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Mean-field driven first-order phase transitions
in systems with long-range interactions

Marek Biskup, ! Lincoln Chayes} and Nicholas Crawford!

We consider a class of spin systemsZstwith vector valued spinéS.,) that in-
teract via the pair-potentials, , S, - S,,. The interactions are generally spread-
out in the sense that thg, ,’'s exhibit either exponential or power-law fall-off.
Under the technical condition of reflection positivity armt Sufficiently spread
out interactions, we prove that the model exhibits a firsieoiphase transition
whenever the associated mean-field theory signals sucimsitiom. As a con-
sequence, e.g., in dimensiods> 3, we can finally provide examples of the
3-state Potts model with spread-out, exponentially dexpiyiteractions, which
undergoes a first-order phase transition as the temperaties. Similar transi-
tions are established in dimensiahs- 1, 2 for power-law decaying interactions
and in high dimensions for next-nearest neighbor couplihgaddition, we also
investigate the limit of infinitely spread-out interact®rSpecifically, we show
that once the mean-field theory is in a unique “state,” theany sequence of
translation-invariant Gibbs states various observabtesearge to their mean-
field values and the states themselves converge to a procasiure.

Key Words: First-order phase transitions, mean-field theory, inftdreunds,
reflection positivity, mean-field bounds, Potts model, Bai@apel model.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Motivation

The understanding of the quantitative aspects of phassiti@ms is one of
the basic problems encountered in physical (and otherhsese Most of the
existing mathematical approaches are based on the use touc@xpansions
via Pirogov-Sinai theory [41, 42, 50] and/or the use of datren inequali-
ties [21, 44, 45]. Notwithstanding, many “practical” sdists still rely on the
so-calledmean-field theoryvhich, in its systematic form, goes back to the
work of Landau. From the perspective of mathematical plsysics therefore
desirable to shed as much light as possible on various melahfieories and,
in particular, attempt to place the subject on an entirgjgnous basis.

In a recent paper [11], two of us have established a direatetion be-
tween temperature-driven first-order phase transitioggitain ferromagnetic
nearest-neighbor spin systems #hand their mean-field counterparts. The
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principal result of Ref. [11] states that, once the meartfikory signals a
first-order phase transition, the actual system has a sitméasition provided
the dimensiond is sufficiently large and/or the mean-field transition isfisuf
ciently strong. Moreover, the transition happens for thieles of parameters
that are appropriately “near” the mean-field transitiorsilies; indeed, the var-
ious error terms tend to zero ds— oc.

The principal goal of the present paper is two-fold. Firse will con-
siderably extend the scope of systems to which the ideas f[Rig apply;
I.e., we will prove discontinuous phase transitions in eys which heretofore
have been beyond the reach of rigorous methods. Second,live avgeneral
way expound on thenean-field philosophyn particular, we will demonstrate
that mean-field theory provides an asymptotic descriptica @ertain class of
systems regardless of the nature of their transitions.

Our approach is somewhat akin to the bulk of work on the sted&ac
limit of lattice [14—-17] as well as continuum [30, 36, 37] systerhigre one
considers finite-range interactions of unit total strengktich are smeared out
over a region of scalg,. As~ tends to zero, each individual site interacts with
larger and larger number of other sites and so;fex 1, one is in the position
to prove that the characteristics of an actual system (#ng.magnetization)
are close to those of the corresponding mean-field theorypatticular, all
“approximations” (i.e., upper and lower bounds) becomeeasy | 0.

Notwithstanding, the similarity between the Kac limit anat @pproach
ends with the above statements: Our technique involves tighnds on the
fluctuations of the effective field while the analyses of Rffd—17] are based
on coarse-graining arguments. As a consequence, we haviéiadty treating
models with complicated single-spin spaces—even thosbiéxig continuous
internal symmetries or leading to power-law decay of catiehs—or nearest-
neighbor systems in large dimensions. Of course, there ika o pay: Our
technigue requires the infrared bound on two-point coti@igunction which
is presently available only for models obeying the condibé reflection posi-
tivity. Moreover, unless we assume power-law decayingaaisons, the use of
infrared bounds does not permit any statements #a 2, while the Kac-limit
approach works equally well in afl > 2.

1.2. Models of interest

For the duration of the paper, as in Ref. [11], we will focusspim models with
two body interactions as described by the formal Hamiltonia

BA =—=B  Juy(Se,Sy) =Y (B, S.). (1.1)

(z,y) x
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The various objects on the right-hand side are as follgis:the inverse tem-
perature(z, y) denotes an unordered pair of distinct sités, (= J, ) is the
coupling constant associated with this pair, the spingake values in a com-
pact sef? C R", the (reduced) external field is a vector fromR™ and(-, )
denotes some inner productlit?. Implicit in the notation is an underlying
priori measure o2 which represents the behavior of the spins in the absence
of interactions. (In principle, the term which describes toupling to the ex-
ternal field, namely théh, S, )’s, could be absorbed into the definition of the
priori measure. However, for aesthetic reasons, here we will oftiirrthese
terms as part of the interaction.)

Mean-field behavior is typically anticipated in situatiomkere fluctua-
tions are insignificant and, on general grounds, one expleistto be the case
in high dimensions. These were precisely the operatingitiond of Ref. [11]
(as well as of Refs. [13, 34]) where, in a mathematically pesense, the
stipulation concerning the fluctuations was vindicatedwkler, an alternative
route for ramping down fluctuations is to consider “spreat! oueractions,
i.e., J,,'s which do not go to zero too quickly. As alluded to earlidistalter-
native is, in fact, the common starting point for modern reathtical studies
of phase transitions based on mean-field theory, e.g., Refsl17, 36] and
Refs. [26-29, 43].

Unfortunately, we do not have complete flexibility as to how wan
spread out our interactions. Indeed, our principal errtimzde requires that
the (J,,) satisfy the condition ofeflection positivitRP). Notwithstanding,
the following three classes of interactions are availableur methods:

(1) Nearest along with next-nearest neighbor couplings., potentials
such thatJ,, = A if z andy are nearest neighborg,, = &
with A > 2(d—1)|x| if 2 andy are next-nearest neighbors and, = 0
in the remaining cases.

(2) Yukawa-type potentiatsf the form
Jpy = € M (1.2)
wherey > 0 and|z — y|, is the/!-distance between andy.

(3) Power-law decaying interactions the specific form

1

o —yly

(1.3)

Jx?y

with s > 0.

Aside from these “pure” interactions, reflection posigiiolds for
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(4) any combination of the above with positive coefficients.

The derivation of the reflection-positivity property foree interactions goes
back to the classic references on the subject [22—24]; aie®s convenience
we will provide additional details in Sect. 3.1 and Sect. érffark 4.5).

We note that for all positive values efthe interactions listed in item (3)
are indeed, in the technical sense, reflection positive. é¥ew some values
of s are not viable and others are not particularly useful. Spadly, if s < d,
then the interaction is attractive and non-summable sattseno thermody-
namics. Thus we may as well assume that d. Furthermore, it = 1 and
s > 2ord = 2ands > 4 then our methods break down. With some reason:
In the one dimensional cases with> 2, the results of Refs. [3,19, 20, 39, 47]
indicate (and in specific cases prove) that no magnetic imgiés possible.
Similarly, in the above mentioned two-dimensional casesgymetic ordering is
precluded in many systems.

To summarize, we will impose the following limitations onrggower-law
interactions in Eq. (1.3):

(@ s<2ind=1,
(b) s<4ind=2,
(c) s>dinalld > 1.

Although case (1) does not give us any real options for sjmgatthe inter-
action beyond the previous recourse of takihp> 1, cases (2) and (3) offer
us the possibility to do so on fixed lattice. This is essentially obvious in
case (2)—just take the parametesmall. As for case (3) it is seen, after a lit-
tle thought, that taking close tod presents an additional and powerful method
for smearing interactions.

1.3. Outline of results

Given the ability to smear interactions on a fixed latticechnaf the technol-
ogy developed in Ref. [11] can be appliaithoutthe stipulation of & suffi-
ciently large.” Thus it will prove possible to make statertseabout specific
models on reasonable lattices with (more or less) reasermatgractions.

One such “specific” model will be theg state Potts model (see Sect. 2.2).
Here, for example, we will establish a discontinuous triamsibetween the or-
dered and disordered states Gfatate Potts model di® with interactions de-
caying to zero exponentially. (And similarly for any othgstate Potts model
onZ¢ with ¢ > 3 andd > 3.) Analogous first-order phase transitions are also
proved in dimensions one and two provided we have power-kwvayl of the
couplings as discussed above. For examplé,4n1, for any power-law decay
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exponents € (1,2), we produce couplings such that tBestate Potts model
has a first-order transition as the overall strength of thipling varies.

As another illustration, we consider the low temperaturgabver of the
Blume-Capel model. The system will be described preciselgact. 3.4, for
now it suffices to say that the spins take valuegl, 0, +1} with a priori
equal weights. The zero temperature phase diagram of thielnhas a triple
point where the three states of constant spin are degenextergy, however,
as demonstrated in Ref. [46], this degeneracy is broken it temperatures
in favor of the state dominated by the zeros. The previou$yses of this
phenomenon required rather detailed contour estimateswewill establish
similar results by relatively painless methods.

The techniques at our disposal will allow us to put to rest e@mall
controversies which, in recent years, have been topicsméstiscussion. For
instance, a conjecture has been made [32,33] which boila ¢lmthe statement
that in any one-dimensional finite-state spin system wilfitiary translation-
invariant, summable interaction, the set of phase-coexigt points at positive
temperatures is subsebf the corresponding set at zero temperature. We will
rule this out by our analysis of the Potts models in an extdield.

In addition to predicting first-order transitions, our mdaaid framework
provides an explicit description of general lattice spisteyns in the limit when
the interactions become highly diffuse. In particular wewsthat, whenever
the mean-field theory is in a unique “state,” the magnetirasind the energy
density of the actual system converge to their mean-fielchtesparts. More-
over,everytranslation invariant Gibbs state converges to a produdt.jimea-
sure with individual-spin distribution self-consistgn#ldjusted to produce the
correct value of the magnetization. (This vindicates treiagtions typically
used to “justify” mean-field theory; see Sect. 2.1.) Resutthis direction
have appeared before; cf Refs. [13, 34], but the main difiezas that here we
arenotforcing d — oo and hence it is possible to envision a limiting system
towards which we are heading.

1.4. Organization

The organization of the remainder of this paper is as folloWwsSect. 2.1
we describe, in succinct terms, some general aspects of-fisdéitheory. In
Sect. 2.2 we discuss the mean-field theory for the Potts modei external
field—which is the primary model studied in this work. Precresults con-
cerning these situations are the subject of Sect. 2.3.

Sect. 3 is devoted to the statements of our main result. by, in
Sect. 3.1 we formulate a general theorem (Theorem 3.2) llbatsaus to prove
first-order phase transitions in actual lattice models witéraction (1.1)—and
RP couplings—by comparison to the associated mean-fielwhth&ect. 3.2
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provides conditions under which the mean-field theory isiniatd as a limit of
lattice systems when the interaction becomes infinitelgapout. Sects. 3.3
and 3.4 contain precise statements of our theorems congettre behavior of
the specific systems we study: The zero-figlstate Potts models with > 3,

the same model (witlh > 4) in an external field which enhances or supresses—
depending on the sign—one of the states, and the Blume-@aga#| near its
zero-temperature triple point. Sect. 3.5 mentions somentezpnjectures that
can be addressed using our results.

The principal subject of Sect. 4 is to give the proof of ourg@ahresults
(Theorems 3.2 and 3.3). As part of the proof, we will discuessain interest-
ing convexity bounds (Sect. 4.1), reflection positivity ¢e&t.2) and infrared
bounds (Sect. 4.3). In Sect. 4.5 we show how the specificaatiens listed
in Sect. 1.2 fit into our general scheme. Sect. 5 is devoteugtontathematical
details of the mean-field theories for all the above mentiomedels; in par-
ticular the proofs of all claims made in Sect. 2.3. Sect. 6 thgsembles all
ingredients into the proofs for actual lattice systems.

2. MEAN-FIELD THEORY AND THE POTTS MODEL

Here we shall recall to mind a formalism underlying (our V@nsof) mean-
field theory and provide heuristic discussion of the basitstaThe specifics
will be demonstrated on an example of thstate Potts model in an external
field; first somewhat informally in Sect. 2.2 and then prdgige Sect. 2.3.

2.1. Mean-field heuristic

We will focus on the situations described by the Hamiltonragiq. (1.1). Of
course the real models must be carefully defined.éias limits of finite vol-
ume measures corresponding to this Hamiltonian at inverspératures and
some sort of boundary conditions. We shall assume the réatieniliar with

this basic theory (enough of the relevant formalism can beddn Sect. 3.1)
and skip right to the consideration of an infinite-volumensiation-invariant
Gibbs stateus 5, corresponding to the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1.1) and inverse
temperaturgl. For convience we will assume here, as in the rest of thisrpape

Jx,x =0, Z |J0,q;| < oo and Z J%y =1. (21)

z€Z4 z€Z4

We will let Es ;, denote the expectation with respect;, andE, expectation
with respect to the priori (product) measurg,. (We will of course assume
in the following thatu, is supported on more than one point.)

The principal idea is to study the distribution of one spirniaale, e.g., the
one at the origin of coordinates. Let denote the expected value of this spin,
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m = Ez »(So). Then, conditioning on the configuration in the complemént o
the origin, we get the identity

Eo (S g(S:fmoth))
m = EBJL ( Eo(eﬁ(s’ﬁm)—‘rh)) ’ (22)
wherem,, is therandomvariable given by the weighted average
mo= >  JouS.. (2.3)

zeZd

We emphasize that the expectatiBp, “acts” only onm, while E, “acts”
only on the auxiliary spin variabl§.

When all is said and done, the underlymgsumptiorbehind the standard
mean-field theories boils down to the statement that thetgquat, is non-
random, and therefore equalta. Postponing, momentarily, any discussion
that concerns the validity of such an assumption, the imatedelevance is
thatin Eqg. (2.2) we can replaea, by m which in turn makes the outer expec-
tation on the right-hand side redundant. We thus arriveeas#if-consistency
constraint

EO(S e(S,ﬁerh))
m =
Eo(e3(5.8m+h))

which is themean-field equatiofor the magnetization. Clearly, if it can be
established that the fluctuationsf, are negligible, then the actual magneti-
zation must be near a solution of Eq. (2.4).

