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Abstract

In this paper we study a renormalization-group map: the block averaging
transformation applied to Gibbs measures relative to a class of finite range lattice
gases, when suitable strong mixing conditions are satisfied. Using block decimation
procedure, cluster expansion (like in [HK]) and detailed comparison between statis-
tical ensembles, we are able to prove Gibbsianess and convergence to a trivial (i.e.
Gaussian and product) fixed point. Our results apply to 2D standard Ising model
at any temperature above the critical one and arbitrary magnetic field.
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1. Introduction

This paper concerns the rigorous analysis of some real-space renormalization group trans-
formations (RGT) (see, for instance, ref. [NL] for a general introduction to this subject). In the
recent years many works have been devoted to the question of well-definedness of RGT. We refer
to ref. [EFS] for a clear and complete discussion of the problematic as well as for an exhaustive
description of the general setup of renormalization maps from the point of view of rigorous sta-
tistical mechanics. Already in the seventies (see [GaK], [CG], [GP], [I]) the question was raised
of whether or not some typical RGT give rise to a well defined renormalized interaction. In other
words, calling ;) the renormalized measure arising from the application of a RGT on scale ¢ to
the Gibbs measure p, we pose the question of Gibbsianess of 19, namely we ask ourselves whether
) is a Gibbs measure corresponding to a finite-norm translationally invariant potential so that
the “renormalized Hamiltonian” is well defined.

More explicitly: let us assume that our RGT can be expressed as

WOy = ST (0", 0)u(o) (L1)

where T (o', ) is a normalized non-negative kernel. The system described in terms of the o
variables by the original measure p is called object system. The o’’s are the renormalized variables
of the image system described by the renormalized measure ;). We can think of the transformation
Ty as directly acting at infinite volume or we can consider a finite volume version and subsequently
try to perform the thermodynamic limit (see [EFS] ).

The above mentioned pathological behavior (non-Gibbsianess of 1(9)) can be a consequence
of the violation of a necessary condition for Gibbsianess called quasi—locality (see [Ko], [EFS]). The
latter is a continuity property of the finite volume conditional probabilities of ) which, roughly
speaking, says that they are almost independent of very far away conditioning spins. In many
interesting examples (see [E1], [E2], [EFS], [EFK]) violation of quasi-locality and consequently non—
Gibbsianess of the renormalized measure (9 is a direct consequence of the appearance of a first
order phase transition for the original (object) system conditioned to some particular configuration
of the image system. More precisely, given a configuration o', let us consider the probability
measure on the original spin variables given by

 TO o)u(o)
po(0) = >, TO (" m)u(n)

It defines the constrained model corresponding to o’ (which here plays the role of an external
parameter). For some particular ¢’ it may happen that the corresponding measure i, (o) exhibits
long range order inducing violation of quasi—locality and then non—Gibbsianess for the image system.
See [EFS] and also [GP], [I] where this mechanism was first pointed out.

This pathological behavior is often induced by configurations o’ highly non—typical with
respect to the measure p¥). This suggests the introduction of a weaker notion of Gibbsianess
requiring well-definedness of renormalized interactions not for all renormalized configurations o’
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but, rather, for p'® —almost all o’ (see [D2], [BKL], [LM]). However also this point of view poses
various other problems (see [ES] and references therein).

It is also natural to ask ourselves about robustness of this pathology. Sometimes it can be
shown that non—Gibbsianess is an artifact due to a wrong choice of the scale £ of the transformation
in terms of the thermodynamic parameters of the object system. For instance in [MO4] has been
considered the case of the measure p¥) =T CEE) 1a,n, where T, CEE) is the so—called decimation transfor-
mation on scale ¢ (see [EFS]) and pg 5, is the Gibbs measure for the standard 2D Ising model, h and
B being, respectively, the external field and the inverse temperature. In [EFS| the authors show
non—Gibbsianess for some choices of h,3,£. On the contrary, in [MO4] it is shown that, for the
same values of h, 8 for which, for suitable ¢, in [EFS] the authors got non—Gibbsianess, by changing
¢ into a sufficiently large ¢', depending on (3, h, one gets again Gibbsianess. We also mention it
is possible to show that, by iterating the transformation, one has convergence to a (trivial) fixed
point, see [MO4] and also [Ka] for the high temperature case. The above behavior is related to the
fact that, given suitable values of the parameters 3, h (close to the coexistence line h = 0,5 > f.),
on a suitable scale ¢ some constrained models can undergo a phase transition (somehow related
to the phase transition of the object system); whereas, given the same h, g, for sufficiently large
scale ¢ any constrained model is in the weak coupling region. Another notion of robustness of the
pathology is related to the application of decimation transformations, see [LV], [MO5].

Let us stress that the fact that the object system is very well behaved in the sense that it is
in the unique phase region (in the strongest possible sense) does not preclude the possibility that
some constrained model undergoes a dangerous phase transition inducing the pathology.

On the positive side, since the pioneering paper [CG], there are many indications that if the
constrained models are in the weak coupling regime, then Gibbsianess of the renormalized measure
follows. Recently Haller and Kennedy gave very interesting new rigorous results in this direction.
They proved, under very general hypotheses, that if all constrained models satisfy a uniform (in the
constraint) version of the Dobrushin—Shlosman complete analyticity condition (see [DS2], [DS3])
then the renormalized measure is Gibbsian with a finite norm potential which can be computed via

a convergent cluster expansion.

Another interesting question, which, in a sense, is the main object of the present paper, is
the convergence of the iterates of RGT or, in other words, the behavior of the transformation 7
for large ¢. This problem has not been, up to now, studied very much from a point of view of
rigorous statistical mechanics. Here we present results referring to non—critical systems and so we
have convergence to a trivial fixed point, i.e. Gaussian and product (which correspond to infinite
temperature). Indeed most of the recent papers concerning rigorous results on RGT refer to the
non—critical region with some exceptions, see [BMO], [CiO], [HK], where the authors consider 2D

critical Ising system but only for one step of RGT.

Let us now introduce, for the standard 2D Ising model, the Block—Averaging Transformation
(BAT). It is convenient to use the lattice gas variables. For a standard Ising system enclosed in a
finite volume A C Z?2 the configuration space is therefore {0,1}"; given a configuration n € {0, 1}*
and a site z € A, n, € {0,1} represents the occupation number at z. For free or periodic boundary
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conditions the energy associated to a configuration n € {0,1}* is:

Ex(n):=—=B > nally—A> M (1.2)

(z,y)CA zeA

where (x,y) is a pair of nearest neighbor sites, 3 is the inverse temperature and A is 3 times the
chemical potential so that the Boltzmann factor is ~ exp{—FEx(n)}. Given g let \* = A\*(3) be
the value of A\ corresponding to the value zero of the magnetic field h appearing in the expression
of E in terms of spin variables o, = 2n, — 1. For §,\ in the uniqueness region: (5,\) € {8 <
Bet UA{B > Bey A # X*} (Bc is the inverse critical temperature), let pg  be the unique infinite
volume Gibbs measure. We partition Z? into square blocks Q(i) of side £ and centers at the
points i belonging to the rescaled lattice (¢Z)%. Let N; = N;(n) := >_2eQ,(i) = be the number
of particles in the block @Q,(7) in the n configuration, p = p(8,\) = pg,A(1n0) be the equilibrium
density, x = x (B, A) := > ez (18,2 (M0M2) — 1, (N0) 1, (n2)] be the susceptibility; we then set:

M; = Ni — p|Q] (1.3)

V1Qelx

the random variables M; are centered and normalized; they take values in

Qo — {—m@a 1-plQd IQel(l—ﬂ)} )
Z VIQedx VIQdx "~ VIQelx

We expect M;, i € ((Z)? to have a product (Gaussian) limiting distribution as ¢ — oco.

The renormalized measure p*) = ,u(;’)k (arising from the application of the BAT transforma-
tion on scale ¢ to pg ) is the joint distribution of the random variables M;’s under pg y; ie. it
is obtained by assigning to each block Q,(i) a value m; € QEZ) and by computing the probability,
w.r.t. the original Gibbs measure pg » of the event: M;(n) = m,. In other words, in the notation

of (1.1) in the case of BAT we have: 0 = {n, },0’ = {m;} and

1 if M;(n) =m,; Vi

(0)
T m, =
BAT( " { 0 otherwise

In this case a constrained model is a multi—canonical Ising model; namely an Ising model subject
to the constraint of having a fixed number of particles in each block Q(7).

Theorem 1.1. Consider a 2D Ising system with § < 8. and A € R given. Then there exists
ly € N such that V¢ > {g ,u(;,)A is Gibbsian with a finite norm translationally invariant potential

o0 = {00, X c (1z)?}.
Furthermore it is possible to decompose the potential into a short and a long range part,
O = W57 L W where Ik € N: (IJ%)’ST =0 if diam(X) > x and we have the following:
(i) there is o > 0 such that

elim Z Xl sup @%)’lr(mi, ieX)| =0
X0 m;eQ(®
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(7i) there exist a > 0 such that

lim sup ‘CID%)’ST(mi,z’ € X)‘ =0 for | X|>2
t=00  ca®

ml<ea
lim  sup |@Y (my) + 1m2
(=00 o) {i} o'

[mg|<ee

=0 for i€ (¢2)?

We want to stress that the results hold for ¢ sufficiently large. Certainly, in particular, we
cannot exclude that, very near to T, for some, not sufficiently large ¢, the renormalized measure
is not Gibbsian. On the other side, it is easily seen that taking the limit £ — oo is equivalent to
iterate BAT transformation on a given scale fy; to show this it is sufficient to take ¢ = ¢ with
n € N. Theorem 1.1 above says that not only the renormalized measure ,u(;’)/\, for any sufficiently
large ¢ is Gibbsian but the corresponding renormalized potential ®() actually converges, as £ — oo,
to the one of a system of non-interacting harmonic oscillators.

We notice that the limiting image system as £ — oo becomes an unbounded spin system and
the usual setup of Gibbsianess does not apply to it (see [EFS]). It is therefore clear that we have to
introduce a large field cutoff. Indeed our result is almost optimal as we introduce this cutoff only
for the short range part of the interaction and, moreover, the cutoff diverges as a power law in /.
On the other side it is not difficult to convince ourselves that the convergence result, at least in the
form given above, cannot hold without any restriction on the large fields.

This paper contains also other, much weaker, results that apply to Ising model below T at
A # A*, see Theorem 2.3 below. In that case we are forced to restrict the possible values of m; also
in the computation of long-range part of the renormalized potential; indeed we have of course to
forbid that m; lies in the phase coexistence interval.

Results in the same direction as Theorem 1.1 were obtained by Cammarota [C]; the main
differences w.r.t. the present paper are that Cammarota considers a high temperature (much higher
than T, = 8.!) situation and that he introduces a finite (not growing to infinity as ¢ — oo) field
cutoff. The approach of [C] is substantially different w.r.t. ours; [C] uses a high temperature
expansion: the small parameter is 8 and the system is supposed to be weakly coupled on scale
one; whereas since we want to treat a system with 77 = B! higher but arbitrarily close to Ty,
we have to use an approach supposing weak coupling only on a sufficiently large scale depending
on the temperature T > T, that we have chosen; indeed we are forced to act in the scenario of
the so called restricted complete analyticity. Let us try to clarify this point. Exactly in the spirit
of renormalization group theory we can say that a system above its critical point is very weakly
coupled on a scale large compared to the correlation length; as we want to consider any T > T,
we have to take into account the divergence of the correlation length when approaching T, (from
above). The above statement: “the system is weakly coupled on a scale larger than the correlation
length” seems a tautology; in fact it is not since we need a suitable mathematical setup in order
to be able to implement the above simple observation. The basic idea is to obtain a perturbative
expansion on the basis of very strong mixing conditions satisfied by the Gibbs measures; the small
parameter ceases to be the inverse temperature but it will, rather, be related to the ratio between
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the correlation length and the scale on which we are analyzing our system. The geometrical objects
(polymers) in terms of which we perform our perturbative expansions will not live any more on
scale one (like in [C]) but on a scale sufficiently larger than the correlation length.

A possible notion of strong mixing is the exponential decay of truncated correlations for any
finite volume Gibbs measure with decay constants uniform in the volume and in the boundary
conditions. This is a stronger notion w.r.t uniqueness of the Gibbs state or exponential clustering
of infinite volume truncated correlations. In [DS2], [DS3] Dobrushin and Shlosman introduced and
studied the so called completely analytical interactions showing, in those cases, the above strong
mixing behavior for any finite or infinite domain of arbitrary shape. This complete analyticity turns
out to be a too strong notion in the context of renormalization group theory. Indeed Dobrushin—
Shlosman’s complete analyticity implies that exponential clustering takes place even inside volumes
with very anomalous shapes (for instance with anomalous ratio between boundary and bulk) so that
one is forced to take into account the influence of boundary conditions up to a scale of order one.
There are cases of systems perfectly well behaved on regular domains, say cubes, which, however,
do not satisfy D-S complete analyticity because of their behavior for anomalous shape domains (see
example in [MO2]). Another point of view, introduced in [O], [OP], [MO1], [MOZ2], [MO3] leading
to what can be called restricted complete analyticity, takes into account only regular domains. In
this approach there is a minimal basic length L and one never goes below L in the sense that one
only considers domains obtained as disjoint unions of cubes of side L (for instance cubes of side
nlL).

The algorithm used in the present paper to compute the renormalized potential is the fol-
lowing. We start, as basic hypothesis, from restricted complete analyticity for the constrained,
multi—canonical systems, with a minimal length L proportional to the scale ¢ of our BAT transfor-
mation and with decay constants uniform in the constraint. We then construct a convergent cluster
expansion which allows us to compute the renormalized potential. Since studying directly the mix-
ing properties of a canonical or multi—canonical measure is a very difficult task we instead deduce
it by using a sharp form of equivalence, or better comparison, between canonical and grancanonical
ensembles. Indeed, the main key novel technical point of this paper is to get a very precise notion
of equivalence of ensembles, implying the validity of a finite size condition, which, in turn, will
imply a strong mixing condition for the constrained multi-canonical systems. See also [DT], [CM],
[Y] for a further discussion on the equivalence of ensembles.

Certainly assuming strong mixing for the object system with a given value A of the chemical
potential is not sufficient to imply the strong mixing property of the constrained models even
at the level of regular domains. It is, rather, necessary to assume for the object grancanonical
system a strong mixing condition uniform in . Quite surprisingly, this condition is not sufficient
in general. Indeed it turns out that what we really need is a strong mixing condition for a multi—
grancanonical object system; by multi—grancanonical we mean a grancanonical measure which is not
translationally invariant because in each cube (i) we put a different chemical potential \; whereas
we leave the original, translationally invariant, mutual interaction. It happens, as it is shown by
an example in Appendix A.2 that uniform (in \) strong mixing for a grancanonical measure does
not imply uniform in A = {\;} strong mixing for the multi-grancanonical measure; this pathology
is due to the possibility of a sort of layering phase transition, with long range order, taking place
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along the interface between two contiguous large cubes with different chemical potentials A1, Ao
even though, introducing the same chemical potential Ay = Ay = X in both cubes the resulting
system, is, V A, very well behaved. On the other side we show that since the interface between two
regular two—dimensional domains is one—dimensional, this layering phase transition cannot occur
when the object system lives in two—dimensions. Then the result of Theorem 1.1 ultimately follows
from strong mixing, uniform in A, exploiting the two—dimensionality of the Ising system. The latter
follows from the general result of [MOS] saying that in two dimensions the so—called weak mixing
implies strong mixing, provided one is able to prove weak mixing for our particular model. This
is a weaker notion of mixing of a finite volume Gibbs measure saying, roughly speaking, that the
influence of a change in a conditioning spin on a site x outside a domain A decays, inside A, with
the distance from the boundary OA and not, like it would be the case assuming strong mixing,
with the distance from z. Weak mixing, uniform in the chemical potential A, for Ising model above
T. has been proved by Higuchi in [H] exploiting general results by Aizenman et al. [ABF| about
boundedness of susceptibility above T,.. We thus use the two—dimensionality in two crucial points:
i) in deducing uniform strong mixing for multi-grancanonical measure from the same property for
simple grancanonical measure and ii) in deducing strong mixing from weak mixing. On the other
side, given the strong mixing condition for the multi-grancanonical measure, the results on the
RGT of this paper apply to any dimension.

The general results about Gibbsianess of renormalized measures that have been obtained by
Haller and Kennedy in [HK], use a strategy very similar to ours. Indeed their computations, also
based on the methods developed in [O], [OP] are much simpler and more transparent then ours but
apply only to the case when the image system is Ising-like; namely the ¢’ variables are dichotomic
as in Majority rule or Kadanoff (see [EFS]) transformations. Haller and Kennedy for a given ¢ use
the hypothesis of D-S complete analyticity of the constrained models to deduce Gibbsianess of the
measure resulting from the application of one transformation.

We conclude by a brief outline of the various steps needed in the proof of Theorem 1.1. Higuchi
[H] proves weak mixing, uniform in A, for Ising model above T,.. [MOS] proves, in general, that in
two dimensions, for regular domains, weak mixing implies strong mixing. In Appendix A.1 we prove
that in two dimension strong mixing uniform in A for grancanonical measure implies strong mixing
uniform in A = {\;} for the corresponding multi-grancanonical measure. In Section 4 we prove
results about comparison, in a finite volume A, between multi—grancanonical and multi—canonical
measures with precise estimates of the behavior in A. From this and previous points we deduce
that, on a sufficiently large scale, an effective (propagating to arbitrarily large, regular domains)
finite size condition is satisfied for multi—canonical constrained systems. Then, from this finite
size conditions, using the theory developed in [O], [OP] we are able to perturbatively compute the
renormalized Hamiltonian; and to extract the potentials. The long range terms of the interaction
potential are computed starting from a cluster expansion whose convergence is directly related to
the validity of the above finite size condition. Finally the short range terms are handled via a local

central limit theorem for the multi-grancanonical measure.



