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Abstract

We study a two-parameter family of quantum spin systems on the complete graph,
which is the most general model invariant under the complex orthogonal group. In
spin S = % it is equivalent to the XXZ model, and in spin S = 1 to the bilinear-
biquadratic Heisenberg model. The paper is motivated by the work of Bjérnberg,
whose model is invariant under the (larger) complex general linear group. In spin
S = % and S = 1 we give an explicit formula for the free energy for all values of the
two parameters, and for spin S > 1 for when one of the parameters is non-negative.
This allows us to draw phase diagrams, and determine critical temperatures. For spin
S = % and S = 1, we give the left and right derivatives as the strength parameter of
a certain magnetisation term tends to zero, and we give a formula for a certain total
spin observable, and heuristics for the set of extremal Gibbs states in several regions of
the phase diagrams, in the style of a recent paper of Bjérnberg, Frohlich and Ueltschi.

The key technical tool is expressing the partition function in terms of the irreducible
characters of the symmetric group and the Brauer algebra. The parameters considered
include, and go beyond, those for which the systems have probabilistic representations

as interchange processes.

1 Introduction

Quantum spin systems and their phase transitions have been studied widely. Mermin and
Wagner showed that the quantum Heisenberg model [24], the classical Heisenberg model
[23] and many other models with continuous symmetry cannot have a phase transition in
dimensions 1 and 2. Dyson, Lieb and Simon [16] showed a transition for a large class of
models on Z¢, d > 3, including the quantum Heisenberg antiferromagnet with spin > 1.
A phase transition on Z%, d > 3 for the ferromagnet remains unproved. Téth [36] and
Aizenman-Nachtergale [1] showed that the spin 1 Heisenberg ferro- and anti-ferromagnet
(respectively) have probabilistic representations as weighted interchange processes. Other
spin systems have been studied with probabilistic representations, and interchange pro-
cesses have been studied widely in their own right; see, for example, [4], [19], [21], [32].
The free energy of the spin % Heisenberg ferromagnet on the complete graph was
determined by Téth [35] and Penrose [29]. This was extended by Bjornberg [7] to a class
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of spin S € %N models, with Hamiltonian equal to the sum of transposition operators.
The model’s probabilistic representation is that of the interchange process, where Té6th’s
weighting of 27#¢¥les is replaced by (25 + 1)#eveles,

Motivated by [7], we give in Theorem 1.1 the free energy, on the complete graph and
in spins S = % and 1, of a model with Hamiltonian (2) given by linear combinations of
the sum of transposition operators, and the sum of certain projection operators. For spins
S > 1 we can apply a similar strategy to give in Theorem 1.2 the free energy in the case
that one of the parameters of the Hamiltonian is non-negative. In spin % the model is
equivalent to the Heisenberg XXZ model (Hamiltonian (9)). In spin 1 it is equivalent
to the bilinear-biquadratic Heisenberg model (Hamiltonian (13)), which is also known as
the most general SUs(C)-invariant spin 1 model (here SUs(C)-invariance means invariance
under the action of SU,(C) generated by the spin-operators). We give a full phase diagram
in the two parameters of the Hamiltonian in the S = % and 1 cases, and half of the diagram
for S > 1 (the region where we have the free energy), giving the points of phase transitions
in finite temperature, and ground state behaviour. These phase diagrams differ notably
in shape from those on Z%, since the complete graph is not bipartite. Indeed, no phase
transition is observed for the spin % Heisenberg antiferromagnet, in contrast to Z<, [16],
and the expected phase diagram for the spin 1 model in Z¢ differs from ours on the
complete graph - see Ueltschi’s work [37] and [38]. In spins % and 1 we give in Theorems
1.3 and 1.4 respectively expressions for a magnetisation and a total spin observable. These
are motivated by corresponding results of [7] and [8] respectively. In the style of [8], we
also give a heuristic argument for the structure of the set of extremal Gibbs states, for
several regions of the phase diagrams. See the discussions in Sections 1.2 and 1.3.

The Hamiltonian in [7] is GL(#)-invariant, where # = 25 + 1, which allows it to be
studied using the representation theory of the symmetric group (here and for the rest of
the paper, by G-invariance, we mean that G acts on tensor space by G > g — ¢®", and
the Hamiltonian in question commutes with this action). Bjornberg’s key technical step
is to express the partition function of the model in terms of the irreducible characters of
the symmetric group. Our Hamiltonian is only O(6)-invariant, which requires us to look
for more tools, as the symmetric group is not sufficient. (In fact, any O(#)-invariant pair-
interaction Hamiltonian must be of the form (2)). The key representation-theoretic step
in finding the free energy is to express the partition function in terms of the irreducible
characters of both the symmetric group and the Brauer algebra. Indeed, the Brauer
algebra was introduced by Brauer [12], as the algebra of invariants of the action of the
orthogonal group on tensor space. A key technical step in our proofs is solving the problem
of finding when the Brauer algebra - symmetric group branching coefficients are non-zero;
we have a general solution for this problem in spins S = %, 1 in Propositions 6.6 and
6.8. For higher spins more work is needed to answer the problem fully, and handle the
remaining parts of the phase diagram.

This paper is a continuation of several papers which analyse quantum spin systems and
their interchange processes using representation theory (including [7]). Alon and Kozma
[2] estimate the number of cycles of length k in the unweighted interchange process, on

any graph. Berestycki and Kozma [5] give an exact formula for the same on the complete

graph, and study the phase transitions present. In [3] Alon and Kozma give a formula for



the magnetisation of the 27 weighted process (equivalent to the spin % ferromagnet)
on any graph, which simplifies greatly in the mean-field.

The model we study was introduced by Ueltschi [37], generalising T6th [36] and
Aizenmann-Nachtergaele [1]. Ueltschi showed, for certain values of the parameters, equiv-
alence with a weighted interchange process with “reversals”. For these parameters, the
model and interchange process have been studied on Z<¢ [10], [14], trees [6], [11], [20],
graphs of bounded degree [26], and the complete graph [9], [8], the latter of which com-
putes many observables. Our methods allow us to deal with all values of the parameters,
not just those for which the probabilistic representation holds. The implications of our
results for this interchange process seem to be limited to the following. In [9], the authors
show that the transition time is independent of the parameter giving the ratio of “crosses”
and “reversals”; our results indicate the same is most probably true for the weighted
process.

In Section 1.1, we describe our model and precisely state our results. In Section 2 we
give an introduction to the Brauer algebra. In Section 3 we prove our main result, Theorem
1.1, modulo the key ingredients Propositions 6.6 and 6.8 which are proved in Section 6. In
Section 4 we give the free energy in higher spins, and prove our magnetisation and total
spin results. In Section 5 we prove certain results on the analyticity of the free energy,
which follow from Theorem 1.1, and give calculations which back up our interpretation of

the phase diagrams.

1.1 Models and results

Let S, 52,83 denote the usual spin-operators, satisfying the relations:

[S1, 8% =iS%, [$%, 8% =iSt, [$°, 8] =iS?,
(SH2 4+ (5?)? 4 (8%)2 = S(S + 1)id,

with i = /—1. For each S € %N we use the standard spin S representation, with S7,
j = 1,2,3, Hermitian matrices acting on H = C%, 6 = 25 + 1. We fix an orthonormal
basis of H given by eigenvectors |a) of S3, with eigenvalues a € {-S,...,S}.

Let G = (V, E) be the complete graph on n vertices. At each z € V, we fix a copy
H, = H, and let the space Hy = @zevHe = @pcvCl. Now an orthonormal basis of Hy
is given by vectors |a) = ®yev|as), where each a, € {=S,...,S}. If A is an operator
acting on H, we define A, = A®idy (,} acting on Hy (ie. Ap(v1 @ RV @ Qvy,) =
VR ®Av, -+ Qo for all vy ...v, €V, extending linearly).

We define T’ , to be the transposition operator, and @, , to be a certain projection

operator, first on H, ® H,:

Tx,y|a:v,ay> = |ayaam>a (1)

<a{L'a ay|Qx,y|bma by> = 6az,ay6bx,by’

for basis vectors a,,b, of H, and a,,b, of H, as appropriate. We then identify T}, , with



Ty y @ idy (4,4}, and Qg y similarly. Let our Hamiltonian be defined as:

H = H(?’L, 6, Ll, Lz) = — Z (L1T$7y + LQQx7y) y (2)
':B7y
where L1, Lo € R, and the sum is over all pairs of vertices x,y € V. We define the partition
function as
Zno(Ln, Lp) = tr(e 00 b0ka)), (3)

Note that usually we would write eng , for inverse temperature 3, but without loss of
generality this 8 can be incorporated into L; and Ls. One could think of £ as being
expressed by the norm of the vector (Ly, Ly) € R?. The factor % compensates for the fact
that on the complete graphs there are order n? interactions (as opposed to Z%, where the
number of interactions is proportional to the volume).

We have the following results. The first and main result, Theorem 1.1, gives the free
energy when the spin S = % or 1, that is, # = 2,3. Theorem 1.2 gives the free energy
for all 8 > 2, but only for Lo > 0; its proof is very similar to that of 1.1. Theorems 1.3
and 1.4 give formulae for a certain magnetisation and a certain total spin, respectively.
In Theorems 1.5, 1.7 and 1.10 we analyse the free energies of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 and
discuss the phase diagrams that they produce.

Theorem 1.1. For 6 = 2,3, the free energy of the model with Hamiltonian given by (2)

18:

0 0
1
lim —log Zno(L1,Ly) = max li <(L1 +L2) Y af— Lz?/%) - @ 10%(951‘)] , (4)

n—oon ( ,y)EA; i=1
where

A5 ={(z,y) = (x1,22,51) € [0,1° | 21 > 39, m1+ 22 =1, 0<y; <1 — a2},
A ={(z,y) = (z1,22,23,91) €[0,1]) | 21 > 20 > 23, 21+ 20 +a3=1, 0< 3y < 21 — 23}

()
From hereon in, we label the function being maximised by:

[4 [%

1 0
¢ = do,0,,1,(x,y) = 3 (Li+ L)Y a7 — Ly yi| = > wilog(w). (6)
i—1 i—1 i—1

Our result for higher spins covers only the range Lo > 0. As noted earlier in the
introduction, this restriction is due to our only having a partial solution to determining
when the Brauer algebra - symmetric group branching coefficients are non-zero, when the
multiplicative parameter of the Brauer algebra § = 25 + 1 is greater than 3 (see Section 2

for the definition of the multiplicative parameter, and (21) for the branching coefficients).

Theorem 1.2. Let § > 2, and assume Lo > 0. Then the free energy of the model with
Hamiltonian (2) is:

L1—|—L 0 0
lim _IOanG(LlaL2)—£reHE§ ; Zl ilog(z;) | , (7)



where Ng = {x € [0,1)7 | 2; > x40 >0, 0, 2 =1}

Notice that for § = 2,3 this theorem is consistent with Theorem 1.1, since in (4), for
Ly > 0, we must set y; = 0. Note that when Ly = 0, Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 recover
Bjornberg’s result (Theorem 1.1 from [7]), with our Ly equal to the § from that paper.

We can give two additional results, both for § = 2,3. The first gives the free energy of
the model when we add a certain magnetisation term with a real strength parameter h,

and its left and right derivatives at h = 0. Let us modify the Hamiltonian (2):

Hy=Hp(n,0,L1, Ly, W) = =Y (L1Tpy + LoQay) — h Y W, (8)
z,y xT
where h is real, and W is a 6 x 0 skew-symmetric matrix (ie. W7 = —W), with eigenvalues

1,—1 for & = 2, and 1,0,—1 for # = 3. In this theorem and the next, the limitation of
W being skew-symmetric is a technical one arising from the methodology. For 6 = 2, we
will see that the model is the Heisenberg XXZ model, and we can take W, = 252 (indeed
this is the only option). For # = 3 the model is unitarily equivalent to the bilinear-
biquadratic Heisenberg model (13). If one adds to this bilinear-biquadratic Hamiltonian
a magnetisation term in the S* direction, k = 1,2,3, one obtains exactly (8) under the
unitary equivalence. See Remark B.2 for full details. So, in our interpretation of phase
diagrams, we will think of this magnetisation term as that in the S? direction (or S*,S3
when 6 = 3). This theorem relates to Theorem 1.1 as Theorem 4.1 from [7] does to
Theorem 1.1 from that paper.

Theorem 1.3. Let 0 = 2,3, and let Z,, 9(L1, Lo, h) = tr[e_%Hh]. The free energy of the
model with Hamiltonian Hy (8) is given by:

1
® = Pg(Ln, Lo, h) = lim —log Zpg(Ln, L2, h) = e [$0,1,2 (%, y) + |hly1] -
Further, the left and right derivatives of this free energy with respect to h, at h = 0, are
given by:
0P
‘ = y17 _‘ = y%7
Oh N0 Oh lh 0
where (xV,y") is the maximiser of ¢ which mazimises y1, and (z+,y*) the one which

minimaises yi .

Note that yI, y% depend on L1, Ly, and we will show that both are zero when L, Lo
are small. We now return to the model (2) with no magnetisation term. We give a total
spin observable <e% 2. Wx}, for skew-symmetric matrices W. As above, we can think of
W as 252 when 6 = 2, and (once the Hamiltonian is transformed) as S*, k = 1,2, 3 when
# = 3. Although only h € R seems physically relevant, we will see that the theorem holds
for h € C. This theorem is an equivalent of Theorems 2.1-2.3 from [8], and its proof follows
similar lines of reasoning to that of Theorem 2.3 from that paper, aided by the Brauer

algebra technology that we develop in this paper.

