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Given a constrained minimization problem, under what ctowl$ does there exist a related, un-
constrained problem having the same minimum points? Theglgpiestion in global optimization
motivates this paper, which answers it from the viewpoirgtafistical mechanics. In this context, it
reduces to the fundamental question of the equivalence anelquivalence of ensembles, which is
analyzed using the theory of large deviations and the thebcgnvex functions.

In a 2000 paper appearing in tleurnal of Statistical Physi¢sve gave necessary and suffi-
cient conditions for ensemble equivalence and nonequicalén terms of support and concavity
properties of the microcanonical entropy. In later redeave significantly extended those results
by introducing a class of Gaussian ensembles, which arénglstérom the canonical ensemble by
adding an exponential factor involving a quadratic functid the Hamiltonian. The present paper
is an overview of our work on this topic. Our most importargativery is that even when the mi-
crocanonical and canonical ensembles are not equivaleatcan often find a Gaussian ensemble
that satisfies a strong form of equivalence with the microo&al ensemble known as universal
equivalence. When translated back into optimization thebrs implies that an unconstrained min-
imization problem involving a Lagrange multiplier and a dtagic penalty function has the same
minimum points as the original constrained problem.

The results on ensemble equivalence discussed in this papdiustrated in the context of the
Curie-Weiss-Potts lattice-spin model.

Keywords: Equivalence of ensembles, Gaussian ensembdepcanonical entropy, large deviation principle,
Curie-Weiss-Potts model

. INTRODUCTION

At the beginning of his groundbreaking 1973 paper, Oscafdrdrdescribes the underlying program of
statistical mechanics_[38, p. 1].

The objective of statistical mechanics is to explain the nosaopic properties of matter on

the basis of the behavior of the atoms and molecules of whishdomposed. One of the

most striking facts about macroscopic matter is that irepiibeing fantastically complicated

on the atomic level — to specify the positions and velocibésll molecules in a glass of

water would mean specifying something of the ordet @ parameters — its macroscopic
behavior is describable in terms of a very small number capeters; e.g., the temperature
and density for a system containing only one kind of molecule

arXiv:cond-mat/0605658v1 [cond-mat.stat-mech] 26 May 2006

Lanford shows how the theory of large deviations enables dbjective to be realized. In statistical
mechanics one determines the macroscopic behavior ofqahysistems not from the deterministic laws of
Newtonian mechanics, but from a probability distributibattexpresses both the behavior of the system on
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the microscopic level and the intrinsic inability to deberprecisely what is happening on that level. Using
the theory of large deviations, one shows that, with prdiglionverging to 1 exponentially fast as the
number of particles tends t&, the macroscopic behavior is describable in terms of a vaglisiaumber of
parameters

The success of this program depends on the correct choicebélplity distribution, also known as
an ensemble. One starts with a prior measure on configursgiace, which, as an expression of the lack
of information concerning the behavior of the system on tenic level, is often taken to be the uniform
measure. The most natural choice of ensemble is the micvo@zl ensemble, obtained by conditioning
the prior measure on the set of configurations for which thenianian per particle equals a constant
energyu. Gibbs introduced a mathematically more tractable prdipaldgistribution known as the Gibbs
ensemble or the canonical ensemble, in which the conditiptiiat defines the microcanonical ensemble
is replaced by an exponential factor involving the Hamilionand the inverse temperatyfea parameter
dual to the energy parametef29].

Among other reasons, the canonical ensemble was introdugésibbs in the hope that in the limit
n — oo the two ensembles are equivalent; i.e., all macroscopipegsties of the model obtained via the
microcanonical ensemble could be realized as macroscoppeies obtained via the canonical ensemble.
While ensemble equivalence is valid for many standard aqmbitant models, ensemble equivalence does
not hold in general, as numerous studies cited later in ttieduction show. There are many examples
of statistical mechanical models for which nonequivaleocensembles holds over a wide range of model
parameters and for which physically interesting microcécal equilibria are often omitted by the canonical
ensemble.

The present paper is an overview of our work on this topic. 6fithe beautiful aspects of the theory
is that it elucidates a fundamental issue in global optitiora which in fact motivated our work on the
Gaussian ensemble. Given a constrained minimization @noblinder what conditions does there exist a
related, unconstrained minimization problem having threeseninimum points?

In order to explain the connection between ensemble eauigaland global optimization and in order to
outline the contributions of this paper, we introduce somiation. LetY be a spacel a function mapping
X into [0, oo, and H a function mapping into R. Foru € R we consider the following constrained
minimization problem:

minimize I () overz € X subject to the contraintl (z) = u. (1.1)

A partial answer to the question posed at the end of the pireggéragraph can be found by introducing
the following related, unconstrained minimization prabléor 5 € R:

minimize I (z) + SH (x) overz € X. (1.2)

The theory of Lagrange multipliers outlines suitable ctinds under which the solutions of the constrained
problem [I1L) lie among the critical points bf SH. However, it does not give, as we will do in Theorems
B and=3B, necessary and sufficient conditions for thetisaku of [T.1) to coincide with the solutions of
the unconstrained minimization problem11.2) and with tbkritions of the unconstrained minimization
problem appearing in(1.5).

We denote bye* and&s the respective sets of solutions of the minimization protsdL]) and[{1]2).
These problems arise in a natural way in the context of dayiulin statistical mechanics_[21], whete
denotes the energy aritthe inverse temperature. As we will outline in Section 2 ttreory of large devia-
tions allows one to identify the solutions of these problemshe respective sets of equilibrium macrostates
for the microcanonical ensemble and the canonical ensemble

The paperi[21] analyzes equivalence of ensembles in termedadfonships betweefi* and&g. In turn,
these relationships are expressed in terms of support awawity properties of the microcanonical entropy

s(u) = —inf{I(z) : z € X, H(z) = u}. (1.3)



The main results in_[21] are summarized in Theofem 3.1. Rarof that theorem states thatdfhas a
strictly supporting line at an energy valuethen full equivalence of ensembles holds in the sensehbet t
exists a3 such that™ = &g. In particular, ifs is strictly concave on dom thens has a strictly supporting
line at allu except possibly boundary points [Thin.]3.2(a)] and thusegliivalence of ensembles holds at
all suchu. In this case we say that the microcanonical and canonicaehbles are universally equivalent.

The most surprising result, given in part (c), is thatifloes not have a supporting line @t then
nonequivalence of ensembles holds in the strong sensé€‘tha€s; = ) for all 5 € R?. That is, if s does
not have a supporting line at— equivalently, ifs is not concave at — then microcanonical equilibrium
macrostates cannot be realized canonically. This is to heasted with part (d), which states that for any
x € &g there existsu such thatr € £%; i.e., canonical equilibrium macrostates can always b&zezh
microcanonically. Thus of the two ensembles the microceabis the richer.

The paperi[12] addresses the natural question suggestedrbycp of Theoreni-3]1. If the micro-
canonical ensemble is not equivalent with the canonicatrabte on a subset of energy valuesthen is
it possible to replace the canonical ensemble with anotheerable that is universally equivalent with the
microcanonical ensemble? We answered this question ldinting a penalty function[H (z) — u]? into
the unconstrained minimization proble{1.2), obtainimg fiollowing:

minimize I (z) + SH(x) + y[H(z) — u)* overz € X. (1.4)

Since for eacly ¢ X

lim y[H(z) — u]? =

y—00

0 ifHE =u
{oo it H(z) # u,

it is plausible that for all sufficiently large minimum points of the penalized problef{|1.4) are also mini-
mum points of the constrained problein{1.1). Sircean be adjusted_(1.4) is equivalent to the following:

minimize I (z) + SH (x) +~[H(x)]* overz € X. (1.5)

The theory of large deviations allows one to identify theuioh of this problem as the set of equilibrium
macrostates for the so-called Gaussian ensemble. It imedt&rom the canonical ensemble by adding an
exponential factor involving/h2, whereh,, denotes the Hamiltonian energy per particle. The utilityhef
Gaussian ensemble rests on the simplicity with which thelgua functionyu? defining this ensemble
enters the formulation of ensemble equivalence. Esshnallithe results ini[21] concerning ensemble
equivalence, including Theoreim B.1, generalize to theéngetif the Gaussian ensemble by replacing the
microcanonical entropy(u) by the generalized microcanonical entropy

sy (u) = s(u) — yu?. (1.6)

The generalization of TheordmB.1 is stated in Thedrein h&wmgives all possible relationships between
the set€" of equilibrium macrostates for the microcanonical ensemdnd the sefs ., of equilibrium
macrostates for the Gaussian ensemble. These relatisraf@@xpressed in terms of support and concavity
properties of.,.