2. Notation and results

We introduce the general setup: the one of the finite state space, lattice spin systems. Contrary
to the usual treatments we drop the hypothesis of translation invariance; indeed it will be replaced
by spatial uniformity of some basic estimates. We start by giving a list of basic definitions.

2.1. The lattice.

For z = (1, -+,xq) € R we let |z] := supy_, ... 4|z|. The spatial structure is modeled by the
d-dimensional lattice £ := Z% in which we let e;,i = 1,...,d be the coordinate unit vectors. We
shall denote by x,y,--- the sites in £ and by A, A,--- subsets of £. We consider £ endowed with
the distance d(z,y) = |z — y|. We use A° := L\ A to denote the complement of A. For A a finite
subset of £ (we use A CC L to indicate that A is finite), |A| denotes the cardinality of A. For
x € L and ¢ an odd integer we let Q(x) := {y € £ : d(y,z) < (¢ — 1)/2} be the cube of side ¢
centered at x; for £ an even integer we let instead Q(z) := {y € L: |y — (v + ¢&)| < ¢/2}, where
é:=(1/2,---,1/2), be the cube of side ¢ centered in x + é (which belongs to the dual lattice). We
shall denote Q¢(0) simply by Q. Given r > 0 and A C £ we introduce the outer boundary of A by
A= {x &A:dx,A) <r}. Welet also A :=AUJ,A.

Given an integer ¢, we also introduce the rescaled lattice £, := (¢Z)? which is naturally
embedded in £; we shall therefore regard points in £, also as points in £ without further mention,
more precisely we will make the following identification: Ly 3> (i1, ...,1q) = (fi1,...,liq) € L. We
use 1, J, - - - to denote points in £, and I,--- to denote subsets of £,. Analogously the distance in
Ly is denoted by dy(i, j), therefore for i, j € L, we have d(i,7) = ldy(i, 7).

2.2. The configuration space.
We suppose given a positive integer N' € NT and, for every x € £, a positive integer N, < N. We
then introduce the following;:
- Configuration space of a single spin. For any x € £ we have a finite set Q, || = N, + 1.
We identify Q, with {0,1,...,N,} which we consider endowed with the discrete topology;
- Configuration space in a subset A C L. We set QE\N) = Rpeay;
- Configuration space in the whole £. We set QW) := ®,c,Q, and equip it with the product
topology.
We can therefore look at a configuration o € QW) as a function o : £ — {0,1,...,N'}. The integer
o, = o(x) is called value of the spin at the site x € A in the configuration o. For A C £, we use
op = {0, € Q, © € A} to denote the collection of spins in A. For x € £ we define the shift 9,
(acting on QM) by (9,0), == 0y
We also introduce C (Q(N )) the space of continuous functions on 2 which becomes a Banach
space under the norm ||f|| := sup, |f(o)| and note that the local functions (i.e. the functions
depending only on a finite number of spins) are dense in C (Q(N )). For f alocal function depending
on the spins in A CC L, i.e. f(o) = f(oa), we let S(f) = supp(f) := A be the support of f.
In the case N' =1 the spin o, takes values in {0, 1}, i.e. we have a lattice gas. In such a case
we use the notation © := {0,1}* and denote by 7,(, - - - typical elements of Q; the value n, € {0,1}
is interpreted as the occupation number in . Given 7 € Q) we define a new configuration n* which
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is obtained from 7 by flipping the occupation number in z, i.e.

o My ify#x
(1 )y'_{l—nx fy==x

2.8. The potential.
A potential @ = {®p,A CC L} is a family of functions labeled by finite subsets of £ and
Dy QE\N) — R. We introduce the following possible conditions on ®:

— Flinite range. There exists r > 0 such that ®, = 0 if diam(A) > r;
— Translation invariance. For each x € L, Py (0) = Ppy4(0,0).
We note that the potentials (which do not need to satisfy the conditions above) form a linear
space. Given a > 0, we introduce in it the norm || - ||, defined by

|®||o := sup Z e sup [ @p (o)
TEL A5y O'AGQE\N)

We also note that in the translation invariant case we can omit the first supremum above.

Given A CC £ and a potential ® with bounded | - ||p norm, the energy associated to a
configuration o when the boundary condition outside A is (the restriction to A€ of) 7 € Q, is given
by:

Ep(o|r) = ) @r(ocox7) (2.1)

TNA#D

where
(- 0n )y i= o, ifzxel
TONT)e =\ 7 ifxd A

Note that the sum on the r.h.s. of (2.1) is absolutely convergent (uniformly in ¢ and 7) by the
boundedness of ||[®[|o. We also remark that for a finite range potential the map 7 +— FE)(o|7)
depends only on 75, 4.

2.4. The Gibbs measures.
Given a potential ® of bounded || - ||o norm, for each A CC £ we define the (finite volume) Gibbs
measure in A with boundary condition 7 as

(o) = ZLA exp {~Ex (0]7)}

where Z7, called partition function, is the normalization constant, i.e.

7y =Z} (D)= Y e Falolm)

JEQX\O

Note that we have included the inverse temperature in the definition of energy; in fact it will be
kept fixed in our analysis.
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We regard p also as a measure on the whole QW) by giving zero mass to the configurations
o which do not agree with 7 on A°. The (infinite volume) Gibbs states associated to the potential
® are then the measures p on QW) which satisfy the DLR equations

/ u(dr) Wi (f) = plf), forany Acc L, fec (W)

For a translationally invariant lattice gas we observe that we have ®(,,(n) = —An, + a for
some constants A\, a € R. We neglect the constant a (which do not affect the definition of the Gibbs
measure) and note that A is interpreted as the chemical potential. We also introduce the activity
z € Rt by z := e which we use to parametrize lattice gases with different chemical potentials. In
such a case we write ® = (z,U) where U = {®5, A CC L,|A| > 1} and call U the interaction. We
shall also write (sometimes) p} , (resp. Z7(z)) in order to indicate explicitly the dependence on
the activity z.

2.5. Strong Mizing Conditions.

In what follows we recall notions concerning some mixing properties of Gibbs measures. Most of the
theory has been, up to now, developed in the finite range, translationally invariant case. Extension
to not translationally invariant cases, when suitable uniform conditions hold, is, in most of the cases,
straightforward. In particular we will be concerned with the so—called strong mixing condition which
can be formulated in terms of exponential clustering of truncated expectation with respect to the
Gibbs measures in certain domains A with 7 boundary conditions when this exponential clustering
takes place uniformly in A and 7. This strong mixing condition implies uniqueness of infinite volume
Gibbs measure and its exponential clustering. It can be shown that finite volume strong mixing
condition, with constants uniform in the volume and in the boundary conditions, is strictly stronger
than the equivalent infinite volume notion (see [Sh], [Ba], [DM], [CM]). As it has been shown by
Dobrushin and Shlosman (see [DS2], [DS3]) this strong mixing condition, supposed to hold for any
(finite or infinite) volume A, is equivalent to many other conditions like analyticity properties of
thermodynamic and correlation functions or tree—decay of semi—invariants. Interactions giving rise
to this kind of nice behavior have been called by Dobrushin and Shlosman completely analytical.
Among their equivalent complete analyticity conditions, Dobrushin and Shlosman have introduced
suitable finite size conditions that they call “constructive conditions”. They show that, supposing
that there exists a finite domain A such that strong mixing condition is satisfied with suitable
(depending on A) decay constants for all subsets of A, then a strong mixing condition holds for all
(finite or infinite) volumes.

We refer to [MO2] for a discussion on the applicability of this point of view. Indeed often
the request of exponential clustering for arbitrary shape does not fit with many reasonable appli-
cations. There are examples (see [MO1]) where nice exponential mixing properties hold for regular
domains (like, for instance, cubes) and in infinite volume, whereas they fail to hold for domains with
anomalous ratio between boundary and bulk, implying violation of Dobrushin—Shlosman complete
analyticity. In [O], [OP], [MO1], [MO2], [MO3] another scenario has been introduced, more suited
to the renormalization group problematic. It can be called “restricted complete analyticity” or
“complete analyticity for regular domains” This point of view refers to exponential mixing in finite
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volumes multiples of a given cube of size £y3. In the framework of this theory one can develop a
constructive condition of the following kind: if 3¢y such that a suitable (depending on ¢y) mixing
condition holds in the cube Q,, then the same condition (possibly with worse constants) holds
for any multiple of @QQ,. This possibility of propagation from finite to arbitrarily large (and even
infinite) volumes is called “effectiveness” in [MO2]. Subsequently many results have been obtained
in the framework of restricted complete analyticity that could have been problematic and even
false in the context of Dobrushin—Shlosman complete analyticity (see, for instance [MO2], [MO3],
[MOS], [SS]).

Given a measure p and two square integrable random variables f, g we denote by u(f;g) :=
p(fg) — u(f)u(g) the covariance between f and g. For A CC L we introduce pj .5 as the rela-

tivization (projection) of the Gibbs measure pj to Q(AN), ie.

1ha(0a) = / HA(AC) Teacss

We finally recall that the total variation distance between two measures p, v on a finite set S is
given by

Var(p,v) : Z | (w w)| = sup (X)) —v(X)|
wGS

If a,b € R, we let a A b:= min{a,b}. For a finite range potential we introduce the following strong
mixing condition.

Condition SM({y) (Strong Mizing).

Given an integer { we say that the potential ® satisfies SM({y ) if there exist two constants A,y > 0
such that for any volume

A=J@Qu(), Iccc, (2.2)

iel
the following bound holds. For any x € 3,A and any A C A we have

sup sup Var (45", 3.0 ) < Ae 90 (2.3)
TGQ(N) a€Ny

We next discuss finite size conditions which imply SM(¢y). Let m be an integer, m > r, and
consider the cube Q3,,(j), j € L,,. Given a particular lattice direction e; we can partition Q3,,(j)
into three parallelepipeds having d — 1 sides equal to 3m and the last one equal to m (slices) with
the minimal side parallel to the e; direction (slice orthogonal to e;). We write

Qsm () = Q57 (H U QEY () U QLT () (2.4)

here Q?j?? (7) denotes the central slice.
Let Rs@l)( /) be the set of all subsets of QL 0)( j) which are unions of cubes @, (j). For V €

3m

P(Z)( ) let 0PV, 957)V denote the part of 9,V in the direction of e;, —e; respectively (opposite
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r—faces of V). Given o,(,7 € Q, y € 0DV, 3 € 3%V, we denote by o) ¢(+7) 1 the
configuration obtained from 7 by substituting in 1)V ,0(»=)V the restrictions of o, ¢, respectively:

‘ ‘ o, ifze oty
(J(Z’H, ((1’7),7) =19 ¢ ifxedtV

T, Otherwise

analogously we denote by oy, ¢ (=) 7 the configuration obtained from 7 by substituting to 7 in v,
95 =)V the restrictions of o, ¢, respectively:

‘ o fx=y
(O'y,C(Z’_),T)m = { (. ifxze 9=y

7, otherwise

finally we denote by o, (,, T the configuration obtained by substituting to 7 in y, v the restrictions
of o,(:
o, fx=y

(UyaCy’aT)x = { (1‘ if z = y,

T, otherwise
of course
T(i’+),7'(i’7),7' = Ty,T(i*),T =Ty, Ty, T=T.
We introduce the notation: Zy (1) := Z7,.
Condition C1(m,e1) (see [OP], Eq (1.8)]).

ZV (0'(7:74’),0'(7:77)77—) ZV (T(i7+)’7—(i77)’7—)
sup sup sup sup . ; , . -1l <eg 2.5
J€Lm i€{1,d} vepl (j) oreQW) Zy (0’(7/74’)77'(17*)77') Zy (T(z,+),a(l,*),7-) (2.5)
Condition C2(m,e5)
Z (7’77) Z (7’77) £
sup  sup sup sup sup vioy,o . )2y (7, T 4 7) 1‘ < % (2.6)
JE€Lm i1e{l,---,d} VePf,f)(j) yedEL NV g reQW) ZV(O'y,T(l’_),T)Zv(Ty,O'(Z’_),T) m
Condition C3(m,e3) (see [O]).
Z TV y
sup  sup sup sup sup v(0y, 0y, 1) 2y (1y, Tys7) 1‘ < % (2.7)
JELm i€{l,d} yepld(j) wvealtPv oreQWV) Zv oy, Ty s T)Zv (Ty, 0y, T) m2(d=1)
m y’€8(i’7)V

It is easy to show, using a telescopic argument, that there exists a constants x such that
C2(m,ez) implies C1(m, keo) and C3(m, e3) implies C2(m, keg) (see [O]). It is also immediate to
see that the results proven for the translationally invariant case in [O], [OP], [MO2] extend to the
general case when the space uniform condition holds. We have indeed the following result. Let

e(d) == [3(2%T +1)]7 %272 1, (2.8)
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then condition C1(m,e(d)) implies the existence of a convergent cluster expansion which, in turn,
implies SM(m).

We remark that once we have proven the crucial point which is the effectiveness, namely that
C1(m,e(d)) implies SM(m), then, considering the rescaled system whose new single spin variables,
labeled by j € L,,, are the old spin configurations in the blocks @,,(j), we can apply Dobrushin—
Shlosman’s results [DS1], [DS2], [DS3] to get all their equivalent mixing and analyticity properties
of the Gibbs state for every “multiple” of the @,,’s namely for all volumes A of the form (2.2).
This is the restricted complete analyticity namely the validity of the D—S equivalent properties (see
[DS2], [DS3]) for every volume of the form (2.2). In particular SM(¢y) is equivalent to:

Condition SM2(/y)
Given an integer o we say that the potential ® satisfies SM2({y) if there exist two constants
A,~ > 0 such that for every pair of local functions f,g and every volume of the form (2.2)

sup i (fi9) < A (S A1) IFIl gl e (2.9)

TEQW)

where we recall S¢, S, are the supports of f,g.

Indeed the implication C1({y,e(d)) = SM2({) can be obtained directly via cluster expansion
by using the methods of references [O], [OP]. We do not reproduce here the results of [O], [OP]
but, looking at the application to the renormalization group problem that will be developed in next
section, the reader could easily understand these results.

2.6. Lattice gases: Uniform Strong Mizing Conditions.
We here consider just a finite range lattice gas (i.e. Q = {0,1}*) and introduce some uniform strong
mixing conditions which are needed to study the RG map. These conditions say — rougly speaking —
that SM(¢y) holds uniformly in the external field (one body interaction). Unfortunately, as discussed
in the Introduction, we need such a condition also for some non homogeneous external field. Such a
condition plays also a crucial role in the ergodic properties of the Kawasaki (conservative) dynamics,
[Y].

Given a finite range lattice gas with translationally invariant interaction we introduce the
following Condition. We recall z = exp{A} is the activity.

Condition USM(A) (Uniform Strong Mizing).
Given an open set A C [0,00), we say that the interaction U satisfies USM(A) if for each z € A
there exists {y = {y(z) such that condition SM(¥y) holds for (z,U). Furthermore the following is to
be satisfied:

(i) for any closed set C C A we can take the constants {y, A,~ uniform for z € C;

(ii) we can take A = Agz A z~! for some other constant A, independent of z.

Remark. We note that for A = [0,¢] U[e™!, 00) with & small enough (depending on d, r and || ®]|o)
the above conditions holds. Indeed for z A z=1 small, SM(1) follows from standard perturbative
theory (for instance by using Dobrushin single site criterion [D1]). We can therefore safely replace
the set [0,00) in Condition USM(A) by the compact set [¢,67!]. To avoid delicate continuity
questions we introduced (i) above as an independent hypothesis. The same argument shows (i) is
automatically satisfied; we have included it only for convenience.
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Condition GUSM(Global Uniform Strong Mixing)
We say that Condition GUSM is satisfied if Condition USM(A) holds for A = [0,0).

2.7. The multi—grancanonical state.

Let ¢ be a positive integer and A C £ a disjoint union of cubes of side ¢, i.e.

A=J@Qui), IccLe (2.10)

i€l

Given a lattice gas with a finite range translationally invariant interaction U, we next define a
Gibbs measure in {24 which has a fixed chemical potential in each cube @Qy,. We call such a measure
a multi-grancanonical state. Let z := {z; € [0,00), i € I} the measure puj _ is then defined as a
Gibbs measure in ) whose potential ®Z = (z,U) is given by B

() e ] T logz; if I'={z} and = € Qu(7)
M= Vectn) > 1

If I CC L, the finite volume multi—grancanonical measure is thus defined by

. 1 |
ph,z(n) = 7 )Hzfv’ cexp{ . Pr(noaT) (2.11)
&) T raazo

ri>1

where Z7 (z) is the normalization constant and

Ni= > m (2.12)

r€Q (%)

is the total number of particles in Q,(i). We stress that the multi-grancanonical state u} , does
depend on /. B

We shall need a stronger version of Condition USM which is formulated in terms of the
multi-grancanonical state.

Condition MUSM(A) (Uniform Strong Mizing for Multigrancanonical States).

Given an open set A C [0,00), we say that the interaction U satisfies MUSM(A) if the following
condition holds. For each closed set C C A there are constants ¢y € N, A,~v > 0 such that for any
¢ integer multiple of ¢y, any I CC L; and any z € C! we have that for any A of the form given in
(2.10) the multi-grancanonical measure p} , satisfies the bound (2.3).

Condition GMUSM (Global Uniform Strong Mixing for Multigrancanonical States).
If Condition MUSM(A) holds for A = [0, 00) we finally say that Condition GMUSM is satisfied.

