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Abstract

The existence of the thermodynamic limit in spin systems with short- and long-
range interactions is established. We consider the infinite-volume limit with a fixed
shape of the system. The variational expressions of the entropy density and the free
energy density are obtained, which explicitly depend on the shape of the system. This
shape dependence of thermodynamic functions implies the nonadditivity, which is one
of the most important characteristics of long-range interacting systems.

1 Introduction

The aim of statistical mechanics is extracting thermodynamic properties from microscopic
Hamiltonian. Some thermodynamic properties and macroscopic phenomena can be well de-
scribed by taking the thermodynamic limit [1,2]. For example, thermodynamic quantities
do not fluctuate in thermodynamics, which is exactly true only in the thermodynamic limit
from the microscopic point of view. A thermodynamic system sometimes exhibits a phase
transition, which is well characterized as a mathematical singularity only in the thermody-
namic limit. Actually the system of interest is always finite, and thus the thermodynamic
limit should be regarded as a theoretical idealization to extract thermodynamic properties
from a given Hamiltonian.

From the statistical-mechanical point of view, it is a problem whether such a thermo-
dynamic limit exists. In short-range interacting systems, existence of the thermodynamic
limit is well established, see [1,2]. There, thermodynamic functions in the thermodynamic
limit are shown to have appropriate convexity or concavity consistent with thermodynam-
ics. While, in long-range interacting systems, the existence of the thermodynamic limit has
not been shown rigorously with sufficient generality. Since many works reveal the pecu-
liarities of long-range interacting systems [3,4] such as the ensemble inequivalence and the
negative specific heat, it is important to show the existence of the thermodynamic limit
rigorously for general cases, e.g. the interaction potential is arbitrary under some natural
conditions and the shape of the system is arbitrary.

In this paper, we shall establish the thermodynamic limit of classical spin systems with
short- and long-range pair interactions satisfying some natural conditions specified later for
arbitrary spacial dimension d and arbitrary shape of the system specified by ~, see Sec. 2.
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We also obtain the variational expression of the entropy density in the thermodynamic limit,
which explicitly shows that the entropy density depends on « even in the thermodynamic
limit. This dependence on the shape of the system implies the lack of additivity [7], which
is one of the most important characteristics of long-range interacting systems.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, the setup and the notation are explained.
In Sec. 3, we mention the main result of this work, the existence of shape-dependent ther-
modynamic limit and the variational expression of the entropy density. In Sec. 4 the proof
is given. In Sec. 5, we discuss the result of the derived variational form of the entropy
density in the case of periodic boundary conditions. In Sec. 6, we conclude this work and
discuss a future prospect.

2 Setup

Let T' € R be a bounded domain with volume |T'| on the d-dimensional space and I =Nz
be the set of lattice points in I'. The number of elements of I is denoted by Nr. We consider
a classical spin system put on I'. Each lattice point r € I has a spin variable o(r), where
o(r) may be a scalar or a vector. The set of all the possible values of a spin variable is
denoted by S. Here we assume that S is identical for all r € T'. The set of o(r) for all
r € I is denoted by op € ST,

For simplicity, we consider the case in which o(r) is a scalar variable, S C R, in
this paper, but the generalization to vector variables, S C R™, where n is the number
of components of a spin variable, is straightforward. Without loss of generality, we can
assume 0 € S. It is assumed that spin variables are bounded, |o(r)| < omax, Where omax
is independent of I'. Furthermore, we assume that the “number of elements” of S is finite,
Y wes 1l = w < 4o0. For a continuous spin, ) g should be interpreted as fs n(o)do,
where n(o) > 0 is the weight of a state o.

We consider the system described by the following Hamiltonian,

1
Hr = ngo) ~3 Z J(r,?o(r)o(r') = ngo) +Vr, (1)

rr'el

where Hﬁo) is the reference Hamiltonian, the condition on which will be specified later.
The second term of Eq. (1) stands for the contribution of long-range interactions, and the
condition on the interaction potential J(r, ") will be also mentioned later.

In this paper, we mainly consider free boundary conditions, but the theorem presented
in Sec. 3 also holds for periodic boundary conditions as long as the distance |r — r'| is
interpreted by the minimum image convention (the distance between the two points appears
in the crucial conditions (13) and (14)).

For convenience, we choose the zero point of energy so that, for any I' C IV, Hr = Hp
if o(r) =0 for all » € I'\I'. In other words, any spin in the “null state” o(r) = 0 does not
contribute to the energy.

The entropy S(E, M,AM;T") is defined as

S(E,M,AM;T)=In >  O(Hr<E) (> o(r)e[M,M+AM)]|. (2)
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The function 6 is defined as

0(A) = (3)

1 if A is True,
0 if A is False.

The magnetization is denoted by M, and the quantity AM is some number which is large
enough to contain a large number of microscopic states with ) o(r) € [M,M + AM),
but macroscopically very small.

Since the spin in the state o(r) = 0 does not contribute to the energy and the magne-
tization, for discrete spins we have

S(E,M,AM,T) < S(E,M,AM,T") for any I' C T". (4)

This inequality is derived by restricting the spin configurations so that o(r) = 0 for all
r € I'\I'. In other words, all the allowed spin configurations on I' are included in those
on IV, and hence Eq. (4) follows. For continuous spins, the inequality (4) does not hold as
it is, but a slightly modified inequality can be derived if we assume the continuity of the
energy, |Hr — Hr| < exNpap with some constant x > 0 if |o(r)| < e for all » € IT'\T". The
inequality in that case is given by

€

S(E + HGNF/\F, M, AM — ENF/\F; P) + NF’\F ln/ T](O')dO' S S(E, M, AM,F/) (5)

—€

The entropy density is given by

s(e,m,0m;I") = %S(‘P‘E, |T|m, |T'|ém; T). (6)

We consider the thermodynamic limit. Now let us consider some fixed domain v C R?
of unit volume, |y| = 1. We set I' = Ly, where the set kA with k € R and A C RY is
defined as kA = {x € R?: z/k € A}. Similarly, the set A + a with A C R? and a € R? is
definedas A+a={x cR?:x —a c A}.

