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Abstract

We extend a recent argument by Ding and Zhuang from nearest-neighbor to long-range
interactions and prove the phase transition in a class of ferromagnetic random field Ising mo-
dels. Our proof combines a generalization of Fröhlich-Spencer contours to the multidimensional
setting, proposed by two of us, with the coarse-graining procedure introduced by Fisher, Fröhlich,
and Spencer. Our result shows that the Ding-Zhuang strategy is also useful for interactions
Jxy = |x−y|−α when α > d in dimension d ≥ 3 if we have a suitable system of contours, yielding
an alternative approach that does not use the Renormalization Group Method (RGM), since
Bricmont and Kupiainen suggested that the RGM should also work on this generality. We can
consider i.i.d. random fields with Gaussian or Bernoulli distributions.

1 Introduction
The problem of the presence or absence of phase transition is central in statistical mechanics. To

prove the existence of phase transition, the standard idea is to define a notion of contour and use
Peierls’ argument [48]. In the Ising model [37], particles of the system interact only with their nearest
neighbors. On ferromagnetic long-range Ising models [25, 39], there is interaction between each pair
of spins in the lattice. The Hamiltonian of the model is given formally by

H(σ) = −
∑

x,y∈Zd

Jxyσxσy,

where Jxy = J |x − y|−α, J > 0 and α > d. It is well-known that phase transition in dimension
2 for Ising models with nearest-neighbors implies phase transition for long-range interactions when
d ≥ 2, as a consequence of correlation inequalities. For the one-dimensional lattice, it is known that
short-range models do not present phase transition [31]. In the long-range case, a different behavior
was conjectured depending on the exponent α (see [39]), but the problem was challenging.

In dimension d = 1, phase transition was proved first in 1969 by Dyson [25], for α ∈ (1, 2), by
proving phase transition in an auxiliary model, known nowadays as the Dyson model or hierarchical
model. Dyson’s approach fails exactly on the critical exponent α = 2. It was already known that
for α > 2 uniqueness holds [31]. In 1982, Fröhlich and Spencer [29] introduced a notion of one-
dimensional contours and then applied Peierls’ argument to show phase transition for the critical value
α = 2. These contours were inspired by the multiscale techniques previously introduced to study the
Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-Thouless transition in two-dimensional continuous spin systems [28]. Later,
Cassandro, Ferrari, Merola and Presutti [15] extended the contour argument previously available
for α = 2 to exponents α ∈ (3 − ln 3

ln 2 , 2], with the additional restriction that the nearest-neighbor
interaction is strong, i.e., J(1) ≫ 1; this restriction was removed for a subclass of interactions in [11].
Further results were obtained using contour arguments, such as the decay of correlations, cluster
expansions, and phase transition with random interactions; some references with these results are
[16, 17, 34, 35, 38].

In the multidimensional setting (d ≥ 2), in [32], Ginibre, Grossmann, and Ruelle proved the phase
transition for α > d + 1 using an enhanced version of Peierls’ argument and the usual contours. Park
used a different notion of contour for long-range systems in [46, 47], extending the Pirogov-Sinai
theory available for short-range interactions assuming α > 3d + 1, and he can also consider Potts
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models and models without symmetry with his methods. Some results in the literature suggest that
truly long-range effects appear only when d < α ≤ d + 1, see [8]. Recently, inspired by the ideas
from Fröhlich and Spencer in [28, 29], Affonso, Bissacot, Endo, and Handa [2] introduced a multiscale
multidimensional contour and proved phase transition by a contour argument in the whole region
α > d. They can consider long-range Ising models with deterministic decaying fields, first introduced
in the context of nearest-neighbor interactions in [10]. For such models, the lack of analyticity of
the free energy does not imply phase transition since these models have the same free energy as the
models with zero field, and it is expected that slowly decaying fields imply uniqueness, see [9]. In
this setting, a contour argument is useful for proofs of phase transitions as well as for uniqueness;
some papers with models with deterministic decaying fields are [6, 9, 10, 11, 19]. For a more detailed
version of [2] we recommend the Ph.D. thesis of one of the authors [1].

The Random Field Ising model (RFIM) [36] is the nearest-neighbor Ising model with an additional
external field given by a family of i.i.d. Gaussian random variables (hx)x∈Zd with mean 0 and variance
1. Formally, the Hamiltonian of the model is given by

H(σ) = −
∑

x,y∈Zd

|x−y|=1

Jσxσy − ε
∑

x∈Zd

hxσx,

where J > 0, ε > 0, and d ≥ 1. A detailed account of the history of the phase transition problem for
this model and detailed proofs is presented by Bovier in [12]. Here, we give a brief overview.

During the 1980s, the question of the specific dimension where phase transition for the RFIM
should happen attracted much attention and was a topic of heated debate. Two convincing arguments
divided the physics community. One of them, due to Imry and Ma [36], was a non-rigorous application
of the Peierls’ argument together with the use of the isoperimetric inequality. The key idea of Peierls’
argument is to define a notion of contour and calculate the energy cost of erasing each contour,
i.e., the energy cost of flipping all spins inside the contour. When there is no external field, the
energy necessary to flip the spins in a region A ⊂ Zd is of the order of the boundary |∂A|. When
we add an external field, we get an extra cost depending on this field. Imry and Ma argued that
this cost should be approximately

√
|A|. By the isoperimetric inequality,

√
|A| ≤ |∂A|

d
2(d−1) , which

is strictly smaller than |∂A| for all regions only when d ≥ 3, so this should be the region where
phase transition occurs. The other argument, due to Parisi and Sourlas [45], based on dimensional
reduction [3] and supersymmetry arguments, predicted that the d-dimensional RFIM would behave
like the d − 2-dimensional nearest-neighbor Ising model, therefore presenting phase transition only
when d ≥ 4.

The question was settled by two celebrated papers showing that Imry and Ma’s prediction was
correct. First, in 1988, Bricmont and Kupiainen [13] showed that there is phase transition almost
surely in d ≥ 3, for low temperatures and ε small enough. Their proof uses a rigorous renormalization
group analysis and it is considered involved. Still, they suggested that the result works for any model
with a suitable contour representation and centered sub-gaussian external field. Later on, in 1990,
Aizenman and Wehr [5] proved uniqueness for d ≤ 2. For detailed proofs of these results, we refer
the reader to [12] (see also [7, 14, 27, 41] for more uniqueness results).

Recently, Ding and Zhuang [23], provided a simpler proof of the phase transition, not using RGM.
In addition, Ding, Liu, and Xia [21] proved that if βc(d) is the critical inverse of the temperature
of the Ising model with no field, for all β > βc(d) there exists a critical value ε0(d, β) such that the
RFIM with ε ≤ ε0 presents phase transition.

In the present paper, we are considering a long-range Ising model with a random field, whose
Hamiltonian is given formally by

H(σ) = −
∑

x,y∈Zd

Jxyσxσy − ε
∑

x∈Zd

hxσx,

where Jxy = J |x − y|−α, J, ε > 0, α > d, d ≥ 3, and (hx)x∈Zd being a family of i.i.d. Gaussian random
variable with mean 0 and variance 1. The only rigorous result on phase transition in the long-
range setting is for the one-dimensional long-range Ising model with a random field, by Cassandro,
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Orlandi, and Picco [18]. They used the contours of [15] to show the phase transition for the model
when α ∈ (3 − ln 3

ln 2 , 3
2), under the assumption J(1) ≫ 1. We stress that, as remarked by Aizenman,

Greenblatt, and Lebowitz [4], although their argument does not work for the whole region of the
exponent α, the phase transition holds for values close to the critical value α = 3/2, since by the
Aizenman-Wehr theorem we know that there is uniqueness for α ≥ 3/2.

The argument from Ding and Zhuang in [23], for d ≥ 3, involves controlling the probability of a
bad event, which is related to controlling the quantity

sup
0∈A⊂Zd

A connected

∑
x∈A hx

|∂A|
,

known as the greedy animal lattice normalized by the boundary. The greedy animal lattice normalized
by the size, instead of the boundary, was extensively studied for general distributions of (hx)x∈Zd , see
[20, 30, 33, 44]. When we normalize by the boundary, an argument by Fisher, Fröhlich and Spencer
[26] shows that the expected value of the greedy animal lattice is finite. In dimension d = 2, the
expected value is not finite, see [22]. The supremum is taken over connected regions containing the
origin since the interiors of the usual Peierls contours are of this form.

For the long-range model, the interior of the contours is not necessarily connected. In fact, long-
range contours may have considerably large diameters with respect to their size, so their interiors can
be very sparse. Our definition of the contours is strongly inspired by the (M, a, r)-partition in [2].
They are constructed using a multiscale procedure that ensures that the contours have no cluster with
small density. With them, we generalize the arguments by Fisher-Fröhlich-Spencer [26] and prove
that the expected value of the greedy animal lattice is finite, even considering regions not necessarily
connected. Then, we prove the phase transition for d ≥ 3. Our main result can be stated as

Theorem. Given d ≥ 3, α > d, there exists βc := β(d, α) and εc := ε(d, α) such that, for β > βc and
ε ≤ εc, the extremal Gibbs measures µ+

β,ε and µ−
β,ε are distinct, that is, µ+

β,ε ̸= µ−
β,ε P-almost surely.

Therefore, the long-range random field Ising model presents phase transition.

Ideas of the proof: We first introduce a suitable notion of contour, for which we can control both
the energy cost of erasing a contour (Proposition 2.10) and the number of contours of a fixed size
that surround the origin (Corollary 3.28). Our contours, as in the Pirogov-Sinai theory, are composed
of a support that represents the incorrect points of a configuration and the plus and minus interior,
which are the regions inside the contours. We denote C0 the set of all contours surrounding the origin
and C0(n) the set of contours in C0 with n points in the support. We also denote I−(n), the set of all
subsets of Zd that are the minus interior of a contour in C0(n).

By the Ding-Zhuang method, we can show that phase transition follows from controlling the
probability of the bad event

Ec :=
{

sup
γ∈C0

∆I−(γ)(h)
c2|γ|

>
1
4

}
,

where |γ| is the size of the support of a contour γ and (∆A)A⋐Zd is a family of functions that, by
Lemma 3.4, have the same tail of ∑x∈A hx, and the distribution of ∆A(h) − ∆A′(h) is the same as
∆A∆A′(h), for all A, A′ ∈ Zd finite, see [23].

In the nearest-neighbor case, the contours are d − 1 connected objects, so all the interiors I−(γ)
are connected, and the two properties in Lemma 3.4 together with the coarse-graining procedure
introduced by Fisher, Fröhlich, and Spencer in [26] is enough to control P(Ec). In the long-range
setting, the arguments are more involved. Given a family of scales (2rℓ)ℓ≥0, with r being a suitable
constant, we can partition Zd into disjoint fitting cubes with sides 2rℓ, see Figure 6. Each such cube is
called an rℓ-cube, and all cubes throughout our analysis will be of this form unless stated otherwise.
The strategy of the coarse-graining argument is to, at each scale, approximate each interior I−(γ) by
a simpler region Bℓ(γ), formed by the union of disjoint cubes with side length 2rℓ, see Figure 1. The
argument follows once you have two estimations: on the error of this approximation and on the size
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I−(γ)

Bℓ(γ)
2rℓ

Bℓ(γ)
2rℓ

Figure 1: The figure on the left represents the minus interior of a contour γ, while the central figure
represents its approximation. The picture on the right depicts the error of the approximation, that
is both the cross-hatched regions not covered by the gray area and the gray areas not intersected by
the cross-hatch region.

of the set Bℓ(C0(n)) := {B ⊂ Zd : B = Bℓ(γ), for some γ ∈ C0(n)} containing all regions that are
approximations of contours in C0(n).

In Corollary 3.18, we show that |Bℓ(γ)∆I−(γ)| ≤ c2rℓ|γ|, so the error in the approximation is not
too large. This bound follows [26] closely since we approximate the interiors in the same way. Then,
we need to estimate |Bℓ(C0(n))|, which is done by a fairly distinct argument from the short-range
case. The difficulty of the proof comes from the fact that our contours may be disconnected. As the
regions Bℓ(γ) are the union of disjoint cubes, they are, up to a constant, determined by ∂inCℓ(γ), the
collection of cubes needed to cover Bℓ(γ) that share a face with a cube that does not intersect Bℓ(γ),
see Figure 2.

Bℓ(γ)2rℓ

∈ ∂inCℓ(γ)

Figure 2: The region Bℓ(γ) is the approximation of the interior in Figure 1, and ∂inCrℓ(γ) is the
collection containing all the doted cubes.

Following the argument of Fisher-Fröhlich-Spencer we show that |∂inCrℓ(γ)| ≤ M|γ|,ℓ := c|γ|2−rℓ(d−1)

(see Proposition 3.16), so we can bound |Bℓ(C0(n))| by counting all possible choices of at most Mn,ℓ

non-intersecting cubes with side length 2rℓ in Zd, with a suitable restriction. When the contours are
connected, this restriction is that all cubes must be close to a surface with size n, and the proof
follows once you can use that the minimal path connecting all the cubes has length at most cn. This
is not true for our contours, so we need a different strategy.

Let CrL(γ) be the smallest collection of cubes, in the rL scale, needed to cover γ. The property
we will use is that, for all L ≥ ℓ, every cube in ∂inCℓ(γ) is covered or is next to a cube in CrL(γ), see
Figure 3. As every cube with side length 2rL contains 2rd(L−ℓ) cubes with side length 2rℓ, any fixed
collection CrL(γ) covers 2rd(L−ℓ)|CrL(γ)| cubes in the rℓ scale.

Roughly, we can bound |Bℓ(C0(n))| by counting all the possible choices of at most Mn,ℓ cubes in the
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∂inCℓ(γ)2rℓ

γ
2rL(ℓ) CrL(ℓ)(γ)

Figure 3: The contour γ is the one the originates the interior I−(γ) in Figure 1. The dotted cubes
are the cubes in ∂inCℓ(γ) and the larger cubes are the ones needed to cover the contour γ.

2rℓ scale that are covered by a collection in CrL(C0(n)) := {CrL : CrL = CrL(γ) for some γ ∈ C0(n)},
that is, we can bound as follows:

|Bℓ(C0(n))| ≤
∑

CrL∈CrL(C0(n))

Mn,ℓ∑
M=1

(
2rd(L−ℓ)|CrL|

M

)
.

The construction of our contours allow us to upper bound |CrL(γ)| and |CrL(C0(n))|, see Propo-
sition 3.25 and Proposition 3.27, and we are able to get the same bound for |Bℓ(C0(n))| as in [26] by
making an appropriate choice of the large scale L = L(ℓ) depending on the smaller one. From this,
the control on the probability of the bad event follows as an application of Dudley’s entropy bound.

