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Abstract. We consider Bernoulli first-passage percolation on the triangular lattice in which sites have 0 and 1 passage times with
probability p and 1− p, respectively. For each p ∈ (0, pc), let B(p) be the limit shape in the classical “shape theorem”, and let L(p)
be the correlation length. We show that as p ↑ pc, the rescaled limit shape L(p)−1B(p) converges to a Euclidean disk. This improves a
result of Chayes et al. [J. Stat. Phys. 45 (1986) 933–951]. The proof relies on the scaling limit of near-critical percolation established
by Garban et al. [J. Eur. Math. Soc. 20 (2018) 1195–1268], and uses the construction of the collection of continuum clusters in the
scaling limit introduced by Camia et al. [Springer Proceedings in Mathematics & Statistics, 299 (2019) 44–89].
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1. Introduction

1.1. The model and main result

First-passage percolation (FPP) is a stochastic growth model which was first introduced by Hammersley and Welsh [21]
in 1965. For general background on FPP, we refer the reader to the recent survey [2]. In this paper, we will focus on
FPP defined on the triangular lattice T, since the proof of our main result relies on the scaling limit of near-critical site
percolation on T established by Garban, Pete and Schramm [16], while such result has not been proved for other planar
lattices.

The model is defined as follows. Let T be the triangular lattice embedded in C, with site (vertex) set

V (T) := {x+ yeπi/3 ∈C : x, y ∈ Z},

and bond (edge) set E(T) obtained by connecting all pairs u, v ∈ V (T) for which |u− v|= 1, where | · | denotes the
Euclidean norm. We say that u and v are neighbors if (u, v) ∈ E(T). A path is a sequence (v0, . . . , vn) of distinct sites
such that vj−1 and vj are neighbors for all j = 1, . . . , n. Let {t(v) : v ∈ V (T)} be an i.i.d. family of nonnegative random
variables with common distribution function F . For a path γ, we define its passage time by T (γ) :=

∑
v∈γ t(v). For

A,B ⊂ V (T), the first-passage time from A to B is defined by

T (A,B) := inf{T (γ) : γ is a path from a site in A to a site in B}.

A geodesic from A to B is a path γ from A to B such that T (γ) = T (A,B). If x, y ∈ C, we define T (x, y) :=
T ({x′},{y′}), where x′ (resp. y′) is the site in V (T) closest to x (resp. y). Any possible ambiguity can be avoided
by ordering V (T) and taking the site in V (T) smallest for this order.

In this paper, we concentrate on Bernoulli FPP on T. More precisely, for each p ∈ [0,1], we consider the i.i.d. family
{t(v) : v ∈ V (T)} of Bernoulli random variables with parameter p, that is, t(v) = 0 with probability p and t(v) = 1 with
probability 1−p. This gives rise to a product probability measure on the set of configurations {0,1}V (T), which is denoted
by Pp, the corresponding expectation being Ep. We refer to a site v with t(v) = 0 simply as open; otherwise, closed. So
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FIG 1. Bernoulli FPP on T. Each hexagon of the hexagonal lattice H represents a site of T, and is colored blue (t(v) = 0) or yellow (t(v) = 1). Here,
the first-passage time T (0,9) = 2.

one can view Bernoulli FPP as Bernoulli site percolation on T (see, e.g., [7, 19] for background on percolation; note that
for Bernoulli FPP, a site is open when it takes the value 0, while in the percolation literature, a site is open usually means
that the site takes the value 1). We usually represent it as a random coloring of the faces of the dual regular hexagonal
lattice H, each face centered at v ∈ V (T) being blue (t(v) = 0) or yellow (t(v) = 1); see Figure 1. Sometimes we view
the site v as the hexagon Hv in H centered at v.

Suppose p ∈ [0,1]. It follows from the subadditive ergodic theorem that, for any z ∈ C, there is a constant µ(p, z),
such that

lim
n→∞

T (0, nz)

n
= µ(p, z) Pp-a.s. and in L1. (1)

We call µ(p) := µ(p,1) the time constant. As usual, we write a0,n := T (0, n).
It is well known (see, e.g., Kesten’s Theorem 6.1 in [24] for general FPP) that

µ(p) = 0 if and only if p≥ pc, (2)

where pc = pc(T) = 1/2 is the critical point for Bernoulli site percolation on T. In this paper, we will focus on the
subcritical case, where p < pc.

The fundamental object of study is

B(t) := {z ∈C : T (0, z)≤ t},

the set of points reached from the origin 0 within a time t ≥ 0. Using (1) and (2), it is easy to deduce that µ(p, z) is a
norm on C for each fixed p < pc. The unit ball in µ-norm is called the limit shape and will be denoted by

B(p) := {z ∈C : µ(p, z)≤ 1}.

It is the limit of B(t) in the following sense: By the famous Cox-Durrett shape theorem (see, e.g., Theorem 2.17 in [2]),
for each p < pc and each ε > 0,

Pp

[
(1− ε)B(p)⊂ B(t)

t
⊂ (1 + ε)B(p) for all large t

]
= 1. (3)

Moreover, B(p) is a convex, compact set with non-empty interior, and has the symmetries of T that fix the origin. Apart
from this, little is known about the geometry of B(p).

We want to study the asymptotics of µ(p) and B(p), as p ↑ pc. For this purpose, we will use a very useful concept from
near-critical percolation: correlation length. Roughly speaking, the system “looks like” critical percolation on scales
smaller than correlation length, while “notable” super/sub-critical behavior emerges above this length. There are several
natural definitions of correlation length, and the corresponding lengths turn out to be of the same order of magnitude. See
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Section 2.1 for two different definitions of it, denoted by L(p) and Lε(p), respectively. The former is defined in terms of
the alternating 4-arm events, while the latter in terms of the box-crossing events.

Chayes, Chayes and Durrett [8] proved that,

µ(p)� L(p)−1 as p ↑ pc. (4)

This result together with (15) implies that µ(p) = (pc − p)4/3+o(1) as p ↑ pc. We note that (4) was proved in [8] for bond
version of subcritical Bernoulli FPP on Z2; the same proof applies to our site version on T.

Let U := {z ∈ C : |z| = 1} denote the unit circle centered at 0. For r > 0 and z ∈ C, let Dr(z) := {x ∈ C : |x| < r}
denote the open Euclidean disk of radius r centered at z, and let Dr(z) denote its closure. Write Dr = Dr(0) and D = D1.
Our main result below improves (4), and states that B(p) is asymptotically circular as p ↑ pc.

Theorem 1.1. There exists a constant ν > 0, such that

lim
p↑pc

L(p)µ(p,u) = ν uniformly in u ∈U.

In particular, when p ↑ pc, the normalized limit shape L(p)−1B(p) tends to the Euclidean disk D1/ν in the Hausdorff
metric (22).

From the above theorem, it is easy to extract the following corollary (see Section 2.5 for its proof):

Corollary 1.2. Suppose ε ∈ (0,1/2). There exists a constant νε > 0 depending on ε, such that

lim
p↑pc

Lε(p)µ(p,u) = νε uniformly in u ∈U.

In particular, when p ↑ pc, the normalized limit shape Lε(p)−1B(p) tends to the Euclidean disk D1/νε in the Hausdorff
metric (22).

Remark 1.3. We cannot give the explicit values of the limits in Theorem 1.1 and Corollary 1.2. In our proof, the subad-
ditive ergodic theorem plays a crucial role in showing the existence of the limit but gives no insight for the exact value of
the limit. See Section 1.2 for a sketch of the proof.
Remark 1.4. It is believed that for each fixed p < pc, the limit shape B(p) is not a Euclidean disk, since the anisotropy
of T may persist in the limit. Although we cannot prove such a statement for all p < pc, we provide a short argument
to show that this is indeed the case so long as p is sufficiently small. For general FPP, a theorem of Cox and Kesten
(see [11] or Theorem 2.7 in [2]) states that, the time constant is continuous under weak convergence of the site-weight
distributions of t(v). This implies that µ(p) is continuous in p, since for each p0 ∈ [0,1], the Bernoulli distribution
Ber(p) converges weakly to Ber(p0) as p tends to p0. Furthermore, by Remark 6.18 of [24], for each u ∈U, the function
µ(p,u) is continuous in p, and this continuity is even uniform in u. Therefore, for any ε > 0, we can choose p ∈ (0, pc)
sufficiently small to make the Hausdorff distance between B(p) and B(0) smaller than ε. So for p small enough, B(p) is
not a Euclidean disk since B(0) is a regular hexagon. We want to mention that in high dimensions, Kesten proved that the
limit shape of the Eden model is not a Euclidean ball, and it is conjectured that this is true for all dimensions d≥ 2; see,
e.g., Theorem 6.2 and Question 6.1.1 in [2].

1.2. Strategy of proof

Let us outline the proof of Theorem 1.1. Our method involves three steps:
Step 1. Construction of the scaling limit of cluster ensemble. Based on the scaling limit results in [15, 34] for critical

percolation under the quad-crossing topology, Camia, Conijn and Kiss [9] constructed the scaling limit of (open) clusters
for critical percolation, which is a collection of compact sets called the “continuum clusters”. We extend this result to the
near-critical case by using the approach from [9] and the scaling limit result for near-critical percolation from [16].

Step 2. Study of FPP on the continuum cluster ensemble. We need to define FPP for the scaling limit constructed
in Step 1. For this purpose, we call a finite sequence Γ of distinct continuum clusters a (continuum) chain if any two
consecutive clusters in Γ touch each other, and let |Γ| denote the number of clusters in Γ. The first-passage time between
two continuum clusters C,C′ is defined by

T (C,C′) := inf{|Γ| − 1 : Γ is a chain from C to C′}.

This enables us to define the “point-to-point” passage time Tm,n (see Figure 4) as the first-passage time between two
suitably chosen continuum clusters contained respectively in the disks D(m) and D(n). Similarly, for Bernoulli FPP on



4

the rescaled lattice L(p)−1T we denote by T pm,n the first-passage time between two suitably chosen discrete clusters
contained respectively in the disks D(m) and D(n). Next, we show that under a coupling such that the percolation
configuration on L(p)−1T converges almost surely to the quad-crossing scaling limit as p ↑ pc, the first-passage time
T p0,n converges to T0,n in probability. Furthermore, we use the subadditive ergodic theorem to obtain a law of large
numbers for T0,n, that is, T0,n/n tends to a constant ν > 0 almost surely as n→∞.

Step 3. Convergence of L(p)µ(p,u) to ν. In Step 2 we have showed that for any fixed n, the passage time T0,n is
well-approximated by T p0,n for all p < pc sufficiently close to pc. This is a uniformly “local approximation” since n is
fixed; we need a uniformly “global approximation”: For all p < pc sufficiently close to pc, the passage time T0,n is well-
approximated by T p0,n for all large n. Indeed, we need to show that L(p)µ(p) tends to ν as p ↑ pc. We shall implement a
standard renormalization argument to show that ν is an upper bound for the upper limit of L(p)µ(p) (see Figure 7): The
results obtained in Step 2 allow us to get that, with high probability, the point-to-point passage times for paths constrained
in suitably chosen blocks are well-approximated by the corresponding times for paths not constrained, leading to a K-
dependent bond percolation. In order to show that ν is also a lower bound for the lower limit of L(p)µ(p), we use a
“block approach”, which was introduced by Grimmett and Kesten in [20] to derive exponential large deviation bounds
for passage times. Finally, due to the fact that the near-critical scaling limit is invariant under rotations, it is easy to show
that L(p)µ(p,u)→ ν uniformly in u ∈U as p ↑ pc, which completes the proof.

1.3. Relations to previous works

In this subsection we wish to review some related works in the literature. For FPP, most works have focused on the
subcritical regime, where F (0) < pc. In this case a0,n grows linearly in n, and many results have been proved, such as
shape theorems, fluctuations of first-passage times, geometry of geodesics. On the other hand, a number of open problems
have been proposed. For example, although we know the existence of the time constant, it is an old question to find a
non-trivial explicit distribution for which we can determine the time constant. See [2] for a recent survey.

In the following, we list a few works on Bernoulli FPP (on T); exact asymptotics for this special model are closely
related to the scaling limits of critical and near-critical percolation.

• Critical Bernoulli FPP. Chayes et al. [8] proved that Epca0,n � logn. Subsequently, Kesten and Zhang [27] showed
that Vara0,n � logn, and derived a central limit theorem for a0,n. Using the full scaling limit of critical percolation
(i.e., the conformal loop ensemble CLE6; for the general CLEκ, 8/3≤ κ≤ 8, see [32, 33]) established by Camia
and Newman [10], we obtained a law of large numbers for a0,n in [38]. The idea is to define FPP on CLE6 by
using “loop chains”, similarly to the cluster chains we used in the present paper; the application of the subadditive
ergodic theorem relies on the scaling invariance of full-plane CLE6, similarly to the case in the present paper that
the application of this theorem relies on the translation invariance of the continuum cluster ensemble. Except for
these similarities, the proof here is much more complicated than that in [38].
In [39] we improved the result in [38], giving explicit limit theorem by identifying the exact values of the constants
appearing in the first-order asymptotics of a0,n,Epca0,n and Varpc a0,n. (Recently, Damron, Hanson and Lam [12]
have extended this result to general critical FPP.) Analogous limit theorem for critical Bernoulli FPP starting on the
boundary was established in [23] by using SLE6. In [40], we constructed different subsequential limits for a0,n,
relying on the large deviation estimates on the nesting of CLE6 loops.
Moreover, as discussed in Section 4 in [39], it is expected that as t→∞, the outer boundary of B(t), properly
scaled, converges in distribution to a “typical” loop of full-plane CLE6.

• Near-critical Bernoulli FPP: supercritical regime. In [40], relying on the limit theorem for the critical case, we
derived exact first-order asymptotics for T (0,C∞) together with its expectation and variance, as p ↓ pc, where C∞
is the infinite cluster with 0-time sites.

• Near-critical Bernoulli FPP: subcritical regime. As mentioned earlier, Chayes et al. [8] proved that µ(p)� L(p)−1

as p ↑ pc. This motivates our present work.

Besides the works on Bernoulli FPP mentioned above, we now describe several works which are related to the present
paper in the sense that the scaling limits are used to extract geometric information about the original discrete models.

• Duminil-Copin [13] used the scaling limit of near-critical percolation established in [16] to show that the Wulff
crystal for subcritical percolation on T converges to a Euclidean disk as p ↑ pc. Roughly speaking, it was showed
that the typical shape of a cluster conditioned to be large becomes round. Our strategy of the proof of Theorem 1.1
is rather different from [13].

• For percolation on T, we contract each blue cluster into a single vertex and define a new edge between any pair of
blue clusters if there is a yellow hexagon touching both of them. Then we obtain a random graph called “cluster
graph”. In [40], we applied the limit theorem for critical Bernoulli FPP to study the graph distance in the cluster
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graph at criticality. The discrete cluster chains we used in the present paper are (self-avoiding) paths in the cluster
graph. In the near-critical regime, we will prove that with high probability the first-passage time between two large
blue clusters is equal to their graph distance in the cluster graph; the proof uses some techniques we developed for
the cluster graph at criticality in [40].

• Based on the scaling limit of near-critical percolation in [16], Garban, Pete and Schramm [17] constructed the
scaling limits of the minimal spanning tree and the invasion percolation tree. In the proof they also used the cluster
graph, similarly to that we described above but with some differences; see Fig. 1 in [17] and the paragraph above
it. Except for this similarity, our proof is quite different from that in [17].

1.4. Organization of the paper

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the notation and basic definitions, including
correlation length, quad-crossing topology and near-critical scaling limit, and collect some results about critical and near-
critical percolation that will be used. Section 3 is devoted to the construction of the continuum cluster ensemble, which is
the scaling limit of the collection of blue clusters for near-critical percolation. In Section 4 we define FPP on continuum
cluster ensembles, and obtain a law of large numbers for the point-to-point passage times of this continuum FPP. We also
show that some quantities of the discrete FPP approximate their corresponding quantities of the continuum FPP as p ↑ pc.
In Section 5, based on the results for the continuum FPP together with the asymptotics of the corresponding discrete
quantities, we use the renormalization method to prove our main result.

2. Notation and preliminaries

Throughout this paper, C,K,Cj or Kj stands for a positive constant that may change from line to line according to the
context. N = {1,2, . . .} denotes the set of natural integers and Z+ = {0} ∪N. We identify the plane R2 with the set C of
complex numbers in the usual way.

For two positive functions f and g from a set X to (0,∞), we write f(x)� g(x) to indicate that f(x)/g(x) is bounded
away from 0 and∞, uniformly in x ∈ X .

A circuit is a path (v1, . . . , vn) with n≥ 3, such that v1 and vn are neighbors. Note that the bonds (v1, v2), . . . , (vn, v1)
of the circuit form a Jordan curve, and sometimes the circuit is viewed as this curve.

For a rectangle of the form R= [x1, x2]× [y1, y2], we call a path (v0, v1, . . . , vk) of T a left-right (resp. top-bottom)
crossing of R, if v1, . . . , vk−1 ∈ R, and the line segments v0v1 and vk−1vk intersect the left and right (resp. top and
bottom) sides of R, respectively. For a left-right crossing of R, if all the sites in it are blue (resp. yellow), we call it a blue
(resp. yellow) left-right crossing of R.

For r > 0, define the box Λr := [−r, r]2. For 0 < r < R, define the annulus A(r,R) := ΛR\Λr . For z ∈ C and
θ ∈ [0,2π], we set Λθr(z) := z + eiθ · Λr and Aθ(z; r,R) := z + eiθ ·A(r,R). Write Λr(z) := Λ0

r(z) and A(z; r,R) :=
A0(z; r,R).