In this light, our results are not that hard to understandndst instances
where the mean-field theory predicts a discontinuous tiianghis prediction
is showcased by the fact that Eq. (2.4) simply does not admitircuous solu-
tions. Thus if the error caused in the approximatop ~ m is much smaller
than the discontinuities predicted in the mean-field apjpnation, jumps of
the physical magnetization cannot be avoided.

As all of the above is predicated on the near constancy ofdahdam
variablem,, let us turn to a discussion of the fluctuations of this qugnAn
easy calculation shows that

(2.4)

Var(mo) = > JouJoyBan((Sa, S,) — m|?) (2.5)

1’7y

where|m|* = (m, m). The quantityEs »((S., S,) — |m/|?) is the thermal
two-point correlation function which, on general grounasy be presumed to
tend to zero at large separations. It would thus seem thatijxlation of a
“spread out interaction” along withnysort of decay estimate on the two-point
correlations would allow us to conclude that the variancewgfis indeed small.
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However, while explanations of this sort are satisfactdra &euristic level,
a second glance at Eqg. (2.5) indicates that the task is netseadly trivial.
Indeed, of actual interest is the decay of correlationsiwithe effective range
of the interaction, which is guaranteed to be delicate. Atdbre of this paper
is the use ofeflection positivityto provide these sorts of estimates.

In many cases, Eq. (2.4) on its own is insufficient for underding the
behavior of a system—even at the level of mean-field theopgcHically, in
the case of a discontinuous transition, Eq. (2.4) will tathichave multiple so-
lutions the overall structure of which does not allow for atouous solution.
While this may have the advantage of signaling the existefickscontinu-
ities, it does not provide any insight as to where the disoaoittes actually oc-
cur. Thus, whenever there are multiple solutions to Eq.) (2 4upplementary
“rule” is needed to determine which of these solutions ougle selected.

The supplement—or starting point of the whole theory dependn
one’s perspective—is the introduction of timeean-field free-energy func-
tion @3 ,(m) defined as follows: Lef(m) be theentropy functiorassociated
with the a priori measure on the spins. Formally, this quantity is defined by
means of the Legendre transform

S(m) = inf {G(b) — (b,m)} (2.6)

beR™

of the cumulant generating function

G(b) = log Eo (e®9). (2.7)
The mean-field free-energy function is then defined as tHerdiice of the
energy functionF(m) = —§|m|2 — (h,m), and the entropy(m):
Qs p(m) = —§|m|2 — (h,m) — S(m). (2.8)

Then, as is not hard to see, the mean-field equation is impligde condition
that®; 5, be minimized. Indeed, writing/ @5 »,(m) = 0 some straightforward
manipulations give us

m = VG(fm+ h), (2.9)

which is exactly Eqg. (2.4).

Eq. (2.8) along with the stipulation to minimize adds a whudev dimen-
sion to the theory that was defined by Eq. (2.4). Foremoshdrtase of multi-
ple solutions, we now have a “rule” for the selection of thievant solutions.
Beyond this, we have a framework resembling a full thermeaudyical theory:
A free energy—defined by evaluatidg; 5, at the minimizingm—along with
an entropy and energy which are the corresponding funcéealsiated at this
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magnetization. In fact, a secondary goal of this work is tmdestrate that this
“more complete” mean-field theory provides an asymptot&cdgtion of the
actual theories with spread out interactions.

Remark 2.1. We conclude this subsection with the remark that the
mean-field theory for any particular Hamiltonian of the fofin1l) can be
produced in an actual spin-system by considering the madéh@complete
graph Explicitly, for a system withV sites, we takeJ, , = % compute all
quantities according to the standard rules of statisti@manics and then take
N — oo. The result of this procedure is the mean-field theory deedrin
this subsection for the thermodynamics and a limiting distron for the spins
which is i.i.d. The connection between mean-field theory emplete graph
models is well known and has been proved in numerous spexsalsc(see,
e.g., Ref. [18] for a recent study of ensemble equivalencéhi® Potts model
on the complete graph). A complete proof for the general fofo¥” given in
Eq. (1.1) appears e.g. in Sect. 5 of Ref. [11].

2.2. Potts models in external field

The best example of a system which exhibits a rich spectruinebgviors
while remaining tractable is the Potts model in an exterredlfi The Potts
model is typically defined using discrete spin variabtesc {1, ..., ¢} with
no apparent internal geometry. The energy of a configurasigiven by the
(formal) Hamiltonian

BH =8 Joyloz,— Y _ hia,. (2.10)
x,y x

Here 3 is the inverse temperature, thg,’s are the coupling constants for the
system, and,,, ., is the Kronecker delta. The reduced external fieigirelated
to the physical external fielblvia b = h/3. We have chosen only the state
as the state affected by the external field even though mowergleversions are
also possible [7,9,10, 12].

This system is cast in the form of Eq. (1.1) by using tkieahedral rep-
resentation We take spin variable§, € {V,,...V,}, where the y¥'s are the
vertices of a unit tetrahedron iR?~!. Inner products (defined the usual way
for vectors inR?~') between the Js satisfy

o 1, if k=1,
(U, W) = { 1 . (2.11)
= otherwise
q
and so . .
Sory — = = L—2(8,.,8,). (2.12)

q
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After similar consideration of the magnetic field termssiseen that the Hamil-
tonian in EqQ. (2.10) is manifestly of the form in Eq. (1.1). 3@y in accord
with the classic references on the subject, e.g., Ref. @8]will keep theg-
dependent prefactor suggested by Eq. (2.12). So, our dfficiailtonian for
the Potts model will read

—1 —1 N
BA = —‘-’Tﬁ 3 Joy (50.8,) — th 3 (@1,5.) (2.13)
(z.y) z

with the J’s obeying Eq. (2.1) and € R.
The mean-field theory is best expressed in terms of the vewgnetiza-
tion given by

m = 1’1\71 4+ 4 xq\7q, (214)
and the mean-field free-energy function is [11, 48]
q
(ID(ﬁq)h(m) = Z(—gxi + 2, log xk) — ha;. (2.15)

k=1

Here the “barycentric” coordinateg are components of a probability vectors,
i.e., we haver;, > 0 andz; + - - - + z, = 1. In the context of the Potts model
on a complete graplr,, represents the fraction of sites in theh spin state.

Let us start with a recapitulation of the zero-field case wltbe resulting
theory is quite well known. For eacpthere is a numbeﬁ,f,lqg such that if
g < ﬁh(,‘{ﬁ the unique global minimizer is the “most symmetric staia,”= 0,
while for 5 > 51&1@ there are exactly (asymmetric) global minima which
are permutations of one probability vector of the farm> z, = -+ = z,.
Thus we may express all quantities in terms cfcalar magnetization, e.g.,
1 =L4mands, = L — 2% k= 2,...,q Then, whems > 5%, the
mean-field magnetization is given byyr(5) = %9, whered is the maximal
positive solution to the equation

0 e’ —1
efl +q—1
The crucial point—which can be gleaned form a perturbatimalysis of
Eq. (2.16)—is the divisiorat ¢ = 2 of two types of behavior. In particu-
lar, myme(5) tends to a strictly positive value a5 | ﬁ,fﬂqé for ¢ > 2, while

for ¢ = 2 the limit value is zero. (Indeed, for = 2, thereare nonontrivial
solutions to Eq. (2.16) at = B,ff@ =2.)

(2.16)

Remark 2.2. Interestingly, the values oﬁ,f,lqg and the limit value
mvr( h(,j’;) are explicitly computable:
q—2

—1
B =20 glosla— 1), mwe(A) =T~ @D)
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This observation goes back to at least Ref. [48].

Let us now anticipate, without going to details, what haygpken /. = 0.
(The full-blown statements and proofs will appear in Se@®.ghd Sect. 5, re-
spectively.) We will capitalize on the principle that locainimizers are stable
to small changes in parameters. Consiger 3 andh # 0 such thath| < 1.
The overall situation cannot differ too drastically fronetkero-field case; the
only distinction is that for, > 0 only one of the & = 0 asymmetric mini-
mizers” is allowed while forn < 0 the same minimizer is suppressed in favor
of the remaining; — 1 ones. On the other hand, farpositive and large, it is
clear that the minimizer obg%%(m) will be unique no matter what is. Thus,
for h > 0 we should have a line of mean-field first-order phase tramsti
which terminates at a finite value bf On general grounds, the terminal point
is expected to be a critical point.

Next, let us considet < 0 with |h| > 1. The situation at = —oo is
clear; this is just theg(— 1)-state Potts model. Thus for finite but larde, we
can see a clear distinction betwegn- 3 andq > 3. In the former cases, the
mean-field transition should be Ising like and hence cowtiisu In the latter
case, the transition should be discontinuous. Thus; tae3 line should break
at atricritical pointfollowed by a line of continuous transitions while for- 3
there will be an unbroken line of discontinuous mean-fieldgghtransitions.

Aside from general interest, the key motivation for obtagsuch detailed
knowledge aboutny is as follows: Under specific conditions on (1.1), virtu-
ally all that has just been discussed pertaining to disnaotis transitions in
these systems can be established with rigor in the spreattealt systems.
(On the downside is the fact that virtually nothing pertago the continuous
transition can be proved by these methods.) To illustrdtedeconsider the
transition ath > 0 wheng is large. The mean-field picture is as follows: A
non-convexity of@é‘f}b(m) develops whert is of order unity, but it does not
“touch down” until 5 is appreciable (of ordéng ¢). However, the existence of
a non-convexity suggests that a strong-enough magneticdaai tilt the bal-
ance in favor of a magnetized state, evendtsrof order unity. This is indeed
the case for the MFT as our detailed calculations later sieva consequence
of the general techniques presented here, this result tieriiET will be pro-
cessed into a theorem for actual systems.

2.3. Precise statements for mean-field Potts model

Our precise results for the mean-field theory of the Pottsehimdan external
field are summarized into two theorems; one for positive $ieldd the other
for negative fields.
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Theorem 2.3. (Positive fields) Letq > 3, letm and the probabil-
ity vector (z4, ..., z,) be related as in Eq(2.14)and IetCDg%(m) denote the
function from Eq(2.15) Leth. denote the quantity

2(q —2)

he =logq — . (2.18)
q

Then there is a continuous functidrff’: (0, he) — (0, 00) such that

(1) Forall (B, h) such that eitheh > he or 5 # ﬁﬁf)(h), there is a unique
global minimizer of@é‘%(m) with zo = --- = z,. The quantityz,
corresponding to this minimizer is strictly larger than thrutual value
of thex,’sfork =2,...,q.

(2) Forall h < he, there are two distinct global minimizers @f;}l(m) at
(B (h), ).

(3) For (5, h) such thath > heor 8 # Bf)(h), let z; = z1(B, h) denote
the first coordinate of the global minimizer«bg‘f%(m). Then(B, h) —
x1(p, h) is continuous with well-defined but distinct (one-sided)its
at(8,h) = ( Ef)(h), h). Furthermore, writingr; = %er, the quantity

0= qﬁlm obeys the equation

efo+h _ |

in the region of uniqueness. At the poir@}:%ff)(h),h), both limiting
values obey this equation.

(4) The functionh — Bf)(h) is strictly decreasing or{0, hc) with limit
valuess\? (h) 1 L = 23%; log(q—1) ash | 0ands\” (h) | @ as
h 1 he.

In order to preserve uniformity of exposition, we will rastthe statement
of negative-field results tg > 4.

Theorem 2.4. (Negative fields) Letq > 4, letm and the probabil-
ity vector (z4, ..., z,) be related as in Eq(2.14)and IetCDg%(m) denote the
function from Eq(2.15) Then we have:

(1) Allglobal minima are permutations in the lagt- 1 variables of vectors
with the representation

T <Ty=--=Tq 1 < Ty (2.20)
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Moreover, there exists a functioi? : (—00,0) — (0, 00) such that the fol-
lowing hold:

(2)

3)

(4)

()

(Symmetric Minimum) For alb < ﬂﬂq)(h), there is a unique global
minimum and ithas, = - - - = x,. Moreover, ifm is such that:;, = %—
m andz;, = % + 2 forallk =2,..., ¢, thend = q%lm corresponds
to a global minimum when

ef—-h 1

0= T 7T (2.21)

There is only oné € [0, q%l] for which Eq.(2.21)holds.

(Asymmetric Minima) For alb > 5(_q)(h), we have;— 1 global minima.
These are permutations in the last- 1 variables of a single minimum
whose coordinate representation takes the form

Ty <Tg=-+=2Tq 1 < Tyq. (2.22)

Atp = ﬁfq)(h) there areq global minima. One of these is of the type
described in (2)—namely, the symmetric minimum—whilettier g— 1
are of the type described in (3).

The functior, — 3 (h) is strictly increasing and continuous. More-
over, we have the limits

lim B9(h) =pY" and lim B9 (h) = B2 (2.23)
h——o0 R10

Theorem 2.3 is proved in Sect. 5.3 and Theorem 2.4 is provBdah 5.4.

The corresponding statement for the actual lattice sysisrtise subject of
Theorem 3.5.

3. MAIN RESULTS

Here we give the statements of the principal theorems whpglyato any
model whose interaction is of the type (1.1). Then we appdgéhto the Potts
and Blume-Capel models.

3.1.

General theory

We begin by a precise definition of the class of models we cemnsLet(2 be a
compact subset &™, with the inner product denoted iy -), and let Cony{?)
denote the convex hull db. Let 1, be a Borel probability measure ¢f2, %)
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that describes the priori distribution of the individual spins. We will consider
spin configuration$S,) from 0% and, abusing the notation slightly, usgto
denote also the correspondiagpriori product measure.

To define the interacting spin system, let us pick a finiteAset Z¢, a
spin configurationS, € Q% in A and the “boundary condition8,. € Q*°.
For eachh € R™ and eaclp > 0, we then define the finite-volume Hamiltonian
F(Sr, Sac) by

BANSA, Spe) = =B > Joy(S:.8,) = > (h,S,). (3.1)
(z,y)

TEA
zEA,yeZ

The first sum goes over all unordered pairs of distinct siteg) at least one
of which is contained in\.
The above Hamiltonian can now be used to define the finiteavel@ibbs

measure/f“) on spin configuration fron* by

@ BAN(Sn,Sx¢)

(Sac) _
Vp A (dSA) = m

wo(dSy), (3.2)

where the normalizing consta#t SA°)(5, h) is the partition function. Of par-
ticular interest are the (weak subsequential) limits obéhmeasures as ex-
pands to fill out the entir&?. These measures obey the DLR-conditions [25]
and are generally referred to as (infinite-volume) Gibbssuess. In this for-
malism,phase coexistends said to occur for parametetsandh if there is
more than one limiting Gibbs measure. Under these conditiba system is
said to exhibit dirst-order phase transitian

We proceed by formulating the precise conditions under wbiga results
will be proved. To facilitate our next definition, for eaclitiee direction?/ €
{1,...,d}, letH, denote the half-space

H, = {z = (21,...,2q) € Z%, 2, > 0}. (3.3)

We will used”) to denote the reflection® : H, — Z? \ H, defined explicitly
by the formulad® (xy, ..., xq) = (z1,..., 21,1 — g, Tog1, . . ., T4).

