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Abstract

Dedekind’s problem, dating back to 1897, asks for the total number ψ(n) of antichains contained in
the Boolean lattice Bn on n elements. We study Dedekind’s problem using a recently developed method
based on the cluster expansion from statistical physics and as a result, obtain several new results on
the number and typical structure of antichains in Bn. We obtain detailed estimates for both ψ(n) and
the number of antichains of size β

(
n

⌊n/2⌋

)
for any fixed β > 0. We also establish a sparse version of

Sperner’s theorem: we determine the sharp threshold and scaling window for the property that almost
every antichain of size m is contained in a middle layer of Bn.

1 Introduction

An antichain of a poset P = (X,≤) is a subset of X in which any two elements are incomparable in the
partial order ≤. Dedekind’s problem [18], dating back to 1897, asks for the total number ψ(n) of antichains
contained in the n-dimensional Boolean lattice Bn = (2[n],⊆) where [n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}. Equivalently, ψ(n)
is the number of elements of the free distributive lattice on n generators, or the number of monotone Boolean
functions f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}. The exact value of ψ(n) is known only for n ≤ 9: the case n = 9 recently came
within reach of modern computing power [30,72] more than 30 years after the determination of ψ(8) [73].

Over the past several decades, a large amount of research has gone into establishing bounds for ψ(n)
for large n. Dedekind’s problem is closely related to the classical extremal problem of finding the largest
antichain in Bn. Sperner’s theorem from 1928 [70], a cornerstone of extremal combinatorics, solves this
problem: the largest antichain in Bn has size

(
n

⌊n/2⌋
)
. Moreover, the only antichains to achieve this bound

are the middle layer(s) of Bn: the families consisting of all sets of size ⌊n/2⌋ and of all sets of size ⌈n/2⌉,
respectively. Taking all subsets of such an antichain gives the simple lower bound log2 ψ(n) ≥

(
n

⌊n/2⌋
)
.

Kleitman [41] – following bounds of Gilbert [26], Korobkov [45] and Hansel [28] – was the first to estimate
the logarithm of ψ(n) up to a (1 + o(1)) factor, showing that log2 ψ(n) =

(
1 +O

(
logn√

n

)) (
n

⌊n/2⌋
)
. The

error term was subsequently improved to O
(

logn
n

)
by Kleitman and Markowsky [42]. A few years later

Korshunov [46] determined ψ(n) itself up to a (1 + o(1)) factor, thereby ‘asymptotically solving’ Dedekind’s
problem. A shorter proof was later given by Sapozhenko [66]. Henceforth, we let N =

(
n

⌊n/2⌋
)
.
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Theorem 1.1 (Korshunov [46], Sapozhenko [66]). As n→ ∞, for n even we have

ψ(n) = (1 + o(1))2N exp

[(
n

n/2 + 1

)(
2−n/2 +

n2 − 2n− 16

32
· 2−n

)]
,

while for n odd

ψ(n) = (2 + o(1))2N×

exp

[(
n

(n+ 1)/2

)(
2−(n+1)/2 +

3n2 − 19

32
· 2−(n+1)

)
+

(
n

(n+ 3)/2

)(
1

2
· 2−(n+1)/2 +

n+ 5

8
· 2−(n+1)

)]
.

Dedekind’s problem remains a testbed for modern tools and techniques in combinatorics. Kahn [39]
showed that the Kleitman-Markowsky bound [42] can be established using entropy techniques and Balogh,
Treglown and Wagner [9] gave a short proof of the same bound with the container method (see also Pip-
penger [61] for a short proof of a slightly weaker bound using entropy). Recently, the generalization of
Dedekind’s problem to the hypergrid [t]n for t ≥ 2 has also attracted significant interest – see e.g. [21, 58].

In this paper we approach Dedekind’s problem using a recently developed method based on tools from
statistical physics (see Section 1.1). We obtain several new results on the number and typical structure of
antichains in Bn, including:

1. improved asymptotics for Dedekind’s problem (Theorem 1.4);

2. precise asymptotics for the number of antichains of size βN for any fixed β > 0 (Theorem 1.3);

3. a ‘sparse version’ of Sperner’s theorem: we determine the sharp threshold and scaling window for the
property that a typical antichain of size m is contained in a middle layer of Bn (Theorem 1.2).

We now discuss each of these results in more detail, starting with our sparse analogue of Sperner’s
theorem.

Theorem 1.2. Let m ∈ [N ] such that

m

N
=

3

4
− ln(n)

4n
+
h(n)

n
.

The proportion of antichains in Bn of size m that are contained in a middle layer tends to
1, if h(n) → ∞;

0, if h(n) → −∞;

exp
{

−e−2c
√
2π

(
3 · 1{n even} +

15
4 · 1{n odd}

)}
, if h(n) → c, c ∈ R.

Proving sparse analogues of classical extremal theorems has been a recent and fruitful trend in combina-
torics. This line of research has led to several breakthroughs and the development of powerful and general
combinatorial techniques such as the ‘transference principle’ of Conlon and Gowers [17] and Schacht [68],
and the ‘hypergraph container method’ of Balogh, Morris and Samotij [6] and Saxton and Thomason [67].

Theorem 1.2 is similar in spirit to the sparse analogue of Mantel’s Theorem due to Osthus, Prömel, and
Taraz [57] which determines the sharp threshold in m for the property that almost every triangle-free graph
on n vertices and m edges is bipartite. More generally, given an extremal problem that seeks to maximize
some parameter f(G) over all G in some family of combinatorial objects C, one can ask: what is the threshold
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in m for the property that almost all G ∈ C with f(G) = m have a similar structure to the solutions of the
extremal problem? See e.g. [1, 2, 7, 20,37,54,54,55] for further examples of the study of such questions.

Another way in which an extremal problem can be ‘sparsified’ is to solve the extremal problem relative to
some sparse random set. The literature on such problems is vast and so we give an example most relevant to
our setting and refer the reader to the excellent survey [16] for more. Consider the following sparse analogue
of the Boolean lattice Bn: for p ∈ [0, 1], let Bn,p denote the sublattice of Bn obtained by choosing each
element of Bn independently with probability p. One can then ask for the typical structure of the largest
antichain in Bn,p. This has been studied by several authors [5,8,15,27,44,56,63]. Most recently, Balogh and
Krueger [5] showed that there is a sharp threshold at p = 3/4 for the property that the largest antichain in
Bn,p is contained in a middle layer. Theorem 1.2 is a natural ‘dual’ version of this result.

Theorem 1.2 will in fact come as a corollary to a detailed understanding of the number of and structure of
antichains of a fixed size in Bn. Let ψ(n,m) denote the number of antichains in Bn of size m. We note that
ψ(n,m) has another natural combinatorial interpretation: it is the number of monotone Boolean functions
f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} with m conjunctions in its minimal DNF representation (see e.g. [48]). Theorem 1.2
shows that if m/N > 3/4+ ϵ for some ϵ > 0, then ψ(n,m) = (1+ o(1))

(
N
m

)
, and that this is no longer true if

m/N < 3/4− ϵ. Our next theorem provides an asymptotic formula for ψ(n,m) whenever m/N is bounded
away from 0.

Theorem 1.3. There exist sequences of rational functions R0
j (n, β) and R1

j (n, β), j ∈ N, such that the
following holds. If β := m/N is bounded away from 0 then, taking t = ⌈log 1

1−β
(4)⌉, we have

ψ(n,m) = (1 + o(1))

(
N

m

)
exp

N t−1∑
j=1

R0
j (n, β) · (1− β)

jn
2


as n→ ∞ and n is even, and

ψ(n,m) = (2 + o(1))

(
N

m

)
exp

N t−1∑
j=1

R1
j (n, β) · (1− β)

j n+1
2


as n→ ∞ and n is odd. Moreover, the coefficients of R0

j and R1
j can be computed in time eO(j log j).

If β = 1 then we understand log 1
1−β

(4) to equal 0 (Theorem 1.3 is of course trivial in this case) and when
t ∈ {0, 1} we understand the sums in Theorem 1.3 to equal zero. We highlight that for fixed j, R0

j and R1
j

can be computed in finite time. For example, one can readily compute (see Remarks 6.2 and 7.12 below)

R0
1(n, β) =

2βn

n+ 2

and
R1

1(n, β) =
β

1− β
+
n− 1

n+ 3
β .

Theorem 1.3 significantly generalises a result of Korshunov and Shmulevich [48] who obtained asymptotics
for ψ(n,m) for certain sequences m = m(n) satisfying m/N → 1/2. Asymptotics for logψ(n,m) were
obtained by Balogh, Mycroft and Treglown [8] in certain regimes where m = o(N): they showed that if
t ∈ N and m = o(N/nt−1) and m = ω(N/nt) then logψ(n,m) = (1 + o(1))

(
N
m

)
. Understanding the typical

structure of antichains of size m in these regimes remains an interesting open problem – see the discussion
in Section 9.

Finally, let us return to Dedekind’s problem itself. Our next result determines ψ(n) up to a multiplicative
factor of

(
1 + 2−(tn/2)

)
for any fixed t ≥ 1.
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Theorem 1.4. There exist sequences of polynomials P 0
j (n), P

1
j (n) and P 2

j (n), j ∈ N, such that for any fixed
t ≥ 1, as n→ ∞, for n even

ψ(n) =
(
1 + o

(
2−tn/2nO(t)

))
2N exp

( n

n/2 + 1

) t+1∑
j=1

P 0
j (n) · 2−jn/2

 ,
while for odd n

ψ(n) =
(
2 + o

(
2−tn/2nO(t)

))
2N exp

t+1∑
j=1

((
n

(n+ 1)/2

)
P 1
j (n) +

(
n

(n+ 3)/2

)
P 2
j (n)

)
· 2−j(n+1)/2

 .
Moreover, the coefficients of P 0

j , P
1
j and P 2

j can be computed in time eO(j log j), and each P 0
j , P

1
j , P

2
j has

degree at most 2j.

For j ∈ {1, 2}, P 0
j , P

1
j and P 2

j can be read directly from Theorem 1.1. The algorithms we give to compute
P 0
j , P

1
j , P

2
j and also R0

j , R
1
j from Theorem 1.3 are feasible to implement, and in the Appendix we present a

few more values of the Pj ’s and Rj ’s obtained using computer code written by Mauricio Collares.

We also make progress towards a ‘dual version’ of [5, Conjecture 3]. We call
(
[n]
k

)
the kth layer of Bn.

We say that
(

[n]
k−1

)
,
(
[n]
k

)
,
(

[n]
k+1

)
are three central layers if k = ⌊n/2⌋ or k = ⌈n/2⌉.

Theorem 1.5. There exists an absolute constant C such that, for C log2 n√
n

< β ≤ 1, almost all antichains of
size ⌊βN⌋ in Bn are contained in three central layers.

We conjecture that the range of β in the above result can be improved to β = Ω̃(1/n) (see Conjecture 9.1
and the surrounding discussion).

1.1 Methods and related work

Here we give an overview of the proofs of the results from the previous section. The intuition for our approach
comes from statistical physics. We build on tools from [32,33, 35–37,66], and develop some new tools along
the way.

Let A = An denote the set of all antichains in Bn. Our starting point is to write a partition function for
antichains:

Z(λ) =
∑
A∈A

λ|A|

along with the corresponding (Gibbs) measure µλ on A given by

µλ(A) =
λ|A|

Z(λ)
.

We note in particular, that Z(1) is equal to ψ(n), the total number of antichains in Bn and µ1 is the uniform
distribution on antichains. For us, the combinatorial relevance of studying Z(λ) and µλ at general λ > 0

comes from the following identity: for m ∈ N,

µλ(|A| = m) =
λmψ(n,m)

Z(λ)
. (1.1)
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If λ is chosen carefully so that the expected size of an antichain sampled from µλ is close to m, then we
can hope to estimate µλ(|A| = m) via a local limit theorem. By the identity (1.1), estimating ψ(n,m) then
reduces to the problem of estimating the partition function Z(λ).

Classical statistical physics is largely concerned with understanding partition functions like Z(λ) and
their associated Gibbs measures. From this perspective, a central motivating question is the following: how
does the typical structure of a sample from µλ change with λ? As λ increases, the measure µλ becomes
more biased toward larger antichains, and so we might expect samples to increasingly ‘correlate’ with a
maximum antichain (a middle layer). Many powerful methods have been developed to rigorously study
such ‘emergence of structure’ or ‘phase transition’ phenomena. The tool most relevant to us is the cluster
expansion [13,49,60,64] (see Section 2). Recently, the cluster expansion and related tools have been applied
outside the context of classical statistical physics, to algorithmic and combinatorial problems of enumeration
and sampling [3, 10, 11, 29, 32, 33, 35–38, 52, 59, 62]. Particularly relevant to our current context are the
papers of the first author and Perkins [35], and the first author, Perkins and Potukuchi [36]: here the
cluster expansion is applied to study in detail the number and typical structure of independent sets in the
d-dimensional hypercube Qd.

In our context, we use the cluster expansion to understand the measure µλ as a perturbation of the
‘ground state’ measure which selects a middle layer uniformly at random and then takes a λ/(1+λ)-random
subset of that layer. This allows for a very precise understanding of the measure µλ and its associated
partition function Z(λ). In particular, this heuristic shows that for a given value of λ, the expected size of
an antichain chosen from µλ should be close to λ

1+λN . Returning to (1.1), we see that in order to estimate
ψ(n,m), where m = βN , we should expect the suitable choice of λ to be close to β

1−β .

It is natural to rephrase the problem of counting antichains in terms of counting independent sets in a
graph. Abusing notation slightly, we let Bn denote the graph whose vertex set is 2[n], where u is adjacent
to v if and only if u ⊂ v or v ⊂ u. An antichain in Bn is then simply an independent set in this graph.

The container method has proven to be an essential tool in the study of independent sets in graphs
and hypergraphs. In the graph setting, its roots can be traced back to work of Kleitman and Winston [43]
and Sapozhenko [65]. These tools were generalized to the context of hypergraphs and developed into a
powerful method in the seminal works of Balogh, Morris and Samotij [6] and Saxton and Thomason [67].
The container method has also proven to be an essential tool in applications of the cluster expansion to
problems in combinatorics [3, 32, 33, 35–37, 52]. Very broadly speaking, the container method allows one to
efficiently bound the probability of seeing large deviations from a ground state. This in turn allows one to
prove the convergence of cluster expansions of partition functions which encode these perturbations.

In this paper we build on Sapozhenko’s approach to Dedekind’s problem [66], another early application of
the (graph) container method. Following a recent development of the authors [34], we prove a new container
result (Theorem 3.6) for antichains in consecutive layers of the Boolean lattice. This container result will be
precisely what we need to analyze antichains in detail via cluster expansion.

1.2 Proof overview and structure of the remainder of the paper

For k ∈ [n], let Lk denote the kth layer
(
[n]
k

)
of Bn. For S ⊆ [n] we let LS =

⋃
s∈S Ls. Let Cn :=

L[⌊n/2⌋−1,⌈n/2⌉+1], the union of the 3 or 4 (depending on the parity of n) most central layers of Bn. Our
first step is to show that most of the contribution to Z(λ) comes from antichains contained in Cn. Given
U ⊆ Bn, let

Z(U, λ) =
∑

A∈A, A⊆U

λ|A| ,
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along with the corresponding Gibbs measure

µU,λ(A) =
λ|A|

Z(U, λ)
. (1.2)

In particular, Z(λ) = Z(Bn, λ) and µλ = µBn,λ.

Theorem 1.6. There exists C > 0 so that if λ ≥ C log2 n/
√
n, then

Z(λ) =

(
1 + o

(
1√
N

))
Z(Cn, λ) .

In the special case where λ = 1, Theorem 1.6 was established by Sapozhenko [66] (with a weaker error
term1). Sapozhenko’s approach was to show that the total number of antichains contained in three consecu-
tive layers Lk−2, Lk−1, Lk (k ≤ ⌊n/2⌋) of Bn is asymptotically equal to the number of antichains in the larger
of the two layers. A careful iteration of this argument then yields the desired result. We follow the same
broad strategy; however, significant complications arise when dealing with the case λ < 1. In particular,
bounding the total weight of antichains containing an element from the smallest of the three layers becomes
considerably more challenging. To deal with this, we prove a new container lemma for antichains contained
in three consecutive layers of Bn (Theorem 3.6 below). We believe that Theorem 1.6 holds all the way down
to λ = Ω̃(1/n), but to prove this one would need a sharper container lemma.

The explicit error term 1+ o(1/
√
N) above is necessary when applying our results to study antichains of

a given size - see Lemma 2.3 later. We note that a closer analysis of our proof of Theorem 1.6 shows that
we may easily replace this error term with the sharper 1+ e−O(n logn). In the case where λ = 1 we can prove
something sharper still.

Theorem 1.7. As n→ ∞, we have

ψ(n) =
(
1 + e−Ω(n2)

)
Z(Cn, 1).

We remark that this estimate is tight in the following sense: by counting antichains that contain a fixed
element v ∈ L⌈n/2⌉+2 (so in particular v /∈ Cn), one can show that ψ(n) =

(
1 + e−O(n2)

)
Z(Cn, 1).

We establish some preliminaries in Section 2. We prove Theorems 1.6 and 1.7 in Section 3. With these
theorems in hand, our next task is to estimate Z(Cn, λ) by appealing to the cluster expansion. This is the
main goal of Section 4. Following the approach used by the first author, Perkins and Potukuchi [36] for
independent sets in the hypercube, we give asymptotics for the number of antichains of a given size in Cn in
Section 5, and use Theorem 1.6 to deduce information about antichains of a given size in Bn. We finalize the
proofs of Theorem 1.2-1.5 in Section 6 (for n even) and Section 7 (for n odd). In Section 8 we prove our main
container result that underpins our proof of the convergence of the cluster expansion. Finally, we conclude
with some remarks and open problems in Section 9. In the appendix we provide a few more values of the
functions P r

j and Rr
j . These values were obtained by computer calculation, using code written by Mauricio

Collares. At the end of the paper, we provide an index for the various polymer models (cf. Section 2.1) and
measures used in the proofs for ease of reference.

1.3 A note on asymptotic notation

All asymptotic notation is to be understood with respect to the limit n → ∞. All implicit constants in
the asymptotic notation O,Ω etc. will be absolute constants unless specified otherwise. For two functions

1A closer look at the proof shows that it gives Z(1) = (1 + e−Ω(log2 n))Z(Cn, 1).
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f, g : N → R we write f(n) ∼ g(n) to denote that limn→∞ f(n)/g(n) = 1, and f(n) ≪ g(n) to denote that
limn→∞ f(n)/g(n) = 0. We write f(n) = Õ(g(n)) if there exists C > 0 such that |f(n)| ≤ (log n)C |g(n)| for n
sufficiently large. We use Ω̃ analogously. We write that f(n) = O(g(n)) for n even (odd) if f(2k) = O(g(2k))

(f(2k+ 1) = O(g(2k+ 1))) as k → ∞ respectively. We extend this convention to other asymptotic notation
analogously.

For two functions f, g : N → R we understand f(n) ≤ g(n) to mean that the inequality holds for n
sufficiently large.

We say a sequence of events An holds ‘with high probability’ (abbreviated ‘whp’) if P(An) = 1− o(1).

2 Preliminaries

We let N := {1, 2, . . .} and N0 := N∪{0}. Recall that we let Bn denote the Boolean lattice on the ground set
[n]. Abusing notation slightly, we also let Bn denote the graph with vertex set 2[n] where two sets are joined
by an edge if and only if one is strictly contained in the other (the comparability graph of the poset Bn).
Similarly if U ⊆ Bn, we identify U with the subgraph of this comparability graph induced by the elements
of U . We note that an antichain A ⊆ Bn is precisely an independent set in the comparability graph. For
U ⊆ Bn, the measure µU,λ introduced at (1.2) can therefore be viewed as the hard-core measure at activity
λ on independent sets in the graph U .

Throughout this paper, we will use lowercase letters to denote vertices of Bn, uppercase letters to denote
sets of vertices, and cursive letters to denote collections of sets.

