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We derive the equations for the non-linear effective dynamics of a so called pseudo-spinor Bose-Einstein con-
densate, which emerges from the linear many-body Schrédinger equation at the leading order in the number
of particles. The considered system is a three-dimensional diluted gas of identical bosons with spin, possibly
confined in space, and coupled with an external time-dependent magnetic field; particles also interact among
themselves through a short-scale repulsive interaction. The limit of infinitely many particles is monitored in
the physically relevant Gross-Pitaevskii scaling. In our main theorem, if at time zero the system is in a phase
of complete condensation (at the level of the reduced one-body marginal) and with energy per particle fixed
by the Gross-Pitaevskii functional, then such conditions persist also at later times, with the one-body orbital
of the condensate evolving according to a system of non-linear cubic Schrédinger equations coupled among
themselves through linear (Rabi) terms. The proof relies on an adaptation to the spinor setting of Pickl’s pro-
jection counting method developed for the scalar case. Quantitative rates of convergence are available, but not
made explicit because evidently non-optimal. In order to substantiate the formalism and the assumptions made
in the main theorem, in an introductory section we review the mathematical formalisation of modern typical
experiments with pseudo-spinor condensates.

Keywords: effective non-linear evolution equations, many-body quantum dynamics, pseudo-spinor Bose-
Einstein condensates, partial trace, reduced density matrix, Gross-Pitaevskii scaling, cubic NLS, coupled non-
linear Schrodinger system

2000 Mathematics Subject Classification: 35J10, 35Q40, 35Q55, 35Q70, 81-05, 81Q0, 81U05, 81V70, 82C10

1. Introduction: pseudo-spinor Bose-Einstein condensation

It is customary to refer to pseudo-spinor condensates as gases of ultra-cold atoms that exhibit
a macroscopic occupation of the same one-body state (Bose-Einstein condensation) and possess
internal spin degrees of freedom which are often coupled to an external resonant micro-wave or
radio-frequency radiation field, however, with no significant spin-spin internal interaction (whence
the pseudo-spinor terminology). The order parameter of the condensation is therefore a multi-
component vector, unlike scalar condensates such as liquid “He, and the dynamical evolution of
these quantum fluids observed in the experiments shows an excellent matching with a non-linear
effective dynamics for the order parameter.

In this work we want to present a rigorous derivation of such non-linear equations from the ‘first
principle’ many-body linear Schrédinger dynamics.
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The study of multi-component Bose-Einstein condensates (henceforth also BEC) was spurred on
in 1997-1998 by experiments on ultra-cold Rubidium, with condensation coexisting in two different
hyperfine states of 87Rb [10, 11, 18,24] and soon extended to multi-BEC for heteronuclear mixtures
such as “'K-87Rb [22], 4'K-%Rb [23], *?K-%Rb [17], *Rb-3"Rb [28]. In the last two decades the
field has expanded through a huge amount of experimental and theoretical studies, for a survey of
which we refer to the comprehensive reviews [9, 16,36, 37] (see also [32, Chapter 21]).

In order to place the present work into the appropriate mathematical setting, it is instructive
to revisit, within the general formalism of many-body quantum mechanics, the essential steps of a
typical experiment — for concreteness we refer to the 1998 pioneering experiment [10, 11, 18].

First and foremost, the experiment involves only a few hyperfine levels of the considered atomic
species — for 8’Rb these are the 581)2|F = 1,my = —1) and 5 »|F = 2,my = 1) states: this results
in the effective one-body Hilbert space

h = L*(R*)®C* = L*(R) @ L*(RY) (1.1)

as for one spin—% particle in three spatial dimensions. (However, for the final measurement process
the effective Hilbert space to consider is a larger one, as we shall explain later.) The corresponding
many-body bosonic Hilbert space is

iy = hEsmN (1.2)

the symmetric N-fold tensor product of h. Elements of h are spinors (?) with uy,u) € L*(R?),
)
equivalently, u - <21> with u € L*(R?), ¢1, ¢, € C. With reference to the two actual hyperfine levels
2

entering the experiment, we denote [1,—1) = | 1) = <(l)> and [2,1) =) = <(1)>

Through a very ingenious confining and cooling procedure, N ~ 10> atoms are prepared inside
uo
0
tal evidence is that no noticeable non-condensed fraction remains, thus implying that the confined
and cooled many-body state Wy . € #y displays a 100% macroscopic occupation of the orbital

<u0> . Ideally this would mean that

an optical trap and brought to complete condensation onto the one-body state < > . The experimen-

0

QN
P oo ~ (bg)) (lluoll2 = 1) (1.3)

holds as an identity in %y, or at least in a thermodynamic limit N — oo, However, as customary in
the mathematical formalisation of complete BEC [15,19], it is more appropriate to infer the meaning
of occupation numbers from the eigenvalues of the one-body reduced density matrix associated with
the many-body state — for otherwise even the negligible change of one single one-body orbital out

@N
of N in the state (L(t)o) would result in a new state that would be essentially orthogonal to the

original one.
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Let us recall that, associated to each Wy € %%, or more generally to each many-body density
matrix Yy on %y, is the so-called one-body marginal (or one-body reduced density matrix)

(1)

W = Tivmi v, 1.4)

where the map Try_; : (%) — B1(h) is the partial trace from trace class operators acting on
€y to trace class operators acting on . Try_ Yy is defined, by duality, by

Try(A-Try 1 W) = Trr(A21y 1)-Ww)) VA€ A(b) (1.5)

(here # denotes the bounded linear operators on h and %, the corresponding trace class). In terms
of an arbitrary orthonormal basis (£ ); of FN—1,sym One then has

(@,(Ten- 1 W)Wy = Y (POELWYOE) A1y VO,V ED, (1.6)
k

and the Lh.s. of (1.6) is independent of the choice of the basis. Thus, yls,l) is obtained by “tracing out”

N — 1 degrees of freedom from 7yy. As a non-negative, bounded, and self-adjoint operator on b, yls,l)

has a complete set of real non-negative eigenvalues that sum up to 1, that is, there is an orthonormal

basis ((p(-N))‘;-":O of b consisting of eigenvectors of yl(\,l )

. . (N)\oo
i with eigenvalues (n; )7 so that

J

w = T el oM, W
12 2> 20, rrealV=1.

Thanks to the bosonic symmetry, each such eigenvalue has the natural interpretation of occu-
pation number: indeed, since the one-body observable (given by the global symmetrization of)
O = |(p](.N)><(p](.N)| ® 1y—1 has expectation nSN) in the many-body state yy, as follows from (1.5),

then nEN) expresses in the sense of the reduced density matrix, the fraction of particles of the many-

body state yy which occupy the one-body state (pj(-N). Complete BEC of the many-body state Wy onto

the one-body orbital ¢y € b is by definition the occurrence n(()N) ~1, (péN) ~ @p and }/]E,l N |00 (@o

where an underlying thermodynamic limit N — oo is tacitly assumed. This is so in the ideal case of
a completely factorised Wy = (pggN , however }/12,1) ~ |@o){@o| is a much weaker statement, since an
amount of correlations that are not negligible in the many-body norm may be present in Wy .

Thus, the many-body state Wy . after the initial confinement and cooling is prepared as in (1.3)

in the sense of the reduced density matrix, that is,

) - (4 9)

Here uy is the minimiser of a suitable energy functional, which corresponds to the fact that Wy (. is
a ground state, in the sector of ‘all spin up particles’, of the (effective) many-body Hamiltonian

1

N 2
(=45 A+U™) + Y, Vix—x), (1.9)
j=1

1<j<k<N
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where V is the potential for the two-body interaction that depends only on the particle spatial con-
figuration, and

' Utrap 0
U™ (x) = ( TO(X) Ufap (x)> (1.10)

models the (typically harmonic) external trapping potential. Since Wy (. consists (essentially) only
of ‘spin up’ particles, it is only subject to the confining potential Ufap. In fact, in the experiment

U™ (x) = U™ (x) to within ~0.3%.

The next step of the experiment is a ‘two-photon transition’, consisting of a very quick (~
400us) pulse of an external oscillating radiofrequency field that couples with the spin of the particles
and is tuned close to the hyperfine splitting energy 2V;¢ between the two levels, so as to connect the
|1,—1) state to the |2, 1), with an action on each spinor which in the ‘rotating wave approximation’

is generated by

: v\ ~Vhe  hQeMON\ [y 1 vi(0)\  [uo
1h8,<%> B <hQ€_ih(‘” Var )’ Var = 27, v(0))  \0)’ (D

with Q ~ 27w -625Hz and @ ~ 27 - 6.8 GHz. (Thus, o > €, as appropriate for the rotating wave
approximation.) The evolution governed by (1.11) involves only the spin degrees of freedom, based
on the fact that the duration of the applied pulse is much shorter than the characteristic time for the
spatial wave function of each spinor to change appreciably. That this is actually so as a consequence
of first principles must of course be demonstrated. With the transformation

(%) = ( 0 e;m:) v (1.12)
. i\ [0 aQ\ [y 1I71(0)> _ <uo>
o (%> N <h9 0 > (‘?2) ’ <1172(0) ~\o ) (1.13)
whence

e 210y (1) (@) [ cosQr —isinQr) (y1(0)\ [ wupcosQrs (1.14)
exitory, (1) | \Wa(r))  \—isinQt cosQr ) \yr(0)) — \—iupsinQr)

It is worth underlying that in the course of the two-photon transition the external field couples

simultaneously with the spin of each particle and yields then a many-body Schrédinger equation

that is the product of N copies of (1.11)). The particles in the (almost) factorised state Wy . are

therefore all rotated the same way and at the end of this phase, say, at time 7y, the many-body state
is then transformed into a ‘rotated’ one as

(1.11) reads

U 211000 ¢og Q1 N
. (1.15)

Yyee — Phr ~ 1:
' ’ —upie 21" gin Qy,

Wy, still exhibits complete BEC, however on a one-body orbital with the same spatial wave-
function and rotated spin.
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Whereas the measurement process, that we shall describe later below and is a destructive pro-
cedure, may take place already at this stage for the state Wy ,, other steps may be also performed
in the experiment, before the final measurement. One possible further step is to let Wy ; relax in
the trap until it reaches the ground state of the Hamiltonian (1.9) — having been rotated, now Wy ,
is not an eigenstate any more for (1.9). It is expected and observed (and need be proved also from
first principles) that this relaxation does not alter substantially the almost factorised structure and
produces a rotated and relaxed many-body state

/

QN
u
e e P~ () lHIB=1 o)
0

Because of the actual experimental values of the trapping and interaction potentials in (1.9), typ-
ically u(, and v are essentially supported on almost disjoint regions of space — a phenomenon
customarily referred to as phase separation — which in particular makes them orthogonal: uf, L vy,

Another possible further step in the experiment, right after the rotation or the relaxation, con-
sists of switching off the confinement too (U™ = 0) and letting the gas expand hydrodynamically,
subject only to the mutual inter-particle interaction, for a period of some ~ 20ms. In the course of
this expansion spatial correlations are developed between the N initially factorised spinors: it is an
experimental evidence, that one expects to demonstrate also from first principles, that for times that
are much smaller then the time scale at which the condensate deteriorates completely the (almost)
factorised structure of the many-body state is essentially preserved. This part of the experiment then
produces an expanded condensate with many-body state

RN
u
lPNpC — ‘PN,r (OI‘ lPN’r) — lPN‘C ~ <V> s HMH%—FHVH% =1. (117)

At the end of the rotation, or the relaxation, or the expansion, information is read out of the
many-body state (W, or Wy i, or Wy o) with a procedure that is destructive, however the excellent
reproducibility of the condensate Wy .. allows one to repeat the measurement for various different
times.

