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Abstract

We derive Euler equations from a Hamiltonian microscopic dynamics. The mi-
croscopic system is a one-dimensional disordered harmonic chain, and the dynamics
is either quantum or classical. This chain is an Anderson insulator with a symme-
try protected mode: Thermal fluctuations are frozen while the low modes ensure the
transport of elongation, momentum and mechanical energy, that evolve according to
Euler equations in an hyperbolic scaling limit. In this paper, we strengthen consider-
ably the results in [3] and [12], where we established a limit in mean starting from a
local Gibbs state: We now control the second moment of the fluctuations around the
average, yielding a limit in probability, and we enlarge the class of admissible initial
states.

1 Introduction and results

The deep understanding of transport properties of materials is of fundamental physical
interest. It is also an utmost challenging task from a mathematical perspective, and only
some specific cases have been successfully investigated so far. Here we focus on the deriva-
tion of Euler system of conservation laws in an appropriate scaling limit, the so-called
hyperbolic space-time rescaling, where both space and time are rescaled by a common
factor n→ ∞.

The usual route to Euler equations rests on some form of ergodicity : The replacement of
time averages by a spatial averages allows to close the equations of motion for the conserved
fields. These fields usually involve at least the number of particles, conveniently replaced
by elongation in 1-d systems, momentum and energy. However, while the common belief is
that “typical” anharmonic dynamics are ergodic in the large volume limit, it has so far not
been possible to establish it at a mathematical level of rigor. Instead, most rigorous results
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rely on the introduction of some noise that mimics the effect of anharmonic interactions and
ensure ergodicity [18, 7, 14]. In addition, recently, the macroscopic evolution of conserved
charges was derived rigorously for a class of 1-d quantum systems in the hyperbolic scaling
[11], but the number of charges remains unknown as a consequence of the lack of knowledge
on the ergodicity.

In [3] and [12], we have introduced a completely new approach to this question, that
we further investigate in this paper. Indeed, we consider an integrable, hence strongly
non-ergodic, dynamics and show the validity of Euler equations in an hyperbolic scaling
limit. While the integrability and some particular features of our model render possible a
full mathematical treatment, our primary objective is not to exploit these specific aspects.
Instead, we want to convey the message that ergodicity needs not to be the crucial ingredient
for the emergence of the hydrodynamic behavior described by Euler equations. In our work,
the macroscopic description is derived from the fact that mechanical and thermal modes,
corresponding respectively to low and high modes, evolve on strikingly different time scales.
We live to further investigations the possibility of implementing our strategy in the presence
of anharmonic interactions.

Model. We study the disordered harmonic chain described by the Hamiltonian

H =

n∑

x=1

p2x
2mx

+ g
(qx+1 − qx)

2

2

where n is the number of particles, with canonical coordinates (px, qx) (boundary conditions
will be specified later on and play no crucial role). We will further fix energy units so that
g = 1. The equations of motion are given by

mx
dqx
dt

= px,
dpx
dt

= (∆q)x

where ∆ denotes the lattice Laplacian. We consider both classical and quantum dynamics,
and these equations of motion should thus be interpreted either as Hamilton equations, or
as Heisenberg equations.

Crucially, the masses mx are assumed to be random and independent. This guarantees
that the spectrum of M−1∆ is Anderson localized, with a localization length diverging as
one approaches the ground state, where M is the diagonal matrix with Mx,x = mx, cf.
[8, 22, 10, 2]. The ground state, explicitly given by ψ(x) = 1/

√
N for x = 1, . . . , n, is an

example of a symmetry protected mode, here issuing from the conservations of momentum.
Anderson localization guarantees that thermal fluctuations are frozen on all time scales, so
that the evolution of the mechanical energy is entirely slaved to the evolution of momentum
and elongation (cf. below).

The system has three obvious locally conserved quantities (that may be destroyed at
the boundary depending on the choice of boundary conditions): energy, momentum and
elongation:

Hn =

n∑

x=1

1

2

(
p2x
mx

+ r2x

)

=:

n∑

x=1

ex, Pn =

n∑

x=1

px, Rn =

n∑

x=1

rx, (1.1)
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with
rx = qx+1 − qx.

Since the dynamics is integrable, there exists actually a full set of conserved quantities. As
said though, we are not primarily interested in studying peculiarities of integrable systems;
these other quantities will actually remain frozen in the macroscopic limit for the type of
initial states that we consider, cf. [3, 12].

Our choice of working with a one-dimensional lattice is mainly motivated by technical
considerations: No detailed description of the spectrum of M−1∆ is available in higher
dimensions, and it is no longer possible to use the convenient elongation variables rx instead
of qx if d > 1. We expect however that our approach extends to higher dimensions, though
one may not be able to carry over a full mathematical proof. In particular, in dimension 3 at
moderate values of the disorder strength, high modes presumably become diffusive instead
of staying localized. Since diffusive motion is too slow to be observed in the hyperbolic
scaling limit, thermal fluctuations would appear frozen as well and we reckon that the
hydrodynamic behavior will still be determined by the evolution of mechanical modes. The
same phenomenology is at play for clean harmonic chains perturbed by a noise [7, 14, 15].

Initial states. We assume that the system is initially in a local equilibrium state, that
is presumably the most common state of matter in usual circumstances. In our case, it is
characterized by three macroscopic (smooth) profiles: the inverse temperature profile β(y),
the momentum profile p̄(y) and the elongation profile r̄(y), with y ∈ [0, 1]. This means
that, at the microscopic site x, the local inverse temperature is βx := β(x/n), the average
momentum is p̄x := p̄(x/n) and the average elongation is r̄x := r̄(x/n).

For a classical dynamics, this state is given by a local Gibbs state, see (2.6) in Sec-
tion 2.1. If the system is quantum, the precise definition is provided by Assumptions 1-3
in Section 3.1, that involve some clustering conditions. We notice that a local Gibbs state
analogous to the classical local Gibbs state satisfies these conditions, see the definition
(3.14) and Theorem 3.2 in Section 3.1. However, our definition is more general and may in
particular be satisfied by pure states. Actually, the eigenstate thermalization hypothesis
and the notion of quantum typicality [9][21][20] suggest that, if the system is prepared
through some thermal process, the state of the system will share many similarities with a
thermal state, and may satisfy the required conditions.

Outline of the results. On the macroscopic level, the evolution of the three conserved
fields Hn, Pn and Rn is described by the following system of conservation laws, known as
Euler equations:

∂tr(y, t) =
1

m̄
∂yp(y, t), ∂tp(y, t) = ∂yr(y, t), ∂te(y, t) =

1

m̄
∂y (r(y, t)p(y, t)) (1.2)

where m denotes the average mass (one may not immediately recognize Euler equations,
because they are here written in Lagrangian coordinates, through the use of the elongation
variable rx). More precisely, we have established in [3, 12] that, given a smooth test function
f on [0, 1], the following limit on average holds:

1

n

n∑

x=1

f
(x

n

)

〈zx(nt)〉ρ →
∫ 1

0

f(y)z(y, t)dy (1.3)
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as n → ∞ almost surely w.r.t. the distribution of the masses, uniformly for any time t
smaller than some arbitrary time horizon T , where z stands for r, p or e, where z stands
for r, p or e respectively, and where 〈·〉ρ denotes the averaging w.r.t. a local Gibbs state.

It is interesting to observe that the solution e(y, t) to the above Euler equations reads

e(y, t) =
p2(y, t)

2m̄
+

r2(y, t)

2
+ C(y)

where C(y) is a constant that depends on the initial conditions and is simply equal to the
local temperature in the classical set-up. This means that the macroscopic evolution of
the energy is slaved to the macroscopic evolution of the elongation and momentum, with a
functional dependence that is the same as on the microscopic level. We expect this to be
more general: IfOx = f(rx, px) is a microscopic local observable, its macroscopic description
would be simply given by f(r(y, t), p(y, t)) (we have here taken a local observable depending
on a single site but this restriction can be dropped). We leave this to further investigations.

In this paper, we extend our previous results by proving a convergence in quadratic
variation and allowing for a broader class of initial states in the quantum set-up. In
Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 3.1 below, devoted respectively to the classical and quantum
dynamics, we establish that

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f
(x

n

)

rx(nt)−
∫ 1

0

f(y)r(y, t)dy

)2〉

ρ

→ 0,

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f
(x

n

)

px(nt)−
∫ 1

0

f(y)p(y, t)dy

)2〉

ρ

→ 0,

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f
(x

n

)

ex(nt)−
∫ 1

0

f(y)e(y, t)dy

)2〉

ρ

→ 0.

as n→ ∞, almost surely w.r.t. the distribution of the masses, and uniformly for any time
t smaller than some arbitrary time horizon T . In addition, 〈·〉ρ refers now to any local
equilibrium state as described above.

The convergence in quadratic variation implies a strong concentration around the av-
erage behavior and provides concrete support to the claim that ergodic averages suppress
fluctuations at the macroscopic scale. It is also a first step towards a more global control
over out-of-equilibrium fluctuations. Indeed, in macroscopic fluctuation theories [4], the
Euler equation would appear as the minimizer of an action functional and macroscopic
fluctuations are expected to be exponentially suppressed as a function of the system size.
We hope that the techniques developed in this paper will prove useful in establishing such
a global picture.

As they stand, our bounds already yield a convergence in probability of the empirical
distributions to their classical limit: For any δ > 0,

Pρ

(∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

n

n∑

x=1

f
(x

n

)

zx(nt)−
∫ 1

0

f(y)z(y, t)dy

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
> δ

)

→ 0
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as n → ∞, with z = r, z = p or z = e. In the classical set-up, Pρ denotes the probability
induced by the average 〈·〉ρ, and the claim follows from Markov inequality. Indeed, writing

On =
1

n

n∑

x=1

f
(x

n

)

zx(nt)−
(∫ 1

0

f(y)z(y, t)dy

)

,

we derive

Pρ(|On| > δ) = Pρ(O
2
n > δ2) ≤ 〈O2

n〉ρ
δ2

that converges to 0 as n→ ∞.
In the quantum set-up, one first needs to properly define the probability Pρ on the

left-hand side. Let us define the operators

On =
1

n

n∑

x=1

f
(x

n

)

zx(nt)−
(∫ 1

0

f(y)z(y, t)dy

)

Id

for any n ≥ 1. Let also P n
δ be the projector on the spectral subspace spanned by all

normalized states f such that ‖O2
nf‖2 ≤ δ2. Following the basic postulates of quantum

mechanics, we define
Pρ(|On| > δ) = 〈Id− P n

δ 〉ρ
and we obtain

〈Id− P n
δ 〉ρ ≤ 〈(Id− P n

δ )O
2
n(Id− P n

δ )〉ρ
δ2

≤ 〈O2
n〉ρ
δ2

that converges here as well to 0 as n→ ∞. To our knowledge, it is the first time that such
a limit in probability is shown starting from a fully quantum system. Reminding that ρ
may be a pure state, the result shows how the probabilistic quantum description may lead
to a purely classical and deterministic behavior in the macroscopic limit.

Remarks on the proofs. The proofs of Theorem 2.1 and Theorem 3.1 rely first on our
previous result, the convergence on average (1.3), and on the methods developed in [3, 12].
We refer to these papers for a heuristic description of these methods. Let us here comment
on the principal difficulty that needed to be overcome in order to establish the Theorems
2.1 and 3.1. The main technical step was to derive a sufficient decay of correlations for
local observables at the hyperbolic time scale, cf. (2.36) for the classical case, and (3.42) for
the quantum case. Indeed, let us take the observable px as an example. For a finite time t,
〈px(t)py(t)〉ρ decays sufficiently fast as a function of |x− y|, assuming that the initial state
has suitable decaying properties, as we do. This decay follows from analyticity and holds
independently of localization. However, this argument breaks as soon as we rescale the
time t with the length of the system n, since faraway observables may in principle become
entangled and correlated. But correlation is suppressed by localization in our case. More
specifically, when |x − y| ≥ nθ for some suitable 0 < θ < 1, localization estimates (2.18)
in Lemma 2.2 provide the desired decay for the high modes of px(nt) at any time-scale, cf.
(2.31) and (3.37). We prove that this decay holds and that the contributions from the low
modes and from the sites with |x− y| < nθ is vanishing.
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Plan of the paper. In the rest of this paper, the above claims will be made mathemat-
ically rigorous. First, we deal with the classical dynamics in Section 2, where we state and
prove Theorem 2.1. Second, Section 3 is devoted to the study of the quantum dynamics;
Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 are shown there.

2 Classical case

2.1 Model and Result

We consider a classical disordered chain of n harmonic oscillators in one dimension.
The phase space is given by {(p, q) ∈ R

2n}, where p = (p1, . . . , pn), q = (q1, . . . , qn) ∈ R
n

denote the momentum and position vectors, respectively. We label particles by x ∈ In =
{1, . . . , n}. Let us define the discrete gradients ∇− : Rn−1 → Rn and ∇+ : Rn → Rn−1 such
that, for any v ∈ Rn−1, w ∈ Rn, x ∈ In, and y ∈ In−1, we have

(∇−v)x = vx − vx−1, (∇+w)y = wy+1 − wy, (2.1)

with the convention vn = 0. Let ∆ denote the discrete Laplacian with free boundary
conditions: For any v ∈ Rn and x ∈ In,

∆ = ∇−∇+, (∆v)x = vx+1 − 2vx + vx−1, (2.2)

with the conventions vn+1 = vn and v0 = v1.
The Hamiltonian Hn is defined on R2n as:

Hn(p, q) =
1

2

n∑

x=1

(
p2x
mx

+ (qx+1 − qx)
2

)

, (2.3)

where {mx}∞x=1 are i.i.d random variables defined on a probability space (Ω,F ,P). We
denote the expectation w.r.t P with E. We let also

m̄ = E(mx).

Furthermore, we assume the law of the random variables to be smooth and compactly
supported in [m−, m+] with 0 < m− < m+ < ∞. These assumptions are the same as in
[2][3] and allow to exploit results on Anderson localization. Notice that we assume free
boundary conditions q0 = q1 and qn = qn+1 in (2.3), for the sake of concreteness.

