The Generalized Canonical Ensemble and Its Universal Equivalence with the
Microcanonical Ensemble

M. Costeniuct'ii R. S. Ellis}'% H. Touchette’'d and B. Turkingtoh3

! Department of Mathematics and Statistics, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, Massachusetts, USA 01003
2School of Mathematical Sciences, Queen Mary, University of London, London, UK EI1 4NS
(Dated: April 14, 2024)

Microcanonical equilibrium macrostates are charactdrezethe solutions of a constrained min-
imization problem, while canonical equilibrium macrostatre characterized as the solutions of a
related, unconstrained minimization problem. In the pe[ﬂié] by Ellis, Haven, and Turkington,
the problem of ensemble equivalence was completely soliedoaseparate, but related levels: the
level of equilibrium macrostates, which focuses on retafips between the corresponding sets of
equilibrium macrostates, and the thermodynamic levelctvifibicuses on when the microcanonical
entropys can be expressed as the Legendre-Fenchel transform ofribaical free energy. A neat
but not quite precise statement of the main resulf,_'i[h [19hé& the microcanonical and canonical
ensembles are equivalent at the level of equilibrium maates if and only if they are equivalent at
the thermodynamic level, which is the case if and only if tHerotanonical entropy is concave.

The present paper extends the resultg fn [19] significapthdalressing the following motivational
guestion. Given that the microcanonical ensemble is ndtalgunt with the canonical ensemble, is it
possible to replace the canonical ensemble with a genedatianonical ensemble that is equivalent
with the microcanonical ensemble? The generalized caabemsemble that we consider is obtained
from the standard canonical ensemble by adding an expahéadtor involving a continuous func-
tion g of the Hamiltonian. The special case in whighs quadratic plays a central role in the theory,
giving rise to a generalized canonical ensemble known iditdr@ture as the Gaussian ensemble.

As in [:_l'S_i], we analyze the equivalence of the two ensembldsodt the level of equilibrium
macrostates and the thermodynamic level. A neat but no¢ guécise statement of the main result
in the present paper is that the microcanonical and gemedatianonical ensembles are equivalent
at the level of equilibrium macrostates if and only if theg aquivalent at the thermodynamic level,
which is the case if and only if the generalized microcanaingntropys g is concave. The
considerable freedom that one has in choosjrftas the important consequence that even when
the microcanonical and standard canonical ensembles aexjoivalent, one can often finglwith
the property that the microcanonical and generalized daabensembles satisfy a strong form of
equivalence which we call universal equivalence. For exanifathe microcanonical entropy is2,
then universal equivalence of ensembles holds witiken from a class of quadratic functions. This
use of functiongy to obtain ensemble equivalence is a counterpart to the ysenaflity functions and
augmented Lagrangians in global optimization.

Keywords: Generalized canonical ensemble, equivaleneasgmbles, microcanonical entropy, large deviation
principle

I. INTRODUCTION

The problem of ensemble equivalence is a fundamental ong Btithe foundations of equilibrium sta-
tistical mechanics. When formulated in mathematical teiitns apparent that this problem also addresses
a fundamental issue in global optimization. Given a coirgih minimization problem, under what condi-
tions does there exist a related, unconstrained mininsizagdroblem having the same minimum points?

In order to explain the connection between ensemble eguigaland global optimization and in order to
outline the contributions of this paper, we introduce somiation. Letx be a spacet a function mapping
X into D;1 1 andH afunction mapping into R , where is a positive integer. Far 2 R we consider
the following constrained minimization problem:
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minimize I (x) overx 2 X subject to the contrairt” (x) = u: (1.1
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A partial answer to the question posed at the end of the firstgpaph can be found by introducing the
following related, unconstrained minimization problem fo2 R :

minimizeI &)+ h ;H ®)ioverx 2 X ; 1.2

whereh ; idenotes the Euclidean inner product BriThe theory of Lagrange multipliers outlines suit-
able conditions under which the solutions of the constdaim®blem {1:1) lie among the critical points of
I+ h ;H i However, it does not give, as we will do in Theorems 3.1 addBecessary and sufficient con-
ditions for the solutions ofi {11.1) to coincide with the saduts of the unconstrained minimization problem
(1.2). By giving such necessary and sufficient conditiorsvake contact with the duality theory of global
optimization and the method of augmented Lagrangidns22), [43,6.4]. In the context of global opti-
mization the primal function and the dual function play taee roles that the (generalized) microcanonical
entropy and the (generalized) canonical free energy platatistical mechanics. Similarly, the replacement
of the Lagrangian by the augmented Lagrangian in globahuopétion is paralleled by our replacement of
the canonical ensemble by the generalized canonical etsemb

The two minimization problems (1.1) anf (1.2) arise in a redtway in the context of equilibrium
statistical mechanicg [19], where in the case 1, u denotes the mean energy andhe inverse tempera-
ture. We defin&€" ande to be the respective sets of points solving the constraineblgm {1.1) and the
unconstrained problem (1.2); i.e.,

E" = fx 2 X :I(x)is minimized subject t&" (x) = ug (1.3)
and
E = fx2 X :Ix)+ h ;H (x)iis minimizedy: (1.4)

For a given statistical mechanical modelrepresents the set of all possible equilibrium macrostatess
we will outline in Section 2, the theory of large deviatiorikbws one to identifyE" as the subset of
consisting of equilibrium macrostates for the microcanahensemble and as the subset consisting of
equilibrium macrostates for the canonical ensemble.

Defined by conditioning the Hamiltonian to have a fixed vathe, microcanonical ensemble expresses
the conservation of physical quantities such as the enejisahe more fundamental of the two ensembles.
Among other reasons, the canonical ensemble was introduc&ibbs [28] in the hope that in the limit
n ! 1 the two ensembles are equivalent; i.e., all asymptotic gntags of the model obtained via the
microcanonical ensemble could be realized as asymptadipepties obtained via the canonical ensemble.
However, as numerous studies discussed near the end afttimiduction have shown, in general this is not
the case. There are many examples of statistical mechanage|s for which nonequivalence of ensembles
holds over a wide range of model parameters and for whichigdifysinteresting microcanonical equilibria
are often omitted by the canonical ensembile.

The paper:[19] investigates this question in detail, anafyequivalence of ensembles in terms of rela-
tionships betweem" andk . In turn, these relationships are expressed in terms ofsstippd concavity
properties of the microcanonical entropy

s() = nffI k) :x 2 X ;H x) = ug:

The main results ini [19] are summarized in Theorem 3.1, whiehnow discuss under the simplifying
assumption that domiis an open subset @t .

We focus ona 2 doms. Part (a) of Theorerh 3.1 states thas ffias a strictly supporting hyperplanewt
then full equivalence of ensembles holds in the sense thet tixists a such thatt" = E . In particular,
if dom sis convex and open anglis strictly concave on dors, thens has a strictly supporting hyperplane
at allu [Thm. 3.3(a)] and thus full equivalence of ensembles hotdallas. In this case we say that the
microcanonical and canonical ensembleswariversally equivalent.



The most surprising result, given in part (c), is that does not have a supporting hyperplane,ahen
nonequivalence of ensembles holds in the strong sensa&thate = ; forall 2 R . Thatis, ifs
does not have a supporting hyperplana at- equivalently, ifs is not concave at — then microcanonical
equilibrium macrostates cannot be realized canonicalys & to be contrasted with part (d), which states
that for anyx 2 E there existsi such thatx 2 EY; i.e., canonical equilibrium macrostates can always be
realized microcanonically. Thus of the two ensembles tt@enanonical is the richer.

The starting point of the present paper is the following madtonal question suggested by Theorem
3.1. Given that the microcanonical ensemble is not equivaléth the canonical ensemble on a subset of
values ofy, is it possible to replace the canonical ensemble with argéimed canonical ensemble that is
univerally equivalent with the microcanonical ensembhle;, ifully equivalent at ath?

The generalized canonical ensemble that we consider isuaahgterturbation of the standard canon-
ical ensemble, obtained from it by adding an exponentiabfaimivolving a continuous functiog of the
Hamiltonian. The special case in whiehis quadratic plays a central role in the theory, giving riseat
generalized canonical ensemble known in the literaturd@s3aussian ensemble [8,:9; 31, 32, 33, 50].
As these papers discuss, an important feature of Gausséaméites is that they allow one to account for
ensemble-dependent effects in finite systems. Althoughefetred to by name, the Gaussian ensemble also
plays a key role ini[35], where it is used to address equicaief-ensemble questions for a point-vortex
model of fluid turbulence.

Let us focus on the case of quadragibecause it illustrates nicely why the answer to the motwesi
guestion is yes in a wide variety of circumstances. In ordesimplify the notation, we work wittu = 0
and the corresponding sef of equilibrium macrostates. We denote by k the Euclidean norm om
and consider the Gaussian ensemble defined in (2.6)gnith=  kuk?® for 0. As we will outline in
Section 2, the theory of large deviations allows one to ifietihe subset ok consisting of equilibrium
macrostates for the Gaussian ensemble with the set

n (]
E() = x2X :I)+h ;0 ®)i+ kI x)k°isminimized : (1.5)

E () can be viewed as an approximation to theesenf equilibrium macrostates for the microcanonical
ensemble. This follows from the calculation

x2X I I@+hH &L+ KT ®)k? is minimized
= fx 2 X :I(x)is minimized subject téI" x) = 0g= E°:

This observation makes it plausible that there existaand a sufficiently large such thai® equalse ( ) ;
i.e., the microcanonical ensemble and the Gaussian ensardifully equivalent. As we will see, under
suitable hypotheses this and much more are true.

Our results apply to a much wider class of generalized caabensembles, of which the Gaussian
ensemble is a special case. Given a continuous funefiomppingR into R, the associated set of
equilibrium macrostates is defined as

E@ =fx2X :IX)+ h ;0 ®)i+ g (x))is minimizedy:

This set reduces t¢ (1.5) whertu) =  kuk?.

The utility of the generalized canonical ensemble restdiersimplicity with which the functiory defin-
ing this ensemble enters the formulation of ensemble elguiva. Essentially all the results in [19] con-
cerning ensemble equivalence, including Theofem 3.1 rgére to the setting of the generalized canonical
ensemble by replacing the microcanonical entrsjny the generalized microcanonical entrapy g. The
generalization of Theorem 3.1 is stated in Theoiem 3.4, hwiiges all possible relationships between
the sete" of equilibrium macrostates for the microcanonical ensenard the sek (g) of equilibrium



macrostates for the generalized canonical ensemble. Takd®nships are expressed in terms of support
and concavity properties af g. The proof of Theorem 3.4 shows how easily it follows from Gien
3.1, in which all equivalence and nonequivalence relatissbetweere" ande are expressed in terms
of support and concavity properties ©f

For the purpose of applications the most important consemuef Theorem 3,4 is given in part (a),
which we now discuss under the simplifying assumption tloam dis an open subset a& . We focus on
u 2 doms. Part (a) states that § g has a strictly supporting hyperplanewtthen full equivalence of
ensembles holds in the sense that there existsueh thak" = E (g) . In particular, if donsis convex and
open andifs gis strictly concave on dom thens ghas a strictly supporting hyperplane at@[[Thm.
3.6(a)] and thus full equivalence of ensembles holds at.alh this case we say that the microcanonical
and generalized canonical ensemblesuarigersally equivalent.

