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STEIN’S METHOD FOR STATIONARY DISTRIBUTIONS OF
MARKOV CHAINS AND APPLICATION TO ISING MODELS'

BY GUY BRESLER AND DHEERAJ NAGARAJ
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

We develop a new technique, based on Stein’s method, for comparing
two stationary distributions of irreducible Markov chains whose update rules
are close in a certain sense. We apply this technique to compare Ising models
on d-regular expander graphs to the Curie—Weiss model (complete graph) in
terms of pairwise correlations and more generally kth order moments. Con-
cretely, we show that d-regular Ramanujan graphs approximate the kth order
moments of the Curie—Weiss model to within average error k/+/d (averaged
over size k subsets), independent of graph size. The result applies even in the
low-temperature regime; we also derive simpler approximation results for
functionals of Ising models that hold only at high temperatures.

1. Introduction. Markov random fields (MRFs) are widely used in a vari-
ety of applications as models for high-dimensional data. The primary reasons are
interpretability of the model, whereby edges between variables indicate direct in-
teraction, and efficiency of carrying out inference tasks such as computation of
marginals or posteriors. Both of these objectives are helped by sparsity of the
model: edges can more easily be assigned meaning if there are few of them, and
each update step in inference algorithms such as belief propagation or Gibbs sam-
pler require computation depending on the degrees of the nodes. (While each up-
date or iteration can be carried out more efficiently in a sparse model, it is not clear
how to compare the number of iterations needed. In general, carrying out inference
tasks is computationally hard even in bounded-degree models [33].)

This paper takes a first step toward understanding what properties of an MRF
with many edges can be captured by a model with far fewer edges. We focus on the
Ising model, the canonical binary pairwise graphical model. Originally introduced
by statistical physicists to study phase transitions in magnetic materials [7, 26],
these distributions capture rich dependence structure and are widely used in a va-
riety of applications including for modeling images, neural networks, voting data
and biological networks [3, 23, 32]. The Ising model assigns to each configuration
x € {—1, +1}" probability

(0= e(5377)
p(x) = Zexp| ZxTJx ),
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where J € R"*" is a symmetric matrix of interactions and the partition function Z
normalizes the distribution. The support of the interaction matrix J is represented
by a graph G; = ([n], E;) with {i, j} € E; if and only if J;; # 0. The Curie—
Weiss model at “inverse temperature” g is the Ising model on the complete graph
with all entries of the interaction matrix J equal to %

Sparsification of graphs [4, 34] has in recent years had a large impact in theo-
retical computer science. The notion of approximation in that literature is spectral:
given a graph with Laplacian L, the objective is to find a sparser graph with Lapla-
cian M such that xTLx ~ xTMx for all x. The Ising model sufficient statistic,
xTJx, is thus approximately preserved by spectral graph sparsification, but it is
not clear how this translates to any sort of notion of nearness of the distributions
of corresponding Ising models, because of their inherent nonlinearity.

In this paper we initiate the study of the interplay between spectral approxima-
tion of graphs and Ising models by showing that low-order moments of the Curie—
Weiss model (Ising model on the complete graph with uniform edge-weights) are
accurately represented by expander graphs (which are spectral approximations of
the complete graph). As discussed in [5], low-order moments capture the proba-
bilistic content of a model relevant to the machine learning task of making pre-
dictions based on partial observations. Our main result shows that kth order mo-
ments in the Curie-Weiss model are approximated to average accuracy k/+/d by
d-regular approximate Ramanujan graphs (and more generally to average accuracy
ke by e-expander graphs).

THEOREM 1.1 (Informal version of Theorem 4.4). The kth order moments of
the Curie—Weiss model on n nodes with inverse temperature B are approximated
to within average error kC(B)/~/d by an Ising model on a d-regular approximate
Ramanujan graph.

We note that random regular graphs are known to be approximately Ramanujan
with high probability. The proof is based on a coupling argument together with
the abstract comparison technique developed in this paper; in order to deal with
the low-temperature regime where Glauber dynamics mixes slowly, we use the
restricted dynamics studied in [27]. A much weaker bound can be obtained via the
Gibbs variational principle, and we outline that method in Section 9.

The techniques developed in the paper are likely to be of independent interest
because of their applicability to other models, but we do not pursue that here. We
frame our basic goal as that of comparing the expectations of a Lipschitz function
under two distributions, and to that end we prove a bound in terms of nearness
of Markov kernels with desired stationary distributions. Specifically, our main ab-
stract result, Theorem 3.1, is stated in terms of the Glauber dynamics for the two
distributions. We prove this theorem in Section 3. The technique is based on Stein’s
method, which we review briefly in Section 2 along with relevant background on
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the Glauber dynamics and the Poisson equation. For any distribution () over
{—1, 1}, we denote by su;(-|x~") the conditional distribution of the ith coordi-
nate when the value of every other coordinate (denoted by x ™) is fixed.

THEOREM 1.2 (Short version of Theorem 3.1). Let u and v be probability
measures on Q = {—1, +1}". Let P be the kernel of Glauber dynamics with respect
to . Let f:Q — R be any function and let h : {—1, 1} — R be a solution to the
Poisson equation h — Ph = f —E,, f. Then

1 . .
(1) [E.f —E,f] 5&(; 2 lAi ] i (1) - w(-lx(”’))Hw),

i=1

where A;(h) is the discrete derivative of h along the coordinate i.

If P is contractive and f is Lipschitz, then we get a simplified bound, given in
Theorem 3.1. Aside from applying the technique to prove Theorem 4.4 on approx-
imation of Ising moments, we state a result in Section 4.3 comparing functionals
of an Ising model with a perturbed Ising model when one of them has sufficiently
weak interactions (specifically, we require a condition similar to, though slightly
weaker than, Dobrushin’s uniqueness condition).

REMARK 1.3. The same result as stated in Theorem 1.2, with a similar proof,
was discovered independently in [30]. Their main application is to compare ex-
ponential random graphs with Erd6s—Rényi random graphs, whereas we use it to
compare Ising models to the Curie—Weiss model. For added transparency, we have
coordinated the submissions of our two papers.

We briefly outline the rest of the paper. Section 2 reviews Stein’s method, the
Poisson equation, Glauber dynamics, and motivates our technique. Section 3 states
and proves the main abstract result. Section 4 contains the application to Ising
models with weak interactions and our result on approximation of moments of
the Curie—Weiss model by those of Ising models on expanders. The proof of the
former is in Section 5 and of the latter in Sections 6 and 8.

We remark that several papers consider the problem of festing various prop-
erties of an Ising model from samples, such as whether the variables are jointly
independent, equal to a known Ising model, etc. [11, 12, 21]. The problem of test-
ing between dense and sparse Ising models is studied in [6].

2. Preliminaries.
2.1. Stein’s method. Stein’s method was first introduced by Charles Stein in

his famous paper [35] to prove distributional convergence of sums of random
variables to a normal random variable even in the presence of dependence. The
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method gives explicit Berry—Esseen-type bounds for various probability metrics.
The method has since been used to prove distributional convergence to a number
of distributions including the Poisson distribution [10], the exponential distribu-
tion [9, 19] and B distribution [14, 22]. See [31] for a survey of Stein’s method;
we give a brief sketch.

Consider a sequence of random variables Y, and a random variable X. Stein’s
method is a way prove distributional convergence of Y, to X with explicit upper
bounds on an appropriate probability metric (Kolmogorov—Smirnov, total varia-
tion, Wasserstein, etc.). This involves the following steps:

1. Find a characterizing operator A for the distribution of X, which maps func-
tions & over the state space of X to give another function .44 such that

E[A(h)(X)] =0.

Additionally, if EA(h)(Y) = 0 for a large enough class of functions 4, then Y 4x.
Therefore, the operator A is called a “characterizing operator.”

2. For an appropriate class of functions F (depending on the desired probability
metric), one solves the Stein equation

Ah= f —Ef(X)

for arbitrary f e F.
3. By bounding |E f(Y,) — E f(X)] in terms of EA(/)(Y},), which is shown to

be tending to zero, it follows that Y}, —d> X.

