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Abstract. We prove that any stationary state describing an infinite classical
system which is “stable” under local perturbations (and possesses some strong
time clustering properties) must satisfy the “classical” KMS condition. (This
in turn implies, quite generally, that it is a Gibbs state.) Similar results have
been proven previously for quantum systems by Haag et al. and for finite
classical systems by Lebowitz et al.

1. Introduction

It is generally accepted that the appropriate microscopic description of both
equilibrium and nonequilibrium properties of bulk matter is via “macroscopic
states”. These states are (when quantum effects are unimportant) probability
measures on the phase space K of an infinite system of indistinguishable particles
moving in IR® [1,2]. When the system is in equilibrium it is assumed that the
appropriate macroscopic state is a Gibbs (or equilibrium) measure at some tem-
perature ! and fugacity z. There are several alternative ways of describing these
measures, e.g. the DLR equations, the Kirkwood-Salsburg equations, etc. These
are however all essentially equivalent [3,4]: the infinite volume Gibbs states
corresponding (as they presumably should physically) to an appropriate limit of
finite volume grand canonical ensembles. Other finite volume ensembles such as
the microcanonical and the canonical are also expected to have Gibbs states as
limits [5].

In this paper we investigate the problem of justifying the use of Gibbs meas-
ures for infinite classical systems. (The analogous problem for finite classical
system was treated in [6].) Of course, any measure w which describes the state
of a system in equilibrium must be stationary, i.e. invariant under the time evolu-
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tion (/' =a,) generated by the system’s Hamiltonian H:o(f)= | fdo= [, fdo.
The existence of such an evolution and the invariance of Gibbs measures under
its action has been proven recently by Lanford [7, 2], Sinai [8], and by Marchioro
et al. [9]. However, the Gibbs states may not be the only stationary, invariant
measures. Even the requirement that the measures which are to describe macro-
scopic states be sufficiently “regular” may not rule out extra stationary states [ 10].
Thus in the ideal gas system there exist stationary states corresponding to any
given velocity distribution, not only the Maxwellian. It is therefore of interest to
see whether the imposition of additional physical requirements on the measures
appropriate for the description of equilibrium systems will single out the Gibbs
measures.

One such suitable physical requirement is provided by consideration of a
stability condition similar to the one introduced by Haag, Kastler and Trych-
Pohlmeyer (HKT-P) [11] for quantum systems. (Indeed, their work, which has
since been extended further [12—14] was the motivation for this investigation and
our analysis and results are closely related to theirs.) This condition may be
motivated by the following consideration: We can never know precisely the exact
nature of the forces under which our system evolves. Therefore, if near a state w
stationary for o, there were no state stationary under a time evolution obtained
by a “small local perturbation” of H, w could not be regarded as physically
reasonable. We may therefore require that, for small 4, there exists a state o™
stationary for the time evolution given by the Hamiltonian H + Ah such that
w™—w as 1—0. As we shall see such a requirement of stability on the state
imposes non-trivial constraints on the form of w which tend to single out the
Gibbs states. The Gibbs states w are stable since the state e *w/w(e #*) is
stationary for H + Ah.

To obtain a precise formulation of stability we need to specify the class of
perturbations & under which w is required to be stable as well as the manner in
which w* is to approach w as A—0. Since our use of the measure w is to obtain
expectation values of “physical” observables closeness should refer to such ex-
pectation values, i.e. we should require at the minimum that as 1—0, w*( f)—w(f)
for such observables. Having said this much there does not seem to be any unique
way to be more specific. We would naturally like to make the assumptions as
weak as possible and the conclusions as strong as possible. For the purpose of
this paper it is technically convenient to assume that stability under the per-
turbation h requires that for 1e[0, 8], >0, »*" may be chosen to be given by an
L*(w) density function. A state w is then called stable only if 0*( f)—w(f)V fe L*(w)
and all & belonging to some class 2 which will be specified later.

