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Abstract. We generalize the notion of “ground states” in the Pirogov-Sinai
theory of first order phase transitions at low temperatures, applicable to lattice
systems with a finite number of periodic ground states to that of “restricted
ensembles” with equal free energies. A restricted ensemble is a Gibbs ensemble,
i.e. equilibrium probability measure, on a restricted set of configurations in the
phase space of the system. When a restricted ensemble contains only one
configuration it coincides with a ground state. In the more general case the
entropy is also important,

An example of a system we can treat by our methods is the g-state Potts
model where we prove that for ¢ sufficiently large there exists a temperature at
which the system coexists in g+ 1 phases; g-ordered phases are small
modifications of the ¢ perfectly ordered ground states and one disordered
phase which is a modification of the restricted ensemble consisting of all
“perfectly disordered” (neighboring sites must have different spins) configur-
ations. The free energy thus consists entirely of energy in the first g-restricted
ensembles and of entropy in the last one.

Our main motivation for this work is to develop a rigorous theory for phase
transitions in continyum fluids in which there is no symmetry between the
phases, e.g. the liquid-vapour phase transition. The present work goes a certain
way in that direction.

1. Introduction

In 1936, Peierls [1] invented an argument to show that the Ising model on a
d-dimensional lattice, d = 2, with nearest neighbor ferromagnetic interactions has
spontaneous magnetization at low enough temperatures. The system can exist in
either a + ora — phase: the signature of a first order phase transition. Dobrushin
[2] and Griffiths [3] later made the argument mathematically precise. This
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argument has been extended and new methods have been invented, to prove phase
coexistence, i.e. first order phase transitions, in a great variety of systems.

These methods fall into various categories. Most require however that, like in
the original Ising model, the different phases be related by a symmetry of the
Hamiltonian. This includes Ruelle’s {4] extension of the Peierls’ argument to the
symmetric continuum Widom-Rowlinson model. An outstanding exception is the
Pirogov-Sinai theory [5] and its extensions [6-15]. This theory applies to general
lattice models of the following type: The system is described by occupation (or
spin) variables which can take on a finite number of values at each site of a
d-dimensional regular lattice, d=2. The particles interact with arbitrary finite
range periodic potentials, e.g. an Ising system with one, two, and three spin
interactions. The Hamiltonian of the system H,, has »n periodic ground states, n
finite, and there is a non-zero minimum energy per unit interface, or “contour,”
separating two ground states: the Peierls’ condition.

Pirogov and Sinai study the structure of the phase diagram of the

Hamiltonian H,,
- 1

.

H,=H,+ i; wH;
in the n — 1-dimensional parameter space of “chemical potentials” uy, ..., ¢, ;. The
H, are perturbations which lift the degeneracy of H, and produce, in p-space, the
following topological structure of the ground states of H,: There are n-lines
emanating from the origin on which H, has n—1 periodic ground states, two
dimensional surfaces bounded by pairs of these lines on which there are n—2
ground states, etc.

The theorem then states that, at sufficiently low temperatures, the phase
diagram perfectly mimics the above structure. There is a point % at which there
are n periodic phases etc. )

This paper as well as our previous work [12] is an extension of Pirogov-Sinai
theory having as its primary goal the understanding of phase transitions in
continuum fluids in which there is no symmetry between the phases, e.g. the liquid-
vapour phase transition. While we have not yet succeeded in doing this we believe
that the present work goes a certain way in that direction; see discussion at end.
Other generalizations, some of them closely related to our work, have been carried
out recently by various authors [11, 13-15]. In particular Imbrie has extended the
work of Glimm, Jaffe, and Spencer on phase transitions in quantum field theories
by making a powerful generalization of Pirogov-Sinai theory to such systems [7].

Example. A simple example illustrates the kind of extensions of the Pirogov-Sinai
theory we make here. Consider a lattice (or continuum) gas with 3 species of
particles: A, B, and C. The interaction consists simply of a hard-core of radius R
between an 4 particle and a B or C particle. There are no other interactions
between the particles. There is thus a trivial B— C symmetry. The species have an
activity z 4, zp, and z.. From the point of view of the Pirogov-Sinai theory the limit
z,=zg=zc— 00 leads to an infinity of ground states given by either the
configuration w,=A4 Vx, or by the set of configurations where w, € {B, C} Vx.
Since there is an infinite number of “ground states” the standard theory does
not apply. It is intuitively clear however that for large activities, there will be a
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separation between an 4-dominated phase and a B— C dominated phase but no
separation inside the B— C mixture, since there is no interaction to induce it. This
suggests that it may be possible to group an infinity of degenerate ground states
into a finite set of classes with each class giving rise to one equilibrium state (phase)
at low temperatures.

In fact our extension of the Pirogov-Sinai theory consists in the replacement of
the notion of ground states by measures over suitable subsets of phase space called
“restricted ensembles”:! In the above example these are the single configuration
w,= A VxeZ*(which is a ground state in the usual sense) and the Gibbs measure
(with no interactions) over the set of configurations

{w|w, € {B,C} VxeZ}.

For large zp zo and suitable z, we shall have two phases whose typical
configurations will belong to one of these two subsets with small islands of the
opposite set (and of empty regions).

Moreover, the value of z, where this occurs is asymptotically (z, z— ) close
to the values where the free energies of the restricted ensembles are equal:
z,4~zg+ z. Thus we have the same picture as in the usual Pirogov-Sinai theory:
restricted ensemble—pure phases. The correspondence is as follows: in the
Pirogov-Sinai theory all ground states have the same energy per unit volume; here
the requirement is that the different restricted ensembles have the same free energy
per unit volume. Then, for nearby values of the parameters specifying the
Hamiltonian H, we find a number of phases corresponding to the number of
restricted ensembles. One then also obtains a complete phase diagram in the
vicinity of this point.

General Framework. Let us now describe the general framework in which this
example fits, First of all, it is not necessary that all configurations of B C mixtures
have the same energy. There can be interactions between the B— C particles
themselves. What we require about their restricted ensembles is a diluteness
property. By this we mean that if we look at the system restricted to such an
ensemble it has to be in a single phase and satisfy (very) strong clustering
properties. Such properties usually follow from existence of convergent expansions
in a small parameter characterizing the “dilute” concentration of defects; hence the
name.

In the case of a restricted ensemble being a single configuration (i.e. a ground
state) these properties are trivial, so our restricted ensembles properly generalize
the notion of ground state. The B— C mixture in the example above is also dilute,
since the B and C particles are independent, but there could be some weak
interactions between them without destroying the diluteness property. We prove
this for our example as well as for other models that we treat by means of some
convergent expansion (Mayer, high-temperature, etc.). However, one can formu-
late the general theory by assuming clustering properties in the restricted
ensembles that, although they are hard to check, should hold beyond the radius of

1 Asimilar idea was introduced in Field Theory [7] when a contour expansion was combined
with an expansion around each minimum of the potential. The set offield configurations close to a
minimum corresponds to our notion of “restricted ensemble”
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convergence of these expansions. They are probably true generally for systems in
the one-phase region away from critical points.

In addition to the diluteness hypothesis, we have to assume a suitable Peierls’
condition: consider a set of configurations such that in one region A4, the system is
in one restricted ensemble and in a different region A, is in a different restricted
ensemble. Then we assume that 4, and 4, have to be separated by a region, called
contour, where the system is in none of the restricted ensembles. Moreover, the
free energy of the system, given this specification, is higher than the one of the
system which is in the same restricted ensemble everywhere by an amount equal to
the size of the contour times a large constant.

Finally, we assume that one can find a point in parameter space where the free
energies per unit volume of the different restricted ensembles coincide. Then we
also want a set of perturbations that completely “lifts the degeneracy of the
restricted ensembles.” Free energy degeneracy of restricted ensembile is thus similar
to ground state degeneracy in the Pirogov-Sinai theory.

An interesting example that we can analyze, where the entropy is essential, is
the g-state Potts model (on Z¢, d = 2) studied by Kotecky and Shlosman [16] using
reflection positivity methods. Here for g large we have g + 1 restricted ensembles; g
of them are “ordered,” each corresponding to a single configuration with all spins
equal and the (g + 1) (“disordered”) consists of all configurations where all pairs of
adjacent spins are unequal. All these restricted ensembles have the same free
energy for § approximately equal to élogq‘ For the ordered ensemble this free
energy is just their energy (one configuration =0 entropy) while for the disordered
one it is a pure entropy factor. Moreover, for g large, all these ensembles are dilute
and Peierls’ Condition holds: that is, all intermediate situations between total
order and total disorder have a higher free energy.

Technically the main idea of the Pirogov-Sinai theory is to realize the
distribution of “outer contours” with the help of a suitable “contour model.” In the
original theory the contours in this model are characterized by one body potentials
and interact only by hard core exclusion, i.e. they cannot overlap. In our case
however we have to consider contour models with interactions and we use the
diluteness hypothesis to prove that these models enjoy all the usual properties of
contour models.

Outline. In Sect. IT we state the theorems that we can prove. We consider first
particular models (Widom-Rowlinson models, Potts model) and then the general
framework outlined above. Next, we prove our results, starting with the general
formulation and then showing that the models are special cases of it. In the last
section we discuss an alternative approach to our general results and indicate some
extensions.

II. Models and Main Results

We start by listing several models for which we shall prove the coexistence of
phases. These include both continuum and lattice models. We then develop a
general framework which extends the Pirogov-Sinai theory and in which all
previous models fit. We always assume that the space dimension d=2.
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A. Models

1) A—B—C Model on a Lattice. As described in the Introduction, we associate to
each site x € Z“ a “spin” variable w, taking four values, 4, B, C, and 0, where &, =0
means there is no particle at site x € Z%. The set of configurations is denoted by Q
and the restriction of we Q to X CZ? by wy.

The interaction consists of two parts: 1) A hard-core interaction with radius R
between an A-particle and a B or C particle.

2} A finite range interaction between B and C particles given by

H ()= XXC:A Jrloy), 1X]22, (2.1

where J={J4(-)}xcze is an interaction which satisfies,
i) J is periodic,
i) J is finite range, i.e. Jy=0 if dlam(X)=R,

iii) J4{wx)=0 unless w, € {B, C} for all xe X.