The only requirement on the functiandefining the generalized canonical ensemble is ¢hiatcon-
tinuous. The considerable freedom that one has in choasimgkes it possible to define a generalized
canonical ensemble that is universally equivalent withntherocanonical ensemble when the microcanon-
ical and standard canonical ensembles are not equivaleatsabset of values af. In Theoremg 5:2-5.4
several examples of universal equivalence are derivedrurataral smoothness and boundedness condi-
tions ons, while Theorenj 5!5 derives a weaker form of universal edeixa under other conditions. In the
first, second, and fourth of these theoregris taken from a set of quadratic functions, and the assatiate
ensembles are Gaussian.

Theorem 5,2, which applies when the dimensios 1, is particularly useful. It shows that iis c 2
ands®is bounded above on the interior of degrthen for any

> 3 sup s”(x);
x2int(doms)

s () u? is strictly concave on dom By part (b) of Theoreni 3.6 and part (a) of Theorem 3.4, it fol-
lows that the microcanonical ensemble and the Gaussiambtsalefined in terms of are universally
equivalent. The strict concavity efa)  u? also implies that the generalized canonical free energif-is d
ferentiable onr [Thm. 4.7(c)], a condition guaranteeing the absence of @diinuous, first-order phase
transition with respect to the Gaussian ensemble. Theot8ris $he analogue of Theorem'5.2 that treats
arbitrary dimension 2. Again, we prove that for all sufficiently large, the microcanonical ensem-
ble and the Gaussian ensemble defined in terms afe universally equivalent. These two theorems are
particularly satisfying because they make rigorous thdtioh underlying the introduction of the Gaussian
ensemble: because it approximates the microcanonicahdsén the limit ! 1 , universal ensemble
equivalence should hold for all sufficiently large

The criterion in Theorerh §.2 thaf” is bounded above on the interior of dens essentially optimal
for the existence of a fixed quadratic functigrguaranteeing the strict concavity sf g on doms. The
situation in whichs®w) ! 1 asu approaches a boundary point can often be handled by Theafgm 5
which is a local version of Theorem5.2.

Besides studying ensemble equivalence at the level ofibuih macrostates, one can also analyze it
at the thermodynamic level. This level focuses on Legeir@mehel-transform relationships involving the
basic thermodynamic functions in the three ensembles: tbeoanonical entropy: (u), on the one hand,
and the canonical free energy and generalized canoni@kfrergy, on the other. The analysis is carried
out in Section IV, where we also relate ensemble equivalantee two levels. A neat but not quite precise
statement of the main result proved in that section is thainticrocanonical ensemble and the canonical
ensemble (resp., generalized canonical ensemble) areateqdi at the level of equilibrium macrostates if
and only if they are equivalent at the thermodynamic levélictvis the case if and only (resp.,s q) is
concave.

One of the seeds out of which the present paper germinatée igaper:[20], in which we study the
equivalence of the microcanonical and canonical ensenfibtegtatistical equilibrium models of coherent



structures in two-dimensional and quasi-geostrophiculerice. Numerical computations demonstrate that
nonequivalence of ensembles occurs over a wide range oflrpademeters and that physically interesting
microcanonical equilibria are often omitted by the canah@nsemble. In addition, in Section 5 of [20],
we establish the nonlinear stability of the steady mean flowsesponding to microcanonical equilibria
via a new Lyapunov argument. The associated stability #maarefines the well-known Arnold stability
theorems, which do not apply when the microcanonical andriaal ensembles are not equivalent. The
Lyapunov functional appearing in this new stability theoris defined in terms of a generalized thermody-
namic potential similar in form to

I&)+ h ;H ®)i+ Kk ®)k%;

the minimum points of which define the set of equilibrium nuestates for the Gaussian ensemble [see
(L.5)]. Such Lyapunov functionals arise in the study of ¢@ised optimization problems, where they are
known as augmented Lagrangiansi[3, 43].

Another seed out of which the present paper germinated isvtnke of Hetherington and coworkers
[8, 8,:31,132, 50] on the Gaussian ensemble. Referente [3hgifirst paper that defined the Gaussian
ensemble as a modification of the canonical ensemble in whielstandard exponential Boltzmann term
involving the energy is augmented by an additional term liag the square of the energy. As shown
in [8, 9, 32,150], such a modified canonical ensemble arisemnwehsample system is in contact with a
finite heat reservoir. From this point of view, the Gaussiaseenble can be viewed as an intermediate
ensemble between the microcanonical, whose definitionviesao reservoir, and the canonical ensemble,
which is defined in terms of an infinite reservoir. The Gaussiasemble is used if;[B, 9,:32, 50] to study
microcanonical-canonical discrepancies in finite-sizdeays; such discrepancies are generally present near
first-order phase transitions.

Gaussian ensembles are also considered in [32] and moresomelicitly in [33]. Reference [32] is a
theoretical study of the Gaussian ensemble which derivfesnit the maximum entropy principle and stud-
ies its stability properties. The second paper [33] usesssmathematical methods that are reminiscent of
the Gaussian ensemble to study a point-vertex model of fluimitence. By sending ! 1 after the fluid
limit n ! 1 ,the authors recover the special class of nonlinear, statjoEuler flows that is expected from
the microcanonical ensemble. Their use of Gaussian enssrithproves previous studies in which either
the logarithmic singularities of the Hamiltonian must bgularized or equivalence of ensembles must be
assumed. As they point out, the latter is not a satisfactesymption because the ensembles are nonequiva-
lent in certain geometries in which conditionally stablefigurations exist in the microcanonical ensemble
but not in the canonical ensemble. Their paper motivate@ihtpe analysis of ensemble equivalence in the
present paper, which focuses on generalized canonicafmétese with a fixed functiory and, as a special
case, Gaussian ensembles in whicis fixed and is not sent to .

In addition to the connections with; [8, B,:33, 35], the pregqeaper also builds on the wide literature
concerning equivalence of ensembles in statistical méckiaAn overview of this literature is given in the
introduction of [4D]. A number of papers on this topic, indilg [15,!19,/24.°27, 39, 40, 48], investigate
equivalence of ensembles using the theory of large demtim [39,x7] and [40,x7.3] there is a discussion
of nonequivalence of ensembles for the simplest mean-figldemin statistical mechanics; namely, the
Curie-Weiss model of a ferromagnet. However, despite thinenaatical sophistication of these and other
studies, none of them except for our papet [19] explicitigradses the general issue of the nonequivalence
of ensembles, which seems to be the typical behavior for a aliass of models arising in various areas of
statistical mechanics.

Nonequivalence of ensembles at the thermodynamic levdddws observed in a number of long-range,
mean-field spin models, including the Hamiltonian meardfiebdel [13, 37], the mean-field X-Y model
[L4], and the mean-field Blume-Emery-Griffith modal i1, 2}.[£3] ensemble nonequivalence for the mean
field Blume-Emery-Griffiths model was demonstrated to hédd at the level of equilibrium macrostates via
numerical computations. For a mean-field version of thesRutidel called the Curie-Weiss-Potts model,



equivalence and nonequivalence of ensembles at the leegjuifbrium macrostates is analyzed in detail
in [17,.12]. Ensemble nonequivalence has also been observeddels of turbulence |7, 20, :24,,35, 46],
models of plasmas [36, 49], gravitational systems [29; 30;54], and a model of the Lennard-Jones gas
[5]. Many of these models can also be analyzed by the methigd$pand the present paper. A detailed
discussion of ensemble nonequivalence for models of ternoa! is given ini[19x1.4].

The study of ensemble equivalence at the level of equilibnacrostates involves relationships among
the setseY, E , andE (g) of equilibrium macrostates for the three ensembles. Theteae subsets
of x, which in many cases, including short-range spin modelsraadels of turbulence, is an infinite
dimensional space. The most important discovery in our workhis topic is that all relationships among
these possibly infinite dimensional sets are completelgrdehed by support and concavity properties of
the finite-dimensional, and in many applications, one-disienal functionssands g. The main tools for
analyzing ensemble equivalence are the theory of largatiens and the theory of concave functions, both
of which exhibit an analogous conceptual structure. On tietmand, the two theories provide powerful,
investigative methodologies in which formal manipulai@n geometric intuition can lead one to the correct
answer. On the other hand, both theories are fraught withenoms technicalities which, if emphasized,
can obscure the big picture. In the present paper we emghiszbig picture by relegating a number of
technicalities to the appendix. The reference [10] treatgéater detail some of the material in the present
paper including background on concave functions.

In Section Il of this paper, we state the hypotheses on thsstal mechanical models to which the
theory of the present paper applies, give a number of exangbleuch models, and then present the results
on ensemble equivalence at the level of equilibrium maatestfor the three ensembles. In Secfioh IV
we relate ensemble equivalence at the level of equilibrivatnostates and at the thermodynamic level
via the Legendre-Fenchel transform and a mild generadimaguitable for treating quantities arising in
the generalized canonical ensemble. In Section 4 we prasaminber of results giving conditions for the
existence of a generalized canonical ensemble that isnsaigequivalent to the microcanonical ensemble.
In all but one of these results the generalized canonicamehke is Gaussian. The appendix contains a
number of technical results on concave functions needdteimiain body of the paper.

II. DEFINITIONS OF MODELS AND ENSEMBLES

The main contribution of this paper is that when the candrdinaemble is nonequivalent to the micro-
canonical ensemble on a subset of values, af can often be replaced by a generalized canonical engembl
that is equivalent to the microcanonical ensemble ai.aBefore introducing the various ensembles as well
as the methodology for proving this result, we first spediky tlass of statistical mechanical models under
consideration. The models are defined in terms of the fofiguguantities.

A sequence of probability spaces, ;F . ;P,) indexed byn 2 N, which typically represents a
sequence of finite dimensional systems. The are the configuration spaces, 2 , are the
microstates, and the, are the prior measures.

A sequence of positive scaling constantt 1 asn ! 1 . In general, equals the total number
of degrees of freedom in the model. In many casesquals the number of particles.

A positive integer and for eaclm 2 N measurable functions, ,; ;:::;H ,, mapping , into R.
For! 2 . we define

1
hn;i(! )= —H n;i(! ) and hy (1) = (hn;l (! );:::;hn; (r)):
The H ,,;; include the Hamiltonian and, if 2, other dynamical invariants associated with the
model.



