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Continuity of the critical value for long-range percolation

Johannes Bäumler∗

December 8, 2023

Abstract. We show that for long-range percolation with polynomially
decaying connection probabilities in dimension d ≥ 2, the critical value
depends continuously on the precise specifications of the model. Among
other things, we use this result to show transience of the infinite super-
critical long-range percolation cluster in dimension d ≥ 3 and to prove
a shape theorem for super-critical long-range percolation in the strong
decay regime.
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1 Introduction

Consider Bernoulli bond percolation on Zd, where we include an edge between the vertices
x, y ∈ Zd with probability 1 − e−βJ(x−y), independent of all other edges. The function
J : Zd → [0,∞) is a symmetric kernel, where symmetric means that J(x) = J(−x) for
all x ∈ Zd and that for all vectors x = (x1, . . . , xd) the value of J (x) is invariant under
flipping the sign of one or more coordinates and under permutations of the coordinates
of x. We denote the resulting probability measure by Pβ,J or Pβ and its expectation by
Eβ,J or Eβ. Edges that are included are also referred to as open. We do not allow the
case x = y here, i.e., we do not consider self-loops. So in particular the value J(0) does
not influence the percolation configuration and we can also consider J as a function from
Zd \ {0} to [0,∞). From this construction, we directly get that the resulting measure is
translation invariant. As the kernel J has all symmetries of the integer lattice, so does
the measure Pβ. We are interested in the case where the kernel is integrable, meaning
that

∑

x∈Zd J(0, x) < ∞. The integrability condition guarantees that the resulting open
subgraph is almost surely locally finite under the measure Pβ. Further, we require that the
kernel J is irreducible, meaning that for all x ∈ Zd there exist 0 = a0, a1, . . . , an = x ∈ Zd

such that J(ai−1 − ai) > 0 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. This procedure creates certain clusters,
which are the connected components in the resulting random graph. Write Kx for the
cluster containing the vertex x ∈ Zd. A major question in percolation theory is the
emergence of infinite clusters, for which we define the critical parameter βc by

βc = βc(J) = inf {β ≥ 0 : Pβ (|K0| =∞) > 0} .

A comparison with a Galton-Watson tree shows that there are no infinite clusters for
β <

(
∑

x∈Zd J(x)
)−1

, which implies βc > 0. In dimension d ≥ 2 it is well known that
βc < ∞, as long as J 6= 0. For dimension d = 1, Newman and Schulman showed that
βc < ∞ as long as J does not decay faster than quadratic [41, 45]. For (long-range)
percolation there is also the question whether there can exist two or more infinite open
clusters simultaneously. It was first proven by Aizenman, Kesten, and Newman [2] that
the number of infinite open clusters is almost surely either 0 or 1. Later, Burton and
Keane [15] gave a different proof of this fact by using the amenability of Zd. This proof
also works for long-range percolation. Indeed, the integrability of the kernel J implies that

∑

x:‖x‖≤n

∑

y:‖y‖>n

Pβ(x ∼ y) = o(nd)

which implies uniqueness of the infinite component, cf. [15].

Long-range percolation is mostly studied in the case where J(x) ≃ ‖x‖−d−α for some
α > 0, where we write J(x) ≃ ‖x‖−d−α if the ratio between the two quantities satisfies

ε < J(x)
‖x‖−d−α < ε−1 for a small enough ε > 0 and all ‖x‖ large enough. The condition

that α > 0 guarantees the integrability of the kernel J . In general, it is expected that
for α > d the resulting graph looks similar to nearest-neighbor percolation, is very well
connected for α < d, and shows a self-similar behavior for α = d. See [5, 6, 9, 11–13] for
results pointing in this direction.

In this paper, we are interested in several different properties of the supercritical per-
colation cluster, i.e., in the case β > βc, and in which way the parameter βc depends on
the kernel J - in particular, if the critical parameter βc is continuous when viewed as a
function from kernels to R≥0 ∪ {+∞}. One very important case of kernels J is the case
where J has finite range, i.e., if J(x) = 0 for all but finitely many x ∈ Zd. Following
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pioneering work of Grimmett and Marstrand [30], who showed continuity of the critical
parameter in certain finite-range cases, different properties of the resulting finite-range
percolation graph in the supercritical phase were later proven, including results on graph
distances [4, 21, 42, 43] and return properties of random walks [31]. Further progress on
the continuity of βc was made by Meester and Steif for long-range percolation with expo-
nentially decaying tail [38]. The continuity of the critical parameter βc was also studied
for long-range percolation with polynomial decay. In the case where J(x) ≃ ‖x‖−d−α for
α < d, Berger proved (a version of) continuity of the parameter βc [10]. Using this result,
many other properties of the resulting long-range percolation graph were understood for
α < d, see [9, 12–14]. In this paper, we study the supercritical phase for α ≥ d. We will
mostly work on the case where the kernel J satisfies

J(x) ≤ C‖x‖−2d and J(x) = ‖x‖−s+o(1) (1)

for some constants C <∞ and s ≥ 2d, and all x ∈ Zd\{0}. Note that for J(x) ≃ ‖x‖−d−α

for some α ≥ d these assumptions are satisfied.

1.1 Main results

In this section, we describe our main results. The first result deals with the convergence
of the critical value βc in dimension d ≥ 2 if one considers the special situation where one
erases all edges from some length onward.

Theorem 1.1. Let d ≥ 2 and let J : Zd → [0,∞) be an irreducible and symmetric kernel

such that J(x) = O(‖x‖−2d). Let β > βc (J). Then there exists N ∈ N so that the kernel

J̃ defined by

J̃(x) =

{

J(x) if ‖x‖ ≤ N

0 else

satisfies Pβ,J̃ (|K0| =∞) > 0.

The proof of this Theorem follows a standard “Grimmett-Marstrand-approach” that
relies on the symmetries and properties of the integer lattice. We will use the assumption
J(x) = O(‖x‖−2d) only at one point in the proof, which is in Lemma 2.4. The other steps
to obtain Lemma 2.4 and to see how Lemma 2.4 implies Theorem 1.1 follow using similar
arguments as the results of Grimmett and Marstrand [30], which were also repeated by
Meester and Steif [38]. The class of kernels that still percolate after removing all long
enough edges is very important for this paper. As we will refer to it quite often in the rest
of the paper, we give such kernels a name with the following definition.

Definition 1.2. We call a kernel J : Zd → [0,∞) resilient if for all β > βc(J) there

exists N ∈ N so that the kernel J̃ defined by

J̃(x) =

{

J(x) if ‖x‖ ≤ N

0 else

satisfies Pβ,J̃ (|K0| =∞) > 0.

So phrased in this language, Theorem 1.1 together with the results of Berger [10,
Theorem 1.8] show the following.

Remark 1.3. Let d ≥ 2 and let J : Zd → [0,∞) be an irreducible and symmetric kernel

satisfying J(x) = O(‖x‖−2d) or J(x) ≃ ‖x‖−s for some s ∈ (d, 2d). Then J is resilient.
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Note that a kernel J : Zd → [0,∞) can only be resilient for d ≥ 2, as a finite-
range model can never percolate in dimension d = 1. Resilience of kernels was previously
established by Berger for long-range percolation with kernel J(x) ≃ ‖x‖−s for some s ∈
(d, 2d) [10] and by Meester and Steif for long-range percolation with exponential decay of
the connection probability [38]. Furthermore, several works establish resilience for different
kernels J with

∑

x J(x) =∞ [27,28,39,44], i.e., for the case where βc(J) = 0. The general
case, i.e., assuming irreducibility and

∑

x J(x) = ∞ only, is still open. For dependent
percolation models, resilience of the kernel was shown by Mönch for inhomogeneous long-
range percolation in the weak decay regime [40] and by Dembin and Tassion for Boolean
percolation [20].

Resilience of kernels (and thus Theorem 1.1) already has several interesting impli-
cations and corollaries. The first one deals with the locality of the long-range perco-
lation graph in dimension d ≥ 2. We say that Jn converges to J in L1 (of Zd) if
∑

x∈Zd |Jn(x)− J(x)| converges to 0 as n→∞.

Theorem 1.4. Let d ≥ 2, and let J : Zd → [0,∞) be a symmetric, irreducible and resilient

kernel. Let (Jn)n∈N be a sequence of kernels converging to J in L1 of Zd. Then

βc(Jn)→ βc(J)

as n → ∞. In particular, this holds for symmetric J satisfying J(x) ≃ ‖x‖−s for some

s > d. Further, let d ≥ 1, let J : Zd → [0,∞) be a kernel, and let (Jn)n∈N be a sequence

of kernels converging to J in L1 from above. Then

βc(Jn)→ βc(J).

Note that Theorem 1.1 is a special case of Theorem 1.4 and is also used in its proof.
Theorem 1.4 shows a locality-type result for long-range percolation that requires that the
graph is fixed and only the kernel J varies with n. A more general version of locality
also allows the graphs to change and considers the critical parameter depending on the
graph. Locality for short-range percolation graphs was previously established for slabs
of Zd by Grimmett and Marstrand [30], for graphs of polynomial growth by Contreras,
Martineau, and Tassion [19], and by Easo and Hutchcroft for general transitive graphs [26].
Using locality for (long-range) percolation, one can deduce that the percolation probability
θ (β, J) is continuous outside of the critical points, i.e., at points (β, J) for which β 6= βc(J).

Corollary 1.5. Let d ≥ 2, let J be an irreducible and resilient kernel, and let β 6= βc (J).
Let (Jn)n∈N be a sequence of kernels converging to J in L1, and assume that βn → β.
Then

lim
n→∞

θ (βn, Jn) = θ (β, J) .

One thing that we will do quite often in this paper is to exploit known results for
finite-range percolation and use the resilience of kernels to show corresponding results for
long-range percolation. We start this by showing the existence of giant clusters for long-
range percolation in the supercritical regime. The corresponding result for finite-range
percolation was shown by Deuschel and Pisztora in [21].

Theorem 1.6. Let d ≥ 2, let J : Zd → [0,∞) be an irreducible, symmetric, and resilient

kernel, and let β > βc(J). Then for all ε > 0, there exists N ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N

Pβ,J (|Kmax (Bn(0)) | ≥ (θ(β, J)− ε)|Bn(0)|) ≥ 1− ε.
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Further, we use the result of Theorem 1.1 to show transience of the simple random
walk on the supercritical long-range percolation cluster in dimension d ≥ 3. This solves a
conjecture by Heydenreich, Hulshof, and Jorritsma [34] and Sönmez and Rouselle [46].

Theorem 1.7. Let d ≥ 3, let J be an irreducible and resilient kernel, and let β > βc (J).
Then the unique infinite component is almost surely a transient graph. In particular, if J
is a symmetric kernel such that

J(x) ≃ ‖x‖−s (2)

for some s > d, then infinite percolation cluster is almost surely transient for β > βc(J).

Note that the restriction to d ≥ 3 is necessary, as for d ∈ {1, 2} and kernels J satisfying
condition (2) with s ≥ 2d, the simple random walk on the long-range percolation cluster
is recurrent, as proven in [7, 10].

