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We revisit the Bootstrap Percolation model, leveraging recent mathematical advances linking it
with its local counterpart. This new perspective resolves, for the first time, historic discrepancies
between Monte Carlo simulations and theoretical results: previously, those predictions disagreed
even in the first-order asymptotics of the model. In contrast, our framework achieves excellent
agreement between numerics and theory, which now match up to the third-order expansion, as the
infection probability approaches zero. Our algorithm allows us to generate novel predictions for the
model.

Monte Carlo simulations provide an accessible tool for
probing physical systems and have been used extensively.
Yet, the reliability of results based on such approaches is
not guaranteed. Along with explosive percolation [1–3],
bootstrap percolation (BP) is among the prime exam-
ples of how Monte Carlo simulations can yield mislead-
ing results. Indeed, for BP, going back to [4–6], this phe-
nomenon is so common that is has been labelled the BP
paradox [7] (also see [8–11]). BP is a paradigmatic statis-
tical mechanics model of metastability with deep connec-
tions to the low temperature stochastic Ising model [12–
14], kinetically constrained models of supercooled liquids
[15–18] and the k-core model [19], as well as applications
to areas as diverse as complexity theory [20], influence
in social networks [21], sandpile formation [22] and many
others. We direct the reader to the surveys [11, 23–25]
for more background on BP.

The history of the BP paradox can be summarised as
follows: each prediction of asymptotic behaviour based
on numerics was subsequently proved erroneous by rig-
orous results. The list is impressive: triviality of the
phase transition [6, 26–28], critical scaling [9, 29–31],
sharp threshold [9, 32–36], second order critical exponent
[9–11, 37–40] and second order logarithmic corrections
[41, 42] have all gone through this pattern over the years.
Two decades ago [7, 37, 38], an important attempt at rec-
onciling theory and numerics was made. Yet, this led to
more discrepancies [11, 39] and ultimately only widened
the gap between communities: “The striking conclusion
is that not even the rigorous correction term can be cap-
tured reliably by the numerical exact solution yet” [11].
Following our recent progress on the rigorous theory side
[43] and, presently, the numerics side, we are now able to
settle this recurrent controversy, explain its origin and,
finally, show that it is possible to make accurate predic-
tions for these models based on numerical results.

MODELS

We will discuss two closely related BP models on the
square lattice Z2. Start with a set A0 ⊂ Z2 of initially
infected sites (also known as + spins, vacancies, etc. in
other contexts) with density p ∈ (0, 1), selected indepen-
dently at random. At each discrete time step we define
At by adding to At−1 all sites x ∈ Z2 fulfilling the fol-
lowing condition.

• MBP - Modified two-neighbour BP: there is at
least one infection in At−1 among both the hori-
zontal neighbours {x− e1,x+ e1} and the vertical
neighbours {x− e2,x+ e2} of x (e.g. ).

• FBP - Froböse BP: there is a four-cycle xyzw such
that y, z,w are all infected in At−1 (e.g. ).

We remark that the classical two-neighbour constraint
can be treated like FBP [43], but is omitted for concision.
Since, in infinite volume, BP exhibits a trivial phase

transition with pc = 0 [26], we focus on the low tem-
perature regime p → 0. As it is common in metastabil-
ity, key quantities in BP can be expressed in terms of
the frequency (density) ρ of occurrence of certain criti-
cal droplets enabling nucleation [29]. In our models, a
critical droplet is simply an axis-parallel square of side
length Λ = C log(1/p)/p (with C an appropriately large
constant, for us C = 2 suffices) which is internally filled :
the initial infections of A0 inside the square are sufficient
to infect it completely, see Fig. 1.

BACKGROUND

It is useful to recall previous approaches for estimating
the critical droplet density ρ. The most natural one con-
sists in running a Monte Carlo simulation of a square of
side Λ with initial infection density p and record the em-
pirical proportion of samples infecting the entire square.
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(a) FBP: infection probability 0.06, side length 93. (b) MBP: infection probability 0.047, side length 130.

FIG. 1: Critical droplets conditioned to be internally filled. Colors represent infection times, with grey being the initial
infections. The little windows contain a zoomed-in picture of the early stages of nucleation, with initial infections in lighter
grey. Close inspection reveals that local FBP internally fills with the same initial condition, while local MBP does not. The
dotted rectangles on the right show two moments where local MBP becomes confined.