A large deviation analysis of the general model is possibtvided that we can find, as specified in
the next four items, a space of macrostates, macroscopables, and interaction representation functions
and provided that the macroscopic variables satisfy thgelaeviation principle (LDP) on the space of
macrostates.

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

2. Macroscopic variables. These are a sequence of random varialblesnapping , into X . These
functions associate a macrostateirwith each microstate 2 .

3. Interaction representation functions. These are bounded, continuous functiems; :::; ©© map-
pingx into R suchthatas ! 1

hp ()= Hi(Y, (1)) + 0@) uniformlyfor! 2 ; (2.1)
ie.,
]Ij[’[’i sup () Hi@R (H))J= 0:
n: 12 4

We defineH” = @1;:::;0H ). The functionsH'; enable us to write the,, ,;, either exactly or
asymptotically, as functions of the macrostate via the osmmpic variabley,,.

4. LDP for the macroscopic variables. There exists a functiom mappingx into ;1 ]and having
compact level sets such that with respecttpthe sequence,, satisfies the LDP ox with rate
function T and scaling constants, In other words, for any closed subgetof x

1
Iim sup— ogPLfY, 2 Fg nfIK);
n! 1 an x2F

and for any open subset of X
1

Iim Inf
1 an

] logP,fY, 2 Gg jgfI(x):

n! x2G

It is helpful to summarize the LDP by the formal notatibpfy, 2 dxg exp[ a,I&)] This
notation expresses the fact that, to a first degree of appaiion, P, fY, 2 dxg behaves like an

exponential that decays to 0 whenewdx) > 0.

As specified in item 3, the functiors ; are bounded orx , and because of (2.1) the functiohs;,;
are also bounded ox. In [10] it is shown that all the results in this paper are dalnder much weaker
hypotheses oH";, including#’ that are not bounded an.

The assumptions on the statistical mechanical models jadsas well as a number of definitions to
follow are valid for lattice spin and other models. Theseuagstions differ slightly from those in [19],
where they are adapted for applications to statistical ma@ical models of coherent structures in turbu-
lence. The major difference is that, in [19] is replaced byh, here in several equations: the asymptotic
relationship (2:1), the definition (2.3) of the microcaraaiensemble **, and the definition: (2:4) of the
canonical ensemble,, . In addition, in [19] the LDP fory,, is studied with respect te,, ., , in which
is scaled bya,; here the LDP fory,, is studied with respect t,,, . With only such superficial changes in
notation, all the results in [19] are applicable here, anduin, all the results derived here are applicable to
the models considered ih [19].



A wide variety of statistical mechanical models satisfy tiypotheses listed at the start of this section
and so can be studied by the methods.of [19] and the presest.pélge next give six examples. The
first two are long-range spin systems, the third a class aftshoge spin systems, the fourth a model of
two-dimensional turbulence, the fifth a model of quasi-grephic turbulence, and the sixth a model of
dispersive wave turbulence.

Example 2.1.
1. Mean-field Blume-Emery-Griffiths model. The Blume-Emery Griffiths modeli[4] is one of the few and
certainly one of the simplest lattice-spin models knownxioilgt, in the mean-field approximation, both a
continuous, second-order phase transition and a discanits; first-order phase transition. This mean-field
model is defined on the se&t;2;:::;nqg. The spin at sitej 2 £1;2;:::;ngis denoted by! 5, a quantity
taking values in = £ 1;0;1g. The configuration spaces for the model ate= ™, the prior measures
P, are product measures on, with identical one-dimensional marginals= % ( 1+ o+ 1), andfor
!'= (I1;:::;14) 2 4 the Hamiltonian is given by
0 1,

X K_@ x 1A
n "J
=1 =1
whereK is a fixed positive number. The space of macrostates for tloideinis the set of probability
measures on, the macroscopic variables are the empirical measuresias=swbwith the spin configurations
!, and the associated LDP is Sanov’s Theorem, for which theefratction is the relative entropy with
respect to . The large deviation analysis of the model is giveniini [22hick also analyzes the phase
transition in the model. Equivalence and nonequivalencensembles for this model is studied at the
thermodynamic level ini[1, 2, 23] and at the level of equilion macrostates in [23].

2. Curie-Weiss-Potts model. The Curie-Weiss-Potts model is a long-range, mean-fieldoxppation to
the well known Potts model [53]. It is defined on the §&t2; :::;ng. The spin at sitej 2 £1;2;:::;ngis
denoted by! 5, a quantity taking values in the setconsisting ofq distinct vectors * 2 R ¢, whereq 3
is a fixed integer. The configuration spaces for the model gre ", the prior measures,, are product
measures on , with identical one-dimensional margina}:lls ‘le ,andfor! = ('1;:::5;1,)2 4 the
Hamiltonian is given by
Hp (1) L (t47'%)
nl-)= —_— cqr k).
2n k=1 J
As in the case of the mean-field Blume-Emery-Griffiths modet, space of macrostates for the Curie-
Weiss-Potts model is the set of probability measures pthe macroscopic variables are the empirical
measures associated with and the associated LDP is Sanov’s Theorem, for which tleefuaiction is the
relative entropy with respect ta. The large deviation analysis of the model is summarized 14, fwhich
together with [12] gives a complete analysis of ensemblévatgnce and nonequivalence at the level of
equilibrium macrostates.

3. Short-range spin systems. Short-range spin systems such as the Ising modet rand numerous
generalizations can also be handled by the methods of thirpahe large deviation techniques required
to analyze these models are much more subtle than in the t#se long-range, mean-field models con-
sidered in items 1 and 2. The already complicated large tlemianalysis of one-dimensional models is
given in Section IV.7 of [17]. The even more sophisticatedlysis of multi-dimensional models is car-
ried out in [25,144]. For these spin systems the space of mtates is the space of translation-invariant
probability measures of 9, the macroscopic variables are the empirical processesiatsd with the spin
configurations, and the rate function in the associated LHgRean relative entropy.



4. A model of two-dimensional turbulence. The Miller-Robert model is a model of coherent structures
in an ideal, two-dimensional fluid that includes all the eéxatariants of the vorticity transport equation
[42,45]. In its original formulation, the infinite family agnstrophy integrals is imposed microcanonically
along with the energy. If this formulation is slightly retskto include only finitely many enstrophy integrals,
then the model can be put in the general form described aliwaeform can also be naturally extended to
encompass complete enstrophy conservation. The spacecobstetes is the space of Young measures on
the vorticity field; that is, a macrostate has the forng;dz), wherex 2 runs over the fluid domain, z
runs over the range of the vorticity fieldx), and for almost alk, n (x;dz) is a probability measure ia.
The large deviation analysis of this model developed fir§#ij and more recently in [6] gives a rigorous
derivation of maximum entropy principles governing theilogtium behavior of the ideal fluid.

5. A model of quasi-geostrophic turbulence. In later formulations, especially in geophysical applizas,
another version of the model in item 4 is preferred, in which &nstrophy integrals are treated canoni-
cally and the energy and circulation are treated microcigatiyp [20]. In those formulations, the space of
macrostates i5? ( )orL! ( ) depending on the contraints on the voriticty field. The latgeiation anal-
ysis for such a formulation is carried out in {18]. Numericasults given ini[20] illustrate key examples
of nonequivalence with respect to the energy and circulatigariants. In addition, this paper shows how
the nonlinear stability of the steady mean flows arising asliegums macrostates in these models can be
established by utilizing the appropriate generalizednttwelynamic potentials.

6. A model of dispersive wave turbulence. A statistical equilibrium model of solitary wave structsre
in dispersive wave turbulence governed by a nonlinear @lihgér equation is studied ify j21]. In this
model the energy is treated canonically while the particlmber invariant is imposed microcanonically;
without the microcanonical constraint on particle humbher énsemble is not normalizable for focusing
nonlinearities. The large deviation analysis given i [@&tives rigorously the concentration phenomenon
observed in long-time numerical simulations and predidigdnean-field approximations [34,138]. The
space of macrostatesis ( ), where is a bounded interval or more generally a bounded domair‘n

[ |

We now return to the general theory, first introducing thecfiom whose support and concavity prop-
erties completely determine all aspects of ensemble egaisa and nonequivalence. This function is the
microcanonical entropy, defined far2 R by

s)= IfflKx):x2 X;H )= ug: (2.2)

SinceI mapsx into P;1 }, smapsR into [ 1 ;0] Moreover, sincet is lower semicontinuous and
H" is continuous orx , sis upper semicontinuous ar . We define dons to be the set ofi 2 R for
whichs@) > 1 . In general, doms is nonempty since sis a rate function:[19, Prop. 3.1(a)]. For each
uz2doms, r> 0,n 2 N, and seB 2 F, the microcanonical ensemble is defined to be the conditioned
measure

PYTfBg= P,fB jh, 2 fug@g; (2.3)

wherefug® = [,  rju; + r] ur;u + rl Asshown in{19, p. 1027], it 2 doms, then for
all sufficiently largen, P, fh, 2 fug®g> 0; thus the conditioned measure§* are well defined.
A mathematically more tractable probability measure isdéeonical ensemble. Let ; idenote the
Euclidian inner product om . Foreacm 2 N, 2 R ,andseB 2 F, we define the partition function
z
Zn()= exp[ anh ;hyildPy;

n
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which is well defined and finite, and the probability measure
z

P,, fBg= exp[ aph ;h,ildP,: (2.4)

Zn() B
The measureB,,; are Gibbs states that define the canonical ensemble fortbe giodel.
The generalized canonical ensemble is a natural pertarbafithe canonical ensemble, defined in terms
of a continuous functiory mappingR into R. Foreachm 2 N and 2 R we define the generalized
partition function

Zn;g( ) = exp[ aph ;hpi anghy)]dPy: (25)
This is well defined and finite because the are bounded ang is bounded on the range of the. For
B 2 F, we also define the probability measure
A
Pn; ,‘gf‘B g =

exp[ aph ;hni anghy,)1dPy; (2.6)
Zng() B
which we call the generalized canonical ensemble. The ape&se in whichy equals a quadratic function
gives rise to the Gaussian ensemble [8, 9,31, 32,733, 50].
In order to define the sets of equilibrium macrostates foh emsemble, we summarize two large devi-
ation results proved in [19] and extend one of them. It is pebin [19, Thm. 3.2] that with respect to the
microcanonical ensembie’*; v, satisfies the LDP oK , in the double limith ! 1 andr ! 0, with rate

function

(
Ix)+ s) if Hx)=u

™ = ; 2.7
&) 1 otherwise. (2.7)

I" is nonnegative oi , and foru 2 doms, 1" attains its infimum of 0 on the set
EY = fx2 X :I"x)= Og (2.8)

fx 2 X :I(x)Iis minimized subject tel" x) = ug:
In order to state the LDPs for the other two ensembles, weybnirthe canonical free energy, defined
for 2 R by

