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Abstract

In this article, we analyse the φ4 model on Zd in the supercritical regime β > βc.
We consider a random cluster representation of the φ4 model, which corresponds
to an Ising random cluster model on a random environment. We prove that the
supercritical phase of this percolation model on Zd (d ≥ 2) is well behaved in the
sense that for every β > βc, local uniqueness of macroscopic clusters happens with
high probability, uniformly in boundary conditions. This result provides the basis for
renormalisation techniques used to study several fine properties of the supercritical
phase. As an application, we obtain surface order large deviation bounds for the
empirical magnetisation of the φ4 model in the entire supercritical regime.
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1 Introduction
The φ4 model is a natural generalisation of the Ising model to a lattice spin model with

unbounded spins. On a finite graph G = (V,E), it is given by a probability measure on
configurations φ ∈ RV defined by its expectation values on bounded measurable functions
F : RΛ → R,

⟨F (φ)⟩ = 1
Z

∫
RV

F (φ) exp

β ∑
{x,y}∈E

φxφy −
∑
x∈V

(gφ4
x + aφ2

x)

 ∏
x∈V

dφx,

where Z is a normalisation constant, β ≥ 0 is the inverse temperature, and g > 0 and
a ∈ R are coupling constants. It is well-known that this model interpolates between the
Ising model and the Gaussian free field. Furthermore, it arises in Euclidean quantum field
theory, where it is used to construct (or destruct) the continuum φ4 model [Nel66,GJ73,
Sok82,Aiz82,Frö82,AD21].

The φ4 model is a rich statistical physics model in its own right. On the hypercubic
lattice Zd, it undergoes a phase transition as β is varied, provided the dimension satisfies
d ≥ 2. Namely, there is a critical point βc separating a subcritical/disordered phase
(β < βc), in which two-point correlations tend to 0 when the system size is large, and
a supercritical/ordered phase (β > βc), in which two-point correlations stay bounded
away from 0. The model’s critical phase is of significant interest since it is expected
to be in the same universality class as the Ising model in all dimensions, meaning that
the two model’s critical exponents are expected to coincide. We refer to the introduction
of [GPPS22] (see also [Aiz21,Pan24]) for a more complete discussion. On the mathematical
side, subcritical sharpness results [ABF87] imply an exponential decay of correlations
for all β < βc. In the critical phase, continuity of the phase transition in dimensions
d ≥ 3 [GPPS22], triviality of the critical and near-critical scaling limits in d ≥ 4 [Aiz82,
Frö82, AD21, Pan23], and bounds on the (near-)critical two-point function in dimensions
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d ≥ 3 [FSS76, FILS78, Sak15, DP24] have been established. Furthermore, the so-called
weakly–coupled φ4 model (which corresponds to choosing g small enough in (1.1)) has
been extensively studied in the literature through the renormalization group approach
[GK85,Har87,FMRS87,BBS14,ST16,BBS19]. The model’s critical behaviour in dimension
d = 2, weakly-coupled or not, remains a fascinating challenge.

In this paper, we prove that the supercritical phase of the φ4 model is well behaved in
the sense that properties which are typical of a robust supercritical behaviour are valid in
the entire supercritical regime. In our Theorem 1.1, we establish an important example of
such a property: a surface order large deviation bound for the empirical magnetisation of
the φ4 model for all β > βc. The main tool to prove this result is a random cluster— or
Fortuin–Kasteleyn (FK)— representation for the φ4 model, which we define as an Ising
random cluster model on a random environment. Although this object has been studied
in the physics literature [BT89], in this article we give (to the best of our knowledge)
the first mathematical treatment of this representation. Our main result is Theorem 1.3,
where we prove a supercritical sharpness result for this percolation model in all dimensions
d ≥ 2. The corresponding result for the Ising random cluster model was first obtained
by Bodineau [Bod05]. In words, this result says that, for every β > βc, there exists a
unique macroscopic cluster in a large box with high probability, uniformly in boundary
conditions. Supercritical sharpness is the essential input allowing to use non-perturbative
renormalisation techniques to obtain a detailed description of the supercritical phase of
statistical physics models. Indeed, we use a coarse graining argument, inspired by that of
Pizstora [Pis96], to deduce Theorem 1.1 from Theorem 1.3.

Proving supercritical sharpness results for general models remains a significant chal-
lenge in percolation theory. In dimension d = 2, one can often rely on duality and crossing
probabilities to prove such a result by relating the supercritical behaviour of the model
with the subcritical behaviour of its dual model. In particular, supercritical sharpness
is known for many percolation models in 2D, such as the random cluster model with
q ≥ 1 [BD12] (previously known for q = 1, 2 due to [Kes80, CCS87]), Voronoi percola-
tion [BR06] and Boolean percolation [ATT18]. However, in dimensions d ≥ 3 there is no
dual (percolation) model available in general, so a much more sophisticated approach is re-
quired. For instance, the random cluster model in dimensions d ≥ 3 has only been proved
to satisfy supercritical sharpness in the special cases q = 1 (corresponding to Bernoulli
percolation) and q = 2 (corresponding to the Ising model) in the celebrated works of
Grimmett and Marstrand [GM90] and Bodineau [Bod05], respectively— see also [CMT24]
and [Sev24] for new proofs. Although the problem remains open for the random cluster
model with q ̸= 1, 2, several other percolation models were proved to satisfy supercritical
sharpness in the last few years, such as level-set percolation for the (discrete) Gaussian
free field [DGRS23] and some continuous Gaussian fields [Sev22], the vacant set of random
interlacements [DGRST23b,DGRST23a,DGRST24], the occupied set of Boolean percola-
tion [DT22], and Voronoi percolation [DS23].

Our proof coarsely follows the strategy of [Sev24]. However, this approach requires
handling boundary conditions for both the spin model and the associated random cluster
measure. To address this, we develop new techniques, building on the random tangled
current representation of the φ4 model introduced in [GPPS22]. We stress that our result
is new even in the two-dimensional case, where the random cluster representation does
not seem to have a treatable dual model or any integrable feature. This is also one of
the reasons why continuity of the phase transition remains open for d = 2, despite being
known for d ≥ 3 [GPPS22].

We expect that our results will find further applications in the analysis of the super-
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critical φ4 model. Indeed, for the Ising model, local uniqueness for the random cluster
representation has been a crucial ingredient in deriving several results for β > βc, such as
the construction of the so-called Wulff shape [DKS92, Iof95, CP00, BIV00], bounds of the
spectral gap for the associated dynamics [CGMS96], and the decay of truncated correla-
tions [DGR20]. Therefore, our work paves the way for obtaining corresponding results on
the entire supercritical phase of the φ4 model.

1.1 Surface order large deviations

We begin by introducing the model and relevant quantities to state the theorem. We
fix once and for all constants g > 0 and a ∈ R and let ρg,a be the so-called single-site
measure on R defined by

dρg,a(t) = 1
zg,a

e−gt
4−at2dt, (1.1)

where zg,a =
∫
R e
−gt4−at2dt. Let Λ be a finite subset of Zd. Define E(Λ) := {{x, y} ⊂

Λ : x ∼ y} where x ∼ y means that x and y are neighbours in Zd. We often denote the
elements of E(Λ) as xy = {x, y}. Given an external magnetic field h ∈ R, we consider the
Hamiltonian

HΛ,h(φ) := −
∑

xy∈E(Λ)
φxφy − h

∑
x∈Λ

φx, ∀φ ∈ RV .

The φ4 model on Λ with external magnetic field h and at inverse temperature β ≥ 0 is
the probability measure νΛ,β,h (also denoted ⟨·⟩Λ,β,h) given by

dνΛ,β,h(φ) ∝ e−βHΛ,h(φ) ∏
x∈Λ

dρg,a(φx).

We may omit h from the notation when h = 0. We consider the infinite volume measures

νβ,h = lim
Λ↑Zd

νΛ,β,h.

It is classical that this limit exists and is monotonic increasing in h, see e.g. [Gri67]. We
can then define the so-called plus measure ν+

β via the following monotonic weak limit:

ν+
β = lim

h↓0
νβ,h. (1.2)

The measure ν+
β is translation invariant, ergodic and extremal. In fact, every translation

invariant Gibbs measure for the φ4 model is a linear combination of the two extremal
measures ν+

β and ν−β (dφ) := ν+
β (−dφ), see [GPPS22].

The spontaneous magnetisation at inverse temperature β is defined as

m∗(β) := ⟨φ0⟩+β ,

where ⟨f⟩+β denotes the expectation of f with respect to ν+
β . We can now define the critical

point
βc = βc(g, a) := inf{β ≥ 0 : m∗(β) > 0}.

It is known that βc ∈ (0,∞) for every d ≥ 2 and all (g, a) ∈ (0,∞) × R [GJS75, Wel77]
(alternatively, this can be proven by directly using the random cluster representation of
Section 4). Another quantity of interest is the empirical magnetisation on Λ given by

mΛ := 1
|Λ|

∑
x∈Λ

φx.
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We will mostly be interested in the empirical magnetisation on boxes Λn := {−n, . . . , n}d
for n ∈ N∗. Our first theorem is the following surface order large deviation estimate for
the empirical magnetisation in the entire supercritical regime.

Theorem 1.1. For every d ≥ 2, β > βc and δ ∈ (0,m∗(β)), there exist constants c, C ∈
(0,∞) such that for every n large enough,

e−Cn
d−1 ≤ νΛn,β

[
|mΛn | ≤ m∗(β)− δ

]
≤ e−cnd−1

. (1.3)

Remark 1.2. The lower large deviation of (1.3) differs from the upper large deviation,
which is always of volume order. Indeed, it is not hard to prove (see Section 7) that for
every β ≥ 0 and δ > 0, there exist c, C > 0 such that for every n large enough

e−Cn
d ≤ νΛn,β

[
|mΛn | ≥ m∗(β) + δ

]
≤ e−cnd

. (1.4)

Both large deviation estimates of (1.3) and (1.4) can be extended to the infinite volume
measure.

1.2 Random cluster for φ4 and supercritical sharpness

The main tool used in this work is a percolation representation of the φ4 model, which
plays a role analogous to that of the random cluster representation of the Ising model.
In Section 4, we define the model in detail and derive some of its basic properties, such
as a coupling with the spin system, monotonicity in boundary conditions and correlation
inequalities. We only give a rough description of the model here and defer the reader to
Section 4 for details. First, observe that, conditionally on the absolute value field |φ|,
the sign field sign(φ) can be seen as an Ising model with random compling constants
J(|φ|)x,y = β|φx||φy|. Therefore, we can consider the corresponding random cluster rep-
resentation in a random environment. For every Λ ⊂ Zd, let ΨΛ,β be the probability
measure on configurations (ω, a) ∈ {0, 1}E(Λ)× (R+)Λ, where a is distributed as |φ| (under
νΛ,β), and ω— conditionally on a— is distributed as an Ising random cluster model with
coupling constants Jx,y = βaxay. Certain correlation functions of φ can then be expressed
in terms of connectivity properties for ΨΛ,β. For example, we have

⟨φxφy⟩Λ,β = ΨΛ,β[axay1{x
ω←→ y}].

We can also construct random cluster measures Ψ#
Λ,β with general boundary conditions #,

see Section 4 for details.
Similarly to the case of the Ising model, the crucial step to establish Theorem 1.1 is

to prove that the percolation model ΨΛ,β is “well behaved” for every β > βc. In other
words, we establish a supercritical sharpness result for ΨΛ,β. There are several ways of
defining supercritical sharpness. In dimensions d ≥ 3, a classical way is to consider the
notion of slab percolation, as done in [GM90] for Bernoulli percolation and in [Bod05] for
the Ising model. However, this notion becomes meaningless in 2D, where classically the
crossing of long rectangles is used instead. In order to state our result for all dimensions
d ≥ 2 in a unified way, we choose to consider the notion of local uniqueness. Furthermore,
this notion is more handy when performing renormalisation arguments to prove non-
perturbative results.

For every scale L ≥ 1, consider the local uniqueness event U(L) of percolation con-
figurations ω ∈ {0, 1}E(Λ8L) such that there exists at least one cluster of ω crossing the
annulus Λ8L \ ΛL, and any two paths in ω crossing the annulus Λ4L \ Λ2L are connected
in ω ∩ (Λ8L \ ΛL). Our main result is the following.
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Theorem 1.3. For every d ≥ 2 and β > βc,

lim
L→∞

inf
#

Ψ#
Λ10L,β

[U(L)] = 1.

Theorem 1.3 implies that the percolation model Ψ#
Λ,β is “well behaved” for every

β > βc. Indeed, it allows to compare the model with a highly supercritical Bernoulli
percolation via standard renormalisation arguments. For instance, one can prove that the
unique giant component is robust and ubiquitous, while the other components are tiny
(namely logarithmically small). This is the key feature underlying the proof Theorem 1.1,
which combines Theorem 1.3 and a coarse graining argument. Another consequence of
Theorem 1.3 is that the infinite volume plus measure ν+

β can be obtained as the limit
of φ4 measures on Λn with boundary condition ηn ≫ 1/nd−1, see Proposition B.2. As
mentioned above, we expect Theorem 1.3 to find several other applications concerning the
supercritical behaviour of the φ4 model.

1.3 Outline of the proof

We will now give a more detailed description of the proofs of our theorems, starting
with Theorem 1.3. At a global level, the strategy of proof is similar to that of [Bod05,
Sev24]. However, several new ideas are necessary in our context in order to deal with extra
difficulties, especially coming from the unboundedness of the spins. The main novelty is
the use of the random tangled current representation of [GPPS22] in order to deal with
some of these challenges.

The first step is to prove that a certain notion of surface tension for the φ4 model
is positive for every β > βc. We adapt the corresponding argument of Lebowitz and
Pfister [LP81] for the Ising model. Roughly speaking, the surface tension measures the
energetic cost of imposing a surface of disagreeing spins separating two halves of a box.
For the Ising model, the surface tension can be rigorously defined as simply

τβ := − lim
L→∞

1
Ld−1 log

Z+,−
ΛL,β

Z+
ΛL,β

,

where Z+,−
ΛL,β

and Z+
ΛL,β

denote, respectively, the Ising partition functions with Dobrushin
(i.e. +1 on the top and −1 on the bottom) and plus (i.e. +1 everywhere) boundary
conditions. For the φ4 model, while we could in principle define the surface tension in
the same way, the proof of positivity from [LP81] would only adapt if we knew that the
φ4 measure with boundary conditions +1 converges to the plus measure ν+

β defined in
(1.2). This last fact is not easy to prove due to the unboundedness of the spins (however,
this does follow, a posteriori, from our results, as proved in Proposition B.2). Even
though one can obtain ν+

β as the limit of finite volume measures with growing boundary
conditions (see (2.6)), these measures are not “regular” (in the sense of Proposition 2.6)
up to the boundary, which would cause us problems in the next step, where we compare
the corresponding random cluster measure with its free counterpart. In order to solve
this issue, we prove in Proposition 3.1 that the φ4 measures with magnetic field equal
to +1 on a thick boundary of thickness logL (namely ΛL \ ΛL−logL) converge to ν+

β as
L tends to infinity. This result allows us to approximate ν+

β by a sequence of measures
that are “regular” up to the boundary since the magnetic field is bounded. The proof is
based on a comparison between boundary conditions, which is derived through the use of
the random tangled currents representation constructed in [GPPS22]. We then use these
“thick-plus” measures (and their Dobrushin counterpart) to define the surface tension τβ
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of the φ4 model, and to prove in Proposition 5.5 that indeed τβ > 0 for every β > βc. We
stress that this proof, adapted from [LP81], crucially relies on the Ginibre inequality (see
Proposition 2.4), which is specific to the Ising and φ4 models.

The second step is to transfer the information that τβ > 0 to the φ4 random cluster
model. It follows rather easily from the Edwards–Sokal coupling that the probability
that the top and bottom of a box are disconnected from each other in the corresponding
random cluster representation decays exponentially in the surface order (see Lemma 5.3).
However, we need to prove that the same happens for the random cluster measure with free
boundary condition, which is in fact the minimal one. We therefore perform a comparison
argument to go from the “thick plus” random cluster measure to the “free” one. In order
to do so, we adapt an argument originally used by Bodineau [Bod05] for the Ising model.
However, this argument relies on the fact that there exists a unique random cluster measure
on the half-space with any positive magnetic field on the boundary. For the Ising model,
this follows from a work of Fröhlich and Pfister on the wetting transition [FP87], together
with the Lee–Yang theorem. Instead of extending the results of [FP87] to the φ4 model
(which remains an open problem), we give a completely different proof— relying again
on the random tangled currents— of the uniqueness of half-space measures with positive
boundary field (see Proposition 3.6). We remark that our proof can be easily adapted to
give a new proof of this uniqueness result for the Ising model.

The two steps described above imply that for every β > βc, the probability that a box
is not crossed by a cluster decays exponentially in the surface order for the φ4 random
cluster model with minimal (i.e. free) boundary conditions at a macroscopic distance from
the box. Finally, we prove that this implies that local uniqueness happens with high
probability. We use two different approaches, depending on the dimension. In dimension
d = 2, we use the Russo–Seymour–Welsh theorem for FKG measures recently obtained by
Köhler-Schindler and Tassion [KST23] to deduce that a macroscopic annulus is surrounded
by a circuit with high probability, which easily implies the local uniqueness event U(L). In
dimensions d ≥ 3, a different argument is required and we follow the approach of [Sev24],
which is inspired by the work of Benjamini and Tassion [BT17]. We first prove that
the surface order exponential bound on disconnection implies local uniqueness with the
help of an independent Bernoulli sprinkling. By a standard static renormalisation, this
implies that this Bernoulli-sprinkled random cluster model (with free boundary conditions)
percolates on sufficiently thick slabs. Then, we prove in Proposition 6.4 that the Bernoulli-
sprinkled random cluster measure is stochastically dominated by the original random
cluster measure at a slightly higher β, thus implying slab percolation for the latter. We
stress that, although such a domination is trivial for the Ising random cluster model (see
e.g. [Sev24, Lemma 2.5]), this is not the case in our context since the absolute value field
|φ| can take arbitrarily small values. Once percolation on slabs is proved for the free
random cluster measure for all β > βc, we conclude that local uniqueness holds by a
classical “onion argument”, thus completing the proof of Theorem 1.3.

As mentioned above, the surface order large deviation of Theorem 1.1 follows from
Theorem 1.3 via a coarse graining argument, very similar to the one that Pisztora [Pis96]
developed for the Ising model. Another essential ingredient in the coarse graining argument
is the uniqueness of the infinite volume measure for the φ4 random cluster model (see
Lemma 7.2). This is proved in Proposition 4.13 as a consequence of the characterization
of translation invariant Gibbs measures for the φ4 model obtained in [GPPS22]. Since the
spins are continuous and unbounded, some extra care is required when running the coarse
graining argument in our context, but this is dealt with in a rather simple way by relying
on regularity estimates.

7



Organisation of the paper. In Section 2 we recall the main properties of the φ4 model,
including some correlation inequalities, a regularity theorem and the switching principle
for the random tangled current representation. In Section 3 we prove the aforementioned
Propositions 3.1 and 3.6 on the convergence of the thick-plus measures to ν+

β and the
uniqueness of half-space measure with positive magnetic field. This section is the only one
that uses the random tangled currents. In Section 4 we properly define the random cluster
representation for the φ4 model and prove its main basic properties. Section 5 is devoted to
the first two steps in the proof of Theorem 1.3 described above, while Section 6 is concerned
with the final step. Finally, in Section 7 we deduce Theorem 1.1 from Theorem 1.3.

Acknowledgements. We thank the University of Geneva, where the project was ini-
tiated, for its hospitality. RP acknowledges the support of the Swiss National Science
Foundation through a Postdoc.Mobility grant, the NCCR SwissMAP, and the European
Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innova-
tion programme (grant agreement No. 757296). FS was supported by the ERC grants
CriSP (No. 851565) and Vortex (No. 101043450).

2 Preliminaries
In this section, we recall some classical definitions and properties related to the φ4

model. For further details and generalisations, see [GPPS22].

2.1 The φ4 model on Zd

Let Λ be a finite subset of Zd. Recall that E(Λ) = {{x, y} ⊂ Λ : x ∼ y} and that we
write the elements of E(Λ) as xy. Let g > 0 and a ∈ R. Since g, a will be fixed for the entire
article, we drop them from notation. The ferromagnetic φ4 model on Λ (with parameters
(g, a)) at inverse temperature β ≥ 0 and coupling strengths J = (Je)e∈E(Λ) ∈ (R+)E(Λ),
and with external magnetic field h = (hx)x∈Λ ∈ RΛ is the finite volume probability measure
νΛ,β,h,J whose expectation values are defined for F : RΛ → R bounded and measurable by

⟨F (φ)⟩Λ,β,h,J := 1
Zφ

4

Λ,β,h,J

∫
F (φ) exp

(
−βHΛ,h,J(φ)

) ∏
x∈V

dρg,a(φx),

where Zφ
4

Λ,β,h,J is the partition function which guarantees that ⟨1⟩Λ,β,h,J = 1, the Hamilto-
nian is given by

HΛ,h,J(φ) := −
∑

xy∈E(Λ)
Jxyφxφy −

∑
x∈Λ

hxφx,

and ρg,a is the single-site measure defined in (1.1). We let ⟨·⟩0 be the expectation with
respect to the measure ρg,a. Unless specified otherwise, we will consider the homogeneous
case J ≡ 1 (i.e. Je = 1 for every e ∈ E(Λ)) and drop J from notation.

The above definition includes the possibility of having boundary conditions. Let us first
introduce a useful notation. The (inner) vertex boundary of Λ is the set ∂Λ := {x ∈ Λ :
∃y ∈ Λc, x ∼ y}. Boundary conditions are interpreted (and synonymous in this paper with)
as inhomogeneous external magnetic fields h that satisfy hx = 0 for x ∈ Int(Λ) := Λ \ ∂Λ.

Let us now discuss an important property satisfied by these measures: the domain
Markov property. We begin by introducing some useful notation. Let ∆ ⊂ Λ be finite
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subsets of Zd. If φ ∈ RΛ, we define a magnetic field hΛ,∆
φ on ∆ (or, the boundary condition

on ∂∆ induced by φ) as follows: for all x ∈ ∆,

hΛ,∆
φ (x) := 1x∈∂∆

∑
y∈Λ\∆
xy∈E(Λ)

φy. (2.1)

If h ∈ RΛ and β ≥ 0, the measure νΛ,β,h introduced above satisfies, for every f : R∆ → R+,

νΛ,β,h[f ] =
∫
RΛ
ν∆,β,h+hΛ,∆

φ
[f ]dνΛ,β,h(φ). (2.2)

2.2 Correlation inequalities

We now present various classical correlation inequalities that will be used in this pa-
per (see [GPPS22] and references therein for proofs and background). We begin with
correlations of increasing functions.

Proposition 2.1 (FKG inequalities, [GPPS22, Propositions A.1–A.2] and [LO24, Corol-
lary 6.4]). Let Λ ⊂ Zd be finite, β ≥ 0, J ∈ (R+)E(Λ), and h ∈ RΛ. Then, for any
increasing and bounded functions F,G : RΛ → R,

⟨F (φ)G(φ)⟩Λ,β,h,J ≥ ⟨F (φ)⟩Λ,β,h,J⟨G(φ)⟩Λ,β,h,J .

The same holds for the absolute value field if hx ≥ 0 for every x ∈ Λ, namely

⟨F (|φ|)G(|φ|)⟩Λ,β,h,J ≥ ⟨F (|φ|)⟩Λ,β,h,J⟨G(|φ|)⟩Λ,β,h,J .

As a consequence of the FKG inequalities above, we obtain the following monotonicity
properties of correlations: the first inequality is standard, and the second inequality follows
from a straightforward adaptation of the proof of [GPPS22, Lemma 2.13].

Proposition 2.2. Let Λ ⊂ Zd be finite, and β ≥ 0. Let also J1, J2 ∈ (R+)E(Λ) be such
that J1 ≤ J2, and h1, h2 ∈ RΛ be such that h1 ≤ h2. Then, for any increasing function
F : RΛ → R we have

⟨F (φ)⟩Λ,β,h1,J1 ≤ ⟨F (φ)⟩Λ,β,h2,J2 .

The same holds for the absolute value field if |h1| ≤ h2, namely for any increasing function
F : (R+)Λ → R we have

⟨F (|φ|)⟩Λ,β,h1,J1 ≤ ⟨F (|φ|)⟩Λ,β,h2,J2 .

We now turn to spin correlations. In what follows, given Λ ⊂ Zd finite and A : Λ→ N,
we write φA :=

∏
x∈Λ φ

Ax
x .

Proposition 2.3 (Monotonicity in coupling strength, [GPPS22, Proposition 3.18 and
Remark 3.19]). Let Λ ⊂ Zd be finite, β ≥ 0, J ∈ (R+)E(Λ), h ∈ (R+)Λ, and A : Λ → N.
Then, for every e ∈ E(Λ), the function Je 7→ ⟨φA⟩Λ,β,h,J is increasing.

Proposition 2.4 (Ginibre inequality, [GPPS22, Proposition 2.11]). Let A,B : Λ → N.
Then, for any h1, h2 ∈ (R+)Λ such that |h1| ≤ h2,

⟨φAφB⟩Λ,β,h2,J − ⟨φAφB⟩Λ,β,h1,J ≥
∣∣⟨φA⟩Λ,β,h2,J⟨φB⟩Λ,β,h1,J − ⟨φA⟩Λ,β,h1,J⟨φB⟩Λ,β,h2,J

∣∣ .
(2.3)

Remark 2.5. In [GPPS22], we only proved Proposition 2.4 when h1, h2 ≡ 0 in Λ\∂Λ, i.e.
when h1, h2 can be seen as boundary conditions, but the proof adapts mutatis mutandis.
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2.3 Quartic tail bounds

For the φ4 model, since spins are unbounded, there is a priori no notion of a maximal
or minimal boundary condition. However, it is natural to expect that, similarly to the
single site measure ρg,a, the finite volume measures νΛ,β,h,J also have tails of the type
e−cφ

4 . In this case, one can deduce that, with high probability, every spin in a domain
Λ is smaller than C(log |Λ|)1/4 in absolute value, for C large enough. This suggests that
±C(log |Λ|)1/4 are good candidates for the maximal and minimal boundary condition. This
is indeed the case and follows from a regularity property encapsulated in Proposition 2.6
below. If ∆ ⊂ Λ, we denote by ν(∆)

Λ,β,h the push-forward of νΛ,β,h under the restriction map
(φx)x∈Λ 7→ (φx)x∈∆. Additionally, we let dφ∆ :=

∏
x∈∆ dφx. The following proposition

states that the measures νΛL,β,h have (uniform) tails of the form e−cφ
4 at vertices that are

sufficiently far away from locations where h takes large values. Following the terminology
used in [GPPS22], we will refer to this result as a regularity estimate. See Figure 1 for an
illustration.

Recall that | · | denotes the infinite norm on Rd, and that for every L ∈ N∗, ΛL =
{−L, . . . , L}d = {x ∈ Zd : |x| ≤ L}, and for every z ∈ Zd, ΛL(z) = z + ΛL. Furthermore,
for every z ∈ Zd and A ⊂ Zd, we write dist∞(z,A) = inf{|z − a| : a ∈ A} with the
convention that dist∞(z, ∅) =∞.