Definition 3.1. (RP “through bonds”) Consider a collection of
coupling constant§/, ,).. ,cze. We say that these are RP if the following con-
ditions hold:

(1) (translation invariance) for any, y € Z¢ we haveJ, , = Jo, ..

Moreover, for any lattice directiohe {1, ..., d},
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(2) (reflection invariance) for any, y € H, we have

Jay = Tz 900, (3.4)
(3) (reflection positivity) iff : H, — R is absolutely summable with
> fl@) =0, (3.5)
e,
then
> Jeu @) F(0Yy) 2 0. (3.6)
JEE]HI[
yEZIH,

Given a translation-invariant Gibbs measure, we use thel wagneti-
zationto denote the expectation of the spin at the origin. The state of
our general result can then be viewed as a restriction ondhsilgle values
of the magnetization. However, not all magnetizations taat be physically
produced are (provably) accessible to our methods. Themaadhat the un-
derlying Gibbs states for which our techniques work will ddg satisfy the
conditions of reflection positivity—in particular, theyveato be obtained as
weak limits of torus states. Our next item of business wiltbelefine pre-
cisely the set of “allowed values” of the magnetization.

We will proceed as in Ref. [11]. Let, (5, h) be the partition function in
volume A—the boundary condition is irrelevant—and If/3, h) denote the
(physical) free energy defined as the Iimiteﬁ log Z, asA increases to fill

the entireZ? (in the sense of van Hove [25]). The functidi{3, h) is jointly
concave, so we may |e¥, (3, h) denote the set of all paifs,, m,| such that

F(B+ AB,h+ Ah) — F(B,h) < e, AB+ (m,, Ah) (3.7)

for any Ag € R and anyAh € R". Now 7, (53, h) is a convex set so we
let #,.(5, h) to denote the set of values, for which there exists an, such
that[e,, m,| is an extreme value of; (3, h). Our main theorem then reads:

Theorem 3.2.  Consider the spin system & with the Hamiltonian
(1.1) such that the couplings/,, ) are RP, the inverse temperatuse> 0 and
external fieldh € R™. For eachk € [—7, 7%, letJ(k) = Y, ;4 Jo.€%" and
recall that.J(0) = 1 by Eq.(2.1). Then for anym, € .Z,(3, h),

Don(m.) < inf - Bp(m) +6ngﬂ, (3.8)

meConv(Q)
wheren is the (underlying) dimension of the spin-space; maxscq |S|? and
dk [ J(k)]?

I = —.
[—m,m]d (27T)d1 — J(k?)

(3.9)
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The useful aspect of Theorem 3.2 is that the error € sn5.# can be
made small by appropriate adjustment of parameters. A gesgtement of
this sort appears in Proposition 4.10 but, typically, theseditions have to be
verified on a case by case basis. Let us tend to the detailesé gédjustments
later and, for the time being, simply assume tha$ small. Then, along with
the obvious supplement of Eq. (3.8 x(m,) > infmcconv) Pan(m), we
have learned that the allowed values of the magnetizatidinephysicalsys-
tem nearly minimize thenean-fieldfree energy. In this sense, the mean-field
theory already provides a quantitatively accurate desonpof the physical
system onc€ < 1. In Sects. 3.3-3.4 we will use this fact to prove a first-order
phase transitions in a few models of interest.

To demonstrate the use of Theorem 3.2, let us consider thodutean” of
a typical MFT phase transition, in which two local minima®f ;, exchange
roles of the global minimizer a8 varies. Specifically, letns(5) andma(5)
be local minima of® s ,—one of which is always global—fg# near somes,,
and suppose thdis ,(ma) > ®s 5 (ms) for 5 > [; andvice versdor 5 < ;.
Then Theorem 3.2 can be applied under the condition thagidmisome small
neighborhoods ofng(3) andma () for 5 ~ (3, no magnetizations have a
free energy within€ of the absolute minimum. Fo# 2 £, this stipulation
applies even to the neighborhoodwfs(/5) and, fors 5 f, to the neighbor-
hood of ma(3). Then, Theorem 3.2 tells us that in the regiorng g, the
actual magnetization is neang(5), for 5 ~ G it could be neammsg or ma,
and forg g G itis only nearma (). On general grounds, as long as the dif-
ferencema — ms is bounded uniformly away from zero, somewhere ngar
there has to be a point of phase coexistence.

3.2. Mean-field philosophy

In this section we will state some general facts about spatesys and their
mean-field analogues. The stipulations that govern thisoseare rather mild,;
first we will assume that the Hamiltonian is of the form (1.ljhathe J, ,'s
satisfying the conditions of reflection positivity. Secomeée will assume that
the associated mean-field free-energy function defined ifZE8) has a unique
minimizer. Finally, we will investigate the smalf behavior of these models.
The preferred viewpoint is a fixed dimensiénith parameterg—as defined
in Eq. (1.2)—tending to zero a+—as defined in Eq. (1.3)—tending &

We note that special cases (usually restricted to concretdels) have
been addressed elsewhere; see, in particular, Ref. [3djed@cknces therein,
but there the only mechanism to forcé — 0 was thed — oo limit which
we find aesthetically somewhat unsatisfactory. Anotheripodi#g is to con-
sider the aforementioned Kac limit which more or less bodg to infinite
smearing out of the interaction. A contour-based analyidisi® limit has been
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carried out, but the technical aspects have so far beenaweronly for very
specific models [14-17, 36]. Here we provide a general rastiftis direction
under the sole condition of reflection positivity.

Theorem 3.3. (Mean-field philosophy) Consider the spin system
as described above and l€tz;, be as in Eq.(2.8). Suppose that the pa-
rametersg > 0 andh € R" are such thatbs;, has a unique minimizem
on Conv(Q2) in Eq.(2.8). Let (J;Efl)) be a sequence of coupling constants that
are RP and obey E(2.1), and Iet(—)% be a sequence of translation and
rotation-invariant Gibbs states corresponding to theseplmgs. If the se-
quence of integralsZ,, obtained frorT(J:EfLy) ) via EQ.(3.9), satisfies

S, —0 as n — oo, (3.10)

then we have the following facts:

(1) The actual magnetization tendsno, i.e.,

<So>g?;)1 — m. (3.11)

n—oo
(2) The energy density tends to its mean-field value, i.e.,

(S0, §mo +h))) — E(m), (3.12)

n—oo

wheremy is as in Eq.(2.3)and E(m) is as in Sect. 2.1.

In particular, in the limitn — oo, the spin variables at distinct sites become
independent with distribution given by the product of thledi measures

e(S’ﬁerh)_G(Berh)uo(dS). (313)
Here 1 is thea priorimeasure.

The preceding—as is the case in much of the principal resdithis
paper—reduces (theZ — 0 limit of) the full problem to a detailed study of
the associated mean-field theory. Two specific models wlrsdyzed in great
detail shortly (see Sects. 3.3 and 3.4); let us mention tWweratell known (or
well studied) examples.

First are theD(n) spin systems at zero external field. Here e8¢hiakes
values on the unit sphere R with a priori uniform measure. In the mean-
field theory of these models, the scalar magnetizatigf) vanishes fos less
than some3. while for g > £ it is the maximal positive solution of a certain
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transcendental equation (see, e.g., Ref. [34]). In pdaticthis solution rises
continuously from zero according to

m(B)| = (B — Bo) 2 [C(n) +0(1)], B Be (3.14)

By Theorem 3.3, the actual magnetization converges to timstion but, un-
fortunately, our control is not strong enough to rule outgbssibility of small
discontinuities (which vanish ag — 0).

A less well known but very interesting example is thdic modelvhere
the spins point to the center of a face onradimensional unit hypercube,
ie.,S, € Q = {£8&,...,£&}. Forr > 3 the transition in this model is
first order (and was analyzed in Ref. [11]). The case- 2 reduces to an
Ising system but the borderline case= 3, while still continuous, features
a somewhat anomalous (namely, tricritical) behavior. éujdor this system,
the mean-field magnetization obeys

m(B)] = (B—Bo)* [C+0(1)], BB (3.15)

whereS. = 3. Once again, the actual magnetization converges to suatca fu
tion but the control is not sufficient to rule out small distinnities.

While these sorts of results do not estabbsty critical behavior in par-
ticular systems, they could represent a first step in protag a variety of
(mean-field) critical behaviors are possible.

3.3. Results for the Potts model

Our first result concerns the zero-fieldstate Potts model witly > 3.
Let (53, h) denote the free energy of the Potts model with the Hamiltonia
in Eq. (2.10) and letn, (5) be the quantity

0 1

F(3,h)| —-. (3.16)

m*(ﬁ) = W ( h=0 g

(An alternative definition ofn, () would be the limiting probability that the
spin at the origin is “1” in the state generated by the boundains all set
to “1.") Let mme = mme(S) be related to the maximal positive solutirof
Eq. (2.16) bymyr = £=0. Then we have:

Theorem 3.4. Letq > 3 be fixed. For eacla > 0 there exist$ > 0
with the following property: For anyl > 1 and any collection of coupling
constantyJ, ,) onZ< that are RP, obey2.1) and for which the integral? in
Eqg.(3.9)satisfiess < ¢, there exists a numbegk € (0, co) such that

1B — Bup| < e (3.17)
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holds and such that the physical magnetization—= m,.(3) of the correspond-
ing ¢-state Potts model obeys the bounds

m.(B) <e for B <pf (3.18)

and
Im.(8) —mme(B)| < e for B> f. (3.19)

In particular, whenever the integra¥ is sufficiently smallg — m.(3) under-

goes a jump near the vah{é}@. A similar jump occurs (at the same point) in
the energy density.

This statement extends Theorem 2.1 of Ref. [11] to a clasprefsl-out
RP interactions. (A minor technical innovation is that tleeibd in Eq. (3.19)
holds uniformly.) As a consequence, we are finally able teigeexamples of
interactions for which the = 3 state Potts models in dimensidn= 3 can be
proved to have a first-order transition. Similar conclugiotds for allg > 3
but, unfortunately, our requirements on the “smallnessthef corresponding
parameters are not uniform gn

In d = 1, we show that the long-range Potts models with power-law de-
caying interactions go first order once the exponent of tivegpalecay is be-
tween one and two. Models in this category have been studiei. [40] in
the context of percolation; the domination techniques of,, &®ef. [3] then im-
ply the existence of a low temperature phase. However, treofation-based
approach alone is unable to tell whether the transitiongsatitinuous or not.
Some additional discussion is provided in Sect. 3.5.

Our next item of interest will be the same system in an extdrela, as
described by the full Hamiltonian (2.10). For reasons atlitb in Sect. 2.2,
we will restrict our attention to the > 4 cases.

Theorem 3.5. Letg > 4 be fixed and let us consider thestate Potts
model with coupling constantg , that are RP and obey Eq2.1). Then there
existsd, > 0 and a functiomy: (0, ] — [0, hc), Whereh. is as in Eq.(2.18),
such that if (3.9) obeys.# < § with some) < ¢, then there exists a func-
tion f;: (—oo, hy) — (0, o) with the following properties:

(1) A first-order transition (accompanied by a discontiguit the energy
density and the magnetization) occurs at the parameters;(h)), for
any external fieldh € (—oo, hy).

(2) Letm,(5,h) be the “spin-1 density” defined by the right partial deriva-

tive ;2-F(8,h). Then there exists ah; = hy(§) < 0 such that

h +— m.(B, h) has a discontinuity at field strengthsuch that3 = j,(h)
provided thath € (hy, hy).
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The functionh is decresing whilé, is increasing. Moreovetjmg;o ho(d) =
he andhm(uo hl(é) = —OQ.

The second part of the theorem asserts that, even if state Suppressed
by the field, the order-disorder transition will be felt byetlspin-1 density”
m. (5, h). There is no doubt in our mind that the restrictiomite> h, in this
claim is only of technical nature. Our lack of control fovery large negative
stems from the fact that the jump in the mean-field countémiam. (3, h)
decreases exponentially with| ash — —oo. Theorems 3.4 and 3.5 are proved
in Sect. 6.

3.4. Results for the Blume-Capel model

The Blume-Capel model is a system whose spipdake values in the set
Q = {-1,0, 1} with a priori equal weights. The Hamiltonian is given most
naturally in the form

BA(0) =B Joy(ow =0y =AY (o) =h) v (3:20)
(z,y) T T

As is easy to see, a temporary inclusion of the terms prapwtito(o,)? into
the single-spin measure shows that this Hamiltonian isadd& the general
formin Eq. (1.1).

If we consider the situation at zero temperatuse=f oc) with A andh
finite we see that in thé\, h)-plane there are three regions of constant spin
which minimize 3.7 (c). The regions all meet at the poiAt= 0, A\ = 0;
tentatively we will call the origin a triple point (and th@és phase boundaries).
Ostensibly one would wish to establish that this entireysepersists at finite
temperature. However, we will confine attention to the line 0 which is of
the greatest interest. We will show, both in the context oamégeld theory
and, subsequently, realistic systems that there is inddedta temperature
first order transition at somi(3). Of significance is the fact that this occurs
at a\; which is strictly positive; i.e., forl < < oo, the pointA = 0 lies
inside the phase which is dominated by zeros.

We remark that results of this sort are far from new; indeed ghoof
of this and similar results represented one of the earlynpios of low tem-
perature techniques Ref. [46]. The physical reason belhi@dhifting of the
phase boundary is the enhanced ability of the “zero” phase tve plus and
minus phases to harbor elementary excitations. Integdgtim spite of the
fact that our method relies asuppressiorof fluctuations, the corresponding
entropic stabilization is nevertheless manifest in ouivaéon. In addition,
while the contour-based approaches require a non-triviaiuant of “low tem-
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perature labor” to ensure that the interactions betweeitagdmns are limited,
our methods effortlessly incorporate whatever interactimay be present.

