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ABSTRACT. We construct a nearest-neighbour interacting particle system of exclusion type, which illustrates
a transition from slow to fast diffusion. More precisely, the hydrodynamic limit of this microscopic system in
the diffusive space-time scaling is the parabolic equation ∂tρ =∇(D(ρ)∇ρ), with diffusion coefficient D(ρ) =
mρ

m−1 where m ∈ (0,2], including therefore the fast diffusion regime in the range m ∈ (0,1), and the porous
medium equation for m ∈ (1,2). The construction of the model is based on the generalized binomial theorem,
and interpolates continuously in m the already known microscopic porous medium model with parameter m = 2,
the symmetric simple exclusion process with m = 1, going down to a fast diffusion model up to any m > 0. The
derivation of the hydrodynamic limit for the local density of particles on the one-dimensional torus is achieved
via the entropy method – with additional technical difficulties depending on the regime (slow or fast diffusion)
and where new properties of the porous medium model need to be derived.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Scientific context. A typical question in the field of statistical mechanics is related to the derivation
of the macroscopic evolution equations from the stochastic dynamical interaction of microscopic particles.
Over the last four decades, there has been a remarkable progress in the derivation of these equations, which
are partial differential equations (PDEs), governing the space-time evolution of the conserved quantities of
the microscopic system, i.e. the well-known hydrodynamic limit, see for instance [19, Chapter 3] for an
introduction on the subject. In particular, stochastic lattice gases, a specific type of models where particles
interact on a lattice and evolve according to a Markovian dynamics, have been the subject of intense scrutiny
[17] and many results have been obtained by both physicists and mathematicians on their microscopic and
macroscopic behavior. The nature of the hydrodynamic equations depends on the dynamics at the particle
level and it can be for instance: parabolic, hyperbolic, or even of a fractional form.

An equation which has received a lot of attention in the last years in the PDE’s community is the following
equation, posed for every (t,u) ∈R+ ×T where T is the one-dimensional torus [0,1) with 0 ≡ 1, and given
for m ∈R, m ≠ 0, by

∂tρ = ∂uu(ρ
m
), (t,u) ∈R+×T. (1.1)

This is a parabolic equation, with diffusion coefficient given by

D(ρ) =mρ
m−1. (1.2)

For m > 1, (1.1) is the porous medium equation, referred to as PME; for m = 1 it is the standard heat equation
(HE), while for m < 1 it belongs to the class of fast diffusion equations, and in this case we will refer to it as
FDE. The rigorous analysis of (1.1) has attracted a lot of interest in the past decades, we refer the reader to
[21] for a review on this subject.

From the particle systems’ point of view, the rigorous derivation of (1.1) has been successfully achieved
for particular values of m, in several different ways. The HE has been obtained as the hydrodynamic limit of
the symmetric simple exclusion process (SSEP) (see, for example, [17, Chapter 4]). In this process, particles
evolve on the discrete torus TN =R/NZ and after an exponential clock of rate one, a particle jumps to one
of its two nearest-neighbours chosen with equal probability, but the jump only occurs if the destination site
is empty (this is the exclusion rule), otherwise it is suppressed and all the clocks, which are independent of
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each other, restart. The configuration of particles in the system at time t > 0 is denoted by ηt = (ηt(x))x∈TN

and it is an element of ΩN ∶= {0,1}TN , where η(x) ∈ {0,1} denotes the number of particles at position x.
Moreover, the process {ηt}t⩾0 is a Markov process on ΩN , and the jump rate from a site x to site x+1 is
given by η(x)(1−η(x+1)) while the jump rate from site x+1 to site x is given by (1−η(x))η(x+1).

In [12], the authors derived the PME for any integer value of m ⩾ 2 by considering an exclusion process
with degenerate rates. More precisely, as above, particles evolve on the discrete torus TN according to the
exclusion rule, but the jump rate depends on the number of particles in the vicinity of the edge where the
jump occurs. To be concrete, if, for example, m = 2, then the jump rate from a site x to the site x+1 is given
by η(x)(1−η(x+1))(η(x−1)+η(x+2)) and the rate from x+1 to x is given by η(x+1)(1−η(x))(η(x−
1)+η(x+2)). This means that for a jump from x to x+1 to happen, one imposes to have at least one particle
in the vicinity {x−1,x+2} (see Figure 2 for an example of transition rates for this model). Besides, one can
easily compute the microscopic instantaneous current of the system, i.e. the difference between the jump rate
from x to x+1 and the jump rate from x+1 to x, which is then equal to (η(x)−η(x+1))(η(x−1)+η(x+2)).
Remarkably, this microscopic current can be rewritten as a discrete gradient of some function h(η), see
Lemma 2.16 below. In fact, the choice for those specific rates is made in order to have the aforementioned
gradient property of the instantenous current, which turns the system into a gradient one, and classical
methods can be explored without too many complications, see [17, Chapters 5 and 6]. Since particles only
swap positions on the torus, the number of particles is conserved by the dynamics. The PME (1.1) with
m = 2 has then been obtained as the hydrodynamic limit of the empirical density of particles. This rationale
was extended to any integer m ⩾ 2, and the resulting microscopic system is now called the porous medium
model, denoted by PMM(m− 1) with hydrodynamic equation (1.1). Later in [3], the same PME for any
integer m ⩾ 2 has been obtained on the interval [0,1], with different types of boundary conditions (Dirichlet,
Robin and Neumann), again as the hydrodynamic limit of the same constrained exclusion process, but in
contact with stochastic reservoirs, which inject and destroy particles at the two extremities with some rate
which is regulated by a parameter, giving rise to the aforementioned boundary conditions.

Another approach had previously been developed in [20, 7, 9]. First, the porous medium equation when
m= 2 was derived in [20, 7] from a model in which the occupation number is a continuous variable (therefore
belonging to another class of models). More precisely, the model consists of configurations of sticks or en-
ergies; the configurations evolve randomly through exchanges of stick portions between nearest-neighbours
through a zero-range pressure mechanism, and the conservation law is the total stick-length. Later in [9] the
authors extended the derivation of the hydrodynamic limit from the previous model, and obtained the PME
for all range m > 1.

Finally, concerning the fast diffusion case, few results are available in the literature. In [15] the FDE
with m = −1 has been derived as the hydrodynamic limit of a zero-range process (the number of particles
per site can be any non-negative integer) evolving on the discrete torus, with a jump rate function adjusted
to observe frequently a large number of particles, with a specific "weight" associated to each particle. The
formalization of the hydrodynamic limit was achieved by using Yau’s relative entropy method [22] with
some adaptations including spectral gap estimates. The derivation of the FDE for general m < 1 was left
there as an open problem.

1.2. Construction of new models. In this paper we address two questions: first, how can we generalize
the family of PMMs, namely exclusion processes, to m not being an integer? Second, due to the different
nature of the interacting particle systems constructed to derive (1.1) under the slow-diffusion regime and the
fast-diffusion regime, is there a single family parametrized by m that interpolates between the slow and the
fast diffusion?

Here we give some answers in the direction of the first question, and a positive answer regarding the
second. We construct a family of exclusion processes parametrized by m ∈ [0,2] and evolving on the one-
dimensional (discrete) torus TN and we prove that their hydrodynamic limit is given by (1.1). The motivation
for the definition of our models comes from the analysis of the diffusion coefficient D(ρ) = mρ

m−1 and the
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generalized binomial theorem (Proposition 2.8 below). As a consequence, the resulting family of models
interpolates continuously in m between the SSEP and the PMM(1), in a sense that we shall explain more
precisely later on (see (1.5) below). The point is that the generalized binomial theorem allows representing
the diffusion coefficient D(ρ) =m(1−(1−ρ))m−1 in terms of a series, i.e.

D(ρ) =∑
k⩾1

(
m
k
)(−1)k−1k(1−ρ)

k−1, (1.3)

which can be properly truncated into a polynomial. Above (
m
k) is the generalized binomial coefficient,

see (2.7) for the definition. In the construction of the new interpolating model based on (1.3), the family
{PMM(k)}k⩾0 can be seen as a “polynomial basis”. Remember that the porous medium models PMM(k)
considered in [12] are of gradient type, and moreover it can be easily seen that the Bernoulli product mea-
sures with constant parameter are invariant for each PMM(k). Remarkably, the interpolating model keeps
both properties, and moreover it becomes irreducible, in the sense that every particle configuration can
be changed into any other configuration with the same number of particles through successive jumps that
happen with positive probability. We note that this irreducibility property was not verified for the original
PMM(k), and in fact one of the technical difficulties of [12] was to work with the so-called mobile clusters,
i.e. couple of particles at distance at most two, that allow the transport of blocked particles in the system,
but they are not needed here.

Let us now be more precise. As before, {ηt}t⩾0 is a Markov process on ΩN , and it can be entirely defined
through its infinitesimal generator, denoted below by Lm−1

N , which is an operator acting on functions defined
on ΩN . In order to give a precise definition, we first need to introduce the infinitesimal generators related
to the basis mentioned above: let LPMM(k)

N be the generator of a process defined like the PMM(k), but with
the constraints acting on empty sites, instead of particles (in other words, for k = 1, the jump from x to x+1
happens if there is at least one empty site in {x−1,x+2}, see Figure 3). We are now ready to introduce the
infinitesimal generator of the interpolating model, which is a linear combination of the latter, and is defined
for any m ∈ (0,2] by

L
(m−1)
N =

`N

∑
k=1

(
m
k
)(−1)k−1

L
PMM(k−1)
N , where 2 ⩽ `N ÐÐÐÐ→

N→+∞
+∞. (1.4)

The treatment of a linear combination of models with `N → +∞ as N → +∞ is one of the novelties of this
work. It is also worth pointing out that although (1.1) only has local interactions, we do not require that
`N = o(N), and it can be of any order as long as N ⩾ `N →+∞. In fact several difficulties in this paper arise
from maintaining `N with no order restrictions. To achieve this, some new ideas and properties of the family
{PMM(k)}k⩾0 are explored. The interpolating property invoked above is a consequence of the definition of
the generalized binomial coefficients. Concretely, denoting by r(m−1)

N (η) the jump rate appearing in L(m−1)
N

at the edge {0,1} (for a jump happening from 0 to 1 or 1 to 0), for some fixed configuration η and fixed N
it holds that

lim
m↗1

r(m−1)
N (η) = rSSEP

0,1 (η) = lim
m↘1

r(m−1)
N (η) and lim

m↗2
r(m−1)

N (η) = rPMM(1)
0,1 (η), (1.5)

where rSSEP
0,1 (η) and rPMM(1)

0,1 (η) are the jump rates at the edge {0,1}, for the SSEP and PMM(1), respec-
tively. To better visualize how these rates can deform the SSEP into a slow or fast diffusion model we refer
the reader to Figure 1 and to the discussion just before it.

We remark that the sign of the generalized binomial coefficients (
m
k) changes according to the values of

m and k. This oscillating nature is the reason why one may find rates for which (1.4) is not well-defined
for m > 2 and why an extension of our models to m > 2 is still out of reach. For m ∈ (0,2), the sign of
these coefficients lead to an interpretation of the resulting models as the SSEP with either a penalization or
reinforcement given by porous medium models (with constraints on the empty sites), as explained in (2.10),
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and this also explains why the interpolating model becomes irreducible. This is presented in more details in
Proposition 2.11.

1.3. Main result and strategy. Proving a hydrodynamic limit is, in plain terms, a law of large numbers for
the conserved quantity of the system, in our case the density of particles. Concretely, the empirical measure
associated to the particle density at time t > 0 is defined for any η ∈ΩN , as follows

π
N
t (η ,du) =

1
N
∑

x∈TN

ηt(x)δx/N(du).

In other words π
N
t (η ,du) is a random measure on the continuous torus T and performs the link between the

microscopic and macroscopic space scales, via x↦ N−1x. The main result of this paper states that starting
from a local equilibrium distribution (see Definition 2.24), this random empirical measure, taken under the
diffusive time-rescaling t ↦ N2t, converges in probability as N →+∞, to a deterministic measure ρt(u)du,
where ρt(u) is the unique weak solution of the hydrodynamic equation (1.1) for m ∈ (0,2).

Our proof follows the entropy method introduced by [14], which highly relies on the fact that the micro-
scopic model of particles is gradient and has the irreducibility property. The overall strategy can be split
into three steps: (i) we prove tightness of the sequence of measures induced by the density empirical mea-
sure; (ii) we obtain an energy estimate which gives information on the regularity of the density profile, and
this information is crucial for the proof of uniqueness of weak solutions; (iii) we characterize uniquely the
limiting points. Different technical problems arise for both slow (m > 1) and fast (m < 1) regimes. Since we
deal with systems whose jump rates are of polynomial form, we need to show that these polynomials are
such that the equations for the empirical measures can be recovered. This is known in the literature as the
replacement lemmas which are one of the most difficult challenges in the derivation of hydrodynamic limits
from microscopic systems. In particular, the replacement lemmas are specific to each regime (see Lemmas
4.6, 4.8 for the slow regime and Lemmas 4.9, 4.10 for the fast regime). Fundamental to the proof of those
lemmas is the energy lower bound (Proposition 4.2) which compares the Dirichlet form of our process with
the “Carré-du-Champ" operator, and the results of Subsection 2.2, where we derive some new properties
of the family {PMM(k)}k⩾0, in particular we prove several bounds on their rates which also show that our
models are well-defined. In the fast regime, it is surprising that the tightness step requires the replacement
Lemma 4.9, due to the supremum of the rates being unbounded as N → +∞. Finally the characterization
of the limit points is the most technical part, and also uses several replacement lemmas. We note that the
scheme which is implemented for the slow regime is a simplification of the scheme of [3].

The application of those replacement lemmas involves some novelties due to the summation with bi-
nomial coefficients in the definition of L(m−1). Roughly speaking, the replacement lemmas link the mi-
croscopic and macroscopic scales by approximating the product of k occupation variables by k empirical
averages over independent boxes – first by microscopic boxes (“one-block estimate”), then by approximat-
ing the microscopic boxes by mesoscopic boxes (“two-blocks estimate”). Here, very importantly, the size of
these boxes needs to be adjusted dynamically with k for the series of errors to vanish in the limit N →+∞.
However, this dynamical argument alone would require to impose stronger assumptions on the explosion of
`N . To avoid this, it is fundamental to first slow down the explosion by replacing `N by (`N)

n with 0 < n < 1.
This argument depends on the order of the tail of the series∑k⩾1 ∣(

m
k)∣. Naturally, the treatment of this series

also requires a sharp non-asymptotic estimate on the binomial coefficients, see Lemma A.1.
Finally, there were some technical issues regarding the energy estimate, precisely when showing that the

(weak) solution of (1.1) (Definition 2.23) belongs to the target Sobolev space. This is crucial because it
allows us to argue that the solution to the PDE is Hölder continuous, which in turn is essential to show that
it is well approximated locally by the empirical measure. The weak differentiability of specific functions of
ρ is also needed to prove uniqueness, giving us that the whole sequence of measures converges thanks to
tightness. Specifically, if ρ

m belongs to the target Sobolev space (which is the case for m ∈ (1,2)), uniqueness
follows by simple energy arguments (see Lemma B.3), while if ρ only belongs to the target Sobolev space
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(when m ∈ (0,1)), then the proof is more involved (see Lemma B.5), and it is an adaptation of the argument
for very weak solutions in [21].

1.4. Extensions and future work. Now we comment a bit on possible extensions of our results. First we
note that for m > 2 there are configurations where the rates r(m−1)

N (η) are negative and therefore the model
is not well-defined. An example is m ∈ (2,3) with η(0)+η(1) = 1 and η(−1) = 0, η(x) = 1 for x ≠ −1,0,1.
The extension to m > 2 requires a different approach and will be the subject of study on a forthcoming work.

We also highlight that the derivation of fractional equations from microscopic systems has attracted a lot
of attention recently. In another forthcoming work we will use the mechanism based on the generalized bino-
mial theorem to construct a well-defined Markov generator interpolating the long-range SSEP (introduced in
[16]) and the long-range PMM(1) (introduced in [5]), whose hydrodynamic limit follows ∂tρ = −(−∆)

γ

2 ρ
m

with m ∈ (0,2] and γ ∈ (1,2). This is work in progress.
As a final note, our main goal was to introduce a toy model in the simplest context. From the stochastic

process point of view, it would be interesting to extend our results to higher (finite) dimensions. More-
over, the lower bound in Proposition 4.2 could be used to extend our results to the open boundary setting,
following similar arguments as in [3] and using our approach for the treatment of the sum up to `N , with
some adaptations. Fixing the rate of creation/annihilation of particles to be proportional to N−θ for θ ⩾ 0,
one could obtain different boundary regimes: Dirichlet (θ ∈ [0,1)), non-linear Robin (θ = 1) and Neumann
(θ > 1); with the specific expressions as in [3] but with m = 2 there extended to m ∈ (0,2)/{1}. All this is left
for future work.

1.5. Outline of the paper. The present work is organized as follows: Section 2 is devoted to introducing
the family of porous medium models which will be the building blocks to construct our new models and
used to prove some of the important properties of the latter; particularly, in Subsection 2.2 we construct the
interpolating models, prove that they are well-defined, and in Subsection 2.3 we study some of their mono-
tonicity properties and present our main result. Then we prove the convergence towards the hydrodynamic
limit in Section 3. Section 4 is devoted to the statement and proof of the so-called replacement Lemmas,
which are in the heart of the proof of the hydrodynamic limit. Finally, in Section 5 we obtain the energy
estimates. In Appendix A we prove an auxiliary result regarding the generalized binomial coefficients and
in Appendix B uniqueness and regularity results regarding the weak solution of the hydrodynamic equations
are derived.

2. MICROSCOPIC MODELS AND MAIN RESULT

Let N+ be the set of positive natural numbers and denote by N ∈N+ a scaling parameter. Denote by TN the
one dimensional discrete torus, that is, TN = {1, . . . ,N} with the identification 0 ≡ N. For any x < y ∈ Z, that
can be viewed as elements in TN by considering their standard projections, we define Jx,yK as the discrete
interval composed by all the discrete points between x,y (including x,y) in TN , where the order has been
inherited from the one in Z.

The microscopic dynamics at the core of this paper is a system of particles which evolves according to a
Markov process, satisfying the exclusion rule and situated on the discrete torus TN . A particle configuration
η is an element of ΩN = {0,1}TN , namely η(x) ∈ {0,1} for any x ∈ TN . Particles can jump to nearest-
neighbour sites only, providing the latter are not already occupied. Before defining the generator of the
dynamics, let us introduce the following operators:

Definition 2.1 (Exchange of occupation variables). For any x,y,z ∈ TN let us consider the exchange of
occupation variables η ↦ η

x,y given by

η
x,y

(z) = 1z≠x,y η(z)+1z=x η(y)+1z=y η(x).

We define the operator ∇x,y associated to the occupation exchange, given on any f ∶ΩN →R by

∇x,y f (η) = f (η
x,y

)− f (η).
5



Finally, for any x ∈ TN , define the translation τxη(y) = η(x+ y) for y ∈ TN , and extend it to functions f ∶
ΩN →R by τx f (η) = f (τxη).

The rest of the section is organized as follows: first of all, we recall the definition of the porous medium
models from [12], which correspond to a microscopic description of the PME for any integer m ⩾ 2. Then,
we define its flipped version, in the sense that the kinetic constraint is imposed on empty sites instead of
particles. Finally, we define a new microscopic family of models parametrized by m ∈ (0,2)/{1}, which we
call non-integer fast diffusion model when m ∈ (0,1), and non-integer porous medium model when m ∈ (1,2).

2.1. Porous media model with dynamical constraints on vacant sites. Roughly speaking, our models
can be seen as the SSEP either reinforced or penalized by a linear combination of kinetically constrained
exclusion processes (KCEP), which the family PMM(k) belongs to. Let us first recall the definition of the
known models which will come into play.

Definition 2.2 (Symmetric Simple Exclusion Process). We denote by SSEP on TN the Markov process with
state space ΩN generated by the following operator LSSEP

N , which acts on f ∶ΩN →R as:

(L
SSEP
N f )(η) = ∑

x∈TN

ax,x+1(η)(∇x,x+1 f )(η)

for any η ∈ΩN , where

a0,1(η) = η(0)(1−η(1))+η(1)(1−η(0)), ax,x+1(η) = ax+1,x(η) = τxa0,1(η). (2.1)

Note that the latter equals 1 if exactly one site among {x,x+1} is occupied by a particle, and 0 otherwise.
Due to the symmetry of the rates we will short-write a ∶= a0,1 = a1,0.