The so-called arm events play a central role in studying near-critical percolation. We write 0 and 1 for “blue” and
“yellow”, respectively. A color sequence σ = (σ1, σ2, . . . , σk) is an element of {0,1}k with k ≥ 1, and its length |σ|
is k. For ease of notation, we write (σ1σ2 · · ·σk) := (σ1, σ2, . . . , σk). We say that a color sequence is polychromatic if
the sequence contains at least one 0 and one 1. We identify two sequences if they are the same up to a cyclic permu-
tation. Suppose θ ∈ [0,2π]. For an annulus Aθ(z; r,R), we denote by Aθσ(z; r,R) the event that there exist |σ| disjoint
monochromatic paths called arms in Aθ(z; r,R) connecting the two boundary pieces of Aθ(z; r,R), whose colors are
those prescribed by σ, when taken in counterclockwise order. The half-plane arm events are defined similarly: We denote
by Aθ,+σ (z; r,R) the event that Aθσ(z; r,R) occurs with the arms contained in the half-plane z + eiθ · {u ∈ C : =u≥ 0}.
More generally, given ϑ ∈ (0,2π), we denote byAθ,ϑσ (z; r,R) the wedge arm event thatAθσ(z; r,R) occurs with the arms
contained in the wedge W (z;θ,ϑ) := z + eiθ · {u ∈C : arg(u) ∈ [−ϑ/2, ϑ/2]}.

For ease of notation, we writeAσ(z; r,R) :=A0
σ(z; r,R) when θ = 0, and writeAσ(r,R) :=Aσ(0; r,R) when z = 0.

Analogous abbreviations apply to Aθ,+σ (z; r,R) and Aθ,ϑσ (z; r,R). For any r ≥ 1, we let Aσ(z; r, r) be the entire sample
space. Write A4 :=A(0101) and A6 :=A(011011).

2.1. Correlation length

First, let us define the correlation length L(p) that we mainly work with in this paper: For any p < pc, we set

L(p) := inf

{
R≥ 1 :R2Ppc [A4(1,R)]≥ 1

pc − p

}
,
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where we let L(p) = 1/2 if the above set is empty. We chose to work with L(p) because our proof is based on Corollary
1.7 of [16] (see Theorem 2.2 below) which gives the scaling limit of near-critical percolation on L(p)−1T as p ↑ pc.

Now we introduce another definition of correlation length: For each ε ∈ (0,1/2) and p < pc, let

Lε(p) := inf{R≥ 1 : Pp[there is a blue left-right crossing of [0,R]2]≤ ε}.

The particular choice of ε is not important in the above definition. Indeed, for any ε, ε′ ∈ (0,1/2), we have Lε(p)� Lε′(p);
see, e.g., Corollary 37 of [30]. We refer the interest reader to Section 7 of [30] for three natural definitions of correlation
length (called “characteristic length” there), including Lε(p).

Kesten (see Proposition 34 of [30]) proved that

(pc − p)Lε(p)2Ppc [A4(1,Lε(p))]� 1 as p ↑ pc.

This together with the quasi-multiplicativity (6) and the inequality (9) at pc implies that for any ε ∈ (0,1/2),

L(p)� Lε(p) as p ↑ pc.

It is well known that L(p)→+∞ when p ↑ pc. For convenience, we will take the convention that L(pc) = Lε(pc) =
+∞. In the following, the expression “for any 1≤R≤ L(p)” must be interpreted as “for any R≥ 1” when p= pc. For
R≥ 1, define

p(R) := inf{p : L(p′)≥R for all p′ ∈ [p, pc]}.

Note that p(R) ∈ (0, pc) for all R≥ 1, and p(R) ↑ pc as R→∞.

2.2. Classical results for planar percolation

We assume that the reader is familiar with the FKG inequality, the BK (van den Berg-Kesten) inequality, Reimer’s
inequality [31], and the RSW (Russo-Seymour-Welsh) technology. Here we collect some classical results in critical and
near-critical percolation which will be used. See, e.g., Section 2.2 in [5], Section 2.2 in [6], and [25, 30, 35, 37].

(i) RSW bounds. For any k,K ≥ 1, there exists a constant δ = δ(k,K)> 0, such that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc] and 1≤ n≤
KL(p),

Pp[there is a blue left-right crossing of [0, kn]× [0, n]]≥ δ.

(ii) A-priori bounds on 1-arm events. There exist constants λ1, λ
′
1 > 0, such that for any K ≥ 1, there are constants

C1(K),C2(K)> 0, such that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc] and 1≤ r < R≤KL(p),

C1

( r
R

)λ′1
≤Pp[A(0)(r,R)]≤Pp[A(1)(r,R)]≤C2

( r
R

)λ1

. (5)

(iii) Quasi-multiplicativity. For any color sequence σ and K ≥ 1, there exist constants C1(|σ|,K), C2(|σ|,K)> 0, such
that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc] and 1≤ r1 < r2 < r3 ≤KL(p),

C1Pp[Aσ(r1, r2)]Pp[Aσ(r2, r3)]≤Pp[Aσ(r1, r3)]≤C2Pp[Aσ(r1, r2)]Pp[Aσ(r2, r3)]. (6)

(iv) Stability for arm events near criticality. For any color sequence σ and K ≥ 1, there exist constants C1(|σ|,K),
C2(|σ|,K)> 0, such that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc) and 1≤ r < R≤KL(p),

C1Ppc [Aσ(r,R)]≤Pp[Aσ(r,R)]≤C2Ppc [Aσ(r,R)]. (7)

(v) Exponential decay with respect to L(p). There exist constants C1,C2 > 0, such that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc) and
R≥ L(p),

Pp[∃ a yellow circuit surrounding 0 in A(R,2R)]≥ 1−C1 exp

(
−C2

R

L(p)

)
. (8)

This follows from FKG and (7.23) in [30]. (See also (17) of [40] for the corresponding inequality at p > pc.)
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(vi) Lower bound on the 4-arm exponent. There exist constants λ4,C > 0, such that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc] and 1≤ r <
R≤ L(p),

Pp[A4(r,R)]≥C
( r
R

)2−λ4

. (9)

(vii) Upper bound on the 6-arm exponent. There is a λ6 > 0, such that for any K ≥ 1 and polychromatic color sequence
σ with |σ|= 6, there exists a constant C(K)> 0, such that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc] and 1≤ r < R≤KL(p),

Pp[Aσ(r,R)]≤C
( r
R

)2+λ6

. (10)

(viii) Upper bounds on half-plane 2-arm and wedge 3-arm events. For any K ≥ 1 and color sequences σ2, σ3 with
|σ2|= 2 and |σ3|= 3, there exists a constant C(K)> 0, such that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc], 1≤ r < R ≤KL(p) and
θ ∈ [0,2π],

Pp
[
Aθ,+σ2

(r,R)
]
≤C

( r
R

)
, (11)

Pp
[
Aθ,+σ3

(r,R)
]
≤C

( r
R

)2

. (12)

See, e.g., Lemma 6.8 in [36] and Appendix A in [28] for the critical case. This combined with the stability for arm
events near criticality gives the above inequalities for the near-critical case. Moreover, given any fixed ϑ ∈ (0,2π)
and ε ∈ (0,1), there exists a constant C(ϑ, ε)> 0 such that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc], 1≤ r < R≤ L(p) and θ ∈ [0,2π],

Pp
[
Aθ,ϑσ3

(r,R)
]
≤C

( r
R

)2π/ϑ−ε
. (13)

The conformal invariance of the scaling limit gives Ppc [Aθ,ϑσ3
(r,R)] = (Ppc [Aθ,πσ3

(r,R)])π/ϑ+o(1), which combined
with (12) implies the above inequality in the critical case. Then the stability for (wedge) arm events near criticality
yields (13).

(ix) Upper bounds on arm events with monochromatic color sequence. For any polychromatic color sequence σ, there
exist ε,C > 0 (depending on |σ|), such that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc] and 1≤ r < R≤ L(p),

Pp[A(1 · · ·1︸ ︷︷ ︸
|σ|

)(r,R)]≤C
( r
R

)ε
Pp[Aσ(r,R)]. (14)

This inequality at pc (which was used in [40] as Lemma 1) follows from the proof of Theorem 5 in [3]; see in
particular Step 1 of the proof. Combining the inequality at pc and (7) yields (14).

(x) When p ↑ pc,

L(p) = (pc − p)−4/3+o(1). (15)

2.3. Space of quad-crossings

To describe the scaling limits of planar percolation, Schramm and Smirnov introduced the quad-crossing topology in [34].
Let us briefly recall this topology in this subsection. We shall use the notation and definitions from [16].

When taking the scaling limit of percolation on the whole plane, it is convenient to compactify C into Ĉ := C∪ {∞}
(i.e., the Riemann sphere) as follows. First, we replace the Euclidean metric with a distance function ∆(·, ·) defined on
C×C by

∆(x, y) := inf
ϕ

∫
(1 + |ϕ(s)|2)−1ds,

where the infimum is over all smooth curves ϕ(s) joining xwith y, parameterized by arc length s. This metric is equivalent
to the Euclidean metric in bounded regions. Then, we add a single point∞ at infinity to get the compact space Ĉ which
is isometric, via stereographic projection, to the two-dimensional sphere.

Let D ⊂ Ĉ be open. A quad in the domain D can be considered as a homeomorphism Q from [0,1]2 into D. The
space of all quads in D, denoted by QD , can be equipped with the following metric:

d(Q1,Q2) := inf
φ

sup
z∈∂[0,1]2

|Q1(z)−Q2(φ(z))|,
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where the infimum is over all homeomorphisms φ : [0,1]2 → [0,1]2 which preserve the four corners of the square. A
crossing of a quad Q is a connected closed subset of Q([0,1]2) that intersects both Q({0} × [0,1]) and Q({1} × [0,1]).
From the point of view of crossings, there is a natural partial order on QD: We write Q1 ≤ Q2 if any crossing of Q2

contains a crossing of Q1. Furthermore, we write Q1 <Q2 if there are open neighborhoods Ni of Qi for i ∈ {1,2}, such
that N1 ≤ N2 holds for any Ni ∈ Ni. We say that a subset S ⊂ QD is hereditary if, whenever Q ∈ S and Q′ ∈ QD
satisfies Q′ <Q, we have Q′ ∈ S . The collection of all closed hereditary subsets of QD will be denoted by HD .

By introducing a natural topology, HD can be made into a compact metric space. Indeed, let

�Q := {S ∈HD :Q ∈ S} for any Q ∈QD,

�U := {S ∈HD : U ∩ S = ∅} for any open subset U ⊂QD.

Then we endow HD with the topology TD which is the minimal topology that contains every �cQ and �cU as open sets.
It was proved in [34], Theorem 1.13, that for any nonempty open subset D ⊂ Ĉ, the topological space (HD,TD) is a
compact metrizable Hausdorff space. In particular, (HD,TD) is a Polish space. Furthermore, for any dense Q0 ⊂QD ,
the events {�Q : Q ∈ Q0} generate the Borel σ-field of HD . An arbitrary metric generating the topology TD will be
denoted by dH . The above compactness property implies that (see Corollary 1.15 of [34]), the space of Borel probability
measures of (HD,TD), equipped with the weak* topology is a compact metrizable Hausdorff space.

When D = Ĉ, we write H := HĈ and T := TĈ. With a slight abuse of notation, when we refer to Q as a subset of
Ĉ in the following, we consider its range Q([0,1]2)⊂ Ĉ.

Note that any discrete percolation configuration ωηp := ηωp on ηT, considered as a union of blue hexagons in the plane,
naturally induce an element in H : the set of all quads for which ωηp contains a crossing. By a slight abuse of notation,
we will still denote by ωηp the point in H corresponding to the percolation configuration ωηp . It follows that ωηp induces a
probability measure on H , denoted by Pηp .

2.4. Near-critical scaling limit

As in [16], we define the following near-critical parameter scale: For η > 0 and λ ∈R, we set

pλ(η) := pc + λ
η2

αη4(η,1)
,

where αη4(r,R) stands for the probability of the alternating 4-arm event in A(r,R) for critical site percolation on ηT.
Recall that for each p ∈ [0,1], ωp stands for Bernoulli site percolation on T with intensity p, and Pp stands for the law

of ωp. The following are two natural ways to define near-critical percolation on rescaled lattices:

• For η > 0 and λ ∈ R, let ωηpλ(η) denote the percolation configuration on ηT with intensity pλ(η), and let Pηpλ(η)

denote the law of ωηpλ(η).

• For p < pc, let ωL(p)−1

p = L(p)−1ωp denote the percolation configuration on L(p)−1T with intensity p, and let

P
L(p)−1

p denote the law of ωL(p)−1

p . (Such near-critical percolation for p > pc can be defined analogously.)

Note that for Pηpλ(η), the intensity pλ(η) is a function of the mesh size η, while for PL(p)−1

p , the mesh size L(p)−1 is a

function of the intensity p. As discussed in Section 2.3, we also view ωηpλ(η) (resp. ωL(p)−1

p ) as an element in H , and

view Pηpλ(η) (resp. PL(p)−1

p ) as the probability measure on H induced by ωηpλ(η) (resp. ωL(p)−1

p ).
The following theorem states that for fixed λ, the near-critical percolation ωηpλ(η) has a scaling limit as η→ 0.

Theorem 2.1 (Theorem 1.4 and Corollary 10.5 in [16]). Fix λ ∈ R. As η → 0, the near-critical percolation ωηpλ(η)

converges in law in (H , dH ) to a limiting random percolation configuration, denoted by ω∞(λ). Moreover, the law of
ω∞(λ), denoted by P∞,λ, is invariant under translations and rotations.

Note that our definition of ωηpλ(η) is slightly different from ωncη (λ) in Theorem 1.4 of [16] (see Section 1.2 in [16] for
the definition), but this makes no essential difference; the scaling limit ω∞(λ) in Theorem 2.1 is denoted by ωnc∞ (2λ) in
[16]. We want to mention that in [1, 5, 13], the authors also used the scaling limit result for ωηpλ(η).

Similarly to Theorem 2.1 on ωηpλ(η), the following theorem states that the near-critical percolation ωL(p)−1

p also has a
scaling limit as p ↑ pc, which is a key input for the proof of our main result.
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Theorem 2.2 (Corollary 1.7 of [16]). As p ↑ pc, the near-critical percolation ωL(p)−1

p converges in law in (H , dH ) to
ω∞(−1).

Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 state that the near-critical percolation measures converge. Moreover, the convergence of quad-
crossing probabilities also holds:

Lemma 2.3. Fix λ ∈R. Let D ⊂C be a bounded domain. Let Q ∈QD . We have

lim
η→0

Pηpλ(η)[�Q] = P∞,λ[�Q]. ((9.2) in [16]) (16)

Moreover,

lim
p↑pc

PL(p)−1

p [�Q] = P∞,−1[�Q]. (17)

The proof of (16) in [16] uses Theorem 2.1 and the proof of Corollary 5.2 in [34], relying on the RSW estimates for
near-critical percolation; the same proof also works for (17) by using Theorem 2.2 and the proof of Corollary 5.2 in [34].

2.5. Proof of Corollary 1.2

In this subsection, we describe how to derive Corollary 1.2 from Theorem 1.1.
For R> 0, denote by �R the left-right crossing event in the quad [0,R]2. As in the discrete model, we define a notion

of correlation length for ω∞(λ): Given ε ∈ (0,1/2) and λ < 0, define

L∞ε (λ) := inf{R> 0 : P∞,λ[�R]≤ ε}.

For λ ∈R and R> 0, by using (16) we can define

f(λ,R) := lim
η→0

Pηpλ(η)[�R] = P∞,λ[�R].

By (25) in [1] and the argument below it, we know that for fixed R > 0, f(λ,R) is absolutely continuous and strictly
increasing in λ, and it satisfies f(λ,R) ∈ (0,1) and

lim
λ→−∞

f(λ,R) = 0 and lim
λ→∞

f(λ,R) = 1.

Furthermore, it is clear that f(0,R) = 1/2 for allR> 0, by the well-known duality f(−λ,R) = 1−f(λ,R). By Corollary
10.5 of [16], for any scaling parameter ρ > 0, ρ · ω∞(λ) has the same law as ω∞(ρ−3/4λ). Therefore,

f(ρλ,R) = f(λ,ρ4/3R).

(See (26) in [1] for general quad.) The above argument implies that f(λ,R) is absolutely continuous and strictly decreas-
ing in R, and for any fixed λ < 0,

lim
R→∞

f(λ,R) = 0 and lim
R→0

f(λ,R) = 1/2.

This implies that for any fixed λ < 0 and ε ∈ (0,1/2),

L∞ε (λ) = the unique R such that f(λ,R) = ε; (18)

furthermore, f(λ,R)> ε when R<L∞ε (λ) and f(λ,R)< ε when R>L∞ε (λ).
It is well known that L(p)� Lε(p) as p ↑ pc (see Section 2.1). The following is a refinement of this result.

Lemma 2.4. For any fixed ε ∈ (0,1/2), we have

lim
p↑pc

Lε(p)

L(p)
= L∞ε (−1).

Proof. By (17), for any R> 0, we have

lim
p↑pc

PL(p)−1

p [�R] = f(−1,R).
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Then using (18) and the statement below it, we have

lim
p↑pc

PL(p)−1

p [�L∞ε (−1)] = f(−1,L∞ε (−1)) = ε,

and furthermore,

lim
p↑pc

PL(p)−1

p [�R] = f(−1,R)> ε when R<L∞ε (−1),

lim
p↑pc

PL(p)−1

p [�R] = f(−1,R)< ε when R>L∞ε (−1).