This process can be effectively described in a larger one-body Hilbert space than b given in
(1.1), for a third hyperfine level in the 5P; ), F = 3 manifold is allowed to be reached. One then
considers the space

b = R)eC = *(R*) o L*(R?) o L*(R®) (1.18)

where the previous two spinors | 1) and | |) and the third one |m) used for the measurement are
identified as

1) (1.19)

Il
S O =
<_
~
Il
O = O
3
~
Il
- O O

At this effective level, the possible experimental manipulations in this process are:
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e ‘pumping’ action on )’ (which is implemented by a short pulse of ‘repump’ light), the effect
of which is to produce the change

0
Y i> u+v|;
0 0

e ‘blowing’ action on b’ (which is implemented by a ~ 2ms, ~ 60 uW /cm? pulse of light
that brings | ) — |m) and has no effect on the | 1) atoms, and ‘blows away’ particles in
the hyperfine level |m) to a region far from the imaging region, hence practically out of the
system), the effect of which is to produce the change

u
% »i> 0]};
0 0

e ‘probing’ action on ' (which is implemented with a o™ circularly polarised probe beam
at ~ 17 MHz that brings | |) — |m), while atoms in the | 1) state are far (6.8 GHz) from
resonance and invisible to the probe beam), the effect of which is to produce the change

e and the actual measurement process, that consists of imaging the shadow of the above-
mentioned circularly polarised probe beam onto a charged-coupled device camera (CCD)
and hence corresponds first to projecting each spinor orthogonally onto the level |m), and
then to performing one-body position observations (this is indeed the set of data that can
read out from the CCD) tracing out the spin degrees of freedom: symbolically,

0
v (o] — [w) {(w].
w w

This way, spatial measurements for the level | 1) are done via the sequence

u 0
v 2 (o] S u] 2S5 o 555w, (1.20)
0 0 0 u

and spatial measurements for the level | |) are done via a similar sequence that does not include the
repump procedure, namely

vl — |0
0 v

(1.21)

Since, as we remark once again, all the above-mentioned preparation and measurement proce-
dures involve simultaneously each spinor (i.e., it is experimentally impossible to act selectively on
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®N
. . . . u
some spinors, no multi-body observable of that sort is available), only states of the form < ) are
v

manipulated throughout and are accessed to, in the sense of one-body reduced density matrices. For
example, no initial state of the form

W ON 0 ®N>
((3) 2(0) )y (le=lwale=1M+n=n) a2
sym

w2

is preparable in this context. Let us then survey what one-body interpretation is possible for the
N-body states of interest.

First, as discussed already, a generic (pure) state Wy € .y sym Which is accessible only by
one-body observables is effectively described by the one-body marginal (1.4), where N — 1 one-
body degrees of freedom have been traced out: }/IE,I) = Try_ |¥n)(¥n|. Thus, when we deal with
pseudo-spinor condensates we shall be only concerned with the class of marginals of the form

£ -IONE - (R, o o

(asymptotically in N).

As y,i,l Jisa density matrix acting on the one-body Hilbert space h = L*(R?) ® C?, natural observ-
ables to be evaluated in yjs,l) are orbital-only (i.e., trivial on the spin sector C2) or spin-only (i.e.,
trivial on the orbital sector L?(R3)). This is precisely what discussed above concerning the exper-
iments: in the measurement process, the P,B,C,S operations are spin-only, whereas the imaging
onto the CCD camera is orbital-only. Thus, the expectation on yls,l) of the spin-only observable of

‘spin-up’ particle is

Trpysc (- (L@ 1)) = Tres (Rl | 141 ) = llul (1.24)

and the expectation on }/IE,I) of the spin-only observable of ‘spin-down’ particle is

Trpmyee (A (181G 1)) = Tre (Bl | D41 = VB, (1.25)
where
2
(1)_ = Tror (1) — <HuH2 <V,M>) (126)
N A

is the one-body spin-only reduced density matrix acting on C? and the partial trace Tr,y, traces out
the orbital degrees of freedom.

N
. u . .
Therefore, the many-body state (pseudo-spinor condensate) < ) is to be interpreted as an
1%

assembly of N identical bosons for each of which the probability of occupying the level | 1) is ||u]|3
and the probability of occupying the level | |) is ||v||3. By combining this with the above discussion

®N
. . . . u
on the actual experiments, and in the sense discussed so far, we are to think of the state ( )
v

as a many-body state of identical spin—% bosons, of which N - ||u||3 are the fraction of particles in
the level | 1) and (normalised) spatial orbital ||u||; 'u, and N - ||v||3 are those in the level | |) and
(normalised) spatial orbital ||v[;'v.
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Joint spatial measurements for both the | 1) and the | |) level can be performed too, through the
sequence

u 0 0
v | VS lusv | 2SS oo | EES ju ) ). (1.27)
0 0 u-+v

This is a particularly informative measurement when the orbitals u and v are orthogonal, and hence
lu+v|3 = |lu|l3 +||v||j> = 1, as happens when each spinor relaxes with spatial separation: in this
case |u(x)|? and |v(x)|? are the spatial density of each spinorial component, whereas |u(x)|* + |v(x)|?
gives the combined profile of the two.

It is worth stressing the deliberately ‘weak’ formulation of the preceding interpretation — which
is, at any rate, all what can be said concerning the class of preparable states of interest. If one was

to measure the probability that the state }/,E,] Vis precisely of the form (g) or of the form (S), this

would be given by the numbers

u u 0 0
(A6 =t () () =i
L2 (R3)®C? L2(R3)®C?

With this analysis in mind, we are now ready to state the mathematical problem for the many-
body Schrodinger evolution of a state initially prepared with a one-body reduced marginal

A ~ \(”v‘g)><<j§)( - (,’:2;5{00’, 133;2:3,') lwoll3 +ol3=1 (1.28)

and to formulate our main results. This will be the object of the next Section.

2. Setting of the problem and main result

We consider a system of N identical spin—% bosons in three dimensions. The Hilbert space for this
system is

Ay = (PR oC?) ™Y 2.1)

as already defined in (1.1)-(1.2). The system be governed by a Hamiltonian H consisting of a poten-
tial part, made of two-body spatial interaction potentials, plus the sum of N one-body Hamiltonians
containing a kinetic part, an external spatial trapping potential, and an interaction between the spin
of each particle and an external magnetic field. Thus, in self-explanatory notation, and in suitable
units,
N N
H=Y (—ij F U™ (x;) +B(x) 1) aj) + Y V(o —x). 2.2)
j=1 <k

Clearly, the part 27:1 (— ij) + ):1}’<kV(x i — xi) only acts non-trivially on the spatial degrees of
freedom of an element in 7% The external potential be matrix-valued and with the form

, Utrap 0
Utrdp(_x) = < T O(X) Utrap(x)> , (23)
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so as to possibly act in a different manner on the spatial parts of each spinor, however inducing no
spin flipping. For the j-th particle, o; denotes the vector 6 = (6%, 6”,6°) of the Pauli matrices

01 0—i 10
X — Y = T =
= (o) =) = 6)

relative to the j-th spin degree of freedom, thus acting as the identity on all other spin degrees of
freedom. The external magnetic field be the real-valued vector field

B(x,t) := (Bi(x,1),Ba(x,1), —Vht(x,1)) 2.4)

for suitable functions depending on space and time. The notation is chosen consistently with the
experiments — see (1.11) above — where Vy¢(x) = Vi is a uniform field inducing the splitting between
the two hyperfine levels, and B (x,t) —iBa(x,t) = Qe!® is the so-called Rabi field for the spin
flipping. No confusion should occur between the hyper-fine coupling potential Vyr and the pair
interaction potential V.

The exact control of the dynamics generated by the Hamiltonian H at finite (large) N is clearly
out of reach, both analytically and numerically, therefore rigorous conclusions are rather sought in
the thermodynamic limit N — oo. This is part of a long-standing major mathematical problem for
the dynamics of a Bose gas [5,33,34], and in fact no rigorous control of the thermodynamic limit is
known so far. What is mathematically doable and physically still meaningful is to mimic the actual
thermodynamic limit with some caricature of it realised by scaling the Hamiltonian with N in such
a way to retain at any N an amount of relevant physical features of the system [20].

To this aim, we re-scale as customary the pair interaction potential V' in (2.2) through the so-
called ‘Gross-Pitaevskii scaling’ [15, Chapter 5], thus replacing V with the function

Vy(x) := N*V(Nx). (2.5)

This produces a realistic model for a Bose gas that is very dilute (the effective range and the scat-
tering length of Vi scales as N~!, thus much smaller than the mean inter-particle distance N~'/3)
and with a strong interaction (||Viy|| ~ N?). Moreover, by regarding Vi as an approximate delta-
distribution with a mean-field pre-factor, namely, Viy(x) ~ N~!([V)&(x), one concludes that the
contribution of the kinetic part of H (made of N terms) and of the potential part of H (~ N 2 terms)
are both of order &'(N), which makes the dynamical problem non-trivial also in the limit. Anal-
ogous energetic considerations can be made for the typical ground state energy of a dilute Bose
gas, which for fairly general interactions is well-known to be asymptotically given by density X
scattering length, and hence in this scaling is a (N) x O(N~!) = €/(1) quantity.
We therefore re-write the Hamiltonian as the N-dependent operator

N
(~As, +8(xj0)) + N2 Y V(N(x; —x0)) 2.6)
1 Jj<k

M=

HN =

J

acting self-adjointly on 7%, having set for convenience

UTtrap(x) —Vhf(x,l‘) Bl(x,t) —iBg(x,t)
S(x,t) = 2.7)

B (x,t) +1Ba(x,t) Ufap (x) + Vhe(x, 1)
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(observe that S coincides formally with its adjoint), and we consider the Cauchy problem for the
associated (linear) Schrédinger equation

{ i0,¥y(t) = HyPn(1) (2.8)

Yy (0) = Pno

for a given initial datum Wy . Since Hy may depend on time, suitable conditions on the potential
S(x,t) will be assumed so as to ensure that the solution to (2.8) exists and is unique in the strong
sense for any time.

Following the discussion of Section 1, we are concerned with the class of initial data of the form
(1.3), (1.15), (1.16), or (1.17), that is, N-body states whose associated one-body reduced density
matrix yl(\,{)o, defined as in (1.4)-(1.6) above, are rank-one projections, more precisely

am At = |(4))((%)

for given one-body orbitals ug and vy in L?>(R?). Even if a priori the limit in (2.9) can be stated
in several inequivalent operator topologies, from the trace norm to the weak operator topology, the
bounds

. luwollz+Ivollz =1, (2.9)

L= (0 Pmee < Tramec| 1 — 1000l < 2(/1— (@4 o)pgyee 210

(see, e.g., [21, Eq. (1.8)]) show that such a convergence can be monitored equivalently in any of
them.