This paper is divided as follows. In Section 2, we define the model and the contours, and suitable
generalizations to the constructions in [2] are introduced. In Section 3, we define the bad event of the
external field and prove that it occurs with a small probability. In this section, the generalizations of
the coarse-graining procedure are presented. Finally, in Section 4, we present the proof of the phase
transition.

This paper is contained in the Ph.D. thesis of J. Maia [43].

2 Preliminaries

2.1 The model
The set of configurations of the long-range Ising model is, as usual, Ω := {−1, 1}Zd . However,

each spin interacts with all others, not only its nearest neighbors, so the interaction {Jxy}x,y∈Zd is
defined as

Jxy =


J

|x−y|α if x ̸= y,

0 otherwise,
(2.1)

where J > 0, α > d and the distance |x − y| is given by the ℓ1-norm. We write Λ ⋐ Zd to denote a
finite subset of Zd . Fixed such Λ, the local configurations is given by ΩΛ := {−1, 1}Λ. Moreover, given
η ∈ Ω, the set of local configurations with η boundary condition is Ωη

Λ := {σ ∈ Ω : σx = ηx, ∀x ∈ Λc}.
The local Hamiltonian of the random field long-range Ising model in Λ ⋐ Zd with η-boundary condition
is Hη

Λ;εh : Ωη
Λ → R, given by

Hη
Λ;εh(σ) := −

∑
x,y∈Λ

Jxyσxσy −
∑

x∈Λ,y∈Λc

Jxyσxηy −
∑
x∈Λ

εhxσx, (2.2)

where the external field is a family {hx}x∈Zd of i.i.d. random variables in (Ω̃, A,P), and every hx has
a standard normal distribution1. The parameter ε > 0 controls the variance of the external field.

1Our results also hold for more general distributions of hx, see Remarks 3.3 and 3.5.
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Given Λ ⋐ Zd, consider FΛ the σ-algebra generated by the cylinders sets supported in Λ and F
the σ-algebra generated by finite union of cylinders. One of the main objects of study in classical
statistical mechanics are the finite volume Gibbs measures, which are probability measures in (Ω, F ),
given by

µη
Λ;β,εh(σ) := 1Ωη

Λ
(σ)e−βHη

Λ,εh
(σ)

Zη
Λ;β,ε(h) , (2.3)

where β > 0 is the inverse temperature and Zη
Λ;β,ε is the partition function, defined as

Zη
Λ;β,ε(h) :=

∑
σ∈Ωη

Λ

e−βHη
Λ,εh

(σ). (2.4)

Since the external field is random, the Gibbs measures are random variables. To make the dependence
of µη

Λ;β,εh on Ω̃ explicit, we write µη
Λ;β,εh[ω], with ω being a general element of Ω̃. Two particularly

important boundary conditions are given by the configurations η+ ≡ +1(ηx = +1, ∀x ∈ Zd) and
analogously η− ≡ −1, and configurations are called + and − boundary conditions, respectively. For
these boundary conditions, we can P-almost surely define the infinite volume measures by taking the
weak*-limit

µ±
β,εh[ω] := lim

n→∞
µ±

Λn;β,εh[ω], (2.5)

where (Λn)n∈N is any sequence invading Zd, that is, for any subset Λ ⋐ Zd, there exists N = N(Λ) > 0
such that Λ ⊂ Λn for every n > N . To have more than one Gibbs measure, it is enough to show that
µ+

β,εh ̸= µ−
β,εh, P-almost surely, see [12, Theorem 7.2.2].

2.2 The contours
Contours were first defined in the seminal paper of R. Peierls [48], where he introduced these

geometrical objects to prove phase transition in the Ising model for d ≥ 2. This technique is known
nowadays as the Peierls’ argument. One of the most successful extensions of this argument was made
by S. Pirogov and Y. Sinai [49], and extended by Zahradník [52]. This is known as the Pirogov-
Sinai theory, which can be used in models with short-range interactions and finite state spaces, even
without symmetries. The Pirogov-Sinai Theory was one of the achievements cited when Yakov Sinai
received the Abel Prize [40].

For long-range models, using the usual Peierls’ contours with plaquettes of dimension d − 1,
Ginibre, Grossman, and Ruelle, in [32], proved phase transition for α > d + 1. Park, in [46, 47],
considered systems with two-body interactions satisfying |Jxy| ≤ |x−y|−α for α > 3d+1, and extended
the Pirogov-Sinai theory for this class of models. Fröhlich and Spencer, in [29], proposed a different
contour definition for the one-dimensional long-range Ising models. Roughly speaking, collections of
intervals are the new contours but arranged in a particular way. When they are sufficiently far apart,
the collections of intervals are deemed as different contours, while collections of intervals close enough
are considered a single contour. Note that this definition drastically contrasts with the notion of
contour in the multidimensional setting since now they are not necessarily connected objects of the
lattice. This fact implies that the control of the number of contours for a fixed size could be much
more challenging.

Inspired by such contours, Affonso, Bissacot, Endo, and Handa proposed a definition of contour
extending the contours of Fröhlich and Spencer to any dimension d ≥ 2, see [2]. With these contours,
they were able to use Peierls’ argument to show phase transition in the whole region α > d, with
d ≥ 2. Note that such contours can be very sparse, in the sense that its diameter can be much larger
than its size. We modify the contour definition of [2] using a similar partition through multiscale
methods. We choose to use the new definition of contours for two main reasons: the definition is
simpler, and we can improve the control of the number of cubes needed to cover a contour, from a
polynomial bound to an exponential bound, see Propositions 3.24 and 3.25. We would like to stress
that the main results of this paper still hold if we adopt the notion of contour presented in [2]. In
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Remark 3.30 we describe the key adaptations that must be made in our arguments. In this section,
we describe our contours.

Definition 2.1. Given σ ∈ Ω, a point x ∈ Zd is called + (or - resp.) correct if σy = +1, (or −1,
resp.) for all points y such that |x−y| ≤ 1. The boundary of σ, denoted by ∂σ, is the set of all points
in Zd that are neither + nor − correct.

The boundary of a configuration is not finite in general, it can even be the whole lattice Zd.
To avoid this problem, we will restrict our attention to configurations with finite boundaries. Such
configurations, by definition of incorrectness, satisfy σ ∈ Ω+

Λ or σ ∈ Ω−
Λ for some Λ ⋐ Zd. We also

defined, for each Λ ⋐ Zd, Λ(0) as the unique unbounded connected component of Λc. The volume of
Λ is defined as V (Λ) := Zd \ Λ(0). The interior of Λ is I(Λ) := Λc \ Λ(0).

The usual definition of contours in Pirogov-Sinai theory considers only the connected subsets of
the boundary ∂σ. We have to proceed differently for long-range models since every point in the lattice
interacts with all the others. The definition below is strongly inspired in [2] and allows contours to
be disconnected (as in one-dimensional long-range models); in return, we can control the interaction
between two contours and also the probabilities of bad events that we will introduce in Section 3.

Definition 2.2. Let M > 0 and a, δ > d. For each A ⋐ Zd, a set Γ(A) := {γ : γ ⊂ A} is called a
(M, a, δ)-partition when the following two conditions are satisfied.

(A) They form a partition of A, i.e., ⋃γ∈Γ(A) γ = A and γ ∩ γ′ = ∅ for distinct elements of Γ(A).

(B) For all γ, γ′ ∈ Γ(A)
d(γ, γ′) > M min {|V (γ)|, |V (γ′)|}

a
δ . (2.6)

Remark 2.3. Our construction and the control of the energy works for any d < δ < a(α−d)
2 and

a > 2(d+1)
(α−d)∧1 . To simplify the calculations, we will take δ = d + 1 and a := a(α, d) = 3(d+1)

(α−d)∧1 from now
on, so a

δ
= 3

(α−d)∧1 and a (M, a, δ)-partition will be called (M, a)-partition.

In Figure 4 we give an example of a region A ⋐ Zd that is only one contour using the (M, a, r)-
partition of [2], but can be partitioned into multiple components to form a (M, a)-partition.

M2raℓ

2rℓ

M2raℓ

2rℓ2rℓ

M2raℓ

2rℓ

(M, a) − partition
Γ(A) = {A1, A2, A3, A4}

(M, a, r) − partition
{A}

A1 A2 A3 A4

A

A

Figure 4: We wish to partition the gray area A. Each cube has side 2rℓ and the distance between each
other is M2raℓ. With r = 2, 2r − 1 = 3 and therefore no partition into smaller parts is a (M, a, r)-
partition. However, the partition into connected components {A1, A2, A3, A4} is an (M, a)-partition,
since V (Ai)

a
δ = 2ra d

δ
ℓ < 2raℓ whenever δ > d.

The existence of a (M, a)-partition for any A ⋐ Zd does not depend on the choice of M, a > 0.
However, to guarantee the existence of phase transition, we have to choose particular values for these
parameters, see Remark 2.3. Later on, in Proposition 2.10, M will be taken large enough.
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We write Γ(σ) := Γ(∂σ) for a (M, a)-partition of ∂σ. In general, there is more than one (M, a)-
partition for each region A ∈ Zd. Given two partitions Γ and Γ′ of a set A, we say that Γ is finer than
Γ′, and denote Γ ⪯ Γ′, if for every γ ∈ Γ there is γ′ ∈ Γ′ with γ ⊆ γ′. Given any two (M, a)-partitions
Γ(A) and Γ′(A), Γ ∩ Γ′ := {γ ∩ γ′ : γ ∈ Γ(A), γ ∈ Γ′(A), γ ∩ γ′ ̸= ∅} is a (M, a)-partition finer then
both Γ(A) and Γ′(A). As the number of partitions is finite, we can intersect all partitions to get a
finest (M, a)-partition.

From now on, when taking a (M, a)-partition Γ(A), we will always assume it is the finest. It is
easy to see that the finest (M, a)-partition Γ(A) satisfies the following property:

(A1) For any γ, γ′ ∈ Γ(A), γ′ is contained in only one connected component of (γ)c.

Property (A1) is essential to define labels as in [2]. See Figure 5 for an example of partition not
satisfying (A1).

γ

γ′
γ′

Figure 5: An example of how Condition (A1) works: considering γ′ the dotted region and γ the grey
region, one can readily see that γ′ intersects two different connected components of (γ)c. To turn this
into a partition satisfying condition (A1), one should separate γ′ in two different sets of Γ(A).

Counting the number of contours surrounding zero using the finest (M, a)-partition may be trou-
blesome since the definition provides very little information on these objects. To extract good proper-
ties of these contours, we establish a multiscale procedure, depending on a parameter r, that creates
a (M, a)-partition of any given set. To define this procedure, we introduce some notation.

For any x ∈ Zd and m ≥ 0,

Cm(x) :=
(

d∏
i=1

[2mxi, 2m(xi + 1))
)

∩ Zd, (2.7)

is the cube of Zd centered at 2mx + 2m−1 − 1
2 with side length 2m − 1. Any such cube is called an

m-cube. As all cubes in this paper are of this form, with centers 2mx + 2m−1 − 1
2 and x ∈ Zd, we will

often omit the point x in what follows, writing Cm for an m-cube instead of Cm(x). An arbitrary
collection of m-cubes will be denoted Cm and BCm

:= ∪C∈CmC is the region covered by Cm. We
denote by Cm(Λ) the covering of Λ ⋐ Zd with the smallest possible number of m-cubes.
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0

Zd

C3(0)

Figure 6: The cube C3(0) is formed by the black dots. The dashed lines delimit four smaller cubes
C2. Here we see that our cubes Cm are cubes with side length 2m centered outside of Zd.

For each n ≥ 0, define the graph Gn(Λ) = (Vn(Λ), En(Λ)) with vertex set Vn(Λ) = Cn(Λ) and
En(Λ) = {(Cn, C ′

n) : d(Cn, C ′
n) ≤ M2an}. Let Gn(Λ) be the connected components of Gn(Λ). Given

G = (V, E) ∈ Gn(Λ), we denote ΛG := Λ ∩ BV the area of Λ covered by G. In the next proposition,
we introduce a procedure to construct possibly non-trivial (M, a)-partitions.

Proposition 2.4. For any r > 0 and A ⋐ Zd, there is a possibly non-trivial (M, a)-partition Γr(A).

Proof. Given r > 0 and A ⋐ Zd, Γr(A) is the partition of A created by the following procedure. In
the first step we consider A1 := A and we take the connected components of G ∈ Gr(A1) such that
AG

1 have small density, that is, consider

P1 := {G ∈ Gr(A1) : |V (AG
1 )| ≤ 2r(d+1)}.

Then, the subsets to be removed in the first step are Γr
1(A) := {AG

1 : G ∈ P1} and the set left to
partition is A2 := A1 \ ⋃

γ∈Γr
1(A)

γ. We can repeat this procedure inductively by taking

Pn := {G ∈ Grn(An) : |V (AG
n )| ≤ 2rn(d+1)},

then define Γr
n(A) := {AG

n : G ∈ Pn} and An+1 := An \ ⋃
γ∈Γr

n(A)
γ. As the cubes invade the lattice,

this procedure stops, in the sense that for some N large enough, Pn = ∅ for all n ≥ N . We then
define Γr(A) := ∪n≥0Γr

n(A). By this construction, Γr(A) is clearly a partition of A, so condition (A)
follows. To show condition (B), take γ, γ′ ∈ Γr(A). Let m ≥ n ≥ 1 be such that γ ∈ Γr

n(A) and
γ′ ∈ Γr

m(A). Then,
d(γ, γ′) ≥ M2rna ≥ M

(
2rn(d+1)

) a
d+1 ≥ M |V (γ)|

a
d+1 .

If m = n, the same inequality holds for |V (γ′)| and condition (B) holds. When m > n, γ′ was not
removed at step n, so |V (γ′)| > 2rn(d+1) ≥ |V (γ)|, so |V (γ)| = min{|V (γ)|, |V (γ′)|} and again we get
condition (B).

The construction in Proposition 2.4 works for any r > 0, but we need to take r large enough
for the computations in Section 3 to work. So we fix r := 4⌈log2(a + 1)⌉ + d + 1, where ⌈x⌉ is the
smallest integer greater than or equal to x. This r is taken larger than the one in [2] to simplify some
calculations. All our computations should work with the previous choice of r, with some adaptation.
Next, we define the label of a contour.

Definition 2.5. For Λ ⊂ Zd, the edge boundary of Λ is ∂Λ := {{x, y} ⊂ Zd : |x − y| = 1, x ∈ Λ, y ∈
Λc}. The inner boundary of Λ is ∂inΛ := {x ∈ Λ : ∃y ∈ Λc such that |x − y| = 1} and the external
boundary is ∂exΛ := {x ∈ Λc : ∃y ∈ Λ such that |x − y| = 1}.
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Remark 2.6. The usual isoperimetric inequality states that 2d|Λ| d−1
d ≤ |∂Λ|. The inner boundary

and the edge are related by |∂inΛ| ≤ |∂Λ| ≤ 2d|∂inΛ|, so we can write the inequality as |Λ| d−1
d ≤ |∂inΛ|.