The next property of the supercritical long-range percolation graph that we consider is
the distance growth. For two points x, y ∈ Zd, we write D(x, y) for the chemical distance
(also called graph distance or hop-count distance) between x and y, which is the length of
the shortest open path between x and y. For decay exponent s > 2d, Berger established
a lower bound on the chemical distances [11] by showing that

lim inf
x→∞

D(0, x)

‖x‖ > 0 almost surely. (3)

Furthermore, he conjectured that an analogous upper bound holds in the supercritical
regime [11, Conjecture 3]. We verify this conjecture by giving an upper bound on the
chemical distances. Furthermore, we prove a shape theorem for the ball in the long-range
percolation metric. For the shape theorem, we need to define distances on Rd instead

of Zd, so we identify a point x ∈ Zd with the set x +
[

−1
2 ,

1
2

)d
. For x ∈ Rd, we write

xd for the corresponding point in the integer lattice. If
∑

x J(x) < ∞, the long-range
percolation graph has holes for β > βc(J), in the sense that there are infinitely many
connected components, and only one of them is infinite. In particular, the graph is not
connected. To circumvent this issue, for x ∈ Zd we define x̂ as the point y ∈ C∞ such
that ‖x − y‖ is minimal. If there are several such points y, we pick the smallest one in
the usual lexicographic ordering (any deterministic rule would work here, but we decide

with no particular reason for this one). For x ∈ Rd we define x̂ := x̂d. The uniqueness of
the infinite open cluster now implies that in the supercritical regime one has almost surely
D(x̂, ŷ) <∞ for all x, y ∈ Rd. We also define the metric on Rd × Rd by

D̂ : Rd ×Rd → [0,∞) , D̂(x, y) = D(x̂, ŷ).

So in particular D̂(x, y) = D(x, y) for all x, y ∈ C∞. We define the balls in this metric by

B̂t(x) =
{

z ∈ Rd : D̂(z, x) ≤ t
}

.

Theorem 1.8. Let d ≥ 2, s > 2d, and let J : Zd → [0,∞) be a symmetric and irreducible

kernel satisfying J(x) = O(‖x‖−s). Let β > βc(J). Then there exists a deterministic

function µ : Rd → [0,∞) such that for all x ∈ Rd

lim
n→∞

D̂(0, nx)

n
= µ(x) almost surely and in L1. (4)
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The function µ is a norm on Rd, so in particular µ(x) > 0 for all x ∈ Rd \ {0}. The

convergence is uniform in the sense that

lim
n→∞

sup
x∈Zd:‖x‖≥n

∣

∣

∣

D̂(0, x)− µ(x)

‖x‖
∣

∣

∣ = 0 almost surely. (5)

Define the 1-ball in the µ-metric by Bµ =
{

z ∈ Rd : µ(z) ≤ 1
}

. Then for all ε > 0 there

exists almost surely some t0 <∞ such that

(1− ε)Bµ ⊂
B̂t(0)

t
⊂ (1 + ε)Bµ (6)

for all t ≥ t0.

Note that the restriction to s > 2d in the above theorem is necessary, as the chemical
distances grow sublinearly for s ≤ 2d [6, 12]. Thus there can be no non-trivial shape
theorem as described above.

1.2 Varying short edges only

In the previous literature, also a different model of long-range percolation was considered.
Let f : Zd → [0, 1) be a symmetric function, i.e., f(−x) = f(x) and f is invariant under
sign-changes and permutations of the coordinates of x. We define the edge e = {x, y} to be
open with probability f(x−y) if ‖x−y‖ > 1, and with probability p ∈ [0, 1] if ‖x−y‖ = 1.
We assume that all edges are independent of each other and write Pp,f for the resulting
probability measure. Typically, we consider the function f as fixed and vary the parameter
p. The difference to the previous setup is that here, we vary the probability that short-
range edges are open, whereas, in the previous setup, all probabilities Pβ,J ({x, y} open)
changed when varying β, as long as J(x− y) ∈ (0,∞). As the measure Pp,f is monotone
in p, we can define the critical value

pc(f) = inf {p ∈ [0, 1] : Pp,f (|K0| =∞) > 0} .

Note that pc(f) ≥ 0, where equality can hold, even if the function f is integrable. Fur-
thermore, for every function f one has pc(f) ≤ pdc ≤ 1, where pdc is the critical value for
nearest-neighbor percolation on Zd; also note that pdc < 1 for d ≥ 2. For d = 1, and
for functions f for which lim infx→∞ f(x)‖x‖2 > 1, Newman and Schulman proved that
pc(f) < 1 [41], whereas the condition f(x) ≤ (1+ o(1))‖x‖−2 implies that pc(f) = 1 in di-
mension 1 [1]. The setup of varying the short-range probabilities in long-range percolation
was often considered in previous literature [1, 38,41], particularly in the work about con-
tinuity of the critical point for long-range percolation with exponential decay by Meester
and Steif. One natural question is now whether the results that we stated above also hold
for a supercritical long-range percolation measure Pp,f . The answer is yes, under a certain
regularity condition.

Theorem 1.9. Let f : Zd → [0, 1) be a symmetric function so that

f(x) ≃ ‖x‖−s (7)

for some s > d. Then in the supercritical regime (p > pc(f)), the same results as stated in

Theorems 1.1, 1.4, 1.6, 1.7, and Corollary 1.5 hold for the measure Pp,f . If s > 2d, then
also the shape theorem as stated in Theorem 1.8 holds.
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Our main tool for proving the results of Theorem 1.9 is a strict inequality of critical
points for different kernels.

Proposition 1.10. Let J be an integrable and symmetric kernel so that there exists con-

stants 0 < a < A <∞ such that

0 < aJ(x+ ei) ≤ J(x) ≤ AJ(x+ ei) (8)

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , d} and x ∈ Zd with ‖x‖ large enough. Define the kernel J by

J(x) =

{

J(x) + 1 if ‖x‖ = 1

J(x) else
.

Then βc(J) < βc(J).

To prove this result, we use the well-known technique of enhancements developed
by Aizenman and Grimmett [3]. Finally, we give a counterexample to the statement of
Theorem 1.4 in dimension d = 1, even under the assumption that the approximating
sequence has a non-trivial percolation threshold.

Theorem 1.11. Let f : Z→ [0, 1) be a symmetric and integrable function with pc(f) < 1.
Then there exists a sequence of functions (fn)n∈N which converges to f in L1 such that

pc(fn) < 1 for all n, but pc(fn) 9 pc(f) as n→∞.

Note that this statement is trivial when one removes the assumption that pc(fn) < 1
for all n, as one can always pick a sequence of compactly supported functions (fn)n∈N
that converges to f in L1, but in dimension d = 1 every compactly supported function fn
already satisfies pc(fn) = 1.

1.3 Notation

When we write ‖x‖ we always mean the 2-norm. We write Bm(x) for the ball of radius
m around x in the ∞-norm, i.e., Bm(x) = {y ∈ Zd : ‖x − y‖∞ ≤ m}. We write 0 for the

origin of Zd and define the annulus S
(1+δ)n
n = B(1+δ)n(0) \Bn(0).

We use the notation x ↔ y if there exists an open path from x to y and for a set

A ⊂ Zd we write x
A←→ y if there exists a path from x to y that is entirely within the set

A. For x ∈ Zd we write Kx = {y ∈ Zd : x ↔ y} for the open cluster containing x. For a

set A ⊂ Zd we define Kx(A) = {y ∈ Zd : x
A←→ y} as the open set containing x within A.

For a set R ⊂ Zd we define

KR =
⋃

x∈R
Kx and KR(A) =

⋃

x∈R
Kx(A).

We say that a set A ⊂ Zd is an (open) m-pad if A = Bm(x) for some x ∈ Zd and if

y
A←→ z for all y, z ∈ A. For a kernel J : Zd → [0,∞) and two (disjoint) sets A,B ⊂ Zd

we define
J(A,B) =

∑

x∈A

∑

y∈B
J(x− y).

In particular, this implies that for all β ≥ 0 and all disjoint sets A,B ⊂ Zd

Pβ,J (A ≁ B) =
∏

x∈A

∏

y∈B
e−βJ(x−y) = e−β

∑
x∈A

∑
y∈B J(x−y) = e−βJ(A,B).
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In many of our proofs, we will use sprinkling. Let E be the edge set of the complete
graph upon Zd, i.e., E =

{

{x, y} : x, y ∈ Zd, x 6= y
}

. For an edge e = {x, y} ∈ E, we
also write J(e) := J(x − y). We consider the percolation configuration as an element
ω ∈ {0, 1}E and we regard an edge e ∈ E as open if ω(e) = 1. To define sprinkling
formally, we construct two sequences of environments (ωβ)β≥0 , (ω

′
β)β≥0 as follows. Let

(Ue)e∈E , (U ′
e)e∈E be independent random variables that are uniformly distributed on the

interval [0, 1]. For all e ∈ E and all β ≥ 0, we define ωβ, ω
′
β ∈ {0, 1}E by

ωβ(e) = 1 {Ue ≤ 1− exp (−βJ(e))} and ω′
β(e) = 1

{

U ′
e ≤ 1− exp (−βJ(e))

}

.

From the definition it directly follows that P (ωβ(e) = 1) = 1−exp (−βJ(e)) = Pβ (e is open)
and the same result also holds for ω′

β. Furthermore, this coupling is monotone in the sense

that if 0 ≤ α ≤ β, then ωα ≤ ωβ. For α, β ≥ 0, define ω = ωβ ∨ ω′
α ∈ {0, 1}E by

ω(e) = ωβ(e) ∨ ω′
α(e) = max

{

ωβ(e), ω
′
α(e)

}

for all e ∈ E. Then, by independence of ωβ and ω′
α,

P (ω(e) = 0) = P
(

ωβ(e) = 0, ω′
α(e) = 0

)

= P (ωβ(e) = 0)P
(

ω′
α(e) = 0

)

= e−αJ(e)e−βJ(e)

= e−(α+β)J(e) = P (ωα+β(e) = 0) (9)

which implies that ω = ωβ ∨ω′
α has the same distribution as ωα+β. We will often consider

this setup where we have a first percolation configuration ωβ and then sprinkle with the
additional edges in ω′

α to obtain the new configuration ω = ωβ ∨ ω′
α.

2 The proof of Theorem 1.1

We only show the proofs where the properties of the long-range percolation graph are
essential. Throughout this section, we assume that J is a symmetric and irreducible
kernel satisfying the assumption of Theorem 1.1

(

J(x) = O(‖x‖−2d)
)

. We use this main
assumption only at one point, namely in Lemma 2.4. All the other arguments follow
similar arguments as used by Grimmett and Marstrand [30], respectively Meester and
Steif [38].

Lemma 2.1. Let J : Zd → [0,∞) be an irreducible and symmetric kernel. Then for all

m ∈ N large enough, β > 0, and x ∈ {0, . . . ,m}d =: Am

Pβ(0
Am←→ x) > 0.

Proof. As the kernel J is irreducible, we can find N large enough so that the kernel J̃
defined by J̃(v) = J(v)1{‖v‖≤N} is still irreducible. By definition, the kernel J̃ is also

symmetric. Define xm := (⌊m/2⌋, . . . , ⌊m/2⌋) ∈ Zd. By symmetry of the kernel J̃ , there
exists k ∈ N such that for all m ∈ N large enough and x ∈ Am one has

Pβ,J̃(Bk(xm)
Am←→ x) > 0.

Indeed, this is possible as one can go from x towards the direction of xm, and with
positive probability there thus exists an open path between x and Bk(xm). Further, by
the irreducibility of the kernel J , there is K ≥ k such that for all y ∈ Bk(xm)

Pβ

(

y
BK(xm)←→ xm

)

> 0.
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Let m be large enough so that BK(xm) ⊂ Am (and thus also Bk(xm) ⊂ Am). Then for
each x ∈ Am, there exists with positive probability a path from x to some u ∈ Bk(xm), and
this path is entirely within Am. Further, with positive probability, there is a path from u
to xm that is entirely within BK(xm) ⊂ Am. So both paths have a positive probability of
being open. Concatenating the two paths and using the FKG-inequality [32, Section 2.2]
gives a path between x and xm that is open with positive probability.