Proposition 2.6. For every β, h ≥ 0, there exists a constant C = C(β, h) ∈ (0,∞),
depending continuously on the parameters, such that the following holds. Let L ≥ 1, and
h ∈ RΛL be such that |hx| ≤ h for every x ∈ ΛL\∂ΛL and |hx| ≤

√
logL for every x ∈ ∂ΛL.

Then, for every z ∈ ΛL such that M(z) := dist∞(z, {x ∈ ∂ΛL : |hx| > h}) ≥ L,

ν
(∆)
ΛL,β,h(| · |) ≼ ρ∆,g/2,0(C + | · |), (2.4)

where ≼ refers to stochastic domination of measures, ∆ ⊂ Λm−√m(z) ∩ ΛL for m :=
min{M(z), 2L}, and µ(f(·)) denotes the push-forward of the measure µ with respect to the
function f . Moreover, ⟨φ2

x⟩ΛL,β,h ≤ C
√

logL for every x ∈ ΛL.

∆

ΛL

z

0

h
∆

0

√
logL

Figure 1: An illustration of two applications of Proposition 2.6. On both sides, the
magnetic field h is equal to 0 in ΛL \ ∂ΛL. On the left: the part of ∂ΛL in red carries
a “large” magnetic field hx =

√
logL, while the blue part carries a constant magnetic

field hx = h. With the notations of Proposition 2.6, the point z satisfies M(z) ≥ L.
The restriction of νΛL,β,h to the shaded grey region ∆ has quartic tails. On the right:
hx =

√
logL for x ∈ ∂ΛL. Here, M(0) ≥ L and the restriction of νΛL,β,h to the shaded

grey region ∆ has quartic tails.
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Proof. Let z and ∆ ⊂ Λm−√m(z)∩ΛL be as in the statement, and define Λ = ΛL∪Λm(z).
By Proposition 2.2,

ν
(∆)
ΛL,β,h(| · |) ≼ ν

(∆)
Λ,β,h̃(| · |),

where h̃x = max{hx, h} for x ∈ ΛL, and h̃x = h for x ∈ Λ \ ΛL. Note that the only
vertices where h̃ > h lie at ∂Λ, and |hx| ≤

√
log(dist∞(z, ∂Λ)) for every x ∈ ∂Λ. We can

thus apply [GPPS22, Corollary D.12] (for the translation of Λ by −z) to deduce that the
density of ν(∆)

Λ,β,h̃ is upper bounded by e−
∑

x∈∆( g
2φ

4
x−A) for some constant A > 0. Note

that there exists C > 0 large enough such that for every u = (ux)x∈∆ ∈ (R+)∆, letting
I(u) =

∏
x∈∆[C + ux,∞), we have that∫
I(u)

e−
∑

x∈∆( g
2φ

4
x−A) ∏

x∈∆
dφx ≤ ρ∆,g/2,0(C + |φx| ≥ C + ux, ∀x ∈ ∆)

= ρ∆,g/2,0(|φx| ≥ ux, ∀x ∈ ∆).

This implies the desired stochastic domination (2.4). The second part of the statement
follows from [GPPS22, Remark D.13].

Remark 2.7. Let us remark that the argument of Lemma 6.8 can be adapted to give an
alternative proof of the statement in the case where ∆ consists of a single vertex.

Remark 2.8. Proposition 2.6 implies that regularity estimates hold far away from the
boundary, and even at boundary vertices that are sufficiently far away from vertices where
h is large. In the particular case where |hx| ≤ h for every x ∈ ΛL, the regularity estimates
hold everywhere in ΛL.

Remark 2.9. Proposition 2.6 implies that the family of measures considered is tight. We
will use this several times (together with monotonicity arguments) to prove that certain
sequences of measures converge to an infinite volume measure. Moreover, it will follow
immediately that in these cases the corresponding infinite volume measure inherits the
bound (2.4).

As mentioned above, a consequence of Proposition 2.6 is that we can make sense of
maximal (and minimal) boundary condition as follows. Let us write ∂extΛ := {x ∈ Λc :
∃ y ∈ Λ, x ∼ y} to denote the exterior boundary of Λ and Λ := Λ ⊔ ∂extΛ. It follows from
a union bound that there exists a large enough constant C0 = C0(h) ∈ (0,∞) such that,
setting M∆ := C0(1 ∨ log |∆|)1/4, one has

νΛL,β,h

(
max
x∈∆
|φx| ≤M∆

)
= 1− o(1), (2.5)

where o(1) tends to 0 uniformly in ∆ of the form ∆ ⊂ Λm−√m(z) ∩ ΛL as |∆| → ∞,
with m = min{M(z), 2L} and z satisfying M(z) = dist∞(z, {x ∈ ∂ΛL : |h(x)| > h}) ≥ L.
Having the Markov property (2.2) in mind, we can therefore think of M∆ as the effectively
maximal boundary condition in ∆. It follows from (2.2), (2.5) and monotonicity in h (see
Proposition 2.2), that for every increasing event E,

νΛL,β,h(E) ≤ ν∆,β,p∆(E) + o(1),

where, again, o(1) tends to 0 uniformly in ∆ chosen as above as |∆| → ∞, and where

p∆(x) := h∆,∆
M∆

(x),
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with h∆,∆
φ defined in (2.1). When clear from context, we omit the subscript ∆ in the

notation p∆. Then, as shown in [Rue70, LP76] (see also [GPPS22] in the context of
general graphs of polynomial growth), one has

νΛL,β,pΛL
−→
L→∞

ν+
β , (2.6)

where ν+
β is the translation-invariant, extremal probability measure ν+

β introduced in
Section 1.1. Analogously, we have νΛL,β,mΛL

−→
L→∞

ν−β , where for a finite set Λ ⊂ Zd,
mΛ := −pΛ.

In [GPPS22], we additionally proved that for every β ≥ 0, the set of translation invari-
ant Gibbs measures at β (see [GPPS22, Definition 1.1]) consists of convex combinations
of the extremal measures ν+

β and ν−β . In particular, one has

νβ = νβ,0 = 1
2
(
ν+
β + ν−β

)
. (2.7)

Remark 2.10. A question that arises naturally is the following: how big or small can a
boundary field hL be so that ⟨·⟩ΛL,β,hL

−→
L→∞

⟨·⟩+β ? As a consequence of our results, for β >
βc, the convergence holds for boundary fields satisfying hL ≤ pL and Ld−1hL → ∞. This
is established in Proposition B.2. However, the convergence may also hold for boundary
fields that grow faster than pΛ, provided the regularity estimates of Proposition 2.6 remain
valid deep in the bulk. Based on the argument in Lemma 6.8, we expect that regularity
estimates hold even for exponentially growing boundary fields.

2.4 The random tangled current representation

We recall the random tangled current representation of the φ4 model introduced in
[GPPS22]. We begin by defining what a tangled current is and then state our main
combinatorial tool: the switching principle. This object will only be used in Section 3 in
order to compare measures with different boundary conditions.

2.4.1 Tangled currents

We begin by recalling the definition of a current. Below, g refers to a ghost vertex and
we let φg ≡ 1. Let (Λ, E(Λ)) be a finite graph. If h ∈ RΛ, we let Λ[h] be the graph with
vertex set Λg := Λ ∪ {g}, and edge set E(Λ[h]) := E(Λ) ∪ {{x, g} : x ∈ Λ, hx ̸= 0}. We
will sometimes make a slight abuse of notation and additionally view Λ[h] as a weighted
graph. This means that the notation Λ[h] also carries the information of the value of h.
When h ≡ 0, the graph Λ[h] is equal to (Λ, E(Λ)).

Single currents. Let h ∈ RΛ. A current n on Λ[h] is a function n : E(Λ[h]) → N. We
let ΩΛ[h] be the set of currents on Λ[h]. We write nx,y = nxy = n(x, y) for the value of n
on xy ∈ E(Λ[h]). Given n ∈ ΩΛ[h], let ∆n(x) :=

∑
e∈E(Λ[h]), e∋x ne be the n-degree of x.

The set of sources of n is defined by

∂n := {x ∈ Λg : ∆n(x) is odd}.

Additionally, we define

M(Λg) :=
{
A ∈ NΛg : Ag ≤ 1,

∑
x∈Λg

Ax is even
}

12



to be the set of admissible moments or source functions on Λg, and write ∂A := {x ∈ Λg :
Ax is odd}. We write A = ∅ if Ax = 0 for all x ∈ Λg. Additionally, if A = 1x + 1y, we
write A = xy. Given A,B ∈M(Λg), define A+B ∈M(Λg) by:

(A+B)x := Ax +Bx

for all x ∈ Λ, and
(A+B)g := Ag +Bg mod 2.

Finally, for n ∈ ΩΛ[h] and A ∈M(Λg), we introduce the weight

wAβ,h(n) :=
∏

xy∈E(Λ)

βnxy

nxy!
∏
x∈Λ

(βhx)nxg

nxg!
⟨φAx+∆n(x)⟩0.

Since ρg,a is an even measure, the above weight is equal to zero unless ∂n = ∂A.
It is possible to expand the correlation functions of the φ4 model to relate them to

currents. Recall that, for A ∈M(Λg), φA =
∏
x∈Λ φ

Ax
x .

Lemma 2.11 ([GPPS22, Proposition 3.1]). Let β > 0 and h ∈ RΛ. Then, for all A ∈
M(Λg),

⟨φA⟩Λ,β,h =
∑
∂n=∂Aw

A
β,h(n)∑

∂n=∅w
∅
β,h(n)

.

We now turn to the definition of tangled currents. We will introduce two useful notions:
the single tangled current, and the double tangled current. The latter will be useful to
state the switching principle below. We fix h ∈ (R+)Λ.

Single tangled current. We fix A ∈M(Λg), and let n ∈ ΩΛ[h] be such that ∂n = ∂A.
For each z ∈ Λ, we define the block BAz (n) as follows: for each y ∈ Λg such that
yz ∈ E(Λ[h]), it contains nzy points labelled (zy(k))1≤k≤nzy , and Az points labelled
(za(k))1≤k≤Az . Note that BAz (n) has cardinality ∆n(z) +Az, which is an even number by
definition. We also write BAg (n) = {g}, and when Ag = 1 we may also write ga(1) = g.
For each z ∈ Λ, let T An (z) be the set of even partitions of the block BAz (n), i.e. for every
P = {P1, P2, . . . , Pk} ∈ T An (z), each |Pi| is even. Define

T An =
⊗
z∈Λ
T An (z).

An element t ∈ T An is called a tangling. We sometimes refer to an element tz of T An (z) as
a tangling (of BAz (n)), this will be clear from the context. We call the pair (n, t) a tangled
current.

Let HA(n) be the graph consisting of vertex set⋃
z∈Λg

BAz (n),

and edge set ⋃
{x,y}⊂Λ

{{xy(k), yx(k)} : 1 ≤ k ≤ nxy}

 ∪
 ⋃
x∈Λ :hx ̸=0

{{xg(k), g} : 1 ≤ k ≤ nxg}

 .
Given any tangling t ∈ T An , the graph HA(n) naturally induces a graph HA(n, t) defined
as follows. For each block BAz (n), if tz = {P1, . . . , Pk} ∈ T An (z), for every 1 ≤ i ≤ k, we
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add
(|Pi|

2
)

edges connecting pairwise the vertices lying in Pi. In words, we add to HA(n)
the complete graph on the elements of each partition induced by t. This gives a canonical
notion of connectivity in a tangled current (n, t). In the case where A = ∅, we may drop
the superscript A from the notation.

We now move to the definition of double tangled currents. We will need the following
terminology.

Definition 2.12. Let Λ′ ⊂ Λ be finite subsets of Zd. If (h, h′) ∈ (R+)Λ × (R+)Λ′, we say
that h′ is a restriction of h if

{x ∈ Λ′ : h′x ̸= hx} ⊂ {x ∈ Λ′ : h′x = 0}.

Note that by definition, Λ′[h′] is a subgraph of Λ[h].

Double tangled current. Let Λ′ ⊂ Λ and h′ ∈ (R+)Λ′ be a restriction of h. Fix
(A,B) ∈ M(Λg) × M((Λ′)g). Let n1 ∈ ΩΛ[h] and n2 ∈ ΩΛ′[h′] satisfy ∂n1 = ∂A and
∂n2 = ∂B. We trivially view n2 as an element of ΩΛ[h] by setting n2(x, y) = 0 for all
edges xy ∈ E(Λ[h]) \ E(Λ′[h′]). We define BA,Bz (n1,n2) as the disjoint union of BAz (n1)
and BBz (n2). We write T A,Bn1,n2(z) for the set of even partitions of the set BA,Bz (n1,n2)
whose restriction to BAz (n1) and BBz (n2) is also an even partition, i.e. for every P =
{P1, P2, . . . , Pk} ∈ T A,Bn1,n2(z), both |Pi ∩BAz (n1)| and |Pi ∩BBz (n2)| are even numbers. The
elements of T A,Bn1,n2(z) are called admissible partitions. As above, we define

T A,Bn1,n2 =
⊗
z∈Λ
T A,Bn1,n2(z).

As above, for any t in T A,Bn1,n2 , we can define a graph HA,B(n1,n2, t) by the following
procedure: for each block BA,Bz (n1,n2), if tz = {P1, . . . , Pk} ∈ T A,Bn1,n2(z), for every 1 ≤ i ≤
k, we add

(|Pi|
2
)

edges connecting pairwise the vertices lying in Pi. This provides a natural
notion of connectivity in HA,B(n1,n2). If G = (V (G), E(G)) is a subgraph of Λ[h], we
let HA,BG (n1,n2, t) be the induced subgraph of HA,B(n1,n2, t), where we restrict to blocks
labelled by V (G) and edges which projects to elements of E(G).

2.4.2 Switching principle for tangled currents

We now state the version of the switching principle which will be used in this paper.
A more general statement can be found in [GPPS22].

Let Λ′ ⊂ Λ be two finite subsets of Zd and β > 0. Let (h, h′) ∈ (R+)Λ× (R+)Λ′ with h′
a restriction of h. For (A,B) ∈ M(Λg) ×M((Λ′)g), we define ΩT ,A,BΛ[h],Λ′[h′] to be the set of
double tangled currents on Λ[h] with source functions A,B, i.e the set of triples (n1,n2, t)
where: (∂n1, ∂n2) = (∂A, ∂B), and t ∈ T A,Bn1,n2 . We sometimes identify such a triple with
its associated graph HA,B(n1,n2, t). We set

ΩTΛ[h],Λ′[h′] :=
⋃

(A,B)∈M(Λg)×M((Λ′)g)
ΩT ,A,BΛ[h],Λ′[h′].

Before stating the switching principle, we need a definition.

Pairing events. Let (C,B) ∈ M(Λg) ×M((Λ′)g). Assume that B ≤ C, i.e. Bx ≤ Cx
for every x ∈ (Λ′)g. Define FCΛ′[h′](B) to be the subset of ΩT ,C,∅Λ[h],Λ′[h′] consisting of all double
tangled currents (n1,n2, t) satisfying the following condition: each connected component
of HC,∅Λ′[h′](n1,n2, t) intersects {zc(k) : z ∈ (Λ′)g, Cz − Bz + 1 ≤ k ≤ Cz} an even number
of times.
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Theorem 2.13 ([GPPS22, Theorem 3.11]). Let Λ′ ⊂ Λ be finite subsets of Zd. Let
(h, h′) ∈ (R+)Λ × (R+)Λ′ with h′ a restriction of h. For every z ∈ Λ, every (C,D) ∈
M(Λg) ×M((Λ′)g), every (n1,n2) ∈ ΩΛ[h] × ΩΛ′[h′] with (∂n1, ∂n2) = (∂C, ∂D), there
exists a probability measure ρC,Dz,n1,n2 on T C,Dn1,n2(z) such that the following holds. For every
(A,B) ∈M(Λg)×M((Λ′)g),∑

∂n1=∂A
∂n2=∂B

wAβ,h(n1)wBβ,h′(n2) =
∑

∂n1=∂(A+B)
∂n2=∅

wA+B
β,h (n1)w∅β,h′(n2)ρA+B,∅

n1,n2

[
FA+B,∅

Λ′[h′] (B)
]
,

where
ρA+B,∅

n1,n2 :=
⊗
z∈Λ

ρA+B,∅
z,n1,n2 ,

is a probability measure on T A+B,∅
n1,n2 , and FA+B,∅

Λ′[h′] (B) is the event defined above.

Remark 2.14. As it turns out (see the construction in [GPPS22]), for any z, the measures
ρA,Bz,n1,n2 depend only on (g, a,∆n1(z) + Az,∆n2(z) + Bz), but they do not depend on Λ,
β, h or the rest of n1,n2. Sometimes, for ∆n1(z) + Az = 2k and ∆n2(z) + Bz = 2k′
(k, k′ ≥ 0), we will denote the tangling measure by ρ2k,2k′ := ρA,Bz,n1,n2.

We can also state the switching lemma in a probabilistic way. We start by introducing
the random tangled current measures of interest. We define ρAz,n := ρA,∅z,n,0 and

ρAn :=
⊗
z∈Λ

ρAz,n.

We view ρAn as a measure on single currents. In view of Remark 2.14, we may sometimes
write ρ2k := ρAz,n, for ∆n(z)+Az = 2k. With a small abuse of notation, we view the set of
single tangled currents on Λ[h] as a subset of ΩTΛ[h],Λ′[h′] that we denote by ΩTΛ[h]. Similarly,
we define for A ∈M(Λg) the set ΩT ,AΛ[h] ⊂ ΩT ,A,∅Λ[h],Λ′[h′].

Tangled current measures. Let Λ′ ⊂ Λ be finite subsets of Zd and (A,B) ∈M(Λg)×
M((Λ′)g). Let (h, h′) ∈ (R+)Λ × (R+)Λ′ with h′ a restriction of h. We define a measure
PA

Λ[h],β on ΩT ,AΛ[h] by

PA
Λ[h],β[(n, t)] =

wAβ,h(n)ρAn (t)∑
∂m=∂Aw

A
β,h(m)

.

We also define a measure PA,B
Λ[h],Λ′[h′],β on ΩT ,A,BΛ[h],Λ′[h′] by

PA,B
Λ[h],Λ[h′],β[(n1,n2, t)] =

wAβ,h(n1)wBβ,h′(n2)ρA,Bn1,n2(t)∑
∂n1=∂A
∂n2=∂B

wAβ,h(n1)wBβ,h′(n2)
.

We write EA
Λ[h],β (resp. EA,B

Λ[h],Λ′[h′],β) for the expectation with respect to the measure PA
Λ[h],β

(resp. PA,B
Λ[h],Λ′[h′],β). The measures introduced above also depend on h (resp. h′). However,

as explained in the beginning of the section, this information is contained in the notation
Λ[h] (resp. Λ[h′]). Using these definitions, we can reformulate the switching lemma in a
more probabilistic way.
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Corollary 2.15 (Probabilistic version of the switching lemma). For every (A,B) ∈
M(Λg)×M((Λ′)g),

⟨φA⟩Λ,β,h⟨φB⟩Λ′,β,h′

⟨φA+B⟩Λ,β,h
= PA+B,∅

Λ[h],Λ′[h′],β[FA+B
Λ′[h′](B)].

In what follows, β is often fixed and to lighten the notations we omit it in the notation
of the tangled current measures.

Coupling between double and single tangled currents measures. Note that by
definition, the marginal of n1 and n2 in PA,B

Λ[h],Λ′[h′],β are independent and distributed
according to the marginals of n in PA

Λ[h],β and PB
Λ′[h′],β respectively. However, the relation

between t and its marginals in these measures is less clear. In the following proposition,
we establish a natural stochastic domination.

If P,Q are two partitions of a set S, we say that P is coarser than Q, and write
P ≻ Q, if any element of P can be written as a union of elements of Q. Recall the
shorthand notation for the tangling measures introduced in Remark 2.14.

Proposition 2.16 ([GPPS22, Proposition 3.36]). Let k, k′ ∈ N. There exists a coupling of
ρ2k,2k′, ρ2k and ρ2k′ such that if (t, t1, t2) ∼ (ρ2k,2k′

, ρ2k, ρ2k′) and if t1 ⊔ t2 is the partition
whose partition classes are the partition classes of t1 and t2,

t ≻ t1 ⊔ t2, almost surely.

We write,
ρ2k,2k′ ≻ ρ2k ⊔ ρ2k′

.

We may abuse the notation and write ρ2k,2k′ for the associated (extended) measure on
triplets (t, t1, t2).

Remark 2.17. Since the tangling measures on each block are independent (conditionally
on the currents n1 and n2), we can apply Proposition 2.16 to each block to construct a
random quintuple (n1,n2, t, t1, t2) such that

(a) (n1, t1) ∼ PA
Λ[h],β,

(b) (n2, t2) ∼ PB
Λ′[h′]β,

(c) (n1,n2, t) ∼ PA,B
Λ[h],Λ′[h′],β,

(d) t(z) ≻ t1(z) ⊔ t2(z) for every z ∈ Λ almost surely.

When clear from context, we abuse notation and write PA,B
Λ[h],Λ′[h′],β for this (extended)

measure on quintuples.

In fact, the above stochastic domination is strict in the sense of the following proposi-
tion, which is proved in Appendix A.2.

Proposition 2.18. For any k1 > 0, k2 > 0 there exists ε = ε(k1, k2) > 0 such that for
every even partition P1 of {1, 2, . . . , 2k1} and every even partition P2 of {1, 2, . . . , 2k2} we
have

ρ2k1,2k2 [t = ECT | t1 = P1, t2 = P2] ≥ ε,

where ECT is the partition consisting of one element, i.e. the partition in which “Everybody
is Connected Together”.
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3 Bulk and boundary magnetisation
In this section, we prove two fundamental results about the magnetisation in the

full-space and the half-space settings. The first result shows that one may replace the +
boundary condition p by a sufficiently thick layer of external magnetic field at the boundary
taking the value +1. The second result says that there is a unique infinite volume Gibbs
measure on the half space with positive field on the boundary. The corresponding result
for the Ising model was obtained by Bodineau [Bod05] and relied on a work of Fröhlich
and Pfister on the wetting transition [FP87], and a consequence of the Lee–Yang theorem
obtained in [MMSP84]. Our proof for the φ4 model has a more probabilistic flavour and
can easily be adapted to the Ising model. For both statements, we strongly rely on the
switching principle for tangled currents stated in Theorem 2.13.

3.1 Bulk magnetisation

Let L ∈ N. We define hL to be the external magnetic field taking value +1 on ΛL \
ΛL−logL and 0 elsewhere.

Proposition 3.1. Let d ≥ 2. For all β > 0, we have

lim
L→∞

⟨φ0⟩ΛL,β,hL
= ⟨φ0⟩+β .

Proof. We fix β > 0 and drop it from the notations. We will compare ⟨φ0⟩ΛL,hL
to a

finite-volume approximation of ⟨φ0⟩+. Let pk := pΛk
for k ≥ 1. We first claim that the

following convergence result holds:

lim
L→∞

⟨φ0⟩Λ2L,hL+p2L
= ⟨φ0⟩+. (3.1)

Indeed, by monotonicity (see Proposition 2.4) one has ⟨φ0⟩Λ2L,p2L
≤ ⟨φ0⟩Λ2L,hL+p2L

. Then,
using (2.2), Proposition 2.2, the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, and Proposition 2.6,

⟨φ0⟩Λ2L,hL+p2L
≤ ⟨φ0⟩ΛL/2,β,pL/2 +

√
⟨φ2

0⟩Λ2L,β,hL+p2L

√
νΛ2L,β,hL+p2L

[ max
x∈∂extΛL/2

φx >MΛL/2 ]

≤ ⟨φ0⟩ΛL/2,β,pL/2 + o(1),

where o(1) tends to 0 as L tends to infinity, and where M was defined above (2.5). These
two inequalities together with (2.6) readily imply (3.1).

Since hL is a restriction of hL + p2L, the switching principle of Theorem 2.13 gives

⟨φ0⟩Λ2L,hL+p2L
−⟨φ0⟩ΛL,hL

= ⟨φ0⟩Λ2L,hL+p2L
P0g,∅

Λ2L[hL+p2L],ΛL[hL][0̃ ↚→ g in H0g,∅
ΛL[hL](n1,n2, t)],

(3.2)
where we recall that 0̃ = 0a(1) denotes the extra vertex in B0 given by the source
constraint. For the rest of the proof, we will use the extended measure on quintuples
(n1,n2, t, t1, t2) introduced in the end of Section 2.4 and write P = P0g,∅

Λ2L[hL+p2L],ΛL[hL] for
short.

Under P, there exists a path in H0g(n1, t1) that connects 0̃ to g because of the source
constraints. When 0̃ is not connected to g in ΛL[hL], there must exist a path in (n1, t1)
that crosses the annulus ΛL \ ΛL−logL. Our aim is to show that any path that crosses
the annulus ΛL \ΛL−logL connects with high probability to g before reaching ∂ΛL, which
implies that the right-hand side of (3.2) goes to 0 as L goes to infinity. See Figure 2 for
an illustration.
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0

ΛLlogL

1

γ

Λ2L

g
p2L

Figure 2: An illustration of the proof of Proposition 3.1. The magnetic field hL is supported
on the red region, while p2L is supported on ∂Λ2L. A path γ connects 0̃ to g in H0g(n1, t1).
Red vertices correspond to blocks Bx along γ in which the tangling is ECT(Bx) and the
degree ∆n1(x) is not too large. There are typically order logL many such vertices. Each
red dotted edge represents a chance for 0̃ to connect to the ghost within H0g

ΛL[hL](n1, t1).
The thickness of the red region is chosen in such a way that (at least) one of these edges
is open with high probability.

Given a constant M ≥ 1 to be specified later, consider the set of “good vertices”

V := {x ∈ ΛL \ ΛL−logL : ∆n1(x) + ∆ΛL
n2(x) ≤M and ∆n1(x) + ∆n2(x) ≤M + 2},

where ∆ΛL
n2(x) :=

∑
y∈ΛL

n2(x, y). Let γ be a path in ΛL \ΛL−logL that crosses the an-
nulus ΛL\ΛL−logL, and notice that by definition

∑
e:e∩γ ̸=∅ n1(e)+n2(e) ≥ 1

2
∑
x∈γ ∆n1(x)+

∆n2(x) ≥ 1
2 |γ∩V

c|M . Therefore, by Markov’s inequality for 2
∑
e:e∩γ ̸=∅ n1(e)+n2(e), Lemma A.1

and Proposition 2.6,

⟨φ0⟩ΛL,hL+p2L
P[|γ ∩ Vc| > |γ|/2] ≤ e2(2d+1)C′|γ| · 2−M |γ|/4, (3.3)

where C ′ > 0 is the constant in Lemma A.1 (which in turn depends on the constant C > 0
of Proposition 2.6). Consider the following event (which only depends on V)

A := {|γ ∩ V| ≥ |γ|/2, ∀ γ crossing ΛL \ ΛL−logL}.

