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UNIQUENESS AND CLT FOR THE GROUND STATE OF THE DISORDERED
MONOMER-DIMER MODEL ON Z¢

KESAV KRISHNAN AND GOURAB RAY

ABSTRACT. We prove that the disordered monomer-dimer model does not admit infinite volume
incongruent ground states in Z® which can be obtained as a limit of finite volume ground states.
Furthemore, we also prove that these ground states are stable under perturbation of the weights
in a precise sense. As an application, we obtain a CLT for the ground state weight for a growing
sequence of tori. Our motivation stems from a similar and long standing open question for the
short range Edwards-Anderson spin glass model.

1. INTRODUCTION

Understanding ground states for disordered statistical physics models has been one of the most
tantalizing research topics in the past few decades. A notable example is the Edwards Anderson
spin glass model, which is essentially the well-studied Ising model but with the couplings given by
i.i.d. Gaussian weights. Despite fantastic progress of rigoruous mathematical understanding of the
mean field case [20-23], progress has been slow in the short range setting (i.e. on Z%), and in fact
has even been a source of considerable controversy in the physics literature (see [12] and references
therein). The goal of this article is to address the question of uniqueness and central limit theorem
for the ground state of the disordered monomer-dimer model in the short range setup. We also
shed light on the question of disorder chaos for this particular model.

Let G = (V, E) be a finite, connected, simple graph and let ¥ = V U E. A monomer-dimer
covering of G is defined by a collection of non overlapping edges and vertices of G, which we denote
by M C X, otherwise known as a matching. By non overlapping, we mean that no two distinct
edges in M share an endpoint and no vertex in M is an endpoint of an edge in M. The vertices in
M are called monomers and the edges dimers.

We will also think of M as a percolation on X, which allows us to think of it as an element of
{0,1}*, where a 1 corresponds to an edge or a vertex being occupied and 0 corresponds to them
being unoccupoied. Given a collection of weights J : 3 — IR on a finite graph the weight of a
matching is given by

H(M) =Y Ja.
xeM
The ground state of the monomer-dimer model on G with weights J is any matching of minimal
weight. On finite graphs, if the weights are independent random variables with continuous distri-
bution, there is zero probability that any two distinct monomer dimer configurations will have the
same weight, thus uniqueness of the ground state holds with probability 1.

On infinite graphs, while the notion of weight of the matching does not make sense any more,
following [1, 19], we can still extend notion of ground state using the energy difference of two
configurations that differ at finitely many sites. Namely, we can define a matching M C VU E to
be a ground state if we cannot ‘lower the energy’ by modifying it at finitely many edges and vertices,
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FIGURE 1. A monomer-dimer configuration on the 5 x 5 grid

where the lowering of the energy is given precise meaning by considering energy differences (see
Section 3.1). If the weights come from i.i.d. distribution then the cardinality of the set of ground
states G(J) is almost surely a constant via ergodicity. What can we say about this number, in
particular, is it finite or infinite? We answer this question for the particular case of ground states
which are obtained through an infinite volume limit of finite volume tori.

In this paper, we work on the integer lattice Z¢, d > 2 with nearest neighbor edges. Let V
be the vertex set and E be the edge set of Z?, with ¥ = VUE. We let T¢ to be the torus
(Z/nZ)?. For ease of proof technique, we let J = (.J,).ex be a collection of i.i.d. weights coming
from a good distribution, see Definition 3.1. For now let us mention that this includes a large
class of distributions, in particular the cases of N(0,1) (standard Gaussian) and Exp(1) (standard
exponential). Let M, denote the ground state for the monomer-dimer configuration on for the
weights restricted to the vertices and edges of Tg. We think of (J,M,) as a joint probability
distribution on [B,00)% x {0,1}* where M, is extended periodically to the infinite lattice. It is
standard that the collection of probability measures induced by {(J, M,)}n>1 is tight and hence
has subsequential limits. Our main theorem concerns the uniqueness of these limits.

Theorem 1.1. The weak limit of {(J, M,)}n>1 exists as n — oo. Furthermore, letting (J, M) be
the limit, M is a measurable function of J.

Even though each M, is clearly a measurable function of J, measurability might not hold for
weak limits in general. For example, on Z, we can define a matching on Ty, as follows: the
matching is a perfect matching (only dimers and no monomers) if the sum of the weights on Ty, is
strictly positive, and otherwise, the matching is all monomers and no dimers. It is easy to see that
in the limit, we get all monomers with probability 1/2 and a perfect matching with probability 1/2,
which is in fact completely independent of J.

The broad strategy to prove Theorem 1.1 is as in [19]: superimpose two potential ground states
and arrive at a contradiction. To that end let (J, M) and (J, M’) be two distinct subsequential
limits. Conditioned on J, sample M and M’ independently according to their conditional laws
(the spaces are Borel which allows us to consider the a.s. conditional laws). This defines a coupling
(J, M, M'). We prove the following theorem

Theorem 1.2. Let (J, M, M') be as above. Then M = M’ almost surely.

It is easy to see that Theorem 1.1 follows immediately from Theorem 1.2. Indeed, since M and
M’ can be coupled to be equal, all subsequential limits must be the same. Furthermore, taking M
and M’ to be limits along the same subsequence, we conclude that M is a measurable function of
J.

Our next result concerns the change in the ground state under a translation invariant perturba-
tion. To that end, for any two elements £, & € {0,1}%, let (A = {z € X : &, # €.} denote their
symmetric difference. Let J' be an independent copy of J. Fix p € [0,1] and now define J(p) as
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follows: for each edge toss an independent coin and change J. to J. with probability p. Note that
J(p) has the same law as J. We get a new ground state M (p) using Theorem 1.1.

Theorem 1.3. Fiz p € [0,1] and let M, M(p) be as above. Then MAM (p) has finite components
almost surely. Furthermore, MAM (p) — (0 as p — 0 in law.

The result MAM(p) — 0 as p — 0 in law is analogous to the absence of disorder chaos (see
[8,12] and references therein).
As an application of our results, we obtain a central limit theorem for the partition function.

Theorem 1.4. Let M,, be the ground state for the monomer dimer model with J now additionally
satisfying the condition that B(|.J,|*T?) < co for some § > 0. Then as n — oo,

— N(0,1)
Var H(M,,)

i distribution.

As a by product of our proof, we also obtain a decay of correlation for the ground state, see
Corollary 6.6 for a precise statemtent.

Remark 1.5. For each of our results, it is possible to consider the weight distributions to be
different for the vertices and edges. As we will touch upon later, it is also possible to choose the
monomer weights to be a fixed constant. See Section 6.4 for details.

The monomer dimer model in the disordered setting has been studied before in the context of a
Gibbs measure [2,3,14,17]. The mean field setting with two distinct types of environmental disorder,
the first being studying the standard monomer dimer model on the Erdos-Renyi random graph,
and the second corresponding to the vertex weights being i.i.d random variables are addressed in
[2] and [3] respectively. In each case, the limiting free energy and limiting monomer densities are
computed explicitly. The approaches used are inherently mean field, in particular using the cavity
method to express the limiting free energy in terms of a fixed point relation. In [14,17], the authors
establish the finite temperature analogue of Theorem 1.4 in the setting of pseudo one dimensional
graphs and general bounded degree graphs respectively, and in [14], the CLT for the ground state
energy is briefly addressed. However, none of these works analyze the ground state in detail, which
is far more rigid in structure.

Our proof is more inspired by the technique of Newman and Stein [19] where they analyze
the superimposition of two ground states in dimension 2 and derive a contradiction via ergodic
theoretic methods. Although their proof does not yield the uniqueness of the ground state for
the Edwards Anderson model, which is a major open question in the area of spin glasses with far
reaching consequences, the special structure of the monomer dimer model does allow us to obtain
uniqueness in any dimension. In contrast, it is unclear whether the ground state for the Edwards
Anderson model is in fact unique in any dimension (see [12] for a recent account), although it is
strongly believed to be the case in dimension 2. Our proof also uses the concept of metastates put
forth by Aizenmann and Wehr [1], which is a crucial concept used to capture the chaotic behaviour
of the ground states. From a broader perspective, the ground state of the disordered monomer-
dimer model is the solution of a randomized combinatorial optimization problem, in the spirit of
[5,10,13,15].

1.1. Outline of the proof. One convenient aspect of using tori to obtain limits is that (J, M, M)

is invariant in law with respect to translations of the lattice, which enables us to use ergodic theoretic

methods. Following Newman and Stein [19] we consider MAM’. It follows immediately from the

fact that M and M’ are ground states that MAM’ cannot have any finite component almost

surely. Furthermore, any infinite component of MAM' can be either a (one-ended) infinite path of

dimers started from a monomer, or a bi-infinite simple path of dimers. We first use the celebrated
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technique of Burton and Keane [9] to rule out the existence of the one-ended paths (in fact this is
a much more straightforward consequence of the amenability of Z¢, we do not need the full force
of the Burton-Keane technique). This in turn rules out the presence of any monomer in MAM’.

It remains to rule out bi-infinite path. Here we crucially use the fact that we are in the monomer-
dimer setup and define a quantity which we call the optimality of a vertex, denoted O(v) (see
Definition 2.4). Optimality is a local function of the weights and has the property that O(v) < 0
implies that v has to be a monomer in both M and M’. Consequently, none of the monomers in
any bi-infinite path of MAM’ can have negative optimality.

