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The Fundam ental C oncepts of C lassical
E quilibrium StatisticalM echanics

Sergio B . Volchan

A bstract

A critical exam Ination of som e basic conceptual issues in classical sta-—
tistical m echanics is attem pted, wih a view to understanding the origins,
structure and status of that discipline. D ue attention is given to the inter—
ply between physical and m athem atical aspects, particularly regarding the
role of probability theory. T he focus is on the equilbriim case, which is cur-
rently better understood, serving also as a prelude for a further discussion
non-equilbrium statistical m echanics.

1 Introduction

Tt isa striking feature ofthe world that it hasa m ultilevel structure. From subatom ic
particles to galaxies, there is a great variety of levels of reality, each with its own
ob pcts, properties and law s. The e ort In dealing w ith such richness is re ected In
the division of labor of the scienti ¢ enterprise, each discipline trying to m ap and
understand som e part of the com plex whole.

T hough the aforem entioned levels are autonom ous to a great extent, they are not
totally independent. Therefore, once a reasonable understanding of phencm ena at
som e of these Jevels is accom plished, there naturally arises the task of an interlevel
Investigation. Ikt should address questions such as: how are levels organized w ith
respect to each other, is there a natural hierarchy or structure of kevels, how do new
properties em erge from \lower" to \higher" levels, how can one explain higher levels
In tem s of the lower ones, etc? One could fairly say that the elucidation of the
connections am ong lvels of reality is a m a pr test of the coherence of the scienti ¢
worldview and, besides functioning as a ne tuning for our theories, such a study
not nfrequently lead to new discoveries and further nquiries.

N ow , one of the earliest and broadest level distinctions, of particular im portance
to physics, is that between the so—called m acroscopic and m icroscopic levels. Ik
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stem s from the notion that, underlying the world of the visbl and apparently
hom ogeneous substances, there is a m ore \basic" reality consisting of a very large
num ber of tiny invisble (and indivisble) discrete com ponents.

In principle, the m icroreality would be considered m ore basic in the sense that
the directly observable phenom ena would result from (orbe explained by), the com —
plicated m otions and m utual arrangem ents of those com ponents. T his is essentially
the \atom ic hypothesis" (or atom isn ) which, together w ith m echanics and proba-
bility theory, are the m ain ingredients from which statistical m echanics em erged in
the Jast halfofthe X IX™ century and the st decadesofthe XX ™, out ofthee orts
to provide a m echanicalatom istic foundation of them odynam ics.

Statistical m echanics can then be conceived of as a discipline (or, m aybe, a
set of techniques and prescriptions) whose ain is to serve as a bridge between the
m icro and m acro kvels. In its rok as a keveloonnecting discipline, it acquired a
peculiar avor. So, n soite of having appeared :n the som ew hat narrow context of
the study of gases, it is supposed to be very general to the point of being a sort
of \supertheory"; for exam ple it was instrum ental in the advent of the quantum
revolution, m ore speci cally In P Janck’s 1900 solution of the black-body radiation
conundrum . Its ideas and techniques are frequently used (and som etim es abused) In
such disparate areas asquantum eld theory, tudulence, dynam ical system s, in age
processing, neural netw orks, com putational com plexity theory, biology and nance.
T his is certainly linked to the pivotal roke of probability theory, w ith its very general
notions and theorem s, In the fram ework of statisticalm echanics.

A 1so, the m athem atically rigorous analysis of speci ¢ statistical m echanical sys—
tem sproposed In the physics literature tumed out to be very di cul, even for som e
highly idealized m odels, lke lattice gases. So statisticalm echanics becam e also the
battle ground par excellence form athem aticatphysics, Insoiring the creation of new
concepts and techniques to dealw ith its problem s. W e think that statistical m e-
chanics clearly illistrates the nestin able role of m athem aticalphysics in bringihg
precision and organization to a notoriously di cult sub gct. &t is also interesting to
w iness once m ore how such rich, sophisticated and highly abstract m athem atical
m achinery is needed even to form ulate (not to m ention solve) statisticalm echanical
problem s on a rigorous basis. In any case, statistical m echanics has proven to be
an indispensable and extrem ely rich toolof research in m any-body physics, present-
ngm any hard questions ofphysical, m athem atical, concsptual, m ethodologicaland
philosophical in portance. 895

In this paper we intend to exam Ine only a sam ple of issues in this already vast

eld, hoping to contrbute to a better understanding of its role, structure and m eth—
ods. W e will focusm ainly on findam ental concspts which seem to be at its core.
D ue attention is payed to the interplay between the physicalconosptual problem s
and the corresponding m athem atical ideas, m ethods and theordies used to form ulate
them In a rigorous fashion.

We will be mainly concemed wih classical equiliorium statistical m echanics,
leaving a discussion of the much more com plicated (@and m ore Interesting) case
of non-equilbbrium statistical m echanics W hatever that m ight be) to ancther oc-
casion. A ltfhough the two branches are historically and inextricably linked, the
non-equilbrium case is, at the present stage of research, m uch less understood. A c—
cordingly, a comm on ressarch strategy has been to adapt som e concepts from the
form er In trying to com e to tem s w ith the latter.? In this sense, one can also say

1M ore generally, it corresponds to the notion that a necessary aspect of any system is that it
has com ponents. &
2A case In pont is the in portant (and delicate) notion of local equilibrium i non-equilibrium



that an acquaintance w ith the equilbrium situation m ight be a useful prerequisite
to an understanding of non-equilibbrium issues.

The paper is structured as ollows. W e rst recall the main in uences in the
em ergence of statistical m echanics and which strongly shaped its subsequent de-
velopm ent. W e then discuss with som e detail the basic notions of the \ensam bl"
theory. Finally, we touch on the central and subtle topic of phase transitions, after
which we m ake som e concluding rem arks.

2 P relim inaries

W ithout delving nto the fascihating and rather convoluted history ofthe em ergence
of statisticalm echanics, 3 it isusefulto summ arize them ain In uences in its inosp—
tion. This will provide a broader context that helps one grasp the sources of its
m an problm s, ain s and m ethods.

2.1 Them odynam ics

The rst (@nd historically crucial) Ingredient is of course, them odynam ics. In fact,
the very idea of providing an atom isticm echanical basis for i, can be taken as the
point ofdeparture of the statisticalm echanical \program " (for exam ple, in the guise
of kinetic gas theory).

T hemm odynam ics, together w ith classical m echanics and electrodynam ics, was
one of the pillars of late nineteenth-century physics. It is an am azingly general
phenom enological theory, conceming properties and processes of m acrosoopic sys—
tam s (ypically continuum media such as gases and uids, but including reacting
chem icals, m agnetic system s, etc) regarding exchanges of heat, energy and m atter.
A s such, it is an Indispensable tool In m any technological areas, particularly to
engineering.

N otw ithstanding the traditional textbook view of thermm odynam ics as a com —
pkted (@and even stagnant) discipline, it is actually a very live resecarch eld, full
of open probkm s and som e ongoing controversies. 17 In particular, one observes a
sharp distinction ofm ethodology and conceptual view points between the rational-
m echanics community & and the m ainstream physics com m unity. &

Tt was the unsatisfactory state of standard presentations of therm odynam ics and
the concom itant conosptual confiision, that has m otivated the m any attem pts at a
clari cation of its foundations. -'_7: Ideally, as suggested by D avid H ibert, this con—

statisticalm echanics.

3A history which is yet to be w ritten. See how ever references 3, 12 and 16.

‘It is aln ost a scandal that one could complete a graduate program in theoretical physics
w ithout realizing the existence of such controversies and/or its m odem developm ents. -

SW e refer to the school kd by W .Nol], the lJate C . Truesdel], J. Serrin and m any others. (:f“.b

6T his curibus (@nd unfortunate) lack of exchange between these research comm unities (and
w hich deserved to be m ended) would be an interesting case study in the sociology of science.

7T here is som e sin ilarity between the situation of the oundations of themm odynam ics partic—
ularly regarding its conceptual confusion), w ith that of quantum m echanics. So, them odynam ics
had a rather in uential but unsuccessfiil axiom atization in C aratheodory’s (1909) work, 42 and
the sam e can be said ofvon N eum ann’s ill-fated axiom atization of quantum m echanics (1932). ¢_5§>
And, as i happened w ith the e ort of clari cation of them odynam ics, there hasbeen recently an



ceptualelicidation should proceed through a carefill axiom atization ofthe theory.
At present, there is a variety of fom ulations, wih di erent degrees of rigor and
generality, but still no universal agreem ent. H owever, this doesnot m ean the e ort
isworthless. Q uite on the contrary, it signals that thermm odynam ics isa di cul and
subtle discipline in need of concsptual clari cation.? A detailed critical review of
the conceptual problem s of them odynam ics is beyond the scope of this paper and
In the ©llow Ing we lim it ourselves to som e general comm ents (see also ref. 51 )

T he usual presentations of them odynam ics discuss the three fiindam ental law s,
starting from som ebasic concepts, F say, of system , state and equiliorium . A therm o—
dynam ic system is characterized by its physico-chem ical properties, like totalm ass
and chem ical com position, and also by a (realor hypothetical) boundary ssparating
it from the environm ent w ith which it interacts. A system is closed when there isno
exchange ofm atter, otherw ise it is open. U sually the theory is form ulated for closed
ones. A lso, a (closed) system is isolated when it does not interact w ith the exterior,
ie., there is no exchange of heat nor work is perform ed (it can be conceived ofas a
system enclosed by rigid adiabatic walls).

T he thermm odynam ic state of the system isusually speci ed by a relatively sn all
num ber of intemal and extemal param eters (or state variablks) (eg. tem perature,
pressure, volum e, Intemal energy and density for gases and uids; m agnetic eld
and m agnetization for m agnetic system s) that com pletely characterize the system
in equilibriim . The equilibrium states of each system are com pletely determ ined *&
by a set of independent param eters, say x;; ::: ; Xy, Whose sst of values constitute the

(n-din ensional) state—space of the systam . Any other param eter y is then given in
term s of these by an equation state (or constitutive equation), y = £ &1;:::;%,). In
particular, the quintessentially them al param eter, tem perature, characterizes equi-
Ibrium , which is the content of

The Zeroth Law : a state of equilbrium exists; equality of tem perature is a
necessary condition for them alequilbbriim between two system s.

