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Abstract

The large-scale behavior of two-dimensional critical percolation is expected to be described by
a conformal field theory (CFT ). Moreover, this putative percolation CFT is believed to be of the
logarithmic type, exhibiting logarithmic corrections to the most commonly encountered and studied
behavior of CFT correlations.

It was recently shown by the first author (Comm. Pure Appl. Math., 77(3):2138–2176, 2024) that
critical connection probabilities, when appropriately rescaled, have a well-defined and conformally
covariant scaling limit and therefore behave like CFT correlation functions. While constructing a full-
fledged percolation CFT is still an open problem, in this paper we prove various CFT features of the
scaling limit of two-dimensional critical percolation. Among our main results are the following.

We identify several connectivity events, including arm-events and the events that a vertex is pivotal
or belongs to the percolation backbone, whose probabilities have conformally covariant scaling limits
and can be interpreted as CFT correlation functions.

For some of the probabilities mentioned above, we prove asymptotic expansions that can be inter-
preted as CFT operator product expansions (OPEs) and provide rigorous versions of CFT fusion rules.

In some of the probabilities mentioned above, we identify logarithmic singularities, providing the
first rigorous confirmation of similar predictions made in the physics literature and establishing the
logarithmic nature of the putative percolation CFT.

The latter result is particularly interesting because, while logarithmic CFTs are more complex and
less studied than ordinary CFTs, they have attracted considerable attention in recent years due to
their role in the analysis of important physical models and phenomena such as, besides percolation, the
Wess-Zumino-Witten (WZW) model, the quantum Hall effect, disordered critical systems, self-avoiding
polymers, and the Fortuin-Kasteleyn (FK) model.
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1 Introduction and discussion of the main results

1.1 Percolation background and motivation

Percolation was introduced by Broadbent and Hammersley to model the spread of a gas or a fluid through
a porous medium [BH57]. Because it is one of the simplest mathematical models of a continuous phase
transition and due to the large number of applications, it has been extensively studied by both physicists
and mathematicians (see, e.g., [Sab15]). The two-dimensional version of the model is particularly well
understood (see [Kes82, SA94, Gri99, BR06]), including at the critical density (the phase transition
point), where its large-scale properties are believed to be described by a conformal field theory (see, e.g.,
[FMS97, Hen99]).

A conformal field theory (CFT) is a special type of quantum field theory which is invariant under
scale and more general conformal transformations. One of the most studied examples is provided by the
two-dimensional critical Ising model, defined in terms of spin (random) variables located at the vertices
of a regular lattice. In the Ising model with no external magnetic field, when the temperature parameter
approaches a critical value, the correlation length of the model, defined as the rate of exponential decay in
space of the covariance between two spin variables, diverges. As a consequence, the large-scale statistical
(thermal) fluctuations become scale invariant and the covariance has a power law behavior [MW73]. In
such a situation, it was proposed by Polyakov and collaborators [Pol70, BPZ84a, BPZ84b] that the large-
scale fluctuations should be described by a CFT. In order to obtain full scale and conformal invariance,
one needs to take a continuum (scaling) limit, in which the lattice spacing is sent to zero and the spin
variables are replaced by a magnetization “field,” a generalized function which behaves homogeneously
under scale and more general conformal transformations [CGN15]. In the continuum limit, the spin n-
point functions, i.e., the expectations of products of n spin variables, converge to the n-point correlation
functions of the magnetization field. Like the magnetization field itself, its correlation functions also
transform homogeneously under scale and conformal transformations [CHI15]. This property, named
conformal covariance, is characteristic of so-called (conformal) primary fields (or operators), which are the
building blocks of any CFT. The Ising magnetization field and its n-point functions provide a prototypical
example of a primary field and its correlations.

Unlike the Ising model, Bernoulli percolation is a purely geometric model in which independent,
identically distributed, binary (say, black/white, open/closed, +/−) random variables are placed at the
vertices or edges of a regular lattice. If interpreted as the components of an Ising-type lattice field, the
percolation field is trivial in the sense that all its n-point functions are products of expectations of single
variables, due to the independence of the variables. Instead, these variables are used to define clusters,
i.e., maximal connected (according to the lattice adjacency notion) subsets of vertices with the same label
(or vertices joined by edges with the same label), which are the main objects of interest. The connectivity
properties of clusters are encoded in the n-point connection probabilities, the probabilities that n ≥ 2
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vertices belong to the same cluster. The percolation phase transition corresponds to the emergence of an
infinite cluster, signaled by the divergence of the mean size of the cluster of the origin, as the density of
vertices or edges with a given label is increased to a critical value.

In the 1990s, Michael Aizenman conjectured that, at the critical density, connection probabilities
should have a conformally covariant scaling limit and therefore behave like the correlation functions of
a CFT (see [LPSA94, Aiz98a, Aiz98b]). The conjecture implies that one can try to apply the CFT
formalism to critical percolation using connection probabilities instead of correlation functions.

Following the groundbreaking introduction of the Schramm-Loewner evolution (SLE) [Sch00], perco-
lation was one of the earliest models for which conformal invariance was established [Smi01], followed
shortly by a proof of convergence of percolation interfaces to SLE curves [CN06, CN07]. Nevertheless,
no progress was made until recently in the direction of proving Aizenman’s conjecture on connection
probabilities and rigorously establishing a percolation CFT (see [SS11] for a discussion).

In [Cam24], one of us proved Aizenman’s conjecture for critical (Bernoulli) site percolation on the
triangular lattice and constructed a percolation lattice field whose n-point functions are non-trivial com-
binations of connection probabilities and consequently have a conformally covariant scaling limit.

In this paper, building on the results and ideas of [Cam24], we move one step forward and start
to explore the CFT structure of critical percolation. In particular, we identify new percolation events
whose probabilities have conformally covariant scaling limits and can therefore be interpreted as n-point
functions of primary fields, providing further evidence for the assumption that the large-scale properties
of percolation can be described using the CFT formalism. Among the probabilities we study, some can be
interpreted as correlation functions involving the two most fundamental percolation fields, the so-called
density field and energy field, which are, in some sense, the analogs of the Ising magnetization and energy
fields.

One of the main results of this paper is the identification of logarithmic singularities in critical percola-
tion, including in the four-point function of the density field, which provides the first rigorous confirmation
of similar predictions made in the physics literature. This is particularly interesting because the field of
logarithmic CFTs is significantly less developed than that of ordinary CFTs, despite the fact that log-
arithmic CFTs have attracted considerable attention in recent years due to their role in the study of
important physical models and phenomena such as the Wess-Zumino-Witten (WZW) model, the quan-
tum Hall effect, disordered critical systems, self-avoiding polymers, and the Fortuin-Kasteleyn (FK) model
(see [CR13] for a review).

We show the presence of logarithmic singularities by studying the asymptotic behavior of certain four-
point functions as two of the four points approach each other. This analysis is of independent interest
since it provides a connection with fundamental CFT concepts such as those of operator product expansion
(OPE ) and fusion rules. We briefly discuss these important concepts in the next section before presenting
the main results of the paper.

1.2 CFT background and terminology

In this section, we provide a brief and informal introduction to conformal field theory (CFT). Our goal
here is not to give a complete overview of CFT, but simply to provide some background and, more
importantly, to introduce some of the ideas and terminology that appear in the physics literature, in
order to be able to compare our (mathematically rigorous) results, presented in the next section, with
that literature. Excellent reviews of two-dimensional CFT include [Car90, Gin90, FMS97, Hen99].

A natural starting point to discuss CFT is the theory of continuous phase transitions or critical
phenomena. The study of critical phenomena leads naturally to scale-invariant theories, which do not
possess a characteristic length and therefore look the same at all distances. This is a consequence of
the emergence of fluctuations occurring over many distance scales as the critical point is approached,
resulting in the divergence of the characteristic length. Onsager’s exact solution of the two-dimensional
Ising model [Ons44] provides an explicit, well-known and very influential example of scale invariance at
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the critical (phase transition) point.
The divergence of the characteristic length at the critical point is a general phenomenon and it is

now understood that all critical points are described by scale-invariant theories. This is consistent with
Wilson’s renormalization group (RG) theory of phase transitions, introduced by Wilson and Kogut (1974)
and Wilson (1983), according to which continuous phase transitions are described by the fixed points of
RG flows. Since (real-space) RG flows correspond to the rescaling of space, fixed points are automatically
scale-invariant.

A theory is scale-invariant if it is unchanged by the uniform rescaling (dilation) of all coordinates.
Scale transformations are a special case of conformal transformations, which locally look like a rotation
and a dilation. Hence, conformal invariance can be considered a natural extension of scale invariance. It
is indeed natural to ask if there is a difference between theories that are invariant under uniform dilations
and theories that are invariant under non-uniform dilations (i.e., conformal transformations), where the
scale factor is allowed to vary with the position.

It is now understood, as first conjectured by Polyakov [Pol70], that scale invariance generically implies
conformal invariance (although there are exceptions, see [RC05]), so that physically relevant scale-invariant
theories are typically conformally invariant. For the critical Ising model, conformal invariance was proved
by Smirnov [Smi10].

So far, our discussion has been very general and somewhat vague, since we haven’t specified what
types of theories we are referring to. Two obvious questions concern the objects that populate these
theories and how to express the conformal invariance in terms of those objects.

The main conceptual framework that has emerged in physics to study the large-scale behavior of
critical systems, where scale invariance emerges, is that of quantum field theory (QFT), where the objects
of interest are “fields,” which encode the spatial dependence of the physical quantities of interest (e.g.,
the magnetization in the ferromagnet-paramagnet phase transition modelled by the Ising model). This
is a very powerful framework, developed throughout much of the 20th century, with numerous important
applications ranging from particle physics to condensed matter physics. The term QFT is also used to
indicate individual theories, and some of the most fundamental and most successful physical theories are
QFTs (e.g., the Standard Model of Particle Physics).

A conformal field theory (CFT) is a conformally invariant QFT. As with QFT, the term CFT is also
used collectively, in this case, to denote the study of all quantum field theories that are invariant under
conformal transformations.

In addition to their role in the theory of critical phenomena, CFTs are also extremely important for the
study of more general QFTs that appear in high-energy (particle) physics and quantum condensed matter
physics. The study and classification of CFTs is a major goal of modern theoretical physics. In particular,
the two-dimensional version of the theory has seen a rapid development following the groundbreaking work
of Belavin, Polyakov and Zamolodchikov [BPZ84a, BPZ84b].

The approach of Belavin, Polyakov and Zamolodchikov allows to study the large-scale behavior of a
critical system using the constraints of conformal symmetry alone, with no need to consider the microscopic
details of the system. The crucial idea is the so-called conformal bootstrap, first described by Ferrara,
Grillo, and Gatto [FGG73] and Polyakov [Pol74], which combines conformal invariance with the operator
product expansion (OPE), another powerful concept which can be traced back to Wilson [Wil69] and
Kadanoff [Kad69]. Following these developments, CFT has become an indispensable tool in the theory of
two-dimensional critical phenomena. More recently, many interesting results were obtained for conformal
field theories in higher dimensions, including a precise determination of the critical exponents of the
critical 3D Ising model [KPSDV16].

In the conformal bootstrap approach, a CFT is defined as a set of functions satisfying certain ax-
iomatic properties. These functions are interpreted as the n-point correlations, ⟨ϕ1(x1) . . . ϕn(xn)⟩, of
some physical fields, ϕ1, . . . , ϕn, probed at locations x1, . . . , xn, respectively. The fields in a correlation
function can be different or repeated and we assume that their position does not matter (i.e., the functions
are invariant under permutations of the fields). Mathematically, the fields can be thought of as indices
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that identify the functions that define the CFT.
The collection of all fields is called the field content or operator content of the theory. The latter term

comes from the fact that, in quantum field theory, classical fields are treated as canonical coordinates and
elevated to the role of operators acting on a Hilbert space of possible physical states (the same way as,
in quantum mechanics, canonical coordinates are turned into operators in the canonical quantization of
classical mechanics).

The two main properties that n-point correlation functions are assumed to satisfy concern the way
they transform when the n points are mapped to other points by a conformal map and the existence of a
short-distance expansion as two of the n points are brought close to each other. (Other simple properties
are assumed to hold, but they are either relatively trivial or somewhat technical, and correspond to
statements such as the existence of a “unit field,” invariance under permutations, the existence of a
discrete set of scaling dimensions αj associated to the fields ϕj—see, e.g. [Ryc20]).

Firstly, correlation functions are assumed to be conformally covariant in the sense that, if φ is a
conformal transformation, then

⟨ϕ1(φ(x1)) . . . ϕn(φ(xn))⟩ =
( n∏
i=1

|φ′(xi)|−αi

)
⟨ϕ1(x1) . . . ϕn(xn)⟩, (1.1)

where the αi’s are called scaling dimensions. The same scaling dimension αi has to appear in all n-point
functions involving the field ϕi, so a unique scaling dimension is associated to each field and therefore
αi is called the scaling dimension of the field ϕi. (However, different fields can have the same scaling
dimension.) It is furthermore assumed that, for all ϕi,

⟨ϕi(x)⟩ = 0

and

⟨ϕi(x1)ϕi(x2)⟩ = |x1 − x2|−2αi , (1.2)

where it is easy to check that the behavior of the two-point function above is, up to a multiplicative
constant, the only one compatible with (1.1). Moreover, it is assumed that distinct fields are “orthogonal”
in the sense that, if ϕi ̸= ϕj ,

⟨ϕi(x1)ϕj(x2)⟩ = 0. (1.3)

It is not difficult to check that conformal covariance, Eq. (1.1), determines not only the functional
form of two-point functions, but also that of three-point functions, namely,

⟨ϕ1(x1)ϕ2(x2)ϕ3(x3)⟩ = Cϕ1ϕ2ϕ3 |x1 − x2|−(α1+α2−α3)|x1 − x3|−(α1+α3−α2)|x2 − x3|−(α2+α3−α1), (1.4)

where Cϕ1ϕ2ϕ3 is called a structure constant of the theory. Four-point functions are the simplest correla-
tions not fully determined, up to a multiplicative constant, by conformal covariance and are therefore of
particular interest.

The second fundamental property of correlation functions is the operator product expansion (OPE ),
whose origin can be traced back to the work of Wilson and Zimmermann [Wil69, WZ72] on QFT and of
Kadanoff in statistical mechanics [Kad69]. For a CFT four-point function, the OPE reads

⟨ϕ1(x1)ϕ2(x2)ϕ3(x3)ϕ4(x4)⟩ ∼
∑
k≥0

Cϕkϕ1ϕ2
|x1 − x2|α1+α2−αk

F ϕ3ϕ4ϕk
(x, x3, x4) as x1, x2 → x, (1.5)

where we assume that the theory contains a discrete set of fields {ϕk}k≥0 and the sum runs over all
possible fields of the theory, including the “unit field” ϕ0 = 1 with α0 = 0, which is identically equal to
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one and satisfies ⟨1(x)⟩ = 1 and ⟨1(x0)ϕ1(x1) . . . ϕn(xn)⟩ = ⟨ϕ1(x1) . . . ϕn(xn)⟩. However, the coefficients

Cϕkϕ1ϕ2 can be zero, so the right-hand side of the OPE doesn’t necessarily contain all fields. Which fields
are present is encoded in the so-called fusion rules.

In the simplest case, F ϕ3ϕ4ϕk
takes the form of a three-point function,

F ϕ3ϕ4ϕk
(x, x3, x4) = Cϕkϕ3ϕ4 |x− x3|

−(αk+α3−α4)|x− x4|−(αk+α4−α3)|x3 − x4|−(α3+α4−αk), (1.6)

so that, formally, one can write

ϕ1(x1)ϕ2(x2) ∼
∑
k≥0

Cϕkϕ1ϕ2
|x1 − x2|α1+α2−αk

ϕk(x) as x1, x2 → x. (1.7)

In CFT language, Eq. (1.7) can be interpreted as saying that the “fusion” of fields ϕ1 and ϕ2 produces
the fields ϕk in the right-hand side of the equation.

Applying this form of the OPE to the three-point function ⟨ϕ1(x1)ϕ2(x2)ϕ3(x3)⟩ and using (1.3) and

(1.2) shows that Cϕ3ϕ1ϕ2 = Cϕ1ϕ2ϕ3 , so the coefficients of the OPE are the structure constants of Eq. (1.4).
Moreover, using the OPE (1.7) one can reduce any n-point function for n ≥ 4 to an (n − 1)-point
function. It is therefore possible, at least in principle, to “solve” a CFT by calculating the structure
constants and applying the OPE repeatedly, provided that one knows the field content of the theory.
Conformal invariance is very useful in carrying out this plan, since it poses significant constraints on the
correlation functions and consequently on the OPE coefficients. These observations are at the heart of
the conformal bootstrap approach to CFT.