Note that the number of paths of length k in Zd crossing the annulus ΛL\ΛL−logL is at most
|∂ΛL|(2d)k ≤ C1L

d−1(2d)k. Choosing M large enough so that a := 2de2(2d+1)C′2−M/4 <
e−d, a union bound and (3.3) gives (note that alogL < L−d)

⟨φ0⟩Λ2L,hL+p2L
P[Ac] ≤ C1L

d−1 ∑
k≥logL

ak ≤ C2
L
. (3.4)

We will show that (the block of) each vertex x ∈ V has a uniformly positive probability
(independently from each other) of being fully tangled and connected to g, thus implying
that the event {0̃ ←→ g in H0g,∅

ΛL[hL](n1,n2, t)} occurs with high probability conditionally
on A. Indeed, consider a configuration (m1,m2) (with ∂m1 = {0, g} and ∂m2 = ∅) and
let x ∈ ΛL be a vertex satisfying ∆m1(x) + ∆ΛL

m2(x) ≤M and m2(xg) = 0. Define the
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current m̃2 = m̃x
2 as m̃2(xg) = 2 and m̃2(e) = m2(e) otherwise. Note that m̃2 has no

sources, ∆m1(x) + ∆ΛL
m̃2(x) ≤M , ∆m1(x) + ∆m̃2(x) ≤M + 2 and that

Cw∅β,hL
(m̃2) ≥ w∅β,hL

(m2),

where C := 2β−2 max
{ ⟨φ2k⟩0
⟨φ2k+2⟩0 : 0 ≤ k ≤M/2

}
. This implies that, for (m1,m2) and x as

above,
P[n2(xg) = 0 | C(m1,m2, x)] ≤ CP[n2(xg) > 0 | C(m1,m2, x)], (3.5)

where,

C(m1,m2, x) :=
{

(n1,n2) : n1 = m1, n2|E(ΛL[hL])\{xg} = m2|E(ΛL[hL])\{xg},

∆n1(x) + ∆n2(x) ≤M + 2
}
.

Hence, from (3.5) we find

P[n2(xg) > 0 | C(m1,m2, x)] ≥ 1
1 + C

.

Furthermore, using Proposition 2.18, there exists ε = ε(M) such that, for (n1,n2) satis-
fying ∆n1(x) + ∆n2(x) ≤M + 2 and any tangling configuration s1,

ρ0g,∅
n1,n2 [tx = ECT | t1 = s1, t|ΛL\{x}] ≥ ε.

The last two displayed equations easily imply that, conditionally on (n1, t1) and V, the
sequence of random variables (ωx)x∈V , where ωx := 1{n2(xg)>0, tx=ECT}, stochastically
dominates a sequence of independent Bernoulli random variables (Zx)x∈V with P[Zx =
1] = ε/(1 + C).

Now, notice that on the event {0̃ ↚→ g in H0g,∅
ΛL[hL](n1,n2, t)}, the cluster of 0̃ in

H0g(n1, t1) induces a path γ in Zd crossing the annulus ΛL \ ΛL−logL, for which ωx = 0
for every x ∈ γ. Furthermore, by definition, on the event A, the set γ′ = γ ∩ V satisfies
|γ′| ≥ |γ|/2 ≥ (logL)/2. Therefore

P[0̃ ↚→ g in H0g,∅
ΛL[hL](n1,n2, t) | A] ≤ E[P[ωx = 0 ∀x ∈ γ′ | (n1, t1),V]1A] ≤ L−c′ (3.6)

for some c′ > 0, where in the last inequality we used the stochastic domination proved in
the previous paragraph. Combining (3.6) with (3.4) we obtain

⟨φ0⟩Λ2L,hL+p2L
P[0̃ ↚→g in H0g,∅

ΛL[hL](n1,n2, t)]

≤ ⟨φ0⟩Λ2L,hL+p2L
P[0̃ ↚→ g in H0g,∅

ΛL[hL](n1,n2, t), A] + C2
L

≤ ⟨φ0⟩Λ2L,hL+p2L
L−c

′ + C2
L
. (3.7)

Combining (3.7), (3.2), and (3.1), we deduce that

lim
L→∞

⟨φ0⟩ΛL,hL
= lim

L→∞
⟨φ0⟩Λ2L,hL+p2L

= ⟨φ0⟩+.

This concludes the proof.
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Remark 3.2. It is straightforwad to extend Proposition 3.1 to any x ∈ Zd. Since the se-
quence (⟨·⟩ΛL,β,hL

)L≥1 is tight and ⟨·⟩ΛL,β,hL
is stochastically dominated by ⟨·⟩Λ2L,β,hL+p2L

,
it follows that any weak limit ⟨·⟩β of (⟨·⟩ΛL,β,hL

)L≥1 is stochastically dominated by ⟨·⟩+β . In
particular, there exists a monotone coupling (φ,φ+), φ ∼ ⟨·⟩β, φ+ ∼ ⟨·⟩+β , where φx ≤ φ+

x

almost surely for every x ∈ Zd by Strassen’s theorem [Str65]. Thus, by Proposition 3.1
and its aforementioned extension, this implies that ⟨·⟩β = ⟨·⟩+β , hence the full measure
converges, namely limL→∞⟨·⟩ΛL,β,hL

= ⟨·⟩+β .

Let h̃L be the external magnetic field which takes the value +1 for all x ∈ {−L, . . . ,−L+
logL− 1} × {−L, . . . , L}d−1 and 0 elsewhere.

Proposition 3.3 (One side is enough). Let d ≥ 2 and β > 0. Then,

lim inf
L→∞

⟨φ0⟩ΛL,β,h̃L
≥ 1

2d⟨φ0⟩+β .

Proof. Observe that h̃L is a restriction of hL. By the switching principle,

⟨φ0⟩ΛL,β,hL
− ⟨φ0⟩ΛL,β,h̃L

= ⟨φ0⟩ΛL,β,hL
P0g,∅

ΛL[hL],ΛL[h̃L][0̃ ↚→ g in H0g,∅
ΛL[h̃L](n1,n2, t)]. (3.8)

However, using the π/2 rotational symmetries of P0g
ΛL[hL], together with the fact that the

event {0̃ ←→ g in H0g
ΛL[h̃L](n1, t1)} happens by the source constraints, and the stochastic

domination of Proposition 2.16, we obtain

P0g,∅
ΛL[hL],ΛL[h̃L][0̃←→ g in H0g,∅

ΛL[h̃L](n1,n2, t)] ≥ P0g
ΛL[hL][0̃←→ g in H0g

ΛL[h̃L](n1, t1)] ≥ 1
2d.

(3.9)

Combining (3.9) with (3.8) implies that

lim inf
L→∞

⟨φ0⟩ΛL,β,h̃L
≥ 1

2d lim inf
L→∞

⟨φ0⟩ΛL,β,hL
= 1

2d⟨φ0⟩+β ,

where we used Proposition 3.1 in the equality.

3.2 Boundary magnetisation

Let H = Zd−1 × N, and write Λ+
L = ΛL(Led), where ed is the unit vector of last

coordinate equal to 1. Given h > 0, we define the measures

⟨·⟩0,hΛ+
L ,β

:= ⟨·⟩Λ+
L ,β,h

and ⟨·⟩p,hΛ+
L ,β

:= ⟨·⟩Λ+
L ,β,p+h, (3.10)

where p denotes the magnetic field which is equal to pΛ+
L

on ∂Λ+
L \∂H and 0 elsewhere, and

h denotes the magnetic field which is equal to h on Λ+
L ∩ ∂H and 0 elsewhere. (Although

both p and h depend on L and h > 0, we choose not to stress this dependency in the
notation throughout this section as it will be clear in the context.)

Lemma 3.4. Let d ≥ 2 and β, h > 0. Then, as L tends to infinity, ⟨·⟩p,hΛ+
L ,β

and ⟨·⟩0,hΛ+
L ,β

converge weakly to probability measures ⟨·⟩+,hH,β and ⟨·⟩0,hH,β. Furthermore, both ⟨·⟩+,hH,β and
⟨·⟩0,hH,β are regular and invariant under the isometries of H.
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Proof. We fix h > 0 and β > 0 and drop the latter from the notations. We begin with
the study of (⟨·⟩0,hΛ+

L

)L≥1. Proposition 2.2 implies the following (stochastic) monotonicity:

for every L ≥ 1, ⟨·⟩0,hΛ+
L

⪯ ⟨·⟩0,hΛ+
L+1

. Combined with Proposition 2.6, this implies that ⟨·⟩0,hΛ+
L

converges weakly. We now turn to (⟨·⟩p,hΛ+
L

)L≥1. We follow the argument used in the proof
of Proposition 3.1. Consider a bounded local increasing function f . Fix some m ≥ 1 such
that sup(f) ⊂ Λ+

m, and consider L large enough such that L ≥ 3m. Then, by Proposition
2.6, the measures ⟨·⟩p,hΛ+

L

(with L ≥ 3m) are (uniformly) regular in Λ+
m. Combining this

observation with the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality gives

⟨f1∃x∈∂extΛ+
m∩H:φx>MΛ+

m

⟩p,hΛ+
L

≤
√
⟨f2⟩p,hΛ+

L

√
⟨1∃x∈∂extΛ+

m∩H:φx>MΛ+
m

⟩p,hΛ+
L

= o(1),

where o(1) tends to 0 as m tends to infinity. By the monotonicity in the boundary
conditions (see Proposition 2.2),

⟨f⟩p,hΛ+
L

= ⟨f1φx≤MΛm , ∀x∈∂extΛ+
m∩H⟩

p,h

Λ+
L

+ ⟨f1∃x∈∂extΛ+
m∩H:φx>MΛm

⟩p,hΛ+
L

≤ ⟨f⟩p,hΛ+
m

+ o(1).

Sending first n to infinity and then m to infinity we obtain

lim sup
n→∞

⟨f⟩p,hΛ+
L

≤ lim inf
n→∞

⟨f⟩p,hΛ+
L

,

which implies that the limit limL→∞⟨f⟩p,hΛ+
L

exists. Since this holds for all increasing func-
tions, by the inclusion-exclusion principle it holds for all bounded local functions. Thus,
the sequence (⟨·⟩p,hΛ+

L

)L≥1 converges weakly.

Combined with the methods of [GPPS22, Section 5.1], Lemma 3.4 allows to construct
the associated infinite volume (double) tangled current measures. Therefore, we obtain
the following (the proof is omitted).

Corollary 3.5. Let d ≥ 2 and β, h > 0. Then, as L tends to infinity, the measures
P∅Λ+

L [p+h],β, P∅Λ+
L [h],β, and P∅,∅Λ+

L [p+h],Λ+
L [h],β converge weakly to probability measures that we

denote by P∅H(+,h),β, P∅H(0,h),β, and P∅,∅H(+,h),H(0,h),β respectively.

In fact, the two measures constructed in Lemma 3.4 coincide for every β, h > 0. Such
a result was already derived for the Ising model in the work of Bodineau (see Step 2
in [Bod05, Lemma 3.1]). The argument used there relies on both the Lee–Yang theorem
and a result of Fröhlich and Pfister on the wetting transition [FP87]. Although the Lee–
Yang property still holds in our setup, extending the results of Fröhlich and Pfister to the
φ4 model remains an open problem and is beyond the scope of this paper. Instead, we
take a different approach and use the switching principle to obtain a more probabilistic
proof of the desired equality. Let us mention that the switching principle was also used
to analyse half-space measures in the context of the Book-Ising model, see [DGT23].

Proposition 3.6. Let d ≥ 2 and β, h > 0. Then, for every x ∈ H,

⟨φx⟩+,hH,β = ⟨φx⟩0,hH,β. (3.11)

In particular, ⟨·⟩+,hH,β = ⟨·⟩0,hH,β.
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Proof. Fix h > 0 and β > 0, and drop the latter from the notations. Note that the second
part of the proposition follows from (3.11) by a similar argument to the one described in
Remark 3.2. We thus focus our attention on (3.11) and we do the case x = 0. The same
argument can be adapted to the general case.

Recall the definitions of p and h below (3.10). Notice that h is a restriction of p + h.
Hence, the switching principle of Theorem 2.13 gives

⟨φ0⟩p,hΛ+
L

− ⟨φ0⟩0,hΛ+
L

= ⟨φ0⟩p,hΛ+
n

P0g,∅
Λ+

L [p+h],Λ+
L [h][0̃ ↚→ g in H0g,∅

Λ+
L [h](n1,n2, t)] (3.12)

for every L ≥ 1. It is more convenient to work with a sourceless measure. To turn the
measure in (3.12) into a sourceless one, we will add an edge between 0̃ and g in n1. This
is performed rigorously in the next paragraph.

To each triplet (n1,n2, t) with ∂n1 = 0g and ∂n2 = ∅, we associate a new triplet
(n′1,n2, t

′) with ∂n1 = ∂n2 = ∅ defined as follows. First, let n′1(e) = n1(e) + 1e=0g and
t′x = tx for every x ̸= 0. It remains to define t′0, which is basically set to be the same as
t0, except for the different labelling of B0g,∅

0 (n1,n2) and B∅,∅0 (n′1,n2). In order to formally
define t, recall from Section 2.4 the convention for labelling the blocks and that 0̃ = 0a(1)
stands for the extra point in B0g,∅

0 (n1,n2) due to the source constraint. Additionally, we
denote 0 := 0g(n′1(0g)) the “last point” in B∅,∅0 (n′1,n2) associated to the edges from 0 to g in
n′1. This way, we can write B0g,∅

0 (n1,n2)\{0̃} = B∅,∅0 (n′1,n2)\{0}. Now, if t = {P1, . . . , Pk}
and Pk is the subset of the partition containing 0̃, we let t′ := {P1, . . . , Pk−1, P

′
k} where

P ′k := Pk ∪ {0} \ {0̃}. Note that the map (n1,n2, t) 7→ (n′1,n2, t
′) is one-to-one and that

ρ∅,∅n′
1,n2

(t′) = ρ0g,∅
n1,n2(t). Additionally, observe that

w0g
p+h(n1)w∅h(n2) = (βh)−1n′1(0, g)w∅p+h(n′1)w∅h(n2).

Recall the extended measure on quintuples (n1,n2, t, t1, t2) introduced in the end of Sec-
tion 2.4. Using the above,

⟨φ0⟩p,hΛ+
L

P0g,∅
Λ+

L [p+h],Λ+
L [h][0̃ ↚→ g in H0g,∅

Λ+
L [h](n1,n2, t)]

≤ (βh)−1E∅,∅Λ+
L [p+h],Λ+

L [h]

[
n1(0, g) · 1

{
0←→ g in H∅Λ+

L [p](n1, t1), 0 ↚→ g in H\{0g}Λ+
L [h]

}]
,

(3.13)

where H\{0g}Λ+
L [h]

:= H∅,∅Λ+
L [h](n1,n2, t) \ {{0, g}}. See Figure 3 for an illustration of the event

appearing on the right-hand side of (3.13).
Due to Lemma A.1 and Proposition 2.6, n1(0, g) is uniformly integrable under the

sequence P∅,∅Λ+
L [p+h],Λ+

L [h], which in turn converges weakly to P∅,∅H(+,h),H(0,h) (by Corollary 3.5).
Thus, plugging (3.13) in (3.12) and taking the limit L→∞, we obtain

⟨φ0⟩+,hH,β−⟨φ0⟩0,hH,β ≤ (βh)−1E∅,∅H(+,h),H(0,h)

[
n1(0, g) ·1

{
0←→∞ in H1, 0 ↚→ g in H\{0g}

}]
,

where H\{0g} := H∅,∅(n1,n2, t) \ {{0, g}}, and H1 := H∅H(n1, t1). As a conclusion, it is
sufficient to show that

P[0←→∞ in H1, 0 ↚→ g in H\{0g}] = 0, (3.14)

where we write P := P∅,∅H(+,h),H(0,h) to shorten the notation.
We now proceed to prove (3.14). This follows from the following lemma, which says

that when the cluster of 0 in H1 is infinite, it necessarily touches ∂H at infinitely many
“good sites”, i.e. sites with bounded n1 degree, see Figure 4 for an illustration.
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Λ+
L

0

g∂H

Figure 3: An illustration of the event appearing on the right-hand side of (3.13). The
red path is a subgraph of H∅Λ+

L [p](n1, t1) which connects 0 to g. Red (resp. black) bubbles
correspond to elements of the tanglings of t1 (resp. t). Note that by the increasing coupling
described in Remark 2.17, every partition class of t1 is included in a partition class of t.
The dotted line represents an open edge that we do not consider in the connection events.
Note that in this picture, 0 does not connect to g in Λ+

L [h] when the dotted edge is removed.

Lemma 3.7. For every M ≥ 1, let GM := {x ∈ ∂H : ∆n1(x) ≤M}. Then,

P[|C1(0)| =∞, |π(C1(0)) ∩ GM | <∞ ∀M ≥ 1] = 0, (3.15)

where C1(0) denotes cluster of 0 in H1 and π : H1 → H is the natural projection.

Before proving the Lemma 3.7, let us conclude the proof of Proposition 3.6. The idea
is that at the “good sites” in GM , there is a uniformly positive conditional probability of
connecting to the ghost g in the double tangled current H\{0g}. The argument is similar
to the one used in the proof of Proposition 3.1.

For each M ≥ 1, let AM := {|π(C1(0)) ∩ GM | =∞}. We will prove that

P[0←→ g in H\{0g} |AM ] = 1 ∀M ≥ 1,

which readily implies (3.14) by Lemma 3.7. We condition on the (n1, t1)-measurable
set UM := π(C1(0)) ∩ GM , which is infinite on the event AM . Since D = E[∆n2(0)] =
E[∆n2(x)] <∞ for every x ∈ ∂H by translation invariance and Lemma A.1 and Proposi-
tion 2.6, we deduce from independence that

P[|VM | =∞|AM ] = 1,

where VM := {x ∈ UM : ∆Hn2(x) ≤ D + 1, ∆n2(x) ≤ D + 3} and ∆Hn2(x) =∑
y∈H n2(x, y). Note that ∆n1(x) + ∆Hn2(x) ≤ M ′ and ∆n1(x) + ∆n2(x) ≤ M ′ + 2

for every x ∈ VM , where M ′ := M + D + 1. Following the same lines as in the proof of
Proposition 3.1, one can prove that the random variables ωx := 1{n2(xg)>0, tx=ECT(Bx)} (for
x ∈ VM ) stochastically dominate a sequence of i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables of some
parameter δ = δ(M) > 0. However, the event {0 ←→ g in H\{0g}} happens as long as
ωx = 1 for some x ∈ VM . Thus,

P[0←→ g in H\{0g} | |VM | =∞] = 1,

which concludes the proof.
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∞

0

g

Figure 4: An illustration of the strategy used in the proof of (3.14). The infinite cluster
lying in H1 has to touch the boundary infinitely many times. Even better, as shown
in Lemma 3.7, it has to touch infinitely many “good” blocks where the total degree is
uniformly bounded. These blocks are pictured in red. In each of them, there is a positive
probability of connecting to the ghost. It is hence a zero probability event to observe an
infinite cluster which manages to avoid g.

Proof of Lemma 3.7. For every L ≥ 1, let NL be the number of distinct infinite clusters
of H1 intersecting Λ+

L . We will prove that,

E[NL] = o(Ld−1). (3.16)

The lemma is a direct consequence of (3.16). Indeed, assume by contradiction that (3.15)
does not hold. Since GM ↑ ∂H almost surely as M → ∞, there exist 1 ≤ M,K < ∞ and
δ > 0 such that

P[|C1(0)| =∞, 0 ∈ GM , |C1(0) ∩ GM | ≤ K] ≥ δ.

Consider U := {x ∈ ∂H : |C1(x)| = ∞, x ∈ GM , |C1(x) ∩ GM | ≤ K}, where C1(x) is the
cluster of x := xg(n1(xg)) in H1. Notice that by definition, each infinite cluster C coincides
with at most K-many C(x), x ∈ U . Therefore, by translation invariance one obtains

E[NL] ≥ 1
K

E[|U ∩ Λ+
L |] = 1

K

∑
x∈∂H∩Λ+

L

P[x ∈ U ] ≥ δ

K
|∂H ∩ Λ+

L | ≥ c(δ,K)Ld−1,

which is in contradiction with (3.16).
It remains to prove (3.16), which we do now. We first show that infinite clusters are

unlikely to be close to each other deep in the bulk. More precisely, let Nm(x) be the
number of infinite clusters intersecting the box Λ+

m(x) := x+ Λ+
m and consider

pm(k) := P[Nm(ked) ≥ 3],

where we recall that ed = (0, . . . , 0, 1). We claim that for every m ≥ 0,

pm(k) −→ 0 as k →∞. (3.17)

The proof of (3.17) follows a Burton–Keane type argument (see [BK89]). First, fix m ≥ 0,
δ > 0 and let K ⊂ N be the set of k ≥ 0 such that pm(k) ≥ δ. We will prove that K
is finite, thus implying (3.17). We say that an m-box Λ+

m(z) is a coarse-trifurcation if
every vertex in Λ+

m(z) belongs to the same infinite cluster Cz, which in turn breaks into
at least 3 distinct infinite clusters if all vertices of Λ+

m(z) are removed. Notice that if
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Nm(z) ≥ 3, n1(x, y) ≥ 1 for all neighbours x, y ∈ Λ+
m(z)∩H and tx = ECT for all vertices

x ∈ Λ+
m(z) ∩ H, then Λ+

m(z) is a coarse-trifurcation. By a simple insertion-tolerance
property, as in1 [GPPS22, Proposition 5.12], we deduce that there exists δ′ = δ′(m, δ) > 0
such that for every k ∈ K,

qm(k) := P[Λ+
m(ked) is a coarse-trifurcation] ≥ δ′.

For L ≥ 8m, let Tn := |{z ∈ 8mH∩Λ+
L−8m : Λ+

m(z) is a coarse-trifurcation}| be the number
of well-spaced coarse-trifurcations of size m deep inside Λ+

L . By a classical deterministic
argument— see e.g. the proof of [GPPS22, Proposition 5.13]— we have TL ≤ NL. On the
one hand, by translation invariance we have

E[TL] =
∑

x∈(8mH)∩Λ+
L−8m

P[Λ+
m(x) is a coarse-trifurcation] ≥ cδ′|K ∩ [0, L− 8m]|Ld−1.

On the other hand, NL is smaller than the sum of all the degrees over ∂Λ+
L , hence E[NL] ≤

CLd−1 by Lemma A.1 and Proposition 2.6. We conclude that |K ∩ [0, L − 8m]| ≤ C/cδ′

for every L ≥ 8m, thus K is finite and (3.17) follows.
Finally, we show how to deduce (3.16) from (3.17). First, by applying Lemma A.1 and

Proposition 2.6 again, we have E[Nm(x)2] ≤ C(md−1)2. Therefore, for x ∈ Zd−1 × {k},
k ≥ 0, by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we have

E[Nm(x)] ≤ 2 + E[Nm(x)1Nm(x)≥3]

≤ 2 +
√
pm(k)E[Nm(x)2] ≤ 2 + C1

√
pm(k)md−1. (3.18)

Let I := ⌈ Lm⌉ and, for every i ∈ {1, . . . , I}, cover ∂Λ+
L ∩ (Zd−1× [(i− 1)m, im]) with boxes

Λ+
m(xij), 1 ≤ j ≤ Ji, where xij ∈ Zd−1 × {im}. Notice that we can take Ji ≤ C2(L/m)d−2

for every i ≤ I − 1, and JI ≤ C2(L/m)d−1. Now, for every L large enough,

E[NL] ≤
I∑
i=1

Ji∑
j=1

E[Nm(xij)]

≤
I∑
i=1
|Ji|

(
2 + C1

√
pm(im)md−1

)

≤ 4C2

(
L

m

)d−1
+ C1C2

(
L

m

)d−2
md−1

I−1∑
i=1

√
pm(im) + C1C2L

d−1
√
pm(Im)

= C2L
d−1

(
4

md−1 + C1
I − 1

I−1∑
i=1

√
pm(im) + C1

√
pm(Im)

)

≤ C3

(
L

m

)d−1
,

where we used (3.18) in the second line, and that due to (3.17), one has
√
pm(Im) → 0

and 1
I−1

∑I−1
i=1

√
pm(im)→ 0 as L→∞. Since m is arbitrary, (3.16) follows.

1For full disclosure, here we use the following statement: for every m ≥ 0 and δ > 0 there exists
δ′ = δ′(m, δ)>0 such that if an event A satisfies P[A] ≥ δ, then for any m-box Λ+

m(z) lying in H, one has
P[ΦT

Λ+
m(z)(A)] ≥ δ′, where ΦT

Λm(z) is as in [GPPS22, Definition 5.11]. Although this is not exactly the same
statement as [GPPS22, Proposition 5.12], the proof is precisely the same.
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4 Random cluster for the φ4 model
In this section, we introduce the random cluster representation of the φ4 model. This

representation arises by viewing φ4 as an Ising model with random coupling constants
coming from the absolute value field, and considering the random cluster representation
of the resulting (random) Ising model. After we define the model, we derive some basic
properties and correlation inequalities. We stress from the outset that the definitions and
properties are true in greater generality: we could replace the product of φ4 single-site
measures by any product of single-site even measures µ on R having super-Gaussian tails,
i.e.

∫
ecx

2dµ(x) <∞ for every c > 0, so that the corresponding spin model is well-defined
for all value values of β ≥ 0.

4.1 Definition of the φ4 random cluster model

Let Λ ⊂ Zd be finite. Define ∂extΛ := {x ̸∈ Λ : ∃y ∈ Λ, y ∼ x} and set Λ :=
Λ ⊔ ∂extΛ. Also, recall that E(Λ) = {xy ∈ E(Zd) : x, y ∈ Λ}, and define E(Λ) = {xy ∈
E(Zd) : x or y ∈ Λ}. Given an external magnetic field h ∈ (R+)Λ, recall the definition
of the (weighted) graph Λ[h] = (Λg, E(Λ[h])) from Section 2.4, and also define E(Λ[h]) :=
E(Λ[h])∪E(Λ). A boundary condition on Λ[h] is a pair (ξ, b), where ξ = {ξ1, . . . , ξ|ξ|} is a
partition of ∂extΛ, and b ∈ (R+)∂extΛ. Given a percolation configuration ω ∈ {0, 1}E(Λ[h]),
we denote by kξ(ω) the number of connected components in the graph obtained from
(Λg

, {e ∈ E(Λ[h]) : ωe = 1}) by identifying the vertices in the elements of the partition
ξ. In what follows, we abuse the notation and write dρg,a(ax) to denote the pushforward
dρg,a(φx) under the map φx 7→ |φx| = ax.

Definition 4.1. Let Λ ⊂ Zd be finite, (ξ, b) be a boundary condition, and h ∈ (R+)Λ be
an external field. The φ4 random cluster measure Ψ(ξ,b)

Λ,β,h on Λ with boundary condition
(ξ, b), at inverse temperature β ≥ 0, and with external magnetic field h is the probability
measure on pairs (ω, a) ∈ {0, 1}E(Λ[h])× (R+)Λ satisfying ax = bx for all x ∈ ∂extΛ defined
by

dΨ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h[(ω, a)] =

1a|∂extΛ=b

Z
(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h

∏
xy∈E(Λ)

√
1− p(β, a)xy

( p(β, a)xy
1− p(β, a)xy

)ωxy

×
∏
x∈Λ

√
1− p(β, h, a)xg

( p(β, h, a)xg
1− p(β, h, a)xg

)ωxg

2kξ(ω) ∏
x∈Λ

dρg,a(ax),
(4.1)

where p(β, a)xy := 1− e−2βaxay , p(β, h, a)xg := 1− e−2βhxax, and Z(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h is a normalisation

constant. We write Φ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h for the marginal on ω and µ(ξ,b)

Λ,β,h for the marginal on a.
If ξ = {{x} : x ∈ ∂extΛ}, i.e. each partition class consists of a single vertex, and

b ≡ 0, we call it the free boundary condition, and simply write Ψ0
Λ,β,h, Φ0

Λ,β,h, and µ0
Λ,β,h.

