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Truncation of long-range percolation with non-summable

interactions in dimensions d ≥ 3

Johannes Bäumler∗

October 2, 2024

Abstract. Consider independent long-range percolation on Z
d for d ≥ 3.

Assuming that the expected degree of the origin is infinite, we show that there
exists an N ∈ N such that an infinite open cluster remains after deleting all
edges of length at least N . For the isotropic case in dimensions d ≥ 3, we
show that if the expected degree of the origin is at least 10400, then there
exists an infinite open cluster almost surely. We also use these results to prove
corresponding statements for the long-range q-states Potts model.
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1 Introduction

We consider long-range bond percolation on Z
d, where for each x, y ∈ Z

d the edge {x, y}
is open with probability px−y ∈ [0, 1), independent of all other edges. We write P for the
associated measure, we write x ∼ y if the edge between x and y is open, and we write
x↔ y if there exists a path of open edges from x to y. For x ∈ Z

d, we define

Kx =
{
y ∈ Z

d : x↔ y
}

as the open cluster containing x. We are interested in the case of non-summable interac-
tions, i.e., when ∑

x∈Zd\{0}
px =∞. (1)

The independence of different edges together with a Borel-Cantelli argument directly im-
plies that |K0| = ∞ almost surely. In particular, an infinite open cluster almost surely
exists. This differs from the summable situation, in which

∑
x∈Zd\{0} px < ∞. Here,

an infinite cluster may or may not exist, depending on the precise specifications of the
model. For the special case where

∑
x∈Zd\{0} px < 1, an infinite cluster does almost surely

not exist, as shown by a comparison with a sub-critical branching process. Note that by
linearity of expectation, the quantity

∑
x∈Zd\{0} px is just the expected degree E [deg(0)]

of the origin, where the degree of a vertex y (denoted by deg(y)) is the number of open
edges adjacent to y.

In this paper, we study the so-called truncation question in the non-summable case.
This question asks whether long edges are necessary for an infinite cluster to exist. More

formally, for x, y ∈ Z
d we write x

≤n←→ y if there exists an open path from x to y that uses
only the open edges {a, b} with ‖a− b‖ ≤ n. For x ∈ Z

d, we define

Kn
x =

{
y ∈ Z

d : x
≤n←→ y

}

as the set of all points y ∈ Z
d that are connected to x by an open path using edges of length

at most n. The question now is whether there exists n ∈ N such that P (|Kn
0
| =∞) > 0.

Note that by translation invariance and ergodicity, this is equivalent to the question of
whether there exists an infinite cluster with probability one after the truncation.

Throughout this paper, we assume that the collection of probabilities (px)x∈Zd is sym-

metric, meaning that

px = py for all x, y ∈ Z
d for which |〈x, ei〉| = |〈y, ei〉| for i = 1, . . . , d, (2)

where ei ∈ Z
d denotes the i-th standard unit vector of R

d. Condition (2) guaran-
tees that the percolation measure is invariant under reflections through the hyper-planes{
z ∈ R

d : 〈z, ei〉 = 0
}
. Specifically, (2) implies that px = p−x for all x ∈ Z

d. In addition
the percolation measure is always translationally invariant by construction. Furthermore,
we assume that (px)x∈Zd is irreducible, meaning that

P (x↔ y) > 0 for all x, y ∈ Z
d. (3)

If the irreducibility does not hold, one can always consider the problem on (possibly lower-
dimensional) sublattices.
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It is easy to see that P (|Kn
0
| =∞) = 0 in dimension d = 1 for all n ∈ N, provided that

px < 1 for all x ∈ Z, so conditions (1) through (3) can not imply the existence of an infinite
open cluster in dimension d = 1 after the truncation. Contrary to that, it is conjectured
that the truncation property holds, i.e., that P (|Kn

0
| =∞) > 0 for n large enough, in all

dimensions d ≥ 2, cf. [19]. In this paper, we verify this conjecture for dimensions d ≥ 3.

1.1 Main results

Our main results are as follows.

Theorem 1.1. Let d ≥ 3, and assume that (px)x∈Zd satisfies conditions (1) through (3).
Then there exists n ∈ N such that

P (|Kn
0 | =∞) > 0. (4)

Furthermore,
lim
n→∞

P (|Kn
0 | =∞) = 1. (5)

Furthermore, we also study the same problem in the isotropic case, in which the
symmetry-condition (2) is replaced by the stronger condition (6). We say that T ∈
{−1, 0, 1}d×d is a signed permutation matrix if each row and each column of T contains
exactly one non-zero entry. The alternative condition asks that

px = py if x = Ty for some signed permutation matrix T . (6)

Note that condition (6) is stronger than condition (2). The difference is that condition
(2) requires that px is not affected when flipping the sign of one (or more) entries of x,
whereas condition (6) requires that px is invariant under changing the sign of coordinates
and under interchanging the different entries of x. In particular, condition (6) guarantees
that there are no distinguished directions among the d coordinate directions. The main
example of condition (6) is the isotropic case, in which px = py for all x, y ∈ Z

d for which
‖x‖q = ‖y‖q, where ‖ · ‖q denotes the usual q-norm on R

d. Assuming condition (6), we
obtain the following results.

Theorem 1.2. Let d ≥ 3, let T (d) = 1026 for d ≥ 4, and let T (3) = 10400. Let (px)x∈Zd\{0}
be such that ∞ >

∑
x∈Zd\{0} px > T (d), and such that (3) and (6) hold. Then

P (|K0| =∞) > 1− 1

e
> 0 (7)

and

P (|K0| <∞) ≤ exp

(
1−

∑
x∈Zd\{0} px

T (d)

)
. (8)

Although the enormously large constant of 10400, respectively 1026, in Theorem 1.2 is
not relevant for any practical use, it is interesting that the constant does not depend on
the dimension d and is uniform over all probability measures P defined by (px)x∈Zd\{0}.
Further significant reduction of this constant seems feasible using more precise estimates
throughout the proof; we do not pursue this in this paper. It is also an interesting problem
how small a constant C can be such that the condition

∑
x∈Zd\{0} px > C guarantees

P(|K0| = ∞) > 0 in the isotropic case. More generally, it is conjectured [13, Conjecture
7.3] that there exists a constant C < ∞ such that for all transitive graphs that are not
one-dimensional, the condition E [deg(x)] > C guarantees the existence of an infinite open
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cluster, where x is a vertex in the graph. Special cases of this conjecture for spread-out
percolation have been solved by Penrose [34] and Spanos and Tointon [37].

Also, note that the probability P (|K0| <∞) in (8) does in general not decay sub-
exponentially in the expected degree E [deg(0)] =

∑
x∈Zd\{0} px, as

P(|K0| <∞) ≥ P(|K0| = 1) =
∏

x∈Zd\{0}
(1− px) ≥ exp

(
− c

∑

x∈Zd\{0}
px

)
,

for some constant c > 0, assuming that supx px ≤ 1
2 . So the exponential decay observed

in (8) describes the correct asymptotic behavior of P(|K0| <∞) in
∑

x∈Zd\{0} px, up to a
very large constant in the exponent.

Theorem 1.2 directly implies that if
∑

x∈Zd\{0} px = ∞ and if conditions (3) and
(6) hold, then there exists n ∈ N such that P (|Kn

0
| =∞) > 0. While Theorem 1.2

requires the stronger assumption (6), compared to the assumptions of mirror-symmetry
(2) in Theorem 1.1, it also has stronger results, which are quantitative statements. These
stronger assumptions are also necessary, as the following discussion shows.

Remark 1.3. The results of Theorem 1.2 are not true assuming only the conditions of
Theorem 1.1 ((2) instead of (6)).

Proof. To construct a counterexample, letN ∈ N and consider the probabilities (px)x∈Zd\{0}
defined by

pεx =





0.5 if x = k · e1 with k ∈ {−N, . . . ,N} \ 0
ε if x = ±ei with i ∈ {2, . . . , d}
0 otherwise

,

where ε ∈ (0, 1) is a parameter. Write Pε for the associated measure and Eε for the expec-
tation under this measure. From the construction, it directly follows that Eε [deg(0)] =∑

x∈Zd\{0} px > N and that (2) and (3) hold for ε > 0. However, we will argue below that
for sufficiently small ε = ε(N) > 0 we have Pε (|K0| =∞) = 0. As N ∈ N was arbitrary
this shows that the result of Theorem 1.2 does not hold, assuming only (2) and (3) instead
of (2) and (3). For ε = 0, the percolation reduces to finite-range percolation on one-
dimensional fibers of the form {x+ k · e1 : k ∈ Z}, so in particular we have E0 [|K0|] <∞.
Furthermore, we can write the expectation of K0 as

E0 [|K0|] =
∑

n∈Z
P0(0↔ n · e1) <∞,

which implies that there exists K ∈ N>0 such that

∑

n∈{−K,...,K}

∑

k∈Z\{−K,...,K}
P0(0↔ n · e1)P0(k · e1 ∼ n · e1) < 1.

So when we define the set S ⊂ Z
d by S = {−K · e1, . . . ,K · e1} one directly gets that

ϕ0(S) :=
∑

x∈S

∑

y∈Zd\S
P0(0

S←→ x)P0(x ∼ y) < 1,

where we write 0
S←→ x if there exists an open path contained in S connecting 0 and

x. For a fixed finite set S ⊂ Z
d and x ∈ S, y /∈ S, the functions ε 7→ Pε(0

S←→ x) and
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ε 7→ Pε(x ∼ y) are continuous functions in ε, so in particular,

ϕε(S) :=
∑

x∈S

∑

y/∈S
Pε(0

S←→ x)Pε(x ∼ y) < 1,

for ε > 0 small enough. This directly implies that Pε (|K0| =∞) = 0, by the proof of
sharpness of the phase transition by Duminil-Copin and Tassion [10,11].

As there are no infinite clusters in one-dimensional finite-range percolation, the results
of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 do not hold in dimension d = 1. This means that dimension d = 2
is the only case in which the truncation question as formulated above remains open. We
conjecture that the results of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 also hold in dimension d = 2.

1.2 Related work

The non-summability in (1) directly ensures that each point x ∈ Z
d is contained in an

infinite open cluster almost surely. Whenever the percolation measure is irreducible, then
there exists exactly one infinite cluster almost surely. So for each x, y ∈ Z

d there exists
an open path from x to y, as proven by Grimmett, Keane, and Marstrand [22] and by
Kalikow and Weiss [27].
Various works have addressed the truncation problem in the non-summable case under
different assumptions on the connection probabilities (px)x∈Zd or on the underlying graph
[2, 7, 14, 18, 18, 30, 32, 36]. In dimension d = 2, the truncation question was studied in
[7, 30, 32, 36] under further regularity conditions on the probabilities (px)x∈Zd . Whenever
px decays polynomially with ‖x‖ or when lim supx→∞ px > 0, the truncation question was
studied in [18,19], where it has an affirmative answer. For the case in which px = f(‖x‖∞),
Friedli and de Lima showed that the truncation question has an affirmative answer in
dimensions d ≥ 3 when

∑∞
n=1 f(n) = ∞ [19]. In this notation, Theorem 1.1 shows

that the truncation question has an affirmative answer in dimensions d ≥ 3, whenever∑∞
n=1 f(n)n

d−1 =∞. Analogous questions on oriented graphs were treated in [2, 14].
The truncation problem has also been studied in the summable situation. Here the

question is slightly different and asks whether one can remove all sufficiently long edges of
a super-critical long-range percolation cluster while still retaining an infinite open cluster.
This question was first studied by Meester and Steif [31] who showed this for long-range
percolation with exponential decay, following earlier work on finite-range percolation by
Grimmett and Marstrand [23]. Later, the exponential decay was relaxed to polynomial
(but summable) decay in [3, 5]. Similar results were also obtained for Poisson Boolean
percolation by Dembin and Tassion [9] and for inhomogeneous long-range percolation by
Mönch [33]. The uniqueness of the infinite cluster, whenever it exists, was studied by
Burton and Keane [6].

Outline of the paper The main idea in the proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 is to apply
the second moment method to a quantity related to the number of open paths starting at
the origin. This technique was already used for oriented short-range percolation by Cox
and Durrett in dimensions d ≥ 4 [8] and by Benjamini, Pemantle, and Peres in dimension
d = 3 [4]. Similar techniques were also used by Kesten in high dimensions [28]. A second-
moment bound for the number of open paths of a certain length will then imply that for
all n ∈ N there exists a path of length n that starts at the origin with a uniform (in n)
positive probability. This implies the existence of an infinite cluster. The main input
and setup of the second-moment bound are described in Proposition 3.1. Then, we apply
Proposition 3.1 to the different situations considered in Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. In Section
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3.6 we provide a short argument as to why the technique of Proposition 3.1 cannot work
in dimension d = 2. In Section 4, we describe and prove analogous statements for the
q-states Potts model.

For the proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, we need some inequalities for sums of indepen-
dent random variables. We prove these results for sums of independent random variables
in Section 2.1. These results will be used to prove Theorem 1.2 in dimensions d ≥ 4. Sub-
sequently, we adapt the notion of unpredictable paths of [4] to long-range random paths
in Section 2.2 and use it to prove Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.2 in dimension d = 3 in
Section 3.3, respectively, Section 3.4.

2 Dispersion of random paths

In this section, we study the question of how much mass the n-th step of a random walk
(Sn)n∈N0 can have on a single point. In other words, we establish upper bounds for
P(Sn = x) uniformly over x ∈ Z

d and for different types of random walks (Sn)n∈N0 . We
start with the case where Sn is the sum of independent random variables.

2.1 Sums of random variables

Lemma 2.1. Let a1, . . . , an ∈ N>0, and let Y1, . . . , Yn be independent and identically
distributed random variables with P(Yk = 1) = P(Yk = −1) = 1

2 . Then, for all x ∈ Z,

P

(
n∑

k=1

akYk = x

)
≤ 1√

n
. (9)

Furthermore, for a1, . . . , an ∈ N0 with maxi ai > 0 one has

P

(
n∑

k=1

akYk > 0

)
≥ 1

4
, (10)

P

(
n∑

k=1

akYk 6= 0

)
≥ 1

2
, and (11)

P

(
n∑

k=1

akYk ≥ 0

)
≥ 1

2
. (12)

Proof. We start with the proof of (9). For k ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let φk(t) = E
[
eitakYk

]
= cos (akt)

be the characteristic function of akYk, and let φ(t) =
∏n

k=1 φk(t) be the characteristic
function of Y :=

∑n
k=1 akYk. By the inversion theorem for the characteristic function [29,

Theorem 15.10] we get for all x ∈ Z that

P(Y = x) =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0
e−itxφ(t)dt =

∣∣∣∣∣
1

2π

∫ 2π

0
e−itx

n∏

k=1

φk(t)dt

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

n∏

k=1

|φk(t)| dt

≤ 1

2π

n∏

k=1

(∫ 2π

0
|φk(t)|n dt

)1/n

=
1

2π

n∏

k=1

(∫ 2π

0
|cos(akt)|n dt

)1/n

,

where we used Hölder’s inequality for the last inequality. By the 2π-periodicity of the
cosine, the integrals of the form

∫ 2π
0 |cos(akt)|

n dt are the same for all ak ∈ N>0. Thus we

6



get that

P(Y = x) ≤ 1

2π

n∏

k=1

(∫ 2π

0
|cos(akt)|n dt

)1/n

=
1

2π

∫ 2π

0
|cos(t)|n dt = 1

π

∫ π/2

−π/2
cos(t)ndt =: In.