To define the label of a contour, the naive definition would be to take the sign of the inner
boundary of the set γ. However, this cannot be done since this inner boundary may have different
signs, see Figure 7.

γ

γ

Figure 7: An example of Γ(σ) = {γ}, with γ having regions in the inner boundary with different
signs. In the figure, the grey region are for incorrect points, the black and white borders corresponds
to, respectively, +1 and −1 labels.

For any Λ ⋐ Zd, its connected components are denoted Λ(1), . . . , Λ(n). Given γ ∈ Γ(σ), a connected
component γ(k) is external if V (γ(j)) ⊂ V (γ(k)), for all other connected components γ(j) satisfying
V (γ(j)) ∩ V (γ(k)) ̸= ∅. Denoting

γext =
⋃
k≥1

γ(k) is external

γ(k),

it is shown in [2, Lemma 3.8] that the sign of σ is constant in ∂inV (γext). The label of γ is the function
labγ : {(γ)(0), I(γ)(1) . . . , I(γ)(n)} → {−1, +1} defined as: labγ(I(γ)(k)) is the sign of the configuration
σ in ∂inV (I(γ)(k)), for k ≥ 1, and labγ((γ)(0)) is the sign of σ in ∂inV (γext). We then define the
contours.

Definition 2.7. Given a configuration σ with finite boundary, its contours γ are pairs (γ, labγ),
where γ ∈ Γ(σ) and labγ is the label of γ as defined above. The support of the contour γ is defined
as sp(γ) := γ and its size is given by |γ| := |sp(γ)|.

Each contour γ has an interior, given by I(γ) := I(sp(γ)), and a volume, given by V (γ) := V (sp(γ)).
We also split the interior according to its labels as

I±(γ) =
⋃

k≥1,

labγ(I(γ)(k))=±1

I(γ)(k).

Different from Pirogov-Sinai theory, where the interiors of contours are a union of simply connected
sets, the interior I(γ) is at most the union of connected sets, that is, they may have holes.

An arbitrary collection of contours Γ = {γ1, . . . , γn} may not form a (M, a)-partition. Even so,
their labels may not be compatible. When there exists a configuration σ with contours precisely Γ, we
say that Γ is compatible. Notice that there is no bijection between compatible collections of contours
and configurations, since more that than one configuration can have the same boundary and label.
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γ2

γ1

γ3

Figure 8: Here we have two different cases of incompatibility. First, γ1 and γ2 are too close to be
split in two, thus they should be the same contour. Moreover, γ1 and γ3 are not compatible since
their labels do not match.

A contour γ ∈ Γ is external if its external connected components are not contained in any other
V (γ′), for γ′ ∈ Γ \ {γ}. Taking I±(Γ) := ∪γ∈ΓI±(γ) and V (Γ) := ∪γ∈ΓV (γ), for each Λ ⋐ Zd we
consider the sets

E±
Λ := {Γ = {γ1, . . . , γn} : Γ is compatible,γi is external, labγi

((γi)(0)) = ±1, V (Γ) ⊂ Λ},

of all external compatible families of contours with external label ± contained in Λ. When we write
γ ∈ E±

Λ we mean {γ} ∈ E±
Λ . Most of the time the set Λ will play no role, so we will often omit the

subscript.
The first step for a Peierls-type argument to hold is to control the number of contours with a

fixed size. Consider C0(n) := {γ ∈ E+
Λ : 0 ∈ V (γ), |γ| = n}, the set of contours with fixed size with

the origin in its volume, and C0 := ∪n≥1C0(n). We will later show in Corollary 3.28 that the size of
the set C0(n) is exponentially bounded depending on n.

The second key step of a Peierls-type argument is to control the energy cost of erasing a contour.
Given Γ ∈ E+, the configurations compatible with Γ are Ω(Γ) := {σ ∈ Ω+

Λ : Γ ⊂ Γ(σ)}. The map
τΓ : Ω(Γ) → Ω+

Λ defined as

τΓ(σ)x =


σx if x ∈ I+(Γ) ∪ V (Γ)c,

−σx if x ∈ I−(Γ),
+1 if x ∈ sp(Γ),

(2.8)

erases a family of compatible contours, since the spin-flip preserves incorrect points but transforms
−-correct points into +-correct points. Define, for B ⋐ Zd, the interaction

FB :=
∑
x∈B
y∈Bc

Jxy.

Given B ⊂ Zd and σ ∈ Ω with ∂σ finite, let ΓInt(σ, B) be the contours γ′ with sp(γ′) ∈ Γ(σ)
and enclosed by B, that is, sp(γ′) ⊂ B. Define also ΓExt(σ, B) as the contours γ′ with sp(γ′) ∈ Γ(σ)
outside B, that is, sp(γ′) ⊂ Bc.

Lemma 2.8. Given σ ∈ Ω with ∂σ finite and a contour γ with sp(γ) ∈ Γ(σ) , there is a constant
κ(1)

α := κ(1)
α (α, d), such that, for B = sp(γ) or B = I−(γ) we have

∑
x∈B

y∈V (ΓExt(σ,B)\{γ})

Jxy ≤ κ(1)
α

[
|B|

Mα−d
|V (γ)|

a
d+1 (d−α) + FB

M

]
. (2.9)
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Proof. Fixed σ and B, we drop them from the notation, so ΓExt := ΓExt(σ, B). Splitting ΓExt \ {γ}
into Υ1 := {γ′ ∈ ΓExt \ {γ} : |V (γ′)| ≥ |V (γ)|} and Υ2 = ΓExt \ (Υ1 ∪ γ) we get∑

x∈B
y∈V (ΓExt\{γ})

Jxy ≤
∑
x∈B

y∈V (Υ1)

Jxy +
∑
x∈B

y∈V (Υ2)

Jxy.

For any γ′ ∈ Υ1, d(γ, γ′) > M |V (γ)|
a

d+1 , hence∑
x∈B

y∈V (Υ1)

Jxy ≤
∑
x∈B

y:|y−x|>R

Jxy = |B|
∑

y:|y|>R

J0y, (2.10)

with R := M |V (γ)|
a

d+1 . Defining sd(n) := |{x ∈ Zd : |x| = n}|, it is known that sd(n) ≤ 22d−1ed−1nd−1,
see for example [2, Lemma 4.2]. Using the integral bound of the sum, we can show that

∑
y:|y|>R

J0y = J
∑
n>R

sd(n)
nα

≤ J2d−1+αed−1

(α − d) Rd−α. (2.11)

Together with (2.10), this yields
∑
x∈B

y∈V (Υ1)

Jxy ≤ J2d−1+αed−1

(α − d)
|B|

Mα−d
|V (γ)|

a
d+1 (d−α). (2.12)

To bound the other term, split Υ2 into layers Υ2,m := {γ′ ∈ Υ2 : |V (γ′)| = m}, for 1 ≤ m ≤ |V (γ)|−1.
Denoting yγ′,x ∈ sp(γ′) the point satisfying d(x, sp(γ′)) = d(x, yγ′,x), we can bound∑

x∈B
y∈V (Υ2,m)

Jxy ≤ m
∑
x∈B

γ′∈Υ2,m

Jx,yγ′,x
.

Since |x − yγ′,x| > Mm
a

d+1 , and |yγ′,x − yγ′′,x| ≥ d(γ′, γ′′) > Mm
a

d+1 for any γ′, γ′′ ∈ Υ2,m, the balls
with radius M

3 m
a

d+1 centered in yγ′,x, for all γ′ ∈ Υ2,m are disjoint and are contained in Bc. Hence,
we can bound

∑
x∈B

γ′∈Υ2,m

Jx,yγ′,x
≤ 3

Mm
a

d+1
FB.

That gives us

∑
x∈B

y∈V (Υ2)

Jxy ≤
|V (γ)|−1∑

m=1

3
Mm

a
d+1 −1 FB ≤

3ζ( a
d+1 − 1)
M

FB, (2.13)

what concludes the proof for κ(1)
α := J2d−1+αed−1

(α−d) + 3ζ( a
d+1 − 1).

Corollary 2.9. For any configuration σ ∈ Ω and γ ∈ Γ(σ),

∑
x∈sp(γ)

y∈V (Γ(σ)\{γ})

Jxy ≤ κ(2)
α

M (α−d)∧1 Fsp(γ),

∑
x∈I−(γ)

y∈V (ΓExt(σ,I−(γ))\{γ})

Jxy ≤ κ(2)
α

M (α−d)∧1 FI−(γ),

and ∑
x∈I−(γ)c

y∈V (ΓInt(σ,I−(γ)))

Jxy ≤ κ(2)
α

FI−(γ)

M
,

with κ(2)
α := κ(1)

α [J−1 + 1].
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Proof. The first inequality is a direct application of the Lemma 2.8 for B = sp(γ), once we note that
ΓExt(σ, B) = Γ(σ) \ {γ} and, our choice of a, |γ||V (γ)|

a
d+1 (d−α) ≤ 1. Finally, we put 1 + Fsp(γ) ≤

(J−1 + 1)Fsp(γ). The second inequality is likewise a direct application of Lemma 2.8 for B = I−(γ),
since |I−(γ)||V (γ)|−

a
d+1 (α−d) ≤ 1 and, similarly, 1 + FI−(γ) ≤ (J−1 + 1)FI−(γ). For the last inequality,

we cannot apply Lemma 2.8 directly. However, the proof works in the similar steps when we take B =
I−(γ)c. Moreover, notice that V (ΓInt(σ, I−(γ))) = V (ΓExt(σ, I−(γ)c)) and, for all γ′ ∈ ΓInt(σ, I−(γ)),
|V (γ′)| < |V (γ)|. In the notation of the proof of Lemma 2.8, this means that Υ2 = ΓExt(σ, I−(γ)c),
so equation (2.13) yields

∑
x∈I−(γ)c

y∈V (ΓExt(σ,I−(γ)c))

Jxy ≤ ζ
(

a

d + 1 − 1
)

FI−(γ)c

M
.

Since FI−(γ)c = FI−(γ) and ζ( a
d+1 − 1) ≤ κ(1)

α ≤ κ(2)
α , we get the desired bound.

We are ready to prove the main proposition of this section:

Proposition 2.10. For M large enough, there exists a constant c2 := c2(α, d) > 0, such that for any
Λ ⋐ Zd, γ ∈ E+

Λ , and σ ∈ Ω(γ) it holds that

H+
Λ;0(σ) − H+

Λ;0(τγ(σ)) ≥ c2
(
|γ| + FI−(γ) + Fsp(γ)

)
. (2.14)

Proof. To simplify the notation, we denote τ := τγ(σ). Taking B(γ) := I+(γ) ∪ V (γ)c and redoing
the steps of the proof of [2, Proposition 4.5], we can write

H+
Λ (σ) − H+

Λ (τ) =
∑

x∈sp(γ)
y∈Zd

Jxy1{σx ̸=σy} +
∑

x∈sp(γ)
y∈sp(γ)c

Jxy1{σx ̸=σy} − 2
∑

x∈I−(γ)
y∈B(γ)

Jxyσxσy

− 2
∑

x∈sp(γ)
y∈B(γ)

Jxy1{σy=−1} − 2
∑

x∈sp(γ)
y∈I−(γ)

Jxy1{σy=+1}.
(2.15)

We start by analyzing the last two negative terms. It holds that∑
x∈sp(γ)
y∈B(γ)

Jxy1{σy=−1} +
∑

x∈sp(γ)
y∈I−(γ)

Jxy1{σy=+1} ≤
∑

x∈sp(γ)
y∈V (Γ(σ)\{γ})

Jxy,

since the characteristic function can only be non-zero in the volume of other contours. By Corollary
2.9, ∑

x∈sp(γ)
y∈V (Γ(σ)\{γ})

Jxy ≤ κ(2)
α

Fsp(γ)

M (α−d)∧1 . (2.16)

For the remaining negative term, taking Γ the contours associated to σ, Γ′ := ΓInt(σ, I−(γ)) the
contours inside I−(γ), and Γ′′ := ΓExt(σ, I−(γ)) \ {γ}, as Γ′ ∪ Γ′′ = Γ \ γ we can write∑

x∈I−(γ)
y∈B(γ)

Jxyσxσy =
∑

x∈V (Γ′)
y∈V (Γ′′)

Jxy +
∑

x∈I−(γ)\V (Γ′)
y∈V (Γ′′)

2Jxy1{σy=−1} +
∑

x∈V (Γ′)
y∈B(γ)\V (Γ′′)

2Jxy1{σx=+1}

−
∑

x∈I−(γ)\V (Γ′)
y∈V (Γ′′)

Jxy −
∑

x∈V (Γ′)
y∈V (Γ′′)

2Jxy1{σx ̸=σy} −
∑

x∈I−(γ)
y∈B(γ)\V (Γ′′)

Jxy.
(2.17)

We can bound the first two terms by

∑
x∈V (Γ′)
y∈V (Γ′′)

Jxy +
∑

x∈I−(γ)\V (Γ′)
y∈V (Γ′′)

2Jxy1{σy=−1} ≤ 2
∑

x∈I−(γ)
y∈V (Γ′′)

Jxy ≤ 2κ(2)
α

FI−(γ)

M (α−d)∧1 . (2.18)
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In the second inequality, we are applying Corollary 2.9. For the next term, since B(γ)\V (Γ′′) ⊂ I−(γ)c,
we can bound ∑

x∈V (Γ′)
y∈B(γ)\V (Γ′′)

2Jxy1{σy=+1} ≤
∑

x∈V (Γ′)
y∈I−(γ)c

2Jxy ≤ 2κ(2)
α

FI−(γ)

M
. (2.19)

In the last inequality we are again applying Corollary 2.9.
For the negative terms in (2.17), we bound the term containing 1{σx ̸=σx} by 0 and multiply the

remaining terms by 1
(2d+1)2α+2 , getting

∑
x∈I−(γ)\V (Γ′)

y∈V (Γ′′)

Jxy+
∑

x∈V (Γ′)
y∈V (Γ′′)

2Jxy1{σx ̸=σy}+
∑

x∈I−(γ)
y∈B(γ)\V (Γ′′)

Jxy ≥ 1
(2d + 1)2α+2

 ∑
x∈I−(γ)\V (Γ′)

y∈V (Γ′′)

Jxy +
∑

x∈I−(γ)
y∈B(γ)\V (Γ′′)

Jxy

 .

Using the second inequality of (2.18), we have∑
x∈I−(γ)\V (Γ′)

y∈V (Γ′′)

Jxy +
∑

x∈I−(γ)
y∈B(γ)\V (Γ′′)

Jxy = FI−(γ) −
∑

x∈V (Γ′)
y∈V (Γ′′)

Jxy −
∑

x∈I−(γ)
y∈sp(γ)

Jxy

≥
(

1 − 2κ(2)
α

M (α−d)∧1

)
FI−(γ) − Fsp(γ).