1
()= — gz, ();
n! 1 g,

and the generalized canonical free energy, defined by

1
()= n!lla_bgzn;g( ):
Clearly’ o ( )=’ (). Itis proved in {19, Thm. 2.4] that the limit defining( ) exists and is given by
" ()= Nffly)+ h ;8 §)ig (2.9)
y2X

and that with respect ,,; , Y, satisfies the LDP om with rate function
IXx=Ix)+h;H&)L "(): (2.10)
I is nonnegative o and attains its infimum of O on the set

E = fx2X :I x)= 0g (2.11)
= fx2 X :Ix)+ h ;H x)iis minimizedy:
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A straightforward extension of these results shows thalithiedefining ” 4 ( ) exists and is given by

"g( )= IffI(y)+ h ;0 @i+ 9@ §))g (2.12)

y2X

and that with respect tp,,; ,, Y,, satisfies the LDP om with rate function
I, s®K)=IK+h ;HEIi+gH &) "4(): (2.13)
I ,is nonnegative o and attains its infimum of O on the set

E@ = fx2X :I 4&)= 09 (2.14)
= fx2X :IX)+ h ;B ®K)i+ gH ))iS minimizedy:

Foru 2 doms, let x be any element af satisfyingI® «) > 0. The formal notation
PUTFY, 2 dxg e 1 ®

suggests thak has an exponentially small probability of being observedhim limitn ! 1, r ! 0.
Hence it makes sense to identify? with the set of microcanonical equilibrium macrostatesthea same
way we identify withe the set of canonical equilibrium macrostates and witly) the set of generalized
canonical equilibrium macrostates. A rigorous justifieatis given in {19, Thm. 2.4(d)].

III.  ENSEMBLE EQUIVALENCE AT THE LEVEL OF EQUILIBRIUM MACROSTATES

Having defined the sets of equilibrium macrostagse , andk (g) for the microcanonical, canonical
and generalized canonical ensembles, we how come to thepominof this paper, which is to show how
these sets relate to one another. In Thearem 3.1 we stateshiésrproved ini[19] concerning equivalence
and nonequivalence at the level of equilibrium macrostatethe microcanonical and canonical ensembles.
Then in Theorem 3.4 we extend these results to the genetal@eonical ensemble.

Parts (a)—(c) of Theorein 8.1 give necessary and sufficierditions, in terms of support properties of
s, for ensemble equivalence and nonequivalen@*@dndE . These assertions are proved in Theorems 4.4
and 4.8 in {19]. Part (a) states thahas a strictly supporting hyperplanewif and only if full equivalence
of ensembles holds; i.e., if and only if there exists such thatt” = E . The most surprising result, given
in part (c), is thats has no supporting hyperplanewatf and only if nonequivalence of ensembles holds in
the strong sense that \ E = ; forall 2 R . Part(c) is to be contrasted with part (d), which states
that forany 2 R canonical equilibrium macrostates can always be realizedoganonically. Part (d)
is proved in Theorem 4.6 in T19]. Thus one conclusion of thisorem is that at the level of equilibrium
macrostates the microcanonical ensemble is the richereofwib ensembles. The concept of a relative
boundary point, which arises in part (c), is defined aftersta¢ement of the theorem. For2 R , [ ; 1]
denotes the vector iR **! whose first components agree with those ofand whose last component
equals 1.

Theorem 3.1. In parts (), (b), and (C), u denotes any point in doms.
(a) Full equivalence. There exists 2 R such that E¥ = E if and only if s has a strictly supporting
hyperplane at u with normal vector [ ; 17 i.e.,

s(v)< s)+ h ;v uiforallvé u:

(b) Partial equivalence. There exists 2 R such that E® E butEY € E if and only if s has a
nonstrictly supporting hyperplane at u with normal vector [ ; 17 i.e.,

sWw) s@)+ h ;v uiforall vwith equality for some v € u:
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(c) Nonequivalence. Forall 2 R ,E"\ E = ; ifand only if s has no supporting hyperplane at u;
ie.,

forall 2 R there exists v such that sv) > s@)+ h ;v ui:

Except possibly for relative boundary points of doms, the latter condition is equivalent to the nonconcavity
of satu [Thm. A.5(c)]
(d) Canonical is always realized microcanonically. Forany 2 R wehave B € ) domsand
[
E = EY:
W2H E )

We highlight several features of the theorem in order tarihate their physical content. In part (a)
we assume that for a givem 2 doms there exists a unique such thate® = E . If sis differentiable
at u and s and the double-Legendre-Fenchel transfarm are equal in a neighborhood af then is
given by the standard thermodynamic formula= r s () [Thm. A.4(b)]. The inverse relationship can
be obtained from part (d) of the theorem under the assumfitiamire consists of a unique macrostate or
more generally that for atk 2 £ the valuest (x) are equal. Them = E"() whereu( ) = H &)
foranyx 2 E ; u( ) denotes the mean energy realized at equilibrium in the ¢emloeansemble. The
relationshipu = u( ) inverts the relationship = r s@). Partial ensemble equivalence can be seen in
part (d) under the assumption that for a givere can be partitioned into at least two se&ts; such that
for all x 2 E ; the valuest (x) are equal butl” (x) 6 H (y) wheneverx 2 E ;andy 2 E ;foris 3.
Thene = %) whereu;( ) = H &), x 2 E ,;. Clearly, for eachi E%:()’ E bute*() 6 E .
Physically, this corresponds to a situation of coexistihgges that normally takes place at a first-order
phase transition [52].

Theorem 4.10 in}[19] states an alternative version of parofdheorem;3:1, in which the set & )
of canonical equilibrium mean-energy values is replacedrther set. We next present a third version of
part (d) that could be useful in applications. This corglleralso aesthetically pleasing because like parts
(a)—(c) of Theorem 3.1 it is formulated in terms of suppodyarties ofs.

Corollary 3.2. For 2 R wedefine A to be the set of u 2 doms such that s has a supporting hyperplane
at u with normal vector [ ; 11 Then

[
E = E":
u2A

Proof. Part (d) of Theorem 3,1 implies thatif 2 B ® ), thenE® E . From parts (a) and (b) of the
theorem it follows that has a supporting hyperplanewatvith normal vector[ ; 11 Hence® € ) A
and

[ [
E = E" E":

wH € ) u2h

The reverse inclusion is also a consequence of parts (apaud the theorem, which imply thatif 2 A ,
thene® E and thus that
[
EY E :
uz2A

This completes the proofll
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Before continuing with our analysis of ensemble equivadenee introduce several sets that play a
central role in the theory. Let 6 1 be a function mappin®R into R [ £ 1 g. The relative interior
of domf, denoted by ri(dont), is defined as the interior of domwhen considered as a subset of the
smallest affine set that contains damClearly, if the smallest affine set that contains dbis R , then
the relative interior of dontt equals the interior of dorf, which we denote by int(dorn). This is the case
if, for example, = 1 and domt is a nonempty interval. The relative boundary of dons defined as
cl(dom£) nri(dom £).

We continue by giving several definitions for concave fumtionR  when is an arbitrary positive
integer. We then specialize to the case 1, for which all the concepts can be easily visualized. Addil
material on concave functions is contained in the appendaikf be a concave functionar . Foru 2 R
the superdifferential of atu, denoted by £ (), is defined to be the set of 2 R such that[ ; 1]isthe
normal vector to a supporting hyperplanefoét u; i.e.,

ftw) f@)+h ;v uiforallv2 R

Any such is called a supergradient @fatu. The domain of2 £, denoted by dom £, is then defined to be
the set ofu for which @f @) € ;. A basic fact is that doraf is a subset of dorfi and differs from it, if at
all, only in a subset of the relative boundary of dofa precise statement is given in part (a) of Theorem
A-1. By definition of dome£, it follows that £ has a supporting hyperplane at all points of doexcept
possibly relative boundary points.

We now specialize to the case= 1, considering a concave functidgnmappingR intorR [ £ 1 gfor
which domt is a nonempty interval. Foru 2 L, @f @) is defined to be the set of 2 R such that is
the slope of a supporting line @fatu. Thus, if £ is differentiable at: 2 intL, then@f @) consists of the
unigue point = £°w). If £ is not differentiable at: 2 int L, then done £ consists of all satisfying the
inequalities

9" @) €9 w);

where (£9 @) and (£9* @) denote the left-hand and right-hand derivatives @it u.

Complications arise because d@m can be a proper subset of ddimas the situation in one dimension
clearly shows. Lebbe a boundary point of domifor which £ o) > 1 . Thenbis in domef£ if and only
if the one-sided derivative of atbis finite. For example, ibis a left hand boundary point of domand
€9* @) is finite, thenef ©) = [E) ®);1 ); any 2 Qf (o) is the slope of a supporting line At The
possible discrepancy between demand domt introduces unavoidable technicalities in the statemeits o
many results concerning the existence of supporting hyaeeg.

One of our goals is to find concavity and support conditionthermicrocanonical entropy guaranteeing
that the microcanonical and canonical ensembles are fgllivalent at all points: 2 doms except possibly
relative boundary points. If this is the case, then we sayttigeensembles ammiversally equivalent. Here
is a basic result in that direction.

Theorem 3.3. Assume that doms is a convex subset of R and that s is strictly concave on ri(doms) and
continuous on dom s. The following conclusions hold.

(8) s has a strictly supporting hyperplane at all u 2 doms except possibly relative boundary points.

(b) The microcanonical and canonical ensembles are universally equivalent, i.e., fully equivalent at all
u 2 doms except possibly relative boundary points.

(C) sis concave on R , and for each uin part (D) the corresponding  in the statement of full equivalence
is any element of @s (u).

(d) If s is differentiable at some u 2 doms, then the corresponding  in part (D) is unique and is given
by the standard thermodynamic formula = r s@).
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Proof. (a) This is a consequence of part (c) of Theoteni A.4.

(b) The universal equivalence follows from part (a) of Theeni3.1.

(c) By PropositionA.3 the continuity of on doms allows us to extend the strict concavity sfon
ri(dom s) to the concavity o on doms. Sincesequals 1 onthe complement of dog) sis also concave
on R . The second assertion in part (c) is the definition of supelignt.

(d) This is a consequence of part (c) of the present theorehpart (b) of Theorerh Ai1N

We now come to the main result of this paper, which extendofme: 31 by giving equivalence and
nonequivalence results involvirg® andk (g) . The proof of the theorem makes it transparent whig
Theorem 311 is replaced here by g. In [10] an independent proof of Theorem:3.4 is derived frarst i
principles rather than from Theordm'3.1. As we point outrdfte statement of Theoreim 3.4, for the purpose
of applications part (a) is its most important contributiémorder to illuminate its physical content, we note
thatif s gis differentiable at some 2 domsands g= (s g) inaneighborhood ofi, then is
unique and is given by the thermodynamic formula r (s g) ) [Thm. A4(b)].

