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Three views on the thinned Bernoulli field on the line
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Abstract

This paper investigates the thinned Bernoulli field (TBF) on the one-dimensional integer
lattice, where isolated occupied sites are removed from a standard Bernoulli configuration
with density p. Our present work complements previous findings in higher dimensions and
on trees by focusing on the detailed behavior on the line, particularly as p approaches 1.

First we show that while the TBF on the line is always quasilocally Gibbs, it displays
a growing sensitivity to boundary conditions as p increases, indicating an incipient loss of
quasilocality. We provide precise asymptotics for this phenomenon, which is an echo of non-
quasilocality happening in higher dimensions. Second, we turn to the one-sided point of
view and prove that the TBF is a g-measure in the sense of dynamical systems and ergodic
theory. The corresponding g-function is quasilocal but becomes long-range again for large p.
From that we finally develop our third view, in which we provide a transparent construction
of the process in terms of a driving Markov chain on the integers of generalized house of
cards type, offering a novel perspective on the TBF.

Keywords: Thinned Bernoulli field; Bernoulli site percolation, transformed measure; Gibbs
property; quasilocality; g-measure.
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1 Introduction

The study of random fields under local maps is relevant in many areas of statistical mechanics,
probability, engineering, image analysis and statistics. In this setup a random field is a collection
of random variables which are indexed by an infinite lattice, or a graph (network), which may in
particular be a tree or the integer line. The local random variables, which in statistical mechanics
are called spin variables, then often take values in a finite alphabet.

It was found in the context of rigorous investigations of the renormalization group that local
transformations may cause the so-called renormalization group pathologies, see [15], [25]. This
means that a transformation acting on a strongly coupled spatially Markovian random field
may result in an image measure which has acquired some internal long-range dependence, and
can not be represented by an absolutely convergent interaction potential. Famous examples
are the low-temperature Ising model in spatial dimensions d > 2 when subjected to a block spin
transformation. It was proved that this transformation does not only destroy Markovianness, but
it also destroys quasilocality. This means equivalently in the case of finite-alphabet processes that
the continuity of finite-volume conditional probabilities w.r.t. the conditioning configurations is
lost. Such measures are commonly called non-Gibbsian measures. See [13], [32], [33], [35], [42]
for various examples in which such singularities arise following from transformations applied to
spin systems.

The thinned Bernoulli field (TBF) on graphs

Now, strong coupling is not necessary to produce this phenomenon: An example where a strictly
local transformation even acting on an independent process can lead to such singular behavior
was discussed in the two papers [26], [29)].

The process they studied was the independent Bernoulli process on the integer lattice in
spatial dimensions d > 2, and on a tree, under the removal of isolated occupied sites. It was
found in both cases, that for small enough occupation densities p the image measure was Gibbsian
for a quasilocal specification, while for large enough p the image measure was non-Gibbsian.

Intuitively it may seem surprising at first sight that it is the large-density regime which is
singular, as the removal map seems less intrusive for large p than it is for intermediate p. Indeed,
look at the probability that an occupied site ¢ is removed from a realization of a Bernoulli
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site-percolation on a given graph. Writing deg(¢) for the degree of site i, we obtain the simple
expression p(l — p)deg(i). This becomes arbitrarily small as the occupation probability p tends
to 1, but still non-quasilocality prevails.

Investigating the process more closely this can be understood heuristically and mathemat-
ically, as the mechanism and also the proof of non-quasilocality at large p rests on a phase
transition in a hidden hard-core model (which arises as the Bernoulli field constrained to have
only isolated occupied sites). This phase transition can be triggered by shape-variations of large
domains, and for this to be possible large occupation probabilities p are beneficial and also nec-
essary. For a related study of the natural companion process to the TBF which only keeps the
isolates from Bernoulli site-percolation, and removes clusters of size at least two, see [12]. This
latter projection-to-isolates process can be seen as a discrete version of the Matérn Type I pro-
cess which is frequently studied in the continuum [34], [37] where configurations are point clouds
in Euclidean space. For studies of transformed point processes, exhibiting transitions between
quasilocal and non-quasilocal behavior, see for instance [30].

In the present paper we are heading to understand in detail what happens in the purely
one-dimensional situation, with a particular view on the asymptotics p 1 1, where long-range
dependence builds up. The underlying transformation, the removal of isolated sites from the
i.i.d. Bernoulli field on the line, is illustrated in Figure 1.

0

g an O o RO ROnGm o b aGn nOn b ROnty b o nOnCn O

0

e n O o ROnOnOntn o b ROnOn®n b ROnty b o aOnCnCn O

Figure 1: An example of a spin configuration on the line and the application of the map 7. Every
coloured dot is an occupied site, while every uncoloured dot is unoccupied. The blue coloured dots mark
the isolated occupied sites.

Processes on the line: Two-sided vs. one-sided view

The study of processes with one-dimensional index set like Z or R has enjoyed renewed interest,
in particular with regards to possible long-range phenomena [4], [16]. In the present note we are
interested in local descriptions of infinite-volume measure as consistent measures for systems of
local kernels which describe conditional behavior on finite volume. Now, investigating infinite-
volume measures for interacting one-dimensional systems can be done from two perspectives [38]:
First, with a two-sided (Gibbsian) view, where one defines consistent infinite-volume measures
by prescribing probabilities in finite volumes conditioning on the outside of the volume, where
this means here conditioning on both past and future. This is the common procedure in the
statistical mechanics of lattice systems. Coming to phase transitions in the sense of multiplicity
of the consistent infinite-volume measure, there is a great richness in particular in situations of
long-range (polynomial) interactions (Dyson models), see [1], [5], [9], [11], [22], [24], [39], [40],
[41].

The second perspective, where one conditions only on the past, leads to a one-sided view.
Here the key objects are left-interval specifications (LIS), g-function, and g-measures (which are
then the consistent measures). The concept of a g-function is a possibly non-local generalization
of a Markov chain transition kernel, for precise definitions see Subsection 2.1 below. In this
view one asks for shift-invariant measures on the space of two-sided infinite trajectories [43]
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which are consistent under application of the given g-function. Note again, that g-measures,
i.e. the consistent measures for a given specifying g-function, do not need to be unique [7], [27].
Uniqueness only follows with further assumptions bounding the dependence of the g-function on
the past, see below.

The one-sided view and the two-sided view are related, but not be fully equivalent: [17] pro-
vided an example of a g-measure which is not a Gibbs measure in the two-sided sense. The same
phenomenon occurs for one-dimensional projections of the extremal low-temperature measures of
the two-dimensional Ising model. These measures are famously known as Schonman-projections.
That they are g-measures but not Gibbs measures for two-sided specifications was only recently
proved in [14]. Conversely, there are examples of Gibbs measures for polynomially decaying
interactions in the low-temperature region which are provably not representable as g-measures.
This was shown in the context of Dyson models in [6].

For a general discussion of fine distinctions for g-functions depending on the degree of de-
pendence on the past, and their consequences see [3], [18], [19]. There is moreover an analytical
approach to understand properties of consistent measures for one-sided specifications, via eigen-
functions of Ruelle’s transition operator, see [16], [36] and the literature therein.

Long-range effects for one-dimensional (and higher-dimensional) systems appear also in a
related but different way. We mention in this context the study of long-range bond-percolation
on the integer line. In these models one connects edges between vertices independently, with
distance-dependent probabilities. Then interesting transitions between mean-field behavior and
non-mean field behavior can be found ([2], [28]).

Main results for the TBF on the line

Let us come back to the thinned Bernoulli site percolation process, and provide an outline of
the results of our present work. Summarizing, while we will show that the process is a Gibbs
measure in the two-sided sense, and also a g-measure in the one-sided sense, we will find echoes
of non-quasilocality in the limit of large occupation probabilities p. Put differently, we see an
incipient loss of quasilocality. This means that while quasilocality still holds on the line, boundary
condition variations are felt over longer and longer distances, as p goes to one.

We provide a detailed quantitative discussion of this phenomenon from all three perspectives,
as follows. For an overview of the results in this work, see Table 1.

As some standard Gibbsian theory relies on non-nullness, special care is needed in some of
our proof steps, as our image process does not enjoy the non-nullness property, since isolated
sites do not appear by construction.

First view via two-sided specifications: Full construction of specification kernels and
large p-asymptotics. We give a closed formula for the two-sided specification of our process
which holds on any, possibly disconnected finite volumes of arbitrary shapes. We provide a
representation which makes explicit the correction terms relative to the independent Bernoulli
measure. We will make further use of this representation for the construction of the left-interval
specification below.

Next we analyze these expressions and obtain matching upper and lower bounds on the
exponential asymptotics in the distance to sets where the boundary conditions are varied. We
pay special attention to the full occupation limit p 1 1. Interestingly, here the exponential
asymptotics become worse, and reveals ”echoes of non-quasilocality”, see Theorem 2.

We derive uniqueness of the Gibbs measure for the image specification 7, via an argument
involving the finite-energy condition going back to Dobrushin, see [23], but which is different from
the Dobrushin uniqueness criterion. This holds for all p € (0,1), and not only in the Dobrushin
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. Local description Pl . Echoes of
1ew of TBF u, e singularities
B.c. influence, B.c. influence,
Gibbs Explicit form of upper bound Thm. 2 lower bound Thm. 2
(2-sided) specification ~,), -
Thm. 1 Uniqueness Asymptotics
IG(vp)] = 1, Prop. 1 for p 11, Thm. 2

1

Explicit form of . Parity dependence

g-measure : . Uniqueness of g-measure
(1-sided) g-function gp in terms of for g-function, Prop. 2 on b.c.
stopping word, Thm. 3 ’ ’ for p1 1, Lem. 1

1
N2 N{

Explicit form of

Generalized transition matrix I, Representation
House of cards (3.10) #; — T(]PEHOC)7
Markov chain on N> Thm. 4
- Unique stationary
measure ]PI(;"HOc

Table 1: Overview of the results on the TBF on the line, depending on the occupation density p € (0, 1).

uniqueness region which is strictly smaller.

Second view via one-sided specifications. We discuss in detail the representability of our
process via a left-interval specification (LIS). A LIS can always be reduced to a single-site object,
namely a corresponding g-function.

To derive the g-function explicitely for our process we proceed via limits of two-sided speci-
fications we already obtained in part one. Sending the right point of the observation window to
infinity we obtain formula (3.7).

Also for the one-sided description we provide details in particular on the large-density limit,
together with combinatorial explanations, see Lemma 1 and Remark 7. Rounding up this part,
we prove uniqueness of the corresponding invariant measure for our g-function in (5.2). Note,
that conclusion does not rely on the assumption of shift-invariance of the measures considered.
This follows by ensuring summability (5.18) of the g-function variations applying the uniqueness
criterion of [19].

Third view: House of cards type Markov chain. The g-function we obtained in the second
part has an intuitive meaning as it can be reinterpreted to provide Markov transition probabilities
for a (generalized) house of cards Markov chain, with state space NoU{oo}. This state space has
the meaning as the space of possible distances to the nearest stopping word in a conditioning
configuration in the past, as we will explain, see Subsection 3.3. See the transition graph in
Figure 5. Note that our house-of-cards type Markov chain has modified transition probabilities
for states 0 and 1 w.r.t. to the standard form of a house-of-cards chain presented e.g. in [10].
This view provides a particularly fast argument for uniqueness of the invariant measure, however
additionally assuming translation invariance, see Remark 4. The uniqueness statements obtained
in the first and the second view are therefore logically stronger. Nevertheless, the GHoC Markov
chain seems to be the most efficient tool to analyze more properties of the process.
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Organization of the paper

Section 2 contains preliminaries concerning one-sided and two-sided consistency, the definition of
the TBF as an image measure, and the introduction of the unfixed area in one dimension. The
latter concept is relevant to understand in particular the form of the two-sided specifications.
Section 3 presents and explains our results in detail, organized along the three views. Section 4
and Section 5 provide the proofs, with additional material given in Appendix A and B.

2 Mathematical preliminaries

We will start in this section by giving the necessary background to analyze Gibbs measures on
the line. Afterwards, we introduce the model of interest and provide a candidate for a consistent
specification. The constructions in Subsection 2.1 are based on the ones in the books [21], [23]
and the papers [18], [19], [20].

2.1 Gibbs measures on the line

The graph Z. In this paper, we will regard Z as a graph (V,E) with vertex set V = Z
and edge set E = {{i,j} C Z : |i —j| = 1}. Let A C Z. The outer boundary of A is
given as the set Oy A = {j € Z\ A : j ~ i for some i € A} and the interior boundary as
O-A:={je€A:j~iforsomeiéc d;A}. We will denote with A := AUO,A the closure of A
and with A := A\ 0_A the interior of A. For the sake of brevity, we will regard intervals I C R
as subsets of Z, i.e., as I N7Z, and will write A € Z for finite subsets A of Z.

Spin configurations. We consider i.i.d. Bernoulli variables o; with occupation density
p € (0,1) in each site i € Z. Thus, we assign to each site i € Z a state w; € {0,1} =: Qo
and call its collection w := (w;)iez a spin configuration. The set of all possible configurations
Q:={w = (wi)iez : w; € {0,1} Vi € Z} is called configuration space and possesses the underlying
product c-algebra . := (’P(Qo))®v which is generated by the spin projections o; : 2 — Qy,
w +— w; where i € Z. We say a site i € Z is occupied if o; = 1 and it is unoccupied if o; = 0. Let
us denote with p, := Ber(p)®V the Bernoulli-p product measure on (Q,.7), and (0;);ez is then
called the Bernoulli-p field on Z.

If A C Z, we can introduce the restriction of the configuration space on A as Q5 := {0, 1}*
and the projection onto the spins in A is then defined as o : Q — Q where w — wy 1= (W;)ieA-
To ease readability, we will omit the projections in the notation, e.g., abbreviating expressions
like p1p(oa = wa) by pp(wa), unless the projections are necessary for understanding. It is also
useful to consider events in % which depend only on spins in a certain subset A C Z. Therefore,
we define Fa = o(0;, i € A) as the o-algebra on Q which is generated by all events occurring
in A. Let ACACZ,we Q and n € Qa\a, then the concatenation wn € Qn is defined as

op(wn) = w and oa\p(wn) = 0.

Quasilocal specifications. We would like to investigate the Bernoulli field on the line under
certain constraints. In order to describe the behaviour of these constraints on the model, we will
need the notion of specifications. These are families ¥ = (ya)aez of proper probability kernels
each from (9, #ac) to (Q,.%) satisfying a consistency relation. A kernel v, is called proper if
Ya(Alw) = L4(w) for all A € Fpe. Let A C A € Z, then the two kernels v, and ya should
satisfy the following consistency relation (yaya)(A|lw) = ya(A|w) for all A € F and w € Q.

