€, A

+ A Z (a+bw? 5 — s(wE,A))2 +(1=2X) / s"(x)%dx.

|we,a|<do

(6.9)

The coefficient A € (0,1) is a smoothing parameter. We then extrapolate the spline
to be constant outside the bounded interval using MATLAB’s fnxtr.

Figure 8 depicts the result of implementing this procedure for a range of K values.
For each K, we plot the points (6.7) generated from the N = 4000 process and
using the chosen ¢ = ey, A = Ap as described above. These curves are shown
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),A(vy) for increasing N

..ul!"'" SORARISR oo Lo,
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1 J._:‘!= "L!;-
A
Y ;,.' N = 1000,
08l ‘g‘ & « €=0.003,
: *,‘. ¥ A=4x10710
4 s N = 2000,
% ¥ © €= 0.002,
0.6 % K A=4x10"1
R N = 4000,
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Fig. 7: Convergence with N of the curve of points (wE,A,JA/jgibbs(weyA)), where
€ = en, A = Ay are chosen using the procedure described in the text. Near the
origin, we substitute Ja /Jgibbs(we,a) by an + wa?,A, where ay, by minimize (6.8).

in color. They appear smoother near the origin because for |we a| < 1, we replace
(We.ns Ta ) Tgibbs (We.n)) With (wen,a + bw? 5). The curves are overlayed with their
spline approximations in black.

There are two notable features of this family of corrections ¢ = ok. First, the
corrections approach the constant 1 as K decreases, in line with the observation
in [GKL"20] that the PDE derived under the local Gibbs assumption is very nearly
accurate at low K. Second, we note that o is even, nondecreasing on R™, and bounded
above and below by positive constants for all K. These qualitative observations will
enable us to extend the analysis of the PDE (1.1) done in [GKL'20], to the analysis
of the corrected PDE (1.2).

6.3. Convergence to PDE Solution. We will take K = 2 in our verification
of the PDE, and the initial height profiles hy depicted in the first two columns of
Figure 5. We numerically solve the PDE

t>0,z€(0,1)

(6.10) v € (0,1)

{ht = —0: (U(hxxx)2e% Sinh(Khxxﬂf)) )
h(O,IL’) = hO(x)a

with o computed as described in Section 6.2. For comparison, we also numerically
solve the PDE without the correction, letting h denote the solution to

t>0,z€(0,1)

(61 z e (0,1).

Bt — _aa: (2@# Sth(Kiszz)) )
h(O,x) = ho(x)a

We solved the PDEs by discretizing the spatial differential operators, and evolving the
resulting ODE forward using MATLAB’s ode15s, which is designed for stiff differential
equations. Our primary interest is to confirm that the PDE (6.10) is the correct limit
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Fig. 8: Function ¢ = ok for different values of K. The black dotted lines are the
smoothing spline interpolations computed as in (6.8), (6.9). Near w = 0, we plot
(w,a + bw?) rather than (we A, Ja/Jgibbs(we.a)). Note that the functions o are all
even, nondecreasing on R™, and bounded above and below by positive constants.
Note also that ¢ approaches the constant 1 as K decreases.

of the microscopic dynamics. We will therefore study pointwise convergence of hy
rather than the hydrodynamic convergence of Definition 3.1. We will see that

E[an(t,z)] ;= Eh Ny (t) = h(t,z), N — o0,V (z,1),

with no spatial averaging required. This is in stark contrast to the wy process, for
which Ew|n,(t) does not converge at all. We will also confirm that

EWN(zie)(t) = hoge(t, ), N — 00, ¥ (1,1),

where € = ¢(N) is chosen using the procedure described in the verification of (E) in
Section 4.2. Note that (E) only verified EW y(z+¢)(t) has some limit, whereas now
we verify this limit is the third derivative of the solution to (6.10).

We start with the initial condition ho(z) = ¢(1 — e~ (™)) The left panel
of Figure 9a depicts the evolution of E[hn(t, )] in time for N = 500, as well as
the evolution of h(t,-) and h(t,-), where h, h are solutions to (6.10) and (6.11),
respectively. The right panel shows the evolution of EWN(zie)(t) in comparison to
hppe and BIM We see that there is a nontrivial qualitative difference between the
two macroscopic evolutions, and that the evolution of the microscopic process clearly
follows the PDE (6.10) rather than the PDE (6.11). This shows that the correction
0 is necessary to capture the correct dynamics.

