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Dynamics of Mean-Field Fermi Systems
with Nonzero Pairing
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Abstract. We study the dynamics of many-body Fermi systems, for a
class of initial data which are close to quasi-free states exhibiting a non-
vanishing pairing matrix. We focus on the mean-field scaling, which for
fermionic systems is naturally coupled with a semiclassical scaling. Un-
der the assumption that the initial datum enjoys a suitable semiclassical
structure, we give a rigorous derivation of the time-dependent Hartree-
Fock-Bogoliubov equation, a nonlinear effective evolution equation for the
generalized one-particle density matrix of the system, as the number of
particles goes to infinity. Our result holds for all macroscopic times, and
provides bounds for the rate of convergence.
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1. Introduction

Let us consider a system of N > 1 quantum particles in R, with M internal
degrees of freedom, or spins. At zero temperature, the state of the system
is denoted by the wave function ¥y € L2((R® x {1,...,M})"), under the
normalization condition

w2 = Z /d:vl dex on (o xn)P =1, (L)

<O N

where x = (7, 0) with z € R3? the position label and o € {1,..., M} the spin
label. We shall restrict the attention to fermionic particles, which correspond
to antisymmetric wave functions:

1/)1\/()(1, ce XN) = Sgn(ﬁ)d)]\/(xﬂ.(l), .. .X.,T(N)), (12)

where 7 is a permutation of the particle labels {1, ..., N}. We shall denote by
L2((R2x{1,..., M})N) the set of all antisymmetric wave functions in L?((R®x
{1,...,M})™N). A simple example of fermionic wave functions is provided by
Slater determinants, defined as antisymmetric tensor products of orthonormal
functions in L?(R? x {1,... 7]\4}):

Yslater (X1, - - - Z sgn(m) f1(Xx1)) - - IN(Xr(y),  (1.3)

WESN

with (f;, f;) = d;j, and where Sy is the set of permutations of {1,2,..., N}.
These wave functions encode the least amount of correlations between the
particles, besides the requirement of antisymmetry.

Let us now introduce the many-body Hamiltonian, which generates the
dynamics of the system. A typical class of non-relativistic Hamiltonians is
given by:

N N
HY™ =3 (=2 + Virap(2;)) + A DV (@i — 1), (14)

j=1 i<j

where Viap is a confining potential, and V' is the two-body interaction, with
coupling constant A. We choose units such that the Planck constant is A = 1
and the mass of the particles is m = 1/2. Here A, is the Laplacian with respect
to the coordinate z; (it does not involve the spin). The ground state energy,
which physically corresponds to the energy of the system at zero temperature,
is given by:

(YN, HNYn)

EN = inf
UNEL2((R3x{1,..MPN) || ]|3

(1.5)
Let 1y be a minimizer of HyP. Clearly, ¢y is a stationary state for the
quantum dynamics generated by HyP. In order to observe a non-trivial evo-

lution, we turn off the external potentlal, and evolve the state according to
the time-dependent Schrodinger equation:
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N N
0PN = | — ZA]‘ + )\ZV(%‘ — ;) | YN, Yno =Y, (1.6)
=1

i<j

where 7 € R is the time variable. In physical applications, it is extremely hard
to obtain quantitative understanding on the ground state of the system or on
the solution of the Schrédinger equation, for realistic values of the number
of particles N. One is therefore interested in approximate descriptions, which
depend on much fewer degrees of freedom, and which allow to capture the
collective behaviour of the system on a macroscopic scale. The price to pay
for the reduction in dimensionality is that the laws of motion for the effective
theories are typically nonlinear. The paradigmatic scaling regime in which such
effective nonlinear description is expected to arise is the mean-field scaling.
In this setting, the potential Vi,.p in (1.4) confines the system in a region
whose volume is of order 1 in NN, and the coupling constant A is chosen to
guarantee the balance between the kinetic and the interaction energy. Due to
the growth as N®/3 of the kinetic energy in the ground state of the Fermi
gas (a general lower bound compatible with this growth can be proved using
the Lieb-Thirring inequality, see e.g. [37]), the natural choice for the coupling
constant is A = N~1/3,

In this scaling regime, the equilibrium and the dynamical properties of
the system are expected to be well captured by Hartree-Fock theory, defined as
the restriction of the space of fermionic wave functions to the subsets of Slater
determinants (1.3). The advantage in considering this class of states is that
they behave as Gaussian states, in the sense that their higher order correlation
functions can be algorithmically retrieved from single particle information, in
analogy with Gaussian distributions that are completely characterized by their
covariance. More precisely, given ¢ € L2((R3 x {1,..., M})V) we define its
k-particle density matrix as the linear operator on L2((R® x {1,..., M})¥)
with integral kernel:

’YJ(\IZC)(Xlw--an;)"lw-wy}’c)
N
=\ % dzpy1---day YN (X1, .. Xk, Zha 1y - - -5 ZN)

“UN(Y1 - Yhs Bt 1y -+ -, BN, (1.7)

with the notation:

/dzf(z)zi/ﬂ@dzf(z,a). (1.8)

The k-particle density matrix is important because it allows to compute expec-
tation values of k-particle observables; it plays the same role as the k-particle
marginal in classical statistical mechanics. For Slater determinants, it turns out
that all k-particle density matrices are determined by the one-particle density
matrix. Let wy be the one-particle density matrix of a Slater determinant
(1.3), which is equal to:
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N
wn =Y Ifafil; (1.9)

i=1
in particular, observe that wy is a rank-/N orthogonal projector. The k-particle
density matrix of a Slater determinant can be computed starting from the one-
particle density matrix (1.9) via the application of the fermionic Wick’s rule:

k

k 1

W Ger iy ey = Y sen(m) [Jew (i yea): - (110)
" weSy =1

thus, all the information about the state described by a Slater determinant is

encoded in the one-particle density matrix wy. For instance, the energy of a

Slater determinant is a functional of the one-particle density matrix only:

<wSIater7 H}\?aprIateQ = tl"(—A + Vext)WN
1
s [ iy Vix =) (p6ply) — kow Gyl

= ERF (W), (1.11)

with p(x) = wy(x;x) the density of particles at x; EXF(wy) is called the
Hartree-Fock energy functional.

Hartree-Fock theory can also be used to investigate the dynamical prop-
erties of the system. Observe preliminarily that, in this confined setting, the
relevant time scale of the system is 7 oc N~/3. This is due to the fact that
the typical kinetic energy per particle grows as N2/3, and hence the classical
velocity of the particles is of order N'/3. Thus, for times 7 of order N—1/3,
particles are expected to cover a distance of order 1, which has to be under-
stood as the diameter of the region in space occupied by the initial datum.
For this reason, 7 o« N~/ is the time-scale for a macroscopic change of the
system. From now on, we will write 7 = N~'/3¢, and we will be interested in
studying the dynamics of the system for times ¢ of order 1 in N. Recalling that
at time ¢ = 0 the external potential is turned off, the Schrédinger equation in
the rescaled time variable reads:

+

N N
. 1
ey = [ =D A+ N S Viwi—a;) | ¥nes tnvo=Un,
=1 i<j

(1.12)

where £ = N~/ has the role of an effective Planck constant. Since € becomes
vanishingly small in the limit of large N, Eq. (1.12) shows that the fermionic
mean-field can be understood as the coupling of the usual mean-field with a
semiclassical scaling. If one assumes that the state of the system is a Slater
determinant for all times, then the one-particle density matrix of the system
evolves according to the time-dependent Hartree-Fock equation:

iedwn 1 = [hur(t), wn ¢, WN,0 = WN, (1.13)

where the Hartree-Fock Hamiltonian reads hyrp(t) = —2A+ N7V % p; — X;.
Explicitly, p;(x) = wn ¢(x;%), N1V xp, is the spatial convolution between the
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density and the potential, and X; is the linear operator with integral kernel
given by X¢(x;y) = N~ 'V (z — y)wn e (x;¥).

Of course, the restriction to the set of Slater determinants is a nontrivial
assumption, and it is a natural mathematical question to understand when
such approximation is justified. Concerning the equilibrium problem, the va-
lidity of the Hartree-Fock approximation for the ground state of many-body
fermionic systems has been proved in [1] for large atoms and molecules, and it
has been extended to high density Coulomb systems (jellium) in [27]. More re-
cently, there has been substantial progress in the development of nonperturba-
tive methods to go beyond the Hartree-Fock approximation, and in particular
to determine the large IV asymptotics of the correlation energy, defined as the
difference between the many-body ground state energy minus the Hartree-Fock
ground state energy; see [7-9,16,17,30].

Concerning quantum dynamics, the first derivation of the time-dependent
Hartree-Fock equation (1.13) in the mean-field /semiclassical scaling has been
obtained in [22], for analytic potentials and for short times. More recently, in
[11] (and later in [38] with a different method), this result has been generalized
to a much larger class of potentials and to all times. The result of [11] holds
in the sense of convergence of density matrices. Convergence in the L2-sense
for a special class of initial data has been obtained in [10], using the rigorous
bosonization methods of [7—9]. The result of [11] has been extended to pseudo-
relativistic fermions in [12] and to mixed states in [6]. In the mean-field regime
without semiclassical scaling, the derivation of the time-dependent Hartree-
Fock equation has been obtained in [5], for bounded potentials, and in [26], for
Coulomb potentials (see also [2]). See [13] for a review. Concerning unbounded
potentials in the mean-field /semiclassical scaling, the time-dependent Hartree-
Fock equation for particles interacting through a Coulomb potential has been
derived in [39], under the assumption that a suitable semiclassical structure
of the initial datum propagates along the flow of the Hartree-Fock equation.
In [18], a stronger version of this semiclassical structure, suitable for mixed
states, has been proved to propagate along the Hartree-Fock flow for a class of
singular potentials. This allows to extend the derivation of the Hartree-Fock
equation to singular potentials, also including the Coulomb potential for short
times ¢ (vanishing as N — o). Finally, we mention the recent work [25], where
the derivation of [11] has been generalized to the case of extended Fermi gases
at high density, for bounded potentials.

Slater determinants are a special example of quasi-free states. In general,
a quasi-free state is a state for which all correlation functions can be computed
according to the Wick rule. If one works in the grand-canonical ensemble and
relaxes the constraint that the number of particles is fixed, there exist other
quantum states at zero temperature besides Slater determinants which are
quasi-free. In order to introduce them, we will use the notations of second
quantization and of the Fock space, introduced in detail in Sect. 2.

A pure state is described by a vector in the Fock space, ¢ € F =
Ca @, LA((R? x {1,...,M})"), with ||¢]|# = 1. In general, the vector
1) corresponds to a superposition of states with different particle numbers.
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The one-particle density matrix of 1) can be expressed in Fock space as:

75 (x5y) = (¥, afax), (1.14)

with ax and aj the operator-valued distributions associated with the usual
fermionic creation and annihilation operators, whose definition will be recalled
in Sect. 2. Since the state 1) does not have in general a definite particle number
(it can be a superposition of states with different number of particles), we can
also introduce a nontrivial pairing matrix:

70 (x:y) = (¥, ayaxi). (1.15)

We shall denote by N the average number of particles of the state, defined
as N = tr 71(;). In this more general setting, quasi-free states are completely

determined by %(bl) = wy and 771(/)1) = ay, via a generalization of the Wick’s

rule (1.10); see Sect.2.3. Furthermore, as discussed in Sect. 2.3, it turns out
that the one-particle density matrix and the pairing matrix of a pure quasi-free
state satisfy the constraints:

0<wny <1, ak=-an, wy(l-wy)=ayay, wyay—aywy =0,
(1.16)

where O and O denote the transposition and the complex conjugation of the
operator O, namely O = (O)*. Next, let us introduce the second quantization
of the Hamiltonian Hy™?,

n

’H%ap =0 @ Z(—Aj + V:sxt(xj)) + ﬁ ZV(CL‘Z - xj) : (1'17)

n>1 \j=1 i<j

The energy of a quasi-free state 1 is completely specified by wy and ay. We
have:

(M) = (=D Vi) + 075 [ ddy V(o = ) (p(x)ol)

—lwn (5 3)1? + lan(x53)]?)
= EWFB(wn, an), (1.18)

where EXFB(wy, ay) is called the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov (HFB) functional.
This functional plays an important role in physics, for instance in the Bardeen-
Cooper-Schrieffer (BCS) theory of superconductivity and in superfluidity. It
differs from the Hartree-Fock functional (1.11) because of the presence of the
last term, taking into account the energy of Cooper pairs. In general, it is a
difficult problem to determine whether the ground state of the HFB functional
is attained in correspondence with a nonzero pairing matrix; a necessary con-
dition for this to happen is that the potential is non-positive. See [4,32] for
mathematical reviews of BCS theory and of the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov ap-
proximation, as well as [3,15,28,33-36] for recent results about existence and
properties of HFB/BCS minimizers and occurrence of pairing in the ground
state.
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Let us now consider the many-body evolution of an initial quasi-free state,
after removing the external trap. The quantum dynamics of the system in Fock
space, parametrized by the macroscopic time variable ¢, is defined as

iedypy = HNy, o = 1, (1.19)
with H given by:

Hy=0eEP —is2Aj+ ZV zi—x;) | (1.20)

n>1 j=1 ’L<J

Similarly to the case of Hartree-Fock theory, if one assumes that the state
remains quasi-free for all times, one obtains the following coupled nonlinear
evolution equations for the one-particle density matrix and for the pairing
matrix, which generalize (1.13) to the case in which the number of particles is
not fixed:

iE@th)t = [hHF(t),wN t] + Hta*Nt — QN tH* (1 21)
icdrans = hur (t)an.s + an thuar(t) + I (1 — W) — wnedly, .

where II; a linear operator with integral kernel given by II;(x,y) :=
%V(m — y)an,(x,y). The equation (1.21) for the pair (wy ., an,) is called
the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov (HFB) equation.