We prove that stability plus some strong clustering conditions imply that w
satisfies the classical analogue [15] of the quantum KMS condition. Let

Fy o) =0"(f, 09)=o( fog) — o f)w(g) (1.1)
and let
Gy )=w({f,ag}) 1.2)

where {f, g} is the Poisson bracket between f and g (see Def. 1). Then the classical



Stability and Equilibrium States of Infinite Classical Systems 3
KMS condition, in its dynamical form (KMSp), says that
d
Gf,g(t)=~ﬁ%Ff’g(t), Vf,ge2@ (1.3)

with f some constant. For the cases we are considering KMS,, implies an equi-
librium KMS condition (KMSg), not involving the time evolution:

o({f,g})=Pog{f. H}). (1.4)

It can be shown [15, 16] that when 2 is “large enough” (1.4) implies (using some
additional mild assumptions) that w is a Gibbs state. (It may be readily seen that
the finite volume canonical ensemble, dw=(1/Z)e " []dgdp, satisfies the

1
KMS;, condition for functions with proper boundary conditions.) It is the balance
between desiring to make & small so as to minimize the assumptions and the
requirement that & be large enough so that KMS;=- Gibbs that determines the
choice of 2.

The argument which we give is, for the most part, related to that of HKT-P
(avoiding however the use of Fourier representation for the KMS, condition)
with the proper replacement of commutators by Poisson brackets (PB). Unfortu-
nately the PB, involving derivatives, is not as nice mathematically as the com-
mutator. In particular {f, g} not to mention {f, ,g} will not be bounded (or even
necessarily exist) even if f and g are very nice. This introduces various technical
problems. The appropriate (mostly technical) assumptions on the time evolution
necessary for our analysis of stability are given in Section 2 where we define a
“regular time evolution”. In Section 3 we prove the main result: stability plus
proper clustering of the dynamical system (K, o,, w) implies the KMS,, condition.

The results, however, are not very satisfactory because of the large number
of assumptions that have to be made. These are far from being provable with our
present knowledge of the theory of the Hamiltonian equations for systems with
infinitely many degrees of freedom. Indeed the only case for which the assumptions
can be verified is the ideal gas. This is done in Section 4. Some remarks about
the reasonableness of our assumptions and alternative formulations are made in
Section 5. The relation between stability and Gibbs states for the ideal gas can
also be proven directly without the use of the KMS condition [17].

II. Classical Systems

A classical system of infinitely many particles moving in R? is described by the
following three objects [1, 2]:

1) The “phase space”, denoted by K, which consists of the sequences
X =(gq;, p)i2 1 =(x;)7 of points x=(g, p)e R? x R? with the “local finiteness” prop-

erty: ie. the number of points of ) {g;} inside any bounded region is finite. Two
i=1

sequences which differ only by a permutation are regarded as identical. .

2) The “algebra of the unbounded strictly local observables”, denoted 2,

which consists of the functions f:K—R which can be described in terms of a

sequence (") of C®-functions f™:(R?x RY)"—R which are symmetric, have
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compact support and are identically zero for all but finitely many values of m.
The expression for f in terms of (™) is given by

0= % T fsan)= L ES.

m=0 iy<..
The space K will be regarded as a topological space with the smallest topology
which makes all fe e continuous. For technical reasons we shall be working
primarily not with 91 but with 1: the algebra of bounded strictly local observables
generated by the functions G: K—R of the form

G(X)=Y(f(X))

with feq and Y:R—R a C-function bounded together with its derivatives.

3) A “state”, denoted by w, is a Lebesgue probability measure on the Borel
o-field of K such that 9 is densely contained in L?(w).

We introduce a “Poisson bracket” via the following definition:

of 0g Of dg 0 0

Definition 1. Let f,ge, define {f,g}= l; ((3‘% o 6q> where — e
denotes the scalar of the gradients. The map {.,.} is a bilinear map from
A x A— C(K) = continuous functions on K. It will be called the Poisson bracket
(PB).

Time Evolution of Classical Systems

The time evolution of a classical system should be described by the following
chain of definitions.