(13)
Using integration by parts, we see that for n ≥ 2

In =
1

π

∫ π/2

−π/2
cos(t)n−1 cos(t)dt =

n− 1

π

∫ π/2

−π/2
cos(t)n−2 sin(t)2dt

=
n− 1

π

∫ π/2

−π/2
cos(t)n−2(1− cos(t)2)dt = (n− 1)In−2 − (n− 1)In

and thus we see that the inductive relation In = n−1
n In−2 holds for n ≥ 2. For n ≥ 2

even, this implies by induction on n even that In = 2−n
( n
n/2

)
. We will now show that

2−n
( n
n/2

)
≤ 0.87√

n
for n even. For this, we use a version of Stirling’s formula due to Robbins

[35], which directly implies that

√
2πk

(
k

e

)k

< k! <
√
2πk

(
k

e

)k

e1/12 for all k ∈ N>0. (14)

Using this formula, we get for n ≥ 2 even that

In = 2−n

(
n

n/2

)
= 2−n n!

(n/2)!(n/2)!
≤ 2−n

√
2πn

(
n
e

)n
e1/12

(√
πn
(
n/2
e

)n/2)2

=
1√
n

√
2

π
e1/12 ≤ 0.87√

n
.

For n odd with n ≥ 5 we have that

In ≤ In−1 ≤
0.87√
n− 1

≤ 0.87√
0.8n

≤ 1√
n

and for n ∈ {1, 3} one also checks that In ≤ 1√
n
. Thus we showed that In ≤ 1√

n
for all

n ∈ N>0 and inserting this into (13) finishes the proof.

For the proof of (10), we can assume without loss of generality that a1 > 0. By
symmetry, we get that

P

(
a1Y1 +

n∑

k=2

akYk > 0

)
= P

(
a1Y1 −

n∑

k=2

akYk > 0

)

=P

(
−a1Y1 +

n∑

k=2

akYk > 0

)
= P

(
−a1Y1 −

n∑

k=2

akYk > 0

)
. (15)

As a1 6= 0, at least one of the four expressions of the form ±a1Y1 ±
∑n

k=2 akYk needs
to be positive. Thus the sum of all probabilities in (15) needs to be at least 1. As all
probabilities in (15) are equal, this implies that P (a1Y1 +

∑n
k=2 akYk > 0) ≥ 1

4 , which
shows (10). Inequality (11) follows from (10) and (15), as

P

(
n∑

k=1

akYk 6= 0

)
= P

(
n∑

k=1

akYk > 0

)
+ P

(
n∑

k=1

akYk < 0

)
≥ 2

4
.

Inequality (12) holds by the symmetry around 0 of the random variable
∑n

k=1 akYk.
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2.2 Unpredictable paths

So far, we only discussed sums of random variables. For any sequence of discrete random
variables S = (Sn)n∈N0 , we define the predictability profile (PREk(S))k∈N0 by

PREk(S) = supP (Sn+k = x|S0, . . . , Sn) , (16)

where the supremum is over all x ∈ Z
d, n ∈ N0, and all histories S0, . . . , Sn with positive

probability. When Sn =
∑n

i=1Xi with i.i.d. Z-valued random variables X1, . . . that are

non-degenerate, then the predictability profile satisfies PREk(S) = O(k−
1
2 ). Furthermore,

k−
1
2 is the correct asymptotic when the random variables have a finite variance. For the

proof of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 in dimension d = 3, we need stochastic processes whose

predictability profile decays strictly faster than k−
1
2 . So in this section, we are interested

in stochastic processes (Sn)n∈N0 which are not the sum of independent random variables

and have a predictability profile that decays strictly faster than k−
1
2 . This question, and

its application to percolation was considered by Benjamini, Pemantle, and Peres [4]. Af-
ter that, there were also improvements on the existence of random variables with a given
predictability profile by Häggström and Mossel [24] and Hoffmann [26]. We quickly re-
view the construction by Benjamini, Pemantle, and Peres [4, Section 4]. The results in [4]
encompass much more than what is presented in the following. In the notation of [4], we
only consider the special case where b = 3, ℓ = 2, r = 1.

Let T3 be the infinite rooted ternary tree, i.e., the rooted tree where each vertex has
exactly three children. We also assume that the children of each vertex are ordered, i.e.,
that there is a first, second, and third child. We say that the root is at level 0 and write
|root| = 0. If v ∈ T3 is a vertex with child w, we define |w| = |v| + 1 as the level of w.
By construction, there are exactly 3N many vertices at level N . For each vertex v ∈ T3,
we now attach a label σ(v) ∈ {−1,+1} (also called spin) to this vertex as follows. We
do this inductively over all levels. Start with σ(root) = +1. For any vertex σ ∈ T3

with children w1, w2, w3, assign the first two children w1, w2 of σ the same spin as v, i.e.,
σ(v) = σ(w1) = σ(w2). For the third child w3 of σ, the spin σ(w3) is either +1 or −1
with equal probability, independent of σ(v) and all other spins that have been assigned so
far. Using this construction, one can inductively assign spins to all levels. Let Z+

N be the
number of vertices at level N with spin +1, and let Z−

N be the number of vertices at level
N with spin −1. For YN , the total sum of spins at level N , defined by

YN =
∑

v∈T3:|v|=N

σ(v) = Z+
N − Z−

N ,

it is proven in [4, Lemma 4.1] that

sup
x∈R

P(YN = x) ≤ C2−N (17)

with

C = 4

(
π

2
+

N∑

k=1

2kπ

2
cos(π4 )

3k−1

)
≤ 2

(
π + 2π

∞∑

k=1

2k−1 cos(π4 )
3k−1

)
≤ 2 (π + 4π) ≤ 32,

where the second to last inequality can be checked using the rapid decay of cos(π4 )
3k−1

.

(The true value of the sum
∑∞

k=1 2
k−1 cos(π4 )

3k−1
is approximately 1.59 . . .). See [4, Equa-

tion (21)] for the definition of the constant C.
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Let v1, . . . , v3N be the vertices in the tree at level N , in lexicographic ordering. Sum-
ming the spins of these vertices at level N and defining Sm =

∑m
i=1 σ(vi) one gets a finite

sequence of random variables. The distribution of Sm does not depend on the choice of
N , so using Kolmogorov’s consistency theorem, one can extend this finite sequence to an
infinite sequence S = (Sm)m∈N0 . The infinite sequence satisfies

PREk(S) ≤ 6
log(2)
log(3) 32k

− log(2)
log(3) ≤ 100k

− log(2)
log(3) , (18)

see [4, Equation (23)]. The important thing to notice here is that log(2)
log(3) >

1
2 , so the pre-

dictability profile of S decays much faster than that of a simple random walk. Throughout
this paper, we use the convention that log is the logarithm with base e. Furthermore, the
process S = (Sm)m∈N0 satisfies |Sm+1 − Sm| = 1 for all m ∈ N0, so the step size of the
process is 1.

Next, we use the results of [4] to construct stochastic processes with more general
increments. In Proposition 2.2, we construct a stochastic process S̃ = (S̃m)m∈N0 with
a rapidly decaying predictability profile, where the absolute values of the increments
are not identical. This proposition will be useful to prove Theorem 1.2 in dimension
d = 3. It allows us to adapt the theory of unpredictable paths to paths with a more
general step-size distribution. Before going to the statements, we introduce some no-
tation. We write [a1, . . . , an] for the multiset consisting of a1, . . . , an. Recall that a
collection of random variables (Xn)n∈{1,...,N} is exchangeable if for every permutation
η : {1, . . . , N} → {1, . . . , N} the sequence of random variables (X1, . . . ,XN ) has the same
distribution as (Xη(1), . . . ,Xη(N)).

Proposition 2.2. Let S = (Sm)m∈N0 be a process satisfying (18) such that S0 = 0 and
|Sm+1 − Sm| = 1 for m ∈ N0. Write Sm =

∑m
i=1 σi. Let a1, . . . , aN+k > 0, and let

X1, . . . ,XN+k be exchangeable positive random variables that are furthermore independent
of (Sm)m∈N0 and satisfy [X1, . . . ,XN+k] = [a1, . . . , aN+k]. Then the random variables
(S̃m)m∈{0,...,N+k} defined by

S̃m =

m∑

i=1

σiXi for m = 0, . . . , N + k (19)

satisfy

sup
z∈R

P

(
S̃N+k = z|S̃0, . . . , S̃N

)
≤ 100k

− log(2)
log(3) . (20)

Proof. For m, j ∈ N0, let Z+
m,m+j be the number of spins σi with σi = +1 and i ∈

{m+1, . . . ,m+ j}. Analogously, let Z−
m,m+j be the number of spins σi with σi = −1 and

i ∈ {m+ 1, . . . ,m+ j}. So in particular we have that

Z+
m,m+j + Z−

m,m+j = j and Sm+j = Sm + Z+
m,m+j − Z−

m,m+j = Sm + 2Z+
m,m+j − j. (21)

Conditioned on S̃0, . . . , S̃N , one can directly deduce X1, . . . ,XN , so that

[XN+1, . . . ,XN+k] = [a1, . . . , aN+k] \ [X1, . . . ,XN ] =: [bN+1, . . . , bN+k]

As X1, . . . ,XN+k were assumed to be exchangeable, this directly implies that conditioned
on X1, . . . ,XN , the random variables XN+1, . . . ,XN+k are still exchangeable. Using
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that the collection of random variables XN+1, . . . ,XN+k is exchangeable, we see that
for any τN+1, . . . , τN+k ∈ {−1,+1} the distribution of

∑N+k
i=N+1 τiXi just depends on

| {i ∈ {N + 1, . . . , N + k} : τi = +1} |, but not on the order of τN+1, . . . , τN+k. As the
collection XN+1, . . . ,XN+k is furthermore independent of σN+1, . . . , σN+k, this implies
that

P

(
S̃N+k = z|S̃0, . . . , S̃N

)
= P

(
N+k∑

i=N+1

σiXi = z − S̃N
∣∣S̃0, . . . , S̃N

)

= P

(N+Z+
N,N+k∑

i=N+1

Xi −
N+k∑

i=N+Z+
N,N+k+1

Xi = z − S̃N
∣∣ S̃0, . . . , S̃N

)

for all z ∈ R. Conditioning not just on S̃0, . . . , S̃N , but also on XN+1, . . . ,XN+k, we see
that

sup
z,S̃0,...,S̃N

P

(
S̃N+k = z|S̃0, . . . , S̃N

)

= sup
z,S̃0,...,S̃N

P

(N+Z+
N,N+k∑

i=N+1

Xi −
N+k∑

i=N+Z+
N,N+k+1

Xi = z
∣∣ S̃0, . . . , S̃N

)

≤ sup
z,S̃0,...,S̃N ,

XN+1,...,XN+k

P

(N+Z+
N,N+k∑

i=N+1

Xi −
N+k∑

i=N+Z+
N,N+k+1

Xi = z
∣∣ S̃0, . . . , S̃N ,XN+1, . . . ,XN+k

)

(22)

where the last suprema are over all z ∈ R, histories S̃0, . . . , S̃N , and - in the last line -
all realizations of XN+1, . . . ,XN+k with [XN+1, . . . ,XN+k] = [bN+1, . . . , bN+k] consisting
of positive numbers. For each fixed z ∈ R, history S̃0, . . . , S̃N , and XN+1, . . . ,XN+k > 0,
there is at most one value M =M(z,XN+1, . . . ,XN+k) ∈ {0, . . . , k} such that

N+M∑

i=N+1

Xi −
N+k∑

i=N+M+1

Xi = z. (23)

This holds as XN+1, . . . ,XN+k > 0. Let M = M(z,XN+1, . . . ,XN+k) ∈ {0, . . . , k} be
the unique value satisfying (23) if it exists, and let M = −1 if there does not exist
M ∈ {0, . . . , k} satisfying (23). Thus we see that

P

(N+Z+
N,N+k∑

i=N+1

Xi −
N+k∑

i=N+Z+
N,N+k+1

Xi = z
∣∣ S̃0, . . . , S̃N ,XN+1, . . . ,XN+k

)

= P

(
Z+
N,N+k =M(z,XN+1, . . . ,XN+k)

∣∣ S̃0, . . . , S̃N ,XN+1, . . . ,XN+k

)

(21)
= P

(
SN+k = SN + 2M(z,XN+1, . . . ,XN+k)− k

∣∣ S̃0, . . . , S̃N ,XN+1, . . . ,XN+k

)

= P
(
SN+k = SN + 2M(z,XN+1, . . . ,XN+k)− k

∣∣ S0, . . . , SN ,XN+1, . . . ,XN+k

)

≤ PREk(S)
(18)

≤ 100k
− log(2)

log(3) .
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In the last two lines, we used that SN+k − SN is independent of X1, . . . ,XN+k. As the
calculation above holds for all z ∈ R, histories S̃0, . . . , S̃N , and XN+1, . . . ,XN+k > 0, we
can insert this inequality into (22) and get that

sup
z,S̃0,...,S̃N

P

(
S̃N+k = z|S̃0, . . . , S̃N

)
≤ 100k

− log(2)
log(3) .

3 Proofs of the Theorems

In this section, we prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. We start with the proofs of the second
statements (Equations (5) and (8)) of these theorems in Section 3.1. In Section 3.2, we
describe the general setup of the proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2. We then proceed to
prove Theorem 1.1 in Section 3.3 and Theorem 1.2 in Sections 3.4 and 3.5. Finally, in
Section 3.6, we show that the setup outlined in Section 3.2 can not work in dimension
d = 2.

3.1 Proof of (5) and (8)

In this section, we prove that the percolation density converges to 1 when the truncation
length n is taken to +∞ in Theorem 1.1, respectively when the expected degree E [deg(0)]
diverges to +∞ in Theorem 1.2. We start with the proof of (5), assuming (4). That is,
we need to show that

lim
n→∞

P (|Kn
0 | =∞) = 1,

assuming that P
(
|KN

0
| =∞

)
> 0 for some N large enough.

Proof of (5) assuming (4). Let N be large enough so that P
(
|KN

0
| =∞

)
> 0. Write

C≤N
∞ =

{
x ∈ Z

d : x
≤N←→∞

}
for the infinite cluster in the environment where we truncated

all edges of size larger than N . Note that this infinite cluster is almost surely unique, which
follows from the amenability of Zd and the uniqueness of the infinite cluster as proven by
Burton and Keane [6]. Furthermore, as 0 ↔ x for all x ∈ Z

d almost surely [22, Theorem
3], we directly get that 0↔ C≤N

∞ almost surely. In particular, there exists a random, but

almost surely finite, K ∈ N such that 0
≤K←→ C≤N

∞ . As the events of the form
{
0

≤k←→ C≤N
∞
}

are increasing in k, we get that for n ≥ N

lim
n→∞

P (|Kn
0 | =∞) ≥ lim

n→∞
P

(
0

≤n←→ C≤N
∞
)
= P

(
0↔ C≤N

∞
)
= 1,

which shows (5).

Next, we turn to the proof of (8). For this, we first need to introduce some notation. We
identify the percolation environment with an element ω ∈ {0, 1}E , where we set ω(e) = 1
if the edge e is open and ω(e) = 0 if the edge is closed. We write K0(ω) for the open
cluster containing the origin in the percolation configuration defined by ω.

Proof of (8) assuming (7). Let ω ∈ {0, 1}E be distributed according to a product measure
with P (ω({x, y}) = 1) = px−y. Assume that

∑
x∈Zd\{0} px > NT (d) for some N ∈ N>0.

Let ω1, . . . , ωN ∈ {0, 1}E be independent and identically distributed percolation envi-
ronments such that the components (ωi(e))e∈E,i=1,...,N are independent, and such that
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P (ωi({x, y}) = 1) =
px−y

N . The collection of probabilities
(px
N

)
x∈Zd\{0} satisfies all the

assumptions of Theorem 1.2. So in particular, by (7), we have that

P (|K0(ωi)| <∞) ≤ 1

e
for i = 1, . . . , N .