Our goal is to show that the influence of perturbations in the boundary condition decreases
with the distance to the given finite observation window A. Therefore, we introduce a local
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function f : 2 — R which is defined to be .#-measurable for some subset A € Z. Then, we call
a specification v = (va)aez quasilocal if for each A € Z and every local function f: Q — R the
following holds

tim sup | [ Fiadald) - [ fealdoin)] =0

n—oo CJ7€Q
CAp =77,

where (Ay)nen is a cofinal sequence, i.e. A, C A, €Z for all n < m and |, A, = Z.

Gibbs measures and the quasilocal Gibbs property. We are interested in infinite-
volume measures being consistent with these specification kernels in the sense that these kernels
provide a regular conditional distribution for this measure. In more detail, let v = (ya)aez be
a specification, and pu € #,(Q,.7), a probability measure on the whole line. Then we call p a
Gibbs measure for ~y if it satisfies the DLR-equation

w(A|Fre) =va(A]")  p-almost surely

for all A € Z and A € %#. We denote with 4() the set of all Gibbs measures for 7. Finally, u
is called quasilocally Gibbs if there exists a quasilocal specification « such that u € 4 (7).

One-sided specifications. Let us denote with S, the set of finite intervals and introduce
for each A € S, the abbreviations ma := max A as well as {5 := min A. Furthermore, we write
A_ = (—oo,lp] and Ay = [mp,+00) as well as Fay 1= F(_ooq) and Ty 1= F(_oo ). Let
p = (pa)aes, be a family of probability kernels pp : F<pm, X Q — [0,1]. We call p a left interval-
specification (LIS) on (Q, %) iff it satisfies the following properties: For each A € F<,,,, the
map pa(A]-) is F,-measurable and for each B € %, and w € €2, we have pp(Blw) = 1p(w).
Furthermore, for each A, A € S, with A C A it has to satisfy the following consistency equation
(papn)(flw) = pa(flw) for each function f which is F<,,,-measurable and each configuration
we .

g-measures and g-functions. A probability measure p on (£2,.%) is said to be consistent
with a left interval-specification p if ppa(f) = p(f) for each A € S, and each function f which
is F<m,-measurable.

Note that the single-site kernels (p(;})icz of a LIS already determine the entire LIS p =
(pA)acs, in a unique kind of way, see Theorem 3.1 in [19] or Theorem 3.2 in [18]. If the
model is translation invariant, it suffices to compute the kernel at the origin which we denote by
9(w) := pgoy(wyioy|wyoye) for all w € Q. We call this function the g-function and any translation-
invariant measure p that is consistent with the associated LIS p is called a g-measure.

2.2 The projection to non-isolation

Define the projection to the non-isolated configurations as the map 7" : Q — € which is given as

I e (R | () (21)

JEODL

in a site ¢ € Z and for a configuration w € §2. An application of the map T to a particular
configuration w is depicted in Figure 1. For the brevity of notation, we will write Ty (w) instead
of (T'(w))a which is the restriction of the map T on a subset A C Z. Note that Ty : @ — Qy
is Fx-measurable for any A C Z. In order to investigate the transformed model, we will use a
two-layer representation. Let us denote with Q' := T'(Q2) C Q the second-layer which is the set
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of configurations obeying the non-isolation constraint and define .#} := %, N QY for any A C Z.
We will consider for each w’ € € the inverse image 7 !(w’) and call this the (configuration
space of) the constrained first-layer model of w’. In the particular case of the all-unoccupied
configuration 0’ € ', we obtain the first-layer model constrained on isolation on the full line Z.
The symbols describing second-layer quantities will carry a prime, to distinguish them from the
objects in the first-layer. Our objective is to analyze the thinned Bernoulli field (TBF') described
by pr, := pp o T4 on (Q',.7y) for all p € (0,1).

0 00 000 00 000900 0O 000

Figure 2: A second-layer configuration w’ € Q' on the line Z. Clusters of occupied sites © prescribed by
w’ are in full orange, all other sites are empty in w’. The fixed area © of this configuration is highlighted
in orange and the remaining half-black and half-white colored dots correspond to the unfixed areas in % .
They may be occupied or unoccupied, while obeying the isolation constraint, in the underlying first-layer
configuration.

Remark 1. FEvery configuration ' € Q' in the second-layer is uniquely determined by its con-
nected subsets of occupied sites in Z. Recall that Q' contains the non-isolated configurations and
thus each subset consists of occupied clusters of size at least two. All of these clusters are sur-
rounded by unoccupied sites. Let us denote the union of the clusters of ones together with the
surrounding layer of zeros by © C Z, see Figure 2. Thus, every configuration w € T—1(w') has
to coincide with w' on ©. Furthermore, each configuration w € T—1(w') contains only isolated
sites outside of © regarding a boundary of zeros, compare Figure 2.

Let us rigorously define the objects introduced in Remark 1.

Definition 1. Let o’ € Q' be a non-isolated configuration. The fized area of w' is defined as
0 =0 U J+0 where
O=0W)={reZ:w,=1}CZ

denotes the set of occupied sites, and we say that the spins in the first-layer model of W' are fized
in ©. The complement (©)¢ is called the unfized area of w'. For the brevity of notation, we
will write ©5 := © N A for a subset A C Z. Moreover, let us denote by % = % (') the set of
connected components of (©)¢.

3 Main results

In this section, we present the main results of the paper concerning the TBF on the line. To
analyze this model, we adopt three complementary perspectives:

i) the two-sided view via Gibbs measures and Specifications (Subsection 3.1),
ii) the one-sided view via g-measures and LIS (Subsection 3.2),

iii) the Markov chain view via the GHoC Markov process and its stationary distribution
(Subsection 3.3).

These three perspectives build upon one another, and the results for each view, as well as their
interrelations, are summarized in Table 1.
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3.1 Two-sided view: Gibbs measure

In the two-sided view, the TBF is locally described by a specification ~,, whose kernels 71’), A
give the conditional probabilities of u; inside a finite observation set A, given the configuration
outside of A°. We begin by providing an explicit specification 'y{o for the TBF u;.

Theorem 1. For each p € (0,1), there exists a specification v, = (v, A)aez as a family of
consistent kernels on Q' for the TBF p,. Let A € Z be a finite observation set and w' € Q' be a
boundary condition, then each kernel ’YIILA has the form

1

Zior T a=pen T z) (3.1)
AWpe

UeUn(w')

Vpa(Whlwhe) =

where Z(wh.) is the partition function chosen to obtain a probability kernel on €. Recall that

O is the fized area of W', compare Definition 1. Furthermore,

QII*1(0,0) if U] < o0,

_ App)lUV=1 if [Ul=+00 and supU < oo,
(Apr) + if |U] =400 and infU < oo,
D - (App)lV=-NV+l, else

denotes the partition function on the connected component U € %Un of the unfizved area for w', see
(4.4). Here, Q = Q(p) is the symmetric transfer operator of the model constrained on isolation,

given below in (4.1), A\pp = Aprp(p) its Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue, see (4.2) and D = D(p) :=

(1—p)(Arr+2p)

S

. Furthermore, we denote by V_ := [min A, +00) and Vy := (—o0o, max A].
PF

Let us give a comment on the expression of the specification kernels v, 5 in (3.1).

Remark 2. Under Bernoulli site-percolation, the probability of a configuration w’ € Q' restricted
to its fized area © is equal to the Bernoulli weights of w' on ©. In particular, each site i € ©
belongs to an occupied cluster of size at least two and carries a weight p, while each site i € 9,0,
in the outer boundary of such clusters, carries a weight 1 — p. The probabilities associated with
the unfived areas U € U are given by Z(U). These weights are partition functions of the model
constrained on isolation on the connected subset U with a fully unoccupied boundary condition
outside of U, see Remark 1 and Definition 1 for details on the fixed and unfized areas. Note
that the exponents of App in the definition (3.2) of Z(U) are finite. They represent the length of
the finite subset of U which remains after removing the infinite parts outside of (min A, max A).
Moreover, given a boundary condition W) ., the numerator of (3.1) takes into account the weights
of all spins that may influence the spins in A independently of the given configuration in W', see
the definition of the influencing set in (4.5) and Remark 5. This explains the choice of ©5 and
Un .

Note that the complicated looking last three lines of the definition of Z(U) must also be con-
sidered, as a specification needs to be defined for all possible boundary conditions in . Their
form ensures that the specification is quasilocal as a function of the boundary condition, to be
shown below. For a typical boundary condition (which has finite components for the unfized area)
only the first line in (3.2) matters.

Let us continue to aim for the analysis of the exponential asymptotics of 71’) in the distance
to the sets where the boundary conditions are varied. In more detail, we investigate

S(VA) = sup |3 @hlwhe) =74 (i) (3.3)
w',ne

o7
WA=TA
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for A C A € Z which describes the sensitivity of probabilities on A with respect to boundary
condition variations outside of A. The following theorem shows that -, possesses matching upper
and lower bounds in the exponential asymptotics.

Theorem 2. Let p € (0,1), v, be the specification for the TBF p, given in Theorem 1, and
l,r,L,R € Z satisfying L <l —1<r+1< R. Then, the following finite-volume estimates hold
on finite observation windows [l,r] w.r.t boundary condition variations outside of [L, R|

C(l,r)-la[* < s([l,7], [L, R]) < Cy (L, 7) - |al™, (3-4)

where a = a(p) 1is the eigenvalue ratio of the transfer matriz Q corresponding to the model
constrained on isolation, see (4.3) and n := min{l — L, R — r}. The prefactors C_(l,r) and
Cy(l,r) depend on the size of the observation window [l,r] itself and satisfy

C_(L,ry=A_- (b,)r_l"'l and Cy(l,r)= A, - (b+)r—l+1
where A_,b_ € (0,1) are given in (4.19) and by € (0,1) as well as Ay are given in (4.32).

Remark 3. The case of p T 1, in which the occupation becomes denser and denser, appears on
first sight to be trivial, as there are fewer and fewer isolated sites. However, we see in (3.4) that
the precise rate of dependence on b.c. variation deteriorates, as |a| goes to one in the limit of
full occupation. So the case of almost full occupation is the most non-trivial one, and we see an
“echo of non-quasilocal behavior”.

Note that the main asymptotics is provided by |a|™. This can be understood as the eigenvalue
ratio a controls the transmission of information over distance n in the hidden model, which is
the model constrained on isolation. This hidden model transports boundary condition variations
for conditional probabilities of the TBF.

The constants b_ and by are related to the weights on the observation window [l,r]. The
constant b_ has the character of a non-nullness constant on the space of non-isolates, whereas
(b )" provides an upper bound on the mazimal possible weight in the observation window.
This will become clear in the proofs.

Note that our specification is supported on the smaller space {2’ (the subspace of non-isolated
configurations). One may worry that this causes problems in the application of the finite-energy
criterion, which is an efficient tool to prove one-dimensional uniqueness. However, it is available
(in the standard reference [23]) only under the assumption that the specifications are defined on
the full product space, and have the corresponding finite-energy property in that space. Therefore,
for the convenience of the reader we include a discussion in Appendix B which explains why we
can still apply this tool in our case.

Proposition 1. Consider the specification 'Y;/) given in. Theorem 1. The Bernoulli product mea-
sure i, under the transformation T, defined in (2.1), is the unique Gibbs measure p;, for the
specification vy, for every p € (0,1). More precisely, the model satisfies the finite energy condi-
tion: there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for each cylinder event A € F' one can find a
subset A € Z with the property that

VoA (AlC) > C vy, A (Al (3.5)
for all configurations ', n’ € .

The proofs of these results are given in Section 4.

10
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3.2 One-sided view: g-measure

We continue with a one-sided view of the model using left-interval specifications (LIS’s). They
are prescribing conditional probabilities of the next symbol given the information in the infinite
past of this symbol. Since our model is spatially translation-invariant, the associated g-function,
namely, the single-site kernel at the origin, suffices to describes an entire consistent LIS. In the
following theorem, we present the explicit form of a g-function for the TBF.

Theorem 3. For all p € (0,1), the TBF u; is consistent with a translation-invariant LIS p,,.
The corresponding g-function depends only on the spin at the origin and on the distance n to the
nearest pair of ones in the past of a configuration w' € Q. More precisely, define

n=n(w):=min{ieN: (Wj_; ;,wi_y)= (11} (3.6)

Set n = 0 if (wf{fz},wf{fl}) = (0,1), and n = oo if no such pair appears in the past of w'.
The g-function is then defined by g,(n) := pp (0} (0g0y|w’), which gives the probability of finding
another empty site at the origin, given that the nearest pair of occupied sites in the past occurs at
distance n. The function g, can be expressed in terms of the eigenvalues A\pr and X, computed in
(4.2), corresponding to the symmetric transfer matriz Q for the model constrained on isolation,
where Q is explicitly given in (4.1). Explicitly, we have g,(0) = 0, gp(1) = 1 — p, while for
n € N> U {oo},

_1\n+1 n A Py
(=1)"Hal" £EE + 1255 (37)

n frd
901 = (a1 Iy L

where a = a(p) denotes the eigenvalue ratio introduced in (4.3) and displayed in Figure 3 (a).
Figure 3 (b) displays g, as a function of p for various values of n.

02 0a 06 05 10’
n=1
-0.2 n=2
n=3
-0.4
——— n=4
-0.6| n=5
n=6
-0.8
-1op 02 04 06 08 10"
(a) The plot of the eigenvalue ratio a(p) which (b) The plot of the function g, (n) for different values of the
is monotonically decreasing and negative for all distance n to the next pair of occupied sites in the past of
p € (0,1). Moreover, note that lim, o a(p) = 0 the origin.

and limppq a(p) = —1.

Figure 3: Depicted are plots the eigenvalue ratio a = a(p) and the g-function g, as a function of the
occupation density p describing the behavior of the TBF.

Note the interesting dependence on whether the distance to an occupied boundary condition
is even or odd as p 1 1.

2

Lemma 1. Let g, be the function defined in (3.7). Forn € N>3 odd, we have limy41 gp(n) = T

whereas for n € N even, we have limy4 gp(n) = 0.

11
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The dependence of fully occupied boundary conditions on whether the distance to the root
is even or odd was also observed in the TBF on trees with bounded degrees in the regime
of sufficiently large occupation density p. In that case, jumps of finite size remained even in
the large n limit. This fact was used in [26] and [29] to exhibit the non-quasilocality of the
conditional probabilities of the TBF. Therefore, Lemma 1 should be seen as a weaker form of
the same phenomenon in the present one-dimensional case. Finally, we investigate the number
of consistent measures for the LIS p, given by the g-function in (3.7).

Proposition 2. Let p € (0,1). The LIS p, given in Theorem 3 possesses a unique consistent
measure, namely the TBEF yu,.

The proofs of Theorem 3 and Proposition 2 are given in Section 5, while the proof of Lemma
1 is provided in Appendix B, which also contains a discussion of the limit p — 1 of the g-function.