The left panel of Figure 9b depicts E[hy(t,-) — hn(0,-)] for t = 2 x 10~% and
N = 250,500, 1000, where the N = oo curve is h(t,-) — hg. We plot the time incre-
ment of Ehy rather than E hy itself, in order to better see the convergence (at this
t, the process hy(t) is still very close to hyx(0)). The right panel of the figure depicts
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EW N (o+¢)(t) for increasing NV, with N = oo representing h4.(t,-). The panels con-
firm that E [hy (¢, -)] is converging to h(t, ), since E [hx(0)] converges to hg by design,
and that EW (46 (t) is converging to hyee(t,-).

Figures 10a and 10b are analogous, but for the sinusoidal initial condition. For
this IC, the qualitative differences between the two macroscopic evolutions (6.10)
and (6.11) are not as significant but again, it is clear that the microscopic process
converges to the solution of (6.10).

7. PDE Analysis. We conclude the paper by generalizing the PDE results
in [GKL"20]. Setting all constants equal to 1, consider the PDE

(7.1) {ht = 7890 (U(hxrx) Slnh(hxzx))v t>0,x¢€ T

h(0,2) = ho(x), xeT

where o € C?(R), is even, nondecreasing on R*, and bounded above and below by
constants 0 < ¢ < o(w) < C for all w € R. These properties are all confirmed in
Figure 8. From (7.1), we get the following PDE for the slope z = hy:

(7.2) {Zt = —0uy (0(242) sinh(z42)), t>0,2€T

2(0,2) = zo(x) = hy(z), zeT

Before stating the main result, we introduce some notation. Let

H = {u € L*(T); /

uar = = U 2 5 uar = .
[tz =0y, v {eH(’JT),/d 0}

T

Define ¢ : R — R by

(7.3) vlu) = c+ [ ofg)sinh(a)da
0
and ¢ : H — [0, +00] by
| i v(zen)de, z €V,
(7.4) 9z) = {+oo, otherwise.

Note that we have

so that (7.2) can be written as
0
5z°
This motivates writing solutions of (7.2) as the limit of a discretized gradient flow in
the metric space H with L? distance.
In preparation for doing so, we state the following lemma. It is the same as
Proposition 3.2 in [GKLT20], but applies to the more general functional ¢ in (7.4):

Zt =

LEMMA T7.1. The functional ¢ : H — [0, 00] is A-convex for A = c/k?, where k is
the best Poincare constant for the domain T. ¢ is also proper, lower semicontinuous
in H, and satisfies coercivity, meaning that there exists a ball B(u*,r*) = {v € H :
[lv —w*||p2 < r*} such that p(u*) < oo and the infimum of ¢ over B(u*,r*) is finite.
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Evolution in time, N = 500
X 1073 Elhn(t, )] E[V_"N(zie) (t)]

—_—1 = 10_4
—t = 10_3
—h:m::zr (ta )
"""" h.’l,'.’l:.r(t’ )
0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
. i

(a) Exponential initial condition. Left: evolution of E hy in time, for N = 500. The evolution
is compared to that of h(t,-) and h(t,-). It is clear that the evolution of Ehy follows that
of h rather than h. Right: evolution of EW ;4 (t) in time for N = 500, compared to the

evolution of hgs, and Bzm We see that EWN(wie)(t) follows hg.e rather than iLzm Note
the qualitative difference between the two macroscopic profiles.

Convergence with N at t =2 x 1078
, x10°7 Elhn(t, 2) — hn(0,2)] E[Wn(p1e) (1)]

1.5
Vi
]_ L
0.5
0 /'\\*/
0
0.5
— N =500 —N =500
N = 1000 4 N = 1000
-LH— N = 2000 — N = 2000
—N =0 —N =00
: - ‘ . 15 : ‘ : ‘ :
0 02 04 06 08 10 02 04 06 08 1
XT xr

(b) Exponential initial condition. Convergence of E[hn(t,-) — hn(0,) to h(t,-) — ho, and
EWnN(cte) t0 hazza, as N — oo.