While (2.9) encodes as desired the assumption of complete occupation of the one-body spinor
<MO> , it does not select yet the appropriate energy scale for the initial datum, compatibly with the

Vo
adopted scaling limit. Indeed, (2.9) also includes completely factorised (uncorrelated) many-body

®N
states <ZO> € 7y, for which however the scaling (2.5) yields anomalously large asymptotics for
0

the expectation of powers (Hy/N)* (k € N) of the energy per particle operator. For example, one
finds a linear-in-N energy expectation (Hy) ~ N with a constant of proportionality macroscopically
different that the expected one (due to the emergence in the limit of the first Born approximation
é Jg3 Vdx of the scattering length a of V); analogously, one finds an anomalously large cubic-in-N
expectation (Hg) ~ N? (it is the potential part in the Hamiltonian (2.6) to give such a contribution).
These behaviours are not typical of the ground state of a Bose gas and are due to the lack of short-
scale correlations in the factorised N-body state, the presence of which would instead compensate
the singular short scale behaviour of Vy as N — oo, In fact, short-scale correlations are shown to form
dynamically in a very short transient of time [8]: in full analogy to the one-component condensation
[15, Chapter 6], it is rather to be expected, and we shall include that in the assumptions on the initial
states, that in terms of the many-body energy per particle

1
Sv[¥n] = S (EwHVEN), Wy e A, 2.11)
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and of the two-component Gross-Pitaevskii energy functional
EPu,v] = /3dx (1972 + 199+ 4ma(fuf* + 2July 2+ bI*)
R

R A W

where a is the (s-wave) scattering length associated to the potential V, the initial state at t = 0 satisfy
the asymptotics (2.9) and

(2.12)

EVPro] —2s £ [ug,v) . (2.13)

This is inspired by the intuition that the ground state energy of Hy is indeed captured asymptotically
by the minimum of the functional &CP which is a theorem for BEC in one component [15], and
by the intention to explore the many-body dynamics of initial states that are prepared close to the
ground state. For the time being, (2.9) and (2.13) form a working hypothesis that at a high level of
confidence is expected to cover precisely the class of initial states of the experiments.

At later times ¢ > 0 the many-body evolution Wy, i.e., the solution to (2.8) with initial datum
Wy 0, is observed in the experiments to preserve complete BEC, in the sense of one-body marginals,

onto a time-dependent one-body spinor <zt> whose behaviour is governed by the following system
t

of coupled non-linear cubic Schrodinger equations [9, 16,32,36,37]

ioju; = (—A+U;rap)ut+8ﬂ:a(\u,\2+]v,\z)ut—Vhfu,—i—(Bl —iBy)v;

(2.14)
v, = (—A+ Ufap)v, + 8ma(|u; |* 4 [ve|*)vr + Vag vy + (B +1B2 )

with initial data u,—¢ = ug and v,—¢ = vg. Here, again, a is the (s-wave) scattering length associated

to the non-scaled pair potential V. The explicit dependence of U™ and of B = (By, B, — Vi) on

space and time is omitted for short. We have already commented in Section 1 that the experiment

may well have the trapping potential switched off. In terms of the matrix-valued potential S(x,?)

introduced in (2.7) and of the ‘one-body non-linear Hamiltonians’

B = A+ U smaul ) —Vor = —A+SutSma(ul+®)
5" = —A+ U+ 87aful? + i) + Vie = —A+ 82 +87a(|us|* + v, )
we re-write (2.14) in the compact form
iatl/tl = hETV)M;‘i‘S]ZV[ (216)

i, = h$5" v+ Saru,

In order to prove this picture from first principles, and hence to provide a rigorous derivation
of the system (2.16) as the effective non-linear evolution emerging from the many-body linear
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Schrodinger dynamics (2.8), one must establish at any time ¢ > 0 the convergence

Ty —y ‘ <IZ> >< (Z;) ‘ 2.17)

of the one-body density matrix %5112 associated with Wy, onto the solution (u,v;) to (2.16) with

initial datum (uo, V()), thus ClOSil’lg the diagram
V > < V ‘
0 0

(1
N
many-body non-linear
linear dynamics J/ l J{ Schrodinger eq. (2 1 8)
1) N—oo u; u;
Wy ( D)
7 Hos Vi Vi

To this aim, we impose the following set of assumptions:

) N—eo

partial trace
_— E—

Py

(A1) The matrix potential S = (Sjt)jxef12y be given with S;; € C'(R,,LY(R?)) N
W= (R,,L?(R?)) and S = S*.

(A2) The real-valued interaction potential V be given such that V € L*(R3), V has compact
support, and for almost every x € R? V is spherically symmetric and V > 0. Let a denote
the s-wave scattering length associated to V (see, e.g., [15, Appendix C]). Correspondingly,
let Viy be the re-scaled potential (2.5) associated to V.

(A3) Associated to the potentials fixed in (A1)-(A2), let Hy be the many-body Hamiltonian (2.6)
acting at each time ¢ on the N-body Hilbert space 7 fixed in (2.1), let &y be the the
many-body energy-per-particle functional (2.11), and let &6 be the two-component Gross-
Pitaevskii energy functional (2.12).

(A4) Two functions ug,vo € H*(R3) be given with ||lug||> + |[vo||> = 1 and such that the Cauchy
problem associated to the non-linear system (2.16) with initial datum (ug,vo) admits a
unique solution (u,v) with u = u,(x), v = v;(x), and

< ) € C(R;, HE(R*) ®C?). (2.19)

u

v

(A5) Associated to the spinor <1bj0> fixed in (A4), a sequence (Wn o) nen of initial N-body states
0

be given with Wy € 74 and ||¥y|| = 1, such that the corresponding sequence (yl(\,lz)) neN of

one-body reduced density matrices satisfies the BEC asymptotics (2.9) in the quantitative

form
el - \<ﬁ§>><<i§>\ < S (2.20)

and the energy asymptotics (2.13) in the quantitative form

const.
N™2

‘ gN[\PN,O] - (o@GP[uo,Vo} } < (2.21)

for some constants 11,12 > 0.
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Some remarks are in order. First, we have already argued that assumption (A5) is expected to
select the class of initial states relevant in the experiments. We underline, in particular, that assump-
tion (Al) includes precisely the experimental potentials Vie(x) = Vi¢ and Sia(x,t) = By (x,t) —
iBy(x,t) = Qe'® for suitable constants Vi, Q, @ > 0. Also the repulsive inter-particle pair inter-
action is consistent with what observed in the experiments.

As a second important remark, we observe that both the dynamical evolutions we deal with in
our assumptions, namely the linear many-body Schrodinger dynamics and the non-linear Gross-
Pitaevskii dynamics, are well posed. Concerning the former, it can be deduced from (A3) by means
of standard arguments (see, e.g., [1,35] for a recent discussion) that Hy has a time-independent
(dense) domain 2y C ¢ of self-adjointness and there exists a unique unitary propagator for (2.8)
on sy, that is, a family {Uy(z,s) |7,s € R} of unitaries on .74, strongly continuous on .7 with
respect to (z,s), satisfying Un(t,s)Uy(s,r) = Uy(t,r) and Un(t,t) = 1 for any ¢,s,r € R, and with
the additional properties that, equipping 2y with the graph norm of Hy|,—o, each Uy(z, s) is bounded
on 2, and for each ®y € )y the function Uy (t,s)®Py is continuous in Py with respect to (z,s), it is
of class C! in 74, and

iatUN(l,S)CI)N = HNUN(l‘,S)q)N, iasUN(t,s)CI)N = —UN(I,S)HN(I)N. (2.22)

The non-linear Cauchy problem associated to (2.16) is well-posed too (in fact, it is defocusing and
energy sub-critical), which is seen by exploiting an amount of standard analysis that can be found
in the closely related works [3,7,13] and which we do not aim at develop explicitly here.

Under the above assumptions we are able to prove our main result here below. It is a result of
persistence in time of pseudo-spinorial BEC and of rigorous derivation of the non-linear effective
dynamics. It is formulated as follows.

Theorem 2.1. Consider, for each N € N, N > 2, the sequence of systems consisting of N spin—%
identical bosons in three dimensions, subject to the Hamiltonian Hy and initialised at time t = 0

. . u . .
in the state Wy o of complete BEC onto the one-body spinor ( 0), according to the assumptions
Vo

(Al)-(A5) above. For each t > 0 let Wy ; be the solution to the many-body Schrodinger equation
(2.8) with initial datum Wy o, let 7))

be the associated one-body reduced density matrix, and let
(us,v;) be the solution to the non-linear Gross-Pitaevskii system (2.16) with initial datum (ug,v).

iy = ()Gl 223

Then, at any t,

in trace norm, and

lim &y[Wy,] = EF[us,vi]. (2.24)

N—oo

We shall present the proof of Theorem 2.1 in Section 5, after completing a number of preparatory
steps in Sections 3 and 4.

For the time being, let us complete the discussion of our result by highlighting a couple of
relevant aspects.

For the technique we use in the proof, an adaptation of the ‘counting’ projection method devel-
oped by Pickl [14,29-31], the precise rate of convergence of the limit (2.23) remains somewhat
implicit: it could be well tracked down through the many inequalities occurring in the proof, but it
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would turn out to be given by a surely non-optimal inverse power N~ for some small 11 > 0 that
depends on u, v, and on the potentials chosen in Hy. For this reason, even if (2.23) is quantitative,
we omit any reference to the rate of convergence in N. For a sharper and more explicit rate it would
be of interest to adapt to spinors a different technique for the control of the leading one-body effec-
tive dynamics for bosons, which has been developed in the Gross-Pitaevskii scaling in the recent
works [4, 6].

Furthermore, Theorem 2.1 can be generalised to suitable modifications of the many-body Hamil-
tonian Hy, in particular to the case where particles are charged and hence coupled to the external
magnetic field through a minimal coupling, which results in replacing the one-particle kinetic oper-
ator —A with the magnetic Laplacian —A4 := —(V +iA)2. For milder scalings in Viy than the Gross-
Pitaevskii one this would be a fairly easy application of Pickl’s method, and in fact the magnetic
Laplacian can be included too with the Gross-Pitaevskii scaling (2.5), but in this latter case a more
careful analysis is needed: to this purpose an amount of previously missing details in the literature
have been recently worked out by one of us in [26].

Last, we remark that when B = 0 in (2.2) and hence S;, = S2; = O in (2.7), no spin flipping
is induced any longer by the Hamiltonian and the model becomes the same as that of a mixture of
two Bose gases in interaction and no interconversion (i.e., no population change) among species.
In this case, as our Theorem 2.1 would also give, persistence of BEC in each component emerges
as N — oo, governed by a non-linear system completely analogous to (2.14) but without the Rabi
terms: this picture was already proved recently in [21] (and subsequently in [2]) in the mean-field
scaling, and in [25] in the Gross-Pitaevskii scaling.

3. Preparatory material for the proof

We begin in this Section the preparation for the proof of our main result, Theorem 2.1, introducing
the needed algebraic tools and an amount of technical estimates. This requires an adaptation to the
spinor case of the ‘counting’ projection method developed by Pickl [14,29-31]: this results in a
number of straightforward generalisations, plus some non-trivial steps that need be performed in
the spinor case and are absent in the scalar case.

