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We consider a class of discrete g-state spin models defined in terms of a
translation-invariant quasilocal specification with discrete clock-rotation in-
variance which have extremal Gibbs measures pr labeled by the uncountably
many values of ¢ in the one-dimensional sphere (introduced by van Enter,
Opoku, Kiilske [J. Phys. A 44 (2011) 475002, 11]). In the present paper we
construct an associated Markov jump process with quasilocal rates whose
semigroup (S¢);>( acts by a continuous rotation Sy (ufp) = pvﬁp_,_t‘

As a consequence our construction provides examples of interacting parti-
cle systems with unique translation-invariant invariant measure, which is not
long-time limit of all starting measures, answering an old question (compare
Liggett [Interacting Particle Systems (1985) Springer], question four, Chap-
ter one). The construction of this particle system is inspired by recent con-
jectures of Maes and Shlosman about the intermediate temperature regime of
the nearest-neighbor clock model. We define our generator of the interacting
particle system as a (noncommuting) sum of the rotation part and a Glauber
part.

Technically the paper rests on the control of the spread of weak nonlo-
calities and relative entropy-methods, both in equilibrium and dynamically,
based on Dobrushin-uniqueness bounds for conditional measures.

1. Introduction. Consider an interacting particle system (IPS) on the infinite
d-dimensional integer lattice with finite local state space and quasilocal rates. Such
an IPS is a Markov process in continuous time where particles (or spins) which sit
on the lattice sites taking one of finitely many spin values are updated after ex-
ponential waiting times to take new states with probabilities which depend in an
(essentially) local way on the states of the neighboring particles. Assume that these
updating rules are lattice translation-invariant. Such infinite-volume processes may
possess multiple equilibria (time-invariant measures). Indeed, any Gibbsian poten-
tial (Hamiltonian) for a discrete-spin model allows one to prescribe rates defining a
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Glauber dynamics for which the corresponding Gibbs measures are time-invariant
and moreover reversible. Consequently, if there is a phase-transition (meaning that
there is nonuniqueness of the Gibbs measures for this Hamiltonian), the set of
time-invariant measures has more than one point; see [17]. To prove on the other
hand that for a Glauber dynamics there are no time-invariant measures other than
Gibbs measures is more intricate, and in general dimensions this statement is only
known to be true if one assumes all measures to be lattice-translation invariant; see
[13, 17] and compare Proposition 1.4.

To pose our problem let us start now from any lattice translation-invariant IPS
without assumptions on reversibility. Consider a lattice translation-invariant mea-
sure which is invariant under the IPS dynamics. Suppose there is only one such
measure. Is it true that the dynamics is necessarily ergodic? The notion of ergod-
icity for an IPS means that for any starting measure the time-evolved measures
converge to the unique invariant measure.

This is an old question which was picked up again in a recent very interesting
paper by Maes and Shlosman [18] about dynamics of clock models; see [2, 8, 9]
and [19]. In their paper the authors conjecture that this may not be the case and
suggest a mechanism producing time-periodic behavior of rotating infinite-volume
states. The concrete model they suggest to analyze is the discrete rotator model
with standard scalarproduct nearest-neighbor interactions at intermediate temper-
atures, and a nonreversible time-evolution. Nonergodicity could appear because if
one uses one of the Gibbs measures as the initial measure, the discrete rotators
would keep rotating coherently, and so the starting distribution would be repeated
periodically under the dynamics. While these conjectures seemed plausible, at the
same time no simple proof based on their heuristics in their model seemed possi-
ble.

To see naively how periodicity can create nonergodicity think of the example
of a two-state discrete time Markov chain with transition matrix ((1) (1)) This chain

has the unique invariant distribution (%, %), but obviously never forgets its initial
condition. The same phenomenon of a unique stationary measure which does not
attract all starting measures occurs for a Markov chain if the state space is finite
and transition graph is bipartite.

Can such a periodic behavior with unique invariant measure persist for Markov
processes with time-simultaneous updating of all spins with local rules on the
infinite-lattice? Yes, and an example for nonergodicity of discrete-time, parallel
updating PCA (probabilistic cellular automaton), was only recently given in [3].
However, the issue of existence of a nonergodic IPS which interests us here can not
immediately be reduced to that of a nonergodic PCA. Indeed, continuous Marko-
vian time-evolutions in comparison with discrete time-evolution have a tendency
to wash out synchronization and forget initial conditions. (Clearly the continuous
time version of the simple two-state Markov chain example mentioned above is
ergodic.)
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In the present paper we construct a dynamics for a g-state particle system
(g possibly large but finite) which does the job: it has a unique translation-invariant
invariant measure for which the dynamics is not ergodic. Our construction is in-
spired by the conjectures of Maes and Shlosman (and different from [3]) which we
put to a situation where they can be proved.

In order to do this we will relate an IPS to a hidden system of continuous
S!-valued spins via a discretization transformation which acts on each local state
space. This will allow us to carry over knowledge about phase transitions in the
continuous system to the discrete system we want to analyze. Technically it builds
on earlier works [16, 22] about the preservation of the Gibbs property under such
discretization transformations. While these results concern properties of equilib-
rium measures the main new idea of the present paper is the definition of an as-
sociated nonreversible dynamics. This dynamics is chosen in such a way that it
preserves the set of equilibrium measures. It does not (unlike a Glauber dynamics)
preserve the individual equilibrium measures but rotates the lattice translation-
invariant equilibrium measures into each other periodically. In this way a periodic
orbit of measures is constructed. That such a dynamics can be realized by means of
a generator with quasilocal jump rates is one main result of this paper; that this dy-
namics has a unique time-invariant translation-invariant measure is another main
result.

The interest in the study of rotation dynamics also has an independent source
which comes from biological applications like interacting neurons or collective
behavior of animals. Usually the models studied in this context are of mean-field
type like the famous Kuramoto model. This is natural from the perspective of
many applications and also has the technical advantage of reducing all relevant
questions to questions about (paths of) empirical distributions which makes them
more tractable than lattice systems. In these models one usually studies S!-valued
spins under diffusive time-evolutions which contain a mean-field coupling that
tends to synchronize the rotators. Often these models contain additional sources
of quenched randomness (modeling individual rotation frequencies) which lead to
a nonreversible character and a periodic orbit which is deformed in a way which
depends on fluctuations of the realizations of the rotation frequencies. The rel-
evant questions starting with existence of synchronized rotating states and their
finer properties have been very successfully studied in particular in the Kuramoto
model [1, 4, 11].

Viewed in this light our construction of a lattice dynamics hints at the existence
of synchronization phenomena also on the lattice, even for discrete local spaces. It
would be interesting to know more about the domain of attraction of the periodic
orbit whose existence we prove, but we do not tackle this ongoing issue in this
paper where we only analyze properties on the cycle. Let us mention in this context
that our construction of a rotation dynamics to implement the Maes—Shlosman
mechanism of nonergodic behavior can be carried over to a mean-field setup. We
perform the construction of such a dynamics and the analysis of its properties in
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the related paper [14]. In that paper synchronization for discrete rotators is actually
proved, and a Lyapunov function is constructed to prove attractivity of the cycle of
rotating Gibbs measures.

1.1. Main result. To construct our IPS we have to introduce a continuous-
spin model first which will be given in terms of a Gibbsian specification for an
absolutely summable Hamiltonian (energy function) acting on continuous spins.
The particle dynamics will be related to this model in a further step. To define
this continuous-spin model we consider an S!-rotation invariant and translation-
invariant Gibbsian specification ¥ ® on the lattice G = Z¢, with local state space
S' =0, 27). Let this specification y® = (yf) AccG be given in the standard way
by an absolutely summable, S!-invariant and translation-invariant potential ® =
(PA)ACG. A finite, W.I.L. to the Lebesgue measure A on the spheres. This means that
the Gibbsian specification is given by the family of probability kernels

J 1g(@anac) exp(—Ha(@anae)A®* (dwy)
Jexp(=Hp (@anac))A®A (dop)
for finite ACG and Hamiltonian Hx =} 425 P4 applied to a measurable set

Bc(S1HY and a boundary condition 1 € (S')¢; for details on Gibbsian specifi-
cations, see [10]. We use notation A€ := G \ A. Hp also has to be differentiable
under variation at a single site and these partial derivatives have to be uniformly
bounded. A standard example of such a model is provided by the nearest-neighbor
scalarproduct interaction rotator model with Hamiltonian

(1) YR (BIn) =

Hp(wanac)
=-8 Z cos(w; —w;) — B Z cos(w; —n;).

LjeN:(i.j) i€, JEAC: (i, ])

2)

Denote by G(y®) the simplex of the Gibbs measures corresponding to this
specification, which are the probability measures p on (S')¢ which satisfy the
DLR-equation f,u(dn)y;\b(Bln) = w(B) for all finite A. Denote by Gy (y‘b) the
lattice translation-invariant Gibbs measures.

We will make as an assumption on the class of potentials (Hamiltonians) we dis-
cuss moreover that it has a continuous symmetry breaking in the following sense.
Assume that the extremal translation-invariant Gibbs measures can be obtained
as weak limits with homogeneous boundary conditions, that is, with n, € (S he
defined as (ny); = ¢ foralli € G and ¢ € S we have

exGs(r®) = {olig = Jim v Cln). 0 € 51},

We further assume that different boundary conditions 7, yield different measures
so that there is a unique labeling of states 1, by the angles ¢ in the sphere S LIt
is a nontrivial proven fact that this assumption is true in the case of the standard
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rotator model (2) in d = 3 for A-a.a. temperatures in the low-temperature region as
discussed in [6, 7, 18, 20].

We will now describe the discretization transformation which maps the
continuous-spin model to a discrete-spin (or particle) model on which then the
dynamics will be constructed in the following step.

Denote by T the local coarse-graining with equal arcs, that is, 7 : [0, 27) >
{1,...,q} where T (¢) := k if and only if 27w (k — 1)/q < ¢ < 2wk/q. Extend
this map to infinite-volume configurations by performing it sitewise. We will refer
to the image space {1,...,¢}¢ as the coarse-grained layer. In particular we will
consider images of infinite-volume measures under 7'.

We will need to choose the parameter of this discretization g > go(®) large
enough so that the image measures are again Gibbs measures for a discrete spec-
ification on the coarse-grained layer. That this is always possible (even for large
interactions) follows from our earlier investigations [16, 22]. More precisely, let us
assume that the condition from Theorem 2.1 of [22] is fulfilled (ensuring a regime
where the Dobrushin uniqueness condition holds for the so-called constrained first-
layer models—the Dobrushin condition is a weak dependence condition implying
uniqueness and locality properties). Note, as in our notation, the usual temperature
parameter § is incorporated into @, for § tending to infinity so does go(®).

We are now ready to describe our definition of a dynamics on the coarse-grained
layer in terms of a generator which plays well together with the discretization
transformation 7 just introduced. This dynamics has two parts, a reversible part
and a nonreversible part. We begin with the more interesting nonreversible part

and define a Markov process with state space {1, ..., ¢}¢ in terms of the generator
3) (L)) =Y er@ (@)) (¥ ((@)) =¥ (@)
ieG

acting on sufficiently smooth observables . The jump rates are given in terms of
certain expectations of conditional infinite-volume measures which naturally arise
in the course of the discretization transformation.