By thermodynamic limit, we mean the limit of . — co with fixed values of € and m and
with a fixed domain . It means that the system is made large with a fixed shape of the
system. Later we will see that in long-range interacting systems the thermodynamic limit
depends on the shape of the system, v. As is well known, it is not the case in short-range
interacting systems [1,5]. Thermodynamic limit of the entropy density is, if it exists, given
by

sy(e,m) = lim lim s(e,m, om; Ly), (7)

where dm = AM/Np, see Eq. (2). The aim of this paper is proving the existence of Eq. (7)
and finding its simple expression.
Let us go back to our Hamiltonian, Eq. (1), on which we impose some conditions. The

condition on ngo) is as follows. Let I' = I'y Uy with I'; N 'y = () and define
0)  _ 7700 (0) (0)
Hp'p, =Hy' —Hp — Hy, (8)

which expresses the interaction between subsystems I'; and I'y. Let us consider arbitrary
two d-dimensional cubes of side I, Al(l) and Al(2) with Al(l) N Al(2) = (). Then we assume



that there exist positive constants K > 0 and v > 0 such that, for any such d-dimensional

cubes,
0 Kl2d
H( ) = Rd—l—u’ (9)

max
(1) A(2)
AN

T (1), (2
A A

where R is the distance between the center of Al(l) and that of Al(2), that is,

/ rddr—/ rdir|.
Al(l) Al(2)

Intuitively, the above condition means that the reference Hamiltonian Héo) contains only
short-range interactions. We also assume that in the reference system the thermodynamic
limit of the entropy density

1

R:l_d

sO(e,m) = lim lim s© (e, m,dm; L) (10)
dm—0 L—o0
exists and is independent of . This has been rigorously proven for a wide class of short-
range interacting systems, see Ref. [1].

It helps us to give a few examples of the reference Hamiltonian. The Zeeman energy
under the magnetic field is represented by ngo) = —h),.cpo(r). The Hamiltonian HIEO) =
=KD e Ol = r'| = 1)o(r)o(r") stands for nearest-neighbor exchange interactions.

Next we mention the condition on V. The potential J(r,r’) represents long-range
interactions between the spins at r and r/. By long-range interactions, we mean that
J(r,r") is written in the following form,

Ty = Lo (g, f> (11)

for I' = Ly with |y| = 1. The function ¢ is independent of I, symmetric ¢(x,y) = ¢(y, x),
and integrable on vy x 7,

/ddw/ddyqﬁ(a:,y) =Ny < +00. (12)
¥ ¥
The value of Ny - is not important, so we put Ny, = 1.1 Moreover, it is assumed that

o(z, y)| < | (13)

x —yl*
!

Vad(z, y)| < (14)

‘w _ y‘a—i-l
with some J > 0, J' > 0, and « € [0,d).

When we consider the translationally invariant interaction potential, ¢(x,y) = ¢(x —1y)
and thus J(r,r') = L™%((r — r')/L). It means that the interaction range and the size of
the system are comparable.

'The sign of Ny is important. By putting Ny, = 1, it is implicitly assumed that the interaction is
ferromagnetic as a whole.



The scaling form of Eq. (11) makes the system extensive. That is, a typical amount of
energy due to long-range interactions is given by

—% Z J(r,7)o(r)o(r') ~ —L2d/

rr'el v

1
t'a [ d'yoe.y) ~ L
Y

which is of the order of the volume of the system. For example, for the power-law in-
teractions, ¢(x,y) x | —y|~* with « € [0,d), J(r,r') has a scaling form of J(r,r")
Lo~y — ¢/|7®. The factor L~ makes the interaction energy per spin finite when the
interaction decays as 1/r®.

The thermodynamic limit is an idealization to describe a real finite but large system.
The ideal limit should be taken in such a way that the thermodynamic properties of the
system do not change by this limiting procedure. In order to do that, the energy should be
made extensive. The procedure to make the system extensive by introducing the system-size
dependence on Vi as in Eq. (11) is referred to as the “Kac prescription” [3,6].

In this paper, we only consider the microcanonical ensemble. We can do it without
loss of generality because if we can show that the microcanonical entropy has its ther-
modynamic limit, it is automatically shown that the free energies in the canonical and
the grandcanonical ensemble also have their thermodynamic limit. They are derived by the
Legendre-Fenchel transformation from the microcanonical entropy. On the other hand, it is
pointed out that the inverse transformation, i.e. transformation from the canonical ensem-
ble to the microcanonical ensemble, is impossible as a result of the ensemble inequivalence
in long-range interacting systems [3,4].

Before presenting the main result, we briefly explain the additivity and its consequences.
The system is said to be additive if the following equality holds [7]:

Sy1,72 (e,m1,mg) = sup [/\8“11 (e1,m1) + (1 — )‘)8’72 (2, m2)], (15)
A51+?11f§\>52:a
where s, ~,(€,m1, m2) is the entropy density of a state with the total energy density ¢ and
the magnetization densities my and mo of the domains ~; and =9, respectively.

We can derive some important results from additivity, see Ref. [7] for the derivation.
Firstly, when the system is additive, the entropy density is independent of -y, the shape of
the system:

5y(e,m) = sy (e,m) = s(e,m). (16)

Secondly, we can show that the entropy density is a concave function of € and m:
s(Ae1 + (1 — A)eg, Amy + (1 — XN)ma) > As(e1,m1) + (1 — X)s(e2, ma). (17)

Concavity of the entropy ensures the ensemble equivalence, e.g., the microcanonical
ensemble is equivalent to the canonical ensemble [9]. As we have seen above, such important
properties immediately follow from our definition of additivity. Additivity in the sense of
Eq. (15) is, therefore, considered to be a fundamental property of macroscopic systems.

