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CRITICAL REGION FOR DROPLET FORMATION
IN THE TWO-DIMENSIONAL ISING MODEL

MAREK BISKUP,! LINCOLN CHAYES' AND ROMAN KOTECKY?
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2Center for Theoretical Study, Charles University, PragDegch Republic

Abstract: We study the formation/dissolution of equilibrium droglén finite systems at parame-
ters corresponding to phase coexistence. Specificallyonsider the 2D Ising model in volumes
of size L?, inverse temperatur8 > [ and overall magnetization conditioned to take the value
m*L* — 2m*vr, wherec ! is the critical temperaturen* = m* () is the spontaneous mag-
netization andy, is a sequence of positive numbers. We find that the criticairgg for droplet
formation/dissolution is Wheni”L*2 tends to a definite limit. Specifically, we identify a dimen-
sionless parametek, proportional to this limit, a non-trivial critical valuA. and a function\ o
such that the following holds: Foh < A, there are no droplets beyordg L scale, while
for A > A, there is a single, Wulff-shaped droplet containing a foacha > Ac = 2/3 of
the magnetization deficit and there are no other dropletsrizethe scale dfog L. Moreover,Aa
and A are related via a universal equation that apparently ispeddent of the details of the
system.

CONTENTS

Lo INtrOdUCHION . . .o e 2
1.1 MOtIVALION. . . .ot e e e e e e 2
1.2. The model. . ... e 4
1.3, MaiN reSUIS . . o o e 7
1.4. Discussion and outline . ... ... ..o e 10

2. Technical INGredients . . ... ... e e e e e 11
2.1. Variational problem . .. ... 11
2.2. Skeleton eStiMates . . .. ..o e e 13
2.2.1. Definition and geometric properties ..........cooii i 13

2.2.2. Probabilistic estimates . . ... 15

2.2.3. Quantitative estimates around Wulff minimum .. ....................... 17

2.3. Small-contour ensemble .. ... . 19
2.3.1. Estimates using the GHS inequality . ...... ... i, 19

2.3.2. Gaussian control of negative deviations. ... ..o oo 21

3. LOWer BoUNd. . . .o e 21
3.1. Large-deviation lower bound . .. ... . ... e 22
3.2. Results using random-cluster representation. . ............. ... 25
3.2. 1. Preliminaries. .. ...t e 25

3.2.2. Decay eStMateS . . ..ottt e 26

3.2.3. Corona eStiMatesS . ... ..ottt e 28


http://arxiv.org/abs/math/0212300v1

2 M. BISKUP, L. CHAYES AND R. KOTECKY

4. Absence of intermediate CONtOUr SIZES . ... ...t e et e et 31
4.1. Statement and OUIINE . . ... .o it 31
4.2. Contour length and volume. . . ... ... s 32

4.2.1. Total contour length . .. ... ... e 32
4.2.2. Interiors and eXteriOrS. . .. ...ttt et e e 33

4.2.3. Volume of [arge CoNtoUrS. . . ... o e e 34

4.3. Magnetization deficit due to large contours. ........... ... .. 35
4.3.1. Magnetization iNSide. . . ... ...t e e 36

4.3.2. Magnetization outSide . .. ... it 36

4.4, Proof of Theorem 4. L. .. ... i e e et 38
4.4.1. Alemma for the restricted ensemble. .........ccovuue ... 38

4.4.2. Absence of intermediate CoNtours . ... vviie i eienn 41

5. Proof of Main reSUIS . . . ... e e ettt e e s 42

(© Copyright rests with the authors. Reproduction of the eraiticle for non-commercial purposes
is permitted without charge.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Motivation.

The connection between microscopic interactions and phese (bulk) thermodynamics has
been understood at a mathematically sophisticated levehémy years. However, an analysis of
systems at phase coexistence which contain droplets has baty recently. Over a century ago,
Curie [22], Gibbs [30] and Wulff [52] derived from surfadeermodynamical considerations that
a single droplet of a particular shape—thellff shape—will appear in systems that are forced to
exhibit a fixed excess of a minority phase. A mathematicabfwbthis fact starting from a system
defined on the microscopic scale has been given in the cooft@ercolation and Ising systems,
first in dimensiond = 2 [4, 24] and, more recently, in all dimensiods> 3 [11, 18, 19]. Other
topics related to the droplet shape have intensively bemest: Fluctuations of a contour line [3,
15-17,23,34], wetting phenomena [47] and Gaussian fieldsan&wall’ [5,13,26]. See [12] for
a summary of these results and comments on the (recent)yhadtthese developments.

The initial stages of the rigorous “Wulff construction” gram have focused on systems in
which the droplet subsumes a finite fraction of the availaldieme. Of no less interest is the
situation when the excess represents only a vanishingdraof the total volume. In [25], sub-
stantial progress has been made on these questions in tetcohthe Ising model at low tem-
peratures. Subsequent developments [35, 36, 45, 46] Haveedlthe extension, id = 2, of the
aforementioned results up to the critical point [37]. Sfieally, what has so far been shown is
as follows: For two-dimensional volumes, of side L andé > 0 arbitrarily small, if the mag-
netization deficit exceeds?/319, then a Wulff droplet accounts, pretty much, for all the défic
while if the magnetization deficit is bounded /3¢, there are no droplets beyond the scale
of log L. The preceding are of course asymptotic statements thaiwtithl probability tending to
one asL — oo.
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The focus of this paper is the intermediate regime, whichrtwsyet received appropriate
attention. Assuming the magnetization deficit dividedy? tends to a definite limit, we define
a dimensionless parameter, denoted\yyvhich is proportional to this limit. (A precise definition
of A'is provided in (1.10).) Our principal result is as followshére is a critical valué\; such that
for A < Ag, there are no large droplets (again, nothing beyiond. scale), while forA > A,
there is a single, large droplet of a diameter of the ofdé?. However, in contrast to all situations
that have previously been analyzed, this large droplet aotpunts for a finite fractioma < 1,
of the magnetization deficit, which, in addition, doext tend to zero ad | A¢! (Indeed, Aa |
Ao, With A\c = 2/3.) Whenever the droplet appears, its interior is represgataf the minus
phase, its shape is close to the optimal (Wulff) shape aneltsnme is tuned to contain thea-
fraction of the deficit magnetization. Furthermore, fonallues ofA, there is at most one droplet
of size L2/3 and nothing else beyond the scalg L. At A = A the situation is not completely
resolved. However, there are only two possibilities: Hithere is one droplet of linear siZe/?
or no droplet at all.

The above transition is the result of a competition betwaenrhechanisms for coping with a
magnetization deficit in the system: Absorption of the defigithe ambienfluctuationsor the
formation of adroplet The results obtained in [24,25] and [37] deal with the gitues when one
of the two mechanisms completely dominates the other. Asda by a simple-minded compar-
ison of the exponential costs of the two mechanisfifé? is the only conceivable scaling of the
magnetization deficit where these are able to coexist. (itise core of the heuristic approach
outlined in [7, 8, 43].) However, at the point where the detglfirst appear, one can envision al-
ternate scenarios involving complicated fluctuations anad/multitude of droplets with effective
interactions ranging across many scales. To rule out sussilglities it is necessary to demon-
strate the absence of these “intermediate-sized” drophedghe insignificance—or absence—of
large fluctuations. This was argued on a heuristic level jaf@l will be proven rigorously here.

Thus, instead of blending into each other through a serigst@fmediate scales, the droplet-
dominated and the fluctuation-dominated regimes meetralije—at a single point. Further-
more, all essential system dependence is encoded into orensionless parametér and the
transition between the Gaussian-dominated and the drdphatnated regimes is thus character-
ized by auniversalconstantA.. In addition, the relative fractionn of the deficit “stored” in
the droplet depends ofy via auniversalequation which is apparently independent of the details
of the system [9]. At this point we would like to stress thatem though the rigorous results
presented here are restricted to the case of the two-dioraidsing model, we expect that their
validity can be extended to a much larger class of models bhadiniversality of the depen-
dence omA will become the subject of mathematicaktatement. Notwithstanding the rigorous
analysis, this universal setting offers the possibilitfitiing experimental/numerical data from a
variety of systems onto a single curve.

A practical understanding of how droplets disappear is byneans an esoteric issue. Aside
from the traditional, i.e., three-dimensional, settifigere are experimental realizations which are
effectively two-dimensional (see [39] and referenceseimr Moreover, there are purported ap-
plications of Ising systems undergoing “fragmentation’sirch diverse areas as nuclear physics
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and adatom formation [33]. From the perspective of statibtphysics, perhaps more impor-
tant are the investigations of small systems at parametaevaorresponding to a first order
transition in the bulk. In these situations, non-convesitappear in finite-volume thermody-
namic functions [33, 40, 41, 48], which naturally suggest #ppearance of a droplet. Several
papers have studied the disappearance of droplets ande@patriguing finite-size characteris-

tics [7, 8,39, 42,43, 48, 49]. It is hoped that the resultaldisthed here will shed some light in

these situations.

1.2 The model.

The primary goal of this paper is a detailed description efdhove droplet-formation phenome-
non in the Ising model. In general dimension, this systenefsydd by the formal Hamiltonian

H=—> 0,0 (1.1)
(z,y)

where(z, y) denotes a nearest-neighbor pairZhand wherer, € {—1,+1} denotes an Ising
spin. To define the Hamitonian in a finite volume C Z¢, we usedA to denote the external
boundary ofA, OA = {z ¢ A : there exists a bon¢, y) withy € A}, fix a collection of
boundary spingsy = (0:).coa and restrict the sum in (1.1) to bonds, ) such that{z, y} N
A # (). We denote this finite-volume Hamiltonian By, (ox,094). The special choices of the
boundary configurations such that = +1, resp.,o, = —1 for all z € 9A will be referred to as
plus, resp., minus boundary conditions.

The Hamitonian gives rise to the concept of a finite-volu@ibbs measurgalso known as
Gibbs statg which is a measure assigning each configuratign= (0, )zep € {—1,+1}" the
probability

e—BHA(on,00n)
ZM(B)

Here 3 > 0 denotes the inverse temperatusg,, is an arbitrary boundary configuration and
Z{%%(B) is the partition function. Most of this work will concenteabn squares of x L sites,
which we will denote byA,, and the plus boundary conditions. In this case we denotalthee
probability by P, (—) and the associated expectation(by);*”. As the choice of the signs in
(1.1-1.2) indicates, the measdPgL’B with 5 > 0 tends to favor alignment of neighboring spins
with an excess of plus spins over minus spins.

PiovP(oy) = (1.2)

Remark 1 As is well known, the Ising model is equivalent to a model ddittice gas where at
most one particle is allowed to occupy each site. In our dhgesites occupied by a particle are
represented by minus spins, while the plus spins corresftick sites with no particles. In the
particle distribution induced bﬁ“ﬁ, the total number of particles is not fixed; hence, we will
occasionally refer to this measure as the “grandcanoneEasemble. On the other hand, if the
number of minus spins is fixed (by conditioning on the totagnetization, see Section 1.3), the
resulting measure will sometimes be referred to as the ‘ftiaati ensemble.
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The Ising model has been studied very extensively by mattiemh@hysicists in the last 20-
30 years and a lot of interesting facts have been rigoroustighéished. We proceed by listing
the properties of théwo-dimensionamodel which will ultimately be needed in this paper. For
general overviews of various aspects mentioned below wer tef e.g., [12, 28, 29, 51]. The
readers familiar with the background (and the standardtioadashould feel free to skip the
remainder of this section and go directly to Section 1.3 wheg discuss the main results of the
present paper.

e Bulk properties. For all 5 > 0, the measurePz“ﬁ has a unique infinite volume (weak)
limit P+ which is a translation-invariant, ergodic, extremal Gibtate for the interaction (1.1).
Let (—)*7 denote the expectation with respecti?d-’. The persistence of the plus-bias in the
thermodynamic limit, characterized by thegnetization

m*(8) = (o0) ™, (1.3)

marks the region of phase coexistence in this model. Indbede is a non-trivial critical value
Be € (0,00)—known [1, 6, 38, 44] to satisfy?’c = 1 + \/2—such that for3 > j., we
havem*(8) > 0 and there are multiple infinite-volume Gibbs states, whiled < g, the
magnetization vanishes and there is a unique infinite-vel@ibbs state for the interaction (1.1).
Further, using A; B)*? to denote the truncated correlation functiohB)™# — (A)+2(B)+7,
the magnetisusceptibility defined by

X(B) = (o0;00)"7, 1.4)

T€Z?

is finite for all 5 > 5, see [21,50]. By the GHS or FKG inequalities, we hay&) > 1 —
m*(8)% > 0forall 3 € [0,0).

e Peierls’ contours. Our next requisite item is a description of the Ising configians in
terms of Peierls’ contours. Given an Ising configuratiomiwith plus boundary conditions, we
consider the set of dual bonds intersecting direct bondsdbianect a plus spin with a minus
spin. These dual bonds will be assembled into contours &l First we note that only an
even number of dual bonds meet at each site of the dual lattiben two bonds meet at a single
dual site, we simply connect them. When four bonds are intidéth one dual lattice site, we
apply the rounding rule “south-east/north-west” to resdhe “cross” into two curves “bouncing”
off each other (see, e.g., [24, 46] or Figure 1). Using thakesrconsistently, the aforementioned
set of dual bonds decomposes into a set of non self-intémgegblygons with rounded corners.
These are outontours

Each contoury is a boundary of a bounded subsetR¥, which we denote by/(v). We
will also need a symbol for the set of sites in the interiorypfve letV(y) = V(y) N Z>2. The
diameterof a contoury is defined as the diameter of the $&y) in the ¢2-metric onR2. In the
thermodynamic interpretation used in Section 1.1, costogpresent microscopic boundaries of
droplets. The advantage of the contour language is thatmtiethe identification of a sharp
boundary between two phases; the disadvantage is thatdén tr study the typical shape (and
other properties) of large droplets, one has to first resuen @wmall fluctuations of this boundary.
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FIGURE1. Anexample of an Ising spin configuration and its assodiBtgerls’ contours. In
general, a contour consists of a string of dual lattice bahdsbisect a direct bond between
a plus spin and a minus spin. When four such dual bonds meesiagke (dual) lattice
site, an ambiguity is resolved by applying the south-eastirwest rounding rule. (The
remaining corners are rounded just for sesthetic reasohs.sfaded areas correspond to the
part of V (~) occupied by the minus spins.

e Surface tension. In order to study droplet equilibrium, we need to introduce toncept
of microscopic surface tension. Following [4, 45], A we can conveniently usguality. Given
ag > B letp* = %log coth 3 denote thedual temperature For any(k1, k2) € Z* andk =
(k2 + E)V2, letn = (k1 /k, ko /k) € S; = {z € R?: ||z| = 1}. (Here||z| is the Euclidean
norm ofz.) Then the limit

Tﬁ(n) = ]\}KHOO ﬁ 10g<0’00’Nkn>+’6*, (15)
whereNkn = (kyN, kyN) € 72, exists independently of what integers and k, we chose to
representn. and defines a function on a dense subse$of It turns out that this function can
be continuously extended to all € S;. We call the resulting quantitys(n) the surface ten-
sionin directionn at inverse temperature. As is well known,n — 73(n) is invariant under
rotations ofn by integer multiples of; andryin = infy,es, 73(n) > 0 for all 3 > 3. [45]. Infor-
mally, the quantityrz(n)N represents the statistical-mechanical cost of a (fluctgationtour
line connecting two sites at distanééon a straight line with direction (or normal vectot)

Remark 2 Our definition of the surface tension differs from the stdddefinition by a fac-
tor of 371. In particular, the physical units af; are lengtit! rather than energylength!.
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The present definition eliminates the need for an explicituoence of3 in many expressions
throughout this paper and, as such, is notationally moreeroant.

e Surface properties.On the level of macroscopic thermodynamics, it is obvioas thhen a
droplet of the minority phase is present in the system, ieigipent to minimize the total surface
cost. By our previous discussion, the cost per unit lengtiivien by the surface tensiatg(n).
Thus, one is naturally led to the functionalg(y) that assigns the number

We(v) = /Tﬁ(nt)dt (1.6)

to each rectifiable, closed curve= (v;) in R?. Heren; denotes the normal vector & The
goal of the resulting variational problem is to minimizé; (0D) over allD C R? with rectifiable
boundary subject to the constraint that the voluméatoincides with that of the droplet. The
classic solution, due to Wulff [52], is thaw'z(0D) is minimized by the shape

DW:{TER2:T-TLSTB(TL),TL631} .7

rescaled to contain the appropriate volume. (Herex denotes the dot product R?.) We will
uselV to denote the shapBy, scaled to have anit (Lebesgue) volume. It follows from (1.7)
that¥ is a convex set ifiR?. We define
wy (B) = Ws(0W) (1.8)
and note thatv; (8) > 0 oncef > fc.
Our preliminary arsenal is now complete and we are prepardistuss the main results.