We also give an effective finite size condition of type C1 which implies MUSM(.A). We note
that if V' € qui)(j) we have V = U, _;Qm (k) for some V C L,, uniquely determined by V. We
denote below by Zy ,(7) the multi-grancanonical partition function as defined in (2.11) with £ = m.
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Condition MUC1(A)
Given an open set A C [0, 00| we say that MUC1(A) holds for the interaction U if for each closed
set C C A there exists an integer m such that

Zy,, (o) o0 ) Zy, (10 707) 1)
sup sup  sup sup =

= . . . —1| <e(d 2.13
i€{ld) vep( (o) zec? o€ | vz (0,702, 7) Zy . (71,0607, 7) e

Indeed, by exploiting the translationally invariance of U and following the same argument as
the one used in [O], [OP] it is easy to verify that if MUC1 holds we have that also MUSM(.A) holds.

Remark 1. In the high temperature regime, |[U|lp < ¢ with € small enough, it is not difficult to
show (by using, for instance Dobrushin’s single site condition [D1]) that Condition MUC1(]0, 00))
holds.

Remark 2. We recall that By [DS2], [DS3] if SM(¢y) holds for the potential (z,U) we can find a
neighborhood O, (z) of z such that MUSM(O.(z)) holds for the interaction U.

We stress that the above Remark 2 gives only a local implication. On the global side the
relationship between MUSM(A) and USM(A) is not trivial. It is in fact possible to have a sort of
layering phase transition which prevents MUSM(.A) to hold even though USM(.A) does hold. On
the positive side, following an argument in the same spirit as [MOS] (i.e. that no phase transition
may happen in a one-dimensional boundary of a regular two—dimensional domain), we rule out
such a possibility in d = 2. We have in fact the following Theorem.

Theorem 2.1. Let d = 2. Then USM(A) = MUSM(A).

On the negative side we show that the aforementioned pathology may indeed happen. In
Appendix A.2 we give in fact an ad hoc example of an interaction U (in d = 3) such that:
— GUSM holds;
— there exist z and A of the form (2.10) such that the multi-grancanonical measure associated
to (z,U) exhibits long range order. In particular there exist 7, 7" such that

hgg.}f Var (MR,E;{O}’ﬂxvz;{0}> >0

We finally mention that, in the context of the two—dimensional Ising model, the above Theo-
rem implies the following. Consider a standard Ising model with a non—homogeneous external field
which is however constant in cubes of side ¢; then for each 8 < f., there exist £ and L > ¢ such
that SM(L) holds uniformly in the external field.

2.8. Block Averaging Transformation (BAT)
Let p, be the (unique) infinite volume Gibbs measure of a finite range translationally invariant
lattice gas satisfying Condition SM({y) and ¢ an integer. In this case we can define the block
averaging transformation directly in infinite volume. We partition the lattice £ = Z? into cubes of
side £, i.e. £ = J;c, Qe(i). We recall that the random variable N; has been defined in (2.12); it
takes values in the set

Q= {0,1,...,00 (2.14)
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We then define the centered and renormalized random variables M; as in (1.3); it takes values in
the set QEZ) defined in (1.4). We finally let M := {M,, i € L,}. The BAT renormalized measure,

that we denote by ,u,(f), is then the (joint) probability distribution of M under u,. Denoting the

renormalized configuration by m = {m; € ng) ,i € Ly}, the measure ,ug) is formally given by
ug) (m) = p(M = m). We avoid the troublesome issue of describing Gibbs measures on non
compact single spin space (see [EFS] for a discussion) and consider ,uge) only for finite ¢. Therefore
the setup previously described applies to the finite single spin space QEZ).

It is also possible to use a finite volume setup. Given the integer p we will denote by A, CC £
a cube with side 2d¢p. We have A, = Uielp Q(i) where I, CC Ly is a cube of side 2dp. Let pi3 , be
the finite volume Gibbs measure for our lattice gas with activity z enclosed in A, with 7 boundary

(€.7)

condition. We denote by p I,z the finite volume renormalized measure arising from the application

to p. p of the Block Averaging Transformation on scale ¢; it is defined as:

4, . T . 31U
poT (i, i € LY) =g ({My =my, i€ L,}),  m;e Q) (2.15)

2.9. Main results.

We first discuss the case when the global Condition GMUSM holds. The most relevant example is
the standard two—dimensional Ising model for 7' > T,. In such a case we are able to prove that the
renormalized measure ,uge) is, for each (finite) ¢ large enough, Gibbsian w.r.t. a potential ®¢) of
bounded ||-||o norm (for suitable av > 0). We can furthermore control the ¢ dependence of the norm
|®©]|,,. We note (see [IS], [N]) that ,uge) converges weakly to ®;cr,p; where ¢; denotes a standard
Gaussian measure. Accordingly, ®© should converge to the interaction of independent harmonic
oscillators. Unfortunately, as the limiting interaction has not finite norm (since the limiting single
spin space is unbounded), this convergence cannot be described in the || - ||, norm. However this
lack of convergence affects only the (somehow trivial) short range part of the interaction; we will
decompose the potential into a short and a long range part ®¢) = ®©s7 L @I (I € N -
@S?’ST = 0 if diam(X) > ). We then introduce a large field cutoff (diverging as ¢ — oo) to control
the short range part: it will converge to the potential of independent harmonic oscillator for values
of the image variables within the cutoff. We note that this result would be false for large image
variables. The precise statement is given in the following Theorem.

Theorem 2.2. Let U satisfy GMUSM. Then there exists o > 0 such that for any z € (0,00) and
¢ large enough ug) is a translationally invariant Gibbs measure w.r.t. a potential ®© for which

o

< K(0)

for some constant K ({) < oo.
Furthermore it is possible to decompose the potential into a short and a long range part, ®® =
dO-s7 1 @O such that s € N : <I>§Z)’ST = 0 if diam(I) > x and the following holds:

(i) for the same « as before

=0

07

lim ‘CD(Z)’”

£—00
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(7i) there exists a constant a > 0 such that

hm sup @E,e)’sr(ml)‘ =0, for any I CC Ly, |I] > 2
L—00 =(2)
IEQI
Impl<es
lim sup CIDgZ)}’ST( i)+ =-mi|=0  forany i€ Ly
t—o0 nLiEQ(.Z) 2
m <

When we assume only the local Condition MUSM(A) our results are much weaker. Before
discussing them, let us first note that for the standard two—dimensional Ising model this Condition
holds for T' < T, away from the phase coexistence line z = z* (z* corresponds to zero magnetic field
in the spin variables), i.e. for each T < T, MUSM(.A) holds for A = [0,00) \ {z*}. We are not able
to deal directly with the BAT defined in infinite volume, but we have to start from the finite volume
transformation and take the thermodynamic limit. Moreover, we need to introduce a large field
cutoff also in the long range part of the interaction. These difficulties are of course related to the
limiting single spin space for which the usual (i.e. uniform in all possible b.c.) Gibbsian formalism
do not apply. We refer to [EFS] for a discussion on the problems connected with the introduction
of a norm for interactions defined on a non compact spaces. Our results are formulated as follows.

Theorem 2.3. Let U satisfies Condition MUSM(A) and z > 0, z € A. Let also ®7) be the
(finite volume) potential associated to the (finite volume) renormalized measure u( ™). Then it is
possible to decompose the potential into a short and a long range part, ®7) = & T) st lT)lr,
such that 3k € N : @gg IS = 0 if diam(I) > k and the following holds. There is a constant
e = e(z) > 0 such that for any I CC Ly and any ¢ large enough

3 lim @w ™) M (my) = ¢§Z)’lr(m[), uniformly for m; € QE,Z), Imi| <evx|Qel, TEN

p—00
2.16
(¢,7),sr o x@),sr . ~(£) ( )
3 hﬁm P, (mr) =:®;”" (my) , uniformly for m; € Q;’, 7€ Q
P—00

Furthermore, there are a = a(z) > 0,a = a(z) > 0 such that for the same ¢ = ¢(z) as before

lim S el (cp(") I 1)( —0
L— 00 (z)

1350 mypeQy

\mﬂ<6\/x\Qe\

lim sup @ge)’sr(ml)‘ =0 for any I CC Ly, |I| >2
£—ro0 mI€S:Z(Z)

lmp|<ta
lim su 35 (s —m? =0 for any 1€ L
—ro0 miefﬁ_e) i} ( Z) 2 Y ¢

[mg|<e®

Warnings.
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1 we shall

— Taking advantage of the symmetry of our Conditions w.r.t. the map z +— 2~
assume, without loss of generality, that all the activities are bounded by 1. This will be used
extensively without further mention.

— We denote by C' a generic positive constant whose numerical value can change from line to

line. From the statements it will appear clear from which parameters it depends on.

3. Computing the renormalized potential via cluster expansion

In this section we discuss the BAT transformation in finite volume. We will compute the renor-
malized interaction via a cluster expansion: the convergence of the expansion will be ensured by
the validity of condition C1(m,e(d)) for the constrained (multi—canonical) systems. This condition
C1, in turn, will be deduced from the MUSM property of the original system in Section 5.

To simplify notation we write the Boltzmann’s factor (with 7 boundary condition) for a
configuration 7 in the volume A, 1 € {0,1}", as exp (+Hx(n|7)) where

Hy(nl7) == —Ex(nT) (3.1)

Let us set L := d/; given the odd integer p, let A, be the cube with side 2d¢p given by

A {a::(azl,...,xd)E/J:—d@(p—k%)—kdﬁ—i—lga;j§+d€(p+%),j:1,...,d} dl even
p =
{:E:(:L'l,...,xd)GE:—(d€p+%)+d€§xj§d€p+%,j:1,...,d} d¢ odd

We can write A, = U;cr, Qe(i) where I, CC L, is the cube of side 2dp given by

{iely:—d(p+i)+d+1<a; <+d(p+3),j= .,d} if d is even
I, =
{iely:—(dp+952)+d<a; <dp+ L, j=1,....d} if d is odd

Let us introduce the quantity:
(@ 7') Z e, (nl7) (3.2)

e
o O _ o 0O _ i,
where n = {n;, i € I,} € QIP = ®ier, Y =10,1,...,£%}7 and
o= {ne {0,110 N =ni}, o =@ (3.3)
i€,

It is convenient to look at the renormalized measure u%’? in (2.15) in terms of the variables n;

such measure is Gibbs w.r.t. to the renormalized Hamiltonian given by

H (n) =log Z47) (3.4)

Given n € Qg ), we can look at the quantity ZI(\ ’TT)L defined in (3.2) as the partition function of
a (generally not translationally invariant) system which is the original lattice gas constrained to
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have fixed values of the total number of particles in each block Q(i), ¢ € I,. Its elementary
configurational variables are the original spin configurations in each block Q¢(i) compatible with
the assigned value n; of IV; namely the set QE\%,) defined in (3.3). The elements of QE”‘) will be called
block variables not to be confused with the renormalized variables n;. We also call multi—canonical
these constrained systems.

We will consider blocks of these block variables of size d; these corresponds to the blocks Q,(7)
with L = df in the original variables. The reason for this choice will appear clear in the following
sections: it corresponds to the minimal size for which we are able to prove, for the constrained
model, the validity of our Condition C1(m,e(d)). In other words, to meet Condition C1(m,e(d))
we have to choose m = d and / sufficiently large. With respect to the general setting of Section 2
we have Q; = an) whereas the potential is the one inherited by the original model. In particular,
if we choose £ larger that the range r of the original interaction, then only contiguous blocks will
interact. We repeat that the size of the blocks that in Section 2 was generically called m now equals
d. The main result of this section is stated as follows, where, for V € Pék)(i), we let V CC Ly be
such that V' = U,y Qe(j).

Theorem 3.1. Consider a d—dimensional lattice gas with finite range, translationally invariant
interaction. Let ¢ € N and suppose there exists a closed D C [0, 1] such that

Zy o (0®H), 60 1) Zy, (¢, () 1) 1| < s0)

sup sup sup sup sup ZV,Q (a(k*),((k’_)ﬂ') Zv,g (C(k’+),0(k’_),7) - >

ZGIp kil,,d V€P£k> (Z) EeDg) O’,C,T

(3.5)
where Dg) = (]QAD)V N Qg) and 0(¢) — 0 as £ — oo.
Then, the measure ”%Q defined in (2.15) is Gibbsian w.r.t. a potential ®(*7) = {@%’T), X C1I,}.

Let
QD —p(2) )"
0 VA — P2 — (¢
./\/lg() = m Qg()
VX|Qrl
We have the following:

(i) For each X C I, with dy(X, ;) > 3d and mx € ./\/lgfv), @%’7) does not depend on 7 (and I,).
In particular for each X CC Ly

3 lim @%’7)(771;() =: @g? (mx), uniformly for mx € Mgté),T €Q (3.6)

pP—00

(ii) Let ®) = {@g?, X cC Ly}, we have a decomposition @) = &7 1O where (ng)’sr =0
if diamy(X) > 3d and there are constants o > 0, C' such that:

Z X1 sup

X530 mxemMP

<1>g?’“’(mx)‘ < 05(0) (3.7)

Remark. The potential @%’T) will be explicitly constructed (see (3.70) and (3.69)) below. In Section
5 we will show that we can take (I)%)}’ST (m;) = —m?/2 and there exists a constant a > 0 such that
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for each X, |X| > 2

sup @%)’Sr(mx)‘ < y(f)
mx GM%)
|m x| <%

with y(¢) — 0 if £ — oo.

Similarly to what has been done in [HK], in order to compute the renormalized potential
and prove Theorem 3.1, we are going to apply to the constrained systems the method developed
in [O], [OP]. To simplify the exposition we will treat in detail only the two—dimensional case. An
analogous treatment can be developed for the d-dimensional case along the lines of [OP]. For the
same reason, we discuss only the case of periodic boundary condition in A,; the case of general
boundary condition can be treated along the same lines with minor changes giving rise to estimates
uniform in 7.

In the rest of this section we will express the coordinates of points and components of vectors
in £ in L units. Let us denote by ey, ea, respectively, the coordinate unit vectors in L1: e; = (1,0)
horizontal, e; = (0,1) vertical. Recall that since now d = 2, we have L = 2¢. We further partition
Ly, into four sub-lattices of spacing 2L:

Lp=CLs 0Ll ucs uch

where:
£§4L = {i = (i1,12) € L, : i1 = 2j1,12 = 2j, for some integers ji,jo}

£§L = £§4L + e
LS =L +e1+ea=LE +e

LD = Lo +er =L +ea=LE tel+en

(3.8)

We also set, for i € Ly:
A; = QL(QZ), B; = QL(ZZ + 62) C; = QL(ZZ + e+ 62) D; = QL(QZ + 61). (39)

(See Fig. 1).
Then we can partition the torus A, into the union of the L-blocks of the four types: A, B,C, D:

A, =A,UB,UC,UD,

where

. p—1
.Ap = {Al ‘Zj’ S ?, j:1,2}

and similarly for B,,C,, D).

Given a renormalized configuration of our multi—canonical model and a block A; we denote by
«; a generic original lattice gas configuration compatible with the four renormalized configurations
{n;, j € Ly Qu(j) C A;}; in other words: «; € ®j:Qe(j)CAiQ§nj) (recall that ¢ = £). Similarly
for f;,7i,0;. We simply denote by «, 3,7, the configurations in A,, B,,C,, D), respectively.

21



Dk*61+62 Ak+62 Dk+82 Ak+61+62

Ck:—el Bk‘ Ck Bk+61

€2 | Dy, Ay Dy, Apte

Fig. 1

Let us now quickly describe our strategy. We want to transform the constrained system into
a polymer system (see, for instance, [GrK], [KP], [D3]) which, by condition (3.5) will turn out to
be in the small activity region. To be more precise we shall prove the following formula:
0 _ 70 =z
ZApvﬂ - ZApvﬂHApvﬁ (310)
where Z (¢ ) ,, 1s factorized in the sense that it has the form of a product of partition functions

in sultable Volumes not depending on p; the dependence on n of the single factors is local. The
partition function Zj (¢ ) describes the reference system around which we perform a perturbative

H()

expansion. On the other hand, = n 18 the partition function of a gas of polymers; it has the form

k
=0, =145 > @ (3.11)

k>1 Ry, Ry j=1

where the polymers R;, that will be defined below, are geometrical local objects living on scale
L = 2/; the sum in (3.11) is restricted to “non-intersecting” polymers so that the unique interaction
between polymers is a pairwise hard core exclusion. Finally the activity (g, (n) depends only on
the n;’s with ¢ localized on the polymer. It is already clear from this preliminary discussion that
expression (3.11) is well suited to compute renormalized potential: in order to get good estimates of
the norm of the renormalized potential we shall need that the polymer system described by :%) n
is in the small activity region. -

To get expression (3.10) we will perform a sequence of block decimations like in [O], [OP].
We start by integrating over the d—variables, then the y—variables, the g—variables and, finally, the
a—variables. Using Condition (3.5) we will be able to prove that at each step of decimation the
system described by the surviving variables is weakly coupled.
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We use the following notation for the interaction (which is defined independently of the
multi—canonical constraints) between two sets A; and As:

WAl,AQ (77/\1‘77/\2) = W(T,AI ’T,Az) = HAlUAz (77A1777A2) - HAl (T,AI) - HA2 (T'Az) (312)

where na,,ma, € {0,1}41,{0,1}42, respectively. Recalling that L is larger than the range of the
interaction, we can write:

Hp (on,)= >, Ha ()+ > Hp, (Br)+Wa,.a,(Brlc)

k:l:Akl E.Ap ]CQ:BkQ EBp
+ Z HCk3 (’Ykg) + WCk3 JARUB, (’Ykg ‘57 a) (313)
k3:0k3 ECp

+ Y. Hp,, (6k,) + Wby, a,08,0¢, 0k |7, B, @)
k4:Dy,, €D,
Again the above decomposition of H holds independently of the constraints on the number of
particles in the blocks; in (3.13) we have only used that L > r so that there is no direct interaction
between blocks belonging to the same sub—lattice.

