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Abstract

We revisit a two-dimensional model of liquid crystals introduced by Heilmann and Lieb
(1979), which consists of a system of dimers on the square lattice at chemical potential λ, in-
teracting via a hard-core repulsion and an attractive interaction of strength −a < 0 between
adjacent, colinear dimers. The model is conjectured to exhibit nematic order at low tempera-
tures, in the sense of orientational symmetry breaking coupled with the absence of translational
order, provided that λ + a > 0. In this paper, we prove this conjecture under the additional
condition that a > λ/3, significantly extending the parameter regime under which the conjecture
is known to hold. Our proof adapts the strategy of Hadas and Peled (2025) for proving the exis-
tence of a columnar phase in the hard-square model, combining a mesoscopic characterization of
orientational order with the disagreement percolation method of van den Berg (1993) to prove
the absence of translational order. To deal with the non-nearest neighbor interactions in the
model, we also introduce an extension of the chessboard estimate applicable to finite products
of periodic Gibbs measures.

1 Introduction

Liquid crystal is a state of matter characterized microscopically by the presence of orientational
order with partial or no positional order, resulting in properties intermediate between those of a
liquid and a solid crystal [4]. Mathematical models of liquid crystals generally fall into one of two
complementary categories: macroscopic theories based on continuum mechanics, and molecular
theories rooted in statistical mechanics [24]. While macroscopic theories [16, 7] often treat the
origin of liquid crystalline phases phenomenologically, molecular theories aim to derive these phases
directly from microscopic interactions. Central to the latter approach are various toy models of
hard-core particles which, following Onsager’s seminal work on three-dimensional hard rods [15],
demonstrate that entropic effects alone can drive the transition from a disordered, isotropic phase
to a liquid crystalline phase that favors global geometric alignment.

Recent simulations of lattice systems of hard-core particles have revealed a rich landscape of
liquid crystalline phases dictated strictly by particle geometry. In two dimensions, systems of 1×k
hard rods on the square lattice with discrete (horizontal or vertical) orientations are found [13]
to exhibit a nematic phase at intermediate densities for k ≥ 7 and proven so [5] in the limit
k ≫ 1. Systems of 2 × 2 hard squares on the square lattice have been shown [6, 14] and very
recently proven [10] to exhibit a columnar phase at high densities. In three dimensions, systems of
2×2×2 hard cubes on the cubic lattice have been found via Monte Carlo simulations [23] to exhibit
four distinct phases, including a layered phase at intermediate densities and a columnar phase at
high densities. Similar findings for other hard-core shapes and on different lattices have also been
reported [18]; see [10, Section 10] for a recent survey. Despite the evident phenomenological richness,
rigorous results in this area remain sparse compared to standard lattice spin models, largely due
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to difficulties in implementing rigorous perturbation methods such as Pirogov–Sinai theory [25, 3]
for these systems, of which [5] is a singular exception.

In this paper, we study a two-dimensional lattice model for liquid crystals introduced by Heil-
mann and Lieb in 1979 [11, Model I]. In this model, particles are represented by dimers (edges)
on the square lattice Z2, and the interactions between particles consist of a hard-core repulsion
and an attractive interaction between adjacent, colinear dimers. With λ ∈ R denoting the dimer
chemical potential and −a < 0 denoting the strength of the attractive interaction, Heilmann and
Lieb proved, using reflection positivity arguments, that the model exhibits orientational symmetry
breaking, in the sense of the existence of two Gibbs measures that respectively favor vertical and
horizontal dimers, at low temperatures provided that λ+a > 0, However, in view of the two defining
qualities of a liquid crystal, they stopped short of proving the absence of translational symmetry
breaking within each phase. Regarding this omission, Jauslin and Lieb [12] wrote decades later that
“The main difficulty with extending [Heilmann and Lieb’s] method to prove the lack of translational
order is that the correlation length of the system is very large. . . and the lack of order is only visible
on that scale, and seems difficult to see using only reflection positivity.”

Over the years, there have been two main mathematical works aimed specifically at complet-
ing the proof of liquid crystalline order in this model. The first attempt is due to Alberici in
2016 [1], who used Pirogov–Sinai theory to complete the proof of the absence of translational sym-
metry breaking under the assumption of unequal horizontal and vertical dimer activities. Shortly
afterwards, in 2018, Jauslin and Lieb [12], again using Pirogov–Sinai theory but with a more sophis-
ticated contour representation of the model, resolved the problem in the original setting of equal
horizontal and vertical dimer activities and established the existence of a nematic liquid crystalline
phase. Notwithstanding their success, the fly in the ointment is the extreme parameter regime in
which they worked: whereas it is natural to compare λ and a directly from a physical point of view
as in the original work of Heilmann and Lieb, their computation required an exceptionally strong
attractive interaction in the sense that βa ≫ eβλ ≫ 1. It has remained an open problem to bridge
the vast gap between the regime considered by Heilmann and Lieb and that by Jauslin and Lieb.

This paper takes a step towards closing this gap. Specifically, we prove using reflection positivity
methods that the model exhibits nematic order at low temperatures in the parameter regime λ+a >
0, a > λ/3 (recall that a > 0 is built into the model). As in [11], the condition λ + a > 0 ensures
that vacancies are suppressed at low temperatures, leading to densely packed dimer configurations
from which any orientational order is easily visible from the orientations of the dimers themselves.
On the other hand, the constraint a > λ/3 arises as a necessity in the computation (see the proofs
of Proposition 3.8 and Proposition 4.11). Whether low-temperature nematic order persists over the
entire regime λ+ a > 0, as Heilmann and Lieb conjectured, remains an open question.

In order to see the lack of translational order using reflection positivity, as Jauslin and Lieb
put it, we use a novel, mesoscopic characterization of orientational order adapted from a recent
work of Hadas and Peled [10] on the existence of a columnar phase in the hard-square model.
The characterization is based on the existence of long sticks which, to avoid going into details,
correspond to uninterrupted sequences of colinear dimers spanning distances on the same order of
magnitude as the correlation length of the (one-dimensional) system. Hence, whereas the proof
of orientational symmetry breaking by reflection positivity in [11] was based on enumerating the
local arrangements of dimers on a 2× 2 square, ours is qualitatively more sophisticated, requiring
control over the collective behavior of dimers on a mesoscopic scale. This turns out to be well
worth the effort, as it opens the door to proving the absence of translational symmetry breaking
using a version of the disagreement percolation method due to van den Berg [21]. The latter
is based on bounding, intuitively, the extent of disagreement between independent samples of
two Gibbs measures exhibiting the same kind of orientational order. Once again, the mesoscopic
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characterization of orientational order comes in handy by allowing to explicitly construct and
prove the prevalence of sealing patterns that greatly constrain the propagation of disagreement
components across mesoscopic distances. From there, by showing that disagreement components
do not percolate, we deduce the absence of translational symmetry breaking within the horizontal
and vertical phases, completing the proof of nematic order.

Without further ado, let us describe the model and our main results more precisely.

1.1 Model and main results

Let V be the edge set of the square lattice Z2. We identify each element of V with its midpoint
in R2, so that V ≡ [(1/2 + Z) × Z] ∪ [Z × (1/2 + Z)]. A dimer configuration is a function
σ : V → {0, 1} such that σ(e)σ(e′) = 0 whenever e, e′ ∈ V are distinct and incident to the same
vertex of Z2. We identify each dimer configuration σ with the set σ−1({1}) of non-adjacent edges
of Z2. Let Ω be the set of all dimer configurations on V.

Let β > 0 be the inverse temperature, λ ∈ R be the chemical potential, and −a < 0 be the
interaction strength. The formal Hamiltonian of the monomer-dimer model, as Heilmann and Lieb
introduced it in [11], is

H(σ) = −λ|σ| − a
∑

{e,e′}⊂σ

1e∼e′ , (1.1)

where |·| denotes the cardinality, and e ∼ e′ means that e, e′ ∈ V are colinear and separated by
exactly one other edge of Z2. The formal Hamiltonian (1.1) is adapted to finite volumes in the
usual way and gives rise to the usual finite-volume Gibbs measures as well as infinite-volume ones
via the standard Dobrushin–Lanford–Ruelle formalism. A detailed review of the definitions and
constructions referenced above is given in Section 2.2.

Our main result is as follows.

Theorem 1.1 (Nematic order). Fix λ + a > 0, a > λ/3. There exist constants β0, C, c > 0 such
that, for all β ≥ β0, the monomer-dimer model admits a unique Gibbs measure µver such that

1. µver is Z2-invariant and extremal.

2. For all e ∈ V,

µver(σ(e) = 1) =

{
1
2 −O

(
e−

1
2
βa
)

if e is vertical

O
(
e−βa

)
otherwise

. (1.2)

3. Let A,B ⊂ V and f, g : Ω → [−1, 1] be such that f depends only on the restriction of σ to A
and g only on the restriction of σ to B. Then,

Covµver(f, g) ≤
∑
u∈A

sup
v∈B

α1(u, v), (1.3)

where, defining ℓ0 := e
1
2
β(λ+3a),

α1((xu, yu), (xv, yv)) := Ce−c|xv−xu|−cℓ−1
0 |yv−yu|. (1.4)

Let τ : R2 → R2 be the reflection (x, y) 7→ (y, x). The push-forward of µver under τ , denoted by
µhor, is another Gibbs measure of the monomer-dimer model that satisfies analogous properties to
the above. Furthermore, every periodic Gibbs measure of the model is a convex combination of µver

and µhor.
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1.2 Proof overview and comparison with Hadas–Peled

Our proof of Theorem 1.1 closely follows the strategy of Hadas and Peled in [10]. In fact, the
monomer-dimer model and the hard-square model are similar enough that many elements of their
argument find direct analogues in our setting. Indeed, the monomer-dimer model coincides with
the so-called oriented monomer model, which they studied as a toy model before tackling the hard-
square model itself, when a specific relation between the dimer activity and dimer interaction energy
is imposed [10, Section 10.3]. At the same time, the two models are different enough that adapting
their methods to our setting is not trivial but requires many model-specific modifications and, in
some cases, technical innovations (see Section 2.4.2 for instance), as we explain below. The reader
is invited to compare our overview with that given in [10, Section 1.4].

The first step is to prove a qualitatively stronger form of orientational symmetry breaking in
the model at low temperatures. To this end, we cover the square lattice with a grid of overlapping

squares of large side length ℓ
1/4
0 ≪ ℓ ≪ ℓ

1/2
0 , where ℓ0 ≫ 1 is the correlation length of a one-

dimensional monomer-dimer system. Our goal is to show that, with high probability, each square
contains either (a) two adjacent columns fully packed with vertical dimers or (b) two adjacent
rows fully packed with horizontal dimers that cut through its bulk. Following Hadas and Peled,
we refer to such squares as being vertically or horizontally properly divided. Importantly,
these characterizations are mutually exclusive: a square cannot be both vertically and horizontally
properly divided as one easily checks. As a side note, this mutual exclusivity depends critically
on the topology of two dimensions: the same is categorically false in higher dimensions. Hence,
by jointly choosing the definition of the bulk and the overlap between adjacent squares in the
grid, we ensure that connected components of horizontally and vertically properly divided squares
are separated by interfaces of squares that are not properly divided in either direction. The
probability of such interfaces is controlled by a chessboard-Peierls argument and combinatorial
estimates for dimer configurations not properly dividing any large square anywhere, thanks to
reflection positivity. In turn, this implies that properly divided squares percolate, which yields
two Gibbs measures, respectively characterized by the percolation of horizontally and vertically
properly divided squares, by abstract arguments.

Concerning the characterization of orientational order, the main difference between ours and
that of Hadas and Peled originates from a simple geometric fact: a dimer has an intrinsic orientation
(i.e., horizontal or vertical), but a square does not. This makes characterizing orientational order
in the hard-square model as tricky as it is ambiguous: for instance, should one say that the squares
in the sublattice close-packing 2Z × 2Z are horizontally or vertically arranged? The way out, as
proposed by Hadas and Peled, is to treat orientational order as a collective property and inspect the
offset between adjacent squares: if two adjacent squares have a horizontal offset by one unit, then
the separation between them can be unambiguously characterized as horizontal, and vice versa.
Hence, their notion of properly divided squares is based on whether such offsets propagate through
the bulk of a square, which they show occurs with high probability at high activities. Returning to
the monomer-dimer model, the inherent orientation of dimers allows us to bypass the consideration
of offsets altogether and define properly divided squares directly in terms of the orientations of the
dimers contained therein. This requires major modifications to the combinatorics of everywhere
non-properly dividing dimer configurations, but the high-level structure of the argument remains
the same.

The second step is to refine the above characterization of orientational order with respect to the
shape of the regions being properly divided, from squares to rectangles. Specifically, we show that
under each ergodic Gibbs measure (with respect to a very sparse sublattice of Z2), either (a) most
long, horizontal rectangles are horizontally properly divided or (b) most long, vertical rectangles
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are vertically properly divided. The proof of this fact relies on a decreasing induction argument,
using the characterization proven above as the base case, and closely follows [10, Section 7]. The
main difference here is of a simplifying nature, due to the fact that exactly two pure phases (i.e.,
horizontal or vertical) are expected in the monomer-dimer model, whereas theirs has four.

In the third step, we use a version of the disagreement percolation method due to van den
Berg [21] to deduce the uniqueness of Gibbs measures exhibiting each type of orientational order,
as was refined in the previous step, and derive decay of correlations estimates for each phase. The
overall strategy is very similar to that in [10, Section 8], namely to use the refined characterization of
orientational order to prove, in a strong sense, the prevalence of mesoscopic patterns, termed sealed
rectangles following [10], that significantly constrain the propagation of disagreement components
across mesoscopic distances. However, the presence of non-nearest neighbor interactions in the
monomer-dimer model, which are not found in the hard-square model, requires a more refined
characterization of sealed rectangles based on the joint properties of two independently sampled
dimer configurations. In contrast, in the hard-square model, it suffices to treat each sample without
regard to the other and then take the intersection of the resulting characterizations to define a
sealed rectangle. In order to show that the joint property prevails, and as the main technical
innovation of this paper that may be of broader use, we extend the infinite-volume chessboard
estimate due to Hadas and Peled [10, Proposition 3.8] to apply to finite products of periodic Gibbs
measures. This extension, combined with the formalism of strongly percolating sets in [10, Section
6], allows to verify the uniqueness criterion of disagreement percolation and yields the desired decay
of correlations estimates in terms of the probability of various disagreement paths.

In the fourth and final step, we characterize each phase microscopically by estimating the
density of dimers of each orientation. Following a similar strategy to that in [10, Section 9], we
show that the vertical phase, in the sense of the prevalence of vertically properly divided mesoscopic
rectangles, is dominated by randomly distributed vertical dimers on a microscopic level. However,
to simplify computation, we only bound the next-to-leading-order corrections to the densities, as
opposed to deriving exact asymptotics as in [10, Theorem 1.1(2)].

Due to the structural similarities between our work and that of Hadas and Peled [10], we have
chosen to adopt, to the extent possible, the notation, terminology, and formulation of statements
therein to facilitate comparison between the two works. For intermediate results whose proofs are
sufficiently general and apply to both models with no or minimal modifications, we will generally
refer the reader to the corresponding sections in [10] instead of duplicating them here.