3.3 Markov chain view: Generalized House of Cards process (GHoC)

Finally, we show that the model can be viewed as a Markov process on Z with state space
Ny U {oo}, where each state represents the distance to the next double one in the past of the
given site. The transition probabilities are given by the g-function introduced in (3.7). This
process admits an intuitive interpretation as a house of cards type Markov chain. In contrast
to the more common house of cards process of [10], the transition probabilities are modified for
jumps from the state 0 and 1.

Given a configuration w’ € ', define for each site ¢ € Z the distance to the next pair of ones
in the past of this site as

ni =ni(w') :=minf{k € N: (wj 1,0 4) = (1, 1)}, (3-8)

n; == 01if (w)_5,w_;) = (0,1) and n; := oo if there is no occupied site before i. Furthermore,
define a GHoC path as a sequence (ay, )nez taking values in NgU{oo} and satisfying the constraints

ant1 € {0,a, +1} i a, ¢ {0,1},
ant+1 € {1,2} if a, =1,
Unyr =1 if a,, = 0.

There is a one-to-one correspondence between a configuration w’ € ' and a GHoC path (an)nez
taking values in Ng U {oo}, see for example Figure 4. This correspondence can be formalized by
introducing the local map

7:NogU{oo} = {0,1}, 7(n):=1,13(n), (3.9

see Figure 5. Note that 7(n;) gives the occupation at the site i —1 and consequently w} = 7(n;41)
for all i € Z.

A _mesesesenenereres I I Sereres I I S Senereresy I S T
123456 789011234011 1234501

Figure 4: A non-isolated configuration w’ on the line, highlighted in blue, together with its correspond-
ing GHoC path (n;):cz in No U {oo}, where n; is indicated below each site i. For each site ¢ € Z, the
state shown below indicates the distance n; to the next pair of occupied sites in its past. Note that, if
the configuration in the past ends with the pair ”empty followed by occupied”, the distance to the next
double one is put to be 0, as the example shows in the middle of the triplet of occupied sites.

12
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We define the generalized house of cards (GHoC) process (X, )nez on the state space NoU{oo}
as a Markov chain with transition probabilities IT, = (II, (7, 1)), jen,ufoc}, given by

gp(2) if j =4+1,
. 1—g,(i) ifj=0andi#1,
mi.g)=q L@@ =08 (3.10)
P ifi=4j=1,
0 else

for all 4,5 € No U {oo}. For an illustration of the transition graph, together with the map 7 to
the TBF, see Figure 5.

1 0

Figure 5: Depicted is the GHoC Markov process with state space No U {co} for the first 7 states. The
transition probabilities are given by the g-function g, of the TBF. Furthermore, the map 7 is depicted in
blue which provides a one-to-one correspondence between a non-isolated configuration w’ and its GHoC

path (n;):cz taking values in No U {co}. Note that an example of this correspondence is given in Figure
4.

Theorem 4. Let p € (0,1). The GHoC Markov process on Z with state space Nog U {oc0} and
transition probabilities given in (3.10) possesses a unique stationary distribution on path space,
denoted by IPI‘?HOC. Furthermore, the TBF 1is a local deterministic map of a GHoC Markov

process in the sense that
GHoC
T(IPP ° ) = (1,

where T was defined in (3.9). More precisely, let (n;);cz denote a path of the GHoC Markov
chain, i.e. (n;)iez ~ IPEHOC. Then the random sequence (7(n;)). ., is distributed according to
-

From this relation, we obtain an alternative proof of the uniqueness of the g-measure, albeit
assuming translation invariance.

€L

Remark 4. Note that the bijection on path level between TBF and GHoC provides an alternative
route to deduce uniqueness of the g-measure (that is the measure invariant under the g-function,
which is assumed to be translation invariant), which only uses Foster’s criterion for the GHoC.

The proofs of Theorem 4 and Remark 4 are presented in Section 5.

13



BERNOULLI FIELD ON THE LINE UNDER THE REMOVAL OF ISOLATES

4 Proofs for the two-sided view

4.1 Theorem 1: Computation of a specification v, for the TBF

The image process of the i.i.d. Bernoulli field on the line under the transformation 7', see (2.1)
and Figure 1, is strongly related to the Bernoulli field constrained on isolation. More precisely,
it appears as a hidden process within the unfixed areas of a second-layer configuration w’ € ',
see Remark 1 and Figure 2. Therefore, we will introduce its corresponding symmetric transfer

e 0.0) Q.1) =7
_ (Q0,0) Q1)) _ [ 1-p p(1—p
@= (Q(LO) Q(1,1)> o ( p(1—p) 0 ) b
for all p € (0,1) which possesses the eigenvalues
A= Xe(p) :=;(1—p— (1—p)(3p+1)>€(—;70)7

ApF = App(p) = ;(1 -p+ V(1 -p)Bp+ 1)) €(0,1)

where App is the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue. An important quantity in further results and
computations will be the eigenvalue ratio

(4.2)

) i )

for all p € (0,1). For the plot of a(p) as a function of p, see Figure 3 (a).
In order to construct the specification v, we need to investigate in which way the spins of
the given boundary condition may influence the spins in the finite observation set A.

Definition 2. Let A @ Z and ' € . We introduce the set
Uy = UN(W') :={U € U : dist(A,U) < 1} (4.4)

€(-1,0) (4.3)

for all A €@ Z and write U_ respectively Uy for those connected components U_ Uy € Uy
satisfying inf U_ < min A respectively sup Uy > maxA, in case such components exist. We
denote by
I=L(W)=03u |J U (4.5)
UeUn

the influencing set of A for a given boundary condition w)..

For an illustration of the influcencing set I and the outer unfixed areas U_ and U, see Figure
6. Let us give some comments about the influcencing set defined above.

Remark 5.

a) Given a finite observation window A and a boundary condition w'y., the influencing set is
defined to include all sites whose spins may affect those in A, regardless of the configuration
inside A. Moreover, it is defined so that the spins in the first-layer of any configuration
n' € Q' are fized in 04 In(w') whenever ny. = w).. This property is crucial for the proof of
Theorem 1. By definition, In(w') depends on w', but it always contains A for all w' € €Y.

b) The condition dist(A,U) < 1 in the definition of % is introduced to ensure statement a).
For instance, consider the spin at the site 7 of Figure 6. In the depicted configuration, the
spin is fixed. However, if the spin at vertex 6 were empty, the unfized area Uy, consisting
of the vertices {7,8,9}, would affect the spins in A.

14
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¢) The sets U_ and Uy are the outer unfized areas on the left respectively right side of A.
These sets could be empty or possibly U_ = U,.

Figure 6: A non-isolated configuration w’ on the line, with the subset A := [—7, 6] indicated by a square
bracket. Orange-colored sites denote the influencing set Ix. Blue-colored square brackets indicate the
outer unfixed areas U_ and Uj.

Proof of Theorem 1. Let A € Z and w' € . For the construction of a specification ~,, for yu,,
we will use an idea introduced in [29]. Start to consider second-layer conditional probabilities in
finite volumes A C A € V with a first-layer boundary condition w € T~!(w’) defined as follows

Z@A I’LP((’DA)]ITA(‘:)AWAC):WIA

! / /
. ,w,A(wA|wA A) = = . (4.6)
P \ D on Hp(wA)ﬂTA\A(aMAC):w'A\A
Now, Lemma 3.3 in [29] ensures that the family v, = (’Yr/> A)aez of kernels defined by
Hm 7, o, A (Wh|waya) =t 7p.a (Whlwhe) (4.7)

ATV

is a specification, provided thazt this limit exists and is independent of the choice w € T~1(w’).

In order to prove the existence of this limit, let us start to choose A € Z large enough such
that dist(A, A¢) > 1 and without loss of generality, we assume that A is connected. The spins
inside A depend on those in A€ only through the outer unfixed areas U_ or Uy, see Definition
2, which satisfy dist(U_, A¢) < 1 and dist(Uy, A°) < 1, respectively. Thus, we have to discuss
three different cases for these unfixed areas.

Case 1. (|U_| < oo and |U4| < oo) In this case, the influencing set I, given in (4.5), is
finite and thus choose A C Z big enough such that dist(I, A¢) > 1. Consider the expression in
(4.6) and note that the spins of first-layer configurations @, € T~!(w’) are fixed in 9,1 due to
Remark 5. Consequently, we can rewrite the conditional probability as follows

Za)[ 'up(wl)ﬂTI (‘:71“’,16):“"}

ZLZ'[ /’Lp(djl)]lTI\A(@IWIIC)Zw}\A

%’;,w,A(Wﬂw/A\A)

X Laanqne Mo Banme) LT @anmewioas) =) e

2o snme @A T 0oy a@anmewtwac) =/ ena

because the map T} is Fx-measurable for all A € Z. Furthermore, note that (AN (I)¢) \ A =
(AN (1)), since A C I, and hence the second factor equals one. The remaining term

ZJH Hp (('DI)]ITI(@IW}C )=w]
ZQ)I /“LP(LDI)HTI\A(UDIW/IC):WII\A

(4.8)

is equal to v} (wh|whe) as it is independent of A and w. Let us continue to prove the equality
n (3.1). We define the denominator of (4.8), depending only on w)., as the partition function
Z(wh). By definition of the influencing set in (4.5), the numerator can be rewritten as follows

ZMp(%ﬂ)]lT@A(ah_Awg@A)c):w’gﬂ' 11 Zﬂp(@U)]lTU(wuwgc):og,- (4.9)
We Uen wu

15
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Recall that the first-layer configurations @ € € of w’ are fixed on O3 and consequently, the first
sum is equal to ”p(w/@\)’ see Remark 1. Furthermore, the probability in the unfixed areas is

given by the transfer operator @, defined in (4.1). Note that

QMM (W10 s Winan )
w1 g = min max
Z Mp( U) folevens) " \/Mp(wminﬁ)\/ﬂp(wmaxv)

wy €EQu

(4.10)

holds for all U € Z connected and w € €. The prefactor is due to the fact that we do not consider
the probabilities in 01U but their square root is contained in each matrix product. Using the
relation (4.10) with the fact that the unfixed areas are surrounded by fixed unoccupied sites, we
have

for the expression in (4.9). Rewriting the Bernoulli weights on ©4 and expressing the matrix
products in terms of the partition functions Z(U) leads to the desired expression in (3.1).

Case 2. (infU_ = —oo and supU; < oo or infU_ > —oo and supUy = oo) We verify
the statement for the case inf U_ = —oo and supUy < oo, first assuming that U_ # Uy.
Choose A € Z large enough such that maxI € A. From the fact that the spins of first-layer
configurations @, € T~1(w’) are fixed at max I, we obtain

ZJJAN :L"P(WAWI)]ITAM(UJAmw'AmchC):w'Am

’ o
’Yp,w7A(wA|wA\A) = =
Z":’Aﬁl /”Lp(wAmI)]lT(Am)\A(":’AWW'AMC“’AC)Z“’EAN)\A

2

ZQAm(f)c ’up(wAﬂ(f)c)]lT(Aﬂ(T)C)\A(‘:’Aﬁ(ﬂcwlAmf“’AC):“’EAm(f)C)\A

% QAn(he MP(MAO(I_)C)]ITAW(DC (DAn(D)eWaqWAC)=WA A (e

for the probability in (4.6). Using (AN (1)°) \ A = AN (I)¢, the second factor is equal to
one. Separating the probabilities corresponding to A NU_ and A N A_ in the numerator and
denominator, respectively, leads to

Z@Amj7 /‘p(wAﬁUf )]ITAmU, (@anU_win@_yewae)=0xny_

/ / /
Vp,w,A(WAWA\A) = ~
Z(—DAOA_ ‘up(wAmA*>ﬂT(AmA7)\A(UDAﬁA—w/Am(A,)CwAC):OEAﬁA,)\A

y Z&;I\U_ :up(wf\U_)]lTI\U_ (Onu_wing_ye)=winy_ (4.11)
Z&JI\A7 /”’Lp(wl\Af)]lT(I\A,)\A(U:’I\A7WEI\Ai)c):WEI\Ai)\A

With the relation (4.10), we can express the first fraction as follows

(1-p) 2@ 1w, x,0)

ZEG{O,I} V a(x)Q\AﬂA, | (wminZ7 JJ)

where a(z) := p®(1 — p)'=* for z € {0,1}. This sequence converges to

VonU_|
)‘PF

(1= D)VP Yreqony val@vpr()

for A 1 Z independent of w € T~1(w'), see Lemma 4. Here, we exploited the fact that |[ANU_|—
[V_NU_|=|ANA_| —2. Therefore, define

ZA(W}\C) = \/]3 Z v a(ﬂ;‘)’va(.’L‘) ' Z MP(QI\A_)]lT(I\A—)\A(a)I\A—wEI\A,)C):wéI\A,)\A

z€{0,1} LZJI\A7
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and the expression in (4.11) reads

— — vonU_ ~
ZA(“;\C) 1(1_p) 1/\IPF - Z MP(WI\U—)]ITI\U,(‘DI\U,W,

(I\U,)c):‘*’ir\u,'

(4.12)

wnuU_

Recalling the definition of the influencing set in (4.5) and repeating the arguments that led to
(3.1) in Case 1, we arrive at

- QIYI*1(0,0)
Z pp(@Onu_ )y @ wip oy =iy = Mp(w/@A) : H N
wOnu_ Ueun\{U_}

This directly implies the stated expression for 7, y in (3.1). One can proceed similarly in the

case U_ = Uy. Here, I = U_, and the numerator of the second fraction in (4.11) equals one,
which is the only difference in this case.
Case 3. (infU_ = —oo and supU; = oo) We restrict our discussion to the case |A| # 1.