The choice of these rates may not seem intuitive at this stage, but they can be
obtained heuristically from a straightforward computation, as we will explain at a
later stage, namely (23). Let us at this stage just describe their definition which is

v f“G\i[w’G\i](de\l.)e*Hi(Qﬂw,/-/q,wG\i)

[ rovlegldogy) [ Mdopye i @eeD T,

“)

_ il I(e el o)
no\ilog 10 (e=Hi1,))’
where we have written the expression on the first line for clarity, and the second

line is the short notation we will continue to use. Further we used the following
notation: ()" is the discrete configuration which coincides with @’ except at the
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site { where it is increased by the amount of one unit (modulo ¢). The continuous
spin value w;|" :=2nw;/q € § I is the right endpoint of the interval in continuous
single-spin space at the site i prescribed by w;. (In other words, in the definition
of the rate to jump up at site i from )/ to @] + 1, the Hamiltonian appearing un-
der the integral gets evaluated right at the continuous-spin boundary ! |" between
the segments of S! labeled by w; and o + 1.) Finally, the measure ug\; [a)/G\i]
is the unique continuous-spin Gibbs measure for a system on the smaller volume
G \ i with conditional specification obtained by deleting all interactions with i and
constrained to take values wg\; with discretization images T (wg\;) = a)é;\i. For
more details and precise definition of g\ [a)/G\i] in terms of formulas, see Sec-
tion 2, namely (11). Note that these constrained Gibbs measures are well defined
and well behaved for sufficiently fine discretization g > go(®), see [16, 22] and
Section 2. For general background on constrained Gibbs measures in the context
of preservation of Gibbsianness, see [5, 21] and [15].

From the definition of the rates (4) it is clear that the corresponding dynamics
will be irreversible since jumps are only possible in one direction. Note that these
rates depend on the original continuous-spin Hamiltonian in two places, namely in
the H; and in the pg\;.

Having defined the nonreversible part of our dynamics, we next consider a

Glauber-type generator K on the same space {1, ..., ¢}¢ by putting
(K () = Y [ex (@ (@)) (@ (@)) = v (@)
ieG
&)

+ex (@ (@) )W (@)7) =¥ (@))]

with (’)!~ being the discrete configuration which coincides with ' except at the
site i where it is decreased by the amount of one unit. We choose the rates to go
up and down, respectively, such that they satisfy

cx (@, (@))  H\ilg 1B e ,0)
ck (@), @) peilog I (e Hil,)

(For clarity of notation we note that, e.g., the denominator on the RHS
means pG\ilwg IV (e i1,)) = [ gy [ 1 dwg\i) [ A(dwi)e™ Hi@n@an) x
lT(wi)za);-) A possible choice of K is obtained by identifying numerators (resp.,
denominators) on the RHS and LHS of (6).

Having defined the two generators L and K, we are finally in the position to
formulate our main result. We have the following theorem.

(6)

THEOREM 1.1. Consider a translation-invariant, rotation-invariant and con-
tinuously differentiable potential ® which satisfies the decay assumption

(7 Y e s (@a) < 00

A>0keG
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for some & > 0 where §;(Py) = SUPy, G : aope =ioge [P a(w) — Pg(w)| denotes the
variation at the site k. Assume fine enough discretization q > qo(®), and let ¢ > 0
be arbitrary.

(1) Then the generator L + a K gives rise to a welldefined IPS with quasilocal
rates.

(2) The class of translation-invariant measures which are invariant under the
associated Markov semigroup (S,L+“K )i>0 consists of a single element.

(3) There are translation-invariant measures which do not converge under the
dynamics to the unique invariant measure.

Note that any finite-range potential or exponentially decaying pair-potential sat-
isfies (7). We further note that the requirements on the potential can be relaxed. For
example, one could replace exponential decay by polynomial decay of sufficiently
high order as will become clear from the proof. The conditions will be presented
whenever they get used for the first time.

1.2. Idea of proof. The proof relies on the fact that the discretization trans-
formation T preserves the Gibbsian structure of the continuous and discrete-spin
system if we assume fine enough discretization g > go(®), in the following sense.

First, to talk about the correspondence between the continuous and the discrete
system we need to make explicit the relevant Gibbsian specification for the latter.
To do so define a family of kernels ' = (Y5 )acG,a finite for the discretized model
by

1\l A1 (e HM )
HG\A [w/(;\A]()&A (e_HA )

®) va(@hlog\a) = ’
yvhere in‘ analogy 'to the explane.ltion for ug\i [a)’G\i] givep before, HG\ A[f‘)/G\ Al
is the unique continuous-spin Gibbs measure for the continuous specification on
the volume G \ A, not interacting with A and conditioned to a discrete configu-
ration a)/G\ AE{l ..., g}C\A. This y’ indeed is a quasilocal specification, and the
discretized Gibbs measures will be Gibbs for this y’. For details see Section 2.
Further, the infinite-volume discretization map 7 is injective when applied
to the set of translation-invariant extremal Gibbs states in the continuum model
(exGy(y®)). More precisely we have the following theorem.

THEOREM 1.2. T is a bijection from exGe(y®) to exGy(y') with inverse
given by the kernel ug[o'](dw).

Here pg[w'](dw) is the unique conditional continuous-spin Gibbs measure on
the whole volume G; see (11). It is important to understand that this kernel gets us
back from a discrete-spin Gibbs measure to a continuous-spin Gibbs measure in
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a way which does not depend on the choice of the initial measure. This is crucial
for the possibility to construct a rotation generator L with the desired properties,
as we will see.

The fact that T := o T~ is Gibbs for y’ when u is Gibbs for ¥ ®, is al-
ready proved in [16, 22] and based on the uniform Dobrushin condition on the
coarse-graining. The part that each translation-invariant discrete Gibbs measure
has a discretization preimage in the continuous Gibbs measures is new and uses
the Gibbs variational principle which involves considerations of relative entropy
densities; see [10].

The following step of the proof presents the main new structure of our paper.
We show that rotation on the level of discrete extremal Gibbs states ,ufp =T 1y can
be realized by the rotation dynamics with generator L with quasilocal jump rates
as defined above. This can be formulated as follows.

THEOREM 1.3. (1) The semigroup (S,L),Zo associated to L is well defined.
(2) SE(Tg) = T it for all gy € exGo(y®) and t > 0.

The theorem expresses that a discretization of a deterministic rotation of the
continuous-spin model can be represented as a stochastic time evolution after dis-
cretization. The heuristic reason why this works and the heuristic route to the iden-
tification of such a suitable L is explained in formula (23): the idea is to compute
the time derivative % o (T pg++)(f) for indicator functions f, and to identify the

appearing terms as (T jy,)(Lf). During this computation one makes explicit the
kernel from discrete to continuous variables of Theorem 1.2, uses its properties
and the rates defining L pop out. If we already knew that the trajectory ¢ — T g,
can be realized in terms of a semigroup, this would identify its generator. A diffi-
culty in the actual proof is that we do not know this a priori, and more arguments
are needed. This involves the definition of weighted triple-norms (weighted sums
of variations of observables) to control the weak nonlocalities which are present in
the rates and the spreading of these under the action of the dynamics.

Rephrasing the result in a group theoretical language, we can say (7, uy) —
[g+r is an S'-action on the extremal translation-invariant Gibbs measures
exGy(y®) and (z, ,ufp) — pr_H is an S'-action on ex Gy(y’). The second state-
ment of the theorem then says that 7' is an equivariant map (i.e., a group-action
preserving map).

Let us now turn to the discussion of the reversible generator K. Having defined
the discretized local specification y’ = (y;)acc we note that the generator K
defined above plays the role of a corresponding Glauber dynamics. To understand
the final arguments providing us with a unique translation-invariant measure for
the joint dynamics and understand better this Glauber part of the dynamics we
prove the following intermediate result.
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PROPOSITION 1.4. (1) The semigroup (S,K),zo associated to K is well de-
fined.

(2) The translation-invariant measures which are invariant under the dynamics
(StK )i>0 are precisely the discrete Gibbs measures Go(y').

To see that invariance under this dynamics implies Gibbsianness we use an
adaptation of the relative entropy arguments exposed in Liggett (“Holley’s argu-
ment”) [13, 17] from the Ising lattice gas context to our situation. The standard
idea here is to exploit the form of the time derivatives of relative entropy densities
of the time-evolved measure relative to a suitable finite-volume version of a Gibbs
measure. Putting these to zero, along with translation-invariance and estimation of
boundary terms, produces a single-site DLR equation implying that the invariant
measures are Gibbs for y'.

The technical treatment of this beautiful argument will have to be substantially
modified in view of the new terms arising from the joint dynamics corresponding to
L + oK, which we want to consider finally. The result is the following proposition
which is essential for the proof of the main theorem.

PROPOSITION 1.5. Leta > 0.

(1) The semigroup (S,L+aK )i>0 associated to L + a K is well defined.

Q) SEYK(Tiu,) = Tpgrs forall ju, € exGo(y®) and t > 0.

(3) The translation-invariant measures which are invariant under the joint dy-
namics (S,L+°‘K )i>0 must necessarily be elements of the discrete Gibbs measures

Go(y').

For the proof we use that the Glauber part leaves the discrete Gibbs measures
invariant. Let us point out some of the issues which come into play. A bit of care
needs to be taken for the second statement since the rotation part L and the Glauber
part K do not commute. However, one can follow the same line of arguments as
for the proof of Theorem 1.3, part (2), using weighted triple-norms, to control
the weak nonlocalities of L and K. The idea of the third part is this: to see that
invariance under joint dynamics implies Gibbsianness we would like to use again
relative entropy arguments as in the proof of Proposition 1.4, part (2), but note that
we now have to deal with a sum of two terms each corresponding to L and K.
For the new part corresponding to L we apply the arguments to a finite-volume
open boundary version of L as well as of the measure in the second slot of the
relative entropy. The correction term is only of boundary-order. The bulk terms
have a good sign by a finite-volume argument since the modified L is attractive to
the modified measure. Together we arrive at the desired single-site DLR equation.

Combining the second and the third part of Proposition 1.5 we conclude:

COROLLARY 1.6. Let a > 0. Then the only translation-invariant mea-
sure which is invariant under the joint dynamics (StL +aK)tzo is the measure

%fd‘/’Tﬂqo'
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Finally, together with part (2) of Proposition 1.5 which shows that there is no
relaxation of the pure measure pr under (S,L+°‘K) >0, we arrive at the proof of
Theorem 1.1.

1.3. Extensions. Theorem 1.2 stays true also for models where for every an-
gle there are more than one Gibbs measures. This could occur for potentials with
highly nonconvex shapes [23]. The well-definedness of the rotation semigroup is
untouched and one has:

THEOREM 1.7. The map T :exGo(y®) — ex Gy (') is an equivariant bijec-
tion for the S'-actions on continuous and discrete-spin Gibbs measures.

The equivariance property says S,L+°‘K (Tw)=TR;u for all « >0, where R;
is the measure obtained by joint rotation of the realizations of the measure u by
an angle ¢. The conclusions of Theorems 1.2 and 1.1, parts (1) and (3) apply.
Theorem 1.1, part (2) (the uniqueness of the invariant measure) does not apply
because Corollary 1.6 does not apply since the symmetrization over the angles
will produce more then one invariant measure.

The remainder of the paper contains the following: in Section 2 we prove The-
orem 1.2 using the variational principle. For this we need to present generalities
and facts on discretizations and recall criteria on the preservation of Gibbsianness.
In Section 3 we consider the rotation dynamics and prove Theorem 1.3. In Sec-
tion 4 we consider the Glauber dynamics and prove Proposition 1.4. In Section 5
we consider the joint dynamics and prove the main Proposition 1.5.

2. Discretizations. In the present section we will give a self-contained pre-
sentation of properties of the discretization map 77 which maps continuous-spin
Gibbs measures to discrete-spin Gibbs measures. We will already obtain in this
section the “vertical” parts of the commutating diagram of Figure 1, that is, those

ue>Repu

exGo(y®) exGo(y®)
T W[/ ([do ) uglo'l(dw) T
exGo(y") exGo(y))

W SEER )

FIG. 1. Equivariance property of the bijective discretization map T for the deterministic rotation
action (Rt);>( and the action of the IPS (S,L+aK)tZo.
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parts not involving dynamics. These generalities about local discretizations we
are going to present are easily explained in a setup which is broader than that of
S1-valued spins on an integer lattice.