Organization of the paper In Section 2, we introduce the necessary notation and definitions for
the monomer-dimer model, review the reflection positivity property, and import the formalism of
strongly percolating sets from [10]. In particular, the extension of the chessboard estimate to finite
products of periodic Gibbs measures is done in Section 2.4.2. In Section 3, we formally introduce
the notion of properly divided squares and prove that it leads to a mesoscopic kind of orientational
symmetry breaking at low temperatures. Section 4 is devoted to proving the absence of translational
symmetry breaking and consists of two subsections. In Section 4.1, we refine the characterization
of orientational order in terms of properly divided rectangles, and in Section 4.2, we implement the
disagreement percolation method to accomplish the main goal of the section. Finally, in Section 5,
we characterize each phase microscopically by estimating the density of vertical and horizontal
dimers, respectively.
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Basic definitions

Graphical constructions In this paper, we will consider three graphical constructions based on
the square lattice Z2:

1. The dual square lattice, denoted by (Z2)∗, has vertices corresponding to the faces of Z2

(with respect to its standard embedding in R2), and two vertices are connected by an edge if
and only if their corresponding faces share an edge. We will identify (Z2)∗ with the shifted
square lattice (1/2, 1/2) + Z2.

2. The line graph of Z2, denoted by L(Z2), has vertices corresponding to the edges of Z2, and
two vertices are connected by an edge if and only if their corresponding edges in Z2 share a
vertex. We will identify the vertices of L(Z2) with the midpoints of the edges of Z2; thus,
L(Z2) has vertex set V ≡ [(1/2 + Z)× Z] ∪ [Z× (1/2 + Z)].

3. An augmentation of the line graph of Z2, denoted by L‡(Z2), is obtained from L(Z2) by
adding an edge between each pair of vertices of L(Z2) corresponding to colinear edges of Z2

that are separated by exactly one other edge. We will continue to identify the vertices of
L‡(Z2) with the midpoints of the edges of Z2 as before, and use the symbol ‡ to denote the
connectivity on L‡(Z2).

Our motivation for introducing the augmented line graph L‡(Z2) is that the monomer-dimer model
is a Markov random field [22, (1.6)] on V with respect to ‡-connectivity—due to the presence of
second-nearest neighbor interactions in the model (see (2.8)), the same is not true with respect to
the usual connectivity on L(Z2).

Furthermore, we will consider two distinct connectivities on Z2 itself. The first, denoted by the
symbol □, is the standard connectivity on Z2 induced by the 1-norm on R2 that makes Z2 into
the square lattice graph. The second, denoted by the symbol ⊠, is induced by the sup-norm on R2

and is particularly useful for characterizing the connectivity of boundaries of □-connected subsets
of Z2 [19].

Rectangles We use the word rectangle to refer to a closed, axis-parallel rectangle in R2 with
corners on the dual square lattice: for x, y ∈ 1/2 + Z and K,L ∈ Z>0, denote

RK×L,(x,y) := [x, x+K]× [y, y + L] ⊂ R2. (2.1)

We also introduce the shorthand RK×L := RK×L,(−1/2,−1/2). We say that a rectangle is even if
both its width and height are even.

Dimer configurations Recall that we have identified V = [(1/2 + Z) × Z] ∪ [Z × (1/2 + Z)]
with the edge set of Z2. A dimer is a vertex e ∈ V. A dimer configuration on V is a function
σ : V → {0, 1} with the property that no two vertices in σ−1({1}), as edges of Z2, are incident to
the same vertex of Z2. Intuitively, a dimer configuration is a set of non-adjacent edges (dimers) of
Z2. In line with this intuition, we identify the function σ with the set σ−1({1}) of dimers present
in the configuration. Denote the set of all dimer configurations on V by Ω. Let Λ ⊂ R2 be a
rectangle. We introduce several restricted sets of dimer configurations corresponding to various
boundary conditions on R:
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1. Periodic boundary conditions. Define the set of Λ-periodic dimer configurations as

Ωper
Λ := {σ ∈ Ω | for all e ∈ V, σ(e) = σ(e+ (Width(Λ), 0)) = σ(e+ (0,Height(Λ)))} . (2.2)

2. Prescribed boundary conditions. Let ρ ∈ Ω. Define the set of dimer configurations in Λ (more
precisely, in V ∩ Λ) with ρ-boundary conditions as

Ωρ
Λ := {σ ∈ Ω | for all e ∈ V \ Λ, σ(e) = ρ(e)} . (2.3)

3. Vacant boundary conditions. Define the set of dimer configurations in Λ with vacant boundary
conditions as

Ω0
Λ :=

{
σ ∈ Ω | for all v ∈ Z2 \ Λ, v is a vacancy in σ

}
. (2.4)

Remark 2.1. As a cautionary note, the way that the monomer-dimer model is defined on the edge
set of Z2 is a possible source of confusion to readers accustomed to lattice spin models where
configurations are specified directly on the vertices. Our notation V for the edge set of Z2 is
intended to mitigate this confusion.

2.2 The Hamiltonian and Gibbs measures

Let σ ∈ Ω. Recall that we have identified σ ≡ σ−1({1}). We say that two dimers e, e′ ∈ σ are
linked if, as edges of Z2, they are colinear and separated by exactly one other edge called their link;
in that case, we write e ∼ e′. Let β > 0 be the inverse temperature, λ ∈ R be the dimer chemical
potential, and −a < 0 be the strength of attraction between linked dimers. In the remainder of
the paper, we will consider λ and a to be fixed and suppress them from the notation. The formal
Hamiltonian of the monomer-dimer model, as introduced by Heilmann and Lieb in [11, Model I], is

H(σ) := −λ|σ| − a
∑

{e,e′}⊂σ

1e∼e′ , (2.5)

where |σ| is the number of dimers in the dimer configuration σ.
In this paper, we will study their model in the perturbative regime β ≫ 1. To exploit the

largeness of β, it is advantageous to shift the Hamiltonian by a constant multiple of the volume, as
exemplified in the following formal rewriting, whose adaptation to finite volumes is straightforward
(though it may lead to an inconsequential boundary term):

1

2
(λ+ a)

∣∣Z2
∣∣+H(σ) =

1

2
(λ+ a)(

∣∣Z2
∣∣− 2|σ|) + 1

2
a
∑
e∈σ

(
2−

∑
e′∈σ

1e′∼e

)
, (2.6)

where the terms on the RHS have the following intuitive interpretations:

1.
∣∣Z2
∣∣− 2|σ| is the number of vacant vertices, or vacancies for short, which are vertices of Z2

not incident to any dimer in σ.

2. For each e ∈ σ, 2 −
∑

e′∈σ 1e′∼e is the number of ends of e not linked to another dimer in
σ. Formally, we define a broken link as a vertex in V whose corresponding edge in Z2 is
incident to exactly one dimer in σ with which it is colinear. Hence,

∑
e∈σ
(
2−

∑
e′∈σ 1e′∼e

)
is the total number of broken links in σ.

For clarity, we recast (2.6) systematically using the standard notion of potentials (see [8, Section
6.3.2] or [9, (2.2)]). Let B ⊂ V be bounded (or B ⋐ V for short).

7



1. If B has the form {e1, e2, e3, e4} where all the ei share a common vertex of Z2, define the
four-body, vacancy potential

ΦB(σ) :=
1

2
(λ+ a)1∑4

i=1 σ(ei)=0, (2.7)

which outputs (λ+ a)/2 if and only if the shared vertex is a vacancy in σ.

2. If B has the form {e1, e2, e3} where the ei (ordered from bottom left to top right) are adjacent
and colinear, define the three-body, broken-link potential

ΦB(σ) :=
1

2
a1σ(e1)+σ(e3)=1, (2.8)

which outputs a/2 if and only if the middle edge e2 is a broken link of the dimer e1 or e3 in
σ.

3. Otherwise, set ΦB(σ) := 0.

Thus, the shifted formal Hamiltonian can be expressed as∑
B⋐V

ΦB(σ), (2.9)

whose adaptation to finite volumes is standard (see [8, (6.24)] or [9, (2.3)]): if Λ is a rectangle and
# denotes a boundary condition for Λ, then the finite-volume Hamiltonian for dimer configurations
in Λ with #-boundary conditions is

H#
Λ (σ) :=

∑
B⋐V

B∩Λ̸=∅

ΦB(σ). (2.10)

As a special case, we note that if # denotes the periodic boundary conditions, then the sum over
B ⋐ V is instead restricted to a complete set of representatives of the equivalence classes of all
B ⋐ V under translations generated by (Width(Λ), 0) and (0,Height(Λ)).

Gibbs measures Let Λ be a rectangle and # denote a boundary condition for Λ. The weight of
a dimer configuration σ ∈ Ω#

Λ is defined as

w#
Λ;β(σ) := e−βH#

Λ (σ). (2.11)

Hence, penalty factors of e−
1
2
β(λ+a) and e−

1
2
βa are assigned to each vacancy and broken link,

respectively. The finite-volume Gibbs measure on Λ with #-boundary conditions is given by

µ#
Λ;β(σ) :=

w#
Λ;β(σ)

Z#
Λ;β

for σ ∈ Ω#
Λ , (2.12)

where Z#
Λ;β :=

∑
σ∈Ω#

Λ
w#
Λ;β(σ) is the partition function. Furthermore, given E ⊂ Ω, we define the

E-constrained partition function as

Z#
Λ;β(E) :=

∑
σ∈Ω#

Λ∩E

w#
Λ;β(σ). (2.13)

Lastly, we define infinite-volume Gibbs measures in the standard Dobrushin–Lanford–Ruelle for-
malism; see [8, Section 6.2.1] or [9, (2.9)] for details.
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2.3 Comparison of boundary conditions

In this subsection, we quote from [10] two results comparing constrained partition functions and
expectations under different boundary conditions. While the models in question are different, their
proofs carry over to our setting with little modification.

Proposition 2.2 ([10, Proposition 2.1]). There exists a constant C(β) ≥ 1 such that the following
holds. Let Λ be a rectangle and ρ ∈ Ω. Define a mapping mρ,Λ : Ω → Ωρ

Λ by taking any σ ∈ Ω,
setting mρ,Λ(σ) ≡ ρ on V \ int(Λ), and deleting all dimers in V ∩ int(Λ) that intersect another
dimer. If E ⊂ Ω, then, for any boundary condition # for Λ,

Z#
Λ;β(E) ≤ C(β)Perimeter(Λ)Zρ

Λ;β(m
ρ,Λ(E)). (2.14)

Proposition 2.3 ([10, Proposition 2.2]). There exists a constant C(β) ≥ 1 such that the following
holds. Let Λ0 ⊂ Λ ⊂ Λ1 be rectangles such that the Euclidean distance from Λ0 to R2 \Λ is at least
2. Let f : Ω → R≥0 be Λ0-local. Then, for any Gibbs measure µ,

µ(f) ≤ C(β)Perimeter(Λ)µper
Λ1;β

(f). (2.15)

2.4 Reflection positivity and the chessboard estimate

In this subsection, we formulate the reflection positivity of the monomer-dimer model and use it to
set up the chessboard estimate and an infinite-volume extension thereof due to Hadas and Peled [10,
Proposition 3.8]. While much of the material here is either standard or directly imported from [10],
we will give a further extension of the chessboard estimate applicable to finite products of periodic
Gibbs measures that will be useful in Section 4.2.

2.4.1 Standard results

We begin with some notation. Let R = RK×L,(x0,y0) be a rectangle. Define the grid of R as

GR := (x0 +KZ) × (y0 + LZ), and denote its origin-shifted version by LR := KZ × LZ. Let TR

be the group generated by the reflections of R across the vertical and horizontal lines that pass
through points in GR. Thus, for each v ∈ GR, there exists a unique isometry in TR that maps R to
RK×L,v; we denote this isometry by τR,v. Given f : Ω → R and τ ∈ TR, define (τf)(σ) := f(σ ◦ τ).
Given a Gibbs measure µ and an isometry τ : R → R, denote by τµ the push-forward of µ under
τ . Given (x, y) ∈ Z2, let η(x,y) : R → R denote the translation v 7→ v + (x, y).

First, we show that the monomer-dimer model is reflection positive with respect to reflections
across the vertices in V.

Lemma 2.4 (Reflection positivity). Let R = RK×L,(x0,y0) be a rectangle and f : Ω → R be R-local.
Then,

µper
Λ;β(f · τf) ≥ 0 (2.16)

if (Λ, τ) is either (R2K×L,(−1/2,−1/2), τR,(x0+K,y0)) or (RK×2L,(−1/2,−1/2), τR,(x0,y0+L)).

Proof. We treat the case that (Λ, τ) = (R2K×L,(−1/2,−1/2), τR,(x0+K,y0)); the other case is similar.
Let

A+ :=
{
ϑv | ϑ ∈ TΛ, v ∈ R

}
, (2.17)

A− :=
{
ϑv | ϑ ∈ TΛ, v ∈ RK×L,(x0+K,y0)

}
. (2.18)
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By a standard criterion for reflection positivity (see [2, Corollary 5.4] or [8, Lemma 10.8]), it suffices
to write

−Hper
Λ = A+ τA+

∑
α

Cα · τCα, (2.19)

where A,Cα are A+-local functions. Recall the potential representation of the Hamiltonian (2.10).
We let each ΦB as in (2.7) contribute to −(A+τA). For each ΦB as in (2.8), if B ⊂ A+ or B ⊂ A−,
we let it contribute to −(A+τA). Otherwise, B crosses a horizontal or vertical line passing through
points in GR. In this case, writing

ΦB(σ) =
1

2
a− 1

2
a
[
1σ(e1)=σ(e2)1σ(e3)=σ(e2) + 1σ(e1)̸=σ(e2)1σ(e3)̸=σ(e2)

]
, (2.20)

we let the first term contribute to −(A + τA) and the second term to −
∑

αCα · τCα, using that
a > 0. The proof is now complete.

If Λ is a rectangle such that 2Width(R) | Width(Λ) and 2Height(R) | Height(Λ), we say that R
is a block of Λ. In that case, set TR

Λ := TR/LΛ. Given an R-local function f : Ω → R, define its
(R,Λ)-chessboard seminorm by

∥f∥R|Λ := µper
Λ;β

 ∏
τ∈TR

Λ

τf

1/|TR
Λ |

; (2.21)

the name “seminorm” is justified by the fact that ∥·∥R|Λ indeed satisfies the standard properties of
a seminorm [10, Proposition 3.3]. A standard consequence of reflection positivity is the chessboard
estimate, which asserts that the expectation of a product of local functions of a particular form
under µper

Λ;β factorizes as an upper bound into the product of their chessboard seminorms. We do
not prove the chessboard estimate here but refer the reader to [2] and [8] for pedagogical references.

Proposition 2.5 (Chessboard estimate). Let R be a block of Λ. Let A ⊂ TR
Λ and (fτ )τ∈A be

R-local functions. Then,

µper
Λ;β

(∏
τ∈A

τfτ

)
≤
∏
τ∈A

∥fτ∥R|Λ. (2.22)

We also quote a recursive version of the chessboard estimate from Hadas and Peled, which
applies to the monomer-dimer model as well with the same proof.