Given a graph G and a vertex v ∈ G we write d(v) for the degree of v and N(v) for the neighbourhood of
v. Given U ⊆ V (G), we write G[U ] for the induced subgraph of G on vertex set U and NU (v) for N(v)∩U .
We define the square graph G2 to have the same vertex set as G and setting u and v to be adjacent in G2 if
and only if the distance between u and v in G is at most 2. We call U ⊆ V (G) 2-linked if G2[U ] is connected.

The following useful result is standard in the literature - see e.g. [25, Lemma 2.1].

Lemma 2.1. Given a graph G of maximum degree ∆, the number of 2-linked subsets of G of size t that
contain a given vertex v is at most (e∆2)t−1.

Throughout the paper, we write log for log2 and ln for loge. We employ a common abuse of notation by
often omitting floor and ceiling symbols for notational convenience.

2.1 Polymer models and cluster expansion

We will also require the notion of polymer model and cluster expansion from statistical physics which we
introduce now.

Let P be a finite set, called the set of polymers. Let w : P → C a weight function and ∼ a symmetric
and antireflexive relation on P which we refer to as the compatibility relation. We also say two polymers γ1
and γ2 are incompatible if γ1 ≁ γ2. We refer to the triple (P,∼, w) as a polymer model.

Let Ω = Ω(P,∼) be the collection of all sets consisting of pairwise compatible polymers, including the
empty set of polymers. We define the partition function Ξ = Ξ(P,∼, w) as

Ξ =
∑
Λ∈Ω

∏
γ∈Λ

w(γ), (2.1)

7



where by convention, we take the contribution from the empty set to be 1.

Let Γ = (γ1, . . . , γk) be an (ordered) tuple of polymers. The incompatibility graph of Γ is the graph GΓ

on vertex set [k] where i is adjacent to j if and only if γi ≁ γj . We call Γ a cluster if GΓ is connected. We
define the size of Γ to be ∥Γ∥ :=

∑k
i=1 |γi|. We define the weight of a cluster Γ to be

w(Γ) = ϕ(GΓ)
∏
γ∈Γ

w(γ), (2.2)

where ϕ is the Ursell function of a graph G = (V,E), defined as

ϕ(G) :=
1

|V |!
∑
A⊆E:

(V,A) connected

(−1)|A|.

Let C = C(P,∼) be the set of all clusters. Then the cluster expansion of ln Ξ is the formal power series

ln Ξ =
∑
Γ∈C

w(Γ). (2.3)

This turns out to be the multivariate Taylor series of ln Ξ - see [19,69]. A powerful tool that gives a sufficient
condition for the convergence of the cluster expansion, as well as tail bounds, is the following:

Theorem 2.2 (Kotecký and Preiss [49]). Let f, g : P → [0,∞) be two functions. If for all γ ∈ P we have

∑
γ′≁γ

|w(γ′)|ef(γ
′)+g(γ′) ≤ f(γ), (2.4)

then the cluster expansion (2.3) converges absolutely.

Moreover, setting g(Γ) :=
∑

γ∈Γ g(γ) and writing Γ ≁ γ if there exists some γ′ ∈ Γ such that γ′ ≁ γ, we
then have that, for all polymers γ, ∑

Γ∈C
Γ≁γ

|w(Γ)|eg(Γ) ≤ f(γ). (2.5)

2.2 Antichains of a given size

We will make repeated use of the following general lemma which will be useful for dealing with antichains
of a given size.

Lemma 2.3 (cf. [36, Lemma 15]). Let λ = λ(n) > 0. Let F1 and F2 be families of independent sets in a
graph G = Gn with F1 ⊆ F2. For i ∈ {1, 2}, let Zi =

∑
A∈Fi

λ|A|, and let µi be the probability measure given
by

µi(A) =

{
λ|A|/Zi if A ∈ Fi,

0 otherwise.

If Z2 = (1 + f(n))Z1 where f(n) = o(1), then

∥µ1 − µ2∥TV ≤ f(n) . (2.6)

Moreover, with im(Fi) the number of independent sets of size m contained in Fi, if λ and m are such that

im(F1)λ
m/Z1 ≫ f(n), (2.7)

then
im(F2) = (1 + o(1))im(F1) .
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Proof. Recall that
∥µ1 − µ2∥TV =

∑
A⊆V (G), µ1(A)>µ2(A)

µ1(A)− µ2(A) .

We may assume that F1 ⊊ F2, in which case µ1(A) > µ2(A) if and only if A ∈ F1. We therefore have

∥µ1 − µ2∥TV =
∑
A∈F1

λ|A|

Z1
− λ|A|

Z2
=

f(n)

1 + f(n)
×
∑
A∈F1

λ|A|

Z1
≤ f(n) .

For the second part, let Ii be the collection of independent sets of size m contained in Fi. Note that
µ1(I2) = µ1(I1) (since µ1(A) = 0 if A /∈ F1), therefore,

|µ1(I1)− µ2(I2)| = |µ1(I2)− µ2(I2)| ≤ ∥µ1 − µ2∥TV

(2.6)
≤ f(n) . (2.8)

On the other hand,

|µ1(I1)− µ2(I2)| =
∣∣∣∣ im(F1)λ

m

Z1
− im(F2)λ

m

Z2

∣∣∣∣ = λm

Z1
|im(F1)− (1 + o(1))im(F2)| .

The result now follows from (2.7) and (2.8).

2.3 Isoperimetry

Recall that for i ∈ [n] we let Li denote the ith layer
(
[n]
i

)
of Bn. For i ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1} and v ∈ Li, we write

N+(v) for the set of neighbours of v in Bn that belong to the layer Li+1. We extend this notation to N+(S)

for a set S ⊆ Bn by setting N+(S) := ∪v∈SN
+(v). For i ∈ {1, . . . n} and v ∈ Li we similarly define N−(v)

to be the set of neighbours of v in Bn that lie in Li−1, and we extend this notation to N−(S) in the obvious
way.

We will make frequent use of the following result that is an easy consequence of the classical Kruskal-
Katona theorem [40,51].

Proposition 2.4. If i ≤ ⌈n/2⌉ and S ⊆ Li−1, then:

1. if |S| ≤ n/10, then |N+(S)| ≥ n|S|/2− |S|2;

2. if |S| ≤ n4, then |N+(S)| ≥ n|S|/50;

3. furthermore, if i ≤ ⌊n/2⌋, then |N+(S)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|S|; and

4. if i = ⌈n/2⌉ and |S| ≤ |L⌊n/2⌋|/2, then |N+(S)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|S|.

3 Reducing to central layers

In this section we prove Theorem 1.6, showing that the dominant contribution to the partition function Z(λ)
comes from antichains contained in the central layers Cn ⊆ Bn.

We prove Theorem 1.6 by iterating an argument which says that the weighted number of antichains in
three consecutive layers L[k−2,k], k ≤ ⌊n/2⌋, of Bn is very close to the weighted number in L[k−1,k], the
larger two of the three layers. Given X,Y ⊆ Bn, let Y X = {v ∈ Y | v ̸⊂ w ∀w ∈ X}.
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Lemma 3.1. There exists C > 0 such that if λ ≥ C log2 n/
√
n then the following holds. For any 2 ≤ k ≤

⌊n/2⌋ and X ⊆ L[k+1,n], we have

Z(LX
[k−2,k], λ) =

(
1 + o

(
1

n
√
N

))
Z(LX

[k−1,k], λ) . (3.1)

We need the factor of n in the denominator of the error term since we will iterate this lemma approximately
n times. Before turning to the proof of Lemma 3.1, we show how it implies Theorem 1.6. This step also
illuminates the need for the set X in the statement of Lemma 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 1.6 assuming Lemma 3.1. Let 1 ≤ k ≤ ⌊n/2⌋ − 1. Partitioning antichains according to
their intersection with L[k+2,n] we see that

Z(L[k−1,n], λ) =
∑

X⊆L[k+2,n]

X∈A

λ|X| · Z(LX
[k−1,k+1], λ)

(3.1)
=

(
1 + o

(
1

n
√
N

)) ∑
X⊆L[k+2,n]

X∈A

λ|X| · Z(LX
[k,k+1], λ)

=

(
1 + o

(
1

n
√
N

))
Z(L[k,n], λ) .

Iterating the above we conclude that

Z(λ) =

(
1 + o

(
1

n
√
N

))⌊n/2⌋−1

Z(L[⌊n/2⌋−1,n], λ) .

Observe that by symmetry Z(L[⌊n/2⌋−1,n], λ) = Z(L[0,⌈n/2⌉+1], λ), and again for any 1 ≤ k ≤ ⌊n/2⌋ − 1,

Z(L[k−1,⌈n/2⌉+1], λ) =
∑

X⊆L[k+2,⌈n/2⌉+1]

X∈A

λ|X| · Z(LX
[k−1,k+1], λ)

(3.1)
=

(
1 + o

(
1

n
√
N

)) ∑
X⊆L[k+2,⌈n/2⌉+1]

X∈A

λ|X| · Z(LX
[k,k+1], λ)

=

(
1 + o

(
1

n
√
N

))
Z(L[k,⌈n/2⌉+1], λ).

Therefore,

Z(λ) =

(
1 + o

(
1

n
√
N

))⌊n/2⌋−1

Z(L[0,⌈n/2⌉+1], λ) ≤
(
1 + o

(
1

n
√
N

))n

Z(L[⌊n/2⌋−1,⌈n/2⌉+1], λ)

=

(
1 + o

(
1√
N

))
Z(Cn, λ) .

In order to prove Lemma 3.1, we shall make use of an ‘embedding trick’ that appears in the work of
Hamm and Kahn [27] and later in the work of Balogh and Krueger [5]. This trick allows us to reduce the
proof of Lemma 3.1 to the special case k = ⌊n/2⌋ below:

Lemma 3.2. There exists C > 0 such that if λ ≥ C log2 n/
√
n then the following holds. For any X ⊆

L[⌊n/2⌋+1,n], we have

Z(LX
[⌊n/2⌋−2,⌊n/2⌋], λ) =

(
1 + o

(
1

n
√
N

))
Z(LX

[⌊n/2⌋−1,⌊n/2⌋], λ) .
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Proof of Lemma 3.1 assuming Lemma 3.2. For k = ⌊n/2⌋, this is precisely Lemma 3.2. Fix k < ⌊n/2⌋ and
X ⊆ L[k+1,n]. Given w ∈ Bn, let w+ = w ∪ [n + 1, 2n − 2k] considered as an element of the larger lattice
B2n−2k. Given S ⊆ Bn, let S+ = {w+ : w ∈ S} ⊆ B2n−2k. For i ∈ [2n − 2k], write Li :=

(
[2n−2k]

i

)
, the ith

layer in B2n−2k, and for S ⊆ [2n− 2k] let LS = ∪i∈SLi. Let X ′ = X+ ∪
2n−2k⋃
j=n+1

([2n− 2k]\{j}). Observe that

if v ∈ L
X′

[n−k−1,n−k] then [n + 1, 2n − 2k] ⊆ v and v = w+ for some w ∈ LX
[k−1,k]. Moreover, A ⊆ LX

[k−1,k]

satisfies |A+| = |A| and A is an antichain if and only if A+ ⊆ L
X′

[n−k−1,n−k] is an antichain. It follows

that Z
(
L
X′

[n−k−1,n−k], λ
)
= Z

(
LX
[k−1,k], λ

)
. Similarly Z

(
L
X′

[n−k−2,n−k], λ
)
= Z

(
LX
[k−2,k], λ

)
. Finally, by

Lemma 3.2, Z
(
L
X′

[n−k−2,n−k], λ
)
=
(
1 + o

(
1

n
√
N

))
Z
(
L
X′

[n−k−1,n−k], λ
)
.

We will in fact prove a result a little more general than Lemma 3.2. We state the result first and then
explain the motivation for it. We first need a little notation.

First let r ∈ {⌊n/2⌋, ⌈n/2⌉} and let Ar denote the set of all antichains S ⊆ Bn such that each 2-linked
component A, where the 2-linkedness is defined with respect to the comparability graph of Bn induced on
Lr−1 ∪ Lr, of S ∩ Lr−1 satisfies |N+(A)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|A|.

For U ⊆ Bn, let
Zr(U, λ) =

∑
A∈Ar, A⊆U

λ|A| .

Lemma 3.3. There exists C > 0 such that if λ ≥ C log2 n/
√
n then the following holds. If r ∈ {⌊n/2⌋, ⌈n/2⌉}

and X ⊆ L[r+1,n], we have

Zr(L
X
[r−2,r], λ) =

(
1 + o

(
1

n
√
N

))
Zr(L

X
[r−1,r], λ) .

We note that by Proposition 2.4, if r = ⌊n/2⌋ then |N+(A)| ≥ (1+ 1/n)|A| for all subsets A ⊆ Lr−1 and
so Ar = A and so Zr ≡ Z. Thus, Lemma 3.2 is precisely the r = ⌊n/2⌋ case of Lemma 3.3.

We now attempt to motivate the r = ⌈n/2⌉ case of Lemma 3.3. When n is odd and r = ⌈n/2⌉, Theorem 1.6
shows that Z(λ) is very close to Z(Cn, λ) where Cn = L[r−2,r+1], the union of four central layers. Roughly
speaking, we will show that the dominant contribution to Z(Cn, λ) comes from antichains that are ‘close’ to
a subset of one of the middle layers Lr, Lr−1. We may therefore separate these contributions and estimate
them individually. If X ⊆ Lr+1, then the expression λ|X|Zr(L

X
[r−2,r], λ) captures the contribution from

antichains A ⊆ Cn that are close to a subset of Lr and which satisfy A ∩ Lr+1 = X. As we will see, the
expansion property in the definition of Ar allows us to approximate Zr(L

X
[r−2,r], λ) by Zr(L

X
[r−1,r], λ) in the

spirit of Lemma 3.2.

3.1 Overview of the proof of Lemma 3.3

For the remainder of this section, fix r ∈ {⌊n/2⌋, ⌈n/2⌉} and X ⊆ L[r+1,n].

Our strategy will be to interpret the two partition functions in the statement of Lemma 3.3 as the
partition functions of two related polymer models which we introduce now.

Recall that for i ∈ {0, . . . , n−1} and A ⊆ Li we let N+(A) denote the set of neighbours of A in the layer
Li+1. Let PX = PX,r denote the set of all 2-linked (again, in the graph Lr−1 ∪ Lr) subsets A ⊆ LX

r−1 such
that |N+(A)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|A|. We call PX the set of polymers. Note that if A ⊆ LX

r−1, then N+(A) ⊆ LX
r .

11



Two polymers A1, A2 are compatible, written A1 ∼ A2, if and only if the union A1 ∪A2 is not 2-linked. For
a set A ⊆ LX

r−1, we write Int(A) for {v ∈ LX
r−2 : N+(v) ⊆ A}. Define the weight of A by

w(A) = λ|A|(1 + λ)−|N+(A)|
∑

B⊆Int(A)

λ|B|−|N+(B)| . (3.2)

The polymer model (PX ,∼, w) comes with its associated partition function Ξ =
∑
Λ∈Ω

∏
A∈Λ

w(A) where, as

before, Ω denotes the collection of all sets of pairwise compatible polymers. Recall that Ar denotes the set
of all antichains S ⊆ Bn such that each 2-linked component A of S ∩Lr−1 satisfies |N+(A)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|A|.
The set Ω is therefore in one-to-one correspondence with the set {S ∩ LX

r−1 : S ∈ Ar}.

The following lemma motivates the study of this polymer model in the context of Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 3.4.
(1 + λ)M · Ξ = Zr(L

X
[r−2,r], λ) ,

where M = |LX
r | .

Proof. Given an antichain S ⊆ LX
[r−2,r], let

ρ(S) = (S ∩ LX
r−1) ∪N+(S ∩ LX

r−2) .

We partition the collection of antichains S in LX
[r−2,r] according to the value of ρ(S). Note that if ρ(S) = A,

then S ∩ LX
r can be any subset of LX

r \N+(A). Moreover, S ∩ LX
r−2 can be any subset of Int(A) and if

S ∩ LX
r−2 = B then S ∩ LX

r−1 = A\N+(B). We conclude that

Zr(L
X
[r−2,r], λ) =

∑
A⊆LX

r−1

A∈Ar

∑
S⊆LX

[r−2,r]

S∈Ar, ρ(S)=A

λ|S|

=
∑

A⊆LX
r−1

A∈Ar

(1 + λ)M−|N+(A)|
∑

B⊆Int(A)

λ|B| · λ|A|−|N+(B)|

= (1 + λ)M
∑

A⊆LX
r−1

A∈Ar

w(A) .

The result follows by noting that if A decomposes into the collection of mutually compatible polymers
{A1, . . . , Aℓ}, then w(A) =

∏ℓ
i=1 w(Ai).

We also consider a polymer model (PX ,∼, w′) where w′ is the simplified weight

w′(A) = λ|A|(1 + λ)−|N+(A)|.

We let Ξ′ =
∑

Λ∈Ω

∏
A∈Λ w

′(A) the associated partition function and note that (a simplified version of) the
proof of Lemma 3.4 shows that

(1 + λ)M · Ξ′ = Zr(L
X
[r−1,r], λ) ,

where again M = |LX
r |. Therefore, to prove Lemma 3.3, it suffices to show that

Ξ/Ξ′ = 1 + o(1/(n
√
N)) . (3.3)

Remark 3.5. For all polymers A ∈ PX we have 0 < w′(A) ≤ w(A). Therefore, for any cluster Γ ∈ C(PX ,∼)

we have that w(Γ) and w′(Γ) (defined in (2.2)) have the same sign and that |w′(Γ)| ≤ |w(Γ)|.
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We will use the Kotecký-Preiss criterion (Theorem 2.2) to prove that the cluster expansion of ln Ξ con-
verges absolutely. This gives automatic convergence for the cluster expansion of ln Ξ′ as well, by the above
remark (since the summands in the cluster expansion of ln Ξ′ are termwise dominated by those for ln Ξ).
Once we have established cluster expansion convergence, (3.3) will follow quickly.

To verify the Kotecký-Preiss condition, we require a container lemma.

For i ∈ [n] and a set A ⊆ Li, we denote the upwards closure of A by [A] := {v ∈ Li : N
+(v) ⊆ N+(A)}.

For 2 ≤ r ≤ n set

Hr(a, b, g, h) :=

{(A,B) ∈ 2Lr−1 × 2Lr−2 : A 2-linked, |[A]| = a, |[B]| = b, |N+(A)| = g, |N+(B)| = h,N+(B) ⊆ A}

and let t = g − a and t′ = h− b.

We prove the following result in Section 8.

Theorem 3.6. There exist C, C ′ > 0 such that the following holds: for r ∈ {⌊n/2⌋, ⌈n/2⌉}, any a ≥ n2,

g ≥ (1 + 1/n)a, b ≥ 0, h ≥ 0 and λ ≥ C log2 n/
√
n, setting γ = C ′/

√
n we have∑

(A,B)∈Hr(a,b,g,h)

λ|A|+|B|−h ≤ (1 + λ)g−γ(t+t′). (3.4)

3.2 Proof of Lemma 3.3 assuming Theorem 3.6

Throughout this section we assume λ ≥ C log2 n/
√
n where C is a sufficiently large absolute constant.

Recall that we have fixed r ∈ {⌊n/2⌋, ⌈n/2⌉} and X ⊆ L[r+1,n] and recall the definition of the polymer
model (PX ,∼, w) from the previous section.

We use Theorem 3.6 to verify the Kotecký-Preiss condition (2.4) for this polymer model, that is, we show
that there exist f, g : PX → [0,∞) such that for all A ∈ PX we have

∑
A′≁A

w(A′)ef(A
′)+g(A′) ≤ f(A) . (3.5)

For A ⊆ Bn, set

f(A) = |A|/n3 and g(A) =


(
n−2
2 |A| − |A|2

)
ln(1 + λ)− 100|A| lnn |A| ≤ n/10

1
100n|A| ln(1 + λ) n/10 < |A| ≤ n4

|A|
n2 ln(1 + λ) |A| > n4.

(3.6)

Because of the restriction on a in Theorem 3.6, we need to treat small polymers separately. We use the
fact that small polymers have good expansion properties by Proposition 2.4.

Let v ∈ Lr−1. We first bound the sum ∑
A∈PX :A∋v

w(A)ef(A)+g(A) .