Theorem 3.4. Let g be a continuous function mapping R into R, in terms of which the generalized
canonical ensemble (2.8) is defined. The following conclusions hold. In parts (a), (b), and (C), u denotes
any point in doms,
(a) Full equivalence. There exists 2 R such that E* = E(Q) ifand only if s g has a strictly
supporting hyperplane at u with normal vector [ ; 1]
(b) Partial equivalence. There exists 2 R such thatE* E (@) butE" € E ifandonlyifs g
has a nonstrictly supporting hyperplane at u with normal vector [ ; 11
(c) Nonequivalence. Forall 2 R ,EY\E(Q) = ;ifandonlyifs g has no supporting hyper-
plane at u. Except possibly for relative boundary points of doms, the latter condition is equivalent to the
nonconcavity of s gatu [Thm. A’5(c)]
(d) Generalized canonical is always realized microcanonically. For any 2 R we have
H E(@) ) domsand
[
E@ = EY:
u2H €@ )
Proof. ForB 2 F, we define a new probability measure
1 z
Pn;ngg= Z exp[ anghy)ldP,
exp[ anghy)ldPy B

n

Replacing the prior measurg, in the standard canonical ensemble vith,, gives the generalized canon-
ical ensembler,; . i.e.,

1 .
Pn;, gfBg= < exp[ aph ;hyildPy4:
B

exp[ anh ;h,i]dPy 4

n

We also introduce a new conditioned measure
Prlllngg= PhgfB jh, 2 fug®g;

obtained from the microcanonical ensemb[&* by replacingp, with P, ;. Sincegis continuous, for!
in the setfth, 2 fug®qg, g, (!)) converges tey @) uniformly in ! andn asr ! 0. It follows that with

respect top 77, v, satisfies the LDP ox , in the double limitn ! 1 andr ! 0, with the same rate
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function I as in the LDP fory,, with respect t . As a result, the sat (g)" of equilibrium macrostates
corresponding te ;= coincides with the set™ of microcanonical equilibrium macrostates.

At this point we recall that according to Theor¢m: 3.1, allieglence and nonequivalence relationships
betweere" andeE are expressed in terms of support properties of

s() = nffI k) :x 2 X ;H x) = ug;

where1 is the rate function in the LDP for,, with respect to the prior measureg. With respect to the
new prior measures,, ,;, Y, satisfies the LDP ox with rate function

Ijx)= I+ gl (x)) const

It follows that all equivalence and nonequivalence refaiops betweeR )" andk (g) are expressed in
terms of support properties of the functiepobtained froms by replacing the rate function by the new
rate function1,. The functions, is given by

Sq @) nffl; x) :x2 X ;H X) = ug
nffIx)+ gH x)) :x 2 X ;H x) = ug+ const

s() g)+ const

SinceE (@)" = E" and sinces, differs froms g by a constant, we conclude that all equivalence and
nonequivalence relationships betweghandk (g) are expressed in terms of the same support properties
of s g. This completes the derivation of Theorem 3.4 from Thedrem

The relationships betweezt andk (g) in Theorem{3:4 are valid under much weaker assumptions on
both g andH"; that guarantee that these sets are nonempty. For exampleprtinuity ofg is not needed.
Of course, if one does not have the LDPs Ygrwith respect tee ' andp,,; ,;, then one cannot interpret
E" andE (g) as sets of equilibrium macrostates for the two ensemblesimflas comment applies to
Theorem 371.

The next corollary gives an alternative version of part (d)leeorem: 3:4. It follows from the theorem
in the same way that Corollaty 8.2 follows from Theorem 3.hiak is the analogue of Theorem'3.4 for the
canonical ensemble.

Corollary 3.5. Let g be a continuous function mapping R into R, in terms of which the generalized
canonical ensemble (2.8)is defined. For 2 R we define A (g) to be the set of u 2 domssuch that s g

has a supporting hyperplane at u with normal vector [ ; 11 Then

[
E@) = EY:
u2A ()

The importance of part (a) of Theorem'3.4 in applicationsnipkasized by the following theorem,
which will be applied several times in the sequel. This teewoiis the analogue of Theorem3.3 for the
generalized canonical ensemble, replacing that theorem withs g. Sinceg takes values irr, the
domain ofs  gequals the domain of. Theoremi 336 is proved exactly like Theorem 3.3.

Theorem 3.6. Assume that dOMs is a convex subset of R and that s g is strictly concave on ri(doms)
and continuous on dom s. The following conclusions hold.

(@)s ghas a strictly supporting hyperplane at all u 2 doms except possibly relative boundary points.

(b) The microcanonical and generalized canonical ensembles are universally equivalent; i.e., fully equiv-
alent at all u 2 doms except possibly relative boundary points.

(¢) s gis concave on R , and for each u in part (D) the corresponding in the statement of full
equivalence is any element of @ (s g) ().

(d)If s gis differentiable at some u 2 doms, then the corresponding in part (D) is unique and is
given by the thermodynamic formula = r (s g) ).
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The most important repercussion of Theorem 3.6 is the easewtiich one can prove that the mi-
crocanonical and generalized canonical ensembles arergally equivalent in those cases in which mi-
crocanonical and standard canonical ensembles are nptdulartially equivalent. In order to achieve
universal equivalence, one merely chooges thats g is strictly concave on ri(dom). One has con-
siderable freedom doing this since the only requiremertiasdg be continuous. Section V is devoted to
this and related issues. In Theorems b.2-5.5 we will giversdwseful examples, three of which involve
guadratic functions.

In the next section we introduce the thermodynamic levehgkenble equivalence and discuss its rela-
tionship to ensemble equivalence at the level of equiliormacrostates.

IV. ENSEMBLE EQUIVALENCE AT THE THERMODYNAMIC LEVEL

The thermodynamic level of ensemble equivalence is fortadlan terms of the Legendre-Fenchel trans-
form for concave, upper semicontinuous functions. Suadhstoams arise in a natural way via the varia-
tional formula [2.9) for the canonical free energy Replacing the infimum ovey 2 x by the infimum
overy 2 X satisfyingi (y) = u followed by the infimum oven 2 R and using the definitior{ (2.2) of
the microcanonical entropy, we see that for all 2 R

" ()= inffh ;ui+ MFFIE) 1y 2 X ;H ) = ugg
u2R

= dnf fh ;ui s@u)g= s ():
u2 R

This calculation shows thét, the basic thermodynamic function in the canonical ensendain always
be expressed as the Legendre-Fenchel transgorof s, the basic thermodynamic function in the micro-
canonical ensemble. However, the converse need not beltrdact, by the theory of Legendre-Fenchel
transformssu) = * (u)forallu 2 R , orequivalentlysu) = s () forall u, if and only if sis concave
and upper semicontinuous ax . While the upper semicontinuity is automatic from the déifini of s,
the concavity does not hold in general. This state of affamscerning’ and s makes it clear that the
thermodynamic level reveals what we have already seen #&\tbkof equilibrium macrostates; namely, of
the two ensembles the microcanonical ensemble is the mopdaifoental.

Similar considerations apply to the relationship betwsand’ 4, the generalized canonical free energy,
defined in terms of a continuous functigmappingR into R. Making the same changes in the variational
formula (2:12) for’ 4 as we just did in the variational formula forshows that for all 2 R

gnffh jui+ gu) + MffIy) :y2 R ;H (y) = ugg
uzR

g ()

inf fh ;ui+ g@u) s)g
u2R

s 9 ():

As in the case wheg 0, this relationship can be inverted to give g) @)= " @) forallu2 R ,or
equivalentlys qg)@)= (s g) @), ifandonlyifs gisconcave OR .
In order to be able to express these relationships in formiasito those relating ands, we define for
anduin R

shg; )= nf fhjuit g@) swg= 6 9 () (4.1)
and
s @u)=gw)+ mf fh;ui s'@ Jg=gw+ g9 @: (4.2)

2R
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Thusforall ,”4( )= s'(g; )whileforally, sl g;u) = sw)ifandonlyif s g)w)= s 9) @)=
"4 @), and this holds if and only if gis concave orR .
The next theorem records these facts in parts (a) and (b}. (®antroduces a new theme proved in
Theorem 26.3 ini[47]. The strict concavity sf gon domsimplies that’ 4 is essentially smooth; i.e%,4
is differentiable onR and

J'jm1 kr’4(n)k=1 whenevek k! 1 :
n.

Settingg 0 implies a similar result relatingand’ , = ’ . The differentiability of* ( ) or’ 4 ( ) implies
that the corresponding ensemble does not exhibit a diseanis, first-order phase transition.

Theorem 4.1. Let g be a continuous function mapping R into R, in terms of which the generalized
canonical ensemble (2.8) is defined. The choice g 0 gives the standard canonical ensemble (2.4) The
following conclusions hold.

(@Forall 2R ,"4()=5s"@ )=(6 9 ()

(b) Forallu 2 R

s)=gw+ (s 9 (Gu=gL+"’',0)

if and only if s gis concave on R . Both of these are equivalent to (s g)u) = (s g) ) andto
sw) = s @g;u).

(c) Ifdomsis convex and s  gis strictly concave on dom s, then ' 4 is essentially smooth; in particular,
" g is differentiable on R .

Theoremi 411 is the basis for defining equivalence and nowalgnice of ensembles at the thermody-
namic level. The microcanonical and canonical ensembkesaid to be thermodynamically equivalent at
u 2 domsif su) = s () and to be thermodynamically nonequivalentuat sw) 6 s (); the latter
inequality holds if and only is) < s @) [Prop.:A.2]. Similarly, the microcanonical and generalize
canonical ensembles are said to be thermodynamically &guitvatu if (s g) @)= (s g) @)—equiv-
alently,s @) = s (g;u) — and to be thermodynamically nonequivalentiat s g)@) (s g) W);
the latter inequality holds ifand only is  g) () < (s g) () [Prop./A.2].

The relationship between ensemble equivalence at the tlugmamic level and at the level of equi-
librium macrostates is formulated in the next theorem far thicrocanonical and generalized canonical
ensembles. Setting 0 gives the corresponding relationships between ensemhigadence at the two
levels for the microcanonical and canonical ensembleselihke equivalence at the thermodynamic level
involves concavity properties af g while ensemble equivalence at the level of equilibrium rostates
involves support properties af g. Except possibly for relative boundary points, g is concave at
u 2 domsifand only if s ghas a supporting hyperplanewatHence if doms is open and so contains no
relative boundary points, then the relationship betweernlo levels of ensemble equivalence is elegantly
symmetric. This is given in part (a). In part (b) we state #mssIsymmetric relationship between the two
levels when dons is not open and so contains relative boundary points.