Lemma 2.2. Let β > βc. Let ε > 0 and let m ∈ N be such that Pβ (Bm(0)↔∞) > 1− ε.
Then for all L ∈ N there exists N ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N and all sets Bm(0) ⊂ R ⊂
Bn(0)

Pβ

(

J(KR(Bn(0)), Bn(0)
C) > L

)

> 1− 2ε

where the set KR(Bn(0)) =
⋃

x∈RKx(Bn(0)) is the set of points that can be reached from

R within Bn(0).

Proof. Note that for all sets R ⊃ Bm(0) we have that KR(Bn(0)) ⊃ KBm(0)(Bn(0)), so it
suffices to show the claim for R = Bm(0). We set R = Bm(0) for the rest of the proof. For
the proof itself, we use a contraposition. So assume that there are infinitely many n ∈ N
such that

Pβ

(

J(KR(Bn(0)), Bn(0)
C) > L

)

≤ 1− 2ε

or equivalently
Pβ

(

J(KR(Bn(0)), Bn(0)
C) ≤ L

)

≥ 2ε.

Then we also get by Fatou’s Lemma that

Pβ

(

J(KR(Bn(0)), Bn(0)
C) ≤ L for infinitely many n ∈ N

)

≥ lim sup
n→∞

Pβ

(

J(KR(Bn(0)), Bn(0)
C) ≤ L

)

≥ 2ε.

Together with Pβ (R↔∞) > 1− ε this implies that

Pβ

(

R↔∞ and J(KR(Bn(0)), Bn(0)
C) ≤ L for infinitely many n ∈ N

)

≥ ε

which is a contradiction, as this probability needs to be 0, see for example [38, Lemma
2.6].

Definition 2.3. For δ > 0 and m,n ∈ N we define the set

P δ
m,n =

{

x ∈ B(1+δ)n(0) \Bn(0) : x is in an open m-pad A ⊂ B(1+δ)n(0) \Bn(0)
}

as the union of all open m-pads within B(1+δ)n(0) \Bn(0).

The next lemma is the key lemma that uses the assumption on the kernel J that
J(x) = O(‖x‖−2d). A similar version was proven by Meester and Steif [38, Lemma A].

Lemma 2.4. Let J be an irreducible kernel so that J(x) = O(‖x‖−2d) and let β > βc(J).
Let ε > 0 and let m ∈ N be such that Pβ (Bm(0)↔∞) > 1− ε. Then there exists N ∈ N
such that for all n ≥ N and all sets Bm(0) ⊂ R ⊂ Bn(0)

Pβ

(

KR(Bn(0)) ∼ P δ
m,n

)

> 1− 3ε.

9



Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 2.2, it suffices to prove this result for R = Bm(0). The
important observation here is that

J(KR(Bn(0)), S
(1+δ)n
n ) = J(KR(Bn(0)), Bn(0)

C)− J(KR(Bn(0)), B(1+δ)n(0)
C)

≥ J(KR(Bn(0)), Bn(0)
C)− J(Bn(0), B(1+δ)n(0)

C)

and the quantity J(Bn(0), B(1+δ)n(0)
C) =

∑

x∈Bn(0)

∑

y/∈Bn(0)
J(x−y) is uniformly bounded

over all n ∈ N, as J(x − y) = O(‖x − y‖−2d). Note that this is the essential step
(and the only time in the proof of Theorem 1.1) where we use the requirement that

J(x) = O(‖x‖−2d). So the quantity J
(

KR(Bn(0)), S
(1+δ)n
n

)

can be arbitrarily large for

suitable choice of L. In particular, for L large enough we have that

if J(KR(Bn(0)), Bn(0)
C) > L, then J(KR(Bn(0)), S

(1+δ)n
n ) >

L

2
.

and thus, by Lemma 2.2, we get that for all large enough L > 0 one has for all large
enough n that

Pβ

(

J(KR(Bn(0)), S
(1+δ)n
n ) >

L

2

)

≥ 1− 2ε.

Next, we argue that there exists L <∞ such that

Pβ

(

KR(Bn(0)) ∼ P δ
m,n

∣

∣ J(KR(Bn(0)), S
(1+δ)n
n ) >

L

2

)

> 1− ε (10)

which then implies

Pβ

(

KR(Bn(0)) ∼ P δ
m,n

)

≥ Pβ

(

KR(Bn(0)) ∼ P δ
m,n

∣

∣ J(KR(Bn(0)), S
(1+δ)n
n ) >

L

2

)

Pβ

(

J(KR(Bn(0)), S
(1+δ)n
n ) >

L

2

)

≥ (1− ε)(1 − 2ε) ≥ 1− 3ε.

So we are left to show that (10) holds for L large enough. Note that J
(

KR(Bn(0)), S
(1+δ)n
n

)

is proportional to the (expected) number of points x ∈ S
(1+δ)n
n that are connected to

KR(Bn(0)) by an open edge. Using that different edges between S
(1+δ)n
n and KR(Bn(0))

are independent, we see that for every M <∞ there exists L <∞ such that

Pβ

(

∣

∣

∣

{

x ∈ S(1+δ)n
n : x ∼ KR(Bn(0))

}∣

∣

∣ ≥M
∣

∣ J(KR(Bn(0), S
(1+δ)n
n ) >

L

2

)

≥ 1− ε

2
. (11)

Each x ∈ S
(1+δ)n
n has a strictly positive probability of being contained in P δ

m,n. For points

x, y ∈ S
(1+δ)n
n with ‖x− y‖∞ ≥ 5m it is independent whether they are elements of P δ

m,n.
Using this independence one sees that (11) implies (10) for M large enough.

Lemma 2.5. Let β > βc, and ε, δ,K > 0. Then there exists m,N ∈ N such that for

all n ≥ N there exists y = y(n) ∈ ∂Bn(0) = {x : ‖x‖∞ = n} such that for all sets

Bm(0) ⊆ R ⊆ Bn(0)

Pβ

(

KR(Bn(0)) ∼ P δ,y
m,n

)

> 1− ε (12)

and

Pβ

(

J(R,W n
y ) > K

)

> 1− ε, (13)

10



y

e1

e2

δn

2n

δn

2δn

Figure 1: An illustration of the statement of Lemma 2.5: The inner blue square (R)
is connected by an open path (the black edges) to an open m-pad (the outer blue

square) in S
(1+δ)n
n ∩Bδn(y) (the green hatched area).

where the sets P δ,y
m,n and W n

y are defined by

P δ,y
m,n =

{

x ∈ P δ
m,n : x is contained in an m-pad A ⊂ S(1+δ)n

n such that A ⊂ Bδn(y)
}

and

W n
y = P δ,y

m,n ∪
⋃

x∈Bn(0):x∼P δ,y
m,n

Kx (Bn(0) \R) .

See Figure 1 for a picture of this setup.

Proof. We start with the proof of (12). As in the preceding lemmas, it suffices to show
the claim for R = Bm(0). For fixed δ > 0 we can choose a family of sets (Yn)n∈N such

that Yn ⊂ ∂Bn(0) for all n ∈ N, Y := supn∈N |Yn| < ∞, and such that for all m < δ
3n,

if A ⊂ S
(1+δ)n
n is an open m-pad, then A ⊂ S

(1+δ)n
n ∩ Bδn(y) for some y ∈ Yn. These

properties of Yn imply that
⋃

y∈Yn

{

KR(Bn(0)) ∼ P δ,y
m,n

}

=
{

KR(Bn(0)) ∼ P δ
m,n

}

.

The set Yn can be constructed by taking points y ∈ ∂Bn(0) that have an Euclidean

distance of order δn. As all the events
{

KR(Bn(0)) ∼ P δ,y
m,n

}

are increasing, we get by the

FKG-inequality [32, Section 2.2] (respectively the “square-root-trick”) that there needs to
exist a y ∈ Yn such that

Pβ

(

KR(Bn(0)) ∼ P δ,y
m,n

)

≥ 1−
(

1− Pβ

(

KR(Bn(0)) ∼ P δ
m,n

))1/Y

11



By Lemma 2.4, the expression on the right-hand side of this inequality quantity can be
arbitrarily close to 1 for suitable choice of m,N and all n ≥ N , as Y < ∞. Thus also

the expression on the left-hand side of this inequality
(

Pβ

(

KR(Bn(0)) ∼ P δ,y
m,n

))

will be

arbitrarily close to 1 for an appropriate choice of m,N and all n ≥ N . In particular, for
fixed ε, δ,K > 0 there exist m,N ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N there exists y ∈ ∂Bn(0)
such that

Pβ

(

KR(Bn(0)) ≁ P δ,y
m,n

)

≤ e−βKε. (14)

As e−βK < 1, this directly implies (12). Next, let us go to the proof of (13). Con-
ditioned on the event

{

J(R,W n
y ) ≤ K

}

, there is a probability of at least e−βK that all
edges between R and W n

y are closed. However, if all edges between R and W n
y are closed,

then KR(Bn(0)) ≁ P δ,y
m,n, and thus we get that

Pβ

(

KR(Bn(0)) ≁ P δ,y
m,n

)

≥ Pβ

(

J(R,W n
y ) ≤ K

)

e−βK ,

which directly implies that Pβ

(

J(R,W n
y ) ≤ K

)

≤ ε, by (14).

In the previous proofs, we did not use the assumption that β > βc. Instead, we only
used that θ(β) = Pβ (|K0| =∞) > 0 (which is conjectured to be equivalent to β > βc in
dimension d ≥ 2). However, in the next few lemmas, we will use that β > βc, as the proofs
of these results will require sprinkling as introduced in section 1.3.

Lemma 2.6. Let β > βc. For all ε′, δ > 0, and there exist m,N ∈ N such that for all

even n ≥ N

Pβ

(

Bm(0)
B(1+δ)n(0)←→ F δ

m(nei)

)

> 1− ε′ (15)

where F δ
m(nei) is the set

F δ
m(nei) =

{

x ∈ Bδ(nei) : x is contained in an open m-pad Ã ⊂ Bδ(nei)
}

.

Further, let ε′, δ,K > 0. Then there exists m,N ∈ N such that for all even n ≥ N and all

sets Bm(0) ⊆ R ⊆ Bn+δn(0) \Bδn(nei)

Pβ

(

J(R, W̃ ) > K
)

> 1− ε′ (16)

where the set W̃ is defined by

W̃ = P δ,nei
m,n ∪

⋃

x∈P δ,nei
m,n

Kx

(

B(1+δ)n(0) \R
)

.

Proof. By the symmetry of the kernel J it suffices to prove the result for ei = e1. We
define

β̃ =
β + βc

2
, η =

β − βc
2

, and ε =
ε′

3

and take K large enough so that 1 − e−ηK > 1 − ε. Let m,N ∈ N be such that for all
k ≥ N there exists y ∈ ∂Bk(0) such that for all sets Bm(0) ⊆ R ⊆ Bn(0)

Pβ̃

(

KR(Bk(0)) ∼ P δ,y
m,k

)

> 1− ε and Pβ

(

J(R,W k
y ) > K

)

> 1− ε. (17)

12



y

e1

e2

z + ỹ

δk

2k

δk

Figure 2: Connecting m-pads (the blue boxes) in the proof of Lemma 2.6. We first
find a path from Bm(0) (the blue box on the left side) to A = Bm(z) (the middle
blue box). From A, we find a path to an m-pad Ã ⊂ F δ

m(ne1) (in the picture, Ã
is the blue box on the right side). Combining these two paths gives a path from
Bm(0) to F δ

m(ne1).

Such m,N , and y = y(k) exist by the results of Lemma 2.6. In the following, we work with
the two percolation configurations ωβ̃ and ω′

η. Note that their union ωβ̃ ∨ω′
η is distributed

like ωβ. Unless otherwise specified, all connection events of the form x ∼ v or A↔ B will
always refer to connections in the environment ωβ̃.