In short-range interacting systems with suitable conditions, it is rigorously shown that
the system is additive [1]. While it is not necessarily the case in long-range interacting
systems [3,4,10]. As a result, in long-range interacting systems, the entropy density may
depend on v and may not be concave. A nonconcave entropy implies the ensemble inequiv-
alence.



3 Theorem on the thermodynamic limit

3.1 Existence of the thermodynamic limit and the simple variational ex-
pression of the entropy density

In this section we mention the theorem and discuss its consequence. The theorem we now
discuss is the following:

Theorem 1 (Thermodynamic limit of the entropy density). Consider the system described
by Eqs. (1) and (11) with the conditions given by Eqs. (13) and (14). Then the thermody-
namic limit of the entropy density exists and is given by the following variational formula 2:

S(em) = sup [/ a5 (=(z), m()) / dzm(z) = m,

(-)m()ERy

3 e [ #yotepymeini) + [ a'acta) <[, oy

where s (e,m) is the thermodynamic limit of the entropy density of the reference system
described by ngo). The set of Riemann integrable functions on v is denoted by R .

Equation (18) means that thermodynamic properties can be described by the coarse-
grained magnetization m(x) and the coarse-grained energy density e(x). In the proof of
Theorem 1, we will divide the original system into a large number of cells of side [ <« L. We
can show that the entropy density is almost unchanged by averaging out the spin variables
within each cell (this averaging procedure is called the coarse graining). This fact allows
us to express the entropy density in the variational form as Eq. (18).

We can give the explicit expression of s(©) (e, m) for some simple cases. When we consider
the case S = {0,1}, or o(r) = 0 or 1, and there is no short-range interactions, ngo) =0,
for example, we have

sOe,m)=—-mlnm— (m+1)In(m+1) fore>0 (19)

and s(©) =0 for £ < 0.
In the canonical ensemble, it is rigorously proven that the free energy density defined
by

. . 1 1 _BH
fﬁ,(ﬁ,m):(shm lim [—=In Z 0 Td Z o(r) € [m,m + dm) | e PHLy

m—0 L—o0 5
o-L,YeSNL“/ relLynZad
(20)
is related to the entropy density via the Legendre-Fenchel transformation,
1
f+(B,m) = inf [E - Esw(s,m)} . (21)
&€

By using Eq. (18), Eq. (21) becomes

,m) = 1nf —= | d%z | dyd(x ddg £ ,m(x))|, 22
£1(8,m) / /wy ><y>+Lf<ﬁ<>> (22)

()ER,

2The notation sup[A : B] means sup A under the condition B.
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Figure 1: Schematic pictures of the domains 4 (left) and 4’ (right) for a given two-
dimensional domain v with a unit volume (the region inside of the thick lines). Each

square of side § expresses Al(p ) /L.

where £ = inf.[e — 5(°)(¢,m)/f] is the free energy density of the reference system. Equa-
tion (22) is the variational expression of the free energy density of a short- and long-range
interacting spin system.

We can see Eqgs. (18) and (22) that the entropy density and the free energy density
explicitly depend on ~, the shape of the system. We have seen that in any additive system
the entropy density is independent of v in the thermodynamic limit. This fact, therefore,
implies that a system with long-range interactions is in general not additive as expected.?

4 Proof of the Theorem

4.1 Outline

In this section we give a proof of Theorem 1. In long-range interacting systems, it is
expected that short length-scale structure is not essential for thermodynamic properties.
Hence the method of coarse graining is a powerful tool to examine macroscopic properties of
long-range interacting systems [23-25]. First we show that the procedure of coarse graining
is justified and then show that the entropy density calculated by the coarse graining has a
limiting value predicted by Theorem 1 in the thermodynamic limit.

4.2 Two lemmas and the proof of the Theorem

We approximate I' by an ensemble of d-dimensional cubes of side [, each of which is denoted
by Al(p ), p=12 ..., with Al(p e Al(q) = (). We consider the two ways of approximations,
see Fig. 1. Firstly, we fill I' with Al(p ) so that T' = UpAl(p ) I has the maximum volume.

Secondly, we consider I = UpAl(p ) with the least volume satisfying I’ D I'. We use the same

3Tt is noted that the nonadditivity does not imply the shape dependence of the entropy. In infinite-range
models, the spacial geometry is not important and the entropy density does not depend on ~, but they are
nonadditive. The shape-dependent entropy density always implies nonadditivity.



symbol but Al(p ) identifying T’ and Al(p ) identifying I” may be different. The domains 5 and
5" are defined by I' = Ly and I = L7'. Of course, ¥ C v C 7/, where 7 is defined by I = L~.
The domains 4 and 4’ are ones that approximate v by an ensemble of d-dimensional cubes
of side § =1/L. We assume that 4,5’ — ~ in the limit of § — +0.

(p)

The coarse-grained Hamiltonian is obtained by averaging out o(r) within each cell A;™:
@y _ o 1 51
Hy = Hy" — o > oMM, (23)
p.q
(AP AT
where ) . ,
(60 — — - rr
Ppq — Z 1 Z ¢<L’L> (24)
reh?)  prehl®
and
My, =1m, = Y o(r). (25)
reAl(p)

Here, [Xl(p ) = Al(p )Nz, The coarse-grained Hamiltonian on 4’ is obtained by replacing 7
by 7.

Since L = 1/§, the difference between the exact Hamiltonian and the coarse-grained
one,

max
of ESNf

N N Y
iy — HOY| = A0 (20

are determined by ¢ and [. If A%M) and Ag’l) can be made vanishingly small in the
thermodynamic limit, the procedure of coarse graining is justified. Indeed we can show the
following lemma, whose proof is given in Sec. 4.3,

Lemma 1 (Justification of the coarse graining). For any given vy, there exists As > 0
depending on § such that lims_,g As = 0 and A,({;’l), A,({f’l) < Ag for alll > 0.