Another concept we borrow from Newman and Stein is the notion of an inaccessible edge, which
is the analogue of a super satisfied edge from [19]. Namely an edge is inaccessible if its weight is so
high compared to the two monomers adjacent to it that no ground state can occupy it.

The next notion we introduce the idea of flexibility of a vertex or an edge, which tells us the
amount by which we need to change the weight of that vertex or edge in order to change the ground
state (the analogue of this idea for Edwards Anderson model was introduced in [7,19]). One needs
to be careful with this definition in infinite volume limits which is done by taking appropriate weak
limits along subsequences borrowing from the notion of metastates going back to [1]. A crucial
property of flexibility is that if we change the weight of some x € ¥ by ¢, the paths obtained by
superimposing the new and the old ground states cannot pass through an edge of flexibility strictly
bigger than e.

Let us restrict to the case where the density is positive on all of R for simplicity, the other cases
need a slight tweak which we don’t mention here. The main argument is now as follows; we restrict
to the event that a bi-infinite path P passes through the origin, and fix € > 0 so small so that there
are infinitely many edges of flexibilities at least € along both directions of P. Find the two nearest
ones to the origin and let ) be the portion of P between these edges of high flexibility. Next we let
m be the infimum of the optimality of the vertices along P, which is non-negative as argued above.
We further restrict to the event that the origin has optimality at most m + § with § < /2 and all
the edges adjacent to vertices in ) except the origin are inaccessible. We show that this event has
positive probability. Now we decrease the weight of the origin by 26 to obtain a new collection of
weights J and new ground states M, M’. We prove that J is absolutely continuous with respect
to J and with some more work (j M, M ) is absolutely continuous with respect to (J, M, M’) as
well.

The perturbation causes one of two things to happen to the ground state; either it changes, or
it doesn’t. In the former case, due to topological constraints, a monomer has to appear in MAM'.
This is a contradiction as MAM " cannot have a monomer with positive probability and the law of
MAM is absolutely continuous with that of MAM’. The crucial thing we need to rule out for this
step is that lowering the weight of the origin does not wipe out the entire bi-infinite path through
it.

In the latter case when there is no change to the ground state, we are on an event where the
infimum of optimality over all the vertices in the bi-infinite path of MAM’ passing through the
origin is achieved at some vertex, an event which has probability 0 in M AM’ because of translation
invariance. The contradiction again follows from absolute continuity.

The proof of Theorem 1.3 follows similar lines, except we are allowed to have finite components
in this setting. The proof of Theorem 1.4 uses the powerful Normal approximation technique put
forth by Chatterjee [11], and the crucial input of Theorem 1.1 which yields a mild form of spatial
decorrelation of the ground states.

1.2. Outline of the paper: In Section 2 we derive some basic lemmas about the ground state
in finite graphs. In Section 3.1, we extend these properties to infinite graph ground states. In

Section 4 we prove Theorem 1.2. In Section 5, we prove Theorem 1.3. In Section 6 we prove
4



FIGURE 2. M is depicted on the left in blue, My is depicted on the right in red.
The symmetric difference M AMs is depicted in the middle.

Theorem 1.4. We finish with some discussion about generalizations in Section 6.4 and some open
questions in Section 7.

Notations: We denote by V,E respectively the vertex and edge sets of Z¢ and by V,,E,, the
vertex and edge sets of the torus (Z/nZ)%. Let ¥ = VUE and ¥, = V,, UE, Let Q¢ be the set of
matchings of a graph G. Let By denote the box [k, k]? N Z4.

2. PERTURBATION OF THE GROUND STATE ON FINITE GRAPHS

In this section, we will provide certain basic lemmas that primarily concern the change of the
ground state when one or more of the weights are perturbed. The difference between two ground
states is clearly encoded in the symmetric difference between them. Throughout this section, we
assume that G = (V, E) is a finite, connected, simple graph, with ¥ =V U E. Sometimes we shall
write wy,, to be the weight of (u,v) admitting an abuse of notation. We also denote by ¢ the set
of all matchings of G. A collection of weights {wy },ex is said to be generic if for every finite set
S C ¥ and every collection of integers {k;},es not all 0,

Z krws # 0.

€S

Throughout this section, we assume that the weight collection W = {w, },¢x are deterministic and
generic. Clearly, the weights being generic guarantees the uniqueness of the ground state, and any
collection of i.i.d. continuous random variables are generic almost surely. A simple, finite path is
a sequence (u, (ug,u2),..., (ug_1,uk), ur) in 3 so that and w;s are all distinct vertices. A simple
loop is a finite sequence of edges ((u1,u2), (ug,us3),. .. (ug—1,u1)) so that u;s are all distinct.

Given a finite, simple path P := (uq, (u1,u2),. .., (ug—1,ug), ug), we can partition it into two sub-
sets P = {uq, (u2,us), (ug,us), ..., (ug—2,ur—1), ux} and Py := {(u1,u2), (us, uq), ..., (uk—1,ug)}.
Call the pair Py, P>, complementary matchings of P. Similarly, given a simple finite loop
L := (u1,ug,...,up = uy1), we can decompose its edges into L; := (u1,u2), (us,us),... and the
remaining Ly := (ug,us), (ug,us),..., and call the pair (L, L2) complementary matchings of L.
Observe that if one of L; ( or P;) is in a matching, we can remove every element of L; (or F;)
from it, and add back its complementary pair, to get another valid matching. Let N(v) denote the
neighborhood of v which includes v and all the edges adjacent to v. We start with a few elementary
lemmas.

Lemma 2.1. The symmetric difference of any two matchings My and Ms is a disjoint collection
of simple, finite paths and simple loops.

Furthermore, in each component, the set of edges and wvertices in My and those in My form a
complementary pair.

Proof. This is elementary as for any vertex v, if N(v) N (M;AMs) # (), then exactly one of the
following two cases occur. Either v is occupied by one matching and exactly one edge adjacent to
5



v is occupied by the other; or v is occupied by neither matchings and exactly one edge adjacent
to v is occupied by M; and another different edge is occupied by Ms. Thus the set of edges of
MiA M, is a subgraph with degree either 0,1 or 2. Furthermore if a vertex v has degree 0, both
matchings occupy v, if it has degree 1, exactly one of them occupy v, and if it has degree 2, none
of them occupy v. It is easy to see that these constraints make every component of My AMs either
a simple, finite path or a simple loop.

The second assertion is a straightforward from the definition of a complementary pair. |

In light of Lemma 2.1, we call each element of the disjoint collection of finite, simple paths and
loops a component of the symmetric difference between two matchings.

Lemma 2.2. Let M be the ground state and assume v € M. Suppose we change the weight at v
to Wy, so that it remains generic and the new ground state is M. Then the symmetric difference
MAM is either empty or is a simple, finite path beginning at the vertex v.

Proof. Using Lemma 2.1, another way to state the lemma is to claim that there is no component
of MAM which do not contain v, which is what we shall prove. Take one such component C.
Since the weight of all the edges and vertices in C is the same for M and M, switching between
the complementary matchings of C' either decreases the weight of M or M’, contradicting the
minimality of their weights. |

Prior to completely delving into the issue of perturbations that cause the ground state config-
uration to change, we state the following notion of gauge invariance for the monomer-dimer
model.

Lemma 2.3. Let Mg denote the ground state associated to a system of weights {wy}rex. Let
u € V be a vertex, and let E, denote the collection of edges incident to u. For a fited A € R,
consider the new system of weights given by

ur . Jwz+XNifre{ufUE,
' w, otherwise.

The ground state Mg remains the same for the new collection of weights.

Proof. Note that every matching M € ¢ must either contain wu itself or exactly one edge contained
in E,. Thus, VM € Qg, H* (M) = H(M) + X\, where H"* is the energy functional defined with
respect to the new weights. Thus, although the energies have changed, the energy of every matching
has been shifted by A, and the energy differences remain the same. Mg remains to be the ground
state. |

The question of stability of certain vertices and edges with regards to modification of the weights
is natural and central to our analysis, and we will explore this now. We write v ~ v if u is adjacent
to v.

Definition 2.4. The optimality of v, denoted O(v) is defined as
O(v) := max (wy + wy — W) (2.1)
An edge e = (u,v) is called inaccessible if
We > Wy + Wy (2.2)

Note that both the notions in Definition 2.4 are completely local which will be useful later in
the infinite volume setup. The next lemma justifies the nomenclature.

Lemma 2.5. Let v € Vie € E. If e = (u,v) is inaccessible, then e is not in the ground state
matching. If O(v) < 0, then v must be in the ground state matching.
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Proof. If e = (u,v) is inaccessible and is in a matching, then we can lower the energy by removing
it and adding back two monomers at v and v. Thus e cannot be in a ground state. If O(v) < 0
then all the edges adjacent to v are inaccessible, and we apply the previous result. |

2.1. Excited States. For any S C X we define the external boundary of S, denoted JetS as the
collection

OextS :={x:x € Sz ~yeS}
We will define for any set S,
g =SU antS.