Take an underlying site space G, a local spin-space S equipped with a o -algebra
and the configuration space Q = S¢ carrying the product-o--algebra. S! will often
serve as an example for the local state space, but one can also consider subsets of
the Euclidean space of any finite dimension or finite-dimensional manifolds. We
will refer to this space as the continuous spin-space. Consider a Gibbsian potential
® = (DP4)aca. A finite Which is absolutely summable. Write for the Hamiltonian
in the finite volume A C G, Hy, = ZAOA#Q ® 4 and let )/CD = (yf\D)ACc,A finite
be the associated Gibbsian specification with a priori measure A. We denote by
G(y?®) the corresponding Gibbs measures, defined by the DLR equation and by
gg(y‘l’) the translation-invariant Gibbs measures. Together we call this the first-
layer system.

Let § = UZ,:I Sy be a disjoint decomposition of the local state space into
sets of positive A-measure. As in [12, 16, 22] the map T (s) := s’ for Sy > s de-
fines a deterministic transformation on S, called the discretization map. The space
Q' :={l1,...,q}° will be referred to as the discrete or coarse-grained configuration
space. It is convenient to use a notation which identifies the label s" € {1, ..., ¢}
with the measurable subset of S described by it and write 1,/(s) = 1 if and only if
T(s)=ys".

LEMMA 2.1. For each fixed discrete-spin variable ' € Q' define a family of
kernels on the continuous spin-space by constraining the continuous spins to @’
and putting, for each finite ACG, and bounded measurable observable ¢,

Vi (@1y, lwae)

9) y& (@loae) = :
: YR (L wae)

Then this family defines a Gibbsian specification y“), on Q¥ = Xicg Swf in the
sense of 10, 21].

It will be useful to sometimes indicate measurability of functions w.r.t. sub-o -
algebras in the following way: we write f (@', ) equivalently to f (') if f evaluates

@' only inside the volume A. For example, in the case of (9) we write yf\u‘\ for y/‘\”,.

PROOF OF LEMMA 2.1. We verify the defining properties of a specification
which need to be fulfilled to be a useful candidate system of conditional probabili-
ties of an infinite-volume measure. To begin with, from the compatibility property
of y® follows the compatibility property of y“/ for each fixed . The quasilocal-
ity of y® implies that of y‘”/ for all '. Since y® is proper it is easy to see that
y? is proper, where properness means for all finite A C G and A C 2 measurable
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and dependent only on sites in A€ we have y 1‘\1’ (A]-) = 14. Finally the property of
nonnullness on the constrained first-layer local spin-spaces (uniform boundedness
of local probabilities from below) follows from the positive measure of the sets in
the decomposition and the absolute summability of ®. [J

We will need to choose the discretization fine enough such that there is only
one Gibbs measure which is compatible with this specification, for any . One
way to see that this is always possible and implement this requirement is to use
Dobrushin’s uniqueness theory. From general results of the theory, further infor-
mation about the unique Gibbs measure follows, and we will make use of this later.
We define a uniform Dobrushin matrix C = (C; )i, jec which is associated to the
family of specifications y‘“/, indexed by «’, by letting their entries be

(10) Cjj :=sup sup Iy (lilw) = v (1i1@) .
104 0,0

ijZ(I)jC,T(w):T((I)):w/

where || - ||; is the total variational distance at site i between the marginal distri-
butions at site i; for details, see [10, 22]. Notice that we used another supremum
over the discrete configurations and hence the corresponding Dobrushin constant
¢ :=sup; >_; Cj; is uniform in o',

We will always suppose that the discretization is fine enough such that ¢ < 1.
(Later we will even suppose a slightly stronger exponential decay property that
will appear in Lemma 3.4.)

Then it follows from the theory of Dobrushin uniqueness (see Theorem 8.23
in [10]) that, for any fixed @’ the specification y“” has a unique Gibbs measure.
Moreover, for each finite or infinite V C G there is a kernel from coarse-grained
configurations ' (inside V) and boundary conditions of first-layer configurations
o outside V', namely y{,"/(-|a)), which has the infinite-volume compatibility prop-
erty y“,"/ yv‘{}/ = y“}’/, between all (and not only finite) subsets of G.

For the unique first-layer Gibbs measure for given discretized variable o', we
use the notation

(1) wolo')(dw) = yg (dw).

We note that [-](dw) is a probability kernel from Q' to €2, since it is also measur-
able as a function of the coarse-grained configuration.

We report the result of [22] which gives a criterion for the fineness of the dis-
cretization in our main example, the standard nearest-neighbor model (the planar
rotor or XY -model), with Hamiltonian as given in (2): For ¢ > g () large enough
such that 2dg (sin %)2 < 1 we have ¢ < 1. Notice similar criteria are immediate for
high-dimensional rotators; for details, see [22].
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There is no obstacle to use this theory also for even more general models to
which the hypothesis of Theorem 1.1 apply. We report the bound on the matrix
elements of the Dobrushin matrix as given in [22] which takes the form

(12) Cij <supdiam;; Sy /4
s/

with a family of metrics (d;;) jeg\; on the local spin-space at site i € G which are
generated by variations of the energy as follows:

dij(0i, i) = sup |H; (0i¢ic) — Hi(0i¢ic) — (H; (tigic) — Hi (T ;o))
¢.¢:
tje=C;e;TCH=T(&))

and diam;;; (Sy) := sup; zeg, dij (s, 5).

Using the above criterion we suppose from now on that potential and discretiza-
tion are chosen such that we are conditionally uniformly in the Dobrushin regime
¢ < 1. We note that to each quasilocal continuous-spin observable f there is nat-
urally associated a discrete-spin observable f'(w’) := ug[w'](f) which is easily
seen to be quasilocal as well (but on ') using Dobrushin uniqueness techniques.
Denoting by F' the o-algebra over Q2 generated by the infinite-volume coarse-
graining map 7, we have that f’ is a regular version of the conditional expec-
tation u(f|F')(w') for every Gibbs measure 1 € G(y®), independently of its
choice.

LEMMA 2.2. For a continuous-spin Gibbs measure [ denote its discretization
image by ' = T . Then the measures p and |1’ are close in the sense that u( f) =
w' (f") for all continuous-spin observables f, and moreover differences between
corresponding correlations obey the estimate

03 [(n(fg) — () — (W (f'eg) — ' (f)u'(g))]

1 _
=y Z 3i(f)38;(g)Dij

i,jeG
with the matrix (5,-.,-),-,]'6(; =2 050 C" and g' = n(g|F).

PROOF. To see that (13) holds, write

n(fg) — n(fHm(g)
= pu(u(fglF) — n(fHu(g)
=W (u(felF) = u(fI1F ) (gl F) + i (n(fIF ) (gl F'))
— W (m(FIF) ' (n(glF)).



2608 B. JAHNEL AND C. KULSKE

Further the standard estimate (see Proposition 8.34 in [10]) in the Dobrushin
uniqueness regime yields

1 _
(14)  sup|ugl@'](f8) — nc[@'[(HHucle'l(®)] < 1 Z 8i(f)38;(g)Dij,
o i,jeG

which proves (13). [

On the lattice this statement can be used to see that power law decay of corre-
lations for a continuous-spin observable f (as it can occur in the standard rotor
model in space dimension 2) carries over to power law decay between correlations
in the associated observable f’ when the discretization is fine enough, since in that
case the matrix elements of D are decaying exponentially fast.

It is clear that the map from p to u’ := T 1 is injective when viewed on the (not
necessarily translation-invariant) Gibbs measures of the continuous-spin system:
indeed, we can restore an initial Gibbs measure p from its coarse-grained image
via u(p) = [ (W (do')puglo'](p) where pnglw'](@) does not depend on . Hence
different w’s must have different images u’.

Next recall the definition of the specification y’ for the coarse-grained system
(see also [16]) given in (8), that we will sometimes also call the second-layer sys-
tem. We have the following lemma.

LEMMA 2.3. In the uniform Dobrushin regime, the discretization image of
any continuous-spin Gibbs measure is Gibbs for the specification y'.

PROOF. This is shown by standard arguments which we include for conve-
nience of the reader. Any conditional probability with finite-volume conditioning
can be written as

W (@ lwpya)

fM(dev))/A(lw/A/l /

RV lwae)

15
() fﬂ(de")VA(la)/A\A,|wA“)

J 1tdop)(r MW Gy ad amar A (e 1, )lwae)

[ doac) (MW [ gyan) ayar WA (e Ha ) |wpe)

’

/ (L)/ 4
where l/«/(a’/A/) = M(lw/A ) and y“ |g\a’ denote the specification on QG%(\/ =

XicG\a’ S Obtained by putting all potentials ® 4 with AN A # & equal to zero.
Then, by martingale convergence, ' (w;\,|a)’A\ A/) converges as A tends to G in

1 _
the a.s.- and L'-sense to u(lw/A/ |]:/G\A/)(wG\A/) where 1“’;\\,\/ (wg\a7) = 1 for all



NONERGODIC INTERACTING PARTICLE SYSTEMS 2609

A DA’ and ]—"é;\ A 18 the o-algebra over €2 generated by the coarse-graining map
T applied only in the infinite-volume G \ A’.

On the other hand, for any finite A’, there is convergence uniformly in the in-
tegration variable @ under the p-integrals since the conditional specification is in
the uniform Dobrushin regime, and we have

V(@G a)

limar6 ("W [y a) aar A (e Ha 1y Ywgya)
(16) = “A

lima 1 (¥ |Gy a) asar A2 (e Ha) o 2)
ne\wlwg A AN @, )

mo\a @G A 1N (e )

The limiting measure in the last line is the unique Gibbs measure of the speci-
fication restricted to G \ A’ with open boundary conditions, and this proves (8).
O

It is easy to see using the standard Dobrushin estimates that the specification y’
built with these kernels is quasilocal.

Now we are in the position to discuss new results which are related to the proof
of the bijectivity of the map 7. To start, note that we also have that the influence
of variations of the boundary condition outside A’ on probabilities inside A’ has
the estimate, uniformly in the configuration o/, ,

Y (@@l 1)
AV O Z

a7 [Pall-

/ / = -
Yar(@p |0 p1) ANA'#£0, ANAC 4D

Further note that for summable potentials and A’ being cubes on the lattice, the
RHS is bounded by a constant times the length of the boundary of A’, in other
dy s Clog, o)
dy,, (g, 1)

Let us now restrict to the lattice case, that is, G = Z¢ and discuss the relative en-
tropy density. The following lemma should be seen as a generalization of the con-
tractivity of the relative entropy (density) between two measures (see Lemma 3.3
in [21]) under strictly local transforms to transforms which are not strictly but
“sufficiently” local.

words log = O(|0A’|), where | - | denotes the cardinality.

LEMMA 2.4. Let pj,us € G(y') for some specification for which
dy, (lalo))
dy, (|alw))
ducle1(¢|a)
dpglo'](1a)

log is of the order o(|A|) for cubes. Take a kernel ug[w'|(dw) where

log is also of the order o(|A|) uniformly in all configurations o' and &'
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which coincide on A. Then the relative entropy density between the mapped mea-
sures equals zero, that is,

s lim, ([ i@l [ wslad el )in) =0

along cubes.

PROOF. We need to estimate the relative entropy H in a volume A where
A C Z4 is a finite cube appearing in the formula above, which is

d [ w) (dcT)’)MG[J/]IA>
d [ 1wy dd)GldlIa /)

Using the DLR equation for the integrand as well as the conditions on the Radon—
Nikodym derivatives, we find

d [ p)dd)ugld]la
d [ ps(dd)uGld'|a

— log J 1) (@) (dpgldi1la)/(dr™))
J 15(@@5) (d Gy a)/(dAr))

- T | (dra (@) a (@) aclla)/(dAM))
< sup log ; — = ;
A S )Iadd)|05) ([dpc[(@5) A (@) aclla)/(dAD))

=o(|Al),

(19) [ i @@)cldia <1og

log

(20)

where the estimate in the last line uses the two assumptions in the hypothesis.
Hence the relative entropy density as the limit of the relative entropy devided by
the volumes of a cofinal sequence of cubes is equal to zero. [

Applying the lemma and using now the Gibbs variational principle in the form
of Theorem 15.37 of [10], our desired result, stating that every discrete Gibbs
measure has a continuous preimage, follows:

PROPOSITION 2.5. Let ' € Go(y'), then pu(dw) := [ 1/ (do)pugle’'l(dw) €
Go(y?®).