By the symmetry of the kernel J we can assume that the point y ∈ ∂Bk(0) chosen in

(17) satisfies y1 = 〈y, e1〉 = k. So in particular we get that Bm(0)
B(1+δ)k(0)←→ A for some

open m-pad A ⊂ S
(1+δ)k
k ∩Bδk(y) with probability at least 1− ε. Assume that such a set

A exists. Let z ∈ A be such that Bm(z) = A. Define the set

R̃ = KA

(

B(1+δ)k(0)
)

=

{

x ∈ B(1+δ)k(0) : x
B(1+δ)k(0)←→ A

}

as the open set containing A within B(1+δ)k(0) in the environment ωβ̃. Define ỹ ∈ Zd by
ỹ1 = y1 and ỹi = −yi for i ≥ 2. Furthermore, we define the sets

P =
{

x ∈ z + S
(1+δ)k
k : x is contained in an m-pad that is a subset of z +

(

Bδk(ỹ) ∩ S
(1+δ)k
k

)}

and

W = P ∪
⋃

x∈Bk(z):x∼P

Kx

(

Bk(z) \ R̃
)

.

The set R̃ can be constructed by only revealing the information whether edges with at
least one end in R̃ are open. Contrary to that, the set W only depends on edges with
both ends outside of R̃. Also note that the set W is defined as the set W k

ỹ in Lemma 2.5,
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up to a translation. Using the translation invariance of the model and Lemma 2.5, we get

that J
(

R̃,W
)

> K with probability at least 1− ε. Assuming that J
(

R̃,W
)

> K, there

exists an ω′
η-open edge between R̃ and W with probability at least 1− exp (−ηK) > 1− ε.

If there exists such an open edge between R̃ and B in the environment ω′
η, then there

exists an open path in the environment ωβ̃ ∨ ω′
η from Bm(0) to P and this open path is

entirely in the set B(1+δ)k(0) ∪ B(1+δ)k(z) ⊂ B(2+2δ)k(0). The three relevant events for

this
(

Bm(0)↔ A for some m-pad A ⊂ P δ,y
m,k, J(R̃,W ) > K, and the existence of an open

edge between W and R̃ in the environment ω′
η

)

all have a conditional probability of at

least (1 − ε). Thus, all three of the events occur simultaneously with probability at least
(1− ε)3 ≥ 1− 3ε.

Let Bm(z̃) = Ã ⊂ P be an open m-pad. We know that

A = Bm(z) ⊂ S
(1+δ)k
k ∩Bδk(y),

Ã = Bm(z̃) ⊂ z + S
(1+δ)k
k ∩Bδk(ỹ).

As y + ỹ = 2ke1 and ‖z − y‖∞ ≤ δk, we thus get that

Ã ⊂ z +Bδk(ỹ) = z − y + y +Bδk(ỹ) = z − y +Bδk(2ke1) ⊂ B2δk(2ke1),

which also implies that Ã ⊂ B(1+δ)2k(0), and thus Ã ⊂ F δ
m(2ke1). See Figure 2 for the

relative positions of A, Ã, y, ỹ, and z. So in total, we see that

Pβ

(

Bm(0)
B(1+δ)2k(0)←→ F δ

m(2ke1)

)

≥ (1− ε)3 ≥ 1− 3ε = 1− ε′

which finishes the proof of (15) for n = 2k. The proof of (16) works the same way as the
proof of (13) and we omit it.

From here on, a renormalization with a mixed site-bond percolation model shows
that there exists N ∈ N so that the kernel J̃ defined by J̃(x) = J(x)1‖x‖≤N satisfies
Pβ,J̃(|K0| =∞) > 0. The precise details of this renormalization and the comparison with
a supercritical model of site-bond percolation were carried out in [30,38].

3 Applications of Theorem 1.1

We apply Theorem 1.1 to prove Theorems 1.4, 1.7, and 1.8, and Corollary 1.5. In the proofs
of these results, we will often use that the corresponding results are known for supercritical
finite-range percolation. Theorem 1.1 then allows us to deduce the corresponding results
also for supercritical long-range percolation.

3.1 Locality of long-range percolation

We start with the proof of Theorem 1.4. Note that Theorem 1.1 also provides a locality
result of the type βc(Jn)→ βc(J) if one defines the kernels Jn by

Jn(x) =

{

J(x) if ‖x‖ ≤ n

0 else
.
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Proof of Theorem 1.4. Let Jn → J in L1 on Zd. In order to show the result, we will show
that

lim inf
n→∞

βc(Jn) ≥ βc(J) and (18)

lim sup
n→∞

βc(Jn) ≤ βc(J). (19)

We need to show both inequalities for the case where Jn converges to a resilient kernel J ,
and for the case where Jn converges to a general kernel from above.

We start with the proof of (18); here we do not make a distinction whether the kernel
J is resilient or not. Let β < βc(J). By the proof of sharpness of the phase transition by
Duminil-Copin and Tassion [22,23], there exists a finite set S ⊂ Zd such that 0 ∈ S ⊂ Zd

and
φβ,J (S) :=

∑

x∈S

∑

y/∈S

(

1− e−βJ(x−y)
)

Pβ,J

(

0
S←→ x

)

< 1. (20)

As Jn → J in L1 of Zd, we also get that

φβ,Jn (S) =
∑

x∈S

∑

y/∈S

(

1− e−βJn(x−y)
)

Pβ,Jn

(

0
S←→ x

)

< 1

for all large enough n, which implies that βc(Jn) ≥ β for all large enough n. As β < βc(J)
was arbitrary, this finishes the proof of (18).

We still need to show that (19) holds. We start with the case where J is a general
kernel and Jn converges to J from above. If Jn ≥ J , then βc(Jn) ≤ βc(J), which implies
that (19) holds for this case.

Next, let J be a resilient kernel and let (Jn)n∈N be a sequence of kernels such that Jn
converges to J in L1, not necessarily from above. Let ε > 0. Take N ∈ N large enough so
that the kernel J̃ defined by

J̃(x) =

{

J(x) if ‖x‖ ≤ N

0 else

satisfies βc(J̃) < βc(J) + ε. Such N ∈ N exists as J is a resilient kernel. Define the kernel
J̃n by

J̃n(x) =

{

Jn(x) if ‖x‖ ≤ N

0 else
.

Then J̃n → J̃ pointwise. As both J̃n and J̃ have uniform (in n) finite range, βc(J̃n)
converges to βc(J̃) and thus

βc(Jn) ≤ βc(J̃n) −→
n→∞

βc(J̃) < βc(J) + ε

which implies that lim supn→∞ βc(Jn) ≤ βc(J) + ε. As ε > 0 was arbitrary this finishes
the proof.

Remark 3.1. Note that the proof of (18) used the L1-convergence of the kernel Jn, but
did not use any other property of the limiting kernel J . Contrary to that, the proof of (19)
used pointwise convergence of the kernels only, but also required resilience of the kernel J ,
or that the approximating sequence converges from above.
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3.2 Continuity of the percolation probability outside criticality

Next, we go to the proof of Corollary 1.5. Note that the restriction to β 6= βc(J) in
the statement is essential. Indeed, proving the result of Corollary 1.5 for β = βc(J)
would imply continuity of the percolation phase transition, which is an important open
problem even for finite-range percolation in intermediate dimensions. A similar statement
to that of Corollary 1.5 for long-range percolation with exponentially decaying connection
probabilities was already proven by Meester and Steif in [38, Theorem 1.4] and we follow
a similar strategy of the proof as they did.

Proof of Corollary 1.5. In order to show the corollary, we need to show that

lim sup
n→∞

θ (βn, Jn) ≤ θ (β, J) and (21)

lim inf
n→∞

θ (βn, Jn) ≥ θ (β, J) . (22)

We start with the proof of (21). Let ε > 0. As the number of finite subsets of Zd is
countable, there exists a finite collection of different finite sets (Ai)i∈{1,...,m} such that

0 ∈ Ai ⊂ Zd for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} and

Pβ,J (K0 ∈ {A1, . . . , Am}) =
m
∑

i=1

Pβ,J (K0 = Ai) ≥ 1− θ(β, J)− ε.

As Ai is a finite set, βn → β, and Jn → J in L1, we get that

lim
n→∞

m
∑

i=1

Pβn,Jn (K0 = Ai) =

m
∑

i=1

Pβ,J (K0 = Ai) ≥ 1− θ(β, J)− ε,

so in particular
m
∑

i=1

Pβn,Jn (K0 = Ai) ≥ 1− θ(β, J)− 2ε

for all n large enough and thus also

Pβn,Jn (|K0| =∞) ≤ 1−
m
∑

i=1

Pβn,Jn (K0 = Ai) ≤ θ(β, J) + 2ε

for all n large enough, which finishes the proof of (21), as ε > 0 was arbitrary.
Next, let us prove (22). Let us first assume that β < βc(J). As βn → β and βc(Jn)→

βc(J) for n →∞ (by Theorem 1.4), we have that βn < βc(Jn) for all n large enough. So
in particular

θ(βn, Jn) = 0 = θ(β, J)

for all large enough n ∈ N. Next, let us turn to the case β > βc(J). For N ∈ N, define the
kernel IN by IN (x) = J(x)1{‖x‖≤N}. As J is a resilient kernel by assumption, we know
from Theorem 1.4 that βc(IN ) → βc(J) as N → ∞, so in particular we can pick M ∈ N
large enough so that β > βc(IM ). We couple the measures (Pβ,Ik)k∈N for different values
of k ∈ N using the Harris coupling (see e.g. [33]), and we write C∞(ω≤M ) for the (almost
surely unique) infinite cluster sampled by Pβ,IM . We write 0 ↔ C∞(ω≤M) if the origin is

connected to the infinite finite-range percolation cluster and we write 0
≤N←→ C∞(ω≤M ) if
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the origin is connected to C∞(ω≤M ) using only edges {x, y} with ‖x− y‖ ≤ N . Using this
coupling, one can see that for all N ≥M

θ(β, J)− θ(β, IN ) = P
(

{0↔ C∞(ω≤M )} ∩
{

0
≤N←→ C∞(ω≤M )

}C
)

which converges to 0 as N →∞ by the uniqueness of the infinite open cluster. So for each
ε > 0 we can find N ∈ N large enough so that

θ (β, IN ) ≥ θ(β, J)− ε and β > βc(IN )

As the function β̃ 7→ θ
(

β̃, IN

)

is continuous in β̃ for all β̃ 6= βc(IN ), we can pick δ > 0

small enough so that
θ (β − δ, IN ) ≥ θ(β, J)− 2ε.

As βn → β and Jn → J in L1 (and thus also pointwise) this implies that βnJn(x) ≥
(β − δ)IN (x) for all n ∈ N large enough and x ∈ Zd (Note that IN has finite range only).
As different edges are independent, the pointwise bound already implies the corresponding
dominance for the percolation measures, i.e., Pβn,Jn & P(β−δ),IN for all large enough n.
For such sufficiently large n, we get by the stochastic domination that

θ(βn, Jn) ≥ θ(β − δ, IN ) ≥ θ(β, J)− 2ε,

which finishes the proof as ε > 0 was arbitrary.

Remark 3.2. Note that the proof of (21) did not use any previous results and holds

without any further assumptions on the kernel J . Contrary to that, the proof of inequality

(22) heavily uses the resilience of the kernel J and it can be easily seen that inequality

(22) does not hold in dimension d = 1. However, the proof of (22) does not use the

L1-convergence of Jn to J , but requires pointwise convergence only.

3.3 Existence of big clusters

For the proof of Theorem 1.6, we need the following claim for finite-range percolation. It
says that with high probability all points x, y in the infinite cluster of a box are connected
in a slightly bigger box.

Claim 3.3. Let J : Zd → [0,∞) be an irreducible and symmetric kernel with finite range,

and let β > βc(J). Then

lim
n→∞

Pβ,J

(

∀x, y ∈ C∞ ∩Bn−√
n(0) : x

Bn(0)←→ y

)

= 1.