Definition 2.3 (Porous Medium Model for any integer k ⩾ 1, [12]). For any k ∈N+ let us denote by PMM(k)
the porous medium model on TN with parameter k, as the Markov process with state space ΩN generated by
the following operator LPMM(k)

N , which acts on f ∶ΩN →R as:

(L
PMM(k)
N f )(η) = ∑

x∈TN

c(k)
x,x+1(η)ax,x+1(η)(∇x,x+1 f )(η)

for any η ∈ΩN , where c(k)
x,x+1(η) = τxc(k)

0,1 (η) with

c(k)
0,1 (η) =

k+1

∑
j=1

s(k)
j (η) and s(k)

j (η) =

j

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠0,1

η(i). (2.2)

Notation 2.4. We write

r(k)
x,x+1(η) = c(k)

x,x+1(η) ax,x+1(η) = r(k)
x+1,x(η) (2.3)

for the rate at which the occupation variables η(x) and η(x+1) are exchanged in PMM(k). The quantity
c(k)

x,x+1(η) is the constraint to be satisfied for the jump to happen. Again due to the symmetry of the rate and
constraint, we short-write

c(k)
(η) ≡ c(k)

0,1 (η) and r(k)
(η) ≡ r(k)

0,1 (η). (2.4)

As it can be seen from (2.2) and Figure 1, a jump crossing the bond {x,x+1} is allowed only if at least k
consecutive particles out of the edge {x,x+1} are situated in the box Jx−k,x+(k+1)K.

6



-3 43210-1-2

FIGURE 1. PMM(2) valid constraints for which a particle swaps positions in the edge
{0,1}.

An illustration of the dynamics for k = 1 is also provided in Figure 2.

Remark 2.5 (k = 0). Note that for k = 0, c(0)(η) ≡ 1 and therefore r(0)(η) = a(η), which corresponds to the
exchange rate in SSEP. It will be useful to interpret PMM(0) = SSEP.

Definition 2.6 (Flipped configuration). For any η ∈ΩN , let η ↦ η be the map that flips holes with particles,
namely: for any x ∈TN , η(x) = 1−η(x).

We are now ready to introduce the flipped porous medium model.

Definition 2.7. For any k ∈N+, let us denote by PMM(k) the flipped porous medium model with parameter
k with dynamical constraints on the vacant sites, as the Markov process on ΩN generated by the following
operator LPMM(k)

N , which acts on functions f ∶ΩN →R as

(L
PMM(k)
N f )(η) = ∑

x∈TN

c(k)
x,x+1(η)ax,x+1(η)(∇x,x+1 f )(η) (2.5)

for any η ∈ΩN .

Note that the process above can be interpreted as the empty sites following the same constraint as in
PMM(k): a jump crossing the bond {x,x+1} is allowed only if at least k “consecutive" empty sites out of
the edge {x,x+1} are situated in the box Jx− k,x+(k+1)K. An illustration of the dynamics is provided in
Figure 3. We also highlight that the parameter k in the PMM(k) corresponds to the exponent of the diffusion
coefficient, D(ρ) = (k+1)ρ

k, hence to the equation (1.1) with m = k+1.

1 8765432

121 0 0 0

0

FIGURE 2. PMM(1) transition
rates.

1 8765432

101 2 2 2

0

FIGURE 3. PMM(1) transition
rates.

2.2. The interpolating model. Recall Remark 2.5, where we made the observation that SSEP=PMM(0).
The construction of the interpolating model will be based on two main ingredients: the generalized binomial
theorem and the fact that the family {PMM(k)}k⩾0 can be seen as a "polynomial basis" for the diffusion
coefficient D(ρ) =mρ

m−1.
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2.2.1. Construction. We base our analysis in the next identity: for any ρ ∈ (0,1)

mρ
m−1

=m(1−(1−ρ))
m−1

=m∑
k⩾0

(
m−1

k
)(−1)k

(1−ρ)
k
=∑

k⩾1
(

m
k
)(−1)k−1k(1−ρ)

k−1 (2.6)

where the generalized binomial coefficient is given by the formula

(
c
k
) =

(c)k

k!
=

c(c−1)⋯(c−(k−1))
k!

, c ∈R (2.7)

and therefore we have the identity m(
m−1

k ) = (k+1)( m
k+1). This is a particular case of the generalized binomial

expansion for real coefficients:

Proposition 2.8 (Generalized Binomial Theorem). For any x,y,c ∈R such that ∣x∣ > ∣y∣ we have that

(x+y)c
=

∞
∑
k=0

(
c
k
)xc−kyk,

where (
c
k) has been defined in (2.7).

Proof. The proof is standard and as such we only outline the main steps. Without loss of generalization
let x ≠ 0. Writing z = y/x we have (x+ y)c = xc(1+ z)c. Let f (z) = (1+ z)c be defined for ∣z∣ < 1. Then,
by induction we see that dk f

dzk (z) = (c)k(1+ z)c−k for any k ⩾ 1 integer. To conclude we recall the Taylor
expansion of f and apply Lemma A.1 stated below, which guarantees the convergence. �

Proposition 2.8 implies the convergence of the series appearing in (2.6) for any ρ ∈ (0,1). For ρ ∈ {0,1}
and m ∈ (1,2) or ρ = 1 and m ∈ (0,1) one can also easily guarantee the convergence by replacing ρ by 1 or
0 in each term of the series as written in (2.6). For m ∈ (0,1) and ρ = 0 the series is divergent. This will not
be a problem, since due to the gradient property of the model we shall see that the main object of study will
be ρ

m and not ρ
m−1.

Definition 2.9 (Interpolating model). Let m ∈ [0,2], N ∈N+ and `N ∈N, with `N ⩾ 2. We define the generator

L
(m−1)
N ∶=

`N

∑
k=1

(
m
k
)(−1)k−1

L
PMM(k−1)
N (2.8)

where LPMM(k)
N has been defined in (2.5). More precisely, this generator acts on functions f ∶ΩN →R as

(L
(m−1)
N f )(η) = ∑

x∈TN

c(m−1)
N (τxη)ax,x+1(η)(∇x,x+1 f )(η),

where

c(m−1)
N (η) =

`N

∑
k=1

(
m
k
)(−1)k−1c(k−1)

(η) (2.9)

and we shorten the rate r(m−1)
N (η) = c(m−1)

N (η) a(η). We call non integer porous medium model (resp. fast
diffusion model), and we denote it by PMM(m− 1) (resp. by FDM(m− 1)), the Markov process whose
infinitesimal generator is given by (2.8) with m ∈ (1,2) (resp. m ∈ (0,1)).

Remark 2.10 (About the restrictions on `N). Although there is no particular assumption on the order at
which `N → +∞, note that if `N > N then for N ⩽ k ⩽ `N we have that r(k)(η) ≠ 0 if, and only if, every site
is occupied except one at the node {0,1}. Due to the mass conservation, this would be achievable only by
starting from a configuration with one empty site only, hence no macroscopic evolution of the local density.
This is a particular technical consequence of working on the torus, therefore we assume throughout the paper
that `N ⩽N.
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The goal now is to show that the model is well-defined. In other words, we are going to prove that the map
η ↦ c(m−1)

N (η) is non-negative. The key argument is the following remark about the sign of (−1)k−1(
m
k).

By definition,
● if m ∈ (0,1), then (−1)k−1(

m
k) > 0 for any k ⩾ 1,

● if m ∈ (1,2), then

(−1)k−1
(

m
k
) > 0 if k = 1, and (−1)k−1

(
m
k
) < 0 if k ⩾ 2.

Therefore we can rewrite

L
(m−1)
N =mLSSEP

N − sign(m−1)
`N

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣L

PMM(k−1)
N , m ∈ (0,2)/{1}. (2.10)

We also need non-asymptotic bounds for the generalized binomial coefficients: from Lemma A.1 one can
extract that for m ∈R and k ⩾ 2

1
(k+1)m ≲ ∣(

m−1
k

)∣ ≲
1

km . (2.11)

The notation f (k) ≲ g(k) shortens that there exists C > 0, such that for all k ∈N, ∣ f (k)∣ ⩽C∣g(k)∣.
Now we state and prove the main technical result of this section, which contains two estimates: the lower

bounds show that the generators are well-defined and permit to prove an energy bound (given in Proposition
4.2), which is essential to the proof of the forthcoming replacement lemmas; the upper bounds reflect the
boundedness of the rates as N →+∞.

Proposition 2.11. If `N ≫ 1, then for any η ∈ΩN ,

r(m−1)
N (η) ⩾

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

m r(0)(η), m ∈ (0,1),

mδN r(0)(η)+(
m
2) r(1)(η), m ∈ (1,2),

and r(m−1)
N (η) ⩽

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣k, m ∈ (0,1),

mr(0)
(η), m ∈ (1,2),

where (`N +1)−(m−1) ≲ δN =∑k⩾`N
∣(

m−1
k )∣ ≲ (`N)−(m−1). Moreover, when m ∈ (0,1),

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣k = max

η∈ΩN
r(m−1)

N (η) ÐÐÐÐ→
N→+∞

+∞.

Proof. We start with the case m ∈ (1,2). From (2.10), we rewrite

r(m−1)
N (η) =m−

`N

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣k+

`N

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣(k−r(k−1)

(η)) ⩾m−
`N

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣k+(

m
2
)(2−r(1)

(η)),

where for the last inequality we used the fact that, by definition, c(k−1)(η) ⩽ k, and we bounded from below
all but the first term of the second summation in k by zero. Then, since the alternating sum of the binomial
coefficients vanishes, we obtain, for any `N ∈N+, that

m−
`N

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣k =m(1−

`N−1

∑
k=1

∣(
m−1

k
)∣) >m(1−

+∞
∑
k=1

∣(
m−1

k
)∣) = 0 (2.12)

and therefore we get that r(m−1)
N > 0. To conclude, we note that 2−c(1)(η) = c(1)(η) and we set

δN ∶= 1−
`N−1

∑
k=1

∣(
m−1

k
)∣ = ∑

k⩾`N

∣(
m−1

k
)∣ > 0.
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Recalling (2.11), we are reduced to estimate the tail of the m−series:
c

(m−1)(`N +1)m−1 ⩽ ∑
k⩾`N+1

1
km ⩽

C
(m−1)(`N)

m−1 (2.13)

with c,C > 0 being constants independent of N. Putting the inequalities together, the proof of the lower
bound follows. To prove the upper bound, we only keep the first term in the definition (2.9) of r(m−1)

N , since
the other ones are negative.

The case m ∈ (0,1) is straightforward from (2.10). To conclude, we see that the maximum is obtained
when r(k−1)(η) = k, that is, when the window J−`N +1,`NK/{0,1} is completely empty and η(0)+η(1) = 1.
The lower bound for the binomial coefficients in (2.11) then shows that this maximum tends to infinity as
N →+∞. �

Remark 2.12 (On the sharpness of the bounds in Proposition 2.11). The estimates of Proposition 2.11 are
not sharp. Instead, the goal of the lower bound for m ∈ (1,2) is to relate our process with the simpler process
induced by the generator

mδNL
PMM(0)
N +

m(m−1)
2 L

PMM(1)
N ,

which is very close to the one studied in [12], where the porous medium model is perturbed by a "small"
SSEP dynamics.

The lower bound for m ∈ (0,1) is here to emphasize that the transition rates will always be greater than
those of the SSEP (modulo a multiplicative constant), as expected, since under this regime the macroscopic
diffusion is faster than the one of the heat equation (m = 1). This will be useful, in particular, for the proof
of the replacement Lemma 4.10.

Finally, let us highlight that the divergence maxη∈ΩN r(m−1)
N (η) → +∞ as N → +∞ gives us an extra

difficulty in the proof of tightness (see in particular (3.8)) and makes it impossible to argue, as for m ∈ (1,2),
that ρ

m is weak differentiable (see the last step in the proof of Proposition 5.6).

2.3. Characterization of the interpolating family. In this subsection we present further properties of the
interpolating model. We start by explaining how this model interpolates between the SSEP and the PMM(1).

Proposition 2.13 (Interpolation property). For m ∈ (1,2), N ∈N and `N ⩾ 2 fixed, the process L(m−1)
N inter-

polates between LPMM(0)
N and LPMM(1)

N in the following sense: for all η ∈ΩN ,

lim
m↗1

r(m−1)
N (η) = rPMM(0)

(η) = lim
m↘1

r(m−1)
N (η) and lim

m↗2
r(m−1)

N (η) = rPMM(1)
(η). (2.14)

Proof. The limit to SSEP as m→ 1 from either above or below is a direct consequence of the interpolation
property of the binomial coefficients, while the limit to PMM(1) is both consequence of this, but also of
some rearrangement in the summation which defines the rates, and which implies 2−c(1)(η) = c(1)(η), see
also (2.21) below. �

From [12], the grand-canonical invariant measures for the PMM(k) (and therefore for the PMM(k)) are
the Bernoulli product measures ν

N
ρ of parameter ρ ∈ [0,1], namely, their marginal is given on x ∈TN by

ν
N
ρ (η ∈ΩN ∶ η(x) = 1) = ρ. (2.15)

The next lemma gives information on the invariant measures of our models.

Lemma 2.14 (Invariant measures and irreducibility). Let m ∈ (0,2). For any ρ ∈ [0,1], the Bernoulli product
measure ν

N
ρ defined in (2.15) is invariant for the Markov process generated by L(m−1)

N . Moreover, for any
k ∈ {0, . . . ,N}, the hyperplane

HN,k = {η ∈ΩN ∶ ∑
x∈TN

η(x) = k}

is irreducible under the Markov process generated by L(m−1)
N .
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Proof. The irreducibility of the process on the above hyperplanes is consequence of the fact that c(m−1)
N (η) >

0 for any η ∈ΩN , as shown in Proposition 2.11, and so the exclusion rule is the only constraint. We already
know from [12] that the product measure ν

N
ρ is invariant for PMM(k), for any k ∈N+. In particular, it is also

invariant for linear combinations of such models. �

For a good understanding of the interpolating model it is important to describe some properties of the
integer family {PMM(k)}k∈N. In the following, Lemma 2.17 and Proposition 2.19 describe new properties
of the aforementioned family which will be important later on. Moreover, thanks to some preliminary
computations, it can be seen that the macroscopic density of particles evolves diffusively, with a diffusion
coefficient that can be computed explicitly. More precisely, let us introduce the following operator:

Definition 2.15 (Translation operators). Let 1 be the identity function on ΩN , and consider the operators
∇± associated to the translation operator given by ∇+ = τ1 − 1 and ∇− = 1− τ−1, that is, for any function
f ∶ΩN→R, we define (∇+ f )(η) = f (τ1η)− f (η),(∇− f )(η) = f (η)− f (τ−1η), and for any x ∈TN consider
(∇±

x f )(η) = (∇± f )(τxη).

As noted in [12], it is straightforward to check that, for any x ∈TN ,

L
PMM(k)
N (η(x)) = ∇−

(c(k)
(τxη)∇

+
η(x)) . (2.16)

Therefore, the microscopic density current for PMM(k) between sites x and x+1, is equal to

−c(k)
(τxη)∇

+
η(x) =∶ j(k)

{x,x+1}(η).

It turns out, see [12], that this quantity is itself a discrete gradient, namely

j(k)
{x,x+1}(η) = ∇

+h(k)
(η),

where h(k) is given in Lemma 2.16. We highlight that although this gradient property was already known
(see [6] for instance), the expression (2.18) for h(k) is new (we give the original expression of h(k) in the
appendix, see (A.2)). Then, note that the expectation of c(k)(τxη) under the invariant measure ν

N
ρ is

∫ c(k)
(τxη)dν

N
ρ (η) = (k+1)ρ

k
=D(ρ) (2.17)

which is the diffusion coefficient of the PME(k) (1.1), i.e., for m = k + 1 ∈ N+. Similarly, since η(1) −
η(0) = −(η(1) −η(0)), the gradient property is also true for PMM(k). One can readily check that the
expected diffusion equation associated to the microscopic dynamics of PMM(k) has diffusion coefficient
D(ρ) = (k+1)(1−ρ)k.

Let us now state more precisely the aforementioned gradient property, which will be proved in Appendix
A. We recall the definition of s(k)

j in (2.2).

Lemma 2.16 (Gradient property). For any k ∈ N, PMM(k) is a gradient model. Precisely, for any η ∈ ΩN

we have that c(k)(η)∇+
η(0) = ∇+h(k)(η), where

h(k)
(η) =

k

∏
i=0

η(i)+
k−1

∑
i=0

(η(i)−η(i+1))
k−i

∑
j=1

s(k)
j (τiη). (2.18)

Now, for the interpolating model generated by L(m−1)
N , similarly to (2.16), a straightforward computation

gives for all x ∈TN

L
(m−1)
N (η(x)) =N2

∇
−
(c(m−1)

N (τxη)∇
+

η(x)) , (2.19)

and we can easily deduce from the previous lemma that

c(m−1)
N (η)∇

+
η(0) = ∇+h(m−1)

N (η), where h(m−1)
N (η) =

`N

∑
k=1

(
m
k
)(−1)kh(k−1)

(η). (2.20)

11



2.4. Properties on the rates. We start by stating and proving two important properties of the basis family
{PMM(k)}k∈N. The first one (Lemma 2.17) will be used later in Propositions 3.1, 4.2 and Lemma 4.9, while
the second one (Proposition 2.18) will provide some interesting monotonicity property of the rates for both
the integer and non-integer families, see Propositions 2.19 and 2.20 at the end of this section. Recall the
definition of r(k) from (2.3).

Lemma 2.17 (Bound on the rates). For all `,k ∈N+ such that ` ⩾ k and any η ∈ΩN we have that
`

∑
n=1

r(k)
(τnη) ⩽ 2(`+k).

Proof. Note that
`

∑
n=1

r(k)
(τnη) =

`

∑
n=1

a(τnη)
k+1

∑
j=1

s(k)
j (τnη) =

`+k+1

∑
p=2

`

∑
n=1

k+1

∑
j=1

a(τnη)s(k)
j (τnη)1{ j+n=p} ⩽

`+k+1

∑
p=2

2 = 2(`+k).

The inequality can be justified as follows. Fixed p, the quantity s(k)
j (τnη) depends on the occupation of the

sites

J−(k+1)+ j+n, j+nK/{n,n+1} = J−(k+1)+ p, pK/{n,n+1}.

Because 1 ⩽ j ⩽ k+1, then {n,n+1} ∈ J−(k+1)+ p, pK for sure. There are a number of pairs ( j,n) such that
j+n = p, but for all of those pairs the box J−(k+1)+ p, pK is the same. Thus, for each p fixed, there are
at most two pairs (n, j),(n′, j′) such that p = n+ j = n′ + j′ and a(τnη)s(k)

j (τnη) = a(τn′η)s(k)
j′ (τn′η) = 1.

Specifically, if (n, j) is as previously, then (n′, j′) = (n+1, j−1) or (n′, j′) = (n−1, j+1).

pn+2n+1n−(k+1)+ p

⋯ ⋯

FIGURE 4. Configuration with a(τnη)s(k)
j (τnη) = a(τn+1η)s(k)

j−1(τn+1η) = 1 and p fixed.

�

Now we state a monotonicity property. The following proposition is used right after in Proposition 2.20
to prove an analogous property for the interpolating model.

Proposition 2.18. For any η ∈ΩN , the sequence {1
k c(k−1)(η)}k⩾1 is non-increasing.

Proof. In order to prove the result, it is enough to show that

uk(η) ∶=
k+1

k
c(k−1)

(η)−c(k)
(η) ⩾ 0,

for any η ∈ ΩN . It turns out that this expression can we rewritten in terms of the products s(k)
j defined in

(2.4), after flipping some of the configuration values η(x). Let us be more precise.
To simplify the presentation let us introduce some notation: for any A ⊆ TN define the flip η ↦ η

A as
η

A
(x) = η(x)1x∈A+η(x)1x∉A. Straightforward computations show that

uk(η) =
k+1

∑
j=1

{
k−( j−1)

k
s(k)

j (η
{−(k+1)+ j}

)+
j−1

k
s(k)

j (η
{ j}

)}. (2.21)

Indeed, this is a consequence of the fact that
12



● for any j ∈ J1,kK it holds

s(k)
j (η

{−(k+1)+ j}) = η(−(k+1)+ j)s(k−1)
j (η) = s(k−1)

j (η)− s(k)
j (η)

● and for any j ∈ J2,k+1K we have

s(k)
j (η

{ j}) = s(k−1)
j−1 (η)η( j) = s(k−1)

j−1 (η)− s(k)
j (η).