Next, we consider configurations £ : S — {0,1}, which are valid in the sense that they are
extendable to yield a matching. That is, £ is said to be valid if 3¢ € Q¢ such that {(z) = £(x) for
all x € S. (For example, we are not allowed to have a vertex v and all its neighborhood to be in S
and empty.) Let V(S) be the set of all valid configurations in {0,1}°. We define Mg g¢ to be the
ground state with the constraint Mg g¢(z) = {(x) for all x € S. More precisely,

Mg s == argmin{H(() : ¢ € Qg, ((x) =§&(x) Yz € S}. (2.3)
Note that since the weights are generic, the constrained ground state is still unique. We also define
AH(G,S,&,¢) = H(Mgse) — H(Mg,s¢)

to be the energy difference between two ground states with constraints £ and £ on S. For a given
S, the energy difference enables us to examine how the ground state changes as {w; },cs are varied,
with all other weights remaining fixed . Consider the following two simple observations:

e For local configurations &, & and &’ € {0,1}°,
AH(G,S,€,¢) + AH(G,S,¢,¢") = AH(G, 5,¢,£). (2.4)
e Mg s does not depend on the weights (w(x)).es.

Using these elementary properties, we can partition RS into sets where Mg = Mg s as follows.
Define

I(G, S,¢) = {ws : AH(G, S,&,&) > 0 for all € € V(9),¢& # £}
Let B(n,S) = {ws € R® : AH(G, S, &,£") = 0 for some & # &,&,¢ € V(S)}. The following lemma
is clear now since the weights are chosen to be generic.

Lemma 2.6. {Z(n,S,&)}cev(s) U B(n,S) is a partition of RS and furthermore ws & B(n, S).
The following equality is clear from the definitions:

Mg = Y Mgseluserc.se: (2.5)
£eV(9)
The following elementary corollary will be useful later when we discuss absolute continuity of
limiting measures on matchings.

Corollary 2.7. Let {w;}.ex be a collection of generic weights and S C 3 be a finite subset. Let
f:R% = R® be a measurable function such that the new weights defined by w, = f(wg) for all
x € S, all other weights unchanged, remain generic. Then the ground state with respect to the new
weights is given by Mg s ¢ where £ is such that

f(wS) € I(G7 S?ﬁ)

Another extremely convenient feature, when it comes to taking the infinite volume limits is the
tightness of AH(G, S,&,¢') in the size of G (which will be applied later to a growing sequence of
tori). To that end, we first need the following combinatorial lemma, which essentially says that two
different valid configurations in .S can be extended to be the same outside a small neighborhood of
S.
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Lemma 2.8. Let &, &' € V(S) which are extendable to G. Given any extension mg of &, there exists
an extension mg ¢ of & such that meAmg g C OentS.

Proof. Define mg¢ ¢ as follows. We begin with m¢ and replace the configuration for all z € S with
&' If at the end of this replacement we are left with a valid matching, we are done. If not, firstly,
consider all vertices v € VNS such that {'(v) = 0 and &'(e) = 0 for all e € EN S where v is an end
point of e. For every such v € S, we add an edge (v, w) for some w ¢ S, and w uncovered by any
dimer adjacent to S. Such a w will always exist, because otherwise £’ would not be extendable. The
introduction of these edges, as well as the prior replacement can result in adjacent dimer pairs or an
adjacent monomer dimer pair. Such defects may at most extend to OexS, and we deal with them
now. For every covered edge e connecting a vertex in Oey;S and Oext S, we perform a regularizing
procedure. If both endpoints of e are covered by other monomers/dimers, we remove e from the
configuration. If only one endpoint is otherwise covered, we remove e and place a monomer at
the now uncovered remaining vertex. Next if v € eyt S U Oext S, is a vertex that is covered by a
monomer as well as an adjacent dimer, we remove the monomer from the configuration. |

Let Mg s¢¢ be a matching which is defined as in Lemma 2.8 for m¢ = Mg . The following
trivial bound now holds:

|AH(G, S,6,¢)| < max{|H(Mg,see)—H(Mase)l, [H(Masee) —H(Mase)} <D lwel. (2.6)
Z‘EE

Let us now focus on the case where S is a single x € . In this case, the partition in Lemma 2.6
is simply two intervals of the form (—oo, Kg ;) U (Kgz,00) U {Kg,} where Kg, is called the
transition point at x. Using this notation, (2.5) takes the following simple form:

MG = MG7x701w1>KG,z + MvavllwmgKG‘,z (27)

Definition 2.9. For any x € X, we define flexibility of = to be Fg(x) = |Kg, — wz| =
|AH(G,z,0,1)|.

Both nomenclature of the transition point and the flexibility follows the usage of Newman and
Stein [19]. In fact, it is not too hard to see that we can write down the following formula for K¢ ,:

Kg, = H(MQ%O) — H(MG@J) + wy. (2.8)

We note here several elementary properties of F(x), whose proof is straightforward application
of the definition, so we skip it.

Lemma 2.10. Fiz xz € 3.

i. Kgg if a function of {wy 1y € ¥\ {z}}.
it. x 1s in the ground state if and only if w, < Kgg.

Now let us argue that perturbing the weight of an edge or a vertex by a quantity smaller than the
flexibility of z € ¥ will not change the status of x. This lemma justifies the use of the nomenclature
‘flexibility’.

Lemma 2.11. Suppose M is the ground state and x € X. Suppose the weight of some y € ¥ is
either increased or decreased by e < F(x), to get a possibly new ground state M. Then x ¢ MAM.

Remark 2.12. Note the lemma when applied to & = y simply yields MAM = 0.

Proof. We observe from (2.8) that changing the weight of a vertex or an edge by e changes K¢ , by

at most €. Indeed, if y = =, K¢, is unchanged. On the other hand, if y # x then if y is present in

both Mg ;1 or Mg 0, or if it is present in neither, K¢ , does not change. However, if it is present

in one of Mg .1 or Mg .0, Kgo changes by at most € and w, does not change. Now we can use

Lemma 2.10, item 4. and conclude. |
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The next lemma is fairly intuitive, we include it for the sake of exposition. It concerns the
robustness of the flexibility with regards to the raising of the weights of edges (or vertices) not
selected by the ground state.

Lemma 2.13. Let M be the ground state, let S C X such that no element of S is in M. Consider
new weights wl’/ > wy for ally € S. Then the ground state is unchanged and furthermore for any
x € X, Fg(x) for the new weights cannot be strictly smaller than that for the old weights.

Proof. If x € M, then M = Mg, and by Lemma 2.10, item 4i. Fg(z) = Kg4 — w,. Using the
formula (2.8) of K¢ 4, clearly K¢, cannot decrease by the given change of weights and hence w,
remains smaller than Kq , for the new weights. Thus the ground state remain unchanged.

Note that (2.8) also entails that Fg(z) = H(Mgg0) — H(Mgz) it @ € M and Fg(z) =
H(Mg 1) — H(Mg ) otherwise. It is easy to see from this formula that Fiz(z) cannot decrease.
|

We conclude this section with a lemma which perhaps seems contrived right now, but will be a
crucial ingredient of the proof of Theorem 1.1.

Lemma 2.14. Let S := (uy, (ug,uz2),. .., (ug—1,ur), ug) be a simple, finite path and let 1 < j < k
be an integer such that the following conditions hold

o The edges of S are alternatingly occupied by dimers corresponding to the ground state M.
o (uj,ujy1) s occupied by a dimer.
o Fa((ug—1,ux)) =€ for some €.
Let Eg be the set of edges adjacent to (ug,us,...,Uj—1,Ujq1,...,Uk—1) which are not in S. Let
{W; }zex denotes a new set of generic weights defined as follows:

® W, =we + zp for all e € Eg, zg > 0 chosen to make every edge in Eg inaccessible

° w(uhv) = W(yy ) + 6/2 Yv ~ ug

e All other weights are unchanged.
Let M be the ground state with respect to the new weights. Then O(u1) = O(u1) — €/2, and the
following dichotomy holds for MAM . Either

° MAM =0, or,

o MAM = (uj, (uj, ujt1), .-, (Up—1, Up), up) for some p <k — 1.

Proof. The order of changing the weights in this context does not matter as the ground state is
unique. We first apply a gauge transformation at u;, and add /2 to the weights at u; as well as
all adjacent edges. This of course preserves the ground state by Lemma 2.3. We next change the
weights for all the edges in Eg. We choose

R B o e e R (29)
where V' is a uniform [0, 1] random variable, and define w, for this choice of zg. V is included
so that the system of weights {,} remains generic. It is a consequence of Lemma 2.13 that the
ground state remains unchanged, and it is immediately clear that all e € Eg are inaccessible as
per (2.2). Next, we decrease the weight of uj by £/2. The fact that O(u1) = O(u;) — /2 is trivial
and follows directly from the definition of optimality (2.1). Since we are changing the weight of
the vertex uy, we know that if MAM #0,u; € MAM, and furthermore M AM must be a simple,
finite path beginning at u; by Lemma 2.2. We denote this path by Q. Since (uj,u2) € M, we must
have that u; € M and thus the path Q begins at u; and contains the edge (u1,u2). Now, none of
the other edges that are adjacent to us can be in MAM’, since the adjacent weights are unaffected
and they remain inaccessible. Therefore, the path ) must proceed along the path S. Finally, by
Lemma 2.11, (ug_1,ux) ¢ Q since Fg((ugp—_1,ux)) = €. Thus, @ must terminate before reaching
ui_1. This completes the proof. |
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3. GROUND STATE ON INFINITE GRAPHS AND MODIFICATIONS

3.1. Defining the ground state. In this section go back to the Euclidean lattice Z¢ and their
approximations by tori T¢. We will use the notations from Section 2, with G = T¢. For notational
simplicity we will replace T¢ by simply n. We will prove Theorem 1.1 for weights with good
distribution, and will remark later how this can be generalized.