Next, we compare the environment ω to the environment maxi ωi ∈ {0, 1}E defined by

(max
i
ωi)(e) := max

i
ωi(e).

The claim is that ω stochastically dominates maxi ωi. As the different components of
ω, respectively maxi ωi are independent, it suffices to compare the marginals of the two
random variables. By a union bound, we have that

P

(
max

i
ωi({x, y}) = 1

)
≤

N∑

i=1

P (ωi({x, y}) = 1) = px−y = P (ω({x, y}) = 1)

for all {x, y} ∈ E, which implies that ω dominates maxi ωi. This directly implies that

P (|K0(ω)| <∞) ≤ P

(
|K0(max

i
ωi)| <∞

)
.

If x ∈ K0(ωj) for some j ∈ {1, . . . , N}, then also x ∈ K0(maxi ωi), as ωj ≤ maxi ωi. As
j ∈ {1, . . . , N} was arbitrary, this implies that K0(maxi ωi) ⊇

⋃
iK0(ωi), from which we

further get that

P (|K0(ω)| <∞) ≤ P

(
|K0(max

i
ωi)| <∞

)
≤ P (|K0(ωi)| <∞ for i = 1, . . . , N)

= P (|K0(ω1)| <∞)N ≤ e−N .

Thus we see that the condition
∑

x∈Zd\{0} px > NT (d) for some N ∈ N0 implies that
P (|K0| <∞) ≤ exp(−N), which proves (8), as

P (|K0(ω)| <∞) ≤ exp

(
−
⌈∑

x∈Zd\{0} px

T (d)
− 1

⌉)
≤ exp

(
1−

∑
x∈Zd\{0} px

T (d)

)
.

3.2 The general setup

In this section, we describe a general setup that we use for the proofs of Theorem 1.1 and
Theorem 1.2. Before going to the statements, we introduce some notation. Throughout
this paper, we say that a path is a map γ : I → Z

d, where I = [a, b] ∩ Z for some
a, b ∈ R ∪ {−∞,+∞}. For a path γ : I → Z

d and x ∈ Z
d we define the path x + γ by

(x + γ)(k) = x + γ(k) for all k ∈ I. We say that the path γ is open if the edges of the
form {γk, γk+1} are open for all k ∈ I for which γk 6= γk+1 and k + 1 ∈ I. For a path
γ = (γk)k∈I and j, n ∈ I with j ≤ n, we write γnj = (γj , . . . , γn) for this segment of the
path; If j > n, we define γnj = ∅.

We write Pn for the set of self-avoiding paths of length n (n ∈ N0 ∪ {+∞}) in Z
d

starting at the origin 0. We consider probability measures on P∞. For two such proba-
bility measures µ̃, µ, we write Pµ̃×µ for their product measure and Eµ̃×µ for the expec-
tation with respect to the product measure. We will often consider two random paths
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e1

e2, . . . , ed

f

g
h

Figure 1: Two self-avoiding paths starting at the origin. The edges which are
traversed by both paths (f, g, and h) are drawn in purple. Both paths traverse
the edges f and g in the same direction. Contrary to that, the paths traverse
the edge h in opposite directions.

(
(γk)k∈N0

, (ϕk)k∈N0

)
sampled from the measure Pµ̃×µ, with the convention that (γk)k∈N0

has distribution µ̃ and (ϕk)k∈N0
has distribution µ.

For two paths γ = (γk)k∈I , ϕ = (ϕn)n∈J , and an edge e = {x, y} (x, y ∈ Z
d, x 6= y),

we say that e ∈ γ ∩ ϕ if there exist k ∈ I, n ∈ J such that k + 1 ∈ I, n + 1 ∈ J , and
{x, y} = {ϕn, ϕn+1} = {γk, γk+1}. See Figure 1 for an illustration. Note that we do not
require that the two paths traverse the edge in the same direction or that the paths are
self-avoiding. If there does not exist e = {x, y} with x, y ∈ Z

d, x 6= y, and e ∈ γ ∩ ϕ, we
define that γ ∩ ϕ = ∅; note that this holds even if there exist x ∈ Z

d, k ∈ I, n ∈ J with
x = γk = ϕn. If different edges can be open or closed, as is the case for percolation, for
two (finite or infinite) paths γ and ϕ, we define their (weighted) overlap by

OV(γ, ϕ) :=
∏

e∈γ∩ϕ
P (e open)−1 .

If γ ∩ϕ = ∅, the overlap of the two paths is defined by OV(γ, ϕ) = 1. If P(e open) = 0 for
some e ∈ γ ∩ ϕ, then we define OV(γ, ϕ) =∞. However, this will only occur with proba-
bility 0 in our construction. Also, note that since all factors P(e open)−1 are at least 1, the
weighted overlap is well-defined in R≥0∪{+∞}, even if |γ ∩ϕ| =∞ and the product is an
infinite product. Further, the overlap depends only on the distribution of the percolation
configuration, but not on the actual realization of the percolation configuration. If one of
the paths, say γ, is not self-avoiding and traverses an edge e ∈ γ ∩ ϕ twice, note that we
do not count the edge twice in the overlap.

The next proposition is the essential step that makes the connection between measures
on paths and the existence of infinite open percolation clusters. It follows from the Cauchy-
Schwarz (respectively Paley-Zygmund) inequality. Similar versions of this proposition for
short-range percolation were also used in [4,8]. For the models of short-range percolation
considered in [4,8], it suffices to consider the moment-generating function of |γ ∩ϕ|, as all
edges are open with the same probability. Contrary to that, for long-range percolation,
different edges e ∈ γ∩ϕ contribute a different multiplicative factor to the weighted overlap
defined above.

Proposition 3.1. Let µ be a probability measure on self-avoiding paths in Z
d. Assume

that two random paths γ = (γk)k∈N0 and ϕ = (ϕk)k∈N0 are independent and distributed
according to µ. Assume that edges e = {x, y} of Zd are either open or closed and that all
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edges are independent of each other. Then

P (|K0| =∞) ≥ (Eµ×µ [OV(γ, ϕ)])
−1 .

Proof. Consider the random variable Zn defined by

Zn =

∫

P∞

1{γn0 open}
P(γn0 open)

dµ(γ).

Taking expectations and applying Fubini gives that E [Zn] = 1, as µ is a probability
measure. For the square of Zn, we have that

Z2
n =

∫

P∞

∫

P∞

1{γn0 open}
P(γn0 open)

1{ϕn
0 open}

P(ϕn
0 open)

dµ(γ)dµ(ϕ).

The events {γn0 open} and {ϕn
0 open} are not independent, as the two paths might have

joint edges. Compensating for the edges that are in both paths, we compute the second
moment of Zn to be

E
[
Z2
n

]
=

∫

P∞

∫

P∞

P(γn0 open, ϕn
0 open)

P(γn0 open)P(ϕn
0 open)

dµ(γ)dµ(ϕ)

=

∫

P∞

∫

P∞

∏

e∈γn
0 ∩ϕn

0

P(e open)−1dµ(γ)dµ(ϕ) = Eµ×µ [OV(γ
n
0 , ϕ

n
0 )] . (24)

Write K0 for the open cluster containing the origin. As the paths in P∞ are self-avoiding
and start at 0, the condition Zn > 0 implies that |K0| ≥ n. As Zn is a non-negative
random variable, the Paley-Zygmund-inequality implies that

P (|K0| ≥ n) ≥ P (Zn > 0) ≥ E [Zn]
2

E [Z2
n]

=
1

Eµ×µ [OV(γn0 , ϕ
n
0 )]

. (25)

Taking the infimum over all n ∈ N, we get that

P (|K0| =∞) = inf
n∈N

P (|K0| > n) ≥ inf
n∈N

P (Zn > 0) ≥ inf
n∈N

(
(Eµ×µ [OV(γn0 , ϕ

n
0 )])

−1
)

=

(
sup
n∈N

Eµ×µ [OV(γn0 , ϕ
n
0 )]

)−1

=
(
Eµ×µ [OV(γ, ϕ)]

)−1
.

The last equality follows by monotone convergence since OV(γn0 , ϕ
n
0 ) is non-decreasing (in

n) and limn→∞OV(γn0 , ϕ
n
0 ) = OV(γ, ϕ).

3.3 Proof of Theorem 1.1

We start with the proof of Theorem 1.1. We prove this theorem simultaneously for dimen-
sion d = 3 and dimensions d ≥ 4, using the concept of unpredictable paths introduced in
Section 2.2. For dimensions d ≥ 4, one can also give a different proof of Theorem 1.1 that
does not use unpredictable paths as described in Section 2.2 but uses “normal” random
walks with independent increments instead. We do not follow such a separate approach
for dimensions d ≥ 4 here.

From condition (1) it directly follows that

∞ =
∑

x∈Zd\{0}
px =

∞∑

n=1

∑

x:‖x‖∞=n

px ≤
d∑

i=1

∞∑

n=1

∑

x:‖x‖∞=n,
|xi|=n

px.
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Thus there needs to exist i ∈ {1, . . . , d} such that

∞∑

n=1

∑

x:‖x‖∞=n,
|xi|=n

px =∞. (26)

Without loss of generality, we can assume that i = 1. Let u = (u1, . . . , ud) and v =
(v1, . . . , vd) ∈ Z

d be two distinct vectors with v1, u1 ≥ 0, such that η := min(pu, pv) > 0,
and such that the vectors (u2, . . . , ud), (v2, . . . , vd) ∈ Z

d−1 are linearly independent. Such
vectors exist by symmetry (2) and irreducibility (3). Indeed, by irreducibility there need
to exist two vectors v = (v1, . . . , vd) and u = (u1, . . . , ud) with min(pv, pu) > 0 such that
(v2, . . . , vd) and (u2, . . . , ud) are linearly independent. By symmetry, there also exist such
vectors with v1, u1 ≥ 0. We also write u+ = u and v+ = v, and we define u−, v− ∈ Z

d by
flipping all but the first coordinates of u, respectively v, i.e.,

u− = (u1,−u2,−u3, . . . ,−ud) and v− = (v1,−v2,−v3, . . . ,−vd).

As the vectors (u2, . . . , ud) and (v2, . . . , vd) are linearly independent, we directly get that
u+, u−, v+, v− are four different vectors. However, note that u+ = −u− or v+ = −v− can
be the case if u1 = 0, respectively if v1 = 0.

Define Q := max{‖u‖∞, ‖v‖∞}. Throughout this section (the rest of Section 3.3), we
assume that ∑

x:‖x‖∞=n,
|x1|=n

px ≤ 1 (27)

for all n > Q. Indeed, if this does not hold, then define the probabilities (p̃x)x∈Zd\{0} by

p̃x =


1 ∨

∑

x:‖x‖∞=n,
|x1|=n

px




−1

px for each x ∈ Z
d \ {0} with ‖x‖∞ = n

and let P̃ be the probability measure where each edge {x, y} is open with probability
p̃x−y, independent of all other edges. The probability measure P̃, respectively the col-
lection (p̃x)x∈Zd\{0} satisfies the non-summability (1), symmetry (2), irreducibility (3),

and (27). Furthermore, the measure P dominates the measure P̃, because p̃x ≤ px for all
x ∈ Z

d \{0} and both measures are product measures. Showing that P̃(|K0| =∞) > 0 for
this new measure thus implies that P(|K0| =∞) > 0 for the original measure. Because of
this, we can assume that (27) holds for all n > Q.

For M > 3Q, define the set AM ⊂ Z
d by

AM =
{
x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ Z

d : ‖x‖∞ ≤M,x1 ≥ 3Q
}

(28)

and a probability measure ψM on AM by

ψM (x) =
px∑

y∈AM
py
.
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Also, note that
∑

y∈AM
py diverges to +∞ asM →∞, by (26) and the reflection-symmetry

(2). From here on, fix M > 3Q large enough so that

ε−1 :=
∑

y∈AM

py ≥ 1010 and
25004ε0.05

η2
≤ 1

4
. (29)

Let (Xn)n∈N0 be i.i.d. random variables with probability mass function ψM and let
(Sn)n∈N0 , (S

′
n)n∈N0 be random walks with increments in {−1,+1} satisfying (18). Fur-

thermore, let (Sn)n∈N0 , (S
′
n)n∈N0 , and (Xn)n∈N0 be independent. We define a random

path ζ = (ζ0, . . .) by

ζ0 = 0 and ζk+1 − ζk =





Xk/3 if k = 0 mod 3

u+ if k = 1 mod 3, S k+2
3
− S k−1

3
= +1

u− if k = 1 mod 3, S k+2
3
− S k−1

3
= −1

v+ if k = 2 mod 3, S′
k+1
3

− S′
k−2
3

= +1

v− if k = 2 mod 3, S′
k+1
3

− S′
k−2
3

= −1

. (30)

Note that 〈ζk+1 − ζk, e1〉 ≥ 0 for all k ∈ N0, with a strict inequality if k = 0 mod 3.
Further, by the definition of u+, u−, v+, and v−, one sees that the path (ζk)k∈N0 is self-
avoiding. We write ζn0 = (ζ0, . . . , ζn) for the first n steps of ζ and µ̂ for the distri-
bution of the sequence (ζk)k∈N0 constructed in (30). From the construction, it is also
clear, that for a given path segment ζn0 , one can reconstruct the random variables Xk

for k = 0, . . . , ⌈n3 ⌉ − 1 and the random variables Sk+1 − Sk for k = 0, . . . , ⌈n−1
3 ⌉ − 1 and

S′
k+1 − S′

k for k = 0, . . . , ⌈n−2
3 ⌉ − 1. Let M1 be the set of probability measures on P∞

that are the distributions of (ζn − ζ3N )n≥3N , conditioned on ζ0, . . . , ζ3N , where (ζj)j∈N0

has distribution µ̂ and N ∈ N0. The important thing about the measure M1 is that if the
distribution of a random self-avoiding path (γk)k∈N0

is in M1 and K is a random variable
such that K = 0 mod 3 almost surely and K is measurable with respect to σ(γ0, . . . , γK),
then also the distribution of the sequence (γK+k − γK)k∈N0

lies in M1.

Next, we consider two paths γ = (γk)k∈N0 and ϕ = (ϕk)k∈N0 that are distributed
according to measures in M1. We will mostly work with the convention that the two
infinite paths are sampled from the measure Pµ̃×µ, and that γ has distribution µ̃, whereas
ϕ has distribution µ. Define the number Wn by

Wn = sup
µ̃,µ∈M1,x∈Zd

Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(x+ γ3n0 , ϕ∞

0 )
]
. (31)

Note that almost surely

OV(x+ γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0 ) ≤ (η ∧min{py : y ∈ AM , py > 0})−3n ,

so in particular Wn < ∞. Further, note that the numbers Wn are non-decreasing in n,
as for fixed x ∈ Z

d, γ∞0 , ϕ
∞
0 ∈ P∞ the weighted overlap OV(x + γ3n0 , ϕ∞

0 ) is also non-
decreasing in n. In Lemma 3.2 below, we derive a bootstrapping-type inequality for Wn,
which implies that supnWn ≤ 2 < ∞. Thus we get that Eµ̂×µ̂

[
OV(γ3n0 , ϕ3n

0 )
]
≤ Wn ≤ 2.

Proposition 3.1 then implies that

P
(
|KM

0 | =∞
)
≥ (Eµ̂×µ̂ [OV(γ

∞
0 , ϕ

∞
0 )])−1 =

(
sup
n

Eµ̂×µ̂

[
OV(γ3n0 , ϕ3n

0 )
])−1

≥ 1

supnWn
≥ 1

2
> 0.
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Lemma 3.2. For the quantity Wn defined in (31) one has Wn ≤ 2 for all n ∈ N.