Definition 2. Let w be a state of a classical system. Suppose that there is an
w-measurable full set #,CK on which a group « of maps a,:#, >, teR, is
defined such that;

a) if (g,(t), p(t)iZ 1 = 0,(qs, )= then q,(t), p,(¢) are differentiable functions of ¢,

b) the operators

(U NX)= f(oX)
define a strongly continuous group of operators on L*(w) whose generator .# has

a domain which contains 2[
¢) if (g, p)T € #,, and if (g;, p)T =(Gu(1), pAO)T |0 = (P}, P7)7, then ¥V fe A

- U\ _ v (g1 9 of
& (q, +p; ) ( + @7 — (2.1)
f Z qz ap zzl aql apl

everywhere on J,. When this holds then « is called a time evolution for w.

w is a stationary state for « if U(t) is a unitary operator for all t. (We shall
generally write a, f for U(t) f))

Remark. If w is a Gibbs state for a Hamiltonian H with pair-potential ¢ the
time evolution associated to the Hamiltonian equations:

o} =pm, ¢}~ - y 4=1)

j¥i 0y

is a time evolution [2, 7, 9] having all the above properties, and leaves w invariant.
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Definition 3. Let w be a state of a classical system and let « be a time evolution
for it. We shall say that o is a regular time evolution for « when the following
properties hold.

i) Let U(w, o)= \/ o (= algebra generated by the functions in o,2, teR).

teR
The series?

_w |9 dg of g
(el iz_:l aq; dp;  0q; Op;
makes sense term by term and is absolutely convergent in #, and {f, g}e L*(w),
V1, ge W(w, o).
ii) If he W(w, «) the equations
oh
q;= ¢1 + apl
oh
pi i aql

have a solution (qt), p(t)¥ =l (q;, p)i> € H#,, for all (q; p)T €, such that o
verifies the properties a)—c) of a time evolution for w with A(w, &) replacing A
(see Def. 2).

The generator #" of the strongly continuous group of operators U*(f) on
I*(w) is, by our assumptions,

Prl=LFH{fih} VfeW(o,a). (2.3)

Remark. There is no interacting classical system for which it is known that
the time evolution is regular.

Let us denote by 4,, for ACR?xR?, the collection of w-measurable func-
tions f on K such that f(X) depends only on the points x;e A.

2.2)

Definition 4. A collection of functions & is locally dense in L*(w) if 2% 4 is
dense, in the I*(w) norm, in L*(w)n4% 4 for any closed ACIR? x IRY,

III. Main Theorem

Let Y=(K, o, w) be a classical dynamical system with a regular time evolution
generated by a Hamiltonian H. Let & be a locally dense subalgebra of U(w, &)
which is invariant under «. We make the following further definitions:

5) Y is dispersive if

I1{/, 09} 2€ L' (R) as a function of t, Vf,ged.
6) Y is 3-fold mixing if V bounded f;, i=1,2,3
w(ahflatszatg f3) o fr)o(fr)o(f3).

T —
min [t;—t;]|—>
i)

! Notice that in order to be able to define {.,.} on #,, one needs to assume that J,, is locally stable:
ie. if X=(g,p)PeH, and (5)? is a sequence of vectors in R?x IR? which is identically zero for all
but one index then X' =(x;+96,)¥ € #,,.
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7) Y is stable under the perturbation he2 if for some 6>0 and for each
4€[0,8) 3 a state w™ which is
i) invariant under the time evolution o",
ii) absolutely continuous with respect to w and given by an L*(w) density
function
ili) w™ converges weakly to w on L*(w), i.e.

limw™(g)=w(g), Vgel*(w).

8) Y is stable if it is stable under the perturbation h, for all he 2.

Remark. The assumption that & is locally dense in (w, o) will only be used
in [16] where it is needed for proving that the KMSg condition implies that the
state is a Gibbs state.

Our main result is the following theorem:

Theorem 1. Let w be an invariant state under a regular time evolution o, which
is dispersive and 3-fold mixing. If w is stable then it is a KMSy state, i.e. it satis-
fies (1.3).