Lemma 2.6 (Recursive chessboard estimate, [10, Lemma 3.4]). Let R and S be blocks of Λ, and
suppose that the corners of S are in GR. Let A ⊂ TR be such that ∪τ∈AτR ⊂ S and (fτ )τ∈A be
R-local functions. Then, ∥∥∥∥∥∏

τ∈A
τfτ

∥∥∥∥∥
S|Λ

≤
∏
τ∈A

∥fτ∥R|Λ. (2.23)

2.4.2 Finite products of reflection positive measures

The goal of this sub-subsection is to prove an extension of the infinite-volume chessboard
estimate of Hadas and Peled [10, Proposition 3.8] applicable to finite products of periodic Gibbs
measures. We first recall their result, noting that there is a slight difference in the definition of
rectangles between [10] and ours but which is immaterial for the statement below.
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Proposition 2.7 ([10, Proposition 3.8]). The following holds for the hard-square model. For any
rectangle R = RK×L,(x0,y0) and R-local function f : Ω → R, define

∥f∥R := lim sup
n→∞

∥f∥R|Rn!×n!
. (2.24)

Let R be a rectangle, A ⊂ TR be finite, and (fτ )τ∈A be R-local functions. Then, for all periodic
Gibbs measures µ,

µ

(∏
τ∈A

τfτ

)
≤
∏
τ∈A

∥fτ∥R. (2.25)

A direct analogue of their result for the monomer-dimer model will follow as a special case
of a more general statement which we now formulate. Let k ≥ 1. An element (σi)

k
i=1 ∈ Ωk

may be thought of as a joint configuration that naturally specifies a mapping V → {0, 1}k via
e 7→ (σi(e))

k
i=1. Thus, given a rectangle R, the notion of R-locality and transformation under each

reflection τ ∈ TR extend naturally to functions Ωk → R. We equip Ωk with the product σ-algebra
F⊗k, and use the symbol ⊗ to denote the product of probability measures on (Ω,F).

Let Λ be rectangle, R be a block of Λ, and f : Ωk → R be R-local. Define

∥f∥R|Λ := (⊗k
i=1µ

per
Λ;β)

 ∏
τ∈TR

Λ

τf

1/|TR
Λ |

. (2.26)

We note that the product measure ⊗k
i=1µ

per
Λ;β remains reflection positive with respect to reflections

across the vertices in V, so the quantity above satisfies the same seminorm properties as before and
the usual chessboard estimate holds. Next, define

∥f∥R := lim sup
n→∞

∥f∥R|Rn!×n!
. (2.27)

The main result of this sub-subsection is the following extension of [10, Proposition 3.8] in the
context of the monomer-dimer model.

Proposition 2.8 (Infinite-volume chessboard estimate for product measures). Let R be a rectangle.
Let A ⊂ TR be finite and (fτ )τ∈A be R-local functions from Ωk to R. Then, given periodic Gibbs
measures (µi)

k
i=1,

(⊗k
i=1µi)

(∏
τ∈A

τfτ

)
≤
∏
τ∈A

∥fτ∥R. (2.28)

We follow the same proof strategy as in [10], with suitable modifications to accommodate the
product measures, starting with the following lemma.

Lemma 2.9. Let R be a rectangle and f : Ωk → R be R-local. Then, given periodic Gibbs measures
(µi)

k
i=1,

(⊗k
i=1µi)(f) ≤ ∥f∥R. (2.29)

The proof of Lemma 2.9 relies on the following claims.

Claim 2.10. Let Λ0 ⊂ Λ ⊂ Λ1 be rectangles such that the Euclidean distance from Λ0 to R2 \ Λ is
at least 2. Let f : Ωk → R≥0 be Λ0-local. Let (µi)

k
i=1 be periodic Gibbs measures. Then, with the

same constant C(β) ≥ 1 as in Proposition 2.3,

(⊗k
i=1µi)(f) ≤ C(β)kPerimeter(Λ)(⊗k

i=1µ
per
Λ1;β

)(f). (2.30)
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Proof. If f is the indicator function of a measurable rectangle, the product measure factorize into a
product of measures, and the inequality follows from Proposition 2.3 for all m > m0: note that the
Euclidean distance between Λm0 and R2 \ Λm is indeed at least 2 when m > m0 ≥ 2. Next, if f is
the indicator function of a measurable subset B ⊂ Ωk, the inequality follows from the construction
of product measures via Carathéodory’s extension theorem, i.e., the identity

(⊗k
i=1µi)(B)

= inf


∞∑
j=1

(⊗k
i=1µi)(Bj) | Bj is a finite union of measurable rectangles, B ⊂ ∪∞

j=1Bj

 (2.31)

and an analogue for (⊗k
i=1µ

per
Λm

)(B). By linearity, the inequality extends to non-negative simple
functions, and finally to all non-negative measurable functions by the monotone convergence theo-
rem.

Claim 2.11. Let (µi)
k
i=1 be periodic Gibbs measures, R be a rectangle, and g : Ωk → R≥0 be

R-local. Let (An)n≥1 be non-empty, finite subsets of TR. Suppose that |An| → ∞ as n → ∞,
and, denoting by Rn the smallest rectangle containing ∪τ∈AnτR, that Perimeter(Rn)/|An| → 0 as
n → ∞. Then,

lim sup
n→∞

|An|

√√√√(⊗k
i=1µi)

( ∏
τ∈An

τg

)
≤ ∥g∥R. (2.32)

Proof. Fix n ≥ 1. For m ≥ 2, define Λm := Rm!×m!,(−(m!+1)/2,−(m!+1)/2). Let R′
n ⊃ Rn be the

smallest rectangle such that the Euclidean distance from Rn to R2 \R′
n is at least 2, and m(n) ≥ 2

be such that R′
n ⊂ Λm(n). Suppose that m ≥ m(n). Since

∏
τ∈An

τg is Rn-local, using Claim 2.10,
we get that

(⊗k
i=1µi)

( ∏
τ∈An

τg

)
≤ C(β)kPerimeter(R′

n)(⊗k
i=1µ

per
Λm;β)

( ∏
τ∈An

τg

)
. (2.33)

When m ≥ m(n) is so large that R is a block of Λm, by the usual chessboard estimate applied to
⊗k

i=1µ
per
Λm;β, we have that

(⊗k
i=1µ

per
Λm;β)

( ∏
τ∈An

τg

)
≤ ∥g∥|An|

R|Λm
. (2.34)

Hence,

|An|

√√√√(⊗k
i=1µi)

( ∏
τ∈An

τg

)
≤ C(β)kPerimeter(R′

n)/|An|∥g∥R|Λm
. (2.35)

Using that Perimeter(R′
n) = Perimeter(Rn) + 16, taking limits superior of both sides as m → ∞

and then as n → ∞ completes the proof.

Claim 2.12. Let M ∈ Z>0, Sn ⊂ MZ2 be finite, and An := {ηs | s ∈ Sn} where ηs : R2 → R2 is the
translation u 7→ u + s. Let 0 < ϵ < 1/2 and g : Ωk → [1 − ϵ, 1 + ϵ] be measurable. If ⊗k

i=1µi is
MZ2-invariant, then

(⊗k
i=1µi)

 |An|

√ ∏
τ∈An

τg

 = (⊗k
i=1µi)(g) +O

(
ϵ2
)
. (2.36)
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The proof of Claim 2.12 is by a direct application of the Taylor expansion and does not depend
on the specifics of the model or the measure, so we omit it here and refer the reader to [10, Proof
of Claim 3.11] for details. We are now ready to prove Lemma 2.9.

Proof of Lemma 2.9. Let (µi)
k
i=1 be periodic Gibbs measures. By taking the intersection of full-

rank sublattices with respect to which each µi is invariant, we find a full-rank sublattice L ⊂ Z2

such that ⊗k
i=1µi is L-invariant. Let M ∈ Z>0 be such that MZ2 ⊂ L ∩ 2LR. For each n ∈ Z>0,

let Sn := {M, . . . , nM}2 and An be as in Claim 2.12. For 0 < ϵ < 1
2max |f | , let g := 1 + ϵf . Then,

1 + ϵ∥f∥R ≥ ∥g∥R ≥ lim sup
n→∞

n2

√√√√(⊗k
i=1µi)

( ∏
τ∈An

τg

)
≥ lim sup

n→∞
(⊗k

i=1µi)


n2

√ ∏
τ∈An

τg


≥ 1 + ϵ(⊗k

i=1µi)(f) +O
(
ϵ2
)
,

(2.37)

where we used Claim 2.11 in the second, Jensen’s inequality in the third inequality, and Claim 2.12
in the last. Taking ϵ → 0 completes the proof.

To prove Proposition 2.8, we will also need the following extension of Lemma 2.6, which follows
directly by applying the definition (2.27).

Lemma 2.13. Let R and S be blocks of Λ, and suppose that the corners of S are in GR. Let
A ⊂ TR be such that ∪τ∈AτR ⊂ S and (fτ )τ∈A be R-local functions. Then,∥∥∥∥∥∏

τ∈A
τfτ

∥∥∥∥∥
S

≤
∏
τ∈A

∥fτ∥R. (2.38)

We now deduce Proposition 2.8.

Proof of Proposition 2.8. Let S be a rectangle whose corners lie on GR and which contains ∪τ∈AτR.
Combining Lemmas 2.9 and 2.13, we get that

(⊗k
i=1µi)

(∏
τ∈A

τfτ

)
≤

∥∥∥∥∥∏
τ∈A

τfτ

∥∥∥∥∥
S

≤
∏
τ∈A

∥fτ∥R, (2.39)

as required.

2.4.3 Recursive chessboard estimates for off-grid events

We conclude this section by proving the following extension of Lemma 2.6 applicable in cases where
the corners of S do not lie on GR but the events in question enjoy additional symmetries. It will
only be used in the proof of Lemma 4.8.

Lemma 2.14. Let R and S be blocks of Λ. Suppose that GR is invariant under TS
Λ . Let A ⊂ TR be

such that ∪τ∈AτR ⊂ S and (Eτ )τ∈A be R-local events that are invariant under reflections through
the horizontal and vertical lines passing through the center of R. Then,∥∥∥∥∥⋂

τ∈A
τEτ

∥∥∥∥∥
S|Λ

≤
∏
τ∈A

∥Eτ∥R|Λ. (2.40)

Consequently, ∥∥∥∥∥⋂
τ∈A

τEτ

∥∥∥∥∥
S

≤
∏
τ∈A

∥Eτ∥R. (2.41)
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Proof. We have that ∥∥∥∥∥⋂
τ∈A

τEτ

∥∥∥∥∥
|TS

Λ |

S|Λ

= µper
Λ;β

 ⋂
κ∈TS

Λ

⋂
τ∈A

κτEτ

 . (2.42)

Since GR is invariant under TS
Λ , for each κ ∈ TS

Λ and τ ∈ A, there exists tκ,τ ∈ TR
Λ such that

κτR = tκ,τR. Moreover, by the invariance assumption on Eτ , we have that κτEτ = tκ,τEτ .
Finally, since ∪τ∈AτR ⊂ S, the mapping (κ, τ) 7→ tκ,τ is injective. Therefore, by Proposition 2.5

µper
Λ;β

 ⋂
κ∈TS

Λ

⋂
τ∈A

κτEτ

 = µper
Λ;β

 ⋂
κ∈TS

Λ

⋂
τ∈A

tκ,τEτ

 ≤
∏
τ∈A

∥Eτ∥
|TS

Λ |
R|Λ . (2.43)

Combining (2.42) and (2.43) proves the first claim. The second claim follows directly by taking
limits superior as in the definition (2.27).

2.5 Strongly percolating sets

A recurrent theme in our analysis is to take a local property of dimer configurations—the existence
of long dimer chains through the bulk of a fixed-size rectangle, for instance—and quantify its
prevalence in typical dimer configurations via percolation-type arguments. In this section, we
import the notion of strongly percolating sets and their properties from [10, Section 6], which are
well-suited for this purpose.

We start with some notation. Let E ⊂ Ω be an event, which should be thought of as a local
property of dimer configurations. Define the random set E : Ω → 2Z

2
by

E(σ) :=
{
(x, y) ∈ Z2 | σ ∈ η(x,y)E

}
, (2.44)

where we recall that η(x,y) denotes the translation by (x, y). Thus, E is the random set of locations
at which the local property E holds. Given K,L ∈ Z>0, define the random set

XK×LE :=
{
(x, y) ∈ Z2 | (Kx,Ly) ∈ E

}
, (2.45)

which tracks the manifestation of the local property E on the scale of the rectangular grid KZ×LZ.
The above definitions generalize naturally to joint properties of multiple, independently sampled
dimer configurations, i.e., events E ⊂ Ωk, k ≥ 2.

We now define strongly percolating sets. Fix ϵ0 := 1/21 throughout the paper. Let ϵ ≥ 0. A
random set B ⊂ Z2 on a probability space (Ω,F ,P) is ϵ-rare if, for all finite A ⊂ Z2, P(A ⊂ B) ≤
ϵ|A|. A random set Ψ ⊂ Z2 on (Ω,F ,P) is ϵ-strongly percolating if either ϵ ≥ ϵ0 or there exists
an ϵ-rare set B such that Ψ P-almost surely contains an infinite □-component of Z2 \B. Define

pP(Ψ) := inf {ϵ ≥ 0 | Ψ is ϵ-strongly percolating} . (2.46)

We mention here that the quantity pP(Ψ) may be thought of as a measure of the size of Ψ, with
smaller values indicating larger random sets; see [10, Section 6.1] for further discussion.

The following results are direct imports from [10, Section 6].

Lemma 2.15 ([10, Lemma 6.4]). Let u ∈ Z2, d ≥ 0, and Ψ ⊂ Z2 be a random set on a probability
space (Ω,F ,P). Let E be the event that there exists a ⊠-path in Z2 \Ψ starting at u and ending at
some point in

{
v ∈ Z2 | ∥v − u∥∞ ≥ d

}
. Then,

P(E) ≤
(
pP(Ψ)

ϵ0

)d+1

. (2.47)
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Lemma 2.16 ([10, Lemma 6.6]). For all k ≥ 1 and random sets Ψ1, . . . ,Ψk ⊂ Z2 on a common
probability space (Ω,F ,P),

pP(∩k
i=1Ψi) ≤ k k

√
max
1≤i≤k

pP(Ψi) (2.48)

Lemma 2.17 ([10, Lemma 6.7]). Let E ⊂ Ω be an event. Let k,K, l, L ∈ Z>0 be such that k | K
and l | L. Denote H :=

{
η(x,y) | (x, y) ∈ (kZ× lZ) ∩ ([0,K) ∩ [0, L))

}
and r := |H| = KL

kl . Denote

Ψ := Xk×lE, Ψ′
η := XK×LηE for each η ∈ H, and Ψ′ := ∩η∈HΨ′

η. Then,

1. pP(Ψ
′) ≤ rpP(Ψ).

2. pP(Ψ) ≤ r
√

pP(Ψ′).

3. pP(Ψ) ≤ r

√
r r

√
maxη∈H pP(Ψ′

η).

4. If E ⊂ Ω is R-local for R = RK×L,(x,y) and is invariant under reflections through the vertical
and horizontal lines passing through the center of R, then, for all periodic Gibbs measures µ,

pµ(Ψ) ≤ r

√
∥Ω \ E∥R. (2.49)

Lemma 2.18 ([10, Proposition 6.8]). Let P be an L-ergodic probability measure on Ω for some
lattice L ⊂ KZ× LZ. Let E,F ⊂ Ω be events. If

E ∩ η(K,0)F = E ∩ η(0,L)F = η(K,0)E ∩ F = η(0,L)E ∩ F = ∅, (2.50)

then
min

{
pP(XK×LE), pP(XK×LF )

}
≤ pP(XK×LE ∪ F ) (2.51)

We will also need the following new lemma on strongly percolating sets under independent
couplings.

Lemma 2.19. Let µ, µ′ be probability measures on a common measurable space (Ω,F). Let Ψ ⊂ Z2

be a random set on the product probability space (Ω× Ω,F ⊗ F , µ⊗ µ′). Suppose that there exists
a random set Ψ̃ ⊂ Z2 on (Ω,F , µ) such that

Ψ(σ, σ′) = Ψ̃(σ) for (µ⊗ µ′)-almost all (σ, σ′) ∈ Ω× Ω. (2.52)

Then, pµ⊗µ′(Ψ) ≤ pµ(Ψ̃).