Definition 3.1. Let J be a random variable where {x : p(x) > 0} D (8, 00) where f € {—o0} UR.
Let g, denote the Radon-Nikodym derivative of the distribution X + z with respect to that of X for
some fized z > 0, that is g,(x) = p(z — z)/p(x). We say that the distribution of J is good if p(-) is
continuous and there is some a > 1 such that

C(z,a) = /;0 (gz(:v))ap(:n)dm (3.1)

1s finite and continuous in z.

To see that the goodness condition is rather broad, observe that it applies to Gaussian, Expo-
nential and several families of power-law distributions, covering the spectrum in terms of tail. We
do not know if Theorem 1.1 holds for any nonatomic weight distribution, and we do not pursue
such avenues in this article.

A collection of i.i.d. random variables coming from a good distribution is of course, almost surely
generic. Given a matching M of Z?, its energy is now undefined. Nevertheless given two matchings
M and M’ such that MAM’ is finite, we can define the energy difference between M and M’ as
H(M)-H(M') = Yzem\mr Jz = 2yenmr Jy- We say M is a ground state of J if there is no
other matching M’ such that MAM' is finite and H(M) — H(M') > 0.

One way to construct ground states is to consider the a.s. unique ground state M, of J, :=
(Ju)ees,. Let M, be the periodic extension of M, to all of Z%. Then the collection {(J, My)}n>1
form a tight collection of random variables with range R* x Q4. For any subsequential weak limit
(J', M), the following properties hold:

e J' has the same law as J,
e M is a ground state matching with respect to J' almost surely,
e The law of (J', M) is invariant with respect to translations of Z¢.

The final item above holds simply because we took limits along tori. See Section 6.4 about other
possibilities.

Recall the definition of the excited states from Section 2.1 and the notation (M,, g¢) from Equa-
tion (2.5). Let M, denote the vector

(M, 5.6)Scs,|S|<o00,c€V(S)-

Of course, this includes M,, as a marginal, corresponding to S = (). Let AH(n,S,&, &) be as in
(2.6) (but with G = T¢). Let AH be the vector

AH := (AH(n,S,£,€))sc5,|8| <0067 V(S)-

Here V(S9) is the set of valid configurations on S in Z?. We point out here that a configuration is
valid in ’]I‘;il for a large enough n if and only if it is valid in Z?, see Lemma 2.8. Since we are only
interested in the limit, this slight abuse of notation is unambiguous.

Tightness of AH is guaranteed by (2.6), and hence we can take a further subsequential limit
such that the vector (J,, M,, AH,) weakly converges to (J, M,AH). We emphasize that the
limit at this point depends on the subsequence chosen, although it is not reflected in the notation.
We will use different notations for different subsequential limit in later sections.

For later use, we list the following observations:

e The vector (J, M) includes the limit M as a marginal by taking S = 0.
10



e The flexibility vector (F,(z))zex, is a continuous function of (J,, M,, AH,) and hence
converges in law, call the limit (F(z))zes.

e For every S,¢ as above, Mg is independent of Jg since this is true in finite volume. Using
this fact and the continuity of the distribution of J,, we conclude that for every x € X,

P(F(z) > 0) = 1. (3.2)

e By an application of the Skorokhod representation theorem and Fatou’s lemma, the infinite
volume version of Equation (2.4) is also true almost surely. Now observe that since the
weights come from a continuous distribution,

{J:AH(S,£,¢8)#0forall S CX,[S] < 00,6, €V(9),€#EY
is a set of probability 1. This allows us to define the following set:
Z(S,€) = {Js : AH(S,&,¢') < 0 for all ¢ € V(S)}. (3.3)

which partitions a set of probability 1. Consequently, (1;4e7(s.6))scCs,S|<00,cev(s) 18 an
almost surely continuous function of (J, M, AH). Thus, (2.5) also translates in the infinite
volume to the following equality which holds almost surely:

M = Z Mg el jser(se (3.4)
£eV(s)

It is a standard measure theoretic fact that the conditional law of M given an a.s. sample of J
exists, call it py (the regular conditional probability exists for random variables on Borel spaces,
see [16]). It is also standard that we can write M = ®(J,U) where ® is a measurable function and
U is a Uniform random variable independent J (since we are working on Borel spaces). Since Mg ¢
is independent of Jg, we can actually write Mg = ¢g¢(Jse, U). Applying (3.4), we conclude that

M=8J,U)= Y ¢seJse,U)ljer(se): (3.5)
Eev(S)

For a given finite set S, by the joint convergence of (J,, M), Corollary 2.7 extends in a straight-
forward manner to the infinite lattice setting.

Corollary 3.2. Suppose S C ¥y, is finite. Let f : R% — R be a continuous function, and consider
a new system of weights J, such that Jns = f(J ns) and an NS = Jns\g- Similarly define

J such that Jg = f(Js) and JE\S =Jx\g- Let M, denote the ground state with respect to .
Define M = Mg ¢ where § is such that Jg € Z(S,€). In other words

M = Z MS,éljseZ(s,g)-
£EV(S)

Then
(JnaJnmeMmAHn> — (J7']7M7M7AH)

in law where the limit can be taken along any subsequence along which (J, M, AH,) converges.
Consequently, we can write

Z dse(Jse: Ul jersey (3.6)
Eev(s

for some measurable functions ¢g¢, ® and U ~ Umf [0, 1].

The point of the above corollary is that we can write M as the same function of (J,U) as that
in (3.5) which will allow us to conclude absolute continuity of (J, M) with respect to (J, M) from

absolute continuity of J with respect to J.
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Proof. Observe that J, is a continuous function of J,,. Furthermore, by Corollary 2.7, M, satisfies
My= 3, Muselj cznse
£eV(S)
This ensures that M, is an a.s. continuous function of (J,M,AH). Combining these two facts,

the corollary is immediate. |

Lemma 3.3. Let S = (u1, (u1,u2), ..., (uk—1,ur),ur), Es,uj be as in Lemma 2.14. Let R(S,¢)
denote the following event

o The edges of S are alternatingly occupied by dimers corresponding to the ground state M,
[] (uj,u]-_H) 18 1N M,
o F(ug_1,ug)) =e¢
Let zs := max(y vemg [Juw) = Ju — Jo| +V as in (2.9), where V' is an independent uniform [0, 1]
random variable. Define the weights J>¢ as follows:

(u1,v)

e
T3S = Jet 25 An(se) Ve € Bs, Tt ) = Junw) + 5 Ir(se) Yo~ i,

all other weights remaining unchanged. Let O%¢ denote relevant optimalities computed with respect

to J5°. Let
Se .
M= Y Mgl ysecriag)
£ev(4)
where Mg is as in (3.4) and A= EgU {u1}. Consider the events
£

Ai(S,¢) := {OS"E(ul) = O(uy) — 2},

Ao(S,e) = {All edges e € Eg are inaccessible},

A3(S,¢e) == {MAMS’8 =0 or MAM®® =Q C (w1, (w1, ug, ..., (Up—1,up),up)) for some p <k —1},
where Q is a simple finite path. The event
A(S,e) := A1(S,e) N A2(S,e) N A3(S, ¢)

holds with probability 1 given R(S,¢), that is

P(A(S,2)|R(S,e)) = 1.
Proof. Pick n large enough so that S € T%. Let R,(S,e) be the same event as in R(S,¢) with
M replaced by M,, and F replaced by F,. Then define Af}f,Aﬁ’E to be the same events as Af’s,
i € {1,2,3}, A5 but with M replaced by M,, and M*>* replz;ced by M€ where M5 is the ground
state for J°¢ in Td. Merely as a consequence of the definitions,

P(A,1|Rn(S,€)) = 1.

Again, merely as a consequence of definitions we know that if R, (.S, ) holds,

J5E— J5E — J%¢ > 0 Ve = (u,v) € Es.

u,v u
Of course, this is exactly the c(on()iition for all e € Eg to be inaccesible and thus
P(An2(S,€)|Rn(S,¢)) = 1.
It is a corollary of Lemma 2.14 that
P(A,3|Rn(S,€)) = 1.

Thus,
P (A, (S, €)|Rn(S,e)) = 1.
12



It remains to be shown that these sequences of conditional probabilities do in fact converge to
P(A(S,2)|R(S,e)). This convergence is guaranteed as we can verify that R, (S,¢) is a continuity
set for the probability measure induced by (J,,, M, AH ). The second coordinate is equipped with
the discrete topology. Thus, it is not hard to see that the topological boundary OR (S, ¢) is defined by
the same conditions as R(S, ¢), except with the terminal edge satisfying F,,((ug_1,ug)) = &, which
we know holds with probability 0 as the flexibility is a continuous random variable, and moreover
remains a continuous random variable for any subsequential limit. Furthermore, by continuity of
the transformation J — J°¢ on Eg, Corollary 3.2 applies. By the Portmanteau theorem, for any
weak limit, we now know that
P(A(S,e)|R(S,¢)) = 1.
This completes the proof. |

4. PROOF OF UNIQUENESS

Now, suppose we have two distinct subsequential limits (J, M) and (J', M'). Since J and J’
have the same distribution, let uy denote the conditional law of M given an a.s. sample of J and
let 1/, be the conditional law of M’ given an a.s. sample of J. Let M ~ py and M’ ~ p/; and
assume they are independent (given J). The tuple

== (J,M, M)

defines a coupling between M and M’. By construction (since we took the weak limit of the ground
states on tori), the law of Z is invariant with respect to translations of Z.