For the purpose of applications the most important consespef Theoreni 313 is given in part (a),
which states that if., has a strictly supporting line at an energy vailyéhen full equivalence of ensembles
holds in the sense that there exists auch thatt™ = &3 . In particular, ifs,, is strictly concave on dom
thens., has a strictly supporting line at all except possibly boundary points [Thin.13.4(a)] and thus full
equivalence of ensembles holds at all suchin this case we say that the microcanonical and Gaussian
ensembles are universally equivalent.



In the case in which is C2 ands” is bounded above on the interior of dagrthen the strict concavity
of s, is easy to show. In fact, the strict concavity is a consecgi@fic

si(u) = s"(u) — 2y < 0 for all u € int(doms),

and this in turn is valid for all sufficiently large [Thm.[Z2]. For suchy it follows, therefore, that the
microcanonical and Gaussian ensembles are universallyadeyt.

Defined in[Z.6), the Gaussian ensemble is mathematicalshmuore tractable than the microcanonical
ensemble, which is defined in terms of conditioning. The s&mijorm of the Gaussian ensemble is reflected
in the simpler form of the unconstrained minimization pesbl [I5) defining the sefz ., of Gaussian
equilibrium macrostates. 1_{1.5) the constraint appeaiinthe minimization problen{{1l.1) defining the
set&" of microcanonical equilibrium macrostates is replacedHgylinear and quadratic terms involving
H(z). The virtue of the Gaussian formulation should be clear. WMine microcanonical and Gaussian
ensembles are universally equivalent, then from a numgraat of view, it is better to use the Gaussian
ensemble because this ensemble, contrary to the microcahone, does not involve an equality constraint,
which is difficult to implement numerically. Furthermoreitmin the context of the Gaussian ensemble, it
is possible to use Monte Carlo techniques without any caiméton the sampling [8) 9].

By giving necessary and sufficient conditions for the edeivee of the three ensembles in Theorems
B and_3B, we make contact with the duality theory of glamimization and the method of augmented
Lagrangians||3§2.2], [45, §6.4]. In the context of global optimization the primal fuioct and the dual
function play the same roles that the microcanonical egt{ogsp., generalized microcanonical entropy)
and the canonical free energy (resp., Gaussian free enplay)in statistical mechanics. Similarly, the
replacement of the Lagrangian by the augmented Lagrangigtobal optimization is paralleled by our
replacement of the canonical ensemble by the Gaussian blesem

The Gaussian ensemble is a special case of the generalizedica ensemble, which is obtained from
the canonical ensemble by adding an exponential factohimgg(h,,), whereg is a continuous function
that is bounded below. Our papér|[12] gives all possibletimahips between the sets of equilibrium
macrostates for the microcanonical and generalized cealoemsembles in terms of support and concavity
properties of an appropriate entropy function. Our papé}$hows that the generalized canonical ensemble
can be used to transform metastable or unstable nonequifibmacrostates for the standard canonical
ensemble into stable equilibrium macrostates for the gdized canonical ensemble.

Equivalence and nonequivalence of ensembles is the subj@targe literature. An overview is given in
the introduction ofi[42]. A number of theoretical papers bis topic, includingl[16], 21, 26, 28,141,142 50],
investigate equivalence of ensembles using the theoryrgé ldeviations. In[41§7] and [42,57.3] there
is a discussion of nonequivalence of ensembles for the sshpiean-field model in statistical mechanics;
namely, the Curie-Weiss model of a ferromagnet. Howevepitke the mathematical sophistication of these
and other studies, none of them except for our papers [12eZdlicitly addresses the general issue of the
nonequivalence of ensembles.

Nonequivalence of ensembles has been observed in a wide cdrgystems that involve long-range
interactions and that can be studied by the methods _0f [1R, IRlall of these cases the microcanonical
formulation gives rise to a richer set of equilibrium madabss. For example, it has been shown computa-
tionally that the strongly reversing zonal-jet structuo@slupiter as well as the Great Red Spot fall into the
nonequivalent range of an appropriate microcanonicalrebke[56]. Other models for which ensemble
nonequivalence has been observed include a number of &gy mean-field spin models including the
Hamiltonian mean-field model [14,139], the mean-field X-Y rab{l5], and the mean-field Blume-Emery-
Griffith model [1,/2/25]. For a mean-field version of the Patisdel called the Curie-Weiss-Potts model,
equivalence and nonequivalence of ensembles is analyzgetail in [10,/11]. Ensemble nonequivalence
mas [37] 51], gravitational systems|[[30] 31, 43, 53], and dehof the Lennard-Jones gas [5]. A detailed
discussion of ensemble nonequivalence for models of cahstrictures in two dimensional turbulence is



given in [21,81.4].

Gaussian ensembles were introduced.in [32] and studiduefuirt [8,9] 3B), 34, 52]. As these papers dis-
cuss, an important feature of Gaussian ensembles is thaallbes one to account for ensemble-dependent
effects in finite systems. Although not referred to by narhe, Gaussian ensemble also plays a key role
in [3€], where it is used to address equivalence-of-enserghbkestions for a point-vortex model of fluid
turbulence.

Another seed out of which the research summarized in thepremper germinated is the paper [22].
There we study the equivalence of the microcanonical andrieal ensembles for statistical equilibrium
models of coherent structures in two-dimensional and egeastrophic turbulence. Numerical computa-
tions demonstrate that, as in other cases, nonequivaldreressembles occurs over a wide range of model
parameters and that physically interesting microcanémigailibria are often omitted by the canonical en-
semble. In addition, in Section 5 af |22], we establish thalmear stability of the steady mean flows
corresponding to microcanonical equilibria via a new Lyapuargument. The associated stability theo-
rem refines the well-known Arnold stability theorems, whad not apply when the microcanonical and
canonical ensembles are not equivalent. The Lyapunovi@imatappearing in this new stability theorem is
defined in terms of a generalized thermodynamic potentiailai in form to I () + H (x) 4+ ~[H ()], the
minimum points of which define the set of equilibrium macabss for the Gaussian ensemble [§€€{2.14)].

Our goal in this paper is to give an overview of our theorétieark on ensemble equivalence presented
in [12,121]. The papel[13] investigates the physical ppies underlying this theory. In Section 2 of the
present paper, we first state the hypotheses on the sttisterhanical models to which the theory of the
present paper applies. We then define the three ensemblescrecamonical, canonical, and Gaussian
— and specify the three associated sets of equilibrium nstaties in terms of large deviation principles.
In Section 3 we state two sets of results on ensemble eqgnoaleThe first involves the equivalence of
the microcanonical and canonical ensembles, necessargudfitient conditions for which are given in
terms of support properties of the microcanonical entremefined in [I.B). The second involves the
equivalence of the microcanonical and Gaussian ensemi#esssary and sufficient conditions for which
are given in terms of support properties of the generalizéztamanonical entropy., defined in [LB).
Section 4 addresses a basic foundational issue in statistiechanics. There we show that when the
canonical ensemble is nonequivalent to the microcanoeitsémble on a subset of energy valuei can
often be replaced by a Gaussian ensemble that is univesgtliivalent to the microcanonical ensemble.
In Section 5 the results on ensemble equivalence discusstisi paper are illustrated in the context of
the Curie-Weiss-Potts lattice-spin model, a mean-field@pmation to the nearest-neighbor Potts model.
Several of the results presented near the end of this sextonew.

II. DEFINITIONSOF MODELSAND ENSEMBLES

One of the objectives of this paper is to show that when theriaal ensemble is nonequivalent to the
microcanonical ensemble on a subset of energy valuydscan often be replaced by a Gaussian ensemble
that is equivalent to the microcanonical ensemble for.alBefore introducing the various ensembles as
well as the methodology for proving this result, we first sfyethe class of statistical mechanical models
under consideration. The models are defined in terms of fleviog quantities.