Proof. We show that for all µ̃, µ ∈M1 and all x ∈ Z
d one has

Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(x+ γ3n0 , ϕ∞

0 )
]
≤ 1 +

Wn

2
,

which implies that Wn ≤ 1 + Wn
2 , or Wn ≤ 2. We distinguish the cases x = 0 and x 6= 0.

Case 1: We start with the case x 6= 0. Define the random variables K = K(x +
γ3n0 , ϕ∞

0 ) and N = N(x+ γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0 ) by

K(x+ γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0 ) = inf {z ∈ {0, . . . , 3n} : z = 0 mod 3 and x+ γz̃ = ϕℓ for some z̃ ≤ z, ℓ ∈ N0} ,

N(x+ γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0 ) = inf

{
ℓ ∈ N0 : ℓ = 0 mod 3 and x+ γz = ϕℓ̃ for some ℓ̃ ≤ ℓ, z ∈ {0, . . . , 3n}

}
.

Both K and N can attain the value +∞ if there does not exist z, ℓ fulfilling the necessary
requirements above. Also, note that the condition K <∞ is equivalent to N <∞.

Assume that z̃ ∈ {0, . . . , 3n} and ℓ̃ ∈ N0 are such that x + γz̃ = ϕℓ̃ and z ∈
{0, 3, 6, . . . , 3n} and ℓ ∈ 3N0 are the smallest integer multiples of 3 such that K = z ≥ z̃
and ℓ ≥ ℓ̃. We will first argue that this implies that N = ℓ. Assume that there exists
ℓ̂ ≤ ℓ − 3 and ẑ ∈ {0, . . . , 3n} such that ϕℓ̂ = x + γẑ. Let z′ and ℓ′ be the smallest

integer multiple of 3 for which z′ ≥ ẑ and ℓ′ ≥ ℓ̂. Then γz′ = γẑ + r, where r ∈ Z
d is

of the form r =
∑j

i=1 vi, with j ∈ {0, 1, 2} and vi ∈ {u+, u−, v+, v−}. So in particular
〈γz′ , e1〉 ≤ 〈γẑ, e1〉 + 2Q. As ℓ′ = 0 mod 3 and ℓ̃ > ℓ′, by the definition of the set AM

(28), one has 〈ϕℓ̃, e1〉 ≥ 〈ϕℓ′ , e1〉+3Q. Combining these two inequalities with the fact that
t→ 〈x+ γt, e1〉 and t→ 〈ϕt, e1〉 are increasing in t, we get that

〈x+ γz′ , e1〉 ≤ 〈x+ γẑ, e1〉+ 2Q = 〈ϕℓ̂, e1〉+ 2Q ≤ 〈ϕℓ′ , e1〉+ 2Q

≤ 〈ϕℓ̃, e1〉 −Q = 〈x+ γz̃, e1〉 −Q < 〈x+ γz̃, e1〉 ≤ 〈x+ γz, e1〉.

As 〈x+ γt, e1〉 is increasing in t, this implies that z′ < z. However, this is a contradiction
to the fact that z = K and the fact that K was defined to be the smallest integer multiple
of 3 for which there exists z̃ ∈ {z − 2, z − 1, z} and ℓ̃ ∈ N0 such that x+ γẑ = ϕℓ̂. So we
see that N = ℓ.

Next, we will argue that the path x+γK0 can not have any joint edges with ϕ∞
N : Using

that 〈x+ γz, e1〉 ≤ 〈x+ γz̃, e1〉+ 2Q and that 〈ϕℓ+1, e1〉 ≥ 〈ϕℓ, e1〉+ 3Q by the definition
of the set AM (28), we see that

〈ϕN+1, e1〉 = 〈ϕℓ+1, e1〉 ≥ 〈ϕℓ, e1〉+ 3Q > 〈ϕℓ, e1〉+ 2Q ≥ 〈ϕℓ̃, e1〉+ 2Q = 〈x+ γz̃, e1〉+ 2Q

≥ 〈x+ γz, e1〉 = 〈x+ γK , e1〉

and thus 〈ϕN+i, e1〉 > 〈x+ γm, e1〉 for all i ∈ N>0 and m ∈ {0, . . . ,K}. In particular, this
implies that x + γK0 can not have any joint edges with ϕ∞

N . By the same argument, ϕN
0

can not have any joint edges with x+ γ∞K . Thus, if K <∞, we can write

OV(x+ γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0 ) = OV(x+ γK0 , ϕ

N
0 ) ·OV(x+ γ3nK , ϕ∞

N ) (32)

The two paths x+γK0 and ϕN
0 can overlap on at most two edges that are translates of ele-

ments in {u+, u−, v+, v−}. Indeed, if the paths x+γ3n0 and ϕ∞
0 overlap on any edge {a, b} =

{x+ γj , x+ γj+1} = {ϕi, ϕi+1} which is not a translate of an element in {u+, u−, v+, v−},
then, by construction, i mod 3 = j mod 3 = 0 mod 3, which implies that N ≤ i,K ≤ j.
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Thus, if K <∞, we see that OV(x+ γK0 , ϕ
N
0 ) ≤ min(pu+ , pu− , pv+ , pv−) = η−2. Plugging

this into (32) yields that

OV(x+ γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0 ) ≤ 1 +

1

η2
1{K(x+γ3n

0 ,ϕ∞
0 )<∞}OV(x+ γ3nK , ϕ∞

N ). (33)

From the two paths γ∞0 and ϕ∞
0 , on the event K < ∞, we define two new paths by

(γ̃i := γK+i − γK)i∈N0
and (ϕ̃i := ϕN+i − ϕN )i∈N0 . Using these two shifted paths, we can

rewrite and bound the second part of the above inequality by

OV(x+ γ3nK , ϕ∞
N ) = OV(x− ϕN + γK − γK + γ3nK ,−ϕN + ϕ∞

N )

= OV(x− ϕN + γK + γ̃3n−K
0 , ϕ̃∞

0 ) ≤ OV(x− ϕN + γK + γ̃3n0 , ϕ̃∞
0 ).

Note that the random variables K and N are measurable with respect to the σ-algebra
generated by γ0, . . . , γK , ϕ0, . . . , ϕN . Given σ

(
γK0 , ϕ

N
0

)
, the distributions of (γ̃i)i∈N0

and
(ϕ̃i)i∈N0

are still measures in M1, and the random variable −ϕN + γK is measurable with

respect to σ
(
γK0 , ϕ

N
0

)
. Thus we see that

Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(x− ϕN + γK + γ̃3n0 , ϕ̃∞

0 )|σ
(
γK0 , ϕ

N
0

)]
≤Wn

and using the tower rule implies that

Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(x+ γ3nK , ϕ∞

N )|K <∞
]
= Eµ̃×µ

[
Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(x+ γ3nK , ϕ∞

N )|σ
(
γK0 , ϕ

N
0

)]
|K <∞

]

≤ Eµ̃×µ

[
Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(x− ϕN + γK + γ̃3n0 , ϕ̃∞

0 )|σ
(
γK0 , ϕ

N
0

)]
|K <∞

]
≤ Eµ̃×µ [Wn|K <∞]

=Wn.

Taking expectations in (33) and using the law of total probability, we get that for all x 6= 0

Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(x+ γ3n0 , ϕ∞

0 )
]
≤ 1 +

1

η2
Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(x+ γ3nK , ϕ∞

N )|K <∞
]
Pµ̃×µ (K <∞)

≤ 1 +
1

η2
WnPµ̃×µ (K <∞) ≤ 1 +

Wn

4
(34)

where the last inequality holds because of (29) and Claim 3.3 below; The assumptions of
Claim 3.3 are satisfied because

Pµ̃×µ (〈ϕ1, e1〉 = z) = Pµ̃×µ (〈γ1, e1〉 = z) =

∑
y∈AM :〈y,e1〉=z py∑

y∈AM
py

(27)

≤ 1∑
y∈AM

py

(29)
= ε ≤ 10−10.

This finishes the case x 6= 0.

Case 2: In the case where x = 0, we define the random variables K ′ = K ′(γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0 )

and N ′ = N ′(γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0 ) by

K ′(γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0 ) = inf {z ∈ {1, . . . , 3n} : z = 0 mod 3 and γz̃ = ϕℓ for some z̃ ≤ z, ℓ ∈ N>0} ,

N ′(γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0 ) = inf

{
ℓ ∈ N>0 : ℓ = 0 mod 3 and γz = ϕℓ̃ for some ℓ̃ ≤ ℓ, z ∈ {1, . . . , 3n}

}
.

The only difference to the random variables K and N defined above is that we exclude
the trivial case z = 0, ℓ = 0, for which ϕ0 = 0 = γ0. Also, note that K ′ < ∞ if and only
if N ′ < ∞. On the event where γ1 = ϕ1 = w for some w ∈ Z

d, the paths γ30 and ϕ∞
3 ,

respectively ϕ3
0 and γ∞3 can have no joint edges as

〈γ4, e1〉 ≥ 〈γ1, e1〉+ 3Q = 〈ϕ1, e1〉+ 3Q > 〈ϕ1, e1〉+ 2Q ≥ 〈ϕ3, e1〉,

18



and the same holds also with the roles of ϕ and γ reversed. Thus we get that

1{γ1=w=ϕ1}OV
(
γ3n0 , ϕ∞

0

)
= 1{γ1=w=ϕ1}OV

(
γ30 , ϕ

3
0

)
OV

(
γ3n3 , ϕ∞

3

)

= 1{γ1=w=ϕ1}
1

pw
OV

(
γ31 , ϕ

3
1

)
OV

(
γ3n3 , ϕ∞

3

)
≤ 1{γ1=w=ϕ1}

1

pw

1

η2
OV

(
γ3n3 , ϕ∞

3

)

Also, note that the event γ1 = w = ϕ1 implies that K ′ = N ′ = 3. On the event where
K ′ < ∞, the same argument as in Case 1 above shows that γK

′

0 can have no joint edges
with ϕ∞

N ′ , and that ϕN ′

0 can have no joint edges with γ∞K ′. On the event whereK ′ <∞, but
ϕ1 6= γ1, the two paths γK

′

0 and ϕN ′

0 can only intersect on translates of {u+, u−, v+, v−}.
In particular

1{γ1 6=ϕ1}1{K ′<∞}OV
(
γ3n0 , ϕ∞

0

)
= 1{γ1 6=ϕ1}1{K ′<∞}OV

(
γK

′

0 , ϕN ′

0

)
OV

(
γ3nK ′ , ϕ∞

N ′

)

≤ 1{γ1 6=ϕ1}1{K ′<∞}
1

η2
OV

(
γ3nK ′ , ϕ∞

N ′

)
≤ 1{K ′<∞}

1

η2
OV

(
γ3nK ′ , ϕ∞

N ′

)

Going through all of these cases (γ1 = w = ϕ1 for some w ∈ AM , K ′ < ∞ but γ1 6= ϕ1,
and K ′ =∞), we see that the inequality

OV(γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0 ) ≤1 +

∑

w∈AM

1

η2pw
1{γ1=w=ϕ1}1{K ′<∞}OV(γ

3n
K ′ , ϕ∞

N ′) +
1

η2
OV

(
γ3nK ′ , ϕ∞

N ′

)
1{K ′<∞}

(35)

holds. IfK ′ <∞, conditioned on the σ-Algebra σ
(
γK0 , ϕ

N ′

0

)
, the sequences (ϕ̃i = ϕN ′+i − ϕN ′)i∈N0

and (γ̃i = γK ′+i − γK ′)i∈N0
are still distributed according to measures in M1. Further we

have

OV
(
γ3nK ′ , ϕ∞

N ′

)
= OV

(
−ϕN ′ + γK ′ − γK ′ + γ3nK ′ ,−ϕN ′ + ϕ∞

N ′

)

= OV
(
−ϕN ′ + γK ′ + γ̃3n−K ′

0 , ϕ̃∞
0

)
≤ OV

(
−ϕN ′ + γK ′ + γ̃3n0 , ϕ̃∞

0

)

which implies that

Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(γ3nK ′ , ϕ∞

N ′)|K ′ <∞
]
= Eµ̃×µ

[
Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(γ3nK ′ , ϕ∞

N ′)|σ(γK ′

0 , ϕN ′

0 )
] ∣∣∣K ′ <∞

]

≤ Eµ̃×µ

[
Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(ϕN ′ + γK ′ + γ̃3n0 , ϕ̃∞

0 )|σ(γK ′

0 , ϕN ′

0 )
] ∣∣∣K ′ <∞

]
≤ Eµ̃×µ

[
Wn

∣∣K ′ <∞
]

=Wn.

Taking expectations in (35), and using that 1{γ1=w=ϕ1} is measurable with respect to

σ
(
γK

′

0 , ϕN ′

0

)
, we get for the second summand that

Eµ̃×µ


 ∑

w∈AM

1

η2pw
1{γ1=w=ϕ1}1{K ′<∞}OV(γ

3n
K ′ , ϕ∞

N ′)




=
∑

w∈AM

1

η2pw
Eµ̃×µ

[
Eµ̃×µ

[
1{γ1=w=ϕ1}OV(γ3nK ′ , ϕ∞

N ′)|σ
(
γK

′

0 , ϕN ′

0

)] ∣∣K ′ <∞
]
Pµ̃×µ

(
K ′ <∞

)

=
∑

w∈AM

1

η2pw
Eµ̃×µ

[
1{γ1=w=ϕ1}Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(γ3nK ′ , ϕ∞

N ′)|σ
(
γK

′

0 , ϕN ′

0

)] ∣∣K ′ <∞
]
Pµ̃×µ

(
K ′ <∞

)

≤
∑

w∈AM

1

η2pw
Eµ̃×µ

[
1{γ1=w=ϕ1}Wn|K ′ <∞

]
Pµ̃×µ

(
K ′ <∞

)
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=
∑

w∈AM

Wn

η2pw
Eµ̃×µ

[
1{γ1=w=ϕ1}1{K ′<∞}

]
=
∑

w∈AM

Wn

η2pw
Pµ̃×µ (γ1 = w = ϕ1)

=
Wn

η2

∑

w∈AM

1

pw
ψM (w)2 =

Wn

η2

∑

w∈AM

1

pw

(
pw∑

y∈AM
py

)2

=
Wn

η2
∑

y∈AM
py
≤ Wn

4
, (36)

where we used (29) for the last inequality. For the last summand in (35), a similar
argument as in Case 1 above shows that

Eµ̃×µ

[
1

η2
OV

(
γ3nK ′, ϕ∞

N ′

)
1{K ′<∞}

]

= Eµ̃×µ

[
1

η2
Eµ̃×µ

[
OV

(
γ3nK ′ , ϕ∞

N ′

)
|σ
(
γK

′

0 , ϕN ′

0

)] ∣∣∣K ′ <∞
]
Pµ̃×µ

(
K ′ <∞

)

≤ Eµ̃×µ

[
1

η2
Wn

∣∣K ′ <∞
]
Pµ̃×µ

(
K ′ <∞

)
=
Wn

η2
Pµ̃×µ

(
K ′ <∞

)
≤ Wn

4
, (37)

where the last inequality follows by Claim 3.3 and (29). Taking expectations in (35) and
using (36) and (37), we get that

Eµ̃×µ

[
OV(γ3n0 , ϕ∞

0 )
]
≤ 1 +

Wn

2
;

This finishes the case x = 0.

