arXiv:2309.07942v2 [math.PR] 10 Mar 2024

Phase transition of the long range Ising model in lower dimensions, for d < α ≤ d + 1, with a Peierls argument

P. Rigas

Abstract

We extend previous results due to Ding and Zhuang in order to prove that a phase transition occurs for the long range Ising model in lower dimensions. By making use of a recent argument due to Affonso, Bissacot and Maia from 2022 which establishes that a phase transition occurs for the long range, randomfield Ising model, from a suggestion of the authors we demonstrate that a phase transition also occurs for the long range Ising model, from a set of appropriately defined contours for the long range system, and a Peierls’ argument.^1

1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

The random-field Ising model, RFIM, is a model of interest in statistical mechanics, not only for connections with the celebrated Ising model, through the phenomena of ferromagnetism [8], but also for connections with the random-field, long-range Ising model which was shown to exhibit a phase transition [1], correlation length lower bounds with the greedy lattice animal [3], a confirmation of the same scaling holding for the correlation length of the random-field Potts model [8], long range order [4], Monte Carlo studies [9], community structure [11], supersymmetry [13], and the computation of ground states [14]. To extend previous methods for proving that a phase transition occurs in the random-field, long-range Ising model besides only one region of α parameters dependent on the dimension d of the lattice, we implement the argument for analyzing contours, provided in [1], for the contours provided in [2]. In comparison to arguments for proving that the phase transition occurs in [1], in which a variant of the classical Peierls’ argument is implemented by reversing the direction of the spins contained within contours γ, the contours described in [2] can be of use for proving that the phase transition for the random-field, long-range Ising model occurs for another range of α parameters, in which d < α ≤ d + 1.

Beginning in the next section, after having defined the model, as well as connections that it shares with the random-field, and long-range Ising model, we introduce contour systems for the long range, randomfield, and long range Ising models, from which we conclude with a Peierls’ argument for proving that a phase transition occurs.

1.2 Long range, random-field Ising model objects

To introduce the probability measure for the long range, random-field Ising model, first consider, for a finite volume Λ ⊊ Z^d, with | Λ | < +∞,

H^{LR,η}_Λ ( σ ) = − ∑ x,y∈Λ J_{x,y}σ_xσ_y − ∑ x∈Λ y∈Λ^c J_{x,y}σ_xη_y ,

corresponding to the Hamiltonian for the long-range Ising model, in which the spins in the first, and second summation, have coupling constants { J_{xy} } x,y∈Z^d , spins σx and σy in Λ, spin ηy in Λ

c for the boundary

conditions, each of which is drawn from the spin-sample space Ω ≡ { − 1, 1 }_Zd , with coupling constants,

J_{xy} ≡ J | |x − y | |^{−α} , x ≠ y , 1Keywords: Phase transition, long range Ising model, random field Ising model, long range, random field Ising model, Peierls’ argument, contour system

for some strictly positive J, α > d, and J_{xy} = 0 otherwise. The couplings for the Hamiltonian, in both

the long-range, and random-field case introduced below, are also intended to satisfy, ∑ x∈Z^d |x|>1 | x_i | J_{0,x} < J_{0,ei} ,

in which the couplings are translation invariant, for every 1 ≤ i ≤ d. In the presence of disorder through an

external field, specifically through the iid family of Gaussian variables { h_x } x∈Z^d , the long-range, random-

field Ising model Hamiltonian takes the form,

H^{LR−RF,η} Λ ≡ H^{LR−RF,η} Λ ( σ, h ) = H^{LR,η}_Λ ( σ) − ∑ x∈Λ ϵh_xσ_x , which is also taken under boundary conditions η, for some strictly positive ϵ. In the summation over x ∈ Λ

above besides the long-range Hamiltonian terms, the external field takes the form, h_x ≡ { h^∗ , if x = 0 , h^∗ | |x | |^{−δ} , if x ≠ 0 ,

for δ, h^∗ > 0. The corresponding Gibbs measure,

P_{Λ,β} ( σ, h ) ≡ P^{LR−RF,η} Λ,β ( σ, h ) ≡ exp ( βH^{LR−RF,η} Λ ) Z^{LR−RF,η} Λ,β ( h ) , at inverse temperature β > 0, has the partition function as the normalizing constant so that P ( · ) is a

probability measure, with, Z^{LR−RF,η} Λ,β ( h ) ≡ ∑ x∈Ω^η_Λ exp ( βH^{LR−RF,η} Λ ) ,

over the sample space Ω^η_Λ of spins with boundary condition η over Λ. Similarly, for the long range Ising

model,

P_{Λ,β} ( σ, h ) ≡ P^η_Λ ( σ, h ) ≡ P^{LR,η}_{Λ,β} ( σ, h ) ≡ exp ( βH^{LR,η}_Λ ) Z^{LR,η}_{Λ,β} ( h ) ≡ exp ( βH_Λ ) Z^η_{Λ,β} ( h ) , with,

Z^{LR,η}_{Λ,β} ( h ) ≡ Z^η_{Λ,β} ( h ) ≡ ∑ x∈Ω^η_Λ exp ( βH^{LR,η}_Λ ) .

Equipped with P ( · ) , the joint probability measure for the pair ( σ, h ) is,

Q^{LR−RF,η} Λ,β ( σ ∈ A, h ∈ B ) ≡ ∫ B P^{LR−RF,η}

Λ_,β ( A ) dP^{LR−RF} Λ,β ( h ) ,

Q^{LR,η}_{Λ,β} ( σ ∈ A, h ∈ B ) ≡ ∫ B P^{LR,η}_{Λ,β} ( A ) dP^{LR,η}_{Λ,β} ( h ) ≡ ∫ B P^η_{Λ,β} ( A ) dP^η_{Λ,β} ( h ) ,

under boundary conditions η, for measurable A ⊊ Ω and B ⊊ R^Λ borelian, with density,

D^{LR−RF,η} Λ,β ( σ, h ) = ∏ u∈Λ 1 √ 2π exp ( − h^2_u 2 ) P^{LR−RF,η}

Λ_,β ( σ, h ) ,

D^{LR,±}_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) ≡ D^±_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) = ∏ u∈Λ 1 √ 2π exp ( − η^2_u 2 ) P^η_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) , under + boundary conditions. As a sequence of finite volumes Λ_n, with Λ_n ⊊ Λ and | |Λ_n | | < +∞, tends to

Z^d via a weak limit,

P^{LR−RF,η} β [ ω ] = lim n−→+∞ P^{LR−RF,η} Λ_n,β [ ω ] , P^{LR,η}_β [ ω ] = lim n−→+∞ P^{LR,η}_{Λn,β} [ ω ] , for a random-field, long-range Ising configuration ω ∈ Ω^η_Λ. From seminal work in [3], the authors of [1]

extend work for proving that the phase transition for the random-field Ising model occurs, introduced in

[3], surrounding a Peierls type argument for demonstrating that the random-field, long-range Ising model

for α > d + 1, for dimensions d ≥ 3, undergoes a phase transition, by making use of contours of the form,

Γ_0 ( n ) ≡ { paths γ ∈ Γ : 0 ∈ I ( γ ) , | |γ | | = n} , which denotes each possible contour γ, of length n, in which the interior of the contour contains the origin

0, and is of length n, which are the maximal connected components of the union of faces C_x ∩ C_y, for

which σ_x ≠ σ_y from the set of all possible contours Γ. Within each γ, the Perierls type argument entails

reversing the direction of the spins contained within the contour, ie flipping the spins to −σ_i and otherwise

setting all of the spins outside of the contour as σ_i, in which, for ( τ_A ( σ )) i : R^{Zd} −→ R^{Zd} , ( τ_A ( σ )) i ≡ { −σ_i , if i ∈ A ,

σ_i otherwise .

With Γ, Γ_0 ( n ) and ( τ_A ( σ )) i , a portion of previous results for demonstrating that the phase transition

occurs for the random-field, long-range Ising model are captured with the following Proposition.