To simplify notation we shall often omit from H, W the subscripts referring to the various
domains; the symbols used for the arguments of the functions H, W should be sufficiently clarifying;
moreover we will also omit the explicit extensions of the sums (or products) over ki, ko, k3, ks as
well as the one over a € ®;.q,(i)c4, Q) and similarly for 3,~,d. We have:

(Z) = Z H exp (H(ay,)) Z H exp (H (Br,) + W (B, |a))

« kl ﬁ k22

XZHGXP 7k3 +W7k3‘57 ZHexp 5k4 +W(5k4"7757 ))

Y k3

(3.14)

We first perform the sum over ¢ variables; using that the sums over different d;, are decoupled
since the size L of the blocks is larger than the range of the interaction, we get:

z0 =555 I 2o, (B (8,1)% @) (3.15)
o B8 Y k4

where by Zp,, ((ﬁ,’y)“, (B,v)d,a)) we denote the partition function in Dy, with boundary con-
ditions (3,7)" on the top (up) and (3,7)? on the bottom (down) of Dy, (see Fig. 2). More
explicitly (8,7)" is given by the restriction of 3,v to (simply called configuration in): Qp(2ks +
e2)UQr (2ks+ea+e1)UQL(2ks+ez+2e1) = By, UCk, UBy, 1+, whereas (3,7)? is the configuration
in QL(2k4 - 62) @] QL(2k4 — e + 61) @] QL(2k4 — €2 + 261) = Bi,—e, U Ck4fe2 U Bi,+e,—e,- Finally
a in (3.15) denotes the configuration in Qr(2ks) U QL (2ks + 2e1) = Ak, U Ak, e, -

Notice that we are also presently omitting the explicit dependence on n and L. Let 0 denote

a given reference configuration in QE\EP) We write
ZDk ((577)u7 (57 7 ) ZDk ((0 ,Oé )
7 u d _ 4 —1+4+1
i, (8" (5, 7)% ) ( e GO T G

(3.16)
_ Zoy, ((BA)" 01,0) Zp,, (0", (8,), )
Zp,, (0% (07, ))
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Where by (0)%,(0)4, o we mean the boundary condition on Dy, obtained from (8,7)%,(3,7)% «
by substituting (3,7) with (0) both in the “up” and “down” blocks; similarly (3,v)%,(0)¢,a ;
(0)%, (B,7)%, a denote the boundary conditions on Dy, obtained from (3,7)%, (3,7)?%, a by substi-
tuting (3,~) with (0) only in the “down”, “up” blocks, respectively. We call the above operation
“splitting” of the partition function Zp, ((B,7)", (B,7)% )) in the vertical ey direction. We set

Zp,, ((8,)" (B,7)%,0)) Zp,, ((0)*, (0)?,0))
Zpy, (8,7 (0)%,a)) Zp,, ((0)*,(8,7),a))

o) (0, 8,7) = -1 (3.17)

The quantity CID(D4) (v, B,7) can be considered as an effective interaction potential between «, 3,7~
variables coming from decimation of the ¢ variables. In what follows we will exploit condition (3.5)
above to deduce that @g) (o, B,7) and other similar quantities are uniformly small.

We can write:

Z,(f) Z Z S T exp (Hws) + W (e, 18, )

v ks
X ZDk3+52 ((0)u7 (5)’71@3) ,Oé) ZDk3 ((Ba'yk'g)ua (O)d,a) (318)
<1 2o, (©".©)%e))] "L (1+ 5 (0 8.7)
ky ka

In (3.18) above we associated to every Cj, block in C, the two terms Zp, ., ((0), (B,7k,)%, @),
Zp,, ((ﬁ Vs )Y (0)9, a) coming from the splitting of the original partition functions over the vol-
umes Dy, e,, Dy, , respectively. Notice that

Zexp ’7k3 + W(7k3|6’ )) ZDk3+82 ((O)uv (6,’71@3)(17 ) Oé) ZDk3 ((Bv ’7/63)“7 (O)d’ Oé)
Ve (3.19)

=Zz ((0)".(0)%, 0, 8) = Z5_ ((0)",(0), (e, B)", (. B)")

3 3

Where:
Ck3 = Ck3 U Dkg U Dk3+62 (3.20)
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is a 3L x L rectangle DC'D centered at Cy, (see Fig 3) and Zg, ((0), (0)4, (o, B)', (v, B)") is the
°3

partition function in éks with (0) boundary condition on the top and on the bottom; («, 5)! on the
left and (v, 5)" on the right of C,. Here by “on the left” of 5k3 we mean “in Ag,ye, U B, UAg,”
and by “on the right of 5k3 we mean “in Ap,teyteq UBkgtey UAkste, s see Fig. 3. In what follows
we will continue to use “on the top”, “on the bottom”, “on the left” and “on the right” for the
boundary conditions to a volume in a similar sense.

Chs

0 0 0
- ]
|« Disie, a |
- 4 L
| |

(O&, )l—’| ﬁ Ckg ﬁ |<— (O{, )r

I
|« Dy, a |
L ]
0 0 0
Fig. 3

The operation described by equation (3.19) above is called “gluing” of the partition functions
ZDiyyey ((O)“, (6,wk3)d,a), Zpy, ((ﬁ,’y;%)“, (O)d,a) on C}, in the vertical ey direction.
Now if in (3.18) we multiply and divide by

125, ()"0 (@), (@),
k3

we get:
23 =" TTexo (H(a)) Y- TTexp (H(Br,) + W (Bis ) H (0), (0)°, (c, B)! (, B)")
a k1 B k2

> us ) [T (1 + @5, (@.8.7) TT [Zo., (0)%,(0)7, (O‘))]fl

ks k4
(3.21)
where ,ug"B (7) is the product (Bernoulli) probability measure on « parametrically depending on
a, B given by:
HM% Vis) (3.22)
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where

a,B ._ ex «
rey, (Yhs) -—ngB ((0)=, (0)4, (v, B), (v, B)) P (H ks W 16, ) (3.23)

X ZDk:,)_,_c2 ((O)ua (57’}%3)(17 a) ZDk:3 ((/87 7k3)u7 (O)d7 a)

At this moment we operate again a “splitting” but now we act on the partition function ng3 ((0)u7 (0)%, (a, B), (e,

in the horizontal e; direction; namely we write:

(3.24)

0)¢, (0)"
o, o) - 1) @5’23 (a, B) (3.25)

We remark that:

Z exp IBkQ + W(Bkz ’a)) X ngQ o1 ((O)u7 (O)d7 (0)l7 (av /BkQ)T)
By (326)
ngg ((O)u’ (O)dv (O" 5k2)l7 (O)T) = Z§k2 ((0)’ Oé)
where §k2 is the set, centered at Bjy,, having the shape of a capital H given by:
Ekz = By, UCk, UCky—e;, UDg, UDpg, ¢, UDpg, ¢ 4ey U Diye, (3.27)

see Fig 4. The above operation, described in (3.26) above, is a “gluing” of the partition functions
Z5k ((0)“,(0)d 0, (a, B;Q)'") Z~ ((0)“ 0)4, (a, 5k2)l,(0)r) on By, in the e; direction.

The boundary condition on By, in the partition function Z5  ((0), ) are 0 everywhere except
for the A-blocks Ak, e,, Ak, touching on the top and on the bottom respectively, the block By,.

We write:
Zz,, (0),0) = Z5_((0),(0)",(2)") (3.28)

2

with (@)%, (a)?, given, respectively, by the restriction of a to Aj, ey, Ag,-
Similarly for the term Zp, ((0)*,(0)%,«x)) appearing (at the power —1) in (3.18) we can write

Zp,, ((0)*,(0)", ) = Zp,, ((0)",(0)" ()", ()")) = Zp,, ((0), (), (a)")) (3.29)
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Fig. 4

where by (0), (@), (a)” we mean the boundary conditions, outside Dy, given by 0 everywhere
except for the two blocks Ag,, Ap,4e,, contiguous to Dy,; (a)!, ()" are the restrictions of a to
Ak,, Ak,+e,, respectively.

Now we perform a “splitting” in the e; direction of the quantity [ZD,C4 ((0), (a)t, (oz)'"))] 71;

namely we write:

o ()" -1 ZDk:4 ((0)7 (a)l7 (O)T)) ZDk:4 ((0)7 (O)lﬂ a)’ .
2, ((0): (@), (@))] ‘(ZDM (@), @ @) Zo,, (@, OL©7) '+
(3.30)
) Zp,, ((0).0)',0)"))
v, ()2 (@)'. (0))) Zoy, (0), (0 (@)"))
We set:
Z,, ((0),()',00)) Zo, (0,0 @)\ _ oy
(z% (@), (@, @) Zo,, (10), O, (0)) 1) = Vo, (@) (331

We introduce the product probability measure u$(3) on 3, parametrically dependent on «,
given by:
15 (8) =[] 1., (Bra) (3.32)
k2

where

iy, (Brs) 1= 7y ©P (H (Br,) + W (Br,|a)
7 Zg;, ((0),(@)", (@) 533

xZg, (0% (0% (0) (e Br)") Zg, ((0)",(0)7, (e Bi,)', (0)7)

27



Now we proceed similarly to the step leading to (3.21). We multiply and divide the expression
on the r.h.s. of (3.21) by

H Z§k2 ((0)7 (a)uv (a)d) ;
k2

by inserting in the r.h.s. of (3.21) the expression given by (3.33) and after operating the splitting
described in (3.24), the gluing described in (3.26) and the splitting described in (3.30), we get:

z{ =3 T (Haw,)) [Zo,, .., (0), (i)', (0)) Zp,, ((0), (0, (ax,)"))]

[e% kl

B
< T (1+ @), (@.8.2) IT (1+ 95, @) [T [Zo., ()]

ka4 ka k4

(3.34)
where we used the shorthand notation Z~ ((0)) for Z~ ((0)*, (0)%, (0)",(0)") and Zp,, ((0))) for

Chy Chg
ZDk4 ((0)u7 (0)d7 (O)lv (O)T)

Now we perform, on the partition function ng ((0), ()™, (a)d), a splitting a bit different
2

with respect to the previous ones. Let Fj, be the horizontal L x 3L rectangle C BC' contained in
By

Fk2 = BkQ U Ck2 U C]Q_el (3.35)
We can write:

Zg,, ((0).(a)" (@) = Y exp [H((8)") + (H((8)) + W((@)"](9)")) + W ((@)|(6))]

(8)*,(6)¢

(3.36)
Where, for a generic § € ®j:Qe(j)C’DPQ(nj) we denote by (0)* the restriction of 6 to Dy,—c,4e, U
Dy, 1o, Whereas we denote by (§)? the restriction of § to D, o, U Dg,; by (0), (a, )%, (o, §)? we
mean boundary conditions on Fj, given by (a, §)" on the top, (a, §)% on the bottom and 0 elsewhere
(see Fig. 5).
Let F,gg), F, ,5;1) be the “horseshoe” shaped domains given by:

Flgg) = Bkg U Ckz U CkQ—el @] Dk2761+e2 U Dk2+627 (3 37)
F;g:l) = BkQ U Ck2 U Ck2_el U Dk2 U DkQ_e1
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(see Fig (6)). From (3.36) we easily get:

Z g ((0),(@)*) Z o ((0), (2))

75, ((0),(a)",(a)") = PR ORONGD) (1+ 0% (@) (3.38)

where Z ) ((0), (a)*) is the partition function on the domain F) ,5:) with boundary conditions

FiY
0 everywhere except for Ay, ., where they take the value (a)"( = the restriction of o to Ay, e, );

similarly Z () ((0), («)?) is the partition function on the domain F, éj) with boundary conditions 0

Fe
everywhere except for Ay, where they take the value (a)?( = the restriction of a to Ay,); finally
(IDgz () is defined as:

2

ZFk'2 ((0)7 (a7 6)u7 (a7 6)d) ZFk:2 ((0)7 (O)u7 (O)d)
Zp,, ((0), (e, 6)*,(0)%) Zp,, ((0), (0)*, (a; 6)%)

OF (0):= > ()" (8)7) (

(8)*,(8)?

- 1) (3.39)

where 11 ((6)", (6)%) is a probability measure on ® Q") parametrically dependent

‘ i:Q1(1)CDpN By,
ON Oy tey, O, Siven by:

i, (0)", (0)T) =exp (H((9)") + (H((9)T) + W(()*|(9)")) + W ()] (8)%)))

% ZFk2 ((0)’ (Oé, 5)u’ (O)d) ZFk2 ((0)’ (O)uv (O" 5)d) (3'40)
Zpgo (0):(@)%) Zygo (0. (@)

Indeed 7z ((6)*,(6)?) has the form of a product measure over the “up” and “down” variables but
in (3.39) we are averaging, with respect to pif , a function which couples these variables so that the
result is a <I>53222 (a) which is a non-factorized function of (a)¥, (a)?.
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By inserting (3.38) into (3.34) we get

-1

z0 =3 Tl exp (H(ow,)) [Zb,, ((0). (ar,)', (0)") Zp,, -, ((0), (0)', (ax,)"))]
o  k

B " (3.41)
<> us@BII |25, (] TI(1+28) (@5)
B k3 k3
<SP IT (1+@5), (@.80) T (1+95), (@) T Zb., (0))
Y kq kq kq

where we have used the shorthand forms Zp, ((0), (ar,)")), respectively Zpy, —ex ((0), (ag,)")), for
Zy, ((0): (@), (0)")), Zy, —e, ((0), (0)', (,)7)) amd Z, (0) for Za, ((0), (0", (0)7):

We notice that if in (3.41) above we neglect all the “small quantities” ® and ¥ and we
use that p$(3) and ug’ﬁ (7) are normalized measures, then, by performing the sum over the v, 5
variables, we get a factorized partition function describing a system of independent « variables.
So we substantially have already reached our goal; we want now to manipulate a little bit these
factorized terms (the product over k;) in order to get a simpler expression with a more transparent
physical meaning.
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We use the notation gkl to denote the 3L x 3L cube centered at the block Ay, :
Ap, = Qs1(2ky), ki€ Lr (3.42)

Let G, denote the annulus obtained from gkl by removing the block Ay, itself:
Gy = Ay, \ Ak, = By, UBj, —, UC), UCk, e, UCh —¢y ey UCh—e, UDy, UDyg, o, (3.43)

We denote by Zg,,((0),ay,) the partition function on Gj, with boundary conditions g,
on the “hole” Ay, and 0 elsewhere. Moreover let Zp, _. up,, ((0), agy, (BY)™, (B~)?) denote the
partition function on the (non-connected) set Dy, _, U Dy, with boundary conditions oy, on Ag,,
(By)" on the up part of G, \ (Dk, ¢, U Dg,) (namely in Cy, ., U By, U Cy,), (37)% in the down
part Ci,—e;—e, U Biy—ey U Ck, ¢, and 0 elsewhere. (see Fig (7)).

~ (B,7)"

le Dk1—61 /k/ Dkl

~ (8,7)°

Fig. 7
Indeed we have the following factorization:

ZDkl—EIUDkl ((0)’ Ay s (5’7)% (B'V)d) = ZDkl—el ((0)7 ) (57)u7 (57)(1) ZDkl ((0)’ Ay s (57)u’ (BV)d)

(3.44)
We have:

Zle ((0)’ ak1) = Z €xp (H((ﬁ’y)u) + H((ﬁ/y)d)) ZDkl—EIUDkl ((0)7 Ok (57)u7 (5’7)(1)
(B, (B)

(3.45)
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We can write:

26 ((0)a) = Y- exp (H((B9)") +H((B))

(By),(By)4

% ZDkl—elLJDkl ((0)70%1’(5,7)1; ( 7) )ZDklfeIUDkl ( akw 7(0)d) 141

Zpy, ey ubi, ((0), 0y, (B7)*,(0)%) Zpy, _.,uny, ((0), any, (0)%, (B7)%)

% ZDkl—EIUDkl ((0) ALy 57 d) ZDkl eqUDk, ((0)70%1’( ) 75’7)(1)
Zpy,—e,uny, ((0), 0k, (0)*, (0)7)

0
ZFk<2u> ((0)=(ak1)“)ZF<d> ((0), (e, )?)
Zpy, _.,upy, ((0),a%,,(0)%, (0)9)

(1+ 0%, (an,))

(3.46)
where
oY) ()= Y EL (B (1Y)
(BY)™,(By)¢
% ZDkl—cl UDg, ((0)7 Ay (B’Y)u7 (/B’Y)d) ZDkl—cl UDg, ((0)7 Ay (0)u7 (O)d) -1
ZDklfeIUDkl ((0)7 Ay (57)% (O)d) ZDkl—alL-JDkl ((0)’ Ay s (O)uv (5’7)(1)
(3.47)
and
i (B7)", (7)) = exp (H((89)") + H((B7))
" Zpy, _o,upy, ((0), iy, (B7)",(0)?) Zp,, _., by, ((0), ak,, (0)*, (B7)%) (3.48)
ZF,E;” ((0)7 (akl )u) ZFIS? ((0)7 (akl )d)
We write:

W) (an,) = (1+ @) (ap,) " —1 (3.49)
From (3.46),(3.47),(3.48),(3.49) we get

Z o ((0); ()" Z e ((0)s (e, )1)
ZDkl—cl UDy, ((0)7 Cky s (0)u7 (O)d)

= Ze,, (000 (1+04) (0n))  (350)

We define the Bernoulli probability measure p () as

:u’l(a) = H:u'Akl (akl) (351)
k1

where

eXp(HAkl (akl)Zle ((0)7ak1) (352)
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in which by 73 ((0)) we denote the partition function in A, with 0 boundary conditions.
1
In conclusion, from (3.41), (3.42), (3.50), (3.51) and (3.52) we get :

z, = 12 )T 2, ) TT [Ze,, ()] [T70., ©

ko k3
IC H (1+ %) () IT (1+ @5, <a>) [T (1+95) (@) (3.53)
ko k4
x>y, ) TT (108 (008) S us P I (1 + 05), (0.8,7))
B k3 v kq
We write
zy =20 =V, (3.54)

with .