The procedure above is often carried out via the method of exchangeable pairs
(as done in Stein’s original paper [35]; see also the survey by [31] for details).
An exchangeable pair (Y}, Y,) is constructed such that Y, is a small perturbation
from Y, (which can be a step in some reversible Markov chain). Bounding the
distance between X and Y, then typically reduces to bounding how far Y, is from
Y, in expectation. Since reversible Markov chains naturally give characterizing
operators as well as “small perturbations,” we formulate our problem along these
lines.

2.2. Markov chains and the Poisson equation. In this paper, we only deal with
finite state reversible and irreducible Markov chains. Basic definitions and meth-
ods can be found in [28] and [2]. Henceforth, we use the notation in [28] for our
exposition on Markov chains. Let P be an irreducible Markov kernel and u be its
unique stationary distribution. We denote by £, the expectation with respect to the
measure u. It will be convenient to use functional analytic notation in tandem with
probability theoretic notation for expectation, for instance replacing Eg(X) for a
variable X ~ u by E, g.

Given a function f : Q — R, we consider the following equation called the
Poisson equation:

) h—Ph=f—E,f.
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By definition of stationary distribution, E, (A — Ph) = 0. By uniqueness of the
stationary distribution, it is clear that for any probability distribution n over the
same state space as u, £, (h — Ph) =0 for all & only if ;t = n. Therefore, we will
use equation (2) as the Stein equation and the operator / — P as the characteriz-
ing operator for p. The Poisson equation was used in [8] to show sub-Gaussian
concentration of Lipschitz functions of weakly dependent random variables using
a variant of Stein’s method.

For the finite state, irreducible Markov chains we consider, solutions can be
easily shown to exist in the following way: The Markov kernel P can be written as
a finite stochastic matrix and functions over the state space as column vectors. We
denote the pseudo-inverse of the matrix / — P by (I — P)', and one can verify that
h=(I—P)( f —E.f) is asolution to (2). The solution to the Poisson equation
is not unique: if A(x) is a solution, then so is 4(x) + a for any a € R. We refer
to the review article by Makowski and Schwartz in [17] and references therein for
material on solution to the Poisson equation on finite state spaces.

We call the solution 4 given in the following lemma the principal solution of
the Poisson equation. See [17] for the proof.

LEMMA 2.1. Let the sequence of random variables (X;)7°, be a Markov
chain with transition kernel P. Suppose that P is a finite state irreducible Markov
kernel with stationary distribution . Then the Poisson equation (2) has the fol-
lowing solution:

h(x) =) E[f(X;) —E, f1Xo=x].

t=0

2.3. Glauber dynamics and contracting Markov chains. Given x € Q =
{—1,4+1}", let x> be the values of x except at the ith coordinate. For any prob-
ability measure p(-) over 2 such that p(x(w")) > 0, we let pi(-|x(~i>) denote the
conditional distribution of the ith coordinate given the rest to be x(~"). We also
denote by x") (and x> 7)) the vectors obtained by setting the ith coordinate of
x to be 1 (and —1). For any real-valued function f over €2, denote the discrete
derivative over the ith coordinate by A; (f) := f (x@H)) — f (x @)y,

Given a probability measure p over a product space X", the Glauber Dynamics
generated by p(-) is the following Markov chain:

1. Given current state X € X", pick I € [n] uniformly and independently.

2. Pick the new state X’ such that (X)) = X forall i # I.

3. The I'th coordinate (X’)! is obtained by resampling according to the condi-
tional distribution p;(-| X 1),

All the Glauber dynamics chains considered in this paper are irreducible, aperi-
odic, reversible and have the generating distribution as the unique stationary dis-
tribution.
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Denote the Hamming distance by dy (x,y) =Y, 1(x’ # y'). Consider two
Markov chains (X;) and (Y;) evolving according to the same Markov transition
kernel P and with different initial distributions. Let « € [0, 1). We call the Markov
kernel P a-contractive (with respect to the Hamming metric) if there exists a cou-
pling between the chains such that E[dy (X;, Y;)|Xo = x, Yy = y] < «'dy(x,y)
for all + € N.

3. The abstract result. Given two real-valued random variables W, and W,,
the 1-Wasserstein distance between their distributions is defined as
dw (Wi, Wp) = sup Eg(W)) —Eg(Wa).
gel-Lip

Here, the supremum is over 1-Lipschitz functions g : R — R.

THEOREM 3.1 (The abstract result). Let y and v be probability measures on
Q ={—1, +1}" with Glauber dynamics kernels P and Q, respectively. Addition-
ally, let P be irreducible. Let f : Q2 — R be any function and let h be a solution to
the Poisson equation (2). Then

1 y y

3) IE.f—E,fI<E, (; Z|A,-(h)‘ . HM:’('PC( t)) — vi(-|x( l))”TV>'
i=1

Furthermore, if P is a-contractive and the function f is L-Lipschitz with respect

to the Hamming metric, then

L 1 & . .
_ _ (o x DY s (7D
@ IE.f Evflf(I_Q)Ev<ni§:£”ﬂz(|x ) —villx )Hw>-

IfZ,~wand Z, ~ v, then

L 1 & : .
- A xCDY oy (] O
5)  dw(f(Zw. f(Zy)) = <1_a>E“<n .:1||uz(lx ) = vi(lx )||Tv)-

1

PROOF. To begin, since v is stationary for Q, E,h = E, Qh. Taking expecta-
tion with respect to v in (2), we get

(6) E,(Q—-P)h=E,f -E,f.
By definition of the Glauber dynamics,

(Q— P)h= %;(h(x(i’+))vi(1|x(~i)) +h(x ) (=1]x D)

™ R g (D) = B g (<1159))

1 . .
=- A ) (i (1xTD) = i (11x0D)).
i=1

Combining (6) and (7), along with the triangle inequality, yields (3).
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To prove (4), it is sufficient to show that if f is L-Lipschitz and P is «-
contractive, then |A; (h)| < ﬁ This we achieve using Lemma 2.1. Let (X;), (¥;)
be Markov chains evolving with respect to the kernel P, coupled such that they are
a-contractive. Then

s . .
A @] =D E[f(X) — fFXIXo=x"D, Yo =xE7]
=0

=

M2

E[Ldy (X;, Y| Xo = x@F), Yg = x7)]

N
Il

IA
h
e =
QN

~ 0
o

l -«

Let g : R — R be any 1-Lipschitz function. Let /4 be the solution to the Poisson
equation hg — Phy =g o f —IE,(g o f). To prove equation (5), it is sufficient (by
definition of Wasserstein distance) to show that for any 1-Lipschitz function g,
Ai(hg) < 7£-. By Lemma 2.1,

WK

|Ai () ()| =Y E[go f(X) —go f(¥)]Xo=x"T, Yo =x@7]

0

N
Il

IA
K

E[|f(X:) — f(¥D)|IXo=xCD, Yo =x07]

N
Il
o

M2

<N E[Ldy(X;, Y)|Xo=x"D), Yo =x"7].

0

-
Il

The bound from the previous display now gives the result. [J

Roughly speaking, according to Theorem 3.1, if 1 7 || (-]xD) — v; (|
x|ty is small and A;(h) is not too large, then E, f ~ E, f. The quantity
A;(h) is assured to be small if f is Lipschitz and the chain is contractive, and this
gives us a bound on the Wasserstein distance. In our main application, we deal
with chains which are not contractive everywhere and we use the stronger bound
(3) to obtain results similar to (4) and (5).

4. Ising model and approximation results.

4.1. Ising model. We now consider the Ising model. The interaction matrix
J is a real-valued symmetric n x n matrix with zeros on the diagonal. Define the
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Hamiltonian Hjy : {—1, 1} — R by
1
Hix)= ExTJx.

Construct the graph G; = ([n], E,) with (i, j) € E iff J;; # 0. An Ising model
over graph G; with interaction matrix J is the probability measure w over
{—1, 1}" such that 7 (x) o exp (Hy(x)). We call the Ising model ferromagnetic
if J;; > Oforalli, j.

For any simple graph G = ([n], E), there is associated a symmetric n x n adja-
cency matrix A(G) = (A;;), where

1 if(i,j)€eE,
0 otherwise.

Aij =

Let K, be the complete graph over n nodes; we will use A to denote its adjacency
matrix. The Curie—Weiss model at inverse temperature 8 > 0 is an Ising model
with interaction matrix gA. It is known that the Curie—Weiss model undergoes
phase transition at 8 = 1 [16]. We henceforth denote by p the Curie—Weiss model
at inverse temperature f.