Theorem 4.2. Let g be a continuous function mapping R into R, in terms of which the generalized
canonical ensemble (2.8)is defined. The choice g 0 gives the standard canonical ensemble. The following
conclusions hold.

(a) Assume that doms is an open subset of R . Then the microncanonical and generalized canonical
ensembles are thermodynamically equivalent at u 2 doms if and only if the ensembles are either fully or
partially equivalent at u.

(b) Assume that doms is not an open subset of R . If the microcanonical and generalized canonical en-
sembles are thermodynamically equivalent at u 2 ri(doms), then the ensembles are either fully or partially
equivalent at u. Conversely, if the ensembles are either fully or partially equivalent at u 2 doms, then the
ensembles are thermodynamically equivalent at u.



18

Proof. (@) If doms is open, then since domicontains no relative boundary points, the sets dand
ri(dom s) coincide. Hence part (a) is a consequence of part (b).

(b) If the ensembles are thermodynamically equivalent atrildoms), then(s g)@)= (s g9) ).
Applying the first inclusion in part (b) of Theorem A.5fo= s g, we conclude the existence ofsuch
that s has a supporting hyperplanewatvith normal vector[ ; 11 Parts (a) and (b) of Theorein 3.4 then
imply that the ensembles are either fully or partially eqléwnt atu. Conversely, if the ensembles are either
fully or partially equivalent atx 2 doms, then by parts (a) and (b) of Theorem'3.4 there existich
that s has a supporting hyperplanewatvith normal vector[ ; 1] Applying part (a) of Theorer A.4 to
f = (s g), weconclude thats g)@) = (s g) @); i.e., the ensembles are thermodynamically
equivalent ati. This completes the proo

In the next section we isolate a number of scenarios arigiagplications for which the microcanonical
and generalized canonical ensembles are universally @gquoiv This rests mainly on part (b) of Theorem
3.8, which states that universal equivalence of ensemioliels if we can find ay such thats g is strictly
concave on ri(dors).

V. UNIVERSAL EQUIVALENCE VIA THE GENERALIZED CANONICAL ENSEMBLE

This section addresses a basic foundational issue int&tatimechanics. In Theoremis 5;2+5.5, we show
that when the standard canonical ensemble is honequivaléimé microcanonical ensemble on a subset of
values ofy, it can often be replaced by a generalized canonical engetimdl is univerally equivalent to the
microcanonical ensemble. In three of these four theordmduinctiong defining the generalized canonical
ensemble is a quadratic function, and the ensemble is Gawissi

In these three theorems our strategy is to find a quadratiifumg such thats g is strictly concave
on ri(doms) and continuous on dom Part (b) of Theorem 3.6 then yields the universal equivaes
the next proposition shows, an advantage of working wittdeatic functions is that support properties of
s ginvolving a supporting hyperplane are equivalent to suppovperties ofs involving a supporting
paraboloid defined in terms ef This observation gives a geometrically intuitive way tadfen quadratic
function g guaranteeing universal ensemble equivalence.

In order to state the proposition, we need a definition.fLieé a function mappink intoR [ £ 1 g,
uand pointsinR , and 0. We say thatf has a supporting paraboloid@t2 R with parameters
(5 )if

f&) f@)+h;v ui+ kv uk forallv2 R

The paraboloid is said to be strictly supporting if the inglgy is strict for allv € u.

Proposition 5.1. £ has a (strictly) supporting paraboloid at u with parameters ( ; )ifandonlyiff k %
has a (strictly) supporting hyperplane at u with normal vector [~; 11 The quantities and ~ are related
by ~= 2 u

Proof. The proof is based on the identityy uk® = kvk® 2hi;v ui kuk®. If £ has a strictly
supporting paraboloid at with parametery ; ), then forallv € u

f &) kv < £ @) kuk’ + h™;v  ui;

where ~ = 2 u. Thusf k *has a strictly supporting hyperplane watwith normal vector
[*; 11 The converse is proved similarly, as is the case in whiclstipporting hyperplane or paraboloid
is supporting but not strictly supportindll
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The first application of Theorein 3.6 is Theoren 5.2, whichoisrfulated for dimension = 1. The
theorem gives a criterion guaranteeing the existence ofadragtic functiong such thats g is strictly
concave on dom. The criterion — thats® is bounded above on the interior of dem— is essentially
optimal for the existence of a fixed quadratic functipiguaranteeing the strict concavity ef g. The
situation in whichs®is not bounded above on the interior of deran often be handled by Theorém!5.5,
which is a local version of Theorem5.2.

The strict concavity o g on doms has several important consequences concerning univeysiat e
alence of ensembles at the level of equilibrium macrosetesequivalence of ensembles at the thermody-
namic level —i.e.s" (g;u) = s () for all u. As we note in part (e) of Theorem 5.2, the strict concavity of
s galso implies that the generalized canonical free energy (s g) is differentiable onr, a con-
dition guaranteeing the absence of a discontinuous, fidgrghase transition with respect to the Gaussian
ensemble.

Theorem{5:3 is the analogue of Theorgm 5.2 that treats anpitimension 2. When 2, in
general the results are weaker than whe#n 1.

Theorem 5.2. Assume that the dimension = 1 and that dom s is a nonempty interval. Assume also that
s is continuous on doms, s is twice continuously differentiable on int(doms), and s®is bounded above on
int(doms). Then for all sufficiently large Oand g) = W, conclusions (2)—(€)hold. Specifically, if

sis strictly concave on doms, then we choose any 0, and otherwise we choose
0
> o= % sup s (u): (5.1)
u2int(doms)

(@)s gis strictly concave and continuous on doms.

(b) s g has a strictly supporting line, and s has a strictly supporting paraboloid, at all u 2 doms
except possibly boundary points. At a boundary point s g has a strictly supporting line, and s has a
strictly supporting parabola, if and only if the one-sided derivative of s g s finite at that boundary point.

(C) The microcanonical ensemble and the Gaussian ensemble defined in terms of this g are universally
equivalent; i.e., fully equivalent at all u 2 doms except possibly boundary points. For allu 2 int(doms) the

value of  defining the universally equivalent Gaussian ensemble is unique and is given by = @) 2 wu.
(d) Forallu 2 R, s g;u) = sw) or equivalently s g) @)= (s g)@).
(€) The generalized canonical free energy ' g = (s g) is essentially smooth; in particular, ' g is

differentiable on R .

Proof. (a) If sis strictly concave on dom thens (u) u? is also strictly concave on this set for any
0. We now consider the case in whielis not strictly concave on dom If gu) = , thens gis
continuous on dora. If, in addition, we choose >  in accordance with(5.1), then for all2 int(doms)

s 9%u) = @) 2 < 0:

A straightforward extension of the proof of Theorem 4.4iiid][4n which the inequalities in the first two
displays are replaced by strict inequalities, shows that g) is strictly convex on int(doms) and thus
thats gis strictly concave on int(doms). If s gis not strictly concave on dos) thens g must be
affine on an interval. Since this violates the strict contyawn int(doms), part (a) is proved.

(b) The first assertion follows from part (a) of the preseebtiem, part (a) of Theorefn 8.6, and Propo-
sitioni5.1. Concerning the second assertion about bounatangs, the reader is referred to the discussion
before Theorerh 3.3.

(c) The universal equivalence of the two ensembles is a quesee of part (a) of the present theorem
and part (b) of Theorem 3.6. The full equivalence of the efdesnat allu 2 int(doms) is equivalent to
the existence of a strictly supporting hyperplane atial int(doms) with supergradient [Thm.:3.4(a)].
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Sinces ) u? is differentiable at alli 2 int(doms), part (b) of Theoren A1 implies that is unique
and = (s@) u?)C

(d) The strict concavity of gon doms proved in part (a) implies that gis concave orr. Part (b)
of Theorem 411 allows us to conclude that foralk R, s! (gju) = s@) or equivalentlys g) )=
s 9 W)

(e) This follows from part (c) of Theorein 4.1

We now consider the analogue of Theorem 5.2 for arbitraryedision 2. In contrast to the case
= 1,inwhichs gcould always be extended to a strictly concave function bafaloms, in the case
2 there exists a quadratigsuch thats g s strictly concave on the interior of dosnbut in general
s g cannot be extended to a strictly concave function on all o doOne can easily find examples in
which the boundary of domhas flat portions and g is strictly concave on the interior of dosnand
constant on these flat portions. As a result, unless slisnopen, we cannot apply part (c) of Theorem 4.1
to conclude that the generalized canonical free eneigy (s q) is differentiable ok .

Theorem 5.3. Assume that the dimension 2 and that doms is convex and has nonempty interior.
Assume also that s is continuous on doms, s is twice continuously differentiable on int(doms), and all
second-order partial derivatives of s are bounded above on int(doms). Then for all sufficiently large 0
and ga) = kuk?, conclusions (@)—(€)hold. Specifically, if s is strictly concave on int(doms), then we
choose any 0, and otherwise we choose

> o= 3 sup  (); (5.2)

u2int(doms)

where () denotes the largest eigenvalue of the symmetric Hessian matrix of s at u.

(@)s gis strictly concave on int(doms) and concave and continuous on dom s.

(b) s g has a strictly supporting hyperplane, and s has a strictly supporting paraboloid, at all u 2
doms except possibly boundary points.

(C) The microcanonical ensemble and the Gaussian ensemble defined in terms of this g are universally
equivalent; i.e., fully equivalent at all u 2 doms except possibly boundary points. For all u 2 int(doms)
the value of  defining the universally equivalent Gaussian ensemble is unique and is given by = r s(u)

2 u.

(d)Forallu2 R , s (g;u) = s@)orequivalently s g) @)= (s g)@).

(e) Assume that doms is open. Then the generalized canonical free energy ' g = (s g) is essentially
smooth; in particular, ' 4 is differentiable on R .

Proof. (a) If sis strictly concave on int(dom), thens k kis also strictly concave on this set for any
0. We now consider the case in whiehis not strictly concave on int(do®). If gw) = kulk?, then

s gis continuous on dom. Foru 2 int(doms), letQ, = £@ %s (u)=QRu;@u;g denote the Hessian matrix

of satu. We choose >  in accordance with (5.2), noting that

0 = % sup W) (53)
u2int(doms)
=% sup supflD, ; i: 2 R;k k= 1g:
u2int(doms)

Let T be the identity matrix. It follows that for any 2 int(doms) and all nonzere@ 2 R
hQ, 2 I)z;zi< O:

By analogy with the proof of Theorem 4.5 ih [47], the strichcavity ofs g on int(doms) is equivalent
to the strict concavity o8 g on each line segment in int(dosn. This, in turn, is equivalent to the strict
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concavity, for eaclks 2 int(doms) and nonzerez 2 R ,of ()= (s g) v+ 2z)onthe open interval
G &;z)=f 2R :v+ z2 int(doms)g. Since

®()=hQ » 2 I)z;zi< 0;

%is strictly decreasing oB (v;z). A straightforward extension of the proof of Theorem 4.44%][ in
which the inequalities in the first two displays are replabgdtrict inequalities, shows that s strictly
convex onG (v;z) and thus that is strictly concave o (v;z). It follows thats gis strictly concave on
int(doms). By Proposition{ A.3 the continuity of g on doms allows us to extend the strict concavity of
s gonint(doms) to the concavity ok g on doms. This completes the proof of part (a).