), =112, (O ]] (26, ] 'T1 |25, ()] TIZo., (O) (3.55)

k1 ko ks k4

and

(3.56)
k4

We are now ready to express _( )

n A8 the partition function of a gas of polymers whose only
interaction is a hard core exclusion.

We have to analyze the various interaction terms (the ®’s and ¥’s ) appearing in (3.56).
We see from (3.17) that the term CID(D4])€4 (a, B,7), involving the «, 3, variables in the annulus
Q31 (2ks+e1)\ Dy, , corresponds to an “eight body” interaction among the A, B, C' blocks adjacent

to Dy,; we see from (3.25) that <I>(3) (v, B) is a six body interaction involving the A and B blocks
adjacent to Cy,; ® (2) ( ) \I/( ) ( ) are two body terms involving the pair of A blocks contiguous
to By, , Dy,, respectively. Finally \11541;21 (g, ) is just a one body term.

Looking at (3.22), (3.23) we can say that CID(D4])€4 (o, B,7y) extends its action to all A and B blocks
adjacent to the C blocks in Q31 (2k4 + €1) (see Fig. 8), becoming a “twelve body” interaction
Indeed we have to average @%}14 (a, B,7) with respect to the product of the measures /‘c (%3)
which are parametrically dependent on the «, 5 variables adjacent to Cj, . On the other hand,
looking at (3.33), it is easily seen that we do not have to extend any more the region of influence
of @%24 (a, B,7) because of the parametric dependence on « of ,u%@ (Bk,). Moreover, still looking

at (3.33), we easily see that also the term @g}; (o, B) does not extend at all its influence. Of course

<I>53222 (), \Pgl)m (@) \I’SIZI (g, ) do not extend, as well, their action.
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So it is natural to define different kind of (many body) bonds corresponding to the above
interaction terms. As a consequence of the above discussion we have the following kind of bonds; the
bond D,(;f), to which corresponds the weight @g‘i (a, B8,7) which is given by the set of A, B and C
blocks contiguous to Dy, united with the other A‘i)locks adjacent from the exterior of Q3 (2ks+e1)
to the already considered B blocks. So a D,(Cf)fbond contains twelve blocks. We similarly define

(now without any extension) the bond C’,gf) with weight @g’; (8,); the bond B,(;f) with weight
@gzz (v); the bond Dg) with weight \I/%I)C4 (o) and the bond A,(;f) with weight \I/szl (g, )-

Given a bond b of one of the above kinds we define its support b as the subset of £ obtained
as the union of the @ blocks making part of b. For any bond b we denote by &, the corresponding
weight. Notice that &, will be, in general, a function of the «, 3, variables associated to the blocks
in b. For instance a bond b = D,(j) can be seen as an element of (£1)'? whereas b is a subset of
the original lattice £ given by the union of the twelve interacting blocks.

We say that two bonds by,by are connected if 51 ﬂgg # (. A polymer R is a set of bonds
b1,...,b, which is connected in the sense that V i, j: 1 < ¢ < j < k there exists a chain of
connected bonds in R joining b; to b; namely 3 b;,,...b;,;b;,, € R, m=1,...h, b;; = b;,b;, = b;:
by, Oy A0, m=1,...h—1.

The support Rofa polymers R = by, ..., by is simply R= Ui?:lgi. We call Ry, the set of all

ih7 im ZAh

possible polymer with support in A, and R the set of all possible polymers with arbitrary support
in £. Two polymers Rj, Ry are said to be compatible if Ry N Ry = ); otherwise they are called
incompatible.
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Given a polymer R = by, ..., b, we define its activity (g as:

k

= > (@)Y us3)> () [[ & (e 8,7) (3.57)

i=1

Notice that, due to the Bernoulli character of the above probability measures, we can, as well,

write:
k

Zul,ﬁ(aﬁ) Z/L:; Z/’LO‘N B~ Hgb‘ (a;%’ﬁfi)/yﬁ) (358)
ax /3,1;

=1
where o, BE, % denote the «, 3, variables in ﬁ;

a~,[B~
’ — aMB
% RGO | e Oy (3.59)
k3:Ck3CR

and so on.

Going back to the specific structure of our multi-canonical model it is immediately seen that
the activity of a polymer R is a function of the renormalized variables n; (= number of particles
fixing the constraint in the block Q@ (7)) only for Qr (i) € R. To make explicit this dependence we
write

Cn = Calng) (3.60)

where nz = {nl}QL(’L)CR

From (3.56), (3.58) we get the desired expression:

=0 = 1+Z Z HgRl ng) (3.61)

k>1

Now we state a Proposition referring to a general class of polymer systems. Its proof, which
is based on the standard methods of the theory of the cluster expansion, can be found in [O] (see
also [GMM], [KP], [D3], [NOZ]).

Proposition 3.2. Consider a general polymer system (see [GrK], [KP], [D]) where the only in-
teraction is a hard core exclusion forbidding overlap of the supports R of the polymers R. Its
partition function is:

Ep = 1+Z Z HgR (3.62)

Suppose that:
i) 3 k > 0 such that the number of different polymers R with m bonds (we write |R| = m) and
support R containing a fixed point (say the origin) is bounded by k™
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ii) 3¢ > 0 such that |(g| < el Fl.
Let

1 .
_ __1\# edges in
pr(Riy. Ra)=— Y (—1)# edgesing (3.63)
QEG(Rlyn-an)

where G(Ry, ..., R,,) is the set of connected graphs with n vertices (1,...,n) and edges i, j
corresponding to pairs R;, R; such that R; N R; # 0 (we set the sum equal to zero if G is
empty and one if n =1). If

—x

(3.64)

1
z=(52 f%)

then there exists a positive constant C(e) such that

S

n |R]
Z ‘('DT(RM”’an)‘H\CRi < C(e) <E exp{ 2_ 1}) (3.65)
Ry,...,Rn:R;CA =1

3R;=R

n

En=expq ) > er(R,.. R[] ¢l (3.66)

N2l R Ra:RiCA i=1

In our context, it is clear that we can find a constant k so that the hypothesis (i) of Proposition
3.2 holds. It is also clear from (3.17), (3.25), (3.31), (3.39), (3.47), (3.49) that there exists a universal
constant C such that hypothesis (ii) holds with ¢ = C4(¢) (recall that 6(¢) — 0 as £ — o0) so
that (3.64) holds for any ¢ sufficiently large. In fact in the two—dimensional case we use a weaker
condition: we do not need, in the left hand side of (3.5) to take the supremum over V € PS) (9),
but only the analogous condition only for the squares )7, and for the L x 3L rectangles.

Then, using the results of Proposition 3.2, we can compute the renormalized potential and
perform the thermodynamic limit. Suppose, instead of considering periodic boundary conditions,
we had a generic b.c. 7 outside our cube A,. It is clear that we can apply the same procedure
(block decimation and cluster expansion) that we have used above in the case of periodic boundary
conditions and get very similar results. Let us briefly sketch the differences.

Recall that our square A, has a side being an integer multiple of the elementary square Qp,
with side L = 2¢; then certainly we will have a horizontal edge of A, adjacent to a row (of thickness
L) made by C and B blocks (a C'B row) and a horizontal edge adjacent to a DA row. Similarly
we will have a vertical edge adjacent to an AB column and one adjacent to a CD column.

It is easy to convince ourselves that even with generic 7 b.c. we can repeat the same sequence
of splitting and gluing, following the same “path” joining the 4 sub-lattices of £; namely D —
C — B — A. In the bulk, namely where the sets D, 5,@,11 do not touch the boundary, we get
the same results as in the case of periodic b.c. For the blocks close to A, we get the following
modifications:

i) The various sets 6’, B , A of the bulk are substituted by their “truncations in A,” namely by
cn Ap, BN Ap, AN A, with the proper 7 b.c. on their part touching dA, and 0, like in the
bulk, otherwise.
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i1) The various probability measures ,ugk’i , ,u%kz are defined similarly to what is done in the bulk
with the difference that, in their definitions, the terms corresponding to partition functions
on regions lying totally (resp. partially) outside A, are absent (resp. truncated); moreover
the configuration on which they depend parametrically: «, 3 in ugki ;o in u%kQ may contain

7; notice that pa, stays unchanged.

iii) Some of the bonds, close to OA,, are consequently modified and their weights can depend on

7. By an abuse of notation, we still denote them by D,(;f), C,f), B,(C(f), D,(C;P), A,(f).

Indeed the splitting operation is very similar in the bulk and close to the boundary; the true
difference is the following. When we have some term produced by a splitting that, following the
“bulk rule”, we would like to glue with some other term outside A, or coming from A, simply we
omit the gluing and in this way we construct some new domains just consisting in the parts of the
corresponding bulk domains (5 , B , g), lying inside A,,.

Let us describe an example. Suppose that the upper horizontal side of A, is adjacent from
the exterior to a C'B row (which, indeed, is the case with our choice of the location of A,). After
integrating over ¢ variables and splitting like in (3.16) we do not glue on the blocks C, sitting on
the top row like in (3.19) but we make an analogous operation combining the term Z Dy, (coming
from the splitting on the Dy, block in A, ) with the self-interaction in Cj, and its interaction with
the exterior configuration 7. In other words we use a formula analogous to (3.19) but without the
term Zp, .., which, now, is absent. In this way the set corresponding to éks in the bulk, just
consists, now, of C, U Dy,. Accordingly we define ,u%ki by omitting the factor Zp, .. (Vks) in its
definition. When we continue with the splitting on the horizontal direction and the gluing, say, on
By, +e, we end up with the construction of a set, playing the role of §k3+61, obtained by removing
from §k3+61 the two D blocks exterior to A, where the “top” b.c. are given by 7 whereas the other
b.c are still given by the reference configuration 0 like in the bulk. Of course also the error terms
(of ® or ¥ type) are, accordingly, modified.

In this way we can repeat the transformation of our system into a polymer gas. We just have
to introduce the obvious modifications in the terms appearing in the expression of the partition

function of the reference system Z/(\ep)m (see (3.55)) as well as in the bonds Dgf), C’S), B,(;f), D,gf),

A,(f) close to the boundary and in the measures y‘é,i ) ,U%,Q when C,, Bg, happen to be adjacent to

the boundary dA,; then, accordingly, we modify the definition of the polymers and of their activity,
(k = Ck(ng) (see (3.57)) which, now, will in general depend on the location of the polymer and on

the b.c. 7. Anyway if dy (E, II‘;) > d the activity (f of R is the same as in the bulk and does not
depend on T.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let us take the logarithm of (3.54). By using (3.55) (3.61) and (3.66) we
get the following expression for the renormalized Hamiltonian.

H") (n) =log [Zy;jﬁ } = log [zgkl ((0))] ~ " 10g [Zr,, (0)] = > log [zgkg ((0))]
k1 ko ks

% (3.67)
+> log[Zp, ()] +> > er(Ru....Ra) [[CR(n5)

k4 k21 R, Ru:RiCA, i=1
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We have

H;ﬁﬂ-)(ﬂ) = const + Z @%’7)’”(771)() + Z (I)%)’:%’“’(mx) (3.68)
Xcl, Xcl,

where, with Ay, € Ay, By, € By, C, € Cp, Dy, € D), and dp(X, I;) > d (see the above discussion
for dy(X, I;)) < d), we set

log ,u0~ (Mz = mi,Qg(i) C gkl):| if X : Uierg(i) = gkl

L Akl 32

~log [, L (M; = m;, Qu(i) sz)} if X UiexQeli) = Fi,

e,7),sr L N )
P mx) =4 nE (Mi=mi, Qu(i) C ckg)] X Uiex Qeli) = Ch, (3.69)
L 37
lOg M()Dk4,z(Mi = mz,QZ(Z) C Dk4)] lf X: UZEXQZ(Z) = Dk4
0 otherwise
and
k
0,7),lr .
q>.([p,)g (mX) = Z @T(Rl,... ’R")Hng(nﬁl) (370)
Ry,..., Rk:Uigi:X i=1

By the above discussion on the dependence of the activity on the boundary condition, for
each X CC Ly such that do(X,I;) > d, @%’7) is independent of 7. Therefore the limit in (3.6)
exists and is actually reached for a finite p. Finally the estimate (3.7) is a direct consequence of
(3.70) and Proposition 3.2. O
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4. The multi—canonical measure.

Given a positive integer ¢ and a volume A CC L of the form (2.10) we want to study the multi—
canonical state which is obtained from the multi-grancanonical one by fixing the total number of
particles in each cube Q(7), i € I. Let thus N = {N;,i € I} be the random variables defined in
(2.12) and, given n = {n; = 0,---,|Q¢|, i € I}, the multi-canonical state ] , is given by

I/}{7£(') = MR,E ( ‘M = ﬂ)

which, in the RG context, represents the constrained model. Note that V., s independent on z.

4.1. Thermodynamic relationships.
We need to compare the multi-canonical and multi-grancanonical state. We start here by discussing
some thermodynamic relationships between them. With respect to the usual treatment we work in
finite volume and take advantage of the strong mixing condition to obtain explicit bounds.

Let the volume A be of the form (2.10) for some I CC Ly and pj, . be a multi-grancanonical
state satisfying Condition MUSM(A). Introduce the map A’ 5 z — p7 (_g) € [0,1]" defined by

T T, Z 1 T .
pi(2) =l 2) = Othe ), iel (4.1)

Proposition 4.1. For each I CC Ly and each closed C C A there is a constant C' > 0 such that
for any boundary condition T, any z € C! and all £ multiple of ¢,

1 _ 9
5 < 8Z‘p;—(§) <C (4'2)
P L+1Q)NQe@)| oo .
‘ " ()| < 0= ‘ o ‘e dQe(),QeN/C 4 (4.3)
J
T Zi —alx gi
() _p;(é)‘ < C|Q,£|e d(2,Qe(1))/C (4.4)

The proof of the lower bound in (4.2) is based on the following Gaussian bound on the
characteristic function (see [DS4,52.3] and [Y,89]) which will be extensively used in the sequel. For
t € Rl we use the notation (¢, N) := Y, ; t;N;.

Lemma 4.2. For each I CC L, there is a constant C' > 0 such that for any ¢ and t € [—n,7]/!]

pp,- (exp {i <z,ﬂ>})‘ < exp {—%%IQH > zi|ti|2} (4.5)
i€l

Proof. Before starting we stress that the proof is based only on the finite range and boundedness
of the interaction and does not use Condition MUSM(.A).
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Let A’ C A be a subset of a sub-lattice of £ with spacing parameter larger than the range r of
the interaction. This means that for any z,y € A’ we have d(x,y) > r but nonetheless |[A’| > |A]/C
for some constant C' = C'(r) > 1. If we set Q}(j) := A" N Q¢(j), we then have

|1

uﬁ,g< e N) (— /MAZ i, | TT T €™

J=1lz;€Q.(j)

11 11

sl (IT IT e )[=11 TT sl (0=))]
¢ i=12;€Q)3j) i=12;€Q,(j)
since ,uf\”z is a product measure.
Let p,(¢) = ,ufvé (n: =1). Since the interaction is bounded we get, for some constant

C = C(||U]]) > 0 independent on z, z and ¢, z;/C < p,(¢) < Cz; for x € Qu(j). A simple
computation on Bernoulli variables shows now that for |t| < 7, z; € Qu(j)

it 11
‘#f\/,i <eztjnzj>‘ < exp{—6§Z] ]2}

the bound (4.5) follows. O

Proof of Proposition 4.1. We first note that

2@ =
95" T Ll

,U/T\,g (N27NJ)
Let
,E T
Vi,j = ()( ) = pip . (Ni; Nj)

the lower bound in (4.2) follows by noticing that Lemma 4.2 implies the quadratic form estimate

Z titjv; j > \Qg\ Zz, (4.6)

1,j€1 i€l

To prove the upper bound in (4.2) and (4.3) we instead use Condition MUSM(.A) to get

il < Z Z 771"779)‘ = Z BA,z (N2 1) + Cziz; Z e~ d=w)/C

z€Qe (1) y€Qe(4) z€Qe(1)NQe(4) yeg‘i?f)?#

and that for x € Q(7), by the same argument as in Lemma 4.2, 1Az (N2, M) < Cz;. The proof of
(4.4) is analogous and we omit it. O

Let p, be the infinite volume Gibbs state associated to the (translation invariant) interaction
(z,U) satisfying Condition MUSM(A). We introduce the (one dimensional) map A > z — p(z) €
[0,1] by p(2) = p2(n,) and denote by p — z(p) the inverse map which is analytical as a consequence
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of the strong mixing assumption. Let finally B C [0, 1] be defined by B := p(.A) where A is as given
in Condition MUSM(A); we note B = [0,1] if A = [0, 00).
Recall that the map z — p7™(9)(2) has been defined in (4.1). We need an inverse map p
270 (p p) defined for all possible boundary condition 7. When B is a proper subset of [0, 1] we take
¢ large enough and define it on a subset of B. By using strong mixing and Proposition 4.1 it is easy
to deduce that for each closed C C A

ehm P/( )( ) = p(2;), uniformly for 7 € Q,z € ¢! (4.7)
—

and that for each closed set D C B and any /¢ large enough (depending on D) we have

Dl ﬂgr,(é)(AI)

Finally, by (4.6), the Jacobian of the map z +— p™ (©)(2) is not degenerate uniformly in 7 and £. Let
D C B be a closed set and ¢ large enough; we can therefore define the inverse map on the set D!,
i.e. the map D! 3 p — 27 (p) = 27 (p) such that

p (27 (p) =p

foranyBGDI,TGQ.

When B = [0,1] we can instead define the inverse map for any ¢. Indeed we have

hm pl’(e)(_) =0, lim p; ’(Z)( ) =1, uniformly for 7 € Q,{z; € [0,00),5 # i}

zi—+o00
which, together with (4.6), implies
P ([0,00)7) = [0,1]"

We prove below some estimate on the Jacobian of the map p — P (3)5 in order to describe
them we need some more notation. Let {wp,h =0,---,k} be a path on the rescaled lattice £, such
that dg(wp—1,wn) =1, h=1,--- k. We introduce q(wp_1,wn) := |@;(wh_1) ﬂ@;(wh)|/|Qg|.