We will compare Ising models on the complete graph to those on a d-regular
graph G4 = ([n], E4) (i.e., every node has degree d). Let B denote the adjacency
matrix of G4. Given inverse temperature 8, we take v to be the Ising model with
interaction matrix gB.

4.2. Expander graphs. We recall that A is set to be the adjacency matrix of
K. The all-ones vector 1 =1, 1, ..., 1]T is an eigenvector of A with eigenvalue
n— 1. Itis also an eigenvector of B with eigenvalue d. B has the following spectral
decomposition with vectors v; being mutually orthogonal and orthogonal to 1:

d n
(8) B=;11T+Zx,~v,~v§.
i=2
Because of the degeneracy of the eigenspaces of A, we can write

n—1

) A=

n
- 11T+§vivg.

Lete € (0, 1). We call the graph G4 an e-expander if the eigenvalues A2, ..., A,
of its adjacency matrix B satisfy |A;| < ed. Henceforth, we assume that G4 is an
e-expander. Then, from (8) and (9) we conclude that

P P 2§ﬂ<e+%>.

—A—=B

n d
Expanders have been extensively studied and used in a variety of applications.
There are numerous explicit constructions for expander graphs. A famous result by

(10)
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Alon and Boppana [29] shows that € > 2—”2_1 for any d-regular graph. A family
of d-regular graphs with increasing number of nodes is called Ramanujan if €

approaches 2—”2_1 asymptotically. A d-regular graph over n nodes is said to be

d-approximately Ramanujan if € = 2@. Friedman [18] shows that for every
8 > 0, a random d-regular graph is §-approximately Ramanujan with probability
tending to 1 as n — oo.

Our main result in Section 4.4 is a bound on the difference of low-order mo-
ments of p and v. Before discussing this, we warm up by applying our method to
Ising models in the contracting regime.

4.3. Approximation of Ising models under Dobrushin-like condition. In The-
orem 4.2 below, we use the fact that Ising models contract when the interactions
are weak enough to prove bounds on the Wasserstein distance between functionals
of two Ising models. Given x, y € 2, let Ay , denote the column vector with el-
ements %|x,- — yil = 1(x; # y;). Let |L| be the matrix with entries (|L|);; = |L;;|
equal to the absolute values of entries of L. The Ising model with interaction ma-
trix L is then said to satisfy the Dobrushin-like condition if ||(|L|)|l2 < 1. Essen-
tially the same condition was used in [25] and [8]. This contrasts with the classical
Dobrushin condition, which requires that ||(|L|)|lcc < 1 [15, 20, 37]. In both the

Curie—Weiss model with interaction matrix gA and the Ising model on d-regular

graph with interaction matrix gB, the Dobrushin-like condition as well as the clas-
sical Dobrushin condition are satisfied if and only if 8 < 1.

REMARK 4.1. We state these conditions in terms of the Ising interaction
matrix, but in general they use the so-called dependence matrix. We briefly de-
scribe the connection. Given a measure 7 over €2, the matrix D = (d;;) is a
dependence matrix for 7 if for all x,y € @, |7 ([x"D) — 7 |y Ity <

7=1 d; j]l(xj # y/). The measure 7 satisfies the Dobrushin condition with de-
pendence matrix D if || D||o < 1. If 7 is an Ising model with interaction matrix J,
then 7; (x; = 1|x™9) = %(1 + tanh JiTx) (here Jl-T is the ith row of J). Therefore,
Iz (-1x D) = 7 (| y D)ty = 3| tanh JTx — tanh JTy| < 31_ [ i1 1(x7 # )
and we can consider |J| as the dependence matrix.

For a € (RT)", let f : Q2 — R be any function such that Vx, y € €,

|f(x) - f(y)| = Zai]l(xi 7 Vi) :aTAx,y-

i=l

We call such a function f an a-Lipschitz function.

THEOREM 4.2. Let a € (RT)" and let f : Q — R be an a-Lipschitz func-
tion. If an interaction matrix L (with corresponding Ising measure my) satisfies
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the Dobrushin-like condition, then for any other interaction matrix M (with cor-
responding Ising measure myy),
lall2/n

]ET[L _]EHM B L—M|>.
B S = B 1= 50 iy 1~ M2

The proof, given in Section 5, uses ideas from Section 4.2 in [8], which proves
results on concentration of Lipschitz functions of weakly dependent random vari-
ables.

A simple consequence of this theorem is that when ||(|L])]l2 < 1, the Ising
model is stable in the Wasserstein distance sense under small changes in inverse
temperature.

COROLLARY 4.3. Let M = (1 + €)L. Then, for any a-Lipschitz function,
L2

|Ex, f —Enp f1 < €||a||2«/ﬁm‘

If fis %-Lipschitz in each coordinate, then ||a], = ﬁ (typical statistics like
magnetization fall into this category). We conclude that for such functions
€llLll2

EM —ENM <"
A e TN

4.4. Main result on approximation of Ising model moments. Let p;j = Euxixj
and p;; = E,x!x/ denote the pairwise correlations in the two Ising models . and v.
It follows from Griffith’s inequality [24] for ferromagnetic Ising models that for
any i and j,

0<pij<1 and 0=<p;; <1

If two Ising models have the same pairwise correlations for every i, j € [n], then
they are identical. For an Ising model n with interaction matrix J, it is also not
hard to show that if there are no paths between nodes i and j in the graph G, then
x! and x/ are independent and En[xi x/1=0. We refer to [36] for proofs of these
statements. We conclude that (;)_1 i |pij — fij| defines a metric on the space of
Ising models over n nodes.

For positive even integers k, we denote the kth order moments for iy, ..., i €

[n] by

k
pWlin, ... i) =Ey <1‘[ x)
s=1

and similarly for ,5(") [i1,...,ix], but with u replaced by v. For a set R =
{i1,...,ix}, we write ,o(k)[R] in place of ,o(k) [i1,...,ix]. (We consider only even
k, since odd moments are zero for Ising models with no external field.)
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Using Theorem 3.1, we show the following approximation result on nearness of
moments of the Curie-Weiss model and those of the Ising model on a sequence of
regular expanders.

THEOREM 4.4. Let A be the adjacency matrix of the complete graph and let
B be the adjacency matrix of a d-regular €-expander, both on n nodes. Let the
inverse temperature B > 1 be fixed, and consider the Ising models with interaction
matrices éA and gB, with moments p and p as described above. There exist
positive constants €o(f) and C(B) depending only on B such that if € < €p(B),
then for any even positive integer k < n,

—1 1
@ > 1p®1R1 = FOIR) <kC(B)(e+ )
k) Re[n]

IR|=k

In particular,
1 5 1
> pij = pijl < 2C(ﬁ)(6 + —)-
(2) ij n

For approximately Ramanujan graphs, € = @(ﬁ). By choosing a random d-
regular graph, which is approximately Ramanujan with high probability, we can
obtain arbitrarily accurate approximation of moments by choosing d sufficiently
large. If we care only about moments up to some fixed order k, our result says
that one can take any d = Q(k?) in order to obtain the desired approximation,
completely independent of the size of the graph.

The structure of the approximating graph G4 is important. To see this, let the
graph G4 be the disjoint union of 7 cliques each with d nodes, a poor spectral
sparsifier of the complete graph K. Consider the Ising model with interaction
matrix g.A(Gd). This graph is not an expander since it is not connected. If i and j
are in different cliques, there is no path between i and j in G4. Therefore, p;; = 0.
We conclude that only O(%) fraction of the pairs (i, j) have correlation p;; > 0.
Since B > 1, it follows by standard analysis for the Curie—Weiss model that p;; >
c1(B) > 0 (see [16]). Therefore,

1 - 1 ~
T > pij = Pijl = 7 Y (pij — bij)
() ij () ij

> -0(5).

Here, we have used the fact that p;; < 1. It follows thatif 8 > 1 and d = o(n), then
the left-hand side cannot be made arbitrarily small.

The case 0 < B < 1 is trivial in the sense that the average correlation is very
small in both models and hence automatically well matched.
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PROPOSITION 4.5. Consider the same setup as Theorem 4.4, but with 0 <
B < 1. Then both Zi# pij = 0(n) and Zi# pij = O(n), and hence

(’;)_1 S5 Loy — il < (’;)_] S o+ i) = 0(%).