1. A sequence of probability spac€Q,,, F,, P,) indexed byn € N, which typically represents a
sequence of finite dimensional systems. The are the configuration spaces, € (2, are the
microstates, and thB, are the prior measures on thdields F,,.

2. A sequence of positive scaling constapt— oo asn — oo. In generak,, equals the total number
of degrees of freedom in the model. In many cagsgsquals the number of particles.



3. For eacm € N a measurable functiond,, mapping(2,, into R. Forw € 2,, we define the energy
per degree of freedom by

hp(w) = iHn(w)

Gn

Typically, H,, in item 3 equals the Hamiltonian, which is associated wittrgy conservation in the model.
The theory is easily generalized by replacifig by a vector of appropriate functions representing addition
dynamical invariants associated with the model [12, 21].

A large deviation analysis of the general model is possiblevided that there exist a space of
macrostates, macroscopic variables, and an interactwagentation function and provided that the macro-
scopic variables satisfy the large deviation principle R)[@n the space of macrostates. These concepts are
explained next.

4. Space of macrostates. This is a complete, separable metric spacavhich represents the set of all
possible macrostates.

5. Macroscopic variables. These are a sequence of random variablesnapping(2,, into X. These
functions associate a macrostatedirwith each microstate € €2,,.

6. Interaction representation function. This is a bounded, continuous functioBsmappingX’ into
R such that ag — oo

hn(w) = H(Y,(w)) +0(1) uniformly forw € €,; (2.2)

lim sup |hn(w) — H(Y,(w))| = 0.

n—00 UJGQTL

The functionf enable us to writé,,, either exactly or asymptotically, as a function of the noatate
via the macroscopic variablés,.

7. LDP for the macroscopic variables. There exists a functio mappingX’ into [0, oo] and having
compact level sets such that with respeciPipthe sequencé’, satisfies the LDP otk with rate
function I and scaling constants,. In other words, for any closed subgéf X

1
li — log P,{Y, € F} < — inf I(x),
imsup - log { } < - inf Iz)
and for any open subsét of X

1
liminf — log P,{Y,, € G} > — inf I(z).

n—00 (O zeG

It is helpful to summarize the LDP by the formal notatiéh{Y,, € dz} =< exp[—a,I(x)]. This
notation expresses the fact that, to a first degree of appadion, P,{Y,, € dx} behaves like an
exponential that decays to 0 wheneveér) > 0.

A wide variety of statistical mechanical models satisfy llypotheses listed in items 1-7 at the start of
this section and so can be studied by the methods bf [12, 2Hs& include the following.



1. The mean-field Blume-Emery-Griffiths modgl [4] is one of gimplest lattice-spin models known
to exhibit, in the mean-field approximation, both a contunsiosecond-order phase transition and
a discontinuous, first-order phase transition. The spaceaafrostates for this model is the set of
probability measures on a certain finite set, the macroscaguiables are the empirical measures
associated with the spin configurations, and the assodiddtis Sanov’s Theorem, for which the
rate function is a relative entropy. Various features of thodel are studied inl[L, 2,124, 25].

2. The Curie-Weiss-Potts model is a mean-field approximatiothe nearest-neighbor Potts model
[57]. For the Curie-Weiss-Potts model, the space of maarest the macroscopic variables, and
the associated LDP are similar to those in the mean-field Blemery-Griffiths model. The Curie-
Weiss-Potts model nicely illustrates the general resuitgmsemble equivalence discussed in this
paper and is discussed in Sectign V.

3. Short-range spin systems such as the Ising modé&“cand numerous generalizations can also be
handled by the methods of this paper. The large deviationntgques required to analyze these
models are much more subtle than in the case of the long-rangan-field models considered in
items 1 and 2. For the Ising model the space of macrostatdése isgace of translation-invariant
probability measures of¢, the macroscopic variables are the empirical processesiassd with
the spin configurations, and the rate function in the astatiaDP is the mean relative entropy
[19,127 [45].

4. The Miller-Robert model is a model of coherent structurean ideal, two-dimensional fluid that
includes all the exact invariants of the vorticity trangpeguation {[44,_47].The space of macrostates
is the space of Young measures on the vorticity field. Theelatgviation analysis of this model
developed first inl[47] and more recently in [6] gives a riggalerivation of maximum entropy
principles governing the equilibrium behavior of the idéaid.

5. In geophysical applications, another version of the rhaodéem 4 is preferred, in which the en-
strophy integrals are treated canonically and the enerdycaoulation are treated microcanonically
[22]. In those formulations, the space of macrostatds’ (@) or L°>°(A) depending on the contraints
on the voriticty field. The large deviation analysis is cadrout in [20]. The papel_[22] shows how
the nonlinear stability of the steady mean flows arising aslibjum macrostates can be established
by utilizing the appropriate generalized thermodynamiteptals.

6. A statistical equilibrium model of solitary wave strues in dispersive wave turbulence governed
by a nonlinear Schrodinger equation is studied_in [23]. Tdrge deviation analysis given in_[23]
derives rigorously the concentration phenomenon obseérnvkahg-time numerical simulations and
predicted by mean-field approximations|[35, 40]. The spdcaazrostates i€.?(A), whereA is a
bounded interval or more generally a bounded domaiR4nThe macroscopic variables are certain
Gaussian processes.

We now return to the general theory, first introducing thectiom whose support and concavity prop-
erties completely determine all aspects of ensemble eguiva and nonequivalence. This function is the
microcanonical entropy, defined farc R by

s(u) = —inf{I(z) : z € X, H(z) = u}. (2.2)

Since I mapsX’ into [0, oc], s mapsR into [-o0,0]. Moreover, sincel is lower semicontinuous and
H is continuous o, s is upper semicontinuous dR’. We define doms to be the set of, € R for
which s(u) > —oo. In general, dom is nonempty since-s is a rate function.[21, Prop. 3.1(a)]. For each



u € doms,r > 0, n € N, and setB € F,, the microcanonical ensemble is defined to be the conditioned
measure

P {BY = P,{B | hy € [u—r,u+1]}. (2.3)

As shown inl[21, p. 1027], i, € doms, then for all sufficiently larger, P,{h, € [u — r,u + r|} > 0;
thus the conditioned measurB$" are well defined.

A mathematically more tractable probability measure isctn@onical ensemble. For eacke N, g € R,
and setB € F,, we define the partition function

Zn(ﬂ) = /Q eXp[_athn] dPna

which is well defined and finite, and the probability measure

Pup{B} = —— - /B exp|—an By AP, (2.4)

1
Zn(B)

The measure$), 3 are Gibbs states that define the canonical ensemble fortbe giodel.
The Gaussian ensemble is a natural perturbation of the zi@nsemble. For each € N, g € R,
and~y € [0, c0) we define the Gaussian partition function

2(33) = [ expl-aufb, — bl ap. (2.5)

This is well defined and finite because thg are bounded. FoB € F,, we also define the probability
measure

1
P,s,{B} = 70 /B exp|—anBhy — anyhZ] dP,, (2.6)
which we call the Gaussian canonical ensemble. One canaaeethis by replacing the quadratic function
by a continuous functiog that is bounded below. This gives rise to the generalizedriaal ensemble,
which the theory developed in|12] allows one to treat.
Using the theory of large deviations, one introduces the agletquilibrium macrostates for each ensem-
ble. It is proved inl[21, Thm. 3.2] that with respect to the rm@anonical ensemblg,"", Y,, satisfies the
LDP on X, in the double limitn — oo andr — 0, with rate function

win | I(x)+s(u) if Hx)=u
) = { 00 otherwise. 2.7)

I" is nonnegative oit’, and foru € doms, I'* attains its infimum of O on the set
E' ={reX : I"(x)=0} (2.8)
= {z € X : I(z) is minimized subject td (z) = u}.

This set is precisely the set of solutions of the constramédmization problem[(T]1).
In order to state the LDPs for the other two ensembles, weybnrithe canonical free energy, defined
for 8 € R by

p(B) =~ lim —log Z,(9)

and the Gaussian free energy, defined¥a R and~y > 0 by

1
o(B,7) = —nlglgoalog Zn(B,7).