Theorem 1.4. Let 0 = 2,3, h € C, and W skew-symmetric with eigenvalues 1,—1 for

0 =2, and 1,0, -1 for 0 = 3. Assume that the function ¢g 1, 1, has a unique maximiser



(z*,y*) € A}. Then with H the Hamiltonian from (2), for Ls # 0,

h Z W, .
n ey = ]
(e V= T )

tr[e%zz W”efiH] cosh(hyi), if 6 =2,
= sinh ( hy* .
7}1(3/?1), if 0 =3.
The quantity cosh(hyy) is related to Ising spin-flip symmetry, see below in Proposition
inh(hy?
1.6 and the discussion thereafter; and the quantity w is related to SU(2) (or O(3))
1

symmetry, see in Proposition 1.9 and the discussion thereafter, and in [8]. The case Ly = 0

has GL(3) symmetry, see [8]. We remark that in the context of Theorem 1.4, in particular

when ¢g,1,,,1, has a unique maximiser (z*,y*) € Aj, we have that yj is the same as the
magnetisation yI (and indeed y%) from Theorem 1.3.

We now state our results in terms of two well known models, the spin % Heisenberg

XX7Z model, and the spin 1 bilinear-biquadratic Heisenberg model.

1.2 Phase diagram for spin 1/2

Let S = %, so 8 = 2. We consider the Hamiltonian of the XXZ model, which will be
equivalent to (2). Let

H' =-— (Z K1S1S) + K2S35; + K15§5§> : (9)
$7y

Our result Theorem 1.1 leads us to the following theorem, which will give information

about the phase diagram of this model. See Figures 1a and 1b.

Theorem 1.5. The free energy of the model with Hamiltonian (9) is analytic everywhere
in the (K1, K3) plane, except the half-lines K1 = 4, Ko < 4 and Ko = 4, Ky < 4, where it
s differentiable, but not twice-differentiable, and the half-line K1 = Ko > 4, where it is

continuous, but not differentiable.

Let us also formalise what we will prove about the magnetisation and finite volume

ground states, which will aid our discussion of the phase diagram below.
Proposition 1.6. Consider the spin % Heisenberg XXZ model (9).

1. The magnetisation yI of Theorem 1.3 is positive if and only if Ko > 4, Ko > K,

and is zero elsewhere.

2. (a) For Ko >0, K9 > K, the finite volume ground states are spanned by the two
product states @ ey (|3) £ — 1)), (where i = /=1);
(b) For K; >0, K1 > Ko, the finite (even) volume ground state is the vector (12).

Theorem 1.5 splits the plane into three regions of analyticity, which we identify as
three phases of the model. We label the region K; < 4, K5 < 4 disordered (illustrated in
block pink in Figure 1b); the maximiser of the function ¢ in (4) is constant in this region,
and it maximises the entropy term (the logarithms) of ¢.

We label the region Ky > 4, Ko > K; the Ising phase (illustrated in dotted yellow in
Figure 1b). It includes the half-line K1 = 0, Ky > 4, where the model is the supercritical

classical Ising model, and further we will show the free energy in this region is independent



of K (it is perhaps slightly surprising that K dominates to such a complete extent). There
are two finite volume ground states in this region, the product states ®,cy (|3) &4 — 3)).
Further, for small values of h, adding —h Y, S? to the Hamiltonian as in (8) forces a
unique ground state, @ ¢y (|3) +4 —3)) when 2 > 0 and ®,cy (|3) —i| —3)) when h < 0.
The magnetisation yI in the S? direction from Theorem 1.3 is positive.

The authors of [8] give a heuristic argument that points towards an expected structure
of the set of extremal Gibbs states W at inverse temperature 3 for several models on Z4,
d > 3. The extremal Gibbs states in infinite volume are not well-defined on the complete
graph, so the working is by analogy. Specifically, their heuristics indicate two expected
equalities: first, that

An—74

lim <€% Zz Si2>A — [Ij eh<Sg>de(1/})7 (10)
B

where dp is the measure on Gibbs states corresponding to the symmetric state, S is the
spin operator at the lattice site 0, and the left hand side is the limit of successively larger
boxes A € Z% and second that

Jm (eF 200 = i (T (11)
where the left hand term is the observable on the complete graph. The left hand side of
(11) is computed rigorously on the complete graph, and then, with the expected structure
of Uz inserted, the right hand side of (10) is rigorously computed, and the two are shown
to be the same. This working is not a proof either of the expected equalities (10), (11) or
of the expected structure of Wg, but it points towards all three statements holding true.
We can take the same approach for our models in several of the phases, with one small
difference. We expect that the equality (11) holds for the complete graph models that
we study in this paper on the left hand side, and on the right hand side models on other
non-bipartite graphs, for example the triangular lattice, or the models on Z9, d > 3, with
nearest and next-to-nearest neighbour interactions. For the Ising phase here, we can argue
that the extremal Gibbs states in the Ising phase are expected to be indexed by {£es},
where eq is the second basis vector in R3. Indeed, with magnetisation y; = (S3)., and
Vg = {%es}, the right hand side of this equality is cosh(hyj); the left hand side is the
same by Theorem 1.4.

We label the region K1 > 4, K; > K, the XY phase (illustrated in hatched blue in
Figure 1b). We expect the S. and S terms to dominate, and the extremal Gibbs states
to be labelled by @ € S! in the 1 — 3 directions. The magnetisation yI in the S? direction
(from Theorem 1.3) is zero in this region, which is consistent with this picture. Similarly
to the Ising phase, with W5 = S!, the right hand side of (10) is 1, as is the left hand
side of (11) by Theorem 1.4, so again we are encouraged in our labelling of the extremal
states, and of (10) and (11). Equivalent calculations in the S* direction are done in [8].

Interestingly, the ground state in finite (even) volume is the vector

n/2

Z ® Z |, s G, / (12)

m,m’ i= 1a—_—1§



where the sum is over all possible pairings (m,m’) of the vertices of V (that is, (m,m’) =
((ml,...,m%),(m’l,...,m’%)), withmUm/ =V, mnm' = o).

Note that the line K; = Ky > 0 is the ferromagnetic Heisenberg model, and the
extremal Gibbs states are expected to be labelled by @ € S?. Here we can prove that
the magnetisation yI > 0 iff K3 = K9 > 4. The heuristics of (10) and (11) are given in
Theorem 2.1 of [8].

The transitions from the disordered phase to each of the Ising and XY phases are
second order, and the transition from Ising to XY is first order. The ground state phase
diagram is illustrated in Figure 1a, and the finite temperature phase diagram is illustrated

in Figure 1b.

1 T(4:4)
. K 5 K
XY XY
Disordered Disordered
(a) Ground state phase diagram (b) Finite temperature phase diagram

Figure 1: On the left, the ground state phase diagram for the Spin % Heisenberg XXZ
model with Hamiltonian (9). The line K; = Ky > 0 gives the Heisenberg ferromagnet.
On the right, the phases at finite temperature, where varying temperature is given by
varying the modulus ||(K7, K2)||. Transitions between phases (points of non-analyticity
of the free energy) shown in red lines. The magnetisation in the S? direction (yI from
Theorem 1.3) is strictly positive in the interior of the Ising phase, and on the open half-line
K1 = K9 > 4, and is zero elsewhere.

1.3 Phase diagram for spin 1

In spin 1, we consider the bilinear-biquadratic Heisenberg model:

H" = — (Z J1Sz - Sy + J2(Sz - Sy)2> . (13)
m7y

Our Theorem 1.1 leads us to the following theorem, which will give information about the

phase diagram of this model. See Figures 2a and 2b. We can rigorously analyse the free

energy in the Jy > Ji half of the phase diagram; on the other half we have partial results

and numerical simulations to support Remark 1.8.

Theorem 1.7. Within the region Jo > Ji of the (J1, J2) plane, the free energy of the model
with Hamiltonian (13) is analytic everywhere, except the half-line Jo = log 16, J; < log 16,

where it is continuous, but not differentiable.



Remark 1.8. We strongly suspect that Theorem 1.7 extends to the following: that the
free energy of the model with Hamiltonian (13) is analytic everywhere in the (Ji,J2)
plane, apart from the half-lines Jo = log 16, J; < log 16 and J; = Jo > log 16, where it is
continuous, but not differentiable, and a curve (that we label C) made up of the half-line
Jy = 2J; —3 < 3/2 and a curve connecting the points (9, 2) and (log 16, log 16), which (as
a function of .J;) is convex, with gradient in [2,3]. It is unclear whether it is analytic on
the half-line J; =0, Jy < —3.

Let us make clear what we will prove towards Remark 1.8 and the following discussion

of the phase diagram of the model.

Proposition 1.9. Consider the bilinear-biquadratic Heisenberg model with Hamiltonian

(13).

1. The region A of the J; — Jy plane where the point (z,y) = ((3,3,3),(0,0,0)) is a
mazimiser of ¢3 1, 1, (49) (the equivalent of ¢3 1, 1, (6) when we change variables
appropriately) is closed and convex, and its boundary is the half-line J; < Jy =

log 16, and a curve C as described in Remark 1.8.

2. The magnetisation term yI of Theorem 1.3 is zero in the region A and the region
Jo > log 16, Jo > Ji, and is positive in the region J1 > Jo, strictly to the right of

the curve C.

3. (a) For Jy >0, Jo > Jy, the finite (even) volume ground state is the vector (14);

(b) For Jy >0, J; > Ja, the finite volume ground states are those vectors invariant
under Sy, and killed by all Py, which include the product states @,cy |a),

where a% —aja_1=0;

(c) For %Jg < J1 <0, the finite volume ground states are those vectors are spanned
by the vectors (15).

Let us now discuss the phase diagram. Theorem 1.7, Remark 1.8, and Proposition 1.9
divide the (Ji, J2) plane into four regions, which we label as phases of the model. We label
the region A (illustrated in block pink in Figure 2b) the disordered phase. The boundary
of this region is made up of the half-line J, = log 16, J; < log16 and the curve C. The
maximiser of the function ¢ from (4) is constant in this region, and maximises the entropy
term.

We label the region of phase space to the right of the red line in Figure 2b, within
the region J; > Jo, Ji > 0, ferromagnetic (illustrated in dotted yellow in Figure 2b) (in
fact, for large ||(Jy,.J2)||, this region is that which is expected to be ferromagnetic in Z3,
see [37]). The finite volume ground states include the product states @,cy |a), where
a¢ —aja_1 = 0, (eg. the ferromagnetic [1), | — 1), as well as |1) + [0) + | — 1)). The
magnetisation yI in the S* direction, k = 1,2, 3, (Theorem 1.3) is positive in this phase.
We expect that the extremal Gibbs states are indexed by @ € S?, in which case (with
(SK)e, = ) the right hand side of (10) equals Sm};fih*yr)
that the maximiser yj of ¢ is unique in this phase, solthe left hand side of (11) should be

. Numerical simulations suggest

the same, by Theorem 1.4. This encourages our expectation that the extremal states are



indeed @ € S?, and that (10) and (11) hold true. This extends the same analysis of the
Jo = 0 case given in Theorem 2.1 of [8].

We label the region of phase space Jo > log 16, J5 > J; the nematic phase (illustrated
in hatched blue in Figure 2b); we expect the (S; - Sy)? term to dominate, and the extremal
Gibbs states to be given by a € RP?2. The magnetisation in the S* direction, k = 1,2, 3,
(Theorem 1.3), yl, is zero in this phase, which matches the heuristics; we would expect to
get something non-zero, for example, by replacing S* with its square. Interestingly, the

finite (even) volume ground state in this phase is the vector

n/2 1

> Q> lam, (1) (=a)u), (14)

m,m’ i=1 a=—1

where the sum is over all possible pairings (m,m’). This is the sum over all possible
products of singlet states.

The fourth phase (illustrated in checkerboard orange in Figure 2b) occupies the region
%JQ + % < J1 £0. This phase is somewhat more mysterious. While the magnetisation yI

is positive in this phase, the finite volume ground states are complicated. They depend

on the ratio a = Jl‘f 5 € [%, 1], and are spanned by vectors of the form
1-a)n/2 1
Z(a'n,(1—a’)n) ® ® Z ‘amw - _a)m;> ) (15)
iEV\(mUm’) a=-—1

where ' is a fraction with denominator n close to «, m,m’ is a pairing of (1 — a/)n
of the vertices, o’ satisfies (a()? — aja’ ; = 0, and z(4y, (1-a)n) IS a Young symmetriser
corresponding to the partition (an,(1 — a)n). The vector being symmetrised can be
thought of as a proportion « of the volume being taken up by a ferromagnetic ground
state, and 1 — « being taken up by a product of singlet states. However, it is difficult to
interpret the vector once the Young symmetriser is applied.

The transition from the disordered phase to the nematic phase is first order; we have
not been able to prove similar statements for the other transitions. The ground state
phase diagram is illustrated in Figure 2a, and the finite temperature phase diagram is

illustrated in Figure 2b.

