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Abstract. By introducing a specific type of perturbation, 4, in the Hamiltonian, we
define a class of gently perturbed states, g4, 4, of 2 canonical ensembile, 4. The perturbations
are chosen so as to preserve a relationship of the form g; 4 < constant x g;. Applications
in ergodic theory and phase transitions are described.

1. Introduction

It is not difficult to give examples wherein the state of a dynamical
system is radically altered by the introduction of a perturbation. It is
our purpose however, to investigate the effects on a canonical ensemble
of a specific class of very weak perturbations, the choice being made so
as to preserve a certain relationship with the unperturbed state. The
relationship is known to be of use in studying problems of ergodic theory
and of phase transitions, and we explicitly mention important, “non-
sovable” models to which our results apply.

We are primarily concerned with infinite volume, quantum mechanical
systems, and the C*-algebra formalism is used. The system is thus
assumed to be describable by the C*-inductive limit [1] U of an in-
creasing sequence of finite volume subsystems 2, i.e. sub-C*-algebras,
which are C*-isomorphic to' B(#,) for some sequence #, of Hilbert
spaces. To simplify the notation, we will identify U, with B(s#,) at will.

If H is a self-adjoint operator on a Hilbert space #, with generalized
resolution of the identity {E,| — 00 <A < o0}, we shall mean by /¥ the
self-adjoint operator with domain:

D(eﬂ”)={weff| { ez“duElwn%oo}

and definition:

e DE)> [ fH(E,yp).

The meaning of the integral is that of [§ 29.2; 2].
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2. Proposition I and Applications to Ergodic Problems

Our results will follow from the following proposition.

Proposition 1. Let A, A, and #, be as described in § 1, and let H, (resp.
A,) be positive (resp. bounded) self-adjoint operators on ¥, forn=1,2, ---.
Let TR, be a faithful trace' on A .

Assuming
L. the product e’ A e~ PHn is defined and bounded on #, and there
exist positive constants B and C such that

e A e~ P <C

forall Be[0,Bc)and alln=1,2,.--, and
II. TR,(e "% < o0 and the states g4, , defined on U, by

TR, (e PoHn.)
Qpo, ()= o —Folm
TR,(e )

have a w*-limit?, gz, on W for some B, € (0, Bc), and
1L the states g, 4 , defined® on U, by

()= TRa(expL—BoH, + A1)
0. &)= T (exp [ — Bo(H, + A,)])

have a w*-limit*, o, 4, on W for the same P, € (0, Bc), then the following
condition is satisfied :

280C
IV. 0p0. 4= €*PCo,.

The proof is given in Appendix I. To make the meaning of I clearer,
consider the situation where TR, is the usual (normal) trace on separable
#,. Then since e #Hn is positive, it follows from II that H, only has
isolated discrete spectrum. Therefore let {¢,,|[m=1,2,---} be a basis in
#, with H,¢,=h, ,,¢,. Condition I then reduces [Thrm., pg. 53; 3] to:

p q

Z Z eXp [ﬂ(hn,m - hn,r)] <¢n9 An¢r> Xm Ve

m=1 r=1
p 3/ 4 3
gc(z lx,,,F) ( » |y,,.|2)
r=1

m=1

II

for all positive integers p and g, all x,,, y, e €, and all f e [0, B¢).

! This condition could easily be weakened.
2 Strictly speaking we should extend the states to 2 to use this terminology.
3 The existence of these states will be shown in the proof.



Gentle Perturbations 191

Thus I becomes in this situation a restriction on the matrix elements
of the perturbation, namely that the matrix elements between unperturbed
energy levels vanish in a certain (strong) sense as the difference in the
energies becomes infinite. In particular,

|<¢ma An¢r>i é Cexp [_ ﬁCIhn,’m - hn,r’] .

In order to describe our results we need some background material
which we present at this point.

The usefulness of the (mean) ergodic theorem on L, is that it proves
that those states* of the system represented by functions in L,, maintain
this characteristic not only for finite times, which is obvious, but also
in the infinite time average. In [4] we have proven the following result
which covers® quantum systems, and which reduces precisely to the
mean ergodic theorem in the classical “limit” of commuting observables.

Proposition II6. Let A be a C*-algebra with unit, and let {a,|t € R}
be a group representation of R as automorphisms of W. If g is a state
on W invariant under the dual maps o for all t eR, then for each

oe U (Bl¢ is a state < ag)™™ = T,
reala
there exists an invariant state § in & ()™, given by the norm limit,
under refinement’, of the net of “ergodic” averages:

{lzaia:':(ena,-zo,lza,. - 1} .