(2.20)

Plugging inequalities (2.18), (2.19) and (2.20) back in (2.17) we get

∑
x∈I−(γ)
y∈B(γ)

Jxyσxσy ≤
(

6κ(2)
α

M (α−d)∧1 − 1
(2d + 1)2α+2

)
FI−(γ) + Fsp(γ)

(2d + 1)2α+2 (2.21)

For the positive terms in (2.15), we use the triangular inequality to get

Jxy ≥ 1
(2d + 1)2α

∑
|x−x′|≤1

Jx′y,

and therefore
∑

x∈sp(γ)
y∈Zd

Jxy1{σx ̸=σy} +
∑

x∈sp(γ)
y∈sp(γ)c

Jxy1{σx ̸=σy} ≥ 1
(2d + 1)2α

(
Jcα|γ| + Fsp(γ)

)
, (2.22)

with cα = ∑
y∈Zd\{0} |y|−α. Plugging (2.16), (2.21) and (2.22) back in (2.15) we get

H+
Λ (σ) − H+

Λ (τ) ≥ Jcα

(2d + 1)2α
|γ| +

(
1

(2d + 1)2α+1 − 12κ(2)
α

M (α−d)∧1

)
FI−(γ) +

(
1

(2d + 1)2α+1 − 2κ(2)
α

M (α−d)∧1

)
Fsp(γ),

what proves the proposition for M (α−d)∧1 > 24κ(2)
α 2α+1(2d + 1).

3 Ding and Zhuang approach
The main idea used in Ding and Zhuang’s proof of phase transition in [23] is to make the Peierls’

argument on the joint space of the configurations and the external fields and, when erasing a contour,
perform in the external field the same flips you do in the configuration. Doing this, the part on the
Hamiltonian that depends on the external field does not change, but the partition function does. The
complication of this method is to control such differences.
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In the short-range case, the spins that need to be flipped to erase a contour are precisely the ones
in the interior of it. This is not the case for the long-range model, so we make a slight modification
in the argument, and instead of performing the same flips in both spaces, we flip the external field
only on I−(γ). Doing this, not only does the partition function change, but we also get an extra cost
when comparing the original energy with the energy after performing such a transformation. This
extra term depends only on the external field in sp(γ).

In this section, we define the measure in the joint space and show that, with high probability, the
change of partition function resulting from such flipping is upper-bounded by the size of the support
|γ|, with high probability.

3.1 Joint measure and bad events
Given Λ ⊂ Zd, a contour associated with a configuration in Ω+

Λ is not always inside Λ. To avoid
this, we consider the event ΘΛ := {σ : σx is + -correct for all x ∈ ∂inΛ} and the conditional measure

ν+
Λ;β,εh(A) := µ+

Λ;β,εh(A|ΘΛ) (3.1)

for any A ⊂ Ω measurable. The Markov property guarantees that ν+
Λ;β,εh is also a local Gibbs measure,

with the advantage that all contours associated with it are inside Λ. Define the joint measure for
(σ, h) as

Q+
Λ;β,ε(σ ∈ A, h ∈ B) :=

∫
B

ν+
Λ;β,εh(A)dP(h),

for A ⊂ Ω measurable and B ⊂ RΛ a Borel set. This measure QΛ;β,ε has density

g+
Λ;β,ε(σ, h) :=

∏
x∈Λ

1√
2π

e− 1
2 h2

x × ν+
Λ;β,εh(σ).

The operation τγ used to remove a contour γ ∈ Γ(σ) can be written as a particular case of the
following one: given A ⊂ Zd, take τA : RZd −→ RZd as

(τA(σ))x :=

−σx if x ∈ A,

σx otherwise,
(3.2)

for every x ∈ Zd. Defining sp(γ, σ)± := {x ∈ sp(γ) : σx = ±1}, the transformation that erases a
contour γ is τγ(σ) = τI−(γ)∪sp−(γ,σ)(σ).

The main idea used in the proof of phase transition in [23] is to make the Peierls’ argument on
the measure QΛ;β,ε, and perform in the external field the same flips one does in the configuration
when erasing a contour. Formally, in [23] they compare the density g+

Λ;β,ε(σ, h) with the density after
erasing a contour γ ∈ Γ(σ), and performing the same flips on the external field. For the short-range
model, the spins that need to be flipped to erase a contour are precisely the ones in the interior of
it. This is not the case for the long-range setting, so we compare g+

Λ;β,ε(σ, h) with the density after
erasing γ and flipping the external field only in I−(γ), getting

g+
Λ;β,ε(σ, h)

g+
Λ;β,ε(τγ(σ), τI−(γ)(h)) = exp {βH+

Λ,ετI−(γ)(h)(τγ(σ)) − βH+
Λ,εh(σ)}

Z+
Λ;β,ε(τI−(γ)(h))

Z+
Λ;β,ε(h)

≤ exp {−βc2|γ| − 2β
∑

x∈sp−(γ,σ)
εhx}

Z+
Λ;β,ε(τI−(γ)(h))

Z+
Λ;β,ε(h) . (3.3)

where the constant c2 is the one given by Proposition 2.10.
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The sum of the external field in sp−(γ, σ) can be shown to be of order |sp−(γ, σ)|, and do not
influence the Peierls’ argument. However, the quotient of the partition functions can be bigger than
the exponential term. Denoting

∆A(h) := − 1
β

log
Z+

Λ;β,ε(h)
Z+

Λ;β,ε(τA(h)) , (3.4)

for every A ⊂ Zd, the bad event is

Ec :=
{

sup
γ∈C0

∆I−(γ)(h)
c2|γ|

>
1
4

}
.

To control the probability of the bad event, we need a concentration result for Gaussian random
variables. The following one is due to M. Ledoux and M. Talagrand, and a proof can be found in
[42].

Theorem 3.1. Let f : RM −→ R be a uniform Lipschitz continuous function with constant CLip, that
is, for any X, Y ∈ RM ,

|f(X) − f(Y )| ≤ CLip||X − Y ||2.

Then, if X1, . . . , XM are i.i.d. Gaussian random variables with variance 1,

P (|f(X1, . . . , XM) − E(f(X1, . . . , XM))| ≥ z) ≤ 2 exp
{

−z2

2C2
Lip

}
. (3.5)

Remark 3.2. If f is differentiable and ||∇f(·)||2 is bounded, the mean value theorem guarantees that
supZ∈RM ||∇f(Z)||2 is a uniform Lipschitz constant for f .

Remark 3.3. If f has a compact support and convex level sets, an equation similar to (3.5) holds, with
some adjustments on the constants and replacing the mean by the median, see [12, Theorem 7.1.3].
Therefore, our results hold when hi has a Bernoulli distribution P(hi = +1) = P(hi = −1) = 1

2 .

Given A ⊂ Zd, hA := (hx)x∈A denotes the restriction of the external field to the subset A. The
next Lemma was proved in [23], and is a direct consequence of the previous theorem, replacing f by
functions of the form ∆A, with A ⋐ Zd. As the proofs for the short and long-range are the same, we
omit it.

Lemma 3.4. For any A, A′ ⋐ Zd and λ > 0, we have

P (|∆A(h)| ≥ λ|hAc) ≤ 2e
−λ2

8ε2|A| , (3.6)

and
P(|∆A(h) − ∆A′(h)| > λ|hA∪A′c) ≤ 2e

− λ2
8ε2|A∆A′| , (3.7)

where A∆A′ is the symmetric difference.

Remark 3.5. Lemma 3.4 holds whenever h = (hx)x∈Zd satisfy equation (3.5). As a consequence, our
results can be stated for more general external fields.

To control the probability of Ec we use a coarse-graining argument presented in [26] together with
some ideas of entropy bounds used in [2, Section 3.2], where it is proved that the number of contours
containing 0 in its volume grows at most exponentially with the size of the contour. As pointed out by
[23], the proof presented in [26], despite being self-contained, is a non-trivial application of Dudley’s
entropy bound. Next, we adapt the proof presented in [26] using this entropy bound.
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3.2 Probability Results
To control the probability of Ec, we use some results on majorizing measures. For an extensive

overview, we refer to [51]. Consider (T, d) a finite metric space and a process (Xt)t∈T such that, for
every λ > 0 and t, s ∈ T ,

P (|Xt − Xs| ≥ λ) ≤ 2 exp −λ2

2 d(s, t)2 . (3.8)

Assume also that E (Xt) = 0 for every t ∈ T . One example of such process is (∆I−(γ))γ∈C0(n), with the
distance d2(A, A′) = 2ε|A∆A′| 1

2 over the set I−(n) := {I−(γ) : γ ∈ C0(n)}. For n ∈ N, consider the
quantities Nn = 22n and N0 = 1.

Definition 3.6. Given a set T , a sequence (An)n≥0 of partitions of T is admissible when |An| ≤ Nn

and An+1 ⪯ An for all n ≥ 0.

Given t ∈ T and an admissible sequence (An)n≥0, An(t) denotes the element of An that contains
t.

Definition 3.7. Given θ > 0 and a metric space (T, d), we define

γθ(T, d) := inf
(An)n≥0

sup
t∈T

∑
n≥0

2n
θ diam(An(t)),

where the infimum is taken over all admissible sequences.

Theorem 3.8 (Majorizing Measure Theorem [50]). There is a universal constant L > 0 such that

1
L

γ2(T, d) ≤ E
(

sup
t∈T

Xt

)
≤ Lγ2(T, d).

Given ϵ > 0, let N(T, d, ϵ) be the minimal number of balls with radius ϵ necessary to cover T ,
using the distance d.

Proposition 3.9 (Dudley’s Entropy Bound [24]). Let (Xt)t∈T be a family of centered random variables
satisfying (3.8) for some distance d. Then there exists a constant L > 0 such that

E
[
sup
t∈T

Xt

]
≤ L

∫ ∞

0

√
log N(T, d, ϵ)dϵ.

We also need the following result.

Theorem 3.10. Given a metric space (T, d) and a family (Xt)t∈T of centered random variables
satisfying (3.8), there is a universal constant L > 0 such that, for any u > 0,

P
(

sup
t∈T

Xt > L(γ2(T, d) + udiam(T ))
)

≤ e−u2
,

where the diam(T ) is the diameter taken with respect to the distance d

A proof can be found in [51, Theorem 2.2.27]. Using these results, the bound on the bad event
Ec follows from the next proposition.

Proposition 3.11. Given n ≥ 0, d ≥ 3 and α > d, there is a constant L1 := L1(d, α) > 0 such that

γ2(I−(n), d2) ≤ εL1n.

As a direct consequence of this Proposition, we can control the probability of the bad event.
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Proposition 3.12. There exists C1 := C1(α, d) such that P(Ec) ≤ e− C1
ε2 for any ε2 < C1.

Proof. By the union bound,

P
(

sup
γ∈C0

∆I−(γ)(h)
c2|γ|

>
1
4

)
≤

∞∑
n=2

P
(

sup
γ∈C0(n)

∆I−(γ)(h) >
c2

4 |γ|
)

. (3.9)

Let γ, γ′ ∈ C0(n) be two contours satisfying diam(I−(n)) = d2(I−(γ), I−(γ′)), where the diameter is
in the d2 distance. By the isoperimetric inequality,

diam(I−(n)) = 2ε|I−(γ)∆I−(γ′)|
1
2 ≤ 2

√
2εn( d

d−1 ) 1
2 = 2

√
2εn( 1

2 + 1
2(d−1) ).

Together with Proposition 3.11, this yields

c2

4 |γ| = L
[
εL1n + εL1

(
c2

4εL1L
− 1

)
n
]

≥ L

[
γ2(I−(n), d2) + C ′

1
ε

n
1
2 − 1

2(d−1) diam(I−(n))
]

,

with C ′
1 = c2

16
√

2L
and ε < c2

8L1L
. Applying Theorem 3.10 with u = C′

1
ε

n
1
2 − 1

2(d−1) , we have

P
(

sup
γ∈C0(n)

∆I−(γ)(h) >
c2

4 |γ|
)

= P
(

sup
I∈I−(n)

∆I(h) >
c2

4 n

)

≤ P
(

sup
I∈I−(n)

∆I(h) > L

[
γ2(I−(n), d2) + C ′

1
ε

n
1
2 − 1

2(d−1) diam(I−(n))
])

≤ exp

−C ′2
1 n1− 1

(d−1)

ε2

.

Using this back in equation (3.9), we conclude that

P
(

sup
γ∈C0

∆I−(γ)(h)
c2|γ|

>
1
4

)
≤

∞∑
n=2

exp

−C ′2
1 n1− 1

(d−1)

ε2

 ≤ e− C1
ε2 ,

for a suitable constant C1 := C1(α, d) smaller than C′
1

2

2 and ε < C1. The dependency on α is due to
the dependency on c2(α, d).

The next two subsections are dedicated to proving Proposition 3.11.

3.3 Coarse-graining
We will apply the previous probability estimates for the family (∆I(h))I∈I−(n). We use the coarse-

graining idea introduced in [26] to construct the cover by balls in Dudley’s entropy bound. For each
ℓ > 0 and each contour γ ∈ C0(n), we will associate a region Bℓ(γ) that approximates the interior
I−(γ) in a scaled lattice, with the scale growing with ℓ. This is done in a way that two interiors
approximated by the same region are in a ball in the distance d2 with a fixed radius, depending on ℓ.

An rℓ-cube Crℓ is admissible if more than a half of its points are inside I−(γ). Thus, the set of
admissible cubes is

Cℓ(γ) :=
{

Crℓ : |Crℓ ∩ I−(γ)| ≥ 1
2 |Crℓ|

}
.

With this notion of admissibility, two contours with the same admissible cubes should be close in
distance d2. Consider functions Bℓ : E+

Λ −→ P(Zd), with P(Zd) := {A : A ⋐ Zd}, that takes contours
γ to Bℓ(γ) := BCℓ(γ), the region covered by the admissible cubes. We will be interested in counting
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the image of Bℓ by C0(n), that is, |Bℓ(C0(n))| = |{B : B = Bℓ(γ) for some γ ∈ C0(n)}|. Notice that
Bℓ(γ) is uniquely determined by ∂Bℓ(γ). Given any collection Cm, we define the edge boundary of
Cm as

∂Cm := {{Cm, C ′
m} : Cm ∈ Cm, C ′

m /∈ Cm and C ′
m shares a face with Cm}.

We also define the inner boundary of Cm as

∂inCm := {Cm ∈ Cm : ∃C ′
m /∈ Cm such that {Cm, C ′

m} ∈ ∂Cm}.