Proof. Suppose that Ψ̃ is ϵ-strongly percolating. Suppose in addition that ϵ < ϵ0. Then, there
exists an ϵ-rare set B̃ ⊂ Z2 such that Ψ̃ µ-almost surely contains an infinite □-component of Z2 \ B̃.
Define a random set B(σ, σ′) := B̃(σ). It is easy to check that B is ϵ-rare and is such that Ψ
(µ⊗µ′)-almost surely contains an infinite □-component of Z2 \B. The proof is complete by taking
the infimum over all such ϵ ≥ 0.

3 Mesoscopic orientational symmetry breaking

In this section, we establish orientational symmetry breaking in the monomer-dimer model at low
temperatures. Our characterization of orientational order is different from that used by Heilmann
and Lieb in [11] in that ours is mesoscopic rather than microscopic, and instead draws inspiration
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from the characterization of Hadas and Peled [10] for the hard-square model. However, we will
introduce major modifications to the latter characterization to account for the geometric distinction
between dimers and squares as well as the extra attractive interaction in the monomer-dimer model.
Hence, while the overall strategy of our proof is similar to that of [10], many technical components
here are new.

Sticks Let σ ∈ Ω. A stick edge of σ is an edge e of the dual square lattice (Z2)∗ such that both
endpoints of the edge of Z2 it bisects are incident to dimers in σ having the same orientation as
e. We note that, unlike Hadas and Peled, we do not require that the latter two dimers be offset
by one unit, since the orientations of these dimers are already evident. We define a stick as a
maximal contiguous run of stick edges of σ. It is easy to check that horizontal and vertical stick
edges cannot intersect. By extension, horizontal and vertical sticks cannot intersect either.

Rectangles divided by sticks Following Hadas and Peled, we introduce the notion of division of
rectangles by sticks. Let R = RK×L,(x,y) be a rectangle; recall that this assumes that x, y ∈ 1/2+Z
andK,L ∈ Z>0. Consider a vertical segment with endpoints (x1, y1) and (x1, y2), where x1 ∈ 1/2+Z
and −∞ ≤ y1 < y2 ≤ ∞. We say that this segment vertically divides R if x < x1 < x+K (note
the exclusion at the endpoints) and y1 ≤ y < y + L ≤ y2. That a horizontal segment horizontally
divides R is defined analogously. If we do not wish to specify the orientation of the segment, we
will simply say that it divides R.

Using that rectangles are defined to be closed subsets of R2 with corners on (1/2 + Z)2 and
recalling the identification V ≡ [(1/2 + Z) × Z] ∪ [Z × (1/2 + Z)], it is straightforward to see that
the event that a rectangle R is divided by a stick is R-local.

Main results A mesoscopic rectangle is a rectangle R such that Width(R),Height(R) ≪ ℓ0
but Area(R) ≫ ℓ0, where ℓ0 := e

1
2
β(λ+3a) is a mesoscopic length scale defined computationally in

Section 3.1.2. The first main result of this section is an upper bound on the chessboard seminorm
of the event that a mesoscopic rectangle R is not divided by a stick through its “bulk” in the sense
made precise below.

Theorem 3.1. There exist constants β0, c > 0 such that, for all β ≥ β0 and rectangles S ⊂ R
satisfying

c−1 ≤ Width(R),Height(R) ≤ cℓ0, (3.1)

Width(S) ≥ (1− c)Width(R), and Height(S) ≥ (1− c)Height(R), (3.2)

it holds that
∥no stick divides both R and S∥R ≤ e−cℓ−1

0 Area(R). (3.3)

Fix an integer N > 2 such that 2
N ≤ c3.3 for the rest of the paper. For a rectangle R with

width and height divisible by N , denote by R− the rectangle concentric to R with dimensions
equal to 1− 2/N times those of R. Thus, R and R− satisfy the assumption (3.2) of Theorem 3.1.
We say that a stick properly divides R if it divides both R and R−. Following [10], we define
a mesoscopic grid to track which rectangles are properly divided by a stick of either orientation.
Given K,L ∈ Z>0 and σ ∈ Ω, define

ΨK×L
ver (σ) :=

{
(x, y) ∈ Z2 | a vertical stick of σ properly divides RKN×LN,(xK−1/2,yL−1/2)

}
, (3.4)

ΨK×L
hor (σ) :=

{
(x, y) ∈ Z2 | a horizontal stick of σ properly divides RKN×LN,(xK−1/2,yL−1/2)

}
.

(3.5)
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Vertices in ΨK×L
ver (σ) and ΨK×L

hor (σ) cannot be adjacent in Z2, otherwise the overlap between their
corresponding rectangles and the definition of proper division would imply the intersection of sticks
of different orientations, which is impossible. Hence, ΨK×L

ver (σ) and ΨK×L
hor (σ) are separated by inter-

faces corresponding to rectangles which are not properly divided by sticks. Combining Theorem 3.1
with a chessboard-Peierls argument, we obtain the following.

Theorem 3.2. There exist constants β0, C, c > 0 such that, for all β ≥ β0, Cℓ
1/2
0 < b < cℓ0, and

periodic Gibbs measures µ, it holds that

µ(exactly one of Ψb×b
ver and Ψb×b

hor has an infinite component) = 1. (3.6)

By abstract arguments, Theorem 3.2 implies the existence of two Gibbs measures related by the
reflection (x, y) 7→ (y, x), characterized respectively by the percolation of Ψb×b

ver and Ψb×b
hor . Hence,

we accomplish the goal of establishing orientational symmetry breaking on a mesoscopic scale, in
the sense of the prevalence of mesoscopic squares properly divided by sticks of one orientation over
the other.

Corollary 3.3. Under the setting of Theorem 3.2, let τ be the reflection (x, y) 7→ (y, x), and
Ever and Ehor be the events that Ψb×b

ver and Ψb×b
hor have an infinite □-component, respectively. The

monomer-dimer model admits at least two bZ2-invariant Gibbs measures µver and µhor = τµver such
that µver(Ever) = 1 and µver(Ehor) = 0, and vice versa for µhor.

We will not prove Theorem 3.2 and Corollary 3.3 in this paper, as their proofs are identical
to those of [10, Theorem 5.2] and [10, Corollary 5.3] once Theorem 3.1 is proven. The rest of the
section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 3.1, which is special to the monomer-dimer model.

3.1 One-dimensional systems

In this subsection, we compute several quantities derived from the partition function of one-
dimensional monomer-dimer systems under various boundary conditions, using the transfer matrix
method.

We define one-dimensional monomer-dimer systems analogously to their two-dimensional coun-
terparts. Specifically, we consider Z in its usual graphical representation as an infinite path, and
identify its edge set V1D with the set of midpoints of its edges, i.e., 1/2 + Z. Given L ≥ 1, define
the one-dimensional rectangle RL := [−1/2, L− 1/2] ⊂ R. Dimer configurations on V1D, boundary
conditions on a one-dimensional rectangle R, and their associated finite-volume Hamiltonian and
Gibbs measure are defined analogously to those in two dimensions and denoted using the same
notation with the superscript 1D added. In particular, the vacancy potential (2.7) becomes a
two-body interaction in one dimenision, while the broken link potential (2.8) remains three-body.

To construct the transfer matrix, we picture a sliding window spanning a width of two vertices
in V1D moving from left to right. There are exactly three possible states within the window: the
left vertex is occupied by a dimer, the right vertex is occupied, or neither one is. Denote these
states by |l⟩, |r⟩, and |0⟩, respectively. In the (|0⟩ , |l⟩ , |r⟩)-basis, the transfer matrix is

T =

e−
1
2
β(λ+a) 0 e−

1
2
β(λ+2a)

e−
1
2
a 0 1

0 1 0

 . (3.7)
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3.1.1 Expansions for the eigenvalues of T

The eigenvalues of T are the roots of the cubic polynomial

p(x) := det(xI − T ) = x3 − e−
1
2
β(λ+a)x2 − x+ e−

1
2
β(λ+a) − e−

1
2
β(λ+3a). (3.8)

To obtain usable expressions for the eigenvalues, we treat the last term of p(x) as a small pertur-
bation and introduce the auxiliary polynomial

pϵ(x) := x3 − e−
1
2
β(λ+a)x2 − x+ e−

1
2
β(λ+a) + ϵ, (3.9)

where ϵ ∈ [−e−
1
2
β(λ+3a), 0]. When ϵ = 0, pϵ(x) = (x− 1)(x− e−

1
2
β(λ+a))(x+1) has roots x1(0) = 1,

x2(0) = e−
1
2
β(λ+a), and x3(0) = −1. By the implicit function theorem, each root xi(0), i =

1, 2, 3, extends to an analytic function xi(ϵ) satisfying pϵ(xi(ϵ)) ≡ 0 for small |ϵ|, which admits the
expansion

xi(ϵ) = xi(0) + x′i(0)ϵ+O
(
ϵ2
)
. (3.10)

Setting pϵ(xi(ϵ))
′ = 0 and solving for x′i(0) yield

x′1(0) = − 1

2(1− e−
1
2
β(λ+a))

, x′2(0) =
1

1− e−β(λ+a)
, x′3(0) = − 1

2(1 + e−
1
2
β(λ+a))

. (3.11)

Hence, there exists a constant β0 > 0 such that, for all β ≥ β0, the eigenvalues of T admit the
expansions

x1 = 1 +
1

2
e−

1
2
β(λ+3a) +O

(
e−β(λ+2a)

)
, (3.12)

x2 = e−
1
2
β(λ+a) − e−

1
2
β(λ+3a) +O

(
e−β(λ+2a)

)
, (3.13)

x3 = −1 +
1

2
e−

1
2
β(λ+3a) +O

(
e−β(λ+2a)

)
. (3.14)

3.1.2 The partition function of one-dimensional systems

Using the eigenvalue expansions derived in Section 3.1.1, we now fulfill the goal of this subsection.
We start by defining a length scale that will play a recurrent role in this paper. Recall that the
correlation length [17, Section 15.1] of the one-dimensional monomer-dimer system is defined as

ξ :=
1

log |x1/x3|
=

1

log
(
1 + e−

1
2
β(λ+3a) +O

(
e−β(λ+2a)

)) . (3.15)

We use the leading-order term of ξ to define the length scale

ℓ0 := e
1
2
β(λ+3a). (3.16)

The first quantity we compute is, up to a factor of e−
1
2
β(λ+a), the partition function on a

rectangle of even length with vacant boundary conditions. We prove that the unique configuration
in which the rectangle is fully packed with dimers dominates the partition function, provided that
the length of the rectangle is small compared to ℓ0.

Proposition 3.4. There exists a constant β0 > 0 such that, for all β ≥ β0, 0 < c < 1/2, and even
2 ≤ L ≤ cℓ0 − 1, it holds that

⟨0|TL+1 |0⟩ =
[
1 +O

(
c2
)]

e−
1
2
β(λ+3a) +O

(
e−β(λ+2a)

)
. (3.17)
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Proof. It is straightforward to compute a set of eigenvectors of T , which allows us to diagonalize
T = PDP−1, where D = diag(x1, x2, x3), and

P =

 e−
1
2
β(λ+2a) e−

1
2
β(λ+2a) e−

1
2
β(λ+2a)

x1(x1 − e−
1
2
β(λ+a)) x2(x2 − e−

1
2
β(λ+a)) x3(x3 − e−

1
2
β(λ+a))

x1 − e−
1
2
β(λ+a) x2 − e−

1
2
β(λ+a) x3 − e−

1
2
β(λ+a)

 . (3.18)

Note that P−1 |0⟩ is precisely the first column of P−1, which we now compute using the adjoint
method. By an elementary computation, we find that

det(P ) = −e−
1
2
β(λ+2a)(x1 − x2)(x2 − x3)(x3 − x1), (3.19)

and that the first column of P−1 is given by

− 1

e−
1
2
β(λ+2a)


(x2−e−

1
2β(λ+a))(x3−e−

1
2β(λ+a))

(x3−x1)(x1−x2)

(x3−e−
1
2β(λ+a))(x1−e−

1
2β(λ+a))

(x1−x2)(x2−x3)

(x1−e−
1
2β(λ+a))(x2−e−

1
2β(λ+a))

(x2−x3)(x3−x1)

 = − 1

e−
1
2
β(λ+2a)

−1
2e

− 1
2
β(λ+3a) +O

(
e−β(λ+2a)

)
−1 +O

(
e−β(λ+2a)

)
1
2e

− 1
2
β(λ+3a) +O

(
e−β(λ+2a)

)
 .

(3.20)
Hence,

⟨0|TL+1 |0⟩ =
[
1

2
e−

1
2
β(λ+3a) +O

(
e−β(λ+2a)

)]
xL+1
1 +

[
1 +O

(
e−β(λ+2a)

)]
xL+1
2

+

[
−1

2
e−

1
2
β(λ+3a) +O

(
e−β(λ+2a)

)]
xL+1
3 .

(3.21)

Finally, we use the binomial approximation to expand xL+1
1 and xL+1

3 (using the assumption that
L ≤ cℓ0 − 1 is even) and obtain

xL+1
1 = 1 +

L+ 1

2ℓ0
+O

(
((L+ 1)/ℓ0)

2
)
, xL+1

3 = −1 +
L+ 1

2ℓ0
+O

(
((L+ 1)/ℓ0)

2
)
. (3.22)

Combining (3.21) and (3.22) yields the proposition.

The second quantity we derive is a lower bound on the partition function on a rectangle of even
length with fully packed boundary conditions, the boundary conditions on RL prescribed by the
dimer configuration ρ(e) := 1e−1/2 is even and denoted by the superscript 1.

Proposition 3.5. For all β > 0 and even L ≥ 4,

Z1,1D
RL;β

≥ 1 +
L2

16ℓ20
. (3.23)

Proof. The fully packed configuration has weight 1. Moreover, there are exactly L(L−2)
8 configura-

tions with two non-adjacent vacancies, each having weight ℓ−2
0 . Thus, Z1,1D

RL;β
≥ 1 + L(L−2)

8ℓ20
, which

implies the proposition.

The remaining results concern the two-dimensional monomer-dimer model, which follow from
the one-dimensional results above.
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Proposition 3.6. For all 0 < c < 1
2 , there exists β0 > 0 such that, for all β ≥ β0 and rectangles

Λ with either even width or even height,

Zper
Λ;β ≥ ecℓ

−1
0 Area(Λ). (3.24)

Proof. Let 0 < c < 1
2 . By the expansion (3.12), there exists β0 > 0 such that x1 ≥ ecℓ

−1
0 for all

β ≥ β0. Assuming without loss of generality that Width(Λ) is even, we have that

Zper
Λ;β = (tr(TWidth(Λ)))Height(Λ) ≥ x

Area(Λ)
1 ≥ ecℓ

−1
0 Area(Λ), (3.25)

as required.

Corollary 3.7. Let v be a vertex and e be an edge of Z2, and denote by Rv and Re the 1× 1 and
2× 1 rectangles containing v and e, respectively. Under the setting of Proposition 3.6,

1. ∥v is a vacancy∥Rv
≤ e−

1
2
β(λ+a),

2. ∥e is a broken link∥Re
≤ 6e−

1
2
βa.

Proof. Item 1 follows immediately from the definition of the chessboard seminorm and Proposi-
tion 3.6, which we use to lower bound the partition function with periodic boundary conditions by
1. To prove Item 2, we assume without loss of generality that e is horizontal. There are six possible
dimer configurations on Re that make e into a broken link, each having Re-chessboard seminorm
no greater than e−

1
2
βa. Item 2 then follows by the subadditivity of the chessboard seminorm.