The main drawback of this straightforward approach,
which has been extensively used [6, 9, 27, 31–34], is that
its running time is governed by ρ−1 rather than Λ. In
metastability settings like ours, this leads to an expo-
nential complexity, since ρ−1 ∼ exp(C ′/p) [29], as we
will see. This practically limits Monte Carlo simulations
to moderate densities p > 0.05, see Fig. 2. Despite the
significant computational power needed to obtain such
results, extrapolating them to predict thermodynamic re-
sults is risky.

An approach to go beyond moderate densities was pro-
posed in [7, 37, 38], based on a local version of BP. This
simplified model [39] prohibiting polynucleation is de-
fined as follows. Consider a growing sequence of nested
rectangles Rn as follows. The seed R0 is a single initially
infected site. At each step, Rn+1 is obtained from Rn by
increasing the height or width by 1, but we require that
the additional line (row or column) contains at least one
initial infection. For local MBP we also allow Rn+1 to be
obtained from Rn by adding both a row and a column to
Rn, provided the corner at their intersection is initially
infected. The local density ρℓ is the probability that,
starting at R0 = {0}, there exists such a sequence reach-
ing a square of side Λ. The difference with the original
BP is that we do not allow multiple non-trivial rectangles
to first grow and then merge.

Local BP is much more tractable, because the proba-
bility of reaching a rectangle of given size can be com-
puted recursively [38, 43]. In order to do this, we need to
record some additional information on which sides of the
current rectangle we have already attempted and failed to
extend. Yet, there are only a finite number of such ‘frame
states’ (seven for MBP and eight for FBP [43]), so these
probabilities can be computed recursively. This yields a
dynamic programming algorithm for computing ρℓ with
time and memory complexities of Λ2 and Λ respectively.

As opposed to the exponential cost of Monte Carlo sim-
ulations, this local approach is polynomial in 1/p. This
allowed probing densities down to p ≈ 0.0035 [37] for lo-
cal MBP with minimal computational resources. More-
over, the output of this algorithm is deterministic and
only subjected to numerical precision errors, which can
be controlled to arbitrary precision.

Strikingly, local BP computations still led to incorrect
predictions of the asymptotic scaling of ρℓ for MBP as
p → 0 [39], even when informed of the rigorous result
ρ ∼ ρℓ ∼ exp(−π2/(3p)) [35]. The disappointing results
of this very promising method essentially extinguished
the hope of numerical and rigorous results reaching agree-
ment [11]. Consequently, the numerical side of the area
has seen no activity in the last decade, since the last in-
correct predictions of [41], based on a version of local BP,
later refuted in [42]. During the same period, the rigor-
ous theory has been flourishing with a number of very
precise results for specific models [43–48] and the devel-
opment of a unified universality theory for BP and the
closely related kinetically constrained models [49–56].

RIGOROUS LOCALITY APPROACH

The present letter is largely inspired and comple-
mented by our recent mathematical work [43]. It is our
goal to elucidate the new perspective it offers along with
its implications on the rigorous and numerical side of the
BP problem. Let us start by stating one of our main
results [43, Theorem 1.1, Lemma 3.5], the locality theo-
rem. For FBP, the non-locality log ρ − log ρℓ is at most
polylogarithmic in 1/p [57]. This establishes in a very
strong sense that ρ ∼ ρℓ. We also provide compelling
numerical support for this fact in Figs. 1a and 2a. While
previously local FBP was introduced as a simplification
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(a) FBP: The solid line and curve are the rigorous first and second
order asymptotics. The estimated third order is dashed.
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(b) MBP: The solid line depicts the second and third order terms.
The dashed curve incorporates the estimated fourth order correction.
The dotted box indicates the previously explored range [38].

FIG. 2: Exact numerical values of the local critical droplet density ρℓ for p = 2−k with k ∈ {2, . . . , 17}. Empty circles
represent Monte Carlo simulation data for p2ρ instead of ρℓ. The confidence intervals are smaller than the circles used in the
figure.

of FBP, it is now clear that these two models are es-
sentially equivalent. The locality theorem is important
to both theory and numerics, because the local model is
much more accessible. Owing to locality, we could prove
[43, Theorem 1.2] that, for FBP,

log ρ ∼ log ρℓ ∼
−π2

3p
+

2π
√
2 +

√
2

√
p

. (1)

At present, we do not seek to discuss the proof of (1) (see
[43]), but rather the implications of the locality theorem
to numerics, keeping (1) as a verification reference.
Since the discrepancy between the local and non-local

infection times is much smaller than the precision cur-
rently feasible for log ρ, the numerical approach to local
BP in fact yields precise results also for the non-local
model. Thus, it is all the more important to understand
the reasons for its previous failure to predict the critical
exponent 1/2 of the second term in (1), even given the
first order term. In order to do this, we have performed
a contemporary implementation of the dynamical pro-
gramming algorithm. While this is not a difficult task,
some care is needed to obtain an efficient implementa-
tion.
There are two key novel features in our simulations.