PROOF. Let 1o € Go(y®) be a Gibbs measure for the original system and
ug = T o its coarse-grained image. We want to use the preceding lemma, that
is, to justify the conditions and therefore conclude that the relative entropy density
between the two translation-invariant measures is zero. Hence, by the variational
principle applied to the original system, also i € Go(y ®).
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Indeed, (17) asserts the condition of Lemma 2.4 for the coarse-grained specifi-
cation y’. Also we have for o', @ coinciding on A

duclelia _ [ nole/ldo) (@) n) /@) (o
dugldlla [ uold 1 (@) )/ (@A)Clin)

dy? (-|&
< sup logw <4 > |®4ll = o(|A]).
1,02 dVA (|w2) ANA'#3, ANNC£D O

Together with the injectivity of 7" this means that the map from the translation-
invariant Gibbs measures of the original system Gy (y ®) to the translation-invariant
measures for the coarse-grained configuration Gy (') is one-to-one.

REMARK 2.6. This one-to-one correspondence also holds for the extremals:
if w is tail-trivial, then so is 7w since the tail-o-algebra of discrete events is
contained in the tail-o-algebra of all events, 7' C 7. In particular exG(y’) D
T(exG(y®)). To see thatalso € exG(y®) for T € ex G(y’) one can use the fact
that the mapping 7T is affine: let us assume T € ex G(y') and = s+ (1 —s) w2
for s € [0, 1] and w1, up € Q()/q)). Then we have Tpu =sTuy + (1 — s)T up and
hence Tw = Ty = T o since T w is extremal. But that means 4 = 1 = @ and
thus 1 € exG(y ®).

It is interesting to note that the proof of the preceding remark also follows from
the fact that tail-triviality is preserved under the kernel (even not assuming ini-
tial Gibbs measures). This property explains the “essentially local” nature of the
transformation 7" from the perspective of the tail events.

PROPOSITION 2.7. Assume that |1’ is any probability measure (not necessar-
ily Gibbs) on Q' which is trivial on T'. Then p(dw) := [ ' (do')uglo'](dw) is
trivial on the tail-o -algebra T .

PROOF.  We assume that also sup; > ; C; j < 1 which is guaranteed in the fine-
discretization regime ensured by our criteria.

If A€ T then uglw'](A) is T'-measurable. To see this, suppose that W is a
finite subset of G, that V contains W and that A is in Ty, the o-algebra of events
not depending on spins inside V. Assuming that A is a cylinder, at first we have

sup (ugle](A) —pgl@]A) < Y Dy

@', &' Wy e=wc iesupp(A), jeW

= Z 51']‘-

ievVe, jew

21
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Next we note that this inequality also holds by approximation of probabilities
of general events by cylinders (by a semiring-approximation argument) for all
A €Ty.Since A € T isinany 7y we may let V 7 G and obtain that

(22) sup (1G[@'](A) — nc[@'](A)) <0.

VN A
&', Wy e =Wy

Since W was arbitrary, this is the tail-measurability.

Further we note that pug[w'](A) € {0, 1} for each fixed @’ and A € T since the
original measure constrained to coarse-grained configurations is in the Dobrushin
uniqueness regime, hence tail-trivial. So pug[w']1(A) = 14/(«’) for some A" € T’
and this implies w(A) = [/ (do ) puclo'1(A) = ' (A) € {0, 1} by tail-triviality
of /. O

3. Continuous rotations for discrete-spin models. After the preparations of
the last section we turn now to the discussion of the rotation dynamics. Let us
specialize to a translation-invariant S'-model and look at the Markov process given
in (3) with rates given in (4).

Intuitively the choice of the rates can be understood as follows: consider the
single-site discrete observable f(c’) = 1,(0]) with a € {1, ..., g} fixed, and let
My be an extremal translation-invariant Gibbs measure of the d > 3 XY -model
labeled by the angle ¢. Then we have

%Fémwﬁxuwm
=g, _Heloi € (al' = r.al" 1))
- %H [ @ ucle!loi € (al = .l ~1))
(23) - %h_()/ Ty (de) /V—z_t duili[kw/“i(s)ds

d al =t ponilwh,](e  Hitsic))
=5 [@une) Vo Ly
dt li— al'=t  G\ilwg JA (67 14))

[ ! s - [ r c
ol 1 M@y pugyilag 1e el >>>
HG\i [U)/G\l']()ti (e_Hi 1a)) MG\i [w/(;\,']()\i (e_Hi 1a))

= [iptdon(
= [T (@)er (@, (@) )(1al(@)) ~ 1(@)

= (T 1) (LS),

where in the second line we wrote a|' := 27 (a — 1)/q (resp., a|” :==2ma/q) to in-
dicate the left (resp., right) endpoint of a. In the third line we used Theorem 1.2. In
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the fourth line we rewrote the constrained Gibbs measure as a marginal density (at
site i) w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure A on the sphere, which as indicated in the fifth
line can again be re-expressed by seperating the part of the potential interacting
with the site i.

3.1. Well-definedness of the rotation generator. In this subsection we prove
Theorem 1.3, part (1). We use methodology of Liggett [17] via the Hille—Yosida
theorem to prove well-definedness. Let us start with an overview on function
spaces we need in the investigation of the dynamics.

DEFINITION 3.1. Let us fix the following notation. We write:

(1) L' :={f:Q — R: f is local} for the local functions.

2) C(Q) = Eh.” equivalently for the space of continuous functions on the
compact configuration-space Q' which, since ¢ is finite, coincides with the space
of bounded quasilocal functions which is just the || - ||-completion of the local
functions. Here || - || denotes the uniform norm.

3) D) :={feCE@):fll:=>Xieqdi(f) < oo} for the core functions.

4) qll-lll for the triple-norm completion of the local functions.

(S) Dp)(R) :=1{g € C(Q):llglll po) := Xieq P0(i, 0))3: (g) < oo} for the
space of weighted triple-normed functions, where o is an increasing, translation-
invariant semi-metric on the site space and p: Rg — R(}L any weight-function.

Let us clarify the relations between those spaces and specialize to p being either
an exponential function with some factor ¢ > 0 or a monomial function with power
m € N. Let the semi-metric just be the Euclidean metric | - | on an ordering of G.
We have

24) L' CDen(Q) CDm(Q) € D () € Ly € D(R) C C(2).

Notice that all of these spaces are dense in C(2") with respect to the || - ||-norm.
All inclusions should be clear except Dy ;1 (') C L} -

PROPOSITION 3.2. D 1(Q) C L} -

PROOF. Let f € D () for an ordering 0:G — N. Define A; :={j €
G :0(j) < o(i)} an exhausting sequence of finite volumes, then } ;.5 |A;15; (f) =
Yiz0i8,1)(f) <ooand 375, i8,-1;(f) — 0 forn — co. Letn € Q' be fixed,
and define a sequence of local functions f, (@) := f(wa,nAc), and then we have

If = fall = Y &(f = f)+ D 8i(f) <2nlf = ful + D 8i(f)

€A, i€A] ieAg
(25) <20 ) Si(N)+ D &i(f)<2Y id,1(f) >0
i€y €A i>n

for n — oo.
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In the sequel, we will drop the notation o~ 1(i) and just write Y ;-0 18; (f).

Let us check the criteria for well-definedness proposed in [17]. Note the jump
rates are uniformly bounded since we assumed the potential to be absolutely
summable and translation-invariant and the coarse-graining to be finite. Further
the rates have to be of bounded variation, that is:

LEMMA 3.3, sup;cg Y. 4 8j(cr () <00 if sup;cg Y as; 1Pl < oo.

PROOF. This follows from the Dobrushin comparison theorem (see [10], The-
orem 8.20), indeed,

8(e(-)

< celil sup |Mc\z [ ] (e~ @10 — gy [y ) (e @)
[0} _(l)
off j
4 cAlHl sup |11 [0 J( (e 710)) = eyl @6y (4 (e 1))
w'=a'
off j

and therefore it suffices to look at the Gibbs measures (G\; [a)’G\i] and pg\; [cZ)’G\i]
on (S)C\ applied to the quasilocal functions wivi () = e M @I"i¢) and
lﬁ;) i) =M (e_Hi("'i‘)lwlf). For any fixed first-layer boundary condition w € 2,
the measure pg\; [a/G\i](-) is uniquely specified by the specification

(26) )/wG\i = (( G\l |G\’)A\z( |a)AC\Z))ACG\z s

A being finite subsets of G \ i. We have for a)G\j = a)G\j

(27) [ (r“eilev)n, Clore) = (v“9ilew)n; Clor | < L=

/ /

~ / :; : . .
Hence for a)’G\ i= w/G\ j and ¥ € {y,*, ¥, "'} the comparison theorem gives us

il ] (W) — moni @ J W) < 3 8k (W) Dij (v 7o)
k#£i
<> &(v” ") D,
k#£i

/
where we used the fact that the specifications y“G\i are in the Dobrushin
region uniformly in the constraint «’. Since ¢ := sup; Y. jCij <1 we have
2 jeG Bkj < oo for all k € G and can therefore conclude

sup sup Y Y S (Y Dk] <C ) sup sup 5k(1p“’z/') <Csup Y &(v')

lEGw eS’ i ki keGl€Gw eS’ ieG keG
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with ¢/ € {y, i} and Y () := e M) and yh(-) := Al (e HiCi¢)) Tn case
is a local function, uniformly bounded in i (e.g., in the XY -model), the sum is
finite and thus less than infinity. In the general case were the v/’ are coming from
an uniformly bounded Hamiltonian which is only quasilocal the summability is not
guaranteed. But if we stipulate SUp;cg 2 asi P alll < oo, we have for 1//{ and 1//5

D 8(wh) <€ Y si(wh) < Cel ol 3™ N 6 (@ 4) = Cel I3 [l 4] < oo,
keG keG keG Aaik A>i

where we used |e* — e”| < |x — y|e™*(xLIYD O

Note that in particular ¢z (-, ') € D(Q') C EII I for all i € G and thus the rates
are quasilocal.
Later we will need even stronger regularity of the rates in the following sense.

LEMMA 3.4.  Suppose sup;cg > asi ke €2“P 8k (P 4) < 0o and

(28) Co =sup2e9(’ ’)C <1
zeGHEl

then sup;c 2 i eg(i’j)(sj(CL(', 1)) < .

Notice, the first condition given in the above lemma is independent of the hidden
temperature parameter 8 and with o(i, k) := ¢|i — k| corresponds to condition (7)
in Theorem 1.1. Condition (28) is the requirement on the fineness of discretization
q > qo(P) formulated in Theorem 1.1.

PROOF OF LEMMA 3.4. As a consequence of the exponential decay condition
on the Dobrushin matrix (28) (for a translation-invariant semi-metric ¢ on G), we
have sup;cg 2 jeg €° @) p; i< # and by the triangle inequality

supZeQ(‘ 2F jilec(, <sup Z Z P f)(Sk

];éz jGG\l keG\i
(29)

But for w{ and 1/f§ using the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 3.3,

Z P k)(gk < C Z 20 k)Sk(‘// )

keG keG

< Ce?® YN elRg (@ y) < 0.

A3i keG O

(30)

Instead of imposing an exponential decay property of the Dobrushin matrix, one
could just consider polynomial weights p(o(Z, j)) which would admit Hamiltoni-
ans with polynomial dependence. In fact, for our purposes, that would be sufficient.
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After these preparations we are in the position to use Theorem 3.9 of [17] and
assert: (1) The closure L of L is a Markov generator of a Markov semiproup
(S,L) ¢>0 connected to the generator via the Hille—Yosida theorem. D(2') is a core
for L. (2) For observables f € D(2) we can control the oscillation of S; f at any
site i € G via

8:(Sif) < [T8.(N)]),

where I':l; — I, [T8.(f)]@F) = Zﬁéi 8 (er (-, -j))(Sj (f) is a bounded operator
with ||T'|| =: M. In particular for f € D(Q’) we have ||S; £l < e™||| £l and thus
S;f € D().