To simplify our discussion, from now on we will focus on theéusition
at zero external field, i.eh, = 0, and suppress from the notation. First let
us take a look at the mean-field theory. Here we find it usefeixfaress the
relevant quantities in terms of mole fractians x, x_; of the three spin states
in Q. To within an irrelevant constant, the mean-field free-gnéunction is

Op\ =4Px1x_1 + Bro(l — x0) + Az + Z Ty log x,. (3.21)

o=%1,0

Here we have used the fact that+ z(, + x_; = 1. Our main result concerning
the mean-field theory of the Blume-Capel model is now as fadto

Theorem 3.6. Forall 3 > 0 andallX € R, all local minima of®g ,
obey the equations

e = g e = l’oeﬂ(l_%o)-"_)\- (3.22)

Moreover, there exists 8, < oo such that for all3 > 3,, any such (local)
minimum is of the form that two components:of, =, x_;) are very near zero
and the remaining one is near one. Explicitly, there exist®mastant”' < oo
such that

(1) If g is the dominant index, theny = z_; = %(1 — x0) and we have
that (1 — zy) < Ce P+,

(2) If 21 is the dominant index, then ; < Ce~* whilez, < Ce =} A
corresponding statement is true for the situation whenis dominant.

Furthermore, consider two local minima &8, \), one dominated by, and
the other dominated by,. Let¢y(3, ) be the mean-field free energy corre-
sponding to the former minimum and tgt(3, ) be that corresponding to the
latter minimum. Then

$0(B,N) = 61(8, 1) = X — &7+ O(Be™™) (3.23)

where O(3e~2%) denotes a quantity bounded by a constant tiries?” for
all X in a neighborhood of the origin. In particular, for all sufficiently large
there exists\we(3) = €7 + O(Be~??) such that the global minimizes of;
haver.; < 1for A < Ave(B) andzy < 1 for A > A\ye(5).

Theorem 3.6 is proved in Sect. 5.1. Next we will draw our basicclu-
sions about the actual system:
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Theorem 3.7.  Consider the Blume-Capel model in E¢3.20) with
zero field ¢ = 0), inverse temperaturg and the coupling constants/, ,)
that are RP and obey E@2.1). Let.# be the integral in Eq(3.9). There exist
constants?, € (0,00) andC < oo such that if3 > 3, and3.# < e ¥, then
there is a function\;: [3,, 52] — R satisfying|\((3) — e™?| < 3.# such that
any translation-invariant Gibbs state-) 5 , obeys

(1) <0’§,>57)\ < C’E‘ﬁ if A < )\t(ﬁ),
(2) <O’§>g’)\ >1—- cePif A > )\t(ﬁ)

Moreover, at\ = X\(/3), there exist three distinct, translation-invariant Gibbs
states(—)3 ., with o € {+1,0, -1}, the typical configuration of which con-
tains fraction at least — C'e=? of the corresponding spin state.

We remark that the phase transition happens at a valuewlhich (at
least forg > 1) is strictly positive. This demonstrates the phenomenon of
entropic suppression (af1 ground states ak = 0) established previously
in Ref. [46] by the contour-expansion techniques. The @ntroature of the
above transition is also manifested by the fact that thedresrgy “gap” sep-
arating the distinct statedecrease®s s — oo. This is the reason why, to
maintain uniform level of control, we need to be smaller for smaller tem-
peratures. Theorem 3.7 is proved in Sect. 6.

3.5. Discussion

We close this section with a discussion of some conjecturasdan be ad-
dressed via the above theorems.

Starting with the intriguing results in Ref. [31] and culrating in
Refs. [32,33], A. Kerimov formulated the following conjecé (we quote ver-
batim from the latter pair of references): “Any one-dimemsil model with
discrete (at most countable) spin space and with a uniquengretate has a
unique Gibbs state if the spin space of this model is finitbepotential of this
model is translationally invariant.” The conclusions ofebinem 3.4 manifestly
demonstrate that this conjecture fails for the 1D Potts rhiodexternal field.
Indeed, forg > 3, h > 0 and interactions decaying like/r* with s € (1,2)
which are RP and satisfy the condition that the integral in @) is suffi-
ciently small, the Potts model has phase coexistence at posilive tempera-
ture. However, it is clear that this system enjoys a uniqoeigd state.

In a recent paper [4], N. Berger considered random-clustetets with
parametery and interactions between sitesand y decaying ajx — y|~*,
whered < s < 2d. He proved, among other results, that at the percola-
tion threshold there is no infinite cluster in the measuresgatied by the free
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boundary conditions. For ordinary percolation (i~ 1), this implies con-
tinuity of the infinite cluster density. As to the wired bowamg conditions,
for ¢ = 2—i.e., the Ising model—the classic results of Refs. [1, Z}vehhat
the magnetization vanishes continuously once the modeltisa “mean-field
regime”s € (1,34). However, for general random-cluster models wijtk 1

and wired boundary conditions, the situation remained open

While we cannot quite resolve the situatianthe percolation threshold,
our results prove that, for sufficiently spread out randduster models with
RP couplings, there is a point where the free and wired dessire indeed
different. To resolve the full conjecture from Ref. [4], oweuld need to es-
tablish that the only place such a discontinuity can occuat ihe percolation
threshold.

Our third application concerns the problem of partitiondtion zeros of
the Potts model in @omplexexternal field with Ré < 0. Here there have
been numerical results [35] claiming that no such zeros oimeithe nearest-
neighbor 2D Potts model with < 7. On the basis of the classic Lee-Yang
theory [38, 49], absence of such zeros would imply analytiof the spin-1
density. The results of Refs. [5, 6, 8-10] rule this out §overy large and
Theorem 3.5(2) also makes this impossible for reasonalilesafq and suf-
ficiently spread-out interactions (of course, &b 1, 2 this requires a power-
law interaction).

4. PROOFS: GENERAL THEORY

The goal of this section is to prove Theorems 3.2 and 3.3. bt.3el we

present some general convexity results that provide thedweork for the

derivation of our results. However, the driving force of puoofs are the clas-
sic tools of reflection positivity and infrared bounds whante reviewed (and
further developed) in Sects. 4.2 and 4.3. The principalltesud this section

are Theorem 4.1 and Lemmas 4.2, 4.8 and 4.9.

4.1. Convexity bounds

We begin with an intermediate step to Theorem 3.2 which gavesstimate on
how far above the mean-field free energy evaluatedphtysicalmagnetization
is from the absolute minimum.

Theorem 4.1.  Suppos€J,,) are translation and rotation invariant
couplings onZ? such that Eq(2.1) holds. Letvs; be a translation and
rotation-invariant, infinite volume Gibbs measure corresgding to5 > 0
andh € R". Let(—)g) denote the expectation with respectitg, and let
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m, = <SO>B,h- Then

: s
<I>5,h(m*) S me(llrégv(Q) <I>5,h(m) —+ §{<(So, m0)>5’h — ‘m*P}’ (41)

wheremy = > /4 Jo+S5.

Proof. The proof is very similar to that of Theoreinl of Ref. [11].
Let A be abox ofL x - - - x L sites inZ¢ and letM , be the total spin i\, i.e.,
My =3, ., S.. Letus also recall the meaning of the mean-field quantities
from (2.6—2.8). The starting point of our derivations is tbenula

elAIG(b) _ < e(b,MA)-FBfA(SA|SAC)ZA(SAC)>B’h7 b € R", (4.2)

which is obtained by invoking the DLR conditions for the Gsbstaters .
Here 7, (S| Sac) is as in Eq. (3.1) and/ (Sxc) is a shorthand for the parti-
tion function inA given.S xc.

The goal is to derive a lower bound on the right-hand side of(EQ).
First we provide a lower bound aof, (S sc) which is independent of bound-
ary conditions. To this end, I€t-),, denote expectation with respect to the
product measure

e®M0-INC® TT 110(dS, ) (4.3)
TEA
and letrm,;, denote the expectation of any spinArwith respect to this measure.
Jensen’s inequality then gives us

ZA(SAC) = e‘A|G(b) <e_(b7MA)_B%(SA|SAC) >0 )

> @AIG®)~(b;ma)] g=(3#r(SalSac))ob @9

Now, (2.6-2.7) imply that=(b) — (b,m;) = S(my), while the absolute
summability ofz — J; , implies that for alle > 0 there is aC; < oo, de-
pending orx, the J, ,’'s and the diameter d, so that

—(BAA(SAISxe))y > INE(mw) — Be|A| — BC11OA[,  (4.5)

with E(m,) denoting the mean-field energy function from Sect. 2.1. éNot
that we used also the normalization condition (2.1).) ImrgkEq. (2.8) and
optimizing over allb € R", we thus get

ZA(SAC) > e_‘A|FMF(67h)_6E‘A|_6cl|8A|7 (46)

whereFye (53, k) is the absolute minimum as ,(m) over allm € Conv(2).
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Having established the desired lower bound on the partitiontion, we
now plug the result into Eq. (4.2) to get

gl AIG(b) > <e(b7MA)+ﬁ=%ﬂA(SA‘SAC)>67h g~ | AlFwr(8,h)—Be| A| = BC1|OA] (4.7)

The expectation can again be moved to the exponent usingsisequality,
now taken with respect to measurg,,. Invoking the translation and rotation
invariance of this Gibbs state, bounds similar to Eq. (47ly

<B%\(SA|SAC)>B’h

> Al (30 5 (S0 80+ (o) =€) = CloAL (49

zeZd

Plugging this back into Eq. (4.7), taking logarithms, dinglby |A| and letting
|A| — oo (with |OA]/|A| — 0) followed bye | 0, we arrive at the bound

G(b) - (bv m*) > _g Z JO,x<(S:c> SO)>B,h - (h’> m*) - FMF(B» h’) (49)

zeZd

Optimizing overb gives

S(m,) — (h,m,) < g Y Joa((S2,80)) 5, + Fue(8,h)  (4.10)

x€Z4

from which Eq. (4.1) follows by subtractin%\m*\2 on both sides. |

Similar convexity estimates allow us to establish also tbkoding
bounds between the energy density and fluctuations of thghtesl magne-
tizationm:

Lemma4.2. Letk = supgcn(S,S) and let(J,,) be a collection of
couplings satisfying Eq2.1). For eachp > 0 andh € R” there exists a
number = (3, h) such that for any translation and rotation invariant Gibbs
state(—) s, We have

B Jmg — ’m*|2>5’h < ((So, m0)>5’h — |m,[? < B ([mo — m*‘2>(2hi1)

wheremg = ;. Jo. andm, = (So)s .

Proof. We begin with a rewrite of the correlation function in the gl
of EqQ. (4.11). First, using the DLR equations to conditiontloa spins in the
complement of the origin, we have

<(m0, SO)>B,h = <(m0, VG(ﬁm() + h>>6,h' (412)
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Next, our hypotheses imply that, = (mg)sn = (VG(8mg + h))sn, and
so

{(mo, VG(Bmyg + h)>5’h — |m,|?
= ((mg — m,, VG(Bmo + h) — VG(Bm, + h))>ﬁ7h. (4.13)

For the rest of this proof, |eE abbreviate the inner product in the expectation
on the right-hand side.
We will express= using the mean value theorem

= = (my — m,, [VVG(b)|(my — m,)), (4.14)

whereb is a point somewhere on the line betwegém, + h and Sm, + h.
The double gradienVVG(b) is a matrix with componentsVVG(b)); ; =
(S 890y — (550 5(S5)0b. As was shown in Ref. [11], thé*-operator
norm of VVG(b) is bounded by = supg. (S, S) and so we have

= < Br|my — m,|?. (4.15)

Taking expectations on both sides, and invoking Egs. (4123}, this proves
the upper bound in Eq. (4.11).

To get the lower bound we note that; almost surely, the double gradi-
ent VVG(b) is positive definite on the linear subspace generated byreect
from Q. (We are using tha® is the support of the priori measure.,.) Since
Bmyg + h takes values in a compact subset of this subspace, we have

Z > B |my — m,|? (4.16)

for some (existential) constamt > 0. Taking expectations, the left inequality
in (4.11) follows. |

We emphasize that in its present form, the bounds (4.1) add ) 4re es-
sentially of complete generality. Underlying most of theidkgtions in this pa-
per is the observation that the variance term on the righttisade of Eq. (4.11)
is sufficiently small. Via Eq. (4.1), the physical magnetiaa m, is then
forced to be near one of the near minima of the mean-field freegy. This
reduces the problem of proving discontinuous phase tiansito:

(1) controlling the variance term in Eq. (4.11),

(2) adetailed analysis of the minimizers®f .

For (1), we will use the method of reflection positivity/iafed bounds dis-
cussed in the following subsections. As mentioned befdris, does impose
some restrictions on our interactions and our Gibbs stadest (2) is model
specific and, for the Potts and Blume-Capel models, is thesubf Sect. 5.
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4.2. Reflection positivity

Our use of reflection positivity (RP) will require that we tpararily restrict
our model to the toru¥; of L x - - - x L sites. In order to define the interaction
potential on this torus, we recall that thie ,’s are translation invariant and
define their “periodized” version by

J:S:i/) = Z ']:B,y—i-Lz; (417)

2€7Z4

whereL: is the site whose coordinates drenultiples of those ot. The torus
version of the Hamiltonian (1.1) is then defined by

BAL(S) == Y BI)(S.,8,) = > (S h). (4.18)
(z,y) z€Tr,
z,yeTr,
(Here, as in Eqg. (1.1), the first sum is over all unorderedspair sites.)
Let P; denote the Gibbs measure - whose Radon-Nikodym derivative
with respect to the priori spin distributiony(dS) is the properly normal-
ized e #7(S),

Let us suppose thdt is even and let us temporarily regdfg as a pe-
riodized box{1, ..., L}%. LetT} be those sites whoseth coordinate ranges
betweenl andL/2 and letT; be the remaining sites. The two parts of the torus
are related to each other by a reflection in the “hyperplanghat separates
the two halves from each other. (The geometrical image optaee has two
components.) Given such a plaRewe let.Z; denote ther-algebra of events
that depend on the configurationtf, and similarly for.#, andT;.