The case |A| =1 is trivial as the conditional probabilities in (4.6) equal one for sufficiently large
A and for all non-isolated configurations w’ € Q'. We start to consider the case U_ # U,. Here,
the conditional probabilities can be written as

ZJ;AQU_ ,Ufp(wAﬁU— )]lTAnU_ (@anu_whnw_yewae)=0xny

Vpw,a (WalWA\A) = 5 (4.13)

WANA_ Mp(WAﬂA, )]lT(AﬁAJ\A(‘:’AﬁA—“’/Am(A,)C“’AC):OQAHA,)\A

" Z@AQU+ /LP(WAFTU-f- )1TAOU+ (@Amu+w'Am(U+)chC):0lAmU+

Z@AHA+ Hp (UJAOA+ )]lT(AﬁA+)\A(‘:’AﬂA+ w/Aﬁ(A+)CwAC):0£AF‘IA+)\A

y ZG)I\(U,UU@ 'up(wl\(U*UU+))1TI\(U7UU+)(‘Z’I\(UfuU+)"~’21\<U,uup)c):“’}\(u,umr)

Z@I\(A_UA+) /J’p(wl\(A—UA-%—))]lT(I\(A_UA+>)\A(‘:’I\(A_UA+)°"EI\(A,uAJr))c):‘*’EI\(A,UAJr))\A

by separating the probabilities corresponding to ANU_, ANA_, ANU; and ANA,. The first
two fractions can be expressed in terms of the transfer matrix @ as follows

(L—p)2Q M (w0 x,0)  (L—p) 2QA" (0,0, 5)
ZmG{(],l} \% a($>Q|AﬁA, ! (wminZ’ 3?) ZyG{O,l} \% a(y)Q|AﬂA+| (y’ wmaxZ) ’
see relation (4.10). If we take the limit A 1 Z and apply Lemma 4, we obtain

()\PF)IVme\ ()\PF)\VmUH

(L =pP)VPD ety Va@ver(@) (1 =p)y/DPD ci01y Valy)vrr(y)

independent of the first-layer boundary condition w € T~!(w’). Choosing

Zawhe) =p D Va@ver(z) Y Valy)ver(y)

z€{0,1} ye{0,1}

X ) Z Mp(wl\(v;UV+))]lT(I\(ka-JVJr))\A(wI\(VfUV+)WEI\(V,UV+))C):wEI\(V,uV+))\A’
Wi\(v_uvy)

we can rewrite (4.13) as follows

ZA(wf\c)_l(l _p)—Q()\PF)|V_ﬁU_\+|V+ﬁU+\

X Z /’LP(WI\(U7UU+))ILTI\(U,UU+)(‘:’I\(U,UU+)WgI\(U7UU+))c):W}\(U7UU+)' (4.14)
On\(U_uuy)
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The last sum becomes Mp(w/@A)HUG%A\{U_,U+}Q|U|+1(070)/(1 — p) by rewriting it with the
definition of the influencing set. Hence, the statement of (3.1) follows.
If U_ = Uy =7, we have

Z(:)A Hop (@A)]ITA (Gawae)=0%

! / /
Vp,w,A(WAWA\A) = =
Z@Am\_ Mp(wAﬁA_)]IT(AﬁAf)\A(L’:’Aﬂ/\—w/Aﬁ(A_)CwAC):OEAﬁA_)\A

1
X

Z@AHAJr /”LP(wAﬁA+ )]]'T(AOAJr)\A(®A0A+W,AH(A+)CWAC):OEAQA+)\A

1
X

Donia_ony B @NAUAD) LT (4 _ia 3a@naoa @i a_oa, e )= uasma
The first two fractions can be expressed in terms of the transfer matrix @ as follows
QA (Wi & Winax )
2ref0,1} Va(@)QAM (w7, 7) 2ye(o1) Va)RIAnl(y,w, . x)
Taking the cofinal limit A 1 Z leads to
C(p) ()\PF)|V,OV+\—3

er{o,1} v o(z)vpr () Zye{(u} va(y)ver(y)

independent of the sequence A and the first-layer boundary condition w € T~!(w’), see Lemma
4. Here, we applied the third statement of Lemma 4 together with the relation |[ANA_|+ |AN
Ay| —|A] = =|V_ N V4| + 4. Defining the denominator as Zx(w).), we arrive at the expression
for 4},  in (3.1). O

4.2 Theorem 2: Quasilocality and asymptotics of 7,

In order to derive the exponential bounds in (3.4), it is necessary to compute the explicit form
of @™. From (5.22), we obtain

m o __ )\7]731]?‘ )‘PF — a’m>\r (1 _ am) p(l _p)
Q o (1 — p)(3p + 1) ((1 — am> p(l _p) “Ar + a™App > (415)

for all m € N. In the following, we will prove the upper and lower bounds of (3.4) separately.

Proof of lower bound in Theorem 2. Let l,r, L, R € Z satisfying L. < I < r < R and recall that
n = min{l — L, R — r}. Without loss of generality, we assume that n = [ — L. We lower bound

the sensitivity in (3.3) by choosing w’, 7’ € ' where WEZHroo) = 77{1,+oo) =1 and especially

(l,+00)
W(—oo] = L(=o0,i—m)Oi=n ]
as well as
77@00,1] = ]-(—oo,l—n—l)o[l—n—l,l]'
Figure 7 presents an illustration of these configurations for n = 4.
_ Note that the configurations w’ and 7’ posses the outer unfixed areas U_ = (I — n,l) and
U_- = (I —n—1,1), respectively. All remaining parts of these configurations correspond to the

fixed area ©. Note that the partition function for the kernel corresponding to w’ is given by

Zu) Witpe) = D (@D L7y @reger=e g

wr
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[t,7] [t,r]

Figure 7: Depicted are two non-isolated configurations w’,n’ € € on the line together with a finite
observation window [l,r] containing three sites, indicated by a square bracket. The two configurations
differ at a distance of five from the set [, r].

where I is the influencing set of [I,r] for wy ., see Definition 2 and Theorem 1. Recall that

[I,7] C I and the map Ty is .Fxz-measurable for all A C Z. Consequently, the indicator appearing
in the partition function does not depend on the spins in (I,7), and may therefore be expressed
as

Z MP(QI\(Z7T))1TI\[LsT](('DI\(ZV")W/ICU(Z,T)):w}\[l,r]' (4'16)

OI\(t,r)
Note that I\ [I,r] = U_ U{r + 1} and decompose the indicator as follows
oy @ w) Y=y = LTy (@ w! =0y, L1y, @ W =1 (i1}
IN[L, P \WIN( ) P ey, r) I\[l,7] U_\Wmin U_ . l]%minU_ 1]¢ U_ {r+ 13 W rr 41190 1 {r+1}

Note that the last indicator forces wy, 41y to be one independently of the value wy,y. Inserting
this equation in (4.16) and using relation (4.10) together with the fact that w) _, =0, we

obtain 1
Zpn(wpe) =p(1—p)~2 Z Va(z)QV-111(0,z)

z€{0,1}

min U_

where we recall that a(z) = p®(1—p)*~% for all z € {0, 1}. Analogously, one obtains an expression
for Zj; (nfl r]c)' Using Theorem 1 together with the expression for the partition functions, we

obtain . ) .
Q"(0,0)(1—p)~2 Q" (0,0)(1 —p)~2 .
| T v rroreertes HURTC U TRy
216{0 1} z)Q™(0,z) wE{O 1P VvVae y)Q 0,z
as a lower bound for the sensitivity in (3.3). Here, the factor (1 — p)p"~! corresponds to the

weights on [I,7], which are fixed sites. The remaining terms in (4.17) represent the weights on
the outer unfixed areas U_ and U_, satisfying |[U_| = n — 1 and |U_| = n, together with the
corresponding parts of the partition functions. Substituting the entries of Q™ from (4.15), we
obtain

/\PF - a"/\r )\pF - a”*l)\r
Apr — a" A\, + (1 - a”)p App — a™ i\, + (1 - a"“)p

This expression is equal to

r—l1

p

APF + ‘/\T| 41
b P al” 418
( )(APF +p—ar(\ +p)) (Apr +p — a1 (A +p)) lal (4.18)

where we used that a € (—1,0) and |A,| < App to omit the absolute value. From the fact
that A, + p > 0, the denominator is upper bounded by (Apr + A, + 2p)? = (1 + p)?. Note
that (1 —a) = A\pp(Apr + |\:|) and Apr + [A] = /(1 — p)(3p + 1). Consequently, we obtain
(1=p)Bp+ 1)p"= 1) /(Apr(1 + p)?) as a lower bound for (4.18). Finally, using the estimate
Apr < 2/T=pand p € (0,1), we obtain the bound in (3.4). More precisely, the n-independent
constant C_(I,7) = A_ - (b_)"~"*! is given by

b_=b_(p):=p and A_ =A_(p):==+/1—p. (4.19)
O
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Proof of upper bound in Theorem 2. Let [l,r] C [L, R] € Z. In order to upper bound the quan-
tity (3.3), we need to compute an upper bound for the difference

|’Y]/g,[l,r] (sz,r]|wfl,r]c) - ’Y,ID,[z,r] (Wfl,r] |77fl,r]c) (4.20)

covering all possible cases of w’,n’ € Q' satisfying wEL’R] = nfL’R]. Denote by U_, Uy € % (W)
and U_,U, € U, (') the outer unfixed areas corresponding to w’ and 7', respectively, as
introduced in Definition 2. Note that spins in the observation window [l,r] are influenced by
perturbations outside of [L, R] if there exists an outer unfixed area which contains L+1 or R—1,
see Theorem 1. Therefore, we discuss three different cases.

Case 1. (L+1€U_ and R—1 € Uy and U_ # Uy) First, note that this also implies
L+l1eU_and R—1c¢ [7+, since wa,R] = nfL’R]. Secondly, we do not consider the case of
a singleton, i.e., | = r, because in this situation both kernels are equal to one. Without loss of
generality, we assume that the outer unfixed areas are finite. Otherwise, the specification kernels
for configurations with infinite unfixed areas can be constructed via a sequence of kernels for
configurations with finite unfixed areas, see proof of Theorem 1. Consequently, the partition
function for the kernel corresponding to w’ is given by (4.16). Note that I\ [I,7] = [minU_,1)U
(r,max U4] and decompose the indicator as follows

1TI\[l,r] (a’l\(l,r)"-’}w(z,r)):“’/z\[m] Timin u_ 1) (@min U_ ,l]“’fmm U_ ,L]c):Ofmm U_.l)

XA, U1 (@ max UL 19 max U4 16) =00 max 0]

Using the relation (4.10) together with the fact that wi;, ;v 1 =0 = w0y, 4 and r—1>0,
we obtain
Zun (W) = 1=p)70 Y Val@)Valy)Qm U= 0, 2)QImex ULy, 0). (4.21)
z,y€{0,1}

Analogously, one can express the partition function corresponding to 7. Define the lengths of
the outer unfixed areas U_ and Uy before [ — 1 and after r 4+ 1, by

a_ =|U_N(-o0,l —1)| and a4 = |U;N(r+1,+00)|.
Let @_ and & denote the corresponding quantities associated with n’. Furthermore, we define
Bo=|U_N[l—-1,r+1]| and By :=|U N[l —1,7r+1]

as the length of U_ and Uy inside of the interval [l — 1,7+ 1]. Note that these quantities coincide
for U_ and Uj as wflfl’rﬂ] = nflflmﬂ] for L §~ l—land R>r —|—~1. Consequently, we have
[U_| =a_+p_ and |Us| = ay + B4, as well as |U_| = @+ - and |U4| = a4 + 4. Combining
Theorem 1 and (4.21), we can write

p|®ﬂ[l—1,r+1]|(1 _p)\8+®ﬁ[l—1,r+l]\( H Z(U))
vey (W) )\{U-,Us}
X |fla—, B)flay, By) — f(a—, B-) f(ay, By )| (4.22)

for the difference in (4.20). The functions

(1 - p)~2Q™*1(0,0)
ZmG{O,l} Va(z)Q2(0, 95),

f(laj) = ivjENO

20



BERNOULLI FIELD ON THE LINE UNDER THE REMOVAL OF ISOLATES

appearing in (4.22), represent the weights of the outer unfixed areas. We can bound the difference
Flam, B0)f(aus, Bs) — F(@-, B-)f(éy,By)| in (4.22) from above as follows

flog, Bo)| flaz, B2) = f(a, B-)| + f(a—, B-)| flay, B+) — fdy, By)|. (4.23)

Consequently, it is enough to compute an upper bound for the quantities f(i,j) and
|f(i,7) — f(2,7)| where j € Ny and i,1 € Ny satisfy 4,4 > n— 2 with n := min{R —r,l — L}. First
of all, one obtains

.. j— /\pF - ai+j+1)\
i, — )\] 1 _ T
J(0.9) PEXpr +p — ait2(\ +p)
after inserting the entries of Q™, given in (4.15). Using the fact that a € (—1,0), we obtain

Apr + a?|A, | -1 1

) < Mgt = Nop ——. 4.24
fli ) < Xpp Arr +p—aZ(A\ +p) PF 117 ( )
Similarly, the difference |f(i,5) — f(i, )| reads
Ao a?la’ — a’l|(\ +p) — @’ O +p)|
(Apr 4+ p — a*2(A\ +p)) (Apr +p — a't2(\ + p))
and applying max; ;. la® — a’;| = |a|"2(1 — a) leads to the upper bound
; 17a)()\pp+/\r+2p) i 1
madp = |a|" Mok ——. 4.25
la|" App Apr +p— a2\ + ) la|" App 1—p ( )
Combining the upper bounds (4.23)-(4.25) results in
[Flam, B)f(ar, Be) = f(G-, B) f(Gr, B < 200we) "= faf" (1= p") (4.26)
Finally, we give an upper bound for the remaining weights in (4.22). To this end, note that
Qm(070) < m—2 )\%’F()‘PF + a2|)\T|) _ )\m72

I-p) = 1-p/A-pBp+1) 7

for all m € N>o. This implies Z(U) < )\‘PUFlfl for all U € % . However, each finite unfixed area
U € % is surrounded by unoccupied fixed sites which are located at 0, U. Therefore, we have

(1—p)*2(U) < max{(1 — p)*/3 App}IUIH2 = \UI+2

for each U € % . Consequently, we obtain

plONli=1.r+1] (1- p)|8+@ﬁ[171,r+1]|( H Z(U)) < max{p, \pp }3H7 1B~ =+

ve, - (w)\{U-,Us+}
(4.27)

where we used that App > (1 — p)?/3 > (1 —p) for all p € (0,1). Combining (4.26) and (4.27) in
(4.22), results in an upper bound of C; := 2(1 — p?)~! max{p, Apr }>*"~!|a|" for the difference
in (4.20).

Case 2. (L4+1€U_and R—1¢ U and U_ # U,) For the case L+1 ¢ U_ and R—1 € Uy,
the argument proceeds analogously. If U, # (), one can follow the same reasoning as in the first
case and note that ay = &y, which yields

| fla—, Bo) f(ag, By) — f(a, B=) f(dy, By)| = flay, B4)| flaz, B-) = f(a—,B-)|
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for the difference in (4.22). If U, = (}, the partition function must be treated differently. This
case also covers singletons, i.e., when | = r. Note that I\ [l,7] = [minU_,1) U {r + 1} and the
indicator can be decomposed as follows

Ly (@Onam@res, ) =N Tmin U_ 0 (@min U_0%hmin v_ 1¢) = min v_ 1)

X ]IT{TH}(w{mﬂ}w’{r,r“}c):wirﬂ}'

The fact that Uy = @ implies that the spin of the configuration at r + 1 must be fixed in-
dependently of the spin at r. Consequently, the equation I,y @gnyw

(rrp13e) =Wty

, holds independently of the choice of &y € {0,1}. Therefore, the partition

D1 =9
function takes the form

Z) (@ 9e) = AWippny) 1 =) 72 Y Val(@)QIMm V=011 (0, ).,

z€{0,1}

This leads to the expression

p\@m[l—l,r]l(l ,p)|8+®m[l—1,r]\ ( H Z(U)) |f(oz_,ﬂ_) — fla_, 5_)| (4.28)

ve#y, r(w)\{U-}

for the difference in (4.20). Each unfixed area U € %;,)(w’) \ {U-} is surrounded by at least
one unoccupied site in 9,0 N [l — 1,r] and consequently

(1 —p)Z(U) < max{\/T— p, App }UIT1 = AT

with the ideas derived in Case 1. In combination with the result in (4.25), we obtain Cy :=
|a|™ max{p, App}ngT*lﬁ as an upper bound for (4.28).