3.2 Configurations without long sticks

Recall that the main goal of this section is to prove Theorem 3.1, which requires bounding the
chessboard seminorm of the event that a mesoscopic rectangle R is not divided by a stick through
its bulk S. The chessboard seminorm is defined as the limit superior of finite-volume chessboard
seminorms, with respect to which the event in question is disseminated globally via the transfor-
mations in TR

Rn!×n!
. A remarkable property of this disseminated event is as follows. For M ≥ 1,

let EM ⊂ Ω consist of all dimer configurations σ such that every stick of σ has length at most
M . It turns out the disseminated event is, up to boundary effects that will be handled separately,
contained in EM for all M ≥ 2max {Width(R),Height(R)}. The constraint on the lengths of sticks
is much easier to work with than the original one that no rectangle is proper divided by sticks.
Indeed, in this subsection, we prove the following bound on the EM -constrained partition function
under vacant boundary conditions.

Proposition 3.8. Suppose that a > λ/3. There exist constants β0, c, C > 0 such that for all
β ≥ β0, c

−1 ≤ M ≤ cℓ0, and even rectangles Λ, it holds that

Z0
Λ;β(EM ) ≤ e2β(λ+a)e−C

Area(Λ′)
M , (3.26)

where Λ′ := R(Width(Λ)+2)×(Height(Λ)+2),(x0−1,y0−1).
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Figure 1: The configuration graph associated to a dimer configuration in Ω0
R8×8

. The correspon-
dence between edge labels and edge styles is as follows: solid green edges correspond to the label
s, dotted blue edges to v, dashed light green edges to b, and dash-dotted light green edges to bv
(color online)

3.2.1 Configuration graphs

Let Λ = RWidth(Λ)×Height(Λ),(x0,y0) be an even rectangle. We encode each dimer configuration σ ∈ Ω0
Λ

in its configuration graph Gσ, which is a subgraph of (Z2)∗ whose edges are each assigned a label
from the set {s, b, v, bv}. Specifically, the vertex set of Gσ is the set Vσ of vertices of (Z2)∗ that
intersect the rectangle Λ′. The edge set of Gσ is the set Eσ of edges of (Z2)∗ connecting vertices in
Vσ which are not crossed by a dimer or the link between two dimers in σ. We assign labels to the
edges in Eσ as follows:

1. every edge that is adjacent to a vacancy in σ is assigned the label v;

2. every edge that is crossed by a broken link of σ is assigned the label b, or bv if it has already
been assigned the label v;

3. the remaining edges are assigned the label s—these are precisely the stick edges.

See Figure 1 for an example of the configuration graph associated to a dimer configuration.
We say that a vacancy of σ belongs to Gσ if all four edges of (Z2)∗ surrounding the vacancy

belong to Eσ, and that a broken link of σ belongs to Gσ if the edge of (Z2)∗ crossing the broken
link belongs to Eσ. Denote the number of vacancies and broken links belonging to Gσ by v(Gσ)
and b(Gσ), respectively. Define the weight of Gσ as

w0
Λ;β(Gσ) := (e−

1
2
β(λ+a))v(Gσ)(e−

1
2
βa)b(Gσ). (3.27)

We note the identity

w0
Λ;β(Gσ) = (e−

1
2
β(λ+a))4w0

Λ,β(σ), (3.28)
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where the exponent of 4 reflects the fact that the vacancies at the four corners of Λ′ do not contribute
to weight of σ.

3.2.2 Properties of configuration graphs

Here, we establish several basic properties of configuration graphs.

Proposition 3.9. For all σ ∈ Ω0
Λ, the configuration graph Gσ is connected.

Proof. It suffices to show that every pair of vertices in Vσ that are adjacent in (Z2)∗ are connected
in Gσ. Suppose that the pair are not already connected by an edge in Eσ. Then, the edge of (Z2)∗

connecting the pair is crossed by either a dimer e or the link between two dimers e, e′ in σ. Without
loss of generality, we may assume that e is horizontal. Consider the ‡-component γ of horizontal
dimers in σ that contains e. The boundary of the smallest rectangle with corners on (Z2)∗ that
encloses γ contains a path in Gσ joining the pair.

Let σ ∈ Ω0
Λ. Define Gσ,ver as the graph obtained from Gσ by removing all of its horizontal stick

edges. Each nontrivial connected component of Gσ,ver is called a vertical sub-component of Gσ.
Let kver(Gσ) denote the number of vertical sub-components of Gσ. Define Gσ,hor, horizontal sub-
components of Gσ, and khor(Gσ) analogously. Note that we may continue to say that a vacancy or a
broken link of σ belongs to a vertical (or horizontal) sub-component of Gσ without ambiguity—in
the case of a vacancy, this follows from the fact that all four edges of (Z2)∗ bounding a vacancy
nessessarily belong to the same vertical (or horizontal) sub-component. Finally, we set k(Gσ) :=
kver(Gσ) + khor(Gσ).

Proposition 3.10. Suppose that σ ∈ Ω0
Λ contains at least one dimer. Let A be a vertical sub-

component and B be a horizontal sub-component of Gσ. If A and B intersect, then either (a) two
broken links and one vacancy or (b) six broken links belong to both A and B.

Proof. We split into two cases.
Suppose first that A and B share a vacancy v. Consider the ⊠-component γ of the vacancies

of σ that contains v. Note that A and B share all the vacancies of γ. If γ is bounded, the leftmost
vacancy in the top row of γ and the rightmost vacancy in its bottom row are each incident or
adjacent to a broken link. Otherwise, γ is unbounded, and the dimers occupying the leftmost
vertex in the top row and the rightmost vertex in the bottom row of Z2 \ γ (which exist because
we have assumed that |σ| ≥ 1) are each incident to a broken link. To summarize, A and B share
at least two broken links in addition.

Otherwise, A and B do not share a vacancy, so they must share a broken link. The endpoints
of this broken link are each occupied by a horizontal and a vertical dimer. Consider the union γ
of the 2 × 1 rectangles containing each horizontal dimer in σ. The boundary of γ, viewed as a
subgraph of (Z2)∗ in the natural way, has all even degrees. Thus, the edge of (Z2)∗ crossing the
broken link may be extended to a simple cycle in the boundary of γ. A priori, every edge in this
cycle has label b, v, or bv, but the latter two possibilities are ruled out since A and B do not share
a vacancy. Since the cycle has a length of at least six, the proof is complete.

Corollary 3.11. If σ ∈ Ω0
Λ, then

k(Gσ) ≤

{
1
2b(Gσ) + 1 b(Gσ) < 2v(Gσ)
2
3v(Gσ) +

1
6b(Gσ) + 1 otherwise

. (3.29)
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Proof. The case that σ contains no dimers is clear, so we assume otherwise. Consider an auxiliary
bipartite graph G′

σ whose vertices are the horizontal and vertical sub-components of H, wherein
a horizontal and a vertical sub-component are connected by an edge if and only if they intersect.
Then, G′

σ has k(Gσ) vertices by definition and at least k(Gσ) − 1 edges since Gσ is connected by
Proposition 3.9. Among the edges of G′

σ, suppose that exactly s connect sub-components sharing
at least two broken links and one vacancy. By Proposition 3.10, the remaining edges of G′

σ connect
sub-components sharing at least six broken links; denote the number of these edges by t. Thus,
s+t ≥ k(Gσ)−1. By counting the number of vacancies and broken links associated to the horizontal
(or vertical) sub-components of H, we deduce that

v(Gσ) ≥ s, b(Gσ) ≥ 2s+ 6t. (3.30)

Since k(Gσ) ≤ s + t + 1, maximizing s + t + 1 under the constraints of (3.30) (and that s, t ≥ 0)
yields the corollary.

Lastly, we show that upper bounds on the lengths of sticks induce lower bounds on the number
of vacancies and broken links in the corresponding configurations.

Proposition 3.12. Let σ ∈ Ω0
Λ. If Gσ does not contain any stick of length greater than M , then

(2M + 1)b(Gσ) + (8M + 5)v(Gσ) ≥ Area(Λ′).

Proof. Let σ ∈ Ω0
Λ and denote the number of dimers in σ by d = 1

2 [Area(Λ
′)− v(Gσ)].

First, we estimate the number of stick edges in Gσ. We say that a dual edge is a candidate if
it runs adjacent and parallel to a dimer in σ. Each dimer in σ contributes exactly four candidates,
and each candidate is shared by (or runs adjacent and parallel to) at most two dimers, so there
are at least 2d candidates. Since every broken link and vacancy in σ prevents at most one or four
distinct candidates from becoming stick edges, the total number of stick edges in Gσ is at least
2d− 4v(Gσ)− b(Gσ) (which is trivial if the quantity is negative).

By the assumption that no stick in Gσ has length greater than M , the number of sticks in Gσ

is at least 2d−4v(Gσ)−b(Gσ)
M . Next, observe that each endpoint of a stick must belong to a dual edge

labeled b, v, or bv. Moreover, by the non-intersecting property of sticks, every such dual edge can
contribute an endpoint to at most two sticks; otherwise, two sticks would intersect at the same
endpoint of the dual edge, which is a contradiction. Since the number of dual edges labeled one of
b, v, and bv is at most b(Gσ)+ 4v(Gσ), the number of distinct stick endpoints that they contribute
is at most 2b(Gσ) + 8v(Gσ). We conclude, again using the non-intersecting property of sticks, that

2b(Gσ) + 8v(Gσ) ≥
2d− 4v(Gσ)− b(Gσ)

M
, (3.31)

which yields the proposition after rearranging the terms.

3.2.3 Compressed configuration graphs

For σ ∈ Ω0
Λ, define the compressed version of its configuration graph, denoted by comp(Gσ),

as the graph obtained from Gσ by replacing every stick with a single edge labeled s connecting
the same endpoints. Vertical and horizontal sub-components, as well as the associated numbers
kver(·), khor(·), and k(·), are defined for compressed configuration graphs in the same way as for
configuration graphs. We quote two results about compressed configuration graphs from [10], whose
proofs carry over to our setting thanks to Proposition 3.9.
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Proposition 3.13 ([10, Proposition 4.13]). Let σ ∈ Ω0
Λ. There are exactly kver(Gσ) and khor(Gσ)

connected components in comp(Gσ)ver and comp(Gσ)hor, respectively, all of which are nontrivial.
Thus, k(Gσ) = k(comp(Gσ)).

For M ≥ 1, define G0
Λ;M as the set of configuration graphs associated to dimer configurations

in Ω0
Λ ∩ EM .

Proposition 3.14 ([10, Lemma 4.14]). Let M ≥ 1 and σ ∈ Ω0
Λ. Then,∣∣{G ∈ G0

Λ;M | comp(G) = comp(Gσ)
}∣∣ ≤ Mk(Gσ)−2. (3.32)

3.2.4 Proof of Proposition 3.8

We are now ready to prove Proposition 3.8. In view of (3.28), our goal is to bound

Z0
Λ;β(EM ) =

∑
σ∈Ω0

Λ∩EM

w0
Λ;β(σ) = e2β(λ+a)

∑
G∈G0

Λ;M

(e−
1
2
β(λ+a))v(G)(e−

1
2
βa)b(G). (3.33)

We introduce the following shorthand: for v, b ∈ Z≥0, write

Hv,b :=
{
comp(G) | G ∈ G0

Λ;M , v(G) = v, and b(G) = b
}
. (3.34)

Combining Propositions 3.13 and 3.14, we get that∑
G∈G0

Λ;M

(e−
1
2
β(λ+a))v(G)(e−

1
2
βa)b(G) ≤

∑
v,b

∑
H∈Hv,b

∑
G∈G0

Λ;M

comp(G)=H

(e−
1
2
β(λ+a))v(e−

1
2
βa)b

≤
∑
v,b

∑
H∈Hv,b

(e−
1
2
β(λ+a))v(e−

1
2
βa)bMk(H)−2.

(3.35)

Claim 3.15. There exists a constant C > 1 such that, for all v, b ≥ 0, M ≥ 1, and even rectangles
Λ, |Hv,b| ≤ Cv+b.

Proof. It is a fact that the number of planar graphs on n vertices grows at most exponentially with
n [20]. Moreover, the number of edges in a planar graph on n vertices cannot exceed a constant
multiple of n. Finally, the number of vertices in a compressed configuration graph comp(G) cannot
exceed a constant multiple of v(G) + b(G) since each vertex in comp(G) is incident to at least one
edge labeled v, b, or bv. The claim follows.

We will use Claim 3.15, Corollary 3.11, and Proposition 3.12 to bound the last sum in (3.35),
which requires us to split into cases depending on whether b < 2v. To treat these cases uniformly,
we rely on the following elementary claim.

Claim 3.16. Let c1, c2, A > 0. For all 0 < x, y < 1,

∑
m,n∈Z≥0

c1m+c2n≥A

xmyn ≤ x
A
2c1 + y

A
2c2

(1− x)(1− y)
. (3.36)
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Proof. We split the domain of summation and bound

∑
m,n∈Z≥0

c1m+c2n≥A

xmyn ≤
∑

m≥ A
2c1

xm
∑
n≥0

yn +
∑
m≥0

xm
∑

n≥ A
2c2

yn ≤ x
A
2c1 + y

A
2c2

(1− x)(1− y)
, (3.37)

as required.

Suppose first that b ≤ 2v. After using Claim 3.15 and Corollary 3.11 and making the change of
variables m = 2v − b, n = b, we need to bound∑

v,b admissible
b≤2v

(Ce−
1
2
β(λ+a))v(Ce−

1
2
βa)bM

1
2
b−1

= M−1
∑

m,n∈Z≥0

m,n admissible

(C
1
2 e−

1
4
β(λ+a))m(C

3
2 e−

1
4
β(λ+3a)M

1
2 )n,

(3.38)

where the word “admissible” means that v, b (or m,n) satisfy the bound given in Proposition 3.12.

By taking β large and c small (where M ≤ cℓ0), we may ensure that both C
1
2 e−

1
4
β(λ+a) and

C
3
2 e−

1
4
β(λ+3a)M

1
2 ≤ C

3
2 c

1
2 are less than 1

2 . Now, Proposition 3.12 implies that, under the current
change of variables,

(4M + 5/2)m+ (2M + 7/2)n ≥ Area(Λ′), (3.39)

so Claim 3.16 applies.
Otherwise, using Claim 3.15 and Corollary 3.11 and making the change of variables m = v, n =

b− 2v, we need to bound∑
v,b admissible

b≥2v

(Ce−
1
2
β(λ+a))v(Ce−

1
2
βa)bM

2
3
v+ 1

6
b−1

= M−1
∑

m,n∈Z≥0

m,n admissible

(C3e−
1
2
β(λ+3a)M)m(Ce−

1
2
βaM

1
6 )n.

(3.40)

By taking β large and c small (where M ≤ cℓ0) and using that a > µ/3 (we note that this is the only

place in the current proof where we use this assumption), we may ensure that both C3e−
1
2
β(λ+3a)M

and Ce−
1
2
βaM

1
6 ≤ Cc

1
6 e−

1
12

β(3a−λ) are less than 1
2 . Again, Proposition 3.12 yields a similar linear

constraint on m and n to (3.39), so Claim 3.16 applies.
The proposition follows by combining the two cases and absorbing constant factors with M−1 ≤

c, after decreasing c as needed.