We denote the fugacity of A-particles by z, and the fugacity of B and C
particles, taken equal for simplicity, by z,. We prove the phase coexistence of an
A-phase and a B— C mixture phase when £ is sufficiently small and z ,, z, are large.
The “restricted partition functions™ Z4(A), Z3 €(A), corresponding to Gibbs states
in the restricted ensembles, are given by

ZgA=2{1,

B,C
Zrp ()= zg""- 3 exp{—pHA(w)},
B.C
where, in >, we sum over all w,eQ, such that w, € {B, C} for all xe A.
The restricted free energies f,; and f; - are given by

1
fa=Inz,, fzc= lim —InZ%CA).
T a-ze A
We now note that, by employing the high temperature expansion (see
Appendix 1), we have, for sufficiently small j,

InZ%A)=|4|(Inzo + h(B)) + A(B, A), (2.2)

with |A(B, A)| £ g(B)|0A], g(f)—0 as f—0, and h(f)=In2+ O(p).
Hence f,= fp ¢ if z,=z,exp(h(B)). Our results about phase coexistence can
now be stated as follows:

Theorem 1. There exists B and Z, such that, for each B, z,, B<P, zo> Z,, and for
some z (B, z), close to zoexp(h(f)), at least two different extremal Gibbs states
pA(+) and p»€(-) coexist. The typical configurations of p* (respectively p®°)
consists of a sea of A particles (respectively B or C particles) with small islands of
B or C particles (respectively A particles).

2) A—B—C Model in the Continuum.

1°) In this version of the A — B— C model, there are A, B, and C particles with
fugacities z,, zp, and z; in the continuum. There is a hard core interaction with
radius R, between an 4 and a B or a C particle. In addition we have four types of
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pair interactions ¢, 4 ¢z p $c.co and @p ¢, all of which satisfy the following
condition:

Condition A. ¢,,(r) has finite range R and either §,(r)=c0 for r<r,, and is
bounded for r>7,5 or ¢,u(r)=0.

Notice that in both cases ¢,,(r) satisfies the following strong stability
condition: there exists 0<B< oo such that for any admissible configuration
{x;}}=1, i.e. compatible with the hard core condition, and any i€ {1,2,...,n}, we
have
<B< . (2.3)

i .¢oz[3(xi _xj)

j=1,j%i

Theorem 2. Assume that the ¢’s satisfy condition A. Then there exists ¢ < oo such
that for each z = c there exists By and ry with the property that, if 0 < B, and
Tup STo, we can find values zg(B) and zc(B) for which at least two different extremal
Gibbs states p*(-) and p® €(-) coexist. The typical configurations of p*, p* € are as
in Theorem 1.

Remark. Contrary to the situation in Theorem 1, 8, and r, here depend on z .. The
larger z, the smaller 8, r,. This is necessary in order to satisfy our diluteness
hypothesis in the restricted ensemble.

2°) We may consider another version of this model, in which there is
coexistence between an A-rich phase and a B-rich phase each of which contains a
small number of C-particles. There is a hard-core interaction between 4 and B
particles and pair interactions between all other pairs of particles ¢4 4, ¢z 5 9c.c>
$4.co and ¢p ¢ all of which satisfy condition 4.

Under the above assumptions on interactions we have the following result.

Theorem 3. There exists ¢ < oo such that, for z , = c, there exist B, vy, and z, with
the property that, if 0SB=<Poy, 0=5zc=zo and r,3<ry, we can find a value
z5(B, 24, 2¢) for which at least two different extremal Gibbs measures p*(- ) and p?(-)
coexist.

3) r-State Continuum Widom-Rowlinson Model with Interactions. Here we con-
sider the same framework as in [12] but now allow some interactions among
particles of the same type. There are r species of particles with fugacities z,, € S
={0,1,...,r—1}. The interaction between « and f particles is via a hard-core

oo if [F|ER,,

¢<z,ﬂ(r) = {0

The pair interaction ¢, , among particles of type o satisfies condition A4 for each
aES.
Let us fix the fugacity z, sufficiently large, put

2=(Zl’ ceny Zr_l)e]Rr‘l
and consider the parameter space:
U(ze,8)={2eR"™1; £~ Z(0)Sezo},

where 2(0)=(z,, ..., 2,) and |Z]= . <M<a>51 1zl

otherwise .
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The following result is the extension of the main theorem of [12].

Theorem 4, Under the above hypotheses, there exists an ¢>0 and a ¢ < oo such that,
for z4 ¢, there exist B, rq with the property that, if 0ZB<B,, and v, <r, for
a=0,...,r—1, the phase diagram in U(z,,¢) is as follows:

1) There exists a point £, € Ulg, zy) for which at least r different extremal Gibbs
states coexist.

2) There existrlinesy,, o=0,...,r—1, starting from Z,, for which at least r — 1
extremal Gibbs states {p;}, i€ S\{a}, coexist.

3) In general, there exist k-dimensional open surfaces y,CU(e, z,), ACS,
# A=k, the boundary of y 4 consists of 7 4., ® € A, and at least r — k extremal Gibbs
states {p;}, i€ S\A coexist on v ,.
4) g-State Potts Model. This model is defined as follows: at each site xe Z4, d =2,
there is a variable S, € {1,2, ...,q}, and the Hamiltonian is given by

H(S)=— X 5sx,sya
{x,yded

where {(x, y) is a nearest neighbor pair of sites in Z¢.

By using reflection positivity Kotecky and Shlosman [16] proved the phase
coexistence between “ordered phases” and the “disordered phase.” Here ordered
phases correspond to the configurations o', i=1, ..., q, given by

w'(t)y=i forall teZ?,
and the disordered phase corresponds to the subset Q2 of Q given by
QP ={w: o(t) % w(s) for all nearest neighbor sites (¢, 5)} .

Let us note again that the energy plays the central role in the ordered phase while
the entropy is all important in the disordered phase.

For this system we shall first prove the properties of contour correlation
functions by employing the Pirogov-Sinai method and then prove coexistence of
the corresponding phases. The advantage of our method is that it doesn’t require
reflection positivity. We can obtain information about contour correlation
functions and asymptotic estimates on the transition temperature.? One could
also consider more general interactions and more general phase diagrams,
including several perturbations; see also [14, 15] for alternative proofs of
Theorem 5.

Theorem 5. There exists a q, such that for any q> q, we can find a value B(q) with

1
B(q)— Elnq‘ <O(q~ Y~ Yy at which at least q+1 different extremal translation

invariant Gibbs states p'(-),...,p%-) and p°(-) coexist. p'(-), i€ S, and p°(-)
satisfy the estimates:

pio(t)=1)>3,
pP(t)=j=q"*, allj,and p(o(to)*w(ty))>3,
where (t,,t,) is any pair of nearest neighbor sites.

2 Related estimates have been obtained by R. Israél (private communication)
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B. General Framework

(1) Description of the System. We consider a system consisting of s species of
particles. We discuss it in the continuum but a simple modification of this scheme
allows us to cover the lattice case, too. We have pair interactions ¢, , satisfying
condition A. More general many-body interactions, for which (2.6) below is finite,
can be included as well.

The grand canonical partition function in a volume ACIR? is given by

Z(A)= Z feXp[ BH(xL, ..., xs (%, ..o x5 )dxs, .. A5,
where x, =(x}, ..., xﬁ,i) is the configuration of the i type of particles, and

Al onx)= 3 S imx)t ...

a,B=11,j

The ... stands for the other many-body interactions and I(x,,...,x;) is the
restriction coming from the hard-core interactions:

l_]’

I 3 0 if there exist x} and xJ with  |x} —x]|<r;;
x RS B
mio e Yo 1 otherwise.

We abbreviate = (x,,l, ..., X; ) and define,

HO=BHEO + 3 han, 4
h,=logz,, and we write
dv4(O)=1(0)dV 4(S) (2.5)

where 7 ,(¢) is the natural measure on {J [] A™ given by

) a=1
S

> T1 (n,)"ldx;,.

) =1

The partition function can now be written as
Z(A)=[dv (&) exp(—H(®)).

Let the set of locally finite configurations compatible with the hard-core
conditions be denoted by Q. We write w , to denote the restriction of w € Qto A and
Q,={w o Q} for the configuration space in A.

We can introduce boundary conditions by fixing we Q3 A=RAA. This
defines H(¢|w), I{¢|w), and v ,(&|w).

We introduce a norm on H:

H()|
P

where n(&)= 3> n,(£)isthe total number of particles in &. The sup is taken over all
a=1

1= = (2.6)

configurations with a finite number of particles that are compatible with the hard-
core conditions.



Extension of Pirogov-Sinai Theory 509

In the sequel we shall assume that |H| is finite.

(2) Restricted Ensembles. We cover R? with a grid Z* of lattice spacing 1 (i.e. we
choose this spacing as a unit of length) and we denote by C,, i € Z? the unit cell of
the dual lattice centered at i: C;=[xeR?/max |x,—i,|<3!. These cells will be

called “elementary cubes.” We assume that Q. can be partitioned as follows:

r
Qc,= U Q4uQ,,
g=1
and we define Q4, (, as the set of configurations obtained by translating Q4, Q,.
The configurations in 4, g=1, ..., r will be our generalized ground states, while
the configurations in Q; will enter implicitly into the definition of contours.
We define the sets of configurations in our restricted ensembles

Q={weQuw, e VieZ’, and Q%={w,|weQ.

By an abuse of language we often refer to Q7 as the ¢' restricted ensemble.
Now we illustrate this notion with a few examples:

1°) Ising Model. Let C, consist of one site in Z%. Now we have two restricted
ensembles Q' and Q! givenby Q' ={w*}and Q' ={w ™}, where w*(t)= + 1 for
all teZ%. Q,is empty.

2°) A—B—C Model. For the lattice model, let C, be one lattice site. We have now
restricted ensembles Q,={w,}, w,()=A4, VteZ’ and Qz ={weQ; w(t)=B
or C for all teZ}, and @, is the configuration with no particle at site i.

For the continuum model one chooses a box C, such that if there is one
A-particle in C, we cannot put a B or C-particle in any box C; with [i| < 2. However,
an A particle is allowed in each C; and if there is a B or C particlein C,,a Bora C
particle is allowed in each C,. Then the restricted ensembles are given by

Q,={w; there is at least one A-particle in each C;},
Qp = {w; there is at least one B or C-particle in each C;},
and
Qc,={weQ,; there is no particle in C;}.

(3) Diluteness of the Restricted Ensembles. First of all, we define the restricted
partition function for the g™ ensemble, Zg(A|w?), with boundary conditions
wie Qy:

Z (Al = § dv 4(Elo?) exp(— H(ElwNr4(E),

where y% is the indicator function of Q%. One can define similarly restricted
correlation functions.

Let R be the maximal range of all the interactions in H and all the hard-cores in
I. Two elementary cubes C;,C; are R-close if d(C, C)<R, where d(C;,C))
=inf{d(t,s): te C;, se C;} and d is the Euclidean distance. A set of cubes is
R-connected if any two cubes of that set can be joined by a sequence of R-close
cubes of that set.
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Now we state our diluteness hypothesis:

(A1) Weassume that, for all A’s that are union of elementary cubes and all w? e Q%,
a real valued function {(-]4, % is defined on the set of R-connected sets of
elementary cubes in A4, and satisfies the following properties:

i) ZR(AIw")=eXp<—KlAl~ 2. KG, wq)) Z H {Gil4, 0, 2.7

WG} i=1
where Y runs over s such that d(C;, A)< R, and ¥"* runs over sets such that all G,

are R-connected and d(G;, G)>R, i=+j.

i) {(GlA, w9 =1 if G consists of only one elementary cube.

iii) C(GIA , @) depends on @? only via % g, Where A(G, R)= {elementary
cubes C in A such that d(C, G)<R}. In particular {(Gi4,®?)={(G) does not
depend on v, A if d(G, A)> R. However, {(G) may depend on ¢g. Moreover, {(G) is
translation invariant (or periodic) under Z°.