(b)—(d) These are proved as in Theorem 5.2.
(e) If domsis open, then part (a) implies that gis strictly concave on dom The essential smoothness
of (s g) ,and thus its differentiability, are consequences of pgro{ Theoreni 4:1.1

In the next theorem we give other conditionssoguaranteeing conclusions similar to those in Theorems
5.2 and5:3.

Theorem 5.4. Assume that doms is convex, closed, and bounded and that s is bounded and continuous on
doms. Then there exists a continuous function g mapping R into R such that the following conclusions
hold.

(@) s gis strictly concave and continuous on doms, and the generalized canonical free energy ' 4 =
(s g) isessentially smooth; in particular, ' 4 is differentiable on R .

(b) s ghas a strictly supporting hyperplane at all u 2 doms except possibly relative boundary points.

() The microcanonical ensemble and the generalized canonical ensemble defined in terms of this g are
universally equivalent on doms; ie., fully equivalent at all u 2 doms except possibly relative boundary
points.

(d)Forallu2 R , s (g;u) = s()orequivalently s g) @)= (s g) ).

Proof. (a) Leth be any strictly concave function aR . Sinceh is continuous orR  [4%, Cor. 10.1.1]p
is also bounded and continuous on demForu 2 domsdefinegu) = s@) h ). Sincegis bounded
and continuous on the closed set darthe Tietze Extension Theorem guarantees dt@n be extended to
a bounded, continuous function @ [26, Thm. 4.16]. Thers g has the properties in part (a). The strict
concavity ofs gon domsimplies the essential smoothness@f g) and thus its differentiability [Thm.
4.30).

(b) This follows from part (a) of the present theorem and f@rof Theorenj 3:6.

(c) The universal equivalence of the two ensembles is a quesee of part (a) of the present theorem
and part (b) of Theorer 3.6.

(d) The functiong constructed in the proof of part (a) is bounded and contisumur . In addition,
s gis strictly concave on domand thus concave oR . Sinces gis continuous on the closed set
doms, s gis also upper semicontinuous @ . Part (b) of Theorem 4.1 implies that for all2 R ,
sl ) = sw)orequivalentlys g) @@= G g) @) W

Suppose thatis C 2 on the interior of dons but the second-order partial derivativess@afre not bounded
above. This arises, for example, in the Curie-Weiss-Pottdeh in which dons is a closed, bounded
interval of R ands®m) ! 1 asu approaches the right hand endpoint of defil]. In such cases one
cannot expect that the conclusions of Theorems 5.2 and #.Bewsatisfied; in particular, that there exists
a quadratic functiory such thats g has a strictly supporting hyperplane at each point of theriot of
doms and thus that the ensembles are universally equivalent.

In order to overcome this difficulty, we introduce Theorgr, & local version of Theorems 5.2 and 5.3.
Theorem 55 handles the case in whicls C 2 on an open set but eitherk is not all of int(doms) or
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K = int(doms) and the second-order partial derivativessaire not all bounded above @&n. In neither
of these situations are the hypotheses of Thedrem 5.2:0oabs8isd. In Theorerh 5.5 additional conditions
are given guaranteeing that for eagh2 K there eX|sts depending oru such thats k %has a
strictly supporting hyperplane at Our strategy is first to choose a paraboloid that is stristigporting
in a neighborhood ofi and then to adjust so that the paraboloid becomes strictly supporting orrall
Proposition 5.1 then guarantees that k  khas a strictly supporting hyperplanewat

This construction for eaclu 2 K implies a form of universal equivalence of ensembles that is
weaker than that in Theorems 5.2 and: 5.3 but is still useful. cantrast to those theorems, which
state thats!! g;u) = s@) forallu 2 R , in Theorem- 5'5 we prove the alternative representation
inf osl@ ;u) = sw)foralluin kK, whereg = k % for 0. This alternative representation
is necessitated by the fact that the quadratic depends on

For each fixedx 2 K the value of for which s k *has a strictly supporting hyperplaneat
depends oru. However, with the same one might also have a strictly supporting hyperplane atrothe
values ofu. In general, as one increasesthe set ofu at which s k %has a strictly supporting
hyperplane cannot decrease. Because of part (a) of Theofhi3 can be restated in terms of ensemble
equivalence involving the Gaussian ensemble and the pome#ng sek ( ) of equilibrium macrostates
defined in {1.5). Defining

U = fu?2 K :thereexists suchthat ( ) = E%g;

oS : .
we haveu , U , whenever , > ; and because of Theorem5.5,, ;U = K. This phenomenon is
investigated in detail in [12] for the Curie-Weiss-Pottsdab

In order to state Theorefn 5.5, we definefoz K and 0

n o
D (rs@); )= v2doms:s&) s@)+ hrs@);v ui+ kv uk’

Geometrically, this set contains all points for which theghmloid with parametersr s@w); ) pass-

ing through u;sw)) lies below the graph ok. Clearly, since 0, we haveD @;r s); )
D (;r s@);0); the setD @;r s@);0) contains all points for which the graph of the hyperplanehwit
normal vectorfr s@); 1]passing throughu;s)) lies below the graph of. Thus, in the next theorem

the hypothesis that for each2 K the setD w;r s(); ) is bounded for some 0 is satisfied if dons
is bounded or, more generally,nf (s;r s @);0) is bounded. The latter set is bounded if, for example,
is superlinear; i.e.,

Jm s)=kvk= 1 :
kvk! 1
As we have remarked, the next theorem can often be applied thiechypotheses of Theorém5.2;or 5.3
are not satisfied.

Theorem 5.5. Let K an open subset of doms and assume that s is twice continuously differentiable on K .
Assume also that doms is bounded or, more generally, that for every u 2 intK there exists 0 such that
D (u;r s(); )is bounded. The following conclusions hold.

(@) For each u 2 X, define o)  0by (5.7) Then for any > o), s has a strictly supporting
paraboloid at u with parameters (r s(u); ).

(b) For each u 2 X we choose > () asin part (Q)and defineg = k % Thens g hasa
strictly supporting hyperplane at u with normal vector [t s@u) 2 u; 11

(c) For eachu 2 K

J'ngs]](g ju) = nffg W+ 6 g) W= sw:
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(d) For each u 2 K choose g = k  ksuch that, in accordance with part (b), s g has a strictly
supporting hyperplane at u. Then the microcanonical ensemble and the Gaussian ensemble defined in
terms of this g are fully equivalent at u. The value of defining the Gaussian ensemble is unique and is
givenby = rs@) 2 u

Proof. (a) Givenu 2 K , letB (u;r) K be an open ball with centerand positive radiug whose closure
is contained irk . If the dimension = 1, thens®is bounded above oB @;r), while if 2, then all
second-order partial derivatives sfare bounded above an (u;r). We now apply, to the restriction f
to B (u;r), part (a) of Theoreni 5.2 when = 1 and part (a) of Theorem 5.3 when 2. We conclude
that there exists a sufficiently large 0suchthats Ak kis strictly concave om® (u;r). Part (c) of
Theoren’A.4 implies that when restrictedsou;r), s Ak khas a strictly supporting hyperplanewat
that is, there exists 2 R such that

sw) Akvk®< s@) Akuk’+ h ;v wuiforalv2B @;r);vé u: (5.4)

Infact, = rsw) 2Aaubecauses Ak %is concave and differentiable @ w;r) [Thm. AL(b)]. We
rewrite the inequality in the last display as

sSW)< su)+ hr s@);v ui+ Akv uk® forallv2 B u;r);vé u: (5.5)

This inequality continues to hold if we take larger valuesagfand so without loss of generality we can
assume thah > . Becauses(v) = 1 for v 2 doms, the set where the inequality in the last display
does not hold i® ;r s@);A). SinceA > ,we haveD @u;r sw);A) D @;r s@); ), and since the
latter set is assumed to be bounded, there eki8tg0;1 ) such that

D W;rs@);A) fv2 R :kv uk< bg: (5.6)

Let be any number satisfying

s(u) + kr s@u)kb

- (5.7)

> pg@u)=max A;

Sincea 0, itfollows that @) 0. We now prove that has a strictly supporting paraboloidwatvith
parametersr sw); );i.e.,

SW)< s+ hrs);v ui+ kv uk forallv2 R ;vé u: (5.8)

It suffices to prove: (5:8) for alr 2 doms. Since > A and since;(5.5) is valid for alt 2 B (u;r), v6 u,
(5.8) is also valid for all 2 B (u;r), v6 u. Inaddition, for allv 2 domsnD (u;r s@);A)

sWw) < su)+ hrs@);v ui+ Akv uk?

s@a)+ hrs@);v ui+ kv ukz;

and so {(5:8) is also valid for all such We finally show that;(5:8) is valid for af 2 D (u;r s@);A) n
B (u;r). This follows from the string of inequalities

s@)+ hr s@u);v ui+ kv uk?

s@)+ hrs@);v ui+ o

s@u) krs@kb s@u)+ krs()kb
0

s(v):

\%

\%



24

By proving that {5.8) is valid for al- 2 R , we have completed the proof of part (a).

(b) This follows from part (a) of the present theorem and Bsitpn:5.1.

(c) By part (b), for eaclu 2 K and any~ > ,, s g. has a strictly supporting hyperplane, and thus a
supporting hyperplane, at We now apply toes  g. part (a) of Theoreni Ai4, obtaining g.) @)=
(s g.)w)or

s)=g.- @+ (¢ g.) W:
Sinceforany 0, s g) @ (s g )@ [Prop./A.2], it follows from {4.2) that

st = nffg W+ (s g) Qg= J'ngs”(g;u):

(d) Fixu 2 K and letB (u;r) be an open ball with center and radiusr whose closure is contained

in K. The full equivalence of the ensembles follows from part ¢b}he present theorem and part (a)
of Theorem,3!4. The value of defining the fully equivalent Gaussian ensemble is charaetd by the
property that[ ; 1]is the normal vector to a strictly supporting hyperplanefor k %atu. In order
to identify , we consider the convex functionthat equalss k %on the open balB (1;r) and equals
1 onthe complement. Singeis differentiable ati, part (b) of Theorerh Ai1 implies thatis unique and

equalsrh)=r (s k % (). This completes the prool

Theorem 55 suggests an extended form of the notion of walequivalence of ensembles. In The-
orems,5.255:4 we are able to achieve full equivalence ofreblss for allu 2 doms except possibly
relative boundary points by choosing an appropriathat is valid for allu. This leads to the observation
in each theorem that the microcanonical ensemble and thergJezed canonical ensemble defined in terms
of this g are universally equivalent. In Theorem'5.5 we can also aeHigl equivalence of ensembles for
all u 2 K . However, in contrast to Theorerhs'5,215.4, the choicg fofr which the two ensembles are
fully equivalent depends on. We summarize the ensemble equivalence property artacliatpart (d) of
Theorem 55 by saying that relative to the set of quadratictfans, the microcanonical ensemble and the
Gaussian ensembles are universally equivalent on the @p&n af mean-energy values.