Fig. 9
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Evolution in time, N = 500
X104 Elhy(t,z) — hn(0,z)] E[Wy (210 (1)]

N

t=10""

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

(a) Sinusoidal initial condition. Left: evolution of E [hn(t,-) —hn (0, -)] in time, for N = 500.
The evolution is compared to that of h(t,-) — ho and l~1(t, -) — ho, where h, h are the solutions
to (6.10) and (6.11), respectively. The discrepancy between h(t,-) — ho and h(t,-) — ho is
clearest at ¢ = 107°. It is clear that Ehx follows h rather than h. Right: evolution of
EWn (2+e)(t) in time for N = 500, compared to the evolution of hzze and hzze. On the O(1)
scale of hzy., the difference between h.., and ﬁmx is imperceptible.

Convergence with N at t = 1076

5 x107° Elhn(t,z) — hn(0, )] . E[W N (gte) ()]
—N =250 —N =250
N =500 N =500
— N = 1000 2y — N = 1000
—N = —N =
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0 0l
1t
2 [
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(b) Sinusoidal initial condition. Convergence of E [hn(t,-) — hn(0,-)] to h(t,-) — ho, and
EWN(:vie) t0 heez, as N — 00.

Fig. 10
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See the end of this section for the proof. Now, define the proximal operator
Tolu) = agmin { o(0) + o v — ]
rlu] = arg min v —I|lv—u .
& veH 2T

The proximal operator is the variational formulation of the update for gradient descent
on ¢ with step size 7. The convexity and lower semicontinuity of ¢ ensures that
the minimizer of the above objective exists and is unique. Using 7, we form the
approximate solution

z2a(t) = (Tem) " [20)-

Using Lemma 7.1 and the theory of gradient flows in metric spaces (see [GKLT20]
and the citations therein, in particular [AGS08]), one can show that given 2z € H,
the sequence z,(t) converges in H to z(t), which is the unique evolution variational
inequality (EVI) solution to the PDE (7.2). See [GKL'20] and [AGS08] for the
definition of the EVI solution. Finally, if hg enjoys more regularity, then the EVI
solution z(t) is a strong solution. We have the following theorem, which is analogous
to Theorem 3.6 in [GKL20].

THEOREM 7.2. Let
D ={z¢eV | (0(24¢)sinh(22)),, € H}.

Take T > 0 and zp € D such that ¢(zp) < co. Then (7.2) has a unique global strong
solution z in the sense that 0yz = —0py (0(24x) sinh(2z,)) for all t > 0, and such that

z € C([0,T); D)NCL([0,T]; H).
Moreover, we have the following decay:

lz(t)]lz2 < ||lz0llz2 ¥t >0,

(7.5) e
10e2() || L2 < € ||Oa (0 (Oza20) sinh(0ra20))|| 2 VE > 0,

where \ is as in Lemma 7.1.
Let us now present the proof of Lemma 7.1.

Proof of Lemma 7.1. ¢ is proper since u = 0 satisfies ¢(u) < o0, so {¢ < oo} is
nonempty. Since ¢ > 0, it is obviously coercive. Now we show ¢ is A-convex with
A\ = ¢/K?, where & is the best Poincare constant for the domain T. First, note that

Y (w) = o(w) cosh(w) + o’ (w) sinh(w) > ccosh(w) > c.

Now, analogously to [GKL™20], define

(7.6) (1) = A(1-t)¢(um)+w(um)— T PSS B R

Note that I(0) = I(1) =0, so I(¢) > 0 provided I"(¢) < 0. We compute I"(t) below,
substituting A = ¢/k? in the second line:

I//(t) = )\/(U — U)de — /(uzz — Uzz)21/)”((1 — ) Ugy + Vg )dT
(7.7) T T
< ;62 ’JI‘(U - U)de - C/E(umc - vmx)2d$ <0,
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applying the Poincare inequality twice. Hence ¢ is A-convex. The lower semi-
continuity of ¢ will follow from the convexity of ¢ and the below bound (7.9); for
the details, see [GKL"20]. For z € V, we have

E/ ‘(zm)ﬂzdx < c/ o) dy < 20/ cosh((zz2) T )dw
2 Jr TN{zz2>0} TN{zze>0}

(7.8)
< QC/Tcosh(zm)dx < 2¢(z).