Proposition 1 (the impact of reversing spins inside contours for the long range, random field Ising model

Hamiltonian under plus boundary conditions, [1], Proposition 2.1 ). For α > d+1, there exists a constant

c > 0 such that, for the random-field, long-range Ising model at inverse temperature β > 0,

H^{LR−RF,+} Λ ( τ_γ ( σ )) − H^{LR−RF,+} Λ ( σ ) ≤ −Jc | |γ | | . The Proposition above demonstrates the impact of reversing the spins contained within γ, under τ_γ ( σ ) , with the spins σ before τ_γ ( · ) is applied. Along similar lines, from the density introduced previously under

+ boundary conditions with D^{LR−RF+}_{Λ,β} ( ·, · ) ≡ D^+_{Λ,β} ( ·, · ) , the equality, D^+_{Λ,β} ( σ, h ) Z^+_{Λ,β} ( h ) D^+_{Λ,β} ( τ_γ ( σ ) , τ_γ ( h )) Z^+_{Λ,β} ( τ ( h )) = exp [ βH^{LR−RF,+} Λ ( τ_γ ( σ )) − βH^{LR−RF,+} Λ ( σ )] , between the ratio of the product of the density D^+_{Λ,β} ( σ, h ) , and Z^+_{Λ,β} ( h ) , with the product of D^+_{Λ,β} ( τ_γ ( σ ) , τ_γ ( h )) , and Z^η_{Λ,β} ( τ ( h )) , is equivalent to the exponential of the difference between the long-range, random-field

Ising model under τ_γ ( σ ) and σ, respectively. Similarly, under the probability measure and distributions

functions for the long range Ising model, instead for D^{LR+}_{Λ,β} ( ·, · ) ≡ D^+_{Λ,β} ( ·, · ) , D^+_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) Z^+_{Λ,β} ( η ) D^+_{Λ,β} ( τ_γ ( σ ) , τ_γ ( η )) Z^+_{Λ,β} ( τ ( η )) = exp [ βH^{LR,+}_Λ ( τ_γ ( σ )) − βH^{LR,+}_Λ ( σ )] . Under a random, external field introduced with iid, Gaussian { h_x } , it is possible for the partition function Z^+_{Λ,β} ( τ ( h )) to exceed Z^+_{Λ,β} ( h ) . If this were the case, the parameter,

Δ_A ( h ) ≡ − 1 β log [ Z^+_{Λ,β} ( h ) Z^+_{Λ,β} ( τ_A ( h )) ] , captures the probability of such an event occurring, in which there exists a path, sampled from Γ, for

which, sup_{γ∈Γ0} | Δ_{I(γ)} ( h )| c_1 | γ | < 1 4 , which we denote with the ’bad’ event, B. Hence the complementary event for a bad event is given by,

B^c ≡ { sup_{γ∈Γ0} | |Δ_{I(γ)}(h) | | c_1 | |γ | | > 1 4 } . From the supremum introduced above, of a term inversely proportional to the length, and directly pro-

portional to the interior of each such γ, several bounds leading up to the Peierls’ argument incorporate τ_A ( σ ) , one of which is first introduced below. From the probability measures P^{LR−RF}_Λ ( · ) , and P^{LR}_Λ ( · ) , denote P^{RF}_Λ ( · ) as the probability measure for the random field Ising model.

Lemma 1 (constant times an exponential upper bound for the random field Ising model [1], Lemma 3.4 ).

For A, A^′ ⊊ Z^d, with A ∩ A^′ ≠ ∅ and | |A | |, | |A^′ | | < +∞,

P^{RF,+}_Λ [| Δ_A ( h )| ≥ λ | |h_{Ac} ] ≤ 2 exp[ − λ^2 8e^2 | |A | | ] , and also that,

P^{RF,+}_Λ [| Δ_A ( h ) − Δ_A′ ( h )| > λ | h_{(A∪A}′_)c ] ≤ 2 exp [ − λ^2

8e^2 | AΔA^′ | ] , for the symmetric difference between the sets A and A^′, AΔA^′.

Besides the result above, we must also make use of a coarse-graining procedure. For the procedure, as

described in [1] and [2], introduce a coarse grained renormalization of Z^d,

C_m ( x ) ≡ [_d∏ i=1 [ 2^mx_i − 2^{m−1}, 2^mx_i + 2^{m−1} ]] ∩ Z^d ,

corresponding to the cube over the hypercube, with center at 2^mx, with side length 2^m − 1, an m-cube,

which is a restatement of the coarse-graining approach of [5]. From the object above, we make use of the

convention that C_0 ( 0 ) denotes the point about 0. Additionally, denote,

P_i ( A ∩ R ) ≡ { x ∈ R_i : l^i_x ∩ A ≠ ∅ } , which also satisfies,

P_i ( A ∩ R ) ⊋ ⋃ 1≤i≤d ( P^G_i ( A ∩ R ) ∪ P^B_i ( A ∩ R )) ,

for a rectangle R ≡^n ∏ i=1 [ 1, r_i ] , with R_i ∩ [ 1, r_i ] ≠ ∅ for every i, which is given by,

R ⊋ R_i ≡ { x ∈ R : x_i = 1 } , and l^i_x ≡ { x + ke_i : 1 ≤ k ≤ r_i } , satisfying R ∩ R_i ≠ ∅ for each i, as the set of points for which l^i_x ∩ A ≠ ∅.

From this, denote the good set of points in the plane,

P^G_i ( A ∩ R ) ≡ { ∀ rectangles R_i , ∃ countably many x ∈ P_i ( A ∩ R ) : l^i_x ∩ ( A\R ) ≠ ∅ } , and, similarly, denote the set of bad points,

P^B_i ( A ∩ R ) ≡ ( P^G ( A ∩ R ))_c , for which l^i_x ∩ ( A\R ) ≡ ∅. In comparison to the contours discussed in [2] which are used to implement a

Peirels’ argument, related to the projections P_i, that, | P^G_i ( A ∩ R )| ≤ | ∂_{ex}A ∩ R | , in which the set of good points has cardinality less than, or equal to, the cardinality of ∂_{ex}A ∩ R, where,

∂_{ex}A ≡ { ∀v ∈ A^c ∪ ∂A, ∃ v^′ ∈ ∂A : v ∩ v^′ ≠ ∅ } , and, | |P^B_i (A ∩ R) | | ≤ C | |R_d | | , in which the set of bad points has cardinality less than, or equal to, the cardinality of a rectangular subset

of the hypercube, R_d, for a real parameter C ≡^λ_{rj} , while finally, that,

d∑ i=1 | P_i ( A ∩ R )| ≤ c | ∂_{ex}A ∩ R | , where the exterior boundary of a path is given by,

∂_{ex} ( Λ ) ≡ { ∀x ∈ Λ^c , ∃y ∈ Λ : | x − y | = 1 } . Similarly, the interior boundary of a path is given by,

∂_{int} ( Λ ) ≡ { ∀x ∈ Λ , ∃y ∈ Λ^c : | |x − y | | = 1} .

Above, the summation of the cardinality of the set of all points in the projection P_i is less than, or equal

to, ∂_{ex}A ∩ R, for every 1 ≤ i ≤ d, and some c > 0. Following a description of the paper organization in

the next section, we distinguish between the types of contours discussed in [1], and in [2].

1.3 Paper organization

With the definition of the long range, random-field, and long range, random-field Ising models, in the

next section we differentiate between contours discussed in [1] and [2], from which the existence of a phase

transition can be provided for the long range, random-field Ising model for d < α ≤ d + 1. In order to

adapt the argument provided in [1] with the contours described in [2], we implement several steps of the

argument for the long range contour system surrounding the coarse graining procedure.

To exhibit that a phase transition occurs for lower dimensions in the long range Ising model, we prove the

following result.

Theorem PT (the long range Ising model undergoes a phase transition in lower dimensions). Over a

finite volume Λ, for d ≥ 3, there exists a critical parameter β_c, with β_c ≡ β_c ( α, d ) , and another parameter

ϵ, with ϵ ≡ ϵ ( α, d ) , so that for parameters β ≥ β_c and ϵ ≤ ϵ_c,

P^{LR,+}_{Λ,β,ϵ} ≠ P^{LR,−}_{Λ,β,ϵ} ,

P-almost surely, in which the long range measures under + and − boundary conditions are not equal.