An infinite path is an infinite sequence (v, (vi,v2), (v2,v3),...) such that v;s are all dis-
tinct and v; ~ w;p1 for all ¢ > 1. A bi-infinite path is a bi-infinite sequence of edges
(..., (v_g,v_1), (v_1,v9), (v, v1), (V2,v3),...) such that v;s are all distinct. An analogue of
Lemma 2.1 in the infinite setup is that the symmetric difference of two matchings in Z? is a
disjoint union of simple loops, finite simple paths, simple infinite and bi-infinite paths.

Lemma 4.1. Let M and M’ be two ground states in Z¢ for a collection of almost surely generic
weights J. Then MAM' is a disjoint union of simple infinite and bi-infinite paths.

Proof. There cannot be a finite, simple path or a simple loop in MAM’ as we can switch between
the complimentary matchings of one such component and lose energy, which is impossible as both
M and M’ are ground states. [

Definition 4.2. A vertez v is a start point (SP) of MAM' if ve MAM'.

If v is a start point then by Lemma 4.1, the connected component containing v is an infinite
simple path with endpoint v.

Lemma 4.3. P(There is a starting point of MAM') = 0.

Proof. The proof follows from a version of the Burton-Keane argument. We do not know that the
law of = is ergodic with respect to translations of 7%, nevertheless we can restrict to its ergodic
components. Let Z = (J, M, M’) be such an ergodic component of Z. Let

o :=P(0 is a starting point of MAM’).

Let N denote the number of starting points of MAM’ in Bg. Observe that by ergodic theorem,
almost surely, N > §(2K )4 for all large enough positive K. On the other hand, the number of
vertices in 0Bg which the component containing a starting point intersects is at least 1, and no
vertex in 0By, belong to two different such components. Thus |0Bg| > Ny, for all K > 0. Combining
the two observations, we see that |0B| > $(2K)? for all large enough K. Since [0Bk|/K? — 0
as K — oo, a must be 0. Since the choice of the ergodic component was arbitrary, the lemma is
proved. |
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Because of Lemmas 4.1 and 4.3 if MAM’ is non empty with positive probability then it must
be the case that it has contains one or more bi-infinite simple paths with positive probability. We
say a bi-infinite simple path passes through a vertex x if one its edges has = as one endpoint. In
the next section, we show that the probability of such a path passing through 0 is 0, which will
conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1.

4.1. Nonexistence of bi-infinite paths. We know from Lemma 4.3 that MAM’ consists of bi-
infinite paths only. The strategy now as described in Section 1.1 is to do an absolutely continuous
modification to the weights and arrive at a contradiction.

To achieve this, the strategy is to perform a modification of a sensitive vertex weight on the path
that changes each ground state in a controlled manner. By prior edge weight modifications, we will
force the changes to occur along the bi-infinite path. We will do this by first finding two edges of
high flexibility along the path such that the high sensitivity vertex is sandwiched between them,
and then by making any edge neighbouring the path which is not occupied inaccessible. Of course,
such a region with a sensitive vertex sandwiched by high flexibility edges has to be shown to exist
with positive probability.

Let P be the set of matchings m, m’ of Z¢ such that mAm’ contains an infinite path through
the origin 0. On the event MAM' € P, we refer to the path going through 0 as P. Recall the
definition of optimality from (2.1). We define the key quantity

m := inf OW)lyamrep + oolpranmrgp. (4.1)
P passes through v
Observe that on the event that P passes through v, O(v) > 0 almost surely. Indeed, otherwise, all
the edges adjacent to v are inaccessible for any ground state, which is a contradiction as P passes
through v. Thus m > 0 almost surely.

Lemma 4.4. Assume P(MAM' € P) > 0. For alle > 0 there exists a ¢ > 0, such that P(MAM' €
P,O0)<m+e¢)>=c

Proof. Suppose there exists an e such that P(MAM' € P,O(0) < m +¢) = 0. But on the event
MAM' € P, by definition of infimum, there exists a vertex z such that P passes through it and
such that O(z) < m + e. This contradicts translation invariance. [ ]

Lemma 4.5. P(MAM' € P,3 unique v € P,O(v) =m) =0

Proof. Send mass 1 from x to y if a bi-infinite path P’ in MAM' passes through both of them
and y is the unique vertex such that O(y) = infp/ passes through v O(v). The mass out is at most 1,
while the mass in is infinite on the event that 0 is the unique vertex in P with O(0) = m. This is
a contradiction if the latter event has positive probability, therefore the latter event must have 0
probability. The lemma follows by translation invariance. |

Let us colour the edges belonging to M as red and those belonging to M’ as blue. Recall that
P is composed of alternating red and blue edges. Furthermore, on the event MAM' € P, the path
P can be split at the origin into two single directional infinite paths one of them starting with a
red edge, and another with a blue edge. Call the former the red direction and the latter the
blue direction of P. Let us denote by Fys(x) (resp. Fy(x)) the flexibility of x corresponding to
(J, M) (resp. (J,M")).

Let G = G(e) be the following event:

e MAM' € P occurs.
e O(0) <m+¢e/4.
e there exists infinitely many red edges e in P in the red direction with Fys(e) > ¢, and

infinitely many blue edges ¢’ with Fy(€’) > € in the blue direction.
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Lemma 4.6. Assume P(MAM' € P) > 0. Then There exists an ep > 0 such that
P(g({:‘p)) > 0.
In what follows, we do not need the full strength of the last item in the above event.

Proof. We already know from Lemma 4.4 that we can choose €1 > 0 such that
P(MAM' € P,O(0) <m+e1) =c>0.

Let £(g) be the event that there are infinitely many red edges e in P in the red direction with
Fy(e) > e. We now claim that there exists €2 > 0 such that

P(MAM' € P,0(0) < m+e1,E(e2)) (4.2)

< —.

10
Let F be the event that the red edge e adjacent to the root has Fys(e) > €. Using (3.2), we can
choose ¢ small enough such that P(F¢) < ¢/10. Let e be the choice of e. We now claim

P(MAM' € P,O(0) < m+e1,Ee2), F) = 0. (4.3)

Let B be the event inside (4.3) and we prove (4.3) by contradiction. To that end, assume P(5) > 0.
On B there is a ‘last vertex’ v whose red direction does not contain any edge e with Fys(e) > €2
in the following sense. For z € V, let L£(z) be the event that a bi-infinite path in MAM’ passes
through z, O(0) < m + £; and the red edge e adjacent to x is the only edge in the red direction
with Fys(e) > 2. By translation invariance in law of Z;, we conclude that P(£(0)) > 0 as the
probability P(3x, L(x) occurs) > P(B) > 0. For any u,v define a mass transport sending mass 1
from u to v if a bi-infinite path in MAM’ passes through both v and v, and £(v) holds. Clearly,
the mass out of the root is at most 1 by definition. On the other hand, on the event £(0), 0 gets
mass 1 from every vertex through which its blue direction passes, hence expected mass into 0 is
infinity. This contradicts mass transport principle, thereby proving (4.3). Thus we get
P(MAM' € P,O(0) <m+e1,E%e2)) = P(MAM' € P,O(0) < m +¢e1,E%e2), F°) < 0
as desired.
Exactly similar bounds for the 7 other combinations in the third item of G, and choosing er to
be the infimum of the es chosen along with an union bound will gives us

8¢ ¢
P(G(e >c——==->0
Gler) Z2e=15=5
as required. |
Remark 4.7. Both Lemmas 4.5 and 4.6 can be proved by appealing to the amenability of Z¢, but
we prefer to use mass transport principle as it avoids using amenability.

On G(er) denote by e; the closest red edge in the red direction with with min{Fys(e1)} > ep
and similarly define es to be the closest blue edge in the blue direction with Fyss(e2) > ep. Let @
be the set of vertices incident to P between them. To be more precise, () consists of the endpoints
of the component of P\ {ej, ez} containing 0. Note here that this component of P containing 0
might not have a single edge in which case @ is the singleton 0. Let Eg denote the set of edges
adjacent to @) except those adjacent to O.

In what follows we will take a union bound over ) = S for all possible potential finite paths S
passing through the origin and consider perturbation over the set Eg U {0}. This motivates the
following definition. Now define

5= B, Vw — = A4V
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FIGURE 3. The set up for the event G. The edges in FEg are marked in gray.

where V' is an independent uniform [0, 1] valued random variable just as in (2.9). Consider a new
collection of weights J5¢ := (J5"), ey, defined as follows:

Jr +zgifx € Eg
J2¢ =L J,+¢e/2if 2 = (0,v), v~ 0 (4.4)
J, otherwise.
Now define
G(e) =Gn{Q =5}
and note that
G(e) CUsG(S,¢)
where the union runs over all finite subsets of E. Note that by Corollary 3.2, we can consider the
perturbed ground states coupled with the original one:
X := (J,M,AH, J% M%)
X' = (J,M',AH', J5 (M')%%).
Finally, conditioned on J, J*¢ we can independently sample the remaining coordinates of X, X to
construct a coupling of X, X':

== (J,JJ%, M,AH,M',AH' M5 (M')%*) (4.5)

Lemma 4.8. Fiz S, a finite path passing through 0 and & > 0. Then (J5 M5 (M')5%) is
absolutely continuous with respect to that of (J, M, M").