Two changes of variables in the two terms of the summation in (2.21) then lead to the desired result. �

Due to the analytical nature of the generalized binomial coefficients, a combinatorial interpretation of the
whole model is not appropriate, as opposed to the integer case. Additionally, the problem of quantifying
how, fixed some configuration, the rates change by varying m is not easy since the rates depend in a complex
manner on m and the behaviour of the rate (with respect to m) is different for distinct configurations. Instead
of doing an extensive study of the form of the rates, we gather information about some simple monotonicity
aspects of the model. We show that the reinforcement/penalization of the SSEP given in (2.10) is non-
increasing in k; then we derive a property of the interpolating family analogous to Proposition 2.18; and
finally we plot on Figure 1 the rates in some equivalence classes of configurations which cover the values
of c(m−1)

N (η). This is, to our mind, a satisfying solution to observe the continuous deformation of the SSEP
into a slow or fast diffusion model.

Proposition 2.19. Fixed any η ∈ΩN and m ∈ [0,2] the sequence {∣(
m
k)∣c

(k−1)(η)}k⩾2 is decreasing up to the
smallest k such that c(k−1)(η) = 0.

Proof. Recall that we proved in Proposition 2.18 that for any η ∈ ΩN the sequence {1
k c(k−1)(η)}k⩾1 is

non-increasing. From the definition of the binomial coefficients, for m ∈ (0,2) the sequence {k∣(m
k)∣}k⩾2 is

decreasing, since

(k+1)∣(
m

k+1
)∣ = k∣(

m
k
)∣

∣m−k∣
k

,

and whenever k ⩾ 2 and m ∈ (0,2) we have ∣m−k∣ = k−m < k. �

Before stating the monotonicity property, note that we have the following limit

lim
m↘0

1
m

c(m−1)
N (η) =

`N−1

∑
k=0

c(k)(η)

k+1
.

Proposition 2.20. For any η ∈ΩN the sequence { 1
m c(m−1)

N (η)}m∈[0,2] is non-increasing.

Proof. From Proposition 2.11 we can extract that 1
m c(m−1)

N ⩾ c(0) for m ∈ (0,1), and c(0) ⩾ 1
m c(m−1)

N for m ∈

(1,2). It remains to see the monotonicity of the sequence in the statement according to the values of m ∈

[0,2]/{1}. Assuming that the aforementioned sequence is non-increasing, since the binomial coefficients
are continuous functions of m the interpolation property allows us to take the limit m→ 2 and as such we
only need to focus on m ∈ [0,2)/{1}. Rewrite

1
m

c(m−1)
N (η) = 1{m∈(0,1)}

`N−1

∑
k=0

∣(
m−1

k
)∣

c(k)(η)

k+1
+1{m∈(1,2)}

⎛

⎝
1−

`N−1

∑
k=1

∣(
m−1

k
)∣

c(k)(η)

k+1
⎞

⎠
.

For any k ⩾ 2 we compute

d
dm

∣(m−1)k∣ = −∣(m−1)k∣ fk(m) where fk(m) ∶=
k

∑
j=1

1
j−m

.

This means that

d
dm

(
1
m

c(m−1)
N (η)) = −

1
2

c(1)
(η)+ sign(m−1)

`N−1

∑
k=2

∣(
m−1

k
)∣ fk(m)

c(k)(η)

k+1
. (2.22)
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If m ∈ [0,1) then fk(m) > 0 which concludes the proof. For m ∈ (1,2) we need some extra work. We claim
that differentiating with respect to m both sides of

0 = 1−
+∞
∑
k=1

∣(
m−1

k
)∣ one obtains that 1 =

+∞
∑
k=2

∣(
m−1

k
)∣ fk(m). (2.23)

For m ∈ [ 3
2 ,2) we have fk(m) > 0 for all k ⩾ 2 since f2(m) > 0 and fk(m) is increasing in k. If m ∈ (1, 3

2)

then for each m there must be some k0 > 2 such that fk > 0 for all k ⩾ k0 so that the second summation
on the previous display is equal to one. Let `N be large enough so that k0 < `N (otherwise the result is
obvious). Then we can bound (2.22) from above by taking the limit `N →+∞. Since the sequence of maps
{ 1

k+1 c(k)}k⩾0 is non-increasing, for any j ⩽ k0 ⩽ i we have

1
i+1

c(i)
⩽

1
k0+1

c(k0) ⩽
1

j+1
c( j).

Then we can bound

d
dm

(
1
m

c(m−1)
N (η)) ⩽ −

1
2

c(1)
(η)+

k0−1

∑
k=2

∣(
m−1

k
)∣ fk(m)

c(k0)(η)

k0+1
+ ∑

k⩾k0

∣(
m−1

k
)∣ fk(m)

c(k0)(η)

k0+1

= −
c(1)(η)

2
+

c(k0)(η)

k0+1
⩽ 0.

(2.24)

To conclude the proof, it is enough to show that the sequence (an)n⩾2 given by 0 < an ∶= ∑
n
k=2 ∣(

m−1
k )∣ fk(m)

is uniformly bounded. Since f1(m) < 0, we first bound fk(m) by the corresponding integral for k ⩾ 2:

fk(m) ≲ log(k−m)− log(2−m).

Recall the inequality logx ⩽ 1
s xs for any x,s ∈R+. From this and (2.11) it holds

n

∑
k=2

∣(
m−1

k
)∣ fk(m) ≲

n

∑
k=2

1
(k−m)m−s − log(2−m)

n

∑
k=2

∣(
m−1

k
)∣.

Setting 0 < s such that m− s > 1, observing that the quantity on the right-hand side of the previous display is
increasing in n and taking n→+∞ we end the proof. �

We now plot the evolution of c(m−1)
N (η) with respect to m (for a fixed configuration η). To that aim, let us

start with the following remark: for any k ⩾ 1 the value of c(k)(η) is uniquely determined by the positions
of the first particle to the left of 0 and the first particle to the right of 1. More precisely, for any x0,x1 ∈ TN
consider the set Ω

x0,x1
N = {η ∈ΩN ∶ η(−x0) = η(x1) = 1, η(x) = 0, for all x ∈ J−x0+1,x1−1K/{0,1}}.

−x0 x13210−1

......

FIGURE 5. Configuration belonging to Ω
2,4
N .

It is simple to see that if η0,η1 ∈ Ω
x0,x1
N then c(k)(η0) = c(k)(η1) for all k ⩾ 1. Therefore we obtain

c(m−1)
N (η0) = c(m−1)

N (η1), and for every η ∈ Ω
x0,x1
N one can plot c(m)

N (η) as a function of m, as in Figure 1.
To that end, for each m,`N ,x0 and x1 fixed and ξ ∈Ω

x0,x1
N we introduce c̃N(x0,x1,m) ≡ c(m−1)

N (ξ) .
14



m = 0.25 m = 0.5 m = 0.75

m = 1 m = 1.25 m = 1.5

m = 1.75 m = 2

FIGURE 1. Evolution of c̃N(x0,x1,m) for `N = 40

We stress that the previous figure presents the value of the constraint c(m−1)
N (η) (equivalently, the rate

r(m−1)
N (η) when η(0)+η(1) = 1) fixed x0,x1 and a representative η ∈ Ω

x0,x1
N , that is, a configuration with

the first particle to the left of the site 0 located at the site −x0, and the first particle to the right of the site
1 located at the site x1. Note the symmetry of the plots with respect to x0 = x1, which is consequence of
the symmetry of the jumps. Fixed m and `N , varying x0 and x1 allow us to see all the possible values of
the constraints. For example, for m = 1 the rate is equal to 1 independently of x0,x1, hence the sub-figure,
in this case, has the same colour for all x0,x1 ⩽ 40. For m = 2 the rate is non-zero if and only if there is at
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least one particle located at the site −1 or at the site 2. In other words, c(1)(η) = η(−1)+η(2). Therefore,
we obtain in the respective sub-figure the horizontal and vertical orange lines, where c(1)(η) = 1 for any
η ∈Ω

1,x1
N ∪Ω

x0,2
N with x0 ⩾ 2 and x1 ⩾ 3 and c(1) = 0 otherwise; while at x0 = 1 and x1 = 2 the constraint attains

its largest value, i.e., c(1)(η) = 2 for all η ∈Ω
1,2
N . In the fast-diffusion regime, we see a "continuous" increase

of the rates as x0,x1 increase, while the opposite in the slow-diffusion regime. This is a clear consequence
of the penalization/reinforcement terms, as seen in (2.10).

2.5. Main result. To expose our main result about the hydrodynamic limit of the interpolating model we
first introduce some definitions. Let us fix a finite time horizon [0,T ], let µN be an initial probability measure
on ΩN , and let {ηN2t}t⩾0 be the Markov process generated by N2L

(m−1)
N for m ∈ (0,2)/{1}, given in (2.8).

Definition 2.21 (Empirical measure). For any η ∈ ΩN define the empirical measure π
N(η ,du) on the con-

tinuous torus T by

π
N
(η ,du) =

1
N
∑

x∈TN

η(x)δx/N(du)

where δx/N is the Dirac measure at the macroscopic point x/N. Moreover, we define its time evolution in the
diffusive time scale by π

N
t (η ,du) = π

N(ηN2t ,du). For any function G ∶ T→ R, we define the integral of G
with respect to the empirical measure as

⟨π
N
t ,G⟩ = ∫

T
G(u)π

N
t (η ,du) =

1
N
∑

x∈TN

G( x
N )ηN2t(x). (2.25)

LetM+ be the space of positive measures on [0,1] with total mass no larger than 1 and endowed with the
weak topology. Let D([0,T ],ΩN) be the Skorokhod space of trajectories induced by {ηN2t}t∈[0,T ] with ini-
tial measure µN . Denote by PµN the induced probability measure on the space of trajectories D([0,T ],ΩN)

and by QN = PµN ○(π
N)−1 the probability measure on D([0,T ],M+) induced by {π

N
t }t∈[0,T ] and µN .

Now we introduce the notion of weak solutions to equation (1.1) for m ∈ (0,2). For that purpose, for
n ∈ N+ ∪{∞} let Cn(T) be the set of n times continuously differentiable, real-valued functions defined on
T; and let Cn,p([0,T ] ×T) be the set of all real-valued functions defined on [0,T ] ×T that are n times
differentiable on the first variable and p times differentiable on the second variable and with continuous
derivatives. Finally, for two functions f ,g ∈ L2(T), ⟨ f ,g⟩ denotes their standard euclidean product in L2(T)

and ∥ ⋅ ∥L2(T) is the associated norm. We remark that we use the notation ⟨⋅, ⋅⟩ twice, for the inner-product
just introduced, and also in (2.25), although their difference will be clear from the context.

Definition 2.22 (Sobolev space). The semi inner-product ⟨⋅, ⋅⟩1 on the set C∞(T) is given on G,H ∈C∞(T)

by ⟨G,H⟩1 = ⟨∂uG,∂uH⟩ = ∫T∂uG(u)∂uH(u)du, and the associated semi-norm is denoted by ∥⋅∥1. LetH1(T)

be the Sobolev space on T, defined as the completion of C∞(T) for the norm ∥⋅∥
2
H1(T) = ∥⋅∥

2
L2 +∥⋅∥

2
1, and let

L2([0,T ];H1(T)) be the set of measurable functions f ∶ [0,T ] →H1(T) such that ∫
T

0 ∥ fs∥
2
H1(T)ds <∞.

Definition 2.23 (Weak solutions to (1.1)). Let ρ
ini ∶ T → [0,1] be a measurable function. We say that

ρ ∶ [0,T ]×T↦ [0,1] is a weak solution of the FDE (resp. PME) with m ∈ (0,1) (resp. m ∈ (1,2)) if
(1) (a) For m ∈ (0,1) it holds ρ ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T)),

(b) For m ∈ (1,2) it holds ρ
m ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T)).

(2) For any t ∈ [0,T ] and G ∈C1,2([0,T ]×T) it holds that

F(ρ
ini,ρ,G,t) ∶= ⟨ρt ,Gt⟩−⟨ρ

ini,G0⟩−∫

t

0
{⟨ρs,∂sGs⟩+⟨(ρs)

m,∂uuGs⟩}ds ≡ 0. (2.26)

In the appendix, Lemmas B.5 and B.3, we will show that the weak solution given by last definition is
unique, for m ∈ (0,1) and m ∈ (1,2), respectively.
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Definition 2.24 (Local equilibrium distribution). Let {µN}N⩾1 be a sequence of probability measures on
ΩN , and let f ∶T→[0,1] be a measurable function. If for any continuous function G ∶T→R and every δ > 0
it holds

lim
N→+∞

µN (η ∈ΩN ∶ ∣⟨π
N ,G⟩−⟨ f ,G⟩∣ > δ) = 0,

we say that the sequence {µN}N⩾1 is a local equilibrium measure associated to the profile f .

Example 2.25. An example of a measure satisfying Definition 2.24 is the product Bernoulli measure, given
on x ∈TN by

ν
N
ρ ini(⋅)(η ∈ΩN ∶ η(x) = 1) = ρ

ini( x
N ),

where ρ
ini ∶ T→ [0,1] is a measurable Lipschitz profile. Then ν

N
ρ ini(⋅) is a local equilibrium measure associ-

ated to ρ
ini. For more details see, for instance, the proof of [1, Theorem 2.2].

We are now ready to state the main result of this paper:

Theorem 2.26 (Hydrodynamic limit). Let ρ
ini ∶ T→ [0,1] be a measurable function and let {µN}N⩾1 be a

local equilibrium measure associated to it. Then, for any t ∈ [0,T ], δ > 0 and N ∋ `N →∞ such that `N ⩽ N,
it holds

lim
N→+∞

PµN (∣⟨π
N
t ,G⟩−⟨ρt ,G⟩∣ > δ) = 0,

where ρ is the unique weak solution of (1.1) in the sense of Definition 2.23, with initial condition ρ
ini.

3. PROOF OF THEOREM 2.26

We first outline the proof. As previously mentioned, to prove the hydrodynamic limit we use the classical
entropy method introduced in [14]. The general scheme is the following: we prove that the sequence of
empirical measures is tight (as proved in Subsection 3.1), which implies the existence of weakly convergent
subsequences; and then we prove that the limiting measure is concentrated on paths of absolutely continuous
measures with respect to the Lebesgue measure, whose density is a weak solution to the hydrodynamic
equation (1.1) (proved in Section 3.2). To do so we shall need an energy estimate (Section 5), which gives
us some regularity of the solution to the PDE, and replacement lemmas (Section 4) whose role is to close
the equations for the limiting profile at the microscopic level. Proving uniqueness of weak solutions (see
Appendix B), we see that the limit of the sequence of measures is then unique and we can conclude that the
whole sequence converges to that limit.

We introduce some discrete operators that will be important in what follows. Let us extend Definition
2.15 to functions defined on TN (instead of ΩN). Without loss of generality, we adopt the same notation.
Namely, if f ∶ TN → R then its gradients are ∇+ f = (τ1 − 1) f and ∇− f = (1− τ−1) f , where 1 is now the
identity function defined on TN . Finally, for any N ∈ N+, we also define the rescaled gradients on TN as
∇±,N =N∇±, and the rescaled Laplacian as ∆

N = ∇+,N ○∇−,N = ∇−,N ○∇+,N .

3.1. Tightness. Let us start by exploiting the gradient property of our model. Recall that we consider the
evolution in the diffusive time scale tN2, that is, given by the generator L ∶= N2L

(m−1)
N . From Dynkin’s

formula [17, Appendix 1, Lemma 5.1], we know that for any G ∈C1,2([0,T ]×T)

MN
t (G) ∶= ⟨π

N
t ,Gt⟩−⟨π

N
0 ,G0⟩−∫

t

0
(∂s+L)⟨π

N
s ,Gs⟩ds (3.1)

is a martingale with respect to the natural filtration of the process. Observe that Lemma 2.16 and a summa-
tion by parts imply that

L⟨π
N
s ,Gs⟩ =

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∆
NGs(

x
N )

`N

∑
k=1

(
m
k
)(−1)kh(k−1)

s (τxη), (3.2)
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where we defined for any k ∈N and any s ∈ [0,t] the time evolution h(k−1)
s (η) = h(k−1)(ηN2s). We highlight

the flip η ↦ η which comes from the definition of the rates in (2.9). Therefore the martingale rewrites as

MN
t (G) = ⟨π

N
t ,Gt⟩−⟨π

N
0 ,G0⟩−∫

t

0
⟨π

N
s ,∂sGs⟩ds

−∫

t

0

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∆
NGs(

x
N )

`N

∑
k=1

(
m
k
)(−1)kh(k−1)

s (τxη)ds.
(3.3)

Proposition 3.1 (Tightness). The sequence of probability measures (QN)N∈N is tight with respect to the
Skorokhod topology of D([0,T ],M+).

Proof. To prove tightness we resort to Aldous’ conditions (see, for instance, [13, proof of Proposition 4.1]
or, equivalently, [3, Proposition 3.3] for more details). Since the occupation variable is bounded by 1, it is
enough to show that for all ε > 0

limsup
γ→0

limsup
N→+∞

PµN

⎛

⎝
sup

∣t−s∣⩽γ

∣⟨π
N
t ,G⟩−⟨π

N
s ,G⟩∣ > ε

⎞

⎠
, (3.4)

where G is a time-independent function belonging to a dense subset of C([0,1]) with respect to the uniform
topology. From the fact that MN

t (G) is a martingale (with respect to the natural filtration of the process), the
previous condition can be reduced to the study of the quadratic variation of (3.1) and the boundedness of the
generator, i.e., it is enough to prove that

lim
γ→0

limsup
N→+∞

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

PµN

⎛

⎝
sup

∣t−s∣⩽γ

∣MN
t (G)−MN

s (G)∣ >
ε

2
⎞

⎠
+PµN

⎛

⎝
sup

∣t−s∣⩽γ

∣∫

t

s
L⟨π

N
s ,G⟩ds∣ >

ε

2
⎞

⎠

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

= 0. (3.5)

We apply the triangular, Jensen and Doob’s inequalities in the first term above, and Proposition 4.5 in the
second term, reducing to the treatment of

limsup
N→+∞

EµN [(MN
T (G))

2
]

1
2
= 0 and lim

γ→0
limsup
N→+∞

EµN [∣∫

t

s
L⟨π

N
s ,G⟩ds∣] = 0. (3.6)

Recalling from [17, Appendix A, Lemma 5.1] the expression for the quadratic variation of the martingale,
we have that the first expectation in (3.6) equals

EµN [∫

T

0
FN

s (G)ds] , where FN
s (G) =N2

(L
(m−1)
N ⟨π

N
s ,G⟩

2
−2⟨πN

s ,G⟩L
(m−1)
N ⟨π

N
s ,G⟩) .

Since our transition rates are symmetric, we get

FN
s (G) =

1
N2 ∑

x∈TN

c(m−1)
N (τxηN2s)(ηN2s(x+1)−ηN2s(x))2

(∇
+,NG( x

N ))
2

≲
1

N2 ∥∂uG∥
2
L∞(T)

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣ ∑

x∈TN

r(k−1)
(τxηN2s)≲

1
N
∥∂uG∥

2
L∞(T),

where we used Lemma 2.17 for the last inequality. This concludes the proof of the first condition in (3.6).
For the second, we split the proof in two cases m ∈ (0,1) and m ∈ (1,2).