HFB theory is expected to be a good approximation of many-body quan-
tum mechanics in the mean-field regime, for many-body systems with attrac-
tive interactions. However, in contrast to the Hartree-Fock case, until now there
has been no rigorous proof of the validity of the HFB approximation from the
many-body Schrodinger equation, neither at equilibrium nor for quantum dy-
namics. See [14] for the proof of well-posedness of the fermionic HFB equation,
and for the derivation of the HFB equation (1.21) via the Dirac-Frenkel prin-
ciple. See also [29] for the proof of blow-up at finite time of the relativistic
fermionic HFB equation. The rigorous connection between the HFB dynamics
and other nonlinear effective models has also been discussed in the litera-
ture. For instance, in [31] it has been shown that, in the low density regime,
the dynamics of the macroscopic variations of the pair density in BCS the-
ory can be approximated by the time-dependent Gross-Pitaevskii equation, as
the evolution of a condensate of pairs. Furthermore, the work [24] discussed
the incompatibility between the HFB dynamics and the Ginzburg-Landau dy-
namics, as a purely nonlinear phenomenon. Finally, a very recent work [19]
obtained a classical equation describing solutions to the HFB equation (1.21)
ase — 0.

In this paper, we prove the validity of the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov equa-
tion (1.21) for bounded and regular enough interaction potentials, in the mean-
field regime. We shall consider the many-body dynamics of initial data ¢ € F
that are approximated by a suitable class of quasi-free states with one-particle
density matrix wy and with pairing matrix ay, with N = trwy. We shall
suppose that:
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suppeps ;| wn, € lus < CNY3, l[ww,eV]|lns < ON'3,
[lan,eV][us < CN, oy |lus < CNY/3, (1.22)

where || - ||us indicates the Hilbert-Schmidt norm, ||O[|%g = tr |O|?. We shall
suppose that the initial datum 1 is close, in a suitable sense to be specified
below, to a quasi-free state parametrized by wy, ay, satisfying the bounds
(1.22). In particular:

H’Yq(;) — WNHHS < Nl/g, ||7T$) — aNHHS < N1/3, (1.23)

that is, ”’Yl(z}) — wn|lus/NY? and Hﬂfpl) — ayllus/N? converge to zero as
N — oo.

The estimates (1.22) encode the semiclassical structure of the initial da-
tum, and are expected to hold for quasi-free states at low energy. For ay = 0,
similar estimates play a key role in the derivation of the time-dependent
Hartree-Fock equation in the mean-field/semiclassical scaling [11]. It is not
difficult to check them for the coherent-states approximation of confined equi-
librium states at zero temperature, see e.g. Appendix A.2 in [25]. These esti-
mates can be proved to hold for the ground state of confined, non-interacting
systems [23].1

The novelty with respect to [11] are the last two estimates in (1.22). The
third estimate can be shown to be related to the kinetic energy of ay. Instead,
the last estimate captures the fact that we are looking at initial data that are
close to Slater determinants, since ||ay||%g = trwn(l —wy), and ||an||is <
CN?/3 while trwy = N. Informally, this class of initial data can be viewed as
obtained from Slater determinants after introducing a local smoothing of the
distribution of the occupation number around the Fermi energy. The smallness
of ||an||us plays an important role in our proof; it is an interesting question to
understand whether the derivation of the HFB equation extends to initial data
with larger ||an|/us. In Appendix A we prove the validity of bounds analogous
to (1.22) for all translation-invariant quasi-free states on the torus of side 27 at
low enough energy (actually, for this class of states the third estimate in (1.22)
holds with N replaced by N/ 3). Furthermore, we discuss a class of natural
states for which the bounds hold, obtained from a smearing of the characteristic
function of the Fermi ball, in an order 1 neighbourhood of the Fermi surface
(while the Fermi momentum is of order N'/3). If translation-invariance is
assumed, the lowest energy state of the HFB functional on the torus turns out
to be the free Fermi gas, which in particular has ay = 0. This is ultimately a
consequence of the existence of a spectral gap for the relative kinetic energy
at the Fermi level, due to the finite volume of the torus. Thus, for confined
translation-invariant states, the condition ay # 0 implies that the state is
an excited state. In general, we do not know whether the ground state of the
HFB functional is attained in correspondence with a nonzero pairing matrix.
Numerical investigations, see e.g. [36], suggest that the minimizer of the HFB

IThe bounds of [23] are in trace norm, but the adaptation to the Hilbert-Schmidt case is
straightforward. We thank the Referee for pointing this out.
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functional is indeed attained in correspondence with a small nonzero pairing
matrix. Finally, let us mention that the persistence of translation-invariance
for the ground state of the BCS functional has been discussed in [21], in the
thermodynamic limit. There it is shown that translation-invariance persists in
two-dimensions, and also in three-dimensions in the case of vanishing angular
momentum.

Let us denote by 75\3 and wg\}’)t the many-body evolution of the one-
particle density matrix and of the pairing matrix associated with the solution
of (1.19), and by wn i, an,¢ the solution of Egs. (1.21). In this work, we prove
that the many-body dynamics of 7](\}’)“ ’/TJ(\}y)t stay close to the solution of the
HFB equation, in the sense that:

ns < C(HNY2, ||y, — anllus < CENY? VteR,
(1.24)

1
1750 — wavel

where the function C(t) grows as a double exponential in time, and it is inde-
pendent of N. For initial data such that [lwy||ns =~ N/2 and ||y ||las ~ N'/3,
which are allowed by our assumptions, the bounds (1.24) imply that the dif-
ference between the many-body dynamics and the HFB dynamics at the level
of the one-particle density matrix is much smaller than the individual con-
tributions. With a slight abuse of terminology, we say that our result is a
derivation of HFB in the sense of convergence of density matrices, even if we
do not prove any existence of a limiting object as N — +o0o. More gener-
ally, our result also extends to higher order density matrices. For instance, we

are able to prove that the two-particle density matrix 'yl(\?)t, an operator on

L2((R® x {1,...,M})?), can be approximated as:

YKL, X2 Y1, ¥2) = Wiy (X3 y1)wn, (X15 2) — Wi (X1 ¥1)wn e (x2; y2)

+an(yo;y1)an,(x1;X2). (1.25)

in the HS topology.

The method of proof is based on an extension of the technique of [11]. As
in [11], a key role is played by the fluctuation dynamics, a unitary evolution
in Fock space that does not preserve the number of particles, and that allows
to understand the distance between the many-body state and the reference
quasi-free states in term of particle excitations over a suitable time-dependent
Fock space vacuum. With respect to the Hartree-Fock case, however, in the
present setting the control of the fluctuation dynamics is considerably more
involved, due to the more complex structure of the effective evolution equa-
tion (1.21), and to the fact that wy is not an orthogonal projection. Also, the
propagation of the semiclassical structure (1.22) along the HFB flow is more
involved than in the HF case. Let us point out that the proof could be simpli-
fied, at the cost of assuming a stronger notion of semiclassical structure (1.22),
replacing in (1.22) the Hilbert-Schmidt norm by the square root of the trace
norm, similarly to [11]. Furthermore, with this stronger notion of semiclassi-
cal structure we could also prove that the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov dynamics
cannot be distinguished from the Hartree-Bogoliubov (HB) dynamics, given
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by Egs. (1.21) after neglecting all terms involving the operators X; and II;: the
distance between the solutions of the HFB and HB evolutions can be proved to
be smaller than the estimate quantifying the distance between many-body and
HFB dynamics (1.24). Since we have not been able to verify the trace-norm
semiclassical structure for interesting quasi-free states with nonzero pairing,
we prefer to work under the weaker semiclassical structure given by (1.22).

In order to deal with the weaker form of semiclassical structure (1.22), we
introduce a suitable auxiliary fluctuation dynamics, as already done in the case
of fermionic mixed states (without pairing) [6]. The growth of fluctuations over
this new dynamics can be controlled relying only on (1.22); furthermore, the
auxiliary dynamics and the fluctuation dynamics can be proved to be close in
norm. Then, a bootstrap argument allows to control the growth of fluctuations
on the original fluctuation dynamics, and ultimately to prove convergence of
the many-body dynamics to the HFB evolution.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sect. 2 we review the formalism of
second quantization, we recall useful estimates in Fock space, we introduce
the Bogoliubov transformations and the quasi-free states. In Sect. 3 we state
our main result, Theorem 3.3, about the derivation of the time-dependent
HFB equation from the many-body dynamics in the semiclassical/mean-field
regime. The rest of the paper is devoted to the proof of Theorem 3.3. In Sect. 4
we introduce the fluctuation dynamics, and prove a key identity for the growth
of fluctuations, Proposition 4.1; in Proposition 4.3 we prove the propagation
of the semiclassical structure (1.22), and we use it to control the growth of
fluctuations on the auxiliary fluctuation dynamics, Proposition 4.5. Then, in
Proposition 4.6 we prove norm-closeness of the auxiliary fluctuation dynamics
and of the full fluctuation dynamics, and we use this result to prove a bound on
the growth of fluctuations on the full fluctuation dynamics, Proposition 4.7.
In Sect.5 we put everything together and we prove Theorem 3.3. Finally,
in Appendix A we prove the validity of the estimates (1.22) for translation-
invariant quasi-free states with low energy.

2. Fock Space, Bogoliubov Transformations and Quasi-Free
States
2.1. Fock Space
Let h = L2(R®x{1,..., M}), with M € N, be the single-particle Hilbert space.
Let F be the fermionic Fock space over b,
F=CaoPpv™.
n>1

Vectors in the Fock space correspond to infinite sequences of functions (w(”))n
with ¢ € h”". We shall use the notation

™ =M (xy, ... %), (2.1)
where x = (z,0) with 2 € R3 and o € {1,..., M}. A simple example of vector
in F is the vacuum state, = (1,0,...,0,...). Given ¥, 19 € F, we introduce
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the Fock space scalar product as:

(P1,12) = Z< ™, ) gen

n>0

—Z/dxl an’(/Jl ( Tyenns n)wén)(xl,...,xn),

n>0

where we recall the notation [ dx f(x) := S0 [4s dz f(x,0). Equipped with
this natural inner product, the Fock space F is a Hilbert space. We denote
by || - || the norm induced by this inner product, and with a slight abuse of
notation we shall use the same notation to denote the operator norm of linear
operators acting on F.

It is convenient to introduce creation and annihilation operators on F.
Let f € h. We define the creation operator a*(f) and the annihilation operator

alf) as
(a*(f)il))(n) (X1,...,%Xn) = ! Z X )" (X1, X1, X4, Xn)

Vn
=1

(a(H)) ™ (x1,...,%xn) ==V + 1/dxm¢("+1)(x7x1,...7xn),

for any ¢ € F. These definitions imply that a(f)Q2 = 0.
Also, it turns out that a*(f) = a(f)* and one can check that the canonical
anticommutation relations hold true:

{a(f),al9)} = {a”(f),a™(9)} =0, {al(f),a"(9)} = ([, 9)s-

Due to these relations, one has ||a(f)|| < || fll2, [la* (NI < || fll2- We will also
make use of operator-valued distributions a and ayx, in terms of which:

:/ﬂﬂ@@,dﬁz/&ﬂgh

Note that the integrals denote the action of the distribution rather than inte-
gration with respect to the Lebesgue measure. The creation and annihilation
operators can be used to define the second quantization of observables. To
begin, consider the number operator A/, acting on a given Fock space vector
as (N w)(”) = ny(™ . In terms of the operator-valued distributions, it can be

written as:
N = / dx atay.
The average number of particles over a state 1 is then:

N = (, N). (2.2)

More generally, for a given one-particle operator O on h we define its second
quantization dI'(O) as the operator on the Fock space acting as follows:

0) | rm= Z oW
j=1
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where OU) = 12("=7) © O ® 12U~Y and the symbol |z, indicates the re-
striction to the n-particle subspace F(™). If O has the integral kernel O(x;y),
we can represent dI'(O) as:

dr(0) = /dxdyO(X;y)af(ay.

In the next lemma we collect some bounds for the second quantization of one-
particle operators, that will play an important role in the rest of the paper.
Here and in the following, we denote by || - || the operator norm, by || - ||gs the
Hilbert-Schmidt norm and by || - ||¢, the trace norm. We refer the reader to e.g.
[11, Lemma 3.1] for the proof.

Lemma 2.1 (Estimates for Fock space operators). Let O be a bounded operator
on h. We have, for any ¢ € F:

(1, dL(O)¥)| < [0, N9p),  [[dI(O)]| < [|O]| [N 9] .
Let O be a Hilbert-Schmidt operator. We have, for any ¢ € F:

14U (©O)¢l < 10l [A*/20)

H/dxdx’O(x;x’)axax,z/;H < 1|0|lus HNI/%Z)H

Let O be a trace class operator. We have, for any v € F:
[dT(0)¥]| < 2Ol [1¥]

H / dxdy Ofx: xnaxax,wH <2]0],, 114l

/dxdx’O(x;x’)a;a;;,¢H < 2)0)fus H(N+ 1)1/2¢H .