Joi<j Joi<j

PROOF. To start, note that

n 2 n
(11) Zpij=Eu(in> —n=Varﬂ(in>—n and
i=1 i=1

i#j

n 2 n

(12) Zﬁij=IEv<in) —nzvarv<in) —n.
i#j i=1 i=1

Thus, it suffices to show that the variances on the right-hand sides are O(n). In

the equations above, var,(f) refers to variance of f with respect to measure 7.

We bound the variance for the measure p and identical arguments can be used to

bound the variance with respect to v.

Whenever 8 < 1, from the proof of Theorem 15.1 in [28], we conclude that

Glauber dynamics for both these models is 1 — % contracting. Let (Ai)l-ill be

the eigenvalues of P. We let |A| :=sup{l — |A;| : A; # 1,1 <i < |Q[}. From
Theorem 13.1 in [28], it follows that the spectral gap, 1 — |A| > # For any
function f : Q — R, the Poincare inequality for P bounds the variance under the
stationary measure as var, (f) < %(1 — IAD"YE(S, f), where the Dirichlet form

ES ) =2y yea(f (%) — FON?P(x, y)u(x) (see Section 13.3 in [28]). The
Poincare inequality then becomes

1
var, (f) < s——— > (f(0) = fF()* P, »u(x)

20— A =
(13) ) 2
: mx§g(f () = f(1)) P (x, y)p(x).

Since P is the Glauber dynamics, P(x,y) > 0 only when x and y differ in
at most one coordinate. When we take f(x) =), x’, then |f(x) — f(y)] <2
whenever P(x,y) > 0. Plugging this into equation (13) yields

2n

VarM(in) <7 —5 = O(n),

and similarly var, (3; H=o0®m). O

5. Monotone coupling and proof of Theorem 4.2.

5.1. Glauber dynamics for Ising models and monotone coupling. We special-
ize our previous discussion of the Glauber dynamics in Section 2.3 to an Ising
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model with interaction matrix J. Let JZ.T denote the ith row of J. Given the cur-
rent state x € Q = {—1, 1}"", the Glauber dynamics produces the new state x’ as
follows:

Choose I € [n] uniformly at random. Construct the next state x” as (x’ )= xi
for i # I and set independently

1 1
1 with probability — + —tanh J IT X,
()= T

1 1
—1  with probability 373 tanh J] x.

We refer to [28] for an introduction to mixing of Glauber dynamics for the Ising
model. This Markov chain has been studied extensively and it can be shown that
it mixes in O (nlogn) time (and is contracting for the “monotone coupling” de-
scribed below) for high temperature under the Dobrushin—Shlosman condition [1]
and under Dobrushin-like condition [25].

We now describe the monotone coupling used in the proof of Theorem 4.2. Let
X, and Y; be Glauber dynamics chains for the Ising model 7; with interaction
matrix J. Let P’ denote the corresponding kernel. For both chains X; and Y;,
we choose the same random index / and generate an independent random vari-

able u, ~ unif([0, 1). Set X/, | (resp., Y/, ) to 1iff u, < () (11X{ ") (resp.,

U < (ﬂ])l(llYt(Nl))). In the case when the entries of J are all positive (i.e., ferro-
magnetic interactions), one can check that for the coupling above, if Xo > Yy then
X; > Y; a.s. We note that since J need not be ferromagnetic in the case considered
in Theorem 4.2, we cannot ensure that X; > Y; a.s. if Xo > Y. (Here, > is the
entrywise partial order.)

5.2. Auxiliary lemma. Before proceeding with the proof of Theorem 4.2, we
prove the following lemma that relates the quantity we wish to bound to the spec-
tral norm of Ising interaction matrices.

LEMMA 5.1. Let fi(x),..., fu(x) be any real valued functions over Q2 and
define the vector v¢(x) = [f1,..., fu(X)]7. Let w;, and mp denote Ising models
with interaction matrices L and M, respectively. Then

vy ll2

20

In particular, when L = gA (i.e, T (-) = u(-), the Curie—Weiss model at inverse

1z . .
—2 1AL @i () = rani (1) gy < IL = Ml
i=1

temperature B) and M = Ep (i.e., mp () = v(-), where v(-) is the Ising model
defined in Section 4.1) then
B

L5 ~i ~i B
w 2O i () = v N =458

lvrllz

22\/5'
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PROOF. The proof follows from the 1-Lipschitz property of the tanh(-) func-
tion. Let LiT denote the ith row of L. We recall that (7r7); (1|x)) = %(1 +
tanh Ll-Tx). There exist ¢;(x) € {—1, 1} such that the following holds, where we
use the notation v/, (x) = [¢1(x) fi(x), ..., ca (x) fu (X)]:

1y : -
n Z‘fi(x)‘ )i (1) - (”M)i('|x(wl))”Tv
i=1

= % > | fi(x)] - tanh (L] x) — tanh (M x)|
i=1

1
<—n§ |fi(x){'|(LiT_MiT)x|
I T AR T
=5 ,-E=1Cl ) fi)(L] — M )x

_ 1 T L M
—Zvcf(X)( — M)x

1
< —x L—M v
=5 llx ]2l l2lverll2

lvrll2
2/n "’ O

=L —M]2

5.3. Proof of Theorem 4.2. Let h be the solution of the Poisson equation
h—Plh=f —Eg f.

In order to apply Theorem 3.1, we bound the quantity

o0

A (@) =Y E[f (X)) — F¥)IXo=x1 v =xC7]]
=0
(14) 521&[2@-1()(;' ;,ey;')|x0=x(i’+>,YO:X(L—)}
=0 Li=1

o0
= ZE[QTAXI,YI |X0 = -x(i’+), YO = x(i*_)].
t=0

The equation above holds for all couplings between X; and Y;. We choose the
monotone coupling as described in Section 5.1. We recall that (wp);(1|x™") =
%(1 +tanh Ll.Tx). From the definition of Glauber dynamics and monotone coupling,
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it follows that
E[1(X] #Y))IX;1 =x, Y1 =}]
1 1 T T
= (1 — —)]l(xi Zvi)+ —|tanhLl.x —tanh L, y|.
n 2n

If ¢ is an n-dimensional column vector with positive entries, then

n
E[CTAXH—LYrH |Xi=x,Y; = y] = E|:ZC,']1(X;_H # Yll-i—l)‘Xl =x Y= yi|
i=1

2 1
< Z(l — ;)GTAx’y

i=I

1 n
+ 5 > ajftanh Lx — tanh L] y|
i=1

1 1
< CT|:(1 — —)I + —|L|:|Ax’y
n n

=cTGAy y,

where G := (1— 1)1 +1|L|. Clearly, |G|l < 1,and hence Y22 G' = (I —G)~ L.
Using the tower property of conditional expectation to apply the above inequality
recursively, we conclude that

IE[CTAXHI,Y[+1 | Xo = x(i’+), Yo = x(i’_)] < CTGHIAX(LH’X(L?).
Plugging the equation above into (14) gives
o)
|Ai(h)(x)| <aT [Z Gt] Ay xio =a' (I — G)_le(iHr),x(i.*)
t=0
=[a"-G)"'].
Recall that 6 := ||[(|L])||> < 1, which implies that

J > Aih)? < J Y(latd -6 =lau -7,

i=1 i=1

<lal:(I -6,

=< ||a||2m

n

= lallay—-
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We invoke Lemma 5.1 and Theorem 3.1 to complete the proof:

n
IL — Ml
|Ean _]E’JTMf| SEHM ;Ai(h)27

lalevi
=3a—g! 2

6. Ideas in the proof of Theorem 4.4.

6.1. Overview. In this section, we overview the main ideas behind the proof
of Theorem 4.4, which bounds the average difference in kth order moments in the
Curie—Weiss model p and the d-regular Ising model v.