1.3 Main results.

Recall the notatior ;, for a square of. x L sites inZ?2. Consider the Ising model in volumy,
with plus boundary condition and inverse temperatiireet us define the total magnetization (of
a configuratiornr) in Ay, by the formula

TEAL

Let (vr)r>1 be a sequence of positive numbers, with— co asL — oo, such thatn* |[Ap| —
2m* vy, is an allowed value of/;, for all L > 1. Ouir first result concerns the decay rate of the
probability thatM;, = m* |Ar| — 2m™* vy, in the “grandcanonical” ensem 6

Theorem 1.1 Letg > fc and letm* = m*(3), x = x(8), andw; = w;(B) be as above.
Suppose that the limit

" /2
(m*)? vy
A=2 L 1.10
XWw1 L—oo |AL| ( )
exists withA € (0,00). Then
1
lim —— log P (Mg, = m* |Ap| — 2m*v) = —w; _inf @A (N), (1.11)

Loo0 /UL 0<A<1
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where
PAN) =VA+AI-N?  0<A<L (1.12)

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is a direct consequence of Theorefinarl 4.1; the actual proof
comes in Section 5. We proceed with some remarks:

Remark 3 Note that, by our choice of the deviation scale, the ternis)|A | can be replaced by
the mean valuéMLfL“ﬁ in all formulas; see Lemma 2.9 below. The motivation forodticing
the factor 2m*” on the left-hand-side of (1.11) is that thep represents the volume of a droplet
that must be created in order to achieve the required valtireadverall magnetization (provided
the magnetization outside, resp., inside the droplet*isresp.,—m>).

Remark 4 The quantity\ that appears in (1.11-1.12) representsttia fraction of the deficit
magnetization which might go into a large-scale dropleb, (& our convention, the volume of
such a droplet is justvy.) The core of the proof of Theorem 1.1, roughly speakinghéd the
probability of seeing a droplet of this size tends to zeresgs{—w:,/vLPa(\)}. Evidently,
a large deviation principle for the size of such a dropletassfied with rateL?/? and a rate
function proportional tab ». However, we will not attempt to make this statement mathmaléy
rigorous.

Next we shall formulate our main result on the asymptotiofof typical configurations in the
“canonical” ensemble described by the conditional meaﬂg‘rg( |Mp =m*|AL| — 2m*vr).
For any two setsi, B C R?, letdy (A, B) denote the Hausdorff distance betwetand B,

du(A, B) = max{sup dist(z, B), sup dist(y, A)}, (2.13)
€A yeB

wheredist(z, A) is the Euclidean distance afand A.
Our second main theorem is then as follows:

Theorem 1.2 Let( > (. and suppose that the limit in (1.10) exists withe (0,00). Recall
that 1V denotes the Wulff shape of a unit volume. Given,L < (0,00), let A, 5 1, be the
event that any external contour for which diam~ > s must also satisfyliamy > ,/vr.
Next, for eache > 0, let B. 5 1, be the event that there is at most one external contgun Ay,
with diam vy > s and, whenever such a contoyy exists, it satisfies the conditions

zienué dn (V(70), 2 + V[V (70) | W) < eur (1.14)
and
Pa(vz'V()l) < inf @A(N)+e. (1.15)

In addition, the evenB, ; 1, also requires that the magnetization insigigobeys the constraint

> (oa+ m*)‘ < evy. (1.16)
z€V(v0)
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There exists a constant; > 0 such that for eacly > 0 and eache > 0 there exist numbers
Ky < coand Ly < oo such that

PP (A N Beo 1| Mp = m* [Ar| — 2m*v) > 1 L™ (1.17)
holds provided: < sy ands = K log L with K > KyandL > Ly, .

Thus, simply put, whenever there is a large droplet in théesysits shape rarely deviates
from that of the Wulff shape and its volume (in units«gf) is almost always given by a value
of A nearly minimizing® ». Moreover, all other droplets in the system are at most ofarithmic
size.

Most of the physically interesting behavior of this systemimply a consequence of wherg
achieves its minimum and how this minimum depends®onThe upshot, which is stated con-
cisely in Proposition 2.1 below, is that there is a criticalue of A, given by

Ac = 1(g)?’/z, (1.18)

such that ifA < A, then® A has the unique minimizer at= 0, while for A > A, the unique
minimizer of ® 5 is nontrivial. More explicitly, forA # A, the function® A is minimized by

A=Y TA <A (1.19)

A (A), if A > A,

where\; (A) is the maximal positive solution to the equation
AAVA(1 = \) = 1. (1.20)

The reason for the changeover is thatamcreases through., a local minimum becomes a
global minimum, see the proof of Proposition 2.1. As a coneaqe, the minimizing fractioi
doesnottend to zero ad\ | Ag; in particular, it tends to; = 2/3.

Using the information about the unique minimizer®k for A # A, it is worthwhile to
reformulate Theorem 1.2 as follows:

Corollary 1.3 Let$ > (. and suppose that the limit in (1.10) exists withe (0, 00). Let A
and Aa be as in (1.18) and (1.19), respectively. LU€tbe sufficiently large (i.e. KX > Kj,
whereK) is as in Theorem 1.2). Considering the conditional dislliibmeZ“B( |Mp =m*|AL|—
2m* vr,), the following holds with probability tending to one As— oc:

(1) If A < Ag, then all contoursy in Ay, satisfydiam v < K'log L.

(2) If A > A, then there is exactly one external contogrwith diam~, > K log L and
all other external contours satisfydiam~ < K log L. Moreover, the unique “large”
external contoury, asymptotically satisfies the bounds (1.14-1.16) foreat 0. In
particular, |V (v9)| = vr(Aa + o(1)) with probability tending to one ag — oc.

We remark that although the situation/&t= A is not fully resolved, we must have either a
single large droplet or no droplet at all; i.e., the outcomestmimic the casé > Acor A < A.
A better understanding of the cage= A will certainly require a more refined analysis; e.g.,
the second-order large-deviation behavior of the meaBETr@().
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Remark 5 We note that in the course of this work, the phrase> 5.” appears in three disparate
meanings. First, fof > 3., the magnetization is positive, second, for- 3¢, the surface tension
is positive and third, fors > jc, truncated correlations decay exponentially. The facs e
transition temperatures associated with these propatie®incideand that 5. is given by the
self-dual condition plays no essential role in are argusieNbr are any other particulars of the
square lattice really used. Thus, we believe that our resdtild be extended to other planar
lattices without much modification. However, in the caseemehthe coincidence has not yet
been (or cannot be) established, we would need to defiffest as to satisfy all three criteria.

1.4 Discussion and outline.

The mechanism which drives the droplet formation/dissmtuipphenomenon described in the
above theorems is not difficult to understand on a heuristiell This heuristic derivation (which
applies to all dimensiongd > 2) has been discussed in detail elsewhere [9], so we will be€or
spondingly brief. The main ideas are best explained in thést of the large-deviation theory for
the “grandcanonical” distribution and, as a matter of fdet,actual proof also follows this path.
Consider the Ising model in the bakx; and suppose we wish to observe a magnetization
deficiencyo M = 2m*vy, from the nominal value ofn*|A|. Of course, this can be achieved in
one shot by the formation of a Wulff droplet at the cost of abow{—w,/vr}. Alternatively,
if we demand that this deficiency emerges out of the backgrdluctuations, we might guess on
the basis of fluctuation-dissipation arguments that thewosld be of the order

(0M)* \ _ (m*vp)?
exp{—m} Nexp{—2m}, (1.21)
wherey is the susceptibility and Vah ;) = (x + o(1))|A| is the variance of\/;, in distribu-
tion Pz“ﬁ. Obviously, the former mechanism dominates whén, < v%/|AL|, i.e., whenvy, >
L3 while the latter dominates under the opposite extremeitions, i.e., whenv; < L*/3.
(These are exactly the regions previously treated in [ZBa8iére the corresponding statements
have been established in full rigor.) In the case wheghL*/3 tends to a finite limit we now find
that the two terms are comparable. This is the basis of oanpeterA defined in (1.10).

Assumingvi/Q/]AL\ is essentially at its limit, let us instead try a droplet ofuroe vy,
where0 < A < 1. The droplet cost is now reduced to

exp{ —w1V\/r }, (1.22)

but we still need to account for the remaining fraction ofdie&iciency. Assuming the fluctuation-
dissipation reasoning can still be applied, this is now

(m*vp)

2
N (1- A)2} = exp{—wi/vr(1 — \)2A}. (1.23)

Putting these together we find that the total cost of achigthe deficiency M = 2m* vy, using
a droplet of volume\vy, is given in the leading order by

exp{—w1®a(\)/or }. (1.24)

exp{—2
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An optimal droplet size is then found by minimizirdga () over A. This is exactly the content
of Theorem 1.1. We remark that even on the level of heuristieustanding, some justification
is required for the decoupling of these two mechanisms. JnW}@ have argued this case on a
heuristic level; in the present work, we simply provide a ptete proof.

The pathway of the proof is as follows: The approximate etj@al(1.22—1.24) must be proved
in the form of upper and lower bounds which agree in thes oo limit. (Of course, we never
actually have to go through the trouble of establishing threntilas involving® () for non-
optimal values of\.) For the lower bound (see Theorem 3.1) we simply shoot f@miimimum
of A (\): We produce a near-Wulff droplet of the desired area andh@odmplementary region,
allow the background fluctuations to account for the restieHas a bound, we are permitted to
use a contour ensemble with restriction to contouregdrithmic size which ensures the desired
Gaussian behavior.

The upper bound requires considerably more effort. The tagy is to show that, with prob-
ability close to one, there are no droplets at any scale datgmnlog L or smaller than,/vy,.
Notwithstanding the technical difficulties, the result €binem 4.1) is of independent interest be-
cause it applies for al\ € (0,00), including the case\ = A.. Once the absence of these
“intermediate” contour scales has been established, tiaf pf the main results directly follow.

We finish with a brief outline of the remainder of this papertie next section we collect the
necessary technical statements needed for the proof ofthethpper and lower bound. Specif-
ically, in Section 2.1 we discuss in detail the minimizersbg{, in Section 2.2 we introduce the
concept of skeletons and in Section 2.3 we list the needegaepies of the logarithmic contour
ensemble. Section 3 contains the proof of the lower boundlev@ection 4 establishes the ab-
sence of contour on scales betwéeg L and the anticipated droplet size. Section 5 assembles
these ingredients together into the proofs of the main t&sul

2. TECHNICAL INGREDIENTS

This section contains three subsections: Section 2.1 mieee solution of the variational prob-
lem for function®A on the right-hand side of (1.12), while Sections 2.2 and 2I&ct the
necessary technical lemmas concerning the skeleton galeud the small-contour ensemble.
Readers are invited to skip the entire section on a preliminan-through and return to it only
after getting to the proofs in Sections 3-5.

2.1 Variational problem.

Here we investigate the global minima of the functibp that was introduced in (1.12). Since

the general picture is presumably applicable in higher dsiuns as well (certainly at the level

of heuristic arguments, see [9]), we might as well carry betdnalysis in the case of a general
dimensiond > 2. For the purpose of this subsection, let

DAN) = AT +A(I-N2,  0<A<L 2.1)
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We define
.
DA = oé&lfgl INCY (2.2)
and note thaf’ > 0 onceA > 0. Let us introduce the-dimensional version of (1.18),
d41
_lyd+1\g
o=~ (?) . (2.3)

The minimizers ofb Ao are then characterized as follows:

Proposition 2.1 Letd > 2 and, for anyA > 0, let iAo denote the set of all global minimizers
of &a on |0, 1]. Then we have:

(1) If A < Ac, then®ita = {0}.

(2) If A = A¢, then9ta = {0, \¢}, where

2
Ac = P (2.4)
() If A > Ac, then?ta = { Ao}, where)q is the maximal positive solution to the equation
2d 1
mA/\d(l—A) =1. (2.5)

In particular, Ay > Ac.

Proof. A simple calculation shows that = 0 is always a (one-sided) local minimum &f—
®A(N), while A = 1 is always a (one-sided) local maximum. Moreover, the gtatip points
of & in (0, 1) have to satisfy (2.5). Consider the quantity

q(A) = %

i.e.,q(\) is essentially the left-hand side of (2.5). A simple caltolashows thay(\) achieves
its maximal value or0, 1] atA = Ay = -2, where it equals\ ;" = 2d*(d? — 1)~ (d + 1)~ 1/4,
and is strictly increasing fok < A\, and strictly decreasing fox > )\;. On the basis of these
observations, it is easy to verify the following facts:

(1) ForA < A4, we haveAg(A) < 1 forall A € [0,1] (except perhaps at = A\ whenA
equalsA,). Consequentlyp — ®a () is strictly increasing throughod, 1]. In partic-
ular, A = 0 is the unique global minimum aba (\) in [0, 1].

(2) ForA > Ay (2.5), resp.,Aq(A) = 1 has two distinct solutions if0, 1]. Conse-
quently,A — ® () has two local extrema if0,1): A local maximum at\ = A_(A)
and a local minimum ah = A (A), whereA_(A) and A\ (A) are the minimal and
maximal positive solutions to (2.5), respectively.

As a simple calculation shows, the functidn— A (A) is strictly increasing on its domain with
Ap(A) ~1— %L1 asA — oco.