What we just described is the simplest case, but in general the function F ϕ3,ϕ4ϕk
in Eq. (1.5) can contain

additional terms, corresponding to derivatives of three-point functions, as well as logarithmic terms. The
latter case is particularly interesting and relevant for percolation, as we will show (see also [CF24], where
some of the results of this paper are announced and their consequences for the percolation CFT are dis-
cussed). A CFT that contains logarithmic terms in its four-point functions and OPEs is called logarithmic
(see, e.g., [CR13]). Logarithmic CFTs emerge naturally in several contexts, have many applications and
have attracted considerable attention since the work of Gurarie [Gur93]. However, despite significant
recent progress, the field of logarithmic CFTs is still considerably less developed than that of ordinary
CFTs.

1.3 Definitions and main results

Let T denote the triangular lattice and let H denote the hexagonal lattice dual to T . Then each vertex
of T corresponds to a face (that is, a hexagon) of H in a natural way and we often identify them. Assume
that T and H are embedded in C in such a way that one of the vertices of T coincides with the origin of
C (see Figure 1.1). We consider critical site percolation on the scaled triangular lattice aT , where each
vertex of aT is assigned a black or white label independently, with equal probability. We denote this
measure by Pa. For a subgraph G of T , we define its (outer) boundary ∂G as

∂G := {v ∈ T \G : ∃u ∈ G such that u ∼ v},

where u ∼ v denotes that u and v are adjacent in G. We call a sequence of vertices (v1, . . . , vn+1) a black
(respectively, white) path if v1, . . . , vn+1 are all black (resp., white) vertices and vj ∼ vj+1 for j = 1, . . . , n.
If vn+1 = v1, then (v1, . . . , vn+1) is called a black (resp., white) circuit.

Let {Caj }j denote the collection of black clusters (maximal connected components of the graph con-
sisting of black vertices, with the adjacency relation ∼) on aT and assign to each cluster Caj a random
spin σj = ±1, where {σj}j is a collection of symmetric, (±1)-valued, i.i.d. random variables. Then for
each xa ∈ aT , we let

Sxa =

{
σj , if xa ∈ Caj ,
0, if xa is white.

(1.8)
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Figure 1.1: Embedding of the triangular and hexagonal lattices in C.

We denote by ⟨·⟩a the expectation with respect to the distribution of {Sxa}xa∈aT .
The interest and relevance of the lattice field (1.8) stems from the fact that it provides an explicit

version of the percolation density or spin field discussed in the physics literature. As shown in [Cam24], its
correlation functions, when appropriately rescaled, have a conformally covariant scaling limit as does the
field itself. This determines the two-point function up to a multiplicative constant, while all odd correlation
functions are zero by symmetry. The four-point function, discussed below, is not determined by conformal
covariance and reveals the connection with the physics literature (see, e.g., [GV18, HGSJS20]).

Let x1, x2, x3, x4 ∈ C be four distinct points on the complex plane and suppose that xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4 ∈ aT

satisfy lima→0 x
a
j = xj for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4. As explained in [Cam24, Eq. (1.9)], we have

⟨Sxa1 . . . Sxa4 ⟩
a =Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→ xa2
B←−−→ xa3

B←−−→ xa4

]
+ Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→ xa2 ̸B←−−→ xa3
B←−−→ xa4

]
+ Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→ xa3 ̸B←−−→ xa2
B←−−→ xa4

]
+ Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→ xa4 ̸B←−−→ xa2
B←−−→ xa3

]
,

where {xai
B←−−→ xaj} denotes the event that xai and xaj belong to the same black cluster and {xai ̸B←−−→ xaj}

denotes its complement.
For z ∈ C and ϵ > 0, we define Bϵ(z) = {w ∈ C : |z − w| < ϵ} and write

πa := Pa
[
0

B←−−→ ∂B1(0)
]
,

where {0 B←−−→ ∂B1(0)} denotes a one-arm event, i.e., the event that there exists a black path connecting
0 to ∂B1(0).

It is shown in the proof of [Cam24, Theorem 1.5] that the following limits exist (their sum gives the
function CD,n in Eq. (1.10) of [Cam24, Theorem 1.5] for n = 4):

P (x1
B←−−→ x2

B←−−→ x2
B←−−→ x4) := lim

a→0
π−4
a × Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→ xa2
B←−−→ xa3

B←−−→ xa4

]
,

P (x1
B←−−→ x2 ̸B←−−→ x3

B←−−→ x4) := lim
a→0

π−4
a × Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→ xa2 ̸B←−−→ xa3
B←−−→ xa4

]
,

P (x1
B←−−→ x3 ̸B←−−→ x2

B←−−→ x4) := lim
a→0

π−4
a × Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→ xa3 ̸B←−−→ xa2
B←−−→ xa4

]
,

P (x1
B←−−→ x4 ̸B←−−→ x2

B←−−→ x3) := lim
a→0

π−4
a × Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→ xa4 ̸B←−−→ xa2
B←−−→ xa3

]
.

Moreover, the limits are covariant under Möbius transformations, in the sense of Eq. (1.1). The same
covariance property, with exponents α1 = . . . = α4 = 5/48, is satisfied by the function

C(x1, x2, x3, x4) := lim
a→0

π−4
a × ⟨Sxa1 · · ·Sxa4 ⟩

a

= P (x1
B←−−→ x2

B←−−→ x2
B←−−→ x4) + P (x1

B←−−→ x2 ̸B←−−→ x3
B←−−→ x4)

+ P (x1
B←−−→ x3 ̸B←−−→ x2

B←−−→ x4) + P (x1
B←−−→ x4 ̸B←−−→ x2

B←−−→ x3).
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As mentioned earlier, conformal covariance is not sufficient to determine the functional form of a
function of four variables. A possible asymptotic expansion of C(x1, x2, x3, x4), when two of the four
points are close to each other, is suggested in [Cam24, Section 2.3]. However, the heuristic analysis
in [Cam24, Section 2.3] fails to identify the presence of a logarithmic term, which is the most interesting
feature of the expansion in Theorem 1.1 below.

Theorem 1.1. There are two universal constants C1, C2 ∈ (0,∞) such that the following holds for the
function C(x1, x2, x3, x4) defined above:

C(x1, x2, x3, x4) ∼ C1|x2 − x1|−
5
24

(
|x3 − x4|−

5
24 + C2|x2 − x1|

5
4F (x, x3, x4) |log |x2 − x1||

)
, (1.9)

as x1, x2 → x ∈ C \ {x3, x4}, namely,

lim
x1,x2→x

C(x1, x2, x3, x4)− C1|x3 − x4|−
5
24 × |x2 − x1|−

5
24

|x2 − x1|
25
24 × |log |x2 − x1||

= C1C2F (x, x3, x4),

where
F (x, x3, x4) = |x− x3|−

5
4 |x− x4|−

5
4 |x3 − x4|

25
24 .

Remark 1.2. We emphasize that the independence of labels at different vertices in percolation is crucial
to get the logarithmic term in Theorem 1.1. More precisely, independence is needed to get (3.7) in the
proof of Lemma 3.1.

Remark 1.3. Let n ≥ 1 be an integer and let x1, . . . , x2n ∈ C be 2n distinct points. Suppose that
xaj ∈ aT satisfy lima→0 x

a
j = xj for 1 ≤ j ≤ 2n. Then according to [Cam24, Theorem 1.5], the following

limit also exists:
C(x1, x2, . . . , x2n) := lim

a→0
π−2n
a × ⟨Sxa1 · · ·Sxa2n⟩

a.

One can still use the strategy in the proof of Theorem 1.1 to study the asymptotic expansion of the
2n-point function C(x1, . . . , x2n) when two of {x1, x2, . . . , x2n} are close to each other.

The presence of a logarithm in (1.9) is particularly interesting because it provides a rigorous example
of a logarithmic divergence in a percolation four-point function. Although the large-scale properties of
two-dimensional critical percolation are expected to be described by a logarithmic CFT (see, e.g., [MR07,
VJS12]), finding explicit examples of logarithmic singularities has been challenging and until now there
was no rigorous proof of such a singularity in a correlation function.

Equation (1.9) can be interpreted as an operator product expansion (OPE), as discussed in Section 1.2.
Writing (1.9) as

C(x1, x2, x3, x4) ∼
C1

|x2 − x1|
5
24

|x3 − x4|−
5
24 +

C1C2

|x2 − x1|
5
48

+ 5
48

− 5
4

F (x, x3, x4) |log |x2 − x1||+ . . . ,

we can analyze its terms by comparing this expression with (1.5) and learn something about the fusion
rules of the putative percolation CFT, which determine what fields are present in the right-hand side of the
OPE. The first term in the right-hand side involves the spin (density) field (1.8), with scaling dimension
5/48, and the “unit field,” with scaling dimension 0. The second term involves the spin (density) field
and a new “field” with scaling dimension 5/4. The discussion in [Cam24, Section 2.3] and the proof of
Theorem 1.1 show that this term is related to the four-arm event, i.e., the event that there are four paths
with alternating labels (black/white) crossing an annulus. In the physics literature, this event is related
to the so-called energy field. The ellipsis represents possible contributions from other “fields,” but these
are higher order terms, which vanish faster than |x1−x2|25/24| log |x1−x2|| as x1, x2 → x. Hence, we can
interpret the OPE above as saying that the “fusion” of two spin (density) fields produces the “unit field”
and the “four-arm/energy field,” plus possibly other fields whose contributions to the four-point function

8



xa3

xa1

xa2

(a) The event Ra
3(x

a
1 , x

a
2 , x

a
3);

xa4 xa3

xa1

xa2

(b) The event Ra
4(x

a
1 , x

a
2 , x

a
3 , x

a
4).

Figure 1.2: The events Ra
i (x

a
1 , . . . , x

a
i ) for i ∈ {3, 4}. The black, solid lines represent black paths and the red, dotted

lines represent white paths. The i black paths together with vertices xa1 , . . . , x
a
i form naturally a lattice circuit.

Note that the i white paths that are inside (resp., outside) of this circuit belong to the same white cluster.

(1.9) are of higher order in |x1 − x2|. The reader is referred to [CF24] for a more detailed discussion of
the CFT implications of (1.9).

Our next result shows that the probabilities of certain events involving several four-arm events at
different locations, when appropriately rescaled, have a conformally covariant scaling limit and behave
like CFT correlation functions. This supports the claim that, in the CFT description of critical percolation,
one should associate a conformal field to the occurrence of a four-arm event.

Let xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4 ∈ aT be four vertices satisfying |xaj −xak| ≥ 10a for 1 ≤ j < k ≤ 4. For i ∈ {3, 4}, we

define Rai (xa1, . . . , xai ) to be the event that there are i black paths belonging to i different black clusters
connecting xaj to xaj+1 for 1 ≤ j ≤ i, respectively, where we use the convention that xai+1 = xa1. See
Figure 1.2 for an illustration of the events Rai (xa1, . . . , xai ) for i ∈ {3, 4}. Moreover, we write

ρa = Pa
[
0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂B1(0)
]
,

where {0 BWBW←−−−−→ ∂B1(0)} denotes the event that there are four paths with alternating labels (black/white)
connecting 0 to ∂B1(0).

Theorem 1.4. Let x1, . . . , x4 ∈ C be four distinct points. Suppose that xa1, . . . , x
a
4 ∈ aT satisfy xaj → xj

as a→ 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4. Let i ∈ {3, 4}. Then the following statements hold:

(1) The limit
Ri(x1, . . . , xi) := lim

a→0
ρ−ia × Pa [Rai (xa1, . . . , xai )] (1.10)

exists and belongs to (0,∞).

(2) Let φ be any non-constant Möbius transformation such that φ(xj) ̸= ∞ for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4. Then we
have

Ri(φ(x1), . . . , φ(xi)) = Ri(x1, . . . , xi)×
i∏

j=1

|φ′(xj)|−
5
4 .

As a consequence, there exists a universal constant C3 ∈ (0,∞) such that

R3(x1, x2, x3) = C3|x1 − x2|−
5
4 |x1 − x3|−

5
4 |x2 − x3|−

5
4 .
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(3) Let x ∈ C \ {x1, x2}. Then there exists a universal constant C4 ∈ (0,∞) such that

lim
x3,x4→x

R4(x1, x2, x3, x4)

|x3 − x4|−
5
4

= C4R3(x1, x2, x). (1.11)

Remark 1.5. As in Remark 1.3, one can define Ri(x1, . . . , xi) for i > 4 and study the asymptotic
expansion of Ri when two of {x1, . . . , xi} are close to each other, using the strategy in the proof of
Theorem 1.4, Item 3.

Theorem 1.4 shows that the function Ri, which describes the correlation between i four-arm events,
is conformally covariant. Moreover, Eq. (1.11) can be interpreted as an OPE. Writing (1.11) as

R4(x1, x2, x3, x4) = C3C4 |x3 − x4|
5
4 |x1 − x2|−

5
4 |x1 − x|−

5
4 |x2 − x|−

5
4 + o(|x3 − x4|

5
4 ) as x3, x4 → x

and comparing this expression with (1.5), we see that, at the lowest order in |x3 − x4|, the “fusion” of
two “four-arm fields” produces a “four-arm field.”

To state our next result, we need to define the concept of pivotal vertex. Given an event A and a
percolation configuration in which all vertices except za have been assigned a label, we say that za is
pivotal for A if A occurs when za is black and does not occur when za is white. The event that a vertex
za is pivotal for A is the set of all percolation configurations such that za is pivotal for A.

We write
ρa = Pa

[
0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂B1(0)
]
,

where {0 BWBW←−−−−→ ∂B1(0)} denotes the event that there are four paths with alternating labels (black and
white) connecting 0 to ∂B1(0).

Theorem 1.6. Suppose that 0 < θ1 < θ2 < θ3 < θ4 < π and write xj = exp(2iθj) for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4 and
(xjxj+1) := {exp(2iθ) : θj < θ < θj+1}, with the convention that θ5 = θ1. Let Ωa = B1(0) ∩ aT and
assume that xa1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4 ∈ ∂Ωa satisfy xaj → xj as a → 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4. Then there exists a universal

constant C5 ∈ (0,∞) such that

lim
a→0

ρ−1
a × Pa

[
0 is pivotal for {(xa1xa2)

B←−−→
Ωa

(xa3x
a
4)}
]
= C5

∏
1≤j<k≤4

| sin(θk − θj)|
1
3 ,

where {(xa1xa2)
B←−−→
Ωa

(xa3x
a
4)} denotes the event that there exists a black path contained in Ωa and con-

necting (xa1x
a
2) to (xa3x

a
4).

Theorem 1.6 can be generalized as follows:

Corollary 1.7. Suppose that Ω is a simply connected domain with a locally connected boundary, let
x1, x2, x3, x4 ∈ ∂Ω be four distinct points in counterclockwise order and let z ∈ Ω. Let Ωa = Ω ∩ aT and
suppose that xa1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4 ∈ ∂Ωa, za ∈ Ωa denote five sequences of vertices satisfying xaj → xj , z

a → z as
a→ 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4. Let z ∈ Ω and let φz be the conformal map from B1(0) onto Ω with φz(0) = z and
φ′
z(0) > 0. Then we have

Q(z; Ω;x1, x2, x3, x4) := lim
a→0

ρ−1
a × Pa

[
za is pivotal for {(xa1xa2)

B←−−→
Ωa

(xa3x
a
4)}
]

(1.12)

=C5

∏
1≤j<k≤4

| sin(θ̃k − θ̃j)|
1
3 × |φ′

z(0)|−
5
4 ,

where 0 < θ̃1 < θ̃2 < θ̃3 < θ̃4 < π satisfy exp(2iθ̃j) = φ−1
z (xj), for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4, and where C5 is the constant

in Theorem 1.6.
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Given the existence and conformal covariance of the scaling limit in (1.12), Corollary 1.7 then follows
readily from Theorem 1.6. The existence part can be treated essentially in the same way as in the proof
of Theorem 1.6 and the conformal covariance part can be derived using essentially the same method as
in [Cam24, Proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.4]. Thus, we omit the proof of Corollary 1.7.

Remark 1.8. We take a detour and consider near-critical site percolation on aT . More precisely, let
m ∈ R+ := {x ∈ R : x > 0} be a parameter and let p(a,m) := 1

2 +ma2/ρa. Consider the following model:

each vertex in aT is assigned a black label, with probability p(a,m), or a white label, with probability
1 − p(a,m), independently of each other; let P(a,m) denote the corresponding distribution. Assume the
same setup as in Proposition 1.7. It was shown in [GPS18, Theorem 9.5] that the following limit exists:

P
(m)
4 (x1, x2, x3, x4) := lim

a→0
P(a,m)

[
(xa1x

a
2)

B←−−→
Ωa

(xa3x
a
4)

]
.

However, there is no explicit formula of P
(m)
4 (x1, x2, x3, x4). We will try to give an asymptotic expansion

of P
(m)
4 (x1, x2, x3, x4) as m→ 0 using Proposition 1.7 and Russo’s formula in a forthcoming work.