Let k£ be any even positive integer such that k < n. For every R C [n] such that
|R| =k, let Cg € {—1, 1} and define the function fc: Q2 —> R

[]x"

RC[n i€ER
|R|=

(15) fecx) =

We suppress the subscript C in fc. Clearly, f(x) = f(—x), thatis, f is symmetric.
Moreover, a calculation shows that f is %—Lipschitz With respect to the Hamming
metric. That is, for arbitrary x, y € 2, [ f(x) — f(D| = Z 1 1(x! # y"), which
implies that | f(x) — f(y)| <1 for any x, y € Q. In Section 8, we will bound the
quantity |E, f — E, f| uniformly for any choice of {Cg}, which in turn relates the
moments p and o (defined in Section 4.4) since

Z 1o O[R] = s™[R]].

RC[n]
IR|=

sup|E, f —E, f|=

Let P be the kernel of the Glauber dynamics of the Curie—Weiss model at in-
verse temperature B > 1. By Theorem 3.1, bounding |[E, f — E, f| reduces to
bounding E, |A; (k)| for the specific function /& obtained by solving the Poisson
equation (/ — P)h=f —E,f.

By Lemma 2.1, we can write / in terms of the expectation of a sum over time-
steps for Glauber chains X; and Y; to obtain

(16) h(X)—h(y)=E[Zf(Xz)—f(Yz)IXo=x,Yo=y}

t=0

from which we get

| A (h) (x0)| =

S CE[(f(X) = f(YD))IXo= x(gi’+>’ Yo = x(()i,—)] ‘
=0
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By selecting xg ~ v, this yields a method for bounding E, |A; (k)| via coupling X,
and Y;.

We now briefly overview the steps involved in bounding E, |A; (h)|. Let m* be
the unique positive solution to s = tanh fs.

Step 1: For a good enough expander, m(x) := ,1721‘ x’ concentrates exponen-
tially near m* and —m™ under measure v. We show this in Lemma 6.1. The sub-
sequent analysis is separated into two cases depending on whether or not m(xq) is
close to m*.

Step 2: Theorem 3.1 requires specifying a Markov kernel; because the Glauber
dynamics on the Curie—Weiss model mixes slowly when 8 > 1, we instead use the
restricted (a.k.a. censored) Glauber dynamics, which restricts the Glauber dynam-
ics to states with majority of 41 coordinates and mixes quickly. We justify this
change with Lemma 6.4.

Step 3: Whenever m(x) is not close to m*, we show in Lemma 6.5 that
|A;(h)(x)| is at most polynomially large in n. This is achieved via coupling X;
and Y; in (16) and makes use of fast mixing of the chain.

Step 4: Whenever m(x) is near enough to m*, the restricted Glauber dynamics
(and Glauber dynamics) for the Curie—Weiss model is contracting for a certain
coupling. Using methods similar to the ones used in the proof of Theorem 4.2 in
the contracting case, we conclude that |A; (h)|(x) must be small if m(x) is close
to m*. We show this in Section 7 via Lemmas 7.2, 7.3 and Theorem 7.5.

Step 5: Section 8 combines these statements to bound E, |A; (k)| and prove
Theorem 4.4.

6.2. Concentration of magnetization. Recall that m™* is the largest solution to
the equation tanh s = s. If 8 < 1, then m* =0 and if 8 > 1, then m* > 0. Recall
the magnetization m(x) := % 1 x'. Whenever it is clear from context, we denote
m(x) by m.

LEMMA 6.1. For every § € (0, 1), there exists c¢(8) > 0 and €9(8) > 0 such
that for all e-expanders G4 with € < €,

v({[m —m* > 8} N {|m +m*| > 8}) < C1(B)e .

The proof is essentially the same as the proof of concentration of magnetization
in the Curie—Weiss model, but with a few variations. We defer the proof to the
Appendix.

6.3. Restricted Glauber dynamics. Glauber dynamics for the Curie—Weiss
model is well understood and it can be shown to mix in O(nlogn) time when

B <1, O(n%) time when 8 =1, and takes exponentially long to mix when g > 1
(see [27] and references therein). Here, the mixing time is with respect to the total
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variation distance from the stationary distribution. The reason for exponentially
slow mixing is that it takes exponential time for the chain to move from the posi-
tive phase to the negative phase and vice versa. The restricted Glauber dynamics,
described next, removes this barrier.

Define QT ={x e Q: Zixi > 0}. [27] and [13] considered a censored/ re-
stricted version of Glauber dynamics for the Curie-Weiss model where the chain
is restricted to the positive phase Q7. Let X, be an instance of restricted Glauber
dynamics and let X’ be obtained from X, via one step of normal Glauber dy-
namics. If X’ € Q7 then the restricted Glauber dynamics updates to X +1 =X
Otherwise X' ¢ Q% and we flip all the spins, setting X t+1=—X". !

The restricted Glauber dynamics X ; with initial state Xo € Q1 can be obtained
from the normal Glauber dynamics also in a slightly different way. Let X; be a
Glauber dynamics chain with Xo = Xo € 7, and let

o _ X ifXieQ’
T -x, ifx, ¢qt.
Whenever we refer to restricted Glauber dynamics, we assume that it is generated
as a function of the regular Glauber dynamics in this way.

If w is the stationary measure of the original Glauber dynamics, then the unique
stationary measure for the restricted chain is 4t over Q*, given by

+o0_ ]2n(x) ifm(x) >0,
a7 WO=1 0 ifme) =o.

Similarly, we define v+ over QT by

2w(x) ifmx) >0,

+ _
(18) VIO E100 i mo =0,

It follows by symmetry that if f : € — R is any function such that f(x) = f(—x),
then

Euf=E,+f and E,f=E,f.

It was shown in [27] that restricted Glauber dynamics for the Curie—Weiss
model mixes in O(nlogn) time for all § > 1.

THEOREM 6.2 (Theorem 5.3 in [27]). Let B > 1. There is a constant c(f) > 0
50 that tyix(n) < c(B)nlogn for the Glauber dynamics restricted to Q.

REMARK 6.3. It follows from the proof of the theorem above that there ex-
ists a coupling of the restricted Glauber dynamics such that the chains starting at
any two distinct initial states will collide in expected time c(8)n logn. More con-
cretely, let X ¢+ and I?t be two instances of restricted Glauber dynamics such that
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Xo=xeQtand Yo=y e QF. Let o = inf{r : X, = ¥,}. There exists a coupling
between the chains such that
sup E[to|Xo=x, Yo =yl < c(B)nlogn.

x,yeQt

and )A(, = I?, a.s. VvVt > 19.

6.4. Solution to Poisson equation for restricted dynamics. The next lemma
follows easily from the definitions and we omit its proof.

LEMMA 6.4. Let f: Q — R be a symmetric function, that is, for every x € 2,
f(x) = f(—x). Let P be the kernel of the Glauber dynamics for the Curie—Weiss
model at inverse temperature B and let P be the kernel for the corresponding re-
stricted Glauber dynamics over Q% with stationary measure uw™ . Then the Poisson
equations

L h(x) = (Ph)(x) = f(x) = Ep f,
2. h(x) = (Ph)(x) = f(x) =B+ f

have principal solutions h and h such that h(x) = h(x) for every x € Q1 and
h(x) = h(—x) for every x € Q\ Q*. In particular, h is symmetric.

By Lemma 6.4, it is sufficient to solve the Poisson equation, and to bound
E,|A;(h)|, for the restricted Glauber dynamics. Based on Lemmas 2.1 and 6.4
we have the following naive bound on the solution of the Poisson equation.

LEMMA 6.5. Let f : 2 — R be a symmetric function such that for any x,y €
Q, it holds that: | f (x) — f(y)| < K. Let h be the solution to the Poisson equation
h—Ph=f—E,f.Then,foranyx,y e, |h(x) —h(y)| < KC(B)nlogn.

PROOF. By Lemma 6.4, i is symmetric and we can without loss of generality
assume that x € Q1. Now, we may work with % instead, since

h(x)—h(y) ifyeQ™,

(19) h(X)_h(y):{i:l(x)_fl(_y) ify69\9+-

Let x,y € Q71 and start two restricted Glauber dynamics Markov chains for the
Curie-Weiss model X | and Y, with initial states Xo =x and Yo =y. Recall the
definition 1o = inf{r : X, = Y,} from Remark 6.3. We couple 2( ¢+ and I(, accord-
ing to Remark 6.3 and use the bound for coupling time, E[tg|Xo = x, Yo = y] <
C(B)nlogn. By Lemma 2.1, we can write h in terms of the expectation of a sum
to obtain

h(x) = h(y) =E[Z fX) = f(¥)Xo=x,Yg =y]

t=0
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o0
< K-E[le(Xz #Y)|Xo=x,Yo =y}
t=0

=K -E[wlXo = x, Yo = y]
< KC(B)nlogn,

completing the proof. [J

The lemma above gives a rough bound of the form |A; (h)(x)| < KC(B)nlogn
for all x € Q. In the next section, we improve the bound for x such that m(x) is
close to m* via a more delicate coupling argument.