Assume first that m ∈ (1,2). From (2.18) (or more obviously (A.2)) we have that ∣h(k−1)(η)∣ ⩽ k. There-
fore, using the inequality (2.12), the quantity (3.2) can be bounded from above by

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∣∆
NGs(

x
N )∣

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣k ≲ ∥∂uuG∥L1(T)+

1
N
,

which implies the second requirement in (3.6). This finishes the proof in the case m ∈ (1,2).
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For m ∈ (0,1) we need some extra work. Recalling that in the fast diffusion case the generator can be
rewritten as in (2.10), we see that the second expectation in (3.6) equals

EµN[∣∫

t

s

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∆NG( x
N )

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣τxh(k−1)

(ηN2s)ds∣]. (3.7)

It will be fundamental to identify h(k−1) as a function of the constraints c(k−1), as in (2.18). From the
triangular inequality we bound the expectation (3.7) from above by

EµN[∣∫

t

s

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∆NG( x
N )

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣

k−1

∏
j=0

ηN2s(x+ j)ds∣]

+
1
N
∑

x∈TN

∣∆NG( x
N )∣EµN[∣∫

t

s

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣τx

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

k−2

∑
i=0

(ηN2s(i)−ηN2s(i+1))
k−1−i

∑
j=1

s(k−1)
j (τiηN2s)

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

ds∣] (3.8)

where, by convention, ∑∅ ≡ 0. Since m ∈ (0,1) and the process is of exclusion type, we have

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣

k−1

∏
j=0

ηN2s(x+ j) ⩽
`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣ < 1

and due to the regularity of the test function the first expectation in (3.8) can be bounded as:

EµN[∣∫

t

s

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∆NG( x
N )

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣

k−1

∏
j=0

ηN2s(x+ j)ds∣] ≲ ∣t − s∣(∥∂uuG∥L1(T)+
1
N
) .

The treatment of the second expectation in (3.8) is more demanding. Concretely, since m ∈ (0,1) the tail
of the series ∑k⩾1 ∣(

m
k)∣ is too heavy to either argue directly via Lemma 4.10 or slow down the speed of

explosion of `N (as we shall do in a different context shortly), while maintaining `N with no particular
order of explosion. One then needs to invoke the forthcoming replacement Lemma 4.9 instead, by taking
advantage of the particular expression of h(k−1) in (2.18) and bounding from above as

k−2

∑
i=1

(η(i)−η(i+1))
k−1−i

∑
j=1

s(k−1)
j (τiη) ⩽

k

∑
i=1

∣η(i)−η(i+1)∣c(k−1)
(τiη) =

k

∑
i=1

r(k−1)
(τiη).

One can now use Lemma 4.9 for each term of the summation over x ∈ TN , with ϕ
(k)
i (η) = ∑

k−i
j=1 s(k)

j (τiη),
and obtain the final upper bound

1
B
+σB

(`N)1−m

N
.

Recalling that `N ⩽N and 1−m ∈ (0,1), taking the limit N→+∞ and then B→+∞ we finish the proof. �

3.2. Characterization of limit points. The goal of this subsection is to show that the limiting points of
(QN)N∈N, which we know to exist as a consequence of the results of the previous section, are concentrated
on trajectories of absolutely continuous measures with respect to the Lebesgue measure, whose density is
a weak solution to either the FDE or the PME, depending on the value of m. Showing the aforementioned
absolute continuity is simple since we deal with an exclusion process, and its proof can be found (modulo
small adaptations) for instance in [17, page 57]. From this and the previous proposition, we know (without
loss of generality) that for any t ∈ [0,T ], the sequence (π

N
t (η ,du))N∈N converges weakly with respect to QN

to an absolutely continuous measure π⋅(du) = ρ⋅(u)du. In the next result we obtain information about the
profile ρ .
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Proposition 3.2. For any limit point Q of (QN)N∈N it holds

Q(π ∈ D([0,T ],M+) ∶

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

for any t ∈ [0,T ], πt(du) = ρt(u)du, where ρ ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T))

for any t ∈ [0,T ] and any G ∈C1,2([0,T ]×T), F(ρ
ini,ρ,G,t) = 0

) = 1,

where F(ρ
ini,ρ,G,t) is given in (2.26).

Before showing Proposition 3.2, we introduce some definitions and technical results.

Definition 3.3. For any x ∈TN and ` ∈N consider the following microscopic box of size `, and the empirical
average over it, given by

Λ
`
x = Jx,x+`−1K, and η

`
(x) =

1
`
∑

y∈Λ`
x

η(y).

Moreover, for ε > 0 and u,v ∈T, let ι
u
ε (v) = 1

ε
1v∈[u,u+ε).

Lemma 3.4. Let m ∈ (0,2)/{1} be fixed. For any ε > 0, for a.e. u ∈T and s ∈ [0,T ] it holds that

∣ρs(u)−⟨πs,ι
u
ε ⟩∣ ≲ ε

α , where α ≡ α(m) ∶=
1
2

1{m∈(0,1)}+
1
4

1{m∈(1,2)}.

Proof. This is a direct consequence of the fact that πt(du) = ρt(u)du, plus two facts: first, we have that
ρ (resp. ρ

m) belongs to L2([0,T ];H1(T)) for m ∈ (0,1) (resp. m ∈ (1,2)), and this will be proved in Section
5; and second, we have the Hölder continuity of ρ (see Proposition B.4 in the case m ∈ (0,1) and Corollary
B.2 in the case m ∈ (1,2)). �

Lemma 3.5. Let m ∈ (0,2)/{1} be fixed and take α as in the previous lemma. For any ε > 0, consider the
sequence (εk)k⩾1 defined by

εk = k−β
ε, for some β >

2−m
α

> 0.

Then, for any k ∈N+, a.e. u ∈T and s ∈ [0,T ], it holds that

∣∑
k⩾2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

(1−ρs(u))k
−∑

k⩾2
(

m
k
)(−1)k

k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨πs,ι
u+ jεk
εk

⟩)∣ ≲ ε
α .

Proof. We first observe that for any a0,b0,a1,b1 we can rewrite a0a1 = a0(a1−b1)+(a0−b0)b1+b0b1. With
this rationale, summing and subtracting appropriate terms we can rewrite

(1−ρs(u))k
=

k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨πs,ι
u+ jεk
εk

⟩)+δk,s(u), with δk,s(u) ⩽
k−1

∑
i=0

∣ρs(u)−⟨πs,ι
u+iεk
εk

⟩∣

since for any u ∈T and s ∈ [0,T ] it holds that ρs(u) ⩽ 1, and ⟨πs,ι
u+iεk
εk

⟩ ⩽ 1.
From Lemma 3.4 and the Hölder continuity of ρ (Proposition B.4 and Corollary B.2), for any i ⩾ 1 we

can estimate

∣ρs(u)−⟨πs,ι
u+iεk
εk

⟩∣ ⩽ ∣ρs(u+ iεk)−⟨π,ιu+iεk
εk

⟩∣+ ∣ρs(u+ iεk)−ρs(u)∣ ≲ iεα

k . (3.9)

For i = 0 we resort directly to Lemma 3.4. In this way, and from the upper bound of the binomial coefficient
given in Lemma A.1 we have

δk,s(u) ≲ ε
α

k (1+
k−1

∑
i=1

i) ≲ k2
ε

α

k which implies ∑
k⩾2

∣(
m
k
)∣δk,s(u) ≲ ε

α
∑
k⩾2

1
km−1+αβ

.

The condition on β given in the statement of the lemma guarantees the convergence of the series above. �
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The largest issue now is how to handle the products of occupation variables in the martingale decom-
position (3.3). The final goal is to close the equation, relating the correlation terms with the power terms
in the weak formulation (2.26). The idea behind the forthcoming approach is to replace a product of ρ

′s
by a product of empirical averages with respect to different, non-intersecting boxes. This last requirement
avoids the correlations between the occupation variables on these microscopic boxes. For the macroscopic
replacements to be justified, we need information on the regularity of the weak solution.

In order to prove the Proposition 3.2 we will make use of several replacement lemmas, whose statements
and proofs will be given in Section 4. The fact that the limiting measure Q concentrates on absolute contin-
uous trajectories of measures that have a density in the right Sobolev space is also provided by Proposition
5.5, proved in Section 5.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. From Proposition 5.5 we know that ρ ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T)). If Q is a limit point of
(QN)N∈N then

Q(for any t ∈ [0,T ], πt(du) = ρt(u)du, where ρ ∈ L2
([0,T ];H1

(T))) = 1.

In the weak formulation (2.26), let us replace ρ
m by its binomial expansion as in (2.6). Since we are on the

torus we have ⟨∂uuG,1⟩ = 0, and therefore the binomial series starts from the second term. Otherwise, this
would lead to boundary conditions. In this way, it is enough to show that for any δ > 0 it holds

Q
⎛

⎝
sup

t∈[0,T ]
∣⟨Gt ,ρt⟩−⟨G0,ρ

ini
⟩−∫

t

0
⟨ρs,∂sGs⟩ds−∫

t

0
⟨∂uuGs,∑

k⩾1
(

m
k
)(−1)k

(1−ρs)
kds⟩∣ > δ

⎞

⎠
= 0. (3.10)

Last probability is bounded from above by

Q
⎛

⎝
sup

t∈[0,T ]
∣⟨Gt ,ρt⟩−⟨G0,ρ0⟩−∫

t

0
⟨ρs,∂sGs⟩ds+m∫

t

0
⟨∂uuGs,1−ρs⟩ds

−∫

t

0
∑
k⩾2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⟨∂uuGs,
k−1

∏
j=0

⟨1−πs,ι
⋅+ jεk
εk

⟩⟩ds∣ >
δ

22

⎞

⎠
(3.11)

+Q
⎛

⎝
sup

t∈[0,T ]
∣∫

t

0
∑
k⩾2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⟨∂uuGs,(1−ρs)
k
−

k−1

∏
j=0

⟨1−πs,ι
⋅ + jεk
εk

⟩⟩ds∣ >
δ

2
⎞

⎠
(3.12)

+Q(∣⟨G0,ρ0−ρ
ini
⟩∣ >

δ

22 ) , (3.13)

with (εk)k⩾0 as in Lemma 3.5, with β there still to be fixed. Observe that the third probability (3.13) is equal
to zero since the initial probability measure µN is a local equilibrium measure associated to the profile ρ

ini.
From Markov’s inequality and Lemma 3.5, the second probability (3.12) is no larger than 2ε

α/δ , reducing
us to treat the first probability (3.11).

We now want to apply Portmanteau’s Theorem, and relate the micro and macro scales. For that purpose
we need to argue that the whole function of our trajectories is continuous with respect to the Skorokhod
topology, thus preserving the open sets. Although this is not the case due to the cutoff functions ιε , one can
perform approximations of these functions by continuous functions, as in [10] and [3]. Moreover, one has to
be careful with the martingale (3.3) which involves a finite sum. We first treat the truncation problem, then
the continuity. Let us fix 1 < `1/ε ÐÐ→

ε→0
+∞. Note that for any bounded sequence (ak)k⩾1 we have

∣∑
k⩾2

(
m
k
)(−1)kak −

`1/ε

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)kak∣ ≲

1
(`1/ε)

m .

In this way, we truncate the sum in some `1/ε step, approximate the necessary functions by continuous
functions, apply Portmanteau’s Theorem and then replace back the approximated functions with a vanishing
error, as ε → 0. As for the continuity problem, since G is continuous, one needs only to mollify the terms
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involving the cut-off functions ιε . Since these terms are bounded in L∞(T) this approximation by smooth
functions converges a.e. to the original functions (see for instance the proof of Lemma B.5). However, it will
be important to perform this approximation with some care and take advantage of (1−ρ)k being decreasing
in k to mollify each product of k terms in a small neighbourhood depending on k. More precisely, fix ε > 0
and t ∈ (0,T ], and for any 0 ⩽ s ⩽ t consider the map

π ↦Φ
ε

π(s, ⋅) = ⟨πs,ι
⋅
ε⟩, π ∈ D([0,T ],M+).

Note that Φ
ε
π(s, ⋅) can be discontinuous. Let ϕ be some mollifier and for each ε̃ > 0, define ϕε̃(u) =

ε̃
−1

ϕ(ε̃
−1u). One can argue that the convolution function Φ

ε
π ⋆ϕε̃ is a continuous approximation of Φ

ε
π

from the fact that ρ is α−Hölder continuous, with α as in Lemma 3.4 and the convergence is uniform:

(Φ
ε

π(s, ⋅)⋆ϕε̃)(u)−Φ
ε

π(u) = ∫
T

ϕε̃(z)(Φ
ε

π(s,u− z)−Φ
ε

π(s,u))dz,

hence by continuity of ρ

∣Φ
ε

π(s,u− z)−Φ
ε

π(s,u)∣ =
1
ε
∣∫

u+ε

u
ρs(w− z)−ρs(w)dw∣ ≲

1
ε
∫

u+ε

u
zαdw = zα .

In this way, since ϕε̃ is normalized we have that ∣(Φ
ε
π(s, ⋅)⋆ϕε̃)(u)−Φ

ε
π(u)∣ ≲ ε̃

α , and we conclude that

sup
u∈T

∣(Φ
ε

π(s, ⋅)⋆ϕε̃)(u)−Φ
ε

π(s,u)∣ ≲ ε̃
α . (3.14)

In particular, consider the sequence (ε̃k)k⩾1 with ε̃k = k−β
ε̃ , similarly to the sequence (εk)k⩾1 in Lemma 3.5,

RRRRRRRRRRRR

`1/ε

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

k−1

∏
j=0

(1−Φ
εk
π (s,u+ jεk))−

k−1

∏
j=0

((1−(Φ
εk
π (s, ⋅+ jεk)⋆ϕε̃k)(u)))

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦

RRRRRRRRRRRR

⩽

`1/ε

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣

k−1

∑
j=0

∣Φ
εk
π (s,u+ jεk)−(Φ

εk
π (s, ⋅+ jεk)⋆ϕε̃k)(u)∣

where from (3.14) we see that the right-hand side of last display can be bounded from above by some
positive constant times

`1/ε

∑
k=2

˜εα

k

km = ε̃
α

`1/ε

∑
k=2

1
km+αβ

≲ ε̃
α ,

and in the last estimate above we used the fact that m+αβ > 1, since by hypothesis we have m+αβ > 2. At
this point, it remains to show that the map

π ↦ sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣⟨πt ,Gt⟩−⟨G0,ρ0⟩−∫

t

0
⟨πs,∂sGs⟩ds+m∫

t

0
⟨∂

2
u Gs,1−πs⟩ds

−∫

t

0

`1/ε

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⟨∂uuGs,
k−1

∏
j=0

(⟨1−πs,ι
⋅ + jεk
εk

⟩⋆ϕε̃k)(⋅)⟩ds∣

is continuous with respect to the Skorokhod weak topology. From [10, Proposition A.3] it is enough to show
the continuity of the map

π ↦ sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣∫

t

0

`1/ε

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⟨∂
2
u Gs,

k−1

∏
j=0

(⟨1−πs,ι
⋅ + jεk
εk

⟩⋆ϕε̃k)(⋅)⟩ds∣,
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which can be done using the definition of the Skorokhod metric and is also consequence of our definition of
the sequences (ε̃k)k⩾1 and (εk)k⩾1. Applying Portmanteau’s Theorem, we are reduced to treat

liminf
N→+∞

QN( sup
t∈[0,T ]

∣⟨π
N
t ,Gt⟩−⟨G0,ρ0⟩−∫

t

0
⟨π

N
s ,∂sGs⟩ds+m∫

t

0
⟨∂uuGs,1−π

N
s ⟩ds

−∫

t

0

`1/ε

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⟨∂uuGs,
k−1

∏
j=0

(⟨1−π
N
s ,ι

⋅ + jεk
εk

⟩⋆ϕε̃k)(⋅)⟩ds∣ >
δ

24 ).

(3.15)

We stress that, although for small ε > 0 we can have `1/ε >N, for N fixed, the sum

`1/ε

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

k

∏
j=0

(⟨1−π
N
s ,ι

⋅ + jεk
εk

⟩⋆ϕε̃k)(u)

is indeed well-defined for any u ∈T and one obtains, for k large enough, repeated terms in the product above.
Now we can replace back (⟨πN

s ,ι
⋅ + jεk
εk

⟩⋆ϕε̃k)(⋅) by ⟨πN
s ,ι

⋅ + jεk
εk

⟩ with the previous rationale. Fixed N, since
the martingale (3.3) involves a sum up to `N , we compare again

RRRRRRRRRRRR

`N+1

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)kak −

`1/ε

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)kak

RRRRRRRRRRRR

≲ ∣(`1/ε)
−m
−(`N)

−m∣. (3.16)

Summing and subtracting the appropriate terms, and recalling (3.3), the first probability (3.11), after the
aforementioned replacements, is no larger than the sum of terms of order (`1/ε)

−m,εα , ε̃α and also of order
∣(`1/ε)

−m−(`N)
−m∣ plus

liminf
N→+∞

QN
⎛

⎝
sup

t∈[0,T ]

RRRRRRRRRRR

MN
t (G)+

`N

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

∫

t

0

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∆
NGs(

x
N )h(k−1)

s (τxη)ds

+
`N

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

∫

t

0
⟨∂uuGs,

k−1

∏
j=0

⟨1−π
N
s ,ι

⋅+ jεk
εk

⟩⟩ds
RRRRRRRRRRR

>
δ

26

⎞

⎠

⩽ PµN

⎛

⎝
sup

t∈[0,T ]

RRRRRRRRRRR

`N

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

∫

t

0
⟨∂uuGs−∆

NGs,
k−1

∏
j=0

⟨1−π
N
s ,ι

⋅+ jεk
εk

⟩⟩ds
RRRRRRRRRRR

>
δ

3×26

⎞

⎠

+PµN

⎛

⎝
sup

t∈[0,T ]

RRRRRRRRRRR

`N

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

∫

t

0

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∆
NGs(

x
N )[

k−1

∏
j=0

⟨1−π
N
s ,ι

x
N + jεk

εk
⟩−h(k−1)

s (τxη)]ds
RRRRRRRRRRR

>
δ

3×26

⎞

⎠

+PµN

⎛

⎝
sup

t∈[0,T ]
∣MN

t (G)∣ >
δ

3×26

⎞

⎠
. (3.17)

Note that the linear term ⟨∂uuGs,1−π
N
s ⟩ in (3.15) was absorbed into the martingale MN

t (G), and so the
challenge is to treat the non-linear terms. The first probability on the right-hand side above vanishes as
N →+∞ since Gs ∈C2(T) for all s ∈ [0,t]; the second probability is treated using the replacement lemmas
with a scheme that we present shortly; the third with Doob’s inequality and the proof of the first condition in
(3.6). Let us give more details for the second one. Recall the second expression of h(k) from Lemma 2.16.
We split the second probability on the right-hand side of last display into

PµN

⎛

⎝
sup

t∈[0,T ]

RRRRRRRRRRR

`N

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

∫

t

0

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∆
NGs(

x
N )× (3.18)

×τx

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

k−2

∑
i=0

(ηN2s(i)−ηN2s(i+1))
k−1−i

∑
j=1

s(k−1)
j (τiηN2s)

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

ds
RRRRRRRRRRR

>
δ

3×27

⎞

⎠
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+PµN

⎛

⎝
sup

t∈[0,T ]

RRRRRRRRRRR

`N

∑
k=2

(
m
k
)(−1)k

∫

t

0

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∆
NGs(

x
N )[

k−1

∏
j=0

⟨1−π
N
s ,ι

x
N + jεk

εk
⟩−

k−1

∏
i=0

ηN2s(x+ i)]ds
RRRRRRRRRRR

>
δ

3×27

⎞

⎠
.

Focus on the first probability in the previous display. We apply Proposition 4.5 and triangle’s inequality and
then pass the summation over x to outside the expectation. For m ∈ (0,1), since the summation starts at k = 2,
the resulting quantity is treated using both Lemma 4.9 and Lemma 4.10 for each term of the summation over
x with, for each x fixed and i ∈ {0, . . . ,k−2},

ϕ
(k−1)
i (s,η) = ∆

NGs(
x
N )

k−1−i

∑
j=1

s(k−1)
j (τi+xη) ⩽ ∥∆

NG∥
L∞([0,T ]×TN)

c(k−1)
(τi+xηN2s),

estimating it by

1
B
+T B

(`N)1−m

N
,

for any B > 0, which will be taken to infinity after N →+∞.
For m ∈ (1,2) we could either prove an analogue of Lemma 4.9 for the slow regime, or take advantage

of the tail of the sum of the binomial coefficients being just light enough, in this regime, to slow down the
explosion of `N , avoiding further restrictions. We present the second alternative. Let

0 < n <
2−m
5−m

. (3.19)

Since
k−2

∑
i=1

(ηN2s(i)−ηN2s(i+1))
k−1−i

∑
j=1

s(k−1)
j (τiηN2s) ⩽ k

we can estimate
`N

∑
k=(`N)n+1

(
m
k
)(−1)k 1

N
∑

x∈TN

∆
NGs(

x
N )

k−2

∑
i=1

k−1−i

∑
j=1

τx{(ηN2s(i)−ηN2s(i+1))s(k−1)
j (τiηN2s)}

⩽
1
N
∑

x∈TN

∣∆
NGs(

x
N )∣

`N

∑
k=(`N)n

∣(
m
k
)∣k

≲
1
N
∑

x∈TN

∣∆
NGs(

x
N )∣(

1
(`N)

n(m−1) −
1

(`N)m−1 ) ,

which vanishes by taking the limit N →+∞. This means that we can replace the summation up to `N by a
summation up to (`N)n. In this way, from Proposition 4.5, the previous truncation at (`N)

n and triangle’s
inequalities, we are then reduced to treating

(`N)n

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣

k−2

∑
i=1

k−1−i

∑
j=1

1
N
∑

x∈TN

EµN [∣∫

t

0
∆

NGs(
x
N )τx{(ηN2s(i)−ηN2s(i+1))s(k−1)

j (τiηN2s)}ds∣] .