1.4 Higher spins

Recall that we only have the free energy of the model with Hamiltonian (2) for spins S > 1
in the region Ly > 0. We can describe this half of the phase diagram in the (L1, Lo) plane

for all spins as follows. Let

2, for § =2

16
2(45) log(6 — 1), for 0> 3. 16)

Be = /80(9) = {

Theorem 1.10. Let S > 1 (s0 0 > 2), and let B. = B:(0) from (16). Within the region
Ly > 0 of the (L, Lo) pl(me, the free energy of the model with Hamiltonian (2) is analytic
everywhere, except the half-line L1 + Lo = B., where for spin S > 1 it is continuous, but

10



Jo

Ji=J
T 1“ 2
Nematic
S 6),log(16))
Nematic Jo = log(16)
.7 — J1
e 1 Ferromagnetic
K Ferromagnetic ~ Disordered :
Disordered y T
//
/
// (07 _3) o
/ .
/
/
Jo =2J1 // cooceroen:
Fourth Phase

Fourth Phase

(a) Ground state phase diagram
(b) Finite temperature phase diagram

Figure 2: On the left, the ground state phase diagram for the Spin 1 bilinear-biquadratic
Heisenberg model with Hamiltonian (13). On the right, the phases at finite temperature,
where varying temperature is given by varying the modulus [|(J1, J2)||. Transitions be-
tween phases (points of non-analyticity of the free energy) shown in red lines, and the
magnetisation in the S* direction, k = 1,2, 3, (yI from Theorem 1.3) is strictly positive in
the closure of the Ferromagnetic and fourth phases, and zero elsewhere (both statements
proved in the region Jy > Ji, expected for the rest of the plane).

not differentiable, and for spin S = % it is differentiable, but not twice-differentiable.

We note that this theorem is a generalisation of Theorem 1.7 to spins S > 1, and
indeed it implies Theorem 1.7. This can be seen by a unitary transformation of the spin
1 Hamiltonian (13) which we describe in Section 5.

The Ly > 0 part of the phase diagram can be split into three phases. The disordered
phase occupies the region Li + Ly < f.. The maximiser of ¢g 1, 1, (6) maximises the
entropy term (the logarithms) in this region. The region L1+ Lo > 3., Lo > 0 is a second

phase. The finite (even) volume ground states include the vector

n/2

Z@ Z |ami’am;>, (17)

m,m’ i=1 a=-S,5

where the sum is over all possible pairings (m, m’) of the vertices of V. The line Ly = 0,
L; > 0 is the quantum interchange model of [7]. The finite volume ground states are any

vector which is invariant under the action of S,,.

Remark 1.11 (A remark on the Interchange process with reversals). As noted in the intro-
duction, for certain values of the parameters, the model with Hamiltonian (2) has a prob-
abilistic representation as an interchange process with reversals, re-weighed by §# °ops;
see [37]. To be precise, let Ly =1 — Ly = u € [0,1), and introduce a temperature param-
eter (3, that is, let Z, g(u, ) := tr[e=AH(0uw1=w] " Then the corresponding interchange
process is that described in Section 2A of [37], with / translating to time in the inter-

change process. It is natural to ask what our results imply, if anything, about this process;
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Lo

Li=-Ls L1+ La = B:(0)

\ (0, Be(6))
Disordered Disordered

N

= (B:(6),0)

(2) Ground state phase diagram (b) Finite temperature phase diagram

Figure 3: On the left, the ground state phase diagram for the spin S model with Hamilto-
nian (2), in the region Ly > 0. On the right, the phases for Ly > 0 at finite temperature,
where varying temperature is given by varying the modulus ||(L1, L2)||. Transitions be-
tween phases (points of non-analyticity of the free energy) shown in red lines.

we have one remark to make on this topic. In [9], the authors consider the unweighted
process with reversals, and prove that above a critical time [, the rescaled loop lengths
converge to a Poisson-Dirichlet distribution, as n, the number of particles, tends to infin-
ity. In particular, the critical time (and indeed the limiting distribution) are independent
of the parameter u. Our result Theorem 1.10 indicates that a similar result might hold
for the re-weighed process, since the transition in the spin model occurs at 5 = 5. (16),
independent of wu.

For completeness, we make the following final remark. In [8], the authors obtain ex-
pressions for total spin observables of the form of Theorem 1.4, and note they are equal
to certain observables of the corresponding interchange process, which are characteristic
functions of the lengths of loops. Then they check that the limits of these observables,
evaluated under the Poisson-Dirichlet distribution, are the same as the expressions ob-
tained for the total spin observables. This supports the hypothesis that the rescaled loop
lengths in the reweighed process are, in the limit, distributed is distributed according a
Poisson Dirichlet distribution. It is tempting to try to play the same game here; however,
we are unfortunately not able to with our specific total spin observables. Our total spin
observable is trivial in the region where the probabilistic representation holds; we can give
more details in the following.

In Theorem 2.3 of [8], the authors consider a total spin expression of the form of The-
orem 1.4 for the case u = 1, the “Quantum Interchange Model”, and for the matrix W
replaced with any 6 x # matrix, with eigenvalues hq,...,hy. That model has a proba-
bilistic representation as the Interchange process (without reversals) with configurations
re-weighed by @# 1°°Ps  described in Section 3.3 of that paper. A configuration of that
process at time (3 is given by a configuration of certain loops; we label the lengths of
the loops [;, and the number of loops [(c). The total spin in finite volume is shown to
be equal to the expectation of the observable ;>4 ﬁ(ehlli/n, e ,eh@li/”). Now using
Theorem 4.6 from [30], one can obtain the same expression for our total spin in Theorem
1.4, except the length of a loop, which before was the number of vertices at time 5 = 0 it
visits, is replaced by the modulus of its winding number. The winding number definition
comes from the algebraic equivalent in the Brauer algebra of the length of a cycle in the

symmetric group, in that it defines conjugacy classes in the Brauer algebra (see Section 2
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and Theorem 3.1 of [30]). In the case of the interchange process without reversals, (and
equivalently in the symmetric group) the length is the same as the modulus of the winding
number, so there is no issue; this is not the case when reversals are introduced. Hence this
observable does not tend to a function of the rescaled loop lengths, so cannot be compared
with the Poisson-Dirichlet distribution.

2 The Brauer algebra

We essentially prove Theorem 1.1 by identifying the eigenspaces of the Hamiltonian, their
dimensions, and their corresponding eigenvalues. We first observe that the Hamiltonian
is actually the action of an element of the Brauer algebra on Hy . Representation theory
gives us information on the irreducible invariant subspaces of this action, which leads us
to the eigenspaces of the Hamiltonian. This decomposition into irreducibles is part of a
classical theory called Schur-Weyl duality.

In this section we will define the Brauer algebra, and note how its irreducible rep-
resentations are enumerated, along with those of the symmetric group and the general
linear and orthogonal groups. Most of the representation-theoretic results that we use
throughout this paper go back to Weyl, but for the sake of accessibility, we mainly follow
Ram [30], but also take some results from other papers.

Let # € C. The Brauer algebra B,,  is the (formal) complex span of the set of pairings
of 2n vertices. We think of pairings as graphs, which we will call diagrams, with each
vertex having degree exactly 1. We arrange the vertices in two horizontal rows, labelling
the upper row (the northern vertices) 17,27, ... n™*, and the lower (southern) 1~,...,n".
We call an edge connecting two northern vertices (or two southern) a bar.

Multiplication of two diagrams is given by concatenation. If by,bs are two diagrams,
we align the northern vertices of by with the southern of b, and the result is obtained by
removing these middle vertices (which produces a new diagram), and then multiplying the
result by /t1:02) where 1(b1,by) is the number of loops in the concatenation. See Figure

4. This defines B,  as an algebra.

O O o—0 0 ©
by

o @) O O o o
1 1 1 1 1 1 = 91 = b1b2
o O O O 0o o

by
O o—o0 ™ O O

Figure 4: Two diagrams b; and by (left), and their product (right). The concatenation
contains one loop, so we multiply the concatenation (with middle vertices removed) by 6*.

We call the set of diagrams B,,. Note that diagrams with no bars are exactly permu-
tations, where o € S,, is represented by the diagram where x~ is connected to o(x)™, so
Sn C B,. Moreover the multiplication defined above reduces to multiplication in S, so
CS, is a subalgebra of B,, 9. We write id for the identity - its diagram has all its edges
vertical. We denote the transposition S,, swapping = and y by (z,y), and we write (Z,7)
for the diagram with 2™ connected to y™, and x~ connected to y~, and all other edges

vertical. See Figure 5. Note that just as the transpositions (x,y) generate the symmetric
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group, the Brauer algebra is generated by the transpositions and the elements (7, 7).

Let us note that the diagrams and multiplication depicted in Figures 4 and 5 mirror
the paths in the interchange process with reversals (see [1], [37] for definitions). In a
similar way to the interchange process without reversals being thought of as a continuous
time random walk on the symmetric group, this shows that the process with reversals can
be thought of as a random walk on the basis B,, of the Brauer algebra. See, for example,
Figure 1 from [37].

0 O O
[ ] ] e s
o O O

o OO o O]
1 o
©) OO0 ©) O
(@] (@] (@)
©) ©) O

Figure 5: The identity element, the element (34), and the transposition (24) € Sg, all
lying in Bs.

Let us turn to representations. A vector p = (p1,...,p:) € Z! is a partition of n
(we write p F n) if p; > piy1 > 0 for all 4, and Y i_; p; = n. Recall that the irreducible
representations (and characters) of CS), are indexed by partitions of n. The Young diagram
of p - n is the diagram of boxes of p with p; boxes in the 4% row. When it is unambiguous,
will denote the Young diagram of p simply by p. See Figure 6 for an illustration of the
Young diagrams of the partitions (5,5,3,1), (4,1,1) respectively. We label by ¢(p) the
sum of contents of the boxes of the Young diagram of p, where the content of a box in
row i and column j is given by j — 4. For a partition p, p’ is the partition with Young
diagram obtained by transposing the diagram of p (so pZT is the length of the i** column

of p). For p - n a partition, let 1/)5" be the irreducible representation corresponding to

Sn

p, X, its character, and dﬁ" its dimension. The irreducible representations of the Brauer

Figure 6: The Young diagrams of the partitions (5,5,3,1) and (4,1, 1).

algebra B, g are indexed by partitions A = n — 2k, 0 < k < [§] (see, for example, [30] or
[13]); let us denote them by ¢?"’0, and their characters by XIE”’Q, and dimensions by d]f"’e.

We also recall that irreducible representations of the orthogonal group O(6) are given
by partitions A of any size such that AT + A\ < 6 (see Theorem 1.2 from [30]). The irre-
ducible polynomial representations of GL(f) are given by partitions p of any size with at
most 0 parts. Lastly, we note that the irreducible representations of the special orthogonal
group SO(0) are indexed by partitions of any size with at most » = |0/2] parts, with the

exception that when 6 = 2r even, the " part can be negative. For each of these three
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groups G, for a given partition m we denote the irreducible corresponding to 7, and its
G

s

character and dimension, by 1%, x& and d< respectively.

In the following section we prove Theorem 1.1, and in the section after, Theorems 1.2,
1.3, 1.4, whose proofs are all based on that of 1.1. In Section 5 we prove Theorems 1.5
and 1.7, which follow from Theorem 1.1. In Section 6 we prove the two Propositions 6.6

and 6.8 which are key technical ingredients for the proof of Theorem 1.1.

3 Proof of Theorem 1.1

In this section we prove our main Theorem 1.1, modulo Propositions 6.6 and 6.8, whose
proofs are postponed to Section 6. As noted above, our method is to identify the eigenspaces
of our Hamiltonian, their dimensions and associated eigenvalues. We start by viewing the
Hamiltonian (2) as the action of an element of the Brauer algebra B,, g on Hy .

Let > 2. The Brauer algebra acts on Hy = (C%)®V by pBré(777) = Qu,y, and
pBro(z,y) = T,,, where recall Ty, Q., are given by (1). We therefore have H =
pBno (H), where

H ==Y (Li(z,y) + Ls(7:7))

= —(L1+ L) > (z,9) + L2 ((z,9) — (T77)) -

'T7y x?y

Now H is a linear combination of two elements in B, ¢: the sum of all transpositions, which
is central in CS,,, and the sum of all transpositions minus all elements (7,7), which is a
central element in B,, 9. A central element of an algebra acts as a scalar on the irreducible

representations of that algebra. Indeed, (see [15]) for all p - n,

P (Z(mﬁ) = c(p)id, (18)

x?y

and (see Theorem 2.6 from [27]) for all \Fn —2k, 0 <k < |n/2],

P <Z((%y) - (W))) = (c(A) + k(1 = 0))id. (19)
T,y

Finding the eigenspaces of the Hamiltonian requires two steps. First we find the irreducible
invariant subspaces ¢?"’0 of the action p®r¢, on each of which the element in (19) acts as
a scalar. The element in (18) does not act as a scalar on these spaces w?nﬁ. Hence, the
second step will be to further decompose these subspaces into smaller spaces (irreducibles
w;q"), on each of which the element in (18) does act as a scalar. These smaller spaces are
therefore the eigenspaces of the Hamiltonian.

The first step, the decomposition of pPr.¢ . is given by a classical theorem called Schur-
Weyl duality, which we now describe. The orthogonal group also has a natural action on
Hy; for g € O(0), v, € CY for each x € V, we have g(v1®- - Q) = gu1 ®- - - @ gvy,. Schur-
Weyl duality states that the actions of the two algebras B, y and CO(f) on Hy centralise
each other, and Hy can be viewed as a module of the tensor product B,, ¢ ® CO(#), which
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decomposes as:

[5]
He = D )" mp (20)

k=0 A-n—2k
M +AT <6

(Note the square tensor symbol denotes a representation of the tensor product of two
algebras, as opposed to the circle tensor which denotes a representation of a single group or
algebra). Hence the action p®¢ decomposes into irreducibles w?”’e (such that AF'+ 2T <
), each with multiplicity dg(@)‘ Note that a similar theorem (the original version of
Schur-Weyl duality) holds for the general linear and symmetric groups (see equation (57)
in Section 6). Here we only note that those representations of S,, which appear in Hy are
all those with at most 0 parts.