In order to decide which of the two previously described logamima (A = 0 or A = A (A))
gives rise to the global minimum, we first note that, whillg (0) = A tends to infinity asA —

o0, the above asymptotics of. (A) shows thatba (A (A)) — 1 asA — oo. Hence A (A) is

(1— 2 AVdel (V) = %AW@ —\), (2.6)
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the unique global minimum obA onceA is sufficiently large. It remains to show that the two
local minima interchange their roles At= A.. To that end we compute

%@A (A (A)) = %@A(M(A)) = (1-A(A))* >0, 2.7)

where we used that, (A) is a stationary point ob 5 to derive the first equality. Comparing this
with %@A(O) = 1, we see tha\ — P (A (A)) increases with\ strictly slower thamA —

® A (0) on any finite interval ofA’s. Hence, there must be a unique valueXofor which A (0)
and®a (A4 (A)) are exactly equal. An elementary computation shows thathtfppens at =
Ac, whereA. is given by (2.3). This finishes the proof of (1) and (3); in@rtb show that also
(2) holds, we just need to note that (A.) is exactly\c as given in (2.4). O

Proposition 2.1 allows us to define a quantity by formula (1.19), where now, (A) is the
maximal positive solution to (2.5). Sindamaa, Aa = Ac > 0, A — Aa undergoes a jump
at Ac.

2.2 Skeleton estimates.

In this section we introduce coarse-grained versions ofatoa calledskeletons These ob-
jects will be extremely useful whenever an upper bound omptobability of large contours is
needed. Indeed, the introduction of skeletons will perrsita effectively integrate out small
fluctuations of contour lines and thus express the contoightsdirectly in terms of the surface
tension. Skeletons were first introduced in [4,24]; here seaimodified version of the definition
from [37].

2.2.1 Definition and geometric propertiesGiven a scales > 0, an s-skeletonis ann-tuple
(z1,...,z,) of points on the dual lattice;; € (Z?)*, such that > 1 and

s < |lwig1 — x| < 2s, i=1,...,n. (2.8)

Here|| - || denotes the?-distance oriR? andz,,; is identified withz;. Given a skeletorf),
let P(S) be the closegolygonal curven R? induced byS. We will use|P(S)| to denote the total
length of P(S), in accord with our general notation for the length of curves
A contour~ is calledcompatiblewith ans-skeletonS = (z1, ..., z,), if
(1) T, viewed as a simple closed path BA, passes through all sites, i = 1,...,n in the
corresponding order.
(2) du(y,P(S)) < s, wheredy is the Hausdorff distance (1.13).

We writey ~ S if v and S are compatible. For each configurationwe letT's(o) be the set of
all s-large contoursy in ¢; namely ally in ¢ for which there is as-skeletonS such thaty ~ S.
Given a set of-skeletonsS = (54, ...,.5,), we say that a configuration is compatiblewith
S,ifLs(0) = (Y1, ,7vm) @andyg ~ Sy forall k = 1,...,m. We will write ¢ ~ S to denote
thato and& are compatible.

It is easy to see thdf,(o) actually consists of all contourg of the configurationos such
thatdiam~ > s. Indeed,diam~ > s for everyy € T's(o) by the conditions (1) and (2.8)
above. On the other hand, for anywith diam~ > s, we will construct ans-skeleton by the
following procedure: Regarg as a closed non-self-intersecting curyes (v¢)o<t<1, whereyy
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is chosen so thatup,c, [* — 7l > s. Then we letz; = 4 andzy = ~,, wherety =
inf{t > 0: ||v; — 7ol = s}. Similarly, if t; has been defined and = ;,, we letz; 1 = v,
wheret;,; = inf{t € (t;,1]: ||v: — v, > s}. Note that this definition ensures that (2.8) as
well as the conditions (1) and (2) hold. The consequence isfdbnstruction is that, via the
equivalence relatiom ~ &, the set of all skeletons inducescavering of the set of all spin
configurations.

Remark 6 The reader familiar with [24, 37] will notice that we exjtig keep the stronger
condition (1) from [24]. Without the requirement that camt® pass through the skeleton points
in the given order, Lemma 2.3 and, more importantly, Lemmdeb2low would fail to hold.

Next we will discuss some subtleties of the geometry of theletkns stemming from the
fact that the corresponding polygons (unlike contours) imaye self-intersections. We will stay
rather brief; a detailed account of the topic can be foun@4.[

We commence with a few geometric definitions: Bét= {P,..., P} denote a finite col-
lection of polygonal curves. Consider a smooth self-avmjdiath£ from a pointx to co that is
generic with respect to the polygons frag(i.e., the pathZ has a finite number of intersections
with eachP; and this number does not change under small perturbatiof$. dfet #(L£ N P;)
be the number of intersections @f with P;. Then wedefineV () C R? to be the set of
pointsz € R? such that the total number of intersectioE;‘:1 #(LNP;), is odd for any patit
from z to co with the above properties. We will us€ (‘3)| to denote the area f (3).

If 3 happens to be a collection of skeletofy$,= &, the relevant set will bé (&). If B
happens to be a collection of Ising contolfs~= T', the associateldl’ (I") can be thought of as a
union of plaquettes centered at siteZ8f we will useV(I') = V(') N Z? to denote the relevant
set of sites. It is clear that i are the contours associated with a spin configuratziagm A and
the plus boundary condition am\, thenV(T") are exactly the sites € A whereo, = —1. We
proceed by listing a few important estimates concerningpatinle collections of contours and
their associated skeletons:

Lemma 2.2 There is a finite geometric constagt such that ifT" is a collection of contours
and & is a collection ofs-skeletons with' ~ &, then

Sl <as Y |P(S)]- (2.9)

~vel Se6

In particular, if diam~ < s for all v € T, then we also have, for some finite constant

[V(D)| < g2 Y _|P(S)]. (2.10)
Sea
Proof. Immediate from the definition of-skeletons. O

Lemma 2.2 will be useful because of the following observatibet S be a collection ofs-
skeletons and recall that the minimal value of the surfagsio®, 7min = inf,cs, 73(n) is strictly
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positive,7min > 0. Then
S W5 (P(9)) = imin 3 [P(S)]- (2.11)
Se6 Se6
Thus the bounds in (2.9-2.10) will allow us to convert a loweund on the overall contour
surface area/volume into a lower bound on the Wulff funalaf the associated skeletons.

A little less trivial is the estimate on the difference beénehe volumes oV (I') andV (&):

Lemma 2.3 There is a finite geometric constagy such that ifl" is a collection of contours
and S is a collection ofs-skeletons with® ~ &, then

“V(Fﬂ - \V(e)\( < [VID)AV(®)] < gss S |P(S)]. (2.12)
Se6
HereV (I') AV (&) denotes the symmetric differencelgfl’) and V (S).

Proof. We will just rephrase the proof of Theorem 5.13 in [24]. Iet= (v1,...,7m) and
fix v, € I. Let S}, € & with S, = (o, ..., x,) be the skeleton compatible with, and letS}, ;
denote the segment of the straight line betwegandz ;. Sincey passes through the skeleton
pointsin the given orderfor eachj there is a corresponding piecg, ;, of v which connects;
anda:j+1.

Let Uy ; be the subset dk? enclosed “betweens;, ; and~ ; (i.e., Uy ; is the union of all
bounded connected componentsR3f\ (S ; Ui ;). We claim that

V(ID)AV(S) C | Uk, (2.13)
k,j

Indeed, letr € V(I")AV(S) and let£ be a path connecting to infinity which is generic with
respect to botl& andI’. Then L has the same parity of the number of intersections with
and S, unlessz € Uy ; for somek andj. By inspecting the definitions of (I') and V' (&),
(2.13) is proved.

LetU,(P(Sy)) be thes-neighborhood of the polygonal curi®sS;,). SincedUy, ; C Us(P(Sk)),
by (2.13) we have that (I') AV (&) C |J, Us(P(Sk)). From here (2.12) directly follows. O

2.2.2 Probabilistic estimates.The main reason why skeletons are useful is the availatufity
the so calledskeleton upper bounariginally due to Pfister [45]. Recall that, for eaghc Z2,
we userB to denote the probability distribution on spins_nwith plus boundary condition

on the boundary ofi. Given a set of skeletons, we IE’;}’B(G) = P:{’B({a: o ~ G}) be the
probability thatS is a skeleton osomeconfiguration inA. Then we have:

Lemma 2.4 (Skeleton upper bound)For all 5 > £, all finite A c Z2, all scaless and all
collections® of s-skeletons in4, we have
PHP(8) < exp{-W3(8)}, (2.14)

where
Ws(8) =) Ws(P(9)). (2.15)

5e6
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Proof. This is exactly Eqg. (1.3.1) in [37]. The proof goes back to][4%emma 6.7. For our
purposes, the key “splitting” argument is provided in Lembnd of [46]. A special case of the
key estimate appears in Eq. (5.51) from Lemma 5.5 of [46] #ithcorrect interpretation of the
left-hand side. O

The bound (2.14) will be used in several ways: First, to shuat theK log L-large contours
in a box of side-length. are improbable, provided is large enough; this is a consequence of
Lemma 2.5 below. The absence of such contours will be wietdedle out the likelihood of
other improbable scenarios. Finally, after all atypicéliaiions have been dispensed with, the
skeleton upper bound will deliver the contribution cor@sging to the term/\ in (1.11).

An important consequence of the skeleton upper bound isotlmving generalization of the
Peierls estimate, which will be useful at several steps®ptioof of our main theorems.

Lemma 2.5 Lets = KlogL and letSy, i denote the set of ak-skeletons that arise from
contours inAy,. For eachs > . anda > 0, there is aKy = Ky(«, 8) < oo, such that

> exp{-aWs(®)} <1 (2.16)

GCSL,K

for (all L and) all K > Kj.

Proof. Let S ;- be the set of alK log L-skeletonsS such thatS = (1, ..., z;) with z; = 0.
By translation invariance,

T oW©) < Z<L2 3 e—aw5<P<s>>>”7 (2.17)

6CSL Kk nzl  Se8?

where the prefactor.? accounts for the translation entropy of each skeleton withyi. The
latter sum can be estimated by mimicking the proof of Peiedsind, where contour entropy
was bounded by that of the simple random walkZmn Indeed, each skeleton can be thought of
as a sequence of steps with step-length entropy at 32esf wheres = K log L, and with each
step weighted by a factor not exceedinmg™n*. This and (2.11) yield

T e WalP(S) < 37 (32526 mns)™, (2.18)

SeSY m>1

By choosingK sufficiently large, the right-hand side is less tf@lh—2 for all K > K. Using
this in (2.17), the claim follows. d

Lemmas 2.4 and 2.5 will be used in the form of the followingadiary:

Corollary 2.6 Letj > B¢, L > 1 andk > 0 be fixed, and letd be the set of of configurations
such thatWs (&) > « for at least one collection of-skeletonsS satisfyingS ~ o. Leta €
(0,1), and letKy(a, §) be asin Lemma 2.5. = K log L with K > Ky(«, 3), then

PHP(A) < emmom, (2.19)
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Proof. By the assumptions of the Lemma, we have
PPy < Y PHe), (2.20)

GCSKTL
Wp(6)>k

where we used the notatid?y (&) = P’ ({s: 0 ~ &}). Lemma 2.4 then implies

PRAA) S Y e MO <ol 3 maws(), (2.21)
6CSk,L SGCSk,L
Ws(&)>k

Here we wrotee™V3(®) = ¢=0Ws(8)e=(1=)Ws(8) and then invoked to bounVs(&) > & to
estimatee~(1-Ws(8) py e=(1=2)% Finally, we dropped the constraint¥z(&) > « in the last
sum. Sinces = K log L with K > Ky(a, ), the last sum is less than one by Lemma 2.5.0J

Ideas similar to those used in the proof of Lemma 2.5 can be tesestimate the probability
of the occurrence of aslarge contour:

Lemma 2.7 For eachp > [, there exist a constant(3) > 0 such that
PX’B (PS(O') 7& @) < ‘A’e—a(ﬁ)s (222)
for any finiteA c Z? and any scales > 1.

Proof. Fix o > 0 and suppose without loss of generality that > 1 ands > o' log|A| for
somea > 0. If T's(0) # 0, the associated-skeleton must satisfyV3(S) > Tmins. Invoking
(2.14) a variant of the estimate (2.17-2.18) (here is wherea ! log | A| enters into the play),
we show thatPj’B(FS(a) #0) < C\Ays%‘%wns, whereC' > 0 is a constant. From here the
bound (2.22) follows by absorbing the facts? into the exponential. O

2.2.3 Quantitative estimates around Wulff minimuthe existence of a minimum for the func-
tional (1.6) and a coarse-graining scheme supplementddantiiound of the type in (2.14) tell
us the following: Consider a collectidnof contours, all of which are roughly of the same scale
and which enclose a fixed total volume, and suppose that tle i the Wulff functional on
a6 with & ~ T'is close to the Wulff minimum. Then (1) it must be the case thabnsists of a
single contour and (2) the shape of this contour must be ¢ttodee Wulff shape. A quantitative
(and mathematically precise) version of this statemenitvisgin the forthcoming lemma:

Lemma 2.8 Let3 > .. Then there exist constanis = ¢(5) € (0,1), ¢ = ¢(8) > 0,
andC = C(B) < oo such that the following holds for all € (0,¢(): LetI" be a collection of
contours such thafliamy > cey/|V(I')| for all v € T" and lets be a scale function satisfying
s < ey/|V(I')|. Let& be a collection ok-skeletons compatible wifh, S ~ T, such that

Ws(8) < wi/[V(ID)[(1+e). (2.23)

Thenl consists of a single contour, = {v}, and there is ax € R? such that

A (V) VIVINIW + 2) < ev/e/[V()], (2.24)
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wherelV is the Wulff shape of unit area centered at the origin. Moezov

VN = V(S)]| < CelV (). (2.25)
Proof. We begin by noting that, by the assumptions of the presentmafl’ (I')| and |V (&)|
have to be of the same order of magnitude. More precisely,|an ¢that

||V(F)| - |V(6)|| < Ce\V(F)\ (2.26)

holds with some&” = C'(8) < oo independent of', & ande. Indeed, from (2.11) and (2.23) we
have

D_IP(S)] < W5 () < wi(l + rn/ IV D], (2:27)
See
which, using Lemma 2.3 and the bounds< ¢,/|V(T")] ande < 1, gives (2.26) withC' =

29311]1’7};#].