It is clear that PropositionI is useful in elucidating the nature of
the domain Z(g)"™ of this ergodic theorem. To emphasize that the
information is not vacuous, we mention the following examples. For the
v-dimensional spin-lattice models of Streater [6] and Robinson [7]

(which includes all finite range, lattice invariant interactions), we take

4 These states are to be distinguished from the continuous phase-space functions,
which are observables. See for example [4].

5 This is not meant to imply that important infinite systems with nontrivial time
development will not be constructed in the future which do not satisfy all the hypotheses

of this result.
© This is actually a restatement of [Prop. III; 4] which makes use of [Thrm. 2; 5].

7 We define this partial ordering as follows.

Y aiot(@)2 Y bjest(e)
i i
means that there exists an ergodic average Y. ¢,o (o) such that
k

Y :030) = Y biciof 40, ().
i Jk
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o= X) Trace; and A4,=A=any local hermitian element, for instance

A=Y b,ol where V is a finite volume and the field strengths b; are
ieV

real. Then condition I is satisfied with a known, model-dependent lower
bound for B¢ [6,7]. Assuming conditionII, g= g,, is time invariant
and the hypotheses of PropositionII are satisfied with® ¢o=g;, ,.
Moreover, for the finite range, one-dimensional systems [8] and the
v-dimensional generalized Ising models [9], B may be taken arbi-
trarily large, and condition II can be derived. It is evident therefore that
Propositions I and II together should be useful in proving the relaxation
back to canonical equilibrium of a system initially in equilibrium with
a local perturbation, which is turned off at t =0.

In particular, in Appendix IT we prove the following result®. Let g,
be the infinite volume canonical ensemble, and o* the Schrodinger time
development, for the 1-dimensional X — Y model (a-cyclic or free-ends
and with arbitrary anisotropy parameter)'®. Let 0p,,4 be the corre-
sponding state® with a perturbation

A,=A= ) bt.
ieV
Then for any B e U« we have

1
lim

ot T “?Qﬂo,A(B)dt= Qﬂo(B) .

Oty N

3. Proposition III and Application to Phase Transitions

We begin this section by strengthening PropositionI for those
systems which, like the spin-lattice systems mentioned above, have the
added feature that the #, are finite dimensional.

Proposition IIIL. In the notation and hypotheses of Proposition I we
replace III with the conditions that the s, be finite dimensional and that
V exp(iH,t)A,exp(—iH,t) has a norm limit in U for all ¢ € [0, f). Then
condition III can be derived (and therefore also IV).

The proof is given in Appendix 1.

In the work of Yang [12], Ginibre [13] and others, it is proven that
one can excite a phase transition from the canonical ensemble by means

8 The existence of these states is proven by Proposition III below.
9 We mention this result only as an example of a general technique. Stronger results
for the X — Y model have been published [10].
10 For this notation see [11].
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of the following procedure. Using

e(e” ")
(e

as a volume cutoff approximation to the canonical ensemble of an in-
finite spin system, one introduces a cutoff perturbation of the form

A,=b, ) o..

ieVy,

Ginibre takes b,=b and Yang essentially takes b, = b/|V,|*, where |V,
is the number of sites in the volume V,. After removing the volume
cutoff, the limit b—0 is taken and quantities are computed which show
the existence of a phase transition.

If it can be assumed that the above procedure can be carried out in
the sense of obtaining (infinite volume) states over the system, i.e. that
the expectation values of all relevant observables have well defined
limits, not just those computed in the work cited, then it is of interest
to investigate any relation which may exist between these states. It
seems reasonable to assume that the excited state obtained after taking
the limit b — 0 is what is usually called a pure phase, that is, an equilibrium
state at a given temperature which cannot be decomposed into other
equlibrium states of that temperature.

There has been much work concerned with the decomposition of
impure phases [14—17]; they all fall into the following pattern. The set
&, of equilibrium states at inverse temperature f is defined to consist
of those states which are solutions of certain linear equations (variational
principle, time or space invariance, Gallavotti-Miracle equations, KMS
equation, etc.). S, is then convex, and the pure phases are the extreme
points of S;. It is easy to see that they can equivalently be characterized
as those elements ¢ of S, for which the inequality ¢’ <ap, with a=1
and ¢’ € S, has the unique solution @' = .