Proposition 4.3. For each k € Z, I CC L, and each closed D C B there is a constant C' > 0
such that for any T € ), p € D!,z € 0.\ and all ¢ large enough

1
— < T <C 4.8
5 <5 < (1)
K 1
< Cp; su su Wh_1,Ww — 5, 1#£] 4.9
‘8[)] ‘ Py S s hqu h—1:9n) + Gy # j (4.9)

Wi =3
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Moreover

k/

@ C - 1
zi (p) =2 (p)| < Pil emd@Qu@/C o gup sup  sup quh LWh) + 7T
- Qe Jw€0,Qu() 1Sk <k L& ¢

Wy =3

(4.10)
Proof. Let

0
3y =300 = 5—0f ()
J

be the Jacobian of the map z — p7(z). We split in in its diagonal and off diagonal part; J = D+ A

where

9 .
D; ;== d; 9,7 (2)

and note that from (4.2), (4.3) it follows D > 1/C, ||A|| < C¢~1.
In order to prove the bounds (4.8), (4.9) we need to invert the Jacobian J. We use the above
splitting and Neumann series to get

k
J 7 =D (I+AD ) =D (Z(—l)h(AD—l)h + Rk+1>

h=0

where ||[Rii1] < C¢~*+Y. Since D is bounded from below and A, ; is exponentially small for
de(i,7) > 1, (4.9) follows easily from (4.3).
To prove (4.10) we note that, by definition of the map p +— 27(p) we have

i (iz (g)) =0 (£7(p), i€l (4.11)

) and (4.7), it is not diffucult
to see that (4.11) implies that, for ¢ large enough, 2™ (p) and 27 (p) are in the same connected
component of 27 (DI) Uz” (DI).

On the other hand, by Lagrange theorem

By using the invertibilty (uniform in 7 € Q and ¢) of z — p™(z

Pt (2? Z o pi(2) - [2] — 2]]

Jjel

where z € Al if 2!, 22 are the same connected component of A?. Whence, by usig (4.11),

=) =YW@ |0 (@)~ e (& ()

jel

and (4.10) follows from (4.4) and (4.9). O
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4.2. Comparison of ensembles in finite volumes.

We here discuss the equivalence of multi—grancanonical and multi—canonical ensembles. We shall
work in finite volume with the aim of obtaining explicit bounds as a consequence of the strong
mixing assumption.

Let I CC Ly, and A as in (2.10). We want to compare the measures pj , and vj , where
the activity z is chosen, depending on n, A and 7, as (recall that the fuction B_n—> 27 (p) ‘as been
defined above) z = 27 (n/[Q/l), i.e. so that uj , (V) = n. We have the following result. Recall that
B =p(A).

Theorem 4.4. Assume pi , satisfies Condition MUSM(A). Then for each closed D C B, each
I CC L, and each local function f, there is a constant C' depending on the constants in Condition
MUSM(A), D, |I|, diam (S(f)), ||f|l, such that for any b.c. 7, any n € D! and all £ multiple of ¢y
the following bound holds
1
Vinf —pp f| <O . (4.12)
Qe

The proof of this theorem is based on the DS complete analyticity conditions [DS1], [DS2],
[DS3]. Although originally formulated for arbitrary volumes their theory carries over to our strong
mixing for regular domains as already remarked.

More precisely we need the following condition [DS3, Condition Ib] which is equivalent to
SM(4p). There is a constant € > 0 such that for all complex interactions ® in an e-neighborhood
of @, i.e.

® € O:(P) :={[|® — P[lo <&}

and all finite volumes A as in (2.2) the analytic functions Z}(®) are non-vanishing. Moreover,
there is another constant A’ < oo such that for all &1, ®5 € O.(P) we have the bound

sup PL(®;) — PK(EISQ)( < A ‘K’” N supp <<T>1 - 52)‘ (4.13)
TE

where the pressure P is defined by

P{(®) :=log Z}(P) (4.14)

and supp (®) := Ua . e 20A.

Proof of Theorem 4.4. Since the b.c. 7 is kept fixed we drop it from the notation. We also assume,
without loss of generality, that || f|| is small enough.

Step 1. We express here the difference between multi—grancanonical and multi—canonical states by
introducing the Fourier transform of the indicator Ty—p.

By definition of the multi-canonical state vy ,, we have

v (F) — e () = 122 (U = s () Bvm) _ piae (L4 ) Tv—)

n £ paz (N =n) . N=n) 1 (4.15)
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where we introduced u := f — pa x (f) which has the same support as f and is mean zero w.r.t.
HA,z-

We next introduce the perturbed probability measure duj , := (14 u)dpn .. We regard it as
the Gibbs measure w.r.t. an interaction ®“. Since f is a local fur_lction, we have that ®“ has range
bounded by max{r, diam (supp(f))}. Moreover, by taking || || small (depending on €) we have that
P € O (D).

By taking the Fourier transform on the r.h.s. of (4.15), we have (recall that i . (IN) = n by
the choice of z)

fwgﬂdt e—i<£,#A,zﬂ>Mx£ (ei(g,ﬂ)) B

VAn (f) — HA,z (f) = - -
f\t|<wdt eil@’w’iﬂmmz (e"b2D)
o (4.16)
Syt e¥a(t.2)=i(tpua 2 N) [e¥R(t2)—valt) _q]

f|t\< dt e¥a (t.z)—i(t.pa,-N)

where, indicating with a superscript the dependence on the perturbation u and inside the paren-
theses the dependence on the complex activity, we introduced

Ya(t,z) == log pa 2 (61@’&) = Px ({zj¢" }jer) — Pa (2) (4.17)

where the second identity holds by expressing the L.h.s. in terms of ratio of partition functions. The
definition of ¢} (¢, z) is analogous, it is enough to consider the pressure of the perturbed interaction.

Step 2. Here we estimate from below the denominator on the r.h.s. of (4.16).
Let us introduce the variances

of =0l = i (N V)

)

and note that from Proposition 4.1 we have C~12;]Q,| < v? < C#|Q,|. This bound will be used
extensively in the sequel.

We shall prove the following bound. There is a constant C independent on 7, £ and z such
that for ¢ large enough

1 , 1 1
. N — — dt wA(LE)*Z<LMA,5ﬂ> > 4.1
pa,z (N =n) (271')‘” /IESW Le =0 Hiel s (4.18)

where we recall z has been chosen so that jiy . (N) = n.
By a change of variables we get

s =) = e [ dgen i)
- HjEI 2mv; lsj|<mo;

where we used the notation s/v to denote the variables {s;/v;, j € I'}
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Let K be a large constant. We take advantage of the Gaussian bound in Lemma 4.2 to get

2
< ds exp ———!Qz! 5
/aj:sﬂzmmn { 2.5 v}

i€l

ds e¥a(s/v.2)=i(s/v,pn :N)

/Elj:KA(ﬂvj)SSjSij

<C o~ K?/C

(4.19)
By the above bound we can restrict ourselves to bounded s. We need however to treat
separately the Gaussian scaling in which v; diverges with ¢ and the very low density case in which
it remains bounded. Let M be another large constant (1 < K < M < () and introduce I, :=
{fi eI:v;>M}, I, :=1\1I, Letalsos, :={sji € I;} (resp. s, := {s4,i € I,}); we
use an analogous notation for z. We shall prove the following expansion on the logarithm of the

characteristic function.

A (§/’U,§) — 1 <§/U7 NA,gﬂ>
= Z ( isj/v; _ 1 —ZSJ/U]) ,qu Z /LAz )isj’ + Ry (§,§) (4.20)

Vi UVjr
Jjel, jj'€ly J =7

where

sup |Ry (s,2)] < C

K? M? KM KM
[s|I<K

+ o+ -

VM Qe /]Qi] Q¢

Note that on the r.h.s. of (4.20) the first term corresponds to a Poisson limit for N. 5, J € I, and to
a (joint) Gaussian limit for N;, j € I,.

Postponing the proof of (4.20), let us first show that, together with (4.19), it implies the
bound (4.18). Tt is enough to notice that if Z is a Poisson r.v. with mean A\ € Z* we have

e~ A\

1 is/u .
— ds e(e —l-is/u)A _ u Prob (Z = )\) =
27 |s|<mu ( ) Al

By using the bounds v? > 2;|Q.|/C, pa, 2N < Cz]Ql, Stirling’s formula and estimating the
Gaussian integral (recall (4.6)) we thus get

/ ds expd S0 (/0 =1 —isifu;) pas () = 5 D pae (N Ny) 2528 5 >
‘S”SK/\(#’U@) jGIp 2 jj/eIg Uj Uj, C
and (4.18) follows since we can make the remainder as small as we want.
In order to prove (4.20) let us first expand ¥, in power series of s, and get
Si
A (8/v,2) =9 (0,5,/v, 2 +Zat (0,5,/v, 2) o
i€ly
(4.21)
1 Si i/ 1
+ Z (915 (915 §p/v7é) Vi Uy (§7 g)

zzGI
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We note that by Condition [DS3,Ic], still equivalent to SM(¢y),

0

a2 (Ni)| < Czi| Qo (4.22)

here pj ., denotes the complex measure defined by

N{T\,g (ei<£7ﬂ> f)

hadl) = S Ty

We remark that in [DS3,Ic| does not include z; on the r.h.s. of (4.22). However, by the remark
following Condition USM({y), we can easily verify that (4.22) holds.

Recall that the pressure Pj(z) is holomorphic in an e—neighborhood of z. Therefore (see
(4.17)) wba(t, 2) is holomorphic in a neighborhood of ¢t = 0. By taking K/v/M small enough we can
thus use Cauchy integral formula and bound the third order derivatives (w.r.t. to t) of ¥(¢,z) in
terms of the first one. By applying (4.22) we get

51555k 3 1
<(CK°’——
o v M

sSup |R11\ (§7§)‘ <C sup Z min{zszvzkHQd

[s|I<K |s|<K

V;V4;0
ig.kel, iV Yk

We next expand the other terms on the r.h.s. of (4.21) in power series of z,. Note in fact
that for ¢ € I, we have z; < CM/|Qy|. Let us consider the first one. We get

b (0,5,/v,2) = a (0,5,/v,24,0) + > 2 %w (0,s,/v,2,,0) + R3 (s, 2)
J

J€lp

Noticing that |¢a(t, z)| < C|Q¢| and using again the Cauchy integral formula, we can bound the
remainder as follows
9 M?
IR} (s,2)| < C E 2j2jr|Qe] < Crxm
P Q|
3:3'€lp

We next observe that 1 (0,§p/v,gg,0) = 0. On the other hand, by (4.17)

0

185 /v 9
a—ijA (07§p/vvég70) = <€ il — 1) P (ég)o)

aZj
By the analyticity of the pressure (see (4.22)) we also have

0 0
a—ZjPA (ég,o) - 8—2]PA (ég?gp)

<C|Qel Y 2 <CM

i€l
Since zjaiszA (2) = pa,z (N;), we thus get

2

A M
Y (0,8,/v,2) = Z (e’sj/”j - 1) fia,z (N) + R3 (s, 2), |RY (s, 2)| < C@
JElp
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We expand similary the other two terms in (4.21). For the second one we have

0 0
a_tiw/\ (Oaﬁp/vag) - 8tz ( /U7 g7 )+Ri71 (§7§)

where, by using again (4.22) and the analyticity of ¥, (¢, z), we have

|le\,@' (§7§)| < Cz|Qo| Z z; < CMz;

Jelp
Furthermore, since by setting z; = 0 14 becomes independent of s;,

0 0 )
‘ ( /U, Zg) ) ipa,z (Nj)| < CMz;

G (0.5,/020:0) = 50 (0.0.2,.2,) | = | 51

so that
KM
(0,s,/v,2) —]—z —MAz )+ RA (s,2), sup R} (s,2)| < C
]; at P ]; | |<[(| | \/m

By the same argument we finally have

92
at at /l/}A ( p/vyégvép) - 8tat ( /U, g7 ) + R?\,i,i/ (ﬁ,é), ‘R?\,i,i/ (ﬁyé)‘ S CMZZ /\ Zi/
(4.23)

Moreover, as before,

0? 92

'8tiat ( /U Zg ) atiati,d’ (0 0, gg’zp)
92

- ‘atat/ ( /U7 g’ )+MA7£(NZ7NZ/) SCMZi/\Zi’

which gives us
- 1 91 I . N?,Nz/ 1 91 7
P 8tzatll /l/}A (0,§p/?},g) Ui Ui’ 2 ZZ/ZG:I /’[/A,_( ) ) 'Ui ’Ui/ (§7 g)

where

2
sup ‘RA )‘<CKM

|s|<K V@]

The proof of (4.20) is now complete.
Step 3. We finally here estimate from above the numerator on the r.h.s. of (4.16).
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Let Ky := log |Q¢|. We make the change of variables t = s/v and use Lemma 4.2 (which holds
also for the perturbed measure pf z) to get

ds eV (/v =i(s/v.pn N >[¢A<s/v 2)—Uas/v.2) _ }

/Elj:K[/\(ﬂ’l)j)S|Sj [<mw;

< / ds He“l’/‘(ﬁ/”’z)
Hj:Kg/\(ﬂ'Uj)Slsj' |§7T'Uj

We can thus consider the case |s;| < Ky A (7v;).
Since 2;|Q¢|/C < v? < Cz]|Qyl, either s;/v; or z; is small. We can therefore apply the bound
(4.13). We get

I ‘ewX(ﬁ/u,g

<Ce KIIC <o
]_ ’Qz’

PR({e/}) = Pa({es /)| < €

We next expand the difference ¢} (s/v, z) — ¥a(s/v,z) in power series of s. Since u} , (Ni) —
fin,z (Nk) = paz (f5 Ni), we get

UR(s/0,2) = Uals/0,2) =13 s (i) 2+ R (5,2)

kel
where
1 0? 8;8:
1 - _ - u _ t 1)
RA(§7§) 2 i 8751875 [Q)ZJA(L é) ¢A(_7§)] B V0
i,jeI J t=5/v J
We note that, by (4.17),
O 1t 2) — dalt 2)] = imei® 2 [PR() — Pa(2)]
oty AT o 02, © A N

By the analyticity of Py (z') — Pa(2'), for t = s/v we can bound the r.h.s. above by Cz;. We thus

have
El§

Q¢

5;
‘RAsz <C’Zzl/\z] i <C
i,j€l

As |paz (f; Nj)| < Czy, for |s| < K, we finally have

2
exp (YR (s/v,2) = Yals/v, 20} = 1= 3 pas (fs Nk) +RA(3 z),  |Ri(s2)] < C\Se\
kel
(4.24)

By Lemma 4.2, we have

/ s eonte/vd e/ 0) g2 (5 )| < 0L
|sj | <K¢A(mvj) ’QZ’
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To conclude the proof we consider separately each of the other terms on the r.h.s of (4.24).
We want to show that, with a small error, the function ¢ (s/v,z) — i (s/v, pa; (N)) is even in s;
hence the integral vanishes by symmetry. We thus expand ¥ (s/v, z) as follows

Ws/v,2) — i s/, pae () = 2 57 =0 y(s0,2) 252
== 87U, Haz BH)) = 2 I¥7 (‘%j@tj/ == VU5
by letting s%) := {s;, i € T\ {k}}, we have
0 *)) 4 3 k) 0 (k)
¢(§/’U7§) = _B‘,‘/(E ) +R i "(§7§)7 B‘,‘/(S ) = ¢(07§ /Uvé)
atjatj/ 7J Agi 7J atjatj/

and, by (4.22) and the analyticity of ¥y,

Sk
|RR ;. (8,2)] < Czj A Zj'!Qz!a

Whence
. 1 —(k)\ 5455’ 4 4 Elk
Y(s/v,2) —i(s/v, paz (N)) = b > B3 )+ Rak(s 2), |RA 1 (s,2)] < Cv—k
j,j/e] j j
(4.25)
We next use the bound
‘eRi,k(éﬁ) _ 1‘ < <1 + ‘ER?\,k(ﬁvi) ) RS (5, 2)|
and (4.25) to get
‘/ ds eT/)A(é/vﬁ)_i(ﬁ/vyﬂd\,g(ﬂ»/JA& (f; Ni) Sk
|sj|<KoA(mvs) Uk
(4.26)

1 =(k) Sjsj’
—= B .
’(§ )'U]'Uj’

2 G.jler "

e

< / ds (
lsj| <K oA (o)

where, recalling that ‘,uA,é (f;Nk)| < Oz and v} > 2:]Qq|/C,

+ ‘eﬁm (8/v,2)

) IR (s

4
S S
R} 1(8,2) := paz (f3 Ni) iRi,k(& 2), |R3 (s,2)| < C%

By applying again Lemma 4.2 we have

/ ds ‘ew (8/v.2)
5 1< KeA(ros)
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It now remains only to estimate the other term on the r.h.s. of (4.26). Let M, := ¢'/* and

introduce I8 := {i € I\ {k} : v? > My}, I .= I\ ({k} U [“”). We have

0? —(k
Bj (3™ = W¢(07§§) /v, 2) +R?\,k,j,j’(§a§)
where
sup | RS 4;:(8,2)] < Czj A 2| Qyl Z Isil < Cz A zj/ﬁ
|s| <K, el h), Vi v My
so that, by using also (4.23),
B. (k) 858" N 8585 RT
Z 33’ v]v] Z HA, )Ujvj/ + R (8, 2)

5,J'el 7,'€l

where

K3 K2M
s e < (250
|s| <K

Hence, recalling (4.6),

oo
[sj|<KeA (o)

which concludes the proof. O

_ /
e*é Z]',]'/EI Bj,j/(é(m)w (_7_)| § C

4.8. Local Central Limit Theorem with multiplicative error
In order to obtain the convergence of the short range part of the renormalized potential to the one
of independent harmonic oscillators we need a local central limit theorem which will allow us to
compute the asymptotic behaviour (as ¢ — o0) of the r.h.s. of (3.69). Since we are interested in
the logarithm of the partition function we do need a local CLT in which the error appears in a
multiplicative way. It can be proven by applying the theory of moderate deviations as developed in
[DS4]; alhough these results are stated only for very high temperature, the proof is based only on
the analyticity properties of the thermodynamic functions which hold under Condition MUSM(A).
Let us recall that p} , is the multi-grancanonical state in a volume A CC £ of the form
(2.10). We denote by v(®) —_v '(®)(2) the covariance matrix of the total number of particles in each
cube Q(i), ie. v (2);; = uj = (Ni; Nj), where N; has been defined in (2.12). We have the
following local central limit theorem.