Let Jp denote the reflection takin@; onto T, andvice versa(cf. the
definition of ¥(*) in Sect. 3.1). In the natural way, induces an operatat,
on the set of real-valued functions ¢n™2). Then we have:

Definition 4.3. (RP on torus) We say thaiP;, is reflection positive
if for every planeP as described above and any two bound@gd-measurable
random variables( andY’,

EL(X05(Y)) = EL (Y5(X)) (4.19)

and
EL(Xﬁ;(X)) > 0. (4.20)

HerelE;, is the expectation with respectify .

Condition (4.20) in the above definition is often too comaled to be
verified directly. Instead we verify a convenient sufficieandition which we
will state next:
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Lemma4.4. Consider a collection of coupling constarits, ), ,czq
satisfying the properties of Definition 3.1 in Sect. 3.1. Mtee measuré®;,
defined oril';, using the periodized coupling constants from E417) is re-
flection positive in the sense of Definition 4.3.

Proof. This is a multidimensional version of Proposition 3.4 of[[22 ]

Remark 4.5. We note that the three classes of interactions listed in
Sect. 1.2 are reflection positive. For the most part, inteyas of this sort
were discussed in Ref. [22]; however, for reader’s convesgewe provide the
relevant calculations below.

(1) Nearest-neighbor/next-nearest neighbor couplingdonsider a func-
tion f: H; — C which is nonzero only on the sites bf; that are adjacent
to Z¢ \ H;. (By inspection of Eq. (3.6), for nearest and next-neareg
bor interactions, this is the most general function thatrteebe considered.)
Pickn € R and consider the function

gij(x) = f(x) +nf(z+ &), ji=2,....,d, (4.21)

and define a collection of coupling constaffs ,) by the formula

> L f@IOVy) = D0 D g@gle)  (422)

xcHy Jj=2,...d z€H;
YEZAH,

Now the right-hand side is clearly positive and so.fh¢’s satisfy the condition
in Eq. (3.6).

It remains to identify the explicit form of these coupling nstants.
Let z € H; be a boundary site and let = 9z be its nearest neighbor
in Z% \ H,. First we note that, for each andj, there is an interaction of
“strength”  betweenz and its next-nearest neighbot + &; and a similar
interaction between and the siter’ — &;. So, the next-nearest neighbors
have coupling strength. As to the nearest-neighbor terms, for a fixednd
fixed j, there is the direct interaction wittl of strengthl and there is a term
of strength;?. Thus, upon summing, the nearest-neighbor interactiondtals
strength(d — 1)(1 + 7?).

Since the overall strength of the interaction is irreleydime ratio of the
strength of the next-nearest neighbor to the nearest-bergiouplings has to
be a number of the forrgi—1 IIWQ which, in particular, permits any ratio whose
absolute value is bounded %1_—1).

(2) Yukawa potentials Reflection positivity for the Yukawa potentials can be
shown by applying the criterion from Lemma 4.4: Rix> 0 and letJ, , =
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e +l==vl Then for any observablg: H, — R,

> ayf (@) f0Vy)

zeHy
yEZAH,

Z K(z,y ( > e‘““f(:c)) ( > e‘“ylf(y)), (4.23)

..... T €L z1>0 y1>0

where the operator kernek': Z¢~! — 747! is defined by K (z,y) =
exp{—u ijz |z; — y;|}. This operator is symmetric and diagonal in the
Fourier basis; a direct calculation shows tl#athas only positive eigenval-
ues. This means that the right-hand side is non-negatigeimg condition (3)

of Definition 3.1. (The other conditions are readily checksdvell.)

(3) Power-laws We begin by noting that all conditions ofy ,, in Definition 3.1
are linear inJ, .. Therefore, any linear combination of reflection positiyg’s
with non-negative coefficients is also reflection positive.particular, if we
integrate a one parameter family of interactions againss#tige measure, the
result must also be RP. Now if we let

Joy :/ plemHe=vhdy,  fors > 0, (4.24)
0

thenJ, , = C(s)|x — y|;* and so the power laws are RP as well.

We observe that in the classics, particularly, Refs. [2R th@& above types
of interactions are treated and the RP properties establislith all distances
expressed i,-norms. The derivations therein all rely, to some extentabn
ticization of the field-theoretic counterparts to reflentpositivity which were,
perhaps, better known in their heyday. Guderivations, while being a more
pedestrian method of extension fraim= 1, have the advantage that they are
self-contained.

4.3. Infrared bounds

Our principal reason for introducing reflection positivigyo establish an upper
bound on the two point correlation term in Theorem 4.1. Thiklve achieved
by invoking the connection between reflection positivitglanfrared bounds.
For spin systems this connection goes back to Ref. [24] wihénared bounds
were used to provide proofs of phase coexistence in certaitimtious-spin
models at low temperature. Here we will follow the strate§fref. [11], and
so we will keep our discussion brief.

In order to apply infrared bounds to the problem at hand wet rirss
restrict consideration to those Gibbs states with the Wlig two properties:
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Property 1. (Torus state) An infinite volume Gibbs measurg;, is
called atorus statef it can be obtained as a weak limit of finite-volume states
with periodic boundary conditions. (The torus states needcorrespond ex-
actly to the valueg andh.)

Property 2. (Block averages) An infinite volume Gibbs mea-
surevg p, is said to havédlock average magnetization, if
1
lim — S, =m,, -almost surely. 4.25
Alf% N ; m Vg h y ( )

Similarly, the measure is said to halskock average energy density if

1
lim 0 (Z) Joy(Se,8,) =e.,  vgp-almostsurely. (4.26)
z,y

R TISIAN

Here in Egs. (4.25-4.26) the limits are along increasingussges of square
boxes centered at the origin.

It is conceivable that not every (extremal) Gibbs state ahiky these re-
strictions, so the reader might wonder how we are going teai¢he desired
phase transitions. We will use an approximation argumeimnthvwpoes back to
Ref. [11]. Recall the definition of the se#, (5, h) of “extremal magnetiza-
tions” from the paragraph before Theorem 3.2. Then we have:

Lemma4.6. Forall 5 >0,h € R"andallm, € .Z.(5, h), there ex-
ists an infinite volume Gibbs staig , for interaction(1.1) which obeys Prop-
erties 1 and 2.

Proof. This is, more or less, Corollary 3.4 from Ref. [11] enhanced t
include the block average energy densityj
Our next goal is to show that the right-hand side of Eq. (44 be
controlled for any Gibbs state satisfying Properties 1 and@ this end let
D~(z,y) denote the inverse of the (weighted) Dirichlet lattice loajén de-
fined using theJ, ,’s. Explicitly, we have

di. ek @y
D! = _ 4.27
) /H B Ty (4.27)

whereJ (k) = 3", ;4 Jo.€%*. We will always work under the conditions for
which the integral is convergent. Our principal estimateas as follows:

Lemma 4.7. (Infrared bound) Assume that — (1 — J(k))""is
Riemann integrable. Fix > 0, h € R™ and letvs be an infinite-volume
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Gibbs measure for interactidid.1)that satisfies Properties 1 and 2. Let) s 5,
denote the expectation with respecttg, and letn be the dimension of the
underlying spin space. Then the bound

Z 0,0y (S — m,, S m*)>ﬁ,h < Z v, 0, D" (z,y)  (4.28)

x,y€Z4 x,y€Z4

holds for allv: Z? — C such thaty"_ _,. |v.| < oc.

Proof. As this lemma and its proof are similar to Lemma 3.2 of Ref] [11
we will stay very brief. Let/\%) denote the periodized interactions correspond-
ing to the torusT;, and let

2 2
T = { (i Fona) i 1 <ns < L (4.29)

be the reciprocal torus. It is easy to see thatitle Fourier component® (k)
of the J\%)'s satisfies/(X) (k) = J(k) for all k € T%. This means that the in-
verse Dirichlet Laplacian offi;, can be written in terms of the original coupling
constants, i.e., o
1 eik~ T—y
Di'(wy) =t >, — (4.30)
T kET; ~{0} 1= J(k)

The infrared bound of Ref. [22] then says that, for any Gilthges— ) ,onTy,
we have

> (w82, 8,0 < 5 Y (wnw) D wy)  @3)
x,y€eZd x,yeZd
for any absolutely summable collection of complex vect@is,),crz
with Rew,, Imw, € R" and} .. w, = 0.
Now let us consider a torus statg,, with almost-surely constant block
magnetization. We will first prove that; 5, satisfies the, — oo version of
Eqg. (4.31). By the assumption on the Riemann integrabiﬁt?g%,

DZI<J},y) Ljoo D_l(l’,y), (432)

independently of, y. Letting allw, be parallel, i.e.w, = w,&, where & is a
unit vector inR”, and passing to the Iimit — 00, we thus get

Z wmwy<(5m,5y)>5’h Z W, Wy D™ (z,y) (4.33)

x,yeL? x,yeZd

wheneven: Z? — C is absolutely summable aid, _,. w, = 0.

In order to make then,’s appear explicitly on the left-hand side, we need
to relax the condition on the total sum of the's. Under the condition in
Property 2, this is done exactly as in Lemma 3.2 of Ref. [11}.
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4.4. Actual proofs

A key consequence of the infrared bound is the followingweste on the vari-
ance of the quantityn, = > 4 Jo..S,:

Lemma 4.8. (Variance bound) Consider a collection(J,,) of
coupling constants that are RP and obey E2.1), and let.# be the inte-
gralin Eq.(3.9). Let(—)s n be a translation and rotation invariant Gibbs state
satisfying Properties 1 and 2 and let, = (So)s . Then

B(lmo—m.]*),, <ns. (4.34)

Proof. We have to show how the bound (4.28) is used to estimate the
variance ofm,. Let (v,) be defined by, = .J,,. Using Lemma 4.7 and
Lemma 4.6, for any—) 5 5, as above, this choice of the’s leads to the variance
of m on the left-hand side of Eq. (4.28), while on the right-haide $he sum
turns into the integral?. |

The proof of Theorem 3.2 is now reduced to two lines:

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Combining Lemmas 4.6 and 4.8 with
Egs. (4.11) and (4.1), we obtain Egs. (3.8-3.9}

Armed with the conclusions of Theorem 3.2, we can now finisio éhe
proof of Theorem 3.3:

Proof of Theorem 3.3. In light of the previous derivations, the claims
in Theorem 3.3 are hardly surprising. The difficulty to be roeene is the
fact that the limits in Egs. (3.11-3.12) are claimed for ssmes ofinystates,
regardless of whether they obey Properties 1 and 2 above.

We begin with the proof of part (1); namely, Eq. (3.11). Simads the
unique minimizer ofbg 5, for eache > 0 there existg > 0 such that

{m' € Conv(Q): s x(m') < Fyue(B,h) +4} (4.35)

is contained in a ball{.(m) of radiuse centered atm. By Eq. (3.8),
once pn§.# < 4, all of .Z(B8,h) must be contained in this ball
But, . (5, h) is the set of extremal magnetizations, and any magnetizatio
that can be achieved in a translation-invariant state is thuhe convex hull
of #,(3, h). It follows thatm' € U.(m), proving Eqg. (3.11).

To prove Eg. (3.12), l€k,, m,] be an extremal pair i, (5, h). (See the
discussion prior to Theorem 3.2 for the definition of thesgcts.) Let(—) s
be a translation and rotation invariant state for which

€y = <(SQ, gmo + h)>ﬁ,h and m, = <SO>B,h (436)



34 Biskup, Chayes and Crawford

and suppose the state satisfies Properties 1 and 2. (Theredsif such a state
is guaranteed by Lemma 4.6.) Combining Egs. (4.11) and (AwB2lget

0< <(So,m0)>6h —|m,|? < kns, (4.37)

and so, invoking the result of part (1) of this theorem|s close toFE(m,)
once.7 is sufficiently small. But this is true for all extremal pairs.#; (5, h)
and so it must be true fall pairs in.#, (5, h). Hence %, (5, h) shrinks to a
single point as¢# | 0, which is what is claimed in part (2) of the theorem.

To conclude the proof of the theorem, we need to show that pire s
configuration converges in distribution to a product measukpplying the
DLR conditions, the conditional distribution &, given a spin configuration
inZ4\ {0} is

e(Sg,Bmo-l-h)—G(Bmo-i-h)luO(dSO)7 (438)
I.e., the distribution ofS, depends on the rest of the spin configuration only
viamg = ), Jo.S,. Hence, it clearly suffices to show that, converges
to m—the unique minimizer of; ;,—in probability. But this is a direct con-
sequence of the convexity bound on the left-hand side of&£#j1] which tells
us that, once the magnetization and energy density cont@tgeir mean-field
values, the variance oh, tends to zero. |

While we cannot generally prove that, in systems with inteoa (1.1)
the magnetization increases withthe estimates in the previous proof provide
a bound on how bad the non-monotonicity can be:

Lemma 4.9. (Near monotonicity of magnetization) Let (Juy)
be coupling constants that are RP and obey &jl1), and let.# be the in-
tegral in Eq.(3.9). Letg < g’ and letm, € .#,(5,h) andm/ € .4, (5, h).
Then we have:

im.|* < |m.|* +kng. (4.39)

Proof. Let (—)sn and (—)s p, be (translation and rotation invariant)
states satisfying Properties 1 and 2 in which the above niagtiens are
achieved. (Such states exist by Lemma 4.6.) By Eq. (4.11)ave h

((80,m0)) 5, = M, (4.40)
and Egs. (4.11) and (4.37) yield
((So, mo)>6,7h < |ml]? + kn.g. (4.41)

But the quantities on the left are, more or less, derivatdfdbe physical free
energy with respect tg (in the parametrization introduce in Eq. (1.1)). Hence,
standard convexity arguments give us

((80,m0)) 5 1, = ((S0,m0)) 4 - (4.42)



Mean-field driven first-order phase transitions 35
Combining these inequalities the claim followsjj

4.5. Bounds for specific interactions

Having presented the main theorem, we now argue that by ppately ad-
justing the parameters and s in the Yukawa and power law terms of an in-
teraction, one can make the integrdlas small as desired. We begin with a
general criterion along these lines:

Proposition 4.10. Let(Jé,Ay)) be a family of translation and reflection-
invariant couplings depending on a parameter Assume that thdﬁy) obey
Eq.(2.1)and letJ, (k) = - Jo(i?e”“‘m be the Fourier components. Suppose
that the following two conditions are true:

(1) There exists @ > 0 and a constan€' > 0 such that for all sufficiently
small\, we have

1|_k|7{zi§sk) > C, ke [—m, 7T]d \ {0}. (4.43)

(2) Thef*-norm of(J5)) tends to zero as — 0, i.e.,

. MN12 _
lim » [Jyz] = 0. (4.44)
x€Z4

Then we have: .
: di | Ja(k)”
lim

A—0 [—m,m]d (27T)d 1-— jA(]C)

= 0. (4.45)

Proof. Note that, by Eq. (2.1) and condition (1) above we h&y@) = 1
and.J,(k) < 1for all k # 0. (The reflection invariance guarantees thais
an even and real function @f) First we will bound the part of the integral
corresponding té& ~ 0. To that end we pick > 0 and estimate

di |y (k) / a1 5
=S | g = O 4.46
/k|<r @D 1= d(k) ~ Jwer @OICTH Y (4.46)

whereC, = C1(9,d,C) < 0. Next we will attend to the rest of the integral.
Let M (r) be the supremum dft — J,(k))~* overallk € [—m, 7] with |k| > r.
By condition (1) above, we have thaf(r) < Lr°~?. Therefore,

5 2
[ S BOE o S e a
ke|[k_\§f]d (27T)d1—JA(k‘) wezd
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where we also used Parseval’s identity. By condition (2vabthis vanishes
asA — 0, while the integral in (4.46) can be made as small as desiyed b
lettingr | 0. From here the claim follows. |

Now we apply the above lemma to our specific interactions. Agrb
with the Yukawa potentials:

Lemma4.11. Let ( ) be the Yukawa interactions with parame-
ter y—as described in Sect 1.2—and suppose these are adjusttthtso
Eqg. (2.1) holds. Ther(JgEf‘y)) obey conditions (1) and (2) of Proposition 4.10
asu | Owithd = d — 2. Consequently, in dimensiods> 3, the correspond-
ing integral in Eq.(3.9)tends to zero ag | 0.