Applying the replacement Lemma 4.6 to each term of the sum over j with ϕ(s,η) = ∆
NGs(

x
N )s(k−1)

j (τi+xη)

we obtain an upper bound of the order of
(`N)n

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣k2

(
1
Bk

+T Bk
(`N)m−1

N
) .

Let Bk = kB > 0. Then last display is bounded from above by some constant times

1
B

(`N)n

∑
k=2

1
km +T B

(`N)
m−1

N

(`N)n

∑
k=2

1
km−2 ≲

1
B
+T B(

(`N)
m−1+n(3−m)

N
+
(`N)

m−1

N
) ,
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and the right-hand side converges to zero as N →+∞ and B→+∞ since by the definition of n in (3.19) we
have m−1+n(3−m) < 1.

Now the main goal is to estimate for m ∈ (0,2)/{1} the quantity

`N

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣EµN

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

∣∫

t

0

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∆
NGs(

x
N )(

k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨π
N
s ,ι

x
N + jεk

εk
⟩)−

k−1

∏
i=0

ηN2s(x+ i))ds∣
⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦

(3.20)

where, again, we applied Proposition 4.5. It will be important to slow down the explosion `N → +∞ for
m ∈ (0,1) too before applying repeatedly the replacement lemmas. Consider the sequence (ak)k⩾1 with
ak ≡ ak(t,G,η) defined by

ak = ∣∫

t

0

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∆
NGs(

x
N )(

k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨π
N
s ,ι

x
N + jεk

εk
⟩)−

k−1

∏
i=0

ηN2s(x+ i))ds∣.

From the triangle inequality and the fact that Gs ∈ C2(T) it is simple to see that the sequence (ak)k is
uniformly bounded by ∫

t
0 N−1

∑x∈TN
∣∆NGs(

x
N )∣dsÐÐÐÐ→

N→+∞
∥∂uuG∥L1([0,T ]×T) <∞. In particular,

RRRRRRRRRRRR

`N

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣ak −

(`N)n

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣ak

RRRRRRRRRRRR

=
`N

∑
k=(`N)n+1

∣(
m
k
)∣ak ≲ (`N)

−nm
−(`N)

−m
ÐÐÐÐ→
N→+∞

0.

In this way, the treatment of (3.20) gives place to the treatment of

(`N)n

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣

1
N
∑

x∈TN

EµN

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

∣∫

t

0
∆

NGs(
x
N )(

k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨π
N
s ,ι

x
N + jεk

εk
⟩)−

k−1

∏
i=0

ηN2s(x+ i))ds∣
⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦

. (3.21)

To treat (3.21) we now split into the slow and fast diffusion cases. In what follows, we fix β = 4 in Lemma
3.5, considering thus the sequence (εk)k⩾1 with εk = k−4

ε .

● SLOW-DIFFUSION, m ∈ (1,2): We can follow a slightly simplified version of the scheme in [3]. Consider
a non-increasing sequence (Lk)k⩾1 ⊆N having in mind that for each k,N ∈N we have Lk ≡ Lk(N). We will
fix this sequence shortly. In what follows, we define ∏∅ = 1. The forthcoming lemmas will be applied to
each term of the summation over x ∈TN .

(1) Rearrangements: rewrite

k−1

∏
j=0

η( jLk)−
k−1

∏
j=0

η( j) = (η(iLk)−η(i)) ϕ̃
(1)
i (η) (3.22)

where for every i ∈ {1, . . . ,k − 1} we defined ϕ̃
(1)
i (η) = ∏

i−1
j=0 η( j)∏k−1

j=i+1 η( jLk). The random variable

ϕ
(1)
i (s,η) ≡ ∆

NGs(
x
N )ϕ̃

(1)
i (τxη) is independent of the occupation variables at sites Ji, iLkK and, fixed x and

applying the triangle inequality we treat each term of the summation over i in (3.22) with Lemma 4.6. With
the choice Bk = Bk−b1 for k ⩾ 2, with B > 0 and 0 < b1 <m−1, we obtain an upper bound of the order of

(`N)n

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣

k−1

∑
i=1

{
1
Bk

+T BkiLk
(`N)

m−1

N
} ≲

(`N)n

∑
k=2

1
km {

1
Bk

+
(`N)

m−1

N
T BkLkk}

=
1
B

(`N)n

∑
k=2

1
km−b1

+
(`N)m−1

N
T BL

(`N)n

∑
k=2

1
km+b1+3 .

(3.23)

Note that both summations converge when taking the limit N→+∞ since m−b1,m+b1+3 > 1. At this point,
we can set L = (`N)

2−m, then recall that `N ⩽N and take the limits accordingly;
(2) One-block estimates: rewrite
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k−1

∏
j=0

η
Lk( jLk)−

k−1

∏
j=0

η( jLk) =
k−1

∑
i=0

(η
Lk(iLk)−η(iLk)) ϕ̃

(2)
i (η) (3.24)

where for every i ∈ {1, . . . ,k−1} we defined ϕ̃
(2)
i (η) = ∏

i−1
j=0 η

L
k( jLk)∏

k−1
j=i+1 η( jLk). The random variable

ϕ
(2)
i (s,η) ≡ ∆

NGs(
x
N )ϕ̃

(2)
i (τxη) is independent of the occupation variables at sites JiLk,(i+1)Lk −1K and,

fixed x and applying the triangle inequality we treat each term of the summation over i in (3.24) with
Corollary 4.7. We obtain an upper bound of the order of

(`N)n

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣

k−1

∑
i=0

{
1
Bk

+T BkLk
(`N)m−1

N
} .

This quantity is no larger than the quantity on the left-hand side of (3.23), therefore the same rationale used
there guarantees that these errors vanish by taking the limits;

(3) Two-block estimates: rewrite

k−1

∏
j=0

η
⌊Nεk⌋( j⌊Nεk⌋)−

k−1

∏
j=0

η
Lk( jLk) =

k−1

∑
i=0

(η
⌊Nεk⌋(i⌊Nεk⌋)−η

Lk(iLk)) ϕ̃
(3)
i (η) (3.25)

where for every i ∈ {1,k−1} we defined ϕ̃
(3)
i (η) =∏

i−1
j=0 η

Lk( jLk)∏
k−1
j=i+1 η

⌊Nεk⌋( j⌊Nεk⌋). The random vari-

able ϕ
(3)
i (s,η) ≡ ∆

NGs(
x
N )ϕ̃

(3)
i (τxη) is independent of the occupation variables at sites contained in

JiLk,(i+1)⌊Nεk⌋−1K∪ JiLk, iLk +⌊Nεk⌋−1K

provided ⌊Nεk⌋ ⩾ Lk, that is, ⌊Nε⌋ ⩾ L. Fixed x and applying the triangle inequality we treat each term of the
summation over i in (3.25) with Lemma 4.8, leading to an upper bound of the order of

(`N)n

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣

k−1

∑
i=0

{
1
Bk

+T [
1
Lk
+Bk (

Lk(`N)
m−1

N
+

iLk

N
+εk(i+1))]}

≲

(`N)n

∑
k=2

1
Bkkm +T

(`N)n

∑
k=2

1
Lkkm +

T(`N)
m−1

N

(`N)n

∑
k=2

BkLk

km +T
(`N)n

∑
k=2

Bk

km−1 (
Lk

N
+εk) .

Fix Bk = Bk−b3 > 0 with B > 0 and 0 < b3 <m−1. We analyse each term above. From m−1 > b3 and m−4 < 1
we have that

(`N)n

∑
k=2

1
Bkkm ≲

1
B

and
(`N)n

∑
k=2

1
Lkkm ≲

1
L
`

n(5−m)
N = (`N)

m−2+n(5−m),

respectively. From (3.19) it holds m−2+n(5−m) < 0. Note that this is, indeed, the constraint (3.19), and
defines the largest interval n can belong to. Similarly, since b3 > 0 we have

(`N)
m−1

N

(`N)n

∑
k=2

BkLk

km ≲ B
`N

N
and

(`N)n

∑
k=2

Bk

km−1 (
Lk

N
+εk) ≲ B(

(`N)2−m

N
+ε) ,

respectively;
(4) Conclusion: rewrite

k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨π
N ,ι jεk

εk
⟩)−

k−1

∏
j=0

(1−η
⌊Nεk⌋( j⌊Nεk⌋))

=
k−1

∑
i=0

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

[
i−1

∏
j=1

1−η
⌊Nεk⌋( j⌊Nεk⌋)](η

⌊Nεk⌋(i⌊Nεk⌋)−⟨π
N ,ι iεk

εk
⟩)[

k−1

∏
j=i+1

1−⟨π
N ,ι jεk

εk
⟩]

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

, (3.26)
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and since ∣ ⟨πN
s ,ι

x
N

ε ⟩−η
⌊Nε⌋
N2s (x) ∣⩽ ⌊Nε⌋−1, previous display is no larger than k⌊Nε⌋−1. This way, we need to

bound from above
(`N)n

∑
k=2

∣(
m
k
)∣

k
⌊Nεk⌋

≲
1

⌊Nε⌋

(`N)n

∑
k=2

1
km−4 ≲

`
n(5−m)
N

⌊Nε⌋
.

Note that since 2−m < 1, by the definition of n in (3.19) we have n(5−m) < 1. To conclude the proof it is
enough to recall that `N ⩽N, and then take the limit N →+∞ and ε → 0 and then B→+∞.

● FAST-DIFFUSION, m ∈ (0,1): Recall that the goal is to treat (3.21). The strategy now is similar but
simpler than for the slow diffusion case. The specific maps ϕ ∶ΩN →R in the statement of the replacement
lemmas in Subsection 4.9 can be introduced analogously to the slow-diffusion case, therefore we omit their
definition.

(1) Rearrangements: rewrite

k−1

∏
j=0

η( j⌊Nεk⌋)−
k−1

∏
j=0

η( j) =
k−1

∑
i=1

[
i−1

∏
j=0

η( j)](η(i⌊Nεk⌋)−η(i))[
k−1

∏
j=i+1

η( j⌊Nεk⌋)] (3.27)

and apply Lemma 4.10 to each term of the summation in i, with the total cost of the order of
(`N)n

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣

k−1

∑
i=1

{
1
Bk

+T Bk
i(⌊Nεk⌋−1)

N
} ≲

(`N)n

∑
k=1

{
1

Bkkm +εT
Bk

k3+m } ,

for any Bk > 0. The choice Bk = Bkb
1 > 0 with B > 0 and 1−m < b1 < m+2 guarantees the convergence of the

series as N →+∞.
(2) One-block and two-blocks estimates: rewrite

k−1

∏
j=0

η
⌊Nεk⌋( j⌊Nεk⌋)−

k−1

∏
j=0

η( j⌊Nεk⌋)

=
k−1

∑
i=0

[
i−1

∏
j=0

η
⌊Nεk⌋( j⌊Nεk⌋)](η

⌊Nεk⌋(i⌊Nεk⌋)−η(i⌊Nεk⌋))[
k−1

∏
j=i+1

η( j⌊Nεk⌋)] (3.28)

and apply Lemma 4.10 to each term of the summation in i, leading to an upper bound of the order of
(`N)n

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣

k−1

∑
i=0

{
1
Bk

+T Bk
1

⌊Nεk⌋
∑

y∈Λ
⌊Nεk⌋
i⌊Nεk⌋

∣i⌊Nεk⌋−y∣
N

} ≲

(`N)n

∑
k=1

1
Bkkm +εT

(`N)n

∑
k=1

Bk

k4+m .

The choice Bk = Bkb
2 > 0 with B > 0 and 1−m < b2 < 3+m guarantees the convergence as N →+∞.

(3) Conclusion: rewrite

k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨π
N ,ι jεk

εk
⟩)−

k−1

∏
j=0

(1−η
⌊Nεk⌋( j⌊Nεk⌋))

=
k−1

∑
i=0

[
i−1

∏
j=1

1−η
⌊Nεk⌋( j⌊Nεk⌋)](η

⌊Nεk⌋( j⌊Nεk⌋)−⟨π
N ,ι iεk

εk
⟩)[

k−1

∏
j=i+1

1−⟨π
N ,ι jεk

εk
⟩], (3.29)

and proceed as in (3.26), leading to an upper bound of the order of
(`N)n

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣

k
⌊Nεk⌋

≲
1

⌊Nε⌋

(`N)n

∑
k=1

1
km−4 ≲

1
⌊Nε⌋

(`N)
n(5−m).

It is enough to fix n > 0 such that n(5−m) < 1.
To conclude one takes the corresponding limits as previously. �
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4. REPLACEMENT LEMMAS

4.1. Dirichlet forms. We start with some definitions and notation.

Definition 4.1 (Dirichlet Form and Carré du Champ). For a probability measure µ on ΩN and f ∶ ΩN →R
density with respect to µ , we define the Dirichlet form for any m ∈ (0,2] as

E
(m−1)
N ( f ,µ) = ⟨ f ,(−L(m−1)

N ) f ⟩µ = ∫
ΩN

f (η) ∑
x∈TN

(− r(m−1)
N (τxη))(∇x,x+1 f )(η)µ(dη)

and the non-negative quadratic form

Γ
(m−1)
N ( f ,µ) = ∫

ΩN
∑

x∈TN

r(m−1)
N (τxη)[(∇x,x+1 f )(η)]

2
µ(dη).

We remark that rewriting −a(b−a) = (a−b)2/2+(a2−b2)/2, one obtains the identity

1
2

Γ
(m−1)
N (

√
f ,µ) = E

(m−1)
N (

√
f ,µ)+

1
2
⟨L

(m−1)
N f ⟩

µ
. (4.1)

The key observation in order to proceed similarly to [3] is the following proposition.

Proposition 4.2 (Energy lower bound). Let ν
N
γ be the Bernoulli product measure on ΩN where γ ∶ [0,1] →

(0,1) is either Lipschitz non-constant or constant, and let f be a density with respect to ν
N
γ . For any

m ∈ (0,2)/{1} and any N ∈N+ such that `N ⩾ 2 it holds

E
(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ ) ⩾ 1{m∈(1,2)}
m
4
(δNΓ

(0)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )+
m−1

2
Γ
(1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ ))+1{m∈(0,1)}
1
4

Γ
(0)
N (

√
f ,µ)−

cγ

4N
(4.2)

where cγ > 0 if γ is Lipschitz non-constant, or cγ = 0 if γ is constant.

Remark 4.3. We highlight that, throughout the rest of the article, we will fix ν
N
γ , with γ(⋅) ≡ γ ∈ (0,1)

a constant function as the reference measure. We chose to present the previous result with γ(⋅) also not
constant since it is a fundamental step in order to extend the present model to the open boundary setting.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Recalling the identity (4.1), let us focus on the rightmost term there. Note that
b−a =

√
a(

√
b−

√
a)+

√
b(

√
b−

√
a), thus

⟨L
(m−1)
N f ⟩

νN
γ

= ∑
x∈TN

∫
η∈ΩN

r(m−1)
N (τxη)

√
f (η)(∇x,x+1

√
f)(η)ν

N
γ (dη)

+ ∑
x∈TN

∫
η∈ΩN

r(m−1)
N (τxη)

√
f (η

x,x+1
)(∇x,x+1

√
f)(η)ν

N
γ (dη).

Performing the change of variables η ↦ η
x,x+1 on the second term above and using the symmetry of the

rates, r(m−1)
N (τxη

x,x+1) = r(m−1)
N (τxη), we obtain

⟨L
(m−1)
N f ⟩

νN
γ

= ∑
x∈TN

∑
η∈ΩN

r(m−1)
N (τxη)

√
f (η)(∇x,x+1

√
f)(η)(1−

ν
N
γ (η

x,x+1)

νN
γ (η)

)ν
N
γ (η).

Note that the previous quantity equals zero if γ(⋅) is constant. Otherwise, applying Young’s inequality with
A > 0,

√
f (η)(∇x,x+1

√
f)(η)(1−

ν
N
γ (η

x,x+1)

νN
γ (η)

) ⩽
1

2A
∣(∇x,x+1

√
f)(η)∣

2
+

A
2

f (η)∣1−
ν

N
γ (η

x,x+1)

νN
γ (η)

∣

2
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and therefore

⟨L
(m−1)
N f ⟩

νN
γ

⩽
1

2A
Γ
(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )+
A
2
∑

x∈TN

∑
η∈ΩN

r(m−1)
N (τxη)∣1−

ν
N
γ (η

x,x+1)

νN
γ (η)

∣

2

f (η)ν
N
γ (η),

where ∣1−ν
N
γ (η

x,x+1)/νN
γ (η)∣

2
⩽ cγN−2 with cγ > 0 for γ(⋅) a Lipschitz function. From Lemma 2.17 we can

bound

∑
x∈TN

r(m−1)
N (τxη) ⩽

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣ ∑

x∈TN

r(k−1)
(τxη) ⩽ 2

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣(N +k−1) ≲N.

In this way, recalling that f is a density with respect to ν
N
γ , we obtain the upper bound

⟨L
(m−1)
N f ⟩

νN
γ

⩽
1

2A
Γ
(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )+
A
2

cγ

N
.

Plugging this upper bound into identity (4.1) with the choice A = 1 we obtain

E
(m−1)
N ⩾

1
4

Γ
(m−1)
N (

√
f ,µ)−

cγ

4N
. (4.3)

To finish the proof, we see that the lower bounds in Proposition 2.11 imply that

Γ
(m−1)
N (

√
f ,µ) ⩾ 1m∈(1,2)m[δNΓ

(0)
N (

√
f ,µ)+

m−1
2

Γ
(1)
N (

√
f ,µ)]+1m∈(0,1)Γ

(0)
N (

√
f ,µ).

�

The next two technical results are standard but will invoked in the proof of the replacement lemmas and
in their applications. As such, we present them here for future reference.

Lemma 4.4. Consider x,y ∈ T and let ϕ ∶ [0,T ]×ΩN → R be invariant for the map η ↦ η
x,y. Moreover,

consider the measure ν
N
γ with γ(⋅) ∈ (0,1) a constant function and let f ∶ΩN →R. For all s ∈ [0,T ] it holds

that

∫
ΩN

ϕ(s,η)(η(x)−η(y)) f (η)ν
N
γ (dη) =

1
2 ∫ΩN

ϕ(s,η)(η(y)−η(x))( f (η
x,y

)− f (η))ν
N
γ (dη)

Proof. Summing and subtracting the appropriate term we have

∫
ΩN

ϕ(s,η)(η(x)−η(y)) f (η)ν
N
γ (dη) =

1
2 ∫ΩN

ϕ(s,η)(η(x)−η(y))( f (η)− f (η
x,y

))ν
N
γ (dη)

+
1
2 ∫ΩN

ϕ(s,η)(η(x)−η(y))( f (η)+ f (η
x,y

))ν
N
γ (dη).

To see that the second term in the right-hand side equals zero, simply note that performing the change of
variables η ↦ η

x,y and using that ϕ(s,ηx,y) = ϕ(s,η) and ν
N
γ (η

x,y) = ν
N
γ (η) we obtain

∫
ΩN

ϕ(s,η)(η(x)−η(y)) f (η
x,y

)ν
N
γ (dη) = −∫

ΩN

ϕ(s,η)(η(x)−η(y)) f (η)ν
N
γ (dη).