It will be useful to observe that for A ∈ PX we have λ|A|+|B|−|N+(B)| ≤ max{1, λ|A|} for all B ⊆ Int(A) and
λ > 0; indeed, if λ ≤ 1 then λ|A|+|B|−|N+(B)| ≤ 1, while if λ > 1 then λ|A|+|B|−|N+(B)| ≤ λ|A|. Therefore,∑

B⊆Int(A)

λ|A|+|B|−|N+(B)| ≤ max{1, λ|A|} · 2|Int(A)| ≤ (1 + λ)|A|2|Int(A)| . (3.7)
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Case 1: |[A]| ≤ n/10.

For polymers A ∈ PX with |A| ≤ n/10, we have |N+(A)| ≥ n
2 |A| − |A|2 and |Int(A)| ≤ 50|A|/n by

Proposition 2.4. By (3.7), we then have∑
A∋v

|[A]|≤n/10

w(A)ef(A)+g(A) ≤
∑
A∋v

|A|≤n/10

(1 + λ)|A|250|A|/n(1 + λ)−
n
2 |A|+|A|2e|A|(1 + λ)

n−2
2 |A|−|A|2n−100|A|

≤
∞∑
t=1

(e2n2n−100250/n)t ≤ 1/(6n5), (3.8)

where for the second inequality we used Lemma 2.1 to bound the number of A’s that contain v.

Case 2: n/10 < |[A]| ≤ n4.

For polymers A ∈ PX with |A| ≤ n4, we have |N+(A)| ≥ n|A|/50 and |Int(A)| ≤ 50|A|/n by Proposi-
tion 2.4. Using the bound (3.7), we have∑

A∋v
n
10<|[A]|≤n4

w(A)ef(A)+g(A) ≤
∑

A∋v,|A|≤n4

(1 + λ)|A|250|A|/n(1 + λ)−n|A|/50(e(1 + λ)n/100)|A|

≤
∞∑
t=1

(e2n2(1 + λ)1−n/100250/n)t ≤ 1/(6n5), (3.9)

where, again, the second inequality uses Lemma 2.1, and the last inequality holds by our assumption
λ ≥ C log2 n/

√
n (in fact we only need λ ≥ C log n/n here).

Case 3: |[A]| > n4.

In this regime we use Theorem 3.6. Observe, first, that PX ⊆ P∅, so that every such A we consider here
does indeed appear as the first entry of an element (A,B) of Hr(a, g, b, h) for some b and h. With γ = C ′/

√
n

as in Theorem 3.6, set x = e1/n
3

(1 + λ)−γ/2n. Note that x ≤ e1/n
3

(1 + log n/n)−γ/2n ≤ e1/n
3

e−γ logn/4n2 ≤
e−1/n2.5

< 1. We have∑
A∋v,|[A]|≥n4

w(A)ef(A)+g(A)

≤
∑
a≥n4

∑
g≥a(1+ 1

n )

∑
b

∑
h≥b(1+ 1

n )

∑
(A,B)∈Hr(a,b,g,h)

e|A|/n3

(1 + λ)|A|/n2

λ|A|+|B|−|N+(B)|(1 + λ)−|N+(A)|

(3.4)
≤

∑
a≥n4

ea/n
3

(1 + λ)a/n
2

×
∑

t≥a/n

(1 + λ)−γt

×

∑
b

∑
t′≥b/n

(1 + λ)−γt′

 .

The rightmost bracket above is at most∑
b≥0

(1 + λ)−γb/n/(1− (1 + λ)−γ) ≤ (1− (1 + λ)−γ/n)−2 ≤ (1− x)−2.

The leftmost bracket is at most∑
a≥n4

ea/n
3

(1 + λ)a/n
2

(1 + λ)−γa/n(1− x)−1 ≤
∑
a≥n4

ea/n
3

(1 + λ)−γa/2n(1− x)−1

≤ en(1 + λ)−γn3/2(1− x)−2 ≤ (1 + λ)−γn3/3(1− x)−2.
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We conclude that ∑
A∋v,|[A]|≥n4

w(A)ef(A)+g(A) ≤ (1 + λ)−γn3/3(1− x)−4. (3.10)

Noting that (1 − x)−1 ≤ (1 − e−n−2.5

)−1 ≤ 2n2.5, and recalling that λ ≥ C log2 n/
√
n and γ = C ′/

√
n, we

obtain that the right-hand side of (3.10) is at most 1/(6n5). Combining with (3.8) and (3.9) we conclude
that ∑

A∋v

w(A)ef(A)+g(A) ≤ 1/(2n5) . (3.11)

Now we verify (3.5). For any polymer A, set N2(A) := N(N(A)) and note that |N2(A)| ≤ n2|A|.
Using (3.11), we have∑

A′≁A

w(A′)ef(A
′)+g(A′) ≤

∑
v∈N2(A)

∑
A′∋v

w(A′)ef(A
′)+g(A′) ≤ n2|A|/(2n5) = f(A)/2 . (3.12)

Therefore, by Theorem 2.2 and Remark 3.5, the cluster expansions of ln Ξ and ln Ξ′ converge absolutely.

Finally, to show (3.3), observe that for a cluster Γ ∈ C = C(PX ,∼) with ∥Γ∥ < n/2, we have w′(Γ) = w(Γ)

since the interior of any polymer A ∈ Γ is empty. Therefore, recalling that w′(Γ) and w(Γ) have the same
sign and |w′(Γ)| ≤ |w(Γ)|, we have

|ln Ξ− ln Ξ′| ≤
∑

∥Γ∥≥n/2

|w(Γ)|.

Conclusion (2.5) of Theorem 2.2 tells us that for any v ∈ Lr−1,∑
Γ∈C

Γ≁{v}

|w(Γ)|eg(Γ) ≤ f({v}) = 1/n3. (3.13)

Note that if ∥Γ∥ ≥ n/2, then g(Γ) ≥ n lnn. Therefore, summing (3.13) over all v ∈ Lr−1 and restricting to
summands with ∥Γ∥ ≥ n/2,∑

∥Γ∥≥n/2

|w(Γ)| ≤ e−n lnn
∑

∥Γ∥≥n/2

|w(Γ)|eg(Γ)
(3.13)
≤ e−n lnn

(
n

r − 1

)
n−3 = o

(
1

n
√
N

)
. (3.14)

This yields (3.3) and completes the proof of Lemma 3.3 (assuming Theorem 3.6).

3.3 Proof of Theorem 1.7

The proof of Theorem 1.7 is essentially a refinement of the approximation in Theorem 1.6 for λ = 1. As
we did in the preceding section, we sum the inequality in (3.13) over all choices of v, and restrict to only
the terms with ∥Γ∥ ≥ n/2. Note that for λ = 1, we now have g(Γ) = Ω(n2) for all Γ such that ∥Γ∥ ≥ n/2.
Therefore, instead of (3.14) we have

∑
∥Γ∥≥n/2

|w(Γ)| ≤ e−Ω(n2)
∑

∥Γ∥≥n/2

|w(Γ)|eg(Γ)
(3.13)
≤ e−Ω(n2)2n/n3 = e−Ω(n2),

from which we deduce that (cf. (3.3))

Zr(L
X
[r−2,r], 1) =

(
1 + e−Ω(n2)

)
Zr(L

X
[r−1,r], 1) (3.15)
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for r ∈ {⌊n/2⌋, ⌈n/2⌉} and X ⊆ L[r+1,n]. Note that this is analogous to Lemma 3.3, with λ = 1 and the
error term O(1/(n

√
N)) replaced with e−Ω(n2). Therefore, by following the proof of Theorem 1.6 (using

(3.15) instead of Lemma 3.2) we obtain the desired estimate

ψ(n) =
(
1 + e−Ω(n2)

)
Z(Cn, 1) .

4 Antichains in three central layers

With Theorem 1.6 and Theorem 1.7 in hand, we now aim to estimate Z(Cn, λ), the contribution to the
partition function Z(λ) from the middle layers Cn = L[⌊n/2⌋−1,⌈n/2⌉+1]. Specialising to the case λ = 1 will
then prove Theorem 1.4. We will need to estimate Z(Cn, λ) for general λ for the proofs of Theorems 1.2, 1.3
and 1.5.

The set Cn consists of either three or four consecutive layers of Bn depending on whether n is even or
odd. In the (simpler) case where n is even, we will see that a typical sample from µCn,λ, the hard-core
measure on the graph Cn at activity λ (defined at (1.2)), mostly intersects the middle layer Ln/2 and has a
small number of ‘defect’ elements in layers Ln/2−1, Ln/2+1. When n is odd, we will see in Section 7 that a
typical sample from µCn,λ either (i) mostly intersects L⌊n/2⌋ with a small number of defect elements in one
layer above and below or (ii) mostly intersects L⌈n/2⌉ with a small number of defect elements in one layer
above and below.

In either case, a typical sample from µCn,λ is contained in three central layers and in this section we
develop the tools needed to analyse such antichains. Again we use the language of polymer models.

Let k = ⌈n/2⌉ and let C ′
n = L[k−1,k+1]. We note that C ′

n = Cn when n is even.

We define the graph GC (‘C’ for ‘central’) as follows. Take V (GC) = Lk−1∪Lk+1 and set {x, y} ∈ E(GC)

if and only if x ⊊ y or y ⊊ x.

For a subset A ⊆ V (GC), define ∂(A) := {x ∈ Lk : ∃v ∈ A, x ⊆ v or v ⊆ x}, the ‘two-sided’ shadow of
the set A onto the middle layer Lk.

Motivated by the discussion above, we now define a polymer model, PC , whose partition function will
capture the contribution to Z(Cn, λ) from antichains that mostly lie in Lk.

For i ∈ {k− 1, k+1}, the polymers in PC are the sets A ⊆ Li which are i) 2-linked in the graph Li ∪Lk;
and ii) |∂(A)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|A|. 2 We say that two polymers A1, A2 are compatible, written A1 ∼ A2, if and
only if ∂(A1) ∩ ∂(A2) = ∅. For the polymers A ∈ PC define the weight

wC(A) = λ|A|(1 + λ)−|∂(A)|.

Write Ω = Ω(PC ,∼) for the collection of all sets of compatible polymers, and C = C(PC ,∼) for the set of all
clusters. Let ΞC = Ξ(PC ,∼, wC) be the partition function of this polymer model, that is,

ΞC =
∑
Λ∈Ω

∏
A∈Λ

wC(A) .

Recall that N =
(

n
⌊n/2⌋

)
. In later sections we will show that when n is even Z(Cn, λ) = (1 + λ)NΞC

(Lemma 6.1) and when n is odd Z(Cn, λ) =
(
2 + o

(
1√
N

))
(1 + λ)NΞC (Lemma 7.2). We dedicate the

remainder of this section to the study of the polymer model (PC ,∼, wC) and its partition function ΞC .
2Note that if n is even or if n is odd and A ⊆ Lk+1, then the condition on ∂(A) is redundant.
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We begin by showing that the cluster expansion of ln ΞC converges. It turns out that this is almost
automatic from our work in the previous section.

Lemma 4.1. The polymer model (PC ,∼, wC) satisfies the Kotecký-Preiss condition (2.4), with f and g as
in (3.6). In particular, we have ∑

Γ∈C
|wC(Γ)| eg(Γ) ≤ 2n/n3. (4.1)

Proof. We claim that, for any A ∈ PC ,∑
B≁A

wC(B)ef(B)+g(B) ≤ f(A)/2. (4.2)

Recall from Section 3.1 that for r ∈ {⌊n/2⌋, ⌈n/2⌉}, P∅,r denotes the set of all 2-linked subsets A ⊆ Lr−1

such that |N+(A)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|A|. Recall also the definition of w from (3.2). In Section 3.2 (cf. (3.11)), we
showed that for any v ∈ Lr−1, we have∑

A∈P∅,r
A∋v

w(A)ef(A)+g(A) ≤ 1/(2n5) . (4.3)

If r = ⌈n/2⌉ then P∅,r is the set of all polymers A ⊆ PC such that A ⊆ Lk−1, and we have wC(A) ≤ w(A)

for all A ∈ P∅,r. Thus, ∑
A∈PC
A∋v

wC(A)e
f(A)+g(A) ≤ 1/(2n5) , (4.4)

for all v ∈ Lk−1. Applying (4.3) again, now with r = ⌊n/2⌋ (and noting the symmetry of the involution
Bn → Bn that maps an element to its complement), it follows that (4.4) holds also for v ∈ Lk+1. Therefore
for any A ∈ PC ,∑

B≁A

wC(B)ef(B)+g(B) ≤
∑

v∈N2(A)

∑
B∋v

wC(B)ef(B)+g(B) ≤ 2n2|A|/(2n5) = f(A),

where we used the fact that |N2(A)| ≤ n2|A|.

By conclusion (2.5) of Theorem 2.2 we have∑
Γ∈C

Γ≁{v}

|wC(Γ)| eg(Γ) ≤ 1/n3

for any v ∈ Lk−1 ∪ Lk+1, (cf. (3.13)), from which (4.1) follows.

With this lemma in hand we prove the following estimate on ΞC . The proof follows those of [35, Theo-
rem 8] and [32, Lemma 16.1]. Recall that we have set k = ⌈n/2⌉. For a polynomial P (x, y), we write degx P

for the degree of P in x and similarly for y.

Theorem 4.2. There exists C > 0 such that if λ > C log2 n/
√
n then the following holds. There exist

sequences of bivariate polynomials S0
j (n, λ), S

1
j (n, λ), S

2
j (n, λ), j ∈ N, such that for any fixed t ≥ 1 we have

ΞC = exp

t−1∑
j=1

(
n

k − 1

)
S0
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1) +O

(
2nn100t

(1 + λ)
n−2
2 t−t2

)
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if n is even and

ΞC = exp

t−1∑
j=1

(
n

k − 1

)
S1
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1) +

(
n

k + 1

)
S2
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1) +O

(
2nn100t

(1 + λ)
n−2
2 t−t2

)
if n is odd. Moreover, for r ∈ {0, 1, 2}, degn Sr

j ≤ 2(j − 1) and degλ S
r
j ≤ 2j2, and the coefficients of Sr

j can
be computed in time eO(j log j).

Proof. We prove the result in the case of n odd. The case of n even is analogous (and simpler).

We analyse the cluster expansion ln ΞC =
∑

Γ∈C wC(Γ), which is convergent by Lemma 4.1.

Note that with the choice of function g as in (3.6), for fixed t we have that ∥Γ∥ ≥ t implies g(Γ) ≥(
n−2
2 t− t2

)
ln(1 + λ) − 100t lnn. Restricting the sum in the LHS of (4.1) to clusters of size at least t, we

then have ∑
Γ∈C:∥Γ∥≥t

|wC(Γ)| ≤
2nn100t

n3(1 + λ)
n−2
2 t−t2

. (4.5)

We are therefore done if we can show that for j ≤ t− 1,∑
Γ∈C:∥Γ∥=j

wC(Γ) =

(
n

k − 1

)
S1
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1) +

(
n

k + 1

)
S2
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1) (4.6)

where the S1
j , S

2
j have the properties claimed in the statement of the theorem.

Set v1 = [k − 1] ∈ Lk−1 and v2 = [k + 1] ∈ Lk+1 regarded as a vertex of the graph GC . We call v1
or v2 the root vertex. For r ∈ {1, 2} we say i ∈ [n] is a vr-active coordinate for some v ∈ GC if i ∈ v△vr
(symmetric difference). For S ⊆ GC we define the set of active coordinates of S to be the union of the sets
of active coordinates of the elements of S. For a cluster Γ, we define its set of active coordinates as the set
of active coordinates of V (Γ) := ∪A∈ΓA.

For j, ℓ ∈ N and a1, a2 ∈ N0 we now let G1
j,ℓ,a1,a2

denote the set of all clusters Γ containing v1, with
∥Γ∥ = j, |V (Γ)| = ℓ and with the set of v1-active coordinates equal to [a1]∪ [k, k+a2−1]. Define G2

j,ℓ,a1,a2
in

the analogous way, where we instead require that the clusters Γ contain v2 and that [a1]∪ [k+2, k+a2+1] is
the set of v2-active coordinates. Note that if Γ is a cluster with |V (Γ)| = ℓ containing vr, then Γ has at most
2(ℓ− 1) vr-active coordinates. Thus Gr

j,ℓ,a1,a2
= ∅ unless a1 + a2 ≤ 2(ℓ− 1). Note also that ∥Γ∥ ≥ |V (Γ)|, so

Gr
j,ℓ,a1,a2

= ∅ unless ℓ ≤ j.

Now by vertex transitivity within the parts Lk−1, Lk+1 of GC and symmetry of coordinates, we have

∑
Γ∈C

∥Γ∥=j

wC(Γ) =

j∑
ℓ=1

1

ℓ
×

∑
(a1,a2)∈N2

0

a1+a2≤2(l−1)

( n

k − 1

)(
k − 1

a1

)(
n− k + 1

a2

) ∑
Γ∈G1

j,ℓ,a1,a2

wC(Γ) +

(
n

k + 1

)(
k + 1

a1

)(
n− k − 1

a2

) ∑
Γ∈G2

j,ℓ,a1,a2

wC(Γ)

 .

The factors
(

n
k−1

)
,
(

n
k+1

)
come from choosing a root vertex v1 ∈ Lk−1 or root vertex v2 ∈ Lk+1. The 1/ℓ

comes from the fact that each cluster Γ with |V (Γ)| = ℓ is counted by precisely ℓ choices of root vertex. The
factors of

(
k−1
a1

)(
n−k+1

a2

)
and

(
k+1
a1

)(
n−k−1

a2

)
come from the choice of active coordinates relative to the root

vertex.
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Given Γ ∈ G1
j,ℓ,a1,a2

∪ G2
j,ℓ,a1,a2

, we can write

wC(Γ) = ϕ(GΓ)λ
j(1 + λ)−(k+1)j+α(Γ)

with α(Γ) := (k+1)j−
∑

A∈Γ |∂(A)|. Observe that 0 ≤ α(Γ) ≤ j(j+1)/2: indeed, each A ∈ Γ is a subset of
either Lk−1 or Lk+1. Moreover, any pair u, v ∈ Lk−1 has at most one common neighbour in U and similarly
for pairs u, v ∈ Lk+1. It follows that k|A| − |A|(|A| − 1)/2 ≤ |∂(A)| ≤ (k + 1)|A|.

Since |Gr
j,ℓ,a1,a2

| is independent of n for r ∈ {1, 2}, we have that∑
Γ∈Gr

j,ℓ,a1,a2

wC(Γ)(1 + λ)j(k+1) =
∑

Γ∈Gr
j,ℓ,a1,a2

ϕ(GΓ)λ
j(1 + λ)α(Γ)

is independent of n and is a polynomial in λ of degree at most j + j(j + 1)/2 ≤ 2j2. It follows that we may
choose S1

j , S
2
j in (4.6) such that, degn Sr

j ≤ 2(j − 1) and degλ S
r
j ≤ 2j2.

It remains to show that the coefficients of Sr
j (n, λ) can be computed efficiently. We split this into two

steps.

Claim 4.3. For r ∈ {1, 2} and j, ℓ, a1, a2 ∈ N, the set Gr
j,ℓ,a1,a2

has size eO(j log j) and can be generated in
time eO(j log j).

Proof. We assume that r = 1 (the proof for r = 2 is identical). Recall that we may assume a1+a2 ≤ 2(ℓ−1)

and ℓ ≤ j else G1
j,ℓ,a1,a2

= ∅. For each m ≤ ℓ, we first generate the set Lm of all 2-linked sets (in GC) A
with |A| = m, v1 ∈ A and whose set of active coordinates is a subset of [a1] ∪ [k, k + a2 − 1]. We do this by
iterating over 1 ≤ m ≤ ℓ.

For m = 1 this is trivial. For m ≥ 2, suppose we have already generated Lm−1. For each A ∈ Lm−1 and
v ∈ A, run through the list of all vertices w at distance 2 from v and with set of active coordinates contained
in [a1] ∪ [k, k + a2 − 1]. Then, for each such w not in A, add A ∪ {w} to Lm. There are m− 1 choices for v,
and given a choice of v there are at most

(
a1+a2

2

)
≤ 2ℓ2 choices of w. This shows that |Lm| ≤ 2mℓ2|Lm−1|

and that Lm can be generated in time O(mℓ2|Lm−1|) given Lm−1. In particular, |Lℓ| ≤ 2ℓℓ!ℓ2ℓ = eO(j log j).