First, we take advantage of the parallel nature of the
computation through the use of a GPU. Also, we do not
store the desired probabilities directly and take care or
error propagation when operating over them. This is
necessary, since the probabilities ρℓ that we attain are as
small as 10−2·105 and some off-diagonal values can be as
small as p−Λ ≈ 10−2700000. So a trade-off is needed be-
tween numerical precision and efficiency. See more details
in the supplemental material. We alert the reader that,
even though such extraordinarily small numbers have lit-
tle meaning in physical context, the results they will be

used to obtain do have tangible implications in regimes
of physical interest.

Running the algorithm discussed above and
available at the repository https://github.com/

augustoteixeira/bootstrap (see folder taichi), we
are able to reach p ≈ 8 · 10−6. The resulting values of
p log ρℓ are presented in Fig. 2 (see the supplemental
material for the numerical values). For comparison,
we have also implemented the straightforward Monte
Carlo strategy (see supplemental material), displaying
one sample internally filled critical droplet in Fig. 1
and data for p2ρ in Fig. 2. A detailed explanation for
the corrective factor p2 is provided in the supplemental
material, but it is necessary for roughly compensating
the volume Λ2 of the droplet and its contribution is only
relevant for the large and moderate values of p accessible
to Monte Carlo simulations.

In the words of [38], “If we are to interpret quantitative
data reliably, there is now a pressing need for advance-
ment of the whole theoretical agenda.” Indeed, efficient
data analysis is a crucial and novel point of our work.
Namely, we develop a reliable scheme for extracting ex-
tremely precise asymtptotics and determining their cor-
rect functional form. The details are provided in the
supplemental material, since we expect such treatment
to be of use well beyond the scope of BP. But let us
present our results obtained by following these guiding
principles: allow general functional forms rather than ar-
tificially imposing power laws; use a wide range of data
to roughly estimate the correct functional form of the
subsequent error term before estimating the main one;
use only the latest data for precise estimates, given the
functional form.

As an illustration, consider estimating the limit π2/3 ≈
3.28987 from the data in Fig. 2a. What one should not

https://github.com/augustoteixeira/bootstrap
https://github.com/augustoteixeira/bootstrap
taichi
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do is to take the value of the last data point. In our case,
this gives 3.2586 for FBP (and even 3.2122 for MBP).
Instead, we use the last few points to infer the func-
tional form of the leading and second order terms. Once
this is done, performing a 3-parameter fit of the form
p log ρ−1

ℓ ∼ a + bp−c, using the last four data points,
gives a ≈ 3.290(3): four correct digits instead of one or
two. Proceeding similarly, we are able to infer the func-
tional form in (1) and the constants appearing, as well as
the third order term, which is not known rigorously. For

the second order constant 2π
√

2 +
√
2, we also obtain

three correct digits. We estimate the third order expo-
nent for FBP to be approximately 0.19(6) based only on
the last two data points. Assuming it is 1/5 and us-
ing only the last data point, we obtain the remarkable
1-parameter fit depicted in Fig. 2a. The reason not to
consider further corrective terms is that, strikingly, the

error | log ρ−1
ℓ − π2/(3p) + 2π

√
2 +

√
2/
√
p− 10.153/ 5

√
p|

is less than 2 throughout the entire range log p−1 ∈ [1, 12]
and actually decays in the second half of this interval. In
this interval, log ρ−1

ℓ increases from 2 to 5 · 105. This
suggests that this might be the final divergent term in
the asymptotics of log ρ−1

ℓ for FBP. This is supported,
for instance by results in simpler but somewhat similar
settings [58], though the value of this exponent did not
match our heuristic expectations.