Let us define the elongation variable r as follows: for any x ∈ In−1,

rx = (∇+q)x. (2.4)

Free boundary conditions in terms of elongation variable read r0 = rn = 0. From now on,
we describe our model in terms of these variables. The equations of motion (Hamiltonian
dynamics) in this coordinate is as follows:

ṙx = (∇+M
−1p)x, x ∈ In−1, ṗx = (∇−r)x, x ∈ In, (2.5)

where M = diag(m1, . . . , mn) is the diagonal matrix of masses, in the first equation r0 =
rn = 0 is considered, and ȧ denotes the time derivative, i.e. ȧ = da/dt.
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Despite the existence of a full set of conserved quantities, we focus on the evolution
of the locally conserved quantities Hn, Pn and Rn defined in (1.1) (let us notice that
while Hn and Pn are also globally conserved, the conservation of Rn is broken at the
boundaries). As initial state of the chain, we take a locally Gibbs state parametrized by
the local values of these three quantities. This state is thus parameterized by a temperature
profile β ∈ C0([0, 1]) with 0 < β− ≤ β(y) ≤ β+ < ∞, a momentum profile p̄ ∈ C1([0, 1])
and an elongation profile r̄ ∈ C1([0, 1]) with r̄(0) = r̄(1) = 0. Given β, p̄, r̄, as above,
the locally Gibbs state is a probability distribution defined on R

2n−1, with the following
probability density ρnβ,p̄,r̄:

ρnβ,p̄,r̄(r, p) =
1

Zn

exp

(

−1

2

n∑

x=1

[
βx
mx

(

px − p̄x
mx

m̄

)2

+ βx (rx − r̄x)
2

])

, (2.6)

where we used the shorthand notation βx := β( x
n
), p̄x := p̄( x

n
), r̄x := r̄( x

n
) and where Zn

is a normalizing constant. We will drop the subscripts and superscripts from ρ whenever
there is no risk of confusion. We denote the expectation w.r.t ρ by 〈.〉ρ: For any suitable
observable O(r, p) : R2n−1 → R, we define

〈O〉ρ :=
∫

R2n−1

O(r, p)ρnβ,p̄,r̄(r, p)drdp. (2.7)

At the macroscopic level, fix the macroscopic time T > 0 and let the initial profile of
elongation and momentum evolve according to the following system of conservation laws:

∂tr(y, t) =
1

m̄
∂yp(y, t), ∂tp(y, t) = ∂yr(y, t), ∂te(y, t) =

1

m̄
∂y (r(y, t)p(y, t)) , (2.8)

where r, p ∈ C1([0, 1]× [0, T ]), with the following initial and boundary conditions:

r(y, 0) = r̄(y), p(y, 0) = p̄(y), e(y, 0) =
p̄2(y)

2m̄
+
r̄2(y)

2
+

1

β(y)
,

r(0, t) = r(1, t) = 0 ∀t ∈ [0, T ].

(2.9)

The hydrodynamic limit on average (1.3) was proven in [3] and we now improve this result
into

Theorem 2.1. Let f ∈ C0([0, 1]) be an arbitrary test function. Fix T > 0. Initially let

the chain to be in the locally Gibbs state ρnβ,p̄,r̄ (2.6), corresponding to the profiles β, p̄, r̄
satisfying the assumptions stated in the definition of (2.6), and recall 〈·〉ρn to be the average

w.r.t this state (2.7). Denote the solution to the microscopic evolution equation (2.5) by

(r(t), p(t), e(t)). Moreover, let r(y, t), p(y, t), e(y, t) denote the solution to the macroscopic

evolution equation (2.8) with initial and boundary conditions (2.9). Then for any t ∈ [0, T ]
we have: 〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)rx(nt)−

∫ 1

0

f(y)r(y, t)dy

)2〉

ρn

→ 0, (2.10)

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)px(nt)−

∫ 1

0

f(y)p(y, t)dy

)2〉

ρn

→ 0, (2.11)
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〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)ex(nt)−

∫ 1

0

f(y)e(y, t)dy

)2〉

ρn

→ 0, (2.12)

as n→ ∞ almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses.

Before proceeding, let us briefly mention that the usual mathematical tool to control
moments similar to the above ones is the relative entropy method (cf. [23][18]). However,
it is not clear that this method could be applied here, and we are able to handle them with
a novel approach, i.e. by using localization estimates. We devote the rest of this section to
the proof of Theorem 2.1.

2.2 Solution to the equation of motion and localization

The proof of Theorem 2.1 rests on localization of the high eigenmodes of the chain.
In this section, we solve the equation of motion (2.5) explicitly and state the localization
estimates. Consequently, we can obtain proper decay estimates.

2.2.1 Solution to the equation of motion

We denote the inner product in Rn by 〈, 〉n, and we drop the subscript whenever it is
convenient. Recall the definition of matrices ∇−, ∇+, ∆, and M (2.1), (2.2), (2.5). Taking
the time derivative of (2.5) we get:

r̈x = (∇+M
−1∇−r)x, 1 ≤ x ≤ n− 1; p̈x = (∆M−1p)x, 1 ≤ x ≤ n, (2.13)

where one should recall r0 = rn in the first equation, and free boundary conditions (p0/m0 =
p1/m1, pn/mn = pn+1/mn+1) in the second equation.

Notice that ∆† = ∆ and ∇†
+ = −∇−. Define

Ap :=M− 1
2 (−∆)M− 1

2 ∈ R
n×n, Ar := −∇+M

−1∇− ∈ R
(n−1)×(n−1). (2.14)

Ap is symmetric, positive semidefinite, and it has a non-degenerate spectrum almost surely
(cf. proposition II.1 of [16]). We denote this spectrum by 0 = ω2

0 < ω2
1 < · · · < ω2

n−1, and
designate their corresponding eigenvectors by {ϕk}n−1

k=0, such that they form an orthonormal
basis for Rn. In particular, 〈ϕk, ϕj〉 = δk,j.

On the other hand, one can check that Ar is a positive symmetric matrix. Furthermore,
if for k ∈ In−1, we denote φk := 1

ωk
∇+M

− 1
2ϕk, then by using the fact that ∆ = ∇−∇+,

it is straightforward to observe that {φk}n−1
k=1 is a complete set of eigenvectors for Ar with

eigenvalues ω2
1 < ω2

2 < · · · < ω2
n−1 similar to the eigenvalues of Ap, and they form an

orthonormal basis for Rn−1 i.e.,

Arφ
k = ω2

kφ
k, 1 ≤ k ≤ n− 1; 〈φk, φj〉n−1 = δk,j, 1 ≤ k, j ≤ n.

We obtain the normal modes of the chain as follows: define p̂k for k ∈ Ion−1 = {0, . . . , n−1},
and r̂k for k ∈ In−1 as

p̂k := 〈ϕk,M− 1
2p〉n = 〈ϕ̃k, p〉n, r̂k := 〈φk, r〉n−1. (2.15)

8



Notice that we implicitly defined ϕ̃k := M− 1
2ϕk. We take r̂0 = 0 by convention. Let us

mention that from the definition we have ϕ0
x = m

1/2
x (
∑n

y=1my)
−1/2 for all x ∈ In.

From equation of motion (2.13), and definition of p̂k, r̂k (2.15), thanks to the fact that
φk, ϕk, are eigenvetors of Ar, Ap with eigenvalue ω2

k respectively, we obtain:

¨̂pk = −ω2
kp̂k,

¨̂rk = −ω2
kr̂k. (2.16)

Solving the latter yields: for k ∈ Ion−1 (recall the convention r̂0 = 0),

p̂k(t) = p̂k(0) cos(ωkt)− r̂k(0) sin(ωkt) = 〈M− 1
2ϕk, p(0)〉n cos(ωkt)− 〈φk, r(0)〉n−1 sin(ωkt),

r̂k(t) = r̂k(0) cos(ωkt) + p̂k(0) sin(ωkt) = 〈φk, r(0)〉n−1 cos(ωkt) + 〈M− 1
2ϕk, p(0)〉n sin(ωkt).

Therefore, thanks to the above expressions, by using the inverse of (2.15), time evolution
of r, p has the following explicit expression:

p(t) =
n−1∑

k=0

M
1
2ϕkp̂k(t) =

n−1∑

k=0

(cos(ωkt)p̂k(0)− sin(ωkt)r̂k(0))M
1
2ϕk,

r(t) =
n−1∑

k=1

φkr̂k(t) =
n−1∑

k=1

(cos(ωkt)r̂k(0) + sin(ωkt)p̂k(0))φ
k.

(2.17)

2.2.2 Localization

The proof of the limit on average (1.3) relies on localization properties of ϕ̃k =M− 1
2ϕk

for k ≫ √
n. We use similar properties in order to obtain proper decay estimates and

deduce (2.10)- (2.12). Therefore, we express the desired localization estimates directly
from [3] and [12] (cf. [1][22] for general theory, and [2][22] for more precise estimates).

Lemma 2.2. Recall the definition of the vectors ϕk, as ordered eigenvetors of Ap (2.14)

and ϕ̃k = M− 1
2ϕk. Let 0 < α < 1

2
, and define I(α) :=]n(1−α), n] ∩ Z. There exists C, c > 0

independent of n such that

E




∑

k∈I(α)
|ϕ̃k

xϕ̃
k
y|



 ≤ C exp(−c|x− y|
ξ(α)

), with ξ(α) = n2α, (2.18)

for x, y ∈ In, where we remind that E is the expectation with respect to the distribution of

the masses. Notice that thanks to the fact that masses are compactly supported, the same

estimate holds for ϕk with possibly different constants c, C > 0 independent of n.

The above lemma is enough to deal with the terms involving p variables. The terms
with r variables involve the vectors φk but, instead of directly establishing a localization
estimate for these, we will use Lemma 6.3 in [12]:

Lemma 2.3. Recall the definition of Ap =M− 1
2 (−∆)M

1
2 (2.14), and its ordered eigenval-

ues 0 = ω0 < ω1 < · · · < ωn−1. Fix α, γ > 0, such that 0 < 2α < γ < 1. There exists

almost surely n0 ∈ N such that ∀n > n0, and for k ∈ I(α) =]n(1−α), n− 1] ∩ Z we have:

ω−1
k ≤ cn

3γ
2 , (2.19)

where c is a constant independent of n.

Let us remark that the estimate (2.19) is not optimal; we exepect indeed that 1/ωk ≤ cn
for all k ∈ In−1. However, (2.19) is sufficient for our purposes.
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2.3 Evolution of r and p

In this section, we prove the two limits (2.10) and (2.11) featuring in Theorem 2.1. In
the proof, we take advantage of the limit on average (1.3) which have been proved in [3].
We also use a couple of bounds introduced in [3].

Proof of Theorem 2.1: (2.10), (2.11). We define the fluctuation variables r̃x(nt) and p̃x(nt)
for any x ∈ In as follows:

r̃x(nt) := rx(nt)− 〈rx(nt)〉ρn , p̃x(nt) := px(nt)− 〈px(nt)〉ρn . (2.20)

Adding and subtracting 1
n

∑n
x=1 f(

x
n
)〈px(nt)〉ρn inside the square in (2.11), and using the

fact that 〈p̃x(nt)〉ρ = 0 we get:

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)px(nt)−

∫ 1

0

f(y)p(y, t)dy

)2〉

ρn

=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)p̃x(nt)

)2〉

ρn

+

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)〈px(nt)〉ρn −

∫ 1

0

f(y)p(y, t)dy

)2〉

ρn

.

(2.21)

Notice that the last term converges to zero almost surely w.r.t. the distribution of the
masses thanks to the limit on average (1.3). One can do the same for r as well. Therefore,
in order to prove (2.10), and (2.11) it is sufficient to prove:

Rn :=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)r̃x(nt)

)2〉

ρn

→ 0, Pn :=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)p̃x(nt)

)2〉

ρn

→ 0, (2.22)

as n→ ∞, almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses.
Before proceeding, notice that the evolution equation (2.5) is linear. Therefore, 〈rx〉ρn,

〈px〉ρn satisfy the same set of equations with modified initial data. This is still true for
r̃x and p̃x. Consequently, one can solve the equation of motion featuring r̃x and p̃x as in
(2.17). More precisely, denote the vectors p̃ = p− 〈p〉ρn, r̃ = r − 〈r〉ρn and define

ˆ̃pk = ˆ̃pk(0) := 〈ϕk,M− 1
2 p̃〉n, ˆ̃rk := 〈φk, r̃〉n−1, (2.23)

then r̃x(t), p̃x(t) is given by:

r̃x(t) =
n−1∑

k=1

φk
x
ˆ̃rk(t) =

n−1∑

k=1

(

cos(ωkt)ˆ̃rk(0) + sin(ωkt)ˆ̃pk(0)
)

φk
x,

p̃x(t) =
n−1∑

k=0

√
mxϕ

k
x
ˆ̃pk(t) =

n−1∑

k=0

(

cos(ωkt)ˆ̃pk(0)− sin(ωkt)ˆ̃rk(0)
)√

mxϕ
k
x.

(2.24)

In order to prove (2.22), we divide each sum into three parts, and prove that each part
converges to zero almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. Based on this, we
divide the rest of the proof into three steps.
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Step 1: Low modes. Lemma 2.2 only provides localization of the high modes. Hence
we treat the contribution of the low modes separately. For proper γ such that 0 < γ < 1

2
,

define p̃o(nt), and r̃o(nt) as the “low mode portion” of p, and r: for x ∈ In let

p̃ox(nt) :=
∑

k∈Z∩[0,n(1−γ)]

ˆ̃pk(nt)
√
mxϕ

k
x, r̃ox(nt) :=

∑

k∈Z∩[1,n(1−γ)]

ˆ̃rk(nt)φ
k
x. (2.25)

In this step, we prove for any t ∈ [0, T ]:

Ln :=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)r̃ox(nt)

)2〉

ρn

→ 0, L′
n :=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)p̃ox(nt)

)2〉

ρn

→ 0. (2.26)

for any realization of the masses.
First, notice that ρn (2.6) is a Gaussian probability density function, and {rx}n−1

x=1 and
{px}nx=1 are independently distributed. Therefore, we have for proper x, y ∈ In:

〈r̃xr̃y〉ρn =
δx,y
β( x

n
)
, 〈p̃xp̃y〉ρn = δx,y

mx

β( x
n
)
, 〈r̃xp̃y〉 = 0. (2.27)

Recall the definition of ˆ̃rk, ˆ̃pk (2.23). For any k, there exists c > 0 independent of n, and
independent of the realization of the masses such that

〈 ˆ̃p2k〉ρn =
n∑

x,y=1

ϕk
xϕ

k
y

〈p̃xp̃y〉ρn√
mxmy

=
n∑

x=1

β−1(
x

n
)(ϕk

x)
2 ≤ c,

〈ˆ̃r2k〉ρn =
n−1∑

x=1

β−1(
x

n
)(φk

x)
2 ≤ c, 〈 ˆ̃pk ˆ̃rk′〉ρn = 0,

(2.28)

where first we exploit (2.27), then we take advantage of the fact that 0 < β− < β(y) (in
fact, we can take c = β−1

− ), and finally we use the fact that φk, and ϕk are members of two

orthonormal basis. Recall ˆ̃pk(nt), ˆ̃rk(nt) from (2.24), then from (2.28) it is evident that for
any t ∈ [0, T ], and any k ∈ Ion−1

〈 ˆ̃p2k(nt)〉ρn ≤ c, 〈ˆ̃r2k(nt)〉ρn ≤ c, (2.29)

where, as before c is independent of n and the realization of the masses.
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Let fx := f( x
n
) and Ĩ(γ) := [0, n(1−γ)] ∩ Z. We bound L′

n defined in (2.26) as follows:

0 ≤ L′
n =

1

n2

n−1∑

x,y=1

fxfy〈p̃ox(nt)p̃oy(nt)〉ρn ≤ C

n2

n∑

x,y=1

∣
∣
∣〈p̃ox(nt)p̃oy(nt)〉ρn

∣
∣
∣

√
mx

√
my

≤ C

n2

n∑

x,y=1

1
√
mxmy

〈(p̃ox(nt))2〉
1
2
ρn〈(p̃oy(nt))2〉

1
2
ρn = C

(

1

n

n∑

x=1

1√
mx

〈(p̃ox(nt))2〉
1
2
ρn

)2

≤ C

n

n∑

x=1

〈(p̃ox(nt))2〉ρn
mx

=
C

n

n∑

x=1

〈
∑

k,k′∈Ĩ(γ)

ˆ̃pk(nt)ˆ̃pk′(nt)ϕ
k
xϕ

k′

x

〉

ρn

(2.30)

≤ C

n

∑

k,k′∈Ĩ(γ)

〈 ˆ̃pk(nt)ˆ̃pk′(nt)〉ρn
n∑

x=1

ϕk
xϕ

k′

x =
C

n

∑

k∈Ĩ(γ)

〈(ˆ̃pk(nt))2〉ρn

≤ cC
|Ĩ(γ)|
n

= cC
n(1−γ)

n
→ 0

as n→ ∞, for any realization of the masses; where, in the first line we bounded |fxfy|√mxmy

by C = ||f ||2∞m+ > 0 which is independent of n (recall f is continuous on [0, 1], and the
distribution of the masses is supported in [m−, m+]), in the second line we take advantage
of the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality i.e. |〈AB〉ρn |2 ≤ 〈A2〉ρn〈B2〉ρn, in the third line we used
another Cauchy-Schwartz inequality (|〈a, b〉n|2 ≤ |a|2|b|2 for a, b ∈ Rn), in the third line,
we also used the definition of p̃ox(nt) from (2.25) and obtained a double sum by squaring
this definition, in the fourth line we used the linearity of 〈·〉ρn as well as the fact that ϕk is
an orthonormal basis (〈ϕk, ϕk′〉n = δk,k′), finally in the last inequality we used the second
bound in (2.29) (〈 ˆ̃p2k(nt)〉ρn ≤ c).