Case 3. (U_ = U, # () Let us start to discuss the case where L+1 € U_ and R—1¢ U,.
The partition function takes the form as in Case 1. The influencing sets only consist of the outer
unfixed area, i.e., I,)(w') = U_ and Iy (n') = U_. From the fact that ay = @, the difference
in (4.20) is equal to

glas) - | flas, B +as) — f@, B +ay)| (4.20)

vi-p
Zye{o,l} Va(y)Qt3(y,0)

where

g(1) :=
for all i € Ny. Note that

N (1-p)Bp+1) iy
0= N2 (Oer 1 7) — a2 00 4) Apr (4.30)

where we used that App — A = /(1 —p)(3p+ 1). Combining the bounds in (4.25) and (4.30),
leads to C3 := |a|"Xpp 2(1 — p)~! as an upper bound for (4.29). Here, we used the fact that
b_=r—1+3.

In the situation L+1 € U_ and R—1 € U, we possibly have oy # &, . Again, the partition
function takes the form as in Case 1 and the influencing sets are equal to the outer unfixed area.
Therefore, we have to compute the difference |h(a_, ay) — h(a—, a4 )| where

Qi+j+5+3(0, O)
Zze{o,1} Va(z)Q (0, z) ZyG{O,l} Va(y)Qi2(y,0)

h(luj) =
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for all 4, j € Np and 3 :=r —[. Inserting the entries of @™, displayed in (4.15), in the expression
|h(l)j) - h‘(l)j”a leads to

/\gglx/Sp + 1al? - ’pQ)\pF(ai —d' +al - ai) + p?Aa’tP (a”g(aj - ai) + ajﬁ(ai - ag))
+ (erh +9)%% + AOwr + )20 ) (@4 = )| /(e +p = 0720 + 1))

x (Apr +p— a2 (A +p)) (Apr +p — az+2()\r +p)) (Apr +p — a3+2()\r + P))) (4.31)

Here, we used the relation (Apg +p)(\;: +p) = p?. The denominator can be bounded from below
by (1—p)*(3p+1)% Using a € (—1,0) and max, ;. |a* —a¥| = |a[*72(1 - a), leads to

@l M (1= @)y/3+ 1(220r + IA]) + Apr (e + 1) + Dl O +9)?)

as an upper bound for the numerator of (4.31). Note that Apr + |Ar| = /(1 —p)(3p+ 1) and

Apr(Ar+0)2 + M| (Apr +p)? = p/(1 — p)(3p + 1) for all p € (0,1). Consequently, the numerator
of (4.31) is upper bounded by 24\a|”/\§§1p\/(1 — p). Combining both bounds, results in

24
(1-p)?

Comparing the bounds C; for i € {1,2, 3,4}, we summarize that (4.20) is upper bounded by
Cy(l,r) = |a|™(by) ~"H1 A, where

h(a_,ay) — (@, ay)| < |a|" max{p, App}**! =: Cy.

by =by(p) :=max{p, Apr} and A; = Ai(p):= ( 24 (4.32)

1—p)?
O

4.3 Proposition 1: Finite energy on non-isolation subspace and unique-
ness

The fact that ¢(v,) = {4, } follows directly from (3.5) since this is the "finite-energy” criterion
of Proposition 8.38 in [23]. Note that Proposition 8.38 is given in the context of specifications
on product spaces. However, it still holds on the smaller measurable space (Q',.%#’) which we
explain in Appendix B.

Proof of Proposition 1. Without loss of generality, let m € N be such that A € f['_m )" For
this event, we then choose A := [-m — 4, m + 4], see Figure 8 for an illustration in the case of
m =b.
-9 =5 0 5 5 9
A

Figure 8: The sites of the dependence set [—5, 5] on the line Z are coloured and dashed in blue and the
chosen set A = [—9,9] is marked with a squared bracket.
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Instead of verifying (3.5), we will show that

’ Al ’ W' !
/’Yp,/\/( 1<) : Vp,Ag [—mm“:]m) > ¢ (4.33)
YA L€ A (Al

s

/
[7m7m]
and sum up over wffm m]- The fractions in (4.33) have the advantage that we do not have to

deal with the partition functions. First of all, (4.33) has the form

for all wffm)m] eN . This implies (3.5) after multiplying the denominators on both sides

Darea V;I;,A(‘fom,m]w) ’Y;),A(wffm,m]h?/)
/

- >C.
vg,A(wf,m,m]IC’) Darea WL,A(W[,m,m]In’)

Consider the fraction

Vo a @ mml) 2y W0t O\ ) |C)
71/37A(wf_mvm] |</) ZQ);&\[fnL,?n] vé’A(w;\\[_mvm]wf_mvm] |<,)

for an @' € A. Due to the idea in the proof of Theorem 1, the above expression can be written
as

2
2

DA\ [=m,m

[ 2oy Mo (@D @1l =0 @i (434
UJ}\\[,MM] Zwr 'up(wl)]lTI (WI%+1)=‘%\[ﬂn,m]“’[/fm,m]C}\A
where I is the influencing set of A with the boundary condition (j., see (4.5). A lower bound
of the numerator and an upper bound of the denominator can be obtained by taking a look at
the sites between [—m,m] and A¢, compare Figure 8. For the first one, we need to lower bound
every term with zero in the sum over (‘D;\\[—m,’mﬂ except those ones with (.Z)f{_m_&_m_27m+27m+3} =
L m—3,—m—2,m+2,m+3}- Note that we can split the indicator as follows

]1TI (&IC/B+I):w;\\[f'rn,'rn]wff'm,,'m,] C;‘\A = ]lTI\A(‘:)I\;XCé+I):C}\A]lTA\[—m‘m] (‘:’K\(fm,m)):‘z’fu[fm,m]

X IlT[—m,,m,](®[77n71,m+1]):‘:}[/7m,m] (4.35)

and hence the second indicator together with the above assumption implies that also
O{—m—3,—m—2,m+2,m+3} = L{—m—3,—m—2,m+2,m+3}- Note that this results in a prefactor of pt in
the final lower bound stated in (4.36). Therefore, the second indicator of (4.35) can be separated
into the following four indicators:

]lT{fmfél}(‘:){—m—S,—rn—él} 1—m—3):‘2)/,7n,4]lT{—m,71}(1—m—2‘:){—m71.—m}):‘:)/,m,,1

x 1T{m+1}(@{mm+1} Imt2)=w, 1T{m+4}(1m+3@{m+4,m+s}):@$n+4'

Recall that we sum over GJ’{_m_4 e 1m41,mt4} in the numerator of (4.34) and hence

Z Z Pp (O —m—4,—m—1,m+1,m+4})

Of et e Lmt 1, mpa} PI—m—d,—m—1m+1,m+4}
X 1T{7m74}(w{7m75,7m74}177%73):":),,.,”,4]]'T(—mfl}(177n72@{7m71,7771.}):L:)I,7”,1

=1

X ]lT{m+1} (@fm,m+1} Llm42)=07, 14 ]lT{m+4} (Im+30 {m+a,m+5})=@p, 14
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To conclude, we have lower bounded the numerator of (4.34) by

4 ~
p Z Hp (wI\f\)]lTI\A(G)I\i\CéJrI):C}\A

Wi\A

X Z Mp(a)[_m_Lm""l])]]'T[—nl,nl](‘:)[77nfl.m+1]):‘:)/ : (4'36)

[—m.m]
Dl—m—1,m+1]

We proceed by establishing an upper bound for the denominator in (4.34). For this purpose,
note that 1, < 1 which we can apply to (4.35). Consequently, the

[=m,m] (wfx\(—m,m)):‘:’;\\[—m,m]
denominator does not depend on the sum over of)j\\[_m m] and we get a combinatorial factor of

256 in the final upper bound in (4.37). Furthermore, we have
Z Mp(w{fm73,fm72,m+2,m+3}) =L
W{fmf?’,—7n—2,7n+2,7n+3}
This leads to the following upper bound
256 Z 'uP(wc\f\)]lTC\A(WC\i\Céq_c):Cé?\A
Wo\A

X § : ﬂp(w[—7n—17m+1])]lT[fm,m] (w[71n71,7n+1])=wf

Wl—m—1,m+1]

(4.37)

—m,m]

of the denominator in (4.34). Combining (4.36) and (4.37) in (4.34) leads to the following lower
bound

4 % - -
p Z‘D[frnfl,mi»l] lup(w[_m_lvm"l‘l])]]'T[f'm,'m] (w[fnzfl,m{»l]):WE_,nﬁ,n]

256 Zw[—m—l‘mﬁ—l] Mp(w[7m713m+1])1T[—'m,,'m,] (Wi—m=1,m+1])=9[_ 1y

Switching numerator and denominator in the above computation leads to the following upper
bound of (4.34)

256 Z‘:}[—7n—1,7n+1] up(w[_m_17m+1])ﬂT[fnL,?n](a)[fmfl,'mﬁ»l]):‘:)f,m,m]

1
p Zw[_m_l,mm '“P(w[*mflvmﬂl)]lTl—m,mJ(W[—m—l,m+11):wf

—m,m]

Note that the upper and lower bound do not depend on the given boundary condition outside
A. Consequently, the constant in (4.33) can be chosen as C := 2716 . p8. O

Remark 6. Note that Proposition 8.38 in [23] allowed us to choose for each cylinder event A
an appropriate A € Z such that the inequality (3.5) is valid. This subtlety was really needed in
the proof of Proposition 1.

5 Proofs for one-sided view and for GHoC view

5.1 Theorem 3: Computation of the g-function for s,

Proof of Theorem 3. We first employ the idea of Theorem 4.19 in [18], which provides a method
to obtain an LIS p, from the specification 'y}',. Define

Pp, {0} (00 = zlw') = klggo %lg,[o,k] (00 = z|w') (5.1)
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where z € {0,1} and w’ € Q' with wjy, = 2. Provided that this limit exists independently of

the choice of y-almost all w’ € Q', one can conclude that f;, is consistent with the single-site
kernels, as the identity

k—o0

(1p Pp.0y)(h) = /Q Ppqoy (Al )y, (dw') = Tim N Vo, (lw") iy (dw’) = i, (h)

holds for all #Z -measurable functions h. Here, we applied the dominated convergence theorem
together with the consistency of ,u,;? with the specification ’y;, A forall A € Z. Observe that, by the
translational invariance of the model, p,, (; is independent of 7, and in particular = p,, (0} = pp (i}
for all i € Z. Consequently, the kernel in (5.1) determines a whole LIS p, which admits j, as a
consistent measure, see Theorem 3.2 in [18] or Theorem 3.1 in [19].

Assume first that w’ € Q' and wf{o} = x40}. We compute the fraction

Yooy (@0 = Ue')  2ar Vo (Loy@a i lw’)
71/),[07k] (o0 =0w) > : 71’],[07“(0{0}@{1“\&)’)

(5.2)

7
Wik

for all £ € N, which has the advantage that the partition function of 7 0 k](~|w’ ) does not have

to be treated. If the limit k¥ — oo of (5.2) exists, then it is equal to I;erg)"). Rearranging this
identity yields g,(n) = (1 + 1;9765;1))71. We will discuss the cases n = 1, n = 2 and n = o0
separately.

Case 1. (n = 1) In this case, the spins of T7!(w’) are fixed at the vertices [—2,0]. Let
m:=m(k) :=min {i € Noy : (wi;y,wl;0y) = (1,1} (5.3)

denote the index of the first pair of adjacent occupied sites strictly after k. We set m(k) := k if
(Wiks1)> Wik y2y) = (1,0) and note that the set in (5.3) is not empty for y;,-almost every w’ € €',
Furthermore, we assume that k +1 < m(k) < oo for all k¥ € N. Therefore, we can rewrite (5.2)
with Theorem 1 as follows

PZ(Uo) + P Z(Uh) +9° X1, Z(U1)
Z(U-1) + (1= p)p? Ty Z(U1)

Here, we sum over all possible outer unfixed areas U; := (I + 1,m — 1) with —2 < [ < k that
could influence the spins in [0, k], compare Definition 2 and Figure 9 for an illustration of these
areas. The prefactors of the partition functions correspond to the remaining weights at the
boundary of the unfixed regions, where the spins are fixed. Furthermore, note that we sum over
wfl,l—2] € Q'[Ll_Q] outside of each unfixed area (I + 1,m — 1) and hence the remaining weights of

(5.2) equals one due to the fact that

2:Z::up((:'}A)ILTA((.:.JALA.)AC):w;X =1 (54)

; -
UJA WA

for all connected A € Z, all ' € €’ and all fixed first-layer boundary conditions w € T~ !(w’).
Substituting the definition Z(U) = (1 — p)~*Q!VI+1(0,0) together with the explicit form of the
entries of @™, given in (4.15), leads to

PARE > (Apr — a™20,) + pPAR® (er — @™ 30,) + 9% S0, A2 (e — a2
AP (Apr — am=IN) 4 (1= p)p2 S o Am =2 (Apr — am—1=2)\,.)
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0 l k m

1 9000000000000 00
0 1 k m
I B SO0 mOmOs o= O Dax Dax Dan Den®s == ==

Figure 9: Illustrated are two configurations considered in the proof for the explicit expression for
gp(1). The top (bottom) line shows one of the configurations which are summed over in the numerator
(denominator) on the r.h.s. of (5.2). In the first configuration, the spin at the origin is occupied,
whereas in the second it is unoccupied. In both cases, the maximum of the observation window k and
the first adjacent pair of occupied sites after k, starting from m = m(k), are indicated. Furthermore,
each configuration contains the outer unfixed area U; = (I + 1, m — 1), marked by half-black, half-white
dots, which follows a pair of fixed occupied sites at {I — 1,1}, highlighted in orange. The proof examines
the limit k& — oo of the kernels along an arbitrary sequence m(k).