{(Gl4, o)

iv) sup IT <1 for some ¢, that will be chosen to be small later. |G| is
0

w,4,G
the number of elementary cubes in G.
v) K isindependent of 4, w% and K(i, »?) depends only on w%, g,; they may
both depend on 4. Moreover, sup K (i, %] < 0.

l w9

Remarks. 1) Formula (2.7) is the general form of most convergent expansions for
the partition function: Usually ¢, tends to zero when some parameters (tempera-
ture, fugacity) of the system approach their limiting values. Then, for these limiting
models around which we perturb, K is the bulk energy and Z K(i, w) the boundary

free energy. We assume in ii) that C(one cube)=1 because we can anyway absorb
this into K.

2) Once we have an expansion of the form (2.7) for the partition function, we
obtain the expansion of the free energy from standard algebraic techniques (see
Appendix 1). As a result, the limit

f@=~ lim L togzy (A0

w |4]

exists, is independent of w?, and the rate of convergence can be studied in detail.

(4) Peierls’ Condition. We start with the definition of contours. Given a
configuration w, a cube C; is regular if w¢, € Qf for some g€ {1,...,r} and o, € Q4
with the same g, for all j such that d(C;, C))< R. All other cubes are irregular. The
set of irregular cubes of w is denoted I(w). We consider only configurations such
that I(w) is finite, i.e. o belongs to one of the restricted ensembles at infinity. We
decompose I(w) into maximal (2R + 1)-connected components I3,...,I,. By
definition, d(I;, I})>2R+1 for i=j. A contour (I',wy) is a pair made of such a
(2R + 1)-connected component, together with the restriction w, of w, to it. [The
somewhat unusual 2R + 1 constant will be useful later when we show that different
contours do not interact too much, e.g. in Eq. (A.14).] I' is called the support of the
contour. However, we shall sometimes use the words “the contour I'” instead of
“the support of the contour (I', w;).” There is no ambiguity since I" always denotes
the support of a contour.
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The complement of I' is made of several connected components, one of which is
infinite. The latter is denoted Ext I', while Int I is the union of all the finite ones. On
the boundary of each component the configuration w belongs, by definition, to a
definite restricted ensemble. We write o(F ) for the restricted ensemble attached to

ExtI, and IntI is decomposed into U Int, I' according to the corresponding
ensemble. We write

V(N=Intl|, 6I)=IuIntl’, and I'cA if d(I',A)>2R+1.

We define Z(I'|4, »?) as the partition function obtained by integrating over all
configurations in £, having only one contour {I', w;), whose support is I and
having specified restricted ensembles outside of I'.

Z(F|A w?)

0= "5 s

Peierls’ Condition:
(A2) We assume that

@ oI 4, ) S exp(—olI')

forall ADT, wew? and all g=1, ...,r. ¢ will be assumed later to be large.
We also assume that
(i) there exist 4,>0 and ¢ < oo such that

expAngd(-)> (A, 0 Sexpldcell’))y for 0<id<iy,.

nr(&) is the total number of particles in I, for the configuration & the expectation
value { Y{(I'|4, 0% is obtained by conditioning on configurations having only one
contour, whose support is I' (as in the definition of Z(I'|4, ©?)).

Remark. This is somewhat different from Peierls’ condition in the Pirogov-Sinai
theory in two respects: First of all, (A2)(i) says that a contour has a higher free
energy (not just energy) than the restricted ensembles. Moreover, we shall assume ¢
to be large. But since f is absorbed here in the definition (2.4) of H, our ¢
corresponds to fg in [5], in cases where restricted ensembles reduce to ground
state configurations. Part ii) means that contours do not contain too many
particles. It will be used later when we perturb H,,.

(5) Perturbations of the System. We start with a system with a given H,, having r
restricted ensembles and satisfying (A1)-(A2). Moreover, we assume that the free
energies of the restricted ensembles are all equal:

(A3) fq(HO):f(HO)a q=1,2,...,r

Now we introduce r— 1 perturbations, i.c. Hamiltonians H,, ..., H, _ like (2.4),
with the same range as H, and with norm || H,|}, (2.6), equal to one.
We write

r—1
H(ILJ’)ZHO+ 'Zl uiHl

with g=(uy, ..., 4, )eR""t and U(n)= {ue]R"1

|l = max || én}-
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We have to assume some smoothness properties for the perturbations:

(A4) The restricted partition functions, defined for the perturbed system H(u),
have an cxpansion like (2.7) with coefficients K(u), K@i, w? u) and {(-,p).
Moreover, there exists # >0, and C < oo such that, for all ue U(x), the derivatives
with respect to g, |JK'(w)l, |1K'(i, o4, )| are bounded by Cg and

(G, ul4, w)

sup IR
0

=C.

[By (A1)i), [G|=22if {+1.]
From (A4) one concludes that the thermodynamic free energies f(q, ) of the
restricted ensembles exist and depend smoothly on u:

4
du;

for all ue U(y), provided &, is small enough (see Appendix 1).

Our last assumption expresses the fact that the perturbations H,...,H,_;,
completely lift the degeneracy of the free energies assumed in (A3):

For each pe U(y) we define

f(w) =1, ), ... 10, 1)),
where (g, u)=f(g, ) — min f(k, u).
t(u) € 0,, the positive octant in R".

g, W £Clo+1), i=1,..,i—1, 2.8)

(AS) t maps U(n) into a neighborhood V of the origin in O, and ¢! is Lipschitz
continuous on ¥ with constant L:

[t b)) —t Wb SLIby—by|, by,byeV.

This implies that for each subset 4 C {1, ..., r}, thereis a k-dimensional subset of
U(n) for which f(qg, i) reaches its minimum exactly on those ¢’s that belong to A4,
where k=r— 4 A.

Now we state our main theorem.

Theorem 6. Assume that we have a system, specified by H, and a set of perturbations
H,, i=1,...,r—1, satisfying (Al)—-(A5). Fix all constants except ¢, ¢, and ¥.
Assume that g, and 1 are small enough and ¢ large enough (depending onn ). Then we
have a Pirogov-Sinai phase diagram in U(n) just as in the Theorem 4, i.e. one point
with r phases, r lines with r — 1 phases etc.

Remark. The relation between 5 and p is discussed in Sect. 4 (Part 3).

II1. Proofs

The proofs are divided into two parts: In Part A, we prove our main result,
Theorem 6. Then in Part B, we prove Theorems 1-5 simply by checking that the
hypotheses of Theorem 6 are satisfied in each case.
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A. Proof of Theorem 6. The proof is similar to the one of Pirogov-Sinai [5].
Therefore, we freely refer to their results and we indicate only the main
modifications. Moreover, we defer most of the technical parts of the proof to the
Appendices.

1. Recursion Relations. We start by showing that the physical model satisfies
recursion relations similar to those in Pirogov-Sinai theory. We define the
partition function with ¢ boundary conditions as follows: Let w?e Q%, and

Z(Alof, )= | dv 4(Elo?) exp(— H ,(EloN)xd A, (3.1
where _
1 ()= 1 if all contours I' of € satisfy d(I',4)>2R+1,
Xoa>)= 0 otherwise.

To each configuration is associated a family of contours and, in each such
family, we distinguish the outer contours namely those whose support does not lie
in the interior of any other contour of the family. We can evaluate Z(A|w?) (leaving
out the index p) by first integrating over all configurations with a given set of outer
contours and then over all possible sets of such contours:

Z(Ao)= 6205 dv¥ (o) Z%(wolA, ), (3.2)
cA
where the sum Y% runs over all sets d={I, ..., I} of supports of outer contours in
A, such that d(I}, [))>2R+1, for i=j, and d(I', A)>2R+1, I'ed.

Z%w,|A, @? p) 1s the partition function (3.1), but restricted to those configur-

ations having (0, w,) as outer contours [leaving out the index y in (3.2)]. Finally,

dv¥(w,) = r];[a dv¥(wy), (3.3)

and dv* is the restriction of v to contour configurations, namely those configur-
ations o € Q for which all cubes in I are irregular and which have an extension
outside I" for which all cubes C,, with d(C;, I')<1 are regular. We notice that the
support of dv* does not depend on w e Q4 because the hard-core has a range at
most R and the distance between I' and A1 is greater than R. For the same reason,
dv*(w,) can be factorized as in (3.3). Also, since the support of the contours are
“thick,” the components of I decouple if we fix a contour configuration w,.
Actually, we can write:

Z°(wy| A, 0%) = Z(A\0()| ", ) Il [GXP (—H(wy)) mli[1 Z(Int,, I’ lw?’)] » 34)

where 8(6)= | 6(I). In order to justify (3.4) we observe that, since the support of
Ied

the contours are thick, the exterior of the contours, A\&(d) interacts only with that
part of the contours which is in the g™ restricted ensemble. We denote this part of
the contour configuration by wf. Therefore, we have a restricted partition function
outside 0(0). The same observation applies to IntI': For each m, we have m
boundary conditions on Int,I" (but there the partition function need not be
restricted). Moreover, the support of the contours I'” in Int,, I satisfy

A, Tnt, I)>2R+1,
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because the distance between support of contours satisfies such an inequality. This
justifies (3.4).

Now we define interactions between contours, and between a contour and a
configuration w € Q4. We start with the definition of the proper weight y(wp) of a
contour configuration. (This is similar to y(I') in [5].)

Define Z(w;|A, w% u) as the partition function restricted to those configur-
ations whose unique contour is (I',wp). [Notice that this is different from
Z%wp|A, 0% p) because here (I', wy) is the unique outer contour.]

We shall use later the formula, analogous to (3.4) but for this partition function
(we drop p here):

Z(@r\4, ) = Zy( AT, o exp(~ Hwy) (n ZR(Intmnw?)) ER)
Let
(o, ol W)= —1nZ(wr|4, o @) +InZg(Alo?, 1)

+ X (f@,1)—fOm, )lInt, I,

Notice that the last term in the right-hand side of (3.6) was added to cancel the
volume terms of {Int, I'} and that they vanish for u=0.
Peierls’ Condition could be stated as follows:

OI'4, ") = [ dv¥(wp)exp[ —plorld, o, p=0)]Sexp(—oll).  (3.7)

Now v allows us to extend Peierls’ Condition to u =0 (part ¢ of the following
lemma).