3.2. Rotation property of the generator. 'The goal of this subsection is to verify
Theorem 1.3, part (2). We use the following strategy:

(1) We verify the rotation property for infinitesimal times by comparing the
generator to the derivative on the level of the probability density. We do this di-
rectly on local observables.

(2) In order to get from infinitesimal to finite time, we consider the associated
semigroup (StL) >0 and use Taylor’s expansion. To match the first-order terms it is
necessary to verify the infinitesimal rotation for local functions propagated by StL.
Those functions are no longer strictly local but lie in a larger space, namely £1II~III'
Since later we need (and will verify) the stronger result S,L f €Dy (2" for local
f and weight-function p(x) = x2, at this point we just assume S’ f € EiIHII'

(3) The two second-order error terms need to be estimated. As for the first
one we can use the contraction property of the semigroup. For the other one we
compute the second derivative of the measure again on the level of the probability
density and local observables. It turns out the desired upper bound exists as long
as the observable lies in a space of weighted triple-normed functions.

(4) By assuming exponential decay of the Dobrushin matrix [see (28)] the rates
of the generator are elements of this space, even for arbitrary polynomial weights.
One can think of these spaces as containing functions with a certain degree of
locality. The amount of nonlocality the semigroup injects into a local function is
controlled by the degree of locality of the rates. This can simply be captured by
looking at the operator I' mentioned above. We can show under these assumptions
that local observables propagated by the semigroup stay in the space of weighted
triple-normed functions.

Let us start with an infinitesimal rotation and show u/(t ) modar (f) = (S SL D)
for all # € [0,27), s > 0, pg, = Ty € exG(y') and local observables f on €.
Since the coarse-graining is finite it suffices to use f = 1,, for finite A and
apn €{1,...,q}". Write pp = dyf\b/d)»‘\ for the Lebesgue density of the local
specification in A. Then we can proceed similary to the intuitive calculations done
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in (23) and write

/m(da))d—ls 0(1‘[ f' )deonpaton. )

l| —&
= Z/m(dw)< I1 / )dpr\J (oa(asl' pa\j. @)
JjeA ieA\j
—pala;l" onj, 0))

since w; admits ya for all ¢ € [0, 27). On the other hand,

d
— Sk,

dgle:O
=iy (L1g,)
-Y( T a @) - T all @) ).
Jea a)’:w/Aj:aA o' @)y =ap

Looking at the individual summands we find
Y (e (@) (@)
o' o)y =ap
e\ jlwg eVt
el 1T (e7i1,.)
MG\A[w/G\A]()"A\j (e_HA(ajVs‘A\j”AC) 1uA\j))

no\alwg A 1A (e7Hr14,))

wi(de) g, (@)

i (de) g, (@)

AN (e Ha@j17 o\ ae) laA\j))

) e @126 i) (S

wi(de) oy (@) uelog]
) (yA(laA| )( I1 /al )d(PA\J (oa(a;l" »(pA\j,')))

ieA\j
= [ witdomelot (ymam(,el;[\]/ Jaenstoatai’ o)

—/ut(dw)( I1 / )d%\j (oala;l" oarj. @),

ieA\j
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where we used the DLR equation in the second last line and the fact that

oAl A1@C A e, )

31
Gl no\alwg A 1A (e~ a1, )

= ug[wg](@(a0).

We proceed similarly for the other summand. Thus we have ;—5‘ » Mo (f) =

w,(Lf) for all local observables. Later we want to apply S” f and will show S f €
£/|||~||| if f is local. So let us prove the following proposition.

PROPOSITION 3.5.  If f € L), then %lgzouiJrs(f) =, (Lf).

PROOF. Assume (f;;),eN to be a sequence of local functions such that ||| f —
falll = 0 for n — oo. Then we have, according to Proposition 3.2 of [17],

(32) i (Lf) = wy(LfD| S ILf = Ll < CIILf = full =30

On the other hand, with g := f — f;, and 0: G — N an ordering of G, we have
Wipe(8) — 1y (8)

_ / 1:dd)(g(T(@ — e1¢)) — ¢(T(@)))

<Y 8j@u({@:T@; —e) =T(@;) — 1}),

jeG
where we use a telescopic sum in the second line. Further we have with A; :=
[0:T(@j—e)=T@;)— 1}={@:0; €lal',al' +¢] forsomea e {1,...,q}},
33 A < supyiAnle) < S99 g
(33) Hi(Aj) = sup yj(Ajlw) < oy = Ke

n—oo

uniformly in ¢ and j, hence %|/~’L;+g(f — fu) = (f = fu)l < Kl f— full =0,
and we can conclude

W (f) — MZ(Lf)‘

d8 le=0

/’L;—l—e(f - fn)

- ‘_
N d8|£:0

(L = )] = 0. 0

Assume for the moment StL fe UIH-IH for local f. In order to verify the rotation
property for finite times, we use the following iteration procedure. Let f be local,



NONERGODIC INTERACTING PARTICLE SYSTEMS 2619

keN,te[0,2r),s > 0and ¢ :=s/k. On the one hand,
1 (S5 f) = my(SeSe f) = (1 + 6L + 87 — (1 +¢L))Si-_ f)

= 1) (8) +ep,(Lg) + i ((SF — (1 +¢L))g).

where we set g := SE _f. On the other hand we can use Taylor’s expansion in
Lagrange form and write

(34)

g% d?

d
/ / / /
W (@=u(e)+e— ., (9)+—— My p(8)
t+e t d8 lo—o t+e 2 d82 ‘ge[(),,g] t+¢

(35) )y

= ;(g) +eny (L) + — ° (8)-

Mt—f—s
2 d 2|se[0 ]

By iteration

M;(Sst) - /'L;-i-s(f) = Z M;+ls((SsL -1+ 5L))SsL—(z+1)af)
1=0

(36)
2 k—1 d2

7L

=0
where the error terms should go to zero as k tends to infinity. Let us look at the
first error term on the RHS of (36) and use the uniform continuity of the Markov
semigroup, we have

/ L
~(S: ,
d&? Ige[o,a]ﬂtﬂgﬂ( S_UH)Sf)

Y e ((SE— A +eL)SE 416 f)

k—1

<gZ

L L
SESE qine = SE e
£

L
B LS (l-‘rl)sfH

L
Sf f y

9

Skfr—r
&

-

where the RHS goes to zero as ¢ goes to zero since the semigroup is generated by
L and f in the domain of L. In particular this is true for core observables of L.
Let us check the second error term on the RHS of (36). Let ¢/ (I) € [t +le,t +
(I + 1)e]. Then it suffices to find a constant C (s, f) such that
d2 l L
(37 a5 Oﬂz'(z>+g(5s—(z+1)ef) <C(s, f)

for all /, since then we have

k—1
2 d2 2 k—o00

L
¢ 462 @y (Ss—qrne) = C(S f)—0.
1=0 lz=0
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Consider the second derivative when we apply the extremal Gibbs measure at
first to a local indicator function 1,, . Then we have

2
de2|_ M;+g(1a,\)
zlr_s
= Z/uz(dw)—< I1 / )de\, (pa(a;l' — &, pa\j> @)
JjeA ieA\j

—palajl” — &, @a\j, o))

=3 [ e

RN

ieA\j

. d

X (PA(ajl JPA\j»CU)E Hp(gj, oa\j, ®)
Jlei=a |r
J

/ d
— palajl ,QDA\j,w)E Hp(gj, oy, o)

J ‘é‘j—a'\l

Z( / )dﬁﬂA\j(pA(ajl arl's oav(j k@)
keA\] ieA\{j,k} ail!
—palajl’s akl”, oargiky @)

— palajl”. arl', oa(jiny- ©)

+palajl”, akl”, oa\(ixy w))]

=Y [ mitdo) [Ao an. o)+ Y BG.k.an, w)},

JjeA keA\j
where, as we see from the formular, the Hamiltonian of the first-layer system needs
to be differentiable as a function on S!. Let us assume these partial derivatives are
also uniformly bounded with K’ := sup; . sup,cq |l j—gHi (&, wic)|| < co. Then we
have

A(j,ap,w)
( l_[ /-a, ) —Hp(aj|",pa\j,0pc) d Ha |
g”A\J'( —H . <— NG ELNVARY
ZEA\J fd(pAe A(‘PA,COA ) dg_] |gj:aj‘r
d
- — Hp (g5, 70)
G, e )
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Hp(gj, oa\j, ®)

IEj:aj‘l

+ —
de

e~ Ha(ajl".on\j.opc) _ e—HA(ajVa‘PA\j!wAC))
X 9

[dgne Halprore)

d

where -~
dej), g
J

HA(gj,(PA\jsw)_digjl HA(gjv(/)A\ja))faj(dingj)SZK/

gl
Sj_aj\
and e Halajl . on\j.opc) _ e_HA(aj|lv<pA\j»(1)AC) < 2eK o™ Xanaza jga Pal@n\j,opc)

Thus
A(j,ap,w)

(nieA\j f;ill ) d(PA\je_ 2anao, j¢d Palpayj,wpc)

<2K'e*k 27
B ) fdfﬂA\je* 2anazo,jga Pal@nyj.0ac)

+2e*K (K" 4 (|A| = 1K)

(HieA\j faai“l )dppyje” Y ana#£o,j¢A Pa@ayj.wac)
JT

i

[don\je” Y anazo,jga Pa(@ayj.onc)
Let us check the second term. We can write
B(.]? k5 ana, Cl))

il — ; (] i kl,WAC
, (HieA\{j,k} féZl’ )d(,DA\{j,k}e Y anA£ {jkizA PA(PA\ .k} @Ac)

il dop\(j ke Yanae,(jkiza PCal@a\ja)@nc)

<445

For convenience set K := max{K, K’} and K := max{4nk 2K 826K}, Also
we want to adopt a notation we introduced earlier, namely,

Yanjlje(Lay jloac)

(Miea fczill Ydopje” Y anazo, jga Pal@arj@pc)

[donyje™ Yanaz,jga Pa(@a\j@pc)

Before we combine these estimates, let us apply the measure to a general local
function & on the coarse-grained space with support A. & can be written as h(w') =
Yanel....qit Kap lay (@) with ||| = sup,, |ka, |. Hence

7e2 |8=0M2+g (h)

<in'y | m(dw)[ql?(w £ Y yayleay load

JeA ap\j€e{l,...qA\
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+Zq21?

keA\j

x > yaG kG ke (Lagy |wAC')]
an\(jkyElL...,g} MUK
< Ikl Al(gK (Al + 1) +¢*K (JA] - 1))
< K|AP|A].

For a general quasilocal function f, one can write again a telescopic sum using an
ordering of G and a generic configuration n’

f(w/) = f(a),l Uh}c) + (f(a’/l a’/z 7721,2}1‘) - f(a)/l 7711}6))

+ Z F@ oy ) = F @1y M0 n—1ye))-

n>3

(38)

Let us define g,() == (f(@p .M. mpe) — F@4 a1y M1 n—1)e)) €

.....

F1,....n)- In particular || g, || < 8,(f). Hence we can write

2

39 —
39) 52|,

1o (F) S IUFIK + Y lgnll Kn? <2K Y n8,(f).

n>2 n>1

Thus in order to have (37) it suffices to show S,L f e DHz(Q/ ) for local f. To do
that, let us use the exponential decay property of the Dobrushin matrix introduced
in (28) and the exponentially decaying Hamiltonian, that is, by Lemma 3.4 as-
sume the model to satisfy sup; s Zﬁé 0l 1)8 (cr(-, ) = M < oo for some
translation-invariant increasing semi-metric ¢ in G. With this we can prove the
following proposition.

PROPOSITION 3.6. Let f be a local observable on Q' and (StL)tzo associ-
ated to the rotation generator L. For all polynomials p on Rg we have StL fe

D p(o) ().