Itis proved in [21L, Thm. 2.4] that the limit defining(/3) exists and is given by

#(B) = inf {I(y) + BH(y)} (2.9)

and that with respect t6,, 3, Y,, satisfies the LDP o’ with rate function

Ig(x) = I(z) + BH(z) — ¢(8). (2.10)
I3 is nonnegative ol and attains its infimum of O on the set

s = {x e X : Ig(x) =0} (2.11)
= {z € X: I(x) + (B, H(x)) is minimized;.

This set is precisely the set of solutions of the unconséchiminimization probleni(112).
A straightforward extension of these results shows thalitedefining ¢(3, ) exists and is given by

#(8,7) = int{I(y) + BH(y) +1[H()I’} (2.12)
and that with respect t6,, 3 4, Y,, satisfies the LDP o’ with rate function

Ts(2) = I(z) + BH (@) + 1 [H (@) = ¢(8,7). (2.13)
I ~ is nonnegative o’ and attains its infimum of 0 on the set

Esy = {reX: Iz, (x) =0} (2.14)
= {z e X:I(x)+ (B, H(z)) + v[H(x)]* is minimized.

This set is precisely the set of solutions of the penalizetimization problem[{1]5).
Foru € doms, let x be any element ot satisfying/“(x) > 0. The formal notation

PYT{Y, € do} < e~ @)

suggests that has an exponentially small probability of being observethalimitn — oo, » — 0. Hence

it makes sense to identify* with the set of microcanonical equilibrium macrostatesthe same way we
identify with £5 the set of canonical equilibrium macrostates and With the set of generalized canonical
equilibrium macrostates. A rigorous justification is givarj21, Thm. 2.4(d)].

1. EQUIVALENCE AND NONEQUIVALENCE OF THE THREE ENSEMBLES

Having defined the sets of equilibrium macrostatés £, and&g , for the microcanonical, canonical
and Gaussian ensembles, we now show how these sets ard telatee another. In Theorem B.1 we state
the results proved in_[21] concerning equivalence and naimalgnce of the microcanonical and canonical
ensembles. Then in Theoréml3.3 we extend these results Gailrgsian ensemble [12].

Parts (a)—(c) of Theorem3.1 give necessary and sufficiamditons, in terms of support properties of
s, for equivalence and nonequivalence&dfand&s. These assertions are proved in Theorems 4.4 and 4.8
in [21]. Part (a) states thathas a strictly supporting line atif and only if full equivalence of ensembles
holds; i.e., if and only if there exists@such that" = £z. The most surprising result, given in part (c),
is thats has no supporting line at if and only if nonequivalence of ensembles holds in the gireense
that€* N &z =  for all 5. Part (c) is to be contrasted with part (d), which states fibradny 5 canonical
equilibrium macrostates can always be realized microcaatiy Part (d) is proved in Theorem 4.6 in
[21]. Thus one conclusion of this theorem is that at the lefelquilibrium macrostates the microcanonical
ensemble is the richer of the two ensembles.
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Theorem 3.1. In parts(a), (b), and(c), © denotes any point idoms.
(a) Full equivalence. There existg? such that€" = &3 if and only if s has a strictly supporting line at
u with slopeg; i.e.,

s(v) < s(u) + B(v—u) forall v # u.

(b) Partial equivalence. There existg} such thatt™ C £z but&™ # £3 if and only ifs has a nonstrictly
supporting line at: with slopeg; i.e.,

s(v) < s(u) + (v — w) for all v with equality for some # w.
(c) Nonequivalence. Forall 5, £* N &€z = B if and only ifs has no supporting line at; i.e.,
for all 3 there exist® such thats(v) > s(u) + B(v — u).

(d) Canonical is always realized microcanonically. For any3 € R we haveFI(Sg) C doms and

&= U &

ueff(&g)

We highlight several features of the theorem in order tavilhate their physical content. In part (a) we
assume that for a givem € doms there exists a unique such thatt™ = &g. If s is differentiable at, and
s and the double-Legendre-Fenchel transfarhare equal in a neighborhood of theng is given by the
standard thermodynamic formuta= s'(u) [12, Thm. A.4(b)]. The inverse relationship can be obtained
from part (d) of the theorem under the assumption &hatonsists of a uniqgue macrostate or more generally
that for allz € &4 the valuesH (z) are equal. Theg; = £*9), whereu(B) = H(z) for anyz € Eg;
u(8) denotes the mean energy realized at equilibrium in the dealoensemble. The relationship= w(53)
inverts the relationship = s’(u). Partial ensemble equivalence can be seen in part (d) umelassumption
that for a givens, £z can be partitioned into at least two séfg; such that for alk: € &5 ; the valuesH (z)
are equal butd (z) # H(y) wheneverz € &, andy € &g fori # j. Then&s = |J,£%P), where
w;(B) = H(z), z € Eg,. Clearly, for each, %) ¢ &5 but£%(8) +£ £5. Physically, this corresponds to
a situation of coexisting phases that normally takes plaediest-order phase transition [55].

Before continuing with our analysis of ensemble equivademee make a number of basic definitions. A
function f onR is said to be concave dhif f mapsR into RU {—oc}, f # —oo, and for allu andv in R
and allx € (0,1)

FOw+ (1= M) = Af(w) + (1= A)f(v).

Let f # —oo be a function mappin@® into R U {—oco}. We define donf to be the set of. for which
f(u) > —oo. For g andu in R the Legendre-Fenchel transforpisand f** are defined by

£(8) = inf{(8.u) — ()} and F(u) = inf {(8,u) — f*(8)}-

The function f* is concave and upper semicontinuous ®rand for allu we have f**(u) = f(u) if
and only if f is concave and upper semicontinuous®Ifl9, Thm. VI.5.3]. Whenf is not concave and
upper semicontinuous, thefit* is the smallest concave, upper semicontinuous functioR tmat satisfies
f(u) > f(u) forall u [12, Prop. A.2]. In particular, if for some, f(u) # f**(u), thenf(u) < f**(u).

Let f # —oo be a function mappin@ into R U {—oc}, w a point in domf, and K a convex subset
of domf. We have the following four additional definitiong:is concave at. if f(u) = f**(u); f is not
concave at if f(u) < f**(u); fis concave orK if f is concave at all, € K; andf is strictly concave on
Kifforall u # vin K and allA € (0,1)

FOu+ (1 =XNv) > Af(u)+ (1= X)f(v).



11

We also introduce two sets that play a central role in therthdeet f be a concave function dR whose
domain is an interval having nonempty interior. kog R the superdifferential of atu, denoted by f (u),
is defined to be the set @f such thats is the slope of a supporting line gfatu. Any suchg is called a
supergradient of atu. Thus, if f is differentiable at. € int(domf), thendf(u) consists of the unique
point 5 = f’(u). If f is not differentiable at, € int(domy), then domdf consists of all3 satisfying the
inequalities

(f) () < B < (f)(w),

where(f")~(u) and(f’)* (u) denote the left-hand and right-hand derivative§ @t . The domain obf,
denoted by domf, is then defined to be the setofor whichd f (u) # 0.

Complications arise because dérfican be a proper subset of dginas simple examples clearly show.
Let b be a boundary point of dorfifor which f(b) > —oo. Thenb is in domdf if and only if the one-
sided derivative off atb is finite. For example, ib is a left hand boundary point of dofhand (/)™ ()
is finite, thendf(b) = [(f')"(b),00); any 8 € df(b) is the slope of a supporting line &t The possible
discrepancy between daiyf and domf introduces unavoidable technicalities in the statemehteweral
results concerning the existence of supporting lines.

One of our goals is to find concavity and support conditionthermicrocanonical entropy guaranteeing
that the microcanonical and canonical ensembles are fgllivalent at all pointa € doms except possibly
boundary points. If this is the case, then we say that thenglnles are universally equivalent. Here is a
basic result in that direction. The universal equivalertages in part (b) follows from part (a) and from part
(a) of TheoreniZ3]11. The rest of the theorem depends on fanteoaing concave functions |12, p. 1305].

Theorem 3.2. Assume thatloms is an interval having nonempty interior and thats strictly concave on
int(doms) and continuous on dom The following conclusions hold.

(a) s has a strictly supporting line at atk € doms except possibly boundary points.

(b) The microcanonical and canonical ensembles are univgrejuivalent; i.e., fully equivalent at all
u € doms except possibly boundary points.

(c) s is concave ok, and for eachy in part (b) the corresponding’ in the statement of full equivalence
is any element afs(u).