We can prove Ln → 0 deterministically in a similar way with some small modifications:
we should use the definition of p̃o instead of r̃o, then use the fact that 〈φk, φk′〉n−1 = δk,k′,
and finally take advantage of the second bound in (2.28) ( 〈ˆ̃r2k(nt)〉ρn ≤ c).

Step2: High modes. Recall 0 < γ < 1
2
, I(γ) =]n(1−γ), n] ∩ Z, and (2.25), then define

the “high mode portion” of p, and r as follows:

p̃•x(nt) := p̃x(nt)− p̃ox(nt) =
∑

k∈I(γ)

ˆ̃pk(nt)
√
mxϕ

k
x,

r̃•x(nt) := r̃x(nt)− r̃ox(nt) =
∑

k∈I(γ)

ˆ̃rk(nt)φ
k
x.

(2.31)

In this step we prove that

U ′
n :=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)r̃•x(nt)

)2〉

ρn

→ 0, Un :=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)p̃•x(nt)

)2〉

ρn

→ 0, (2.32)
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almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. Take 0 < 2γ < θ < 1. Expanding the
sum and bounding |f(y)f(y′)mxmy| ≤ C = ||f ||2∞m+, we have for n sufficiently large:

0 ≤ Un ≤ C

n2

n∑

x,y=1

∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃•x(nt)p̃•y(nt)〉ρn√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣
=

C










1

n2

∑

|x−y|≤2nθ

∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃•x(nt)p̃•y(nt)〉ρn√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=U<
n

+
1

n2

∑

|x−y|>2nθ

∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃•x(nt)p̃•y(nt)〉ρn√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=U>
n










(2.33)

Step 2.1: High modes I (|x−y| > 2nθ). We defined U<
n , U>

n in (2.33) implicitly. First,
we prove U>

n → 0, almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. Before proceeding,
recall the definition of ˆ̃pk(0) ≡ ˆ̃pk, and ˆ̃rk(0) ≡ ˆ̃rk from (2.23). By using (2.27), observe
that for proper k, k′ (we use the shorthand notation β−1

(
x
n

)
=: bx):

〈 ˆ̃pk ˆ̃pk′〉ρn =
∑

z,z′

ϕk
zϕ

k′

z′√
mzmz′

〈p̃zp̃z′〉ρn =
n∑

z=1

bzϕ
k
zϕ

k′

z , 〈ˆ̃rk ˆ̃rk′〉ρn =
n−1∑

z=1

bzφ
k
zφ

k′

z . (2.34)

Thanks to (2.31) we have:

U>
n =

1

n2

∑

|x−y|>2nθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
〈 ˆ̃pk(nt)ˆ̃pk′(nt)〉ρnϕk

xϕ
k′

y

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

=

1

n2

∑

|x−y|>2nθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
ϕk
xϕ

k′

y

(

〈 ˆ̃pk ˆ̃pk′〉ρn cos(ωknt) cos(ωk′nt) + 〈ˆ̃rk ˆ̃rk′〉ρn sin(ωknt) sin(ωk′nt)
)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤

1

n2

∑

|x−y|>2nθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

n∑

z=1

bz




∑

k∈I(γ)
ϕk
xϕ

k
z cos(ωknt)








∑

k∈I(γ)
ϕk′

y ϕ
k′

z cos(ωknt)





∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

+

1

n2

∑

|x−y|>2nθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

n−1∑

z=1

bz




∑

k∈I(γ)
ϕk
xφ

k
z sin(ωknt)








∑

k∈I(γ)
ϕk′

y φ
k′

z sin(ωknt)





∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤

C ′

n2

∑

|x−y|>2nθ

n∑

z=1




∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕk

x||ϕk
z |








∑

k′∈I(γ)
|ϕk′

y ||ϕk′

z |





︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=U>,p
n

+

C ′

n2

∑

|x−y|>2nθ

n∑

z=1




∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕk

x||φk
z |








∑

k′∈I(γ)
|ϕk′

y ||φk′

z |





︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=U>,r
n

,

(2.35)
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where in the second line we used the definition of ˆ̃pk(nt) (2.24), and the fact that 〈ˆ̃rk ˆ̃pk′〉ρn =
0 (2.28), in the third line we take advantage of (2.34), and in the fourth line we bounded
| sin(·)|, | cos(·)| ≤ 1, and |bz| = β−1( z

n
) ≤ C ′ = β−1

− uniform in n.
For any x ∈ In, denote J(x) := {z ∈ In

∣
∣ |x − z| ≤ nθ}. Notice the definition of U<,p

n ,
U>,p
n from the last lines of (2.35). Take a single term from the main sum featuring U<,p

n

and observe for n sufficiently large (recall E is the expectation w.r.t the distribution of the
masses and recall that here |x− y| > n2θ):

E





n∑

z=1




∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕk

x||ϕk
z |








∑

k′∈I(γ)
|ϕk′

y ||ϕk′

z |







 =
∑

z∈J(x)
E








∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕk

x||ϕk
z|








∑

k′∈I(γ)
|ϕk′

y ||ϕk′

z |







+

∑

z /∈J(x)
E








∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕk

x||ϕk
z|








∑

k′∈I(γ)
|ϕk′

y ||ϕk′

z |







 ≤
∑

z∈J(x)
E




∑

k′∈I(γ)
|ϕk′

y ϕ
k′

z |



+

∑

z /∈J(x)
E




∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕk

xϕ
k
z |



 ≤ C
∑

z∈J(x)
exp(−c|y − z|/n2γ) + C

∑

z /∈J(x)
exp(−c|x− z|/n2γ) ≤

4Cnθ exp(−c(nθ − n2γ)) + Cn exp(−c(nθ − n2γ)) ≤ 4C exp(− c
4
(nθ)),

(2.36)

where in the first inequality we bounded:

∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕk

x||ϕk
z | ≤




∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕk

x|2




1
2



∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕk

z |2




1
2

≤
(

n−1∑

k=0

|ϕk
x|2
) 1

2
(

n−1∑

k=0

|ϕk
z |2
) 1

2

= 1,

(2.37)
thanks to a Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the fact that ϕk is an orthonormal basis. We
bounded

∑

k′∈I(γ) |ϕk′

y ||ϕk′

z | ≤ 1 similarly. The second inequality in (2.36) is deduced from
Lemma 2.2 (modification of (2.18) by a constant). Notice that this is the crucial place
where we use localization. The fourth inequality in (2.36) is deduced from the definition
of J(x) and the fact that |x− y| > 2nθ: more precisely, for z /∈ J(x), |x− z| > nθ, and for
z ∈ J(x) (i.e. |z − x| ≤ nθ|), we have |y − z| > nθ thanks to the choice of y: |x− y| > 2nθ.
In the last inequality we use the choice of θ: 0 < 2γ < θ < 1, and that n is sufficiently
large.

Recalling the definition of U<,p
n (2.35), thanks to the latter estimate (2.36) there exists

c1, C > 0 independent of n such that for n sufficiently large we have:

E

(∣
∣U>,p

n

∣
∣)
)

≤ C exp(−c1nθ) =⇒
∑

n

E(
∣
∣U>,p

n

∣
∣) <∞ =⇒ U>,p

n → 0, (2.38)

almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses, where we used the fact that θ > 0, which
means that the above series is summable, and finally we conclude thanks to Borel-Cantelli’s
lemma.

Recall U>,r
n from (2.35). This expression can be treated similar to U>,p

n thanks to

Lemma 2.3: First, recall for z ∈ In−1, φ
k
z = 1

ωk
(
ϕk
z+1

mz+1
− ϕk

z√
mz

). Let us denote ω̃ := ωk∗ with
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k∗ := min{I(γ)}. For any n define the sequence an := ω̃n3γ
2 . Since ω̃ ≤ ωk for any k ∈ I(ω)

we have C, c > 0 independent of n such that:

E



an
∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕk

x||φk
z |



 ≤ n
3γ
2 2C exp(− c

2
|z − x|/n2γ), (2.39)

where we used the definition of φk, and estimate (2.18).
Having above estimate, by doing a computation similar to (2.36), and (2.37) we can

deduce for n sufficiently large there exist c′, C > 0 independent of n:

E(|anU>,r
n |) ≤ Cn

3γ
2 exp(−c′nθ) ≤ C exp(−c

′

2
nθ). (2.40)

Therefore, by Borel-Cantelli’s lemma we have anU>,r
n → 0, almost surely w.r.t the distri-

bution of the masses. However, thanks to Lemma 2.3 (i.e. (2.19)), we know there exists
almost surely n0, such that for n > n0, we have an ≥ 1

c
with c > 0. Using these two facts we

deuce that U>,r
n → 0, almost surely w.r.t distribution of the masses. Combining U>,r

n → 0,
with (2.38) (U>,p

n → 0) we get U>
n → 0 almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses

thanks to (2.35).
Recall the definition of U ′

n (2.32). We can define U ′<
n , U ′>

n corresponding to r variable
similar to U>

n , U<
n as in (2.33):

U ′<
n :=

1

n2

∑

|x−y|≤2nθ

∣
∣〈r̃•x(nt)r̃•y(nt)〉ρn

∣
∣ , U ′>

n :=
1

n2

∑

|x−y|>2nθ

∣
∣〈r̃•x(nt)r̃•y(nt)〉ρn

∣
∣ . (2.41)

Then we can prove U ′>
n → 0 almost surely, with respect to the distribution of the masses

as we did for U>
n . We only sketch the former, since these proofs are almost identical.

First, one can compute U ′>
n similar to (2.35) and decompose the r and p contribution

and define U ′>,r
n ,U ′>,p

n similar to (2.35). Then one can observe that U ′>,p
n = U>,r

n → 0
almost surely. Proving U ′>,r

n → 0, almost surely, is similar to the previous terms: First we
decompose the sum in U ′>,r

n into two parts similar to (2.36), then we use proper estimates.
The only difference lies in the following estimate: Define bn = ω̃2n3γ (recall ω̃ = ωk∗ with
k∗ = min{I(γ)}). Then similar to (2.39), one can observe that there exist c, C such that

E



bn
∑

k∈I(γ)
|φk

xφ
k
z |



 ≤ n3γC exp(−c|x− z|/n2γ). (2.42)

Consequently, one can deduce that bnU
′>,r
n → 0 almost surely, as we did for anU>,r

n in
(2.40). Therefore, thanks to Lemma 2.19 we can deduce there exists almost surely n0 such
that for n > n0, we have bn ≥ 1

c2
. Hence, we have U ′>,r

n → 0 almost surely. This finishes

the proof of the fact that U ′>
n → 0 almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses.

Step 2.2: High modes II (|x−y| ≤ 2nθ). In this step, we prove U<
n and U ′<

n defined in
(2.33) and (2.41) respectively, converge to zero almost surely. Similarly to the computation
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in (2.36), thanks to the definition of p̃•x(nt) (2.31), and identities (2.28), (2.34), we have for
any x ∈ In (recall I(γ) =]n1−γ , n] ∩ Z, bz = β−1( z

n
)):

〈(p̃
•
x(nt))

2

mx
〉ρn =

∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
ϕk
xϕ

k′

x 〈 ˆ̃pk(nt)ˆ̃pk′(nt)〉ρn =

n∑

z=1

bz




∑

k∈I(γ)
cos(ωknt)ϕ

k
xϕ

k
z





2

+

n−1∑

z=1

bz




∑

k∈I(γ)
sin(ωknt)ϕ

k
xφ

k
z





2

≤

C

n∑

z=1




∑

k∈I(γ)
cos(ωknt)ϕ

k
xϕ

k
z





2

+ C

n−1∑

z=1




∑

k∈I(γ)
sin(ωknt)ϕ

k
xφ

k
z





2

=

C
∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
cos(ωknt) cos(ωk′nt)ϕ

k
xϕ

k′

x

n∑

z=1

ϕk
zϕ

k′

z + C
∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
sin(ωknt) sin(ωk′nt)ϕ

k
xϕ

k′

x

n−1∑

z=1

φk
zφ

k′

z =

C
∑

k∈I(γ)
(cos2(ωknt) + sin2(ωknt))(ϕ

k
x)

2 ≤ C
n−1∑

k=0

(ϕk
x)

2 = C,

(2.43)

where in the first inequality we bounded bz by C = β−1
− (which is independent of n and the

realization of the masses). Notice that in the first inequality, we used the fact that all the
terms in the sum are positive (i.e. bz > 0). In the last two lines we used the fact that ϕk, φk

are orthonormal basis (〈ϕk, ϕk′〉n = δk,k′, 〈φk, φk′〉n−1 = δk,k′,
∑

z ϕ
k
zϕ

k′

z =
∑

z φ
k
zφ

k′

z = δk,k′).
Recall the definition of U<

n (2.33) with θ < 1, then thanks to (2.43) we have:

U<
n =

1

n2

∑

|x−y|≤2nθ

∣
∣
∣
∣
〈
p̃•x(nt)p̃

•
y(nt)√

mxmy

〉ρn
∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ 1

n2

∑

|x−y|≤2nθ

〈(p̃
•
x(nt))

2

mx

〉
1
2
ρn〈

(p̃•y(nt))
2

my

〉
1
2
ρn ≤

1

n2

∑

|x−y<2nθ|

C ≤ 8C
n1+θ

n2
→ 0,

(2.44)

where in the first line we bounded U<
n by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, and in the second

line we used (2.43). Recall the decomposition Un ≤ C(U<
n + U>

n ) (2.33). In Step 2.1, we
observed that U>

n → 0, almost surely. Combining this fact with (2.44), we deduce that
Un → 0, almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses.