The sin plest exam ple of them odynam ic system is that of a one-com ponent
chem ically inert hom ogeneous uid (liquid or gas) In a container of volime V at
tem perature T . Its state space could be taken as the two-din ensional st of points,
say (V;T), In the st quadrant. A 1l other state variables can be obtained as func-
tions of (V;T) through the equation of state, for instance the pressurep= £ (V;T).
For exampl, or an ideal gas one hasp = N kT=V, where N is the number of
molecules and k is Boltzm ann’s constant; for the (hon ideal) van der W aals gas
p=NkT=WV b) a=V ih suitable constants a and b).

The fundam ental problem of classical them odynam ics m ight then be form u-
lated as Pollow s: given an isolated system In an initial equilbriim state, nd the

nal equilbrium state to which the system relaxes, after som e intemal constraint
had been lifted. Here, there is an im plicit dynam ical assum ption (experin entally

e ort to reassess the foundations of quantum m echanics, for exam ple, through a renewed version
of the m uch neglected B ohm ian approach. 23
8T he sixth problem i his fam ous list of 23 problem s, proposed in 1900 at the Second Intema-
tional C ongress of M athem atics in P aris, concems the axiom atization of physical theories. @D
°In particular, if one intends to deduce therm odynam ics from a m ore basic m icroscopic theory,
it would be desirable to have a clear understanding and fom alization of it.
%W hich, in an axiom atic form ulation, should gure am ong the prin itive notions, that is, basic
unde ned conoepts, a point is which rarely m ade explicit or even clearly discussed.
1E xcept, possbly, in the presence of phase transitions, see section 4.



supported), nam ely, that an isolated system , when left to itself, w illeventually reach
(\relax to") an equilbriim state: this is the trend to equiliborium property. How—
ever, as there is as yet no reference whatsoever to a tin e param eter, the m ention of
dynam ics at this stage seam s to have only a m otivational or heuristic purpose. In
other words, classical them odynam ics would be concemed only w ith the outcom e of
the potentially very com plex and violent happenings which the system experiences
In is (tim e) evolution between the initialand nalequilbbrium states.

In any event, the First Law of Them odynam ics (Conservation of Energy) is
then stated and taken to hold for any kind of therm odynam ic \transform ation" or
\process":

The First Law : To every them odynam ic system there is associated a state
variable, its intemalenergy U, such that in every in nitesim al transform ation
(\process"),
du = dQ aw ;

where dQ is the heat absorbed by the system and dW the worked performm ed
by it (In particular, in an isolated system the ntemal energy is conserved).

Som etin es this is said to provide a de nition of heat In temm s of work, but if so,
we would not be dealing w ith a Jaw of nature but jist a de nition!*? In the usual
form ulations of themm odynam ics, heat is a prin itive conoept, its inter-convertibility
Into work and intemal energy being the crucial agoect of the rst law .

W hilke at this stage, a reference to \transform ations" still does not cause much
ham , things get Increasingly confusing in the form ulation ofthe Second Law , where
the notions of reversibl and irreversible processes explicitly appear.

Seocond Law of T hemm odynam ics: T here isa state variable, the entropy S, such
that for reversibk processes (In non-isolated system s), dS = dQ=T , where T
is the absolute tem perature; in isolated systam s, for irreversible processes, the
entropy never decreases.

A dynam ical agoect of the theory apparently enters the picture the m om ent the
notion of \process" is m entioned. The troubl again is that, while by process one
usually m eans a change of states in tim e, there is no explicit tin e param eter in the
previous discussion : after all, one is dealing only w ith equilbbrium states, which are
supposedly tin e-independent. Besides, in real system s, for instance uids, a change
from an equilbrium state to another inevitably involves som e (at least local) space
and tin e Inhom ogeneity; therefore the basic quantities descrioing the system becom e
tin edependent elds, so that during the process, the state space of the system is
no longer a nitedin ensionalm anifold as before, but an in nie-din ensional one.

Tt is also not quite clkar what is m eant by a reversble process. In principle,
it is a process that could be undone, that is, to which there is associated another
process consisting In the reversed order of states in time. It seam s that classical
equilbrium them odynam ics deals only with these kind of processes which, on the
otherhand, are som etin es said not to be, strictly speaking, processes at all, but jast
\sequences of states of equilibrium ". B a Iso, one usually depicts such \processes"
aspaths in state-space, supposed su ciently an ooth so that som e path-integrals can
be perform ed, and i would seem natural that these paths should be param etrized
by tin e!

127 sim ilarm istake is som etin esm ade In som e textbook presentation of new tonian m echanics,
w here N ew ton’s second law is said to provide de nition of force, which is in fact a prim itive conospt
there.



A comm on way out of this confusion is to say that reversible processes are only
dealizations of real processes, which are always irreversble (in particular, not rep—
resentable in general as an ooth paths In state space). For heuristic purposes, so
goes the argum ent, one can consider this idealization as a good approxin ation to
real (tin edependent) processes in the lin it of zero rates. These socalled \quasi-
static processes” are conceived ofasevolving through \in nitely slow and su ciently
an all steps" n such a way that at each Instant the system inm ediately relaxes to
an equilbrium state. They are not only heuristic devices, however, but are crucial
calculation tools. For exam ple, to calculate the entropy change between two equi-
lbrium states one Im agines a reversible process connecting those sam e two states.
But the feasbility, n principle, of this procedure, is rarely discussed: should it not
either be proven or clarly taken as a hypothesis for each themm odynam ic system
(say, as a \state-accessbility" property)? In any case such notions are very rarely
treated w ith the care they deserve. ™

It therefore seam s that, as is the case w ith m echanics, a distinction should be
clearly m ade between two branches of themm odynam ics: classical equilbbrium ther-
m odynam ics, which is really them ostatics, concemed only w ith equiliorium states
and their properties (like stabiliy, etc) and where tin e plays no fundam ental rol;
this is what textbooks’ discussions of the three Jaw s probably refer to. And general
non-equilbrium them odynam ics, dealing w ith tin e-dependent phenom ena includ-
ing, but going beyond, equilbbrium states *4 and explicitly involving the concepts
of tin e, processes and dynam ics. That this is a much m ore com plicated and less
developed branch, and whether there is (or there could be) a uni ed treatm ent of
it, are extram ely in portant but ssparate issues.

Now, for a smpl uid, the First Law pined to the rst part of the Second
Law in plies that for In nitesim al reversible processes the findam ental equation of
equilbbriim them odynam ics for hom ogeneous uids (or G bbs relation) reads:

dU + pdv
- :

O ne ofthe tasks ofequilbbrium statisticalm echanics would be to som ehow derive
this findam ental m acroscopic relation from m icroscopic principles. On the other
hand, to study transport phenom ena such as di usion, visocous ow , conductivity,
and also to (hopefully) elucidate the trend to equilbrium issue, one needs to enter
the realn of out-ofequilbriim system s.

In sum , them odynam ics is an incredbly successfuil theory, n soite of having
been m arred by a long history of conceptual problem s. Ik is an Interesting, rich an
live theory wih m any open problem s. Still, it is a phenom enological theory (or of
black-box kind) in the sense that there is no hint about the underlying m echanism
that could explain the them odynam ic laws In term s of m ore basic (ie. m icro—
soopic) constituents. The aim  (or should one say dream ?) of statisticalm echanics
is to provide a uni ed m icroscopic explanation of equilbrium and non-equilibrium
them odynam ics. T his leadsus to the next ingredients in the form ation of statistical
m echanics.

137 rare example of a clarcut and m athem atically precise treatm ent of such \quasistatic
processes" (of course in the context of tim edependent changes of state, ie., processes properly
speaking) can be found in Ref. 38

MW hich, by the way, should be obtained as special states, not only stationary (ie., tine-
Independent) but also such that tem perature is uniform throughout the system @b



2.2 Atom ism , M echanics, K inetic T heory and P robability

O fthe these Ingredients, atom ian was an ancient philbsophical doctrine, while m e—
chanics cam e to age at the scienti ¢ revolution, having attained its zenith in the
developm ents of analytical m echanics during the m id-X IX® century. A s for kinetic
theory, it is a kind ofblending of these two previous ingredients plus the som ew hat
surprising rok of probability, w ith the ain of providing a m echanicalatom istic ex—
planation of the behavior of gases. Let us brie y discuss these contrdbutions.

T he atom ic theory ofm atter, or atom ism , is one ofthe m ost daring and fruitfiil
ideas of the early greek philosophers.?? Though totally speculative and qualitative
In its origins, it tumed out to be (at least In general lnes) the acospted viewpoint
ofm odem physics. O foourse, we can only say that w ith the hindsight o£2500 years
of enduring controversy and painstaking research. And, In fact, the actual atom ic
structure of m atter ism uch m ore com plicated than could have ever been conceived
In the fth century B C.: rst and foram ost, atom s are not really indivisble, having
a com plex Intemal structure, the understanding of which dem ands m astering the
sophisticated m athem atical and conosptual apparatus of quantum m echanics and
relativity theory.

In our \postatom ic" era, n which atom s can be photographed using electron—
tunneling m icroscopes and even m anjpulated individually with the help of laser
tweezers, their reality is an alm ost banal fact. Even so, it should not prevent us
from appreciating the boldness and innovation of atom ism . *% The very notion
that observable properties of things could be explained through the complex ar-
rangem ents of som e hypothetical (invisble) discrete m aterial entities w as extrem ely
controversial (to begin w ith, it was quite counterintuitive) . 7

Tt is therefore not surprising that very soon after its proposal, the atom ic theory
had a rival, rather comm onsensical, continuum theory (@ byproduct of the stoic
school), according to which the continuous substances provided the foundations for
all natural phenom ena, w ithout the need of invoking invisble entities. ™ W e can
already discem here the seeds of the fiiture quarrel between the atom ists and the
socalled \energeticists" in the last half of the X IX ™ century, over the existence of

atom s. & That controversy happened in the context of the then new kinetic theory
of gases, greatly advanced by M axwell and Boltzm ann.

K inetic theory isan attem pt to use the atom ic theory ofm atterand m echanics to
explain the them odynam ic behavior ofgases, being an early reductionistic program
of physics. *% Starting w ith the pioneering paper by C Jausius entitled \The kind of

15p articularly associated to D em ocritus of Abdera, fth century B C . and also to som e ancient
H indu sources. _

610 R . P.Feynm an’s eloquent words ¢_1§_}) : \If, .n som e cataclysm , all of scienti ¢ know ledge
were to be destroyed, and only one sentence passed on to the next generation of creatures, what
statem ent would contain the m ost nform ation in the fewest words? I believe it is the atom ic
hypothesis...or atom ic fact..."