We shall first prove the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Under the assumptions of the theorem, Vf,, g,€ 9:
) | G(ndt=0,

e} N
i) [ Y Ft)Fy(0)...Gyt)...Fy(t)dt=0, YNeZ,,

—ow k=1
where F(t) and G(t) stand respectively for F, ,(t) and G, ,(t) defined in (1.1) and
(1.2).
Notice that all the above integrands are absolutely intergrable since the F(t)
are bounded and, by virtue of the dispersive property, G(t)e L'(R)Vf, g, 2. We
also note that i) and ii) are satisfied in any mixing KMS, state.

Proof. Let f and g belong to 9. The stability of w under f as a perturbation
implies the existence of states w* (for 6> A>0) such that 2 C L'(w*/) and which
are invariant under the perturbed time evolution. It follows from the latter that

o™ (L a,g)=0,
which, by (2.3), implies that

1 1 d
oM (Lfagh)= 5 0¥ (Lag)= 7 T o™ ).

Integrating both sides of this equation from —z to t and taking the limit 7— o0
we obtain

[ o faghit=i"1 | S oM g
= lim 1" [0 1g) ~ 0 (x_ g)] =0, a1

where the last equality follows from mixing. As 2—0 o* converges weakly to @
(on L?(w)) which implies (by the principle of uniform boundedness) that the L*(w)
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norms of the densities which give w* are bounded uniformly in 4, and thus

o ({foagh) = CI{f ug} 2wl (R).

Hence one may interchange the limit A—0 with the integration in (3.1) (using the
dominated convergence theorem) to obtain i).

The condition on w expressed in i) makes no reference to the existence of
approximating states w? and, as it turns out, the derivation of i) is the only place
in the proof where the stability of w is used directly.

ii) Will be proven by induction on N starting from i) (N =1). As an induction
step, let us assume ii) to hold for some N=1 and any f, g;,€9, i=1,...,N and
prove it for N+ 1 and a given f, g,€%, i=1,...,N+ 1. We denote, for some uclR,

f~=fN°‘qu+1> J=9gnogN+1
F()=F; () and G)=G; ).

The induction assumption, when applied to {F,,...,Fy_,, F}, implies
{ z Fi(t)...Gt)... Fy_1(0F(6)dt + [ F1(r)... Fy_1()G(t)dt =0. (3.2)

We shall now take the limit u— oo using the 3-fold mixing and dispersiveness of w.
First, notice, using well known properties of the PB and the mixing property
of the unperturbed time evolution, that
G(t)zw(fN'“th‘“u{fN+ 15 %N+ 1)+ O({ fys ougn 3o fy 4 199N +1))
+a(fy s v+ 1 {0 fyv 15 4G}
+ (0t fy s 104N L %N 1))
=G, +G,+G,+G, (3.3)
where
G (1) 5 Fu(OGn 1 1(1) + o f)o(gn)Gr -+ 1(0)

Gz(t) PRy =5 Gr(OF y 1 1()+ Gy fy+ DGy + 1) -
Also:

F(t) = (( Syt g%l Sy + 1%Gn + 1)) — O(fyty, fy+ )OI GN + 1)
ow FNOF g4 1(8) + Fy(Oo( fy + )Gy + 1) + o fy)(gn) Fy 11 (0) -

The dispersive property of w guarantees that the terms of (3.3) which involve F(t),

G4(t), and G,(t) are bounded by an L'(R) function of ¢, independent of u. Hence
in these terms one may interchange the limit u—oo with the intergration and,
applying the induction assumption to {F,,...,Fy_{, Fy}andto {Fy,....,Fy_1, Fxy+1}>
it is easy to see that they converge to

N+1

J k;1 Fy(®)... GD)... Fy1(0)dt .
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As to the remaining terms, those may be rearranged as follows:

[F1(0)... Fy_1 () [G3(0)+Ga(n)]dr
= fy)o(gn +1) j Fy(t)... Fy_(Ho({o, fy+ 1> %gn )t
+olgy)o(fy+ 1) f Fy(@)... Fy_ j(Oo({ fy, 20, gn+ 1 }dt
+ Fy(t+u).. . Fy_y(t+u) Lo, fy %y Uve %080
—ao(fN)ogy+ Dol{ fx+ 1, wgn})lde
+ j Fit—u)...Fy_ (t—w[ o, fys1 % -y {Ir> %In+1})
—ao(fy 1 Dolgy)o({ fy, gy + 1})1dL .