For the second step, we need to restrict 1/)?”’0 to the symmetric group and decompose
into irreducibles. For pFn and A n — 2k, 0 < k < [n/2], let us define

B, B, n bn,G
resg™ [ih\"] = @ (W), (21)

pFn

where res denotes the restriction of a representation. The coefficients bf\bﬁ are the Brauer
algebra - symmetric group branching coefficients. The eigenspaces of the Hamiltonian
are therefore indexed by pairs (A, p), each appearing with multiplicity df(e)bgbﬁ; their
dimensions are dgn, and their corresponding eigenvalues are —(L; + La2)c(p) + Lafc(N) +
k(1 — 0)]. Taking exponentials and traces, we see that

Zﬁﬁ(Ll,Lz):ZtT[PB”ﬁ(e_%Eﬁ}
]

n 1
_ S SO0 a5 exp | (L1 + La)e(p) — La(c(A) + k(1 - 0))]] .
k=0 Arn—2k phn n
M +AT<6

(22)

Now we need to take the limit of % log Z,, (L1, L2), which will essentially behave like % log
of the largest term in the sum above. Asn — oo, the behaviour of ¢()), ¢(p), and < log dgn
are given by Bjornberg [7]. We will show that %log df(e) — 0. It remains to analyse the
branching coeflicients b;f:f). In particular, since we are interested in the largest term in
the sum above, and the sum is really only over those pairs (A, p) for which b;f:z > 0, it is
crucial that we have good knowledge of when these coefficients are non-zero. Obtaining
this knowledge is the main technical difficulty of this paper.

Let us introduce some notation. Define A,,(6) to be the set of pairs (), p) of partitions
with at most § parts, A - n — 2k for some 0 < k < | 2], with Al + ] < 6, p - n. Let
P,(0) be the set of (A, p) € A,(0) with the extra condition that bg:z > 0. Let 1 P,(6) be
the set of pairs (%, 2), for (X, p) € Pu().

For § = 2,3, we give a detailed description of P,(6) in Propositions 6.6 and 6.8,
proved in Section 6. Essentially, (ie. apart from a few edge cases which behave well),
(A, p) € Ap(2) lies in P,(2) iff 0 < A; < p1 — p2, and (A, p) € A,(3) lies in P,(3) iff
0 < A1 < p1 — p3. As noted earlier, we do not know as much detail when 6 > 3 - we use

what we do know to prove Theorem 1.3 in Section 4.
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We will need to take the limit of the sequence %Pn(é?); let us make clear what we mean
by this. Let Ag € R? be the set of pairs (z,y) € ([0,1]%)? such that >0, 2; = 1,2; > x4
for all 4, Y29, y; € [0,1],4; > yis1 for all i, and y; = 0 for all i > LgJ Equip R?’ and
subsets thereof with || - || the co-norm, |[z|| = max??, |z, and consider the Hausdorff

distance dg(-,-) on sets in R?’:
dp(U,W) =inf{e > 0 | U C W€ and W C U<},

where U¢ = {x € R? | ||z — u|| < € for some u € U}. Then Propositions 6.6 and 6.8 show
that %Pn(ﬁ) — A} for § = 2,3 in this distance, where, recall,

A ={(z,y) € ([0,11*)? | 21 > @2, o1 + 22 =1, yo =0, 0<y; < a1 — 22},
AL ={(z,y) € ([0,1]*)? | 21 > 22 >3, o1+ 22+ 23 =1, y2,y3 =0, 0 < yy < a1 — 23}
(23)

The rest of the proof follows very similarly to Section 3 of Bjornberg [7]. As in that
paper, we prove a slightly more general convergence result, and then apply it to our setting.

Let A be any compact subset of RY, t € N5, and let P, C A be a sequence of finite
sets with P, — A in the Hausdorff distance, and %log |P,| = 0,asn —o00. Let ¢ : A - R
continuous, and let ¢, : P, — R such that ¢, — ¢ in the sense that there exists §, — 0
such that

|én(pn) — ¢(pn)| < O, (24)

uniformly in p,, € P,.

Lemma 3.1. Given the assumptions above, we have that

lim l1og( S exp [nqsn(pn)]) — max ¢(x).

n—oon TEA

Proof. Let us first prove an upper bound. We have that

IN

%log( > exp[n¢n(pn)])

1
—log (\Pn] max {exp[ngbn(pn)}])
n anPn

= max [Pn(Pn)] + 0(1)

< max [§(pn)] + 6o + 0(1)

< max[¢(z)] + 8, + o(1),

TEA

where in the second to last inequality we use that ¢, tends to ¢ (24), and in the last

n

we use simply that P, C A. Hence we have lim sup,,_, ., + log (anepn exp [ngbn(pn)]) <
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max;ca ¢(x). For the lower bound, we have:

V

1log( )> exp[mn(pn)]) > o  ruax {explnn(pn)]})
(

n n €
Pn)EP, PnEn

= max (60 (Pn)]

= max [¢(pn)] + 0n.
Now it suffices to prove that lim, . max,,cp, [@(pn)] = maxzealp(z)], which follows
from convergence in the Hausdorff distance. Indeed, since A is compact, the maximum
max,ea ¢(x) is attained, say, at x*. Then there exists a sequence of points p,, € P, with
pn — z*. Now ¢ (pp) < maxy.ep,[¢(pn)] < maxgeald(z)] = ¢(z*), again in the last
inequality using the fact that P, C A, which gives the desired limit by continuity of ¢. To
conclude, liminf, % log (anepn exp [n¢n(pn)]) > maxgea ¢(z), which completes the
proof. |

Now we set A = A%, P, = 1P,(0), ¢ = ¢g,1, 1, defined below (5), and ¢, = ¢n.0,1,,1,,

where

Pn0,11,L2(As p) = %bg(df(@)) - %bg(b’;:f)) + %log(d;q")

¥ o (L + Lo)elp) — Lafe(N) + K1~ 0))).

Now using Lemma 3.1, in order to prove Theorem 1.1, we note that %Pn(ﬁ) — Aj in
the Hausdorff distance by Propositions 6.6 and 6.8, and it remains to prove ¢, .1, 1, —
®6,1.,,1, in the sense of (24). Noting that #(kz(l —6)) — 0, the final two of the four terms
in ¢0.1,.1, give the desired limit; this is proved in Theorem 3.5 of [7], the salient points
of which are that as 2 — x, %log(d;?") — =0, z;log(z;), and ¢(p) — %Zle 22, So it
remains to prove only that % log (df(e)) —|—% log (bg\l:f}) tends to zero as n — oo, uniformly in
(A, p). The second of these terms tends to zero by Corollaries 6.7 and 6.9 in Section 6. To
show the first tends to zero, we note that Weyl’s formula gives the dimension dfo(e) of the
irreducible representation of SO(f) corresponding to A = (Ay,...,A.), where r = |6/2]

(see, for example, Section 7 of [18]). For 6 odd, and m; = n —i + 1,

dso(@) _ ()\,‘ + 7Ti)2 — ()\j + 7Tj)2 A +
=11 R II —
1<i<j<r i J 1<i<r ¢

and for m; = n — i, 6 even, we have

. N2 _ . 2
di‘O(@): ]._.[ ()\1‘1‘771)2 ();j—i_ﬂ.j).

1<i<j<r T

It’s straightforward to see that these dimensions are bounded above by (2n)5". Finally,
for AT < r we note that

o) 0 0(8) _0( S0(6
ressé()e)XA( )= ressc()()e)Xx( =30, (25)

where )\ is identical to A, except its first column is replaced by 6 — )\{, except in the case
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when 6 = 2r even, and A\, > 0, in which case

resgoumXn ) =X+l (26)

where A™ is the same as A\ except with A, replaced with —\,. As a consequence, the

0)

dimensions df( are bounded above by 2(2n)%". This completes the proof of Theorem 1.1.

4 Proofs of Theorems 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4

Proof of Theorem 1.2. As noted above, the main technical difficulty in this paper is finding
a detailed description for P, (#). For general 6, all of the working from the proof of Theorem
1.1 in Section 3 holds, apart from the fact that we do not know what the set P, (6) looks
like for 8 > 3. For Ly > 0, it turns out that enough information in contained in a theorem
of Okada [28], which computes the coefficients b;f:z in certain special cases. Note that in
[28], the coefficients are described in terms of the general linear and orthogonal groups -

in Lemma 6.1 we show that this formulation is equivalent to ours.

Remark 4.1. Okada’s result says: if A\ = (1), j =0,...,6, then bg’z = 1 if p has exactly
j odd parts, and is zero otherwise (part (2) of Theorem 5.4 of [28]).

Now assume Lo > 0. Recall the decomposition of Z, g(L1, La) from (22):

Zuo(Li,La) = 3 dﬁe’b’;iczinexp ~[(L1 + La)e(p) — La(c(\) + k(1 = 6))]| .
(\p)EPR(0)
(27)

Since the sum behaves like its maximal term, and Ly > 0, it is clear that we would like
to minimise ¢(\). Remark 4.1 allows us to do this, since the partitions (17) have ¢((17))
essentially zero.

Let us make this precise. Given p F n with p! < 6, let j(p) be the number of parts
of p of odd length. Then by Remark 4.1, the pair ((17()), p) lies in P,(6). Now take any
pair (A,p) € Pn(f). It is straightforward to show that ¢(A\) > ¢((17(?)) — #%. Indeed,
¢((17%))) < 0, and since A has at most @ parts, it has at most % boxes with negative

content, and those contents must be at least —f. Substituting into (27) gives

Zno(L1, La) <
5 do@b’;ﬁdﬁ"exp[ (Lt + La)e(p) — La(e((V¥))) — 6 + k(1 - a))H |

(Ap)EPn (6)
(28)

The lower bound is trivial, simply take the term ((17(?)), p) from the sum to achieve

Zn,o(L1, L2) >

5 A0 i e [ [(La -+ La)elp) = Lale1F9) + k1 = 0))] . (29)
pkn,
pT <6
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()

)

Llog b;f:f) and #(C((lj(p))) — 62+ k(1 —0)) all tend to zero as n — oo. [

Now we can apply Lemma 3.1 to see the result, recalling that L log|P,(6), L log df

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let 8 = 2,3, and let W be a skew-symmetric  x 6 matrix with
eigenvalues 1, —1 for # = 2, and 1,0, —1 for # = 3. Consider the model with Hamiltonian
Hy, given in (8), and let Z, ¢(L1, Lo, h) = tr[efiH]. The same working as in Section 3,

taking traces in (20), gives us:

Znﬂ(Lla L2’ h) =

. 1 30
S QO dSexp | (L + Laelp)  Late) + k1 - )] B0
(Ap)EPR(0)

Now by Lemma 3.1, to prove the free energy part of the theorem, it suffices to prove that

as A\/n — y (as n — 00), we have
1 o)
~logx (") = [l (31)

We prove a more general lemma, one which holds for all 6.

Lemma 4.2. Let 0 > 2, let A\ - n —2k, 0 < k < |n/2] with \T + )} < 0, and let
Xg(e) denote the irreducible representation of O(0) indexed by A. Let W be any 6 x 0
skew-symmetric matriz with real eigenvalues wy > --- > wy (note w; = —wyp41-; for each
i=1,...,0). Let r = 10/2] (note wy >--->w, >0). Then as n — oo and \/n — y, we
have .

1 o(0

~log x5 (") = [ X wigs.

i=1

Proof. Notice that e € SO(f). Assume A\] < #/2, and recall from (25) that in all cases
except @ even and A] = 0/2, we have that resgg’()e)xg(e) = resgg()e)xg(e) = XiO(é))
the latter is the irreducible representation of SO(#) with highest weight A, and where N

, where

is identical to A, except its first column is replaced by # — AT. In this case, a formula due
to King (see Theorem 2.5 of [34]) gives

Xfo(e)(eﬁhw17 L Z om(T) ,Bh Y, wi(mi—mz) (32)
T

where the sum is over semistandard Young tableaux of shape X filled with indices 1 < 1 <
2<2<---<r<T < oo, such that:

1. The entries of row 7 are all at least 1,

2. If i and 7 appear consecutively in a row, then there is an 7 in the box directly above
the 1.

Here m(T) is the number of occurrences of i directly above i in the first column of the

tableau T, with 7 in row 4, and m; is the number of times i appears in the tableau, m;

similar. We recall also that a semistandard Young tableau of shape A is a Young diagram

of shape A with each box filled with one of a set of indices, such that along rows the indices

are non-decreasing, and down columns they strictly increase. Let h > 0. The exponent

in (32) is maximised by the tableau with every box in row i containing . Indeed, taking

20



any tableau T, changing a single box in row ¢ to contain ¢ changes the exponent by either
h(w; —wj) (if the box contains j > i), h(w; +wj) (if the box contains j > i) or hw; (if the
box contains oo). These are all non-negative, since we ordered wy > --- > w, > 0. In a
very similar way, if h < 0, the exponent is maximised by the tableau with i as each entry

of row 4. In either case, the maximum exponent is |h|>°7 ; w;\;. Now we have

Ty widi < (SOO) (wr | sy < ML, wiki S om(®, (33)
T

and noticing that 27T is bounded, and the number of T, which is the dimension of the
SO(0)

irreducible representation, satisfies %log dy — 0, we have the key claim. |

This proves (31), and therefore proves the free energy part of the theorem. It remains
to prove the second part. Again we prove a more general lemma. Let r = ng, and let
A$ be the set of pairs (z,y)? € ([0,1]")2, with z; > z;01 > 0, 20 2; = 1, i > yip1 > 0,
yi =0 fori>r, Y0y €[0,1].