Claim 3.3. Let γ = (γk)k∈N0
, ϕ = (ϕk)k∈N0

be distributed according to the measure Pµ̃×µ

with µ̃, µ ∈M1. Assume that

Pµ̃×µ (〈ϕ1, e1〉 = z) = Pµ̃×µ (〈γ1, e1〉 = z) ≤ ε (38)

for some ε ∈ (0, 10−10) and all z ∈ Z. Then, for all x ∈ Z
d with x 6= 0 one has for the

random variable K
(
x+ γ3n0 , ϕ∞

0

)
defined above that

Pµ̃×µ

(
K
(
x+ γ3n0 , ϕ∞

0

)
<∞

)
≤Pµ̃×µ (∃k,m ∈ N0 : x+ γk = ϕm) ≤ 25004ε0.05. (39)

Furthermore, when both paths start at the origin one has for the random variable K ′ (γ3n0 , ϕ∞
0

)

defined above that

Pµ̃×µ

(
K ′ (γ3n0 , ϕ∞

0

)
<∞

)
≤Pµ̃×µ (∃k,m ∈ N : γk = ϕm) ≤ 25004ε0.05. (40)

Proof. We only show (39). The proof of (40) follows by the same argument with union
bounds over N0 replaced by union bounds over N. We have that

Pµ̃×µ (∃k,m ∈ N0 : x+ γk = ϕm) = Pµ̃×µ (∃k,m ∈ N0 : γk = −x+ ϕm)

Pµ̃×µ (∃k,m ∈ N0 : −x+ ϕm = γk) = Pµ×µ̃ (∃k,m ∈ N0 : −x+ γk = ϕm) .

So by symmetry in the measures µ and µ̃ we can assume that 〈x, e1〉 ≥ 0. Using that ϕm

and γk are independent, respectively that ϕ1 and ϕm−ϕ1 are independent, we get for any
k ∈ N0,m ∈ N>0 that

Pµ̃×µ (x+ γk = ϕm) ≤ Pµ̃×µ (〈x+ γk, e1〉 = 〈ϕm, e1〉) ≤ sup
z∈Z

Pµ̃×µ (z = 〈ϕm, e1〉)

= sup
z∈Z

Pµ̃×µ (z = 〈ϕ1, e1〉+ 〈ϕm − ϕ1, e1〉) ≤ sup
z∈Z

Pµ̃×µ (z = 〈ϕ1, e1〉) ≤ ε
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by (38). By symmetry, we also have the same result for m ∈ N0, k ∈ N>0. As x 6= 0, we
thus get that for all k,m ∈ N0 that

Pµ̃×µ (x+ γk = ϕm) ≤ ε.

By a union bound over k = 0, . . . , ⌊ε−3/5⌋, we get for all m ∈ N0 that

Pµ̃×µ

(
ϕm = x+ γk for some k ∈ {0, . . . , ⌊ε−3/5⌋}

)
≤ 2ε−3/5ε = 2ε2/5. (41)

The inner products of the form 〈ϕt, e1〉, 〈γt, e1〉 are non-decreasing sequences in t. So in
particular if for some m ≤ ⌊ε−1/5⌋ there exists k > ⌊ε−3/5⌋ for which ϕm = x+ γk, then

〈γ⌊ε−3/5⌋, e1〉 ≤ 〈γk, e1〉 ≤ 〈x+ γk, e1〉 = 〈ϕm, e1〉 ≤ 〈ϕ⌊ε−1/5⌋, e1〉,

where we also used the assumption 〈x, e1〉 ≥ 0. Using this fact we get that for all m ≤
⌊ε−1/5⌋

Pµ̃×µ

(
ϕm = x+ γk for some k > ⌊ε−3/5⌋

)
(42)

≤ Pµ̃×µ

(
〈ϕm, e1〉 = 〈x+ γk, e1〉 for some k > ⌊ε−3/5⌋

)
≤ Pµ̃×µ

(
〈ϕ⌊ε−1/5⌋, e1〉 ≥ 〈γ⌊ε−3/5⌋, e1〉

)
.

The random variables

〈ϕ⌊ε−1/5⌋, e1〉 and 〈γ(3k+1)⌊ε−1/5⌋ − γ3k⌊ε−1/5⌋, e1〉 for k ∈ N0

are independent and identically distributed under the measurePµ̃×µ, which follows directly
from the definition of the measure Pµ̃×µ; further, as ε ≤ 10−10 we have that

〈γ⌊ε−3/5⌋, e1〉 ≥
⌊ε−0.3⌋∑

k=0

〈γ(3k+1)⌊ε−1/5⌋ − γ3k⌊ε−1/5⌋, e1〉.

Using this observation, we continue (42) by

Pµ̃×µ

(
ϕm = x+ γk for some k > ⌊ε−3/5⌋

)
≤ Pµ̃×µ

(
〈ϕ⌊ε−1/5⌋, e1〉 ≥ 〈γ⌊ε−3/5⌋, e1〉

)

≤ Pµ̃×µ


〈ϕ⌊ε−1/5⌋, e1〉 ≥

⌊ε−0.3⌋∑

k=0

〈γ(3k+1)⌊ε−1/5⌋ − γ3k⌊ε−1/5⌋, e1〉


 ≤ 1

⌊ε−0.3⌋+ 1
≤ ε0.3.

Here, we used the general principle that for i.i.d. positive random variables A,B1, . . . , BK

one has P (A ≥ B1 + . . .+BK) ≤ P (A > max(B1, . . . , BK)) ≤ K−1. Combining the pre-
vious display with (41), we get for m ∈ {0, 1, . . . , ⌊ε−1/5⌋} that

Pµ̃×µ (ϕm = x+ γk for some k ∈ N0) ≤ ε0.3 + 2ε2/5 ≤ 3ε0.3. (43)

For each fixed ℓ ∈ Z, there are at most three k ∈ N0 with 〈x + γk, e1〉 = ℓ. Thus, for
m > ⌊ε−1/5⌋, we get through conditioning on 〈ϕm, e1〉 and γ∞0 that

Pµ̃×µ (ϕm = x+ γk for some k ∈ N0)

= Eµ̃×µ [Pµ̃×µ (ϕm = x+ γk for some k ∈ N0|γ∞0 , 〈ϕm, e1〉)]
≤ 3 supPµ̃×µ (ϕm = z|(ϕ3j+1 − ϕ3j)j∈N0) (44)
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where the last supremum is over all z ∈ Z
d and AM -valued sequences (ϕ3j+1 − ϕ3j)j∈N0 .

By construction, the random variables of the form (ϕ3j+2 − ϕ3j+1) and (ϕ3j+3 − ϕ3j+2)
are independent of (ϕ3j+1 − ϕ3j)j∈N0 . Thus

supPµ̃×µ (ϕm = z|(ϕ3j+1 − ϕ3j)j∈N0)

≤ sup
z∈Zd

Pµ̃×µ




⌊m−2
3

⌋∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+2 − ϕ3j+1) +

⌊m−3
3

⌋∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+3 − ϕ3j+2) = z


 . (45)

The increments of the form ϕ3j+3 − ϕ3j+2 take values in {v+, v−} and the increments
of the form ϕ3j+2 − ϕ3j+1 take values in {u+, u−} As the two vectors (u2, . . . , ud) and
(v2, . . . , vd) ∈ Z

d−1 are linearly independent, for each z ∈ Z
d there can exist at most one

pair (h, ℓ) ∈ {0, . . . , ⌊m−2
3 ⌋} × {0, . . . , ⌊m−3

3 ⌋} such that the equation

h · u+ +

(⌊m− 2

3

⌋
+ 1− h

)
· u− + ℓ · v+ +

(⌊m− 3

3

⌋
+ 1− ℓ

)
· v− = z

holds. This implies that if, for fixed z ∈ Z
d, it is known that

⌊m−2
3

⌋∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+2 − ϕ3j+1) +

⌊m−3
3

⌋∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+3 − ϕ3j+2) = z,

then one can reconstruct the values of the individual sums
∑⌊m−2

3
⌋

j=0 (ϕ3j+2 − ϕ3j+1) and
∑⌊m−3

3
⌋

j=0 (ϕ3j+3 − ϕ3j+2). As the two collections of random variables (ϕ3j+3 − ϕ3j+2)j∈N0

and (ϕ3j+2 − ϕ3j+1)j∈N0 are independent under the measure Pµ̃×µ, we thus get that

sup
z∈Zd

Pµ̃×µ




⌊m−2
3

⌋∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+2 − ϕ3j+1) +

⌊m−3
3

⌋∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+3 − ϕ3j+2) = z




=


 sup

z∈Zd

Pµ̃×µ




⌊m−2
3

⌋∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+2 − ϕ3j+1) = z






 sup

z∈Zd

Pµ̃×µ




⌊m−3
3

⌋∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+3 − ϕ3j+2) = z




 .

Using that

sup
z∈Zd

Pµ̃×µ




k∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+2 − ϕ3j+1) = z


 ≤ 100(k + 1)

− log(2)
log(3) and

sup
z∈Zd

Pµ̃×µ




k∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+3 − ϕ3j+2) = z


 ≤ 100(k + 1)

− log(2)
log(3)

by construction, we can insert these inequalities into the above line and obtain that

sup
z∈Zd

Pµ̃×µ




⌊m−2
3

⌋∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+2 − ϕ3j+1) +

⌊m−3
3

⌋∑

j=0

(ϕ3j+3 − ϕ3j+2) = z




≤
(
100
⌊m+ 1

3

⌋− log(2)
log(3)

)(
100
⌊m
3

⌋− log(2)
log(3)

)
≤
(
400m

− log(2)
log(3)

)2

≤ 1600m−5/4. (46)
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Combining the three inequalities (44), (45), and (46), we get that

Pµ̃×µ (ϕm = x+ γk for some k ∈ N0) ≤ 5000m−5/4. (47)

Remember that this inequality holds for m > ⌊ε−1/5⌋. Combining the upper bound for
small m (m ≤ ⌊ε−1/5⌋) (43) and the upper bound for big m (m > ⌊ε−1/5⌋) (47), we get
via a union bound that

Pµ̃×µ (ϕm = x+ γk for some k,m ∈ N0) ≤
⌊ε−1/5⌋∑

m=0

3ε0.3 +

∞∑

m=⌊ε−1/5⌋+1

5000m−5/4

≤ 4ε0.1 +

∫ ∞

ε−1/5/2
5000s−5/4ds = 4ε0.1 + 20000

(
ε−1/5/2

)−1/4
≤ 4ε0.1 + 25000ε0.05 ≤ 25004ε0.05.

3.4 Proof of Theorem 1.2: Measures on random paths

In this section, we construct two sets of measuresM2, respectivelyM3, which are measures
on self-avoiding walks starting at the origin in Z

d for d ≥ 4, respectively Z
3. The set of

measures M2 is used for the proof of Theorem 1.2 in dimensions d ≥ 4 and is constructed
in Section 3.4.1. The set of measuresM3 is used for the proof of Theorem 1.2 in dimension
d = 3 and is constructed in Section 3.4.2.

3.4.1 Random paths in dimensions d ≥ 4

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.2 for dimensions d ≥ 4. Throughout this section,
we will always assume that (px)x∈Zd\{0} satisfies (3), (6), and

∑
x∈Zd\{0} px ∈ (T (d),∞).

Define the four vectors w1, . . . , w4 ∈ {0, 1}4 by

〈w1, ei〉 =
{
1 if i ∈ {1, . . . , ⌊d4⌋}
0 otherwise

,

〈w2, ei〉 =
{
1 if i ∈ {⌊d4⌋+ 1, . . . , 2⌊d4⌋}
0 otherwise

,

〈w3, ei〉 =
{
1 if i ∈ {2⌊d4⌋+ 1, . . . , 3⌊d4⌋}
0 otherwise

, and

〈w4, ei〉 =
{
1 if i ∈ {3⌊d4⌋+ 1, . . . , d}
0 otherwise

.

Note that w1+w2+w3+w4 is the all-ones vector and that each of w1, w2, w3, w4 contains
at least ⌊d4⌋ ≥ d

7 many ‘one-entries’. Through these four vectors, we define the four sets
A1, A2, A3, A4 ⊂ Z

d by

Ak =
{
x ∈ Z

d : 〈x,wk〉 6= 0, 〈x,w4〉 ≥ 0
}

for k = 1, 2, 3, and

A4 =
{
x ∈ Z

d : 〈x,w4〉 > 0
}
.

We start with a proof of the following elementary claim.
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Claim 3.4. For each of the sets A1, A2, A3, and A4 one has

∑

x∈Ak

px ≥
T (d)

28
. (48)

Proof. Let Z be a Z
d-valued random variable with probability mass function P(Z = z) =

pz∑
x∈Zd

px
. Thus we need to show that P(Z ∈ Ak) ≥ 1

28 for k = 1, 2, 3, 4. For k ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4},
let Ik ⊂ {1, . . . , d} be the set of indices i ∈ {1, . . . , d} for which 〈ei, wk〉 6= 0. As Z 6= 0,
there exists i ∈ {1, . . . , d} with 〈ei, Z〉 6= 0. Symmetry in the different coordinates yields

P(〈ei, Z〉 6= 0 for some i ∈ Ik) ≥
|Ik|
d
≥ 1

7
.

We write 〈Z,wk〉 =
∑

i∈Ik σi|〈ei, Z〉| with σi = sgn(〈ei, Z〉). Conditioned on the event
that |〈ei, Z〉| = ℓ for some ℓ ∈ N>0, the random variable 〈ei, Z〉 is equally likely to be
either +ℓ or −ℓ. So given the σ-algebra F = σ

(
(|〈ei, Z〉|)i∈{1,...,d}

)
, the random variables

(σi)i∈{1,...,d} are independent and uniformly distributed on {−1,+1}. In particular, this
allows us to apply the results of Lemma 2.1 for the sum

∑
i∈Ik σi|〈ei, Z〉|. Applying this

to k = 1, 2, 3, we get that

P(Z ∈ Ak) = P(〈Z,wk〉 6= 0, 〈Z,w4〉 ≥ 0|〈ei, Z〉 6= 0 for some i ∈ Ik)P(〈ei, Z〉 6= 0 for some i ∈ Ik)

≥ P(〈Z,wk〉 6= 0|〈ei, Z〉 6= 0 for some i ∈ Ik) · P(〈Z,w4〉 ≥ 0|〈ei, Z〉 6= 0 for some i ∈ Ik) ·
1

7

≥ 1

2
· 1
2
· 1
7
=

1

28
,

where we used (11) and (12) for the last inequality. For the case k = 4, we get that

P(Z ∈ A4) = P(〈x,w4〉 > 0|〈ei, Z〉 6= 0 for some i ∈ I4)P(〈ei, Z〉 6= 0 for some i ∈ I4)

≥ 1

4
· 1
7
=

1

28
,

where we used (10) for the last inequality.

On the set Ak, we define the probability measure ψk by

ψk(z) =
pz∑

x∈Ak
px
.

We write µ for the probability measure on infinite sequences (ζn)n∈N0 ∈ (Zd)N0 for which
the increments (ζk+1 − ζk)k∈N0 are independent random variables such that

ζ0 = 0 almost surely and µ (ζk+1 − ζk = z) =





ψ4(z) if k ∈ {0, 2, 4} mod 6,

ψ1(z) if k = 1 mod 6,

ψ2(z) if k = 3 mod 6,

ψ3(z) if k = 5 mod 6,

for z ∈ Z
d. For such a path (ζk)k∈N0 , one has by construction that 〈ζk+1 − ζk, w4〉 ≥ 0

for all k ∈ N0, with a strict inequality for even k. So in particular this implies that the
path (ζk)k∈N0 is almost surely self-avoiding. Let M2 be the set of 6 different probability
measures which are the distributions of the sequence (ζk − ζN )k≥N for N ∈ N0. Note that
this distribution does only depend on N mod 6, so there are only 6 such distributions.
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For z ∈ Z
d and an infinite path ϕ = (ϕ0, ϕ1, . . .) starting at the origin, we define a path

(zϕ) : {−1, 0, 1, . . .} → Z
d by

(zϕ)∞−1 = (ϕ−1, ϕ0, ϕ1, . . .) := (z, ϕ0, ϕ1, . . .).