Proof. Let (Jéf‘y)) be as above and Idf, denote the Fourier transform. In
order to handle the overall normalization effectively, wgaduce the quantity
C, by Cuut ", . €7 = 1 and note that’,, converges to a finite and pos-
itive limit as iz | 0. From here we check that tHé-norm in Eq. (4.44) scales
asu and so condition (2) of Proposition 4.10 follows.

It remains to prove that — Ju(k) is bounded from below by a positive
constant timegk|?, where|k| denotes thé*-norm ofk. First we claim that for
all n > 0 there exists a constarit < oo such that for alk € [, 7]9,

Juk)y<1=n, |k > Ap. (4.48)

Indeed, an explicit calculation gives us

k) = 1, e < i
x#0

{ e_w e } (4.49)

where we first neglected the conditian# 0, then wrote the result as the
product over lattice directions and, finally, threw away samgative constants
from each term in the product (the real parts are positivajrotiucing the
abbreviations: = e™#, e = 1 —aandA; = 1 — cos(k;), the e-multiple of
the j-th term in the product is now

||E&

1 €2+ al\ e
Re = I 4.50
€ 1— e_‘”"kj 62 + QCLAj ( )

Now if €2 > A, the right-hand side is less thar- ae, while if €2 < A, then it
is less than + - o : , whichis< 1 oncee? < A;. Going back to Eq. (4.49), if
at least one component bfexceeds large constant timegwhich is itself of
ordere), then the right-hand side of Eq. (4.49) is small. This peolzg. (4.48)

for u small; for all othen this holds existentially.
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The condition (4.48) implies Eq. (4.44) fg¢| > Apu. As for the comple-
mentary values of, here we pick a small numbérand write

1-— ju(k:) > O, Z e 71 — cos(k - z)]. (4.51)

x#0
lz[1<0/p

By the fact thatk| < Ay, the conditionz|; < 6/u (with 6 sufficiently small)
implies thatl — cos(k - ) > ¢(k - z)? for somec > 0. Plugging this into
Eq. (4.51) and using that the domain of the sum is invariadieumeflection
of any component of, the result will be proportional tg:|2. The constant of
proportionality is of ordep: 2 and so condition (1) is finally proved. ]

Next we attend to the power laws:

Lemma 4.12. Let (Jgﬁf;) be the power-law interactions with expo-
nents > d—see Sect. 1.2—and suppose these are adjusted so thi&. Eq.
holds. Ther(JgEf;) obey conditions (1) and (2) of Proposition 4.10 a3 d
with anyé < d. Consequently, the corresponding integral in E2}9)tends to
zeroass | dinall d > 1.

Proof. Our first item of business will again be the overall normdlaa
Let C be the constant defined by

Cy(s—d)> |al*=1. (4.52)

x#0

As is not hard to check( tends to a positive and finite limit as | d.
Since Zx¢0|x|1‘28 is uniformly bounded for alls > d, the />-norm in
Eq. (4.44) is proportional t¢s — d). This proves condition (2) of Proposi-
tion 4.10.

In order to prove condition (1), we first write

1= Jy(k) = Cy(s —d) > _|a|*(1 = cos(k - z)), (4.53)
x#0

where.J, is the Fourier transform of th@]éfg). Consider the seR;, = {z €
Z%: cos(k - x) < 0}, which we note is the union of strips of width—and
separation—of the ord&p(1/|k|) which are perpendicular to vectbr A sim-
ple bound gives us

D el (1= cos(k - x)) = ) fal. (4.54)

70 TERY
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Next we letR, = {x € Z%: |z - k| > ©}. The fact tha{z|;* decreases with
distance allows us to bound the second sum in Eq. (4.54) byndasisum
with x € R}.. Using the usual ways to bound sums by integrals, we thus get

1—@@&20@—d[/ dr (4.55)
Ik

x| > |x|8’

where('is a positive constant (independentspfand|z| is the />-norm of z.
Extracting a factor ofk|*~¢, the resulting integraimes(s — d) is uniformly
positive for alls > d. Hence we proved that for some> 0,

1—Jy(k) > |k]*~ (4.56)

forall s > d and allk € [, )¢, and so condition (1) of Proposition 4.10
holds as stated. |}

5. PROOFS: MEAN-FIELD THEORIES

5.1. Blume-Capel model

We begin by giving the proof of Theorem 3.6 which deals wité thean-field
theory of the Blume-Capel model. The core of this proof, atiteoproofs
in this paper, are certain facts about the mean-field thebtiyeolsing model
in an external field. In the formalism of Sect. 2.2, this mocl®iresponds to
the ¢ = 2 Potts model. The magnetizations are parameterized by apair
quantities(zy, z_1), wherez; + z_; = 1, which represent the mole-fractions of
plus and minus spins. The mean-field free energy is given by

Dy =Jzizo1 — hzy + z1log 2y + z-1log 2. (5.1
The following properties are the results of straightforivealculations:

(12) If h =0andJ < 2, then the only local—and global—minimum occurs
atz; = z_4.

(12) If h = 0andJ > 2, then there is only one local minimum with > z_,
and it satisfies/z; > 1 > Jz_;. A corresponding local minimum with
with z; > z_; exists and obeygz_; > 1 > Jz.

(I3) Let now h be arbitrary. If(zy,2_1) is a local minimimum of®,
thenm = 2, — 2_, satisfies/(1 — m?) < 1.

These properties are standard; for some justification sge, tee proof of
Lemma 4.4 in Ref. [11].
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Proof of Theorem 3.6. Let (x1,z0,2_1) be a triplet of positive vari-
ables which corresponds to a local minimum of the Blume-Chipe-energy
function @5 , from Eqg. (3.21). A simple calculations shows that the deriva
tive of the entropy part ofs , is singular in the limit when any component
of (x1, zo, x_1) tends to zero, while nothing spectacular happens to theggner
Therefore, the minimum must lie strictly inside the simptdxallowed values.
Accounting for the constraint; +x,+x_; = 1, the condition that the gradient
of @ ) vanish af(z, o, x_;) translates into the equations (3.22).

Due to the symmetry between andz_;, we may (and will) assume
for simplicity thatz; > z_;. First we claim that, under this condition, we
have45x_; < 1. Indeed, for a fixedr,, the Blume-Capel mean-field free
energy®; , expressed in terms dky, z_;), wherezy, = x4, /(1 — ), IS
proportional to the Ising free energy (5.1) with= 43(1 — z,). Since the
Ising pair(z1,z_1) is at its local minimum, we havéz_; = 45x_; < 1 by
property (12) above.

Once we know that_; is small, the question is whetheg andz; divide
the amountl — x_; democratically or autocratically. Here we observe that,
once again, for a fixed_;, the (z;, zo)-portion of the Blume-Capel mean-
field free energy®s , is proportional to its Ising counterpart in Eq. (5.1) with
J = pB(1 —=x_1) andh = 36z_; — A. In light of property (I13) above, the
magnetization variable: = (x; — 2¢)/(1 — x_;) thus satisfies the bound
J(1 —m?) < 1. Using the inequality/T —a > 1 — a valid for alla < 1, we
have

|IL’1 — IL’0| 1
— >l 5.2
1—.13_1 - 5(1—37_1) ( )
onceg is sufficiently large. Some simple algebra now shows thatithplies
2 min{zy, xo} < 1. (5.3)

Using these findings in Eq. (3.22) and extracting approgriaéqualities we
derive the bounds listed in (1) and (2) withbeing a numerical constant.

To derive the asymptotics (3.23) on the free-energy gap fer 0, let us
first evaluate the free energy at a generic local minimump8s@(z,, xo, r_1)
obey Eq. (3.22) and le? denote the logarithm of the quantity in Eq. (3.22). A
direct calculation shows that then

(I)g’h = —453}11’_1 + 5.7}(2) + 6. (54)

Now let us consider a minimum with, dominant. Then the inequality(1 —
xg) = (a1 +x_1) < 34 < 1 shows that théx,, x_,) Ising pair is subcritical.
By (I11) above we must have, = z_; = %(1 — xp) and, as is seen by a direct
calculationxy can be determined from the equation

1-— Zo

= 2e X, (5.5)
Zo
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In particular, for\ bounded we havé — z, = 2e77** + O(e~2%). Similarly,
if the minimum corresponds to a triple dominated 4y our bounds show
thatzy = 1 — 2, + O(e~*) and so we have

T, = (1 — 2+ 0(8_45))93—’_)\—’_0(5875‘). (56)

From here we have — z; = e #~* + O(pe2%).
Now we are ready to derive Eq. (3.23). First, using tRat log zy +
B(1 —2x9) + A we have

¢0(5, )\) = —453711’_1 + 5(1 — I0)2 + )\ —+ IOg o
=\ -2 L0, (5.7)

Next, in light of ©® = logx; + 48x_; and the bounds proved an ; in (2)
above we have

$1(B,\) = —4Bxx_1 + Bag +logxy +4Px 4
= —e AL Oo(pe ). (5.8)
Combining Egs. (5.7-5.8), the desired relation (3.23) &ved. |
We finish this section with a computational lemma that willuseful in
the proof of Theorem 3.7:

Lemmab5.1. There existsx > 0 and, for eachC' > 1, there exists
Bo < oo such that the following is true for alf > 5, and all A with |A| <
Ce P If (w1, 20, 2_1) is atriplet with

max{z,,z¢,2_1} = 1 — Ce™?, (5.9)

then
Qs (21,20, 2_1) —inf D5, > a(C'log C)e‘ﬁ. (5.10)
Here ®; , is the function in Eq(3.21)andinf ®g , is its absolute minimum.

Proof. An inspection of Egs. (5.7-5.8) shows that, ohde< Ce~*, we
have that inf @4 ,| is proportional taC'e~” and so we just have to prove that,
onceC is sufficiently large®s (1, To, 7_1) is proportional toC log C')e~".
We will focus on the situation when the maximum in Eq. (5.190achieved
by z1; the other cases are handled similarly.

By our assumption we have that andz_; are quantities less thaie 7.
Inspecting the various terms in Eq. (3.21), we thus have

Bao(1 — ) = Brg + O(BC*e ),
Brix_y = 4Bx_1 + O(pC%e™), (5.11)
T IOg Ir = —Ce_ﬁ -+ O(C2e_2ﬁ),
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Plugging these back into the definition®f , we get

Pp (21,20, 1) = 2o[B + log 2o] + x_1[48 + log x_4]
+ Az — Ce™? + O(BC*e ). (5.12)

Now |[\zo| < |A| < Ce™?, and if 3, is such that3Ce” < 1, the last three
terms on the right-hand side are all of ordég—". It thus suffices to to prove
that the first two terms exceed a constant tiff@sog C)e".

We first replacets by § in Eq. (5.12) and then substitutg = 1.~
andz_; = y_,e”. The relevant two terms on the right-hand side then equal
e P[yologyo + y_1 logy_1]. Under the condition (5.9)—which implies that at
least one of thes’s is larger thant/,—this is a number of order@cC log C
(for C > 1). The right-hand side of Eq. (5.12) is thus of ordef€ log C
whenevers > [y, which proves the desired claim.]

5.2. Potts model: Preliminaries

Next we turn our attention to the mean-field theory of the $aibdel. In
the present section we will first establish some basic ptigseof the (local)
minimizers of the Potts mean-field free energy. The proof lbédrem 2.3
dealing with positive fields is then the subject of Sect. 9.8e negative-field
portion of our results (Theorem 2.4) is somewhat more irvdland we defer
its discussion to Sect. 5.4.

We invite the reader to recall the representation of magattins in
terms of barycentric coordinates in Eq. (2.14), the medd-fiee-energy func-
tion @, from Eqg. (2.15) and the transitional coupliﬁﬁ’g for the¢-state Potts
model from Eq. (2.17). We begin with some general monotonmioperties
of the minimizers:

Lemma 5.2. (Monotonicity in  2)  For any/ > 0 we have:

(1) Leth < H, letx; be the first barycentric coordinate of a global min-
imum of@é‘f}l and letz! be the first barycentric coordinate of a global

minimum okbg(f%,. Thenz, < ).

(2) Let(xy,...,x,) bethe probability vector corresponding to a global min-
imizer of®}.. If h > 0 thenz; > max{w,,...,z,}. Similarly, if A < 0
thenz; < min{z,, ..., z,}.

(3) Ifh— m(5,h)is adifferentiable trajectory of local extrema, then

a0 (m(B, ) = i (3, ) (5.13)
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wherex(f, h) is the first component ah (5, k) in the decomposition
into (Vy,...,9,).

Proof. (1) Letm € Conv(). Then we have
oY) (m) — ®),(m) = (I — h)z,, (5.14)

wherezx, is the first component ofn. Let 2, andz| be as above and let
andm’ be the corresponding minimizers. Then Eq. (5.14) implies

_ ®fhm) — @ (m)

Similar reasoning gives
O (m) — 9, (m’
5, 5 PHam) = ) 5.16)

N —h

Combining Egs. (5.15) and (5.16) gives the result.