Proof. The transformation that is applied to J to obtain J 92 when restricted to S is a continuous
transformation, thereby Corollary 3.2 is applicable to each of X and X’ defined above. Furthermore,
since the ground states conditioned on J,J 92 are sampled independently, we can use two i.i.d.
Uniform variables U, U’ in the formula (3.6). Applying this, we get

M = &(J%,U), M =dJ,U)
(M/)S,E — (PI(JS’E, U,), M/ — @I(J’ U/)
for some measurable functions ®, ®’". It suffices then to verify that (J Se U, U ) is absolutely con-
tinuous with respect to (J,U,U’). This is standard, we postpone the proof of this to the appendix

(see Lemma 8.2). [
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We now introduce a quick piece of notation: on G(er), let @, C @ be the simple, finite path
starting at 0 and ending at e; (excluding e;) and define @, C @ to be the simple, finite path
starting at 0 and ending at ey (excluding es).

Lemma 4.9. Let Dg be the event that
e cither there exists a monomer in MSF A(M')%¢F or,
o MS5eF A(M')%¢F € P and infp passes thmugthS’EF (v) is achieved for some unique vertex
through which P passes where O5F is the optimality is calculated with weights J>°F .

P(G(5,er)) < P(Ds) = 0.

Proof. We work with the coupling = as in (4.5). Let R(Qr,er) and A(Q,,er) be the events
described in Lemma 3.3 for X and R/(Qp,er) and A'(Qp, er) be the same events for X’. Note that
since Q(S, 5F) C R(Qr,ﬂu’) and Q(S, 5F) C R,(Qb,SF), we know that P(A(Qr,ﬁpﬂg(s, SF)) =1
and P (A'(Qp,r)|G(S,er)) = 1. Thus,

P(G(S,er)) =P(G(S,er), A(Qr,er), A(Qp, F)). (4.6)

However, if all of G(S,er), A(Qr,cr), A (Qp,er) occurs and one of MAM®SF =: R or
M'A(M')5¢F =: R’ is nonempty then a monomer must appear in M¢FA(M')5F. Indeed,
R C @, on A(Q,,e) and R' C @ on A (Qp,e). Thus R, if nonempty, will have a monomer
at the the endpoint which is not 0. If both R and R’ are empty, then the optimality of 0 decreases
to m —¢/2 for J° whereas O%¢F (w) for all w outside Q remains unchanged and hence are at least
m. Thus the infimum of the optimality of the vertices is achieved for some vertex in . Overall,
Dg has occurred.

The fact that P(Dg) = 0 follows from the fact that the same event for (J, M, M') has probability
0 using Lemmas 4.3 and 4.5, and the absolute continuity result of Lemma 4.8. |

Proof of Theorem 1.2. If P(MAM' € P) > 0 then P(G(er)) > 0 using Lemma 4.6. On the other
hand, using Lemma 4.9,

P(G(er)) <) G(S.er) =0
S

where the sum is over all finite subsets S C E. This is a contradiction, and hence P(MAM' €
P) = 0. Combined with Lemma 4.3, we see that MAM' = () almost surely, as desired. |

5. PERTURBATION OF GROUND STATES

In this section we prove Theorem 1.3. The proof essentially follows the same ideas as in Theo-
rem 1.2, except in this case there can be finite components. Nevertheless an identical application of
Burton and Keane (Lemma 4.3) almost surely rules out the existence of starting points in MAM (p).
Thus we are left to rule out existence of bi-infinite paths in MAM (p). Thus we let P be the event
as in Section 4.1 and assume P(MAM (p) € P) > 0. On P, let P denote the path passing through
0 as in Section 4.

Let Oj(v) denote the optimality of v for the weights J. Define

my = inf Oyj(v).
v passes through P ( )

The following lemma has identical proofs as Lemmas 4.5 and 4.6.

Lemma 5.1. Assume P(MAM (p) € P) > 0. For all € > 0 there exists a ¢ > 0 such that
P(MAM(p) € P,O5(0) <m+¢)>c.

Furthermore,

P(MAM (p) € P,3 unique v € P,Oz(v) =my) =0.
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As before, we consider the metastates by taking possibly subsequential limits:
(J,M,AH),  (J,J',M(p),AH(p)).

This allows us to consider the flexibilities Fis, Fpz(p)-
Let us color the edges of M red and M (p) blue and define the red direction and the blue direction
of P as before on the event M AM (p) € P. Define G = G(¢) to be the following event:
e MAM(p) € P,
e 05(0) <my+e/d.
e there exists infinitely many red edges e in P in the red direction with Fjs(e) > €, and
infinitely many blue edges e’ with Fys(,)(€’) > € in the blue direction.

Under the assumption P(MAM (p) € P) > 0, there exists an e > 0 such that
P(G(ep)) = c. (5.1)
On the event G(er), let Q, Eg, G(eF,S) be as in Section 4. Now define

= Jowrwy = Ju — Joly | Ty oy — i — T V.
zs ezgtl’af)(es{‘ (u,v) s | (u,v) u v|}+
where V ~Uniform|[0, 1] independent of the rest. Consider a new collection of weights J%¢ :=
(J;? “)zex, defined as follows:

Jp+zgifz el
J3 =S Jy4¢e/2ifz=(0,v), v~ 0 (5.2)
J, otherwise.

and J 198 as

! f
(J)5< = J:f + zg i .:10 es (5.3)
J,, otherwise.

which allows us to define (J(p))¢ in the obvious manner. We can now define

S
M?*E = E MS7§1JS,SGI(S,§)
£eV(S)

(M(p)5 = > Mgel s scerse
£ev(9)

and exactly as in Lemma 4.8, we get that (J, J(p), M, M(p)) is absolutely continuous with respect
to that of ((J)%¢, (J(p))%¢, M, (M (p))%¢). Since the perturbation makes sure that the edges
in S are made inaccessible for both MS<r, (M(p))%¢F, we conclude in the same way that on the
event G(S),

e cither there is a monomer in M*¢A(M (p))¢), or,
o M%¢ = M and (M(p))®* = M(p) and infimum of O(ys.(v) over all vertices v through
which P passes is achieved for some vertex.

By absolute continuity and Lemma 5.1, the latter event has probability 0. This renders P(G(¢)) =0
which is a contradiction to (5.1). Thus M AM (p) has finite components almost surely, as desired.

Now let us show that MAM(p) — 0 in law as p — 0. To that end, it is enough to show that
for any sequence p;, — 0, there exists a subsequence py, along which P(0 € MAM (py,)) — 0 as
l — oc.

To that end, using compactness choose a sequence py, such that (J(pg,), M (pk,)) converges in
law as | — oo. Call the limit (J, M (0+)) where we use the obvious fact that the marginal of
J(pr,) converges to J in law. Observe that there exists a slowly growing function 7 : IN — {k;};>1
such that (J(py(n))s Mn(Pym))) — (J, M(0+)) in law. Furthermore, (J, M (0+)) is translation
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invariant in law and M (0+) is a ground state of J. Thus we are exactly in the setup of the
proof of Theorem 1.2 except we sample M, M (0+) conditionally independently of J. Since M (0+)
is obtained as a weak limit, the results of Section 2 applies, particularly Lemmas 2.14 and 3.3.
Running the same argument as in Section 4, we obtain MAM (0+) = () almost surely, as desired.

6. CENTRAL LIMIT THEOREM

In this section, we will be working under the additional assumption that I |.J,|**? < oo for some
0 > 0. The Central Limit Theorem for the ground state energy is obtained via an application
of Chatterjee’s powerful method for normal approximation [11]. While the ground state M,, can
be sensitive to perturbation of the weights, the ground state energy H(M,,) is quite robust in the
following sense. Let z € X. If we modify the weight of z, that is we consider the ground state with
the new weight J. = J, + ¢, then we have that |H(M]) — H(M,)| < e. In particular, the ground
state energy is a 1—Lipschitz function of the weights J. The uniqueness of the ground state enables
an adaptation of Lam and Sen’s application of Chatterjee’s method for the central limit theorem
of the free energy in the zero temperature setting considered here. The following definitions for
independent perturbations of our weights J will be useful.

(a) J is the random vector obtained when all the weights corresponding to S C ¥, that is {J, }zes
are replaced by independent copies {J.},es. J* is the same random vector defined above for
singletons S = {z}.

(b) For a measurable function g : R — R, 9,9 := g(J) — g(J%).

(¢) For S C V,, U E,, not containing z, 9,¢°(J) := g(J°) — g(J3{=}).

Chatterjee’s result, as stated and used in [17], bounds the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance dgg(-,-)
between a scaled and centered version of g and a standard Gaussian random variable Z as follows:

() —Eg(J) 3 1/4 . 1/2
dics <Hz> <2(Ycww| +a5 (TERg) . 6D
99 % \zg oy $
where
03 := Var(g) and ¢(zx,y) := max Cov(deg - Dxg°,8yg - Dyg™), (6.2)

for all S not containing = and all T' not containing y. The function g for our purposes is H(M,,)
where recall that M, is the a.s. unique ground state.

6.1. Variance Bounds. A variance lower bound is key to the application of (6.1), it is a necessary
ingredient in showing that the error terms vanish as n — oo.

Lemma 6.1. There exist constants C1 and Co such that
Cin® < Var(H(M,,)) < Conf.

As is usually expected, the lower bound is less straightforward to obtain as compared to the
upper bound. Recall from (2.8) the definition of the transition point for z € VUE, K,,. By
definition,

{Knz > Jo} ={z € M,} and {K, , < J,} = {z ¢ M,}.

The following lemma is obvious from the convergence of K, , and its independence with respect to
J. However, the following quantitative version of the proof is instructive.