Theorem 4.5. Let U satisfy MUSM(A) and p¥) = p™()(z) := 1y 5 (N) /|Qe|. For each A of the

form (2.10) and z € A, € > 0 there are constants 6 = §(z,1,¢) > 0, C = C(z,1,¢) < oo such that
for any integer { we have

i (N =n) = (27T)I|detv(e)}%exp{_%<(ﬂ_£(@‘Qé‘)7(’0(8))1 (Q—B(Z)IQA»} (427)
x {1+ Ri(n)}
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where

sup sup |R) (n)] < (4.28)

TEQ

1
B “Tar
|n—p®1Qel|<IQe2/3-=
This Theorem is essentially contained in [DS4]; however to make the paper selfcontained we
give below a brief sketch of the proof. Given n we let ¢ = QT’(Z) (n) be defined by ¢ := 27® (n/|Q|)
where we recall the function p — PR (p) has been defined in Section 4.1. We also recall the
pressure has been defined in (4.14). We have the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.6. Under the same hypotheses of the previous Theorem, there are constants eg =
eo(z,I) >0, C =C(z,1,e09) < 0o such that

i 2 (N =n) = |@m)T det v (Q)] 7 exp {~Ia()} (1+ Rilw)) (4.29)
where C‘
In(n) =17 .(n) := Y _nilog > — [P{(O) = P{(2)]
iel v
and A ]
sup sup RA(E)‘ <C o (4.30)

|n—p(® @l |<colael

Sketch of the proof. By definition of the multi-grancanonical state pj . we have

- Z; i ZT(Q T —1Ia(n) 1 —i(t,n) T i(t,N)
/’LA,E(E_E) _ZEHI<Z> : ZT(g) /’LA,Q(K_E) =€ - (27'(')']‘ /ﬂgﬂ.die __/’LA,E (e __)

If we take & small enough, ‘Q - B(mQ@H < €|Q¢| implies that (¢,U) satisfy SM({y) for some £ =
lo(z,£0). In order to conclude the proof it is then enough to make the change of variables t; =

si/ UE?, use Lemma 4.2 to estimate the tail and expand log KA (ei<§’ﬂ>) up to the third order,
using analyticity to estimate the remainder (see Section 4.2 for analogous computations). Note in
fact that, by the definition of ¢ we have uj - (N) = n. O

Sketch of the proof of Theorem 4.5. By applying Proposition 4.1 we have

w0000 < clap
TEQN n: S
) |n—p®1Qel|<IQe /3¢

which, together with the bound (4.6), implies

(det v(z)(g))% = (det U(Z)(§)>% (1 +Rk(1)(ﬂ)>

where

1
Q|73

sup sup ‘Rz’(l)(ﬂ)‘ <C
TEQ L
|n—p(1Qel|<1Qe12/3 ¢
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On the other hand, by the analyticity (uniform in ¢) of the thermoduynamic functions, we
have (see [DS4 Eq. 1.2.15])

In(n) = % <<ﬂ - B(E)\Qe\) : (v“)(z))fl <ﬂ - B(Z)!Qz!>> <1 + RR’(Q)(2)>

where 1
7.(2) ‘
su su R n)| <C——mmr
ret g | < g
|n—p®1Qql| <@g 12/3=¢
in which we have used again that pj (N) =n. O

5. Gibbsianess and convergence

In this section we conclude the proof of the main results. First, by applying the comparison of
ensembles, we show the constrained models satisfy a finite size effective condition uniformly in the
constraints. Secondly, by applying the local central limit theorem, we prove the short range part of
the renormalized potential converges to the potential of independent harmonic oscillators. Finally,
when the global condition GMUSM holds, we verify that the renormalized measure ug) (defined
directly in infinite volume) is Gibbs w.r.t. the potential constructed in Section 3 (obtained via a
thermodynamic limit).

5.1. Finite size condition for the constrained models
We consider the BAT obtained by partitioning the original lattice £ into cubes of side ¢, £ =
Uier,Qe(7). Let p. be the (infinite volume) Gibbs state of the original system at activity z. We
then introduce the constrained system by fixing the total number of particles in each cube; it is
described by the conditional (multi—canonical) measure we introduced in the previous section.

We want to show that, provided Condition MUSM(.A) is satisfied, the local specification
associated to the multi-canonical state v , satisfies (3.5) with 6(¢) = C//¢. We shall consider ¢

to be an integer multiple of ¢y3. Recall that B = p(A), L = d¢ and DI({) = (|Qg|D)A N Q%) (see
Theorem 3.1).

Proposition 5.1. Assume the interaction U satisfies MUSM(A). Then for each closed set D C B
there is a constant C' such that for all L the following bound holds.

)

ZA n (0’('I€,+)7 O'(k’_),T) ZA,n (C(k,—‘,—)7 C(k7—)’ 7_)
ZAan (a(k,+)’ Ckm), 7-) ZAn (C(k’”, ok.=), 7_)

-1

sup  sup sup sup  sup
€Ly k=L1d A p(P)(y) nep(? 6T

<

C
= (5.1)

Lemma 5.2. In the same setting and notation of the above theorem, there is a constant C such
that for any A C A for which d (A, 0% )A) < r, diam(A) <r

(ko) (ko) 1
sup  sup sup sup  sup Var <1/X NN 7 n,A’T’T> <C— (5.2)
€Ly k=1,d AepM () pep® 06T = = Qe
- A
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Postponing the proof of the Lemma, we show how it implies the main estimate.

Proof of Proposition 5.1. Let us first show that (5.2) implies the following condition

ZA,?’L (O'(k7+)7 ij T) ZA,?’L (C(k7+)7 T, T) 1l <c 1
su su su su su su = = — —
iggli k:1,~1~)~,d AePékp)(i) Iea(kl,)—)A EGDI%) 57@13- ZAn (C(k‘ri')’Tx’T) ZAn (o‘(kr&-),T, 7’) Q¢

(5.3)
We have in fact
ZAn (a(k’+), T 7) Zpn (g(k’“, T, 7)
ZAn (C(k7+), T, T) Zrn (0(k7+), T, T)
 Zan (U(k’Jr),Tx,T) ZAn (C(k’+),7, 7‘) B ZAn (a(k’+),7, T) (5.4)
 Zap (0D 1) | Zan (CED, 7T 7) Zy g (o) 7o 1) .

ZAvﬁ (O'(k7+)’Tx’T) C(k’+),7'w,7' hT O'(k’+)7’7'w77— h™
ZA (O’(kv+) T 7—) VAVE ( x) - VA,Q ( :c)
v P

where
hI(n) = e~ [Ha(noar®)=Ha(noar)]

is a local function with support contained in an r neighborhood of x. Since the first factor on the
r.h.s. of (5.4) is bounded uniformly and the same holds for ||AZ|, (5.3) follows from (5.2).

An easy telescopic argument shows (5.3) implies (5.1). Indeed, for any two configurations
¢*=) k=) differing only on 9®7)A, we can find a path {n;};=o.... as of length M < r . (3L)%~!
such that g = ¢, nar = (%) and n; differs from 7;_; at most in one single site z € %A,
We then write

Zan (U(kﬂr), ko), T) Zan (C(kﬂr), ¢, T)
ZAﬂ (0‘(’“7"‘)7 C(ky_), 7') ZAﬂ (C(k7+), o'(kv_), 7')

_ 11—\/[[ ZA,Q (O-(k7+)7771—17 7—) ZA,Q (g(k7+)7 s 7_)
=1 ZA n (U(k7+)7nl7 T) ZA,Q (C(k’+)7 77l—177')
and use (5.3) to get (5.1). O

Proof of Lemma 5.2. Let us recall that Var (u,v) = sup| s = [nf — vf|. Let f be a local function
with support contained in A. By Theorem 4.4 we have

1
Vil —VRaf| S Cpa + [Raf — 13

where 2% = 2%(A,n,(,), @ = 1,2 is chosen so that uf{fzu (V) = n. Since (; differs from ¢, only on

o)A, by Condition MUSM(A) we now have

—d(A,0% A
Nf\lilf_,u%’ilf <Ce d( )/C
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On the other hand, by Lagrange theorem, for a suitable z,

‘NAzl Az2f‘ ‘,u (fs Ni)| -
ZGA

|=F — i

By the exponential decay of correlations we have

‘u (f: )| < ozie—dd@un/c

the bound (5.2) is thus obtained by applying Proposition 4.3 to estimate |z3 — zH Note in fact
that d (A, 0% HA) > de —r. O

5.2. Short range renormalized potential.

In this section we consider the limit £ — oo of the short range part of the renormalized potential.
By applying Theorem 4.5, we prove the necessary estimates. This would also allow us to conclude
the proof of Theorem 2.3.

Proposition 5.3. Recall that the short range part of the renormalized potential @%)’sr have been
defined in (3.69). We introduce

WO ) o= S(X)5 30 m? + 0 () (5.5)
eX
where
+1if X = Ay, Dy,
S(X):=1Q —1if X = Cy,, Fy, (5.6)
0 otherwise

Then the renormalized Hamiltonian can be written as

H (n Zm + 3 v mx) + Y @G (my) (5.7)

zEI Xcl, Xcl,

Moreover there is a constant a > 0 such that

hm sup \Pgﬁ)’ST(mx)‘ =0 for any X CC Ly, |X| > 2 (5.8)
£—o0 NG

mxéQX

Im x| <ea

Note that Theorem 2.3 follows directly from Theorem 3.1 and Propositions 5.1 and 5.3.
Proof of Proposition 5.3. By using (4.27), for each V' = U;cxQy(7), recalling that m; = (n; —

plQ¢l)//x|Qel, we have

1
log uiy, (M; = my, i € X) =const — 3 ;{mf

- {% <<@_£<@|Qe|> , <u<@)_1 <ﬁ—£(@|Q’-’|>> B % Zm?}

+log [1 + Ry (mx)]
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Therefore, by (3.69) (where the boundary condition is 7 = 0 and d¢(X, I) > d), we have

FO () = — () {% <<ﬂ _ B(e)|Qe|> , (v(e))—l <n— g(e)|Qf|>> - % > m?} (5.10)

1€ X

+log [1+ Ry, (mx)]

Indeed, to get (5.7), it is sufficient to observe that

i) given a block Qg(i) contained in A,, the corresponding one-body renormalized interaction

—%mf appears only in one term @gg),sr(

with S(X) = +1

i) given a block Q(¢) contained in B,, the corresponding one-body renormalized interaction

—3m? appears in two terms @%)’sr(mx) with X = A, with S(X) = +1 and in one term

with X = F},, with By, € B, and §(X) = —1

iii) given a block Qg(i) contained in Cp, the corresponding one-body renormalized interaction

—1m? appears in four terms @g’é)’sr(mx) with X = A, with S(X) = +1, in two terms with

X = Fy, with By, € B, and S(X) = —1 and in one term X = 5k3 with Cy, € C, and
S(X)=-1
iv) given a block @Q,(i) contained in D,, the corresponding one-body renormalized interaction

—1m? appears in two terms (IJ%)’ST(mX) with X = A, with S(X) = +1, in two terms with
X = Cy, with Cy, € C, and S(X) = —1 and in one term X = Dy, with Dy, € D, and
S(X)=+1

Performing the different cancellations in the four sub-lattices A, B,,C,, D, we easily get (5.7).

mx) with X = Ay, for one and only one Ay, € A,

Finally, to prove (5.8), we note that by Proposition 4.3 we have

"Qd (U(Z))i; —0i 5| < %

and, by strong mixing,

pO(2) — plz)| < 0!
Hence the bound (5.8) follows from (5.10) and Theorem 4.5. O

5.8. Gibbsianess of renormalized potential

We show here that, provided Condition GMUSM holds and ¢ is large enough, the renormalized
measure 9 is Gibbsian w.r.t. the potential ®*) which has been constructed in Section 3. We
have in fact the following result.

Proposition 5.4. Assume Condition GMUSM holds and define the renormalized potential &)
as in Section 3. Then the renormalized measure ,uge) is Gibbsian w.r.t. ®®)  i.e.

¢
exp {ZXOI;E(Z) @g() (my Omlc)}

pld (mylmpe) = , u as. (5.11)

(£)
2 npeql eXP {E}ml;ﬁ@ Py (myo mIc)}
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Note that Theorem 2.2 follows directly from Theorem 3.1 and Propositions 5.1, 5.3 and 5.4.
Indeed GMUSM implies B = p([0,00)) = [0, 1]

Proof of Proposition 5.4. We recall the random variables M; = M;(n) have been defined in (1.3). We
introduce the two families of o—algebras: Fp := o{n,, x € A}, A C L, and ]_.I(z) = o{M;,i €I},
I cLy ForlCCLyandF: Qg@) — R let us first prove that

b (P F2) = e (PO ALY, (5.12)

)

let G be a local function measurable w.r.t. F }L), by definition of the measure p;’ we have

1 (F(Mp)G(Mye)) = 1O (F(mp)Gmy.)) = /W)( ) Glmieul® (Fmn)| 70)
on the other hand,
e (FOING) = [da(o) G Oy e (F Oty () 717
=/du£"’)(m) G (mye) e (F (M ()| F{2)

which proves (5.12).
Let V = U, ¢ Q¢(i) CC L; we note that for I C V we have

s (MI = mzlf%)) = fuz (uz <MI =my| Fye vﬁ?)(f}f))

(f)>

on the other hand, by definition of the renormalized Hamiltonian and the corresponding potential,

(5.13)

= U, (,uz <M1 = m1|]~"(/il Vv Fy )

see Section 3

exp{z xcv (I)(e ™) (mlomv\l)}

XNI#D

zmleﬁ(“ exp{z v (I)(’f 7) (mjomv\1>}

NI#D

Hv,z (MI = my| My = mf/\z) = (5.14)

Since Condition GMUSM holds, by Proposition 5.1, (3.5) is satisfied with D = [0, 1] and therefore,
by Theorem 3.1, the r.h.s. of (5.14) converges, as V' 1 L, to the r.h.s. of (5.11) uniformly in 7 and
m. By using also (5.13) and (5.12) we thus conclude the proof. O

A.1 Proof of USM(A) = MUSM(A) in dimension 2.

Let Ry, 31(7) be the rectangle with vertical and horizontal sides L, 3L, respectively, and which
is centered at Qr)(2).

The fact that we only consider this rectangle with longer horizontal side does not represent,
of course, a loss of generality and is made only to fix notation.
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For M an even integer, M /2 and Ly odd integers, we write:

Ly—1 Ly—1
2 72

L =MLy, Rps; =Rl ));
again the choice of the center is made to fix notation and does not constitute a loss of generality.
Recall that since M is even and Lo is odd the center of Qp((£%-L, 2e-1)) is in (&2, Zo).
) 7We set Rf 51 = Qli U QF U QT where by Q%, ¢, QF we denote the left, central and right
L x L squares, respectively, contained in Ry ;7.

Consider a 2D lattice gas with an interaction satisfying USM (.A) for some A C [0,00). We
start noticing that from the validity of USM(.A) it is immediate to deduce that for each z € A

there exists an integer Lo such that the following condition

sup  sup Zv (U(%#)’U(%’_)’T) Zy (7-(?7+)77-(Z:7—)77-) -1 <e(2) (A1.1)
oreq ie(1,2} | Zv (o), 7(0:2) 1) Zy (7)o 1)
is verified for V' = Qr, (i), Rr,,31,(¢) in the homogeneous activity case. This, together with the
results of [O], [OP] establishes the equivalence of USM and C1 in the homogeneous activity case;
this result is valid in any dimension.

Now, given a closed set C C A suppose that we are able to prove the existence of L such
that: for all 2,2’ € C, if we consider our lattice gas enclosed in V' = Ry 37 with activity 2’ in Qli
and z in Q% U Q% (i.e. we take the same activity both in Q¢ and Q%), then, calling Zv . ./(7) the
corresponding partition function with 7 boundary condition, we have:

Z Oy, Oy, T)L Tys Ty's T e(L
sup  sup sup V2,2 (0ys 0y T) Dy 2 o (T Y’ )_ <% (A1.2)
o, 7 1€{1,2} yealh,Hv ZV,z,z/(O-yyTy’aT)ZV,z,z’(TyaO-y/yT) L
y'ealth, =)y

with e(L) going to 0 as L goes to infinity; then, using methods and results of [O], [OP] it is easy
to get MUSM(A). Indeed in the two—dimensional, multi-grancanonical case, to get strong mixing
condition using effectiveness of some finite-size conditions for volumes of the form (2.10) with ¢
sufficiently large, it is sufficient to verify:
(i) (A1.2) for V.= Q (i) and V = Ry 37(i) with uniform activity in V' arbitrarily chosen in C,
and
(ii) (A1.2) for V = Ry 31(i) and activity 2’ in Q% and z in Q% U Q% uniformly for z,z’ in C.

In the homogeneous case (i), as we noticed before, if, given C, Ly is the size for which SM(Lg)
holds uniformly in C, as prescribed by USM(A), then, for L sufficiently large (A1.2) holds for
V = Qr(i) and V = Rp 51 (i) for each (constant in V') activity z € C. Then 2.1 will follow from
next Proposition Al.1

Proposition Al.1. Suppose that Condition C1® (V') holds for any V = Qr, (i), Rro,31, (i) con-
tained in one of the three squares Qli, Q% or QF; then, for M = LLO sufficiently large, (A1.2) holds
for V.= Rp sr.