However, this expression converges to 1’%}7 as k — oo since the difference

A 2(hre — @7 2A0) + AR Qe = a7 20) +17 S M2 Qe — a7 20)
(1= p) N Coow — @10 12 S0 A (g — @120,
B (e — @72 AR (e — " A) — (1= ) A Qe — a7
(=) N (or — ™A + 92 S, M (her — a2,

-1

(5.5)

converges to zero uniformly in the choice of the sequence m = m(k). Note that we can rewrite
the sum in the denominator of (5.5) as follows

k

Z)\g}?l72 ()\PF _ amfl72)\r) _ )\’gLkafl
=2

k—1 -
L= App \m—k—1 11—t
1-— )\pF " 1-— AT
Consequently, (5.5) can be written as

D Qe — a™-20,) + pAE? (e — a™0) — (1~ )~y Qe — 70|
(1= 5 Oher — a7=1) + 22 (L= ) (1= Ape) T — a5 (L= 1) (1= 7))

which converges to zero as k — oo independently of the sequence m > k + 1. In order to see
this, note that the numerator is upper bounded by 3(1 —p)~*(Apr + |\ [)AEE2, since Apr € (0, 1)
and a € (—1,0). The denominator is bounded from below by p?((1 — P B R N e €
AF=H) (1 = A)71), where we used the fact that [A.| < App. This lower bound is positive for
sufficiently large k.

If m = k, then the configuration satisfies (wj_ ;,w; ) = (1,0), so the spin at {k} is fixed.
If m =k + 1, we have (w},,w; o) = (1,1) and the spin at {k + 1} is fixed. Furthermore, in
the numerator the spin at site 0 is fixed to be “occupied” (giving a weight p), whereas in the
denominator it is fixed to be “empty” (giving a weight 1 — p). Summing over all possible states
in the intermediate regions [1,k — 1] and [1, k], respectively, we obtain that (5.2) equals (IP%P)
for all K € N and m € {k,k + 1}, using (5.4). Consequently, the limit of (5.2) as k — oo exists,
independently of " € €', and we obtain g,(1) =1 — p.

Case 2. (2 < n < o0) In this situation, the spins at the vertices [-n — 1, —n + 1] are fixed
and the fraction in (5.2) becomes

2 J71/?7[0%](1{071}@{2“|°Jl)

“la.r . (5.6)
| V;Ia,[o,k] (O{O}Wfl,k] jw’)

2

A7
“l,k

27



BERNOULLI FIELD ON THE LINE UNDER THE REMOVAL OF ISOLATES

Note that the non-isolation constraint forces @f{l} = 1, because w/{71} = 0. Again, we assume
k+1 < m < oo, where m is defined in (5.3). Following the approach of Case 1, we sum in the
numerator over all outer unfixed areas of the form U; := (j+1,m—1) with 1 < j < k, located to
the right of [0, k]. Additionally, we consider the weights on the outer unfixed area (—n + 1, —1)
on the left side of the observation window. In the denominator, we consider all outer unfixed
areas V; := (—n+1,1—2) for 2 <1 < k and separately the case (—n+ 1, m —1). For each unfixed
area V; on the left side of [0, k], we also have to discuss the outer unfixed areas U; for | < j <k,
located to the right of [0, k], see Figure 13 for an illustration. Finally, since we sum over all
possible configurations wfz,j—m and wfl +1,-2] in the intermediate regions of the numerator and
denominator, respectively, their weights sum to one. Therefore, the expression in (5.6) can be
rewritten as follows

k
P(1=p)Z0A) - (1 =p)Z(U) +p(1L = p)Z(U2) + p* (1 =) D 2(U))) [ (2 (Vi) +
j=3
k k k—2 k
P 1= p)? Y ZDZU) + (1= p)p* Y- Z(Vie) Z(U0) + (1= p)** Y 2(W) Y Z(U)))-
1=2 =3 =2 J=l+2

(5.7)
In order to compute the limit as k — oo, let us prove the following lemma.

—n 0 J k m

1 0 0000000000000 0000000

—n 0 l J k m
1 0000000060000 0e0e000000Ce0e

Figure 10: An illustration of two configurations considered in the computation of g,(n) with n = 5.
The top line I shows the situation where the pair of sites {0, 1} are occupied and line II the case where
they are unoccupied. In both configurations, the first adjacent pair of occupied sites before 0, located
at {—n — 1, —n}, is indicated. In line II the first pair of occupied sites after the origin {I — 1,1} is
highlighted in orange. Additionally to the outer unfixed area in the future U; = (j + 1,m — 1), the
configuration in line I possesses the outer unfixed area coming from the past V; = (—n + 1,1 — 2).

Lemma 2. Equation (5.7) can be rewritten in the form

a +Q"2(0,0) Y5, Qm972(0,0)

5.8
b+ Y015 QU3(0,0) 05,4, QM 2(0,0) )

where a and by, are defined in (5.9) and (5.10), respectively. Both sequences satisfy limy_, oo /\lfg}mak =
limy o0 ];D}mbk = 0, where we recall that m = m(k), see (5.3).

Proof. We define

- QH,Q(O’O) . (p72Qm73(0,0) +p71Qm74(0’0)) (5.9)
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and

k
b 1= p74(1 o p)lem+n72(0, 0) +p72 Z Qn+l73(07 O)mel72(0, 0)
=2

k
+p 'Y Q"TH0,0)Q™3(0,0). (5.10)
=3

Inserting the definition Z(U) = (1 —p)~'Q!YI*1(0,0) for each unfixed region U in (5.7), together

with the definitions of aj, and by leads to the desired expression for the fraction in (5.8). Further,

substitute the entries of Q™, see (4.15), into ay, yields

ARE™ 2 (Apr — a"2),) (p72()\PF —a™3A) + 0 Apr(Aer — a’"*?)\r))
(1-p)Bp+1)

ap =

which satisfies limy_, oo )\]f,}mak =0, since 0 < A\pp < 1 and |a| < 1. With the definition of Q™,
one can immediately verify that limg_, o )\IIZ}’”QmJF"*Q(O, 0) = 0. Furthermore, we can rewrite

k

Z Qn—i—l—3(07 0)62m—1—2(07 0) —

=2

)\g}-m—S Z;{:Q(APF o an+l73>\r)()\PF . amfl72)\r)
(1-p)3p+1) '

Note that the numerator is upper bounded by kApt™ % (Apr + |A-[)? and consequently, we have

limy 00 A" Zf:z Q"=3(0,0)0Q™'=2(0,0) = 0. The remaining sum in by, can be treated in
the same way, which completes the proof of limy_, o, /\Ilf,}mbk =0. O

Let us investigate the remaining terms of (5.8).

Lemma 3. For alln > 2 and k € N, the following relations hold:

k
Q"72(0,0) > Q™ 772(0,0) = dk + cx - Q"%(0,0) (5.11)
Jj=3
and
k—2 k k—2
STQ0,00 3 QI T(0,0) = b+ e - 3 QMH(0,0) (5.12)
=2 j=1+2 =2

where ai and by, are defined in (5.13) and (5.15), respectively. The sequence cj, given in
(5.14), satisﬁ(is that ck/\’fg}m is bounded and positive. Moreover, we have limg_, s )\/f)}mdk =
limy 00 N2 ™by, = 0.

Proof. We begin by carrying out the finite geometric sums over j

k m— _ _
S QI 2(0,0) = ——2PE - ( L dpr® amfkl—i”ﬁ?)
ot ’ I—p)Bp+1) \Apr(l = Apr) ML= A)
Define X s s
A M= Af=
d — n—2 0,0 . PF aTn—k, T _ PF 513
vi= Q00 (1-p)Bp+1) ( A1 =A)  Apr(l— APF)) (5.13)
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which satisfies limy, o Abp™ax = 0, since |al, [\+|, Apr € (0,1). Equation (5.11), then follows by
defining

m—k
o = Abr ! - a””‘?#). (5.14)

1-p)Bp+1) (App(l — ApF) Ar(1 =)
The sequence )\’f,l}mck is bounded because a € (—1,0) and m — k > 0. Furthermore, it is positive
since it is lower bounded by 1/(p?1/(1 — p)(3p + 1)). This completes the proof of (5.11).

To prove the second part of Lemma 3, we insert the entries of @ and perform the geometric
summations which leads to

k m—k k—I1—1 k—I1—1
§ : m—j—2 0,0) = ¢ + PF am—k i _ PF ,
j=z+2Q (007 = e (1-p)Bp+1) ( Ar(=2Ar)  Apr(l— APF)>

where ¢;, was defined in (5.14). We obtain (5.12) by defining

N Ak k=2 Ak—l-1 Ab=i-1
PF ZQn—O—l—S(O’O) (am—k)\ r PF ) (5.15)

= (1-p)(Bp+1) 1=2 r(1=Ar) - Apr (1 = Apr)

for all k¥ € N. Substituting the entries of Q™ and the expression reads

)\gka a[m—k/\k—2)\gl;3 k—2 l s )\;;k,5 k—2 s
- T (ep =" - > (pr — @™, ).
TETerEy] S wad SLE U v p DI

From the fact that (App —a™A\;.) < 1 for all m € Ny, we have the upper bound

Apy* ( ArF72(1— o *47) (k- 3»;;’“—5).

S e D\ @A -l ) T T e

Consequently, this implies limg_, /\{il}ml;k = 0, since |a| 7|\ |k = )\’f;F. This completes the
proof of Lemma 3. O

Combining Lemma 2 and 3 implies that the fraction in (5.6) converges to

Q"%(0,0) _ Apgl— A

222 Qr3(0,0) 1i§ip - 1i§r

(5.16)

which leads to the expression given in (3.7). If m = k or m = k + 1, we do not need to
consider the outer unfixed areas Uj, see Figure 13, since the spins at k and &k + 1, respectively,
are fixed. Let us assume m = k + 1, the case m = k is handled analogously. In the numerator
of (5.6), only the unfixed area V; and the fixed spins in [—1, 1] contribute, since we sum over
all possible configurations wEZ ) in the remaining region. This leads to the term p?(1—p)Z(Vy).
In the denominator of (5.6), we sum over all unfixed areas V; for 2 < [ < k — 1 and treat
Vit separately. For each V;, we additionally obtain the weights p?(1 — p) corresponding to
the fixed sites at [l — 2,1]. Furthermore, we sum over all possible configurations wfl 41 D the

remaining region. This leads to the term Z(Vii2) + p*(1 — p) ;:21 Z(V;) in the denominator.
Since limy 00 Z(Vi42) = 0, it follows that (5.6) converges to (5.16).

Case 3. (n=2) Note that n = 2 implies that the sites in [-3, —1] are fixed and the state (Df{l}
in the numerator of (5.2) has to be occupied under the non-isolation constraint. Let us only give
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quick discussion of the case k +1 < m < co. As in the proceeding of Case 2, we sum over all
outer unfixed areas of the form U; = (j +1,m — 1) with 1 < j < k in the numerator. In the
denominator, we consider all unfixed areas V; := (=1, — 2) for 2 < I < k and in particular the
special case V,,11 = (—1,m — 1). For each unfixed area V;, we also consider the unfixed areas
U; where | < j < k, see Figure 11 for an illustration. Therefore, we obtain a slightly different
expression for (5.2) as in the second case, namely

k
(101 = P)Z(U) +5* (1L =) Z(W) + ' (1 =) D 2(U))) [ (2 (Vi) +
j=3
k k k—2 k
+p°(1=p) ) ZV)ZU) + (1= p)*p* > ZVie))Z(WU) + (L =p)°p* Y Z(V) > Z(Uj))-
1=2 =3 =2 Jj=l+2

With the same ideas as in the second case, we obtain that this expression converges to

-1
(Z[’iz Ql’1(0,0)> . Inserting the entries of Q™, see (4.15), and performing the geometric

sums, the fraction becomes
VA-p)Bp+1)  p?

/\%F A2 1-— p2

1-Apr 1-Xs

which leads to the expression (5.2) for n = 2.
Case 4. (n = co) This case corresponds to the configuration fully empty past (which is a.s.
invisible for finite p), and can be treated along the same lines.

0 J k m

1 0000000000006 00 000000
0 l J k m
I o O Da DO o mOmOmGs == O e Dax DO == ==

Figure 11: An illustration of two configurations discussed in the proof of ¢g,(2) is shown. Panel I
depicts the case where {0,1}, while Panel II shows the case where these sites are unoccupied. In both
panels, the maximum of the observation window k, the occupied pair {—3, —2} and the first occupied
pair after k, located at {m, m + 1}, are indicated. In addition, the first occupied pair {j — 1, j} before k
is highlighted in blue, and in Panel II the first occupied pair after the origin {l — 1, —I}, is highlighted
in orange.

O

5.2 Proposition 2: Uniqueness of the g-measure for the LIS

In order to show that ,u;) is the unique g-measure for the LIS p,, computed in Theorem 3, we

first define the n'™ variation of a function g : Qo o (0,1) as
varn(g) = sup |9(wioywo) = G0y n'0)] (5.17)
w,n €

W[—n,o]zﬁf_n,o]

for n € Nyg. We build on results in [19], namely Theorem 4.1 and Proposition 4.2, which state
that the shift-invariant LIS p, with g-function g, : Q’( |~ (0,1) has a unique g-measure if

—00,0
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the variations of g, are summable and g, is uniformly non-null. More precisely, the conditions
are

Zvarn(gp) < oo and 1,1618 Ip(W(—o,07) > 0. (5.18)

n=0

Proof of Proposition 2. We need to analyze the function g,(-) = pp {0} (0{0}|-) in more detail via
the special form given as g,(n) (see Theorem 3). From the definition of g,(n), given in (3.7),
and the fact that |a| < 1, it is easy to see that g,(n) converges to App as n — co. Consequently,
the function g, is uniformly non-null because Apr > 0 and g,(n) > 0 for all n € N. Furthermore,
one can easily see that g,(2n) < g,(2n +2) and g,(2n + 1) > g,(2n + 3) for all n € N. First of
all, we consider the sequence of even numbers and obtain

S A NE = v e v A S = vl = v
) = P T 1 w2t
-\ 1—Xpr 1—X\,- 1-Xpr

- |a‘2n+1

for all n € N. Once again, we used the fact that |a|] < 1. Analogously, one can show that
gp(2n+1) > g,(2n+3) for all n € N. Combining both results implies var, (gp) = |gp(n) —gp(n+1)|
for all » € N>5. From that, we compute the explicit expression for a given n € N4 as

A A 2 A
" e 2 a0 e ot

la]?m 1 (=1)» la[”~'(1—]a|) 1

vary,(gp) = |a
—=n7 =) (0er) T T=Apr)?