(d) If s is differentiable at some € doms, then the corresponding in part (b) is unique and is given
by the standard thermodynamic formua= s'(u).

The next theorem extends TheorEml 3.1 by giving equivalendenanequivalence results involvird
and&g 4, the sets of equilibrium macrostates with respect to theananonical and Gaussian ensembles.
The chief innovation is that(u) in Theoreni 31 is replaced here by the generalized micragealoentropy
s(u) — yu®. As we point out after the statement of TheorEn 3.3, for theogee of applications part
(a) is its most important contribution. The usefulness oédiem3.B is matched by the simplicity with
which it follows from Theoreni3]1. Theoren B.3 is a speciaecaf Theorem 3.4 in_[12], obtained by
specializing the generalized canonical ensemble and swciased set of equilibrium macrostates to the
Gaussian ensemble and the §gt, of Gaussian equilibrium macrostates.

Theorem 3.3. Giveny > 0, defines, (u) = s(u) — yu?. In parts(a), (b), and(c), v denotes any point in
doms.

(a) Full equivalence. There existg} such thate" = &g  if and only ifs, has a strictly supporting line
at u with slopeg.

(b) Partial equivalence. There exists? such thate" C &3, but&* # &g, if and only if s, has a
nonstrictly supporting line at with slopeg.

(c) Nonequivalence. Forall 5, £ N &g, = 0 if and only if s, has no supporting line ai.
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(d) Gaussian isalways realized microcanonically. For any 3 we havef](é’m) C doms and
uéff(ggw)

Proof. For~ > 0 andB € F,, we define a new probability measure

1
/ exp[—an’yhi] dPn
|ap, B

With respect taP, -, Y,, satisfies the LDP o&’ with rate function

Ly(2) = I(z) +~[H ()] = (),
wherei(v) = inf,ex {I(y) + v[H (y)]?}. Replacing the prior measure, in the canonical ensemble with
P, gives the Gaussian ensemiftg s ., which has¢; , as the associated set of equilibrium macrostates.
On the other hand, replacing the prior measBgéan the microcanonical ensemble with, ., gives

Py{B} = Py {B | hy € [u—r,u+ 1]},

exp[—an’yhi

Pon{BY =
/

Qn

By continuity, forw satisfyingh,,(w) € [u — r,u + r], [hn(w)]? converges ta:? uniformly in w andn
asr — 0. It follows that with respect td?;5, Y,, satisfies the LDP ork’, in the double limitn — oo
andr — 0, with the same rate functiof®* as in the LDP forY,, with respect taP,”". As a result, the set
of equilibrium macrostates correspondingA{;, coincides with the sef“ of microcanonical equilibrium
macrostates.

It follows from parts (a)—(c) of Theorefn 3.1 that all equarate and nonequivalence relationships be-
tween&™ and &g, are expressed in terms of support properties of the functionbtained froms by
replacing the rate functioh by the new rate functiod,. The functions,, is given by

5y(u) = —inf{l,(x) : x ~€ X, H(zx) = u}~
= —inf{I(z) +yH(x)?:z € X, H(z) = u} + ¢(7)
= s(u) —yu’ + (7).

Sinces.,(u) differs from s, (u) = s(u) — yu? by the constant)(y), we conclude that all equivalence and
nonequivalence relationships betweghand&s ., are expressed in terms of the same support properties
of s,. This completes the derivation of parts (a)—(c) of Theolekhfbm parts (a)—(c) of TheoreMB.1.
Similarly, part (d) of Theorerfi -3 3 follows from part (d) of @ren31L.H

The importance of part (a) of Theoréml3.3 in applicationsnpleasized by the following theorem, which
will be applied in the sequel. This theorem is the analogu€haforenT-3P for the Gaussian ensemble,
in that theorem being replaced By. The functionss and s, have the same domains. The universal
equivalence stated in part (b) of the next theorem followsfpart (a) and from part (a) of Theoréml3.3.

Theorem 3.4. For v > 0, defines, (u) = s(u) — yu?. Assume thaloms is an interval having nonempty
interior and thats,, is strictly concave ofnt(doms) and continuous on dom The following conclusions
hold.

(a) sy has a strictly supporting line at alt € doms except possibly boundary points.

(b) The microcanonical ensemble and the Gaussian ensemblediéfinerms of thisy are universally
equivalent; i.e., fully equivalent at all € doms except possibly boundary points.

(c) sy is concave ofR, and for each in part (b) the corresponding in the statement of full equivalence
is any element as (u).

(d) If s, is differentiable at some € doms, then the corresponding in part (b) is unique and is given
by the thermodynamic formufa = s’ (u).
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The most important repercussion of Theollen 3.4 is the eavewhich one can prove that the micro-
canonical and Gaussian ensembles are universally equivialéhose cases in which the microcanonical
and canonical ensembles are not fully or partially equival@his rests mainly on part (b) of Theoré€ml3.4,
which states that universal equivalence of ensembles lifoltsre exists ay > 0 such thats,, is strictly
concave on int(dors). The existence of such-afollows from a natural set of hypotheses eistated in
TheorenZR in the next section.

IV. UNIVERSAL EQUIVALENCE VIA THE GENERALIZED CANONICAL ENSEMBLE

This section addresses a basic foundational issue intstatisiechanics. Under the assumption that the
microcanonical entropy i€ ands” is bounded above, we show in TheorEm 4.2 that when the caalonic
ensemble is nonequivalent to the microcanonical ensenmmbéesubset of energy values it can often be
replaced by a Gaussian ensemble that is univerally equividethe microcanonical ensemble; i.e., fully
equivalent at all, € doms except possibly boundary points. Theoffen 4.3 is a weaksrorethat can often
be applied wher” is not bounded above. In the last section of the paper, tiessdts will be illustrated in
the context of the Curie-Weiss-Potts lattice-spin model.

In TheorenTZR the strategy is to find a quadratic functje such thats, (u) = s(u) — yu? is strictly
concave on int(dors) and continuous on dom Parts (a) and (b) of TheordmB.4 then yields the universal
equivalence. As the next proposition shows, an advantageodfing with quadratic functions is that
support properties of, involving a supporting line are equivalent to support prtips of s involving a
supporting parabola defined in terms~f This observation gives a geometrically intuitive way tadfim
guadratic function guaranteeing universal ensemble atgnce.

In order to state the proposition, we need a definition. Lbe a function mappin@® into R U {—oo},

u andg points inR, andy > 0. We say thalf has a supporting parabolaw@atith parameterss, ) if

f(w) < f(u) + (8,0 —u) + (v —u)? forallv. 4.2
The parabola is said to be strictly supporting if the ineiquas strict for all v # w.

Proposition 4.1. f has a(strictly) supporting parabola at: with parameterg3, v) if and only if f — v(-)?
has a(strictly) supporting line at: with slopes. The quantities? and 3 are related bys = 8 — 2vyu.

Proof. The proof is based on the identity — u)? = v? — 2u(v — u) — w2, If f has a strictly supporting
parabola at. with parametergs, v), then for allv # u

Fo) =y0? < f(uw) = yu? + Bv — ),

wheres = 8 — 2vu. Thusf — ~v(-)? has a strictly supporting line atwith slopef3. The converse is proved
similarly, as is the case in which the supporting line or pala is supporting but not strictly supportinli

The first application of Theorem-3.4 is TheorEml 4.2, whiclegia criterion guaranteeing the existence
of a quadratic functioru? such that. (u) = s(u) —yu? is strictly concave on dom The criterion — that
s" is bounded above on the interior of dem— is essentially optimal for the existence of a fixed quadrati
function~u? guaranteeing the strict concavity ©f. The situation in whicts” is not bounded above on the
interior of doms can often be handled by Theoréml4.3, which is a local versidmeorenTZ.P.

Theorem 4.2. Assume that domis an interval having nonempty interior. Assume also thigtcontinuous
ondoms, s is twice continuously differentiable amt(doms), ands” is bounded above ant(doms). Then
for all sufficiently largey > 0, conclusionga)—(c)hold. Specifically, it is strictly concave omloms, then
we choose any > 0, and otherwise we choose

Y>q=4%- sup $"(u). (4.2)

u€int(doms)
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(@) s (u) = s(u) — yu? is strictly concave and continuous doms.