�

The next proposition is applied in the second term in (3.5) and in (3.18)

Proposition 4.5. [4, Lemma 4.3.2]. Assume there exists a familyF of functions FN,ε ∶ [0,T ]×D([0,T ],Ω)→

R satisfying

sup
ε∈(0,1),N⩾1

s∈[0,T ],η∈D([0,T ],Ω)

∣FN,ε(s,η)∣ ⩽M <∞.
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Above, the interval for (0,1) for ε is arbitrary. We also assume that for all t ∈ [0,T ],

limsup
ε→0+

limsup
N→+∞

EµN [∣∫

t

0
FN,ε(s,ηs)ds∣] = 0.

Then we have for all δ > 0,

limsup
ε→0+

limsup
N→+∞

PµN

⎛

⎝
sup

t∈[0,T ]
∣∫

t

0
FN,ε(s,ηs)ds∣ > δ

⎞

⎠
= 0.

4.2. Replacement Lemmas for m ∈ (1,2).

Lemma 4.6. Consider x,y ∈TN . Let ϕ ∶ [0,T ]×ΩN→R be such that ∥ϕ∥L∞([0,T ]×ΩN) ⩽ cϕ <∞ and invariant
for the map η ↦ η

z,z+1 with z ∈ Jx,y−1K. Then for all B > 0 and for all t ∈ [0,T ]

EµN [∣∫

t

0
ϕ(s,ηN2s)(ηN2s(x)−ηN2s(y))ds∣] ≲

1
B
+T B∣y−x∣

(`N)
m−1

N
.

Proof. From the entropy inequality (see [17, Appendix 1, Chapter 8]) with ν
N
γ as reference measure and

Feynman Kac’s formula (see [1, page 14] for instance), we bound the previous expectation from above by
cγ

B
+∫

T

0
sup

f
{∣⟨ϕ(s,η)(η(x)−η(y)), f ⟩

νN
γ
∣−

N
B
E
(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )}ds, (4.4)

where the supremum is over densities with respect to ν
N
γ . Rewriting η(x)−η(y) = ∑y−1

z=x η(z)−η(z+1),
from Lemma 4.4 the first term inside the supremum in (4.4) can be rewritten as

1
2 ∫ΩN

y−1

∑
z=x

ϕ(s,η)(η(z)−η(z+1))( f (η)− f (η
z,z+1

))ν
N
γ (dη). (4.5)

From Young’s inequality we bound this from above by cϕ times

1
4A ∫ΩN

y−1

∑
z=x

(
√

f (η
z,z+1

)+
√

f (η))
2

ν
N
γ (dη)+

A
4 ∫ΩN

y−1

∑
z=x

(∇z,z+1
√

f (η))
2

ν
N
γ (dη)

⩽
∣y−x∣

2A
+

A
2

Γ
(0)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ ),

where we performed a change of variables on the first term. Summarizing, applying Proposition 4.2 on (4.4)
we bound (4.4) from above by

cγ

B
+T (

1
2

Γ
(0)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )(
cϕ

4
A−

N
B

δN)+cϕ

∣y−x∣
2A

) .

Fixing A = 4NδN/cϕB and recalling from Proposition 2.11 that 0 < δN =∑k⩾`N
∣(

m−1
k )∣ ≲ (`N)−(m−1), the proof

is concluded. �

Corollary 4.7. Fixed N, for any i ∈ N+ and L ∈ N+ such that L < N, let ϕ ∶ [0,T ] ×ΩN → R be such that
∥ϕ∥L∞([0,T ]×ΩN) ⩽ cϕ <∞ and invariant for the map η ↦ η

z,z+1 with z ∈ JiL,(i+1)L−2K. Then, for all B > 0
and for all t ∈ [0,T ] it holds

EµN [∣∫

t

0
ϕ(s,ηN2s)(ηN2s(iL)−η

L
N2s(iL))ds∣] ≲

1
B
+T B

(L+1)(`N)m−1

N
.

Proof. Observing that η(0)−η
L(0) = 1

L∑y∈ΛL
0
(η(0)−η(y)), from Lemma 4.6 we can bound from above

the expectation in the statement of the corollary by a constant times

1
L
∑

y∈ΛL
0

1
B
+T By

(`N)m−1

N
≲

1
B
+T B

(L+1)(`N)m−1

N
.
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Let us now state the two-blocks estimate:

Lemma 4.8. Fix ε > 0 and N ∈ N. For i ∈ N and L < εN fixed, let ϕ ∶ [0,T ] ×ΩN → R+ be such that
∥ϕ∥L∞([0,T ]×ΩN) ⩽ cϕ < ∞ and invariant for the map η ↦ η

z,z+1 with z ∈ JiL, iL+ ⌊Nε⌋ − 1K. Then for all
B > 0 and for all t ∈ [0,T ] it holds that

EµN [∣∫

t

0
ϕ(s,ηN2s)(η

⌊Nε⌋
N2s (i⌊Nε⌋)−η

L
N2s(iL))ds∣] ≲

1
B
+T [

1
L
+B(

L(`N)
m−1

N
+ i

L
N
+ε(i+1))] .

Before proving this lemma, let us comment on the proof: we will follow closely the path argument in [3],
although with some warm up before its application and some minor adjustments. Although for m ∈ (1,2) the
state-space is irreducible, the exclusion rates are not fast enough to travel along ⌊Nε⌋–distances for every
configuration, which would avoid the use of the path argument below (as it is the case for m ∈ (0,1)). A
simple way to see this quantitatively is to take ∣y−x∣ = εN in Lemma 4.6. The main reason for the resulting
blow up is that the rate decreases as inf{k ∈ J1,`NK ∶ c(k)(η) = 0} increases, and so for certain configurations
the jumping rate can be as small as δN ≲ (`N)−(m−1) (see Proposition 2.11).

In order not to use the path argument we would need to replace the lower bound (4.2) by κΓ
(0)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ ),
for some constant κ > 0 independent of N, which cannot be done because there is no such constant such that
infη∈ΩN c(m−1)

N (η) ⩾ κ . Then again, we cannot relate the function inside the expectation in the statement of
the two-blocks estimate solely with Γ

(1)
N , since this would require an initial shuffling of the configuration

in order to move the particles with the PMM(1), hence there is the need to compare it with a SSEP term
as well. In this way, we are restricted to finding some useful lower bound, such as (4.2). This introduces a
second issue: in [3], the replacement scheme relies on the treatment of

EµN [∣∫

t

0
η

L
N2s(−L)(η

⌊Nε⌋
N2s (0)−η

L
N2s(0))ds∣] ,

analogously to (3.25). There, the authors start by conditioning on the number of particles in η
L
N2s(−L),

which allows them to introduce the PMM(1) rates via Young’s inequality. In our case however, we have
η

L
N2s(0), meaning that we must condition on the number of holes instead. Controlling the holes does not

allow us to introduce the PMM(1) rates, but the PMM(1) rates instead, which are incompatible with the
lower bound (4.2). To avoid this, one could distribute the products of empirical averages in (3.25), but doing
so would necessarily lead to restrictions on the explosion rate of `N . The simple workaround is to replace
directly η

⌊Nε⌋
N2s (0) by η

L
N2s(0) with the conditioning happening inside either the ⌊Nε⌋ or L–boxes and not

outside, and at the final step of the proof invoke Proposition 4.2.
Let us now go into the proof.

Proof of Lemma 4.8. Analogously to the previous replacement lemmas, the expectation in the statement of
the lemma can be estimated by some constant times

cγ

B
+∫

t

0
sup

f
{∣⟨ϕ(s,η)(η

⌊Nε⌋
(i⌊Nε⌋)−η

L
(iL)) , f ⟩

νN
γ

∣−
N
B
E
(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )}ds, (4.6)

where the supremum is over densities with respect to ν
N
γ and γ(⋅) ∈ (0,1) is a constant function. Now we

break the box Λ
⌊Nε⌋
0 into K smaller L−sized boxes:

J0,⌊Nε⌋−1K = J0,KL−1K =
K
⋃
j=1

J( j−1)L, jL−1K, K =
⌊Nε⌋

L
,

31



leading to

η
⌊Nε⌋

(i⌊Nε⌋)−η
L
(iL) =

1
K

K

∑
j=1

(η
L
(i⌊Nε⌋+( j−1)L)−η

L
(iL)) .

Note that we can do this only if ⌊Nε⌋ > L, which is the case given that L/N < ε . Moreover, K might not be
an integer. Nevertheless, since for any bounded function ψ ∶ΩN →R we have

1
⌈K⌉

⌈K⌉
∑
j=1

ψ(τ jη)−
1

⌊K⌋

⌊K⌋
∑
j=1

ψ(τ jη) ≲
1

⌈K⌉
+(1−

⌊K⌋

⌈K⌉
)

K→+∞
ÐÐÐÐ→ 0 (4.7)

we proceed as if K ∈N+.
For each j ∈ {1, . . . ,K} consider the event

X j = {η ∈ΩN ∶ η
L
(iL) ⩾

3
L
}⋃{η ∈ΩN ∶ η

L
(i⌊Nε⌋+( j−1)L) ⩾

3
L
} ,

meaning that there are at least 3 particles in at least one of the boxes

Λ
L
iL = JiL,(i+1)L−1K or Λ

L
i⌊Nε⌋+( j−1)L = Ji⌊Nε⌋+( j−1)L, i⌊Nε⌋+ jL−1K.

The integral, over (X j)
c, of the first term in the variational formula (4.6) is of order L−1, therefore we can

bound from above the first term in the aforementioned variational formula by a term of order L−1 plus

1
2KL

K

∑
j=1
∑

z∈ΛL

∣∫
X j

ϕ(s,η)(η(z+ i⌊Nε⌋+( j−1)L)−η(z+ iL))( f (η)− f (η
z+i⌊Nε⌋+( j−1)L,z+iL

))ν
N
γ (dη)∣ ,

(4.8)

where we used Lemma 4.4. To estimate the quantity in the previous display, we use a path argument in the
same spirit as in [3, Lemma 5.8], we claim that we can decompose

f (η)− f (η
z+i⌊Nε⌋+( j−1)L,z+iL

) = ∑
n∈JPMM(0)

( f (η
(n−1)

)− f (η
(n)

))+ ∑
n∈JPMM(1)

( f (η
(n−1)

)− f (η
(n)

)) (4.9)

where
● η

(0) = η , η
(n+1) = (η

(n))x(n),x(n)+1;

● (x(n))n=0,...,N(x1) is a sequence of moves (following the procedure to be described shortly) taking
values in the set {x1, . . . ,z+ i⌊Nε⌋+( j−1)L}, with N(x1) the number of nodes we have to exchange;

● JPMM(0),JPMM(1) are the sets of indexes that count the nodes used with the PMM(0) and PMM(1)
dynamics, respectively, and are such that

∣JPMM(0)∣ ⩽ J0L and ∣JPMM(1)∣ ⩽ J1(iL+ jL+ i⌊Nε⌋)

for some finite constants J0,J1 > 0;
● for each n ∈ JPMM(1) we have c(1)(τx(n−1)η

(n−1)) > 0.
Assuming all this, for i ∈ {0,1} and j ∈ {1, . . . ,K} we have that

∑
n∈JPMM(i)

∫
X j

∣ f (η
(n−1)

)− f (η
(n)

)∣ν
N
γ (dη)

= ∑
n∈JPMM(i)

∫
X j

∣
√

f (η
(n−1)

)−
√

f (η
(n)

)∣∣
√

f (η
(n−1)

)+
√

f (η
(n)

)∣ν
N
γ (dη)

⩽
Ai

2
∑

n∈JPMM(i)
∫

X j

r(i)
(τx(n−1)η

(n−1)
)∣
√

f (η
(n−1)

)−
√

f (η
(n)

)∣
2
ν

N
γ (dη)

+
1

2Ai
∑

n∈JPMM(i)
∫

X j

1
r(i)(τx(n−1)η(n−1))

∣
√

f (η
(n−1)

)+
√

f (η
(n)

)∣
2
ν

N
γ (dη)

(4.10)
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for any Ai > 0. The inequality requires some justification. Fix some n ∈ JPMM(0)∪ JPMM(1) and let us write
ξ = η

(n−1). Then

f (η
(n−1)

)− f (η
(n)

) = 1{η∈ΩN ∶ ηx(n−1)+ηx(n−1)+1=1}(ξ)( f (ξ)− f (ξ
x(n−1),x(n−1)+1

))

= r(0)
(τx(n−1)ξ)( f (ξ)− f (ξ

x(n−1),x(n−1)+1
)) .

If n ∈ JPMM(0) we are done. Otherwise, since n ∈ JPMM(1), we have ξx(n−1)−1+ξx(n−1)+2 > 0. Consider the set

Ω
(1)
x = {η ∈ΩN ∶ c(1)(τxη) > 0}. Then f (ξ) = f (ξ)1{Ω

(2)
x(n−1)}

(ξ), and since the constraints are independent

of the occupation at the sites x(n−1),x(n−1)+1 we also have that ξ
x(n−1),x(n−1)+1 ∈Ω

(1)
x(n−1). As such,

f (η
(n−1)

)− f (η
(n)

) = r(0)
(τx(n−1)ξ)( f (ξ)1

Ω
(1)
x(n−1)

(ξ)− f (ξ
x(n−1),x(n−1)+1

)1
Ω

(1)
x(n−1)

(ξ
x(n−1),x(n−1)+1

)) .

And since the change of variables ξ ↦ ξ
x(n−1),x(n−1)+1 ∈Ω

(1)
x(n−1) is a bijection of Ω

(1)
x(n−1), we conclude that

f (η
(n−1)

)− f (η
(n)

) = 1
Ω

(1)
x(n−1)

(ξ)r(0)
(τx(n−1)ξ)( f (ξ)− f (ξ

x(n−1),x(n−1)+1
))

and the rates for the PMM(1) can be introduced by using Young’s inequality.
We treat the integral on the first term on the right-hand side of (4.10). Recall that ξ =η

(n−1). For i ∈ {0,1}
and j ∈ {1, . . . ,K},

∑
η∈X j

r(i)
(τx(n−1)ξ)∣

√
f (ξ)−

√
f (ξ

x(n−1),x(n−1)+1
)∣

2
ν

N
γ (η)

⩽ ∑
η∈ΩN

r(i)
(τx(n−1)ξ)∣

√
f (ξ)−

√
f (ξ

x(n−1),x(n−1)+1
)∣

2
ν

N
γ (ξ).

Since η ∈ΩN ⇔ ξ = η
(n−1) ∈ΩN , rearranging the first summation in the previous display and relabelling the

terms yields

∑
η∈ΩN

r(i)
(τx(n−1)η)∣

√
f (η)−

√
f (η

x(n−1),x(n−1)+1
)∣

2
ν

N
γ (η).

Consequently, the first term on the right-hand side of (4.10) can be bounded from above by AiΓ
(i)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ ),
while the second can be bounded from above by

1
Ai

∑
n∈JPMM(i)

∫
ΩN

( f (η
(n−1)

)+ f (η
(n)

))ν
N
γ (dη) =

2
Ai

∣JPMM(i)
∣.

In this way, (4.8) is no larger than

1
2

A0Γ
(0)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )+
1
2

A1Γ
(1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )+J0
L
A0

+J1(
iL+ i⌊Nε⌋

A1
+

KL
A1

) .

Recalling Proposition 4.2, the quantity (4.6) is overestimated by

cγ

B
+T sup

f
{3

cϕ

L
+J0

L
A0

+J1
iL+(i+1)⌊Nε⌋

A1

+
1
2

Γ
(0)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )(A0−
N
B

m
2

δN)+
1
2

Γ
(1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )(A1−
N
B

m−1
4

)} ,

where we recall that KL = ⌊Nε⌋. Setting

A0 = δN
N
B

m
2

and A1 =
N
B

m−1
4
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we obtain an upper bound of the order of

1
B
+T [

1
L
+B(

L(`N)
m−1

N
+ i

L
N
+ε(i+1))] .

Now we prove our claim with the path argument. The goal is to exchange the occupation variables of the
sites

zi,ε,L ∶= z+ i⌊Nε⌋+( j−1)L and zi,L ∶= z+ iL, z ∈ J0 ,L−1K.

Recall that there are at least three particles either in Λ
L
iL or in Λ

L
i⌊Nε⌋+( j−1)L. We outline the argument only for

the case of at least three particles in Λ
L
iL since the other one is analogous and leads to an equivalent estimate.

It is sufficient to consider configurations in (4.8) such that η(zi,ε,L)+η(zi,L) = 1. The decomposition (4.9)
illustrates a path on the state-space starting from the configuration η and ending at η

zi,ε,L,zi,L . Note that
we can consider without loss of generalization that η(zi,L) = 1, since if η(zi,L) = 0 then we construct an
analogous path starting from η

zi,ε,L,zi,L and ending at η .
Recall that a mobile cluster with respect to the PMM(1) is a local configuration which can be translated

on the lattice by a sequence of jumps dictated by the PMM(1). For example, the smallest mobile cluster for
the PMM(1) corresponds to a local configuration where η(x)+η(x+1)+η(x+2) = 2, for some x ∈TN .

Since η(z+ iL) = 1, there are at least two other particles in Λ
L
iL. Pick the two closest to the site z+ iL and

label them as P1 and P2. Let us also denote the particle at site zi,L by Pzi,L . We use the SSEP dynamics to
move P1 and P2 to the vicinity of Pzi,L , forming a "mobile cluster". This can be done with a number of steps
of order L. We arrive at one of the following three local configurations.

P1 P2 Pzi,L

zi,L

P1 Pzi,L P2

zi,L

Pzi,L P1 P2

zi,L

Note that we still need an empty site in the vicinity of these three particles to construct a mobile cluster.
Nevertheless, if this is not the case we can assume that they are part of a larger mobile cluster. Moreover, we
can relabel the particles and use the SSEP dynamics to have the local configuration (for example) as in the
first case of the previous figure. Now we move this mobile cluster to the left of the (empty) site zi,ε,L with
the PMM(1) dynamics.

P2 Pzi,L

zi,L

P1 Pzi,L

zi,L

P1 P2

zi,L

↦

↦

P1 P2

Pzi,LP1 P2

zi,L

Pzi,L

↦

The number of steps can be crudely bounded above by a term of order L+(i⌊Nε⌋+ ( j−1)L). By hy-
pothesis, η(zi,ε,L) = 0 and so we leave Pzi,L at site zi,ε,L using either the SSEP or the PMM(1) dynamics, and
transport the hole to the site zi,L with the PMM(1) dynamics.

P1 P2 Pzi,L

zi,ε,L

P1 P2 Pzi,L

zi,ε,L

↦

34



If the site to the left of P1 is either empty or occupied, we can perform the following transport with either
the PMM(1) or a relabelling in the last step.

P1 P2

zi,ε,L

P1 P2

zi,ε,L

P1 P2

zi,ε,L

↦ ↦

If the aforementioned site was occupied, we can exchange the hole and the particle at site z+ i⌊Nε⌋+( j−
1)L−4 with the PMM(1) dynamics, otherwise there is nothing to do and we relabel the hole, obtaining

P1 P2

zi,ε,L

This procedure is repeated at most an order of L+(i⌊Nε⌋+( j−1)L) steps, moving the mobile cluster to
the vicinity of the site zi,L. The SSEP dynamics is then used to shuffle the configuration restricted to the box
Λ

L
iL, moving P1 and P2 to their original sites with a cost of at most an order of L steps.

�

4.3. Replacement Lemmas for m ∈ (0,1).

Lemma 4.9. For each n,k ∈N+ such that n ⩽ k, let ϕ
(k)
n ∶ [0,T ]×ΩN →R be invariant for the map η ↦η

n,n+1

and such that for η ∈ΩN and every t ∈ [0,T ]

ϕ
(k)
n (t,η) ⩽M(t)c(k)

(τnη)

where M ∶ [0,T ] → R+ is uniformly bounded by some constant M > 0. Then for all B > 0 and T ⊆ [0,T ] it
holds that

EµN

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

RRRRRRRRRRR
∫
T

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣

k

∑
n=0

(ηN2s(n)−ηN2s(n+1))ϕ
(k−1)
n (s,ηN2s)ds

RRRRRRRRRRR

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦
≲

1
B
+∣T ∣B

(`N)1−m

N
.