The bound (2.26) essentially allows us to repl&o@d@’) by V(S) in (2.23). Applying Theo-
rem 2.10 from [24] to the set of skeleto@srescaled byV (&)|~1/2, we can conclude that there
is pointz € R? and a skeletoi$; € & such that

d (P(So), VIV (S)[OW + ) < av/e/[V(S)], (2.28)
and
Y. [P)| < acV/IV(S)], (2.29)
SeS\(So}

whereq is a constant proportional to the ratio of the maximum andnir@mum of the surface
tension. Using (2.26) once more, we can modify (2.28-2.39)eplacingV’ (&) on the right-
hand sides by/(I") at the cost of changing to «(1 + C'). Moreover, since (2.26) also implies
that|\/|V (T)| — V/|V(©)]| < Cey/[V(T)], we have

du (v |V (D)[W, / |V (&)[0W) < Cediam W/ |V (T)|. (2.30)
Lety € T" be the contour corresponding . By the definition of skeletongy(~, P(Sp)) <
s < €4/|V(T")|. Combining this with (2.30), the modified bound (2.28), and 1, we get

di (7, VIVID)OW +2) < ev/ey/[V(D)] (2.31)
foranyc > 1+a(1+C)+C diam W. (From the properties d¥/, it is easily shown thadiam W
is of the order of unity.)
Let us proceed by proving th&tt= {~}. Foranyy’ € I'\ {v}, let S,/ be the unique skeleton
in & such thaty’ ~ S,.. Sincediam~’ < |P(S,)| + s and, since als¢P(S.)| > s, we
havediam~" < 2|P(S,/)|. Using the modified bound (2.29), we get

diam " < 2|P(Sy)| <2a(1 + C)e/| V(D). (2.32)
If ¢ also satisfies the inequality> 2«/(1 + C'), then this estimate contradicts the assumption that
diam~’ > ce/|V(I')| forally/ € T'. HenceI' = {~} as claimed.
Thus,V(I') = V(y) and the bound (2.25) is directly implied by (2.26). Moreoy&:31)
holds with V' (I") replaced byl () on both sides. To prove (2.24), it remains to show that the
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nakedy on the left-hand side of (2.31) can be replacediifyy). But that is trivial because is
the boundary o¥/ () and the Hausdorff distance of two closed set®fequals the Hausdorff
distance of their boundaries. a

2.3 Small-contour ensemble.

The goal of this section is to collect some estimates for thbathility in PZ“B conditioned on the
fact that all contours are-small in the sense thait;(0) = (). Most of what is to follow appears,
in various guises, in the existing literature (cf RemarkFQr some of the estimates (Lemmas 2.9
and 2.10) we will actually provide a proof, while for othete(hma 2.11) we can quote directly.
2.3.1 Estimates using the GHS inequalityThe principal resource for what follows are two
basic properties of the correlation function of Ising spi@pecifically, let(o; a@}’ﬁ denote the
truncated correlation function of the Ising model in a det Z? with plus boundary condition,
in non-negative inhomogeneous external figids (h,) and inverse temperature Then:

(2) If B8 > B¢, then the correlations in infinite volume decay exponelgtiak., we have

(053 0,) 110 < mlevle (2.33)

for some¢ = £(8) < oo and allz andy.

(2) The GHS inequality implies that the finite-volume coai&n function,<ox;ay>j’ﬁ, is
dominated by the infinite-volume correlation function ay @eintwise-smaller field:

0 < (ozioy) i < (0ws0y) 3 (2.34)

forall A C Z% and allh’ = (R’,) with h, € [0, h,] for all .

Note that, via (2.34), the exponential decay (2.33) hold$otmly in A C Z2. Part (1)
is a consequence of the main result of [21], see [50]; the Gi¢§uality from part (2) dates
back to [31].

Now we are ready to state the desired estimates. A.et Z? be a finite set and let be a
scale function. Let;”* be the Gibbs measure of the Ising modeldnc Z? conditioned on

the event{I';(¢) = 0} and let us usé—)"”* to denote the expectation with respectitg™’*.
Then we have the following bounds:

Lemma 2.9 For eachp > [, there exist constants; (3) andaz(3) such that
[(Ma) 57— m*|A]| < a1(8)(19A] + |A]Pem21D?) (2.35)
for each finite setd ¢ Z? and any scaling functios. Moreover, ifA’ C A, then
(M) 37 = (Maa) F00] < aa(B)(JA'] + [APe2)). (2.36)
Proof. By Lemma 2.7, we havéj’ﬁ(l“s(a) # () < |Ale~“2® for someas > 0, independent
of A. An easy estimate then shows

[(MA) P — (M) TP| < AP, (2.37)
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Therefore, it suffices to prove the bounds (2.35-2.36) wittibe restriction to the ensemble
of s-small contours. Next we claim that, for aiyC Z? we have

0 < (o) = (ou) i,y < e Imvle, (2.38)

Indeed, the difference of the two expectations can be writgean integral, dh(o; ay>;f{y}7 Iy
whereh = (h;) is such that, = hd, .. By property (2) of the truncated correlation function,
we have thato,; aygf{y}’h is non-negative, which proves the left inequality in (2,38hile it

is bounded above by the same correlation function Bite: Z2. The integral representation can
be used again for the correlation function in the infiniteumoé with the result

+,8 +,8 <0':v 1+20y >+7B +.,8 <Ur? 1+20y >+7B +.,8
(02)5" — <0':v>BU{y} < W — (o)™ < W <Aog;00)T7,  (2.39)
2 2

where we used that + ay>+75 > 1 to derive the last inequality. Using the property (1) above,
the right-hand side is bounded by/ll*—vl/¢,

The bound (2.38) immediately implies both (2.35) and (2.8@jeed, using (2.38) for all €
Aandy € B\ A, we have for allA C B C Z? that

0 < (Ma)? — (M) FP <37 37 elemvlie < o) joay, (2.40)
r€AyeB\A

whereo = o/ (B) < co. This and (2.37) directly imply (2.35). To get (2.36), weaateed to
note tha M — My 4| < |A'|. O

Our next claim concerns an upper bound on the probabilityttiremmagnetization in the plus
state deviates from its mean by a positive amount:

Lemma 2.10 Let3 > ;. and lety = x(3) be the susceptibility. Then there exists a con-
stantK = K () such that

(vm*)?2

Py (My 2 (Ma)3 " +m*v) < 27 204 @4D)

for any finiteA c Z2, anyv > 0, and anys > K log |A].

Proof. Let M denote the evenM = {o: My > (MA>JAF’B + m*v}. By Lemma 2.7 we have
that PX’B’S(M) < QPX’B(M), SO we just need to estimaféj’ﬁ(/\/l). Consider the cumulant
generating functiod”;” (h) = log(¢"4) 1. The exponential Chebyshev inequality then gives

log PP (M) < FP(h) — h(Ma) TP — hm*v,  h>0. (2.42)
By the property (2) of the truncated correlation functior get

dFP
dn?

(h) = (Ma; Ma)lp < (Ma; Ma) g, (2.43)
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whereh = (h,) with h, = h for all z € Z? and whereD is the zero field. Sinc@jﬁ(o) =0
and 3 FP(0) = (M4) 7, we get the bound

h?
FP(h) < MMaYE? + = (MA,MA> To- (2.44)
Now, once mare by the property (2) above,
JA[7HMa; Ma) g < [A7H(Ma; Ma) 5" o SIATTY S Howsoy) M =x,  (245)
T€A yeZ?
where the sums converge by the property (1). The claim falbwoptimizing over. O

Remark 7 The bound in Lemma 2.10 corresponds to Eq. (9.33) of Propon$.1 in [46] proved
with the help of Lemma 5.1 from [45]. Similarly, the estimata Lemma 2.9 are closely related
to the bounds in Lemma 2.2.1 of [37]. We included the proofbath statements to pinpoint
the exact formulation needed for our analysis as well as daae the number of extraneous
references.

2.3.2 Gaussian control of negative deviatior@ur last claim concerns the deviations of the plus
magnetization in thaeegativedirection. Unlike in the previous Section, here the resticto the
small contour is crucial because, obviously, if the dewiatis too large, there is a possibility of
forming a droplet which cannot be controlled by bulk estiesat

Let 3 > fB. and letv be such tha(]\z[,@j’ﬁ’S — 2m* v is an allowed value of\/4. Define
% (v) by the expression

, . N 1 m* 2 s
PX’B’ (MA = <MA>-’A_7B’ — 2vm ) = 7@ exp{—Q(X|A)| ’02 + QA(’U)} (246)

Then we have:

Lemma 2.11(Gaussian estimate)For eachs > (. and each set of positive constants as, as,
there are constant§’ < oo and K < oo such that ifs = K log L, then

3
125 (v)] < C( logL\/ L4) (2.47)

for all allowed values of) such that
2

<v< .
O_v_allogL (2.48)
and all connected set4 C Z? such that
asl? <|A| < L* and |0A| < a3L. (2.49)
Proof. This is a reformulation of Lemma 2.3.3 from [37]. O

3. LOWER BOUND
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In this Section we establish a lower bound for the asymptsitited in (1.11). In addition to
its contribution to the proof of Theorem 1.1, this lower bdwmill play an essential role in the
proofs of Theorem 1.2 and Corollary 1.3. A considerable pfithe proof hinges on the Fortuin-
Kasteleyn representation of the Ising (and Potts) moddig;iwmakes the technical demands of
this section rather different from those of the followingtens.

3.1 Large-deviation lower bound.

This section is devoted to the proof of the following theorem

Theorem 3.1(Lower bound) Letg > 5. and let(vz) be a sequence of positive numbers such
thatm* |Ar| — 2m* vy, is an allowed value of\/;, for all L. Suppose that the limit (1.10) exists
with A € (0, 00). Then there exists a sequer(eg ) with ¢;, — 0 such that

PEFﬁ(ML =m*|AL| —2m* UL) > exp{—wl\/ﬁ(oir){gl DA(N) + eL)} (3.1)

holds for all L.

Remark 8 It is worth noting that, unlike in the corresponding stagens of the lower bounds
in [24, 37], we do not require any control over how fast theeer, tends to zero ag — oc.
Indeed, it turns out that in the regime of finite the simple convergeneg, — 0 will be enough
to prove our main results. However, in the cases whetends to infinity so fast thak is infinite,
a proof would probably need alsmmeinformation about the rate of the convergemrge— 0.

The strategy of the proof will simply be to produce a nearfVdioplet that comprises a
particular fraction of the volumer,. The droplet will account for its requisite share of the defic
magnetization and we then force the exterior to absorb gte Te probability of the latter event
is estimated by using the truncated contour ensemble.

Let us first attend to the production of the droplet. ConstterWulff shapell/ of unit area
centered at the origin and a closed, self-avoiding polygonave P 1. We will assume that
the vertices oP have rational coordinates and Nfdenotes the number of verticesRyfthat each
vertex is at most /N away from the boundary dfi’. Let IntP denote the set of points € R?
surrounded byP. For anyt,r > 1, let Py, Py, P2, P35 be four magnified copies d? obtained
by rescalingP by factorst, t + r, t + 2r, andt + 3r, respectively. (Thus, for instancBy =
{z € R?: 2/t € P}.) This yields three “coronask;, = IntP; \ IntPy, K;'. = IntP, \ IntPy,
andK{). = IntP3\ IntP, surroundingPy. LetK} . = K/, NZ?, and similarly forK}', andK}',.

Recall that ax-connected circuit irZZ? is a closed path on vertices @f whose elementary
steps connect either nearest or next-nearest neighbots, L de the set of configurations
such thaf} , contains a:-connected circuit of sites € Z* with o, = —1 andK}", contains a
x-connected circuit of sites € Z2 with o, = +1. The essential part of our lower bound comes
from the following estimate:

Lemma 3.2 Letg > jc and letP be a polygonal curve as specified above. For any pair of
sequencesty,) and(rz) tending to infinity ad, — oo in such a way that

tp L7t =0, tprpe”"E™/3 50 and rptpt -0, (3.2)
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EXT Cy

FIGURE 2. An illustration of the “coronaskj} ., K{ ., Ki,, the setdNT and EXT, and
the x-connected circuit€ andC_ of plus and minus sites, respectively, which are used
in Lemma 3.2 and the proof of Theorem 3.1. Going from insidg the four polygons
correspond t®q, P1, P2 andPs; the shaded region denotes the det

there is a sequenadg’, ) with ¢, — 0 such that

P (1) 2 exp{ ~tWa(P)(1 + €) (3.3)
forall L > 1.
The proof of this lemma requires some substantial prepeastand is therefore deferred to
Section 3.2. Using Lemma 3.2, we can prove Theorem 3.1.
Proof of Theorem 3.1Let us introduce the abbreviation
ML:{O'Z M, =m* ]AL\—2m*fuL} (3.4)

for the central event in question. Suppose first that A, whereA. is as in (1.18). Propo-

sition 2.1 then guarantees that)< <; A (\) = ®a(0) = A. In particular, there is no need
to produce a droplet in the system. lset K log L. By restricting to the set of configurations
{o: Ts(o) = 0} we get

PP (M) > PP (M) PP (Da(0) = 0). (3.5)

The resulting lower bound is then a consequence of (2.46j\nh& 2.11 and Lemma 2.7, pro-
vided K is sufficiently large.

To handle the remaining cases,> A, wewill have to produce a droplet. Fix a polygén
with the above properties, let (@) denote the two-dimensional Lebesgue volume of its interior
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and let|P| denote the size (i.e., length) of its boundary. het A, whereA, is as defined in
(1.19), and recall that, for this choice dfwe haveda (A) = info<y <1 Pa(X) andX > Ac > 0.
Since the goal is to produce a droplet of volume,, we lett;, = /Avy and pickr; be such
that (3.2) holds ag — oo. Abbreviating€;, = &, »,, we let(€} ) denote the corresponding
sequence from Lemma 3.2. (Note thatmay depend of?.)

For configurations i€z, letC,. be the innermost-connected circuit of plus spins i}, and
let C_ denote the outermostconnected circuit of minus spins Kl'm. LetINT be the set of sites
in the interior ofC_ and letEXT be the set of sites i, that are in the exterior af .. (Thus,
we haveINT N C_ = EXT N C; = (.) Further, letAy = Az \ (INT UEXT) and uses to
denote the spin configuration ohy.. Let My, Mext and M4 denote the overall magnetization
in INT, EXT and A, respectively. Finally, let us abbrevigtgyr = | (Mt )ii* | and introduce
the event] = {0 € &1+ Mint = —punt}-

The lower bound orPZ“B(ML) will be derived by restricting to the evedlf, conditioning
on o4, extracting the probability of having the correct magregian inA, \ A, and applying
Lemma 2.11 to retrieve the contribution from droplet sugféension. The first two steps of this
program give

PrP(M) = PP M0 e >3 PP (ML & o) PP (o). (3.6)

o+

Our next goal is to produce a lower bound of the type (3.1)D§r|5(ML N &f|ox), uniformly
in o+. The advantage of conditioning on a fixed configuration i$ tha\; N &} N {0 } occurs,
the overall magnetizations iNT andexT are fixed. Thus, oM N E; N {o+} we get

MEXT == ML — M:t - MNT == <MEXT>—EF)7($’S — 2m* ’UL(l — /\VOI(P) — 5L), (37)

whered;, = 07 (o+) is given by the equatio?m™* vyor, = | + Il + Il 4+ IV with |-V defined by

| = junt — m* |INT|, Il = —(Mexr) e 4+ m* [EXT], (3.8)
N = My +m* A, IV = 2m* (JINT| — AVol (P)uy,). (3.9)

To estimate I-1V, we first notice the geometric bounds
t2Vol(P) — t1|P| < INT| < (tr + rz)*VOI(P) + (t1 + rL)|P|,

(3.10)
|As| < (tp +3rp)* — 13 + (tL + 3rL)|P|,

and recall that, since both. andC_ are contained il ., we haveC_|, |C;+| < |A+|. Lemma2.9
for s = Klog L then allows us to estimatl] < a;(8)(|Ax| + INT[?L72()K) and, simi-
larly, [Il| < a1(8)(|A+| + 4L + L*22A)K) while the remaining two quantities are bounded by
invoking |lIl | < 2|Ax|and|IV| < 4rptr, + 2r7 + 2(t; + r)|P|. Using thatr, = o(\/or)
andt; = O(y/vr), we have|A.| = o(vy) asL — oo. Moreover, if K is so large that

4 — az(B)K < 4/3, we also haveINT[2L—2(AK < [A=a2(0)K — y(y,) asL — oo. Combin-
ing these bounds, it is easy to show that(c+)| < &, for all o, whered;, is a sequence such

thatlimL_mo or, = 0.
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Now we are ready to estimate the probability that bioth and EXT produce their share of
magnetization deficit. Note first that

B’ (Mt = —pinr) > B (Mint = —pnt) By’ (Ds(0) = 0). (3.11)

Using Lemmas 2.11 and 2.7, we g&f:” (Minr = —punr) > CL~2/3 for someC = C(8) > 0.
On the other hand, lettintexr = {o: Mexr = (Mext)gse® — 2m* v, (1 — AVoI(P) — 6,)}, a
bound similar to (3.11) foPEJ;’f combined with Lemmas 2.11 and 2.7 yields

/

C
PP M > _ex
EXT( EXT) = |EXT| p{

(m*vrp)?