(b) sy has a strictly supporting line, and has a strictly supporting parabola, at all € doms ex-
cept possibly boundary points. At a boundary painthas a strictly supporting line, ans has a strictly
supporting parabola, if and only if the one-sided derivatof s is finite at that boundary point.

(c) The microcanonical ensemble and the Gaussian ensembledidfiterms of thigy are universally
equivalent; i.e., fully equivalent at all € doms except possibly boundary points. ForalE int(doms) the
value ofg defining the universally equivalent Gaussian ensembleigaierand is given by = s'(u) — 2yu.

Proof. (a) If s is strictly concave on dom thens,, is also strictly concave on this set for amy> 0. We
now consider the case in whichis not strictly concave on dom For anyy > 0, s, is continuous on
doms. If, in addition, we choose > ~, in accordance witH{412), then for all€ int(doms)

s"(u) = 8" (u) — 2y < 0.

A straightforward extension of the proof of Theorem 4.4Li€][4n which the inequalities in the first two
displays are replaced by strict inequalities, shows thaf is strictly convex on int(dom) and thus that
s, is strictly concave on int(dom). If s, is not strictly concave on dom) thens, must be affine on an
interval. Since this violates the strict concavity on iotfts), part (a) is proved.

(b) The first assertion follows from part (a) of the preseebtiem, part (a) of Theorein_8.4, and Propo-
sition[41. Concerning the second assertion about bourgtanys, the reader is referred to the discussion
before Theoreri 31 2.

(c) The universal equivalence of the two ensembles is a quesee of part (a) of the present theorem
and part (b) of Theorein3.4. The full equivalence of the erdesmt allu € int(doms) is equivalent to the
existence of a strictly supporting line at eacke int(doms) [Thm.[33(a)]. Since.,(u) is differentiable at
all u € int(doms), for eachu the slope of the strictly supporting line atis unique and equalg (u) [12,
Thm. A.1(b)]. &

Suppose that is C? on the interior of dons but the second-order partial derivativess@re not bounded
above. This arises, for example, in the Curie-Weiss-Potidat) in which dons is a closed, bounded
interval of R ands”(u) — oo asu approaches the right hand endpoint of dofsee§V]. In such cases one
cannot expect that the conclusions of Theor€mk 4.2 will bieftal; in particular, that there exists> 0
such thats, (u) = s(u) — yu? has a strictly supporting line at each point of the interibdom s and thus
that the ensembles are universally equivalent.

In order to overcome this difficulty, we introduce Theoillefd, 4 local version of Theore4.2. Theorem
B3 handles the case in whichis C? on an open sek but either K is not all of int(doms) or K =
int(doms) and the second-order partial derivatives @fre not all bounded above dt. In neither of these
situations are the hypotheses of Theofenh 4.2 satisfied.

In TheorenT 4B other hypotheses are given guaranteeindathadchu € K there existsy such that
s, has a strictly supporting line at in general;y depends om.. However, with the same, s, might also
have a strictly supporting line at other valuesuofin general, as one increasgsthe set ofu at whichs,
has a strictly supporting line cannot decrease. Becausarb{g) of Theoreni 313, this can be restated in
terms of ensemble equivalence involving the&et of Gaussian equilibrium macrostates. Defining

F, = {u € K : there exist$3 such thatz , = £"},

we haveF’,, C F,, whenevery, > v; and because of Theordm#(3, ., £*, = K. This phenomenon is
investigated in SectidnlV for the Curie-Weiss-Potts model.
In order to state Theore 4.3, we definedor K and) > 0

D(u, s'(u),A) = {v € doms : s(v) > s(u) + s’ (u)(v — u) + A(v — u)z} .
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Geometrically, this set contains all points for which theg®la with parameters’(u), A) passing through
(u, s(u)) lies below the graph of. Clearly, since\ > 0, we haveD(u, s'(u), \) C D(u, s'(u),0); the set
D(u, s'(u),0) contains all points for which the graph of the line with slopg:) passing througffu, s(u))
lies below the graph of. Thus, in the next theorem the hypothesis that for eachK the setD (u, s’ (u), \)
is bounded for soma > 0 is satisfied if dons is bounded or, more generally,#(u, s’(u), 0) is bounded.
The latter set is bounded if, for examples is superlinear; i.e.,

lim s(v)/|v] = —o0.
|v]—o00

The quantityy(u) appearing in the next theorem is defined in equation (5.72h [

Theorem 4.3. Let K an open subset @foms and assume thatis twice continuously differentiable .
Assume also thatoms is bounded or, more generally, that for every int K there exists\ > 0 such that
D(u, s'(u), A) is bounded. Then for eaghe K there existsy,(u) > 0 with the following properties.

(a) For eachu € K and anyy > ~9(u), s has a strictly supporting parabola at with parameters
(s'(u),).

(b) For eachu € K and anyy > 7o(u), s, = s — v(+)? has a strictly supporting line at with slope
s'(u) — 2vyu.

(c) For eachu € K and anyy > 7o(u), the microcanonical ensemble and the Gaussian ensemble
defined in terms of this are fully equivalent at:. The value off defining the Gaussian ensemble is unique
and is given by = §'(u) — 2yu.

Comments on the Proof. (a) We first choose a parabola that is strictly supporting fieighborhood of:
and then adjust so that the parabola becomes strictly supporting of afPropositiorf 411 guarantees that
s — ()% has a strictly supporting line at Details are given in [12, pp. 1319-1321].

(b) This follows from part (a) of the present theorem and Bsition[4]..

(c) Foru € K the full equivalence of the ensembles follows from part (bjhe present theorem and
part (a) of Theoreri313. The value @fdefining the fully equivalent Gaussian ensemble is detexchby a
routine argument given in_[12, p. 13211

Theoreni 4B suggests an extended form of the notion of ws@lequivalence of ensembles. In Theorem
2 we are able to achieve full equivalence of ensembledifar @ doms except possibly boundary points
by choosing an appropriatethat is valid for allu. This leads to the observation that the microcanonical
ensemble and the Gaussian ensemble defined in terms of #e universally equivalent. In Theorem
.3 we can also achieve full equivalence of ensembles fat @l K. However, in contrast to Theorem
2, the choice ofy for which the two ensembles are fully equivalent depends..ofVe summarize the
ensemble equivalence property articulated in part (c) afofemZ.B by saying that relative to the set of
guadratic functions, the microcanonical and Gaussiannebles are universally equivalent on the open set
K of energy values.

We complete our discussion of the generalized canonicameble and its equivalence with the micro-
canonical ensemble by noting that the smoothness hypstbasiin Theoren 41 is essentially satisfied
whenever the microcanonical ensemble exhibits no phassitin at anyu € K. In order to see this, we
recall that a point.. at whichs is not differentiable represents a first-order, microcézadrphase transition
[25, Fig. 3]. In addition, a point,. at which s is differentiable but not twice differentiable represeats
second-order, microcanonical phase transition [25, Higlt4ollows that s is smooth on any open sét
not containing such phase-transition points. Hence, ifother conditions in Theorefn 4.3 are valid, then
the microcanonical and Gaussian ensembles are univeespllyalent onX relative to the set of quadratic
functions. In particular, if the microcanonical ensemiskhibits no phase transitions, thenis smooth
on all of int(doms). This implies the universal equivalence of the two ensemplevided that the other
conditions are valid in Theorein 4.2.

In the next section we apply the results in this paper to theeQiveiss-Potts model.
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V. APPLICATIONSTO THE CURIE-WEISS-POTTS MODEL

The Curie-Weiss-Potts model is a mean-field approximatiche nearest-neighbor Potts model, which
takes its place next to the Ising model as one of the mosttersaodels in equilibrium statistical mechanics
[57]. Although the Curie-Weiss-Potts model is consideyainpler to analyze, it is an excellent model to
illustrate the general theory presented in this paperglgnthe boundary of the set of models for which
a complete analysis involving explicit formulas is avaitab As we will see, there exists an interval
such that for anyu € N the microcanonical ensembe is nonequivalent to the caaloaitsemble. The
main result, stated in Theordmb.2, is that for ang N there existsy > 0 such that the microcanonical
ensemble and the Gaussian ensemble defined in terms of #nis fully equivalent for alb < w. While
not as strong as universal equivalence, the ensemble é&noeaproved in Theorein .2 is considerably
stronger than the local equivalence stated in The@ren 4.3.