Recall the definition of U ′<
n (2.41). Exactly similar to (2.43), one can bound 〈(r̃•x(nt))2〉ρn

thanks to its definition (2.31), and averages (2.28), (2.34): for any x ∈ In there exists
β−1
− = C > 0 independent of n and realization of the masses such that

〈(r̃•x(nt))2〉ρn ≤ C. (2.45)

Similar to (2.44), by using a Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and the bound (2.45) we deduce,
that U ′<

n → 0. Having the latter, we also proved U ′>
n → 0, almost surely in the previous

step. Therefore, thanks to the bound U ′
n ≤ C(U ′>

n + U ′<
n ) we conclude U ′

n → 0 almost
surely w.r.t distribution of the masses. This finishes the proof of (2.32).
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Step 3: Summing up. Recall the definition of Pn, L′
n, and Un (2.22), (2.26), and

(2.32). Since p̃x(nt) = p̃ox(nt) + p̃•x(nt) (cf. (2.31), (2.25)), one can observe that Pn ≤
L′

n +Un + (L′

n)
1
2 (Un)

1
2 thanks to a Cauchy-Schwartz inequality (|〈AB〉ρn| ≤ 〈A2〉

1
2
ρn〈B2〉

1
2
ρn).

Hence we have Pn → 0, almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses, since L′
n → 0,

and Un → 0 almost surely thanks to (2.26), and (2.32). We can deduce Rn → 0 (2.22)
almost surely similarly, by using the fact that r̃x(nt) = r̃ox(nt) + r̃•x(nt), and Ln → 0,
U ′
n → 0, almost surely. This finishes the proof of (2.22), and we conclude first two limit of

Theorem 2.1: (2.10), and (2.11).

Remark 2.1. The bound (2.43) is true for p̃x as well. Moreover, similar to (2.43), we

can bound 〈p̃2x(nt)/mx〉ρn by β−1
+ from below. This means the temperature at each point is

bounded by the maximum and minimum of the temperature profile at each time.

Remark 2.2. Notice that in the above proof, for proving Pn → 0, Rn → 0 almost surely

w.r.t distribution of the masses, (2.22), we only used the fact that f is bounded. Therefore,it

is straightforward to observe that (2.22) holds for bounded f as well.

2.4 Evolution of e

In this section, we prove (2.12). Again, our proof rests on the limit on average (1.3).

Proof of Theorem 2.1: (2.12). Similarly to (2.20), let us define:

ẽx(nt) := ex(nt)− 〈ex(nt)〉ρn =
1

2

(
p2x(nt)

mx
+ r2x(nt)−

〈p2x(nt)〉ρn
mx

− 〈r2x(nt)〉ρn
)

. (2.46)

Similarly to (2.22), one can add and subtract 1
n

∑n
x=1 f(

x
n
)〈ex〉ρn inside the square in (2.12).

Then using the limit on average (1.3), it is clear that in order to obtain (2.12) it is sufficient
to prove

En :=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)ẽx(nt)

)2〉

ρn

→ 0, (2.47)

almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. Plugging the definition of (2.46) into

(2.47), and taking advantage of Cauchy-Schwartz inequality (|〈AB〉ρn | ≤ 〈A2〉
1
2
ρn〈B2〉

1
2
ρn),

we observe that for deducing (2.47) it is enough to show:

Pn :=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)

(
p2x(nt)

mx

− 〈p
2
x(nt)

mx

〉ρn
))2〉

ρn

→ 0,

Rn :=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)
(
r2x(nt)− 〈r2x(nt)〉ρn

)

)2〉

ρn

→ 0,

(2.48)

almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. In the following, we prove Pn → 0
almost surely. The proof of Rn → 0 goes in parallel, and we omit it for the sake of brevity.
Let us denote

p̄x(nt) := 〈px(nt)〉ρn ,
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and recall the definition of p̃x(nt) = px(nt) − p̄x(nt) (2.20). Since 〈p̃x(nt)〉ρn = 0, after a
straightforward computation, we have for x, y ∈ In:

〈
(
p2x(nt)− 〈p2x(nt)〉ρn

) (
p2y(nt)− 〈p2y(nt)〉ρn

)
〉ρn =

〈p̃2x(nt)p̃2y(nt)〉ρn − 〈p̃2x(nt)〉ρn〈p̃2y(nt)〉ρn + 4p̄x(nt)p̄y(nt)〈p̃x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉ρn+
2p̄x(nt)〈p̃x(nt)p̃2y(nt)〉ρn + 2p̄y(nt)〈p̃2x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉ρn .

(2.49)

Notice that owing to the definition of ρn (2.6), for any realization of the masses (p(0), r(0))
is a Gaussian random vector, where the randomness refers to the probability distribution
ρn. In addition, the evolution equation (2.5) is linear, and the vector (p(nt), r(nt)) can
be written as (p(nt), r(nt))† = O(t)(p(0), r(0))† for a linear transformation O(t), as we
observed in (2.17). Therefore, the vector (p(nt), r(nt) is another Gaussian vector. Con-
sequently, (p̃(nt), r̃(nt)) is a zero mean Gaussian vector (equivalently if ρn(t) denotes the
solution to the backward equation, ρn(t) will be Gaussian). Hence we can use Isserlis’ theo-
rem (Wick’s theorem cf. [13]) and observe that any odd moments of p̃, r̃ is zero. Moreover,
for any even moment we have pairing. More precisely, for k odd 〈p̃x1(nt) . . . p̃xk

(nt)〉ρn = 0,
for any x1, . . . , xk ∈ Ik. For even k we have

〈p̃x1(nt) . . . p̃xk
(nt)〉ρn =

∑

π∈Π

∏

{i,j}∈π
〈p̃xi

(nt)p̃xj
(nt)〉ρn =⇒

〈p̃2x(nt)p̃2y(nt)〉ρn − 〈p̃2x(nt)〉ρn〈p̃2y(nt)〉ρn = 2〈p̃x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉2ρn ; 〈p̃x(nt)p̃2y(nt)〉ρn = 0

(2.50)

where π denotes a pairing of Ik i.e. a partition of In into pairs {i, j}, and Π denotes the
set of all these pairings; the product here is over all the pairs inside a pairing.

As a result of (2.50), we rewrite (2.49) as:

〈(p2x(nt)− 〈p2x(nt)〉ρn)(p2y(nt)− 〈p2y(nt)〉ρn)〉ρ
= 2〈p̃x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉2ρn + 4p̄x(nt)p̄y(nt)〈p̃x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉ρn . (2.51)

Before proceeding, let us recall the estimate (3.6) from [3]: There exists a constant C > 0
independent of n and the realization of the masses such that, for any n and x ∈ In :

|〈px(nt)〉ρn | ≤ C, |〈rx(nt)〉ρn | ≤ C. (2.52)

Furthermore, following the exact same line of (2.43) (with only replacing p̃•x(nt) with p̃x(nt)
and summing over Ion instead of I(γ)), it is evident that there exist C > 0 independent of
n and realization of the masses such that for any n and x, y ∈ In, we have ( in fact one can
take C = β−1

− ):

〈 p̃
2
x(nt)

mx
〉ρn ≤ C, 〈r̃2x(nt)〉ρn ≤ C =⇒

∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉ρn√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤ C, (2.53)

where we used a Cauchy-Schwartz inequality.
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Recall Pn from (2.48). Expanding the square, and using the identity (2.51) we have,
with fx := f( x

n
),

0 ≤ Pn =
2

n2

n∑

x,y=1

fxfy

(〈p̃x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉2ρn
mxmy

+ 2
p̄x(nt)p̄y(nt)〈p̃x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉ρn

mxmy

)

≤

2c1
n2

n∑

x,y=1

∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉ρn√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣

(∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉ρn√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣
+ 2

∣
∣
∣
∣

p̄x(nt)p̄y(nt)√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣

)

≤ c2
n2

n∑

x,y=1

∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉ρn√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:P′

n

,

(2.54)

where c1, c2 are independent of n and realization of the masses. In the first inequality
we bounded |f(y)f(y′)| ≤ c1, since f is bounded, and in the second inequality we take
advantage of (2.53) to bound the first term, and (2.52) as well as the fact that distribution
of the masses is compactly supported in [m−, m+] to bound the second term.

Gathering a couple of results from Sec. 2.3, it is straightforward to observe that P′
n → 0

almost surely, where P′
n is defined in the last line of (2.54): Recall p̃•x(nt), p̃

o
x(nt) (2.31),

(2.25), where p̃x(nt) = p̃•x(nt) + p̃ox(nt) then we have:

0 ≤ P′
n ≤ c2

n2

n∑

x,y=1

∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃ox(nt)p̃oy(nt)〉ρn√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=P1
n

+
c2
n2

n∑

x,y=1

∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃•x(nt)p̃•y(nt)〉ρn√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=P2
n

+

c2
n2

n∑

x,y=1

(∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃•x(nt)p̃oy(nt)〉ρn√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣
+

∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃ox(nt)p̃•y(nt)〉ρn√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=P3
n

(2.55)

Observe the definition of P1
n,P

2
n,P

3
n in the above expression. P1

n → 0 as we proved in
(2.30). P2

n ≤ c′(U>
n + U<

n ) thanks to (2.33). However, we observed that U>
n → 0 almost

surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses after (2.40). Moreover, we showed U<
n → 0 in

(2.44). Hence, P2
n → 0 almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. Therefore, it

only remains to prove that P3
n → 0. Thanks to Cauchy-Schwartz inequality (|〈AB〉| ≤

〈A2〉 1
2 〈B2〉 1

2 ) we have:

0 ≤ P3
n ≤ 2c2




1

n

n∑

x=1

〈(p̃ox(nt))2〉
1
2
ρn√

mx








1

n

n∑

y=1

〈(p̃•y(nt))2〉
1
2
ρn√

my



 ≤ C ′




1

n

n∑

x=1

〈(p̃ox(nt))2〉
1
2
ρn√

mx





︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=L′′′

n

→ 0,

(2.56)

where we bounded the second sum thanks to the bound 〈 (p̃•x(nt))2
mx

〉ρn ≤ C (2.43); moreover,

the last limit is deduced from (2.30), where we proved (L′′′
n )

2 → 0 (L′′′
n is positive). There-

fore, we conclude that P′
n → 0 almost surely thanks to (2.55), and this finishes the proof

of (2.48) for Pn thanks to (2.54). As we mentioned the proof of the fact that Rn → 0
almost surely w.r.t distribution of the masses is exactly similar, where, one should take
into account the corresponding bound for r in (2.52), (2.53). This finish the proof of (2.48)
which finishes the proof of (2.12) and Theorem 2.1.
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3 Quantum Case

3.1 Model and Results

The quantum disordered harmonic chain of size n is defined as follows: Denote the space
variable by ξξξ ∈ Rn−1, let the state space be given by the Hilbert space Hn := L2(Rn−1, dξξξ),
denote the elements of Hn by bold ket notation |ψ〉|ψ〉|ψ〉, and denote the inner product in Hn by
〈φ|ψ〉〈φ|ψ〉〈φ|ψ〉. Denote also the Schwartz space by S(Rn−1;C), which is dense in Hn. The elongation
operator rx for any x ∈ In−1 is defined on S(Rn−1,C) as follows: for any |ψ〉|ψ〉|ψ〉 ∈ S(Rn−1;C)

rx|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉 = ξxξxξx|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉,

Correspondingly, for x ∈ In, px denotes the momentum operator of particle x, and it is
defined as follows: for any |ψ〉|ψ〉|ψ〉 ∈ S(Rn−1;C)

px|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉 = −i
( ∂

∂ξξξx−1
− ∂

∂ξξξx

)

|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉|ψ(ξ1, . . . , ξx, . . . , ξn−1)〉.

We assume free boundary conditions r0 = rn = 0, which means p1 = i∂/∂ξ1 , and pn =
−i∂/∂ξn−1 (∂/∂ξ0 = ∂/∂ξn = 0, by convention). This means that

∑n
x=1 px = 0, correspond-

ing to the fact that we define our model from a center of mass observer’s viewpoint, without
loss of generality. The canonical commutation relations (CCR) read ([a, b] := ab− ba):

[rx, ry] = [px, py] = 0, [rx, py] = i
(
δx,(y−1) − δx,y

)
, ∀x ∈ In−1, y ∈ In. (3.1)

The Hamiltonian operator Hn is defined on S(Rn−1;C) as

Hn =
1

2

n∑

x=1

(
p2x
mx

+ r2x

)

=:

n∑

x=1

ex, (3.2)

where {mx}∞x=1 are the i.i.d random variables defined after (2.3). The operators px, rx, and
consequently ex and Hn are essentially self-adjoint on Hn (cf. [19], [17]). Therefore, we
consider their closure on Hn, that we denote with the same symbols. The dense domain of
Hn is denoted by D(Hn).

The chain evolves in time according to the Heisenberg dynamics generated by Hn:
For any t ∈ R, eitHn is well define thanks to the spectral theorem, since Hn is self adjoint.
Therefore, using Stone’s theorem we can define the one-parameter group of authomorphism
τnt , on B(Hn) (set of bounded operator on Hn) as

a(t) := τnt (a) = eitHnae−itHn , a ∈ B(Hn).

Notice that a(t) is the solution to the Heisenberg equation

ȧ = i[Hn, a], a(0) = a0, (3.3)

where ȧ = ∂ta(t). This equation holds in the strong sense on the proper domain. Appeal-
ing to Stone’s theorem, we can extend the domain of τnt to certain unbounded operators
such as rx, px, ex (cf. [5][6][17][12][19]). Denoting τnt (r), τ

n
t (p), τ

n
t (e) by rx(t), px(t), ex(t)
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respectively, one can observe that, thanks to the CCR (3.1), rx(t) and px(t) are the strong
solutions to the Heisenberg equations

ṗx = i[Hn, px] = (∇−r)x = rx(t)− rx−1(t), x ∈ In,

ṙx = i[Hn, rx] = (∇+M
−1p)x =

px+1

mx+1
− px

mx
, x ∈ In,

(3.4)

on a proper domain, where ∇−, ∇+ and M have been defined in (2.1) and below (2.5).
Notice that r, p in (3.4) should be understood as vectors of elongation and momentum
operators (and by abusing the notation matrix multiplication ∇−r should be understood as
multiplication of a finite dimensional matrix and a vector of operators). Let us emphasize
that since our system is quadratic, the evolution equation for r and p in the quantum case
(3.4) is similar to the classical case (2.5).