(2) Leth > 0 and let(zy,...,z,) be a probability vector with:; <
x5. Interchanginge; andx, shows that, due to the interaction with the field,
theg-tuple(xq, 21, . . ., x,) has strictly lower free energy than, ..., z,), i.e.,
(x1,...,x,) could not have been a global minimizer. Henge> z,. To rule
outz; = x, we note thatr;, zo > 0 and so the gradient of the free energy,
subject to the constraint, + 2, = const, must vanish. Henege #*1—" =
r,e79%2 which forcesr, # z,. The case# < 0 are handled similarly.

(3) This is a consequence of the fact that the grad%@é‘f}b vanishes at
any local extremum in the interior of Co(%2). |

Lemma 5.3. (Monotonicityin  5) Fixh € R. If 5 — m(,h)is a
differentiable trajectory of local extrema, then

d

S5 hm(B ) = 3 m(, ). 5.17)

Proof. The proof is analogous to that of Lemma 5.2(3}

The next lemma significantly narrows the list of possibledtdates for
global minimizers:

Lemma 5.4. (Symmetries of global minimizers) Let @é‘%(m)
be the mean-field free-energy function. bhetc ConvS2 be a global minimum
of <I>(;}l and let (z1,...,z,) be the corresponding probability vector of
barycentric coordinates.



Mean-field driven first-order phase transitions 43

(1) Ifh>0,then
Ty > Ty = =Ty (5.18)

(2) Ifh <0, then(zy,...,z,) is a permutation in indices,, ...z, of a
vector with
T <Ty=--=Tq 1 < Ty (5.19)

Proof. The main idea of the proof is that the variabies. . . , z,, prop-
erly scaled, behave like @ — 1)-state, zero-field Potts model. Abusing the
notation slighly, let us writ@gﬂl(xl, ..., x,) instead o@gq}l(m) whenevemn
corresponds to the probability vector, ..., z,). In looking for global min-
ima, we may assume that al}’s satisfyx; € (0,1). Letting

Ty

T , k=2, ...,q, (5.20)
1— T
this allows us to write
O (1, wg) = (L= 2) BV (20, 2) + R(xy), (5.21)

whereR(z,) is a function ofz;, (andg andh). The rest of the proof is based
on some basic properties of the zero-field Potts free enemytiich we refer
the reader back to Sect. 2.2.

Let (z4,...,z,) correspond to a global minimum. A principal conclu-
sion coming from Eq. (5.21) is that the components of theordat,, .. ., z,),
ordered increasingly, satisty, = --- = z,., < z, Using part (2) of
Lemma 5.2, this immediately implies Eq. (5.19). To prove Ef18), let
h > 0 and let(z,,...,%,) be a global minimizer at zero field with maximal
value of ;. By general facts about the zero-field problem, this forégis—
7)) < ﬁh(ﬂq;l) and, since part (2) of Lemma 5.2 implies that > 1, also
Bl —xp) < B,SA"F_”. Hence, the variablegs, . . ., z,) correspond to a subcrit-
ical Potts model and thus, = --- = z,. Invoking again Lemma 5.2(2), we
have Eq. (5.18). 1

5.3. Potts model: Positive fields

Next we will focus on the cases with > 0. Our first step is to characterize
the local and global minima ofn — @é‘f)h(m) for m restricted to satisfy
Eq. (5.18). While we could appeal to the “on-axis” formalifm Ref. [11],
we will keep the requisite calculations more or less setftamed.

For any probability vector satisfying Eq. (5.18), let us sioler the
parametrizatiod = q%lm, wherem denotes the scalar magnetization defined
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viar, = % +mandz;, = % - Ink=2...q (The physical values df are

0 € [0,1].) Let ¢z ,(0) denote the value oibg’}l(m) wherem corresponds to
the abovez,, ..., z,). Then we have:

Lemma 5.5. (“On-axis” minima) The local minima offd +—
¢p.1(0) are solutions to the equatich= f(¢), where
ebb+h _ q

Moreover, let5, = 44—*. Then

(1) Forall 5 < 5y and allh € R, the equatiord = f(#) has only one
solution.

(2) For g > p, there exists an intervalh_, hy) such thatd = f(#) has
three distinct solutions onde € (h_, h.) and only one solution fok ¢
[h_,hy]. Ath = hy, there are two distinct solutions. Onée# h.,
only the extreme solutions (the largest and the smallestespond to
local minima off — ¢35,(0).

Finally, for eachs > 5, there exists a numbér, = hy(5) € (h_,h,) such
that the global minimizer of — ¢, (f) is unique as long ag # h;. On
the other hand, foh, = h; there are two distinct global minimizers (the two
extreme solutions of = f(0)).

Remark 5.6.  Although the above holds as stated in complete gener-
ality, it is only useful (in the present context) for < 5[5/?!2 In particular,
for 3 > B, while h,(8) continues on taking negative values, it does not
correspond to any equilibrium commaodity.

Proof of Lemma 5.5. Since the derivative of — ¢4 ,(0) diverges a9
tends to either zero or one, all local minima will lie (0, 1). Differentiating
with respect to we find that these must satisfy(¢) = 6 with f as given
above.

In order to characterize the solutionsfte= f(0), let us calculate the first
two derivatives of this function:

gB0+h
f’(@) = BW (1 - f(@)) (5-23)

and

@B0+h @B0+h
F1(0) = BZWQ — f(9)) (1 - QW) : (5.24)
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Since we also havg(d) < 1, we find thatf is strictly increasing, strictly
convex ford < 6, and strictly concave fof > 6,, wheref, is the inflection
point of f, which is given by

0-+h
e L (5.25)
eMth L g—1 2
i.e., @t = ¢ — 1. In particular, the derivativg’ () is maximal atd = 6,
where it equalg”’(6)) = § L.

Let us suppose that'(d,) < 1, which is equivalent tg5 < [,. Then
there is only one solution t6 = f(#), proving (1) above. Let us now assume
thatf’(6,) > 1. The fact that increasingamounts to “shifting the graph gfto
the left” implies that there exists dn such that), solvesd = f(0) for h = hy.
Similar arguments show that there exists a unique value- h, such that the
diagonal line (at 49 is tangent to the graph gfat some < 6, and a similar
valueh_ < hg such that the diagonal line is tangent to the> 6, portion of
the graph off. Forh € [h_, hy], there are altogether three solutions, labeled
0. < 0w < by, Wheref’(é) < latf = 9L79U while f’(@M) >1 (Wlth the
inequalities strict wheh # h.).

The “dynamics” of these solutions @&schanges is easy to glean from
the above picture. Firgy is defined for allh < h while 6 is defined for all
h > h_. Now, ash decreases through_, the middled,, and uppe#, solutions
merge and disappear; and similarly fgf andd_ ash increases through, .
Only the remaining solution continues to exist in the compatary part of
theh-axis. Clearly, botl#, andéy are continuous and strictly increasing on the
domain of their definition witl¥, — 0 ash — —ooc andfy — 1 ash — oc.
Since¢g ,(#) has local maxima &t = 0 and1, we must have that, anddy
are local minima andy, is a local maximum ofbs ;. (These are strict except
perhaps ab # h4.) This finishes the proof of (2).

It remains to prove the existence of the transitional figtdrgythh,. By
Lemma 5.4, every global minimizen — é(ﬁ‘f}l(m) corresponds to eitheék
or fy. Observe that, sincg&, andd,_ never enter the portion of the graph pf
where f' exceeds one, we havgy > 60y(hy) > 6.(h_) > 6. and so the
differencefy — 6, is uniformly positive. Consequently, the valu@gf% at the
corresponding magnetizations change at a strictly difterate withh (see
Lemma 5.2). In particular, there exists a unique paint3) € (h_, hy), where
the status of the global minimizer changes frénto 6. By continuity, ath =
hy, both one-sided limits are minimizers o ;. |

Now we are ready to finish the prove of Theorem 2.3.

Proof of Theorem 2.3. Most of the claims of the theorem have already
been proved. Indeed, léf; be as in Lemma 5.5 and le¢t > B,fﬂqg By the
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properties of the zero-field Potts model, the maximal sotuto 6 = f(0) is
a global minimizer o — ¢g(0). It follows thath,(3) < 0 for 5 > 5{}3
Invoking also Lemma 5.4(1), we thus conclude thatfoK 5, or g > ﬁh(ﬂqé
andh > 0, the global minimizer ofn — @é‘f)h(m) is unique, while fors e

(Bo, B2) this is only true wherh # h,(8). This establishes parts (2) and
(3) of the theorem. It thus remains to prove the strict indigubhetweenz,
andx, = --- = x7 in part (1)—the rest follows by Lemma 5.4(1)—and the
properties of3 — h(5) in part (4).

First, it is easy to see that is continuous. Indeed, let’ € (f,, ,E,‘{@]
and suppose that — hy(f) has two limit points agy — 5. By a simple
compactness argument, there are two distinct minimize@%‘%@ffor h at these
limit points, which contradicts the uniquenesgfs’). Applying thistop’ =

{9 \ve thus have that, (3) — 0 asj3 — S\2,

Second, we claim that — k() is actually strictly decreasing. To this
end, letm, (5) andm_(/3) denote the values of the two global minimizers
of m — @é‘%(m) ath = hy(B3) and letz{ (3) andz; (3) denote the corre-
sponding first components. From Lemmas 5.2 and 5.3 we can xioace

d 1 m (B — Im_(B)”

" )

which the reader will note is the Clausius-Clapeyron relatiSince both,
and |m| are increasing with the scalar magnetization, the righdhgide is
negative and s@ — hy(f3) is strictly decreasing.

Third, we turn our attention to the inequality > z, = --- = z,
onceh > 0. In light of Eq. (5.18), it suffices to show that, far> 0, the state
with equal barycentric coordinates is not a local minimuroed > 0. This is
directly checked by differentiating Eq. (2.15) subjectppeopriate constraints.
Finally, we will compute the value of at the end of the liné — £, (h).
Let 4, (h) andé_(h) denote the two distinct (extremal) solutionsfdf)) = 0,
with f as in Eq. (5.22), for3 = [S.(h). As h increases,5,. decreases
to 5, andf. converge to a single valug—the uniquesolution of f(6) = 0
at 5 = f,. But the inflection pointd,, is always squeezed betwegnandf_,
and so we must havé, = 6,. Now the inflection point is characterized
by e’+" = ¢ — 1 and the equatio® = f(6) gives us that3,(h) = By
ath=he. 1

(5.26)

5.4. Potts model: Negative fields

The goal of this section is to give the proof of Theorem 2.4e ilificulty here
is that, on the basis of Eq. (5.19), the full-blown optimiaatproblem is in-
trinsically two-dimensional. We begin with some lemmad @ivacapsulate the
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computational parts of the proof. First we will address th@metric minima
by describing the solutions to the “on-axis” equation:

Lemma5.7. Letf > 0andh < 0and letg: [0, =] — R be the
function
e¥-h 1
9(0) = T
(g —1)ef0-r 41
Thenyg is increasing, concave and satisfig®) > 0 andg(f) < 1. In particu-
lar, the equatiory(6) = 6 has a unique solution o), q_%]-

(5.27)

Proof. This is a result of straightforward computations which ao¢ n
entirely dissimilar from those in Egs. (5.23-5.24)}

The two-parameter nature of solutions of the form (5.19) belhandled
by fixing the first barycentric coordinate and optimizing ot#ee remaining
ones. Here the following property of the resulting “parti@ahimum” will turn
out to be very useful:

Lemma5.8. Letg3 > B,SA"F_I) and leta be the minimum of, and the
quantitya satisfying3(1—a) = B\ Y. Foreachs € [0,d], letzy(z), . . ., z,(z)
denote the vector corresponding to the asymmetric miniroize., . . ., z,) —
QY (22, 2z With 25 = -+ = 2,y < z,. Lety(z) denote the quan-
tity @'}, (m) evaluated aim = m(z) where

m(x) =2V + (1 — 2)z(x)0s + - - + (1 — x)2,(2)V,. (5.28)

Then
" (x) <0 forall z € [0,al. (5.29)

Proof. Let(z) be as stated above. Let= t(z) = (1 — x) and let

z(z) = (z2(2),..., z,(z)) denote the asymmetric global minimumfbj?:;}g.
This allows us to rewrite)(x) as

W(r) = —éxz + zlog(z) + (1 — z)log(l — z) — hx

2
+(1—2)0 U (2(x).  (5.30)
We will write 2, = -+ = 7, = P ’;T(tz) andz, = I3 +m(t), wherem(t)
is the maximal positive solution to
—1 exp{tT=m(t)} — 1
T= () = {timm®) (5.31)

q—2 B exp{t;]:—;m(t)}jtq—i
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The various steps of the proof involve two specific functianig) and «/(t)
defined by

—1
u(t) = tg_—zm(t) (5.32)
and (t) (t)
ev e\ —1]
= (1-——""). .
)= a1 2( o 2) (5.33)

We state these definitions here to facilitate later refexenc

A simple argument gives that— m(t) is smooth when > ﬁ(q Y so
Y(x) is differentiable. The actual proof then commences by tHIEuGHIOI’l of
the third derivative of)(x):

U (x) = —% + ﬁ
+2 Z - f (1“55;)2(3:5((3 + t”;;/g)) + t(%éﬁ)z) (5.34)

wherem’ andm” denote the first and second derivativetof~ m(t) and

where we have used Lemma 5.3 to dlfferent;ai% Y. Since we want to show
" (z) < 0 and we know that < a < 1/, it suffices to prove the inequality

m'(t)  m”(t) m’(t)\?2
e i +t<m(t>) <0. (5.35)

Differentiating both sides of Eq. (5.31) and solving fof(t) yields

w(t) _ a()
mt) 11— ta(t)

(5.36)

Taking another derivative with respect t@llows us to express:)”(t)/m(t)
in terms ofa(t) and«/(¢). In conjunction with Eq. (5.36), this shows that
Eq. (5.35) is equivalent to

5120 (5.37)
a(t)
Differentiating Eq. (5.33) and applying Egs. (5.32) an@@), we have
Vo u(t) e

Writing Eq. (5.37) back in terms of(t), we see that Eq. (5.35) is equivalent to
the inequality

t(qg —1)e“® el) —q+2
3 (1 ey ar) <"Ngm ey (5.39)
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The rest of the proof is spent on proving Eq. (5.39).