Applying an analogous inequality with the negative part of z.,, we conclude that

(79) loaellfs < 26(2). 0

8. Conclusion. We have derived the continuity equation h; = —&Cj (hyzz) gOV-
erning the hydrodynamic limit of a Metropolis rate jump process in the rough scaling
regime. Due to the surprising fact that the local equilibrium (LE) state of this process
is not local Gibbs, and is unknown, we opted for a numerical approach to compute the
current J. We conclude with an observation about this approach. Although it took
into account some specific properties of the model, the basic principle underlying our
approach is quite general. Namely, if a system is in LE, then the expectations of a
local nonlinear observable f in different mesoscopic regions depend in the same way
(through a universal function f ) on a finite number of usually linear statistics in these
regions. In our case, this statistic is the first moment E Wy (,+), which is essentially
the local value of hg.,. We can infer the function f by plotting the f expectations
against the linear statistics, collected from sample runs of the process. We believe our
numerical approach can be useful to derive the PDE limit of interacting particle sys-
tems in which an explicit expression for the LE distribution is not available, provided
the PDE derivation reduces to computing the expectation of an observable f in LE.

Appendix A. Proofs of Claims in Section 4.1. The proof of Claim 4.1
relies on the following lemma.

LEMMA A.1. Under the conditions of the claim, there exists R(t) > 0 such that

1,
IP’(N;N hi(t)|>R(t)>—>0, N — oo.

Proof. Let C(t) = supy max;—1, . n E|w;(t)|, which is finite thanks to (w-bd).

Let h; = hi(t), w; = w;(t). Write

.....

i—2 J k
(A1) hi:ZZng—&—aNiQ—&—bNi—ch, i=0,...,N—1,

§=0 k=0 ¢=0

and note that we have the bound

=1 i=1

N N
N> |h| < DN"* [N3 > lwil + N¥jan| + N?[b| + N|cN|]
(A.2)

N
=D lN_IZ|wz| + N~ an| + N2 |by| +N_3|CN|]
i=1
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for some constant D. Thus it suffices to show there exists a constant R(¢) such
that P(N ! Zfil lw;| > R(t)/4), P(N"lan| > R(t)/4), P(N"2|by| > R(t)/4), and
P(N~3|ey| > R(t)/4) all go to zero as N — oo. The first probability goes to zero
by (w-bd).

We will now solve for ay, by, cy. Note that taking h; as in (A.1), we immediately
get that w; = hy1o —3h;41 —3h;+hi—1 fori=1,..., N — 3, but we must also ensure
that w; = hjyo — 3hiy1 — 3h; + hj—q for i = 0, N — 2, N — 1. This is equivalent to
extending the definition of h; to i = N, N+ 1, N +2 and setting hg = hnx, h1 = hny1,
ha = hny42. One can show that the equality he = hyyo will follow from the other
two equalities. Setting hg equal to hy gives

N-2 j k
en = Sns+ N%ay + Nboy +cn, Snysz= ZZW'
§=0 k=0 £=0
Setting hy equal to hyy1 gives
N-1 k
an +by +cn =Snsz+Snae+ (N+1)2ay + (N + )by +eny, Syo= Z Zwe-
k=0 £=0

These two equations give ay = —Sn,2/2N and by = Sy2/2 — Sn3/N. It is straight-
forward to see that we have the bound E|Sy 2| < DC(t)N? for some constant D, so
N7IE|any| = N72E|Sn2|/2 < DCO(t). A similar argument gives N 2E [by| < DC(t).
We can estimate N ~3|cx| by recalling that N=* ", h; =: My converges to M in prob-
ability. This gives

N—-1 N-1 N—-1:—2 j k
N4MN:SN’4+0,N E i2+bN E ’i+NCN, SN,4: E E Wy
=0 =0 =0 j=0 k=0 ¢=0

so that
N73en| < |My|+ N~ Snal + DN Han| + DN 72|by|.