Lemma 4.3. Let h, Ly, Ly be real, and let wy > -+ > w, > 0, where r = |0/2]. Define a

function ® as

T
® = ®(Ly, Ly, h) = max T(uv,y) [qﬁg,Ll,LQ + | A Zwiyi ,
(z,y)€A, i=1

where AZ is some compact subset of Ay. Then

0@‘

oe 1 0P ‘
oh

S S
1
hl0 Z.Z:l“”y“ oh Zw,yz, (34)

hto 33

where (z7,y") is the mazimiser of ¢ in A:{) which mazimises the inner product > 5_; Wy,

and (z*,y*) the one which minimises the inner product.

Proof. The proof follows the proof of Theorem 4.1 from [7] very closely. We prove the case
of the right derivative - the left derivative is almost identical. Note that (zT,y") (resp.
(z*,y*)) may not be unique, but this does not matter for the proof; from hereon in by

(z",y") we mean one such maximiser. We have

(L, Ly, h) = ®(L1, L, 0) A iy‘w‘ n ¢(z,y) — o(zT,y")

(35)
h wwea) i h

We denote the function being maximised on the right hand side by f(x,y;h). Clearly
its maximum is bounded below by S3_, ylw;. For fixed h > 0, let (x:(h),y(h)) maximise
f(x,y;h) (such a maximiser exists as x,y lie in compact sets, and f is continuous). It
suffices to show that as h N\, 0, (z(h),y(h)) — (zT,y"). Certainly (z(h),y(h)) must tend
to a maximiser of ¢(x,%); if it did not, then by continuity, ¢(z,y) — ¢(z',y") would stay
bounded away from zero (below some negative number), and the right hand side of (35)
would tend to —oo. This contradicts the lower bound we noted above. To conclude,
(z(Rh),y(h)) must tend to (z",y") (and not a different maximiser), since the sum 7_; =
y;w; defining 4! appears in f(x,y;h). |
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This concludes the proof of Theorem 1.3. |

Proof of Theorem 1.4. We have, taking traces in (20),

oo n B, n
ety o Za xS MW (o)
n, 3, dO(G)XIEn,e(e(h/n)W)
XO(@)(e(h/n)W) (36)
W
A

Sady X3 (eth/mw)

ZAdO(G B (e(h/n)W)

Using Lemma B.1 from [8], it suffices to show that for 6 = 3, Xg(e)(e(h/”)w)/dg(e)

sinh(hy1)/hy1 as \/n — y, while for § = 2, the limit is cosh(hy;). We note also that
Lemma B.1 from [8], holds for complex-valued functions F in the notation of that lemma,
so in particular holds for complex h in our case. Let § = 3. Using the determinental

formula for the character of the orthogonal group [30], and the Weyl dimension formula
[18], we have

OO (hmWy  hmN+1/2) _ o= (h/mat1/2) /9

dg\)(?)) - eh/Zn _ e—h/Qn : )\1 + 1/27

which, on expanding the exponentials in the denominator, clearly tends to the desired
limit. The 6§ = 2 case is simpler. The dimension dg(Q) = 2 for all A except A = @ or
(12) (the trivial and determinant representations), which are both one-dimensional. In
the latter two cases, X§(2)(e(h/”)w)/dg(2) = 1, since ™MW ¢ SO(2), and in the former
case, Xf@)(e(h/”)w)/dgm) = (eMM/7 4 e=hM/7) /2 which has the desired limit. [ |

5 Phase diagrams

In this section we prove Theorems 1.5, 1.7 and 1.10 and justify their descriptions of the
phase diagrams for their respective systems. We begin with proving Theorem 1.10, and
then show that Theorems 1.5 and 1.7 can be reduced to 1.10.

5.1 Higher spins; Proof of Theorem 1.10

Proof of Theorem 1.10. Recall the result Theorem 1.2, which gives the free energy of the
model with Hamiltonian (2) in the region Lo > 0:

Li+Ly &

0
nh_)Héo 1 log Z,, (L1, Lo) = gr:relzgz —5 ; xlz — ; x; log(z;)

where Ag = {z € [0,1)? | &3 > 251 > 0, 0, x; = 1}. Let us label the function

being maximised ¢™. This function ¢ is that from Theorem 1.1 of [7]. In that paper

and Lemma C 1 of [8], it is proved that the maximisers of ¢ are always of the form

(x, (19_7915’ ceey 9 7-1), that for L1+ Ly # 3. the maximiser is umque and that at L1+ Lo = S,

there are exactly two maximisers, at = = 5 and x =1— 5 (which become a single unique

maximiser when # = 2). Here f. is given by (16). Moreover, it suffices to work with
the modified function ¢™(xq,...,xz9) — qﬁint(%, e %) = ¢"(z1,...,19) — L1+L2 —log#,
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since we are subtracting a smooth function of L; + Ly independent of the variables x;.
Combining the above facts, we can consider a function of one variable; let z = a1 — xy,
B =1L+ Ly, and ¢ : [0,1] — R as

5() = dus(s) = 202 OV Lyopg 1)e )4

(6-1)(1-2)
0

log(l - Z)a

and let ®(3) = ®y(B) = max.co)#(2). Note that in this parameterisation, the two
maximisers of ¢ at 8. are z =0 and z = 3%? To prove Theorem 1.10, it suffices to prove
that ®y(B) is smooth for 5 # ., and is differentiable but not twice-differentiable at (. for
6 > 3, and is continuous but not differentiable at . for 6 = 2.

By [7], for all 8, ®(5) = 0 for all § < (.. Let us denote by z* = z*(5) the unique
maximiser of ¢ for all 3 > f.. For § > (., we can obtain a formula for 3 in terms of the

maximiser z*, indeed, setting % = 0 gives

Z*0—-1)+1
) (87)

1
5= log
z

This function is smooth and increasing for z* € (%, 1), tends to S, as z* tends to %
and to 400 as z* tends to 1. By the inverse function theorem, z* is a smooth function
of B in the region (., 00). Hence ®y(8) = ¢(z*(B)) is a smooth function on the interval

(Be,00). We now turn to the behaviour at ..

First let us show the useful identity: for g > 8., ®'(8) = g—g @) Indeed, treating ¢
as a function of both § and z, and using that z*(/3) is unique for 5 > f., the chain rule
gives:

0 0z* () 0¢ 0¢
‘1)/ - * — Y x Y¥ %
and %(z*(ﬂ),ﬂ) = 0 gives the claim. Hence
0—-1), ,
v(g) = U D @) (38)
Now the limit as § N\, 8. of ®'(5) is %, which is strictly larger than the limit as

B 7 Be, which is zero, for all # > 2. Hence the free energy is not differentiable at 3. for
all 0 > 2.

For 6 = 2, we can find the second derivative. Equations (37) and (38) combine to give

=

).

5= artanh(®’'(9)

()

Taking the Taylor expansion of this function shows that 8 = 2 + 3@'(8) + O(®'(8)?), so
the linear approximation of ®'(3) at 3. = 2 is ®'(f) = %(ﬂ —2). So the limit as 5\, .
of ®”(B) is §, strictly larger than the limit from the left, which is zero. So indeed ®(3) is
not twice-differentiable at § = 8. = 2. This concludes the proof of Theorem 1.10. |

In terms of the actual free energy of the model with Hamiltonian (2), the above proof
gives the following quantities, which we include for completeness. Let ®(SL1,3L2) be
the free energy (7) of the model with Hamiltonian (2) in the region SLy > 0. Here we
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reparameterise by replacing (L1, Ly) with (8L1,8L2), L1, Ly fixed, so that we can vary

temperature 5 in the usual way (see the remark after (3). We have

0P 1 0P 1 (6 —2)?
-~ — — bl — By I S
98 |56, cos(a)%, 98 |55, cos(a) 50 < + ) , (39)
and in the case 0 = 2,
0?® 0?P 5, 8
— =0, — = cos”(a) =, 40
op? ‘5/50 0B ‘5\& @3 0)

where again f3, is given by (16), and « is the angle made between the fixed vector (Li, Ls)
and the 45° line L1 = Ly. One can interpret the first derivative (39) as the average energy

of the system, and the second derivative (40) as the variance of the energy. Indeed,

il logtr[e—%H(n,e,Ll,Lg)] _ <_iH> 7

B n n2
0% 1 8 1 1.\? 1 \2
I | 7;H(TL,9,L1,L2) — (—H) _ <_H>
0B2%n og trle ] n n n ’
tr[Ae=(8/m)H]

where (4) =

converges exactly to the first derivative in (39) as n — oo. The second does not converge,

~a[e—CB7mA] for matrices A. One can show that the first derivative above
and we include only as a heuristic.

Before finishing this subsection, let us prove that for Ly + Ly > 0, Ly > 0, the
finite (even) volume ground state is the vector given in (17). In order to give explicit
finite volume ground states, we will need a concrete realisation of the eigenspaces of the
Hamiltonian. Recall that by our working in Section 3, the eigenspaces of the Hamiltonian
(2) (for any 6 > 2) are indexed by pairs (A, p), partitions of n — 2k (0 < k < |[5]) and n
respectively, with AT + A\ < 0, pI' < 6, and (A, p) € P,(6). Following Theorem 2.33 of

[17], the eigenspace itself can be realised as the union of sets

k
ZpZ\ H le,m; “Hv |, (41)
i=1

0

-
where m,m' is a pairing of 2k vertices in V, Q,,. ,y from (2), le Qpm;m - Hy | is the
[t [t
0

set of vectors in [[¥_, Qum,;.m! - Hy which are killed by any @, with 2,y € V' \ (m Um/),
zx € CSy\ (mumy)| 1s @ Young symmetriser for the partition A acting on @\ (mum/) Ha
and z, € CS, is a Young symmetriser for the partition p acting on all of Hy. While
the formula (41) is complicated for general pairs (), p), we will see that for some explicit
pairs it simplifies greatly. By our working in Section 3, the dimension of the eigenspace is
0(0) .0 18,
dy b;ﬁ o
Let 0 > 2, L1 + L1 > 0, Ly, > 0. By our working in Section 3, the eigenvalues of the
Hamiltonian are

— [(L1 + L2)e(p) — La(e(N) + k(1 = 0))], (42)

24



indexed by pairs (A, p) € P,(0), where A - n—2k. While (as noted in Section 4) we do not
know the structure of P,(6) for 6 > 3, calculations yield that for n even, the eigenvalue
is minimised in A, (6) at the pair (&, (n)), and by Remark 4.1, (&, (n)) € P,(f). Now
the dimension of the associated eigenspace is dg(")bgﬁn)df;) = 1, and using (41) it is

straightforward to check it is spanned by (17).

5.2 Spin %, 0=2

Let us now prove Theorem 1.5, and justify the description of the phase diagram of the
spin % Heisenberg XXZ model illustrated in Figures la and 1b. Let S = %, so 0 = 2.
Recall the Hamiltonian of the Heisenberg XXZ model is given by

H' =-— (Z K1S1S) + K255, + K15§S§> : (43)
.y

We use the two identities 4(S}1S; + 5255 4+ S255) +id = 2T, ,, and 4(S; S, — 52524 S255) +
id = 2Q,, (see, for example, Section 7 of [37]), which show that the Hamiltonian H’ is,

up to addition of a constant,

H=H(n, K, K;) = —i (Z(Kl + Ko)Tyyy + (K1 — Kz)Qm,y> : (44)
z,y

Note that the line K1 = Ko > 0 gives the spin % Heisenberg ferromagnet, and the line
K; = Ky < 0 gives the antiferromagnet. Let Z, (K, K3) = tr(e_%H), where H is from
(44). Setting Ly = (K71 + K»), Ly = 1(K1 — K») from Theorem 1.1 we have that the free
energy of the system with Hamiltonian H given by (44) is

1
Jim —log Z, (K1, K3) = Y $2,K1,12 (2, 9),

where we have

2
$2,K1, K- (71, 22), (y1,0)) = (2K1($% + 23) + (K3 — Kl)y%) = x;log(x),
i—1

| =

and A = {(x,y) € ([0,1]?)? | 21 > 72, 21+ 22 =1, y2 =0, 0<y; < z1 — 32}

Proof of Theorem 1.5. We analyse this free energy by considering different regions of the
(K1, K2) plane. If K1 > Ky we can set y; = 0. This is the region covered by Theorem 1.2,
and the free energy is exactly that of Theorem 1.1 from [7], with /3 from that paper replaced
with % The result of Theorem 1.10 shows that in this region, the free energy is smooth
apart from at the line K7 = 4, where it is differentiable, but not twice-differentiable.
Note that if we insert the condition zo3 = 1 — 21 into ¢ i, K,(21) in this region
K, > Ky (with y; = 0), we can rewrite it as ¢ i, K, (1) = K1(221 — 1)2 — x1log(z1) —
(1 —x1)log(1 — x1). Now consider the region Ko > K;. We have to set y; = x1 — z2 in
order to maximise ¢. Rearranging, and inserting zo = 1 — 21 now gives almost the same

function as above, but with K7 replaced with Ks:
¢27K17K2(x1) = K2(21'1 — 1)2 + K| —x log(xl) — (1 — .%'1) log(l — 1‘1). (45)
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The extra term K; does not affect the location of the maximiser. So, in the region
K5 > K, the free energy is (up to the addition of K7) that of Theorem 1.2 and Theorem
1.1 from [7]. So by our proof of Theorem 1.10, it is smooth everywhere in the region
Ky > K apart from the line Ky = 4, where it is differentiable but not twice-differentiable.
It remains to join the two regions Ki > Ko and Ky > Kj together. Clearly the free
energy is continuous on the whole plane. The above working shows that in the region
Ki < 4, Ky < 4, the maximiser of ¢s k, k, is at ((3,3),(0,0)), so the free energy is
smooth in this region. To conclude, let us consider the free energy on a line K1 = C > 4
as it crosses the half-line K1 = Ky > 4. For Ko < 4 on this line it is constant by our

working above. If we denote the free energy by ® (K, K2), then using (45), for Ko > 4,
oo _ 0((?27[(17[(2(%*)) > a¢2,K1,K2

3K2 3K2 - 3K2

= (22](K2) — 1)* > 0,

z*(K2)

the last inequality coming from our working in the proof of Theorem 1.10. Hence the free
energy is not differentiable on the half-line K1 = Ky > 4, which completes the proof of
Theorem 1.5. |

Proof of Proposition 1.6. Let us now comment on the phase diagram that Theorem 1.5

indicates, and in the process prove Proposition 1.6. We label the region K; <4, Ky <4
11
272
it maximises the entropy term (the logarithms) in ¢s g, k,. It is illustrated as the solid

(the region where (z*,y*) = ((5, 5), (0,0)) maximises ¢2 k, k,) the disordered phase, since
pink region in Figure 1b. The maximiser y; = (0,0) gives the magnetisation of Theorem
1.3yl =o0.