By the definition of Lε(p) we have

Lε(p)

L(p)
= inf

{
R≥ L(p)−1 : PL(p)−1

p [�R]≤ ε
}
.

Since L(p)→∞ as p ↑ pc, we conclude by the above argument that limp↑pc Lε(p)/L(p) = L∞ε (−1).

Proof of Corollary 1.2. Theorem 1.1 combined with Lemma 2.4 yields Corollary 1.2.

2.6. Basic properties of Bernoulli FPP

We say that a finite set D ⊂ V (T) is simply connected if the union of the hexagons Hv, v ∈D, is simply connected. For a
simply connected set D of sites, we denote by ∂−D its inner site boundary, that is, the set of sites of D that are adjacent
to some site of V (T)\D. We call a simply connected subset D of T a discrete Jordan set if ∂−D is a circuit. A discrete
quad is a discrete Jordan set D together with four distinct sites v1, v2, v3, v4 of ∂−D, appearing in this order as ∂−D is
traversed counterclockwise. Given a discrete quad (D;v1, v2, v3, v4), we define the arc (vkvk+1) to be the path from vk
to vk+1 (with v5 = v1) in ∂−D as ∂−D is traversed counterclockwise.

For two disjoint finite sets S,S′ ⊂ V (T), we say that a path γ in V (T)\(S ∪ S′) separates S from S′ if any path from
S to S′ must intersect γ. For V0 ⊂ V (T) and S,S′ ⊂ V0, define

T (S,S′)(V0) := inf{T (γ) : γ is a path from a site in S to a site in S′ and γ ⊂ V0}.

The following topological or combinatorial properties of passage times are very useful in studying Bernoulli FPP on
T.

Proposition 2.5. Consider Bernoulli FPP on T with parameter p ∈ (0,1). The following statements hold.

(i) Let (D;v1, v2, v3, v4) be a discrete quad. We have

T ((v1v2), (v3v4))(D) = the maximal number of disjoint yellow paths from (v2v3) to (v4v1) in D.

(ii) Let C and C′ be two fixed distinct finite blue clusters. Then almost surely

T (C,C′) = the maximal number of disjoint yellow circuits separating C from C′.

This implies that, almost surely, there exist T (C,C′) disjoint yellow circuits separating C from C′, such that any
geodesic from C to C′ must intersect each of these circuits in exactly one site.

Proof. (i) is a quad version of property (i) for the annulus passage times in Proposition 2 of [40], and its proof is
essentially the same as the proof of that property (see, e.g., the first part of the proof of Proposition 2.4 in [39]), which is
omitted here.

(ii) is a slightly general version of (i) and (ii) in Proposition 2 of [40]; their proofs are the same when C surrounds C′
or vice versa. We now prove the case where C does not surround C′ and vice versa. Let N denote the maximal number of
disjoint yellow circuits separating C from C′. The inequality T (C,C′)≥N is trivial, since if there are N disjoint yellow
circuits separating C from C′ then any path connecting C and C′ must intersect each of these circuits.

It remains to show that T (C,C′)≤N almost surely. Suppose that there exist almost surely N disjoint yellow circuits
separating C from C′, with N1 of them surrounding C and N2 = N −N1 of them surrounding C′. Write C0 := C and
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C′0 := C′. For 1 ≤ k ≤N1, let Ck denote the innermost yellow circuit surrounding Ck−1; for 1 ≤ k ≤N2, let C′k denote
the innermost yellow circuit surrounding C′k−1. It is clear that Ck , 1≤ k ≤N1 and C′k , 1≤ k ≤N2 are N disjoint yellow
circuits separating C from C′. We claim that almost surely either there is a blue path γ such that its starting site has a
neighbor vN1 ∈ CN1 and its ending site has a neighbor v′N2

∈ C′N2
, or there is a vN1 ∈ CN1 and a v′N2

∈ C′N2
such that

they are neighbors; in the latter case we let γ = ∅. Suppose the claim does not hold. Then it is easy to see that there is
a.s. a yellow circuit separating CN1

from C′N2
, and thus there are a.s. N + 1 disjoint yellow circuits separating C from

C′, a contradiction. Next, (since CN1 is the innermost circuit surrounding CN1−1) we take a path γN1 from vN1 to a site
which has a neighbor vN1−1 ∈ CN1−1, with all sites of γN1

\{vN1
} being blue, and then take a path γN1−1 from vN1−1

to a site which has a neighbor vN1−2 ∈ CN1−2, with all sites of γN1−1\{vN1−2} being blue, and so on. The process stops
after N1 steps, and γ1 is a path from v1 ∈ C1 to a site in C, with all sites of γ1\{v1} being blue. Similarly we take paths
γ′N2

, γ′N2−1, . . . , γ
′
1. Then we concatenate the paths γ1, . . . , γN1

, γ, γ′N2
, . . . , γ′1 to obtain a path Γ from C to C′, such that

T (Γ) =N , which implies T (C,C′)≤N almost surely.

In the rest of this paper, we mainly work on P
L(p)−1

p . For notational convenience, we write η = η(p) := L(p)−1.
Suppose that w,h > 0. For the rectangle [0,w]× [0, h], define the line-to-line passage time lpw,h by

lpw,h = lpw,h(ωηp) := inf{T (γ) : γ is a left-right crossing of [0,w]× [0, h] in ηT}.

More generally, the line-to-line passage time lp,θw,h(z) corresponding to the rectangle z + eiθ([0,w]× [0, h]), with z ∈ C
and θ ∈ [0,2π], is defined similarly as above. Note that lp,0w,h(0) = lpw,h.

Lemma 2.6. There exist constants C1,C2 > 0 and K ≥ 2, such that for all p ∈ (p(10), pc), 2η ≤ h ≤ 1, w ≥ h,
x≥Kw/h, z ∈C and θ ∈ [0,2π],

Pηp

[
lp,θw,h(z)≥ x

]
≤C1 exp(−C2x).

Proof. For simplicity, we shall show the lemma in the case θ = 0, z = 0 and h= 1; the proof extends immediately to the
general case.

Supposew ≥ 1 and p ∈ (p(10), pc). LetDη
w be the largest discrete Jordan set of ηT in [0,w]× [0,1]. Let v1, v2, v3, v4 ∈

∂−Dη
w be four sites closest to the four points (0,1), (0,0), (w,0), (w,1), respectively. Then we get a discrete quad

(Dη
w;v1, v2, v3, v4). It is easy to see that

lpw,1 ≤ T ((v1v2), (v3v4))(Dη
w) + 4.

Using (i) of Proposition 2.5 and the above inequality, we have

lpw,1 − 4≤ the maximal number of disjoint yellow paths from (v2v3) to (v4v1) in Dη
w

≤ the maximal number of disjoint yellow top-bottom crossings of [0,w]× [1/4,3/4]

:= l̃pw,1.

The argument in the following is analogous to Step 3 of the proof of Theorem 5 in [3]. Observe that any yellow top-bottom
crossing of [0,w]× [1/4,3/4] must either cross a rectangle in {[j/2, j/2 + 1]× [1/4,3/4] : j = 0,1, . . . , b2wc− 1} from
top to bottom, or a square in {[j/2, j/2 + 1/2] × [1/4,3/4] : j = 0,1, . . . , b2wc − 1} from left to right. Therefore, if
l̃pw,1 ≥ x, then there are bxc disjoint yellow top-bottom crossings of [0,w]× [1/4,3/4], each one crossing a rectangle from
the two families of rectangles above. By RSW, there exists a universal constant δ ∈ (0,1), such that for any rectangle from
the two families of rectangles above, the probability of the event that this rectangle has a yellow top-bottom or left-right
crossing is bounded above by δ. This combined with the BK inequality implies that

Pηp

[
l̃pw,1 ≥ x

]
≤

∑
n1+n2+···+n2b2wc=bxc

δbxc =

(
bxc+ 2b2wc

2b2wc

)
δbxc,

where n1, n2, . . . , n2b2wc ∈ Z+. Then using Stirling’s formula we obtain that, there exist constants C3,C4 > 0 and
K1 ≥ 2, such that for all w ≥ 1, x≥K1w and p ∈ (p(10), pc),

Pηp

[
l̃pw,1 ≥ x

]
≤C3 exp(−C4x),
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which implies the desired result for lpw,1 since lpw,1 ≤ l̃
p
w,1 + 4.

We will also consider annulus-crossing times. A path (v0, v1, . . . , vk) of ηT is called a crossing of A(z; r1, r2) if
v1, . . . , vk−1 ∈ A(z; r1, r2) and the line segments v0v1 and vk−1vk intersect the two boundary pieces of A(z; r1, r2),
respectively. Let

Xp(z; r1, r2) := inf{T (γ) : γ is a crossing of A(z; r1, r2) in ηT}.

The next lemma is an annulus analog of Lemma 2.6, and is a near-critical analog of Corollary 2.3 in [38] for the critical
case.

Lemma 2.7. There exist constants K1,K2 > 0 and K ≥ 2, such that for all p ∈ (p(10), pc), η ≤ r1 ≤ r2/2≤ 2,
x≥K log2(r2/r1) and z ∈C,

Pηp[Xp(z; r1, r2)≥ x]≤K1 exp(−K2x).

Proof. The proof is very similar to the proof of Lemma 2.6, so we only give a sketch. By using (i) of Proposition 2 in [40],
proving the lemma boils down to estimate the maximal number of disjoint yellow circuits surrounding z in A(z; r1, r2).
Then one can use the argument in Step 3 of the proof of Theorem 5 in [3] to obtain it, based on BK inequality and
near-critical RSW.

The square lattice has site set Z2 and bond set E(Z2) obtained by connecting all pairs u, v ∈ Z2 for which |u− v|= 1.
In a standard abuse of notation, we write Z2 to denote this graph. Let PsiteZ2,p (resp. PbondZ2,p ) denote the Bernoulli site (resp.
bond) percolation measure on Z2 with parameter p, defined similarly as the measure Pp on T. Here we adapt the usual
setting for Bernoulli FPP: Let each site (resp. bond) of Z2 take the value 0 (open) with probability p, and take the value
1 (closed) with probability 1− p.

In the following theorem, we will compare locally dependent fields with Bernoulli percolation measures. A family
Y = {Yv : v ∈ Z2} of random variables is called k-dependent if any two sub-families {Yv : v ∈ A} and {Yv : v ∈ A′}
are independent whenever the graph distance between v and v′ is larger than k for all v ∈A and v′ ∈A′. We denote by
Zp = {Zpv : v ∈ Z2} an i.i.d. family of Bernoulli random variables which has the law PsiteZ2,p.

Theorem 2.8 (Theorem 7.65 of [19]). Let k ∈ N. There exists a nondecreasing function π : [0,1]→ [0,1] satisfying
π(δ)→ 1 as δ→ 1 such that the following assertion holds. If Y = {Yv : v ∈ Z2} is a k-dependent family of random
variables satisfying

P[Yv = 1]≥ δ for all v ∈ Z2,

then we have the stochastic domination: Y ≥st Z1−π(δ).

The following proposition is a site version of Theorem 2.3 in [26] in the case d= 2. (Note that Theorem 2.3 in [26] is
a special case of Proposition 5.8 in [24].)

Proposition 2.9 (Theorem 2.3 of [26]). If p < psitec (Z2), then there are constants ε,C1,C2 > 0 depending on p, such
that for all n ∈N,

PsiteZ2,p

[
there exists a path starting from 0 with at least

n sites and fewer than εn closed sites

]
≤C1 exp(−C2n).

Let ωbondZ2 denote the bond percolation configuration on Z2. The chemical distance D(u, v)(ωbondZ2 ) between two sites
u and v in Z2 is defined by

D(u, v)(ωbondZ2 ) := inf{the number of bonds of γ : γ is a closed path connecting u and v}.

If u and v are not in the same closed cluster, we set D(u, v) =∞. The following proposition is a corollary of Theorem
1.4 in [18].

Proposition 2.10. For any ε > 0, there exists p0 = p0(ε) ∈ (0,1/2), such that for all p ∈ [0, p0] and all large n (depending
on ε),

PbondZ2,p [D(0, n)≤ (1 + ε)n]≥ 1− ε.
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Proof. Given two sites u, v ∈ Z2, we denote by u↔c v the event that there is a closed path connecting u and v, and by
v↔c∞ the event that v is in an infinite closed cluster. Let θ(p) := PbondZ2,p [0↔c∞].

It is well known that there is a.s. a unique infinite closed cluster when 0 ≤ p < 1/2 = pbondc (Z2) and there is a.s. no
infinite closed cluster when 1/2≤ p≤ 1; see e.g. [19]. From this and the FKG inequality, we obtain that for all n ∈N,

PbondZ2,p [0↔c n]≥PbondZ2,p [0↔c∞, n↔c∞]≥ θ(p)2. (19)

It is also well known that θ(p) is a continuous function of p on the interval [0,1] (for bond percolation on Z2); see e.g.
[19]. Moreover, it is clear that θ(0) = 1. These facts and (19) imply that

PbondZ2,p [0↔c n]→ 1 uniformly in n as p→ 0. (20)

By Theorem 1.4 of [18], for each ε > 0, there exists p1(ε) ∈ (0,1/2), such that for every p ∈ [0, p1(ε)),

lim sup
n→∞

logPbondZ2,p [0↔c n,D(0, n)≥ (1 + ε)n]

n
< 0. (21)

Combining (20) and (21), we obtain the desired result.

3. Scaling limit of near-critical percolation clusters

The proof of our main result relies on the scaling limit of near-critical percolation clusters. We start by setting notation
in Section 3.1. By using the scaling limit results in [16] and the approach from [9], we construct the scaling limit of the
collection of blue clusters for near-critical percolation in Section 3.2.

3.1. Setting and notation

For ease of notation, we write ω∞ := ω∞(−1) and P∞ := P∞,−1, where ω∞(−1) and P∞,−1 are defined in Theorem
2.1. Recall that η = η(p) := L(p)−1.

Consider Bernoulli percolation on ηT with p ∈ (p(1), pc). We shall view each site in ηT as its corresponding (topo-
logically closed) regular hexagons in ηH. Clusters are connected components of blue or yellow hexagons. In Section 3
we consider ωηp as a union of blue clusters, and construct the limit of large clusters in ωηp as p ↑ pc. For this purpose, we
need to introduce some notation borrowed from [9], with small modifications adapted to our setup.

For a set A ⊂ C, let diam∞(A) denote the L∞-diameter of A. If D is a simply connected region with piecewise
smooth boundary, we let C p

D(δ) denote the collection of (blue) clusters of ωηp , which are contained in D and have L∞-
diameters at least δ. That is,

C p
D(δ) :=

{
C is a cluster in ωηp : C ⊂D and diam∞(C)≥ δ

}
.

Let C p
D denote the collection of all clusters of ωηp which are contained in D, and let C p(δ) denote the collection of all

clusters of ωηp with L∞-diameter at least δ. We write C p
k (δ) := C p

Λk
(δ) for short.

Let A,B be two subsets of C. The Hausdorff distance between A,B is defined by

dH(A,B) := inf{ε > 0 :A+ Λε ⊃B and B + Λε ⊃A}, (22)

where A+ Λε := {x+ y ∈ C : x ∈ A,y ∈ Λε}. Denote by SR the complete separable metric space of closed connected
subsets of ΛR with the metric (22).

Recall the definition of the distance function ∆(·, ·) in Section 2.3. The distance DH between subsets of Ĉ is defined
by

DH(A,B) := inf{ε > 0 : ∀x ∈A,∃y ∈B such that ∆(x, y)≤ ε and vice versa}. (23)

Denote by S∞ the complete separable metric space of closed connected subsets of Ĉ with the metric (23).
The distance d̂ist between finite collections i.e., sets of subsets of C, denoted by S ,S ′, is defined by

d̂ist(S ,S ′) := min
φ

max
S∈S

dH(S,φ(S)), (24)
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where the infimum is taken over all bijections φ : S →S ′. In case |S | 6= |S ′| we define the distance to be infinite. To
account for possibly infinite collections, S and S ′, of subsets of C, we define

dist(S ,S ′) := inf{ε : ∀A ∈S ,∃B ∈S ′ such that dH(A,B)≤ ε and vice versa}. (25)

Similarly, for collections S and S ′ of subsets of Ĉ, we write

Dist(S ,S ′) := inf{ε : ∀A ∈S ,∃B ∈S ′ such that DH(A,B)≤ ε and vice versa}. (26)

Note that the metrics dist and Dist are equivalent on bounded regions, and convergence in d̂ist implies convergence in
dist and Dist. Moreover, the space ΩR (resp. Ω∞) of closed subsets of SR (resp. S∞) with the metric dist (resp. Dist)
is also a complete separable metric space. We denote by BR (resp. B∞) its Borel σ-algebra.

3.2. Scaling limit of the collection of clusters

In this subsection we show that the collection of large clusters of ωηp has a scaling limit as p ↑ pc.
Note that Theorem 2.2, combined with the fact that (H , dH ) is a Polish metric space (see Section 2.3), implies that

there is a coupling of the measures (Pηp) and P∞ on (H , dH ) in which ωηp → ω∞ a.s. as p ↑ pc.
The following theorem states that in a bounded region, the collection of clusters converges to a collection of closed

connected sets (the “continuum clusters”) as p ↑ pc. It is an analog of Theorems 1 and 11 in [9].

Theorem 3.1. Let k > δ > 0, and let P be a coupling such that ωηp → ω∞ in (H , dH ) a.s. as p ↑ pc. Then, as p ↑ pc,
C p
k (δ) converges in P-probability, in the metric d̂ist, to a collection of closed connected sets in the interior of Λk , which

we denote by Ck(δ). Moreover, as p ↑ pc, C p
k converges in P-probability, in the metric dist, to a collection of closed

connected sets which we denote by Ck . Furthermore, Ck(δ) and Ck are measurable functions of ω∞.