With this definition, it is clear that ∂Bℓ(γ) is uniquely determined by ∂Cℓ(γ). Hence, defining
∂Crℓ(C0(n)) := {∂Crℓ : Crℓ = Cℓ(γ) for some γ ∈ C0(n)}, we have |Bℓ(C0(n))| = |∂Cℓ(C0(n))|. In a
similar fashion we define ∂inCrℓ(C0(n)) := {∂inCrℓ : Crℓ = Cℓ(γ) for some γ ∈ C0(n)}.

The main result in this section is an upper bound on the number of cubes in ∂inCℓ(γ). The precise
statement is given in Proposition 3.16, which was stated originally in [26] for d = 3 and I−(γ) simply
connected for all contours, but it can be extended to d ≥ 2 with no restriction on the interiors, see
[12]. As we could not find a detailed proof anywhere, we provide one here.

Given a rectangle R = [1, r1] × [1, r2] × · · · × [1, rd], consider Ri := {x ∈ R : xi = 1} the face of
R that is perpendicular to the direction ei, for i = 1, . . . , d. The line that connects a point x ∈ Ri

to a point in the opposite face of Ri is ℓi
x := {x + kei : 1 ≤ k ≤ ri}. Given A ⊂ Zd, the projection of

A ∩ R into the face Ri is
Pi(A ∩ R) := {x ∈ Ri : ℓi

x ∩ A ̸= ∅}.

e3

A ∩ R

e1

P1(A ∩ R)

P3(A ∩ R)
e3

A ∩ R

e1

ℓ3
p′

p′

p ℓ1
p

Figure 9: The light gray region is A ∩ R, the projections P1(A ∩ R) and P3(A ∩ R) are the dark gray
region. The dashed line ℓ1

p is a bad line and the dotted line ℓ3
p′ is a good one. In this particular example,

all points in P1(A ∩ R) are bad and all points in P3(A ∩ R) are good, hence PB
1 (A ∩ R) = P1(A ∩ R)

and PG
3 (A ∩ R) = P3(A ∩ R).

In many situations, we will split the projections into good and bad points. The set of good points
is PG

i (A ∩ R) := {x ∈ Pi(A ∩ R) : ℓi
x ∩ (R \ A) ̸= ∅}, that is, there exist a point in ℓi

x ∩ R that is not
in A. The bad points are defined as PB

i (A ∩ R) := Pi(A ∩ R) \ PG
i (A ∩ R). See Figures 9 and 10 for

examples.
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A

p

p′

Figure 10: Considering A ∩ R the gray region, both points p, p′ ∈ P1(A ∩ R) are in the projection,
but p is a good point and p′ is a bad point. The doted lines represent ℓ1

p and ℓ1
p′ .

Given x ∈ PG
i (A ∩ R), by definition of the projection, there exists a point in ℓi

x ∩ A. Therefore,
there exists a point p ∈ ℓi

x such that p ∈ ∂exA ∩ R. As all lines are disjoint, we conclude that

|PG
i (A ∩ R)| ≤ |∂exA ∩ R|. (3.10)

We now prove two auxiliary lemmas.

Lemma 3.13. Given d ≥ 2, for any family of positive integers (ri)d
i=1 with R ≤ ri ≤ 2R for some

R ≥ 2, 0 < λ < 1 and A ⊂ Zd, there exists a constant c := c(d, λ) such that, if

|Pi(A ∩ R)| ≤ λ|Ri| (3.11)

for all i = 1, . . . , d, then
d∑

i=1
|Pi(A ∩ R)| ≤ c|∂exA ∩ R|,

where R = [1, r1] × · · · × [1, rd].

Proof. The proof will be done by induction on the dimension. For d = 2, take a rectangle R = [1, r1] × [1, r2].
If there is no bad points in P1(A ∩ R), then

|P1(A ∩ R)| = |PG
1 (A ∩ R)| ≤ |∂exA ∩ R|. (3.12)

If there is a bad point p = (1, p2) ∈ PB
1 (A ∩ R), ℓ1

p ⊂ A ∩ R by definition of bad point. As
|P1(A ∩ R)| ≤ λ|R1| < |R1|, there is a point p′ = (1, p′

2) ∈ R1 \ P1(A ∩ R) that is in the face R1 but
not in the projection. By definition of the projection, ℓ1

p′ ∈ Ac ∩ R. Therefore, for any 1 ≤ k ≤ r1,
(k, p2) ∈ A ∩ R and (k, p′

2) ∈ Ac ∩ R, we can find a point pk = (k, pk
2) ∈ ∂exA ∩ R. Since pk1 ̸= pk2

for every k1 ̸= k2, we have r1 ≤ |∂exA ∩ R|, hence

|P1(A ∩ R)| ≤ |R1| = r2 ≤ 2R ≤ 2r1 ≤ 2|∂exA ∩ R|. (3.13)

A completely analogous argument can be done to bound |P2(A ∩ R)|, and we conclude that

2∑
i=1

|Pi(A ∩ R)| ≤ 4|∂exA ∩ R|,

and take c(2, λ) = 4. Suppose the lemma holds for d − 1 and fix a rectangle R = [1, r1] × · · · × [1, rd].
We split R into layers Lk = {x ∈ Zd : xd = k}, for k = 1, . . . , rd. We can then partition the projection
and write

|Pi(A ∩ R)| =
rd∑

k=1
|Pi(A ∩ R) ∩ Lk|,
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for any i ∈ {1, . . . , d − 1}. This yields

d∑
i=1

|Pi(A ∩ R)| =
rd∑

k=1

d−1∑
i=1

|Pi(A ∩ R) ∩ Lk| + |Pd(A ∩ R)|. (3.14)

Notice now that Pi(A ∩ R) ∩ Lk = Pi(A ∩ (R ∩ Lk)). Defining the rectangle Rk := R ∩ Lk, for every
point p ∈ PB

j (A ∩ Rk), ℓj
p ⊂ A ∩ Rk. Moreover, we can associate every point x ∈ ℓj

p in the line with
a point x′ ∈ Pd(A ∩ R) by taking x′

m = xm for m ≤ d − 1 and x′
d = 1, therefore

rj|PB
j (A ∩ Rk)| =

∑
p∈PB

j (A∩Rk)
|ℓj

p| ≤ |Pd(A ∩ R)|.

Figure 11: Considering A ∩ R the light gray region, the dark gray region is a layer Lk and the dotted
region is A ∩ Rk, the restriction of A to the layer Lk.

Using the hypothesis (3.11) we conclude that

|PB
j (A ∩ Rk)| ≤ λ

|Rd|
rj

= λ

∏
q ̸=d rq

rj

= λ
∏

q ̸=j,d

rq = λ|(Rk)j|. (3.15)

We consider two cases:

(a) If |Pi(A ∩ Rk)| ≤ λ+1
2 |(Rk)i|, for all i ≤ d − 1, then we are in the hypothesis of the lemma in

d − 1 and therefore
d−1∑
i=1

|Pi(A ∩ Rk)| ≤ c

(
d − 1,

λ + 1
2

)
|∂exA ∩ Rk|. (3.16)

(b) If there exists j ∈ {1, . . . , d − 1} satisfying |Pj(A ∩ Rk)| > λ+1
2 |(Rk)j|, by (3.15) we have

|PG
j (A ∩ Rk)| = |Pj(A ∩ Rk)| − |PB

j (A ∩ Rk)| ≥ 1−λ
2 |(Rk)j|, hence

|(Rk)j| ≤ 2
1 − λ

|∂exA ∩ Rk|.

Using that |(Rk)i| ≤ (2R)d−2 ≤ 2d−2|(Rk)j| for every i ∈ {1, . . . , d}, we conclude that

d−1∑
i=1

|Pi(A ∩ Rk)| ≤
d−1∑
i=1

|(Rk)i| ≤ (d − 1)2d−2|(Rk)j| ≤ (d − 1)2d−1

1 − λ
|∂exA ∩ Rk|. (3.17)
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In both cases, we were able to give an upper bound to the sum of projections by a constant times
the size of the boundary of A in Rk. Applying (3.16) and (3.17) back in (3.14) we get

d∑
i=1

|Pi(A ∩ R)| ≤
rd∑

k=1

[
c

(
d − 1,

λ + 1
2

)
+ (d − 1)2d−1

1 − λ

]
|∂exA ∩ R ∩ Lk| + |Pd(A ∩ R)|

=
[
c

(
d − 1,

λ + 1
2

)
+ (d − 1)2d−1

1 − λ

]
|∂exA ∩ R| + |Pd(A ∩ R)|.

We finish the proof by noticing that we can repeat this same argument but now splitting R into
layers Lk = {x ∈ R : xj = k}. Doing so, we have that

d∑
i=1

|Pi(A ∩ R)| ≤
[
c

(
d − 1,

λ + 1
2

)
+ (d − 1)2d−1

1 − λ

]
|∂exA ∩ R| + |Pj(A ∩ R)|

for any j ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Summing both sides in j we conclude

d∑
i=1

|Pi(A ∩ R)| ≤ d

d − 1

[
c

(
d − 1,

λ + 1
2

)
+ (d − 1)2d−1

1 − λ

]
|∂exA ∩ R|, (3.18)

which proves our claim if we take c(d, λ) := d
d−1

[
c(d − 1, λ+1

2 ) + (d−1)2d−1

1−λ

]
= 2d + (d−2)d2d−1

1−λ
.

Remark 3.14. Previous lemma can be proved when R ≤ ri ≤ κR for any κ > 1. When applying the
lemma, we will choose λ = 7

8 to simplify the notation. In what will follow, all the proofs work as long
as we choose λ > 3

4 .

Lemma 3.15. Given A ⊂ Zd, ℓ ≥ 0 and U = Crℓ ∪ C ′
rℓ with Crℓ and C ′

rℓ being two rℓ-cubes sharing
a face, there exists a constant b := b(d) such that, if

2rℓd

2 ≤ |Crℓ ∩ A| and |C ′
rℓ ∩ A| <

2rℓd

2 (3.19)

then 2rℓ(d−1) ≤ b|∂exA ∩ U |.

Proof. For ℓ = 0, (3.19) guarantees that Crℓ = {x} ⊂ A and C ′
rℓ = {y} ⊂ Ac, hence |∂exA∩{x, y}| = 1

and it is enough to take b ≥ 1. For ℓ ≥ 1, (3.19) yields
1
22rℓd ≤ |A ∩ U | ≤ 3

22rℓd. (3.20)

To simplify the notation, we can assume without loss of generality that U = [1, 2rℓ]d−1 × [1, 2rℓ+1].
As discussed before, for each point p ∈ PB

j (A ∩ U) in the projection, ℓj
p ⊂ A ∩ U and the lines are

disjoint. Moreover, |PB
j (A∩U)|rj = ∑

p∈PB
j (A∩U) |ℓj

p| ≤ |A∩U |, since the size of the lines are constant
rj := |ℓj

p|. Together with the upper bound (3.20), this yields

|PB
j (A ∩ U)| ≤ 3

22rℓdr−1
j . (3.21)

Using the isometric inequality, the lower bound on (3.20) yields d2 1
d 2rℓ(d−1) ≤ |∂ex(A ∩ U)|. As

1
2d

|∂ex(A ∩ U)| ≤ |∂in(A ∩ U)| = |∂in(A ∩ U) ∩ ∂inU | + |∂in(A ∩ U) ∩ (U \ ∂inU)|

≤ 2
d∑

i=1
|Pi(A ∩ U)| + |∂inA ∩ U | ≤ 2

d∑
i=1

|Pi(A ∩ U)| + |∂exA ∩ U |,

we get

2 1
d

−12rℓ(d−1) ≤ 2
d∑

i=1
|Pi(A ∩ U)| + |∂exA ∩ U | (3.22)

We again consider two cases:
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(a) If |Pj(A ∩ U)| > 7
8 |Uj| for some j = 1, . . . , d, by (3.10) and (3.21) we get

7
8 |Uj| < |Pj(A ∩ U)| ≤ |∂exA ∩ U | + 3

22rℓdr−1
j .

A simple calculation shows that 1
82rℓ(d−1) ≤ 7

8 |Uj| − 3
22rℓdr−1

j , therefore

1
82rℓ(d−1) ≤ |∂exA ∩ U |. (3.23)

(b) If |Pi(A ∩ U)| ≤ 7
8 |Ui| for all i, by Lemma 3.13, there is a constant c = c(d) such that

d∑
i=1

|Pi(A ∩ U)| ≤ c|∂exA ∩ U |. (3.24)

Together with (3.22), this yields

2rℓ(d−1) ≤ 2c + 1
2 1

d
−1

|∂exA ∩ U |. (3.25)

Equations (3.23) and (3.25) shows the desired results taking b := max{8, (2c + 1)21− 1
d }.

Proposition 3.16. For the functions (Bℓ)ℓ≥0 defined in the beginning of Subsection 3.3, there exists
constants b1, b2 depending only on d and r such that

|∂inCℓ(γ)| ≤ b1
|∂exI−(γ)|
2rℓ(d−1) ≤ b1

|γ|
2rℓ(d−1) , (3.26)

and
|Bℓ(γ)∆Bℓ+1(γ)| ≤ b22rℓ|γ|, (3.27)

for every ℓ ≥ 0 and γ ∈ C0(n).

Proof. Fix ℓ ≥ 0. To each cube Crℓ ∈ ∂inCℓ(γ) there is an rℓ-cube C ′
rℓ ̸∈ Cℓ(γ) not admissible,

sharing a face with Crℓ. We denote this relation by Crℓ ∼ C ′
rℓ. Considering the collection of rℓ-cubes

C ′
rℓ := {Crℓ : Crℓ ∈ ∂inCℓ(γ) or Crℓ /∈ Cℓ(γ)} and A ⋐ Zd,

∑
Crℓ∈∂inCℓ(γ)

∑
C′

rℓ /∈Cℓ(γ)
Crℓ∼C′

rℓ

|A ∩ (Crℓ ∪ C ′
rℓ) | ≤

∑
Crℓ∈∂inCℓ(γ)

∑
C′

rℓ /∈Cℓ(γ)
Crℓ∼C′

rℓ

(|A ∩ Crℓ| + |A ∩ C ′
rℓ|)

≤
∑

Crℓ∈∂inCℓ(γ)
2d|A ∩ Crℓ| +

∑
C′

rℓ
/∈Cℓ(γ)

2d|A ∩ C ′
rℓ|

= 2d
∑

C∈C ′
rℓ

|A ∩ C| = 2d|A ∩ BC ′
rℓ

| ≤ 2d|A|

As any pair of cubes Crℓ ∼ C ′
rℓ are in the hypothesis of Lemma 3.15, b2rℓ(d−1) ≤ |∂exI−(γ) ∩ (Crℓ ∪ C ′

rℓ) |.
Applying equation above for A = ∂exI−(γ) we get that

b

2d
2rℓ(d−1)|∂inCℓ(γ)| ≤ 1

2d

∑
Crℓ∈∂inCℓ(γ)

∑
C′

rℓ /∈Cℓ(γ)
Crℓ∼C′

rℓ

|∂exI−(γ) ∩ {Crℓ ∪ C ′
rℓ}| ≤ |∂exI−(γ)|,

that concludes (3.26) for b1 := 2d/b.
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Given Cr(ℓ+1) ∈ Cr(ℓ+1)(Bℓ+1(γ) \ Bℓ(γ)), there is a rℓ-cube C ′
rℓ ⊂ Cr(ℓ+1) with C ′

rℓ /∈ Cℓ(γ),
otherwise (Bℓ+1(γ) \ Bℓ(γ)) ∩ Cr(ℓ+1) = ∅. There is also a rℓ-cube Crℓ ⊂ Cr(ℓ+1) with Crℓ ∈ Cℓ(γ),
otherwise we would have

|I−(γ) ∩ Cr(ℓ+1)| =
∑

Crℓ⊂Cr(ℓ+1)

|I−(γ) ∩ Crℓ| ≤ 1
2 |Cr(ℓ+1)|.