Lemma 6.2. Let x € X. Let J,, be the weight associated to x and J., be an independent copy. Then
P(max{.J,, J.} < Ky ) > c1 > 0 uniformly in n.
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Proof. The probability of the event {z € M,,} admits entirely local bounds which are independent
of n. When z is a vertex, observe:

Az = {0(x) < 0} = {max (J, + Jp — Juz) <0} C {z € M,}. (6.3)
Likewise, if = (u,v) is an edge,
Bx = {Ju,v < . min (Jt,u - Jt + Jv,w - Jw, Jv,w - Jw + Ju, Jt,u - Jt + Jv, Ju + Jv)} g {SU S Mn}

~U,WAV

We provide the proof for the vertex case as it is more convenient to write, the same principle
applies to the edge case. If A, is the analogous event defined with only J, replaced with J., then

P(A, N AL) < P(JL Ty < Kn).

Since all our weights have continuous distribution with full support, it follows that J¢; > 0 such
that P(A; NA") > ¢;. Clearly, since the event A, depends only on the immediate neighbourhood
of x, ¢1 is independent of n. |

Note that the same method used to prove Lemma 6.2 can be used to show that the event
{Jz < Kny < J.} has strictly positive probability, uniformly bounded away from zero in n.
Restriction to the event described in Lemma 6.2 enables an easier computation of the variance
lower bound.

Proof of Lemma 6.1. The upper bound follows via a straightforward application of the Efron-Stein
inequality. Let z € X, and consider the ground state that rises from independent replacement of
the weight J, with an independent copy J.. Since the energy of the ground state is a 1—Lipschitz
function of the weights, we know that
| Hin (M) — Ho(My)| < | T2 — T .

Thus, by the Efron-Setin inequality,

1 1
Var(H (M) < ) Z E(Hn(Mn) — Hn(va))Q <5 Z E(J, — Ja,c)g,

2
J)EEN TEX,

which immediately implies that there is a constant C such that
Var H(M,,) < Cin®.

For the lower bound, we will employ a martingale approach. Let us enumerate the vertices in V,,.
Consider the sequence of filtrations F; := o({J1, J2, J3...J;}). We use this filtration to define a
martingale

Hyj = E(H(My)|F;),
and corresponding martingale differences

AH, ;= Hy 1 — Hy .

Adding up the martingale differences and using the fact that the variance is always bounded below
by the variance of the conditional expectation, we get
nd—1
Var H(M,) > Var H,, ,a = »_ Var AH,;.
j=0

Let J]’- 41 denote an independent copy of Jji1, let M,gj 1 he the ground state obtained after the
replacement of J;—1. We may express the martingale difference in terms of independent replacement
as

AHy ;= E(H(Mp)|Fj1) — E(H(M,)|F;) = E(H (M,

n

) = H(MY V)| Fjia).
Thus, .
Var(AH,;) = E(E(H(M,) — HMY*D)|Fy11)?)
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By a combination of Jensen’s inequality and the tower property,
E(E(H (M) — H(MJ*Y)|F;)?) 2 B(E(H (My) — H(MJ)[7;)?)
1 A
= 5 E(E(H (M) ~ H(MI*™)|Jj11, T741)%)

We may further bound below by restricting to the event {J},; < Ky jy1} N {Jj41 < Kpjy1}-

B(H(MY™) — H(M,))? > B(HMY ™) — )1y, 00, <k (6.4)
On this event,

(H(MY)) - H(Mn))glJJ’.,Jj<K = (J; - Jj)zljg,Jj<Kn,j (6.5)

Note that J' = J with probability 0. If E(J' — J)?14 = 0, then it must be that P(A) = 0.
Thus, E(J; — Jj)21JJ/_7Jj<K(j) > (Cy for some Cy > 0 by Lemma 6.2. In turn, this tells us that

Var(AM, ;) > ¢, and finally on adding up the martingale differences,
Var M,, > and.
|

There are two error terms in (6.1) which we need to show vanish in the limit. The variance lower
bound is adequate to show that the latter of the two vanishes when g(J) = H(M,(J)). Indeed,
thanks to the finite fourth moment assumption,

1 / 3 Cdl/Qnd/Q
e H 3/4< 2. EloHOM ”) <W(Z\JI—JA> < (66)

zeVoUE,

6.2. Transition Point Convergence. We now upper bound the first term on the right hand side
of (6.1).

Lemma 6.3. There ezists a constant C' and £(n, R) which decays to 0 as R — oo and n — oo
where R << n, such that for every R > 1 and c¢(x,y) as in (6.1),

> elw,y) < CU ) - (R +ne(R,m))
z,y

We will be defining the sequence (R, n) to be the deviation in a certain sense, of a ground state
configuration that arises from the restriction to a box Bg. We define M,, r , to be the ground state
of the monomer dimer model defined on Br(z) N Xy with periodic boundary conditions for R < n.
Observe that

8113H(Mn) = (‘]3/!7 - J$)1Jx7J;;<Kn,a: + (Knyx - Jx)lJac<Kn,x<Jalg (67)
+ (Ja/c - Kn,x)lJ;<Kn,z<Jz--
Define
Kp,—Jz J. -
—1 + and E = 71 6.9
J;: _ Jm J1<Kn,z<z]z 11 CE,TL,Q J/ J J <Kn cc<=]z ( )

We define E,; g1 and E, o analogously using Kpr, instead of K, ,. Observe that |E,..| < 1
almost surely, and further

Ex,n,l =

|Ex,n,- - Ea:,R,~| <2

In extracting a bound for the ¢(x,y), we will be replacing 0, H(M,,) with its corresponding local
version, and then show that the error of replacement is small. In particular, we seek a bound on
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Oy H (M) — 0, H (M, r). We may express (6.7) in terms of the random variables defined in (6.9),
as

O H(My) = (J, — Jo) (Lyy 01 <Kne + Bomi + Ern2) -
Thus,

OpH(M,) — 0,H(Mp.) = (J, — J,) <<1J¢,J;<Kn,x ety )+ (Bomn — Ega) + (Eonz — Ea:,R,2)>

For convenience, we define
Ai(n, Ryw) =1y, 1<K, ., — 17, 01<Kg, (6.10)
Ay(n,R,z) == Ey 1 — Ez r1
As(n,R,z) :== Ey 0 — Ep po.

To reiterate, |A1|, | Az, |As| < 2 almost surely. By Holder’s inequality, with p = 1—|—g and ¢ = 1+ %,

4/(4+9) 8/(449)
E |0, H (M) — 8, H(Mg)|* < (E(J; - JI)4+5) . (IE Ay + Ay + A3|<16+45>/5) . (6.11)

The reason for the marginally higher moment requirement as compared to [17] is now apparent,
the finite temperature version is appropriately “smoothed out”, enabling the use of § = 0, and
consequently ¢ = co. We define

/(4496
W) e (6.12)

e(n,R) := (E |A] + Ag + Ag|(16+49
Proving the CLT comes down to showing that e(n, R) vanishes in an appropriate sense.
Lemma 6.4. Asn, R — oo, for every 6 > 0,
P(|Kyz — Kpy| > 6, max{K, ;, Kr,} > ) = 0.
where B is the lower bound of the support of J.
Proof. By Theorem 1.1, we know that the triple (J, M,, M) converges in law to (J, M, M)
where M is a measurable function of J. Thus for any = € ¥,

]P(Jw € (min{K,z, Kpa}, max{Kn,x,KRﬁx})> =P(zx € M,AMg) =0 (6.13)

as n, R — oo, where the symmetric difference is appropriately defined via periodic extension. Define
Anrs i =1{Jo € (Kng,Krz), |Kng — Kpga| >0, max{K, ., Kr.} > B}, (6.14)
and for M € R and y > 0, define
A rony i =Anrs N{—M < Ky g, Kpo < M} N {max{K,z, Kra} >y + B}

Now, using the independence of J, and (K, ., Kg ), we can estimate
IP(~An,R,§,M,y) Z P(‘Kn,x - KR,CC‘ > 0, maX{Kn,za KR,CC} € (/6 + v, M)7 min{Kn,my KR,J:} > _M> : PM,y

where
Prry = min{p(z) : z € max{8 +y, —M}, M]}
and p(z) is the density of J. Observe that p(z) > 0 on (5, 00) by hypothesis, and thus Pys, > 0 by
continuity. Thus,

P(A
IP<|Kn,x—KR7x| >0, B+y <max{K, ;, Kry} <M, mn{K, ,, Kr,} > —M) < (};’vay).
M,y
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Now, let ¢ > 0 be fixed. Since K, , and Kgr, are both tight, we may find an M. such that
P(max{Ky ., Krs} > M.) < e. Further, since the sequence of sets A, rsa,y is nested and
increasing as y | 0, we may also find a y. sufficiently small such that P(A, rs\ An Rrsy.) <€ Thus,

P(An r5M..y.)
PME sYe

Next, by (6.13), we know that for n, R sufficiently large, P(Ay, rs . y.) < Pu.y. - €. Thus, for
every 0 > 0 and € > 0, for n, R sufficiently large,

P(| Ko — Kpaol > 0, max{Kpa, Kpa} > ) < 3¢
If —co < 8 and p(B) > 0, the step involving y. can be avoided. |

IP(|K7I7$ - KR,I| > 57 maX{Kn,x)KR,a:} > 5) < + 2¢.