2 Contours in the long range, random-field Ising model for the Peirels’

argument

We introduce long range contours below.

2.1 Contours for the long range Ising model

To introduce another family of contours for the Peierls’ argument, consider the following.

Definition 1 (new contours for the Peierls’ argument, [2]). For the long range Ising model, real M, a, r > 0,

and a configuration σ ∈ Ω^{LR}, the sample space of all long range Ising model configurations, from the

boundary ∂σ, the set of all ( M, a, r ) -partitions, Γ ( σ ) ≡ { γ̄ : γ̄ ⊂ ∂σ } ≠ ∅, satisfies:

• Property 1 (partition equality): Given Γ ( σ ) , there exists countably many γ̄ which partition each

∂σ, in which ∪_{γ̄∈Γ(σ)}γ̄ ≡ ∂σ, such that for another path γ̄^′, with γ̄ ∩ γ̄^′ ≠ ∅, γ̄^′ is contained in the

connected component of (γ̄)^c.

• Property 2 (decomposing each γ̄). For all γ̄ ∈ Γ ( σ ) , ∃ 1 ≤ n ≤ 2^r − 1 such that:

• Property 2A: γ̄ can be expressed with the union γ̄ ≡ ⋃ 1≤k≤n γ̄_k, for γ̄_k such that γ̄_k ∩ γ̄ ≠ ∅ for

every k.

• Property 2B: For γ̄, γ̄^′ ∈ Γ ( σ ) such that γ̄ ∩ γ̄^′ ≠ ∅, there exists two strictly positive n ≠ n^′, for

which,

d ( γ̄, γ̄^′ ) > M min { max 1≤k≤n diam ( γ̄_k ) , max 1≤j≤n^′ diam ( γ̄^′_j )}_a , with respect to the metric d ( ·, · ) between paths belonging to Γ ( σ ) , where,

d ( γ_1, γ_2 ) ≡ { ∀n ∈ Z_{≥0} , ∃ γ_1, γ_2 ∈ Γ : ‖ ‖γ_1 − γ_2 ‖ ‖_1 = n} .

With Definition 1, we also denote the set of all connected components of some σ in finite volume, below.

Definition 2 (connected components in a finite volume). For any m_1 ≠ m_2 > 0, and two vertices x ≠ x^′,

there exists two m-cubes, C_{m1} ( x ) and C_{m2} ( x^′ ) , such that the edge set,

V_n ≡ v ( G_n ( Λ )) ≡ { v ∈ C_m ( x ) : v ∩ V ( Λ ) ≠ ∅ } , is comprised of the minimum number of cubes for which the union of m-cubes covers the set of connected

components, while the edge set,

E_n ≡ e ( G_n ( Λ )) ≡ { e ∈ E ( Λ ) : | e ∩ E ( Λ ) ∩ C_m ( x )| ≤ Md^a2^{an} } , is comprised of the number of edges that have nonempty intersection with E ( Λ ) and C_m ( x ) , for G_n ( Λ ) ≡ ( V_G, E_G ) . Denote the set of connected components, G_n ( Λ ) , associated with some configuration, and

contained with some m-cube, as,

γ_G ( Λ, C_m ( x )) ≡ γ_G ≡ ⋃ G_i⊊G G_i∩Λ∩C_m(x)≠∅ γ_{Gi} ≡ ⋃ ∀C_m(x)v∈V_G :C_m(x)∩v≠∅ ( Λ ∩ C_m ( x )) ,

corresponding to the connected components with nonempty intersection with an m-cube.

With the set of connected components from Definition 2, denote a set of partitions, { P_i } i∈I for some

countable index set I, such that P_i ∩ G_n ( Λ ) ≠ ∅ for every i, as the set of finite subvolumes of Λ for which,

P_i ≡ { { ∀G ∈ G_n ( Λ ) , ∃σ_i, r > 0 : G_n ( σ_i ) ∩ Λ ≠ ∅, | |v(G) | | ≤ 2r − 1} , if i > 0 , { ∀G ∈ G_n ( Λ ) , ∃σ_i, r > 0 : G_n ( σ_i ) ∩ Λ ≠ ∅, 1 ≤ | |v(G) | | ≤ 2r − 1} , if i ≡ 0 .

P_i is otherwise assumed to be equal to ∅ if ∂σ_i = ∅. From Proposition 3.5 in [2], the collection { P_i } satisfies Property 1, and Property 2. Finally, below, introduce the inner boundary and the set of edges

that are exactly incident with the boundary configuration.

Definition 3 (inner and incident boundaries of edges to the boundary configuration). Denote the inner

boundary of edges to ∂σ_i with,

∂_{in} ( Λ, ∂σ_i ) ≡ ∂_{in}Λ ≡ { ∀σ_i, ∃m > 0 : ( G_n ( Λ ) ∩ C_m ( x )) ∩ ∂σ_i ≡ ∅ } , and the incident boundary of edges to ∂σ_i with, B ( ∂σ_i ) ≡ { ∀σ_i, ∃m > 0 : | |G_n(Λ) ∩ C_m(x) | | ≡ | |∂(G_n(Λ)) | |} , under the assumption that ∂_{in}Λ, B ( ∂σ_i ) ≠ ∅. From quantities from Definiton 3, the isoperimetric inequality states, | |Λ | |^{1− 1}d ≤ | |∂_{in}Λ | | , for the dimension d.

2.2 Long range, versus long range, random-field Ising model contours

From contours for the long range Ising model of the previous section, the procedure for reversing the

orientation of spins differs. First, fix the m-cube of side length m about the point 0,

C_0 ( m ) ≡ { sp ( γ ) ⊊ Z^d, | |sp(γ) | | < +∞ : γ ∈ E^−_Λ , 0 ∈ V (γ), | |γ | | = m} . As opposed to ( τ_A ( σ )) i for countours in the long range, random-field Ising model, the flipping procedure

is, for the set Γ at each x, given by the map ( τ_Γ ( σ )) x : Ω ( Γ ) −→ Ω^−_Λ , where the target space of the

mapping is,

Ω^−_Λ = { collection of all paths contained in Λ with -1 labels } ≡ { γ ∈ Λ : γ ∩ Λ ≠ ∅ , lab ( γ ) ≡ −1 } , as, ( τ^{LR}_Γ ( σ )) x ≡ ( τ^{LR} ( σ )) x ≡ ( τ_Γ ( σ )) x ≡ σ_x , if x ∈ I_− ( Γ ) ∪ V ( Γ )_c , −σ_x , if x ∈ I_+ ( Γ ) , −1 , if x ∈ sp ( Γ ) , which can be expressed with the following over all n components of γ, with, ( τ_Γ ( σ )) x = ( τ_{{γ1,··· ,γn}} ( σ )) x . Also, given the support, collection of edges with − labels, the set of all labels, vertices of G, and interior

of each γ, each of which are respectively given by, | γ | ≡ sp ( γ ) ≡ { support of paths γ } , E^−_Λ ≡ { ∀Γ ≡ { γ_1, · · · , γ_n } , ∃V ( Γ ) ⊂ Λ : compatible Γ, external γ_i, lab ( γ_i ) = −1 } , lab_{γ̄} ≡ { labels of paths γ } ≡ ⋃ paths γ n≥0 { ∀i > 0, γ̄ ≡ ( γ̄^0, · · · , γ̄^n ) ∈ Γ, ∃1 < i < n : γ̄^i −→ { − 1, +1 }} ,

V ( G ) ⊋ V ( Γ ) ≡ { v ∈ v ( G ) : v ∩ G ∩ Λ ≠ ∅ } , I_± ( γ ) ≡ ⋃ k≥1,1≤k≤n I_± ( γ_k ) ≡ ⋃ k≥1 lab_{γ̄} (I)=±1 I ( sp ( γ ))_k , in addition to the two quantities,