Now let La1,a2

ℓ denote the subset of Lℓ consisting of all 2-linked sets A whose set of active coordinates is
precisely [a1] ∪ [k, k + a2 − 1]. We can generate La1,a2

ℓ in time eO(j log j) by checking each element of Lℓ in
turn.

Finally, we generate G1
j,ℓ,a1,a2

. For each A ∈ La1,a2

ℓ in turn, we will generate the list of all clusters Γ with
∥Γ∥ = j and V (Γ) = A. We do this in time eO(j log j). Recall that a cluster Γ is an ordered tuple of polymers
(A1, . . . , At) with

∑t
i=1 |Ai| = j. Now, there are precisely 2j ordered (integer) partitions of j of the form

(b1, . . . , bt) with
∑t

i=1 bi = j. For each element of
(
A
b1

)
× · · · ×

(
A
bt

)
(a set of size at most eO(j log j)), we may

check if it constitutes a cluster.

This shows that |G1
j,ℓ,a1,a2

| = eO(j log j) and that we may generate the whole list G1
j,ℓ,a1,a2

in time eO(j log j).
■

Claim 4.4. For r ∈ {1, 2} and Γ ∈ Gr
j,ℓ,a1,a2

, we can calculate wC(Γ) in time eO(j).

Proof. Given some Γ ∈ Gr
j,ℓ,a1,a2

and A ∈ Γ, we can calculate |∂(A)| in time O(j2). Moreover, the Ursell
function ϕ(GΓ) is an evaluation of the Tutte polynomial of GΓ, and thus by a result of Björklund, Husfeldt,
Kaski and Koivisto [12, Theorem 1] it may be computed in time eO(|V (GΓ)|) = eO(j). Thus we can compute
w(Γ) in time eO(j). ■

The above two claims conclude the proof of Theorem 4.2.
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5 Antichains in three central layers of a given size

In the previous section we saw how to obtain detailed asymptotics for the partition function ΞC . As we will
see in later sections (Lemmas 6.1 and 7.2), this will translate to detailed asymptotics for Z(Cn, λ).

For the proofs of Theorems 1.2, 1.3, and 1.5, we will use Lemma 2.3 to obtain information about antichains
in Bn given our knowledge of antichains in Cn. Let im(Cn) denote the number of antichains of size m in
Cn. Our next aim is twofold. First, we wish to find a suitable value of λ such that im(Cn)λ

m/Z(Cn, λ) =

Ω(1/
√
N) (cf. (2.7) and Theorem 1.6). Secondly, we wish to estimate im(Cn) itself. It turns out that the

first of these objectives will in fact be just one step on the way to establishing the second one, so we will
focus on the latter. We achieve this by again studying the polymer model (PC ,∼, wC). Let ν denote the
measure on Ω = Ω(PC ,∼) given by

ν(Λ) =

∏
A∈Λ wC(A)

ΞC
. (5.1)

Recall that we let k = ⌈n/2⌉. Let µC
λ denote the measure on antichains in C ′

n = L[k−1,k+1] defined by
the following process.

1. Select Λ according to ν and let Λ̄ =
⋃

A∈ΛA.

2. Let U be a λ
1+λ -random subset of Lk\∂(Λ̄).

3. Output the antichain S = Λ̄ ∪ U .

We let iCm denote the number of antichains A of size m such that µC
λ (A) > 0 (note that iCm is independent

of λ). We will see, in Lemma 6.1, that when n is even µC
λ is simply the hard-core model on Cn at activity

λ (i.e. µCn,λ defined at (1.2)) and so im(Cn) = iCm. When n is odd we will show in Lemma 7.2 that
im(Cn) = (2 + o(1))iCm.

In the remainder of this section we develop the tools needed to estimate iCm. The main aim of this section
is to prove the following.

Theorem 5.1. For r ∈ {0, 1}, there exists a sequence of rational functions Rr
j (n, β), j ∈ N, such that the

following holds. Given ϵ > 0, t ∈ N and m ∈ [N ] such that β := m
N ∈ [1− 4−1/t + ϵ, 1] we have

iCm = (1 + o(1))

(
N

m

)
exp

N t−1∑
j=1

Rr
j (n, β) · (1− β)

jk


if n ≡ r (mod 2). Moreover, the coefficients of Rr

j can be computed in time eO(j log j).

At a high level, we follow the approach taken in [36] to enumerate independent sets of a fixed size in the
hypercube.

Throughout this section we assume that λ ≥ C log2 n/
√
n for C sufficiently large. We also assume that

λ = O(1); for concreteness we will take λ ≤ 10. We will later treat the easy case where λ is unbounded
separately (in Sections 6.4 and 7.6), using a more direct argument.

Let A denote an antichain sampled according to µC
λ . Note that by the definition of µC

λ we have

P(|A| = m) =
iCmλ

m

(1 + λ)NΞC
. (5.2)
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Given our detailed knowledge of ΞC obtained from the previous section, it therefore suffices to estimate
P(|A| = m) in order to estimate iCm. We are at liberty to choose λ for this task (provided λ ≥ C log2 n/

√
n

and λ = O(1)) and so we choose λ so that the expectation of A is close to m. Our strategy for estimating
P(|A| = m) is then as follows. Let Λ be sampled according to ν (as in Step 1 in the definition of µC

λ ). First
we show that Λ̄ is, with very high probability, ‘small’ in some appropriate sense (see Lemma 5.3). We then
show that |Λ̄| and |∂(Λ̄)| are concentrated around their (small) means (Lemma 5.6). We may therefore think
of |A| as a random variable that is very close to Bin

(
N, λ

1+λ

)
, and by the Local Central Limit Theorem we

may (asymptotically) write down the probability that |A| = m.

We will encounter several technicalities along the way. For instance, in order to prove Theorem 1.5 we
may (and will) choose λ so that E[|A|] = m, but this value of λ is not explicit (its existence simply follows by
continuity of the expectation). For our proof of Theorem 1.3, we instead wish to find a value of λ that can
be computed efficiently. We therefore have to relax our condition to just |E[|A|]−m| = o(

√
N); a suitable

λ for which this holds is given by Lemma 5.11 below.

It will be useful to consider the modified polymer model (PC ,∼, w̃C) where w̃C(A) := wC(A)e
|A|/n3

.
Let f̃(A) := |A|/(2n3) and let g be as in (3.6). We observe that the Kotecký-Preiss condition (2.4) for the
polymer model (PC ,∼, w̃C) with the functions f̃ , g : PC → [0,∞) becomes precisely the inequality (4.2)
that we have already established. Recall that we let C = C(PC ,∼) denote the set of clusters for this polymer
model, and we write g(Γ) =

∑
γ∈Γ g(γ).

Lemma 5.2. Let α ∈ [0, 1], M > 0 and let C′ ⊆ C. If g(Γ) ≥M for all Γ ∈ C′ then∑
Γ∈C′

|w̃C(Γ)|eαg(Γ) ≤ 2ne−(1−α)M .

Proof. By Theorem 2.2

e(1−α)M
∑
Γ∈C′

Γ≁{v}

|w̃C(Γ)|eαg(Γ) ≤
∑
Γ∈C

Γ≁{v}

|w̃C(Γ)|eg(Γ)
(2.5)
≤ f̃({v}) ≤ 1 .

Summing this inequality over all v ∈ Lk−1 ∪ Lk+1 ⊆ Bn completes the proof.

Lemma 5.3. If Λ is sampled according to ν, then

|Λ̄| ≤ N/n2,

with probability at least 1− exp{Ω(N/n5)}.

Proof. By Markov’s inequality, we have P
(
|Λ̄| > N/n2

)
≤ e−N/n5E

[
e|Λ̄|/n3

]
.

Let Ξ̃C = Ξ(PC ,∼, w̃C) be the polymer model partition function, and note that

E
[
e|Λ|/n3

]
= Ξ̃C/ΞC ≤ Ξ̃C .

Observing that g(Γ) ≥ n
3 ln(1 + λ) for all Γ ∈ C, we have, by Lemma 5.2 (with α = 0),

ln Ξ̃C =
∑
Γ∈C

w̃C(Γ) ≤
2n

(1 + λ)n/3
= o

(
N

n5

)
,

which yields
P
(
|Λ̄| > N/n2

)
≤ e−N/n5

Ξ̃C = e−Ω(N/n5).
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For a cluster Γ, recall we write ∥Γ∥ for
∑

γ∈Γ |γ|. Let us also write ∥∂(Γ)∥ for
∑

γ∈Γ |∂(γ)|, so that we
have wC(Γ) = ϕ(GΓ)λ

∥Γ∥(1 + λ)−∥∂(Γ)∥.

Lemma 5.4. For any t, ℓ ≥ 1 fixed, we have∑
Γ∈C

∥Γ∥≥t

|wC(Γ)|∥Γ∥ℓ = O

(
2nn100t+ℓ

(1 + λ)
n
2 t

)
. (5.3)

Proof. First, for t ≤ ∥Γ∥ ≤ n/10, note that g(Γ) ≥ ln(1 + λ)
(
n−2
2 t− t2

)
− 100t lnn. By Lemma 5.2 (with

α = 0), noting that |wC(Γ)| ≤ |w̃C(Γ)| for all Γ ∈ C, we have∑
Γ∈C:

t≤∥Γ∥≤n/10

|wC(Γ)|∥Γ∥ℓ ≤
∑
Γ∈C:

t≤∥Γ∥≤n/10

|wC(Γ)|nℓ ≤
2nn100t+ℓ

(1 + λ)
n−2
2 t−t2

= O

(
2nn100t+ℓ

(1 + λ)
n
2 t

)

(recall that λ ≤ 10). For n/10 < ∥Γ∥ ≤ n4, we have g(Γ) ≥ n∥Γ∥
100 ln(1 + λ) ≥ n2

1000 ln(1 + λ), and so
∥Γ∥ℓ ≤ n4ℓ ≤ eg(Γ)/2. Thus by Lemma 5.2 (with α = 1/2),∑

Γ∈C
n
10<∥Γ∥≤n4

|wC(Γ)|∥Γ∥ℓ ≤
∑
Γ∈C

n
10<∥Γ∥≤n4

|wC(Γ)|eg(Γ)/2 ≤ 2n

(1 + λ)
n2

2000

.

Finally, for ∥Γ∥ > n4, observe that g(Γ) ≥ ∥Γ∥
n2 ln(1+λ) ≥ n2 ln(1+λ), and so ∥Γ∥ℓ ≤ eg(Γ)/2. Therefore,

as above, ∑
Γ∈C

∥Γ∥>n4

|wC(Γ)|∥Γ∥ℓ ≤
2n

(1 + λ)
n2

2

.

Summing the above three bounds we get the result.

We now introduce the cumulants of a random variable X. First, the cumulant generating function of X
is ht(X) := lnE[etX ]. The ℓth cumulant of X is then

κℓ(X) :=
∂ℓht(X)

∂tℓ

∣∣∣∣
t=0

.

The first two cumulants are κ1(X) = E[X] and κ2(X) = var(X). Note that for constants a, b > 0 we
have

κℓ((X − a)/b) = κℓ(X)/bℓ. (5.4)

As before, let Λ be sampled according to ν. The cumulants of |N(Λ)| can be expressed in terms of
the cluster expansion as follows. For t ≥ 0, consider the polymer model (PC ,∼, wt) with modified weights
wt(A) = w(A)et|∂(A)| and let Ξt = Ξ(PC ,∼, wt) denote the corresponding partition function. We then have

ht(|∂(Λ̄)|) = lnΞt − ln Ξ0 .

Applying the cluster expansion to ln Ξt (for t sufficiently small), taking derivatives, and evaluating at t = 0

shows that

κℓ(|∂(Λ̄)|) =
∑
Γ∈C

wC(Γ)∥∂(Γ)∥ℓ . (5.5)
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Similarly
κℓ
(
|Λ̄|
)
=
∑
Γ∈C

wC(Γ)∥Γ∥ℓ. (5.6)

We use the following standard fact (see e.g. [31]).

Fact 5.5. Let (Xn)n≥1 be a sequence of real-valued random variables such that κ1(Xn) → 0, κ2(Xn) → 1

and κℓ(Xn) → 0 for all ℓ ≥ 3. Then the sequence (Xn)n≥1 converges in distribution to a standard Gaussian.

Lemma 5.6. If Λ is sampled according to ν, then

P
(
|∂(Λ̄)| = E(|∂(Λ̄)|) + o(

√
λN)

)
= 1− o(1)

and
P
(
|Λ̄| = E(|Λ̄|) + o(

√
λN)

)
= 1− o(1).

Proof. We present only the proof for |∂(Λ̄)|; the concentration bound for |Λ̄| follows similarly. Note that

E[|∂(Λ̄)|] = κ1(|∂(Λ̄)|) (5.5)
=
∑
Γ∈C

wC(Γ)∥∂(Γ)∥ ≤ n
∑
Γ∈C

|wC(Γ)|∥Γ∥
(5.3)
= O

(
2nn102

(1 + λ)
n
2

)
.

We split our proof into two cases, depending on how large λ is.

More precisely, let ϵ > 0 be a sufficiently small constant. If λ ≥ 3 − ϵ, then (1 + λ)
n
2 ≥ 2n(1 − ϵ/4)

n
2 =

2ne−ϵ′n, where ϵ′ > 0 can be made arbitrarily small by choosing ϵ suitably small. Hence the right-hand side
of the above bound is o(

√
λN). The conclusion then follows from Markov’s inequality.

Now assume that λ ≤ 3− ϵ. In this case, we will use Fact 5.5. For all ℓ ≥ 2, we have

κℓ(|∂(Λ̄)|) (5.5)
=
∑
Γ∈C

wC(Γ)∥∂(Γ)∥ℓ
(5.3)
= O

(
2nn100+2ℓ

(1 + λ)
n
2

)
(5.7)

and

var(|∂(Λ̄)|) = κ2(|∂(Λ̄)|)
(5.5)
≥

∑
Γ∈C

∥Γ∥=1

wC(Γ)∥∂(Γ)∥2 − n2
∑
Γ∈C

∥Γ∥≥2

|wC(Γ)|∥Γ∥2

(5.3)
= 2

(
n

n/2− 1

)
λ(n/2 + 1)2

(1 + λ)
n
2 +1

−O

(
2nn204

(1 + λ)n

)
= Ω

(
2n

(1 + λ)
n
2

)
.

Setting Z = (|∂(Λ̄)| − E|∂(Λ̄)|)/
√

var(|∂(Λ̄)|), we have, for fixed ℓ ≥ 3,

κℓ(Z)
(5.4)
= var(|∂(Λ̄)|)−ℓ/2κℓ(|∂(Λ̄)|) = O

(
n100+2ℓ((1 + λ)

n
2 )

ℓ
2−1

(2n)
ℓ
2−1

)
= o(1) ,

where for the final equality we used the assumption λ ≤ 3−ϵ. Hence by Fact 5.5, Z converges in distribution
to a unit Gaussian. Finally, note that setting ℓ = 2 in (5.7) we have var(|∂(Λ̄)|) = o(λN). The conclusion
follows.
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Recall that A is an antichain sampled from the distribution µC
λ , and |A| = |Λ̄|+Bin

(
N − |∂(Λ̄)|, λ

1+λ

)
.

Taking expectations and using (5.5) and (5.6), we obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 5.7.

E|A| = E|Λ̄|+ λ

1 + λ

(
N − E|∂(Λ̄)|

)
=

λ

1 + λ
N +

∑
Γ∈C

wC(Γ)

(
∥Γ∥ − λ

1 + λ
∥∂(Γ)∥

)
.

In particular, this gives the following estimate for E|A|. Recall that k = ⌈n/2⌉.

Corollary 5.8. For r ∈ {0, 1}, there exists a sequence of polynomials F r
j (n, λ), j ∈ N, such that for any

fixed t ≥ 0 we have

E|A| = λ

1 + λ
N

1 + 1

(n− k + 1)(k + 1)

t∑
j=1

F r
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1)

+O

(
2nn100(t+1)+2

(1 + λ)(t+1)k

)
(5.8)

if n ≡ r (mod 2). Moreover degn F
r
j ≤ 2j+1 and degλ F

r
j ≤ 2j2, and the coefficients of F r

j can be computed
in time eO(j log j). In particular,

E|A| = (1 + o(1))
λ

1 + λ
N . (5.9)

Proof. We prove this only in the case of n odd; the case of n even is similar but simpler. By Lemmas 5.4
and 5.7, noting that ∥∂(Γ)∥ ≤ n∥Γ∥, we have

E|A| = λ

1 + λ
N +

∑
Γ∈C

∥Γ∥≤t

wC(Γ)

(
∥Γ∥ − λ

1 + λ
∥∂(Γ)∥

)
+O

(
2nn100(t+1)+2

(1 + λ)(t+1)k

)
.

Recalling that wC(Γ) = ϕ(GΓ)λ
∥Γ∥(1 + λ)−∥∂(Γ)∥ and taking the partial derivative with respect to λ on

both sides of (4.6) we obtain, for fixed j ≥ 1,(
n

k − 1

)[ ∂
∂λS

1
j

(1 + λ)j(k+1)
−

j(k + 1)S1
j

(1 + λ)j(k+1)+1

]
+

(
n

k + 1

)[ ∂
∂λS

2
j

(1 + λ)j(k+1)
−

j(k + 1)S2
j

(1 + λ)j(k+1)+1

]

=
1

λ

∑
Γ∈C

∥Γ∥=j

wC(Γ)

(
∥Γ∥ − λ

1 + λ
∥∂Γ∥

)
.

Noting that N =
(
n
k

)
,
(

n
k−1

)
/N = k/(n− k + 1),

(
n

k+1

)
/N = (n− k)/(k + 1) and setting

F 1
j = k(k + 1)

[
(1 + λ)

∂

∂λ
S1
j − j(k + 1)S1

j

]
+ (n− k)(n− k + 1)

[
(1 + λ)

∂

∂λ
S2
j − j(k + 1)S2

j

]
we obtain (5.8). By Theorem 4.2, degn F

1
j ≤ 2(j − 1) + 3 = 2j + 1 and degλ F

1
j ≤ 2j2. Moreover the

coefficients of F 1
j (n, λ) can be computed in time eO(j log j) since the same is true for S1

j (n, λ), S
2
j (n, λ).

Finally note that we obtain (5.9) by setting t = 0 in (5.8).

Lemma 5.9. For p = p(n) bounded away from 1 with pn → ∞, let X = X(n) ∼ Bin(n, p). Then, for any
m = np+ o(

√
np), we have as n→ ∞

P(X = m) =
1 + o(1)√
2πnp(1− p)

.
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Proof. P(X = m) =
(
n
m

)
pm(1− p)n−m, and the result follows from Stirling’s formula.

Lemma 5.10. Suppose m ∈ [N ] is such that

|E|A| −m| = o(
√
λN). (5.10)

Then

iCm = (1 + o(1))
(1 + λ)N+1ΞC

λm
√
2πNλ

. (5.11)

Proof. We have iCm = P(|A| = m)λ−m(1 + λ)NΞC . Hence it suffices to show that

P(|A| = m) = (1 + o(1))
1 + λ√
2πNλ

.

As before we let Λ denote a sample from ν so that

P(|A| = m) =
∑
Λ∈Ω

P(Λ = Λ) · P
(

Bin
(
N − |∂(Λ̄)|, λ

1 + λ

)
= m− |Λ̄|

)
. (5.12)

By Lemma 5.3, we may condition on the event |∂(Λ̄)| ≤ N/n while only incurring an additive error of
o(1/

√
λN). The binomial probabilities in (5.12) are then bounded uniformly by O(1/

√
λN), so it suffices to

show that they are in fact, with high probability, equal to (1 + o(1)) 1+λ√
2πNλ

. By Lemma 5.9, it suffices to
show that with high probability in the choice of Λ, we have

λ

1 + λ

(
N − |∂(Λ̄)|

)
= m− |Λ̄|+ o(

√
λN).

But this follows immediately by recalling our assumption that m = E|A|+o(
√
λN) together with the identity

given by Lemma 5.7 and the concentration bounds of Lemma 5.6.