Given initial smooth profiles p̄, r̄ ∈ C1([0, 1]), such that r̄(0) = r̄(1) = 0,
∫ 1

0
p̄(y) = 0,

and b̄ ∈ C0([0, 1]) with 0 < b− < b̄(y) < b+, we define the state (density matrix) ̺r̄,p̄,b̄n ∈
B(Hn) such that for each n, ̺r̄,p̄,b̄n is trace-class and bounded with Tr(()̺r̄,p̄,b̄n ) = 1 (as in the
classical case, supersripts will be omitted whenever possible). In addition, for any operator
a such that a̺r̄,p̄,b̄n be trace-class we define:

〈a〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

:= Tr(()a̺r̄,p̄,b̄n ). (3.5)

Finally we impose that ̺r̄,p̄,b̄n represents a local equilibrium state, by imposing the following
set of conditions:

Assumptions on ̺r̄,p̄,b̄n :

1. Local mechanical equilibrium: For any y ∈ [0, 1],

〈r[ny]〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
= r̄
( [ny]

n

)

,
1

m[ny]

〈p[ny]〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
=

1

m̄
p̄
( [ny]

n

)

+ ǫ[ny]n , (3.6)

where for all y ∈ [0, 1], ǫ
[ny]
n → 0 as n→ ∞ almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the

masses.

2. Local thermal equilibrium: Let

p̃x := px − 〈px〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
, r̃x := rx − 〈rx〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

, ĕx =
1

2

(
p̃2x
mx

+ r̃2x

)

. (3.7)

For any test function f ∈ C0([0, 1]),

1

n

n∑

x=1

f
(x

n

)
〈ĕx〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→
∫ 1

0

f(y)b̄(y)dy, (3.8)

almost surely w.r.t to the distribution of the masses. Contrary to the classical case,
b(y) cannot longer be identified with a local temperature β−1(y), cf. (3.16) below.
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3. Polynomial clustering: For x ∈ In, let us use the notations Or
x := r̃x and Op

x := p̃x,
see (3.7). There exists C > 0 such that for any n, any x1, x2, x3, x4 ∈ In, any
♯1, ♯2, ♯3, ♯4 ∈ {r, p}, and any realization of the masses, we have:

∣
∣
∣〈O♯1

x1
O♯2

x2
〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣ ≤ C

|x1 − x2|a1
, with a1 ≥ 2,

∣
∣
∣〈O♯1

x1
O♯2

x2
O♯3

x3
〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣ ≤ C

|max{|x2 − x1|, |x3 − x2|}|a2
, with a2 ≥ 3,

∣
∣
∣〈O♯1

x1
O♯2

x2
O♯3

x3
O♯4

x4
〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

− 〈O♯1
x1
O♯2

x2
〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈O♯3
x3
O♯4

x4
〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣ ≤

C

|x2 − x3|a3 |x1 − x4|a3
+

C

|x1 − x3|a3 |x2 − x4|a3
, with a3 ≥ 2

(3.9)

with the convention 1
0
= 1.

Initially, we prepare the chain in the state ̺r̄,p̄,b̄n having the above properties. Let us
emphasize that this state could be either a mixed state or a pure state i.e., ̺r̄,p̄,b̄n = |ψ〉〈ψ||ψ〉〈ψ||ψ〉〈ψ|
for a suitable wave function ψψψ ∈ Hn.

The evolution at the macroscopic level is still given by (2.8), where one should modify
the initial datum (2.9) by replacing β−1(y) with b̄(y) featuring in (3.8):

r(y, 0) = r̄(y), p(y, 0) = p̄(y), e(y, 0) =
p̄2(y)

2m̄
+
r̄2(y)

2
+ b̄(y),

r(0, t) = r(1, t) = 0 ∀t ∈ [0, T ].
(3.10)

We prove the following result:

Theorem 3.1. Let f ∈ C0([0, 1]), and fix T > 0. We assume that the initial state

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n , parametrized by the smooth profiles p̄, r̄, b̄ satisfies the conditions (3.6) to (3.9). Let

(r(nt), p(nt), e(nt)) be the vector of evolved operators according to the Heisenberg evolu-

tion (3.4). In addition, let (r(y, t), p(y, t), e(y, t)) be solutions to the macroscopic evolution

equations (2.8) with initial datum (3.10). Then for any t ∈ [0, T ],

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)rx(nt)−

∫ 1

0

f(y)r(y, t)dy

)2〉

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0, (3.11)

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)px(nt)−

∫ 1

0

f(y)p(y, t)dy

)2〉

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

n

→ 0, (3.12)

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)ex(nt)−

∫ 1

0

f(y)e(y, t)dy

)2〉

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

n

→ 0, (3.13)

as n→ ∞ almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses.

In order to make the above theorem more concrete, let us give an example of state that
satisfies conditions (3.6) to (3.9) stated above. Given momentum and elongation profiles p̄

22



and r̄ ∈ C1([0, 1]) as before, and a profile β ∈ C0([0, 1]) such that 0 < β− ≤ β(y) ≤ β+, we
define the locally Gibbs state as the density operator acting on Hn given by

̺nr̄,p̄,β =
1

Zn
exp(−1

2

n∑

x=1

[β( x
n
)

mx
(px − p̄(

x

n
)
mx

m̄
)2 + β(

x

n
)(rx − r̄(

x

n
))2
]

) =:
1

Zn
exp(−Hn

β ),

(3.14)
with Zn a normalizing constant such that Tr(()̺nr̄,p̄,β) = 1. The operator Hn

β implicitly
defined by (3.14) is essentially self-adjoint on S(Rn−1,C). Its closure is self-adjoint and
we denote it with the same symbol. Since Hn

β has a discrete spectrum with non-negative
eigenvalues, one can observe that ̺nr̄,p̄,β is a well-defined density operator (bounded and
trace-class, cf. [12]). Let us denote the average with respect to ̺nr̄,p̄,β by

〈a〉β := Tr(()a̺nr̄,p̄,β) (3.15)

for any suitable operator a. Thanks to the properties of ̺nr̄,p̄,β, it is straightforward to
observe that all the averages appearing subsequently are well defined and bounded (cf.
[12]). Given the distribution of the masses µ, and temperature profile β, we define the
macroscopic thermal energy profile as follows:

f
µ
β(y) := lim

n→∞
E
(
〈ĕ[ny]〉β

)
. (3.16)

with ĕx defined in (3.7). In [12], it is proven that f
µ
β is well-defined and continuous, and

f
µ
β(y) = fµ(β(y)), where fµ(βeq) is the corresponding function for a constant profile of

temperature β(y) = βeq, ∀y (cf. [12] Appendix A).

Theorem 3.2. The state ̺nr̄,p̄,β defined in (3.14) satisfies conditions (3.6) to (3.9) with p̄, r̄,

b̄(y) = f
µ
β(y).

Before proceeding, let us briefly mention that in the assumption (3.9), the estimates
need to hold for all realizations of the masses. However, it is possible to show that they
could be replaced by estimates on the expectations (w.r.t µ) of the same quantities, at the
cost of stronger decay rates.

3.2 Evolution of r, p

3.2.1 Time evolution

Since our system is harmonic, equation of motion (3.4) can be solved similarly to the
classical case (2.17). Let us briefly recall the desired transformations in this case from [12],
mainly to fix proper notations. Recall the random matrices Ap, and Ar (2.14), and their
corresponding set of eigenvalues and eigenvectors (0 < ω2

1 < · · · < ω2
n−1 and {ϕk}nk=0 for the

former and ω2
1 < . . . ω2

n−1 and {φk}nk=1 for the latter). Define the following set of operators
(recall that 〈, 〉n is the inner product in Rn):

p̂k := 〈ϕk,M− 1
2p〉n =

n∑

x=1

ϕk
x√
mx

px, ∀k ∈ I
o
n−1; r̂k := 〈φk, r〉n−1 =

n−1∑

x=1

φk
xrx, ∀k ∈ In−1.

(3.17)
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After a straightforward computation (cf. Sect.3 of [12]), we have the following commutation
relations for k, k′ ∈ Ion−1 (by convention r̂0 = 0):

[̂rk, r̂k′] = [p̂k, p̂k′] = 0, [̂rk, p̂k′] = iωkδk,k′. (3.18)

Consequently, we define the corresponding bosonic operators b̂k, b̂
∗
k, having suitable com-

mutation relations (thanks to (3.18)) as follows: for any k, k′ ∈ In−1:

b̂k :=
1√
2ωk

(̂rk + ip̂k), b̂∗k :=
1√
2ωk

(̂rk − ip̂k),

[b̂k, b̂
∗
k′] = δk,k′, [b̂k, b̂k′] = [b̂∗k, b̂

∗
k′] = 0.

(3.19)

Thanks to (3.17) and (3.19), and by using the definition of ϕk, φk, we can rewrite the
Hamiltonian Hn in terms of bosonic operators:

Hn =
1

2

n∑

x=1

(
p2x
mx

+ r2x) =
1

2
p̂0 +

1

2

n−1∑

k=1

(p̂2k + r̂2k) =
1

2

n−1∑

k=1

(p̂2k + r̂2k) =

n−1∑

k=1

ωk(b̂
∗
kb̂k +

1

2
), (3.20)

where we used the fact that p0 =
∑n

x=1 px = 0. Notice that thanks to the above expression,
one could obtain the spectrum of Hn explicitly, which is a discrete spectrum (cf. Sect.3 of
[12]). In addition, thanks to the above representation of Hn, and commutation relations
(3.19), the time evolution of the bosonic operators (action of of τnt i.e., solution to the
Heisenberg equation (3.3)) is given by:

b̂k(t) = e−iωktb̂k(0), b̂∗k(t) = eiωktb̂∗k(0). (3.21)

By using the inverse of (3.19), we get for k ∈ In−1:

p̂k(t) = cos(ωkt)p̂k(0)− sin(ωkt)̂rk(0), r̂k(t) = cos(ωkt)̂rk(0) + sin(ωkt)p̂k(0) (3.22)

Plugging the latter inside the inverse of (3.17), the time evolution of px, rx is given by
(recall the definition of p̂, r̂ (3.17)):

p(t) =

n−1∑

k=0

M
1
2ϕkp̂k(t) =

n−1∑

k=0

(
cos(ωkt)p̂k(0)− sin(ωkt)̂rk(0)

)
M

1
2ϕk,

r(t) =

n−1∑

k=1

φkrk(t) =

n−1∑

k=1

(
cos(ωkt)̂rk(0) + sin(ωkt)p̂k(0)

)
φk.

(3.23)

These equations are formally similar to their classical counterpart (2.17), but r and p are
(non-commuting) operators rather than numbers.

3.2.2 Proof for r, p

In this section, we prove the first two limits in Theorem 3.1, i.e. (3.11) and (3.12).
Similarly to the classical case we use the explicit time evolution (3.23), as well as the local-
ization estimates (2.18). However, our state is no longer Gaussian and simple correlation
identities (2.27), (2.34) need to be replaced by (3.9).
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Proof of (3.11) and (3.12). Recall that the state ̺r̄,p̄,b̄n satisfies assumptions (3.6) to (3.9).
Let us define the average variables p̄x(nt), r̄x(nt), and fluctuation operators p̃x(nt), r̃x(nt)
as follows for any x ∈ In:

p̄x(nt) := 〈px(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
, r̄x(nt) := 〈rx(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

;

p̃x(nt) := px(nt)− p̄x(nt), r̃x(nt) := rx(nt)− r̄x(nt).
(3.24)

Thanks to the linearity of the trace, and the evolution equation (3.4), (p̄(t), r̄(t)) ∈ R2n−1

satisfies the following system of ODEs:

d

dt
p̄x(t) = r̄x(t)− r̄x−1(t),

d

dt
r̄x(t) =

p̄x+1(t)

mx+1
− p̄x(t)

mx
, (3.25)

where the initial data are given by r̄x(0) = r̄( x
n
), and p̄x(0) =

mx

m̄
p̄( x

n
) + ǫxn for all x, thanks

to (3.6). In [12], it is shown that

lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑

x=1

p̄x(nt)f(
x

n
) →

∫ 1

0

p(y, t)f(y)dy, lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑

x=1

r̄x(nt)f(
x

n
) →

∫ 1

0

r(y, t)f(y)dy,

(3.26)
i.e. the limit on average (1.3). The initial conditions in [12] are not the same as here,
but the difference vanishes in the limit. As in the classical case, we can add and subtract
1
n

∑n
x=1 f(

x
n
)〈px(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

inside the square in (3.12), and similarly for r. Then by using

the basic properties of the trace (linearity and scalar multiplication), and limits (3.26), the
proof of (3.11) and (3.12) boils down to proving that

Rn :=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)̃rx(nt)

)2〉

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0, Pn :=

〈(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)p̃x(nt)

)2〉

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0,

(3.27)
as n → ∞, almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses, where one should recall the
fluctuation operators p̃x, r̃x (3.24).