Let ¢ > 3 be a fixed integer and define = {#',62,...,609}, where the§’ are anyq distinct vectors
in RY. In the definition of the Curie-Weiss-Potts model, the meaialues of these vectors is immaterial.
For eachn € N the model is defined by spin random variablgsws, . . . ,w, that take values ih. The
ensembles for the model are defined in terms of probabilitgsuees on the configuration spadgs which
consist of the microstates = (wy, wo, . ..,w,). We also introduce the-fold product measur#,, on A™
with identical one-dimensional marginals

| =

ﬁ:

q
> i
=1

Thus forallw € A", P, (w) = qin Forn € Nandw € A™ the Hamiltonian for theg-state Curie-Weiss-Potts
model is defined by

1 n
Haw) === > 8wy ),
k=1

whered(w;,wy) equals 1 itw; = wy, and equals 0 otherwise. The energy per particle is definég, by) =
Lm,(w).

With this choice ofh,, and witha,, = n, the microcanonical, canonical, and Gaussian ensembidsgfo
model are the probability measures &f defined as in[{Z213)[{2.4), and(P.6). The key to our analysis o
the Curie-Weiss-Potts model is to expréssin terms of the macroscopic variables

L, =Lp(w) = (Lpi(w), Lpa(w),...,Lygw)),

theith component of which is defined by
Lusl) = 237 800,07
n,ilw) = nj:1 Wy, .

This quantity equals the relative frequency with whichj € {1,...,n}, equalsd’. The empirical vectors
L, take values in the set of probability vectors

q
P = {l/ eR?:v=(v1,1n,...,14), €achy; > O,ZVZ- = 1}.
i=1
Each probability vector ifP represents a possible equilibrium macrostate for the model
There is a one-to-one correspondence betweemd the seP(A) of probability measures oA, v €
P corresponding to the probability measuré’_, v;d,:. The elemenp € P corresponding to the one-
dimensional marginab of the prior measure®, is the uniform vector having equal componeléts For
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w € A" the element of° corresponding to the empirical vectby,(w) is the empirical measure of the spin
random variablesi, wo, . .., wy.
We denote by(-, -) the inner product ofR?. Since

D)ILERL Zéwkaf’ D Sleyen),

i=1 j=1 7,k=1

it follows that the energy per particle can be rewritten as

o) = ~ 5 > dlesin) = —HEnfe) Lnfe))
7,k=1

hn(w) = H(Lp(w)), whereH(v) = —4(v,v) forv € P.

H is the energy representation function for the model.

In order to define the sets of equilibrium macrostates wiipeet to the three ensembles, we appeal to
Sanov’'s Theorem. This states that with respect to the ptodeasures’,, the empirical vectorg,,, satisfy
the LDP onP with rate function given by the relative entro¥(-|p) [19, Thm. VIIl.2.1]. Forv € P thisis
defined by

R(vlp) = Z v;log(qu;).

With the choiced = R(:|p), H = —3(-,+), anda,, = n, L, satisfies the LDP ofP with respect to each
of the three ensembles with the rate functions giver by (#710), and[[Z13). In turn, the corresponding
sets of equilibrium macrostates are given by

£ = {1/ € P : R(v|p) is minimized subject tdl (v) = u} .

Ep = {V € P:R(v|p) +BH(v)is minimized} )
and
5. = {1/ € P R(vlp) + BH(v) +~[Hw)? is minimized} ,

Each element in £, £g, and&s , describes an equilibrium configuration of the model withpezs to the
corresponding ensemble in the thermodynamic limit. fthecomponent; gives the asymptotic relative
frequency of spins taking the valdé

As in (Z2), the microcanonical entropy is defined by

s(u) = —inf{R(v|p) : v € P,H(v) = u}.

Since R(v|p) < oo for all v € P, doms equals the range off (v) = —1(v,v) on P, which is the
closed interval[—%, —%]. The set€" of microcanonical equilibrium macrostates is nonemptycisedy
for u € doms. Forq = 3, the microcanonical entropy can be determined explicillgr all ¢ > 4 the
microcanonical entropy can also be determined explicitiyviged Conjecture 4.1 ir_[10] is valid; this
conjecture has been verified numerically for@kt {4,5,...,10*}. The formulas for the microcanonical

entropy are given in Theorem 4.3 In [10].
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FIG. 1: Schematic graph efu), showing the sef’ = (uy, ug) U {u,} of full ensemble equivalence, the singleton
setP = {ug} of partial equivalence, and the s¥t= (uo,u,) of nonequivalence, wherg, = —3 andu, = —2—1q.
Foru € FUP = (ug,uo] U {ur}, s(u) = s**(u); foru € N, s(u) < s**(u) and the graph of** consists of the
dotted line segment with sloge. The slope ok atu, is co. The quantityw, is discussed after Conjectdrels. 1.

We first consider the relationships betwe&hand&s, which according to Theore 3.1 are determined
by support properties af These properties can be seen in Figure 1. The quanti#ppearing in this figure
equals—q?+ 3¢ —3]/[2¢(q — 1)] [10, Lem. 6.1]. Figure 1 is not the actual graphsdfut a schematic graph
that accentuates the shape of the graphtofyether with the intervals of strict concavity and nonaity
of this function.

These and other details of the graphsadre also crucial in analyzing the relationships betw&tmand
&p.- Denote dons by [uy, u,], whereu, = —3 andu, = —.. These details include the observation that
there existsvy € (uo, u,) such thats is a concave-convex function with break poing; i.e., the restriction
of s to (ug, wy) is strictly concave and the restriction oo (wy, u,.) is strictly convex. A difficulty with
this determination is that for certain valuesgoincludingq = 3, the intervals of strict concavity and strict
convexity are shallow and therefore difficult to discernrtRermore, what seem to be strictly concave and
strictly convex portions of this function on the scale of émgire graph might reveal themselves to be much
less regular on a finer scale. Conjecfure 5.1 gives a set pépies ofs implying there existsug € (ug, u;)
such thats is a concave-convex function with break poing. In particular, this property o§ guarantees
that s has the support properties stated in the three items apgearthe next paragraph. Conjectlirel 5.1
has been verified numerically for allc {4,5,...,10%}.

We define the sets

F = (ug,up) U{u,}, P={ug}, and N = (ugp, u,).

Figure 1 and Theorem—3.1 then show that these sets are rigspetitie sets of full equivalence, partial
equivalence, and nonequivalence of the microcanonicakandnical ensembles. The details are given in
the next three items. In Theorem 6.2 ini[10] all these comghssconcerning ensemble equivalence and
nonequivalence are proved analytically without referaidde form ofs given in Figure 1.

1. s is strictly concave on the interval,, ug) and has a strictly supporting line at eacke (ug, ug)
and atu,. Hence foru € F' = (uy, up) U {u, } the ensembles are fully equivalent in the sense that
there existg3 such thatt" = &5 [Thm.[Z1(a)].

2. sis concave but not strictly concavewtand has a nonstrictly supporting linewgtthat also touches
the graph ofs over the right hand endpoint.. Hence foru € P = {u(} the ensembles are partially
equivalent in the sense that there exj$tsuch that" C £ butE® # £ [Thm.[3(b)].

3. sis not concave otV = (ug, u,) and has no supporting line at anyc N. Hence foru € N the
ensembles are nonequivalent in the sense that far, &t Nz = O [Thm.[3(c)].
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The explicit calculation of the elements & and&" given in [10] shows different continuity properties
of these two sets€s undergoes a discontinuous phase transitiofi mereases through the critical inverse

temperatures, = % log(q—1), the unique macrostagefor 8 < £, bifurcating discontinuously into the
g distinct macrostates fo# > .. By contrast£™ undergoes a continuous phase transitiom decreases
from the maximum value,. = —2—1q, the unique macrostagefor . = u,. bifurcating continuously into the
distinct macrostates far < w,.. The different continuity properties of these phase ttaors shows already
that the canonical and microcanonical ensembles are nivadeqt.

Forw in the interval N of ensemble nonequivalence, the graphs©ofis affine; this is depicted by the
dotted line segment in Figure 1. One can show that the slotieeddffine portion of the graph ef* equals
the critical inverse temperaturg.