Lemma 1. Under the hypotheses of Theorem 6,
a) /}im P(opld, 0% W) =yp(wrjp) exists and is independent of w?.

d
b) There exists ¢ < o0 such that l Plwp A, ,u)l Sn(wy)+colT"|. This bound

dp;
holds uniformly in pe U(y), 0%, A, wr, and ¢ does not depend on g.
) YueU(n),

Z(I )= dv¥(or)exp(—p(orlA, 0%, W) Sexp ( -5 IFI) .

d) There exists A>0 and c < oo independent of g, such that

Z(I', )~ | dv¥(wp) exp [An(or) —p(orld, o, )] <exp(col ).
Proof. See Appendix 1.
Now we define the interactions between the contours. First of all, let
Hwrld, o, Wy =yplarld, o, 1) —plwrlu)

denote the interaction between the contour (I', ;) and the configuration w? e (4.
Next, define

o~ a g a2 ol — 1
exp(— W(wa,/l, a)q)): ZR(A\O(a)]w > wb)(ZR(AIw ))

[T Zg(M\D)|0f, wf) ’
I'ed

(3.8)
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where |0]=card(0), and let
W(w,|A, 0% = W(w A4, o)+ 3 (w4, 0?). (3.9)
I'ed

¥ is a one-body interaction for w, (or it can be viewed as a two-body interaction
between o, and w?) while W contains many-body interactions between outer
contours (and with w?). Due to assumption (A1), all these interactions are weak (for
&, small) and rapidly decaying with the distance between outer contours. This will
imply that the contour models defined below enjoy all the properties of the one in
the Pirogov-Sinai theory (see Appendix 2).

Now we summarize our recursion formulas (3.2) and (3.4):

Define the dilute partition function for w?e Qf,

Z (A, p)=Z(Ao*, p)/Z (Al p) - (3.10)

(Dividing by the restricted partition function is the analogue of subtracting the
ground state energy in [5].) The crystal partition function for w,, where w, is a
contour configuration with o(I'}=g¢, is given by

Zc(wl"llu) M
=exp(—wlorlp) 11 [ZntIop, kexp((f(g, 1) —f(m, p)iint, ]

(3.11)
This can be equivalently defined as

lim Z%wr|A, 0, p)/Zg(Ale*, 1)

[use (3.4), (3.6), and Lemma 1a) for the existence of the limit].

Lemma 2. Let o?e QX, then

Z (A, p)= aZOf dv¥(w,) exp(— Wlw,l4, ) I1 Zdwriw).

c4

Proof. Insert (3.4) into (3.2) and use the definitions (3.6), (3.9-(3.11) of w, W, Z,, Z..

2. Contour Models. We define now contour models: they do not necessarily
correspond to physical models but satisfy recursion relations similar to those of
Lemma 2.

Fix ge{1,...,r} and let 47 be the set of contours with o(I')=gq. A contour
functional F? is a function defined on the set of contour configurations in %?
satisfying: F(e,)|

r,or M)+ T '

A contour functional is called a t-functional if it satisfies the two conditions:

i) §dv¥(wp) exp(—F4(wp) Sexp(—1i) (3.12)
for all contours in ¢.
ii) expt *n( )M, FY <exp(z3|I). (3.13)

Here { >(I', F9)is the normalized expectation whose normalization is the left-hand
side of (3.12).
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Remark. Due to Lemma 1, part ¢ and d, p(wr|4, % u) is a z-functional with
t=g/2, for all pe U(y) and g large enough [¢=max(24™ % 4c) with A, ¢ as in
Lemma 1].

Now we define the crystal partition function with t-functional F:

ZorlF, i) = exp(~ Fi(wr) T1 Z(nty 7 ).

where Z(A|F4, p), the dilute partition function, equals:
Z(AJF, p)= a‘éff dv¥(w,) exp(— W(w,)) FH@ Z(wrlF 1)

Here 3% =sum over support of outer contours, and

W(wy)= lim W(ald, o= lim Wad,o) (3.14)

{the existence of the limit and its independence upon ®? is proven in Appen-
dix 2). Z(wp|F4, p) and Z(A|F%, p) depend explicitly on p because W does.

The contour model is defined as the probability distribution for outer contours
given by

1
PGIF, 1= s § 4v*(@0) exp (= W(eo) [T Z(orlF ).

We also define the dilute partition function Z(A|F,w? u) with boundary

conditions w?e Q4, as

> °f dv¥(w,) exp (= W(w,lA, oY) TT Z(wrlF, 1)
2CA Ted
Now, we can prove, for 7 large enough and g, small enough, that these contour
models enjoy all the properties of the Pirogov-Sinai contour models. The main
difference comes from the interaction between contours and moreover, due to

these interactions, the contour models depend explicitly on p. As we show in
Appendix 2, one can prove that

S(F% py= hm logZ(AIFq o, 1)

exists and is independent of w? The same limit is obtained with Z(A|F4, p).
Moreover,

IS(F, W= 0(e™), (3.15)
and the boundary term
A(ANF?, 0, ) =InZ(A|F?, 0, 1) — S(F4, )1 4]
satisfies
[A(A|F?, 0, w)} < O(e™9)|0A]. (3.16)

One obtains also the existence of the thermodynamic limit for the correlation
functions of the contour model; the latter cluster exponentially and satisfy a
Peierls’ estimate as in Propositions 2.1 and 2.2 of [5] (see Appendix 2).
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Finally, S(F4, u) depends smoothly on gwand F: Let F,, F, be two 7 functionals
(with the same ¢) and u,, 4, € U(n): Then,

IS(F 1> 141) = S(F 3, )l £ Oe ™ YUF 1 — Folll + 11ty — 1al) 5 (3.17)

where

exp ( -3 5(r)> [F(eor)
IEN = T i wn) 10|

with 6(I") = diameter of I'. Notice that we have replaced, for convenience, “a” in the
definition of the similar norm in [5] by 7/2 and that a{w,) has been added.

(3.18)

3. Proof of Theorem 6. We start by defining contour models with a parameter
b=0:
Z(AIF.b,)= SPexp(bV(@) | dv*(@i)exp(— W) [1 Z@,IF), (319)

where V(0)= > V(I'), and one defines similarly Z(A|F, b, w?, p).
The main l(;;?imate concerns
MAF, b, 0, p)=InZ(A|F, b, %, u)— S(F, p)|A|—b|A]|.
Note that, by the same proof as the one of Eq. (2.40) in [5], we have
AAIF, b, 0, u) £ 0(e™)|0A]. (3.20)
Lemma 3. Let F, F’ be two T contour functionals (same q), u, '€ U(n), b,b’'20,

w,n € Q%
|A(AIF, b, w0, u)— A(A|F', b, &', )|

T T
Z2|b—b'|1A]+2exp ( —5t 55(/1)> |ALIIE — F7

+O0() e — - 141+ O(eo)104] . (3.21)

Proof. See Appendix 2.
Given these contour models with parameters, one can set a one-to-one
correspondence between them and the real model, as in Proposition 2.6 of [5]:

Z(orlp)=exp(b VI Z(wrlF, 1),
where
b= 1(g, )= S(FL i)+, (322)
and o is such that infb, =0. Moreover, by Lemma 2 and (3.19) we have that
Z(Mo™, w)y=Z(A|F}, by, 0, ), V.
F? is given by the equation:
Fi(orlw)=w(orlw+ TwrlF, p,b), (3.23)

where

TYwrlF, u,b)= ¥ {A(Int, I'\F% u)— A(Int, I'|F™, by, &, p)} .
m=1
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Now we shall show that the right-hand side of (3.23) defines a map from the set
of © functionals into itself, provided t=9/4 and g is large enough: Indeed, (3.12)
follows from Lemma Ic) and the estimate

THwrlF, u,b)2 O(e I
[which itself follows from (3.16) and (3.20)], provided

0/2—O(exp(—o/4) 2 0/4

{(which holds for ¢ large enough). Moreover, (3.13) can be proven as follows, using
the bound

I T%wrlF, p, b)— THWr|F, p, b)| < O(eg) ]
[which itself follows from the 4™ term in the right-hand side of (3.21)}:

<exp(4n/o)> (I, w + T) <exp(20(eo) [ {exp An) (I, )
< exp((20(g) +c)|I')
[by Lemma 1d), provided ¢ =4/1], '

<exp((e/H*IID,

provided g is large enough.

On the other hand, one proves that T is a contraction in the space of ©
functionals equipped with the norm (3.18), just as in [5].

Moreover, we want to know that F is Lipschitz continuous in y for the norm
[1F1ll. This follows from (3.23): v is Lipschitz continuous by Lemma 1b), and T
depends on u directly and indirectly (via F and b). For the direct dependence, one
uses (3.21) and for the F and b dependence we follow [5, p. 65]. We know that
f(q, 1) depends smoothly on p due to (2.8). One arrives at an estimate

IFy — Fall < Colu—u'| (3.24)

for some constant C < co.

Now we use boundary conditions as in [5] to counstruct the Gibbs states
corresponding to the restricted ensembles for which b,=0. If b,=0 and if we
choose w?e Q4, then contours will have a small probability in A. Indeed, the
distribution of outer contours in the “physical” ensemble [defined by the partition
function Z,, see (3.10)] is equal to the one in a contour model, with b =0, for which
a Peierls’ estimate holds [see (A.29) in Appendix 2]. This implies that the typical
configurations of the thermodynamic limit of the Gibbs states in A with boundary
conditions w? will belong to Q¢ for most ’s. Thus these Gibbs states will be
different for different ¢’s (such that b,=0). Moreover, the expansion for contour
models outlined in Appendix 2 (which relies on the diluteness of the restricted
ensemble) implies exponential clustering of correlation functions and extremality
of these Gibbs states in a fairly standard way.

To complete the proof of the main theorem, we still have to show that, for some
neighborhood V of 0 in the positive octant O,, and for any b€ V, one can find a
e U(y) such that Eq. (3.22) holds. This is proven almost as in [ 5], but we have to
take into account the non-linear dependence of f(q, u) on pu.
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If S(F) were zero, then (3.22) would follow from our assumption (A5). So, define
G(uw=t"" [bq —S(F}, )~ min (b, S(F, u))}

with ¢ as in (AS).
If, given be V, we can find pe U(n) so that u= G(u) then we obtain a set of
equations equivalent to (3.22).

Let a(u) =(a (1)), with
a,(1)=by—=S(Ff p)— min (b, —S(FL ).