The evolution of p̃(nt) and r̃(nt) can be obtained explicitly from (3.4) and (3.25). For
k ∈ Ion, let

ˆ̃pk = ˆ̃pk(0) := 〈ϕk,M− 1
2 p̃〉n, ˆ̃rk := 〈φk, r̃〉n−1, (3.28)

where the vectors p̃ and r̃ are defined in (3.7), (3.24). Then r̃x(t), p̃x(t) is given by:

r̃x(t) =

n−1∑

k=1

φk
x
ˆ̃rk(t) =

n−1∑

k=1

(

cos(ωkt)̂̃rk(0) + sin(ωkt)ˆ̃pk(0)
)

φk
x,

p̃x(t) =

n−1∑

k=0

√
mxϕ

k
x
ˆ̃pk(t) =

n−1∑

k=0

(

cos(ωkt)ˆ̃pk(0)− sin(ωkt)̂̃rk(0)
)√

mxϕ
k
x,

(3.29)

where ˆ̃rk(t), and ˆ̃rk(t) are implicitly defined.
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Before proceeding, we need bounds similar to (2.29) in the quantum case. This can be
done thanks to the first bound in (3.9):

〈ˆ̃p2k〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
=

n∑

x,y=1

ϕk
xϕ

k
y√

mxmy
〈p̃xp̃y〉 ≤

n∑

x=1

(ϕk
x)

2

mx
〈p̃2x〉+

n−1∑

l=1

∑

|x−y|=l

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

ϕk
xϕ

k
y√

mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
|〈p̃xp̃y〉|

≤ C1

n∑

x=1

(ϕk
x)

2 +
n−1∑

l=1

C2

l2

∑

|x−y|=l

∣
∣ϕk

xϕ
k
y

∣
∣ ≤ C1 +

n−1∑

l=1

C3

l2
≤ C, (3.30)

where we have dropped the subscript ̺r̄,p̄,b̄n on the r.h.s. To get this, we used the definition
of ˆ̃pk (3.28), we used (3.9) in the second line, we took advantage of the following Cauchy-
Schwartz inequality,

∑

|x−y|=l

|ϕk
xϕ

k
y| = 2

n−l∑

x=1

|ϕk
xϕ

k
x+l| ≤ 2

(
n−l∑

x=1

(ϕk
x)

2

) 1
2
(

n−l∑

x=1

(ϕk
x+l)

2

) 1
2

≤ 2
n∑

x=1

(ϕk
x)

2 ≤ 2,

and finally, in the last inequality of (3.30), we used the fact that the featuring series is
summable. Notice that the constant C > 0 in (3.30) is independent of n and the realization
of the masses. Similarly for r, by an exact identical computation, and using corresponding
definition and bounds (3.28),(3.9) we have: there exist C ′ > 0 such that for all n and any
realization of the masses we have:

〈̂̃r2k〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
≤ C ′. (3.31)

In the proceeding, we follow somewhat similar steps as in the classical setup, where each
step is modified due to the quantum nature:

Step1: Low modes. For a proper γ with 0 < γ < 1
2
, define p̃o(nt), and r̃o(nt) as low

modes portion of p(nt), and r(nt) (we will choose γ opportunely later): for x ∈ In:

p̃ox(nt) :=
∑

k∈Z∩[0,n(1−γ)]

ˆ̃pk(nt)
√
mxϕ

k
x, r̃ox(nt) :=

∑

k∈Z∩[1,n(1−γ)]

ˆ̃rk(nt)φ
k
x, (3.32)

where definition of ˆ̃pk(nt), ˆ̃rk(nt) should be recalled from (3.29), and by convention we set
r̃n(nt) = 0. Here we prove that:

Ln := 〈 1
n

(
n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)p̃ox(nt)

)2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0, L′n := 〈 1
n

(
n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)̃rox(nt)

)2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0, (3.33)

almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses.
Before proceeding, thanks to the above mentioned assumptions, one can check that

(̺r̄,p̄,b̄n )
1
2a is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator for any operator a that is a linear or quadratic

function of px and rx. Therefore, it is straightforward to see that we can use the following
form of Cauchy-Schwartz inequality for our desired operators:

∣
∣
∣〈ab∗〉

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣

2

≤ 〈aa∗〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈bb∗〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

. (3.34)
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Later, we will simply use this inequality, and we will not mention its legitimacy anymore
which is easy to check in each case.

Following exactly the same steps as in (2.30) yields:

0 ≤ Ln ≤ C

n

∑

k∈Ĩ(γ)

〈(ˆ̃pk(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
, (3.35)

where C > 0 is a constant independent of n and the realization of the masses. Notice
that the only difference between (3.35) and (2.30) is the fact that in the former we should
use the operator form of the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality (3.34). By using the definition of
ˆ̃pk(nt) from (3.29), thanks to (3.30), (3.31) and a Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have for
any k ∈ Ion−1

〈(ˆ̃pk(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
≤ C, 〈(̂̃rk(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

≤ C, (3.36)

where C > 0 is independent of n, and the distribution of the masses. Combining (3.36)
with (3.32) and recalling the fact that Ĩ(γ) = [0, n1−γ ] ∩ Z with γ > 0 we deduce that
Ln → 0 as n → ∞. Again, a similar computation, using the definition of ˆ̃ro, the fact that
φk is an orthonormal basis, and the second bound in (3.36) yield L′n → 0 deterministically.
This finishes the proof of this step, i.e. (3.33).

Step2: High modes. As in (2.31), define the “high mode operators” for x ∈ In:

p̃•x(nt) := p̃x(nt)−p̃ox(nt) =
∑

k∈I(γ)

ˆ̃pk(nt)
√
mxϕ

k
x, r̃•x(nt) := r̃x(nt)−r̃ox(nt) =

∑

k∈I(γ)

ˆ̃rk(nt)
√
mxφ

k
x,

(3.37)
where we choose 0 < γ < 1

2
opportunely later, and I(γ) =]n(1−γ),n] ∩ Z. Moreover, by

convention we have r̃n(nt) = 0. Following the lines of the classical case, for a proper choice
of 0 < γ < 1

2
we prove:

Un := 〈
(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)p̃•x(nt)

)2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0, U′
n := 〈

(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)̃r•x(nt)

)2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0, (3.38)

almost surely, w.r.t distribution of the masses.

Step 2.1: High modes |x − y| > 4nθ′. Let 0 < 2γ < θ < θ′ < 1. Fix n, and
consider x, y ∈ In such that |x−y| > 4nθ′ . Let us bound |〈p̃•x(nt)p̃•y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

|/mxmy (recall
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ϕ̃k
x = ϕk

x√
mx

):

|〈p̃•x(nt)p̃•y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
|

mxmy
=

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
〈ˆ̃pk(nt)ˆ̃pk′(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

ϕ̃k
xϕ̃

k′

y

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
sin(ωknt) sin(ωk′nt)ϕ̃

k
xϕ̃

k′

y 〈̂̃rkˆ̃rk′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Crr
xy

+

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
cos(ωknt) sin(ωk′nt)ϕ̃

k
xϕ̃

k′

y 〈ˆ̃pkˆ̃rk′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Cpr
xy

+

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
sin(ωknt) cos(ωk′nt)ϕ̃

k
xϕ̃

k′

y 〈̂̃rkˆ̃pk′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Crp
xy

+

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
cos(ωknt) cos(ωk′nt)ϕ̃

k
xϕ̃

k′

y 〈ˆ̃pkˆ̃pk′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Cpp
xy

,

(3.39)

where we used the definition of p̃•x(nt) (3.37), as well as the definition of ˆ̃pk(nt) (3.29).
Notice the definition of Cpp

xy, C
pr
xy, C

rp
xy, and Crr

xy in the above expression. Let us bound Cpp
xy.

The other terms can be treated similarly. Define

J̃(x, y) := {(z, z′) ∈ In × In

∣
∣ |x− z| ≤ nθ, |y − z′| ≤ nθ}.

Plugging the definition of ˆ̃pk in Cpp
xy, rearranging the terms, using the linearity of trace,and

bounding | cos(·)| by one we have:

0 ≤ Cpp
xy =

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

n∑

z,z′=1




∑

k∈I(γ)
cos(ωknt)ϕ̃

k
xϕ̃

k
z








∑

k′∈I(γ)
cos(ωk′nt)ϕ̃

k′

y ϕ̃
k′

z′



 〈p̃zp̃z′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤

∑

(z,z′)∈J̃(x,y)




∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕ̃k

xϕ̃
k
z |








∑

k′∈I(γ)
|ϕ̃k′

y ϕ̃
k′

z′ |





∣
∣
∣〈p̃zp̃z′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸

C
pp,1
xy

+

∑

(z,z′)/∈J̃(x,y)




∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕ̃k

xϕ̃
k
z |








∑

k′∈I(γ)
|ϕ̃k′

y ϕ̃
k′

z′ |





∣
∣
∣〈p̃zp̃z′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣

︸ ︷︷ ︸

C
pp,2
xy

(3.40)

Let us first bound Cpp,1
xy . Each term involving sum over k and k′ is bounded by 1 as we

observed in (2.37). Hence we have:

0 ≤ Cpp,1
xy ≤

∑

(z,z′)∈J̃(x,y)

∣
∣
∣〈p̃zp̃z′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣ ≤

∑

(z,z′)∈J̃(x,y)

C

|z − z′|2 ≤
∑

(z,z′)∈J̃(x,y)

C

n2θ′
= |J̃(x, y)| C

nθ′
≤ 8C

n2(θ′−θ)
,

(3.41)
where in the third inequality we take advantage of the first bound in (3.9); moreover, in
the fourth inequality we use the fact that |x − y| > 4nθ′, and thanks to the definition of
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J̃(x, y), for each term in the above sum |z − z′| > nθ′ . In the last inequality the definition
of J̃(x, y) is used.

Now we treat Cpp,2
xy . Recall he definition of J(x) = {z ∈ In | |x − z| ≤ nθ}. Thus for n

sufficiently large we get

0 ≤ E(Cpp,2
xy ) ≤ CE




∑

z /∈J(x)

n∑

z′=1




∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕ̃k

xϕ̃
k
z |








∑

k′∈I(γ)
|ϕ̃k′

y ϕ̃
k′

z′ |







+

CE




∑

z∈J(x)

∑

z′ /∈J(y)




∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕ̃k

xϕ̃
k
z |








∑

k′∈I(γ)
|ϕ̃k′

y ϕ̃
k′

z′ |







 ≤ CE




∑

(z,z′)∈Jc(x)×In




∑

k∈I(γ)
|ϕ̃k

xϕ̃
k
z |







+

CE




∑

(z,z′)∈J(x)×Jc(y)




∑

k′∈I(γ)
|ϕ̃k′

y ϕ̃
k′

z′ |







 ≤ 2n2C ′ exp(−c(nθ−n2γ

)) ≤ C ′ exp(− c
2
nθ),

(3.42)

where first we bounded |〈p̃zp̃z′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
| ≤ C, thanks to assumption (3.9), where C > 0 is

independent of n and the realization of the masses; in the second line we take advantage
of (2.37). In the third line we used the properties of J(x), J(y) and the bound (2.18) from
Lemma 2.2. Finally, in the last inequality we take advantage of the choice of 0 < 2γ < θ < 1
and the fact that n is sufficiently large. Notice that C ′ > 0 and c > 0 are independent of
n.

Thanks to (3.42), for n sufficiently large we have:

E




1

n2

∑

|x−y|>4nθ′

Cpp,2
xy



 ≤ C ′ exp(−cn
θ

2
) =⇒ 1

n2

∑

|x−y|>4nθ′

Cpp,2
xy → 0, (3.43)

almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses, thanks to Borel-Cantelli lemma (recall
that C > 0, c′ > 0 are independent of n). Combining (3.41) and (3.43), using the fact that
θ′ > θ, and recalling the expression of Cpp

xy (3.40) we deduce:

1

n2

∑

|x−y|>n4θ′

Cpp
xy → 0, (3.44)

almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. We can prove similar identities for
∑

Cpr
xy,
∑

Cpr
xy, and

∑
Crr
xy. To this end first we should decompose them as in (3.40). Then

∑
Cpr,1
xy (and other similar terms) can be treated exactly similar to (3.41). However, the

other terms such as
∑

Cpr,2
xy need more attention: we should use Lemma 2.3 to treat this

terms as we did in (2.39). Since these lengthy computation follow the exact same lines of
the previous cases, and they do not contain any novel point, we omit them for the sake of
brevity. Therefore, thanks to the (3.39), by bounding f( x

n
) and mx by uniform constants,

we have:
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

n2

∑

|x−y|>4nθ′

f(
x

n
)f(

y

n
)〈p̃•x(nt)p̃•y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ C

n2

∑

|x−y|>4nθ′

(
Cpp
xy + Cpr

xy + Crp
xy + Crr

xy

)
→ 0,

(3.45)
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almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. Following same steps one can show that
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

n2

∑

|x−y|>4nθ′

f(
x

n
)f(

y

n
)〈̃r•x(nt)̃r•y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

→ 0 (3.46)

almost surely w.r.t.the distribution of the masses. Since this proof is identical, we do not
bring it here. This finishes the proof of this step.

Step 2.2: High modes |x − y| ≤ 4nθ′. Let us bound 1
mx

〈(p̃•x(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
: recall the

expression (3.39), let x = y, and bound (mx)
−1 by a constant; then we have:

〈(p̃•x(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

mx
≤ mx(C

pp
xx + Cpr

xx + Crp
xx + Crr

xx), (3.47)

where definition of C♯1♯2
xx for ♯1, ♯2 ∈ {r, p} should be recalled from (3.39). Let us bound

mxC
pr
xx by a constant uniform in n and realization of the masses: Similar to (3.40), by using

the definition of ˆ̃pk, and ˆ̃rk we get (recall the convention r̃n = φk
n = 0)

mxC
pr
xx =

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

n∑

z,z′=1




∑

k∈I(γ)
cos(ωknt)ϕ

k
xϕ

k
z





︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:az




∑

k′∈I(γ)
sin(ωk′nt)ϕ

k′

x φ
k′

z′





︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:bz′

〈 p̃z√
mz

r̃z′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

(3.48)

Notice the definition of az, bz in the above expression. Then we have:

mxC
pr
xx ≤

n∑

z=1

|az||bz|
∣
∣
∣
∣
〈 p̃z√

mz
r̃z′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
+

n−1∑

l=1

∑

|z−z′|=l

∣
∣
∣
∣
〈 p̃z√

mz
r̃z′〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
|az||bz′| ≤

C
n∑

z=1

|az||bz|+
n−1∑

l=1

C

l2

n−l∑

z=1

(|az||bz+l|+ |az+l||bz|) ≤ C

(
n∑

z=1

|az|2
) 1

2
(

n∑

z=1

|bz|2
) 1

2

+

n−1∑

l=1

C

l





(
n−l∑

z=1

|az|2
) 1

2
(

n−l∑

z=1

|bz+l|2
) 1

2

+

(
n−l∑

z=1

|az+l|2
) 1

2
(

n−l∑

z=1

|bz|2
) 1

2



 ≤

C

(
n∑

z=1

|az|2
) 1

2
(

n∑

z=1

|bz|2
) 1

2

+
n−1∑

l=1

2C

l2

(
n∑

z=1

|az|2
) 1

2
(

n∑

z=1

|bz|2
) 1

2

,

(3.49)

where in the second line we used the assumption (3.9), and then we take advantage of
two Cauchy-Schwartz inequality. Recalling the definition of bz (3.48) we have (recall the
convention φk

n = 0):

n∑

z=1

b2z =
n−1∑

z=1

∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
sin(ωknt) sin(ωk′nt)ϕ

k
xϕ

k′

x φ
k
zφ

k′

z =
∑

k,k′∈I(γ)
sin(ωknt) sin(ωk′nt)ϕ

k
xϕ

k′

x

n−1∑

z=1

φk
zφ

k′

z =

∑

k∈I(γ)
sin2(ωknt)(ϕ

k
x)

2 ≤
n−1∑

k=0

(ϕk
x)

2 = 1,

(3.50)
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where we used the fact that φk and ϕk are orthonormal basis (
∑n−1

z=1 φ
k
zφ

k′

z = δk,k′,
∑n−1

k=0(ϕ
k
x)

2 =
1). Similarly, we have

∑n
z=1 a

2
z ≤ 1. Plugging the latter and (3.50) inside (3.49), we get:

mxC
pr
xx ≤ C +

n−1∑

l=1

2C

l2
≤ c′, (3.51)

where as usual c′ > 0 is a constant independent of n and the realization of the masses.
Similarly, we can bound other terms in (3.47) by constants independent of n and the
realization of the masses. Notice that this constants can be chosen to be independent of x
as well. Moreover, the exact same argument works for 〈(̃rx(nt)•)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

. Hence, there exists

a constant C > 0 such that for n, any x ∈ In, and any realization of the masses we have:

〈(p̃•x(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

mx
≤ C, 〈(̃r•x(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

≤ C. (3.52)

Before proceeding, notice that in the above argument, we can replace p̃•x(nt) with p̃x(nt)
and all the steps work. Therefore, exists C > 0 such that for n, any x ∈ In, and any
realization of the masses we have:

〈(p̃x(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

mx
≤ C, 〈(̃rx(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

≤ C. (3.53)

Having (3.52), bounding f(x/n)/(mx)
1
2 , and a Cauchy-Schwartz (3.34) yields:

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

n2

∑

|x−y|≤4nθ′

f(
x

n
)f(

y

n
)〈p̃•x(nt)p̃•y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ C

n2

∑

|x−y|≤4nθ′

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

〈p̃•x(nt)p̃•y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n√
mxmy

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
≤

C ′

n2

∑

|x−y|≤4nθ′

(
〈(p̃•x(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

mx

) 1
2
(
〈(p̃•y(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

my

) 1
2

≤ C ′

n2

∑

|x−y|≤4nθ′

C ≤ C ′′

n2
× cn1+θ′ → 0,

(3.54)

as n→ ∞, thanks to the choice of 0 < θ′ < 1. Similar identity holds for r:
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

n2

∑

|x−y|≤4nθ′

f(
x

n
)f(

y

n
)〈̃r•x(nt)̃r•y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

→ 0. (3.55)

Combining (3.45), and (3.54) we can deduce Un → 0 almost surely w.r.tthe distribution of
the masses, similarly (3.46), and (3.55) gives us U′

n → 0 almost surely. This conclude the
proof of (3.38) and this step.