The following theorem extends the above theorem to the case of the full plane and, moreover, states that the collection
of full-plane continuum clusters is invariant under rotations and translations. It is an analog of Theorems 3 and 4 in [9].

Theorem 3.2. Let Pk denote the distribution of Ck . There exists a unique probability measure P on (Ω∞,B∞) that is
supported on collections of bounded (in the Euclidean metric), closed, connected subsets of Ĉ, which is the full plane
limit of Pk in the sense that, P|Λk = Pk for each k ∈N. Moreover, the following statements hold:

• Let P be a coupling such that ωηp → ω∞ in (H , dH ) a.s. as p ↑ pc. Then, as p ↑ pc, C p converges in P-probability,
in the metric Dist, to a collection of bounded, closed, connected subsets of Ĉ which we denote by C . Moreover, C
is a measurable function of ω∞ and the distribution of C is P. Furthermore, for each k ∈N and δ > 0, C (δ)|Λk is
a.s. a finite set, and d̂ist(C p(δ)|Λk ,C (δ)|Λk), dist(C p|Λk ,C |Λk)→ 0 in probability as p ↑ pc.

• For any k,n ∈N with n≥ 2k+ 1, the configurations C |Λk and C |Λk(n) are independent.
• For θ ∈ [0,2π] and x ∈ C, let f(z) := eiθz + x be a map from C to C. Set f(C ) := {f(C) : C ∈ C }. Then f(C )

and C have the same distribution. That is, P is invariant under rotations and translations.

The proofs of Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 are analogous to those of the corresponding results in the critical case in [9].
Before moving to the proofs, we need to define the arm events that are measurable in the Borel σ-field of the quad-
crossing topology. These events were first introduced in [15]. We shall borrow the notation and definitions from [9], with
a slight modification adapted to our setting. (Note that for our FPP model a site is open when it takes the value 0, while
in the standard percolation model a site is open when it takes the value 1, so the meaning of the color sequence in the
present paper is opposite to that in [9].)

For S ⊂ Ĉ, let ∂S and int(S) denote the boundary and interior of S, respectively. The arm events are defined as
follows; see Figure 2.
Definition 3.3. Let l ∈ Z+ and κ ∈ {0,1}l. Let S be Ĉ, or a simply connected subset of Ĉ with piecewise smooth

boundary. Let D,E be two disjoint simply connected subsets of Ĉ with piecewise smooth boundaries. Let D
κ,S←−→ E

denote the event that there are δ > 0 and quads Qi ∈Qint(S) for i= 1,2, . . . , l which satisfy the following conditions:

1. ω ∈�Qi for i ∈ {1,2, . . . , l} with κi = 0 and ω ∈�cQi for i ∈ {1,2, . . . , l} with κi = 1.
2. For all i, j ∈ {1,2, . . . , l} with i 6= j and κi = κj , the quads Qi and Qj , viewed as subsets of Ĉ, are disjoint, and

are at distance at least δ from each other and from the boundary of S.
3. Λδ +Qi({0} × [0,1])⊂D and Λδ +Qi({1} × [0,1])⊂E for i ∈ {1,2, . . . , l} with κi = 0.
4. Λδ +Qi([0,1]× {0})⊂D and Λδ +Qi([0,1]× {1})⊂E for i ∈ {1,2, . . . , l} with κi = 1.
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D
Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

E

S

FIG 2. Defining the arm eventD
κ,S←−→E (in Definition 3.3) by using quad-crossings. Here, κ= (1010),D is the gray square, S is the upper half-plane,

E is the gray region outside the white region in the upper half-plane; the quads Q2,Q4 are crossed (κ2 = κ4 = 0), shown using blue curves, while the
quads Q1,Q3 are not crossed (κ1 = κ3 = 1), shown using yellow curves (i.e., dual crossed).

FIG 3. Illustration of the event A3
(0),(101)

(a, b).

5. The intersections Qi ∩D, for i= 1,2, . . . , l, are at distance at least δ from each other; the same holds for Qi ∩E.
6. A counterclockwise order of the quads Qi, for i= 1,2, . . . , l, is given by ordering counterclockwise the connected

components of Qi ∩D containing Qi(0,0).

We write D κ←→E for D
κ,Ĉ←−→E.

In the following we consider some special arm events. For z ∈C and a > 0, let H1(z, a),H2(z, a),H3(z, a),H4(z, a)
denote the left, lower, right, and upper half-planes which have the right, top, left and bottom sides of Λa(z) on their
boundaries, respectively. For j = 1,2,3,4, κ ∈ {0,1}l and κ′ ∈ {0,1}l′ with l, l′ ≥ 0, we define the event Ajκ,κ′(z;a, b)
where there are l+ l′ disjoint arms with color sequence κ∨κ′ := (κ1, . . . , κl, κ

′
1, . . . , κ

′
l′) in A(z;a, b) so that the l′ arms,

with color sequence κ′, are in the half-plane Hj(z, a). That is,

Ajκ,κ′(z;a, b) :=
{

Λa(z)
κ∨κ′←−−→

(
Ĉ\Λb(z)

)}
∩
{

Λa(z)
κ′,Hj(z,a)←−−−−−→

(
Ĉ\Λb(z)

)}
.

In the notation above, when z is omitted, it is assumed to be 0. When κ′ = ∅, both the subscript κ′ and the superscript j
will be omitted. See Figure 3 for an illustration of an arm event.

Lemma 3.4 below is a near-critical analog of Lemma 10 of [9] in the critical case. As noted in [9], although Lemma
2.9 in [15] is a slightly weaker version of Lemma 10 in [9], the proof of the former extends immediately to that of the
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latter. Similarly, Lemma 2.5 in [17] (see also Theorem 9.5 in [16]) is a slightly weaker version of Lemma 3.4, and its
proof extends to this more general case. (The proof of Lemma 2.9 in [15] works, using the stability for arm events near
criticality (7), together with the existence of the near-critical scaling limit, Theorem 2.2.)

Lemma 3.4. Under a coupling P of (Pηp) and P∞ on (H , dH ) such that ωηp → ω∞ almost surely as p ↑ pc, we have

for events D ∈ {{A (0),S←−−→B},{A (101),S←−−−→B},Ajκ,κ′(z;a, b)},

1D
(
ωηp
)
→ 1D(ω∞) in P-probability as p ↑ pc,

for (κ,κ′) ∈ {((0),∅), ((0101),∅), ((101010),∅), (∅, (101)), ((0), (101))}, rectangle S ⊂ C, j ∈ {1,2,3,4},0 < a < b
and A,B disjoint simply connected subsets of C with piecewise smooth boundaries.

The following bounds on the probabilities of some special arm events will be used later. Note that inequalities (10) and
(12) imply (27) immediately; a combination of the right-hand inequality in (27), Reimer’s inequality and (5) gives (28).

Lemma 3.5. There exist constants λ6, λ1,3 > 0, such that for any fixed K ≥ 1, there exists a constant C(K)> 0, such
that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc), η ≤ a < b≤K and j ∈ {1,2,3,4},

Pηp[A(101010)(a, b)]≤C
(a
b

)2+λ6

, Pηp[Aj∅,(101)(a, b)]≤C
(a
b

)2

, (27)

Pηp[Aj(0),(101)(a, b)]≤C
(a
b

)2+λ1,3

. (28)

Now we are ready to prove Theorems 3.1 and 3.2. Since the proofs are analogous to those of the corresponding results
in the critical case in [9], we only give a sketch.

Sketch of proof of Theorem 3.1. The proof is essentially the same as the proof of Theorem 11 (see also Theorem 1 in
[9] for its weaker version) in [9], by using estimates on near-critical arm events and the existence of the near-critical
scaling limit. We shall give a sketch of the proof below, and refer the reader to Sections 5 and 6 of [9] for the details.

Step 1. As in Section 5 of [9], we construct two approximations of blue clusters with L∞-diameters at least δ > 0,
which are completely contained in Λk . The first one relies solely on the arm events (see Definition 5 in [9]), while the
other is simply the union of ε-boxes which intersect the cluster. It was showed in the critical case that when the mesh
size is small, with high probability these two approximations coincide; see Propositions 1 and 2 in Section 5 of [9]). The
results in Section 5 of [9] just use estimates on critical arm events given by Lemmas 4 and 5 in that paper. Lemma 3.5 is
the corresponding lemma needed for our near-critical case. Then we can obtain the “clusters-approximations result” (i.e.,
analog of Propositions 1 and 2 in [9]) in the near-critical case by using Lemma 3.5 and the proof of Propositions 1 and 2
in [9].

Step 2. Following the proof of Theorem 11 given in Section 6 of [9], we can derive our Theorem 3.1 by using the
clusters-approximations result in Step 1, Theorem 2.1 and Lemma 3.4.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. The proof of the existence and uniqueness of the measure P is analogous to the proofs of Theorem
3 in [9] and Theorem 6 in [10]. Let 1≤ k ≤ k1 < k2. First, we claim that the marginal distributions Pk1 |Λk and Pk2 |Λk
are the same. For this, it suffices to show that under the coupling P, we have dist(Ck2 |Λk1 ,Ck1) = 0 with probability
1 for any integers 1 ≤ k1 < k2. By Theorem 3.1, for fixed k ∈ N, dist(C p

k ,Ck)→ 0 in P-probability as p ↑ pc. This
combined with the fact (due to the half-plane 3-arm event having exponent larger than 1; see (12)) that for any fixed δ > 0
and k ∈ N, P[C p

k+ε(δ)\C
p
k (δ) 6= ∅] tends to 0 uniformly for all p ∈ (p(1), pc) as ε→ 0, implies our claim. Hence, the

consistency relations needed to apply Kolmogorov’s extension theorem (see, e.g., [14]) are satisfied. Since Ωk and Ω∞
are complete separable metric spaces, the measurable spaces (Ωk,Bk) and (Ω∞,B∞) are standard Borel spaces, and Pk
is a probability measure on (Ωk,Bk), we can apply Kolmogorov’s extension theorem and conclude that there is a unique
probability measure P on (Ω∞,B∞) such that P|Λk = Pk for each k ∈ N and P is supported on collections of bounded,
closed and connected subsets of Ĉ.

Write C :=
⋃
k Ck . Then the above argument gives that the distribution of C is P. Using (8), it is easy to see that for

each ε > 0, there exists K =K(ε)≥ 1 such that for all k ≥K and p ∈ (p(1), pc),

P[Dist(C p
k ,C

p)≤ ε]≥ 1− ε. (29)

Theorem 3.1 and (29) imply that Dist(C p,C )→ 0 in probability as p ↑ pc. Moreover, the fact that C (δ)|Λk = Ck(δ)
a.s. and dist(C |Λk ,Ck) = 0 a.s. (by the above argument) together with Theorem 3.1 implies the following state-
ments immediately: C is a measurable function of ω∞; for each k ∈ N and δ > 0, C (δ)|Λk is a.s. a finite set, and
d̂ist(C p(δ)|Λk ,C (δ)|Λk), dist(C p|Λk ,C |Λk)→ 0 in probability as p ↑ pc.
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It follows easily from the above statement that for any k,n ∈N, dist(C p|Λk(n),C |Λk(n))→ 0 in probability as p ↑ pc.
It is clear that for any k ∈N, n≥ 2k + 1 and p ∈ (p(1), pc), the configurations C p|Λk and C p|Λk(n) are independent, so
C |Λk and C |Λk(n) are independent.

We give the proof of the rotational invariance of P below; similar proof works for the translation invariance, and we
omit it. For θ ∈ [0,2π], let f(z) = eiθz be a rotation of C. By Theorem 2.1, f(ω∞) and ω∞ have the same distribution.
Therefore, similarly as the proof of Theorem 3.1, we can use a coupling such that ωηp → f(ω∞) in (H , dH ) a.s., to
show that C p

f(Λk) converges in distribution to f(Ck) with respect to the metric Dist (note that f(Ck) is constructed by
using f(ω∞) and rotated boxes f(Λε/2(z))). We deduce from this, by letting k→∞, that C p converges in distribution
to f(C ) with respect to Dist, as p ↑ pc. Since we have proved that C p also converges in distribution to C with respect to
Dist as p ↑ pc, it follows that f(C ) and C have the same distribution.

Remark 3.6. Consider portions of clusters in a region, that is, the connected components in the region which come from
the clusters intersecting the region but not completely contained in it. In Section 3.3 of the preprint version [41] of the
present paper, we constructed the scaling limit of the collection of portions of clusters in a strip as p ↑ pc, which was used
to prove Theorem 1.1 in that preprint.

For critical site percolation, the scaling limits in the loop-ensemble and quad-crossing spaces are equivalent in the
sense that the associated σ-algebras are the same; see Section 2.3 of [15] for a proof that the loops determine the quad-
crossing information, and see Theorem 6.10 in [22] for the converse result. To our knowledge, similar equivalence result
has not been proved for near-critical percolation. Moreover, this equivalence result for critical percolation implies that the
scaling limit of the collection of portions of clusters in Theorem 12 of [9] is not only a measurable function of the pair
of quad-crossing and loop-ensemble scaling limits, but also measurable with respect to the single quad-crossing scaling
limit.

4. FPP based on the scaling limit of near-critical percolation

In this section, we define a “continuum” FPP on the continuum cluster ensemble C . We also define its discrete analog
for C p on the lattice ηT. Then we show that as p ↑ pc, some quantities of the discrete FPP approach their corresponding
quantities of the continuum FPP. Finally, we give a law of large numbers for the “point-to-point” passage times of the
continuum FPP.

4.1. Definition of first-passage times

We first define first-passage times for C . Then we define analogous quantities for C p with p ∈ (p(1), pc).
A (continuum) chain is a finite sequence Γ = (C0,C1, . . . ,Ck) of distinct clusters in C , such that Cj−1 ∩ Cj 6= ∅ for

all j ∈ {1,2, . . . , k}. Let |Γ| denote the length, or, more precisely, the number of clusters in Γ. The passage time of Γ
is defined by T (Γ) := |Γ| − 1. Similarly to the third item in Theorem 2 of [10] (which was called “finite chaining” in
Proposition 2.7 in [15]) for the full-plane CLE6, C also has the finite chaining property: Almost surely (under P∞), for
any pair of clusters C,C′ ∈ C , there is a chain (C,C1, . . . ,Ck,C′) in C connecting C and C′. It is not hard to show this
property, but we will not give its proof here since we will not use it in our proofs.

The first-passage time between any pair of clusters C,C′ ∈ C is defined by

T (C,C′) := inf{T (Γ) : Γ is a chain in C that starts at C and ends at C′},

where we use the convention that the infimum of the empty set is∞. It follows from the finite chaining property that the
first-passage times between all pairs of clusters in C are almost surely finite.
Remark 4.1. If we view each cluster of C as a single vertex, and define a new edge between any pair of vertices if their
corresponding clusters touch each other, then we get a graph called “(continuum) cluster graph”. Observe that a chain
corresponds to a (self-avoiding) path of the cluster graph, and the first-passage time between two clusters is just the graph
distance between their corresponding vertices in the cluster graph. The finite chaining property implies that the cluster
graph is almost surely connected.

Lemma 4.3 below states that, for any fixed point z ∈ C, there exists almost surely a unique cluster whose Euclidean
diameter is maximal among the clusters of C in D1/2(z), which is called the largest (continuum) cluster in D1/2(z)
and denoted by C(z); if there is no such cluster, then let C(z) = ∅. Now we can define the point-to-point passage times
for C : For m,n ∈ Z and θ ∈ [0,2π], let

T θm,n = T θm,n(C ) := T (C(meiθ),C(neiθ)),
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nm

C(n)
ΓC(m)

FIG 4. A chain Γ from C(m) to C(n) such that T θ=0
m,n = T (Γ) = 5.

where we let T θm,n =∞ if C(meiθ) or C(neiθ) is empty. See Figure 4. When θ = 0, we write Tm,n := T 0
m,n. We remark

that there are other ways to define point-to-point passage times for C . The key point is that for each z ∈ C one should
choose an appropriate cluster close to z. Different choice may lead to different technical arguments, but the strategy for
the main result is essentially the same.

To study T θm,n, we need to define its discrete version. Suppose that z ∈C and p ∈ (p(1), pc). In the following the sites
in ηT are viewed as hexagons. We let Cp(z) denote the cluster whose Euclidean diameter is maximal among the clusters
of C p in D1/2(z), and call it the largest (discrete) cluster in D1/2(z). When there are more than one candidates for
Cp(z), then we choose one of them in some deterministic way; when there are no clusters of C p in D1/2(z), then we let
Cp(z) denote the η-hexagon containing z (if z is on the boundary of two or three hexagons, then we choose one of them
in some deterministic way). In fact, the arguments in Section 4.2 imply that with high probability the above two events
do not occur for p close to pc. For m,n ∈ Z and θ ∈ [0,2π], let

T p,θm,n = T p,θm,n(C p) := T (Cp(meiθ),Cp(neiθ)).

When θ = 0, we simply drop it from the notation, writing T pm,n := T p,0m,n.
Similarly to its continuum version above, a (discrete) chain is a finite sequence (C0,C1, . . . ,Ck) of distinct clusters in

C p, such that for each j ∈ {1,2, . . . , k}, there is a yellow η-hexagon touching both of Cj−1 and Cj .