Proof. Proceeding as previously, we have to estimate

cγ

B
+∫
T

sup
f

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

RRRRRRRRRRR

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣

k

∑
n=0

⟨ϕ
(k−1)
n (s,η)(η(n)−η(n+1)), f ⟩

νN
γ

RRRRRRRRRRR

−
N
B
E
(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

ds. (4.11)

By the hypothesis on ϕ
(k−1)
n and Young’s inequality we can bound from above the summation over n by:

M
4A ∫ΩN

k

∑
n=0

∣η(n)−η(n+1)∣c(k−1)
(τnη)(

√
f (η

n,n+1
)+

√
f (η))

2
ν

N
γ (dη)

+
AM
4 ∫

ΩN

k

∑
n=0

∣η(n)−η(n+1)∣c(k−1)
(τnη)(∇n,n+1

√
f (η))

2
ν

N
γ (dη).

Taking the binomial coefficients into consideration, and since ∣η(n)−η(n+1)∣ = a(τnη), which is the ex-
clusion constraint, we bound from above

∫
ΩN

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣

k

∑
n=0

∣η(n)−η(n+1)∣c(k−1)
(τnη)(∇n,n+1

√
f (η))

2
ν

N
γ (dη) ⩽ Γ

(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ ).

We have the following upper bounds

∫
ΩN

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣

k

∑
n=0

∣η(n)−η(n+1)∣c(k−1)
(τnη)(

√
f (η

n,n+1
)+

√
f (η))

2
ν

N
γ (dη)
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⩽ 2∫
ΩN

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣

k

∑
n=0

∣η(n)−η(n+1)∣c(k−1)
(τnη)( f (η

n,n+1
)+ f (η))ν

N
γ (dη)

⩽ 4∫
ΩN

`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣(

k

∑
n=0

∣η(n)−η(n+1)∣c(k−1)
(τnη)) f (η)ν

N
γ (dη)

⩽ 8M
`N

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣k∫

ΩN

f (η)ν
N
γ (dη) ⩽ 8M(`N)

1−m.

The previous inequalities follow, respectively, from Young’s inequality, Lemma 4.4, Lemma 2.17, the fact
of f being a density and then Lemma A.1 and an integral comparison. With all this, we obtain the following
estimate for (4.11)

cγ

B
+∣T ∣(2M

(`N)
1−m

A
+Γ

(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )(
1
4

AM−
N
B
)) .

Fixing A = 4N/BM concludes the proof. �

Lemma 4.10. Consider x,y ∈ TN . Let ϕ ∶ [0,T ]×ΩN →R such that ∥ϕ∥L∞([0,T ]×ΩN) <∞ and invariant for
the map η ↦ η

z,z+1 with z ∈ Jx,y−1K. Then, for all B > 0 and for all t ∈ [0,T ] it holds

EµN [∣∫

t

0
ϕ(s,ηN2s)(ηN2s(x)−ηN2s(y))ds∣] ≲

1
B
+T B

∣y−x∣
N

.

Proof. Repeating the computations in the proof of Lemma 4.6, there exist constants c0,c1,c2 > 0 such that
we can overestimate the expectation by

c0

B
+T sup

f
{c1AΓ

(0)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )+c2
∣y−x∣

A
−

N
B
E
(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )} .

Recalling the lower bound for the Dirichlet form in Proposition 4.2 we can choose A =mN/c1B. �

5. ENERGY ESTIMATE

We recall some classical results that we will invoke throughout this section. Let H be a Hilbert space
with corresponding norm ∥⋅∥H and f ∶ H→R a linear functional. The (dual) norm of the linear functional f
is defined as

∣∣∣ f ∣∣∣ = sup
∥x∥H⩽1,x∈H

∣ f (x)∣.

We know that (see for instance [18, Proposition A.1.1.]) if there exists K0 > 0 and a positive real number κ

such that supx∈H{ f (x)−κ∥x∥2
H} ⩽K0, then f is bounded. Let us now introduce:

Definition 5.1. Let L2([0,T ]×T) be the (Hilbert) space of measurable functions G ∶ [0,T ]×T→ R such
that

∫

T

0
∥Gs∥

2
L2(T)ds <∞,

endowed with the scalar product ⟪G,H⟫ defined by

⟪G,H⟫ = ∫

T

0
⟨Gs,Hs⟩ds.

For any r ∈R+ fixed, define the linear functional `(r) on C0,1 ([0,T ]×T) by `
(r)
ρ (G) = ⟪∂uG,ρr⟫.

An important result is the following:
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Lemma 5.2. [18, Lemma A.1.9]. If ξ ∈ L2([0,T ]×T) is such that there exists a function ∂ξ ∈ L2([0,T ]×T)

satisfying for all G ∈C0,1([0,T ]×T) the identity

⟪∂uG,ξ⟫ = −⟪G,∂ξ⟫,

then ξ ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T)).

Definition 5.3. For G ∈C0,1([0,T ]×T), r,κ ∈R+ define E
(m)

G,κ ∶ D([0,T ],M+) →R∪{∞} by

E
(r)

G,κ(π) =

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

`(r)(G)−κ∥G∥
2
2, if π ∈ D([0,T ],M+),

+∞, otherwise,

and the energy functional E
(r)

κ ∶ D([0,T ],M+) →R∪{∞} by

E
(r)

κ (π) = sup
G∈C0,1([0,T ]×T)

E
(r)

G,κ(π).

Remark 5.4. Note that E
(r)

κ (π) ⩾ 0. To see this it is enough to take G = 0.

Recall that the measure Q is the weak limit of a subsequence of QN as N→+∞, where QN is the measure
induced by the empirical measure in the Skorokhod space of trajectories D([0,T ],ΩN). Recall also the
definition of the target Sobolev space (Definition 2.22). The main goal of this section is to prove the next
proposition.

Proposition 5.5. The measure Q is concentrated on trajectories of absolutely continuous measures with
respect to the Lebesgue measure, π⋅(du) = ρ⋅(u)du, such that ρ

m ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T)), for m ∈ (1,2), and
ρ ∈ L2([0,T ],H1(T)), for m ∈ (0,1).

This will be shown to be consequence of existing positive real numbers κ0,κ1,K0 and K1 such that for
m ∈ (0,1) holds EQ [E

(1)
κ0 (π)] ⩽ K0, and for m ∈ (1,2) holds EQ [E

(m)
κ1 (π)] ⩽ K1, where EQ denotes the

expectation with respect to Q. This will be proved in Proposition 5.7 and 5.6, respectively. Recall (2.20).
For the slow diffusion case, the argument is analogous to [3, Section 6] but we make evident that this
argument works due to the fact that the rates are uniformly bounded by a constant independent of N and the
fact that the model is gradient. In particular, the argument is suited to show that the "macroscopic" quantity

ρ
m
= lim

N→+∞∫
h(m−1)

N (η)ν
N
ρ (dη)

lives in the target Sobolev space, where ρ(⋅) ∈ (0,1) is a constant function. As in [3], the argument does not
allow us to show that ρ has a weak derivative, the reason being that ρ

m ⩽ ρ .
For m ∈ (0,1) we have the opposite problem. Without imposing any restriction on the initial profile, we

cannot show that ρ
m ∈ L2([0,T ],H1(T)), the reason being that (see Remark 2.12)

lim
N→+∞

sup
η∈ΩN

r(m−1)
N (η) = +∞.

This is the discrete analogous to ρ
m−1→+∞ as ρ → 0. Yet, we can show that ρ ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T)) because

the transition rates, in this case, are larger than the ones for the SSEP (analogous to ρ ⩽ ρ
m in this case),

which is again a gradient model.

Proof of Proposition 5.5. Recall that up to this point we have proved that the measure Q is a Dirac measure,
namely Q = δπ with π⋅ the trajectory of absolutely continuous measures π⋅(du) = ρ⋅(u)du, where ρ satisfies
the weak formulation (2.26). For m ∈ (1,2), from Proposition 5.6 the functional `(m) is bounded Q−a.s.
Since C0,1([0,T ] ×T) is dense in L2([0,T ] ×T), we can extend `(m) to a Q−a.s. bounded functional in
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L2([0,T ]×T). One can thus invoke Riesz’s representation Theorem and conclude that for any m ∈ (1,2)
there exists a function ∂ρ

m ∈ L2([0,T ]×T) such that

`
(m)
ρ (G) = −⟪G,∂ρ

m
⟫.

To finish the proof, since ρ
m ∈ L2([0,T ]×T), one invokes Lemma 5.2.

For m ∈ (0,1) the same argument leads to ρ ∈ L2([0,T ],H1(T)) but now one should invoke instead
Proposition 5.7 which states that the functional `(1) is bounded. �

Proposition 5.6. For any m ∈ (1,2) there are finite constants κ,K > 0 such that

EQ [E
(m)

κ (π)] ⩽K.

Proof. Recall that from the binomial theorem we can expand

ρ
m
=∑

k⩾0
(

m
k
)(−1)k

(1−ρ)
k,

and since we are on the torus we can treat

EQ

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

sup
G∈C0,1([0,T ]×TN)

{∑
k⩾1

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⟪(1−ρ)
k,∂uG⟫−κ1∥G∥

2
2}

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦

.

Recalling that C0,1 ([0,T ]×T) is separable with respect to the norm ∥⋅∥H1(T), consider a countable dense
subset, {Gp}p∈N, in C0,1 ([0,T ]×T). An application of the monotone convergence theorem then reduces
the problem to that of treating

lim
`→+∞

EQ[max
Gp
p⩽`

{EGp(π)}].

Fixed Gp, Lemma 3.5 allow us to replace (1− ρ)k by ∏k−1
j=0 (1− ⟨π,ι ⋅+ jεk

εk
⟩), with the sequence (εk)k⩾0

depending on the regime of m and with a cost of O(ε
1
4 ), leaving us with

EQ[max
Gp
p⩽`

{EGp(π)}] ⩽ EQ[max
Gp
p⩽`

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

∑
k⩾1

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⟪
k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨π,ι ⋅+ jεk
εk

⟩) ,∂uGp⟫−κ1∥Gp∥
2
2

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

]+O(ε
1
4 ).

Recalling that the limsup is monotone, we can take limsupε→0 on both sides of the inequality above. Note
that we need to take the limsupε→0 outside of the expectation, since otherwise we get from the reverse of
Fatou’s lemma that EQ limsup ⩾ limsupEQ. And so, we further reduce the problem to the study of

lim
`→+∞

limsup
ε→0

EQ[max
Gp
p⩽`

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

∑
k⩾1

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⟪
k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨π,ι ⋅+ jεk
εk

⟩) ,∂uGp⟫−κ1∥Gp∥
2
2

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

].

To make the link between the microscopic system and the macroscopic PDE we want to express Q as the
limit of a subsequence of (QN)N⩾0, thus replacing π by π

N and then recovering the occupation variables
from the application of replacement lemmas. To do this, as previously, one wants to argue that the map

π ↦Ψ(π) =max
Gp
p⩽`

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

∑
k⩾1

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⟪
k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨π,ι ⋅+ jεk
εk

⟩) ,∂uGp⟫−κ1∥G∥
2
2

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

is continuous with respect to the Skorokhod topology, hence lower semicontinuous and therefore Ψ(π) ⩽

liminfN→+∞Ψ(π
N). Although this is not the case, one can first truncate the series at an `1/ε step, then

replace ⟨π,ι ⋅+ jεk
εk

⟩ by ⟨π,ι ⋅+ jεk
εk

⟩⋆ϕε̃k as in (3.14), and then argue by lower semicontinuity. Next, we replace
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the sum up to `1/ε by a sum up to `N , as in (3.16), and finally we replace back ⟨πN ,ι ⋅+ jεk
εk

⟩⋆ϕε̃k by ⟨πN ,ι ⋅+ jεk
εk

⟩.
In this way, we have to treat

lim
`→+∞

limsup
ε→0

EQN[ liminf
N→+∞

max
Gp
p⩽`

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

`N

∑
k=1

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⟪
k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨π
N ,ι ⋅+ jεk

εk
⟩) ,∂uGp⟫−κ1∥Gp∥

2
2

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

],

where we recall again that Q is a Dirac measure. Now we apply Fatou’s lemma to exchange the expectation
and the liminf. Hence, it is enough to show that there exists some constant K1 independent of {Gp}p⩽` for
any ` ∈N such that

EµN[max
Gp
p⩽`

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

`N

∑
k=1

(
m
k
)(−1)k

⟪
k−1

∏
j=0

(1−⟨π
N ,ι ⋅+ jεk

εk
⟩) ,∂uGp⟫−κ1∥Gp∥

2
2

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

] ⩽K1.

Because ∂uGp is bounded in L1 and the products involving the empirical measure are bounded by 1, we can
replace `N by (`N)n with n as previously (see (3.19) and the computations that follow it). Now we are able
to proceed backwards in the replacement lemmas’ scheme (from (3.22) to (3.26)), approximating the space
integral by the Riemann sum along the way. At this point we have to estimate

EµN[max
p⩽`

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩
∫

T

0
(

1
N
∑

x∈TN

(`N)n

∑
k=1

(
m
k
)(−1)k

k−1

∏
j=0

ηN2s(x+ j)∂uGp(s, x
N )−κ1∥Gp(s, ⋅)∥2

2)ds
⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

],

where we recall that (`N)n can be replaced back by `N since the terms involving η are bounded and ∂uGp is
bounded in L1. We are able to introduce

τx

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

k−2

∑
i=1

(η(i)−η(i+1))
k−1−i

∑
j=1

s(k−1)
j (τiη)

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

inside the summations over x and k (see the treatment of the first probability in (3.18)). This is important
because now we have

EµN[max
p⩽`

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩
∫

T

0
(

1
N
∑

x∈TN

h(m−1)
N (τxηN2s)∂uGp(s, x

N )−κ1∥Gp(s, ⋅)∥2
2)ds

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

]

which will be used to exploit the gradient property of the model. Analogously to the replacement lemmas,
we obtain the upper bound

cγ +∫

T

0
sup

f

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

⟨
1
N
∑

x∈TN

h(m−1)
N (τxη)∂uGp(s, x

N ), f ⟩
νN

γ

−κ1∥Gp(s, ⋅)∥2
2−NE(m−1)

N (
√

f ,νN
γ )

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

ds (5.1)

where cγ > 0 is a constant. Let us now focus on the inner product above, specifically on

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∂uGp(s, x
N ) ∑

η∈ΩN

h(m−1)
N (τxη) f (η)ν

N
γ (η).

One can replace the space derivative by its discrete version with a cost

1
N
∑

x∈TN

∣(∂u−N∇+
)Gp(s, x

N )∣ ∑
η∈ΩN

h(m−1)
N (τxη) f (η)ν

N
γ (η) ⩽ ∥(∂u−N∇+

)Gp(s, ⋅)∥∞ sup
η∈ΩN

h(m−1)
N (η).

This vanishes on the limit N → +∞ since ∥(∂u−N∇+)Gp(s, ⋅)∥∞ ≲ 1
N and, since h(k) ⩽ k, we have that

h(m−1)
N (η) ≲ 1.
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At this point the discrete derivative can be passed to h(m−1)
N by performing a summation by parts, which

puts us in place to use the gradient property of the model:

∑
x∈TN

∇
+Gp(s, x

N ) ∑
η∈ΩN

h(m−1)
N (τxη) f (η)ν

N
γ (η) = − ∑

x∈TN

Gp(s, x+1
N ) ∑

η∈ΩN

c(m−1)
N (η)∇

+
η(x) f (η)ν

N
γ (η).

From Lemma 4.4,

∑
η∈ΩN

c(m−1)
N (τxη)∇

+
η(x) f (η)ν

N
γ (η) = −

1
2
∑

η∈ΩN

c(m−1)
N (τxη)∇

+
η(x)∇x,x+1 f (η)ν

N
γ (η).

and we are left with
1
2
∑

x∈TN

Gp(s, x+1
N ) ∑

η∈ΩN

c(m−1)
N (τxη)∇

+
η(x)∇x,x+1 f (η)ν

N
γ (η)

⩽
1

4A
∑

x∈TN

∑
η∈ΩN

c(m−1)
N (τxη)(Gp(s, x+1

N ))
2
(
√

f (η)+
√

f (η
x,x+1

))
2

ν
N
γ (η)

+
A
4
∑

x∈TN

∑
η∈ΩN

c(m−1)
N (τxη)(∇

+
η(x))2

((∇x,x+1
√

f )(η))
2

ν
N
γ (η)

⩽
1
A

sup
η∈ΩN

{c(m−1)
N (η)} ∑

x∈TN

(Gp(s, x+1
N ))

2
+

A
4

Γ
(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ ).

Recalling that supη∈ΩN
{c(m−1)

N (η)} ⩽m, fixing A =N and replacing all this into (5.1), then taking the corre-
sponding limits finishes the proof. �

Proposition 5.7. For any m ∈ (0,1) there are finite constants κ,K > 0 such that

EQ [E
(1)

κ (π)] ⩽K.

Proof. The proof is almost identical to the one for the SSEP (see for example [8, Proposition B.1]). Besides
the fact that there the authors have a boundary term, the differences lie in that we apply the replacement
lemmas in the present text, and that in the final step we need to invoke Proposition 4.2. We outline the main
steps. The treatment of the expectation in the statement can be reduced to the treatment of

sup
f

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

⟨
1
N
∑

x∈TN

η
εN

(x)∂uGp(s, x
N )−κ0∥Gp(s, ⋅)∥2

2, f ⟩
νN

γ

−NE(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

. (5.2)

Above, the sup is taken over the set of densities with respect to ν
N
γ , and {Gp}p∈N is a countable dense subset

in C0,1([0,T ]×T). Exchanging the continuous derivative by a discrete one, then performing a summation
by parts we end up having to treat

sup
f

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

⟨− ∑
x∈TN

∇
+

η
εN

(x)Gn(s, x
N )−κ0∥Gn(s, ⋅)∥2

2, f ⟩
νN

γ

−NE(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

.

Then again, from Lemma 4.4 we have that

∫
ΩN

∇
+

η
εN

(x) f (η)ν
N
γ (dη) =

1
2εN

∑
i∈ΛεN

N

∫
ΩN

(η(x+ i+1)−η(x+ i))( f (η)− f (η
x+i,x+i+1

))ν
N
γ (dη).

Taking our function Gp back into consideration and recalling that the process is of exclusion type we have
that

∑
x∈TN

Gp(s, x
N )

1
2εN

∑
i∈ΛεN

N

∫
ΩN

(η(x+ i+1)−η(x+ i))( f (η)− f (η
x+i,x+i+1

))ν
N
γ (dη)
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⩽
1

4A
∑

x∈TN

(Gp(s, x
N ))

2
∫

ΩN

(
√

f (η)+
√

f (η
x+i,x+i+1

))
2

ν
N
γ (dη)+

A
4

Γ
(0)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ ).

Since f is a density, last display is no larger than

1
2A

∑
x∈TN

(Gp(s, x
N ))

2
+

A
4

Γ
(0)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ ).

Plugging this into (5.2), we obtain

sup
f

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

1
2A

∑
x∈TN

(Gp(s, x
N ))

2
−κ∥Gp(s, ⋅)∥2

2+
A
4

Γ
(0)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )−NE(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ )

⎫⎪⎪
⎬
⎪⎪⎭

.

Applying the lower bound for E(m−1)
N (

√
f ,νN

γ ) from Proposition 4.2 and hence setting A = 4N and κ = 1/8,
to conclude we just need to perform the necessary limits. �

APPENDIX A. AUXILIARY RESULTS

Lemma A.1. For any m ∈R+ and any k ∈N+ such that k ⩾ 2, it holds

Γ(m)∣sin(π(k−m))∣

π(k+1)m < ∣(
m−1

k
)∣ <

Γ(m)∣sin(π(k−m))∣

π(k−m)m ≲
1

km ,

where the Γ−function is defined, for any z ∈C such that Re(z) > 0, as

Γ(z) = ∫
+∞

0
uz−1e−udu.

Proof. The binomial coefficients have the following classical representation in terms of the Γ−function

(
m−1

k
) =

Γ(m)

Γ(k+1)Γ(m−k)
.

From the reflection formula

Γ(m−k)Γ(k+1−m) =
π

sin(π(m−k))
,

we can rewrite

(
m−1

k
) =

sin(π(m−k))
π

Γ(m)Γ(k+1−m)

Γ(k+1)
.