2
_2W(1 — AVol(P) — 61) } (3.12)

whereC’ = C’(8) > 0 is independent o0&, contributing to (3.6). Combining the previous
estimates, we can use Lemma 3.2 to extract the surface eteengy The result is
PP (M) > C"L7%3 exp{—wi /o @1 — € \/oL )}, (3.13)
whereC” = C” () > 0 and whereb, stands for the quantity
2. -1, -1 3/2

W P 2 * —
B, — 5)(1 ) /54 (Z; )_’(<tL :Ulr;;é (1 - AVoI(P) + )%, (3.14)

As is clear from our previous reasoning, the quandity can be made arbitrary close 4o (\)
by letting L — oo and optimizing oveP with the above properties. The existence of the desired
sequencée,) then follows by the definition of the limit. O

3.2 Results using random-cluster representation.

In this section we establish some technical results negefsathe completion of the proof of

our lower bound. These results are stated mostly in termieofandom cluster counterpart of
the Ising model; the crowning achievement, which is Lemmda@ves immediately in the proof

of Lemma 3.2. We remark that the latter is the sum total of whigtsection contributes to the
proof of Theorem 3.1. The uninterested, or well-informeaghders are invited to skip the entire
section, provided they are prepared to accept Lemma 3.2utitnproof.

3.2.1 Preliminaries. Therandom clusterepresentation for the Ising (and Potts) ferromagnets is
by now a well established tool. The purpose of the followiamarks is to define our notation;
for more background and details we refer the reader to,[&®.32] or the excellent review [29].
Let T c Z? denote a finite graph. Aond configurationgenerically denoted by, is the as-
signment of a zero (vacant) or a one (occupied) to each bdfidTime weight of a configuration
is given, informally, byRl*!¢¢“), where|w| denotes the number of occupied bonds éHd)
denotes the number of connected components. For the Issignsyat hand we have = 2
andR = ¢?# — 1. The precise meaning 6f(w) depends on the boundary conditions; of concern
here are the so calldtee andwired boundary conditions. In the formef;(w) is the usual num-
ber of connected components including the isolated siteden the latter all clusters touching
the bond-complement @f are identified as a single component.
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The free and wired random-cluster measures indenoted byDEEFP“KB andPE”fK, respectively,
correspond to the free and plus (or minus) boundary comditio the Ising s’pin system. Both
random-cluster measures enjoy the FKG property and thelwieasure stochastically dominates
the free measure. The infinite volume limits of these measais® exist; we denote these limiting
objects byP*®” and P%”. The most important type of event we shall consider is thetetvat
sites are connected by paths of occupied bonds. Our notatias follows: Ifx,y € T, we
define{z <— y} to be the event that there is such a connection. If we demanexistence of
a path using only bonds with both ends in some subgfaphT, we write {z T y}.

The next concept we need to discussslity. For anyT c Z?, thedual graphT* is defined
as follows: Each bond of is transversal to a bond ofZ + 1) x (Z + %) = (Z?)*. These
bonds are the bonds @F; the sites ofl* are the endpoints of these bonds. Each configuration
induces a configuration on the dual graph via the correspmed&irect occupied” with “dual
vacant” andvice versa It turns out that, if we start with either free or wired boang conditions
on T, the weights for the dual configurations are also randorateiuweights with parameters
(¢*,R*) = (¢,q/R), provided we also interchange the designation of “free” ‘amided.” Of
course, the graph and its dual are not precisely the samexgorple, if we examine the relevant
graph for the problem dual to the wired systemAip, this consists of atL + 1) x (L + 1)
rectangle with the corners missing. Moreover, becausedhedary conditions on the dual graph
are free, all dual edges touching the boundary sites arep@tindependently of the rest of
the configuration. Thus, ignoring these decoupled degrefsaxlom, the restricted measure is
equivalent to a free measure an_ ;.

In general, we will uses* to denote the inverse temperature dualftowhich, forqg = 2
and the normalization of the Hamiltonian (1.1), is relatedStvia g* = %log cothB. The
critical temperature is self dual, i.e3; = %log coth .. For 8 > [, the dual model is in
the high-temperature phase. Hence, the limiting free amdduineasures at* coincide and,
using the well-known relation between the spin-correfetiand the connectivity functions in the
FK representation, we have

PESY (1 +— ) = PR (x> y) = (0004) "7, (3.15)

for all z,y € Z2. Thus, the exponential decay of correlations in the spitesysat high temper-
atures,(ogo,) P < e~ll#=vl/¢ where¢ = ¢(3*) is the correlation length, corresponds to an
exponential decay of the connectivity probabilities. Imtigalar, thesurface tensiomat 3 > S,

as defined in (1.5) for unit vectofs with rationally related components, is the inverse of the co
relation length for two point connectivity functions in tbgectionn at inverse temperaturg*.

3.2.2 Decay estimateddere we assemble two important ingredients for the prooferhima 3.2.
We begin by quantifying the decay of the point-to-boundasgrectivity function:

Lemma 3.3 Consider theg = 2 random cluster model at < 3. (which corresponds to the
high-temperature phase of the Ising system). Then,

Pl (10— 0Ag}) < ate™'/% (3.16)
forall ¢ > 1.
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Proof. This is one portion of the proof of Proposition 4.1 in [20]. d

For the purposes of the next lemma,#ebe a unit vector with rationally related components
and letC(n) be the set of all pairéa, b) of positive real numbers such that the< b rectangle
with sideb perpendicular ta can be positioned iR? in such a way that all its four corners are
in 2. We will use R}, C Z? to denote a generie x b rectangle with the latter property. if
andy are the two corners along the satrside of Ry, we let3;", denote the everjtz e Yy}

a,b

Lemma 3.4 Lets € (0,5) and letg* = %log coth 8. Letn be a unit vector with rationally
related components and suppose that.;, andbr,, with (az, br) € C(n), tend to infinity in such
away thatay /L — 0, by /L — 0 anddist(R"™,,Z%\ Az)/(by, +log L) — co asL — oo. Then

a,b?
Jim PEES(BE 4, )" = e, (317)

Proof. We will first establish the limit (3.17) for the measure in mfé volume and then show
that providedR7 are well separated from? \ Az as specified, the finite volume effects are not
important. Throughout the proof, we will omit the subscrijjtfor the surface tension.

Fix n € S; with rationally related components and ek .. Let

n, = P (B, (a,b) € C(n), (3.18)

and note that ifa,b;) € C(n) and(a, b2) € C(n) with by > by, then also(a, by + b2) € C(n)
and(a, by — b1) € C(n). We begin by the claim that the events in question enjoy adilitiee
property:

Oarbi+bs = Oai, Oarbys (a,b1), (a,b2) € C(n). (3.19)
Indeed, we lef?7’, be translated relative t8;", so that the “left’a-side of B}, coincides with
the “right” a- S|de ofR" . Letz;, andy; be the “left’ and “right” bottom corners oR" and
let x5 andys be S|m|Iar corners oRgb By our constructiony; andx, coincide. LetR
denote the unio®}’, U R, . Then

a b1 +b2

{z1 «— o} D> {n o y1} N {o g Yya ) (3.20)
Ry ,b1 +bo Ry b1 Ry b2
The inequality (3.19) then follows immediately from the Fig@perty of the measurB
Let A(n) = {a > 0:3b > 0, (a,b) € C(n)} be the set of allowed values af As a
consequence of subadditivity, for anye A(n) we have the existence of the limit@«(™) =
limp_, (67%,)/°. (Hereb only takes values such thét, b) € C(n).) Further, ifai,az € A(n)
with a; > ay, then therds a b such that botH{a,,b) € C(n) and(ag,b) € C(n), and, for any
suchb, we haved,? , > 0, . Thencew,, (n) < w,,(n) whenevemu,, a; € A(n) satisfya; >
az. Letw(n) = lim, o @.(n), Wherea's are restricted tod(n). Now the quantityy? , =
limg— o0 6., Where(a, b) € C(n), still obeys the subadditivity relation (3.19) and, in |uarlar
the half-spécesurface tensiony(n) is well defined by the limit
e™™™ = lim  lim (87)"°. (3.21)

b—roo (a,b)eC(n) @
a—r o0
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Moreover,0 2 , > 0,7, for all a andb such that(a, b) € C(n) and, thereforem(n) < w(n). Our
goal is to demonstrate that(n) = w(n) and that the half-space surface tensiq(n) equals
the full space surface tensiotin).

Lete > 0. Then there is @ such tha? ,. > =" (m(™)T9) However, sincé? ,. simply
equalsthe limit of 67, asa — oo, there is am* such thatf ,, > e~ (m(™+29, Thence

w@(n) < m(n)and the equality ofy(n) andw(n) follows. To remove the half-space constraint,
consider the analogue of the previously defined eventszlagtdy be related taky, as in the
definition of event5;", and letDg", denote the union of?7, and its reflection through the line
joining z andy. Let 7

pay = P ({z 0 ). (3.22)
a,b
Reasoning identical to that employed thus far yields
—7(n) _ . ny\1/b _ 1 . n\1/b
e Jim lim (p ) Jim Lim (pg) /7, (3.23)

where we tacitly assum, b) € C(n) for the production of both limits. Now, obviously,, >
0, and hence(n) < m(n). To derive the opposite inequality, we note that for each.A(n),
there is ay(a) > 0 such that

0206 = 9(a)pay,  (a,b) € C(n). (3.24)

Indeed, the event giving rise tg; , can certainly be achieved by connecting the bottom corners
of Ry , directly to the middle points and then connecting the miguints on the opposite-
S|des ofRza - Then (3.24) follows by FKG. (To get thgi{a) > 0, we also used that > 0.)
Taking thel /b -th power of both sides of (3.24) and lettihg— oo followed bya — oo we arrive
atw(n) = m(n) = 7(n) as promised.

To finish the proof, we must account for the effects of finitkuaee. Consider the eveﬁt;’j =
{8Rgb +~ OAL}. Should]—“;jb not occur, a vacant ring separatgg, from OA 1, and, using fairly
standard arguments, we have

Pr (i) = PR (B (Fi)°). (3.25)
On the other hand, by Lemma 3.3, we have
PRE(Fi) < PLE(F) < 8L(a+ b) e~ HORa00AL/E (3.26)

Thus if the distance betweéjRa,b andoA  exceeds a large multiple 6f +log L, the dominant
contribution toPg"kB(BZb) comes fromPéVkB(BZbK )¢)- Using (3.25), the claim follows. OJ

3.2.3 Corona estimatesWe recall the “corona” regionk; K} associated with some given
polygonP. In addition, we will also need to consider the collectiordaf sitesk;!! = K/, N

(Z2)*, where(Z?)* is the lattice dual t&?. (This differs slightly from the graph dual fis), by
some boundary sites.) In the context of the random clustele@nd its dual) we will consider
three events: The first event, to be dencﬁ{ep, takes place ir]K'm and is defined by

8,!77“ = {w € ): there is a circuit of occupied bonds KILT surrounding the origil}. (3.27)
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The evente}! is defined similarly except that the circuit takes place i tgionK}',. Finally,
one more circuit, this time a dual circuit in the regm\;. We define

St'f;f = {w € Q: there is a dual circuit of vacant bonds }Iﬁj",[ surrounding the origir}.
(3.28)
As we will see in the proof of Lemma 3.2, the evefit. N &' N &L more or less implies
the desired evertf; .. The desired lower bound will then be an immediate consemehthe
following lemma:

Lemma 3.5 Let3 > (. and letP be as in Lemma 3.2. For any sequen¢eg) and (ry)
satisfying (3.2), there is a sequen@é ) such that/ — 0 and, for all L,

P&, o N EL . NED ) > exp{—tLWs(P)(1 + ¢])}. (3.29)

tr,rr tr,rr

Proof. In the course of this proof, let us abbrevigte = &}, . , and similarly forg}'* and€}!,

as well ask!,, K3, andK!)'. We will start with an estimate faP)";5, (£!'*), which is in any case
the central ingredient of this lemma. LEtbe the smallest integdf > 2 such that the polygoR
magnified byT" has all vertices oZ.?. Letuy, = T|(tr + r1)/T] + T and letzy, ..., zy be

the vertices of the polygoR magnified byur. Letz], ..., 2} be the corresponding vertices of
the polygonP magnified byu; and translated b{(—%, —%). Notice that (once;, andrj, are
large enough) the sites;, ..., 2% lie inside the “corona’X:'. We usen; to denote the unit
vector constituting the outer normal to the side betwegn andz; (wherexy,, is identified
with 7). By our constructiongy,...,zy € Z2, xy,...,xy € (Z?)* andn; have rationally
related components.