4.2. Properties of large clusters

This subsection gives some properties of clusters with large diameters in region. In particular, Lemma 4.3 allows us to
define C(z), and Lemma 4.4 says that with high probability C(z) is well-approximated by Cp(z) for p close to pc, under
a coupling. As mentioned in Section 4.1, one could use a different large cluster “close” to z instead of C(z) used here
to study the point-to-point passage times for C . For example, one may choose the outermost cluster surrounding z in
D1/2(z), as we did in [41], or the cluster having the largest “volume” in D1/2(z). However, the former choice leads to a
lot of technical issues, while the latter involves counting measures associated to continuum clusters (see [9]), which are
rather complicated. The present definition of C(z) is more natural and makes the proofs cleaner.

For a set S ⊂C, let diam(S) denote the Euclidean diameter of S. For convenience, we will just say diameter to mean
Euclidean diameter in the rest of the paper. Recall that the L∞-diameter diam∞(·) is used in Section 3.

The following proposition will be used in the proofs of the next two lemmas. Roughly speaking, it says that, for p
close pc, with high probability the gaps between the diameters of clusters with large diameters are not too small. Note
that Proposition 3.2 in [4] says that with high probability, the gaps between the volumes of critical clusters with large
diameters are also not too small; similar result also holds for the near-critical case.

Proposition 4.2. For all δ, ε1 ∈ (0,1) there exists ε2 = ε2(δ, ε1)> 0 such that for all p ∈ (p(5/ε2), pc),

Pηp[there exist distinct C,C′ ∈ C p(δ)|Λ1
such that |diam(C)− diam(C′)| ≤ ε2]≤ ε1.

Proof. The proof is based on upper bounds for arm probabilities and a counting argument. Let Aθ,ϑσ (z; r,R) denote the
wedge arm event for ωηp defined at the beginning of Section 2. WriteAθ,ϑ(0),(101)(z; r,R) :=A(0)(z; r,R)◦Aθ,ϑ(101)(z; r,R),
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C

C ′

ũ

ṽ

ũ′

ṽ′

A(ṽ; 2ε, δ/20)

A(ṽ′; 2ε, δ/20)
A(ũ; 3|u− u′|/2, 2δ/5)

A(ũ; 2ε, |u− u′|/4)

A(ũ′; 2ε, |u− u′|/4)

u

u′

v

v′

ϑ0

ϑ0

FIG 5. Illustration of arm events when |u − u′| ∈ [10ε, δ/5] and |v − v′| > δ/5. The clusters C,C′ and their site boundaries pro-

vide five independent arm events Aarg(v−u),ϑ0

(101)
(ũ; 2ε, |u − u′|/4), Aarg(v′−u′),ϑ0

(101)
(ũ′; 2ε, |u − u′|/4), Aarg(v−u),ϑ0

(0),(101)
(ũ; 3|u − u′|/2,2δ/5),

Aarg(u−v),ϑ0

(101)
(ṽ; 2ε, δ/20) and Aarg(u′−v′),ϑ0

(101)
(ṽ′; 2ε, δ/20).

where ◦ means the disjoint occurrence (see e.g. Chapter 2 of [19]). By (5) and (13), we know that there exist constants
C0 > 0, ϑ0 ∈ (π,3π/2) and 0< 3β < λ1 < 1/2, such that for all p ∈ (p(1), pc), η ≤ r < R≤ 1 and θ ∈ [0,2π],

Pηp[A(0)(r,R)]≤C0

( r
R

)λ1

and Pηp[Aθ,ϑ0

(101)(r,R)]≤C0

( r
R

)2−β
. (30)

Letting λ := λ1 − β, the above two inequalities combined with Reimer’s inequality implies that

Pηp[Aθ,ϑ0

(0),(101)(z; r,R)]≤C2
0

( r
R

)2+λ

. (31)

Let δ ∈ (0,1) and ε ∈ (0, δ/50). Given a closed subset S of Λ1 with diam(S)≥ δ, we choose a pair {u(S), v(S)} of
vertices in εZ2 such that Λε/2(u(S)) and Λε/2(v(S)) contain two points of S whose distance is equal to the diameter
of S. If there are more than one candidates for this pair, we choose one of them in some deterministic way. Write
ũ(u, v) := u+ ε · (u− v)/|u− v| and ṽ(u, v) := v+ ε · (v−u)/|v−u|. It is easy to check that there exists ε0 ∈ (0, δ/50),
such that for all ε ∈ (0, ε0) and all closed subset S of Λ1 with diam(S)≥ δ, the set S+Dε/5 is contained in the intersection
of the wedges W (ũ; arg(v− u), ϑ0) and W (ṽ; arg(u− v), ϑ0).

In the rest of the proof, we suppose that δ ∈ (0,1), ε ∈ (0, ε0) and p ∈ (p(5/ε), pc). Assume that C,C′ are distinct
clusters of C p(δ) in Λ1 with |diam(C)−diam(C′)| ≤ ε. For simplicity, we let u,u′ denote u(C), u(C′), respectively, and
let ũ := ũ(u, v), ũ′ := ũ(u′, v′). We assume without loss of generality that |u− u′| ≤min{|u− v′|, |v− v′|, |v− u′|}. By
considering the distance between u and u′, we distinguish the following three cases; in each case the clusters C,C′ together
with their yellow site boundaries produces the corresponding independent arm events. See Figure 5 for an illustration.

• If |u − u′| ∈ [10ε, δ/5], then the events Aarg(v−u),ϑ0

(101) (ũ; 2ε, |u − u′|/4), Aarg(v′−u′),ϑ0

(101) (ũ′; 2ε, |u − u′|/4) and

Aarg(v−u),ϑ0

(0),(101) (ũ; 3|u− u′|/2,2δ/5) occur.

• If |u− u′|> δ/5, then Aarg(v−u),ϑ0

(101) (ũ; 2ε, δ/20) and Aarg(v′−u′),ϑ0

(101) (ũ′; 2ε, δ/20) occur.

• If |u− u′| ∈ [0,10ε), then Aarg(v−u),ϑ0

(0),(101) (ũ; 12ε,2δ/5) occurs.

Similar statements also hold for v and v′. It is easy to check that the arm events introduced in each case are independent;
see, for example, the five arm events shown in Figure 5 are independent.

Note that diam(C) ∈ [δ,2
√

2]. Now, assume that diam(C) ∈ [δ1, δ1 + ε] for any fixed δ1 ∈ [δ,2
√

2]. Then, there are
O(ε−3) choices for the pair {u, v}. Fix u and v. Then there are O(1) choices for u′ satisfying |u − u′| ∈ [0,10ε),
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O(ε−2) choices for u′ satisfying |u − u′| > δ/5, and O(4j) choices for u′ satisfying |u − u′| ∈ [10ε, δ/5] and u′ ∈
A(u; 2jε,2j+1ε) with j ≥ 3. Now fix u′ also. Then there are O(1) choices for v′ satisfying |v − v′| ∈ [0,10ε), O(ε−1)
choices for v′ satisfying |v−v′|> δ/5, andO(2k) choices for v′ satisfying |v−v′| ∈ [10ε, δ/5] and v′ ∈A(v; 2kε,2k+1ε)
with k ≥ 3. The above arguments imply that there exist C1,C2 > 0 such that for all δ ∈ (0,1), δ1 ∈ [δ,2

√
2], ε ∈ (0, ε0)

and p ∈ (p(5/ε), pc),

Pηp[there exist distinct C,C′ ∈ C p(δ)|Λ1
such that diam(C) ∈ [δ1, δ1 + ε] and |diam(C)− diam(C′)| ≤ ε]

≤ C1

ε3




( ε
δ

)2+λ

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1)

+

dlog2(δ/ε)e∑
j=3

4j
( ε

2jε

)4−2β
(

2jε

δ

)2+λ

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2)


1

ε

( ε
δ

)4−2β

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(3)

+

dlog2(δ/ε)e∑
k=3

2k
( ε

2kε

)4−2β
(

2kε

δ

)2+λ

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(4)



+
( ε
δ

)4+2λ

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(5)

+
1

ε3

( ε
δ

)8−4β

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(6)

 by (30) and (31)

≤C2ε
1+λ−2β/δ8, (32)

where the six terms (1)–(6) correspond respectively to the following six cases: (1) |u − u′| ∈ [0,10ε), (2) |u − u′| ∈
[10ε, δ/5], (3) |v− v′|> δ/5, (4) |v− v′| ∈ [10ε, δ/5], (5) |u−u′|, |v− v′| ∈ [0,10ε), (6) |u−u′|, |v− v′|> δ/5. Hence,

Pηp[there exist distinct C,C′ ∈ C p(δ)|Λ1
such that |diam(C)− diam(C′)| ≤ ε]

≤
b(2
√

2−δ)/εc∑
j=0

Pηp[∃ distinct C,C′ ∈ C p(δ)|Λ1
s.t. diam(C) ∈ [δ + jε, δ + (j + 1)ε] and |diam(C)− diam(C′)| ≤ ε]

≤ 4C2ε
λ−2β/δ8 by (32).

The lemma follows easily from this since λ > 2β.

Lemma 4.3. Let z ∈ C. Almost surely, there is a unique cluster whose diameter is maximal among the clusters of C in
D1/2(z), which is called the largest (continuum) cluster in D1/2(z) and denoted by C(z). Moreover, for each ε > 0, there
exists δ = δ(ε)> 0 such that

P∞[diam(C(z))≥ δ]≥ 1− ε.

Proof. We shall prove the lemma when z = 0; the general case then follows since the law of C is invariant under
translations by Theorem 3.2. Let P be a coupling such that ωηp → ω∞ in (H , dH ) a.s. as p ↑ pc. Fix any δ ∈ (0,1). For
each ε1 ∈ (0,1), there exist ε2 > 0, p1 ∈ (0, pc) such that

P[there exist distinct C,C′ ∈ C (δ)|Λ1 such that |diam(C)− diam(C′)| ≤ ε2]

≤P [∃ distinct C,C′ ∈ C p1(δ)|Λ1
s.t. |diam(C)− diam(C′)| ≤ 3ε2] + P

[
d̂ist(C (δ)|Λ1

,C p1(δ)|Λ1
)≥ ε2/4

]
≤ ε1 by Proposition 4.2 and Theorem 3.2. (33)

Letting ε1→ 0 gives that

P[there exist distinct C,C′ ∈ C (δ)|Λ1 such that |diam(C)− diam(C′)|= 0] = 0. (34)

Therefore, for each ε > 0 there exist δ ∈ (0,1/8) and p2 ∈ (0, pc) such that

P[C (δ)|D1/2
6= ∅ and ∃ a unique cluster whose diameter is maximal among the clusters of C (δ)|D1/2

]

= P[C (δ)|D1/2
6= ∅] by (34)

≥P[C p2(2δ)|D1/4
6= ∅]−P[dist(C |Λ1

,C p2 |Λ1
)≥ δ/2]

≥ 1− ε by RSW, FKG and Theorem 3.2.



Limit shapes for near-critical FPP 21

The lemma follows from this immediately.

Lemma 4.4. Let P be a coupling such that ωηp → ω∞ in (H , dH ) a.s. as p ↑ pc. For each k ∈ N and ε, δ > 0, there
exists p0 ∈ (0, pc), such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc) and z ∈Λk ,

P[dH(Cp(z),C(z))≥ δ]≤ ε.

Proof. Let 0< δ1 < δ/8< 1/10, p ∈ (p(5/δ1), pc), k ∈N and z ∈Λk . Define the events

E1 = E1(δ1, p, k) := {dist(C |Λk+1
,C p|Λk+1

)< δ1},

E2 = E2(z; δ, δ1, p) := {diam(Cp(z))≥ δ and C p(δ/2)|D1/2+2δ1
(z) = C p(δ/2)|D1/2−2δ1

(z)},

E3 = E3(z; δ, δ1) := {for any distinct C,C′ ∈ C (δ/2)|Λ1(z), |diam(C)− diam(C′)| ≥ 9δ1}.

First, we prove that E1 ∩ E2 ∩ E3 ⊂ {dH(Cp(z),C(z)) < δ1}. Assume that the event E1 ∩ E2 ∩ E3 holds. Since
E1 ∩ E2 occurs, there is a continuum cluster C0 such that dH(Cp(z),C0) < δ1, and furthermore Cp(z) ⊂ D1/2−2δ1(z),
C0 ⊂D1/2(z) and diam(C0)> diam(Cp(z))− 4δ1 > δ/2. It remains to check that C0 = C(z). Assume for a contradic-
tion that C0 6= C(z). Since E3 occurs, we have diam(C(z)) ≥ diam(C0) + 9δ1 > diam(Cp(z)) + 5δ1. Since E1 holds,
there is a cluster Cp0 of C p such that dH(Cp0 ,C(z)) < δ1, Cp0 ⊂ D1/2+2δ1(z) and diam(Cp0 ) > diam(C(z)) − 4δ1 >
diam(Cp(z)) + δ1. Furthermore, the fact that E2 holds implies that Cp0 ⊂D1/2(z). This together with Cp0 > diam(Cp(z))
contradicts the definition of Cp(z).

Therefore, for all k ∈N, ε > 0 and δ ∈ (0,1/2), there exist δ1 ∈ (0, δ/8) and p0 ∈ (0, pc) such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc)
and z ∈Λk ,

P[dH(Cp(z),C(z))< δ]≥P[dH(Cp(z),C(z))< δ1]

≥ 1−P[¬E1]−P[¬E2]−P[¬E3] by E1 ∩ E2 ∩ E3 ⊂ {dH(Cp(z),C(z))< δ1}

≥ 1− ε/2−P[¬E2] by Theorem 3.2 and (33)

≥ 1− ε by RSW, FKG and (12), via a standard argument.

This completes the proof of the lemma.

4.3. Properties of first-passage times

Lemma 4.5. There are constants C1,C2 > 0, such that for each n ∈ Z, k ∈N, θ ∈ [0,2π] and p ∈ (p(10), pc),

Pηp[T p,θn,n+1 ≥ k]≤C1 exp(−C2k). (35)

Moreover, there is C0 > 0 such that for each θ ∈ [0,2π], p ∈ (p(10), pc) and m,n ∈ Z with m<n,

Eηp[T p,θm,n]≤C0(n−m). (36)

Proof. For simplicity, we prove Lemma 4.5 in the case θ = 0. The proof extends immediately to the general case.
Suppose that p ∈ (p(10), pc). Assume that Cp(n) and Cp(n+1) intersect boxes Λr(u) and Λr(v) for some u, v ∈ 2rZ2,

respectively. If r ∈ [η,1/6] and diam(Cp(n)),diam(Cp(n+ 1))≥ 6r, then Cp(n) and Cp(n+ 1) produce 1-arm events
A(0)(u; r,3r) and A(0)(v; r,3r), respectively, and furthermore,

T pn,n+1 ≤Xp(u; r,4) +Xp(v; r,4) + Y p(n,u, v; r), (37)

where Xp(z; r1, r2) is the annulus-crossing time defined above Lemma 2.7, Y p(n,u, v; r) := Y p(u; r) + Y p(v; r) +
Y p(n) and

Y p(z; r) := inf{T (γ)(ωηp) : γ is a circuit surrounding z in A(z; r,3r)},

Y p(n) := inf{T (γ)(ωηp) : γ is a circuit surrounding n+ 1/2 in A(n+ 1/2; 1,2)}.

When r = η, it is easy to check that the following inequality always holds, although it could happen that diam(Cp(n))< 6η,
or Cp(n) is even a yellow η-hexagon.

T pn,n+1 ≤Xp(u;η,4) +Xp(v;η,4) + Y p(n,u, v;η) + 6. (38)
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It follows easily from Lemma 2.6 that there existC3,C4 > 0, such that for all p ∈ (p(10), pc), n ∈ Z, k ∈N, r ∈ [η,1/6]
and u, v ∈ 2rZ2,

Pηp[Y p(n,u, v; r)≥ k]≤C3 exp(−C4k). (39)

For x≥ 1 and n ∈ Z, define a set of pairs of points by

S(n;x) := {(u, v) : u, v ∈ 2−x+1Z2,Λ2−x(u) intersects D1/2(n) and Λ2−x(v) intersects D1/2(n+ 1)}.

It is clear that there is an absolute constant C5 > 0 such that

#S(n;x)≤ exp(C5x). (40)

Let K,K2 be the constants from Lemma 2.7. Write

C6 := min{C4/3,K2/3} and C := min{1/(4K),C6/(2C5)}.

Then, there isC7 > 0 such that for all p ∈ (p(10), pc), n ∈ Z, k ∈N, u, v ∈ 2−Ck+1Z2 and r∗ = r∗(p, k) := max{2−Ck, η},

Pηp [Xp(u; r∗,4) +Xp(v; r∗,4) + Y p(n,u, v; r∗) + 6≥ k]

≤Pηp [Xp(u; r∗,4)≥ k/3− 2] + Pηp [Xp(v; r∗,4)≥ k/3− 2] + Pηp [Y p(n,u, v; r∗)≥ k/3− 2]

≤C7 exp(−C6k) by Lemma 2.7 and (39). (41)

By a standard RSW and FKG argument, there exist C8,C9 > 0, such that for all n ∈ Z, p ∈ (p(10), pc), x ≥ 1 with
2−x ≥ η,

Pηp[diam(Cp(n))< 6 · 2−x or diam(Cp(n+ 1))< 6 · 2−x]≤C8 exp(−C9x). (42)

The above arguments imply that, for k satisfying k ≥ 3/C and 2−Ck ≥ η,

Pηp[T pn,n+1 ≥ k]

≤Pηp[diam(Cp(n))< 6 · 2−Ck or diam(Cp(n+ 1))< 6 · 2−Ck]

+Pηp[diam(Cp(n)),diam(Cp(n+ 1))≥ 6 · 2−Ck and T pn,n+1 ≥ k]

≤C8 exp(−C9Ck) +
∑

(u,v)∈S(n;Ck)

Pηp[Xp(u; r∗,4) +Xp(v; r∗,4) + Y p(n,u, v; r∗)≥ k] by (42) and (37)

≤C8 exp(−C9Ck) + exp(C5Ck) ·C7 exp(−C6k) by (40) and (41), (43)

and for k satisfying 2−Ck ≤ η,

Pηp[T pn,n+1 ≥ k]≤
∑

(u,v)∈S(n;log2(1/η))

Pηp[Xp(u;η,4) +Xp(v;η,4) + Y p(n,u, v;η) + 6≥ k] by (38)

≤ exp(C5 log2(1/η)) ·C7 exp(−C6k) by (40) and (41)

≤ exp(C5Ck) ·C7 exp(−C6k). (44)

Then (35) follows from (43) and (44) immediately since C5C <C6. We get (36) from (35) since T pm,n ≤
∑n−1
j=m T

p
j,j+1.