This lemma tells us that

1
lim — max HL;,—HE’) =0, (27)

6—0 or GSNf v

where L =1/0, and its convergence is uniform with respect to .
From Eq. (4), we have

S(E,M,AM:T) < S(E,M,AM;T) < S(E,M,AM;T") (28)

for discrete spins. For continuous spins, the corresponding inequality is obtained by using
Eq. (5), and it is slightly different from the above one. However, we can show the theorem
by following the same line of the proof for discrete spins and finally taking the limit of
¢ — +0 (Remember that e appears in Eq. (5)). Therefore, hereafter we focus on the case
of discrete spins for simplicity.

By using Lemma 1, we obtain

SOD(E — LYAs, M,AM;T) < S(E,M,AM;T) < S®)(E + LAs, M, AM;T’).  (29)
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Figure 2: The set of AI(Q) € aAl(” ) in the case that the cells are tightly arranged on the

two-dimensional space. The central cell is Al(p ) and Al(p ) itself is also the element of 8Al(p ).

Here, S is the entropy calculated by H (&) The corresponding entropy density is denoted
by s (e, m,dm;T). In terms of the entropy densities, the inequality (29) becomes

3(5’”(6 — Ag,m, 0m; Ly) < s(e,m, dm; Ly) < 3(5’”(6 + Ag,m’, 6m'; L), (30)

where m = M/|T| = m/|3], 6 = om/|3|, ' = m/|¥|, and 6@/ = dm/|¥|.
We take the limit of § — 0 after | — oo is taken. In this limit, (¥,5") — v, Ay — 0,
(m,m’') = m, (ém,om’) — dm. Thus if

5y(e,m) = 6717i1§0 %i_l)% lll)rgo 5@ (e, m, 6m;T) (31)

exists, the thermodynamic limit of the entropy density also exists and s, (g,m) = 5,(e,m)
from the inequality (30). In Sec. 4.4 we show this fact summarized in the following lemma.

Lemma 2 (Existence of the thermodynamic limit of the coarse-grained entropy density).
The limit of Eq. (31) exists and is expressed as

5y(e,m) = sup [[{ d?xsO (e(x), m(x)) : /ddwm(a}) =m, (32)

e(-),m(-)ERy v
L tae(a) - 1 / d' / dyo(e.ym@n) =< @)

By combining Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, we obtain Theorem 1.



4.3 Proof of Lemma 1

5,0)

We evaluate the upper bound of A% , which is given by

1
A@’l) = — max
K Ld GfGSNf

Hy — B

1 1 1
w3 eoee) 3l E) o (5 7)]
8 T1€Alp

GA(q) 1"4€[\l(q)

smm> X (3P (37 9
pqurgeA”

7‘277‘4€A(Q)

p,q _
(AP AP T

We divide the summation over ¢ into that with Al(q) € 8Al( ?) and that with A Q_f 8A
where E?Al(p ) is defined as
AD € oA &,y < 2Vl (35)

see Fig. 2 for visualizing the set {Al(q) € 8Al(p )} in the case that the cells are tightly arranged

on the two-dimensional space. The distance between the central points of Al(p ) and Al(q) has
been denoted by r,,. Then we have

A s S X (BR) (27

'rl,'r'geA(p)

A(Q) EaA(P)
72,74 GA(Q)

i L X P(R7) e D)

71,73 GA( P)

+

A(CI) aA(P)
# 7‘277‘4€A(Q)

=A1+ Ay (36)

Let us first evaluate A;. From Eq. (13),

(T 7)o (T D=l (T Dl (T 7))

gJLa< 1 1! > (37)

|71 —r2|® [Tz — Tyl

By substituting it into the expression of A;, we obtain

I S I )

1 EA(p) 72 GA(q)
(1 7'51‘2)

p
(A(Q)eaA(”)

10



For 1 € Al(p) and ry € Al(q) with Al(q) € 8Al(p), 71— 7o| < Vdl + Tpg < 3v/dl. Hence,

o
Ay < O ax JL
- Z . ri—mol®
7r1,72€l
(lr1—r2|<3/dl)

o2 T 3v/dl . .
< hax 1 drS r®=~
T | X[ s

r1el’
— (3\/E)d_ao-r2nax‘]5d ﬁéd—a
d—a L
_ BV 07 1 T Sa
~ -

7169, (39)

where S; = 27(@t1/2 /1((d +1)/2) is the surface area of the d-dimensional unit cube. This
upper limit is independent of [ and going to zero in the limit of § — 0.

Next, we shall evaluate As. By the mean-value theorem, there exists u € [0, 1] such
that

T — T2 r3 — T4 B '7"1—’1"3 "1“2—7"4
o (MF2) -0 (BT = Wastw] " 4 Mot 21 0
with & = [(1—u)ry+urs]/L and y = [(1—u)re+ury]/L. Because 71,73 € Al(p) and 7o, T4 €
Al(q), Lx € Al(p ) and Ly € Al(q). Here, by the triangle inequality, L|x — y| > rp, — Vdl.
Since Al(q) ¢ aAl(p), Tpg > 2V/dl and thus | — y| > r,,/2L. Moreover, |r; — 73| < v/dl and
|7y — 74| < V/dl. Due to the condition (14) and Eq. (40),

T — T2 s — T4 J/ "I"l—Tg‘ ""2—7'4’
— <
o (7)o (o) s e (P

a+1
< 20%2/dJ <£> 6. (41)

T'pq

ecause s Tog = , and hence r > . us we can evaluate As as
B AP ¢ 9AP) | v, > 2V/dl, and hence rpy/L > 2v/ds. Th luate A

a+1
A2 < 2a+1\/a!]/0_1211ax52d+1 Z Z <£>
P q

T'pq
(A goA”)
Tmax
< 2a+1\/gjlo_2 6d+1 / dJ}SdJ}d_a_2
max Ep: o /d5
Tmax
= Al7|0 /2 s daad—2 (42)

where Tmax is defined as Tmax = maxg yes | — y|, which is assumed to be finite, and

11



A =2971/dJ' 62 . Sq. By evaluating the integral, we obtain

xd—a—l
A= 17l (a <d-—1), (43a)
xmax
Ap < ¢ ARl o (a=d—1), (43D)
1 ~ —
= drnevapm Fi19° (d-1<a<d), (43¢)

In any case, as long as a < d, Ay — 0 in the limit of 6 — 0. The convergence is uniform
with respect to [ because the derived upper bound is independent of [.
By collecting the results for Ay and As, we complete the proof of Lemma 1.