Moreover, we can assume that Crℓ and C ′
rℓ share a face. Again, we use Lemma 3.15 to get,

|Bℓ+1(γ) \ Bℓ(γ) ∩ Cr(ℓ+1)| ≤ |Cr(ℓ+1)| = 2rd2rℓ2rℓ(d−1)

≤ 2rd2rℓb|∂exI−(γ) ∩ {Crℓ ∪ C ′
rℓ}|

≤ 2rd2rℓb|∂exI−(γ) ∩ Cr(ℓ+1)|. (3.28)

Therefore,

|Bℓ+1(γ) \ Bℓ(γ)| =
∑

Cr(ℓ+1)∈Cr(ℓ+1)(Bℓ+1(γ)\Bℓ(γ))
|Bℓ+1(γ) \ Bℓ(γ) ∩ Cr(ℓ+1)|

≤
∑

Cr(ℓ+1)∈Cr(ℓ+1)(Bℓ+1(γ)\Bℓ(γ))
2rd2rℓb|∂exI−(γ) ∩ Cr(ℓ+1)| ≤ b2

2 2rℓ|∂exI−(γ)|.

with b2 = b2rd+1. To get the same bound for |Bℓ(γ) \ Bℓ+1(γ)| we repeat a similar argument, covering
Bℓ(γ) \ Bℓ+1(γ) with r(ℓ + 1)-cubes.

Remark 3.17. This proposition shows that when b1|γ|
2rℓ(d−1) < 1 there are no admissible cubes. Therefore,

in some propositions we assume ℓ ≤ log2r (b1|γ|)
d−1 , since the relevant bounds on the complementary case

follow trivially.

The next Corollary estimates the difference between the minus interior of a contour and its ap-
proximation, see Figure 1.

Corollary 3.18. There exists a constant b3 > 0 such that, for any ℓ > 0 and any two contours
γ1, γ2 ∈ C0(n) with Bℓ(γ1) = Bℓ(γ2),

d2(I−(γ1), I−(γ2)) ≤ 4εb32
rℓ
2 n

1
2 .

Proof. This is a simple application of the triangular inequality, since d2(I−(γ1), I−(γ2)) ≤ d2(I−(γ1), Bℓ(γ1))+
d2(I−(γ2), Bℓ(γ2)) and

d2(I−(γ1), Bℓ(γ1)) ≤
ℓ∑

i=1
d2(Bi(γ1), Bi−1(γ1)) =

ℓ∑
i=1

2ε
√

|Bi(γ1)∆Bi−1(γ1)|

≤ 2ε
√

b2
√

n
ℓ∑

i=1
2 ir

2 ≤ 4ε
√

b22
rℓ
2

√
n

where in the second to last equation used (3.27). As the same bound holds for d2(I−(γ2), Bℓ(γ2)), the
corollary is proved by taking b3 = 2

√
b2.

Remark 3.19. Corollary 3.18 shows that we can create a cover of I−(n), indexed by Bℓ(C0(n)), of
balls with radius 4εb32

rℓ
2 n

1
2 . Therefore N(I−(n), d2, 4εb32

rℓ
2 n

1
2 ) ≤ |Bℓ(C0(n))|.

In the next section we bound |Bℓ(C0(n))|, using a method similar to the one used in [2] to count
|C0(n)|.
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3.4 Entropy Bounds
As we discussed before, in the definition of admissibility at the beginning of Subsection 3.3,

|Bℓ(C0(n))| = |∂Crℓ(C0(n))|. In the short-range case, a key ingredient to count the admissible cubes is
that, despite Bℓ(γ) not being connected, all cubes are close to a connected region with size |γ|. As the
contours now may not be connected, we need to change the strategy: we choose a suitable scale L(ℓ)
and count how many rL(ℓ)-coverings of contours there are. That is, we first control |CrL(ℓ)(C0(n))|.
Once a rL(ℓ)-covering is fixed, we choose which rℓ-cubes inside this covering will be admissible. At
last, we choose the scale L(ℓ) in a suitable way.

The first step is to bound |CrL(C0(n))|, for L > 0. For n, m ≥ 0, we say that Cn is subordinated
to Cm, denoted by Cn ⪯ Cm, if for all Cn ∈ Cn, there exists Cm ∈ Cm such that Cn ⊂ Cm. Moreover,
define

N(Cm, n, V ) := |{Cn : Cn ⪯ Cm, |Cn| = V }|,

the number of collections of n-cubes Cn subordinated to a fixed collection Cm and with |Cn| = V .
Notice that every m-cube contains 2d (m−1)-cubes, all of them being disjoint. Therefore, the number
of n-cubes inside a m-cube is 2(m−n)d and we have N(Cm, n, V ) =

(
2(m−n)d|Cm|

V

)
. In particular, the

bound on the binomial
(

n
k

)
≤
(

en
k

)k
yields

N(Cr(ℓ+1), rℓ, V ) =
(

2rd|Cr(ℓ+1)|
V

)
≤
(

2rde|Cr(ℓ+1)|
V

)V

. (3.29)

For any subset Λ ⋐ Zd, define

V ℓ
r (Λ) :=

nr(Λ)∑
n=ℓ

|Crn(Λ)|,

where nr(Λ) := ⌈log2r(diam(Λ))⌉. To control V ℓ
r (Λ) we bound the number of coverings at a fixed step

L > 0.

Proposition 3.20. Let k ≥ 1 and G be a finite, non-empty, connected simple graph with vertex set
v(G). Then, G can be covered by ⌈|v(G)|/k⌉ connected sub-graphs of size at most 2k.

We omit the proof since it is the same as in [2]. Remember that, given G = (V, E) ∈ Gn(Λ),
ΛG := Λ ∩ BV denotes the area of Λ covered by G. Remember also that, for A ⋐ Zd and j ≥ 1, Γr

j(A)
are the partition elements removed at step j, in the construction presented in Section 2. Using this
construction we can prove the following lemma.

Lemma 3.21. Let A ⋐ Zd, γ ∈ Γr(A) and j ≥ 1 be such that γ ∈ Γr
j(A). Then, for any ℓ < j and

Grℓ ∈ Grℓ(γ),
2r(1− 1

d
)ℓ ≤ |Crℓ(γGrℓ)| (3.30)

Proof. Given Grℓ ∈ Grℓ(γ), by our construction of the contour, 2r(d+1)ℓ < |V (γGrℓ)|. A trivial bound
gives us |V (γGrℓ)| ≤ 2rℓd|Crℓ(V (γGrℓ))|. Associating each cube Cm(x) to x, we get a one-to-one
correspondence between m-cubes and lattice points that preserves neighbors, that is, two m-cubes
Cm(x) and Cm(y) share a face if and only if |x − y| = 1. We can therefore apply the isoperimetric
inequality to get |Crℓ(V (γGrℓ))| ≤ |∂inCrℓ(V (γGrℓ))|

d
d−1 ≤ |Crℓ(γGrℓ)|

d
d−1 , where in the last equation

we are using that every cube in the boundary of cubes must cover at least one point of γGrℓ . We
conclude that 2r(d+1)ℓ ≤ 2rℓd|Crℓ(γGrℓ)|

d
d−1 , and (3.30) follows.

As a corollary, we can recuperate a key lemma of [2], which is the following.

Lemma 3.22. Given A ⋐ Zd, n > 1 and γ ∈ Γr(A), if |Grn(γ)| ≥ 2 then |v(Grn(γ))| ≥ 2r for every
Grn(γ) ∈ Grn(γ)

The next proposition bounds the partial volume.
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Proposition 3.23. There exists a constant b3 := b3(d, M, r) such that, for any A ⋐ Zd, γ ∈ Γr(A)
and ℓ ≥ 0,

V ℓ
r (γ) ≤ b3(ℓ ∨ 1)|Crℓ(γ)|.

Proof. Start by noticing that γ ∈ Γr(A) implies that Γr(γ) = {γ}. Let’s assume first that ℓ ≥ 2.
Define g : N −→ Z by

g(n) :=
⌊

n − 2 − log2r(2M)
a

⌋
. (3.31)

It was proved in [2, Proposition 3.13] that

|Crn(γ)| ≤ 1
2r−d−1 |Crg(n)(γ)|, (3.32)

whenever g(n) > 0, and every connected component of Grg(n)(γ) has more than 2r − 1 vertices. This
is equivalent, by Lemma 3.22, to |Grg(n)(γ)| ≥ 2 or |Grg(n)(γ)| = 1 with |v(Grg(n)(γ))| ≥ 2r. Consider
then the auxiliary quantities

l1(n) := max{m : gm(n) ≥ ℓ} and l2(n) := max{m : |Grgm(n)(γ)| = 1 and |v(Grgm(n))| ≤ 2r − 1}.

We first show that l2(n) is not zero for only a constant number of scales n. For any m ≤ l2(n), as
sp(γ) ⊂ BCrgm(n)(γ), diam(γ) ≤ diam(BCrgm(n)(γ)). For any Λ, Λ′ ⋐ Zd,

diam(Λ ∪ Λ) ≤ diam(Λ) + diam(Λ′) + dist(Λ, Λ′),

and we can always extract a vertex from a connected graph in a way that the induced sub-graph is
still connected, by removing a leaf of a spanning tree. Using this we can bound

diam(γ) ≤ diam(BCrgm(n)(γ)) ≤
∑

Crgm(n)∈v(Grgm(n))
diam(Crgm(n)) + |v(Gi)|M2argm(n)

≤ (d2rgm(n) + Mda2argm(n))|Crgm(n)(γ)| ≤ 2Mda2argm(n)+r, (3.33)

since the graph Grgm(n) ∈ Grgm(n)(γ) has v(Grgm(n)) = Crgm(n)(γ), and |Crgm(n)(γ)| ≤ 2r − 1. Applying
the logarithm with respect to base 2r we get

log2r(diam(γ)) ≤ log2r(2Mda) + agm(n) + 1 ≤ log2r(2Mda) + n

am−1 + 1

Assuming diam(γ) > 22r+1Mda, we can isolate the term depending on m in the equation above and
take the logarithm on both sides to get

m ≤ 1 + log2(n) − log2(log2r(diam(γ)) − log2r(2Mda) − 1)
log2(a) .

Equation above holds for any element of {m : |Grgm(n)(A)| = 1, |v(Grgm(n))| ≤ 2r − 1} thus it also
holds for l2(n). This shows in particular that l2(n) = 0 for n < log2r(diam(γ)) − log2r(2Mda) − 1.
Taking N0 = nr(γ) − log2r(2Mda) − 2, as N0 ≤ log2r(diam(γ)) − log2r(2Mda) − 1 we can bound

nr(γ)∑
n=N0

|Crn(γ)| ≤ (log2r(2Mda) + 2)|Crℓ(γ)|. (3.34)

We consider now n < N0. Knowing that l2(n) = 0 and |Ck(γ)| ≤ |Cj(γ)|, for all j ≤ k, we get

|Crn(γ)| ≤ 1
2(r−d−1)l1(n) |Crℓ(γ)|. (3.35)
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We claim that

l1(n) ≥


0, if n ≤ b + ℓ⌊

log2(n)−log2(b+ℓ)
log2(a)

⌋
, if n > b + ℓ,

(3.36)

where b = (a + 2 + log2r(2M))(a − 1)−1. Given n > b + ℓ, consider

g̃(n) = n − 2 − log2r(2M)
a

− 1.

It is clear that g(n) ≥ g̃(n) and both functions are increasing, therefore gm(n) ≥ g̃m(n) for every
m ≥ 0. As

g̃m(n) = n

am
− b′ am − 1

am−1(a − 1) ,

with b′ = (a + 2 + log2r(2M))a−1, it is sufficient to have

n

am
− ab′

(a − 1) ≥ ℓ.

We get the desired bound by applying the logarithm with base two in the equation above. The bounds
(3.35) and (3.36) yields

V ℓ
r (γ) ≤ b|Crℓ(γ)| + |Crℓ(γ)|2r−d−1(b + ℓ)

r−d−1
log2(a)

∑
n=b+ℓ

1
n

r−d−1
log2(a)

+ (log2r(2Mda) + 2)|Crℓ(γ)|

≤ (b + log2r(2Mda) + 2)|Crℓ(γ)| + |Crℓ(γ)|2r−d−1(b + 1)
r−d−1
log2(a) ℓ

r−d−1
log2(a)

∞∑
n=ℓ+1

1
n

r−d−1
log2(a)

≤
(

b + log2r(2Mda) + 2 + 2r−d−1(b + 1)
r−d−1
log2(a)

log2(a)
r − d − 1 + log2(a)

)
ℓ|Crℓ(γ)|,

where in the last inequality we used the integral bound
∞∑

n=ℓ+1
n

− r−d−1
log2(a) ≤

∫ ∞

ℓ
x

− r−d−1
log2(a) dx = log2(a)

r − d − 1 + log2(a)ℓ
1− r−d−1

log2(a) .

If diam(γ) ≤ 22r+1M , we have

V ℓ
r (γ) ≤ (nr(γ) − ℓ + 1)|Crℓ(γ)| ≤ (3 + log2r(2M))|Crℓ(γ)|.

Taking b′
3 := max{2r−d+2(2 + a

d−1)(b + log2r(2Mda) + 3)
r−d−1
log2(a) , 3 + log2r(2M)} we get the desired

bound when ℓ ≥ 2. For ℓ = 0, a trivial bound yields V 0
r (γ) = 2|γ| + V 2

r (γ) ≤ (2 + b′
32)|γ|. Simi-

larly, for ℓ = 1, V 1
r (γ) = |Cr(γ)| + V 2

r (γ) ≤ (1 + b′
32)|Cr(γ)| and we conclude the proof by taking

b3 := 2(b′
3 + 1).

We then need to bound the minimal number of rℓ-cubes necessary to cover a contour. Using only
Lemma 3.22, it is possible to prove the next proposition, in the same steps as in [2, Proposition 3.13].