We complete our discussion of the generalized canonic&neble and its equivalence with the micro-
canonical ensemble by noting that the smoothness hypstbasiin Theorem 55 is essentially satisfied
whenever the microcanonical ensemble exhibits no phassitin at anyu 2 K . In order to see this, we
recall that a pointi at whichsis not differentiable represents a first-order, microcaredrphase transition
[23, Fig. 3]. In addition, a pointi.. at which s is differentiable but not twice differentiable represeats
second-order, microcanonical phase transition [23, Higlt4ollows that s is smooth on any open s&t
not containing such phase-transition points. Hence, ifother conditions in Theoreim 5.5 are valid, then
the microcanonical and Gaussian ensembles are univeesallyalent ork relative to the set of quadratic
functions. In particular, if the microcanonical ensemiskibits no phase transitions, thenis smooth
on all of int(doms). This implies the universal equivalence of the two ensemplevided that the other
conditions are valid in Theorem 5.2 if= 1 or in Theorem 5:3if 2.

APPENDIX A: MATERIAL ON CONCAVE FUNCTIONS

This appendix contains a number of technical results onaanfunctions needed in the main body
of the paper. The theory of concave functions, rather thahdhconvex functions, is the natural setting
for statistical mechanics. This is convincingly illusedtby the main theme of this paper, which is that
concavity and strict concavity properties of the microadoal entropy are closely related to the equivalence
and nonequivalence of the microcanonical and canonicanebies.
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Let be a positive integer. A functiod on R is said to be concave oR , or concave, if fisa
proper convex function in the sense ofi[47, p. 24]; thatisyapsR intoR [ £ 1 g, £6 1 ,andfor
aluandvin R andall 2 ;1)

f(u+ @ V) fa)+ @ £ (v):

Givenf 6 1 a function mappingr into R [ £ 1 g, we define dont to be the set ofi 2 R
forwhichf @w) > 1 .Let beapointinR . The functionf is said to have a supporting hyperplane at
u 2 domf£ with normal vector[ ; 1]if

fw) f@)+h; ;v uiforallv2 R

It follows from this inequality that: 2 dom£. In addition, £ is said to have a strictly supporting hyperplane
atu 2 domf with normal vector[ ; 1]if the inequality in the last display is strict for all6 u.

Two useful facts for concave functions an are given in the next theorem. They are proved in Theo-
rems 23.4 and 25.1 in [47]. The quantities appearing in Térepk.1 are defined after Corollary 8.2 in the
present paper.

Theorem A.1. Let £ be a concave function on R . The following conclusions hold.
(@) rildomt) dom@f domt.
(b) If £ is differentiable at u 2 domf£, then r £ () is the unique supergradient of £ at u.

Letf 6 1 be afunction mappin®R intoR [ £ 1 g For anduin R the Legendre-Fenchel
transformsf andf are defined byi[47, p. 308]

f ()= mffh;ui fagandf @)= inffth;ui £ ()g:
uz2 R 2R
As in the case of convex functions [17, Thm. VI.5.8],is concave and upper semicontinuousmn and
forallu 2 R we havef @) = £ () if and only if £ is concave and upper semicontinuous ®n.
When £ is not concave and upper semicontinuous, the relationstipdent andf£ is given in the next
proposition.

Proposition A.2. Let £ 6 1 be a function mapping R into R [ £ 1 g If £ is not concave and
upper semicontinuous on R , then £ is the smallest concave, upper semicontinuous function on R that
satisfies £ () f£@)forallu2 R . Inparticular, if for some u, £ (0) 6 £ (@), then £ @u)< £ ().

Proof. Foranyuand inR wehavefu) h ;ui £ ( )andthus

£ @) nffh;ui £ ()g=£f @):
2R

If 7 is any concave, upper semicontinuous function satisfying) £ @) forall u,then” () £ ()
forall ,andso’ @)="'"@ £ @)foralu N

Letf 6 1 be afunction mappin®R intoR [ £ 1 g, ua pointin domt, andk a convex subset
of domf. Sincef is concave orR , the first three of the following four definitions are consigtwith
Proposition A.2:f is concave ati if £ ) = £ (u); £ is not concave ati if £ ) < £ (u); £ is concave
onk if £isconcave atalh 2 K ; andf is strictly concave ok ifforallu6 vink andall 2 (0;1)

f(u+ @ v)y> fw+ @ H)fEE):

The next proposition gives a useful extension propertyraftst concave functions.
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Proposition A.3. Assume that domf is convex and that £ is strictly concave on ri({dom £) and continuous
on domf. Then £ is concave on domf and on R .

Proof. Any point in domf nint(dom¢) is the limit of a sequence of points in ri(dafm [44, Thm. 6.1].

Hence by the continuity of on dom£, the strict concavity inequality for alk € v in rildom£) can be

extended to a nonstrict inequality for allandv in dom£f. Hencef is convex on dont. Sincef equals
1 on the complement of dom it also follows thatf is convex onrR . B

Parts (a) and (c) of the next theorem are fundamental in #yiipbecause they relate concavity and
support properties of functionson R . When applied to the microcanonical entrapgnd tos g, where
gis a continuous function defining the generalized canordnakmble, part (c) of Theoreém A.4 allows us
to deduce, from strict concavity properties®énds g, universal equivalence properties involving the
canonical ensemble and the generalized canonical ensemble

Theorem A4. Let £ 6 1 be a function mapping R into R [ £ 1 g The following conclusions hold.

(@) £ has a supporting hyperplane at u 2 domf with normal vector [ ; 1lifandonlyif £ )= £ @)
and 2 Q@f ().

(b) Assume that £ has a supporting hyperplane at v 2 domf with normal vector [ ; 11 If £ is
differentiable at u and £ = £ in a neighborhood of u, then is unique and = r £ @).

(c) Assume that domf£ is convex and that £ is strictly concave on ri(dom £) and continuous on domft.
Then £ has a strictly supporting hyperplane at all u 2 dom<£ except possibly relative boundary points. In
particular, if dom£ is relatively open, then £ has a strictly supporting hyperplane at all u 2 dom£.

Proof. (a) This is proved in part (a) of Lemma 4.1 in [19] wher- s. The same proof applies to general
f.

(b) If £ has a supporting hyperplaneat2 domf with normal vector[ ; 1] then by part (a), 2
@f ). If in addition £ is differentiable ata and £ = £ in a neighborhood ofi, then £ is also
differentiable ata andr £ () = r £ (u). The conclusion that is unique and = r f @) then follows
from part (b) of Theorerh A1 applied t .

(c) By Proposition, A.3 the assumptions @rguarantee that is concave orr . Since ri(dome)
domef£ [Thm. A’L(a)], for anyu 2 ri(dom£) and any 2 @f (), £ has a supporting hyperplanewatvith
normal vector[ ; 17 i.e.,

fev) f@+h; ;v uiforallv2 R : (A1)
If this hyperplane is not a strictly supporting hyperplatien there exists, 6 u such that
fey)= f@)+ h ;vg ui: (A.2)

Thusvy 2 dom£. We claim thatf is strictly concave on ri(dom) [ fvyg. If not, thenf must be affine on
a line segment containing,. Since this violates the strict concavity pfon ri({domf), the claim is proved.
Hence forall 2 (0;1)

fa)+ @ )f@)< f(u+ @ v forall 2 ©;1):
Substituting ((A.2) gives
f@+ @ Hh ;v ui< f(u+ @ )vy): (A.3)
On the other hand, applying (A.1)to= u+ (@ )vy, we obtain

f(u+ @@ )Vp) f+h; u+ @ Vo ui
= f@u)+ @ yh ;vp  ui:
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This contradicts;(A.3), proving that the supporting hypeng atu with normal vector[ ; 1]is a strictly
supporting hyperplane. We have proved thatas a strictly supporting hyperplane atal ri(dom £)
except possibly for relative boundary points.

If in addition domt is relatively open, then ri(dom) = dom<£. It follows that in this casef has a
strictly supporting hyperplane at all2 dom£. This completes the proof of part (bl

The next result is applied in Theorem4.2, which relates rabée equivalence at the thermodynamic
level and at the level of equilibrium macrostates. Gied 1 afunction mappingR intoR [ £ 1 g,
we define

C@E)=fu2R :9 2R 3f() f@)+h;v ui8v2 R g (A.4)
and
(f)=fu2 R :f@)=£f )g: (A.5)

C (f) consists of allu 2 R such thatf has a supporting hyperplane atand so ifu 2 C (£), then
dom@f @) 6 ;. Inaddition,u2 (£)\ domf if and only if £ is concave at.

Theorem A.5. Let £ 6 1 be a function mapping R into R [ £ 1 g The following conclusions hold.

(@c )= (E)\domQf . In particular, if £ is concave on R , then C (£) = dOM@£, and so £ has
a supporting hyperplane at all u 2 domf except possibly relative boundary points.
(b) )\ ri(domf) cC () (£) \ domft.

(C) Except possibly for relative boundary points of dom £, £ has no supporting hyperplane at u 2 dom£f
if and only if £ is not concave at u.

Proof. (a) The assertion that (£) = (£) \ dom@f is a consequence of part (a) of Theoremi A.4. Now
assume that is concave orrR . Then, sincet = £ ,itfollowsthat (f)= R ,dom@f = dome@t,
and thusc (£) = dome£. Part (a) of Theorerhi A.1 implies thathas a supporting hyperplane at all points
in domf except possibly relative boundary points.

(b) If u2 (£)\ ri(ldom£), thenf u) = £ @) andu 2 ri(ldom£ ), which in turn is a subset of

domef [Thm.A.i(a)]. Hence (£)\ ri(dom£) (£)\ dome@f ,which by part (a) equals (). This
proves the first inclusion in part (b). To prove the secondligion, we note that by part (&) (£) (£)
andthatforallu2 c,fm)> 1 .ThuscC (f) (£) \ domt.

(c) If £ has no supporting hyperplanewat ri(dom£), thenu 8 C (£), and so by the first inclusion in
part (b)f 8 (f); i.e., £ is not concave at. Conversely, iff is not concave at 2 domf, thenu 8 (f),
and so by the second inclusion in part (b C (£); i.e., £ has no supporting hyperplanewat Bl
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