YT oday, however, we recognize the procedure of postulating the existence of som e m aterial
nvisbleentities in orderto explain com plex phenom ena, asone ofthe halkm arksofm odem science.
O foourse, w ith the crucialproviso that the hypothesized entities should not be lnscrutable, having
In each case to be sub fcted to careful experim ental (even if very indirect) testability.

18This ideawould nd itsm odem counterpart in the various eld theories ofphysics, like contin—
uum m echanics, hydrodynam ics, electrom agnetism , etc. Incidentally, as in any deep theory, these
ones contain plenty of \unobservables". &

19N ote the prom inent status and role of m echanics, even at a tine when the el theories of



m otion we call heat" (1857), gases were pictured as being m ade of a huge num ber
m icroscopic particles orm olecules (of the order of 257 16 per cubic centin eter at
1l atm and 0 C).In the sin plest m odel], the particls are taken as tiny rigid balls (of
size of the order 10 ®am ), interacting according to the law s of classical m echanics,
nam ely, through elastic collisions. T hese collisions would som ehow provide the basis
for an explanation of m acroscopic phenom ena; for instance, the pressure of a gas
would be the result of the collisions of particles w ith the contamner walls. In this
way one would ultin ately be able to explain the law s of therm odynam ics, providing

a \the m echanical theory of heat". &

This program had som e startling niial successes In the work of M axwell (for
exam ple, hisprediction that uid viscosity is Independent of density, for low -density
uids). It was further developed by Bolzm ann, am id a grow ing resistance from
the antiatom ists. % Particularly inportant was the proposal of the M axwell
Bolzm ann transport equation describing the tin e evolution ofthe distribution func—
tion f (r;v;t), where f (r;v;t) Prd’v is interpreted as the num ber of gas particles

in the volum e *r v around r and v at the tine t. Nam ely:

Qf (r;v;b)

at +vax f@;v;t)= Q (£;£);

where the right-hand tem (the so-called collision term ) summ arizes the e ects of
collisions.

This is probably the very rst (ntegro-) di erential equation for the tine-
evolution ofa probability density (@fter nom alization) . T his equation was \deduced"
by Bolzm ann, for the case of dilute gases, from heuristic considerations of binary
particle collisions, plus som e additional hypothesis on the initial conditions (the fa—
m ous \m olecular chaos hypothesis"). From this equation Bolzm ann obtahed his
startling \H -theorem ", which seem ed to provide forthe rst tin e a derivation ofthe
relaxation ofa gasto equilbbrium . T his, how ever, attracted sharp criticism s and gen—
erated a ot of controversy, particularly in connection to the socalled \irreversibility
probkm /paradox".#5

W ithout entering into a detailed discussion of such issues, 2 to which we intend
to retum In another occasion (in the the context of non-equilbriim problem s), we
cbserve a very in portant novelty: the introduction (others would say intrusion) of
probabilistic considerations into m echanical probkm s.

One should bear n m ind that, although probability was by then a som ewhat
fam iliar topic, it nonetheless had a very confiising status. Som e people thought it
was part of physics, others that i just consisted of som e st of guiding ruls for
\reasoning under uncertainty" or gam bling, and yet others thought that it provided
general principles for organizing large chunks of data W ith the em ergence of the

elds of statistics, insurance and dem ography) .

P robabilistic concgpts had undergone great developm ents since its beginnings in

1654, in the fam ous correspondence of Pascaland Fem at on the division of stakes in

physics, in particular electrom agnetism , were gaining acceptance. T he weight of the m echanistic
viewpoint is clearly seen by the fact that M axwell hin self tried to Interpret the electrom agnetic
elds asm echanical vibrations of an hypothetical ether.

202 s m entioned before, one has to rem em ber that at that tin e the existence of atom s was far
from being universally acogpted. It wasE nstein’s 1905 work on B row nian m otion (using statistical
m echanical deas!) which nally settled the issue.

21Tn the ensuing debate, am ong other things, B oltzm ann proposed his fam ous ergodic hypothesis.



gam es of chance. A great in petus cam e from the need to understand the statistical
reqularities cbserved In certain \random " phenom ena hvolving a large number of
trials (or repetitions) of sin ilar occurrences. For exam ple, the stabilization of the
relative frequency ofheads in coin-tossing gam es (@ m anifestation ofthe Law ofLarge
N um bers) and the ubiquity of the nom al (or G aussian) distrlbution (connected to
the CentralLin it T heoram ), ranging from the errors in astronom icalm easurem ents
through the height of conscripts in the m ilitary.#4. H ow ever, probability was not as
yet a theory proper, but rather a collection ofm ore or less general resuls.

It was only in 1933 that £ nally reached m aturity with the axiom atization
provided by A .N .K oln ogorov #3 in his classical treatise, 28 which greatly helped
In clarfying is nature. In the rst place it becam e ckar, once and for all, that
probability theory, lke geom etry and analysis, is a branch of pure m athem atics,
not of physics. A s such, it has m any possbl m odels (in the set-theoretic sense,
ie., exam pls or realizations in m athet} atics) and m any di erent interpretations

in applications to the factual sciences. ® 1 particular, one need not be ab initio
comm itted to any given interpretation, be it sub fctivistic (as degrees of belief),
frequentist (stabilization of frequencies of repeated trials), the propensity view or
any other. A s a m atter of fact, once the fom al structure of the theory have been
elucidated, the adequacy of any suggested Interpretation, visa-vis som e intended
application, could be better exam ined, criticized and jasti ed.

T he great insight of K oln ogorov was to notice that, besides the standard \ele-
m entary" probability theory, that is, that part dealing w ith discrete arrangem ents
ofm any cb pcts (usually under the hypothesis of equal probability) and which es-
sentially reduces to (usually very intricate) com binatorics, there is a m ore general
part which inclided som e welkknown classical cases involving so-called continuous
distrbutions. H e noticed that the adequate unifying fram ework would be provided
by the then recently created m easure theory. () That is the theory proposed In
Henri Lebesgue’s 1905 doctorate thesis, which is a generalization of the concepts of
length, area and volum e.?4

W e next describe the m ain ideas in the precise form ulation of the statistical
m echanics program .

3 Equilbrium StatisticalM echanics

Statisticalm echanicsm ain ain is to deduce the \collective", \em ergent" or \m acro—
soopic" behavior of a system com posed of a Jarge num ber ofm icroscopic interacting

22 Interestingly, the discovery of such statistical reqularities in sociala airs, such as dem ography,
seem ed to corroborate A dolphe Q uetelet’s program of a \social physics", and, apparently, these
ideaspercolated into the physicalsciences, being one ofthe few occasionswhen them utualin uence
was i this direction. ©9

23T here was som e previous proposals, but none has got such in m ediate and universalacosptance
from the m athem atical com m unity as K oln ogorov’s.

24T his theory is the culn ination of som e intemal developm ents in classicalm athem atical anal-
ysis, linked to the clari cation of the notion of fiinction, Fourder series and integration theory. In
particular it gave an extension of the R iem ann integral, having m any desirable properties. Specif-
ically, it allow s, under very general conditions, to take lin is inside the integral sign, for sequences
of functions, as in the classicalm onotone convergence theorem and dom inated convergence theo—
rem . In its general abstract version, m easure theory strongly In uenced virtually all branches of
m athem atics.



particles. W e note that there is nothing m ysterious regarding em ergent properties:
these are just properties of the system which the individual com ponents lack, eg.,
tem perature for a particle system .

Them ain idea is that, In equillbborium , the m icroscopic dynam ical details are not
In portant or relkvant, and the m acroscopic properties appear as certain averages
w ith respect to a suitabl fam ily of probability m easures on phase-space: the so—
called ensem blks. Here, a crucial link w ith statistics is the fact that one is dealing
w ith system s consisting of an extrem ely Jarge num ber ofm icroscopic com ponents.

3.1 TheM icroscopic M odel

In classical statistical m echanics the m icroscopic model of a uid in a contamner
consists of N identical and structureless (point) particlesw ith massm , Jocated In a
subset 2 R * and evolving according to the law s of classical m echanics. %3

T hough adm ittedly a caricature ofm icrophysics, thism odel is stillm ore realistic
than the one provided by Iattice m odels, at least for uids. In fact, lattice system sare
highly idealized pictures ofm icrophysics, m ore approprate for describing crystalline
system s, w here the atom icm otions are so restricted that it is a good approxin ation
to suppose that they can only occupy the sites of a lattice. M oreover, in contrast
to the H am iltonian dynam ics of classicalm echanical particles, Jattice system s don't
have a naturaldynam ics, which isusually in posed in an ad hoc fashion (@nd usually
taken to be intrinsically stochastic).”d

T hat said, one has to recognize that m ost of our detailed know ledge of statistical
m echanics com es from the study of lattice system s, which is one of the greatest
achievam ents of m odem m athem aticalphysics. It is a huge ressarch eld, with a
long history of successes, based on a rigorous analysis of diverse idealized m od—
els. M oreover, it is a fundam ental source (@s well as a test eld) of a variety of
ideas and conoepts which are at the core of our understanding of statisticalm echan—
ics. 822249

U *in ately, of course, a physically realistic m odel should begin from a quantum
m echanical form ulation (say, non-relativistic) for the basic atom icm olecularm odel.
H owever, for historical reasons (ie., kinetic theory) som e ofthe rst rigorous resuls
were achieved w ithin the classical fram ework, even w ithin the rigid ballm odel. Far

from trivial, it is nonetheless som ewhat sin pler and surprisingly adequate. a0 as
J. Leoow itz rem arked €2

W hy this crude chssical picture @ r ned version of that held by some
ancint Greek phibsophers) gives predictions that are not only qualitatiely
but ih m any cases also highly accurate, is certanly far rom ckartome...

In the chosen m odel, the m icrostate of the system consists of the positions and

systam ’s phase-space (or statespace) y; = ( RHN |

25In the som ewhat m isleading argon of statistical m echanics, these m odels are referred to as
\conthuous" m odels, as they allow particles to m ove in the space continuum R?3, in contrast w ith
\ discrete" latticegasm odels, in which particles can only occupy the discrete sites of a lattice. O £
course, both are discrete m odels of the m icrow orld, in line w ith the atom istic view point.