We start introducing two key operators that are central in our analysis, namely the time-
dependent rank-one orthogonal projection p, and its complement g, given by

(AC)

where <Z’ ) € L*(R?) ® C? is the spinor of functions that solve the non-linear Gross-Pitaevskii
t

bt = ) g == 1—py, 3.1

system (2.16) with initial datum (ug,vo). To make the notation lighter, we shall omit the explicit
reference to the time dependence of p; and ¢; on time, and simply write p and gq.

The operators p and g are naturally lifted onto % = (Lz(R3) ® C2)®SymN in the form of the 2N
operators

pi=lR --®1leprle---®l

j-1 N—j .
€l,...,N}. 3.2
qj2=11®-~-®ll®q®]l®---®ll J { } (3:2)

Jj—1 N—j
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Thus, p; acts on Wy € Jy as

(PPN (51, ) = (uxxﬂ>l4;dy<<”*yi),quxh.”Pg;104@+1,.wa)>Cf

vi (x;) vi(y) :

Next, we introduce the orthogonal projections

N
Po=Y Qr = (@10 @u@p1® - @py)sm  ke{0,...,N}, (33)
ac{0,1}N =1
Z{'Evzl“i:k l
and then set P, = O if k < 0 or kK > N. In (3.3) the symbol ‘sym’ denotes the mere sum (without
normalisation factor) of all possible permuted versions of the considered string of N one-body
projections. The Hilbert subspace that P, projects onto is naturally interpreted as the space of N-
body states with exactly k particles ‘out of the condensate’, in the sense of orthogonality with respect

Uy

to the particle ( > . It is also simple to check that

Vt

N
[P, P)) = 8P, Y po=1. (3.4)
k=0

In the following, whenever no notational confusion arises, we shall omit the tensor product sign
® and simply write, for instance, p1 - pxqr+1---gy inplace of p1 Q-+ QpPr @ Gr1 ® -+~ R gn.
With the P;’s at hand, and fixed a weight function f : N — R, we form the operators

N
f=Y flk)pr 3.5)
k=0
and, for fixed d € N, the ‘shifted’ version
R N—d
fo =Y flk+d)P. (3.6)
k=—d

Some special choices of the weight f will be useful in the proof. One is

k
n(k) := \/;, (3.7)

in terms of which one has

DL WS
n = —) kP = — Pk = =) aqi. (3.8
NS N == N =
Thanks to (3.8) and to symmetry, one has
(Pnv.q1'¥y) = (Pn,i°y) < (Py¥y), Py €A (3.9)
Another useful weight is going to be
k/N, k>N'-2%
m(k) = (3.10)

TN+ k 4+ N7%), else,
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for some & > 0 to be chosen sufficiently small. The choice (3.10) makes the function R > k — m(k)

differentiable.
Let us collect some useful properties of the operators defined above.

Lemma 3.1. Let f,g : N — R be given, together with an operator A;j on Hy that acts non-trivially
only on the i-th and j-th particle, for given i, j € {1,...,N}. One has the following properties.

(i) Commutativity:

—~

fe=2f = fg, 3.11)

~

Fipd = [fiad = [F.R] = ©  Vee{l,...,N}, vkel{0,...N}. (3.12)
(ii) Shift:

FOI1A 02 = Q1A;; Q2 fos, (3.13)

where Q1,02 € {pipj,Piq;j,qiPj,4iq;}> 2 is the number of q’s inside Q\ and s is the number

of q’s inside Q».
(iii) For m defined in (3.10), define

m® = m—m
m’ = m—m
m = m—2ms +my (3.14)
m? = i — my — i + 3
me = m—2mj +my
and
._ o~ ~a
Riijy = pipjm” + (piqj+qipj)m". (3.15)
Then one has
[Aij,m] = [Aij,R(ij]- (3.16)

Moreover, if Ky, is a bounded operator on 7€y acting non-trivially only on the h-th and r-th
particle, with h ¢ {i, j} and r ¢ {i, j}, one has (see also Remark 3.1 below)

[KnrsRiijy] = [Knr,piDjpnprm
+pip(Phgr + qupr) M
+(piq;+ qip;) paprin?
+(piq;j + i) (Pngr + qnpr) M.

3.17)
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(iv) Operator bounds: there exist constants C ,5 > 0 such that

|7 |op < CN7ITe (3.18)
[ ]jop < CN7'H (3.19)
IRGjllop < CNTHS (3.20)
17 ]lop < CN7253% Vze {c,d,e}, (3.21)

where || ||op denotes the operator norm.

Proof. Part (i) is an immediate consequence of the mutual orthogonality of the P,’s, and of the p;’s
with the g,’s. To establish part (ii) one observes that

PrQ1A;jQr = Q1A;j Qo Prys; vl e{0,...,N},

since all the p,’s and the g,’s with r ¢ {i, j} commute with A;;, and the identity above in turn implies
the thesis. For part (iii) we compute the difference (recall the notation (3.6) for the shifted operators)

[Aij,m] —[Aij, Rij] = [Aij,m] —[Aij, pipj(m —m2) + (piq; +qip;) (M —m7)]
= [Aij,qiqjm]+ [Aij, pipjm>+ (piq; +qipj)mi)

and we multiply by 1 = p;p; + piq; +qip; + qiq; from the left: using the shift property (3.13) and
pigi = O we find

pir;([Aij,m] = [Aij, Rj]) =
= piPjAijqiq;m~+ pipjAijpip iz — pipjm2Aij + pip jAij(Piq; + qip j)mi
= pipjaAijqiqj + pip oAy pipj = Pip jaAij + Pip jaAij (Pid; + dip)
-0,

qiq; ([Aij, ) = [Aij,Rp)]) =
= qjAijqiqim — qiqjmAij + qiqjAijpip jmz + qiq jAij(pigj + qipj)m
= qiq;mA;;qiq; — qiq;mA;; + qiq;mA;jpip; + qiq;mA;j(piq; +qip;)
= 0O ,

and analogously q,-pj([Aij, m]— [A,-j,R(ij)]) = (. Thus, (3.16) follows. To prove (3.17) we use (3.15)
and (3.14) and write

(K Riij)) = pipj[Knr, m") + (pig; + qip ;) [Knr, ]

R - R (3.22)
= pip;|Knr, m] — pip j|Knr, m2] + (piq; + qipj) [Knr, ) — (Piqj + qip ;) [Knr, m1].

Now, we observe that the analogue of (3.16) is valid too when 7 is replaced by a shifted my, i.e.,

(Knr, mx) = [Kiry prpr (i — i) + (Pugr + qupr) (g — mii1)]
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(which is precisely (3.16) for k£ = 0). This is proven exactly the same way as (3.16). By applying
last identity to (3.22), one gets

[KnrsR(ij)] = pirj[Knr, papr(i—m2) 4 (puqr +qnpy) (71— my)]
— pip;[Knrs pupr(imz —ma) + (pugr + qnpy) (mz — m3 )]

+(piqj +qip;) [Knr, pupr(mi—mz) + (prgr + qnp,) (M —my)]
— (piqj +4ip;) [Knr, pupr (M1 —m3) + (pngr + qupr) (1 — m)],

which, upon rearrangement, is exactly (3.17). As for part (iv), it follows from (3.4) that the P;’s
produce a direct orthogonal decomposition of .73 and hence

”f”w = sup |f(K)|.

ke{0,....N}
As a consequence, treating the function k — m(k) as continuously defined on k € R,

|#lop = sup |m(k) ~m(k+1)] < C sup [m'(K)| < CNTITE.
kG{O,‘..,N} kG{O,..,,N}

A similar reasoning shows that the same bound holds for ||7”]|op and hence also for ||R ;) [|op- Last,
we establish (3.21) starting with ||7¢||op. By the mean value theorem,

1o = sup  [m(k) —m(k+2) + m(k-+4) —m(k+2)] = sup |20 (B) +2m' ()]
ke{0,...,.N} ke{0,...,.N}
< C sup |[m"(6)]
kZNl—Z&

for some By € (k,k+2), i € (k+2,k+4), and 6; € (k,k+4). Since

0 for k < N'-2¢

i
k) —
m (k) — ! fork > N'~2¢,
4V/NIK3

||77¢||op is globally bounded by C (Nk*)~!/2 when k = N'~2, whence (3.21). ||1i?||op and [|° op
are treated analogously. O

Remark 3.1. The notation for the operator R(;;) is not meant to indicate that the only non-trivial
action is on the i-th and j-th variables; it simply indicates that R; ;) depends on x; and x; in a more
complicated (non-symmetric) way than on all the other variables.

When dealing with N-body wave functions with only partial bosonic symmetry, the following
bounds become useful and replace the identity (3.8).

Lemma 3.2. Let Wy € L>(R*)®N be symmetric with respect to permutations of the b variables
X ,...X;, for some integer b with 2 < b < N, and let f : N — R. Then, for any pair of indices
i,j €{i1,...,ip} withi+# j, one has

IFai®nl? < —|If 7 %y|>. (3.23)

S
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Proof. The bound (3.23) follows from

1

N (P, g0 Py)

M=

IFA®y|]? = (By,a f2RYyN) = (Py, f202Py) =
h

1 -~ b~
> — Y Py, fPaPy) = N”fqiTNuza
kG{il...ib}

where we used (3.11) in the second step, (3.8) in the third, (3.12) in the fourth and fifth. ]

Further bounds will turn out to be needed on the operator norm of multiplication operators
‘dressed’” with one or two projections p. Such norms are estimated in terms of ||u||e and ||v||cos
which by assumption (A4) are uniformly bounded quantities in time.

Lemma 3.3. Let h € L'(R3) and g € L*(R?), and leti,j € {1,...,N}. One has

C()llgll2 (3.24)
C()llgll2 (3.25)

lg(xi —x;)pjllop
|pig(xi —x;)lop

NN

for some function C(t) > 0 depending on ||u;|| and ||v¢ ||, and not on N.

Proof. We observe that
pih(xi—xj)p; = pj(hox lu?(xe) +hox v ()
Using this fact and Young’s inequality we get
lpj(xi—x)pjllop < [1psllop| [ e 2 1 jue ], < ClIAI el 1%+ [ve|2).
Then (3.24) follows from the above inequality (for & = g% through

lg(xi—x)pjlloy = sup (¥n,p;g*(xi—x;)p;¥n) < [lpjg*(xi—x;)Pllop
e
iz

< Mgl Qa2+ IVI2) < 2183 (lullo + 1V ]l)
The bound (3.25) follows by taking the adjoint of (3.24). U

In particular, the bounds of Lemma 3.3 above, when applied to the re-scaled potential Vy, pro-
vide useful N-dependent estimates that we collect for convenience here below.