Note that this path is not necessarily self-avoiding as it can be possible that z = ϕ1 or
z = ϕ0 = 0. However, in this case, we do not count the edge twice in the definition of the
overlap, i.e., if z = ϕ1 or z = 0 we have nevertheless that

OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)
∞
−1) = OV(x+ γn0 , ϕ

∞
0 )

for any path x + γn0 . The necessity of the additional parameter z ∈ Z
d for the proof will

be discussed below. We now define the number

Wn := sup
µ̂,µ̃∈M2,x∈Zd,z∈Zd

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)

∞
−1)
]
.

By truncation, we can without loss of generality assume that inf{px : px > 0} > 0, which
yields that Wn <∞. In Lemma 3.6 below, we derive a bootstrapping-type inequality for
Wn, which implies that Wn ≤ 3

2 <∞. As this bound is uniform in n, we thus get that

Eµ×µ [OV(γ
∞
0 , ϕ

∞
0 )] = sup

n∈N
Eµ×µ [OV(γ

n
0 , ϕ

n
0 )] ≤ sup

n∈N
Wn ≤

3

2
,

and Proposition 3.1 implies that

P(|K0| =∞) ≥ Eµ×µ [OV(γ∞0 , ϕ
∞
0 )]−1 ≥ 2

3
> 1− 1

e
.

3.4.2 Random paths in dimension d = 3

For i ∈ N, let (Xi
1,X

i
2,X

i
3) be a Z

3-valued random variable supported on the set A1 ={
x ∈ Z

3 : 〈x, e1〉 > 0, 〈x, e3〉 ≥ 0
}
with probability mass function

P((Xi
1,X

i
2,X

i
3) = x) =

px∑
y∈A1

py
.

Furthermore, let ((Xi
1,X

i
2,X

i
3))i∈N be independent. Let ((Y i

1 , Y
i
2 , Y

i
3 ))i∈N be i.i.d. random

variables supported on the set A2 =
{
x ∈ Z

3 : 〈x, e2〉 6= 0, 〈x, e3〉 ≥ 0
}

with probability
mass function

P((Y i
1 , Y

i
2 , Z

i
3) = x) =

px∑
y∈A2

py
,

and let ((Zi
1, Z

i
2, Z

i
3))i∈N be i.i.d. random variables supported on the setA3 =

{
x ∈ Z

3 : 〈x, e3〉 > 0
}

with probability mass function

P((Zi
1, Z

i
2, Z

i
3) = x) =

px∑
y∈A3

py
.

First, we prove the following elementary claim.

Claim 3.5. For each of the sets A1, A2, and A3 one has

∑

x∈Ak

px ≥
T (3)

12
. (49)
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Proof. We start with the set A1. Let Z be a Z
3-valued random variable with probability

mass function P(Z = z) = pz∑
x∈Z3\{0} px

for z ∈ Z
3 \ {0}. Thus we need to show that

P(Z ∈ A1) ≥ 1
12 . As Z 6= 0 almost surely, we get by symmetry in the different coordinates

that

P(〈ei, Z〉 6= 0) ≥ 1

3
for i = 1, 2, 3.

Conditioned on the event that |〈ei, Z〉| = ℓ for some ℓ ∈ N>0, the random variable 〈ei, Z〉 is
equally likely to be either +ℓ or −ℓ. Conditioned on 〈Z, e1〉 6= 0 and 〈Z, e3〉 ≥ 0, the inner
product 〈Z, e1〉 is a random variable that is symmetric around 0. Further, conditioned on
〈Z, e1〉 6= 0, the random variable 〈Z, e3〉 is also symmetric around 0. Thus we have for the
set A1 that

P(Z ∈ A1) = P(〈Z, e1〉 > 0, 〈Z, e3〉 ≥ 0) =

= P(〈Z, e1〉 > 0|〈Z, e1〉 6= 0, 〈Z, e3〉 ≥ 0) · P(〈Z, e3〉 ≥ 0|〈Z, e1〉 6= 0) · P(〈Z, e1〉 6= 0)

≥ 1

2 · 2 · 3 =
1

12
.

For k = 2, 3 it is easy to check by (6) that

∑

x∈Ak

px ≥
∑

x∈A1

px ≥
T (3)

12
.

Let (Sm =
∑m

i=1 σi)m∈N0 be the stochastic process constructed in Section 2.2. Recall,
that the important properties of this process were σi ∈ {−1,+1} and (18). Define
((X̃i

1, X̃
i
2, X̃

i
3))i∈N by

(X̃i
1, X̃

i
2, X̃

i
3) = (σiX

i
1,X

i
2,X

i
3).

Furthermore, let (Sm)m∈N0 , ((X
i
1,X

i
2,X

i
3))i∈N, (Y

i
1 , Y

i
2 , Y

i
3 ))i∈N, and ((Zi

1, Z
i
2, Z

i
3))i∈N be in-

dependent. Let (ζk)k∈N0 ∈ (Z3)N0 be the stochastic process defined by

ζ0 = 0 and ζk+1 − ζk =





(Zi
1, Z

i
2, Z

i
3) if k = 2i− 2,

(X̃i
1, X̃

i
2, X̃

i
3) if k = 4i− 3,

(Y i
1 , Y

i
2 , Y

i
3 ) if k = 4i− 1.

(50)

Note that for each k ∈ N0, exactly one of the conditions above (k = 2i− 2, k = 4i− 3, or
k = 4i− 1) is satisfied, such that the path (ζk)k∈N0 is uniquely defined by the above rule.
Write µ for the distribution of (ζk)k∈N0 . For such a path (ζk)k∈N0 , one has by construction
that 〈ζk+1 − ζk, e3〉 ≥ 0 for all k ∈ N0, with a strict inequality for even k. So in particular
this implies that the path (ζk)k∈N0 is almost surely self-avoiding. Let M3 be the set of
probability measures which are the distributions of the sequence (ζk−ζN )k≥N conditioned
on (ζ0, . . . , ζN ), for N ∈ N0.

For z ∈ Z
3 and an infinite path (ϕ0, ϕ1, . . .) starting at the origin, we define the path

(zϕ)∞−1 = (ϕ−1, ϕ0, ϕ1, . . .) := (z, ϕ0, ϕ1, . . .).

The same notation was used in Section 3.4.1 above. See also the discussion below (54) for
the necessity of the parameter z ∈ Z

3. We now define the number

W ′
n := sup

µ̂,µ̃∈M3,x,z∈Z3

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)

∞
−1)
]
.
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By truncation, we can without loss of generality assume that inf{px : px > 0} > 0, which
yields thatW ′

n <∞. We now derive a bootstrapping-type inequality forW ′
n, which implies

that supnW
′
n ≤ 3

2 . As this bound is uniform in n, we thus get that

Eµ×µ [OV(γ
∞
0 , ϕ

∞
0 )] = sup

n∈N
Eµ×µ [OV(γ

n
0 , ϕ

n
0 )] ≤ sup

n∈N
W ′

n ≤
3

2
,

and Proposition 3.1 implies that

P(|K0| =∞) ≥ Eµ×µ [OV(γ∞0 , ϕ
∞
0 )]−1 ≥ 2

3
> 1− 1

e
.

3.5 The bootstrapping lemmas

In this section, we prove the key lemmas (Lemmas 3.6 and 3.7) which imply that the
expected weighted overlap satisfies Eµ×µ [OV(γ

∞
0 , ϕ

∞
0 )] ≤ 3

2 <∞. For the proofs of these
lemmas, we also need some upper bounds on the probability that two random paths inter-
sect. These upper bounds are proven in Section 3.5.1 for dimensions d ≥ 4, respectively
in Section 3.5.2 for dimension d = 3.

Lemma 3.6. For the quantity Wn defined by

Wn = sup
µ̂,µ̃∈M2,x,z∈Zd

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)

∞
−1)
]

(51)

one has Wn ≤ 3
2 for all n ∈ N.

Lemma 3.7. For the quantity W ′
n defined by

W ′
n = sup

µ̂,µ̃∈M3,x,z∈Z3

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)

∞
−1)
]

(52)

one has W ′
n ≤ 3

2 for all n ∈ N.

The proofs of both Lemmas work exactly the same, so we prove them together.

Proof of Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.7. Let j ∈ {2, 3} and let W̃n = Wn for j = 2, respec-

tively W̃n = W ′
n for j = 3. Note that d ≥ 4 for j = 2, respectively d = 3 for j = 3. We

will show that for any µ̂, µ̃ ∈Mj, x, z ∈ Z
d one has

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)

∞
−1)
]
≤ 1 +

W̃n

3
, (53)

which implies that W̃n ≤ 1 + W̃n
3 , or W̃n ≤ 3

2 . For this, we distinguish three cases:
x /∈ {0, z}, x = z, and x = 0. We can without loss of generality assume that z 6= 0,
because if z = 0 and v ∈ Z

d \ {0} is some arbitrary vector, one has by definition of the
weighted overlap that

OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)
∞
−1) = OV(x+ γn0 , ϕ

∞
0 ) ≤ OV(x+ γn0 , (vϕ)

∞
−1).

Thus, when proving (53), we can restrict to the case where z 6= 0.

Case 1: We start with the case x /∈ {0, z}. Define the random variables K = K(x +
γn0 , (zϕ)

∞
−1) and N = N(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)

∞
−1) by

K(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)
∞
−1) = inf {m ∈ {0, . . . , n} : x+ γm = ϕℓ for some ℓ ∈ {−1, 0, 1, 2, . . .}} ,
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N(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)
∞
−1) = inf

{
ℓ ∈ {−1, 0, 1, 2, . . .} : x+ γ{K(x+γn

0 ,(zϕ)
∞
−1)} = ϕℓ

}
.

Note that K ∈ {0, . . . , n} ∪ {+∞} and N ∈ {−1, 0, . . .} ∪ {+∞} by definition. Further,
again by definition of the random variables N and K, on the event where K < ∞, we
have that

OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)
∞
−1) = OV(x+ γnK , (zϕ)

∞
N−1), (54)

where we define (zϕ)−2 := (zϕ)−1 = z for the case where N = −1. For the case whereK =
+∞, we define x+γnK = ∅, which implies that the overlap equals +1. Equality (54) holds,
as the inner products 〈γj , w4〉 and 〈ϕj , w4〉 are non-decreasing in j ∈ N0. Additionally,
〈ϕj , w4〉 needs to be strictly increasing on every second term. As x + γK = (zϕ)N , the
path x+γ∞K can only have joint edges with (zϕ)∞N−1, but not with (zϕ)N−1

−1 . On the other
hand, the path segment x + γK0 can have no joint edges with (zϕ)∞−1 by definition of K.
However, it is possible that {x + γK , x + γK+1} = {ϕN , ϕN−1}, which is also the reason

why the additional parameter z ∈ Z
d in the definition of W̃n ((51), respectively (52)) is

necessary. Note that the two paths (zϕ)∞−1 and x+ γ∞0 traverse the edge {ϕN , ϕN−1} in
opposite directions in this case. Defining the sequences γ̃ = (γ̃m = γm+K − γK)m∈N0 and
ϕ̃ = (ϕ̃ℓ = (zϕ)ℓ+N − (zϕ)N )ℓ∈N0 gives that

OV(x+ γnK , (zϕ)
∞
N−1) ≤ OV

(
γ̃n0 , (((zϕ)N−1 − (zϕ)N )ϕ̃)∞−1

)
(55)

Note that for the case N = −1, this does not cause any problems, as (zϕ)−1 = (zϕ)−2 = z
and thus

OV
(
γ̃n0 , (((zϕ)N−1 − (zϕ)N )ϕ̃)∞−1

)
= OV

(
γ̃n0 , (0ϕ̃)

∞
−1

)
= OV (γ̃n0 , ϕ̃

∞
0 ) .

The random variables N and K are measurable with respect to the σ-algebra generated
by γK0 and ϕN

0 . Conditioned on the σ-Algebra σ(γK0 , ϕ
N
0 ), the sequences (γ̃ℓ)ℓ∈N0 and

(ϕ̃ℓ)ℓ∈N0 are still independent and distributed according to measures in Mj . Furthermore,
((zϕ)N−1 − (zϕ)N ) is measurable with respect to σ(γK0 , ϕ

N
0 ). This yields that

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(γ̃n0 , (((zϕ)N−1 − (zϕ)N )ϕ̃)∞−1)|σ(γK0 , ϕN

0 )
]

≤ sup
µ,µ′∈Mj ,v∈Zd

Eµ×µ′

[
OV

(
γn0 , (vϕ)

∞
−1

)]
≤ W̃n. (56)

So in particular, in the light of (54), (55), and (56), we get that

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)

∞
−1)|K <∞

]
≤ Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(γ̃n0 , (((zϕ)N−1 − (zϕ)N )ϕ̃)∞−1)|K <∞

]

= Eµ̂×µ̃

[
Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(γ̃n0 , (((zϕ)N−1 − (zϕ)N )ϕ̃)∞−1)|σ(γK0 , ϕN

0 )
]
|K <∞

]
≤ Eµ̂×µ̃

[
W̃n

]
≤ W̃n,

which implies that

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)

∞
−1)
]
≤ 1 +Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(x+ γ∞K , ϕ

∞
N−1)1{K<∞}

]

≤ 1 +Pµ̂×µ̃(K <∞)Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(x+ γ∞K , ϕ

∞
N−1)|K <∞

]
≤ 1 +

W̃n

4
,

where the last inequality follows from Claim 3.8 if j = 2, d ≥ 4, respectively Claim 3.9 if
j = 3, d = 3.
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Case 2: Next, we consider the case x = z. Here we have that

OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)
∞
−1) ≤

1

pz
OV(x+ γn1 , ϕ

∞
0 )1{γ1=−z} +OV(x+ γn0 , ϕ

∞
0 ). (57)

We now bound each of the terms on the right-hand side of (57) in expectation, starting
with the second summand. Let v ∈ Z

d \ {0, x} be deterministically chosen. Then

OV(x+ γn0 , ϕ
∞
0 ) ≤ OV(x+ γn0 , (vϕ)

∞
−1).

Taking expectations and the analysis of (53) in Case 1 above (where we assumed x /∈
{0, z}) shows that

Eµ̂×µ̃ [OV(x+ γn0 , ϕ
∞
0 )] ≤ Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(x+ γn0 , (vϕ)

∞
−1)
]
≤ 1 +

W̃n

4
. (58)

For the first summand of (57), we have that

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
1

pz
OV(x+ γn1 , ϕ

∞
0 )1{γ1=−z}

]
=

1

pz
Pµ̂×µ̃(γ1 = −z)Eµ̂×µ̃ [OV(x+ γn1 , ϕ

∞
0 )|γ1 = −z]

≤ 28pz
pzT (d)

Eµ̂×µ̃ [OV(x+ γn1 , ϕ
∞
0 )|γ1 = −z] (59)

where the last inequality follows from the fact that µ̂ ∈Mj and Claim 3.4 for j = 2, respec-
tively Claim 3.5 for j = 3. For the second term above (Eµ̂×µ̃ [OV(x+ γn1 , ϕ

∞
0 )|γ1 = −z]),

note that the sequence ∆(γn1 ) = (γ′k)k∈{0,...,n−1} defined by

γ′k = γk+1 − γ1

satisfies

OV(x+ γn1 , ϕ
∞
0 ) = OV(x− z + γ

′(n−1)
0 , ϕ∞

0 ) = OV(γ
′(n−1)
0 , ϕ∞

0 ) = OV(∆(γn1 ), ϕ
∞
0 ).

Conditioned on γ1 = −z, the sequence (γ′k = γk+1 − γ1)k∈N0
is still distributed according

to a measure in Mj . Call this measure µ′. Then

Eµ̂×µ̃ [OV(x+ γn1 , ϕ
∞
0 )|γ1 = −z] ≤ Eµ̂×µ̃ [OV(∆(γn1 ), ϕ

∞
0 )|γ1 = −z]

= Eµ′×µ̃

[
OV(γn−1

0 , ϕ∞
0 )
]
≤ W̃n.