We will prove this result later; let us first see how it implies Theorem 1.6.

Proof of Theorem 1.6 given Claim 3.3. By Theorem 1.1 we know that we can pick N ∈ N
large enough so that the kernel J̃ defined by J̃(x) = J(x)1‖x‖≤N satisfies β > βc(J̃). So in
particular there almost surely exists an infinite open cluster using only short edges. Define
this cluster as

K =
{

x ∈ Zd : x↔∞ using only open edges e with |e| ≤ N
}

.
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The set K is a random set and a subset of the infinite cluster C∞ whose distribution is
invariant under translations. For a point y ∈ Zd, define the random variable Zy as the
distance to the set K:

Zy = inf
{

m ≥ 0 : There exist y0, y1, . . . , yk ⊂ Bm(y) s.t.

{yi, yi+1} open for i = 0, . . . , k − 1, y0 = y, and yk ∈ K
}

.

So in particular Zy = 0 if and only if y ∈ K, and Zy < ∞ if and only if y ∈ C∞ almost
surely, by uniqueness of the infinite cluster. The probability of the event {∞ > Z0 >

√
n}

converges to 0 as n→∞. So in particular, by stationarity,

|Bn(0)|−1
∑

y∈Bn(0)∩C∞
1Zy>

√
n

converges to 0 in expectation, and thus also in probability, as n → ∞. Now fix ε > 0.
Assume that

|{x ∈ Bn−3
√
n(0) : x ∈ C∞}| ≥ (θ(β, J)− ε)|Bn−3

√
n(0)|, (23)

|Bn(0)|−1
∑

y∈Bn(0)∩C∞
1Zy>

√
n ≤ ε, and that (24)

Bn−√
n(0) ∩K is connected within Bn(0). (25)

All these three events hold with high probability in n. The event (23) holds with high
probability because of ergodicity, the event (24) holds with high probability as the sum
converges to 0 in probability, and the third event (25) holds with high probability by
Claim 3.3. Thus all three events hold simultaneously with high probability. If the event
in (25) holds, then for all x, y ∈ Bn−3

√
n(0) with Zx, Zy ≤

√
n there exists a path between

them that stays entirely within Bn(0). So if all three events (23), (24), and (25) hold
simultaneously, then

|Kmax (Bn(0)) | ≥ (θ(β, J) − ε)|Bn−3
√
n(0)| − ε|Bn(0)| ≥ (θ(β, J)− 3ε)|Bn(0)|

where the last inequality holds for n large enough. This shows Theorem 1.6.

Finally, we prove Claim 3.3. Before going to the proof, we need to introduce two
results. The first one is due to Cerf and Théret [16, Theorem 6], following earlier work of
Antal and Pisztora [4]. They proved the result for nearest-neighbor percolation, but the
same proof works for finite-range percolation.

Theorem 3.4 (Cerf-Théret [16]). Let d ≥ 2, let J : Zd → [0,∞) be a symmetric and

irreducible kernel with finite range, and let β > βc(J). Then there exist positive constants

A1, A2, A3 such that

∀x, y ∈ Zd,∀l ≥ A3‖x− y‖, Pβ,J (x↔ y,D(x, y) ≥ l) ≤ A1e
−A2l (26)

One other result that we will use for the proof of Claim 3.3 is that it is exponentially
unlikely for a box Bn(0) to not intersect the infinite cluster. We will use that for all
symmetric finite-range kernels J and all β > βc(J) there exist C <∞ and η > 0 such that

Pβ,J (Bn(0) ∩ C∞ = ∅) ≤ Ce−nη
(27)
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for all n ∈ N. This follows from the results of Durrett and Schonmann in dimension
d = 2 [25] and from the results of Chayes, Chayes, and Newman in dimension d ≥ 3 [17].
Note that (27) directly implies the following result: If J is a symmetric and resilient kernel,
and β > βc(J), then there exists N such that the kernel J̃ defined by J̃(x) = J(x)1‖x‖≤N

satisfies β > βc(J̃). Thus we get that

Pβ,J (Bn(0) ∩ C∞ = ∅) ≤ Pβ,J̃ (Bn(0) ∩ C∞ = ∅) ≤ Ce−nη
(28)

for some C <∞, η > 0, and all n ∈ N. With this, we go to the proof of Claim 3.3.

Proof of Claim 3.3. Define the event Gn by

Gn =
⋂

x∈Bn(0)

{Bn1/4(x) ∩ C∞ 6= ∅} ∩
⋂

x,y∈Bn(0)∩C∞

{

D(x, y) ≤ A3(‖x− y‖ ∨ n1/4)
}

.

Note that the condition x, y ∈ C∞ implies that x ↔ y by uniqueness of the infinite open
cluster. So using (26) and (27) and a union bound over all possible values of x, y ∈ Bn(0)
one sees that Pβ (Gn) ≥ 1− 1

n for all large enough n. We finish the proof by showing that

the event Gn implies that x
Bn(0)←→ y for all x, y ∈ Bn−√

n(0)∩C∞. Let x, y ∈ Bn−√
n(0)∩C∞.

Then we can pick a0, a1, . . . , ak ∈ Bn−√
n(0) such that ‖ai−ai−1‖ ≤ n1/4 for all i = 1, . . . , k

and x ∈ Bn1/4(a0), y ∈ Bn1/4(ak). By the definition of the event Gn, for all i ∈ {0, . . . , k}
there exists xi ∈ Bn1/4(ai) ∩ C∞. The Euclidean distance between xi and xi−1 is bounded
by

‖xi − xi−1‖ ≤ ‖ai − xi‖+ ‖ai − ai−1‖+ ‖ai−1 − xi−1‖ ≤ 3dn1/4

and thus the graph distance between xi and xi−1 is bounded by A33dn
1/4, by the definition

of Gn. The same holds for the graph distance between x and x0 and the graph distance
between xk and y. As J is a kernel with finite range and a0, a1, . . . , ak ∈ Bn−√

n(0), the
shortest path between xi and xi−1 stays inside the box Bn(0) for large enough n, and the
same holds for the shortest path between x0 and x, respectively between xk and y. Thus
we get that

x
Bn(0)←→ x0

Bn(0)←→ x1
Bn(0)←→ . . .

Bn(0)←→ xk
Bn(0)←→ y

which shows that
Bn(0)←→ y. As x, y ∈ Bn−√

n∩C∞ were arbitrary, this finishes the proof.

3.4 Transience of random walks

Next, we prove transience of the simple random walk on supercritical long-range percola-
tion clusters in dimension d ≥ 3. Our main tool here is transience of the simple random
walk on finite-range percolation clusters in dimension d ≥ 3. This was shown by Grim-
mett, Kesten, and Zhang for nearest-neighbor percolation [31]. The proof for finite-range
percolation works analogous and we will not pursue this here.

Proof of Theorem 1.7. Let β > βc(J) and let N ∈ N be large enough such that the kernel
J̃ defined by

J̃(x) =

{

J(x) if ‖x‖ ≤ N

0 else

satisfies β > βc(J̃). Such an N ∈ N exists, as the kernel J was assumed to be resilient. As
J̃ is a kernel with finite range, this implies that the infinite cluster constructed with the
measure Pβ,J̃ is almost surely transient [31]. We can sample the percolation configuration
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under the measure Pβ,J by first sampling the percolation configuration under the measure
Pβ,J̃ and then including the edges e = {x, y} with ‖x − y‖ > N with the corresponding
probabilities. The infinite cluster sampled by Pβ,J̃ is almost surely a transient graph.
Then, we add additional edges to this graph. By Rayleigh’s monotonicity principle, this
implies that the infinite cluster sampled by the percolation configuration Pβ,J is almost
surely transient.

4 A shape theorem for the long-range percolation metric

The last property of the long-range percolation cluster that we consider is the growth of
chemical distances. The study of chemical distances and shape theorems is a classical
question in percolation, and shape theorems for various settings were previously estab-
lished [16,29,36]. Also, one of our main tools is Theorem 3.4 by Cerf and Théret discussed
above. Using this result, it is straightforward to show that the chemical distance between
two typical points x, y ∈ C∞ in the long-range percolation model is of the same order as
the Euclidean distance. However, there might be points x that are several steps away from
the infinite finite-range cluster. To circumvent such problems, we introduce the following
two results.

Proposition 4.1. Let d ≥ 2, let J : Zd → [0,∞) be a symmetric and irreducible kernel

satisfying J(x) = O(‖x‖−s) for some s > 2d, and let β > βc(J). Then there exists κ > 0
and C ′ <∞ such that

Pβ

(

∃x, y ∈ C∞(ω) ∩Bn(0) : D (x, y) > C ′n
)

≤ n−κ

for all large enough n ∈ N.

Proposition 4.2. Let d ≥ 2, let J : Zd → [0,∞) be a symmetric and irreducible kernel

satisfying J(x) = O(‖x‖−s) for some s > 2d, and let β > βc(J). Let ζ = 1
6d . Then

Pβ (∃x, y ∈ Bnζ (0) : n < D(x, y) <∞) ≤ n−1.1

for all large enough n.

We postpone the proofs of these results to section 4.2. First, we discuss how these two
propositions imply Theorem 1.8.

4.1 Proof of Theorem 1.8

The proof of Theorem 1.8 given the two propositions follows from classical techniques, as
demonstrated in [16, 29]. The moment properties that follow from the exponential decay
results (Theorem 3.4) in the finite-range setting are weaker for long-range percolation, but
Proposition 4.2 still provides strong enough estimates on the moments.

Proof of (4) given Propositions 4.1 and 4.2. Let ζ = 1
6d . We start by showing that

Eβ

[

D̂(0, x)
]

<∞ (29)

for x ∈ Zd. If D̂(0, x) > n, then either there are u, v ∈ Bnζ (0)∩C∞ withD(u, v) > n, or (at
least) one of 0̂, x̂ is not in Bnζ (0). The probability that there are u, v ∈ Bnζ(0)∩ C∞ with
D(u, v) > n is small, by Proposition 4.2. If n is large enough, say that Bnζ/2(x) ⊂ Bnζ (0),
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then also the events x̂ /∈ Bnζ (x), 0̂ /∈ Bnζ (0) are very unlikely, by (28). In particular, we
get that for n large enough

Pβ

(

D̂(0, x) > n
)

≤ Pβ (∃u, v ∈ Bnζ (0) ∩ C∞ : D(u, v) > n) + 2Pβ (C∞ ∩Bnζ/2(0) = ∅)

≤ n−1.1 +C exp
(

−n ζη
2

)

for some C < ∞ and η > 0. Summing this over all n ∈ N shows that the expectation in
(29) is indeed finite. This directly implies that for all z ∈ Rd the expectation of D̂(0, z)
is also finite. With this, we can construct the norm µ. We do this very briefly and follow
the same arguments as presented by Cerf and Theret [16]. D̂ is a metric on Zd, and thus
D̂(x, z) ≤ D̂(x, y) + D̂(y, z) for all x, y, z ∈ Zd. As the percolation process is stationary
and ergodic, we can use Kingman’s subadditive ergodic theorem [37]. For x ∈ Zd, we
define

µ(x) := lim
n→∞

D̂(0, nx)

n

where the limit exists almost surely and in L1. Similarly, for x ∈ Qd, let N be such that
Nx ∈ Zd. Then we define

µ(x) := lim
n→∞

D̂(0, nNx)

nN
.

The function µ is a semi-norm on Qd and the limit above does not depend on the choice
of N . As µ(x) ≤ ‖x‖∞(µ(e1) + . . .+ µ(ed)), the function µ is Lipschitz-continuous on Qd

and thus we can extend it to Rd. It directly follows from the asymptotic lower-bound on
the chemical distance (3) that µ(x) > 0 for all x ∈ Rd \ {0}, so µ is a norm on Rd.