Let us take a look at the quotient of adjacent variations at n and n + 1. We obtain

_ la7! (=1)" la[" " (1~]al) 1
varp+1(gp)  Jaf (1-x,)2 =2 )I=2pr) " T=2pr)2
|afzt? la|"(1=|a]) 1 '
varn (gp) T (a2 (*1)n+1(1—AT)(1—,\pF) + (I-Xpr)?
Using |a| < 1, leads to lim,, Va\f#*(lg(f) = |a| and by comparison with the geometric series this
leads to the absolute convergence of Y7 var,(g). O

5.3 Theorem 4: Relation between GHoC and TBF

We show uniqueness of the stationary distribution. To see this almost without computation, let
us apply Foster’s Theorem, see [8] Chapter 7. If we can find a function h : Ng U {co} — [0, 00)
such that IEEHOC(h(Xn+1)\Xn = j) < h(j)—e€ outside of a finite set of j’s, then the Markov chain
is positive recurrent. Therefore, as our Markov chain is also irreducible, existence and uniqueness
of the stationary distribution follows. This can be achieved with the choice h(0) = h(c0) := 0
and h(j) := A7 where A := (14 1/ApFr)/2. To verify this, write out the condition and observe
that im; o0 gp(7) = Aprp < 1.

5.4 Remark 4: GHoC implies uniqueness of g-measure

Proof of Remark 4. Let p € (0,1) and assume that v, is a g-measure for the LIS p,, which is
uniquely determined by the g-function in (3.7). Consequently, we have

Vp(wf{i} |WE_OO,7:_1]) = Pp{i} (Wf[i} ‘wé—oo,i—l])

for all ¢ € Z and vp-almost all w’ € '. First, note that

n
vllo) = [ (a0 T vy ol i)

=0
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Then, recalling the definition of the distance n; to the next pair of occupied sites in the past of
the site 4, given in (3.8), we can write

pP7{i}(wf{i}|wgfoo,i71]) = gp(ni(wl))]lwgzo +(1- gp(ni(wl)))ﬂw;:1
for all i € Z and w’ € . The function n;(w’) depends only on the values of n,_; (w’) and w]_;.
Consequently, the display above reads

n

Vp(@lony) = > Vp(n0 = k) Lng = | [ Tp(ni (@), nia (@)).
k=0

i=0

which implies that v, is determined by (v,(no = k))ren,u{oc} and the entries of the transfer
matrix II,. By the translation invariance of the measure v, the distribution of ng under v,
satisfies the following equality

for all I,k € Ng U {oo}. Therefore, we have v,(ng = k) = m,(k) for all k € Ng U {oo} where 7, is
the unique stationary distribution of the GHoC Markov chain, see Theorem 4. O

Appendix A: Properties of the transfer operator ()

The following lemma serves to derive the kernels of the the two-sided specification =, for the
TBF, see the proof of Theorem 1.

Lemma 4. Let Q be the transfer operator defined in (4.1). Then,

Q" (wy, ) . Q" (x,mn) ., vpr()
1 - — — .
A o) A TG ) P () (5.19)
an Q" (W ) C(p)
. nomet Wny NIm Y p
o T NN T ety S o s ey (5.20)

for all z,y € {0,1}, i € Z and independently of the sequences (wn)nen and (N,)nen in QN.
Here, App denotes the Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue of the tmnsfer operator Q, see (4.2), vpp the

corresponding eigenvector, cf. (5.21), and C(p) := /(1 —p)(3p+ 1)/| .|, where A, is the real
eigenvalue of Q, see (4.2).

Proof. Let us start to compute the matrix Q" for a fixed N € N. To this end, note that

Ar _Apr
vy = (\/P(ll—l))> and VpPF = <Vp(11_p)> (5.21)

are right eigenvectors corresponding to the eigenvalues A, and App, respectively. Define the
matrix B = (Byy)zyefo,1} = (vr,vpr) whose columns consist of these eigenvectors of Q. Its
inverse can be computed as

B71 — (Bfl) — 1 \/ ]- - )\PF )
et = i (Vhi=s) o
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Hence, we obtain the relation D = B~'QB where D denotes the diagonal form of @ with the
eigenvalues on the diagonal. Consequently,

(5.22)

QN =BDVB ! = AN, (“NBooBo_o1 + BBy, aV BBy, + B()lBl‘ll)

aN BioByy + B11Byy  a¥BioBy' + BB
where a = a(p) denotes the eigenvalue ratio, see (4.3). Thus, each entry can be written as
BDNB~Y(z,y) = Ap (a¥ BroBy, + Ba1By,') for all 2,y € {0,1}.

Let (wy)nen be an arbitrary sequence in {O, 1} and let @,y € {0,1}. Then,

a BwnoBOlel, +Bwn (B; yl)2

i
pPra@

Q@ way)  TUBLH

independently of the sequence (wp,)nen, since lim, o, a™ = 0 and B,, ;1 > 0 for all w, € {0,1}.
Note that By} = C(p) 'vpr(z) for all z € {0,1}, and therefore the first part of (5.19) follows.
Analogously, the second part of (5.19) can be verified. Indeed, for z,y € {0,1} and any sequence
(n)nen in {0, 1}, we have

’QH—H x, nn) oy Bwl
(Y5 1n) PPBy|

n— oo

aiBzoB&%L By1 - leByOB(;r;l,,L
— = 2
G"ByoBonln By + By, (By1)

%

Since By1 = vpr(z) for all x € {0,1}, the desired statement follows.
To establish (5.20), let 2,y € {0,1} and (W, )nen, (Mm)men be arbitrary sequences in {0, 1}V.
Then we obtain
Qn+m+z (wru nm) )\z 1
Q™ (wWn, 2)Q™ (Y, 1m) "B B,
= Mpp|(a" " By, 0By, B, By — a" " By, 0By, ByOBO;} — a"Bu,0Bg, Ble;n{”
— a" Bu,1 By, Byo By, )/( "t B, 0Boy Byo B,y Bi, By1 + a"Bu,0By, By By, B, By

+a™ By,1 (le) ByOB Byl + Bu,1 (B B 1) Bml )‘

1nm

Note that Bwnl(Bfwle)QBlj;m > 0 for all wy,n, € {0,1} and therefore, the denominator is
positive for n,m € N large enough. Since the difference in the numerator converges to zero as
n,m — 0o, the claim in (5.20) follows after substituting the definition of By, and B,;. O

Appendix B: Finite-energy criterion on subspace ()

We formulate our specification only on the smaller measurable space (€', %’) containing only
the non-isolated configurations. (Further definitions for boundary conditions allowing for con-
figurations which do not respect the non-isolation constraint seem artificial and we would like
to avoid them.) One may wonder whether the ”finite-energy” criterion which is given in [23] as
Proposition 8.38 in the context of specifications in product spaces remains true.

In inspection of the proof given in [23] on pages 164-165 however reveals that we can fully
restrict ourselves to the constructions of the trace o-algebra of the product o-algebra .# to
which is by definition #’ := F|o = F N Q. Note the handy measure-theoretic property, see
Corollary 1.83 in [31], that

U(CZ)|Q/ = O'(CZ n Q/)

where Cz := {0, (A) : A € Z and A € P({—1,1})"} denotes the algebra of cylinders which
forms a generator of .%.
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In words, this means that the smallest sigma algebra containing a traced generator (here: the
cylinder sets), is equal to the traced sigma algebra of the generator. In our case, forming the
trace means to restrict to the space of non-isolates.

A second important point is to realize that the implication from tail-triviality for Gibbs-
measures supported on €, to extremality (in the set of Gibbs measures which are supported on
)) remains true as it does on product spaces. This is proved along the same lines as in the
corresponding theorem for product spaces, see for instance Theorem 7.7 a) of [23] where the key
ingredient is Proposition 7.3 in [23] applied to finite-volume kernels (where the last proposition
notably does not assume product spaces).

Appendix C: Parity dependence on the boundary condition as p 1 1

In this part of the appendix, we present the proof of Lemma 1 which relies on the application of
I’Hoépital’s rule.

Proof of Lemma 1. We can rewrite (3.7) as

g (n) _ APF(I — Ar) — a”)\pF(l — )‘PF)
p (1—X)—a""1(1 - App)

where the numerator converges to zero as p 1 1. The denominator, on the other hand, converges
to zero if n is odd and to 2 otherwise. Consequently, we focus on the case n € N>3 with odd n,
for which I’'Hopital’s can be applied to evaluate the limit. More precisely, we have

d d d
f(/\pp(]. — )\r)) — na"fl)\pp(l — )\pp)fa — a”—()\pp(l — )\pp))

lim g, (n) = lim 2. dp dp (5.23)
P P 7i)\r — (n — 1)&”72(1 — )\pp)ia -+ anili)\pp
dp dp dp

Let us compute all parts of this fraction with their derivatives. First of all,

Apr(l—A) = %(1+p—2p2+ V(L =p)3p+1)) (5.24)

1-4p)y/(1-p)Bp+ D +1-3p Therefore, one can compute
2¢/(1—p)(3p+1)

whose p-derivative is given by (

d
lpigl (1—=p)3p+ 1)d*p(>\PF(1 -A)) =-L

Secondly,

(1-p)Bp+1)—(1—-2p)y/(1-p)3Bp+1)+p(l—3p)
2,/(1—p)Bp + 1) '

dip()\PF(l — App)) =

Consequently, we have

d
lim+v/(1—p)Bp+1)—(Apr(1 — A =—1. 5.25
i (1-p)3p )dp( PF( pF)) (5.25)
The derivatives of the eigenvalues take the form

d, _ vad-pBp+D+1-3p . d, (1-3p)—v1-p)Bp+1)

dp™ 2v/(1—p)(3p+ 1) T 2/(1-p)Bp+1)
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which leads to

hm\/ 1-p 3p+1 )\ =1 and hm\/ 1-p 3p+1 )\PF—* . (5.26)

Finally, we have
d 2
=" (1+p+/A=p)Bp+1)/A-p)Bp+1) (527

Combining (5.24)-(5.27) and limyy; @ = —1 in (5.23), gives us

lim g, () = lim —1+ (=" +2n(=1)""Apr(L = dpp) (1 +p+ /1 —p)Bp+1))~
pi7F P 1 — (=) 4+ 2(n — D)(=1)"2(1 = dpp) (1 +p+ /(T —p)Bp+ 1))

Since n is odd and lim Apr = 0, the limit equals

+1’ proving the lemma. O

Let us discuss the resulting limit of the g-function as p T 1 in the following remark.

Remark 7. The limits in Lemma 1 can be understood in terms of tight packings of isolated
occupied sites in the hidden first-layer configuration w € T~(w').

We first consider the case where n € N is even. If w) = 0, observe that there is an unfized
area in [—n + 2, —1] in which the spins of the hidden configuration w tend to accumulate many
isolated occupied sites as p — 1. If (wg,w1) = (1,0), the configuration w typically arranges itself
as the alternating configuration w', defined by (w'); = 1 for i € Z even and (w'); = 0 otherwise,
see picture V in Figure 12. If instead (wo,w1) = (0,1), one can insert at most 5 — 1 isolated
occupied sites in this region, compare picture I-1V in Figure 12. In total, at most 5 occupied
sites can be placed in the interval [—n—2,1]. Ifw( = 1, the spins in {0,1} are fized and occupied
due to the non-isolation constraint. The remaining unfized spins in [—n + 2, —2] tend to align
according to the alternating configuration w', resulting in a tighter packing of occupied sites than
in the case wy = 0, see picture VI in Figure 12. More precisely, one can place up to 5 + 1
occupied site in the interval [—n + 2,1]. This imbalance explains why lim,_,1 g,(n) = 0 when n
is even.

-8 0 -8 0

1 0000060000 00 OO0 000000
-8 0 -8 0

1 @O0 0000000 I n O n O RO O nOnERY
-8 0 -8 0

m @ @O0 O0-O00000e- 00O 00000000 v

Figure 12: Shown are six configurations on the interval [—9,1]. All possible tight packings of isolated
occupied sites, highlighted in blue, under occupied boundary conditions are depicted: on the interval
[=7,0] in pictures I-IV, on [—7,1] in picture V, and on [—7, —1] in picture VI.

Finally, we discuss the case where n € N3 is odd. In this situation, the probability g,(n)
converges to n+1 asp — 1, see Lemma 1. This behavior can be understood as follows: If wj =0,
the alternating configuration w°, defined by (w°); = (w'); —1 for all i € Z, can be placed perfectly
in the interval [—n, 1] within the hidden constrained first-layer, see picture V in Figure 13. As
p — 1, this configuration is the most probable arrangement for the hidden-layer. If wy =1, then
by the non-isolation constraint, the spin at site 1 must be occupied and the spin at the site —1 must
be unoccupied. In this case, one cannot insert the alternating configuration w° or w' perfectly
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into the interval [—n,—1]. However, one can fill this region with "T_B isolated occupied sites

together with exactly one pair of adjacent zeroes, ensuring that all occupied spins in [-n+1, —1]
remain isolated. For a given distance n, there are "7*1 distinct positions for this pair of zeroes
and hence %71 admissible arrangements, compare pictures I-IV in Figure 13. In total, we get the
same number of occupied spins in the area [—n, 1] as in the case where the origin is unoccupied.
Therefore, for an odd distance n, we obtain exactly one mazimally packed configuration when
w) =0 and "7*1 mazimally packed configurations when w) = 1. This combinatorial imbalance

leads to the limiting value %_H for gp(n) asp — 1.

Figure 13: Shown are six configurations on the interval [—10, 1]. All possible tight packings of isolated
occupied sites, highlighted in blue, under occupied boundary conditions are depicted: on the interval
[-8,—1] in pictures I-IV, and on [—8,0] in picture V.

Declarations

Data Availability. No datasets were generated or analyzed during this work. Data sharing is
not applicable to this article. The plots in Figure 3 have been generated by direct computation
using Wolfram Mathematica.

Competing interests. The authors have no competing interests to declare that are relevant to
the content of this article. Furthermore, the authors have no financial interests to disclose.

References

[1] L. Affonso, R. Bissacot, E. O. Endo, and S. Handa, “Long-range Ising models: Contours, phase transitions
and decaying fields,” J. Eur. Math. Soc. (JEMS), vol. 27, no. 4, pp. 1679-1714, 2025, 1sSN: 1435-9855,1435-
9863. DOIL: 10.4171/jems/1529. [Online|. Available: https://doi.org/10.4171/jems/1529.

[2] M. Aizenman, J. T. Chayes, L. Chayes, and C. M. Newman, “Discontinuity of the magnetization in one-
dimensional 1/|z —y|? Ising and Potts models,” J. Statist. Phys., vol. 50, no. 1-2, pp. 1-40, 1988, 1sSN: 0022-
4715,1572-9613. DOI: 10.1007/BF01022985. [Online}. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01022985.

[3] S. Berghout, R. Ferndndez, and E. Verbitskiy, “On the relation between Gibbs and g-measures,” Ergodic
Theory Dynam. Systems, vol. 39, no. 12, pp. 3224-3249, 2019. DOI: 10.1017/etds.2018.13.