To study geometric properties of geodesics between clusters of C p, for z ∈ C, 0< 4r ≤ R ≤ 1 and p ∈ (p(4/r), pc)
we define the event

Ã6(z; r,R) :=A6(z; r,R− 2η)∪A(111111)(z; r+ 2η,R)∪

{
there exists x ∈ [r+ 2η,R− η] such that

A6(z; r,x− η)∩A(111111)(z;x,R) occurs

}
. (45)

Roughly speaking, the above event occurs when there is a geodesic γ between two large blue clusters with two yellow
sites of γ “very” close to each other. We shall use the event in the proof of Lemma 4.7 below; see Figure 6 for an
illustration.
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0

Cp(0)

n

Cp(n)

A(z; 4δ, δ1)

z

γ

FIG 6. Let 0 < 20δ < δ1 < 1/4 and p ∈ (p(10/δ), pc). Assume that diam(Cp(0)),diam(Cp(n)) ≥ 4δ1 and there is a geodesic γ from Cp(0) to
Cp(n) with two yellow sites of γ contained in Λ3δ(z). Then the event Ã6(z; 4δ, δ1) occurs.

Lemma 4.6. Let λ6 > 0 be the universal constant from (10). There is a constant C > 0 such that for all z ∈C, 0< 4r ≤
R≤ 1 and p ∈ (p(4/r), pc), we have

Pηp

[
Ã6(z; r,R)

]
≤C

( r
R

)2+λ6

.

Proof. Write J := blog2(R/r)c. Assume that there exists x ∈ [r+2η,R−η] such thatA6(z; r,x− η)∩A(111111)(z;x,R)
holds, and x is the smallest one satisfying this event. Observe that if x ≤ 2r, then A(111111)(z; 2r,R) occurs; if
x ≥ 2J−1r, then A6(z; r,2J−1r − η) occurs; if 2j−1r < x ≤ 2jr for j ∈ {2, . . . , J − 1}, then A6(z; r,2j−1r − η) ∩
A(111111)(z; 2jr,R) occurs. Therefore, there are constants ε,C,C1 > 0 such that for all z ∈ C, 0 < 4r ≤ R ≤ 1 and
p ∈ (p(4/r), pc),

Pηp

[
Ã6(z; r,R)

]
≤Pηp

[
A(111111)(z; 2r,R)

]
+Pηp

[
A6(z; r,2J−1r− η)

]
+

J−1∑
j=2

Pηp
[
A6(z; r,2j−1r− η)

]
Pηp
[
A(111111)(z; 2jr,R)

]

≤C1

( r
R

)2+λ6

+

J−1∑
j=2

C1

( r
R

)2+λ6
(

2jr

R

)ε
by (10) and (14)

≤C
( r
R

)2+λ6

.

For n ∈N, p ∈ (p(1), pc), δ ∈ (0,1/2), θ ∈ [0,2π] and K ≥ 2, we define the event

Fp,θn (δ,K) :=

{
∃ a chain Γ from Cp(0) to Cp(neiθ) such that T p,θ0,n = |Γ| − 1,

diam(Cp)≥ δ for all Cp ∈ Γ, and Γ⊂ΛKn

}
.

Write Fpn(δ,K) := Fp,0n (δ,K). Observe that for our FPP on ηT, if there is a geodesic between two large blue clusters
with two yellow sites in this geodesic close to each other, then the blue cluster between these two yellow sites may be
small and not be seen in the scaling limit. This creates a difference between the first-passage times in the discrete and
continuum cases, since the continuum FPP is defined by chains of clusters. Nevertheless, thanks to the following lemma,
for p close to pc with high probability the first-passage time between two large blue clusters is realized by a discrete chain
of large clusters. The proof relies on the estimate of the “6-arm” event in the previous lemma.

Lemma 4.7. For each R≥ 1 and ε > 0, there exist K =K(ε)≥ 3 (independent of R), δ = δ(ε,R) ∈ (0,1/4), such that
for all θ ∈ [0,2π], p ∈ (p(10/δ), pc) and n ∈N with n≤R,

Pηp[Fp,θn (δ,K)]≥ 1− ε.
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Proof. For simplicity, we prove Lemma 4.7 in the case θ = 0. The proof extends immediately to the general case.
Let C0 be the constant from (36). We use (36) and Markov’s inequality to obtain that, for all x > 0, n ∈ N and

p ∈ (p(10), pc),

Pηp[T p0,n ≥ xC0n]≤ 1

x
. (46)

We claim that there are constants ε0,C1,C2 > 0 such that for each p ∈ (p(10), pc), r ≥ 1 and the event

G(r) := {∃ a path γ of ωηp starting at a hexagon in D1/2, such that T (γ)≤ ε0r and γ 6⊂Λr},

we have

Pηp[G(r)]≤C1 exp(−C2r). (47)

We use a standard renormalization argument to show (47). First, we define a family of random variables {Xp
z : z ∈ Z2}

as follows. We declare a vertex z ∈ Z2 to be good if there is a yellow circuit (viewed as a union of yellow hexagons)
of ωηp surrounding the point Mz in A(Mz;M/2,M), where M is a large constant that will be fixed later. The family
Xp = {Xp

z : z ∈ Z2} is defined by

Xp
z :=

{
1 if z is good,

0 otherwise.

Note that Xp is 2-dependent. It follows by (8) that

lim
M→∞

Pηp[z is good] = 1 uniformly in p ∈ (p(10), pc) and z ∈ Z2. (48)

Then, by Theorem 2.8, there is a p0 ∈ (0, psitec (Z2)) and a fixed constant M ≥ 1, such that for each p ∈ (p(10), pc), Xp

stochastically dominates the subcritical Bernoulli site FPP on Z2 with measure PsiteZ2,p0
. (Recall that PsiteZ2,p0

[t(z) = 0] =

p0 = 1−PsiteZ2,p0
[t(z) = 1] for z ∈ Z2.)

Assume that the event G(r) holds. Then it is easy to see that there exists a path γ̃ of Z2 starting at the origin, such that
|γ̃| ≥ r/M and ΛM/2(Mz) ∩ γ 6= ∅ for all z ∈ γ̃. Note that when a vertex z ∈ γ̃ is good, then γ passes through a yellow
hexagon of ωηp in A(Mz;M/2,M). Therefore,

T (γ)≥ (the number of good vertices in γ̃)/9.

The above argument implies that there are constants ε0,C1,C2 > 0 such that for each p ∈ (p(10), pc) and r ≥ 1,

Pηp[G(r)]≤Pηp

[
∃ a path γ̃ of Z2 starting at the origin, such that |γ̃| ≥ r/M

and the number of good vertices in γ̃ is smaller than 10ε0r

]

≤PsiteZ2,p0

[
∃ a path γ̃ of Z2 starting at the origin, such that |γ̃| ≥ r/M

and the number of 1-valued vertices in γ̃ is smaller than 10ε0r

]
≤C1 exp(−C2r) by Proposition 2.9,

which gives the claim (47).
Let O(r) denote the event that there exists a yellow circuit of ωηp surrounding the origin in A(r/2, r). Then for each

ε ∈ (0,1) there is K ≥ 3 such that for all n ∈N, p ∈ (p(10), pc) and the event

Hn(K) :=

{
for each geodesic γ from Cp(0) to Cp(n), γ ⊂ ΛKn/2 and

each blue cluster which has a site of γ is contained in ΛKn

}
,

we have

Pηp[Hn(K)]≥Pηp[{T p0,n ≤ ε0Kn/2} ∩ G(Kn/2)∩O(Kn)]

≥ 1− ε/3 by (46), (47) and (8). (49)
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It follows from a RSW and FKG argument that, for each ε ∈ (0,1) there is δ1 ∈ (0,1/4) such that for each p ∈
(p(10/δ1), pc), n ∈N and the event

En(δ1) := {diam(Cp(0)),diam(Cp(n))≥ 4δ1},

we have

Pηp[En(δ1)]≥ 1− ε/3. (50)

For δ ∈ (0, δ1/20) and p ∈ (p(10/δ), pc), write

Sn(δ) :=

{
for each geodesic γ from Cp(0) to Cp(n), the L∞ distance

between any pair of yellow sites in γ is larger than 2δ

}
.

Note that Fpn(δ,K) ⊃ Hn(K) ∩ En(δ1) ∩ Sn(δ). It remains to bound the probability of the event Hn(K) ∩ En(δ1) ∩
¬Sn(δ). Assume that this event holds. Then there exist two yellow sites v1, v2 in a geodesic γ from Cp(0) to Cp(n),
such that ‖v1 − v2‖∞ ≤ 2δ and v1, v2 ∈ ΛKn/2. It is clear that there is z ∈ 2δZ2 ∩ ΛKn/2 such that v1, v2 ∈ Λ3δ(z).
By (ii) of Proposition 2.5, the following statements hold: If there exist no yellow sites of γ in Λδ1(z) except v1, v2, then
the event A6(z; 4δ, δ1 − η) occurs. Otherwise, there exists a yellow site v ∈ γ\{v1, v2} which is contained in Λδ1(z)
with minimal L∞ distance to z. Write L := ‖z − v‖∞. If L < 4δ + 2η, then A(111111)(z; 4δ + 2η, δ1) occurs; if L >
δ1 − η, then A6(z; 4δ, δ1 − 2η) occurs; if L ∈ [4δ + 2η, δ1 − η], then A6(z; 4δ,L − η) ∩ A(111111)(z;L, δ1) occurs.
The above argument implies that the event Ã6(z; 4δ, δ1) defined by (45) occurs; see Figure 6. Therefore, there exist
universal constants λ6,C3 > 0, such that for each R ≥ 1 and ε > 0, there exist δ1 = δ1(ε) ∈ (0,1/4) (independent of
R), K =K(ε)≥ 3 (independent of R) and δ = δ(ε,R) ∈ (0, δ1/20), such that for all p ∈ (p(10/δ), pc) and n ∈ N with
n≤R,

Pηp[Hn(K)∩ En(δ1)∩¬Sn(δ)]≤
∑

z∈2δZ2∩ΛKn/2

Pηp

[
Ã6(z; 4δ, δ1)

]

≤C3

(
KR

δ

)2(
δ

δ1

)2+λ6

by Lemma 4.6

≤ ε/3.

Combining this with (49) and (50), we obtain

Pηp[Fpn(δ,K)]≥Pηp[Hn(K)∩ En(δ1)∩ Sn(δ)]≥ 1− ε.

The next lemma says that for fixed n, θ and each p < pc sufficiently close to pc, with high probability T θ0,n equals T p,θ0,n .

Lemma 4.8. Let P be a coupling such that ωηp → ω∞ in (H , dH ) a.s. as p ↑ pc. For each R≥ 1 and ε > 0, there exists
p0 = p0(ε,R) ∈ (0, pc) such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc), θ ∈ [0,2π] and n ∈N with n≤R, we have

P[T θ0,n = T p,θ0,n ]≥ 1− ε.

Proof. We start with an upper bound on the probability of the event that there exist two large blue clusters in a box such
that they are close to each other but do not form a chain. For S,S′ ⊂C, let d∞(S,S′) := inf{‖z − z′‖∞ : z ∈ S, z′ ∈ S′}
denote the L∞-distance between S and S′. There exist C1, λ6 > 0 such that for all 0 < 5r1 ≤ r2 ≤ 1, k ∈ N and p ∈
(p(5/r1), pc),

P [∃ Cp1 ,C
p
2 ∈ C p(r2) in Λk such that 0< d∞(Cp1 ,C

p
2 )≤ r1 and (Cp1 ,C

p
2 ) is not a chain]

≤Pηp[A6(z; r1, r2/4) occurs for some point z ∈Λk]

≤C1

(
k

r1

)2(
r1

r2

)2+λ6

by (10). (51)



26

For the continuum configuration the probability of the corresponding event is bounded as follows: Since for any fixed
r2 > 0 and k ∈ N, there are a.s. finitely many clusters of C (r2) in Λk (by Theorem 3.2), we know that for any fixed
r2 > 0 and k ∈N,

P[∃ C1,C2 ∈ C (r2) in Λk such that 0< d∞(C1,C2)≤ r1]→ 0 as r1→ 0. (52)

Let Fp,θn (δ,K) be the event defined above Lemma 4.7. Write

Ep,θn (δ,K) :=



∃ a chain Γp from Cp(0) to Cp(neiθ), such that T p,θ0,n = |Γp| − 1,

diam(Cp)≥ δ for all Cp ∈ Γp, and Γp ⊂ΛKn;

∃ a chain Γ from C(0) to C(neiθ), such that |Γ|= |Γp|,

diam(C)≥ δ/2 for all C ∈ Γ, and Γ⊂ΛKn


It is clear that Ep,θn (δ,K)⊂ {T θ0,n ≤ T

p,θ
0,n}. Therefore, for each R≥ 1 and ε > 0, there exist K =K(ε)≥ 3 with K ∈N,

δ = δ(ε,R) ∈ (0,1/4), δ1 = δ1(ε,R) ∈ (0, δ/100) and p1 = p1(ε,R) ∈ (0, pc), such that for all p ∈ (p1, pc), θ ∈ [0,2π]
and n ∈N with n≤R, we have

P[T θ0,n ≤ T
p,θ
0,n ]≥P[Ep,θn (δ,K)]

≥P[Fp,θn (δ,K)]−P[dH(Cp(0),C(0))≥ δ1]−P[dH(Cp(neiθ),C(neiθ))≥ δ1]

−P[dist(C p|ΛKn ,C |ΛKn)≥ δ1]

−P[∃ C1,C2 ∈ C (δ/4) in ΛKR such that 0< d∞(C1,C2)≤ 3δ1]

≥ 1− ε/2 by (52), Theorem 3.2, Lemmas 4.7 and 4.4, (53)

where the second inequality is due to the observation:

Ep,θn (δ,K)⊃Fp,θn (δ,K)∩ {dH(Cp(0),C(0))≤ δ1} ∩ {dH(Cp(neiθ),C(neiθ))≤ δ1}

∩ {dist(C p|ΛKn ,C |ΛKn)≤ δ1} ∩ {@ C1,C2 ∈ C (δ/4) in ΛKR such that 0< d∞(C1,C2)≤ 3δ1}.

It remains to bound P[T p,θ0,n ≤ T θ0,n] from below. Combining (53) and Lemma 4.5, we get that for each fixed θ ∈ [0,2π]

and n ∈ N, T θ0,n is almost surely finite. Moreover, by Theorem 3.2 we known that all the continuum clusters of C are
almost surely bounded and the distribution of C is invariant under rotations. Therefore, for each R≥ 1 and ε > 0, there
is an integer N =N(ε,R)≥ 2R and a δ0 = δ0(ε,R) ∈ (0,1/4) such that for all θ ∈ [0,2π], n ∈ N with n≤R, and the
event

Gθn(δ0,N) :=

{
∃ a chain Γ from C(0) to C(neiθ), such that T θ0,n = |Γ| − 1,

diam(C)≥ δ0 for all C ∈ Γ, and Γ⊂ΛN

}
,

we have

P[Gθn(δ0,N)]≥ 1− ε/4. (54)

Then, similarly to the proof of (53), for eachR≥ 1 and ε > 0 there existN =N(ε,R)≥ 2R withN ∈N, δ0 = δ0(ε,R) ∈
(0,1/4), δ2 = δ2(ε,R) ∈ (0, δ0/100) and p2 = p2(ε,R) ∈ (0, pc), such that for all p ∈ (p2, pc), θ ∈ [0,2π] and n ∈N with
n≤R,

P[T p,θ0,n ≤ T θ0,n]

≥P

[
Gθn(δ0,N) occurs, and there is a chain Γp from Cp(0) to Cp(neiθ),

such that |Γp|= |Γ|, diam(Cp)≥ δ0/2 for all Cp ∈ Γp, and Γp ⊂ΛθN

]
≥P[Gθn(δ0,N)]−P[dH(Cp(0),C(0))≥ δ2]−P[dH(Cp(neiθ),C(neiθ))≥ δ2]−P[dist(C p|ΛN ,C |ΛN )≥ δ2]

−P[∃ Cp1 ,C
p
2 ∈ C p(δ0/4) in ΛN such that 0< d∞(Cp1 ,C

p
2 )≤ 3δ2 and (Cp1 ,C

p
2 ) is not a chain]

≥ 1− ε/2 by (54), Lemma 4.4, Theorem 3.2 and (51). (55)
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Then Lemma 4.8 follows from a combination of inequalities (55) and (53).