V ( γ ) ≡ sp ( γ ) ∪ I ( γ ) ≡ sp ( γ ) ∪ ( I_+ ( γ ) ∪ I_− ( γ )) I(γ)≡I_+(γ)∪I_−(γ) ,

where in the definition of E^−_Λ , paths are considered compatible from the set of all paths Γ if there exists a

configuration from the long range sample space, σ, whose contours coincide with those of Γ. Similarly, for

paths with +1 labels, introduce the collection of compatible paths over Λ,

E^+_Λ ≡ { ∀Γ ≡ { γ_1, · · · , γ_n } , ∃V ( Γ ) ⊂ Λ : compatible Γ, external γ_i, lab ( γ_i ) = +1 } , . From the quantities introduced above that are assocated with the flipping procedure ( τ_Γ ( σ )) x, it is also

important to state the difference in H^{LR−RF,+}_Λ ( τ_γ ( σ )) − H^{LR−RF,+} Λ ( σ ) between τ_γ ( σ ) and σ. For the long

range Ising model with the contour system defined in 2.1, the long range Hamiltonian instead satisfies,

(Proposition 4.5, [2]),

H^{LR,−}_Λ ( τ ( σ )) − H^{LR,−}_Λ ( σ ) ≤ −c_1 | γ | − c_2F_{I+(γ)} − c_3F_{sp(γ)} ,

for a long range configuration σ, strictly positive c_1, c_2, c_3, and for the functions,

F_{I±(γ)} ≡ ∑ x∈I_±(γ) y∈(I_±(γ))^c J_{x,y} ,

F_{sp(γ)} ≡ ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈(sp(γ))^c J_{x,y} .

Long range contours differ from long range, random-field contours to a similar condition as raised in the

isoperimetric inequality, in which, (Lemma 4.3, [2]),

diam ( Λ ) ≥ k_d | Λ | 1_d , in which the diameter of each such path is bound below by some strictly positive prefactor times the

cardinality of the finite volume, Λ, in addition to the fact that the paths for the long range Ising model,

in comparison to those from the long range, random-field Ising model, do not satisfy,

C_l ( γ ) ≡ ⋃ l∈N { C_l : | |C_l ∩ I(γ) | | ≥ 1 2 | |C_l | |} ,

introduced as the C_l admissibility condition [1], which has boundary,

∂C_l ( γ ) ≡ {( C_l, C^′_l ) : C^′_l ∉ C_l ( γ ) , | C^′_l ∩ C_l | = 1 } . 3 Phase transition for the long-range Ising model

The argument for proving that a phase transition occurs for the long range, random field Ising model can

be applied to demonstrate that a phase transition occurs for the long range Ising model, beginning with

the following.

3.1 Beginning the argument

First, we must determine the upper bound for the behavior of the long range Ising model Hamiltonian

under the flipping procedure given in the previous section with ( τ^{LR} ( σ )) x. For a new range of parameters

α satisfying d < α ≤ d + 1, instead of upper bounding the difference H^{LR,}_Λ (( τ_Γ ( σ )) x ) − H^{LR,−}_Λ ( σ ) , under −

boundary conditions in the α > d+1 regime, we upper bound the difference H^{LR,+}_Λ (( τ_Γ ( σ )) x ) −H^{LR,+}_Λ ( σ ) , under + boundary conditions in the d < α ≤ d + 1 regime.

Proposition 1 (upper bound of the flipping procedure of the long range Ising model Hamiltonian with

+ boundary conditions). For a long range Ising configuration σ ∼ P_{Λ,β} ( ·, · ) , with energy H^{LR,η}_Λ ( σ), the

difference of the Hamiltonian under ( τ^{LR} ( σ )) x with the Hamiltonian under σ satisfies,

H^{LR,+}_Λ (( τ_Γ ( σ )) x ) − H^{LR,+}_Λ ( σ ) ≤ −c^′_1 | |γ | | − c^′_2F_{I−(γ)} − c^′_3F_{sp(γ)} ,

for strictly positive c^′_1, c^′_2, c^′_3.

Proof sketch of Proposition 1. The argument strongly resembles the strategy used in Proposition 4.5,

[2], in which the authors express each term in the Hamiltonian of the configuration σ acted on by the

flipping procedure ( τ_Γ ( σ )) x for long range contours. Write out the first long range Hamiltonian on the

LHS, denoting τ_Γ ( σ_x ) ≡ ( τ_Γ ( σ ) x ) , τ_Γ ( σ_y ) ≡ ( τ_Γ ( σ ) y ) , γ^1 ≡ γ ≡ {γ^1, · · · , γ^n}, and Γ ( σ ) ≡ Γ, in which

contributions from the Hamiltonian arise from the nonempty regions I_− ( γ ) ∪ V ( Γ )_c , I_+ ( γ ) , and sp ( Γ ) , as, H^{LR,+}_Λ (( τ_Γ ( σ )) x ) = − ∑ x,y∈I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1,··· ,γ^i_n} J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )] − ∑ x,y∈(I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c)^c Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1,··· ,γ^i_n} J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )]

− ∑ y∈(I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c)^c x∈I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1,··· ,γ^i_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )] − ∑ x,y∈I_+(γ) Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1,··· ,γ^i_n} J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )]

− ∑ x,y∈(I_+(γ))^c Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1,··· ,γ^i_n} J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )] − ∑ x∈I_+(γ) y∈(I_+(γ))^c Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1,··· ,γ^i_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )]

− ∑ x,y∈sp(γ) Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1,··· ,γ^i_n} J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )] − ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈sp(γ)^c γ≡{γ_1,··· ,γ_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )]

− ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1,··· ,γ^i_n} γ≡{γ_1,··· ,γ_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )] .

From the summation above, before evaluating each instance of τ_Γ ( σ_x ) and τ_Γ ( σ_y ) , observe, ∑ y∈(I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c)^c x∈I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1,··· ,γ^i_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )] = ∑ y∈I_+(γ)∪sp(γ) x∈I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1,··· ,γ^i_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )] ,

corresponding to the summation over y ∈ I_+ ( γ ) ∪ sp ( γ) and x ∈ I_− ( γ ) ∪ V ( Γ )_c , ∑ x∈I_+(γ) y∈(I_+(γ))^c γ≡{γ_1 ,··· ,γ_n}

J_{xy} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )] = ∑ x∈I_+(γ) y∈I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1 ,··· ,γ^i_n} γ≡{γ_1,··· ,γ_n}

[ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )] , corresponding to the summation over x ∈ I_+ ( γ ) and y ∈ I_− ( γ ) ∪ V ( Γ )_c , ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈sp(γ) γ≡{γ_1,··· ,γ_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y ) ] = ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈I_+(γ) γ≡{γ_1,··· ,γ_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y ) ] + ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c Γ≡∪_i{γ_1,··· ,γ_n} γ≡{γ_1 ,··· ,γ_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y ) ]

+ ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈Z^d γ≡{γ_1,··· ,γ_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y )] ,

corresponding to the summation over x ∈ sp ( γ ) , y ∈ I_+ ( γ ) , y ∈ I_− ( γ ) , and y ∈ Z^d. From each of the

three terms in the summation above, ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈I_+(γ) γ≡{γ_1 ,··· ,γ_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y ) ] ≡ ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈I_+(γ) γ≡{γ_1,··· ,γ_n}

J_{x,y} ⇐⇒ τ_Γ ( σ_y ) = 1 ,

and 0 otherwise, corresponding to the first term, ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c γ≡{γ_1,··· ,γ_n} Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1 ,··· ,γ^i_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y ) ] ≡ ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈I_−(γ)∪V (Γ)^c γ_1≡{γ_1,··· ,γ_n} Γ≡∪_i{γ^i_1,··· ,γ^i_n}

J_{x,y} ⇐⇒ τ_Γ ( σ_y ) = −1 ,

and 0 otherwise, corresponding to the second term, and, ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈Z^d γ≡{γ_1,··· ,γ_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y ) ] ≡ ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈Z^d γ≡{γ_1 ,··· ,γ_i}

J_{x,y} ⇐⇒ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) ≠ τ_Γ ( σ_y )

and 0 otherwise, corresponding to the third term.