[4] A. Betken, J. Buchsteiner, H. Dehling, I. Miinker, A. Schnurr, and J. H. C. Woerner, “Ordinal patterns in
long-range dependent time series,” Scand. J. Stat., vol. 48, no. 3, pp. 969-1000, 2021, 1SSN: 0303-6898,1467-
9469. pOI: 10.1111/sjos.12478. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1111/sjos.12478.

[5] R. Bissacot, E. O. Endo, A. C. D. van Enter, B. Kimura, and W. M. Ruszel, “Contour methods for long-range
Ising models: Weakening nearest-neighbor interactions and adding decaying fields,” Ann. Henri Poincaré,
vol. 19, no. 8, pp. 2557-2574, 2018, 1SsN: 1424-0637,1424-0661. DOI: 10.1007/s00023-018-0693-3. [Online].
Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00023-018-0693-3.

[6] R. Bissacot, E. O. Endo, A. C. D. van Enter, and A. Le Ny, “Entropic repulsion and lack of the g-measure
property for Dyson models,” Comm. Math. Phys., vol. 363, no. 3, pp. 767—788, 2018, 1ssN: 0010-3616,1432-
0916. DoOI: 10.1007/s00220-018-3233-6. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-018~
3233-6.

37


https://doi.org/10.4171/jems/1529
https://doi.org/10.4171/jems/1529
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01022985
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01022985
https://doi.org/10.1017/etds.2018.13
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjos.12478
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjos.12478
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00023-018-0693-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00023-018-0693-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-018-3233-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-018-3233-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-018-3233-6

[7]

(8]

(10]

(11]

(12]

(13]

[14]

(15]

[16]

(17]

(18]

19]

20]

21]

(22]

23]

[24]

(25]

[26]

BERNOULLI FIELD ON THE LINE UNDER THE REMOVAL OF ISOLATES

M. Bramson and S. Kalikow, “Nonuniqueness in g-functions,” Israel J. Math., vol. 84, no. 1-2, pp. 153-160,
1993, 1sSN: 0021-2172,1565-8511. DOI: 10.1007/BF02761697. [Online|. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF02761697.

P. Brémaud, Markov Chains (Texts in Applied Mathematics). Springer-Verlag New York, 2010, vol. 31,
p. 444, 1SBN: 978-1-4419-3131-3.

M. Cassandro, P. A. Ferrari, I. Merola, and E. Presutti, “Geometry of contours and Peierls estimates in
d = 1 Ising models with long range interactions,” J. Math. Phys., vol. 46, no. 5, pp. 053305, 22, 2005, ISSN:
0022-2488,1089-7658. DOI: 10.1063/1.1897644. [Online|. Available: https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1897644.

J.-R. Chazottes and F. Redig, “Concentration inequalities for Markov processes via coupling,” Electron. J.
Probab., vol. 14, no. 40, 1162-1180, 2009. DOI: 10.1214/ejp.v14-657.

F. J. Dyson, “Existence of a phase-transition in a one-dimensional Ising ferromagnet,” Comm. Math. Phys.,
vol. 12, no. 2, pp. 91-107, 1969, 1ssN: 0010-3616,1432-0916. [Online|. Available: http://projecteuclid.
org/euclid.cmp/1103841344.

N. Engler, B. Jahnel, and C. Kiilske, “Gibbsianness of locally thinned random fields,” Markov Process.
Related Fields, vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 185-214, 2022, 1ssN: 1024-2953.

A. van Enter, R. Fernandez, F. den Hollander, and F. Redig, “Possible Loss and Recovery of Gibbsianness
during the Stochastic Evolution of Gibbs Measures,” Communications in Mathematical Physics, vol. 226,
pp. 101-130, 1 2002. DOI: 10.1007/s002200200605.

A. van Enter and S. Shlosman, “The Schonmann projection: How Gibbsian is it?” Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré
Probab. Stat., vol. 60, no. 1, pp. 2-10, 2024, 1sSN: 0246-0203,1778-7017. DOI: 10.1214/22-aihp1266. [Online].
Available: https://doi.org/10.1214/22-aihp1266.

A. C. D. van Enter, R. Ferndndez, and A. D. Sokal, “Regularity properties and pathologies of position-
space renormalization-group transformations: Scope and limitations of Gibbsian theory,” J. Statist. Phys.,
vol. 72, no. 5-6, pp. 879-1167, 1993. por: 10.1007/BF01048183.

A. C. D. van Enter, R. Ferndndez, M. Makhmudov, and E. Verbitskiy, On an extension of a theorem by
ruelle to long-range potentials, 2024. arXiv: 2404.07326 [math.DS]. [Online|. Available: https://arxiv.
org/abs/2404.07326.

R. Fernandez, S. Gallo, and G. Maillard, “Regular C-measures are not always Gibbsian,” FElectron. Com-
mun. Probab., vol. 16, pp. 732-740, 2011, 1sSN: 1083-589X. DOI: 10.1214/ECP.v16-1681. [Online|. Available:
https://doi.org/10.1214/ECP.v16-1681.

R. Fernandez and G. Maillard, “Chains with complete connections and one-dimensional Gibbs measures,”
Electron. J. Probab., vol. 9, no. 6, 145-176, 2004. DOI: 10.1214/EJP.v9-149.

R. Fernandez and G. Maillard, “Chains with complete connections: General theory, uniqueness, loss of
memory and mixing properties,” J. Stat. Phys., vol. 118, no. 3-4, pp. 555—-588, 2005, 1ssN: 0022-4715,1572-
9613. DOI: 10.1007/s10955-004-8821-5. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955- 004~
8821-5.

R. Fernandez and G. Maillard, “Construction of a specification from its singleton part,” ALEA Lat. Am. J.
Probab. Math. Stat., vol. 2, pp. 297-315, 2006. [Online]. Available: https://alea. impa.br/articles/v2/02-
13.pdf.

S. Friedli and Y. Velenik, Statistical mechanics of lattice systems. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
2018, pp. xix+622, A concrete mathematical introduction. DOI: 10.1017/9781316882603.

J. Frohlich and T. Spencer, “The phase transition in the one-dimensional Ising model with 1/r2 interaction
energy,” Comm. Math. Phys., vol. 84, no. 1, pp. 87-101, 1982, 1ssN: 0010-3616,1432-0916. [Online|. Available:
http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.cmp/1103921047.

H.-O. Georgii, Gibbs measures and phase transitions (de Gruyter Studies in Mathematics), Second. Walter
de Gruyter & Co., Berlin, 2011, vol. 9, pp. xiv+545. DOI: 10.1515/9783110250329.

J. Ginibre, A. Grossmann, and D. Ruelle, “Condensation of lattice gases,” Comm. Math. Phys., vol. 3,
no. 3, pp. 187-193, 1966, 1ssN: 0010-3616,1432-0916. DOI: 10.1007/BF01645411. [Online]. Available: https:
//doi.org/10.1007/BF01645411.

R. B. Griffiths and P. A. Pearce, “Mathematical properties of position-space renormalization-group trans-
formations,” J. Statist. Phys., vol. 20, no. 5, pp. 499-545, 1979, 1sSN: 0022-4715,1572-9613. DOI: 10.1007/
BF01012897. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01012897.

F. Henning, C. Kiilske, and N. Schubert, “Gibbs properties of the Bernoulli field on inhomogeneous trees
under the removal of isolated sites,” Markov Process. Related Fields, vol. 29, no. 5, pp. 641-659, 2023, 1SSN:
1024-2953. DOI: 10.61102/1024-2953-mprf.2023.29.5.002.

38


https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02761697
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02761697
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02761697
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1897644
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.1897644
https://doi.org/10.1214/ejp.v14-657
http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.cmp/1103841344
http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.cmp/1103841344
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002200200605
https://doi.org/10.1214/22-aihp1266
https://doi.org/10.1214/22-aihp1266
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01048183
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.07326
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.07326
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.07326
https://doi.org/10.1214/ECP.v16-1681
https://doi.org/10.1214/ECP.v16-1681
https://doi.org/10.1214/EJP.v9-149
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-004-8821-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-004-8821-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-004-8821-5
https://alea.impa.br/articles/v2/02-13.pdf
https://alea.impa.br/articles/v2/02-13.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316882603
http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.cmp/1103921047
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110250329
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01645411
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01645411
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01645411
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01012897
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01012897
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01012897
https://doi.org/10.61102/1024-2953-mprf.2023.29.5.002

27]

28]

29]

(30]

(31]

(32]

(33]

(34]

(35]

(36]

(37]

(38]

(39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

BERNOULLI FIELD ON THE LINE UNDER THE REMOVAL OF ISOLATES

P. Hulse, “An example of non-unique g-measures,” Ergodic Theory Dynam. Systems, vol. 26, no. 2, pp. 439—
445, 2006, 15SN: 0143-3857,1469-4417. DOI: 10.1017/50143385705000489. [Online|. Available: https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0143385705000489.

T. Hutchcroft, Pointwise two-point function estimates and a non-pertubative proof of mean-field critical
behaviour for long-range percolation, 2024. arXiv: 2404 .07276 [math.PR]. [Online]. Available: https://
arxiv.org/abs/2404.07276.

B. Jahnel and C. Kiilske, “Gibbsianness and non-Gibbsianness for Bernoulli lattice fields under removal of
isolated sites,” Bernoulli, vol. 29, no. 4, pp. 3013-3032, 2023. DOI: 10.3150/22-bej1572.

B. Jahnel, C. Kiilske, and A. Zass, Locality properties for discrete and continuum widom-rowlinson models
in random environments, 2023. arXiv: 2311.07146 [math.PR]. [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/
abs/2311.07146.

A. Klenke, Probability theory (Universitext), Second. Springer, London, 2014, pp. xii+638. po1: 10.1007/
978-1-4471-5361-0.

C. Kiilske and A. Le Ny, “Spin-Flip Dynamics of the Curie-Weiss Model: Loss of Gibbsianness with Possibly
Broken Symmetry,” Communications in Mathematical Physics, vol. 271, no. 2, pp. 431-454, 2007, 1SSN:
0010-3616. DOI: 10.1007/s00220-007-0201-7y.

C. Kiilske, A. Le Ny, and F. Redig, “Relative entropy and variational properties of generalized Gibbsian
measures,” Ann. Probab., vol. 32, no. 2, pp. 1691-1726, 2004, 1ssN: 0091-1798,2168-894X. poI: 10.1214/
009117904000000342. [Online|. Available: https://doi.org/10.1214/009117904000000342.

G. Last and M. Penrose, Lectures on the Poisson process (Institute of Mathematical Statistics Textbooks).
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2018, vol. 7, pp. xx+293, ISBN: 978-1-107-45843-7; 978-1-107-
08801-6.

C. Maes, F. Redig, S. Shlosman, and A. Van Moffaert, “Percolation, path large deviations and weakly
Gibbs states,” Comm. Math. Phys., vol. 209, no. 2, pp. 517-545, 2000, 1ssN: 0010-3616,1432-0916. DOI:
10.1007/s002200050029. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/s002200050029.

M. Makhmudov, “The Eigenfunctions of the Transfer Operator for the Dyson Model in a Field,” J. Stat.
Phys., vol. 192, no. 7, Paper No. 92, 2025, 15sN: 0022-4715,1572-9613. DOI: 10.1007/510955-025-03476-2.
[Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-025-03476-z.

B. Matérn, Spatial variation (Lecture Notes in Statistics), Second. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1986, vol. 36,
p. 151, With a Swedish summary, 1SBN: 3-540-96365-0. DOI: 10 . 1007 /978-1-4615-7892-5. [Online].
Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4615-7892-5.

“Mini-workshop: One-sided and two-sided stochastic descriptions,” Oberwolfach Rep., vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 601—
637, 2020, Abstracts from the mini-workshop held February 23-29, 2020, Organized by Noam Berger, Stein
Andreas Bethuelsen, Diana Conache and Arnaud Le Ny, 1ssN: 1660-8933,1660-8941. poI: 10.4171/owr/
2020/11. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.4171/0our/2020/11.

M. Okuyama and M. Ohzeki, “Existence of long-range order in random-field Ising model on Dyson hier-
archical lattice,” J. Stat. Phys., vol. 192, no. 2, Paper No. 16, 11, 2025, 1ssN: 0022-4715,1572-9613. DOI:
10.1007/s10955-025-03399-9. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-025-03399-9.

Y. M. Park, “Extension of Pirogov-Sinai theory of phase transitions to infinite range interactions. I. Cluster
expansion,” Comm. Math. Phys., vol. 114, no. 2, pp. 187-218, 1988, 1SsN: 0010-3616,1432-0916. [Online].
Available: http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.cmp/1104160581.

Y. M. Park, “Extension of Pirogov-Sinai theory of phase transitions to infinite range interactions. II. Phase
diagram,” Comm. Math. Phys., vol. 114, no. 2, pp. 219-241, 1988, 1sSN: 0010-3616,1432-0916. [Online].
Available: http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.cmp/1104160582.

R. H. Schonmann, “Projections of Gibbs measures may be non-Gibbsian,” Comm. Math. Phys., vol. 124,
no. 1, pp. 1-7, 1989, 1ssN: 0010-3616,1432-0916. [Online]. Available: http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.
cmp/1104179072.

J. G. Sinai, “Gibbs measures in ergodic theory,” Uspehi Mat. Nauk, vol. 27, no. 4(166), pp. 21-64, 1972,
ISSN: 0042-1316.

39


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143385705000489
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143385705000489
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143385705000489
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.07276
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.07276
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.07276
https://doi.org/10.3150/22-bej1572
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.07146
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.07146
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.07146
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4471-5361-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4471-5361-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00220-007-0201-y
https://doi.org/10.1214/009117904000000342
https://doi.org/10.1214/009117904000000342
https://doi.org/10.1214/009117904000000342
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002200050029
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002200050029
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-025-03476-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-025-03476-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4615-7892-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4615-7892-5
https://doi.org/10.4171/owr/2020/11
https://doi.org/10.4171/owr/2020/11
https://doi.org/10.4171/owr/2020/11
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-025-03399-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10955-025-03399-9
http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.cmp/1104160581
http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.cmp/1104160582
http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.cmp/1104179072
http://projecteuclid.org/euclid.cmp/1104179072

	Introduction
	Mathematical preliminaries
	Gibbs measures on the line
	The projection to non-isolation

	Main results
	Two-sided view: Gibbs measure
	One-sided view: g-measure
	Markov chain view: Generalized House of Cards process (GHoC)

	Proofs for the two-sided view
	Theorem 1: Computation of a specification p' for the TBF
	Theorem 2: Quasilocality and asymptotics of 'p
	Proposition 1: Finite energy on non-isolation subspace and uniqueness

	Proofs for one-sided view and for GHoC view
	Theorem 3: Computation of the g-function for p'
	Proposition 2: Uniqueness of the g-measure for the LIS
	Theorem 4: Relation between GHoC and TBF
	Remark 4: GHoC implies uniqueness of g-measure

	Appendix A
	Appendix B
	Appendix C