Lemma 5.11. For r ∈ {0, 1}, there exists a sequence of rational functions Br
j (n, β), j ∈ N, such that the

following holds. Given ϵ > 0 and t ∈ N, let q = ⌈t/2⌉ − 1. If n ≡ r (mod 2) and m ∈ [N ] is such that
β := m

N ∈ [1− 4−1/t + ϵ, 1− ϵ], then taking

λ :=
β

1− β
+

q∑
j=1

Br
j (n, β)(1− β)j(k+1)

we have
|E|A| −m| = o(

√
λN).

Moreover, the coefficients of Br
j can be computed in time eO(j log j).

Proof. With q = ⌈t/2⌉ − 1, set

λ =
β

1− β
+

q∑
j=1

Br
j (n, β)(1− β)j(k+1)

where the functions Br
j are rational functions in n, β of constant degree (independent of n) to be determined

later. Note that by the assumption on β we have λ = Θ(1).
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By Corollary 5.8 we have

E|A| = λ

1 + λ
N

1 + 1

(n− k + 1)(k + 1)

q∑
j=1

F r
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1)

+O

(
2nn100(q+1)+2

(1 + λ)(q+1)k

)
, (5.13)

where F r
j (n, λ) is a polynomial with degn F

r
j ≤ 2j + 1 and degλ F

r
j ≤ 2j2. We now show that our choice of

q = ⌈t/2⌉ − 1 makes the error in the above expression equal to o(N1/2).

Let X := λ(1−β)−β =
∑q

j=1B
r
j (1−β)j(k+1)+1 and note that X = o(1). Since (1+λ)−1 = (1−β)/(1+

X) = (1 + o(1))(1− β) and β ≥ 1− 4−1/t + ϵ, it follows that

(1 + λ)−(q+1)k ≤ eo(n)(1− β)(q+1)k = O
(
e−Ω(n) · 4−

(q+1)k
t

)
= O

(
e−Ω(n)N−1/2

)
. (5.14)

Returning to (5.13), we conclude that

E|A| = λ

1 + λ
N

1 + 1

(n− k + 1)(k + 1)

q∑
j=1

F r
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1)

+ o(N1/2) . (5.15)

Our goal is to find a suitable choice of Br
1 , . . . B

r
q that makes (5.15) equal to m+ o(N1/2). Our first step is

to expand the RHS of (5.15) as a function of n, β,Br
1 , . . . B

r
q .

Note that X = O(nO(1)(1− β)n/2). Since β ≥ 1− 4−1/t + ϵ, it follows that Xq+1 = O(e−Ω(n)N−1/2).

First we expand (1 + λ)−ℓ as function of β and X: for ℓ = O(n),

(1 + λ)−ℓ =
(1− β)ℓ

(1 +X)ℓ
= (1− β)ℓ

[
q∑

i=0

(
−ℓ
i

)
Xi +O

(
(ℓX)q+1

)]

= (1− β)ℓ
q∑

i=0

(
−ℓ
i

)
Xi +O

(
e−Ω(n)N−1/2

)
. (5.16)

Next we rewrite F r
j (n, λ) as a function of n, β and X. Since degλ F

r
j ≤ 2j2 and λ = β+X

1−β , we may
write F r

j (n, λ) = (1 − β)−cjGr
j(n, β,X) for some integer 0 ≤ cj ≤ 2j2 and Gr

j a polynomial in n, β,X with
degnG

r
j ≤ 2j + 1. Plugging this into (5.15) along with (5.16) we have

1

N
E|A| =

(β +X)

q∑
i=0

(−X)i

1 + q∑
j=1

Gr
j(n, β,X)

(n− k + 1)(k + 1)
(1− β)j(k+1)−cj

q∑
i=0

(
−j(k + 1)

i

)
Xi

+ o(N−1/2). (5.17)

Recalling that X =
∑q

j=1B
r
j (1 − β)j(k+1)+1, we rewrite (5.17) as a polynomial in (1 − β)k+1 and note

that by (5.14), nO(1)(1− β)s(k+1) = o(N−1/2) for s ≥ q + 1. This yields

1

N
ECn,λ|A| = β +

q∑
j=1

Hr
j (n, β,B

r
1 , . . . B

r
j )

(n− k + 1)(k + 1)(1− β)cj
· (1− β)j(k+1) + o(N−1/2) (5.18)

where Hr
j is a polynomial in n, β,Br

1 , . . . B
r
j . Moreover, note that each Hr

j is linear in Br
j , with nonzero

coefficient. By induction, we conclude that there is a choice of Br
1 , . . . B

r
j such that Hr

1 = · · · = Hr
q = 0, with
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each Br
j a rational function of n, β of constant degree (depending on j but not on n). Plugging this choice

of Br
j into (5.18) and recalling that λ = Θ(1) we conclude that

E|A| = βN + o(
√
λN) .

Finally, note that the above proof also gives an algorithm for computing the functions Br
j . Indeed, the

coefficients of F r
j can be computed in time eO(j log j) (by Corollary 5.8), and therefore so can the coefficients

of Gr
j and Hr

j . Having computed Br
1 , . . . , B

r
j−1, we can compute Br

j by solving a linear equation.

We are now in a position to prove Theorem 5.1. The final ingredient that we require is the following
simple reformulation of Lemma 5.9: for m = m(n) ∈ [N ] such that β := m/N is bounded away from 0 and
1, we have, with λ0 := β

1−β , (
N

m

)
= (1 + o(1))

(1 + λ0)
N+1

λm0
√
2πmλ0

. (5.19)

Proof of Theorem 5.1. Once again, we present only the proof for n odd. The case of even n is analogous.
Take λ as in Lemma 5.11 and let λ0 = β/(1−β). Note that λ = Θ(1) and so we are free to apply the results
of Section 5. Note also that λ = λ0 + o(1).

By Lemma 5.10 and (5.19) we have

iCm =(1 + o(1))

(
N

m

)(
1 + λ

1 + λ0

)N (
λ0
λ

)m

ΞC , (5.20)

and by Theorem 4.2

ΞC = (1 + o(1)) exp

t−1∑
j=1

(
n

k − 1

)
S1
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1) +

(
n

k + 1

)
S2
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1)

 . (5.21)

Taking logarithms and dividing by N =
(
n
k

)
, it remains to prove that we can find R1

j = R1
j (n, β) for all j ≥ 1

such that

ln

(
1 + λ

1 + λ0

)
− β ln

(
λ

λ0

)
+

t−1∑
j=1

k

n− k + 1
S1
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1) +

n− k

k + 1
S2
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1)

=

t−1∑
j=1

R1
j (n, β)(1− β)jk + o(N−1). (5.22)

We now expand each term on the LHS of the above as a power series in (1 − β)k. As in the proof of
Lemma 5.11, we take X :=

∑q
j=1B

r
j (n, β)(1− β)j(k+1)+1, where q = ⌈t/2⌉ − 1. Note that Xt = e−Ω(n)N−1

since β ≥ 1− 4−1/t + ϵ. By Taylor expanding, we have

ln

(
1 + λ

1 + λ0

)
− β ln

(
λ

λ0

)
= ln(1 +X)− β ln(1 +X/β) =

t−1∑
i=1

(−1)i+1

i
(1− β1−i)Xi + o(N−1). (5.23)

27



We also note that if ℓ = O(n), then

(1 + λ)−ℓ = (1− β)ℓ
t−1∑
i=0

(
−ℓ
i

)
Xi + o

(
N−1

)
. (5.24)

Now for r ∈ {1, 2}, each Sr
j is a polynomial in n and λ with degn(S

r
j ) ≤ 2j and degλ(S

r
j ) ≤ 2j2. Since

λ = (β +X)/(1− β), we may therefore write

Sr
j (n, λ) = (1− β)−cjT r

j (n, β,X)

for some non-negative integer cj = crj ≤ 2j2 and T r
j a polynomial in n, β,X such that degn(T

r
j ) ≤ 2j.

Therefore by (5.24),

t−1∑
j=1

Sr
j (n, λ)(1 + λ)−j(k+1) =

t−1∑
j=1

T r
j (n, β,X)(1− β)j(k+1)−c

(r)
j

t−1∑
i=0

(
−j(k + 1)

i

)
Xi + o(N−1). (5.25)

To compute the coefficients of R1
j , we substitute (5.23) and (5.25) into the LHS of (5.22), expand the

powers of X =
∑q

j=1Bj(1 − β)j(k+1)+1 and collect the coefficients of (1 − β)k, . . . , (1 − β)(t−1)k. Finally,
observe that R1

j can be computed in time eO(j log j), since so can Sr
j , T

r
j (r ∈ {1, 2}) and B1

j .

6 The proofs of Theorems 1.2-1.5: the case of n even

In this section we prove each of our main theorems in the case where n is even.

6.1 Theorem 1.4

We begin with Theorem 1.4, which follows easily from the following lemma. Recall that when n is even,
Cn = L[k−1,k+1] and k = n/2.

Lemma 6.1.
Z(Cn, λ) ≡ (1 + λ)NΞC .

In particular,
im(Cn) = iCm

for all m ∈ [N ].

Proof. Given an antichain S ⊆ Cn, let

ρ(S) = S ∩ (Lk−1 ∪ Lk+1) .

We partition the collection of antichains S ⊆ Cn according to the value of ρ(S). Note that if ρ(S) = A, then
S ∩ Lk can be any subset of Lk\∂(A). We conclude that

Z(Cn, λ) =
∑

A⊆Lk−1∪Lk+1

∑
S⊆Cn

S∈A, ρ(S)=A

λ|S| =
∑

A⊆Lk−1∪Lk+1

λ|A|(1 + λ)N−|∂(A)| = (1 + λ)N
∑

A⊆Lk−1∪Lk+1

wC(A) .

The first claim follows by noting that if A decomposes into the collection of mutually compatible poly-
mers {A1, . . . , Aℓ}, then wC(A) =

∏ℓ
i=1 wC(Ai). The second claim follows by noting that Z(Cn, λ) =∑N

m=0 im(Cn)λ
m and (e.g. by (5.2)) (1 + λ)NΞC =

∑N
m=0 i

C
mλ

m.
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In the case of n even, Theorem 1.4 now follows by combining Theorem 1.7 and Theorem 4.2, taking λ = 1

and setting P 0
j (n) := 2−jS0

j (n, 1). We remark that in order to obtain the desired error term O
(
2−tn/2nO(t)

)
,

we need to sum the first t+ 1 terms in the sum in Theorem 4.2.

Next we turn to Theorems 1.3 and 1.5. We will apply our results from Section 5. Recall that in Section 5
we assumed that λ is bounded, which will translate to the case where β in Theorems 1.3 and 1.5 is bounded
away from 1. We treat the (simpler) case of β close to 1 separately in Section 6.4.

6.2 Theorem 1.5 in the case of β bounded away from 1

For concreteness, let us assume that β ≤ 9/10. Let 2C log2 n/
√
n ≤ β ≤ 9/10 where C is chosen sufficiently

large so that Theorem 1.6 and Lemma 5.10 hold. Set m = βN . Our task is to show that im(Bn) =

(1 + o(1))im(Cn). For this we will appeal to Lemma 2.3.

As in Section 5, let A denote a sample from µC
λ . Recall from Corollary 5.8 that

E|A| = (1 + o(1))λN/(1 + λ).

Since E|A| is continuous in λ, it follows that for λ ∈ (C log2 n/
√
n, 10) the quantity E|A| takes all values

in the interval
[
2C log2 nN/

√
n, 9N/10

]
. There therefore exists a value of λ ∈ (C log2 n/

√
n, 10) such that

E|A| = m.

By Theorem 1.6, for this choice of λ we have Z(λ) = Z(Bn, λ) =
(
1 + o(1/

√
N)
)
Z(Cn, λ). By

Lemma 5.10, we also have im(Cn)λ
m/Z(Cn, λ) = Ω

(
1√
λN

)
, and so condition (2.7) of Lemma 2.3 holds.

By Lemma 2.3, we obtain im(Bn) = (1 + o(1))im(Cn) as desired.

6.3 Theorem 1.3 in the case of β bounded away from 1

As in the previous section, we assume that β ≤ 9/10.

Fix t ≥ 1, ϵ > 0 and suppose m ∈ [N ] is such that β = m/N ≥ 1 − 4−1/t + ϵ. By Theorem 1.5 and
Lemma 6.1, ψ(n,m) = im(Bn) = (1 + o(1))im(Cn) = (1 + o(1))iCm. Theorem 1.3 (for β ≤ 9/10) now follows
from Theorem 5.1.

6.4 Theorems 1.3 and 1.5 in the case of β close to 1

Suppose that λ ≥ 9. In this case, we may further truncate the partition function Z(Cn, λ), reducing it to
the trivial partition function of the middle layer Z(Ln/2, λ) = (1 + λ)N . Indeed, Theorem 4.2 (applied with
t = 1) and Lemma 6.1 gives Z(Cn, λ) = (1 + o(1/

√
N))(1 + λ)N for λ ≥ 8. Therefore by Theorem 1.6,

Z(Bn, λ) =
(
1 + o(1/

√
N)
)
Z(Lk, λ) . (6.1)

To obtain the result of Theorem 1.3, we wish to apply Lemma 2.3 with F1 and F2 the set of antichains
in Lk and Bn, respectively. Set β = m/N and suppose that β ≥ 9/10 and set λ := β

1−β (so in particular
λ ≥ 9). We claim that λ satisfies (2.7) with f(n) = o(1/

√
N) as in (6.1), for which it suffices to show that(

N
m

)
λm(1 + λ)−N = Ω(1/

√
N).
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Recall the standard estimate
(
N
m

)
≥ 1√

2N
2H(β)N , where H is the binary entropy function. For the above

λ we obtain (
N
m

)
λm

(1 + λ)N
≥ 1√

2N
(1− β)

−(1−β)N
β−βN

(
β

1− β

)βN

(1− β)
N

=
1√
2N

.

Combining this with (6.1) and using Lemma 2.3, we see that ψ(n,m) = im(Bn) = (1 + o(1))im(Lk) =

(1 + o(1))
(
N
m

)
for all m ≥ 9N/10. This is precisely the statement of Theorem 1.3, and Theorem 1.5 in this

regime follows immediately.

6.5 Theorem 1.2

6.5.1 1-statement and behaviour inside the scaling window

Let β = m/N = 3
4 − ln(n)

4n + h(n)
n . Theorem 1.3 shows that if h(n) = Ω(n) > 0 then ψ(n,m) = im(Bn) =

(1 + o(1))
(
N
m

)
. For the 1-statement and behaviour inside the scaling window we may therefore assume that

h(n) = o(n). Let λ be as in Lemma 5.11 applied with t = 2, i.e. λ = β/(1−β). Combining (4.6), (5.20), (5.21)
(again with t = 2), and Lemma 6.1 gives

ψ(n,m) = (1 + o(1))

(
N

m

)
exp

 ∑
Γ∈C,∥Γ∥=1

wC(Γ)

 . (6.2)

We now turn our attention to computing the sum on the RHS.

Let Γ ∈ C be a cluster of size 1. Then Γ consists of precisely one polymer A which has size 1, i.e. it is
an element of V (GC) = Ln/2−1 ∪ Ln/2+1. In particular, the incompatibility graph GΓ consists of a single
vertex and so ϕ(GΓ) = 1 and wC(Γ) = wC(A) = λ(1+λ)−

n+2
2 . There are 2

(
n

n/2+1

)
choices for Γ, and hence,

∑
∥Γ∥=1

wC(Γ) = 2

(
n

n/2 + 1

)
λ(1 + λ)−

n+2
2

= N
2βn

(n+ 2)
(1− β)

n
2 (6.3)

= (1 + o(1))
2n√
πn/2

· 2 · 3
4

(
1 + lnn

n − 4h(n)
n

4

)n/2

= (1 + o(1))
3√
2πn

exp

{
lnn

2
− 2h(n) +O

(
(lnn)2 + (h(n))2

n

)}
= (1 + o(1))

3√
2π

exp {−2h(n)(1 + o(1))} ,

where for last two equalities we used the assumption that h(n) = o(n). Considering the cases h(n) → ∞
and h(n) → c ∈ R recovers the first two statements of Theorem 1.2 in the case of n even.

Remark 6.2. Theorem 1.3 shows that for β = m/N ≥ 1/2 + ϵ,

ψ(n,m) = (1 + o(1))

(
N

m

)
exp

(
NR0

1 (n, β) · (1− β)
n
2

)
.

Comparing this to (6.2) and (6.3) reveals that R0
1 (n, β) =

2βn
n+2 .
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6.5.2 0-statement

We now consider the case h(n) → −∞. First note that if β = Ω(1) then Theorem 1.3 shows that

ψ(n,m) = (1 + o(1))

(
N

m

)
exp

(
(1 + o(1))NRE

1 (n, β) · (1− β)
n
2

)
. (6.4)

If h(n) → −∞ then NRE
1 (n, β) · (1− β)

n
2 → ∞ and the result follows.

We may therefore assume that β = m/N = o(1). In this case we proceed with a more direct argument.
As before, we let k = n/2.

We consider first the case where m = ω(1). In this case it suffices to count the number of antichains
of size m that have one element in Lk−1 and the other m − 1 in Lk. The number of such antichains is(

n
k−1

)(
N−k−1
m−1

)
, and we wish to prove that this is much bigger than

(
N
m

)
. We have:

(
n

k−1

)(
N−k−1
m−1

)(
N
m

) = (1 + o(1))
N
(
N−k−1
m−1

)(
N
m

) = (1 + o(1))m

m−1∏
i=1

N − k − i

N − i
. (6.5)

Now, when m ≤ k this can be lower bounded by (1+o(1))m
(
N−k
N

)m ≥ (1+o(1))me−
mk
N = (1+o(1))m =

ω(1). For m > k, instead note that the product on the right hand side of (6.5) telescopes and thus the above
expression equals

(1 + o(1))m

k∏
i=1

N −m+ 1− i

N − i
≥ (1 + o(1))m

(
N −m

N

)k

≥ (1 + o(1))me−
mk
N = ω(1),

where the last equality holds since m = o(N) and so in particular m/ lnm = o(N/ lnN) = o(N/k).

Finally, it remains to deal with the case of m = O(1). Here, our previous approach doesn’t work. Indeed,
a constant proportion of the antichains of size m in Lk−1 ∪Lk are contained entirely in Lk. We will instead
count all antichains of size m in Bn.

Let u and v be two elements of Bn chosen independently and uniformly at random. Recall that we say
u and v are adjacent in Bn if and only if u ⊊ v or v ⊊ u, and we write u ∼ v. Conditioning on |u| = ℓ, the
probability that u and v are either adjacent in Bn or equal is precisely 2ℓ+2n−ℓ−1

2n . Dropping the conditioning,
we have

P(u ∼ v or u = v) =

n∑
ℓ=0

(
n
ℓ

)
2n

× 2ℓ + 2n−ℓ−1

2n
= 2 ·

(
3

4

)n

−
(
1

2

)n

= o(1).

Now sample m = O(1) distinct elements u1, . . . , um independently and uniformly at random from Bn.

For 1 ≤ i < j ≤ m, let Ei,j denote the event ‘ui ≁ uj and ui ̸= uj ’. Observe that the event
⋂

i,j Ei,j is
precisely the event that {u1, . . . um} is an antichain of size m. But by the above, we have P(Ei,j) = 1− o(1)

for all i, j. Since there are only
(
m
2

)
= O(1) events Ei,j , we have

P ({u1, . . . , um} is an antichain) = 1− o(1). (6.6)

Let U be the random variable with distribution equal to that of {u1, . . . , um} conditioned on the event
that {u1, . . . , um} is an antichain of size m. We clearly have that U is uniformly distributed over the set
of all antichains of size m. On the other hand, P({u1, . . . , um} ⊆ Lk) = o(1), and therefore by (6.6),
P(U ⊆ Lk) = o(1) too. This concludes the proof.
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Remark. The computations in (6.6) hold for m = o((4/3)n/2), and hence we may conclude that in this

regime ψ(n,m) = (1 + o(1))

(
2n

m

)
.

7 The proofs of Theorems 1.2-1.5: the case of n odd

In this section we prove Theorems 1.2-1.5 in the case where n is odd. Throughout this section we set
k = ⌈n/2⌉ = (n+ 1)/2 and λ > C log2 n/

√
n where C is a sufficiently large constant.