If ξ = {∂extΛ}, i.e. all vertices are in the same partition, and b ≡MΛ, we call it the wired
plus boundary condition, and we simply write Ψ(w,p)

Λ,β,h, Φ(w,p)
Λ,β,h, and µ(w,p)

Λ,β,h. When h = 0, we
may drop it from the notation.

Remark 4.2. Unlike in the definition of the φ4 measure from Section 2, here we consider
both boundary conditions and a magnetic field. We chose to define the random cluster
measure in this way so that we can state its domain Markov property more easily. This
makes it possible to define the same random cluster measure in different ways, by consid-
ering either a wired (i.e. ξ = {∂ext}) boundary condition (with h = 0) or a magnetic field
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supported on the boundary. For instance, the measures Ψ0
Λ,β,p can be obtained from Ψ(w,p)

Λ,β
by identifying all vertices of ∂extΛ as a single vertex that we call g.

Remark 4.3. In (4.1), we could replace ρg,a with any even single-site measure µ with
super-Gaussian tails. In particular, choosing µ to be an even measure which is a mixture
of δ0 and δ±1 we recover the dilute random cluster measure considered in [GKP24] in the
context of the Blume-Capel model.

It is straightforward to check from (4.1) that a domain Markov property holds for φ4

random cluster measures, as stated in the following proposition.

Proposition 4.4 (Domain Markov property). Let Λ′ ⊂ Λ be finite subsets of Zd, and
β ≥ 0. Consider a boundary condition (ξ, b) on Λ and let h ∈ (R+)Λ. For every θ ∈
{0, 1}E(Λ[h])\E(Λ′[h]) and every s ∈ (R+)Λ\Λ′, we have

Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h[(ω, a) | (ω|E(Λ[h])\E(Λ′[h]), a|Λ\Λ′) = (θ, s)] = Ψ(ξθ,s)

Λ′,β,h[(ω, a)],

where ξθ is the partition of ∂extΛ′ where x, y are in the same partition if and only if
they are in the same connected component in the graph obtained from ((Λ \ Λ′)g, {e ∈
E(Λ[h]) \ E(Λ′[h]) : θe = 1}) by identifying the vertices in the elements of the partition ξ.

Remark 4.5. In words, the domain Markov property holds whenever we condition on the
value of ω on a set of edges E, and the value of a on the endpoints of the edges in E. The
reason why we define the configuration ω on E(Λ) in the first place is so that the domain
Markov property holds.

4.2 Coupling to the spin model

We now couple the φ4 model with its random cluster measure introduced above in
the same spirit as the Edwards–Sokal coupling between the Ising model and the random
cluster model with cluster weight q = 2 (see [Gri06, Chapter 1]). We will prove that the
marginal a under Ψ0

Λ,β,h is distributed according to the absolute value field under νΛ,β,h,
and that the percolation marginal ω— conditionally on a— has the law of a FK-Ising
model in a random environment coming from a.

We begin by introducing the FK-Ising random cluster model with inhomogeneous
coupling constants. Let Λ ⊂ Zd, a ∈ (R+)Λ, h ∈ (R+)Λ, and ξ be a partition of
∂extΛ. Recall that, given β ≥ 0, p(β, a)xy = 1 − e−2βaxay for every edge xy ∈ E(Λ)
and p(β, h, a)xg = 1−e−2βhxax for every x ∈ Λ. Denote by ϕξ

Λ,β,h,a the probability measure
on ω ∈ {0, 1}E(Λ[h]) defined by

ϕξ
Λ,β,h,a[ω] = 1

ZξΛ,β,h,a

∏
xy∈E(Λ)

( p(β, a)xy
1− p(β, a)xy

)ωxy ∏
x∈Λ

( p(β, h, a)xg
1− p(β, h, a)xg

)ωxg

2kξ(ω), (4.2)

where ZξΛ,β,h,a is a normalisation constant.
We now turn to definition of the Ising model (with inhomogeneous coupling constants)

that arises in the Edwards–Sokal coupling of ϕξ
Λ,β,h,a. For this definition, we may also

consider h ∈ RΛ. We say that a configuration σ ∈ {±1}Λ is ξ-admissible, and write
σ ∼ext ξ, if σx is constant for every x in the same element of the partition ξ. Let ⟨·⟩Ising,ξ

Λ,β,h,a to
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the probability measure on {±1}Λ which assigns the following weight to every configuration
σ:

⟨σ⟩Ising,ξ
Λ,β,h,a = 1σ∼extξ

ZIsing,ξ
Λ,β,h,a

exp
(
β

∑
xy∈E(Λ)

axayσxσy + β
∑
x∈Λ

hxaxσx
)
, (4.3)

where ZIsing,ξ
Λ,β,h,a is a normalisation constant. If ξ = {{x} : x ∈ ∂extΛ}, we let ZIsing,ξ

Λ,β,h,a =
ZIsing,0

Λ,β,h,a, and if ξ = {∂extΛ}, we let ZIsing,ξ
Λ,β,h,a = ZIsing,w

Λ,β,h,a . Note the following fundamental
relation,

Zφ
4

Λ,β,h =
∫

(R+)Λ
ZIsing,0

Λ,β,h,a
∏
x∈Λ

dρg,a(ax). (4.4)

Proposition 4.6. Let Λ ⊂ Zd be finite. For every boundary condition (ξ, b) on Λ, every
external magnetic field h ∈ (R+)Λ, and every inverse temperature β ≥ 0 we have

dΨ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h[(ω, a)] = ϕξ

Λ,β,h,a[ω]dµ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h(a), (4.5)

and

dµ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h(a) = 21a|∂extΛ=b

ZIsing,ξ
Λ,β,h,a

Z
(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h

∏
x∈Λ

dρg,a(ax). (4.6)

Moreover, µ0
Λ,β,h is the law of the absolute value field of the φ4 spin measure νΛ,β,h.

Proof. Observe that (4.5) holds with

dµ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h(a) = 1a|∂extΛ=b

ZξΛ,β,h,a
Z

(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h

∏
xy∈E(Λ)

√
1− p(β, a)xy

∏
x∈Λ

√
1− p(β, h, a)xg

∏
x∈Λ

dρg,a(ax).

(4.7)
The equality (4.5) then follows if we can establish

ZIsing,ξ
Λ,β,h,a = 1

2ZξΛ,β,h,a
∏

xy∈E(Λ)

√
1− p(β, a)xy

∏
x∈Λ

√
1− p(β, h, a)xg. (4.8)

Here, the factor 1/2 comes from the fact that we have (implicitly) fixed σg = 1.
Let us now show (4.8). We say that a configuration σ ∈ {±1}Λ is compatible with some

ω ∈ {0, 1}E(Λ[h]) and write ω ∼ σ if ωxy = 0 for every xy ∈ E(Λ[h]) such that σx ̸= σy.
Note that, if additionally σ ∼ext ξ, each ω is compatible with 2kξ(ω)−1 configurations σ,
since σ needs to be constant on each cluster of ω and there are 2 possibilities for the sign
of each cluster of ω other than the cluster of g, where we implicitly extend σ by setting
σg = 1. Thus,

ZξΛ,β,h,a = 2
∑

σ∈{±1}Λ

1σ∼extξ

∑
ω∼σ

∏
xy∈E(Λ)

( p(β, a)xy
1− p(β, a)xy

)ωxy ∏
x∈Λ

( p(β, h, a)xg
1− p(β, h, a)xg

)ωxg

.

Furthermore, since ωxy needs to be 0 whenever σx ̸= σy, and both values 0 and 1 are
allowed whenever σx = σy, we get that ZξΛ,β,h,a is equal to

2
∑

σ∈{±1}Λ

1σ∼extξ

∏
xy∈E(Λ)
σx=σy

∑
ωxy∈{0,1}

( p(β, a)xy
1− p(β, a)xy

)ωxy ∏
x∈Λ
σx=1

∑
ωxg∈{0,1}

( p(β, h, a)xg
1− p(β, h, a)xg

)ωxg

= 2
∑

σ∈{±1}Λ

1σ∼extξ

∏
xy∈E(Λ)
σx=σy

e2βaxay
∏
x∈Λ
σx=1

e2βhxax .
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Since σxσy = 1 when σx = σy and σxσy = −1 when σx ̸= σy, we can rewrite the latter to
obtain (4.8).

It follows from (4.6) that

Z0
Λ,β,h = 2

∫
ZIsing,0

Λ,β,h,a
∏
x∈Λ

dρg,a(ax).

The latter is equal to 2Zφ
4

Λ,β,h thanks to (4.4), hence

Z0
Λ,β,h = 2Zφ

4

Λ,β,h. (4.9)

We can now combine equations (4.4), (4.6) and (4.9) to deduce that µ0
Λ,β,h is the law of

the absolute value field of νΛ,β,h.

Proposition 4.6 together with the Edwards–Sokal coupling for the Ising model— see
[Gri06, Chapter 1]— implies the following.

The Edwards–Sokal coupling for φ4.
From percolation to spin model. Given a pair (ω, a) ∼ Ψ0

Λ,β,h, we can sample a field
φ ∼ ⟨·⟩Λ,β,h as follows.

(i) Consider a sequence of independent random variables σC ∈ {±1}, indexed by the
connected components C of ω, such that P[σC = 1] = 1 if C is the cluster of g, and
P[σC = 1] = 1/2 otherwise.

(ii) For every cluster C and x ∈ C, set φx = axσC .

From spin model to percolation. Conversely, given a field φ ∼ ⟨·⟩Λ,β,h, we can sample a
pair (ω, a) ∼ Ψ0

Λ,β,h as follows. (Recall that φg = 1, and note that almost surely we have
φx ̸= 0 for all x ∈ Λ, so that sgn(φx) := φx/|φx| ∈ {±1} exists almost surely.)

(i) For each x ∈ Λ, set ax = |φx|.

(ii) For each edge xy ∈ E(Λ[h]) such that sgn(φx) ̸= sgn(φy), set ωxy = 0.

(iii) For each edge xy ∈ E(Λ) such that sgn(φx) = sgn(φy), let ωxy = 1 with probability
equal to p(a, β)xy, independently of the other edges.

(iv) For each vertex x ∈ Λ such that sgn(φx) = 1, let ωxg = 1 with probability equal to
p(a, β, h)xg, independently of the other edges.

As a direct consequence of this coupling (see [Gri06, Theorem 1.16]) we obtain the
following result for Ψ0

Λ,β,h. We note that this result also holds for Ψ(w,p)
Λ,β , since Ψ(w,p)

Λ,β =
Ψ0

Λ,β,pΛ
. Below, if x, y ∈ Λg, we write {x↔ y} to denote the event that x and y lie in the

same connected component of ω.

Corollary 4.7. Let β ≥ 0 and Λ ⊂ Zd finite. For every h ∈ (R+)Λ, and every x, y ∈ Λ,

⟨φx⟩Λ,β,h = Ψ0
Λ,β,h[ax1x←→g],

⟨sgn(φx)⟩Λ,β,h = Ψ0
Λ,β,h[x←→ g],

⟨φxφy⟩Λ,β,h = Ψ0
Λ,β,h[axay1x←→y],

⟨sgn(φx)sgn(φy)⟩Λ,β,h = Ψ0
Λ,β,h[x←→ y].
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4.3 Correlation inequalities and monotonicity

In this section, we derive some basic correlation inequalities and monotonicity proper-
ties for Ψ(ξ,b)

Λ,β,h. We start by proving that Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h satisfies the absolute value FKG property,

which is equivalent to saying that the marginals µ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h satisfy the FKG inequality. We

will in fact state a stronger inequality that holds for conditional probabilities. The proof
is a modification of the classical argument in [GJ12, Theorem 4.4.1].

Proposition 4.8 (Absolute value FKG, conditional version). Let Λ ⊂ Zd be finite, let
(ξ, b) be a boundary condition on Λ, and let h ∈ (R+)Λ. For every A ⊂ Λ, η ∈ (R+)A, and
increasing, square integrable functions F,G : (R+)Λ\A → R,

µ
(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h[F ·G | a|A = η] ≥ µ(ξ,b)

Λ,β,h[F | a|A = η]µ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h[G | a|A = η]. (4.10)

Proof. For ease of notation, let us write for every A ⊂ Λ and η ∈ (R+)A

µA,η[ · ] := µ
(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h[ · | a|A = η].

Let us first observe that, sampling two independent fields a, a′ ∼ µA,η, for every square
integrable F,G : (R+)Λ\A → R we have

µA,η ⊗ µA,η
[
(F (a)− F (a′))(G(a)−G(a′))

]
= 2

(
µA,η[FG]− µA,η[F ]µA,η[G]

)
(4.11)

We will prove that µA,η satisfies (4.10), or equivalently that the left-hand side of (4.11) is
positive, by induction on the number of sites n we do not condition on, i.e. n = |Λ \ A|.
Notice when n = 1, the desired FKG inequality follows (from (4.11)) since F (a) − F (a′)
and G(a) − G(a′) have the same sign if they are both increasing. Assume now that for
some n ≥ 1, we have

µA,η[FG] ≥ µA,η[F ]µA,η[G]
for every A ⊂ Λ such that |Λ \ A| ≤ n and any η ∈ (R+)A. Fix any such A and η. We
claim that for every x ∈ A, every s, s′ ≥ 0, and every increasing square integrable functions
F,G : (R+)Λ\A → R,

µA\{x},η|A\{x} ⊗ µA\{x},η|A\{x}
[
(F (a)− F (a′))(G(a)−G(a′)) | ax = s, a′x = s′

]
≥ 0. (4.12)

Upon taking expectation of the left-hand side of (4.12) with respect to µA\{x},η|A\{x} ⊗
µA\{x},η|A\{x} , using (4.11), and using the fact that A, η, x were arbitrary, we obtain the
desired induction hypothesis in the case n+ 1, thus completing the proof.

It remains to prove the claim (4.12). For shorthand, for every s ∈ R+ let us write

µA,η∆s[ · ] := µA\{x},η|A\{x} [ · | ax = s].

Observe that µA,η∆s = µA,η̃, where η̃ ∈ (R+)A is such that η̃|A\{x} = η|A\{x} and η̃x = s,
and hence µA,η∆s satisfies the induction hypothesis. Let now F,G : (R+)Λ\(A\{x}) → R
be increasing square integrable functions. Since the restrictions of F,G to any subset are
also increasing, we have that

LHS of (4.12) = µA,η∆s[FG] + µA,η∆s′ [FG]− µA,η∆s[F ]µA,η∆s′ [G]− µA,η∆s′ [F ]µA,η∆s[G]
= µA,η∆s[FG]− µA,η∆s[F ]µA,η∆s[G] + µA,η∆s′ [FG]− µA,η∆s′ [F ]µA,η∆s′ [G]

+
(
µA,η∆s[F ]− µA,η∆s′ [F ]

)(
µA,η∆s[G]− µA,η∆s′ [G]

)
≥
(
µA,η∆s[F ]− µA,η∆s′ [F ]

)(
µA,η∆s[G]− µA,η∆s′ [G]

)
,

(4.13)
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where we used the induction hypothesis in the last inequality.
Assume, without loss of generality, that s ≥ s′. We will now show that µA,η∆s[F ] ≥

µA,η∆s′ [F ] for every increasing function F as above (i.e. including if F is swapped for G).
This establishes that the last line of (4.13) is positive, thereby completing the proof of the
claim. On the event {a|A = η̃}, where η̃|A\{x} = η and η̃x = s′, define the random variable

Z(a) :=
ZIsing,ξ

Λ,β,h,ã

ZIsing,ξ
Λ,β,h,a

,

where, ã|Λ\A = a|Λ\A, ã|A\{x} = a|A\{x}(= η|A\{x}), and ãx := s ≥ s′ = ax. The logarith-
mic derivative of Z with respect to ay for y ∈ Λ \A, is given by

β
∑
z∼y

(
ãz⟨σyσz⟩Ising,ξ

Λ,β,h,ã − az⟨σyσz⟩Ising,ξ
Λ,β,h,a

)
+ βhy

(
⟨σy⟩Ising,ξ

Λ,β,h,ã − ⟨σy⟩
Ising,ξ
Λ,β,h,a

)
. (4.14)

By Griffiths’ inequality, it is positive and hence Z is an increasing function on (R+)Λ\A.
Therefore, by a direct computation and using that F (ã) ≥ F (a), followed by the induction
hypothesis,

µA,η∆s[F ] ≥ µA,η∆s′ [ZF ]
µA,η∆s′ [Z] ≥ µ

A,η∆s′ [F ],

as desired.

We can now deduce that Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h satisfies the full FKG property. We again state a

stronger property that holds for conditional measures.

Proposition 4.9 (FKG). Let Λ ⊂ Zd finite, let (ξ, b) be a boundary condition on Λ, and
let h ∈ (R+)Λ. For every A ⊂ Λ, η ∈ (R+)Λ, and every increasing, square-integrable
functions F,G : {0, 1}E(Λ) × (R+)Λ → R, we have

Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h[F ·G | a|A = η] ≥ Ψ(ξ,b)

Λ,β,h[F | a|A = η]Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h[G | a|A = η].

Proof. For every a ∈ (R+)Λ, let F a(ω) = F (ω, a) and Ga(ω) = G(ω, a). Clearly these
are increasing as functions of ω. By the FKG property of the random cluster model
(see [Gri06, Theorem 3.8]), for every a ∈ (R+)Λ we have

ϕξ
Λ,β,h,a[F a ·Ga] ≥ ϕξ

Λ,β,h,a[F a]ϕξ
Λ,β,h,a[Ga].

The mapping a 7→ ϕξ
Λ,β,h,a[F a] is increasing due to the monotonicity of ϕξ

Λ,β,h,a in a (see
[Gri06, Theorem 3.21]), and the fact that for a1 ≤ a2, we have F a1(ω) ≤ F a2(ω) for every
ω. Hence, by the conditional absolute value FKG property (4.10), we have

Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h[F ·G | a|A = η] ≥ µ(ξ,b)

Λ,β,h[ϕξ
Λ,β,h,a[F a]ϕξ

Λ,β,h,a[Ga] | a|A = η]

≥ Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h[F | a|A = η]Ψ(ξ,b)

Λ,β,h[G | a|A = η].

This concludes the proof.

As a consequence of the FKG property, we obtain the following monotonicity in bound-
ary conditions, inverse temperature, and external magnetic field. Before stating it, let us
introduce a useful notation. For boundary conditions (ξ1, b1), (ξ2, b2) on a common set Λ,
we write (ξ1, b1) ≤ (ξ2, b2) if every partition class of ξ1 is contained in a partition class
of ξ2, and b1 ≤ b2. Also, recall that for two measures µ1 and µ2, we write µ1 ≼ µ2 if
µ1(F ) ≤ µ2(F ) for every increasing function F .
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Proposition 4.10 (Monotonicity properties of the random cluster measure). Let Λ ⊂ Zd
finite and A ⊂ Λ. For every boundary conditions (ξ1, b1) ≤ (ξ2, b2) on Λ, every η1, η2 ∈
(R+)A such that η1 ≤ η2, every external magnetic fields h1, h2 ∈ (R+)Λ with h1 ≤ h2, and
every 0 ≤ β1 ≤ β2 we have

Ψ(ξ1,b1)
Λ,β1,h1

[ · | a|A = η1] ≼ Ψ(ξ2,b2)
Λ,β2,h2

[ · | a|A = η2].

In particular,
Ψ0

Λ,β,h ≼ Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,h ≼ Ψ(w,p)

Λ,β,h

for every boundary condition (ξ, b) on Λ such that b ≤MΛ, and every h ∈ (R+)Λ.

Proof. We first claim that

µ
(ξ1,b1)
Λ,β1,h1

[ · | a|A = η1] ≼ µ
(ξ2,b2)
Λ,β2,h2

[ · | a|A = η2].

Indeed, for any bounded increasing function F : (R+)Λ\A → R we have

µ
(ξ2,b2)
Λ,β2,h2

[F | a|A = η2] =
µ

(ξ1,b1)
Λ,β1,h1

[Z · F | a|A = η1]

µ
(ξ1,b1)
Λ,β1,h1

[Z | a|A = η1]

where

Z(a) =
ZIsing,ξ2

Λ,β2,h2,a

ZIsing,ξ1
Λ,β1,h1,a

,

where a|A = η2, and is otherwise equal to a. By taking the logarithmic derivative and
using Griffiths’ inequality (as in (4.14)), we see that Z is an increasing function of a. Using
the absolute value FKG (4.10), we deduce that

µ
(ξ1,b1)
Λ,β1,h1

[F | a|A = η1] ≤ µ(ξ2,b2)
Λ,β2,h2

[F | a|A = η2],

which implies the claim.
We now proceed to the proof of the full monotonicity. LetG : {0, 1}E(Λ)×(R+)Λ\A → R

be an increasing function. For any a ∈ (R+)Λ, we have by the monotonicity properties of
the random cluster model that

ϕξ1
Λ,β1,h1,a[Ga] ≤ ϕξ2

Λ,β2,h2,a[Ga],

where we recall that Ga(ω) = G(ω, a), and that the mapping a 7→ ϕξ2
Λ,β2,h2,a[Ga] is increas-

ing. By the monotonicity of the absolute value field we deduce

Ψ(ξ1,b1)
Λ,β1,h1

[G | a|A = η1] ≤ µ(ξ1,b1)
Λ,β1,h1

[ϕξ2
Λ,β2,h2,a[Ga] | a|A = η1]

≤ Ψ(ξ2,b2)
Λ,β2,h2

[G | a|A = η2].

This completes the proof.

As a corollary, we obtain the following monotonicity property for the free measure.

Corollary 4.11. Let Λ1 ⊂ Λ2 ⊂ Zd be finite and h1 ∈ (R+)Λ1 , h2 ∈ (R+)Λ2 such that
h1(x) ≤ h2(x) for all x ∈ Λ1. For every β ≥ 0, we have

Ψ0
Λ1,β,h1 ≼ Ψ0

Λ2,β,h2 ,

in the sense that for every increasing, integrable function F : (R+)Λ2 that is Λ1-measurable,

Ψ0
Λ1,β,h1 [F |Λ1 ] ≤ Ψ0

Λ2,β,h2 [F ].
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Proof. First note that by Proposition 4.10,

Ψ0
Λ2,β,h̃1

≼ Ψ0
Λ2,β,h2 ,

where h̃1 coincides with h1 on Λ1 and is equal to 0 on Λ2 \Λ1. The desired inequality then
follows by applying Proposition 4.4 followed by Proposition 4.10 (applied to the random
boundary condition (ξ, b) on Λ1 induced from the domain Markov property) to yield that

Ψ0
Λ1,β,h1 ≼ Ψ0

Λ2,β,h̃1
.

This completes the proof.

4.4 Uniqueness of infinite volume measures

In this section, we show uniqueness of full space and half-space infinite volume mea-
sures. First, we consider the infinite volume limits arising from the measures Ψ0

Λ,β and
Ψ(w,p)

Λ,β as Λ ↑ Zd, and show that they coincide for any β ≥ 0.

Proposition 4.12. Let β ≥ 0. Then, Ψ0
Λ,β and Ψ(w,p)

Λ,β converge weakly as Λ ↑ Zd to
infinite volume measures denoted Ψ0

β and Ψ1
β, respectively.

Proof. Note that Ψ(w,p)
Λ,β = Ψ0

Λ,β,pΛ
. The desired result then follows from the weak con-

vergence of the corresponding spin measures ⟨·⟩Λ,β and ⟨·⟩Λ,β,pΛ and the Edwards–Sokal
coupling.

Recall from (2.7) that ⟨·⟩0β = 1
2(⟨·⟩+β + ⟨·⟩−β ). Using this result, we will now deduce that

Ψ0
β and Ψ1

β coincide.

Proposition 4.13. Let β ≥ 0. One has that Ψ0
β = Ψ1

β.

Proof. By Proposition 4.10, we have Ψ0
β ≼ Ψ1

β. Hence, by Strassen’s theorem [Str65],
there exists a coupling (Q, (a0, ω0), (a1, ω1)) such that (a0, ω0) ∼ Ψ0

β, (a1, ω1) ∼ Ψ1
β, and

a0 ≤ a1, ω0 ≤ ω1 almost surely under Q. Since ⟨·⟩β is a convex combination of ⟨·⟩+β and
⟨·⟩−β , and ⟨·⟩−β coincides with the pushforward of ⟨·⟩+β under the mapping (φx) 7→ −(φx),
we can deduce that

⟨|φx|⟩0β = ⟨|φx|⟩+β , (4.15)

and
⟨φxφy⟩0β = ⟨φxφy⟩+β . (4.16)

It follows from (4.15) that Q[a0
x] = Q[a1

x], which, combined with the almost sure mono-
tonicity, implies that

a0 = a1 Q-almost surely. (4.17)

We now use (4.16) and (4.17) to deduce that ω0
xy = ω1

xy Q-almost surely, from which it
follows that Ψ0

β = Ψ1
β, as desired. We first observe that by combining Corollary 4.7, (4.16),

and (4.17),

Q[a0
xa0
y1{x

ω0
←→ y}] = Q[a1

xa1
y1{x

ω1
←→ y}] = Q[a0

xa0
y1{x

ω1
←→ y}].

Since a0
xa0
y > 0 almost surely, using again the almost sure monotonicity we obtain that

1{x ω0
←→ y} = 1{x ω1

←→ y} almost surely. (4.18)
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By the Edwards–Sokal coupling we have

Q[ω0
xy] =

〈
p(β, |φ|)xy1{sgn(φx) = sgn(φy)}

〉0
β
. (4.19)

Note that 1{sgn(φx) = sgn(φy)} = 1
2(sgn(φx)sgn(φy) + 1), and by the Edwards–Sokal

coupling between the Ising and random cluster models, we have ⟨sgn(φx)sgn(φy) | |φ|⟩0β =

Q[x ω0
←→ y | a0]. Combining the two previous equations with (4.19) yields

Q[ω0
xy] = 1

2Q[p(β, a0)xy(1{x
ω0
←→ y}+ 1)], (4.20)

and similarly,
Q[ω1

xy] = 1
2Q[p(β, a1)xy(1{x

ω1
←→ y}+ 1)].

However, (4.17) and (4.18) imply that

1
2Q[p(β, a0)xy(1{x

ω0
←→ y}+ 1)] = 1

2Q[p(β, a1)xy(1{x
ω1
←→ y}+ 1)].

Thus, Q[ω0
xy] = Q[ω1

xy], and by the almost sure monotonicity this implies that ω0
xy = ω1

xy

almost surely. This completes the proof.

Remark 4.14. Note that Corollary 4.7 and Proposition 4.13 imply that for any β ≥ 0,
one has

m∗(β) = Ψ1
β[a01{0←→∞}] = Ψ0

β[a01{0←→∞}].