3.3 Configurations mostly without long sticks

In this subsection, we address the boundary effects mentioned in the introduction to Section 3.2.
Let A be a set of horizontal and vertical segments with endpoints on (Z2)∗. Let EM,A ⊂ Ω consist
of all dimer configurations σ such that every stick of σ that is of length greater than M is fully
contained in a segment in A.
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Proposition 3.17. There exists a constant C > 0 such that, for all β > 0, M ≥ C, even rectangles
Λ, and sets of segments A as above,

Z0
Λ;β(EM,A) ≤ exp

{
Ceβ(λ+3a)

M3
len(A)

}
Z0
Λ;β(EM ). (3.41)

Proof. To set up the proof, we follow the presentation of [10, Proof of Proposition 4.15]. Let M ,
A, and Λ be as in the statement of the proposition. We say that a stick or segment is long if its
length is greater than M . Without loss of generality, we assume that every segment in A is long
and fully contained in Λ but does not lie on its boundary. We fix horizontal and vertical segments
I1, . . . , IN of length

⌈
M
2

⌉
with endpoints on (Z2)∗ such that

N ≤ 3len(A)

M
(3.42)

and the union of these segments coincides with the union of the segments in A. Thus, a long stick
contained in a segment in A must fully contain one of I1, . . . , IN . We refer the reader to [10] for
justification of the above assumptions and claims.

For 1 ≤ i ≤ N , let Di be the event that Ii is not contained in a long stick. For 0 ≤ k ≤ N ,
define Fk := EM,A ∩

⋂k
i=1Di. Our goal is to show that there exists a constant C > 0 such that

max
1≤i≤N

Z0
Λ;β(Fi−1)

Z0
Λ;β(Fi)

≤ 1 +
Cℓ20
M2

for all M > C. (3.43)

Once this is proven, combining the telescoping product

Z0
Λ;β(EM,A)

Z0
Λ;β(EM )

=
N∏
i=1

Z0
Λ;β(Fi−1)

Z0
Λ;β(Fi)

(3.44)

with (3.42) and (3.43) yields the proposition.
To prove (3.43), we follow the same strategy as in [10] by constructing, for each 1 ≤ i ≤ N , a

mapping m : Fi−1 \ Fi → 2Fi−1 satisfying the following properties:

1. if σ1, σ2 ∈ Fi−1 \ Fi are distinct, then m(σ1) ∩m(σ2) = ∅;

2. for all M ≥ C and σ ∈ (Fi−1 \ Fi) ∩ Ω0
Λ,

Z0
Λ;β(m(σ)) ≥

(
1 +

M2

Cℓ20

)
w0
Λ;β(σ). (3.45)

Once this is done, summing over σ ∈ (Fi−1 \ Fi) ∩ Ω0
Λ in (3.45) for each 1 ≤ i ≤ N and using that

Fi ⊂ Fi−1 yields (3.43).
In constructing the mapping m, we deviate from [10]. Fix 1 ≤ i ≤ N , and assume without

loss of generality that Ii is vertical. Let J be the 1 × len(Ii) rectangle whose right side coincides
with Ii. Let σ ∈ Fi−1 \ Fi. Since σ ̸∈ Di, the maximal vertical path in Z2 consisting of edges that
intersect J is fully packed with vertical dimers in σ. Let Jσ ⊂ J be the set of vertical edges fully
contained in J and which are disjoint from the top and bottom dimers in σ that intersect J . Define
m(σ) := Ωσ

Jσ
. We verify that the mapping m satisfies the required properties in a series of claims.

Claim 3.18. For all σ ∈ Fi−1 \ Fi, m(σ) ⊂ Fi−1.

26



Proof. Let σ ∈ Fi−1 \ Fi and σ′ ∈ m(σ). It suffices to prove that every stick edge in Gσ′ is a stick
edge in Gσ. Let e be a stick edge in Gσ′ . If e is horizontal, then it is also a stick edge in Gσ because
the surgery on Jσ does not affect the classification of dual edges adjacent and parallel to horizontal
dimers. Otherwise, e is vertical, so it bounds two vertical dimers in σ′ on opposite sides. If neither
of these dimers intersects Jσ, then they both belong to σ, so e is a stick edge in Gσ. Otherwise,
exactly one of these dimer, say e, intersects Jσ, while the other dimer belongs to σ. Since Jσ is
fully packed with vertical dimers in σ, e must again bound a (possibly different) vertical dimer in
σ on the same side as e. Therefore, e bounds vertical dimers in σ on both sides, hence a stick edge
in Gσ.

Claim 3.19. The mapping m satisfies Property 1.

Proof. By contraposition, suppose that σ1, σ2 ∈ Fi−1 \Fi are such that m(σ1)∩m(σ2) ̸= ∅. Then,
σ1 and σ2 concide on V \ (Jσ1 ∩ Jσ2). To see that they must also coincide on Jσ1 ∩ Jσ2 , we first
observe that, by construction, both V \ Jσ1 and V \ Jσ2 contain the top vertical edge e of Z2 that
is fully contained in J . Thus, σ1 and σ2 agree on e. Now, since σ1, σ2 ̸∈ Di, the maximal vertical
path in Z2 consisting of edges fully contained in J is fully packed with vertical dimers in both σ1
and σ2. In particular, whether e is occupied by a vertical dimer in σ1 and σ2 fully determines the
restriction of σ1 and σ2 to Jσ1 ∪ Jσ2 , on which they therefore must agree. This completes the proof
of the claim.

Claim 3.20. The mapping m satisfies Property 2.

Proof. Let σ ∈ (Fi−1 \ Fi) ∩ Ω0
Λ. Define σ0 as the configuration obtained from σ by removing all

dimers intersecting Jσ. We have the identity

w0
Λ;β(σ0 + σ̃) = w0

Λ;β(σ)w
1,1D
Jσ ;β

(σ̃) for all σ̃ ∈ Ω1,1D
Jσ

. (3.46)

Indeed, referring to the potentials defined in Section 1.1, we have that

H0
Λ(σ0 + σ̃) =

∑
∆∩Λ̸=∅
∆∩Jσ=∅

Φ∆(σ0 + σ̃) +
∑

∆∩Jσ ̸=∅

Φ∆(σ0 + σ̃) =
∑

∆∩Λ̸=∅
∆∩Jσ=∅

Φ∆(σ0) +H1,1D
Jσ

(σ̃), (3.47)

where we further rewrite∑
∆∩Λ̸=∅
∆∩Jσ=∅

Φ∆(σ0) =
∑

∆∩Λ̸=∅
∆∩Jσ=∅

Φ∆(σ) +
∑

∆∩Jσ ̸=∅

Φ∆(σ) = H0
Λ(σ). (3.48)

using that σ and σ0 coincide on V \ Jσ and noting that the last sum is identically zero. Thus,
summing over σ̃ ∈ Ω1,1D

Jσ
in (3.46) yields that

Z0
Λ;β(m(σ)) = w0

Λ;β(σ)Z
1
Jσ ;β ≥ w0

Λ;β(σ)

[
1 +

1

16

(
len(Jσ)

ℓ0

)2
]

(3.49)

where we used Proposition 3.5 in the last inequality. Recalling that len(Jσ) ≥
⌈
M
2

⌉
− 4 completes

the proof.

The proof of the proposition is now complete.
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3.4 Proof of Theorem 3.1

In this subsection, we deduce Theorem 3.1 from Propositions 3.8 and 3.17.
Let c > 0 be a constant to be determined later. Let S ⊂ R be rectangles as in the statement of

Theorem 3.1, and Λ be any even rectangle of which R is a block. Let ER,S be the event that for
all TR, no stick divides both τR and τS. Thus, denoting by f the indicator function that no stick
divides both R and S, the indicator function of ER,S on Ωper

Λ is precisely
∏

τ∈TR
Λ
τf .

By Proposition 2.2, there exists a constant C(β) > 0 such that

Zper
Λ;β(ER,S) ≤ C(β)Perimeter(Λ)Z0

Λ;β(m
0,Λ(ER,S)). (3.50)

Provided that
M ≥ 2max {Width(R),Height(R)} , (3.51)

choosing A to be the set of integer translates of the sides of Λ which are contained in Λ and disjoint
from ∪τ∈TR

Λ
int(τS) ensures that

m0,Λ(ER,S) ⊂ EM,A; (3.52)

the same argument in [10, Proof of Lemma 4.1] applies here. We note that the assumptions (3.1)
and (3.2) and the choice of A imply that

len(A) ≤ 6cArea(Λ); (3.53)

see [10, Proof of Lemma 4.1] for details.
Combining Propositions 3.6 (bounding the partition function with periodic boundary conditions

by 1), 3.8, and 3.17, we get that

Z0
Λ;β(EM,A)

Zper
Λ;β

≤ exp

{
2β(λ+ a) +

C3.41ℓ
2
0

M3
len(A)− C3.26

M
Area(Λ′)

}
. (3.54)

Next, combining (3.50), (3.52), and (3.54), we get that

∥f∥R = lim sup
n→∞

µper
Rn!×n!;β

(ER,S)
Area(R)

(n!)2 ≤ exp

{(
6cC3.41ℓ

3
0

M3
− C3.26ℓ0

M

)
ℓ−1
0 Area(R)

}
. (3.55)

Fixing M = c3.8ℓ0, the proof is complete by taking c > 0 sufficiently small.

4 Absence of translational symmetry breaking

In this section, we establish the absence of translational order within each of the two phases identi-
fied in Corollary 3.3, thus completing the proof of the Heilmann–Lieb conjecture in our setting. Our
argument builds on the mesoscopic characterization of orientational symmetry breaking established
in Section 3 and consists of two main steps, each carried out in a separate subsection. In Section 4.1,
we refine our characterization of these phases by showing that, in a phase where mesoscopic squares
are predominantly divided by vertical sticks, mesoscopic rectangles with dimensions O(1)×O(ℓ0)
are also likely to be divided by vertical sticks, while those with dimensions O(ℓ0) × O(1) are un-
likely to be divided by horizontal sticks, and vice versa. In Section 4.2, we combine the refined
characterization of the horizontal and vertical phases with disagreement percolation to prove decay
of correlations estimates within each phase, thereby ruling out translational symmetry breaking.

The proofs in Section 4.1 are a simplified version of those in [10, Section 7] due to the fact that
only two phases are present in our setting, whereas the hard-square model has four. The proofs
in Section 4.2 pertaining to the implementation of disagreement percolation are substantially more
unique to the monomer-dimer model, where we introduce new ideas to control the propagation of
disagreement paths in the presence of second-nearest neighbor interactions in the model.
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4.1 Two phases

In this subsection, we refine our mesoscopic characterization of the horizontal and vertical phases
identified in Corollary 3.3. We will rely heavily on the notion of strongly percolating sets and their
properties and interplay with Peierls-type estimates as imported in Section 2.5.

Main results Recall the integer N fixed after the statement of Theorem 3.1 and the random

sets ΨK×L
ver and ΨK×L

hor defined there. Let b :=
⌈
c3.3ℓ0
N

⌉
. The first main result of this subsection is

the following refinement on the shape of rectangles that are likely to be divided by sticks in each
phase.

Theorem 4.1. There exist universal constants c, a0 > 0 such that, for each integer a ≥ a0, there
exists β0 > 0 such that, for all β ≥ β0 and b!Z2-ergodic Gibbs measure, exactly one of Ψa×b

ver and
Ψb×a

hor is e−ca-strongly percolating, while the other almost surely has only finite □-components.

Let P := {ver, hor}. For each b!-ergodic Gibbs measure µ, write Phase(µ) := π for the unique
π ∈ P corresponding to the superscript of the strongly percolating set identified in Theorem 4.1.
In the second main result of this subsection, using the refined characterization of the vertical and
horizontal phases, we clarify how these phases transform under translations and reflections of the
square lattice.

Proposition 4.2. Let µ be a b!Z2-ergodic Gibbs measure. Then,

1. Phase(µ) = Phase(η(1,0)µ) = Phase(η(0,1)µ);

2. Let τ be the reflection (x, y) 7→ (y, x). Then, Phase(µ) = hor if and only if Phase(τµ) = ver.

The rest of this subsection is dedicated to the proofs of Theorem 4.1 and Proposition 4.2.

4.1.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Theorem 4.1 will follow from Item 3 of the following lemma.

Lemma 4.3. There exist universal constants c, a0 > 0 such that, for each β > 0, integer a0 ≤ a ≤ b,
and b!Z2-ergodic Gibbs measure µ, all of the following hold:

1. One of Ψa×b
ver and Ψa×b

hor is e−ca-strongly percolating.

2. One of Ψa×b
ver and Ψb×a

hor is e−ca-strongly percolating.

3. There exists a constant β0 = β0(a) such that for all β ≥ β0, exactly one of Ψa×b
ver and Ψb×a

hor is
e−ca-strongly percolating, while the other almost surely has only finite □-components.

Proof. Define the events

DK×L
π :=

{
σ ∈ Σ | (0, 0) ∈ ΨK×L

π (σ)
}

for π ∈ P, (4.1)

DK×L :=
{
σ ∈ Σ | (0, 0) ∈ ΨK×L(σ)

}
. (4.2)

By Item 4 of Lemma 2.17, with R = RaN×bN,(−1/2,−1/2),

pµ(Ψ
a×b) = pµ(Xa×bDa×b) ≤

∥∥∥Ω \Da×b
∥∥∥1/N2

R
. (4.3)
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By Theorem 3.1, ∥∥∥Ω \Da×b
∥∥∥
R
≤ e−c3.3ℓ

−1
0 Area(R) = e−c3.3ℓ

−1
0 abN2

. (4.4)

Using that b ≥ c3.3ℓ0
N , we obtain

pµ(Ψ
a×b) ≤ e−c23.3a/N . (4.5)

Hence, provided that c <
c23.3
N , and applying Lemma 2.18 with K = a, L = b, E = Da×b

ver , and

F = Da×b
hor , we deduce that

min
{
pµ(Ψ

a×b
ver ), pµ(Ψ

a×b
hor )

}
≤ pµ(Ψ

a×b) < e−ca, (4.6)

so at least one of Ψa×b
ver and Ψa×b

hor is e−ca-strongly percolating.
For Item 2, let ϵ = e−ca0/ϵ0. Suppose, using Item 1, that Ψb×b

ver is e−cb-strongly percolating; the
other case is analogous. We will use descending induction on a to show that Ψa×b

ver is e−ca-strongly
percolating for all a0 ≤ a ≤ b (note that the argument in [10] requires a step size of −2, but here

we use a step size of −1). Thus, suppose that Ψ
(a+1)×b
ver is e−c(a+1)-strongly percolating for some

a0 ≤ a < b. By Item 1, at least one of Ψa×b
ver and Ψa×b

hor is e−ca-strongly percolating. Suppose by

contradiction that Ψa×b
hor is. Then, by Lemma 2.15,

max
{
µ(Ω \D(a+1)×b

ver ), µ(Ω \Da×b
hor ), µ(Ω \ η(a,0)Da×b

hor )
}
≤ e−ca0

ϵ0
≤ ϵ. (4.7)

Thus, provided that a0 ≥ N and ϵ < 1
3 , this implies that the event D

(a+1)×b
ver ∩Da×b

hor ∩ η(a,0)D
a×b
hor is

non-empty, contradicting the non-intersecting property of sticks. Therefore, Ψa×b
ver is e−ca-strongly

percolating, completing the induction step and the proof of Item 2.
Lastly, for Item 3, suppose, using Item 2, that Ψa×b

ver is e−ca-strongly percolating; the other
case is analogous. Suppose by contradiction that Ψb×a

hor is also e−ca-strongly percolating. Then, by
Lemma 2.15,

max
{
µ(Ω \Da×b

ver ), µ(Ω \Db×a
hor )

}
≤ ϵ < 1/3. (4.8)

However, this implies that the event Da×b
ver ∩Db×a

hor is non-empty, contradicting the non-intersecting

property of sticks. Hence, Ψb×a
hor is not e−ca-strongly percolating. Recognizing that e−ca ≤ ϵϵ0 < ϵ0,

negating the definition of e−ca-strongly percolating sets with the deterministic set B = ∅, we get
that

µ(Ψb×a
hor contains an infinite □-component) < 1. (4.9)

Since µ is b!Z2-ergodic, we conclude that Ψb×a
hor almost surely has finite □-components.