Lemma 3.4. Let ¥y € Z(Hy) C Ay with |y = 1 and Eny[¥N] < KN uniformly in N for some
K > 0, and consider the potential Vy defined in (2.5). Then

CN'/2 (3.26)
CN! (3.27)

Vi (x1 —x2) Wy

| <
[P1Viv(x1 —x2) PN <

for some constant C > 0 that in (3.26) depends on «, on ||V||w, and on ||S||rr1=, and in (3.27)
depends additionally on supp(V) and on the (uniform in time) bound on ||u;|e and ||v¢ || -




A. Michelangeli and A. Olgiati / Gross-Pitaevskii non-linear dynamics for pseudo-spinor condensates

Proof. To prove (3.26) we combine the estimate

Vv (e —22)®|1? = |/ V(1 —x2) v/ Viv (v1 — x2) W2
vV =) 12 1v/Viy (1 —x2) P
[V [leo N* (¥, Vv (x1 — x2) )

NN

with the estimate

N
En[Pn] = —N\|S||L7L;°+Z<‘PN,VN(xi—xj)lPN>,

i<j
thus finding
Vv (1 —x2) P < |V oo (W[N] + NS |lirrz) < IV |eo (K4 [[S]le2z) N

To prove (3.27) we estimate

[P1Vin (x1 —x2) PNl < [l P1 Lsupp(vy) (1 —%2)[lop [[Viv(x1 — x2) ¥ || 5

where gy n(vy) 18 the characteristic function of the support of Vy; the first factor in the r.h.s. above
is estimated, using (3.25), as

121 Laupp(vay) (61 = X2)[lop < C | Lguppvay[l2 < CN 732

for some constant C depending on (the support of) the non-scaled potential V and on the (uniform
in time) bound on ||| and ||v; |- , whereas the second factor is estimated as C N'/? by (3.26). The
product of these two bounds yields (3.27). O

4. Zero-energy scattering problem and short scale structure

As well known (see [5, 8, 15, 33, 34] and the references therein), the understanding of both the
ground state and the dynamics of a dilute Bose gas analysed in the Gross-Pitaevskii scaling limit is
intimately related to the two-body scattering problem at zero energy. The latter determines the short
scale structure of the typical many-body state under consideration, which is crucial to identify the
correlation pattern at the leading order in the energy and in the evolution dynamics of the state.

In this Section we collect the main facts from the two-body scattering problem at zero energy
needed for the specific technique that we make use of in the present work. To this aim we follow
closely the recent works [12,30].

We start by recalling (e.g., from [15, Appendix C]) that given a potential V satisfying our
assumption (A2), the scattering length of V' is the quantity

1
a: /R}de(x)f(x), @.1)

Y
where f is the so-called zero-energy scattering solution, that is, the solution to the problem

x| =

(—A+3V)f =0, [

By scaling, one sees that the scattering length ay and the zero-energy scattering solution fy relative
to the re-scaled potential Viy(x) = N>V (Nx) are given by

In(x) = f(Nx). (4.3)

1. 4.2)

a

aN:N7
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In particular, fy has the peculiar structure at the spatial scale |x| ~ N~!: in fact,

a a
~ 1--—2  and  1--2
W)t N N|x|

< fvlx) <1 Vx#£0. 4.4)

Along the main proof it is going to be technically convenient to replace the actual potential Vy
with a surrogate repulsive potential with a milder scaling and an easier controllability, supported on
a spherical shell surrounding, disjointly, the ball of the support of Vy. For suitable 8 € (0, 1), let

Wy () 4rayN*P NP < |x| < Rg @5)
x) = .
b 0 otherwise.

Thus, by construction, for N large enough one has
supp(Vw) Nsupp(Wg) = 0. (4.6)

The spatial scale R is fixed by the scattering properties of the difference potential Vy — Wg: denot-
ing by fg the zero-energy scattering solution relative to such potential, namely the solution to the
problem

|x[—ee

(—A+3(W=Wp))fs =0,  fpx) L, 4.7)

it can be easily argued that the internal, repulsive potential Vyy and the external-shell, attractive
potential —Wjg conspire in (4.7) so as to yield for Vy — Wp a smaller scattering length as compared
to that of Vy; then Rpg is set precisely to the minimum value above N ~B which makes the scattering
length of Vy — Wg vanish and hence makes fg(x) constant for |x| > Rg. It can be also proved [30,
Lemma 5.1] that

Rg = ONP) as N-oow (4.8)

and hence the spherical shell where Wy is supported in is entirely of the order N B,
Crucial when replacing Vyy with Wp is the function

gp = 1—/p. (4.9)
whose relevant properties are collected in the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.1. In terms of ay, fﬁ, and 8B given, respectively, in (4.3), (4.7), and (4.9), one has

a
0 < fv(x) < fpx), whence also lgg(x)| < ﬁlﬂxKRB} Vx#0, (4.10)
and
lgglli < CN~U+2P) @.11)
Igplls < CN-UHP) (4.12)
lggll. < CN-UF32P) (4.13)

for some constant C > 0 depending on'V and 3.
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Proof. The inequalities (4.10) are taken from [30, Lemma 5.1]. As for the estimates (4.11)-(4.13),
they follow from (4.10), for

R 1 ~1-28
lglh < aN/O < CN

and
) , (R 1 2B
lgplly < ay —pdr < CN ;
o x|
plus L'-L? interpolation for the L3/2-estimate; the constant C > 0 depends on V and B. O

5. Proof of Theorem 2.1

We come now to the actual proof of Theorem 2.1. As customary in this scheme, what exactly is
going to be controlled is the quantity

5 1 /W (1) [ U
a(t) =1 <<vt>’yN’t <V,;>>L2(R3®(Cz)

= N21<TN,Z7(ql‘)j\PN,Z>%V = <\PN,t,ﬁtz\PN,t>%;vy
j=

where Wy ; is the solution at time ¢ to the many-body Schrddinger equation (2.8) with initial datum
(1)

Yo, yN{t is the associate one-body reduced density matrix, (u,v;) is the solution to the non-linear
Gross-Pitaevskii system (2.16) with initial datum (ug,vo), the projections (¢;); with j € {1,...,N}
are defined in (3.2), and the operator 7, is defined in (3.7). It is natural to regard oy (z) as the
displacement from 100% of the macroscopic occupation number in the many-body state W'y ; of the
one-body spinor (u,) , thus the vanishing of oy (¢) has a clear meaning of condensation. In fact, as

Vt
a consequence of the bounds (2.10), the condition

lim Gy(t) = 0 (5.2)

N—oo

=[N ()l =0 =

appearing in the actual thesis of Theorem 2.1, are equivalent. We shall then prove (5.2).
The typical way how the smallness of oy () is controlled at # > 0, given its smallness at ¢ = 0,
is a Gronwall-type estimate of the form

and the condition

lim Tr;2p3ec?
im Trp s c2)

San(n) < C@@+N (5.4)

for some constants C,1 > 0. In the mean-field scaling, when Vi (x) is instead re-scaled as N~V (x)
and the emerging effective dynamics is governed by the non-linear Hartree equation, differentiating
in time directly in o (¢) produces terms that are as small as ay(¢) itself or as some negative power
of N, whence the desired estimate [14,29].



A. Michelangeli and A. Olgiati / Gross-Pitaevskii non-linear dynamics for pseudo-spinor condensates

However, in the Gross-Pitaevskii scaling, the short-distance behaviour of Vy is so singular in N
that a direct differentiation in time yields terms that are not controllable directly by oy (¢) and N~1.
Indeed, the scheme of [14,29] would rather give, as argued in [30, Section 6.1.1], a bound of the
form

d . ~ —~

&aN(f) < C(an (1) + (Puas e Pn ) ot + 1[N a] — EF [, ]| +0(1)) (5.5)
as N — oo, showing that in order to control the variation of oy (¢) one also needs a control on the
larger quantity (Wy,, 7 Wy )m = <‘I’N7t,ﬁtz PN ) = 0n(t). In turn, (5.5) suggests that Gronwall
Lemma should be rather applied to the quantity

<lPN7taﬁt lPN,t><%‘;V + |£N[lPN,t] - (gaGP[uth] | 5

except that differentiating it in time would now produce expectations of 7 — n; and 7 — 1y (the
shifted operator 7; being defined in (3.6)), for which the only manageable control would be in
terms of the expectation of N *18/,;1, but the derivative of the weight function k — n(k) turns out to
be too singular at k = 0 to produce good estimates. Following these considerations, in analogy to
the discussion in [30, Section 6.1.1], one is led to select

Oéﬁ (t) = <lI’N7[7ﬁ\1[lPN’[>%I’V + ’gN [lPN,l] — g)GP [l/lt, V[] | (56)

as a convenient quantity to Gronwall-control in time, where m(k) is the smoothed weight function
(3.10) obtained by regularising n(k) at small k. Let us recall that by construction

max{n(k),N=°} > m(k) > n(k) > n*(k),  ke]O,N]. (5.7)

The choice of the control (5.6) with the weight (3.10) turns out to bring an efficient Gronwall-
like bound to prove the limits (2.23)-(2.24) of Theorem 2.1 provided that the potential Vy(x) =
N2V (Nx) is replaced with a softer scaling potential

Vy(x) = N7 'V(N"x) (5.8)

defined for some y € (0, 1), as can be seen by reasoning as in [30, Sections 6.1.1 and 6.1.2]. How-
ever, in the actual Gross-Pitaevskii scaling (i.e., ¥ = 1 in (5.8)) a further modification of Oc,i (1)
is necessary, for otherwise the peculiar short scale structure induced by the zero-energy scattering
problem associated with Vy — see (4.3)-(4.4) above — would prevent us to close a Gronwall-type
argument for oy (7).

In [30] this difficulty for the one-component condensate is cleverly circumvented by ‘dressing’
the projections p; (that ‘count’ the particles in the condensate) with a typical Jastrow factor built
upon the zero-energy scattering solution fg defined in (4.7), relative to the smoothed potential Vy —
W defined in (4.5). In analogy to that, also in the spinor case we shall make the replacement

N N
p1 = [ f8Gar—x))pi [T /s —x0),
j=2 k=2

the precise value of B to be fixed conveniently. Let us recall from Section 4 that fg is actually
constant in the outer region |x| > ¢(N~F) and has a smoothed behaviour as |x| — 0.
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If now one was to re-do the projection-based analysis of [14,29] with the insertion in %&N(z‘)
of such dressed projections, then, as shown in [30, Section 6.2.1], one would get terms of the form

(PNrs (@)1 PN ) o +2(N — 1) Re(Pn g5 (X1 —x2) (Pe) 1PN )i,
up to three-body re-collision terms. This finally motivates the following:

Definition 5.1. For 8 € (0,1) and Wy, as in the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, we define at each
time ¢

OCN(I) = Ot;(t) —N(N— l)iﬁe(‘PNJ,gﬁ(x] _XZ)R(IZ),thN,t>,%‘jV
= <\PN,Z7’7//\£I\PN,I>M\/ + |@@N[lPN7t] - @(dGP[uth} | (5.9
—N(N = 1)Re(¥n,,8p(x1 —x2) Ri12), UNn )

where ay (¢) is defined in (5.6), m(k) is the weight function (3.10), gg is the cut-off function defined
in (4.9), and R(;) ; is the operator in (3.15).