We label the region Ko > Kj, Ko > 4 the Ising phase, illustrated as the dotted
yellow region in Figure 1b. Proposition 6.8 and our working to prove Theorem 1.5 show
that the maximiser of ¢9 i, K, is unique in the Ising phase, and of the form (z*,y*) =
((z%,23), (2% — 23,0)), with 27 > x3. Then the magnetisation y] of Theorem 1.3 is strictly
positive.

As ||(K1, K2)|| — oo, the maximiser of ¢ i, K, tends to ((1,0),(1,0)). Recall that
from our working in Section 3 and Proposition 6.8, the eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian
(44) are given by

— [2K1c(p) — (K1 = K2)(e(A) + k(1 = 0))], (46)

where (), p) are partitions of n — 2k (0 < k < |2]) and n respectively, with ] + ] <2,
p{ < 2,and A\ < p;—po. It is not hard to see that for Ko > Ky, Ky > 0, the finite volume
ground states are the eigenspace corresponding to the pair (A, p) = ((n), (n)). Using (41),
this is the space of vectors invariant under the action of Sy, and killed by any Q. ,, and
has dimension d(%(f)b?ri(n) df:) = 2. A dimension count shows that it is therefore spanned
by the two product states ®,cy (|3) £ 4| — 3)). Further, if we consider the Hamiltonian
with a magnetisation term —h ) .y S? added, since these product states are eigenvectors
of the magnetisation term, for h small and positive ®, ¢y (|3) +i| —3)) must be the unique
ground state, and vice-versa for h small and negative.

We label the region K7 > Ks, K; > 4 the XY region, illustrated as the hatched
blue region in Figure 1b. By our working in the proof of Theorem 1.5, the maximiser of

$2.K, K, is unique and of the form ((z}, z3%), (0,0)), so the magnetisation yI from Theorem
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1.3 is zero. As ||(K7, K3)|| — oo, the maximiser of ¢9 i, i, tends to ((1,0),(0,0)), and
as we have already shown in arbitrary spins, the finite volume ground states are given by
the eigenspace corresponding to the pair (A, p) = (&, (n)). This space is one-dimensional,
since dg@) = bg’?(n) = dfg) =1, and using (41), is spanned by the vector (12).

On the half-line K; = K > 4 (the supercritical isotropic Heisenberg model), the y
term in ¢9 k, K, disappears, so if (z*,y*) is a maximiser of ¢2 g, K,, then (z*,y) is too, so
long as (z*,y) € A. Hence yI = z7 — 25 > 0 by the proof of Theorem 1.10, or [7]. This
concludes the proof of Proposition 1.6. [ |

From Theorem 1.5, the transition from the disordered to either of the other two phases
is second order, and from XY to Ising is first order. By our working above, the transitions
from the Ising to the other phases can also be observed in the quantities from Theorems
1.3 and 1.4, since yI = y7 > 0 in the Ising phase, and is zero in the other phases. This
transition in yI =y} is continuous in the Ising-disordered transition, and discontinuous in

the Ising- XY transition.

5.3 Spin 1; 0 =3

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Let S = 1, and recall the Hamiltonian of the bilinear-biquadratic
Heisenberg model:

H' =— (Z J1.Sy - Sy + Jo(Sy - Sy)2> : (47)

m7y

where Ji,Jo € R and S, - Sy = ;’:1 S{;Sg. Let P, , be (a scalar multiple of) the spin-

singlet operator, given by
(am,ay|P:v,y|b:v, by> = (‘Dazibzéaz,fayébx,—by-

Note that the line Jo = 0 gives the Heisenberg ferromagnet (J; > 0), and antiferromagnet
(J1 < 0). We use the relations S, - Sy = Ty, — Py and (S; - Sy)? = Py +id (see Lemma
7.1 from [37]) to show that Hamiltonian (13) is, up to addition of a constant,

(n Ji, J2 <Z T y T JQ — Jl) ) . (48)

Let Z,(J1, J2) = tr(efiH), where H is given by 48. Ueltschi (Theorem 3.2 of [37]) shows
that for 6 odd, this partition function is the same as when P, , is replaced with @ .
For completeness, we show that this equality can be derived from an isomorphism of
representations (Lemma B.1). Now, setting Ly = Jy, Ly = Jo — J1, Theorem 1.1 shows
that the free energy of the model with Hamiltonian (48) is

1
Jim —log Zn (1, J2) = By ®3,01,05 (%, Y),

where we have

¢3,J1,J2 ((xla €2, 563), (yl, Oa 0)) =

(JQZ:C + (J1 — ) lelog x;). (49)

i=1

N | —
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The proof of Theorem 1.7 now follows from Theorem 1.10 using the change of variables

above.

Proof of Proposition 1.9. In the rest of this section we provide the proof of Proposition 1.9,
which backs up Remark 1.8 and our description of the phases of the bilinear-biquadratic
Heisenberg model, illustrated in Figure 2b.

Let ¢ = ¢3 j,.7,- We define the disordered phase to be the set A of values of (Ji,J2)
such that ((%, %, %), (0,0,0)) is a maximiser of ¢; this maximises the entropy term (the
logarithms) of ¢.

Let us prove Proposition 1.9 first in the region Jo > Ji. Here, we set y; = 0, so ¢
reduces to ¢, and the disordered phase is the region Jo < log 16, by [7]. We label the
region Jo > Ji, Jo > log 16 the nematic phase. It is illustrated as the hatched blue region
in Figure 2b. As noted above, we must set y; = 0, so the magnetisation yI in Theorem
1.3 is zero in this phase. We can say that the transition from disordered to nematic is
first order, by Theorem 1.7. Lastly, let us show that for Jy > Jj, Jo > 0, the finite (even)
volume ground state is the vector (14). By our working in Section 3 and Proposition 6.8,

the eigenvalues of the Hamiltonian (48) are given by
= [ac(p) + (J1 = J2)(e(N) + k(1 = )], (50)

where (), p) are partitions of n — 2k (0 < k < [%]) and n, respectively, with AT +\] < 3,
p{ <3, and A\ < p; — p3. For Jo > Jp, Jo > 0, as we have already shown in arbitrary
spins, this is minimised by the pair (A, p) = (&, (n)), the corresponding eigenspace has
dimension dg(?’) bg”%n)d(s;) = 1, and using (41), the unique ground state of the transformed
Hamiltonian (ie. (48) with P, , replaced with @, ) is the vector given by the sum over all
5-fold tensor products of the vector SL_ | |a,a). Transforming this back to the original
Hamiltonian, we have the sum over all possible tensor products of singlet states, which is

precisely (14).

We can now turn to proving Proposition 1.9 in the region Jy < Jy; this region is more
complicated. The function ¢ does not reduce to ¢™*. We must let y; = x; — x3. Setting

x3 = 1—x1 — x9, we rewrite ¢ as a function of xy and xs:

1
¢ = P35, 0, (x1,22) = 3 (JQ(_QCU% + 23 — 2x19 + 221) 4+ J1 (221 + 29 — 1)2) (51)

—x1log(xy) — xolog(za) — (1 — 21 — x9) log(l — x1 — x9).

Note we are analysing this function in the region R defined by x1 > 9, 1—29 > 1 > 1—2x9
(see Figure 7).

In this region J; > Jo, the boundary of the disordered phase A is difficult to identify
- recall we will show it is a curve C made up of the half-line J, =2J; —3 < % and a curve
connecting the points (%, %) and (log 16, log 16). Outside of the disordered phase A (within
the region J; > Js), we can show that yI from Theorem 1.3 is strictly positive. Indeed, if
(z*,y*) is a maximiser of ¢3 j, 1, then yi = 2] — x3, meaning the only point with y7 =0

is ((3,1,4),(0,0,0)), and the claim follows from the definition of the disordered phase
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Figure 7: The region R.

A. Numerical simulations suggest that yI is a unique maximiser everywhere in J; > Jo
except for the curve between (%, %) and (log 16, log 16) which is part of the curve C, so the
y; form Theorem 1.4 would exist and be positive; we have not been able to prove this.

Let us consider the ground state behaviour outside the disordered phase. As ||(J1, J2)|| —
00, the logarithm terms in ¢ will become negligible. Let ¢g be ¢ with the logarithm terms

removed. We maximise ¢g in the region R. Setting x3 =1 — x1 — 22, we have

0

(9;150 = (2J1 — JQ)(Q.%’l + 19 — 1);

Yy (52)
°70 J1(2.%'1 —+ 19 — 1) + JQ(.%'Q — 1‘1).

8.%'2

Now since 2J; — Jo > 0, (and as we take our limit we are beyond the conjectured boundary
C), so the maximum of ¢y must lie on the boundary line x; + 29 = 1 of R. Note this

implies z3 = 0, and so y; = x1. Substituting o = 1 — x1, and rearranging, we have the

J1 + J2 ( J2 >2 J1J2
72 ) 42T 53
do(z1) 2 ( S A (J1 4 J2)2 )’ (53)

quadratic

where recall we are concerned with the region x; € [%, 1].

Calculations yield that in the region Jo < Ji, J1 > 0, this quadratic has maximum
at 1 = 1. So the maximiser of ¢3 j, s, in this region as |[(Ji1,J2)|| — oo tends to
((1,0,0),(1,0,0)). Indeed the finite volume ground states (of the transformed Hamiltonian
(48)) are given by the eigenspace corresponding to the pair (A, p) = ((n), (n)). This space
has dimension dgl()g)b?r’i(n)d(s;) = 2n + 1, and using (41), is the set of vectors invariant
under S, (equivalently, invariant under any 7, ,), which are killed by any Q.,. The
corresponding eigenspace of the original Hamiltonian is the set invariant under S,, and
killed by any P, ,. Straightforward analysis of P, , shows that the product states @,y |a)
with a3 — aja_1 = 0 lie in this set (although they do not span it), which include the
ferromagnetic |a) = |1) and | —1) as well as |1) +|0) +|—1). We label this region, Jo < Ji,
J1 > 0 and to the right of the curve C, ferromagnetic. It is illustrated as the dotted yellow

region in Figure 2b.
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Now consider the region 2J; — J > 0, and J; < 0, illustrated by the checkerboard
orange region in Figure 2b. In this case, the quadratic (53) has maximum at x; = « :=
ﬁ, which lies in the range [2, 1]. Then the maximiser of @3, s, is ((, 1—c, 0), (ct, 0,0)).
While we do not label this fourth phase, occupying the region 0 > J; > %(3 — Js), this
phase has some similarity with the ferromagnetic phase.

In finite volume, calculations from analysing (50) show that the set of ground states
in the fourth phase is the eigenspace corresponding to a pair (A, p) = ((/),(a/,1 — a/)),
where o/ = A\ /n is close to a = JlfJQ (and tends to « as n — o0). Using (41), the
eigenspace is spanned by vectors (15).

The rest of this section completes the proof of Proposition 1.9 by determining the
boundary of the disordered phase A within the region J; > Js. Recall we will show it is

a curve C made up of the half-line Jo = 2J; — 3 < % and a curve connecting the points

(%, %) and (log 16,log 16). From here till the end of the section we work with ¢ given in
(51). The partial derivatives of ¢ of first and second order are:
9¢
e (2J1 — J2) (221 + 22 — 1) — log(z1) + log(1 — z1 — x2);
9¢
Dy J1(2x1 + 29 — 1) + Jo(we — x1) — log(x2) + log(1l — x1 — x9);
0% 1 1
— =221 - J) — — — —;
Ox? (21 = 2) vy 1—x —ax’ (54)
0% 1
=21 —Jy) - ——;
8$1a$2 ( ! 2) 1— r1 — $27
0%¢ 1 1
—=h+-——
835% 1+ 2 I 1—$1—$2

Lemma 5.1. The point (x1,x2) = (%, %) is always an inflection point of ¢, and it is a
local mazimum point if 2J1 — Jo < 3, and if 2J1 — Jo > 3 it is not a local maximum point

and does not maximise ¢ in R.