Step 3: Summing up. Recall Pn (3.27). By using the fact that p̃x(nt) = p̃ox(nt)+p̃•x(nt),

and a Cauchy-Schwartz (|〈AB〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

| ≤ 〈AA∗〉
1
2

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈BB∗〉
1
2

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

) inequality we observe that

Pn ≤ Ln+Un+(Ln)
1
2 (Un)

1
2 . Combining this with (3.33), and (3.38) we deduce that Pn → 0

almost surely w.r.tthe distribution of the masses. Similarly, we can deduce that Rn → 0
almost surely w.r.tthe distribution of the masses. This finishes the proof of (3.27) and
consequently (3.11), (3.12).
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3.3 Evolution of e

Recall average variables p̄x(nt), r̄x(nt) in (3.24). As we mentioned, they satisfy the same
system of ODEs as in [12] up to a vanishing constant. Therefore, by using the regularity of
initial profiles r̄, p̄, we can adapt the argument of [12], and deduce the following (cf. [12],
Sect.4, (4.29)) for any y ∈ (0, 1):

r̄[ny](nt) → r(y, t),
p̄[ny]

m[ny]

→ p(y, t)

m̄
, (3.56)

almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. Therefore, by using the averaging lemma
of [12] (cf. (4.13) in [12]) we can deduce the convergence of the average of mecanical energy
in the following sense (cf. Lemma 6.1 in [12]): for any f ∈ C0([0, 1])

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)

(〈px(nt)〉2
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

2mx
+

〈rx(nt)〉2
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

2

)

→
∫ 1

0

f(y)

(
p(y, t)

2m̄
+

r2(y, t)

2

)

. (3.57)

On the other hand, the evolution of fluctuation variables (3.29) is identical to the one
in [12]. Although, the ensemble average here is different from [12], one can observe that
having the assumption (3.8), and the bounds (3.30),(3.31), and (3.45) are sufficient for
using the result of [12]. More precisely, recall the fluctuation operators (3.24) p̃x(nt),
r̃x(nt); having the aforementioned bounds we can apply Lemma 6.4. of [12] and deduce for
any f ∈ C0([0, 1]):

Tn(t)− Tn(0) :=

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)

(
〈p̃2x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

2mx
+

〈̃r2x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

2

)

− 1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)

(
〈p̃2x(0)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

2mx
+

〈̃r2x(0)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

2

)

→ 0,

(3.58)

almost surely w.r.t. the distribution of the masses. Combining the latter with (3.8) yields

Tn(t) →
∫ 1

0
f(y)b̄(y)dy. Combining this with (3.57), adding and subtracting the average

and comparing the obtained expression with explicit solution to the macroscopic evolution
equation (1.2), i.e. 2e(y, t) = p2(y, t)/m̄+ r2(y, t)+2b̄(y), we have the quantum counterpart
of (1.3) for the energy:

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)〈ex(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

=
1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)

(
〈p2x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

2mx
+

〈r2x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

2

)

→
∫ 1

0

f(y)e(y, t)dy,

(3.59)
almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. Having (3.59), we can complete the
proof of Theorem 3.1.

Before proceeding, notice that thanks to (3.1) and (3.23) we have for all k, k′ ∈ I
o
n, and

all x, y ∈ In :

[p̂k(nt), p̂k′(nt)] = [̂rk(nt), r̂k′(nt)] = 0, =⇒ [p̃x(nt), p̃y(nt)] = [̃rx(nt), r̃y(nt)] = 0,

[p̃ox(nt), p̃
o
y(nt)] = [̃rox(nt), r̃

o
y(nt)] = [p̃•x(nt), p̃

•
y(nt)] = [̃r•x(nt), r̃

•
y(nt)] = 0,

[p̃•x(nt), p̃
o
y(nt)] = [̃r•x(nt), r̃

o
y(nt)] = 0.

(3.60)

In the following, we will use above identities without mentioning them.
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Proof of Theorem 3.1: (3.13). Let us define the following operator:

ẽx(nt) := ex(nt)− 〈ex(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
. (3.61)

At t = 0, notice the difference among ẽx and ĕx (3.7). As we did before, adding and
subtracting the average term, and using (3.59), proof of (3.13) boils down to proving that

En := 〈
(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)ẽx(nt)

)2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0, (3.62)

almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. By using the definition of ẽx(nt) and a
Cauchy-Schwartz inequality (3.34), it is sufficient to prove:

Pn := 〈
(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)

(
p2x(nt)

mx

− 〈p
2
x(nt)

mx

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

))2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0,

Rn := 〈
(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)
(

r2x(nt)− 〈r2x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)
)2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0,

(3.63)

almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. First, recall average variables and
fluctuation operators (3.24), observe that computation of (2.49) is valid in the quantum
case as well:

〈
(

p2x(nt)− 〈p2x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)(

p2y(nt)− 〈p2y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

=

〈p̃2x(nt)p̃2y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
− 〈p̃2x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈p̃2y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
+ 4p̄x(nt)p̄y(nt)〈p̃x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

+

2p̄x(nt)〈p̃x(nt)p̃2y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
+ 2p̄y(nt)〈p̃2x(nt)p̃y(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

.

(3.64)

In contrast to the classical case, we cannot simply do pairings in 〈·〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

. Therefore, con-

trolling each term in (3.64) is more involved. We control each term separately: decompose
them into low and high modes, and take advantage of the localization for high modes with
|x− y| large enough, and control the remainder.

We only prove (3.63) for Pn, thanks to symmetry in our assumption, the proof for Rn

is identical, up to small modifications which we will omit. By using a Cauchy-Schwartz
inequality and recalling the definition of p̄x(nt), p̃x(nt) (3.24), for obtaining (3.63) it is
sufficient to prove:

P′
n := 〈

(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)

(

p̃2x(nt)

mx
−

〈p̃2x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

mx

))2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0,

P′′
n := 〈

(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f(
x

n
)
p̄x(nt)p̃x(nt)

mx

)2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0,

(3.65)

as n → ∞ almost surely w.r.t distribution of the masses. The proof of second identity
is straightforward: thanks to (3.56), and regularity of the macroscopic equation, p̄x/mx is
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uniformly (in n and distribution of the masses) bounded (cf. [12] (4.11)). On the other
hand, proof of (3.27) only rests on the fact that f is bounded and does not use its regularity.
Therefore, we absorb p̄x/mx inside f and follow similar steps and thanks to (3.27) deduce
that:

P′′
n → 0, (3.66)

almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses.
Fix 0 < 2γ < θ < θ′ < 1 (we choose them opportunely later), and recall the definition

of p̃ox(nt), p̃
•
x(nt) (3.32), (3.37) (recall I(γ) =]n1−γ , n] ∩ Z, Ĩ(γ) = [1, n1−γ] ∩ Z). Thanks

to a Cauchy-Schwartz inequality proof of the first limit in (3.65) reduces to the following :

Πo
n := 〈

(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f( x
n
)

mx

(

(p̃ox)
2(nt)− 〈(p̃ox)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)
)2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0,

Π•
n := 〈

(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f( x
n
)

mx

(

(p̃•x)
2(nt)− 〈(p̃•x)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)
)2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0,

Πo• := 〈
(

1

n

n∑

x=1

f( x
n
)

mx

(

p̃ox(nt)p̃
•
x(nt)− 〈p̃ox(nt)p̃•x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)
)2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

→ 0,

(3.67)

as n → ∞ almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. Let us begin with the first
limit. To this end, we need following bounds: Thanks to assumption 3 (3.9), and by a
computation similar to (3.30) we have:

〈ˆ̃p4k〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
≤ c

∑

z1,z2,z3,z4

|ϕk
z1
ϕk
z2
ϕk
z3
ϕk
z4
|
∣
∣
∣〈p̃z1 p̃z2 p̃z3 p̃z4〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣ ≤

c
∑

σ

∑

zσ1 ,zσ2

C

|zσ1 − zσ2 |2
|ϕk

zσ1
ϕk
zσ2

|
∑

zσ3 ,zσ4

C

|zσ3 − zσ4 |2
|ϕk

zσ3
ϕk
zσ4

| ≤ C,
(3.68)

where in the first line we used (3.9), in the second line we sum over three following per-
mutations σ : {1, 2, 3, 4} → {1, 2, 3, 4}: (12)(34), (13)(24), and (14)(23). The last inequal-
ity is obtained similar to (3.30). Notice that C is independent of n, and realization of
the masses. Thanks to symmetry of our assumption, we can deduce similar bounds for
〈(ˆ̃pk)j (̂̃rk)4−j〉

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
, for j ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3, 4}. Therefore, we can deduce similar bounds at time

nt: there exists C > 0 such that for any n, k ∈ Ion, and any realization of the masses:

〈ˆ̃p4k(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
≤ C, , 〈̂̃r4k(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

≤ C. (3.69)
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Recall Ĩ(γ) = [0, n1−γ ] ∩ Z and observe for any constant C > 0:

C

n2

n∑

x,y=1

∣
∣
∣〈(p̃ox)2(nt)(p̃oy)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

− 〈(p̃ox)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
〈(p̃oy)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣ ≤

C ′

n2

n∑

x,y=1

1

mxmy

(

〈(p̃ox)2(nt)(p̃oy)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
+ 〈(p̃ox)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈(p̃oy)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)

≤

C ′′

n2

n∑

x,y=1

∑

k1,k2,k3,k4∈Ĩ(γ)

ϕk1
x ϕ

k2
x ϕ

k3
y ϕ

k4
y

(

〈ˆ̃pk1(nt)ˆ̃pk2(nt)ˆ̃pk3(nt)ˆ̃pk4(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
+

〈ˆ̃pk1(nt)ˆ̃pk2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
〈ˆ̃pk3(nt)ˆ̃pk4(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)

=

C ′′

n2

∑

k1,k3∈Ĩ(γ)

(

〈(ˆ̃pk1(nt))2(ˆ̃pk3(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
+ 〈(ˆ̃pk1(nt))2〉〈(ˆ̃pk3(nt))2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)

≤ C̃n2−2γ

n2
→ 0,

(3.70)

as n → ∞, where we used the fact that
∑

x ϕ
k
xϕ

k′

x = δk,k′, a Cauchy-Schwartz inequality
and bounds (3.69), (3.36), as well as the fact that γ > 0. Expanding the square in Πo

n,
bounding |f( x

n
)/mx|, and taking advantage of (3.70) we deduce that Πo

n → 0.
In order to prove two other limits, we need the following bound: there exists C > 0 such
that for any n, x ∈ In, and any realization of the masses:

〈p̃4x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
≤ C, 〈(p̃ox)4(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

≤ C, 〈(p̃•x)4(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
≤ C,

〈̃r4x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
≤ C, 〈(̃rox)4(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

≤ C, 〈(̃r•x)4(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
≤ C,

(3.71)

we only show the above bound for 〈p̃4x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
, other bound can be obtained similarly.

Notice that we have:

〈p̃4x(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

mx

=
∑

k1,k2,k3,k4

ϕk1
x ϕ

k2
x ϕ

k3
x ϕ

k4
x 〈ˆ̃pk1(nt)ˆ̃pk2(nt)ˆ̃pk3(nt)ˆ̃pk4(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

. (3.72)

Considering the definition of ˆ̃pk1(nt) (3.29), the last average in the above expression contains
16 terms. However, thanks to symmetry of our assumption it is sufficient to bound one of
them and the rest are treated similarly. Let us take the term involving only p terms. Let
us denote

axz :=
∑

k

ϕk
xϕ

k
z cos(ωknt). (3.73)

Then by using the definition of ˆ̃pk we have:
∑

k1,k2,k3,k4

ϕk1
x ϕ

k2
x ϕ

k3
x ϕ

k4
x cos(ωk1nt) cos(ωk2nt) cos(ωk3nt) cos(ωk4nt)〈ˆ̃pk1 ˆ̃pk2 ˆ̃pk3 ˆ̃pk4〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

=

n∑

z1,z2,z3,z4=1

〈 p̃z1√
mz1

p̃z2√
mz2

p̃z3√
mz3

p̃z4√
mz4

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

axz1a
x
z2a

x
z3a

x
z4 ≤

∑

σ

∑

zσ1 ,zσ2

c

|zσ1 − zσ2 |2
|azσ1 ||azσ2 |

∑

zσ3 ,zσ4

c

|zσ3 − zσ4 |2
|azσ3 ||azσ4 | ≤ C,

(3.74)
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where
∑

σ is a summation over the three above-mentioned permutations; in the second
line we used the assumption (3.9). Comparing each sum (

∑

zσi ,zσj
) with the expression

appearing in (3.48), and using the bound (3.51) it is straightforward to observe that the
above expression is bounded by a constant. Notice that as in (3.48) our argument can be
adapted for p̃•, and p̃o. Hence,we can deduce (3.71).

Recall 0 < 2γ < θ < θ′ < 1. Bounding f( x
n
)/mx, taking advantage of the Cauchy-

Schwartz inequality (3.34), and using the bounds (3.52), and (3.71) we have:

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

n2

∑

|x−y|≤16nθ′

f( x
n
)f( y

n
)

mxmy

(

(p̃•x)
2(nt)− 〈(p̃•x)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)(

(p̃•y)
2(nt)− 〈(p̃•y)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

≤ C
nθ′

n
→ 0,

(3.75)
as n→ ∞. Now take |x− y| > 4nθ′, and observe:

∣
∣
∣〈(p̃•x)2(nt)(p̃•y)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

− 〈(p̃•x)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
〈(p̃•y)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣ =

∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

k1,k2,k3,k4∈I(γ)
ϕk1
x ϕ

k2
x ϕ

k3
y ϕ

k4
y ×

〈ˆ̃pk1(nt)ˆ̃pk2(nt)ˆ̃pk3(nt)ˆ̃pk4(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
− 〈ˆ̃pk1(nt)ˆ̃pk2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈ˆ̃pk3(nt)ˆ̃pk4(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
.