A similar analysis allows us to detect the asymptotics

log ρℓ ∼
−π2

3p
+

√
2 +

√
2 log(1/p)
√
p

+
6.54
√
p

(2)

for local MBP, very clearly distinguishing the logarith-
mic correction (see Fig. 2b). Indeed, it is essential to
consider richer functional expressions to obtain accurate
results for this model [59]. In this case, we do expect at
least one subsequent term with exponent around 0.19 to
be neglected in (2). For reference, the first order term in
(2) is known rigorously [35], the second one was recently
conjectured [43, Section 8.2] based on theoretic consid-
erations, while the third and subsequent order terms are
new.

WHAT WENT WRONG?

While the above results are rather satisfactory, for the
sake of other models, it is important to reflect on what
makes this method work, as opposed to the original local
BP approach in [7, 37, 38]. Indeed, as far as the algo-
rithm is concerned, disregarding implementation, the two
are effectively identical. Yet, [38] mistakenly predicted
a second term of order p−2/3, while we achieve perfect
agreement even to third order, based on the same kind
of data.

So what went wrong twenty years ago? In fact, several
things. Firstly, in the present approach, we do not artifi-

cially limit numerical computations to physically relevant
scales. This may initially seem like a bad idea. However,
we saw that even the last few data points, all correspond-
ing to system sizes well beyond the size of the universe,
allow us to reliably extract very precise information, valid
down to very small system sizes and consistent with rigor-
ous asymptotic results previously accused of being irrele-
vant at physically meaningful scales [9]. For this reason it
is essential that we take full advantage of the efficiency of
the algorithm and its implementation. In other words, by
considering large (and un-physical) scales, we effectively
obtain more terms in the expansion of log ρ around in-
finity, which are crucial to understanding medium sized
(and physically relevant) systems.
Secondly, in view of (1) and (2), one should allow some

richness in the functional form to be fitted. Indeed, at our
values of p, a logarithmic factor can easily be mistaken for
a small power, if we do not take into account several data
points to infer the correct shape. This is why, in [38], a
second order exponent for MBP of 2/3 was estimated,
instead of 1/2 with a logarithmic correction. It is thus
important to consider fairly general expressions in order
to test what kind of terms are actually needed, rather
than artificially imposing a power law.
Finally, let us mention one last important aspect of

the problem, for which the theoretical understanding at
the time of [38] was not yet ripe. The locality theorem
stated above implies that the non-locality log ρ − log ρℓ
is very small for FBP. However, for MBP, we expect this
quantity to be much larger, of order p−1/2+o(1) [43, Sec-
tion 8.2], as also supported by Figs. 1b and 2b. Thus,
going beyond the precision of (2) for local MBP will not
lead to more accurate results for non-local MBP. Hence,
for models other than FBP and two-neighbour BP, for
which locality is proved in [43], it is crucial to assess the
validity and precision of the local approximation rather
than applying it directly, as done in [7, 41].

CONCLUSION

We proposed a new viewpoint on BP based on rigor-
ous quantitative locality. Local BP enabled us to make
progress both on the rigorous theory and on the numer-
ics of the problem. For the former, we proved exact sec-
ond order asymptotics for FBP and two-neighbour BP,
thanks to the strong locality theorem for these models.
Concerning numerical methods, we have revived the ap-
proach pioneered in [7] for MBP, extended it to other
models and implemented it efficiently. This allowed us to
obtain a simple functional form in remarkable agreement
with rigorous asymptotics, Monte Carlo simulations, in
the regime where they are feasible, and exact numerical
computations of the local density of critical droplets. We
identified the caveats associated with the BP problem
and developed a reliable methodology for avoiding them.
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This enabled a detailed understanding of the shortcom-
ings of previous methods.

While the study of FBP and two-neighbour BP ap-
pears to be near its end, following this progress, this is
far from being the case for other BP and related models,
particularly those relevant for understanding glassy dy-
namics. It is therefore important that we have developed
a detailed understanding of a few paradigmatic models,
which can be used for bench-marking and calibrating fu-
ture theoretical and numerical investigations.

In conclusion, let us extend an invitation to numerical
physics to reopen the study of BP and related models,
taking into account the present locality approach. We
hope that this will allow matching the recent theoreti-
cal understanding of sharp thresholds in two dimensions,
as well as BP and related models in higher dimensions,
within the universality framework and beyond it. To
mention a few possible directions, it would be interesting
to investigate to what extent other models are close to
their local counterparts, to determine the leading asymp-
totics of so-called unbalanced critical models (see [53]) or
practically determine the rather implicit leading asymp-
totics of balanced models (see [47]), as well as to explore
even the standard models studied here in three spatial
dimensions (see [44]).
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Supplemental Material: Locality approach to the bootstrap percolation paradox

This supplemental material documents the data generation and analysis discussed in the letter.