26T his would not be too problem atic, how ever, as long as one is dealing w ith equiliorium statis-
ticalm echanics which, as we w ill see, ignores the details of dynam ics. This seem s to justify som e
kind of \m odelindependence" of the resuls of statistical m echanics which in tum would further
Justify the study of idealized m odels.
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Suppose, for sin plicity, that = R °. The tin eevolution (or dynam ics) of the
system is given by Ham ilton’s equations:

8
3 da;® _ BGH @@©;p®)
< dt @p: (©
1)
2 dpi) _ BH @@©ip(©)
©dt Ga: ®
plus the nitialdata (@0);p0)) = (@;pe) (r convenience, we took ty = 0).#"
Here, the Ham iltonian (or totalenergy) H (!) = Hy, (!) of the system is a
realvalued function on phase-space given by
X p? X
H @ip) = | 25 + | .’ i )i
=1 i< j
wherem > 0 isthem ass of each particle and ’ ( ) is a central pairpotential inter—

action energy.”d

If ' is su ciently anooth (say, twice continuously di erentiable), and short—
ranged, then standard ordinary di erential equations theory guarantees the ex—
istence and uniqueness of local solutions. That is, functions p) = pPy;Pe;t),
at) = gldy;poit), de ned for some nite open tine intervala < t < b, which are
di erentiable functions of the initialdata (g;pg) and of tin e, satisfying equations
(1) . M oreover, the solution can be extended to a globalone, ie., for 1 < t< +1 .
Tt thus de nes a trafctory or orbit (ie., a sn ooth curve) In phase—space.

So, oreach t2 R one de nesa dynam ical ow Ty, taking each Initialdata (;p)
to its tevolved in age under the dynam ics,

T, :RN RN 71 RYN RN

@)
@p) ! @@ip®)=T@p i
the st fT; : t2 Rg being a oneparam eter group of transfom ations, ie.
8
< TO = l
TeTs= Ty ©)
T, '=T .

A s is well known, Ham itonian ows (even local ones) have the follow ing two
fiindam ental properties:

27T hat the hitialdata are an integralpart ofthe dynam ical description ofa m echanical system ,
though a trivial observation, is usefill bearing In m ind, particularly regarding the question of
reversbility in kinetic theory.

281 e w ill consider only this class of separablk H am iltonians, that is, ©rwhich the m om enta and
position variables are segregated in di erent termm s. M ore generalnon-separable H am iltonians can
be very im portant; for exam ple in the two-dim ensional vortex m odel in uid dynam ics one deals

1 ¥ Pi Pj

w ith the non-separable H am ittonian H (o;q) = r a;a; nla; qj)2 + (—
aj ay

)21, where
1;3=1;i16 3
the a4’s are som e param eters.
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1. Energy isan integralofm otion: forallt,

H Tc@p))=H @p);

2. Liouvilk's theoram : Lebesgue m easure (volume) y on phase-space is invari-
ant, ie., forevery m easurable sst A, and Porallt

y T 'A)= y @);

w here Z
N @) Ijzlquj_dBpi:

A

Liouville’s theorem isan extrem ely In portant fact: it says that there isa natural
Invariant m easure around, nam ely Lebesguem easure on phase space, which iscrucial
to the ensam bl theory. Energy conservation im plies that the orbits are restricted
to the energy surface de ned by H (;p) = E, where E is the initial energy of the
system . %4

The bas:c dynam ical issues can bem ore Involved in the case of singularpotentials
eg. In celestialm echanics), where even globalexistence ofthe ow isnotwarranted
due, forexam ple, to so-called collision singularities. H owever, for gases one typically
works w ith the Lennard-Jones potential, a sam iem pirical potential of the fom

i
T, 22
r r

with strength ’ o (1 is the poInt of m lninum of the potential). This is a popular
choice ofpotential giving a qualitatively realistic description ofm olecular interaction
for nert gases: strong short range repulsion and weak long range attraction. Being
bounded from below , there is no catasthropic collision sihgularities. A lfematively,
one can work w ith hard-spheres which m ove freely and interact only through elastic
collisions. A n additionalcom plication isthe con nem ent issue, nam ely that particles
are supposed to be restricted to a bounded J:egjon (container) R3.

Though a bit harder to establish, the m ain propert:es of the ow can be ocb-
tained for those cases also. The details, though very in portant for the dynam ical
foundations of statistical m echanics, are not so relkvant to the ensam bl theory of
equilbrium statisticalm echanics, which isthe focus ofthispaper. Aswew illsee, in
this context the dynam ics is, so to speak, swept under the rug, once the ensam bles
are identi ed to certain invariant probability m easures on phase-space.

3.2 The ensem bles

Onem ight at rst get the In pression that there is a kind of built—in duality In the
foundations of classical statistical m echanics, re ected In its very nam e, which jJux—
taposes tw o apparently antithetical concspts: m echanics and probability (or statis—
tics) . That is, though starting from a m icroscopic system of interacting new tonian
particles, there soon appears, as if by at, a statistical or probabilistic ingredient,
which is supposedly alien from the classicalworld.

2% Ifthere are additional conserved quantities, them otion is of course restricted to the Intersection
ofthe corresponding surfaces. W e observe that if the energy surface is a com pact set the existence
of an Invariant m easure for the dynam ics follow s from K rylov-B ogolyubov’s theorem .
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The justi cation of that situation begins w ih the standard operational argu-—
ment: i is in possble to know the m icrostate of such huge particle system s (as one
cannot, In practice, sin ultaneously m easure each and every partick’s position and
m om entum ); m oreover, so the argum ent goes, even ifthem icrostate were accurately
known, it would be hopeless to solve a system of the order of 10%° di erential equa—
tions. In sum , one has to use otherm eans to study such system s and that is where
statistics com es to the rescue. °%

A though it has a grain of truth, this rational is som ew hat confusing and has
to be quali ed In m any respects. First of all, i m ixes theoretical, epistam ological
and even m ethodological concepts, which should be kept ssparated. For exam pl,
our inability to m easure the Initial data wih In nite precision is certainly an un—
avoidable fact, having very im portant m ethodological consequences bearing on the
experin ental analysis of m odels and the lin its on predictability (for exam ple, in
m eteorological system s and chaotic dynam ical system s). However, such issues do
not refer to the physical systam the equations are supposaed to m odel, which doesn’t
care about hum an lin iations. Besides, in precision in m easurem ent happens even
for system s of few particles, so i is not Intrinsically linked to the large num bers
Involed In statisticalm echanics.

A s for the \solvability" issue of the dynam ical equations (@lthough not that
In portant orequilbbrium statisticalm echanics), sin ilar observations could bem ade:
the solvability of equations is an in portant m athem atical (ot physical) question.
But in order to state it correctly, one has to carefully and rigorously explain what it
m eans to solve or \Integrate" a certain system ofdi erentialequations (forexam ple,
a serdes solution quali es or not?). O nce In possession of such a notion and also of
a way to survey the collection ofalldi erential equations ofa given kind (eg., wih
the aid of a topological notion of size), one can then prooeed to exam ine whether
\m ost" of the equations are solvable, or w hether a particular one is.?5

Furthem ore, the clamn that it is hopeless to solve a huge system of equations
is not correct In all generality and depends on the integrability properties of the
system . So, for exam ple, a Ham iltonian system consisting of an arbitrary number
of ham onic oscillators is perfectly solvable and one can w rite down the solutions
explicitly. 3

Tt is frequently stated that while m icroscopic system s are very \com plex" (by
which it isusually m eant having a great num ber of degrees of freedom ), m acroscopic
system s are much sin pler, being described by very few variables and equations.
This drastic \decin ation" of degrees of freedom , characterizing the passage from
the m icroscopic to the m acrosoopic description, suggests the use of an averaging
procedure, and hence of statistics. T his viewpoint ism uch m ore sensble, focusing as
it does on the role of statistics as a kevelbridging ingredient, connecting the m icro
and m acro realities.

30T his kind of argum ent seem s to have been borrowed from the highly in uential operational
philosophy of standard quantum m echanics. It is also to blam e for conveying the m isleading idea
that the m icrostate of the (classical) system is a probability m easure instead of a point in phase
soace.

31An illum natig exam ple is the threebody problem in celestialm echanics: it is non-integrable
(ie., cannot be algebraically solved), though it has a convergent series solution (hence an analytic
solution) whose rate of convergence is too slow to be usefiil to understand the long-tim e behavior
ofthe system ! a3

32A nother, less trivial, exam ple is the Toda lattice system which, though highly non-linear, is
com pletely integrable.
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W e ram ark, however, that whilke som e m acroscopic system s (for exam ple, hom o—
geneous uids) do have a relatively sin ple description in equilibrium , they can be
extram ely com plicated In the non-equiliorium case, astesti ed by the (poorly under—
stood) phenom ena of turbulence. T here, the m otion is described by tin e-dependent

elds, that is, in nitedim ensional vectors, P31 so that the decin ation m entioned
above is illusory. M oreover, such elds satisfy certain non-lnear partial di erential
equations which are, at present, beyond m athem atical tractability. 74

321 The Boltzm ann-G ibbs P rinciple

TtwasBolzm ann who gave the clearest view ofthe situation of statisticalm echanics,
while struggling to answer the critician s ofhis resuls on kinetic theory. H is Insight

beginsw ith the follow Ing sin ple but crucial observation: 2D et F bea \physically
relevant" state-function, that is, a function F : a ! R on phasespace to
which there is a corresponding m acroscopic variable (typical exam ples are the ones
associated with the conservation laws, lke energy and momentum ). Let F be a
given equilibbrium value of that m acrosocopic variable. Now, there are usually very
m any di erent m icroscopic states ! 2 a com patible w ith the given m acroscopic
value. For exam ple, there are m any di erent m icrostates associated to the same
value of total energy. It then m akes sense to consider the subsst ¢ = f! 2 N
F=F (! )g of phase—space, consisting of all those m icrostates, as they are the ones
putatively relevant to the m icro-m acro change of description.

It is then quite natural to ask oneself about the relative \sizes" of such subsets
w ith respect to the whole phase-space, in order, for exam ple, to assess their \rele-
vance" as com pared to any other subset. O ne possible notion of size is the relative
volum e In phase space, as de ned by the Lebesgue m easure which, by Liouville's
theoram , is invariant under the dynam ics. In this way one focuses in the \fraction"
of states In phase—space corresponding (or relevant) to the given value of the asso-
ciated m acrovariable. This am ounts to nothing m ore than \counting" phase-gpace
points, that is, a sort of (continuous) \com binatorial" estin ate of certain subsets,
using relative volum e as the yardstick.

A s such, there is no \chance m echanian " involved here, no m ore than when
com paring volim es of geom etrical gures. Nor is necessarily nvolved any notion
of \choosing states at random " or of \ignorance" about the state of the system .
Now, In the case of a com pact phase-space, its total volum e being nite, one can
nom alize the Lebesgue m easure and we end up wih a prokability measure P on
phase—space (or on the energy surface); hence all the relevant techniques and resuls
of probability theory apply.