As u—oo the last two integrals converge to zero since their integrands do so
pointwise (3-fold mixing) while remaining bounded, uniformly in u, by

Cil{fv+1> %95} |lL2(a))EL1(IR) and by  C,[[{fy, %gn+1} ”Lz(a))ELl (R),

respectively. The remaining terms, after applying again the induction assump-
tion, are

N-1
—o(fy)olgy+1) § kg,l Fi(®)...Gt)... Fy - (00" (fy+ 1 04— gn)dt

N-1
—o(gn)(fy+1) | kZ1 Fi()...Gyt)... Fy_ ()" (fy, 04 I+ Dl

—— 0 (bounded convergence th.).

u— oo

We thus obtain ii) for N + 1, which by induction concludes the proof of the lemma.
To prove Theorem 1 using Lemma 1 we will use the following result whose
proof is delayed to Appendix II.

Lemma 2. If 0+ FeCL(R) (i.e. Fe CY(R) and F(t)—0 as |t|—» o) and Ge L'(R)
satisfy

N
[ Y Flt+t)F(t+1,)...G(t+7,)... Ft +14)dt=0
k=1
VNeZ, and {t,,...,ty} CRY, then
G(t)=—-p % F(t) (at almost all teR) for some fcIR.

Proof of Theorem 1. Let f,ge2 and consider, for some {t;,...,74}CIR, the F
and G functions which correspond to

f; = f; gi = at,g ‘
Clearly

Fi)=o"(f o g)=F(t+1)
and

Glt)=({f, %9} =Glt+1).
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Thus, by Lemma 1 (where our assumptions are needed):
N
| > Flt+t)F(t+1,)...G(t+7))... Ft +14)dt=0
k=1

Since the given F and G functions satisfy the above equation for any NeZ, and
{11,...,1N}61R, it follows by Lemma 2 that

Glt)=— ﬁ F (t) (for almost all teR) with some feR. (3.4)

The above argument was carried out for given f,ge% assuming F=0. The
fact that (3.4) is valid generally and that the constant f is independent of the
particular pair of observables follows from the fact that F and G are bilinear in
f andg.

Thus we have shown that w is a KMS,, state with some § which, for con-
sistency (see [15, 16]), has to be positive.

IV. Stable States of the Ideal Gas System

It is interesting to apply the criterion of stability to states of the infinite ideal gas
system. As mentioned in the introduction this system has many stationary states
which are not Gibbs equilibrium states although they satisfy all the usual regu-
larity conditions.

The special features of the ideal gas enable one to state more explicitly for
what states the assumptions (which were used in conjunction with stability) in
Theorem 1 will be satisfied.

Let us denote by I'=R?®R* the one particle phase space and by «{! the free
time evolution on it:

(g, p)=(q+1tp/m,p).

The free time evolution of the ideal gas, under which the particles move inde-
pendently, is generated by the formal Hamiltonian H= )  p?/2m and may con-
veniently be described as

at{(%’ Di )}l 1= {agl)(qia pl)}:?_—' 1
Thus we also have for fe 9, Equation (2.1),

0 f(X)= f{ S )

n=0 Llij<iz<...i

where aﬁ”’f‘")(xl,...,xn)=f(")(oz§”x1,.4.,oc§”xn). This feature is a consequence of
the lack of interactions and it implies that for the ideal gas A= A(w, «). Thus the
generator £ of the time evolution, see Definition 2, is the closure of its restriction