< 2|01y, 191l-

’/dxdy O(x; x')a;a;,z/)‘

Given a state ¢ € F, we define its one-particle density matrix as the

non-negative trace class operator ’y](\}) on h with integral kernel:

VW (x5y) = (W, aaxth). (2.3)

Thus, by (2.2), N = tr fy](\}). Furthermore, given a one-particle observable O,
we have:

0. dr(0)) = [ dxiy Oxiy) (b ajayw) =w0rl. (24)
Also, we define the pairing matrix as the operator WJ(\})
kernel:

on h with integral

WE\})(X; y) = (% ayax¢>- (25)
In the special case in which the vector ¢ in an N-particle state, N = N,

the pairing matrix W](\}) is trivially vanishing. In general, if the state ¢ does not
have a definite number of particles, as it will be the case in the present work,
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7'('5\}) will be nonzero. From their definitions, the one-particle density matrix

and the pairing matrix satisfy:

o<y <1 ayl<t Ay xy) =y (vix). o (26)
Next, we lift the many-body Hamiltonian to the Fock space, as follows. We
define the Hamiltonian in Fock space as Hy =0® @n21 Hg\?), where

n

H%L) = Z —EQAi + %ZV(% — l‘j),

i=1 i<j
with V' a real-valued and even function (further regularity assumptions will

follow). In terms of the operator-valued distributions, we can rewrite the Fock
space Hamiltonian as:

1
Hy = &2 /dx VaVay + N /dxdy V(z — y)agayayax. (2.7)

Finally, the time evolution of a state in the Fock space is defined as i, =
e~ "Mnt/=y, That is, each sector evolves according to the n-particle Schrodinger
equation,

i = Hw™, gt =™, (2:8)

2.2. Bogoliubov Transformations

Here, we shall give a brief introduction to the (fermionic) Bogoliubov trans-
formations, which will play a crucial role in our analysis. We refer the reader
to e.g. [20,40] for a more detailed introduction to the topic.

Given f, g € b, let us define the operator A(f,g) as:

Af.9) =a(f)+a"(g),  A(f,9):=(A(f.9))" =a"(f) +a(g), (2.9)
where f denotes the usual complex conjugate of a function f on L2(R3 x
{1,...,M}). That is:

A*(f,9) = A, f)- (2.10)
These operators can be viewed as generalizing the notion of creation and an-

nihilation operators, to which they reduce for ¢ = 0. They satisfy the anticom-
mutation relations:

{A(f1,91), A (f2,92)} = ((f1,91), (f2,92)) papy- (2.11)

Notice that {A(f1,91), A(f2,92)}, {A*(f1,91), A" (f2,92)} do not vanish, in
general. A fermionic Bogoliubov transformation is a linear map v : h & §h —

h @ b, such that, for all f1, f2, g1, g2 in b:
{01900, 4 0 (f2092) | = {AlfL00, A (for0) ), (212)
and such that, for all f, g in b:
A*(v(f.9)) = A3, F)). (2.13)

In other words, the operators B(f,g) = A(v(f,g)) satisfy the same anticom-
mutation relations of A(f,g). The condition (2.12) is equivalent to v*r = 1,
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while the condition (2.13) is equivalent to, calling C the complex conjugation
operator:

vC = Cu. (2.14)

From these relations, one deduces that v is a Bogoliubov transformation if and
only if it has the form:
u v
v= (v u) , (2.15)

where u, v are linear operators on h such that:

wvu+v'v=1, vT+v'u=0

2.16
we* +o0l =1, w* +oul =0, ( )

with O = COC. We say that a Bogoliubov transformation is implementable if

there exists a unitary operator R on F such that:

R*A(f,9)R = A(v(f,9)), for all f, g € b. (2.17)

It is well-known that a Bogoliubov transformation is implementable if and
only if v is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator; this fact goes under the name of Shale-
Stinespring condition. The operator R is called the implementor of the Bogoli-
ubov transformation; with a slight abuse of terminology, in the following we
will refer to R as the Bogoliubov transformation.

We shall extensively use the following transformation property of the
operator-valued distributions:

R*axR = a(ux) + a* (vx), R*aiR = a*(ux) + a(vy), (2.18)

where uy := u(+;x). Furthermore, Eq. (2.17) implies that R* is the implemen-
tor of the Bogoliubov transformation associated with v* = v~!. In particular,
the following relations hold:

RaxR* = a(uy) + a”(vy), RaiR* = a*(u}) + a(vy). (2.19)

2.3. Quasi-Free States and Hartree—Fock—Bogoliubov Equation

Given a normalized state 1) € F, we define its generalized one-particle density
matrix I'y, as the operator on h @ b such that:

((f1,91): Ty (f2, 92))pen = (¥, A" (f2,92) A(f1,91)¢) - (2.20)

A simple computation shows that I'y can be expressed in terms of the one-
particle density matrix and of the pairing matrix as:

SO
r, = , 2.21
T eerWVe 1-eyle (2.21)

where we used that WE\}) is antisymmetric (recall Eq. (2.6)).

Pure quasi-free states correspond to vectors in the Fock space of the form
RQ, with R a Bogoliubov transformation. Suppose that (RQ, N RQ) = N. We
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shall denote by wxy and by an the one-particle density matrix and the pairing
matrix of R, respectively:

_ [ ¥YN aN
Tpo = (_aN ) _wN> : (2.22)

The density matrix of RS2 can be easily represented in terms of the operators
u and v entering in the definition of v, recall Eq. (2.15). We have:

wy = v, ay =v'u. (2.23)

As a sanity check, notice that wy < 1 as a consequence of the first identity of
(2.16), while o, = —ay:

ah =ak =TV =T = —v'u = —ay, (2.24)

where the fourth equality follows from the second identity of (2.16). One can
also check that the generalized one-particle density matrix of R2 is a projec-
tion:

Tro = T'%g. (2.25)
In particular, the following relations hold:
wn(l —wn) = ayay, wyay —aywy = 0. (2.26)

Quasi-free states are completely determined by their generalized one-particle
density matrix: all correlation functions can be computed starting from the
one-particle density matrix and the pairing matrix via the Wick rule [40]. Let
us use the notation af to denote the operators a and a*. It turns out that:

J

<RQ, afgl a,ﬁ("; --~a,ﬁfj.RQ> = Z sgn(ﬂ)<RQ, ai"n((lf) af{fff;) RQ>

7r€P2j

.--<RQ,aﬁ”(2j_1) QLo RQ>, (2.27)

Xo(2j—1) " Xo(25)

where P, is the set of pairings:
Py = {ae Soj | (20— 1) < o(20+1), £=1,...,5—1,
o(20—1) < o(20), (=1,... j} (2.28)

with Sy; the set of permutations of 2j elements. The identity (2.27) can be
checked starting from the relation (2.18), combined with the canonical anti-
commutation relations and the property ax{2 = 0.

We are interested in the many-body evolution of initial data close to
quasi-free states, generated by the Hamiltonian (2.7). It turns out that if one
assumes that the many-body evolution preserves quasi-freeness for all times,
one finds the following coupled evolution equations for the one-particle density
matrix and the pairing matrix:

iedwn,e = [hur(t),wn ] + oy, — an 1},

. o (2.29)
iedrany = hup(t)ans + anhup(t) + (1 — One) — wa, Iy,
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where hyrp(t) is the Hartree-Fock Hamiltonian,

hur(t) = —€2A 4 p * V — Xy, (2.30)
with p; the normalized density and X, II; linear operators on b,
1 1
pe(x) = Gune(6x), Xi(xy) = FV(E —ylon(xy),
1
M(x,y) i= V@ = Panexy), (231)

See e.g. [14], for a derivation of (2.29) via the Dirac-Frenkel principle, which
gives a geometric interpretation to the reduction to the set of quasi-free states.
Thus, Egs. (2.29) define the evolution of the generalized one-particle density
matrix:

Ty = <wN’t o > (2.32)

ayy 1 —Wne
One can rewrite Egs. (2.29) as:
e 'y = [H(t), T v, (2.33)
with:

hur(t) I > (2.34)

H(®) < Iy —hur(t)

That is, H (t) generates a unitary dynamics for I'y ;. Hence, since I'y = I'%;, re-
call Eq. (2.25), we also have 'y ; = F?V,t; in particular, the relations (2.26) hold
true for wy,; and an . Equation (2.33) is called the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov
equation, and it is used to describe interesting physical phenomena, such as the
time evolution of superconductors. The well-posedness of the HFB equation
(2.29) for a class of potentials that includes those considered in the present
work, is well-known; see e.g. [14]. The main goal of the present work will be
to give a rigorous derivation of the HFB equation starting from the full many-
body quantum dynamics.

3. Main Result

Before stating our main result, let us introduce the assumptions on the initial
data that we will consider in this work.

Assumption 3.1 (Assumptions on the initial datum). Let Ty : h & h — Hh Db
be the generalized one-particle density matrix of a pure, quasi-free state:

WN aN 2
= < < = . .

We shall suppose that:
trwoy =N,  |lan|us < CNY3. (3.2)
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Furthermore, we shall suppose that wy, ay satisfy the following commu-
tator estimates:

sup H[wNa eip.j]HHS S CN1/37 ||[wNa EV]HHS S CNl/ga

pER3 1+ |p‘
||[aN,€V]||Hs § CN (3.3)

Remark 3.2. (i) We refer the reader to the introduction for a discussion of
these assumptions. As we will show in Appendix A, all the above as-
sumptions are satisfied for translation-invariant quasi-free states on a
finite torus, at low energy.

(ii) We shall refer to the commutator estimates in (3.3) as the semiclassical
structure of the initial datum.

The next theorem is the main result of the paper.

Theorem 3.3 (Main result). Let V € LY(R3) such that
Viz)eR, V()= V(-z), / V@I + ) <C. (3.4)

Let wy, an be the one-particle density matriz and the pairing matrix of a
quasi-free state satisfying Assumption 3.1. Let ) = Ry& with Ry the Bogoliubov
transformation associated to (wy,an) and € € F, ||£|| = 1, such that, for some
k € N:

W, Ny) =N, (NP < (3.5)

with a(k) = (13/2)k if k is even and a(k) = (13/2)k + 3/2 if k is odd. Let
Yy = e TIN/Sy be the solution of the many-body Schrédinger equation, and
let Ry be the Bogoliubov transformation associated with the solution wy i, N ¢
of the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov equation (2.29). Then, for all t > 0, and for
all j <k:

(e, 0l .. a5 ) = (R, afl .. d53 R + E5L™ (xy, .. xa5)  (3.6)

J

* ﬁ2j

where a% can be either ax or aX, afgl ... Gy, 18 a normal-ordered monomial,

and
ooy 2
/Xm...dX2j|Eg;-;t ti2J(X1;-~-;X2j)’

< C(j) exp(d(j) exp c[t|) NI ~2/3-max(1/3.p/6) (3.7)

where the constants C(j), d(j) depend on j and are independent of N and of t,
while p is equal to the absolute value of the difference of the number of creation
and annihilation operators in the left-hand side of (3.6).

Remark 3.4. (i) Theorem 3.3 proves convergence of the many-body
Schrédinger equation to the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov equation, in the
sense of closeness of density matrices, in the Hilbert-Schmidt topology.
In fact, the left-hand side of (3.7) is the Hilbert-Schmidt norm squared

of the operator Eg;tm’ with integral kernel Eg;th (x1,...,%9;). For
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the particular cases of the one-particle density matrix (5 = 1,p = 0) and
of the pairing matrix (j = 1,p = 2), the theorem gives:

(1)
o wi|las < Cexp(dexp(ct)),

I} — anllus < Cexp(dexp(ct)).
for some constants C,d, ¢ independent of N. These bounds have to be
compared with the trivial estimates ||wx|las < N2 and |an|ns <
CN3.

(ii) More generally, the Hilbert-Schmidt norm squared of the first term in
the right-hand side of (3.6) is much larger than the right-hand side of
(3.7) for all times of order 1. This can be seen writing it in terms of the
one-particle density matrix using the Wick rule. For instance:

(RS2, ay ay, Gy, x, RiQ) = Wi ¢ (X35 X0 )W, ¢ (X4;X1)
- wN,t(XP,; X1)WN,t(X4; Xz)
+ an i (x15X2)an (%45 X3). (3.9)

If the bounds on ||wy|/ns and ||an||us are saturated, namely ||an||Fg ~
N?/3 and ||lwy|/}g ~ N, they remain so even at later times ¢. Actually,
since [|wy||fs = N — |lan||fg, it is enough to show that ||y ¢|? stays ap-
proximately constant along the HFB flow; this can be done following the
proof of Proposition 4.3. Therefore, the largest contribution to the two-
particle density matrix of the quasi-free state comes from the terms with
the largest number of wy ;. For gauge-invariant correlation functions, i.e.
with an equal number of creation and annihilation operators, the Hilbert-
Schmidt norm of the largest contribution is of order N7. In general, if
m is the number of annihilation operators, say smaller than the number
of creation operators m + p, the largest term has m = j — p/2 factors
wn, and p/2 factors ap . Thus, its Hilbert-Schmidt norm squared is of
order N7=P/6_which is much larger than the estimate for the error term
in (3.7).
Remark 3.5 (Resolution of the pairing terms). It is interesting to compare
the error term with the smallest contribution to the quasi-free approximation.
If the error is subleading, we say that the quasi-free approximation can be
fully resolved. Let us focus on gauge-invariant correlation functions (p = 0).
The smallest Wick pairing in Hilbert-Schmidt norm is the one that has the
largest number of contractions of “aa” or “a*a*” monomials, which correspond
to kernels of oy, operators (or its complex conjugate). The number of such
contractions is less or equal than j — 1 if the number of “a” operators is odd,
and it is less or equal than j if the number of “a” operators is even. In the p = 0
case, the number of “a” operators is exactly j, therefore the Hilbert-Schmidt
norm squared of the Wick pairing with the largest number of a-contractions
is:
(N?/3Y=L 5 N ifjis odd

, 3.10
(N?/3)J if jis even. (3.10)
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Comparing these estimates with the bound (3.7) for p = 0, we have that, for
N>1:

(NP7 N > By ™ s i =1,3

(N3 > | By ™ ks ifj =2
Therefore, all Wick pairings are individually much bigger than the error term,
and hence they can be resolved, for the j-particle density matrices up to j = 3.