Proof. Setting (x1,x2) = (%, %) in the above shows it is always an inflection point. If § is

the Hessian matrix of ¢, then for any vector (p,q) € R?, we have

)5, )" = (p+ @)*(2J1 — Jo = 3) + p*((2J1 — Jo — 3) + b*(2J — J1 — 3)),

which is negative for all 2J; — Jo < 3 in our region Jy < Jy, meaning (%, %) is a local

maximum. Clearly for 2J; — Jo > 3, % > 0, so (%, %) is not a local maximum, and it
1

cannot maximise ¢ in the region R. |

Let A’ be the region within the region Jo < J; where (%, %) is a global maximum of

¢ in R (this is the region A intersected with Jo < Jj). By the above, all of A" must lie

within the region 2.J; — Jy < 3, (or, not to the right of the line Jy = 2.J; — 3).

Lemma 5.2. The set A’ is convex.

Proof. Let J1 | J®) be two points in A". Let J = sJM) 4+ (1 —5)J?) s € [0,1]. Since ¢
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is linear in Jq, Jo, we have that for any (x1,z2) € R,

G2, (21, 2) = 505 ;) (¥1,22) + (1 — 8)Py s (1, 72)

< 8¢9 5) (; ;) + (1= 5)9y 502 (; ;) 92,1 (; ;)

Lemma 5.3. If a point (J(O) J(O)) within the region Jy > Jo lies outside of A’, then the
point (Jl(o), JQ(O)) + v, when it lies within the region J, > Ja, also lies outside of A’, for
any v = u(1,2) +v(-1,-3), p,v > 0.

Proof. We have that

0 11V) 1 )

EYA (¢(96179€2) —¢ (g, §)) = 5(2361 +x9—1)

0 11 1 4
8—JQ <¢(ﬂ:1,x2)—¢<§,§)> 3 <1—2x%+x%—2x1x2+2x1—§>.

Firstly, we consider:
0 0 11 3, 11 )
— —, = = — — —_ = — — 1
(&]1 o5 > (gb(“’“) ¢ <3’ 3>) g%~ a2t g = gBe =)

3. L et (J\°, 7Y lie outside of A, so there

exists some global maximiser (27,23) # (1,3) in R, ¢(z},23) > ¢(3,1). Now the above

which has single root and minimum at zs =

shows that moving (J1( ) JQ(O)) in the direction (1,2) does not increase ¢ at (3,3) any
faster than at any other point of R, so for all x> 0, (Jl( ) J(O)) + 1(1,2) cannot lie in A"
Secondly,

————3— | =—=1(1-2 -2 221 — =
( o 3&]2) 2( T + x5 T1T2 + 221 3)

() S

which takes the value zero exactly on the lines x1 = z9 and 1 = 1 — 25, two of the
boundary lines of R, and is positive in the rest of R. By the same argument as above, if
(Jl(o), JQ(O)) ¢ A, then (Jl( ) J(O)) v(—1,-3) ¢ A, for all v > 0. The lemma follows. W

Lemma 5.4. The regz'on bounded by and including the line J; = Jo, J1 < log(16), the line
2Jy — Jo = 3,Jo < 2, and the straight line from the point (log(16),log(16)) to the point
(2,3), lies within ./4'

Proof. To begin with, note that on the line J; = J3, we can use our results from the case
Jy > J1. This means all J; = Jp, J; < log(16) lie in A’. Now the previous lemma implies
that all 2J; — Jy < log(16) lies in A, since if it were not true, we would be able to move
from a point not in A’ in the direction (1,2) and arrive at a point in A’. Now by the same
logic, and the fact that A’ is convex, it suffices to show that the point (Ji,J3) = (%, %)
lies in A’. We show that at this point, there are no inflection points of ¢ besides (%, %),

and (%, 1) maximises ¢ on the boundary of R.

3'3
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Set (J1,J2) = (§,3). Substituting z = 1 — 21 — 29, w = z1 into (54) gives g—ﬁ =0 if
and only if z =1 or
—log(z)
3(1—2)

w =

(55)

1 1
(5—1)2225—2,2%20-
(3,1), which corresponds to

(z1,22) = (3, %). Substituting (55) into (54) gives that, on the line where aa—fl = 0, the

[N

Note that the region R is transformed into R’, given by

The line z = 1 intersects R’ at the single point (w, z)

value of 5’)_¢ is:
2

do . 3 log(z)(1+ 52) —zlog(z)
8—9151(2)_§+ 4(1 - 2) +log (3(1—z)+(1+z)10g(z))'

Remark 5.5. Let r be the unique zero of 3(1 — z) + (1 + z) log(z). This function g—i(z)

is positive in the range (r, 1), except at z = 1, where it is zero. (It is not defined in (0, r]).

Hence either there are no points of inflection in R, or (%, %) is the only one. Prov-
ing Remark 5.5 by hand is difficult. However, a rigorous computer-assisted argument is
available, which is due to Dave Platt. See Appendix A.

It remains to analyse ¢ on the boundary of R. Substituting z; = 1 — 2x9 into ¢, we

have 15 21 63
d(xe) = VR + gx% — (1 — 2z9)log(1 — 2x9) — 2x9 log(xs),
which it is not hard to prove is maximised at xg = é in the region z5 € [0, %] Indeed,

its first derivative 1(—21 + 63z2 + 8log(1 — 222) — 8log(x2)) is zero at zo = 0, and its

12622 —6272+8

second derivative is negative in the range. Substituting x1 = x5 into ¢ gives

8z2—4x
exactly the same function as above. As x1 + 9 — 1, the first order derivatives of ¢ tend
to —oo. Hence ¢ on the boundary of R must be maximised at (%, %), so the same holds

over all R, and so we can conclude that (%, %) € A’, which is what we wanted to prove;
this completes the proof of Lemma 5.4.

Combining the above lemmas give us the information we need about the boundary
of A’. Lemma 5.2 implies that its boundary exists, and adding Lemmas 5.3, 5.1 and
5.4 shows that its boundary is made up of the line J; = Jo < log(16), and a curve C
which (as a function of Jj) is a continuous, convex line, which is the line 2J; — Jo = 3
for Jo < %, and that its gradient lies in [2,3]. This curve must meet the line J; = J,
at the point (log(16),log(16)). Indeed, recall A is the region of the whole plane where
((%,%, %),(0,0,0)) maximises our original ¢3 s, 7, (x,y); we have A" = AN {J < Ji}.
Then the same proof as above can be employed to show that A is convex, which is what
we need. This completes the description of the boundary of A, which in turn completes

the proof of Proposition 1.9. |

6 Branching Coefficients

As noted in Section 3, the aim of this section is to prove Propositions 6.6 and 6.8, which
determine the sets P,(#) and the limits 1 P,(6), 6 = 2,3. Recall A,(6) is the set of pairs
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of partitions (X, p), A n—2k, 0 <k < |2], pt n, such that AT + ] < ¢ and p] < 0.
Recall that bg\l:f} is the coeflicient of the irreducible p in the restriction of the irreducible A
from B,, g to CS,,. Then P, () is the set of (X, p) € A,(#) such that b;f:z > 0. Most of the
work in proving Propositions 6.6 and 6.8 is contained in three lemmas which we begin this
section with. The first shows that the coefficients b;f:z are also the branching coefficients of
the orthogonal and general linear groups. The second is a useful recurrence relation, and
the third determines b>\ for certain values of p, in terms of the Littlewood-Richardson

coefficients.

6.1 Useful lemmas for all ¢

Fix § > 2. First we rephrase the coefficients b;f:z in terms of the general linear and
orthogonal groups, using Schur-Weyl duality. Recall that the irreducible polynomial rep-
resentations of GL(0) are indexed by p, partitions of any non-negative integer with at most
0 parts. Similarly, those of O(f) are indexed by A, partitions of any non-negative integer
whose first two columns sum to at most 6. Let p - n, and let g)\ "9 denote the coeficient
of ¢O(€ in the restriction of ¢p © from GL(0) to O(0).

Lemma 6.1. The symmetric group-Brauer algebra and orthogonal group-general linear
group branching coefficients are the same. That is, for all (A, p) € A, (6), we have that

n9
g/\,p b

Proof. Recall that Schur-Weyl duality (20) states that as a module of B, y ® CO,,(C),

n, 0(0)
Hy= P vy =y (56)
An—2k
AT AT <g
The equivalent statement for the symmetric and general linear groups says that as a
module of CS,, ® CGL,(C),

Hy = P v RGO, (57)
pFEn
pT <6

Bn,@

Restricting each
O, (C), we have, as a module of CS,, ® CO,(C),

in the first equation to CS,,, and each ¢§L(9) in the second to

P iR = P gvlus =y, (58)

(A\,p)EAR(0) (A\,p)EAR(O)
and hence the result. [ |

From hereon in we simply use by 0 p o denote either itself or g)\ . For A a partition with
M40\ <0, recall X is the partltlon such that M7 =6 — AT, and )\;T = )\]T for all 7 > 1.

Note that A\ = X\. We next prove a useful recurrence relation. Let

Lemma 6.2. The symmetric group-Brauer algebra branching coefficients satisfy the fol-
lowing recurrence relation. Let (X, p) € A,(6), such that pg > 0. Then b/\p = b;z,;)el,

where 1 is the partition with all parts equal to 1.
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Remark 6.3. Note that as a consequence, if (X, p) € A, (6), pp > 0, then

n,0

0 _ ) Oxopo pPp even
Ap T n,0
bX,p*PQ pg Odd,

where py is the partition with all parts equal to py.

Proof. We use the fact that b;f’z is a coefficient in the restriction of the irreducible ng(g)

of GL(0) to O(f). By character orthogonality, we have
byy = /O o GO (91X (g) dg, (59)

where dg denotes the Haar measure on the orthogonal group. By the Pieri rule (or,

for example, the remarks after equation (1) of [33]), XSL(H) = Xffl(e)xfue). Then we
note that XfL(e) is the determinant character of GL(A) (or O(6), when restricted), and

0(0) 0(0) (

that x; Xg(@) = Xy see, for example, the remark after Proposition 2.6 in [28]).

Substituting into (59) completes the proof. [

The last lemma in this subsection gives us control of the coefficients bi’ﬁ for certain
values of p. In order to prove it, we need to introduce some more representation theory of
the Brauer algebra.

The Brauer algebra’s semisimplicity is dependent on the parameter 8. When 0 is a
positive integer, B,, 4 is semisimple if and only if # > n — 1 and when 0 ¢ Z, it is always
semisimple. See [39], [31]. The Brauer algebra has indecomposable representations, known
as the cell modules (see [13]), indexed by partitions A = n —2k, 0 < k < |5]. When B, 4
is semisimple, these are exactly the irreducibles. Their characters are described by Ram
[30]. Note that Ram’s results on the cell characters are stated for when the algebra is
semisimple, but they extend to the case when it is not.

When B,, ¢ is not semisimple, the cell modules are not necessarily irreducible (in fact
they are not even necessarily semisimple). The irreducible representation corresponding
to A is then a quotient of the cell module corresponding to A. Let us denote the character
of the cell module corresponding to A by ’y?"’e.

The restrictions of representations of CS,, to CS,,_1 and B,, 9 to B,,_1 ¢ are well studied.
Let pbFn, Al n—2k 0<k < |%]. We have the following, in terms of characters (see,

2
for example, Sections 4 and 5 (and Figures 1 and 2) from [15], and Proposition 1.3 from

[27]):

S
resgr Dl = X0 G
p=p—0

B, B, B, (60)
O S [ S
A=2+0
and if § > 2 is an integer and A further satisfies A7 + A\ < 6,
B, B, B 1,
e T S (61)
A=A+0
X 4. <0
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where in the first equality the sum is over all o F n — 1 whose Young diagram can be
obtained from that of p by removing a box; in the second the sum is over A -n — 1 — 2r,
0<r< L"T_lj, whose Young diagram can be obtained from that of A by removing or
adding a box; and in the third the sum is the same as the second, except we are restricted
to those \ with XF{ + XQT <4é.

We now describe how cell modules of B, y decompose when restricted to CS,,. This
result is a special case of Theorem 5.1 from [30]. We call a partition 7 even if all its parts
m; are even. Let A\Fn —2k, 0 <k < [§]. Then

B, B, 0 S, S
ressn’e [V = Zb? pxi =Xy % Z XSQ’“ (62)
pkEn w2k

T even

or,

Z cﬁﬂr.
72k

T even

Let us make a few useful remarks.

Remark 6.4. 1. Since the irreducible representation of B,, o Corresponding to A is a

quotient of the cell module corresponding to A, we have b < b;\‘ 9 for all A s P-

2. Since cf\m is determined by 7 and the skew-diagram p \ A\, we have that 5?7’2 is fully
determined by the skew-diagram p\ .

3. If A\ £ p then c’;\m = 0, so as a consequence, 52:2 = 0 (and therefore bi’ﬁ = 0) if
AL p.

4. Combining the above with Remark 6.3, we have that b;f’z = 0 in the following cases:
if \j > pj — pg for j < |60/2], or if p; = pg, j > |0/2] with either py odd, A; =0, or
pe even, \; = 1.