Boltzm ann and G ibbsthen m ade a bold hypothesis: they proposed asthe funda-
m entalpostulate of equilbbrium statisticalm echanics that, for any physically relevant
state-function F : a ! R, the corresponding m acroscopic equilbriim valie is
given by is expected (ormean) value) w ith respect to a suitabl invariant proba-

33N ote also that sin ilar qualn s could be raised here regarding \practicalm easurability™ of the
precise state of the uid: the situation is even worse because elds, being an in nite com ponent
vectors, cannot be m easured com pletely not only In practice but in principle. H ow ever this never
prevented the study of uid dynam ics.

345ee, orexam ple, the C lay M athem atical stitute’sm illion dollars prize ora proofofexistence
and sm oothness for the N avier-Stokes equation.
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bility m easure P on phase-space, ie.,

F=<F >p= F ()P @!);

N

at least when the number of particlesN ! +1 (more on that later).
Each such P isa memnber of a so-called ensem blke. W e en phasize that the pro—
cedure of taking averages P73 is not necessarily linked to any random m echanism : it

m ight jist m ean that details are unin portant. 2

O foourse, such aprinciple requiresm any clari cationsand raisesm any questions.
W hich are the \suitabl" probability m easures and why? A re they unigque? W hich
are the (class of) rekvant statevariables? W hat doesthe ImitN ! 1 mean?

Let us begin with som e nom enclature. A swe have seen, from the viewpont of
m odem m athem aticalphysics, an ensem bk is Just a fam ily E of invariant probability
m easures on phase space. M ore precisely, each P 2 E is indexed by som e m acro—
soopic (them odynam ic) param eters (eg., volum e, energy), adequate to describe the
physical situation ofthe (equilbbrium ) system under study. An ensemble elem ent is
som etin es referred to as a \statistical state" of the system , which probably m eans
that such m easures are to be identi ed with the m acrostates of the system . W e
subm it that this ism islkading and should be avoided: as discussed before, the m
crosoopic state is a point of phase—space while the m acroscopic state, for exam ple,
ofa hom ogeneous uid is, say, a pair of tam perature and pressure values. So neither
the m acroscopic nor the m icroscopic state are m easures. So, what is the status of
such m easures? A seach m ember of an ensam ble refers to both the m icroscopic level
(being a probability m easure on phase-space) and to the m acroscopic kevel (being
Indexed by the relevant m acroscopic stateparam eters), it can be viewed as the fun—
dam ental eveHinking concept establishing the connection ofthem icro to them acro
descriptions.

T he requirem ent of Invariance of the probability m easures seem s quite natural
when dealing w ith system s In equilbbrium ; and as w ill be apparent, in equilboriim
statisticalm echanics, once an ensem ble is chosen, the m icroscopic dynam icaldetails
are essentially forgotten in all the subsequent calculations of therm odynam ic quan-—
tities. The m icroscopic interactions are, of course, findam ental as w ill be testi ed
by the crucial rok played by the potential in the follow Ing.

By Liouvilke's theoram , one obvious choice of Invarant m easure is the Lebesgue
measure (that is , volum e) in phase-space. But, of course one could ask why not
choose another invariant m easure, if any? And, m ore in portantly, is there a m i+
crosoopic dynam ical jasti cation of the Boltzm ann-G bbs postulate? W hat would
it be lke? Those are perhaps the m ost di cult foundational questions of statis-
tical m echanics and which necessarily bear on a desper level of analysis, nam ely
on non-equilborium statistical m echanics. In soite of som e advances, this is still an
essentially open question. Hence, a m ore \pragm atic" justi cation of the postulate
(besides its coherence) isthat it works ne In m any physical applications, so that it

is vindicated by its very success.

35N otice that, though in probability theory one usually begins w ith a probability m easure and
then proceeds to de ne the expectation or average, one could take the opposite path; that is (in case
the sam ple space is com pact Haudsdor space), beginning w ith a non-negative linear fiinctional
< > on continuous functions, it can be proved that there is a propability m easure that represents
this functional: this is the R ieszM arkov representation theorem . & D
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Conceming the actualfom ofthe postulate, notice that besides the totalparticle
number N and totalvolum eV = J j som e other physically relevant statevariables
are:

N 1
density (and speci c volum e): :V = —;
v
X p2
totalkinetic energy: K (!) = 5 =;
m
=1
. P .
totalpotentialenergy: (!)= ..’ Gu @I;

totalenergy: H (!)=K (!)+ (1);

mom entum change (In pulse) perunit tin e and perunit surface area transfered
to container walls by collisions of particleswhen in state ! : P (!).

So, acocording the B olzm ann-G Ibbs postulate, fora given P 2 E, the corresponding
m acrosoopic varables (at the param eter values associated to P ) are given by the
m ean values,

Z
N
mean density: =< »= P(d!)=vi
N
Z
mean kineticenergy K =< K » = K ()P @l);
.
mean potentialenergy =< >p= (")YP @t);
. ;
mean totalenergy: U =< H » = H ()P @!);
;N
Z
mean pressure: p=< P » = P()p Ad').

N

N ote that these quantities are In general functions of N , and other param eters
Indexing the ensam ble m easures.

A crucial property required of an ensamble is that i correctly describbes the
equilibriim them odynam ics of the system . In the case ofhom ogeneous uids, this

can be m ade precise by the Pllow ing €0

D e nition 3.1. An ensem bk is called orthodic if taking an in nitesim al change
in the param eters indexing each of its elem ents, the corresponding variations of the
m acroscopic variabkes U, p, V and T de ned alove, are such that

dU + pdv
T

N
is an exactdi erential, at kastwhen N ! +1 ,V ! 1 wil-hvl constant. Here

2
T = e , where k is Bolzm ann’s and the m ean kinetic energy density.
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O rthodicity is a natural requirem ent. In fact, for such an ensam ble, the m acro—
soopic variables can be identi ed to the fam iliar them odynam ic variables satisfying
the known them odynam ical relations; so In particular, the absolute tem perature
T would be interpreted as average kinetic energy per particle. M oreover, orthod-
icity guarantees that there is a function S of the m acroscopic state varables (say,
of (;V) or U;V)),which can be interpreted as the them odynam ic entropy of the
system . This function is such that the findam ental equation of classical equiliorium
them odynam ics (for hom ogeneous uids), nam ely G Ibs relation,

dU + pdv
7’I‘ ’

Summ arizing, the fundam ental postulate of equilbbrium statistical m echanics,
the so—called B olzm ann-G idos P rincipk, is the clain that the equilbrium them o—
dynam ics ofa (sinpl uid) system isdescribed (In the sense jist discussed) by an
orthodic ensem ble.

Let us recall the three m ain classes of ensam bles: m icrocanonical, canonicaland
grand-canonical.

32.2 TheM icrocanonical Ensem ble

The m icrocanonical enssmble is the one suiablk for isolted system s. T he phase—

space is reduced to the energy surface: any = £l 2 N ¢ H()= Ug
which isa ocom pact set (ifthe potential isbounded from below ), Invarant under the
dynam ics.

The corresponding nvariant measureon  y y cannot sin ply be the ullphase-

soace volum e m easure, because the energy surface (peing a set of codin ension one)
has Lebesgyue m easure zero. T he altemative is to use the \Lebesgue m easure cut to

the energy surface", €8 de ned as Hlows.

F irst, ket us assum e that the phase-space is \sym m etrized", that is, we dentify
any two m icrostates which di er by a pem utation of particles (in other words,
consider the identical particles to be indistinguishablk). Then, ifr H (! ) isnon-zero
on the energy surface, for any m easurable sest A on the surface the follow ing Iin it

exists: 29

Z Z
a) T 1 1
N U 1% U iy NI

1 d &)
N ! , krH &y)k’

N=

where Jy = f! 2 a U H (!) U+ Ugand ( ) isthe area measure
on the energy surface. M oreover, being a lin it of Invariant m easures, the m easure
a v isalso mvariant (the factorN ! accounts for the sym m etrization of Lebesgue

m easure °9).

36Strictly speaking, ket :( R33N ! a bethe naturalprofction taking each ordered point
@;p) to the corresponding unordered one, nam ely  (q;p) = fg;pg. So, if y istheusuallebesgue-
measure on (the -algebra of) ( R )V, the corresponding sym m etrized Lebesquem easure on

N Isdenedby y @)= Ni, n @A), or any A In the corresponding -algebra M , . This
is usually shortened by writihg d y = Ni!d n - Note that the Ham iltonian is sym m etric under
pem utation so that it is in fact a function of the unordered pair fqg;pg.
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Then, by de nition, them icrocanonicalensem bk is the fam ily of invariant prob-
ability m easuresP " § ,; , param etrized by ,N and U, such that, forany m easurable
st A N

Nau @A)
PRy B)= —
r r Z ;N ,.U
w here the nom alization factor
Z NU T ;N;U( ;N;U);

is called them icrocanonical partition function. T he partition function is just the to-
tal -measureofthenew phasespace yu,and icanbeviewed asa (continuous)
\counting" of all available m icrostates of the system ."%

The m icrocanonical ensam bl is orthodic in the therm odynam ic lim it which isa
kind of \In nitevolum e lin it" ofthe system . At this stage, this lin it appears to be
a technical question only, and we w illdiscuss som e of itsphysical Justi cations in the
next section. Let us, however, describe the m ain aspects nvolred in is procedure.

F' irst, one considers an Increasing and su ciently regqular space— 1ling sequence of
regions?% £ ig; ;, thatis ; wi1and [y 1 1= R’ (this is ndicated by w ritihg

" R3). At the same tine, ket fN,qg; ; and fU;qg; ; be increasing sequences of
energies and particke numbers, respectively, such that v = V;=N; ! v = 1= and

u;= U;=N; ! u,asi" 1 . Then, the ©llow ing lim i exists: 2d; 34

1
su;v) = Iim —khZ yu;

"R3;E—l u;;]]—! v

where k is Boltzm ann’s constant.

N otice B oltzm ann’s fam ous form ula for them odynam ic entropy as proportional
to the logarithm of the \number" ofm icrostates: S U;V) = kInZ ., SO s;V)
isnaturally Interpreted as the entropy density (or speci ¢ entropy) .