Recall that Cn is the union of the four consecutive layers Lk−2, Lk−1, Lk, Lk+1 and by Theorem 1.6 the
partition function Z(λ) is closely approximated by Z(Cn, λ).

Our first aim is to establish an analog of Lemma 6.1 (Lemma 7.2 below), relating Z(Cn, λ) to a suitable
polymer model partition function.

The main complication arising from the n odd case is that there are now two maximum antichains Lk

and Lk−1, or in physics terminology two ground states. It will turn out that almost all of the contribution to
Z(Cn, λ) comes from antichains that are ‘close’ to a subset of Lk or Lk−1. Contrast this to the case where
n is even, where almost all of the contribution to Z(Cn, λ) comes from antichains that are close to a subset
of the (unique) middle layer.

To deal with this, we show that the measure µCn,λ (the hard-core measure on Cn at activity λ defined
at (1.2)) is well-approximated by a mixture of two measures: one on antichains in L[k−1,k+1] and one on
antichains in L[k−2,k]. The measure on antichains in L[k−1,k+1] will concentrate on antichains that are close
to a subset of Lk and the measure on antichains in L[k−2,k] will concentrate on antichains that are close to
a subset of Lk−1. The measure on antichains in L[k−1,k+1] will be precisely the measure µC

λ introduced in
Section 5. The measure on antichains L[k−2,k] will equivalent under the symmetry Bn → Bn, A 7→ Ac.

We note that a similar strategy was carried out in [35] to analyse independent sets in the hypercube:
there it is shown that the hard-core measure on the discrete hypercube Qn is well-approximated by a mixture
of measures that favour odd/even vertices of Qn. This idea is also present in the earlier work of Korshunov
and Sapozhenko [47] and Galvin [23] on independent sets in Qn.

7.1 Approximating Z(Cn, λ) by a polymer model partition function

Write L = Lk−1, U = Lk (for ‘lower’ and ‘upper’ ground states respectively).

In this section we introduce two polymer models, (PL,∼, wL) and (PU ,∼, wU ), which are designed to
capture antichains in Cn which are ‘close’ to a subset of L or U . In the next section, we perform one more
‘truncation step’ which shows that the main contribution to Z(Cn, λ) comes from antichains that are a subset
of either L[k−1,k+1] or L[k−2,k].

Given A ⊆ L, let Int(A) = {v ∈ Lk−2 : N+(v) ⊆ A}. For i ∈ {k − 1, k + 1}, PL consists of the
sets A ⊆ Li which are i) 2-linked in the graph Li ∪ Lk; and ii) |∂(A)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|A|, recalling that
∂(A) = {x ∈ U : ∃v ∈ A, x ⊆ v or v ⊆ x}. We say A1, A2 ∈ PL are compatible, written A1 ∼ A2, if and only
if ∂(A1) ∩ ∂(A2) = ∅. For A ∈ PL, set

wL(A) =

λ
|A|(1 + λ)−|N−(A)| if A ⊆ Lk+1,

λ|A|(1 + λ)−|N+(A)| ∑
B⊆Int(A)

λ|B|−|N+(B)| if A ⊆ L .
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As a look ahead, it will be useful to compare this polymer model to the polymer model (PC ,∼, wC)

defined in Section 4. Indeed we have PC = PL and wC(A) ≤ wL(A) for all polymers A. In the next section
we will ‘reduce’ the study of (PL,∼, wL) to the study of the (simpler) polymer model (PC ,∼, wC).

We define a polymer model (PU ,∼, wU ) analogously: given A ⊆ U , let Int(A) = {v ∈ Lk+1 : N−(v) ⊆ A}.
For i ∈ {k − 2, k}, PU consists of the sets A ⊆ Li which are i) 2-linked in the graph Li ∪ Lk; and ii)
|∂(A)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|A|, where, this time, we use ∂(A) := {x ∈ L : ∃v ∈ A, x ⊆ v or v ⊆ x}. We say
A1, A2 ∈ PU are compatible, written A1 ∼ A2, if and only if ∂(A1) ∩ ∂(A2) = ∅. For A ∈ PU , set

wU (A) =

λ
|A|(1 + λ)−|N+(A)| if A ⊆ Lk−2,

λ|A|(1 + λ)−|N−(A)| ∑
B⊆Int(A)

λ|B|−|N−(B)| if A ⊆ U .

Recall that for D ∈ {L,U}, Ξ(PD,∼, wD) denotes the polymer model partition function (defined at (2.1)).
Note that by symmetry Ξ(PL,∼, wL) = Ξ(PU ,∼, wU ) and so we denote the partition function by Ξ. Let
ΩD = Ω(PD,∼) denote the set of collections of compatible polymers in PD. Let νD denote the measure on
ΩD given by

νD(Λ) =

∏
A∈Λ wD(A)

Ξ
for Λ ∈ ΩD.

It will be convenient to introduce the following measure on antichains in Cn which will closely approximate
the hard-core model on Cn at activity λ (see Lemma 7.2 below) but is more amenable to analysis. Let µ̂λ

denote the distribution of the random antichain produced by the following process:

1. Select D ∈ {L,U} uniformly at random.

2. Select Λ according to νD and let Λ̄ =
⋃

A∈ΛA.

3. If D = L, then select W ⊆ Int(Λ̄ ∩ L) with probability proportional to λ|W |−|N+(W )|. If D = U , then
select W ⊆ Int(Λ̄ ∩ U) with probability proportional to λ|W |−|N−(W )|.

4. If D = L, then let U be a λ
1+λ -random subset of U\N(Λ̄). If D = U , then let U be a λ

1+λ -random
subset of L\N(Λ̄).

5. Output the antichain S = (Λ̄\N(W )) ∪W ∪ U .

We say that an antichain S is captured by µ̂λ under L (resp. U) if there is a positive probability that S is
selected by the above process given that L (resp. U) is selected in Step 1. Moreover we let c(S) (∈ {0, 1, 2})
denote the number of D ∈ {L, U} such that S is captured by µ̂λ under D.

We record the following observation about the measure µ̂λ.

Lemma 7.1. Let D denote the state chosen at Step 1 in the definition of µ̂λ. We have

µ̂λ(S | D = L) = λ|S|

(1 + λ)NΞ
1{S captured under L} (7.1)

and similarly with L replaced by U . In particular,

µ̂λ(S) = c(S)
λ|S|

2(1 + λ)NΞ
. (7.2)

Moreover, c(S) ≥ 1 for all antichains S ⊆ Cn.
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Proof. Let D denote the state chosen at Step 1 in the definition of µ̂λ. Suppose that S is captured by
µ̂λ under L and for i ∈ [k − 2, k + 1] let Si = S ∩ Li. Let S′ = N+(Sk−2) ∪ Sk−1 and let Λ denote the
collection of 2-linked components of S′ (in the graph Lk−1 ∪ Lk) and 2-linked components of Sk+1 (in the
graph Lk ∪ Lk+1). By the definition of µ̂λ, we have that

µ̂λ (S | D = L) =
∏

A∈Λ wL(A)

Ξ
· λ|Sk−2|−|N+(Sk−2)|∑
B⊆Int(S′)

λ|B|−|N+(B)| ·
λ|Sk|

(1 + λ)N−|N+(S′)|−|N−(Sk+1)|
.

Also,

∏
A∈Λ

wL(A) =
∏

A∈Λ,A⊆Lk+1

λ|A|(1 + λ)−|N−(A)|
∏

A∈Λ,A⊆L

λ|A|(1 + λ)−|N+(A)|
∑

B⊆Int(A)

λ|B|−|N+(B)|


= λ|S

′|+|Sk+1|(1 + λ)−|N+(S′)|−|N−(Sk+1)|
∑

B⊆Int(S′)

λ|B|−|N+(B)|

(note that, in the last equality, we are using the fact that if B ⊆ Int(S′), then B can be uniquely partitioned
to B1, . . . , Bℓ so that Bi ⊆ Int(Ai) for some Ai ∈ Λ where, for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ, Ai are all distinct and Ai ⊆ L).
Combining the above two equations, noting that |S′|+ |Sk+1|+ |Sk−2| − |N+(Sk−2)| = |S|, we have

µ̂λ (S | D = L) = λ|S|

(1 + λ)NΞ
,

as desired. Similarly if S is captured by µ̂λ under U then µ̂λ (S | D = U) = λ|S|(1+λ)−NΞ−1. Statement (7.2)
follows by noting that µ̂λ(S) =

1
2 µ̂λ (S | D = L) + 1

2 µ̂λ (S | D = U).

For the final claim, suppose now that S ⊆ Cn is an antichain. Since the graph between layers L = Lk−1

and U = Lk contains a perfect matching and S is an antichain, we must have that either |N+(Sk−2)∪Sk−1| ≤
N/2 or |N−(Sk+1) ∪ Sk| ≤ N/2. By Proposition 2.4, it follows that either |N+(A)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|A| for all
2-linked components A of N+(Sk−2) ∪ Sk−1 or |N−(A)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|A| for all 2-linked components of
N−(Sk+1) ∪ Sk and so S is captured by µ̂λ under L or U .

We now aim to establish the following analogue of Lemma 6.1. Recall that we let N =
(

n
⌈n/2⌉

)
=
(
n
k

)
and

we let µCn,λ denote the hard-core measure on Cn at activity λ.

Lemma 7.2. ∣∣lnZ(Cn, λ)− ln
[
2(1 + λ)NΞ

]∣∣ = e−Ω(N/n5) ,

and
∥µ̂λ − µCn,λ∥TV = e−Ω(N/n5) .

We begin by showing that the cluster expansion of ln Ξ is convergent (cf. Lemma 4.1).

Lemma 7.3. For D ∈ {L,U}, the polymer model (PD,∼, wD) satisfies the Kotecký-Preiss condition (2.4),
with f and g as in (3.6). In particular, with C = C(PD,∼), we have∑

Γ∈C
|wD(Γ)| eg(Γ) ≤ 2n/n3. (7.3)

Proof. By symmetry we may assume that D = L. The proof is now identical to Lemma 4.1 where we replace
each instance of wC with wL.
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We record the following corollary of Lemma 7.3 which is an analog of Lemma 5.3. We omit the proof
since it is identical to that of Lemma 5.3.

Lemma 7.4. Let D ∈ {L,U}. If Λ is sampled according to νD, then

|Λ̄| ≤ N/n2,

with probability at least 1− exp{Ω(N/n5)}.

We record one final lemma before turning to the proof of Lemma 7.2.

Lemma 7.5. We have
µ̂λ ({S : c(S) = 2}) = e−Ω(N/n5) .

Proof. Let E denote the event that c(S) = 2 and |S ∩ L| ≥ |S ∩ U|. By symmetry it is enough to show that
µ̂λ(E) = e−Ω(N/n5). Let D denote the state chosen at Step 1 in the definition of µ̂λ. Note that, by (7.1),
we have µ̂λ(E | D = L) = µ̂λ(E | D = U) and thus µ̂λ(E) = µ̂λ(E | D = L). Let Λ denote the configuration
chosen at Step 2. By Lemma 7.4,

µ̂λ(E | D = L) = µ̂λ(E | D = L, |Λ̄| ≤ N/n2) + e−Ω(N/n5) .

Next note that conditioned on the event D = L and on Λ, S ∩ U is a random subset of U\N(Λ) where each
element is selected independently with probability λ/(1 + λ) (Step 4 in the definition of µ̂λ). Moreover if
|Λ̄| ≤ N/n2 then |N(Λ̄)| ≤ N/n. Letting X ∼ Bin((1− 1/n)N,λ/(1 + λ)), it follows from Chernoff’s bound
(recall that λ = Ω̃(1/

√
n)) that

µ̂λ

(
|S ∩ L| ≥ |S ∩ U| | D = L, |Λ̄| ≤ N/n2

)
≤ P(X ≤ N/n2) = e−Ω(Nλ).

The result now follows.

We finally turn to the proof of Lemma 7.2.

Proof of Lemma 7.2. By Lemma 7.1,

Z(Cn, λ) =
∑

S⊆Cn,S∈A

λ|S| ≤
∑

S⊆Cn,S∈A

c(S)λ|S| = 2(1 + λ)NΞ . (7.4)

On the other hand, by Lemma 7.1 and then Lemma 7.5,

Z(Cn, λ) ≥ 2(1 + λ)NΞ−
∑

S:c(S)=2

c(S)λ|S| = (1− e−Ω(N/n5))2(1 + λ)NΞ .

The first claim of Lemma 7.2 follows. For the second, note that if µ̂λ(S) > µCn,λ(S) then by Lemma 7.1
and (7.4), we must have that c(S) = 2. It follows that

∥µ̂λ − µCn,λ∥TV =
∑

S:µ̂λ(S)>µCn,λ(S)

µ̂λ(S)− µCn,λ(S) ≤
∑

S:c(S)=2

µ̂λ(S) .

The result now follows from Lemma 7.5.
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7.2 A final truncation step

In the previous section we approximated Z(Cn, λ) by (a scaling of) the partition function Ξ. In this section we
show that Ξ is well-approximated by a simplified polymer model partition function which encodes antichains
contained in three consecutive layers (rather than four).

Consider the polymer model (PL,∼, w′
L) where w′

L is the simplified weight

w′
L(A) =

{
λ|A|(1 + λ)−|N−(A)| if A ⊆ Lk+1,

λ|A|(1 + λ)−|N+(A)| if A ⊆ L .

Observe that (PL,∼, w′
L) is precisely the polymer model (PC ,∼, wC) from Section 4. It will be useful however

to keep the notation (PL,∼, w′
L), as we will define (PU ,∼, w′

U ) analogously. We note that Ξ(PU ,∼, w′
U ) =

Ξ(PL,∼, w′
L) and we denote this partition function by ΞC as in Section 4. For D ∈ {L,U}, let ν′D denote

the measure on ΩD given by

ν′D(Λ) =

∏
A∈Λ w

′
D(A)

ΞC
for Λ ∈ ΩD.

Lemma 7.6.

|ln Ξ− ln ΞC | = o

(
1√
N

)
(7.5)

and for D ∈ {L,U},

∥νD − ν′D∥TV = o

(
1√
N

)
. (7.6)

Moreover, when λ = 1 we can tighten both o(1/
√
N) error terms above to e−Ω(n2).

Proof. Recall from Section 3 that for X,Y ⊆ Bn, we let Y X = {v ∈ Y | v ̸⊂ w ∀w ∈ X}. Recall also
that Ak denotes the set of all antichains S ⊆ Bn such that each 2-linked component A of S ∩ Lk−1 satisfies
|N+(A)| ≥ (1 + 1/n)|A|, and for U ⊆ Bn, we let

Zk(U, λ) =
∑

A∈Ak, A⊆U

λ|A| .

Claim 7.7.
(1 + λ)NΞ =

∑
X⊆Lk+1

λ|X|Zk(L
X
[k−2,k], λ) .

Proof. Given X ⊆ Lk+1, let (PX,k,∼, w) be the polymer model defined in Section 3.1. In particular PX,k

is the set of all 2-linked subsets A ⊆ LX
k−1 such that N+(A) ≥ (1 + 1/n)|A| and w(A) = wL(A) for all

A ∈ PX,k. Letting ΞX = Ξ(PX,k,∼, w), Lemma 3.4 shows that

(1 + λ)M · ΞX = Zk(L
X
[k−2,k], λ) , (7.7)

where M = |LX
k | = N − |N−(X)| .

Recall that ΩL denotes the set of all collections of compatible polymers in PL and let Ω′
L ⊆ ΩL denote

the set of Λ ∈ ΩL where each polymer A ∈ Λ is contained in Lk+1. Given Λ ∈ Ω′
L, let ΩΛ ⊆ ΩL denote the

set of Λ′ ∈ ΩL where each polymer A ∈ Λ′ is contained in L and Λ ∪ Λ′ ∈ ΩL. Crucially, if Λ ∈ Ω′
L where

X =
⋃

A∈ΛA, then

ΩΛ is in one-to-one correspondence with collections of compatible polymers in PX,k.
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We then have

Ξ =
∑

Λ∈ΩL

∏
A∈Λ

wL(A) =
∑

Λ∈Ω′
L

∏
A∈Λ′

wL(A)
∑

Λ′∈ΩΛ

∏
A∈Λ′

wL(A)

=
∑

Λ∈Ω′
L

∏
A∈Λ′

λ|A|(1 + λ)−|N−(A)|
∑

Λ′∈ΩΛ

∏
A∈Λ′

wL(A)

=
∑

X⊆Lk+2

λ|X|(1 + λ)−|N−(X)|ΞX ,

where for the final equality we used the one-to-one correspondence between Ω′
L and subsets X ⊆ Lk+1. The

claim follows by combining the identity above with (7.7). ■

By an argument identical to the proof of Claim 7.7 (replacing the weight w with the simplified weight
w′(A) = λ|A|(1 + λ)−|N+(A)|) we also have

(1 + λ)NΞC =
∑

X⊆Lk+1

λ|X|Zk(L
X
[k−1,k], λ) .

Equation (7.5) now follows from Lemma 3.3.

For equation (7.6) note that wL(A) ≥ w′
L(A) for all A ∈ PL and so Ξ ≥ ΞC . Moreover, wL(A) > w′

L(A)

if and only if A ⊆ L and A has non-empty interior. It follows that

Ω1 := {Λ : νL(Λ) > ν′L(Λ)} ⊆ {Λ : A ⊆ L, Int(A) ̸= ∅ for some A ∈ Λ} =: Ω2 .

Moreover,

Ξ− ΞC =
∑
Λ∈Ω2

(∏
A∈Λ

wL(A)−
∏
A∈Λ

w′
L(A)

)
.

We then have

∥νL − ν′L∥TV =
∑
Λ∈Ω1

νL(Λ)− ν′L(Λ)

≤
∑
Λ∈Ω1

(∏
A∈Λ wL(A)

Ξ
−
∏

A∈Λ w
′
L(A)

Ξ

)

≤ 1

Ξ

∑
Λ∈Ω2

(∏
A∈Λ

wL(A)−
∏
A∈Λ

w′
L(A)

)
= 1− ΞC/Ξ .

Statement (7.6) now follows from (7.5).

Finally, it will be useful to consider the following (simpler) analogue of the measure µ̂λ: let µ′
λ denote

the distribution of the random antichain produced by the following process:

1. Select D ∈ {L, U} uniformly at random.

2. Select Λ according to ν′D and let Λ̄ =
⋃

A∈ΛA.

3. If D = L let U be a λ
1+λ -random subset of U\N(Λ̄). If D = U let U be a λ

1+λ -random subset of
L\N(Λ̄).
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4. Output the antichain S = Λ̄ ∪ U .

Note that µ′
λ conditioned on the event that L is chosen at Step 1 is precisely the measure µC

λ introduced
in Section 5.

We say that an antichain S is captured by µ′
λ under L (resp. U) if there is a positive probability that S

is selected by the above process given that L (resp. U) is selected in Step 1. Moreover we let c′(S) denote
the number of D ∈ {L, U} (i.e. 0, 1 or 2) such that S is captured by µ′

λ under D. We record the following
analogues of Lemma 7.1 and 7.5. The proofs are analogous (and simpler) and so we omit them.

Lemma 7.8. If S ⊆ Cn is an antichain then

µ′
λ(S) = c′(S)

λ|S|

2(1 + λ)NΞC
. (7.8)

Lemma 7.9. We have
µ′
λ ({S : c′(S) = 2}) = e−Ω(N/n5) .

We record the following corollary to Lemmas 7.2, 7.6, 7.8 and 7.9. Recall that we let Z(λ) = Z(Bn, λ)

and let µλ = µBn,λ denote the hardcore measure on antichains in Bn.

Corollary 7.10. ∣∣lnZ(λ)− ln
[
2(1 + λ)NΞC

]∣∣ = o

(
1√
N

)
,

and
∥µ′

λ − µλ∥TV = o

(
1√
N

)
.

Moreover, when λ = 1 we can tighten both o(1/
√
N) error terms above to e−Ω(n2).

Proof. The first claim follows by combining Theorem 1.6 and Lemmas 7.2 and 7.6 via the triangle inequality.