(3.76)

Using the definition of ˆ̃pk(nt), we obtain 16 different terms. However, tanks to the symmetry
of (3.9), and Lemma 2.19, all these terms can be treated similarly. Therefore, we take the
terms involving only p̃. Let us denote

ãxz :=
∑

k∈I(γ)
cos(ωknt)ϕ

k
xϕ

k
z . (3.77)

Then by using the definition of ˆ̃pk we have:

C̃xy :=

∣
∣
∣
∣

∑

k1,k2,k3,k4∈I(γ)
ϕk1
x ϕ

k2
x ϕ

k3
y ϕ

k4
y cos(ωk1nt) cos(ωk1nt) cos(ωk2nt) cos(ωk3nt) cos(ωk4nt)

〈ˆ̃pk1 ˆ̃pk2 ˆ̃pk3 ˆ̃pk4〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n
− 〈ˆ̃pk1 ˆ̃pk2〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈ˆ̃pk3 ˆ̃pk4〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣
∣
=

∣
∣
∣
∣

n∑

z1,z2,z3,z4=1

(

〈 p̃z1√
mz1

p̃z2√
mz2

p̃z3√
mz3

p̃z4√
mz4

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

− 〈 p̃z1√
mz1

p̃z2√
mz2

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈 p̃z3√
mz3

p̃z4√
mz4

〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)

×

ãxz1 ã
x
z2
ãxz3 ã

x
z4

∣
∣
∣
∣
≤
∑

z1,z3

c

|z1 − z3|2
|ãxz1||ã

y
z3
|
∑

z2,z4

c

|z2 − z4|2
|ãxz2||ã

y
z4
|+

∑

z1,z4

c

|z1 − z4|2
|ãxz1||ã

y
z4
|
∑

z2,z3

c

|z2 − z3|2
|ãxz2||ã

y
z3
|

(3.78)

where we used the assumption (3.9). We can decompose each sum in the above expression
as we did in (3.40). In fact, comparing above sums, with the expression in (3.40), thanks
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to (3.42), (3.43) it is straightforward to observe that

∑

|x−y|>4nθ′

C̃xy → 0, (3.79)

almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses, where one should recall (3.42), and
(3.41). Combining the above symmetry argument, (3.76) (3.79), and (3.78), we have:

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

1

n2

∑

|x−y|>4nθ′

f( x
n
)f( y

n
)

mxmy

(

(p̃•x)
2(nt)− 〈(p̃•x)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)(

(p̃•y)
2(nt)− 〈(p̃•y)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

)

∣
∣
∣
∣
∣
∣

→ 0,

(3.80)
almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses. Finally, having (3.80), (3.75) we conclude
Π•

n → 0 almost surely w.r.t the distribution of the masses.
Now we prove the last limit of (3.67) (we abbreviate: a(nt)b(nt) = (ab)(nt)):

Πo•
n ≤ C

n2

n∑

x,y=1

∣
∣
∣〈(p̃oxp̃oyp̃•xp̃•y)(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣+

C

n2

n∑

x,y=1

∣
∣
∣〈(p̃oxp̃•x)(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣

∣
∣
∣〈(p̃oyp̃•y)(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

∣
∣
∣

≤C

n2

n∑

x,y=1

〈(p̃oxp̃oy)2(nt)〉
1
2

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈(p̃•xp̃•y)2(nt)〉
1
2

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

+

C

n2

n∑

x,y=1

〈(p̃ox)2(nt)〉
1
2

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈(p̃oy)2(nt)〉
1
2

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈(p̃•x)2(nt)〉
1
2

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈(p̃•y)2(nt)〉
1
2

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

≤

c′

n2

n∑

x,y=1

〈(p̃ox)2(nt)(p̃oy)2(nt)〉
1
2

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

+
c′

n2

n∑

x,y=1

〈(p̃ox)2(nt)〉
1
2

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈(p̃oy)2(nt)〉
1
2

̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

≤

c′

(

C

n2

n∑

x,y=1

1

mxmy
〈(p̃ox)2(nt)(p̃oy)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

) 1
2

+

c′

(

C

n2

n∑

x,y=1

1

mxmy
〈(p̃ox)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

〈(p̃oy)2(nt)〉̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

) 1
2

≤ c′′
n1−γ

n
→ 0,

(3.81)

as n → ∞, where in the above computation we take advantage of the fact that above
operators commute (3.60); in the first line we bounded f/mx, in the second inequality we
performed Cauchy-Schwartz (3.34), in the third inequality we performed another Cauchy-
Schwartz and used the bounds on "second and fourth moments" (3.71), (3.52). In the fourth

inequality we take advantage of the Jensen inequality thanks to the fact that f(z) = z
1
2 is

concave. Finally, the last inequality is deduced from (3.70).
This finishes proof of (3.67), which yields (3.65). This means Pn → 0 almost surely. As

we mentioned the proof of the other limit in (3.63) is similar. Hence we conclude (3.62),
and this finishes the proof of (3.13) which complete the proof of Theorem 3.1.
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3.4 Locally Gibbs state

In this section, we me prove Theorem (3.2). Let us emphasize that this theorem can
be deduced from tools developed in Sect. 5 of [12]. Here we only mention the main
critical steps and refer reader to [12] for more details. Before proceeding, let us recall basic
notations, definitions, and identities related to ̺nr̄,p̄,β mostly from [12]:

Recall the definition of ̺nr̄,p̄,β (3.14). Thanks to (3.41), (3.42) of [12] up to an error that
vanishes in the limit,

p̃x := px − 〈px〉̺n
r̄,p̄,β

= px − p̄(
x

n
)(
mx

m̄
), r̃x := rx − 〈rx〉̺n

r̄,p̄,β
= rx − r̄(

x

n
). (3.82)

Therefore, ̺nr̄,p̄,β can be written as ̺nr̄,p̄,β = 1
Zn

exp(−Hβ
n ), with

Hn
β =

1

2

n∑

x=1

(
β( x

n
)

mx
p̃2x + β(

x

n
)̃r2x

)

. (3.83)

Let us diagonalize Hn
β . We begin by a couple of definitions: Let Mβ = Mβ̃−1, with

β̃ := diag(β( 1
n
), . . . , β(n

n
)) and βo := diag(β( 1

n
), . . . , β(n−1

n
)). Define Aβ

p and Aβ
r as:

Aβ
p =M

− 1
2

β (−∇−β
o∇+)M

− 1
2

β , Aβ
r = (βo)

1
2 (−∇+M

−1
β ∇−)(β

o)
1
2 . (3.84)

Aβ
p is symmetric positive semidefinite with almost sure non-degenerate spectrum. Denote

{ψk}n−1
k=0 to be its orthonormal set of eigenvectors, forming a basis for Rn. Denote the

corresponding set of increasing eigenvalues by {0 = γ20 < γ21 < · · · < γ2n−1}. Notice

〈ψk, ψk′〉 =∑n
x=1 ψ

k
xψ

k′

x = δk,k′, and
∑n−1

k=0 ψ
k
xψ

k′

y = δx,y. A
β
r is symmetric positive definite.

Define for k ∈ In−1,

ψ̃k :=
1

γk
(βo)

1
2∇+M

− 1
2

β ψk,

observe that {ψ̃k}n−1
k=1 is the set of eigenvectors of Aβ

r with similar eigenvalues γ21 < · · · <
γ2n−1. We define another set of coordinates: for k ∈ In (convention: rn = 0):

pk := 〈ψk,M
− 1

2

β p̃〉n, rk := 〈ψ̃k, r̃〉n−1, (3.85)

Correspondingly, we define the following set of bosonic operators for k ∈ In−1:

bk :=
1

2γk
(rk + ipk) , b∗

k :=
1

2γk
(rk − ipk) . (3.86)

From (3.85), and (3.86), by using properties of ψk, ψ̃k, we have upto a vanishing error:

Hn
β =

1

2

n−1∑

k=1

(p2
k + r2k) =

n−1∑

k=1

γk(b
∗
kbk +

1

2
), (3.87)

where we have following commutation relations for k, k′ ∈ In thanks to (3.1) and above
definitions:

[pk, pk′] = [rk, rk′] = 0, [rk, pk′] = iγkδk,k′,

[bk, bk′] = [b∗
k, b

∗
k′] = 0, [b∗

k, bk′] = δk,k′.
(3.88)
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The detailed computation of above identities can be found in sec. 3 of [12], in particular
(3.30)-(3.36).

Having (3.87) and (3.88) the discrete spectrum of Hn
β is understood. Moreover, thanks

to spectral theorem we can compute average of certain observables w.r.t ̺nr̄,p̄,β. In particular
we have (cf. [12] Sect.3 (3.38), (3.48) and Appendix C): for k, k′ ∈ In−1, and x, y ∈ In:

〈bk〉̺n
r̄,p̄,β

= 〈b∗
k〉̺nr̄,p̄,β = 0, 〈b∗

kbk〉̺n
r̄,p̄,β

=
δk,k′

eγk − 1
, =⇒

〈pk〉̺n
r̄,p̄,β

= 〈rk〉̺n
r̄,p̄,β

= 0, 〈pkpk′〉̺n
r̄,p̄,β

= 〈rkrk′〉̺n
r̄,p̄,β

= δk,k′
γk
2
coth(

γk
2
).

(3.89)

Finally, thanks to ladder structure of bosonic operators, by using spectral theorem we can
observe that bk has pairing structure in ̺nr̄,p̄,β. Denote b1

k := bk, b
2
k := b∗

k. Then we have
for any k1, k2, k3, k4, and any ♯1, ♯2, ♯3, ♯4 ∈ {1, 2}:

〈b♯1
k1
b♯2
k2
b♯3
k3
〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

= 0,

〈b♯1
k1
b♯2
k2
b♯3
k3
b♯4
k4
〉
̺r̄,p̄,b̄n

= 〈b♯1
k1
b♯3
k3
〉̺n

r̄,p̄,β
〈b♯2

k2
b♯4
k4
〉̺n

r̄,p̄,β
+ 〈b♯1

k1
b♯2
k2
〉̺n

r̄,p̄,β
〈b♯3

k3
b♯4
k4
〉̺n

r̄,p̄,β
+

〈b♯1
k1
b♯4
k4
〉̺n

r̄,p̄,β
〈b♯2

k2
b♯3
k3
〉̺n

r̄,p̄,β
.

(3.90)

Now we state the proof of Theorem 3.2.

Proof of theorem 3.2. First notice that thanks to the pairing structure (3.90), the pairing
structure remains true for p̃x(nt), r̃x(nt): similar to (2.50) with proper modification (since
they are linear combination of bosonic operators, it is a matter of lengthy but straightfor-
ward computation to see this pairing structure persists). Therefore, ̺nr̄,p̄,β satisfies the third
bound in (3.9), since odd moments are zero. Moreover, thanks to the pairing structure, it
is sufficient to prove the first bound in (3.9). Finally, we prove the first bound for p̃x, p̃y.
Adapting the proof to the case of r̃x, r̃y and cross terms is straightforward.

Inverse of (3.85) reads (βx := β( x
n
)):

p̃x =

√
mx

βx

n−1∑

k=1

ψk
xpk. (3.91)

Hence,by using (3.89) we have:

〈p̃xp̃y〉̺n
r̄,p̄,β

=

√
mxmy

βxβy

n−1∑

k,k′=1

ψk
xψ

k′

y 〈pkpk′〉̺n
r̄,p̄,β

=

√
mxmy

βxβy

n−1∑

k=1

γk
2
coth(

γk
2
)ψk

xψ
k
y . (3.92)

Recall the matrix Aβ
p , and the fact that ψk is their eigenvectors. Denoting

f(z) =

{

z
1
2 coth(z

1
2 ), z 6= 0,

1, z = 0.
(3.93)

by above expression (3.92) it is clear that we have (up to a vanishing error as n→ ∞):

〈p̃xp̃y〉̺n
r̄,p̄,β

= 〈x, f(Aβ
p )y〉n, (3.94)
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where |x〉 = (0, 0, . . . , 1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ Rn with 1 located at xth position.

The poles of the function z
1
2 coth(z

1
2 ) is the following set: {z ∈ C|z = −k2π2, k ∈ Z},

and this function is analytic on the rest of the complex plane. The point zero is a removable
pole, and by redefining the function at zero, we can remove this pole: coth(z) has the
following Taylor series expression for 0 < |z| < π: coth(z) = z−1 +

∑∞
n=1 anz

2n−1, where

an = 22nB2n

(2n)!
, and B2n are Bernoulli numbers. Hence, z coth(z) = 1 +

∑∞
n=1 anz

2n, and

z
1
2 coth(z

1
2 ) is given by the following Taylor series: 1 +

∑∞
n=1 anz

n for 0 < |z| < π2.
Consequently, the pole of f is given by the set {z ∈ C|z = −k2π2, k ∈ N, k > 0}. Notice
that by definition of Aβ

p , thanks to properties of masses and β there is a constant c0 > 0,
uniform in n1, such that for any configuration of the masses, we have ||Aβ

p ||2 < c0 (|| · ||2
denotes the usual operator norm of the matrix). Define α := 1

2
(c0 + 1), let R := α + π2,

by the above argument f(z) is analytic in the open disk |z − α| < R, and R is the radius
of convergence for the Taylor expansion of f, f(z) =

∑∞
k=0 ak(z − α)k. Moreover, by the

choice of α and c0, the eigenvalues of Aβ
p and Aβ

r lies in the disk |z − α| < R. So we have
the following Taylor expansions for f(Aβ

p) (cf. [12] sect. 5 for more details):

f(Aβ
p ) =

∞∑

k=0

ak(A
β
p − αIn)

k. (3.95)

By a random walk representation argument(cf. (5.11) of [12]), since Aβ
p is tridiagonal

one can observe that for any k < |x− y| − 1, we have:

〈x, (Aβ
p )

ky〉n = 0. (3.96)

Plugging the Taylor series (3.95) inside the expression (3.94) and using (3.96) we have:

|〈p̃xp̃y〉̺n
r̄,p̄,β

| ≤ ||
∑

k>|x−y|−2

ak(A
β
p −αIn)

k||2 ≤
∑

k>|x−y|−2

|ak|||(Aβ
p −αIn)||k2 ≤ Cq|x−y|, (3.97)

for some 0 < q < 1, where we used the fact that ||(Aβ
p − αIn)||2 is inside the radius of

convergence of the Taylor series, and we take advantage of properties of Taylor series (cf.
(5.25) of [12]). The latter estimate gives us the first bound in (3.9). In fact, it provides
much stronger exponential decay. This finishes proof of Theorem 3.2.
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