For the remaining terms rather than those considered above for x ∈ sp ( Γ ) and y ∈ sp ( Γ ) , ∑ x∈sp(Γ) y∈sp(γ) Γ≡{γ_1,··· ,γ_n}

J_{x,y} [ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y ) ] ≤ ∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈sp(γ) γ≡{γ_1 ,··· ,γ_i}

J_{x,y} ⇐⇒ τ_Γ ( σ_x ) ≠ τ_Γ ( σ_y ) ,

and 0 otherwise. On the other hand, for the Hamiltonian of the unflipped configuration σ that is not acted

on by the mapping ( τ_Γ ( σ )) x,

H^{LR,+}_Λ ( σ ) = − ∑ x,y∈Λ J_{x,y}σ_xσ_y − ∑ x∈Λ y∈Λ^c J_{x,y}σ_xη_y ,

from the difference,

H^{LR,+}_Λ ( τ_Γ ( σ_x )) − H^{LR,+}_Λ ( σ ) = ∑ x,y∈Λ J_{xy} ( τ_Γ ( σ_x ) τ_Γ ( σ_y ) − σ_xσ_y ) − ∑ x∈Λ y∈Λ^c J_{xy} ( τ_Γ ( σ_x ) η_y − σ_xη_y ) ,

with H^{LR,+}_Λ ( τ_Γ ( σ )) can be upper bounded with a summation over couplings,

∑ x∈sp(γ) y∈A^′ J_{x,y} + ∑ x∈I_−(γ) y∈B^′ J_{x,y} + ∑ x∈V (Γ_1) y∈C^′ J_{x,y} ,

which itself can be further upper bounded, as desired, by implementing the remaining argument, from

Proposition 4.5 of [2], where A^′ ≡ B ( γ ) , B^′ ≡ V ( Y_4 ) , C^′ ≡ B ( γ ) \V ( Γ_2 ) , Γ_1 ⊊ Γ, Γ_2 ≡ Γ\Γ_1, and

Y_4 ≡ Γ_2\ { γ^′ ∈ Γ_2 : sup_{1≤k≤n} ( diam ( γ_k )) ≤ sup_{1≤j≤n} ( diam ( γ^′_j ))} , in which the desired constants for the prefactor

of F_{I−(γ)} are obtained from the observation that, ∑ x∈I_−(γ) y∈V (Γ_{ext}(σ,I_−(γ)\{γ}) J_{x,y} + ∑ x∈I_−(γ) y∈V (Γ_{int}(σ,I_−(γ)) J_{x,y} ≤ F_{I−(γ)} ( 2 M^{(α−d)∧1} + 1 M ) κ >c^′_2 ,

for realizations of exterior and interior paths, respectively given by Γ_{ext} and Γ_{int}, and suitable M, κ > 0

from Corollary 2.12 of [1], and, ∑ x∈sp(γ) Y ∈V (Γ(σ)\{γ} J_{x,y} ≤ 2κ >c^′_3 F_{sp(γ)} ,

from Proposition 2.13 of [1], while for the remaining term, the desired upper bound takes the form,

c^′_1 ∝ Jc_α ( 2d + 1 ) 2^α , for suitable c_α > 0. Hence an upper bound for the three summations above takes the form given in the

proposition statement.

3.2 Implementing the Ding and Zhuang approach from the upper bound in the pre-

vious section, and the coarse graining procedure

Equipped with the upper bound of the previous section, we proceed to implement the Ding and Zhuang

approach for the long range Ising model, for d < α ≤ d + 1 [4], by making use of concentration results for

Gaussian random variables [7]. With the results from this approach, we can upper bound the probability

of bad events occurring for the long range Ising model, in the same way that bad events are upper

bounded for the long range, random-field Ising model. In order to show that the probability of such bad

events occurring is exponentially unlikely, we implement a three-pronged approach, consisting of steps in

a Majorizing measure theorem, Dudley’s entropy bound, and upper bounding the probability,

with an exponential.

Theorem (it is exponentially unlikely for the complement of bad events to occur, [6]). There exists a

strictly positive constants, C_1 ≡ C_1 ( α, d ) and ϵ sufficiently large, for which,

P_Λ [ B^c ] ≤ exp ( − C_1ϵ^{−2} ) . Proof of Theorem. Refer to Proposition 3.7 of [1].

To demonstrate that a result similar to the Theorem above holds, introduce similar quantities to those

for the long range, random-field Ising model, namely,

Δ^{LR}_A ( h ) ≡ − 1 β log [ Z^+_{Λ,β} ( η ) Z^+_{Λ,β} ( τ^{LR}_A ( η )) ] , for ( τ^{LR}_A ( η )) ∂A ≡ τ^{LR}_A ( η ) , corresponding to the log-transform of the ratio of the partition functions from

the long range flipping procedure applied to the boundary field η,

B^{LR} ≡ { sup_{γ∈Γ0} | Δ_{I−(γ)} ( η )| c^′_1 | γ | < 1 } , corresponding to the supremum of paths for which the ratio above is < 1, and, ( B^{LR} )_c ≡ { sup_{γ∈Γ0} | |Δ_{I−(γ)}(η) | | c^′_1 | |γ | | > 1 } , corresponding to the complement of bad events. With these quantities, to demonstrate that a result

similar to the Theorem above holds, we make use of an entropy bound and Dudley’s argument [5]. For

these components of the argument, define,

γ_θ ( T, d ) ≡ inf_{(An)n≥0} sup_{t∈T} ∑ n≥0 2^{nθ} diam ( A_n ( t )) ,

corresponding to the infimum-supremum of the summation over diameters of A_n ( t ) for n ≥ 0, where A_n ( t ) denotes a partition of time, T , satisfying the properties:

• Property 1 : The cardinality of the first partition is | |A_0 | | ≡ 1, • Property 2 : The upper bound for the cardinality of the n th partition is | A_n | ≤ 2^{2n} ,

• Property 3 : The sequence of partitions ( A_n ( t )) n≥0 is increasing, in which A_{n+1} ( t ) ⊊ A_n ( t ) for all n. We will restrict our attention of the quantity above, γ_θ ( T, d ) , for θ ≡ 2.

In addition to these components, we implement, in order, a series of results consisting of the Majorizing

measure theorem [12] (restated as Theorem 3.9 in [1]), Dudley’s entropy bound [5] (restated as Propo-

sition 3.10 in [1]), as well as an upper bound for the probability of the process X_t obtaining a supremum

exceeds a factor dependent upon γ_2 ( T, d ) , and on diam ( T ) [12] (restated as Theorem 3.11 in [1]). Before

implementing these three steps, we argue that a version of Lemma 1 holds for the long range Ising model,

from arguments originally implemented in the case of the long range, random field Ising model.

Lemma 2 (an adaptation of Lemma 1 from the Ding-Zhuang approach for the long range Ising model,

[4]). For A, A^′ ⊊ Z^d, with A ∩ A^′ ≠ ∅ and | |A | |, | |A′ | | < +∞,

P^{LR,+}_Λ [| Δ^{LR}_A ( h )| ≥ λ | |h_{Ac} ] ≤ 2 exp[ − λ^2 8e^2 | |A | | ] , and also that,

P^{LR,+}_Λ [| Δ^{LR}_A ( h ) − Δ^{LR}_A′ ( h )| > λ | h_{(A∪A}′_)c ] ≤ 2 exp [ − λ^2

8e^2 | |AΔA′ | | ] , for the symmetric difference between the sets A and A^′, AΔA^′.

Proof of Lemma 2. The argument directly mirrors that of Lemma 4.1 in [4]. Initially, the primary

difference arises from the fact that the Δ parameter for the long range Ising model, implying, | | ∂ ∂h_{i,v} Δ^{LR}_A ( h )| = | | − ∑ σ ϵσ_vexp ( − βH^{LR} ( σ )) Z^+ ( h ) − ∑ σ ϵσ_vexp ( − βH^{LR} ( σ )) Z^+ ( h^A ) | | ≡ | |ϵE^{LR,+}_{ΛN ,ϵh}[σ_v] − ϵE^{LR,+}_{ΛN ,ϵhA} [σ_v] | | ≡ | ϵ || E^{LR,+}_{ΛN ,ϵh} [ σ_v ] + E^{LR,+}_{ΛN ,ϵhA} [ σ_v ]| ≤ 2ϵ , from which the Gaussian concentration inequality, from [7], implies the desired result for strictly positive

ϵ. The second inequality above can be provided with similar arguments.