We have thus three indicators, o (1), o4y (1), and an(t). First, we see that oy (¢) and oy (1) are
close and coincide asymptotically as N — oo,

Lemma 5.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, and for any 3 € (0, 1) chosen in the definition
(5.9) of an(t), there exist a constant 1 > 0 and a function C(t) > 0, that depends only on ||u;|
Vel V, and B and is independent of N, such that, for N large enough, one has

00y

la(t) — 055 (1)] < C(ON. (5.10)
Proof. From (5.9) one has

o (1) — oy (1) < N* [(Ww s g (61 —32) Riro) s B )|
and from (3.15) one has

|(Wni,8p (X1 —x2) Rty Pva)omy | < | (W 8 (61 —x2) (P 1 (po)2 1y P o) |
+ | (Pw.r8p (1 —x2) (pe)1 (qe)2 7 P o) s, |
+ [(Pn.,88 (1 —x2) ()1 ()27 P o) |
< lgg (1 =x2) (p)1llop (11727 llop + 1175 [l op)
+11(pr)2.85 (x1 —x2) [lop [l [lop -

Therefore,

Nz(Hgﬂ <X1 —XZ) (Pt)l H0p+ H(p;)zgﬁ()q —x2>H0p) (Hn//\lfHOP"i_ Hfﬁ?Hop)
N2C(1) |lggllaN~' 8 < N2C()N"' 2P N8 — c(r)N— 2P+,

o (1) — oy (1)

NN

where we used (3.18)-(3.19) and (3.24)-(3.25) in the second inequality, and (4.13) in the third
inequality, for some function C(r) > 0 depending only on ||ue, ||V ||, V, and B. Here & is the con-
stant used in the definition (3.10) of the weight m(k). By taking it small enough, i.e., 0 < £ < % B,
one obtains the constant 1) := % B — & > 0 of the thesis. 0
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Next, we can prove the following estimate.

Proposition 5.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, there exists B € (0,1) such that the bound
t
o (1)] < C(t) (05 (0) + [En [ 0] — EFF [uo, vol [+NT) + /0 C(s) oy (s)ds (5.11)

holds for some constants 11 > 0 and Ny € N, and some function C(t) > 0 depending on ||u;|| g2,
lve||g2, and V, but not on N.

The proof of Proposition 5.1 is the subject of Section 6. With Lemma 5.1 and Proposition 5.1 at
hand, we are now ready to prove Theorem 2.1.

Proof of Theorem 2.1. By means of the comparison (5.10), the bound (5.11) can be turned into
~ 7 1 ~
oy (1) < C(t) (o5 (0) +|En[Pn0] — EF [uo,vo]|+N"T) + /O C(s) o (s)ds (%)

for suitable C (t) > 0 and 7’ > 0. The assumption (A5) now guarantees that the terms in the r.h.s. of
(*) above which are evaluated at ¢ = 0 are small in N. This is clear for the energy difference, because
of the bound (2.21), whereas concerning ¢y (0) we argue as follows. First we estimate

(Pno,mPNo)m < N~¢+ (Pn0,nPNno)s < N+ (Wyo,71° ‘PN,0>;/g;3

) — B uo Uo
=N 5"‘\/% <N <§‘i‘\/’-[‘rLZ(IR»z)@(CZ <v0>><<vo>

where we used (5.7) in the first inequality, then a Schwarz inequality, then (5.1) in the third step,
and finally (2.10) in the last inequality, and where & > 0 is the constant used in the definition (3.10)
of the weight m(k). Then by (2.20) and (2.21) of assumption (AS5),

o5 (0) = (Pn0,m¥n0) + | En[Pro] — EF [uo,vo) |
< CINS+N M4 N ) < N

1
Mo —

Y

for some n” > 0. With these bounds at # = 0 the inequality (*) takes the form
@i (1) < CON "+ [ €l ()]s
for suitable C(¢) > 0 and 7 > 0. A Grénwall-like estimate [27, Theorem 1.3.2] then gives
a5 () < N+ /0 "dsC(s) ANl C0r = NI,
having set C() accordingly. Owing to (5.6), the latter estimate implies at once both
CON™ > |&w[Pra] — EF[urvi] |

which yields the limit (2.24) of the statement of Theorem 2.1, and

CONT = (Pnsii¥na)os, = (Pnas e Pnados, = (1)

Sl CON

#=[GAC)
(where we used (5.7) in the second step, (5.1) in the third, and (2.10) in the fourth), which yields
the limit (5.2) and hence also the limit (2.23) of the statement of Theorem 2.1. L]

= (TrLZ(IR{3)®C2
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6. Proof of Proposition 5.1

This Section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 5.1, which is the missing step to complete the
proof of Theorem 2.1.

In order to produce the estimate (5.11), it is convenient to re-express the quantity oy (¢) defined
in (5.9) as

on(1) = |En[¥na] = E [u,vi] |+ 8w (), (6.1)
where
on(t) := (PN, N) o — NN —1)Re(Wh s, gp(x1 —x2) Ri12), U)ot » (6.2)

and to analyse the two summands in the r.h.s. of (6.1) separately.
In analogy to [30], we introduce the following (N,)-dependent quantities.

(a) A quantity that, as shown later, controls the energy difference in (6.1), and precisely

Vi

5}&/"’)@) — <TNJ,S(X1,I)‘PN7,>yﬁV — <<IZ> , S(l‘) (ut>>L2(R3)®@2 . (6.3)

Here, consistently with the notation of Sections 1 and 2, S(x;,7) denotes the operator-valued
matrix S (defined in (2.7)) acting on the spatial+spin degrees of freedom of the j-th particle.

(b) A ‘modified interaction term’, containing the new potential Wy defined in (4.5) as well as
the function fg introduced in (4.7):

SVN1) = — NV =1)Im ((Pn 20 (01,520 Ri1), W o+ o
+ (s, gp(x1 _x2)R(12)JZNJ(x1’XZ)TNJ>%) ; oy
where
2P (x1,32) = fp(x —x2)x
’ (6.5)

x (W (1 —x2) = 859 J (e )2+ v () P+ o () 2+ v (22) )

and

Zalo,a2) = Vi =) = 52 (Ja ) P+ o) P () P ) ) - (6.6)
(c) A term containing mixed spatial derivatives of gg and R(y3),, :
515;)0) = —4N(N — 1)3m<‘I’N7,, Vlgﬁ (X1 —X2)V1R(]2>7,‘PNJ>K%7V . (67)
(d) A ‘three particle correction’ term:

5(t) == NN =1)(N—2) x

(6.8)
X Im (P, g (x1 — x2) [Viv (x1 — x3) + 87a(uy (x3) > + v (x3) %), Ri12) 1] Pws) i, -
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(e) A ‘four particle correction’ term:

89(1) == IN(N=1)(N—2)(N—3) x

x Im (W, 8p(x1 —x2)[Viv (%3 —x4), R(12) 4| n o) 44, - ©2
(f) A ‘correction term’ for the mean-field potential:
5() = N(N=2) x 6.10)
x Im(¥w,,gp(x1 —x2) (|u,(x1)\2 + g (22) [P+ [ve (x1 ) [P+ [ (XZ)\zaR(lz),t)‘PN,t>/}ﬁ/ .
Concerning the quantities above, we shall establish the following three results.
Lemma 6.1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, one has
%(gN[IPN,,] CEPu)) = 890), 120 6.11)
Proposition 6.1. Under the hypothesis of Theorem 2.1, one has
%SN(;) = 5P+ 80 + 81+ 81+ 8 1),  t=0. (6.12)
Proposition 6.2. Under the hypothesis of Theorem 2.1, for any j € {a,b,c,d,e, f} one has
8] < C(og () +NT), 120, N=>N, (6.13)

for some constants 1 > 0 and Ny € N, and some function C(t) > 0 depending on ||u;||g2, ||vell g2,
and V., but not on N.

With Lemma 6.1, Proposition 6.1, and Proposition 6.2 at hand, we are able to obtain (5.11).

Proof of Proposition 5.1. Integrating (6.12) in time and using the bounds (6.13) yields
80(0)] < CO)aFO)+N M)+ [ Cl5)(@s (5)+N T)ds.
In turn, integrating (6.11) in time and using the bound (6.13) yields
|En[Ena] = E [, ve] | < |En[¥v0] — € uo, vo] |+ /Ol C(s)(ay (s)+N"T)ds.
Combining the last two inequalities above, and using (6.1), one then obtains
low (1)] < E(I)(aﬁ(O) +|En[Pno] — &P [ug, vo]| —i—N*”) +/Ot6(s) oy (s)ds

for suitable C(r) > 0, thus concluding the proof. O

To complete our programme, we pass now to the proof of Lemma 6.1, Proposition 6.1, and
Proposition 6.2.

Proof of Lemma 6.1. Let us consider the time derivative of each energy functional separately. For
En[PNi] =N -1 (Wn, HVWn 1), the action of the time derivative on the two vectors Wy ; produces
a null term, due to (2.8) and to the self-adjointness of Hy, so what remains is the expectation of the
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time derivative of the time-dependent part of Hy itself. Owing to the bosonic symmetry, this is
precisely

d

agN[lPN,t] = (lPNJ,S(Xl,l)‘PNJ);fN. (6.14)

As for &9P, let us introduce the spinorial Hamiltonian

por — (1 S 6.15)
. (u,v) .
S21 hzz

with entries defined in (2.7) and (2.15). At each t > 0 the operator 45F(¢) acts on the one-body
Hilbert space L?(R?) @ C2. In terms of hF,

&EOP[ug,vy] = <<Z:>7 {(hGP)(f) - (47“1(‘%‘;Jr ) 47ta(]ut]2—|— |v,\2)>} (z;>>L2(R3)®C2'

Then, using (2.16),

d
aé"GP[ut,v,] =

_ _1< U hGP— 47Ta(|ut‘2+fvt|2) 0 hGP U >
v )’ 0 ama(|u|*+ |vi|?) )’ Vi ) I I2(R3)@C?
6.16
+< Uy g 47'L'a(|l/t,‘2+‘v,|2) 0 Uy > ( )
v, )\ dr 0 4ﬂa(\ut\2 + ]v,|2) v )/ I2(R3)@C?
Uz : Uz
i <<Vt> 50) <Vt>>L2(1R3)<XJ<C2 .

For the second summand of (6.16) we compute, by the Leibniz rule,

< Uy g ‘utfz—ﬁ-’v,‘z 0 Uz >
1% ’ dr 0 |l/tl|2+ ‘V;’Z V¢ LZ(R3)®C2
= <ut7 [(atﬁt)ut + U (atut)]ut>L2(R3) + <Mt’ [(atvt)vt +V (atvt>:|ut>L2(R3)

+ <Vt7 [(atﬁt)ut+ﬁt(atut):|vt>L2(R3) + <V17 [(atvt)vt +Vt(atvt):|vt>L2(R3)
= <atut; ‘uz‘zut> p®y) T <ut7 ‘utlz(atut)>L2 R3) <atvt; ‘uz‘zvt>Lz(R3) + <Vt7 ‘Mt‘ (8tvt)>L2 (RY)
+ <at”ta|vt’ ut> 2(R3) + <ut7|vt‘ (atut)>L2 R3) <atVt,|Vt‘2Vt>Lz(R3) + <Vt7|vt| (atvt)>L2 (R3)"

Bringing the latter expression back to spinorial form gives

< Uz g ‘Mt‘2+’V1|2 0 >
v )7\ dt 0 |utg |2+ |vi | 2(R3)RC
_ <£ U g |+ e
dr \v, )’ 0 |u,|2—|-|vt|2 LZR* )RC2
+< Uy g * + v ]? g
v ) 0 |u,|2+|vt\2 dr \v; J/12®3)ec?’