We conclude this section by considering infinite volume limits arising in the half-space
setting. Following the setup of Proposition 3.6, we let h > 0 and define h ∈ (R+)H as
hx := h1x∈∂H. Define two measures Ψ0,h

H,β and Ψ1,h
H,β on {0, 1}E(H[h]) × (R+)H as follows,

Ψ0,h
H,β := lim

L→∞
Ψ0

Λ+
L ,β,h

, Ψ1,h
H,β := lim

L→∞
Ψ0

Λ+
L ,β,h+pΛ+

L
\∂H

Note that these limits exist thanks to Lemma 3.4 and the Edwards–Sokal coupling.

Proposition 4.15. Let d ≥ 2, β ≥ 0 and h > 0. Then,

Ψ0,h
H,β = Ψ1,h

H,β.

Proof. By Proposition 3.6, we have that ⟨·⟩+,hH,β = ⟨·⟩0,hH,β. The desired result follows readily
from the Edwards–Sokal coupling.

5 Surface order bound on disconnections
The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 5.1 below, which states that disconnection

probabilities for the the φ4 random cluster model with free (and therefore any!) boundary
condition decays exponentially in the surface order.

Theorem 5.1. Let d ≥ 2 and β > βc. There exists c1 > 0 such that for every L ≥ 1 we
have

Ψ0
ΛL,β

[Λℓ ←→ ∂Λc1L] ≥ 1− e−c1ℓd−1
, ∀ 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ c1L.

Theorem 5.1 is proved in two steps. First, we prove that the surface tension of the
φ4 model is positive for every β > βc by adapting the argument of Lebowitz and Pfister
[LP81]. We then perform a delicate comparison argument to deduce a corresponding
statement for the free φ4 random cluster model.
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5.1 Definition of the surface tension

Here we define a notion of surface tension for the φ4 model and relate it to disconnection
probabilities for the corresponding random cluster representation. As mentioned in the
introduction, we consider a magnetic field of intensity 1 on a thick boundary. The thick
boundary will be important in Section 5.2 in order to prove positivity of the surface tension
with the help of Proposition 3.1. The boundedness of the magnetic field will be important
in Section 5.3, where we will rely on regularity up to the boundary (recall Proposition 2.6)
in order to recover the free φ4 random cluster measure.

First, let us introduce some necessary definitions and notation. For L,M ≥ 1, define
the rectangle R(L,M) = {−L, . . . , L}d−1 × {−M, . . . ,M}, and the infinite strip R(L) :=
{−L, . . . , L}d−1 × Z. Let also ∂thickR(L,M) := R(L,M) \ {−L + logL + 1, . . . , L −
logL− 1}d−1 × {−M, . . . ,M} and ∂thickR(L) := R(L) \ {−L+ logL+ 1, . . . , L− logL−
1}d−1 × Z denote their thickened boundaries. We also define the top and bottom of
the thick boundary ∂thick

+ R(L,M) := ∂thickR(L,M) ∩ {−L, . . . , L}d−1 × {1, . . . ,M} and
∂thick
− R(L,M) := ∂thickR(L,M) ∩ {−L, . . . , L}d−1 × {−M, . . . , 0}. Let

h+,−
L,M (x) =


+1, for x ∈ ∂thick

+ R(L,M),
−1, for x ∈ ∂thick

− R(L,M),
0, otherwise.

We also let h+,+
L.M be the external magnetic field taking value +1 on ∂thickR(L,M) and 0

otherwise. See Figure 5 for an illustration. For ease of notation, we write the partition
functions of the associated φ4 models as follows:

Z+,+
R(L,M),β = Zφ

4

R(L,M),β,h+,+
L,M

and Z+,−
R(L,M),β = Zφ

4

R(L,M),β,h+,−
L,M

.

We also let ⟨·⟩+,+R(L,M),β = ⟨·⟩R(L,M),β,h+,+
L,M

and ⟨·⟩+,−R(L,M),β = ⟨·⟩R(L,M),β,h+,−
L,M

.

L

0

M +1

−1

logL

Figure 5: An illustration of the rectangle R(L,M). The support of the magnetic field
h+,−
L,M is the coloured region.

Definition 5.2. The surface tension of the φ4 model on R(L,M) is defined as

τL,Mβ := 1
Ld−1 log

Z+,+
R(L,M),β

Z+,−
R(L,M),β

.
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We also define
τLβ := lim inf

M→∞
τL,Mβ and τβ := lim inf

L→∞
τLβ .

The surface tension can be expressed naturally in terms of a disconnection event under
the measure Ψ0

R(L,M),β,h+,+
L,M

. In order to facilitate the comparison external magnetic fields

h+,+
L,M and h+,−

L,M , it is convenient to view Ψ0
R(L,M),β,h+,+

L,M

as a probability measure on a

graph with two ghost vertices {g+, g−}. We write R+,−(L,M) for the graph with vertex
set R(L,M)∪ {g+, g−} and edge set E(R+,−(L,M)) given by the union of {xy ∈ E(Zd) :
x, y ∈ R(L,M)} and

{xg− : x ∈ ∂thick
− R(L,M)} ⊔ {xg+ : x ∈ ∂thick

+ R(L,M)}.

We can now (re)define Ψ0
R(L,M),β,h+,+

L,M

on {0, 1}E(R+,−(L,M)) × (R+)R(L,M) as in Defini-

tion 4.1 with straightforward modifications to the edge weights and where in k0(ω), the
clusters are counted in the graph obtained by identifying g− and g+. Under the pushfor-
ward with respect to the bijection identifying the two ghosts, we have that Ψ0

R(L,M),β,h+,+
L,M

coincides with the definition of Section 4. Below, we will use that the partition functions
are the same.

Lemma 5.3. For every β > 0, and every L,M ≥ 1 we have

Z+,−
R(L,M),β

Z+,+
R(L,M),β

= Ψ0
R(L,M),β,h+,+

L,M

[g− ↚→ g+]. (5.1)

In particular, τβ ≥ 0 for every β > 0.

Proof. Recall (4.9), and note that in our case it implies that

Z+,+
R(L,M),β = 1

2Z
0
R(L,M),β,h+,+

L,M

. (5.2)

We claim that
Z+,−
R(L,M),β = 1

2Z
0
R(L,M),β,h+,+

L,M

[g− ↚→ g+], (5.3)

where Z0
R(L,M),β,h+,+

L,M

[g− ↚→ g+] denotes the partition function obtained by restricting

the sum to configurations ω in which g− and g+ lie in different clusters. Note that (5.1)
follows readily from (5.2) and (5.3).

Recall from (4.4) that

Z+,−
R(L,M),β,h =

∫
ZIsing,0
R(L,M),β,h+,−

L,M ,a

∏
x∈R(L,M)

dρg,a(ax),

where ZIsing,0
Λ,β,h,a is defined2 in (4.3). Furthermore, let Z0

R(L,M),β,h+,+
L,M ,a denote the partition

function of the FK-Ising random cluster measure which is, as for the φ4 random cluster
measure above, viewed on the graphR+,−(L,M), i.e. with two ghost vertices. By adapting
the proof of (4.8), we will show:

ZIsing,0
R(L,M),β,h+,−

L,M ,a
= 1

2Z0
R(L,M),β,h+,+

L,M ,a[g− ↚→ g+]
∏

xy∈E(R(L,M))
e−βaxay

∏
x∈R(L,M)

e−β(h+,+
L,M )xax .

(5.4)
2There, we only considered h ∈ (R+)Λ but the definition extends to general h ∈ RΛ
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Upon integrating, this yields (5.3).
Let us now show (5.4). Recall that we say that a spin configuration σ ∈ {±1}R+,−(L,M)

is compatible with ω ∈ {0, 1}E(R+,−(L,M)) if σ is constant in the clusters of ω. We write
ω ∼g σ if in addition, σg+ = 1 and σg− = −1. Note that, given a configuration ω such
that {g− ↚→ g+}, the number of configurations σ such that ω ∼g σ is 2k0(ω)−1, where
we emphasise that k̃(ω) is the number of components in ω after identifying g+ and g−.
Conversely, if ω ∼g σ, then ω ∈ {g− ↚→ g+}. Therefore, we can write

Z0
R(L,M),β,h+,+

L,M ,a[g− ↚→ g+]

= 2
∑

ω∈{0,1}E(R+,−(L,M))

g+↚→g−

2k̃(ω)−1 ∏
xy∈E(R(L,M))

( p(β, a)xy
1− p(β, a)xy

)ωxy ∏
x∈R(L,M)

( p(β, h+,+
L,M , a)xg

1− p(β, h+,+
L,M , a)xg

)ωxg

= 2
∑

σ∈{±1}R+,−(L,M)

σg+ =1
σg− =1

∑
ω∼gσ

∏
xy∈E(R(L,M))

( p(β, a)xy
1− p(β, a)xy

)ωxy ∏
x∈R(L,M)

( p(β, h+,+
L,M , a)xg

1− p(β, h+,+
L,M , a)xg

)ωxg

.

From there, the end of the computation is exactly the same as in the proof of (4.8).

5.2 Strict positivity of the surface tension

Our aim now is to show that the strict inequality τβ > 0 holds in the entire supercritical
regime— see Proposition 5.5. This follows from an adaptation of the argument of [LP81],
which crucially relies on the Ginibre inequality (Proposition 2.4).

We will need the following lemma.

Lemma 5.4. Let β > 0 and L ≥ 1. Then, both ⟨·⟩+,+R(L,M),β and ⟨·⟩+,−R(L,M),β converge
weakly as M →∞.

Proof. The convergence of ⟨·⟩+,+R(L,M),β follows from the Edwards–Sokal coupling and the
stochastic monotonicity of Ψ0

R(L,M),β,h+,+
L,M

in M by Corollary 4.11. For ⟨·⟩+,−R(L,M),β, note

that by flipping the sign of all spins φx for x ∈ {−L, . . . , L}d−1 × {−M, . . . , 0}, and
denoting the resulting configuration φ̃, we obtain

⟨F (φ)⟩+,−R(L,M),β =
⟨F (φ̃)

∏
x∈{−L,...,L}d−1 exp(−2βφ(x,1)φ(x,0))⟩

+,+
R(L,M),β

⟨
∏
x∈{−L,...,L}d−1 exp(−2βφ(x,1)φ(x,0))⟩

+,+
R(L,M),β

for every bounded measurable function F . The convergence of ⟨·⟩+,−R(L,M),β then follows
from the convergence and regularity of ⟨·⟩+,+R(L,M),β.

In what follows, we write

⟨·⟩+,+R(L),β := lim
M→∞

⟨·⟩+,+R(L,M),β and ⟨·⟩+,−R(L),β := lim
M→∞

⟨·⟩+,−R(L,M),β.

Proposition 5.5. We have τβ > 0 for every β > βc.
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Proof. Our main tool will be the Ginibre inequality stated in Proposition 2.4. We first
differentiate τL,Mβ with respect to β to get that

d
dβ τ

L,M
β = 1

Ld−1

∑
xy∈E(R(L,M))

(
⟨φxφy⟩+,+R(L,M),β − ⟨φxφy⟩

+,−
R(L,M),β

)
+ 1
Ld−1

∑
x∈R(L,M)

(
⟨h+,+
L,M (x)φx⟩R(L,M),β − ⟨h+,−

L,M (x)φx⟩R(L,M),β
)
.

By (2.3), each term in the sums is non-negative. Let us fix some N ≥ 1. By disregard-
ing the horizontal edges and the edges in the complement of E(R(L,N)), and applying
Proposition 2.4, we obtain, for every M ≥ N ,

d
dβ τ

L,M
β ≥ 1

Ld−1

∑
x∈{−L,...,L}d−1

j∈{−N,...,N−1}

(
⟨φ(x,j)⟩

+,+
R(L,M),β⟨φ(x,j+1)⟩

+,−
R(L,M),β

− ⟨φ(x,j+1)⟩
+,+
R(L,M),β⟨φ(x,j)⟩

+,−
R(L,M),β

)
.

Taking the limit as M →∞, and using translation invariance in the ed direction we obtain

lim inf
M→∞

d
dβ τ

L,M
β ≥ 1

Ld−1

∑
x∈{−L,...,L}d−1

j∈{−N,...,N−1}

⟨φ(x,0)⟩
+,+
R(L),β

(
⟨φ(x,j+1)⟩

+,−
R(L),β − ⟨φ(x,j)⟩

+,−
R(L),β

)

= 1
Ld−1

∑
x∈{−L,...,L}d−1

⟨φ(x,0)⟩
+,+
R(L),β

(
⟨φ(x,N)⟩

+,−
R(L),β − ⟨φ(x,−N)⟩

+,−
R(L),β

)
.

Now, we can use Lemma 5.6 below to obtain that

lim inf
M→∞

d
dβ τ

L,M
β ≥ 1

Ld−1

∑
x∈{−L,...,L}d−1

2
(
⟨φ(x,0)⟩

+,+
R(L),β

)2
.

Applying Fatou’s lemma we can now deduce that

τLβ ≥ τLβc
+ 1
Ld−1

∑
x∈{−L,...,L}d−1

2
∫ β

βc

(
⟨φ(x,0)⟩

+,+
R(L),u

)2
du.

Without loss of generality, we only handle ⟨φ(x,0)⟩
+,+
R(L),u for x ∈ {−L, . . . , L}d−1 satisfying

x1 = |x| ∈ {0, . . . , L}. Using Proposition 2.3, for u ∈ (βc, β) and x ∈ {−L, . . . , L}d−1

satisfying x1 = |x| ∈ {0, . . . , L}, one has

⟨φ(x,0)⟩
+,+
R(L),u ≥ ⟨φ(x,0)⟩

+,+
R(L,L−x1),u ≥ ⟨φ0⟩ΛL−x1 (x),u,h̃L−x1 (x),

where h̃L−x1(x) was defined above Proposition 3.3. The latter proposition gives that

lim inf
L→∞

⟨φ0⟩ΛL−x1 (x),u,h̃L−x1 (x) ≥
1
2d⟨φ0⟩+u .

It follows that

τβ ≥ lim
L→∞

1
dLd−1

∑
x∈{−L,...,L}d−1

∫ β

βc

(
⟨φ0⟩+u

)2
du = 1

d

∫ β

βc

(
⟨φ0⟩+u

)2
du > 0,

as desired.
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We now prove the lemma mentioned in the proof of Proposition 5.5.

Lemma 5.6. Let β > 0. For every L ≥ 1 we have

lim
N→∞

⟨φ(x,N)⟩
+,−
R(L),β = ⟨φ(x,0)⟩

+,+
R(L),β and lim

N→∞
⟨φ(x,−N)⟩

+,−
R(L),β = −⟨φ(x,0)⟩

+,+
R(L),β

for every x ∈ {−L, . . . , L}d−1.

Proof. We will only obtain the limit of ⟨φ(x,N)⟩
+,−
R(L),β. The limit of ⟨φ(x,−N)⟩

+,−
R(L),β can be

obtained similarly, once one observes that −⟨φ(x,0)⟩
+,+
R(L),β = ⟨φ(x,0)⟩

−,−
R(L),β.

Recall that φg+ = 1 and φg− = −1, and let S+ (resp. S−) denote the connected
component of g+ (resp. g−) consisting of vertices x such that φx > 0 (resp. φx < 0).
Let I be the interface separating S+ and S−, i.e. the set of edges in E(Zd) with one
endpoint in S+ and the other in S−. Since R(L) is “one-dimensional”, it is not hard to
see that I is almost surely a finite set. Indeed, by Proposition 2.6, there exists M > 0
such that ⟨·⟩+,−R(L),β–almost surely, there are infinitely many i > 0 such that the event
AM,i := {|φ(x,ℓ)| ≤M, ∀x ∈ {−L, . . . , L}d−1, ∀ℓ ∈ {−i− 1,−i+ 1, i− 1, i+ 1}} happens.
Moreover, conditioning on η = (φ(x,ℓ))x∈{−L,...,L}d−1, ℓ∈{−i−1,−i+1,i−1,i+1} and using the
domain Markov property, we see that both

ν+,−
R(L),β

[{
φ(x,i) > 0, φ(x,−i) > 0, ∀x ∈ {−L, . . . , L}d−1

}
| η
]

and
ν+,−
R(L),β

[{
φ(x,i) < 0, φ(x,−i) < 0, ∀x ∈ {−L, . . . , L}d−1

}
| η
]

remain bounded away from 0, uniformly over η ∈ AM,i and (x, i). Thus, almost surely,
there are (infinitely many) indices i, j > 0 such that φ(x,i) > 0, φ(x,−i) > 0, φ(x,j) < 0 and
φ(x,−j) < 0 for every x ∈ {−L, . . . , L}d−1. When this happens, I is a finite set.

Let us now condition on the event {I = I} for some finite realisation I. Note that I
splits R(L) into two connected components R+ and R− such that g+ ∈ R+ and g− ∈ R−.
Since φx > 0 for every x ∈ R+ which has a neighbour y ∈ R−, and (x,N) ∈ R+ for every
N large enough depending only on I, we can use the monotonicity in boundary conditions
to deduce that

lim inf
N→∞

⟨φ(x,N) | I = I⟩+,−R(L),β ≥ ⟨φ(x,0)⟩
+,+
R(L),β.

By the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and Proposition 2.6, there exists a constant C > 0
such that for every k ≥ 1 we have

|⟨φ(x,N)1I̸⊂Λk
⟩+,−R(L),β| ≤

√
⟨φ2

(x,N)⟩
+,−
R(L),β⟨1I̸⊂E(Λk)⟩

+,−
R(L),β

≤ C
√
⟨1I̸⊂E(Λk)⟩

+,−
R(L),β =: εk.

Thus, by decomposing we see that for every k ≥ 1 we have

lim inf
N→∞

⟨φ(x,N)⟩
+,−
R(L),β ≥ ⟨φ(x,0)⟩

+,+
R(L),β⟨1I⊂E(Λk)⟩

+,−
R(L),β − εk.

Since εk tends to 0 as k tends to infinity, we can deduce that

lim inf
N→∞

⟨φ(x,N)⟩
+,−
R(L),β ≥ ⟨φ(x,0)⟩

+,+
R(L),β.

Moreover, by Proposition 2.4 (with A = {(x,N)} and B = ∅), for every N ,

⟨φ(x,N)⟩
+,−
R(L),β ≤ ⟨φ(x,0)⟩

+,+
R(L),β.

The proof follows readily from the two last displayed equations.
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5.3 Comparison with the free φ4 random cluster model

In this section we prove Theorem 5.1. Proposition 5.5 and Lemma 5.3 readily imply a
surface order bound on disconnection for the φ4 random cluster measure Ψ0

R(L),β,h+,+
L

:=
limM→∞Ψ0

R(L,M),β,h+,+
L,M

— see Lemma 5.7. Theorem 5.1 then follows from a comparison

to the free measure Ψ0
R(L,δL),β (for δ > 0 well-chosen). This comparison is established in

two steps in Lemmas 5.8 and 5.9. The uniqueness of the φ4 random cluster measure on
the half space with positive magnetic field (recall Propositions 3.6 and 4.15) will be crucial
in the later step.

Lemma 5.7. Let β > βc. There exists c2 > 0 such that for every L ≥ 1,

Ψ0
R(L),β,h+,+

L

[g− ←→ g+] ≥ 1− e−c2Ld−1
.

Proof. It follows from Lemma 5.3 and Proposition 5.5 that

lim
L→∞

1
Ld−1 log Ψ0

R(L),β,h+,+
L

[g− ↚→ g+] < 0.

Since Ψ0
R(L),β,h+,+

L

[g− ←→ g+] > 0 for every L ≥ 1, there exists a constant c2 > 0 such
that

1
Ld−1 log Ψ0

R(L),β,h+,+
L

[g− ↚→ g+] ≤ −c2

for every L ≥ 1. This concludes the proof.

We now obtain a finite volume analogue of Lemma 5.7 for a φ4 random cluster measure
defined on a rectangle with sufficiently large external magnetic field on the top and bottom
faces, and external magnetic field on the lateral faces. More precisely, for h > 0, let
Ψ0,h
R(L,M),β denote the φ4 random cluster measure on R(L,M) with external magnetic

field equal to h on ∂botR(L,M) ∪ ∂topR(L,M) and 0 otherwise, where

∂botR(L,M) := {x ∈ R(L,M) : xd = −M}, ∂topR(L,M) := {x ∈ R(L,M) : xd = M}.

Lemma 5.8. Let β > βc. For every h > 0 sufficiently large, there exist δ > 0 and
c3 = c3(h) > 0 such that for every L ≥ 1,

Ψ0,h
R(L,δL),β[∂botR(L, δL)←→ ∂topR(L, δL)] ≥ 1− e−c3Ld−1

.

Proof. We fix β > βc and drop it from notation. Let δ > 0 be a constant to be determined.
Recall Lemma 5.7. Our aim is to first compare Ψ0

R(L),h+,+
L

to Ψ0,h
R(L,δL) up to a cost that we

can make smaller than e(c2/2)Ld−1 by tuning the value of h, and then forcing a particular set
of edges to be closed, which in turn forces any path from g− to g+ to connect ∂botR(L, δL)
to ∂topR(L, δL). To achieve the latter at a small cost we need to choose δ sufficiently small.
This naturally splits the proof into two steps.

Step 1. Let ε > 0 be a constant to be determined. Introduce A := Atop ∪ Abot, where
Atop = ∂topR(L, δL + 1) and Abot = ∂botR(L, δL + 1). By the FKG inequality and
regularity, we can now choose H > 0 to be large enough so that

Ψ0
R(L),h+,+

L

[ax ≤ H, ∀x ∈ A] ≥ e−c2/2Ld−1
,
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where c2 is the constant of Lemma 5.7. Thus,

Ψ0
R(L),h+,+

L

[g− ↚→ g+] ≥ Ψ0
R(L),h+,+

L

[g− ↚→ g+ | ax ≤ H, ∀x ∈ A]e−c2/2Ld−1
. (5.5)

By Proposition 4.10 and the FKG inequality,

Ψ0
R(L),h+,+

L

[g− ↚→ g+ | ax ≤ H, ∀x ∈ A] ≥ Ψ0
R(L),h+,+

L

[g− ↚→ g+ | a|A = H]

≥ Ψ0
R(L),h+,+

L

[g− ↚→ g+ | a|A = H,A],

where

A := {ωe = 1, ∀e ∈ E(A)} ∩ {∃(x, y) ∈ Atop × y ∈ Abot : ωxg+ = 1, ωyg− = 1}.

Let us denote H the external magnetic field which is equal to H on ∂topR(L, δL) ∪
∂botR(L, δL). Since on the event A, Atop is connected to g+, and Abot is connected
to g−, the domain Markov property of Proposition 4.4 gives

Ψ0
R(L),h+,+

L

[ · | a|A = H,A] = Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H. (5.6)

Combining (5.5) and (5.6), and applying Lemma 5.7, we obtain

Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H[g− ↚→ g+] ≤ e−c2/2Ld−1

. (5.7)

0

L

∂topR(L, δL)

∂botR(L, δL)

logL

δL

g+

g−

Figure 6: An illustration of (5.8). The magnetic field h+,+
L,δL+H is supported on the coloured

regions: in the red region it is equal to 1, in the green region it is equal to H, and in the
overlap of the two regions— in orange— it is equal to H+ 1. This provides three different
ways to connect to either of the two ghost vertices. If there exists an open path in ω
connecting g+ to g− and additionally the graph T— depicted by the dotted red line— is
fully closed in ω, then there must exist an open path from ∂botR(L, δL) to ∂topR(L, δL).

Step 2. We now move to the second part of the proof. We begin by defining the graph
T = (V (T ), E(T )) defined as follows:

V (T ) :=
{
x ∈ {−L, . . . , L}d−1×{0, 1} : L−logL ≤ |x| ≤ L

}
∪
{
x ∈ ∂ΛL−logL : |xd| ≤ δL

}
,
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and E(T ) := {xy ∈ E(Zd) : x, y ∈ V (T )}. Observe that

E ∩ {ωe = 0, ∀e ∈ E(T )} ⊂ {g− ↚→ g+} ∩ {ωe = 0, ∀e ∈ E(T )}, (5.8)

where E := {∂botR(L, δL) ↚→ ∂topR(L, δL)}, see Figure 6 for an illustration. To estimate
the cost of {ωe = 0, ∀e ∈ E(T )}, we first bound the absolute value field on V (T ). By
Proposition 2.6, there exists a constant M > 0 such that Ψ0

R(L,δL),h+,+
L,δL

+H[B] ≥ 1
2 , where

B :=

 ∑
xy∈E(T )

axay ≤M |E(T )|

 .
Since ϕ0,H

R(L,δ),h+,+
L,δL

+H,a
is stochastically dominated by Bernoulli percolation of parameter

p(β, a),

Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H[ωe = 0, ∀e ∈ E(T ) | B] ≥ Ψ0

R(L,δL),h+,+
L,δL

+H

exp
(
− 2β

∑
xy∈E(T )

axay
)
| B


≥ e−2βM |E(T )|.

Thus,

Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H[g− ↚→ g+] ≥ 1

2e
−2βM |E(T )|Ψ0

R(L,δL),h+,+
L,δL

+H[g− ↚→ g+ | B ∩ {ω|E(T ) = 0}]

≥ 1
2e
−2βM |E(T )|Ψ0

R(L,δL),h+,+
L,δL

+H[E | B ∩ {ω|E(T ) = 0}].
(5.9)

We now compare the latter probability with Ψ0,H
R(L−logL,δL)[E ]. Using that eβaxay ≥ 1 and

the definition of the event B we see that
Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H[E | B ∩ {ω|E(T ) = 0}]

≥ e−βM |E(T )|
Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H[exp(

∑
xy∈E(T ) βaxay)1E | B ∩ {ω|E(T ) = 0}]

Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H

[exp(
∑
xy∈E(T ) βaxay) | {ω|E(T ) = 0}]

≥ e−βM |E(T )|
Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H[exp(

∑
xy∈E(T ) βaxay)1E1B | {ω|E(T ) = 0}]

Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H

[exp(
∑
xy∈E(T ) βaxay) | {ω|E(T ) = 0}]

.

(5.10)
By the expression (4.1) for the density, the ratio in the last line of (5.10) is equal to
Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H,J [E∩B], where Je = 0 for every e ∈ E(T ), and Je = 1 otherwise. Applying

Proposition 2.6 for Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H,J , we can increase the value of M , if necessary, so that

Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H,J [B] ≥ 1− e−Ld−1 . At this point, we take cases. Either

Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H,J [E ] ≤ 2Ψ0,H

R(L,δL),J [Bc] or Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H,J [E ] > 2Ψ0,H

R(L,δL),J [Bc].

In the first case, the desired result follows directly, since we have Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H,J [E ] =

Ψ0,H
R(L−logL,δL)[E ]. In the second case, we have

Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H,J [E ∩ B] ≥ Ψ0,H

R(L,δL),J [E ]−Ψ0
R(L,δL),h+,+

L,δL
+H,J [Bc]

≥ 1
2Ψ0

R(L,δL),h+,+
L,δL

+H,J [E ] = 1
2Ψ0,H

R(L−logL,δL)[E ].
(5.11)
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Combining inequalities (5.7), (5.9), (5.10) and (5.11) we obtain

Ψ0,H
R(L−logL,δL)[E ] ≤ 4e3βM |E(T )|Ψ0

R(L),h+,+
L,δL

+H[g− ↚→ g+]

≤ 4e3βM |E(T )|e−c2/2Ld−1
. (5.12)

Recall that |E(T )| ≤ Cδd−1Ld−1, and choose δ, ε small enough such that, for L large
enough

4e3βM |E(T )| ≤ e(c2/4)Ld−1
. (5.13)

Plugging (5.13) in (5.12), and choosing c3 small enough to accommodate the small values
of L concludes the proof.