Z to A (in other words & is essentially anti-selfadjoint on 2, c.f. Ref. [15b]).
Let f e, we define A sl to be the smallest set such that
supp(f")CcALCI™,  VneZ., . 4.1)
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In order to apply the general result to the ideal gas system we define 2 CU
as the sub-algebra generated by functions ¥(f) with fe2 such that A} excludes
the subspaces {p;=0} i=1,...,n. It is easy to see that & is locally dense with
respect to any state which locally is absolutely continuous with respect to the
Liouville measure. Let f, ge 2, since A, and a4, separate after a finite time T,
we obtain

{f,,g}=0 for [t|>T

which implies that any state of the ideal gas for which 2 is locally dense is dis-
persive. The three fold mixing property will also be possessed by many stationary
states of the ideal gas, e.g. if the correlation functions are products of the one
particle correlation function since such states are Bernoulli [10].

It is interesting to notice that the above restriction on £ is necessary: for a
general fe ||{f o, f}2.) is not integrable as a function of time. In fact the
leading term in {f, o, f'}, for large ¢t and f=) [V, is

orm  prw
timY, 2 o, g 4.2)
The increasing factor ¢ reflects the instability of the time evolution: a small change
in the initial configuration, (g;, p;)—(q; p; + A6, j), results in a growing deviation
of the configurations at time t. However, the summands in (4.2) are non zero only
if g, A,na")A, which restricts g; to a volume of the order of C/t in I' (that is,
in case A, is not bounded away from {p=0}). Hence the L*(w) norm of (4.2)
need not even decay to zero.

V. Remarks on the Dispersive Property and Other Matters

1. One may expect the instability of the time evolution, which leads to the in-
creasing factor in (4.1) to be generic. It is easy to convince oneself that for finite
systems [[{f, & f} ;20 as t— o0, and that for an infinite system the decay of
the above norm is a measure of some sort of dispersion (hence the term). At this
point we lack any general result about the existence of such dispersion in systems
of interacting particles.

2. One may interpret the dispersive property in a way which relates the proof
of Theorem 1 to the method used for finite system. A consequence of stability,
which is useful when dealing with the finite classical and quantum system [6], is
the invariance of the state under any flow whose generator is an admissible per-
turbation invariant under «,. Therefore stability is a strong restriction on the state
whenever the system has a large class of “generators” which commute with the
Hamiltonian.

We note now that, for a given fe2, the condition

o £ M 2w Ll!  YgeD CL(w)

is exactly what is necessary in order to be able to define an operator .#, on the
domain 2 by the Bochner integral:

My-g= | dtio f,g}. (5.1)
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The operators .#, defined in this way act as derivations on & and commute
with the time evolution:

Mug)= | dtlo, fog)

=o, | dt{a, f,g}=o0.Mg.

Hence the dispersive property guarantees the existence of a “large” class of
“pseudo-generators” defined on a “large” domain, which commute with the time
evolution. It is thus not surprising that a condition of this type was needed in
Theorem 1.

Part i) of Lemma 1, which was the only direct consequence of stability used
in the proof of Theorem 1, may now be rewritten as:

o(M,-9)=0 Vfge2, (5.2)

which looks like an invariance property of the type encountered for finite systems.
[In view of the derivation property of .# it implies that .# is anti-hermitian
in L*(w).]

3. As already mentioned in the introduction and as is clear now, the fact that
2 is locally dense in U(w, o) has not been used at all in the proof of KMS, con-
dition. It will however be needed in the proof [16] that KMSg implies that w is
a “canonical” equilibrium state with temperature 8~ '. The precise definition of
W(w, «) is however far from unique: A could be replaced by other large enough
algebras ' of functions which are such that the series defining the Poisson
brackets { f, g}, f,ge’, are convergent [17].