7. Coupling argument.

7.1. Coupling for improved bound on A;(h). For x,y € Q, we write x > y iff
x>y’ forevery i € [n]. We recall the monotone coupling from Section 5.1. If the
current states are X and Y, we update the states to X’ and Y’ respectively as fol-
lows: we choose the same random index I ~ unif([n]). For all j # I, set (X')/ =
X/ and (Y’ Y =Y J. Generate an independent random variable u; ~ unif([0, 1]).
Set (X)! (and (Y)) to 1 iff u; < p;(1)1XD) (and uy <y (11Y D). For ferro-
magnetic Ising models when the update rule above is used, X’ > Y’ almost surely
iftX>Y.

We will shortly describe the coupling we use for the restricted Glauber dynam-
ics, but we need to first record some useful properties of g(s) = tanh 85 — s which
follow from elementary calculus.

LEMMA 7.1. Let B > 1 and consider the function g(s) = tanh 8s — s for s €
[0, 1]. Denote by m* the strictly positive root of g. Then g is concave, g(0) =0,
g0)y=B-1>0, g (m* :=—y* <0, and also:

1. For every m > m*, g'(m) < —y™* and
2. There are sy, s € (0, 1) with s; <sp <m* and g'(s2) < g'(s1) < —%y*.

We fix values s1 and s as given in the lemma (see Figure 1 to understand the
significance of the various quantities defined above). The scalar s indexes the val-
ues of magnetization. The restricted Glauber dynamics for the Curie—Weiss model
contracts whenever the magnetization value is in the red region, that is, where the
slope of g(s) is negative. Lemma 6.1 shows that under measure v(-), the magneti-
zation concentrates in the blue region.

Let the set S, :={—1, -1+ %, ..., +1} (that is, the set of all possible values of
m(x)). For any s € [—1, 1], define (s) :=sup S, N [—1, s].

The coupling: Let xo € QT be an arbitrary point such that m (xo) > % Consider
two restricted Glauber chains X ; and I?; for the Curie—Weiss model, with stationary
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0.1
g(s)
[l contraction regime
Il concentration of ()
—
T o-
— \\
g S
= \
,”\ s=s,- >
B
o1
s=m"
-0.2 - -
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

S

F1G. 1. g(s) for B=1.2.

measure 1T, such that Xo = x(gi’+) € QT and Yy = xoi’_) € Q1. We define 71 =
inf{z : m(f,) = (s1)} and use the following coupling between )A(t and }A’t:

1. If m(xp) < (s2), we couple them as in Remark 6.3.

2. If m(xg) > (s2) and ¢ < 71, monotone couple )A(, and ?t. If )A(,l = I?Tl, couple
them so that )A(, = ﬁ for t > 1. Since )A(O > }A’o, the monotone coupling ensures
that )A(, > I?t fort < 1.

3. If X, # Yr,, then for ¢ > 71, we couple them as in Remark 6.3.

Suppose that xg € Q7 is such that m(xg) > (s2). The coupling above is con-
structed to give a better bound on |A;(%)(xg)| than in Lemma 6.5. The intuition
behind it is that whenever m(X,) > (s1) and m(¥,) > (s1) (i.e., when ¢ < 11), the
chains are contracting under the monotone coupling. This is shown in Lemma 7.2
and used in Lemma 7.3 to bound |A; () (x0)| in terms of pX + P(t; < K) (where
p=1-— @(%) is the contraction coefficient and K is any integer). This proof is a
generalization of the proof of Theorem 4.2.

To use this bound, we need to show that P(t; < K) is small, that is, the walk
usually takes a long time to hit (s1). This is shown in Lemma 7.4 as a consequence
of m(Yy) being a birth-death process with positive drift when it is between (s1) and
(s2).

Define

0 if X, =Y,,,
(20) rcoup={ 2 2a = o

inf{z : )A(, = I?,} — 11 otherwise.
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LEMMA 7.2. Let xo € 2 be such that m(xg) > sp + % Let f be symmetric and
%-Lipschitz in each coordinate. Let y* > 0 be as in Lemma 7.1. Define the chains
)?t and X ¢ as defined above, and let p := (1 — V*Lz_l)). Then the following hold:

L. E[If(f(z)—f(?z)lll(tsrl)lXo—x(f P Yy=x{T1< Lot
2. P(Xy #Yylt1 2 K) < m-

PROOF. Let 1 <t < t7. By the Lipschitz property of f and monotone cou-
pling between the chains,

A ~ 1 ~ A
2D |f(Xt)_f(Yt)|§;Z:ﬂ.(X;;éYtl)
i=1
U S~ipi pi
~ o Z‘Xt — Y/
i=1
1 & oA
= — Zxé —
izt
1 A A
(22) = E(m(Xt)_m(Yt))-
Let m; := %Zj#xj so that

11
i (1x01) = 5+ tanh(Bmy).

Note that }_"' | m; = (n — 1)m. By monotonicity of the coupling and definition of
T|, M; (X,_l) > m; (I?,_l) > 51 almost surely, and we assume in what follows that
x¢—1 and y;_1 satisfy m;(x;—1) > m;(y;—1) > s1. Conditioning on whether or not
an update occurs at a location in which x;_; and y;_; differ, we obtain

E[m(X;) —m¥Y)| X1 =x—1, Vi1 =yi_1]
=m(x;—1) —m(y;—1) — zz'xt 1 Yz 1)

1 n
+ta > (tanh (Bm; (x;—1)) — tanh (Bm; (y:—1)))
i=1

n

1
=m(x;—1) —m(y;—1) — m Z(mi(xz—l) - mi()’z—l))
i=1

(23) = Z (tanh(Bm; (x,—1)) — tanh (Bm; (y;—1)))

i=1
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1 n
=m(x;—1) —m(y;—1) + e} > g(mi(xi—1) — g(mi(yi-1)

i=1
<m(x1) —m(y_1) — zy—nz S mi 1) — mi(yi-)
i=1

:<1_m

2n?

= p(m(x;—1) —m(yi—1)).

)(M(Xz—l) —m(yi—1))

Here, we have used the properties of g stated in Lemma 7.1. Therefore, for ¢ < 7y,
M;=p""(m ()A( ;) — m(?t)) is a positive supermartingale with respect to the filtra-
tion F; = U(f(o, I}O, }A(I, 1?1, e, )A(t, }A’,) and 71 is a stopping time. By the optional
stopping theorem, we conclude that

2
—=E[My]
n

Z IE[Alt/\‘[]]

> E[p~ (m(X:) —m(¥Y))1¢ < 7).

Thus, E[(m(f(,) — m(ﬁ))]l(t <] =< 27#. We use (22) to complete the proof of
the first part of the lemma.
Turning to the second part, using the fact that p < 1 gives

2
— =[E[M)y]
n

> E[M, ]

=E[p " (m(Xy,) —m(Yy))]
>E[p K (m(Xy) —m(¥Yy))lt = K]P(r1 > K)

(24)

By monotone coupling, we know that )A(fl * I}Tl iff m()A(rl) — m(f’,l) > % There-
fore, using Markov’s inequality and (24) we conclude that

N A A A 2
POy # Ta 02 K) = P(m(i) = m(Fo) = o = K )

_n-Eln(Xy) = m(Vy))|n = K]
- 2
oK

<.
~ P(ti = K) O
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LEMMA 7.3. Let xo € Q2 be such that m(xg) > s> + % Let )2;, I}t, f,pandh
be as defined above. Then for every K € N,

| (1) (x0)| < %ﬁ +C(Bynlogn[p¥ +P(ry < K)].