Inserting this into (59), we get that

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
1

pz
OV(x+ γn1 , ϕ

∞
0 )1{γ1=−z}

]
≤ 28

T (d)
W̃n ≤

W̃n

100
.

Taking expectations in (57), we get together with (58) that

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(x+ γn0 , (zϕ)

∞
−1)
]
≤ 1 +

W̃n

4
+
W̃n

100
≤ 1 +

W̃n

3

for the case x = z.

Case 3: Finally, we consider the case where x = 0. Here we have that

OV(γn0 , (zϕ)
∞
−1) ≤

1

pz
OV(γn1 , ϕ

∞
0 )1{γ1=z} +

∑

w∈Zd

∑

v∈Zd\{w}
OV(γn1 , ϕ

∞
0 )1{γ1=w,ϕ1=v}
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+
∑

w∈Zd\{0,z}

1

pw
1{γ1=ϕ1=w}OV(γ

n
1 , ϕ

∞
1 ). (60)

We bound each of the three terms on the right-hand side of inequality (60) separately
in expectation. For the first term, the same analysis as in Case 2, specifically as used to
bound the first summand of (57), shows that

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
1

pz
OV(γn1 , ϕ

∞
0 )1{γ1=z}

]
≤ W̃n

100
.

For the second summand of (60), for every w, v ∈ Z
d with w 6= v andPµ̂×µ̃ (γ1 = w,ϕ1 = v) >

0 define the sequences ∆(γn1 ) := (γ′k)k∈{0,...,n−1} and ∆(ϕ) := (ϕ′
k)k∈N0 by

γ′k = γk+1 − w and ϕ′
k = ϕk+1 − v.

The path −v+ϕ∞
0 traverses exactly the same set of edges as the path (−v, ϕ′)∞−1. The path

−v+γn1 traverses exactly the same st of edges as the path −v+w+γ
′(n−1)
0 = w−v+∆(γn1 ).

So for the weighted overlap, we get that

OV(γn1 , ϕ
∞
0 ) = OV(−v + γn1 ,−v + ϕ∞

0 ) = OV
(
w − v + γ

′(n−1)
0 , (−v, ϕ′)∞−1

)

= OV
(
w − v +∆(γn1 ), (−v, ϕ′)∞−1

)
.

and taking expectations gives that

Eµ̂×µ̃ [OV(γ
n
1 , ϕ

∞
0 )|γ1 = w,ϕ1 = v] = Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV
(
w − v +∆(γn1 ), (−v, ϕ′)∞−1

)
|γ1 = w,ϕ1 = v

]
.

Conditioned on γ1 = w,ϕ1 = v, the sequences ϕ′ = (ϕ′
k = ϕk+1 − v)k∈N0

and γ′ =
(γ′k = γk+1 − w)k∈N0

are distributed according to measures inMj . Call these distributions
µ′, respectively µ′′. As w−v 6= 0 and w−v 6= −v (remember that Pµ̂×µ̃ (γ1 = w,ϕ1 = v) >
0, so w 6= 0) we get by the analysis of Case 1 that

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV
(
w − v +∆(γn1 ), (−v, ϕ′)∞−1

)
|γ1 = w,ϕ1 = v

]

= Eµ′×µ′′

[
OV
(
w − v + γn−1

0 , (−v, ϕ)∞−1

)]
≤ 1 +

W̃n

4

for all w, v ∈ Z
d with w 6= v,Pµ̂×µ̃ (γ1 = w,ϕ1 = v) > 0. The law of total expectation

implies that

Eµ̂×µ̃


∑

w∈Zd

∑

v∈Zd\{w}
OV(γn1 , ϕ

∞
0 )1{γ1=w,ϕ1=v}




=
∑

w∈Zd

∑

v∈Zd\{w}
Eµ̂×µ̃ [OV(γ

n
1 , ϕ

∞
0 )|γ1 = w,ϕ1 = v]Pµ̂×µ̃ (γ1 = w,ϕ1 = v) ≤ 1 +

W̃n

4
.

Finally, we consider the third summand of (60). For w ∈ Z
d with Pµ̂×µ̃ (γ1 = w = ϕ1) > 0,

consider the sequences ∆(γn1 ) = (γ′k = γk+1 − w)k∈{0,...,n−1} and ∆(ϕ) := (ϕ′
k = ϕk+1 −

w)k∈N0 . Then, on the event where ϕ1 = γ1 = w, one has

OV(γn1 , ϕ
∞
1 ) = OV(∆(γn1 ),∆(ϕ))
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Further, conditioned on ϕ1 = γ1 = w, the distributions of the sequences (γ′k = γk+1 −
w)k∈N0 and (ϕ′

k = ϕk+1−w)k∈N0 are in Mj . Write µ′, respectively µ′′ for the distribution
of (γ′k = γk+1 − w)k∈N0 , respectively (ϕ′

k = ϕk+1 − w)k∈N0 . Then

Eµ̂×µ̃ [OV(γ
n
1 , ϕ

∞
1 )|γ1 = ϕ1 = w] = Eµ̂×µ̃ [OV(∆(γn1 ),∆(ϕ))|γ1 = ϕ1 = w]

= Eµ′×µ′′

[
OV(γn−1

0 , ϕn−1
0 )

]
≤ W̃n

Combining this with the fact that

Pµ̂×µ̃ (γ1 = ϕ1 = w) = Pµ̂×µ̃ (ϕ1 = w)Pµ̂×µ̃ (γ1 = w) ≤
(
pw28

T (d)

)
Pµ̂×µ̃ (ϕ1 = w)

by Claim 3.4 for d ≥ 4, respectively Claim 3.5 for d = 3, we get by the law of total
expectation that

Eµ̂×µ̃


 ∑

w∈Zd\{0,z}

1

pw
1{γ1=ϕ1=w}OV(γn1 , ϕ

∞
1 )




≤
∑

w∈Zd\{0,z}

1

pw
Pµ̂×µ̃ (γ1 = ϕ1 = w)Eµ̂×µ̃ [OV(γ

n
1 , ϕ

∞
1 )|γ1 = ϕ1 = w]

≤
∑

w∈Zd\{0,z}

1

pw

(
pw28

T (d)

)
Pµ̂×µ̃ (ϕ1 = w) W̃n

= W̃n
28

T (d)

∑

w∈Zd\{0,z}
Pµ̂×µ̃ (ϕ1 = w) ≤ W̃n

100
.

Thus we bounded each of the three summands on the right-hand side of (60) in expectation.
Summing the three inequalities we get that

Eµ̂×µ̃

[
OV(γn0 , (zϕ)

∞
−1)
]
≤ 1 +

W̃n

4
+
W̃n

100
+
W̃n

100
≤ 1 +

W̃n

3

which finishes the proof.

3.5.1 Intersection probabilities in dimensions d ≥ 4

Claim 3.8. Let ((γk)k∈N0 , (ϕn)n∈N0) be distributed according to the measure Pµ̂×µ̃ with
µ̂, µ̃ ∈M2. Then, for all x, z ∈ Z

d one has

Pµ̂×µ̃(∃(k, n) ∈ N0×N0 \{(0, 0)} with x+γk = ϕn or ∃k > 0 with x+γk = z) ≤ 1

4
. (61)

Proof. The random variables 〈γi+1− γi, wj〉 are independent for different i ∈ N0. Further,
if k ≥ 6N , for each j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, there are at least N many indices i ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1} for
which (γi+1 − γi) had probability mass function ψj , so in particular 〈γi+1 − γi, wj〉 6= 0
almost surely. So if we write

〈γk, wj〉 =
k−1∑

i=0

〈γi+1 − γi, wj〉 =
k−1∑

i=0

sgn(〈γi+1 − γi, wj〉)|〈γi+1 − γi, wj〉|,

then for each j ∈ {1, 2, 3}, the above sum contains at least N indices i ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1}
for which |〈γi+1 − γi, wj〉| 6= 0. Conditioned on the σ-algebra

F = σ
(
(|〈γi+1 − γi, wj〉|)i∈{0,...,k−1},j∈{1,2,3} , 〈γk, w4〉

)
,
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all the signs sgn(〈γi+1 − γi, wj〉) that are non-zero are independent and uniformly dis-
tributed on {−1,+1}. In particular, we get by Lemma 2.1 that for all k ≥ 6N and all
z1, z2, z3, ℓ ∈ Z

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
〈γk, w1〉 = z1, 〈γk, w2〉 = z2, 〈γk, w3〉 = z3

∣∣∣〈γk, w4〉 = ℓ
)

=Eµ̂×µ̃

[
Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈γk, w1〉 = z1, 〈γk, w2〉 = z2, 〈γk, w3〉 = z3|F)

∣∣∣〈γk, w4〉 = ℓ
]

=Eµ̂×µ̃

[
3∏

i=1

Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈γk, wi〉 = zi|F)
∣∣∣〈γk, w4〉 = ℓ

]
≤ N−3/2.

In the last line, we used that the terms of the form Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈γk, wj〉 = zj |F) are independent
conditioned on F , as they only depend on sgn (〈γi+1 − γi, wj〉). As at least N many terms

in the sum 〈γk, wj〉 =
∑k−1

i=0 〈γi+1 − γi, wj〉 are non-zero, we can thus apply inequality (9)
from Lemma 2.1 to get that Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈γk, wj〉 = zj|F) ≤ N−1/2 for j = 1, 2, 3. Using the
above inequality, we can directly deduce that for each v ∈ Z

d, ℓ ∈ Z one has

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
γk = v

∣∣〈γk, w4〉 = ℓ
)
≤ N−1/2. (62)

Each layer {y : 〈y,w4〉 = ℓ} (for ℓ ∈ Z) can contain at most three points in (zϕ)∞−1. For
k ≥ 6N with N ∈ N0, we thus get by conditioning on 〈γk, w4〉 that

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γk = ϕn for some n ∈ N0 or x+ γk = z)

≤ sup
ℓ∈Z

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
x+ γk = ϕn for some n ∈ N0 or x+ γk = z

∣∣∣(ϕn)n∈N0 , 〈γk, w4〉 = ℓ
)

≤ sup
ℓ∈Z

sup
v1,v2,v3∈Zd

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
x+ γk ∈ {v1, v2, v3}

∣∣∣〈γk, w4〉 = ℓ
) (62)

≤ 3N−3/2,

and thus we get via a union bound that

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
∃k ≥ 6 · 105 : x+ γk = ϕn for some n ∈ N0 or x+ γk = z

)

≤
∞∑

k=6·105
Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γk = ϕn for some n ∈ N0 or x+ γk = z)

=

∞∑

k=105

5∑

r=0

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γ6k+r = ϕn for some n ∈ N0 or x+ γk = z)

≤
∞∑

k=105

5∑

r=0

3k−3/2 ≤ 18

∫ ∞

99999
s−3/2ds ≤ 0.12. (63)

For k < 6 · 105, we get via the same calculation that

6·105−1∑

k=0

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
x+ γk = ϕn for some n ≥ 6 · 1016

)

≤
6·105−1∑

k=0

∞∑

j=1016

5∑

r=0

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γk = ϕ6j+r) ≤
6·105−1∑

k=0

∞∑

j=1016

6j−3/2 ≤ 0.08. (64)

Furthermore, using that for all j ∈ {1, . . . , 4}, w ∈ Z
d one has ψj(w) ≤ 28

T (d) by Claim 3.4,
we have by elementary properties of convolutions that

6·105−1∑

k=1

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γk = z) ≤ 6 · 105
(

sup
w∈Zd,k≥1

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γk = w)

)
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≤ 6 · 105
(

sup
w∈Zd

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γ1 = w)

)
≤ 6 · 105 28

T (d)
≤ 0.01, (65)

6·105−1∑

k=1

6·1016−1∑

n=0

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γk = ϕn) ≤ 36 · 1021
(

sup
w∈Zd

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γ1 = w)

)

≤ 36 · 1021 · 28

T (d)
≤ 0.02, and (66)

6·1016−1∑

n=1

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γ0 = ϕn) ≤ 1017

(
sup
w∈Zd

Pµ̂×µ̃ (w = ϕ1)

)
≤ 1017

28

T (d)
≤ 10−5.

(67)

To finish the proof, note that (63) through (67) imply (61) via another union bound over
all pairs (k, n) ∈ N0 × N0 \ {(0, 0)}.

3.5.2 Intersection probabilities in dimension d = 3

Claim 3.9. Let ((γk)k∈N0 , (ϕn)n∈N0) be distributed according to the measure Pµ̂×µ̃ with
µ̂, µ̃ ∈M3. Then, for all x, z ∈ Z

3 one has

Pµ̂×µ̃(∃(k, n) ∈ N0×N0 \{(0, 0)} with x+γk = ϕn or ∃k > 0 with x+γk = z) ≤ 1

4
. (68)

Before going to the proof of Claim 3.9, we prove an upper bound on the conditioned
predictability profile of γk.

Claim 3.10. For all µ̂, µ̃ ∈M3, n ∈ N, k ≥ 4n one has

sup
w∈Z3,ℓ∈N0

Pµ̂×µ̃ (γk = w|〈γk, e3〉 = ℓ) ≤ 100n−1.13 (69)

and thus

sup
w∈Z3,ℓ∈N0

Pµ̂×µ̃ (γk = w|〈γk, e3〉 = ℓ) ≤ 1 ∧ 100

(⌊k
4

⌋)−1.13

≤ 600k−1.13. (70)

Proof. We only do the proof in the case k = 4n. The proof for k ≥ 4n is similar. As
(γi)i∈N0 is distributed according to a measure µ̂ ∈M3, we get that (γi)i∈N0 is distributed
according to (ζi+N − ζN )i∈N0 , conditionally on ζ0, . . . , ζN , where (ζi)i∈N0 has distribution
µ, cf. (50). We will do the proof only for the case where N = 0 mod 4. The other three
cases work analogously. Let F be the σ-Algebra defined by

F = σ
(
ζ0, . . . , ζN , (ζN+2i+1 − ζN+2i)i∈N0 , 〈ζN+k − ζN , e3〉,

n−1∑

i=0

〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e2〉

(〈ζN+4i+4 − ζN+4i+3, e1〉)i∈{0,...,n−1} ,
[
|〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e1〉|

]
i∈{0,...,n−1}

)
.

From the definition of ζ and F , it follows that
sup

w∈Z3,ℓ∈N0

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
γk = w

∣∣〈γk, e3〉 = ℓ
)
≤ sup

w1,w2∈Z,ω
Pµ̂×µ̃

(
〈ζN+k, e1〉 = w1, 〈ζN+k, e2〉 = w2

∣∣F
)
(ω)

and thus we will focus on the predictability of ζN+k with respect to the σ-Algebra F from
here on. We write

ζN+k − ζk =

N+k−1∑

i=N

(ζi+1 − ζN ) =

3∑

s=0

n−1∑

i=0

(ζN+4i+1+s − ζN+4i+s).
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The first and the third summand in the above sum, i.e., the inner sum for s = 0
(
∑n−1

i=0 (ζN+4i+1−ζN+4i)) and the inner sum for s = 2 (
∑n−1

i=0 (ζN+4i+3−ζN+4i+2)) are mea-
surable with respect to the σ-Algebra F , so we can ignore them when it comes to the pre-
dictability of ζN+k conditioned on F . Conditioned on the σ-Algebra F , for w1, w2 ∈ Z the
two events {〈ζN+k, e1〉 = w1} and {〈ζN+k, e2〉 = w2} are independent. Indeed, conditioned
on F , the event {〈ζN+k, e1〉 = w1} only depends on

∑n−1
i=0 (ζN+4i+2− ζN+4i+1), as all three

sums
∑n−1

i=0 〈ζN+4i+s+1 − ζN+4i+s, e1〉 for s ∈ {0, 2, 3} are measurable with respect to F .
Contrary to that, the event {〈ζN+k, e2〉 = w2} only depends on

∑n−1
i=0 (ζN+4i+4−ζN+4i+3),

as all three sums
∑n−1

i=0 〈ζN+4i+s+1 − ζN+4i+s, e2〉 for s ∈ {0, 1, 2} are measurable with
respect to F . Thus we get that

sup
w∈Z3,ℓ∈N0

Pµ̂×µ̃ (γk = w|〈γk, e3〉 = ℓ) ≤ sup
w1,w2∈Z,ω

Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈ζN+k, e1〉 = w1, 〈ζN+k, e2〉 = w2|F) (ω)

= sup
w1,w2∈Z,ω

(
Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈ζN+k, e1〉 = w1|F) (ω) ·Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈ζN+k, e2〉 = w2|F) (ω)

)

≤
(

sup
w1∈Z,ω

Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈ζN+k, e1〉 = w1|F) (ω)
)(

sup
w2∈Z,ω

Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈ζN+k, e2〉 = w2|F) (ω)
)
.