Proposition 3.24. There exists a constant b′′
4 := b′′

4(α, d) such that for any A ⋐ Zd, γ ∈ Γ(A) and
1 ≤ ℓ ≤ nr(A),

|Crℓ(γ)| ≤ b′′
4

|γ|
ℓ

r−d−1
log2(a)

.

Next, we improve this upper bound using our construction. This is the most relevant property of
the new contours.
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Proposition 3.25. There exists constants b4 := b4(α, d) and b′
4 := b′

4(α, d) such that for any A ⋐ Zd,
γ ∈ Γr

j(A) and 0 ≤ ℓ < j,

|Crℓ(γ)| ≤ b4
(ℓ ∨ 1)κ

2ra′ℓ
|γ|, (3.37)

with a′ := (1− 1
d

)
a− 1

d

and κ := d+1+r(1− 1
d

)(a+2−d−1+log2r (2M))(a−d−1)−1

log2(a+1−d−1) . Moreover, for ℓ ≥ j

|Crℓ(γ)| ≤ b′
4ℓ

κ

(
|γ|

2r a′
a

ℓ
∨ 1

)
. (3.38)

Proof. Lets first consider ℓ < j. Define f : N −→ Z by

f(ℓ) :=
⌊

ℓ − log2r(2M) − 1
a + (1 − 1

d
)

⌋
. (3.39)

Following the proof of (3.32) in [2, Proposition 3.13], we can show that

|Crℓ(γ)| ≤ 2d+1

2r(1− 1
d

)f(ℓ)
|Crf(ℓ)(γ)|. (3.40)

By definition, Grf(ℓ)(γ) is the set of all connected components of Grf(ℓ)(γ), hence

|Crf(ℓ)(γ)| = 2r(1− 1
d

)f(ℓ) ∑
G∈Grf(ℓ)(γ)

|v(G)|
2r(1− 1

d
)f(ℓ)

. (3.41)

Proposition 3.20 guarantees that we can split G into sub-graphs Gi, with 1 ≤ i ≤ ⌈v(G)/2r(1− 1
d

)f(ℓ)⌉
and |v(Gi)| ≤ 2r(1− 1

d
)f(ℓ)+1. Proceeding as in (3.33), we can bound

diam(Bv(Gi)) ≤
∑

Crf(ℓ)∈v(Gi)
diam(Crf(ℓ)) + |v(Gi)|M2arf(ℓ)

≤ |v(Gi)|(d2rf(ℓ) + M2arf(ℓ)) ≤ 2M2r[f(ℓ)(1− 1
d

)+a]+1

≤ 2rℓ.

The last inequality holds since M, a, r ≥ 1. This shows that every Gi can be covered by a cube
with center in Zd and side length 2rℓ. Every such cube can be covered by at most 2d rℓ-cubes. Indeed,
it is enough to consider the simpler case when the cube is of the form

d∏
i=1

[qi, qi + 2rℓ) ∩ Zd, (3.42)

with qi ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 2rℓ − 1}, for 1 ≤ i ≤ d. It is easy to see that

[qi, qi + 2rℓ] ⊂ [0, 2rℓ) ∪ [2rℓ, 2rℓ+1).

Taking the products for all 1 ≤ i ≤ d, we get 2d rℓ-cubes that covers (3.42). We conclude that, to
cover a connected component G ∈ Grf(ℓ), we need at most 2d⌈|v(G)|/2r(1− 1

d
)f(ℓ)⌉ rf(ℓ)-cubes, yielding

us
|Crℓ(γ)| ≤ |Crℓ(BCrf(ℓ)(γ))| ≤

∑
G∈Grf(ℓ)

|Crℓ(v(G))| ≤
∑

G∈Grf(ℓ)

2d

⌈
|v(G)|

2r(1− 1
d

)f(ℓ)

⌉
. (3.43)

When every connected component of Grf(ℓ)(γ) has more than 2r(1− 1
d

)f(ℓ) vertices, we can bound

1
2

⌈
|v(G)|

2r(1− 1
d

)f(ℓ)

⌉
≤ |v(G)|

2r(1− 1
d

)f(ℓ)
.
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Together with Inequalities (3.41) and (3.43), this yields

|Crℓ(γ)| ≤
∑

G∈Grf(ℓ)

2d+1 |v(G)|
2r(1− 1

d
)f(ℓ)

= 2d+1

2r(1− 1
d

)f(ℓ)
|Crf(ℓ)(γ)|. (3.44)

Equation (3.40) can be iterated as long as f(ℓ) is positive. Considering then the auxiliary quantity

m(ℓ) := max{m : fm(ℓ) ≥ 0},

we have
|Crℓ(γ)| ≤ 2(d+1)m(ℓ)

2r(1− 1
d)
(∑m(ℓ)

i=1 f i(ℓ)
) |γ|, (3.45)

so we need upper and lower estimates for m(ℓ). We claim that

m(ℓ) ≥


0, if ℓ ≤ b⌊

log2(ℓ)−log2(b)
log2(a+(1− 1

d
))

⌋
, if ℓ > b,

(3.46)

where b = (a + 1 + log2r(2M))(a − 1)−1 and a := a + (1 − 1
d
). Given ℓ > b, consider

f(ℓ) = ℓ − 1 − log2r(2M)
a + (1 − 1

d
) − 1.

It is clear that f(ℓ) ≥ f(ℓ) and both functions are increasing, therefore fm(ℓ) ≥ f
m(ℓ) for every

m ≥ 0. As
f

m(ℓ) = ℓ

am
− b′ am − 1

am−1(a − 1) ,

with b′ = (a + 1 + log2r(2M))a−1, it is sufficient to have

ℓ

am
− ab′

(a − 1) ≥ 0.

We get the desired bound by applying the logarithm with base two in the equation above. Moreover,
we can bound

m(ℓ)∑
i=1

f i(ℓ) ≥
m(ℓ)∑
i=1

ℓ

ai
− m(ℓ) ab′

a − 1 = 1
a

(
1 − 1

am(ℓ)

1 − 1
a

)ℓ − m(ℓ)b

≥ 1
a − 1(1 − 1

am(ℓ) )ℓ − m(ℓ)b ≥ 1
a − 1(ℓ − ab) − m(ℓ)b

For the upper bound on m(ℓ), take f̃(ℓ) := ℓ
a+(1− 1

d
) . As f(ℓ) ≤ f̃(ℓ) and f̃ is increasing, for every

m ≥ 0, fm(ℓ) ≤ f̃m(ℓ). Notice that, if f̃m(ℓ) ≤ 1, fm+1(ℓ) < 0, and therefore m + 1 > m(ℓ). As
f̃m(ℓ) ≤ 1 if and only if ℓ ≤ [a+(1− 1

d
)]m, taking m =

⌈
log2(ℓ)

log2(a+(1− 1
d

))

⌉
we get

⌈
log2(ℓ)

log2(a+(1− 1
d

))

⌉
+1 > m(ℓ).

Applying this bound on (3.45) we conclude that

|Crℓ(γ)| ≤ 2d+1+r(1− 1
d

)( a
a−1 +1)bℓ

d+1+r(1− 1
d

)b

log2(a)

2r(1− 1
d

) 1
a−1 ℓ

|γ|, (3.47)

for ℓ > b. When ℓ ≤ b, we can take b4 := min{(j ∨ 1)
d+1+r(1− 1

d
)b

log2(a) 2−r(1− 1
d

) 1
a−1 j : 0 ≤ j ≤ b} and then

|Crℓ(γ)| ≤ |γ| ≤ 1
b4

(ℓ ∨ 1)
d+1+r(1− 1

d
)b

log2(a)

2r(1− 1
d

) 1
a−1 ℓ

|γ|.
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This, together with equation (3.47), yields inequality (3.37) with b4 := max{2d+1+r(1− 1
d

)( a
a−1 +1)b, b

−1
4 }.

To prove inequality (3.38), we first notice that for any ℓ ≥ j,

|Crℓ(γ)| ≤ |Cr(j−1)(γ)| ≤ b42ra′ jκ

2ra′j
|γ|. (3.48)

When ℓ ≤ aj, this already gives us (3.38). For ℓ > aj, we can give a better bound once we notice
that, by the construction of the contour, the graph Grj(γ) is connected and its vertices are the
covering Crj(γ). In a similar fashion as done previously, by Proposition 3.20 we can split Grj(γ)
into ⌈|v(Grj(γ))|/k⌉ connected sub-graphs G1, . . . , Gk, with k :=

⌈
2rℓ

2raj

⌉
and |v(Gi)| ≤ 2

⌈
2rℓ

2raj

⌉
for all

i = 1, . . . , k. Assuming ℓ > aj, we have |v(Gi)| ≤ 2r(ℓ−aj)+2. As

diam(Bv(Gi)) ≤ |v(Gi)|(d2rj + M2arj) ≤ 2Md2raj|v(Gi)|
≤ 8Md2rℓ,

Bv(Gi) can be covered by (8Md)d cubes centered in Zd with side length 2rℓ. As we seen before, every
such cube can be covered by at most 2d rℓ-cubes, therefore |Crℓ(Bv(Gi))| ≤ (16Md)d and we conclude
that

|Crℓ(γ)| ≤
⌈|v(Grj(γ))|/k⌉∑

i=1
|Crℓ(Bv(Gi))| ≤ (16Md)d

 |Crj(γ)|
2rℓ

2raj


≤ 2(16Md)db42ra′

jκ

(
2r(aj−ℓ)

2ra′j
|γ| ∨ 1

)
. (3.49)

As we are assuming ℓ > aj, 2r(aj−ℓ)

2ra′j ≤ 2−r a′
a

ℓ, taking b′
4 := 2(16Md)db42ra′ we conclude the proof.

For any non-negative V, M, a, r, define

F ℓ
V := {Crℓ : V ℓ

r (BCrℓ
) = V, BCrℓ

⊂ [−diam(BCrℓ
), diam(BCrℓ

)]d}.

Using equation (3.29), in the same steps as [2, Proposition 3.11], we can show that the number of
collections in FV is exponentially bounded by V .

Proposition 3.26. There exists b5 := b5(d, r) such that

|F ℓ
V | ≤ eb5V . (3.50)

Proof. We start by splitting F ℓ
V into F ℓ

V,m := {Crℓ ∈ F ℓ
V : nr(BCrℓ

) = m}. Since ℓ ≤ nr(BCrℓ
) ≤

V ℓ
r (BCrℓ

) + ℓ, we get

|F ℓ
V | ≤

V +ℓ∑
m=ℓ

|F ℓ
V,m|. (3.51)

Denoting (Vrn)m
n=ℓ an arbitrary family of natural numbers satisfying

m∑
n=ℓ

Vrn ≤ V, (3.52)

with Vrn ≤ Vr(n−1), we can bound

|F ℓ
V,m| ≤

∑
(Vrn)m

n=ℓ

|{Crℓ : BCrℓ
⊂ [−2rm, 2rm]d, |Crn(BCrℓ

)| = Vrn, for every ℓ ≤ n ≤ m, nr(BCrℓ
) = m}|.

(3.53)

As [−2rm, 2rm]d is a cube centered in Zd with side length 2rm+1, it can be covered by 3d (rm + 1)-cubes,
as we showed in Proposition 3.25. So, denoting C 0

rm+1 := Crm+1([−2rm, 2rm]d), we have |C 0
rm+1| ≤ 3d.

30



We can give an upper bound to the right-hand side of equation (3.53) by counting the number of
families (Crn)m

n=ℓ such that Crn ⪯ Cr(n+1), for n < m, and Crm ⪯ C 0
rm+1, yielding us

|F ℓ
V,m| ≤

∑
(Vrn)m−1

n=ℓ

|{(Crn)m
n=ℓ : |Crn| = Vrn, Crn ⪯ Cr(n+1), Crm ⪯ C 0

rm+1}|

≤
∑

(Vrn)m−1
n=ℓ

∑
Crm⪯C 0

rm+1
|Crm|=Vrm

∑
Cr(m−1)

|Cr(m−1)|=Vr(m−1)
Cr(m−1)⪯Crm

· · ·
∑

Cr(ℓ+1)
|Cr(ℓ+1)|=Vr(ℓ+1)
Cr(ℓ+1)⪯Cr(ℓ+2)

N(Cr(ℓ+1), rℓ, Vrℓ).

Iterating equation (3.29) we get that

|F ℓ
V,m| ≤

∑
(Vrn)m

n=ℓ

(
2de|C 0

rm+1|
Vrm

)Vrm m−1∏
n=ℓ

(
2rdeVr(n+1)

Vrn

)Vrn

≤
∑

(Vrn)m−1
n=ℓ

(
2de3d

Vrm

)Vrm m−1∏
n=ℓ

e(rd log(2)+1)Vrn

≤
∑

(Vrn)m−1
n=ℓ

e(d log(2)+1+d log(3))Vrm

m−1∏
n=ℓ

e(rd log(2)+1)Vrn ≤
∑

(Vrn)m−1
n=ℓ

e(rd log(2)+1+d log(3))V

As the number of solutions of (3.52) is bounded by 2V , we conclude that

|F ℓ
V | ≤

V +ℓ∑
m=ℓ

|F ℓ
V,m| ≤ V 2V e(rd log(2)+1+d log(3))V ,

therefore equation (3.50) holds for b5 := [rd + 1] log(2) + 2 + d log(3).

With these propositions we can control the number of coverings of contours at a given scale, that
its, we can give an upper bound to |Crℓ (C0(n))| = |{Crℓ : Crℓ = Crℓ(γ) for some γ ∈ C0(n)}|.

Proposition 3.27. Let n ≥ 0, Λ ⋐ Zd. There exists a constant b6 := b6(a, d) > 0 such that,

|Crℓ(C0(n))| ≤ exp
{

b6(ℓ ∨ 1)κ+1
(

n

2r a′
a

ℓ
∨ 1

)}
.

Proof. Proposition 3.23 together with Proposition 3.25 yields,

V ℓ
r (γ) = V ℓ

r (BCrℓ(γ)) ≤ b3(b4 + b′
4)(ℓ ∨ 1)κ+1

(
n

2r a′
a

ℓ
∨ 1

)
=: Rn,ℓ. (3.54)

Therefore,

{Crℓ : Crℓ = Crℓ(γ) for some γ ∈ C0(n)} ⊂
⌈Rn,ℓ⌉⋃

V =1
F ℓ

V

and Proposition 3.26 yields

| {Crℓ : Crℓ = Crℓ(γ) for some γ ∈ C0(n)} | ≤
⌈Rn,ℓ⌉∑

V =1
|F ℓ

V | ≤ exp
{

2b5b3(b4 + b′
4)(ℓ ∨ 1)κ+1

(
n

2r a′
a

ℓ
∨ 1

)}
.

This concludes the proof for b6 := 2b5b3(b4 + b′
4).