We now turn to percolation on the upper half-plane H := {z ∈ C : Im z > 0}, which can be realized by
deterministically declaring white all vertices contained in the lower half-plane C \ H. Our first result in
this context is an analog of Theorem 1.1 and concerns the lattice field (1.8) defined on the closed upper
half-plane H, that is, with Sxa = 0 for all xa ∈ C\H. With this definition, if xa1 < xa2 < xa3 < xa4 ∈ aT ∩R,
we have

⟨Sxa1 . . . Sxa4 ⟩
a
H = Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→
H

xa2
B←−−→
H

xa3
B←−−→
H

xa4

]
+ Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→
H

xa2 ̸B←−−→
H

xa3
B←−−→
H

xa4

]
+ Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→
H

xa4 ̸B←−−→
H

xa2
B←−−→
H

xa3

]
,

where the subscript H in ⟨·⟩aH indicates that Sxa = 0 for all xa ∈ C \ H, {xai
B←−−→
H

xaj} denotes the event

that xai and x
a
j are connected by a black path contained in the upper half-plane and {xai ̸B←−−→

H
xaj} denotes

its complement. Now let

πa := Pa
[
0

B←−−→
H

∂B1(0)

]
, (1.13)

where {0 B←−−→ ∂B1(0)} denotes a boundary one-arm event, i.e., the event that there exists a black path
in H connecting 0 to ∂B1(0).

Theorem 1.9. Consider x1 < x2 < x3 < x4 ∈ R and assume that xa1 < xa2 < xa3 < xa4 ∈ aT ∩ R satisfy
xaj → xj as a→ 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4. Then

CH(x1, x2, x3, x4) := lim
a→0

π−4
a × ⟨Sxa1 · · ·Sxa4 ⟩

a
H

exists and belongs to (0,∞). Moreover, for any non-constant Möbius transformation φ : H → H with
φ(x1), φ(x2), φ(x3), φ(x4) ̸=∞, we have

CH(φ(x1), φ(x2), φ(x3), φ(x4)) = CH(x1, x2, x3, x4)×
4∏
j=1

|φ′(xj)|−
1
3 . (1.14)

Furthermore, there are two universal constants CH
1 , C

H
2 ∈ (0,∞) such that

CH(x1, x2, x3, x4) ∼ CH
1 (x2 − x1)−

2
3

(
(x4 − x3)−

2
3 + CH

2 (x2 − x1)2FH(x, x3, x4) |log(x2 − x1)|
)
, (1.15)

11



xa1 xa2 xa3 xa4

Figure 1.3: The event Ka(xa1 , x
a
2 , x

a
3 , x

a
4). The black, solid lines represent black paths and the red, dotted lines

represent white paths.

as x1, x2 → x < x3, namely,

lim
x1,x2→x

CH(x1, x2, x3, x4)− CH
1 (x4 − x3)−

2
3 × (x2 − x1)−

2
3

(x2 − x1)
4
3 × |log(x2 − x1)|

= CH
1 C

H
2 FH(x, x3, x4),

where
FH(x, x3, x4) = (x3 − x)−2(x4 − x)−2(x4 − x3)

4
3 .

The proof of Theorem 1.9 is essentially the same as that of Theorem 1.1, so we omit it in the present
article. Eq. (1.14) shows that CH transforms covariantly under conformal maps, as expected of a CFT
correlation function. When seen as a correlation function, (1.14) shows that the scaling dimension of the
boundary spin (density) field is 1/3.

As in the case of (1.9), Eq. (1.15) can be interpreted as an OPE. As such, it reveals that the fusion of
two boundary spin fields produces the “unit field” and a new boundary field of scaling dimension 2. The

latter is related to the polychromatic boundary three-arm event {0 BWB←−−→
H

∂B1(0)}, corresponding to the

presence of two black paths and one white path in H connecting 0 and its neighbors to ∂B1(0), which is
relevant for our next theorem. We remark that the polychromatic boundary three-arm event is related
to the so-called boundary stress-energy tensor, as explained in Sections 2.2 and 3.3 of [CF24].

Now let

ιa := Pa
[
0

BW←−−→
H

∂B1(0)

]
,

where {0 BW←−−→
H

∂B1(0)} denotes the event that there are a black path and a white path in H connecting

0 to ∂B1(0).
Given four vertices xa1 < xa2 < xa3 < xa4 of aT ∩ R, we let Ka(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4) denote the event that

there are a black path and a white path in the upper half-plane connecting xa1 to xa2, with the black path
“below” the white one, and the same for xa3 and xa4 (see Figure 1.3 for an illustration of the event).

Using the same strategy as in the proof of Theorem 1.4, one can show:

Theorem 1.10. Let −∞ < x1 < x2 < x3 < x4 < ∞ be four distinct points. Suppose that xa1 < xa2 <
xa3 < xa4 ∈ aT ∩ R satisfy xaj → xj as a→ 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4. Then the limit

K(x1, x2, x3, x4) := lim
a→0

ι−4
a × Pa [Ka(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4)]

exists and belongs to (0,∞) and, for any non-constant Möbius transformation φ : H→ H, we have

K(φ(x1), φ(x2), φ(x3), φ(x4)) = K(x1, x2, x3, x4)×
4∏
j=1

|φ′(xj)|−1.

12



Moreover, there exists a universal constant CK ∈ (0,∞) such that, for any x ∈ (x1, x4), we have

lim
x2,x3→x

K(x1, x2, x3, x4) = CK(x− x1)−2(x4 − x)−2. (1.16)

Eq. (1.16) can be seen as an OPE and the CFT interpretation is that two boundary two-arm
fields/events, with scaling dimension 1, fuse into a boundary three-arm field/event, with scaling dimen-
sion 2, turning the four-point function K(x1, x2, x3, x4) into a three-point function between two boundary
two-arm fields/events, at x1 and x4, and a boundary three-arm field/event, at x.

After discussing the boundary two-arm event, we consider the interior monochromatic two-arm event

{0 BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)}, i.e., the event that there are two disjoint black paths connecting 0 to ∂B1(0), and the
related concept of percolation backbone.

Let xa1, x
a
2 ∈ aT ∩ R be two vertices on the real line and let za ∈ aT ∩ H be a vertex in H. We

denote by {xa1
B←−−→
H

za} ◦ {xa2
B←−−→
H

za} the event that there are two disjoint black paths in the upper

half-plane connecting za to xa1 and za to xa2, respectively. If the event happens, we say that za belongs
to the backbone connecting xa1 and xa2. In other words, the backbone connecting xa1 and xa2 is the set of
black vertices in the upper half-plane connected to xa1 and xa2 by two black paths that have no vertex
in common. In an electrical circuit in which current can flow only through black vertices, the backbone
connecting xa1 and xa2 is the set of vertices through which the current would flow if we applied a potential
difference between xa1 and xa2. The backbone is relevant to transport properties and has been extensively
studied (see, e.g., [BH91] and references therein, as well as [SA94, Sah94, Gra99]).

Let
ρa := Pa

[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
]

and note that the event {xa1
B←−−→
H

za}◦{xa2
B←−−→
H

za} forces two boundary one-arm events near xa1 and xa2,

{xai
B←−−→
H

∂Bϵ(x
a
i )} with i = 1, 2, as well as an interior monochromatic two-arm event near za, {za BB←−−→

∂Bϵ(z
a)}, for any ϵ < min(|za−xa1|, |za−xa2|). The probabilities of both arm events decay like a power of

a as a→ 0, but while the exponent for the boundary one-arm event was conjectured decades ago [DN79,
CdNS83] and was proved to be 1/3 more than twenty years ago [SW01], the exponent governing the
decay of ρa remained unknown until very recently and was computed for the first time in [NQSZ23], using
Liouville quantum gravity techniques. The latter exponent is shown to be transcendental in [NQSZ23,
Theorem 1.2], and we denote it by ξ.

Theorem 1.11. Let x1, x2 ∈ R and z ∈ H be three distinct points. Suppose that xa1, x
a
2 ∈ aT ∩ R, za ∈

aT ∩ H are vertices satisfying xa1 → x1, x
a
2 → x2 and za → z as a→ 0. Then

P (x1, x2, z) := lim
a→0

π−2
a ρ−1

a × Pa
[
{xa1

B←−−→
H

za} ◦ {xa2
B←−−→
H

za}
]

exists and belongs to (0,∞). Moreover, for any non-constant Möbius transformation φ : H → H with
φ(x1), φ(x2) ̸=∞, we have

P (φ(x1), φ(x2), φ(z)) = P (x1, x2, z)× |φ′(z)|−ξ ×
2∏
j=1

|φ′(xj)|−
1
3 .

Our last theorem concerns an event on the upper half-plane whose probability, when appropriately
rescaled, has a scaling limit involving a logarithm. The limit can be interpreted as related to a CFT
correlation function between four boundary fields, so this result provides another example of a logarithmic
correlation function. For a more detailed discussion on the CFT interpretation of the result, the reader
is referred to [CF24].
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xa1 xa2 xa3 xa4

Figure 1.4: The event La(xa1 , x
a
2 , x

a
3 , x

a
4). The black, solid line represents a black path, and the red, dotted lines

represent white paths.

Let xa1 < xa2 < xa3 < xa4 be four vertices on aT ∩R. We let La(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4) denote the following event:
(1) there are two disjoint white paths in the upper half-plane connecting a neighbor of xa1 and xa2 + a to
the segment [xa3, x

a
4], respectively; (2) there is a black path in the upper half-plane connecting xa1 to xa2;

(3) there is no black path in the upper half-plane connecting xa1 to the segment [xa3, x
a
4]. See Figure 1.4

for an illustration of the event La(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4).

Theorem 1.12. Let −∞ < x1 < x2 < x3 < x4 <∞ be four distinct points. Suppose that xa1 < xa2 < xa3 <
xa4 ∈ aT ∩ R satisfy xaj → xj as a→ 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4. Then there exists a universal constant CL ∈ (0,∞)
such that

L(x1, x2, x3, x4) = lim
a→0

ι−2
a × Pa [La(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4)] =

CL
(x2 − x1)2

× log
(x4 − x2)(x3 − x1)
(x3 − x2)(x4 − x1)

. (1.17)

In particular, we have that

lim
x3→x2

L(x1, x2, x3, x4)

|log(x3 − x2)|
=

CL
(x2 − x1)2

(1.18)

and, for any non-constant Möbius transformation φ : H→ H satisfying −∞ < φ(x1) < φ(x2) < φ(x3) <
φ(x4) <∞,

L(φ(x1), φ(x2), φ(x3), φ(x4)) = L(x1, x2, x3, x4)×
2∏
j=1

|φ′(xj)|−1. (1.19)

Remark 1.13. It was shown in [SW01, NQSZ23] that

πa = a1/3+o(1), πa = a
5
48

+o(1), ιa = a1+o(1), ρa = aξ+o(1), ρa = a
5
4
+o(1).

Recently, the estimates for πa, ιa and ρa were improved in [DGLZ22] as follows: there exist universal
constants cρ, cπ, cι, Cπ, Cι ∈ (0,∞) such that

πa = cπa
1
3

(
1 +O

(
aCπ

))
, ιa = cιa

(
1 +O

(
aCι
))
, ρa = cρa

5
4 (1 + o(1)) .

1.4 Organization of the rest of the paper

In Section 2, we consider the density of pivotal points and the probability of backbone events and prove
Theorems 1.6 and 1.11, using results and ideas from [Cam24]. In Section 3, we first study the four-point
function of the density (spin) field (1.8) and prove Theorem 1.1. We then consider correlations and
the fusion of four-arm events and prove Theorem 1.4. Section 3 ends with the proofs of Theorems 1.10
and 1.12 concerning, respectively, the four-point function of boundary two-arm events and a boundary
connection probability with a logarithmic scaling limit.

Acknowledgments. Yu Feng thanks NYUAD for its hospitality during a visit in the fall of 2023, when
this project was started. The visit was partially supported by the Short-Term Visiting Fund for Doctoral
Students of Tsinghua University.
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2 Conformal covariance of pivotal and backbone probabilities

In this section, we prove Theorems 1.6 and Theorem 1.11.

2.1 Percolation interfaces and their scaling limit

We briefly recall the definition of percolation interfaces, which are curves separating black and white
clusters. The scaling limit of the full collection of interfaces for critical site percolation on the triangular
lattice is obtained in [CN06].

We let a > 0 and consider critical Bernoulli site percolation on aT . Given a percolation configuration,
the percolation interfaces between black and white clusters are polygonal circuits (with probability one)
on the edges of the hexagonal lattice aH dual to the triangular lattice aT . We give these circuits an
orientation in such a way that they wind counterclockwise around black clusters and clockwise around
white clusters (in other words, they are oriented in such a way that black hexagons are on the left and
white hexagons are on the right). Note that the interfaces form a nested collection of loops with alternating
orientations and a natural tree structure.

In order to state the weak convergence of the collection of percolation interfaces, we need to specify a
topology on the space of collections of loops. First, we introduce a distance function ∆ on C× C,

∆(u, v) := inf
f

ˆ 1

0

|f ′(t)|
1 + |f(t)|2

dt,

where the infimum is over all differentiable curves f : [0, 1]→ C with f(0) = 0 and f(1) = v. Second, for
two planar oriented curves γ1, γ2 : [0, 1]→ C, we define

dist (γ1, γ2) := inf
ψ,ψ̃

sup
t∈[0,1]

∆
(
γ1(ψ(t)), γ2(ψ̃(t))

)
, (2.1)

where the infimum is taken over all increasing homeomorphisms ψ, ψ̃ : [0, 1] → [0, 1]. Note that planar
oriented loops can be viewed as planar oriented curves. Third, we define a distance between two closed
sets of loops, Γ1 and Γ2, as follows:

Dist(Γ1,Γ2) := inf{ϵ > 0 : ∀γ1 ∈ Γ1 ∃γ2 ∈ Γ2 s.t. dist(γ1, γ2) ≤ ϵ and vice versa}. (2.2)

The space X of collections of loops with this distance is a separable metric space.
It was shown in [CN06] that, as a → 0, the collection of percolation interfaces has a unique limit

in distribution in the topology induced by (2.2). We call this limit the full scaling limit of percolation
and let P denote its distribution. We let Λ denote a loop configuration distributed according to P. As
explained in [CN08], Λ is distributed like the full-plane, nested CLE6. It is invariant, in a distributional
sense, under all non-constant Möbius transformations [CN06, GMQ21].

2.2 The density of pivotal points: Proof of Theorem 1.6

From now on, we denote by {δm}∞m=1 a decreasing sequence with δm ∈ (0, 1) and limm→∞ δm = 0. For
0 < η < ϵ and z ∈ C, we denote by Aη,ϵ(z) the annulus Bϵ(z)\Bη(z) and denote by Faη,ϵ(z) the event that
there are four paths with alternating labels, black and white, crossing the annulus Aη,ϵ(z). Furthermore,
we denote by Faη (x1, x2, x3, x4) the event that there are four paths with alternating labels (BWBW)
starting from the arcs (x1x2), (x2x3), (x3x4), (x4x1), respectively, and crossing the annulus Aη,1(0). One
can express these two events in terms of percolation interface loops. More precisely, Faη,ϵ(z) means that
there are four distinct segments of interface loops, with alternating orientations, crossing the annulus
Aη,ϵ(0). The situation for Faη (x1, x2, x3, x4) is similar. The event Faη (x1, x2, x3, x4) means that there are
four distinct segments of interface loops, S1, . . . , S4, with alternating orientations, crossing the annulus
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Aη,1(0) in such a way that the following holds: for j odd (respectively, even), let Hj denote the black
(resp., white) cluster immediately to the left of Sj , then Hj ∩ (xjxj+1) ̸= ∅, where we use the convention
x5 := x1.

Using the loop definition of Faη,ϵ(z) and the percolation full scaling limit Λ in terms of interface loops
given in [CN06], we can define the analog of Faη,ϵ(z) in the continuum, which we denote by Fη,ϵ(z). Now
note that Theorems 1 and 11 and Lemma 9 of [CCK19] imply that the collection of critical percolation
clusters has a well-defined scaling limit, which is measurable with respect to the collection of interface loops
Λ. This allows us to define a continuum analog of Faη (x1, x2, x3, x4), which we denote by Fη(x1, x2, x3, x4).
Moreover, since the polychromatic boundary 3-arm exponent for critical site percolation is strictly larger
than 1 [SW01], the events Fη,ϵ(z) and Fη(x1, . . . , x4) are continuity events for P. This follows from the
fact that the boundary of Fη,ϵ(z) (resp., Fη(x1, x2, x3, x4)), defined using (2.2), implies a boundary 3-arm
event along ∂Bϵ(z)∪ ∂Bη(z) (resp., ∂B1(0)∪ ∂Bη(0)). According to Lemma 6.1 of [CN06], the latter has
probability zero. Weak convergence then implies the claim. Therefore, we have

lim
a→0

Pa
[
Faη,ϵ(z)

]
= P [Fη,ϵ(z)] , and lim

a→0
Pa
[
Faη (x1, x2, x3, x4)

]
= P [Fη(x1, x2, x3, x4)] (2.3)

We write
Ea(x1, x2, x3, x4) := {0 is pivotal for {(x1x2)

B←−−→
Ωa

(x3x4)}}.