4.4 Proof of Lemma 2

We prove Lemma 2 by evaluating the upper bound and the lower bound of s (e, m,om; f‘)
and showing that these bounds become indistinguishable in a suitable limit.
We decompose the reference Hamiltonian as

0 § :
HIE ) _ E ngg) (O-Al(p)) + ngg) (O'Al(p) ) O'qu))a (44)
P p<q
(AP cT) (AP A9 T

and we write H,Sf’l) = H%O) + ng(é’l). Because of the condition (9), there are some K > 0
and v > 0 such that

Kl2d
|HO| < = EQY (45)
T'pq
with
7| [
Tog = = rd®r — rdir| . 46
pq ld Al(p) Al(q) ( )

The coarse-grained entropy density is explicitly given by

s@D (e, m, 6m;T) = %ln Z 9 (HEY(W) < ‘f“g) 0 ’%’ ZO’(T’) € [m,m+odm) | . (47)

opes™t rel
We have

(ZH<O+VW<\P\E Y E ) ( <m)

p<q

<0 (ZH(O + VA < |f|s+ZE§,2>> . (48)

p<q

We define Eéo) > —oo as the possible minimum value of ngg) /1%. Decompose the possible
values of energy and magnetization as

1
ldH;p> — &l € [nyde, (np + 1)e) (49)

12



and

lld 3 o(r)=my e [kp‘s;” (k, +1)57m> (50)

reAl(p)

with integers {n,} and {k,}. An arbitrary positive constant de has been introduced.
Because |0(r)] < Omax or |mp| < Omax, We can restrict the summation over k, to
Emin < kp < kmax. Here, kmyin is the maximum integer satisfying kmin < —20max/0m and
Emax is the minimum integer satisfying kmax > 20max/dm — 1.
We can also restrict the summation over n,. Since H;,(,g) - ldego) > 0, we have n, > 0.
The inequality appearing in Eq. (48),

Z O+ Vi < |Fle - ST EWY

r<q

leads to - . )
S _ Pl = =00 + Vi) + 55, By o
> P = ld5e '

Here,

v = ‘ﬁDb
- Ld 2r2nax de2(¢(6l(

EmY T ¥ (7))

p,q TEA(p) ,,,,IEA(Q)

Ld 2
Omax
< 2 L2d Z

1‘1‘61"

Ld 2 J L2
< max / ddw / dd’y = maxv7 (52)
2 J5 5 -yl 2

where v is a constant independent of § and [. We have used Eq. (13). As for E;,(,?]), we can
evaluate as

Z Ei’(’ lzd Z d+u

p<q p<q P4
K 94 1 2d 1
SEY Y T Y
» q Pq Pq
(AI(Q)eaAl(P)) (A(Q)iaA(P))
K 1 K 1
< 1 =1 / Sz
- 9 Z Zq: ld—l—nu + 2 Zp: 0 /dl LOqL l’d+”
(AP coAl))
~ K Sq
<= |ng+——1|17". 53
< PP |t o] (5%



Here, ng is the maximum number of elements of E?Al(p), that is, ng = max, Zq(A(q)eaA(p)) 1.
l l
By using Egs. (52) and (53), Eq. (51) becomes
e e e b+ 7 e 2
np < ——<e—¢gy) —06+ —=05.,V+—= |n /e
2 = g ° 20 2 ™" vevay
= Nsum- (54)

Since |T'| ~ L% for small values of § = I/L, Ny is a quantity of order 6~%. From Eq. (54),
by remembering that the number of p with Al(p ) cTis IT|/1% and n, > 0, we obtain

. Naum + |T]/19)!
0 7Y + VI < |Fle+ S EQ | < ( ! , 55
2 (Z <P+ 2B ) <55 (55)

{np} P p<q

or

) 6 (Z +V(‘” < |F|z—:+ZE(O)

() \7 p<a
Ll Ll [T, 1T
< (Nsum + l_d + 1) In{ Nsym + ld + 1] — Nsum In Ngym — 1d In— - (56)

We have used the inequality nlnn —n < Inn! < (n + 1)In(n + 1) — n. By putting
Neum = 6 ngum and |T|/1% = 6797, or equivalently 7 = |I'|/L%, we have

w0 (S v < e S

{np} P p<q

<o [(nsum + 74+ 0% In(ngum + 7 + 0%) — Neum In Mgy — 7 In 7 — 6% In 64| . (57)
For sufficiently large [ and sufficiently small 4, \f\ ~ L% and therefore
1 0 Uglaxv
nsung<s—€g)—5s+7> (58)

and n ~ 1. Hence there is some positive constant D = O(In(de)/de) independent of ¢ and

{ with
m) 6 (Z 7Y + VY < |Fle+ Y E,gg>> <§7D (59)

{np} P p<q

for sufficiently large [ and sufficiently small §. These restrictions of the summation over k),
and n, are important for the evaluation of the upper bound.
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Evaluation of a lower bound

By using the left part of the inequality (48), we have

0<H§5’l) §|f|s) ZG(ZH(O + VA < |Fje = S B )

{np} P p<q

(0)
X H 0 <pr - € [19,0¢,1%(n, + 1)56))

>Y 0 nygg)) 1903 "y + 1) + VOV < [Dle = E,SE?)