[S]
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which, since by (2.16) and (6.15) the time derivatives produce —ihCP, yields

< Uy g ‘M[‘2+‘V[|2 0 U >
v, )\ dt 0 |ue|? + |ve|? v ) /2R3 C?
L/ U \u,\z—i- ‘W’z 0 GP| [ U
- h )
1<<Vt>7 { ( 0 i[>+ |vi|? ) Vi >L2(1R3)®<Cz

This identity shows that an exact cancellation takes place between the first two summands of (6.16),
(and using also [#CP hSP] = Q) one gets

%gGP[””V’] - <<v,) S(t)( )>LZ(R*)®CZ

Comparing the quantities %«?N [Py,] and %@@ GPlu,,v;] computed above with (6.3) yields finally the
conclusion (6.11). ]

Next, in order to establish the identity (6.12) of Proposition 6.1, let us single out the following
fact.

Lemma 6.2. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.1, one has

WV
=

d o~ ~
a<\PN,tamthN,t>,%ffv = —N(N—=1)Im (¥, Zns(x1,%2) R12) s Oz, 8

with Zn ;(x1,x2) defined in (6.6).
Proof. First, owing to (2.16) and to the definition (6.15) of #CF,

a7 = GG - veon

q q (6.17)
&‘]t = —&Pt = i[hGP(I),Pz] = _i[hGP(t)aCIt],
whence, differentiating in time in (3.3),
d
ka:—l[Zh } ke {0,...,N}. (6.18)

When the time derivative of (Wy , Wy ), hits the Wy,’s, this produces a commutator term
[Hy,m,], owing to (2.8), whereas when the time derivatives hits each P in m,, this produces a
commutator term of the form (6.18). Thus,

d _ . al _
dr <\PN7t7mz\PN,t>ij = 1<‘PN,t7 [HN - Z h?Py mt]‘PN,t>jg7V
j=1

In the r.h.s. above an exact cancellation occurs between the terms 21]\-’:1 (—Ay,) + 21]\-’:1 S(x;j,t) given

by Hy and the same terms given by Z " hS?, and what remains is

d Al _
a (Pn, PN, = 1(Phgs | ZVN —xj)—Z8ﬂa(|ut(xi)|2+|Vt(xi)|2>mz}‘PN,t>J~g;v-

i<j i=1
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Because of the bosonic symmetry of Wy, and m;, the identity above reads also
d _
a <‘PNJ7 mI\PN,t>%§V =

IN(N = 1) (s [Viv (e —x2) = 325 (fate (o) [P 4 [ve o) [2) A [ (e2) [P [0 (2) ), 70| W) e
iN(N— 1)<lPN,t7 [ZN,I(XDXZ)a n/’\lz]lPN.,t>,7ﬁv )

= N~

where Zy (x1,x;) is defined in (6.6). Last,

d . .
— (PN N ), = $ININ = 1) (g, 2y (x1,x2), Ri12) 1) W) i,

dt
= —N(N—1)Im ¥y, Zn(x1,%2)R(12) s Un 1)t »

where in the first identity we used (3.16) of Lemma 3.1(iii) and in the second identity we used the
property (¢, [A,B|@) = 2iTJm(p,AB@) of bounded symmetric operators A and B. O

Proof of Proposition 6.1. It follows at once from the definition (6.2) of dy and from Lemma 6.2
above that

d
55N(t) = —N(N—1)Im ¥y, Zn,(x1,%2) R(12) s Ui i),

d
—N(N-1) @ﬁd‘l’m,gﬁ (X1 =x2) R(12)s 1) -

In the r.h.s. above the time derivative can either hit the Wy ;’s, thus producing HyW¥y , via (2.8), or
the operator R(j),: in the latter case, we see from the definition (3.15) of R(;;) and from (6.17) that

d e
arfu = =i LA R
]j=

Therefore,
d "t
a&v(l) = —N(N—1)Im ¥y, Zn,(x1,%2) R(12)  Un i)z,
N
- N(N — I)Jm <‘PN,,,gl; (X1 —XQ) [ Z h?P,R(IZ)J]‘PN_’»%
j=1
— N(N— 1)3‘(11 <‘PN7t,gﬁ ()C] _XZ)R(lz,z) HNlPNJ)%(;V
+ N(N— 1) Jm <‘PN7;,HNgﬁ ()C] _XZ)R(IZ) ,‘PNJ)%

+N(N—1)Im ¥y, [Hy,gp (X1 —x2)| R(12), YN 1)
N
+N(N—1)Tm Wy, g5 (x1 —x2) [Hy — Y BSF R12)0 | na)oss -

j=1
In the last summand above, both gg (x| —x2) and R(;,) break the full bosonic symmetry: as a con-

sequence, Hy — ZIJYZI h?P produces several terms, depending on the presence or absence of the
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variables x; and x,. We find

%6[\/([) = —N( —1)Jm<‘PN,,ZN,(x1,x2) (12).¢ ‘PN[>

+N(N—1)Im (PN, [Hy,85(x1 —x2)| R(12), Pn.1)4

+N(N—1)Im(¥y, g8 (x1 —x2)[Z(x1,%2),R(12), ] ¥N )4,

+N(N = 2)Im (W 1, g (1 —x2) (|t (x1)[* + | (x2) |7 + v (o) [P+ [y (2) 17, R12).) W)
+N(N—1)(N - Z)Jm<‘PNz,gﬁ(x1*x2)[VN(x1*x3)+87m(\ut(x3)!2+|Vt(x3)\ ):Ra )]‘I’Nr>

+ 3 N(N—1)(N—2)(N —3)Im (¥n,,8p(x1 —x2)[Viw(x3 — x4), R (12).: )N ) A, -

The last three summands in the r.h.s. above are recognised to be, respectively, 51£,f ) (1), SIS,d) (t), and
61$,e) (r), whence

d e ~
—8y(t) =8 (1) + 8 (1) + 8 (1) + N(N — 1) Im (W1, [ H, 85 (1 —x2)] Ri12).0 ¥na)a

dr
=N —=1)Im ¥y, (1 —gp(x1 —x2)) Zn s (x1,%2) Ri12) s P ) oz,
—N(N—=1)Im Py, gp(x1 —x2) R12) 1 Znt (x1,%2) IN.1) 4 -

By means of the identity

(1= g (01 —22))Zs (x1,5%2) = ZiF) (x1,32) + (Viv (1 = x2) = W (k1 = x2)) fp (31 = x2),
that follows from (4.9), (6.5), and (6.6), the above expression for %SN(I) takes the form

d e
G0 =80+ 0 +8/ 1)

“N(N-1)Im ((\PNJ,Z,(V’? (¥1,62)R 1), P )+

+(Pnr8p(x1 —X2)R(12),;ZN,z(x1,Xz)‘PN,&m) 7
—N(N—1)Im(Py,, (Vw(x1 —x2) = Wp(x1 —x2)) fp (x1 —%2)R(12) s ¥n 1)z
+N(N —1)Im (PN, [Hy, 85 (x1 —x2)| R12), Un1)rs
= 8V () +8" (1) +8 (1) +8 (1)
—N(N —=1)Im (W, (Vv(x1 —x2) = Wp(x1 —x2)) f (x1 —x2)R12) s ¥n.r) oz,
(N—1)3m(¥n,, [Hy,gp(x1 —X2)] R(12)s N1) 5 -

+
=

Last, let us focus on the last two summands in the r.h.s. above. Precisely at this level a cancellation

occurs in which the difference Viy — Wp is controlled by the commutator [Hy, gg]. at the cost of the

()

further term &, that is going to appear in a moment. We compute

[Hy,gp(x1 —x2)] = —[Hy, fp(x1 —x2)] = [Ay + Ay, fp(x1 —x2)]
= (Ax + Ay ) fp(x1 —x2) +2(Va, fp(x1 = %2)) Vi, +2(Vi, fp (x1 = x2)) Vi,
= (Vn(x1 —x2) = Wp (x1 —x2)) fp (x1 —x2) — 2(Vi, 85 (x1 —x2)) Vi, —2(Vi, 85 (%1 —x2)) Vi,

having used (4.9) in the first identity and the zero-energy scattering equation (4.7) in the last one. We
thus see that the (Viy — W) fg-term gets cancelled out in the above expression for %SN (1), whereas
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the (Vg)V-terms produce precisely the expression (6.7) for 5,5,"). The conclusion is

d ¢ e

GO0 = 870 +87 0+ 8" (1) +87 () + 8/ (1),

which completes the proof. O
Last, we establish the bounds (6.13).

(J

Proof of Proposition 6.2. Let us discuss each case d ) ,j€{a,b,c,d,e, f} separately.

Term 5. We recall that

5() = (Wn s, S0et, )Wy ), — < (3) S(0) C:) >L2(R3)®<c2'

Inserting 1 = p; + ¢g; into the first summand yields
51$/a) (t) = (¥ns, (PSS, 1) (P YN os + (P, (90)15(x1,1) ()1 P )i

+2Re(Wns, (90 )18, 1) (P)1 W)y — < (w) Ste) <ut> >L2(R3>®<cz‘

Vi Vi

We then use the identity

P1A(x1)p1 = P1< (Z) ,A(x) <Z> >L2(R3)®<cl’ (6.19)

which is valid for any 2x2 operator-valued matrix A(x), the L*-boundedness of S (see assumption

(A1)), and the invertibility of ﬁtl/2 on the range of (¢;)1 (i-e., Iran(q,), = ﬁ;l/zﬁ}/z), S0 as to obtain

a a u . u
5 (1) < 183 (1) < (1 - ”(pt)llPN,tH2> ’< <V;> ,S(1) (V:) >L2(R3)®C2 (6.20)
ISl el () 1P w1 (6.21)
2 (Px i A (g1 0o 1) ()1 B |- (6.22)

The term (6.20) is controlled by ||S||r=r= [|(¢:)1¥n,||* (indeed 1 — ||(p:)1 P[> = [|(g:) 1P, ]
In the term (6.22) we shift ﬁtl to ﬁ}/f by means of (3.13). This and a Schwarz inequality yield

8O < 208z (H@»m;ﬂ# (o <qt>ls'<x1n)ﬁ}f@z)lw,xm))
(6.23)

¢ (um»m;uh I, (g ¥/ <wN,,,ﬁi.é2<pf>IS<x1,r>2<pf>1ﬁ}(f‘PN,f>%> ’

for some constant C > 0. Moreover, owing to (6.19),

< (3) Sy <bvt> >L2(R3)®(C2
2

~1/2 3 ~1/2 d ~1
Vi P (p)iSCr 02 (o) P < 1S ez 1) 2w

3 2 4112
[P1S(x1,2)"pillop = IIP1llop < |ISllzer= s

and hence
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also,

~1/2
17,

1(g)1¥na > = P[>

due to (3.9), and

~1/2
17,

~—1/2
[DRECHR I e 7

1/2

due to Lemma 3.2. These facts, together with the operator bound n; < n+N~"/“1, give

~Sn~1/2 ~1/2 Al 2
1657 (1)] < C(Ia w1+ 17w 17y, Bl

TIPS A ~ 1
< &1 P+ 1 ”2‘Pm||\/|| P+ )

- - - - 1
< C(IR P2+ 7 P+ A el < c(Ia e+ <)

for some constants C ,C > 0. Last, applying (5.7), we conclude

8701 < oo+ ).