More generally, it is clear that if p > 0 the bound (3.7) also allows to fully
resolve correlations of higher order.

(3.11)

Remark 3.6 (Comparison with the Hartree-Bogoliubov dynamics.). As men-
tioned in the Introduction, the proof of Theorem 3.3 could be simplified if one
replaces in the assumptions (3.2), (3.3) the Hilbert-Schmidt norm with the
square root of the trace norm. Furthermore, as for the case of N-particle states
[11], under these stronger assumptions it is possible to prove that neglecting
the exchange operators X;, II; in the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov equation (2.29)
does not deteriorate the error estimate (3.7) in the main result. Thus, for
this class of initial data, we cannot distinguish the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov
dynamics from the Hartree-Bogoliubov dynamics. We prefer to work under
weaker assumptions that we can verify in concrete cases, see Appendix A. For
this class of initial data, we do not know how to prove the indistinguishability
of the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov and Hartree-Bogoliubov dynamics.

The rest of the paper is devoted to the proof of Theorem 3.3.

4. The Fluctuation Dynamics

Suppose that (wn ¢, an,e) solves the time-dependent Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov
equation (2.29). Let us introduce the fluctuation dynamics as:

Un(t;s) == Rie Mnt=9)/ep (4.1)

The main goal of this section will be to prove an estimate for the evolution of
powers of the number operators N under the fluctuation dynamics. This will
be the key technical tool behind the proof of Theorem 3.3.

4.1. Growth of Fluctuations
The starting points is the following proposition.

Proposition 4.1 (Growth of fluctuations). Under the same assumptions of The-
orem 3.3, the following is true. For any £ € F, ||| =1, and k € N,

_d O N DU (00 = A
zz—:$<Z/{N(t,0)§,( +1) uN(t,0)§> =3 > Im/dxdyV(xfy)

Jj=1
X [(Un (6006, W+ 17" (ur s)a(@ry)a(ur y)alue ) W + DY T (1 0)¢ )
+ <uN (£ 0)&, (N + 1) a(@r x)a(@r,y )a(ue,y)alue,) (N + 1D)F Uy (t; 0)g>
+ (Un (5008, (N + 1) (ury)a” (Bry)a* (Bra)a(@e) N+ 1)FIU (150)€ )|
(4.2)
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Remark 4.2 The same identity holds true for the Hartree-Fock case [11], see
Proposition 3.3 there. There, the operators u; and v, are orthogonal, in the
sense that u;v; = 0. Here, u;vy # 0, in general.

Proof To begin, we write the following identity that can be checked using
the explicit action of the Bogoliubov transformation (2.19) and the fact that
trwy, = IV:

RNR; =N —2dT(wn,y) + N + /dxdy (ajayan(y,x) + axayain 1 (X,y)) -
(4.3)

Therefore, since Uy (t;s) = Rfe M~ (=9)/s R we have:
* . d * 4 * _—1q
za—( N (t;0)*"NUn (t; 0)) =ieo (Roe Hnt/eR N Rfe HNt/ERO)

di (R*emNt/E < —2dT(wn )
( dxdyata aNt( x) + h.c. ) )e—z‘HNt/eR())

= RSemNt/g ( — 2dT(ieQywn 1)

N (/ dxdya;a;‘,(iﬁatal\ht)(% X) — hC) )e_i'HNt/ER()
+ RyeiMnt/e (2 [HN, dF(wN,t)}

_ ( / dxdy [HN,a;a;]aN,t(y,x) - h.c.> >emm/g Re  (44)

where we used that the first and the third term in (4.3) do not contribute
to the time derivative and the notation h.c. stands for hermitian conjugate.
Then, by unitarity of the Bogoliubov transformation:

CZ(Z/{N(L‘ 0)* N (t: 0))

— Uy (t;0)* R} ( {HN, dr(wm)} - dr(ieath,t))Rt Un (t;0)

+Un(t;0)" R} </dxdy(a;a;(ieatajv7t)(y,x)

_ {HN, a;a;] an(y, x)) - h.c.) Ry Uy (£:0). (4.5)
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In this expression, the terms involving the Laplacian cancel out exactly. Next,
let us consider the commutators involving the many-body interaction. Denot-
ing by Vn the part of Hy describing the potential, we compute:

z/dxdy [VN,a,*cay]wN,t(X,Y)

2
=N / dxdydzV(x — y)wn(2z,y) ayarayax — h.c., (4.6)
and
* % 1 * %
[y [y asagfanatyn) = 5 [ dxdy Vie - pan(y.x) ax

—&—% /dxdydz V(z —y)an,:(z,y) axayayax.
(4.7)

Therefore, focusing on the following term,

A:=R; (2 [VN, dl"(wN,t)} — (/ dxdy [VN,a;a;}aN’t(y,x) — h.c.)) Ry,
(4.8)
by Egs. (4.6), (4.7), we have:

2 * * * * * *
A= N /dxdy V(z —y)R; /dz (wN’t(z,y)azaxayax —an,(z, y)axayazax)Rt

]1[ dxdy V(z — y) R} (aN,t(y, X)a;a;)Rt —h.c. (4.9)
Let us denote by Ay and A4 the quadratic and the quartic terms in Eq. (4.9),
1
AQ == dXdyV(LU - )aN,t(Y7 )R:ax th

N
Ay = — /dxdy V(z—1y)

x R} /dz WN (2, y)azaxayax — an (2, y)agaya ax)Rt —h.c. (4.10)
Consider A4. We rewrite it as:
Ay = %/dxdy V(e — y)Rz‘a;/dz < —wn,t(z,y)a, +5N,t(z,y)az>ayaxRt — h.c.
= %/dxdy V(z —y)R;axR: - /dz [— wNyt(z,y)(a*(ut,z) + a(@nz))
+an,i(z,y)(a(ue,z) + a* (m,z))} RlayaxR: — h.c.

Performing the z integration we obtain:

[ 2] = owita.) (") + al00)) + @va(a,3) (alua) +0* (00 |
/dz/dr —u(r,z)wn 1 (2,y) + Te(r, z)anN (2, Y))
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+ ar( — v (r,z)wn(z,y) + U (r, z)an (2, y))}

= /dl‘ (a: (ftaN,t - Uth,t) (r,y) + ar (ﬂtaN,t - Uth,t) (r, Y)>
= —a(Tty). (4.11)
To prove the last identity we used that:

__ 7 « T _ T _ T Ty =0
LN+ — UtWN,¢ = DpV; Ut — UpVy Vg = Ty Up + Upty V¢ = Ut (vy up + ug vg) = 0,

(4.12)

where: the first step follows from the representation of wx ; and oy in terms
of u and vy, Eq. (2.23); the second step follows from the second property in the
second line of (2.16); and the third step follows from the second property in the
first line of (2.16), after taking a complex conjugate. Equation (4.12) proves
the vanishing of the creation contribution to the right-hand side of (4.11). To
obtain the last identity in (4.11), we used:

— =T *
UtO[NJg — vth,t = ’LLt’Ut U — ’Ut’l)t V¢
* * * *
= —vguiur — v vy = —or(ujus + Vv = —vy.
(4.13)

The first step follows from the representation of wy; and ay; in terms of u;

and v;; the second step follows from the second property in the second equation

n (2.16), after taking a complex conjugate; the last step follows from the first

property in the first equation of (2.16). This concludes the check of (4.11).
Let us now go back to Ay in (4.11). Using (4.11), we have:

2
Ay = N /dxdy V(z — y)R{ayRia(ty y )Ry ayax Ry — h.c.
2

N dxdy V(z — y)(a” (utx) + a(Tyx))
X a(Upy)(a(usy) +a*(Tey))(a(ux) + a* (T x)) — hoc., (4.14)

and expanding the products:

A= —% /dxdy Ve —vy) [a* (utx)a(Tyy)a™ (Tyy)a™ (T x)

a” (utx)a(Vry)a™ (Vry)a(ux) + a” (ur x)a(Vry )aluty)a(ut x)
“(uex)a(Vey)a(usy)a” (Uex) + a(Ox)a(Dry)a” (Vry)a” (Vr,x)

+ a(Ttx)a(Vr,y)a” (Ury)aut,x) + a(Or x)a(y)alur,y)a(ur x)
(@

)
+ a(By.x)a(Tey)a(uey)a* (m,x)] “he (4.15)

The second and the fifth term in the right-hand side of (4.15) are self-adjoint,
and hence cancel with minus the hermitian conjugate. The sum of the first
and the sixth term is also self-adjoint (each one is the adjoint of the other),
so they cancel as well when subtracting the hermitian conjugate. In order to
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proceed, we put the remaining terms in the right-hand side into normal order.
We get:

Ay = —% /dxdy Vi(z —y)|a™ (urx)a(vry)a(uey)a(ux)

+ a(urx)a” (Vr,x)a (Ve y)a(ury) + a* (urx)a(ry)oan (X, y)
= a(ugx)a(ury)wn, (X, y) + a(O;x)a(Vry)a(ury)a(u x)

- a*(ﬁt,x)a(Et,x)a(@t,y)a(ut,y) + a(ﬁt,x)a(ﬁt,y)aN,t(xa y)
— (T x)a(us,y)wn (X, y) + a(Ty)a(u y )wn i (X, x)} —hec  (4.16)

Using that V(z —y) = V(y — z), the second and the fourth term are self-
adjoint, and hence they cancel with minus their hermitian conjugates. Then,
we rewrite (4.16) as:

Ai= [ dxdy Vie = ) [0 (ea)al@eyaluy Jolues)
T aBax)a(TryJa(usy () — a* (F)a(T)a@y)aluy)
~2 [ dxdy (@ (1) + a(F1,0) L (k3 )a(T1)
+2/dxdya(@yx)Xt(x,y)a(utyy)

-2 / dy a(Tsy)(pe * V) (y)a(usy) — h.c. (4.17)

We claim that the quadratic terms appearing in (4.17) cancel out with A5 and
with the quadratic terms in Eq. (4.5). Consider the quadratic terms in Eq.
(4.5), minus the kinetic term. The sum of these terms, plus the term Ay in Eq.
(4.10), gives:

~R; (dF(Ct) + /dxdy a;“(a;Dt(x;y)> R; — h.c. (4.18)
where the operators C; and D, are:
C, = [Pt *V — Xy, WN,t] + Hta}‘v,t — a1

D, = (Pt *V — Xt)OéN,t +ang (Pt *V — Yt) —1Lon,: — wn,dly;
(4.19)

these operators take into account the interaction part of the equations (2.29),
after subtracting the linear term in vy, (thanks to As). Let us now plug these
expressions in (4.18). Consider the contribution to (4.18) due to p; * V. We
have:

87 ([ axdy ax (o V)0 = (0 V)(3) o)y

—|—/dxdy ai((pt x V) (x) + (ps * V)(y))aN’t(x; y)a;)Rt —h.c.
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— 2ty ([ axdy a3 o+ V)G0n a(xiy)ay
+ / dxdy a(pr + V) (X)an,i(x;y)ay ) B — hc. (4.20)
Acting with the Bogoliubov transformation, we get:
(4:20) = -2 [ dxdy (@ (urx) + (51 o1+ V()
xwn (i y) (aluey) +a* (Tey))
=2 [ dxdy (@ (w120 + () o1+ V) )
xa o y) (@ (ury) + alFry)) — hec,
= -2 [ dx (0" (u0x) + a(F1)) 01 4 V()
X (a((wwy)x) + a* (0:@7)x))
42 [ (@ (1) + ) 015 V) (3)
x (a* ((wr)x) + a((T17)x)) — hec. (4.21)
Using the relations (4.12), (4.13) we obtain:

(4.20) = —2 / dx (a* (uex) + a(Tex)) (pe V) (x)a* () — hec.

= 72/dx a” (urx)(pe * V)(x)a* (U x) — h.c. (4.22)

Consider now the terms in (4.19) corresponding to X;. Their contribution to
(4.18) is:

Ry (a0 (Xiwn) + [ dxdy ayay(Xean (x:y) R
—R; (dF(tht) - /dxdy ajal (o Xe)(x; y))Rt —h.c.