EXACT COMPUTATION FOR LOCAL
DENSITIES

In order to study the local infection model, one can
make use of dynamic programming techniques to ob-
tain the exact densities of critical droplets. The precise
transition rates used in the algorithm can be found in
[43, Table 1] for FBP, while for MBP they can be read
off the source code file bootstrap/taichi/modified.

py, available at the repository https://github.com/

augustoteixeira/bootstrap. The resulting data is
gathered in Tab. I. Besides the efficient algorithm we
have employed, two technical ingredients were necessary
for us to reach such low values of p. First, we made
use of a GPU to take advantage of the high parallelism
present in the calculations. We ran this code on a Intel
Xeon E3-1240 v3, with a single NVIDIA GeForce RTX
4060 8GB during 24 hours. Secondly, in order to deal
with the very low numbers that appear in the calcula-
tions without losing precision, we store the logarithms
of each probability (a = log(r)), using the expression
log(r+ s) = log(ea + eb) = max{a, b}+ log

(
1+ e−|a−b|),

in order to obtain the log of the sum or two small prob-
abilities without losing precision. Based on this data, we
progressively build the expressions in (1) and (2) and sub-
sequent terms, assuming no prior knowledge for a start,
see the scaling discussions below. The code for the var-
ious fits below can be found at https://github.com/

augustoteixeira/bootstrap in fitting.py.

log2 p
−1 log ρ−1

ℓ (p), FBP log ρ−1
ℓ (p), MBP

2 3.6462939089044335 3.025003004824336

3 9.48534315586599 6.778614767734161

4 24.785862065200995 17.63216670792452

5 61.09464730696058 45.66021724467772

6 142.44209408918184 112.51140378895116

7 318.20988111558466 263.82432820233373

8 689.051877876013 594.4366647140112

9 1458.978748960122 1299.3999937139088

10 3039.8354477597804 2776.8561233741584

11 6260.721269989636 5835.068010227808

12 12787.496049133362 12108.37054514238

13 25962.723826269754 24891.836236292278

14 52486.88654620641 50814.67137292014

15 105782.68428205681 103192.960947481

16 212726.28468173486 208743.86987754496

17 427113.5701763713 421026.7811793454

TABLE I: Numerical data for local critical droplet
densities.

MONTE CARLO SIMULATION OF NON-LOCAL
DENSITIES

In order to contrast the results for the local model
with those of the original Bootstrap Percolation dynam-
ics, we have also performed Monte Carlo simulations of
both FBP and MBP for moderately small values of p. In
Figure 2, these results have been represented with blue
circles. The code for such simulations can be found in the
folder bootstrap/rust_mc/ of the repository https://

github.com/augustoteixeira/bootstrap and it does
not involve any refined optimisation, besides using a low
level programming language and making use of various
cores in parallel. The results can be found in Tab. II.

FIRST ORDER SCALING

We start by determining the power α such that log ρℓ ∼
p−α. While Fig. 2a clearly suggests that α ≈ 1, we would
like to be more quantitative. As a first approximation,
the last three discrete derivatives of log log ρ−1

ℓ against
log p−1 are 1.011, 1.008 and 1.006. The fact that they
are close to 1, but varying suggests that an additional
corrective term is needed. We attempt a four-parameter
fit of the form log log ρ−1

ℓ ∼ α log p−1 + a + bpc, c >
0. We would like to use only large values of 1/p, but
need at least four of them. Using only the last five data
points, for FBP, we obtain α ≈ 0.9999(0). Moreover,
this value is stable if we decide to use a different set (or
number) of data points instead. This indicates that we
have found the correct functional form for the leading
term. Moreover, even though our guess for a pure power

log 5√2
p−1 log ρ−1(p), FBP log ρ−1(p), MBP

10 1.66297868 0.88591602

11 1.90880149 0.93774197

12 2.31055326 1.20306221

13 2.9839127 1.38709304

14 3.7385026 1.50706354

15 5.12426155 1.96544661

16 6.8547289 2.71492423

17 8.76065061 3.726459

18 11.40863243 5.16653646

19 14.59271272 7.1772021

20 18.43952811 9.56943828

21 12.94289428

TABLE II: Monte Carlo data for non-local critical droplet
densities.