Corollary 6.5. Let R(n) be a sequence increasing to infinity such that R/n is o(1). As n — oo,
E([A1]") + E(|A2[") + E(|43/7) = 0
for all 1 < p < oo. Thus,
e(n,R(n)) — 0.
Proof. For i € {1,2,3},
Ai(n, R) » Lyax(K, .. Kp.}<p = 0-
It follows from definition (see (6.10)) that
’Al (nv R)| <2- 1max{Kn,z,KR,x}>B'
We may now apply the dominated convergence theorem and Lemma 6.4 to conclude that
E|A;j(n,R)[P — 0
as n, R(n) — oco. The decay of e(n, R(n)) follows from Jensen’s inequality. [

Corollary 6.6. Let x1,x2 € ¥,, such that d(x1,22) > 2R. Then the following bound on the
covariance holds:

Cov (Ly, ey, Lasens,) < 8E[A1(n, R)| + 4 E(A1(n, R))? < 12¢(n, R)4T/°,
where A1(n, R) is defined in (6.10). Consequently,
Cov (1z,en,, Lagens,) — 0
as n, R — oo with R = o(n).
Proof. Using the bilinearity of the covariance, we can expand the covariance as follows:
Cov (1zyeMys Lagem,) = Cov (1z ey, Lagemy) + Cov(Ar(n, R, 1), Luyeny)
+ Cov(1y,emp, A1(n, R, 22)) + Cov(Ai(n, R, z1), A2(n, R, x2)).

Note, since d(x1,x2) > 2R, the tori of side length R centered at x; and x2 are disjoint. Therefore,
the ground states defined on the respective boxes are independent, since the corresponding weights
are independent. This tells us

COV(lwleMR, ]-xQGMR) = 0.
The following bound is straightforward since 1,¢ar, is bounded above by 1;
Cov(Al(n, R, a;l), 1:!:26MR) < 4 \Al(n, R)’

Of course an analogous bound follows when the roles of x7 and xo are swapped. Next, as a
consequence of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we find that

Cov(Ai(n, R, 1), Aa(n, R, 29)) < 4IE(A1(n, R))%.

The final bound follows from Jensen’s inequality. |
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6.3. Proof of CLT. We emphasize now that 0, H(M,,) and 0, H(M,)* are identically distributed,
so any moment calculations directly carry over. We will write, for convenience

GRrsx = 0. H(M,)® — 0, H(Mg)®. (6.15)
and

GR,:E = GR,Q),;U'

Proof of Lemma 6.3. The primary ingredient in this proof is a double application of the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality. Note, for S not containing x and 7" not containing y, we need to evaluate the
following covariance:

Cov <8$H(MR@) + GRJ;) . (8$H(MR7J;)S + GR,S,:(:), (8yH(MR7y) + GR,y) . (%H(MR@)T + GR,T,y)) .

There are 16 terms that arise on expansion of the product. First, observe that for any monomial
that contains a G term, that is Cov(XY, ZW) where atleast one of X,Y,Z, or W is one of the
error terms (G, we have that

Cov(XY,ZW) < Ce(n, R).

We obtain this bound by applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality twice and using (6.11). We still
need a bound on the expectation of the unique monomial containing all non G terms;

Cov (9, H(Mp 2)0: H(Mp 1), 0, H(Mg,,)0y H(Mg,)"). (6.16)

In this case, note that the expectation vanishes unless y € Bpr(z), or equivalently = € Bgr(y).
This is because if x and y are separated by a distance greater than R, then Mg, and Mg, are
independent. We know that H is 1—Lipschitz, and thus,

‘896H(MR)’4 < ’Ja: - J:;|4
This is bounded in expectation since we know that ||.J||,, 5 < co. Thus, (6.16) is bounded above by
1605(7’L, R) + CQ]-yGBR(z)'

Summing over x,y completes the proof. |
Lemma 6.3 was the last piece required to prove Theorem 1.4.

Proof. We have already shown that
1/2

Y E|0.H(M,)] — 0.

zeVyLUE,

1
(Var H(M,,))3/4

The only step remaining is to specify the R in Lemma 6.3. The only requirement is that R — oo
as n — 0o and R/n = o(1). A valid choice is yielded by R = |y/n]. It is clear then that

. 1/4
(Z c(z, y)) < Ce(n,v/n) — 0.

Var H(M,) \ 4=
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6.4. Generalizations. We have defined the finite model on the torus and then taken a large n
limit so that translation invariance is guaranteed from the start. However, the methods described
will work for any weight independent boundary condition (with suitable averaging over translates
to yield translation invariance in limit). This method can also easily be adapted to the setting of
amenable, unimodular, transitive graphs. This is because translation invariance and the Burton
Keane argument are the key steps. Our methods should also be generalizable to obtain a ‘1 or oo’
type result for the cardinality of G(J) in the spirit of [6], however we do not pursue this in this
article.

Another direction in which our results can be generalized is related to the support of the dis-
tribution of the weights on the monomers. Our methods (directly) cover the important case of
the weights on the edges being random variables with good distribution taking values in [/, c0)
where 8 < 0, but for the vertices the weights are identically 0. This is because in the perturbation
step Equation (4.4), we only perturb the edge weights, and hence absolute continuity for this case
still holds. Another observation is that this case is equivalent to studying the minimum weight
independent set on the line graphs of transitive, unimodular, amenable graphs, which is perhaps
of independent interest. Our results directly imply uniqueness and a CLT for ground states of
independent sets on such graphs.

7. OPEN QUESTIONS

One obvious direction of generalizing Theorem 1.1 is to extend the result for weights distribution
given by any nonatomic measure. One particular case which is interesting is that of Uniform(0, 1)
which our results do not cover. In particular, the step of making many edges inaccessible in the
perturbation step breaks down in this setup.

Let M be the infinite volume ground state for J. A critical droplet for € X is the set MAM’
where M is the ground state for J and M’ is the ground state M, . where e = 1 if M is 0 at = and
vice-versa. In other words, we flip the status of M at x and ask how the ground state is changed.

Question 7.1. Is the size of critical droplet at O finite almost surely?

The next question is about the size of MAM (p). Although Theorem 1.3 yields that M AM (p)
has finite components almost surely, the method is not quantitative.

Question 7.2. Let L be the size of the component containing 0 of MAM (p). What can be said
about the tail of L?

Question 7.3. What can be deduced about the rate of convergence to N(0,1) in the Central limit
Theorem 1.7 This question is intimately tied to the rate of correlation decay of the ground state

(Corollary 6.6).

8. APPENDIX

8.1. Mass Transport Principle. In the study of translation invariant processes the mass trans-
port principle (MTP) is a crucial tool. We state it below in the form used here, and refer the reader
to [4, 18] for more details.

Let us consider a random function X : ¥ — I' where I' is some complete separable metric space.
Let us assume X is translation invariant in law. We will apply this for X = = or X = X where =
and X are as in (4.5). A function g : V x V x I'T — [0, 0] is said to be invariant under diagonal
action of Z¢ if for every a € Z¢, and every £ : ¥ — T,

9z, y,8) =gz + o,y +a,&+ )
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where £ + « : ¥ — = is defined as (§ + &)iyq = & for all i € 3. The function g(x,y,£) can be
thought of as the ‘mass sent from x to y’. The mass transport principle states that in expectation
(over the law of X), the total mass out of the origin is the same as the total mass in.

Lemma 8.1 (Mass transport principle). Let g be a function as above which is invariant under the
diagonal action of Z%. Then

E <Z g(O,y,X)> =E (Z g(y,07X)>
Yy Yy

8.2. Absolutely Continuous Perturbations. In this section we finish the proof of Lemma 4.8.
Let 3 be a countable set. Recall the definition of g, from Definition 3.1, as well as C(z, «).

Lemma 8.2. Consider (J,U,U’) € [3,00)* %[0, 1]2, where (U, U’) are independent uniform random
variables, which are independent of J. Let S C ¥ be a fized subset. Let Z € [0,00)* depend
measurably on (J,U,U") and assume that Z is identically 0 outside S, that is Z, = 0 for all
x ¢ S. Define J by setting J, = J + Zy for all z € ¥. The distribution of (J,U,U’) is absolutely
continuous with respect to the distribution of (J,U,U").

We state the following measure theoretic fact before proving our lemma. Let z € [0,00)* be
such that it is 0 except at a finite fixed collection of indices S C 3. The following equality is a
standard computation for any Borel set A C [3, 00)> and measurable F such that the expectations
are finite on both sides:

B(F(J + 2)1y:2ca) = E(F(J)lJeA I gzmux)) (5.1)
TeEX

Note that g, (J;) =1ifx & S.

Proof of Lemma 8.2. Let A be a Borel subset of [3,00)*, and B be a Borel subset of [0,1]?. For
fixed z € [0,00)° and € > 0, let B.(z) denote the ball of radius ¢ centered at z, appropriately
truncated at the boundary. We know that

P ((J, U, U e Ax B, Z(J,U,U") e Bg(z)>
—P((J,U.U) € (A— 2Z) x B, Z(J,U,U’) € Bo(2))

= E<1(J,U,U’)E(A—Z)><B ' 1Z€Bs(z)>

= E<1(J,U,U’)€A><B “1zeB.(2) - H gzm(Jz))
z€es

By Holder’s inequality, we obtain an upper bound given by

1/a
SB. E<H gi(Jx)) P((J,U,U") € Ax B)e/a
es

yeBe(2)
< max C(yi, )5V P((J,U,U") € A x l’:v’)a771
y€B:(2z)
This is sufficient to conclude that if P((J,U,U’) € A x B) =0, then P((J,U,U’") € Ax B) =0 by
a standard limiting argument involving z. |
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