— 2R} (dF(tht) n / dxdy a%al, (X,o)(x; y))Rt ~he,
(4.23)

where we used the antisymmetry of ay ;. We have:
2R} (dl"(tht) + /dxdy axay(Xiou)(x; y))Rt
=2 [ dxdy (a" () + a(002) (Yo (3 alur ) + " (B0)

+2/dxdy (0" (%) + a(Ve,x)) (Xean,) (x5 y) (@ (ue,y) + a(@ry))

I
+
S

2 / dedz (o () + a(T1x)) Xe (36 2) (@l (uewr)2) + a* (1))
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—2/dxdy (a™(utx) + a(Te,x)) Xe(x;2)(a” ((uear)z) + a((Vedit)z).

(4.24)
Using the relations (4.12), (4.13), we get
2R} (dF(tht) + /dxdy axay (Xiap)(x; y))Rt —h.c.
=2 / dxdz (a* (ux) + a(Ty x)) X (x;2)a™ (U;,,) — h.c.
=2 / dxdz o™ (u x) X¢(x;2)a™ (Ty 5) — hec. (4.25)

Finally, consider the terms corresponding to II; in (4.19). Their contribution
to (4.18) is:

CRAD(T,a! — TRy + R / dxdy aja, (T3, + wIL) (x:y) B — he,
= 2R;dI'(Il,a )Ry + 2R} /dxdy ayal (Tw,) (x;y) Ry — hee., (4.26)
where we used the antisymmetry of ax; and of II,. We have:
2R} (dF(Htat) + / dxdy a%al, (TL@; ) (x; y))Rt —he.
=2 [ dxdy (@ () + a(oe) (i) i) aluny) + " (01,9))
+2/dxdy (a" (ut.x) + a(Ue.x)) (@) (x; ) (a” (ury) + a(Tty))

=-2 / dxdz (a” (u,x) + a(0ex )i (x;2) (a((urar)z) + a* ((Viai)z))

(4.27)

Using again the relations (4.12), (4.13), we get:
2R} (dF(Htat) + / dxdy a%a, (T@,) (x; y))Rt ~hec.
=2 / dxdz (a™ (urx) + a(Ux)) i (x;2)a(Ty 5) — h.c. (4.28)
Putting together (4.22), (4.25), (4.28), we obtained:
—R; (dI‘(Ct) + /dxdy sty Dy (x5 y))Rt —h.c
= —2/dx a* (uex)(pe * V) (x)a™ (Uex) + Z/dxdz a” (urx) Xe(x;2)a™ (U )

—|—2/dxdz (0 (ugx) + a(Ux)) I (x; 2)a(vy 5) — h.c. (4.29)
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Thus, as claimed, we found that the sum of the quadratic terms in (4.17) and
in (4.29) is vanishing. This implies:

ie% (LIN(t; 0)*NUy (¢; 0))

1
——= / dxdy V(z — y)Uy (t;0)"
{a* (ue x)a(Vry)aluy)a(uex) + a(Vrx)a(Ory)a(usy )a(urx)
—a*(ﬁt’x)a(ﬁt,x)a(ﬂt,y)a(ut,y)}Z/{N(t; 0) — h.c. (4.30)
The final statement, Eq. (4.2), follows from the identity:

ia% (uN(t; 0)* (N + 1)*udy (t; 0))

Un (£0)" (N + 1)7 " Uy (;0)

Il

Il
_

J

d .
% Un (t;0)* [ia% (uN(t; 0)* Ny (t; 0))]uN(t; 0)* (N + 1)*=92d (£ 0).
(4.31)
This concludes the proof of Proposition 4.1. O

4.2. Propagation of the Semiclassical Structure

In order to bound the growth of fluctuations, we will make crucial use of the
propagation of the semiclassical structure of Assumption 3.1 along the flow of
the HFB equation.

Proposition 4.3 (Propagation of the semiclassical structure). Under the same
assumptions on 'V as in Theorem 3.3, the following is true. Let (wn ¢, ant)
be the solution of the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov equation (2.29). Then, for all
timest > 0:

1 ip-& 1
sup e wma]ll s + eV wne] s + Fz eV owa] I g
1 ipd
< (s 7l on] s + 169 L s
1 ot 1
+N75H [V, an]ll s+ jtle e N€||04NHHS)€CM~ (4.32)
Furthermore,
lwn el s < lwnller lan,ellas < e E || gs. (4.33)

Remark 4.4 In particular, under the Assumption 3.1, the bound (4.32) allows
to propagate the estimates (3.2), (3.3) for all times:

e wona] s < CeINS, || [6V,wna] s < CeTING,

1
sup
p 1+ \p|

[V, ane] || yg < Ce“MIN. (4.34)
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Proof The proof is based on an extension of [11] from the Hartree-Fock equa-
tion to the Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov equation. To begin, let us prove the in-
variance of the trace-norm of wy ;. Since 0 < wy < 1, we have:

lwnellfis < trow:. (4.35)
Then, from (2.29):
iedtrwn, = tr(Ihady,, — an JI}) (4.36)
where we used that the trace of the commutator is zero. Next, we rewrite:

triliay, = /dXdyHt(X§Y)04*N,t(Y§X)
(4.37)

1
_ —N/dxdyV(l‘ —y)lan(x;y)?

thanks to the antisymmetry of ay¢. Being the right-hand side of Eq. (4.36)
equal to the imaginary part of trIl;a} ,, and since the right-hand side of (4.37)
is real, we immediately conclude that trwy ; is constant in time. This proves
the first inequality in (4.33).

Next, let us prove the propagation of the commutator estimates. Let us
start by computing, using the HFB equation for wy ;:

P wn] = [P, [hup(t),wn]] + [€7F ak,, — oy I

[hHF e wne]] + [wae, [har(t), e 7]
+ [ HtaNt an ;]
= [hmr (1), 7%, wne]] = [wn e [€2A, €77
— [WN,t, [Xt,eip'iﬂ + [eip'i,Htoz}‘\Lt — antHﬂ, (4.38)

where in the second step we used the Jacobi identity, and in the third step
we used that the direct term p; * V' commutes with e'”*. Consider the term
involving the commutator with the Laplacian. Noticing that:

[EZA, ei”'i] =ieV-epeP? 4 P igp. eV, (4.39)

1e—

e

we obtain:
[WN,h [EQA, eip'i]] = [wN’t,iEV] cepeP? 4 eV - ep [wN,t, eip‘i']
P [wN’t,iEV] + [wN,t,ei”'ﬂ ep-ieV.
(4.40)

+eéepe

The terms involving the gradient operator outside of the commutator, which
are unbounded, can be reabsorbed thanks to a suitable unitary conjugation,
together with the first term in the right-hand side of the last line of (4.38).
Consider the unitary groups U;(¢;s) and Us(t; s), generated by the following
differential equations:

1€0:U1(t,8) = A(H)U1(t, s), 1edeUa2(t,s) = B(t)U2(t,s), Ui(s;s) =Ua(s;s) =1
(4.41)
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where:
A(t) = hup(t) +i€®V - p,  B(t) = hup(t) — ie?V - p. (4.42)
We then get:
ie < (U7 (1,0) [, o, Ua(1,0))
= U (00)( = A ] + [ on LB + iy 77 . Ul
= U10,0)(— fowasie¥] - epe™? — epe™ [ sieV] — [, [Xere ™)

e Mk, - aN,tH;‘])UQ (t,0). (4.43)

Integrating in time this identity, and using ||U7 (¢, 0) [e*, wy ;| Ua(t, 0)||us =
[[e7®, wn,¢]|lus, we find:

t
el < e omolllys + 2ol | s (=7 w]

1 [t ip-&
+g/ ds || [wn,s, [Xs, €] || iis
0

t
% / ds || [e™* Mooy s — an T || 4o (4.44)
0

Next, it is useful to rewrite the direct term V * pg, the exchange term X, and
the term II, as, for x = (%, ), acting as (xf)(z,0) = (z,0) f(z,0):

. 1 P N ig-
V <p)®) = [ daV@)pula.0)e
1 ~ AN o
X, = N /dq V(g wy e (4.45)
1 ~ AN BN
II, = N/dq V(Q)elq.maN,seizq.xv
where ps(¢q,0) = [dze'®wy s(z,0;2,0). Using these representations, and
recalling that |lwns|| < 1, [Jans]| < 1 (as a consequence of (2.25) and of

unitarity of the HFB dynamics), one can bound the third and the fourth
terms in the right-hand side of Eq. (4.44) as:

- 2 . -
|[wn,s [Xsr €P%]] || gg < N /dq|V(q)||| [, wn.s] s

Clirips

< C e ol e

- 4 5
[P Msaky = an ] || g < N /dqW(q)mO‘NﬁHHS

C

< axalhs (16)
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where we used the assumptions (3.4) on the potential. Therefore, plugging
these bounds in (4.44) we obtain:

t
e ol < e omolllys + € [ ds (17wl

1 iped 1
+ ]\TEH[GP 7WN73]HHS+ FE‘|QN,S||HS)- (4.47)

Consider now the commutator with the gradient in Eq. (4.47). We compute:

is% [EV,wN,t] = [EV, [th(t),wN}t] + iy, — ozN,th*]
= [hur(t), [eV,wn]] + [wne, [hur(t),eV]]
+[eV, My, — a7 |
= [hur(t), [eV,wni]] + [wne, [V % pr,eV]] = [wne, [Xe,eV]]
+[eV, ey — anydl}] (4.48)

In order to get rid of the first term, we conjugate the commutator with the
unitary group Us(t; s), generated by the differential equation:

iEatUg(t, S) = hHF(t)Ug(t, S), Ug(s; S) =1. (449)
Then:
d (o,
i (zU3 (£,0)[eV, wi.] Us (t, 0))
= Ug‘(t,O)([wN_,t, [V % pt,5V]] — [WN,ta [Xt,EVH
+ [eV, Lk, — an, ;] ) Us(t,0). (4.50)

Integrating in time, and using the invariance of the Hilbert-Schmidt norm
under unitary conjugations, we obtain:

H [EV,WNJ] HHS

1 t
<evonlllns + 5 | dsllfomes [V pene ] g

1 [t 1t
+ Z / ds H [wN,S, [XS,EV]] HHS + z / ds H [EV,HSQ}FV’S — aN,SHﬂ
0 0

HS®
(4.51)

Consider the second term in Eq. (4.51). We have:

oo 1V 20,9 s = ell oo TV % 200 s

> / dp |V ()15 (0, ) 151 [ 0]

<: (/ dq |V (a)|(1 + |q|>2) sup

1 in-@
1+‘p|||[ep 7“}N7S]HHS’

(4.52)



S. Marcantoni et al. Ann. Henri Poincaré

where we used Eq. (4.45) and
s (p, 0 Z/d:cwm z,053,0) = 1. (4.53)

Consider now the third term in Eq. (4.51). We have, thanks to the represen-
tation (4.45):

1 . iq-d g
w (Xere s < 57 [ da 1V @I oo [0, 9]
. o -
< N/dqIV(Q)\He“I'm[wzv’saﬁv]e*”'mHHs

< %/quV(q)\|}[5v,wN7s]||HS, (4.54)

where we used that e~"¥Vei?¥ = V¥ + iq in the second line. Next, consider
the last term in Eq. (4.51). In order to estimate it, we shall use the following
identity:
iq-T —iq-T ¥ iq-T . * —iq-Z
eV, e P ay e aN’S] — [eV, a7 aye ]
=" "ay e eV, ay ] + [V, e an e T ay
iq-T ¥ —iq-Z iq-T  * —iq-T
—ans[eV, e Tay e ] — [eV,an e Fay e
=e'Taps e_’q'x[ev ] + €T eV, an e oy,

—iq-& iq-T

— [EV, ozN,s] e’ "aN)Se_iq'j.