{np} P p<q

70
X Ha ( PP O ¢ [1%,6¢,1%(n, + 1)&:)) (60)

We also have

0 (%ZO’(T)G [m,m+6m)) :ZH<| |ZM €[m m+5m)>

{kp}
om om
Mp

xHH(lde[ , (kp +1)2>>

p
>) 0 <|f|m§zd2k om IT|(m + 6m) — —Zam>
{kp} p

M, om om
xl;[9<l—de[,,2 (k, +1)7>>. (61)

By using 3,1 = IT| /1%, we obtain

1 om
6 <fZa(T) € [m,m+5m) > ZG(!F\m<lek — < |T| <m+7>>

ref {kp}
M om om
<[]0 <l—f € [kPT,(k:p—k 1)7>> . (62)

p

From Egs. (60) and (62), the lower bound of the coarse-grained entropy given in Eq. (47)

15



is obtained:

8(5’”(6, m,om;T) >

_ mZ > 6 <|F|5 +zd552(np+1) ) < |F|e—ZE(O)

{np} {kp} p<q

X0 <|r|m<zdzk R ( 5;”))

X H Z 0 <H1§2 — 0 € [n,de, (np+1)5s)> 9 (% c |:k7p67m7(k?p+1)57m>>

o (p)
(63)
In terms of the entropy density of the reference system,
M
sO (e, m, 5m; AP) = l—dln S oY < 1) (l—f € [m,m + 5m)> , (64)
T\ ()
)
we have
s©@D (e, m, om;T) 2% In Z Z 0 <]f]€§0) +1%¢ Z(np +1)+ ngé’l) < |Tle — Z EI(HOZ))
| | {np} {kp} p p<q
x 0 [Dm <17 "k m T m+5—m
- P2 2
P
X H {exp [lds(o) (Eéo) + (np + 1)de, kp—— om 6;1,Al(p)>}
P
—exp [lds(o) ( (0) + npde, ky 5m, %n?Al(p)ﬂ} (65)

By keeping only the term with %k, and n, which maximize the quantity inside logarithm,
we obtain

~ 5m 5m
41) (, m, 6m; T) > 350 <<o> 16, ey O A<p>>
s (e,m,om;T) > max [\F\ (np + 1)de,

{"p}f{kp}
1 ss
T Zp (=)

: |f‘|5§0) —|—ld552(np +1)+ ) < IT|e — ZEI(,Z ,

\f\mgzd Zk < 1| <m+—>] (66)

where

5s = 5O <e§0> + (np + 1)de, kpy—0t 57” om A“”) — 5@ <e§0> + npoe, kp et 5m om A“”)
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In the limit of [ — oo and then dm — 0 and de — 0, by the assumption that the entropy
density of the reference system has a thermodynamic limit, Eq. (10), we obtain

lim inf 8(5’”(6, m,om;T)
dm—0 after [—o0

{max} [l ZS (ep, mp) 5dZ€p —l—v~ < |3le, 64 Zmp = |3m]|, (67)
Ep,Myp
where vgf) = lim;_, o, V- / Le,

Furthermore, we shall take the limit of 6 — 0. Now we define the domain )\gp ) =

Al(p ) /L = 5(1(&%” ) /l). The domain )\gp ) is independent of | and |)\gp )| = 0%, The central
P

position of Ay is denoted by x,. By introducing the functions ¢'(x) and m/(x) so that

(p)

'(x) = ¢, and m/(x) = m,, for any x € Xy, we can write

5dzs<o>(sp,mp) _ / das O (! (@), m (),
v

5dZE —/dda:&? x),

5dZmp = /ddwm (),

i) =5 [t [ dyote ym @)

In the limit of 6 — 0, ¥ — v and any Riemann integrable functions () and m(x) can be
approximated by step functions ¢'(x) and m/(x) if {¢,} and {m,} are suitably chosen. We
therefore obtain

(68)

liminf  liminf 8(5’”(6, m,om;T)
d—0 dm—0 after [—o0

> swp [/ d250) (=(z), m()) / dzm(z) = m,

),m(-)ERy

/ e (x / i / Ay, y)m(z)m(y )§5} (69)

Evaluation of an upper bound

By using the right part of Eq. (48), we have

e(Hg‘S’”gyfys) Ze(ma +zd552n,,+v“<\r\a+z )

{np} p<q

©
xH9<HPP — ) ¢ [y, (np+1)5a)> (70)
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0 (%Za(r) € [m,m+5m)) <> 0 (\f\ <m_ %m) < zdzkp%m < \f\(m+5m)>

{kn} P

Lo (%< o200

(71)
Substituting Egs. (70) and (71) into Eq. (47), we obtain
5@ (e, m, 6m;T)
1
mdy > e <]F]€(O + ldaaznp + VA < T + Y B )
{np} {kp} p<q
><9<]F]< > Zk —<]F\(m+5m)>
h208 M, om om
X H Z 9 < lIle — E§O) [npéa, (np + 1)65)) 9 (l—dp S |:kp7, (kp + 1)7))
p O'Al(p)
(72)

In terms of the entropy density of the reference system, the above inequality is written as

s (e, m, 6m;T) <—anZ€<|F|€ ld5sznp+V <|F|5+ZE(O>

{np} {kp} p<q
o (171 (m—222) <103 1,2 < |Fjm + m)
m—— | < P m+ om
p
XH{eXp [lds(o) <€§0) (np + 1)0e, kp— 5m om A(p)>]
p

—exp [lds@) < ©) 4 e, by — 5m om A(”)>] } (73)

Because kmin § kp § kmaxa

S F({hy)) < (Zl) v (k) < (4"‘“a"+2)g1axf<{kp}> (74)
{kp} {kp} ko

Moreover, because of Eq. (59),

> fnp}) < maxf({np}) (75)
{np}
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where the summation over {n,} is restricted so that ) ngp) V(“ <[Dle+ 3 qu).