Besides the result above, in order to implement the steps of the Majorizing measure theorem, Dudley’s

entropy bound, and an upper bound for the probability of the supremum of the process X_t, we provide a

statement of each item used in the argument, below.

Theorem MMT (Majorizing measure theorem). For a metric space ( T, d ) , and ( X_t ) t∈T with E ( X_t ) = 0 for every t, there exists some universal, strictly positive, constant L for which,

L^{−1}γ_2 ( T, d ) ≤ E [ sup_{t∈T} X_t ] ≤ Lγ_2 ( T, d ) . Proposition DEB (Dudley’s entropy bound). For a family of random variables ( X_t ) t∈T satisfying,

P^{LR,+} [ | X_t − X_s | | ≥ λ ] ≤ 2 exp ( − ( λ √ 2 )_2( d ( s, t ))_{−2}) , there exists a universal, strictly positive, constant L for which,

E [ sup_{t∈T} X_t ] ≤ L ∫_{+∞} 0 √ log [ N ( T, d, ϵ )] dϵ .

Theorem S (upper bounding the probability of obtaining a supremum of the process X_t). For the metric

space ( T, d ) , and collection ( X_t ) t∈T , there exists a universal, strictly positive, constant L for which,

P [ sup_{t∈T} X_t > L ( γ_2 ( T, d ) + u diam ( T )) ] ≤ exp ( − u^2 ) , for any u > 0.

The three items above will be used to establish that the following conjecture, stated in [1], holds, which

we state as another result following the next one below.

Below, we state the conjecture, and use it to prove the Theorem for establishing that the complement of

bad events occur with exponentially small probability.

Conjecture (upper bounding the probability of the complement of a bad event occurring with an exponen-

tial, [1]). For the set of contours Γ_0 containing the origin, for any α > d, and d ≥ 3, there exists a constant

C_2 ≡ C_2 ( α, d ) for which,

P [ sup_{γ∈Γ0} | |Δ_{I−(γ)}(η) | | | |γ | | > 1 ] ≤ exp ( − C^′_2ϵ^{−2} ) . To prove the item above, we must introduce new counting arguments for the long range contour system.

To this end, we must adapt two components of the argument for proving that a phase transition occurs in

the long range, random-field Ising model from [1]. Recall, from the end of 2, that the first component that

the authors employ for demonstrating that the phase transition occurs is upper bounding the cardinality of,

C_l ( γ ) ≡ ⋃ l∈N { C_l : | |C_l ∩ I(γ) | | ≥ 1 2 | |C_l | |} ,

which represents the set of admissible cubes. Besides upper bounding the number of possible cubes satis-

fying the admissibility criteria above, the authors also upper bound the total number of paths, containing

the origin and of length n, which is given by,

| |B_l(Γ_0(n)) | | ≡ #{∀C_l , ∃γ ∈ Γ_0(n) : C_l ∩ B_l ≠ ∅ , C_l ∩ γ ≠ ∅} ,

corresponding to the number of boxes covering the set of all paths containing the origin, 0, and with

length n. For contours that are not connected, such as those arising in long range contours, an alternative

counting argument presented in [1] allows for a phase transition to be shown to occur in the long range

Ising model in lower dimensions. For contours in the long range, random-field system, it was shown that

an exponential upper bound on the possible number of paths can be obtained by analyzing, C̄_l(γ) ≡ {∀C_l ∈ ∂C_l(γ) ∃C′_l : C_l ∼ C′_l } .

Below, we describe a variant of the argument provided by the authors of [1], from Proposition 3.5,

Proposition 3.18, Lemma 3.14 and Lemma 3.17, which we incorporate into the Dudley’s entropy

bound.

Lemma 3 (admissibility conditions on the number of l-cubes, Lemma 3.14, [1]). Fix some A ⊊ Z^d and

l ≥ 0. The set of admissibility criteria on the number of l-cubes, is comprised of the two conditions, 1 2 | C_l | ≤ | C_l ∩ A | , | |C^′_l ∩ A | | < 1 2 | |C^′_l | | , for the two faces C_l and C^′_l which overlap on exactly one face, the following lower bound holds,

2^{l(d−1)} ≤ b | |∂_{ex}A ∩ U | | , for some strictly positive b ≡ b ( d ) ≥ 1.

In comparison to the l admissiblity condition presented above from [1], a similar notion of admissiblity, rl

admissibility, can be used for counting the possible number of contours in the long range Ising model. For

completeness, we also provide this alternate notion of admissibility below.

Lemma 4 (admissibility conditions on the number of rl-cubes, Lemma 3.17, [1]). Fix some A ⊊ Z^d, and

l ≥ 0. For the set U ≡ C_{rl} ∪ C_r′_l, with C_{rl} and C_r′_l being two rl-cubes sharing exactly one face. The set

of admissibility criteria is the number of rl-cubes, is comprised of the two conditions, 1 2 | C_{rl} | ≤ | C_{rl} ∩ A | , | C^′_{rl} ∩ A | < 1 2 | C^′_{rl} | , for the two faces C_{rl} and C^′_{rl} which overlap on exactly one face, the following lower bound holds,

2^{rl(d−1)} ≤ b^′ | ∂_{ex}A ∩ U | , for some strictly positive b^′ ≡ b^′ ( d ) ≥ 1.

Proposition 1 (Proposition 3.5 from [1]). For functions the B_0, · · · , B_k, any one of which is given by,

B_i ( A, Z^d ) ≡ B_i ≡ { ∀A ⊊ Z^d , ∃ B_{Cm} ≡ ∪_{C∈Cm} C : A ∩ C ≠ ∅ } , for each 1 ≤ i ≤ k, there exists real constants, b_1 and b_2, with b_1 ≡ b_1 ( d, r ) , and b_2 ≡ b_2 ( d, r ) so that,

| |∂C_l(γ) | | ≤ b_1 | ∂_{ex}I ( γ )| 2^{l(d−1)} ≤ b_1 | γ | 2^{l(d−1)} , and so that, | |B_l(γ)ΔB_{l+1}(γ) | | ≤ b_22^l | |γ | | .

The same notions of admissibility rl-cubes can be extended to obtain an identical set of inequalities (see

Proposition 3.18 of [1]).

Besides the propositions above, we introduce another Proposition below for adapting Proposition 3.18

from [1]. This is juxtaposed with the Entropy bound which is used to count the number of possible

countours for the long rang contour system.

Proposition 2 (Propoisitioon 3.18, [1]). There exists a constant b_4 ≡ b_4 ( d ) so that, for any natural n, | |B_l(Γ_0(n)) | | ≤ exp(b_4 ln 2^{l(d−1)} ) ,

in which the number of coarse-grained contours contained within B_l ( Γ_0 ( n )) is bounded above by an

exponential.

For countours in the long range system, in comparison to upper bounding B_l ( Γ_0 ( n )) , a more complicated

exponential bound, of the form stated below, also directly applies for lower dimensions of the long range

Ising model. For the exponential upper bound, in comparison to the notation for B_l ( Γ_0 ( n )) , the upper

bound is for | |B_l(C_0(n, j)) | |, the number of boxes covering the set of paths,

C_0 ( n, j ) ≡ { γ ∈ E^+_Λ : 0 ∈ V ( γ ) , | |γ | | = n} . Proposition 3 (Proposition 3.31, [1]). Fix n, j, l ≥ 0. From the set C_0 ( n, j ) defined above, there exists a

constant c_4 ≡ c_4 ( α, d ) for which, | B_l ( C_0 ( n, j )| ≤ exp ( c_4l^k [ n 2^{rl(d−1− 2log2(a)} r−d−1−log2(a) ) + n 2^{2rl} + 1 ]) , for a suitable, strictly positive constant a.

Equipped with the counting argument for contours of the long range system, we implement the steps of

the argument relying on Dudley’s entropy bound, from the admissibility conditions on rl-cubes.