M oreover, the fiinction s (u;v) satis es G bbs’ relation:

du+ pdv
- :

ds =

2
Here, T = e where isthe lim it m icrocanonical average kinetic energy density,

1% p?
lim < — Py >"
"R3;g—! u;x—! v N =1 2m

K
w;v) = lim < N—>m§q;u=

"R3E v

N ote that this is a kind of weak) \law of Jarge num bers", as one is calculating an
asym ptotic (\largeN ") lin it of sum s of random variables, in this case, the partick’s
kinetic energy p?=2m .74

37 Tts originalgem an nam e is Zustandsumm e or \sum over states".

38B oxes w ill do, but very general shapes are possble, as long as the rate of increase of surface
area to volum e ratio is suitably controlled.

39U nortunately the situation ism uch m ore com plicated than the classicallaw s of Jarge num bers,
which usually pressuposes independence. Here, due to various constraints on the m otion, one
cannot expect the random variables to be Independent.
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W e also have the lim it average pressure,

p=p@;v) = Iim <P >"% 4t
"R3;E—l u;;]]—! v =

So, if T = T (u;v) is Interpreted as the absolute tem perature and s(;v) as the
@s @s

goeci ¢ entropy, then (assum ing di erentiability) asds = ™ du + av dv, it ollow s
u v

@s p;v) o . .

and — u;v) = . By elim lmating u In these relation,

T ;v) Qv T (;v)

one could obtain the equation ofstate ofthe uid:p= £ (T; ) (nh prnciplk at keast,

though by no m eans a trivial task in practice 20244,

W e observe that there are two separate issues nvolved here: orthodicity and the
thermm odynam ic Iim it. It tums out that for the m icrocanonical ensem ble orthodicity
only holds In the them odynam ic lim i, 29 which is then a pror issue. In fact,
the m ost di cul part of the above results is the proof of the existence of the Iim it
s(u;v), In tem sofwhich the other lim it quantities can be expressed. For this reason
the question of existence of this lim it is som etin es referred to as the problem of the
them odynam ic lin it at the them odynam ical quantities evel

A swould be expected, the existence proof of such lin it w ill necessarily require
som e hypothesis on the interaction potential’ ( ). W e see here an Interesting in—
terplay (even if com Ing out of an apparently purely technical issue), of the m icro—
m acro change of description : forthem icrocanonicalensam ble to provide the correct
m acroscopic description, one needs to in pose som e restrictions on possbl types of
m icroscopic interactions.

T he restrictions typically are:

(@) stability: there is a constant B > 0 such that in every space con guration
g= (@i;:::;9y ) we have

@s
that — @;v) =
Qu

X
@ = " 9) BN;

i< j
(o) tem peradness: there are constantsC > 0, R > 0 and x > 0 such that

C

W} for in q_]j> R:

" %)

T hese requirem ents are designed so that the them odynam ic Iim it exists. The
stability condition avoids a possible collapse of the system ?% due to the accum ulation
ofparticles in arbitrarily an allregionsof space, asa result ofa too strong short—range
attraction (see also subsection 32 4). Tem peredness assures a sort of \ localizability "
of the interaction by avoiding a too slow long-range decay.

40For technical reasons one som etin es needs an even stronger restriction, nam ely superstability:
a potential is superstabk if there are two constantsa > 0 and b> 0 such that:

aNn ?

J3

@17:::79n ) bN +

forallg; 2 . A typicalexam ple is the Lennard-Jones potential.
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Stability and tem peredness are satis ed by the Lennard-Jones potential, how -
ever, the in portant cases ofthe C oulom b and gravitationalpotentials do not satisfy
these requirem ents. This situation is partially m itigated by supemposing a f(our—
portedly m ore realistic) hard-core potential to them . That is, a potential such that
"(@) ! +1 asr ! at, (being snooth otherw ise), where a is the partick’s di-
am eter. Now , as particles are kept am Ininum distance apart, stability is restored,
but not tem peredness. A nother potential satisfying the requirem ents, and which is
am enable to calculations, is the so—called hard-sphere potential, describbing billiard
ball partickes (freely m oving particles interacting only through elastic collisions).
Tem peredness is autom atic as this is a niterange potential. The exception of
gravitational and electrostatic potentials m ight signal a di erent (@nd m ore com —
plex) them odynam ic behavior for such system s. #%

323 The CanonicalEnsem ble

T his is the ensam ble descrlbbing a system in contact w ith a heat reservoirat a xed
tem perature. Each elem ent of the ensemble is a probability m easure P 5, , for

> 0, whose density w ith respect to Lebesgue m easure is

1

e H (q;p);
Z N ;

w here the canonical partition fiinction is

1
Z n; = e B @P N_' hi1=ld3qid3pi:
N -
Tt can be checked that
T £<K—>ca“—2<ixq pi>"a“=l-
3%k N M3k om; Nk

=1

so that the param eter  is essentially the inverse absolute tem perature. A Iso, the
average Intemal energy U and the average pressure p are given by e

@Iz N
@

and
1@z u,

b= av

Curously, it tums out that the canonicalensem bl is orthodic, even w ithout taking

the them odynam ic lim it. O ne can then verify that the them odynam ic free energy

1
F=U TS,isgivenbyF =F (; )= = h2Z u, .

4l5ee, r exam ple the odd them odynam icalbehavior of stars and, m ore spectacularly, ofblack—
holes.
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T he them odynam ic I1im it can also be perform ed for this ensamble, under the
stability and tem peredness conditions. So, for exam ple one can prove the existence
of the speci ¢ canonical freeenergy In the them odynam ic lin it:

. Fy (7))
fon ( jv)= Im ——1L;
uRBI.;\IL! v N
In tem s of which m any quantities can be calculated, eg., the canonical soeci ¢

Intemal energy Uean = @@ﬁ ( ;v), aswell as the canonical pressure Pean, PECL C

entropy Sean, PECL € volum e and the tem perature.

324 The G rand-C anonical Ensem ble

W hilke the two previous ensam bles dealt with system swith a xed total number of
particles, the grand-canonical ensem bl describes a system in a region ,wih xed
tam perature, but w ith variable num ber of particles. T he phase-space is now =
[x 0 n,where a 1is the set of states with exactly N particles; in particular
,0 oonsists of only one point: the em pty (o-partick) or \vacuum " state.
The reference m easure  is such that for any m easurable sest A, wehave @A) =
N o N A \ ), where by convention (( ;) = 1. Then, the grand-canonical
ensamble is the fam ily of probability m easures P %, . , param etrized by > 0 and
2 R, whose density wih respect to is given by

1 | |
- e H®L N ),
w here the grand-canonical partition finction is
Z
z ,, = e ®ONED Gry:

In the above, when the system isin a state ! wih exactly N particles, ie, N (! ) =
N (!)= N ,thentheHam iltonianisH (! )= H 4 (!).Hence, thepartition function
can be w ritten as a series,

¥ o N Z
Zz ., = N e Hy ®A) Iiv=ld3qid3pi
. ( R3)N
X N Z
=1+ N . e @ I:Lq:1d3qi: izt

N =0

where the Integration with respect to the m om entum variabls is already per—

2m 4
formed i and z = e (——)>7 is called \fugaciy" or \activiy" @which is ap—

proxin ately proportional to the density or dilite gases @0; 24; 43y,

420 f course one supposes the potential satis es
Z

@ N 3 ]
e P L. .dqi<1;

N

forallN 1, so that each term ofthe series is nite.
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Still, the series above could diverge, in which casech; , NN < 1)=0,and
henoech; , N = +1)= 1. In words, the probability that there is an in nite
num ber ofparticles in  would be one. In order to avoid such a collapse of In nitely
m any particles on any bounded region of space, one requires the convergence of the
series, which In tum depends crucially on the potential.

In fact, stability isa su cient condition, 3 because in this case,

L. . . B
2= 1+ — e @ 1 &q 1+ — 3 BP=eTF

which is nie for all z. M oreover, it follow s that the grand-canonical partition
function is a real analytic function of z and

T he grand-canonical ensam bl is orthodic In the them odynam ic 1im it, w ith the
grand-canonical pressure given, for xed > 0and z> 0, by

1

pgc( ;Z)=:|-:mp(;z)=:|-:mfh i iz
"R3 uR3 j j
and density
gc ( 72) = Iim (;2);
"R3
where
<N >°9° @p ( ;z)
(iz)= —FF—=2 ——
J 7 Qz

At this point, there arises the natural question about the relation of the m acro—
soopic variables, calculated at the them odynam ic 1im it, say, In the grand-canonical
ensam ble, to the corresponding quantities evaluated using the m icrocanonical and
canonical ensem bles. This is linked to the in portant problem of the equivalence of
ensem bles (at the quantities level), about which we 1im it ourselves to the follow ing
brief com m ents.

If, acoording to the Bolzm ann-G dbbs P rinciple, one could choose any orthodic
ensam ble to describe the equilbrium behavior ofa given system , and ifone agrees to
Interpret the them odynam ic lin it as a procedure to extract inform ation about bulk
properties ofthe system (disregarding boundary e ects, Inevitable when dealing w ith
any real, hence nite, physical system ), then one would expect that the choice of
ensam ble should notbe crucial (except, of course, n calculationaltem s). That is, in
the sense that they should describe the sam e them odynam ic behavior of the system
under study, the ensem bles should be equivalent (in the thermm odynam ic lim it) . This
is indeed the case (In the absence of phase transitions), which is proven by verifying
that the ensam bles are related to each other through suitable reparam etrizations of
the basic m acroscopic variables. &4

A s m entioned before, the three ensam bles discussed above are not the only or-
thodic ensam bles availabl. For exam ple, one can create new ensam blesby in posing

xed extemal boundary conditions, say, by In agihing that there are particles at
certain xed positions outside the region , with which the particles inside can

84

43Tt is also necessary.
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interact. ¥ The interaction potential of the system inside has to be modi ed
acocordingly (see also sec. 431).