(b)

Term &, . This term is crucial, for it is the only one containing, through ZI(\,B t), the actual difference
between Wg and the effective non-linear potential — and this difference is controllable, unlike the

(b), which alone would

analogous difference with Vy in place of Wg. Concerning the Zy ,-term in §
not be controllable either, the nearby gg allows for an efficient estimate too.

We start with splitting

5/$/b) (1) = =N(N—1)Im(WPn,,8p(x1 —x2)R(12) 1 Zn s (x1,%2) YN 1)z, (6.24)
~ N(N = 1)Im(By s, Zy, (x1,22)R (12) i) s - (6.25)

In order to bound (6.24) we observe that from (3.15) each summand of R;,), contains at least
one p,, either in the variable x; or xp. Since (6.24) is symmetric under exchange of x; <> x, it
follows that (p;)1(g;)2 and (g;)1(p;)2 give the same contribution. Then

16.24)] < 2% (x1 —2x2)(Pe)1t llop (111 lop + 178 lop) 1| (Pe)1Zvs (x1,x2) Pl

having used the p’s coming from R(,) to multiply both gg and Zy ,(x1,x2). By means of the bounds
(3.18), (3.19), (3.24), (3.27), and (4.13), and the fact that the most singular contribution to Zy is
given by Vy, we obtain

16.24)] < C(O)N"*Slgg 2]l (o)1 Viv(x1,x2) Ew, || < Clt )Nflfg%a (6.26)

for suitable C(r),C(¢) > 0 that depend on |||« and ||v;|s but not on N. Zy, contains also terms
depending on |u,|* and |v;|? that are bounded the same way.
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The summand (6.25), in turn, is split as
(6.25)] < N*[(®n, (Wp(x1 —x2) fp(x1 —x2)

— B2 (Juay (1) [P + v (o) P g () P 4 v (22) 7)) Ri12) P v s | (6.27)
+ N | (P, 87al|uy (x1) [+ [ve (er) [P + e (x2) > + v (22) |2 g (51 — x2)R(12) Pva )|, (6.28)

having used fg = 1—gp and the definition (6.5) of Z,(\,B t). We now recognise that the summand
(6.27) can be estimated by means of a general result from [30] which for convenience we state in
Lemma A.1. Indeed, the potential Wy fg does satisfy the conditions (A.1), (A.2), (A.3) of Lemma
A.1: condition (A.1) is obvious from (4.5) and (4.8); condition (A.2) follows from (4.5) and the
uniform boundedness of fg; condition (A.3) is explicitly checked in [30, Lemma 5.1]. Condition
(A.4) is satisfied too, where the vector @y of Lemma A.1 is, in our case, precisely Wy . Indeed, due
to the positivity of Vy,

1
VN = [IVI®NeP + (P SC, )P s, + 5 (N = 1D (P, Viv (a1 — x2) Ps) s,

2
> [IViWN P+ (Pn, SO, 1) W)
whence
IVi¥n)* < |6V EN |+ ISl ez - (6.29)
On the other hand, integrating the bound
S &lnl < I9]
dr NI Nt X L L
(see (6.14) above), yields
én[Phy] < Gt) (6.30)

for some positive and N-independent function G(t). Thus, (6.29)-(6.30) prove condition (A.4).
Therefore, Lemma A.1 applies and

6.27)] < c(t) (o5 (1) +NT) 6.31)
for some ¢(¢) > 0. The summand (6.28) is estimated straightforwardly as

16.28)] < CN|lgp(x1 —x2)pillop (e 1% + Ve 12) (17 lop + 172l op)
S(r)N~1B/2te
thanks to (3.18), (3.19), (3.24), and (4.13), where C is a positive constant and ¢(¢) > 0 depends on

[[ur][oos [[ve]eo -
Choosing & small enough, (6.31) and (6.32) yield

/

(6.32)

N

(6.25)] < max{c(t),é(1)} (a5 (1) +N")
for some n” > 0, which, combined with (6.26), again with £ small enough, finally gives
b _
8 ()] < C(e) (a5 () +N7™)

for some 1 > 0 and C(r) := max{C (), c(t),(r)}.
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Term 6,&,0). The term
6]5;‘) (l‘) = —4N(N— 1)3m<‘PN7t,V1gﬁ (x1 —X2)V1R(12)7,\PNJ>%

has the very same structure as the term ¥, discussed in [30, page 38]: therefore, re-doing the same
computations therein we obtain

18 (1)] < C(1) (o5 (1) + N

for some 1 > 0 and some C(¢) > 0 depending on ||u|| > and ||v;|| 5> but not on N.

Term 61£,d). Let us split

5 (1) = N(N—1)(N —2)Im(Py,, g5 (x1 — 1) [VN(xl —x3),R(12)J}lPN,,>%N (6.33)
+N(N —1)(N —2)Jm(¥y,,gp(x1 —x2) [87m(|u,(x3)|2 + |Vt(x3‘2)7R(12),t}TN,I)%/’V‘ (6.34)

Since the summand (6.33) has the very same structure as the quantity 7y, defined in [30, Definition
6.3], one can merely repeat the analysis of [30, Appendix A.2] in order to bound it and to obtain

16.33)] < C(t) (a5 +N~T) (6.35)

for some 0’ > 0 and C(t) > 0 depending on ||| and ||v;||.. but not on N In turn, we bound (6.34)
by means of (3.17) in the form [K34, R(12)], and collecting all terms this produces

1(6.34)] < 8waN’|(®n,gp(x1 —x2) [[ur (x3) [+ [vi(x3) 1%, (P)1(p)2(pe)3(pe)ais | P e) s, |
+8maN> [(Wn., gp(x1 —x2) [Jus (x3) >+ [vi (x3) 7, (o)1 (pe)2((p1)3(qa)s + (%)3(1704)’77;1 W)

+8maN’ | (W, g (x1 — x2) [ (x3) [P + v (x3) 17, ((P)1(g0)2 + (90)1(p)2) (p1)3(pr)a "Aﬂ P )|
+8maN’ | (P, gp(x1 —x2) %
 lue (x3) [P + v (x3) 25 ((P)1(a)2+ (@01 (P )2) ()3 (a0)a + (a0)3(po)a) | B ), |-

In each summand above there is at least one among p; and p, which we commute through
|ug (x3)|* + |v¢ (x3) |* until it hits gg, and using ||g12p1]lop = [|€12P2]|0p We get

6.34)] < 16waN[gp(x1 —x2)(p)1llop [[wel® + el || (175 lop 4 178 [l op + 4 175 | op) -
Further, using the bounds (3.21), (3.24), and (4.13), we obtain
(6.34)] < C(r)N~P/2+3¢ (6.36)

for some C(r) > 0 depending on ||| and ||v;||.. but not on N. Finally, for & small enough, (6.35)
and (6.36) give

16y (1) < C(t) (g5 +N")

for some 1 > 0 and for C(¢) := max{C(¢),C()}.
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Term 5. Also for the term

e 1 ~
BV (1) = SN(N=1)(N =2)(N =3)Im (¥, g5 (x1 —x2) [Viv(xs —x),R(12) | B

we use (3.17) in the form [K34, R(12)], and we get

15 (1)| < N4\<\PNt,gB(x1—xz)[VN(xa—m) (P)1(P)2(P)3(po)a iy ¥n) |
+N*|[(Pwsrgp (61 — x2) [Viv(xs s (P (Pe)2(Pe)3(ar)a + (a1)3(pe)a) ] P o), |
+N* (¥, (1 —22) [V = xa) s ((P)1(@0)2 4 (00)1(Pe)2) (Po)3 (pi)a i )|

JrN ‘ lPNt,gﬁ(xl x2)><
x [V (s —xa), (P)1(a0)2 + (@)1 (P)2) (P)3 (a0 + (a0)3(P)a) 1 Bne) o |-
As done for 515,‘1), we commute one py or p; through, until when it hits gg. Moreover, we write
Vv = Lsuppvy Vv, and either Viy(x3 — x4) can be commuted through so as to multiply Wy, in the left

entry of the scalar product, or it already multiplies W'y in the right entry. The Lgyppy, s will then be
used to provide extra N-decay. We thus find

|51$/e) )] < CN* Hgﬁ (x1 —x2)(po)1 ||0p(||]lsuppVN (x3 _x4)(Pt)3||0p + ”(pt)3]lsuPpVN(x3 _x4)H0p)
(177 Nlop + 172 | op + 1175 op) I|Viv (263 — x4) Pl

for some constant C > 0. We complete the estimate using the bounds (3.21), (3.24), (3.25), (3.26),
(3.27), and (4.13), together with || Lsyppvy|l2 = C'N~3/2, and we get

180()] < C(r)N—a+3%

for C(¢) > 0 that depends on ||u || and ||v||- but not on N. Taking & small enough we obtain the
desired estimate.

Term SIS,f ). In

51E/f) (1) = N(N—2)0m(¥n,,gp(x1 —x2) Uut(xl)lz—i—|u,(xz)\2+\v,(x1)|2+\v;(x2)|2,R(12)7t}‘PNJ)%;V

the function gg can be always commuted so as to become adjacent to one of the p’s contained in
R(12);. Thus, in the usual way, we get

1677 (1)) < C(e)N?|1gp (vt —%2) (P)1 llop (17 lop + 117 [1op)
COYN?(1gg 12 (1 lop + 172 lop)
C

(t)N-B/2+6

NN N

for suitable functions C(r),C(t),C(t) > 0 depending on ||u;]|. and ||v;||., having used (3.18), (3.19),
(3.24), and (4.13). Taking & small enough we obtain the desired estimate. O]
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Appendix A. A useful Lemma

The following result can be obtained by a suitable, actually straightforward adaptation of [30,
Lemma A.4] to our two-component formalism.

This result is in fact crucial, as it connects the ‘projection counting’ analysis for the derivation of
the non-linear dynamics in the case of soft-scaling potential (8 < 1) to the actual Gross-Pitaevskii
case of interest, f = 1.

In our discussion this connection is needed when estimating the term Sls,b) in the course of the
proof of Proposition 6.2.

Lemma A.1. Forfixeda>0and 3 € (0,1), let (W&N)NeN be a sequence of spherically symmetric,
positive, and compactly supported functions WﬁﬁN € L= (R, R) such that

R > 0 such that , YN € N, one has W&N =0, forl|x| > RN P (A1)
~ 1-3B |10 -
Jlim N W vl < + (A.2)
38 > 0 such that  lim N°||[NWp, |1 —87a| < +oo. (A3)
N—roo

Let a sequence (Py)yen be such that Py € Ay and
sup [[Vi®w|s < K (A4)
N

for some K > 0, and let Oc;,q,N be the functional oy defined as in (5.6) relative to ®y. Moreover,

let (u;,v;) be a solution to the system of non-linear Schrodinger equations (2.14) with the same
constant a considered here, and, correspondingly, let R 1), be defined as in (3.15). Then,

N2’<¢'N7 {W&N - %(\w(m)!z + v (en) P+ o () P + |vt(x2)]2)]R(12)7, q)N><%oN
< D(t) (0 g, (1) +NT)

(AS)

for some n' > 0 and some positive function D(t) depending on ||u;|| 2, ||Vt || g2, and K, but not on N.
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