4.1.2 Proof of Proposition 4.2

Item 2 follows from the definition of the random sets Ψa×b
ver and Ψb×a

hor . For Item 1, we will only prove
the identity Phase(µ) = Phase(η(1,0)µ) in the case that Phase(µ) = ver, as the remaining cases are
analogous. It suffices to rule out that Phase(η(1,0)µ) = hor. Suppose by contradiction that this is
the case. Then, by Lemma 2.15,

max
{
µ(Ω \Da×b

ver ), µ(Ω \ η(1,0)Db×a
hor )

}
< ϵ. (4.10)

However, recalling that ϵ < 1/3, this implies that the event Da×b
ver ∩ η(1,0)D

b×a
hor is non-empty, con-

tradicting the non-intersecting property of sticks. This completes the proof of the proposition.
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4.2 Disagreement percolation

In this subsection, we prove the uniqueness of Gibbs measures exhibiting each phase identified in
Section 4.1. As a consequence, we rule out translational symmetry breaking and obtain decay of
correlations estimates within each phase, completing the proof of Items 1 and 3 of Theorem 1.1.
The main result of this subsection is as follows.

Lemma 4.4. For each π ∈ P, there exists a unique b!Z2-ergodic Gibbs measure µπ such that
Phase(µπ) = π. Moreover,

1. for each π ∈ P, µπ is extremal;

2. for each π ∈ P, µπ is Z2-invariant;

3. µhor is obtained from µver by applying the reflection (x, y) 7→ (y, x);

4. every periodic Gibbs measure is a convex combination of µver and µhor.

The proof of Lemma 4.4 is by implementing the disagreement percolation method introduced
by van den Berg in [21]. We quote the following formulation of the method from [10].

Theorem 4.5 (Disagreement percolation, [10, Theorem 8.2]). Let µ, µ′ be Gibbs measures of a
Markov random field. Let σ, σ′ be independent samples from µ and µ′, respectively. If

(µ⊗ µ′)(∆σ,σ′ has an infinite connected component) = 0, (4.11)

then the following hold:

1. µ = µ′ and µ is extremal;

2. Let f, g : Ω → [−1, 1] be local functions with support on A,B ⊂ V, respectively. Then,

Covµ(f, g) ≤ 2(µ⊗ µ′)(A and B are connected by a path in ∆σ,σ′). (4.12)

Recall from Section 2.1 that the monomer-dimer model is a Markov random field under the
‡-connectivity on V introduced there. To verify the criterion (4.11) of Theorem 4.5, we will prove
the following lemma.

Lemma 4.6. There exist universal constants C, c > 0 such that, if µ, µ′ are b!Z2-ergodic Gibbs
measures with Phase(µ) = Phase(µ′) = ver and σ, σ′ are independent samples from µ and µ′,
respectively, then, for each A,B ⊂ V,

(µ⊗ µ′)(A and B are connected by a ‡-path in ∆σ,σ′) ≤
∑
u∈A

sup
v∈B

α1(u, v), (4.13)

where
α1(u, v) := C exp

{
−c|xu − xv| − cℓ−1

0 |yu − yv|
}
. (4.14)

Once Lemma 4.6 is established, Lemma 4.4 readily follows.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. We first prove the existence of a unique b!Z2-ergodic Gibbs measure µ with
Phase(µ) = ver. Suppose that µ and µ′ are two such measures, and let σ, σ′ be independent samples
from µ and µ′, respectively. By Lemma 4.6, the condition (4.11) of Theorem 4.5 is satisfied, so
µ = µ′ and µ is extremal.
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Now, suppose that µ is a b!Z2-ergodic Gibbs measure with Phase(µ) = hor. By Item 2 of
Proposition 4.2, with τ being the reflection (x, y) 7→ (y, x), Phase(τµ) = ver. By the uniqueness
and extremality of µver proven above, µ = τµver is also unique and extremal.

So far, we have proven Items 1 and 3. Item 2 follows from Item 1 of Proposition 4.2 and the
uniqueness of µver and µhor proven above.

Finally, Item 4 follows by abstract arguments; see [10, Proof of Lemma 8.1] for details.

The rest of the subsection is dedicated to the proof of Lemma 4.6.

4.2.1 Sealed rectangles

Following the strategy in [10, Section 8.3], we leverage the strong percolation characterization of a
vertical phase to construct sealed rectangles, which are rectangles in which a joint configuration
(σ, σ′) sampled from µ⊗ µ′, where Phase(µ) = Phase(µ′) = ver, exhibits desirable properties that
rule out the presence of large disagreement ‡-components nearby. Due to the presence of non-nearest
neighbor interactions in the monomer-dimer model, our definition of sealed rectangles differs from
that in [10] in that ours genuinely requires joint properties of the pair (σ, σ′).

Define the events Σ0,Σ1 ⊂ Ω and Σ2 ⊂ Ω× Ω as follows:

1. σ ∈ Σ0 if and only if every Na× 1 rectangle contained in

RNa×3Nc,(−Na−1/2,−Nc−1/2) ∪ RNa×3Nc,(Na−1/2,−Nc−1/2) (4.15)

intersects a vertical dimer in σ.

2. σ ∈ Σ1 if and only if every dimer in σ that intersects RNa×3Nc,(−1/2,−Nc−1/2) is vertical.

3. (σ, σ′) ∈ Σ2 if and only if every 1×Nc rectangle contained in

RNa×Nc,(−1/2,−Nc−1/2) ∪ RNa×Nc,(−1/2,Nc−1/2) (4.16)

contains a coincident vacancy or vertical dimer in σ and σ′, as illustrated in Figure 2.

By an abuse of notation, for i ∈ {0, 1}, we write

Σi(σ) :=
{
(σ, σ′) ∈ Ω× Ω | σ ∈ Σi

}
and Σi(σ

′) :=
{
(σ, σ′) ∈ Ω× Ω | σ′ ∈ Σi

}
. (4.17)

We say that RNa×Nc is sealed in (σ, σ′) if the event

Σ := Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ
′) ∩ Σ2 (4.18)

holds. We note that while the event Σ0 does not enter the definition of a sealed rectangle, it
will serve as the entry point for the strong percolation characterization of the vertical phase and
constitute the very basis for proving the prevalence of sealed rectangles in the vertical phase.
Indeed, the definition of Σ0 appears much weaker than that of proper division by a vertical stick;
a good intuitive way to to think about Σ0 is that it merely sets up a favorable environment for the
prevalence of vertical dimers in RNa×3Nc,(−1/2,−Nc−1/2).

We will prove the prevalence of sealed rectangles in the vertical phase by synthesizing the
following three lemmas, respectively establishing the prevalence of Σ0 in the vertical phase, that of
Σ1 “given Σ0,” and finally that of Σ2 “given Σ1 for both configurations.”
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σ σ′

(a)

σ σ′

(b)

Figure 2: Provided that a 1 × Nc rectangle intersects only vertical dimers in both σ and σ′, no
disagreement ‡-path in ∆σ,σ′ can cross a coincident vacancy or vertical dimer in that rectangle

Lemma 4.7. There exist constants β0, c > 0 such that, for all β ≥ β0 and b!-ergodic Gibbs measures
µ with Phase(µ) = ver,

pµ(X3Na×3NcΣ0) ≤
9N2c

b
e−ca. (4.19)

Proof. By Item 1 of Lemma 2.17,

pµ(X3Na×3Nc∩η∈HηDa×b
ver ) ≤

9N2c

b
pµ(Xa×bD

a×b
ver ) =

9N2c

b
pµ(Ψ

a×b
ver ) ≤

9N2c

b
e−c4.1a. (4.20)

Noting that ∩η∈HηDa×b
ver ⊂ Σ0 completes the proof.

Lemma 4.8. There exists constant β0, C > 0 such that, for all β ≥ β0 and periodic Gibbs measures
µ,

pµ(X3Na×5NcΣ1 ∪ Σc
0) ≤ C(Na)3

[
e−βa +Ncmax

{
e−β(λ+2a), e−3βa

}]
. (4.21)

Proof. Denote S = R3Na×5Nc,(−Na−1/2,−2Nc−1/2). By Item 4 of Lemma 2.17,

pµ(X3Na×5NcΣ1 ∪ Σc
0) ≤ ∥Σ0 \ Σ1∥S , (4.22)

so it suffices to bound ∥Σ0 \ Σ1∥S . Since every σ ∈ Σ0 \Σ1 contains a horizontal dimer intersecting
RNa×3Nc,(−1/2,−Nc−1/2), we will apply a union bound over the possible locations of such a horizontal
dimer and estimate the R-chessboard seminorm of each resulting event by locating broken links and
vacancies that it forces to exist in σ. While our strategy for locating these defects is similar to that
in Proposition 3.10, a technicality prevents us from directly applying Lemma 2.13 and Corollary 3.7
to bound the resulting chessboard seminorms. Namely, we need to ensure that the existence of the
defects that we find can be framed as the intersection of transformations of R-local events under
TR for a common rectangle R. It turns out that the assumptions of Lemma 2.13 are too stringent
for this purpose, and we will instead resort to Lemma 2.14.

For each horizontal e ∈ V intersecting RNa×3Nc,(−1/2,−Nc−1/2), define the event

Ee := {σ ∈ Σ0 \ Σ1 | σ(e) = 1} . (4.23)

Our goal is to use Lemma 2.14 to bound ∥Ee∥S .
First, suppose that ye ∈ {−Nc, 2Nc− 1}, i.e., e is located at the top or bottom side of

RNa×3Nc,(−1/2,−Nc−1/2). Consider the ‡-component γ of horizontal dimers in σ that contains e.

33



The horizontal edges of Z2 immediately to the left and right of γ must be broken links of σ. More-
over, by the assumption that σ ∈ Σ0, both broken links are located in R3Na×1,(−Na−1/2,ye−1/2).
Observing that (a) the 2× 1 rectangles containing these broken links share a grid that is invariant
under TR and that (b) the event that the horizontal edge at the center of a 2 × 1 rectangle is a
broken link is local to that rectangle and reflection-invariant, we deduce from Lemma 2.14 and
Corollary 3.7 that

∥Ee∥S ≤ 36(3Na+ 1)2e−βa. (4.24)

Next, suppose that e is not at the top or bottom of RNa×3Nc,(−1/2,−Nc−1/2). Let R ⊂ S be the
unique 2 × 4 rectangle with corners in [(−1/2 + 2Z) × (−1/2 + 4Z)] ∪ [(1/2 + 2Z) × (3/2 + 4Z)]
that intersects the horizontal edges of Z2 immediately above and below e on its right side. The
requirement on the corners of R ensures that GR is invariant under TS . Consider again the ‡-
component γ of horizontal dimers in σ that contains e. As before, the horizontal edges of Z2

immediately to the left and right of γ are broken links of σ. Denote by u and v the other endpoints
of the left and right broken links. We split into three cases.

1. Both u and v are vacancies. Thus, there are two 2× 4 rectangles contained in S and sharing
a grid with R, each containing at least one vacancy and one broken link. Noting as in
Corollary 3.7 that there exists a universal constant C1 > 0 such that

∥R contains at least one vacancy and one broken link∥R ≤ C1e
− 1

2
β(λ+2a), (4.25)

we conclude this case using Lemma 2.14 by summing over the O
(
(Na)2

)
possible locations

of the two rectangles.

2. One of u and v is a vacancy, while the other is incident to a vertical dimer. Suppose that u
is the vacancy; the other case is analogous. Consider the 2× 4 rectangle contained in S and
sharing a grid with R that contains v. By a case analysis, this rectangle contains at least one
other broken link or vacancy. Again, we find as in Corollary 3.7 that there exists a universal
constant C2 > 0 such that

∥R contains at least two vacancies and one broken link or at least

one vacancy and two broken links∥R ≤ C2e
− 1

2
β(λ+2a)max

{
e−

1
2
βa, e−

1
2
β(λ+a)

} (4.26)

and conclude the case as before using Lemma 2.14.

3. Both u and v are incident to vertical dimers. By a case analysis, each 2 × 4 rectangle in
question contains, in addition to the broken link already identified, at least two other defects
(vacancies or broken links). Again, we find as in Corollary 3.7 that there exists a universal
constant C3 > 0 such that

∥R contains at least one broken link and two other defects∥R
≤ C3e

− 1
2
βamax

{
e−βa, e−β(λ+a)

} (4.27)

and conclude the case as before using Lemma 2.14.

We deduce the lemma by a union bound, as described at the beginning of the proof.

Lemma 4.9. There exist constants β0, c > 0 such that, for all β ≥ β0 and periodic Gibbs measures
µ, µ′,

pµ⊗µ′(XNa×3NcΣ2 ∪ (Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ′))c) ≤ 2Na
[
e−cℓ−1

0 Nc

+4e−
1
2
β(2λ+3a) + 2(Nc− 3)e−2β(λ+2a) + 8e−

1
2
β(2λ+5a) + 4(Nc− 3)e−β(λ+3a)

]
.

(4.28)
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σ σ′

(a)

σ σ′

(b)

Figure 3: Provided that a 1×Nc rectangle (a) intersects only vertical dimers in both σ and σ′, (b)
is not fully packed with dimers in either σ or σ′, and (c) does not contain two adjacent vacancies in
σ, the only way to rule out the existence of coincident vacancies and vertical dimers in the rectangle
is to have a vacancy of σ adjacent to a vacancy of σ′

Proof. Denote S = RNa×3Nc,(−1/2,−Nc−1/2). By Item 4 of Lemma 2.17,

pµ⊗µ′(XNa×3NcΣ2 ∪ (Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ′))c) ≤
∥∥(Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ

′)) \ Σ2

∥∥
S
. (4.29)

With the goal of applying a union bound to the RHS, we fix a 1×Nc rectangle

R ⊂ RNa×Nc,(−1/2,−Nc−1/2) ∪ RNa×Nc,(−1/2,Nc−1/2) (4.30)

and study the event E ⊂ Σ1(σ)∩Σ1(σ
′) that R does not contain any sealing pattern. We will write

E ⊂ E1 ∪E2 ∪E′
2 ∪E3 ∪E′

3 and then estimate ∥E∥R by a separate union bound; in the definition
of the events below, we will always assume implicitly that R intersects only vertical dimers in both
σ and σ′.

Define E1 as the event that R is fully packed (by vertical dimers) in both σ and σ′. Otherwise,
without loss of generality, suppose that σ contains a vacancy. Define E2 as the event that σ has
two adjacent vacancies in R. Otherwise, σ has only isolated vacancies in R. By a case analysis,
we conclude that, to rule out the existence of coincident vacancies and vertical dimers, there must
exist a vacancy of σ′ that is adjacent to an isolated vacancy of σ, as illustrated in Figure 3. We
define E3 as the event that there exists a vacancy of σ in R that is adjacent to another of σ′ in R.
Similarly, we define E′

2 and E′
3 by swapping the roles of σ and σ′.

Claim 4.10. There exist constants β0, c > 0 such that, for all β ≥ β0,

1. ∥E1∥R ≤ e−cℓ−1
0 Nc,

2. ∥E2∥R ≤ 2e−
1
2
β(2λ+3a) + (Nc− 3)e−2β(λ+2a),

3. ∥E3∥R ≤ 4e−
1
2
β(2λ+5a) + 2(Nc− 3)e−β(λ+3a).

By symmetry, the same bounds hold for E′
2 and E′

3.

Proof. Item 1 follows from Proposition 3.6 and the fact that there exist exactly 2n! configurations
fully packed with vertical dimers in an n! × n! rectangle with periodic boundary conditions, all
having weight 1:

∥E1∥R ≤ lim sup
n→∞

[
22n!