PROOF. Let us consider only the monomials x". It suffices to look at n = 2"
for some m € N. We know from Theorem 3.9 in [17],

> 06, 0"8;(S) ) <06, 0)"['T5.()]),

i>0 i>0
where [I'6.(f)10) = X ;i 8i(cL(-,-j))8j(f). There exists a constant K, ,
such that for fixed j,m € N, we have o(i, j)" < Km,QeQ("’j). Of course local

f € Don(2') for all m € N and also for exponential weight. Under the above
condition on the jump rates, the operator I" is bounded as well in the exponential
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weighted triple-norm with norm M, indeed,

ITvllee _ Yin0 X jzi @C08i (e, ))v;

T l[ee = = -
Molle<t Mvllee  pupe<t Y j50€0U 0y,

(40)

. ”

MZ/_>06Q(J v .

< sup ‘—Q(jo) ' =M.
vlle<t 22jz0€%Yv;

Then we can write

> 06, 0" [T 8.()]G) < Ko Y 2"Vl 8.(H]0) = Kmolle 8.0

i>0 i>0
< Kumolle™ [l 18-C) .o
< KoM I5.0f)]] o- O

In particular for local f, we have SSL_Sf € Dy p(R) C qIHH for all polyno-
mial and even exponential weights p. In other words, we can control the diffusion
of the semi-group applied to a local function by looking at the decay property of
the conditional Dobrushin matrix as well as of the first-layer Hamiltonian. In par-
ticular if those are well behaved (which is the case for the XY-model with some
slightly refined coarse-graining) the second order terms in the Taylor expansion
are controlled. We can conclude ], = SF(u;) for all extremal Gibbs measures
labeled by 7 € S and & > 0.

4. Reversible dynamics for discrete-spin models. The infinite-volume dy-
namics K given in (5) with rates satisfying (6) is reversible. By expressing the
RHS of (6) in terms of the specification y’ it is clear that K has detailed balance
with respect to y’.

These rates are bounded (by boundedness of Hj), translation-invariant (by the
translation-covariance of the wug\ j[a)/G\ j] in the conditional Dobrushin regime)
and of exponentially decaying influence (however, not strictly local). The rates are
even uniformly bounded and bounded in the triple-norm by the same arguments as
used for the rotation dynamics, so Proposition 1.4, part (1) is true.

In the next subsection we adapt a line of arguments presented for ¢ =2 in [17]
for general finite g.

4.1. Translation-invariant invariant measures are Gibbs measures. Let us put
ourselves in dimension d > 3. In the right temperature region there are multiple
Gibbs measures for the X Y-model, ferromagnetically ordered on S'.

Since in the following subsections we will only deal with second-layer configu-
rations, it is convenient to suppress the primes and write ¢ (w, ') for the up-flip
at site i € G and ck (w, »' ™) for the down-flip. Assume the rates to be defined as
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in (6), in particular for the corresponding process second-layer Gibbs measures are
invariant w.r.t. K.

We now show, invariant measures w.r.t. K that are also translation-invariant are
second-layer Gibbs measures. This is precisely part (2) of Proposition 1.4. We use
Holleys’s argument [13]. Recall the definition of the second-layer specification and
define the local relative entropy

v(le)

(41 HablraClo)i= 3. vlw)log g,

wefl,...,g}?

where A C Z? is finite, v € P(Q') and ¢ € Q' an arbitrary but fixed boundary
condition. Let (StK )r>0 be the semigroup for the generator K, and define v; :=
SlK (v). Let us compute %‘t_oHA(my//\('l{)) in two steps,

d
el Z vi(1,) logve (1)

=0 el g}

=) [1+log v(lw)]/Klwdv

w

> logv(ly) / vdm[ex (1.1) (1o (1) — Lo(m))

w, €N

+ex (') (Lo(n'™) — 1u()]

— Z [F(a) iT)log vyi) + M (w,i”)log v(lwi_)},

w,iEA V(lw) U(la))

where we wrote ['(w, i) := fv(dn)ck (n, nii)lw(n) for the outflows of 1,, in the

direction i *.
Note that if v is invariant w.r.t. K, then v(1,,) > 0 for all wp € {1,..., q}A,
indeed
0= / K1,,dv
42) =3 [ av@nlex () (1, = 1oy )
ieA

+ex (0,07) (L ) = Loy ()]
Since all flip-rates are positive, v(1,,) =0 would imply v(lw,;\) =0= ”(lw’[)

for all i € A and thus by iteration v(1,,) =0 forall np € {1, ..., q}A, which is a
contradiction to v being a probability measure.

Let us look at the second summand of % o Hp (v |y1’\ (:|¢)). Since the normal-

izing constant in the specification is independent of w and }_,,, j—t o [v(dw) =
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0, we can directly compute

d
Et_o/vt(dw) log ua\aleaal(A2 (e 8 1,,))
S f v(dnac)v@alnac)
wp€fl,..., g}
x Klog na\aleaal(A2 (e 2 1.4)) (@anac)
pa\aliaalA (e Ha1 ;i )) A
— 1 A d 1a) , 1
wéA[Og Ho oI i,y ) V@D lon ek (0. 1)
(43)

re\aleoa (A (e~ Ha lwﬂx_))
me\AlCa\a (A2 (e~ Ha1,,))

= Y [V(o,i")(0,i) + V(i) (0,i7)],

wALIEN

+]0g U(dr/)la)A (U)CK(U, Ui_)]

oA lLa\al0A (e AL 1i))
w\ALZG\ATAA (e HAL»A))
pwa\aleaa (A (e~ Ha lwk)) MG\i[CG\AwA\i](k(e_Hi1w;:))
LAALLATAA (e Hr14,,0))  povilioawanilieHily,)
_ ek (wplpe, wh Ea)
ck (@) Eac, ALAC)
Combining the two summands we have

d /
S HACIYACI),

(44) = Z[F( )(lg”(l‘”’) V(wJ*))

w.ieh (lo)

Notice we have

where we defined V (w, iT) :=1lo og

(o, i—)<1og ”52;“;‘)) V(o i_))].

—V(a)z ) = —(log 5((11“’1,) V(w',i7)), we can write

v(l

Slncelog
2Ly (velya C19))
—_ v .
i1, N INSIS
v(1,i)

(45) =y [(F(w,i*)—l“(a)' i ))(log S (1) —V(w’i+))

w,i€A

+ (M, i) = T(w iﬂ)(log% V(o i—))]
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Adding zeros we have

d
2—Hx(vIya(12))

dt \r=0
_ o I'w,i™)
= % [ - rie s
3 o MNw,i™)
+(N(@,i7) = T(e J”“°F@:7§]

+ Y [(r(w, it) = (o, i)

w,ieA

og
v(ly) v(1,)
+(M(w,i7) =T(@'",i"))

MNw,i”) F(w', i) ,7
<[loe i oe i — V)|

If v is invariant w.r.t. K, it follows

.+ i'—
x[l INw,i™) I F(a),z)_

. i (it
2 [l = (et g
. MNow,i™
+(F(a),i_)—F(w‘_,i+))10g%}

= [(F(a), i*) —T(w,i))

w,i€EN
[1 P, @', i7)
S TS T W YT !
+ (M (w,i7) —T(w',i1)

(w,i”) M=, i") _7
x[log () —log ) —V(w,i )H

where the left-hand side is nonnegative. We want to exploit properties of the
d-dimensional lattice in order to show the RHS of the last equation goes to zero
for A 7 G. Let us define

ka(iF) =) (Mo, i*) - T(0'F,iT))log
(46) Ba(i*) =) |M(w,i*) — (o', i)

V(w, i+)}

I(w,i¥)
[(0it,iF)’

9’
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. |CK(777 nl)_cK(f]aﬁl)l
oa) = Z sup -
GgA nje=ilje ck(n,n")

Y sup ICK(n,nl‘)—cizi(ﬁ,ﬁ")I.
jgéAnjL':ﬁjC CK(U,TI )
We estimate
B . F(w,it)  T(i7)
V(w,i )+10g7v(1w) IOg—v(lwi)
Jvdm 1o, ek (@anae, @y nac))/ (cx (@aLac, h Lac))
v(le,)
Jv@dm1,; () ((ck (@) nae, oanae))/(ck (@) Eac, @aLA)

v(l,;)

=log

— log

ck (1, 1})

ck (2, 15)
ck(1,my )

+supjlog ———— i =mon A}.
cx(m2,my )

Using loga < a — 1 and expressing the oscillation on A€ via single-point oscilla-
tions, we arrive at 9 (i). Similarly we get for the second summand

gsup{log :1n1 =13 on A}

r ’ . r i—, .4
—V(w,i7) +log @.i7) —log W=, 7)
v(ly) v(1,i-)
cx (1, n}7)
< sup{log —————_imi=mnon A}
ck(m2,ny )
ck (i, my)
+supjlog————— g1 =mon A
ck (12, 1m3)

= UA().

Hence

D lea(@®) +raliT)] = 2o[BAGT) + Ba(i7))2a @)

€A ieA
Notice that ¥ (i) — 0 for all i € G as A ' G since our flip-rates are quasilocal
and summable, indeed by the well-definedness we have for alli € G

)3 lck (1, 1) — ek (7, 71))
sup

j¢Ar]jc:ﬁjc CK(’?» 771)

257 ol Hol | o
<— sup Y sup |ck(n,n') —ck (i, 7')| = A x Bt < o0.
minge(i,...q} A0 icG g nje=iije
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Notice also that «x, (%) < KA, (i%)ifi € A1 C As. Indeed if we look at the sub-
additive function ¢(x, y) = (x — y) 10g§ for x, y > 0 and use

Ta (01,i%)= > Ta,(wi®),

wry=wi on A

we have
kn (i)=Y o[Ta,(@1.i%), T, (0", iF)]
7 w1€{l,....g}M
= Y elTmn ). Tay(@h iF)] = en, ().
wr€efl,...,q}M2

We are now in the position to finish the proof of Proposition 1.4, part (2). This is a
standard argument from [17] using translation-invariance and explicit control over
boundary terms, applied to the g-state model.

THEOREM 4.1. Suppose that G = 7% and the Glauber dynamics flip-rates

k(@ (@))  Bonlog 10 e )
ck (@), @) " peylap 1 (e~ Hil,)

(48)

are defined for a translation-invariant first-layer potential H. Then a measure that
is translation invariant and invariant w.r.t. K must be Gibbs for y’.

PROOF. Let v be invariant w.r.t. K and translation-invariant. Denote by A,
cubes in Z? of side length n. Then we have
1 . .
(49) n )d D len (i) + e, ()] = 3 > lea, (i) + e, (7))

€A, i€EA,

On the other hand B, (i 1) and B (i ™) are uniformly bounded and

Z VA, (@)

<Y Y Bien ) +5(ex( )]
(50) i€A, jEAn
= Z Yo 18ji(ex (5 -0) +8-i(cx ()]
€N, jEA,

#ieA,:i+l¢& A,
= &Y [alex ) + (e (0 HLE AL A,
lezd
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This tends to zero since the oscillations are bounded by BT and the fact that an
increasing strip of boundary of cubes goes to infinity slower than the volume.
Together we can write

5 T len ) 40, ()] =

iEAn iEAn
(5D .
5cn—dZA: B, () —0  forn— oo
ieN,

and hence by the nonnegativity of x (i*) we have KA, (iH = ka,(i7) =0 forall
i € A,. By the subadditivity argument k5 (i7) =k (") =0 forall A andi € A.
Thus for all finite A, w € {1,...,¢q}* andi € A

0=T(w,i")—T(o,i")
:/V(dn)[v(wi|0)A\i77AL')CK(CUA77A°‘»wi\’?A”)
- V(a)ﬁ lwavinac)ck (a)i\nAc, @ANAC)]-
So v-a.s. we have

v(a)ﬂa)A\l‘nAc‘) _ CK(wAnAc,wi\nAc) . MG\i[nAca)A\i]()\'(eiHi16();:))

v(wiloainae) ck (@) nac, AT AC) uvilnaconil(ie Hil,,))

Since we compare discrete measures on sites i € G, it follows by the remark below,
v(wj|wic) = y/ (wilwic) v-almost everywhere and thus v € G(y’). [

REMARK 4.2. Let (ay,...,aq4) and (by, ..., by) be probability vectors with
% = bfﬁ for all k € {1,...,q}. Then we have Z—i = b—i forall k,l €{l,...,q}
and thus

aj 1 1

52 = = = =
42 “ Zzzl ap U+ ma/ar) 1+ 3 (b /br)

b;.