bootstrap/taichi/modified.py
bootstrap/taichi/modified.py
https://github.com/augustoteixeira/bootstrap
https://github.com/augustoteixeira/bootstrap
https://github.com/augustoteixeira/bootstrap
https://github.com/augustoteixeira/bootstrap
fitting.py
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https://github.com/augustoteixeira/bootstrap
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second term is wrong for MBP (see (2)), the above four-
parameter fit still gives α ≈ 0.999(7), as compared to the
last discrete derivative of 1.012.

FIRST ORDER CONSTANT

We have determined that α = 1. We repeat the same
fit with the remaining three parameters log log ρ−1

ℓ ∼
α log p−1 + a + bpc, c > 0 to find a. This leads to
a ≈ 3.290(3) and this is also stable with respect to the
choice of data points. Based on this and the rigorous
lower bound on ρℓ from [29] it is natural to guess that
a = π2/3 ≈ 3.28987, which could have been done with-
out the matching rigorous lower bound of [35]. The same
approach gives a ≈ 3.29(2) for MBP.

SECOND ORDER SCALING

Whether we guessed that the leading asymptotic term
is π2/(3p) as above or we knew it from [35], our next
task is to identify the functional form of the second or-
der term. We set ρ̃ = log ρ−1

ℓ − π2/(3p) for convenience
and we restart our analysis with ρ̃ instead of log ρ−1

ℓ .
We start by examining the discrete derivatives of log ρ̃.
For FBP, the last three are 0.514, 0.511, 0.509, while the
middle one is 0.536. In comparison, the corresponding
values for MBP are 0.579, 0.574 and 0.570, and the mid-
dle one is 0.609. This suggests a corrective term once
again. However, in view of [59], it is important to allow
a more general form for it. We perform a five parameter
fit of the form log ρ̃ ∼ a log p−1 + b log log p−1 + c+ dpe,
e > 0. With so many parameters, we face a problem:
there are many local minima corresponding to spurious
fits and local optimisers either get trapped in one of them
or fail to converge, depending on initialisation. We solve
this issue by first using more data points when fitting,
say the last 10, to get a rough estimate of the relevant
fit. We then narrow down the possible bounds for the
five parameters and use only the last six data points to
obtain an accurate prediction of their values. Finally, we
verify that the resulting parameter values do produce a
very good fit (mean squared errors are of order 10−13).

For FBP, this yields a ≈ 0.497 and b ≈ 0.06, which
supports the correct conclusion that a = 1/2 and b = 0.
Instead, for MBP, we obtain a ≈ 0.496 and b ≈ 1.05,
confirming that a = 1/2 and b = 1. It should be noted
that in this case optimisation is particularly hard, due
to the presence of a slightly worse fit around a ≈ 0.508,
b ≈ 0.71. Its mean squared error is only about 3 times
larger, still of order 10−13 but it fluctuates more with
the choice of data points, leading us to prefer the correct
parameter choice. As we will see, this difficulty is due to
our incorrect choice of third order correction.

We further remark that, if we had allowed a similar
five-parameter fit for the first order term, the additional
logarithmic correction is rejected by choosing a param-
eter close to 0 for it, as in the case of the second order
term of FBP.

SECOND ORDER CONSTANT

To determine the correct constant c above, we simply
fix the values a = 1/2 and b = 0 for FBP respectively and
perform the fit on the remaining three variables. This
leads to

√
pρ̃ ∼ 11.58(9) to be compared with the rigorous

value 2π
√

2 +
√
2 ≈ 11.6098 from (1).

For MBP, proceeding similarly for b = 1 tends to pri-
oritise values of e close to 0. Indeed, as it is visible
from Fig. 2b, we rather expect a third term of the form
p−1/2+o(1), which means e = 0. This suggests that the
four parameter fit

√
pρ̃ ∼ a log p−1+b+cpd, d > 0 is more

appropriate. This gives a ≈ 1.848(4), again in agreement

with the conjectured value
√

2 +
√
2 ≈ 1.84776 from (2).