Finally, we show that we can reduce the probability to free boundary conditions.

Lemma 5.9. Let β > βc. There exist δ, c4 > 0 such that for every L ≥ 1,

Ψ0
R(L,δL),β[∂topR(L, δL/2)←→ ∂topR(L, δL/2)] ≥ 1− e−c4Ld−1

. (5.14)

Proof. Let h, δ, c3 > 0 be the constants of Lemma 5.8. Write D = {∂botR(L, δL/2) ↚→
∂topR(L, δL/2)}. By inclusion of events, we have

Ψ0,h
R(L,δL),β[D] ≤ e−c3Ld−1

.

We now gradually decrease the value of the external magnetic field from s = h to s = 0
in order to interpolate between Ψ0,h

R(L,δL),β[D] and Ψ0
R(L,δL),β[D]. To this end, consider the

derivative with respect to s and note that by Russo’s formula (see [Gri06, Theorem (2.43)])

∂ log Ψ0,s
R(L,δL),β[D]
∂s

=
∑

x∈∂±R(L,δL)
Ψ0,s
R(L,δL),β [Fx(a, ω) | D]−Ψ0,s

R(L,δL),β [Fx(a, ω)] ,

where ∂±R(L, δL) = ∂botR(L, δL) ∪ ∂topR(L, δL), and

Fx(a, ω) = −βax + ωxg
p(β, s, a)xg(1− p(β, s, a)xg)

∂p(β, s, a)xg
∂s

= −βax
(

1 + 2 ωxg
p(β, s, a)xg

)
.

Here the term −βax arises from differentiating e−βaxs, while the other term arises from
differentiating

(
p(β,s,a)

1−p(β,s,a)

)ωxg

. Arguing as in the proof of (4.20) we see that we can replace

2ωxg by p(β, s, a)xg
(
1{x ω←→ g}+ 1

)
to get that

∂ log Ψ0,s
R(L,δL),β[D]
∂s

=
∑

x∈∂±R(L,δL)
Ψ0,s
R(L,δL),β [Gx(a, ω) | D]−Ψ0,s

R(L,δL),β [Gx(a, ω)] , (5.15)

where
Gx(a, ω) = −βax

(
2 + 1{x ω←→ g}

)
.

Without loss of generality, we assume that x ∈ ∂botR(L, δL). Note that Gx is a decreasing
function, and that the event D is supported on R(L, δL/2). Let ε ∈ (0, δ/2) to be fixed
below. Define B(L, ε, x) := Λ+

εL(x), and for b ∈ R∂B(L,ε,x),

h(x; s, b)y :=


s for y ∈ ∂B(L, ε, x) ∩ {y ∈ Zd : yd = −δL},
by for y ∈ ∂B(L, ε, x) ∩ {y ∈ Zd : yd > −δL},
0 otherwise.
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See Figure 7 for an illustration. By Propositions 2.6, 4.4, and 4.10, we get that (recall
that Gx is a decreasing function) if x ∈ ∂botR(L, δL) with |x| ≤ L− εL,

Ψ0,s
R(L,δL),β [Gx(a, ω)] ≥ Ψ0

B(L,ε,x),β,h(x;s,p) [Gx(a, ω)]− o(1), (5.16)

Ψ0,s
R(L,δL),β [Gx(a, ω) | D] ≤ Ψ0

B(L,ε,x),β,h(x;s,0) [Gx(a, ω)] .

where the o(1) term tends to 0 as L→∞, uniformly over s ∈ [0, h] and x as above. Using
Proposition 4.15, one has that Ψ0,s

H,β = Ψ1,s
H,β for every s ∈ (0, h]. As a result,

Ψ0
B(L,ε,x),β,h(x;s,0) [Gx(a, ω)]−Ψ0

B(L,ε,x),β,h(x;s,p) [Gx(a, ω)] = o(1),

where o(1) tends to 0 as L tends to infinity, for any s ∈ (0, h], uniformly over x ∈
∂botR(L, δL) such that |x| ≤ L − εL. Additionally, note that by Proposition 2.6, there
exists C > 0 such that, for every x ∈ ∂botR(L, δL),∣∣∣Ψ0,s

R(L,δL),β [Gx(a, ω)]
∣∣∣ ≤ C,∣∣∣Ψ0,s

R(L,δL),β [Gx(a, ω) | D]
∣∣∣ ≤ C, (5.17)

where we used the FKG inequality in the second line.

0

δL

δL/2

s

Λ+
εL(x)

x

Figure 7: An illustration of the proof of Lemma 5.9. The blue region is the box B(L, ε, x) =
Λ+
εL(x). We put an external magnetic field on the bold blue boundary of B(L, δ, x) which

is either 0 or p. The top and bottom boundaries of R(L, δL) (in red) carry a magnetic
field s. The law of Gx(a, ω) within B(L, ε, x) approximates that of Gx(a, ω) under the
half-space measures Ψ0,s

H,β or Ψ1,s
H,β. Thanks to Proposition 4.15, these measures coincide.

Combining equations (5.15) and (5.16)–(5.17), for every s ∈ (0, h],∣∣∣∣∣∂ log Ψ0,s
R(L,δL),β[D]
∂s

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∑
x∈∂±R(L,δL)

(
2C1dist∞(x,∂R(L,δL)\∂±R(L,δL))<εL + o(1)

)
. (5.18)

Integrating (5.18) and using the dominated convergence theorem, we obtain that there
exists C1 > 0 such that for L large enough,∣∣∣ log Ψ0,h

R(L,δL),β[D]− log Ψ0
R(L,δL),β[D]

∣∣∣ ≤ C1εL
d−1.

The proof follows from choosing ε small enough in such a way that C1ε ≤ c3/2, and from
fixing c4 small enough to accomodate the small values of L.
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We are now ready to prove Theorem 5.1.

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Lemma 5.9 implies that there exist some δ, c4 > 0 such that for
every L ≥ 1,

Ψ0
R(L,δL)[∂R

bot(L, δL/2) ↚→ ∂Rtop(L, δL/2)] ≤ e−c4Ld−1
. (5.19)

Let ℓ ≤ δL/2. Note that we can cover the hyperplane {−L, . . . , L}d−1 × {0} by m ≤
C(L/ℓ)d−1 boxes Λℓ(x1), . . . ,Λℓ(xm) with x1, . . . , xm ∈ {−L, . . . , L}d−1 × {0}. With such
a choice in hands, we have

m⋂
i=1
{Λℓ(xi) ↚→ ∂ΛδL/2(xi)} ⊂ {∂botR(L, δL/2) ↚→ ∂topR(L, δL/2)}.

Therefore, by the FKG inequality together with (5.19), we can find an i0 ∈ {1, . . . ,m}
such that

Ψ0
ΛL,β

[Λℓ(xi0) ↚→ ∂ΛδL/2(xi0)] ≤ e−c4ℓd−1/C .

By the monotonicity in the volume we obtain

Ψ0
Λ2L(xi0 ),β[Λℓ(xi0) ↚→ ∂ΛδL/2(xi0)] ≤ Ψ0

ΛL,β
[Λℓ(xi0) ↚→ ∂ΛδL/2(xi0)] ≤ e−c4ℓd−1/C .

This implies the desired result with c1 = min{δ/2, c4/C}.

6 Local uniqueness and renormalisation
In this section, we prove Theorem 1.3. We handle the dimensions d ≥ 3 and d = 2

separately. In dimension d = 2, we combine the general Russo–Seymour–Welsh theory
developed in [KST23] with Theorem 5.1 to deduce that open circuits lying in dyadic
annulli exist with high probability. This is enough to obtain the desired local uniqueness.
In dimensions d ≥ 3, we follow the approach of [Sev24]. First, we use Theorem 5.1 to first
show that all macroscopic clusters merge into a unique cluster after sprinkling Ψ0

Λ,β by
an independent Bernoulli bond percolation. We then show that increasing the value of β
has a stronger effect than this independent Bernoulli sprinkling of Ψ0

Λ,β. This allows us to
deduce that the slab percolation threshold (as for the Ising model [Bod05]) coincides with
βc. Finally, we use the slab technology to obtain local uniqueness without sprinkling.

6.1 Local uniqueness with sprinkling

We consider a measure obtained from Ψ0
Λ,β by sprinkling an independent Bernoulli

bond percolation. We will show that in d ≥ 3, all macroscopic clusters of Ψ0
Λ,β merge into

one cluster after sprinkling.
Let us first introduce some notation. Given β > 0, ε > 0, a finite set Λ ⊂ Zd

and boundary conditions (ξ, b) on Λ, let (ω, a) ∼d Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ,β and γ ∼d PBer

Λ,ε be independent
random variables, where PBer

Λ,ε = ⊗e∈E(Λ)Ber(ε) denotes the law of independent identically
distributed Bernoulli random variables of parameter ε. Denote ω ∪ γ the configuration on
E(Λ) where (ω ∪ γ)e = 1 if and only if ωe = 1 or γe = 1. Define Γ(ξ,b)

Λ,β,ε := Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ,β ⊗ PBer

Λ,ε

and let Γ(ξ,b)
Λ,β,ε be the pushforward of Γ(ξ,b)

Λ,β,ε under the mapping (ω, η) 7→ ω ∪ η.
Let Unique(L) be the event that there is a cluster in ω∩ΛL crossing ΛL\ΛL/8 and that

every cluster of ω ∩ΛL crossing ΛL/2 \ΛL/4 are connected to each other in (ω ∪ γ)∩ΛL/2.
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Our aim is to show that Unique(L) happens with probability tending to 1 as L tends to
infinity, uniformly over all possible boundary conditions (ξ, b) at a macroscopic distance
from ΛL. The proof adapts the work of Benjamini & Tassion [BT17], which concerns the
connectedness of “everywhere percolating subsets” of Zd after an ε-Bernoulli sprinkling,
to the setting of very dense subgraphs. This extension appears in [Sev24].

To this end, we first introduce the following notation. Let c1 > 0 be the constant of
Theorem 5.1, and set δ := c1/4, C0 := (dc1)−

1
d−1 , and

ℓ = ℓ(L, β) := C0(logL)
1

d−1 .

Define the event
AL :=

⋂
x∈ℓZd∩ΛδL

{Λℓ(x) ω←→ ∂ΛδL}.

Proposition 6.1. For every β > βc and every ε > 0, we have

lim
L→∞

inf
(ξ,b)

inf
θ∈AL

Γ(ξ,b)
ΛL,β,ε

[Unique(δL) | ω = θ] = 1.

Proof. The proof of this result is given in [Sev24, Proposition 2.2]. There the result
is shown for the standard random cluster measure sprinkled by Bernoulli percolation,
but as the desired result is a statement purely about γ, the same proof applies mutatis
mutandis.

With this result in hands we can now deduce that Unique(δL) happens with probability
tending to 1 under Γ(ξ,b)

ΛL,β,ε
.

Proposition 6.2. For every β > βc and every ε > 0 we have

lim
L→∞

inf
(ξ,b)

Γ(ξ,b)
ΛL,β,ε

[Unique(δL)] = 1,

where δ = c1/4 and c1 is given by Theorem 5.1.

Proof. Let L′ ≥ 1 and set L = 2L′. By the monotonicity on boundary conditions and
Theorem 5.1, we obtain

Γ(ξ,b)
ΛL,β,ε

[Λℓ(x) ω←→ ∂ΛδL] ≥ Ψ0
ΛL′ [Λℓ ←→ ∂Λc1L′ ] ≥ 1− L−d

for all x ∈ ΛδL and all (ξ, b). By the union bound, we conclude that

lim
L→∞

inf
(ξ,b)

Γ(ξ,b)
ΛL,β,ε

[AL] = 1.

The desired result follows now from Proposition 6.1.

6.2 Slab percolation

In this section, we work in dimensions d ≥ 3. Consider the “slab box” of size N and
thickness L given by

S(L,N) := {−L, . . . , L}d−2 × {−N, . . . , N}2,

and the corresponding “slab” of thickness L given by

S(L) := {−L, . . . , L}d−2 × Z2.
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We will show that for every β > βc, there exists a sufficiently large L such that Ψ0
S(L),β

percolates. We will first show that this is indeed the case once we sprinkle Ψ0
S(L),β with

a Bernoulli percolation of an arbitrarily small parameter ε > 0. Then, we will show that
the edge marginal of the latter sprinkled measure is stochastically dominated by the edge
marginal Φ0

S(L),β′ of the measure Ψ0
S(L),β′ with a slightly higher inverse temperature β′,

and deduce that Ψ0
S(L),β′ percolates. It is important for the next section to state our results

in terms of finite-volume measures defined on the slab box S(L,N). In what follows, given
a vertex x, we write Uniquex(L) for the translation of the event Unique(L) by x. We now
implement the aforementioned strategy. We first prove the following result.

Proposition 6.3. Let d ≥ 3. For every β > βc and ε > 0, there exists L ≥ 1 such that

inf
N≥0

inf
x∈S(L,N)

Γ0
S(L,N),β,ε[0

ω∪γ←→ x] > 0.

Proof. Since we always have Γ0
S(L,N),β,ε[0

ω∪γ←→ x] > 0, it suffices to show that the infimum
over N ≥ L is strictly positive. Let c1 > 0 be the constant of Theorem 5.1, and recall that
Proposition 6.2 holds with δ = c1/4. Write n := ⌊8(N−L)

δL ⌋, and consider the vertices of the
form x(u) =

(
0, . . . , 0, δ8Lu

)
for u ∈ Bn := {−n, . . . , n}2. Note that with this choice, we

have ΛL(x(u)) ⊂ S(L,N) for all u ∈ Bn, and if |u−v| > 16/δ, then ΛL(x(u))∩ΛL(x(v)) =
∅. We now define a site percolation configuration η on Bn by setting ηu = 1 if and only
if the event Uniquex(u)(δL) happens. First, notice that, by the definition of the event
Unique(δL), any path in η starting at some vertex u and ending at some vertex v induces
a path in ω ∪ γ from ΛδL/8(x(u)) to ΛδL/8(x(v)). Second, by the Markov property, we
have

Γ0
S(L,N),β,ε[ηu = 1 | (ηv : |u− v| > 16/δ)] ≥ α(L) a.s. ∀u ∈ Bn,

where α(L) := inf(ξ,b) Γ(ξ,b)
S(L,L),β,ε[Unique(δL)], and the infimum is taken over boundary

conditions on S(L,L) = ΛL. Since limL→∞ α(L) = 1 by Proposition 6.2, the main result
of [LSS97] implies that there exists an L ≥ 1 such that η stochastically dominates a
Bernoulli site percolation Psite

s on Bn with parameter s > psite
c (Z2). Let us fix such an L.

Since there exists a constant c > 0 such that Psite
s [u ←→ v] ≥ c for all u, v ∈ Bn and all

N , it follows that
inf
N≥L

inf
u,v∈Bn

Γ0
S(L,N),β,ε[u

η←→ v] ≥ c

Now, given any point x ∈ S(L,N), there exists u ∈ Bn such that x ∈ Λ2L(x(u)), so
that the event {0 η←→ u} ∩ {ΛL fully open in γ} ∩ {Λ2L(x(u)) ∩ S(L,N) fully open in γ}
is contained in {0 ω∪γ←→ x}. As a conclusion, conditioning on ω and using the FKG
inequality for γ (note that η is increasing in γ) we obtain the desired uniform lower bound
Γ0
S(L,N),β,ε[0

ω∪γ←→ x] ≥ c′ := cεCL
d
> 0 for every x ∈ S(L,N) and every N ≥ L.

Recall from Definition 4.1 that, for Λ ⊂ Zd and β > 0, the probability measure
Φ0

Λ,β on E(Λ) is the edge-marginal of the free φ4 random cluster measure Ψ0
Λ,β. Let

β > 0 and β′ ∈ (0, β). The main technical result of this section is the proof that Φ0
Λ,β

stochastically dominates the superposition of Φ0
Λ,β′ and an independent Bernoulli bond

percolation PBer
Λ,ε of parameter ε = ε(β′, β) > 0 uniformly in Λ. This is formalised in the

upcoming proposition.

Proposition 6.4. Let 0 < β′ < β. There exists ε = ε(β′, β) > 0 such that for every
Λ ⊂ Zd finite,

Φ0
Λ,β ≽ Γ0

Λ,β′,ε.
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The proof of Proposition 6.4 is rather technical and we defer it to Section 6.4. We are
now ready to prove the main result of this section.

Corollary 6.5. Let d ≥ 3. For every β > βc, there exists L ≥ 1 such that

inf
N

inf
x∈S(L,N)

Ψ0
S(L,N),β[0←→ x] > 0. (6.1)

Proof. This follows from applying Proposition 6.3 for some β′ ∈ (βc, β) and ε > 0 suffi-
ciently small so that the stochastic domination of Proposition 6.4 holds.

6.3 Local uniqueness without sprinkling

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.3. We treat dimensions d = 2 and d ≥ 3 separately
in the following subsections.

6.3.1 Proof of Theorem 1.3 in d = 2

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.3 in dimension d = 2. Our proof in this dimension
relies on the positivity of the surface tension, combined with the general Russo–Seymour–
Welsh (RSW) theory for positively associated measures that was recently developed by
Köhler-Schindler and Tassion in [KST23].

In order to state the result of [KST23] in our context, we first introduce some definitions
and notation. For m,n ≥ 1, define the crossing event

C(m,n) =
{ There exists a path crossing from left to right in

[−m,m]× [−n, n] made of open edges

}
.

Theorem 6.6. Let d = 2. There exists a continuous and increasing bijection f : [0, 1]→
[0, 1] such that for every β > 0 and every k ≥ 2 we have

Ψ0
Λ(k+4)n,β

[C(2n, n)] ≥ f
(
Ψ0

Λkn,β
[C(n, 2n)]

)
.

for every n ≥ 1.

Proof. The result follows from applying [KST23, Theorem 2] to the measures Ψ0
Λkn,β

,
Ψ0

Λ(k+2)n,β
, and Ψ0

Λ(k+4)n,β
, which satisfy the assumptions of the theorem by the mono-

tonicity of the free measure in the volume.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.3 in dimension d = 2.

Proof of Theorem 1.3 when d = 2. Consider the event

C(L) = {∃ a circuit of open edges in Λ2L \ ΛL that surrounds ΛL}.

We claim that it suffices to show that for some C > 0 large enough we have

lim
L→∞

Ψ0
ΛCL,β

[C(L)] = 1. (6.2)

Indeed, if (6.2) holds, then by the monotonicity in boundary conditions, it holds uniformly
over all boundary conditions. Moreover, when the annuli of the form Λ2⌊L/C⌋(x)\Λ⌊L/C⌋(x)
for x = (⌊kL/C⌋, 0, . . . , 0), k = 1, . . . , 8C, contain an open circuit, then the event {ΛL ←→
∂Λ8L} happens. A union bound then gives

lim
L→∞

Ψ0
Λ10L,β

[ΛL ←→ ∂Λ8L] = 1.
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We can similarly combine circuits to show that

lim
L→∞

Ψ0
Λ10L,β

[C(2L)] = 1.

Since C(2L) ∩ {ΛL ←→ ∂Λ8L} ⊂ U(L), the desired result follows directly.
We now turn to the proof of (6.2). First, we construct horizontal crossings of rectangles

of aspect ratio 2 and 4, as follows. Recall Lemma 5.9 and let δ, c4 > 0 be the constants
of (5.14). Notice that when the event {∂Rbot(L, δL/2) ←→ ∂Rtop(L, δL/2)} happens,
either one of the rectangles of the form [−L + kδL,−L + (k + 2)δL] × [−δL/2, δL/2] for
0 ≤ k ≤ 2/δ− 2 is crossed horizontally or one of the squares of the form [−L+ kδL,−L+
(k+1)δL]× [−δL/2, δL/2] for 0 ≤ k ≤ 2/δ−1 is crossed vertically. By the FKG inequality
for the complementary events, monotonicity in volume, inclusion of events and the π/2
rotational symmetry

Ψ0
Λ2L,β

[C(δL/2, δL)] ≥ 1−Ψ0
Λ2L,β

[∂Rbot(L, δL/2) ↚→ ∂Rtop(L, δL/2)]δ/4.

Since the latter tends to 1, we can apply Theorem 6.6 to deduce that

lim
L→∞

Ψ0
Λ6L,β

[C(δL, δL/2)] = 1.

Note that when the rectangles [−2δL, 0]× [−δL/2, δL/2], [−δL, δL]× [−δL/2, δL/2] and
[0, 2δL]× [−δL/2, δL/2] are crossed horizontally, and the squares [−δL, 0]× [−δL/2, δL/2]
and [0, δL/2]×[−δL/2, δL/2] are crossed vertically, the event C(2δL, δL/2) happens, hence
by the FKG inequality and monotonicity in the volume, we can further obtain that

lim
L→∞

Ψ0
Λ12L,β

[C(2δL, δL/2)] = 1.

Now, note that when the rectangles [−2δL, 2δL]×[δL, 2δL] and [−2δL, 2δL]×[−δL,−2δL]
are crossed horizontally, and the rectangles [δL, 2δL] × [−2δL, 2δL] and [−δL,−2δL] ×
[−2δL, 2δL] are crossed vertically, the event C(δL) happens. The FKG inequality now
shows that (6.2) holds (up to redefining L).

6.3.2 Proof of Theorem 1.3 when d ≥ 3

We will now show that in d ≥ 3, the event U(L) happens with probability tending to 1,
uniformly over the boundary conditions. Our proof is based on the onion/orange peeling
argument [Gri99, Lemma 7.89], and the slab percolation result of Corollary 6.5.

Proof of Theorem 1.3 in d ≥ 3. Let β > βc. It follows from Propositions 6.2 and 6.4, and
a gluing argument as in the proof of Theorem 1.3 in d = 2 that

lim
n→∞

inf
(ξ,b)

Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ10n,β

[Λn ←→ Λ8n] = 1.

It remains to show that with high probability, there is at most one cluster crossing Λ4n\Λ2n.
Consider an L′ ≥ 1 large enough so that (6.1) holds, and let L = 2L′ + 1. First, we
partition Λ4n \ Λ2n into disjoint annuli of the form A(k, L) := Λ(k+1)L−1 \ ΛkL−1 for
⌊2n
L ⌋ ≤ k ≤ ⌈4n−L

L ⌉. By the domain Markov property, the FKG inequality and the
monotonicity in boundary conditions, for any x, y ∈ ∂Λ2n and ⌊2n

L ⌋ ≤ k ≤ ⌈
4n−L
L ⌉ we have

Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ10n,β

[x←→ y in Λ(k+1)L−1 | x←→ ∂ΛkL, y ←→ ∂ΛkL, x ↚→ y in ΛkL−1]

≥ inf
u′,v′∈∂ΛkL−1

inf
(ξ′,b′)

Ψ(ξ′,b′)
A(k,L),β[u′ ←→ v′ in Λ(k+1)L−1 | u′ ←→ ∂ΛkL, v′ ←→ ∂ΛkL]

≥ inf
u,v∈A(k,L)

Ψ0
A(k,L),β[u←→ v].
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By Corollary 6.5 and the FKG inequality, there exists a constant δ > 0 such that
Ψ0
A(k,L),β[u←→ v] ≥ δ for any u, v ∈ A(k, L). Iterating this bound we see that

Ψ(ξ,b)
Λ10n,β

[x ↚→ y | x←→ ∂Λ4n, y ←→ ∂Λ4n] ≤ (1− δ)2n/L.

The desired result follows from the union bound over all x, y ∈ ∂Λ2n.

6.4 Coupling with a sprinkled measure

As a first step towards establishing Proposition 6.4, we show that Φ0
Λ,β stochastically

dominates the superposition of Φ0
Λ,β′ and a Bernoulli bond percolation with inhomoge-

neous random edge parameter. Heuristically, conditioning Ψ0
Λ,β on a gives the usual

random cluster measure, but with inhomogeneous edge-weights p(a, β) defined in (4.2).
For these measures, an analogous stochastic domination holds,allowing for the (inhomo-
geneous) parameter of the independent sprinkling to depend on a by direct calculation. A
disintegration argument will then yield the result. Let us now define the latter measure.
For every a ∈ (R+)Λ and xy ∈ E(Λ), write

r(β, a)xy = 1− e−2βaxay

1 + e−2βaxay
.

Denote Ψ0
Λ,β′,β the measure on {0, 1}E(Λ) × (R+)Λ defined by

dΨ0
Λ,β′,β[(ω, a)] = γ0

Λ,β′,β,a[ω]dµ0
Λ,β′(a),

where γ0
Λ,β′,β,a is the superposition of ϕ0

Λ,β′,a and an independent Bernoulli bond percola-
tion on E(Λ) with law PBer

Λ,β′,β,a defined by

PBer
Λ,β′,β,a[ω] =

∏
xy∈E(Λ)

r(β − β′, a)ωxy
xy (1− r(β − β′, a))1−ωxy

xy .

Finally, write Γ0
Λ,β′,β for the projection of Ψ0

Λ,β′,β on to {0, 1}E(Λ).
In order to state the intermediate stochastic domination result, we will need the fol-

lowing notation. Given Λ ⊂ Zd, let G = (Λ, E1,2) be the graph with vertex set Λ, where
for each edge xy ∈ E(Λ), G contains two parallel edges xy(1) and xy(2). We write
Ei = {xy(i) : xy ∈ E(Λ)}.

Lemma 6.7. Let 0 < β′ < β. For every Λ ⊂ Zd finite, Φ0
Λ,β ≽ Γ0

Λ,β′,β.

Proof. Let a ∼ µ0
Λ,β′ . We write ϕ0

G,β′,β,a for the random cluster measure on G defined by

ϕ0
G,β′,β,a[ω] = 1

Z0
Λ,β′,β,a

∏
xy∈E(Λ)

( p(β′, a)xy
1− p(β′, a)xy

)ωxy(1)( p(β − β′, a)xy
1− p(β − β′, a)xy

)ωxy(2)
2k0(ω).

Consider also the product measure ϕ0
Λ,β′,a ⊗ PBer

Λ,β′,β,a, which we view as a measure on
{0, 1}E1,2 in the natural way.

We first show that ϕ0
G,β′,β,a stochastically dominates ϕΛ,β′,a ⊗ PBer

Λ,β′,β,a. Consider con-
figurations θ, θ′ ∈ {0, 1}E1,2 such that θ ≥ θ′. A direct calculation gives

ϕ0
G,β′,β,a[ωxy(1) = 1 | ω|E1,2\{xy(1)} = θ|E1,2\{xy(1)}] =

p(β′, a)xy if x
θ|E1,2\{xy(1)}←→ y,

r(β′, a)xy otherwise,
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and

ϕ0
G,β′,β,a[ωxy(2) = 1 | ω|E1,2\{xy(2)} = θ|E1,2\{xy(2)}] =

p(β − β′, a)xy if x
θ|E1,2\{xy(2)}←→ y,

r(β − β′, a)xy otherwise.