—ap,s€" [EV aNS}e
(4.55)

Plugging this identity into the expression for the last term in Eq. (4.51), we
get:

4 N
[eV. Mok, = an,oTT] ||y < /dq V(|| [eV.ans] ||y (4.56)

Using the bounds (4.52), (4.54), (4.56) to estimate the right-hand side of (4.51),
we find:

19w e] s < 11V 0] g
t
1 ip-T
w0 [ s (s e on g

eV wm o) s + =6V 0] HHS> s

In order to close the Gronwall argument, we need to estimate the time deriv-
ative of the commutator of ay s with the gradient. We compute:

d
is& [eV,an,] = [eV, hur(t)an, + ay chur () + (1 — @) — Wi, 114
= hup(t)[eV,an] + [eV, hur(t)] o

+ an[eV, hur(t)] + [V, an | har(t)
+ 11 [eV, 1 —Wny| + [eV,IL] (1 — @Wxy)
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—wn [V, L] — [V, wn 1L, (4.58)

The first and the fourth term can be reabsorbed thanks to a unitary con-
jugation of the commutator with Us(¢;0), recall the definition (4.49). Notice
that this time the relative sign between these terms is plus, and that the
fourth term comes with a complex conjugate. For this reason, we shall con-
sider U3 (t;0)[eV, an | Us(t; 0), with Us(t;0) := CUs(¢;0)C and C the complex
conjugation operator. We then have:

ia% (U3 (1:0) [V . x| U (1:0)
= Ug (t; 0) ( — hHF(t) [Ev, OéNﬂg] — [EV, aN,t] hHF(t)
5% eV, an,] )@(t; 0), (4.59)

and the first two terms cancel the first and the fourth term in Eq. (4.58). Thus,
integrating in time and using the invariance of the trace norm under unitary
conjugation, we get:

+1

R [ ) AL Y ) o

1 E—
2 [ as a9 e )]
€Jo

—l—NlE/quf/(q)l/O ds (|[es0m,0] s + | [V anis] gs) -

(4.60)
Consider the second term. We have:
19 e ()l s < 1700 = Viawallys + 9, Xl s
(4.61)
the first term is bounded as, setting js(p) = 3>, js(p, 0):
9.+ Vian.cllus < 1o = TV)locan.c
: [ aplp. NV G an.. s
< Cel|lan,s|| yo» (4.62)

while the second term is bounded as:

1 N N A
[[eV, Xo]an,s || yg < N/CMW(Q)\H[€V,e’q'“”wN,se_Zq'“”]aN,SHHs
< b [V @le 2]

%/dq V@IV 0n.0] s (4.63)
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where in the second step we used that ||an || < 1. Therefore, plugging the
bounds (4.62), (4.63) in the right-hand side of (4.61):

C
9. e (@ancs s < Cellanallys + 7.l s (@60
and the same estimate holds true for the third term in Eq. (4.60). Thus,

1=V, anellns < eV an]llus

t C
+C [ s (flancslhas + 3= 1=Vl

+ N%H [V, an o] s )- (4.65)
Putting together Egs. (4.47), (4.57), (4.65), we have:
s4p o 167l + 169w s + 1690w
< sup 7% ] s+ 6V m] s + 52170 s
0 [ s (-llanclys + 9 m]
w2l e onal s + |V o) (466)

To conclude, let us consider ||an ¢||ns. We have:

do, — . _
ie = U; (t:0)an, U (£:0) = Uj (t:0) (Ht(l — TN — wNyth)Ug(t; 0).
(4.67)
Using the invariance of the norm under unitary conjugation:
1 t
lanllus < llan|lus + E/ ds (|| (1 = ©8) ||y + Jone e || g)
0
2 t
< [lon|us + g/ ds ||1Ls|ms- (4.68)
0
From the representation (4.45), we get:
1 ~ o N
I s = || 5 / V@) ay,e |
1 .
< [ @ IVOla.]as
C
< NHOZN,SHHS (4.69)

Plugging this estimate in (4.68), we get:

C t
Jowallas < o lhas + = [ ds .l (4.70)
€Jo
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by Gronwall’s lemma,

Ct
low ellms < %= o], (4.71)

which proves the last inequality in (4.33). Coming back to (4.66), we obtained:

by j‘p|rr[eip<f,wN,t}rrHs+H[ev,w,t]uwNfsmev,amum
< sup 1 ] 6% o] s + 1 [6V-m]
+N—||[€V,QN]||HS+H|€% lloww s
+c/0 s ([, wn.0] s +5 p1+\ e won ] s
+ 3zl 670 ) (@)

By Gronwall’s lemma:

1
el eV ane] [l

H [} s + 9ol s + 7

sp
1+ [p]|

< (s

ew.i’wN} HHS + H [EVMN} HHS

1 gt L el
]\TH[ eV, a ]HHS + [t]e N€||aN||HS)6 . (4.73)
which proves (4.32). This concludes the proof of Proposition 4.3. O

4.3. The Auxiliary Dynamics

In this section we shall introduce a new dynamics, called the auxiliary dy-
namics and denoted by Uy (¢;s), on which we will be able to control powers
of the number operator via a Gronwall-type inequality. Later, we will prove
that Uy (t;s) and Uy (t;s) are close, in a strong sense. In order to define the
auxiliary dynamics, let us denote by Ly (t) the generator of the fluctuation
dynamics Uy (¢; s):

1edn (t;s) = Ly ()UN(L; 8), Un(s;s) = 1. (4.74)

The generator Ly (t) could be explicitly computed (proceeding as in [6]), but
this will not be needed in the present setting. Let us define the self-adjoint
operator:

EN(t) =Ln(t) — %Re/dxdy Viz—vy) (a*(utvx)a(@,y)a(umy)a(utvx)

+ a*(ut,y)a*(ﬁt,y)a*(@’x)a(@’x)). (4.75)

We define the auxiliary dynamics as the solution of the following differential
equation:

iedUy (t;s) = Ly (OUN(Es),  Un(s;s) = 1. (4.76)
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Comparing with Eq. (4.2), we have:

41

ie (T (1:0)6. (W + 1) hn (1:0))¢ ) = ey

7 Im/dxdy Viz—vy)

x (U (8 0)¢, (N + 1)j*1a(at,x)a(m,y)a(ut,y)a(ut,x)(N+ 1)* I (15 0)€ ).
(4.77)

The next proposition allows to bound all powers of the number operator on
the auxiliary dynamics.

Proposition 4.5 (Bound on the growth of fluctuations on the auxiliary dynam-
ics). Under the same assumptions as Theorem 3.3, the following is true. There
exists constants C,c > 0 independent of N such that, for all k € N, t € R,
EeF:

(Un (1;0)&, (N + 1)Uy (t;0)&) < Cexp(kexp(clt])) (€, (N + 1)Fe).
(4.78)

Proof Let us define:
1
I, = ~ /dxdy V(z—y)

x (U (1006, (N + 1Y~ a(r)a(@ey Jaluey Jalun) (N + D lx (10)€).

(4.79)
It is convenient to introduce the notation:
By = /dy e*i”'ya(m,y)a(utﬁy)
= /drldrg Qp, Oy, (vte_ip'iuf) (ri;r2). (4.80)

The operator ve” P %y} can be conveniently expressed in terms of wy,; and
oy via the following key rewriting:

vee” Pyl = vyfwp, e Pl + T e” P Eu — ve” Pl (4.81)

this identity can be checked opening the commutator in the right-hand side,
and using the properties (4.12), (4.13). In particular, using that |lu|| < 1,
|lv¢]] < 1, we obtain the following estimate:

zpz *

|vee™ < [wes %) || gy + 2llcellms

< CeMINV3(1 4 [p)), (4.82)

s

where the last step follows from Proposition 4.3, combined with Assumption
3.1. Thus, by Lemma 2.1 we have:

By p&ll < CeflINY3(1 4+ |p)) NV
||B£k,p€H < CeC|t\Nl/3(1 + |p|)H(N+ 1)1/2£H Ve e F. (4.83)
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Let us estimate Iy, ; in Eq. (4.79). Inserting 1 = (N 45)%/2F1=1 (N 5)~k/2=1+7
and using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality together with the fact that [By ,, N] =
2By, we get:

sl < 5 [ do V]| 8)/ 173+ 1y 2 (0|

x H(/\/ 4 5)R2-1H B, B, (N + 1)’“_jﬁN(t;O)§H

< %/dPIV(p)IH(NJr 1)’“/2L7N(t;0)§HHBt,th’,p(N+ 1)’“/2‘1%(15;0)5‘ .

(4.84)
Using twice the estimate (4.83), we have:
|Buo By 4+ 1)/ (1 0)¢ |
< Celt Ne(1 + |p|)2H(N + )R 20 (1 o)g) , (4.85)

where in the last step we used the bound (4.82). Thus, we obtained:
il < Cele [ dp|V(I(1+ o Ch(50)6, V + 1)1l (5009

< KeMle(Uy (£0)€, (N + 1)U (t; 0)€). (4.86)
In conclusion, thanks to the identity (4.77):

i€i<aN(t; 0)&, (N + )Ftn (t; 0)@’

dt
< Cketle Uy (£0)¢, (N + 1)Uy (£;0)). (4.87)
The final claim, Eq. (4.78), follows from the application of Gronwall’s lemma.
O

We now prove that the fluctuation dynamics and the auxiliary dynamics
are close in norm.

Proposition 4.6 (Norm approximation for the fluctuation dynamics). Under
the same assumptions as Theorem 3.3, the following holds. For all £ € F and
for all times t € R:

U (£:0) = Un (5 0)€]| < ON Y3 exp(dexp(elt)) [V +1)¥%¢]|.  (4.88)

Proof The argument is similar to the proof of Proposition 4.5 in [6]. By uni-
tarity:

@ (£ 0) — Un (£;0))E]| = [|(1 = Un (£;0) Un (¢ 0))€]|, (4.89)
where:

1 — Un (£;0) Un (t;0)
t ~
= —/ ds OsUn (5;0)" Un (s;0)
0

- g/t dsUn (s;0)" (=L (s) + L (s)Un (s;0)
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62;7 dsUn(s;0)" <Re/dxdy V(z—vy) (a*(us’x)a(m,y)a(us,y)a(us,x)
+a (us,y)a*(@,y)a*(vs,x)a(vs,x)))aN(s;o), (4.90)

where the last step follows from Eq. (4.75). Plugging this identity in (4.89) we
obtain:

(U (£50) = Un (£ 0))¢]
= 57\7/0 dSH Re/dxdy V(z —y)(a* (usx)a(Ts,y)a(us y)alus x)

+a* (ugy)a* (@,y)a*(m,x)a(m,x)))ﬁlv(s; O)gH. (4.91)

Consider the contribution due to the operator a*(usx)a(Tsy)a(usy)a(usx);
the other term is estimated in a similar way. We have:

- giN /Ot ds H /dxdy Vi — y) (a" (s ) a(Ts .y )a(us y (s x JUn (5; 0)§H

1 t . o ~
< 7/ ds/dp\V(p)|"dlﬂ(useﬂp'mu:)B&puN(s;O) (4.92)
eN Jy

recall the notation (4.80). By Lemma 2.1, using that |use”®%u?|| < 1, we
obtain:

I< ;v/ot ds/dp|V(p)|HNBs,pL7N(8;0)£H

< ;\f/Otds/dp|V(p)|HBS,pNZ/~{N(5;O)§H

Cleclt!

= N1/3

/Ot ds (N + 1)Uy (5;0)¢] (4.93)

where the last step follows from the bound (4.83). Thus, using Proposition 4.5
we find:

Keelt
= N61/3 / ds exp(3 exp(c|s|) (N + 1)*%¢|
K
< ~is exp(dexp(clt)) [V + 1)%%¢]]. (4.94)

The other term contributing to the right-hand side of (4.91) can be estimated
in the same way. This concludes the proof of Proposition 4.6. 0

4.4. Bound on the Growth of Fluctuations

We shall now use Proposition 4.5, 4.6, to estimate the growth of fluctuations

on the fluctuation dynamics Uy (¢; s). The next proposition is the main result
of Sect. 4.

Proposition 4.7 (Bounds for the growth of fluctuations). Under the same as-
sumptions as Theorem 3.3 the following holds true. For all k € N there ezists
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d(k) > 0 such that, for all € F, t € R:

(Un(0)€, (N + 1Dty (£0)€) < exp(d(k) exp(c|t]) (€, (N + 1)*H)g),
(4.95)

with a(k) = (13/2)k for k even and a(k) = (13/2)k + 3/2 for k odd.

Proof Without loss of generality we suppose that & > 0, otherwise the state-
ment is trivial. The proof follows the argument of Sect. 4.3 of [6]. We claim
that for every k,n € N there exists ¢(k) > 0 such that, for all £ € F:

(Un(t; )€, (N + 1) Un (t; 5)€)
< NEZ @3 2Vl oxp(9(n + 1)e(k) exp(c]t — s|))(€, (N + 1)>FF37¢),
(4.96)

with (-)4+ the positive part. The claim (4.95) follows after choosing the smallest
n for which (k — (2/3)n); = 0, that is n = (3/2)k if k is even, or n =
(3/2)(k +1/3) if k is odd.
We are left with proving (4.96). The proof is by induction. Without loss
of generality, we can suppose that k — (2/3)n > —1/3. Let us check Eq. (4.96)
for n = 0. To begin, we claim that:
RN*R; < CM(N + N)*. (4.97)
Let us prove this inequality. We have, by Eq. (4.3):
k
Rt/\/'ka = (N —2dl(wn,e) + N + /dxdy (a;a;aN’t(y,x) + axayan (X, y)) )
(4798)
k
= (N+A0+A2+.A—2+N> ,
where Ay = —2dl(wn ), A2 = [ dxdyalal Yo (¥, x) and A_5 = Aj. Observe
that:
NAg= AN, NAy=As(N+2), NA_3=A N —-2). (4.99)
Also, thanks to Lemma 2.1:
lAkell < BNY2|(NV + )20, k=0,2,-2. (4.100)
Now, let us consider the terms proportional to N7N*, with j + ¢ < k, in the
right-hand side of (4.98). Using (4.99), the general such term has the form:
NIA; - Ai (N +0)f (4.101)
for a suitable constant c¢. Recalling (4.99), we know that —2k < ¢ < 2k. Then,

we estimate:

NG, A A (N +0)'0)|

- ‘Nj<(N+ k)T Aiy e Ay (N + Ak a)* gt (N+ c)%>(

<o+ a4

A -

q

<B’“NJ;H(N+4I€ 3 SOHH(NJF%H) (N+2k)**(/\/+2k)%H

)

k— ]+£

o (4.102)
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i+ j+e

In the first identity, we inserted 1 = (N +4k)“ 3 (N 4 4k)~ "5 before A;,
and we moved the second operator after A;,_._,; in doing so, using (4.99) we
pick up an additive constant ¢, —2k < ¢ < 2k. Then, the second inequality
follows from repeated use of (4.100), and moving all the number operators to
the right. Therefore, we have:

itk—2 k—

(Rip N¥Ryp) < CF 37 NE57(p, (W + 4k) )
0<j,6<k (4.103)
< C*p, (N + N + 4k)Fo),
where we used that, for positive and commuting operators A, B, and for all
a,b>0, A°B® < (A + B)***. Equation (4.103) implies (4.97) after a redefini-
tion of the overall constant.
Therefore,
(Un(t:9)E (N + DfUn (t:5)6) < CH(RE (N + N)PR,€)
< (g, (N +2N)*¢)
where the first inequality follows from (4.97) and from the fact that the Hamil-
tonian commutes with the number operator, while the second is proved simi-
larly to (4.97). This establishes (4.96) for n = 0.
Suppose now that (4.96) holds for n > 0, and let us prove it for n replaced
by n + 1, assuming that k — (2/3)(n + 1) > —1/3. We start by writing:

Un (t;8)€, (N + 1)Uy (t; 5)E)
_ H(N+ 1)k/2uN(t;s)gH2

(4.104)

< ([ + 0272t e )¢ | + |V + 1042 () — s))gH)2
< 2(Un (t;9)E, (N + 1) Un (5 9)€)
(Ui (t:5) = Un (89))8 (N + D Un (t5) = Un (t:5)))
=1+1L (4.105)
The term I is estimated using Proposition 4.5:
1 < Clexp(k exp(clt])) (€, (N + 1)F€). (4.106)
To control the term II, we use that, setting ALy (t) = Ly (t) — Ly (t):
t
Un (t: ) — U (t: 5) = % / ds' Un (£ )ALy ()l (' 5). (4.107)

S

Plugging this identity in the expression for II, we have:
9 t t -
II = 5—2/5 ds'/s ds" ({Un (t; YALN (8 UN (85 5)E,

(N + D) Uy (t: 8"V ALN (s VUn (5”5 5)E), (4.108)

which we estimate as, by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:

4|t — ¢ ~
1 < L2 [ )L (i (' 00
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(N + DFUn (t: 8 )AL N (U (5 5)E). (4.109)
Now, by the inductive assumption (4.96), we have:
(Un (t; ) ALN (S VUN ('3 5)E, (N + 1) Un (t8) ALN (s U (55 8)6)
< NF=@/3m)4 20+ Deltl o3 (2(n 4 1)e(k) exp(e|t — s']))
X AALN(SWUN (55 8)E, (N + DAL (S UN (5 8)E).  (4.110)
In order to proceed, we rewrite the difference of the generators as ALy (s") =
An(s") + AN ('), with
An(s) = [ dxdy Vi =)@ (o ma(Eay ol a(u.x)

+ a*(Es/’x)a(m/7x)a(@s/7y)a(us/7y)).
By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and using that N Ay (s') = An(s')(N —2),
NAY(s") = Ay (s)(N +2):

(ALN(SUN(S'39)E, (N + DZFFALN (N UN (83 5)E)

(4.111)

<cfjw+ 1)’f+%AN(S')zIN(s’;s)gH2
+CH (N +1) k3 4% (s’)Zj{N s's 5“2
< KHAN YN + 1)+ 5 Uy (s 5 gH

+K’

A (8)N + DF By (s s gH (4.112)
Both terms can be estimated as in the proof of Proposition 4.6. We find:
(ALN(UN (53 9)E N + 1) ALY (U (55 9)8)

Ce2els'l 3(nt1) o~

S N ‘(N"*‘ D U (5 s fH (4.113)
Ce2c|s’| 3(nt1) |12

< Sz exp(e(k) exp(els’ — )|V + 1) g

for a k-dependent constant ¢(k) (recall the condition k—(2/3)(n+1) > —1/3).
The last step follows from the control of the growth of powers of the number
operator on the auxiliary dynamics, Proposition 4.5.

Plugging this estimate in (4.110), and recalling (4.109), we obtain:

11| < Ot — s|NF= @3 N=2/32n+Deltl oy (2(n + 1) 4 1)e(k) exp(c|t — s]))
X H(./\/Jr kT
< CJt — s|NF= @B+ 2+ 2)eltl o n(2(n + 1) + 1)e(k) exp(clt — s]))
x [ e (4.114)
Putting together (4.106) and (4.114) we obtain, possibly for a larger c(k):
(Un (8 9)€, (N + 1)U (t; 9))

3(n+41) 2
e
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< NE=@/3)+1))+ 2(n42)cltl oxpy (2(n, + 2)e(k) exp(c]t — s|))

. 2
><H(N+ 1)+ 2“’5‘ : (4.115)

which reproduces (4.96) with n replaced by n + 1. This concludes the proof of
Proposition 4.7. O

5. Proof of the Main Result

We are now ready to prove our main result, Theorem 3.3. We start by writing,
by unitarity of Ry, for j < k:

(r, 0l - a5 n) = (R, Rialh Re - R a3, R Riwn)
= <I/{N (t§ 0)57 (aul (ut,xl) + aul (ﬁt,xl )*) e (aﬁZj (ut,xzj) + ahj (ﬂt7x2j )*)UN (t; O)£>
(5.1)
We then expand the products, and we put the result into normal order, using
the canonical anticommutation relations. We call “Wick contraction” any non-
trivial anticommutator appearing in this process. In doing this, we produce a
constant term, given by:

(Q, Ria% R, - - R} R,Q) (5.2)
which is equal to the first term in the right-hand side of (3.6). We are left

with estimating the remainder, Eg;_’;"ﬁz" (x1,...,X2;), which is associated to a

sum of normal-ordered monomials in the fermionic creation and annihilation
operators, each multiplying an integral kernel produced by ¢ contractions, with
0 < /¢ < j—1. The general term contributing to the remainder is bounded as:

(H aN,t(xn;xﬁ(n)ﬂ) <H |wN,t(Xr§X7r(r))|>

neA reB
X | (Un (8 0)€, @™ () -+ aFraim2e (2 YUy (£0)8)] (5.3)
where: A, B are disjoint subsets of (1,2,...,27) such that |A|+|B| =¢; 7 is a
permutation of (1,...,25) such that
Anm(A)=Bnn(B)=Ann(B)=Bnn(A) =0 (5.4)
the labels r1,...,72;_2¢ are the labels of the operators that are not touched
by the pairings, that is:
(Aum(A)UBUT(B))U(r1,...,1r25-20) = (1,2,...,25)
(AUum(A)UBUn(B)) N (r1,...,72j-20) = 0;

the operators " are such that ||n"|| < 1 (they are either u; or 7;). Let us now
estimate the Hilbert-Schmidt norm of the generic contribution. We have:

/dx1 ... dXg; ( H |04N,t(Xn;Xﬂ(n))|2) ( H ‘WN,t(XT;-/Ew(r))lZ)

neA reB
T roj T2j—2¢ 2
X | (Un (80)€, af () -+ - @Praa=ae (322 YU (£ 0)€)]

(5.5)
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2| A 2|B
= llanllag lwn |5z

X /dzl e dz?j72€|<uN(t; 0)¢, atn (Ngs) -+~ atrai—e (UZ; 2 JUN(150)€) |2'
(5.6)

Let us denote by m the number of creation operators in the scalar product,
0 <m < 2j — 2¢. Being the monomial normal ordered, we easily get:

/dzl . dej—2z| Un(t;0)E, a*n (Ngy) -+ aﬂm’”( 3” S ) UN (15 0)§>|
<IN 2UN (8 0)€] P [N~ 28U (£,0)€] . (5.7)

The right-hand side of (5.7) can be bounded thanks to Proposition 4.7. We
get:

1(5.6)] < llan,ellpts e llte €25 exp(d(f) exp(clt])). (5.8)
Since [Jwn ¢||l3s < N and [Jan.i||fs < CN?/3 we obtain:
1(5.6)] < N3MINIBICE, exp(d(j) exp(e]t])), (5.9)

and we recall that |A| + |B| = £ < j — 1. Let p be the absolute value of the
difference between the number of a’s and a*’s in the left-hand side of (5.1). If
p = 0, it is possible to have |A| = 0 and |B| = j — 1. Using that the number of
terms contributing to Eg;’i"’ﬂQj(xl, ...,X2;) is bounded by C7(2j)!, we easily
get:

|ES % |3 < CHINT exp(d(j) exp(clt]))  ifp=0.  (5.10)

Suppose now that p > 2. Then, |B| < j—p/2, and |A| < (j—1)—|B|. Summing
over the allowed |A| and |B|, we obtain:

|BSy ™ s < CUINT=2/3P/Oexp(d(j) exp(elt)))  ifp>2. (5.11)

Putting together (5.10) and (5.11), the final claim (3.7) follows. This concludes
the proof of Theorem 3.3. O
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A. Check of Assumption 3.1 for Quasi-Free States of the Torus

Here, we shall check the validity of Assumption 3.1 for translation-invariant
fermionic states on the torus T? of side length 27. We shall consider states
with N, particles with spin o € {1,]}, N = N; + N|. Let wy,an be the
one-particle density matrix and the pairing matrix of a pure quasi-free state.
Let wy(z,0;y,0"), an(x,0;y,0") be the integral kernels of wy, an. For given
x,y, we also define:

wn (#39) (WN(-Tv Ly, 1) wn(z, L5y, l)) ’
. _ CYN(CUaTy%T) aN($7T;y7 l)
an(wiy) = (ozzv(x, Ly, 1) an(z, sy, l)> ' (A1)
Translation invariance means that:
wn(z,05y,0") =wn(x+a,0;y +a,0) Ya € T3. (A.2)

Therefore, the density is constant:
No
2m)3’

po(x,0) =wn(z,052,0) = (A.3)

—

where the last identity follows from [, dzwy(z,0;2,0) = N,. We introduce
the Fourier symbol associated to wy(z,0;y,0) as:

oy (k,o) = / dze**uy(z,0;0,0), kez3. (A4)
’]I‘3
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It follows that 0 < Wy (k,0) < 1 and that »_, ;s On(k,0) = N,. In terms of
this object, the kinetic energy can be written in momentum space as:

—trefAwy = Y > Ekfon(k, o). (A.5)
o=T1,] keZ?

A simple example of a translation-invariant state is the free Fermi gas:
WG = 1(—22A < ), (A.6)

where p has to be thought of as a diagonal matrix in spin space, (uf)(z,0) =
to f(x,0). In this appendix we shall suppose that the Fermi ball is completely
filled:

No= > 1, (A7)
k:|k|<kS

for a suitable Fermi momentum k% ~ Ny 13 Without loss of generality, we

shall suppose that (k%)? lies halfway between the highest |k|? for k € B and
the smallest |k|? for k ¢ B

1
7
Given a general quasi-free state (wy, ay), its Hartree-Fock-Bogoliubov energy
is:

dist(o(—A), (kZ)?) = (A.8)

1
EJP\I,FB(wN, ay) = —tre?Awy + — [ dxdy Ve —y)pw(x)pw(y)

2N
— o [ dxdy Vie = p)(en sy = lav (v,
(A.9)
If the state is translation-invariant, the HFB functional can be written as:
0
ENFB(un, an) 2252“%‘\2601\1 (k,o) + ( )
— o [y Vi = ) (en ()~ lan(x:y)P).

(A.10)

Notice that the direct energy is constant, for all translation-invariant states
with N particles. As in the rest of the paper, we shall assume that the state
is pure,

lan |2 = wn (1 — wy). (A.11)
We shall be interested in the properties of quasi-free states which are energet-
ically close to the free Fermi gas.

Proposition A.1 (Bounds for ay) Let V' be bounded. Suppose that (wy,an) is
a pure, quasi-free and translation-invariant state, and that:

EHFB(wy, an) < ERFB(WEFG 0) + CN1/3, (A.12)
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Then, there exists C > 0 such that:
lanlhs < CN?2, [V, an]Es < CN?/2. (A.13)

Remark A.2 Observe that the second bound in (A.13) is actually stronger than
the corresponding bound assumed in Eq. (3.3).