Next note that if S is an antichain such that µ′
λ(S) > µ̂λ(S) then by Lemmas 7.1 and 7.8 and the fact

that Ξ = (1 + o(1))ΞC (Lemma 7.6) it must be the case that either c(S) = c′(S) = 1 or c′(S) = 2. Thus,

∥µ̂λ − µ′
λ∥TV =

∑
S:µ′

λ(S)>µ̂λ(S)

µ′
λ(S)− µ̂λ(S)

≤
∑

S:c(S)=c′(S)=1

∣∣∣∣ λ|S|

2(1 + λ)NΞC
− λ|S|

2(1 + λ)NΞ

∣∣∣∣+ µ′
λ ({S : c′(S) = 2})

= o

(
1√
N

)
,

where for the first inequlaity we used Lemmas 7.1 and 7.8 and for the final equality we used Lemma 7.6
and 7.9.

Moreover ∥µ̂λ − µCn,λ∥TV = o(1/
√
N) by Lemma 7.2 and ∥µλ − µCn,λ∥TV = o(1/

√
N) by Theorem 1.6.

The second claim now follows by the triangle inequality.

Finally we note that when λ = 1, the o(1/
√
N) errors can be improved to e−Ω(n2) (when λ = 1 we apply

Theorem 1.7 in place of Theorem 1.6).

We are now in a position to prove our main results in the case of n odd.
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7.3 Theorem 1.4

Theorem 1.4 follows by combining Theorem 4.2, Corollary 7.10 (both with λ = 1) and setting

P 1
j (n) = 2−jS1

j (n, 1)

and
P 2
j (n) = 2−jS2

j (n, 1).

7.4 Theorem 1.5 in the case of β bounded away from 1.

As in Sections 6.2 we first assume that β ≤ 9/10. Throughout this section we assume that λ ≤ 10 and
λ ≥ C log2 n/

√
n for C sufficiently large.

We follow a similar strategy to the case of n even. In the case where n is even we approximated im(Bn) by
im(Cn) and obtained asymptotics for the latter by studying a polymer model representation of the hard-core
model µCn,λ. The main difference in the case where n is odd is that we now approximate im(Bn) by the
number of antichains of size m in the support of µ′

λ (which is a close approximation to µCn,λ). We let IL
m

denote the set of antichains S of size m that are captured by µ′
λ under L. We define IU

m analogously. We
note that IL

m is precisely the set of antichains of size m in the support of the measure µC
λ defined in Section 5

and so |IL
m| = iCm. Note also that |IU

m| = iCm by symmetry.

We now proceed by proving the following result which will immediately implies Theorem 1.5 (for β ≤
9/10).

Lemma 7.11. For any m ∈ [N ] with 2C log2 n/
√
n < m

N ≤ 9/10, we have

im(Bn) = (2 + o(1))iCm

as n → ∞ and n is odd. Moreover, almost all antichains in Bn of size m are contained in L[k−2,k] or
L[k−1,k+1].

Proof. Let A denote a sample from the measure µC
λ . As in Section 6.2 there exists λ∈

(
C log2 n√

n
, 10
)

such

that E|A| = m. By Lemma 5.10, iCm = Θ(1/
√
λN) (1+λ)NΞC

λm .

Let Im denote the set of all antichains of size m in Bn. Note that by Lemma 7.8,

|µλ(Im)− µ′
λ(Im)| =

∣∣∣∣ im(Bn)λ
m

Z(λ)
− (|IL

m|+ |IU
m|)λm

2(1 + λ)NΞC

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ im(Bn)λ
m

Z(λ)
− iCmλ

m

(1 + λ)NΞC

∣∣∣∣ .
On the other hand, the above quantity is o(1/

√
N) by Corollary 7.10. Again, by Corollary 7.10, it follows

that

|im(Bn)− (2 + o(1))iCm| = o(1/
√
N)× (1 + λ)NΞC

λm
= o(iCm).

For the final claim, we note that if S ∈ IL
m∩IU

m then c′(S) = 2 where c′(S) is as in Lemma 7.8. By Lemma 7.9
and the fact that ∥µ̂λ − µ′

λ∥TV = o(1/
√
N) we have

µ′
λ(IL

m ∩ IU
m) =

|IL
m ∩ IU

m|λm

(1 + λ)NΞC
= e−Ω(N/n5) .

We conclude that |IL
m ∩ IU

m| = o(iCm) and so

|IL
m ∪ IU

m| = (1 + o(1))(|IL
m|+ |IU

m|) = (2 + o(1))iCm = (1 + o(1))im(Bn).

The result follows by noting that IL
m ⊆ L[k,k+2] and IU

m ⊆ L[k−1,k+1].
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7.5 Theorem 1.3 in the case of β bounded away from 1.

As in the previous section, we assume that β ≤ 9/10.

Fix t ≥ 1, ϵ > 0 and suppose m ∈ [N ] is such that β = m/N ≥ 1 − 4−1/t + ϵ. By Lemma 7.11,
ψ(n,m) = im(Bn) = (2 + o(1))iCm. Theorem 1.3 (for β ≤ 9/10) now follows from Theorem 5.1.

7.6 Theorems 1.3 and 1.5 in the case of β close to 1

As in the case of n even, we give a direct proof when β is close to 1. The argument is a minor modification
of the one given in Section 6.4.

Let A′ ⊆ A denote the set of antichains that are a subset of either L or U . Theorem 4.2 (applied with
t = 1) and Corollary 7.10 show that for λ ≥ 9,

Z(Bn, λ) = (1 + o(1/
√
N))2(1 + λ)N = (1 + o(1/

√
N))

∑
A∈A′

λ|A| . (7.9)

Set β = m/N and suppose that β ≥ 9/10 and set λ := β
1−β (so that λ ≥ 9). Let fm denote the number of

antichains in A\A′ of size m. Then by (7.9) (recalling that Z(Bn, λ) =
∑

A∈A λ
|A|)

fmλ
m ≤

∑
A∈A\A′

λ|A| = o(1/
√
N)(1 + λ)N .

As we showed in Section 6.4, we have
(
N
m

)
λm(1+λ)−N = Ω(1/

√
N) and so fm = o(1)

(
N
m

)
. Since the number

of antichains in A′ of size m is equal to 2
(
N
m

)
, we conclude that

2

(
N

m

)
≤ ψ(n,m) = 2

(
N

m

)
+ fm = (2 + o(1))

(
N

m

)
,

which is the content of Theorem 1.3 in this regime. We have shown that almost all antichains of size m are
contained in either L or U and so Theorem 1.5 trivially holds in this regime.

7.7 Theorem 1.2

7.7.1 1-statement and behaviour inside the scaling window

We proceed in much the same way as in the case of n even (Section 6.5.1). Let β = m/N = 3
4 −

ln(n)
4n + h(n)

n .
Theorem 1.3 shows that if h(n) = Ω(n) > 0 then ψ(n,m) = im(Bn) = (2+o(1))

(
N
m

)
. For the 1-statement and

behaviour inside the scaling window, we may therefore assume that h(n) = o(n). Let λ be as in Lemma 5.11
applied with t = 2 i.e. λ = β/(1− β). Combining (4.6), (5.20), (5.21) (again with t = 2), and Lemma 7.11
gives

ψ(n,m) = (2 + o(1))

(
N

m

)
exp

 ∑
Γ∈C,∥Γ∥=1

wC(Γ)

 , (7.10)

where C = C(PC ,∼). We now turn our attention to computing the sum on the RHS.

Recall that k = (n+ 1)/2. Let Γ ∈ C be a cluster of size 1. Then Γ consists of precisely one polymer A
which has size 1, i.e. it is an element of Lk−1 ∪ Lk+1. In particular, the incompatibility graph GΓ consists
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of a single vertex and so ϕ(GΓ) = 1 and wC(Γ) = wC(A) = λ(1 + λ)−(k+1) if A ∈ Lk+1, wC(Γ) = wC(A) =

λ(1 + λ)−k if A ∈ Lk−1. Therefore, recalling that N =
(
n
k

)
=
(

n
k−1

)
,

∑
∥Γ∥=1

wC(Γ) =

(
n

k − 1

)
λ(1 + λ)−k +

(
n

k + 1

)
λ(1 + λ)−(k+1)

= N
β√
1− β

[
1 +

n− 1

n+ 3
(1− β)

]
(1− β)n/2 (7.11)

= (1 + o(1))
2n√
πn/2

· 3
2
· 5
4

(
1 + lnn

n − 4h(n)
n

4

)n/2

= (1 + o(1))
15

4
√
2πn

exp

{
lnn

2
− 2h(n) +O

(
(lnn)2 + (h(n))2

n

)}
= (1 + o(1))

15

4
√
2π

exp {−2h(n)(1 + o(1))} ,

where for last two equalities we used the assumption that h(n) = o(n). Considering the cases h(n) → ∞
and h(n) → c ∈ R recovers the first two statements of Theorem 1.2 in the case of n odd.

Remark 7.12. Theorem 1.3 shows that for β = m/N ≥ 1/2 + ϵ

ψ(n,m) = (2 + o(1))

(
N

m

)
exp

(
NR1

1 (n, β) · (1− β)
n+1
2

)
.

Comparing this to (7.10) and (7.11) reveals that R1
1 (n, β) =

β
1−β + n−1

n+3β.

7.7.2 0-statement

The proof of the 0-statement goes through exactly as in Section 6.5.2. This completes the proof of Theo-
rem 1.2.

8 Proof of Theorem 3.6

In this section, the cost (of a choice) means the logarithm (in base two) of the number of its possibilities.
Recall that log = log2.

Recall that Theorem 3.6 is key to proving Lemma 3.3 which asserts that the (λ-weighted) number of
antichains in three consecutive layers of Bn is closely approximated by the number contained solely in the
largest two of the three layers. In his work on Dedekind’s problem, Sapozhenko [66] proves a similar result
in the special of λ = 1. His approach is an early application of the graph container method. Trying to follow
this approach naively, however, fails immediately for λ < 1.

It turns out that the natural way to overcome this difficulty is to consider a pair of containers (that
approximates antichains in three layers) collectively, and analyze them according to their interplay. This
enables us to reduce the cost for both constructing containers and recovering antichains from them. The
construction of the pairs of containers partially adapts a recent improvement on the graph container method
by the authors [34] to increase the valid range of λ to λ = Ω̃(n−1/2) (it would have been Ω̃(n−1/3) without
the new idea in [34]). Our analysis for the reconstruction steps is inspired by Galvin [22], who also considered
a pair of containers in bipartite graphs (as opposed to a poset).
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For future reference, we record the basic binomial estimate(
n

≤ k

)
≤ exp

(
k log

en

k

)
(8.1)

where
(

n
≤k

)
:=
∑

i≤k

(
n
i

)
.

8.1 Preliminaries

This section quickly collects preliminaries on graph containers from the literature. We refer readers to [24]
for a less hurried introduction to the topic. Say a bipartite graph Σ with bipartition X ∪ Y is (dX , dY )-
regular if d(v) = dX ∀v ∈ X and d(v) = dY ∀v ∈ Y . For A ⊆ X, we define the closure of A to be
[A] := {v ∈ X : N(v) ⊆ N(A)}. For integers a, g ≥ 1, let

G = G(a, g) := {A ⊆ X : A is 2-linked, |[A]| = a, |N(A)| = g}. (8.2)

Classical graph container methods can be used to bound the size of G. As the first step, one constructs
a collection of ‘containers’ (Definition 8.2) so that each member of G is contained in at least one of the
containers. In order to provide a good upper bound on |G|, the construction of containers needs to meet the
following two conditions: i) each container is not too large (Proposition 8.3); and ii) there are not too many
containers (Lemmas 8.4 and 8.5).

Throughout this section we fix a bipartite graph Σ with bipartition X ∪ Y that is (dX , dY )-regular with
dY ≤ dX . We also fix a, g ∈ N and set t = g − a.

Definition 8.1. For A ⊆ X and φ > 0, let

N(A)φ := {y ∈ N(A) : |N[A](y)| > φ}.

A φ-approximation for A ⊆ X is a set F ⊆ Y satisfying

N(A)φ ⊆ F ⊆ N(A) and N(F ) ⊇ [A] .

Definition 8.2. For 1 ≤ ψX ≤ dX − 1 and 1 ≤ ψY ≤ dY − 1, a (ψX , ψY )-approximating pair for A ⊆ X is
a pair (F, S) ∈ 2Y × 2X satisfying F ⊆ N(A), S ⊇ [A],

dF (v) ≥ dX − ψX ∀v ∈ S, and (8.3)

dX\S(v) ≥ dY − ψY ∀v ∈ Y \ F. (8.4)

Proposition 8.3 ([34, Proposition 2.3 and equation (22)]). If (F, S) is a (ψX , ψY )-approximating pair for
A ∈ G(a, g), then, with s := |S| and f := |F |, we have

s ≤ f +
1

dX
[(g − f)ψY + (s− a)ψX ]. (8.5)

In particular, s ≤ 2g.

Let
mφ = min{|N(K)| : v ∈ Y,K ⊆ N(v), |K| > φ}. (8.6)

The following lemma provides a collection of φ-approximations for the set G(a, g).
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Lemma 8.4 ([4, Lemma A.3]). Let 1 ≤ φ ≤ dY − 1 and set w = gdY − adX . For any C > 0 that satisfies
p = C ln dX/(φdX) < 1, the following holds: there exists a family V = V(a, g, φ) ⊆ 2Y of size at most

|Y | exp
(
54g ln(dXdY )p+

54g ln(dXdY )

exp(pmφ)
+

54w ln dY ln(dXdY )

dX(dY − φ)

)(
3gdY p

≤ 3wp

)
(8.7)

such that each A ∈ G(a, g) has a φ-approximation in V.

The following lemma allows us to construct (ψX , ψY )-approximations from φ-approximations.

Lemma 8.5 ([34, Lemma 2.4]). There exists an absolute constant γ ≥ 2 such that the following holds. Set
φ = dY /2. Given a set F ′ ⊆ Y , write G(a, g, F ′) for the collection of A ∈ G(a, g) for which F ′ is a φ-
approximation. Then there exists a family F = F(a, g, F ′) ⊆ 2Y × 2X that satisfies the following properties:
with

κ := max{i : 2i ≤
√
dX}, (8.8)

we have that

1. F =
⋃

i∈[0,κ] Fi

(
=
⋃

i∈[0,κ] Fi(a, g, F
′)
)

where for each i ∈ [0, κ],

|Fi| ≤
(

dY g

≤ 2γw/(dXdY )

)(
d2Xd

2
Y g

≤ 2γw/(dXdY )

)
exp

[
O

(
itγ log(gd2X/t)

dX

)]
;

2. if (F, S) ∈ Fi, then (F, S) is a (dX/(2
iγ), dY /γ)-approximating pair for some A ∈ G(a, g, F ′); in

addition, for i ∈ [0, κ− 1], every (F, S) ∈ Fi satisfies |F | < g − t/2i; and

3. every A ∈ G(a, g, F ′) has a (dX/(2
iγ), dY /γ)-approximating pair in Fi for some i ∈ [0, κ].

In fact, for our applications of Lemma 8.5 in what follows, instead of the bounds on the individual
|Fi| given in item 1 above, we will only make use of the following immediate corollary that bounds |F|: if
t = Ω(dX) then since κ ≤ log dX , we have

|F| ≤
∑

i∈[0,κ]

|Fi| ≤
(

dY g

≤ 2γw/(dXdY )

)(
d2Xd

2
Y g

≤ 2γw/(dXdY )

)
exp

[
O

(
tγ log dX log(gd2X/t)

dX

)]
. (8.9)

We will also need the following variant of Lemma 8.4. For b, h ∈ N and S ⊆ Y with |S| = s, let

GS(b, h) := {B ⊆ X : |[B]| = b, |N(B)| = h,N(B) ⊆ S}.

Lemma 8.6. Let S ⊆ Y , 1 ≤ φ ≤ dY − 1 and b, h ∈ N. Set w = hdY − bdX . For any C > 0 that satisfies
p := C ln dX/(φdX) < 1, the following holds: there exists a family V = V(b, h, S) ⊆ 2Y of size at most(

s

≤ 3hp

)(
s

≤ 3h exp(−pmφ)

)(
s

≤ 3w ln dY

dX(dY −φ)

)(
3hdY p

≤ 3wp

)
such that each B ∈ GS(b, h) has a φ-approximation in V.

8.1.1 Proof of Lemma 8.6

For the proof of Section 8.1.1 we require the following two results.

For a bipartite graph with bipartition U ∪W we say that W ′ ⊆W covers U if each u ∈ U has a neighbour
in W ′.
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Lemma 8.7 (Lovász [53], Stein [71]). Let Σ be a bipartite graph with bipartition U ∪W , where |N(u)| ≥ x

for each u ∈ U and |N(w)| ≤ y for each w ∈W . Then there exists some W ′ ⊆W that covers U and satisfies

|W ′| ≤ |W |
x

· (1 + ln y).

Lemma 8.8 ([4, Claim 1]). For any B ∈ GS(b, h), there is a set T0 ⊆ N(B) such that

|T0| ≤ 3hp,

e(T0, X \ [B]) ≤ 3wp,

|N(B)φ \N(N[B](T0))| ≤ 3h exp(−pmφ).

Proof of Lemma 8.6. Given B ∈ GS(b, h), take T0 as in the above lemma.

Define
T ′
0 = N(B)φ \N(N[B](T0)), L = T ′

0 ∪N(N[B](T0)), Ω = ∇(T0, X \ [B]).

Let T1 ⊆ N(B)\L be a minimal set that covers [B]\N(L) in the graph Σ induced on [B]\N(L)∪N(B)\L.
Let F ′ := L ∪ T1. Then F ′ is a φ-approximation of B. Also, since N(N[B](T0)) is determined by T0 and Ω,
F ′ is determined by T0, Ω, T ′

0, and T1. Note that

|N(B) \ L|(dY − φ) ≤ e(N(B), X \ [B]) = w,

so by Lemma 8.7 (with U = [B] \N(L), x = dX , W = N(B) \ L and y = dY ), we have

|T1| ≤
|N(B) \ L|

dX
(1 + ln dY ) ≤

3w ln dY
dX(dY − φ)

.

Finally, using the fact that T0, T ′
0, T1 are subsets of N(A) ⊆ S and Ω is a subset of ∇(T0), the number of

choices for T0, T ′
0, T1 and Ω is at most(

s

≤ 3hp

)(
s

≤ 3h exp(−pmφ)

)(
s

≤ 3w ln dY

dX(dY −φ)

)(
3hpdY
≤ 3wp

)
.

8.2 Proof of Theorem 3.6

Throughout this section we fix r ∈ {⌊n/2⌋, ⌈n/2⌉} and a, g, b, and h as in the statement of Theorem 3.6.
Recall our standing assumption that g ≥ (1 + 1/n)a.

We write l = n− r + 1, l′ = n− r + 2, u = r and u′ = r − 1. Then Lr−2 ∪ Lr−1 is (l′, u′) -regular, and
Lr−1 ∪ Lr is (l, u)-regular. Recall that we write

Hr(a, b, g, h) =

{(A,B) ∈ 2Lr−1 × 2Lr−2 : A 2-linked, |[A]| = a, |[B]| = b, |N+(A)| = g, |N+(B)| = h,N+(B) ⊆ A}

and set t = g − a and t′ = h − b. Our goal is to bound
∑

(A,B)∈Hr(a,b,g,h)
λ|A|+|B|−h from above using

the container tools from Section 8.1. In Section 8.2.1, we build containers for the elements of Hr(a, b, g, h)

and we give upper bounds for the cost of these containers using Lemma 8.4 (φ-approximation), Lemma 8.5
((ψX , ψY )-approximation) and Lemma 8.6. In Section 8.2.2, we present our ‘reconstruction strategy’ which
bounds the contribution to the sum

∑
(A,B)∈Hr(a,b,g,h)

λ|A|+|B|−h from elements (A,B) with a given container.
Combining these estimates will give the desired upper bound.
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8.2.1 Containers

We will always use (A,B) for a member of Hr(a, b, g, h). Let A := {A : (A,B) ∈ Hr(a, b, g, h)} and
B := {B : (A,B) ∈ Hr(a, b, g, h)}. We construct containers for the members of A and B separately. Note
that if we let Σ denote the bipartite subgraph of Bn induced by the consecutive layers X = Lr−1 and Y = Lr,
then A ⊆ G(a, g) where G(a, g) is as in (8.2). In particular, the results in Section 8.1 are applicable to A.
On the other hand, the elements of B are not necessarily 2-linked and so the results in Section 8.1 are not
immediately applicable. To get around this issue, we crucially take advantage of the fact that N+(B) ⊆ A

which allows us to apply Lemma 8.6. There are four steps for constructing containers: φ-approximations
and (ψX , ψY )-approximations for A and B (for appropriately chosen φ,ψX and ψY ).