Note that the event Ea(x1, x2, x3, x4) forces a four-arm event surrounding 0. In the proof of Theorem 1.6,
we will use the following coupling result concerning four-arm events.

Lemma 2.1. Consider ϵ > δ > a. There exists a universal constant c1 ∈ (0,∞) such that the following

holds. For any δ > η > a, there exist an event S and a coupling, Paη, between Pa
[
· |0 BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)

]
and Pa

[
· |Faη,ϵ(0)

]
(that is, a joint distribution on pairs (Λ̃a, Λ̂a) such that Λ̃a and Λ̂a are distributed

according to Pa
[
· |0 BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)

]
and Pa

[
· |Faη,ϵ(0)

]
, respectively) with the following properties:

Paη [S] ≥ 1−
(η
δ

)c1
,

and, for any event A that depends only on the states of hexagons of a single percolation configuration
outside Bδ(0),

Paη
[
Λ̃a ∈ A|S

]
= Paη

[
Λ̂a ∈ A|S

]
.

Proof. Lemma 2.1 can be proved using the strategy in the proof of Proposition 3.6 of [GPS13], with an
exploration process that starts at the origin and moves outwards (see also [FWY24, Lemma 3.9] for a
general result concerning a coupling of measures conditioned on an alternating 2N -arm event).

The last ingredient we need for the proof of Theorem 1.6 is

lim
a→0

Pa
[
0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
]

ρa
= ϵ−

5
4 , (2.4)

which follows from [GPS13, Proposition 4.9] (or just by mimicking the proof of (2.23) in Section 2.4
below, with Lemma 2.8 replaced by Lemma 2.1).

Proof of Theorem 1.6. We let a < η < δm < ϵ and denote by E(a,η,δm,ϵ)(x1, x2, x3, x4) the following event:
(1) there are four clusters Cj , for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4, with alternating labels, black and white, in counterclockwise
order, connecting ∂Bη(0) to ∂Bϵ(0); (2) the cluster Cj is connected to (xjxj+1) by a black (resp., white)
path inside C\Bδm(0) when j is odd (resp., even). As in the case of the event Faη (x1, x2, x3, x4) discussed
above, we can use [CN06] and [CCK19] to define a continuum analog of the event E(a,η,δm,ϵ)(x1, x2, x3, x4),
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which we denote by E(η,δm,ϵ)(x1, x2, x3, x4). Since the polychromatic boundary 3-arm exponent for critical
site percolation is strictly larger than 1 [SW01], the event E(η,δm,ϵ)(x1, x2, x3, x4) is a continuity event for
P, by the same argument used earlier to prove the continuity of Fη,ϵ(z) and Fη(x1, x2, x3, x4).

Next, we prove that

lim
a→0

ρ−1
a × Pa [Ea (x1, x2, x3, x4)] = ϵ−

5
4 lim
m→∞

lim
η→0

P
[
E(η,δm,ϵ)(x1, x2, x3, x4)|Fη,ϵ(0)

]
∈ (0,∞). (2.5)

A standard application of RSW estimates (see, e.g., the proofs of Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2 of [CN09]) implies
that there exist constants 0 < K1 < K2 <∞, independent of a, such that

ρ−1
a × Pa [Ea (x1, x2, x3, x4)] ∈ [K1,K2], (2.6)

which shows that all subsequential limits of the left-hand side of (2.6) belong to (0,∞). We let ϵ ∈
(
0, 1

100

)
and write

ρ−1
a × Pa [Ea (x1, x2, x3, x4)] = Pa

[
Ea(x1, x2, x3, x4)|0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
T1

×
Pa
[
0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
]

ρa︸ ︷︷ ︸
T2

.

For T2, according to (2.4), we have

lim
a→0

T2 = ϵ−
5
4 .

For T1, with [Cam24, Lemma 2.1] replaced by Lemma 2.1, we can proceed as in [Cam24, Proof of
Theorem 1.1] to show that

lim
a→0

T1 = P
[
E(x1, x2, x3, x4)|0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
]
:= lim

m→∞
lim
η→0

P
[
E(η,δm,ϵ)(x1, x2, x3, x4)|Fη,ϵ(0)

]
.

Combining all of these observations, we get (2.5).
Now let us derive the desired explicit formula. We write

ρ−1
a × Pa [Ea (x1, x2, x3, x4)] =

Pa
[
0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bδm(0)
]

ρa︸ ︷︷ ︸
T3

×Pa
[
Faδm(x1, x2, x3, x4)

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
T4

×
Pa
[
Ea(x1, x2, x3, x4)|Faδm (x1, x2, x3, x4)

]
Pa
[
0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bδm(0)
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
T5

.

According to (2.4), we have

lim
a→0

T3 = δ
− 5

4
m . (2.7)

For T4, according to (2.3), we have

lim
a→0

T4 = P [Fδm(x1, x2, x3, x4)] . (2.8)

Combining (2.7) and (2.8) with the existence of lima→0 ρ
−1
a Pa [Ea (x1, x2, x3, x4)], we can define

f(x1, x2, x3, x4; δm) := lim
a→0

T5.

Combining all these observations together, we obtain

lim
a→0

ρ−1
a × Pa [Ea (x1, x2, x3, x4)] = δ

− 5
4

m × P [Fδm(x1, x2, x3, x4)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
T6

×f(x1, x2, x3, x4; δm). (2.9)
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The rest of the proof uses two lemmas which are stated below and proved in the next section. Thanks
to Lemma 2.2 below, we have

lim
m→∞

T6 = C6

∏
1≤j<k≤4

| sin(θk − θj)|
1
3 . (2.10)

Since the left-hand side of (2.9) does not contain δm, (2.10) implies that limm→∞ f(x1, x2, x3, x3; δm)
exists. In particular, we let C7 := limm→∞ f(1, i,−1,−i; δm) ∈ (0,∞). Then, according to Lemma 2.3
below, we have

lim
m→∞

f(x1, x2, x3, x4; δm) = C7.

Therefore, letting m→∞ in (2.9) yields

lim
a→0

ρ−1
a × Pa [Ea (x1, x2, x3, x4)] = C6C7

∏
1≤j<k≤4

| sin(θk − θj)|
1
3 , (2.11)

which gives the desired result with C5 = C6C7.

Lemma 2.2. Assume the same setup as in Theorem 1.6. There exists a universal constant C6 ∈ (0,∞)
such that

lim
m→∞

δ
− 5

4
m × P [Fδm (x1, x2, x3, x4)] = C6

∏
1≤j<k≤4

| sin(θk − θj)|
1
3 .

Lemma 2.3. Let f(x1, x2, x3, x4; δm) be defined as in the proof of Theorem 1.6. Then, we have

lim
m→∞

f(x1, x2, x3, x4; δm) = lim
m→∞

f(1, i,−1,−i; δm).

We end this section with a corollary of the proof of Theorem 1.6.

Corollary 2.4. There exists a universal constant C8 ∈ (0,∞) such that

lim
m→∞

δ
− 5

4
m × P [Fδm,1(0)] = C8. (2.12)

Sketch of the proof. As in the proof of (2.9), we can show that

1 = lim
a→0

ρ−1
a × Pa

[
0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂B1(0)
]
= δ

− 5
4

m × P [Fδm,1(0)]× fδm ,

where

fδm := lim
a→0

Pa
[
0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂B1(0)|Faδm,1(0)
]

Pa
[
0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bδm(0)
] .

From the proof of Theorem 1.6, we know that limm→∞ f(x1, x2, x3, x4; δm) exists; we call this limit C7.
One then can proceed as in the proof of Lemma 2.3, given in the next section, to show that1

lim
m→∞

fδm
f(x1, x2, x3, x4; δm)

= 1.

Combining all of these observations together, we obtain

lim
m→∞

δ
− 5

4
m × P [Fδm(0)] = C8 := 1/C7.

1Compared with the proof of Lemma 2.3, there is some additional work to do, due to the lack of initial faces. However,
the strategy is still clear, see [GPS13, Sketch of the proof of Proposition 3.6].
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2.3 Proof of technical lemmas

The goal of this section is to prove Lemmas 2.2 and 2.3. We start with Lemma 2.2. We assume the
following boundary condition on ∂B1(0):

the hexagons intersecting (x1x2) ∪ (x3x4) are black and other hexagons intersecting ∂B1(0) are white.
(2.13)

Note that this has no influence on the events Faδm(x1, x2, x3, x4) and E
a(x1, x2, x3, x4) or on their proba-

bilities. The choice of boundary conditions induces two interfaces inside B1(0). We use these interfaces
to define four paths, γaj , j = 1, 2, 3, 4, corresponding to parametrizations of the interfaces starting at the
points, ya1 , . . . , y

a
4 , where they intersect ∂B1(0). Let yaj ∈ aH be the vertex of aH where the interface γaj

starts, for j = 1, 2, 3, 4. For z ∈ C and A ⊆ C, define

d(z,A) := inf
w∈A
|w − z|.

Note that

Ea (x1, x2, x3, x4) = {γaj reaches 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ 4}, Faδm (x1, x2, x3, x4) = {d(0, γaj ) ≤ δm, 1 ≤ j ≤ 4}.
(2.14)

Write
α1 := {{1, 2}, {3, 4}}, α2 := {{1, 4}, {2, 3}}.

Let φ be a conformal map from D onto H with −∞ < x̊1 < · · · < x̊4 <∞, where x̊j = φ(xj) for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4.
Define

Zα1 (̊x1, x̊2, x̊3, x̊4) =χ(̊x1, x̊2, x̊3, x̊4)
1
3
H (χ(̊x1, x̊2, x̊3, x̊4))

H(1)
, (2.15)

Zα2 (̊x1, x̊2, x̊3, x̊4) = (1− χ(̊x1, x̊2, x̊3, x̊4))
1
3
H (1− χ(̊x1, x̊2, x̊3, x̊4))

H(1)
, (2.16)

where χ is the cross-ratio and H is a hypergeometric function:

χ(̊x1, x̊2, x̊3, x̊4) :=
(̊x2 − x̊1)(̊x4 − x̊3)
(̊x4 − x̊2)(̊x3 − x̊1)

, H(z) = 2F1

(2
3
,
1

3
,
4

3
; z
)
.

For two collections of planar continuous oriented curves (γj)1≤j≤4 and (γ̃j)1≤j≤4, we define

dist
(
(γj)1≤j≤4 , (γ̃j)1≤j≤4

)
:= sup

1≤j≤4
dist (γj .γ̃j) , (2.17)

where dist(γj , γ̃j) is defined in (2.1).

Lemma 2.5. Assume the same setup as in Theorem 1.6. Then as a→ 0, the law of
(
γaj

)
1≤j≤4

converges

weakly in the topology induced by dist in (2.17) to

P4 := Zα1 (̊x1, x̊2, x̊3, x̊4)× Pα1 + Zα2 (̊x1, x̊2, x̊3, x̊4)× Pα2 ,

where Pαj is the so-called global 2-multiple SLE6 on B1(0) with marked points (x1, x2, x3, x4) and link
pattern αj, whose definition is given by [BPW21, Definition 1.1 and Section 1.3], uniqueness is given
by [MSW20, Theorem A.1] and whose existence is given by [LPW21, Corollary B.2].

Proof. This is a consequence of [LPW21, Theorem B.1 and Corollary B.2].
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Lemma 2.6. Assume the same setup as in Theorem 1.6. Then there exists a universal constant C9 ∈
(0,∞) such that for 1 ≤ j ≤ 2, we have

lim
m→∞

δ
− 5

4
m Pαj [d(0, γk) ≤ δm, 1 ≤ k ≤ 4] = C9 ×

∏
1≤k<r≤4 | sin(θk − θr)|

1
3

Zαj (̊x1, x̊2, x̊3, x̊4)
. (2.18)

Proof. This is a special case of [Zha20, Theorem 1.1] with κ = 6, D = D and z0 = 0.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. We have

lim
m→∞

δ
− 5

4
m × P [Fδm (x1, x2, x3, x4)] = lim

m→∞
δ
− 5

4
m lim

a→∞
Pa
[
Faδm (x1, x2, x3, x4)

]
= lim

m→∞
δ
− 5

4
m lim

a→0
Pa
[
d(0, γaj ) ≤ δm, 1 ≤ j ≤ 4

]
= lim

m→∞
δ
− 5

4
m

 2∑
j=1

Zαj (̊x1, x̊2, x̊3, x̊4)× Pαj [d(0, γk) ≤ δm, 1 ≤ k ≤ 4]


= C6

∏
1≤j<k≤4

| sin(θj − θk)|
1
3 ,

where C6 := 2C9, the second equality is due to the observation (2.14), the third equality is due to
Lemma 2.5, and the last equality is due to Lemma 2.6.

Proof of Lemma 2.3. Let za1 , z
a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4 ∈ aT denote four hexagons which intersect ∂B1(0) and whose

centers are close to 1, i,−1,−i, respectively. To prove the lemma, we need to compare the conditional
probabilities Pa

[
Ea(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4)|Faδm(x

a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4)
]
and Pa

[
Ea(za1 , za2 , za3 , za4)|Faδm(z

a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4)
]
, where

the events Ea (xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4) and Ea (za1 , za2 , za3 , za4) depend on the labels of vertices inside the annulus
B1(0) \ Bδm(0), including vertices that are very close to ∂B1(0). To do this, we will couple the two
conditional measures Pa

[
· |Faδm(x

a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4)
]
and Pa

[
· |Faδm(z

a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4)
]
. To this end, we will use

the notion, introduced in [GPS13], of “faces” induced by arms of alternating labels. We briefly recall its
definition.

Let r ∈ (0, 1) and, for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4, let zj ∈ ∂Br(0) be on the boundary of some hexagon z̃j ∈ aT
which intersects ∂B1(0), where z1, . . . , z4 are chosen in counterclockwise order. A configuration of faces η
around the circle ∂Br(0) with endpoints z1, . . . , z4 is a collection of four oriented simple paths (η1, η2, η3, η4)
consisting of hexagons of aH such that, for j = 1, 2, 3, 4 (with the convention that z5 = z1),

• zj is on the boundary of the first hexagon of the path ηj and zj+1 is on the boundary of the last
hexagon of ηj ;

• ηj is a path consisting of black (resp., white) hexagons if j is odd (resp., even);

• there are no hexagons in ηj that are entirely contained in Br(0).

Now recall that yaj is the starting point of the interface γaj and note that the assumption (2.13) induces
a configuration of faces around ∂B1(0) with endpoints (ya1 , . . . , y

a
4). We denote this configuration of faces

by η1(x
a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4).

Let r ∈ (0, 1) and note that, on the event Fr(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4), γaj intersects ∂Br(0). For j = 1, 2, 3, 4,

we denote by γ̃aj the portion of γaj that runs from yaj until γaj first hits ∂Br(0), and we call y
(r,a)
j this first

hitting point. Let H be the set of hexagons of aH that are adjacent to ∪4j=1γ̃
a
j and define H̃ to be the

union of

• black hexagons in aH ∩ Ar,1(0) that are connected to some black hexagon in H by a black path
inside aH ∩Ar,1(0) and
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• white hexagons in aH ∩ Ar,1(0) that are connected to some white hexagon in H by a white path
inside aH ∩Ar,1(0).

Then, the connected component of C \
(
H ∪ H̃

)
containing 0 is a bounded domain and the hexagons in

aH that lie on the boundary of this domain form a configuration of faces around ∂Br(0) with endpoints

y
(r,a)
1 , . . . , y

(r,a)
4 . We let

ηr(x
a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) =

(
η
(r,a)
1 , η

(r,a)
2 , η

(r,a)
2 , η

(r,a)
4

)
denote this configuration of faces. Similarly, one can define

ηr(z
a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4) =

(
η̃
(r,a)
1 , η̃

(r,a)
2 , η̃

(r,a)
3 , η̃

(r,a)
4

)
,

starting with the configuration of faces by η1(z
a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4) determined by the boundary condition (2.13)

with the points (xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) replaced by (za1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4).

The following coupling result can be proved using the same strategy as in [GPS13, Proof of Proposi-
tion 3.1], therefore we omit its proof.

Lemma 2.7. Assume the same setup as in Theorem 1.6. Then there exists a universal constant c2 ∈
(0,∞) such that the following holds. There exists a coupling Pam, between Pa

[
· |Faδm(x

a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4)
]
and

Pa
[
· |Faδm(z

a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4)
]
, that is, a joint distribution on pairs (Λ̃a, Λ̂a) such that Λ̃a and Λ̂a are distributed

according to Pa
[
· |Faδm(x

a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4)
]
and Pa

[
· |Faδm(z

a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4)
]
, respectively, such that the following

holds:
Pam
[
ηδm(x

a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) = ηδm(z

a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4) ⊆ Aδm,√δm(0)

]
≥ 1− δc2m

and, if the event G = {ηδm(x
a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) = ηδm(z

a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4) ⊆ Aδm,

√
δm

(0)} happens, then Λ̃a and Λ̂a

coincide inside the domain enclosed by ηδm(x
a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) = ηδm(z

a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4).