Then, working w ith the corresponding m odi ed H am iltonian, one can consider
resoectively, them icrocanonical, canonicaland grand-canonicalensam blesw ith xed
extermal boundary conditions (thus the previous exam ples correspond to the case
of free boundary conditions). Under suitable hypothesjs on the distribution of the
extemal particlkes, these can be shown to be orthodic in the them odynam ic lim it

(under stability and tem peredness). 20

4 Them odynam ic Lim it, In niteVolum e M ea-
sures and P hase Transitions

T here arem any reasons fortaking the them odynam ic Iim it. W e have already seen a
strong one, nam ely, to nsure orthodicity ofthem ain ensam bles and, a fortior, their
equivalence. T hat is, in order to correctly describe the equillbbriuim them odynam ics
ofa uid from m icroscopic principles, one needs to take the them odynam ic Iim it.
In any case, one would have expected the need of som e kind of 1im itinhg proce—
dure, % when trying to establish (in a m athem atically sound way) a bridge between
wo very di erent descriptions of the sam e system : that ofthe discrete (or granular)
m icroscopic world of particles and that of the continuous (or hom ogeneous) m acro—
soopic world of themm odynam ics. A classical exam ple of this discrete-continuum
transition is found In m athem atical analysis: In Cantor’s contruction of the real
num ber system , the passage from the discrete (an even dense) set of rationalnum bers
Q to the real number continuum R is acoom plished through classes of equivalence
of Cauchy sequences; then any realnumber is conceived as a lin it of rationals. #4
One can also view the need of the them odynam ic lin it as re ecting the change
of scals Involved in the di erent descriptions, given the Inherently vague m icro-—
m acro distinction in classical statistical m echanics. There, in fact, a system will
qualify as \m acroscopic" basically when it consists of a \very large number" of
tiny (nteracting) particles; but exactly how m any? T he usualorder ofm agnitude is
given by A vogadro’s num berw hich, being so huge, suggests the radical idea oftaking
the Ilin it of in nitely m any particles In in nite volum e. A s the Jate m athem atical-
physicist R .D obrushin cbserved, \in nity is a better approxin ation to the number

6:10%° than the number 100 (100 6:10%° 1 ). 89 ang, curiously, it it is
som etin es com binatorially easier to deal directly with in niy (@s a uni wholk)
Instead of kesping track of each com ponent ofa nite but huge system .

O f course, real physical system s have a nite number of particks, usually re—
stricted to a bounded region. Hence, the them odynam ic lim it certainly is an ide—
alization (lke so m any others in the m odeling of physical system s), jisti ed as a
procedure that allow s, in the m odel at hand, to obtain an exact and precise treat—
m ent ofbuk properties of such m any-body system s (ie., properties which would be

44T he extermnal partick’s m om enta are not in portant as the interaction potential is a finction
of positions only. Note also that the extemal particles could be assigned according to a given
probability distrdbution, or w ith periodic boundary conditions, etc.

152 5 explicitly recognized by H ibert regarding kinetic theory. b

4%En passant, the non-standard real numbers (yperreals) can in tum be viewed as certain
sequences of real numbers. For a discussion of continuiy, discreteness and is relations w ih
In nity and m athem aticalm odels, see Ref. 18.
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not too sensitive on the niteness ofthe system and ofboundary e ects). In partic—
ular, it opens up the possibility of studying, In a m athem atically rigorous way, the
very di cult and subtle notion of a phase transition, which is arguably the central
problem ofequilbrium statisticalm echanics.

4.1 W hat is a phase transition?

G enerally speaking, a phassetransition is a qualitative change in the properties of
a m acroscopic system when it changes from one to another of it phases. But what
are the \phases" of a substance, eg., a uid? I ishard to nd a precise de nition
In them odynam ics. Intuitively, they are the di erent hom ogeneous \fom s" ofthat
sam e substance, each w ith its characteristic physico-chem ical properties and equa—
tion of state. O r elsg, they are the di erent \states of aggregation" ofm atter, B9
an unm istakably m icroscopic view point.

Fora uid, we have the fam iliar solid, * gas and liquid phases, which are geo—
m etrically described by the set of states com prising certain sectors In the (o;v) (or
©;T)) statespace or phase diagram . These sectors seem to be separated by well-
de ned coexistence curves w here two di erent phases can coexist at the sam e value
of the them odynam ic param eters. Besides, at such curves the equation of state
seem s to break down due to the appearance of singularitdes or, m ore soeci cally,
nonanalityticities, in som e them odynam ic quantities, lke pressure.

This is a picture corroborated by ocountless experim ents (@nd num erical sim u-—
lations) and which one would like to explain from statistical m echanics. H owever,
this tumed out to be an extram ely di cul problem and, although there is a very
detailed understanding of it for som e lattice system s, is still essentially open for
continuous m odels.

Now, even to start such an ambitious goal, one would surely need a precise
notion of phase transition in the context of statistical m echanics. And the fact
is that there are, at present, di erent notions of phase transitions around, usually
suggested by som e fiindam ental negative resuls, that is, conceming the absence of
phase transition (see below).

If one exam Ines the phase diagram ofa uid system, the situation at a point
on the coexistence curve seam s to indicate that the them odynam ic param eters
(or state variables) do not uniquely specify the equilbrium \m acrostate" of the
system . It could be, for exam ple, liquid or solid at the liquid-solid coexistence
curve, w ith di erent proportions of each phase. A Iso, the crossing of such curves
usually m anifests itself through som e \abrupt" (for exam ple, discontinuous) change
In som e themm odynam ic quantities. T hese observations are the basis oftwo popular

notions of phase transition, that we brie y describe next. e

42 Phase transitions as singularities oftherm odynam ic po-—
tentials

The idea is as llows. M any in portant them odynam ical quantities are obtained
as derivatives of a them odynam ic potentialw ith respect to the basic param eters of
the chosen ensamble. Hencos, the presence of a discontinuity on som e such quantity
signals that the potential is non-di erentiable at som e point, ie., it is singular: such

a point (In the param eter space) w illbe called a phase-transition point.

47W ith m any di erent possble crystalline phases.
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In principle, this would provide a m ethod to pin-point the values of the basic
param eters at which a phasetransition occurs. One then loosely de ne a phase—
transition as a sihgularity of the themm odynam ic potential (due, for exam pl to the
discontinuity or non-existence of som e of its derivatives).

However, n nite volum e the them odynam ic potentials are sm ooth functions of
the basic param eters (peing given as expectation values of the partition fiinction).
W ehave seen, forexam pl, that the nitevolum e grand-canonicalpartition fiinction
is a real analytic finction of the basic param eters. T herefore, one needs to take the
them odynam ic lim it if one hopes to observe the appearance of a singularity. This
provides yet another jisti cation for taking the them odynam ic lim it: it is needed
In order to be abl to have a sharp m athem atically precise) m anifestation of a
phasetransition.

In thisway one would hope to study the structure of param eter-space (or phase
diagram ) by, say, ssparating the regions where there is or not a phasetransition.
This approach has been m ore succesfill in providing proofs of absence of phase

transitions. So, for exam ple, there are classical results 20 24: 3% show ng that
n the them odynam ic Iim it the grand-canonical pressure py.( ;z) is an analytic
function of ( ;z) for su ciently an all values of nverse tem perature > 0 or of
fugacity z > 0 (and for these socalled regular values the equivalence of ensembles
holds). In other words, for su ciently high tem peratures and/or su ciently low
densities, there is no phasetransition.

Them ain defect ofthis approach is that it provides no clear physicalm echanian
to explain the appearance of the singularities. However, as at those values of the
param eters the system would presum ably be in the gasphase, there isat least a hint
that particles would be so far apart that they could not interact strongly enough
to begh form ing \aggregates" (or \clusters") which would eventually lead to the
condensation process.

4.3 Phase transitions as non-unigqueness of in nite volum e
m easures

T his altemative approach to the description of phase transition is inspired by the
above m entioned non-unigqueness of the \m acrostate" at a coexistence curve. The
precise form ulation, however, ism uch m ore abstract: st ofall, it proposes to work
directly in an in nitevolum e setting, leading to the notion of the them odynam ic
Iim it at the evel of (probability) m easures.

At rst, thisis just an extension ofthe them odynam ic lim it procedure (discussed
In the Jast section for som e speci ¢ quantities) to thewhole set of ocalstatevariables.
Recall that a statevariabl is a m easurable function (say, bounded or integrable)
F : ! R on phase-soace.

Let be an open bounded set. Then F is said to be localized In  if it
does not depend on position and m om entum coordinates of particles lying outside
of (exam pls are kinetic energy, potential energy, etc).

Consider, In the grand-canonicalensembl Wih xed and ), for each local
statevariable F , the 1im it,

Z
<F>% Im<F>% = In FO)PY, Al

4 "R3 ror nR3

fora suitable increasing sequence of space— 1ling volum es. U nder certain restrictions
on the potential (ie., superstability) it ispossible to use standard com pactmess argu—
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m ents to prove that such lin its exist, at Jeast along certain subsaquences. 28 48, 46
M oreover, ifthey exist, one can show (using a version ofthe R iesz-M arkov theorem )
that the< F >% , orall ocalF , detem ine a unique probability m easure P % on
a certain In nitevolm e phase—space , wih
Z
<F>%= F NPT @);

o that they are expectations w ith respect to that m easure.

Such probability m easure is called an in nitevolum e lim it (or cluster) m easure.
There is an associated notion of (Weak) convergence on the space of probability
measures on ( ;M ), such that all the above can be summ arized by saying that
cluster m easures are Weak) limits @s " R °) of the corresponding nitevolum e
grand-canonicalm easures, thus: P gc; . ) P gc; .

O f course, there are m any technical details nvolved here. To begin with, one
needs to describbe what is the In nitevolum e phase—space . It will consist of all
symm etrized (ie., pem utation-invariant) and locally nite sequences of particlke’s
position and m om enta, the last requirem ent m eaning that only a nite number of
particles are allowed in any open bounded subsst 2 R .M

T he above discussion was based on choosing the ( nite volum e free boundary)
grand-canonical ensam ble, and one could ask what happens if one begins wih a
di erent ensambl (possbly including those w ith boundary condition). T his brings
up again the question of the equivalence of ensem bls, now at the kvelofm easures

which was recently dealt w ith rigorously. %

431 TheD LR -equation

At this point, one should m ention yet another, m ore general and very elkgant (and
much lkss known) viewpoint, not directly involving lin its: the socalled D LR equa-
tion. Tt ism otivated by the ©llow ing sem irigorous reasoning. 48

Let denote the nievolum e grand-canonicalm easure (where, for sin plicity,
we do not w rite the param eters and ), that is:

l ! !
(d'):Z_e H (M) N (1)) daly:

Then, for any , we can identify the space w ith the cartesian product

c Where ©= ), each statebeing denoted by ! = ! = f! ;! cq.

Then the referencem easure can be identi ed w ith the product m easure c.
The Ham iltonian in is then w rtten as

H{¢ ) )=H( )Y*+H{ )+W (I J <);

“®Thatis, or ! 2 , ! = £@i;Pi)9ri 14, then r any bounded open sst 2 R >, we have
cardf! g< 1 ,where! = !\( R 3),andcardegmeansthecaJ:djna]jizyofthesetA . The space

is endowed w ith the topology of local convergence: a sequence ! , = £} ;p})gs; 14 CONVerges
to ! = £@i;Pi1)9¢1 1g jfn]!jm1 g = g; and n]!J'm1 p} = pi, Or som e enum eration of position and
m om enta. M ore precisely, such that for allbounded open such that cardf! \ @ ( R %)g, there
exists an ng such that oralln ng itholdsthat cardf!, \ ( R 3)g= cardf! \ ( R 3)q.