Then, since t~*(0)=0, and ¢~ ! is Lipschitz continuous,
[t~ (a(u)| = Lla(u)| < 2L{b| + 2LIS(Ff, p) S 2L{bl +2LO(e )
by (3.16). This shows that G maps U(y) into itself if |b| is small enough. To prove
that G is a contraction, we write:
e a(w) —t~ Ya(w ) < Lia(w) —a(w)| < 2L max |S(F, )= S(FL, 1)
S O0(e )LUIFE — Full + lu—p'))
by (3.17),
S0(e )L(Co+Diu—p
by (3.24). This shows that G is a contraction for g large, since 7=_g/4.
B. Proof of Theorems 1-5. As we explained in the beginning of this section, we
prove these theorems by checking in each case that the assumptions (A1)}(A5) hold

and then using Theorem 6 (or its straightforward extension when we discuss lattice
models).

Proof of Theorem 1. We have explained in Sect. II (B, 2, 2°) what the restricted
ensembles are in this case: C, contains one lattice site and one restricted ensemble
is just the configuration containing an A particle at each site, while the other
ensemble is defined by the condition that each site be occupied by a Bora C
particle. The restricted partition functions are:
ZAlA) =2, ZgA®)=z24" ¥ exp(—BH [0 0"), (3.29)
B,C

Wx =D,
xed

where »®¢e Q8¢ and

HA(CUA|0)BC)= h Jx(wx|wBC)'
X:Xnd*¢

Xn

The diluteness of the A restricted ensemble is trivial.
We use the standard high temperature expansion to verify the diluteness of the
B —C mixture: Write

Hx=(Mx—1)+1,

and expand the product over XnA =+ ¢, in {3.25).
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It is obvious that Zg(A|w®‘) can be written in the form (2.7) with exp(— K)
=2z,, K(i,w®)=0. The G’s are ordinary high-temperature graphs, ie.
R-connected sets of lattice sites and

k
(G40 )=@) 3, % T lexp(Blrfoge’)-1],  (26)

where the second sum is over all sets {X,, ..., X;} of subsets of G such that
k

U Xi - G.
i=1

All other conditions in (A1) are easy to check: ii) holds since we assumed in (2.1)
that J, =0 if X =one site. iii) is obvious from (3.26), with {(G) having the same
period as {J4}; iv) holds because it is easy to bound (3.26) by (CBY* < (CB)!¢VR for
some suitable constant C. We have k = |GJ/R because the interaction has a range at
most R and {X,, ..., X,} covers G. Thus, ¢,=(CB)*'R. v) is trivial.

In order to check Peierls’ condition, we first choose the values of z,, z,, and j

around which we perturb. Using this high-temperature expansion, and the
polymer formalism (see Appendix 1) we have, for f§ small,

InZ g(Alw®C)=|A|(Inzy +h(B)) + A(B, A), (3.27)

with {A(8, )| L g(h)10A], h(B)=1n2+ O(p) and g(p)—0 as f—0.
If we take

zy=2,=zoeXph(p), (3.28)

then the free energies of the restricted ensembles are equal [ this verifies (A3)] and,
moreover, Peierls’ condition is satisfied: due to the hard-core condition, the
support of any contour contains a number of empty sets proportional to |I'|. Let us
check Peierls’ condition in the form of inequality (3.7). Inserting (3.5) into (3.6) (for
p=0) and using the expansion (3.27) for InZ(A}w®C) with the explicit form of
A(A, By givenin Appendix 1, Eq. (A.7) [with K(i, w)=01], one obtains a cancellation
of volume factors (outside and inside I') leading to a bound:

O(I'|A4, 0®)<exp[ — (£, # {empty sites in I'} —2g(B)|]. (3.29)

This gives Peierls’ condition with g2 ,.

Now, since we have two restricted ensembles we need one perturbation: take
z,=Z2,¢expu. For all values of p, the smoothness hypothesis (A4) is trivial: the
B - C restricted partition function does not depend on u. Now we check (A5): for
©>0,

WA, w)y=z(expu—1), «BC,p)=0,
and, for u<0,

1(A,)=0, (BC,p)=z,(1—expy).
So, if b=(b,,b,)€0,,

t7 (b)=In(1+b,/z)+In(1—b,/z,).

The Lipschitz continuity of t~! follows from this formula.
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Proof of Theorems 2, 3, 4. The proofs of these theorems are quite similar to each
other and to the one of Theorem 1; we discuss in detail the modifications for the
proof of Theorem 4; Theorems 2 and 3 are similar. We choose C, small enough so
that two particles of different species cannot be found in the same or in adjacent
elementary cubes. The restricted ensemble Q% consist of all admissible configur-
ations in C,, containing at least one g-type particle. The diluteness of the restricted
ensembles follows from the convergence of the Mayer expansion, which holds
provided B and r, (=the maximal hard-core radius between particles of the same
type) are small enough (depending on z,, so that fz, and z,r{§ are small). Note that
we perform a Mayer expansion not only for the interactions ¢,, but also for the
constraint, imposed by our definition of the restricted ensembles, that there is at
least one particle in each cube C;. However, for z, large, this is easily handled: the
weight of an empty cube in the expansion is exp(—z,) (since {C;| = 1). The form (2.7)
is unusual for a Mayer expansion but one can obtain it by inserting

1= 1] (Z Ic,.(xa))
a=1\1
into each Mayer graph (n is the number of particles in the graph, I, the
characteristic function of C,), and expanding the product. Then one gets a lattice
polymer expansion of the form (2.7). Alternatively, one can derive all results using
the ordinary form of the expansion and repeating the arguments of part A of this
section.
In any case, the Mayer expansion allows us to write:

fa,z)=z,+h(B,2z), q=0,...,r—1 (3.30)

for the free energies of the restricted ensembles, where | (8, z,)| < 0(5z2), with
6 =max(B,rj),

e hq(ﬁ? Zq)

l d’iq <0(5z,). (3.31)

This implies that, for fixed z, and & and for § small enough, one can find a point
(245 .2, 1) in U(zp,&) for which all the free energies are equal: f(q,Z)=/,
g=0,...,r—1.

Thus, for this value of (Z,), (A3) holds and Peierls’ condition also holds because

- due to the hard-core interactions the number of empty cubes in each contour
I’ is proportional to |I,

— the empty cubes imply a loss of free energy of order exp[ — /- lempty cubes|],

- using the Mayer expansion, one can cancel in (3.6) the volume terms exactly,
inside and outside I', leaving only a boundary term O(6z])|I'].

Thus, the Peierls’ constant g =z, since f =z, in (3.22), due to (3.30).

Now we take as perturbations of our system p,, ..., 4, withexpu, =z,/7,. If
is not too large, the Mayer expansion still converges, thus proving (A4).

Note that, with this definition of the perturbations, U(z,, &) in Theorem 4 is, for
¢ small enough, included in what we denoted by U(y) in the general framework.

Part (ii) of (A2) is trivial for lattice models but not here. Our argument is similar

to the proof of Lemma 5.2 in [12]. Write n,(-)= Y ni(-); itis clearly sufficient to
g=1
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bound each
CexpAnt(- D (Ly), q=1,...r,
Cexp(Anf(-))> = | <exp(An(- )y >P(),

where in ( |y) we condition on the location (y) of all particles of a species different
from ¢. But, since the particles of a different species interact with the g'® species only
through hard-core exclusion, { |y} is equivalent to the expectation value in the g™
restricted ensemble in a region A /), where the ¢ species is allowed, given y,

exp(Ant(-))ly) = {exp(Ant(- &AL -

Now, since this latter quantity is an expectation value in a restricted ensemble
we can use the Mayer expaunsion to control it. But then, {expAn) is just a ratio of
partition functions with activity z in the denominator and e*z in the numerator.

Thus we can bound this by

exp(0(A)z,|A4,()) 2 exp(0(A)z,T1) ,

but, since ¢z, and z,=z,, we have proven (A2)(ii) for small A.
Now we come to (A5). In order to obtain ¢ !, we have to find z,, ..., z,_; such
that, given be O,

Zq“zq—{» 13 :bq_bq+1 _hq(ﬂa Zq)_hq+ l(ﬁ’ Zq+ 1) (332)

for g=0, ...,r—1 (with r identified to 0). By (3.31) the right-hand side of (3.32)is a
contraction for § small enough. Moreover, the solution is Lipschitz continuous
in b.

Proof of Theorem 5. Our elementary cube C, will be an elementary cube of the
lattice (or a square here since we shall work in d =2 for simplicity).

Our restricted ensembles are: Q™ m=1, ..., q, corresponding to a configur-
ation S, equal to m, Vx € Z?2. These are the ordered ensembles. Q7: all bonds {(xy)
on the boundary of C; are broken, i.e. S, +S,. This is our disordered ensemble. The
diluteness of the ordered ensembles is trivial. For the disordered ensemble, we use a
large g expansion, similar to high-temperature expansions (g ! replacing ). The
restricted partition function, Zg(A]w®) is just equal to the number of configur-
ationsin A such that S, #S,,V<{xy>n A0 (where S,, y € Ais given by w®). Indeed,
for all the disordered configurations, the energy is zero. We write

q 4 9 1
ZA,0%)= 3 T1 (1-4S.S), X =q< Z ~>- (3.33)
Sx=1 {(xXydnAd+0¢ Sx=1 =14

xeA

Put K in (2.7) equal —Ing, and expand [T(1—46(S,,S,)) in (3.33) into a Mayer
series. The result is a sum over sets of two by two disconnected graphs, as in (2.7),
with G =connected set of nearest-neighbor pairs

{e)= i L [T (=&5.5,), G={x[3y, (xy>eG}.
S;G=Q1 g (xyyeG

Due to the & functions, {(G) is equal to ¢~ 19"V, But for each G, |G|=|G|/2,
|Gl =number of n.n. bonds in G. So, (Al) is satisfied.
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From (A1) and the expansion for the free energy (Appendix 1) we obtain f(D, q)
=lnq+0(;11—>. On the other hand, f(m, B) is a pure energy term, equal to 28 (2

replaced by d in Z%). Thus we can satisfy (A3) by choosing 2f,=f(D, q), ie.
Bo=3lng.

As perturbations, we shall only take f—pf, (we could introduce more
perturbations, thus getting a larger phase diagram). All the ordered phases are
treated as if they were only one phase using symmetry. Given this, (A4) and (A5) are
trivial to check.

Now we prove Peierls’ estimate (A2). This was proven in [16] using Reflection
Positivity. Here we do not use this condition. The proofis somewhat technical but
the idea is easy: support of contours contain squares where not all bonds are
broken (S, #+S,) but not all are unbroken either. These configurations loose on the
energy side with respect to the ordered ones (unbroken bonds) and on the entropy
side with respect to the disordered ensemble (broken bonds).

Let Z(A|u, b) be the partition function in A where we sum over all configur-
ations for which the set ¥ of unbroken bonds and the set b of broken ones are given.
Given y and b, let E, = {sites with k u-bonds attached to them} (we use E, also for
#E,). For d=2, k runs from 0 to 4.