The first summand on the right is bounded in probability, and the second, thirds, and
fourth summands are bounded in expectation, so it follows that N~3|cy| is bounded
in probability. 0

Proof of Claim 4.1. Let us show a unique function h = h(t,-) exists such that

' hdr = M, hypre = w, and h, hy, by, are all periodic. Such a function necessarily
0
takes the form

h(t,z) = /0 /0 /0 w(t, u)dudzdy + a(t)a? + b(t)z + o(t),

so we show there is a unique choice of a(t),b(t), ¢(t). First note that by definition of
wy as the third order FD of some process, we have ). w;(t) = 0 for all ¢ (recall that
lattice site indexing is periodic). Therefore, taking ¢ = 1, we get that [w(t, z)dz =0
for all t. Now, we have hy, = [ w(t,u)du + 2a(t), which is periodic for any a(t),
since [w(t,z)dz = 0. Equating h(t,0) and h(t,1), we get the condition

1 Y z
c(t) = h(t,0) = h(t,1) = /0 /0 /0 w(t, u)dudzdy + a(t) + b(t) + c(t).
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Equating h,(t,0) with h,(¢,1), we get the condition

b(t) = he(t,0) = h(t,1) = /01 /OZ w(t, w)dudz + 2a(t) + b(t).

Finally, integrating h, we get the condition

M= /01 h(z)dz = /01 /Ow /Oy /OZ w(t, u)dudzdydz + a(t)/3 + b(t) /2 + c(t).

It is clear that this system of equations has a unique solution a(t),b(t),c(t), so a
unique h satisfying the conditions exists. Now, we need to show that for all ¢ € C(T),
we have

(A3) NS 0NN () " /O 6(2)h(t, z)dz

for this h. Since ), h;(t) stays fixed under the crystal surface dynamics, we already
know this is true for ¢ = 1. Indeed, we have

1 N 1 N 1
1 —3p oy L = _
N;N h(t) N;N he(0) — M /Oh(t,x)da:.

Thus, it suffices to show (A.3) for continuous ¢ which integrate to 0. For such a ¢,
there exists a O3, periodic v such that """ = ¢ and 1)’, ¥" are also periodic. This is
true by the same argument as above. Now, let ¥; = ¥(i/N), and

(A.4) Yl =thic1 — e, V=l —0l, W) =l -7
Note that by continuity of ¢ = ",

Cn =max [¢"(i/N) — N*)}| -0, N — oc.

We then have

1 1
’N > " (i/N)N~*h; — N > Wih
(A5) =1 i=1
1SN,
gC’NNZ;N \hil,

omitting the t for brevity. Therefore,

1 Y 1Y
- "y - 3. = 3 .
]P’(‘ N ;:1 " (i/NYN~>h; N ;:1 W h;

e

N
1 § -3

(A.6)

using the Lemma. Thus it suffices to prove % Zfi1 1/)?h1- converges in probability to
J ¢(z)h(t,z)dx. Define

(A7) h}=h; —hi_1, h?

K2

1 1 3 2 2
:hi *hi—p hi :hi *hi—l
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Note that h? = h; — 3hj—1 + 3h;—a — h;_3 = w;_3. Now, for arbitrary N-periodic
sequences { fx }kez, {9k }kez, we have by the summation by parts formula,

N N N
D g —g8) = fxgnn — figr = > gk(fe = fom1) = = Y gu(fs = fr),
k=1 k=1

k=2

so there are no boundary terms thanks to the periodicity. We now apply summation
by parts three times to get

N N
D Uthi ==Y Win] Zl/J = (o1 —thi_2)h}
i=1 i=1
N N
== i oh} = —Z%—zwi—z == ¥(i/N)w
i=1 i=1 i=1

(A.8)

Thus

*Zw?’h ——waz/N ;e /w ta:dx_/ e

The last equality is by three applications of integration by parts. There are no bound-
ary terms because 1, h, and their first three spatial derivatives, are all periodic. 0O

For the proof of Claims 4.4, 4.5, recall that to a vector v = (vq,...,vy) we associate
a signed measure on the unit interval, as follows:

(A.9) v & i_\[: (x - > .