Noticing the different strengths in the perturbation used by Yang
and Ginibre, we now ask the natural question: are the same results
obtainable with the perturbation

b .
A, = o,
Vil iz

eVn

with (or without) a subsequent limit b—0? As these A, satisfy || 4,]| £|b|,
we first generalize the question to the following: is it possible to excite
a pure phase (as defined above) from the canonical ensemble with a
finite amount of energy in the (total) perturbation?
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We cannot answer this in general, even for the Robinson spin systems.
If however, [4,, H,]=0 as is the case for v-dimensional Heisenberg,
Ising and X — Y models, then conditionI precisely reduces to the
restriction of finite energy. Moreover, in the proof of Proposition I the
roles of g, and g, , are now interchangeable (since T, ,=e #4~ is
now invertible) and we have that gg <e*#°Cg, ,, which gives us a
definite negative answer.

4. Summary and Remarks

We have introduced a certain class of very weak perturbations of a
canonical ensemble, with the following results.

1. The perturbations are naturally suited for proving relaxation
back to equilibrium, and the first step in this program is proven to go
through for an important class of “non-solvable” spin models.

2. The question whether it is possible to excite a phase transition
from the canonical ensemble by a finite energy perturbation is answered
negatively when the perturbation cannot exchange energy with the
unperturbed interaction. To these results we add the following corre-
sponding remarks.

1. Unfortunately, the only case where we can complete the program
is in the X — Y model, and results stronger than ours have been obtained,
making full use of the sovability of the model [10]. The pragmatist is
therefore justified in remaining unconvinced of the usefulness of this
result until time asymptotic abelianess or some similar ergodic property
can be proven for some interesting “non-solvable” model.

2. The restriction [A4,, H,] =0 severely limits the applicability of
the result, although it still contains important models. It would be of
interest to answer the unrestricted question.

Appendix I

Proof of Proposition I. It is easy to show that the bounded operators
Ty , defined for B € (0, fc) by:

o —p B1 Br-1
Ty,=I+ ) [ dp [dB,- | dp.
k=1 0 0 0
k
X L—[lexp[—ﬂ,-Hn]AneXP[ﬁan] 1)

satisfy
1Ty ll < ef€. 2
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Now we note that with our definitions, if H is a positive self-adjoint

operator on a Hilbert space, e "## is bounded and (strongly) differentiable
for f>0, with

d
WeXP(—ﬁHF(- H)exp(— BH).

It is clear that the T} , are (strongly) differentiable for f € (0, B¢). In fact

d
W Tﬂ,n =- [exp(ﬂHn)AneXp(— ﬁHn)] Tﬂ,n .

Therefore, for f (0, Bc), exp(— BH,) T, , is (strongly) differentiable with
d
W [exp(— ﬁHn) Tﬂ,n] =—- (Hn + An) exp(_ ﬁHn) Tﬁ,n >

where H,+ A, is self-adjoint and bounded below [Thrm.V-4.3;18].
Since exp(— fH,) Ty , and exp[ — B(H, + A,)] are both solutions of:

d
WK(/}) =—(H,+4,)K(B) pe(0,Bc)
with boundary condition K(0)= I, we know [pgs. 481,2; 18] that
exp(—BH,) Ty ,=exp[—B(H,+A4)] Bel0,Bc).
It follows that 0 < TR, {exp[— B(H,+ 4,)]} < oo, and that the states
0po. 4,n Of IIT are well defined. It also follows that:
0 (): TRn[eXp(—ﬁOHn)Tﬂo,n'] TRn[eXp(_ﬂOHn)]
fo. 4, TRn [exp(~ﬁOHn)] TRn [exp(_BOHn) Tﬁo,n]

Using (2) and applying [Prop.I;19] to the second factor, F,, on the
RHS of (3) we find

)

0< F,< efoC

Absorbing F, into the T}, , of the first factor, and applying [Prop. I; 19]
again, we get

2p0C
Qﬁo,A,née fo Qpo,n>

from which IV is immediate. q.e.d.

Proof of Proposition I11. By a simple generalization of its proof in
the complex variable setting!!, Vitali’s convergence theorem implies,
given I (which by taking adjoints automatically holds for all f € (— B¢, B¢))
and V, that

exp(fH,) A,exp(— fH,) convergesin norm forall Be[0,f:). (4)
11 See for example the proof of [5.21; 20].