We claim that, for any given set ¥ and b and f=4Ing,

3

Z(Alu, )< gFot Eog

(E1+E2+E3). (334)

Assuming (3.34) we prove Peierls’ condition as follows: Define a contour
square to be a square C; such that some bonds on its boundary are broken and
some are not. With our definition of contours, it is clear that the support of each
contour I' contains a number of contour squares proportional to |I'| (since our
contours are thick, all squares in I need not be contour squares). Now, all sites
contained in a contour square cannot belong to E,UE,. Thus, the number of sites
in E,UE,UE, is again proportional to |I'|, say larger than C|I'|. There are at most
22T ways of specifying which bonds are in u and in b, given I', since they are
automatically specified outside I'. Finally, the partition function for the restricted
ensemble is, when B=2%logg, equal to ¢'™! (up to boundary terms), so we get a
bound

C
<22y (3.39)

1
4, w)£221g #55
which implies Peierls’ condition. However, one has to add two remarks: we have to
use expansions in order to properly control the effect of the boundary conditions
on A. Moreover, i, is not equal to 1lng, but so close to it that it does not affect
estimate (3.35).

So we are left with the proof of (3.34). We evaluate the partition function by
assigning to each site in E, an energy factor and an entropy factor in such a way
that the product of all these factors over all sites gives an upper bound [equal to the
right-hand side of (3.34)] on Z(Alu, b).

The energy factors are easy: Put g** for each site in E, (8=3Inq and each
u-bonds belongs to two sites). For the entropy factors, we give g to each E, site
(since there are no u-bonds attached to those sites, the spin has no constraint), g/
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to each E, and g'/* to each E,: Indeed we have to allow for one factor of g for each
connected set of u bonds. It is an easy geometrical observation that in each
connected set of bonds
E, E
12+ =2

=32 %7
(The simplest cases are: two endpoints, i.e. E, =2, E, =0 or a closed loop with at
least 4 corners, i.c. E; =0 but E, =4.) Multiplying together all these factors gives
(3.34).

IV. Alternative Formulation and Concluding Remarks

In this section, we discuss further the meaning of the hypotheses of our main
theorem and how they could be improved to give more general results.

1) We first formulate a more physical hypothesis which would replace (A1) and
be sufficient for our purposes. Unfortunately, the proof appears to be more
complicated with this hypothesis, so we used (Al). Although assumption (A1)
looks rather odd, it expresses, as we have seen in the proof of Theorems 1-5, the
general form of most cluster expansions. [We remark that, in general, one cannot

avoid, in (2.4), the term exp (—K|Al - > K@, cu")): It occurs already in the trivial

example where Q4 is reduced to one point.}

Our alternative hypothesis essentially requires strong clustering properties of
the correlation functions in the restricted ensembles. In order to state this
clustering property more precisely, let us define g(wc,, ..., ¢ |4, @7 as the
probability density, in the g™ restricted ensemble [whose partition function is
Zg(Alw%)], that wc,, ..., 0, are precisely the configurations in the elementary
cubes C,, ..., C,, and the configurations in the other cubes are unspecified.

Let A,,..., A4, be sets of elementary cubes and w,= |/ w. The partially
truncated correlation functions are defined by: cea

@4y 04)= T (=D Mn=D! X TTolw,,), (4.1)
nz1 neP,({1,..,k}) aen
where P, is the set of partitions of {1, ..., k} into n elements, 4,= {J 4, and we left
out the dependence on A, w?. kea

The assumption replacing (A1) can now be stated as follows: There exists m >0

such that

k
|QT((DAp 0| S il=_[1 olwy)exp(—mi(Ay, ..., Ay) 4.2)

uniformly in A4, w? provided d(A;, A)=2R+1, Vi, and d(A4,, A)=2R+1if i=j.
Here I(A4,, ..., A,) is the minimal number of elementary cubes in a set N such that
NuA, u...uA, is connected (equivalently, it is the tree distance [17] between the
A’s). In addition one would replace assumption (A4) by requiring (4.2) to hold for
we U(n) with m independent of p.
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We note that (4.2) can be derived from (A1), and thus holds for the models
considered in Theorems 1-5, by using the expansions as in Appendices 1 and 2.
Moreover, m is then of order |lngy|. However, we expect (4.2) to hold quite
generally, with some m> 0, throughout the region in parameter space where the
system, in the restricted ensembiles, lies in a single phase. This is therefore a much
less restrictive hypothesis than (A1). One could weaken this assumption by adding

k
a factor ] ¢ on the right-hand side of (4.2) at the expense of increasing ¢ in
i=1
Peierls’ condition.

We sketch how (4.2) can be used to replace (A1). One of the main virtues of (A1)
is to provide a suitable expansion for exp(— W(w,|4, w?)), the interaction between
outer contours [see (3.8)]. We can easily relate exp(— W) to a ratio of correlation
functions: In the numerator and the denominator of (3.8) we have partition
functions with some boundary condition ? in 6(I'); i.e., the configuration in the
elementary cubes of 8(I") whose distance from A\(I') is less than R belongs to the
q™® restricted ensemble. Let A(I') be the region obtained by deleting these cubes
from 6(I'). Now multiply the numerator and the denominator in (3.8) by

ILexp(—H (@ Z RO,

w? being the configuration in &I\XT).
These transformations show that (leaving out w?, A):

exp(— W) = ol / 11 e(w}). (4.3)

Now, given (4.3), instead of expanding exp(— W) as we do in (A.22), we expand
¢(wf in partially truncated correlation functions:
o= X TI o"(wh,...cf), (4.4)

neP(d) {Ii}en

where the sum is over all partitions of 0 and the product over all elements of .
Equation (4.4) follows from the inversion of (4.1).

Now, the reader can check that, if we insert (4.4) in (4.3) and then (4.3) in the
partition function of the contour models we obtain a suitable polymer expansion
for the latter. Moreover, using (4.2) one shows by techniques similar to the ones of
Appendix 2 that this polymer expansion converges.

2) Contrary to (A1), hypothesis (A2)(i) is fairly physical: it requires the presence
of a “free energy barrier” between typical configurations of different phases. This
condition cannot be relaxed too much, because something has to cause phase
separation. However, g presumably needs not be as large as we require it to be, and
Dinaburg and Sinai { 14] have recently used a weaker Peierls’ condition in their
analysis of ANNNI models.

3) Condition (A3) simply defines the point in parameter space around which
we perturb. One could say, in order to relate this framework to the one of Pirogov
and Sinai, that, instead of perturbing around zero temperature, we perturb around
any point where there is approximate phase coexistence, i.e. phase coexistence
would take place if the phases and the restricted ensembles would coincide. Of
course, this is most useful in cases (Potts or Widom-Rowlinson models) where the
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corresponding “low temperature,” ie. g—o0 or z—oo limit, is somewhat ill-
defined. Moreover, by (A5), we have a complete phase diagram in the neighbor-
hood of this point. However, a phase consists not only of one restricted ensemble
but also of bubbles, surrounded by contours, of other restricted ensembles: This
shifts the point of coexistence of the phases by an amount of order Le ™ ¢: the e ¢
factor comes from the smallest contours and L enters in (A5): L™ ! is roughly the
linear coefficient of the dependence of f(u) on u. Thus we want our set of
perturbations to be large enough: Typically # should satisfy:

Le °<n<g. (4.5)

The upper inequality is necessary so that Peierls’ condition [see Lemma 1c)] is not
destroyed by the perturbation. Thus, if g— 0, we can let n— oo provided that (A4),
(AS5) hold for those values of 4. Of course, (4.5) can be satisfied, for fixed 4, L, by
choosing ¢ large but L, ¢, and »# may be related in a natural way in more general
situations, and then condition (4.5) has to be kept in mind.

4) Conditions (A2)(ii) and {A4) are rather technical and could probably be
relaxed: (A4) could follow from an expansion in g around the =0 theory. Part (i1)
of A2 is used to control the derivatives with respect to u of H, for the expectation
inside the contours (for the expectation in the restricted ensemble we can use A4)
but it could probably be simplified.

5) Within the context of the Pirogov-Sinai theory, there are two interesting
developments. Slawny [8] has given a method, rigorously justified, to compute the
asymptotes of the phase diagram and Zahradnik [9], using a different approach to
the theory, has proven the uniqueness part of the phase diagram: The phases
constructed by the Pirogov-Sinai method are the only ones. We expect that both
results can be extended to our situation but we have not checked this. If this is true,
one could presumably rigorously justify the asymptotic expansion, in g~ 1, of f(g),
the transition temperature for the Potts model. Also, our results on the surface
tension [ 18] should be extendable to the present framework (see also [19]).

6) Finally, although we have not considered this case explicitly (it is studied
elsewhere [7, 11, 13, 15]), it is clear that our method allows an extension of the
Pirogov-Sinai theory to continuous spin models, at least for bounded spins. For a
class of ferromagnetic models of continuous bounded spins, a low temperature
expansion has been given in [207]. We think that the method of that paper could be
used here, too; in particular, the extension “around the ground states” in [20]
would provide the necessary condition (A1) here. For unbounded spins as well as
continuum models not satisfying condition A (see Theorems 2, 3, and 4), we have to
generalize our main theorem to a situation where || H||, defined in (2.6), is no longer
finite but where a one-sided bound holds (stability): H(&)= Bn(&).

Several technical complications enter here, e.g. when we estimate derivatives
with respect to y, the boundary terms and so on. However, it does not seem that
there is an intrinsic limitation in our method that would prevent us from covering
these cases, t0o.

7) Coming back to our main goal, namely the understanding of the liquid-gas
transition in one-component fluids, we shall make two remarks. First of all we
consider a Widom-Rowlinson model with two kinds of particles, 4 and B. If there
is no interaction between the B particles, we can integrate explicitly over the B
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particles and we are left with a one-component fluid (of 4 particles) with many-
body interactions induced by the B particles [21]. Then the coexistence of 4 and B
particles becomes a liquid(4 rich)-gas (B rich) coexistence. However, in the
symmetric case studied by Widom-Rowlinson the A particles were also non-
interacting and, consequently, the effective interaction induced by the B-particles
included infinitely many-body potentials. Here, however, we can allow a small
hard-core between the A4 particles, which implies that we have only finitely many
(B induced) interactions. However, this is still not a very realistic model.

If we consider two body forces, we can only offer the following picture, based on
the ideas of this paper: We take elementary cubes whose size is approximately the
range of the intermolecular potential. It may be useful to take this range to be large
so that we are “close” to the mean-field limit [22]. Define two restricted ensembles,
g and [, by demanding that the density in each elementary cube be roughly equal to
the actual gas density (for g) or liquid density (for I).

Now we observe that the free energy, as a function of density, in a box of the size
of the intermolecular potential is approximately the van der Waals one: it is
minimum for the density being equal to the gas or the liquid one. That is, all other
densities “loose” to the gas one for entropy reasons and to the liquid one for
energetic reasons. Here we see the similarity with the Potts model. This fact should
be responsible for satisfying Peierls’ condition (A2).