Fori = 1,..., N, let us consider the rectanglé%(’ljbi with the base coinciding with the

line betweenr; andz;, ;. Herea; is the largest possible number such that b;) € C(n;)
andR}", C Kj'. We remark that alla;) and (b;) have L-dependence which is notationally
suppressed and that these tend to infinity.as oco. In particular, theh;’s scale withuy,. Let us
denote

b= lim . i—1... N, (3.30)

where the limit exists by the constructiontg® and where we noted that /u;, — 1 asL — oo.
Let B; be the event that there is a dual vacant connectipr— z7,, in the box R},
and letB; be the corresponding “direct” event that there is a direcuped pathr; +— x;11

contained in(}, 1)-translate ofR™, . It is clear that the intersectiofi),”, B} produces the

event€l'* and that these events are FKG-correlated. Moreover, bytgusk have
* f *
Plvx’FﬁK(Bi) = P;E&l,ﬁFK(Bi) (3.31)

(c.f., the paragraph before (3.15)). Now we are perfectlitmmed to apply Lemma 3.4: Using
FKG, the scaling relation (3.30), and the fact that alsatfgtend to infinity by our construction,
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we have as a consequence of the above-mentioned lemma that
1/t al
Tim PRG(ER)Y" = exp{ =" bjma(n) . (3.32)
j=1

The remainder of the proof concemns the estimate of the pitityal;"¢, (€}, N €)' |£1*). We
claim that this conditional probability tends to onelas— oo. First, as a worst-case scenario,
consider the everit]'* that all bonds irK3!" are vacant. By monotonicity in boundary conditions

and the strong FKG property de"’fK it is seen that
PYA (e nef|el) > PrEc(EL nEN V). (3.33)

Under the condition thal’)'* occurs,£} and&l!' are independent and we may treat them sepa-
rately The arguments are virtually |dent|cal for both égeso we need only be explicit about
P FK(gL’VL”*)'

Let {1, be a maximal integer such that there is a circuit of dual cidg¢s. .., z;;,, separating
the boundaries dK!, with the property that, 7, (zj) is the translate oA} by (the vector)?,
thenA; (z5) C K! . Note thatliminf; . 1/r, > 1/3. Now, for the even€} notto occur,
there must be a dual occupied path connecting some dualrsiteecouter boundary dK'L to
another on the inner boundary and hence at leastpmas to be connected to the boundary of
its A7, (z;f) by a path of dual occupied bonds. Using subadditivity of ttabpbility measure, we
find

1= PRRc(ELIVE™) < D Pri(e) — 0A7, (z)|VE). (3.34)
j=1
Now, again invoking monotonicity in the boundary condispthe probability of the above con-
nection events may be estimated from above by placing duaidwi.e., direct free) boundary
conditions onA’gL(z;). But then, by duality, we have exactly the event which is thigject of
Lemma 3.3. Explicitly,

PYE(z) = 0Ny, ()| V) < P (0 «— 0Ay,) (3.35)

holds for allj = 1,...,m, and the bound in (3.16) can be applied. Now the number df sjte
which comprise the circuit does not exceed a multiple;ofThus, for some constant indepen-
dent of L. we have

PPECELIVE) > 1= Clytpe /e, (3.36)
By the condition stated in (3.2), the fact that > ¢;, > r;/3 for sufficiently largeL, and the
observation thag ! = 7, the desired result faf} follows. Similarly for ! O

Proof of Lemma 3.2We make liberal use of the correspondence between the gedmloinfigu-
rationsw and (sets of) spin configurations as described, e.g., i®[2,7]. Each connected cluster
in w represents the spin configurations in which all sites of thster have spins of the same type.
Thus, if€] NE*NEN occeurs, then the inner circuit of occupied bond&inforces the spins on
these sites to be of the same type. Since these are discedriemin the boundary of ;, by the
dual vacant circuit irk’;!', with probability one-half, all spins on the circuit are mé Similarly,
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the outer circuit of bonds iﬂK'L” is plus-type with probability one if it is connected &\ ;, and
with probability 1/2 otherwise. ThusP; "’ (&, ,, |EL N EN* N €M) is certainly bigger than /4,
and the claim follows using Lemma 3.5. d

4. ABSENCE OF INTERMEDIATE CONTOUR SIZES

4.1 Statement and outline.

The goal of this section is to prove that, with probabilitpdeng to one ad. — oo, there will be
no contours with a diameter between the scalds®f. and, /vy, in the “canonical” ensemble of
the Ising model in volum@ ;.. This result is by far the most difficult part of the proof ofraunain
results stated in Section 1.3.

We start with a standard notion from contour theory. Lét) denote the set of all contours
of a configurationr in A, with plus boundary condition. Applying the rounding rulentours
are self-avoiding simple curves R?. Recall thatl',(o) is the set of contours of that have a
non-trivial s-skeleton. We say that € I'(o) is anexternalcontour, if it is not surrounded by
any other contour froni’. We will useI"®(s) to denote the set of external contoursigfo).
(We remark thaf"®Y(s), namely the external contours bfo) which are big enough to have
an s-skeleton, coincides exactly with the set of external corg®f the collectiol’s(o).)

Using this notation, the event,, 1, from Theorem 1.2 is best described via its complement:

Sor=1{0:37€T0), diamy < s\/v}. 4.2)
The relevant claim is then restated as follows:

Theorem 4.1 Letg > j; and let(vz) be a sequence of positive numbers that make\ | —
2m* vz, an allowed value of\/;, for all L. Suppose the limif\ in (1.10) obeysA € (0, c0). For
eachcy > 0 there exist»r > 0, Ky < oo and Ly < oo such that ifK > Ky, L > Ly and
s = Klog L, then

PZ’B (A;s,L‘ML =m*|AL| —2m* ’UL) < L7 4.2)

Lets = K log L be a scale function and recall that a conteis s-largeif v € I's(o). Forsc >
0, a contoury large enough to be anlarge contour but satisfyindiam « < s, /o7, will be called
a x-intermediatecontour. Thus, Theorem 4.1 shows that, in the canonicalnalpisewith the
magnetization fixed ten*|A | — 2m* vy, there are noc-intermediate contours with probability
tending to one ag tends to infinity. This statement, which is of interest inaten right, reduces
the proof of our main result to a straightforward applicataf isoperimetric inequalities for the
Waulff functional as formulated in Lemma 2.8.

Remark 9 The reason why @owerof L appears on the right-hand side is because we only
demand the absence of contours with sizes évésg L. Indeed, for a general, the right-hand
side of (4.2) could be replaced lby“® for some constant > 0. In particular, the decay can be
made substantially faster by easing the lower limit of whataliose to call an intermediate size
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contour. Finally, we note that, in Theorem 4.1 depends not only 6nA, andcy, but also on
how fast the Iimitvi/Q/\ALy is achieved.

The proof of Theorem 4.1 will require some preparations. drtipular, we will need to esti-
mate the (conditional) probability of five highly unprobaldvents that we would like to exclude
explicitly from the further considerations. All five everase defined with reference to a positive
numbers which, more or less, is the samethat appears in Theorem 4.1.

The first eventRL@ 1» collects the configurations for which the combined lendtallos-large
contours inAy, exceed&f—ls\/ﬁ . These configurations need to®eriori excluded because all
of the crucial Gaussian estimates from Section 2.3 can agplplied to regions with a moderate
surface-to-volume ratio. Next, we show that one can ignordigurations whose large contours
occupy too big volume. This is the basis of the evEﬁ;S,L. The remaining three events concern
the magnetization deficit in two random subsetd gf A set In® C V(I'®Y(¢)) of sites enclosed
by ans-large contour and a set Exof sites outside alk-large contours. The precise definition

of these sets follows in Section 4.2. The respective events a

(3) The evenR? , | that Minre < —m*|Int°| — L/,

(4) The evenR], , ; that Mgxe > m*[EXC| — 2¢m*vy,.
(5) The evenR?, , ; that Mgxe < m*[EXC| — 2(1 + >~ )ym*vy,.

By choosings« sufficiently small, the event®!, ..., R> will be shown to have a probability
vanishing exponentially fast wittyvz,. These estimates are the content of Lemma 4.2 and Lem-
mas 4.6-4.8.

Once the preparatory statements have been proven, we eoasigther extreme version of the
restricted contour ensemble, namely, one in which no corttai is larger thanc-intermediate is
allowed to appear. We show, in a rather difficult Lemma 4.8t trespite this restriction, bounds
similar to those of (4.2) still hold. The final step—the probfTheorem 4.1—is now achieved by
conditioning on the location(s) of the large contour(s),iclihby the “R-lemmas” are typically
nottoo big and notoo rough. By definition, the exterior region is now in the regtd ensemble
featured in Lemma 4.9 and the result derived therein allovedadively easy endgame.

Throughout Sections 4.2-4.4 we will I8t> j; be fixed and lefv;,) be a sequence of positive
numbers such that*|A| — 2m* vy, is an allowed value of\f;, for all L. Moreover, we will
assume thatvz,) is such that the limit\ in (1.10) exists withA € (0, c0).

4.2 Contour length and volume.

In this section we will prepare the grounds for the proof oé@tem 4.1. In particular, we derive
rather crude estimates on the total length of large contandsthe volume inside and outside
large external contours. These results come as Lemmasd £ 4ibelow.

4.2.1 Total contour lengthWe begin by estimating the combined length of large contdLess
be a scale function and, for amy> 0, letR! . be the event

»,8,L

Rion={o: 3 hl=x"syir}. (4.3)

~€ls(0)
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The probability of evenR! _ , is then estimated as follows:

Lemma 4.2 For eachc; > 0 there existy > 0, Ky < oo and Ly < oo such that
PHP(RL, | My = m* |Ar| — 2m* vp) < eV (4.4)

holds for all >c < sy, K > Ky, L > Lo, ands = K log L.

Proof. Let K be the quantity[(o(%,ﬁ) from Lemma 2.5 and let us recall thati, denotes the
minimal value of the surface tension. We claim that it suffiteshow that, for alt; > 0 and an
appropriate choice of, the bound

PPYRL, ) < eV (4.5)

s,8,L

holds true oncd. is sufficiently large. Indeed, if (4.5) is established, wstjohoose?| so large
that the difference — c; exceeds the rate constant from the lower bound in Theorerngl the
estimate (4.4) immediately follows.

In order to prove (4.5), fix| > 0 and letsq, ' = 2g1¢} /7min, Whereg, is as in (2.9). Letk >
Ky, » < 39 ands = K log L. We claim that ifo € RLS ;, andG is a collection ofs-skeletons
such thatS ~ ¢, then (2.9) and (2.11) force h

lsip < Y il <gis Y |P(S)| < grsmamVa (). (4.6)
~v€ls (o) Se6

Hence, for eaclr € R}%L there is at least oné& such thats ~ o andWs(6&) > 2¢)\/vr. By
Corollary 2.6 withx = 2¢} /v, anda = % and our choice ok, (4.5) follows. O

4.2.2 Interiors and exteriors. Given a scale functios and a configuration, let (o) be
the set of external contours In (o). (Note that these contours will also be external in the set
of all contours ofs.) Define Int= Int, 1(0) to be the set of all sites in;, enclosed by some
v € T®Y(o) and let Ext= Ext; 1,(c) be the complement of Int, i.e., Ext Az \ Int.

Given a set of external contouls we claim that under the condition thBf(s) = T, the
measurePZ“B is a product of independent measures on Ext and Int. A coaokenhight suggest
a product of plus-boundary condition measure on Ext and timisrmeasure on Int. Indeed,
all spins in Ext up against a piece Bfare necessarily pluses and similarly all spins on the Int
sides of these contours are minuses. But this is not quitenbteof the story, two small points
are in order: First, we have invoked a rounding rule. Thusef@mple, certain spins in Ext (at
some corners but not up against the contoursfa@m@edto be plus otherwise the rounding rule
would have drawn the contour differently. On the other hamine corner spinare permitted
either sign because the rounding rule would separate amyresalting contour. Fortunately, the
upshot of these “rounding anomalies” is only to force a fewitohal minusspins in Int anglus
spins in Ext than would appear from a naive looK at

To make the aforementioned observations notationally rémpave define Irit C Int to be the
set of sites that can be flipped without changihgnd similarly for Ext. We thus havwe, = —1
forall z € Int\Int® ando, = +1 for all z € Ext\ Ext°. Explicitly, there are a few more boundary
spins than one might have thought, but they are always ofdhreat type. Thus, clearly, although
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rather trivially, the measuré’j’ﬁ(-\l“‘;‘“(a) = T) restricted to Int is simply the measure in Int
with minus boundary conditions. The same measure on Exttiguite the corresponding plus-
measure due to the condition tHatconstitutesall the external contours visible on the scale
Thus, beyond the scakein Ext, we must see. .. no contours. But this is precisely #feidion
of the restricted ensemble.

We conclude that the conditional measure splits on Int aridrex independent measures that
are well understood. Explicitly, ifd is an event depending only on the spins irf labhd B is an
event depending only on the spins in Exhen

PHANBII®Y (o) =T) = Pl (AP (B). @.7)

This observation will be crucial for our estimates in thetreection.
Next we will notice that the number of sites associated withdontours can be easily bounded
in terms of the total length df:

Lemma 4.3 There exists a geometrical constant< oo such that the following is true: [If is
a set of external contours andt® and Ext® are as defined above, then

AL\ (It UEXE)| < g4 Y |- (4.8)
~yel

Proof. Each site fromA, \ (Int® U Ext°) is within some (Euclidean) distance from a dual lattice
sitex* € (Z?)* such that some contoyr < I' passes through*. On the other hand, the number
of dual lattice sitesc* visited by contours froni* does not exceed twice the total length of all
contours inl". From here the existence ofja satisfying (4.8) follows. O

The definition of the everiR . 5.1, 9ives us the following easy bounds:

Lemma 4.4 Letg, be as in Lemma 4.3. Let ¢ R%sL and let the sets$nt = Int, 1.(o)
andint® = Intg ; (o) be as above. Then we have the bounds

10Int°] < gy 'sy/op and  |OEXC| < gy ts\/or (4.9)
and
Int°| < [Int| < g2 25%0y. (4.10)

Proof. The bound (4.9) is an immediate consequence of the esti@i| < g1 > () 7l
and the fact that ¢ RL@L. The other bound, (4.10), then follows by the inclusigimt €
Ext\ Ext’, the inequality|Ext\ EXt’| < g4 >, () [7] @and the isoperimetric inequality\| <
L|OA? valid for anyA C R? that is a finite union of closed unit squares (see, e.g., Ledrha
in [14]). 0

4.2.3 Volume of large contoursThe preceding lemma asserts that, for typical configuration
the interior of large contours is not too big. Actually, orendoe a bit more precise. Namely,
introducing

%sL ={o: |[V(I'®Y0))| > (1 — »)vL}, (4.11)
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we will show in the next lemma that, wheneveis sufficiently small, the conditional probability
of R2,, ; given theM’s of interest is still exponentially small ig/vz. However, unlike in

Lemma 4.2 (and Lemma 4.6 below), here the constant multiglyivz, in the exponent can no
longer be made arbitrarily large.

Lemma 4.5 There exist constants > 0, ¢y > 0, Ky < oo, and Ly < oo such that
PR | My, =m* [AL| — 2m*vg) < emVPE (4.12)
holds for all K > Ky, » € (0, 5], L > Lo, ands = K log L.

Proof. Let @} be as defined in in (2.2). Clearly, it suffices to prove theestent forsomesz > 0,
so letsc € (0,1) be such that

co = wi[(1—3)? — (DX +25)] > 0. (4.13)

(This is possible becauge, < 1 forall A < co.) Let Ly be so large thatz, from Theorem 3.1
satisfiese;, < s for all L > Ly. Let K, be chosen to exceed the quanti (s, ) from
Lemma 2.5.