A consequence of Proposition 3.27 is that we get an exponential bound on the number of contours
with a fixed size.

Corollary 3.28. Let d ≥ 2, and Λ ⋐ Zd. For all n ≥ 1, |C0(n)| ≤ eb6n.
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We are finally ready to upper bound the number of admissible regions |Bℓ(C0(n))| at scale rℓ.

Proposition 3.29. Let n ≥ 0, Λ ⋐ Zd and 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ log2r(b1n)(d − 1)−1. There exists a constant
c4 := c4(α, d) such that,

|Bℓ(C0(n))| ≤ exp
{

c4
ℓκ+1n

2rℓ(d−1)

}
. (3.55)

Proof. The upper bound on ℓ may seem artificial, but Remark 3.17 shows that this is not the case.
Remember that |Bℓ(C0(n))| = |∂Cℓ(C0(n))|. Moreover, given {Crℓ, C ′

rℓ} ∈ ∂Cℓ(γ), either Crℓ ∈ ∂inCℓ

or C ′
rℓ ∈ ∂inCℓ. Using that ∑p

k=0

(
p
k

)
= 2p, we have

|∂Cℓ(C0(n))| =
∑

∂inCrℓ∈∂inCℓ(C0(n))
|{∂C ′

rℓ : ∂inC
′
rℓ = ∂inCrℓ}|

≤
∑

∂inCrℓ∈∂inCℓ(C0(n))

2d|∂inCrℓ|∑
k=1

(
2d|∂inCrℓ|

k

)

≤
∑

∂inCrℓ∈∂inCℓ(C0(n))
22d|∂inCrℓ| ≤ |∂inCℓ(C0(n))|elog(2)2db1

n

2rℓ(d−1) ,

(3.56)

where in the last inequality we applied Proposition 3.16. For every L ≥ ℓ and an arbitrary collection
CrL, define CrL = CrL ∪ {C ′

rL : ∃CrL ∈ CrL such that C ′
rL shares a face with CrL}.

Given Crℓ ∈ ∂inCℓ(γ), either Crℓ or one of its neighbouring cubes intersects sp(γ). Hence, for any
L ≥ ℓ, ∂inCℓ(γ) ⪯ CrL(γ). Moreover, the number of rℓ-cubes inside a collection CrL(γ) of rL-cubes is
bound by |CrL(γ)|2rd(L−ℓ) ≤ 2d|CrL(γ)|2rd(L−ℓ). Using again Proposition 3.16, we can bound

|∂inCℓ(C0(n))| ≤
∑

CrL∈CrL(C0(n))

⌈
b1n

2rℓ(d−1)

⌉
∑
k=0

(
2d|CrL|2rd(L−ℓ)

k

)

≤
∑

CrL∈CrL(C0(n))

(
e2d|CrL|2rdL

b1n2rℓ

) 2b1n

2rℓ(d−1)

,

(3.57)

where in the last equation we used that, for any 0 < M ≤ N , ∑M
p=0

(
N
p

)
≤
(

eN
M

)M
. Moreover, the

restriction ℓ ≤ log2r(b1n)(d − 1)−1 gives us 1 ≤ b1n
2rℓ(d−1) , so we bounded

⌈
b1n

2rℓ(d−1)

⌉
≤ 2b1n

2rℓ(d−1) . Given
a scale ℓ, we choose L(ℓ) :=

⌊
a(d−1)ℓ

a′

⌋
. The restriction ℓ ≤ log2r(b1n)(d − 1)−1 allow us to bound(

n

2r a′
a L(ℓ)

∨ 1
)

≤ b1(2r a′
a ∨ 1) n

2(d−1)rℓ , so, for any CrL(ℓ) ∈ CrL(ℓ)(C0(n)), Proposition 3.25 yields

|CrL(ℓ)|2rdL(ℓ) ≤ (b4 + b′
4)L(ℓ)κ

(
n

2r a′
a

L(ℓ)
∨ 1

)
2rd

a(d−1)
a′ ℓ

≤ b1(b4 + b′
4)
(

(d − 1)a
a′

)κ ⌈
2r a′

a

⌉
ℓκ2(d−1)r( ad

a′ −1)ℓn,

hence

(
e2d|CrL(ℓ)|2rdL(ℓ)

b1n2rℓ

) 2b1n

2rℓ(d−1)

≤

e2db1(b4 + b′
4)
(

(d−1)a
a′

)κ
⌈
2r a′

a

⌉
ℓκ2(d−1)r( ad

a′ −1)ℓn

b1n2rℓ


2b1n

2rℓ(d−1)

≤
(

e2d(b4 + b′
4)
(

a(d − 1)
a′

)κ ⌈
2r a′

a

⌉
ℓκ2[(d−1)( ad

a′ −1)−1]rℓ

) 2b1n

2rℓ(d−1)

≤ exp
{

c′
4

ℓn

2rℓ(d−1)

}
,
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with c′
4 = [1 + log(2d(b4 + b′

4)
(

(d−1)a
a′

)κ
⌈
2r a′

a

⌉
) + κ + ((d − 1)(ad

a′ − 1) − 1) log(2)r]2b1. Moreover, by
Proposition 3.27,

|CrL(ℓ)(C0(n))| ≤ exp
{

b6L(ℓ)κ+1
(

n

2r a′
a

L(ℓ)
∨ 1

)}
≤ exp

b6b1

(
a(d − 1)

a′

)κ+1 ⌈
2r a′

a

⌉
ℓκ+1n

2(d−1)rℓ


so equations (3.56) and (3.57) yield

|∂Cℓ(C0(n))| ≤ exp

b6b1

(
a(d − 1)

a′

)κ+1 ⌈
2r a′

a

⌉
ℓκ+1n

2rℓ(d−1) + c′
4

ℓn

2rℓ(d−1) + log(2)2db1
n

2rℓ(d−1)

. (3.58)

that concludes our proof taking c4 := b6b1
(

a(d−1)
a′

)κ+1
⌈
2r a′

a

⌉
+ c′

4 + log(2)2db1.

Remark 3.30. Using the notion of long-range contours of [2], we can get a worse upper bound on
|Bℓ(C0(n))| that is still good enough to prove phase transition in d ≥ 3. Using Proposition 3.24, we
can prove in the same steps as Proposition 3.27 that |Crℓ(C0(n))| ≤ b′′

4nℓ
− r−d−1−log2(a)

log2(a) . With this, we

can proceed similarly as in the proof of Proposition 3.29 but now choosing L(ℓ) = 22r

⌊
log2(a)ℓ

r−d−1−log2(a)

⌋
,

which gives us the bound

|Bℓ(C0(n))| ≤ exp
{

c′
4

n

2rℓ(d−1− 2 log2(a)
r−d−1−log2(a) )

}
.

For r large enough, d − 1 − 2 log2(a)
r−d−1−log2(a) > 1 and the proof of Proposition 3.11 follows with small

adaptations.

At last, we prove the main proposition of this section.

Proof of Proposition 3.11

As N(I−(n), d2, ϵ) is decreasing in ϵ, we can use Dudley’s entropy bound to get

E
[

sup
γ∈C0(n)

∆I−(γ)(h)
]

≤ 4εb3Ln
1
2

√
log N(I−(n), d2, 0)

+ 4εb3Ln
1
2

∞∑
ℓ=0

(2
r(ℓ+1)

2 − 2 rℓ
2 )
√

log N(I−(n), d2, 4εb32
rℓ
2 n

1
2 ).

We can bound the first term by noticing that N(I−(n), d2, 0) = |I−(n)| ≤ 2n|C0(n)|, 2n being an upper
bound on the number of labels given a fixed support. By Corollary 3.28, |C0(n)| ≤ ec1n, and hence

4εb3Ln
1
2

√
log N(I−(n), d2, 0) ≤ 4εb3L(c1 + log 2) 1

2 n.

Since d2(I−(γ1), I−(γ2)) ≤ 2ε
√

|I−(γ1)| + |I−(γ2)| ≤ 2
√

2εn
1
2 + 1

2(d−1) for any γ1, γ2 ∈ C0(n), when
4εb3L2 rℓ

2 n
1
2 ≥ 2

√
2εn

1
2 + 1

2(d−1) , only one ball covers all interiors, hence all the terms in the sum above
with ℓ > k(n) := ⌊ log2r (n)

(d−1) ⌋ are zero. As N(I−(n), d2, εb32
rℓ
2 n

1
2 ) ≤ |Bℓ(C0(n))|, see Remark 3.19, using

Proposition 3.29 we get

E
[

sup
γ∈C0(n)

∆I(γ)(h)
]

≤ 4εb3L2 r
2
√

c4n
1
2

k(n)∑
ℓ=1

2 rℓ
2

√
ℓκ+1n

2r(d−1)ℓ + 4εb3L(c1 + log 2) 1
2 n

≤ 4εb3L2 r
2
√

c4

(c1 + log 2) 1
2 +

∞∑
ℓ=1

 ℓ
κ+1

2

2
rℓ(d−2)

2

n.
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The series above converges for any d ≥ 3, and we conclude that

E
[

sup
γ∈C0(n)

∆I−(γ)(h)
]

≤ εL′
1n,

with L′
1 := 4b3L2 r

2
√

c4

[
(c1 + log 2) 1

2 +∑∞
ℓ=1

(
ℓ

κ+1
2

2
rℓ(d−2)

2

)]
. The desired result follows from Theorem 3.8

taking the constant L1 := LL′
1.

4 Phase transition
Theorem 4.1. For d ≥ 3 and α > d, there exists a constant C := C(d, α) such that, for all β > 0
and e ≤ C, the event

ν+
Λ;β,εh(σ0 = −1) ≤ e−Cβ + e−C/ε2 (4.1)

has P-probability bigger then 1 − e−Cβ − e−C/ε2.

In particular, for β > βc and ε small enough, there is phase transition for the long-range Ising
model.

Proof. The proof is an application of the Peierls’ argument, but now on the joint measure Q. By
Proposition 3.12, we have

Q+
Λ;β,ε(σ0 = −1) = Q+

Λ;β,ε({σ0 = −1} ∩ E) + Q+
Λ;β,ε({σ0 = −1} ∩ Ec)

≤ Q+
Λ;β,ε({σ0 = −1} ∩ E) + e−C1/ε2

. (4.2)

When σ0 = −1, there must exist a contour γ with 0 ∈ V (γ), hence

ν+
Λ;β,εh(σ0 = −1) ≤

∑
γ∈C0

ν+
Λ;β,εh(Ω(γ)),

where Ω(γ) := {σ ∈ Ω : sp(γ) ⊂ Γ(σ)}. So we can write

Q+
Λ;β,ε({σ0 = −1} ∩ E) =

∫
E

∑
σ:σ0=−1

g+
Λ;β,ε(σ, h)dh

≤
∑

γ∈C0

∫
E

∑
σ∈Ω(γ)

g+
Λ;β,ε(σ, h)dh

≤
∑

γ∈C0

2|γ|
∫

E
sup

σ∈Ω(γ)

g+
Λ;β,ε(σ, h)

g+
Λ;β,ε(τγ(σ), τI−(γ)(h))

∏
x∈Λ

1√
2π

e− 1
2 h2

xdhx (4.3)

In the third equation, we used that ∑σ∈Ω(γ) g+
Λ;β,ε(τγ(σ), τI−(γ)(h)) ≤ 2|γ| × ∏

x∈Λ
1√
2π

e− 1
2 h2

x , since
the number of configurations that are incorrect in sp(γ) are bounded by 2|γ|. Equation (3.3) implies,

sup
σ∈Ω(γ)

g+
Λ;β,ε(σ, h)

g+
Λ;β,ε(τγ(σ), τI−(γ)(h)) ≤ exp {−βc2|γ| + β∆γ(h)} sup

σ∈Ω(γ)
exp {−2β

∑
x∈sp−(γ,σ)

εhx}

≤ exp {−β
3c2

4 |γ|} sup
σ∈Ω(γ)

exp {−2β
∑

x∈sp−(γ,σ)
εhx}, (4.4)

since ∆γ(h) ≤ c2
4 |γ|, for all h ∈ E . Moreover, by the Gaussian integral formula,∫

E
sup

σ∈Ω(γ)
exp {−2β

∑
x∈sp−(γ,σ)

εhx − 1
2
∑
x∈Λ

h2
x}dhx ≤ sup

σ∈Ω(γ)

∫
RΛ

exp {−2β
∑

x∈sp−(γ,σ)
εhx − 1

2
∑
x∈Λ

h2
x}dhx

= (2π)
|Λ|
2 sup

σ∈Ω(γ)
exp {2(βε)2|sp−(γ, σ)|}.
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Notice that, since we are taking β large and ε small, we can take 8βε2 ≤ c2. the inequality above,
together with Equations (4.2), (4.3) and (4.4), yields

Q+
Λ;β,ε(σ0 = −1) ≤

∑
γ∈E+

Λ
0∈V (γ)

2|γ| exp {−β(3c2

4 − 2βε2)|γ|} + e−C1/ε2

≤
∑
n≥1

∑
γ∈E+

Λ ,|γ|=n

0∈V (γ)

exp {(−β
c2

2 + log 2)n} + e−C1/ε2

≤
∑
n≥1

|C0(n)| exp {(−β
c2

2 + log 2)n} + e−C1/ε2

≤
∑
n≥1

e(b6−β
c2
2 +log 2)n + e−C1/ε2

.

When β is large enough, the sum above converges and there exists a constant C such that

Q+
Λ;β,ε(σ0 = −1) ≤ e−β2C + e−2C/ε2

.

The Markov Inequality finally yields

P
(
ν+

Λ;β,εh(σ0 = −1) ≥ e−Cβ + e−C/ε2) ≤
Q+

Λ;β,ε(σ0 = −1)
e−Cβ − e−C/ε2

≤ e−β2C + e−2C/ε2

e−Cβ + e−C/ε2 ≤ e−Cβ + e−C/ε2
,

what proves our claim.

5 Concluding Remarks
In this paper, we proved phase transition for the long-range random field Ising model in d ≥ 3 and

α > d, by following a new method of proving phase transition introduced by Ding and Zhuang [23],
and using a modification of multidimensional contours defined in [2]. The key part of the argument
was to extend the results of [26] to contours that are not necessarily connected. This proof can be
extended to other models with a contour system, as long as the probability of the event Ec decreases
to zero for large ε.

The results presented by Bricmont and Kupiainen [13] are more general than ours since they only
need the external field to be symmetric around zero and have a sub-Gaussian tail. In [23], Ding and
Zhuang claim that it should be possible, with more care, to extend their results to an external field
in the same generality.

The natural question is to investigate the smaller dimensions d = 1, 2. Aizenman and Wehr, in
[5], proved that for d ≤ 2 there is uniqueness when α > 3d/2. This shows that the bound on P(Ec)
should depend on α.
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