Going back to the proof of Lemma 2.3, using Lemma 2.7 above in the third equality below, on event
G, we have

Pa
[
Ea(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4)|Faδm(x

a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4),ηδm(x

a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4)
]

=
Pa
[
Ea(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4),Faδm(x

a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4)|ηδm(x

a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4)
]

Pa
[
Faδm(x

a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x4)|ηδm(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4)

]
= Pa

[
η
(δm,a)
1 , η

(δm,a)
3

B←−−→ 0, η
(δm,a)
2 , η

(δm,a)
4

W←−−→ 0|ηδm(x
a
1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4)
]

= Pa
[
η̃
(δm,a)
1 , η̃

(δm,a)
3

B←−−→ 0, η̃
(δm,a)
2 , η̃

(δm,a)
4

W←−−→ 0|ηδm(z
a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4)
]

= Pa
[
Ea(za1 , za2 , za3 , za4)|Faδm(z

a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4),ηδm(z

a
1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4)
]
.

Thus,∣∣∣∣∣∣P
a
[
Ea(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4)|Faδm (xa1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4)
]

Pa
[
0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bδm(0)
] −

Pa
[
Ea(za1 , za2 , za3 , za4)|Faδm (za1 , z

a
2 , z

a
3 , z

a
4)
]

Pa
[
0

BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bδm(0)
]

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ Pam [Gc] ≤ δc2m .

Letting a→ 0 gives
|f(x1, x2, x3, x4; δm)− f(1, i,−1,−i; δm)| ≤ δc2m ,

which implies the desired result readily.
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2.4 Percolation backbone: Proof of Theorem 1.11

We start with a coupling result. For z ∈ C, we denote by Aaη,ϵ(z) the event that there is a black path
connecting ∂Bη(z) to ∂Bϵ(z) and denote by Baη,ϵ(z) the event that there are two disjoint black paths
connecting ∂Bη(z) to ∂Bη(z).

The two events Aaη,ϵ(z),Baη,ϵ(z) can be expressed in terms of interfaces. The event Aaη,ϵ(z) means that
there is no interface loop between black and white hexagons separating Bη(z) from the complement of
Bϵ(z) and that one of the two following events occurs:

• there is a counterclockwise interface intersecting both Bη(z) and the complement of Bϵ(z);

• the innermost interface surrounding Bη(z) is oriented counterclockwise.

Thus, we can define the natural analog of event Aaη,ϵ(z) in the continuum for the full scaling limit Λ,
which we denote by Aη,ϵ(z). Moreover, since the boundary polychromatic 3-arm exponent for critical site
percolation is strictly larger than 1 [SW01], using Lemma 6.1 of [CN06], one can conclude that Aη,ϵ(z) is
a continuity event for P. Therefore, we have

lim
a→0

Pa
[
Aaη,ϵ(z)

]
= P [Aη,ϵ(z)] .

The situation for Baη,ϵ(z) is similar. The event Baη,ϵ(z) occurs if Aaη,ϵ(z) occurs and there is no pivotal
vertex for Aaη,ϵ(z). The last condition implies that one of the three following events occurs:

• there are at least 2 counterclockwise interfaces intersecting both Bη(z) and the complement of Bϵ(z);

• there is only one counterclockwise interface intersecting both Bη(z) and the complement of Bϵ(z)
and, if we call H1 the black cluster that is adjacent to the left-hand side of this interface, then there
is no black hexagon xa ∈ H1 ∩Aη,ϵ(z) such that H1 \ {xa} does not connect ∂Bη(z) to ∂Bϵ(z);

• the innermost interface surrounding Bη(z) is oriented counterclockwise and, if we call H2 the black
cluster that is adjacent to the left-hand side of this interface, then there is no black hexagon xa ∈
H2 ∩Aη,ϵ(z) such that H2 \ {xa} does not connect ∂Bη(z) to ∂Bϵ(z).

Now we can define the analog of event Baη,ϵ(z) in the continuum, which we denote by Bη,ϵ(z). The definition
of Bη,ϵ(z) is similar to that of Baη,ϵ(z), but with Aaη,ϵ(z) replaced by Aη,ϵ(z) and the events in the last two
bullet points above replaced by:

• there is only one counterclockwise interface intersecting both Bη(z) and the complement of Bϵ(z);
we call the closure of the union of bounded domains surrounded by this interface and the rightmost
(clockwise) interface that is on the left of it H1; then there is no x ∈ H1∩Aη,ϵ(z) such that H1 \{x}
does not connect ∂Bη(z) to ∂Bϵ(z);

• the innermost interface surrounding Bη(z) is oriented counterclockwise; we call the closure of the
union of bounded domains surrounded by this interface and the rightmost (clockwise) interface that
is on the left of it H2 ; then there is no x ∈ H2∩Aη,ϵ(z) such that H2 \{x} does not connect ∂Bη(z)
to ∂Bϵ(z).

Since for critical site percolation, the polychromatic boundary 3-arm exponent is strictly larger than 1 and
the polychromatic interior 6-arm exponent is strictly larger than 2 [SW01], using Lemma 6.1 of [CN06],
one can conclude that Bη,ϵ(z) is also a continuity event for P. Therefore, we have

lim
a→0

Pa
[
Baη,ϵ(z)

]
= P [Bη,ϵ(z)] .
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Lemma 2.8. Fix ϵ > δ > a. For any δ > η > a, there exist an event S and a coupling, Paη, between

Pa
[
· |0 BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)

]
and Pa

[
· |Baη,ϵ(0)

]
(that is, a joint distribution on pairs (Λ̃a, Λ̂a) such that Λ̃a and

Λ̂a are distributed according to Pa
[
· |0 BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)

]
and Pa

[
· |Baη,ϵ(0)

]
, respectively) with the following

properties:
Paη [S] ≥ Pa [∃ black circuit in Aη,δ(0) surrounding 0] , (2.19)

and, for any event A that depends only on the states of hexagons of a single percolation configuration
outside Bδ(0),

Paη
[
Λ̃a ∈ A|S

]
= Paη

[
Λ̂a ∈ A|S

]
. (2.20)

Proof. Since the conditioning in the two probabilities that need to be coupled involves crossings of a single
label, one can basically repeat the argument in [Cam24, Proof of Lemma 2.1], which we explain briefly
below.

We start by generating a critical percolation configuration, Λa. Then, one can proceed as in [Cam24,
Proof of Lemma 2.1] to explore aH starting from the innermost circuit G0 of hexagons in Aη,ϵ surround-
ing 0 and, thanks to the stochastic domination given by the FKG inequality, use Λa to construct two

configurations, Λ̃ ∼ Pa
[
·|0 BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0

]
and Λ̂a ∼ Pa

[
·|Baη,ϵ(0

]
, such that

1{xai is open in Λa} ≤ 1{xai is open in Λ̃a}, 1{xai is open in Λ̂a}, for all xai ∈ aH, (2.21)

where 1{·} is the indicator function.

We denote by Ŝ the event that Λa has an open circuit surrounding 0 that is fully contained in Aη,ϵ
and by S the event that there is a common open circuit in Λ̃a and Λ̂a that is fully contained in Aη,ϵ.
Thanks to the relation (2.21), we have Ŝ ⊆ S, which implies (2.19). If S occurs, we denote by γa the
innermost common black circuit in Λ̃a and Λ̂a that is fully contained in Aη,ϵ.

Assuming that S occurs and given γa, let ω̃γa and ω̂γa be the configurations generated inside γa for Λ̃a

and Λ̂a, respectively. For any event A that depends only on the labels of hexagons of a single percolation
configuration outside Bδ(0), we have

Paη
[
Λ̃a ∈ A|γa, ω̃γa

]
=

Pa
[
A, 0 BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)|γa, ω̃γa

]
Pa
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)|γa, ω̃γa
]

=
Pa
[
A, γa BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)|γa, ω̃γa

]
Pa
[
γa

BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)|γa, ω̃γa
]

=Pa
[
A|γa BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)

]
,

where the second equality is due to the fact that, since we assume that S occurs, ω̃γa must contain two
disjoint black paths connecting 0 to γa, and the last equality follows from the independence of percolation
and the fact that A depends only on the labels of hexagons outside Bδ(0). Similarly, we have

Paη
[
Λ̂a ∈ A|γa, ω̂γa

]
= Pa

[
A|γa BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)

]
.

Consequently, we obtain (2.20).

According to [NQSZ23, Theorem 1],

lim
a→0

log ρa
log a

= lim
a→0

logPa
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
]

log a
= ξ. (2.22)
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With Lemma 2.8 and (2.22) at hand, one can conclude that

lim
a→0

Pa
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
]

Pa
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
] = ϵ−ξ, ∀ϵ > 0. (2.23)

Indeed, without loss of generality, we may assume that ϵ ∈ (0, 1). With [Cam24, Lemma 2.1] replaced by
our Lemma 2.8, one can proceed as in [Cam24, Proof of Theorem 1.1] to show that

lim
a→0

Pa
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
]

Pa
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
] =

1

P
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)|0
BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)

] , (2.24)

where
P
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)|0
BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)

]
:= lim

m→∞
lim
η→0

P
[
∂Bδm(0)

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)|Bη,ϵ(0)
]
.

Combining (2.22) with (2.24), the value of the limit in (2.24) must be ϵ−ξ.
To see this, let CBB denote the limit in (2.24) and note that, for any n ≥ 1, we can write

Pϵ
n
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
]
=

Pϵ
n
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
]

Pϵn
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
] Pϵ

n−1
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
]

Pϵn−1
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
] . . . Pϵ

[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
]

1
,

which implies

1

n
logPϵ

n
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
]
=

1

n

n∑
k=1

log
Pϵ

k
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
]

Pϵk
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
] , (2.25)

where we have conventionally set Pϵ
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
]
= 1. Since ϵn → 0 as n→∞, (2.24) implies

lim
n→∞

Pϵ
n
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
]

Pϵn
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
] =

1

CBB
.

Using this fact together with (2.25), the convergence of the Cesàro mean gives

lim
n→∞

1

n
logPϵ

n
[
0

BB←−−→ ∂B1(0)
]
= − logCBB. (2.26)

Comparing (2.22) with (2.26), we conclude that CBB = ϵ−ξ.
Similarly, we have

lim
a→0

Pa
[
0

B←−−→
H

∂Bϵ(0)

]
Pa
[
0

B←−−→
H

∂B1(0)

] = ϵ−
1
3 , lim

a→0

Pa
[
0

B←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
]

Pa
[
0

B←−−→ ∂B1(0)
] = ϵ−

5
48 . (2.27)

We denote by PH the law of nested CLE6 in H. Now, we are ready to prove Theorem 1.11.

Proof of Theorem 1.11. A standard application of RSW estimates (see, e.g., the proofs of Lemmas 2.1
and 2.2 of [CN09]) implies that there exist constants 0 < K1 < K2 <∞, independent of a, such that

π−2
a ρ−1

a × Pa
[
{xa1

B←−−→
H

za} ◦ {xa2
B←−−→
H

za}
]
∈ [K1,K2] (2.28)
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which shows that all subsequential limits of the left-hand side of (2.28) belong to (0,∞).
We let ϵ ∈ (0, 1

100 min{|z − x1|, |z − x2|, |x1 − x3|}). Then, for small enough a, we can write

π−2
a ρ−1

a × Pa
[
{xa1

B←−−→
H

za} ◦ {xa2
B←−−→
H

za}
]

= Pa
[
{xa1

B←−−→
H

za} ◦ {xa2
B←−−→
H

za}|za BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(z
a), xaj

B←−−→
H

∂Bϵ(x
a
j ), j ∈ {1, 2}

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

T1

×

(
π−2
a ×

(
Pa
[
0

B←−−→
H

∂Bϵ(0)

])2
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
T2

×
(
ρ−1
a × Pa

[
0

BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)
])

︸ ︷︷ ︸
T3

.

According to (2.23) and (2.27), we have

lim
a→0

T2 = ϵ−
2
3 , lim

a→0
T3 = ϵ−ξ.

For T1, with [Cam24, Lemma 2.1] replaced by Lemma 2.8, we can proceed as in [Cam24, Proof of
Theorem 1.1] to show that

lim
a→0

T1 = PH

[
{x1

B←−−→ z} ◦ {x2
B←−−→ z}|z BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(z), xj

B←−−→ ∂Bϵ(xj), j ∈ {1, 2}
]

= lim
m→∞

lim
η→0

PH

[
{∂Bδm(x1)

B←−−→ ∂Bδm(z)} ◦ {∂Bδm(x2)
B←−− ∂Bδm(z)}|Bη,ϵ(z),Aη,ϵ(xj), j ∈ {1, 2}

]
.

Combining all of these observations together, we get the existence of the limit

P (x1, x2, z) := lim
a→0

π−2
a ρ−1

a × Pa
[
{xa1

B←−−→
H

za} ◦ {xa2
B←−−→
H

za}
]
.

The desired conformal covariance property for P (x1, x2, z) can be derived using essentially the same
method as in [Cam24, Proof of Theorems 1.1&1.4], with the help of (2.23) and (2.27) to get the correct
exponents.

3 Operator product expansions and logarithmic correlations

In this section, we prove Theorems 1.1, 1.4, 1.10 and 1.12.

3.1 Logarithmic correlations of bulk fields: Proof of Theorem 1.1 modulo a key
lemma

Fix ϵ ∈ (0, 1) such that ϵ < min{|x3−x4|,|x−x3|,|x−x4|}
20 . First, we consider

P
(
x1

B←−−→ x2, x3
B←−−→ x4

)
:= P (x1

B←−−→ x2
B←−−→ x3

B←−−→ x4) + P (x1
B←−−→ x2 ̸B←−−→ x3

B←−−→ x4).

According to [Cam24, Eq. (1.3)], there exists a universal constant C∗ ∈ (0,∞) such that

P (x1
B←−−→ x2) := lim

a→0
π−2
a × P2

[
xa1

B←−−→ xa2

]
= C∗|x2 − x1|−

5
24 ,

P (x3
B←−−→ x4) := lim

a→0
π−2
a × P2

[
xa3

B←−−→ xa4

]
= C∗|x4 − x3|−

5
24 .

(3.1)
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Lemma 3.1. Assume the same setup as in Theorem 1.1. Then there exists a universal constant C10 ∈
(0,∞) such that

lim
x1,x2→x

P
(
x1

B←−−→ x2, x3
B←−−→ x4

)
− P (x1

B←−−→ x2)P (x3
B←−−→ x4)

|x2 − x1|
25
24 × |log |x2 − x1||

= C10|x− x3|−
5
4 |x− x4|−

5
4 |x3 − x4|

25
24 .

(3.2)

We postpone the proof of Lemma 3.1 to Section 3.2. Next, we consider P (x1
B←−−→ x3 ̸B←−−→ x2

B←−−→
x4) and P (x1

B←−−→ x4 ̸B←−−→ x2
B←−−→ x3). In the limit x1, x2 → 0, these two terms clearly behave in the

same way, so it suffices to consider the first one.

Lemma 3.2. Assume the same setup as in Theorem 1.1. Then when x1, x2 are close enough to x, we
have

P (x1
B←−−→ x3 ̸B←−−→ x2

B←−−→ x4) ≤ 2C8

(
2
|x2 − x1|

ϵ

) 5
4

× ϵ−
5
24 ×

(
|x2 − x1|

2

)− 5
24

,

where C8 is the constant in Corollary 2.4.

Proof. Let x1, x2 be close enough to x so that max{|x1 − x|, |x2 − x|} ≤ ϵ
2 . Recall that

P (x1
B←−−→ x3 ̸B←−−→ x2

B←−−→ x4) = lim
a→0

π−4
a × Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→ xa3 ̸B←−−→ xa2
B←−−→ xa4

]
. (3.3)

When a > 0 is small enough, we have

{xa1
B←−−→ xa3 ̸B←−−→ xa2

B←−−→ xa4}

⊆ {xaj
B←−−→ ∂B |xa2−xa1 |

2

(xaj ), j = 1, 2} ∩ {xak
B←−−→ ∂Bϵ(x

a
k), k = 3, 4} ∩ Fa2|xa2−xa1 |,ϵ

(
xa1 + xa2

2

)
.

(3.4)

Combining (3.3), (3.4) and Corollary 2.4, and using the second limit in (2.27) , gives the desired inequality.