Fix K > Ko, L > Ly, ands = KlogL. Let nowo € Ri@L and let us temporarily
abbreviatd™ = T's(0) andl” = I'™Y(s). Let S be anys-skeleton such tha® ~ T, and let&’ be
the set of skeletons i& corresponding td@"”. First we note that we may as well assume that, for
some fixedB > 0 to be specified later

O IP(S)] < L i (4.14)

—
See’ min

Indeed, the contribution of the configurations violatingsthound can be directly estimated,
combining Corollary 2.6 withy = > and (2.11), bye~(1=*)Bv7L For configurations satisfying
(4.14), Lemma 2.3 in turn implies

V(&) = [VI)] = gss > [P(S)] = (1= 30y, (4.15)
Se&’

provided L is sufficiently large to ensure thggKl\‘}i—f% < 1. As a consequence of this and
the Wulff variational problemWg(&') > (1 — »)/vpw;. Since& D &', we haveWs (&) >
W;(&') and thus for every € R2  ; satisfying (4.14) there is a collectia@ of s-skeletons
such thatS ~ o andWg(6) > (1 —”%)\/ﬁwl. Using, once more, Corollary 2.6 with = s

and our choice of{;, we have

PIARL, 1) < e~ (1-PuIViT 4 ~(1-BVIL, (4.16)

»n,s,L) =

Letting B = (1 — »)w, the right-hand side beats the lower bouﬁg’B(ML = m*|Ar| —
2m*vr) > exp{—wi/vr (P4 + )} from Theorem 3.1 and our choice @f and s by ex-
actly 2e~(c2t>w)VPL - Using the leeway in the exponent to absorb the extra fadt@r(ahich
may require that we further increasg), the estimate (4.12) follows. a
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4.3 Magnetization deficit due to large contours.
In this section we will provide the necessary control over thagnetization deficit inside and
outside large contours. The relevant statements come ashe.6-4.8.

4.3.1 Magnetization inside.Our next claim concerns the total magnetization inside #ngel
contours inA . Recalling the definition of IRt we reintroduce the event

R3

s, L —

{J: Mipe < —m*|Int°| — 5~ svi/4}. (4.17)
For the probability OfRi’f,s,L we have the following bound:
Lemma 4.6 For eaches > 0 there existy > 0, Ky < co and Ly < oo such that

PHO(RE, LMy = m* |Ar| — 2m* vp) < e~V (4.18)
forany s < s, K > Ko, L > Ly, ands = K log L.
Proof. Fix acg > 0. By Lemma 4.2, there ar@ < oo, Ky < oo and Ly < oo such that
PPORY [IML = m*|AL] — 2m*v) < e 29V whenevers = KlogL andL > Ly.

LetT = {T%Y0): 0 ¢ R}%S’L}. Recalling the lower bound in Theorem 3.1, it is clearly iunt
to prove that for some; > 0 large enough,

PHA(RS,, [T 0) =T) < 2¢7VL (4.19)

holds for alll’ € T and all L sufficiently large providedc is sufficiently small and that th&
ins = K log L is sufficiently large. (Note that, for (4.19) to imply (4.18) will have to exceed;
by a5-dependent factor. The factor dfwas put in for later convenience.)

Pickal' e T SinceRf’{’S’L depends only on the configuration inn¢4.7) implies

s,8,L

PP (RE, IT0) =T) = Pl (RE.. 1) (4.20)

Int°®

In order to apply Lemma 2.10, we need to compate*|Int°| with the actual average magne-
tization of the Ising model in volume Inhwith minus boundary condition. By (4.10) and (4.9),
we have|Int®| < g39~2s%v;, and|dInt°| < g49~1s,/vr. Then Lemma 2.9 and (2.37) imply the
existence of constants; = a1 () < oo andag = az(3) > 0 such that

|<M|mo>|mo + m*]lntoH <o (g479_13\/vL + gistﬂ_%Le_o‘Qs). (4.21)
Now, sinces = K log L, for K sufficiently large the right-hand side does not excaegy, 9~ s,/vr.

Thus, if L is so large that the latter does not exce?le‘lsvi/4 (i.e., if doqngs9 s /o <
x s / ), theno € RS | andl'$(0) = I imply

1
Minee < <M|nt°>|m°’ - 5% SU?L)M- (4.22)

Let now > > 0 be such that}, < 92(8s3x)~!, wherey = x(3) is the susceptibility, and
let s < 5. By Lemma 2.10, equation (2.41), and the fact that®| < g29~2s%v, the right-
hand side of (4.20) is bounded By v’z The bound (4.19) is thus proved. O
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4.3.2 Magnetization outsideRecall the definition of EXt Our first concern here is an upper

bound on the total magnetization in Ext.et Ri,s,L be the event
Rosp = {0 Mexe > m* [EXt| — 25em™ vp.}. (4.23)

To bound the conditional probability of this event is easg;will actually show that it can be
included into the preceding ones for configurations coetim M; = {o: M, = m*|AL| —
2m* UL}.

Lemma 4.7 Foranys > 0ands < oo, we have
Rijasr MM C (Rt URL L URL 1) N ML (4.24)
for any L large enough.

Proof. Let »» and K be fixed. Let us abbreviate fht= Int°(¢) and Ext = Ext°(o) for a

configurations which we will take to be ifR],, ;)°N(R%,, ;)N (RS, ;)¢ First, we note that
if o ¢ R, wecanuse Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 to get

|AL| = (JEXC| + [Int°]) < gase's\/op (4.25)
and hence

|Mp, — Mexe — Minge| < gase's\/ur. (4.26)

Now, since the total magnetization is held fixed, iles M, we haveM = m* |Ap|—2m* vy,

and by a simple calculation we get
Meye < Mp — Mine + gz 's\/ur, @.27)
= m* (|Ar| — [Int°]) — My + m* |INt°| — 2m* vp, + gase Ls\/01. '

At the expense of another factor @f<~'s, /v, we can replacd 1 | — |Int°| with [Ext°|. Finally,
foro ¢ R ., URS ., we will use the bounds

Int°] < [V(ITY0))| < (1 — s)vr (4.28)
and
My > —m* |Int°] — s Ls03/* (4.29)
in succession to arrive at
Meye < m* [EXC| — 2m* sevp, + 2g43¢ sy /o + 2 Lsv/ %, (4.30)
From here we see that¢ Ri/z . 1, onceL is so large that the remaining terms on the right-hand
side are swamped bym™* scvy. O

Our second task concerning the magnetization outside tge &xternal contours is to show
that Mgy —m*|Ext°| will not get substantially below the deficit value forced inthe condition
on overall magnetization. (Note, however, that we haveltaebr the possibility that EXt= A,
in which case the exterior takes the entire deficit.) ket 0 and consider the event

R .1 = {0 Mexe < m* [Ext’| — 2m* (1 + %_1)’UL}. (4.31)

s,8,L

The probability ofR}, _ ; is bounded as follows:
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Lemma 4.8 For anycs; > 0 there exist constants, > 0, Ky < co and Ly < oo such that
PR, LMy = m* |AL| — 2m* vp) < e™VE (4.32)
forall K > Kg, % < sgandL > Ly, ands = K log L.

Proof. With @, as in (2.2) and; fixed, choose, so that

w1 A
< = _
Cs B |:A +

— ®* . 4.33
o Al (4.33)

For thiss¢y > 0, let Ly be so large that for all. > L, the finited. expression on the right-hand
side of (1.10) exceedA (1 + 2%0)_1 and, at the same time;, from Theorem 3.1 is bounded
by 55

First, we can restrict ourselves to the complemerﬂl@fva with +) so small that the corre-
spondinge; exceed2cs. Once again using Lemma 2.9, we get

[(Mexe )2 — m*|EXC|| < ai (929 sy/or + AL + Lie™2%), (4.34)

Now, sinces = K log L andv;, ~ L*3, for K sufficiently large the right-hand side does not
exceeBa; L. Thus, ifL is so large that the latter does not exceetvr, s, ! it suffices to prove
the corresponding bound for the event

R ={0: Meg < (Mgxe) 0 —m* (2 + 55 v} (4.35)

Clearly, R depends only on the configuration in Exand thus (4.7) makes the estimates in
Lemma 2.11 available. We get

+.8 { (m*vr)? 132
PP (R|T®%o) =T) < Cexp{ 2 (1 n 2}{(}) }

< Cexp{—wlA(l + 2—;)@}

HereC = C(p) < ~ois independent of and the second inequality follows from our assumption
aboutLg. Now, using (4.33) and the fact that < %, we derive the bound

(4.36)

PP (RIT®Y (o) =T) < Qe VPL(Phter) =2esv/iL, (4.37)

The claim then follows by comparing the right-hand side wta lower bound in Theorem 3.1
and summing over all' with the above properties. a

4.4 Proof of Theorem 4.1.

The ultimate goal of this section is to rule out the occuresatintermediate contours. As a first
step we derive an upper bound on the probability of the oeoge of contours of intermediate
sizes in a contour ensemble constrained to not contain emwath diameters larger than, /v,
The relevant statement comes as Lemma 4.9. Once this lenestaidished, we will give a proof
of Theorem 4.1.
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4.4.1 A lemma for the restricted ensembleRecall our notationPj(’B’s/ for the probability
measure in volum@ C Aj, conditioned on the event that the contour diameters do ruatesk’.
We will show that the occurrence of intermediate contourignisrobable inPX’ﬁ’s/ with s" =
»,/vr, and magnetization restricted to “reasonable” values. Rgr/a C Ay and anys > 0
andsc > 0, let

AS, . A = {o: there existsy in A such thatK log L < diam~y < »/vr }. (4.38)
Then we have the following estimates:
Lemma4.9 Foranycs > 0,99 > 1,andd > 1, there exist« € (0, 1), Ky < oo, andLy < oo,
such that fors = K log L, all s« € (0, 5], K > Ky, L > Lo, all A C Ay, satisfying the bounds
|A| >97'L? and |0A| <UL, (4.39)
and all p € [59, po] that makem™* |A| — 2¢om* vy, an allowed value ofi/5, we have

PPV (A | Ma = m* |A] — 2pm* o) < L™°°. (4.40)

2,8,

Proof. Notice that the eventf,  , is monotone ins = K'log L and thus it is sufficient to prove
the claim for only a fixed< (chosen suitably large). Fix a s&étC Z? satisfying (4.39) and let
Mu(p) = {o: My =m* |A] — 2pm* vy, }. (4.41)
Let us define
Sa = (Mp) D2 — m*|A| (4.42)

and note that, otM (), we haveMy = (M) 17" — 6y — 2pm*vy..

The proof of (4.40) will be performed by writing the conditi@ probability as a quotient of
two probabilities with unconstrained contour sizes, ariareging separately the numerator and
the denominator. Let

E={0:Vy€eTs(o), diam~y < »/v1} (4.43)
and, using the shorthand = A, ; 5, write
PP UACAMA(p) N E)
PP (Ma(p) N €E)

As to the bound on the denominator, we restrict the contag@sshA to s = K log L as in (3.5)
and apply Lemmas 2.11 and 2.7 with the result

PPV (A% M () (4.44)

1.8 & (m*vp)® 5 m*ouL

PHP(Mp(p)nE) > ﬁexp{—2w(p + 2W5A}’ (4.45)
whereC; = C1(8,9, ¢9) > 0. Here, we note that two distinct terms were incorporated thée
constantC,: First, a term proportional t63 since, by Lemma 2.9 and (4.39,| < 2a;9L
onceK is sufficiently large and thu,|?/|A| is bounded by a constant independent.ofSec-
ond, a term that comes from the bound (2.47) yielding(pvr, + 2‘;{2* )| < Co (K% Vv 1) with
someCy = Cq(B,9, ¢o) < oo. (Notice that, to get a consta@t, independent of., we have to
choosel after a choice ofS is done.) Although the second term on the right-hand sidé.d&)
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is negligible compared to the first one, its exact form williemeded to cancel an inconvenient
contribution of the complement of intermediate contours.

In order to estimate the numerator, Bt= {[';(0): 0 € &, T's(o) # 0} be the set of all
collections ofs-large contours that can possibly contribut&€tdWe also demand that (o) # 0,
because ond° there will be at least one-large contour.) Then we have

PEP(AT A Ma(p) N E) <) PHP (Ma(9)|Tu(0) =T) Py (Ts(0) =T).  (4.46)
rer
Our strategy is to derive a bound W’B(MA(@)WS(U) = I') which is uniform inT" € T and

to estimatePX’B(Fs(a) = I') using the skeleton upper bound.
LetI’ € T and let& be ans-skeleton such thas ~ I". We claim that, for som&’ =
C'(B,1) < oo and someyy = 1o(8,9) < oo, independent of, S and L,

P{P (M (9)[Ts(0) = T)

PEP(Ma(p) N E)
holds true. Indeed, Ief’ be the abbreviation for the set of external contour§ iand let&’
be the set of skeletons i& corresponding ta”. Recall the definition of Int and IAtand note

thatV(I") = IntandWs (&) > Wg(&'), since& D &'. Also note that, by (2.10) and (2.11) and
the fact thatliam v < s, /vy, for all v € T, we have

Int| < goser/or, Y |P(S)| < gosermm/vn Wi(S). (4.48)
See’
This bound tells us that we might as well assume thdt < />cv;. Indeed, in the opposite

case, the bound (4.47) would directly follow by noting tha#6) impIiest’B(MA(cp) né) >
C L—2e~mv>Ws(8) with 5, given by

< O'L2eM0V*WVs(6) (4.47)

(m* ) vy
XTmin |A| .
Notice thatr; is bounded uniformly in. by (4.39) and the fact thak < oo. A similar bound,
using (2.9) instead of (2.10), shows that ai8nt| < s,/vr.
Thus, let us assume thant| < \/>cvz, and|dInt| < s,/vz, hold true. In order fotM s ()
to occur, the total magnetization i should deviate fromm* |A| by —2¢m* vz, while the vol-
ume Int can help the bulk only by at mostint|. More preciselyMgye is forced to deviate from

its mean valué Meye )" by at least-2m*u whereu is defined by

—2m*u = —2pm* vy, — dgxe + 2|Int], (4.50)

with dgxe as in (4.42). By the estimatdbt| < \/sevp, |[Ext°| > 97112, [0Ext’| < 20L,
andu < C3L*? < L?/log L, with C5 = C5(3,7, wo) (all these bounds hold fak sufficiently
large—in particular, to ensure that, /vy log L < L), we now have, once more, Lemma 2.11
at our disposal. Thus,

m = 292 (4.49)

m* vr)? m* ov
Py (Ma(9)[Ts(0) =T) §C4exp{—2( L) ¢2+2ﬁ

A (dexe — 2[Int\)}, (4.51)
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whereCy = Cy4(8,9,¢9) < oo. Similarly as in (4.45), the constant, incorporates also the
error termQ¢, (u). To compare the right-hand side of (4.51) and (4.45), wekewbe second
part of Lemma 2.9 to note that, féf sufficiently large and some; = a1 (5) < oo,

Opxe — 0p < Oé1|A \ EXtO|. (452)
Using (4.48) again|Int| is bounded by a constant timesV3(&) and the same holds foA \
Ext’|. Therefore, there is a constapt = 72 (3, ¥) < oo such that
m* pvy,
x| A
holds true for alll' € T" and their associated skeleto&s By combining this with (4.51) and
(4.45), the bound (4.47) is established with= 1, V 72, taking into account that < 1.
With (4.47), the proof is easily concluded. Indeed, a shtfayward application of the skeleton
bound to the second term on the right-hand side of (4.46) shews that
PO (A M (p)) < S O L2 (mmvWa(®), (4.54)
S0

9 (dexe — 6a — 2[Int]) < 723eW5(6), (4.53)

Now, for s« sufficiently small, we havd — 79/> > 2/3. Then we can extract the term
Cle=5We(®) which, choosing thé in s = K log L sufficiently large, can be made less thiar?—¢s,
for any ¢ initially prescribed. Invoking Lemma 2.5, the remainingrsis then estimated by
one. g

4.4.2 Absence of intermediate contoudlsemmas 4.2 and 4.5-4.9 finally put us in the position
to rule out the intermediate contours altogether.