4. When dealing with finite classical systems in Ref. 6 we introduced the
notion of “dynamical stability”: if the system is in a state w stationary under the
time evolution generated by the Hamiltonian H then if H is changed, say at
t=0, by a small perturbation Ah then this should cause only a small change in
the expectation values of the observables f for all times. This appears to us to
be a physically very reasonable requirement on an equilibrium state and is ex-
pressed formally as

(o f) = (f)lse) sup|f| (5.3)

with g(4)—0 as A—0.
We noted there and this is true also here that if the HKT-P stability, Defi-
nition 7, iii) is changed to require that |[w*(f)—w(f)|<e(A)sup|f| then it
X

implies (5.3) since the existence of an w™ with the property that w* (o )= w™(f)
implies that

oo™ )= (N Sl ) = 0* (o ) +l™(f) = o )] (54

The converse statement is also true, at least in a weak sense, since we can then
construct w*(f) by taking the Cesaro mean of w(xf) for a suitable large class
of functions f.
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5. The dispersion assumption is, as already noted, the most questionable one
for general interacting systems. It is used many times in the course of the proof
of Theorem 1 to insure the convergence of various integrals such as the one
occuring in (3.1). We merely wish to note here that one could carry through the
proof, albeit more clumsily, by “merely” assuming in each place where necessary,
that the integrals converge and that limits can be interchanged.
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for informing and explaining to us their results prior to publication and for valuable discussions, and
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Appendix A : Proof of Lemma 2
Lemma. If 04 FeCL(R) (ie. Fe C\(R) and F(t) 7752 0) and Ge LX) satisfy

N
[Y Ft+1)F({t+1,)...Gt+71y ... F(t+14)dt=0, dt=0, VNeZ.
k=1

and V{t,...,ty}eRY, (A1)
then

G(t)=p ;id_tF(t) ( for almost all teR)

for some felR.
Proof. Let NeZ, and {t,,...,7y}eRY and denote

R()={F(t+7y),....Ft+73)}eRY  (R()=Ry,x,, .. (1)
and
G)={G(t+1y),....,G(t+1y)}eRY  (G()=Gp,-,,... ., (1)

We consider R(t) as a curve in R which, as a consequence of F being in C! (R),
has the following properties:
i) It is contained in a compact region [ — B, B]", where 0 <B<c0 is a uni-
form bound on F(¢).
i) R(¢)—0 as |t|— 0.
iii) R(z) is differentiable.
Let us first show that Y% e C*(IRY):
| (G(8), VPR()dt=0. (A2)
Since Ge L*(R) the above integral defines a continuous functional on C*([ — B, B]¥)
with the norm

171= _sup (1¥0]+ 2P}

To prove the claim observe that for monomials it reduces to (A.1) and thus holds
true and extend, by linearity and continuity, to all C([— B, B]¥) (in which the
polynomials are dense with respect to the above norm).
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Now, let S;e C*(R) be a sequence of functions whose derivatives are uniformly
bounded and converge pointwise to 6(x —a) (the Heaviside step function). By
substituting S;(¥) in place of ¥ in (2) we may conclude (using the bounded con-
vergence theorem) that

VNeZ, PeCY{R") and —owo=<a<oo:
Iy@= | (G(), PP(R(1)dt=0. (A.3)

Y(R(t)za

We shall use the above representation and the above result to show that
VieR:

F'(t) F(t+7)
d = A.
. (G(t) Gli+7) 0 (A9

for almost all telR.

Let 7,t,eR. Since lllim F(t)=0, one may find 2<NeZ, and a collection

t|— oo

{r{=0,7,=1, 13,...,7Ty} for which

a) the coordinates of

BN;II,...,rN(t)z(F(t)o F(t+t)9 F(t+r3)3’F(t+TN))

define ¢, uniquely (in the following we shall omit the subscripts of R(t))

d
9 2 ROli=1, +0.

We shall call aeR a regular value of ¥e CYR") if
i) a%¥(0)
ii) Y(R(t))=a for at most a finite number of times: t,(a),...,t,(a)

i) 2 ¥R, +0 1SiSn.

Let us now apply (A.3) to a function ¥e C'(R") for which Y(R(to))=a, is a
regular value (the conditions a)—c) guarantee that such functions exist). It is not
difficult to see that the set of regular values is open and that the derivative of
Iy(a) in some neighborhood 4 of a, is given by

0-Liyg- 3 AU PYRE)

; (A.5)
1=izn@ [(R(t(a), TP(R())

for almost any aey.