5. Joint dynamics. Let us now consider the joint dynamics L+« K for o > 0.
Of course well-definedness [Proposition 1.5, part (1)] follows directly from the
fact, that the individual rates of L and K are well defined.

As a warning, we note that the generators L and K do not commute (except in
the limit ¢ — 00). To see this we apply L K — K L to the local observable ¢ := 1
for a finite A C G. Evaluated, for instance, at wp = np, we find the expression

Z(CL (0, 0k (0, ©) — ck (0, 0 )ep (0™, )

A

(53)

(o) e (@) e
=D (rovilogyl(e™ @) — ugyilwey] (e @) i0))),
ieA
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This does not vanish in general, and thus the commutator is not zero. But if we
consider the limit of the coarse-graining, that is, letting ¢ the number of discrete
states go to infinity, we approach a commutative setting. This result reflects the
continuum situation in the Maes and Shlosman program [18].

As a consequence, StL+°‘K * S,L S;”K , and it is not immediate that the joint dy-
namics also rotates the discrete Gibbs measures in the sense of Proposition 1.5,
part (2). To see that this is nevertheless true one has to follow the same arguments
as in Section 3.2 and notice |||T9°||,0 < oo.

5.1. The invariant measure for the joint dynamics. In this subsection we show
Proposition 1.5, part (3) and Corollary 1.6. First let us verify that indeed the sym-
metrically mixed measure is invariant and in the set of Gibbs measures this is the
only one. Finally we prove that measures that are invariant under the joint dynam-
ics must be Gibbs.

The mixture of all translation-invariant extremal Gibbs measures j;

;o L /271 i
M=o |

is invariant for the rotation dynamics and hence for the joint dynamics L + oK.
Indeed, let (S,L)tzo be the semigroup for L and f a quasilocal observable, we have

1 27
/ S F =5 /0 / S F(mul(dn) ds
1 21
(54) - f o5 /0 W (dn) ds

= [ ropuiian.

PROPOSITION 5.1. There are no translation-invariant invariant Gibbs mea-
sures for the rotation dynamics other then (..

PROOF. We know from Theorem 7.26 of [10] that every Gibbs measure ' €
Gg(y) has a unique representation

W= i, (djD),
exGo(y")

where w,s € P(exGg(y'), o(exGy(y'))), and o (P) is the so-called evaluation
o-algebra. Since the Gibbs measures can be labeled as described above, there is a
bijection

b:exGa(y') — [0,27) = S, w arg(e%(u/)/mﬂ),

where b is (o (exGg(y")), B([0, 27))) measurable and arg denotes the argument
of a number in S'. Indeed since my, is bounded and measurable, so is Cprf - w
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w () € R, and thus b(u') = arg(e,ﬁ/0 (1')/mpg) is a composition of measurable
functions. Hence we can consider image measures v,/ of w,,/ under b.
On the other hand for all local coarse-grained sets A" € F’, the mapping

car:[0,2m) = [0,1], > pi(A) =p(A) = lim yp(Alwy),
A /74
where A := T ~!(A’) and w; the homogeneous boundary condition as described in
the Introduction, is Borel-measurable as a composition of measurable maps. We

also used the measurability of 7 — w,. Hence this is true for all A" € F'.
By the transformation theorem for measurable maps we have for all A’ € 7

/A/= —A/ /d_: /b_ /d_
M( ) /exge()//)lu( )wu( #) v/;xge(y/)CA( (,u))wu( 2

2 ! 2
(55) =‘/(-) CAr(l‘)er(b_ (dr)) :/O car(t)v, (dt)

2
- /O W, (A, (d1).

By looking at tail-measurable interval sets
@j

Z arg| — ) = [0, u)
mp

and @jo,x) (@) = pglo 1(Apo,u)) we see that v,/ has to be a translation-invariant
Borel-measure, indeed

2
0 (10, ) = / W (@00 v (dD) = 1 (910.0) = 12'SE @10.0))
(56) 0

27
= A /'L;-i—s(‘p[(),u))vw(dt) = UM’([—S, u— S))

for all s € [0,2m). Since {[0,u):u € [0,27)} is a generator for the Borel-o-
algebra, and v,/ is a probability measure, we have v,/ (dt) = %)\(d r). O

Since SETK () = ), = SE(1}) we can conclude 1/, is the only translation-
invariant measure that is also invariant w.r.t. the joint dynamics. The next proposi-
tion proves Proposition 1.5, part (3).

PROPOSITION 5.2. Every translation-invariant measure that is invariant for
the joint dynamics L + a K with o > 0 is a Gibbs measure.

PROOF. Let A C Z¢ be afinite set, and ¢ € €’ be an arbitrary but fixed bound-
ary condition for the second-layer specification; that is, consider the coarse-grained
pclipcl (e Hal,,))

tncliac]GA (e~ Hn))

measure y, (w|¢) = on {1,...,q}". Our strategy for the
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proof is to again look at the derivative of the local relative entropy Ha (v|y, (:12))
for v translation-invariant and invariant w.r.t. the joint dynamics. We have seen in
case of the Glauber dynamics how to verify Gibbsianness for invariant measures
by estimating certain terms in the derivative of the local relative entropy. Those
term are only of the order of the boundary |0 A|. This allowed us to prove the DLR
equality for the invariant measure. A crucial ingredient is the translation-invariance
of both, the model as well as the invariant measure.

Essentially we follow the same line of arguments here, taking special care of
the contribution of the rotation. We look at an approximating local open boundary
rotation dynamics and show its relative entropy is decreasing. This means that the
approximating rotation only “helps” the Glauber dynamics argument. The error we
make by using the approximation instead of the infinite-volume rotation dynamics
is only of boundary order and thus again increases more slowly than the volume.

Since the time-derivative of the local relative entropy is additive as a sum of
the two terms corresponding to the two generators K and L, we can calculate
separately for the Glauber and for the rotation dynamics. We write vy (resp.,
VK> Vr.L+ak ) for the measure v propagated only by the rotation (resp., by the
Glauber dynamics, by the joint dynamics).

Let us compute for the rotation %Iho Hp (v, L1y (12)) with v =vg. Again we
do this in two steps. Similarly to the computations done in (42) we find
on 4 > vrUw)logyp(ly)= Y Tp(w,it)log ';((11‘“)) :

w

dt":‘)we{l .... q}A w,i€eA

where we again wrote I'y (w, i 1) := Jvdn)cL (n 1)1, (n) for the outflows of 1,
in the direction i ™. For the other summand of <4 dF |, H AL |y1’\ (-|¢)) we have

d

I AL DN X A Ca PN)

(58)
= Z V&(w,iT)TL(w,i'),

paclencl e )
HaclEacl 8 (e T, )

where we again defined V¢ (w, i 1) :=log Together we have

d 1,
(59 - Ha (lyaClD)) = > Tr(w,i <log v(y) Vg(w,i+)>.
Tli=o w,i€EA v(le)

We define the approximating local generator L via the following open boundary
rates:

AN (g HAGnl") Lya)
g, (') = M (e=Hnl,,)

0, ifi e A°,

. ifieA,
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where A is a fixed finite volume, and ENIA =2 aca Pa is the open boundary

Hamiltonian for A in the first-layer model. Let (SLA),>0 be the corresponding
semigroup. Since we assume the underlying first-layer potential to be rotation-
invariant, the open boundary measure yp (wp) = A(e™ HAla,A)/kA(e HA) on

{1,...,q}" is invariant for L. Indeed forall wp € {1,..., q}" we have
A\i H (wil',") _ AN H (wil",")
(LA(la)A)) ZlGA[)‘ (e : Lo ) A (6 : WA\i )]
(60) AA(e ™)
= e VA(lwyte) = a5 Ya(lw,) =0.
e=0 e=0

We can employ a standard argument for the decrease of relative entropy in finite
volume in order to determine the sign of & dr|,_ H AV, 7, 17A). Indeed if we use the
convex function ¥ (x) = xlogx 4+ x — 1, the relative entropy reads

) ) (1)
HA(vt,zAwA):ZyA(lw)z/f( ’LA(I ) )
61) © ¢ o
=S 5a (1, skaq, 7 ,
A ),/,< (1w>2’ ( )(n)~()J/A(n)>

where W vy (dn) = "()1(”)) y(dn) is a probability measure. Hence we can use
Jensen’s inequality and obtain

v(n) \ -
o s,
HAW, 1,17 = 270 >~(1w)2 (1,)(n )w( n)>mn>

(62) =S¥ (52 @)

> YA ()

= Hpa(v|YA)

with equality if and only if v, 7 = ya. Thus the derivative must be nonpositive

0> Hp (v, 1, 178)

lr=0

S

(63)

1 % i
e (o 0f)(lg 1;((12)) ~log yfAA(go)))

Z
Z <log V) Vi, (o, i+)).

v(lw)
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We are going to show |4~ HA( LIyAClO)— & HA(, 7, 172) = 0| A]).
Let us start with the following estimate:

d , d -
Elt:OHA(Uz,LWA('M)) - Eh:oHA(Ut’ZAWA)
1,
=w§A[rL<w,i+> -, (0] log 2
+ Y [[Vi, (i) = Vi(o,i")]TL(w, i)
(64) w,i€A
— [Pl i") =T, (@,i")]Vg, (@.i7)]
. v(,)
Swlze:AA(a),z Jv(1,)|log T
+ > [Blo, i) L(w,it) — A, it)v(1,)|Vz, (w,iT)]],
w,ieA

where we defined B(w,i™) :=|V;, (w,iT) — V& (w,i™)| and used the following
estimate and definition:

I'p(w,it) — FZA (w,i™)
= [v@mern w100 — vz, (@.¢)
= [ v@naw(alnadles(@annc. whna) = ez, (@, ')]

AN (e—ﬁA (CEND Lo,

< qup| L Inac@a I )
meluailnacoalGem01,)) — ah(e=Aatal,,)

= Aw,iT)v(1y).

We first verify sup, > ;cp A(w,it) = o(|A]) and sup, Y jcp B(w,iT) =
o(|A|). We do this in the two following lemmata.

V(1)

LEMMA 5.3. sup, Y ;cp A(w,iT) =o(|A]).

PROOF. In order to see cancellations we define for a given second-layer
boundary condition inside A, namely wp, and open boundary conditions out-
side A, the conditional first-layer probability measures on (S')¢V
A (pe~ Ligaca Pa
A€ (e~ Ligaca Pa]

ony)

(65) \iloanil(e) = %
OINY,
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Sy M e TA@ D

figiloaylte _ Toay)
fighiloayi (e Mita) 1, )) M (e HACA, , )
again give rise to a specification  on the second layer when we look at sub-
volumes, keeping the A fixed.

In essence we want to exploit the Dobrushin comparison theorem. Since we can
bound every term by some constant times ¢TIl = ¢FlIHill .= K it suffices to
estimate the distance of the conditional first-layer Gibbs measures ug\;[nacwa\;]

and j1G\;[wa\;] applied to the quasilocal functions

In particular . These fractions

o HOmOO )
V() = e_ﬁ"(w"‘r""f), vy () = )M(e_ﬁi("'ic)lwi)’

(Notice that we have done computations of the same flavor in the section about
the well-definedness of the rotation dynamics.) For any fixed first-layer boundary
condition w € €2 the measure we\;[nacwa\;] is uniquely admitted by the specifi-
cation

(67) pIACON i = (1AM o) A Clwae\i)) a e

and [iG\i[wa\;] is admitted by y A\ [;c := ((P 2V [;c)a(-|lwac\i)) acic, A being
finite subsets of i¢. The total variational distance between the two specifications
on the site [ # i can be estimated by

b= sup |(p"OMN o), Clwgeyi) — (PN ie), Clwe) |
NACOA\;,We\;

AM1p lnACwA\ieszAal ‘I)A(',w[c\i))

— i D4 (- o
)\‘(lﬂAca)A\ie Z’¢ABI A(,w,c\l))

= sup ‘
ﬂACG)A\i,wlC\[,BGSI

A(lgly,,e” Ligastaca PaC.wie\i)y

)L(lwA\»e_ 2igAsl.ACA ¢A(~,w1c\,-))
! if 1 e A°,

=SV1K D dal, ifl e A\,
leAgA

where K some constant and again we used |¢* — | < |x — y|e™*(*l.I’D_Notice,
for any fixed [ when A tends to 74, because of the absolute summability of the
Hamiltonian, this goes to zero. Further we want to estimate

sup lcnilnacoa1(¥y) — fgviloa(¥)7)]  and
(68) NACWA | n
sup |ugilmacoanil(¥sy) — foviloaril(¥s")].