This completes the discussion of the equivalence and naorsdgnce of the microcanonical and canoni-
cal ensembles. The equivalence and nonequivalence of tilheganonical and Gaussian ensembles depends
on the relationships between the s€tsand&; , of corresponding equilibrium macrostates, which in turn
are determined by support properties of the generalizedogaoonical entropy. (u) = s(u) — yu?. As
we just saw, for eachh € N = (uo,u,), the microcanonical and canonical ensembles are nonéepuiva
Foru € N we would like to recover equivalence by replacing the caralnéensemble by an appropriate
Gaussian ensemble.

Unfortunately, Theorerfi 4.2 is not applicable. Although finst three of the hypotheses are valid,
unfortunatelys” is not bounded above on the interior of demindeed, using the explicit formula for
s given in Theorem 4.3 in_[10], one verifies thitn,,_, (,,)- s"(u) = oo. However, we can appeal to
Theoren 4B, which is applicable singés twice continuously differentiable ol¥. We conclude that for
eachu € N and all sufficiently largey there exists a corresponding Gaussian ensemble that isaéqtito
the microcanonical ensemble for that

By using other conjectured properties of the microcandr@n&ropy, we are able to deduce the stronger
result on the equivalence of the microcanonical and Gaugsiaembles stated in TheorEml 5.2. As before,

we denote dona by [u, u,], whereu, = —1 andu, = —2—1(1, and write
s'(ug) = lim §'(u) and s'(u,) = lim  s'(u)
u—(ug)t u—(ur)~

with a similar notation fors”(uy) and s”(u,). Using the explicit but complicated formula fergiven in
Theorem 4.2 inl[10], the following conjecture was verifiedmarically for allg € {4,5,...,10*} and all
u € (ug,u,) of the formu = uy + 0.02k, wherek is a positive integer.

Conjecture5.1. For all ¢ > 3 the microcanonical entropy has the following two properties.
(@) s"(u) > 0forall u e (up,u,).
(b) s’ (ug) = 00, 0 < §'(u,) < 00, §"(up) = —o0, and s”(u,) = cc.

The conjecture implies that’ is an increasing bijection dfu,, u,) ontoR. Therefore, there exists a
unique pointwy € (ug, u,) such thats”(u) < 0 for all u € (ug, wp), s”(wy) = 0, ands”(u) > 0 for all
u € (wo,u,). It follows that the restriction of to [us, wy] is strictly concave and the restriction efto
[wo, u,] is strictly convex. These properties, which can be seendnrgil, are summarized by saying that
s is a concave-convex function with break poin.

The intervalN = (ug,u,) exhibited in Figure 1 contains all energy valuefor which there exists no
canonical ensemble that is equivalent with the microcaradr@insemble. Assuming the truth of Conjecture
B, we now show that for each € N there existsy > 0 and an associated Gaussian ensemble that is
equivalent with the microcanonical ensemble foriall «. In order to do this, fory, > 0 we bring in the
generalized microcanonical entropy
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and note that the properties ofstated in Conjecture_3.1 are invariant under the additioth@fguadratic
—~u?. Hence, if ConjecturE3.1 is valid, then satisfies the same propertiessadn particular,s, must
be a concave-convex function with some break painf which is the unique point ifu,, u,) such that
shi(u) < Oforall u € (up,w,), s5(wy) = 0, andsi(u) > 0 for all u € (w,,u,). A straightforward
argument, which we omit, and an appeal to Thedrein 3.3 shawhiéee exists a unique point, € (uy, w-)
having the properties listed in the next three items. Thespepties show that., plays the same role for
ensemble equivalence involving the Gaussian ensembldhbgiointu, plays for ensemble equivalence

involving the canonical ensemble.

1. Fory > 0, s, is strictly concave on the interval,, v,) and has a strictly supporting line at each
u € (ug, uy) and atu,. Hence foru € F., = (ug, uy) U {u,} the ensembles are fully equivalent in
the sense that there exigtsuch that" = &3, [Thm.[Z3(a)].

2. Fory > 0, s, is concave but not strictly concave@af and has a nonstrictly supporting line«at
that also touches the graph efver the right hand endpoint.. Hence foru € P, = {u,} the
ensembles are partially equivalent in the sense that txéses ¢ such that€™ C &z , but&" # &£3,
[Thm.[Z3(b)].

3. Fory >0, s, is not concave on the interv&l = (u.,, u,) and has no supporting line at any= N.
Hence foru € NV, the ensembles are nonequivalent in the sense that for &t N €5, = 0 [Thm.

B3(c)].
We now state our main result.

Theorem 5.2. We assume that Conjectu€lis valid. Then as a function of > 0, F., = (ug, uy) U {u,}

is strictly increasing, and ag — oo, I, T (uy, u,]. It follows that for anyu € N = (uo, u,), there exists

~ > 0 such that the microcanonical ensemble and the Gaussiam#nsealefined in terms of thisare fully
equivalent for allv € (uy, u,) satisfyingv < u. The value of3 defining the Gaussian ensemble is unique
and is given by = s'(v) — 2vw.

The proof of the theorem relies on the next lemma, part (a)fo€vuses Propositidni4d.1. When applied
to s, this proposition states that, has a strictly supporting line at a point if and onlysihas a strictly
supporting parabola at that point. Proposifiod 4.1 illtsts why one can achieve full equivalence with the
Gaussian ensemble when full equivalence with the canoaitg@mble fails. Namely, even whexoes not
have a supporting line at a point, it might have a supportangipola at that point; in this case the supporting
parabola can be made strictly supporting by increasind he proofs of parts (b)-(d) of the next lemma
rely on Theoreni-4]3 and on the properties of the $&tsP,, and N, stated in the three items appearing
just before the last theorem.

Lemma5.3. We assume that Conjectlfs€l is valid. Then the following conclusions hold.

(a) If for somey > 0, s, has a supporting line at a point, then for anyy > ~, sy has a strictly
supporting line atu.

(b)Forany0 <~y <7, F,UP, C Fj;.

(c) uy is a strictly increasing function of > 0 andlimy_, 4y = u,.

(d) As a function ofy > 0, F, is strictly increasing.

Proof. (a) Suppose that, has a supporting line at with slope3. Then by Propositiofii 4% has a
supporting parabola at with parametergs, ), where = 3 + 2vyu. As the definition[[Z11) makes clear,
replacingy by anys > ~ makes the supporting parabolaastrictly supporting. Again by Propositidn 4.1
sy has a strictly supporting line at
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(b) If w € F, U Py, thens,, has a supporting line at. Since0 < v < 7, part (a) implies that; has a
strictly supporting line at.. Henceu must be an element afy.

(c) If 0 < v < 4, then by part (a) of the present lemma € P, C Fj. SinceF; = (ugp,us) U {u,}
and sinceu, < wu,, it follows thatu, < usy. Thusu, is a strictly increasing function of > 0. We now
prove thatlim._, uy = u,. For anyu € (uy, u,), part (b) of TheoreriL4l3 states that there exigts> 0
such thats.,, (u) has a strictly supporting line at It follows thatu € F.,, = (u¢,u,,) U {u,} and thus
thatu < u,, < u,. Sinceu,, is a strictly increasing function of, it follows that for ally > ~,, we have
Uy > u,, > u. We have shown that for any € (ug, u, ), there existsy, > 0 such that for alty > ~,, we
haveu, > u. This completes the proof thitn, . v, = u,.

(d) SinceF, = (ug, uy) U {u,}, this follows immediately from the first property af, in part (c). The
proof of the lemma is completdll

We are now ready to prove Theoréml5.2. The propertieB,oftated there follow immediately from
Lemma[5.B. Indeed, since, is a strictly increasing function of > 0, F, is also strictly increasing. In
addition, sincelim,_,o, u, = u, it follows that asy — oo, F, 1 (ug,u,]. SinceF, is the set of full
ensemble equivalence, we conclude that for ang N = (ug,u,), there existsy > 0 such that the
microcanonical ensemble and the Gaussian ensemble definedris of thisy are fully equivalent for all
v € (ug, u,) satisfyingv < u. The last statement concernifigs a consequence of part (c) of Theorlen 4.3.
The proof of Theoreri B2 is complete.
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