A similar calculation combined with the fact that p(t, a) ≥ r(t, a) for t ≥ 0 shows that
ϕ0
G,β′,β,a[ωxy(1) = 1 | ω|E1,2\{xy(1)} = θ|E1,2\{xy(1)}] is at least ϕ0

Λ,β′,a ⊗ PBer
Λ,β′,β.a[ωxy(1) =

1 | ω|E1,2\{xy(1)} = θ′|E1,2\{xy(1)}]. A standard Markov chain argument then implies that
ϕ0
G,β′,β,a stochastically dominates ϕΛ,β′,a ⊗ PΛ,β′,β,a. See e.g. [Dum19, Lemma 1.5].

Let ωmax ∈ {0, 1}E(Λ) be the configuration defined by ωmax
xy = max{ωxy(1), ωxy(2)}.

Notice that if ω ∼ ϕ0
G,β′,β,a, then ωmax is distributed according to ϕ0

Λ,β,a. The desired result
now follows from the fact that µ0

Λ,β stochastically dominates µ0
Λ,β′ and the monotonicity

of the random cluster and Bernoulli percolation measures in the edge parameter.

Note that the parameter r(β − β′, a)xy is close to 0 when axay is close to 0. Thanks
to Lemma 6.7, in order to prove Proposition 6.4 it will suffice to show that axay remains
bounded away from 0 with good µ0

Λ,β′-probability when we condition on the state of all
edges. We will begin by showing that, conditionally on the state of all edges, ax remains
bounded with good probability for every vertex x. For technical reasons that will become
clear later, we will work with a slightly more general family of measures, where we ignore
the contribution coming from certain closed edges.

As above, let us fix 0 < β′ < β and Λ ⊂ Zd finite. Let A,B ⊂ E(Λ), and ω1, ω2 ∈
{0, 1}E(Λ). Denote by µ = µ(Λ, β′, β, A,B, ω1, ω2) the probability measure on (R+)Λ

defined by the Radon–Nikodym derivative

dµ(a) = 1
Z

ϕ0
Λ,β′,a[ω1]PBer

Λ,β′,β,a[ω2|E(Λ)\B]
∏
xy∈A

eβ
′axay dµ0

Λ,β′(a),

where Z is a normalisation constant and we recall from (4.7) that

dµ0
Λ,β′(a) =

Z0
Λ,β′,a
Z0

Λ,β′

∏
xy∈E(Λ)

e−β
′axay

∏
x∈Λ

dρg,a(ax).

Note that when A = B = ∅, then µ is the projection of the conditional measure Ψ0
G,β′,β[ · |

ω|E1 = ω1, ω|E2 = ω2] to (R+)Λ, where G = (Λ, E1,2) is as above and by abuse of notation
we write Ψ0

Λ,β′,β to denote its natural lift to the multigraph G.

Lemma 6.8. Let 0 < β′ < β. There exists a constant C = C(β′, β, d) > 1 such that for
every Λ ⊂ Zd finite, every A,B ⊂ E(Λ), every pair of configurations ω1, ω2 ∈ {0, 1}E(Λ),
and every x ∈ Λ we have

µ[ax ≥ s] ≤ C
∫ ∞
s

e−
g
2 t

4−at2dt, ∀s ≥ C.

Proof. Fix a vertex x ∈ Λ and let C > 1 be a sufficiently large constant to be determined.
For s ≥ C3, let Es = Es(x) be the event that ay ≤ max{sd(x,y)+1, C maxz∼y{a1/3

z }} for
every y ∈ Λ. We claim that on the event Es, ax ≤ s. Indeed, consider a configuration
a ∈ Es, and let y ∈ Λ be such that ay/sd(x,y)+1 is maximal. Then by definition of the
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event Es,

M := ay
sd(x,y)+1 ≤ max

{
1, C

s2(d(x,y)+1)/3 max
z∼y

{( az
sd(x,y)+1

)1/3
}}

≤ max
{

1, Cs1/3

s2(d(x,y)+1)/3 max
z∼y

{( az
sd(x,z)+1

)1/3
}}

≤ max
{

1, Cs1/3

s2(d(x,y)+1)/3M
1/3
}

≤ max{1,M1/3}.

Now either M ≤ 1 or M ≤ M1/3. In both cases, M ≤ 1. This implies in particular that
ax ≤ s, as claimed.

Thus, it suffices to estimate the probability of Es happening for some constant C > 1
large enough. We will prove this by comparing the value of the density dµ(a) of µ for
different values of a. To this end, for each edge uv ∈ E(Λ), let

auv(au, av) =

e−β
′auav

(
p(β′,a)uv

1−p(β′,a)uv

)ω1
uv
, uv ̸∈ A

1, uv ∈ A
(6.3)

and

buv(au, av) =

r(β − β′, a)ω
2
uv
uv (1− r(β − β′, a)uv)1−ω2

uv , uv ̸∈ B
1, uv ∈ B,

(6.4)

where r(β − β′, a) is as above. We first compare the values of auv(au, av) and buv(au, av)
when the first argument au ∈ [1, 2] and when au is large, where in both instances we
consider av fixed. Let f(t) = log(1− e−t) and note that f(2β′auav) = log p(a, β′)uv.

For t > 0,

f ′(t) = e−t

1− e−t = 1
et − 1 ≤

1
t
,

since et ≥ 1 + t. By integrating we obtain that for au ≥ 2 and t ∈ [1, 2]

f(2β′auav)− f(2β′tav) ≤ log(2β′auav)− log(2β′tav) ≤ log(au).

Hence p(β′, a)uv ≤ au(1− e−2β′tav ). By taking cases according to whether uv ∈ A or not,
and whether ω1

uv = 1 or not, we see that in any case have

auv(au, av) ≤ eβ
′auav auauv(t, av) (6.5)

for every au ≥ 2 and t ∈ [1, 2].
We now turn to buv(au, av). Let g(t) = log(1 + e−t) and note that log r(β − β′, a) =

f(2(β − β′)auav)− g(2(β − β′)auav). For t > 0 we have

g′(t) = − e−t

1 + e−t
= − 1

et + 1 ≥ −
1
t
.

Hence for every au ≥ 2 and t ∈ [1, 2] we have exp g(2(β−β′)auav) ≥ a−1
u exp g(2(β−β′)tav),

and hence r(β − β′, a) ≤ a2
u

1−e−2β′tav

1+e−2β′tav
. Thus, by examining each case separately, we have

buv(au, av) ≤ a2
ubuv(t, av). (6.6)
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Now if au ≥ Ca1/3
v for C = 3

√
8β′d
g , then

eβ
′auav ≤ e

g
8d

a4
u . (6.7)

By increasing the value of C if necessary, we can further ensure that

a3
ue
− g

8d
a4

u ≤ min{1, e−gt4−at2} (6.8)

for every au ≥ C and every t ∈ [1, 2]. Since u has degree at most 2d, combining inequalities
(6.5), (6.6), (6.7) and (6.8) we get

∏
v∼u

auv(au, av)buv(au, av)e−ga4
u−aa2

u ≤ e−
g
2 a4

u−aa2
u min
t∈[1,2]

{∏
v∼u

auv(t, av)buv(t, av)e−gt
4−at2

}

≤ e−
g
2 a4

u−aa2
u

∫ ∞
0

∏
v∼u

auv(t, av)buv(t, av)e−gt
4−at2dt

for every au ≥ C max{1,maxv∼u{a1/3
v }}. By integrating and letting Eu,s = {au ≤

max{sd(x,u)+1, C maxv∼u{a1/3
v }}} for s ≥ C, we obtain that

µ[Ecu,s] ≤
∫ ∞
sd(x,u)+1

e−
g
2 t

4−at2dt. (6.9)

It is not hard to see that there exists a constant c > 0 such that for C > 1 large enough
and every s ≥ C and k ≥ 2,∫ ∞

sk
e−

g
2 t

4−at2dt ≤
∫ ∞
sk

e−
g
4 t

4−a
2 t

2
e−

g
2 t

4/k−at2/kdt

=
∫ ∞
s

kt
k−1

k e−
g
4 t

4k−a
2 t

2k
e−

g
2 t

4−at2dt

≤ e−c(k−1)
∫ ∞
s

e−
g
2 t

4−at2dt.

(6.10)

The desired result now follows (up to a redefinition of C as necessary) from (6.9) and
(6.10) and a union bound over all vertices u in Λ.

We are now ready to prove Proposition 6.4.

Proof of Proposition 6.4. Consider two neighbouring vertices x, y ∈ Λ, and let ω1 ∈
{0, 1}E(Λ), ω2 ∈ {0, 1}E(Λ)\{xy}. Our aim is to show that

Ψ0
Λ,β′,β[ωxy(2) = 1 | ω|E1 = ω1, ω|E2\xy(2) = ω2] ≥ ε (6.11)

for some constant ε > 0 that depends only on β′ and β. Assuming that (6.11) holds,
we can deduce that the projection of Ψ0

Λ,β′,β on E2 stochastically dominates a Bernoulli
bond percolation on E(Λ) which is independent from the projection of Ψ0

Λ,β′,β on E1. The
desired result then follows from Lemma 6.7.

It remains to prove (6.11). Let Si be the set of edges uv with u ∈ {x, y} such that
ωiuv = 0, and let A = S1 and B = S2 ∪ {xy}. It is not hard to see that for µ =
µ(Λ, β′, β, A,B, ω1, ω2), the Radon–Nikodym derivative

dµ(a)∏
x∈Λ dρg,a(ax) = 1

Z

∏
uv∈E(Λ)

auv(au, av)buv(au, av) =: f(a)
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is an increasing function of ax and ay, where auv and buv are defined in (6.3) and (6.4), and
where Z = Z(Λ, β′, β, A,B, ω1, ω2) is a normalisation constant. Indeed, this follows from
the fact that the functions auv and buv are increasing for all edges uv such that u ∈ {x, y}.
Let C > 1 a large enough constant to be determined. Define

F (ax, ay) :=
∫

(R)Λ\{x,y}
1Gx,yf(a)

∏
x∈Λ\{x,y}

dρg,a(ax),

where Gx,y is the event that au ≤ C for every u which either lies in {x, y} or has a
neighbour in {x, y}. Note that since f(a) is increasing in ax and ay, the function F is
increasing.

Using the absolute value FKG for the product measure ρ⊗2,≤C := ρg,a[ · | ax ≤ C] ⊗
ρg,a[ · | ay ≤ C], which is a special case of Proposition 4.8 for β = 0, we obtain that

µ[ax ≥ 1, ay ≥ 1 | Gx,y] =
ρ⊗2,≤C [F (ax, ay)1ax≥1, ay≥1]

ρ⊗2,≤C [F (ax, ay)]
≥ (ρg,a[a ≥ 1 | a ≤ C])2 ,

On the event Gx,y we have that 1−r(β−β′, a)uv and e−β′auav are bounded away from 0 for
every edge uv with u ∈ {x, y}, while on the event {ax ≥ 1, ay ≥ 1} we have r(β − β′, a)xy
is bounded away from 0. Writing S(ω1, ω2) = {ω|E1 = ω1, ω|E2\xy(2) = ω2}, we can now
deduce that

Ψ0
Λ,β′,β[ωxy(2) = 1 | S(ω1, ω2)]

µ[Gx,y]
≥

Ψ0
Λ,β′,β[ωxy(2) = 1, ax ≥ 1, ay ≥ 1, Gx,y | S(ω1, ω2)]

µ[Gx,y]
≥ δµ[ax ≥ 1, ay ≥ 1 | Gx,y]
≥ δ (ρg,a[a ≥ 1 | a ≤ C])2

for some constant δ > 0 depending only on β′ and β, where we used that once the
contribution of the closed edges in S1 and S2 is removed from Ψ0

Λ,β′,β[ · | S(ω1, ω2)], we
obtain a measure whose projection on a coincides with µ. By Lemma 6.8 and a union
bound, there exists C > 1 large enough so that µ[Gx,y] ≥ 1/2. The desired inequality
(6.11) follows readily.

7 Surface order large deviations
In this section, we prove the surface order (lower) large deviations of Theorem 1.1,

which will follow rather easily from Lemmas 7.1 and 7.2 and the key Proposition 7.4
below. The latter is proved by combining Theorem 1.3 and a Pisztora’s coarse graining.
We also show the volume order (upper) large deviations mentioned in Remark 1.2, which
follows from Lemma 7.3.

The following simple lemma allows us to disregard large absolute values of the field.
Lemma 7.1. Let β ≥ 0 and δ > 0. There exists M0 = M0(δ) such that, for every M ≥M0
and every n large enough,

Ψ0
Λn,β

 1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

ax1ax≥M ≥ δ

 ≤ e−nd
. (7.1)

Proof. By Proposition 2.6, the field (ax)x∈Λn is stochastically dominated by a field a′ =
(a′x)x∈Λn with independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) marginals with quartic ex-
ponential tails and, in particular, finite exponential moments. Since the event in (7.1) is
increasing, it is enough to prove the bound for the i.i.d. field a′. This follows from classical
large deviations results, see e.g. [Dur19, Theorem 2.7.7].
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The next lemma allows us to control the lower large deviations for vertices belonging
to large clusters.

Lemma 7.2. Let β ≥ 0. For every δ > 0 and K ≥ 1, there exists c = c(K, δ) > 0 such
that, for every boundary condition (ξ, b), and for every n large enough,

Ψ(ξ,b)
Λn,β

 1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

ax1|Cx|≥K ≤ m
∗(β)− δ

 ≤ e−cnd
. (7.2)

Proof. We can always assume that m∗(β) > δ (in particular β > βc). We fix K ≥ 0.
For x ∈ Zd, we let Y K

x := ax1|Cx|≥K . First of all, notice that, since the event in (7.2)
is increasing, it is sufficient to prove the above statement for the measure Ψ0

Λn,β
. Using

Remark 4.14, one has that, for every x ∈ Zd,

Ψ0
β[ax10↔∞] = Ψ1

β[ax10↔∞] = m∗(β).

As a result, for every x ∈ Zd,
Ψ0
β[Y K

x ] ≥ m∗(β).

Moreover, since Y K
x is a local increasing function measurable with respect to ΛK(x), there

exists L = L(K, δ) > K such that, for every x ∈ Zd,

Ψ0
ΛL(x),β[Y K

x ] ≥ m∗(β)− δ

2 .

Note that by Proposition 2.6, the random variable Y K
0 has exponential tails (under the

measure Ψ0
ΛL

). Choose n ≥ 10L. Let P be the law of a collection of i.i.d. random variables
(Ỹ K
x )x∈Λn−2L

of law given by the law of Y K
0 under Ψ0

ΛL,β
. Let m := ⌊n−2L

4L ⌋. As a
consequence of monotonicity in boundary conditions, we find that, for any y ∈ Λ4L, the
collection of random variables (Y K

x )x∈(y+4LΛm) under the measure Ψ0
Λn,β

stochastically
dominates (Ỹ K

x )x∈(y+4LΛm). For y ∈ Λ4L, introduce the (decreasing) event

Ey(Y K) :=

 1
|y + 4LΛm|

∑
x∈(y+4LΛm)

Y K
x ≤ m∗(β)− 3δ

4

 .
Similarly, one may define Ew(Ỹ K). Classical large deviations estimates for independent
random variables with exponential tails (see [Dur19, Theorem 2.7.7]) imply the existence
of c1 = c1(K, δ) > 0 such that, for every n large enough,

sup
y∈Λ4L

P[Ey(Ỹ K)] ≤ e−c1nd
. (7.3)

Now, letting n be large enough so that |Λn|
|Λn−2L| ≤ 1+ δ/4

m∗(β)−δ , there exists c2 = c2(K, δ) > 0
such that,

Ψ0
Λn,β

 1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

Y K
x ≤ m∗ − δ

 ≤ Ψ0
Λn,β

 1
|Λn−2L|

∑
x∈Λn−2L

Y K
x ≤ m∗ −

3δ
4


≤

∑
w∈Λ4L

Ψ0
Λn,β[Ew(Y K)]

≤
∑

w∈Λ4L

P[Ew(Ỹ K)] ≤ e−c2nd
,

where we used the stochastic domination in the third line, and (7.3) in the last line. This
concludes the proof.
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The next lemma is the upper deviation counterpart of Lemma 7.2. It will only be used
to prove the upper large deviations stated in Remark 1.2.

Lemma 7.3. Let β ≥ 0. For every δ > 0, there exist K1 = K1(δ) ≥ 1 and c = c(δ) > 0
such that for every K ≥ K1, and for every n large enough,

Ψ0
Λn,β

[
1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

ax1|Cx|≥K ≥ m
∗(β) + δ

]
≤ e−cnd

.

Proof. We will argue as in the proof of the previous lemma, with certain additional com-
plexities arising from the presence of large absolute values. Again, for x ∈ Zd, we let
Y K
x = ax1|Cx|≥K . We first consider Ψ1

β and we note that there exists K > 0 such that, for
every x ∈ Zd,

Ψ1
β[Y K

x ] ≤ m∗(β) + δ

8 .

Since Y K
x is a local function (around x), there exists L > K large enough such that, for

every x ∈ Zd,
Ψ(w,p)

ΛL(x),β[Y K
x ] ≤ m∗(β) + δ

4 . (7.4)

We now consider n ≥ 10L, and let y ∈ Λ4L. We consider the collection of boxes of the
form ΛL(y + 4Lz) for z ∈ Λm, where m = ⌊n−2L

4L ⌋. Note that the union of all these boxes
over y ∈ Λ4L and z ∈ Λm covers Λn−5L. Recall the definition of p. For each y ∈ Λ4L and
z ∈ Λm, let Bz denote the event {∃z ∈ ∂ΛL(y+ 4Lz) such that az ≥ CM (1∨ log |ΛL|)1/4}.
With this definition in hand, we write

Ψ0
Λn,β

[
1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

Y K
x ≥m∗(β) + δ

]
≤ Ψ0

Λn,β

[
1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn\Λn−5L

Y K
x ≥

δ

3

]
(7.5)

+
∑
y∈Λ4L

Ψ0
Λn,β

[
1
|Λm|

∑
z∈Λm

Y K
y+4Lz1Bz ≥

δ

3

]
(7.6)

+
∑
y∈Λ4L

Ψ0
Λn,β

[
1
|Λm|

∑
z∈Λm

Y K
y+4Lz1Bc

z
≥ m∗(β) + δ

3

]
, (7.7)

and we bound each probability separately.
We begin with the term on the right-hand side of (7.5). Let M0 = M0(δ/3) be given

by Lemma 7.1. If n is large enough so that |Λn\Λn−5L|
|Λn| M0 <

δ
3 , it follows from Lemma 7.1

that

Ψ0
Λn,β

[
1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn\Λn−5L

Y K
x ≥

δ

3

]
≤ Ψ0

Λn,β

 1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

ax1ax≥M0 ≥
δ

3

 ≤ e−nd
. (7.8)

To estimate the term in (7.6), recall that a ∼ Ψ0
Λn,β

is stochastically dominated by a
sequence of i.i.d. random variables a′ = (a′x)x∈Λn that have quartic tails. Writing P for
the law of these random variables, we see that— to the cost of potentially increasing the
value of L— we can assume that P[a′y+4Lz1Bz ] ≤ δ

4 for every z ∈ Λm. Since for fixed y,
the random variables a′y+4Lz1Bz are independent under P, it follows again from classical
large deviations estimates that there exists c1 > 0 such that, for every n large enough and
every y ∈ Λ4L,

Ψ0
Λn,β

[
1
|Λm|

∑
z∈Λm

Y K
y+4Lz1Bz ≥

δ

3

]
≤ P

[
1
|Λm|

∑
z∈Λm

a′y+4Lz1Bz ≥
δ

3

]
≤ e−c1nd

.
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Finally, we estimate the term in (7.7). We use the monotonicity in the boundary con-
ditions to deduce that for each y ∈ Λ4L, the collection of random variables (Y K

y+4Lz)z∈Λm

is stochastically dominated by a sequence of independent random variables (Ỹ K
y+4Lz)z∈Λm

where each marginal is distributed according to the law of Y K
y under Ψ(w,p)

ΛL(y),β, and in
particular have exponential tails by Proposition 2.6. By (7.4), the latter have mean at
most m∗(β) + δ

4 . Hence, we can use again the large deviation estimates for independent
random variables with exponential tails (see [Dur19]) to obtain that for some c2 > 0 and
for every n large enough,

Ψ0
Λn,β

[
1
|Λm|

∑
z∈Λm

Y K
y+4Lz1Bc

z
≥ m∗(β) + δ/3

]
≤ e−c2nd

. (7.9)

Plugging (7.8)–(7.9) in (7.5)–(7.7) concludes the proof.

Let C = C(Λn) be the set of all clusters in Λn. Define Cmax to be the element of C
of largest cardinality (with an arbitrary rule to break ties). We can now state the main
crucial ingredient for the proof of Theorem 1.1. This proposition allows us to deal with
the contributions of large clusters which are not the (unique) giant one. The proof uses
Theorem 1.3 and a coarse graining argument in order to reduce the problem to a highly
supercritical Bernoulli percolation.

Proposition 7.4. Let β > βc. For every δ > 0, there exist N0 = N0(δ) ≥ 1 and
c = c(δ) > 0 such that, for every boundary condition (ξ, b), for every N ≥ N0, and for
every n large enough,

Ψ(ξ,b)
Λn,β

[
1
|Λn|

∑
C∈C\{Cmax}
|C|≥N

|C| ≥ δ
]
≤ e−cnd−1

. (7.10)

We will use the following result about the largest cluster in highly supercritical Bernoulli
percolation. Given a set of vertices A ⊂ Λn, denote by S(A) the set of connected compo-
nents (not to be confused with percolation clusters!) of A. Below we denote by Psite

p the
law of Bernoulli site percolation of parameter p on Zd.

Lemma 7.5. There exists p0 < 1 such that for every ε > 0 there exist ℓ = ℓ(ε) ≥ 1 and
c = c(ε) > 0 such that

Psite
p0

[
∃ C ∈ C(Λm) : |C| ≥ 3

4 |Λm| and
∑

S∈S(Λm\C)
|S|≥M

|S| ≤ ε|Λm|
]
≥ 1− e−cmd−1 (7.11)

for every m ≥ 1.

Lemma 7.5 is a slight modification of the main result of [DP96]. The proof, very similar
to that of [DP96], is presented in the Appendix A.3.

Proof of Proposition 7.4. Fix β > βc and δ > 0. We will prove the desired result by a
renormalisation argument. Take p0 < 1 given by Lemma 7.5. For x ∈ Zd and L ≥ 1,
let Ux(L) denote the translation of the event U(L) from Theorem 1.3 by x. Consider the
renormalised percolation model η ∈ {0, 1}Λm , where m = ⌊n−10L

L ⌋, given by

ηx := 1ULx(L).
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Since inf# Ψ#
Λ10L,β

[U(L)] → 1 as L → ∞, it follows from the main result of [LSS97]
that there exists an L = L(p0) ≥ 1 sufficiently large such that, no matter the boundary
condition (ξ, b), η stochastically dominates Bernoulli percolation with parameter p0. Let
ε > 0 be a constant to be chosen later. By Lemma 7.5, there exists M = M(ε) ≥ 1 and
c = c(ε) > 0 such that

Ψ(ξ,b)
Λn,β

[
∃Smax ∈ C(η) : |Smax| ≥ 3

4 |Λm| and 1
|Λm|

∑
S∈S(Λm\Smax)

|S|≥M

|S| ≤ ε
]
≥ 1− e−cmd−1

,

(7.12)
for every boundary condition (ξ, b) and for every n large enough.

We call G the event in (7.12). We claim that G is contained in the complement of
the event in (7.10) for ε := min{δ,1}

2|Λ16L| . This fact, combined with (7.12), implies the desired
result. Let us prove this claim. The proof goes in two steps.

Because of the way the event U(L) is defined, the cluster Smax as in (7.12) induces an
ω cluster C0 which intersects all boxes ΛL(Lx) for x ∈ Smax. In particular if G occurs, C0
has size |C0| ≥ 3

4 |Λm|. We first prove that C0 is the largest ω cluster, i.e. C0 = Cmax. To see
this, let N ′ := M |Λ16L|. Consider any other ω-cluster C such that |C ∩Λn−11L| ≥ N ′, and
let S be the set of vertices x ∈ Λm such that the annulus Λ4L(Lx) \Λ2L(Lx) is crossed by
C. Note that

|C ∩ Λn−11L| ≤ |Λ16L||S|, (7.13)

hence |S| ≥M . Moreover, we have

S ⊂ Λm \ Smax. (7.14)

Thus, S lies in a connected component of Λm \ Smax, and in particular, |S| ≤ ε|Λm|.
Hence, by our choice of ε, |C| ≤ 1

2 |Λm| + |Λn \ Λn−11L| < |C0| for every n large enough.
This implies that C0 = Cmax.

Now, if G occurs, we can use (7.13) and (7.14) to deduce that

1
|Λn|

∑
C∈C\{Cmax}
|C∩Λn−11L|≥N ′

|C ∩ Λn−11L| ≤
|Λ16L|
|Λn|

∑
S∈S(Λm\Smax)

|S|≥M

|S| ≤ ε|Λ16L||Λm|
|Λn|

.

Hence, for N = 2N ′,

1
|Λn|

∑
C∈C\{Cmax}
|C|≥N

|C| ≤ 1
|Λn|

∑
C∈C\{Cmax}
|C∩Λn−11L|≤N ′

|C|≥N

|C|+ 1
|Λn|

∑
C∈C\{Cmax}
|C∩Λn−11L|≥N ′

|C \ Λn−11L|

+ 1
|Λn|

∑
C∈C\{Cmax}
|C∩Λn−11L|≥N ′

|C ∩ Λn−11L|

≤ |Λn \ Λn−11L−N ′ |
|Λn|

+ ε|Λ16L||Λm|
|Λn|

≤ δ

4 + ε|Λ16L||Λm|
|Λn|

< δ

for every n large enough. This proves the claim that the event in (7.12) is contained in
the complement of the event in (7.10). The desired result follows.