Next, we show the following result for long-range percolation, which was, for finite-
range percolation previously proven in [16, Lemma 1]. The proof for long-range percolation
uses Propositions 4.1 and 4.2. Because of the polynomial decay in the statements of the
propositions (compared to stretched exponential decay for analogous statements for finite-
range percolation), we need slightly different tools compared to the proof for finite-range
percolation.

Lemma 4.3. Let J be a kernel satisfying J(x) = O(‖x‖−s) for some s > 2d, and let

β > βc(J). Then there exists a constant C such that for any ε > 0 there exists almost

surely R > 0 such that for all u, v ∈ Zd

‖u‖∞ ≥ R
‖u− v‖∞ ≤ ε‖u‖∞

}

=⇒ D̂(u, v) ≤ Cε‖u‖∞.

Proof of Lemma 4.3 given Propositions 4.1 and 4.2. Let ε > 0. For each k ∈ N, let Tk ⊂
Zd be a deterministic set so that

Tk ⊂ B2k(0) and
⋃

x∈Tk
Bε2k(x) ⊇ B2k(0).

Further, assume that
T := sup

k
|Tk| <∞,

which is possible by the properties of Tk. Indeed, the set Tk needs to have a cardinality of
order ε−d. Define the event Ek by

Ek =
⋂

x∈B
2k

(0)

{

B√
2k
(x) ∩ C∞ 6= ∅

}

∩
⋂

x∈Tk

{

D (u, v) ≤ C ′4ε2k ∀u, v ∈ C∞(ω) ∩B4ε2k(x)
}
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where C ′ is the constant from Proposition 4.1. Using the result of Proposition 4.1 and
inequality (28), it directly follows from a union bound that

Pβ

(

ECk
)

≤ (2k + 1)d exp
(

−2kη
2

)

+ T (4ε2k)−κ ≤ T ′2−kκ

for some constant T ′ < ∞. So in particular we get that
∑∞

k=1 Pβ

(

ECk
)

< ∞ and thus
the event ECk only occurs for finitely many k almost surely. Say that the event Ek holds
for all k ≥ K. Now let u, v ∈ Zd with ‖u‖∞ > 2K and ‖u − v‖∞ ≤ ε‖u‖∞. Say that
‖u‖∞ ∈

(

2k, 2k+1
]

. Then there exits x ∈ Tk with u ∈ Bε2k(x). Further, as ‖u − v‖∞ ≤
ε‖u‖∞ ≤ 2ε2k, and ‖u− û‖ ≤

√
2k, ‖v− v̂‖ ≤

√
2k, we get that û, v̂ ∈ B4ε2k(x) for k large

enough. So in particular we get that

D̂(u, v) = D(û, v̂) ≤ C ′4ε2k ≤ C ′4ε‖u‖∞.

This finishes the proof as u, v ∈ Zd with ‖u‖∞ > 2K and ‖u − v‖∞ ≤ ε‖u‖∞ were
arbitrary.

Given Lemma 4.3, the proof of the remaining items of Theorem 1.8 does not make any
use of the long-range percolation properties of the graphs and is completely analogous to
finite-range percolation. It was carried out in full detail in the proof of [16, Lemma 2]
and [16, Theorem 3], and we do not repeat their proof here.

4.2 Proofs of the Propositions

Before proving Proposition 4.1, we first need to introduce and prove several intermediate
claims.

Notation 4.4. For x ∈ Zd, we write Bk(x, ω) := {y ∈ Zd : D(x, y) ≤ k} for the ball of

radius k around x in the percolation metric. For an environment ω ∈ {0, 1}E , we define

ω≤N by

ω≤N (e) =

{

ω(e) if |e| ≤ N

0 if |e| > N
.

We write ∆(ω≤N ) for the set of connected sets in the environment ω≤N . Note that we do

not require that elements of ∆(ω≤N ) are maximally connected. We define the spheres in

the percolation metric (Sk(x, ω))k∈N0
by

Sk(x, ω) = {y ∈ Zd : D(x, y) = k} = Bk(x, ω) \Bk−1(x, ω).

For u ∈ Zd and K ∈ N, we define V K
u := Ku+ {0, . . . ,K − 1}d as the box with side length

K and base point Ku.

Note that by local finiteness of the graph, we have that almost surely |Kx| =∞ if and
only if |Sj(x)| ≥ 1 for all j ∈ N. One other result that we use is the existence of giant
components in finite boxes. Let J be a symmetric and irreducible kernel with finite range
and let β > βc(J). Then there exists a linear size cluster in the box. In particular, there
exists some ρ > 0 such that for all K large enough and all x ∈ V K

0

Pβ,J

(

|Kx

(

V K
0

)

| ≥ K
)

≥ ρ. (30)

This result follows directly from [8,30].
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Claim 4.5. Let J be a symmetric and irreducible kernel, and let β > βc(J). For x ∈ Zd,

we define the event Lk(x)

Lk(x) :=
{

|Sk(x, ω)| ≥ 1 and there is no Z ∈ ∆(ω≤N ) s.t. Z ⊂ Bk(x, ω) and |Z| ≥ k
1
4d

}

.

(31)
Phrased differently, Lk(x) is the event that Kx has ‘depth’ at least k, but Bk(x, ω) does

not contain a finite-range cluster Z with a size of at least k
1
4d . Then

Pβ,J (Lk(x)) ≤ e−
√
k (32)

for all k large enough.

Proof. If |Sk(x, ω)| ≥ 1, then S0(x, ω) ∪ . . . ∪ S⌊k/2⌋(x, ω) has size at least k/2 and thus

S0(x, ω)∪. . .∪S⌊k/2⌋(x, ω) intersects at least k
3
5 many sets of the form V K

u with K = ⌈k 1
4d ⌉

and u ∈ Zd. This holds as |S0(x, ω) ∪ . . . ∪ S⌊k/2⌋(x, ω)| ≥ k/2 and each set V K
u contains

Kd = ⌈k 1
4d ⌉d many elements, and k

3
5 ⌈k 1

4d ⌉d < k
2 for large enough k. For each of the sets of

the form V K
u that intersects S0(x, ω) ∪ . . . ∪ S⌊k/2⌋(x, ω) there is a strictly positive (in k)

probability ρ that S0(x, ω)∪ . . .∪S⌊k/2⌋(x, ω) is connected to an open cluster Z ∈ ∆(ω≤N )

that is of size at least K and entirely contained in the block V K
u . More formally, for each

block V K
u we define the event

Dk
u(x) :=







There is Z ∈ ∆(ω≤N ) with Z ⊂ V K
u , Z ∩

⌊k/2⌋
⋃

i=0

Si(x, ω) 6= ∅, and |Z| ≥ k
1
4d







.

Then there is a constant ρ > 0 such that for all k ∈ N and u ∈ Zd

Pβ,J



Dk
u(x)

∣

∣

∣V K
u ∩

⌊k/2⌋
⋃

i=0

Si(x, ω) 6= ∅



 ≥ ρ

by (30). As different blocks are independent, there is a chance of at least ρ of building

such an open cluster Z in each block V K
u with V K

u ∩
⋃⌊k/2⌋

i=0 Si(x, ω) 6= ∅. Thus we get that

Pβ,J

(

∄u ∈ Zd : Dk
u(x) occurs

∣

∣

∣
|Sk(x, ω)| ≥ 1

)

≤ (1− ρ)k
3
5 ≤ e−

√
k

for all k large enough. However, if there exists u ∈ Zd and Z ∈ ∆(ω≤N) with Z ⊂
V K
u , Z ∩⋃⌊k/2⌋

i=0 Si(x, ω) 6= ∅, then parts of the connected set Z are also of size at least k
1
4d

and completely contained within S0(x, ω) ∪ . . . ∪ Sk(x, ω) = Bk(x, ω).

Finally, we are able to go to the proof of Proposition 4.1. One important property of
the supercritical finite-range percolation cluster that we will use is the upper bound on
the probability of a large finite cluster. Let IN be a symmetric kernel with finite range.
Then for all β > βc(IN ) there exists a constant cβ > 0 such that

Pβ,IN (n ≤ |K0| <∞) ≤ exp
(

−cβn
1
d

)

. (33)

This result goes back to Kesten and Zhang [35], improving an earlier result of Chayes,
Chayes, and Newman [17]. See also the discussion in Grimmet’s book [32, (8.64)] for a
proof, and a result of Contreras, Martineau, and Tassion for an improvement of this result
to general groups of polynomial growth [18].
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Proof of Proposition 4.1. Let η ∈ (0, 1) so that d + η(d − s) < 0, which is possible since
s > 2d. We will first argue that

{∃x ∈ C∞(ω) ∩Bn(0) : D (x, C∞(ω≤N ) ∩B2n(0)) > n}
⊂

{

∃u ∈ B2n(0), y ∈ Zd : u ∼ y, ‖u− y‖ ≥ nη
}

∪
{

∃u ∈ Bn(0) : L⌊n1−η⌋(u) holds
}

∪
{

∃u ∈ B2n(0) : ⌊n1−η⌋ 1
4d ≤ |Ku(ω≤N )| <∞

}

.

For the general structure of the argument, we want to show that A1 ⊂ A2 ∪ A3 ∪ A4,
with A1, . . . ,A4 the events listed above. We will show that if ω ∈ A1, ω /∈ A2, and
ω /∈ A3, then ω ∈ A4. So assume that ω ∈ A1. Then there exists x ∈ C∞(ω) ∩ Bn(0) so
that x is connected to B2n(0)

C but D (x, C∞(ω≤N ) ∩B2n(0)) > n. If there is no edge of
length at least nη with an endpoint in B2n(0), then Bn1−η(x, ω) ⊂ B2n(0). If L⌊n1−η⌋(x)

does not occur, then B⌊n1−η⌋(x, ω) contains a set Z ∈ ∆(ω≤N) with |C| ≥ ⌊n1−η⌋ 1
4d . As

Bn1−η(x, ω) ⊂ B2n(0), we can pick u ∈ Z ∩B2n(0).

Then Z ⊂ Ku(ω≤N ), so in particular |Ku(ω≤N )| ≥ ⌊n1−η⌋ 1
4d . Since

D (x, C∞(ω≤N ) ∩B2n(0)) > n but D (x,Z) ≤ n1−η,

we also get that Ku(ω≤N ) * C∞(ω≤N ), i.e., Ku(ω≤N ) is finite. So in particular, there

exists a point u ∈ B2n(0) with ⌊n1−η⌋ 1
4d ≤ |Ku(ω≤N )| <∞. This shows that the inclusion

holds. By a union bound, we get that

Pβ,J (∃x ∈ C∞(ω) ∩Bn(0) : D (x, C∞(ω≤N ) ∩B2n(0)) > n)

≤ Pβ,J

(

∃u ∈ B2n(0), y ∈ Zd : u ∼ y, ‖u− y‖ ≥ nη
)

+ Pβ,J

(

∃u ∈ Bn(0) : L⌊n1−η⌋(u) holds
)

+ Pβ,J

(

∃u ∈ B2n(0) : ⌊n1−η⌋ 1
4d ≤ |Ku(ω≤N )| <∞

)

and we are only left to show that each of the three summands is polynomially small in n.
For the first summand, we have that

Pβ,J

(

∃u ∈ B2n(0), y ∈ Zd : u ∼ y, ‖u− y‖ ≥ nη
)

≤ (4n+ 1)d
∑

y:‖y‖≥nη

Pβ,J(0 ∼ y)

≤ C ′nd
∑

y:‖y‖≥nη

‖y‖−s ≤ C ′′nd (nη)d−s ≤ C ′′nd+η(d−s)

for some constants C ′, C ′′ <∞ that depend on d, β, and J . The last expression is polyno-
mially small in n by our assumption on η. The remaining two terms can be upper bounded
using a union bound over the possible values of u:

Pβ,J

(

∃u ∈ Bn(0) : L⌊n1−η⌋(u) holds
)

≤ (2n+ 1)dPβ,J

(

L⌊n1−η⌋(0)
)

(32)

≤ (2n+ 1)d exp
(

−
√

⌊n1−η⌋
)

, and

Pβ,J

(

∃u ∈ B2n(0) : ⌊n1−η⌋ 1
4d ≤ |Ku(ω≤N )| <∞

)

≤ (4n+ 1)dPβ,IN

(

⌊n1−η⌋ 1
4d ≤ |K0| <∞

)

(33)

≤ (4n+ 1)d exp

(

−cβ
(

⌊n1−η⌋ 1
4d

)
1
d

)

.