PROOF. For the sake of brev1ty, only in this proof, we implicity assume the
conditioning Xo = x(l ) and Yo = =xg =) whenever the expectation operator is
used. Expanding the pr1n01pal solution to the Poisson equation yields

|Ai () (x0)| = | E[(f (X)) — f(¥D)]

t=0
E[|f (X)) — f(¥)]]
t:O
(25) =Y E[|lf (X)) — fFFD|(1¢ <) + 1 > )]
=0
Z% SB[ £ (R~ fED[L > )]
=0 =0

Z [lf (X)) = F¥D|Lr > ).

:I»—a

Here, we have used Lemma 7.2 in the second to last step. By definition of the
coupling, if X =Yz,, then f(X;) — f(¥;) =0 for all ¢+ > 7. Further, | f(X;) —
f(f,)| < 1(f < teoup + T1) (since | f(x) — f(y)| < 1). Given K € N, we conclude
that

SCE[ (X — fED|L¢ > )]
=0

= E[Tcoup]
= Z E[Tcoupu?rl =X, ?rl =y]- P(}?rl =X, ?rl =y)
x,yeQt
<C(Bnlogn Y 1x #yP(Xy =2 Yy =)
x,yeQT
(26) = C(B)nlognP(Xy, # Yz,

= C(B)nlognP(Xy, # Yy, |11 > K)P(11 > K)
+ C(B)nlognP(Xy, # Yy |11 < K)P(11 < K)
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< C(B)nlogn[P(X+, # Yy |71 > K)P(t; > K) + P(t; < K)]
< C(Bnlogn[p® +P(z < K)].

Here, we have used Theorem 6.2 in the second inequality and Lemma 7.2 in the
last inequality. By (25) and (26), we conclude the result. [

Lemma 7.3 bounds |A; (k)| in terms of P(7; < K). We upper bound this proba-
bility in the following lemma.

LEMMA 7.4. Let xo € 2 be such that m(xg) > (s3) + . For every integer K,
P(t; < K) < KZexp (—c1(B)n).

Here, c1(B) > 0 is a constant that depends only on B.

The proof, which we defer to Appendix A.2, is by coupling the magnetization
chain to an appropriate birth-death chain and using hitting time results for birth-
death chains.

THEOREM 7.5. Ifm(xg) > (s2) + %, then there are constants ¢ and ¢’ depend-
ing only on B such that

4
|A(h)(xo)|<y—( + ¢ - exp(—c'n)).

PrROOF. By Lemma 7.3, we have for every positive integer K,
1 1
[Ait o) < - 77—+ C(B)nlogn[p® +P(z; < K)].

Clearly, for n > 2,
1 1 4

nl—p= y*
By Lemma 7.4, P(t; < K) < K2 exp (—c1(B)n), and we take K > cn?. O

We are now ready to prove Theorem 4.4.

8. Proof of Theorem 4.4. We use all the notation developed in Section 6. Let
h be the solution to the Poisson equation (I — P)h = f — E, f with f defined in
(15) at the beginning of Section 6. It follows by Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 5.1 to
show that

@7 B f —E,f] < g, Vaml

A__ )
2 2\/13

-
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where vap) == (A1(h), ..., Ay(h))T. By Jensen’s inequality,

(28) Eyllvagmll = EVJ > Aih)? < J S E A ()2,

i=1 i=1

Now, using Lemmas 6.4 and 6.5 and Theorem 7.5 we conclude

4 .
F(l +0,(1)) if [m(x)| > (s2) +2/n,

C(B)nlogn otherwise.

[Ai () ()] <

We take 0 < 8(B8) < m™ — (sp) — % to be dependent only on 8. By Lemma 6.1,
there exists €g such that if € < ¢q, then for some ¢(§) > 0,

vi(jm —m*| > 8) < e cOn,
By Lemma 6.4, A;(h)? is a symmetric function of x. Therefore,

EyA;(h)? =B+ A;(h)?

< o (1+o0()) +vT(jm —m*| > 8)C(B)*n*log> n
29
@ < ()}%(1 +o(1)) + e O C(B)*n*log* n
16
= (y*)z(l +o(1)).

We note that by picking Cr = sgn(,o(k)[R] — /5(")[R]), we obtain that

1
) > 1p®IRI = P[R]| = 2k|E, f — Ey f1.
.

The equation above along with (28), (29) and (27), implies

1 -
@ 2 ORI = FORY = 2KEf ~
k
e
<% By By E, lvam ll2
n d |, 2n

< % (e + %) ZEV(A,-(h))Z

54%(1%”(1))(&%),

which completes the proof.
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9. Comparison to naive bounds. Using the symmetry inherent in the Curie—
Weiss model, we sketch another method to obtain an inequality similar (but much
weaker) to the one in Theorem 4.4. We do not give the proofs of the results be-
low. All of them can be proved using definitions and standard techniques. Let
DskL(; v) = DL (e]lv) + Dk (v]|) denote the symmetric KL-divergence be-
tween measures (1 and v.

LEMMA 9.1 Dic (vl|p) < D (5 v) <nf|5A =GB,

Let X ~ p and X" ~ p such that they are independent of each other. Define
my(X, X') =130 XX

LEMMA 9.2. For the Curie—Weiss model at any fixed temperature,

C1(B)1?
logE,, expA(m? — (m*)*) < O(logn) + léi
n
and
c
log Eyugyu exp(m3 — (m*)*) < O (logn) + #x?
n

Here, C1(B) and C2(B) are positive constants that depend only on B.

Consider the set of probability distributions over Q x Q, S ={M : M < u® u}.
Let f: Q2 x Q — R be defined by f(x,x") = m% — (m*)*. By Gibbs’ variational
principle,

logEugpuexpAf = sup AEy f — D (M|t ® p).
MeS

Taking M = v®v (where D (vQVv||u®u) = 2Dk (v||i)) and using Lemma 9.2,
we conclude that

c
AEvgy f —2D(v||p) < Clogn + 2—2A2.
n

Letting A = M, we conclude that

C
Even f1= 0(\/1"“”” +\/DKL<v|w>)'
n n

and taking M = u ® pu (where Dy (1t ® |l ® ) = 0) we conclude that

logn
i f|=0(—22).
n
Therefore,

1 D
(30) Epouf — Evgu fl= 0<\/ 05” +\/ KL(HVIIM))
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By similar considerations, taking g(x) = m?% — (m*)2, we conclude that

1 D
GD |Ev[8]—EM[g]}=O(\/ 0§n+\/ KL(nvnM))

For the Curie-Weiss model, by symmetry, p;; = p (the same for all i # j).
Clearly,

Eﬂm = 2 Zp’
n
i#]
Evm = + Zplj’
i#j
Eu®um% = ZP )
i#]
EV®Vm2 - Zplj
i#]
Therefore,
Y pij— i) =Y b4 p - 2,0<Z ,5ij)
i#j i#] i#]
:Zﬁizj—i-p 2p<2p+ Emz—Eum2))
i#] i#]
Zpu p* —n?(E,m* — E,m?))
i#]
n’ 2 2 2 2 2
= E(Evc@vmz — Bugumy) —n*(Eym” — By m”)

<n*Bueuf — Evgufl +n?|Eug — Eygl.

Using the equation above and equations (30) and (31) and Lemma 9.1, we conclude
that

1
(32) Z(pl, Fij)? < 0(,/ R
lséj

When € = o(loffn ), the equation above reduces to

Z(pl, pij)? < O(Je).
t;éJ
This is similar to the result in Theorem 4.4 but weaker by a 4th power.
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APPENDIX A: PROOFS OF LEMMAS
A.l. Proof of Lemma 6.1.

PROOF. The proof follows the standard proof of concentration of magnetiza-
tion for the Curie—Weiss model, but with a slight modification to account for the
spectral approximation. Let y € S, := {m(x) : x € Q}. By M,,, we denote the set
{x € Q :m(x) =y}. Note that |M, | = (nl'iy) and |S,|=n+1.

2
We define
Zy — Z e%xTBx
xeM,
and
B
7z = Z eﬂx.er = Z Zy,
xeQ yESH
and for any U C §,,

Zy = Z eZp;deBx = Z Z,.

xm(x)eU yeU
Clearly,
1 1
ﬁxTAx —— éA — éB xTx < ﬁxTBx < ﬁxTAx + = éA — éB xTx.
2n 2l n d 2d 2n 2l n d

Using the identities zﬁnxTAx = %”(mz — %) and xTx = n, as well as (10), we con-
clude that

2 d
'B—n(m2 —€— —) < —'BxTBx < @(mz—l—e),
2 n 2n 2

which implies that

n Bn( 5 2 n pn 5
(nHT”)eXPT(y —e—;)fz},§<n1+7y>exp7(y +€).