(1 + 1
4ℓ

−1
0 )2(n!)2

] Nc
(n!)2

= (1 + ℓ−1
0 /4)−2Nc. (4.31)
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For Item 2, we define, for 1 ≤ i ≤ Nc − 1, the event E2,i that σ has vacancies at the i-th and
(i+ 1)-th sites of R. Then,

∥E2,i∥R ≤ lim sup
n→∞

[
(⟨0|T |0⟩)2 ⟨0|T 2i−1 |0⟩ ⟨0|T 2Nc−2i−1 |0⟩

] n!
2Nc

Nc
n! . (4.32)

Using Proposition 3.4, we have that

∥E2,i∥R ≤

{
e−

1
2
β(2λ+3a) i = 1, Nc− 1

e−2β(λ+2a) 2 ≤ i ≤ Nc− 2
. (4.33)

We conclude the proof by a union bound over i.
The proof of Item 3 is very similar. Define, for 1 ≤ i ≤ Nc − 1, the event E3,i+ that σ has a

vacancy at the i-th site of R and σ′ has a vacancy at the (i + 1)-th site of R, and similarly the
event E3,i− for 2 ≤ i ≤ Nc. Then,

∥E3,i+∥R ≤ lim sup
n→∞

[
⟨0|T 2i−1 |0⟩ ⟨0|T 2Nc−2i+1 |0⟩ ⟨0|T 2i+1 |0⟩ ⟨0|T 2Nc−2i−1 |0⟩

] n!
2Nc

Nc
n! (4.34)

Again, using Proposition 3.4, we have that

∥E3,i+∥R ≤

{
e−

1
2
β(2λ+5a) i = 1, Nc− 1

e−β(λ+3a) 2 ≤ i ≤ Nc− 2
. (4.35)

Analogous bounds hold for ∥E3,i−∥R. We conclude the proof by a union bound.

The proof of the lemma is complete after applying Lemma 2.13 (noting that the corners of S
are on GR) and a union bound over the events E1, E2, E

′
2, E3, E

′
3 and the 2Na choices of R.

We are now ready to prove the prevalence of sealed rectangles in the vertical phase.

Proposition 4.11. Suppose that a > µ/3. For all ϵ > 0, there exist constants a0, β0 = β0(a0) such
that, for all a ≥ a0 and β ≥ β0, the random set XNa×NcΣ is ϵ-strongly percolating.

Proof. Let ϵ > 0. By intersecting Σ with Σ0(σ)∩Σ0(σ
′) and inserting trivial identities, we get that

Σ = Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ
′) ∩ Σ2 ⊃

[
Σ0(σ) ∩ Σ0(σ

′)
]

∩
[
(Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ

′)) ∪ (Σ0(σ) ∩ Σ0(σ
′))c
]
∩
[
Σ2 ∪ (Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ

′))c
]
.

(4.36)

Hence, by Lemma 2.16,

pµ⊗µ′(XNa×NcΣ) ≤ 3max
{
pµ⊗µ′(XNa×NcΣ0(σ) ∩ Σ0(σ′)),

pµ⊗µ′(XNa×Nc(Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ′)) ∪ (Σ0(σ) ∩ Σ0(σ′))c),

pµ⊗µ′(XNa×NcΣ2 ∪ (Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ′))c)
}1/3

.

(4.37)

Using Lemmas 2.16 and 2.19, we further bound

pµ⊗µ′(XNa×NcΣ0(σ) ∩ Σ0(σ′)) = pµ⊗µ′(XNa×NcΣ0(σ) ∩XNa×NcΣ0(σ′))

≤ 2max
{
pµ⊗µ′(XNa×NcΣ0(σ)), pµ⊗µ′(XNa×NcΣ0(σ′))

}1/2

≤ 2max
{
pµ(XNa×NcΣ0), pµ′(XNa×NcΣ0)

}1/2
.

(4.38)
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(Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ
′)) ∪ (Σ0(σ) ∩ Σ0(σ

′))c ⊃ [Σ1(σ) ∪ Σ0(σ)
c] ∩

[
Σ1(σ

′) ∪ Σ0(σ
′)c
]

(4.39)

we bound
pµ⊗µ′(XNa×Nc(Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ′)) ∪ (Σ0(σ) ∩ Σ0(σ′))c)

≤ 2max
{
pµ(XNa×NcΣ1 ∪ Σ0), pµ′(XNa×NcΣ1 ∪ Σ0)

}1/2
.

(4.40)

Let δ > 0. For all large a, there exists β0 such that for all β ≥ β0, the bounds of Lemmas 4.7, 4.8,
and 4.9 are all less than δ; in the second case, we use the assumption that a > µ/3. By Item 3 of
Lemma 2.17, we get that

max
{
pµ(XNa×NcΣ0), pµ′(XNa×NcΣ0)

}
≤

9

√
9

9
√
δ, (4.41)

max
{
pµ(XNa×NcΣ1 ∪ Σ0), pµ′(XNa×NcΣ1 ∪ Σ0)

}
≤

15

√
15

15
√
δ, (4.42)

pµ⊗µ′(XNa×NcΣ2 ∪ (Σ1(σ) ∩ Σ1(σ′))c) ≤
3

√
3

3
√
δ. (4.43)

The proof is complete by taking δ sufficiently small.

4.2.2 Bounding the disagreement components

We are almost ready to prove Lemma 4.6. The final ingredient is the following deterministic state-
ment that clarifies the sense in which sealed rectangles rule out the presence of large disagreement
‡-components nearby.

Proposition 4.12. Let (σ, σ′) ∈ Ω× Ω. Suppose that S = RNa×Nc,(Nax0−1/2,Ncy0−1/2) is sealed in
(σ, σ′). Let e = (xe, ye) ∈ V ∩ S. If e ∈ ∆σ,σ′, then the ‡-component of e in ∆σ,σ′ is contained in
{xe} × (Nc(y0 − 1)− 1/2, Nc(y0 + 2)− 1/2).

Proof. Since σ, σ′ ∈ η(Nax0,Ncy0)Σ1, the ‡-component of e in ∆σ,σ′ is a vertical ‡-path. This ‡-
path terminates at the first instance of a coincident vacancy or vertical dimer in σ and σ′, one of
which exists in both RNa×Nc,(Nax0−1/2,Nc(y0−1)−1/2) and RNa×Nc,(Nax0−1/2,Nc(y0+1)−1/2) as (σ, σ

′) ∈
η(Nax0,Ncy0)Σ2.

We now deduce Lemma 4.6 from Propositions 4.11 and 4.12.

Proof of Lemma 4.6. Let C, c > 0 be constants to be determined at the end of the proof. Recall the
identification V ≡ [(1/2+Z)×Z]∪ [Z× (1/2+Z)]. Define f : V → Z2 by f(x, y) := (

⌊
x
Na

⌋
,
⌊ y
Nc

⌋
).

Let σ, σ′ be as in the statement of the lemma. Define Π := XNa×NcΣ; note that this random set
depends on (σ, σ′) but we omit this from the notation for brevity. We will rely on the following
claim that long disagreement paths in ∆σ,σ′ induce long sequences of non-sealed rectangles.

Claim 4.13. Let u, v ∈ V. Suppose that u− v ̸∈ {0} × [−4Nc, 4Nc] and that u, v are connected by
a ‡-path in ∆σ,σ′ . Then, f(u), f(v) are connected by a ⊠-path in Z2 \Π.

Proof. Let P be a ‡-path in ∆σ,σ′ connecting u and v. It suffices to show that f(w) ∈ Z2 \ Π for
all w ∈ P . Indeed, {f(w) | w ∈ P} will then contain the desired ⊠-path, since f maps ‡-adjacent
vertices of V to either the same or ⊠-adjacent vertices of Z2. By contradiction, suppose that there
exists w = (xw, yw) ∈ P such that f(w) ∈ Π. Then, by Proposition 4.12, the ‡-component of w in
∆σ,σ′ , which includes u and v, is contained in {xw} × [yw − 2Nc, y2 + 2Nc]. This contradicts the
assumption that u− v ̸∈ {0} × [−4Nc, 4Nc].
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Let u = (xu, yu) ∈ A. By a union bound, it suffices to show that

(µ⊗ µ′)({u} and B are connected by a ‡-path in ∆σ,σ′) ≤ sup
v∈B

α1(u, v), (4.44)

Suppose that u is connected by a ‡-path in ∆σ,σ′ to some v = (xv, yv) ∈ B. If there exists such a v
with u− v ∈ {0} × [−4Nc, 4Nc], then

α1(u, v) ≥ C exp
{
−4cℓ−1

0 Nc
}
. (4.45)

Otherwise, by Claim 4.13, f(u) is connected to f(v) by a ⊠-path in Z2 \ Π. By Proposition 4.11
and Lemma 2.15, the probability of this event is bounded above by

(ϵ/ϵ0)
1+infv∈B ∥f(v)−f(u)∥∞ ≤ (ϵ/ϵ0)

1
2
infv∈B

(
|xu−xv |

Na
+

|yu−yv |
Nc

)
= sup

v∈B
(ϵ/ϵ0)

1
2

(
|xu−xv |

Na
+

|yu−yv |
Nc

)
. (4.46)

Choosing C ≥ 1, c > 0 such that

C exp
{
−4cℓ−1

0 Nc
}
≥ 1, (ϵ/ϵ0)

1
2Na ≤ e−c, and (ϵ/ϵ0)

1
2Nc ≤ e−cℓ−1

0 (4.47)

completes the proof.

5 Microscopic characterization of nematic order

In this section, following the strategy in [10, Section 9], we derive a microscopic characterization
of nematic order in terms of the probability of observing a vertical dimer versus a horizontal one
within the vertical phase, thus establishing Item 2 of Theorem 1.1.

First, we estimate the probability of observing a horizontal dimer in the vertical phase. Much
of the work involved is due to bridging the gap between the microscopic event that a horizontal
dimer is present at a given position and the mesoscopic characterization of the vertical phase that
vertically properly divided rectangles strongly percolate.

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that β > β0. If e ∈ V is horizontal, then

µver(σ(e) = 1) = O
(
e−βa

)
. (5.1)

Proof. Let e = (xe, ye) ∈ V be horizontal. Define the random variables

X−(σ) := max {x ∈ 1/2 + Z | x < xe and (x, y) is a broken link of σ} , (5.2)

X+(σ) := min {x ∈ 1/2 + Z | x > xe and (x, y) is a broken link of σ} . (5.3)

We will prove that there exist universal constants C, c > 0 such that the following holds: for all
x−, x+ ∈ (xe + 1) + 2Z with x− < xe < x+, the event

J := {σ ∈ Ω | σ(e) = 1, X−(σ) = x−, X+(σ) = x+} (5.4)

satisfies
µver(J) ≤ Ce−βae−c(x+−x−). (5.5)

Once this is proven, the theorem follows by summing over all x−, x+.
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Fix x−, x+ ∈ (xe + 1) + 2Z with x− < xe < x+. Define the segment s := [x−, x+]× {ye}. Note
that no vertical stick intersects with s. Define

A0 := {(x, ⌊ye/b⌋) | x ∈ Z, x− ≤ ax− 1/2 < ax+Na− 1/2 ≤ x+} . (5.6)

For all x, y ∈ Z, if the rectangle RaN×bN,(ax−1/2,by−1/2) is divided by s, then (x, y) ̸∈ Ψa×b
ver . Thus,

A0 ∩Ψa×b
ver (σ) = ∅ for all σ ∈ J . Note that

|A0| ≥
x+ − x−

a
−N − 1. (5.7)

By Item 2 of Corollary 3.7, Lemma 2.13 (noting that the 2× 1 rectangles bounding the broken
links (x−, ye) and (x+, ye) share a grid) and Proposition 2.8, µver(J) ≤ 36e−βa. Let ϵ1 < ϵ0 and
Ω̃ be an event such that J ⊂ Ω̃ and µver(Ω̃) = 36e−βaϵ−2

1 . Define µ̃(·) := µver(· | Ω̃). Define the
random set

Θ(σ) :=

{
∅ if σ ∈ J

Z2 otherwise
. (5.8)

We will prove that
pµ̃(Θ ∪Ψa×b

ver ) ≤ ϵ1. (5.9)

Once this is done, by Lemma 2.15, we have that

µ̃(J) ≤ µ̃(A0 ∩ (Θ ∪Ψa×b
ver ) = ∅) ≤

(
pµ̃(Θ ∪Ψa×b

ver )

ϵ0

)|A0|

≤ (ϵ1/ϵ0)
|A0|, (5.10)

from which (5.5) follows after recalling (5.7):

µver(J) = µver(Ω̃)µ̃(J) ≤ 36e−βaϵ−4
1 (ϵ1/ϵ0)

x+−x−
a

−N−1. (5.11)

To prove (5.9), we use the following conditional version of Item 4 of Lemma 2.17:

Lemma 5.2 ([10, (9.3)]). Under the setting of Item 4 of Lemma 2.17,

pµ̃(Θ ∪Xk×lE) ≤ r

√
max

{
6e−

1
2
βa, ∥Ω \ E∥R

}
. (5.12)

By Lemma 5.2, recalling (4.4) in the proof of Item 1 of Lemma 4.3,

pµ̃(Θ ∪Ψa×b) = pµ̃(Θ ∪Xa×bDa×b) ≤ N2

√
max

{
6e−

1
2
βa, ∥Ω \Da×b∥R

}
≤ ϵ1, (5.13)

after taking β0 and a sufficiently large. Thus, under µ̃, there exists an ϵ1-rare random set B ⊂ Z2

such that, almost surely, Θ ∪Ψa×b contains the unique, infinite □-component of Z2 \B, which we
denote by I. Hence, under µ̃, I ⊂ Θ ∪Ψa×b is almost surely defined and ϵ1-strongly percolating.

We conclude the proof of (5.9) by showing that, µ̃-almost surely, I ⊂ Θ ∪ Ψa×b
ver . Let σ ∈ I,

and recall from (5.8) the definition of Θ. If σ ∈ I \ J , then Θ(σ) = Z2 ⊃ I(σ) as long as I(σ) is
defined, which occurs µ̃-almost surely. Otherwise, σ ∈ J , and I(σ) is □-connected and contained in
Ψa×b(σ) µ̃-almost surely. Since Ψa×b

ver is ϵ1-strongly percolating under µver, so is it under µ̃. Thus,
I ∩ Ψa×b

ver ̸= ∅ µ̃-almost surely. However, in the case that I(σ) ⊂ Ψa×b(σ), the non-intersecting
property of sticks forces I(σ) ⊂ Ψa×b

ver (σ) for µ̃-almost all σ ∈ J . This completes the proof.

Second, we estimate the probability of observing a vertical dimer in the vertical phase.
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Theorem 5.3. Suppose that β > β0. If e ∈ V is vertical, then

µver(σ(e) = 1) =
1

2
−O

(
e−

1
2
βa
)
. (5.14)

Proof. Let e ≡ (x, y) ∈ V be vertical. Consider the events

E1 := {σ(x, y) + σ(x, y + 1) = 1} , (5.15)

E2 := {σ(x− 1/2, y + 1/2) + σ(x+ 1/2, y + 1/2) = 1} , (5.16)

E3 := {(x, y + 1/2) is a vacancy of σ} . (5.17)

Note that these events partition Ω. By Theorem 5.1, µver(E2) ≤ 2C5.1e
−βa. By Proposition 2.8

and Item 1 of Corollary 3.7, µver(E3) ≤ e−
1
2
β(λ+a). Hence,

µver(E1) = 1− µver(E2)− µver(E3) = 1−O
(
e−

1
2
βa
)
. (5.18)

Since µver is Z2-invariant, µver(E1) = 2µver(σ(e) = 1), which implies the theorem.
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