Proof.
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We make a geometrical construction similar to the one introduced in [O], [OP] and used in
Section 3 to compute, via cluster expansion, the renormalized potential. We recall that we denote
by £ our original lattice Z? whereas we denote by L, the Lo-rescaled lattice: we partition £ into
cubes of side Ly. We write:

L=Uier,, Qr,(i)

From now on we will mainly consider the Lg—rescaled lattice; our unit length will be L. In other
words we will use the distance dr,. The “bricks” of our construction will be the blocks @,
or Rr, 31, and the original length-scale will enter only when considering some properties of the
partition functions in the regions Qr, or Ry, 31, that we use as input of our perturbative theory.

Let e, ez denote, respectively, the horizontal and vertical lattice unit vectors in Lr,: e; =
(1,0),e2 = (0,1). Following definitions and notation of Section 3 we further partition £, into four
sub—lattices:

Lr, =Ly, ULy, UL UL,

where:

£’24L0 = {i = (i1,12) € L1, : 11 = 2j1,x2 = 2j, for some integers y1,y2}
B A

£2LO = £2LO + ()]

ﬁgLo = ﬁ?Lo + €1 + €y = ﬁgLo + €2

D ._ pA _ prC _ prB
£2L0 = £2L0 +e = £2L0 + €2 = £2L0 +e1 +eo

(A1.3)

We also set, for i € Lp,,:
A =Qr,(20), Bi:=Qr,(2i+e) C;:=Qr,(2i+e1+e) D;:=Qr,(2i+e1)  (Al4)
Then we can partition V' = Ry 57 into the union of the Lo-blocks of the four types: A, B, C, D:
V =Ay UBy UCy UDy

where
Ay = {A; 1i = (ir,iz) € Lr, ¢ liz] < (M/2—=1)/2, Jir] < (3M/2 — 1)/2}

and similarly for By ,Cy, Dy .

We have that the left block on the bottom is an A-block whereas the right one on the top is
a C—block.

We denote by «; a generic spin configuration in 4;: «; € {—1, +1}L(2). Similarly for 5;, i, 0;.
We simply denote by «, 8,+,0 the configurations in Ay, By, Cy, Dy, respectively.

Notice that we have used the same notation (with a very similar meaning) as the one we used
in Section 3 to describe “multi-canonical” block variables.

Consider the “column” V; namely the rectangle with basis Lo and height L placed at the
left-hand of Q¢ , adjacent, from the exterior, to Qli:

Lo+1 L Ly+1 L Ly+1 L Lyp—1
0 o tLo, —g 5 Swa < o+

}




we decompose V; as disjoint union of A and B blocks:

Vi=AUB
where
A=Ay NV, B :=BynVy
We have:
Al — UiEIAAi
where

Iy = (i) = i = —(M/2 - 1)/2, Jia] < (5 —1)/2)

similarly for B,

We write Ay = AU A;, By = BUB;; in other words A, B denote the union of A and B
blocks, respectively, which belong to V' = Ry 3z but not to V.

We will repeat almost the same computation that we made , in the multi—canonical framework,
to compute the renormalized potential. Namely we adopt the same strategy based on a block
decimation procedure over the sequence of sub-lattices D,C, B, A.

The main difference here is that we will treat in a different manner the region in V' = Ry 57
adjacent to the boundary between Q¢ and Q%. Here we will exploit the fact that this boundary is
one—dimensional.

Indeed we will see that the system of the surviving a—variables in A;, after decimation on
4,7, 8 and « in ft, gets an effective interaction which is exponentially decaying with the distance
and uniformly bounded in norm. The resulting one—dimensional system, regarded on a sufficiently
large scale, is in the weak coupling region and from this it easily follows a weak coupling between
opposite horizontal sides of V' = Ry 57 so that condition C3 with an infinitesimal €3 is satisfied for
V.

We want to perturbatively treat, similarly to what we did in Section 3, the partition function:

7= 3 exp (H ()
neQy

where

Hy(n):= Y. ®a(noyr)
A: ANV #)D

and we recall that we are using the notation:
V:=Rpsp, T €Qve = boundary condition outside V'

Given 7,7 € Qyc and z, y belonging to the set of conditioning sites above the upper side
and below the lower side of V', respectively, we want to consider the ratio
ZV,Z,Z/(T;;7 Tglﬂ T)ZV,Z,Z/ (T)

ZV7Z7Z’(T£*’ T)ZV7Z7Z’ (ngv 7—)

(A1.5)
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where (7,7;,7,), (7,7.),(T,7,) are the configurations obtained from 7 by substituting 7 with 7’ in
{z,y}, {x} and {y}, respectively.

The perturbative expression that we will obtain for Z{, will show an almost factorized depen-
dence on boundary conditions in opposite horizontal faces so that we will be able to show that the
quantity

Zv, . (Ts, T{J, T)Zy, 52 (T)

2V, (Toy TV 2V, 2,20 (T4, T)

~1 (A1.6)

can be made arbitrarily small for L sufficiently large so that condition C2 is satisfied.

It is easily seen, using DLR structure of the multi—grancanonical Gibbs field, that the case
when x,y are close from the exterior to the two opposite vertical faces (at distance 3L) can be
treated exactly like in the homogeneous (constant activity) case; thus we will only consider the
above mentioned case of x,y belonging to upper and lower sets of conditioning spins.

Sometimes, just for the sake of simplicity of notation, we will actually drop the explicit
dependence on the boundary condition 7 (even though this dependence is crucial). We express Hy,
exactly as we did in (3.13):

Hy(n) = Z HAkl (akl) + Z HBk:Q (/BkQ) + WBk2 ;V\ Bk, (Bkz ’a)

kI:Akl cAy kQ:BkQEBV

+ D Hey, k) + Weyvien, (116, 0) (AL.7)
k3:Cly €Cv

+ Y Hp,, (0,) + Wp,, v\Dy, (Ors|7: B, )
k4:Dk4€DV

where, as in (3.12),

WA17A2 (771\1 |77A2) = W(77A1 |77A2) = HA1UA2 (771\1 ) 77A2) - HAl (77A1) - HAz (771\2) (A1'8)

We now proceed to the summation over the 6, , 8 variables; we repeat exactly the same operations
of splitting and gluing that we performed in section 3. We get:

zp =3 Il e {H(@)} 2o, ((0)(aK),(0)) Zb,, ., ((0),(0), (ax, )]

o ki:Ag, €Ay

< I1 25, (0@ @)% > us6)

kQ:BkQEBV 8
-1 3 a,
< II [za, 0] T (1+08 @)X u’m)
k3ick3€CV k3:0k3€Cv Y
4 4 -1
< T (+ef) @sy) II (1+95, @) I  [Zo., (0)]
k4:Dk4€DV k4:Dk4€'Dv k4:Dk4€DV

(A1.9)
where the terms [Zp, _, ((0), (ax,),(0)]7", [Zp,, ((0),(0), (ax, )] ™" (defined in (3.29)) come from
the splitting described in (3.30): in (A1.9), by an abuse of notation, we still denote by C', B and A
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their truncation in Ry ;7. Indeed, since we have generic and not periodic b.c., we have to introduce
the modifications described in Section 3 (below Proposition 3.2) in ,u%f L ,u%kg as well as in the ®
and ¥ error terms. Moreover notice that in the expression in (A1.7) above, we continue to denote
by a, 3,7, also the configurations on the A, B, C, D blocks outside V; in other words we continue
to denote by «, 3,7, 0 also the part of the 7 (exterior) configuration in A, B, C, D sub—lattices. We
did not have them in (3.34) since, there, we were using periodic boundary conditions. Now we
continue with the same operations of splitting as in (3.38) (and gluing as in (3.50) ) only for the
B (and A) blocks in A, B namely outside the two vertical column V;. It is clear that we cannot
perform the gluing operation described in (3.38) for the B blocks in V; and obtain a small value
for the term @g}zz (). Indeed to get a good upper bound for sup,, \q)gzz ()| we need the validity
of condition C1, with a sufficiently small ¢; for horizontal Ry, 31, rectangles and this condition is
supposed to hold only for Ry, 3r, rectangles completely contained in one of the three squares QZE,
Qf or Q%. For Ry, 31, rectangles centered at B block in B; we cannot use condition C1 since these
rectangles have simultaneously non—empty overlap with two of the big squares namely Qli, ; the
rectangles R, 31, having non-empty overlap with Q% , Q" behave exactly like in the homogeneous
case since the activity in Q¢ U Q7 is supposed to be constant.
In this way we obtain the following expression

Z{’} = Z{'} Z ZVI (Oé) H HA, (ak‘l)

@ k15Ak1 EA

< II (+ell @) T (1+ef @) I (1+vh), @)

k1: Ak, cA k2: By, eB ka:Dy, €Dy

e [ (1+08) @)
B

k3:Ck3 ECV

(A1.10)

i) TT (14 @) (@5.7)

k4:Dk4€'Dv

where 14, (o, ) is defined in (3.52), 77, is given by

Zi= Tz T o)™ T [z, @] T1 7.

k1:Ak, cA ko:By, eB k3:Cry €Cv k4:Dy, €Dy
and
ZVl (a) = H exp(H(akl))[ZDkl ((0)7 (akl )7 (0))]_1 [ZDk1+cl ((0)7 (0)7 (akl ))]_1
e (A1.11)
x H Z§k2 ((0)7 (ak2+62)7 (akQ))
K2:Br, €V

Let us call o; the complex of « variable in A;. If we perform, in the r.h.s. of (A1.10) the sum
over the ~, § variables and over the « variables in /lv, we get:

27 =75 Y Zula)=p(a) (AL.12)

€Qa,
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where, of course,

57\-/ o) Z H KA, (akl)

a€Q 4., k1:Ag €A

< I (1+\Iffj21(akl)) 11 (1+<I>(3222(a)) 11 (1+\If§§24(a)>

k1:Ag, €A ko:By, €B ka:Dy, €Dy

S I (1+08) (@.8)
B

k3:0k3 eCy

<Suste) I (1+0h), (a.8,9)

k4:Dk4€'DV

(A1.13)

Like in Section 3 we can write:

Ev(a) = 1+ Z Z HC}Tzi(al) (A1.14)

Riij:(Z),i<j:1,...,n

where the polymers R; are defined like in Section 2 with the obvious changes. In this way we are
reduced to one—dimensional system on Vj, with finite norm, rapidly decaying interaction. Indeed
we can write:

Zp= Y exp (ﬁ(al)) (A1.15)

OthQ_Al

H(oy) := const. + Z (o, ) —log Zp, (o, ) —logZZ)kl_el(ozkl_el)

Al.16
+ Y 1082, (@) + 108 Zg, (0n7.0),) + 3 Blar) (41.16)

ko:B, €V] rcA;
ko kY

where
1) ®F (Oér) ZRl R, (PT(Rlv s 7Rﬂ) H?:l C}Eb (Oér),

2) the sum Z R,...R, Tuns over the clusters of (incompatible) polymers “touching” the whole set

-----

I" of A-blocks in the sense that the product of the activities of the polymers Ry, ..., R, explicitly
depend on all the a—variables corresponding to the A-blocks in I' and does not depend on any
other «.

3) we introduced Zp, (ar) = Zp, ((0), (ax), (0)), Z5 (o, Okte,) = Z5, ((0), (Qhey ), (ar))
4) kf is the index of the uppermost B-block in V;:

k= — (M/2—1)/2,(M/2—1) /2

anda( )+ o, 18 the configurations in the A-blocks immediately outside (on the top) of V;.
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Notice that the dependence on the boundary condition 7 external to V is really present

(beyond the term Zz (akf,a,g})+ez)), only in Zp, with D adjacent to the boundary 0V (upper
k

*

l
and lower side).

From (A1.15),(A1.16) and the general theory of cluster expansion (see Proposition 3.2) it
follows that,for M sufficiently large, there exist positive constants cq,mq, mg, mg such that:

Z HCIDFHOOem”F'em?diam I < o0, (A1.17)
T'>A
and, for any y € 0V, C A;,:
sup sup 187 () — 7 ()| < cre” ™ dist () (A1.18)

ap T, 7 Te=Ty VaxFy

We are now reduced to a one-dimensional system with finite norm, rapidly decreasing potential.

We can then apply the theory developed in [CO2] and especially in [CCO] (see also [CEO],[CO1]).

Let us summarize the strategy of [CO2], [CCO] to find good mixing properties of the Gibbs

states for the one-dimensional systems like ours. Consider the system of M/2 variables aj on

Vi. Suppose that the integers p,n are such that M /2 is a multiple of pn. We divide the interval
M

[1,...,M/2] into m = T intervals Iy, ..., I,, of length pn. We call long range the contribution to

the interaction coming from the terms with range larger than p. We decompose the potential ® as:
d =0 + o™ with & =0 if diamT > p; P £ 0 only if diamT > p (A1.19)

The idea is to treat ®" as a small perturbation. Indeed given a single block I j» & uniform upper
bound on the sum of the absolute values of the contributions of the long-range terms involving
I; is of the order of nexp(—cp) for a suitable positive constant c¢. On the other hand for the
“reduced” system with only short range interactions we can exploit the one—dimensionality and
the uniform boundedness of the interaction. Indeed the short range transfer matrix has a uniform
positive gap in its spectrum. This would imply an exponential clustering of the short range Gibbs
measure: the truncated correlations at the extrema of an interval I; would decay as exp(—c'n) with
¢’ depending only on the gap of the transfer matrix. In the perturbative expansions in [CO2],[CCO],
the intervals I; involved in at least one long range term are treated separately from the other ones
and they happen to be very rare; on the other ones, where only the short range terms are present
the mechanism of strictly positive gap of the transfer matrix is active, inducing exponential decay
of correlations. We refer to [CO2|, [CCO] for more details; in these articles, (actually in a more
complicated situation), analyticity of the free energy and decay of truncated correlations are proved.
In our case, as a consequence of the methods of [CO2], [CCO] we get exponential decay of truncated
correlations. This, together with (A1.18) allows to conclude the proof of Proposition 3.2 O

A.2 A counterexample to USM — MUSM in dimension 3.

We give here an example that, in general, the implication USM(A) = MUSM(.A) does not
hold. We stress that our example is ad hoc, in particular the interaction is translation invariant
only by even shifts. We believe however it sheds some light on the pathologies that may happen.
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not interacting planes

EQ

€2
€1
o ) ./

€3

interacting planes

Fig. 9a

It is convenient to describe the example (see Fig. 9) by using spin variables, o € {—1, 1}23.
We denote by (e1, ez, e3) the canonical basis in Z3. The one body potential (magnetic field) is given
as follows

| —ko, if 1 is even
oy (o) = { ko,  if 21 is odd

the two body potential is instead given by

—Jogo, if xq is even, y; is odd and y = x + €1 + aes + bes
Py (00, 0y) = for some (a,b) € {(0,0),(1,0),(0,1),(0,—1)}
0 otherwise

where J > 0. All the other potentials vanish, i.e. &4 =0 for |A] > 2.
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Note that the layer {z : 1 = a,a even} interacts only with the layer {z : 1 = a + 1}; in
particular each double-layer is independent of everything else. Furthermore we claim that each
double-layer is isomorphic to a standard two dimensional Ising model with staggered magnetic
field (see Fig. 9b).

€3
€2
€1
Fig. 9b

We can in fact map the layer {z : 71 = a,a even} to the even sub-lattice of Z?2, as follows

(229, 23) if 3 is even
(a,xQ,xB) — { (21,2 _ 1’1-3) 1f T3 is Odd

and the layer {z : 71 = a + 1} to the odd sub-lattice of Z2, as follows

(2z9 — 1,23) if z3 is even

(a+1,22,23) — { (224, x3) if z3 is odd

It is easy to verify that under the above mapping the double layer {z : 21 = a,a even} U{z : 2y =
a + 1} is mapped onto the two dimensional Ising model with the following interaction

—koy, if A ={z} and 7 + x5 is even
) ko, if A ={z} and x1 + x5 is odd
d = A2.1
A(0) —Jogo, HA={z,z+e}, A={z,z+es} ( )
0 otherwise
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and we are left with studying the strong mixing properties of such a model.

Let us denote by pj the Gibbs local specification associated to the interaction (A2.1) and
by i} ;, the measure obtained from pj by adding a (constant) magnetic field h € R, i.e. —k on
the first line of (A2.1) becames —k — h whereas k on the second line of (A2.1) becames k — h.
We claim that, if &k is chosen large enough (depending on J) such a measure does satisfy condition
GUSM. Roughly speaking, we have a large magnetic field in either the odd or the even sub-lattice,
therefore the phase is determined on that sub—lattice; since the other sub—lattice is conditionally
independent (given the first sub—lattice) we get the strong mixing condition. Indeed one can verify
that the finite size condition C1 holds on squares of side 2 with constants uniform in h.

On the other hand it is very easy to show that there is no ¢y such that the 3 dimensional model
we started from satisfies GMUSM. Let £ be an odd integer and consider A = @, ((—(¢ —1)/2,0,0))U
Q¢ ((£+1)/2,0,0)); put a magnetic field hy = —k (resp. hy = +k) on the first (resp. second) cube.
The image, under above mapping, of the double-layer {z : z; = 0} U{x : x; = 1} is now the
standard two—dimensional Ising with zero magnetic field. If J is chosen large enough we then have
a long range order, hence (2.3) fails to hold.

The pathology that has occurred is the following. Even if the local specification does sat-
isfy the strong mixing condition separately in each one of the two cubes Q; ((—(¢ —1)/2,0,0)),
Q¢ ((£+1)/2,0,0)), when we put them together we have a long range order which propagates
inside the double-layer which sits across the interface between the two cubes.
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