THIRD ORDER SCALING

In order to investigate the third order term, it is con-

venient to define ρ̄ = ρ̃ − 2π
√
2 +

√
2/
√
p for FBP and

ρ̄ =
√
2 +

√
2 log p−1

√
p − ρ̃ for MBP instead. For FBP, ex-

amining the discrete derivatives of log ρ̄ reveals that they
go down from 0.224 at p = 2−2, to 0.188 at p = 2−11

and then up to 0.195 at p = 2−16. Moreover, adding log-
arithmic corrections is unsuccessful, so we expect a pure
power third order term with an exponent close to 1/5.
For MBP, as seen from Fig. 2b, a constant with power

law correction gives a good fit for ρ̄
√
p. On the other

hand, proceeding as above, we could verify that more
exotic possibilities such as polylogarithmic or iterated
logarithmic leading terms deteriorate the result. Con-
sequently, we expect that ρ̄

√
p converges to a constant.

THIRD ORDER CONSTANT

For FBP, already the straightforward third order con-
stant obtained as p1/5ρ̄ evaluated at the last data point
yields an exceptionally good fit throughout the entire
range we have access to (see Fig. 2a). We therefore focus
on MBP and perform a three parameter fit ρ̄

√
p ∼ a+bpc,

c > 0. Using the last four data points (again, the result
is not sensitive to this choice). This gives a ≈ 6.539,
b ≈ −7.4(4) and c ≈ 0.31. This also leads to a convincing
fit for all available values of p (see Fig. 2b). Interestingly,
the value of the exponent c suggests a fourth order term
in MBP with exponent very close to the one of the third
order term of FBP.
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NON-LOCALITY

We now explain in more detail the reason for compar-
ing ρℓ with p2ρ and assess non-locality based on the com-
parison between local and non-local simulations. Firstly,
the samples displayed in Fig. 1 are not specially selected,
but simply the first ones found. The one in Fig. 1a hap-
pens to be local in the sense that there exists an initially
infected starting 1× 1 square for which the local dynam-
ics yields the final 93 × 93 square. This suggests that
many internally filled critical droplets are actually local.

Let us assume for a moment that all internally filled
critical droplets are local and use this assumption to ar-
gue that p2ρ ∼ ρℓ. In this case, the event that the droplet
is internally filled is the union over starting points of the
probability that the local dynamics started there pro-
duces the final square. Thinking of a typical starting
point, this probability is more or less ρℓ, itself essentially
equal to the probability of growing to infinity from this
starting point. If the events corresponding to different
starting points were disjoint and had probability exactly
ρℓ, we would have ρ = Λ2ρℓ.
This is only approximately true for multiple reasons.

Firstly, starting points close to the boundary are less
likely to succeed, because their growth is constraint to go
in a particular direction from early on. Secondly, events
are not quite disjoint. Indeed, there are always at least
three valid starting points contained in a 2×2 square (see
Fig. 1a). Sometimes there may be more possible starting
points, but rarely many and they are always clustered

together (it is not hard to prove along the lines of [43]
that distant successful starting points are asymptotically
unlikely). Recall that Λ2 = 4 log2(1/p)/p2 is a bit big-
ger than 1/p2. We neglect the remaining polylogarithmic
factor in order to balance out the two effects above, which
are difficult to quantify, but certainly at most polyloga-
rithmic as well. This leads to the desired ρℓ ∼ p2ρ, up
to logarithmic corrections, which have negligible effect
already at the largest scales accessible to Monte Carlo
simulations.

The perfect fit already at moderate values of p be-
tween ρℓ and p2ρ visible in Fig. 2a further confirms the
correctness of this reasoning and suggests that in FBP,
locality is even stronger than what is proved in the local-
ity theorem. For comparison, we have applied the same
procedure to MBP. Here, already Fig. 1b displays two
non-local moves necessary for internally filling the criti-
cal droplet: for creating a 6 × 9 rectangle from a 4 × 7
one and then a 10 × 13 rectangle from a 8 × 11 one. If,
despite this warning of non-locality, we compare p2ρ and
ρℓ for MBP as in Fig. 2b, we observe that the two are
not getting closer as p decreases, but on the contrary.
Moreover, the plot suggests that (log ρℓ − log ρ)

√
p does

not decay to 0. While the data seems insufficient to ad-
vance more precise predictions, let us point out that this
is in agreement with the heuristics of [43, Section 8.2].
In any case, the evidence is clear that locality for MBP
is much weaker and only arises once droplets reach some
intermediate scale.
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