Proof Let us start by proving the first of (A.13). By translation invariance and
boundedness of the potential:

NZ(O) —C|V|s-  (A.14)

ENTPwn,an) =D e lkPon (ko) +
k,o

The last term is a lower bound of the last line in (A.10). Consider the kinetic
energy. We rewrite it as:

> ElkPon (ko) = e |k[PONC (k, 0)

k,o k,o
+Y Sk (@n(k,0) — Rk, 0)),  (A.15)
k,o

where O\F (k, o) = x(k € B$) with B% the Fermi ball of an N,-particle state.
Since both states have the same number of particles with given spin,

> EllkPon (ko) = kPR (k, 0)
k,o k,o
+ ) (2R = o) (@n (k, 0) — GRFE (R, 0)).
k,o
(A.16)

Consider the last term in the right-hand side of Eq. (A.16). We rewrite it as:

DR = po)(on (ko) —ON S (ko)) = D (k] = po)(@n (ko) — 1)

k,o o,keEBE

+ Y R uo)on (ko)

o,k¢ B,

= > [k = pol(1 — on (K, o))

o,k€BY.
+ > K — polon (K, 0).
o,k¢Bf

(A.17)
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We bound below the right-hand side of (A.17) as:

Y (EE? = po)(@n (ko) — &N (K, 0))
k,o

> Y PR~ pol(1 - on (R, 0))
o,keBY,
kp—|k|=C

2 2 ~
+ > Ik — polon (ko)
o,k¢ By,
|k|—k%>C

>Ce Y, (1-an(k,o0)+Ce Y on(ko). (A.18)
o,k€BY, o,k¢BY.
kg —|k|>C |k|—kz>C

Since:
> (A-anlko) = Y (1-dn(ko)) - CN>/?

o,keBY o,keBYZ
k@ —|k|=C

= trw 9 (1 —wy) — CON?/3
Z @N(k70-) > Z d)N(]ﬁo’) _CN2/3
o,k¢ B o,k B
|k|—kf>C
=tr(1 — wiFwy — CN?/3, (A.19)

we obtain the lower bound:

D (kP = po)(@n (ko) — 0RC(k,0)) > Cetr (1 — Wi C)wy — CNV/3,
k,o

(A.20)
Coming back to (A.14), we have:
EXFB (o an) > ST 2REORC (b, 0) + Y2 | Cetr (1 - Wi Gy — ONV?
k,o
> ENFB(LRFC 0) 4+ Cetr (1 — wif Sy — CNY/3, (A.21)

where in the last step we used that the sum of the first two terms in the
right-hand side of the first line in (A.21) reproduces the Hartree energy of the
free Fermi gas, and we added and subtracted the exchange energy of the free
Fermi gas, which is bounded by a constant. Hence, assumption (A.12) and Eq.
(A.21) immediately imply the estimate:

tr (1 — wif$ oy < ON?/3. (A.22)
To conclude, we observe that:

lon s = trwn (1 — wy)

— tr w]F\‘[FG FFG (1 FFG FFG)

wy(l —wn)wy ~ +tr (1 —wy Dwn (1 —wn)(1 —wy
< 2trwkFO(1 — wy); (A.23)
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combined with (A.22), this gives the first estimate in (A.13). Let us now prove
the second estimate in (A.13). We have:

llaw, eV]|Is = trlaly,eVian,eV]
= tr(ayeV — eVay)(aneV —eVay)
= 2tr2Alay |* + 2trayeVayeV

—4tr 2 Alay |2,

(A.24)

where the last step follows from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for traces. Thus,
by Eq. (A.11):

e, eV]|IFs < —4tre?Awn (1 — wy). (A.25)

The right-hand side of (A.25) can be bounded proceeding as for the first esti-
mate in (A.13). Consider the difference of the kinetic energies of wy and wkF¢.
Proceeding as in (A.17):

Yo EkP@nk o) = o ko) = Y [k — po|(1 - n(k, )
k,o

o,keBY

+ ) IR — polon (ko)

o,k¢ B,

—Z|e [Fl* = o |08 () (1 = O (k)
+Z|e kI = po (1 = N (k, 0)) o (K, 0),

(A.26)
which we bound below by dropping the absolute values:

Yk @n(k,0) — O (k, o))
k,o

> 252|k| (&RFC (k) (1 = on () + (1 = Rk, o)) (k) )
—22/@; (1 — OkFC(k, o)) on (k, o). (A.27)

Next, we use that, similarly to (A.23):
—tre?Awn (1 —wy) = tr (ieV)wy (1 — wy)(ieV)*
= tr (ieV)wkF Cwun (1 — wn )whFC (ieV)*
+tr (ieV)(1 — wiF Doy (1 — wy) (1 — wkFG) (ieV)*
< tr (ieV)whF¢ (1 — wny)whFC (e V)*
+tr (eV)(1 — iF Doy (1 — 8F9) (ieV)*,  (A.28)
where we used that [wW5F, eV] = 0. Thus, we obtained:
—tre?Awy (1 —wy) < —tr2A (WK (1 —wr) + (1 — wif Hwn ),
(A.29)
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where the right-hand side of (A.29) is what appears in the right-hand side of
(A.27). Hence, plugging this bound in (A.27), we get:

252\k|2(®]\;(k‘, o) — NG (k,0)) > —tre? Awn (1 — wn) — 2tr (1 — wi' Fwy
k,o

> —tre?Awn (1 — wy) — ON?/3, (A.30)

where in the last step we used (A.22). Proceeding as in (A.20), (A.21), the
bound (A.30) implies:

ENTB(wn, an) > ENTB(WRTC,0) — tre?Awy (1 — wy) — CN?/3; (A31)
combined with assumption (A.12), we obtain:
—tre?Awn (1 —wy) < KN?/3, (A.32)

Recalling (A.25), the second bound in (A.13) follows. This concludes the proof
of Proposition A.1. O

The next proposition establishes the validity of the commutator estimates
for wy in (3.3), in Hilbert-Schmidt norm, for translation-invariant states en-
ergetically close to the free Fermi gas. Notice that for a translation-invariant
state the second estimate in (3.3) is trivially true. The next proposition proves
the first estimate in (3.3).

Proposition A.3 (Bounds for wy). Let V' be bounded. Suppose that (wn,an)
s a pure, quasi-free and translation-invariant state, and that:

EHFB(wn, an) < EEFB(WEFC 0) + CN/3, (A.33)

Then, there exists C > 0 such that:

1 o
sup ——— ||[wn, €P*]||%g < CNe. (A.34)
p€ZSl+|p||[ ]|HS

Proof We start by observing;:

tr |[eip'i,wNH2 = tr(w?\; + e P TR eTIPE R, TR, wNeip'ine_ip'j)

<2trwn(l —ePPuye” P, (A.35)

where we used that 0 < wy < 1, and the cyclicity of the trace. We will use
the energetic constraint (A.33) to show that:

trwy (1 —ePPuyeP?) < ONe(1 4+ |p)), (A.36)

which combined with (A.35) gives the final claim (for p = 0, this has been
obtained in the proof of Proposition A.1).

Let us denote by @y, (k, o) the Fourier symbol of (e?%wye~ %) (z, 05y, 0),
that is O p(k,0) = On(k — p, o). Since |€2|k|? — po| = (k| — k%) (k| + k%)
and 0 < @y p(k) < 1, we have, from Eq. (A.18):
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D kP = po)(@n(k,0) — 0§ (k, 7))

k,o
>Ce Y nplko)(1—dn(k,0)
o,keBY.
kG —|k|>C
+Ce > (1—dn,p(k,0))on(k,0)
J,k¢BF
|k|—k§.>C
>Ce Y anylko)(1-an(k,0))
o,k€BE
+Ce Y (1-dnp(k,0))in(k,a) - CN'2, (A.37)
o,k¢ B,

This implies:

D (kP = po)(@n (k,0) — GO (k,0)) + CN'/?
o,k

> Cetrwif e Puye P (1 — wy)

+ Cetr (1 — wiFOwun (1 — e P Eype? )
= CetrwiFCe?une P21 —wy)

+ Cetre?(1 — wiF e P (1 — wy)

= CetrePPuye P (1 —wy) — Cetr [eip'i,w}i,FG]wNe%p'i(l —wnN)-

(A.38)
Therefore, we obtain the following lower bound:
S K2 — o) (@, 0) — DEFC (K, 0)) + CNV/3
o,k
> Cetr eip'wae_ip'f(l —wy) — Ca” [eip'z FFG] Htr (A.39)

Using that the direct energy of (wy,an) and of (whiF® 0) are equal, and
the fact that the exchange energy and the pairing energy are bounded by a
constant, Eq. (A.39) gives:

ENFB (W, an) + N3 > lFB(EFG 0) — OV ||
+ CetrePTwne P2 (1 — wy)
- CEH [eipi’ FFG]
Thus, by the assumption (A.33), we get:
tr eip-:inefip-:fc(l o wN) < || [eip-z FFG] || + CN2/3
< CNY3(1 +€|p)), (A.41)

where the last inequality follows from an explicit computation of the trace
norm, see e.g. [11]. Combining this estimate with (A.35), we immediately get:

tr|[e”?, wy]|* < KN?/3(1+ |p]), (A.42)

(A.40)

lee
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which concludes the proof of (A.34). O

Remark A./ We can construct examples of translation-invariant states
(wn,an) with ay # 0 satisfying the assumption (A.12) of Propositions A.1,
A.3, in the following way. For simplicity, suppose that IV is even and N7 =

= N/2. Let A(k) be the restriction to Z* of an even, smooth, non-increasing
function 0 < A(k) < 1, such that:

Ak) = y(k € Bp)  for|lk| — kp| > C (A.43)

and A(k) smoothly interpolates between 1 and 0 for ||k| — kp| < C. We shall
suppose that:

> k) = g (A.44)

keZ3

Then, we consider (wy, an) such that (recall the representation (A.1)):

_(w~ar O _( 0 awnp
wN_( ; Wl), _( ; ) (A.45)

AN, |1
with (using the convention sign(1) = +, sign(|) = — and ¢’ # o):

WN, 00 = Z )\ |fk fkl QN oo’ _Slgn Z \/ ]-_ |fk fk

kez3 kez3
(A.46)

We observe that 0 < wy <1, trwy =N, a% = —ay, and that:

2
WN anN _ [WN QN
(a*N 1 —wN> N <ayv 1 - wN) ' (A.47)

Thus, (wn,an) parametrizes a pure, quasi-free state, with nonzero pairing,.
Let us estimate the HFB energy of such state. From (A.10), we have:
NV(0
ENFB(wn, an) < ZZ&W@N k o)+ ( ) +C|Vso, (A.48)

where the last term is an upper bound for the exchange energy and for the
pairing energy. Next, we estimate:

ZZ€2|k\2ww (k,o) ZZ&:QU@F SFFG (&, o)
+ZZEQIkI o (ko) — GEFC (k, o))
= ZUEkj;Ikl%zFVFG(k,a)
:Z Zk:(ezlk\z — ) (@n(k,0) — DFFC (k, 0)),

(A.49)
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where in the last step we used that wy and w{FS have the same number of
particles with given spin. The first term in the right-hand side of (A.49) is the
kinetic energy of the free Fermi gas. The second term is bounded above as:

TSR — ) (n (k, 0) — GRFC (K, 0))
[
=2y > (k| + kr) (k] - kp)(@n (k,0) — O} (k, )
o k
=23 3T (k| + ke) (K — kp) (@ (k,0) — DEFS (K, 0))

o k:l|k|—-krp|<C
<Ke > 1<KN'Y3 (A.50)
ki |k|—kr|<C
Thus, recalling that the direct energy is the same for all translation-invariant

states with equal number of particles with a given spin, Egs. (A.48), (A.50)
imply the bound

ENFB (wy, an) < ENFB(LEFG 0) + KNY3 42|V s, (A51)

where the factor 2 takes into account the bound for the exchange energy of
the free Fermi gas. This concludes the check of (A.12).

Finally, we conclude the section by showing that the only translation-
invariant ground state of the HFB functional on the torus is the free Fermi
gas.

Proposition A.5 (Translation invariant ground state). Let V' be bounded. Sup-
pose that (wn,an) is a pure, quasi-free and translation-invariant state. Then,
for N large enough:

EHFB(un, an) > EHFB(WLEFC. 0). (A.52)
Equality holds if and only if (wn,an) = (wiFC,0).
Proof We introduce the notation:
Ex(ww) i= — gy [ dxdy Vi — y)lox () (A.53)
Then, is it not difficult to see that:
ENFB (wn, ) — ERFB(WRFC,0)
= trhy(wy — Wi 9) 4+ Ex(wy — wif¢) — Ex(ay)
= tr (hy — p)(wn — Wi C) + Ex(wy — wiFC) — Ex(an) (A.54)

where h, = —e?A — X,,, with X, (x;y) = +V(z — y)wn(x;y), and where
we recall that p has to be thought of as a diagonal matrix in spin state:
(uf)(x,0) = pof(x,0). We will use the first term in the right-hand side to
control the other two. We write:

tr (he — ) (wy — wy' )

= tr (hy — ) L(hy — p > 0)(wN — WJPIIFG)]l(hw —p>0)
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4 t1 (hy — 1)1 (he — pp < 0)(wy — WRF) L (hy — p < 0). (A.55)

Since by assumption dist(o(—A), k%?) = 1/2, and using the bound || X,| <
C'/N together with the fact that h,, is invariant by translation and thus com-
mutes with —A, we have for IV large enough:

WhFG = 1(—e?A — < 0) = 1(hy — 1 < 0). (A.56)
Thus, we can rewrite (A.55) as:
tr (hy, — p)(wy — Wi <)
= tr [y — pul(1 — Wi wn (1~ wy®)

+tr hy = plwi" (1 - wn)wy'©

= tr |y — 4] ((wN —WEFG)2 p (1 — wN)>. (A.57)
Since:
E _ JFFGy| [Vl _ FFG)2
x(wy —wy )| < lwon —wn |l
2N
[V oo [Vl
[Bx(aw)| < TR llawlfis = Sy =tron(l - wy),
(A.58)
we obtain:
EXNFB (o, ax) — EFB(WEFS, 0)
[V oo
> tr (\hw |- T) ((wN —WEFG)2 (1 — WN)). (A.59)

Next, using that |h, — pu| > Ce?, we finally get for N large enough:

SJI\{,FB(wN, an) — EﬁFB(w]FVFG, 0) > Ke2tr ((wN — wJFVFG)Q +wn(l— wN)) > 0.

(A.60)
The right-hand side is zero if and only if wy = wWFS (and hence ay = 0).
This concludes the proof of Proposition A.5. g
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