Let H : [0, 1] — R be the binary Shannon entropy. Stirling’s approximation gives

that
nH(EY)
S (1) <ot
" =

and we conclude that

Py H(H—V) Py 0<1°g”>

n
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Using the equation above, for any U C S,

log Zy
<1 U Z
y o =lor(Uima )
log |U logZ
_ log| I+max&
n yeU n
1 1
<max[ﬂ 2-|—H< +y>}+ée+0<0gn>.
yeU 2 2 2 n
Here, we have used the fact that |U| < |S,| =n + 1. Similarly,
logZ ZyeS,,ZV
=log
log Z
Zmax&
yeS, n
B 5 <1—|—y>] B (logn)
> H - = 0 .
zmpl 5+ 0 ()| - Ger o

Define Us = S, \ ((m* — 8§, m* + §]U [—m™ — §, —m™ 4+ §]) and V5 = [0, 1]\
(m* =68, m*+ 81U [—m™ — §, —m™ + §]). Clearly,

v({|m(x) —m*| > 8} N {|m(x) + m*| > §}) = v(m(x) € Us)
is the probability to be bounded. We get

logv(m(x) € Us)
n
_logZy, logZ

n n

s () 5o (557)
< H — H
‘ine%[zy R el T

(33) 4 es 0(10gn)

n

B » 1+vy B » l+y
= sup[ y —i—H( )}— sup [—y —I—H(—)]
yevsL2 2 yel0,11L2 2

+ Be + 0(logn)'

n

Here, we have used the properties of H (-) to show that

1 1 1
sup|:ﬁ 2—i—H( +y)i|=max|:é 2—i—H( +y>]+0( ogn)
yeVs 2 2 yeUsL2 2 n
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() = mal S (7)o (%)
H o .
y:l[lor,)l][Zy * 2 ;I/ne%)i 27 + 2 + n

It can be shown by simple calculus that for 8 > 1, the function g)ﬂ + H (]JFTV)
has (all of) its global maxima at m* and —m*. Since V5 = [0, 1]\ ([m™* — 8, m™* +
81U [—m* — §, —m™ 4+ 8]), using the continuity of the function, we conclude that
for some cy(8) > 0,

sup|:'3 2+H<1+y>]— sup ['B 2-|—H(1+y)}<—co(8)<0.

and

yenl2” 2 yenl2” 2
Choosing € small enough so that €8 < ‘0(5) , and using equation (33), we conclude
that
* x co(§)n
v({|mx) —m*| > 8} N {|m(x) + m*| > §}) <exp|— 5 + O(logn)

and the statement of the lemma follows. [

A.2. Proof of Lemma 7.4. For the Curie-Weiss model, one can check that
the Glauber dynamics also induces a Markov chain over the magnetization. For

m € (0, 1), the probability that m — m — 2 is

<1 —;m)(l —tanhéﬁm%— §)> —: p_(m)

and probability that m — m + % is

<l—2m>(1+tanh;ﬁm——)

)= pem)

At any step, this chain can only change the value of magnetization by % By

hypothesis, we start the restricted Glauber dynamics chain such that Yo = xoi’f)

with m(xg) > (s2) + % Therefore, m(?o) > (s2). Recall that, by definition of 1,
m(?n) = (s1). Clearly, there exists ¢t < t; such that m(ﬁ) = (s7). That is, to reach
a state with magnetization of (s1), the chain must first hit a state with magnetiza-
tion (s7). Therefore, P(t; < K |1A/0 = x(()”_)) is maximized when m(l?o) = (s7) and
we restrict our attention to this case.

Now, it is easy to show that when m € {(s1), (s1) + %,.. (s2) + } p—+ <
a(B) < 1 for n large enough. This allows us to compare our chain to the fol-
lowing birth-death Markov chain (N;){2,, over the state space X' := {(s1), (s1) +
S (s2) + %} with Ng = (s7). Denote the transition matrix of the birth-death
chain by I' and let » = | X|. By our definition of sp and sy, it is clear that r > c(8)n
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for some constant c(8) > 0. We pick n large enough so that r > 2. Define the
transition probabilities for m € X', m #£ (s1) and m # (s2) + % as follows:

I(mm+3)=F@mxm+%)= L

n 14+«
P(mom =) =1 (1) + 24 ) = o
n n 14+«
o
L ({s1), (s1)) = T o
F((sz) +%, (sz)—i-%) = ! .
n n 1+«

We couple the walk I" with the magnetization chain as follows:

1. Let m, be the magnetization chain started such that mg = (s2). Let #; be the
ith time such that m;, # my,,, and my, € {(s1), (s1) + 2,..., (s2) + Z}. Clearly,
t; > 1 and the set {t; : i > 0} is infinite a.s.

2. Let Nipy =N; — Lif my, =my,,, — 2.

3. If my, =my,,, + 2, then

Nl -1 W.p. y(mt,‘)9

Niy1 =
TN w1 =y omy),

P+(mt,')+l77(mt,-)(i _ pi(mtl‘) )
pt(my) I+a  pT(my)+p=(my)’"

4. The coupling above ensures that N; < m,, a.s whenever ; < 1y.

where y (m;,) =

Let 7 :=inf{t : N; = (s1)}. It follows from the coupling argument above that
forany K e N,

(34) P(t; < K) <P(r] < K).

For every k € N, define hitting time 7} as the time taken by the birth-death
chain (N;) to hit the set {(s1), (s2) + %} for the kth time. By irreducibility of this
Markov chain, it is clear that 7} < oo a.s. for every k. Let A; := {Nr, = (s1)} and
n:=inf{i : N7, = (s1)}. Clearly, rl’ > n a.s. Therefore,

35) P(r; < K) <P(r] < K) <P(n < K).
LEMMA A.1. P(1; < K) < K?P(A)).

PROOF. From equation (35),

P(ri =K) =P(n = K).
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From the definition of 1 and A;, we have

K
in<k}y=JA:.

i=I

Therefore,

Ca

(36) P(r; < K) < ]P’<

K
,-) ZP(A».

i=1
We first prove by induction that
(37) P(A;) <iP(Ay).
This is trivially true for i = 1. Suppose it is true for some i. Then
P(Aj+1) =P(Ai 11| ADP(A) + P(A;41|AF)P(AF)

<P(A;) +P(A;11]47)
<P(A;) +P(Ay)
<@+ DP(A)),

completing the induction. Here, we have used the fact that conditioned on the
event Af, the walk after T; is the same as the walk starting from (s2) + % whereas
the original walk at time ¢ = O starts from (s7). Therefore, P(N7,,, = (s1)|A7) <
P(N7, = (s1)), which is the same as P(A;1|A7) < P(A;). Combining equation
(37) with equation (36), we arrive at the conclusion of Lemma A.1. [

For the sake of convenience, we rename the states of X to be elements in
{0, . r—l}withthesameordering(ie (s1) = 0, (sl)—i-z —1,. (s2)+2 —
r— 1) Let p = + denote the probability of moving from state m to m + 1 and
1 — p denote the probability of moving from m to m — 1. Let P,, be the probability
that the Markov chain starting at state m hits r — 1 before it hits 0. The following
lemma is a classic result about biased Gambler’s ruin Markov chain. We assume
that n is large enough so that r > 2.

LEMMA A.2. | =P, =P(A) < (522 =a"2.

PROOF. We have the following set of recursion equations: Py =0, P =1
and forall 0 <i <r —1, Py, = pPyu+1 + (1 — p)Py—1. One can check that the
unique solution to this set of equations is

1—
_ (Tp)m —1 a™ —1

=yt r=1_1°
(=5 1«
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By definition of the event Aq,

1—-P ,=P(A))
r=2 l -«
l_ar—l

< ar—Z‘ O

=«

From Lemmas A.1 and A.2, we conclude that

P(r; < K) < K?a" 2.

As shown above, » —2 > ¢(8)n for constant c¢(8) > 0 and ¢« = «(8) < 1. There-
fore, for some constant c;(8) > 0,

P(t1 < K) < K*exp(—ci(B)n),

and this completes the proof.
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