We first use that < @ impliest > g = 23:—3 log(¢ — 2) and so the
left-hand side of Eq. (5.39) increases if we replabg 5“(,?;1). After this, there
is no explicit dependence @rand so we may regard the result as an inequality

for the quantityu. Clearing denominators, substituting= €“, and recalling
thatu(t) > 2log(q — 2) for z < a, it suffices to show that

v(s) = Ays + s*log s — A log s — 35% — 3\ (5.40)
is strictly positive for alls > \? and allg > 4, where\ = ¢ — 2 and
Ay =3(a - DB —6(a—2). (5.41)

Sinceﬂh(;’;” > 2.5 for ¢ > 4, we easily check that, > 10 onceq > 4.
First we will observe that is actually increasing for ah > \2. Indeed,
a simple calculation shows that, for sugtwe havey'(s) > w(s), where

w(s) =A; — 1+ 2slogs — bs. (5.42)

Next we find thatmin,sow(s) = A, — 1 — 26”2, Since €2 ~ 4.48 and
A, > 10, we have that—and hencey’—are strictly positive fors > A\2.
Hencey is increasing for alk of interest.

Once we know that is increasing, it suffices to show that)\?) is posi-
tive. Here we note that

(N = %(q —2)*{(¢* =3¢ +6)2log(¢—2) = 3(¢ —1)(¢—3)} (5.43)
and soy()\?) is positive once

(q—1)(qg—3)

P (5.44)

2log(q —2) >3

Noting that the right-hand side is less tharand using thaR log5 > 3, this
holds trivially forg > 7. In the remaining cases= 4, 5, 6, the inequality is
verified by direct calculation. i

Using Lemma 5.8 we arrive at the following conclusion:

Corollary 5.9. Letqg > 4,8 > 0andh < 0. Then@é‘f}b has at most

one (symmetric) global minimizer with < z, = --- = z, and at most one
(asymmetric) global minimizer withy < xo = --- = x,.1 < 7.
Proof. Let (zy,...,z,) correspond to a minimizer (ﬂ(;}l. Sinceh < 0,

Lemma 5.4 allows us to assume that< =, = -+ = 2,1 < z,. If 23 =
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= x4, then a simple calculation shows that the quarttjtwhich is related
to x; viax; = l — qqle obeys the equatiop(d) = 6, whereg is as in
Eq. (5.27). By Lemma 5.7, such a solution is unique and scettseat most
one symmetric minimizer.
Next let us assume that, exceeds the remaining components. Note that

we must have that(1—xz;) > B,SA"F_I) because otherwise Eq. (5.21) implies that
(22, ...,x,), properly scaled, would correspond to thhe- 1)-state Potts model
in the high-temperature regime. Since in additign< Y/,, we are permitted
to use Lemma 5.8 and conclude thatis a minimizer of the function) from
Eqg. (5.30). As is seen from its definition and Eq. (5.29)starts off convex
(and decreasing) at = 0 and, asr increases, may eventually turn concave.
In particular, there could be at most two points/ina| wherei achieves its
absolute minimum—one iff), @) and the other &i.

We claim that ify’(a) < 0 thena cannot be the first coordinate of an
asymmetric global minimizer. Indeed, if is strictly decreasing ai, then
the free energy could be lowered by increasing the first corapbbeyond:.
Therefore, ify’(a) < 0, theny has at most oneslevantminimum in [0, a].

On the other hand, the above concavity-convexity picturglies that, once
Y'(a) > 0, there isonly onepoint in [0, a] wherey is minimized. Hence, in all
cases, there is at most one asymmetric minimizd.

The proof of Theorem 3.5 will require some comparisons betvibe two
minimizers allowed by Corollary 5.9. These are stated ifeHewing lemma.

Lemma5.10. Letg> 4,8 >0andh € (—oo, O). Suppose thabﬁqh

has two minimizers, one symmetric V\dfﬁ) < :c & —... = :cq ) and the other
asymmetric withrV < 2" = ... = 2 < 2™, Then
(A) < xgs) and xés) < ng). (5.45)

Moreover, letey = [zV]2+ -+ [zV)2 andes = [8¥)2 + - - - 4 [25Y]2. Then

there exists a constar}, > 0 such that for any» € [—o0,0) and anys > 0
where both minimizes (ﬁ(ﬁq’}b “coexist,” we have

en — €5 2> Cq. (5.46)

Both parts of this lemma are based on the following fact. (kef. . ., z,)

be a minimizer of<I>(qh ordered such that; < 2 = -+ = 2,1 < z,. The
stationarity condltlon yields

xle_ﬁxl_h — xQe_B$2 — e s = xqe_ﬁmq’ (5.47)

and so le© denote the common value of this equality. Then we have:



Mean-field driven first-order phase transitions 51

Lemma5.11. Leth < 0Oandg > 0. If © and©’ correspond to two
minimizers of@%{%, and© = ©’, then the minimizers are the same (up to
permutations in the last — 1 indices).

Proof. Suppose that both minimizers are ordered increasingly: By0
and Lemma 5.2y, < 29 = --- = z,;. The fact thaf 22, ..., 2L} is the

11—z ? 1—x1
minimizer of(b(;(i)ml)’h—see Eq. (5.21)—then impliesr, < 1 for all & =
1,...,q— 1. Since the functiom(z) = re~"* is invertible forz with gz < 1,
equality of the®’s implies equality of the firs§ — 1 coordinates. The constraint
on the total sum implies equality of thg’s as well. |}

Proof of Lemma 5.10. We will first attend to the proof of Eq. (5.45).
In light of Eq. (5.21), the(q — 1)-state Potts system ofx.,...,z,) is at

the effective temperaturéé? = (1- xf‘))ﬁ for the symmetric minimizer
andﬁgf?) =(1- xﬁA))ﬁ for the asymmetric minimizer. But for both symmetric

and asymmetric minimizers to “coexist’ we must ha#d < g < g
and soz\™ < z{¥. To rule out the equality sign, we note thatif" = z{°,
then the corresponding’s are the same and Lemma 5.11 thus forces equality
of all components. Oncaly < 5% is known,z < 2 follows.

In order to prove Eq. (5.46), let be the common value @fﬂ for the
two minimizers and le®, andOs be the corresponding’s. Let us take the
logarithm of every term in (5.47), multiply the result foreth-th term byzx;
and add these all up to get

o — ges =logOs and ¢ — geA = log Oa. (5.48)

As 2™ < 218 < 15 we haveOn < Osforall h € (—o0,0); for h = 0, —00
this holds by a direct argument for the zero-field Potts moHelncees < ea
whenever the two minimizers are “coexist.”

To see that the positivity @fy — es holds uniformly in(h, 5) € [—o0, 0] x
[0, 0], we use a compactness argument. First, we only need to wboyta
the 5’s in a finite, closed interval,. Indeed, the effective temperature of the
Potts modelfes = B(1 — x1), is @ number betweefi and5(1 — 1/,) and so if
either < B,S,?F_l) or B(1 —1,) > B,SA"F_”, then no coexistence of minimizers is
possible.

Next let us consider a sequence(bf 3) in [—oo, 0] x I, with a topology
that makes this set compact. df — es tends to zero along this sequence,
the above arguments imply that the asymmetric and symmetinimizers
must coalesce as the parameters tend to a limiting point.tHBsiis impos-
sible because by the second half of Eq. (2.17), the scalanatiagtion of the
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correspondindq — 1)-state Potts model, which is proportional to the ratio of
2P — 2™ and1 — zV, is always at least=. 11

Remark 5.12.  The previous proof kept the distinctness:gfande, in
the realm of the existential. A calculation actually shohatt for anyh < 0,
there are constants < e, depending only ol such thaks < e; andeps > €5
whenever the two minimizers “coexist.”

Proof of Theorem 2.4. Fix 5 > 0 andh < 0. Corollary 5.9 implies
that, up to a permutation in all-but-the-first compon@rﬁ has at most two
global minimizers: one symmetrigis and one asymetriens. This proves
part (1) of the theorem.

Among the global minima, the first barycentric coordinate= x1 (5, h)
is (strictly) increasing inh (see Lemma 5.2) and so the effective coupling
Bett(h) = B(1 — x1(B,h)), which governs thegg — 1)-state Potts model
on (xq,...,x,), is decreasing. Now ifei(h) > ﬁ,f,lq;l) then only the asym-
metric minimum is relevant, while i(h) < B,SA"F_I) then only the symmetric
minimum applies. Hence, fof € (8% ", 3\2), there is a uniqué, = hy ()
such that the role of minimizers changes/asicreases through,. (For
outside( ,SA"F_I),B,SA(Q), the minimizers are in qualitative agreement with those
of h = —oo or h = 07.) In particular, the minimizer is unique fér # hy(3)
and both minimizers “coexist” fol = hy(/5).

Modulo the definition of function3'?, parts (2-4) of the theorem are
proved. It remains to show that — hy(3) is strictly increasing (and thus
invertible), continuous and with limits-oo and 0 at the left and right end-
points of ( ,SA"F_”, B,S,lqg), respectively. By Lemma 5.10, the quantitigsandea
are separated by a “gap.” A simple limiting argument (nosidislar to that
used in the proof of Theorem 2.3) now shows thais continuous. Moreover,
by Lemma 5.3, the norm-squared of all minimizers increas#s iy and s,
is strictly monotone and the limits & at the endpoints o(fﬁ,f,lqgl), gg) must
be as stated. These facts allow us to de}ﬁﬁé as the inverse o, and verify
all its properties in part (5) of the theorem}

6. PROOFS: ACTUAL SYSTEMS

Here we will provide the proofs of our results for actual spystems. The
main portion of the arguments has already been given in Séasd 5. We
will draw freely on the notation from these sections. Theofsoare fairly
straightforward (and mostly existential) and so we wilystather brief.

First we will attend to the zero-field Potts model:
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Proof of Theorem 3.4. The proof is more or less identical to that of
Theorem 2.1 of Ref. [11]; the only substantial differenceéhigt now we are
not permitted to assume that the magnetization is monoiodedd, some of
the J, ,'s may be negative). We will base our arguments on the meé&h-fie
properties of the zero-field Potts model, as outlined in .Se2t

Recall the mean-field free-energy functi@ég}) from Eq. (2.15). By the

fact that the global minimizer Ob(ﬁ‘% changes from symmetric to asymmetric

asf increases througzﬁ,(v,q), we can make the following conclusions: Given:

,f,‘fg let /. be ane-neighborhood ofm = 0 and let), be the union ofe-
neighborhoods of the asymmetric minimizers. Then for each 0, there
existsd > 0 such that for all3 with |3 — 8\2| < e the set

Os = {m € Conv(): Y} (m) — Fue(5,0) < 6} (6.1)

is contained i/, U V.. Moreover, if 3 = 82 — ¢ thenO; C U, while
atpg = Bﬁj’% + ¢, we haveDs C V..

Let.#,(5,0) be the set of “extremal magnetizations.” By Theorem 3.2, if
the integral in Eq. (3.9) is so small that5n./ = ﬁ%ﬂ < ¢ for all 5 with
8 < ﬁh(,‘{ﬁ + ¢, then.Z, C Os. Now the asymmetric minimizers have norm at
leastl/, and the near-monotonicity of the magnetization from Lendm®athus
implies that, at somg; with |5, — B,f,‘@\ < ¢, the physical magnetization jumps
from some value insid&, to some value insid®.. The jump (of this size) is
unique by Lemma 4.9. From here the claims (3.17-3.19) follofy

Next we dismiss the cases with non-zero field:

Proof of Theorem 3.5. Let h. be the quantity from Theorem 2.3
andﬁ,s,lqg(h) be the concatenation of functiops and5_ from Theorems 2.3
and 2.4. An argument similar to the one used in the previoosfighows that,

for eache > 0 there exist9$ > 0, such that ifﬂh(ﬂq%gnﬂ <dandh < hc—¢, a

strong first-order transition occurs at soméh) which is withine of 551@(;1).
This transition is manifested by a jump in both magnetizatiod energy den-
sity. This proves part (1) of the theorem.

As to part (2), by Lemma 5.10 we know that the first componehth®
two minimizers are uniformly separated whenekas confined to a compact
subset ofl—o0, hc). Since our general bounds in Theorem 3.2 imply that the
physical magnetizations &, 5,(h)) are very near their mean-field values pro-
vided .7 is sufficiently small, also the first components thereof nbhesdif-
ferent. Using the monotonicity of the first component of pbgsminimizers
in h, the existence of a jump im, (3, k) on the transition line follows. i

Proof of Theorem 3.7. The proof is based on Theorem 3.6 and
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Lemma 5.1. Indeed, Theorem 3.6 implies that all minima amaradterized
by the fact that one ofz, 7, z_1) is larger thanl — Ce”. These minima
are nearly degenerate for of order e with free energy difference given
by A — e ? + O(Be ?). The goal is to show that the free energy is uniformly
large (on the scale of € in the complement of th€'e~”-neighborhood of
these minima.

Let C' > 1 be the number exceeding the corresponding constant from
Theorem 3.6 and suppose thai < Ce™®. Consider the se®; of all
triplets (x1, xo, z_1) With 21 + o + z_; = 1, such thatmax{z, x¢,z_1} >
1 — Ce~?. We claim that for3 > 3, (with 3, depending ort),

inf Qg A (1, 20, 2-1) > a(Clog C)e™”, (6.2)

(:pl,mo,m,ﬂe(/)g

whereq is a positive number independent@f Indeed, Theorem 3.6 implies
that all local minima of®; ) lie in O, and so the absolute minimum f; ,
must occur on the boundary @f;. But the “outer” boundary oOj is not a
possibility, and so the mimimum occurs at a point withx{z1, z¢,z_1} =

1 — Ce . The bound (6.2) is then a consequence of Lemma 5.1.

Let now the integral? in Eq. (3.9) be such that.y < (C'logC)e™".
Then Theorem 3.2 ensures that all physical magnetizatfooms (#,) are con-
tained insideD ;. However, by Eq. (3.23), fof such that\ — e=? > O(Be™")
the setOz contains no triplets with dominant.; while for A — e h <
O(pe=?), there are nay,-dominant states. The standard thermodynamic ar-
guments imply that the amount of zero-ness decreasasraseases. Hence,
there must be a jump at some = e? + O(Be~*) from states dominated
by 0’s to those wher@'’s are very sparse. This finishes the proofl
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