Proof of Theorem 4.1Recall that our goal is to prove (4.2), i.é?[’B(AC\ML) < L%, Pick
anycy > 0 andsg < 1. Let Ky and L be chosen so that Lemmas 4.2, 4.5, 4.6, and 4.8 hold with
somecy, co, c3,c5 > 0 for all »c < 2y, K > Ky andL > Ly. We also assume tha, is chosen

so that Lemma 4.7 is valid for = 2. We wish to restrict attention to configuration outside

the setsk;, ., R>, ., andR;, ., but sinceR? ., is essentially included ik; ., and
3 : P ¢ i
R, s..» We might as well focus on the eveRf, whereR = (J,_; R}, ;. Fix anys < sq, let

s = Klog L and let us introduce the shorthand= A, ;. Appealing to the aforementioned

lemmas, our goal will be achieved if we establish the boH’Ede(AC NREMp) < L%,

Let ¢ = /v and letl’ = {I'™(0): 0 € R°} be the set of all collections of external
contours that can possibly arise frdRt. Fix I' € T and recall our notation Exfor the exterior
component ofA;, induced by the contours ifi. To prove (4.2), it suffices to show that, for all
rer,

PP (AN REN M| o) =T) < L7290 PP (M, |[T(0) =T). (4.55)
Indeed, multiplying (4.55) b;PZ“ﬁ(Fq(o—) =T') and summing over all' € T, we derive that
PHP(ACNREN M) < L20 PP (My). (4.56)

Thence,P; (ASNRS|My) < L~2% which, in the light of the bound?,* (R|M ) < 4e= VL
wherec = min{cy, co, c3, ¢5 }, implies (4.2) oncd. is sufficiently large.
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It remains to prove (4.55) for all' € T'. Letp > 0 be such thain* |Ext°| — 2pm™* vy, is
an allowed value of\/g, and consider the corresponding evevtizye () (cf. (4.41)). Note

that, by the restriction to the complements7?{, _ ; andR?,  ;, we only need to consider
¢ € [s0,1+ %0‘1]. We claim that, for all such allowed values gf we have
PP (ASHTEY0) = THN My 0 Mewe (9) = P ™" (A9 Mexe (9). (4.57)

Indeed, given thafgﬂ(a) = T, the event4 depends only on the configurations in ExMore-
over, M, N Mgye (¢) can be written as an intersection Mgy (), which also depend only
ono in Ext®, and the evenfo: My, \gxe = m* (|AL| — [EXC]) — 2m* (1 — ¢)v}, which de-
pends only on the configuration in fat Thus, (4.57) follows from (4.7) and some elementary
manipulations.

By the restriction to the complementﬁfﬁm,sl, we have Ext°| > L2/2 and|0Ext°| < 8L for
allT € T'. Choosing nowg = 2¢g and thenky and L (if necessary, even bigger than before) so
that Lemma 4.9 can be applied, the right-hand side of (4.&f)be bounded by~ = [ ~2c0
uniformly inT" € T, provideds is sufficiently small and. > Ly. Using (4.57), we thus have

PP (ASN RSN M N Mexe (9)|Ty(0) =T)
< PP (A{r®% (o) = T} N My, N Meye ()
X Pf’ﬁ(ML N Mexe (¢)|Tg(0) =T)
< L720 PP (M, 0 Mexe (9)|Ty(0) = T),

for all ¢ for which m* |Ext’| — 2pm* vy, is an allowed value of\/gye. (In the cases when
¢ & [r0,1 + 3, '] we haveR® N Mgy (¢) = 0 and the left-hand side vanishes.) This implies
(4.55) by summing over all allowed valuesf O

(4.58)

5. PROOF OF MAIN RESULTS

Having established the absence of intermediate-size ammtave are now in the position to prove
our main results.

Proof of Theorem 1.Zix a¢ > 0 and recall our notatiom , = {o: My = m*|AL|—2m* v }.
Our goal is to estimate the conditional probabile’B(Aﬁtvs,LUBES’L]ML) by L=¢. Letcy > ¢
and note that, by Theorem 4.1, we have

PPP(AS,, [IML) < L7, (5.1)

provided is sufficiently small and. sufficiently large. This means we can restrict our attention
to the eveni3® _ , \ AS . ;. Furthermore, we can use Lemmas 4.2, 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 tadexcl

the eventsRy , 1, R5, 1, Rj ., andRy . providedd is sufficiently small. We therefore
introduce the evert, .. y defined by

1 2 3 4
Eepey =BE g L\ (AL s LURY s L URG L URy L URY o 1), (5.2)

where we have suppressed= K log L and L from the notation.
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On the basis of the aforementioned Lemmas, the proof of Emedr.2 will follow if we can
establish that for each > 0 and eachk > 0 there arei{y < oo, ¢ > 0 andc; > 0 such that

PP (& el Myp) < eV (5.3)

wheneverL is sufficiently large. The proof of (5.3) will be performed bgnditioning on the
set of s-large exterior contours and applying separately the Gaugstimates and the skeleton
upper bound. The argument will be split into several casegedding on which of the bounds
(1.14-1.16) constituting the eveht , 7, fail to hold.

Let us write€, .9 as the disjoint uniort! ;U €2, ,, where&! , is the set of all con-
figurations on which one of (1.14) or (1.15) fail and whéfe, ; = €0 \ E!, 4. LetT =
{T®(0): o € & .9} be the set of all collections of exterior contours alloweddby, 5. (Here
s = Klog L.) Sincel's(c) is non-empty for alb contributing to55¢ , ;, we havel’ # () for all
I'eI. Let -

Ar = v [V(T). (5.4)
To apply the Gaussian estimate, we need the followimgerbound on the magnetization in Ext

Lemmab5.1 Lete > 0, 5r > 0andd > 0 and let theK in s = K log L be sulfficiently large.
Then there exists a sequenge,) with lim;_,, x;, = 0 such that for both = 1,2, allT' € T
andallo € M, NE _,N{T%Ys) =TI}, the magnetizatiod /gy = Meype .(0)(0) Obeys the
bound '

Mexe < (Mexe) 0 — 2m*vor(1 — A + € — K1) (5.5)

Heree; = 0 andey = €/(2m*).
Proof. Recall the exact definition of Ext The proof is similar in spirit to the reasoning (4.28—

4.30). First we will address the case of configurationsin ,. Using the equalityM;, =
m*|AL| — 2m* vy, and our restriction to the complement®f, . ,, we have

My, < m*|Ext| + m*|V(D)| — 2m*vy, + g9 's\/vr, (5.6)

whereg 9~ !s,/vr bounds the volume of ExtExt° according to Lemma 4.3. Next, in view of
the restriction tqR} , ;)°, we have

My ry > —m*|V(T)| — 19_13212/4 — g9 s\ oL (5.7)

Finally, sinceMgxe < My — Myr) + 949~ s /vr and since (4.34) implies thab* |Ext°| —
(MExt°>E§§’S can be bounded by« L once K is sufficiently large, we have (5.5) withy, given
by
2m Ky, = 19_18’U21/4 + 39419_1321;1/2 + 8(11va1. (5.8)
Sincev;, ~ L3, we haveim;,_,, x;, = 0 as claimed.
Next we will attend to the case of configurations fré?lfg{,ﬂ, for which the bound (1.16) must
fail. SinceSf%ﬂ is still a subset of(Rf’%s,L)C, we still have the bound (5.7) at our disposal
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implying that My > —m*|V(I')| — evy, oncel is sufficiently large. However, this means that
the only way (1.16) can fail is that, in fact, the lower bound

MV(F) > —m*]V(F)] + evy, (59)
holds. Substituting this stronger bound in the above deonan the place of (5.7), the desired
estimate follows. O

With Lemma 5.1 in the hand, we are ready to start proving thead5.3). We begin with
the Gaussian estimate. By the restriction to the complewfeRE . ; , we have the boundr <
1 — ¢ and thusl — Ar + ¢; — k;, > 0 onceL is sufficiently Ia’r{;e. Moreover, since we also
discardedR, s Lemma 2.11 ford = Ext® applies. Combining this with the observation (4.7)
and the bound (5.5), there exists a const@nt oo such that

m*vp)?
x|AL

holds for alll’ € T. Next we will estimate the probability th&€¥(c) = I'. Let& be a collection
of skeletons corresponding ¥o The skeleton upper bound in Lemma 2.4 along with the estisnat
featured in Lemma 2.5 then yields

PrAI® o) =T) < Y eO) < ¢les(®), (5.11)
626
whereC’ < oo and whereS’ corresponds to the skeleton of a full $&{c) with TY(s) = T.
To estimate the probability of1;, N &! e 1 {I'®Y ) = T'}, we will write T as the union of
two disjoint setsT" = I'; UT'9. Here

={T e€T: 36 ~T, Ws(6) < wiv/Arvp(l +ec?)}, (5.12)

wherec is the constant from Lemma 2.8, abd = I" \ T';. First we will study the cases when
I' € I'y. By the restriction to the evend,_ s ., we know thatdiam vy > s, /v, for all v € T'.
Using thatA\r < 1 — Y—recall that we are in the complement Bf, _ ,—we havediam~ >

c(ec™2)4/|V(T)| whenevers > ¢/c. Moreover, the upper bound dws(&) from (5.12) along
with the estimate/Vg(&) > 7minsey/vr imply that Ar is bounded away from zero and thus

|V(T)| = es/Arvg, > s for L sufficiently large. This verifies the assumptions of Lemn& 2.
with e replaced by:c—2, which then guarantees thatis a singleton]” = {0}, and that

nf du(V(10), VIVOOIW +2) < Ve [V0)l. (5.13)

Now, |V (79)| = Arvp < v (because, as beforgr < 1), which means that the right-hand side
is less than,/ev;, and (1 14) holds. But 062 e the eventB, ; 1, must fail, so we must have
either that® A (Ar) > @3 + ¢, which only applles when = 1, or that (1.16) fails, which only
applies when = 2.

We claim that, in both cases, there existsean> 0 and ana > 0—both proportional to
e—such that for somé& ~ I, we have
2

PrOMLNEL 5T o) = )<Cexp{ _plmun)” (1—>\F+EZ’—/€L)2} (5.10)

(m*vr,)

(1—a)Ws(6) + 2W

(1—)\F+6i—/£L)2 2'&01\/1)[,((1)24-6/). (514)
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Indeed, the Wulff variational problem in conjunction witkioma 2.3, the restriction (&R , ; )°
and the bound1 — z)/2 > 1 — z for = € [0, 1] imply that

1/2
Ws(8) = wn[V(&)]'/2 > wi (|V(y0)| — 9595 V)

> wi/Arvg, — ggwi (U )\F)_132-

Observing also that the differen¢er*)?/(x|AL|)v?/? — w1 A — 0 asL — oo, the left hand side
of (5.14) can be bounded from below by

w1/ L PA(Ar) — awiy/ Arvr — 0p/vr + 2w Ay/ur(e; — k)9, (5.16)
whered;, — 0 (as well as<;, — 0) with L — co. (Here we again used that— Ar > J.) Now,
for i = 1 we have®a (Ar) > @7 + € from which (5.14) follows oncer < e and L is sufficiently
large. Fori = 2, we use® (Ar) > @7 and get the same conclusion since (5.16) now contains
the positive tern2w; Aea\/vr o €,/vr.
By putting (5.10) and (5.11) together, applying (5.14),a$ing K > Ky («, 8) and invoking
Lemma 2.5 to bound the sum over all skeletéhswe find that

PP (MENE Lo N {T®Y0) € T1}) < 20C" exp{ —wi/or (94 +¢) }. (5.17)

wheneverc < /e and L is sufficiently large. (Here the embarrassing fact®r comes from
combining the corresponding estimatesiet 1 andi = 2.)

Thus, we are down to the casBse I';, which means that for every skelet@éh ~ I", we
have Ws(&) > wiv/Arvr(1 + ec2). Moreover, since, » .. C A, 1, all s-large contours
that we have to consider actually satisfy tatm v > s¢,/vz. In particular, we also have that
Wg(6) > Tminsy/vr. Combining these bounds we derive that, for safne 0 and regardless
of the value of\r,

(5.15)

Wp(8) = wi (Ve + &) v/or. (5.18)
Disregarding the factas; in (5.10) and performing similar estimates as in the deiovesf (5.17),
we find that (5.14) holds again for some> 0. Hence an analogue of (5.17) is valid also for all
I' € T's. A combination of these estimates in conjunction with Tleeoi3.1 show that, indeed,
(5.3) is true with ac; proportional toe. This finishes the proof. O
The previous proof immediately provides us with the proothef other main results:

Proof of Theorem 1.1n light of Theorem 3.1, we need to prove an appropriate uppend on

PI’B(ML), whereMy, = {o: My, = m*|AL| — 2m* vy }. First we note that fol. sufficiently

large, the probabilit;PZr # (Mp,) is comparable witItPZr # (FL), whereFy, is the event
Fr=MpN A1 NBesrN (R, URS, LURS, )" (5.19)

with ¢, s, ¥ as in the proof of Theorem 1.2. But of,, we have at most one large contour and
the skeleton and Gaussian upper bounds readily give us that

PP (Fp) < Cem VL@, (5.20)

for someC < oo and some&’ > 0 proportional toe. From here and Theorem 3.1, the claim
(1.11) follows by lettingl. — oo ande | 0. g
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Our last task is to prove Corollary 1.3.

Proof of Corollary 1.3.By Proposition 2.1, ifA < A, the unique minimizer oba (\) is A = 0.
Thus, fore > 0 sufficiently small andl large enough, the contour volumes are restricted to a
small number times;,. Since (1.14) says that the contour volume is proportiom#teé square of

its diameter, this (eventually) forcesam v < s, /vy, for any fixedsc > 0. But that contradicts
the fact thatA,, ; ;, holds for as sufficiently small. Hence, no such intermediatexists and alll
contours have a diameter smaller thidrog L.

Inthe cased > A, the function® A () is minimized by a non-zera (which is, in fact, larger
than2/3). Since, againdiamy > s, /v, for all potential contours, Theorem 1.2 guarantees that
there is only one such contour and it obeys the bounds (1ridi{al15). All the other contours
have diameter less thdki log L. O
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