Theorem 1.1 is a direct consequence of Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, as shown below.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let C1 = C2
∗ , where C∗ ∈ (0,∞) is the constant in (3.1). Note that

C(x1, x2, x3, x4)− C1|x3 − x4|−
5
24 × |x2 − x1|−

5
24

|x2 − x1|
25
24 × |log |x2 − x1||

=
P
(
x1

B←−−→ x2, x3
B←−−→ x4

)
− P (x1

B←−−→ x2)P (x3
B←−−→ x4)

|x2 − x1|
25
24 × |log |x2 − x1||

+
P
(
x1

B←−−→ x3 ̸B←−−→ x2
B←−−→ x4

)
|x2 − x1|

25
24 × |log |x2 − x1||

+
P
(
x1

B←−−→ x4 ̸B←−−→ x2
B←−−→ x3

)
|x2 − x1|

25
24 × |log |x2 − x1||

→ C10|x− x3|−
5
4 |x− x4|−

5
4 |x3 − x4|

25
24 , as x1, x2 → x,

(3.5)

where we used Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, and C10 ∈ (0,∞) is the constant in Lemma 3.1. This proves
Theorem 1.1 with C2 = C10/C1.
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3.2 The origin of the logarithmic correction: Proof of Lemma 3.1

Without loss of generality, we may assume that |x2 − x1| is small enough in this section. Recall that

ϵ ∈ (0, 1) such that ϵ < min{|x3−x4|,|x−x3|,|x−x4|}
20 is fixed.

Let M = ⌊log2 ϵ
|x2−x1|⌋ and write Ba

m = B2m|xa2−xa1 |(
xa1+x

a
2

2 ), Bm = B2m|x2−x1|(
x1+x2

2 ) for m ∈
{1, 2, . . . ,M}. Given two subsets of the plane, C and D, and two vertices za1 , z

a
2 ∈ aT , we consider

the following events:

• {za1
B;C←−−→ za2}: there is a black path connecting za1 to za2 contained in C;

• {za1
B←−−→
D

za2}: za1 and za2 belong to the same black cluster but there is no black path fully contained

in D;

• {za1
B;C←−−→
D

za2}: there is a black path connecting za1 to za2 contained in C but no black path fully

contained in D.

We also let (Ba
m)

c := C \Ba
m, B

c
m := C \Bm and use the convention that

Ba
0 = B0 := ∅, Ba

M+1 = BM+1 := C.

Using the strategy in [Cam24, Proof of Theorem 1.5], one can show that for m ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,M,M + 1},
the following limits exist and belong to (0,∞):

P

(
x1

B;Bm←−−→
Bm−1

x2

)
:= lim

a→0
π−2
a × P

[
xa1

B;Bm←−−→
Bm−1

xa2

]
,

P

(
x1

B;Bm←−−→
Bm−1

x2, x3
B←−−→
Bc

m

x4

)
:= lim

a→0
π−4
a × Pa

[
xa1

B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

xa2, x
a
3

B←−−→
(Ba

m)c
xa4

]
,

P

(
x1

B←−−→
BM

x2, x3
B←−−→ x4

)
:= lim

a→0
π−4
a × Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→
Ba

M

xa2, x
a
3

B←−−→ xa4

]
.

Lemma 3.3. We have

P (x1
B←−−→ x2, x3

B←−−→ x4)− P
(
x1

B←−−→ x2

)
P
(
x3

B←−−→ x4

)
= P

(
x1

B;B1←−−→ x2, x3
B←−−→
Bc

1

x4

)
− P

(
x1

B;B1←−−→ x2

)
P

(
x3

B←−−→
Bc

1

x4

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

T1

+
M∑
m=2

P

(
x1

B;Bm←−−→
Bm−1

x2, x3
B←−−→
Bc

m

x4

)
− P

(
x1

B;Bm←−−→
Bm−1

x2

)
P

(
x3

B←−−→
Bc

m

x4

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Tm

+ P

(
x1

B←−−→
BM

x2, x3
B←−−→ x4

)
− P

(
x1

B←−−→
BM

x2

)
P
(
x3

B←−−→ x4

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

TM+1

.

(3.6)
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Proof. First of all, we observe that

Pa
[
xa1

B←−−→ xa2, x
a
3

B←−−→ xa4

]
= Pa

[
xa1

B;Ba
1←−−→ xa2, x

a
3

B←−−→ xa4

]
+ Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→
Ba

M

xa2, x
a
3

B←−−→ xa4

]
+

M∑
m=2

Pa
[
xa1

B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

xa2, x
a
3

B←−−→ xa4

]
,

Pa
[
xa1

B←−−→ xa2

]
Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→ xa4

]
= Pa

[
xa1

B;Ba
1←−−→ xa2

]
Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→ xa4

]
+ Pa

[
xa1

B←−−→
Ba

M

xa2

]
Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→ xa4

]
+

M∑
m=2

Pa
[
xa1

B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

xa2

]
Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→ xa4

]
.

Now note that

Pa
[
xa1

B;Ba
1←−−→ xa2, x

a
3

B←−−→ xa4

]
− Pa

[
xa1

B;Ba
1←−−→ xa2

]
Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→ xa4

]
= Pa

[
xa1

B;Ba
1←−−→ xa2, x

a
3

B←−−→
(Ba

1 )
c
xa4

]
− Pa

[
xa1

B;Ba
1←−−→ xa2

]
Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→
(Ba

1 )
c
xa4

]
,

where we used the fact that

Pa
[
xa1

B;Ba
1←−−→ xa2, x

a
3

B;(Ba
1 )

c

←−−−−→ xa4

]
= Pa

[
xa1

B;Ba
1←−−→ xa2

]
Pa
[
xa3

B;(Ba
1 )

c

←−−−−− xa4
]
. (3.7)

Similarly, we have

Pa
[
xa1

B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

, xa3
B←−−→ xa4

]
− Pa

[
xa1

B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

]
Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→ xa4

]
= Pa

[
xa1

B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

, xa3
B←−−→

(Ba
m)c

xa4

]
− Pa

[
xa1

B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

]
Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→
(Ba

m)c
xa4

]
,

for m ∈ {2, 3, . . . ,M}. Combining these observations together and letting a→ 0 gives (3.6).

Lemma 3.4. Consider the terms T1 and TM+1 defined in (3.6). Then there exists a constant Ĉ ∈ (0,∞)
that may depend on ϵ such that when x1, x2 are close enough to x, we have

|T1|+ |TM+1| ≤ Ĉ|x2 − x1|
25
24 .

Proof. Let x1, x2 be close enough to x so that max{|x1 − x|, |x2 − x|} ≤ ϵ
2 . Then, when a > 0 is small

enough, we have

{xa3
B←−−→

(Ba
1 )

c
xa4} ⊆ F2|xa2−xa1 |,ϵ

(
xa1 + xa2

2

)
∩ {xak

B←−−→ ∂Bϵ(x
a
k), k ∈ {3, 4}},

{xa1
B←−−→
Ba

M

xa2} ⊆ F2|xa2−xa1 |,ϵ

(
xa1 + xa2

2

)
∩ {xaj

B←−−→ ∂B |xa2−xa1 |
2

(xaj ), j ∈ {1, 2}}.

Letting a→ 0 gives

|T1|+ |TM+1| ≤ 4

(
|x2 − x1|

2

)− 5
24

× ϵ−
5
24 × P

[
F2|x2−x1|,ϵ(

x1 + x2
2

)

]
.

Combining the last inequality with Corollary 2.4 gives the desired inequality with some constant Ĉ ∈
(0,∞), which may depend on ϵ.
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Let m ∈ {2, . . . ,M}. We define F (o,a)
m to be the following event: (1) there is no black path in (Ba

m)
c

connecting xa3 to xa4; and (2) there are two black paths connecting xa3 and xa4 to ∂Ba
m, respectively. We

define F (i,a)
m to be the following event: (1) there is no black path in Ba

m connecting xa1 to xa2; and (2) there
are two black paths connecting xa1 and xa2 to ∂Ba

m, respectively. Furthermore, we let

F̂ (o,a)
m := Fa2m|xa2−xa1 |,ϵ

(
xa1 + xa2

2

)
∩ {xak

B←−−→ ∂Bϵ(x
a
k), k ∈ {3, 4}},

F̂ (i,a)
m := Fa2|xa2−xa1 |,2m|xa2−xa1 |

(
xa1 + xa2

2

)
∩ {xaj

B←−−→ ∂B |xa2−xa1 |
2

(xaj ), j ∈ {1, 2}}.

See Fig. 3.1 for an illustration of these events.
It follows from (2.27) and Corollary 2.4 that

lim
x1,x2→x

(
2m|x2 − x1|

ϵ

)− 5
4

× lim
a→0

π−2
a × Pa

[
F̂ (o,a)
m

]
= C8 ϵ

− 5
24 ,

lim
x1,x2→x

2
5
4
(m−2) ×

(
x2 − x1

2

) 5
24

× lim
a→0

π−2
a × Pa

[
F̂ (i,a)
m−1

]
= C8,

(3.8)

where C8 is the constant in Corollary (2.4). Note that when xa1, x
a
2 are close enough to x, we have

{xa3
B←−−→

(Ba
m)c

xa4} ⊆ F (o,a)
m ⊆ F̂ (o,a)

m , (3.9)

{xa1
B;Ba

m+1←−−−−→
Ba

m

xa2} ⊆ F (i,a)
m ⊆ F̂ (i,a)

m . (3.10)

For m ∈ {2, 3, . . . ,M}, using the strategy in [Cam24, Proof of Theorem 1.5], one can show that the
following limits exist and belong to (0, 1):

P
(
Fom|F̂om

)
:= lim

a→0
Pa
[
F (o,a)
m |F̂ (o,a)

m

]
,

P

(
x3

B←−−→
Bc

m

x4|Fom
)

:= lim
a→0

Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→
(Ba

m)c
xa4|F (o,a)

m

]
,

P

(
x3

B←−−→
Bc

m

x4|x1
B;Bm←−−→
Bm−1

x2,Fom
)

:= lim
a→0

Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→
(Ba

m)c
xa4|xa1

B;Ba
m←−−−−→

(Ba
m−1)

c
xa2,F (o,a)

m

]
,

P

(
x3

B←−−→
Bc

m

x4|F im−1,Fom
)

:= lim
a→0

Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→
(Ba

m)c
xa4|F

(i,a)
m−1,F

(o,a)
m

]
,

P

(
x1

B;Bm←−−→
Bm−1

x2|F̂ im−1

)
:= lim

a→0
Pa
[
xa1

B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

xa2|F̂
(i,a)
m−1

]
.

Lemma 3.5. There are universal constants C̃, c̃ ∈ (0,∞) such that the following holds. There exist
universal constants V2, V3, V4 ∈ (0,∞) and a function V1(x, x3, x4, ϵ) taking values in (0,∞) such that for
any δ ∈ (0, 1/2), any y ∈ [δ, 1− δ] and my ∈ {⌊y ·M⌋, ⌈y ·M⌉}, we have∣∣∣P (Fomy

|F̂omy

)
− V1(x, x3, x4, ϵ)

∣∣∣ ≤ C̃ ( |x2 − x1|
ϵ

)c̃δ
, (3.11)∣∣∣∣∣P

(
x3

B←−−→
Bc

my

x4|Fomy

)
− V2

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C̃
(
|x2 − x1|

ϵ

)c̃δ
, (3.12)∣∣∣∣∣P

(
x3

B←−−→
Bc

my

x4|x1
B;Bmy←−−−→
Bmy−1

x2,Fomy

)
− V3

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ C̃
(
|x2 − x1|

ϵ

)c̃δ
, (3.13)∣∣∣∣P (x1 B;Bmy←−−−→

Bmy−1

x2|F̂ imy−1

)
− V4

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C̃ ( |x2 − x1|ϵ

)c̃δ
. (3.14)
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m .
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m .
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m
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1+xa

2

2

Ba
m

Bϵ(
xa
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(e) The event F̂ (i,a)
m .

Figure 3.1: The events F̂ (o,a)
m , F (o,a)

m , F (i,a)
m , F2m|xa

2−xa
1 |,ϵ
(xa

1+xa
2

2

)
and F̂ (i,a)

m . The black, solid lines represent black
paths, and the red, dotted lines represent white paths.
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Lemma 3.6. The constants V2, V3 in Lemma 3.5 satisfy

V3 > V2 =
1

2
. (3.15)

We postpone the proof of Lemmas 3.5 and 3.6 to the end of this section. First, we prove Lemma 3.1
with the help of Lemmas 3.3-3.6.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. For each m ∈ {2, 3, . . . ,M}, we write

Tm = P

(
x1

B;Bm←−−→
Bm−1

x2, x3
B←−−→
Bc

m

x4

)
− P

(
x1

B;Bm←−−→
Bm−1

x2

)
P

(
x3

B←−−→
Bc

m

x4

)
= P

(
Fom|F̂om

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Tm,1

× lim
a→0

π−2
a × Pa

[
F̂ (o,a)
m

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Tm,2

×P
(
x1

B;Bm←−−→
Bm−1

x2|F̂ im−1

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Tm,3

× lim
a→0

π−2
a × Pa

[
F̂ (i,a)
m

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Tm,4

×

P
(
x3

B←−−→
Bc

m

x4|x1
B;Bm←−−→
Bm−1

x2,Fom
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Tm,5

−P
(
x3

B←−−→
Bc

m

x4|Fom
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Tm,6


Thanks to (3.8), we have

lim
x1,x2→x

Tm,2 × Tm,4
|x2 − x1|

25
24

= C2
8 2

65
24 ϵ−

35
24 .

Let δ ∈ (0, 1/2). On the one hand, since Tm,j ∈ (0, 1) for j ∈ {1, 3, 5, 6}, we have

lim sup
x1,x2→x

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

m∈{2,...,M}\[δM,(1−δ)M ] Tm

|x2 − x1|
25
24 × | log |x2 − x1||

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2 | log2 ϵ| δ C2
8 2

65
24 ϵ−

35
24 / log 2 . (3.16)

On the other hand, thanks to Lemma 3.5, we have

lim
x1,x2→x

∑
m∈{2,3,...,M}∩[δM,(1−δ)M ] Tm

|x2 − x1|
25
24 × | log |x2 − x1||

=
(1− 2δ)

log 2
| log2 ϵ|C2

8 2
65
24 ϵ−

35
24V1(x, x3, x4, ϵ)V4 (V3 − V2) . (3.17)

Combining Lemmas 3.3, 3.4, (3.16) with (3.17) and letting δ → 0 gives

G(x, x3, x4) := lim
x1,x2→x

P
(
x1

B←−−→ x2, x3
B←−−→ x4

)
− P

(
x1

B←−−→ x2

)
P
(
x3

B←−−→ x4

)
|x2 − x1|

25
24 × |log |x2 − x1||

= | log2 ϵ|C2
8 2

65
24 ϵ−

35
24V1(x, x3, x4, ϵ)V4 (V3 − V2) / log 2.

(3.18)

Thanks to Lemma 3.6, we have V3 − V2 > 0, which implies

G(x, x3, x4) > 0. (3.19)

According to [Cam24, Theorem 1.5], for any non-constant Möbius transformation φ : C ∪ {∞} →
C ∪ {∞} with φ(x), φ(x3), φ(x4) ̸=∞, we have (when x1, x2 are close enough to x)

P
(
φ(x1)

B←−−→ φ(x2), φ(x3)
B←−−→ φ(x4)

)
− P

(
φ(x1)

B←−−→ φ(x2)
)
P
(
φ(x3)

B←−−→ φ(x4)
)

=
(
P
(
x1

B←−−→ x2, x3
B←−−→ x4

)
− P

(
x1

B←−−→ x2

)
P
(
x3

B←−−→ x4

))
×

4∏
j=1

|φ′(xj)|−
5
48 .

(3.20)
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Combining (3.18) with (3.19) and (3.20), we have

G(φ(x), φ(x3), φ(x4))

= lim
x1,x2→x

P
(
φ(x1)

B←−−→ φ(x2), φ(x3)
B←−−→ φ(x4)

)
− P

(
φ(x1)

B←−−→ φ(x2)
)
P
(
φ(x3)

B←−−→ φ(x4)
)

|φ(x2)− φ(x1)|
25
24 × | log |φ(x2)− φ(x1)||

= G(x, x3, x4)× |φ′(x)|−
5
4 ×

4∏
j=3

|φ′(xj)|−
5
48 > 0,

which gives (3.2) with some C10 ∈ (0,∞), as we set out to prove.

Proof of Lemma 3.5. We only sketch the proof, as the key argument here is very similar to that in the

proof of Lemma 2.3. We start with (3.11). To keep track of the influence of x1 and x2 on P
(
Fom|F̂om

)
,

we write
P (x1,x2)

(
Fom|F̂om

)
= P

(
Fom|F̂om

)
.

Let my ∈ {⌊y · M⌋, ⌈y · M⌉}. Choose a sequence {(x(k)1 , x
(k)
2 )}∞k=1 such that x

(k)
1 ̸= x

(k)
2 and that

limk→∞ x
(k)
1 = limk→∞ x

(k)
2 = x. Then, one can proceed as in the proof of Lemma 2.3 to show that there

exist universal constants C̃, c̃ ∈ (0,∞) such that, for any K ≥ 1 and k1, k2 ≥ K, we have∣∣∣P (x
(k1)
1 ,x

(k1)
2 )

(
Fomy
|F̂omy

)
− P (x

(k2)
1 ,x

(k2)
2 )

(
Fomy
|F̂omy

)∣∣∣ ≤ C̃ (supk≥K |x
(k)
1 − x

(k)
2 |

ϵ

)c̃δ
,

which gives (3.11) with some function V1(x, x3, x4, ϵ) taking values on [0, 1]. A standard application of
RSW estimates (see, e.g., the proofs of Lemmas 2.1 and 2.2 of [CN09]) shows that V1(x, x3, x4, ϵ) > 0, as
desired.