Also, recall from Remark 4.2 that (¢ p)( fo p(dy) for a signed measure
1 defined on the unit torus and a functlon ¢ € L(u ) and that (¢ x wn(t,-))(x) =
WN(z+e)(t), where ¢c(z) = 2%]1(_676) (z). Further, note that if ¢ is even, and the
function (x,y) — ¥(x)¢(x — y) is integrable with respect to pu(dy)dz on T x T, then
we have the identity

", /Ow (6% w)(a dxf//w )i dy)da
/ (dy) / Y(2)o(y — ) dw—/ol(w*aﬁ)(y)u(dy)-

Proof of Claim 4.4. Since v is continuous and hence uniformly continuous on
[0,1], we have sup ey [¢(x) — (¢ * ¢e)(z)| — 0 as € — 0, with ¢, as above. Using this
and (w-bd), we have that
2| [v@yun(tds) - [ 60w t,do)

< max | (1) — 6)(i/N) | max E

(A.11)

goes to zero as N — oo and then ¢ — 0. Therefore, it suffices to show [(¢ *
¢e)(z)wn (¢, dx) converges in L' (with respect to randomness) to [ (z)w(t,z)dz.
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Now, [(4 * 6)(@)wn (t,dz) = [ (@)W ase)(t)da by (A.10), and
(A.12)

’/w L)W N (z+6) dx—/¢ w(t, x)dx

which goes to zero by the definition of pointwise mesoscopic convergence, combined
with (w-bd) and the continuity of w which allows us to apply Lebesgue Dominated
Convergence. ]

Proof of Claim 4.5. As argued in the main text, the lefthand side of (4.10) is the
limit of [ ¢(2)E [Wx(zte)(t) — Wi(zte)(0)] dz and

< ||¢|\00/E|WN(IiE)(t) —w(t,z)|dx,

/ w WN(:vie (t) - WN(a:ie) (0)}6156

e / = Zle « 6) (N) E (DY J (wi(s)]ds,

where Dy J(w;) = J(wi—2) — 4J(wi—1) + 6J(w;) — 4J(wit1) + J(wit2). We can
now use that summation by parts yields no boundary terms when the sequences are
periodic, as above. Thus we can move D}, onto (¢ x ¢.)(i/N) provided we define
D% (¥ % ¢.)(i/N) as the appropriately shifted fourth order finite difference obtained
in the summation by parts, rather than the centered fourth order FD. Thus we can
write

1
/0 P()E [Fx (o) () — Far(ooy(0))da

— N / o ti £ 6.) (N) B [ (wi(5)))ds.

Since D3 is only shifted by a finite number of indices, we still have by the smoothness
of 1 that

C s C. s
[ND (5 9 0/N) = (W 5 6 (i/N)| < 8D loolBellir = 16 e

for some constant C'. Thus,

t 1 N ;
S [N DR 6 — () 6] (N) E J(wi(s))ds
i=1

(A.13)
C t
< N/o mlax|IEJ(wi(s))|ds,

which goes to zero as N — oo by the boundedness assumption (J-bd). Next, we have

(A.14)

" N
/0 %Zw(“ % ¢c)(i/N)E J (wi(s))ds

t ol t ol B
- / / (WD x ¢ )(2)E J(wy(s))(dx)ds = / / YW (@)E J(W iy (aeee (5))dads,
0 0 0 0



using identity (A.10) with p(dz) = EJ(wy(s))(dz) = + Zf\; E J(w;(s))d(xz —i/N)
and ¢ = ¢.. By the pointwise convergence of EJ(WN(xiE)(s)) to j(w(s,x)) and
boundedness (J-bd), we conclude by applying dominated convergence. ]

Appendix B. Justification of Time Averaging. We now justify using a
sample average estimate of the time average E a[f(w;(t))] := % flt L E[f(wi(s))]ds
in place of a sample average estimate of E [f(w;(¢))]. Let E™ and ]EYTAL denote the n-
sample estimates of E and E a, respectively (see (6.2) and (6.3)). We first show that
by taking A small enough, decreasing A further has no effect on E} [f(w;)], except
perhaps to increase its variance. This is shown in the left panels in Figure 11 (a), (b)
for f(w) = J(w) and f(w) = w, respectively. Fixing A =2 x 107?, we now show that
as we increase n, the estimate E™[f(w;)] approaches E [f(w;)]. See the righthand
panels in Figure 11 (a), (b).
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EX[J(w;)] for several A

GE}"[J(w,-)] compared to E} [J(w;)]

4 -
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i/N i/N

(a) Left: we choose A small enough, so that the effect of decreasing A on the estimator
E X [J(w;)] is negligible. Right: As n increases, the instantaneous-time estimator E"[J (w;)]

approaches E a[J(w;)].

EX [w;] for several A

E"[w;] compared to EX [w;]

2 2.
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i/N i/N

(b) Same as above, but now with the observable wx +— w;.
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