An upper bound of the entropy is thus given by

P<q

5@ (e, m, 6m;T)

5m om 1 d
< max (0<(0) + (np + 1)de, kp— ,A(p)>—— 1—e 190
{np}{ko} [\r\ 2 (1) 2 ' ,( >

DD + ldésZn +V(‘” <[Ple+ Y EY,
p<q

~ om d om =
IT| <m— 7) <l Zk,,T < D|(m 4 dm)

p

b Ly (Ao +—5 ip. (76)
Iy om Iy

In the limit of [ — co and then dm — 0 and e — 0, we obtain

B d
limsup  s%(e,m,dm;T) < max [% Z 5O (g,,my,) : 6 Zmp = |§|m,
p

dm—0 after l—o0 {ep}:{mp}
0" ep+ vl < Fle| . (T7)
p

Here we again introduce the step functions &’(z) and m/(x). Since ¢/(x) and m/(x) are
Riemann integrable, we have, by using Eq. (68),

lim sup 3(671)(5, m,dm; )
dm—0 after [—oo

< o [ [dtas0 @@ [ dontt@) = i,
/ddws ——//¢<wy> @y ><we]
L ddwdw)—% / / ¢<w,y>m<w>m<y>gma] (78)

In the limit of 6 — 0, ¥ — v and thus

limsup limsup sV (e,m,om;T")
d—0 Im—0 after [—o0

sup [ / d?xs© m(z)) : / dxm(x) = m,

)m()ER,
deme //gb m(y )<e]. (79)

This is identical to the derived lower bound. We therefore have finished to prove Lemma 2.
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5 Application of the variational formula to the case of peri-
odic boundary conditions

We have considered spin systems with free boundary conditions, but Theorem 1 also holds
for periodic boundary conditions as long as |z — y| in the conditions (13) and (14) is
interpreted by the minimum image convention. In this section, we briefly mention some
consequences from the variatonal expression of the entropy density.

5.1 Exactness of the mean-field theory and its violation

In this section, we assume periodic boundary conditions and fully ferromagnetic and trans-
lational invariant couplings ¢(x,y) = ¢(x —y) > 0 for all  and y, we can obtain some
results mentioned below.

In periodic boundary conditions, we set v to be the d-dimensional unit cube, v =
[0,1) = A;. In general, we define Af = [0,1)%, that is, Af is the d-dimensional cube of
side [. The point x + e, is identified with @, where e, is the unit vector along k-direction
(k=1,2,...,d). Of course, the translational invariant potential satisfies ¢(x) = ¢(x £ ey)
for k=1,2,...,d.

In the above setting, it is shown that the interaction potential ¢(x —y) can be replaced
by the mean-field (MF) coupling, ¢(x —y) — 1 for all ,y € Ay in a wide region of
the parameter space, (¢,m) or (8, m) depending on the ensemble, called the “MF region”
without changing the value of the entropy density [11] or the free energy density [12,13].
On the other hand, if the density of an extensive quantity such as € or m is held fixed,
it is also shown that there is a parameter region called the non-MF region, in which the
value of the entropy density or the free energy density crucially depends on the details of
¢(x — y), and hence replacing ¢ by 1 is not allowed. The fact that replacing ¢ by 1 is
allowed is called the “exactness of the MF theory” [15-18], because it is well known that
the spin model with the all-to-all couplings are thermodynamically equivalent to the spin
model with the MF approximation [14].

In earlier works 4, the exactness of the MF theory and its violation has been investi-
gated for the case with the homogeneous magnetic field but without any short-range inter-
actions, ngo) = —h)_ .cpo(r). As we will show below, the results of the earlier works are
straightforwardly extended to the case with short-range interactions by using the variatonal
expression of the entropy density (18).

We shall derive the exactness of the MF theory and its violation for the canonical
ensemble. In periodic boundary conditions, the translationally symmetric potential energy
can be diagonalized by the Fourier expansion,

a d —y)m(x)m = ma |2
/Aldf”/Ald.w(w y)m@)m(y) = > onlmal’, (80)

nczd

where

. d —2min-x __ d .
On = /A1 dxp(x)e = /A1 dxp(x) cos(2mn - x) (81)

‘Exactness of the MF theory and its violation has been also discussed for quantum spin systems [19],
but the derivation of the microcanonical entropy in quantum systems has not been fully rigorous as pointed
out by Olivier and Kastner [20]. However, the results discussed in classical spins are also true in quantum
spin systems at least for the canonical ensemble.
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and
mn:/ dlxm(x)erm e, (82)
Ay

From Eq. (81), as long as ¢(x) > 0 for any € Ay,
Pn < /A d'z(x) = ¢o = 1. (83)
1

Remember the normalization of Ny, = 1 in Eq. (12).
We define the second largest Fourier component of ¢(x) as ¢max,

max — . 84
(b nlélZad}iO ¢n ( )

The interaction term is bounded as [21]

Z ¢n|mn|2 < m2 + ¢max/A ddmm(m)2 - ¢maxm2- (85)

nczd

By using this inequality, we find that the free energy density satisfies
1 max
f(Bm)> i {—§m2 +FOB,m) + [ / il <——¢2 m(@)? + fO (ﬁ,m(m)))
Ay

m(-)ERA,
_ <—%m2 + f(o)(ﬁ,m)ﬂ } (86)

We define the free energy of the reference system with the MF couplings as

J
far(B,mi J) = —m? + fO(5,m). (87)
Then the lower bound of the free energy is written as

f(ﬁv m) > fMF(ﬁ) m; 1) - [fMF(ﬁ) m; quax) - ﬁF(ﬁ) m; quax)] ) (88)

where fyfp(8,m; dmax) is the convex envelope of fur (8, m; dmax) With respect to m. In
other words, fyfe (8, M; dmax) is the maximum convex function of m satisfying fyjp(8,m) <
fmr (B, m; dmax). We have used the relation

l;k/EkF(ﬁ) m; quax) - inf |: ddmeF(ﬁy m(m)a quax) : /
A1

d*zm(z) = m] . 89
i N (z) (89)