The proof of (3.12)-(3.14) is similar. One additional comment is that the arguments in the proof of
Lemma 2.3 imply that the limits Vj for 2 ≤ j ≤ 4 in (3.12)-(3.14) do not depend on x, x3, x4 or on ϵ.

Finally, we prove Lemma 3.6. Let m ∈ {2, . . . ,M} and define Eab to be the following event: the event

F (i,a)
m−1 ∩ F

(o,a)
m occurs and either (1) the two black paths in the definition of F (o,a)

m are in the same black

cluster or (2) each black path in the definition of F (o,a)
m is connected by a black path to one of the black

paths in the definition of F (i,a)
m−1. Furthermore, let Eaw denote the event that F (i,a)

m−1 ∩F
(o,a)
m occurs and the

white cluster in the definition of F (o,a)
m continues inside Ba

m in such a way that the two black paths in the

definition of F (o,a)
m belong to different clusters (i.e., they are not connected inside Ba

m). Using the strategy
in [Cam24, Proof of Theorem 1.5], one can show that the following limits exist and belong to (0, 1):

P
(
Eb|F im−1,Fom

)
:= lim

a→0
Pa
[
Eab |F

(i,a)
m−1,F

(o,a)
m

]
,

P
(
Ew|F im−1,Fom

)
:= lim

a→0
Pa
[
Eaw|F

(i,a)
m−1,F

(o,a)
m

]
.

Proof of Lemma 3.6. Fix δ ∈ (0, 1/2), y ∈ [δ, 1− δ]. Let m ∈ {⌊y ·M⌋, ⌈y ·M⌉}. First, we show that

V2 =
1

2
. (3.21)

Define Ea1,b (resp., E
a
1,w) to be the event that the two black (resp., white) paths in the definition of F (o,a)

m

are in the same black (resp., white) cluster. Note that

Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→
(Ba

m)c
xa4|F (o,a)

m

]
= Pa

[
Ea1,b|F (o,a)

m

]
,

Pa
[
Ea1,b|F (o,a)

m

]
+ Pa

[
Ea1,w|F (o,a)

m

]
= 1.

(3.22)
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Figure 3.2: The events Ea
b , E

a
w, E

a
1,b and Ea

1,w. The black, solid lines represent black paths, and the red, dotted
lines represent white paths.
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Figure 3.3: The event Ea. The black, solid lines represent black paths, and the red, dotted lines represent white
paths.

Using the strategy in [Cam24, Proof of Theorem 1.5], one can show that the limits lima→0 Pa
[
Ea1,b|F

(o,a)
m

]
and lima→0 Pa

[
Ea1,w|F

(o,a)
m

]
exist and belong to (0, 1). Using the argument in the proof of Lemma 2.3,

one can show that
lim

x1,x2→x
lim
a→0

Pa
[
Ea1,w|F (o,a)

m

]
= lim

x1,x2→x
lim
a→0

Pa
[
Ea1,b|F (o,a)

m

]
, (3.23)

which means that the two limits in (3.23) exist and that they are equal. Combining (3.22) with (3.23)
gives (3.21), as desired.

Second, we show that

lim
x1,x2→x

P
(
Eb|F im−1,Fom

)
>

1

2
. (3.24)

On the one hand, note that

Pa
[
Eaw ∪ Eab |F

(i,a)
m−1,F

(o,a)
m

]
= 1, Pa

[
Eaw ∩ Eab |F

(i,a)
m−1,F

(o,a)
m

]
≥ Pa

[
Ea|F (i,a)

m−1,F
(o,a)
m

]
, (3.25)

where Ea is defined as follows. First of all, note that F (o,a)
m implies the presence of two black paths

connecting xa3 and x
a
4 to ∂B

a
m and a white cluster separating them, and F (i,a)

m−1 implies that the are two black

paths connecting xa1 and xa2 to ∂Ba
m−1 and two white paths crossing the annulus Ba

m−1 \B2|xa2−xa1 |

(
xa1+x

a
2

2

)
(see Fig. 3.1). Then, Ea is the event that both black paths from F (o,a)

m are connected to the union of the

two black paths from F (i,a)
m−1 by black paths and the white cluster from F (o,a)

m is connected to both of the

white paths crossing Ba
m−1 \B2|xa2−xa1 |

(
xa1+x

a
2

2

)
from F (i,a)

m−1 (see Fig. 3.3).

A standard application of RSW estimates and separation of arms (see, e.g., [Nol08, Theorem 11])
implies the existence of a constant C11 > 0 that may depend only on δ and ϵ such that for all a > 0 small
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enough, we have

Pa
[
Ea|F (i,a)

m−1,F
(o,a)
m

]
≥ C11. (3.26)

On the other hand, using the argument in the proof of Lemma 2.3, one can show that

lim
x1,x2→x

P
(
Eb|F im−1,Fom

)
= lim

x1,x2→x
P
(
Ew|F im−1,Fom

)
, (3.27)

which means that the two limits in (3.27) exist and that they are equal. Combining (3.25)-(3.27) yields

lim
x1,x2→x

P
(
Eb|F im−1,Fom

)
=

limx1,x2→x P
(
Eb|F im−1,Fom

)
+ limx1,x2→x P

(
Ew|F im−1,Fom

)
2

= lim
x1,x2→x

P
(
Eb ∪ Ew|F im−1,Fom

)
+ P

(
Eb ∩ Ew|F im−1,Fom

)
2

≥ 1

2
+
C11

2
>

1

2
,

as desired.
Third, we show that

V3 ≥ lim
x1,x2→x

P
(
Eb|F im−1,Fom

)
. (3.28)

Since

Pa
[
xa3

B←−−→
(Ba

m)c
xa4

∣∣∣∣xa1 B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

xa2,F (o,a)
m

]
= Pa

[
Eab

∣∣∣∣xa1 B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

xa2,F (o,a)
m

]
,

it suffices to show that

Pa
[
Eab

∣∣∣∣xa1 B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

xa2,F (o,a)
m

]
≥ Pa

[
Eab

∣∣∣∣F (i,a)
m−1,F

(o,a)
m

]
. (3.29)

Given a percolation configuration Λa. For each vertex v ∈ aT , we define Λa(v) to be 1 (resp., 0) if the
label at v under Λa is black (reps., white). For two percolation configurations Λa, Λ̂a , we say Λ ≤ Λ̂a if
Λa(v) ≤ Λ̂a(v) for all v. We say an event E is increasing if 1E(Λa) ≤ 1E(Λ̂a) whenever Λa ≤ Λ̂a, where
1E is the indicator function of the event E. Note that:

• the events F (o,a)
m and F (i,a)

m−1 depend only on the labels of vertices in aT ∩ (Ba
m)

c and aT ∩ Ba
m−1,

respectively;

• given the labels of vertices in aT ∩
(
(Ba

m)
c ∪Ba

m−1

)
such that F (o,a)

m ∩F (i,a)
m−1 happens, then the event

{xa1
B;Ba

m←−−→
Ba

m−1

xa2} is an increasing event if we view it as an event for percolation of black vertices on

aT ∩
(
Ba
m \Ba

m−1

)
.

The two observations above and the FKG inequality imply that there is a coupling (Λa, Λ̂a) such that

Λa ∼ Pa
[
·|F (i,a)

m−1,F
(o,a)
m

]
, Λ̂a ∼ Pa

[
·|xa1

B;Ba
m←−−→

Ba
m−1

xa2,F
(o,a)
m

]
and that

{
Λa(v) = Λ̂a(v), if v ∈ aT ∩

(
(Ba

m)
c ∪Ba

m−1

)
,

Λa(v) ≤ Λ̂a(v), if v ∈ aT ∩
(
Ba
m \Ba

m−1

)
.

The existence of such a coupling implies readily (3.29), which implies (3.28). Combining (3.21) and (3.24)
with (3.28) gives the desired result.
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xa3

xa1 xa2

(a) The event R(a,η,δm,ϵ)
3 (xa

1 , x
a
2 , x

a
3);

xa4 xa3

xa1 xa2

(b) The event R(a,η,δm,ϵ)
4 (xa

1 , x
a
2 , x

a
3 , x

a
4).

Figure 3.4: The events R(a,η,δm,ϵ)
i (xa1 , . . . , x

a
i ) for i ∈ {3, 4}. For each 1 ≤ j ≤ 4, there are 3 concentric circles

centered at xaj , with radii η < δm < ϵ, respectively. The black, solid lines represent black paths and the red, dotted
lines represent white paths. The grey domains represent parts of black clusters, while the yellow domains represent
parts of white clusters. 36



3.3 Correlations and fusion of four-arm events: Proof of Theorem 1.4

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.4.

Proof of Theorem 1.4 (1). We first observe that standard RSW arguments imply that, if the limit in (1.10)
exists, it must be in (0,∞). Therefore, we focus on the proof of the existence of the limit, which follows
from the coupling result in Lemma 2.1.

More precisely, we let 0 < η < δm < ϵ < min1≤j<k≤4
|xj−xk|

10 and define R(a,η,δm,ϵ)
4 (xa1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) to be

the following event (with the convention that xa5 = xa1):

1. for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4, there are four paths, with labels black, white, black, white, in counterclockwise order,
connecting ∂Bη(x

a
j ) to ∂Bϵ(x

a
j ) (we say that these four paths are adjacent to xaj );

2. for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4, a black path adjacent to xaj and a black path adjacent to xaj+1 are connected by a

black path inside C \
(
∪4k=1Bδm(x

a
k)
)
;

3. for 1 ≤ j ≤ 4, one of the two white paths adjacent to xaj is connected to one of the two white paths

adjacent to xaj+1 by a white path inside C \
(
∪4k=1Bδm(x

a
k)
)
, and the other white path adjacent to

xaj is connected to the other white path adjacent to xaj+1 by a white path inside C \
(
∪4k=1Bδm(x

a
k)
)
.

We define the event R(a,η,δm,ϵ)
3 (xa1.x

a
2, x

a
3) in a similar way. See Figure 3.4 for a schematic illustration of

these two events.
As in Sections 2.2 and 2.4, one can express the eventsR(a,η,δm,ϵ)

4 (xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) andR

(a,η,δm,ϵ)
3 (xa1, x

a
2, x

a
3)

in terms of percolation interface loops and define analogous events in the continuum for the full scaling

limit Λ. The latter events will be denoted R(η,δm,ϵ)
4 (x1, x2, x3, x4) and R(η,δm,ϵ)

3 (x1, x2, x3) and it is easy
to see, using arguments described earlier for similar events, that they are continuity events for P. Then,
one can proceed as in the proof of Theorem 1.11, with Lemma 2.8 replaced by Lemma 2.1, to show that,
for i ∈ {3, 4},

Ri(x1, . . . , xi) := lim
a→0

ρ−ia × Pa [Rai (xa1, . . . , xai )]

= ϵ−
5i
4 × lim

m→∞
lim
η→0

P
[
R(η,δm,ϵ)
i (x1, . . . , xi)|Fη,ϵ(xj), 1 ≤ j ≤ i

]
.

(3.30)

Proof of Theorem 1.4 (2). The goal is to show that, for i ∈ {3, 4}, the functions Ri(x1, . . . , x3) satisfy the
desired Möbius covariance property. This can be done using essentially the same method as in [Cam24,
Proofs of Theorems 1.1&1.4], with the help of (2.4) to get the correct exponent. The explicit functional
expression for R3 follows directly from the Möbius covariance property.

Proof of Theorem 1.4 (3). We assume the same setup as in the proof of Theorem 1.4 (1). Let x ∈
C \ {x1, x2} and assume that x3, x4 are much closer to x than to x1 or x2. We fix a number ϵ ∈
(0,min{ |x1−x2|10 , |x1−x|10 , |x2−x|10 }) sufficiently small and define the event R(η,δm,ϵ)

4 (x1, x2, x3, x4) in the same

way as R(η,δm,ϵ)
4 , except that we replace the disks around x3 and x4 with smaller disks, with radii

κη,κδm,κϵ, where κ := |x4−x3|
2 . We write Fκ for the event {Fη,ϵ(xj),Fκη,κϵ(xk), j = 1, 2, k = 3, 4}.

Then, the same proof as for (3.30) gives

R4(x1, x2, x3, x4) = lim
m→∞

lim
η→0

P
[
R(η,δm,ϵ)

4 (x1, x2, x3, x4)|Fκ

]
× ϵ−5 ×

(
|x4 − x3|

2

)− 5
2

. (3.31)

We claim that

lim
x3,x4→x

|x4 − x3|−
5
4 × lim

m→∞
lim
η→0

P
[
R(η,δm,ϵ)

4 (x1, x2, x3, x4)|Fκ

]
exists and belongs to (0,∞). (3.32)
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Combining (3.31) with (3.32), we conclude that

R3(x1, x2, x) := lim
x3,x4→x

R4(x1, x2, x3, x4)

|x4 − x3|−
5
4

exists and belongs to (0,∞). Moreover, for any non-constant Möbius transformation φ such that

φ(x), φ(x1), φ(x2) ̸=∞,

we have

R3(φ(x1), φ(x2), φ(x)) = lim
x3,x4→x

R4(φ(x1), φ(x2), φ(x3), φ(x4))

|φ(x4)− φ(x3)|−
5
4

= R3(x1, x2, x)× |φ′(x)|−
5
4 ×

2∏
j=1

|φ′(xj)|−
5
4 ,

where the last equality follows from Theorem 1.4 (2). As a consequence, there exists a universal constant
C4 ∈ (0,∞) such that

R3(x1, x2, x) = C4R3(x1, x2, x),

as desired.
Now, we prove (3.32). We denote by Eκ the event F10κ,5ϵ(x). Note that, for x3 and x4 sufficiently

close to x and η sufficiently small, we have

R(η,δm,ϵ)
4 (x1, x2, x3, x4) ⊆ Eκ.

Then, taking ϵ sufficiently small, we can write

|x4 − x3|−
5
4 × P

[
R(η,δm,ϵ)

4 (x1, x2, x3, x4)|Fκ

]
= |x4 − x3|−

5
4 × P [Eκ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

T1

×P
[
R(η,δm,ϵ)

4 (x1, x2, x3, x4)|Fκ, Eκ
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
T2

.

For the term T1, thanks to the Möbius invariance of CLE6 [CN06, GMQ21] and (2.12), we have

lim
x3,x4→x

T1 = lim
x3,x4→x

|x4 − x3|−
5
4 × P [F2κ,ϵ(0)] = C8ϵ

− 5
4 ,

where C8 ∈ (0,∞) is the universal constant in (2.12).
It remains to show that limx3,x4→x limm→∞ limη→0 T2 exists

2. The idea is to use once again Lemmas 2.1
and 2.7. As before, we assume that x3 and x4 are sufficiently close to x and that η and ϵ are sufficiently
small. We define three auxiliary events3, see Figure 3.5 for an illustration.

• First, we define R̃
(int)
4 to be the following event:

1. Eκ ∩ Fκ happens.

2. One black path adjacent to x3 and one black path adjacent to x4 from Fκ are connected to
each other by a black path contained inside B10

√
κ(x) \ (∪j=3,4Bκδm(xj)).

2Once the existence of this limit is proved, the fact that it belongs to (0,∞) can be derived using standard RSW
arguments.

3We choose to define these events in terms of paths and clusters in the continuum, since this might be a more intuitive
way. It is clear that these events can also be expressed in terms of loops. To this effect, we say that two sets, A and B,
are connected by a black (resp., white) path if there is no loop such that one of the two sets is contained in its interior
and the other in the complement and the smallest loop containing both in its interior is oriented counterclockwise (resp.,
clockwise). Moreover, since the polychromatic boundary 3-arm exponent is strictly larger than 1 [SW01], these events are
actually continuity events for P, by the same argument used earlier for similar events (e.g., Aη,ϵ(z) and Bη,ϵ(z)).
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3. The second black path from Fκ adjacent to x3 is connected to one of the black paths from the
event Eκ by a black path contained inside B10

√
κ(x) \ (∪j=3,4Bκδm(xj)) and the second black

path from Fκ adjacent to x4 is connected to the other black path from the event Eκ by a black
path contained inside B10

√
κ(x) \ (∪j=3,4Bκδm(xj)).

4. One white path adjacent to x3 and one white path adjacent to x4 from Fκ are connected to
each other by a white path contained inside B10

√
κ(x) \ (∪j=3,4Bκδm(xj)). Moreover, this white

path is connected to one of the white paths defining the event Eκ by a white path contained
inside B10

√
κ(x) \ (∪j=3,4Bκδm(xj)).

5. The other white path adjacent to x3 from Fκ is connected to the other white path adjacent
to x4 from Fκ by a white path contained inside B10

√
κ(x) \ (∪j=3,4Bκδm(xj)). Moreover,

this white path is connected to the second white path defining the event Eκ by a white path
contained inside B10

√
κ(x) \ (∪j=3,4Bκδm(xj)).