(71)

For the first factor in the above product, we get that

sup
w1∈Z,ω

Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈ζN+k, e1〉 = w1|F) (ω) = sup
w1∈Z,ω

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
n−1∑

i=0

〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e1〉 = w1|F
)
(ω)

By definition, we can write

n−1∑

i=0

〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e1〉 =
n−1∑

i=0

σN/4+i · |〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e1〉|

where σi ∈ {−1,+1} are random variables, such that the process S = (Sm =
∑m

i=0 σi)
satisfies (18). Conditioned on F , the collection of random variables

[|〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e1〉|]i∈{0,...,n−1}

is a multiset containing n positive numbers. Without any conditioning, the random vari-
ables (|〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e1〉|)i∈{0,...,n−1} are i.i.d., as

|〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e1〉| = X
N/4+i
1

by (50). After conditioning, the random variables (|〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e1〉|)i∈{0,...,n−1}
are not independent anymore, but they are exchangeable, as F contains only information
about [|〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e1〉|]i∈{0,...,n−1},

∑n−1
i=0 〈ζN+4i+2−ζN+4i+1, e3〉, and

∑n−1
i=0 〈ζN+4i+2−

ζN+4i+1, e2〉. Thus we get by Proposition 2.2 that

sup
w1∈Z,ω

Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈ζN+k, e1〉 = w1|F) (ω) = sup
w1∈Z,ω

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
n−1∑

i=0

〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e1〉 = w1

∣∣∣F
)
(ω)

≤ sup
w1∈Z,ω

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
n−1∑

i=0

σN/4+i|〈ζN+4i+2 − ζN+4i+1, e1〉| = w1

∣∣∣F
)
(ω) ≤ 100n

− log(2)
log(3) . (72)
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For the component in e2-direction, we get that

〈ζN+k, e2〉 = 〈ζN , e2〉+
2∑

s=0

n−1∑

i=0

〈ζN+4i+s+1 − ζN+4i+s, e2〉+
n−1∑

i=0

〈ζN+4i+4 − ζN+4i+3, e2〉.

In the above expression, all the terms besides
∑n−1

i=0 〈ζN+4i+4−ζN+4i+3, e2〉 are measurable
with respect to F . Further, the numbers |〈ζN+4i+4 − ζN+4i+3, e2〉| are always positive for
i = 0, . . . , n− 1, and the sign of 〈ζN+4i+4 − ζN+4i+3, e2〉 is equally likely to be positive or
negative, by construction. Thus we get by Lemma 2.1, (9), that

sup
w2∈Z,ω

Pµ̂×µ̃ (〈ζN+k, e2〉 = w2|F) (ω)

= sup
w2∈Z,ω

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
n−1∑

i=0

〈ζN+4i+4 − ζN+4i+3, e2〉 = w2

∣∣∣F
)
(ω) ≤ 1√

n
. (73)

Combining (72) and (73) and inserting it in (71) shows that

sup
w∈Z3,ℓ∈N0

Pµ̂×µ̃ (γk = w|〈γk, e3〉 = ℓ) ≤ 100n
− log(2)

log(3)
1√
n
≤ 100n−1.13.

With this, we can now move to the proof of Claim 3.9. We use a similar method as in
the proof of Claim 3.8.

Proof of Claim 3.9. Each layer {y : 〈y, e3〉 = ℓ} can contain at most three points in (zϕ)∞−1.
We thus get by Claim 3.10 that for all k ≥ 4

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γk = ϕn for some n ∈ N0 or x+ γk = z)

≤ sup
ℓ∈N0

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
x+ γk = ϕn for some n ∈ N0 or x+ γk = z

∣∣∣〈γk, e3〉 = ℓ, (ϕn)n∈N0

)

≤ sup
v1,v2,v3∈Zd,ℓ∈N0

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
x+ γk ∈ {v1, v2, v3}

∣∣∣〈γk, e3〉 = ℓ, (ϕn)n∈N0

)
≤ 3 · 600k−1.13 = 1800k−1.13.

Using a union bound over the values k ≥ 1040 we get that

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
∃k ≥ 1040 : x+ γk = ϕn for some n ∈ N0 or x+ γk = z

)

≤
∞∑

k=1040

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γk = ϕn for some n ∈ N0 or x+ γk = z)

≤
∞∑

k=1040

1800k−1.13 ≤ 1800

∫ ∞

1040−1
s−1.13ds ≤ 1

10
. (74)

For k < 1040, we get via the same calculation that

1040−1∑

k=0

Pµ̂×µ̃

(
x+ γk = ϕn for some n ≥ 10350

)
≤

1040−1∑

k=0

∞∑

j=10350

1800j−1.13

≤ 10401800

∫ ∞

10350−1
s−1.13ds ≤ 1

10
. (75)

35



For k = 1 and w ∈ Z
3 one has by definition that

Pµ̂×µ̃ (γ1 = w) ≤


 min

i=1,2,3

∑

x∈Ai

px




−1

≤ 12

T (3)
,

where the last inequality follows from Claim 3.5. Using the definition of the measure µ,
one further deduces that

Pµ̂×µ̃ (γk = w) ≤ 12

T (3)

for all k ≥ 1. For k ≥ 2 this needs to hold because either γ1 or γ2 − γ1 takes values in the
set A3 and is independent of all other increments. Thus we get that

1040−1∑

k=1

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γk = z) ≤ 1040
12

T (3)
≤ 0.01, (76)

1040−1∑

k=1

10350−1∑

n=0

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γk = ϕn) ≤
10390 · 12
T (3)

≤ 0.01, and (77)

10350−1∑

n=1

Pµ̂×µ̃ (x+ γ0 = ϕn) ≤
10350 · 12
T (3)

≤ 10−10. (78)

To finish the proof, note that (74) through (77) imply (68) via another union bound over
all pairs (k, n) ∈ N0 × N0 \ {(0, 0)}.

3.6 The expected overlap in dimension d = 2

The main open problem that arises from Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 is whether the same
statements are also true in dimension d = 2. We conjecture that both theorems are also
true in dimension d = 2. A first approach might be to look for another measure µ on
self-avoiding paths on Z

2 that satisfies

Eµ×µ [OV(γ, ϕ)] <∞. (79)

However, Lemma 3.11 below gives a short argument that there is no measure on self-
avoiding paths on Z

2 satisfying (79). For this, recall that for an infinite graph G = (V,E)
a set F ⊂ E is called a cutset separating o ∈ V from infinity if every infinite self-avoiding
path starting at o uses at least one edge in F . For two infinite self-avoiding paths γ =
(γk)k∈N0 and ϕ = (ϕk)k∈N0 , recall that γ ∩ ϕ is the set of edges that are used in both
paths.

Lemma 3.11. Let G = (V,E) be a graph such that there exists a sequence of disjoint
cutsets (En)n∈N separating o ∈ V from infinity and such that

∑∞
n=1

1
|En| = ∞. Let µ

be a measure on self-avoiding paths starting at o and suppose that γ = (γk)k∈N0 and
ϕ = (ϕk)k∈N0 are independently sampled from the measure µ. Then, for any q ∈ (0, 1)

Eµ×µ

[
q−|γ∩ϕ|

]
=∞.

Proof. For e ∈ E, let be be the probability that the edge e is used by a path (γk)k∈N0

sampled from to the measure µ, i.e.,

be = µ ({γ : e ∈ γ}) = Pµ (∃k ∈ N0 : e = {γk, γk+1}) .
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As En is a cutset, this directly implies that

∑

e∈En

be =
∑

e∈En

Pµ (e ∈ γ) = Eµ

[
∑

e∈En

1{e∈γ}

]
≥ 1.

Thus, we get that

∑

e∈En

Pµ×µ (e ∈ γ ∩ ϕ) =
∑

e∈En

Pµ (e ∈ γ)2 =
∑

e∈En

b2e ≥
(∑

e∈En
be · 1

)2
∑

e∈En
12

≥ 1

|En|
,

where we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality for the second to last inequality. Linearity
of expectation implies that

Eµ×µ [|γ ∩ ϕ|] =
∑

e∈E
Pµ×µ (e ∈ γ ∩ ϕ) =

∑

e∈E
b2e ≥

∞∑

n=1

∑

e∈En

b2e ≥
∞∑

n=1

1

|En|
=∞.

The convexity of the function s 7→ q−s directly shows via Jensen’s inequality that

Eµ×µ

[
q−|γ∩ϕ|

]
≥ q−Eµ×µ[|γ∩ϕ|] =∞.

For the case where V = Z
2, E ⊂

{
{x, y} ⊂ Z

2 : 0 < ‖x− y‖ ≤ K
}
for some K ∈ N,

and o = 0, one can construct the sequence of cutsets (En)n∈N defined by

En = {{x, y} ⊂ E : 3nK < ‖x‖ ≤ 3(n+ 1)K, 3nK < ‖y‖ ≤ 3(n + 1)K}.

One checks that (En)n∈N is a sequence of disjoint cutsets separating 0 from infinity for
which |En| ≈ n and thus

∑∞
n=1

1
|En| =∞. Thus, if

q := sup
{x,y}∈E

px−y < 1,

Lemma 3.11 directly implies that

Eµ×µ [OV(γ, ϕ)] ≥ Eµ×µ

[
q−|γ∩ϕ|

]
=∞

for any measure µ on self-avoiding walks on (Z2, E).

4 Applications to the Potts model

In this chapter, we show analogous results of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 for the Potts model.
The same was also done by Friedli and de Lima in [19] and we follow their notation and
setup very closely. See also [15–17, 20, 21] for more background. In the q-states Potts
model (q ∈ N≥2), there is a spin σx ∈ {1, . . . , q} attached to each vertex x ∈ Z

d. Let
φ : Zd\{0} → [0,∞) be a ferromagnetic potential. For s ∈ {1, . . . , q}, ΛL = {−L, . . . , L}d,
and σ ∈ {1, . . . , q}ΛL =: ΩΛL

, the Hamiltonian with pure boundary condition s for a
potential φ is defined by

Hs
φ,ΛL

(σ) = −
∑

{x,y}⊂ΛL:x 6=y

φ(x− y)1{σx=σy} −
∑

x∈ΛL,y /∈ΛL

φ(x− y)1{σx=s}.
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At inverse temperature β > 0, the Gibbs measure with pure s boundary condition is
defined by

µβ,sφ,ΛL
(σ) =

exp(−βHs
φ,ΛL

(σ))

Z
for σ ∈ ΩΛL

,

where Z is a normalizing constant so that the measure has total mass 1. When the
potential is not summable, i.e., when

∑
x φ(x) = ∞, the Hamiltonian can (at least for-

mally) not be defined as above, but looking at the minimizers of the energy one gets that

σx = s for all x ∈ ΛL with probability 1 under the measure µβ,sφ,ΛL
. This trivial behavior

was also described by Dyson [12, 19], as in the non-summable situation “[...] there is an
infinite energy-gap between the ground states and all other states, so that the system is
completely ordered at all finite temperatures, and there can be no question of a phase tran-
sition.” Thus, one will typically consider the Gibbs measure with respect to a summable
potential. The infinite volume Gibbs measure µβ,sφ is the subsequential limit of µβ,sφ,ΛL

for

L → ∞. For a potential φ : Zd \ {0} → [0,∞), we define the truncated potential φN by
φN (x) = φ(x)1{‖x‖≤N}. The next theorem is an analogue of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 for the
Potts model. For this, we say that a potential φ is isotropic if the respective analogue of
(6) holds φ, we say that it is symmetric if the analogue of (2) holds, and we say that it is
irreducible if the analogue of (3) holds.

Theorem 4.1. (A) Let β > 0, d ≥ 3, and let φ : Zd \ {0} → [0,∞) be a potential that is
not summable, irreducible, and symmetric. Then there exists N ∈ N such that

µβ,sφN
(σ0 = s) >

1

q
.

Further,
lim

N→∞
µβ,sφN

(σ0 = s) = 1.

(B) Let d ≥ 3 and let φ : Zd \ {0} → [0,∞) be a potential that is summable, irreducible,
and isotropic. Let β > 0, then

µβ,sφN
(σ0 = s) ≥ 1− exp

(
1−

∑
x∈Zd\{0}(βφ(x) ∧ 1)

2qT (d)

)
,

where T (d) was defined in Theorem 1.2.

The theorem follows from Proposition 4.2, which allows a comparison between the q-
states Potts model and long-range percolation. The proposition is taken from [19, Propo-
sition 1]. See also [1] and [20, Section 6] for more details.

Proposition 4.2. Let φ : Zd \ {0} → [0,∞) be a summable potential. Define px by

px :=
1− e−2βφ(x)

1 + (q − 1)e−2βφ(x)
.

Consider independent long-range percolation on Z
d where an edge {x, y} is open with

probability px−y, and write P(|K0| = ∞) for the probability that the origin is contained
in an infinite cluster. Then the long-range q-states Potts model with potential φ(x) at
temperature β > 0 satisfies

µβ,sφ (σ0 = s) ≥ 1

q
+
q − 1

q
P(|K0| =∞).
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Using this proposition, we can deduce Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Define (px)x∈Zd\{0} by

px :=
1− e−2βφ(x)

1 + (q − 1)e−2βφ(x)

and for N ∈ N0 define (pNx )x∈Zd\{0} by

pNx :=
1− e−2βφN (x)

1 + (q − 1)e−2βφN (x)
= px · 1{‖x‖≤N}.

We write PN for the measure of independent long-range percolation on Z
d where an edge

{x, y} is open with probability pNx−y. Assuming that
∑

x∈Zd\{0} φ(x) = ∞, one also gets
that

∑
x∈Zd\{0} px =∞. Theorem 1.1 implies that

lim
N→∞

PN (|K0| =∞) = 1.

From this, one can directly deduce part (A) of Theorem 4.1 by Proposition 4.2. For part
(B) of Theorem 4.1, observe that

px =
1− e−2βφ(x)

1 + (q − 1)e−2βφ(x)
≥ 1− e−2βφ(x)

q
≥

1
2(2βφ(x) ∧ 1)

q
≥ βφ(x) ∧ 1

2q
.

In the second inequality, we used the elementary inequality 1 − e−s ≥ 1
2(s ∧ 1) for s ≥ 0.

Using Proposition 4.2 and Theorem 1.2, we thus get that

µβ,sφ (σ0 = s) ≥ 1

q
+
q − 1

q
P(|K0| =∞) ≥ P(|K0| =∞)

(8)

≥ 1− exp

(
1−

∑
x∈Zd\{0}px
T (d)

)

≥ 1− exp

(
1−

∑
x∈Zd\{0}(βφ(x) ∧ 1)

2qT (d)

)
.
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