Proof of Theorem and Conjecture, using Theorem S. Applied to Δ_{I−(γ)} ( η ) , rearranging terms after applying

Proposition DEB implies, for N ≡ C_0 ( n, j ) ,

E [ sup γ∈Γ0(n) Δ_{I−(γ)} ( η ) ] ≤ L ∫_{+∞} 0 √ log [ N ( C_0 ( n, j ) , d_2, ϵ )] dϵ ≤ C +∞∑ l=1 ( 2^{rl2} − 2^{rl−12} )√ log [ N ( C_0 ( n, j ) , d_2, l^′ )] , for strictly positive C satisfying,

C = 2ϵb_3 √ n , and, for l^′ ≡ ϵb_3 √ 2^ln, given in Corollary 3.16 of [1]. From the upper bound above, we proceed to upper

bound,

√ log [ N ( C_0 ( n, j ) , d_2, l^′ )] , in which, from the counting argument for countours of the long range system that are not connected, √ log [| B_l ( C_0 ( n, j ))|] ≡ √ log [ exp ( c_4l^k [ n 2^{rl(d−1− 2log2(a)} r−d−1−log2(a) ) + n 2^{2rl} + 1 ])] . The fact that the exponential and natural logarithm are inverse functions implies that the final expression

above is equal to, √ c_4l^k [ n 2^{rl(d−1− 2log2(a)} r−d−1−log2(a) ) + n 2^{2rl} + 1 ] , hence implying,

C +∞∑ l=1 ( 2^{rl2} − 2^{rl−12} )√ log [ C_0 ( n, j ) , d_2, l^′ )] ≤ C +∞∑ l=1 ( 2^{rl2} − 2^{rl−12} )√ log [| B_l ( C_0 ( n, j ))|] ,

which, in light of the previous expression obtained for √ log [| B_l ( C_0 ( n, j ))|] , can be further upper bounded

with, +∞∑ l=1 ( 2^{rl2} − 2^{rl−12} ) √ c_4l^k [ n 2^{rl(d−1− 2log2(a)} r−d−1−log2(a) ) + n 2^{2rl} + 1 ] .

To remove the factors 2^{rl}2 − 2^{rl−1}2 for 1 ≤ l ≤ +∞ in each term of the summation in the upper bound

above, observe, +∞∑ l=1 ( 2^{rl2} − 2^{l−12} ) ≡ (√ 2 − 1 √ 2 ) + ( 2 − √ 2 ) + · · · ≡ 1 − √ 2 2 < 1 .

This implies, +∞∑ l=1 ( 2^{rl2} − 2^{rl−12} ) √ c_4l^k [ n 2^{rl(d−1− 2log2(a)} r−d−1−log2(a) ) + n 2^{2rl} + 1 ] ≤ +∞∑ l=1 √ c_4l^k [ n 2^{rl(d−1− 2log2(a)} r−d−1−log2(a) ) + n 2^{2rl} + 1 ] . Furthermore, from the upper bound above, +∞∑ l=1 √ c_4l^k [ n 2^{rl(d−1− 2log2(a)} r−d−1−log2(a) ) + n 2^{2rl} + 1 ] ≤ √ c_4 [_{+∞}∑ l=1 √ l^k [ n 2^{rl(d−1− 2log2(a)} r−d−1−log2(a) ) + n 2^{2rl} ] + +∞∑ l=1 √ l^k ] .

From these rearrangements, one has,

E [ sup γ∈Γ_0(n) Δ_{I−(γ)} ( h ) ] ≤ E [ √ c_4 [_{+∞}∑ l=1 √ l^k [ n 2^{rl(d−1− 2log2(a)} r−d−1−log2(a) ) + n 2^{2rl} ] + +∞∑ l=1 √ l^k ]] ≤ b_5 ( b_4 ) ϵn . Before finishing the argument, first observe,

P [ sup_{γ∈Γ0} | Δ_{I−(γ)} ( η )| c^′_1 | |γ | | > 1 ] ≈ P [ sup_{γ∈Γ0} | Δ_{I−(γ)} ( η )| | |γ | | > 1 ] , from which,

P [ sup γ∈Γ_0(n) Δ_{I−(γ)} ( η ) | |γ | | ≥ c^′_2 2 ] ≡ P [ sup γ∈Γ_0(n) Δ_{I−(γ)} ( η ) ≥ c^′_2 2 n ] ≤ P [ sup γ∈Γ_0(n) Δ_{I−(γ)} ( η ) ≥ L ( b_5 ( b_4 ) ϵn + )] , for a suitable, strictly positive, b_5, dependent upon b_4, which we achieve by applying the result,

P [ sup_{t∈T} X_t > L ( γ_2 ( T, d ) + u diam ( T ))] ≤ exp ( − u^2 ) , implying the desired upper bound, upon substituting an upper bound for γ_2 ( T, d ) , and also for diam ( T ) ,

P [ sup γ∈Γ_0(n) Δ_{I−(γ)} ( η ) ≥ L ( b_5 ( b_4 ) ϵn − √ C_2 ϵ ) ] , where,

diam ( T ) ≡ diam ( C_0 ( n, j )) ≡ sup

γ_1,γ_2∈C_0(n,j) d ( γ_1, γ_2 ) ≡ sup

γ_1,γ_2∈C_0(n,j) { M > 0 : d ( γ_1, γ_2 ) ≡ M } , where,

sup γ_1,γ_2∈C_0(n,j) { M > 0 : d ( γ_1, γ_2 ) ≡ M } ∝ C ( n, j, ϵ, M )|| γ_1 − γ_2 | | | |_1 | |I(γ_1) ∩ I(γ_2) | | . Therefore,

P [ sup γ∈Γ_0(n) Δ_{I−(γ)} ( η ) ≥ L ( b_5 ( b_4 ) ϵn − √ C_2C^′C ϵ | | | |γ_1 − γ_2 | | | |_1 | |I(γ_1) ∩ I(γ_2) | | )] ≤ exp ( − C_2ϵ^{−2} ) , from which we conclude the argument, for suitable C_2 ≡ C_2 ( α, d ) , and some C ≡ C ( n, j, ϵ, M ) , C > 0.

We conclude with the arguments in the next section with the Peierls’ argument.

3.3 Concluding with the classical Peierls’ argument

In the final section, we state the inequality for executing the Peierls argument.

Theorem (Peierls’ argument for the long range contour system, a conjecture raised in [1]). For d ≥ 3

and d < α ≤ d + 1, there exists a suitable constant C ≡ C ( α, d ) , such that,

P^{LR,+}_Λ [ σ_0 ≡ −1 ] ≤ exp ( − C^′β ) + exp ( − C^′ϵ^{−2} ) , for the event, { σ_0 ≡ −1 } , for all β > 0, e ≤ C^′ and N ≥ 1, has P-probability less than, or equal to,

1 − exp ( − C^′β ) + exp ( − C^′ϵ^{−2} ) .

Hence, for β > β_c, the long range Ising model undergoes a phase transition, in which,

P^{LR,+}_{Λ,β,ϵ} ≠ P^{LR,−}_{Λ,β,ϵ} ,

with P-probability 1, as stated in Theorem PT.