Both quantities in the above expressions are (sub)polynomially small in n and thus we see
that

Pβ,J (∃x ∈ C∞(ω) ∩Bn(0) : D (x, C∞(ω≤N ) ∩B2n(0)) > n) ≤ n−κ̄ (34)
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for some κ̄ > 0 and all n large enough. If u, v ∈ Bn(0) ∩ C∞(ω) are such that D(u, v) >
(C + 2)n, then either D (u, C∞(ω≤N ) ∩B2n(0)) > n, D (v, C∞(ω≤N ) ∩B2n(0)) > n, or
there are x, y ∈ C∞(ω≤N ) ∩ B2n(0) with D(x, y;ω≤N ) > Cn. Thus we get that for some
C large enough

Pβ,J

(

∃u, v ∈ C∞(ω) ∩Bn(0) : D (u, v) > (C + 2)n
)

≤ Pβ,J (∃x ∈ C∞(ω) ∩Bn(0) : D (x, C∞(ω≤N ) ∩B2n(0)) > n)

+ Pβ,J

(

∃x, y ∈ C∞(ω≤N ) ∩B2n(0) : D (x, y;ω≤N ) > Cn
)

(34)

≤ n−κ̄ +
∑

x,y∈B2n(0)

Pβ

(

∞ > D (x, y;ω≤N ) > Cn
) (26)

≤ n−κ

where the last inequality holds for some κ > 0 and n ∈ N large enough.

Finally, we go to the proof of Proposition 4.2.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. FixN ∈ N such that the kernel JN defined by JN (x) = J(x)1‖x‖≤N

satisfies β > βc(JN ). Such a N ∈ N exists by Theorem 1.1. Let x, y ∈ Bnζ (0) be arbitrary.
First, explore the two clusters Kx

(

ω≤n3/4

)

and Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

. We will now argue that

Pβ,J

(

n < D(x, y) <∞, |Kx

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| ≤ nζ or |Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| ≤ nζ
)

≤ nζ−1.5 (35)

Pβ,J

(

n < D(x, y) <∞, |Kx

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| > nζ , |Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| > nζ
)

≤ nζ−1.5 (36)

for all large enough n ∈ N. Note that the two probabilities in (35) and (36) add up to
Pβ,J (n < D(x, y) <∞). Together with a union bound, equations (35),(36) imply that

Pβ,J (∃x, y ∈ Bnζ(0) : n < D(x, y) <∞) ≤
∑

x,y∈B
nζ (0)

Pβ,J (n < D(x, y) <∞)

≤
∑

x,y∈B
nζ (0)

nζ−1.5 ≤ Cn3ζ−1.5 = Cn
1
2d

−1.5 ≤ n−1.1

for some constant C <∞ and all n ∈ N large enough. Thus we are left to show that (35)
and (36) hold. We start with (35). If x ∈ Ky(ω≤n3/4) and |Ky(ω≤n3/4)| ≤ nζ , there is

nothing to show as the chemical distance between x and y can be at most nζ in this case.
Using this observation and the symmetry between x and y we get that

Pβ,J

(

n < D(x, y) <∞, |Kx

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| ≤ nζ or |Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| ≤ nζ
)

≤ 2Pβ,J

(

n < D(x, y) <∞, |Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| ≤ nζ
)

= 2Pβ,J

(

n < D(x, y) <∞, |Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| ≤ nζ , x /∈ Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

)

(37)

≤ 2Pβ,J

(

D(x, y) <∞, |Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| ≤ nζ , x /∈ Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

)

. (38)

If D(x, y) < ∞, but x /∈ Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

, there needs to exist at least one open edge {u, v}
with ‖u− v‖ > n3/4 and u ∈ Ky(ω≤n3/4), v /∈ Ky(ω≤n3/4). As these edges are independent

from the configuration Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

we get that

Pβ,J

(

D(x, y) <∞, |Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| ≤ nζ , x /∈ Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

)
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≤ Pβ,J

(

|Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| ≤ nζ , ω({u, v}) = 1 for some u ∈ Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

and v /∈ Bn3/4(u)
)

≤ nζPβ,J (ω({0, v}) = 1 for some v /∈ Bn3/4(0)) ≤ nζ
∑

v/∈B
n3/4 (0)

Pβ,J (0 ∼ v)

≤ nζ
∑

v/∈B
n3/4 (0)

C1‖v‖−s ≤ C2n
ζn

3
4
(d−s) ≤ 1

2
nζ−1.5

for some constants C1, C2 and n ∈ N large enough. In the last inequality, we used that
d− s < −d ≤ −2. Plugging this into (38) finishes the proof of (35).

Next, we prove (36). As in Notation 4.4, we define sets
(

Sj(x, ω≤n3/4)
)⌊nζ⌋
j=0

by S0(x, ω≤n3/4) =

{x} and
Sj+1(x, ω≤n3/4) = Bj+1(x, ω≤n3/4) \Bj(x, ω≤n3/4).

Analogously, we define the sets
(

Sj(y, ω≤n3/4)
)⌊nζ⌋
j=0

. We only explore these spheres for ⌊nζ⌋
many steps to ensure that all these sets are contained in Bn0.9(0), where the exponent 0.9
is arbitrary and any other exponent close enough to 1 would also work. Note that

|Kx(ω≤n3/4)| > nζ if and only if

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

⌊nζ⌋
⋃

i=0

Si(x, ω≤n3/4)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

> nζ .

Define the event

L̃(x) :=







∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

⌊nζ⌋
⋃

i=0

Si(x, ω≤n3/4)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

> nζ , C∞(ω≤N ) ∩
⌊nζ⌋
⋃

i=0

Si(x, ω≤n3/4) = ∅







. (39)

Whenever the set
⋃⌊nζ⌋

i=0 Si(x, ω≤n3/4) has a size of at least nζ = n1/(6d), it needs to intersect

at least nζ/2 many boxes of the form V K
u with K = ⌊n

1
12d2 ⌋. This holds as

nζ/2|V K
u | ≤ n

1
12d

(

⌊n
1

12d2 ⌋
)d
≤ n

1
6d = nζ .

Whenever the cluster
⋃⌊nζ⌋

i=0 Si(x, ω≤n3/4) touches a box of the form V K
u , there is a strictly

positive chance that the cluster
⋃⌊nζ⌋

i=0 Si(x, ω≤n3/4) actually touches a set Z ⊂ V K
u that is

connected in the environment ω≤N and that has a size at least K, cf. (30). From here on,
a similar argument as the one presented in the proof of Claim 4.5 shows that there exists
some γ > 0 such that

Pβ,J(L̃(x)) ≤ exp (−nγ) (40)

for all large enough n. Similarly, we also get that Pβ,J(L̃(y)) ≤ exp (−nγ), where the
event L̃(y) is defined as in (39), with x replaced by y. If both events L̃(x) and L̃(y) do
not hold, then both x and y are connected by an open path of length at most nζ to points
ux, respectively uy, such that ux, uy ∈ C∞ (ω≤N ). Furthermore, we can choose the points
ux, uy such that ux, uy ∈ Bn0.9(0). This holds, as the paths have a length of at most
nζ ≤ n0.1, and the edges in the path have a length of at most n3/4. Thus we get that

Pβ,J

(

n < D(x, y) <∞, |Kx

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| > nζ , |Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| > nζ
)

≤ Pβ,J

(

n < D(x, y), |Kx

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| > nζ , |Ky

(

ω≤n3/4

)

| > nζ
)

26



≤ Pβ,J

(

L̃(x) ∪ L̃(y) ∪
{

∃ux, uy ∈ Bn0.9(0) ∩ C∞ (ω≤N ) : D(ux, uy) > n− 2nζ
})

(40)

≤ 2 exp (−nγ) +
∑

ux,uy∈Bn0.9 (0)

Pβ,J

(

∞ > D(ux, uy) > n− 2nζ
)

(26)

≤ 2 exp (−nγ) + (2n0.9 + 1)dCe−cn

for some constants c > 0 and C < ∞, where the last two inequalities hold for all large
enough n. So in particular this implies that (36) holds.

5 Varying short edges only

5.1 Strict inequality of critical points

In this section, we prove Proposition 1.10. In order to prove the strict inequality of critical
points, we use the technique of enhancements developed by Aizenman and Grimmett [3].
The main item to prove here is the differential inequality (41). For an integrable and
translation-invariant kernel J and β, s ≥ 0, we define the combined measure Pβ,s,J as the
measure of independent bond percolation where an edge {x, y} is open with probability

Pβ,s,J ({x, y} open) = p(β, s, {x, y}) =
{

1− exp (−βJ({x, y}) − s) if ‖x− y‖ = 1

1− exp (−βJ({x, y})) otherwise
.

Proposition 5.1. For every kernel J satisfying condition (8), there exists a continuous

function g : R>0 × R>0 → R>0 and N ∈ N such that for all β, s > 0 and all n ≥ N

d

dβ
Pβ,s,J

(

0↔ Bn(0)
C
)

≤ g(β, s)
d

ds
Pβ,s,J

(

0↔ Bn(0)
C
)

. (41)

Assuming this proposition, we can directly prove Proposition 1.10.

Proof of Proposition 1.10 assuming Proposition 5.1. Let J be a kernel and assume that
0 < βc(J) < ∞. Let K ∈ N be large enough so that 1

K < βc(J)
4 . Let M be a large

enough constant so that g(β, s) ≤M for all β ∈
[

1
2βc(J), 2βc(J)

]

and s ∈
[

1
K , βc(J)

]

. For
abbreviation, we write βc = βc(J) in the rest of the proof. Let ε ∈ (0, 0.1) be small enough
so that

2εM <
βc
4

and ε <
βc
4
.

For r ∈ [0, 2ε] define

β(r) := βc + ε− r and s(r) :=
1

K
+ rM .

So in particular

(β(r), s(r)) ∈
[

βc
2
, βc

]

×
[

1

K
,
1

K
+ 2εM

]

for all r ∈ [0, 2ε] ,

and thus g(β(r), s(r)) ≤M for all r ∈ [0, 2ε]. Differentiating yields that

d

dr
Pβ(r),s(r),J

(

0↔ Bn(0)
C
)

= − d

dβ(r)
Pβ(r),s(r),J

(

0↔ Bn(0)
C
)

+M
d

ds(r)
Pβ(r),s(r),J

(

0↔ Bn(0)
C
)

≥ 0
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for n large enough. Thus

Pβc−ε, 1
K
+2εM,J

(

0↔ Bn(0)
C
)

= Pβ(2ε),s(2ε),J

(

0↔ Bn(0)
C
)

≥ Pβ(0),s(0),J

(

0↔ Bn(0)
C
)

= Pβc+ε, 1
K
,J

(

0↔ Bn(0)
C
)

≥ Pβc+ε,0,J

(

0↔ Bn(0)
C
)

> 0

for n large enough. Finally, we will prove that

Pβc−ε, 1
K
+2εM,J . Pβc−ε,J (42)

which implies that βc(J) ≤ βc − ε < βc(J). In order to show (42), we just need to show
that for each edge the marginal probability of being open under the measure Pβc−ε,J is
at least the marginal probability of being open under the measure Pβc−ε, 1

K
+2εM,J . This is

clear for the non-nearest-neighbor edges, as they have the same probability of being open
under both measures. For nearest-neighbor edges e, we need to show that

(βc − ε)J(e) +
1

K
+ 2εM ≤ (βc − ε)J(e),

which is true, as

(βc − ε)J(e) +
1

K
+ 2εM ≤ (βc − ε)J(e)⇔ 1

K
+ 2εM ≤ βc − ε

⇔ 1

K
+ 2εM + ε ≤ βc

and the last line follows from the assumptions on K and ε, as 1
K , 2εM, ε ≤ βc

4 .