On the other hand, one can expect that a clustering like (4.2) holds in the gas or
the liquid phase. Since the conditions defining the restricted ensembles tend to
reduce correlations, (4.2) should hold a fortiori in our restricted ensembles g and L
It may even be easier to prove. However, these ideas require a lot of further
investigations.

Appendix 1. Diluteness and Restricted Ensembles

In this appendix, we show how to use the diluteness hypotheses (A1) [and (A4)] in
order to prove the existence and smoothness properties (2) of the free energies
of the restricted ensembles. We also use this and Peierls’ condition in order to
prove Lemma 1.

First of all, we apply the polymer or algebraic formalism [23] to (3.7). Let g be
the set of R-connected sets G in Z% Let X : g— N be a multiplicity function on g; we

define X! = HX (G)!, suppX= |J G.We assume that |suppX] is finite. X C A
X(G)*0

means supr CA, and we write d(X, E) instead of d(supp X, E) for ECIRY,
1Xi= %X(G)IGL

1 if X!=1 andif d(G,G)>R whenever X(G),X(G)=+0,
0 otherwise,

HX)A, w)=o(X) IG"[ UG|A, )X,

a(X):{

Notice that ¢(X |4, w) depends in a non-trivial way on A4, w only if d(X, A) <R [by
(A1)(ii)]. By (2.7) we can write,

Z (Al =exp (— KjA|— ; K@, w")) X;A HX|A, 9. (A.1)
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Now, using the algebraic formalism, we can write:
> #XiA, oY) =exp 3 ¢T(X|A4, 0%, (A2)
Xc4 XC4

where the truncated functions ¢7 are defined as usual:
¢T(X14, 09 =(X 1) TTLUGIA, 0D D’ (X),
G

with
oI(X)= ¥ (=DM,

yeg(X)

where g(X) is a graph whose vertices are all G’s such that X(G)+0 (counting
multiplicities) and edges are drawn between any two incompatible G’s
(d(G, G'Y<R); ly| is the number of edges in y and the sum is over all connected
subgraphs of g(X).

#T(X)A, 0% has the following properties:

~ ¢T(X|A, 0% =¢T(X) is independent of A, w? if d(X, A)>R,

~- ¢T(X|A4, ®*) =0 unless supp X is R-connected,

~ #T(X) has the same periodicity under translations as {(G),

3 sup |pT(X|4, 09 leg X2 < O(e,) for &, small enough, (A.3)
X 4,09

where 3 'is the sum over all X’s such that the first elementary cube in supp X is C;.
X

This estimate (A.3) is essential in all subsequent arguments. It follows in a standard
way from the combinatoric estimates:

sup [¢7(X]4, 0T S (Ceo) ™ (A4)
A, w9
for some C independent of ¢, and the fact that ¢T(X)=0 if suppX is not

R-connected. (See 23] where somewhat different notations are used.)
Using (A.1), (A.2) we can write

InZzAlw%)= —K[Al - K@, 09+ ¥ ¢"(X|4,0%, (A.5)
i XCA
and therefore

.1
flgpy=— lim —rlogZa(dlw)

exists, and equals

J(q: )=K(u)— ;" $T(X) (A.6)

[assuming Z%-invariance of {(G), hence of ¢7(X); otherwise 3 ° has to be replaced
by an average over the period of {(G)].
Moreover, the boundary term

A(Alo?, Wy =InZ g(Alw®) +14] f (g, 0)
is given explicitly by:
~TKGo)+ 3 @KLY~ T S 0. (AT)

3 CiCA X:Xnd
dx, )R
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The second and the third terms in A(A|w?, u) are clearly O(g,)|0A), due to (A.3)
while the first is 0(1)|04] by assumption (A1)v). Now we give the

Proof of Formula (2.8). Using (A.6) and (A.3) one can easily bound

d .

1=K'(q, 1) Z" (¢T(X)) IK'(g, )| =Cg by hypothesis (A4),
(A8)

while

(A.9)

{leaving out the A, w? dependence).
Us1ng assumption (A4) on {{G) and Z IX(G)|£]X], one obtains a bound on

T
X
00
&, this implies the convergence of the sum 3°° in (A.8). However, the latter is not
X
0(¢,) but O(1) because the smallest graphs, with |X|=2, are O(1). This implies
la%—f(q, u)l < C’(p+1), which is (2.8).

like (A.4) with | X| replaced by lX |—2 (and with a different C). For small

Similarly, one can bound the derivatives with respect to p of the boundary
term, using (A.7) and (A.4),

,,u)t = Cle+D)lo4]. (A.10)

Now we turn to the

Proof of Lemma 1. First of all, we write explicitly y(wr|4, w?, ), by inserting (3.5)
into (3.6) and then using the expansion (A.5) for all the restricted partition
functions entering the resulting formula and (A.6) for the corresponding free
energies. This gives:

w(wFlA’ wq, ﬂ)
= H (wr) +(InZg(A|o?, ) —InZg(AN\XD ), i, )+ f(q, W Int ')
— Y (InZg(Int, I'of)+ f(m, w)Int,IT'}). {A.11)

Itis clear that the terms in thefirst and second parentheses can be written, using
(A.5), as a sum of terms of the form K(i, wp) for d(C,,I''<R and of the form
#T(X|A, 0, wp) with d(X, I') < R. But then ¢7(X|4, »%, wy) is independent of A, »?
unless |X|=d(I', A)—2R. Using (A.4), one sees that ¢T(X|4, »% w,) with such large
|X’s are exponentially small when d(I', A)— co. This implies a).

Turning to b), we can bound the derivatives of the last two parentheses in (A.11)

1) in (A.10).
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< g ()

Moreover,
dy

=|H(wp)| Sn(wy), since |H;|| =1. Therefore,

for some constant c.
This proves b). It also implies c) because we can write

r—1 u, d
wlorld, of, p)=yplorl4, of, p=0)+ _;1 !, d—ww(wrl/l, of, Wdu;.  (A13)

Now we insert (A.12) into (A.13). We get

§ dv¥(cor) exp(—plorld, %, p)
sexp(n(r—1eall') - § dv¥(eor) exp(—w(erld, o p=0)) exp(nlr — Dn(ey).

The first factor is less than exp(o/4|I"]) for n small enough. We multiply and divide
the second factor by

| dv¥(wr) exp(—wlorl|4, 0%, u=0)).
Then we use Peierls’ condition (A2) in the form of Eq. (3.7) and condition (A2)(ii)
with A=#(r—1) and u=0 to bound the second factor by exp(—3¢|I'}), again for #
small enough.
d) is proven similarly.

Appendix 2. Interacting Contour Models

In this Appendix, we provide a convergent polymer expansion for the contour
models, thus proving formulas (3.15)—(3.17). Then we prove Lemma 3 (for contour
models with parameters). Our polymer expansion is fairly standard, given that the
diluteness hypothesis implies that the interactions between the contours (W) are
weak in a suitable sense.

1) Existence of W(w,). We start with an explicit formula for W(w,| 4, ) which will
also prove (3.14), i.e. the existence of W(w,) when the limit A— oo is taken. Since
W =&+ W, we start with W,

By definition

W(wol4, %)= 2 InZAN)ef, of) ~InZ R(A\0(0)w?, )

~ (18] - DInZ g A]w?), (A.14)
with |0] =card(0).
Inserting (A.5) into the above formula, gives

(w4, 0= 3 ( %W(X 14, of, (X, I’ ))

Xc4a

—n(X,0)¢"(X|4, 0, w)— (10 - D" (X4, 09,  (A.15)
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where
1 if XCA\6(0)
0 otherwise

n(X,@)z{

[so that n(X,d)=0 whenever ¢"(X|A4, o, wf) is not well defined]. Indeed, we
observe that in (A.14) all the terms proportional to K or of the form 2 K(i, w)

cancel because, by definition, d(I', I")>2R+1 for I, T’e ¢ and d(I", A)>2R + 1,
too. So we have only ¢7(X) terms. Moreover, by inspection of (A.15) one sees that
only those X’s satisfying d(X, <R, and d(X,I"")<R for at least two contours
I',I'" € 0 give a non-zero contribution. Indeed, if d(I', X) > R, then, by assumption
(A1)(ii) ¢7(X|A, @% %) does not depend on wi.

A similar formula can be derived for @(wp|4, ®9), where the only X’s that can
contribute to @ satisfy d(X, )< R, and d(X, A) < R [as we noticed in the proof of
Lemma la), Appendix 17].

From (A.15) and the exponential decay of ¢7(X) with | X| [see Eq. (A.4)], we get

lim W(wal 4, 09 = W(w,),

and its independence upon w? Actually, one has a bound of the form:
IW(wl4, 09— W) FE | exp(—Md(T", A))
with M ~O(|lng,|), and
|®(eop|A, o) | exp(— Md(I, A)).

Thus &—0 and W(w,) = W(w,).
Moreover, one can estimate the interaction between one contour and any set of
other contours as follows: Let I'd and 0'=A\{I'}, then,

sup [W{e) — Wi )| = O(eo) T (A.16)

This again follows easily from the bound (A.4) on the ¢"(X) and the fact that the
left-hand side of (A.16) is bounded from above by sup > pT(X|A4, @)
R

w, X:d(X, D)=

Although (A.16) is only used explicitly in the proof of the Peierls’ estimate [see
(A.29) below] it is the basic bound that allows us to prove the convergence of our
polymer expansion: the interaction between a contour and the other contours is
bounded by |I'] times a small coefficient. But, by the definition of 7 functionals,
every contour has a weight exp(—7|I'|) which controls the O(|I']) divergence in
(A.16).

2) Polymer Expansion for Contour Models. Now we give the polymer expansion
of Z(A|F).[Z(A|F, w%) can be treated in a similar way and the independence of S(F)
on w? follows easily from this expansion.] Writing explicitly the inductive
definition of Z(A|F), one gets:

Z(A|F)= ag’f dv*(g)exp(—Wiwy)) I 1 Z(eorlF)
=2 § dv¥(cg) exp(— W(w,)) 11 exp(—F(wp))., (A.17)

where the first equality is just the definition.
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In the second equality, the sum runs over all families ¢ of contours with o(I") =g
for F'ed,d(I',I")=2R+1for I', I" € 8, and not just over outer contours. W(w,) is
defined as follows: we say that a contour I" separates a set of contours 0 if there
exist two contours I3, I, in & that lie in different connected components of I'. We
say that I" surrounds 0if 0 lies inside one connected component of Int I'. Finally, we
say that a subset &’ C0 is a set of outer contours relative to ¢ if there is no contour
I' € 0 that separates ¢, no contour I' € ¢’ that surrounds 0'\{I'}, and if 0’ cannot be
enlarged while maintaining the first two properties (notice that a contour I'e
may surround ¢"). Then

W(w,)= 2 W), (A.18)

where the sum runs over~all subsets ¢’ CJ that are outer relative to 0.
Now, using W(w,)=W{w,) and inserting (A.15) into (A.18), we obtain,

W(w,)= 2 {FZ ¢ Xlopn(X, I —¢"(X|o(@ (X)X, 0)— (|- D" (X )},

ed’
(A.19)
where

o@(X)={o T €dX)} and 8(X)={Iedld(I, X)<R}

[similarly for 8(X)]. So &(X) are the s in 0 on which ¢T(X|w,) can depend. We
abbreviate:

W(w,)= 2 W(Xlw(@(X)), (A.20)

where p(X|w(3(X)) is defined through (A.19). Obviously, ¥(X|w(9(X)) depends
only on o(d(X)) and equals zero unless supp X is R-connected and card 6(X) > 2.