The upper bound of the free energy density is easily obtained by putting m(x) = m in
Eq. (22),

F(8.m) < —gm? + [O(8m) = fup(6m:1). (90)

Thus we have obtained the following inequality:

fMF(ﬁam; 1) - [fMF(ﬁyma @bmax) - I;k/EkF(ﬁam§ ¢max)] < f(ﬁym) < fMF(ﬁvm; 1)' (91)
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This inequality is an extension of the inequality derived in the previous work [12,13], in

which only the case of ngo) = —h)_,.cpo(r), ie, without short-range interactions, was
considered®. From the inequality (91), if fur(8,m; ¢max) is convex with respect to m,
the lower bound coincides with the upper bound, and thus f(8,m) = fur(8,m;1). In
particular, at the minimum point of fyp(3,m;1) with respect to m, which corresponds
to an equilibrium state when the value of the magnetization is not fixed, the convexity of
fumr (B, m; dmax) is always satisfied and thus min,, f(8,m) = min,, f;mr(8,m;1). This is
nothing but the statement of the exactness of the MF theory.

We shall consider the case where m is held fixed at some value, not necessarily the
minimum of f(5,m). From the stability analysis around the uniform solution m(x) = m, it
is found that in the region of the parameter space (3, m) with 82 fyr (8, m; max ) /Om? < 0,
the uniform solution corresponds to a local maximum point of the free energy functional

F@Am@)) = =3 [ e [ dlyote—ym@m)+ [ aofO@m@).  (©)

which means that the uniform solution is unstable. We therefore have

f(ﬂ?m) <fMF(/87m; 1) (93)

for (8, m) satisfying 02 far (3, m; dmax)/Om? < 0. This is a part of the non-MF region. In
the non-MF region, macroscopic heterogeneity emerges, see Ref. [13,21] in more detail.

5.2 Mean-field universality for critical phenomena

In short-range interacting systems, large clusters with the same spin state appear near the
critical point, which implies the divergence of the correlation length [14]. The universality
class depends on the type of symmetry breaking, spacial dimension, and so on. On the
other hand, in long-range interacting systems, the system tends to be homogeneous even
at the critical point because all the spins interact with each other and spacial geometry
becomes less important. Indeed, in the model only with the all-to-all interactions (the MF
model), the spin configuration is always uniform and the universality class of the critical
phenomena belong to the MF universality class independently of the spacial dimension.
When the system possesses both the short- and long-range interactions, it has been
argued that critical phenomena always belong to the MF universality class even if the
strength of long-range couplings is infinitesimal [22]. We can see it by using the exactness
of the MF theory. When the temperature is above the critical temperature, the free energy
is convex with respect to m and f(8,m) = fur(3,m;1) = —(1/2)m? + fO(3,m). We
assume that m = 0 is the minimum point of f(8,m). If there were no long-range inter-
action, the macroscopic ordering due to short-range interactions would occur at ﬁgo) with
0% f (0)(6£0),m) /Om?|,n—o = 0. With the presence of long-range interactions, at the critical
inverse temperature 8., 02f(8e,m)/0m?|m=o = —1 + 02fO(B.,m)/dm?|,n=0 = 0, which
implies that 92f©) (8., m)/dm?|;p—o = 1 > 0. From this observation, we can say f. < Béo)
and phase transitions in a system with short- and long-range interactions are always driven
by long-range interactions before growing large clusters due to short-range interactions.

5For a reference Hamiltonian of the form ngo) =—h Zref (7)), fur (B, m; dmax) = fumr (Bdmax, m;1). If
we write fur(8,m) = fmr (8, m; 1), the inequality (91) is reduced to the inequality obtained in Ref. [12,13].
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As a result, critical phenomena are governed by long-range interactions and the critical
phenomena belong to the MF universality class. The crossover between short-range Ising
model and the long-range Ising model is investigated in Ref. [22].

6 Discussion

We have proven the existence of the thermodynamic limit in spin systems where both
short-range interactions and long-range ones are present. We have obtained the variational
expression of the entropy density explicitly depending on the shape of the system ~. This
implies nonadditivity, which is one of the important characteristics of long-range interacting
systems [3].

The variational expression leads us to some results such as the exactness of the MF
theory and the MF universality class of critical phenomena in systems where short-range
interactions compete with long-range interactions.

In the proof of Lemma 1, we have evaluated the difference between the original Hamil-
tonian and the coarse-grained one. We divide it into A; and As, the former of which
stands for the contribution from the short-distance fluctuations and the latter of which
represents the contribution from the long-distance fluctuations. By comparing Eq. (39)
with Eqs. (43a), (43b), and (43c), it is obvious that A; < Ag for a« < d —1 and A; = Ay
for d — 1 < a < d when § is very small. This implies that the short-distance fluctuations
around the coarse-grained magnetization {m(zx)} become important only for d—1 < a < d.
Although the equilibrium state itself is qualitatively irrespective of whether o < d — 1 or
d —1 < a < d, the nonequilibrium dynamics would be qualitatively different in the two
regimes. Indeed, the dynamical classification of long-range interactions has been suggested,
where it was shown that @ < d —1 and o > d — 1 belong to the different classes [26,27].

In long-range interacting systems, not only equilibrium properties but also dynam-
ical properties are peculiar, e.g., ergodicity breaking [28], existence of quasi-stationary
states [29], dynamical criticality near the spinodal point [30], and so on, see Ref. [31] for
a review. Therefore, it is interesting to explore those dynamical properties for general
cases, e.g., for arbitrary pair interactions under suitable conditions, for an arbitrary shape
of the system, and for the case where both short-range interactions and long-range ones
are present. The coarse graining will be also applicable for some dynamical problems and
a thermodynamic function will play the role of a dynamical potential [30]. We therefore
hope that this work will also serve as a guide to explore dynamical issues in long-range
interacting systems.
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