Proof of Proposition 5.1. For an edge e, we write p(β, s, e) for the probability that this
edge is open under the measure Pβ,s,J . We write En for the set of edges with at least
one endpoint in Bn(0), and we write Es

n for the edges {x, y} ∈ En with ‖x − y‖ = 1,
i.e., the short edges. We define the event An = {0 ↔ Bn(0)

C}. Using Russo’s formula,
respectively a straight-forward modification for long-range percolation, and applying it for
the two derivatives in (41), we need to show that there exists a continuous function g such
that for n large enough

∑

e∈En

Pβ,s,J (e is pivotal for the event An)
d

dβ
p(β, s, e)

≤ g(β, s)
∑

e∈En

Pβ,s,J (e is pivotal for the event An)
d

ds
p(β, s, e). (43)

From the definition of p(β, s, e), we see that d
dβp(β, s, e) is of order J(e), whereas

d
dsp(β, s, e)

is 0 for e /∈ Es
n and of constant order for e ∈ Es

n. Thus inequality (43) holds, provided we
can show that there exists a continuous function g : R>0 ×R>0 → R>0 so that

∑

e∈En

J(e)Pβ,s,J (e is pivotal for An) ≤ g(β, s)
∑

e∈Es
n

Pβ,s,J (e is pivotal for An) . (44)

So we need to study the probability that edges are pivotal for the event An for both short
and long edges. We write x ≥ 0 if all coordinates of x are non-negative. For fixed β > 0,
the probability that an edge e is open is proportional to J(e). Thus there exist constants
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C1, C2 <∞ depending on the kernel J and, in a continuous way, on the parameters β and
s so that

∑

e∈En

J(e)Pβ,s,J (e is pivotal for An) ≤ C1

∑

e∈En

Pβ,s,J (e is open and pivotal for An)

≤ 2C1

∑

x∈Bn(0)

∑

y∈Zd\{x}
Pβ,s,J ({x, y} is open and pivotal for An)

≤ C2

∑

x∈Bn(0):x≥0

∑

y∈Zd\{x}
Pβ,s,J ({x, y} is open and pivotal for An) . (45)

The last inequality follows by symmetry of the model and the symmetry of the event An.
We only restrict to x ≥ 0 as we want x− e1 to be well-defined inside the box Bn(0) in the
following.

For long enough edges {x, y}, the probability Pβ,s,J ({x, y} open) is of the same order
as the probability Pβ,s,J ({x− e1, y} open), by condition (8). So for long enough edges
{x, y} we can ‘reroute’ the edge {x, y} to start at x − e1 instead of x. The probability
of the corresponding new event only differs by a constant multiplicative factor. For short
edges, we can replace the open edge {x, y} with two edges {x− e1, u} and {u, y} for some
u ∈ Bn(0) with ‖u − x‖ = O(1) and J({x − e1, u}), J({u, y}) > 0. Using such local
modifications, we see that there exists a constant C3 (that does not depend on n) such
that for n large enough and for all x ∈ Bn(0) with x ≥ 0 one has

∑

y∈Zd\{x}
Pβ,s,J ({x, y} is open and pivotal for An)

≤ C3

∑

y∈Zd\{x}
Pβ,s,J ({x, x− e1} and {x− e1, y} are both open and pivotal for An) .

(46)

Next, we argue that

∑

y∈Zd\{x}
Pβ,s,J ({x, x− e1} and {x− e1, y} are open and pivotal for An)

≤ Pβ,s,J ({x, x− e1} is open and pivotal for An) . (47)

To show inequality (47), first note that the events of the form

{

{x, x− e1} and {x− e1, y} are open and pivotal for An

}

are disjoint for distinct y ∈ Zd \ {x}. This holds, as there can never be three open edges
with x − e1 as an endpoint that are pivotal for a connection event like An. Thus we get
that

∑

y∈Zd\{x}
Pβ,s,J

(

{x, x− e1} and {x− e1, y} are both open and pivotal for An

)

= Pβ,s,J





⋃

y∈Zd\{x}

{

{x, x− e1} and {x− e1, y} are both open and pivotal for An

}





≤ Pβ,s,J





⋃

y∈Zd\{x}

{

{x, x− e1} open and pivotal for An, {x− e1, y} open
}





29



= Pβ,s,J ({x, x− e1} open and pivotal for An) .

The last equality holds because if {x, x − e1} is pivotal for An, then x − e1 needs to
be connected to at least one different vertex y ∈ Zd \ {x}. This shows (47). Inserting
inequalities (46) and (47) into (45), we get that

∑

e∈En

J(e)Pβ,s,J (e is pivotal for An)

(45)

≤ C2

∑

x∈Bn(0):x≥0

∑

y∈Zd\{x}
Pβ,s,J ({x, y} is open and pivotal for An)

(46),(47)

≤ C2C3

∑

x∈Bn(0):x≥0

Pβ,s,J ({x, x− e1} is open and pivotal for An)

≤ C2C3

∑

e∈Es
n

Pβ,s,J (e is pivotal for An)

which finishes the proof of (44) and thus the proof of Proposition 1.10.

5.2 The proof of Theorem 1.9

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.9, which states that the results of the previous sections
also hold for the model in which only the probability of the nearest-neighbor edges is
changed. Our main tool for this is the strict inequality of critical points, Proposition 1.10.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. Let f : Zd → [0, 1) and let p > pc(f). Define p̄ = p+pc(f)
2 ∈

(pc(f), p). Choose β > 0 so that

e−β =
1− p

1− p̄
(48)

which is possible since 1− p̄ > 1− p. Define a kernel J : Zd \ {0} → [0,∞] by

1− e−βJ(x) =

{

p̄ if ‖x‖ = 1

f(x) if ‖x‖ > 1
.

Thus we get that the two measures Pβ,J and Pp̄,f agree. As there is an infinite open cluster
under the measure Pp̄,f , this directly implies that β ≥ βc(J). Define the kernel J by

J(x) =

{

J(x) + 1 if ‖x‖ = 1

J(x) else
.

By construction we have for all edges {x, y} with ‖x− y‖ > 1 that

Pβ,J({x, y} closed) = Pβ,J({x, y} closed) = Pp̄,f ({x, y} closed).

For nearest-neighbor edges {x, y} with ‖x − y‖ = 1 we have by the definition of β (48)
that

Pβ,J({x, y} closed) = e−βJ(x−y) = e−βJ(x−y)e−β = (1− p̄)
1− p

1− p̄
= Pp,f({x, y} closed)

and thus the two measures Pp,f and Pβ,J agree. As f(x) ≃ ‖x‖−s for some s > d by
assumption (7), this directly implies that condition (8) is satisfied. Thus we can apply
Proposition 1.10 for the kernel J , and in particular, we get that

β ≥ βc(J) > βc(J).
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So the measure Pp,f equals the measure Pβ,J , which is a measure for supercritical long-

range percolation on Zd. From here one can easily verify that the different results stated
in Theorem 1.9 hold.

6 No locality for one-dimensional long-range percolation

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.11. Our main tool for this proof is the existence and
the discontinuity of the phase transition in one-dimensional long-range percolation with

1
‖x−y‖2 interaction, as proven by Aizenman, Newman, and Schulman [1, 41]. See also [24]

for a new proof of these results. In particular, we will use the following results:

Theorem 6.1 (Theorem 1.2 of [41] and Proposition 1.1 of [1]). Let f : Z → [0, 1) be

a symmetric function so that lim infx→∞ f(x)x2 > 1. Then pc(f) < 1. Assume that

β = lim supx→∞ f(x)x2 <∞, and let θ(p, f) = Pp,f(|K0| =∞). Then

θ(p, f)2β ∈ {0} ∪ [1,+∞) .

In particular, as p 7→ θ(p, f) is continuous from the right, one has that θ(pc(f), f)
2β ≥ 1.

Before going to the proof of Theorem 1.11, we introduce and prove the following claim.

Lemma 6.2. Assume that pn → p and fn → f in L1 as n→∞. Then for all N ∈ N>0

Ppn,fn (|K0| = N)→ Pp,f (|K0| = N) as n→∞ and (49)

Ppn,fn (|K0| ≤ N)→ Pp,f (|K0| ≤ N) as n→∞. (50)

Proof. The convergence in (50) follows from (49) and additivity. So we only need to show
(49). Let CN be the set of subsets of Zd of size N that contain the origin. For a set K ⊂ Zd

define ‖K‖∞ := max{‖x‖∞ : x ∈ K}. As (pn, fn) → (p, f) in L1, for every ε > 0, we can
choose M ∈ N large enough so that

Pp,f (|K0| = N and ‖K0‖∞ > M) ≤ ε

3
and

Ppn,fn (|K0| = N and ‖K0‖∞ > M) ≤ ε

3
for all n ∈ N large enough.

Furthermore, for all finite subsets K ⊂ Zd, the probability Ppn,fn (K0 = K) converges to
Pp,f (K0 = K) as n → ∞. Write CMN for all (finitely many) subsets K of Zd containing
the origin with |K| = N, ‖K‖∞ ≤M . Thus we get that

Ppn,fn (|K0| = N)− Pp,f (|K0| = N) =
∑

K∈CM
N

(

Ppn,fn (K0 = K)− Pp,f (K0 = K)
)

+ Ppn,fn

(

K0 ∈ CN \ CMN
)

− Pp,f

(

K0 ∈ CN \ CMN
)

∈ [−ε, ε]

for n large enough. As ε was arbitrary, this finishes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 1.11. Let θ = Ppc(f),f (|K0| =∞). Define γ =
(

2
1+θ

)2
and note that

γ > 1. For n ≥ 3, define fn : Z→ [0, 1) by

fn(x) =

{

f(x) if |x| ≤ n
γ
x2 if |x| > n

.
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Then fn converges to f in L1 and pc(fn) < 1 for all n, by Theorem 6.1. Also, by Theorem
6.1 we know that

Ppc(fn),fn (|K0| =∞)2 γ = Ppc(fn),fn (|K0| =∞)2
(

2

1 + θ

)2

≥ 1,

so in particular Ppc(fn),fn (|K0| =∞) ≥ 1+θ
2 . By the definition of θ = Ppc(f),f (|K0| =∞),

we can choose M large enough so that

Ppc(f),f (|K0| > M) ≤ 1 + 3θ

4
. (51)

On the other hand, we know that

Ppc(fn),fn (|K0| > M) ≥ 1 + θ

2
=

1 + 3θ

4
+

1− θ

4
. (52)

Assume that pc(fn) converges to pc(f) as n→∞. Then, as n→∞, Ppc(fn),fn (|K0| > M)
also converges to Ppc(f),f (|K0| > M) by Lemma 6.2. This contradicts (51) and (52) and
thus pc(fn) does not converge to pc(f).

Remark 6.3. Similarly, one can also show that for all kernels J : Z→ R≥0 with βc(J) <
∞ there exists a sequence of kernels Jn : Z→ R≥0 such that Jn converges to J in L1, but

βc(Jn) does not converge to βc(J).
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