Lemma 6.5. Let (), p) € A,(0), such that pI + pl <0+ 1. Then bt{’i = Eglzz

Proof. We work by induction on n. The base case, n = 1, is straightforward, since
By g = CS1. Assume the theorem is proved for n —1,n — . Since pl +pI <6+1,in
almost all cases p = m+ 0, (meaning the Young dlagram of p can be obtained from a valid
Young diagram 7 - n — 1 by adding a box), with 7 + 74 < 6; the exception is the case
where 0 is odd, p! = pI = (0 +1)/2, and po+1)/2 = 3. We will deal with this exceptional

case second, and the former case now. Let

Bno r By, 98, 0 Sn_
resg D= D0 abidl resg = A

Hn—1 7Hn

Note that in a similar way to part 1 of Remark 6.4, agfi < 04A "9 for all A, . Now fix a
7 n—1with p =7+ 0, with 77 + 7 < 6. We will exploit the fact that there are
two ways to restrict from the Brauer algebra B, s to CS,_1; either by restricting first to
B,_19, or first to CS,,. Formulaically, using (60) and (61), this reads:

n,0 n 19 n,0
SR SR O (03
A=2£0 T=m+0]
X A, <0
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and

~nG_ Z bn 19 Z B;L:g (64)

A=A+0 m=n+0

Since 77 + 73 < 6, by part 3 of Remark 6.4, each X\ with 5;;1’9 > 0 must also have

X? + X;F < 6. Now the central sums in equations (63) and (64) are sums over the same

set of parmtlons X. Now by the inductive assumption, each b" 1o _ En_l’g

,7'('
n,0

Ay = = ay )\ . Equating the right hand terms in the equations (63) and (64) and recalling
that b;ff < bng, we must have the equality b>\_ = bg;, for each 7 = 7w + 0. Since

, which gives

p =7+ [, we are done.

It remains to prove the lemma for the special case where 6 is odd, p! = pl = (6+1)/2,
and p(p11y/2 > 3. Here, we let p = m+ [, where the differing square lies on row (6 +1)/2.
Now 7} = 7 = (# +1)/2. The equations (63) and (64) still hold, but now there exists
one possible summand of the central sum in (64) where X? + A, > 0. This summand
appears in the case when AT = (0 +1)/2, \I = (0 — 1)/2, and the summand itself is X,
obtained by adding a box in row (64 1)/2 (column 2). In other instances of A, we use the
same method as the first part of the proof.

Now, again employing the inductive assumption on the terms in the central sums of
(63) and (64), we have that oz)\ - o+ bn Lo — d; f where A and X are the specific partitions
described above. Plugging this into the right hand sides of (63) and (64), we have

D VI D (65)

T=n+0 T=m+0
Let 7* be m with one box added in row (6 +1)/2+ 1 (column 1) Note that 7* is the only
7 = 7 + O satisfying 77 + 74 > 0 + 1. We will prove that b)\ i bE 1.6 Bzi Then

(65) becomes

and similar to the first part of the proof, recalling b"9 < bn gives b;ff = b;ff for all
7 = m+0, with 7] +74 < +1. This covers p. So, it remains to prove by’ *+b;,7r1 o_ bifr*.

Now, Okada [28] gives an explicit algorithm for calculating b}’ fr*. Working through
that algorithm, we find that b;’fr b; fr* BZ’:*, where )\ is obtained from A by adding

two boxes, one in each of the first two columns. Now it is straightforward to see that

bZi = 521 since ¥ \ A and 7 \ X are identical skew-diagrams (remark 6.4). This
completes the proof. [ |

We can now determine the sets P, (6) for § = 2, 3.

6.2 Spin %; 0=2

Recall A, (0) is the set of pairs of partitions (A, p), AFn—2k, 0 <k < [§], pF n, such
that AT + AT < 0 and p! < 0. Recall the set P,(f) is given by (A, p) € A,(6) such that
bt\Lﬁ > 0, where bt\Lﬁ is the coefficient of the irreducible x,;» in the restriction of X]E"’G from
B, 0 to CS,,.
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Proposition 6.6. For § = 2, the CS,,-B,, o branching coefficient b;\“z is strictly positive
if and only if Ay < p1 — p2, with the exceptions of A\ = @ or A = (1,1), in which case
both rows of p must be even or odd, respectively. Hence %Pn(Q) — A% in the Hausdorff

distance, where
As ={(z,y) € (0,1 [ 21 > @2, 21+ 22 =1, =0, 0<ys <@y — w5}

Proof. We prove first that the irreducible representation 1/1 of B, 2 restricts to the

symmetric group as:

k
reSS X(n 2k ZX(n 1,2) (66)
=0

Indeed, by Remark 6.3 (using (n—2k)" = (n—2k)) and Lemma 6.5, we have b(n o) (i) =

b?n 2;,3) (n—2) = b?n 2;]3) (n—2i) = 1{0 < i < k}, the last equality coming from (62) and the
definition of the Littlewood-Richardson coefficients. Combining (66) and Okada’s result
in Remark 4.1 gives the first part of the proof. The second is a straightforward application

of the definition of the Hausdorff distance. |
The proof of Proposition 6.6 also implies the following corollary.

Corollary 6.7. We have that for § = 2, lim, % log (maX(A,p)eAn@) bt\Li) = 0.

6.3 Spin 1; =3

Proposition 6.8. For § = 3, the CS,,-B,, 3 branching coefficient bg’i is strictly positive if
and only if Ay < p1 — ps3, with the following exceptions:

1. If X = (n — 2k), and py = ps odd, or py = pa odd, then bz’z = 0;
2. If \=(n—2k—1,1), and ps = p3 even, or p1 = pa even, then bg’i = 0;
3. If\=(19),j=0,...,3, then bg’i > 0 if and only if p has j odd parts.

As a consequence, %Pn(?)) — A3 in the Hausdorff distance, where
Ay ={(z,y) € ([0,1°)* | 21 > w2 > @3, ;1+m2+a3=1, Yo =y3 =0, 0<y; < z1—w3}.

Proof. From Remark 6.3, we see that if A\; > p; — p3 then bf\b’i = 0. For the rest of the first

part of the Proposition, let A = (n — 2k) or (n — 2k — 1,1), and let A\; < p; — p3. Then,
bn3 n—3p3,3 n—3p3,3
A(p1p2,p3) — ON*(p1—pa,p2—p3) — A", (p1—pa,p2—p3)’
N = X if pg even, \* = X if p3 odd. The cases where A* £ (p1 — p3, p2 — p3) (which give
by ?plm’ps) 0) are the cases: A = (n—2k), p2 = p3 odd, and A = (n — 2k —1,1), p2 = p3
even.

using Remark 6.3 and Lemma 6.5 where

It remains to determine when b)\’(p

is non-zero unless A = (n —2k), and p; = p2 odd, or A = (n—2k—1,1), and p; = p2 even.

2) is non-zero. We need to show that if A < p, it

Recall the coeffiecient (from (62)) is given by

= D A, (67)

T2k

T even
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Let us prove the A = (n — 2k) case. By the Littlewood-Richardson rule (or its special case

the Pieri rule - see Section 1.9 of Macdonald [22]), B?TfiQk:),(phpz)

the set of even partitions 7 F 2k, 7 < p, such that p\ 7 is a skew diagram with no two boxes

is equal to |A|, where A is

the same column. Wlog 7 = (2k — 2m,2m). For 7 € A, we must have 0 < 2m < po, and
p2 < 2k—2m < p;. (Note that we certainly have 2k > po, which follows from n—2k < p;).
Now the only case where no such 7 exists is when p; = po odd, since in this case, any
even 7 must give p \ 7 with two boxes in the last column. The case A = (n — 2k —1,1) is
obtained in a similar way.

The third special case A = (17) is given by Okada [28] - see Remark 4.1.

The final part of the theorem now follows by applying the first part, and the definition
of the Hausdorff distance. |

We also have the following corollary.
Corollary 6.9. We have that for § = 3, lim, % log (maX(A,p)eAn(g,) b?i) = 0.

Proof. By Lemma 6.2 and 6.5, each non-zero bz’i is equal to some Bg\rf’?;/, where m < n,
m3
(N, p') € Am(3), p' < p. Now by, is (from (62)):

m,3 o
by = Z S

725
T even

Since p/T < 3, the number of 7 - 2j with 7 < g’ is bounded by n®. Then the Littlewood-
Richardson coefficient c’;\,,T is bounded by n?, since A5, A5 < 1, and \; = 0 for j > 4.
Hence BT/C"Z, is bounded by n°*2, which gives the result. [ |
A Numerical proof of Remark 5.5

Recall the function

0
w(z) = a—ﬂi

3 log(2)(1+52) —zlog(z)
@) =5+ —4n—o  Tle (3(1 ")+ 0+ log(z)> '

We need to prove that this function w(z) is positive in the range (r,1), where r is the
unique root of 3(1 — z) + (1 + 2)log(z) in (0,1). This proof is due to Dave Platt.

Away from r and 1, this can be done straightforwardly using ARB, a C library for
rigorous real and complex arithmetic (see https://arblib.org/index.html). We split
the interval into small pieces, and use the program to show positivity on each piece. This
works on the interval [81714053/23°,1013243800,/2%]. Near r, the function is large, and we
can show by hand that it is positive. Indeed, log(z)(1+52)/(4(1—z2)) and log(—=zlog(z)) are
both increasing on the interval [r, 81714053/23°], and their sum, plus 3/2, is easily bounded
on the interval by 1 in magnitude. Then —log(3(1 — 2z) + (1 — z) log(z)) is decreasing on
the interval, and its value at 81714053/2% is far larger than 1.

It remains to show that w(z) is positive on [1013243800/23",1]. The function’s first
three derivatives are zero at 1, and the fourth is positive at 1. We use the argument
principle, and compute the integral w'(z)/(2miw(z)) along a circle centre 1 and radius

1/16. There are no poles within this circle, and there are four zeros at 1, so computing
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the integral to be 4 implies there are no more zeros within the circle. We use a double
exponential quadrature technique due to Pascal Molin. This approximates the integral to
a sum with an explicit error term. We use Theorem 3.10 from [25], with D =1, h = 0.15
and n = 91, which, using ARB, gives the sum to be [4.00000 + 5.24e — 6] 4 [£5.10e — 6] x I.
The integral must be an integer by the argument principle, and D = 1 means the explicit

error term is at most e~ !, hence the integral must equal 4.

B Equivalence of ()., and P, ,

In this second appendix we study a second representation of B, g, which we’ll prove is

isomorphic to the representation p®r¢, for # odd, and not isomorphic for # even. Recall

PP (T77) = Quys pPne (2, y) = Ty (68)

This will give the equivalence, in spin 1, between our model with Hamiltonian (2), and the
bilinear-biquadratic Heisenberg model with Hamiltonian (13); equality of their partition
functions was proved by Ueltschi ([37], Theorem 3.2).
Recall (ag, ay|Pyylbs,by) = (=1) 7 0q, _a,0p, b, Define p¥»0 : B, 9 — End(Hy),
given by
PEn(TY) = Poy, BP0 (2,y) = Toy, (69)

Lemma B.1. For 0 odd, and all n, the representations p=n0 and p®no of B, are iso-

morphic via a unitary transformation, and for 0 even, the two are not isomorphic.

Proof. Since the elements (z,y) and (Z,7) generate the algebra B, g, it suffices to find an
invertible linear function v, : Hy — Hy such that

%Tx,ylbﬁl = Ta&,y7 anx,ngl = Px,ya (70)

for all z,y. By the Schur-Weyl duality for the general linear and symmetric groups (57),
the first condition holds if and only if 1, = ¥®" for some 1» € GL(#). Then the second
condition also holds if and only if ¥®2Q, ,(¢¥®?)~1 = P, for all z,y, which holds if and
only if:

(_1)ax_bx50x7_0y5bz7*by - Z waxyrxwayvry(srxvry(ssxysy (1/}_1)517bz (w_l)syvby
Tz,Ty,Sz,Sy

- Z waz,r¢ay,r (wil)&bx (¢71)s,by
= (wa)ax,ay((wil)T(wil))bz,by-

Hence the two representations are isomorphic if and only if there exists an invertible 6 x
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matrix ¢ such that

¢¢T_ )

and

() Tyt = ,
(~1)1-

(-1~°

where recall § = 25 4+ 1. For 6 odd the two matrices on the right hand sides above are the
same, so it suffices to note that we can set the central entry in v to be 1, and the rest to

be made up of nested invertible 2x2 matrices g1, g2, given by, for example,
T e R e
g1 \/5 1 y g2 \/5 1 i )

0 1 0o -1
T _ T _ .
9191 L O] y 9292 l_l 0 ]

This shows that for 6 odd, the representations p®n¢ and p®n¢ are indeed isomorphic,

since

and since g1, g1 are unitary, so is i,. For € even, there are fractional powers of (—1)
appearing, so we have to make a choice, say, of (—1)% = =41, and then the rest of the
entries are determined by (—1)¢ = (—1)“7%(—1)%. Whichever we choose though, T

will always be a symmetric matrix, and

will always be anti-symmetric (and non-zero), so the two cannot be equal. This concludes
the proof.
[

Remark B.2. When S =1 (0 = 3), if ¢,, = ¥®" is that of Lemma B.1, then we have that
=18k = W is antisymmetric (its transpose is its negative), for each k = 1,2,3. This
means that we have the following conjugation of the Hamiltonian (13) of S = 1 bilinear-

biquadratic model with external magnetisation in the S* direction, to get the Hamiltonian
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e (— (Z J1Sy - Sy + Jo(Sy - Sy)2> —hy S’;) Un

'T7y

—y1 <_ <Z I Ty + (J2 — Jl)PM) -h>y S’;) Un,
x,y x

=— Z (L1 Ty + LoQyy) — hz Wa,
z,y z

where Ly = Jy, Ly = Jy — J;. Since the spin matrices have eigenvalues {1,0,—1}, the
resulting antisymmetric W of (8) does too. Hence Theorem 1.3 indeed gives the magneti-
sation in the S* direction in the model (13), and Theorem 1.4 gives (the exponential of)

the total spin in the S* direction in the same model.
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