C onsider the natural pro fction . , with ()= 1! . Then, a state-finction F is
localized in  i#fF (1)=F (! ) prall!,!%suchthat ()= (19.
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where X X
W3- Con 9l
@ipi)2! @ywp5)2! <
is the potential energy of interaction of particles inside w ith particles outside of
i.
W e then have,

dal) = @a' ;dat <) =
1

— €

[ N (! ¢ ! +W (! e N (!
- H ( ) ( ))e H ¢ ) 3 ) (G )] da' ) c@d! <):

By Fubinis theoram , for any bounded m easurable state-fnction F on ,wWe
have

z
@ )r ¢ )=
z z

d! )e ®C o NC epd (e

d! 3 OF (0 ;! o<);
7 g@d! 3t <)F ( )

(¢}

where g( Jlc) (sometines called a G lbs speci cation) is just the nitewvolime
grand-canonical probability measure on ( ;M ), with boundary condiions ! -.
That is,

1
g@al 3 )= ————e

H O )W (¢ F o) N (! ) (d' ),
7 (! <) !

w ith corresponding partition function 2 (! «<).
In sum , we have:
Z Z Z

@ar e ¢ )= ( ;d! <) g@d! 3 )F (! ;' o<);

whereweused that ( ;d! <) = @a! ;dat <).

Having in m ind the ;n nitevolime lmi, " R 3, this suggests the ©llow ing
de nition: a probability measure P In ( ;M ) is callked an in nitevolime G idos
measure (or distribution) w ith interaction potential’ , nverse tem perature and
chem icalpotential if, ©revery bounded set 2 R ° and all ocalized fiinctionsF ,
it satis es the socalled D LR equation (@fter D cbrushin, Lanford and Ruelk):

Z Z Z
P@)F ()= P d!) g@d! 3 )F (1):

Now, ¢=R?3 and we dentify = s P
A though a bit technically com plicated, the idea is quite straightforward: an
In nitevolum e G Ibbsm easure is such that, when conditioned on events outside any

°An equivalent ormulation is as Hllow s: a probability measure P on ( ;M ) is an in nite-
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given bounded region and then restricted to eventson ,we get exactly a nie-
volum e grand-canonical distribbution, w ith the corresponding boundary condition.

Under certain technical assum ptions on the potential, it is known that every
In nitevolim e lin it m easure (in the sense discussed in the previous section) is a
solution of the D LR -equation and, conversely, every In nite<volum e G Iobsm easure
is the in nitevolum e lim it of a nitevolum e grand-canonical m easure w ith som e
(random ) boundary conditions (for the delicate and di cult proofs of these resuls,
see Ref. 46). M oreover, there always exists a solution of the D LR -equations.

It is quite possble that, for a given pair ( ; ), there exists m ore than one so—
Jution to the D LR -equation. H owever, it is proven 1449 that at su clently high
tem perature or lIow density there exists a unique solution of D LR -equations, which
is translation-invariant Wwhich is In portant because such m easures would be inter-
preted as the \pure" phases ofthem acrosoopic system ) . M oreover, this unique solu—
tion has exponential decay of correlations, which would m ean that particles do not
tend to orm \clusters", supposedly the m echanisn working In gas condensation. *%
In conunction w ith the analyticity properties ofthe them odynam ic potential, these
results characterize the absence of phase-transition for that range of the param eters
(7).

C orrespondingly, at those values of the param eters for which there exist m ore
than one solution of the D LR -equation, a phase transition is said to occur. That
is, the non-unigqueness of the In nitewvolm e G bs m easure is taken to signal the
occurrence of a phasetransition. For exam ple, if ( ; ) belongs to the liquid-apor
coexistence line, one would expect the existence of only two extrem al translation—
Invariant G bbsmeasures, P; and P 4. Ph This is interpreted by saying that these
m easures describe the \pure" liquid and gasphases (regoectively), so that any other
translation—nvariant G ibbs m easure P ©, w ith boundary conditions denoted by b,
is a convex com bination of them , ie.,

PP= P+ )Py;

where 2 [0;1]would depend on the boundary conditions b.

Each such P © is a interpreted as a \m ixture" of phases at coexistence, w ith
clusters m aybe drops) of liquid am idst vaporand being the \proportion" of liquid

volum e G bbbs m easure with interaction potential and parameters ( ; ) if, or any bounded
2R3:
() forP-almost every ! 2 , there exists the grand-canonical distribbution w ith interaction

potential’ and parameters ( ; ) , In the ( nie) volume and w ith boundary conditions
! ¢ (In other words the partition function Z (! <) < 1 , P -alm ost everyw here);

(i) tP ( M <) be (a version of) the conditional probability distribution ofofP w ith respect
to the -algebraM ¢;then, orP almostevery ! 2 , its restriction to M is absolutely
continuous w ih respect to the reference m easure , wih densiy (given by the Radon-—
N kodym derivative):

dg( 3 ) 1 @)W (3 o) N (),

'.'Czi! =
p (! 3 <) 3 ()Z(!C)e

The (I) and (i) are called the D LR -conditions.

50 Incidentally, the property of exponential decay of correlations is yet another characterization
of absence of phase transition found in the literature.

SlFor a variational characterization of such m easures, see Ref. 34.
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phass, 1 that of the gas phase. A s this proportion depends on the boundary
conditions b, i appears that a phase transition can also be viewed as a kind of
Instability ofthe systam , which beocom es sensitive to the (in nitevolum e) boundary

condition chosen; in other words, it becom es highly correlated. 3
W hile this kind of scenario is basically proven in the case, for exam ple, of the

Ising m odel, 22 there is no corresoonding results for continuous system s. That is,
the problem of proving the existence of phase transitions for uids, by show ing the
non-uniqueness of the in nitevolum e G bbsm easures at suitable param eter values,

is an essentially open problam . Only very recently there was a breakthrough, 47
w ith a proofofexistence ofthe liquid-vaporphase transition fora continuous particle
m odel interacting through a nitetange K ac-type potential. °3

W e end this discussion by realizing that at present there is no consensus on
what is (or should be) the appropriate de nition of a phase transition, % and this
is probably due to the fact that one does not quite understand the physical phe-
nom enon iself. Note also that there is not a clear and com plete understanding
of the relationships am ong the di erent notions currently in use by physicists and
m athem aticatphysicists.

5 Conclusions

In thispaperw e tried to exam Ine som e basic notionsbehind the structure of classical
equilbrium statistical m echanics. W e argued that statistical m echanics was bom
as a keveloonnecting discipline, In the speci ¢ context of the attem pts to provide a
m echanicalatom istic explanation of them odynam ics.

At Jeast for the equilbbrium case, the m icro-m acro link is e ected through the
Bolzm ann-G bbs prescription, with the help of additional hypothesis such as the
the them odynam ic lim it. At the form al (m athem atical) level this is acoom plished
through the crucial kevelHlinking conospt of the ensambles, that is, fam ilies of in—
variant probability m easures on the m icroscopic phase-space, indexed by the m acro—
Soopic param eters. P robabilistic m ethods and notions (0ld and new ) are essentially
present, but they are not necessarily associated to any random m echanism s.

Incidentally, the need of such \extra" hypothesis as the them odynam ic lin i,
show s that the \reduction" of themm odynam ics to statistical m echanics is not a
sin ple m atter. Tt requires the developm ent of sophisticated m athem aticalphysical
concepts and techniques, specially of a probabilistic sort, such as the notion of
In nite volum e G Iobs m easures and the D LR equation. M oreover, as the delicate
and com plicated issue ofphase transitions show s, the statisticalm echanical program
is far from being com pleted, in soite of som e enomm ous advances.

On the other hand, the very success of the ensamble m ethod of equilbbrium
statistical m echanics have Inspired its application not only to the study ofm any—
body classicaland quantum m echanics, but tom any other eldsdealingw ith system s

52T here could also exist non-translation invariance G bbs m easures, which would correspond to
phase coexistence favoring the form ation ofa separating interface. -

*>T here is yet no corresponding proof for the case of Lennard-Jones potential, 29 not tom ention
the question of proving the existence of a crystalline (solid) phase. 36

54W e shoul also m ention the critical exponents view point, a m ore phenom enological approach
w ith a huge literature, and which tries to describe and classify the singular behavior of quantities
close 10 a phase transition, with the associated notions of universality, scaling, renomm alization,
etc. C}é) T here is also a topological view point of phase transitions, see ref. 8
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w ith m any interacting \m icroscopic" com ponents from ofw hich one hopesto deduce
som e corresponding \m acroscopic" behavior through an averaging prooedure.

The reasons for this \portability" of statistical m echanical m ethods, given the
som ew hat restricted context to which it was origihally linked, are not quite clear.
A crucial hgredient surely is the central role of probability theory in its fram ew ork,
with its unifying language, m ethods and resuls. A nother would be the rhtive
sim plicity of the recipe to be followed In such applications, which boilsdown to: in
studying a system with a very large number of sim ilar interacting com ponents \in
equilbbrium ", apply the B oltzm ann-G bbs prescription, w ith a suitable H am iltonian,
a suitable notion of tem perature, etc, and try to derive the consequences. This
does not In any way m ean that it is an easy task to derive usefil, not to m ention,
m eaningfil results from this procedure.

But what justi es the use of the B oltzm ann-G ibbs prescription, besides its prac—
tical successes. In m any of the applications outside the original them odynam ic
system s, di erent concepts of \entropy" are usually introduced, Ioosely interpreted
asm easuring \disorder", and the B oltzm ann-G dbbs prescription is \justi ed" by a
variational principle w hich requires that the entropy should be m axin ized. T hough
such jasti cationsm ight be satisfactory as far as som e of these application go, and
though there are variational principles also In the standard statistical m echanics,
these w ill not provide an explanation for the Boltzm ann-G bbs principle from rst
principles.

Tt isan old dream ofone ofthe foundersofthe eld, Ludw ig Boltzm ann, that the
ultin ate jasti cation ofequilbbrium statisticalm echanics would lie at a desper evel,
nam ely, at the basic non-equillbbriim dynam ics of the system . That is, one should
som ehow derive equilibbrium statisticalm echanics from a (stillnon-existent!) theory
ofnon-equilbbrium statisticalm echanics. In spite of som e in portant advances in this
area, it still ram ains the basic foundational open problem of statistical m echanics
and of physical science.
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