Moreover,
lp(X|w(0(X)))| £ (Ceg)™! (A.21)

for some constant C independent of ¢, [different from the one in (A.4)]. Indeed,

each ¢7(X) entering into the definition of y satisfies such a bound; moreover, the

number of ¢’ that give a non-zero contribution is at most O(|X|) (because each ¢’ is

outer relative to J) and the number of I'’s in ¢’ giving a contribution that is not

cancelled by one ¢7(X) is O(|X]). These factors can be absorbed into C in (A.21).
Now we insert (A.20) into (A.17) and expand:

exp(—W)=[l(exp(—p(X)-1+D)= ¥ ﬁl (exp(—w(X)—-1),

X {X1,..,Xm} i=
(A22)
where we write (X) as an abbreviation for p(X|w(0(X)).
Combining (A.22) and (A.17) we obtain:
ZAF)= 3 X [dv¥(w,)exp(—F(w,)
0CA {X1,..0, X}
- TT (exp(—p(Xjjw(0(X )~ 1) (A.23)

i=1

with F(w)= 3. F(op)
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Define 9= |J I" and, for each term in (A.23), decompose

I'eo
6U(U supr) =P,u...UP,

into maximal R-connected subsets. Thus d(P;, P;) >R if i#j. The integral in (A.23)
factorizes over the contribution from the different P;’s: if suppX CP;, then
p(Xlw(3(X))) cannot depend on wy for I'C Py, j=+i, because d(P;, P;)is larger than
R and therefore, d(X, I') > R, which implies I" ¢ 0(X).

The P;’s will be our (new) polymers. The activity £(P) of a polymer P is:

E(P)= X" [ dv¥(ep) exp(— F(w5)) ilfll (exp[—p(X|o(@(X)N]-1), (A.24)

where the sum ¥ runs over all @s and all sets {X,...,X,,} of multiplicity

functions such that
=Ju ( U supri).
i=1

If P=0, &{P)=1 and if m=0 (empty set of multiplicity functions) in (A.24),
0
L=
We may rewrite (A.23):
Z(AIF)= » Z I__I &Py, (A.25)

where the sum runs over all sets of two by two “disjoint” polymers [ P disjoint from
P’ means d(P, P")>R].
We can estimate |£(P)| as follows: Using |e?— 1] <|zle'”!, we have

[EP) = J dv*(ws) exp(—F(w,)) if;nll [w(X )| exp <i§1 (X i)l) - (A206)
Using {A.21) and the fact that w(X|w(6(X))) =0 unless card 3(X) = 2, we obtain
T WX0IS0G) X 11
Indeed, each X has to be close to some I' €  if p(X) 4 0. [Note that this bound is

analogous to (A.16).]
Moreover, using (A.21) again,

1 w(x)) <exp(—M§1 lxil>,

i=1

where M = O(|lneg,)).
Finally, since F is a t-functional.

[ dv*(w,)exp(— Fla,)) Sexp (-—T r%a lﬂ) -



534 J. Bricmont, K. Kuroda, and J. L. Lebowitz

Inserting all these estimates into (A.26), we obtain

IE(P) = X" exp < -M é 1X i|> exp ( —(—0G)) X II |> : (A.27)

Since P is R-connected the sum over ¢’s and over sets of multiplicity functions
can be controlled in a standard way, leading to our final bound:

[£(P)| S exp(—~CIP)) (A.28)

where |P|=card({ie Z%C;CP}) and C=0(min(M, 1~ 0(g,))) goes to oo when
1,85 2 =00,

Given (A.25) and (A.28) one can obtain, from the algebraic formalism, a
convergent expansion for In Z(A|F), as we did in Appendix 1 for the free energy of
the restricted ensembles.

If we include the w-dependence in Z(A|F, w), then one obtains a formula
similar to (A.26) but the activity of the polymers close to A are modified. The
existence of S(F) is proven just as {A.6) in Appendix 1. In order to prove (3.15) we
observe that, if P+, then for each non-zero term of the sum ¥ in (A.24), 0 +0:
indeed, Y(X|w(@(X)))=0 if 6(X)=0 and 6(X)C0. This and (A.27) implies that
|E(P)| £ O(e 7). Since S(F) is given by a convergent series of truncated functions of
polymers, this last bound can be easily extended to S(F).

From this expansion, one also gets, in a standard fashion, the bound (3.16) on
the boundary term 4(A|F, w, u), and the existence and clustering of the correlation
functions. We could get Peierls’ estimate from the expansion, but we prefer to do it
as follows: Write

P(D)=Z(AF)™" a;ﬁf dv¥(e) exp(— W(w)) 11 exp(—F(w).

Let ¢’=a\{I'} and bound P(I') from above by restricting the sum in Z(A|F) to
the sets &". Now use (A.16) (which extends easily to W) in the numerator to compare
it with the denominator; we obtain

P(I') < exp((O(eo) — ), (A.29)
which is Peierls’ estimate.

Now we prove (3.17). It is enough to prove:

la%logZ(AlFa W <1106 (A.30)

and

d -
7 [08Z(AIF,, u)i =10 HIE, — Fol, (A.31)

with F,=tF +(1—1)F,.
Using (A.17) we write
aw

J _
gﬁlOgZ(A!F, M)l = KW(-)M, (A.32)
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where ( ) is defined in the obvious way by (A.17). Observing that, in the definition
of W, (A.19), the only X’s that contribute must satisfy d(I', X) £ R for at least one (in
fact, two) I"’s in &, and using the bounds (A.4) on ¢ and its derivative with respect
to u, we easily get:

d
l; W(w)| <0() X IT1.
M I'ed
Thus the right-hand side of (A.32) is bounded by
O(1) X P(9) X IMN=0(1) 3. P(DII].
0CA I'ed rca

[Here P(0) denotes one of the terms in the sum (A.28).] By Peierls’ estimate, (A.29),
this last quantity is less than O(e )| 4|, which proves (A.30).

Now we prove (A.31). By a calculation similar to the one above and the
definition (3.18) of JJ|F||l, we get

d
57 108 Z(AIF,, 1)

SNE = Flf- <r% P()e™(j0(I)] + <n(wr)>r)> » (A33)

where { drisjust { > asin(A.32)conditioned on I'. Now, notice that, by convexity,

.o.d .
we need only to bound the derivative Fn for t=0 and 1. But, in these cases, F,=F,

or F, is a t-functional and we can use (3.13) to prove:
{n(wr)yr SO exp(O(eo)IT) - (A.34)

To prove (A.34) we use (A.16) in the numerator and the denominator of ), in
order to “decouple” I' from the other contours. Thus we have

{nyr =exp(O(ey) M) <ny (I, F)

which, by (3.13), implies (A.34).

Now, inserting (A.34) into (A.33) and using Peierls’ estimate (A.29), we easily
obtain (A.31) for 7 large enough.

We remark that we could have bounded the derivatives (A.30) and (A.31) (for
t=0 or 1) using directly the polymer expansion as we did in (A.8), (A.9). However,
these more “probabilistic” arguments (i.e. dependent on F, W being real) are useful
for our last estimate:

Proof of Lemma 3. This is the analogue of Proposition 2.5 in [5]. The dependence
upon b is treated just as in [5]. Using (3.19), we estimate

IilogZ(A[F, b, #)l SZ71 30 MOP(9)
du aca

)

where P(0)= | dv¥(w,) exp(— W(w,)) T1 Z(w |F) and { >(d) is the expectation
I'ed

conditioned on 0 being the set of outer contours; { >(Int,, I, wF) is defined as in

<i w(- )> (Int, I, oF)

d r
(ool 5wl

m=1 o
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(A.17) with A =1Int, I" and b.c. w}. Clearly, with the bounds that we have on % W,

(Lwe) @) som g
U I'ed
and

sup <0()|Int, I.

<di w(- )> (Int,, I, o)

Smce for each set 0 of outer contours in A, Z [T+ V(@©)<14] and
~1 5°0.5V@p(9) =1, we have the bound

oC4

d
t@ log Z(A|F, b, /4)] o),

which yields the third part of (3.21) (since we have already a bound on diizS(F L 1)
by (A.30)). The fourth term in (3.21) follows from:
sup [Wlw,lA, w) — W(wgl4, o) < O(eo)104], Vo, w'eQf,
@

which itself can be easily derived from (A.15) and properties of $7(X)’s and implies

Now we control the F-dependence in (3.21). Let F,=tF +(1 —t)F". We shall
%logZ(AlF,, b, u)‘ fort=0or 1.
Proceeding as above, and using the norm (3.18), this is bounded by

liF—F- [Z ! 6;/10 e OP(8) (rga e DIO(I) + (n(ewr)) (@) + O(e ") |Int " Iﬂ ;

2 0(s)lo4].

bound

where we have used (A.31) for the estimate in IntI". We shall prove below that
{n(wp)) (@)= 0T, (A.35)

which is similar, but more subtle, than (A.34). [We could have used (A.35) in
place of (A.34).]
Then we have,

> (6D + O3+ 0(e )|t ') £ 0(c3)] 4] (A.36)
Ieo
for any ¢ made of outer contours in A. Moreover, if I' C A, 3(I") £ 8(A)—2(2R + 1),
because d(I', A)>2R+1. So we gain a factor exp(—12(2R+1)), which can

“absorb” the O(z>) in (A.36) and give (3.21). So we are left with the proof of (A.35).
Let I{-) denote a characteristic function and write

(y=<Lnlns A))+<{nl(nz 4)) £ A+e”“22lexp(n/7)
[using n<2cexp(n/21)].
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Now, in {exp(n/1)) we use (A.16) to “decouple” I from the other contours, and

then (3.13) on {exp(n/t)>(I, F) as in the proof of (A.34). Thus we have

() (9) S A+2te™ PV exp (eI + O(eo)II).

Choosing 4 =2(z+ 1)3|I'] gives (A.35).
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