Recall now the B−function, defined on z,w ∈C ∶ Re(z),Re(w) > 0, as

B(z,w) = ∫

1

0
vz−1

(1−v)w−1dv = ∫
+∞

0

sw−1

(s+1)w+z ds,

where the equality of the representations above can be checked by performing the change of variables
v = s/(s+1) on the first integral. From the definition of Γ, one can show the following classical relationship
between the Γ and B functions, for all z,w ∈C ∶ Re(z),Re(w) > 0:

B(z,w) =
Γ(z)Γ(w)

Γ(z+w)
.

In this way, we can rewrite

(
m−1

k
) =

sin(π(m−k))
π

B(m,k+1−m). (A.1)
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Recall that for k ⩾ 2 holds (m−1)k = (−1)k−⌊m⌋∣(m−1)k∣. Noticing that B(m,k+1−m) > 0, we then have
that sin(π(m−k)) = (−1)k−⌊m⌋∣sin(π(m−k))∣ and we need only to find an upper and lower bound for the
B−function. From the inequality ex ⩾ 1+x, valid for x ∈R, the rescaling v = u/(w−1) with w > 1 on

Γ(z) = ∫
+∞

0
uz−1e−udu = (w−1)z

∫

+∞

0
vz−1e−(w−1)vdv > (w−1)zB(z,w),

and from the rescaling v = u/(z+w)z,

Γ(z) = ∫
+∞

0
uz−1e−udu = (z+w)

z
∫

+∞

0
vz−1e−(w−1)vdv < (z+w)

zB(z,w).

We conclude that
Γ(m)

(k+1)m <B(m,k+1−m) <
Γ(m)

(k−m)m .

�

We now prove Lemma 2.16.

Proof. From [6] we have the following expression

h(k)
(η) =

k+1

∑
j=1

j−1

∏
i= j−(k+1)

η(i)−
k

∑
j=1

j

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠0

η(i). (A.2)

Expression (2.18) is a consequence of a rearrangement which turns out to be fundamental for maintaining
`N with no restrictions. Indeed, we can rewrite

k+1

∑
j=1

j−1

∏
i= j−(k+1)

η(i)−
k

∑
j=1

j

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠0

η(i) =
k

∏
i=0

η(i)+
k

∑
j=1

(η(0)−η( j))
j−1

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠0

η(i).

Note that

(η(0)−η( j))
j−1

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠0

η(i) =
j−1

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

η(i)−
j

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠0

η(i).

Now we reorganize the products on the second term above. For n ∈ J−(k+1)+ j, j−1K we have
j

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠n+1

η(i) = (η(n)−η(n+1))
j

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠n,n+1

η(i)+
j

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠n

η(i).

Observing that a change of variables yields
j

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠n,n+1

η(i) =
j−n

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j−n

i≠0,1

η(i+n) = s(k)
j−n(τnη),

by iteration we see that
j

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠0

η(i) =
j

∏
i=−(k+1)+ j

i≠ j

η(i)−
j−1

∑
i=0

(η(i)−η(i+1))s(k)
j−i(τiη).

Exchanging the summations and performing a change of variables,
k

∑
j=1

j−1

∑
i=0

(η(i)−η(i+1))s(k)
j−i(τiη) =

k−1

∑
i=0

(η(i)−η(i+1))
k−i

∑
j=1

s(k)
j (τiη),
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which ends the proof. �

APPENDIX B. PDE RESULTS

B.1. Slow diffusion. The following result extends [3, Lemma 6.2] to the case m ∈ (1,2).

Proposition B.1. Let f ,g ∈ [0,1] with f ≠ g. If m ∈ (1,2) then, for all A > 0 we have

∣ f −g∣ ⩽
( f )m−(g)m

V (m)( f ,g)+A
+A

2
m(m−1)

.

where

0 <V (m)
( f ,g) =∑

k⩾1
(

m
k
)(−1)k+1vk(1− f ,1−g) <∞

and

vk( f ,g) = 1k=1+1k=2( f +g)+1k⩾3( f k−1
+gk−1

+
k−2

∑
i=1

gi f k−1−i
) .

Proof. We start with f ,g ∈ (0,1).

( f )m
−(g)m

=∑
k⩾1

(
m
k
)(−1)k ((1− f )k

−(1−g)k) .

We now recall that one can rewrite, for any k ∈N+,

ak
−bk

= (a−b)[1k=1+1k=2(a+b)+1k⩾3(ak−1
+bk−1

+
k−2

∑
i=1

biak−1−i
)] = (a−b)vk(a,b). (B.1)

In this way,

( f )m
−(g)m

= ( f −g)∑
k⩾1

(
m
k
)(−1)k+1vk(1− f ,1−g) = ( f −g)V (m)

( f ,g).

We show that V (m)( f ,g) > 0. Assume f ,g ∈ (0,1) with f > g. Then, f m −gm > 0 implies V (m)( f ,g) > 0.
Similarly, if f < g then f m−gm < 0 Ô⇒ V (m)( f ,g) > 0. With this in mind, we can rewrite

( f )m
−(g)m

= ( f −g)(V (m)
( f ,g)±A)⇔ f −g =

( f )m−(g)m

V (m)( f ,g)+A
+A

f −g
V (m)( f ,g)+A

, for any A > 0.

Now we will treat the second term on the right-hand side of last display. Note that

V (m)
( f ,g) =m∑

k⩾0
(

m−1
k

)(−1)k vk+1(1− f ,1−g)
k+1

.

Since m ∈ (1,2) and v1(1− f ,1−g) = 1, then

V (m)
( f ,g) =m

⎛

⎝
1−∑

k⩾1
∣(

m−1
k

)∣
vk+1(1− f ,1−g)

k+1
⎞

⎠
=m∑

k⩾1
∣(

m−1
k

)∣(1−
vk+1(1− f ,1−g)

k+1
) ,

where we note that

1−∑
k⩾1

∣(
m−1

k
)∣ = 0.

Since f ,g ∈ (0,1) we also have 0 < vk+1(1− f ,1−g)
k+1 < 1, and so let us introduce

W (m)
( f ,g) =m∑

k⩾2
∣(

m−1
k

)∣(1−
vk+1(1− f ,1−g)

k+1
) > 0.
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In this way, we can write

V (m)
( f ,g) =m(m−1)(1−

v2(1− f ,1−g)
2

)+W (m)
( f ,g) =m

m−1
2

( f +g)+W (m)
( f ,g).

Now back to our main problem,

A
f −g

V (m)( f ,g)+A
= A

2
m(m−1)

m m−1
2 ( f +g)+W (m)( f ,g)+A−(m(m−1)g+W (m)( f ,g)+A)

m m−1
2 ( f +g)+W (m)( f ,g)+A

,

hence,

A
f −g

V (m)( f ,g)+A
⩽ A

2
m(m−1)

.

If f = 1 we can write 1−(g)m = (1−g)V(1,g), while if f = 0, we use instead that 0 = ∑k⩾0 (
m
k)(−1)k. For

either f ∈ {0,1}, the rest of the proof is analogous.
To check that V (m) is bounded is enough to bound from above vk ⩽ k and use the estimate for the binomial

coefficients from Lemma A.1. �

Corollary B.2 ( 1
4−Hölder continuity). If ρ

m ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T)), with m ∈ (1,2), then for any t ∈ [0,T ]

∣ρt(u)−ρt(v)∣ ⩽ ∣v−u∣
1
4 (

2
m(m−1)

+∥∂u(ρ
m
t )∥L2(T)) a.e. u,v ∈T.

Proof. Since ρ
m is in the target Sobolev space, we have a weak derivative of ρ and can write a.e., from the

previous proposition

∣ρt(u)−ρt(v)∣ ⩽ ∫
v

u ∂w(ρ
m
t )dw

V (m)(ρt(u),ρt(v))+A
+

2A
m(m−1)

⩽
1
A ∫

v

u
∂w(ρ

m
t )dw+

2A
m(m−1)

.

We now apply Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality and set A = ∣v−u∣
1
4 . �

Lemma B.3 (Uniqueness of weak solutions). For ρ
ini ∶ T → [0,1] a measurable initial profile the weak

solution of (1.1), in the sense of Definition 2.23, is unique.

Proof. The proof relies on the same choice of test function as in [15, Lemma 6.3], there for solutions of the
FDE with m = −1. Note that for m ∈ (1,2) holds ρ

m ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T)). A solution ρ of (1.1) satisfies then
the formulation (2.26) or, equivalently,

0 = ⟨ρt ,Gt⟩−⟨ρ
ini,G0⟩−∫

t

0
⟨ρs,∂sGs⟩ds+∫

t

0
⟨∂u(ρs)

m,∂uGs⟩ds

for any G ∈C1,2([0,T ]×T). In particular, one can consider the alternative formulation where the regularity
of G above is reduced to G ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T)) and ∂tG ∈ L2([0,T ];L2[0,1]) (satisfying the equality on
the previous display), and then show the equivalence of formulations by approximating G by a sequence of
functions in C1,2([0,T ]×T). Assume that ρ

(1),ρ(2) are two solutions starting from the same profile ρ
ini

and write w = ρ
(1)−ρ

(2). Then w satisfies the equality

⟨wt ,Gt⟩ = ∫

t

0
⟨ws(u),∂sGs⟩ds−∫

t

0
⟨∂u((ρ

(1)
s )

m
−(ρ

(2)
s )

m
) ,∂uGs⟩ds.

With the choice of test function

Gs(u) = ∫
t

s
(ρ

(1)
r (u))m

−(ρ
(2)
r (u))mdr, (B.2)

we obtain

⟨wt ,Gt⟩ = 0 = −∫
t

0
⟨ws,((ρ

(1)
s )

m
−(ρ

(2)
s )

m
)⟩ds−

1
2
∥∫

t

0
∂u((ρ

(1)
r )

m
−(ρ

(2)
r )

m
)dr∥

2

2
.

It is simple to see that ws(u)(ρ
m
1 (s,u)−ρ

m
2 (s,u)) ⩾ 0 for a.e. u ∈T, implying w = 0 almost everywhere. �
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B.2. Fast diffusion.

Proposition B.4 ( 1
2−Hölder continuity). If ρ ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T)) then for any t ∈ [0,T ] it holds that

∣ρt(u)−ρt(v)∣ ⩽ ∣u−v∣
1
2 ∥∂ρt∥L2(T) a.e. u,v∈T

Proof. This is a simple consequence of Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality. �

Lemma B.5 (Uniqueness of weak solutions). For ρ
ini ∶ T → [0,1] a measurable initial profile the weak

solution of (1.1) in the sense of Definition 2.23 is unique.

Proof. For m ∈ (0,1) our weak formulation can be shown to be equivalent to

⟨ρt ,Gt⟩−⟨ρ
ini,G0⟩ = ∫

t

0
{⟨ρs,∂sGs⟩+⟨(ρs)

m,∂uuGs⟩}ds, ∀t ∈ (0,T ], (B.3)

where G ∈ C1,2([0,T ] ×T). Recall also that we already showed, in Proposition 5.5, that there exists a
solution ρ ∈ L2([0,T ];H1(T)). Let ρ

(1),ρ(2) be two solutions starting from the same initial data and write
w = ρ

(1)−ρ
(2). Then we have the following equation

⟨wt ,Gt⟩ = ∫

t

0
{⟨ws,∂sGs⟩+⟨(ρ

(1)
s )

m
−(ρ

(2)
s )

m,∂uuGs⟩}ds = 0.

We will write (ρ
(1))m−(ρ

(2))m as a function of w. To do so, we consider the binomial expansion of these
powers. Since m ∈ (0,1) we have

(ρ
(1)

)
m
−(ρ

(2)
)

m
=∑

k⩾1
∣(

m
k
)∣((1−ρ

(2)
)

k
−(1−ρ

(1)
)

k
) .

It is important to truncate now the series at some step ` which will be taken to infinity later on. Let ` ∈N+.
Then

∑
k⩾`+1

∣(
m
k
)∣((1−ρ

(2)
)

k
−(1−ρ

(1)
)

k
) ⩽ ∑

k⩾`+1
∣(

m
k
)∣ = O(`−m

) .

As such, from (B.1)

`

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣((1−ρ

(2)
)

k
−(1−ρ

(1)
)

k
) =w

`

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣vk(1−ρ

(2),1−ρ
(1)

) =∶wV `

where we shorten V `
s (u) ≡ V `(ρ

(1)
s (u),ρ(2)

s (u)) and vk(s,u) ≡ vk(1−ρ
(1)
s (u),1−ρ

(2)
s (u)). Note that for

each ` fixed we have the crude upper bound

V `
s (u) ⩽

`

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣k =O(`1−m) . (B.4)

This truncation allows us to obtain

∫

t

0
⟨(ρ

1
s )

m
−(ρ

2
s )

m,∂uuGs⟩ds ≲ ∫
t

0
⟨wsV `

s ,∂uuGs⟩ds+
1
`m ∫

t

0
∫
T
∣∂uuGs(u)∣duds.

Because for each fixed ` we have V ` ∈ Lp([0,t] ×T), for any 1 ⩽ p ⩽ ∞, one can approximate V ` by a
sequence of functions in C∞([0,t];L∞(T)), with t ∈ [0,T ], and with respect to the Lp([0,t]×T) norm. Let
ϕ be some positive mollifier and define ϕε = ε

−1
ϕ(ε

−1 ⋅) for ε > 0. Define

V `,ε
⋅ (u) =V `

⋅ (u)⋆ϕε .
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Note that V `,ε ∈ Lp([0,T ]×T) for any 1 ⩽ p ⩽∞ because V ` is uniformly bounded in both time and space.
Denote by f̂ the Fourier transformation of a function f defined on [0,t]. From Parseval-Plancherel’s identity
we have the isometry

∥V `,ε
⋅ (u)−V `

⋅ (u)∥L2([0,t]) = ∥
̂V `,ε
⋅ (u)−V̂ `

⋅ (u)∥
L2([0,t])

= [∫

t

0
∣V̂ `
⋅ (u)(ξ)∣

2
∣1− ϕ̂ε(ξ)∣

2dξ]

1
2
.

Because the mollifier is normalized and positive,

∣1− ϕ̂ε(ξ)∣ ⩽ ∫
Bε(0)

ϕε(v)∣(1−e−ivξ
)∣dv,

where Bε(0) is the open ball in T centred in zero and with radius ε > 0. Since e−x ⩾ 1−x we can see that

sup
v∈Bε(0)

∣(1−e−ivξ
)∣ ⩽ sup

v∈Bε(0)
∣ivξ ∣ ⩽ ε ∣ξ ∣.

With this we obtain the estimate

∥V `,ε
⋅ (u)−V `

⋅ (u)∥L2([0,t]) ⩽ ε [∫

t

0
∣V̂ `
⋅ (u)(ξ)∣

2
∣ξ ∣

2dξ]

1
2
⩽ tε [∫

t

0
∣V̂ `
⋅ (u)(ξ)∣

2
dξ]

1
2
= tε∥V `

⋅ (u)∥L2([0,t])

and the right-hand side of the previous display is no larger than a constant times t
3
2 ε`1−m. In particular, from

Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality

∫

t

0
⟨wsV `

s ,∂uuGs⟩ds ⩽ ∫
t

0
⟨wsV `,ε

s ,∂uuGs⟩ds

+∫
T
[∫

t

0
∣V `

s (u)−V `,ε
s (u)∣

2
ds]

1
2
[∫

t

0
∣∂uuGs(u)∣2ds]

1
2

du.

From the previous computations and again from the Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality, the second line in last
display is bounded above by t

3
2 ε`1−m∥∂uuG∥L2([0,t]×T). We just showed that

⟨wt ,Gt⟩ ≲ ∫

t

0
∫
T

ws(u){∂sGs(u)+V `,ε
s (u)∂uuGs(u)}duds+ t

1
2 `−m

(1+εt`)∥∂uuG∥L2([0,t]×T).

We want to fix G as a solution to the backwards problem
⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

∂s f +λ∂uu f = 0, (s,u) ∈ [0,t)×T,
f (t,u) = φ(u), u ∈T,

(B.5)

with φ to be chosen suitably later on. This is a well-posed problem and has a solution f ∈C1,2([0,t]×T)

given some conditions on φ and λ : under the new time τ = t − s a solution to this problem is equivalently a
solution to

⎧⎪⎪
⎨
⎪⎪⎩

∂τg = λ∂uug, (τ,u) ∈ (0,t]×T,
g(0,u) = φ(u), u ∈T.

According to [11, Thm. 4.5, Ch. 6, Sec. 4], for λ positive and bounded uniformly in [0,t]×T, continuous
with respect to time (uniformly in T) and α−Hölder continuous with respect to the space variable; and φ a
continuous function, there exists a solution to this Cauchy problem in C1,2([0,t]×T). Note that we have
already checked that V `,ε satisfies all the requirements for λ above (for ` fixed) except the Hölder continuity
condition. Noting that ρ

(1),ρ(2) is 1
2−Hölder so is Vε . To see this we sum and subtract appropriate terms

and use the triangle inequality to estimate

∣vk(s,x)−vk(s,y)∣ ⩽ ∣ρ
(1)
s (y)−ρ

(1)
s (x)∣

k−1

∑
i=0

vi(1−ρ
(1)
s (x),1−ρ

(1)
s (y))(1−ρ

(2)
s (x))k−1−i
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+∣ρ
(2)
s (y)−ρ

(2)
s (x)∣

k−1

∑
i=0

vk−1−i(1−ρ
(2)
s (x),1−ρ

(2)
s (y))(1−ρ

(1)
s (x))i

≲ k2
∣x−y∣

1
2 .

In this way,

∣(vk(⋅,x)−vk(⋅,y))⋆ϕε(s)∣ = ∫
t

0
ϕε(s− r)(vk(r,x)−vk(r,y))dr ⩽ k2

∣x−y∣
1
2 ∫

t

0
ϕε(s− r)dr.

Recalling that the integral on the right-hand side equals one, we see that

∣V `,ε
s (x)−V `,ε

s (y)∣ ⩽
`

∑
k=1

∣(
m
k
)∣∣vk(⋅,x)−vk(⋅,y)⋆ϕε(s)∣ ≲ ∣x−y∣

1
2 `2−m.

In this way, fixing our test function as G = f with λ =V `,ε we see that

⟨wt ,φ⟩ ≲ t
1
2 `−m

(1+εt`)∥∂uuG∥L2([0,t]×T)

and we need to estimate the integral on the right-hand side above.
Let us multiply both sides of (B.5) by ∂uuG and integrate once in space and time, obtaining

0 = ∫
t

0
∫
T

∂sG∂uuGduds+∫
t

0
∫
T

V `,ε
∣∂uuG∣

2duds.

An integration by parts on the first integral on the right-hand side above yields

−∫

t

0
∫
T

∂u(∂sG)∂uGduds =−
1
2 ∫

t

0
∫
T

∂s (∂uG)
2 duds

=−
1
2 ∫T

{(∂uGt(u))2
−(∂uG0(u))2

}du.

Using the terminal condition and bounding from below (∂uG0(u))2 ⩾ 0 and V `
ε >m we conclude that

∫

t

0
∫
T
∣∂uuG∣

2duds ⩽
1

2m
∥φ

′∥
2
L2(T).

With this, and fixing ε = 1/` we obtain

⟨wt ,φ⟩ ≲ t
1
2 `−m

(1+ t)∥φ
′∥

L2(T). (B.6)

Denoting by w± the positive/negative part of w, we want to fix φ(⋅) = 1{u∈T∶ wt(u)⩾0}(t, ⋅), obtaining that
ρ
(1) ⩽ ρ

(2) a.e., and analogously take φ(⋅) = 1{u∈T∶ wt(u)⩽0}(t, ⋅), obtaining instead ρ
(1) ⩾ ρ

(2) and leading to
ρ
(1) = ρ

(2) a.e. To do so we need to consider in (B.6) a sequence (φn)n ⊂C(T) converging to φ at least in L2

and such that ∥φ
′
n∥L2(T) <∞ for all n > 0. Regarding the convergence, since φ ∈ L2(T) and C(T) is dense in

Lp(T) for all 1 ⩽ p <∞, there is a sequence of continuous functions (φn)n approximating φ in L2(T). This
sequence of continuous functions can be approximated (in L2) by a sequence of smooth functions (φn,k)k
via mollification. We fix one of these smooth representatives as the terminal condition on the problem (B.5).
Taking the limit `→ +∞ in (B.6) and then the limits on n and k, and recalling that t ∈ [0,T ] is arbitrary
concludes the proof. �
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