Proof of Theorem and Theorem PT. Under the long rang Ising model probability measure P^{LR,+}_Λ ( · ) ≡ P^+_Λ ( · ) , to demonstrate that the desired inequality holds, along the lines of the argument for Theorem

4.1 in [1], write, from the joint probability measure,

Q^{LR,+}_{Λ,β} ( σ ∈ A, h ∈ B ) ≡ Q^+_{Λ,β} ( σ ∈ A, h ∈ B ) ≡ ∫ B P^{LR,+}_{Λ,β} ( A ) dP^{LR,+}_{Λ,β} ( h ) ≡ ∫ B P^+_{Λ,β} ( A ) dP^+_{Λ,β} ( h ) ,

under + boundary conditions, from which the joint probability of { σ_0 ≡ −1 } ,

Q^+_{Λ,β} ( σ_0 ≡ −1 ) = Q^+_{Λ,β} ({ σ_0 ≡ −1 } ∩ B ) + Q^+_{Λ,β} ({ σ_0 ≡ −1 } ∩ B^c ) ≤ Q^+_{Λ,β} ({ σ_0 ≡ −1 } ∩ B ) + exp ( − C^′_1ϵ^{−2} ) , where in the last inequality, we upper bound one of the joint probability terms under + boundary conditions

from the fact that,

Q^+_{Λ,β} ({ σ_0 ≡ −1 } ∩ B^c ) ≤ Q^+_{Λ,β} ( B^c ) ≤ exp ( − C^′_1ϵ^{−2} ) . Next, write,

Q^+_{Λ,β} ( σ_0 ≡ −1 ) ≤ ∑ γ∈C_0 Q^+_{Λ,β} ( Ω ( γ )) ,

corresponding to the summation over all contours γ with 0 ∈ V ( γ ) , for the collection of spins satisfying,

Ω ( γ ) ≡ { σ ∈ Ω : γ ⊂ Γ ( σ )} . From the computations thus far with the joint measure Q^+_{Λ,β} ( · ) , we proceed to write a decomposition for,

Q^+_{Λ,β} ({ σ_0 ≡ −1 } ∩ B ) , with the integral over all possible bad events, which admits the upper bound, for, ∫ B ∑ σ:σ_0≡−1 D^{LR,+}_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) dη ≡ ∫ B ∑ σ:σ_0 ≡−1 D^+_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) dη

with, denoting τ^{LR}_{I−(γ)} ( η ) ≡ τ^{LR} ( η ) ,

∑ C_0 ∫ B ∑ γ∈σ∈Ω(γ) D^{LR,+}_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) dη ≡ ∑ C_0 ∫ B ∑ γ∈σ∈Ω(γ) D^+_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) dη ≤ ∑ γ∈C_0 2^{|γ|} ∫ B ∑ γ∈σ∈Ω(γ) D^+_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) dη ∫ B ∑ γ∈σ∈Ω(γ) D^+_{Λ,β} ( τ^{LR} ( σ ) , τ^{LR} ( η )) dη

≤ ∑ γ∈C_0 2^{|γ|} sup η∈B,σ∈Ω(γ) D^+_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) D^+_{Λ,β} ( τ^{LR} ( σ ) , τ^{LR} ( η )) .

In the rearrangements above, the 2^{|γ|} arises from the fact that, ∫ B ∑ ω∈Ω(γ) D^+_{Λ,β} ( τ^{LR} ( σ ) , τ^{LR} ( η )) dη ≤ 2^{|γ|} .

Next, recall the identity, D^+_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) Z^+_{Λ,β} ( η ) D^+_{Λ,β} ( τ_γ ( σ ) , τ_γ ( η )) Z^+_{Λ,β} ( τ ( η )) = exp [ βH^{LR,+}_Λ ( τ_γ ( σ )) − βH^{LR,+}_Λ ( σ )] , and the definition of bad events B, we proceed in the computations by upper bounding the following

supremum,

sup_{η∈B} σ∈Ω(γ) D^+_{Λ,β} ( σ, η ) D^+_{Λ,β} ( τ^{LR} ( σ ) , τ^{LR} ( η )) ≤ exp ( − βc^′_2 | |γ | |) sup η∈B σ∈Ω(γ) Z^+_{Λ,β,η} ( τ ( η ) Z^+_{Λ,β,η} ( η ) ≡ sup_{η∈B} σ∈Ω(γ) [ exp ( − βc^′_2 | |γ | |) exp(βΔ_γ (h))]

Δ_γ (h)≤^1_2 c^′_2|γ|,∀h∈B ≤ exp ( − β 2 c^′_2 | γ |) . From the upper bound above, previous computations imply the following upper bound,

Q^+_{Λ,β} ( σ_0 ≡ −1 ) ≤ ∑ γ∈C_0 0∈V (γ) 2^{|γ|}exp ( − β 2 c^′_2 | γ |) + exp ( − c_0ϵ^{−2} ) ≡ ∑ γ∈C_0 0∈V (γ) exp ( − β 2 c^′_2 | γ | + log2 | γ |) + exp ( − c_0ϵ^{−2} )

≤ ∑ γ∈E^+_Λ ,|γ|≡n 0∈V (γ) n≥1

exp ( − β 2 c^′_2n + ( log2 ) n ) + exp ( − c_0ϵ^{−2} )

≤ ∑ n≥1 | |C_0(n) | |exp( − β 2 c^′_2n + ( log2 ) n ) + exp ( − c_0ϵ^{−2} )

from which the final upper bound, ∑ n≥1 exp ( ( C_1 − β 2 c^′_2 + log2 ) n ) + exp ( − c_0ϵ^{−2} ) , holds, from the existence of a constant for which,

C_1 ≥ 1 n log [| | ∑ n≥1 | |C_0(n) | | | | ] . Proceeding, for β sufficiently large, exp ( − β 2 c^′_2 ) ≤ exp ( − 2βC ) , the ultimate term in the upper bound implies the following upper bound,

Q^+_{Λ,β} ( σ_0 ≡ −1 ) ≤ exp ( − 2βC ) + exp ( − c_0ϵ^{−2} ) , for a constant satisfying,

C ≤ c^′_2 4 . Altogether, we conclude the argument with the P-probability statement, in which,

P [ D^+_{Λ,β} ( σ_0 ≡ −1 ) ≥ exp ( − Cβ ) + exp ( − Cϵ^{−2} ) ]_{(Markov)} ≤ Q^+_{Λ,β} ( σ_0 ≡ −1 ) exp ( − Cβ ) + exp ( − Cϵ^{−2} ) ≤ exp ( − 2βC ) + exp ( − 2Cϵ^{−2} ) exp ( − Cβ ) + exp ( − Cϵ^{−2} ) ≤ ( exp ( − Cβ ) + exp ( − Cϵ^{−2} ))^{−1} . Hence the desired phase transition holds with P-probability 1, from which we conclude the argument.

4 References

[1] Affonso, L., Bissacot, R., Maia, J.V. Phase Transition for Long-Range Random Field Ising Model in Higher Dimensions. arXiv: 2307.14150 v2 (2023).

[2] Affonso, L., Bissacot, R., Endo, E.O., Handa, S. Long-Range Ising Models: Contours, Phase Transitions and Decaying Fields. arXiv: 2105.06103 v4 (2022).

[3] Ding, J., Wirth, W. Correlation length of the two-dimensional random field Ising model via greedy lattice animal. arXiv: 2011.08768 v3 (2022).

[4] Ding, J., Zhuang, Z. Long range order for the random field Ising and Potts models. arXiv: 2210.0453 v1 (2021).

[5] Dudley, R.M. The sizes of compact subsets of Hilbert space and continuity of Gaussian processes. Journal of Functional Analysis, 1:290 (1967).

[6] Fisher, D.S., Fröhlich, J., and Spencer,T. The Ising model in a random magnetic field. Journal of Statistical Physics, 34(5-6): 863–870 (1984).

[7] Ledoux, M., Talagrand, M. Probability in Banach Spaces: Isoperimetry and Processes. A Series of Modern Surveys in Mathematics Series. Springer (1991).

[8] Peierls, R. On Ising’s model of ferromagnetism. In Mathematical Proceedings of the Cambridge Philosophical Society 32, pages 477–481, 1936.

[9] Reed, P. The Potts model in a random field: a Monte Carlo study. Journal of Physics c: Solid State Physics, 18, 20 (1985).

[10] Rigas, P. Correlation length lower bound for the random-field Potts model with the greedy lattice animal. arXiv: 2211.06795, v2 (2022).

[11] Son, S-W., Jeong, H. Noh, J.D. Random field Ising model and community structure in complex networks. arXiv: 0502672 v1 (2005).

[12] Talagrand, M. Upper and lower bounds for stochastic processes, 60. Springer (2014). [13] Tissier, M., Tarjus, G. Supersymmetry and its spontaneous breaking in the random field Ising model. arXiv: 1103.4812 v2 (2011).

[14] Wu, Y., Machta, J. Ground states and thermal states of the random field Ising model. arXiv: 0501619 v2 (2005).