We are now in a position to prove the main result of this section.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. We fix β > βc and drop it from the notations. Let δ > 0.
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Proof of the upper bound in (1.3). Let M := M0(δ/8) be given by Lemma 7.1.
Let N := N0(δ/(8M)) be given by Proposition 7.4. Applying these two results, and also
Lemma 7.2 to K = N and δ

4 , we obtain c1 > 0 such that, for every n large enough,

Ψ0
Λn

[B1 ∪B2] ≤ e−c1nd
, Ψ0

Λn
[B3] ≤ e−c1nd−1

, (7.15)

where B1 :=
{

1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

ax1ax≥M ≥ δ
8

}
, B2 :=

{
1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

ax1|Cx|≥N ≤ m∗ −
δ
4

}
, and

B3 :=
{

1
|Λn|

∑
C∈C\{Cmax}:|C|≥N |C| ≥

δ
8M

}
. First, we remark that

Ψ0
Λn

[B4] ≤ Ψ0
Λn

[B1 ∪B3],

where B4 :=
{

1
|Λn|

∑
C∈C\{Cmax}:|C|≥N

∑
x∈C ax ≥ δ

4

}
. Combined with (7.15), this implies

that for every n large enough,

Ψ0
Λn

[B4] ≤ 2e−c1nd−1
. (7.16)

Now, remark that,

Ψ0
Λn

 1
|Λn|

∑
x/∈Cmax

φx /∈ (− δ
2 ,

δ
2)

 ≤ Ψ0
Λn

[B1 ∪B4] + 2Ψ0
Λn

[C1], (7.17)

where

C1 :=


1
|Λn|

∑
C∈C\{Cmax}
|C|≤N

sgn(C)
∑
x∈C

ax1ax≤M ≥
δ

4

 .
Using the Edwards–Sokal coupling, we get that the random variables

1|C|≤N sgn(C)
∑
x∈C

ax1ax≤M0 , C ∈ C \ {Cmax}

are centred, independent, and bounded (by N ·M). Classical large deviations estimates
(see [Dur19]) then imply the existence of c2 > 0 such that for every n large enough,

Ψ0
Λn

[C1] ≤ e−c2nd
. (7.18)

Combining (7.15), (7.16), (7.17), and (7.18), we obtain c3 > 0 such that for all n large
enough,

νΛn

 1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

φx ∈ [−m∗ + δ,m∗ − δ]

 ≤ e−c3nd−1+Ψ0
Λn

 1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

ax1x∈Cmax ≤ m∗ −
δ

2

 .
(7.19)

Now, writing 1x∈Cmax = 1|Cx|≥N − 1|Cx|≥N, Cx ̸=Cmax , observe that

Ψ0
Λn

 1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

ax1x∈Cmax ≤ m∗ −
δ

2

 ≤ Ψ0
Λn

[B2 ∪B4]. (7.20)

Combining (7.19) and (7.20), and using again (7.15) and (7.16), we obtain c4 > 0 such
that for all n large enough

νΛn

 1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

φx ∈ [−m∗ + δ,m∗ − δ]

 ≤ e−c4nd−1
.
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Proof of the lower bound in (1.3). Let ε = ε(δ) > 0 be a small constant to be defined.
We partition Λn into boxes of the form Λεn((εn+ 1)x) ∩ Λn, where x ∈ Λm, m = ⌊ n

εn+1⌋.
Let S be the set of all the edges in Λn that connect neighbouring boxes Λεn((εn + 1)y)
and Λεn((εn+ 1)x). Since |S| ≤ md · 2d(2εn)d−1, by the FKG inequality,

Ψ0
Λn

[ωe = 0, ∀ e ∈ S] ≥ e−Cnd−1

for some constant C = C(ε) > 0. Furthermore, by Proposition 2.6, there exists a constant
R > 0, independent of ε, such that

Ψ0
Λn

[ ∑
y∈Λεn((εn+1)x)

ay ≤ R|Λεn|, ∀x ∈ Λm
]
≥ 1− |Λm|e−|Λεn|.

A union bound gives that for every n large enough

Ψ0
Λn

[
ωe = 0, ∀ e ∈ S,

∑
y∈Λεn((εn+1)x)

ay ≤ R|Λεn|, ∀x ∈ Λm
]
≥ e−2Cnd−1

.

On the latter event, we use the Edwards–Sokal coupling to assign to each cluster indepen-
dent ±1 spins. Conditionally on such a pair (ω, a), the expectation of

∑
z∈Λn

φz is equal
to 0. Furthermore, since on the event {ωe = 0, ∀ e ∈ S} spins in different εn-boxes are
independent, the (conditional) variance of

∑
z∈Λn

φz is at most∑
x∈Λm

∑
u,v∈Λ(εn+1)x

auav ≤ mdR2|Λεn|2.

This implies that conditionally on such a pair (ω, a), with probability 1/2 we have |
∑
z∈Λn

φz| ≤√
2mdR2|Λεn|2. Now, we choose ε > 0 to be small enough so that 2mdR2|Λεn|2 ≤

(m∗(β)− δ)2|Λn|2. The desired result follows by combining the above inequalities.

We now prove the volume order large deviations mentioned in Remark 1.2.

Proof of (1.4). We keep the notations of the preceding proof. For the lower bound, we
note that for each x ∈ Λn, the probability that φx ≤ m∗(β) + δ stays bounded away from
0. The FKG inequality then gives the desired lower bound.

For the upper bound, let K1 = K1(δ/2) be given by Lemma 7.3. Using this result,
there exists c1 > 0 such that for every n large enough,

Ψ0
Λn

[B5] ≤ e−c1nd
, (7.21)

where B5 :=
{

1
|Λn|

∑
x∈Λn

ax1|Cx|≥K1 ≥ m∗ + δ
2

}
. Notice that

νΛn

[
mΛn /∈ [−m∗ − δ,m∗ + δ]

]
≤ Ψ0

Λn
[B1 ∪B5] + Ψ0

Λn
[C2], (7.22)

where

C2 :=

 1
|Λn|

∑
C∈C:|C|≤K1

sgn(C)
∑
x∈C

ax1ax≤M ≥
δ

4

 .
Using again a classical large deviations estimate, we argue the existence of c2 > 0 such
that for every n large enough

Ψ0
Λn

[C2] ≤ e−c2nd
. (7.23)

Plugging (7.21), (7.23), and (7.15) in (7.22) yields the existence of c3 > 0 such that for
every n large enough,

νΛn

[
mΛn /∈ [−m∗ − δ,m∗ + δ]

]
≤ e−c3nd

.
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A Toolbox

A.1 Large degree deviations

In this section, we obtain a large deviations estimate for the degrees ∆n(x) of a random
current n.

Lemma A.1. For every Λ ⊂ Zd, o ∈ Λ, h ∈ (R+)Λ and every set of edges E in Λ[h], we
have3

⟨φo⟩Λ,β,hEog
Λ[h],β

[
2
∑

e∈E ne
]

= ⟨φo
∏
e∈E

exp(Jeφe)⟩Λ,β,h (A.1)

and
E∅Λ[h],β

[
2
∑

e∈E ne
]

= ⟨
∏
e∈E

exp(Jeφe)⟩Λ,β,h, (A.2)

where Je := β1e∈E(Λ) +
∑
x∈Λ βhx1e=xg. In particular, if the endpoints of E are all con-

tained in ∆∪ {g}, for a set ∆ ⊂ Λ satisfying the stochastic domination (2.4) from Propo-
sition 2.6 with some C ∈ (0,∞), then the right hand sides of both (A.1) and (A.2) are
smaller than eC

′|E| for some constant C ′ ∈ (0,∞) depending only on C.

Proof. We only prove (A.1). The proof of (A.2) is similar and simpler. For ease of notation,
we write P = Pog

Λ[h],β. We use the binomial theorem to write

E
[
2
∑

e∈E ne
]

=
∑
e∈E

∑
ke≥0

E
[∏
e∈E

(
ne
ke

)
1ne≥ke

]
. (A.3)

To express the latter, given a current n that satisfies ne ≥ ke for all e ∈ E , let ñ be the
current defined by ñf := nf − kf1{f ∈ E}. With this definition in hands, we can write

wogβ,h(n)
∏
e∈E

(
ne
ke

)
= wAβ,h(ñ)

∏
e∈E∩E(Λ)

βke

ke!
∏
x∈Λ

e=xg∈E

(βhx)ke

ke!
,

where A ∈M(Λg) is defined by

Ax :=
∑
e∈E
e∋x

ke + 1x=o, x ∈ Λ,

Ag :=
∑
e∈E
e∋g

ke + 1 mod 2.

Moreover, ∂ñ = ∂A. Using Lemma 2.11 we get

E
[∏
e∈E

(
ne
ke

)
1ne≥ke

]
= 1
⟨φo⟩Λ,β,h

∑
∂ñ=∂Aw

A
β,h(ñ)∑

∂ñ=∅wβ,h(ñ)
∏

e∈E∩E(Λ)

βke

ke!
∏
x∈Λ

e=xg∈E

(βhx)ke

ke!

=
⟨
∏
x∈Λ φ

Ax
x ⟩Λ,β,h

⟨φo⟩Λ,β,h

∏
e∈E∩E(Λ)

βke

ke!
∏
x∈Λ

e=xg∈E

(βhx)ke

ke!

=
⟨φo

∏
e∈E∩E(Λ)(βφe)ke

∏
x∈Λ

e=xg∈E
(βhxφx)ke⟩Λ,β,h

⟨φo⟩Λ,β,h

∏
e∈E

1
ke!

.

3Recall that for e = uv, φe denotes the product φuφv, and by convention φg ≡ 1.

61



We can now use (A.3) to deduce that

E
[
2
∑

e∈E ne
]

=
⟨φo

∏
e∈E exp(Jeφe)⟩Λ,β,h
⟨φo⟩Λ,β,h

.

A.2 Tanglings estimates

In this section we prove Proposition 2.18. We recall from [GPPS22] that the measure
ρ2k (resp. ρ2k1,2k2) is constructed from taking a weak limit of the single (resp. double)
random current measure associated with a near-critical Ising model on the complete graph
Kn. We refer to [GPPS22,KPP24] for more details. In order to prove the desired result,
we will use some properties of this random current expansion established in [KPP24]. We
denote the random current measure on Kn with source set S by PSKn

.

Proof of Proposition 2.18. Let S1 = {1, 2, . . . , 2k1} and S2 = {2k1 + 1, 2k1 + 2, . . . , 2k1 +
2k2}. Let n1 and n2 be random currents on Kn with source sets S1 and S2, respectively.
Let Πi(ni) be the random partition of Si induced by the current ni, where x, y are in the
same partition class if and only if x ←→ y in ni. Define similarly Π(n1,n2) to be the
random partition of S1 ∪ S2 induced by the current n1 + n2. We will show that for every
even partition P1 of S1 and every even partition P2 of S2, there exists ε > 0 such that

PS1,S2
Kn

[Π(n1,n2) = {S1 ∪ S2} | Π1(n1) = P1,Π2(n2) = P2] ≥ ε

for every n large enough. The desired result will then follow by taking the limit as n tends
to infinity.

Indeed, by the main result of [KPP24], there exist δ > 0 and c > 0 such that

PS1
Kn

[Π1(n1) = P1, |Cn1(i)| ≥ c
√
n ∀i ∈ S1] ≥ δ

and
PS2
Kn

[Π2(n2) = P2,
√
n/c ≥ |Cn2(i)| ≥ c

√
n ∀i ∈ S2] ≥ δ

for every n large enough, where Cni(x) denotes the connected component of x induced by
the current ni, and |Cni(x)| denotes its cardinality (number of vertices). Our aim is to
show that conditionally on the above events, there is positive probability that each cluster
Cn2(i) with i ∈ S2 intersects all clusters Cn1(j) with j ∈ S1. The desired result then
follows readily.

To this end, it suffices to show that for every i ∈ S2, conditionally on the clusters
Cn1(1), . . . , Cn1(2k1) and Cn2(2k1 +1), . . . , Cn2(i−1), the cluster Cn2(i) has positive prob-
ability to intersect all clusters Cn1(1), . . . , Cn1(2k1). Note that under this conditioning,
Cn2(i) \S2 is sampled uniformly at random from Kn without Cn2(2k1 + 1), . . . , Cn2(i− 1)
and S2. For ease of notation we prove the above only for i = 2k1 + 1, and the general case
follows similarly, up to changing the value of n.

Let P1 = {Q1, . . . , Qj} be an even partition of S1, and on the event {Π(n1) = P1}, write
Cn1(Ql) for the cluster of Ql in n1. Denote A = A(B1, . . . , Bj , r) the event {Cn1(Ql) =
Bl ∀l ∈ {1, 2, . . . , j}, |Cn2(2k1 + 1)| = r}, where the sets Bl are possible realisations
satisfying |Bl| ≥ c

√
n, and where

√
n/c ≥ r ≥ c

√
n. Note that under PS2

Kn
[ · | |Cn2(2k1 +

1)| = r], the vertices lying in Cn2(2k1 + 1) \ {2k1 + 1, . . . , 2k1 + 2k2} are distributed
uniformly at random among subsets of cardinality r− 2k2 chosen from a set of cardinality
n− 2k2. Furthermore, the probability that the set of these r − 2k2 points intersects each
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Bl is increasing as a function of r and the size of each Bl. Thus we may assume that
each Bl has size r0 := ⌊c

√
n⌋, and |Cn2(2k1 + 1)| = r0. By asking Cn2(2k1 + 1) to contain

exactly one point from each Bl we obtain the lower bound

PS1,S2
Kn

[2k1 + 1 n1+n2←→ Ql ∀l = 1, 2, . . . , j | A] ≥
(r0 − 2k1 − 2k2)j

(n−m−2k2
r0−j−2k2

)(n−2k2
r0−2k2

) ,

where m := j(r0 − 2k1 − 2k2). Here the term (r0 − 2k1 − 2k2)j is a lower bound for the
number of ways to choose exactly one vertex from each Bl, and

(n−m−2k2
r0−j−2k2

)
is a lower bound

for the number of ways to choose the remaining r0 − j − 2k2 vertices.
For every n large enough we have(n−m−2k2

r0−j−2k2

)( n−2k2
r0−j−2k2

) = (n−m− 2k2)!(n− r0 + j)!
(n− 2k2)!(n−m− r0 + j)! =

m−1∏
p=0

n− r0 + j − p
n− 2k2 − p

=
m−1∏
p=0

(
1− r0 − j − 2k2

n− 2k2 − p

)
≥
(

1− 2r0
n

)m
= (1 + o(1))e−2jc2

.

Moreover, for some constant c′ > 0 we have( n−2k2
r0−j−2k2

)(n−2k2
r0−2k2

) = (r0 − 2k2)!(n− r0)!
(r0 − j − 2k2)!(n− r0 + j)! = (1 + o(1)) r

j
0
nj
≥ c′

(r0 − 2k1 − 2k2)j .

This implies that

PS1,S2
Kn

[2k1 + 1 n1+n2←→ Ql, ∀l = 1, 2, . . . , j | A] ≥ (1 + o(1))c′e−2jc2
.

The desired result follows.

A.3 Large deviation for highly supercritical percolation

Here we prove Lemma 7.5 by adapting [DP96]. We start by introducing some notations
and recalling basic facts. Given a graph G = (V,E) and a subset S ⊂ V , we define the
inner and outer boundaries ∂in

GS := {x ∈ S : ∃ y ∈ V \ S, {x, y} ∈ E} and ∂out
G S := {y ∈

V \ S : ∃x ∈ S, {x, y} ∈ E}. We define the notion of ∗-connectivity in Zd, where every
pair of vertices x, y satisfying |x − y|∞ = 1 are connected by an edge. We will use the
fact, proved in [DP96, Lemma 2.1 (ii)], that for every connected set C ⊂ Λm and every
S ∈ S(Λm \ C), both ∂in

Λm
S and ∂out

Λm
S are ∗-connected.

Our main tool will be a local isoperimetric inequality for boxes of Zd, d ≥ 2, proved
in [DP96, Proposition 2.2]: for every ε > 0, there exists a constant c = c(ε) > 0 such that
for every m ≥ 1 and every connected set S ⊂ Λm satisfying |S| ≤ (1− ε)|Λm|, we have

ℓ∑
i=1
|∆iS|

d
d−1 ≥ c|S|, (A.4)

where ∆S can be either ∂in
Λm
S or ∂out

Λm
S and (∆iS)ℓi=1 are the ∗-connected components of

∆S.

Proof of Lemma 7.5. Fix m ≥ 1. Recall that C = C(Λm) denotes the set of open clusters.
We also denote by C∗ = C∗(Λm) to be the set of closed ∗-connected clusters.
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Assume that |C| < 3
4 |Λm| for every C ∈ C. For convenience, we extend C to C by

including each closed vertex as a singleton. For every C ∈ C, let ∆C = ∂out
Λm
C if C ∈ C,

and ∆C = {x} if C = {x} is a closed singleton. In particular, the ∗-connected components
(∆iC)ℓ(C)

i=1 of ∆C, C ∈ C, are all fully closed and, by our assumption, satisfy the local
isoperimetric inequality (A.4) with c = c(1/4). Since each vertex can only appear in at
most 2d + 1 many components ∆iC, one has (2d + 1)|C∗| ≥

∑
∆iC⊂C∗ |∆iC|. Taking both

sides to the power d/(d− 1) and using (A.4), we conclude that

|Λm| =
∑
C∈C

|C| ≤ 1
c

∑
C∈C

ℓ(C)∑
i=1
|∆iC|

d
d−1 ≤ 1

c′

∑
C∗∈C∗

|C∗|
d

d−1 ,

where c′ = c/(2d+ 1)
d

d−1 .
Let us now assume that there exists a component C ∈ C such that |C| ≥ 3

4 |Λm|, but
that

∑
S∈S(Λm\C)
|S|≥M

|S| > ε|Λm|. For each S ∈ S(Λm \ C), let ∆S := ∂in
Λm
S and notice that

∆S is closed, ∗-connected and satisfies the local isoperimetric inequality (A.4). Using
again that each vertex appears in at most 2d+ 1 many ∆S, we conclude that

ε|Λm| <
∑

S∈S(Λm\C)
|S|≥M

|S| ≤ 1
c

∑
S∈S(Λm\C)

|∆S|≥(cM)(d−1)/d

|∆S|
d

d−1 ≤ 1
c′

∑
C∗∈C∗

|C∗|≥(cM)(d−1)/d

|C∗|
d

d−1 .

Combining the two last paragraphs, we have

1− Psite
p0 [E ] ≤ Psite

p0

[ ∑
C∗∈C∗

|C∗|
d

d−1 ≥ c′|Λm|
]

+ Psite
p0

[ ∑
C∗∈C∗

|C∗|≥(cM)(d−1)/d

|C∗|
d

d−1 ≥ c′ε|Λm|
]
,

where E is the event in (7.11). Under a certain probability measure P, let (C̃∗x)x∈Λm be
independent random variables, each distributed as the closed ∗-connected cluster of x
under Psite

p0 . As proved in [DP96, Lemma 2.3], for every increasing function ρ : N → R+,
we have that

∑
C∗∈C(Λm) ρ(|C∗|) is stochastically dominated by

∑
x∈Λm

ρ(|C̃∗x|). Therefore,

1− Psite
p0 [E ] ≤ P

[ ∑
x∈Λm

|C̃∗x|
d

d−1 ≥ c′|Λm|
]

+ P
[ ∑
x∈Λm

|C̃∗x|
d

d−11{|C̃∗x| ≥ (cM)
d−1

d } ≥ c′ε|Λm|
]
.

(A.5)
It is standard (see e.g. [DP96, Equation (3.8)]) to prove that for p0 < 1 sufficiently close to
1, the tail P[|C̃∗x| ≥ k] of the random variable |C̃∗x| decays exponentially fast to 0 in k. We
can further choose p0 < 1 such that E[|C̃∗x|] ≤ c′/2, and then choose M = M(ε) ≥ 1 large
enough such that E[|C̃∗x|1{|C̃∗x| ≥ (cM)

d−1
d }] ≤ c′ε/2. It then follows from standard large

deviation estimates for i.i.d. random variables (see e.g. [Dur19]) that both probabilities in
the right hand side of (A.5) are decay exponentially in |Λm|

d−1
d ≍ md−1, as we wanted to

prove.

B The weak plus measure
In this section, we consider the question of how small can a boundary field hL be

so that ⟨·⟩ΛL,β,hL
−→
L→∞

⟨·⟩+β . We show that the convergence holds for boundary fields
satisfying hL ≤ pΛL

and Ld−1hL →∞, which was claimed in Remark 2.10. We first need
the following lemma.
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Lemma B.1. Let Λ ⊂ Zd be a finite set and let η ∈ R∂Λ such that |η| ≤ p = pΛ. There
exists a coupling (PΛ,β, φ

p, φη), φp ∼ ⟨·⟩Λ,β,p, φη ∼ ⟨·⟩Λ,β,η and a non-decreasing function
g : (0,∞)2 7→ (0,∞), such that PΛ,β-almost surely, |φp

x| ≥ |φηx| and

EΛ,β [sgn(φp
x)− sgn(φηx) | |φp|, |φη|] ≥ 0

for every x ∈ Λ.

Proof. Using Lemma 2.13 in [GPPS22] and Strassen’s theorem [Str65], we obtain a cou-
pling (PΛ,β, ψ

p, ψη), where ψp ∼ ⟨| · |⟩Λ,β,p and ψη ∼ ⟨| · |⟩Λ,β,η, such that PΛ,β-almost
surely,

ψp
x ≥ ψηx for every x ∈ Λ.

Enlarging our probability space, we can assume that in the same probability space, there is
a family I = {σp(a) ∼ ⟨·⟩Ising,0

Λ,β,p,a, σ
η(a) ∼ ⟨·⟩Ising,0

Λ,β,η,a | a ∈ (R+)Λ} of independent Ising models
that are also independent from ψp and ψη. Now let φp := ψp ·σp(ψp) and φη := ψη ·ση(ψη).
It follows that φp ∼ ⟨·⟩Λ,β,p, φη ∼ ⟨·⟩Λ,β,η, and |φp

x| ≥ |φηx| for every x ∈ Λ. Moreover, by
the Ginibre inequality for the Ising model,

EΛ,β [sgn(φp
x)− sgn(φηx) | |φp|, |φη|] = ⟨σx⟩Ising,0

Λ,β,p,ψp − ⟨σx⟩Ising,0
Λ,β,η,ψη ≥ 0.

We now prove the main result of this section.

Proposition B.2. Let β > βc. Let ηL ∈ (R+)∂ΛL be an external magnetic field such that
ηL ≤ pΛL

and Ld−1 infx∈∂Λ ηL(x)→∞ as L→∞. Then

lim
L→∞

⟨φ0⟩ΛL,β,ηL
= ⟨φ0⟩+β .

Proof. We claim that it suffices to show that

lim
L→∞

⟨sgn(φ0)⟩ΛL,β,ηL
= ⟨sgn(φ0)⟩+β . (B.1)

Indeed, assume that (B.1) holds and recall the monotone coupling (PΛ,β, φ
p, φηL). Let

Y = sgn(φp
0) − sgn(φη0). Using the defining properties of the monotone coupling, the

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the fact that 0 ≤ Y ≤ 2 we obtain that

⟨φ0⟩ΛL,β,pL
− ⟨φ0⟩ΛL,β,ηL

= EΛ,β[(|φp
0| − |φ

ηL
0 |)sgn(φp

0)] + EΛ,β[|φηL
0 |Y ]

≤ EΛ,β[|φp
0| − |φ

ηL
0 |] +

√
EΛ,β[(φηL

0 )2]EΛ,β[Y 2]

≤ EΛ,β[|φp
0| − |φ

ηL
0 |] +

√
2EΛ,β[(φηL

0 )2]EΛ,β[Y ].

Since ⟨|φ0|⟩Λ,β,ηL
≥ ⟨|φ0|⟩0Λ,β, and Ψ0 = Ψ1 by Proposition 4.13, it follows that EΛ,β[|φp

0|−
|φηL

0 |] tends to 0. Furthermore, EΛ,β[Y ] tends to 0 by our assumption. We can thus
conclude that

lim
L→∞

⟨φ0⟩ΛL,β,ηL
= ⟨φ0⟩+β ,

as desired.
We now proceed with the proof of (B.1). By the Edwards-Sokal coupling and Propo-

sition 4.13, it suffices to prove that

lim
L→∞

Ψ0
ΛL,β,ηL

[0←→ g] = Ψ0
β[0←→∞]. (B.2)
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We will prove this by using a renormalisation argument. To this end, recall Theorem 1.3.
Let ε > 0 and consider some p ∈ (0, 1) and k ≥ 1 to be chosen in terms of ε. Let
L ≥ 1 be much larger than k, and consider boxes of the form Λk(kx) for x ∈ Λm, where
m = ⌊L−10k

k ⌋. We define a site percolation configuration η on Λm by letting ηx = 1 if
U(k, kx) happens. As in the proof of Proposition 6.3, for some L large enough, which we
now fix, η dominates a supercritical Bernoulli site percolation PΛm,s.

Let Pm denote the projection of Λm/2 to ∂Λm. Let also E denote the event that at
least cm vertices x ∈ ∂Pm are connected to Λm. For x ∈ ∂Λm, let Cx denote the connected
component of x in Am consisting of open vertices, and define C =

⋃
x∈∂Λm

Cx. For x ∈ Pm,
let Kx denote the column that contains x and intersects Λm/2. Note that when there is no
path of open vertices connecting a vertex x ∈ Pm to Λm/2, there exists a vertex y ∈ ∂extC
that lies in Kx. Indeed, let z be the last vertex of Kx that lies in Cx, and let y be the
vertex in Kx after z. Then y lies in ∂extC, as claimed. Since there are at most 2d vertices
x that can give rise to the same vertex y, we can deduce that

PAm,s[Ec] ≤ PAm,s

[
|∂extC| ≥ cm/2d

]
.

To bound the latter probability, let ∆C = ∂extC∪∂extΛm. Note that ∆C is ∗-connected,
since each ∂extCx is ∗-connected. Since the number of ∗-connected subgraphs of Zd with k
vertices that contain 0 is at most eCk for some constant C > 0, we can use a union bound
to obtain that

PΛm,s

[
|∂extC| ≥ cm

2d

]
≤
∑
i≥ cm

2d

exp
(
C|∂extΛm|+ Ci

)
(1− s)i.

By choosing s to be close enough to 1, we can ensure that the latter is at most ε, which
implies that

lim
L→∞

Ψ0
ΛL,β,ηL

[η ∈ Ec] ≤ ε.

Now note that when the events E and {0←→ ∂Λm} happen under η, and additionally,
{0 ←→ ∂Lk} and U(L) happen under ω, then the event B = {0 ←→ ∂ΛL−10k, |C0 ∩
∂ΛL−10k| ≥ cLd−1} happens under ω. By further increasing the value of s, we can assume
that PΛm,s[0←→ ∂Λm] ≥ 1− ε. Choosing L to be large enough so that Ψ0

ΛL,β,ηL
[U(L)] ≥

1− ε and Ψ0
ΛL,β,ηL

[0←→ ∂Λk] ≥ Ψ0
β[0←→ ∂Λk]− ε, we obtain that

Ψ0
ΛL,β,ηL

[B] ≥ Ψ0
β[0←→ ∂Λk]− 4ε ≥ Ψ0

β[0←→∞]− 4ε.

It remains to show that conditionally on B, 0 is connected to g with high probability.
Indeed, if some x ∈ ΛL−10k is connected to 0, when we fully open E(Λ10L(x)) and we also
open an edge of the form ug for some u ∈ Λ10L(x), 0 is connected to g. Now note that

Ψ0
Λ10k(x),β,ηL

[ω|E(Λ10k(x))∪{ug} = 1] ≥ Ψ0
Λ10k(x),β[ω|E(Λ10k(x)) = 1]Ψ0

{u},β,ηL
[ωug = 1] ≥ rηL

for some r > 0 by the FKG inequality and monotonicity in the volume. It follows that
the family of events {ω|E(Λ10k(x))∪{ug} = 1} for x ∈ C0 ∩ ∂ΛL−10k at distance at least 20k
apart from each other stochastically dominate a sequence of Bernoulli random variables
of parameter rηL > 0. Hence conditionally on B,

⋃
x∈C0∩∂ΛL−10k

{ω|E(Λ10k(x))∪{ug} = 1}
happens with high probability, where here used that Ld−1ηL →∞. Thus for every L large
enough we have

Ψ0
ΛL,β,ηL

[0←→ g | B] ≥ 1− ε.
It follows that

lim inf
L→∞

Ψ0
ΛL,β,ηL

[B] ≥ (1− ε)(Ψ0
β[0←→∞]− 4ε).

Since ε is arbitrary, we can conclude that (B.2) holds, as desired.
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