Step 1. Bounding the cost for φ-approximations of elements of A.

We first apply Lemma 8.4 with Σ the bipartite subgraph of Bn induced by the layers Lr−1 and Lr (with
Lr−1 playing the role of X and Lr playing the role of Y , respectively) in order to obtain a collection VA ⊆ 2Lr

such that each A ∈ A has a φ-approximation in VA. Note that with this choice of Σ we have dX = l, dY = u.

We take φ = u/2 and let mφ be as in (8.6). By Proposition 2.4, we have

mφ ≥ nφ/50 ≥ φl/50 . (8.10)

The cost of φ-approximation (log |VA|) is at most (using the fact that l > u, (8.1) and (8.10))

log |L⌊n/2⌋|+O(g log2 l/(ul)) +O(g log l/uC
′
) +O(w log u log l/(ul)) +O(w log l log(gu/w)/(ul)), (8.11)

where we can set (e.g.) C ′ = C/50, where C is in Lemma 8.4, using (8.10).

Note that by our assumption that a ≥ n2 and Proposition 2.4, it suffices to consider the case g = Ω(n3)

(as otherwise Hr(a, b, g, h) is empty), and hence log |L⌊n/2⌋| (= O(n)) = o(g log2 l/(ul)). Also note that by
setting C = 150 in Lemma 8.4 so that C ′ = 3, the third term of (8.11) satisfies g log l/uC

′
= o(g log2 l/(ul))

since u = Θ(n). Therefore, (8.11) simplifies to

O(g log2 n/n2) +O(w log2 n/n2) +O(w log n log(gn/w)/n2). (8.12)

We claim that the above expression is O(t log2 n/n): recall that t = Ω(g/n) (by assumption), and also
note that from w = gu−al = (a+t)u−al ≤ tu, we have t ≥ w/u. Hence we have g log2 n/n2 = O(t log2 n/n)

and w log2 n/n2 = O(t log2 n/n). Now, we show that w log(gn/w)/n = O(t log n), from which it follows that
the last term of (8.12) is also O(t log2 n/n). We have

w

n
log(gn/w) ≤ w

n
log(gn2/w) = gn · w

gn2
log(gn2/w)

(†)
≤ gn · t

gn
log(gn/t) = O(t log n),

where (†) uses the facts that x log
(
1
x

)
is strictly increasing in (0, 1/e), t ≥ w/n, and t/(gn) ≤ 1/e for large

enough n. In conclusion
log |VA| = O(t log2 n/n) . (8.13)

Step 2. Bounding the cost for (ψX , ψY )-approximations of A.

Given F ′ ∈ VA, by Lemma 8.5 (again with X = Lr−1, dX = l, Y = Lr and dY = u), there is a family
FA = FA(F

′) ⊆ 2Lr × 2Lr−1 that satisfies the conclusions of Lemma 8.5, namely:

1. FA = ∪i∈[0,κ](FA)i, where by (8.9) we have

|FA| ≤
(

ug

≤ 2γw/(ul)

)(
u2l2g

≤ 2γw/(ul)

)
exp

[
O

(
tγ log l log(gl2/t)

l

)]
;
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2. if (F, S) ∈ (FA)i, then (F, S) is a (l/(2iγ), u/γ)-approximating pair for some A ∈ G(a, g, F ′); in
addition, for i ∈ [0, κ− 1], every (F, S) ∈ (FA)i satisfies |F | < g − t/2i; and

3. every A ∈ G(a, g, F ′) has a (l/(2iγ), u/γ)-approximating pair in Fi for some i ∈ [0, κ].

Therefore,

log |FA| = O(w log(glu2/w)/(ul)) +O(w log(gul/w)/(ul)) +O(t log l log(gl2/t)/l).

Similarly to the final paragraph of Step 1, the above sum is

O(t log2 n/n). (8.14)

Step 3. Bounding the cost for φ-approximations of B

In what follows, given F ′ ∈ VA and (F, S) ∈ FA(F
′), we construct a collection VB(S) such that any

B ∈ B with N+(B) ⊆ S has a φ-approximation in VB(S). So performing the process below for all F ′ ∈ VA
and (F, S) ∈ FA(F

′) will produce φ-approximations for all B ∈ B.

Recall the definitions of u′ and l′ from the beginning of Section 8.2. Let w′ = hu′ − bl′. To bound the
cost for φ-approximations of B, we apply Lemma 8.6 with Σ the bipartite subgraph of Bn induced by the
layers Lr−2 and Lr−1 (with Lr−1 now playing the role of Y ) and S ⊆ Lr−1 given by Step 2 above.

Let (F, S) ∈ FA be given and set φ = u′/2. By Lemma 8.6, there exists a collection VB = VB(S) ⊆ 2Lr−1

such that each B ∈ B with B ⊆ S has a φ-approximation in VB ; moreover, using the fact that |S| ≤ 2g,

log |VB | ≤ O

(
h log l′ log(gu′l′/h)

u′l′

)
+O

(
w′ log u′

l′u′
log

(
hl′u′

w′ log u′

))
+O

(
w′ log l′ log(hu′/w′)

u′l′

)
= O

(
g log2 n

n2

)
+O

(
w′ log n

n2
log

(
gn2

w′

))
+O

(
w′ log n

n2
log

(
hn

w′

))
.

Recall that t = g − a and t′ = h − b. Write tmax = max{t, t′}. We claim that the expression above is
O(tmax log2 n/n). By a similar analysis to that in Step 1, using the facts that t′ ≥ w′/u′ and t′ = Ω(h/n)

(by Proposition 2.4), we see that the first and third terms are both O(tmax log2 n/n). For the second term,
we have

w′ log n

n2
log

(
gn2

w′

)
≤ tmax log n

n
log
( gn

tmax

)
≤ tmax log n

n
log
(gn
t

)
= O(tmax log2 n/n).

In conclusion,
log |VB | = O(tmax log2 n/n). (8.15)

Step 4. Bounding the cost for (ψX , ψY )-approximations of B.

Let P ′ ∈ VB be given. As in Step 2, there is a family FB = FB(b, h, P
′) ⊆ 2Lr−1 × 2Lr−2 that satisfies the

conclusions of Lemma 8.5 with the appropriate choice of parameters. Namely, writing

κ′ := max{j : 2j ≤
√
l′} :

1. the size of FB satisfies (cf. (8.14))

log |FB| = O
(
t′ log2 n/n

)
; (8.16)
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2. if (P,Q) ∈ (FB)j , then (P,Q) is a (l′/(2jγ), u′/γ)-approximating pair for some B ∈ G(b, h, P ′); in
addition, for j ∈ [0, κ′ − 1], every (P,Q) ∈ (FB)j satisfies |P | < h− t′/2j ; and

3. every B ∈ G(b, h, P ′) has a (l′/(2jγ), u′/γ)-approximating pair in (FB)j for some j ∈ [0, κ′].

In sum, putting together the costs (8.13), (8.14), (8.15) and (8.16) bounds the total cost of our approxi-
mations for elements (A,B) ∈ Hr(a, b, g, h) by

O(tmax log2 n/n). (8.17)

8.2.2 Bounding
∑

(A,B)∈Hr(a,b,g,h)
λ|A|+|B|−h using containers

We always write (F, S) for an approximating pair for A ∈ A and (P,Q) for an approximating pair for B ∈ B.
Let γ be the absolute constant from Lemma 8.5. Recall that we write (cf. (8.8)) κ = max{i : 2i ≤

√
l} and

κ′ = max{j : 2j ≤
√
l′}.

As we sketched at the beginning of Section 8, we apply different reconstruction strategies depending on
the interplay of the quadruple (F, S, P,Q). To this end, we define F to be tight if |F | ≥ g−t/2κ (≥ g−2t/

√
l),

and slack otherwise. Similarly, say P is tight if |P | ≥ h− t′/2κ
′
(≥ h− 2t′/

√
l′), and slack otherwise.

We note that if (F, S) ∈ FA(F
′) for some F ′ ∈ VA then

|S| − a ≤ 2t. (8.18)

Indeed, by definition (F, S) is a (l/(2iγ), u/γ)-approximating pair for some A ∈ G(a, g) and some i ∈ [0, κ].
By Proposition 8.3 and the inequality u ≤ l, we have (writing f = |F | and s = |S|) that s ≤ f+(t−f+s)/γ,
which yields s ≤ f + t/(γ − 1). So (recalling that γ ≥ 2), we have s− a ≤ f − a+ t ≤ g − a+ t = 2t.

Similarly, if (P,Q) ∈ FB(P
′) for some P ′ ∈ VB then

|Q| − b ≤ 2t′. (8.19)

We write (A,B) ∼i,j (F, S, P,Q) if (F, S) ∈ 2Lr × 2Lr−1 is a (l/(2iγ), u/γ)-approximating pair for A and
(P,Q) ∈ 2Lr−1 × 2Lr−2 is a (l′/(2jγ), u′/γ)-approximating pair for B.

Our goal is to establish the inequality below for any given (i, j) ∈ [0, κ]× [0, κ′] and (F, S, P,Q):∑
(A,B)∼i,j(F,S,P,Q)

λ|A|+|B|−h ≤ (1 + λ)g−Ω(tmax/
√
n). (8.20)

This, combined with (8.17) (the total cost for (F, S, P,Q) and i, j ∈ [0, κ]× [0, κ′]) and the assumption that
λ ≥ C log2 n/

√
n (and that we can choose a large enough C), will yield the conclusion of Theorem 3.6.

We consider four cases to bound the sum in (8.20). In what follows, we use G for N+(A) and H for
N+(B) for simplicity. We also use lower case letters to denote the cardinality of sets denoted by upper case
letters, e.g. p := |P |, q := |Q|, etc.

Case 1. F, P slack

In this case, we have
g − f > t/2κ ≥ t/

√
l, (8.21)

and
h− p > t′/2κ

′
≥ t′/

√
l′. (8.22)
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By Proposition 8.3 and the fact that u ≤ l, we have that

s ≤ f +
1

l
[(g − f)l/γ + (s− a)2−il/γ],

so

g − s ≥ g − f − (g − f)/γ − (s− a)2−i/γ
(8.21)
≥ (g − f)(1− 1/γ)− (s− a)(g − f)/(tγ)

(8.18)
≥ (g − f)(1− 1/γ − 2/γ) = Ω(g − f)

(8.21)
= Ω(t/

√
n).

(8.23)

Similarly, we also have
h− q = Ω(t′/

√
n). (8.24)

Now, we specify B as a subset of Q. This specifies H = N+(B), and then we specify A \H as a subset
of S \H. Therefore,∑
(A,B)∼i,j(F,S,P,Q)

λ|A|+|B|−h ≤
∑
B⊆Q

λ|B|
∑

A\H⊆S\H

λ|A\H| ≤ (1 + λ)q(1 + λ)s−h = (1 + λ)g(1 + λ)−(g−s)−(h−q)

≤ (1 + λ)g−Ω(tmax/
√
n).

Case 2. F tight, P slack

We first specify G by specifying G \F as subset of N(S). Note that, by Proposition 8.3, |N(S)| ≤ |S|l ≤
2gl. Also, by the assumption that F is tight, |G \ F | ≤ t/2κ ≤ 2t/

√
l, so the cost for G is

log

(
2gl

≤ 2t/
√
l

)
= O(t log n/

√
n). (8.25)

The specification of G gives [A] for free (but not A).

Next, we specify B as a subset of Q, then specify A \H as a subset of [A] \H. Noting that |Q| = q and
[A] \H = a− h we therefore have∑

(A,B)∼i,j(F,S,P,Q)

λ|A|+|B|−h ≤ exp
[
O(t log n/

√
n)
]
(1 + λ)q(1 + λ)a−h

= exp
[
O(t log n/

√
n)
]
(1 + λ)g(1 + λ)−t−(h−q)

≤ (1 + λ)g−Ω(tmax/
√
n),

where the last inequality uses the facts that t log n/
√
n≪ tλ and (8.24).

Case 3. F slack, P tight

We first specify H by specifying H \P as a subset of N(Q). Note that again by Proposition 8.3, we have
|N(Q)| ≤ |Q|l′ ≤ 2hl′ and |H \ P | ≤ 2t′/

√
l′ (since P is tight), and so the cost for H is

log

(
2hl′

2t′/
√
l′

)
= O(t′ log n/

√
n). (8.26)

Then (with [B] given by H) specify B as a subset of [B]. Finally, specify A \ H as a subset of S \ H.
Therefore, ∑

(A,B)∼i,j(F,S,P,Q)

λ|A|+|B|−h ≤ exp
[
O(t′ log n/

√
n)
]
(1 + λ)b(1 + λ)s−h

≤ exp
[
O(t′ log n/

√
n)
]
(1 + λ)g(1 + λ)−(g−s)−t′

≤ (1 + λ)g−Ω(tmax/
√
n),
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where the last inequality uses the facts that t′ log n/
√
n≪ t′λ and (8.23).

Case 4. F, P tight

We first specify H by specifying H \ P as a subset of N(Q) whose cost is as in (8.26), then specify B as
a subset of [B]. Next, we specify G by specifying G \F as a subset of N(S) which costs (8.25), then specify
A \H as a subset of [A] \H. Thus,∑

(A,B)∼i,j(F,S,P,Q)

λ|A|+|B|−h ≤ exp
[
O((t+ t′) log n/

√
n)
]
(1 + λ)b+a−h

≤ (1 + λ)g−Ω(tmax),

where the last inequality uses that b+ a− h = (g− t)− (h− b) = g− (t+ t′) and λtmax ≫ t log n/
√
n. This

establishes (8.20) as desired.

9 Concluding remarks

In this paper we proved several results on the number and typical structure of antichains in Bn. Some of
our results (e.g. Theorem 1.5) are limited by our application of the container tools in the previous section.
We believe that the following strengthening of Theorem 1.5 holds:

Conjecture 9.1. There exists a function β∗(n) = Θ̃(1/n) such that if β ≥ β∗(n), then almost all antichains
of size βN in Bn are contained in three central layers.

Conjecture 9.1 would follow if one could prove a version of Theorem 3.6 that holds for λ = Ω̃(1/n).
Moreover for β in the relevant range, a heuristic calculation suggests that the probability a vertex v ∈
Ln/2−2 ∪Ln/2+2 (assuming n is even for simplicity) is contained in a uniformly random antichain of size βN
is approximately β(1 − β)n

2/4. The factor of (1 − β)n
2/4 comes from the fact that v blocks approximately

n2/4 vertices in the middle layer Ln/2. β = Θ(1/n) is therefore the threshold at which one might expect to
see vertices in layers Ln/2−2 ∪ Ln/2+2 in a uniformly random antichain of size βN .

In fact, we conjecture the following sequence of thresholds generalising Conjecture 9.1.

Conjecture 9.2. Given k ∈ N, there exists a function β∗(n) = Θ̃(1/nk) such that if β ≥ β∗(n), then almost
all antichains of size βN in Bn are contained in 2k + 1 central layers.

A somewhat different direction of research would be to study the number and typical structure of an-
tichains of size βN in the (vertex) percolated lattice Bn,p for some p ∈ (0, 1). Such questions might help
to elucidate the connection between the sparsification of Dedekind’s problem/ Sperner’s theorem considered
here and those considered in [5,8,15,27,44,56,63]. In a similar spirit, Kronenberg and Spinka [50] study the
hard-core model on the (edge) percolated hypercube Qd and it would be interesting to see if parts of their
approach could be adapted to this context.
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Appendix. Computing the functions Pj and Rj

As mentioned in the statements of Theorems 1.3 and 1.4, the coefficients of each function P r
j and Rr

j

(r ∈ {0, 1, 2}) can be computed in time eO(j log j), independently of n. Computer code written by Mauricio
Collares which implements these computations (and the computations of the rational functions Sr

j (n, λ)

from Theorem 4.2, F r
j (n, λ) from Corollary 5.8 and Br

j (n, β)) from Lemma 5.11) can be found in the public
GitHub repository https://github.com/collares/cluster-coefficients. Further details on the above
implementation will be provided in [14].

Here we give just a few more values obtained by running the above code. We have

P 0
3 =

1

512
n4 − 1

384
n3 − 5

128
n2 +

7

96
n+

1

3
,

P 1
3 =

11

512
n4 − 1

192
n3 − 181

768
n2 +

1

192
n+

841

1536
,

P 2
3 = − 1

256
n4 − 1

96
n3 +

17

384
n2 +

9

32
n+

401

768
,

P 0
4 =

1

6144
n6 +

1

3072
n4 − 25

1536
n3 +

3

128
n2 +

1

96
n− 1

4
,

P 1
4 =

225

32768
n6 − 39

4096
n5 − 9113

98304
n4 − 803

6144
n3 +

62537

98304
n2 +

1723

12288
n− 26225

32768

and

P 2
4 = − 45

32768
n6 +

9

8192
n5 +

4153

98304
n4 +

233

12288
n3 − 27709

98304
n2 − 10477

24576
n− 13095

32768
.

For the Rj ’s, we give

R0
2 = −n

2(n+ 2)(n+ 6)β3 + n(n+ 2)(n2 − 14n+ 8)β2 + 16n2β

8(n+ 2)2(1− β)
,

R1
2 =

1

8(n+ 3)2(β − 1)3
×
[
2((n− 1)(n+ 1)(n+ 3)β5 − (n− 1)(n+ 3)(n2 + 12n− 1)β4+

4(n− 1)(5n2 + 18n+ 5)β3 + (n+ 1)(n3 − 11n2 − 53n+ 31)β2 + 16(n+ 1)2β

]
,

R0
3 =

1

192(n+ 2)3(β − 1)3
×
[
n2(n+ 2)2(3n3 + 28n2 + 132n+ 112)β6 + 3n2(n+ 2)2(n3 − 28n2 − 212n+ 16)β5−

n(n+ 2)2(3n4 + 36n3 − 1308n2 + 656n− 128)β4 − n
(
3n6 − 72n5 + 384n4 + 3504n3 + 2640n2 − 3136n1 + 512

)
β3−

96n2(n+ 2)(n2 − 14n+ 8)β2 − 512n3β

]
,

and
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R1
3 = − 1

384(n+ 3)3(β − 1)6
×
[
8(n− 1)(n+ 1)(n+ 3)2(n2 − 6n− 19)β9+

3(n− 1)(n+ 1)(n+ 3)2(n3 + 3n2 + 167n+ 117)β8−
2(n− 1)(n+ 3)2(3n4 + 90n3 + 1068n2 + 566n+ 225)β7−

2(n− 1)(3n6 − 118n5 − 3227n4 − 16452n3 − 24739n2 − 4166n− 2501)β6+

12(n− 1)(n6 + 10n5 − 497n4 − 3564n3 − 6409n2 − 1310n− 7)β5+(
3n7 − 309n6 + 2499n5 + 30275n4 + 51089n3 − 37383n2 − 39255n+ 1273

)
β4−

2(n+ 1)(3n6 − 66n5 + 81n4 + 6180n3 + 13269n2 − 10018n− 3305)β3−

192(n+ 1)2(n3 − 11n2 − 45n+ 23)β2 − 1024(n+ 1)3β

]
.
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Index
(PC ,∼, w̃C), 21
(PC ,∼, wC), ΞC , 16
(PC ,∼, wt), Ξt, 22
(PX ,∼, w′), Ξ′, 12
(PD,∼, wD), 33
(PL,∼, w′

L), 36
(PL,∼, wL), 33
(PU ,∼, wU ), 33
(PU ,∼, w′

U ), 36
(PX ,∼, w) or (PX,r,∼, w), 12
GC , 16
Zr(U, λ), 11
Ω′

L, 36
ΩD, 33
µ̂λ, 33
µ′
λ, 37
µC
λ , 20
µCn,λ, 16
ν on Ω(PC ,∼), 20
ν′D on ΩD, 36
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