• Second, we define the event R̃
(ext)
4 in a similar way to R̃

(int)
4 , but with (x3, x4) replaced by (x1, x2),

and B10
√
κ(x) \ (∪j=3,4Bκδm(xj)) replaced by {z : |z − x| > 10κ1/3} \ (∪j=1,2Bδm(xj)).

• Third, we define R̃4(x1, x2, x3, x4) = R̃
(int)
4 ∩ R̃(ext)

4 .

Then, one can use Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.7 to prove the following observations.

• There exist constants c3, c4 ∈ (0,∞), independent of κ, η, δm, such that∣∣∣T2 − P
[
R̃4(x1, x2, x3, x4)|Fκ, Eκ

]∣∣∣ ≤ c3κc4 , (3.33)∣∣∣P [R̃4(x1, x2, x3, x4)|Fκ, Eκ
]
− P

[
R̃(int)

4 |Fκ, Eκ
]
× P

[
R̃(ext)

4 |Fκ, Eκ
]∣∣∣ ≤ c3κc4 , (3.34)

where (3.33) is a consequence of the fact that

– R̃4(x1, x2, x3, x4) implies Rη,δm,ϵ4 (x1, x2, x3, x4) and

– the difference Rη,δm,ϵ4 (x1, x2, x3, x4)\ R̃4(x1, x2, x3, x4) implies a polychromatic five-arm event4

in the annulus A3κ,10
√
κ(x), whose conditional probability given Fκ, Eκ decays polynomially

in κ, as x3, x4 → x, because the five-arm exponent is 2 [KSZ98];

and (3.34) can be proven as follows: write

P
[
R̃4(x1, x2, x3, x4)|Fκ, Eκ

]
=P

[
R̃(int)

4 |Fκ, Eκ
]
× P

[
R̃4(x1, x2, x3, x4)|R̃(int)

4 ,Fκ, Eκ
]

=P
[
R̃(int)

4 |Fκ, Eκ
]
× P

[
R̃

(ext)
4 |R̃(int)

4 ,Fκ, Eκ
]
,

then by investigating the “faces”5 (introduced in the proof of Lemma 2.3) formed by four alternating
paths crossing the annulus A10κ,5ϵ, as in the proof of Lemma 2.3, one can obtain a suitable coupling

between P
[
· |R̃int

4 ,Fκ, Eκ
]
and P [ · |Fκ, Eκ] and derive (3.34).

• The following limits exist:

R
(int)
4 (κ) := lim

m→∞
lim
η→0

P
[
R̃(int)

4 |Fκ, Eκ
]

and R
(ext)
4 (κ) := lim

m→∞
lim
η→0

P
[
R̃(ext)

4 |Fκ, Eκ
]
. (3.35)

4This can happen if some of the paths from Fκ are not connected to each other in the way required by R̃4(x1, x2, x3, x4)
inside B10

√
κ(x).

5Compared with the proof of Lemma 2.3, there is some additional work to do, due to the lack of initial faces. However,
the strategy is still clear, see [GPS13, Sketch of the proof of Proposition 3.6].
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• If {κn}∞n=1 is a decreasing sequence with limn→∞ κn = 0, then {R(int)
4 (κn)}∞n=1, {R

(ext)
4 (κn)}∞n=1 are

two Cauchy sequences. As a consequence, the limits limx3,x4→xR
(int)
4 (κ) and limx3,x4→xR

(ext)
4 (κ)

exist.

Combining all these observations together, we conclude that

lim
x3,x4→x

lim
m→∞

lim
η→0

T2 = lim
x3,x4→x

R
(int)
4 (κ)× lim

x3,x4→x
R

(ext)
4 (κ)

exists, as we set out to prove.

3.4 Correlations and fusion of boundary two-arm events: Proof of Theorem 1.10

For 0 < a < η < ϵ, we let {∂Bη(0)
BW←−−→

H
∂Bϵ(0)} denote the event that there are a black path and a

white path in the upper half-plane, in clockwise order, connecting ∂Bη(0) to ∂Bϵ(0). Furthermore, we let

{∂Bη(0)
BWB←−−→

H
∂Bϵ(0)} (resp., {0

BWB←−−→
H

∂Bϵ(0)}) denote the event that there are two black paths and

one white path in the upper half-plane connecting ∂Bη(0) (resp., −a, 0, a) to ∂Bϵ(0), with the white path
between the two black paths.

Lemma 3.7. The conclusions of Lemma 2.1 still hold if we replace {0 BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)} by {0 BW←−−→
H

∂Bϵ(0)} and replace {∂Bη(0)
BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)} by {∂Bη(0)

BW←−−→
H

∂Bϵ(0)}.

Lemma 3.8. The conclusions of Lemma 2.1 still hold if we replace {0 BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)} by {0 BWB←−−→
H

∂Bϵ(0)} and replace {∂Bη(0)
BWBW←−−−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)} by {∂Bη(0)

BWB←−−→
H

∂Bϵ(0)}.

Proof of Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8. The two lemmas can be proved in the same way as Lemma 2.1, using the
strategy in the proof of Proposition 3.6 of [GPS13], with an exploration process that starts at the origin
and moves outwards. In fact, the presence of a boundary makes the proof on the upper half-plane easier
than on the plane.

Let

ιa := Pa
[
0

BWB←−−→
H

∂B1(0)

]
.

It was shown in [SW01] that ιa = a2+o(1). As in Sections 2.4 and 2.2, one can express the event

{∂Bη(0)
BWB←−−→

H
∂Bϵ(0)} in terms of interface loops. Thus, we can define {∂Bη(0)

BWB←−−→
H

∂Bϵ(0)} in

the continuum, for the full scaling limit Λ. One can proceed as in the proof of Corollary 2.4, with
Lemma 2.6 replaced by [Zha21, Theorem 1.1], to prove the following result.

Lemma 3.9. There exists a universal constant C12 ∈ (0,∞) such that

lim
m→∞

δ−2
m × P

[
∂Bδm(0)

BWB←−−→
H

∂B1(0)

]
= C12.

Proof of Theorem 1.10. Theorem 1.10 can be proved using the strategy in the proof of Theorem 1.4,
with Lemma 2.1 replaced by Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8, Lemma 2.7 replaced by an (easier) half-plane version
involving the polychromatic three-arm event, and (2.12) replaced by Lemma 3.9. In particular, the same
strategy used to prove (3.31) and (3.32) can be applied to K(x1, x2, x3, x4), mutatis mutandis, to show
that there is a constant CK ∈ (0,∞) such that

lim
x2,x3→x

K(x1, x2, x3, x4)

(x3 − x2)1+1−2
= CK(x− x1)−(2+1−1)(x4 − x)−(1+2−1)(x4 − x1)−(1+1−2),

which should be compared to (1.5) and (1.6), and where the values of the exponents emerge from combining
the boundary two-arm exponent, 1, and the alternating boundary three-arm exponent, 2.
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x1 x2

x4

x3

Figure 3.5: The event R̃4(x1, x2, x3, x4) when x3 and x4 are close to each other. For 1 ≤ j ≤ 2, there are 3

concentric circles centered at xj with radius η < δm < ϵ, respectively, where ϵ ∈ (0,min{ |x1−x2|
10 , |x1−x|

10 , |x2−x|
10 }).

For 3 ≤ j ≤ 4, there are 3 concentric circles centered at xj with radius κη < κδm < κϵ, respectively, where

κ := |x4−x3|
2 . Moreover, there are 4 concentric circles centered at x with radius 10κ < 10

√
κ < 10κ1/3 < 5ϵ,

respectively. Note that, as x3, x4 → x, standard RSW estimates imply that the probabilities of the event that two
black paths near x3 and x4 belong to the same black cluster and the event that two pairs of white clusters around
x3 and x4 belong to the same white cluster are uniformly bounded from below.
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xa1 xa2 xa3 xa4 xa1 xa2 xa3 xa4ya

Figure 3.6: The eventsMa(xa1 , x
a
2 , x

a
3 , x

a
4) and M̂a(xa1 , x

a
2 , y

a). The black, solid lines represent black paths and the
red, dotted lines represent white paths.

3.5 Logarithmic correlations of boundary fields: Proof of Theorem 1.12

Suppose that xa1 < xa2 < xa3 < ya < xa4 are five vertices on aT ∩ R. We letMa(xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) denote the

event that there exist two disjoint black paths, ℓa1, ℓ
a
2, and a white path, ℓa3, in the upper half-plane, such

that: (1) ℓa1 connects xa1 to the segment [xa3, x
a
4]; (2) ℓ

a
2 connects xa1 to xa2; (3) ℓ

a
3 connects xa2 + a to the

segment [xa3, x
a
4]; (4) the lowest white path from xa2+a to [xa3, x

a
4] is connected by a black path to the black

path from xa1 to [xa3, x
a
4]. Moreover, we let M̂a(xa1, x

a
2, y

a) denote the following event: (1) there are two
disjoint (except for xa1) black paths in the upper half-plane connecting xa1 to xa2 and to ya, respectively;
(2) there is a white path in the upper half-plane connecting xa2 + a to ya − a; (3) the lowest white path
from xa2 + a to [xa3, x

a
4] is connected by a black path to the black path from xa1 to [xa3, x

a
4]. See Figure 3.6

for an illustration of these two events.

Lemma 3.10. Suppose that xa1 < xa2 < xa3 < xa4 are four vertices of aT ∩ R. Then we have

Pa [La(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4)] = Pa [Ma(xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4)] . (3.36)

Proof. We define a probability-preserving bijection τ : La(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4) → Ma(xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) between

percolation configurations, as follows.
We let V (aT ) denote the vertex set of aT . For a given configuration ω ∈ La(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4), we

can write ω = (ωv)v∈{V (aT )} ∈ {0, 1}V (aT ), where ωv = 1 (resp., ωv = 0) means that the label at v
is black (resp., white). We explore the region enclosed by R and the lowest black path in the upper
half-plane connecting xa1 to xa2, and the region enclosed by R and the lowest white path in the upper
half-plane connecting xa2 + a to the segment [xa3, x

a
4]. Let D(ω) denote the set of vertices contained in the

explored regions and in the two lowest paths. It is a standard percolation result that one can perform the
exploration without gaining any information about the regions above the lowest paths. We define

τ(ω)v :=

{
ωv, if v ∈ D(ω),

1− ωv, if v ∈ V (aT ) \D(ω).

Then τ : La(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4)→Ma(xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) is a bijection, which gives (3.36), as desired.

Lemma 3.11. Let −∞ < x1 < x2 < y <∞ be three distinct points. Suppose that xa1 < xa2 < ya ∈ aT ∩R
satisfy xa1 → x1, x

a
2 → x2 and ya → y as a→ 0. Then there exists a universal constant C13 ∈ (0,∞) such

that
M̂(x1, x2, y) := ι−3

a × Pa
[
M̂(xa1, x

a
2, y

a)
]
= C13(y − x1)−1(y − x2)−1(x2 − x1)−1. (3.37)

Proof. It is clear that the proof of Lemma 2.8 works also on the upper half-plane, that is, if we replace

the event {0 BB←−−→ ∂Bϵ(0)} by the event {0 BB←−−→
H

∂Bϵ(0)} and the event Baη,ϵ(0) by the event that there

are two disjoint black paths in the upper half-plane connecting ∂Bη(0) to ∂Bϵ(0). Then, thanks to this
observation and Lemma 3.7, one can use the strategy in the proof of Theorem 1.11 to show that

M̂(x1, x2, x3) := lim
a→0

ι−3
a Pa

[
M̂a(xa1, x

a
2, x

a
3)
]
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exists and belongs to (0,∞) and that, for any non-constant Möbius transformation φ : H→ H satisfying
φ(x1), φ(x2), φ(y) ̸=∞, we have

M̂(φ(x1), φ(x2), φ(y)) = M̂(x1, x2, y)× |φ′(x1)|−1 × |φ′(x2)|−1 × |φ′(y)|−1.

As a consequence, there exists a universal constant C13 ∈ (0,∞) such that (3.37) holds, as desired.

Proof of Theorem 1.12. We claim that

Ma(xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) = ∪xa3<ya≤xa4M̂

a(xa1, x
a
2, y

a). (3.38)

Indeed, on the one hand, it is clear that ∪xa3<ya≤xa4M̂
a(xa1, x

a
2, y

a) ⊆ Ma(xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4). On the other

hand,Ma(xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) implies the existence of a white path in the upper half-plane connecting xa2 + a

to the segment [xa3, x
a
4] and, if Ma(xa1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) occurs, there is a rightmost vertex in [xa3, x

a
4] con-

nected to xa2 + a by a white path in the upper half-plane. Denoting this rightmost vertex by ya∗ , we
see that Ma(xa1, x

a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) implies M̂a(xa1, x

a
2, y

a
∗ + a), for some ya∗ ∈ aT ∩ [xa3, x

a
4 − a]. Therefore,

Ma(xa1, x
a
2, x

a
3, x

a
4) ⊆ ∪xa3<ya≤xa4M̂

a(xa1, x
a
2, y

a).
Furthermore, it is clear that, due to topological constraints,

M̂a(xa1, x
a
2, y

a
1) ∩ M̂a(xa1, x

a
2, y

a
2) = ∅, ∀ya1 ̸= ya2 ∈ aT ∩ (xa2 + a,∞). (3.39)

Combining (3.38) and (3.39) with Lemma 3.10, we obtain

Pa [La(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4)] =
∑

xa3<y
a≤xa4

Pa
[
M̂a(xa1, x

a
2, y

a)
]
.

Thus, using Remark 1.13 and Lemma 3.11, we have

L(x1, x2, x3, x4) := lim
a→0

ι−2
a × Pa [La(xa1, xa2, xa3, xa4)]

= lim
a→0

ιa
a

∑
xa3<y

a≤xa4

aι−3
a × Pa

[
M̂a(xa1, x

a
2, y

a)
]

= cι

ˆ x4

x3

M̂(x1, x2, y)dy

= cιC13

ˆ x4

x3

|y − x1|−1|x2 − x1|−1|y − x2|−1dy

=
cιC13

(x2 − x1)2
× log

(x4 − x2)(x3 − x1)
(x3 − x2)(x4 − x1)

,

which gives (1.17) with CM := cιC13, where cι and C13 are constants in Remark 1.13 and Lemma 3.11,
respectively.

Finally, (1.18) and (1.19) follow immediately from (1.17), which completes the proof.
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[CCK19] Federico Camia, René Conijn, and Demeter Kiss. Conformal measure ensembles for percolation and
the FK-Ising model. In Sojourns in probability theory and statistical physics. II. Brownian web and
percolation, a Festschrift for Charles M. Newman, volume 299 of Springer Proc. Math. Stat., pages
44–89. Springer, Singapore, [2019] ©2019.

[CdNS83] John L. Cardy, MPM den Nijs, and M Schick. Transitions of an internal degree of freedom within an
incommensurate phase. Physical Review B, 27(7):4251, 1983.

[CF24] Federico Camia and Yu Feng. Logarithmic correlation functions in 2D critical percolation. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2403.18576, 2024.

[CGN15] Federico Camia, Christophe Garban, and Charles M. Newman. Planar Ising magnetization field I.
uniqueness of the critical scaling limit. Ann. Probab., 43(2):528–571, 2015.

[CHI15] Dmitry Chelkak, Clément Hongler, and Konstantin Izyurov. Conformal invariance of spin correlations
in the planar Ising model. Ann. of Math. (2), 181(3):1087–1138, 2015.

[CN06] Federico Camia and Charles M. Newman. Two-dimensional critical percolation: the full scaling limit.
Comm. Math. Phys., 268(1):1–38, 2006.

[CN07] Federico Camia and Charles M. Newman. Critical percolation exploration path and SLE6: a proof of
convergence. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 139(3-4):473–519, 2007.

[CN08] Federico Camia and Charles M. Newman. SLE6 and CLE6 from critical percolation. In Probability,
geometry and integrable systems, volume 55 of Math. Sci. Res. Inst. Publ., pages 103–130. Cambridge
Univ. Press, Cambridge, 2008.

[CN09] Federico Camia and Charles M. Newman. Ising (conformal) fields and cluster area measures. Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci. USA, 106(14):5547–5463, 2009.

[CR13] Thomas Creutzig and David Ridout. Logarithmic conformal field theory: beyond an introduction. J.
Phys. A, 46(49):494006, 72, 2013.

[DGLZ22] Hang Du, Yifan Gao, Xinyi Li, and Zijie Zhuang. Sharp asymptotics for arm probabilities in critical
planar percolation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.15901, 2022.

[DN79] MPM Den Nijs. The Kadanoff lowerbound renormalization transformation for the q-state potts model.
Physica A: Statistical Mechanics and its Applications, 95(3):449–472, 1979.

[FGG73] S. Ferrara, R. Gatto, and A.F. Grillo. Conformal Algebra in Space-Time and Operator Product Ex-
pansion. Springer Tracts in Modern Physics. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 1973.
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