NACWA
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We do this for both terms simultaneously by just writing i instead of 1, V.

sup |u\ilnaconi (¥ ) — Aaviloay1(¥)]

NACWA

(©9) < sup |pgyilnacoal(F) = figyiloa ()]

NACOA

+ sup |uc\ilnacoail(¥) — nerilnacoayl(¥)].

NACOA

For the second part in (69) we have

sup |ic\ilnacwa 1Y) — pevilnacoa 1(F)]

NAC, WA

<ssup [y — |
;

<K Y l®al,

icAg A

which tends to zero as A ' Z¢ by the absolute summability of the potential. In
particular there exists a radius r € N such that sup;cp, , > icaga, |®Pall <& for
all centered cubes A, such that n —r > 0. Hence

1An\ An_y]
S Y |@all <+ Hol |A|’”,

(70)
A ”| i€, icAZ A,

where the RHS becomes arbitrarily small as n — oo.
Let us look at the first part of (69) and use the Dobrushin comparison theorem,
which states

sup |pegilnacoanil(P) = figyiloa ()]

NACOA
(71) < sup D S(P) Drly N )by
MACON ot 14
<sup Z Z 8k(¥®) Dy + sup Z Z 8k (V) Dby
@i keA\ileA® @i keA\ileA\i

As for the second term on the RHS of (71), we have

Z Z Z sup8k a), Dklbl

ieAkeA\ileA\i ©
< ( > bz> (Sup > Dkl) (SUPZ Sup5k(1}wi))
leA\i

keA\i ko jen @i

<K > b=o(Al).

leA\i
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Indeed we have for all k,

72) Y supd(P) <e€ Y Y (@A) <€D Idall < oo

ieA @i ieA {i,k}CACA 0cA
and also Yy p\; Dkt < Xp D =Y Do.i—x =Y Do, j < oo for all I Finally,
1

oy 3 by Z > l®all >0  asA S Z°
1

eA\i leAleA¢A

by the Cesaro argument as in (70). Let us consider for the first term on the RHS
of (71)

3 3 3 2 swps(F)Du=2" 3 ) supd(¥) D

ieAkeA\ileAe “i ieNleACkeA\i ©

Notice we assume the model to have the exponential decay property (28) with
increasing translation invariant semi-metric ¢ on G and again summability of the
potential in the triple-norm. Thus for all i and / by the triangle inequality

Z eg(i,l) sup (Sk (&wi)ﬁkl
keA\i @i

(sup Z 0k sup Sk(w‘”’)) (sup eQ(k’l)5k1> <C.
1k

ieA k

(714)

Hence we can write

75 Y > S sup&(P)Du=C > e ?ON#ie Ati+j ¢ A},

ieAleACkeA\i “i jezd

which again tends to infinity slower than |A|. [J
LEMMA 5.4. sup, Y ;cp B(w,iT) =0(|A)).

PROOF. For the next error term in (64) we have

fcyloaOe1,,)) 1 Acvlon (e i1, ))

B(w,it) =1 —
)= o8 enrond e 1,0 " fgulearom 1Ge 1)

|G\ [CUA\i]()\(e_ﬁi 1) — navileacoai 1 (e i1 )|
< ' :

76
(76) pehilEacwnyi1(h(e=Hi 1w;;))

|MG\z[wA\l]()»(€ ’1w1)) pevileacon i 1A (e Hil,,))|
pe\ileacwanil(k(e=fily,))

’
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where we assumed jig\; [wA\i](A(e_Hilw;:)) > UG\ [;A(:wA\i](A(e_Hilwf)) and

AcviloailMe i1,)) > ueileacwar1(h(e™Hi1,,)). In this case, as well as
in all other cases, we can follow the exact same arguments as before and get

77) —sup B(w, it as A /’Zd.
2P 2 B 0

Given the fact that sup; >, I'r (w, iT) < oo and
sup Y (1) | Vg, (@,iH)| < Ksupd v(l,) =K < oo,
ieA w ieA w

we have by now verified that the second summand in the last line of (64) is indeed

o(]Al]). The first summand in the last line of (64) requires some extra care. We

prepare by writing

v(1,
(lw)

v(1,)
8 0o |

(78) Y A(w,iT)v(1y)|log

w,i€A

ZsupA w, it Zv(lw) lo

The next step is then to show boundary order of the RHS of (78), in other words
to show the following lemma.

(1
LEMMA 5.5, Yicp sup, A0, 1) ¥, v(10)log 2| = o(|A]).

Notice, since the rates are bounded from below away from zero and bounded
from above, that is, e 2IHoll < ¢, (w, ") < ke2IHoll o=l Holl < cx(w, o) <
IzeHHOH, e~ IHoll < cK(a),a)"*) < kel Holl and v is invariant, that is, 0 = [(L +
aK)l,, dv, we have forall w e {1, ..., q}A [after separation of the terms in this
equation proportional to v(1,,) from v(1,:) and v(1,-/)],

-1 v(1,-) v(lw,)] 1 v(1y)
K>— +

Z|A|,.€A[ v(le)  v(le) |A|§v(1wz)
_i v(wi|wayi)

Al 2 v(@oay)

(79

To control possibly small arguments of the logarithm, we need to bound v-probabi-
lities from below. For this the following lemma will be useful.

LEMMA 5.6. Let v € P(2)) be translation-invariant and invariant for the
Jjoint dynamics. There exists a constant K such that for all finite sets A we have

1
(dw)————
fv ’ \/v(wglwA\o)

~

< K.
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PROOF OF LEMMA 5.6. By the Jensen inequality, it suffices to show this for
centered cubes A. Let us consider the v-expectation of our essential estimate (79)
and apply Jensen’s inequality to obtain

(CUz|CUA\z)
_Z/ (dw U

| & ) S@llon)

v(klwa\i) T
> — v(dw)
Al Xz‘kzl[/ S+ Dlway)

(wani) v(k|wani)
Zmln/v(d ) v / (dw

ieA VY + D]wani) k=1 ,/V((k+ Dlwani)

1
mm v(dw)v(l|wa\) v(dw)———=
" IA; Z / Z/ Jr@flon

mmv(l) V(dw) ——=

“ Al Z Z/ ,/v(w @A)
vdw)—

~ial ZA/ \/v<w joav)

where we used min; v(l) > &g > 0.

>

IAI

REMARK 5.7. Infact, take A = {0} in (79), and then we have vg)k(i)l) < K and
_ 1 1 _ 1 .
hence v(k) = ST w0/ E) Z TR RaD = SR £0.

Consider A, :=[—n,n]¢ and m :=n — |n* | with k¥ € (0, 1). Then the above
inequality can be further estimated by

~

K

— > [ vdw) > | vdw) ,
IA | ienn / ,/v(w |wA\> n|leA / \/v<w |oatingd

where A is the largest centered cube such that for all i € A, we have A +i C A.

We used the conditional Jensen inequality in the last line. Because of translation-
[Am] |Am]

| dw 7% Since — 1 forn — oo and
T [v(dw) T ince 32 n
An \ A, allows A to become arbitrarily large, the result of Lemma 5.6 follows.
O

invariance we have = >

PROOF OF LEMMA 5.5. Consider centered cubes A, of side-length 2n + 1,
and write 0, (A,) :={i € A:d(i, A°) =r} where d(-, -) is the uniform norm. We
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show fori € 9,(A;)
(80) sup A(w,it) < f(r)

with lim,_, o f(r) = 0. Indeed, let us look at (69) again. We can estimate the
second part by

81)  sup sup [y —y| < sup K Y [Pal<K > [Pall.
i€dr(Ay) @i i€dr(Ay) icAZ A, 0cAZA,

which goes to zero as r tends to infinity. For the first part of (69) we have

sup |povinagwa, i 1) — figviloan\il(¥)]

NAE @A
(82) <sup > &(V¥“)Dub
@i ki I
< sup Z 281‘ Dk1+sup Z Z 3k Dklbl
@i keA,\ileAs @i keAp\il€EAL\

By looking at (74) we notice for i € 9, (Ap)

sup > > &Y D <C Y et <C Y 0D

@i ke \ileAs leAs le(Ap—i)©
<C Y 00D,
leAs

which goes to zero as r tends to infinity. Let us define n; := d (I, A},) for the dis-
tance between the site / and Ay,. For the other summand in (82) we have

sup Y > &(P) Dkzbl<zsup3k “0) ZDOI Yo l®al.

Dl keAn\ileAy\i 0€AZ An; 1y

Notice if n; — oo then njij4+r — oo for every fixed [, k. In particular since
> 1 Do, < oo we have for n; — oo

> Doy ), ®al—0
! 0€AZAny gy
by the dominated convergence theorem. Similar to (72) we have
(83) Zak 0 <eCZ Y (@a)=eC ) lIPall <oo
{i,k}CA OcA

and thus for n; — oo we can conclude again with the dominated convergence

theorem
Zsupak ZDoz > l@al—o.
0€AZ Anyyy
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Since —log(x) < % < % on (0, 1], we finally have

- . | A,,\l)
Alw, d AN
;iearz(;\n)sgp (.17 V( a))‘ V(wzlwA \i)
SWIGEDY [/ ~ log v(@i|oa,)v(do)
= i€, (Ap)
+/—10gV(wf|wAn\i)V(dw)]
(84)

Séf(r)~ ) U v(daw )m+fv(dw)m}

i€dr(Ay)

 Vklon) !
=3 F(n) [ (dw + (dw).—}
Z Z Z/ (kl WAN) / V(! |wa,\i)

i€0,(Ap)

<Y f) Y lg+Kl=

r=1 i€d,(Ay) r=1

where we used the last lemma in the last line. Since f(r) — 0 for r — oo there
exists a R € N such that for all » > R we have f(r) < ¢, and hence for large n

n)|

IAI

( > F)0-(An)] +Zf(r)!8 (An)!)

r=R+1
19(Ay)|
[Anl

where the second summand goes to zero as » tends to infinity. [J

Al

’

<e+K

Together we see the combined error caused by the finite-volume approximation
vanishes from the point of view of difference between time derivatives of relative
entropy densities, that is, %h Ha(vLlypC12) — dt| HA(V:,ZA lya) = o(|A)).
For a translation-invariant measure v, that is also 1nvarlant w.r.t. the joint dynamics,
we have

d

=— H e
i A L+ak YA ClO))

_ H( I/(I))+d Ha (v yaCl0))
_dt|,:0 INUSAIINGLS adt|,:0 ALk lYaClE)).
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Hence with the notation given in (46) we can write

@ eax(i™) +rea k()]

ieEA

d
<« Z[(,BA,K(i+) + Bak(i7)Oa k)] +2—  HaOLlya(-1(0))

ieA dt)i

<aCY Y 8(ck()

ieA jEA

+2€"d Ha (v Llya ClO)) RTINS
— AW, LIVA -5 AV T IVA
dt \t:() ! A dt |t:0 I’LA

<aCo(|A]) +2CKo(|A]) = o(|A]),

where in the second line we dropped the contribution of the finite-volume part
since it is only negative.

However, this estimate implies the single-site DLR equation and thus v must be
Gibbs. This completes the proof of Proposition 5.2. [
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