Equation (A.5) seems to relate the values of the gradient of ¥ at a finite number
of points of RN, However, any non trivial relation is excluded by the arbitrariness
of V. In particular, one may modify ¥ in a small neighborhood of R(¢,) [see (a)
above]. (A.5) is therefore satisfied only if, for almost any ¢ in some neighborhood
of t,,

(G0, V) _
(B, V)

B(®)
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with some f(t) independent of Ve RV, It follows that for almost any ¢, in the above
neighborhood of t,, G(t) and R(f) are parallel and in particular (A.4) is satisfied.
By the o-compactness of R it follows that, for a given 1eR, (A.4) is satisfied for
almost any teIR.

Thus, for a.a. (t;,t,)eR?

F'(t,)G(ty) =F'(t,)G(ty)
which implies that for some feR

G(t)=pF'(t) ata.a. telR, since F=O0.

References

—

. Ruelle,D.: Statistical mechanics. New York: Benjamin 1969

2. Lanford,O.: In: Dynamical systems, theory and applications. Lecture Notes in Physics, 38, (ed.
J. Moser) Berlin-Heidelberg-New York: Springer 1975

. Ruelle,D.: Commun. math. Phys. 18, 127 (1970)

. Gruber,C., Lebowitz,J.L.: Commun. math. Phys. 41, 11 (1975)

5. Lanford,O.: In: Statistical mechanics and mathematical problems. Lecture Notes in Physics, 20,
ed. A. Lenard. Berlin-Heidelberg-New York: Springer 1973;

Thompson,R.L.: Mem. Am. Math. Soc. 150 (1974);

Logan,K.G.: Thesis, Cornell Univ. (1974);

Giorgii,H.O.: Z. Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie verw. Geb. 32, 277 (1975): On Canonical Gibbs
States and Symmetric and Tail Events (preprint) see also Ref. 16

. Lebowitz, J.L., Aizenman, M., Goldstein, S.: J. Math. Phys. 16, 1284 (1975)

. Lanford,O.E.: Commun. math. Phys. 11, 257 (1969)

. Sinai,Ya.G.: Vestn. Markov Univ., Ser. I, Mat. Meh. 29, 152 (1974)

. Marchioro, C., Pellegrinotti, A., Presutti, E.: Commun. math. Phys. 40, 175—185 (1975)

. Goldstein, S., Lebowitz, J. L. Aizenman,M.: In Ref. 2, discuss ergodic properties of infinite clas-
sical systems. See also Gurevich,B. M., Sukhov,Ju.M.: Stationary Solutions of the Bogoliubov
Hierarchy Equations in Classical Statistical Mechanics, 1. (preprint). In this work, received after
the present paper was completed, it is shown that for some type of interactions and some assump-
tions on w a stationary state has to be Gibbs

11. Haag,R., Kastler,D., Trych-Pohlmeyer,E.: Commun. math. Phys. 38, 173 (1974)

12. Kastler,D.: Equilibrium states of matter and operator algebras, Proc. of the Roma Conf. on

C*-Algebras, Inst. Nationale Alta Mat. 1975, to appear

13. Bratteli,O, Kastler,D.: Commun. math. Phys. 46, 37—42 (1976)

14. Haag,R., Kastler, D.: Stability and equilibrium states II, to appear

15. Gallavotti,G., Verboven,E.: Nuevo Cimento 28 B, 274 (1975). For further investigations of the

classical KMS condition see Gallavotti, G., Pulvirenti, E.: Commun. math. Phys. 46, 1-—9 (1976)

16. Goldstein, S., Aizenman, M., Lebowitz,J.L.: to appear

17. Aizenman,M.: Thesis, Yeshiva University (1975)

18. Gallavotti,G.: Preprint for the series in honor of D. Graffi, in print

oW

O O 00

—_

Communicated by K. Hepp

Received June 10, 1975