Lemma 4.9. Let C0 > 0 be the absolute constant in Lemma 4.5. We have

E∞[T0,1]≤C0. (56)

Furthermore, there is a constant C1 > 0 such that for each ε > 0, there exists N =N(ε)> 0 such that for all n ∈N with
n >N ,

P∞[T0,n ≥C1n]≥ 1− ε. (57)

Proof. Combining Lemmas 4.5 and 4.8 gives (56).
Inequality (47) implies that there exists a constant C1 > 0 such that for each ε > 0, there exists N = N(ε) > 0 such

that for all p ∈ (p(10), pc) and n ∈N with n >N ,

Pηp[T p0,n ≥C1n]≥ 1− ε/2.

Then (57) follows from this and Lemma 4.8.

The following is a law of large numbers for the point-to-point passage times of our continuum FPP.

Proposition 4.10. Suppose n ∈N. There exists a constant ν > 0 such that for any fixed θ ∈ [0,2π],

lim
n→∞

T θ0,n
n

= ν P∞-a.s. and lim
n→∞

E∞T θ0,n
n

= inf
n

E∞T θ0,n
n

= ν.

Proof. Since the law of C is invariant under rotations by Theorem 3.2, all the families (T θ0,n)n∈N for θ ∈ [0,2π] have the
same distribution. Thus, to prove Proposition 4.10, it suffices to prove it in the case θ = 0. Suppose that m,n ∈ Z+ with
m< n. We verify that the family of random variables (Tm,n)0≤m<n satisfies the conditions of the subadditive ergodic
theorem (see, e.g., [29] or Theorem 2.2 in [2]):

• T0,n ≤ T0,m + Tm,n for all 0<m<n.
Note that a concatenation of chains from C(0) to C(m) and from C(m) to C(n) yields a chain from C(0) to C(n).
Combining this observation and the definition of Tm,n gives the above triangle inequality.

• The distributions of the sequences (Tm,m+j)j≥1 and (Tm+1,m+j+1)j≥1 are the same for all m≥ 0.
The law of C is translation invariant by Theorem 3.2, which implies this immediately.

• (Tnj,(n+1)j)n≥1 is a stationary ergodic sequence for each j ≥ 1.
Define the horizontal shifts of the plane τj : C→ C, z 7→ z − j. Then Tnj,(n+1)j(C ) = T0,j(τnjC ). By Theorem
3.2, the law of C is invariant under translations, so τj is measure preserving and (Tnj,(n+1)j)n≥1 is stationary. Next
we show that τj is also mixing, which implies that (Tnj,(n+1)j)n≥1 is ergodic. WhenA,B are events which depend
only on the realization of C inside some box Λk , then limn→∞ P[A ∩ τ−nj B] = P[A]P[B] follows immediately
since the events A and τ−nj B are independent for large n by Theorem 3.2. For arbitrary events A and B depending
on C , one approximates A and B by events which depend only on the realization of C inside Λk , with k→∞.
Then the result follows easily.

• E[T0,1]<∞ and there is a constant C > 0 such that for each n, E[T0,n]>−Cn.
E[T0,1]<∞ follows from (56) and the rest of this item is obvious since T0,n is non-negative by definition.

Then by the subadditive ergodic theorem and (57) we obtain Proposition 4.10, where we use (57) to show that the limit ν
is positive.

5. Convergence of normalized time constants

Let ν be as in Proposition 4.10, which is the “time constant” for the continuum FPP. First, in Section 5.1, we show that
for each fixed u ∈U, ν is an upper bound for the upper limit of L(p)µ(p,u). Next, in Section 5.2, we show that ν is also
a lower bound for the lower limit of L(p)µ(p,u). Finally, in Section 5.3 we prove our main result, Theorem 1.1, which is
an immediate consequence of the above two results.

The basic idea is as follows. The results in Section 4 give that the discrete FPP on ηT in any fixed box is “well-
approximated” by the corresponding continuum FPP, as p ↑ pc. This, combined with appropriate renormalization argu-
ments, implies that the approximation also holds in the whole plane.
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5.1. Upper bound

The goal of this subsection is to prove:

Lemma 5.1. For each u ∈U, we have lim supp↑pc L(p)µ(p,u)≤ ν.

To show this, we need the following result on passage times of paths constrained in a box. For x, y ∈ C and r > 0,
define

Box(x, y; r) := {z ∈C : z is within L∞-distance r of the straight line segment joining x to y} .

Lemma 5.2. There exists K ∈ N such that for each ε > 0, there exists N ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N , there exists
p0 ∈ (0, pc) such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc), θ ∈ [0,2π] and z ∈C,

Pηp
[
there is a path γ from Cp(z) to Cp(z + neiθ) in Box(z, z + neiθ;Kn) s.t. T (γ)≤ (ν + ε)n

]
≥ 1− ε.

Proof. Since the law of C is invariant under rotations by Theorem 3.2, for any fixed n the passage times T θ0,n for
θ ∈ [0,2π] have the same distribution. This and Proposition 4.10 imply that for each ε > 0, there exists N1 ∈N such that
for all n≥N1 and θ ∈ [0,2π],

P∞[T θ0,n ≤ (ν + ε)n]≥ 1− ε/5.

Combining the above inequality and Lemma 4.8, we obtain that, for each ε > 0, there exists N1 ∈ N such that for all
n≥N1, there exists p1 ∈ (p(10), pc) such that for all p ∈ (p1, pc) and θ ∈ [0,2π],

Pηp[T p,θ0,n ≤ (ν + ε)n]≥ 1− ε/4. (58)

By (47), there exists K1 ∈ N such that for each ε ∈ (0,1), there exists N2 ∈ N such that for all n≥N2, p ∈ (p(10), pc)
and θ ∈ [0,2π],

Pηp[∃ a path γ starting at a site in D1/2, such that T (γ)≤ (ν + 1)n and γ 6⊂Box(0, neiθ;K1n)]≤ ε/4. (59)

Then (58) and (59) imply that there is K1 ∈N such that for each ε ∈ (0,1), there exists N = max{N1,N2} such that for
all n≥N , there exists p1 ∈ (p(10), pc) such that for all p ∈ (p1, pc) and θ ∈ [0,2π],

Pηp
[
∃ a path γ from Cp(0) to Cp(neiθ) in Box(0, neiθ;K1n) such that T (γ)≤ (ν + ε)n

]
≥ 1− ε/2. (60)

We need to generalize this result to pairs of points z, z + neiθ for z ∈ C and θ ∈ [0,2π]. It is easy to see that for each
ε > 0, there exist δ ∈ (0,1/2) and p2 ∈ (p(10/δ), pc) such that for all p ∈ (p2, pc) and x ∈C,

Pηp[Cp(y) = Cp(x) for all y ∈Dη(x)]

≥Pηp

[
diam(Cp(x))≥ δ and there is a unique open cluster having diameter diam(Cp(x)) in D1/2(x);

all the open clusters which have diameters at least δ in D1/2+η(x) lie in D1/2−η(x)

]
≥ 1− ε/4 by FKG, RSW, Proposition 4.2 and (12). (61)

For z ∈ C, let z̃ denote the site of ηT closest to z. Then, there exists K = K1 + 1 ∈ N such that for each ε > 0, there
exists N ∈ N such that for all n ≥N , there exists p0 = max{p1, p2} ∈ (0, pc) such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc), θ ∈ [0,2π]
and z ∈C,

Pηp
[
there is a path γ from Cp(z) to Cp(z + neiθ) in Box(z, z + neiθ;Kn) such that T (γ)≤ (ν + ε)n

]
≥Pηp

[
Cp(z̃) = Cp(z), Cp(z̃ + neiθ) = Cp(z + neiθ), and there is a path γ from

Cp(z̃) to Cp(z̃ + neiθ) in Box(z̃, z̃ + neiθ;K1n) such that T (γ)≤ (ν + ε)n

]
≥ 1− ε by (61), (60) and the symmetry of ηT,

which concludes the proof.
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N

FIG 7. Bernoulli site percolation configuration ωηp on ηT induces the 6K-dependent family Xp(ε), which is a 6K-dependent bond percolation on Z2 .

Proof of Lemma 5.1. We will use a renormalization argument. For simplicity, we prove this lemma in the case u = 1;
the proof for a general u ∈ U is analogous. By Lemma 5.2, there exists K ∈ N such that for each ε > 0, we can choose
N =N(ε) ∈N and p0 = p0(ε) ∈ (0, pc), such that for each p ∈ (p0, pc) and each bond e= (e−, e+) ∈E(Z2),

Pηp[∃ a path γ from Cp(Ne−) to Cp(Ne+) in Box(Ne−,Ne+;KN) such that T (γ)≤ (ν + ε)N ]≥ 1− ε. (62)

We declare a bond e ∈E(Z2) to be ε-good if the event in (62) occurs. We call a (bond) path of Z2 ε-good if all the bonds
of this path are ε-good. The family Xp(ε) = {Xp

e (ε) : e ∈E(Z2)} is defined by

Xp
e (ε)(ωηp) :=

{
1 if e is ε-good,

0 otherwise.

It is easy to check that Xp(ε) is a 6K-dependent family; see Figure 7.
We have from Proposition 2.10 that for each ε > 0, there is p1 = p1(ε) ∈ (0,1/2) such that for all large n (depending

on ε),

PbondZ2,p1
[D(0, n)≤ (1 + ε)n]≥ 3/4. (63)

Our proof also works if the value 3/4 in inequality (63) is replaced with any other fixed value in (0,1). By (62) and
Theorem 2.8, for each ε > 0, we can choose ε1 = ε1(ε) ∈ (0, ε), such that for all p ∈ (p0(ε1), pc), Xp(ε1) stochastically
dominates the Bernoulli bond percolation on Z2 with measure PbondZ2,p1

. (Recall that in the present paper, each bond of Z2

takes the value 0 with probability p1 under PbondZ2,p1
.) Note that for the configuration ωηp , if there is an ε1-good path of Z2

from 0 to n so that the number of bonds of this path is not larger than (1 + ε)n, then

T (Cp(0),Cp(Nn))≤ (1 + ε)(ν + ε1)Nn≤ (1 + ε)(ν + ε)Nn.

Therefore, for all p ∈ (p0(ε1), pc) and all large n,

Pηp[T (Cp(0),Cp(Nn))≤ (1 + ε)(ν + ε)Nn]≥PbondZ2,p1
[D(0, n)≤ (1 + ε)n]≥ 3/4.

Then we have

Pηp[T (0,Nn)≤ (1 + ε)(ν + ε)Nn+ 2/η]≥Pηp[T (Cp(0),Cp(Nn))≤ (1 + ε)(ν + ε)Nn]≥ 3/4.

By using this and the fact that Pp-almost surely a0,m/m tends to µ(p) as m → ∞ (see (1)), we obtain that
L(p)µ(p)≤ (1 + ε)(ν + ε) for all p ∈ (p0(ε1), pc). Letting ε→ 0, we have lim supp↑pc L(p)µ(p)≤ ν.

Remark 5.3. Lemma 5.2 is a key ingredient for the renormalization argument above. The following stronger version of
Lemma 5.2 for a fixed θ was proved in [41]:
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Fix any θ ∈ [0,2π]. For each ε > 0, there existK,N ∈N, such that for all n≥N , there exists p0 = p0(θ, ε,n) ∈ (0, pc)
such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc) and z ∈C,

Pηp
[
there is a path γ from Cp(z) to Cp(z + neiθ) in Box(z, z + neiθ;K) such that T (γ)≤ (ν + ε)n

]
≥ 1− ε.

An application of this result may yield an 1-dependent bond percolation in a similar renormalization argument as above.
However, to show this version of Lemma 5.2 we need to construct the scaling limit of the collection of pieces of clusters
contained in a strip (see Remark 3.6) and study FPP in strips, which lead to many technical complications. See [41] for
more details.

5.2. Lower bound

The goal of this subsection is to prove:

Lemma 5.4. For each u ∈U, we have lim infp↑pc L(p)µ(p,u)≥ ν.

In [20], Grimmett and Kesten used a “block approach” to obtain exponential large deviation bounds for first-passage
times for a single FPP model. We will use their method with some modifications to prove Lemma 5.4, concerning the
family {Pηp}p∈(0,pc) of Bernoulli FPP measures. Similarly to the proof of Lemma 5.1, the proof of Lemma 5.4 also
employs a type of renormalization, but it is quite different and more complicated.

The proof of Lemma 5.4 is divided into two parts: estimates for line-to-line passage times and a renormalization
argument, which are given in Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2, respectively.

5.2.1. Line-to-line passage time
Let Dη(z) denote the union of all hexagons of ηH which intersect D(z). We require the following lemma in order to
study the line-to-line passage time lp,θn,m(z) defined above Lemma 2.6. The main difficulty of its proof comes from the
endpoints of a geodesic between Dη(x) and Dη(y). More precisely, we need to bound the passage time from Cp(x̃) (resp.
Cp(ỹ)) to this geodesic, where x̃ is a well-chosen point in D(x).

Lemma 5.5. For each ε ∈ (0, ν) and δ > 0, there exists an integer N =N(ε, δ)≥ 10, such that for any integers n and m
with N ≤ n≤m, there exists p0 = p0(ε, δ,m) ∈ (0, pc) such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc) and x, y ∈C with n≤ |x− y| ≤m,

Pηp[T (Dη(x),Dη(y))≤ (ν − ε)n]≤ δ.

Proof. It suffices to prove the lemma in the case y = 0. Since the law of C is invariant under rotations by Theorem 3.2,
for any fixed n the passage times T θ0,n for θ ∈ [0,2π] have the same distribution. This and Proposition 4.10 imply that for
each ε ∈ (0, ν) and δ > 0, there exists an integer N1 =N1(ε, δ)≥ 10 such that for all θ ∈ [0,2π] and all integers n≥N1,

P∞[T θ0,n ≤ (ν − ε/2)n]≤ δ/4. (64)

Combining (64) and Lemma 4.8, we get that for each ε ∈ (0, ν) and δ > 0, there exists N1 ≥ 10 such that for any inte-
gersm≥N1, there exists p0 = p0(ε, δ,m) ∈ (0, pc) such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc), θ ∈ [0,2π] and n ∈N withN1 ≤ n≤m,

Pηp[T p,θ0,n ≤ (ν − ε/2)n]≤ δ/2. (65)

For x ∈C and p ∈ (p(10), pc), we write

Xp(x)(ωηp) := inf{T (γ) : γ is a circuit surrounding x in A(x; 2,3)},

Y p(x)(ωηp) := inf{T (γ) : γ is a path from a site in Cp(x) to a site outside Λ3(x)}.

It is clear that for each x ∈ C with |x| ≥ 10, there is x̃ ∈ C such that arg(x̃) = arg(x), |x − x̃| ≤ 1/2 and |x̃| is
an integer. Suppose p ∈ (p(10), pc). Then we have Λ2(x̃) ⊃ D(x) ⊃ D1/2(x̃) ⊃ Cp(x̃). Observe that for all x ∈ C with
|x| ≥ 10,

T
p,arg(x̃)
0,|x̃| ≤Xp(0) + Y p(0) +Xp(x̃) + Y p(x̃) + T (Dη(0),Dη(x)). (66)

Applying Lemma 2.6, it is easy to obtain that for each δ > 0, there is N2 = N2(δ) ≥ 1 such that for all x ∈ C and
p ∈ (p(10), pc),

Pηp[Xp(x)≥N2]≤ δ/10. (67)
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FIG 8. The construction appearing in the proof of Lemma 5.6.

Using a similar but simpler argument as in the proof of (35), one obtains that for each δ > 0, there is N3 = N3(δ) ≥ 1
such that for all x ∈C and p ∈ (p(10), pc),

Pηp[Y p(x)≥N3]≤ δ/10. (68)

Therefore, for each ε ∈ (0, ν) and δ > 0, there is an integer N = N(ε, δ) = max{N1, d10N2/εe, d10N3/εe}, such that
for any integers n and m with N ≤ n≤m, there exists p0 = p0(ε, δ,m) ∈ (0, pc) such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc) and x ∈C
with n≤ |x| ≤m,

Pηp[T (Dη(0),Dη(x))≤ (ν − ε)n]

≤Pηp[T
p,arg(x̃)
0,|x̃| −Xp(0)− Y p(0)−Xp(x̃)− Y p(x̃)≤ (ν − ε)n] by (66)

≤Pηp[Xp(0)≥ εn/10] + Pηp[Y p(0)≥ εn/10] + Pηp[Xp(x̃)≥ εn/10] + Pηp[Y p(x̃)≥ εn/10]

+Pηp[T
p,arg(x̃)
0,|x̃| ≤ (ν − ε/2)n]

≤ δ by (67), (68) and (65),

which ends the proof of the lemma.

The following lemma gives estimates for the line-to-line passage times. It is similar to part (a) of Theorem 2.1 in [20].

Lemma 5.6. For each ε ∈ (0, ν), δ > 0 and C ≥ 1, there is an integer N = N(ε, δ,C) ≥ 3 such that for any integers
n and m with N ≤ n≤m≤ Cn, there exists p0 = p0(ε, δ,C,n) ∈ (0, pc) such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc), θ ∈ [0,2π] and
z ∈C,

Pηp[lp,θn,m(z)≤ n(ν − ε)]≤ δ.

Proof. For simplicity, we prove Lemma 5.6 in the case θ = 0 and z = 0; the proof extends easily to the general case.
Let us sketch the main idea. As depicted in Figure 8, we choose two sequence of unit balls along the left and right sides
of [0, n] × [0,m], respectively. We can control simultaneously on the passage time between any ball in the left to any
ball in the right, such that it is not too short; we can also control simultaneously on the top-bottom crossing time of any
well-chosen small box which connects two consecutive balls in the left and in the right, such that it is not too long. From
this we deduce that the left-right crossing time of [0, n]× [0,m] is not too short.

Let C ≥ 1,0 < ε < min{1, ν}, ε1 = ε/(3K), 2/ε1 ≤ n ≤ m ≤ Cn with n,m ∈ N, p ∈ (p(10), pc) and j, k ∈ Z+,
where K ≥ 2 is a fixed constant as in Lemma 2.6. Then, we define

Xp
j := inf{T (γ)(ωηp) : γ is a top-bottom crossing of [0,1]× [jε1n, (j + 1)ε1n]},
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Y pk := inf{T (γ)(ωηp) : γ is a top-bottom crossing of [n− 1, n]× [kε1n, (k+ 1)ε1n]},

Zpj,k :=T (Dη(z0,j),Dη(zn,k))(ωηp) for points z0,j := (0, jε1n) and zn,k := (n,kε1n).

For ωηp , we let γp be a left-right crossing of [0, n]× [0,m] with T (γp) = lpn,m, γp0,j be a top-bottom crossing of [0,1]×
[jε1n, (j+1)ε1n] with T (γp0,j) =Xp

j , and γpn,k be a top-bottom crossing of [n−1, n]× [kε1n, (k+1)ε1n] with T (γpn,k) =

Y pk . It is clear that Dη(z0,j) ∩ γp0,j 6= ∅ and Dη(zn,k) ∩ γpn,k 6= ∅. Moreover, γp intersects Dη(z0,j∗) or γp0,j∗ for some
integer j∗ ∈ [0, dm/(ε1n)e], and intersects Dη(zn,k∗) or γpn,k∗ for some integer k∗ ∈ [0, dm/(ε1n)e]. See Figure 8 for an
illustration. Assume that the eventdm/(ε1n)e⋂

j=0

{Xp
j ≤ εn/3}

∩
dm/(ε1n)e⋂

k=0

{Y pk ≤ εn/3}

∩ {lpn,m ≤ n(ν − ε)}

holds. Then

Zpj∗,k∗ ≤ T (γp) + T (γp0,j∗) + T (γpn,k∗)≤ n(ν − ε/3).

Note that m/(ε1n)≤ 3CK/ε since n≤m≤Cn and ε1 = ε/(3K). Then from the above argument, we have

Pηp[lpn,m ≤ n(ν − ε)]≤
∑

0≤j≤d3CK/εe

Pηp[Xp
j ≥ εn/3] +

∑
0≤k≤d3CK/εe

Pηp[Y pk ≥ εn/3]

+
∑

j,k∈[0,d3CK/εe]

Pηp[Zpj,k ≤ (ν − ε/3)n]. (69)

Let us bound the three terms on the right side of (69). By Lemma 2.6, there exists N0 =N0(ε, δ,C)≥ 2/ε1 such that for
all p ∈ (p(10), pc), j, k ∈ Z+ and n≥N0, we have

Pηp[Xp
j ≥ εn/3]≤ δε/(12CK) and Pηp[Y pk ≥ εn/3]≤ δε/(12CK). (70)

By Lemma 5.5, there is an integer N =N(ε, δ,C)≥N0 such that for all n≥N , there exists p0 = p0(ε, δ,C,n) ∈ (0, pc)
such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc) and j, k ∈ [0, d3CK/εe],

Pηp[Zpj,k ≤ (ν − ε/3)n]≤ δε2/(48C2K2). (71)

Plugging (70) and (71) into (69), we obtain Pηp[lpn,m ≤ n(ν − ε)]≤ δ for all N ≤ n≤m≤Cn and all p ∈ (p0, pc).

5.2.2. Renormalization
We now follow the main lines of the proof of Theorem 3.1 in [20] to prove Lemma 5.4. For simplicity, we will focus on
the case when u = 1; the proof extends easily to the general case. The idea is, roughly speaking, a path joining 0 to a
point far away from 0 with a “very short” passage time should cross “many” mesoscopic boxes which have “very short”
box-crossing times (i.e., line-to-line passage times), and by estimates of box-crossing times in Lemma 5.6 and a counting
argument we show that it is unlikely that such a path exists. Our notation in this subsection is analogous to that in [20]
but with a slight difference to fit our context.

Step 1. Decomposition of a path into segments. For each k = (k1, k2) ∈ Z2 and integers M,N satisfying M >N > 1,
define the boxes

S(k) := {z ∈R2 :Nk ≤ z <N(k+ (1,1))},

Ŝ(k) := {z ∈R2 :Nk− (M,M)≤ z <N(k+ (1,1)) + (M,M)}.

Note that Ŝ(k) contains S(k) at its center. Later, we shall choose M such that it is much larger than N , but much smaller
than n. In the following we assume that p ∈ (p(10), pc) and view the sites of ηT as points in R2. The boxes S(k)’s induce
a partition of the sites of ηT, and will play the role of “renormalized sites”.

Let γ = (v(0), v(1), . . . , v(ξ)) be a path in ηT from v(0) = 0 to some site v(ξ) in {(z1, z2) ∈ R2 : z1 ≥ n}. We
associate to γ the following two sequences. First, let k(0) = 0 and a(0) = 0. Then let v(a(1)) be the first site along γ
to be outside Ŝ(k(0)), and let k(1) be the unique k such that v(a(1)) ∈ S(k). Continue recursively to find sequences
(a(0), a(1), . . . , a(τ)) and σ := (k(0), k(1), . . . , k(τ)) such that
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v(0)

v(a(1))

v(a(2))

v(a(3))

v(a(4))

v(a(5))

v(a(6))

v(a(7))
v(a(8))

v(a(τ))

v(ξ)

l(1)

l(0)

l(2)

l(3)

l(4)
l(5)

l(6)

l(ρ)
S(0)

Ŝ(0)

M

N

γ = (v(0), v(1), . . . , v(ξ))

FIG 9. The decomposition of a path γ into segments in Step 1. The black dots represent v(a(i))’s; the small crosses represent k(i)’s. In this picture,
we have σ̃ = (l(0), . . . , l(ρ)) = (k(0), k(1), k(2), k(3), k(4), k(7), k(8), k(9)), where σ̃ is the subsequence extracted from σ = (k(0), . . . , k(τ))

by the loop removal process.

1. 0 = a(0)< a(1)< · · ·< a(τ)≤ ξ,
2. v(a(i)) ∈ S(k(i)),
3. a(i+ 1) is the smallest integer a larger than a(i) such that v(a) /∈ Ŝ(k(i)).

The final terms a(τ) and k(τ) satisfy

v(j) ∈ Ŝ(k(τ)) if a(τ)≤ j ≤ ξ.

By the classical “loop removal” process described in [20], we obtain a subsequence σ̃ of σ which is free of double points:

σ̃ := (l(0), . . . , l(ρ)),

where l(i) = k(ji) for i= 0,1, . . . , ρ and 0 = j0 < j1 < · · ·< jρ ≤ τ . See Figure 9 for the construction. Note that although
jρ and τ may not be equal, it is always true that k(jρ) = k(τ). By construction,

‖k(j + 1)− k(j)‖∞ ≤
M

N
+ 1 for j = 0,1, . . . , τ − 1.

This property is preserved by the loop removal process, in that

‖l(j + 1)− l(j)‖∞ ≤
M

N
+ 1 for j = 0,1, . . . , ρ− 1.

Consider the portion γ(i) := (v(a(i− 1)), . . . , v(a(i))) of γ which stretches between S(k(i− 1)) and S(k(i)), and
define

L(i) := ‖v(a(i))− v(a(i− 1))‖∞.

By construction,

M ≤ L(i)<M +N + 1 for 1≤ i≤ τ. (72)

(A stronger version of (72) holds: M ≤ L(i) ≤M +N + η for 1 ≤ i ≤ τ .) Not that (72) is slightly different from the
corresponding equation (3.5) “M ≤ L(i)≤M +N” in [20] for a bond FPP on Z2.
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Step 2. Coloring of points and properties of white points. Let 0 < ε < ν/2. For 1 ≤ i ≤ ρ, consider the point l(i) =
k(ji) ∈ Z2 and the portion γ(ji) stretching between the two boxes S(k(ji − 1)) and S(k(ji)). We color l(i) white if

T (γ(ji))≤ (ν − 2ε)L(ji);

otherwise we color l(i) black. Denote by w the number of white points in the sequence (l(1), . . . , l(ρ)). The next lemma
gives estimates for w and ρ in terms of ε,n,M,N , and corresponds to Lemma 3.5 of [20].

Lemma 5.7 (Number of white points associated to a fast path). Suppose that p ∈ (p(10), pc) and γ is a path in ηT from
0 to some site in {(z1, z2) ∈R2 : z1 ≥ n}. Suppose that ε,n,M,N and γ satisfy the following:

(i) ε is small: 0< ε < ν/5,
(ii) M/N is large: M(ν − 3ε)≥ (M +N + 1)(ν − 4ε),

(iii) n is large: nε≥ (M + 2N)(ν − 4ε),
(iv) the passage time of γ is small: T (γ)≤ n(ν − 5ε).

Then we have

w ≥ ερ

2ν
and ρ≥ n

M +N
− 1.

Proof. Note that (i), (iii) and (iv) above are the same as those of Lemma 3.5 in [20], and (ii) is slightly different from the
corresponding item of that lemma since (72) is slightly different from equation (3.5) in [20]. The proof of Lemma 5.7 is
essentially the same as that of Lemma 3.5 in [20]. The details are omitted.

The following lemma is an analog of Lemma 3.6 in [20]. It says that a point is white implies that an annulus-crossing
time is “short”, and gives an upper bound on the probability that some given points are white, using the local dependence
of white points.

Lemma 5.8 (Local dependence of white points). Suppose that p ∈ (p(10), pc) and γ is a path in ηT from 0 to some site
in {(z1, z2) ∈R2 : z1 ≥ n}. For any 1≤ i≤ ρ, the event {l(i) is white} is contained in the event

Ep(i) :=


a site in S(k(ji)) is joined to a site outside the square

{z ∈R2 :Nk(ji)− (M −N,M −N)≤ z <Nk(ji) + (M,M)} by

a path in ηT with passage time less than (M +N + 1)(ν − 2ε)

 .

For any subset S of {l(1), . . . , l(ρ)} we have

Pηp[all points in S are white]≤Pηp[Ep(i) occurs for each l(i) ∈S ]≤ φα|S |,

where

φ= φ(M,N, ε, p) := sup
k∈Z2

Pηp


a site in S(k) is joined to a site outside the square

{z ∈R2 :Nk− (M −N,M −N)≤ z <Nk+ (M,M)} by

a path in ηT with passage time less than (M +N + 1)(ν − 2ε)

 ,
and α= α(M,N) :=

(
N

8(M+N)

)2

.

Proof. The proof is basically the same as for Lemma 3.6 in [20]. The details are omitted.

The next lemma corresponds to Lemma 3.7 in [20], with a slight modification adapted to our setting. It says that, the
probability that a point is white can be made arbitrarily small by means of a suitable choice of N and M , uniformly in p
close to pc. This lemma is a key ingredient for the counting argument in the final proof.

Lemma 5.9 (Control of the probability that a point is white). For each ε ∈ (0, ν/5), δ > 0 and C > 2ν/ε, there is an
integer N = N(ε, δ,C) ≥ ν/ε and a p0 = p0(ε, δ,C,N) ∈ (p(10), pc), such that for each p ∈ (p0, pc) and each integer
M ∈ [2νN/ε,CN ],

φ= φ(M,N, ε, p)≤ δ.
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Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of Lemma 3.7 in [20]. Let B1,B2,B3,B4 denote the following boxes:

B1 = [−M +N,M ]× [N,M ], B2 = [N,M ]× [−M +N,M ],

B3 = [−M +N,M ]× [−M +N,0], B4 = [−M +N,0]× [−M +N,M ].

For each k ∈ Z2, if a site in S(k) is joined to a site outside the square {z ∈ R2 : Nk − (M − N,M − N) ≤ z <
Nk+ (M,M)} by a path in ηT with passage time not exceeding (M +N + 1)(ν− 2ε), then one of the boxes Nk+Bj ,
j ∈ {1,2,3,4}, is crossed between its longer sides by a path with passage time not exceeding (M +N + 1)(ν−2ε). Thus

φ(M,N, ε, p)≤ 4 sup
k∈Z2,θ∈{0,π/2}

Pηp

[
lp,θM−N,2M−N (k)≤ (M +N + 1)(ν − 2ε)

]
.

If 0< ε < ν/5, N ≥ ν/ε and M ≥ 2νN/ε, then

2M −N ≤ 3(M −N) and (M +N + 1)(ν − 2ε)≤ (M −N)(ν − ε),

giving that

φ(M,N, ε, p)≤ 4 sup
k∈Z2,θ∈{0,π/2}

Pηp

[
lp,θM−N,3(M−N)(k)≤ (M −N)(ν − ε)

]
.

Applying Lemma 5.6 we obtain the desired result immediately.

Step 3. A counting argument, end of the proof. Now we are ready to prove Lemma 5.4 by using the preparatory lemmas
in the previous step.

Proof of Lemma 5.4. We shall prove the lemma in the case u= 1; the proof extends easily to the general case by using
the rotated lattice u · Z2. We will follow the lines of the proof of Theorem 3.1 in [20], which is based on a counting
argument.

Recall that each path γ in ηT from 0 to a site in {(z1, z2) ∈R2 : z1 ≥ n} has an associated sequence l(0), . . . , l(ρ). It is
easy to see that the number of possible choices for this sequence is at most (8(MN + 1))ρ. Given the sequence of l’s, there
are
(
ρ
w

)
ways of choosing a set of cardinality w as the white points. Suppose that ε ∈ (0, ν/5), and let δ be a fixed constant

satisfying δ ∈ (0,1) and 48νδε
3/(1152ν3) < ε. By Lemma 5.9, we can choose fixed M,N ∈ N and p0 ∈ (p(10), pc) such

that

N ≥ ν/ε, 2νN ≤Mε≤ (3ν − ε)N and φ(M,N, ε, p)≤ δ for all p ∈ (p0, pc). (73)

Then (i) and (ii) of Lemma 5.7 hold. Suppose also that n is large enough for (iii) of Lemma 5.7 to hold; by (i) and (iii),
we have n≥M + 2N , giving by Lemma 5.7 that ρ≥Kn where

K =K(M,N) :=
N

(M +N)(M + 2N)
.

The point-to-line passage time bp0,n is defined by

bp0,n := inf{T (γ)(ωηp) : γ is a path in ηT from 0 to a site in {(z1, z2) ∈R2 : z1 ≥ n}}.

Then, by (73), Lemmas 5.7 and 5.8, for all p ∈ (p0, pc) and all n satisfying (iii) of Lemma 5.7, we have

Pηp[bp0,n < n(ν − 5ε)]≤
∑
ρ≥Kn

(
8

(
M

N
+ 1

))ρ ∑
w≥ερ/(2ν)

(
ρ

w

)
δαw, (74)

where α = α(M,N) =
(

N
8(M+N)

)2

. By an easy calculation (see the details at the end of the proof of Theorem 3.1 in
[20]), we obtain from (74) that there are constants K1 > 0 and δ1 ∈ (0,1), independent of n and p, such that

Pηp[bp0,n < n(ν − 5ε)]≤K1δ
n
1 .

Hence, for each p ∈ (p0, pc), we have L(p)µ(p)≥ ν − 5ε since a0,m/m tends to µ(p) Pp-almost surely as m→∞ by
(1). Letting ε→ 0 yields lim infp↑pc L(p)µ(p)≥ ν.
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5.3. Proof of Theorem 1.1

Finally, it is easy to derive Theorem 1.1 from Lemmas 5.1 and 5.4:

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Combining Lemmas 5.1 and 5.4, we obtain that for each u ∈U,

lim
p↑pc

L(p)µ(p,u) = ν. (75)

It remains to prove that the convergence in (75) is uniform in u ∈ U. By (4) (or (75)) and the fact that µ(p, z) is a norm
on C for each fixed p ∈ (0, pc) (see Section 1.1), there is a constant C ≥ 1 such that

L(p)µ(p,u)≤C for all p ∈ (0, pc) and all u ∈U. (76)

Fix ε ∈ (0,1). Let K =K(ε) := d2Cπ/εe. For k ∈ {1,2, . . . ,K}, let uk = uk(ε) := e2πki/K . It follows from (75) that
there is p0 = p0(ε) ∈ (0, pc) such that for all p ∈ (p0, pc) and all k ∈ {1,2, . . . ,K},

|L(p)µ(p,uk)− ν| ≤ ε/2. (77)

It is obvious that for each u ∈U, there is ũ ∈ {u1, . . . , uK} such that |u− ũ|< π/K . This, combined with (77), (76) and
the fact that µ(p, z) is a norm on C when p ∈ (0, pc), implies that for any u ∈ U with u /∈ {u1, . . . , uk} and p ∈ (p0, pc),
we have

L(p)µ(p,u)≤ L(p)µ(p, ũ) +L(p)µ(p,u− ũ)

≤ ν +
ε

2
+ |u− ũ|L(p)µ

(
p,

u− ũ
|u− ũ|

)
≤ ν + ε,

L(p)µ(p,u)≥ L(p)µ(p, ũ)−L(p)µ(p, ũ− u)

≥ ν − ε

2
− |ũ− u|L(p)µ

(
p,

ũ− u
|ũ− u|

)
≥ ν − ε.

These two inequalities combined with (77) implies that for each ε ∈ (0,1), there is p0 ∈ (0, pc) such that

|L(p)µ(p,u)− ν| ≤ ε for all p ∈ (p0, pc) and all u ∈U.

Theorem 1.1 follows from this immediately.
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